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Aaron (PERSON) + 1:1-6 Spencer, John R. 

Ab.  See also Calendar 1:6 

Abaddon 1:6 Grether, Herbert G. 

Abagtha (PERSON).  See Mehuman (PERSON) 

Abana (PLACE) 1:6 Roth, Ray Lee 

Abarim (Place) 1:6-7 Ferch, Arthur J. 

Abba + 1:7-8 Ashton, John 

Abda (PERSON) + 1:8 Fretz, Mark J. 

Abdeel (PERSON) 1:8 Fretz, Mark J. 

Abdi (PERSON) + 1:8 Fretz, Mark J. 

Abdiel (PERSON) 1:8 Fretz, Mark J. 

Abdon (PERSON) 1-4 + 1:8-9 Boling, Robert G. 

Abdon (PLACE) + 1:9 Peterson, John L. 

Abednego (PERSON).  See Shadrach, Meshach, Abednego 

Abel (PERSON) + 1:9-10 Hess, Richard S. 

Abel-beth-Maacah (PLACE) + 1:10 Fritz, Volkmar 

Abel-Keramim (PLACE) + 1:10-11 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Abel-Meholah (PLACE) + 1:11-12 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Abgar, Epistle of Christ to + 1:12-13 McVey, Kathleen E. 

Abi (PERSON) 1:13 Schearing, Linda S. 

Abi-Albon (PERSON) + 1:13 Fretz, Mark J. 

Abiasaph (PERSON) 1:13 Fretz, Mark J. 

Abiathar (PERSON) + 1:13-14 Whitelam, Keith W. 

Abib.  See Calendars 1:14 

Abib, Tel.  See Tel-Abib (PLACE) 

Abida (PERSON) + 1:14 Fretz, Mark J. 

Abidan (PERSON) 1:14 Fretz, Mark J. 

Abiel (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:14-15 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Abiezer (PERSON) 1-2 1:15 Schley, Donald G. 

Abigail (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:15-16 Schearing, Linda S. 

Abihail (PERSON) 1-5 1:16 Schearing, Linda S. 

Abihu (PERSON) + 1:16-17 Fretz, Mark J. 

Abihud (PERSON) + 1:17 Fretz, Mark J. 

Abijah (PERSON) 1-9 + 1:17-18 Petter, Gerald J. 

Abijah, King of Judah + 1:18-19 Whitelam, Keith W. 

Abijam (PERSON).  See Abijah (PERSON) 

Abila of the Decapolis (M.R. 231231) + 1:19-20 Mare, W. Harold 

Abilene (PLACE) + 1:20 Pattengale, Jerry A. 

Abimael (PERSON) + 1:20 Müller, Walter W. 

Abimelech (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:20-21 Matthews, Victor H. 

Abimelech (PERSON) 3 + 1:21-22 Halpern, Baruch 

Abinadab (PERSON) 1-4 + 1:22-23 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Abinoam (PERSON) 1:23 Fretz, Mark J. 

Abir.  See Names of God (OT) 

Abiram (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:23-24 Hutton, Rodney R. 

Abishag (PERSON) + 1:24 Schearing, Linda S. 

Abishai (PERSON) 1:24-26 Schley, Donald G. 

Abishalom (PERSON).  See Absalom (PERSON) 

Abishua (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:26 Fretz, Mark J. 

Abishur (PERSON) 1:26 Fretz, Mark J. 

Abital (PERSON) 1:26 Fretz, Mark J. 

Abitub (PERSON) 1:26 Fretz, Mark J. 

Abiud (PERSON) + 1:26 Fretz, Mark J. 

Abner (PERSON) + 1:26-28 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Abode of the Dead.  See Dead, Abode of the 

Abomination of Desolation + 1:28-31 Wenham, David 

Abortion in Antiquity + 1:31-35 Ricks, Stephen D. 

Abraham (PERSON) + 1:35-41 Millard, Alan Ralph 

Abraham, Apocalypse of + 1:41-43 Rubinkiewicz, Ryszard 

Abraham, Testament of + 1:43-44 Mueller, James R. 
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Abram (PERSON).  See Abraham (PERSON) 

Abron (PLACE) + 1:44-45 Fretz, Mark J. 

Abronah (PLACE) + 1:45 Fretz, Mark J. 

Absalom (PERSON) 1-3 + 1:45-46 Howard, David M., Jr. 

Abu et-Twein, Khirbet (M.R. 158119) + 1:46 Mazar, Amihay 

Abu Ghosh (M.R. 160134) + 1:46-47 Lechevallier, Monique 

Abu Hamid, Tell (M.R. 192204) + 1:47-48 Dollfus, Genevieve; Kafafi, Zeidan A. 

Abu Thawwab, Jebel (M.R. 230174) + 1:48-49 Kafafi, Zeidan A. 

Abubus (PERSON) 1:49 Fretz, Mark J. 

Abyss, the 1:49 Grether, Herbert G. 

Acacia.  See Flora 

Accad (PLACE) + 1:49-50 Davila, James R. 

Accents, Masoretic.  See Masoretic Accents 

Acco (PLACE) + 1:50-53 Dothan, Moshe 

Achaia (PLACE) 1:53 Pattengale, Jerry A. 

Achaicus (PERSON) 1:53-54 Gillman, John L. 

Achan (PERSON) + 1:54 Greenspoon, Leonard J. 

Achbor (PERSON) 1-2 1:54 Fretz, Mark J. 

Achim (PERSON) + 1:54-55 Fretz, Mark J. 

Achior (PERSON) + 1:55 VanderKam, James C. 

Achish (PERSON) + 1:55-56 Christensen, Duane L. 

Achor (PLACE) + 1:56 Pressler, Carolyn J. 

Achsah (PERSON) + 1:56-57 Fretz, Mark J. 

Achshaph (PLACE) 1:57 Benjamin, Paul 

Achzib (PLACE) + 1:57-58 Prausnitz, M.W. 

Acraba (PLACE) 1:58 Fretz, Mark J. 

Acre (PLACE).  See Acco (PLACE) 

Acrostic + 1:58-60 Soll, Will 

Acts of Andrew.  See Andrew, Acts of 

Acts of Andrew and Mattathias.  See Andrew and Mattathias, Acts of 

Acts of John (by Prochorus).  See John, Acts of (by Prochorus) 

Acts of Paul.  See Paul, Acts of 

Acts of Peter.  See Peter, Acts of 

Acts of Peter and Paul.  See Peter and Paul, Acts of 

Acts of Peter and the Twelve.  See Peter and the Twelve, Acts of 

Acts of Philip.  See, Philip, Acts of 

Acts of Pilate, See Pilate, Acts of 

Acts of the Apostles.  See Luke-Acts, Book of 

Acts of Thekla.  See Thekla, Acts of 

Acts of Thomas.  See Thomas, Acts of 

Acts, Book of.  See Luke-Acts, Book of 

Adadah (PLACE) + 1:60 Fretz, Mark J. 

Adah (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:60 Hübner, Ulrich 

Adaiah (PERSON) 1-7 + 1:60-61 Uitti, Roger W. 

Adalia (PERSON) + 1:61-62 Bedford, Peter 

Adam (PERSON) + 1:62-64 Wallace, Howard N. 

Adam (PLACE) + 1:64 Fretz, Mark J. 

Adam and Eve, Life of + 1:64-66 Levison, John R. 

Adam, Apocalypse of (NHC V,5) + 1:66-68 Hedrick, Charles W. 

Adam, the Testament of + 1:68 Robinson, Stephen E. 

Adamah (PLACE) 1:69 Fretz, Mark J. 

Adami-Nekeb (PLACE) + 1:69 Thompson, Henry O. 

Adar.  See also Calendars (Hebrew) 1:69 

Adasa (PLACE) 1:70 Fretz, Mark J. 

Adbeel (PERSON) + 1:70 Fretz, Mark J. 

Addan (PERSON) + 1:70 Fretz, Mark J. 

Addan (PLACE) 1:70 Fretz, Mark J. 

Addar (PERSON) + 1:70 Fretz, Mark J. 

Addar (PLACE) + 1:70 Fretz, Mark J. 

Addax.  See Zoology 
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Addi (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:70-71 Fretz, Mark J. 

Additions to Daniel.  See Daniel, Additions to 

Additions to Esther.  See Esther, Additions to 

Additions to Jeremiah.  See Jeremiah, Additions to 

Addon (PLACE).  See Addan (PLACE) 1:71 

Addus (PERSON) 1:71 Fretz, Mark J. 

Ader, Khirbet (M.R. 222068) + 1:71-72 Richard, Suzanne 

Adida (PLACE) + 1:72 Hardwick, Michael E. 

Adiel (PERSON) 1-3 1:72 Fretz, Mark J. 

Adin (PERSON) + 1:72-73 Fretz, Mark J. 

Adina (PERSON) + 1:73 Fretz, Mark J. 

Adithaim (PLACE) + 1:73 Fretz, Mark J. 

Adlai (PERSON) 1:73 Fretz, Mark J. 

Admah (PLACE) + 1:73 Pressler, Carolyn J. 

Admatha (PERSON) 1:73 Fretz, Mark J. 

Admin (PERSON) + 1:73-74 Fretz, Mark J. 

Adna (PERSON) 1-2 1:74 Fretz, Mark J. 

Adnah (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:74 Fretz, Mark J. 

Adonai 1:74 O’Brien, Julia M. 

Adoni-Bezek (PERSON) + 1:74 Schley, Donald G. 

Adoni-Zedek (PERSON) + 1:75 Schley, Donald G. 

Adonijah (PERSON) 1:75-76 Christensen, Duane L. 

Adonikam (PERSON) 1:76 Fretz, Mark J. 

Adoniram (PERSON) 1:76 McMillion,Phillip E. 

Adoption + 1:76-79 Knobloch, Frederick W. 

Adoraim (PLACE) 1:79 Kotter, Wade R. 

Adrammelech (DEITY) + 1:79 Grayson, A. Kirk 

Adrammelech (PERSON) + 1:80 Grayson, A. Kirk 

Adramyttium (PLACE) + 1:80 Wineland, John D. 

Adria, Sea of (PLACE) + 1:80 Stefanovic, Zdravko 

Adriel (PERSON) + 1:81 Edelman, Diana Vikander; Fretz, Mark J. 

Aduel (PERSON) 1:81 Fretz, Mark J. 

Adullam (PLACE) + 1:81 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

Adultery 1:82-86 Adler Goodfriend, Elaine 

Adummim (PLACE) + 1:86-87 Thompson, Henry O. 

Adversary.  See Satan 

Advocate 1:87 Grether, Herbert G. 

Aeneas (PERSON) 1:87 Grether, Herbert G. 

Aenon (PLACE) + 1:87 Pattengale, Jerry A. 

Aesora (PLACE) 1:87 White, Sidnie Ann 

‘Affula, el- (M.R. 177223) + 1:87-88 Dever, William G. 

Agabus (PERSON) + 1:88 Watson, JoAnn Ford 

Agag (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:88-89 Christensen, Duane L. 

Agagite (PERSON) + 1:89-90 Fretz, Mark J. 

Agape Meal + 1:90-91 Ferguson, Everett 

Age  1:91 Grether, Herbert G. 

Agee (PERSON) + 1:91-92 Fretz, Mark J. 

Agia (PERSON) 1:92 Fretz, Mark J. 

Aging.  See Old Age 

Agora (PLACE) 1:92 Grether, Herbert G. 

Agrapha + 1:92-95 Stroker, William D. 

Agriculture + 1:95-98 Borowski, Oded 

Agrippa (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:98-100 Braund, David C. 

Ague.  See Sickness and Disease 

Agur (PERSON) + 1:100 Berry, Donald K. 

Ahab (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:100-104 Thiel, Winfried; Elliott, Dietlinde M. (trans.) 

Aharah (PERSON) 1:104 Fretz, Mark J. 

Aharel (PERSON) + 1:104 Fretz, Mark J. 

Ahasbai (PERSON) 1:104 Schley, Donald G. 

Ahashtarites.  See Haahashtari 1:104 
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Ahasuerus (PERSON) 1-3 + 1:105 Yamauchi, Edwin M. 

Ahava (PLACE) + 1:105-106 Fretz, Mark J. 

Ahaz (PERSON) 1 + 1:106 Brettler, Marc Zvi 

Ahaz (PERSON)  2 + 1:106-107 Whitelam, Keith W. 

Ahaziah (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:107-109 Thiel, Winfried; Callaway, Phillip R. (trans.) 

Ahban (PERSON) 1:109 Fretz, Mark J. 

Aher (PERSON) + 1:109-110 Fretz, Mark J. 

Ahi (PERSON) 1:110 Fretz, Mark J. 

Ahiah (PERSON) + 1:110 Fretz, Mark J. 

Ahiam (PERSON) + 1:110 Fretz, Mark J. 

Ahian (PERSON) + 1:110 Fretz, Mark J. 

Ahiezer (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:111 Fretz, Mark J. 

Ahihud (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:111 Panitz, Raphael I. 

Ahijah (PERSON) 1-9 + 1:111-112 Whitelam, Keith W. 

Ahikam (PERSON) + 1:112-113 Berridge, John M. 

Ahikar/Ahiqar (PERSON) + 1:113-115 VanderKam, James C. 

Ahilud (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:115 Fretz, Mark J. 

Ahimaaz (PERSON) 1-3 + 1:115-116 Knobloch, Frederick W. 

Ahiman (PERSON) 1-2 1:116-117 Dunston, Robert C. 

Ahimelech (PERSON) 1:117 Moyer, James C. 

Ahimoth (PERSON) 1:117 Fretz, Mark J. 

Ahinadab (PERSON) 1:117 Fretz, Mark J. 

Ahinoam (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:117-118 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Ahio (PERSON) 1-3 + 1:118-119 Brettler, Marc Zvi 

Ahiqar, Book of + 1:119-120 VanderKam, James C. 

Ahira (PERSON) 1:120 Fretz, Mark J. 

Ahiram (PERSON) 1:120-121 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Ahisamach (PERSON) 1:121 Reed, Stephen A. 

Ahishahar (PERSON) + 1:121 Harmon, G. Edwin 

Ahishar (PERSON) 1:121 Cuffey, Kenneth Hugh 

Ahithophel (PERSON) + 1:121-122 Schley, Donald G. 

Ahitub (PERSON) 1-4 + 1:122-123 Uitti, Roger W. 

Ahlab (PLACE) + 1:123 Fretz, Mark J. 

Ahlai (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:123-124 Steeger, William P. 

Ahlamu.  See Arameans 

Ahoah (PERSON) 1:124 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Ahohi (PERSON) + 1:124 Schley, Donald G. 

Ahriman.  See Zoroaster, Zoroastrianism 

Ahumai (PERSON) 1:124 Lo, Hing Choi 

Ahura Mazda (DEITY) + 1:124-125 Boyce, Mary 

Ahuzzam (PERSON) 1:125 Lo, Hing Choi 

Ahuzzath (PERSON) + 1:125 Williams, David Salter 

Ahzai (PERSON) 1:125 Uitti, Roger W. 

Ai (PLACE) + 1:125-130 Callaway, Joseph A. 

Aiah (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:130-131 Dempster, Stephen G. 

Aiath (PLACE).  See Ai (PLACE) 

Aijalon (PLACE) + 1:131 Peterson, John L. 

Ain (PLACE) 1-2 + 1:131-132 Peterson, John L. 

‘Ain Ghazal + 1:132-133 Rollefson, Gary O. 

‘Ajjul, Tell el- (M.R. 093097) + 1:133-134 Liid, Dale C. 

Akan (PERSON) 1:134 Matthews, Victor H. 

Akeldama (PLACE) + 1:134-135 Smith, Robert Wayne 

Akhenaten + 1:135-137 Redford, Donald B. 

Akhetaten (PLACE).  See Amarna, Tell el- 

Akiba, Rabbi + 1:137-138 Goldenberg, Robert 

Akitu + 1:138-140 Klein, Jacob 

Akkadian Language.  See Languages (Akkadian) 

Akko (PLACE).  See Acco (PLACE) 

Akkub (PERSON) 1-4 + 1:140 Bergdall, Chaney R. 

Akrabattene (PLACE) + 1:140-141 Görg, Manfred 
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Akrabbim (PLACE) + 1:141 Görg, Manfred 

Al ’Ubaid (30º59'N; 46º03'E) + 1:141-142 Margueron, Jean-Claude; Sager, Paul (trans.) 

al-‘Ula.  See Dedan 

Alalakh.  See also Amuq Plain + 1:142-145 Astour, Michael C. 

Alcimus (PERSON) 1:145 Rappaport, Uriel 

Alema (PLACE) + 1:145 Redditt, Paul L. 

Alemeth (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:145-146 Brettler, Marc Zvi 

’Alep 1:146 

Alexander the Great (PERSON) + 1:146-150 Milns, R.D. 

Alexander (PERSON) 1 + 1:150-151 Pacwa, Mitchell C. 

Alexander (PERSON) 2-6 + 1:151-152 Green, Joel B. 

Alexandra Salome (PERSON) + 1:152 Pacwa, Mitchell C. 

Alexandria (PLACE) + 1:152-157 Pearson, Birger A. 

Alexandrinus.  See Codex Alexandrinus 

Algebra.  See Mathematics, Algebra, and Geometry 

‘Ali, Tell (M.R. 202234) + 1:157-158 Prausnitz, M.W. 

Alia Airport (PLACE) + 1:158 Ibrahim, Moawiyah M. 

Aliah (PERSON).  See Alvah (PERSON) 

‘Alla, Deir.  See Deir ‘Alla 

Allammelech (PLACE) 1:158 Hunt, Melvin 

Allogenes (NHC XI,3) + 1:158-159 King, Karen L. 

Allon (PERSON) 1:160 Clem, H. Eldon 

Allon-Bacuth (PLACE) 1:160 Herion, Gary A. 

Almighty + 1:160 Lillie, Betty Jane 

Almodad (PERSON) + 1:160-161 Müller, Walter W. 

Almon (PLACE) + 1:161 Thompson, Henry O. 

Almon-Diblathaim (PLACE) 1:161 Younker, Randall W. 

Almond.  See Flora 

Aloes.  See Perfumes and Spices; Flora 

Alpha 1:161 

Alpha and Omega + 1:161-162 Reddish, Mitchell G. 

Alphaeus (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:162 Wheeler, Frank E. 

Altar + 1:162-167 Haak, Robert D. 

Altar of Witness.  See Witness, Altar of (PLACE) 

Altars, Incense.  See Incense Altars 

Alush (PLACE) 1:167 Herion, Gary A. 

Alvah (PERSON) + 1:167 Hübner, Ulrich 

Alvan (PERSON) 1:167 Matthews, Victor H. 

Am Ha’arez + 1:168-169 Healey, Joseph P. 

Amad (PLACE) 1:169 Hunt, Melvin 

Amal (PERSON) 1:169 O’Brien, J. Randall 

Amalek (PERSON) + 1:169-171 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Amam (PLACE) + 1:171-172 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Amana (PLACE) 1:172 Roth, Ray Lee 

Amanuensis + 1:172-173 Gamble, Harry Y. 

Amariah (PERSON) 1-10 + 1:173 Uitti, Roger W. 

Amarna Letters + 1:174-181 Na’aman, Nadav 

Amarna, Tell el- (27º38'N; 30º52'E) + 1:181-182 Redford, Donald B. 

Amasa (PERSON) 1-2 1:182 Nelson, Richard D. 

Amasai (PERSON) 1-4 + 1:182-183 Dillard, Raymond B. 

Amashsai (PERSON) 1:183 Uitti, Roger W. 

Amasiah (PERSON) 1:183 Lowery, Kirk E. 

Amaw (PLACE) + 1:183 Thompson, Henry O. 

Amaziah (PERSON) 1-4 + 1:183-184 Fuller, Russell 

Amen + 1:184-186 Chilton, Bruce 

American Schools of Oriental Research, History of the.  + 1:186-188 King, Philip J. 

American Versions.  See Versions., English (American Versions) 

Ami (PERSON).  See also Amon (PERSON) 1:188 

Amittai (PERSON) 1:189 Weis, Richard D. 

Ammah (PLACE) + 1:189 McGarry, Susan E. 



ABD Article Index 

 

 

6 

Amman (M.R. 238151) + 1:189-192 Hadidi, Adnan 

Ammidians + 1:192 McGehee, Michael David 

Ammiel (PERSON) 1-4 1:192-193 Paulien, Jon 

Ammihud (PERSON) 1-5 1:193 Panitz, Raphael I. 

Amminadab (PERSON) 1-4 + 1:193 Dillard, Raymond B. 

Ammishaddai (PERSON) + 1:193 Slayton, Joel C. 

Ammizabad (PERSON) 1:193-194 Schley, Donald G. 

Ammon (PERSON) + 1:194-196 de Tarragon, Jean-Michel; Norton, Gerard J. (trans.) 

Ammon (PLACE).  See Rabbah (Ammon) 

Ammonite Languages.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Amnon (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:196-197 Howard, David M., Jr. 

Amok (PERSON) 1:197 Barnes, William Hamilton 

Amon (DEITY) + 1:197-198 Lewis, Theodore J. 

Amon (PERSON) 1-3 + 1:198-199 Lewis, Theodore J. 

Amora, Amoraim + 1:199 Flesher, Paul V. M. 

Amorites + 1:199-202 Mendenhall, George E.  

Amos (PERSON) 1-3 1:203 Porter, Stanley E. 

Amos, Book of + 1:203-212 Willoughby, Bruce E. 

Amoz (PERSON) + 1:212 Hull, John H., Jr. 

Amphictyony + 1:212-216 Mayes, A. D. H. 

Amphipolis (PLACE) + 1:216-217 Wineland, John D. 

Ampliatus (PERSON) 1:217 Lampe, Peter 

Amram (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:217 Wright, John W. 

Amraphel (PERSON) + 1:217-218 Astour, Michael C. 

Amulet.  See Magic (ANE) 

Amuq Plain + 1:218-219 Margueron, Jean-Claude; Sager, Paul (trans.) 

Amzi (PERSON) 1-2 1:219 Uitti, Roger W. 

Anab (PLACE) 1:219 Benjamin, Paul 

Anael (PERSON) 1:219 Redditt, Paul L. 

Anafa, Tel (M.R. 210286) + 1:219-221 Herbert, Sharon C. 

Anah (PERSON) + 1:221 Hübner, Ulrich 

Anaharath (PLACE) + 1:221-222 Frankel, Rafael 

Anaiah (PERSON) 1:222 Augustin, Gary C. 

Anak (PERSON) + 1:222 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Anamim + 1:222-223 Hess, Richard S. 

Anammelech (DEITY) + 1:223 Fulco, William J. 

Anan (PERSON) 1:223 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Anani (PERSON) + 1:223 Fuller, Russell 

Ananiah (PERSON) + 1:223 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Ananiah (PLACE) + 1:224 McGarry, Susan E. 

Ananias (PERSON) 1-5 + 1:224-225 O’Toole, Robert F. 

Ananiel (PERSON) + 1:225 Redditt, Paul L. 

Anasib (PERSON) + 1:225 McGehee, Michael David 

Anath (DEITY) + 1:225-227 Maier, Walter Arthur, III 

Anath (PERSON) + 1:227 Lowery, Kirk E. 

Anathoth (PLACE) + 1:227-228 Peterson, John L. 

Anatolia:  1:228-240 

 See also Hitttites 

 Prehistory of Anatolia + 1:228-233 Gorny, Ronald L. 

 History of Ancient Anatolia + 1:233-236 McMahon, Gregory 

 Anatolian Mythology + 1:236-240 McMahon, Gregory 

Anatolian Languages.  See Languages  (Introductory Survey) 

Ancestor Worship + 1:240-242 Lewis, Theodore J. 

Ancient Versions.  See Versions, Ancient 

Andrew (PERSON) + 1:242-244 MacDonald, Dennis Ronald 

Andrew and Matthias, Acts of + 1:244 MacDonald, Dennis Ronald 

Andrew, Acts of + 1:244-247 Prieur, Jean-Marc 

Andrew, Fragmentary Story.  See Andrew, Acts of 

Andronicus (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:247 Nelson, Russell D. 

Andronicus (PERSON)  3 + 1:247-248 Lampe, Peter 
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Anem (PLACE) + 1:248 Hunt, Melvin 

Aner (PERSON) 1:248 Astour, Michael C. 

Aner (PLACE) 1:248 Hunt, Melvin 

Angels 1:248-255 

 Old Testament + 1:248-253 Newsom, Carol A. 

 New Testament + 1:253-255 Watson, Duane F. 

Angels of the Seven Churches + 1:255 Watson, Duane F. 

Anger.  See Virtue/Vice Lists;  Wrath of God 

Angle, The (PLACE) + 1:255 Mare, W. Harold 

Aniam (PERSON) 1:255-256 Graham, M. Patrick 

Anim (PLACE) + 1:256 Kotter, Wade R. 

Animal.  See Zoology 

Anklets + 1:256 Meyers, Carol 

Anna (PERSON) 1 + 1:256 Pacwa, Mitchell C. 

Anna (PERSON) 2 + 1:257 Witherington, Ben, III 

Annan (PERSON).  See Harim 

Annas (PERSON) + 1:257-258 Chilton, Bruce 

Annias (PERSON) 1:258 McGehee, Michael David 

Anniuth (PERSON).  See Bani 

Annunus (PERSON) 1:258 Han, Jin Hee 

Anointed, The.  See Christ; Messiah. 

Ant.  See Zoology 

Antelope.  See Zoology 

Anthothijah (PERSON) 1:258 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Anthropology and the OT + 1:258-262 Rogerson, J. W. 

Anthropomorphism.  See Yahwist ("J") Source 

Antilebanon 1:262 Perkins, Larry, J. 

Anti-Marcionite (Gospel) Prologues + 1:262-263 McDonald, Lee Martin 

Antinomianism + 1:263-264 Wall, Robert W. 

Antioch 1:264-269 

 Antioch of Psidia (PLACE) + 1:264-265 Mitchell, Stephen 

 Antioch of Syria (PLACE) + 1:265-269 Norris, Frederick W. 

Antiochians + 1:269 Pacwa, Mitchell C. 

Antiochis (PERSON) 1:269 Carroll, Scott T. 

Antiochus (PERSON) 1-11 + 1:269-272 Whitehorne, John 

Antipas (PERSON) 1-4 + 1:272 Wheeler, Frank E. 

Antipater (PERSON) 1:272 Nelson, Russell D. 

Antipatris (PLACE) + 1:272-274 Kochavi, Moshe 

Antiphrasis.  1:274 

 See also Bible, Euphemism and Dysphemism in the 

Antonia, Tower of + 1:274 Hall, John F. 

Antony, Mark.  See Mark Antony 

Anub (PERSON) 1:274 Kennedy, James M. 

Apame (PERSON) 1:274-275 Pattengale, Jerry A. 

Apelles (PERSON) 1:275 Lampe, Peter 

Aphairema (PLACE) + 1:275 Pattengale, Jerry A. 

Aphek (PLACE) 1-5 + 1:275-277 Frankel, Rafael 

Aphekah (PLACE) + 1:277 Kotter, Wade R. 

Apherra (PERSON) + 1:277 McGehee, Michael David 

Aphiah (PERSON) + 1:277-278 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Aphid.  See Zoology 

‘Apiru.  See Habiru, Hapiru 

Apis (DEITY) + 1:278-279 Redford, Donald B. 

Apocalypse, Little.  See Gospels, Little Apocalypses in the 

Apocalypses and Apocalypticism: 1:279-292 

 The Genre + 1:279-280 Hanson, Paul D. 

 Introductory Overview + 1:280-282 Hanson, Paul D. 

 Akkadian "Apocalyptic" Literature + 1:282 Grayson, A. Kirk 

 Early Jewish Apocalypticism + 1:282-288 Collins, John J. 

 Early Christian + 1:288-292 Collins, Adela Yarbro 
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Apocrypha.  1:292-297 

 See also Canon 

 Old Testament Apocrypha + 1:292-294 Charlesworth, James H. 

 New Testament Apocrypha + 1:294-297 Patterson, Stephen J. 

Apollo (DEITY) + 1:297-298 Danker, Frederick William 

Apollonia (M.R. 131178) + 1:298-299 Roll, Israel 

Apollonius (PERSON) 1-4 + 1:300 Redditt, Paul L. 

Apollophanes (PERSON) 1:300-301 Pacwa, Mitchell C. 

Apollos (PERSON) + 1:301 Hurst, L. D. 

Apollyon.  See also Dead, Abode of the 1:301-302 Grether, Herbert G. 

Apologetics, NT + 1:302-307 Droge, Arthur J. 

Apophthegm + 1:307-309 Robbins, Vernon K. 

Apostasy.  See Punishments and Crimes 

Apostle + 1:309-311 Betz, Hans Dieter 

Apostles, Epistle of + 1:311-312 Hills, Julian V. 

Apostolic Constitutions and Canons + 1:312-313 Jefford, Clayton N. 

Apostolic Council.  See Jerusalem, Council of 

Apostolic Fathers + 1:313-316 Schoedel, William R. 

Appaim (PERSON) 1:316-317 Steeger, William P. 

Appeal to Ceasar + 1:317 Hall, John F. 

Apphia (PERSON) + 1:317-318 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Apphus (PERSON) 1:318 Rappaport, Uriel 

Appian Way (PLACE) + 1:318 Stambaugh, John E. 

Appius, Forum of.  See Forum of Appius 

Apple.  See Flora, Biblical 

Apron 1:318-319 Meyers, Carol 

Aqiba (PERSON).  See Akiba, Rabbi 

Aquila (PERSON) + 1:319-320 Lampe, Peter 

Aquila’s Version + 1:320-321 Greenspoon, Leonard J. 

Ar (PLACE) + 1:321 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Ara (PERSON) 1:321 O’Brien, J. Randall 

Arab (PLACE) + 1:321 Kotter, Wade R. 

Arabah (PLACE) + 1:321-324 Seely, David R. 

Arabah, Brook of the (PLACE) 1:324 Herion, Gary A. 

Arabah, Sea of.  See Salt Sea 

Arabia (PLACE) + 1:324-327 Smith, Robert Houston 

Arabia, Languages of (South).  See Languages (Introductory Survey) and (Pre-Islamic South Arabian) 

Arabia, Prehistory of + 1:327-331 Zarins, Juris 

Arabia, Religion of (South).  See South Arabia, Religion of 

Arabic Language.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Arad (PERSON) 1:331 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Arad (PLACE) + 1:331-336 Manor, Dale W.; Herion, Gary A. 

Arad Ostraca + 1:336-337 Lawton, Robert B. 

Aradus (PLACE) + 1:337 Wei, Tom F. 

Arah (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:337-338 Bergdall, Chaney R. 

Aram (PERSON) 1-4 + 1:338 Pitard, Wayne T. 

Aram (PLACE) + 1:338-341 Pitard, Wayne T. 

Aram-Maacah (PLACE).  See Maacah (PLACE) 

Aram-Naharaim (PLACE) + 1:341 Pitard, Wayne T. 

Aramaic Language.  See Languages (Aramaic) 

Aramaic Letters.  See Letters (Aramaic) 

Aramaic Messianic Text (4QMess ar) + 1:342 Viviano, Benedict Thomas 

Aramaic Script + 1:342-345 Naveh, Joseph 

Aramean Concubine.  See Asriel; Machir; Manasseh (PERSON) 

Arameans + 1:345-350 Millard, Alan Ralph 

Aran (PERSON) 1:350-351 Matthews, Victor H. 

Ararat (PLACE) + 1:351-353 Bailey, Lloyd R. 

Aratus (PERSON) 1:353 Grether, Herbert G. 

Araunah (PERSON) + 1:353 Nelson, Richard D. 

Arba (PERSON) 1:353 Viviano, Pauline A. 



ABD Article Index 

 

 

9 

Arbathite 1:353-354 Schley, Donald G. 

Arbatta (PLACE) 1:354 Pattengale, Jerry A. 

Arbela (PLACE) + 1:354 Redditt, Paul L. 

Arbite 1:354 Schley, Donald G. 

Archaeology, Syro-Palestinian and Biblical + 1:354-367 Dever, William G. 

Archelaus (PERSON) + 1:367-368 Braund, David C. 

Archer.  See Military Organization in Mesopotamia 1:368 

Archippus (PERSON) + 1:368-369 Gillman, John L. 

Archite 1:369 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Architecture.  See Art and Architecture articles 

Archives of Murashu.  See Murashu, Archive of 

Archons, Hypostasis of.  See Hypostasis of the Archons (NHC II,4) 

Ard (PERSON) 1:369 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Ardat (PLACE) 1:369 McGarry, Susan E. 

Ardon (PERSON) 1:369 Lo, Hing Choi 

Areini, Tell el- (M.R. 129113) + 1:369-370 Dever, William G. 

Areli (PERSON) 1:370 Nysse, Richard W. 

Areopagus (PLACE) + 1:370-372 Martin, Hubert M., Jr. 

Aretalogy + 1:372-373 Tiede, David L. 

Aretas 1-4 + 1:373-376 Graf, David F. 

Argob (PLACE) + 1:376 Thompson, Henry O. 

Argob and Arieh (PERSONS) + 1:376 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Arianism.  See Arius, Arianism 

Ariarathes (PERSON) + 1:377 Nelson, Russell D. 

Aridai (PERSON) + 1:377 Bedford, Peter 

Aridatha (PERSON) + 1:377 Bedford, Peter 

Arieh.  See Argob and Arieh 1:377 

Ariel (PERSON) + 1:377 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Ariel (PLACE) 1:377-378 Mare, W. Harold 

Arimathea (PLACE) 1:378 Pattengale, Jerry A. 

Arimathea, Joseph of.  See Joseph of Arimathea 

Arioch (PERSON) 1-3 + 1:378-379 Astour, Michael C. 

Arisai (PERSON) + 1:379 Bedford, Peter 

Aristarchus (PERSON) + 1:379-380 Gillman, John L. 

Aristeas the Exegete + 1:380 Holladay, Carl R. 

Aristeas, Letter of + 1:380-382 Shutt, R. James H. 

Aristides (PERSON) + 1:382 Grant, Robert M. 

Aristobulus (PERSON) 1-9 1:382-383 Carroll, Scott T. 

Aristobulus (OT Pseudepigrapha) + 1:383-384 Holladay, Carl R. 

Arius, Arianism + 1:384-386 Groh, Dennis E. 

Ark of the Covenant + 1:386-393 Seow, C. L. 

Ark, Noah’s.  See Noah and the Ark articles 

Arkite (PERSON) + 1:393-394 Hess, Richard S. 

Armageddon (PLACE) + 1:394-395 Paulien, Jon 

Armenia (PLACE) + 1:395-397 Sullivan, Richard D. 

Armenian Versions.  See Versions, Ancient (Armenian) 

Armlet.  See Jewelry 

Armoni (PERSON) + 1:397-398 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Armory.  See Weapons and Implements of Warfare 

Army (Mesopotamia).  See Military Organization in Mesopotamia 

Army, Herodian.  See Herodian Army 

Army, Roman.  See Roman Army 

Arna (PERSON) 1:398 Han, Jin Hee 

Arnan (PERSON) 1:398 Fuller, Russell 

Arni (PERSON) 1:398 Grether, Herbert G. 

Arnon (PLACE) + 1:398-399 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Arodi (PERSON) 1:399 Slayton, Joel C. 

Aroer (PLACE) 1-4 + 1:399-400 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Arom (PERSON) 1:400 McGehee, Michael David 

Aromatic Cane.  See Perfumes and Spices 
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Arpachshad (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:400 Hess, Richard S. 

Arpad (PLACE) + 1:401 Avalos, Hector 

Arphaxad (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:401 White, Sidnie Ann 

Array, Battle.  See Weapons and Implements of War 

Arsaces (PERSON) + 1:401 Pacwa, Mitchell C. 

Art and Architecture: 1:401-461 

 Ancient Near Eastern Art + 1:401-408 Gunther, Ann C. 

 Ancient Near Eastern Architecture + 1:408-419 Zimansky, Paul E. 

 Mesopotamian Art and Architecture + 1:419-428 Albenda, Pauline 

 Egpytian Art and Architecture + 1:428-440 Baines, John 

 Persian Art + 1:440-447 Root, Margaret Cool 

 Early Jewish Art and Architecture + 1:447-454 Hachlili, Rachel 

 Early Christian Art + 1:454-461 Snyder, Graydon F. 

Artapanus + 1:461-463 Holladay, Carl R. 

Artaxerxes (PERSON) + 1:463-464 Suiter, David E. 

Artemas (PERSON) + 1:464 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Artemis (DEITY) + 1:464-465 Martin, Hubert M., Jr. 

Arthropods.  See Zoology 

Arubboth + 1:465-467 Zertal, Adam 

Arumah (PLACE) 1:467-468 Thompson, Henry O. 

Arvad (PERSON) + 1:468 Hess, Richard S. 

Arza (PERSON) 1:468 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Arzareth (PLACE) + 1:468 Herion, Gary A. 

Asa (PERSON) + 1:468-470 Evans, Carl D. 

Asahel (PERSON) 1-5 + 1:470 Schley, Donald G. 

Asaiah (PERSON) 1-4 1:470-471 Dillard, Raymond B. 

Asaias (PERSON) 1:471 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Asaph (PERSON) 1-4 + 1:471 Rogers, Jeffrey S. 

Asaramel (PLACE) + 1:471-472 Hardwick, Michael E. 

Asarel (PERSON) 1:472 Lo, Hing Choi 

Ascension of Christ + 1:472-474 Gulley, Norman R. 

Ascent of Heres (PLACE).  See Heres, Ascent of (PLACE) 

Ascent to Heaven.  See Heaven, Ascent to 

Asclepius (NHC VI,8) + 1:474-475 Jackson, Howard 

Asclepius, Cult of + 1:475-476 Robinson, Thomas L. 

Asenath (PERSON) + 1:476 Yee, Gale A. 

Ashan (PLACE) + 1:476-477 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

Asharelah (PERSON) + 1:477 McCann, J. Clinton, Jr. 

Ashbea (PLACE).  See Beth-Ashbea (PLACE) 

Ashbel (PERSON) 1:477 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Ashdod (PLACE).  See also Azotus (PLACE). + 1:477-482 Dothan, Moshe 

Ashdod-Yam (M.R. 114132) + 1:482 Kaplan, Jacob 

Asher (PERSON) + 1:482-483 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Asherah (DEITY) + 1:483-487 Day, John 

Ashhur (PERSON) + 1:487 Lo, Hing Choi 

Ashima (DEITY) + 1:487 Fulco, William J. 

Ashkelon (PLACE) + 1:487-490 Esse, Douglas L. 

Ashkenaz + 1:490 Hess, Richard S. 

Ashnah (PLACE) 1-2 + 1:490 Kotter, Wade R. 

Ashpenaz (PERSON) 1:490-491 Coxon, Peter W. 

Ashtaroth (DEITY).  See Ashtoreth (DEITY) 

Ashtaroth (PLACE) + 1:491 Day, John 

Ashteroth-Karnaim (PLACE) + 1:491 Astour, Michael C. 

Ashtoreth (DEITY) + 1:491-494 Day, John 

Ashurbanipal (PERSON) 1:494 Grayson, A. Kirk 

Ashurites + 1:494 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Ashvath (PERSON) 1:494-495 O’Brien, J. Randall 

Asiarchs + 1:495-497 Kearsley, Rosalind Anne 

Asibias (PERSON).  See Hashabiah (PERSON) 

Asiel (PERSON) 1-3 + 1:497 Redditt, Paul L. 
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Askewianus, Codex.  See Pistis Sophia 

Asmar, Tell + 1:497-499 Margueron, Jean-Claude; Sager, Paul (trans.) 

Asmodeus 1:499 Grether, Herbert G. 

Asnah (PERSON) + 1:499 Shearer, Rodney H. 

Aspatha (PERSON) + 1:499 Bedford, Peter 

Asphar (PLACE) + 1:499 Redditt, Paul L. 

Asriel (PERSON) + 1:499 Slayton, Joel C. 

Ass.  See Zoology 

Assar, Tel (PLACE).  See Tel-Assar (PLACE) 

Assayer.  See Interest and Usury in the Greco-Roman Period 

Assembly, Divine.  See Divine Assembly 

Assembly, Great.  See Great Assembly 

Asshur (DEITY).  See Mesopotamia, History of (History and Culture of Assyria) 

Asshur (PERSON) + 1:500 Oller, Gary H. 

Asshur (PLACE) + 1:500 Grayson, A. Kirk 

Asshurim 1:500 Matthews, Victor H. 

Assir (PERSON) 1:501 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Associations, Clubs, Thiasoi + 1:501-503 Danker, Frederick William 

Assos (PLACE) + 1:503 Yamauchi, Edwin M. 

Assumption of the Virgin.  See Virgin, Assumption of the 

Asssyria (History and Culture).  See Mesopotamia, History of 

Astarte (DEITY).  See Ashtoreth (DEITY) 1:504 

Astrology in the Ancient Near East + 1:504-507 Rochberg-Halton, Francesca 

Astyages (PERSON) + 1:507-508 Yamauchi, Edwin M. 

Asur (PERSON) 1:508 McGehee, Michael David 

Asyncritus (PERSON) 1:508 Lampe, Peter 

Atad (PLACE) + 1:508-509 Oller, Gary H. 

Atarah (PERSON) 1:509 Steeger, William P. 

Atargatis (DEITY) + 1:509 Carroll, Scott T. 

Ataroth (PLACE) 1-2 + 1:510 Franklyn, Paul Nimrah 

Ataroth-Addar (PLACE) + 1:510 Franklyn, Paul Nimrah 

Ater (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:510 Bergdall, Chaney R. 

Athach (PLACE) 1:510-511 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

Athaiah (PERSON) 1:511 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Athaliah (PERSON) 1-3 + 1:511-512 Thiel, Winfried 

Atharim (PLACE) + 1:512-513 Herion, Gary A. 

Athenobius (PERSON) 1:513 Nelson, Russell D. 

Athens (PLACE) + 1:513-518 Martin, Hubert M., Jr. 

Athlai (PERSON) 1:518 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Atonement in the NT + 1:518-522 Tuckett, C. M. 

Atonement, Day of.  See Day of Atonement 

Atroth-Beth-Joab (PLACE) + 1:522 McGarry, Susan E. 

Atroth-Shophan (PLACE) + 1:522-523 Romero, C. Gilbert 

Attai (PERSON) 1-3 1:523 Dillard, Raymond B. 

Attalia (PLACE) 1-2 1:523 Wineland, John D. 

Attalus (PERSON) + 1:523 Nelson, Russell D. 

Attharates (PERSON) 1:523 McGehee, Michael David 

Attharias (PERSON) 1:523-524 Bowman, Craig D. 

Augury.  See Magic (Old Testament) 

Augustan Cohort + 1:524 Olson, Mark J. 

Augustus (EMPEROR) + 1:524-528 Potter, David S. 

Auranus (PERSON) 1:528 Nelson, Russell D. 

Aurelius, Marcus.  See Marcus Aurelius (EMPEROR) 

Author of Life 1:528 Grether, Herbert G. 

Authoritative Teaching (NHC VI,3) + 1:528-529 Goehring, James E. 

Authorities, City.  See City Authorities 

Authority of Scripture.  See Scriptural Authority 

Avaran (PERSON) 1:529 Rappaport, Uriel 

Aven (PLACE) 1-3 1:529-530 Pressler, Carolyn J. 

Avenger of Blood.  See Blood, Avenger of 
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Avestan Language.  See Languages (Ancient Iran) 

Avith (PLACE) + 1:530 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Avot, Khirbet (M.R. 193276) + 1:530-531 Braun, Eliot 

Avva (PLACE) 1:531 Herion, Gary A. 

Avvim (PLACE) 1-2 + 1:531-532 McGarry, Susan E. 

Avvites.  See Avva (PLACE) 

‘Ayin 1:532 

Ayyah (PLACE) + 1:532 Thompson, Henry O. 

Azael (PLACE) 1:532 McGehee, Michael David 

Azaliah (PERSON) 1:532 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Azaniah (PERSON) 1:532 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Azarel (PERSON) 1-6 1:532-533 Uitti, Roger W. 

Azariah (PERSON) 1-29 + 1:533-535 Eades, Keith L. 

Azariah, Prayer of.  See Daniel, Additions to 

Azarias (PERSON) + 1:535-536 Redditt, Paul L. 

Azaru (PERSON) 1:536 Bowman, Craig D. 

Azaz (PERSON) 1:536 Clem, H. Eldon 

Azazel + 1:536-537 Wright, David P. 

Azaziah (PERSON) 1-3 + 1:537 Clem, H. Eldon 

Azbuk (PERSON) 1:537 Williams, Nora A. 

Azekah (PLACE) + 1:537-539 Stern, Ephraim 

Azel (PERSON) 1:539 Kennedy, James M. 

Azetas (PERSON) 1:539 McGehee, Michael David 

Azgad (PERSON) 1:539 Bergdall, Chaney R. 

Aziel (PERSON).  See Jaaziel (PERSON) 

Aziza (PERSON) 1:539 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Azmaveth (PERSON) 1-5 1:539 Schley, Donald G. 

Azmaveth (PLACE) + 1:539-540 McGarry, Susan E. 

Azmon (PLACE) + 1:540 Kotter, Wade R. 

Aznoth-Tabor (PLACE) + 1:540 Frankel, Rafael 

Azor, Tel (M.R. 131159) + 1:540-541 Ben-Tor, Amnon 

Azotus (PLACE).  See also Ashdod (PLACE) + 1:541-542 Redditt, Paul L. 

Azraq (PLACE) + 1:542-543 Garrard, Andrew N. 

Azriel (PERSON) 1-3 + 1:543 Dalglish, Edward R. 

Azrikam (PERSON) 1-4 1:543 Fuller, Russell 

Azubah (PERSON) 1-2 1:543 Schearing, Linda S. 

Azzan (PERSON) + 1:543 Panitz, Raphael I. 

Azzur (PERSON) 1-3 1:543-544 Dalglish, Edward R. 

Baal (DEITY) + 1:545-549 Day, John 

Baal (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:549-550 Brettler, Marc Zvi 

Baal (PLACE).  See also Baalath-Beer (PLACE) 1:550 

Baal-Berith (DEITY) + 1:550-551 Lewis, Theodore J. 

Baal-Gad (PLACE) 1:551 Benjamin, Paul 

Baal-Hamon (PLACE) + 1:551 Schmitz, Philip C. 

Baal-Hanan (PERSON) + 1:551-552 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Baal-Hazor (PLACE) 1:552 Thompson, Henry O. 

Baal-Hermon (PLACE) + 1:532 Franklyn, Paul Nimrah 

Baal-Meon (PLACE) + 1:552 Piccirillo, Michele 

Baal-Peor (PLACE) + 1:553 Slayton, Joel C. 

Baal-Perazim (PLACE) 1:553 Kobayashi, Yoshitaka 

Baal-Shalishah (PLACE) + 1:553 Herion, Gary A. 

Baal-Tamar (PLACE) + 1:553-554 McGarry, Susan E. 

Baal-Zebub (DEITY) + 1:554 Maier, Walter Arthur, III 

Baal-Zephon (PLACE) + 1:554-555 Raabe, Paul R. 

Baalah (PLACE) 1:555 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Baalath (PLACE) + 1:555 Greenberg, Raphael 

Baalath-Beer (PLACE) 1:555-556 Arnold, Patrick M. 

Baalbek (PLACE) + 1:556 Smith, Robert Houston 

Baale-Judah (PLACE).  See Kiriath-Jearim (PLACE) 

Baalis (PERSON) + 1:556-557 Geraty, Lawrence T. 
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Baalsamus (PERSON).  See Maaseiah 

Baana (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:557-558 Knobloch, Frederick W. 

Baanah (PERSON) 1-4 + 1:558 Knobloch, Frederick W. 

Baara (PERSON) 1:558 Harmon, G. Edwin 

Baaseiah (PERSON) 1:558 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Baasha (PERSON) 1:558-559 Olson, Dennis T. 

Bab Edh-Dhra‘ (M.R. 202074) + 1:559-561 Rast, Walter E. 

Babel (PLACE) + 1:561-563 Spina, Frank Anthony 

Babylon (PLACE): 

 A-G. Babylon in the OT, etc. + 1:563-565 Margueron, Jean-Claude; Sager, Paul (trans.) 

 H. Babylon in the New Testament + 1:565-566 Watson, Duane F. 

Babylonia (History and Culture).  See Mesopotamia, History of 

Babylonian Judaism.  See Judaism (Babylonian) 

Baca, Valley of (PLACE) 1:566 Kobayashi, Yoshitaka 

Bacchides (PERSON) + 1:566-567 Rappaport, Uriel 

Bacenor (PERSON) + 1:567 Nelson, Russell D. 

Baean (PLACE) + 1:567 Redditt, Paul L. 

Bagoas (PERSON) + 1:567-568 White, Sidnie Ann 

Bagpipe.  See Music and Muscial Instruments 

Bahurim (PLACE) 1:568 Schley, Donald G. 

Baiterus (PERSON) 1:568 McGehee, Michael David 

Bakbakkar (PERSON) 1:568 Dunston, Robert C. 

Bakbuk (PERSON) + 1:568 Shearer, Rodney H. 

Bakbukiah (PERSON) + 1:568 Augustin, Gary C. 

Baker’s Street (PLACE) + 1:568-569 Mare, W. Harold 

Balaam (PERSON) + 1:569-572 Hackett, Jo Ann 

Baladan (PERSON) + 1:572-573 Hull, John H., Jr. 

Balah (PLACE).  See also Baalah (PLACE) 1:573 

Balah, Deir el- (PLACE).  See Deir el-Balah 

Balak (PERSON) 1:573 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Balamon (PLACE) + 1:573 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Balas, Alexander (PERSON).  See Alexander (PERSON) 

Balbaim (PLACE) 1:573 White, Sidnie Ann 

Baldness.  See Sickness and Disease 

Balm + 1:573-574 Jones, Richard N. 

Balsam.  See Balm 

Bamoth (PLACE) + 1:574 Romero, C. Gilbert 

Bamoth-Baal (PLACE) + 1:574-575 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Ban (Herem).  See Deuteronomy, Book of 

Banditry + 1:575-580 Isaac, Benjamin 

Bangles.  See Jewelry 

Bani (PERSON) 1-11 1:580-581 Schley, Donald G. 

Banking.  See Interest and Usury; Trade and Commerce 

Bannas (PERSON).  See also Bani; Binnui 1:581 Schley, Donald G. 

Banquet, Messianic.  See Messianic Banquet 

Banqueting Hall/House + 1:581-582 Lewis, Theodore J. 

Baptism + 1:583-594 Hartman, Lars 

Baptist, John the.  See John the Baptist 

Baq‘ah Valley (Jordan) + 1:594-598 McGovern, Patrick E. 

Bar Kokhba: 1:598-606 

 Bar Kokhba Revolt + 1:598-601 Isaac, Benjamin; Oppenheimer, Aharon 

 Bar Kokhba Letters + 1:601-606 Wise, Michael O. 

Bar Kosiba.  See Bar Kokhba 

Bar-Jesus 1:607 Wheeler, Frank E. 

Barabbas (PERSON) + 1:607 Wilkins, Michael J. 

Barachel (PERSON) + 1:607-608 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Baraita + 1:608 Kraemer, David 

Barak + 1:608 Lowery, Kirk E. 

Bardaisan of Edessa (PERSON) + 1:608-610 McVey, Kathleen E. 

Bariah (PERSON) 1:610 Fuller, Russell 
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Barkos (PERSON) + 1:610 Shearer, Rodney H. 

Barley.  See Agriculture; Flora 

Barnabas (PERSON) + 1:610-611 Daniels, Jon B. 

Barnabas, Epistle of + 1:611-614 Treat, Jay Curry 

Barodis (PERSON) 1:614 McGehee, Michael David 

Barsabbas (PERSON) 1-2 1:614 Fry, Virgil R. L. 

Bartacus (PERSON) 1:614-615 Carroll, Scott T. 

Bartholomew (PERSON) + 1:615 Wilkins, Michael J. 

Bartholomew, Gospel (Questions) of + 1:615-616 Daniels, Jon B. 

Bartimaeus (PERSON) + 1:616-617 Fry, Virgil R. L. 

Baruch (PERSON) 1 + 1:617 Lundbom, Jack R. 

Baruch (PERSON) 2-4 1:617-618 Dalglish, Edward R. 

Baruch, Book of + 1:618-620 Mendels, Doron 

Baruch, Book of 2 (Syriac) + 1:620-621 Charlesworth, James H. 

Baruch, Book of 3 (Greek) + 1:621-622 Charlesworth, James H. 

Baruch, Book of 4 + 1:622 Robinson, Stephen E. 

Barzillai (PERSON) 1-3 + 1:623 Petter, Gerald J. 

Basemath (PERSON) + 1:623 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Bashan (PLACE) 1:623-624 Slayton, Joel C. 

Basilides + 1:624-625 Mirecki, Paul Allan 

Baskama (PLACE) 1:625 Smith, Robert Wayne 

Bastion.  See Fortifications 1:625 

Bat.  See Zoology 1:625 

Batashi, Tell el- (M.R. 142132) + 1:625-626 Mazar, Amihay; Kelm, George L. 

Batashi, Tuleilat el- (M.R. 142132) + 1:627 Kaplan, Jacob 

Bath.  See Weights and Measures 1:627 

Bath-Rabbim (PLACE) + 1:627 Younker, Randall W. 

Bathing.  See Unclean and Clean 

Bathsheba (PERSON) + 1:627-628 Yee, Gale A. 

Bathshua (PERSON) 1-2 1:628 Yee, Gale A. 

Bavvai (PERSON) 1:628 Schley, Donald G. 

Bawdlerization.  See Bible, Euphemism and Dysphemism in the 

Bazaar.  See Trade and Commerce (ANE) 

Bazlith (PERSON) + 1:628 Shearer, Rodney H. 

Bdellium.  See Perfumes and Spices 

Beads, Beadwork.  See Jewelry 

Bealiah (PERSON) 1:628 Dillard, Raymond B. 

Bealoth (PLACE) 1:628-629 Baker, David W. 

Beam.  See Plank 

Bean.  See Flora 

Bear.  See Zoology 

Beatitudes + 1:629-631 Collins, Raymond F. 

Beatty, Chester (Papyri).  See Chester Beatty Papyri 

Beautiful Gate (PLACE) + 1:631-632 Pattengale, Jerry A. 

Bebai (PERSON) 1-2 1:632 Shogren, Gary S. 

Bebai (PLACE) + 1:632 White, Sidnie Ann 

Becher (PERSON) 1:632 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Becorath (PERSON) + 1:632-633 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Bectileth (PLACE) 1:633 White, Sidnie Ann 

Bedad (PERSON) + 1:633 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Bedan (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:633 Petter, Gerald J. 

Bedeiah (PERSON) 1:633 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Bedouin and Bedouin States + 1:634-638 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Bee.  See Zoology 

Beeliada (PERSON) 1:638 Howard, David M., Jr. 

Beelzebul + 1:638-640 Lewis, Theodore J. 

Beer (PLACE) 1-2 + 1:640 Ferch, Arthur J. 

Beer-Elim (PLACE) 1:640 Ferch, Arthur J. 

Beer-Lahai-Roi 1:640 Thompson, Henry O. 

Beer-Resism (M.R. 109206) + 1:640 Dever, William G. 
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Beer-Sheba (PLACE) + 1:641-645 Manor, Dale W. 

Beera (PERSON) 1:645 O’Brien, J. Randall 

Beerah (PERSON) + 1:645-646 Graham, M. Patrick 

Beeri (PERSON) 1-2 1:646 Pressler, Carolyn J. 

Beeroth (PLACE) + 1:646-647 Dorsey, David A. 

Beeroth Bene-Jaakan (PLACE) 1:647 Matthews, Victor H. 

Beeshterah (PLACE) + 1:647-648 Peterson, John L. 

Beit Mirsim, Tell (M.R. 141096) + 1:648-649 Dever, William G. 

Beit Ras (M.R. 230222) + 1:649-650 Lenzen, C. J. 

Beitin, Tell (M.R. 172148) + 1:651-652 Dever, William G. 

Beka.  See Weights and Measures 

Bel (DEITY) + 1:652-653 Dalglish, Edward R. 

Bel and the Dragon.  See Daniel, Additions to 

Bela (PERSON) 1-3 + 1:653-654 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Bela (PLACE) + 1:654 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Belial + 1:654-656 Lewis, Theodore J. 

Belief, Believers (New Testament) + 1:656-657 Wilkins, Michael J. 

Bells + 1:657 Meyers, Carol 

Belmain (PLACE) 1:657-658 White, Sidnie Ann 

Belnuus (PERSON).  See Binnui (PERSON) 

Beloved Disciple + 1:658-661 Byrne, Brendan 

Belshazzar (PERSON) + 1:661 Sack, Ronald H. 

Belt.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Belteshazzar (PERSON) 1:661-662 Coxon, Peter W. 

Beltethmus (PERSON) + 1:662 Bowman, Craig D. 

Ben-Abinadab (PERSON) + 1:662 Knobloch, Frederick W. 

Ben-Ammi (PERSON) + 1:662 Slayton, Joel C. 

Ben-Deker (PERSON) + 1:662-663 Knobloch, Frederick W. 

Ben-Dosa, Hanina (PERSON).  See Hanina Ben-Dosa (PERSON) 

Ben-Geber (PERSON) + 1:663 McMillion,Phillip E. 

Ben-Hadad (PERSON) 1-4 + 1:663-665 Pitard, Wayne T. 

Ben-Hail (PERSON) 1:665 Lowery, Kirk E. 

Ben-Hanan (PERSON) 1:665 Smith, David Channing 

Ben-Hesed (PERSON) + 1:665-666 Knobloch, Frederick W. 

Ben-Hinnom, Valley of (PLACE).  See Hinnom Valley 

Ben-Hur (PERSON) + 1:666 Knobloch, Frederick W. 

Ben-Oni (PERSON) + 1:666 Slayton, Joel C. 

Ben-Sira, Wisdom of.  See Wisdom of Ben-Sira 

Ben-Zoheth (PERSON) 1:666 Smith, David Channing 

Benaiah (PERSON) 1-11 + 1:666-668 Knobloch, Frederick W. 

Bene-Berak (PLACE) + 1:668 Kaplan, Jacob 

Bene Qedem.  See East, People of the 

Bene-Jaakan (PLACE) 1:668 Matthews, Victor H. 

Benedictus + 1:669 Danker, Frederick William 

Benefactor + 1:669-671 Danker, Frederick William 

Beninu (PERSON) 1:671 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Benjamin (PERSON) 1 + 1:671-673 Schunck, Klaus-Dietrich; Callaway, Phillip R. (trans.) 

Benjamin (PERSON) 2-4 1:673 Evans, Craig A. 

Benjamin Gate (PLACE) 1:673 Mare, W. Harold 

Beno (PERSON) 1:673-674 Wright, John W. 

Beon (PLACE) 1:674 Romero, C. Gilbert 

Beor (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:674 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Bera (PERSON) 1:674 Astour, Michael C. 

Beracah (PERSON) 1:674 Dillard, Raymond B. 

Beracah, Valley of (PLACE) + 1:674-675 Mullins, Robert A. 

Beraiah (PERSON) 1:675 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Berea (PLACE) 1-3 1:675 Pattengale, Jerry A. 

Berechiah (PERSON) 1-8 + 1:675-676 Kennedy, James M. 

Bered (PERSON) + 1:676 Davis, M. Stephen 

Bered (PLACE) 1:676 Herion, Gary A. 
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Beri (PERSON) 1:676-677 Slayton, Joel C. 

Beriah (PERSON) 1-4 + 1:677 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Berlin Gnostic Codex.  See Codex (Berlin Gnostic) 

Bernice (PERSON) + 1:677-678 Braund, David C. 

Beroea (PLACE) 1-3 1:678-679 Wineland, John D. 

Berolinensis, Codex.  See Codex (Berlin Gnostic) 

Berothah (PLACE) 1:679 Avalos, Hector 

Berothai (PLACE) + 1:679 Avalos, Hector 

Berries.  See Flora 

Besai (PERSON) + 1:679 Shearer, Rodney H. 

Bescaspamys (PERSON) 1:679 

Besodeiah (PERSON) 1:679 Kennedy, James M. 

Besor, the Brook (PLACE) + 1:679-680 DeVries, LaMoine F. 

Bestiality.  See Punishments and Crimes; Sex and Sexuality 

Bet  1:680 

Beta 1:680 

Betah (PLACE).  See also Tebah (PERSON) 1:680 

Beten (PLACE) + 1:680 Frankel, Rafael 

Beth-Anath (PLACE) + 1:680-681 Lubetski, Meir 

Beth-Anoth (PLACE) + 1:681 McGarry, Susan E. 

Beth-Arabah (PLACE) 1:681 Thompson, Henry O. 

Beth-Arbel (PLACE) + 1:681 Pressler, Carolyn J. 

Beth-Ashbea (PLACE) + 1:682 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Beth-Aven (PLACE) + 1:682 Arnold, Patrick M. 

Beth-Azmaveth (PLACE).  See Azmaveth (PLACE) 

Beth-Baal-Meon (PLACE) 1:682 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Beth-Barah (PLACE) 1:682-683 Lott, Jeffrey K. 

Beth-Biri (PLACE) 1:683 Herion, Gary A. 

Beth-Car (PLACE) + 1:683 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

Beth-Dagon (PLACE) + 1:683 Kotter, Wade R. 

Beth-Diblathaim (PLACE) 1:683-684 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Beth-Eden (PLACE) + 1:684 Meier, Samuel A. 

Beth-Eglaim (PLACE) + 1:684-685 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Beth-Eked (PLACE) + 1:685 Hunt, Melvin 

Beth-Emek (PLACE) + 1:685-686 Frankel, Rafael 

Beth-Ezel (PLACE) + 1:686 Luker, Lamontte M. 

Beth Gader (PLACE) 1:686 McGarry, Susan E. 

Beth-Gamul (PLACE) 1:686 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Beth-Gilgal (PLACE) 1:686 Lott, Jeffrey K. 

Beth-Haccherem (PLACE) + 1:686-687 Younker, Randall W. 

Beth-Haggan (PLACE) + 1:687 Zertal, Adam 

Beth-Haram (PLACE) + 1:687 Franklyn, Paul Nimrah 

Beth-Hoglah (PLACE) + 1:687-688 McGarry, Susan E. 

Beth-Horon (PLACE) + 1:688-689 Peterson, John L. 

Beth-Jeshimoth (PLACE) + 1:689 Romero, C. Gilbert 

Beth-le-Aphrah (PLACE) + 1:689 Luker, Lamontte M. 

Beth-Lebaoth (PLACE) 1:689-690 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Beth-Maacah (PLACE).  See Abel-Beth-Maacah (PLACE) 

Beth-Marcaboth (PLACE) + 1:690 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Beth-Meon (PLACE) 1:690 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Beth-Millo (PLACE) + 1:690 Görg, Manfred 

Beth-Nimrah (PLACE) 1:691 Romero, C. Gilbert 

Beth-Pazzez (PLACE) 1:691 Hunt, Melvin 

Beth-Pelet (PLACE) 1:691 Herion, Gary A. 

Beth-Peor (PLACE) 1:691 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Beth-Rapha (PERSON) + 1:691-692 Clem, H. Eldon 

Beth-Rehob (PLACE) + 1:692 Herion, Gary A. 

Beth-Saida (PLACE) + 1:692-693 Strange, James F. 

Beth-Shan (PLACE).  See also Scythopolis (PLACE)  + 1:693-696 McGovern, Patrick E. 

Beth-Shean.  See Beth-Shan 
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Beth-Shearim (PLACE).  See Burials (Ancient Jewish) 

Beth-Shemesh (PLACE) 1 + 1:696-698 Brandfon, Frederic R. 

Beth-Shemesh (PLACE) 2-4 + 1:696-698 Manor, Dale W. 

Beth-Shittah (PLACE) 1:698 Thompson, Henry O. 

Beth-Tappuah (PLACE) + 1:699 Kotter, Wade R. 

Beth-Yerah (M.R. 204235) + 1:699-700 Edwards, Douglas R. 

Beth-Zaith (PLACE) + 1:700 Hardwick, Michael E. 

Beth-Zatha (PLACE) + 1:700-701 Strange, James F. 

Beth-Zechariah (PLACE) + 1:701 Hardwick, Michael E. 

Beth-Zur (PLACE) + 1:701-702 Toews, Wesley Irwin 

Bethany (PLACE) 1-3 1:702-703 Perkins, Larry J. 

Bethany beyond the Jordan + 1:703-705 Riesner, Rainer; Schatzmann, Siegfried S. (trans.) 

Bethasmoth (PLACE).  See also Azmaveth (PLACE) 1:705 

Bethbasi (PLACE) + 1:705-706 Redditt, Paul L. 

Bethel (DEITY) + 1:706-710 Dalglish, Edward R. 

Bethel (PLACE) 1-2 + 1:710-712 Brodsky, Harold 

Bethel-Sharezer (PLACE).  See Sharezer (PERSON) 

Bether (PLACE) + 1:712 Thompson, Henry O. 

Bethlehem (PLACE) + 1:712-715 Cazelles, Henri 

Bethphage (PLACE) 1:715 Carroll, Scott T. 

Bethuel (PERSON) + 1:715 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Bethuel (PLACE) + 1:715 Herion, Gary A. 

Bethulia (PLACE) + 1:715-716 White, Sidnie Ann 

Betomasthaim (PLACE) + 1:716 White, Sidnie Ann 

Betonim (PLACE) + 1:716 Franklyn, Paul Nimrah 

Beyond the Jordan (PLACE) + 1:716-717 Thompson, Henry O. 

Beyond the River (PLACE) + 1:717 Hardwick, Michael E. 

Bezae.  See Codex (Bezae) 

Bezai (PERSON) 1:717 Bergdall, Chaney R. 

Bezalel (PERSON) 1-2 1:717 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Bezek (PLACE) + 1:717-718 Zertal, Adam 

Bezer (PERSON) 1:718 

Bezer (PLACE) 1:718-719 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Bible, Bishops’ + 1:719-720 Lewis, Jack P. 

Bible, Euphemism and Dysphemism in the  + 1:720-725 Pope, Marvin H. 

Bible, Statistical Research on the.  See Statistical Research on the Bible 

Biblical Authority.  See Scriptural Authority 

Biblical Criticism. 1:725-736 

 See also Scriptural Authority; Theology (Biblical) 

 History of Biblical Criticism + 1:726-730 O’Neill, J.C. 

 New Testament Criticism + 1:730-736 Baird, William 

Biblical Scholarship, Japanese 1:737-740 

 OT Scholarship + 1:737-738 Sacon, Kiyoshi K. 

 NT Scholarship 1:738-740 Matsunaga, Kikuo 

Biblical Theology.  See Theology (Biblical), History of 

Bichri (PERSON) 1:741 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Bidkar (PERSON) + 1:741 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Bigtha (PERSON).  See Mehuman; Bigthan 

Bigthan (PERSON) + 1:741 Bedford, Peter 

Bigvai (PERSON) 1-2 1:741 Bergdall, Chaney R. 

Bildad (PERSON) + 1:741-742 Knauf, Ernst Axel; Herion, Gary A. 

Bileam (PLACE).  See also Ibleam (PLACE) 1:742 

Bilgah (PERSON) 1-4 1:742 Wright, John W. 

Bilgai (PERSON) 1:742 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Bilhah (PERSON) + 1:742-743 Slayton, Joel C. 

Bilhah (PLACE).  See also Baalah 2 1:743 

Bilhan (PERSON) 1-2 1:743 Matthews, Victor H. 

Bilshan (PERSON) 1:743 Bergdall, Chaney R. 

Bimhal (PERSON) 1:743 O’Brien, J. Randall 

Binding and Loosing + 1:743-745 Collins, Raymond F. 
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Binea (PERSON) + 1:745 Brettler, Marc Zvi 

Binnui (PERSON) 1-6 1:745 Schley, Donald G. 

Biographies, Egyptian.  See Egyptian Literature (Biographies) 

Biography, Ancient + 1:745-749 Talbert, Charles H. 

Bir‘am, Kefar.  See Kefar Bir‘am (M.R. 189272) 

Birds.  See Zoology 

Birsha (PERSON) 1:749 Astour, Michael C. 

Birzaith (PERSON) 1:749-750 O’Brien, J. Randall 

Bishlam (PERSON) + 1:750 Shearer, Rodney H. 

Bishops’ Bible.  See Bible, Bishops’ 

Bit.  See Zoology 

Bithiah (PERSON) 1:750 Lo, Hing Choi 

Bithynia (PLACE) + 1:750-753 Sheppard, Anthony R. R. 

Biziothiah (PLACE) 1:753 Herion, Gary A. 

Biztha (PERSON).  See Mehuman 

Blasphemy.  See Punishments and Crimes 

Blasting/Blight.  See Agriculture 

Blastus (PERSON) 1:753 Watson, JoAnn Ford 

Bless/Blessing + 1:753-755 Richards, Kent Harold 

Blessings and Curses + 1:755-761 Urbrock, William J. 

Blight.  See Agriculture 

Blindness.  See Sickness and Disease 

Blood + 1:761-763 Sperling, S. David 

Blood, Avenger of + 1:763-764 Sperling, S. David 

Blood, Field of (PLACE).  See Akeldama (PLACE) 

Blood, Flow of.  See Unclean and Clean 

Bloodguilt + 1:764-765 Sperling, S. David 

Boar.  See Zoology 

Board.  See Plank 

Boaz (PERSON) + 1:765 Mathews, Kenneth A. 

Bocheru (PERSON) 1:765 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Bochim (PLACE) 1:765 Kobayashi, Yoshitaka 

Bodmer Papyri + 1:766-767 Pietersma, Albert 

Body + 1:767-772 Schweizer, R. Eduard 

Bohan, Stone of (PLACE) + 1:772 Baker, David W. 

Boil.  See Sickness and Disease 

Bond 1:772-773 

 Old Testament + 1:772-773 Schley, Donald G. 

 New Testament + 1:773 Cook, John G. 

Booths, Feast of.  1:773 

 See also Calendars (Ancient Israelite and Early Jewish) 

Bor-Ashan (PLACE).  See Ashan 

Borith (PERSON).  See Bukki 

Bosor (PLACE) + 1:773 Redditt, Paul L. 

Bougaean (PLACE) + 1:773-774 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Bowl.  See Pottery (Chronology) 

Box Tree.  See Flora 

Bozez (PLACE) 1:774 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

Bozkath (PLACE) + 1:774 Kotter, Wade R. 

Bozrah (PLACE): 1:774-776 

 1: in Edom + 1:774-775 Hart, Stephen; Hübner, Ulrich 

 2: in Moab; 3: in Hauran + 1:775-776 Hübner, Ulrich 

Bracelets.  See Jewelry 

Bramble.  See Flora 

Branch + 1:776-777 Bracke, John M. 

Brand, Camel.  See Wasm (Camel Brand) 

Bread + 1:777-780 Reed, Stephen A. 

Bread of the Presence + 1:780-781 Flesher, Paul V. M. 

Breastpiece + 1:781 Meyers, Carol 

Breastplate.  See Weapons and Implements of Warfare 
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Breeches.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Bridal Jewelry.  See Jewelry 

Bride.  See Marriage 

Bride of Christ 1:782 Reddish, Mitchell G. 

Bridle.  See Zoology 

Broad Place 1:782 

Broad Wall (PLACE) + 1:782 Mare, W. Harold 

Brooch.  See Jewelry 1:782 

Broom Tree.  See Flora 1:782 

Brother, Brotherhood (NT) + 1:783-782 Wilkins, Michael J. 

Brucianus.  See Codex (Brucianus) 

Buck.  See Zoology 

Buckler.  See Weapons and Implements of Warfare 

Budde Hypothesis + 1:783-784 von Fange, Erich A. 

Bukki (PERSON) 1-2 1:784 Panitz, Raphael I. 

Bukkiah (PERSON) 1:784-785 McCann, J. Clinton, Jr. 

Bul.  See also Calendars 1:785 

Bull/Bullock.  See Zoology 

Bunah (PERSON) 1:785 

Bunni (PERSON) + 1:785 Schley, Donald G. 

Burials: 1:785-794 

 Israelite + 1:785-789 Bloch-Smith, Elizabeth 

 Ancient Jewish + 1:789-794 Hachlili, Rachel 

Buseirah.  See Bozrah 

Bushel.  See Weights and Measures 

Bustard.  See Zoology 

Butchering Animals.  See Zoology 

Buz (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:794 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Buz (PLACE) + 1:794 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Buzi (PERSON) 1:794-795 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Buzzard.  See Zoology 

Byblos (PLACE).  See Gebal (PLACE) 

Byblos Syllabic.  See Languages (Byblos Syllabic Inscriptions) 

Cabbon (PLACE) + 1:797 Kotter, Wade R. 

Cabul (PLACE) + 1:797 Frankel, Rafael 

Caesar + 1:797-798 Jones, Brian W. 

Caesar’s Household + 1:798 Hall, John F. 

Caesar, Appeal to.  See Appeal to Caesar 

Caesarea (PLACE) + 1:798-803 Hohlfelder, Robert L. 

Caesarea Philippi (PLACE) 1:803 Kutsko, John F. 

Caiaphas (PERSON) + 1:803-806 Chilton, Bruce 

Cain (PERSON) + 1:806-807 Hess, Richard S. 

Cainan (PERSON) 1-2 1:807 Fry, Virgil R. L. 

Cairo Genizah.  See Damascus Rule (CD) 

Calah (PERSON) + 1:807-808 Grayson, A. Kirk 

Calamolalus (PERSON) 1:808 McGehee, Michael David 

Calamus.  See Perfumes and Spices 

Calcol (PERSON) + 1:808 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Caleb (PERSON) + 1:808-810 Fretz, Mark J.; Panitz, Raphael I. 

Calendars: 1:810-820 

 Ancient Near East + 1:810-814 Rochberg-Halton, Francesca 

 Ancient Israelite and Early Jewish + 1:814-820 VanderKam, James C. 

Calf.  See Zoology 

Calf, Golden.  See Golden Calf 

Caligula (Emperor) + 1:820-821 Carroll, Scott T. 

Call Stories (GOSPELS) + 1:821-823 Droge, Arthur J. 

Callisthenes (PERSON) 1:823 Nelson, Russell D. 

Calneh (PLACE) 1:823-824 Meier, Samuel A. 

Calvary (PLACE).  See Golgotha (PLACE) 

Camel + 1:824-826 Zarins, Juris 



ABD Article Index 

 

 

20 

Camel Brands.  See Wasm (Camel Brand) 

Camel’s Hair.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Cana of Galilee (PLACE) + 1:827 Strange, James F. 

Canaan (PERSON) + 1:828 Hess, Richard S. 

Canaan (PLACE) + 1:828-831 Schmitz, Philip C. 

Canaan, Conquest of.  See Israel, History of (Premonarchic Period) 

Canaan, Egyptian Relations With.  See Egyptian Relations with Canaan 

Canaan, Religion of + 1:831-837 Day, John 

Canaanite Language.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Candace (PERSON) + 1:837 Witherington, Ben, III 

Canneh (PLACE) + 1:837 Meier, Samuel A. 

Canon.  See also Apocrypha 1:837-861 

 Hebrew Bible + 1:837-852 Sanders, James A. 

 New Testament + 1:852-861 Gamble, Harry Y. 

Canon, Muratorian.  See Muratorian Fragment 1:861 

Canonical Criticism + 1:861-866 Sheppard, Gerald T. 

Canopy 1:866 Meyers, Carol 

Canticles, Book of.  See Song of Songs, Book of 

Cape.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Capernaum (PLACE) + 1:866-869 Corbo, Virgilio C. 

Caphar-Salama (PLACE) 1:869 Smith, Robert Wayne 

Caphtor (PERSON) + 1:869-870 Hess, Richard S. 

Capital + 1:870 Meyers, Carol 

Capitolias (PLACE).  See Beit Ras (M.R. 230222) 

Cappadocia (PLACE) + 1:870-872 Sullivan, Richard D. 

Carabasion (PERSON) + 1:872 McGehee, Michael David 

Caravan.  See Travel and Communication 

Caria (PLACE) 1:872 Carroll, Scott T. 

Carites + 1:872 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Carkas (PERSON).  See Mehuman (PERSON) 

Carmel (PLACE) + 1:873 DeVries, LaMoine F. 

Carmel Caves (M.R. 146230) 1:873-874 Ronen, Avraham 

Carmel, Mount (PLACE) + 1:874-875 Thompson, Henry O. 

Carmi (PERSON) 1-2 1:875-876 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Carmonians 1:876 Herion, Gary A. 

Carnaim (PLACE) + 1:876 Redditt, Paul L. 

Carpus (PERSON) + 1:876-877 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Carshena (PERSON) + 1:877 Bush, Frederic W. 

Carving.  See Art and Architecture 

Casemate.  See Fortifications 

Casiphia (PLACE) + 1:877 Herion, Gary A. 

Casluhim + 1:877-878 Hess, Richard S. 

Caspin (PLACE) 1:878 Smith, Robert Wayne 

Cassia.  See Perfumes and Spices; Flora 

Castanets.  See Music and Musical Instruments 

Cat.  See Zoology 

Catholic Epistles.  See Epistles, Catholic 

Catholic Versions.  See Versions, Catholic 

Cathua (PERSON) 1:878 McGehee, Michael David 

Cattle.  See Zoology 

Cauda (PLACE) + 1:878 Wineland, John D. 

Cavalry.  See Military Organization in Mesopotamia 

Cedar.  See Flora 

Ceiling 1:879 

Celibacy 1:879 

Celsus (PERSON) + 1:879-881 Burke, Gary T. 

Cenchreae (PLACE) + 1:881-882 Hohlfelder, Robert L. 

Cendebeus (PERSON) + 1:882 Rappaport, Uriel 

Censers + 1:882 Meyers, Carol 

Census 1:882-884 
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 Ancient Near East + 1:882-883 Fales, Frederick Mario 

 Roman Census + 1:883-884 Schmitz, Philip C. 

Centurion.  See Roman Army 

Ceremonial Law.  See Law, (Biblical and ANE) 

Cerinthus (PERSON) 1:885 Cockerill, Gareth Lee 

Chabris (PERSON) 1:885 White, Sidnie Ann 

Chadiasans 1:885 McGehee, Michael David 

Chaereas (PERSON) 1:885 Nelson, Russell D. 

Chaldea (PLACE) + 1:886-887 Hess, Richard S. 

Chalkstones.  See Geography and the Bible (Palestine) 

Chalphi (PERSON) 1:887 Nelson, Russell D. 

Champion.  See David’s Champions 

Chaphenatha (PLACE) + 1:887 Lillie, Betty Jane 

Charax (PLACE) + 1:887-888 Smith, Robert Houston 

Charea (PERSON).  See Harsha (PERSON) 

Chariots + 1:888-892 Littauer, Mary Aiken; Crouwel, J. H. 

Charismata.  See Holy Spirit; Gifts, Spiritual 

Charity.  See Love (NT and Early Jewish Literature) 

Charmer.  See Magic (OT) 

Charmis (PERSON) 1:892 White, Sidnie Ann 

Chasing.  See Jewelry 

Chaspho (PLACE) + 1:892-893 Redditt, Paul L. 

Chebar (PLACE) + 1:893 Thompson, Henry O. 

Checker Work 1:893 Meyers, Carol 

Chedorlaomer (PERSON) + 1:893-895 Astour, Michael C. 

Cheetah.  See Zoology 

Chelal (PERSON) 1:895 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Chelleans + 1:895 White, Sidnie Ann 

Chelous (PLACE) 1:895 White, Sidnie Ann 

Chelub (PERSON) 1:895 Nysse, Richard W. 

Chelubai (PERSON).  See Caleb 1:895 

Cheluhi (PERSON).  See also Bedeiah 1:895 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Chemosh (DEITY) 1:895-897 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Chenaanah (PERSON) 1:897 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Chenani (PERSON) 1:897 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Chenaniah (PERSON) 1-2 + 1:897 Rogers, Jeffrey S. 

Chephar-Ammoni (PLACE) + 1:898 McGarry, Susan E. 

Chephirah (PLACE) + 1:898 Dorsey, David A. 

Cheran (PERSON) 1:898 Matthews, Victor H. 

Cherethites + 1:898-899 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Cherith, Brook of (PLACE) 1:899 Younker, Randall W. 

Cherub (PERSON) 1:899 McGehee, Michael David 

Cherub (PLACE) 1:899 McGehee, Michael David 

Cherubim + 1:899-900 Meyers, Carol 

Chesalon (PLACE) + 1:900 Mullins, Robert A. 

Chesed (PERSON) 1:900 Slayton, Joel C. 

Chesil (PLACE) 1:900 Herion, Gary A. 

Chester Beatty Papyri + 1:901-903 Pietersma, Albert 

Chesulloth (PLACE).  See also Chisloth-Tabor (PLACE) 1:903 

Chezib (PERSON) 1:903 McGehee, Michael David 

Chezib (PLACE) + 1:903-904 Manor, Dale W. 

Chi  1:904 

Chiasm, Chiasmus.  See Psalms, Book of 

Chicken.  See Zoology 

Chidon (PERSON).  See also Nacon (PERSON) 1:904 

Chidon (PLACE) 1:904 Mullins, Robert A. 

Chief.  See Palestine, Administration of: Judean Officials (Postexilic) 

Child, Children + 1:904-907 Grassi, Joseph A. 

Chileab (PERSON) 1:907 Howard, David M., Jr. 

Chiliasm + 1:908 Ford, J. Massyngbaerde 
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Chilion (PERSON) + 1:908 Mathews, Kenneth A. 

Chilmad (PLACE) + 1:908-909 Thompson, Henry O. 

Chimham (PERSON) 1:909 Dempster, Stephen G. 

Chinnereth (PLACE) + 1:909-910 Fargo, Valerie M. 

Chinnereth, Sea of (PLACE).  See Galilee, Sea of 

Chios (PLACE) 1:910 Carroll, Scott T. 

Chislev.  1:910 

 See also Calendars (Ancient Israelite and Early Jewish) 

Chislon (PERSON) 1:910 Panitz, Raphael I. 

Chisloth-Tabor (PLACE) + 1:910-911 Frankel, Rafael 

Chitlish (PLACE) + 1:911 Kotter, Wade R. 

Chloe (PERSON) + 1:911 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Choba (PLACE) 1:911 White, Sidnie Ann 

Chorazin (PLACE) + 1:911-912 Smith, Robert Wayne 

Chorbe (PERSON) 1:912 Pacwa, Mitchell C. 

Chosamaeus (PERSON) 1:912 McGehee, Michael David 

Chreia + 1:912-914 Hock, Ronald F. 

Christ + 1:914-921 de Jonge, Marinus 

Christ, Body of + 1:921-923 Luter, A. Boyd, Jr. 

Christ, Day of.  See Day of Christ 

Christ, Death of + 1:923-925 Matera, Frank J. 

Christian + 1:925-926 Wilkins, Michael J. 

Christian Art, Early.  See Art and Architecture (Early Christian) 

Christian Attitude toward Rome.  See Rome, Early Christian Attitudes to 

Christian Literature, Early.  See Literature, Early Christian 

Christian Ministry.  See Ministry in the Early Church 

Christian Papyri.  See Papyri, Early Christian 

Christian-Jewish Relations.  See Jewish-Christian Relations (70-170) 

Christianity 1:926-979 

 Early Social Life and Organization + 1:927-935 White, L. Michael 

 Early Jewish Christianity + 1:935-938 Schille, Gottfried 

 Christianity in Asia Minor + 1:938-954 Oster, Richard E., Jr. 

 Christianity in Egypt + 1:954-960 Pearson, Birger A. 

 Christianity in Greece + 1:960-965 McDonald, Lee Martin 

 North African Christianity + 1:965-968 Petersen, William L. 

 Christianity in Rome + 1:968-970 Snyder, Graydon F. 

 Christianity in Syria + 1:970-979 Bundy, David 

Christianity, Sociology of Early.  See Sociology (Early Christianity) 

Christians, Persecution of.  See Persecution of the Early Church 

Christology (NT) + 1:979-991 Dunn, James D. G. 

Chronicles of the Kings (Israel/Judah), Book of the + 1:991-992 Christensen, Duane L. 

Chronicles, Book of 1-2 1:992-1002 Klein, Ralph W. 

Chronographer, Demetrius the.  See Demetrius the Chronographer 

Chronology.: 1:1002-1022 

 See also Egypt, History of (Chronology); Mesopotamia, History of (Chronology) 

 Hebrew Bible + 1:1002-1011 Cogan, Mordechai 

 New Testament + 1:1011-1022 Donfried, Karl P. 

Churches, Seven.  See Seven Churches 

Chusi (PLACE) + 1:1022 White, Sidnie Ann 

Chuza (PERSON) 1:1022 Fry, Virgil R. L. 

Cilicia (PLACE) + 1:1022-1024 Bing, J. Daniel 

Cimmerians + 1:1025 Wineland, John D. 

Cinnamon.  See Perfumes and Spices; Flora 

Circumcision + 1:1025-1031 Hall, Robert G. 

Circumlocution.  1:1031 

 See also Bible, Euphemism and Dysphemism in the 

Cistern of Sirah (PLACE).  See Sirah, Cistern of (PLACE) 

Cisterns.  See Agriculture 

Cities: 1:1031-1048 

 Cities in the Levant + 1:1031-1043 Herzog, Ze’ev 
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 Greco-Roman Cities + 1:1043-1048 Stambaugh, John E. 

Cities of Refuge.  See Refuge, Cities of 

Cities, Levitical.  See Levitical Cities 

Citizenship + 1:1048-1049 Bruce, Frederick Fyvie 

City Authorities + 1:1049-1050 Bruce, Frederick Fyvie 

City Names + 1:1050-1052 Arbeitman, Yoël L. 

City of David.  See David, City of (PLACE) 

City of David, Stairs of.  See Stairs of the City of David 

City of Palm Trees (PLACE) + 1:1052-1053 Kobayashi, Yoshitaka 

City of Salt (PLACE) + 1:1053 Thompson, Henry O. 

City of the Sun (PLACE).  See Sun, City of the 

Clams.  See Zoology 

Clan.  See Family 

Claromontanus.  See Codex Claromontanus 

Claudia (PERSON) + 1:1053 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Claudius (EMPEROR) + 1:1054-1055 Jones, Brian W. 

Claudius Lysias (PERSON) 1:1055 Watson, JoAnn Ford 

Clay.  See Pottery (Technology) 

Clean.  See Unclean and Clean 

Clement (PERSON) + 1:1055 Gillman, John L. 

Clement, First Epistle of + 1:1055-1060 Welborn, Laurence L. 

Clement, Second Epistle of + 1:1061 Grant, Robert M. 

Clementines, Pseudo- + 1:1061-1062 Jones, F. Stanley 

Cleodemus Malchus + 1:1062-1063 Holladay, Carl R. 

Cleopas (PERSON) + 1:1063-1064 O’Toole, Robert F. 

Cleopatra (PERSON) 1-4  + 1:1064 Whitehorne, John 

Clergy.  See Ministry in the Early Church 

Client Kings + 1:1064-1066 Braund, David C. 

Cloisonne.  See Jewelry 

Clopas (PERSON) 1:1066 Daniels, Jon B. 

Clothing.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Cloud, Pillar of.  See Pillar of Fire and Cloud 

Club, War.  See Weapons and Implements of Warfare 

Clubs.  See Associations, Clubs, Thiasoi 

Cnidus (PLACE) + 1:1066-1067 Olson, Mark J. 

Coat of Mail.  See Weapons and Implements of Warfare 

Code.  See Law (Biblical and ANE) 

Codex: 1:1067-1075 
See also Canon (New Testament); Chester Beatty Papyri; Nag Hammadi; Papyri, Early Christian; and Pistis Sophia 

 The Codex + 1:1067-1069 Gamble, Harry Y. 

 Codex Alexandrinus + 1:1069 Slayton, Joel C. 

 Berlin Gnostic Codex + 1:1069-1070 Parrott, Douglas M. 

 Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis + 1:1070-1071 Parker, D. C. 

 Codex Brucianus + 1:1071-1072 Williams, Michael A. 

 Codex Claromontanus + 1:1072-1073 Robbins, Gregory Allen 

 Codex Ephraimi Rescriptus + 1:1073-1074 Parker, D. C. 

 Codex Sinaiticus + 1:1074 Charlesworth, James H. 

 Codex Vaticanus + 1:1074-1075 Parker, D. C. 

 Codex Washingtonianus + 1:1075 Hurtado, Larry W. 

Coele-Syria (PLACE) + 1:1075-1076 Smith, Robert Wayne 

Cohort, Augustan.  See Augustan Cohort 

Cohort, Italian.  See Italian Cohort 

Coinage + 1:1076-1089 Betlyon, John W. 

Col-Hozeh (PERSON) 1:1089 Augustin, Gary C. 

Colonies, Roman.  See Roman Colonies 

Colossae (PLACE) + 1:1089-1090 Arnold, Clinton E. 

Colossians, Epistle to the + 1:1090-1096 Furnish, Victor Paul 

Columbaria.  See also Zoology 1:1096 

Commagene (PLACE) + 1:1096-1097 Sullivan, Richard D. 

Commandment + 1:1097-1099 Collins, Raymond F. 
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Commandments, Ten.  See Ten Commandments 

Commission, Great.  See Great Commission 

Communication.  See Travel and Communication 

Communion.  See Lord’s Supper; Agape Meal 

Community 1:1099-1110 

 Old Testament + 1:1099-1103 Hanson, Paul D. 

 New Testament Koinōnia + 1:1103-1110 Wall, Robert W. 

Community, Rule of the (1QS).  See also Qumran; Essenes + 1:1110-1112 Murphy-O’Connor, Jerome 

Compassion.  See Love 

Computers and Biblical Studies + 1:1112-1124 Parunak, H. Van Dyke 

Conaniah (PERSON) + 1:1124-1125 Lowery, Kirk E. 

Concept of Our Great Power, The (NHC VI,4) + 1:1125 Goehring, James E. 

Coney.  See Zoology 

Conflate Readings in the OT + 1:1125-1128 Trebolle, Julio 

Conjuring.  See Magic (OT) 

Conquest of Canaan.  See Israel, History of 

Conscience + 1:1128-1130 Wall, Robert W. 

Constellations.  See Astrology in the Near East 

Constitution.  See Law (in Judaism of the NT Period) 

Constitutions and Canons, Apostolic.  See Apostolic Constitutions and Canons 

Contibution for the Saints + 1:1131 Jervis, L. Ann 

Conversion + 1:1131-1133 Gaventa, Beverly Roberts 

Coops, Pigeon.  See Zoology 

Copper Scroll (3Q15) + 1:1133-1134 Pixner, Bargil (Virgil) 

Coptic Language.  See Languages (Coptic) 

Coptic Versions.  See Versions, Ancient (Coptic) 

Cor.  See Weights and Measures 

Corban + 1:1134 Wilcox, Max 

Corinth (PLACE) + 1:1134-1139 Murphy-O’Connor, Jerome 

Corinthians, First Epistle to the + 1:1139-1148 Betz, Hans Dieter; Mitchell, Margaret M. 

Corinthians, Second Epistle to + 1:1148-1154 Betz, Hans Dieter 

Corinthians, Third Epistle to + 1:1154 Thomason, Dana Andrew 

Cormorant.  See Zoology 

Cornelius (PERSON) + 1:1154-1156 Gaventa, Beverly Roberts 

Corner Gate (PLACE) + 1:1156 Liid, Dale C. 

Corporate Personality + 1:1156-1157 Rogerson, J. W. 

Corpus Hellenisticum Novi Testamenti + 1:1157-1161 van der Horst, Peiter W. 

Corrections of the Scribes.  See Scribal Emendations; Textual Criticism; Masorah 

Corruption, Mount of (PLACE) + 1:1161 Mare, W. Harold 

Cos (PLACE) 1:1161-1162 Carroll, Scott T. 

Cosam (PERSON) + 1:1162 Porter, Stanley E. 

Cosmogony, Cosmology + 1:1162-1171 Oden, Robert A., Jr. 

Cotton.  See Flora; Dress and Ornamentation 

Council.  See Sanhedrin 

Council of Jamnia.  See Jamnia (Jabneh), Council of 

Council of Jerusalem.  See Jerusalem, Council of 

Council, Heavenly.  See Divine Assembly; Hosts, Lord of 

Counsellors.  See Palestine, Administration of:  Postexilic Judean Officials 

Counting.  See Numbers and Counting 

Courier.  See Travel and Communication (ANE) 

Court Narrative (2 Samuel 9-1Kings 2) + 1:1172-1179 Forshey, Harold O. 

Court of the Guard.  See Guard, Court of the 

Courts.  See Law, Biblical and ANE 

Covenant + 1:1179-1202 Mendenhall, George E.; Herion, Gary A. 

Covet, Covetousness.  See Wanting and Desiring 

Cowardice.  See Virtue/Vice Lists 

Cozbi (PERSON) + 1:1202 Hutton, Rodney R. 

Cozeba (PLACE) + 1:1202 McGarry, Susan E. 

Craftsmen, Valley of (PLACE) + 1:1202-1203 Hunt, Melvin 

Crates (PERSON) + 1:1203 Hardwick, Michael E. 
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Crawling and Creeping Things + 1:1203 Wright, David P. 

Creatures, Living.  See Zoology 

Creeds, Early Christian + 1:1203-1206 Leith, John H. 

Crescens (PERSON) 1:1206 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Crescents.  See Jewelry 

Crete (PLACE) + 1:1206 Pattengale, Jerry A. 

Crimes and Punishments.  See Punishments and Crimes 

Crispus (PERSON) 1:1206 Gillman, John L. 

Criticism, Biblical.  See Biblical Criticism 

Crocus.  See Flora 

Crow.  See Zoology 

Crown.  See Jewelry 

Crucifixion + 1:1207-1210 O’Collins, Gerald G. 

Cruse + 1:1210 Meyers, Carol 

Ctesias + 1:1211-1212 Briant, Pierre; Rosoff, Stephen (trans.) 

Cub (PLACE).  See Libya 

Cubit.  See Weights and Measures 

Cucumber.  See Flora 

Cummin.  See Flora 

Cun (PLACE) + 1:1212 Avalos, Hector 

Cuneiform + 1:1212-1218 Cooper, Jerrold S. 

Curse + 1:1218-1219 Stuart, Douglas 

Cush (PERSON) 1-2 1:1219 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Cushan (PLACE) + 1:1219-1220 Baker, David W. 

Cushan-Rishathaim (PERSON) + 1:1220 Bartlett, John R. 

Cushi (PERSON) 1-2 1:1220 Dalglish, Edward R. 

Cuth (PLACE) 1:1220-1221 Meier, Samuel A. 

Cutha (PERSON) 1:1221 McGehee, Michael David 

Cyamon (PLACE) 1:1221 White, Sidnie Ann 

Cyclone.  See Palestine, Climate of 

Cymbals.  See Music and Musical Instruments 

Cynics + 1:1221-1226 Hock, Ronald F. 

Cypress.  See Flora 

Cyprian + 1:1226-1228 Clarke, G. W. 

Cyprus (PLACE) + 1:1228-1230 McRay, John 

Cyrene (PLACE) + 1:1230-1231 Gasque, W. Ward 

Cyril of Jerusalem, 20th Discourse of.  See Virgin, Assumption of the 

Cyrus (PERSON) 1:1231-1232 Young, T. Cuyler, Jr. 

D.  See also Deuteronomy, Book of 2:1 

Dabbesheth (PLACE) 2:1 Greenberg, Raphael 

Daberath (PLACE) + 2:1 Peterson, John L. 

Dabria (PERSON) + 2:1 Han, Jin Hee 

Dagon (DEITY) + 2:1-3 Handy, Lowell K. 

Dalet 2:3 

Daliyeh, Wadi ed- (M.R. 189155) + 2:3-4 Cross, Frank Moore 

Dalmanutha (PLACE) + 2:4 Strange, James F. 

Dalmatia (PLACE) + 2:4-5 Pattengale, Jerry A. 

Dalphon (PERSON) + 2:5 Bedford, Peter 

Damaris (PERSON) + 2:5 Witherington, Ben, III 

Damascus (PLACE).  See also Aram 2:5-8 

 Pre-Hellenistic History 2:5-7 Pitard, Wayne T. 

 The Greco-Roman Period 2:7-8 McRay, John 

Damascus Rule (CD) 2:8-10 Davies, Philip R. 

Dan (PERSON) + 2:10-12 Whitelam, Keith W. 

Dan (PLACE) + 2:12-17 Biran, Avraham 

Daniel (PERSON) 1-3 2:17-18 Howard, David M., Jr. 

Daniel, Additions to + 2:18-28 Moore, Carey A. 

Daniel, Apocalypse of + 2:28-29 Zervos, George T. 

Daniel, Book of + 2:29-37 Collins, John J. 

Dannah (PLACE) 2:37 Kotter, Wade R. 
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Daphne (PLACE) 2:37 Hardwick, Michael E. 

Dara (PERSON) 2:37 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Darda (PERSON) 2:37 McMillion,Phillip E. 

Daric.  See Coinage 

Darius (PERSON) 2:37-38 Young, T. Cuyler, Jr. 

Darius the Mede (PERSON) + 2:38-39 Koch, Klaus 

Darkon (PERSON) + 2:39-40 Shearer, Rodney H. 

Dart.  See Weapons and Implements of Warfare 

Date Palm.  See Flora 

Dathan (PERSON) + 2:40 Hutton, Rodney R. 

Dathema (PLACE) + 2:40 Redditt, Paul L. 

Daughter.  See Family 

Daughters of Philip.  See Philip (PERSON) 

David (PERSON) + 2:41-49 Howard, David M., Jr. 

David’s Champions + 2:49-52 Schley, Donald G. 

David, City of (PLACE) + 2:52-67 Tarler, David; Cahill, Jane M. 

David, Sons of 2:67-69 Howard, David M., Jr. 

Davidic Covenant + 2:69-72 Guinan, Michael D. 

Dawn, The.  See Shahar (DEITY) 

Day of Atonement + 2:72-76 Wright, David P. 

Day of Christ + 2:76-79 Hiers, Richard H. 

Day of Judgement + 2:79-82 Hiers, Richard H. 

Day of the Lord + 2:82-83 Hiers, Richard H. 

Day of Yahweh + 2:84-85 Cathcart, Kevin J. 

Dead Sea.  See Salt Sea (PLACE) 

Dead Sea Scrolls.  See also Wadi Murabbaat + 2:85-101 Collins, John J. 

Dead, Abode of the + 2:101-105 Lewis, Theodore J. 

Dead, Cult of the + 2:105-108 Kennedy, Charles A. 

Death 2:108-111 

 Old Testament + 2:108-110 Richards, Kent Harold 

 New Testament + 2:110-111 Gulley, Norman R. 

Death of Christ.  See Christ, Death of 

Death, Pollution of.  See Heifer, Red 

Death, Second + 2:111-112 Watson, Duane F. 

Debir (PERSON) 2:112 Schley, Donald G. 

Debir (PLACE) 1 + 2:112 Herion, Gary A.; Manor, Dale W. 

Debir (PLACE) 2-3.  See also Lo-Debar 2:112-113 Lott, Jeffrey K. 

Deborah (PERSON) 1-3 + 2:113-114 Boling, Robert G. 

Debts + 2:114-116 Chilton, Bruce 

Decapolis + 2:116-121 Rey-Coquais, Jean-Paul; Rosoff, Stephen (trans.) 

Decision, Valley of (PLACE).  See also Jehoshaphat, Valley of 2:121 Mare, W. Harold 

Deconstruction.  See Post-Structuralist Analysis 

Dedan (PLACE) + 2:121-123 Graf, David F. 

Dedication, Feast of + 2:123-125 VanderKam, James C. 

Deep, The + 2:125-126 Seow, C. L. 

Deer.  See Zoology 

Defile.  See Unclean and Clean 

Deir ‘Alla, Tell (M.R. 209178) 2:126-130 

 Archaeology + 2:126-129 Franken, H.J. 

 Texts + 2:129-130 Hackett, Jo Ann 

Deir el-Balah (M.R. 088093) + 2:130-133 Dothan, Trude 

Deities, Semitic.  See Names of God in the OT 

Deity Names.  See Names of God in the OT 

Delaiah (PERSON) 1-3 + 2:133 Wright, John W. 

Delilah (PERSON) + 2:133-134 Exum, J. Cheryl 

Delos (PLACE) + 2:134 Pattengale, Jerry A. 

Delta 2:134 

Demas (PERSON) + 2:134-135 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Demetrius (PERSON) 1-6 + 2:135-137 Lillie, Betty Jane 

Demetrius (PERSON) 7 + 2:137 Oster, Richard E., Jr. 
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Demetrius the Chronographer + 2:137-138 Holladay, Carl R. 

Demons: 2:138-142 

 Old Testament 2:138-140 Kuemmerlin-McLean, Joanne K. 

 New Testament + 2:140-142 Reese, David George 

Demophon (PERSON) 2:142 Nelson, Russell D. 

Demotic Chronicle + 2:142-144 Johnson, Janet H. 

Den of Lions.  See Punishments and Crimes (OT and ANE) 

Denarius.  See Coinage 

Deposit + 2:144 Caulley, Thomas Scott 

Derbe (PLACE) + 2:144-145 Wineland, John D. 

Descent to the Underworld + 2:145-159 Bauckham, Richard 

Desire.  See Wanting and Desiring 

Desolation, Abomination of.  See Abomination of Desolation 

Dessau (PLACE) + 2:159 Kampen, John 

Destiny.  See Meni (DEITY) 

Destroyer, The + 2:159-160 Watson, Duane F. 

Deuel (PERSON) 2:160 Launderville, Dale F. 

Deutero-Isaiah.  See Isaiah, Book of (Second Isaiah) 

Deuterocanonical.  See Apocrypha 

Deuteronomic (D) Source.  2:160 

 See also Deuteronomy, Book of; Torah (Pentateuch); Source Criticism (OT) 

Deuteronomistic History + 2:160-168 McKenzie, Steven L. 

Deuteronomy, Book of + 2:168-183 Weinfeld, Moshe 

Devil + 2:183-184 Watson, Duane F. 

Devout + 2:184 Stuehrenberg, Paul F. 

Dew.  See Palestine, Climate of 

DH.  See also Deuteronomistic History 2:184 

Dhahr Mirzbâneh (M.R. 156182) + 2:184-185 Dever, William G. 

Diadem.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Dialogue + 2:185-188 Majercik, Ruth 

Dialogue of the Savior (NHC III,5) + 2:188-189 Hills, Julian V. 

Diatessaron + 2:189-190 Petersen, William L. 

Diatribe + 2:190-193 Stowers, Stanley K. 

Diblaim (PERSON) 2:193 Pressler, Carolyn J. 

Dibon (PLACE) + 2:194-196 Tushingham, A. Douglas 

Dibri (PERSON) + 2:197 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Didache + 2:197-198 Kraft, Robert A. 

Didymus.  See Thomas (PERSON) 

Diet.  See Meal Customs; Zoology 

Diklah (PERSON) + 2:198-199 Müller, Walter W. 

Dilean (PLACE) 2:199 Kotter, Wade R. 

Dill.  See Flora 

Dimnah (PLACE) 2:199 Herion, Gary A. 

Dimon (PLACE) 2:199 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Dimonah (PLACE) + 2:199-200 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Dinah (PERSON) + 2:200 Meyers, Carol 

Dinhabah (PLACE) + 2:200-201 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Diognetus, Epistle to + 2:201 Grant, Robert M. 

Dionysius (PERSON) 2:201 Wheeler, Frank E. 

Dionysus (DEITY) + 2:201-202 Dillon, John M. 

Dioscorinthius + 2:202-203 Kampen, John 

Dioscuri + 2:203 Danker, Frederick William 

Diotrephes (PERSON) + 2:204 Fry, Virgil R. L. 

Direction and Orientation 2:204 Drinkard, Joel F., Jr. 

Discharge.  See also Holiness; Unclean and Clean + 2:204-207 Wright, David P.; Jones, Richard N. 

Disciple, Discipleship + 2:207-210 Weder, Hans; Martin, Dennis (trans.) 

Disciple, Manual of.  See Community, Rule of the (1QS) 

Discourse on the Eighth and Ninth (NHC VI,6) + 2:210-212 Majercik, Ruth 

Discourse, Direct and Indirect + 2:212-213 Alter, Robert 

Disease.  See Sickness and Disease 
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Dishan (PERSON) + 2:214 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Dishon (PERSON) 1-2 2:214 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Dismemberment.  See Punishments and Crimes 

Dives.  See Lazarus and Dives 

Divination, Diviner.  See Magic (OT) 

Divine Assembly + 2:214-217 Mullen, E. Theodore, Jr. 

Divine Man.  See Aretalogy 

Divine Names (OT).  See Names of God 

Divine Warrior.  See Warrior, Divine 

Diviners’ Oak (PLACE) + 2:217 Toews, Wesley Irwin 

Divorce + 2:217-219 Wall, Robert W. 

Dizahab (PLACE) + 2:219 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Dodanim + 2:219 Hess, Richard S. 

Dodavahu (PERSON) 2:219-220 Dempster, Stephen G. 

Dodo (PERSON) 1-3 2:220 Schley, Donald G. 

Doe.  See Zoology 

Doeg (PERSON) 2:220 Hübner, Ulrich 

Dog.  See Zoology 

Dok (PLACE) 2:220 Smith, Robert Wayne 

Dolmen 2:220-221 Swauger, James L. 

Domestication of Animals.  See Zoology 

Domitian (EMPEROR) + 2:221-222 Jones, Brian W. 

Dophkah (PLACE) + 2:222-223 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Dor (PLACE) + 2:223-225 Stern, Ephraim 

Dorcas (PERSON) + 2:225-226 Witherington, Ben, III 

Dorymenes (PERSON) 2:226 Rappaport, Uriel 

Dositheus (PERSON) 1-5 + 2:226 Rappaport, Uriel 

Dothan (PLACE) + 2:226 Dever, William G. 

Douay Version + 2:227-228 Lewis, Jack P. 

Double Names.  See Names, Double 

Dove.  See Zoology 

Dowry.  See Marriage 

Drachma.  See Coinage 

Dragon and Sea, God’s Conflict with + 2:228-231 Day, John 

Dreams in the NT and Greco-Roman Literature + 2:231-232 Everts, Janet Meyer 

Dress and Ornamentation + 2:232-238 Edwards, Douglas R. 

Drinking.  See Eating and Drinking 

Dromedary.  See Zoology 

Drowning.  See Punishments and Crimes 

Drum.  See Music and Musical Instruments 

Drusilla (PERSON) + 2:238-239 Braund, David C. 

Dumah (PERSON) + 2:239-240 Zarins, Juris 

Dumah (PLACE) 1-3 2:240 Brodsky, Harold 

Dung Gate (PLACE) + 2:240 Mare, W. Harold 

Dur-Kurigalzu (PLACE) + 2:240-241 Margueron, Jean-Claude; Sager, Paul (trans.) 

Dura (PLACE) + 2:241 Thompson, Henry O. 

Dura-Europos (PLACE) + 2:241-243 Thompson, Henry O. 

Dwarf.  See Sickness and Disease 

Dye.  See Zoology 

Dysentery.  See Sickness and Disease 

Dysphemism.  See also Bible, Euphemism and Dysphemism in the 

E.  See also Elohist 2:245 

Eagle.  See Zoology 

Earrings.  See Jewelry 

Earth + 2:245-248 Janzen, Waldemar 

Earth, New.  See New Earth, New Heaven 

Earthworm.  See Zoology 

East  2:248 Drinkard, Joel F., Jr. 

East Country (PLACE) + 2:248 Williams, David Salter 

East Gate (PLACE) + 2:248-249 Liid, Dale C. 
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East, People of the + 2:249 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Easter.  See Passion Narratives 

Eastern Sea (PLACE) + 2:249-250 Lubetski, Meir 

Eating and Drinking in the Old Testament + 2:250-254 Jenks, Alan W. 

Ebal (PERSON) 2:254 Matthews, Victor H. 

Ebal, Mount (PLACE) + 2:255-258 Zertal, Adam 

Ebed (PERSON) 1-2 + 2:258-259 Shogren, Gary S. 

Ebed-Melech (PERSON) 2:259 Dalglish, Edward R. 

Ebenezer (PLACE) 2:259-260 Hamilton, Jeffries M.; Kutsko, John F. 

Eber (PERSON) 1-5 + 2:260 Hess, Richard S. 

Eber (PLACE) + 2:260 Hess, Richard S. 

Ebez (PLACE) 2:260 

Ebionites + 2:260-261 Goranson, Stephen 

Ebionites, Gospel of the + 2:261-262 Petersen, William L. 

Ebla Texts + 2:263-270 Biggs, Robert D. 

Ebron (PLACE).  See also Abdon (PLACE) 2:270 

Ecbatana (PLACE) 2:270-271 Perkins, Larry J. 

Ecclesiastes, Book of + 2:271-280 Crenshaw, James L.  

Ecclesiasticus, Book of.  See Wisdom of Ben-Sira 

Ecstasy + 2:280-281 Ringgren, Helmer 

ed-Daliyeh, Wadi.  See Daliyeh, Wadi ed- (M.R. 189155) 

Eddinus (PERSON).  See Jeduthun (PERSON) 

Eden (PERSON) 2:281 Lowery, Kirk E. 

Eden, Garden of (PLACE) + 2:281-283 Wallace, Howard N. 

Eder (PERSON) 1-2 2:283-284 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Eder (PLACE) 2:284 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Eder, Tower of (PLACE) + 2:284 Liid, Dale C. 

Edessa (37º08'N; 38º46'E) 2:284-287 McVey, Kathleen E. 

Edna (PERSON) 2:287 Redditt, Paul L. 

Edom (PLACE): 2:287-301 

 Edom in History + 2:287-295 Bartlett, John R. 

 Archaeology of Edom + 2:295-301 MacDonald, Burton 

Edomite Language.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Edrei (PLACE) 1-2 2:301 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Education: 2:301-317 

 Education in Mesopotamia + 2:301-305 Civil, Miguel 

 Ancient Israel + 2:305-312 Lemaire, André 

 Greco-Roman Period + 2:312-317 Townsend, John T. 

Egerton Papyrus 2 + 2:317-318 Gamble, Harry Y. 

Eglah (PERSON) 2:318-319 Schearing, Linda S. 

Eglaim (PLACE) 2:319 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Eglath-Shelishiyah (PLACE) 2:319 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Eglon (PERSON) + 2:319-320 Kutsko, John F. 

Eglon (PLACE) + 2:320-321 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Egypt (PERSON) 2:321 Hess, Richard S. 

Egypt, Brook of + 2:321 Görg, Manfred 

Egypt, History of: 2:321-374 

 See also Egyptian Relations with Canaan 

 Chronology + 2:322-331 Kitchen, K. A. 

 Prehistory + 2:331-336 Wendorf, Fred; Close, Angela E. 

 Neolithic to Dynasty I + 2:336-342 Williams, Bruce B. 

 Early Dynastic-1st Intermediate Period (Dyn. 1-11) + 2:342-345 Kadish, Gerald E. 

 Middle Kingdom-2nd Intermediate Period (Dyn. 11-17) 2:345-348 Leprohon, Ronald J. 

 New Kingdom (Dyn. 18-20) + 2:348-353 Murnane, William J. 

 3d Intermediate-Saite Period (Dyn. 21-26) + 2:353-364 Spalinger, Anthony 

 Persian Period (Dyn. 27-31) + 2:364-367 Lloyd, Alan Brian 

 Greco-Roman Period + 2:367-374 Brown, S. Kent 

Egypt, Plagues in + 2:374-378 Hoffmeier, James K. 

Egypt, River of + 2:378 Görg, Manfred 

Egyptian Language.  See Languages (Egyptian) 
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Egyptian Literature 2:378-399 

 Survey of Egyptian Literature + 2:378-390 Assmann, Jan 

 Egyptian Biographies + 2:390-393 Sherman, Elizabeth J. 

 Egyptian Love Songs + 2:393-395 Fox, Michael V. 

 Egyptian Wisdom Literature + 2:395-399 Williams, Ronald J. 

Egyptian Oracles.  See Oracle (Ancient Egypt) 

Egyptian Relations with Canaan + 2:399-408 Ward, William A. 

Egyptian Religion + 2:408-412 Wente, Edward F. 

Egyptian Theology.  See Memphite Theology 

Egyptian, The (PERSON) + 2:412-413 Brown, S. Kent 

Egyptians, Gospel of the (NHC III,2 and IV,2) + 2:413-414 Wisse, Frederik 

Ehi (PERSON) 2:414 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Ehud (PERSON) 1 + 2:414 Halpern, Baruch 

Ehud (PERSON) 2 2:414 Kutsko, John F. 

Ein el-Jarba.  See Jarba, ‘Ein el- 

Ein Yael Project.  See Rephaim, Valley of 

Eker (PERSON) + 2:415 Dalglish, Edward R. 

Ekron (PLACE) + 2:415-422 Dothan, Trude; Gitin, Seymour 

El (DEITY).  See Names of God in the OT 

el-Areini.  See Areini, Tell el- 

el-‘Ajjul, Tell.  See ‘Ajjul, Tell el- 

el-Batashi.  See Batashi, Tell el- 

El-Berith (DEITY).  See Baal-Berith (DEITY) 

el-Emir, ‘Iraq.  See ‘Iraq el-Emir 

el-Ghassul.  See Ghassul, Tuleilat el- 

el-Hesi, Tell.  See Hesi, Tell el- 

el-Hiri, Rujm.  See Rujm el-Hiri 

el-Husn.  See Husn, el- 

el-Jarba, ‘ein.  See Jarba, ‘Ein el- 

el-Jib (PLACE).  See Gibeon (PLACE) 

el-Khalil, Ramat.  See Ramat el-Khalil 

el-Kheleifeh, Tell.  See Kheleifeh, Tell el- 

el-Kom, Khirbet.  See Kom, Khirbet el- 

el-Marjameh, Khirbet.  See Marjameh, Khirbet el- 

el-Maskhuta, Tell.  See Maskhuta, Tell el- 

el-Mazar, Tell.  See Mazar, Tell el- 

el-Meshash, Khirbet.  See Meshash, Khirbet el- 

el-Milh, Tell.  See Malhata, Tel 

El-Olam (DEITY).  See Names of God in the OT 

El-Paran (PLACE) 2:423 Astour, Michael C. 

el-Qedah, Tell.  See Hazor 

el-Qom, Khirbet.  See Kom, Khirbet el- 

el-Umeiri, Tell.  See ‘Umeiri, Tell el- 

Ela (PERSON) + 2:423 Glatt, David A. 

Elah (PERSON) 2:423 Hübner, Ulrich 

Elah, Valley of (PLACE) 2:423 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

Elam (PERSON) 1-6 2:423-424 Hess, Richard S. 

Elam (PLACE) + 2:424-429 Vallat, François; Rosoff, Stephen (trans.) 

Elasa (PLACE) 2:429 Glatt, David A. 

Elasah (PERSON) 1-2 2:429 Glatt, David A. 

Elath (PLACE) + 2:429-430 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Elchasaites + 2:430-431 Strecker, Georg; Martin, Dennis (trans.) 

Eldaah (PERSON) + 2:431 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Eldad (PERSON) + 2:431 Slayton, Joel C. 

Eldad and Modad + 2:431 Charlesworth, James H. 

Elder.  See Palestine, Administration of (Post-exilic Judean Officials); Family 

Elders, Tradition of the.  See Tradition of the Elders 2:432 

Elead (PERSON) + 2:432 Davis, M. Stephen 

Eleadah (PERSON) 2:432 Davis, M. Stephen 

Elealeh (PLACE) 2:432 Mattingly, Gerald L. 
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Eleasah (PERSON) 2:432 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Eleazar (PERSON) 1-10 2:432-433 Propp, William H. 

Eleazar (PERSON) 11 + 2:433 Porter, Stanley E. 

Elect Lady + 2:433-434 Watson, Duane F. 

Election 2:434-444 

 Old Testament + 2:434-441 Patrick, Dale 

 New Testament + 2:441-444 Shogren, Gary S. 

Element, Elemental Spirit + 2:444-445 DeMaris, Richard E. 

Eleph.  See Ha-Eleph (PLACE) 

Elephant.  See Zoology 

Elephantine Papyri + 2:445-455 Porten, Bezalel 

Eleutherus (PLACE) 2:455 Herion, Gary A. 

Elhanan (PERSON) 1-2 + 2:455-456 Dempster, Stephen G. 

Eli (PERSON) + 2:456-457 Youngblood, Ronald 

Eli, Eli, Lama Sabachthani 2:457 Wilcox, Max 

Eliab (PERSON) 1-7 2:457-458 Petter, Gerald J. 

Eliada (PERSON) 1-3 2:458 Howard, David M., Jr. 

Eliahba (PERSON) + 2:458 Bailey, Randall C. 

Eliakim (PERSON) 1-3 + 2:458-459 Clem, H. Eldon 

Eliakim (PERSON) 4-5 + 2:459 Porter, Stanley E. 

Elialis (PERSON) 2:459 McGehee, Michael David 

Eliam (PERSON) + 2:459-460 Bailey, Randall C. 

Eliasaph (PERSON) 2:460 Slayton, Joel C. 

Eliashib (PERSON) 1-7 + 2:460-461 Wright, John W. 

Eliasis (PERSON) 2:461 McGehee, Michael David 

Eliathah (PERSON) + 2:461 McCann, J. Clinton, Jr. 

Elidad (PERSON) 2:461 Panitz, Raphael I. 

Eliehoenai (PERSON) 1-2 + 2:461-462 Rogers, Jeffrey S. 

Eliel (PERSON) 1-6 2:462 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Elienai (PERSON) 2:462 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Eliezer (PERSON) 1-11 + 2:462-463 Propp, William H. 

Elihoreph (PERSON) 2:463 McMillion,Phillip E. 

Elihu (PERSON) + 2:463 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Elijah (PERSON) 1 + 2:463-466 Walsh, Jerome T. 

Elijah (PERSON) 2-4 2:466 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Elijah, Apocalypse of + 2:466-469 Wintermute, Orval S. 

Elika (PERSON) + 2:469 Dempster, Stephen G. 

Elim (PLACE) + 2:469 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Elimelech (PERSON) 2:469 Mathews, Kenneth A. 

Elioenai (PERSON) 1-6 2:470 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Elionas (PERSON) 2:470 McGehee, Michael David 

Eliphal (PERSON) + 2:470 Dempster, Stephen G. 

Eliphaz (PERSON) 1 + 2:471 Hübner, Ulrich 

Eliphaz (PERSON) 2 + 2:471 Holbert, John C. 

Eliphelehu (PERSON) 2:471 Dillard, Raymond B. 

Eliphelet (PERSON) 1-6 + 2:471-472 Howard, David M., Jr. 

Elisha (PERSON) + 2:472-473 Whitelam, Keith W. 

Elishah (PERSON) 2:473 Baker, David W. 

Elishama (PERSON) 1-6 2:473 Berridge, John M. 

Elishaphat (PERSON) 2:473-474 Lowery, Kirk E. 

Elisheba (PERSON) 2:474 Slayton, Joel C. 

Elishua (PERSON) 2:474 Howard, David M., Jr. 

Eliud (PERSON) + 2:474 Porter, Stanley E. 

Elizabeth (PERSON) + 2:474-475 Witherington, Ben, III 

Elizaphan (PERSON) 1-2 2:475 Panitz, Raphael I. 

Elizur (PERSON) 2:475 Launderville, Dale F. 

Elkanah (PERSON) 1-8 + 2:475-476 Youngblood, Ronald 

Elkiah (PERSON) 2:476 White, Sidnie Ann 

Elkosh (PLACE) 2:476 Kobayashi, Yoshitaka 

Ellasar (PLACE) + 2:476-477 Astour, Michael C. 
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Elmadam (PERSON) + 2:477 Porter, Stanley E. 

Elnaam (PERSON) + 2:477 Pisano, Stephen 

Elnathan (PERSON) 1-4 + 2:478 Berridge, John M. 

Elohim.  See Names of God in the OT 

Elohist + 2:478-482 Jenks, Alan W. 

Elon (PERSON) 1-3 + 2:482 Boling, Robert G. 

Elon (PLACE) 2:482-483 Glatt, David A. 

Elon-Beth-Hanan (PLACE) + 2:483 Glatt, David A. 

Eloth (PLACE).  See Elath (PLACE) 

Elpaal (PERSON) 2:483 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Elpelet (PERSON).  See Eliphelet (PERSON) 

Eltekeh (PLACE) + 2:483-484 Peterson, John L. 

Eltekon (PLACE) + 2:484 Kotter, Wade R. 

Eltolad (PLACE) + 2:484 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Elul.  See also Calendars (Ancient Israelite and Early Jewish) 2:484 

Elusa (M.R. 117056) + 2:484-487 Negev, Avraham 

Eluzai (PERSON) 2:487 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Elymais (PLACE) 2:487 Gasque, W. Ward 

Elymas (PERSON) + 2:487-488 Martin, Thomas W. 

Elyon.  See Most High 

Elzabad (PERSON) 1-2 + 2:488 Rogers, Jeffrey S. 

Elzaphan (PERSON).  See Elizaphan (PERSON) 

Emadabun (PERSON) 2:488 Eskenazi, Tamara C. 

Emar (36º01'N; 38º05'E) + 2:488-490 Margueron, Jean-Claude; Sager, Paul (trans.) 

Emathis (PERSON) 2:490 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Embalming + 2:490-496 Jones, Richard N. 

Embroidery.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Emek Rephaim (Jerusalem).  See Rephaim, Valley of (PLACE) 

Emek-Keziz (PLACE) 2:496 

Emendations, Scribal.  See Scribal Emendations 

Emesa + 2:496-497 Sullivan, Richard D. 

Emim 2:497 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Emir, Iraq el-.  See Iraq el-Emir (M.R. 221147) 

Emmaus (PLACE) + 2:497-498 Strange, James F. 

Emperor Worship.  See Roman Imperial Cult 

En-Boqeq (M.R. 185067) + 2:498-499 Gichon, Mordechai 

En-Dor (PLACE) + 2:499-501 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

En-Eglaim (PLACE) + 2:501 Herion, Gary A. 

En-Gannim (PLACE) + 2:501-502 Peterson, John L. 

En-Gedi (PLACE) + 2:502-503 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

En-Haddah (PLACE) 2:503 Hunt, Melvin 

En-Hakkore (PLACE) + 2:503 Lubetski, Meir 

En-Hazor (PLACE) + 2:503 Arav, Rami 

En-Nasbeh, Tell.  See Nasbeh, Tell en 

En-Rimmon (PLACE).  See Rimmon (PLACE) 

En-Rogel (PLACE) + 2:503-504 Mare, W. Harold 

En-Shadud (M.R. 172229) + 2:504 Braun, Eliot 

En-Shemesh (PLACE) 2:504 

En-Tappuah (PLACE).  See Tappuah (PLACE) 

Enaim (PLACE) + 2:505 Oller, Gary H. 

Enam (PLACE) 2:505 Kotter, Wade R. 

Enan (PERSON) 2:505 Launderville, Dale F. 

Enchanter/Enchantments.  See Magic (OT) 

Encomium + 2:505-506 Shuler, Philip L. 

Encratism + 2:506-507 Edwards, O. C., Jr. 

Enemessar (PERSON) 2:507 Pietersma, Albert 

Engine.  See Weapons and Implements of Warfare 

English Versions of the Bible.  See Versions, English 

Engraving.  See Jewelry, Ancient Israelite 

Enlil (DEITY) + 2:507-508 Fulco, William J. 
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Enoch (PERSON) 1-2 + 2:508 Hess, Richard S. 

Enoch, First Book of + 2:508-516 Nickelsburg, George W. E. 

Enoch, Second Book of + 2:516-522 Andersen, Francis I.  

Enoch, Third Book of + 2:522-526 Alexander, Philip S. 

Enos (PERSON).  See also Enosh (PERSON) 2:526 

Enosh (PERSON) + 2:526 Hess, Richard S. 

Enrollment.  See Census 

Entrance of Hamath.  See Hamath, Entrance of 

Enuma Elish + 2:526-528 Lambert, W. G. 

Envy + 2:528-532 Dickie, Matthew W. 

Epaenetus (PERSON) + 2:532 Lampe, Peter 

Epaphras (PERSON) + 2:533 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Epaphroditus (PERSON) + 2:533-534 Gillman, John L. 

Ephah.  See Weights and Measures 

Ephah (PERSON) 1-3 + 2:534 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Ephai (PERSON) 2:534 Berridge, John M. 

Epher (PERSON) 1-3 + 2:534-535 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Ephes-Dammim (PLACE) 2:535 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

Ephesians, Epistle to the + 2:535-542 Furnish, Victor Paul 

Ephesus (PLACE) + 2:542-549 Oster, Richard E., Jr. 

Ephlal (PERSON) 2:549-550 Steeger, William P. 

Ephod (OBJECT) + 2:550 Meyers, Carol 

Ephod (PERSON) 2:551 Panitz, Raphael I. 

Ephphatha 2:551 Wilcox, Max 

Ephraemi Rescriptus.  See Codex (Ephraimi Rescriptus) 

Ephraim (PERSON) 2:551-555 

 Ephraim in the Bible + 2:551-553 Herrmann, Siegfried 

 Archaeology of Ephraim + 2:553-555 Finkelstein, Israel 

Ephraim (PLACE).  See also Ephraim (PERSON). 1-2  + 2:556 Thompson, Henry O. 

Ephraim Gate (PLACE) + 2:556 Liid, Dale C. 

Ephraim, Forest of (PLACE) + 2:557 Thompson, Henry O. 

Ephrathah (PERSON) 2:557 Luker, Lamontte M. 

Ephrathah (PLACE) + 2:557-558 Luker, Lamontte M. 

Ephron (PERSON) + 2:558 Moyer, James C. 

Ephron (PLACE) 1-3 + 2:558 Moyer, James C. 

Epic of Gilgamesh.  See Gilgamesh Epic 

Epictetus + 2:558-559 Schmeller, Thomas 

Epicureanism + 2:559-561 Asmis, Elizabeth 

Epigraphy, Transjordan + 2:561-568 Lemaire, André 

Epilepsy.  See Sickness and Disease 

Epiphanes + 2:568 Martin, Hubert M., Jr. 

Epistles, Apocryphal + 2:568-569 Thomason, Dana Andrew 

Epistles, Catholic + 2:569-570 Webb, Robert L. 

Epithets, Divine.  See Names of God in the OT 

Epsilon 2:570 

Er (PERSON) 1-3 + 2:570 Porter, Stanley E. 

Er-Bala, Deir.  See Deir Er-Balah (M.R. 088093) 

Eran (PERSON) 2:570-571 Launderville, Dale F. 

Erastus (PERSON) 1-3 + 2:571 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Erech (PLACE) + 2:571-573 Margueron, Jean-Claude; Sager, Paul (trans.) 

Eri (PERSON) 2:573 Nysse, Richard W. 

Eridu (PLACE) + 2:573 Margueron, Jean-Claude; Sager, Paul (trans.) 

Eruption.  See Sickness and Disease 

Es-Saidiyeh, Tell.  See Saidiyeh, Tell es- 

Es-Samra, Khirbet.  See Sabra, Khirbet 

Esarhaddon (PERSON) 2:574 Grayson, A. Kirk 

Esau (PERSON) + 2:574-575 Hübner, Ulrich 

Eschatological Midrashim.  See Florilegium 

Eschatology.  2:575-609 

 See also Apocalypses and Apocalypticism 
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 Old Testament + 2:575-579 Petersen, David L. 

 Early Jewish Literature + 2:579-594 Nickelsburg, George W. E. 

 Early Christian Eschatology + 2:594-609 Aune, David E. 

Esdar, Tel (M.R. 147064) + 2:609 Kochavi, Moshe 

Esdraelon (PLACE) 2:609 White, Sidnie Ann 

Esdras, First Book of + 2:609-611 Goodman, William R. 

Esdras, Second Book of + 2:611-614 Stone, Michael E. 

Esdris (PERSON) + 2:614 Hardwick, Michael E. 

Esek (PLACE) + 2:615 Herion, Gary A. 

Esh-Shuna, Tell (North).  See Shuna (North), Tell esh- 

Eshan (PLACE) 2:615 Kotter, Wade R. 

Eshbaal (PERSON) + 2:615-617 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Eshban (PERSON) 2:617 Matthews, Victor H. 

Eshcol (PERSON) 2:617 Astour, Michael C. 

Eshcol (PLACE) 2:617 Toews, Wesley Irwin 

Eshek (PERSON) 2:617 Brettler, Marc Zvi 

Eshtaol (PLACE) + 2:617 Greenberg, Raphael 

Eshtemoa (PERSON).  See also Eshtemoa (PLACE). 1-2 2:617 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

Eshtemoa (PLACE) + 2:617-618 Peterson, John L. 

Eshton (PERSON) 2:618 Lo, Hing Choi 

Esli (PERSON) + 2:618 Porter, Stanley E. 

Essene Gate + 2:618-619 Riesner, Rainer; Callaway, Phillip R. (trans.) 

Essenes.  See also Qumran; Dead Sea Scrolls 2:619-626 Collins, John J. 

Esther, Additions to + 2:626-633 Moore, Carey A. 

Esther, Book of + 2:633-643 Moore, Carey A. 

Et-Twein (PLACE).  See Abu et-Twein, Khirbet 

Eta  2:643 

Etam (PERSON).  See also Etam (PLACE) 2:643 

Etam (PLACE) 1-2 2:643-644 Kotter, Wade R. 

Etam, Rock of (PLACE) 2:644 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Eth-Kazin (PLACE) 2:644 Greenberg, Raphael 

Etham (PLACE) + 2:644 Görg, Manfred 

Ethan (PERSON) 1-4 2:644-645 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Ethanim 2:645 

Ethanus (PERSON) 2:645 Han, Jin Hee 

Ethbaal (PERSON) + 2:645 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Ether (PLACE) 1-2 2:645 Kotter, Wade R. 

Ethics: 2:645-665 

 Old Testament + 2:645-652 Mafico, Temba L. Jackson 

 New Testament + 2:652-665 Perkins, Pheme 

Ethiopia (PLACE) + 2:665-667 Smith, Robert Houston 

Ethiopian Eunuch + 2:667 Gaventa, Beverly Roberts 

Ethiopic Language.  See Languages (Ethiopic) 

Ethiopic Versions.  See Versions, Ancient (Ethiopic) 

Ethnan (PERSON) 2:668 Lo, Hing Choi 

Ethnarch.  See Palestine, Administration of (Roman Administration) 

Ethni (PERSON) 2:668 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Eubulus (PERSON) + 2:668 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Euergetes.  See Benefactor 

Eugnostos and the Sophia of Jesus Christ + 2:668-669 Parrott, Douglas M. 

Eumenes (PERSON) + 2:669-670 Nelson, Russell D. 

Eunice (PERSON) + 2:670 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Eunuch.  See Palestine, Administration of (Postexilic Judean Officials) 

Eunuch, Ethiopian.  See Ethiopian Eunuch 

Euodia (PERSON) + 2:670-671 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Eupator (PERSON).  See Antiochus (PERSON) 

Euphemism and Dysphemism in the Bible.  See Bible, Euphemism and Dysphemism in the 

Eupolemus + 2:671-672 Holladay, Carl R. 

Eupolemus, Pseudo- + 2:672-273 Holladay, Carl R. 

Eusebius of Caesarea (PERSON) + 2:673-676 Chesnut, Glenn F. 
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Eutychus (PERSON) 2:676 Wheeler, Frank E. 

Evangelist.  See Ministry in the Early Church 

Eve (PERSON) + 2:676-677 Wallace, Howard N. 

Everlasting God.  See Names of God in the OT 

Evi (PERSON) + 2:677-678 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Evil + 2:678-679 Watson, Duane F. 

Evil One, The 2:679 Watson, Duane F. 

Evil-Merodach (PERSON) + 2:679 Sack, Ronald H. 

Evodius, Homily of.  See Virgin, Assumption of the 

Evron (M.R. 160266) 2:679-680 Ronen, Avraham 

Ewe.  See Sheep, Shepherd; Zoology 

Ex Voto + 2:680-681 Danker, Frederick William 

Exactor of Tribute.  See Taxes and Taxation 

Execration and Execration Texts + 2:681-682 Redford, Donald B. 

Executioner.  See Punishments and Crimes 

Exegesis + 2:682-688 Stuart, Douglas 

Exegesis on the Soul (NHC II,6) + 2:688-689 Robinson, William C., Jr. 

Exile.  See Israel, History of 

Exodus, Book of + 2:689-700 Sarna, Nahum M. 

Exodus, The + 2:700-708 Kitchen, K. A. 

Exorcism.  See Demons 

Expurgations of the Bible.  2:708 

 See also Bible, Euphemism and Dysphemism in the 

Extortion.  See Debts 

Eye Paint.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Eyelids of the Morning.  See Shahar (DEITY) 

Ezbai (PERSON) + 2:708 Pisano, Stephen 

Ezbon (PERSON) 1-2 2:708-709 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Ezekiel the Tragedian + 2:709 van der Horst, Peiter W. 

Ezekiel, Apocryphon of + 2:709-711 Mueller, James R. 

Ezekiel, Book of + 2:711-722 Boadt, Lawrence 

Ezel (PLACE) 2:722 Kobayashi, Yoshitaka 

Ezem (PLACE) + 2:722 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Ezer (PERSON) 1-6 + 2:722-723 Matthews, Victor H. 

Ezion-Geber (PLACE) + 2:723-726 Lubetski, Meir 

Ezora (PERSON) 2:726 McGehee, Michael David 

Ezra (PERSON) + 2:726-728 North, Robert 

Ezra, Book of.  See Ezra-Nehemiah, Books of 

Ezra, Fourth Book of.  See Esdras, Second Book of 

Ezra, Greek Apocalypse of + 2:728-729 Stone, Michael E. 

Ezra, Questions of + 2:729-730 Stone, Michael E. 

Ezra, Revelation of + 2:730 Stone, Michael E. 

Ezra, Vision of + 2:730-731 Stone, Michael E. 

Ezra-Nehemiah, Books of + 2:731-742 Klein, Ralph W. 

Ezraite 2:742 McMillion,Phillip E. 

Ezri (PERSON) 2:742 Nysse, Richard W. 

Fable.  See Folklore in the Ancient Near East 

Face + 2:743-744 Drinkard, Joel F., Jr. 

Faience.  See Jewelry, Ancient Israelite 

Fair Havens (PLACE) + 2:744 Wineland, John D. 

Faith: 2:744-760 

 Old Testament + 2:744-749 Healey, Joseph P. 

 New Testament + 2:749-758 Lührmann, Dieter; Hughes, Frank Witt (trans.) 

 Faith of Christ + 2:758-760 Howard, George E. 

Falcon.  See Zoology (Fauna) 

False Apostles + 2:760-761 Watson, Duane F. 

False Christs 2:761 Watson, Duane F. 

Family + 2:761-769 Wright, Christopher J. H. 

Famine + 2:769-773 Shea, William H. 

Fara (North), Tell el-.  See Tirzah (PLACE) 
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Fara (South), Tell el-.  See Sharuhen (PLACE) 

Fast, Fasting + 2:773-776 Muddiman, John Bernard 

Fate, Greek Conception of + 2:776-778 Dillon, John M. 

Father.  See Family 

Fathers, Apostolic.  See Apostolic Fathers 

Fathom.  See Weights and Measures 

Fauna.  See Zoology (Fauna) 

Fayum Fragment + 2:778-779 Gamble, Harry Y. 

Fear of Isaac + 2:779-780 Puech, Emile; Lind, Sarah (trans.) 

Feinan, Wadi + 2:780-782 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Fejja (M.R. 141165) 2:782-783 Kaplan, Jacob 

Felix (PERSON) 2:783 Braund, David C. 

Felix, Minicius (PERSON).  See Minucius Felix 

Fellowship, Table.  See Table Fellowship 

Feminist Hermeneutics + 2:783-791 Schüssler Fiorenza, Elisabeth 

Fertility Cults + 2:791-793 Healey, Joseph P. 

Festal Garment/Robe.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Festivals, Greco-Roman + 2:793-794 Cole, Susan Guettel 

Festus, Porcius (PERSON) + 2:794-795 Green, Joel B. 

Fever.  See Sickness and Disease 

Fibula.  See Jewelry, Ancient Israelite 

Fiery Serpent.  See Serpent, Bronze 

Fig Tree.  See Flora 

Filigree + 2:795-796 Meyers, Carol 

Fillet 2:796 Meyers, Carol 

Finger.  See Weights and Measures 

Fir Tree.  See Flora 

Fire, Pillar of.  See Pillar of Fire and Cloud 

Firepan 2:796 Meyers, Carol 

First and Last.  See Alpha and Omega 

First Fruits + 2:796-797 Rigsby, Richard O. 

Firstborn.  See Family 

Fish.  See Zoology (Fauna) 

Fish Gate (PLACE) + 2:797-798 Liid, Dale C. 

Fisher Owl.  See Zoology (Fauna) 

Five Scrolls, The.  See Megilloth 

Flax.  See Flora; Dress and Ornamentation 

Flea.  See Zoology (Fauna) 

Fleet.  See Travel and Communication (NT) 

Flocks.  See Zoology (Fauna) 

Flogging.  See Punishments and Crimes 

Flood + 2:798-803 Lewis, Jack P. 

Flora + 2:803-817 Jacob, Irene; Jacob, Walter 

Florilegium (4QFlor) + 2:817-818 Brooke, George J. 

Flute.  See Music and Musical Instruments 

Fly/Flies.  See Zoology 

Folklore in the Ancient Near East + 2:818-828 Ben-Amos, Dan 

Folly.  See Virtue/Vice Lists 

Food.  See Zoology; Meal Customs; Eating and Drinking 

Footwashing + 2:828-829 Weiss, Herold 

Foreigner + 2:829-830 Begg, Christopher T. 

Forerunner + 2:830-831 Collins, Raymond F. 

Forest of Ephraim.  See Ephraim, Forest of 

Forest of Lebanon, House of the (PLACE) + 2:831 Herion, Gary A. 

Forgiveness: 2:831-838 

 Old Testament + 2:831-833 Kselman, John S. 

 Early Judaism.  See also Prayer in Early Judaism. + 2:833-835 Charlesworth, James H. 

 New Testament + 2:835-838 Shogren, Gary S. 

Form Criticism: 2:838-844 

 Old Testament + 2:838-841 Barton, John 
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 New Testament + 2:841-844 Robbins, Vernon K. 

Fornication.  See Sex and Sexuality 

Fortifications (Levant) + 2:844-852 Herzog, Ze’ev 

Fortunatus (PERSON) + 2:852-853 Gillman, John L. 

Forum.  See Cities (Greco-Roman) 

Forum of Appius (PLACE) 2:853 Wineland, John D. 

Foundation Gate (PLACE) + 2:853 Liid, Dale C. 

Fountain Gate (PLACE) + 2:853-854 Liid, Dale C. 

Fowl.  See Zoology 

Fox.  See Zoology 

Fragment, Muratorian.  See Muratorian Fragment 

Frankincense + 2:854 Müller, Walter W. 

Freedmen, Synagogue of the + 2:855 Olson, Mark J. 

Freedom + 2:855-859 Jones, F. Stanley 

Fringe.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Frit.  See Jewelry 

Frog.  See Zoology 

Frontlets.  See Jewelry 

Fruits, First.  See First Fruits 

Fuller.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Fuller’s Field (PLACE) + 2:859 Liid, Dale C. 

Funerary Inscriptions.  See Palestinian Funerary Inscriptions 

Gaal (PERSON) + 2:861 Lowery, Kirk E. 

Gaash (PLACE) 2:861 Dyck, Elmer H. 

Gabael (PERSON) 1-2 + 2:861-862 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Gabatha (PERSON) 2:862 McKenna, John E. 

Gabbai (PERSON) 2:862 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Gabbatha (PLACE) + 2:862 McRay, John 

Gabrias (PERSON) + 2:862-863 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Gabriel (ANGEL) + 2:863 Newsom, Carol A. 

Gad (DEITY) + 2:863-864 Maier, Walter Arthur, III 

Gad (PERSON) 1 + 2:864-865 de Geus, C. H. J. 

Gad (PERSON) 2 2:865-866 Petter, Gerald J. 

Gad, Valley Toward (PLACE) 2:866 Younker, Randall W. 

Gadarenes: 2:866-868 

 Gadarenes, Fields I-II + 2:866-867 Holm-Nielsen, Svend 

 Gadarenes, Fields III-VI + 2:867-868 Wagner-Lux, Ute; Vriezen, Karel J. H. 

 Gadarenes, Bibliography 2:868 Holm-Nielsen, Svend; Wagner-Lux, Ute; 

Vriezen, Karel J. H. 

Gaddi (PERSON) 2:868 Rappaport, Uriel 

Gaddiel (PERSON) 2:868 Paulien, Jon 

Gadi (PERSON) + 2:868 Hobbs, T. R. 

Gaham (PERSON) 2:868 Slayton, Joel C. 

Gahar (PERSON) + 2:868-869 Shearer, Rodney H. 

Gai (PLACE) + 2:869 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Gaius (PERSON) 1-4 + 2:869 Gillman, John L. 

Galal (PERSON) 1-2 2:870 Dunston, Robert C. 

Galatia (PLACE) + 2:870-872 Mitchell, Stephen 

Galatians, Epistle to the + 2:872-875 Betz, Hans Dieter 

Galbanum.  See Perfumes and Spices 

Galeed (PLACE) + 2:876 Thompson, Henry O. 

Galileans + 2:876-879 Freyne, Seán 

Galilee: 2:879-901 

 Prehellenistic Galilee + 2:879-895 Frankel, Rafael 

 Hellenistic/Roman Galilee + 2:895-899 Freyne, Seán 

Galilee, Sea of (PLACE) + 2:899-901 Freyne, Seán 

Gall (Liver).  See Sickness and Disease 

Gallim (PLACE) 1-2 + 2:901 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

Gallio (PERSON) + 2:901-903 Haacker, Klaus 

Gamad (PLACE) + 2:903 Thompson, Henry O. 
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Gamael (PERSON).  See Daniel (PERSON) 2:903 

Gamaliel (PERSON) 1-2 + 2:903-906 Chilton, Bruce 

Gamma 2:906 

Gamul (PERSON) + 2:906 Wright, John W. 

Gangrene.  See Sickness and Disease 

Garden of Eden.  See Eden, Garden of (PLACE) 

Garden of God (PLACE) + 2:906-907 Wallace, Howard N. 

Gareb (PERSON) + 2:907 Dempster, Stephen G. 

Gareb (PLACE) 2:907 Herion, Gary A. 

Garlic.  See Flora 

Garmite 2:907 Smith, David Channing 

Gas (PERSON) 2:907 McGehee, Michael David 

Gatam (PERSON) 2:907 Hübner, Ulrich 

Gate, City.  See Cities (Levant); Fortifications (Levant) 

Gate Between the Two Walls (PLACE) + 2:907-908 Liid, Dale C. 

Gate of the Guard (PLACE) + 2:908 Liid, Dale C. 

Gath (PLACE) + 2:908-909 Seger, Joe D. 

Gath-Hepher (PLACE) + 2:909-910 Greenberg, Raphael 

Gath-Rimmon (PLACE) + 2:910-911 Peterson, John L. 

Gaulanitis (PLACE) + 2:911 Longstaff, Thomas R.W. 

Gauls + 2:911-912 Kampen, John 

Gaza (PLACE): 2:912-921 

 Prehellenistic Gaza + 2:912-915 Katzenstein, H. J. 

 Gaza in the Greco-Roman  Period + 2:915-917 Kasher, Aryeh 

 Byzantine Gaza + 2:917-921 Glucker, Carol A. M. 

Gazelle.  See Zoology 

Gazez (PERSON) + 2:921 Evans, Craig A. 

Gazzam (PERSON).  See also Akkub 2:921 Bergdall, Chaney R. 

Geba (PLACE) + 2:921-922 Arnold, Patrick M. 

Gebal (PLACE) + 2:922-923 Roth, Ray Lee 

Geber (PERSON).  See Ben-Geber  McMillion,Phillip E. 

Gebim (PLACE) 2:923 Herion, Gary A. 

Gecko (LIZARD).  See Zoology 

Gedaliah (PERSON) 1 2:923 Dalglish, Edward R. 

Gedaliah (PERSON) 2-5 + 2:923-924 Althann, Robert 

Geder (PLACE) + 2:924-925 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Gederah (PLACE) + 2:925 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Gederoth (PLACE) + 2:925 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Gederothaim (PLACE) 2:925 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Gedor (PERSON) + 2:925 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Gedor (PLACE) 1-4 + 2:925-926 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Gehazi (PERSON) + 2:926 Christensen, Duane L. 

Gehenna (PLACE) + 2:926-928 Watson, Duane F. 

Gemalli (PERSON) 2:928 Paulien, Jon 

Gemara + 2:928-929 Brooks, Roger 

Gemariah (PERSON) 1 + 2:929 Lundbom, Jack R. 

Gemariah (PERSON) 2 + 2:929 Taylor, J. Glen; Taylor, Marion Ann  

Genealogy, Genealogies + 2:929-932 Wilson, Robert R. 

Genesis Apocryphon + 2:932-933 White, Richard T. 

Genesis, Book of + 2:933-941 Hendel, Ronald S. 

Genesis, The Narrative of: 2:941-962 

 The Genesis Narrative + 2:941-956 Scullion, John J. 

 Literary Forms in Genesis + 2:956-962 Scullion, John J. 

Geneva Bible + 2:962-963 Lewis, Jack P. 

Genitalia.  See also Bible, Euphemism and Dysphemism in the 2:963 

Genizah, Cairo.  See Damascus Rule 

Gennaeus (PERSON) 2:963 Lillie, Betty Jane 

Gennesaret (PLACE) 1-3 + 2:963 Edwards, Douglas R. 

Genre.  See Form Criticism 

Gentiles, Court of the + 2:963-964 Edwards, Douglas R. 
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Genubath (PERSON) + 2:964 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Geography and the Bible: 2:964-988 

 Geography of Palestine + 2:964-977 Raphael, C. Nicholas 

 Early Jewish Geography + 2:977-988 Alexander, Philip S. 

Geometry.  See Mathematics, Algebra, and Geometry 

Georgian Versions.  See Versions, Ancient (Gregorian) 

Ger.  See Sojourner 2:988 

Gera (PERSON) 1-6 2:988-989 Nysse, Richard W. 

Gerah.  See Weights and Measures 

Gerar (PLACE) + 2:989-991 Oren, Eliezer D. 

Gerasenes + 2:991-992 McRay, John 

Gergesite.  See Girgashite 

Gerisa, Tel (M.R. 132166) + 2:922 Herzog, Ze’ev 

Gerizim, Mount (PLACE) 2:993 Lott, Jeffrey K. 

Geron.  See Senator 

Gershom (PERSON) 1-3 + 2:993-994 Wright, John W. 

Gershon (PERSON) + 2:994-995 Propp, William H. 

Geruth-Chimham (PLACE) 2:995 Dempster, Stephen G. 

Geshan (PERSON) 2:995 Evans, Craig A. 

Geshem (PERSON) + 2:995 Williams, Nora A. 

Geshur (PLACE) + 2:996 Ma‘oz, Zvi Uri 

Geshur Bnot Yaacov.  See Jisr Banat Ya‘aqub 

Geshurites 1-2 + 2:996-997 Petter, Gerald J. 

Gether (PERSON) 2:997 Baker, David W. 

Gethsemane (PLACE) 2:997-998 Thorsen, Donald A. D. 

Geuel (PERSON) 2:998 Brensinger, Terry L. 

Gezer (PLACE) + 2:998-1003 Dever, William G. 

Ghassul, Tuleilat el- (M.R. 207135) + 2:1003-1006 Hennessy, John B. 

Ghazza, Khirbet.  See ‘Uza, Horvat 

Ghosh (PLACE).  See Abu Ghosh (M.R. 160134) 

Ghost.  See Magic (OT) 

Ghrareh (M.R. 191956) + 2:1006 Hart, Stephen 

Giah (PLACE) 2:1006 Dyck, Elmer H. 

Giants, Gigantism.  See Sickness and Disease 

Gibbar (PERSON) 2:1006 Swanson, Steven R. 

Gibbethon (PLACE) + 2:1006-1007 Peterson, John L. 

Gibea (PERSON) 2:1007 Evans, Craig A. 

Gibeah (PLACE) 1-4 + 2:1007-1009 Arnold, Patrick M. 

Gibeath-Elohim (PLACE) + 2:1009 Arnold, Patrick M. 

Gibeath-Haaraloth (PLACE) 2:1009-1010 Thompson, Henry O. 

Gibeon (PLACE) + 2:1010-1013 Arnold, Patrick M. 

Giddalti (PERSON) 2:1013 McCann, J. Clinton, Jr. 

Giddel (PERSON) 1-2 + 2:1013 McGehee, Michael David 

Gideon (PERSON) + 2:1013-1015 Boling, Robert G. 

Gideoni (PERSON) 2:1015 Launderville, Dale F. 

Gidom (PLACE) 2:1015 Herion, Gary A. 

Gifts, Spiritual + 2:1015-1018 Martin, Ralph P. 

Gihon (PLACE) 1-2 + 2:1018-1019 Görg, Manfred 

Gil‘adi, Kefar.  See Kefar Gil‘adi 

Gilalai (PERSON) 2:1019 Augustin, Gary C. 

Gilboa, Mount (PLACE) + 2:1019 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

Gilead (PERSON) 1-3 + 2:1019-1020 Graham, M. Patrick 

Gilead (PLACE) + 2:1020-1022 Ottosson, Magnus 

Gilead, Balm of.  See Balm 

Gilgal (PLACE) 1-5 + 2:1022-1024 Kotter, Wade R. 

Gilgal (Prehistoric Sites) + 2:1024 Noy, Tamar 

Gilgamesh Epic + 2:1024-1027 Sasson, J. M. 

Giloh (PLACE) 2:1027 Herion, Gary A. 

Giloh (M.R. 167126) + 2:1027-1028 Mazar, Amihay 

Gimel 2:1028 
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Gimzo (PLACE) + 2:1028 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Ginath (PERSON) 2:1028 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Ginnethon (PERSON) 2:1028 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Girdle.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Girgashite 2:1028 Baker, David W. 

Girzites + 2:1028 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Giscala (M.R. 191270) + 2:1029-1030 Meyers, Eric M. 

Gishpa (PERSON) 2:1030 Augustin, Gary C. 

Gittaim (PLACE) + 2:1030 Toews, Wesley Irwin 

Gizonite + 2:1030 Endres, John C. 

Glacis.  See Fortifications (Levant) 

Glad Tidings + 2:1030-1031 O’Day, Gail R. 

Glaphyra (PERSON) 1-2 + 2:1031-1032 Sullivan, Richard D. 

Glassy Sea.  See Sea of Glass 

Gleaning.  See Harvests, Harvesting; Agriculture 

Glosses, Textual + 2:1032-1033 Sweeney, Marvin A. 

Gluttony.  See Virtue/Vice Lists 

Gnat.  See Zoology 

Gnosticism + 2:1033-1040 Rudolph, Kurt 

Goah (PLACE) 2:1040 Herion, Gary A. 

Goat, Goatherd + 2:1040-1041 Vancil, Jack W. 

Gob (PLACE) + 2:1041 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

God.  2:1041-1055 

 See also Dragon and Sea, God’s Conflict with; Image of God (OT); Kingdom of God/Heaven; Names of God in the OT; 

Son of God; Will of God in the Old Testament; Word of God; Works of God; Wrath of God 

 God in the Old Testament + 2:1041-1048 Scullion, John J. 

 God in the New Testament + 2:1049-1055 Bassler, Jouette M. 

God Most High.  See Names of God in the OT; Most High 

Goel Haddam.  See Blood, Avenger of 

Gog (PERSON) 1-3 2:1056 Cuffey, Kenneth Hugh 

Gog and Magog + 2:1056 Reddish, Mitchell G. 

Goiim (PLACE) + 2:1057 Astour, Michael C. 

Golan (PLACE) + 2:1057-1058 Arav, Rami 

Golan Heights + 2:1058-1065 Ma‘oz, Zvi Uri 

Golden Calf + 2:1065-1069 Spencer, John R. 

Golden Gate.  See Beautiful Gate (PLACE) 

Golden Rule + 2:1070-1071 Collins, Raymond F. 

Golgotha (PLACE) + 2:1071-1073 Corbo, Virgilio C.; Elliott, Dietlinde M. (trans.) 

Goliath (PERSON) + 2:1073-1074 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Gomer (PERSON) 1-2 2:1074 Baker, David W. 

Gomorrah (PLACE).  See Sodom and Gomorrah (PLACES) 

Good (NT) + 2:1074-1075 Collins, Raymond F. 

Goose.  See Zoology (Fauna) 2:1075 

Gopher Wood.  See Flora 2:1075 

Gorgias (PERSON) 2:1075-1076 Rappaport, Uriel 

Gortyna (PLACE) + 2:1076 Hardwick, Michael E. 

Goshen (PLACE) + 2:1076-1077 Ward, William A. 

Gospel Genre + 2:1077-1079 Vorster, Willem S. 

Gospel Harmony.  See Harmony of the Gospels 

Gospels, Apocryphal + 2:1079-1081 Patterson, Stephen J. 

Gospels, Little Apocalypse in the + 2:1081-1084 Beasley-Murray, George R. 

Gothic Versions.  See Versions, Ancient (Gothic) 

Gotholiah (PERSON).  See Athaliah (PERSON) 

Gothoniel + 2:1084 White, Sidnie Ann 

Gourds.  See Flora 

Governor.  See Palestine,Administration of (Postexilic Judean Officials); Procurator 

Grace.  See also Love 2:1084-1088 

 Old Testament + 2:1085-1086 Kselman, John S. 

 New Testament + 2:1086-1088 Shogren, Gary S. 

Granary.  See Agriculture 
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Granulation.  See Jewelry, Ancient Israelite 

Grapes.  See Flora 

Grass.  See Flora 

Grasshopper.  See Zoology (Fauna) 

Grating 2:1089 Meyers, Carol 

Graven Image 2:1089 Curtis, Edward M. 

Great Assembly + 2:1089 Flesher, Paul V. M. 

Great Bible, The + 2:1090 Lewis, Jack P. 

Great Commission, The + 2:1090-1091 Luter, A. Boyd, Jr. 

Great Power, Concept of.  See Concept of Great Power (NHC VI, 4) 

Great Sea (PLACE) + 2:1091-1092 Lubetski, Meir 

Greece (PLACE) + 2:1092-1098 McRay, John 

Greek Language.  See Languages (Greek) 

Greek Versions.  See Septuagint and Versions, Ancient (Greek) 

Griesbach Hypothesis.  See Two-Gospel Hypothesis 

Griffon.  See Zoology (Fauna) 

Guarantee.  See Deposit 

Guard, Court of the 2:1099 Herion, Gary A. 

Guard, Gate of the.  See Gate of the Guard (PLACE) 

Guard, Praetorian.  See Praetorian Guard 

Gull.  See Zoology (Fauna) 

Guni (PERSON) 1-3 + 2:1099 Graham, M. Patrick 

Gur (PLACE) + 2:1099 Zertal, Adam 

Gurbaal (PLACE) 2:1100 Younker, Randall W. 

Gush Halav.  See Giscala (M.R. 191270) 

Gymnasium.  See Education (Greco-Roman) 

H.  See Holiness Code 3:1 

Ha-Eleph (PLACE).  See also Zela (PLACE) 3:1 Herion, Gary A. 

Haahashtari (PERSON) 3:1 Cuffey, Kenneth Hugh 

Habaiah (PERSON) + 3:1 Shearer, Rodney H. 

Habakkuk, Book of + 3:1-6 Sweeney, Marvin A. 

Habazziniah (PERSON) + 3:6 Bracke, John M. 

Habiru, Hapiru.  See also Hebrew + 3:6-10 Lemche, Niels Peter 

Habor (PLACE) 3:10 Herion, Gary A. 

Hacaliah (PERSON) 3:10 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Hachilah (PLACE) 3:10 DeVries, LaMoine F. 

Hachmoni (PERSON) 1-2 3:10-11 Duke, Rodney K. 

Hadad (DEITY) 3:11 Maier, Walter Arthur, III 

Hadad (PERSON) 1-4 + 3:11-12 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Hadadezer (PERSON) + 3:12-13 Bailey, Randall C. 

Hadadrimmon (DEITY) 3:13 Maier, Walter Arthur, III 

Hadar (PERSON). 3:13 Matthews, Victor H. 

Hadashah (PLACE) 3:13 Kotter, Wade R. 

Hadassah (PERSON) + 3:13-14 Bush, Frederic W. 

Hades, Hell 3:14-15 Bauckham, Richard 

Hadid (PLACE) + 3:15-16 Arav, Rami 

Hadlai (PERSON) + 3:16 Lowery, Kirk E. 

Hadoram (PERSON) 1 + 3:16 Müller, Walter W.; Callaway, Phillip R. (trans.) 

Hadoram (PERSON) 2-3 + 3:16-17 Fretz, Mark J. 

Hadrach (PLACE) 3:17 Roth, Ray Lee 

Hadrian (EMPEROR) + 3:17-18 Jones, Brian W. 

Hagab (PERSON) 3:18 McGehee, Michael David 

Hagabah (PERSON).  See also Akkub (PERSON) 3:18 Bergdall, Chaney R. 

Hagar (PERSON).  See also Ishmael (PERSON); Ishmaelites.  + 3:18-19 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Haggadah + 3:19-20 Porton, Gary G. 

Haggai, Book of 3:20-23 Meyers, Carol;  Meyers, Eric M. 

Haggedolim (PERSON) + 3:23 Uitti, Roger W. 

Haggi (PERSON) 3:23 Nysse, Richard W. 

Haggiah (PERSON) 3:23 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Haggith (PERSON) 3:23 Schearing, Linda S. 
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Hagri (PERSON) 3:24 Pisano, Stephen 

Hagrites + 3:24 Graf, David F. 

Hairnet.  See also Dress and Ornamentation 3:24 

Hakkatan (PERSON) 3:24 Shogren, Gary S. 

Hakkoz (PERSON) 1-3 + 3:24-25 Wright, John W. 

Hakupha (PERSON) 3:25 Bergdall, Chaney R. 

Halah (PLACE) + 3:25 Thompson, Henry O. 

Halak, Mount (PLACE) 3:25-26 Benjamin, Paul 

Halakah + 3:26-27 Porton, Gary G. 

Halakhic Letter from Qumran.  See Miqsat Ma‘ase Hatorah (4QMMT) 

Halam, Khirbet el-.  See Arubboth (PLACE) 

Halhul (PLACE) 3:27 Kotter, Wade R. 

Hali (PLACE) + 3:27 Frankel, Rafael 

Halicarnassus (PLACE) + 3:27-28 Carroll, Scott T. 

Halif, Tell (M.R. 137087) + 3:28-30 Seger, Joe D. 

Hall of Judgement.  See Judgement, Hall of 

Hall of Pillars.  See Judgement, Hall of 

Hall of the Throne.  See Judgement, Hall of 

Hall of Tyrannus.  See Tyrannus (PERSON) 

Hallel + 3:30 Swanson, Steven R. 

Hallelujah.  See Psalms, Book of 

Hallohesh (PERSON) 3:30-31 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Ham (PERSON) + 3:31-32 Isaac, Ephraim 

Ham (PLACE) + 3:32 Astour, Michael C. 

Haman (PERSON) + 3:33 Wiebe, John M. 

Hamath (PLACE) + 3:33-36 Buhl, Marie-Louise 

Hamath, Entrance of (PLACE) 3:36-37 Wei, Tom F. 

Hamath-Zobah (PLACE) + 3:37 Pitard, Wayne T. 

Hamid (PLACE).  See Abu Hamid, Tell 

Hammath (PERSON) + 3:37 Evans, Craig A. 

Hammath (PLACE) + 3:37-38 Herion, Gary A. 

Hammedatha (PERSON) + 3:38 Wiebe, John M. 

Hammolecheth (PERSON) + 3:38 Graham, M. Patrick 

Hammon (PLACE) 1-2 + 3:38-39 Hunt, Melvin 

Hammoth-Dor (PLACE) + 3:39 Peterson, John L. 

Hammuel (PERSON) 3:39 Nysse, Richard W. 

Hammurapi (PERSON) + 3:39-42 Meier, Samuel A. 

Hamon-Gog (PLACE) 3:42 Lott, Jeffrey K. 

Hamonah (PLACE) 3:42 Thompson, Henry O. 

Hamor (PERSON) + 3:42-43 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Hamran (PERSON) 3:43 Matthews, Victor H. 

Hamul (PERSON) 3:43 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Hamutal (PERSON) + 3:43 Althann, Robert 

Hana (PERSON) 3:43 McGehee, Michael David 

Hanamel (PERSON) 3:43 Bracke, John M. 

Hanan (PERSON) 1-9 + 3:43-45 Brettler, Marc Zvi 

Hananel, Tower of (PLACE) + 3:45 Eskenazi, Tamara C. 

Hanani (PERSON) 1-5 + 3:45-46 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Hananiah (PERSON) 1-15 + 3:46-47 Althann, Robert 

Handbreadth.  See Weights and Measures 

Handpike.  See Weapons and Implements of Warfare 

Hands, Laying on of: 3:47-49 

 Old Testament + 3:47-48 Wright, David P. 

 New Testament + 3:48-49 O’Toole, Robert F. 

Hanes (PLACE) + 3:49-50 Thompson, Henry O. 

Hanging.  See Punishment and Crimes 

Hangings + 3:50 Meyers, Carol 

Hanina Ben-Dosa + 3:50-51 Charlesworth, James H. 

Hannah (PERSON) + 3:51-52 Youngblood, Ronald 

Hannathon (PLACE) + 3:52 Greenberg, Raphael 
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Hanniel (PERSON) 1-2 + 3:52 Panitz, Raphael I. 

Hanoch (PERSON) 1-2 + 3:52 Hess, Richard S. 

Hanukkah.  See Dedication, Feast of 

Hanun (PERSON) 1-2 + 3:52-54 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Hapax Legomena + 3:54-55 Greenspahn, Frederick E. 

Hapharaim (PLACE) + 3:55 Hunt, Melvin 

Hapiru.  See Habiru, Hapiru 

Happizzez (PERSON) 3:55 Wright, John W. 

Har, Harif (M.R. 107989) + 3:56 Goring-Morris, Nigel 

Har-Heres (PLACE) + 3:56-57 Schunck, Klaus-Dietrich; Green, David E. (trans.) 

Hara (PLACE) + 3:57 Thompson, Henry O. 

Haradah (PLACE) + 3:57 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Haran (PERSON) 1-3 + 3:57-58 Hess, Richard S. 

Haran (PLACE) 3:58-59 Kobayashi, Yoshitaka 

Hararite + 3:59 Dempster, Stephen G. 

Harbona (PERSON).  See Mehuman (PERSON) 

Hare.  See Zoology (Fauna) 

Hareph (PERSON) 3:59 Evans, Craig A. 

Harhaiah (PERSON) 3:59 Ruffin, Michael L. 

Harhas (PERSON) 3:59 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Harhur (PERSON) 3:60 Swanson, Steven R. 

Harif, Har.  See Har Harif (M.R. 107989) 

Harim (PERSON).  See also Annan, Rehum, Akkub. 1-4 3:60 Bergdall, Chaney R. 

Hariph (PERSON) 3:60 Williams, Nora A. 

Harmon (PLACE) 3:60-61 Dyck, Elmer H. 

Harmony of Gospels + 3:61 Patterson, Stephen J. 

Harnepher (PERSON) + 3:61-62 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Harness.   See Zoology (Fauna) 3:62 

Harod (PLACE) + 3:62 Hunt, Melvin 

Haroeh (PERSON) 3:62 Evans, Craig A. 

Harosheth-Hagoiim (PLACE) + 3:62-63 Hunt, Melvin 

Harp.  See Music and Musical Instruments 

Harsha (PERSON) 3:63 McGehee, Michael David 

Harsha, Tel.  See Tel-Harsha (PLACE) 

Hart.  See Zoology (Fauna) 

Harum (PERSON) 3:63 Cuffey, Kenneth Hugh 

Harumaph (PERSON) 3:63 Ruffin, Michael L. 

Haruphite + 3:63 Dillard, Raymond B. 

Harvests, Harvesting + 3:63-64 Borowski, Oded 

Hasadiah (PERSON) 1-2 3:64 Fuller, Russell 

Hashabiah (PERSON) 1-9 3:64 Shogren, Gary S. 

Hashabnah (PERSON) 3:64-65 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Hashabneiah (PERSON) 1-2 3:65 Brensinger, Terry L. 

Hashbaddanah (PERSON) 3:65 Brensinger, Terry L. 

Hashem (PERSON) + 3:65 Endres, John C. 

Hashmonah (PLACE) + 3:65 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Hashubah (PERSON) 3:65 Fuller, Russell 

Hashum (PERSON) 1-2 3:65-66 McGehee, Michael David 

Hasideans + 3:66 Redditt, Paul L. 

Hasidim + 3:66-67 Kampen, John 

Hasmonean Dynasty + 3:67-76 Rajak, Tessa 

Hasrah (PERSON) 1-2 3:76-77 McGehee, Michael David 

Hassenuah (PERSON) 3:77 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Hasshub (PERSON) 1-3 3:77 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Hassophereth (PERSON).  See also Sophereth (PERSON) 3:77 

Hasupha (PERSON) 3:77 McGehee, Michael David 

Hat.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Hathach (PERSON) + 3:77 McKenna, John E. 

Hathath (PERSON) 3:77-78 Cuffey, Kenneth Hugh 

Hatipha (PERSON) 3:78 McGehee, Michael David 
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Hatita (PERSON) 3:78 McGehee, Michael David 

Hattil (PERSON) 3:78 McGehee, Michael David 

Hattush (PERSON) 1-4 3:78 Fuller, Russell 

Hatula (M.R. 148137) 3:78-80 Ronen, Avraham; Lechevallier, Monique 

Haustafeln.  See also Household Codes + 3:80-81 Fitzgerald, John T. 

Havilah (PERSON) 1-2 + 3:81-82 Müller, Walter W. 

Havilah (PLACE) + 3:82 Müller, Walter W. 

Havvoth-Jair (PLACE) + 3:82-83 Schmitz, Philip C. 

Hawk.  See Zoology (Fauna) 

Hazael (PERSON) + 3:83-84 Pitard, Wayne T. 

Hazaiah (PERSON) + 3:84 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Hazar-Enan (PLACE) 3:84 Herion, Gary A. 

Hazar-Gaddah (PLACE) 3:84 

Hazar-Shual (PLACE) + 3:84 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Hazar-Susah (PLACE) + 3:84-85 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Hazarmaveth (PERSON) + 3:85-86 Müller, Walter W. 

Hazazon-Tamar (PLACE) + 3:86 Astour, Michael C. 

Hazer-Hatticon (PLACE) 3:86 Younker, Randall W. 

Hazeroth (PLACE) + 3:86-87 Thompson, Henry O. 

Haziel (PERSON) 3:87 Uitti, Roger W. 

Hazo (PERSON) + 3:87 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Hazor (PLACE) 1-4 + 3:87-88 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

Hazor-Hadattah (PLACE) + 3:88 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Hazoroth (PLACE).  See Hazeroth (PLACE) 

Hazzelelponi (PERSON) 3:88 Cuffey, Kenneth Hugh 

He  3:88 

Head Covering.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Headdress.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Healing.  See Medicine and Healing 

Healing, Gifts of + 3:89-90 Hamm, M. Dennis 

Heave Offering.  See Sacrifice and Sacrificial Offerings 

Heaven 3:90-91 Reddish, Mitchell G. 

Heaven, Ascent to + 3:91-94 Tabor, James D. 

Heaven, New.  See New Earth, New Heaven 3:94 

Heaven, Queen of.  See Queen of Heaven (DEITY) 3:94 

Heber (PERSON) 1-4 3:94-95 Nysse, Richard W. 

Hebrew + 3:95 Lemche, Niels Peter 

Hebrew Language.  See Languages (Hebrew) 

Hebrew Narrative.  See Narrative, Hebrew 

Hebrew Scripts + 3:96-97 McLean, Mark D. 

Hebrew Version of Matthew.  See Matthew, Hebrew Version of 

Hebrews, Epistle to the + 3:97-105 Attridge, Harold W. 

Hebrews, Gospel of the + 3:105-106 Cameron, Ron 

Hebron (PERSON) 1-2 3:106-107 Uitti, Roger W. 

Hebron (PLACE) + 3:107-108 Ferris, Paul Wayne, Jr. 

Hecataeus, Pseudo- + 3:108-109 Holladay, Carl R. 

Hegai (PERSON) + 3:109-110 Wiebe, John M. 

Hegemonides (PERSON) + 3:110 Kampen, John 

Hegesippus (PERSON) + 3:110-111 Chesnut, Glenn F. 

Hegesippus, Pseudo- + 3:111-112 Bell, Albert A. , Jr. 

Heglam (PERSON) + 3:112-113 Harmon, G. Edwin 

Hegra (26º47'N; 38º14'E) + 3:113-114 Graf, David F. 

Heifer + 3:114-115 Wright, David P. 

Heifer, Red + 3:115-116 Wright, David P. 

Heilsgeschichte.  See Theology (Biblical), History of 

Heir.  See Family 3:116 

Helah (PERSON) 3:116 Cuffey, Kenneth Hugh 

Helam (PLACE) + 3:116-117 Thompson, Henry O. 

Helbah (PLACE) 3:117 Hunt, Melvin 

Helbon (PLACE) 3:117 Herion, Gary A. 
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Heldai (PERSON) 1-2 3:117-118 Duke, Rodney K. 

Heleb (PERSON).  See Heldai (PERSON) 

Helech (PLACE) + 3:118 Thompson, Henry O. 

Heled (PERSON).  See Heldai (PERSON) 

Helek (PERSON) + 3:118 Weis, Richard D. 

Helem (PERSON) 1-2 + 3:118-119 Uitti, Roger W. 

Helena (PERSON) + 3:119-120 Drijvers, Jan W. 

Heleph (PLACE) + 3:120-121 Frankel, Rafael 

Helez (PERSON) 1-2 3:121 Duke, Rodney K. 

Heli (PERSON) + 3:121 Porter, Stanley E. 

Heliodorus (PERSON) + 3:121-122 Hardwick, Michael E. 

Heliopolis (PLACE) + 3:122-123 Redford, Donald B. 

Helios (DEITY) + 3:123-125 Rudolph, Kurt; Martin, Dennis (trans.) 

Helkai (PERSON) 3:125 Augustin, Gary C. 

Helkath (PLACE) + 3:125-126 Peterson, John L. 

Helkath-Hazzurim (PLACE) 3:126-127 Kobayashi, Yoshitaka 

Hell.  See Hades, Hell; and Gehenna 

Hellenism + 3:127-135 Betz, Hans Dieter 

Hellenistic Synagogal Prayers.  See Prayers, Hellenistic Synagogal 

Hellenists + 3:135-136 Martin, Thomas W. 

Helmet.  See Weapons and Implements of Warfare 

Helon (PERSON) 3:136 Launderville, Dale F. 

Hem.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Heman (PERSON) 1-3 + 3:136-137 Matthews, Victor H. 

Hemdan (PERSON) 3:137 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Hemorrhage.  See Sickness and Disease 

Hemorrhoids.  See Bible, Euphemism and Dysphemism in the; Sickness and Disease 

Hemp.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Hena (PLACE) 3:137-138 Thompson, Henry O. 

Henadad (PERSON) 3:138 Schley, Donald G. 

Henna.  See Perfumes and Spices; Flora 

Hepher (PERSON) 1-3 3:138 Clem, H. Eldon 

Hepher (PLACE) + 3:138-139 Zertal, Adam 

Hephzibah (PERSON) 3:139 Schearing, Linda S. 

Heptapegon (M.R. 200251) + 3:139-141 Loffreda, Stanislao 

Herakles (DEITY)  See also Hercules (DEITY) + 3:141-143 Aune, David E. 

Herbs.  See Flora 

Hercules (DEITY) See also Herakles (DEITY) + 3:143 Kampen, John 

Herdsman + 3:143 Vancil, Jack W. 

Heres, Ascent of (PLACE) 3:143 Herion, Gary A. 

Heresh (PERSON) 3:144 Dunston, Robert C. 

Heresy and Orthodoxy in the NT + 3:144-147 Betz, Hans Dieter 

Hereth (PLACE) 3:147 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

Heritage.  See Family 

Hermas (PERSON) 3:147-148 Lampe, Peter 

Hermas’ the Shepherd + 3:148 Snyder, Graydon F. 

Hermeneutics + 3:149-154 Lategan, Bernard C. 

Hermeneutics, Early Rabbinic + 3:154-155 Visotzky, Burton L. 

Hermes (DEITY) + 3:155-156 Martin, Hubert M., Jr. 

Hermes (PERSON) 3:156 Lampe, Peter 

Hermes Trismegistos + 3:156-157 Trumbower, Jeffrey A. 

Hermogenes (PERSON) + 3:157-158 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Hermon, Mount (PLACE) + 3:158-160 Arav, Rami 

Herod Antipas + 3:160 Braund, David C. 

Herod Philip 3:160-161 Herion, Gary A. 

Herod the Great (PERSON) + 3:161-169 Levine, Lee I. 

Herod’s Building Program 3:169-172 Netzer, Ehud 

Herodian Army + 3:172-173 Gracey, M.H. 

Herodian Dynasty + 3:173-174 Braund, David C. 

Herodias (PERSON) + 3:174-176 Witherington, Ben, III 
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Herodion (PERSON) + 3:176 Lampe, Peter 

Herodium (M.R. 173119) + 3:176-180 Netzer, Ehud 

Herodotus (PERSON) + 3:180-181 Yamauchi, Edwin M. 

Heron.  See Zoology (Fauna) 

Heshbon (PLACE) + 3:181-184 Geraty, Lawrence T. 

Heshmon (PLACE) + 3:184 Weitzman, Steven 

Heshvan.  See also Calendars; Marchesvan 3:184 

Hesi, Tell el- (M.R. 124106) + 3:184-187 Fargo, Valerie M. 

Het  3:188 

Heth (PERSON) + 3:188 Baker, David W. 

Hethlon (PLACE) 3:188 Roth, Ray Lee 

Hexapla of Origen, The + 3:188-189 Parker, D. C. 

Hezekiah (PERSON) 1-3 3:189 Herion, Gary A. 

Hezekiah King of Judah + 3:189-193 Rosenbaum, Jonathan 

Hezion (PERSON) + 3:193 Nelson, Richard D. 

Hezir (PERSON) 1-2 3:193 Wright, John W. 

Hezro (PERSON) + 3:193 Dempster, Stephen G. 

Hezron (PERSON) + 3:193-194 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Hezron (PLACE) + 3:194 Kotter, Wade R. 

Hiddai (PERSON) + 3:194 Pisano, Stephen 

Hiddekel (PLACE) 3:194 Stefanovic, Zdravko 

Hiel (PERSON) 3:194 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Hierapolis (PLACE) + 3:194-196 Bruce, Frederick Fyvie 

Hieroglyphics.  See Languages (Egyptian Language and Writing) 

Hieronymous (PERSON) 3:196 Lillie, Betty Jane 

High Place + 3:196-200 Barrick, W. Boyd 

Hilen (PLACE) + 3:200 Dyck, Elmer H. 

Hilkiah (PERSON) 1-11 3:200-201 Uitti, Roger W. 

Hilkiah the Hasid + 3:201 Charlesworth, James H. 

Hillel (PERSON) 3:201 

Hillel the Elder + 3:201-202 Goldenberg, Robert 

Hin.  See Weights and Measures 

Hinnom Valley (PLACE) + 3:202-203 Watson, Duane F. 

Hirah (PERSON) 3:203 Oller, Gary H. 

Hiram (PERSON) 1-2 3:203-205 Whitelam, Keith W. 

Hiri, Rujm el-.  See Rujm el-Hiri (M.R. 225257) 

Historiography: 3:205-219 

 Mesopotamian Historiography + 3:205-206 Grayson, A. Kirk 

 Israelite Historiography + 3:206-212 Thompson, Thomas L. 

 Greco-Roman Historiography + 3:212-219 Lateiner, Donald 

History of Joseph.  See Joseph, History of 

Hittite History + 3:219-225 Houwink ten Cate, Philo H. J. 

Hittite Language.  See Languages (Hittite) 

Hittite Religion + 3:225-228 Gonnet, Hatice; Rosoff, Stephen (trans.) 

Hittite Texts and Literature + 3:228-231 McMahon, Gregory 

Hittites in the OT + 3:231-233 McMahon, Gregory 

Hivites + 3:234 Baker, David W. 

Hizki (PERSON) + 3:234 Harmon, G. Edwin 

Hizkiah (PERSON) 3:234 Fuller, Russell 

Hobab (PERSON) 3:234-235 Launderville, Dale F. 

Hobah (PERSON) + 3:235 Thompson, Henry O. 

Hobaiah (PERSON).  See Habaiah (PERSON) 3:235 

Hod (PERSON) + 3:235-236 O’Brien, Julia M. 

Hodaviah (PERSON) 1-4 3:236 Fretz, Mark J. 

Hodesh (PERSON) 3:236 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Hodiah (PERSON) + 3:236-237 Fretz, Mark J. 

Hoglah (PERSON) + 3:237 Taylor, Marion Ann 

Hoham (PERSON) 3:237 Schley, Donald G. 

Holidays.  See Calendars 

Holiness: 3:237-254 
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 Old Testament + 3:237-249 Wright, David P. 

 New Testament + 3:249-254 Hodgson, Robert, Jr. 

Holiness Code + 3:254-257 Sun, Henry T.C. 

Holofernes (PERSON) + 3:257 Pietersma, Albert 

Holon (PLACE) + 3:257-258 Peterson, John L. 

Holy of Holies.  See Temple, Jerusalem 

Holy One 3:258 Reddish, Mitchell G. 

Holy Place.  See Temple, Jerusalem 

Holy Sepulcher, Church of the + 3:258-260 Nicholson, Oliver 

Holy Spirit + 3:260-280 Horn, Friedrich Wilhelm; Elliott, Dietlinde M. (trans.) 

Homam (PERSON) 3:280 Matthews, Victor H. 

Homer.  See Weights and Measures 

Homicide.  See Punishments and Crimes 

Homily Form (Hellenistic and Early Christian) + 3:280-282 Overman, J. Andrew 

Homosexuality.  See Prostitution; Punishments and Crimes; Romans, Epistle to the; and Sex and Sexuality 

Honi + 3:282 Charlesworth, James H. 

Hook 3:282 Meyers, Carol 

Hoopoe.  See Zoology 

Hope (NT) + 3:282-285 Prendergast, Terrence 

Hophni (PERSON) + 3:285-287 Redford, Donald B. 

Hor (PLACE) 1-2 3:287 Roth, Ray Lee 

Hor-Haggidgad (PLACE) + 3:287 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Horam (PERSON) 3:287 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Horeb, Mount.  See Sinai, Mount (PLACE) 

Horem (PLACE) 3:287-288 Williams, David Salter 

Horesh (PLACE) 3:288 DeVries, LaMoine F. 

Hori (PERSON) 1-2 3:288 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Horites + 3:288 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Hormah (PLACE) + 3:288-289 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

Horn.  See Music and Musical Instruments 3:289 

Horonaim (PLACE) + 3:289 Dearman, J. Andrew 

Horse.  See Zoology 

Horse Gate (PLACE) 3:290 Liid, Dale C. 

Horvat Rimmon (PLACE).  See Rimmon, Horvat 

Hosah (PERSON) 3:290 Rogers, Jeffrey S. 

Hosah (PLACE) + 3:290 Hunt, Melvin 

Hosanna + 3:290-291 Pope, Marvin H. 

Hosea, Book of + 3:291-297 Seow, C. L. 

Hoshaiah (PERSON) + 3:297-298 McKenzie, Steven L. 

Hoshama (PERSON) 3:298 Fuller, Russell 

Hoshea (PERSON) 1-4 + 3:298-299 Kuntz, J. Kenneth 

Hospitality + 3:299-301 Koenig, John 

Hosts, Host of Heaven + 3:301-304 Mullen, E. Theodore, Jr. 

Hosts, Lord of + 3:304-307 Seow, C. L. 

Hotham (PERSON) + 3:307-308 Uitti, Roger W. 

Hothir (PERSON) 3:308 McCann, J. Clinton, Jr. 

House of the Forest of Lebanon.  See Forest of Lebanon, House of the 

House, Israelite + 3:308-318 Holladay, John S., Jr. 

Household Codes.  See also Haustafeln  + 3:318-320 Balch, David L. 

Household Gods.  See Idol, Idolatry 

Hozai (PERSON) 3:320 Cuffey, Kenneth Hugh 

Hukkok (PLACE) 3:320 Herion, Gary A. 

Hukok (PLACE) 3:320-321 Herion, Gary A. 

Hul (PERSON) 3:321 Baker, David W. 

Huldah (PERSON) 3:321 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Humanity, NT View of + 3:321-325 Taylor, Walter F., Jr. 

Humor and Wit: 3:325-333 

 Humor and Wit 3:325-326 Herion, Gary A. 

 Ancient Egypt + 3:326-328 Meltzer, Edmund S. 

 Mesopotamia + 3:328-330 Foster, Benjamin R. 
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 Old Testament + 3:330-333 Greenstein, Edward L. 

 New Testament + 3:333 Culpepper, R. Alan 

Humtah (PLACE) 3:333 Kotter, Wade R. 

Hunchback.  See Sickness and Disease 

Hundred, Tower of the (PLACE) + 3:333-334 Liid, Dale C. 

Hunting.  See Zoology 

Hupham (PERSON) 3:334 Slayton, Joel C. 

Huppah (PERSON) 3:334 Wright, John W. 

Huppim (PERSON).  See Hupham (PERSON) 

Hur (PERSON) 1-5 + 3:334 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Hurai (PERSON).  See Hiddai (PERSON) 

Huram (PERSON).  See also Hiram (PERSON) 1-2 3:335 Whitelam, Keith W. 

Huramabi (PERSON). See also Hiram (PERSON) 1-2 

Huri (PERSON) 3:335 Graham, M. Patrick 

Hurrian Language.  See Languages (Hurrian) 

Hurrians + 3:335-338 Morrison, Martha A. 

Husband.  See Family 

Hushah (PERSON) + 3:338 Liid, Dale C. 

Hushai (PERSON) 1-2 3:338-339 Nysse, Richard W. 

Husham (PERSON) + 3:339 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Hushathite.  See Hushah (PERSON) 

Hushim (PERSON) 1-3 3:339 Nysse, Richard W. 

Husn, el- (M.R. 232210) + 3:339-340 Richard, Suzanne 

Hydaspes (PLACE) 3:340-341 Pietersma, Albert 

Hyena.   See Zoology 

Hyksos: 3:341-348 

 History + 3:341-344 Redford, Donald B. 

 Archaeology + 3:344-346 Weinstein, James M. 

 Bibliography 3:346-348 Redford, Donald B., Weinstein, James M. 

Hymenaeus (PERSON) + 3:348-349 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Hymn of the Pearl + 3:349-350 Mirecki, Paul Allan 

Hymn of the Three Young Men.  See Daniel, Additions to 

Hymns, Early Christian + 3:350-351 Bichsel, M. Alfred 

Hymns, Thanksgiving.  See Thanksgiving Hymns (1QH) 

Hypocoristic Names.  See Names, Hypocoristic 

Hypostasis of the Archons (NHC II, 4) + 3:352 Peel, Malcolm L. 

Hypsiphrone (NHC XI, 4) + 3:352-353 Turner, John D. 

Hyrax.  See Zoology 

Hyrcanus (PERSON) 1-3 3:353 Carroll, Scott T. 

Hyssop.  See Flora 

Ibex.  See Zoology 

Ibhar (PERSON) 3:355 Howard, David M., Jr. 

Ibleam (PLACE) + 3:355 Hunt, Melvin 

Ibneiah (PERSON) 3:355 Dunston, Robert C. 

Ibnijah (PERSON) 3:355 Dunston, Robert C. 

Ibri (PERSON) + 3:355-356 Wright, John W. 

Ibsam (PERSON) + 3:356 Davis, M. Stephen 

Ibzan (PERSON) + 3:356 Boling, Robert G. 

Ichabod (PERSON) 3:356 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Iconium (PLACE) + 3:357-358 Gasque, W. Ward 

Iconography and the Bible + 3:358-374 Keel, Othmar 

Idalah (PLACE) 3:374 Hunt, Melvin 

Idbash (PERSON) + 3:374-375 Clem, H. Eldon 

Iddo (PERSON) 1-7 + 3:375-376 Wright, John W. 

Idol, Idolatry + 3:376-381 Curtis, Edward M. 

Idrimi + 3:381-382 Oller, Gary H. 

Iduel (PERSON).  See Ariel 

Idumea (PLACE) + 3:382-383 Hübner, Ulrich 

Iezer (PERSON) 3:383 

Igal (PERSON) 1-3 3:383-384 Fuller, Russell 
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Igdaliah (PERSON) 3:384 Bracke, John M. 

Ignatius, Epistles of + 3:384-387 Schoedel, William R. 

Iim (PLACE) + 3:387 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Ijon (PLACE) + 3:387-388 Mullins, Robert A. 

Ikkesh (PERSON) 3:388 Duke, Rodney K. 

Ilai (PERSON) 3:388 Schley, Donald G. 

Iliadun (PERSON) 3:388 McGehee, Michael David 

Illyricum (PLACE) + 3:388-389 McRay, John 

Image.  See Idol, Idolatry; Graven Image 3:389 

Image of God (OT) + 3:389-391 Curtis, Edward M. 

Imalkue (PERSON) + 3:391 Kasher, Aryeh 

Imitate, Imitators + 3:392 Wilkins, Michael J. 

Imlah (PERSON) 3:392 Walsh, Jerome T. 

Immanuel (PERSON) + 3:392-395 Jensen, Joseph 

Immer (PERSON) 1-4 + 3:395-396 Uitti, Roger W. 

Immer (PLACE) + 3:396 Arnold, Bill T. 

Imna (PERSON) + 3:396-397 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Imnah (PERSON) 1-2 3:397 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Impalement.  See Punishments and Crimes (OT and ANE) 

Impediment of Speech.  See Sickness and Disease 

Impurity, Water for.  See Water for Impurity 

Imrah (PERSON) + 3:397 O’Brien, Julia M. 

Imri (PERSON) 1-2 3:397 Dunston, Robert C. 

Incarnation.  See also Christology  + 3:397-404 Dunn, James D. G. 

Incense + 3:404-409 Nielsen, Kjeld 

Incense Altars + 3:409-410 Fowler, Mervyn D. 

Incense Dish 3:410 Meyers, Carol 

Incest.  See Punishments and Crimes (OT and ANE) 

India (PLACE) 3:410 Lott, Jeffrey K. 

Indus River.  See India (PLACE) 

Infancy Gospels.  See Thomas, Infancy Gospel of 

Infancy Narratives in the NT Gospels + 3:410-415 Brown, Raymond E. 

Infantry.  See Military Organization in Mesopotamia 

Ingathering, Feast of.  See Calendars (Ancient Israelite) 3:415 

Ingots.  See Coinage 

Inheritance (OT).  See Family 

Inheritance (NT) + 3:415-417 Hammer, Paul L. 

Ink.  See Writing and Writing Materials 

Inquire of God + 3:417-418 Begg, Christopher T. 

Inscriptions, Safaitic + 3:418-423 MacDonald, M. C. A. 

Insects.  See Zoology (Fauna) 

Instruments, Musical.  See Music and Musical Instruments 

Interest and Usury in the Greco-Roman Period + 3:423-424 Frier, Bruce W. 

Interpretation of Knowledge (NHC XI, 1).  See Knowledge, Interpretation of (NHC XI, 1) 

Interpretation, History of.  3:424 

 See also Hermeneutics; Hermeneutics, Early Rabbinic; Theology (Biblical), History of 

 History of OT Interpretation + 3:425-433 Rogerson, J. W. 

 History of Biblical Hermeneutics + 3:433-443 Jeanrond, Werner G. 

Iob (PERSON) + 3:443-444 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Iota  3:444 

Iotape (PERSON) 1-7 + 3:444 Sullivan, Richard D. 

Iotape (PLACE).  See also Iotape (PERSON); Jotbah (PLACE). 1-3 + 3:444-445 Sullivan, Richard D. 

Iphdeiah (PERSON) + 3:445 Harmon, G. Edwin 

Iphtah (PLACE) 3:445 Kotter, Wade R. 

Iphtahel (PLACE) + 3:445 Frankel, Rafael 

Ir (PERSON) + 3:445-446 Harmon, G. Edwin 

Ir-Shemesh (PLACE).  See also Beth-Shemesh (M.R. 147128) 3:446 Greenberg, Raphael 

Ira (PERSON) 1-3 3:446 Duke, Rodney K. 

‘Ira, Tel (M.R. 148071) + 3:446-448 Beit-Arieh, Itzhaq 

Irad (PERSON) + 3:448-449 Hess, Richard S. 



ABD Article Index 

 

 

50 

Iram (PERSON) 3:449 Hübner, Ulrich 

Iram (29º34'N; 35º24'E) + 3:449-450 Graf, David F. 

Iran, Prehistory of + 3:450-454 Dyson, Robert H., Jr. 

‘Iraq el-Emir (M.R. 221147) + 3:454-456 Will, Ernest 

Irbid, Tell (M.R. 229218) + 3:456-457 Lenzen, C. J. 

Irenaeus + 3:457-461 Donovan, Mary Ann 

Iri (PERSON) + 3:461 Harmon, G. Edwin 

Irijah (PERSON) + 3:462 Bracke, John M. 

Irnahash (PLACE) + 3:462 Seely, Jo Ann H. 

Irpeel (PLACE) 3:462 Herion, Gary A. 

Iru (PERSON) 3:462 Cuffey, Kenneth Hugh 

Isaac (PERSON) + 3:462-470 Martin-Achard, Robert; Prendergast, 

Terrence (trans.) 

Isaiah Scroll, The (1QIsa
a
) + 3:470-472 Gonçalves, Francolino J. 

Isaiah, Book of: 3:472-507 

 First Isaiah + 3:472-488 Seitz, Christopher R.  

  Isaiah 24-27 (Little Apocalypse) + 3:488-490 Millar, William R. 

 Second Isaiah + 3:490-501 Clifford, Richard J. 

 Third Isaiah + 3:501-507 Seitz, Christopher R.  

Isaiah, Martyrdom and Ascension of + 3:507-509 Trafton, Joseph L. 

Iscah (PERSON) + 3:509 Hess, Richard S. 

Iscariot.  See Judas Iscariot 

Ish-Bosheth (PERSON) + 3:509-510 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Ish-Hai (PERSON) 3:510 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Ishbah (PERSON) 3:510 Cuffey, Kenneth Hugh 

Ishbak (PERSON) 3:510 Nysse, Richard W. 

Ishbi-Benob (PERSON) + 3:510 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Ishhod (PERSON) 3:510 Graham, M. Patrick 

Ishi (DEITY) 3:510-511 Maier, Walter Arthur, III 

Ishi (PERSON) 1-4 + 3:511 Whitelam, Keith W. 

Ishma (PERSON) 3:511-512 Cuffey, Kenneth Hugh 

Ishmael (PERSON) 1-2 + 3:512 Berridge, John M. 

Ishmael (PERSON) 3-6 + 3:512-513 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Ishmael, Rabbi + 3:513 Goldenberg, Robert 

Ishmaelites + 3:513-520 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Ishmaiah (PERSON) + 3:520 Kennedy, James M. 

Ishmerai (PERSON) + 3:520 Harmon, G. Edwin 

Ishpah (PERSON) + 3:520-521 Harmon, G. Edwin 

Ishpan (PERSON) + 3:521 Harmon, G. Edwin 

Ishtar (DEITY) + 3:521-522 Fulco, William J. 

Ishvah (PERSON) + 3:522 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Ishvi (PERSON) 1-2 + 3:522 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Iskander, Khirbet (M.R. 223107) + 3:523-526 Richard, Suzanne 

Ismachiah (PERSON) 3:526 Cuffey, Kenneth Hugh 

Israel Court.  See Temple, Jerusalem 

Israel, History of.  3:526-576 

 See also Chronology (Hebrew Bible); Court Narrative; Covenant; Ephraim; Exodus, the; Galilee; King and Kingship; 

Mesha Stele; Negeb; Palestine, Administration of; Palestine, Archaeology of; Syro-Ephraimite War; Maccabean Revolt; 

Jewish War; Bar Kokhba Revolt 

 Premonarchic Period + 3:526-545 Lemche, Niels Peter; Cryer, Frederick (trans.) 

 Archaeology and the Israelite "Conquest" + 3:545-558 Dever, William G. 

 Monarchic Period + 3:558-567 Hoppe, Leslie J. 

 Post-Monarchic Period + 3:567-576 Carroll, Robert P. 

Israel, Sociology of Ancient.  See Sociology (Ancient Israel) 

Issachar (PERSON) 1 + 3:577 Herion, Gary A. 

Issachar (PERSON) 2 + 3:577-578 Thompson, David L. 

Isshiah (PERSON) 1-3 + 3:578 Wright, John W. 

Isshijah (PERSON) 3:578 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Istalcurus (PERSON) + 3:578 McGehee, Michael David 

Italian Cohort + 3:578-579 Olson, Mark J. 
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Italy (PLACE) 3:579 Thorsen, Donald A. D. 

Itch.  See Sickness and Disease 

Ithai (PERSON) 3:579 Schley, Donald G. 

Ithamar (PERSON) + 3:579-581 Propp, William H. 

Ithiel (PERSON) 1-2 + 3:581 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Ithlah (PLACE) 3:582 Herion, Gary A. 

Ithmah (PERSON) 3:582 Duke, Rodney K. 

Ithnan (PLACE) + 3:582 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Ithra (PERSON) + 3:582 Dempster, Stephen G. 

Ithran (PERSON) 1-2 3:582 Matthews, Victor H. 

Ithream (PERSON) 3:582 Howard, David M., Jr. 

Ithrite + 3:582-583 Dempster, Stephen G. 

Ittai (PERSON) 1-2 + 3:583 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Ituraea (PLACE) + 3:583-584 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Ivory + 3:584-587 Liebowitz, Harold A. 

Ivvah (PLACE) 3:587-588 Avalos, Hector 

Iye-Abarim (PLACE) 3:588 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Iyyar.  See also Calendars (Ancient Israelite) 3:588 

‘Izbet Sartah (M.R. 146167) + 3:588-589 Finkelstein, Israel 

Izhar (PERSON) + 3:589 Uitti, Roger W. 

Izliah (PERSON) + 3:590 Harmon, G. Edwin 

Izrahiah (PERSON) 3:590 Kennedy, James M. 

Izrahite 3:590 Duke, Rodney K. 

Izri (PERSON) + 3:590 McCann, J. Clinton, Jr. 

Izziah (PERSON) 3:590 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

J.  See Yahwist ("J") Source 3:591 

Jaakan (PERSON) + 3:591 Matthews, Victor H. 

Jaakobah (PERSON) 3:591 Pike, Dana M. 

Jaala (PERSON) 3:591 McGehee, Michael David 

Jaar (PLACE) + 3:591 Luker, Lamontte M. 

Jaareshiah (PERSON) 3:591-592 Pike, Dana M. 

Jaasiel (PERSON) 1-2 3:592 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Jaasu (PERSON) 3:592 Pike, Dana M. 

Jaazaniah (PERSON) 1-4 + 3:592-593 Berridge, John M. 

Jaaziah (PERSON) 3:593 Pike, Dana M. 

Jaaziel (PERSON) 3:593 Pike, Dana M. 

Jabal (PERSON) + 3:593 Hess, Richard S. 

Jabbok (PLACE) + 3:593-594 Younker, Randall W. 

Jabesh (PERSON) 3:594 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Jabesh-Gilead (PLACE) + 3:594-595 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Jabez (PERSON) 3:595 Lo, Hing Choi 

Jabez (PLACE) 3:595 Kobayashi, Yoshitaka 

Jabin (PERSON) 1-2 3:595-596 Benjamin, Paul 

Jabneel (PLACE) 1-2 3:596 Liebowitz, Harold A. 

Jabneh (PLACE).  See Jabneel (PLACE); Jamnia (Jabneh), Council of 

Jacan (PERSON) 3:596-597 Graham, M. Patrick 

Jachin (PERSON) 1-3 + 3:597 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Jachin and Boaz + 3:597-598 Meyers, Carol 

Jackal.  See Zoology 3:598 

Jackal’s Well (PLACE) 3:598-599 Herion, Gary A. 

Jacob (PERSON) 1-2 + 3:599 Porter, Stanley E. 

Jacob Narrative + 3:599-608 Walters, Stanley D. 

Jacob’s Well (PLACE) + 3:608-609 Stefanovic, Zdravko 

Jacob, Ladder of + 3:609 Charlesworth, James H. 

Jacob, Prayer of + 3:609 Charlesworth, James H. 

Jada (PERSON) + 3:609-610 Steeger, William P. 

Jaddai (PERSON).  See Iddo 3:610 

Jaddua (PERSON) 1-2 + 3:610 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Jaddus (PERSON) 3:610 McGehee, Michael David 

Jadon (PERSON) 3:610 Ruffin, Michael L. 
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Jael (PERSON) + 3:610-611 Lowery, Kirk E. 

Jagur (PLACE) + 3:611 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Jah/Jahveh/Jahweh.  See Yahweh 

Jahath (PERSON) 1-4 + 3:611-612 Wright, John W. 

Jahaz (PLACE) + 3:612 Dearman, J. Andrew 

Jahaziel (PERSON) 1-5 + 3:612-613 Shearer, Rodney H. 

Jahdai (PERSON) 3:613 Evans, Craig A. 

Jahdiel (PERSON) 3:613 Graham, M. Patrick 

Jahdo (PERSON) 3:613 Graham, M. Patrick 

Jahleel (PERSON) 3:613-614 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Jahmai (PERSON) 3:614 Davis, M. Stephen 

Jahzah (PLACE).  See Jahaz 

Jahzeel (PERSON) 3:614 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Jahzeiah (PERSON) 3:614 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Jahzerah (PERSON) 3:614 Hutton, Rodney R. 

Jahziel (PERSON).  See Jahzeel 

Jailor, Philippian.  See Philippian Jailor 

Jair (PERSON) 1-4 + 3:614-615 Boling, Robert G. 

Jairite + 3:615 Dempster, Stephen G. 

Jairus (PERSON) + 3:615 Setzer, Claudia J. 

Jakeh (PERSON) 3:615 Berry, Donald K. 

Jakim (PERSON) 1-2 + 3:616 Wright, John W. 

Jalam (PERSON) 3:616 Hübner, Ulrich 

Jalon (PERSON) 3:616 Lo, Hing Choi 

Jamb 3:616 Meyers, Carol 

Jambres (PERSON).  See Jannes and Jambres 

Jambri (PERSON) + 3:616 Hardwick, Michael E. 

James (PERSON) 1-4 + 3:616-618 Hagner, Donald A. 

James, The Apocryphon of (NHC I,2) + 3:619-620 Cameron, Ron 

James, Brother of Jesus + 3:620-621 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

James, Epistle of + 3:621-628 Laws, Sophie 

James, First Apocalypse of (NHC V,3) + 3:628-629 Schoedel, William R. 

James, Protevangelium of + 3:629-632 Vorster, Willem S. 

James, Second Apocalypse of (NHC V,4) + 3:632-633 Hedrick, Charles W. 

Jamin (PERSON) 1-3 3:633-634 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Jamlech (PERSON) 3:634 Evans, Craig A. 

Jamnia (Jabneh), Council of + 3:634-637 Lewis, Jack P. 

Janai (PERSON) 3:637-638 Graham, M. Patrick 

Janim (PLACE) 3:638 Dyck, Elmer H. 

Jannai (PERSON) + 3:638 Porter, Stanley E. 

Jannes and Jambres (PERSONS) + 3:638-640 Pietersma, Albert 

Janneus (PERSON) 3:640 Carroll, Scott T. 

Janoah (PLACE) 1-2 3:640-641 Frankel, Rafael 

Jaoel (ANGEL) + 3:641 McKenzie, Steven L. 

Japanese Biblical Scholarship.  See Biblical Scholarship, Japanese 

Japheth (PERSON) 3:641-642 Isaac, Ephraim 

Japheth (PLACE) + 3:642 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Japhia (PERSON) 1-2 3:642 Howard, David M., Jr. 

Japhia (PLACE) 3:642-643 Howard, David M., Jr. 

Japhlet (PERSON) 3:643 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Japhletites 3:643 Reed, Stephen A. 

Jar Handle Stamps, Royal.  See Stamps, Royal Jar Handle 

Jarah (PERSON) + 3:643 Brettler, Marc Zvi 

Jarba, ‘Ein el- (M.R. 162227) + 3:643-644 Kaplan, Jacob 

Jared (PERSON) + 3:644 Hess, Richard S. 

Jarha (PERSON) + 3:644 Steeger, William P. 

Jarib (PERSON) 1-3 3:644 Shearer, Rodney H. 

Jarmuth (PLACE) 1 + 3:644-645 Manor, Dale W. 

Jarmuth (PLACE) 2 + 3:645-646 de Miroschedji, Pierre 

Jaroah (PERSON) 3:646 Graham, M. Patrick 
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Jashar, Book of + 3:646-647 Christensen, Duane L. 

Jashen (PERSON) + 3:647 Dempster, Stephen G. 

Jashobeam (PERSON) + 3:647-648 Duke, Rodney K. 

Jashub (PERSON) 1-2 3:648 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Jason (PERSON) 1-2 + 3:649 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Jathan (PERSON) + 3:649 Redditt, Paul L. 

Jathniel (PERSON) 3:649 Rogers, Jeffrey S. 

Jattir (PLACE) + 3:649-650 Peterson, John L. 

Javan (PERSON) + 3:650 Baker, David W. 

Javelin.  See Weapons and Implements of Warfare 

Jazer (PLACE) + 3:650-651 Peterson, John L. 

Jaziz (PERSON) 3:651-652 Nysse, Richard W. 

Jearim, Mount (PLACE) 3:652 Fanwar, Wann Marbud 

Jeatherai (PERSON) 3:652 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Jebel 3:652 

Jeberechiah (PERSON) 3:652 Hull, John H., Jr. 

Jebus (PLACE) + 3:652-653 Reed, Stephen A. 

Jecoliah (PERSON) + 3:653 Schearing, Linda S. 

Jeconiah (PERSON) 1-3 3:653 

Jedaiah (PERSON) 1-5 3:653-655 Hutton, Rodney R. 

Jediael (PERSON) 1-4 + 3:655 Rogers, Jeffrey S. 

Jedidah (PERSON) 3:655 Althann, Robert 

Jedidiah (PERSON) + 3:655 Bailey, Randall C. 

Jeduthun (PERSON) + 3:655-656 Barnes, William Hamilton 

Jegar-Sahadutha (PLACE) 3:656 Kobayashi, Yoshitaka 

Jehallelel (PERSON) 1-2 3:657 McKenzie, Steven L. 

Jehdeiah (PERSON) 1-2 3:657 Nysse, Richard W. 

Jehezkel (PERSON) 3:657 Wright, John W. 

Jehiah (PERSON) + 3:657 Dillard, Raymond B. 

Jehiel (PERSON) 1-9 3:657-658 Nysse, Richard W. 

Jehizkiah (PERSON) 3:658 Lowery, Kirk E. 

Jehoaddah (PERSON) + 3:658 Brettler, Marc Zvi 

Jehoaddin (PERSON) 3:658-659 Schearing, Linda S. 

Jehoahaz (PERSON) 1-2 + 3:659-660 Hobbs, T. R. 

Jehoahaz (PERSON) 3 + 3:660 Althann, Robert 

Jehohanan (PERSON) 1-8 + 3:660-661 Rogers, Jeffrey S. 

Jehoiachin (PERSON) + 3:661-663 Berridge, John M. 

Jehoiada (PERSON) 1-4 3:663-664 McMillion,Phillip E. 

Jehoiakim (PERSON) + 3:664-666 Berridge, John M. 

Jehoiarib (PERSON) 1-2 3:666 Hutton, Rodney R. 

Jehonathan (PERSON) 1-3 3:666 Augustin, Gary C. 

Jehoram (PERSON).  See Joram 3:666 

Jehoshabeath (PERSON).  See Jehosheba 3:666 

Jehoshaphat (PERSON) 1-4 + 3:666-668 Kuntz, J. Kenneth 

Jehoshaphat, Valley of (PLACE) + 3:668-669 Mare, W. Harold 

Jehosheba (PERSON) 3:669 Schearing, Linda S. 

Jehovah.  See Yahweh 

Jehozabad (PERSON) 1-3 3:669 Rogers, Jeffrey S. 

Jehozadak (PERSON) 3:670 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Jehu (PERSON) 1-5 + 3:670-673 Thiel, Winfried; Muenchow, Charles (trans.) 

Jehubbah (PERSON) + 3:673 O’Brien, Julia M. 

Jehucal (PERSON) + 3:673-674 Berridge, John M. 

Jehud (PLACE) 3:674 Greenberg, Raphael 

Jehudi (PERSON) + 3:674 Berridge, John M. 

Jeiel (PERSON) 1-11 + 3:674-676 Brettler, Marc Zvi 

Jekabzeel (PLACE).  See Kabzeel 

Jekameam (PERSON) + 3:676 Wright, John W. 

Jekamiah (PERSON) 1-2 3:676 Fuller, Russell 

Jekuthiel (PERSON) 3:676 Lo, Hing Choi 

Jemimah (PERSON) + 3:676 Holbert, John C. 
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Jemmeh, Tell (M.R. 097088) + 3:676-678 Van Beek, Gus W. 

Jemuel (PERSON).  See Nemuel 

Jenin (M.R. 178207) + 3:678-680 Glock, Albert E. 

Jephthah (PERSON) + 3:680-682 Boling, Robert G. 

Jephunneh (PERSON) 1-2 3:682-683 Panitz, Raphael I. 

Jerah (PERSON) + 3:683 Müller, Walter W. 

Jerahmeel (ANGEL).  See Jeremiel 

Jerahmeel (PERSON) 1-2 3:683-684 Uitti, Roger W. 

Jerahmeel (PERSON) 3 + 3:684 Lundbom, Jack R. 

Jerash (PLACE).  See Gerasenes 

Jered (PERSON) 3:684 Hess, Richard S. 

Jeremai (PERSON) 3:684 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Jeremiah (PERSON) 1-10 3:684 Althann, Robert 

Jeremiah (PROPHET) + 3:684-698 Lundbom, Jack R. 

Jeremiah, Additions to + 3:698-706 Moore, Carey A. 

Jeremiah, Book of + 3:706-721 Lundbom, Jack R. 

Jeremiah, Epistle of 3:721-722 Mendels, Doron 

Jeremiel (ANGEL) + 3:722-723 Nickelsburg, George W. E. 

Jeremoth (PERSON).  See Jerimoth 

Jeriah (PERSON) + 3:723 Wright, John W. 

Jeribai (PERSON) 3:723 Endres, John C. 

Jericho (PLACE) 3:723-740 

Jericho (PLACE): 

 A-D:  (Tell es-Sultan) 3:723-737 Holland, Thomas A. 

 E:  Roman Jericho (Tulul Abu el-‘Alayiq) 3:737-739 Netzer, Ehud 

 Bibliography 3:739-740 Holland, Thomas A.; Netzer, Ehud 

Jeriel (PERSON) 3:740 Davis, M. Stephen 

Jerimoth (PERSON) 1-12 + 3:740-741 Wright, John W. 

Jerioth (PERSON) + 3:741-742 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Jeroboam (PERSON) 1 + 3:742-745 Evans, Carl D. 

Jeroboam (PERSON) 2 + 3:745-746 Whitelam, Keith W. 

Jeroham (PERSON) 1-7 3:746 McKenzie, Steven L. 

Jerubbaal (PERSON) + 3:746-747 Lowery, Kirk E. 

Jerubbesheth (PERSON) + 3:747 Bailey, Randall C. 

Jeruel (PLACE) 3:747 Kobayashi, Yoshitaka 

Jerusalem (PLACE) + 3:747-766 King, Philip J. 

Jerusalem, Council of + 3:766-768 Cousar, Charles B. 

Jerusha (PERSON) + 3:768 Schearing, Linda S. 

Jeshaiah (PERSON) 1-6 + 3:768-769 Rogers, Jeffrey S. 

Jeshanah (PLACE) + 3:769 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

Jesharelah (PERSON).  See Asharelah (PERSON) 

Jeshebeab (PERSON) 3:769 Wright, John W. 

Jesher (PERSON) 3:769 Lo, Hing Choi 

Jeshimon (PLACE) 1-2 + 3:769 DeVries, LaMoine F. 

Jeshishai (PERSON) 3:769 Graham, M. Patrick 

Jeshohaiah (PERSON) 3:769 Evans, Craig A. 

Jeshua (PERSON) 1-6 + 3:769-771 Eskenazi, Tamara C. 

Jeshua (PLACE) 3:771 Kotter, Wade R. 

Jeshurun + 3:771-772 Jeansonne, Sharon Pace 

Jesimiel (PERSON) 3:772 Evans, Craig A. 

Jesse (PERSON) + 3:772-773 Whitelam, Keith W. 

Jesus (PERSON).  3:773-819 

 See also Wisdom of Ben-Sira; Justus 

  Jesus Christ + 3:773-796 Meyer, Ben Franklin 

 Quest for the Historical Jesus + 3:796-802 Wright, N.T. 

 The Actual Words of Jesus + 3:802-804 Riches, John 

 The Teaching of Jesus Christ + 3:804-812 Borg, Marcus J. 

 The Worship of Jesus + 3:812-819 Bauckham, Richard 

Jesus Christ, Sophia of (NHC III,4).  See Eugnostos and the Sophia of Jesus Christ 

Jesus, Brothers and Sisters of + 3:819-820 Brashler, James A. 
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Jether (PERSON) 1-5 3:820-821 Lo, Hing Choi 

Jetheth (PERSON) 3:821 Hübner, Ulrich 

Jethro (PERSON) + 3:821 Slayton, Joel C. 

Jetur (PERSON) + 3:821-822 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Jeuel (PERSON) 1-3 3:822 Shearer, Rodney H. 

Jeush (PERSON) 1-5 + 3:822 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Jeuz (PERSON) + 3:822-823 Harmon, G. Edwin 

Jewelry, Ancient Israelite + 3:823-834 Platt, Elizabeth E. 

Jewish Christianity.  See Christianity (Early Jewish); Ebionites; Nazarenes 

Jewish Versions of the Bible.  See Versions, Jewish 

Jewish-Christian Relations 70-170 C.E. + 3:834-839 Wilson, Stephen G. 

Jewish War (66-73 C.E.) + 3:839-845 Levine, Lee I. 

Jews in the NT + 3:845-848 Chilton, Bruce 

Jezaniah (PERSON) 1-2 3:848 Berridge, John M. 

Jezebel (PERSON) 1-2 + 3:848-849 Yee, Gale A. 

Jezer (PERSON) + 3:849 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Jeziel (PERSON) + 3:849 Dillard, Raymond B. 

Jezrahiah (PERSON) 3:849 Williams, Nora A. 

Jezreel (PERSON) 1-2 3:849-850 Pressler, Carolyn J. 

Jezreel (PLACE) 1-2 + 3:850 Hunt, Melvin 

Jib, el.  See Gibeon (PLACE) 

Jidlaph (PERSON) + 3:851 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Jilat, Wadi al- + 3:851 Andrew N. Garrard 

Jisr Banat Ya‘aqub (M.R. 209268) + 3:851-852 Goren-Inbar, Naaha 

Joab (PERSON) 1-3 + 3:852-854 Schley, Donald G. 

Joah (PERSON) 1-4 + 3:854 Rogers, Jeffrey S. 

Joakim (PERSON) 1-3 + 3:854 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Joanan (PERSON) + 3:854-855 Porter, Stanley E. 

Joanna (PERSON) + 3:855 Witherington, Ben, III 

Joarib (PERSON) 3:855 Redditt, Paul L. 

Joash (PERSON) 1-8 + 3:855-858 Schearing, Linda S. 

Job, Book of + 3:858-868 Crenshaw, James L.  

Job, Targums of + 3:868-869 Zuckerman, Bruce 

Job, Testament of + 3:869-871 Spittler, Russell P. 

Jobab (PERSON) 1 + 3:871 Müller, Walter W. 

Jobab (PERSON) 2-5 3:871 Fretz, Mark J. 

Jochebed (PERSON) + 3:871-872 Burns, Rita J. 

Joda (PERSON) 1-2 + 3:872 Fretz, Mark J. 

Jodan (PERSON) 3:872 McGehee, Michael David 

Joed (PERSON) + 3:872 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Joel (PERSON) 1-15 + 3:872-873 McKenzie, Steven L. 

Joel, Book of + 3:873-880 Hiebert, Theodore 

Joelah (PERSON) + 3:880 Dillard, Raymond B. 

Joezer (PERSON) 3:880 Dillard, Raymond B. 

Jogbehah (PLACE) + 3:880 Franklyn, Paul Nimrah 

Jogli (PERSON) 3:880 Panitz, Raphael I. 

Joha (PERSON) 3:881 Uitti, Roger W. 

Johanan (PERSON) 1-5 3:881 McKenzie, Steven L. 

Johanan (PERSON) 6 + 3:881-882 Berridge, John M. 

Johanan (PERSON) 7-9 + 3:882 McKenzie, Steven L. 

Johannine Comma + 3:882-883 Osburn, Carroll D. 

John (Disciple) + 3:883-886 Collins, Raymond F. 

John (PERSON) 1-2 + 3:886 Carroll, Scott T. 

John (PERSON) 3-7 3:886 Herion, Gary A. 

John (PERSON) 8-9 3:886-887 Collins, Raymond F. 

John the Baptist + 3:887-899 Hollenbach, Paul W. 

John the Divine, Discourse of.  See Virgin, Assumption of the 

John, Acts of (By Prochorus) + 3:899 Thomason, Dana Andrew 

John, Apocryphon of (NHC II,1; III, 1; IV,1; and BG 8502, 2) + 3:899-900 Wisse, Frederik 

John, Epistles of + 3:900-912 Kysar, Robert 
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John, The Gospel of + 3:912-931 Kysar, Robert 

Joiada (PERSON) 1-2 + 3:931 Augustin, Gary C. 

Joiakim (PERSON) 3:932 Kennedy, James M. 

Joiarib (PERSON) 1-3 + 3:932 Shearer, Rodney H. 

Jokdeam (PLACE) 3:932-933 Kotter, Wade R. 

Jokim (PERSON) 3:933 Smith, David Channing 

Jokmeam (PLACE) 3:933 Toews, Wesley Irwin 

Jokneam (PLACE) + 3:933-935 Amnon Ben-Tor 

Jokshan (PERSON) + 3:935 Matthews, Victor H. 

Joktan (PERSON) + 3:935 Hess, Richard S. 

Joktheel (PLACE) 1-2 3:935-936 Kotter, Wade R. 

Jonadab (PERSON) 1 3:936 Miller, Robert D., II 

Jonadab (PERSON) 2 + 3:936 Bracke, John M. 

Jonah (PERSON) 1-2 3:936 McGehee, Michael David 

Jonah, Book of + 3:936-942 Magonet, Jonathan David 

Jonam (PERSON) + 3:942 Porter, Stanley E. 

Jonathan (PERSON) 1-20 + 3:942-944 Berridge, John M. 

Jonathan, Son of Saul + 3:944-946 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Joppa (PLACE) + 3:946-949 Kaplan, Jacob; Kaplan, Haya Ritter 

Jorah (PERSON) + 3:949 Bergdall, Chaney R. 

Jorai (PERSON) 3:949 Graham, M. Patrick 

Joram (PERSON) 1-6 + 3:949-953 Thiel, Winfried; Muenchow, Charles (trans.) 

Jordan River + 3:953-958 Thompson, Henry O. 

Jordan Valley + 3:958-960 Ibrahim, Moawiyah M. 

Jordan, Jungle of (PLACE) + 3:960-961 Thompson, Henry O. 

Jordan, Prehistory of + 3:961-966 Rollefson, Gary O. 

Jorim (PERSON) + 3:966-967 Porter, Stanley E. 

Jorkeam (PLACE) 3:967 Dyck, Elmer H. 

Josech (PERSON) 3:967 Porter, Stanley E. 

Joseph (PERSON) 1-8 3:967 Lillie, Betty Jane 

Joseph (PERSON) 9-16 + 3:967-969 Porter, Stanley E. 

Joseph and Aseneth + 3:969-971 Chesnutt, Randall D. 

Joseph of Arimathea + 3:971-972 Porter, Stanley E. 

Joseph of Arimathea, Narrative by.  See Virgin Assumption of the; Pilate, Acts of 

Joseph, History of + 3:973-974 Zervos, George T. 

Joseph, Husband of Mary + 3:974-975 Porter, Stanley E. 

Joseph, Prayer of + 3:976 Robinson, Stephen E. 

Joseph, Son of Jacob + 3:976-981 Coats, George W. 

Josephus (PERSON) + 3:981-998 Feldman, Louis H. 

Joses (PERSON) 1-2 3:998 Cockerill, Gareth Lee 

Joshah (PERSON) 3:998 Evans, Craig A. 

Joshaphat (PERSON) 1-2 + 3:998 Dillard, Raymond B. 

Joshaviah (PERSON) 3:998 Endres, John C. 

Joshbekashah (PERSON) 3:998-999 McCann, J. Clinton, Jr. 

Josheb-Basshebeth (PERSON) 3:999 Schmitz, Philip C. 

Joshibiah (PERSON) 3:999 Evans, Craig A. 

Joshua (PERSON) 1 + 3:999-1000 Ramsey, George W. 

Joshua (PERSON) 2-5 + 3:1000-1001 Porter, Stanley E. 

Joshua (PERSON) 6 + 3:1001-1002 Green, William Scott 

Joshua, Book of + 3:1002-1015 Boling, Robert G. 

Joshua, Psalms of (4Q378-379) + 3:1015 Newsom, Carol A. 

Josiah (PERSON) 1-2 + 3:1015-1018 Althann, Robert 

Josiphiah (PERSON) 3:1018 Shearer, Rodney H. 

Josippon, Book of + 3:1018-1020 Flusser, David 

Jotapata (PLACE).  See Iotape (PLACE) 3:1020 

Jotbah (PLACE) + 3:1020 Frankel, Rafael 

Jotbathah (PLACE) + 3:1021 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Jotham (PERSON) 1-3 + 3:1021-1022 Kuntz, J. Kenneth 

Joy + 3:1022-1023 Arnold, Clinton E. 

Jozabad (PERSON) 1-6 + 3:1023-1024 Wright, John W. 
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Jozacar (PERSON) 3:1024 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Jozadak (PERSON) 3:1024 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Jubal (PERSON) + 3:1024-1025 Hess, Richard S. 

Jubilee, Year of + 3:1025-1030 Wright, Christopher J. H. 

Jubilees, Book of + 3:1030-1032 VanderKam, James C. 

Jucal (PERSON).  See Jehucal (PERSON) 

Judah (PERSON) 1-7 + 3:1032-1033 Hamilton, Victor P. 

Judah (PERSON) 8 + 3:1033 Porter, Stanley E. 

Judah (PLACE) + 3:1033-1036 de Geus, C. H. J. 

Judah the Maccabee.  See Judas Maccabeus (PERSON) 

Judah the Prince, Rabbi + 3:1036 Goldenberg, Robert 

Judah, Administration of (Postexile).  See Palestine, Administration of (Postexilic Judean Officials) 

Judah, Hill Country of (PLACE) 3:1036-1037 Ferris, Paul Wayne, Jr. 

Judah, Wilderness of (PLACE) 3:1037 Ferris, Paul Wayne, Jr. 

Judaism: 3:1037-1089 

 Judaism in the Greco-Roman Period + 3:1037-1054 Overman, J. Andrew; Green, William Scott 

 Palestinian Judaism + 3:1054-1061 Fraade, Steven D. 

 Judaism in Egypt + 3:1061-1072 Borgen, Peder 

 Jews in North Africa + 3:1072-1073 Appelbaum, Shimon 

 Judaism in Rome + 3:1073-1076 Penna, Romano 

 Babylonian Judaism + 3:1076-1083 Beer, Moshe; Erez, Menahem (trans.) 

 Judaism in the Mishnaic Period + 3:1083-1089 Zahavy, Tzvee 

Judaizing + 3:1089 Aageson, James W. 

Judas (PERSON) 1-5 + 3:1089-1090 Redditt, Paul L. 

Judas (PERSON)  6-9 + 3:1090 Miller, Robert D., II 

Judas (PERSON)  10 3:1090-1091 Cockerill, Gareth Lee 

Judas Iscariot + 3:1091-1096 Klassen, William 

Judas Maccabeus 3:1096-1098 Rappaport, Uriel 

Jude, Epistle of + 3:1098-1103 Bauckham, Richard 

Judea (PLACE).  See Judah (PLACE) 

Judea, Ridge of.  See Ridge of Judea (PLACE) 

Judeideh, Tell (M.R. 141115) + 3:1103-1104 Broshi, Magen 

Judge, Judging 3:1104-1106 Mafico, Temba L. Jackson 

Judges, Book of + 3:1107-1117 Boling, Robert G. 

Judgment, Day of.  See Day of Judgement 

Judgment, Hall of (PLACE) + 3:1117 Herion, Gary A. 

Judith (PERSON) 1-2 + 3:1117 Moyer, James C. 

Judith, Book of + 3:1117-1125 Moore, Carey A. 

Julia (PERSON) 3:1125 Lampe, Peter 

Julius (PERSON) + 3:1125-1126 Olson, Mark J. 

Julius Caesar + 3:1126-1127 Marshall, Bruce A. 

Junias (PERSON) + 3:1127 Lampe, Peter 

Jushab-Hesed (PERSON) 3:1127 Fuller, Russell 

Just, Justice + 3:1127-1129 Mafico, Temba L. Jackson 

Justification + 3:1129-1133 Hays, Richard B. 

Justin Martyr (PERSON) + 3:1133-1134 Grant, Robert M. 

Justus (PERSON) 1-3 + 3:1134-1135 Gillman, John L. 

Juttah (PLACE) + 3:1135 Peterson, John L. 

Kab.  See Weights and Measures 

Kabzeel (PLACE) 4:1 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Kadesh-Barnea (PLACE) + 4:1-3 Manor, Dale W. 

Kadesh-on-the-Orontes + 4:3-4 Avalos, Hector 

Kadmiel (PERSON) 4:4 Brensinger, Terry L. 

Kadmonites + 4:4 Reed, Stephen A. 

Kain (PLACE) 4:4 Toews, Wesley Irwin 

Kaiwan (DEITY).  See Sakkuth and Kaiwan (DEITIES) 

Kallai (PERSON) 4:4 Barnes, William Hamilton 

Kamon (PLACE) + 4:5 Thompson, Henry O. 

Kanah (PLACE) + 4:5 Thompson, Henry O. 

Kap  4:5 
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Kappa 4:5 

Kareah (PERSON) 4:6 Bracke, John M. 

Karka (PLACE) 4:6 Kotter, Wade R. 

Karkor (PLACE) + 4:6 Thompson, Henry O. 

Karnaim (PLACE).  See Ashteroth-Karnaim (PLACE) 

Kartah (PLACE) + 4:6-7 Peterson, John L. 

Kartan (PLACE) + 4:7 Peterson, John L. 

Kashruth.  See Meal Customs (Jewish Dietary Laws) 

Kassite Language.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Kattath (PLACE) 4:7-8 Hunt, Melvin 

Kebara Cave (M.R. 144218) + 4:8-9 Schick, Tamar 

Kedar (PERSON) + 4:9-10 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Kedemah (PERSON) + 4:10 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Kedemoth (PLACE) + 4:10-11 Peterson, John L. 

Kedesh (PLACE) 1-2 + 4:11 Arav, Rami 

Kedesh (PLACE) 3 + 4:11-12 Peterson, John L. 

Kedron (PLACE) 4:12 Herion, Gary A. 

Kefar Bir‘am (M.R. 189272) + 4:12 Meyers, Eric M. 

Kefar Gil‘adi (M.R. 203294) + 4:12-13 Kaplan, Jacob 

Kehelathah (PLACE) + 4:13 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Keilah (PLACE) 4:13-14 DeVries, LaMoine F. 

Keisan, Tell (M.R. 164253) + 4:14-16 Humbert, Jean-Baptiste 

Kelaiah (PERSON) 4:16 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Kelita (PERSON) 4:16 Brensinger, Terry L. 

Kemuel (PERSON) 1-3 4:16 Panitz, Raphael I. 

Kenan (PERSON) + 4:16 Hess, Richard S. 

Kenath (PLACE) + 4:16-17 Mattingly, Gerald L.; Franklyn, Paul Nimrah 

Kenaz (PERSON) 1-3 + 4:17 Kuntz, J. Kenneth 

Kenites + 4:17-22 Halpern, Baruch 

Kenizzite.  See Kenaz (PERSON) 

Kerak (M.R. 217066) + 4:22-24 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Keren-Happuch (PERSON) 4:24 Holbert, John C. 

Kerioth (PLACE) 4:24 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Kerioth-Hezron (PLACE) + 4:24 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Kermes Insect.  See Zoology 

Keros (PERSON) 4:24 McGehee, Michael David 

Kerygma Petrou.  See Peter, Preaching of 

Ketab (PERSON) 4:24 McGehee, Michael David 

Kethib and Qere.  See also Masoretic Text + 4:24-30 Morrow, William S. 

Kethubim 4:31 

Keturah (PERSON) + 4:31 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Keys of the Kingdom + 4:31 Collins, Raymond F. 

Keziah (PERSON) + 4:31-32 Holbert, John C. 

Khafaje + 4:32-33 Margueron, Jean-Claude; Rosoff, Stephen (trans.) 

Khalil, Ramat el-.  See Ramat el-Khalil (M.R. 160107) 

Kheleifeh, Tell el-.  (M.R. 147884) + 4:33-34 Pratico, Gary D. 

Khirbet 4:34 

Khirbet Kerak Ware + 4:34-35 Pfann, Stephen J. 

Khorsabad + 4:35 Margueron, Jean-Claude; Rosoff, Stephen (trans.) 

Kibroth-Hattaavah (PLACE) + 4:36 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Kibzaim (PLACE) + 4:36-37 Peterson, John L. 

Kid.  See Zoology 

Kidron, Brook of + 4:37-38 Mare, W. Harold 

Kilan (PERSON) 4:38 McGehee, Michael David 

Kiln + 4:38-39 Wood, Bryant G. 

Kinah (PLACE) + 4:39-40 Liwak, Rüdiger 

King and Kingship + 4:40-48 Whitelam, Keith W. 

King James Version.  See Versions, English 

King’s Garden (PLACE) + 4:48 Mare, W. Harold 

King’s Highway (PLACE) + 4:48-49 Carroll, Scott T. 
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King’s Pool (PLACE) + 4:49 Mare, W. Harold 

King’s Valley (PLACE).  See Shaveh, Valley of; Kidron, Brook of 

Kingdom of God, Kingdom of Heaven + 4:49-69 Duling, Dennis C. 

Kingdoms, Books of 4:69 

Kingfisher.  See Zoology 

Kings, Book of 1-2 + 4:69-83 Holloway, Steven W. 

Kingship, Sacral.  See Sacral Kingship 

Kinship.  See Family 

Kir (PLACE) 1 4:83 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Kir (PLACE) 2 + 4:83-84 Thompson, Henry O. 

Kir-Hareseth (PLACE) 4:84 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Kiriath-Arba (PLACE) + 4:84 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

Kiriath-Baal (PLACE).  See Kiriath-Jearim 

Kiriath-Huzoth (PLACE) 4:84 Brensinger, Terry L. 

Kiriath-Jearim (PLACE) + 4:84-85 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

Kiriath-Sannah (PLACE) + 4:85 Herion, Gary A. 

Kiriath-Sepher (PLACE) 4:85 Kotter, Wade R. 

Kiriathaim (PLACE) 1-2 4:85 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Kiriatharim (PLACE).  See Kiriath-Jearim 

Kish (PERSON) 1-5 + 4:85-87 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Kish (PLACE) + 4:87-88 Margueron, Jean-Claude; Rosoff, Stephen (trans.) 

Kishi (PERSON).  See Kushaiah (PERSON) 

Kishion (PLACE) + 4:88-89 Peterson, John L. 

Kishon (PLACE) + 4:89 Frankel, Rafael 

Kiss (NT) + 4:89-92 Klassen, William 

Kite.  See Zoology (Fauna) 

Kitron (PLACE) + 4:93 Hunt, Melvin 

Kittim + 4:93 Baker, David W. 

Knowledge, Interpretation of (NHC XI,1) + 4:93-95 Turner, John D. 

Knowledge, Tree of.  See Tree of Knowledge and Tree of Life 

Koa + 4:95 Allen, Leslie C. 

Kohath (PERSON) + 4:95-97 Propp, William H. 

Kola (PLACE) 4:97 White, Sidnie Ann 

Kolaiah (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:97 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Kom, Khirbet el- (M.R. 146104): 4:97-100 

 Archaeology + 4:97-99 Holladay, John S., Jr. 

 Ostraca + 4:99-100 Geraty, Lawrence T. 

Kona (PLACE) + 4:100 White, Sidnie Ann 

Korah (PERSON) 1-3 + 4:100-101 Hutton, Rodney R. 

Kore (PERSON) 1-2 4:102 Barnes, William Hamilton 

Kosher.  See Meal Customs (Jewish Dietary Laws) 

Koz (PERSON) 4:102 Lo, Hing Choi 

Kue (PLACE) + 4:102-103 Avalos, Hector 

Kuntillet ‘Ajrud (M.R. 094954) + 4:103-109 Meshel, Ze’ev 

Kush (PLACE) + 4:109-111 Redford, Donald B. 

Kushaiah (PERSON) 4:111 Willett, Tom Wayne 

L.  See Synoptic Problem 

Laadah (PERSON) 4:113 Smith, David Channing 

Laban (PERSON) + 4:113-114 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Laban (PLACE) + 4:114 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Laccunus (PERSON) 4:114 Han, Jin Hee 

Lace.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Lacedaemonians 4:114 Carroll, Scott T. 

Lachish (PLACE) + 4:114-126 Ussishkin, David 

Lachish Letters + 4:126-128 Di Vito, Robert A. 

Ladan (PERSON) 1-2 4:128 Davis, M. Stephen 

Ladder of Tyre (PLACE) 4:128 Smith, Robert Wayne 

Lady, Elect.  See Elect Lady 

Lael (PERSON) 4:128 Weis, Richard D. 

Lagash + 4:128-129 Margueron, Jean-Claude; Rosoff, Stephen (trans.) 
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Lahad (PERSON) 4:129 

Lahav (PLACE).  See Halif, Tel 

Lahmam (PLACE) 4:129-130 Kotter, Wade R. 

Lahmi (PERSON) 4:130 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Laish (PERSON) 4:130 Dempster, Stephen G. 

Laish (PLACE) + 4:130-131 Manor, Dale W. 

Laishah (PLACE) + 4:131 Liwak, Rüdiger 

Lakkum (PLACE) + 4:131 Williams, David Salter 

Lamb + 4:132-134 Miles, John R. 

Lambda 4:135 

Lame, Lameness + 4:135-136 Jones, Richard N. 

Lamech (PERSON) + 4:136-137 Hess, Richard S. 

Lamed 4:137 

Lamentations, Book of + 4:137-141 Hillers, Delbert R. 

Lampstand + 4:141-143 Meyers, Carol 

Lance.  See Weapons and Implements of Warfare 

Land + 4:143-154 Janzen, Waldemar 

Land Laws.  See Law, Biblical and ANE; Family 

Languages: 4:155-229 

 Introductory Survey + 4:155-170 Huehnergard, John 

 Akkadian + 4:170-173 Caplice, Richard I. 

 Aramaic + 4:173-178 Kaufman, Stephen A. 

 Byblos Syllabic Inscriptions + 4:178-180 Mendenhall, George E.  

 Coptic + 4:180-188 Emmel, Stephen 

 Egyptian Language and Writing + 4:188-193 Allen, James P. 

 Ethiopic + 4:193-195 Perkins, Harry Lee 

 Greek + 4:195-203 Mussies, Gerard 

 Hebrew + 4:203-214 Schramm, Gene M. 

 Hittite + 4:214-216 Beckman, Gary 

 Hurrian + 4:216-217 Huehnergard, John 

 Languages of Ancient Iran + 4:217-220 Windfuhr, Gernot L. 

 Latin + 4:220-222 Bruce, Frederick Fyvie 

 Phoenician + 4:222-223 Krahmalkov, Charles R. 

 Pre-Islamic South Arabian + 4:223-226 Beeston, A. F. L. 

 Ugaritic + 4:226-229 Healey, John F. ; Craigie, Peter C. 

Laodicea (PLACE) + 4:229-231 Bruce, Frederick Fyvie 

Laodiceans, Epistle to the + 4:231-233 Anderson, Charles P. 

Lappidoth (PERSON) 4:233 Lowery, Kirk E. 

Larsa + 4:233-234 Margueron, Jean-Claude; Rosoff, Stephen (trans.) 

Lasea (PLACE) + 4:234 Wineland, John D. 

Lasha (PLACE) + 4:234 Oller, Gary H. 

Lasharon (PLACE) 4:234 Hunt, Melvin 

Last Supper + 4:234-241 O’Toole, Robert F. 

Lasthenes (PERSON) + 4:241 Pattengale, Jerry A. 

Latin Language.  See Languages (Latin) 

Latin Versions.  See Versions, Ancient (Latin) 

Laver + 4:241-242 Meyers, Carol 

Law : 4:242-265 

 Biblical and ANE Law + 4:242-252 Greengus, Samuel 

 Forms of Biblical Law + 4:252-254 Sonsino, Rifat 

 Law in Judaism of the NT Period + 4:254-265 Sanders, E. P. 

Law, Tablets of the.  See Tablets of the Law 

Laying on of Hands.  See Hands, Laying on of 

Lazarus (PERSON) + 4:265-266 Collins, Raymond F. 

Lazarus and Dives + 4:266-267 Hock, Ronald F. 

Leah (PERSON) + 4:268 Yee, Gale A. 

Leather.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Leaven.  See Meal Customs (Jewish Dietary Laws) 

Lebana (PERSON) 4:268 Swanson, Steven R. 

Lebanon + 4:269-270 Smith, Robert Houston 
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Lebanon, House of.  See Temple, Jerusalem 

Lebaoth (PLACE).  See Beth-Labaoth (PLACE) 

Lebbaeus (PERSON).  See Thaddeus (PERSON) 

Lebonah (PLACE) 4:270 Dyck, Elmer H. 

Lecah (PLACE) 4:270 Dyck, Elmer H. 

Lectionary: 4:270-273 

 Early Jewish Lectionaries + 4:270-271 Aageson, James W. 

 Early Christian Lectionaries + 4:271-273 Junack, Klaus; Thomas, Ronald B., Jr. (trans.) 

Leeks.  See Flora 

Left, Left Hand + 4:273-274 Drinkard, Joel F., Jr. 

Legate.  See Palestine, Administration of (Roman) 

Legion.  See Roman Army 

Lehabim 4:274 Baker, David W. 

Lehem (PLACE) 4:274 Fanwar, Wann Marbud 

Lehi (PLACE) + 4:274-275 Lubetski, Meir 

Lehun (M.R. 231097) + 4:275-276 Homès-Fredericq, Denyse 

Lejjūn (M.R. 228072) + 4:276-277 Parker, S. Thomas 

Lemuel (PERSON) + 4:277 Berry, Donald K. 

Lend.  See Interest and Usury in the Greco-Roman Period 

Leopard.  See Zoology 

Leprosy + 4:277-282 Wright, David P.; Jones, Richard N. 

Lesbos (PLACE).  See Mitylene (PLACE) 

Leshem (PLACE) 4:282 Manor, Dale W. 

Lethech.  See Weights and Measures 

Letters: 4:282-293 

 Hebrew Letters + 4:282-285 Pardee, D. 

 Aramaic Letters + 4:285-290 Dion, Paul E. 

 Greek and Latin Letters + 4:290-293 Stanley K. Stowers 

Letushim + 4:293 Matthews, Victor H. 

Leucius (PERSON).  See John, Acts of 

Leummim + 4:293-294 Matthews, Victor H. 

Levi (PERSON) 1 + 4:294 Spencer, John R. 

Levi (PERSON) 2-4 + 4:294-295 Porter, Stanley E. 

Leviathan + 4:295-296 Day, John 

Levirate Law + 4:296-297 Kalmin, Richard 

Levites and Priests + 4:297-310 Rehm, Merlin D. 

Levitical Cities + 4:310-311 Spencer, John R. 

Leviticus, Book of + 4:311-321 Levine, Baruch A. 

Lex Talionis + 4:321-322 Huffmon, Herbert B. 

Liber de Infantia.  See Matthew, Gospel of Pseudo- 

Libnah (PLACE) + 4:322-323 Peterson, John L. 

Libni (PERSON) 1-3 + 4:323-324 Propp, William H. 

Libya (PLACE) 4:324 Heard, Warren J., Jr. 

Lice.  See Zoology 

Licentiousness.  See Virtue/Vice Lists 

Life, Author of.  See Author of Life 

Life, Tree of.  See Tree of Knowledge and Tree of Life 

Likhi (PERSON) 4:324 Graham, M. Patrick 

Lilith (DEITY) + 4:324-325 Handy, Lowell K. 

Lily.  See Flora 

Lily-Work.  See Capital 

Limes, Roman (In Palestine) + 4:325-327 Gichon, Mordechai 

Linear B.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Linen.  See Dress and Ornamentation; Flora 

Linguistics and Biblical Studies + 4:327-333 Bodine, Walter R. 

Linus (PERSON) + 4:333 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Lion.  See Zoology 

Literacy: 4:333-340 

 Ancient Near East + 4:333-337 Baines, John 

 Ancient Israel + 4:337-340 Millard, Alan Ralph 
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Literature.  See Egyptian Literature; Hittite Texts and Literature; Literature, Early Christian; Sumerian Literature; and Ugarit (Texts and Literature) 

Literature, Early Christian + 4:340-345 Bruce, Frederick Fyvie 

Little Apocalypse in the Gospels.  See Gospels, Little Apocalypse in the 

Liturgy, Angelic (4QShirShabb).  See Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice 

Lives of the Prophets.  See Prophets, Lives of the 

Living Creatures.  See Zoology 

Lizard.  See Zoology 

LMLK Jar Handles.  See Stamps, Royal Jar Handle 

Lo-Ammi (PERSON).  See Not My People (PERSON) 

Lo-Debar (PLACE) + 4:345-346 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Lo-Ruhamah (PERSON).  See Not Pitied (PERSON) 

Loan.  See Interest and Usury in the Greco-Roman Period 

Locust.  See Zoology 

Lod (PLACE) A: Historical Sources 4:346-347 Hunt, Melvin 

Lod (PLACE) B + 4:347 Kaplan, Jacob 

Log.  See Weights and Measures 

Logia + 4:347-348 Patterson, Stephen J. 

Logos + 4:348-356 Tobin, Thomas H. 

Lois (PERSON) + 4:356 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Loops 4:356 Meyers, Carol 

Loosing.  See Binding and Loosing 

Lord.  See Names of God (OT); Yahweh (DEITY) 

Lord’s Prayer + 4:356-362 Houlden, J. L. 

Lord’s Supper.  See also Last Supper + 4:362-372 Klauck, Hans-Josef; Ewert, David (trans.) 

Lord, Day of the.  See Day of the Lord 

Lost Tribes, The + 4:372 Charlesworth, James H. 

Lot (PERSON) + 4:372-374 Spina, Frank Anthony 

Lotan (PERSON) + 4:374-375 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Lothasubus (PERSON) 4:375 McGehee, Michael David 

Lotus.  See Flora, Biblical 

Love: 4:375-396 

 Old Testament + 4:375-381 Sakenfeld, Katherine Doob 

 NT and Early Jewish Literature + 4:381-396 Klassen, William 

Lower Criticism.  See Textual Criticism 

Lozon (PERSON).  See Darkon (PERSON) 

Lubim.  See Lehabim; Libya (PLACE) 

Lucius (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:396-397 Gillman, John L. 

Lud (PERSON) + 4:397 Baker, David W. 

Luhith (PLACE) 4:397 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Luke (PERSON): 4:397-403 

 Luke as Historian + 4:398-402 Plümacher, Eckhard; Martin, Dennis (trans.) 

 Luke as Theologian + 4:402-403 Marshall, I. Howard 

Luke-Acts, Book of + 4:403-420 Johnson, Luke Timothy 

Luminaries, Words of the.  See Words of the Luminaries (4QDibHam) 

Lunatic.  See Sickness and Disease; Demons 

Lute.  See Music and Musical Instruments 

Luwian Language.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Luz (PLACE) 1-2 + 4:420 Toews, Wesley Irwin 

LXX.  See Septuagint 

Lycaonia (PLACE) + 4:420-422 Bruce, Frederick Fyvie 

Lycia (PLACE) 4:422 Carroll, Scott T. 

Lycian Language.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Lydia (PERSON) + 4:422-423 Witherington, Ben, III 

Lydia (PLACE) + 4:423-425 McLauchlin, Barbara Kelley 

Lyre.  See Music and Musical Instruments 

Lysanias (PERSON) 1-2 4:425 Carroll, Scott T. 

Lysias (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:425-426 Redditt, Paul L. 

Lysimachus (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:426 Hardwick, Michael E. 

Lystra (PLACE) + 4:426-427 Potter, David S. 

M.  See Synoptic Problem; Matthew, Gospel of 
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Ma‘in (PLACE).  See Meunim 

Maacah (PERSON) 1-9 4:429-430 Schearing, Linda S. 

Maacah (PLACE) 4:430 Schley, Donald G. 

Maadai (PERSON) 4:430 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Maadiah (PERSON) 4:430-431 Barnes, William Hamilton 

Maai (PERSON) 4:431 Williams, Nora A. 

Maarath (PLACE) 4:431 Kotter, Wade R. 

Maasai (PERSON) 4:431 Hutton, Rodney R. 

Maaseiah (PERSON) 1-21 4:431-432 McKenzie, Steven L. 

Maasmas (PERSON) 4:432 Han, Jin Hee 

Maath (PERSON) + 4:432-433 Porter, Stanley E. 

Maaz (PERSON) + 4:433 Steeger, William P. 

Maaziah (PERSON) 4:433 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Maccabean Revolt + 4:433-439 Rappaport, Uriel 

Maccabee.  See Maccabeus 4:439 

Maccabees, Books of: 4:439-454 

 First and Second Maccabees + 4:439-450 Fischer, Thomas; Cryer, Frederick (trans.) 

 Third Maccabees + 4:450-452 Anderson, Hugh 

 Fourth Maccabees + 4:452-454 Anderson, Hugh 

Maccabeus 4:454 Rappaport, Uriel; Redditt, Paul L. 

Macedonia (PLACE) + 4:454-457 Bruce, Frederick Fyvie 

Machaerus (M.R. 209108) + 4:457-458 Loffreda, Stanislao 

Machbannai (PERSON) + 4:458 Dillard, Raymond B. 

Machbenah (PLACE) 4:458 Williams, David Salter 

Machi (PERSON) 4:458 Brensinger, Terry L. 

Machir (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:458-460 Graham, M. Patrick 

Machnadebai (PERSON) 4:460 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Machpelah (PLACE) + 4:460-461 DeVries, LaMoine F. 

Macron (PERSON) + 4:461-462 Kampen, John 

Madaba (PLACE).  See Medeba (PLACE) 

Madai (PERSON) + 4:462 Baker, David W. 

Mada’in Salih.  See Hegra 

Madmannah (PLACE) 4:462 Brodsky, Harold 

Madmen (PLACE) 4:462-463 Bracke, John M. 

Madmenah (PLACE) 4:463 Herion, Gary A. 

Madness.  See Demons;  Sickness and Disease 4:463 

Madon (PLACE) 4:463 Benjamin, Paul 

Magadan (PLACE) + 4:463 Heard, Warren J., Jr. 

Magbish (PERSON) 4:463 Herion, Gary A. 

Magdala (M.R. 198247) 4:463-464 Strange, James F. 

Magdalene.  See Mary (PERSON); Magdala (PLACE) 4:464 

Magdiel (PERSON) 4:464 Hübner, Ulrich 

Maggot.  See Zoology 

Magi.  See Infancy Narratives in the NT Gospels 

Magic: 4:464-471 

 Ancient Near East + 4:464-468 Scurlock, J. A. 

 Old Testament + 4:468-471 Kuemmerlin-McLean, Joanne K. 

Magistrate.  See City Authorities 

Magog (PERSON) + 4:471 Baker, David W. 

Magpiash (PERSON) + 4:471 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Magus, Simon.  See Simon (PERSON), 13 4:471 

Mahalab (PLACE) + 4:471-472 Frankel, Rafael 

Mahalalel (PERSON) 4:472 Hess, Richard S. 

Mahalath (PERSON) 4:472 Schearing, Linda S. 

Mahanaim (PLACE) + 4:472-473 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Mahaneh-Dan (PLACE) + 4:473-474 Irwin, Brian P. 

Maharai (PERSON) 4:474 Duke, Rodney K. 

Mahath (PERSON) 4:474 Porter, Stanley E. 

Mahavite, The 4:474 Johnson, Siegfried S. 

Mahazioth (PERSON) 4:474 McCann, J. Clinton, Jr. 
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Maher-Shalal-Hash-Baz (PERSON) 4:475 Jensen, Joseph 

Mahlah (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:475-476 Graham, M. Patrick 

Mahli (PERSON) 1-2 4:476 Shearer, Rodney H. 

Mahlon (PERSON) + 4:476-477 Mathews, Kenneth A. 

Mahol (PERSON) + 4:477 Berry, Donald K. 

Mahseiah (PERSON) 4:477 Bracke, John M. 

Mail, Coat of.  See Weapons and Implements of Warfare 

Makaz (PLACE) 4:477 Herion, Gary A. 

Maked (PLACE) + 4:477 Redditt, Paul L. 

Makheloth (PLACE) + 4:478 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Makkedah (PLACE) + 4:478 Kotter, Wade R. 

Malachi, Book of + 4:478-485 Hill, Andrew E. 

Malcam (PERSON) + 4:485 Harmon, G. Edwin 

Malchiah (PERSON).  See Malchijah 

Malchiel (PERSON) + 4:485-486 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Malchijah (PERSON) 1-13 + 4:486 Berridge, John M. 

Malchiram (PERSON) 4:486 Fuller, Russell 

Malchishua (PERSON) + 4:486-487 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Malchus (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:487 Watson, JoAnn Ford 

Malhata, Tel (M.R. 152069) + 4:487-488 Kochavi, Moshe 

Mallothi (PERSON) 4:488 McCann, J. Clinton, Jr. 

Mallow.  See Flora, Biblical 

Malluch (PERSON) 1-6 + 4:488 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Malluchi (PERSON) 4:488 Barnes, William Hamilton 

Mallus (PLACE) + 4:489 Hardwick, Michael E. 

Malta (PLACE) + 4:489-490 Gasque, W. Ward 

Mamdai (PERSON) 4:490 

Mammon 4:490 Wilcox, Max 

Mampsis (M.R. 156048) + 4:490-492 Negev, Avraham 

Mamre (PERSON-PLACE) + 4:492-493 Arbeitman, Yoël L. 

Manaen (PERSON) + 4:493 Watson, JoAnn Ford 

Manahath (PERSON) + 4:493 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Manahath (PLACE) + 4:493-494 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Manahathites + 4:494 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Manasseh (PERSON) 1-5 + 4:494 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Manasseh (PLACE) + 4:494-496 de Geus, C. H. J. 

Manasseh, King of Judah + 4:496-499 Evans, Carl D. 

Manasseh, Prayer of + 4:499-500 Charlesworth, James H. 

Mandaeism + 4:500-502 Rudolph, Kurt 

Mandrakes.  See Perfumes and Spices;  Flora, Biblical 

Mani (PERSON).  See Bani 4:502 

Manichaeans and Manichaeism + 4:502-511 Mirecki, Paul Allan 

Manius, Titus (PERSON) 4:511 Lillie, Betty Jane 

Manna + 4:511 Slayton, Joel C. 

Manneans.  See Minni (PLACE) 

Manoah (PERSON) + 4:511-512 Exum, J. Cheryl 

Mantelet.  See Weapons and Implements of Warfare 

Mantle.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Manual of Discipline.  See Community, Rule of the (1QS) 

Maoch (PERSON) 4:512 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Maon (PERSON) 4:512 Evans, Craig A. 

Maon (PLACE) 1-2 + 4:512-513 DeVries, LaMoine F. 

Mara (PERSON) 4:513 Mathews, Kenneth A. 

Marah (PLACE) + 4:513 Thompson, Henry O. 

Maranatha 4:514 Wilcox, Max 

Marcheshvan.  See also Calendars (Ancient Israelite and Early Jewish) 4:514 

Marcion + 4:514-516 Clabeaux, John J. 

Marcion, Gospel of + 4:516-520 Grant, Robert M. 

Marcionite Prologues to Paul + 4:520-521 Clabeaux, John J. 

Marcus Aurelius (EMPEROR) + 4:521-522 Whitehorne, John 
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Marduk (DEITY) + 4:522-523 Handy, Lowell K. 

Mareal (PLACE) 4:523 Greenberg, Raphael 

Mareshah (PERSON) 1-2 4:523 Smith, David Channing 

Mareshah (PLACE) + 4:523-525 Kloner, Amos 

Mari: 4:525-538 

 Archaeology 4:525-529 Margueron, Jean-Claude; Rosoff, Stephen (trans.) 

 Texts 4:529-536 Durand, Jean-Marie; Davis, Jennifer L. (trans.) 

 Bibliography 4:536-538 Keck, Brian E. 

Mariamme (PERSON) 1-6 4:538-539 Sullivan, Richard D. 

Mariamme (PLACE) 1-2 4:539-540 Sullivan, Richard D. 

Marisa (PLACE).  See Mareshah (PLACE) 

Marjamah, Khirbet el- (M.R. 181155) + 4:540-541 Mazar, Amihay ; Zohar, Mattanyah 

Mark Antony (PERSON) 4:541 Marshall, Bruce A. 

Mark, Gospel of + 4:541-557 Achtemeier, Paul J. 

Mark, John (PERSON) + 4:557-558 Jefford, Clayton N. 

Mark, Secret Gospel of + 4:558-559 Meyer, Marvin W. 

Marketplace.  See Trade and Commerce (ANE) 

Maroth (PLACE) 4:559 Luker, Lamontte M. 

Marriage: 4:559-572 

 Old Testament and Ancient Near East + 4:559-569 Hamilton, Victor P. 

 New Testament + 4:569-572 Collins, Raymond F. 

Marriage, Sacred.  See Sacred Marriage 

Marsanes (NHC X,1) + 4:572-573 Pearson, Birger A. 

Marsena (PERSON) + 4:573 Bush, Frederic W. 

Marsh.  See Geography and the Bible (Palestine) 

Martha (PERSON) + 4:573-574 Collins, Raymond F. 

Martyr, Martyrdom + 4:574-579 Tabor, James D. 

Mary (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:579-581 Collins, Raymond F. 

Mary (PERSON) 3 + 4:581-582 Collins, Raymond F. 

Mary (PERSON) 4-6 + 4:582 Witherington, Ben, III 

Mary (PERSON) 7 4:582-583 Lampe, Peter 

Mary, Birth of + 4:583 Corley, Kathleen E. 

Mary, Descent of.  See Mary, Birth of 

Mary, Gospel of + 4:583-584 Perkins, Pheme 

Mary, Gospel of the Birth of 4:584 Corley, Kathleen E. 

Mary, Mother of Jesus + 4:584-586 Pazdan, Mary Margaret 

Masada (M.R. 183080) + 4:586-587 Netzer, Ehud 

Mash (PERSON) + 4:587-588 Baker, David W. 

Mashal (PLACE).  See Mishal 

Masiah (PERSON) + 4:588 Bowman, Craig D. 

Maskhuta, Tell el- (30º33' N; 32º06'E) + 4:588-592 Holladay, John S., Jr. 

Masorah + 4:592-593 Revell, E. J. 

Masoretes + 4:593-594 Revell, E. J. 

Masoretic Accents + 4:594-596 Revell, E. J. 

Masoretic Studies + 4:596-597 Revell, E. J. 

Masoretic Text + 4:597-599 Revell, E. J. 

Masrekah (PLACE) + 4:600 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Massa (PERSON) + 4:600 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Massa (PLACE) + 4:600 

Massah and Meribah (PLACES) + 4:600-602 Propp, William H. 

Massebah + 4:602 Manor, Dale W. 

Mathematics, Algebra, and Geometry + 4:602-612 Høyrup, Jens 

Matred (PERSON) + 4:612 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Matred, Ramat.  See Ramat Matred (M.R. 118020) 

Matrites (PEOPLE) + 4:613 Reed, Stephen A. 

Mattan (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:613 Porter, Stanley E. 

Mattanah (PLACE) + 4:613 Ferch, Arthur J. 

Mattaniah (PERSON) 1-10 + 4:613-615 Hobbs, T. R. 

Mattatha (PERSON) + 4:615 Porter, Stanley E. 

Mattathiah (PERSON) 4:615 Kutsko, John F. 
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Mattathias (PERSON) 1-3 4:615-616 Rappaport, Uriel 

Mattathias (PERSON) 4-5 + 4:616 Porter, Stanley E. 

Mattattah (PERSON) 4:616 Porter, Stanley E. 

Mattenai (PERSON) + 4:616 Porter, Stanley E. 

Matthan (PERSON) + 4:616-617 Porter, Stanley E. 

Matthat (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:617-618 Porter, Stanley E. 

Matthew (Disciple) + 4:618-622 Duling, Dennis C. 

Matthew, Gospel of + 4:622-641 Meier, John P. 

Matthew, Gospel of Psuedo- + 4:641-642 Newport, Kenneth G. C. 

Matthew, Hebrew Version of + 4:642-643 Howard, George E. 

Matthew, Martyrdom of + 4:643-644 Newport, Kenneth G. C. 

Matthias (PERSON) + 4:644 Martin, Thomas W. 

Matthias, Acts of.  See Andrew and Matthias, Acts of 

Matthias, Traditions of 4:644 Daniels, Jon B. 

Mattithiah (PERSON) + 4:645 Brensinger, Terry L. 

Maul.  See Weapons and Implements of Warfare 

Mayor.  See Palestine, Administration of (Postexlic Judean Officials) 

Mazar, Tell el- (M.R. 207181) + 4:645-646 Yassine, Khair N. 

Mazor, the Mausoleum (M.R. 145161) + 4:646-648 Kaplan, Jacob 

Me-Jarkon (PLACE) + 4:648 Mullins, Robert A. 

Meal Customs: 4:648-655 

 Jewish Dietary Laws + 4:648-650 Schramm, Gene M. 

 Greco-Roman Meal Customs + 4:650-653 Smith, Dennis E. 

 Greco-Roman Sacred Meals + 4:653-655 Smith, Dennis E. 

Mearah (PLACE) 4:655 Roth, Ray Lee 

Measure, Measurement.  See Weights and Measures 

Meat.  See Meal Customs (Jewish Dietary Laws); Zoology 

Mebunnai (PERSON) + 4:655 Thompson, David L. 

Mecherathite 4:655 Duke, Rodney K. 

Meconah (PLACE) 4:655-656 Kotter, Wade R. 

Medad (PERSON) 4:656 Weis, Richard D. 

Medan (PERSON) + 4:656 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Medeba (PLACE) + 4:656-658 Piccirillo, Michele 

Media (PLACE) 4:658-659 Young, T. Cuyler, Jr. 

Medicine and Healing + 4:659-664 Kee, Howard Clark 

Mediterranean Sea + 4:664-666 Lubetski, Meir 

Medium.  See Magic 

Megadim, Tel (M.R. 145236) + 4:666 Broshi, Magen 

Megiddo (PLACE) + 4:666-679 Ussishkin, David 

Megiddo, Plain of (PLACE) + 4:679-680 Hunt, Melvin 

Megiddo, Waters of (PLACE) + 4:680 Hunt, Melvin 

Megilloth 4:680 Clem, H. Eldon 

Mehetabel (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:680 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Mehida (PERSON) 4:680-681 Swanson, Steven R. 

Mehir (PERSON) 4:681 Lo, Hing Choi 

Meholathite 4:681 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Mehri Language.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Mehujael (PERSON) + 4:681 Hess, Richard S. 

Mehuman (PERSON) + 4:681-682 Wiebe, John M. 

Meinim.  See Meunim 4:682 

Meiron (M.R. 191265) + 4:682-683 Meyers, Eric M. 

Melatiah (PERSON) 4:683 Ruffin, Michael L. 

Melchi (PERSON) + 4:684 Porter, Stanley E. 

Melchias (PERSON).  See Malchijah (PERSON) 4:684 

Melchiel (PERSON) 4:684 White, Sidnie Ann 

Melchizedek (PERSON) + 4:684-686 Astour, Michael C. 

Melchizedek (11QMelch) + 4:687-688 Brooke, George J. 

Melchizedek (NHC IX,1) + 4:688 Pearson, Birger A. 

Melea (PERSON) + 4:688-689 Porter, Stanley E. 

Melech (PERSON) + 4:689 Brettler, Marc Zvi 
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Melons.  See Flora 

Mem 4:689 

Memmius, Quintus (PERSON) 4:689 Lillie, Betty Jane 

Memphis (PLACE) + 4:689-691 Redford, Donald B. 

Memphite Theology + 4:691-692 Miosi, Frank T. 

Memucan (PERSON) + 4:692 Wiebe, John M. 

Menahem (PERSON) + 4:692-693 Hobbs, T. R. 

Menander, Syriac.  See Syriac Menander 

Menelaus (PERSON) + 4:694 Rappaport, Uriel 

Menestheus (PERSON) + 4:694-695 Hardwick, Michael E. 

Meni (DEITY) + 4:695 Maier, Walter Arthur, III 

Menna (PERSON) + 4:695 Porter, Stanley E. 

Menorah.  See Lampstand 

Menuhoth + 4:695-696 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Meonothai (PERSON) 4:696 Lo, Hing Choi 

Mephaath (PLACE) + 4:696 Peterson, John L.; Piccirillo, Michele 

Mephibosheth (PERSON) + 4:696-697 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Merab (PERSON) 4:697 Schearing, Linda S. 

Meraiah (PERSON) 4:697 Williams, Nora A. 

Meraioth (PERSON) 1-3 + 4:697 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Merari (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:697-698 Propp, William H. 

Merarites + 4:698-699 Reed, Stephen A. 

Merathaim (PLACE) + 4:699 Arnold, Bill T. 

Mercenary.  See Military Organization in Mesopotamia 

Merchant.  See Trade and Commerce 

Mercy.  See Love 

Mered (PERSON) 4:699 Lo, Hing Choi 

Meremoth (PERSON) 1-3 + 4:699-700 Shearer, Rodney H. 

Merenptah (PERSON) + 4:700-701 Redford, Donald B. 

Meres (PERSON) + 4:701 Bush, Frederic W. 

Merib-Baal (PERSON) + 4:701-702 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Meribah (PLACE) + 4:702-704 Propp, William H. 

Meribath-Kadesh (PLACE) 4:704 Herion, Gary A. 

Merkabah Mysticism.  See Enoch, Third Book of; Job, Testament of 

Merneptah (PERSON).  See Merenptah (PERSON) 

Merodach (DEITY).  See Marduk (DEITY) 

Merodach-Baladan (PERSON) + 4:704-705 Sack, Ronald H. 

Meroitic Language.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Merom, Waters of (PLACE) + 4:705 Liid, Dale C. 

Meronothite 4:705 Nysse, Richard W. 

Meroz (PLACE) + 4:705-706 Hunt, Melvin 

Merran (PLACE) 4:706 Schmitt, John J. 

Mesad Hashavyahu (M.R. 120146) + 4:706 Stern, Ephraim 

Mesaloth (PLACE) + 4:706-707 Hardwick, Michael E. 

Mesha (PERSON) 1 4:707 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Mesha (PERSON) 2 4:707 Harmon, G. Edwin 

Mesha (PLACE) 4:708 Oller, Gary H. 

Mesha Stele 4:708-709 Dearman, J. Andrew; Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Meshach (PERSON).  See Shadrach, Meshach, Abednego 

Meshash, Khirbet el- (M.R. 146069) 4:709-710 Fritz, Volkmar 

Meshech (PERSON) + 4:711 Baker, David W. 

Meshelemiah (PERSON) + 4:711-712 Barnes, William Hamilton 

Meshezabel (PERSON) 1-3 4:712 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Meshillemoth (PERSON) 1-2 4:712 Hutton, Rodney R. 

Meshobab (PERSON) 4:712 Evans, Craig A. 

Meshullam (PERSON) 1-19 4:712-714 Kennedy, James M. 

Meshullemeth (PERSON) + 4:714 Schearing, Linda S. 

Mesopotamia (PLACE) 4:714 Grayson, A. Kirk 

Mesopotamia, History of: 4:714-777 

 Mesopotamian Chronology + 4:714-720 Knapp, A. Bernard 
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 Prehistory of Mesopotamia + 4:720-724 Wright, Henry T. 

 Mesopotamia in the Third Millennium B.C. + 4:724-732 Steinkeller, Piotr 

 History and Culture of Assyria + 4:732-755 Grayson, A. Kirk 

 History and Culture of Babylonia + 4:755-777 Grayson, A. Kirk 

Messenger.  See Travel and Communication 

Messiah + 4:777-788 de Jonge, Marinus 

Messianic Banquet + 4:788-791 Smith, Dennis E. 

Messianic Movements in Judaism + 4:791-797 Horsley, Richard A. 

Messianic Secret + 4:797-800 Tuckett, C. M. 

Methegh-Ammah 4:800 Kobayashi, Yoshitaka 

Methuselah (PERSON) + 4:800-801 Hess, Richard S. 

Methushael (PERSON) + 4:801 Hess, Richard S. 

Meunim + 4:801-802 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Mevorakh, Tell (M.R. 143215) 4:802-804 Stern, Ephraim 

Mezahab (PERSON) + 4:804-805 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Mezobaite 4:805 Duke, Rodney K. 

Mibhar (PERSON) 4:805 Pisano, Stephen 

Mibsam (PERSON) + 4:805 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Mibzar (PERSON) 4:805-806 Hübner, Ulrich 

Mica (PERSON) 1-3 + 4:806 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Micah (PERSON) 1-9 + 4:806-807 Brettler, Marc Zvi 

Micah, Book of + 4:807-810 Hillers, Delbert R. 

Micaiah (PERSON) 1-5 + 4:810 Schearing, Linda S. 

Micaiah (PERSON) 6-7 + 4:810-811 Fretz, Mark J. 

Michael (ANGEL) + 4:811 Watson, Duane F. 

Michael (PERSON) 1-10 4:811-812 Wright, John W. 

Michal (PERSON) + 4:812-813 Schearing, Linda S. 

Michal, Tel (M.R. 131174) + 4:813-814 Herzog, Ze’ev 

Michmash (PLACE) + 4:814-815 Arnold, Patrick M. 

Michmethath (PLACE) 4:815 Dyck, Elmer H. 

Michri (PERSON) 4:815 Barnes, William Hamilton 

Middin (PLACE) + 4:815 Kotter, Wade R. 

Midian (PERSON) + 4:815-818 Mendenhall, George E.  

Midrash + 4:818-822 Porton, Gary G. 

Migdal-el (PLACE) + 4:822 Williams, David Salter 

Migdal-Gad (PLACE) 4:822 Kotter, Wade R. 

Migdol (PLACE) 4:822 Lott, Jeffrey K. 

Mighty Men.  See David’s Champions 

Mighty One.  See Names of God in the OT 

Migron (PLACE) + 4:822-823 Arnold, Patrick M. 

Mijamin (PERSON) 1-4 4:823-824 Brensinger, Terry L. 

Mikloth (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:824 Brettler, Marc Zvi 

Mikneiah (PERSON) 4:824 Dillard, Raymond B. 

Milalai (PERSON) 4:824 Williams, Nora A. 

Milcah (PERSON) + 4:824-825 Hess, Richard S. 

Milcom (DEITY).  See Molech (DEITY) 

Mildew.  See Leprosy 

Mile.  See Weights and Measures 

Milestones. See Roads and Highways 

Miletus (PLACE) + 4:825-826 McRay, John 

Milh, Tell el.  See Malhata, Tel 

Military Organization in Mesopotamia + 4:826-831 Malbran-Labat, F.; Davis, Jennifer L. (trans.) 

Milk.  See Zoology 

Mill, Millstone + 4:831-832 van der Toorn, Karel 

Millennium + 4:832-834 Ford, J. Massyngbaerde 

Millo (PLACE) + 4:834-835 Mare, W. Harold 

Minaean Language.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Minah.  See Coinage; Weights and Measures 

Miniamin (PERSON) 1-3 4:835 Williams, Nora A. 

Minim.  See Ebionites 
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Ministry in the Early Church + 4:835-842 Schweizer, R. Eduard 

Minni (PLACE) + 4:842 Arnold, Bill T. 

Minnith (PLACE) + 4:842 Younker, Randall W. 

Mint.  See Flora 

Minucius Felix + 4:842-843 Petersen, William L. 

Miqsat Ma‘ase Hatorah (4QMMT) 4:843-845 Qimron, Elisha 

Miracle: 4:845-869 

 Old Testament + 4:845-856 Zakovitch, Yair 

 New Testament + 4:856-869 Remus, Harold E. 

Miriam (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:869-870 Burns, Rita J. 

Mirmah (PERSON) 4:870 Harmon, G. Edwin 

Mishael (PERSON) + 4:870-871 Brensinger, Terry L. 

Mishal (PLACE) 4:871 Baker, David W. 

Misham (PERSON) 4:871 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Mishma (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:871 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Mishmannah (PERSON).  See also Machbannai (PERSON) 4:871 Dillard, Raymond B. 

Mishnah + 4:871-873 Brooks, Roger 

Mishraites + 4:873 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Mispar (PERSON) 4:873 Bergdall, Chaney R. 

Misrephoth-Maim (PLACE) 4:873-874 Benjamin, Paul 

Mitanni + 4:874-876 Morrison, Martha A. 

Mite.  See Coinage 

Mithkah (PLACE) + 4:876-877 Zorn, Jeffrey R. 

Mithnite (PERSON) + 4:877 Duke, Rodney K. 

Mithras, Mithraism + 4:877-878 Merkelbach, Reinhold 

Mithredath (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:878 Suiter, David E. 

Mitre.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Mitylene (PLACE) 4:878-879 Wineland, John D. 

Mizar (PLACE) + 4:879 Raabe, Paul R. 

Mizmor.  See Psalms, Book of 4:879 

Mizpah (PLACE) 1-5 + 4:879-881 Arnold, Patrick M. 

Mizzah (PERSON) 4:881 Hübner, Ulrich 

MMŠT + 4:881 Lance, H. Darrell 

Mnason (PERSON) + 4:881-882 Paulien, Jon 

Moab (PLACE) + 4:882-893 Miller, J. Maxwell 

Moab, City of (PLACE) 4:893 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Moabite Language.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Moabite Stone.  See Mesha‘ Stele 

Moadiah (PERSON) 4:893 Williams, Nora A. 

Mochmur (PLACE) + 4:893-894 White, Sidnie Ann 

Modad.  See Eldad and Modad 

Modein (PLACE) + 4:894-895 Longstaff, Thomas R.W. 

Modern Versions of the Bible.  See Versions (Modern Era) 

Moeth (PERSON).  See Noadiah 

Moladah (PLACE) 4:895 Kotter, Wade R. 

Molding 4:895 Meyers, Carol 

Molech (DEITY) + 4:895-898 Heider, George C. 

Molid (PERSON) 4:898 Steeger, William P. 

Mollusks.  See Zoology 

Moloch (DEITY).  See Molech 

Molten Image.  See Idol, Idolatry 

Molten Sea.  See Temple, Jerusalem 

Money.  See Coinage 

Monkey.  See Zoology 

Montanus, Montanism + 4:898-902 Heine, Ronald E. 

Month.  See Calendars 

Monuments, Christian (Rome).  See Rome, Christian Monuments at 

Moossias (PERSON).  See Maaseiah 

Mordecai (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:902-904 Clines, David J. A. 

Moreh (PLACE) + 4:904 Hunt, Melvin 
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Moresheth (PLACE) 4:904-905 Luker, Lamontte M. 

Moriah (PLACE) 1-2 + 4:905 Davila, James R. 

Mortar, The (PLACE) 4:905 Herion, Gary A. 

Mosaic Covenant + 4:905-909 Guinan, Michael D. 

Moserah (PLACE) 4:909 Thompson, Henry O. 

Moses (PERSON): 4:909-920 

 Old Testament + 4:909-918 Beegle, Dewey M. 

 New Testament + 4:918-920 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Moses, Assumption of.  See, Moses Testament of 

Moses, Testament of + 4:920-922 Priest, John F. 

Most High + 4:922 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Mot (DEITY) + 4:922-924 Lewis, Theodore J. 

Moth.  See Zoology 

Mother.  See Family 

Mound, Siege.  See Weapons and Implements of Warfare 

Mount of Olives (PLACE).  See Olives, Mount of 

Mount, Sermon on the.  See Sermon on the Mount/Plain 

Mouse.  See Zoology 

Moza (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:924-925 Brettler, Marc Zvi 

Mozah (PLACE) + 4:925 Mullins, Robert A. 

Mu  4:926 

Mughayyir, Tell el- (M.R. 238225) + 4:926 Mittmann, Siegfried; Ibrahim, Moawiyah M. 

Mulberries.  See Flora 

Mule.  See Zoology 

Muppim (PERSON) + 4:926 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Murashû, Archive of + 4:927-928 Stolper, Matthew W. 

Muratorian Fragment + 4:928-929 Robbins, Gregory Allen 

Murex.  See Purple; Zoology 4:929 

Mushi (PERSON) + 4:930 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Music and Musical Instruments: 

 Music in the Bible + 4:930-934 Matthews, Victor H. 

 Musical Instruments + 4:934-939 Jones, Ivor H. 

Mustard Seed.  See Flora 

Muster Gate (PLACE) + 4:939 Liid, Dale C. 

Mutilation.  See Punishments and Crimes 

Mycenaean Language.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Myndos (PLACE) 4:939 Herion, Gary A. 

Myra (PLACE) + 4:939-940 Yamauchi, Edwin M. 

Myrrh.  See Perfumes and Spices; Flora; Incense; and Frankincense 

Myrtle.  See Flora 

Mysia (PLACE) 4:940-941 Carroll, Scott T. 

Mystery Religions + 4:941-945 Meyer, Marvin W. 

Mysticism + 4:945-946 Ringgren, Helmer 

Myth and Mythology: 4:946-965 

 Mythology + 4:946-956 Oden, Robert A., Jr. 

 Myth in the OT + 4:956-960 Oden, Robert A., Jr. 

 Myth in the Greco-Roman World + 4:961-965 Graf, Fritz 

Naam (PERSON) 4:967 Smith, David Channing 

Naamah (PERSON) 1-2 4:967 Schearing, Linda S. 

Naamah (PLACE) 4:967 Kotter, Wade R. 

Naaman (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:967-968 Hobbs, T. R. 

Naamathite + 4:968 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Naarah (PERSON) 4:969 Lo, Hing Choi 

Naarah (PLACE) + 4:969 Thompson, Henry O. 

Naarai (PERSON) 4:969 Pisano, Stephen 

Naathus (PERSON) 4:969 Han, Jin Hee 

Nabal (PERSON) + 4:969-970 Pisano, Stephen 

Nabariah (PERSON) 4:970 Han, Jin Hee 

Nabateans + 4:970-973 Graf, David F. 

Nabonidus (PERSON) + 4:973-976 Sack, Ronald H. 
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Nabonidus, Prayer of (4QPrNab) + 4:976-977 Collins, John J. 

Nabopolassar (PERSON) + 4:977-978 Sack, Ronald H. 

Naboth (PERSON) + 4:978 Walsh, Jerome T. 

Nabratein (M.R. 197267) + 4:978-979 Meyers, Eric M. 

Nacon (PERSON) + 4:979-980 Bailey, Randall C. 

Nadab (PERSON) 1-5 + 4:980-981 Brettler, Marc Zvi 

Nadabath (PLACE) 4:981-982 Smith, Robert Wayne 

Nag Hammadi (26º03'N; 32º15'E): 4:982-993 

 Archaeology + 4:982-984 Lease, Gary 

 Nag Hammadi Codices + 4:984-993 Pearson, Birger A. 

Naggai (PERSON) + 4:993 Porter, Stanley E. 

Nahal Oren (M.R. 148241) + 4:993-994 Noy, Tamar 

Nahalal (PLACE) + 4:994-995 Peterson, John L. 

Nahaliel (PLACE) 4:995 Younker, Randall W. 

Naham (PERSON) 4:995 Lo, Hing Choi 

Nahamani (PERSON) 4:995 Swanson, Steven R. 

Naharai (PERSON) 4:995 Pisano, Stephen 

Nahariyeh (M.R. 159267) + 4:995-996 Dever, William G. 

Nahash (PERSON) 4:996 Nelson, Richard D. 

Nahath (PERSON) 1-3 4:996 Hübner, Ulrich 

Nahbi (PERSON) 4:996 Paulien, Jon 

Nahor (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:996-997 Hess, Richard S. 

Nahor (PLACE) + 4:997 Hess, Richard S. 

Nahshon (PERSON) + 4:998 Launderville, Dale F. 

Nahum (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:998 Porter, Stanley E. 

Nahum, Book of + 4:998-1000 Cathcart, Kevin J. 

Naidus (PERSON) 4:1000 Kutsko, John F. 

Nain (PLACE) 4:1000-1001 Strange, James F. 

Naioth (PLACE) + 4:1001 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

Name.  See Family 

Names, City.  See City Names; Toponyms and Toponymy 

Names of God in the OT + 4:1001-1011 Rose, Martin 

Names, Double + 4:1011-1017 Horsley, G. H. R. 

Names, Hypocoristic + 4:1017-1018 Pike, Dana M. 

Names, Theophoric + 4:1018-1019 Pike, Dana M. 

Nanea (DEITY) + 4:1019-1020 Pietersma, Albert 

Naomi (PERSON) 4:1020 Mathews, Kenneth A. 

Naphish (PERSON) + 4:1020 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Naphoth-Dor (PLACE) 4:1020-1021 Benjamin, Paul 

Naphtali (PERSON) + 4:1021-1022 Jeansonne, Sharon Pace 

Naphtha 4:1022 Herion, Gary A. 

Naphtuhim + 4:1022 Baker, David W. 

Narcissus (PERSON) 4:1022-1023 Lampe, Peter 

Nard.  See Perfumes and Spices; Flora 

Narrative, Court.  See Court Narrative (2 Samuel 9-1 Kings 2) 

Narrative, Hebrew 4:1023-1027 Fewell, Danna Nolan; Gunn, David M. 

Nasbeh, Tell en- (M.R. 170143) + 4:1027-1029 Broshi, Magen 

Nasi.  See Sanhedrin 

Nathan (PERSON) 1-6 4:1029-1030 Howard, David M., Jr. 

Nathan-Melech (PERSON) 4:1030 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Nathanael (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:1030 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Nathanael (PERSON) 3 + 4:1030-1031 Collins, Raymond F. 

Nationality and Political Identity + 4:1031-1037 Liverani, Mario 

Nations + 4:1037-1049 Christensen, Duane L. 

Nave.  See Temple, Jerusalem 

Nazaraeans, Gospel of.  See Nazoraeans Gospel of the 

Nazarenes + 4:1049-1050 Goranson, Stephen 

Nazareth (PLACE) + 4:1050-1051 Strange, James F. 

Nazoraeans, Gospel of the + 4:1051-1052 Petersen, William L. 

Neah (PLACE) 4:1052 Greenberg, Raphael 
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Neapolis (PLACE) 4:1052-1053 Gempf, Conrad 

Neariah (PERSON) 1-2 4:1053 Fuller, Russell 

Nebai (PERSON) + 4:1053 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Nebaioth (PERSON) + 4:1053 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Neballat (PLACE) + 4:1053-1054 Herion, Gary A. 

Nebat (PERSON) + 4:1054 Walsh, Jerome T. 

Nebiim 4:1054 

Nebo (DEITY) 4:1054-1056 Dalglish, Edward R. 

Nebo (PERSON).  See also Nebo (PLACE) 2 4:1056 

Nebo (PLACE) 1-2 + 4:1056 Ferch, Arthur J. 

Nebo, Mount (PLACE). See also Nebo (PLACE) 1 + 4:1056-1058 Piccirillo, Michele 

Nebuchadnezzar (PERSON) + 4:1058-1059 Sack, Ronald H. 

Nebushazban (PERSON) 4:1059-1060 Bracke, John M. 

Nebuzaradan (PERSON) 4:1060 Bracke, John M. 

Necklace.  See Jewelry 

Neco (PERSON) + 4:1060-1061 Hobbs, T. R. 

Necromancy.  See Magic 

Nedabiah (PERSON) 4:1061 Fuller, Russell 

Negeb: 4:1061-1068 

 Bronze Age + 4:1061-1064 Rosen, Steven A. 

 Iron Age + 4:1064-1066 Beit-Arieh, Itzhaq 

 Hellenistic-Roman Period + 4:1066-1068 Negev, Avraham 

Nehelam (PLACE) + 4:1068 Bracke, John M. 

Nehemiah (PERSON) 1-2 4:1068-1069 Swanson, Steven R. 

Nehemiah (PERSON) 3 + 4:1069-1071 North, Robert 

Nehemiah, Book of.  See Ezra-Nehemiah, Books of 

Nehum (PERSON) 4:1071 Williams, Nora A. 

Nehushta (PERSON) 4:1071 Schearing, Linda S. 

Nehushtan.  See Serpent, Bronze; Hezekiah 4:1071 

Neiel (PLACE) 4:1071 Williams, David Salter 

Nekoda (PERSON) 1-2 4:1071 Cuffey, Kenneth Hugh 

Nemuel (PERSON) 1-2 4:1071-1072 Slayton, Joel C. 

Neolithic.  See Prehistory 

Nepheg (PERSON) 1-2 4:1072 Howard, David M., Jr. 

Nephilim + 4:1072-1073 Hess, Richard S. 

Nephisim (PERSON) + 4:1073 Cuffey, Kenneth Hugh 

Nephthar 4:1073 Herion, Gary A. 

Nephtoah (PLACE) 4:1073 Toews, Wesley Irwin 

Nephushesim (PERSON).  See also Nephisim; Naphish 4:1073 

Ner (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:1073-1074 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Nereus (PERSON) 4:1074 Lampe, Peter 

Nergal (DEITY) + 4:1074 Fulco, William J. 

Nergal-Sharezer (PERSON) + 4:1074-1075 Bracke, John M. 

Neri (PERSON) + 4:1075 Porter, Stanley E. 

Neriah (PERSON) + 4:1075-1076 Porter, Stanley E. 

Nero (Emperor) + 4:1076-1081 Griffin, Miriam Tamara 

Nerva (Emperor) + 4:1081-1082 Jones, Brian W. 

Nessana (M.R. 095031) + 4:1082-1084 Negev, Avraham 

Netaim (PLACE) + 4:1084 Williams, David Salter 

Nethanel (PERSON) 1-10 4:1084-1085 Eades, Keith L. 

Nethaniah (PERSON) 1-5 + 4:1085 Dalglish, Edward R. 

Nethinim + 4:1085-1086 Healey, Joseph P. 

Netophah (PLACE) + 4:1086 Younker, Randall W. 

Nets.  See Zoology 

Network 4:1086 Meyers, Carol 

New + 4:1086-1088 Collins, Raymond F. 

New Commandment + 4:1088 Collins, Raymond F. 

New Covenant + 4:1088-1094 Lundbom, Jack R. 

New Earth, New Heaven + 4:1094-1095 Watson, Duane F. 

New Gate (PLACE) 4:1095 Liid, Dale C. 
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New Jerusalem + 4:1095-1096 Watson, Duane F. 

New Moon.  See Calendars 

New Testament Semiticisms.  See Semiticisms in the NT 

New Testament, OT Quotations in the + 4:1096-1104 Hübner, Hans; Schatzmann, Siegfried S. (trans.) 

New Year Festival.  See Akitu 

Neziah (PERSON) 4:1104 Swanson, Steven R. 

Nezib (PLACE) 4:1104 Kotter, Wade R. 

Nibhaz (DEITY) + 4:1104 Fulco, William J. 

Nibshan (PLACE) + 4:1104 Kotter, Wade R. 

Nicanor (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:1105 Rappaport, Uriel 

Nicanor Gate.  See Beautiful Gate 

Nicodemus (PERSON) + 4:1105-1106 Paulien, Jon 

Nicodemus, Gospel of.  See Pilate, Acts of 

Nicolaitans + 4:1106-1107 Watson, Duane F. 

Nicolaus (PERSON) + 4:1107-1108 Martin, Thomas W. 

Nicopolis (PLACE) 4:1108 Smith, Robert Wayne 

Niger 4:1108 Martin, Thomas W. 

Night Hag.  See Lilith (DEITY) 

Nile (PLACE): 4:1108-1116 

 Old Testament + 4:1108-1112 Huddlestun, John R. 

 Geography + 4:1112-1116 Williams, Bruce B. 

Nimrim, The Waters of (PLACE) + 4:1116 Ferch, Arthur J. 

Nimrod (PERSON) + 4:1116-1118 Machinist, Peter 

Nimshi (PERSON) + 4:1118 Walsh, Jerome T. 

Nineveh (PLACE) 4:1118-1119 Grayson, A. Kirk 

Ninlil (DEITY) + 4:1119 Fulco, William J. 

Ninurta (DEITY) + 4:1119 Fulco, William J. 

Nippur (32º08'N; 45º03'E) + 4:1119-1122 Franke, Judith A. 

Nisan.  See also Calendars (Ancient Israelite and Early Jewish) 4:1122 

Nisroch (DEITY) 4:1122 Grayson, A. Kirk 

Noadiah (PERSON) + 4:1122 Shearer, Rodney H. 

Noah (PERSON) 1-2 + 4:1122-1123 Taylor, Marion Ann ; Taylor, J. Glen 

Noah and the Ark: 4:1123-1131 

 The Hero of the Flood + 4:1123-1131 Kikawada, Isaac M. 

 Noah’s Ark + 4:1131 Bailey, Lloyd R. 

Noah, Apocalypse of + 4:1132-1133 Thomason, Dana Andrew 

Nob (PLACE) + 4:1133 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

Nobah (PERSON) 4:1133 Franklyn, Paul Nimrah 

Nobah (PLACE) 1-2 4:1133 Slayton, Joel C. 

Nobles.  See Palestine, Administration of (Postexilic Judean Officials) 

Nod (PLACE) 4:1133-1134 Davila, James R. 

Nodab (PERSON) + 4:1134 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Nogah (PERSON) 4:1134 Howard, David M., Jr. 

Nohah (PERSON) 4:1134 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Nophah (PLACE) + 4:1134-1135 Ferch, Arthur J. 

Norea, Thought of (NHC IX,2) + 4:1135 Pearson, Birger A. 

North 4:1135-1136 Drinkard, Joel F., Jr. 

North African Christianity.  See Christianity (North African) 

North African Judaism.  See Judaism (North African) 

North Country, The (PLACE) + 4:1136 Arnold, Bill T. 

Northwest Semitic Languages.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Nose Ring.  See Jewelry 

Not My People (PERSON) 4:1136-1137 Pressler, Carolyn J. 

Not Pitied (PERSON) 4:1137 Pressler, Carolyn J. 

Novels, Greek and Latin + 4:1137-1139 Alexander, Loveday C. A. 

Nu  4:1139 

Numbers and Counting + 4:1139-1146 Friberg, Jöran 

Numbers, Book of + 4:1146-1155 Milgrom, Jacob 

Numenius (PERSON) + 4:1155 Hardwick, Michael E. 

Nun  4:1155 
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Nun (PERSON) 4:1155 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Nunc Dimittis + 4:1155-1156 Danker, Frederick William 

Nuts.  See Flora 

Nuzi 4:1156-1162 Morrison, Martha A. 

Nympha (PERSON) + 4:1162 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Oak of Tabor (PLACE).  See Tabor, Oak of 

Oak Tree.  See Flora 

Oak, Diviner’s.  See Diviner’s Oak 

Obadiah (PERSON) 1-2 + 5:1-2 Kennedy, James M. 

Obadiah, Book of 5:2-4 Ackroyd, Peter R. 

Obal (PERSON) + 5:4-5 Müller, Walter W. 

Obed (PERSON) 1-6 + 5:5 Mathews, Kenneth A. 

Obed-Edom (PERSON) 1-4 + 5:5-6 Thompson, David L. 

Obelisk.  See Massebah 5:6 

Obil (PERSON)  Nysse, Richard W. 

Oblation 5:6 Flesher, Paul V. M. 

Oboda (M.R. 128022) + 5:6-7 Negev, Avraham 

Oboth (PLACE) + 5:7 Ferch, Arthur J. 

Obscene Language.  See Bible, Euphemism and Dysphemism in the 

Ochiel (PERSON).  See Jeiel 

Ochran (PERSON) 5:7 Launderville, Dale F. 

Ocina (PLACE) 5:8 White, Sidnie Ann 

Octopus.  See Zoology 

Oded (PERSON) 1-2 + 5:8 Clem, H. Eldon 

Odomera (PERSON) + 5:8 Hardwick, Michael E. 

Odor + 5:8-9 Carrez, Maurice 

Offerings.  See Sacrifice and Sacrificial Offerings 

Offset 5:9 Meyers, Carol 

Og (PERSON) + 5:9 McMillion,Phillip E. 

Ohad (PERSON) + 5:9 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Ohel (PERSON) + 5:10 Fuller, Russell 

Oholiab (PERSON) 5:10 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Oholibamah (PERSON) 5:10 Hübner, Ulrich 

Old Age + 5:10-12 Harris, J. Gordon 

Old Gate (PLACE) + 5:12 Liid, Dale C. 

Old Testament Quotations in the NT.  See New Testament, OT Quotations in 

Olive Oil.  See Perfumes and Spices 

Olive Tree.  See Flora 

Olives, Mount of (PLACE) + 5:13-15 Heard, Warren J., Jr. 

Olympas (PERSON) 5:15 Lampe, Peter 

Olympian Zeus, Temple of + 5:15 Kampen, John 

Omar (PERSON) 5:15 Hübner, Ulrich 

Omega 5:15 

Omens in the Ancient Near East + 5:15-17 Starr, Ivan 

Omer.  See Weights and Measures 

Omicron 5:17 

Omri (PERSON) 1-4 5:17-20 Thiel, Winfried; Muenchow, Charles (trans.) 

On (PERSON) 5:20 de Groot van Houten, Christina 

On (PLACE).  See Helipolis 

Onager.  See Zoology 

Onam (PERSON) 1-2 5:20 Matthews, Victor H. 

Onan (PERSON) + 5:20-21 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Onesimus (PERSON) + 5:21-22 Lampe, Peter 

Onesiphorus (PERSON) + 5:22-23 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Onias (PERSON) 1-4 + 5:23-24 Rappaport, Uriel 

Onion.  See Flora 

Ono (PLACE) + 5:24-25 Shearer, Rodney H. 

Onycha.  See Perfumes and Spices 

Ophel (PLACE) + 5:26 Mare, W. Harold 

Ophir (PERSON) + 5:26 Baker, David W. 
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Ophir (PLACE) + 5:26-27 Baker, David W. 

Ophni (PLACE) 5:27 Dyck, Elmer H. 

Ophrah (PERSON) 5:27 Lo, Hing Choi 

Ophrah (PLACE) + 5:27-28 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

Oracle:  5:28-30 

 See also Prophecy; Sibylline Oracles; Woe 

 Old Testament + 5:28-29 Weis, Richard D. 

 Ancient Egypt + 5:29-30 Miosi, Frank T. 

Oral Tradition: 5:30-37 

 See also Form Criticism (OT); Genesis, The Narrative of; Joshua, Book of; Judges, Book of; Scandinavian School (OT); 

Tradition History 

 New Testament + 5:30-34 Kelber, Werner H. 

 Early Judaism + 5:34-37 Avery-Peck, Alan J. 

Oratory.  See Rhetoric and Rhetorical Criticism 

Ordain, Ordination + 5:37-40 Ferguson, Everett 

Ordeal + 5:40-42 van der Toorn, Karel 

Oreb and Zeeb (PERSONS) 5:42 Mendenhall, George E.  

Oren (PERSON) 5:42 Smith, David Channing 

Orientation.  See Direction and Orientation 

Origen (PERSON) + 5:42-48 Trigg, Joseph W. 

Origen’s Hexapla.  See Hexapla of Origen 

Origin of the World (NHC II,5).  See World, on the Origin of (NHC II,5) 

Ornaments.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Ornan (PERSON).  See Araunah 

Orpah (PERSON) + 5:48 Mathews, Kenneth A. 

Orphism + 5:48-50 Alderink, Larry J. 

Orthosia (PLACE) 5:50 Smith, Robert Wayne 

Osnappar (PERSON) 5:50 Grayson, A. Kirk 

Osprey.  See Zoology 

Ostraca, Semitic + 5:50-51 Lemaire, André 

Ostrich.  See Zoology 

Othni (PERSON) + 5:51 Endres, John C. 

Othniel (PERSON) + 5:51-52 Boling, Robert G. 

Othoniah (PERSON) 5:52 Han, Jin Hee 

Ovens, Tower of the (PLACE) + 5:52 Liid, Dale C. 

Overlay 5:52 Meyers, Carol 

Owl.  See Zoology 

Ox (ANIMAL).  See Zoology 

Ox (PERSON) 5:52 White, Sidnie Ann 

Oxyrhynchus Sayings.  See Sayings of Jesus, Oxyrhynchus 

Oysters.  See Zoology 

Ozem (PERSON) 1-2 5:53 Smith, David Channing 

Oziel (PERSON) 5:53 White, Sidnie Ann 

Ozni (PERSON) 5:53 de Groot van Houten, Christina 

P.  See Priestly ("P") Source; Torah (Pentateuch); Source Criticism (Old Testament) 

Paarai (PERSON) + 5:55 Dempster, Stephen G. 

Paddan-Aram (PLACE) + 5:55 Pitard, Wayne T. 

Padon (PERSON) + 5:55-56 Eskenazi, Tamara C. 

Pagans.  See Nations 

Pagiel (PERSON) 5:56 Launderville, Dale F. 

Pahad.  See Names of God in the OT 

Pahath-Moab (PERSON) 5:56 Schley, Donald G. 

Pai (PLACE).  See also Pau (PLACE) 5:56 

Palace + 5:56-58 Dever, William G. 

Palaeography + 5:58-60 McLean, Mark D. 

Palal (PERSON) 5:60 Ruffin, Michael L. 

Paleo-Hebrew Script.  See Hebrew Scripts 

Paleolithic.  See Prehistory 

Paleopathology + 5:60-69 Jones, Richard N. 

Palestine, Administration of: 5:69-99 
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 Assyrian and Babylonian Administration + 5:69-81 Machinist, Peter 

 Persian Administration + 5:81-86 Williamson, H. G. M. 

 Postexilic Judean Officials + 5:86-90 North, Robert 

 Ptolemaic Administration + 5:90-92 Bagnall, Roger S. 

 Seleucid Administration + 5:92-96 Fischer, Thomas; Cryer, Frederick (trans.) 

 Roman Administration + 5:96-99 Bruce, Frederick Fyvie 

Palestine, Archaeology of: 5:99-119 

 Prehistoric Periods + 5:99-109 Bar-Yosef, Ofer 

 Bronze and Iron Ages + 5:109-114 Dever, William G. 

 Persian Period + 5:114-116 Stern, Ephraim 

 New Testament Period + 5:116-119 Strange, James F. 

Palestine, Climate of + 5:119-126 Frick, Frank S. 

Palestine, Geography and Geology of.  See Geography and the Bible (Geography of Palestine) 

Palestinian Funerary Inscriptions + 5:126-135 Puech, Emile; Rosoff, Stephen (trans.) 

Palestinian Judaism.  See Judaism (Palestinian) 

Pallu (PERSON) 5:136 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Palm Trees, City of.  See City of Palm Trees 

Palmyra (34º33'N; 38º17'E) + 5:136-137 Gawlikowski, Michael 

Palsy.  See Sickness and Disease 

Palti (PERSON) 1-2 5:138 Schearing, Linda S. 

Paltiel (PERSON) 1-2 5:138 Schearing, Linda S. 

Paltite, The + 5:138 Thompson, David L. 

Pamphylia (PLACE) + 5:138-139 Carroll, Scott T. 

Panel 5:139 Meyers, Carol 

Pantheons, Mesopotamian + 5:139 Lambert, W. G. 

Panther.  See Zoology 

Paphos (PLACE) + 5:139-140 Gempf, Conrad 

Papias (PERSON) + 5:140-142 Schoedel, William R. 

Papyri, Early Christian + 5:143-146 Pickering, Stuart Richard 

Papyri, Papyrus.  See Bodmer Papyri; Chester Beatty Papyri; Elephantine Papyri; Samaria (Papyri); Egerton Papyrus; 

Flora; Writing and Writing Materials 

Parable + 5:146-152 Crossan, John Dominic 

Paraclete + 5:152-154 Ashton, John 

Paradise 5:154-155 Charlesworth, James H. 

Parah (PLACE) 5:155 Dyck, Elmer H. 

Paraleipomena Ieremiou.  See Baruch, Book of 4 

Parallelism + 5:155-162 Berlin, Adele 

Paralysis.  See Sickness and Disease 

Paran (PLACE) + 5:162 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

Paran, El-.  See El-Paran (PLACE) 

Parapet.  See Temple, Jerusalem 

Paraphrase of Shem.  See Shem, Paraphrase of (NHC VII,1) 

Parbar + 5:162 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Parenesis and Protreptic + 5:162-165 Fiore, Benjamin 

Pareve.  See Meal Customs (Jewish Dietary Laws) 

Parmashta (PERSON) + 5:165 Bedford, Peter 

Parmenas (PERSON) + 5:165 Paulien, Jon 

Parnach (PERSON) 5:166 Panitz, Raphael I. 

Parosh (PERSON) + 5:166 Bergdall, Chaney R. 

Parousia + 5:166-170 Rowland, Christopher 

Parshandatha (PERSON) + 5:170 Bedford, Peter 

Parthians 5:170-171 Olson, Mark J. 

Partition/Dividing Wall.  See Temple, Jerusalem 

Partridge.  See Zoology 

Paruah (PERSON) 5:171 McMillion,Phillip E. 

Parvaim (PLACE) + 5:171 Baker, David W. 

Pas-Dammim (PLACE).  See Ephes-Dammim 5:171 

Pasach (PERSON) + 5:171 O’Brien, Julia M. 

Paseah (PERSON) 1-3 5:171 Ruffin, Michael L. 

Pashhur (PERSON) 1-5 5:171-172 Bracke, John M. 
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Passion Narratives + 5:172-177 Nickelsburg, George W. E. 

Passover, Meal.  See Unleavened Bread and Passover, Feasts of 

Patara (PLACE) + 5:177-178 Wineland, John D. 

Pathology.  See Paleopathology 

Pathros (PLACE):  Pathrusim 5:178 Baker, David W. 

Pathros (PLACE): (Upper Egypt) 5:178 Redford, Donald B. 

Patmos (PLACE) 5:178-179 Carroll, Scott T. 

Patriarchate + 5:179-180 Goodblatt, David 

Patriarchs, Testament of the Three + 5:180-181 Sanders, E. P. 

Patriarchs, Testaments of the Twelve + 5:181-186 de Jonge, Marinus 

Patrimony.  See Family 

Patrobas (PERSON) 5:186 Lampe, Peter 

Patroclus (PERSON) 5:186 Kampen, John 

Pau (PLACE) 5:186 Hübner, Ulrich 

Paul (PERSON) + 5:186-201 Betz, Hans Dieter 

Paul’s Nephew + 5:201-202 O’Toole, Robert F. 

Paul and Seneca, Epistles of + 5:201 Thomason, Dana Andrew 

Paul, Acts of + 5:202-203 Sellew, Philip 

Paul, Apocalypse of + 5:203-204 Perkins, Pheme 

Paul, Martyrdom of 5:204-205 Sellew, Philip 

Paul, Passion of.  See Peter and Paul, Passion of; Paul, Martyrdom of 

Paul, Prayer of the Apostle (NHC I,1) + 5:205 Attridge, Harold W. 

Paulus, Sergius (PERSON) + 5:205-206 Martin, Thomas W. 

Pavilion.  See Art and Architecture 5:206 

Peace: 5:206-212 

 Old Testament + 5:206-207 Healey, Joseph P. 

 New Testament + 5:207-212 Klassen, William 

Peacemaking, Peacemakers + 5:212-213 Beutler, Johannes 

Pearl, Hymn of the.  See Hymn of the Pearl 

Pearls.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Pedahel (PERSON) 5:213 Panitz, Raphael I. 

Pedahzur (PERSON) 5:213 Launderville, Dale F. 

Pedaiah (PERSON) 1-7 5:213-214 Fuller, Russell 

Pedestal 5:214 Meyers, Carol 

Pediment 5:214 Meyers, Carol 

Pegai.  See Fejja 5:214 

Pekah (PERSON) + 5:214-215 Olson, Dennis T. 

Pekahiah (PERSON) + 5:215-216 Olson, Dennis T. 

Pekod (PLACE) + 5:216-217 Dalglish, Edward R. 

Pelaiah (PERSON) 1-2 5:217 Fuller, Russell 

Pelaliah (PERSON) + 5:217 Hutton, Rodney R. 

Pelatiah (PERSON) 1-4 5:217 Fuller, Russell 

Peleg (PERSON) + 5:217-218 Hess, Richard S. 

Pelet (PERSON) 1-2 5:218 Dillard, Raymond B. 

Peleth (PERSON) 1-2 + 5:218 Hutton, Rodney R. 

Pelethites + 5:219 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Pella (M.R. 207206) + 5:219-221 Smith, Robert Houston 

Pelonite 5:221 Duke, Rodney K. 

Pelusium (PLACE) + 5:221-222 Meltzer, Edmund S. 

Pendants.  See Jewelry, Ancient Israelite 

Peninnah (PERSON) 5:222 Youngblood, Ronald 

Pentateuch.  See Torah; Samaritan Penateuch 

Pentecost + 5:222-223 Olson, Mark J. 

Penuel (PERSON) 1-2 5:223 Smith, David Channing 

Penuel (PLACE) + 5:223 Slayton, Joel C. 

People of the East.  See East, People of the 

People of the Land.  See Am Ha’arez 

Peor (PLACE) 1-2 5:223-224 Brensinger, Terry L. 

Perazim, Mount.  See Baal-Perazim (PLACE) 

Perea (PLACE) + 5:224-225 Treacy-Cole, Diane I. 
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Peresh (PERSON) 5:225 Graham, M. Patrick 

Perez (PERSON) + 5:225-226 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Perez-Uzzah (PLACE) 5:226 Thompson, David L. 

Perfumes and Spices + 5:226-228 Matthews, Victor H. 

Perga (PLACE) + 5:228 Gasque, W. Ward 

Pergamum (PLACE) + 5:228-230 Potter, David S. 

Perida (PERSON).  See Peruda (PERSON) 

Periphrasis.  See Bible, Euphemism and Dysphemism in the 

Perizzite + 5:231 Reed, Stephen A. 

Persecution of the Early Church + 5:231-235 Potter, David S. 

Persepolis (PLACE) 5:236 Young, T. Cuyler, Jr. 

Perseus (PERSON) + 5:236 Pacwa, Mitchell C. 

Persian Art.  See Art and Architecture (Persian Art) 

Persian Empire + 5:236-244 Briant, Pierre; Rosoff, Stephen (trans.) 

Persian Language.  See Languages (Languages of Ancient Iran) 

Persis (PERSON) 5:244 Lampe, Peter 

Personality, Corporate.  See Corporate Personality 

Peruda (PERSON) + 5:244 Eskenazi, Tamara C. 

Pesach.  See also Unleavened Bread and Passover, Feasts of 5:244 

Pesharim, Qumran + 5:244-251 Dimant, Devorah 

Peshitta.  See Versions, Ancient (Syriac); Christianity (Syria) 

Pestilence.  See Sickness and Disease; Palestine, Climate of 

Peter (PERSON) + 5:251-263 Donfried, Karl P. 

Peter and Paul, Acts of + 5:263-264 Stoops, Robert F., Jr. 

Peter and Paul, Passion of + 5:264 Stoops, Robert F., Jr. 

Peter and the Twelve Apostles, The Acts of (NHC VI,1) + 5:264-265 Parrott, Douglas M. 

Peter to Philip, Letter of (NHC VIII,2) + 5:265-266 Meyer, Marvin W. 

Peter, Act of 5:266-267 Goehring, James E. 

Peter, Acts of + 5:267-268 Stoops, Robert F., Jr. 

Peter, Apocalypse of (NHC VII,3) + 5:268-269 Wisse, Frederik 

Peter, First Epistle of + 5:269-278 Elliott, John H. 

Peter, Gospel of + 5:278-281 Mirecki, Paul Allan 

Peter, Martyrdom of + 5:281 Stoops, Robert F., Jr. 

Peter, Passion of + 5:281-282 Stoops, Robert F., Jr. 

Peter, Preaching of + 5:282 Corley, Kathleen E. 

Peter, Second Epistle of + 5:282-287 Elliott, John H. 

Pethahiah (PERSON) 1-3 5:287-288 Brensinger, Terry L. 

Pethor (PLACE) 5:288 Brensinger, Terry L. 

Pethuel (PERSON) 5:288 Weis, Richard D. 

Petra (PLACE).  See Nabateans 

Peullethai (PERSON) 5:288 Rogers, Jeffrey S. 

Phaltiel (PERSON) 5:288 

Phanuel (PERSON) 5:288 Watson, JoAnn Ford 

Pharakim (PERSON) + 5:288 Bowman, Craig D. 

Pharaoh + 5:288-289 Redford, Donald B. 

Pharathon (PLACE).  See Pirathon 

Phares (PERSON).  See Perez 

Pharisees + 5:289-303 Saldarini, Anthony J. 

Pharison (PERSON) 5:303 Hardwick, Michael E. 

Pharpar (PLACE) + 5:303-304 Thompson, Henry O. 

Phaselis (PLACE) 5:304 Wineland, John D. 

Phicol (PERSON) 5:304 Williams, David Salter 

Philadelphia (PALCE) + 5:304-305 Gasque, W. Ward 

Philemon, Epistle to + 5:305-310 Bartchy, S. Scott 

Philetus (PERSON) 5:310 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Philip (PERSON) 1-4 5:310 Redditt, Paul L. 

Philip (PERSON) 5 + 5:310-311 Braund, David C. 

Philip (PERSON) 6 + 5:311-312 Watson, JoAnn Ford 

Philip, Acts of + 5:312 Bovon, François 

Philip, Gospel of (NHC II,3) + 5:312-313 Isenberg, Wesley W. 
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Philippi (PLACE) + 5:313-317 Hendrix, Holland L. 

Philippian Jailor + 5:317-318 O’Toole, Robert F. 

Philippian Slave Girl.  See Slave Girl at Philippi 

Philippians, Epistle to + 5:318-326 Fitzgerald, John T. 

Philistines: 5:326-333 

 History + 5:326-328 Katzenstein, H. J. 

 Archaeology + 5:328-333 Dothan, Trude 

Philo of Alexandria + 5:333-342 Borgen, Peder 

Philo of Byblos + 5:342-344 Baumgarten, Albert I. 

Philo, Pseudo- + 5:344-345 Harrington, Daniel J. 

Philologus (PERSON) 5:345 Lampe, Peter 

Philometor (PERSON) + 5:346 Hardwick, Michael E. 

Philosophy + 5:346 DeMaris, Richard E. 

Phinehas (PERSON) 1-3 5:346-347 Spencer, John R. 

Phlegon (PERSON) 5:347 Lampe, Peter 

Phocylides, Pseudo- 5:347-348 van der Horst, Peiter W. 

Phoebe (PERSON) + 5:348-349 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Phoenicia, History of + 5:349-357 Peckham, Brian 

Phoenician Language.  See Languages (Phoenician) 

Phoenician Religion + 5:357-363 Schmitz, Philip C. 

Phoenix (Bird and Poem) + 5:363-365 Alderink, Larry J. 

Phoenix (PLACE) 5:365 Hoffman, Daniel Lee 

Phrygia (PLACE) + 5:365-368 Bruce, Frederick Fyvie 

Phrygian Language.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Phygelus (PERSON) 5:368 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Phylacteries + 5:368-370 Fagen, Ruth Satinover 

Pi-Beseth (PLACE) + 5:370-371 Redford, Donald B. 

Pi-Hahiroth (PLACE) + 5:371 Redford, Donald B. 

Pig.  See Zoology 

Pigeon.  See Zoology 

Pilate, Acts of + 5:371-372 Jefford, Clayton N. 

Pilate, Pontius.  See Pontius Pilate 

Pildash (PERSON) + 5:372 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Pilha (PERSON) 5:372 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Pillar of Fire and Cloud + 5:372-373 Slayton, Joel C. 

Pillars, Hall of (PLACE).  See Judgement, Hall of 

Piltai (PERSON) 5:373 Williams, Nora A. 

Pin.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Pine Tree.  See Flora 

Pinnacle.  See Temple, Jerusalem 

Pinon (PERSON) 5:373 Hübner, Ulrich 

Pipe.  See Music and Musical Instruments 

Piram (PERSON) 5:373 Schley, Donald G. 

Pirathon (PLACE) 5:373 Smith, Robert Wayne 

Pisgah (PLACE) 5:373-374 Mattingly, Gerald L. 

Pishon (PLACE) + 5:374 Müller, Walter W. 

Pisidia (PLACE) + 5:374-375 Gasque, W. Ward 

Pispa (PERSON) + 5:375 O’Brien, Julia M. 

Pistachio.  See Flora 

Pistis Sophia (Codex Askewianus) + 5:375-376 Perkins, Pheme 

Pit.  See Dead, Abode of the 

Pithom (PLACE) + 5:376-377 Wei, Tom F. 

Pithon (PERSON) + 5:377 Brettler, Marc Zvi 

Plagues.  See Sickness and Disease; Egypt, Plagues in 

Plane Tree.  See Flora 

Plank 5:378 Meyers, Carol 

Plants.  See Flora 

Plato:  Republic 588B-589B (NHC VI,5) + 5:378 Majercik, Ruth 

Platonism + 5:378-381 Dillon, John M. 

Pledge.  See Debts 
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Pliny the Younger + 5:381-382 Jones, Brian W. 

Plow, Plough.  See Zoology 

Plutarch + 5:382-384 Martin, Hubert M., Jr. 

Pocherieth-Hazzebaim (PERSON) + 5:384 Eskenazi, Tamara C. 

Poetry, Hebrew.  See Psalms, Book of; Parallelism; Budde Hypothesis 

Polis.  See Cities (Greco-Roman) 

Politarchs + 5:384-389 Horsley, G. H. R. 

Political Identity.  See Nationality and Political Identity 

Polycarp (PERSON) + 5:389-390 Wilson, J. Christian 

Polycarp, Epistle of + 5:390-392 Schoedel, William R. 

Polycarp, Martyrdom of + 5:392-395 Schoedel, William R. 

Pomegranate.  See Flora 

Pompey (PERSON) + 5:395 Marshall, Bruce A. 

Pontius Pilate (PERSON) + 5:395-401 Schwartz, Daniel R. 

Pontus (PLACE) + 5:401-402 Sullivan, Richard D. 

Pool of Shelah.  See Shelah, Pool of 

Pool of Siloam.  See Siloam, Pool of 

Poor, Poverty: 5:402-424 

 Old Testment + 5:402-414 Pleins, J. David 

 New Testament + 5:414-424 Hanks, Thomas D. 

Poplar.  See Flora 

Poratha (PERSON) + 5:424 Bedford, Peter 

Porch.  See also Temple, Jerusalem 5:424 Meyers, Carol 

Porcius Festus (PERSON).  See Festus, Porcius 

Porcupine.  See Zoology 

Portico, Solomon’s.  See Solomon’s Portico 

Posidonius (PERSON) 5:424 Kampen, John 

Poststructural Analysis + 5:424-426 Davies, Margaret 

Potiphar (PERSON) + 5:426-427 Redford, Donald B. 

Potiphera (PERSON) + 5:427 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Potsherd Gate (PLACE) + 5:427 Liid, Dale C. 

Potter’s Wheel + 5:427-429 Wood, Bryant G. 

Pottery: 5:428-444 

 Pottery Technology in Ancient Palestine 5:428-433 Franken, H.J. 

 Pottery Chronology of Palestine + 5:433-444 Lapp, Nancy L. 

Pound.  See Weights and Measures 

Poverty.  See Poor, Poverty 

Power, NT Concept of + 5:444-446 Arnold, Clinton E. 

Praetor.  See City Authorities 

Praetorian Guard + 5:446-447 Keppie, Lawrence 

Praetorium + 5:447-449 Pixner, Bargil (Virgil) 

Prayer in Early Judaism + 5:449-450 Charlesworth, James H. 

Prayer of Azariah.  See Daniel, Additions to 

Prayer, Lord’s.  See Lord’s Prayer 

Prayers, Hellenistic Synagogal + 5:450-451 Fiensy, David A. 

Pre-existence of Souls.  See Souls, Preexistence of 5:451 

Preacher, The.  See Ecclesiastes, Book of 

Preaching + 5:451-454 Craddock, Fred B. 

Precinct.  See Parbar 

Prefect.  See Palestine, Administration of (Roman); Praetorium; Procurator 

Prehistory.  See Anatolia; Arabia; Egypt; Iran; Mesopotamia; Palestine, Archaeology of; Syria 

Presence, Bread of the.  See Bread of the Presence 

Pride.  See Virtue/Vice Lists 

Priestly ("P") Source + 5:454-461 Milgrom, Jacob 

Priests.  See Levites and Priests 

Primeval History + 5:461-466 Kikawada, Isaac M. 

Prince.  See Palestine, Administration of (Postexilic Judean Officials) 

Principalities and Powers + 5:467 Arnold, Clinton E. 

Prisca (PERSON) + 5:467-468 Lampe, Peter 

Prison + 5:468-469 van der Toorn, Karel 
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Prison, Spirits in.  See Spirits in Prison 

Processions + 5:469-473 Duff, Paul Brooks 

Prochorus (PERSON) + 5:473 Paulien, Jon 

Proconsul.  See Palestine, Administration of (Roman) 

Procurator + 5:473-474 Hall, John F. 

Prologues, Gospel (Anti-Marcion).  See Anti-Marcion (Gospel) Prologues 

Pronouncement Story.  See Apophthegm 

Propaganda + 5:474-477 Liverani, Mario 

Prophecy: 5:477-502 

 Ancient Near Eastern Prophecy + 5:477-482 Huffmon, Herbert B. 

 Preexilic Hebrew Prophecy + 5:482-489 Schmitt, John J. 

 Postexilic Hebrew Prophecy + 5:489-495 John Barton 

 Early Christian Prophecy + 5:495-502 Boring, M. Eugene 

Prophets, Lives of the + 5:502-503 Hare, Douglas R. A. 

Proselyte + 5:503-505 Stuehrenberg, Paul F. 

Prostitution: 5:505-513 

 Old Testament + 5:505-510 Adler Goodfriend, Elaine 

 Cultic Prostitution + 5:510-513 van der Toorn, Karel 

Proto-Luke.  See Luke-Acts, Book of 

Protreptic.  See Parenesis and Protreptic 

Proverbs, Book of + 5:513-520 Crenshaw, James L.  

Providence + 5:520-521 Dillon, John M. 

Province.  See Palestine, Administration of (Roman) 

Prusa (40º12'N; 29º04'E) + 5:521-522 Sheppard, Anthony R. R. 

Psalms, Book of + 5:522-536 Limburg, James 

Psalms, Syriac (Apocryphal) + 5:536-537 Piguè, Stanley C. 

Psalter.  See Psalms, Book of 

Pseudepigrapha, OT  + 5:537-540 Charlesworth, James H. 

Pseudo- 5:540 

Pseudonymity and Pseudepigraphy + 5:540-541 Charlesworth, James H. 

Ptolemais (PLACE).  See Acco (PLACE) 

Ptolemy (PERSON) 1-23 + 5:541-544 Whitehorne, John 

Ptolemy Macron (PERSON).  See Macron (PERSON) 

Puah (PERSON) 1 + 5:544-545 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Puah (PERSON) 2-3 + 5:545 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Publius (PERSON) + 5:545 Paulien, Jon 

Pudens (PERSON) + 5:546 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Pul (PERSON).  See also Tiglath-Pileser 5:546 Grayson, A. Kirk 

Punic Language.  See Languages (Phoenician) 

Punishment and Crimes (OT and ANE) + 5:546-556 Westbrook, Raymond 

Punites + 5:556 Reed, Stephen A. 

Punon (PLACE) + 5:556-557 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Purah (PERSON) 5:557 Lowery, Kirk E. 

Purim.  See Esther, Book of 

Purple + 5:557-560 Danker, Frederick William 

Put (PERSON) + 5:560 Baker, David W. 

Puteoli (PLACE) 5:560-561 Carroll, Scott T. 

Puthite 5:561 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Puti-el (PERSON) + 5:561 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Puvah (PERSON) 5:561-562 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Pyrrhus (PERSON) + 5:562 Martin, Thomas W. 

Pythagoreansim + 5:562-565 Thom, Johan C. 

Python.  See Slave Girl at Philippi 

Q (Gospel Source) + 5:567-572 Tuckett, C. M. 

Qa‘aqir, Jebel (M.R. 145103) + 5:572-573 Dever, William G. 

Qades, Tell (M.R. 200279) + 5:573-575 Ovadiah, Asher; Fischer, Moshe; Roll, Israel 

Qashish, Tel (M.R. 160232) + 5:575-577 Amnon Ben-Tor 

Qasile, Tell (M.R. 130167) + 5:577 Mazar, Amihay; Kelm, George L. 

Qatabanian Language.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Qedah, Tell el- (M.R.203269) + 5:578-581 Dever, William G. 
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Qedeis, Ain.  See Hezron (PLACE) 

Qedish, Khirbet (M.R. 202237).  See Kedesh (PLACE) 

Qere.  See Kethib and Qere 

Qiri, Tell (M.R. 160227) + 5:581-582 Amnon Ben-Tor 

Qohelet.  See Ecclesiastes, Book of 

Qom, Khirbet el-.  See Kom, Khirbet el- 

Qop  5:582 

Qoseimeh, Ain.  See Karka 

Quadratus + 5:582-583 Grant, Robert M. 

Quail.  See Zoology 

Quart.  See Weights and Measures 

Quarter, Second (PLACE).  See Second Quarter 

Quartus (PERSON) 5:583 Gillman, John L. 

Queen + 5:583-586 Schearing, Linda S. 

Queen of Heaven (DEITY) + 5:586-588 Schmitz, Philip C. 

Quest for the Historical Jesus.  See Jesus (Quest for the Historical) 

Questions of Bartholomew.  See Bartholomew, Gospel of (Questions) 

Qufin, Khirbet.  See Maarath 

Quintus Memmius (PERSON).  See Memmius, Quintus 

Quirinius (PERSON) + 5:588-589 Potter, David S. 

Qumran Pesharim.  See Pesharim, Qumran 

Qumran, Khirbet (M.R. 193127) + 5:590-594 Murphy-O’Connor, Jerome 

Quotations of OT in NT.  See New Testament, OT Quotations in 

Qurayya (28º47’N; 36º00’E) + 5:594-596 Parr, Peter J. 

Qutian Language.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Ra (DEITY).  See Re (DEITY) 

Raamah (PERSON) + 5:597 Müller, Walter W. 

Raamiah (PERSON).  See Reelaiah 

Raamses (PLACE).  See Rameses (PLACE) 

Rabah, Wadi (M.R. 144167) + 5:597-598 Kaplan, Jacob 

Rabbah (PLACE) 1 + 5:598-600 Younker, Randall W. 

Rabbah (PLACE) 2 + 5:600 Kotter, Wade R. 

Rabbi + 5:600-602 Lapin, Hayim 

Rabbinic Hermeneutics, Early.  See Hermeneutics, Early Rabbinic 

Rabbinic Literature and the NT + 5:602-604 Saldarini, Anthony J. 

Rabbit.  See Zoology 

Rabbith (PLACE) 5:604-605 Baker, David W. 

Rabboni.  See Rabbi 

Rabmag 5:605 Grayson, A. Kirk 

Rabsaris 5:605 Grayson, A. Kirk 

Rabshakeh 5:605 Grayson, A. Kirk 

Raca 5:605 Wilcox, Max 

Racal (PLACE) 5:605 Hamilton, Jeffries M. 

Rachel (PERSON) + 5:605-608 Beck, Astrid Billes 

Rachel’s Tomb (PLACE) + 5:608-609 Luker, Lamontte M. 

Raddai (PERSON) 5:609-610 Kennedy, James M. 

Rages (PLACE) + 5:610 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Raguel (ANGEL) + 5:610 Newsom, Carol A. 

Raguel (PERSON) 5:610 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Rahab (DRAGON) + 5:610-611 Day, John 

Rahab (PERSON) + 5:611-612 Greenspoon, Leonard J. 

Raham (PERSON) + 5:612 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Rahel, Ramat.  See Ramat Rahel 

Rain + 5:612 Frick, Frank S. 

Raisins.  See Flora 

Rakem (PERSON) 5:612 Graham, M. Patrick 

Rakkath (PLACE) + 5:612-613 White, Sidnie Ann 

Rakkon (PLACE) + 5:613 White, Sidnie Ann 

Ram (PERSON) 1-3 5:613 Kennedy, James M. 

Ram (Sheep).  See Zoology; Sheep, Shepherd 
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Ramah (PLACE) 1-4 + 5:613-614 Arnold, Patrick M. 

Ramat el-Khalil (M.R. 160107) + 5:614-615 Appelbaum, Shimon 

Ramat Matred (M.R. 118020) + 5:615 Goring-Morris, Nigel 

Ramat Rahel (M.R. 170127) + 5:615-616 Younker, Randall W. 

Ramath-Lehi (PLACE) + 5:616-617 Lubetski, Meir 

Ramath-Mizpeh (PLACE) + 5:617 Franklyn, Paul Nimrah 

Ramathaim-Zophim (PLACE).  See Ramah 

Ramathite 5:617 Nysse, Richard W. 

Rameses (PLACE) + 5:617-618 Wente, Edward F. 

Ramesses II (PERSON) + 5:618-620 Wente, Edward F. 

Ramiah (PERSON) 5:620 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Ramoth (PLACE) + 5:620 Arnold, Patrick M. 

Ramoth-Gilead (PLACE) + 5:620-621 Arnold, Patrick M. 

Rampart.  See Fortifications (Levant) 

Ramses (PERSON).  See Ramesses II 

Rape.  See Punishments and Crimes (OT and ANE) 

Rapha (PERSON) 5:621 Williams, David Salter 

Raphael (ANGEL) + 5:621 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Raphah (PERSON) + 5:621-622 Brettler, Marc Zvi 

Raphaim (PERSON) 5:622 White, Sidnie Ann 

Raphia (PLACE) + 5:622 Keck, Brian E. 

Raphon (PLACE) 5:622-623 Redditt, Paul L. 

Raphu (PERSON) 5:623 Brensinger, Terry L. 

Rapture.  See Revalation, Book of; Parousia 

Raqqa, Khirbet er-.  See Jokdeam 

Ras Abu Tabat (PLACE).  See Tabbath 

Ras et-Tahuna (M.R. 170147).  See Zemaraim 

Ras Shamra (PLACE).  See Ugarit 

Rassis (PLACE) + 5:623 White, Sidnie Ann 

Rat.  See Zoology 5:623 

Rathamin (PLACE) 5:623 Smith, Robert Wayne 

Raven.  See Zoology 

Razis (PERSON) + 5:623-624 Kampen, John 

Re (DEITY) + 5:624-625 Miosi, Frank T. 

Reader Response Theory + 5:625-628 Lategan, Bernard C. 

Readings, Conflated.  See Conflate Theories in the OT 

Reaiah (PERSON) 1-3 5:628 Swanson, Steven R. 

Reaping.  See Harvests, Harvesting; Agriculture 

Reba (PERSON) + 5:628-629 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Rebekah (PERSON) + 5:629-630 Beck, Astrid Billes 

Recah (PLACE) 5:630 Williams, David Salter 

Rechab (PERSON) + 5:630-632 Frick, Frank S. 

Rechabites, History of + 5:632-633 Charlesworth, James H. 

Recorder.  See Scribes 

Red Heifer.  See Heifer, Red 

Red Sea (PLACE): 5:633-644 

 Old Testament + 5:633-642 Huddlestun, John R. 

 Red Sea Trade + 5:642-644 Sidebotham, Steven E. 

Redaction Criticism: 5:644-650 

 Old Testament + 5:644-647 John Barton 

 New Testament + 5:647-650 Stein, Robert H. 

Redemption: 5:650-657 

 Old Testament + 5:650-654 Untermann, Jeremiah 

 New Testament + 5:654-657 Shogren, Gary S. 

Reed.  See Flora 

Reelaiah (PERSON) 5:657 Bergdall, Chaney R. 

Refuge, Cities of + 5:657-658 Spencer, John R. 

Regem (PERSON) 5:658 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Regem-Melech (PERSON) + 5:658-659 Weis, Richard D. 

Regeneration + 5:659-660 Gulley, Norman R. 
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Rehabiah (PERSON) 5:660 Berry, Donald K. 

Rehob (PERSON) 1-2 + 5:660 Herion, Gary A. 

Rehob (PLACE) 1-2 + 5:660-661 Peterson, John L.; Arav, Rami 

Rehoboam (PERSON) + 5:661-664 Evans, Carl D. 

Rehoboth (PLACE) 1-3 + 5:664 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Rehoboth-Ir (PLACE) + 5:664 Davila, James R. 

Rehum (PERSON) 1-5 5:664-665 Bergdall, Chaney R. 

Rei (PERSON) + 5:665 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Rekem (PERSON) 1-3 5:665 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Rekem (PLACE) 5:665 Dyck, Elmer H. 

Release, Year of.  See Jubilee, Year of; Sabbatical Year 

Religio Licita + 5:665-667 Clarke, G. W. 

Religion.  See Canaan, Religion of; Egyptian Religion; Hittite Religion; Memphite Theology; Mystery Religions; Phoenician 

Religion; Roman Religion; South Arabia, Religion of; Christianity; Judaism; Theology 

Remaliah (PERSON) + 5:667 Hull, John H., Jr. 

Remember, Remembrance + 5:667-669 Verhey, Allen 

Remeth (PLACE) + 5:669 White, Sidnie Ann 

Remnant + 5:669-671 Meyer, Lester V. 

Repentance: 5:671-674 

 Old Testament + 5:671-672 Healey, Joseph P. 

 New Testament + 5:672-674 Luter, A. Boyd, Jr. 

Rephael (PERSON) 5:674 Rogers, Jeffrey S. 

Rephah (PERSON) + 5:674 Davis, M. Stephen 

Rephaiah (PERSON) 1-5 5:674 Fuller, Russell 

Rephaim + 5:674-676 Smith, Mark S. 

Rephaim, Valley of (PLACE) 5:676-677 Edelstein, Gershon 

Rephan (DEITY) 5:677 Meier, Samuel A. 

Rephidim (PLACE) + 5:677-678 Seely, Jo Ann H. 

Repoussé.  See Jewelry 

Reptile.  See Zoology 

Resaiah (PERSON).  See Reelaiah 

Resen (PLACE) + 5:678 Davila, James R. 

Resh 5:678 

Resheph (DEITY) + 5:678-679 Handy, Lowell K. 

Resheph (PERSON) 5:679-680 Kennedy, James M. 

Resurrection: 5:680-691 

 Old Testament + 5:680-684 Martin-Achard, Robert; Prendergast, Terrence (trans.) 

 Early Judaism and Christianity + 5:684-691 Nickelsburg, George W. E. 

Resurrection, Treatise on the (NHC I,4) + 5:691-692 Peel, Malcolm L. 

Reu (PERSON) + 5:692 Hess, Richard S. 

Reuben (PERSON) + 5:692-693 Oller, Gary H. 

Reuel (PERSON) 1-5 + 5:693-694 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Reumah (PERSON) + 5:694 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Revelation, Book of + 5:694-708 Collins, Adela Yarbro 

Revolt, Maccabean.  See Maccabean Revolt 

Rezeph (PLACE) 5:708 Thompson, Henry O. 

Rezin (PERSON) 1-2 + 5:708-709 Pitard, Wayne T. 

Rezon (PERSON) + 5:709 Pitard, Wayne T. 

Rhegium (PLACE) 5:709-710 Wineland, John D. 

Rheims Version.  See Versions, Catholic; Versions, English (Pre-1960) 

Rhesa (PERSON) + 5:710 Porter, Stanley E. 

Rhetoric and Rhetorical Criticism: 5:710-719 

 Rhetoric and Oratory in the Greco-Roman World + 5:710-712 Majercik, Ruth 

 OT Rhetorical Criticism + 5:712-715 Dozeman, Thomas B. 

 NT Rhetoric and Rhetorical Criticism + 5:715-719 Fiore, Benjamin 

Rho  5:719 

Rhoda (PERSON) + 5:719 Witherington, Ben, III 

Rhodes (PLACE) 5:719-720 Carroll, Scott T. 

Rhodocus (PERSON) + 5:720-721 Kampen, John 

Ribai (PERSON) + 5:721 Thompson, David L. 
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Riblah (PLACE) 5:721 Kobayashi, Yoshitaka 

Riddles + 5:721-723 Crenshaw, James L.  

Ridge of Judea (PLACE) 5:723-724 Kutsko, John F. 

Right, Right Hand + 5:724 Drinkard, Joel F., Jr. 

Righteousness: 5:724-773 

 Old Testament + 5:724-736 Scullion, John J. 

 Early Judaism 5:736-742 Reumann, John 

 Greco-Roman World 5:742-745 Reumann, John 

 New Testament + 5:745-773 Reumann, John 

Righteousness, Teacher of.  See Teacher of Righteousness 

Rimmon (DEITY) 5:773 

Rimmon (PERSON) 5:773 Arnold, Patrick M. 

Rimmon (PLACE) 1-4 + 5:773-774 Arnold, Patrick M. 

Rimmon, Horvat (M.R. 137086) + 5:774 Kloner, Amos 

Rimmon-Perez (PLACE).  See Rimmon(PLACE) 

Rimmono (PLACE).  See Rimmon; Dimnah 

Ring 5:775 Meyers, Carol 

Rinnah (PERSON) 5:775 Kennedy, James M. 

Riphath (PERSON) + 5:775 Hess, Richard S. 

Rissah (PLACE) 5:775 White, Sidnie Ann 

Rithmah (PLACE) 5:775 White, Sidnie Ann 

Rizia (PERSON) + 5:775 O’Brien, Julia M. 

Rizpah (PERSON) 5:776 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Roads and Highways: 5:776-787 

 Pre-Roman Roads and Highways + 5:776-782 Beitzel, Barry J. 

 Roman Roads + 5:782-787 Graf, David F.; Isaac, Benjamin; Roll, Israel 

Robe.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Rock of Escape (PLACE) 5:788 DeVries, LaMoine F. 

Rock of Etam.  See Etam, Rock of 

Rodanim + 5:788 Clem, H. Eldon 

Rodents.  See Zoology 

Roebuck.  See Zoology 

Rogelim (PLACE) + 5:788-789 Thompson, Henry O. 

Rohgah (PERSON) 5:789 O’Brien, Julia M. 

Romamti-Ezer (PERSON) 5:789 McCann, J. Clinton, Jr. 

Roman Army + 5:789-798 Kennedy, David 

Roman Christianity.  See Christianity (Christianity in Rome) 

Roman Colonies (Judea) + 5:798-801 Isaac, Benjamin 

Roman Empire + 5:801-806 Wells, Colin M. 

Roman Imperial Cult + 5:806-809 Jones, Donald L. 

Roman Judaism.  See Judaism (in Rome) 

Roman Religion + 5:809-816 Gladigow, Burkhard; Martin, Dennis (trans.) 

Roman Temples.  See Temples and Sanctuaries (Greco-Roman) 

Romans, Epistle to the + 5:816-830 Myers, Charles D., Jr. 

Rome (PLACE) + 5:830-834 Hall, John F. 

Rome, Christian Monuments at + 5:834-835 Snyder, Graydon F. 

Rome, Early Christian Attitudes To + 5:835-839 Alexander, Loveday C. A. 

Rosettes.  See Jewelry 

Rosh (PERSON) 5:839 Slayton, Joel C. 

Royal Jar Handle Stamps.  See Stamps, Royal Jar Handle 

Royal Road.  See King’s Highway 

Rufus (PERSON) + 5:839 Lampe, Peter 

Rujm el-Hiri (M.R. 225257) + 5:839-841 Zohar, Mattanyah 

Rule of the Community.  See Community, Rule of the (1QS) 

Rulers of the Synagogue + 5:841-842 Setzer, Claudia J. 

Rumah (PLACE) 5:842 White, Sidnie Ann 

Ruth, Book of + 5:842-847 Trible, Phyllis 

Sabannus (PERSON).  See also Binnui 5:849 

Sabaoth.  See Hosts, Lord of 

Sabbaias (PERSON) 5:849 Han, Jin Hee 
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Sabbath + 5:849-856 Hasel, Gerhard F. 

Sabbath Sacrifice, Songs of the (4QShirShabb).  See Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice 

Sabbatical Year + 5:857-861 Wright, Christopher J. H. 

Sabeans 5:861 Herion, Gary A. 

Sabtah (PERSON) + 5:861-862 Müller, Walter W. 

Sabteca (PERSON) + 5:862-863 Müller, Walter W. 

Sachar (PERSON) 5:863 Pisano, Stephen 

Sachia (PERSON) 5:863 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Sackcloth.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Sacral Kingship + 5:863-866 Cazelles, Henri 

Sacred Marriage + 5:866-870 Klein, Jacob 

Sacred Meals (Greco-Roman).  See Meal Customs (Greco-Roman Sacred Meals) 

Sacred Stone + 5:870 Miller, Robert D., II 

Sacrifice and Sacrificial Offerings: 5:870-891 

 Old Testament + 5:870-886 Anderson, Gary A. 

 New Testament + 5:886-891 Klauck, Hans-Josef; Fuller, Reginald H. (trans.) 

Saddle.  See Zoology 

Sadducees + 5:892-895 Porton, Gary G. 

Sade 5:895 

Safaitic Inscriptions.  See Inscriptions, Safatic 

Safaitic Language.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Saffron.  See Perfumes and Spices; Flora 

Safi (M.R. 195147) + 5:895-896 Schaub, R. Thomas 

Safiyeh, Wadi es-.  See Zephathah 

Safut, Tell (M.R. 229160) + 5:896-897 Wimmer, Donald H. 

Sahab (M.R. 245142) + 5:897-900 Ibrahim, Moawiyah M. 

Sa‘idiyeh, Tell es- (M.R. 204186) + 5:900-904 Tubb, Jonathan N. 

Sakkuth and Kaiwan (DEITIES) + 5:904 Meier, Samuel A. 

Sala (PERSON).  See Salmon 

Salamiel (PERSON) 5:904 White, Sidnie Ann 

Salamis (PLACE) 5:904-905 Gempf, Conrad 

Salathiel (PERSON).  See Shealtiel 

Salecah (PLACE) 5:905 Franklyn, Paul Nimrah 

Salem (PLACE) + 5:905 Astour, Michael C. 

Salim (PLACE) + 5:905 Smith, Robert Wayne 

Sallai (PERSON) + 5:906 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Sallu (PERSON) 1-2 + 5:906 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Salmon (PERSON) 1-2 5:906 Lowery, Kirk E. 

Salmone (PLACE) 5:906 Wineland, John D. 

Salome (PERSON) 1-2 + 5:906-907 Witherington, Ben, III 

Salt Sea (PLACE) 5:907 Astour, Michael C. 

Salt, City of.  See City of Salt 

Salt, Valley of (PLACE) 5:907 Younker, Randall W. 

Salu (PERSON) 5:907 Hardwick, Michael E. 

Salvation + 5:907-914 O’Collins, Gerald G. 

Samaria (PLACE).  5:914-931 

 See also Samaritans; Ephraim (PERSON); Daliyeh, Wadi ed- 

 Samaria the City + 5:914-921 Purvis, James D. 

 Samaria Ostraca + 5:921-926 Kaufman, Ivan T. 

 Archaeological Survey of the Region + 5:926-931 Dar, Shimon; Erez, Menahem (trans.) 

 Papyri + 5:931-932 Gropp, Douglas M. 

Samaritan Pentateuch + 5:932-940 Waltke, Bruce K. 

Samaritans + 5:940-947 Anderson, Robert T. 

Samek 5:947 

Samgar-Nebo (PERSON) + 5:947-948 Dalglish, Edward R. 

Samlah (PERSON) + 5:948 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Sammuniyeh, Khirbet.  See Shimron (PLACE) 5:948 

Samos (PLACE) 5:948 Wineland, John D. 

Samothrace (PLACE) 5:949 Thorsen, Donald A. D. 

Sampsames (PLACE) + 5:949 White, Sidnie Ann 
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Samra, Khirbet es- (M.R. 221086) + 5:949-950 Humbert, Jean-Baptiste 

Samson (PERSON) + 5:950-954 Crenshaw, James L.  

Samson, Wife of 5:954 Exum, J. Cheryl 

Samu‘, es-.  See Eshtemoa (PLACE) 

Samuel (PERSON) + 5:954-957 Ramsey, George W. 

Samuel, Book of 1-2: 5:957-973 

 Text; Compostion and Content + 5:957-965 Flanagan, James W. 

 Narrative and Theology + 5:965-973 Brueggemann, Walter 

Sanballat (PERSON) + 5:973-975 Williamson, H. G. M. 

Sanctuaries.  See Temples and Sanctuaries 

Sanhedrin + 5:975-980 Saldarini, Anthony J. 

Sansannah (PLACE) 5:980 Brodsky, Harold 

Sant, Wadi ed-.  See Elah, Valley of 

Sapardians.  See Ivvah 

Saph (PERSON) + 5:980 Dempster, Stephen G. 

Sapphira (PERSON) + 5:980-981 O’Toole, Robert F. 

Sarah (PERSON) 1-2 + 5:981-982 Yee, Gale A. 

Saraph (PERSON) 5:982 Smith, David Channing 

Sarasadai (PERSON).  See Zurishaddai 

Sardis (PLACE) + 5:982-984 Pedley, John Griffiths 

Sarea (PERSON) 5:984 Han, Jin Hee 

Sargon (PERSON) 5:984-985 Grayson, A. Kirk 

Sarid (PLACE) 5:985 Greenberg, Raphael 

Sarothie (PERSON) + 5:985 Bowman, Craig D. 

Sarsechim (PERSON) 5:985 Bracke, John M. 

Sarta, ‘Izbet.  See ‘Izbet Sarta (M.R. 146167) 

Satan + 5:985-989 Hamilton, Victor P. 

Sathrabuzanes (PERSON) 5:989 

Satrap 5:989 Young, T. Cuyler, Jr. 

Saul (PERSON) + 5:989-999 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Savior, Dialogue of the.  See Dialogue of the Savior (NHC III,5) 

Saweh, Tell es-.  See Jeshua (PLACE) 

Sayings of Jesus, Oxyrhynchus + 5:999-1001 Brown, S. Kent 

Scab.  See Leprosy; Sickness and Disease 

Scallops.  See Zoology 

Scandinavian School: 5:1001-1004 

 OT Studies + 5:1001-1002 Ringgren, Helmer 

 NT Studies + 5:1002-1004 Hartman, Lars 

Scarab.  See Jewelry 

Sceva (PERSON) + 5:1004 Gasque, W. Ward 

Scholarship, Biblical (Japan).  See Biblical Scholarship, Japanese 

School of Shammai.  See Shammai, School of 

Schools.  See Education 

Schools, Hellenistic + 5:1005-1011 Alexander, Loveday C. A. 

Scorpion.  See Zoology 

Screen 5:1011 Meyers, Carol 

Scribal Emendations + 5:1011-1012 Revell, E. J. 

Scribes + 5:1012-1016 Saldarini, Anthony J. 

Script, Aramaic.  See Aramaic Script 

Scriptural Authority: 5:1017-1056 

 Biblical Authority in Judaism 5:1017-1021 Goshen-Gottstein, Moshe 

 Biblical Authority in Eastern Orthodoxy + 5:1021-1023 Stylianopoulos, Theodore 

 Biblical Authority in Roman Catholicism + 5:1023-1026 Fogarty, Gerald P. 

 Biblical Authority in the Early Church + 5:1026-1028 Greer, Rowan A. 

 Biblical Authority in the Medieval Church + 5:1028-1032 Van Engen, John 

 Biblical Authority and the Protestant Reformation + 5:1032-1035 McKim, Donald K. 

 Biblical Authority in the Wake of the Enlightenment + 5:1035-1049 Reventlow, Henning Graf 

 Biblical Authority in the Post-Critical Period + 5:1049-1056 Brueggemann, Walter 

Sculptured Stones.  See Idol, Idolatry 

Scurvy.  See Sickness and Disease 
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Scythe.  See Weapons and Implements of Warfare 

Scythians + 5:1056-1057 Rubinson, Karen S. 

Scythopolis (PLACE).  See also Beth-Shan 5:1058 

Sea + 5:1058-1059 Follis, Elaine R. 

Sea Gull.  See Zoology 

Sea of Glass, Glassy Sea + 5:1059 Watson, Duane F. 

Sea Peoples + 5:1059-1061 Singer, Itmar 

Sea, Molten + 5:1061-1062 Meyers, Carol 

Seals, Mesopotamian + 5:1062-1064 Magness-Gardiner, Bonnie S. 

Season.  See Calendars 

Seba (PERSON) + 5:1064 Müller, Walter W. 

Sebam (PLACE).  See Sibmah 5:1064 

Sebaoth.  See Names of God in the OT 5:1065 

Secacah (PLACE) + 5:1065 Kotter, Wade R. 

Second Coming.  See Parousia 

Second Death.  See Death, Second 

Second Quarter (PLACE) + 5:1065 Herion, Gary A. 

Second Treatise of the Great Seth.  See Seth, Second Treatise of the Great (NHC VII,2) 

Secret, Messianic.  See Messianic Secret 

Secu (PLACE) 5:1065 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Secundus (PERSON) 5:1065 Watson, JoAnn Ford 

Sedheq (DEITY) + 5:1065-1066 Handy, Lowell K. 

Sedrach, Apocalypse of + 5:1066-1067 Charlesworth, James H. 

Sefunim Caves (M.R. 238148) 5:1067-1068 Ronen, Avraham 

Segub (PERSON) 1-2 + 5:1068 Hutton, Rodney R. 

Seilun, Khirbet (M.R. 177162). See also Shiloh (PLACE)  + 5:1069-1072 Finkelstein, Israel 

Seir (PERSON) + 5:1072 Reed, Stephen A. 

Seir (PLACE) 1-2 + 5:1072-1073 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Seirah (PLACE) 5:1073 Ferch, Arthur J. 

Sela (PLACE) 1-3+ 5:1073-1074 Fanwar, Wann Marbud 

Selbit (M.R. 148141).  See Shaalbim 

Seled (PERSON) 5:1074 Steeger, William P. 

Selemia (PERSON) 5:1074 Han, Jin Hee 

Seleucia (PLACE) 5:1074-1076 

Seleucia (PLACE) 1-3 + 5:1074-1075 Smith, Robert Wayne; Hoppe, Leslie J. 

Seleucia (PLACE) 4 + 5:1075-1076 Hoppe, Leslie J. 

Seleucids.  See Seleucus; Palestine, Administration of (Seleucid); Antiochus 

Seleucus (PERSON) 1-4 + 5:1076-1077 Whitehorne, John 

Semachiah (PERSON) 5:1077 Rogers, Jeffrey S. 

Semantics + 5:1077-1081 Louw, Johannes P. 

Semeia Source.  See Signs/Semeia Source 

Semein (PERSON) + 5:1081 Porter, Stanley E. 

Semitic Languages.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Semitic Ostraca.  See Ostraca, Semitic 

Semiticisms in the NT + 5:1081-1086 Wilcox, Max 

Senaah (PERSON) 5:1086 Bergdall, Chaney R. 

Senate + 5:1086-1087 Hall, John F. 

Senator + 5:1087 Hall, John F. 

Seneca, Epistle of.  See Paul and Seneca, Epistles of 

Seneh (PLACE) 5:1087 White, Sidnie Ann 

Senir (PLACE) + 5:1087-1088 Baker, David W. 

Sennacherib (PERSON) + 5:1088-1089 Grayson, A. Kirk 

Sentences of Sextus.  See Sextus, Sentences of (NHC XII,1) 

Seorim (PERSON) 5:1089 Berry, Donald K. 

Sephar (PLACE) 5:1089 Oller, Gary H. 

Sepharad (PLACE) + 5:1089-1090 Wineland, John D. 

Sepharvaim (PLACE) + 5:1090 Avalos, Hector 

Sepphoris (M.R. 176239) + 5:1090-1093 Strange, James F. 

Septuagint + 5:1093-1104 Peters, Melvin K.H. 

Sepulchre, Holy.  See Holy Sepulchre, Church of the; Golgotha 
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Sera‘, Tel (M.R. 119088).  See Ziklag (PLACE) 

Serah (PERSON) 5:1104 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Seraiah (PERSON) 1 + 5:1104-1105 Lundbom, Jack R. 

Seraiah (PERSON) 2-11 + 5:1105 Berridge, John M. 

Sered (PERSON) 5:1105 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Serek Hayyahad.  See Florilegium (4QFlor) 

Sergius Paulus (PERSON).  See Paulus, Sergius (PERSON) 

Sermon on the Mount/Plain + 5:1106-1112 Betz, Hans Dieter 

Seron (PERSON) + 5:1112-1113 Rappaport, Uriel 

Serpent (Religious Symbol) + 5:1113-1116 Handy, Lowell K. 

Serpent’s Stone + 5:1116-1117 Mare, W. Harold 

Serpent, Bronze + 5:1117 Handy, Lowell K. 

Serug (PERSON) + 5:1117-1118 Hess, Richard S. 

Servants.  See Slavery 

Sesthel (PERSON) 5:1118 

Seth (PERSON) + 5:1118 Hess, Richard S. 

Seth, Second Treatise of the Great (NHC VII,2) + 5:1118-1119 Wisse, Frederik 

Seth, Three Steles of (NHC VII,5) + 5:1119-1120 Goehring, James E. 

Sethur (PERSON) 5:1120 Brensinger, Terry L. 

Settlement of Canaan + 5:1120-1143 Halpern, Baruch 

Seven Churches + 5:1143-1144 Watson, Duane F. 

Sex and Sexuality + 5:1144-1146 Frymer-Kensky, Tikva 

Sextus, Sentences of (NHC XII,1) + 5:1146-1147 Wisse, Frederik 

Sexual Impurites.  See Discharge 

Shaalbim (PLACE) 5:1147 Toews, Wesley Irwin 

Shaalbon (PLACE) 5:1147 

Shaalim (PLACE) 5:1147 White, Sidnie Ann 

Shaaph (PERSON) 1-2 + 5:1147-1148 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Shaaraim (PLACE) 1-2 + 5:1148 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Shaashgaz (PERSON) 5:1148 Wiebe, John M. 

Shabbat.  See Sabbath 

Shabbethai (PERSON) 5:1148 Brensinger, Terry L. 

Shaddai.  See Almighty, God in the OT 

Shadow + 5:1148-1150 van der Horst, Peiter W. 

Shadrach, Meshach, Abednego (PERSONS) 5:1150 Coxon, Peter W. 

Shagee (PERSON) + 5:1150 Pisano, Stephen 

Shahar (DEITY) + 5:1150-1151 Meier, Samuel A. 

Shaharaim (PERSON) 5:1151-1152 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Shahazumah (PLACE) + 5:1152 White, Sidnie Ann 

Shakers.  See Music and Musical Instruments 

Shalem (DEITY) + 5:1152-1153 Handy, Lowell K. 

Shalishah (PLACE) 5:1153 Dyck, Elmer H. 

Shallecheth Gate (PLACE) + 5:1153-1154 Liid, Dale C. 

Shallum (PERSON) 1-14 5:1154 Althann, Robert 

Shalma + 5:1154 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Shalmai (PERSON) + 5:1154-1155 Eskenazi, Tamara C. 

Shalman (PERSON) + 5:1155 Pressler, Carolyn J. 

Shalmaneser (PERSON) 5:1155 Grayson, A. Kirk 

Shama (PERSON) + 5:1155 Fuller, Russell 

Shamgar (PERSON) + 5:1155-1156 Boling, Robert G. 

Shamhuth (PERSON) + 5:1156 Duke, Rodney K. 

Shamir (PERSON) 5:1156-1157 Berry, Donald K. 

Shamir (PLACE) 1-2 + 5:1157 Kotter, Wade R. 

Shamlai (PERSON).  See also Shalmai (PERSON) 5:1157 

Shamma (PERSON) + 5:1157 O’Brien, Julia M. 

Shammah (PERSON) 1-4 5:1157 Hübner, Ulrich 

Shammai (PERSON) 1-3 5:1157 Lo, Hing Choi 

Shammai, School of + 5:1158 Goldenberg, Robert 

Shammoth (PERSON) 5:1158 Pisano, Stephen 

Shammua (PERSON) 1-4 5:1158 Howard, David M., Jr. 
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Shamsherai (PERSON) 5:1159 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Shapham (PERSON) 5:1159 Graham, M. Patrick 

Shaphan (PERSON) 1-2 5:1159 Kennedy, James M. 

Shaphat (PERSON) 1-6 5:1159-1160 Graham, M. Patrick 

Shaphir (PLACE) + 5:1160 Luker, Lamontte M. 

Sharai (PERSON) 5:1160 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Sharar (PERSON) + 5:1160 Dempster, Stephen G. 

Sharezer (PERSON) 1-2 5:1160-1161 Grayson, A. Kirk 

Sharon (PLACE) 1-2 + 5:1161-1163 Weeks, Harry R. 

Sharuhen (PLACE) + 5:1163-1165 Liwak, Rüdiger 

Shashai (PERSON) 5:1165 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Shashak (PERSON) 5:1165 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Shasu + 5:1165-1167 Ward, William A. 

Shaul (PERSON) 1-2 + 5:1167 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Shaveh, Valley of (PLACE) + 5:1168 Astour, Michael C. 

Shaveh-Kiriathaim (PLACE) 5:1168 Astour, Michael C. 

Shavsha (PERSON) 5:1168 Dempster, Stephen G. 

Shavuoth.  See Weeks, Festival of 

Sheal (PERSON) 5:1168-1169 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Shealtiel (PERSON) 5:1169 Fuller, Russell 

Shear-Jashub (PERSON) 5:1169 Jensen, Joseph 

Sheariah (PERSON) + 5:1169 Brettler, Marc Zvi 

Shearing.  See Zoology 

Sheath.  See Weapons and Implements of Warfare 

Sheba (PERSON) 1 + 5:1169-1170 Ricks, Stephen D. 

Sheba (PERSON) 2-3 + 5:1170 Nysse, Richard W. 

Sheba (PLACE) + 5:1170 Williams, David Salter 

Sheba, Queen of (PERSON) + 5:1170-1171 Ricks, Stephen D. 

Shebaniah (PERSON) 1-4 5:1171 Brensinger, Terry L. 

Shebarim (PLACE) + 5:1171-1172 Irwin, Brian P. 

Shebat.  See Calendars (Ancient Israelite and Early Jewish) 

Sheber (PERSON) 5:1172 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Shebna (PERSON) + 5:1172-1173 Hobbs, T. R. 

Shebuel (PERSON) 1-2 + 5:1173 McCann, J. Clinton, Jr. 

Shecaniah (PERSON) 1-8 5:1173-1174 Fuller, Russell 

Shechem (PERSON) 1-3 + 5:1174 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Shechem (PLACE) + 5:1174-1186 Toombs, Lawrence E. 

Shechem, Tower of (PLACE) + 5:1186-1187 Zertal, Adam 

Shedeur (PERSON) 5:1187 Launderville, Dale F. 

Sheep, Shepherd + 5:1187-1190 Vancil, Jack W. 

Sheerah (PERSON) 5:1190-1191 Davis, M. Stephen 

Shehariah (PERSON) 5:1191 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Sheikh Abu Zarad (PLACE).  See Tappuah (PLACE); Tephon (PLACE) 

Shekel.  See also Coinage; Weights and Measures 5:1191 

Shelah (PERSON) 1-2 + 5:1191 Hess, Richard S. 

Shelah, Pool of (PLACE) + 5:1191 Hess, Richard S. 

Shelemiah (PERSON) 1-9 + 5:1191-1192 Dalglish, Edward R. 

Sheleph (PERSON) + 5:1192-1193 Müller, Walter W. 

Shelesh (PERSON) + 5:1193 O’Brien, Julia M. 

Shelomi (PERSON) + 5:1193 Panitz, Raphael I. 

Shelomith (PERSON) 1-5 5:1193 Fuller, Russell 

Shelomoth (PERSON) 1-5 5:1193-1194 Berry, Donald K. 

Shelumiel (PERSON) 5:1194 Launderville, Dale F. 

Shem (PERSON) 5:1194-1195 Isaac, Ephraim 

Shem, Paraphrase of (NHC VII,1) + 5:1195-1196 Wisse, Frederik 

Shem, Treatise of + 5:1196-1197 Charlesworth, James H. 

Shema (PERSON) 1-4 5:1197 Brensinger, Terry L. 

Shema (PLACE) + 5:1197 Axelsson, Lars A. 

Shema‘, Khirbet (M.R. 191264) + 5:1197-1198 Meyers, Eric M. 

Shemaah (PERSON) + 5:1198-1199 Dillard, Raymond B. 
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Shemaiah (PERSON) 1-29 + 5:1199-1201 Althann, Robert 

Shemariah (PERSON) 1-4 5:1201 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Shemeber (PERSON) 5:1201 Astour, Michael C. 

Shemed (PERSON) 5:1201 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Shemer (PERSON) 1-3 + 5:1201-1202 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Shemida (PERSON) + 5:1202 Graham, M. Patrick 

Shemiramoth (PERSON) 1-2 5:1202 Dillard, Raymond B. 

Shemuel (PERSON) 1-2 5:1202-1203 Panitz, Raphael I. 

Shenazzar (PERSON) + 5:1203 Fuller, Russell 

Sheol.  See Dead, Abode of the 

Shepham (PLACE) 5:1203 White, Sidnie Ann 

Shephatiah (PERSON) 1-9 + 5:1203 Berridge, John M. 

Shephelah (PLACE) + 5:1204 Brodsky, Harold 

Shepher, Mount (PLACE) 5:1204 White, Sidnie Ann 

Shepherd.  See Sheep, Shepherd 

Shepherd of Hermas.  See Hermas’ the Shepherd 

Shepho (PERSON) + 5:1204-1205 Matthews, Victor H. 

Shephupham (PERSON) + 5:1205 Graham, M. Patrick 

Sherd.  See Pottery 

Sherebiah (PERSON) 1-3 + 5:1205-1207 Shearer, Rodney H. 

Sheresh (PERSON) 5:1207 Graham, M. Patrick 

Sheshai (PERSON) + 5:1207 Lowery, Kirk E. 

Sheshan (PERSON) + 5:1207 Steeger, William P. 

Sheshbazzar (PERSON) + 5:1207-1209 Eskenazi, Tamara C. 

Sheth (PERSON) 5:1209 Hutton, Rodney R. 

Shethar (PERSON) + 5:1209-1210 Bush, Frederic W. 

Shethar-Bozenai (PERSON) + 5:1210 Suiter, David E. 

Sheva (PERSON) 1-2 + 5:1210 Pisano, Stephen 

Shibah (PLACE) 5:1210 Baker, David W. 

Shibboleth + 5:1210-1212 Rendsburg, Gary A. 

Shihor (PLACE) + 5:1212 Betz, Arnold 

Shihor-Libnath (PLACE) + 5:1212-1213 Frankel, Rafael 

Shikkeron (PLACE) 5:1213 Kotter, Wade R. 

Shilhi (PERSON) 5:1213 Walsh, Jerome T. 

Shilhim (PLACE) + 5:1213 Ehrlich, Carl S. 

Shillem (PERSON) 5:1213 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Shiloah, Waters of (PLACE).  See Siloam, Pool of (PLACE) 

Shiloh (PLACE).  See also Seilun, Khirbet + 5:1213-1215 Halpern, Baruch 

Shilonite 1-2 5:1215-1216 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Shilshah (PERSON) + 5:1216 O’Brien, Julia M. 

Shimea (PERSON) 1-4 5:1216 Howard, David M., Jr. 

Shimeah (PERSON) 1-2 5:1216 Howard, David M., Jr. 

Shimeath (PERSON) 5:1216 Lowery, Kirk E. 

Shimeathites 5:1216 Kennedy, James M. 

Shimeeah (PERSON).  See Shimeah (PERSON) 

Shimei (PERSON) 1-16 + 5:1216-1217 Propp, William H. 

Shimeon (PERSON) 5:1217 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Shimon (PERSON) 5:1217 

Shimrath (PERSON) 5:1217-1218 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Shimri (PERSON) + 5:1218 Uitti, Roger W. 

Shimrith (PERSON) 5:1218 Lowery, Kirk E. 

Shimron (PERSON) 5:1218 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Shimron (PLACE) 5:1218-1219 Benjamin, Paul 

Shimron-Meron (PLACE) 1 5:1219 Kutsko, John F. 

Shimron-Meron (PLACE) 2 + 5:1219 Fritz, Volkmar 

Shimshai (PERSON) + 5:1219 Suiter, David E. 

Shin 5:1219 

Shinab (PERSON) + 5:1219-1220 Astour, Michael C. 

Shinar (PLACE) + 5:1220 Davila, James R. 

Shion (PLACE) + 5:1220 Baker, David W. 
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Shiphi (PERSON) 5:1220 Evans, Craig A. 

Shiphmite 5:1220-1221 Nysse, Richard W. 

Shiphrah (PERSON) + 5:1221 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Shiptan (PERSON) 5:1221 Panitz, Raphael I. 

Shisha (PERSON).  See also Seraiah(PERSON) 1; Shavsha; Sheva 5:1221 

Shishak (PERSON) + 5:1221-1222 Redford, Donald B. 

Shitrai (PERSON) 5:1222 Nysse, Richard W. 

Shittah Tree.  See Flora 

Shittim (PLACE) + 5:1222-1223 Slayton, Joel C. 

Shiza (PERSON) + 5:1223 Fuller, Russell 

Shoa (PERSON) + 5:1223 Allen, Leslie C. 

Shobab (PERSON) 1-2 5:1223 Howard, David M., Jr. 

Shobach (PERSON) + 5:1223-1224 Bailey, Randall C. 

Shobai (PERSON) 5:1224 Swanson, Steven R. 

Shobal (PERSON) 1-3 + 5:1224 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Shobek (PERSON) 5:1224 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Shobi (PERSON) + 5:1224-1225 Dempster, Stephen G. 

Shoham (PERSON) 5:1225 Berry, Donald K. 

Shomer (PERSON) + 5:1225 O’Brien, Julia M. 

Shophach (PERSON).  See Shobach (PERSON) 

Shovel 5:1225 Meyers, Carol 

Shua (PERSON) + 5:1225 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Shuah (PERSON) + 5:1225-1226 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Shual (PERSON) + 5:1226 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Shual (PLACE) + 5:1226-1227 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Shubael (PERSON).  See Shebuel 

Shuhah (PERSON) 5:1227 Lo, Hing Choi 

Shuham (PERSON) 5:1227 de Groot van Houten, Christina 

Shuhite.  See Shuah 

Shulammite + 5:1227 Huwiler, Elizabeth F. 

Shumathite 5:1227 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Shuna (North), Tell esh- (M.R. 207224) + 5:1227-1228 Gustavson-Gaube, Carrie 

Shunem (PLACE) + 5:1228-1229 Huwiler, Elizabeth F. 

Shuni (PERSON) 5:1229 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Shuphamites.  See Shephupham 

Shuppim (PERSON) 1-3 + 5:1229 Rogers, Jeffrey S. 

Shuqba Cave (M.R. 154154) 5:1229-1230 Bar-Yosef, Ofer 

Shur, Wilderness of (PLACE) + 5:1230 Seely, David R. 

Shuthelah (PERSON) + 5:1230 Davis, M. Stephen 

Sia (PERSON) + 6:1 Eskenazi, Tamara C. 

Sibbecai (PERSON) 6:1 Duke, Rodney K. 

Sibboleth.  See Shibboleth 

Sibmah (PLACE) + 6:1-2 Franklyn, Paul Nimrah 

Sibraim (PLACE) + 6:2 Avalos, Hector 

Sibylline Oracles + 6:2-6 Collins, John J. 

Sickness and Disease + 6:6-15 Sussman, Max 

Sicyon (PLACE) + 6:15 Stambaugh, John E. 

Siddim, Valley of (PLACE) + 6:15-16 Astour, Michael C. 

Side (PLACE) + 6:16-17 Thompson, Henry O. 

Sidon (PERSON) 6:17 Schmitz, Philip C. 

Sidon (PLACE) + 6:17-18 Schmitz, Philip C. 

Siege Mound.  See Weapons and Implements of Warfare 

Sigloi.  See Coinage 

Sigma 6:18 

Signet.  See Jewelry, Ancient Israelite; Seals, Mesopotamian 

Signs/Semeia Source + 6:18-22 Fortna, Robert T. 

Sihon (PERSON) + 6:22 Slayton, Joel C. 

Silas (PERSON) + 6:22-23 Gillman, John L. 

Silla (PLACE) 6:23 Liid, Dale C. 

Siloam Inscription + 6:23-24 Coote, Robert B. 
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Siloam, Pool of (PLACE) + 6:24-26 Mare, W. Harold 

Silvanus (PERSON).  See Silas (PERSON) 

Silvanus, Teachings of (NHC VII,4).  See Teachings of Silvanus (NHC VII,4) 

Silver.  See Jewelry, Ancient Israelite 

Silversmith, Demetrius the.  See Demetrius (PERSON) 

Simeon (PERSON) 1-2 + 6:26 Jeansonne, Sharon Pace 

Simeon (PERSON) 3-6 + 6:26-28 Porter, Stanley E. 

Simile.  See Psalms, Book of 

Simon (PERSON) 1-4 6:28 Carroll, Scott T. 

Simon (PERSON) 5 6:28-29 Rappaport, Uriel 

Simon (PERSON) 6-12 6:29 Carroll, Scott T. 

Simon (PERSON) 13 + 6:29-31 Stoops, Robert F., Jr. 

Simon (PERSON) 14-17 6:31 Carroll, Scott T. 

Simon Peter (DISCIPLE).  See Peter (PERSON) 

Sin  6:31 

Sin, Sinners: 6:31-47 

 (Old Testament) + 6:31-40 Cover, Robin C. 

 (New Testament) + 6:40-47 Sanders, E. P. 

Sin, Wilderness of (PLACE) + 6:47 Seely, David R. 

Sinai, Mount (PLACE) + 6:47-49 Davies, G. I. 

Sinaiticus, Codex.  See Codex (Sinaiticus) 

Sinaiticus, Syrus + 6:49-50 Charlesworth, James H. 

Sinites + 6:50-51 Baker, David W. 

Sinuhe, Tale of + 6:51 Foster, John L. 

Siphmoth (PLACE) 6:51 Kotter, Wade R. 

Sippai (PERSON).  See Saph (PERSON) 

Sippor, Tel (M.R. 125118) + 6:51 Biran, Avraham 

Sirach, Book of Jesus Ben-.  See Wisdom of Ben-Sira 

Sirah, Cistern of (PLACE) 6:51 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Sirion (PLACE) + 6:51-52 Baker, David W. 

Sirocco.  See Palestine, Climate of 6:52 

Sisera (PERSON) 1-2 + 6:52-53 Hauser, Alan J. 

Sisinnes (PERSON) + 6:53 Bowman, Craig D. 

Sismai (PERSON) 6:53-54 Steeger, William P. 

Sithri (PERSON) + 6:54 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Sitnah (PLACE) 6:54 Weitzman, Steven 

Sivan.  See also Calendars (Ancient Israelite and Early Jewish) 6:54 

Six Hundred and Sixty-Six + 6:54-55 Watson, Duane F. 

Skepticism + 6:55-57 van der Toorn, Karel; Stadhouders, H.A.I. 

Slave Girl at Philippi (PERSON) + 6:57-58 O’Toole, Robert F. 

Slavery: 6:58-73 

 Ancient Near East + 6:58-62 Dandamayev, Muhammad A. 

 Old Testament + 6:62-65 Dandamayev, Muhammad A. 

 New Testament + 6:65-73 Bartchy, S. Scott 

Sling.  See Weapons and Implements of Warfare 

Slothfulness.  See Virtue/Vice Lists 

Smuggling.  See Trade and Commerce (ANE) 

Smyrna (PLACE) + 6:73-75 Potter, David S. 

Snail.  See Zoology 

Snake.  See Zoology 

Snares.  See Zoology 

Snuffers 6:75 Meyers, Carol 

So (PERSON) + 6:75-76 Meltzer, Edmund S. 

Sobata (M.R. 114032) + 6:76-79 Negev, Avraham 

Sociology: 6:79-99 

 Sociology of Ancient Israel + 6:79-89 Gottwald, Norman K. 

 Sociology of Early Christianity + 6:89-99 Garrett, Susan R. 

Socoh (PERSON) 6:99 Lance, H. Darrell 

Socoh (PLACE) 1-4 + 6:99 Lance, H. Darrell 

Socrates + 6:99 Betz, Hans Dieter 
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Sodi (PERSON) 6:99 Paulien, Jon 

Sodom and Gomorrah (PLACE) + 6:99-103 Mulder, Martin Jan 

Sodom, Sea of (PLACE).  See Salt Sea (PLACE) 6:103 

Sojourner + 6:103-104 Spencer, John R. 

Solem (PLACE).  See Shunem (PLACE) 

Solomon (PERSON) + 6:105-113 Ishida, Tomoo 

Solomon’s Portico (PLACE) 6:113 Smith, Robert Wayne 

Solomon’s Servants + 6:113-114 Healey, Joseph P. 

Solomon, Odes of + 6:114-115 Charlesworth, James H. 

Solomon, Psalms of + 6:115-117 Trafton, Joseph L. 

Solomon, Song of.  See Song of Songs, Book of 

Solomon, Testament of + 6:117-119 Duling, Dennis C. 

Solomon, Wisdom of + 6:120-127 Winston, David 

Son.  See Family 

Son of God + 6:128-137 Fossum, Jarl 

Son of Man + 6:137-150 Nickelsburg, George W. E. 

Song of Songs, Book of + 6:150-155 Murphy, Roland E. 

Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice + 6:155-156 Newsom, Carol A. 

Sons of God + 6:156-159 Byrne, Brendan 

Soothsayer.  See Magic (OT) 

Sopater (PERSON) 6:159 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Sophereth (PERSON) + 6:159 Eskenazi, Tamara C. 

Sophia of Jesus Christ (NHC III,4).  See Eugnostos and the Sophia of Jesus Christ 

Sorcerer, Sorcery.  See Magic (OT); Punishments and Crimes 

Soreg.  See Temple, Jerusalem 

Sorek, Valley of (PLACE) 6:159-160 Ferris, Paul Wayne, Jr. 

Sores.  See Sickness and Disease 

Sosipater (PERSON) 1-2 6:160 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Sosthenes (PERSON) 6:160 Setzer, Claudia J. 

Sostratus (PERSON) + 6:160 Hardwick, Michael E. 

Sotai (PERSON) + 6:160-161 Eskenazi, Tamara C. 

Soul, Exegesis on the.  See Exegesis on the Soul (NHC II,6) 

Souls, Pre-existence of + 6:161 Brown, S. Kent 

Source Criticism: 6:162-171 

 Old Testament + 6:162-165 John Barton 

 New Testament + 6:165-171 Koch, Dietrich-Alex 

South 6:171 Drinkard, Joel F., Jr. 

South Arabia, Religion of + 6:171-176 Ryckmans, Jacques 

South Arabic Languages.  See Languages (Pre-Islamic South Arabia) 

Spain (PLACE) + 6:176 Heard, Warren J., Jr. 

Span.  See Weights and Measures 

Sparrow.  See Zoology 

Sparta (PLACE) + 6:176-177 Heard, Warren J., Jr. 

Speech Impediment.  See Sickness and Disease 

Spice.  See Perfumes and Spices 

Spider.  See Zoology 

Spikenard.  See Flora 

Spirits in Prison + 6:177-178 Bauckham, Richard 

Spiritual Gifts.  See Gifts, Spiritual 

Squid.  See Zoology 

Stable, Stables + 6:178-183 Holladay, John S., Jr. 

Stachys (PERSON) 6:183 Lampe, Peter 

Stadia.  See Weights and Measures 

Stag.  See Zoology 

Stairs of the City of David (PLACE) + 6:183-184 Liid, Dale C. 

Stamps, Royal Jar Handle + 6:184-185 Lance, H. Darrell 

Stardisks.  See Jewelry 

Statistical Research on the Bible + 6:185-206 Forbes, A. Dean 

Steles of Seth.  See Seth, Three Steles of (NHC VII,5) 

Stephanas (PERSON) + 6:206-207 Gillman, John L. 
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Stephen (PERSON) + 6:207-210 Boismard, M.-É.; Prendergast, Terrence (trans.) 

Stirrup.  See Zoology 

Stoics, Stoicism + 6:210-214 Schmeller, Thomas 

Stoning.  See Punishments and Crimes; Stephen 

Storax-Gum.  See Perfumes and Spices 

Stork.  See Zoology 

Storm God, Semitic. See Hadad (DEITY) 

Strangling.  See Punishments and Crimes 

Straton’s Tower (PLACE).  See Caesarea (PLACE) 

Stroke.  See Sickness and Disease 

Structuralism + 6:214-217 John Barton 

Suah (PERSON) + 6:217 O’Brien, Julia M. 

Subas (PERSON) + 6:217 Bowman, Craig D. 

Sucathites 6:217 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Succession Narrative.  See Court Narrative 

Succoth (PLACE) 1-2 + 6:217-218 Seely, Jo Ann H. 

Succoth-Benoth (DEITY) + 6:218 Herion, Gary A. 

Sud (PLACE) 6:218-219 Herion, Gary A. 

Sudias (PERSON) 6:219 

Suetonius (PERSON) + 6:219 Rufe, Joan Brueggeman 

Suffering + 6:219-225 Simundson, Daniel J. 

Suicide + 6:225-231 Droge, Arthur J. 

Sukkoth.  See also Calendars (Ancient Israelite and Early Jewish) 6:231 

Sumer, Sumerians + 6:231-234 Cooper, Jerrold S. 

Sumerian Literature + 6:234-237 Hallo, William W. 

Sun + 6:237-239 van der Toorn, Karel 

Sun, City of the (PLACE) + 6:239 Schmitt, John J. 

Sunstroke.  See Sickness and Disease 

Superstition + 6:239-241 Hodgson, Robert, Jr. 

Suph (PLACE) + 6:241 Huddlestun, John R. 

Suphah (PLACE) + 6:241-242 Huddlestun, John R. 

Supper, Last.  See Last Supper, The 

Supper, Lord’s.  See Lord’s Supper, The 

Sur (PLACE) 6:242 White, Sidnie Ann 

Sur Gate (PLACE) + 6:242 Liid, Dale C. 

Surety.  See Law, Biblical and Ancient Near East; Debts 

Susa (PLACE) + 6:242-245 de Miroschedji, Pierre 

Susanna (PERSON) 1-2 + 6:245-246 Witherington, Ben, III 

Susanna, Book of + 6:246-247 Dayagi Mendels, Michal 

Susi (PERSON) 6:247 Brensinger, Terry L. 

Susiya, Khirbet (M.R. 159090) + 6:247-250 Negev, Avraham 

Swallow.  See Zoology 

Swift.  See Zoology 

Swine.  See Zoology; Meal Customs (Jewish Dietary Laws) 

Sword.  See Weapons and Implements of Warfare 

Sycamine.  See Flora 

Sycamore Fig.  See Flora 

Sychar (PLACE).  See Jacob’s Well 

Syene (PLACE) + 6:250 Betz, Arnold 

Syllabic, Byblos.  See Languages (Byblos Syllabic Inscriptions) 

Symmachus, Symmachus’s Version + 6:251 Greenspoon, Leonard J. 

Synagogal Prayers, Hellenistic.  See Prayers, Hellenistic Synagogal 

Synagogue: 6:251-263 

 Introductory Survey + 6:251-260 Meyers, Eric M. 

 Diaspora Synagogues + 6:260-263 Hachlili, Rachel 

Synagogue of the Freedman.  See Freedman, Synagogue of the 

Synagogue, Rulers of the.  See Rulers of the Synagogue 

Synoptic Problem + 6:263-270 Tuckett, C. M. 

Syntyche (PERSON) 6:270 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Syracuse (PLACE) + 6:270-271 Betz, Arnold 
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Syria (PLACE): 6:271-281 

 Prehistoric Syria 6:271-274 Cauvin, Jacques; Rosoff, Stephen (trans.) 

 Bronze Age and Iron Age Syria + 6:274-281 Dorneman, Rudolph H. 

Syriac Language.  See Language (Introductory Survey); Language (Aramaic) 

Syriac Menander + 6:281-282 Baarda, Tjitze 

Syriac Psalms.  See Psalms, Syriac (Apocryphal) 

Syriac Versions.  See Versions, Ancient (Syriac Versions) 

Syriacus, Codex.  See Sinaiticus, Syrus 

Syrian Christianity.  See Christianity (In Syria) 

Syro-Ephraimite War + 6:282-285 Cazelles, Henri 

Syro-Hexapla + 6:285-286 Parker, D. C. 

Syro-Palestinian Archaeology.  See Archaeology, Syro-Palestinian and Biblical 

Syro-Phoenician Woman (PERSON) + 6:286 Witherington, Ben, III 

Syrtis (PLACE) 6:286 Olson, Mark J. 

Taanach (PLACE) + 6:287-290 Glock, Albert E. 

Taanath-Shiloh (PLACE) + 6:290-291 Toews, Wesley Irwin 

Tabbaoth (PERSON) + 6:291 Eskenazi, Tamara C. 

Tabbath (PLACE) + 6:291-292 Thompson, Henry O. 

Tabeel (PERSON) 1-2 + 6:292 Hull, John H., Jr. 

Taberah (PLACE) 6:292 Baker, David W. 

Tabernacle + 6:292-300 Friedman, Richard Elliott 

Tabernacles, Festival of.  See Booths, Feast of 

Tabgha (M.R. 200251) + 6:300-302 Rosenthal-Heginbottom, Renate 

Table Fellowship + 6:302-304 Smith, Dennis E. 

Tables of the Law + 6:304 Begg, Christopher T. 

Tablet.  See Writing and Writing Materials 

Tabor (PLACE) + 6:304 Frankel, Rafael 

Tabor, Mount (PLACE) + 6:304-305 Frankel, Rafael 

Tabor, Oak of (PLACE) 6:305 Wei, Tom F. 

Tabrimmon (PERSON) 6:305 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Tacitus (PERSON) 6:305-307 Carroll, Scott T. 

Tadmor (PLACE) + 6:307 White, Sidnie Ann 

Tahan (PERSON) + 6:307 Davis, M. Stephen 

Tahash (PERSON) + 6:307 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Tahath (PERSON) 1-3 + 6:307-308 Davis, M. Stephen 

Tahath (PLACE) 6:308 White, Sidnie Ann 

Tahchemonite + 6:308 Thompson, David L. 

Tahpanhes (PLACE) + 6:308-309 Jones, Richard N.; Fiema, Zbigniew T. 

Tahpenes (PERSON) + 6:309 Viviano, Pauline A. 

Tahrea (PERSON).  See Tarea 

Talent.  See also Weights and Measures 6:309 

Talionis.  See Lex Talionis 

Talitha Cumi 6:309-310 Wilcox, Max 

Tallit.  See also Dress and Ornamentation 6:310 

Talmai (PERSON) 1-2 6:310 Raabe, Paul R. 

Talmon (PERSON) + 6:310 Barnes, William Hamilton 

Talmud + 6:310-315 Porton, Gary G. 

Tamar (PERSON) 1-3 + 6:315 Oller, Gary H. 

Tamar (PLACE) 6:315-316 Lott, Jeffrey K. 

Tamara (M.R. 173048) + 6:316-317 Gichon, Mordechai 

Tamarisk.  See Flora 

Tammuz.  See also Calendar (Ancient Israelite and Early Jewish) 6:316 

Tammuz (DEITY) 6:318 Handy, Lowell K. 

Tanakh 6:318 

Tanhumeth (PERSON) 6:318-319 Bracke, John M. 

Tanis (PLACE).  See Zoan 6:319 

Tanna, Tannaim + 6:319 Kraemer, David 

Taphath (PERSON) 6:319 Schearing, Linda S. 

Tappuah (PERSON) 6:319 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Tappuah (PLACE) 1-3 + 6:319-320 Kotter, Wade R. 



ABD Article Index 

 

 

97 

Taralah (PLACE) + 6:320 White, Sidnie Ann 

Tarea (PERSON) + 6:320 Brettler, Marc Zvi 

Tares.  See Flora 

Targum, Targumim + 6:320-331 Alexander, Philip S. 

Tarshish (PERSON) 1-3 + 6:331 Bush, Frederic W. 

Tarshish (PLACE) + 6:331-333 Baker, David W. 

Tarsus (PLACE) + 6:333-334 Gasque, W. Ward 

Tartak (DEITY) + 6:334-335 Handy, Lowell K. 

Tartan 6:335 Grayson, A. Kirk 

Tassel.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Tatian + 6:335-336 Edwards, O. C., Jr. 

Tattenai (PERSON) + 6:336 Suiter, David E. 

Tau  6:336 

Taverner’s Bible.  See Versions, English (Pre-1900) 

Taverns, Three (PLACE).  See Three Taverns 

Taw  6:336 

Tawilan (M.R. 196972) + 6:336-337 Hart, Stephen 

Tax Collector + 6:337-338 Donahue, John R. 

Tax Office + 6:338 Snell, Daniel C. 

Taxes and Taxation + 6:338-340 Snell, Daniel C. 

Teacher of Righteousness (Halachic Letter).  See Miqsat Ma‘ase Hatorah (4QMMT) 

Teachers of Righteousness + 6:340-341 Murphy-O’Connor, Jerome 

Teachings of Silvanus (NHC VII,4) + 6:341-343 Schoedel, William R. 

Tebah (PERSON) 6:343 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Tebaliah (PERSON) + 6:343 Rogers, Jeffrey S. 

Tebeth.  See also Calendar (Ancient Israelite and Early Jewish) 6:343 

Tefillin.  See Phylacteries 

Tehillim.  See Psalms, Book of 

Tehinnah (PERSON) 6:343 Lo, Hing Choi 

Tekoa (PLACE) + 6:343-344 Axelsson, Lars A. 

Tel-Abib (PLACE) 6:344 Kobayashi, Yoshitaka 

Tel-Assar (PLACE) + 6:344-345 Kobayashi, Yoshitaka 

Tel-Harsha (PLACE) 6:345 Kobayashi, Yoshitaka 

Tel-Melah (PLACE) 6:345 Kobayashi, Yoshitaka 

Telah (PERSON) 6:345 Kennedy, James M. 

Telaim (PLACE) 6:345 Dyck, Elmer H. 

Teleilât el-Ghassûl.  See Ghassul, Tuleilat el- 

Telem (PERSON) 6:345-346 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Telem (PLACE).  See Telaim 

Telharsha (PLACE).  See Tel-Harsha 

Tell/Tel 6:346 

Telmelah (PLACE). See Tel-Melah 

Tema (PERSON) 6:346 

Tema (PLACE) + 6:346-347 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Temah (PERSON) 6:347 Swanson, Steven R. 

Teman (PERSON) + 6:347-348 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Temanite 6:348 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Temeni (PERSON) 6:348 Lo, Hing Choi 

Temple of Olympian Zeus.  See Olympian Zeus, Temple of 

Temple Scroll + 6:348-350 Schiffman, Lawrence H.  

Temple, Jerusalem 6:350-369 Meyers, Carol 

Temples and Sanctuaries: 6:369-382 

 Egypt + 6:369-372 Ward, William A. 

 Mesopotamia + 6:372-376 Robertson, John F. 

 Syria-Palestine + 6:376-380 Dever, William G. 

 Greco-Roman Temples + 6:380-382 Cole, Susan Guettel 

Temptation of Jesus + 6:382-383 Collins, Raymond F. 

Ten Commandments + 6:383-387 Collins, Raymond F. 

Ten Lost Tribes.  See Lost Tribes, The 

Tenons 6:387 Meyers, Carol 
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Tent of Meeting.  See Tabernacle 

Tenth Part (of an Ephah).  See Weights and Measures 

Tephon (PLACE) + 6:387 Kampen, John 

Terah (PERSON) + 6:387-388 Hess, Richard S. 

Terah (PLACE) 6:388 Hess, Richard S. 

Terebinth.  See Flora 

Teresh (PERSON) 6:388 Bedford, Peter 

Terqumiyeh.  See Iphtah (PLACE) 

Terror on Every Side + 6:388-389 Bracke, John M. 

Tertius (PERSON) 6:389 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Tertullian + 6:389-391 Groh, Dennis E. 

Tertullus (PERSON) + 6:391 Martin, Thomas W. 

Testimonia (4QTestim) + 6:391-392 Brooke, George J. 

Testimony of Truth.  See Truth, Testimony of (NHC IX, 3) 

Tet  6:392 

Tetragrammaton in the New Testament 6:392-393 Howard, George E. 

Tetrarch.  See Palestine, Administration of (Roman) 

Tetter.  See Leprosy 

Texts.  See Ebla Texts; Hittite Texts and Literature; Mari (Texts); Nag Hammadi Codices; Ugarit (Texts and Literature); and 

Wadi Murabbaat (Texts).  See also Letters; and Epigraphy, Transjordanian 

Textual Criticism: 6:393-435 

 Old Testament + 6:393-412 Tov, Emanuel 

 New Testament + 6:412-435 Epp, Eldon Jay 

Textual Glosses.  See Glosses, Textual 

Textus Receptus + 6:435 Revell, E. J. 

Thaddeus (PERSON) 6:435 Watson, JoAnn Ford 

Thaddeus, Acts of.  See Abgar, Epistle of Christ to 

Thamudic Language.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Thanksgiving + 6:435-438 Wolff, Christian; Fuller, Reginald H. (trans.) 

Thanksgiving Hymns (1QH) + 6:438-441 van der Minde, Hans-Jürgen; Callaway, Phillip R. (trans.) 

Thanksgiving, The Prayer of (NHC VI,7) + 6:441 Jackson, Howard 

Tharra (PERSON) 6:441 Herion, Gary A. 

Thassi 6:441-442 Rappaport, Uriel 

Theater.  See Art and Architecture 

Thebes (PLACE) + 6:442-443 Redford, Donald B. 

Thebez (PLACE) 6:443 Dyck, Elmer H. 

Theft.  See Punishments and Crimes (OT and ANE) 

Thekla, Acts of + 6:443-444 MacDonald, Dennis Ronald 

Theodicy + 6:444-447 Crenshaw, James L.  

Theodotion, Theodotion’s Version + 6:447-448 Greenspoon, Leonard J. 

Theodotus (PERSON) 1-5 6:448 Carroll, Scott T. 

Theology: 6:448-483 

 Old Testament + 6:449-473 Lemke, Werner E. 

 New Testament + 6:473-483 Morgan, Robert 

Theology (Biblical), History of + 6:483-505 Reventlow, Henning Graf; Cryer, Frederick (trans.) 

Theophany in the OT + 6:505-511 Hiebert, Theodore 

Theophilus (PERSON) + 6:511-512 O’Toole, Robert F. 

Theophoric Names.  See Names, Theophoric 

Theories of Translation + 6:512-515 Nida, Eugene A. 

Theras (PLACE).  See Ahava (PLACE) 

Thessalonians, First and Second Epistles to the + 6:515-523 Krentz, Edgar M. 

Thessalonica (PLACE) + 6:523-527 Hendrix, Holland L. 

Theta 6:527 

Theudas (PERSON) + 6:527-528 Jefford, Clayton N. 

Thiasos.  See Associations, Clubs, Thiasoi 

Thisbe (PLACE) 6:528 Herion, Gary A. 

Thistle.  See Flora 

Thomas (PERSON) + 6:528-529 Collins, Raymond F. 

Thomas the Contender, Book of (NHC II,7) + 6:529-530 Turner, John D. 

Thomas, Acts of + 6:531-534 Attridge, Harold W. 
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Thomas, Apocalypse of + 6:534 Thomason, Dana Andrew 

Thomas, Gospel of (NHC II,2) + 6:535-540 Cameron, Ron 

Thomas, The Infancy Gospel of + 6:540-544 Mirecki, Paul Allan 

Thorn.  See Flora 

Thought of Norea.  See Norea, Thought of (NHC IX,2) 

Thracia (PLACE) + 6:544 Heard, Warren J., Jr. 

Three Steles of Seth.  See Seth, Three Steles of (NHC VII,5) 

Three Taverns (PLACE) 6:544 Wineland, John D. 

Threshing.  See Agriculture 

Threshold + 6:544-545 Meyers, Carol 

Throne, Hall of the (PLACE).  See Judgement, Hall of (PLACE) 

Thunder, Perfect Mind, The (NHC VI,2) + 6:545-546 Buckley, Jorunn Jacobsen 

Thutmose (PERSON).  See Egypt, History of (New Kingdom: 18th-20th Dynasty) 

Thyatira (PLACE) + 6:546 Stambaugh, John E. 

Tiamat (DEITY) + 6:546-547 Handy, Lowell K. 

Tiberias (PLACE) + 6:547-549 Strange, James F. 

Tiberius (EMPEROR) 6:549-550 Carroll, Scott T. 

Tibhath (PLACE) 6:550 Roth, Ray Lee 

Tibni (PERSON) + 6:550-551 Cuffey, Kenneth Hugh 

Tidal (PERSON) + 6:551-552 Astour, Michael C. 

Tiglath-Pileser (PERSON) 6:552 Grayson, A. Kirk 

Tikvah (PERSON) 1-2 + 6:552 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Tilon (PERSON) 6:552-553 Smith, David Channing 

Timaeus (PERSON) 6:553 Watson, JoAnn Ford 

Timna (PERSON) 1-2 + 6:553 Williams, David Salter 

Timna‘ (PLACE) + 6:553-556 Manor, Dale W. 

Timnah (PLACE) + 6:556-557 Kotter, Wade R. 

Timnath (PLACE) + 6:557 Kampen, John 

Timnath-Heres (PLACE) 6:557-558 Weeks, Harry R. 

Timon (PERSON) + 6:558 Paulien, Jon 

Timothy (PERSON) + 6:558-560 Gillman, John L. 

Timothy and Titus, Epistles to + 6:560-571 Quinn, Jerome D. 

Tiphsah (PERSON).  See Tappuah (PERSON) 

Tiphsah (PLACE) 1-2 6:571 Hull, John H., Jr. 

Tiras (PERSON) + 6:571-572 Baker, David W. 

Tirathites 6:572 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Tirhakah (PERSON) + 6:572-573 Redford, Donald B. 

Tirhanah (PERSON) 6:573 Hostetter, Edwin C. 

Tiria (PERSON) 6:573 Lo, Hing Choi 

Tirzah (PERSON) 6:573 Taylor, Marion Ann ; Taylor, J. Glen 

Tirzah (PLACE) + 6:573-577 Manor, Dale W. 

Tishbe (PLACE) + 6:577-578 Walsh, Jerome T. 

Tishbite 6:578 Walsh, Jerome T. 

Tishri.  See also Calendars (Ancient Israelite and Early Jewish) 6:578 

Titans 6:578 White, Sidnie Ann 

Tithe + 6:578-580 Wilson, J. Christian 

Titles, Divine.  See Names of God in the OT 

Titus (EMPEROR) + 6:580-581 Jones, Brian W. 

Titus (PERSON) + 6:581-582 Gillman, John L. 

Titus Manius (PERSON).  See Manius, Titus (PERSON) 

Titus, Epistle to.  See Timothy and Titus, Epistles to 

Tizite 6:582-583 Uitti, Roger W. 

Toah (PERSON) 6:583 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Tob (PLACE) + 6:583 Redditt, Paul L. 

Tobadonijah (PERSON) + 6:583 Lowery, Kirk E. 

Tobiah (PERSON) 1-3 + 6:584-585 Eskenazi, Tamara C. 

Tobias (PERSON) 1-2 + 6:585 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Tobiel (PERSON) + 6:585 Schmidt, Frederick W. 

Tobijah (PERSON) 1-2 6:585 Lowery, Kirk E. 

Tobit, Book of + 6:585-594 Moore, Carey A. 
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Tochen (PLACE) 6:594 Kotter, Wade R. 

Toga.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Togarmah (PERSON) + 6:594-595 Baker, David W. 

Toggle-Pin.  See Jewelry, Ancient Israelite 

Tohu (PERSON) 6:595 Petter, Gerald J. 

Toi (PERSON) + 6:595 Pitard, Wayne T. 

Tokhath (PERSON).  See Kohath (PERSON) 

Tola (PERSON) 1-2 + 6:595-596 Boling, Robert G. 

Tolad (PLACE).  See Eltolad 

Tongues, Gift of + 6:596-600 Johnson, Luke Timothy 

Tophel (PLACE) 6:600 Younker, Randall W. 

Topheth (PLACE) + 6:600-601 Schmitz, Philip C. 

Toponyms and Toponymy + 6:601-605 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Torah (Pentateuch) + 6:605-622 Friedman, Richard Elliott 

Tou (PERSON).  See Toi (PERSON) 

Toubiani + 6:622 Redditt, Paul L. 

Towers + 6:622-624 Banning, Edward B. 

Town Clerk.  See City Authorities 

Trachonitis (PLACE) + 6:624-625 Smith, Robert Wayne 

Trade and Commerce: 6:625-633 

 Ancient Near East + 6:625-629 Snell, Daniel C. 

 Roman Empire + 6:629-633 Sidebotham, Steven E. 

Tradition History + 6:633-638 Knight, Douglas A. 

Tradition of the Elders + 6:638-639 Setzer, Claudia J. 

Trajan (EMPEROR) + 6:639-640 Jones, Brian W. 

Trance.  See Mysticism 

Transfiguration + 6:640-642 Chilton, Bruce 

Transjordan + 6:642-643 Thompson, Henry O. 

Transjordanian Epigraphy.  See Epigraphy, Transjordanian 

Translation of the Bible.  See Theories of Translation; Versions 

Traps.  See Zoology 

Travel and Communication: 6:644-653 

 The Old Testament World + 6:644-648 Beitzel, Barry J. 

 The New Testament World + 6:648-653 Bruce, Frederick Fyvie 

Travelers, Valley of the (PLACE) + 6:653 Ferch, Arthur J. 

Tray 6:653 Meyers, Carol 

Treason.  See Punishments and Crimes (OT and ANE) 

Treaties in the ANE + 6:653-656 Barré, Michael L. 

Treatise of Seth.  See Seth, Second Treatise of the Great (NHC VII,2) 

Treatise of Shem.  See Shem, Treatise of 

Treatise on the Resurrection.  See Resurrection, Treatise on the (NHC I,4) 

Tree of Knowledge and Tree of Life + 6:656-660 Wallace, Howard N. 

Trial of Jesus + 6:660-663 Prendergast, Terrence 

Tribe.  See Family 

Tribes, Lost.  See Lost Tribes, The 

Tribulation, The.  See Millennium; Eschatology (Early Christian) 

Tribute.  See Taxes and Taxation 

Trimorphic Protennoia (NHC XIII,1) + 6:663-664 Robinson, Gesine M. 

Tripartite Tractate (NHC I,5) + 6:664-665 Attridge, Harold W. 

Tripolis (PLACE) 6:665 Smith, Robert Wayne 

Trismegistos (Hermes).  See Hermes Trismegistos 

Triumphal Entry.  See Passion Narratives 

Troas (PLACE) + 6:666-667 Yamauchi, Edwin M. 

Trogyllium (PLACE) + 6:667 Heard, Warren J., Jr. 

Trophimus (PERSON) + 6:667-668 Paulien, Jon 

Trumpets.  See Music and Musical Instruments 

Truth, Gospel of (NHC I,3; XII,2) + 6:668 Brown, S. Kent 

Truth, Testimony of (NHC IX,3) + 6:668-669 Pearson, Birger A. 

Tryphaena and Tryphosa (PERSONS) 6:669 Lampe, Peter 

Trypho (PERSON) + 6:669 Pacwa, Mitchell C. 
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Trypho, Dialogue with.  See Justin Martyr 

Tryphosa (PERSON).  See Tryphaena and Tryphosa 

Tubal (PERSON) + 6:670 Baker, David W. 

Tubal-Cain (PERSON) + 6:670 Hess, Richard S. 

Tubas (PLACE).  See Thebez 

Tuleilat el-Batashi (PLACE).  See Batashi, Tuleilat el- 

Tuleilat el-Ghassul.  See Ghassul, Tuleilat el- 

Tumors.  See Sickness and Disease 

Tunic.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Turban.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Turtledove.  See Zoology 

Twelve, The + 6:670-671 Collins, Raymond F. 

Twined Linen + 6:671 Meyers, Carol 

Two-Gospel Hypothesis + 6:671-679 Dungan, David L. 

Two-Source Hyphothesis + 6:679-682 Boismard, M.-É.; Prendergast, Terrence (trans.) 

Tychicus (PERSON) + 6:682 Gillman, John L. 

Typology + 6:682-685 Alsup, John E. 

Tyrannus (PERSON) + 6:686 Yamauchi, Edwin M. 

Tyre (PLACE): 6:686-692 

 A-C 6:686-690 Katzenstein, H. J. 

 D Tyre in the Greco-Roman Period 6:690-691 Edwards, Douglas R. 

 Bibliography 6:691-692 Katzenstein, H. J.; Edwards, Douglas R. 

Tyre, Ladder of.  See Ladder of Tyre 

Tyropoeon Valley (PLACE) 6:692 Smith, Robert Wayne 

’Ubaid.  See al ’Ubaid 

Ubeidiya (M.R. 205232) 6:693 Bar-Yosef, Ofer 

Ucal (PERSON) + 6:693-694 Berry, Donald K. 

Udhruh (M.R. 207971) + 6:694 Killick, Alistair 

Uel (PERSON) 6:694-695 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Ugarit (35º35'N; 35º45'E): 6:695-721 

 History and Archaeology + 6:695-706 Yon, Marguerite; Rosoff, Stephen (trans.) 

 Texts and Literature + 6:706-721 Pardee, D. ; Bordreuil, Pierre 

‘Ula, al- (PLACE).  See Dedan (PLACE) 

Ulai (PLACE) + 6:721 Arnold, Bill T. 

Ulam (PERSON) 1-2 + 6:721-722 Graham, M. Patrick 

Ulcer.  See Sickness and Disease 

Ulla (PERSON) 6:722 O’Brien, Julia M. 

‘Umeiri, Tell el- (M.R. 234142) + 6:722-724 Geraty, Lawrence T.; Herr, Larry G. 

Umm al-Biyara (M.R. 191970) + 6:724-725 Hart, Stephen 

Umm el-Jimal (39º19'N; 36º22'E) + 6:725-728 de Vries, Bert 

Ummah (PLACE) 6:728 White, Sidnie Ann 

Unclean and Clean: 6:729-745 

 Old Testament + 6:729-741 Wright, David P. 

 New Testament + 6:741-745 Hübner, Hans; Thomas, Ronald B., Jr. (trans.) 

Underworld.  See Dead, Abode of the; Hades, Hell; Descent to the Underworld 

Unforgivable Sin 6:745-746 Everts, Janet Meyer 

Unity/Unity of Humanity + 6:746-753 Taylor, Walter F., Jr. 

Universe.  See Cosmogony, Cosmology 

Unknown God, Inscription to the + 6:753-755 Wachob, Wesley Hiram 

Unleavened Bread and Passover, Feasts of + 6:755-765 Bokser, Baruch M. 

Unni (PERSON) 1-2 6:765 Dillard, Raymond B. 

Unno (PERSON) 6:765 Kutsko, John F. 

Uphaz (PLACE) + 6:765 Baker, David W. 

Upper Gate (PLACE) + 6:765 Liid, Dale C. 

Upsilon 6:766 

Ur (PERSON) 6:766 Fuller, Russell 

Ur (PLACE) + 6:766-767 Margueron, Jean-Claude; Rosoff, Stephen (trans.) 

Urartian Language.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Urartu (PLACE).  See Ararat (PLACE) 

Urbanus (PERSON) 6:767 Lampe, Peter 
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Uri (PERSON) 1-3 + 6:767 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Uriah (PERSON) 1-6 + 6:767-769 Althann, Robert 

Uriel (ANGEL) + 6:769 Newsom, Carol A. 

Uriel (PERSON) 1-2 6:769-770 Dillard, Raymond B. 

Usury.  See Interest and Usury 

Uthai (PERSON) 1-3 + 6:770 Shearer, Rodney H. 

Uz (PLACE) + 6:770-771 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

‘Uza, Horvat (M.R. 165068) + 6:771-775 Beit-Arieh, Itzhaq 

Uzai (PERSON) 6:775 Ruffin, Michael L. 

Uzal (PERSON) + 6:775-776 Müller, Walter W. 

Uzzah (PERSON) 1-4 6:776 Thompson, David L. 

Uzzen-Sheerah (PLACE) 6:776 Davis, M. Stephen 

Uzzi (PERSON) 1-7 6:776-777 Hutton, Rodney R. 

Uzzia (PERSON) + 6:777 Fuller, Russell 

Uzziah (PERSON) 1 + 6:777-779 Kuntz, J. Kenneth 

Uzziah (PERSON) 2-6 6:779 Perkins, Larry J. 

Uzziel (PERSON) 1-6 + 6:779-780 Hutton, Rodney R. 

Vaizatha (PERSON) + 6:781 Bedford, Peter 

Valentinian Exposition (NHC XI,2) + 6:781-783 Turner, John D. 

Valentinus + 6:783-784 Mirecki, Paul Allan 

Valley Gate (PLACE) + 6:784-785 Liid, Dale C. 

Vaniah (PERSON) 6:785 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Vashti (PERSON) + 6:785 McKenna, John E. 

Vaticanus.  See Codex (Codex Vaticanus) 

Vegetables.  See Flora 

Veil.  See Dress and Ornamentation 

Veil of the Temple + 6:785-786 Meyers, Carol 

Vengeance + 6:786-787 Pitard, Wayne T. 

Verse, Hebrew.  See Parallelism 

Versions, Ancient.  6:787-813 

 See also Aquila’s Version; Aristeas, Letter of; Diatessaron; Hexapla of Origen; Septuagint; Symmachus, Symmachus’s 

Version; Syro-Hexapla; Targum, Targumim; Theodotion, Theodotion’s Version; Vulgate; See also Textual Criticism; 

Dead Sea Scrolls; Nag Hammadi; and Wadi Murabbaat.  See also Languages 

 Introductory Survey + 6:787-793 Birdsall, James Neville 

 Greek Versions + 6:793-794 Greenspoon, Leonard J. 

 Syriac Versions + 6:794-799 Brock, Sebastian Paul 

 Latin Versions + 6:799-803 Bogaert, Pierre-Maurice 

 Coptic Versions + 6:803 Mills, Watson E. 

 Gothic Versions + 6:803-805 Birdsall, James Neville 

 Armenian Versions + 6:805-808 Alexanian, Joseph M. 

 Ethiopic Versions + 6:808-810 Zuurmond, Rochus 

 Georgian Versions + 6:810-813 Birdsall, James Neville 

Versions, Catholic + 6:813-816 Collins, Raymond F. 

Versions, English.  6:816-838 
 See also Theory of Translation; Versions, American; Versions, Catholic; Versions, Jewish; and Versions, Modern Era 

 Pre-1960 English Versions + 6:816-829 Lewis, Jack P. 

 Wycliffe’s Version + 6:830 Lewis, Jack P. 

 Authorized Versions + 6:830-832 Lewis, Jack P. 

 King James Version + 6:832-834 Lewis, Jack P. 

 American Versions + 6:834-838 Frerichs, Ernest S. 

Versions, Jewish + 6:838-842 Orlinsky, Harry M. 

Versions, Modern Era + 6:842-851 Grether, Herbert G. 

Vespasian (EMPEROR) + 6:851-853 Milns, R.D. 

Vessels.  See Pottery 

Vestibule.  See Temple, Jerusalem 

Vices.  See Virtue/Vice Lists 

Vine.  See Flora 

Viper.  See Zoology 

Virgin + 6:853-854 Schmitt, John J. 

Virgin Mary.  See Mary, Mother of Jesus 
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Virgin, Apocalypses of the + 6:854-856 Bauckham, Richard 

Virgin, Assumption of the + 6:856-857 Esbroeck, Michel V. 

Virtue/Vice Lists + 6:857-859 Fitzgerald, John T. 

Vision.  See Prophecy; Mysticism 

Vophsi (PERSON) 6:859-860 Paulien, Jon 

Vulgar Language.  See Bible, Euphemism and Dysphemism in the 

Vulgate + 6:860-862 Parker, D. C. 

Vulture.  See Zoology 

Wadi 6:863 

Wadi Murabbaat (M.R. 110185): 6:863-864 

 Archaeology + 6:863-864 Murphy-O’Connor, Jerome 

 Texts + 6:864 O’Brien, Julia M. 

Wadi Musa (M.R. 196970) + 6:864-865 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Wafer 6:865 Meyers, Carol; Flesher, Paul V. M. 

Waheb (PLACE) + 6:865 Ferch, Arthur J. 

Wailing Wall.  See Temple, Jerusalem 

Walls.  See Fortifications (Levant) 

Wanting and Desiring + 6:866-867 Schunck, Klaus-Dietrich; Callaway, Phillip (trans.) 

War and Warfare.  See Weapons and Implements of Warfare; Military Organization in Mesopotamia; Deuteronomy, Book of 

War in the NT + 6:867-875 Klassen, William 

War Rule (1QM) + 6:875-876 Davies, Philip R. 

Warrior, Divine + 6:876-880 Hiebert, Theodore 

Wars of the Lord, Book of the + 6:880 Christensen, Duane L. 

Washingtonianus.  See Codex (Codex Washingtonianus) 

Wasm (Camel Brand) + 6:880-882 King, Geraldine 

Waten, Khirbet el-.  See Moladah (PLACE) 

Water for Impurity + 6:882 Wright, David P. 

Water Gate (PLACE) + 6:882-883 Suiter, David E. 

Water Works + 6:883-893 Oleson, John Peter 

Waters of Megiddo.  See Megiddo, Waters of 

Waters of Merom.  See Merom, Waters of 

Wave Offering.  See Sacrifice and Sacrificial Offerings 

Waw 6:893 

Weapons and Implements of Warfare + 6:893-895 Fretz, Mark J. 

Weasel.  See Zoology 

Weather.  See Palestine, Climate of 

Wedding.  See Marriage 

Weeds.  See Agriculture 

Week.  See Calendars 

Weeks, Festival of + 6:895-897 VanderKam, James C. 

Weights and Measures + 6:897-908 Powell, Marvin A. 

West 6:908 Drinkard, Joel F., Jr. 

West Semitic Languages.  See Languages (Introductory Survey) 

Western Sea (PLACE) + 6:908-909 Lubetski, Meir 

Western Text + 6:909-912 Epp, Eldon Jay 

Western Wall.  See Temple, Jerusalem 

Wheat.  See Agriculture; Flora 

Widow.  See Levirate Law 

Wife.  See Family 

Wild Goat, Wild Ox.  See Zoology 

Wilderness Wanderings + 6:912-914 Davies, G. I. 

Will of God in the OT + 6:914-920 Fretheim, Terence E. 

Willow.  See Flora 

Willows, Brook of the (PLACE) + 6:920 Ferch, Arthur J. 

Wind.  See Palestine, Climate of 

Winnowing.  See Agriculture 

Wisdom in the OT + 6:920-931 Murphy, Roland E. 

Wisdom of Ben-Sira + 6:931-945 Di Lella, Alexander A. 

Wisdom, Book of.  See Solomon, Wisdom of 

Wise Men.  See Infancy Narratives in the NT Gospels 
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Witchcraft.  See Magic (OT) 

Withered Hand.  See Sickness and Disease 

Witness, Altar of (PLACE) 6:945 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Wizard.  See Magic (OT) 

Woe: 6:945-947 

 OT "Woe" Oracles 6:945-946 Clements, Ronald E. 

 "Woe"  in the NT 6:946-947 Collins, Raymond F. 

 Bibliography 6:947 Clements, Ronald E.; Collins, Raymond F. 

Wolf.  See Zoology 

Women: 6:947-961 

 Mesopotamia + 6:947-951 Harris, Rivkah 

 Old Testament 6:951-957 Bird, Phyllis A. 

 New Testament + 6:957-961 Witherington, Ben, III 

Wood.  See Flora 

Wool.  See Dress and Ornamentation; Zoology 

Word of God + 6:961-968 Fretheim, Terence E. 

Wordplay, Hebrew + 6:968-971 Greenstein, Edward L. 

Words of the Luminaries (4QDibHam) + 6:971-972 Davies, Philip R. 

Works of God 6:972 Minear, Paul S. 

World, On the Origin of (NHC II,5) + 6:972-973 Perkins, Pheme 

Worm.  See Zoology 

Wormwood + 6:973 Reddish, Mitchell G. 

Worship, Early Christian + 6:973-989 Aune, David E. 

Wrath of God: 6:989-998 

 Old Testament + 6:989-996 Herion, Gary A. 

 New Testament + 6:996-998 Travis, Stephen H. 

Wreath 6:998 Meyers, Carol 

Writing and Writing Materials + 6:999-1008 Lemaire, André 

Wyclif’s Version.  See Versions, English (Wycliffe’s Version) 

Xanthicus + 6:1009 Kampen, John 

Xerxes (PERSON) + 6:1009-1010 Young, T. Cuyler, Jr. 

Xi  6:1010 

Yael, Ein.  See Rephaim, Valley of 

Yahudiya, el- (PLACE).  See Jehud (PLACE) 

Yahweh (DEITY) + 6:1011-1012 Thompson, Henry O. 

Yahweh, Day of.  See Day of Yahweh 

Yahwist ("J") Source + 6:1012-1020 de Pury, Albert 

Ya‘nin, Khirbet.  See Neiel (PLACE) 6:1020 

Yavneh (PLACE).  See Jamnia (Jabneh), Council of 6:1020 

Yavneh-Yam (M.R. 121147) + 6:1020-1021 Kaplan, Jacob 

Year.  See Calendars 

Yeast.  See Meal Customs (Jewish Dietary Laws) 

Yeruham, Mount (M.R. 139045) + 6:1021 Kochavi, Moshe 

Yiftahel (M.R. 171240) + 6:1021-1023 Braun, Eliot 

Yin‘am, Tel (M.R. 198235) + 6:1023 Liebowitz, Harold A. 

Yiron (PLACE) + 6:1024 Arav, Rami 

Yod  6:1024 

Yohanan Ben Zakkai + 6:1024-1026 Porton, Gary G. 

Yoke + 6:1026-1027 Tyer, Charles L. 

Yokefellow (PERSON) + 6:1027 Gillman, Florence Morgan 

Yom Kippur.  See Day of Atonement 

Yoqneam, Tell.  See Jokneam (PLACE) 

Yuttah (PLACE).  See Juttah (PLACE) 

Zaanan (PLACE) + 6:1029 Luker, Lamontte M. 

Zaanannim (PLACE) 6:1029 White, Sidnie Ann 

Zaavan (PERSON) 6:1029 Matthews, Victor H. 

Zabad (PERSON) 1-7 + 6:1030 Eades, Keith L. 

Zabadeans + 6:1030-1031 Kasher, Aryeh 

Zabbai (PERSON) 1-2 6:1031 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Zabdi (PERSON) 1-4 6:1031 Nysse, Richard W. 
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Zabdiel (PERSON) 1-3 6:1031-1032 Hardwick, Michael E. 

Zabud (PERSON) 6:1032 McMillion,Phillip E. 

Zabulon.  See Zebulun 

Zaccai (PERSON) 6:1032 Bergdall, Chaney R. 

Zacchaeus (PERSON) + 6:1032-1033 O’Toole, Robert F. 

Zaccur (PERSON) 1-10 + 6:1033-1034 Eades, Keith L. 

Zadok (PERSON) 1 + 6:1034-1036 Ramsey, George W. 

Zadok (PERSON) 2 + 6:1036 Porter, Stanley E. 

Zadokite Fragments (Damascus Document) + 6:1036-1038 Schiffman, Lawrence H.  

Zaham (PERSON) + 6:1038 Kennedy, James M. 

Zair (PLACE) + 6:1038-1039 Liwak, Rüdiger 

Zalaph (PERSON) 6:1039 Williams, Nora A. 

Zalmon (PERSON) 6:1039 Schley, Donald G. 

Zalmon (PLACE) 6:1039 Schley, Donald G. 

Zalmonah (PLACE) 6:1039 Lott, Jeffrey K. 

Zalmunna (PERSON) 6:1039 

Zanoah (PLACE) 1-2 + 6:1039 Kotter, Wade R. 

Zaphenath-Paneah (PERSON) 6:1040 Oller, Gary H. 

Zaphon (PLACE) + 6:1040 Franklyn, Paul Nimrah 

Zaphon, Mount (PLACE) + 6:1040-1041 Avalos, Hector 

Zarephath (PLACE) + 6:1041 Roth, Ray Lee 

Zarethan (PLACE) + 6:1041-1043 Thompson, Henry O. 

Zarius (PERSON) 6:1043 Bowman, Craig D. 

Zattu (PERSON) 6:1043 Swanson, Steven R. 

Zayin 6:1043 

Zaza (PERSON) 6:1043 Steeger, William P. 

Zealots + 6:1043-1054 Rhoads, David 

Zebadiah (PERSON) 1-9 + 6:1054-1055 Eades, Keith L. 

Zebah and Zalmunna (PERSONS) + 6:1055 Mendenhall, George E.  

Zebedee (PERSON) 6:1055 Watson, JoAnn Ford 

Zebidah (PERSON) 6:1055 Schearing, Linda S. 

Zebina (PERSON) 6:1055 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Zeboiim (PLACE) + 6:1055-1056 Pressler, Carolyn J. 

Zeboim (PLACE) 1-2 6:1056 Arnold, Patrick M. 

Zebul (PERSON) + 6:1056 Lowery, Kirk E. 

Zebulun (PERSON) + 6:1056-1057 Jeansonne, Sharon Pace 

Zechariah (PERSON) 1-30 + 6:1057-1060 Wright, John W. 

Zechariah (PERSON) 31 + 6:1060-1061 Watson, JoAnn Ford 

Zechariah, Book of: 6:1061-1068 

 Zechariah 1-8 + 6:1061-1065 Meyers, Carol;  Meyers, Eric M. 

 Zechariah 9-14 + 6:1065-1068 Petersen, David L. 

Zecher (PERSON).  See Zechariah (PERSON) 

Zedad (PLACE) + 6:1068 Thompson, Henry O. 

Zedekiah (PERSON) 1-6 + 6:1068-1071 Althann, Robert 

Zeeb (PERSON).  See Oreb and Zeeb 6:1071 

Zeiraqoun, Khirbet (M.R. 239222) + 6:1071-1072 Ibrahim, Moawiyah M.; Mittmann, Siegfried 

Zela (PLACE) + 6:1072 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Zelek (PERSON) + 6:1072 Thompson, David L. 

Zelophehad (PERSON) + 6:1072-1073 Taylor, Marion Ann ; Taylor, J. Glen 

Zelzah (PLACE) + 6:1073-1074 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Zemaraim (PLACE) 1-2 + 6:1074 Toews, Wesley Irwin 

Zemarites + 6:1074 Baker, David W. 

Zemer (PLACE) 6:1074 Roth, Ray Lee 

Zemirah (PERSON) 6:1074 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Zenan (PLACE) + 6:1074 Kotter, Wade R. 

Zenas (PERSON) + 6:1074-1075 Gillman, John L. 

Zephaniah (PERSON) 1-4 + 6:1075 Berridge, John M. 

Zephaniah, Apocalypse of + 6:1075-1077 Wintermute, Orval S. 

Zephaniah, Book of + 6:1077-1080 Kselman, John S. 

Zephath (PLACE) 6:1080 Baker, David W. 
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Zephathah (PLACE) + 6:1080 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Zepho (PERSON) 6:1080 Hübner, Ulrich 

Zephon (PERSON) 6:1080 de Groot van Houten, Christina 

Zephonites.  See Ziphion 6:1080 

Zer (PLACE) 6:1080 Frankel, Rafael 

Zerah (PERSON) 1-6 + 6:1080-1081 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Zerahiah (PERSON) 1-2 6:1081 Shearer, Rodney H. 

Zeraiah (PERSON).  See Zebadiah 

Zerdaiah (PERSON) 6:1082 Fager, Jeffrey A. 

Zered, Brook of (PLACE) 6:1082 Herion, Gary A. 

Zeredah (PLACE) + 6:1082 Thompson, Henry O. 

Zererah (PLACE) + 6:1082-1083 Thompson, Henry O. 

Zeresh (PERSON) + 6:1083 Wiebe, John M. 

Zereth (PERSON) 6:1083 Lo, Hing Choi 

Zereth-Shahar (PLACE) + 6:1083 Franklyn, Paul Nimrah 

Zeri (PERSON) 6:1083 McCann, J. Clinton, Jr. 

Zeror (PERSON) + 6:1083-1084 Edelman, Diana Vikander 

Zeror, Tel (M.R. 147203) + 6:1084 Kochavi, Moshe 

Zeruah (PERSON) 6:1084 Schearing, Linda S. 

Zerubbabel (PERSON) + 6:1084-1086 Beyer, Bryan E. 

Zeruiah (PERSON) 6:1086 Schley, Donald G. 

Zeruiah (PERSON) 6:1086 Schley, Donald G. 

Zervanism + 6:1086-1087 Hultgård, Anders 

Zeta  6:1087 

Zetham (PERSON) 6:1087 Kennedy, James M. 

Zethan (PERSON) 6:1087 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Zethar (PERSON).  See Mehuman 

Zeus, Friend of Strangers.  See Gerizim, Mount 

Zeus, Temple of.  See Olympian Zeus, Temple of 

Zia (PERSON) 6:1087 Graham, M. Patrick 

Ziba (PERSON) 6:1087-1088 Bailey, Randall C. 

Zibeon (PERSON) 1-2 + 6:1088 Matthews, Victor H. 

Zibia (PERSON) 6:1088 Willett, Tom Wayne 

Zibiah (PERSON) 6:1088 Schearing, Linda S. 

Zichri (PERSON) 1-12 + 6:1088-1089 Uitti, Roger W. 

Ziddim (PLACE) + 6:1089-1090 Frankel, Rafael 

Ziha (PERSON) 6:1090 Augustin, Gary C. 

Ziklag (PLACE) + 6:1090 Kotter, Wade R. 

Ziklag (PLACE) II + 6:1090-1093 Oren, Eliezer D. 

Zillah (PERSON) + 6:1093-1094 Hess, Richard S. 

Zillethai (PERSON) 1-2 6:1094 Dillard, Raymond B. 

Zilpah (PERSON) + 6:1094 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Zimmah (PERSON) 6:1094 Kennedy, James M. 

Zimran (PERSON) 6:1094 Matthews, Victor H. 

Zimri (PERSON) 1-4 6:1094-1095 Hutton, Rodney R. 

Zimri (PLACE) 6:1095 White, Sidnie Ann 

Zin, Wilderness of (PLACE) + 6:1095-1096 Seely, David R. 

Zina (PERSON).  See Zizah 

Zion (PLACE) + 6:1096-1097 Mare, W. Harold 

Zion Gospel Edition + 6:1097-1098 Petersen, William L. 

Zion Traditions + 6:1098-1102 Levenson, Jon D. 

Zion, Daughter of + 6:1103 Follis, Elaine R. 

Zior (PLACE) + 6:1103-1104 Kotter, Wade R. 

Ziph (PERSON) 1-2 6:1104 Herion, Gary A. 

Ziph (PLACE) 1-3 + 6:1104 Lance, H. Darrell 

Ziphah (PERSON) 6:1104 Lo, Hing Choi 

Ziphion (PERSON) 6:1104 Mariottini, Claude F. 

Ziphron (PLACE) 6:1104 Lott, Jeffrey K. 

Zippor (PERSON) 6:1104-1105 Hutton, Rodney R. 

Zipporah (PERSON) + 6:1105 Burns, Rita J. 
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Ziv.  See also Calendars (Ancient Israelite and Early Jewish) 6:1105 

Ziz, Ascent of (PLACE) + 6:1105 Herion, Gary A. 

Ziza (PERSON) 1-2 + 6:1105-1106 Uitti, Roger W. 

Zizah (PERSON) 6:1106 Rogers, Jeffrey S. 

Zoan (PLACE) + 6:1106-1107 Redford, Donald B. 

Zoar (PLACE) + 6:1107 Astour, Michael C. 

Zobah (PLACE) + 6:1108 Pitard, Wayne T. 

Zobebah (PERSON) 6:1108 Lo, Hing Choi 

Zohar (PERSON) 1-2 + 6:1108-1109 Moyer, James C. 

Zoheleth, Stone of.  See Serpent’s Stone 

Zoheth (PERSON) 6:1109 Smith, David Channing 

Zoldera (PLACE).  See Lystra 

Zoology (Fauna) + 6:1109-1167 Firmage, Edwin 

Zophah (PERSON) + 6:1167 O’Brien, Julia M. 

Zophai (PERSON).  See Zuph (PERSON) 

Zophar (PERSON) + 6:1167-1168 Holbert, John C. 

Zophim (PLACE) 6:1168 Brensinger, Terry L. 

Zor (PLACE).  See Jordan, Jungle of 

Zorah (PLACE) + 6:1168 Greenberg, Raphael 

Zoroaster, Zoroastrianism + 6:1168-1174 Boyce, Mary 

Zostrianos (NHC VIII,1) + 6:1174-1175 Sieber, John H. 

Zuar (PERSON) 6:1175 Launderville, Dale F. 

Zugoth 6:1175 Flesher, Paul V. M. 

Zuph (PERSON) 6:1175 Petter, Gerald J. 

Zuph (PLACE) + 6:1175 Petter, Gerald J. 

Zur (PERSON) 1-2 + 6:1175-1176 Knauf, Ernst Axel 

Zuriel (PERSON) 6:1176 de Groot van Houten, Christina 

Zurishaddai (PERSON) 6:1176 Launderville, Dale F. 

Zurra‘a, Khirbet el-.  See Gath-Hepher 6:1176 

Zuzim + 6:1176 Astour, Michael C. 
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PREFACE  

In view of Gary Herion‘s comprehensive Introduction to the Anchor Bible Dictionary, very little 

needs to be added byway of preface, but a few words may be helpful. The project itself was initiated early 

in the 1980s by conversations between Robert Heller, then head of the Religion Department at 

Doubleday, and me. Because of the widespread acceptance and use of the Anchor Bible Critical 

Commentaries, we felt that a companion work, the ABD, was an appropriate undertaking. As a 

consequence, I prepared a master plan, which called for a set of fives: five volumes, five years, five 

hundred contributors, and five million words. As such, it would have matched generally earlier major 

works of the same kind: the justly regarded classic work of the turn of the century, The Hastings‘ 



Dictionary of the Bible (in five volumes, 1898–1904), and the well-known Interpreter‘s Dictionary of the 

Bible (also in five volumes, the first four appearing in 1962, with a fifth, supplemental volume in 1976). 

Now, at the end of the first major stage of this enterprise (the submission of the manuscript), the ABD has 

turned out to consist of six volumes, with nearly a thousand contributors, well over six million words, 

with the completed manuscript submitted to the publisher in just six years. That it was done within this 

period is a tribute to the last of the associate editors, Gary Herion, who delivered all six volumes in 

manuscript form from the beginning of June to the latter part of August, 1990. While a project of such 

magnitude is difficult to manage in its various aspects, the hardest part of all is to finish it and close it 

down. Getting started certainly was not easy, but once this huge vehicle was well under way, it threatened 

to become a runaway, moving faster and growing larger (like a snowball coursing down a mountainside) 

and sweeping everything in its path. It is difficult to imagine how dangerous a prospect this can be, of 

continuing and unlimited expansion, a never-ending process. It is not readily recognized that for each 

topic assigned there are many more that could be assigned, and between every two entries there could 

exist any number of others, all worthy of consideration. Even before the project has reached maximum 

speed and efficiency, and manuscripts are pouring in in large numbers, it is necessary to call a halt, turn 

off the power, and apply the brakes. The next most dramatic moment in the work comes with the decision 

to call a halt and the declaration that the dictionary is done. Of course it isn‘t (and never will be) ―done‖ 

because the task of scholarship goes on, old entries need to be revised, and new entries need to be written; 

but when the deadline arrives, the work is finished. It takes a person of character and courage to make 

such a determination in the midst of the endless flow of words, but it is necessary. Not every assigned 

article is received within the time limits, and not every one that is received is finally acceptable. But at 

some point the declaration must be made, and the editors and the publisher must take what they have and 

go on to the second major stage: producing the work of a whole generation of scholars in book form. Gary 

Herion proved to be the right person in the right place at the right time. He came onboard after others had 

started the project and moved it along. But he finished it, and for that a special accolade is in order. He 

organized and coordinated the work force for this powerful push to the finish line, and he himself 

contributed a major effort in negotiating with authors, bringing in the manuscripts, reading and editing the 

latter. He set an example of conscientiousness and dedication that stirred the rest to emulation as well as 

embarrassment: he came earlier and stayed later as time wore on and the deadlines approached. He was 

the ideal coadjutor and chief of operations, and when the time came and the last whistle blew, he had 

successfully completed what others had started.  
I wish to add a personal word of gratitude to all those who had a hand in this undertaking, and whose 

names are listed in Herion‘s Introduction. I want to mention in particular the administrative officers of the 

University of Michigan, who provided substantial material assistance for the ABD, in particular the 

several vice presidents for academic affairs who held the office during the life of the ABD project: Billy 

Frye, James Duderstadt, Charles Vest, and Gilbert Whitaker. Each VPAA in turn renewed the 

commitment and the support, the continuity being established and maintained by that most modest and 

self-effacing of associate vice presidents, Robert Holbrook, who has been a faithful backer of this project 

since its inception.  

A final word of gratitude is owing to Astrid B. Beck, without whose constant and diligent oversight of 

the Project and the Program on Studies in Religion, neither would have succeeded or even survived. She 

maintained both at the highest levels of efficiency and equanimity during the most trying periods, when 

the entire building was being torn apart and rebuilt, and when the work force threatened to overwhelm the 

facilities, and the work load reached a crisis point. There is an unpayable debt owed by all of us.  

DAVID NOEL FREEDMAN  

EDITOR-IN-CHIEF  

DECEMBER 7, 1990  

Ann Arbor, Michigan  



INTRODUCTION  

Every generation needs its own Dictionary of the Bible. Within its pages one can expect to find 

presented the essence of critical scholarship on subjects pertaining to the Bible, as those subjects are 

understood by students of that generation. Thus while such encyclopedic reference works provide a 

valuable service to their readers, in a larger sense they can never transcend the limits of their own 

historical contexts. In time they inevitably become outdated, and after a generation or so they can hope to 

achieve a sort of ―second shelf life‖ as a valuable period piece, witness to where the field of biblical 

studies was at one point in its history.  
It has been thirty years since the last major Bible dictionary appeared in America. The Biblical 

Theology movement was in its heyday, and a certain ―consensus‖ on matters pertaining to the history and 

literature of both testaments had been established. When reviewing English-language Bible dictionaries of 

the time, one cannot help but notice the preponderance of word studies and of sweeping historical 

reconstructions that were characteristic of the field at midcentury. One critic at the time noted this and 

lamented that more attention was not being devoted to the critical issues of methods and assumptions. 

Baldly stated, it seems that scholarship at that time was more interested in presenting ―the facts‖ than in 

considering critically how we know them to be ―facts.‖The emphasis in biblical studies has changed 

considerably since then. The mainstream American consensus that held in the 1950s and early ‘60s 

unravelled during the 1970s. Sweeping historical reconstructions became increasingly rare as OT and NT 

scholars alike began to engage in often fierce debates over methods and assumptions (e.g., about the role 

and value of archaeology, and about the ―literary‖ nature of biblical historiography).And when syntheses 

were attempted, one would very often find scholars moving beyond the venerable limits of the canon 

itself: the vocation of ―biblical scholar‖ increasingly required one to be competent in dealing with a wide 

range of later, extrabiblical texts attesting to the complex emergence of early Judaism and early 

Christianity (or, as many would now insist, ―early Judaisms and early Christianities‖).  

The Anchor Bible Dictionary is no less a product of its time. In some respects, the situation since the 

1960s is now reversed: scholars now tend to be more preoccupied with considering how we know 

something to be a ―fact‖ than in assembling those ―facts‖ into a meaningful whole. Thus the 

overwhelming majority of major articles found in the following pages devotes a good deal of space to the 

basic epistemological question: ―How do we know what we know about this topic?‖ One will be hard 

pressed to find in these pages any sort of sweeping historical synthesis that presumes a scholarly 

consensus. Scholarly consensus simply does not exist here at the end of the twentieth century.  

Nevertheless in these six volumes there are still many new and refreshing insights one can discover 

about biblical texts, about histories and personalities referred to therein, about religious ideas and themes 

that find expression in its pages, about ancient Oriental and Hellenistic intellectual and cultural contexts 

that almost invariably lie just beneath the surface of the text (if not on the surface itself), and about the 

processes that helped to ensure the Bible‘s central place in nascent Judaism and Christianity. In short, the 

ABD provides the scholarly world and the general public with an up-to-date and comprehensive treatment 

of all biblical subjects and topics. Our goal has been to provide an eminently readable and yet 

authoritative reference source for all readers of the Bible. To achieve this, we have assembled an 

international host of scholars—including prominent archaeologists, Assyriologists, Egyptologists, 

classicists, philosophers, and ancient historians—who have been selected on the basis of their expertise 

and special contributions to biblical scholarship. They come with diverse professional and confessional 

backgrounds, reflecting the growing pluralism and interdisciplinary interests of the field.  

A review of ABD entries should quickly convince the interested student of the Bible that the ABD is 

indeed an invaluable reference source and a powerful research tool. Yet the perceptive reader scanning 

these pages and comparing its entries with those of other Bible dictionaries will also discover that there is 

something to be learned here about the field of biblical studies itself. One may note, for example, the 



preponderance of new articles pertaining to the cultural history and social institutions that lie in the 

background of ancient Israel and early Christianity; this is so because these days there is a relatively large 

number of scholars with social science interests working in these areas. One will also note the large 

number of articles dealing with archaeological sites and excavations; this is so because the last twenty-

five years have seen a veritable explosion of archaeological activity in the lands of the Bible. One will 

also note specific entries treating pseudepigraphic and apocryphal texts, Nag Hammadi tractates, and 

individual Dead Sea scrolls; this is so because the scope of scholarly interest has now extended beyond 

the conventional limits of the canon. One will note that the so-called ―minor entries‖ on personal and 

place names usually go beyond the one- or two-sentence recapitulations often found in other Bible 

dictionaries; this is so because scholars today seem to have a keener interest in the often minute details 

associated with genealogies and toponyms, and they appreciate how a careful reexamination of these 

details can sometimes lead to fresh insights about the relationship between tradition and history. 

Conversely one will not find as many minor or midlevel entries dealing with biblical lexical items; this is 

so because we could not find many scholars interested in these subjects or able to push their presentations 

beyond those found in other Bible dictionaries. What this means is that in some areas related particularly 

to word studies the ABD simply does not replace such major English-language works as the IDB or the 

still-incomplete TDOT. This also reveals something about the agenda and the priorities of biblical 

scholarship in the 1970s and ‘80s.  

One will also appreciate the extent to which biblical studies has become increasingly specialized and 

even fragmented during the past thirty years. This first became apparent to us during the assignment phase 

of the project, as more and more contributors expressed reservations about taking on assignments that did 

not lie within the immediate bounds of their particular ―subject‖ or area of expertise. On the positive side, 

this means that most ABDentries devote greater attention to crucial matters of data and methodology, so 

that the reader usually gets an expert presentation of the basic issues associated with the study of this or 

that topic. However, as noted above, the drawback is a certain reluctance to place a given topic within a 

larger picture—to provide the sweeping and definitive synthesis that some readers desire and expect in a 

dictionary of the Bible. When presented, syntheses in ABD entries tend to be developed more cautiously 

than in earlier Bible dictionaries, and conclusions are frequently hedged with significant qualifications. 

That is simply the way responsible critical biblical scholarship tends to be practiced today. One 

ramification of this increased specialization is evident in our long list of contributors: those who would 

lament all this as ―overspecialization‖ will no doubt delight in noting that in 1962 only 253 contributors 

were needed to write more than 7,500 entries for the IDB, while thirty years later almost four times as 

many were needed to write 6,200 entries for the ABD. This is an honest reflection of the nature of biblical 

scholarship here in the final decades of the second millennium.  

If it really will be another generation before the next major English-language dictionary of the Bible is 

attempted, one senses that the ABD may in fact be one of the last of its kind. Somehow one suspects that 

the next major English-language Bible dictionary may not be something one ―purchases‖ but something 

to which one ―subscribes‖ (complete with annual updates and revisions); that—like money—its primary 

medium will not be ink-on-paper but electronic impulses (complete with three-dimensional, interactive, 

color graphics); that it will not be something you place on your shelf but that you load into your 

computer. Despite all the exciting possibilities this presents, it is also a bit discomforting. Perhaps more 

than anyone else, we who study the Bible should appreciate the power and the impact of the immutably 

printed word that, for better or worse, reflects an age and a perspective that cannot easily be erased or 

revised.  

* * *  

One of the happy duties associated with writing ―introductions‖ is to acknowledge all those whose 

labors helped to bring these printed words before the reader. In the case of the Anchor Bible Dictionary 

this is a particularly happy assignment because of the camaraderie and friendships that developed over the 



years as dedicated people applied their respective talents to the common task. This is not to imply that the 

production of the ABD was without serious practical challenges. No one affiliated with its production was 

a professional ―dictionary maker.‖ Rules and procedures tended to be invented as the need arose. In short, 

we learned how to create a Bible dictionary primarily by creating a Bible dictionary.  
Challenges such as this (especially when they are associated with omnipresent deadlines) either fray 

people‘s nerves and drive them apart or draw them closer together. Fortunately the latter was the case. 

Those bonds tended to be strengthened as together we faced hardships such as unpredictable power 

failures and periodic fire alarms, incessant jackhammers operating just outside the office door, day after 

day of dust, and (not surprisingly) chronic computer malfunctions. But in the long run what held the 

bonds intact was the sense that the work was meaningful. Everyone involved in the ABD project soon 

came to share David Noel Freedman‘s passionate commitment to the field of biblical studies, and his 

belief that the time was right for a new multivolume encyclopedic reference work on the Bible. Few other 

scholars can command the worldwide respect and admiration that are prerequisite to a major collaborative 

venture such as this. Fewer still possess the ability and skill needed to orchestrate effectively the many 

necessary resources and personalities. David Noel Freedman could. If indeed the ABD should reflect the 

epitome of biblical scholarship in the last half of this century, who can be surprised that he should be its 

chief editor? At the beginning of the project, David F. Graf assisted Freedman as the first associate editor. 

One of Graf‘s initial tasks was to draw up a preliminary list of entries and to estimate projected lengths 

for each. Graf also expanded the enterprise from a purely textual project to a more comprehensive 

purview integrating the perspective of other related disciplines. In particular, there was an expansion of 

the archaeological entries for both the Ancient Near East and the Classical world. David R. Seely, a 

graduate student in biblical studies at the University of Michigan at the time, helped Graf in this initial 

process of preparing lists of entries.  

Perhaps Graf‘s most important task was to identify leading scholars who could write the major ABD 

entries. He assembled a staff of consultants from leading specialists in various biblical fields and related 

disciplines. These scholars were extremely helpful in recommending potential authors for specific 

dictionary assignments, not only in the first year of the project but also over the years that followed. In 

making contact with potential authors, Graf was a tireless and ubiquitous presence at professional 

conferences, not only in the United States but also throughout Europe and the Middle East, cornering 

scholars one-on-one and enlisting them for the project. Initially the challenges were formidable: many 

scholars needed to be convinced of the need for yet another multivolume Bible dictionary, while almost 

all needed to come to terms with the sacrifices they were being asked to make to ensure that this new 

dictionary would be available soon and at an affordable price. Graf‘s perseverance and success ensured 

not only that the very finest and most appropriate authorities would write the major entries for the ABD; it 

also seems to have helped characterize the emerging relationship between the project and its contributors, 

most of whom came to envision their association with the ABD not simply as another professional 

transaction but as a personal investment in the future of biblical studies.  

In 1985 John David Pleins joined Graf and assisted in the administration and organization of the 

project, which by then had already expanded to involve almost twice as many contributors as had been 

involved in earlier major Bible dictionary projects. In 1986 he assumed the duties of associate editor 

while Graf, who had accepted a faculty position at the University of Miami, continued to serve in a 

consulting capacity, assisting in the assignment of the remaining major entries. Pleins concentrated on 

assigning the midlevel entries, reading the growing number of major entries that were beginning to arrive, 

and streamlining office procedures for managing the growing stable of authors and assignments.  

During the summer of 1987 Pleins accepted a faculty position at Santa Clara University, and I was 

asked to serve as the third associate editor of the ABD. In the months before his departure, Pleins did a 

masterful job of orienting me about all the complexities of the project. Together we drafted a 

comprehensive style guide for authors, thereby facilitating the editorial process by ensuring that all 

contributions would now display a higher level of uniformity and standardization. In the months that 

followed, both Pleins and Graf continued to be a valuable and accessible resource to me. Many other 



projects would have been jeopardized by the number of staff transitions that affected theABD, but Graf‘s 

and Pleins‘ continued cooperation and commitment to the project—and the good rapport that developed 

among the three of us—guaranteed significant continuity and made my task of completing the project 

much easier.  

By early 1988 the ABD project had grown to include more than three times as many contributors as 

other dictionary projects, while the bulk of minor entries still remained unassigned. It became obvious 

that we would never be able to manage such a growing number of authors and assignments without a 

computerized data base. Robert Croninger of the Programs for Educational Opportunity in the University 

of Michigan‘s School of Education provided crucial advice and assistance as we initially began setting up 

this data base. Two graduate students at the University of Michigan, John Kutsko and Harry Weeks, 

played key roles in gathering data for these minor entry subjects and matching them with potential authors 

working in related areas of biblical studies. An emphasis in assigning minor entries was to recruit 

contributors from among the young scholars, women and men, who will be shaping the next generation of 

biblical studies. Mark Fretz, another graduate student, began researching and writing dozens of these 

entries to see how they might be improved beyond the usual one- or two-sentence recapitulations of the 

biblical text. His important work resulted in an ABD ―Style Guide for Minor Entries,‖ which contributors 

clear guidelines on how ideally to proceed. Although everyone realized that many minor entries simply 

cannot be expanded beyond one or two sentences, it was gratifying to observe that many of our 

contributors were able to provide far more informative―minor entries‖ than those typically found in other 

Bible dictionaries. The basic task of editing manuscripts began as soon as the first entries arrived in 1985. 

Not surprisingly, the dual responsibilities of reading manuscripts and managing assignments proved more 

than any single editor could handle. Especially with the major entries, various consultants and other 

editors m specific areas (such as New Testament and Intertestamental literature) had opportunities 

initially to read and respond to many manuscripts: among these editors who deserve special thanks are 

Herbert Grether, James Mueller, Paul Mirecki, and William Ward. Also, beginning m the fall of 1988, 

various graduate students in biblical studies provided part-time assistance, editing the minor entries but 

also copy editing other manuscripts to ensure uniform use of abbreviations, bibliographic style, and other 

format conventions. In addition to Fretz, Kutsko, and Weeks, these included Arnold Betz, April 

DeConick, Marianna Giovino, John Huddlestun, Brian Keck, Glenn LaPoint, Tim LaVallee, Robert 

Miller, and Helen Richards. In the last hectic year we added to the ABD staff a number of full-time 

assistants to help complete the editing of manuscripts. The first addition was Philip C. Schmitz, who 

joined the project full-time in the spring of 1989. In addition to editing a large number of manuscripts, 

Schmitz played a crucial role in supervising and coordinating the editorial activities of our various part-

time graduate students and was a strong force in helping to guarantee that the bibliographies 

accompanying ABD articles met the most exacting standards of scholarly usefulness. In many respects 

Schmitz functioned as a fourth associate editor actively involved in every phase of the project providing 

extremely helpful advice and expertise on a wide range of matters.  

Dale W. Manor, a doctoral candidate in archaeology at the University of Arizona, moved to Ann 

Arbor in the fall of 1989 to work full-time editing a large number of manuscripts dealing with 

archaeological and historical geographical matters. In implementing various editorial decisions for 

standardizing and improving the presentations of these subjects, Manor helped to set new standards that 

future dictionaries covering biblical places and archaeology must now strive to match.  

In the spring of 1989 Leslie Barkley joined the project as Production Assistant, essentially serving as a 

full-time work coordinator. Within the first two months she learned how to direct the office routine and 

personnel better than I had done in the previous two years, as a consequence, our productivity and output 

increased significantly. She was extremely effective in identifying and anticipating problems and in 

establishing procedures for resolving them. In the year after we submitted manuscripts to the publisher, 

she remained on staff to help coordinate the final preparation of illustrations, prefatory material, 

corrigenda, and proofreading. She demonstrated a keen interest in the subject matter, an attention to 

detail, and a commitment to professional standards that would be the envy of many biblical scholars.  



Between 1985 and 1990 the ABD project benefited from a rotating staff of part-time secretaries who 

handled the routine clerical duties associated with form letters, manuscripts, files, and phone calls. At 

various times this staff included Lisa Anderson, Kathleen Haviland, Amy Polack Catherine Kiah, Lisa 

O‘Donnell, Daniel Slager, Paul Slager, Debra Abbott, Shawn Herkimer, Pamela Rejniak, Tina O‘Donnell, 

and Sharon Manor. During the sometimes hectic times of transitions, Diane Feikema, Theresa Nehra, 

Lynette Lowey, and Jacqueline Phillips provided notable stability and continuity. Shereen Sauer of the 

University of Michigan Printing Services took an active interest in the ABD project, and consistently 

provided us with reliable and efficient photocopying assistance. In the final six months of the project, 

Dennis Moser provided invaluable assistance in the proofreading and in ensuring that the ―mechanics‖ of 

the finished product indeed worked as intended.  

The impression one may have from all of this is that the ABD office was always a crowded place 

buzzing with activity. That was not always the case. During the 1988–89 academic year—a critical phase 

in the life of the project—the ABD essentially had two staff persons: myself and my wife Carol. Although 

it is common for spouses to be mentioned in introductions, Carol‘s involvement in the project was 

uncommon. The year preceding the hiring of several full-time staff members was in many respects the 

most demanding (that was what justified the full staff), but Carol was there to handle the enormous 

onslaught of mail, the multitude of daily changes that needed to be made on the data base, the problems 

that seemed to be surfacing all around us, and all the minute details of managing workflow. She thereby 

freed me for the task of reading and editing the rapidly growing stack of manuscripts. While many people, 

thankfully, were on hand to share in the satisfactions of bringing this project to a close, I was very glad to 

have Carol with me during those months when the future of the project was most in doubt. (In addition, 

our third child, Daniel, was born in April of that year, and he became an intimate member of the 

―team.‖)Not the least we need to give credit and express appreciation to the donors who made significant 

contributions to the dictionary through financial support. First and foremost among these is the University 

of Michigan through the office of the vice president for academic affairs, specifically through support 

from Robert S. Holbrook, who never wavered in his goodwill for this research project and who lobbied 

for us with the higher powers for continued funding. The University of Michigan supported us not only 

with funds, but also with space and equipment. We are indeed grateful. Drs. Charles C. and JoAnne 

Walton Dickinson were also very generous with their financial support. Their contributions made it 

possible for us to fund our first research assistant for the dictionary, Mark Fretz, and it came at a crucial 

time of necessary expansion for the project. They continued their support over time; we owe them a great 

vote of thanks. In addition, we received financial help from Joy Ungerleider-Mayerson through the Dorot 

Foundation early in the project, again at a crucial time when resources were slim. We heartily thank all 

our donors.  

A word of appreciation is also due to the Religion Department of the Bantam, Doubleday, Dell 

Publishing Group. At various key moments in the life of this project, certain individuals were on hand to 

help move this project closer to publication. Theresa D‘Orsogna provided helpful advice throughout most 

of the project, and James Bell was instrumental in helping us to coordinate our editorial work with that of 

the publisher. Michael Iannazzi was instrumental in steering the ABD through its final production stages.  

One colleague stands out as deserving special notice. Dr. Astrid Beck, the Program Associate for the 

University of Michigan‘s Program on Studies in Religion, has been a constant source of support to all of 

us who worked on the project and a key to its success. Had she done nothing more than serve as chief 

financial officer for the project, meticulously ensuring that the costs of editing the ABD were covered, she 

would merit abundant accolades. But she has done considerably more. She was our principal liaison with 

the university community: in addition to managing the university‘s religious studies curriculum and 

maintaining her own teaching load, she provided for all the space, equipment, and personnel needs of the 

dictionary project. She was an untiring and effective advocate of the project and a particularly graceful 

and calming presence whenever we confronted the frustrations of bureaucratic ―red tape.‖ She always 

promised to resolve problems, and she always managed to do so. Astrid was also our principal liaison 

with the publisher; she taught all of us the ins and outs of dealing with a major publisher, and she 



especially sensitized me to publishing concerns of which I was completely ignorant. Furthermore she 

served the project directly as an author and as a translator; and whenever my own writing needed editing, 

I regularly turned to her. At every stage of the project—from its inception to its completion, in happy 

times and in sad ones—she has been a model of professionalism, a key adviser, and a good friend.  

If it is true that one learns how to create a Bible dictionary simply by creating one, then it follows that 

the Bible dictionary in question will contain numerous mistakes and reflect occasional bad judgments. So 

it is with the Anchor Bible Dictionary. It also follows that the best time to start a major Bible dictionary 

project such as the ABD is immediately after one has completed a major Bible dictionary project such as 

the ABD—and then to make everything perfect and exactly right. That task, however, is perhaps best left 

to the next generation.  

GARY A. HERION  

ASSOCIATE EDITOR  

DECEMBER 6, 1990  

Ann Arbor, Michigan  

A  

AARON (PERSON) [Heb ˒ahărōn (ַאֲהשֹן )]. AARONITES. The son of Amram and the brother of 

Moses and Miriam who was the eponymous ancestor of the priestly Aaronites and the paradigm for later 

priests. He dies at Mount Hur (Deut 32:50) and is succeeded by his son Eleazar (Num 20:22–29). 

Aaronites are the priests who claim descent from Levi through Aaron. They are often referred to as the 

―sons of Aaron‖ (Heb bĕnê ˒ahărōn) (cf. Lev 3:8; 21:1; Num 10:8; Josh 21:4; 1 Chr 24:1; Neh 12:47) or 

as ―belonging to Aaron‖ (Heb lĕ˒ahărōn) (cf. 1 Chr 12:28—Eng12:27; 27:17). The meaning of the name 

―Aaron‖ is uncertain, although it is perhaps derived from Egyptian.  

———  

A. Introduction  

B. Images of Aaron in the Biblical Literature  

C. Aaron/Aaronite Relations with Others  

D. The Priestly Functions of Aaron and the Aaronites  

E. Summary  

———  

A. Introduction  

The first task in understanding Aaron and the Aaronites is to examine the varied images of them in the 

biblical accounts. Sometimes there is a strong positive image of Aaron as the officially ordained priest of 

God. At other times, the picture is rather negative, portraying Aaron at odds with Moses and ―mainline‖ 

religious practices. In examining these portrayals, it becomes clear that positive images appear in the later 

biblical materials and negative images are prominent in the earlier materials. It is also true that there is a 

significant body of biblical literature (the prophets—especially Ezekiel—and the Deuteronomistic 

History) in which priests are present but there is little or no reference to Aaron or his followers. Thus, in 

order to understand the images of Aaron and the Aaronites, one needs to be aware of the particular 



literature in which these references to Aaron are found, and the specific time frame in which that literature 

emerged.  

A second set of concerns when discussing Aaron and the Aaronites focuses on their relationship to other 

people or priestly groups. In terms of individuals, the question is primarily Aaron‘s relationship with 

Moses. In terms of the Aaronites, the question is how they relate to the Levites and Zadokites, two other 

major priestly factions.  

Finally, Aaron and his descendants are the preeminent models of what it means to be a priest. They are 

the ones who perform the most holy of rituals, who handle the holiest of sacred objects and who enter the 

holiest of places. In addition, they are the ones who oversee all priestly functions and groups, and monitor 

the activities of the priests at both the temple and the tabernacle.  

B. Images of Aaron in the Biblical Literature  

It is clear that there is some ambivalence in the biblical texts toward Aaron. On the one hand, he 

becomes involved with the construction of the GOLDEN CALF (Exodus 32) and joins Miriam in 

opposing Moses (Numbers 12). On the other hand, Aaron and his sons are singled out to serve God as 

priests (Exodus 28–29; Leviticus 8–9). Somewhere amid these two perspectives stands a remarkable 

silence on the Aaronites (e.g. 1–2 Kings, Ezekiel), in which they are neither good nor bad. There are other 

priests or priestly groups present, but Aaron and the Aaronites are not part of that presence.  

This confusing portrayal has been the subject of speculation for some period. As early as Wellhausen 

(WPHI) and Kennett (1905), it was suggested that the positive portrayal of Aaron emerged only in the 

post-exilic period and that the negative or neutral portrayals dated from the pre-exilic period. Since those 

early discussions, Meek (1929), Welch (1939), North (1954) and Cody (1969, 1977) have offered slight 

variations on the same basic position—that the positive image of Aaron is a product of the post-exilic 

period.  

Their arguments are based on an examination of the materials in which Aaron appears. There are 346 

references to Aaron in the Hebrew Bible (several in the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha and 5 in the NT). 

A vast majority (296) appear in Exodus, Leviticus, and Numbers. The remainder are spread out in 

Deuteronomy (4), Joshua (6), Judges (1), 1 Samuel (2), Micah (1), Psalms (9), Ezra (1), Nehemiah (3), 1 

Chronicles (16), and Chronicles (7). The lack of appearances in Ezekiel, who is very concerned with 

priests, and the scarcity in Deuteronomy (4), where Moses plays a predominant role, are very curious. 

However, prior to drawing any conclusions, specific passages need to be investigated, and this 

investigation must be cognizant of the historical situation from which the passages emerge.  

A safe place to begin such an examination is the work of the Chronicler, whose postexilic date is 

essentially undisputed. In 1–2 Chronicles one sees a prominent positive role for Aaron. He is the brother 

of Moses (1 Chr 5:29—Eng6:3); he and his sons make sacrifices, offerings, and atonement in the most 

holy place in the temple (1 Chr 6:34—Eng6:49); and Aaron and his sons are ―set apart‖ to perform the 

most sacred of duties—to burn incense, to minister, and to bless (1 Chr 23:13; 24:19). Furthermore, in 2 

Chr 26:16–21, it is explicitly indicated that only the sons of Aaron, and not King Uzziah, could burn 

incense to Yahweh.  

There are many other positive portrayals of Aaron, but most are found in P (Priestly) material, a 

collection of material more problematical in terms of dating than the Chronicler‘s materials. The general 

consensus, albeit certainly not uniform, is that the present form of the P material reflects the 

understandings and perspectives of the early Second Temple period (i.e., postexilic period). Following 

that consensus yields a perspective on Aaron which is consistent with what emerged in the postexilic 

work of the Chronicler.  

When one looks at the P material, one sees a very positive understanding of Aaron. A few examples 

from Exodus will support this point. Following the description of the ark and tabernacle (Exod 25:1–

27:20), Aaron and his sons (the Aaronites) are to ―tend‖ the tent of meeting (Exod 27:21), to serve 

Yahweh as priests (Exod 28:1), to wear priestly garments (Exod 28:3–43), including the Urim and 

Thummim (Exod 28:30), to be consecrated to Yahweh (Exod 29:1) and to be ordained (Exod 29:9, 35). 

To celebrate this ordination, a bull and two rams are to be sacrificed in Aaron‘s honor (Exod 29:10–37). 



Finally, Aaron and his sons shall be anointed and consecrated as priests of Yahweh with ―holy oil‖ (Exod 

30:30–31). This positive image of Aaron continues through most of Exodus (with the exception of 

Exodus 32, which will be discussed later), throughout all of Leviticus and most of Numbers.  

In Leviticus, much time is spent describing specific offerings and the procedures for those offerings. 

Consistently, Aaron, or ―Aaron‘s sons, the priests‖ are specified as the only people authorized to perform 

these rituals. In Lev 6:1–9:24—Eng6:8–9:24, Aaron and his sons are instructed as to the law of the 

various offerings and their crucial role in these offerings. The ritual for anointing Aaron and his sons is 

spelled out in Lev 6:12–16—Eng6:19–23. The actual ceremony for the ordination of Aaron and his sons 

is prescribed in Leviticus 8–9. The regulations for the actions of the Aaronites—―the priests, the sons of 

Aaron‖—are spelled out in Leviticus 21. The concern is to maintain the holy status of the priests so that 

they do not become defiled by such actions as marrying a divorced woman (v 7), letting one‘s hair hang 

loose (v 10), or coming in contact with a dead body (v 11). In addition, no person with a blemish may 

―offer bread‖ to Yahweh (v 18).  

In Numbers 1–4, Moses and Aaron conduct a census of the people in preparation for war. Three factors 

should be considered when examining the role of Aaron in this census. First, the Levites, another priestly 

group, are numbered separately from the rest of the people (Num 1:47; 3:16–37), and are to be given to 

Aaron to stand (Heb ˒md) before and serve (Heb šrt) him (3:6). The second point is that the line of 

succession to Aaron is established. In Num 3:2–3 Aaron‘s sons are listed and identified as anointed priests 

―ordained to minister in the priest‘s office‖ (literally ―whose hands are filled for the priesthood‖ [Heb ml˒ 

yd lkhn], ―to fill the hand,‖ is the common Hebrew expression used to indicate ordination). Since Nadab 

and Abihu, two of Aaron‘s sons, have died (Leviticus 10), Eleazar and Ithamar, Aaron‘s other sons, are 

the successors to Aaron. Finally, only Aaron and his sons are to be priests. All others who seek to come 

near the tent of meeting should be killed (Num 3:10).  

This perspective on Aaron‘s exclusive role as priest is continued in Numbers 16. The account records 

the rebellion of Korah, Dathan, and Abiram against Moses and Aaron (Num 16:1–3) and contains the 

statement that only the descendants of Aaron can be priests (Num 17:5—Eng 16:40). This is curious since 

Korah, the son of Ishar, and Aaron, the son of Amram, are both seen as descendants of the priestly family 

of Levi (Exod 3:16–18; Num 3:17–19; 16:1). However, for the Priestly writer it is only Aaron‘s branch of 

the Levitical family which can claim the legitimate right to the priesthood at the temple and tabernacle. 

Other material in Numbers (except Numbers 12) conveys the same basic positive evaluation of Aaron. As 

with the Chronicler, the Priestly writer presents a positive image of Aaron.  

In contrast to that perspective, one can find materials in which there is a negative, or at least neutral, 

image of Aaron. One example is in Deuteronomy. This material is examined first because it can be 

identified, with a comfortable degree of certainty, as having originated in a pre-exilic context. One 

example, in particular, is Deuteronomy 9, which contains part of Moses‘ presentation to the people. Of 

interest here is the telling of the story of Moses‘ descent from Mount Horeb after having received the two 

tablets of stone. Moses comes upon the people who have sinned and made a GOLDEN CALF (Deut 

9:15–16). The story continues with a statement that Yahweh is so angry toward Aaron that he was about 

to destroy him. It appears that it is only Moses‘ intercessory prayer and his utter destruction of the Golden 

Calf which saves Aaron. It is certainly not a glowing recommendation of Aaron. Indeed, the only other 

appearance of Aaron in Deuteronomy is in 32:50, where Aaron is merely mentioned as a brother of 

Moses. Thus Deuteronomy neither presents a positive image of Aaron, nor contains a reference to Aaron 

as priest (unless one considers Aaron‘s role in the building of the Golden Calf as priestly—but even then 

it would not be seen as consistent with the mainline worship of Yahweh).  

This negative perspective is not confined to this passage in Deuteronomy. In Exodus 32, although there 

is some discussion as to the integrity of the passage, Aaron is portrayed as the villain who receives the 

gold from the people (Exod 32:4a), makes the calf (Exod 32:4a, 35), declares, ―These are your gods, O 

Israel, who brought you out of the land of Egypt!‖ (Exod 32:4b), and builds an altar before the calf (Exod 

32:5). When Moses returns from the mountain, he indicates that Aaron has brought a great sin upon the 



people (Exod 32:21) and has allowed the people to ―break loose‖ (Exod 32:25). While Aaron seeks to 

redirect Moses‘ anger (Exod 32:22–24), his culpability is clearly indicated.  

A third example of this negative image of Aaron is found in Numbers 12. Here Aaron and his sister 

Miriam challenge Moses‘ authority (12:1) and claim that Yahweh speaks through them as well as through 

Moses (12:2). The response of Yahweh is clear; Moses is the specially chosen spokesperson, and no one 

should challenge him (12:5–8). As punishment, Yahweh makes Miriam leprous and subsequently heals 

her only after Aaron pleads with Moses to petition Yahweh on their behalf.  

All three of these passages which convey either a negative or a nonpriestly image of Aaron are generally 

considered to be preexilic in date. The single reference to Aaron in the prophets (Mic 6:4), which is 

preexilic, merely refers to Aaron as having been sent to Egypt with Moses and Miriam. In addition, there 

are precious few references to Aaron in the pre-exilic and exilic work of the Deuteronomistic Historian, 

which is surprising, given the number of times priests or priestly factions are mentioned. It is only in 

Joshua, where cities are distributed to the Levites (Josh 21:4, 13, 19), that Aaron is referred to as a priest. 

Finally, Ezekiel, an exilic work which spends much time discussing the roles and functions of the priests 

and priestly groups, never refers to Aaron or the Aaronites.  

The implication of this examination of the biblical passages which refer to Aaron is that the positive 

image of Aaron and the Aaronites, and of their role as priests, arises in the post-exilic period. This may be 

expected since it reflects, in general, the prominent position of priests in the postexilic period, and, in 

particular, the emergence of the role of the high priest. In contrast, in the pre-exilic period Aaron is 

mentioned only a few times, often in a neutral or negative way, and very rarely as a priest. Thus one must 

conclude that the prominence of Aaron and the Aaronites as priests is a post-exilic phenomenon.  

C. Aaron/Aaronite Relations with Others  

A second area of consideration is the relationship of Aaron to other individuals and of the Aaronites to 

other priestly groups. Aaron‘s relationship to Moses is of primary importance. In terms of the associations 

of the Aaronites, there are two other priestly factions which have a significant role in the Hebrew Bible—

the Zadokites and the Levites. It is clear that there is struggle, conflict, and competition among these three 

groups over who is going to have control of the priesthood. As indicated in the previous section, one must 

remember that all of these relationships are fluid and that Aaron‘s priority is emphasized in the later 

biblical materials.  

The close association of Moses and Aaron is a common theme in the Pentateuch (although not 

exclusively found there [Josh 24:5; 1 Sam 12:6; Ps 77:21—Eng 77:20, 99:6]), particularly in the later 

(Priestly) writings of the Pentateuch. The association begins with the claim that Aaron is Moses‘ brother 

(Exod 4:14; 6:20; 28:1; Num 26:59; 27:12–13; Deut 32:50; 1 Chr 5:29—Eng6:3; 23:13). There are also 

over 65 instances where the phrase ―Moses and Aaron‖ appears, almost like a word pair, and only a few 

instances where the phrase ―Aaron and Moses‖ occurs (Exod 6:26; Num 3:1). What is striking about 

many of these instances is that the presence of ―Aaron‖ is not crucial to the passage. It could easily be 

removed without a significant impact on the passage or its meaning (cf. Exod 7:8; 10:3; 16:6; Lev 9:23; 

11:1; Num 4:1; 14:5; 33:1). So the evidence for a close association of Moses and Aaron is not absolutely 

certain, and it is primarily found in the later materials.  

In the relationship between Moses and Aaron, it is clear that Moses has a more prominent role. Most 

often in the Torah, Yahweh speaks to Moses, who in turn speaks to Aaron (Exod 7:19; 16:32–34; Lev 

17:1–2; Num 6:22–23; 8:1–2), or Yahweh speaks to Moses and Aaron at the same time (Exod 12:43; Lev 

11:1; 14:33; Num 2:1; 19:1; 20:12). Only rarely does Yahweh speak directly to Aaron (Lev 10:8; Num 

18:1). In addition, when one looks at the dynamics of the plague stories, there is a clear but subtle shift in 

the relationship between Moses and Aaron. At the beginning, Moses fumbles for words and pleads his 

incompetence until in anger Yahweh appoints Aaron to be Moses‘ spokesperson. Even then Aaron 

receives Yahweh‘s words through Moses (Exod 4:1–17; 7:19). Thus at the beginning of the plague stories 

Aaron has an important role. When both Moses and Aaron appear before Pharaoh (Exod 5:1, 7:10), it is 

Aaron‘s rod which becomes the serpent (7:10), swallows the rods of Pharaoh‘s magicians (7:12), is used 

to turn the Nile into blood (7:19), causes the plague of frogs (8:1—Eng8:5), and brings about the plague 



of gnats (8:16–17). However, with Exodus 9, Aaron begins to fade from the scene, and it is Moses who 

brings the boils (9:10) and uses his own rod to bring hail and fire (9:23) and the locusts (10:12–13). One 

explanation of this shift is that the earlier plagues tend to be from the P writer and the later plagues tend to 

be from the older pentateuchal source, the J writer. Although there is considerable and justifiable 

discussion about the degree to which one can identify a particular passage or verse as J or P, the general 

perspective suggests that the older materials do not place an emphasis on Aaron whereas the newer 

materials do. Thus, like the prominence of Aaron as priest in the postexilic period, it seems that the 

association of Aaron with Moses also finds its greatest emphasis in the post-exilic materials.  

Moses and Aaron also appear together when the people are ―murmuring‖ during the Exodus. Usually 

this murmuring involves the rebellion of the people against the leadership. In Exodus 17 the people 

murmur against Moses (v 2). Aaron is not the target of the rebellion and his role in the incident is only 

that of holding up Moses‘ arms, along with Hur (v 12). In Numbers 12, the rebellion is again directed at 

Moses (v 1). However, this time it is Aaron and his sister Miriam who lead the rebellion against Moses. 

Finally, in Numbers 14 and 16, the rebellion is directed not just against Moses but also against Aaron 

(Num 14:2, 16:3). This confused situation becomes clear when one realizes that the early materials 

(Numbers 12, Exodus 17) either ignore Aaron or are negative toward him, whereas in the later materials 

(Numbers 14, 16) there is a positive picture of Aaron and a link with Moses.  

When one turns to the priestly groups, it is apparent that the relations between the Zadokites and 

Aaronites change over time. During the monarchy, it is the Zadokites who play a prominent role in the 

priesthood and little is said about the Aaronites. One merely needs to look at the dearth of references to 

Aaron or Aaronites in Kings and Samuel (only 2 Samuel) in contrast to the 26 references to Zadok as the 

priest of the monarchy. At the end of David‘s reign, there is a conflict over the succession to the throne 

between Solomon and his followers and Adonijah and his followers (1 Kings 1–2). When Solomon is 

victorious in the struggle, he appoints Zadok as the priest of the Temple and expels Abiathar (1 Kgs 2:27), 

the associate of Adonijah. While there may be some debate over the actual association of Abiathar—

whether he is Levite or Aaronite—it is clear that Zadok and his followers, the Zadokites, are the priests in 

good standing. That perspective continues in the late exilic work of Ezekiel; he never mentions the 

Aaronites. Rather, it is the Zadokites with the assistance of the Levites who are the priests (Ezek 40:46; 

44:15; 48:11).  

It is only in the post-exilic material of the Chronicler that any association between Aaron and Zadok 

appears, and the perspective is always that Zadok the priest is a descendant of Aaron (1 Chr 5:29–34—

Eng6:3–8; 6:35–38—Eng6:50–53; Ezra 7:1–5), which preserves the priority of Aaron. In addition, the 

Chronicler seeks to clarify the relationship of Zadok and Abiathar, the two priests of David (2 Sam 8:17, 

cf. 1 Sam 22:20) who are rivals after his death. According to 1 Chr 24:3, Zadok is a descendant of 

Eleazar, the son of Aaron, and Abiathar is a descendant of Ithamar, also a son of Aaron. Thus, for the 

Chronicler, all priests are descendants of Aaron, which again stresses the post-exilic prominence of the 

Aaronites.  

The relationship between the Aaronites and the Levites is much more confusing and more prone to be 

hostile than that between the Aaronites and the Zadokites. Nevertheless, this relationship also shows 

development and change. A prime example of the hostility emerges in Exodus 32. The complicity of 

Aaron in the Golden Calf apostasy has already been mentioned. At the end of that account, there is the 

punishment for those involved in the idolatry (Exod 32:25–29). Moses calls for those ―on Yahweh‘s side‖ 

to join him in opposition to the people who ―broke loose,‖ and presumably that included Aaron. It is the 

Levites who respond to Moses‘ call and slay 3,000 people who participated in the apostasy. As a result of 

the Levites‘ actions, they are ―ordained‖ to the service of Yahweh (Exod 32:29). The Hebrew text says 

―their hands are filled,‖ which is a clear reference to their ordination as priests. It thus appears that the 

Levites‘ rise in status is directly related to their opposition to Aaron and his followers.  

This same perspective is present when one examines 1 Kings 12. In this passage Jeroboam establishes 

two cultic centers in the Northern Kingdom at Dan and Bethel (vv 25–33), and makes two calves of gold 

for these centers (v 28). Jeroboam erects these calves and declares, ―Behold your gods, O Israel, who 



brought you out of the land of Egypt,‖ the same phrase as was used by Aaron in Exod 32:4. In addition, 

when Jeroboam selects priests for his temple he explicitly excludes Levites (1 Kgs 12:31). (According to 

2 Chr 13:8–9, Jeroboam excludes both Levites and Aaronites, which reflects the later post-exilic 

perspective of the Chronicler in which Aaron is the only true priest and could not have participated in the 

apostasy of the Northern Kingdom.) A further piece of data which links these two golden calf incidents of 

Exodus 32 and 1 Kings 12 together is that the two eldest sons of Aaron and the sons of Jeroboam have 

virtually the same names: Nadab and Abihu for Aaron (Exod 6:23) and Nadab and Abijah for Jeroboam 

(1 Kgs 14:1, 20). Furthermore, all four of these sons die as a result of their idolatry (cf. Leviticus 10; 1 

Kgs 14:1–14; 15:25–30). So based on these early materials, the improper cultic practices of Jeroboam are 

associated with those of Aaron, and the Levites either do not participate or actively oppose those 

idolatrous religious practices.  

Numbers 16 is another passage in which there is opposition between Aaron and the Levites. However, 

in this instance, it is Aaron who is declared the righteous follower of God; and it is Korah, the descendant 

of Levi, who revolts against Moses and Aaron. Indeed, the followers of Aaron (Aaronites) are explicitly 

identified as the priests of Yahweh to the exclusion of Korah (Num 16:1–5—Eng16:36–40).  

This change in perspective on Aaron, where Aaron is now seen as the dominant priest, is reflective of 

the post-exilic materials of the Priestly writer and the Chronicler and again exemplifies the post-exilic 

relationship of Aaronites and Levites. It also shows that although all priestly factions traced their ancestry 

back to Levi, and Levi is considered ordained by God, the Levites‘ primary function is to serve the 

Aaronites.  

When the census of the people is being taken by Aaron and Moses in Numbers, the Levites are 

explicitly set aside (Num 1:47) and not numbered at the beginning, since they have special tasks around 

the tabernacle. Later, however, the Levites are numbered and chosen by God to stand (Heb ˒md) before 

Aaron and to ―minister‖ (Heb šrt) to Aaron, since they are given to Aaron and his sons (Num 3:5–10; cf. 

4:27). What is clear in this passage is that there is a distinction between the Aaronites as priests and the 

Levites, who, although also ordained, are secondary priests subordinate to Aaron.  

Aaron is then to collect the Levites and consecrate them to service (Heb ˓bd) (Num 8:5–26; cf. 18:1–7). 

This perspective is continued in Chronicles, where there is a clear distinction between priests, understood 

to be Aaronites, and Levites (1 Chr 23:2; 24:31; 28:13, 21; and 2 Chr 7:6; 11:13; 13:9; 19:8; 23:4, 6). The 

Levites are to stand (Heb ˒md) before the priests, the sons of Aaron (1 Chr 23:27–28), and guard (Heb 

šmr) the sons of Aaron (1 Chr 23:32; cf. 2 Chr 13:10; 35:14; Neh 12:47).  

The priority of the Aaronites is illustrated in no better way than in the account in Num 17:16–28—Eng 

17:1–13. According to the passage, each of the twelve tribes has a rod or staff, and each is to have the 

tribal ancestor‘s name placed on the rod. However, the rod representing Levi‘s tribe has Aaron‘s name 

written upon it. When all twelve rods are deposited in the tent of meeting to determine which of them will 

be chosen by God, it is the ―rod of Aaron‖ which sprouts and bears ―ripe almonds.‖ This, of course, 

indicates Yahweh‘s selection of Aaron over all other (cf. Ps-Philo 17:1–4; 53:9). Finally, Aaron‘s rod, 

which is put before the ―testimony‖ in the tent of meeting, is to become a sign that the people should not 

murmur against Yahweh (cf. Numbers 16).  

In the following chapter (Numbers 18), where Aaron‘s priesthood and the role of the tribe of Levi are 

again discussed, the priority of Aaron and his sons as priests and the secondary status of the tribe of Levi 

are reiterated. The Levites are to minister to (Heb šrt; Num 18:2), to guard (Heb šmr; Num 18:3), and to 

serve (Heb ˓bd; Num 18:6) Aaron and his sons. This role of attending to Aaron and the Aaronites is given 

exclusively to the Levites (Num 18:4). However, the Levites are firmly cautioned not to approach the 

altar, lest they die (Num 18:3). This material in Numbers is late, again suggesting that the priority of 

Aaron and the Aaronites and the secondary status of the tribe of Levi (the Levites) emerges in the time of 

the Second Temple. In the material from the earlier periods, the Levites are often preferred, and it is the 

Aaronites whose activities are questionable and whose status is secondary to the Levites.  

In general, it appears that Aaron‘s relationship with others has had the same mixed history as was seen 

in the review of Aaron in the biblical literature. In the monarchical period, Aaron and the Aaronites have a 



secondary, nonexistent, or negative status in relation to the other priestly groups. That perspective 

changes in the post-exilic period of the high priest, when Aaron and his sons (the Aaronites) become the 

high priests and establish their superiority over other groups. They do this by a genealogical link which 

traces their ancestry back to Moses and beyond to Levi, and by the accounts of Yahweh‘s selection of 

Aaron as the chosen priest, the paradigm—preferred over the other priestly factions (Levites and 

Zadokites). Indeed, the other priestly factions became servants to Aaron and the Aaronites.  

D. The Priestly Functions of Aaron and the Aaronites  

The role of Aaron as priest emerges in the activities and functions he and his descendants, the Aaronites, 

perform. Of course, one of their main functions is to preside at cultic ceremonies. However, there are 

other related activities in which they are involved.  

There are numerous references in which Aaron (or his descendants) officiate at and participate in cultic 

rituals. In fact, the majority of the discussion in Leviticus is devoted to the priestly functions of Aaron and 

the Aaronites. They perform the ―burnt offering‖ (Lev 1:3–17; 9:12–14), the ―cereal offering‖ (Lev 2:1–

16), and the ―peace offering‖ (Lev 3:1–17; 9:18–21). Aaron is not explicitly mentioned when the ―sin 

offering‖ (Lev 4:1–5:13) or ―guilt offering‖ (Lev 5:14–26—Eng5:14–6:7) are discussed. However, when 

the laws (Heb tôrāt) of the ―sin offering‖ are presented (Lev 6:17–23—Eng6:24–30; cf. 9:8, 16:6), it is 

the Aaronites who are addressed. For the ―guilt offering‖ Aaron is again not specified, but it is always a 

priest who officiates (Lev 5:16, 5:25–26—Eng6:6–7, 7:1–5), and Aaron is in charge when the offering of 

atonement is made (Leviticus 16). Thus the presumption that this anonymous priest should be understood 

as Aaron seems valid (cf. 1 Chr 6:34—Eng6:49).  

Another priestly function of the Aaronites is participation in ordination. Indeed, the Aaronites 

participate in their own ordination ceremony (Leviticus 8). It is run by Moses at Yahweh‘s command, but 

Aaron and his sons participate by laying their hands upon the bull of the ―sin offering‖ (8:14), the ram of 

the ―burnt offering‖ (8:18), and the ram of the ―ordination‖ (8:22). Finally, they are to eat from the 

ordination offering (8:31–36).  

An important passage which outlines Aaron‘s duties is Leviticus 10:8–11. This passage is unusual 

because it is one of the few places where Yahweh speaks directly to Aaron rather than through Moses. 

Here Aaron is told to do three things: avoid drinking when going into the tent of meeting; distinguish 

between the holy and the common and between the clean and the unclean; and teach the people Yahweh‘s 

statutes. One curiosity about the passage is how closely it echoes Ezekiel 44. In Ezekiel the reference is 

not to Aaron but to the priests who are the sons of Zadok and who also claim descent from Levi. 

Nevertheless, the functions of the priests are very similar: the sons of Zadok are told not to drink before 

going into the temple (Ezek 44:21); to distinguish between clean and unclean (Ezek 44:23b); to teach the 

people the difference between holy and common (Ezek 44:23a); to act as judge (Ezek 44:24a; cf. Exod 

28:29–30); and to keep Yahweh‘s laws (Ezek 44:24b). Although the priestly faction in charge may have 

changed, the priestly functions relative to the central shrine remain essentially the same.  

The distinction between clean and unclean is the focus of Leviticus 11–14. Moses and Aaron (Lev 11:1) 

are to speak to the people about this distinction, and people who are thought to be diseased are to be 

brought before Aaron and his sons for examination (Lev 13:1–2). It is Aaron who is to determine clean 

and unclean in relation to disease, and to deal with unclean houses and how to cleanse them (Lev 14:33–

57). The same standards of purity apply to the Aaronites themselves. They are to be without blemish and 

pure in all ways (Leviticus 21). This is another means of distinguishing Aaron from others, and supports 

the contention that Aaron is chosen above the others to be priest (Ps 105:26, 106:16) and to have access to 

the holy things (1 Chr 23:13) in the temple (1 Chr 24:19) or in the tent of meeting (Exod 27:21, Num 

17:1–5—Eng 16:36–40).  

In Joshua 21, the Aaronites are to receive 48 Levitical cities from among the cities recently conquered 

by the twelve tribes (vv 4, 10, 13, 19). These cities, along with their pasture lands (but not, presumably, 

the agricultural lands [Num 35:1–8]), are to be set aside as land in which the priests can live and raise 

herds. This perspective is reiterated in 1 Chr 6:39–66—Eng6:54–81, where there is a special reference to 

the sons of Aaron receiving cities of refuge (1 Chr 6:42–45—Eng6:57–60). They are said to receive 13 



cities, although only 11 are listed by name, in which a criminal may find refuge from pursuers. In the 

other major references to the cities of refuge (Num 35:9–15; Deut 19:1–10; Joshua 20), only 6 cities are 

set aside, and there is no mention of the cities being given to Aaron. The Aaronite control of these cities 

of refuge may well reflect the Chronicler‘s post-exilic perspective, in which there is a positive image of 

Aaron, and the Aaronites are in charge of the priesthood.  

Finally, the Aaronites are given the Urim and Thummim (Exod 28:30, Lev 8:5–9). These ―sacred lots‖ 

are used to determine the will of Yahweh (Num 27:21; 1 Sam 14:36–42, 27:6; cf. 1 Sam 10:20–24) and to 

indicate the juridical role of Aaron (Exod 28:29–30a; cf. Ezek 44:24). In Num 27:21, it is Eleazar, the son 

of Aaron, the next in the priestly line (cf. Num 20:22–29), who uses the Urim to inquire whether Joshua 

should succeed Moses. The Urim and Thummim are thus symbols of special access to God‘s will; and, 

according to parts of the biblical tradition, they belong in the hands of the Aaronites.  

It is clear that Aaron and the Aaronites play a prominent role as priests. Their fulfillment of that role is 

emphasized in the Hebrew Bible, especially in the later materials. That perspective continues in the 

intertestamental literature (4 Macc 7:11; 3 En. 2:3; 48A:7), although there are surprisingly few references 

to Aaron in this material. In the New Testament, the book of Hebrews speaks of Jesus being called by 

God, just like Aaron (Heb 5:4–5). However, to distinguish Jesus from the priests of his contemporary 

time, Jesus is said to be of the order of Melchizedek, not that of Aaron and the Levites (Heb 7:4–22). 

Thus the writer of Hebrews is claiming a priestly authority for Jesus which predates that of Aaron or Levi 

and comes through Melchizedek at the time of Abraham (Gen 14:17–24; Ps 110:4; Heb 7:1–3).  

E. Summary  

Aaron and the Aaronites play an important role in the religious structure of ancient Israel. The emphasis 

upon them and their functions clearly indicates their place as the preeminent priests. However, close 

examination of the biblical literature suggests that this prominent role was not present at the beginnings of 

Israel and was not won without a struggle. The earlier materials indicate a more significant role for the 

Levite and Zadokite priestly factions than for the Aaronites. It is only with the realignment and 

reorganization forced upon the Israelites by the trauma of the fall of Jerusalem in 586 B.C.E. that the 

Aaronites assume center stage. Then, in the writings of the post-exilic period, the Aaronites are portrayed 

as the paradigm of priests, and the other priestly groups are relegated to secondary or servant status. (See 

also PRIESTS AND LEVITES.)  
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JOHN R. SPENCER  

AB [Heb ˒āb (ָאב )]. The fifth month of the Hebrew calendar, roughly corresponding to July and August. 

See CALENDAR.  

ABADDON [Heb ˒ăbaddôn (ֲאַבֹּדון )]. Derived from Heb ˒ābad, ―became lost,‖ ―be ruined, 

destroyed,‖ ―perish,‖ Abaddon has a variety of nuanced meanings.  

A poetic synonym for the abode of the dead, meaning ―Destruction,‖ or ― (the place of) destruction.‖ 

Abaddon occurs in parallel and in conjunction with Sheol (Job 26:6 and Prov 15:11; 27:20). It is also 

found in conjunction with Death (Job 28:22) and in parallel with the grave (Ps 88:12—Eng 88:11). 



Although a place of mystery which is hidden from human eyes, Abaddon is clearly known by God (Job 

26:6; Prov 15:11). It is twice personified: (1) along with Death, it speaks (Job 28:22); and (2) along with 

Sheol, it is insatiable (Prov 27:20). It is also remote: in Job 31:12, adultery becomes ―a fire that consumes 

unto [as far as] Abaddon.‖ See also DEAD, ABODE OF THE.  

In Rev 9:11, the word ―Abaddon‖ is personified as ―the angel of the bottomless pit.‖ It is also identified 

as the king of the demonic ―locusts‖ described in Rev 9:3, 7–10, and is explained for Greek-speaking 

readers as Apollyon (Gk apollyōn), ―destroyer.‖  

The LXX usually translates Heb ˒abaddon as Gk apōleia, ―destruction‖; the Vg renders it as Latin 

perditio, ―ruin, destruction‖ (whence Eng ―perdition,‖ which ordinarily means ―hell‖); in Syr (Peshitta), 

the cognate word means ―destruction,‖ and is sometimes used in the Psalms to render ―the Pit,‖ which is 

another OT synonym of Sheol.  

In rabbinic literature, the word has come to mean the place of punishment reserved for the wicked. 

Current English versions render this word variously in the OT: ―Abaddon,‖ ―Destruction/destruction,‖ 

―the place of destruction,‖ ―Perdition/perdition,‖ ―the abyss,‖ ―the world of the dead.‖ In the single NT 

occurrence, the word is consistently transliterated as ―Abaddon.‖  

HERBERT G. GRETHER  

ABAGTHA (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăbagtā˒ ( ַבְגָתאֲאֲ  )]. See MEHUMAN (PERSON).  

ABANA (PLACE) [Heb ˒ăbānâ (ֲאָבָנה )]. One of two rivers of Damascus, which Naaman the Syrian 

considered to be superior to the Jordan (2 Kgs 5:12). The Awaj and the Barada are now the chief streams 

that flow through the city of Damascus, the former representing the Pharpar of the Hebrew text and the 

latter the Abana. The Barada (Abana) has as its source a large pool of great depth on a high plain rising 

1149 feet (383 m) in the Anti-Lebanon Mountains, 23 miles (37 km) northwest of Damascus. Making a 

rapid descent down the mountains, the stream flows through a picturesque gorge, across a plain, through 

Damascus, and loses itself in the marshy lake Bahret el-Kibliyeh about 18 miles (29 km) east of the city.  

RAY LEE ROTH  

ABARIM (PLACE) [Heb ˓ăbār  m (ֲףָבִשים )]. A mountain range generally located east of the mouth of 

the Jordan river and northeast of the Dead Sea forming the northwestern rim of the Moabite tableland, 

thus separating the latter from the rift valley (Num 33:47–48). The highest peaks of this range rise about 

600 feet above the Moabite plateau and overlook the Dead Sea some 4000 feet below their summits.  

The mountains of Abarim, a southern extension of the Transjordan range, are located ―in front of [the 

town of] Nebo‖ (Num 33:47). One of the peaks of this ridge is Mount Nebo (see also NEBO, MOUNT), 

which Moses ascended from the Plains of Moab (Num 27:12) and from which he viewed the land of 

Canaan prior to his death (Deut 32:49). The Israelites camped in the mountains of Abarim after leaving 

Almon-diblathaim and before reaching the Plains of Moab, the final stage of the exodus from Egypt (Num 

33:47–48).  

In Jer 22:20 the RSV treats ˓ăbār  m as a proper name, assuming it to be a region as are Lebanon to the 

north and Basham to the northeast. However, the KJV translates ˓ăbār  m by ―passages.‖ Similarly, 

several ancient versions (LXX, Vg and Pesh) reflect in their translations of ˓ăbār  m in Jer 22:20 the verbal 

root meaning ―to cross over‖ or ―to pass over.‖ Abarim may originally have been an appellative (reflected 

in the Gk of the LXX translation of Num 27:12 ―to oros to en tō peran‖ i.e. ―[places] on the other side [of 

Judah])‖ before it became the proper name ―Abarim.‖ The NEB emends the RSV reading ―valley of the 

travelers‖ in Ezek 39:11 to read ―the valley of Abarim‖ (see also TRAVELERS, VALLEY OF).  

While most maps confine the Abarim range to the highland north of the river Arnon, several scholars 

(GP 1:379; GTTOT: 261; van Zyl 1960: 51) infer from Jer 22:20 and the name of the encampment Iye-

abarim, which by definition appears to be associated with the Abarim range, that the hills of Abarim also 



describe the mountains east of the southern end of the Dead Sea. Though the precise location of IYE-

ABARIM is uncertain, scholars generally place it south of the Arnon gorge.  

In antiquity Josephus (Ant 4. 8,§48), Jerome and Eusebius made reference to the Abarim hills (Lagarde 

1966: 16,5; 89,8; 216,4). For references, see BEER (PLACE).  

ARTHUR J. FERCH  

ABBA. A form of the Aramaic word for ―father‖ found in Gal 4:6; Rom 8:15; and Mark 14:36 alongside 

the Greek ho patēr as an address to God. The presence of ho patēr in every case (instead of the vocative 

pater) shows that the NT writers saw abba as a determinative form: ˒abbā˒, ―the father‖; cf. Matt 11:16; 

Luke 10:21. Such forms are frequently used in Aramaic and Hebrew when a vocative is required: another 

example is talitha (Aram. ṭalyētā˒/ṭalyĕtā˒), rendered to korasion in Mark 5:41. Accordingly the 

explanation of abba as the determinative form of ab (―father‖) is almost certainly correct.  

Alternatively the form has been explained as a rare vocative (in which case it could just as well be 

Hebrew as Aramaic) or as derived from children‘s baby talk (cf. ―Papa,‖ ―Daddy‖). If the last explanation 

were right, then the use of abba as an address to God in Mark 14:36 might be thought to imply a special, 

indeed a unique, intimacy. This view was held at one time by J. Jeremias, but he later came to regard it as 

―a piece of inadmissible naivety‖ (1967: 63). Wrong as it is, it deserves mention not only because of its 

extensive dissemination beyond the walls of academia but also because its influence can be detected even 

in the work of respected scholars such as J. G. D. Dunn (1975: 21–26; 1980: 22–23) and is explicit in the 

most recent writing of M. J. Borg (1987: 45). Apart from the intrinsic unlikelihood of the idea that Jesus 

ever addressed God as ―Daddy,‖ the suggestion is ruled out of court by one important fact: wherever abba 

is found with the meaning ―father‖ or ―my father‖ (in Mishnaic Hebrew or Targumic Aramaic), it is 

equally employed of the fathers of grown-up sons. One instance cited by G. Vermes (1983: 42) is Judah‘s 

threat to his unrecognized brother, Joseph, in the Tg. Neof. version of Gen 44:18: ―I swear by the life of 

the head of abba, as you swear by the life of the head of Pharaoh your master …‖ And as J. Barr (1988) 

emphasizes, inferences concerning the meaning of words must be based upon function, not upon origin or 

derivation.  

There is no evidence in pre-Christian Palestinian Judaism that God was ever addressed as abba by an 

individual Jew in prayer. Jeremias (1967: 59) adduces two instances in the Babylonian (Talmud b. Ta˓an. 

23ab) from stories told of sages who lived in the 1st century B.C.; but Schelbert (1981: 398–405) has 

shown these attributions to be insecure, a point reemphasized by Fitzmyer (1985: 27) in the most 

comprehensive of all recent discussions of the subject. Though God is frequently alluded to as the father 

of his people in the OT and elsewhere, the earliest attestation of abba as a personal address to God is Gal 

4:6. This should not be taken to imply that the sense of God as the father of the individual supplicant was 

not pre-Christian: there are a few passages that perhaps indicate it: Sir 23:1, 4; Wis 2:16; 14:3. This 

evidence, however, is neither abundant nor strong.  

The question why the Aramaic abba was retained in the Spirit-inspired prayer of Greek-speaking 

communities cannot be answered with certainty. But even the single attribution of the term to Jesus (in the 

prayer in Gethsemane) lends plausibility to the suggestion that Christian usage was prompted by an 

authentic tradition of Jesus‘ own prayer. This is supported by Paul‘s association of the prayer of the 

community with the divine sonship of Christ ―God has sent the spirit of his Son into our hearts, crying, 

‗Abba! Father!‘ ‖ (Gal 4:6). The fact that Matthew and Luke have different renderings of Jesus‘ prayer to 

God in Gethsemane (pater mou, Matt 26:39; pater, Luke 22:42) may be explained in one of two ways: 

either the memory of Jesus‘ own prayer did not survive beyond the first written account; or else the use of 

abba in Christian prayer was no longer current in the Matthean and Lucan communities.  

Finally, what are the christological implications of the use of the term by Jesus? Since the address was 

taken over by Christians in their own prayer, they cannot have seen it as evidence of an exclusive 

relationship between Jesus and God. Moreover, postbiblical usage (the only comparative material 

available) suggests that the nuance of abba as an address is closer to ―Father‖ than the earlier Hebrew and 

Aramaic forms (˒āb   and ˒ăb   respectively), which mean specifically ―my father.‖ These, like abba, can 



be used in speaking about one‘s father as well as in addressing him; but unlike abba, they are not used of 

another person‘s father. Besides, the Gospels portray Jesus as urging his disciples to regard God as a 

father and to address him as their father in prayer. Nevertheless, taken in conjunction with other gospel 

evidence (e.g. Matt 11:25–27 = Luke 10:21–22) for Jesus‘ own awareness of God as Father, the use of 

abba constitutes one especially strong argument for the view that the personal sense of the fatherhood of 

God was a typically Christian development of the Judaic tradition, and that this probably originated in a 

recollection of Jesus‘ teaching and of the example of his own prayer.  
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JOHN ASHTON  

ABDA (PERSON) [Heb ˓abdā˒ (ַףְבָֹּדא )]. 1. The father of Adoniram (1 Kgs 4:6), an official in charge 

of forced labor during King Solomon‘s reign (1 Kgs 5:27—Eng5:14). Abda appears in a list of Solomon‘s 

high officials (1 Kgs 4:1–6).  

2. The son of Shammua, and descendant of Jeduthun, one of 284 Levites listed among those who 

performed their duties in ―the holy city‖ (Jerusalem) under Nehemiah (Neh 11:17; LXX variants of the 

name include ōbēb and abdas). As a descendant of Jeduthun, Abda was a member of a family set apart for 

musical service by King David (1 Chr 25:1–6). A parallel biblical list (1 Chr 9:14–16) mentions not Abda 

but Obadiah (also derived from the Heb root ˓bd), but the Neo-Babylonian Murašu Archive (dated ca. 

429–428 B.C.E.) refers to an Ab-da-˒ son of Aplā (Hilprecht 1898: 45.5; Zadok 1976: 17), demonstrating 

the contemporaneous use of this name in Babylon.  
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MARK J. FRETZ  

ABDEEL (PERSON) [Heb ˓abdĕ˒ēl ( ֵאלַףְבְֹּדֲ  )]. The father of Shelemiah, an official of unspecified 

status under Jehoiakim, King of Judah (Jer 36:26—LXX 43:26). Together with Jerahmeel and Seraiah, 

Shelemiah was ordered by the king to seize Baruch the scribe and Jeremiah the prophet (cf. Jer 26:20–

24—LXX 33:20–24, where Uriah the prophet was similarly seized, and then executed). The MT phrase 

including ―Shelemiah the son of Abdeel‖ (Jer 36:26) is missing in the LXX, and was likely lost through 

homoioteleuton (note the similarities between Heb ben-˓abdĕ˒ēl and the preceding ben-˓azr  ˒ēl).  

MARK J. FRETZ  

ABDI (PERSON) [Heb ˓abd   (ַףְבִֹּדי )]. 1. A Levite of the clan of Merari, and father of Kishi and 

grandfather of Ethan (1 Chr 6:29—Eng6:44). His name appears in an extended genealogy listing Levi‘s 

descendants (1 Chronicles 1–9). Abdi‘s son Kishi (Heb qyšy) is probably the Kushaiah (Heb qwšyhw) of 1 

Chr 15:17. His grandson, Ethan, served as temple singer under King David and eventually supplanted 

Jeduthun as head of the third clan of temple singers (1 Chr 6:16–34—Eng6:31–48; see Williamson 1979: 

263).  



2. The father of Kish, a Levite who helped cleanse the temple during the reign of King Hezekiah (2 Chr 

29:12). See KISH. This Abdi is mentioned in a short list of Levites who cleansed the temple, rather than 

in an extended genealogy. However, the appearance of the name ―Abdi‖ in lists from both the Davidic-

Solomonic period (see above) and the Hezekiah period is noteworthy: both Abdi‘s were Levites of the 

clan of Merari, their sons had similar names (Kish/Kishi), and their descendants appear to have been 

involved in various aspects of temple service. On the one hand, this similarity may be historical: there 

may well have been two Levites named Abdi living three hundred years apart, the second of whom named 

his offspring Kish and thereby recalled the earlier ―golden age‖ of David and Solomon. On the other 

hand, the similarity may be a purely literary creation, a technique whereby the Chronicler supported his 

portrayal of Hezekiah as a ―second Solomon‖ (Williamson 1977: 119–25). A third view is that ―Kish the 

son of Abdi‖ means ―Kish the descendant of Abdi.‖ According to this view, the legitimizing function of 

the Levitical genealogies (1 Chronicles 6) was utilized to indicate not a literal, biological father, but a real 

or fictive ancestor for this important Levite, who assisted in cleansing the temple in Hezekiah‘s time.  

3. A descendant of Elam who returned from Babylonian exile. This Abdi was one of a number of 

returnees who married foreign women from ―the people of the land‖ (Ezra 10:26 = 1 Esdr 9:27 [abdia is a 

variant of ōabdeios in 9:27]). Under Ezra, he was subsequently forced by a covenant made with God to 

separate himself from his foreign wife and her children (Ezra 10:1–44 = 1 Esdr 8:88–9:36; see also Neh 

13:23–31).  
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MARK J. FRETZ  

ABDIEL (PERSON) [Heb ˓abd  ˒ēl (ַףְבִֹּדיֵאל )]. The father of Ahi, a prominent member of the tribe of 

Gad (1 Chr 5:15) in the northern Transjordan during the reigns of King Jotham of Judah and Jeroboam II 

of Israel (mid-8th century B.C.E.). According to various LXX manuscripts, Abdiel is not the father of Ahi 

but instead the father of either zaboucham, or achibouz, or simply the brother (Heb ˒ḥy) of Buz (Gk bouz). 

The name ―Abdiel‖ occurs in an extended genealogy of Israel that also identifies tribal locations within 

Palestine (1 Chronicles 2–8).  

MARK J. FRETZ  

ABDON (PERSON) [Heb ˓abdôn (ַףְבֹּדון )]. Four individuals mentioned in the OT bear this name, 

which is formed on the root ˓bd with an abstract or diminutive ending, thus evoking the sense of ―service‖ 

or, possibly, ―servile.‖  

1. Abdon son of Hillel was from the town of Pirathon in Ephraim (possibly at or near Far˓ata, ca. 10 km 

southwest of Shechem). He is one of the tribal leaders who ―judged Israel,‖ for ―eight years,‖ in the 

premonarchy period (Judg 12:13–15). Information about him is sketchy. That he had ―forty sons and 

thirty grandsons,‖ an odd progression, ―who rode on seventy donkeys‖ may indicate declining wealth and 

prominence of one extended family in the central hill country where the territory of Ephraim and 

Manasseh merged. Territorial claims were still so unsettled that the area where Abdon lived is also called 

―Amalekite hill country‖ (12:15).  

2. Another Abdon is the first-mentioned (1 Chr 8:23) of eleven sons of Shashak in a second genealogy 

of Benjamin. In contrast to the genealogy in the preceding chapter (1 Chr 7:6–12), chapter 8 is organized 

to show distribution of Benjaminite families, at some time not specified, outside as well as within the 

―Deuteronomic‖ description of Benjamin‘s territory (Josh 18:11–28; Myers 1 Chronicles AB, 53). 

Seemingly contradictory, or inconsistent, genealogies may coexist because they have different functions 

(Wilson 1977:203).  

3. Another Abdon is the firstborn of Jeiel‘s 9 sons in a list of Saul‘s ancestors which is recorded twice 

(1 Chr 8:30 and 9:36).  



4. Abdon son of Micah (2 Chr 34:20) is a member of the board of inquiry sent by King Josiah to the 

prophetess Huldah, for authentication of the rediscovered ―book of the law.‖ In the parallel account, 

however, the name is ACHBOR (2 Kgs 22:14).  
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ROBERT G. BOLING  

ABDON (PLACE) [Heb ˓abdôn (ַףְבֹּדון )]. Var. EBRON. Located in the tribe of Asher, Abdon is 

mentioned three times in the OT, once in the territorial allotment to Asher in Josh 19:28 (MT ˓ebrōn; 

RSV Ebron) and twice in the Levitical City lists, Josh 21:30 and 1 Chr 6:59—Eng6:74. The biblical site 

has been identified with Khirbet ˓Abda (M.R. 165272), a site located 6 km E of the coastal city, Tell 

˒Achzib. (See Boling and Wright Joshua AB; Noth Joshua HAT; Peterson 1977: 29–39.)  

Khirbet ˓Abda is situated in the coastal plain of Acco and on the important Wadi el-Qarn. Tell ˒Achzib 

is located at the W end of the wadi, and Khirbet ˓Abda is situated where the wadi emerges from the 

Galilean hills. The importance of this site should not be minimized since it appears to have dominated an 

important trade route from Phoenicia to the Galilee region. The remains lie on a fairly large natural hill, 

and so the tell itself is actually smaller than at first appears. The surrounding countryside is lush, with the 

coastal plain able to support much agricultural activity. There is an ample water supply at the site.  

Since the mid-18th century many geographers have visited the site, identifying it with different degrees 

of probability. They include Guérin (1868: 2:67), Kitchener (1881: 170), Garstang (1931: 98), Saarisalo 

(1929: 39–40), a survey team from the Palestine Department of Antiquities, and most recently the 

Levitical City survey team. From the surface surveys conducted at Khirbet ˓Abda, there is indication of 

occupation in the LB Age, Iron I, Iron II, Roman, Byzantine, and Arabic periods.  
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JOHN L. PETERSON  

ABEDNEGO (PERSON) [Heb ˓ăbēd nĕgô (ֲףֵבדְֲנגו )]. See SHADRACH, MESHACH, 

ABEDNEGO.  

ABEL (PERSON) [Heb hebel (ֶהֶבל )]. Second son of Adam and Eve (Gen 4:2). Abel was a herdsman 

who gave as a sacrifice to the Lord the firstborn of his flock and their fat portions. Yahweh‘s acceptance 

of this sacrifice and the rejection of the gift of Abel‘s brother, Cain, set the latter at enmity with him, 

prompting Cain to murder Abel in a field (Gen 4:8). The subsequent birth of Seth to Adam and Eve is 

understood by Eve as a replacement for Abel (Gen 4:25). In the gospels, Jesus assigns the guilt of all 

righteous blood—from that of Abel to that of Zechariah—to the Pharisees of his generation (Matt 23:35; 

Luke 11:51). The writer of Hebrews notes that by faith Abel brought a more acceptable sacrifice than his 

brother, Cain (Heb 11:4). The next chapter of Hebrews argues for the superiority of the blood of Jesus to 

that of Abel (Heb 12:24). Three issues surround the figure of Abel in the Bible: the question as to why 

God looked with favor on the offering of Abel; the meaning of the phrase ―the blood of Abel‖ as it is used 

in the NT; and the meaning of the name ―Abel‖ and its usage in the story of Genesis.  

The biblical text gives no explicit reason for God‘s preference for Abel‘s offering. This has given rise to 

speculation. Even the writer of Hebrews does little more than observe the offering as characteristic of 



faith. Explanations which focus on the difference in the type of offering of Cain and Abel (Gunkel 

Genesis HKAT, 37; Skinner Genesis ICC, 105) or on the difference in their disposition, like those which 

emphasize the inscrutable choice of God (von Rad Genesis OTL, 104; Westermann Genesis 1–11 BKAT, 

403–4), rely upon suppositions not explicit within the text. Nor is there any support for a rivalry between 

farmers and herdsmen (as disputed by Sarna 1970: 28). Note that minḥāh, ―offering,‖ can refer to a grain 

offering as well as to a meat offering. The text makes a distinction between Abel‘s offering of the ―first‖ 

and Cain‘s offering of ―some‖ (Cassuto 1961: 206–7; Sarna 1970: 29; Waltke 1986; Wenham Genesis 1–

15 WBC, 103–4). In offering the firstborn, Abel‘s act parallels that of Israelite sacrifices in which the 

firstborn represents both that which belongs to God as well as the entirety of the flock. By giving the 

firstborn and the best of the animal (i.e., the fat), Abel would be understood as having given everything to 

God.  

Jesus‘ observation on the blood of Abel refers to the murder of Abel, which is interpreted as similar to 

that of a ―prophet‖; and to that of a martyr, apparently due to its association with the worship of God 

(Hill, Matthew NCBC, 315; Marshall, Luke NIGTC, 506; Légasse 1982; Fitzmyer, Luke 20–24 AB, 946, 

951).  

The focus of Heb 11:4 is on the faith of Abel. He represents the first example of the righteous who are 

put to death for their faithfulness. In Heb 12:24 Abel‘s blood represents the murder of an innocent victim. 

It cries out for vengeance (Gen 4:10). The blood of Jesus could also represent the murder of an innocent 

victim. However, instead of a cry for vengeance, the blood of Jesus provides mercy before God (Le Déaut 

1961:30–36; Moffatt, Hebrews ICC, 163–65, 218–19; Hughes 1977:453–57, 551–52).  

Attempts to trace the meaning of the name ―Abel‖ to the Akkadian aplu, ―heir‖ (IDB 1: 4) or the 

Sumerian synonym, ibila (Landersdorfer 1916: 67–68), seem to be speculative. This is true despite the 

occurrence of these elements in Mesopotamian personal names. Nor is a relationship with the names Jabal 

and Jubal at the end of chapter 4 clear from the text (contra Skinner, Genesis ICC, 103). A simpler origin 

for the name can be found in the Hebrew root hbl, those meaning, ―breath,‖ reflects the more basic idea of 

that which is transitory (Cassuto 1961:202; von Rad, Genesis OTL, 104; Westermann, Genesis 1–11 

BKAT, 398; TWAT 2:337–38; Wenham, Genesis 1–15 WBC, 102). In the narrative of Genesis 4, Abel 

represents a figure whose life is cut short before its full time is accomplished. Although one may argue 

that Abel‘s name was intended to signify the general condition of humanity as subject to death, it is better 

to see the name as an anticipation of Abel‘s premature death.  
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RICHARD S. HESS  

ABEL-BETH-MAACAH (PLACE) [Heb ˒ābēl bêt-ma˓ăkâ (ָאֵבלֲֵבית־ַמֲףָכה )]. Var. ABEL OF 

BETH-MAACAH. A town in the N part of Israel conquered by Ben-hadad at the beginning of the 9th 

century B.C. (1 Kgs 15:20) and then by Tiglath-pileser III in 734 B.C. (2 Kgs 15:29). Its identification with 

˒bw€ m in the Execration texts (E47) (Alt 1941: 33) is doubtful, but it can be identified with ibr no. 92 in 

the list of Thutmoses III (LBHG, 150) and thus must have been one of the Canaanite centers in the 

country. Its role during the revolt of Sheba (2 Sam 20:14–18) may indicate both a certain independence 

during the reign of David and the continuation of the Canaanite population. According to the proverb in 2 



Sam 20:18, Beth-Maacah must have been famous for its council. The city has been identified with Tell 

Abel el-Qamḥ (M.R. 204296), 7 km WNW of Dan.  
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ABEL-KERAMIM (PLACE) [Heb ˒ābēl kĕrām  m (ָאֵבלְֲכָשִמים )]. A town on the border of the 

Ammonites (Judg 11:33), probably identical with Abila in Eusebius‘ Onomast. (32, 14–16 Klostermann). 

According to Eusebius, the distance from Abila to Philadelphia/Rabbath Ammon/Amman is 6 roman 

leagues. Based on this reference, suggestions for the location of Abel-Keramim form a circle around 

Amman: Nā˓ūr (M.R. 228142; GP 2: 233f), Khirbet es-Suq (KISchr I: 159, n. 3), and Kōm Yājūz (M.R. 

237160; Mittmann 1969: 75). These identifications were all ruled out by Redford (1982a; 1982b), who 

identified Abel-Keramim with the krmm of Thutmosis‘ III list of Asiatic toponyms (see ANET, 242). 

However, Redford‘s own identification of Abel-Keramim at Tell el-˓Umeiri (M.R. 234142) is open to 

criticism, since excavations there did not corroborate the LB occupation assumed by Redford on the basis 

of his survey. See UMEIRI, TELL EL-. Knauf (1984) adduced evidence from the Islamic conquest 

narratives, and proposed identifying Abel-Keramim with Saḥāb. According to early Islamic tradition, in 

A.D. 634 a battle was fought between ― bil, Z  za˒, and Qasṭal‖ (cf. Donner 1981: 113f). The plain N of 

Z  za˒, NE of Qasṭal, and S of the Ammonite hill country, now transversed by the Hijaz railway and the 

location of Amman‘s international airport, would indeed have formed a splendid battleground for cavalry. 

To the N, this plain is dominated by Saḥāb. Sahab was a walled city in the 15th century B.C., and 

extensively occupied during the Iron Age. See SAHAB. Its vicinity was densely occupied by hamlets and 

farmsteads in the Late Byzantine and Umayyad periods (Gustavson-Gaube and Ibrahim 1986).  

Abel-Keramim can be translated ―pasture of vineyards,‖ or since *Karam  m/Karamen is previously 

attested as this place‘s name, ―the pasture of the vineyard town.‖ Place names containing the abel element 

have a high frequency in the OT and in the present toponymy of S Syria, Jordan, and Palestine. These 

names seem to have originated among the nonurban population of this area in the course of the LB and 

Early Iron Age transition. These names may indicate the sociopolitical change which took place in this 

period, i.e. the demise of the city-states and the formation of the Aramaean, Israelite, and Ammonite tribal 

states.  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

ABEL-MEHOLAH (PLACE) [Heb. ˒ābēl mĕḥôlâ (ָאֵבלְֲמחוָלה )]. A town located in the western 

Jordan ghor (Judg 7:22; 1 Kgs 4:12). It was the hometown of the prophet Elisha, son of Shaphat (1 Kgs 

19:16), and probably also of Adriel ben Barzillai the Meholathite, the son-in-law of Saul, the first King of 

Israel (1 Sam 18:19; 2 Sam 21:8). The name of the settlement means ―meadow of dancing.‖ It is one of a 

group of compound names formed with ˒ābēl, ―meadow, well-watered land,‖ as a descriptive first 

element. Other examples include Abel-maim, Abel-shittim, Abel-keramim, Abel-mizraim, and Abel-beth-

maacah. While the present spelling and vocalization of the second element means ―dancing,‖ it is possible 

that before the medial waw was added as a vowel marker, the nonvocalized consonantal text mḥlh 

designated the Manassite clan of Mahlah (Num 26:33; 27:1; 36:11; Josh 17:3; 1 Chr 7:18), indicating that 

the meadow where the town was founded belonged to the Mahlah clan.  



The location of the ancient settlement is disputed. 20th-century proposals have included two sites on the 

eastern side of the Jordan: Tell Maqlub (M.R. 214201) inland on the north bank of the Wadi el-Yabis 

(Glueck 1945–48: 215–23) and Tell el-Meqbereh/Tell Abu Kharaz, in the eastern ghor at the mouth of the 

Wadi el-Yabis (Alt 1928:44–46; Noth 1959: 52–60); and four sites in the western Jordan ghor; Ras Umm 

el-Harrube (M.R. 196175) in the hills above the north bank of the Wadi Faria (Burney 1914: 94–96); Tell 

Abu Sifri (S)/Khirbet Tell el-Hilu, which lies at the junction of Wadi el-Helwah and Wadi el-Malih north 

of the Wadi Faria (Albright 1925: 18; Alt 1928:45; GP, 234; Simons 1959: 294; LOB, 284, n. 222); Tell 

el-Hamme, which lies at the mouth of the Wadi Losm el-hamme, about 5.25 km north of Tell Abu Sifri 

(Hölscher 1910: 17–18); and Tell Abu Sus, which lies about 15 km south of Beth She˒an, at the southern 

edge of the Beth She˒an Valley (Naor 1947:90–93; Zobel 1966: 97–101; Mittmann 1970: 128; Rosel 

1976: 15; Zori 1977: 38–9; LOB 313; HGB, 63). The town‘s location on the western side of the Jordan 

River is clearly indicated by the description of the fifth Solomonic district in 1 Kgs 4:12. The district 

included the lowland areas forming an arc around the Gilboa spur, from Taanach in the Esdraelon Plain, 

westward, through the Beth She˒an Valley, swinging south to include the western bank of the ghor to the 

southern boundary of Abel-Meholah, opposite Jokmeam.  

A location in the western ghor is also indicated by the description of the flight of the Midianites from 

the Jezreel Valley in Judg 7:22–8:5. Attempting to return to their home in the east, which required the 

crossing of the Jordan (Judg 6:33), they are said to have moved southward from the Valley, to Beth-

Shittah, as far as the riverbank of Abel-Meholah, near or opposite Tabbath. Gideon is to have sent 

mesengers to the inhabitants of the hill country of Ephraim to seize the waters as far as Beth-barah and 

also the Jordan against the retreating Midianites, to prevent them from fording the Jordan and escaping 

into Gilead or down the eastern ghor to the arabah region south of the Dead Sea. Their failure to act 

allowed the Midianites to cross the Jordan, forcing Gideon to cross in pursuit (Judg 8:1–5). Regardless of 

one‘s stance as to the historical reliability and date of the Gideon narrative (Payne 1983: 163–72), one can 

presume that the author of the story would have been familiar with the geography and the ancient road 

systems in the regions depicted in the story, which would not have changed significantly over time. The 

information provided requires a location for Abel-Meholah in the western ghor near the Jordan River, 

north of Beth-barah and near or opposite Tabbath, and north of the latitude of Succoth on the eastern bank 

of the Jordan, which was the first settlement Gideon reached after crossing the river. Eusebius places 

Abel-Meholah in the western ghor, identifying it with the Roman settlement known as Bethmaela ten 

Roman miles south of Scytholpolis (Beth She˒an). In light of the available information, Tell el-

Meqbereh/Tell Abu Kharaz, Tell Maqlub, and Ras Umm el-Harrube can be eliminated from potential 

candidacy.  

Archaelogical surveys at Tell Abu Sifri (S)/Khirbet Tell el-Hilu have indicated occupation during the 

EB I, MB I, IIB, LB, Iron I-II, Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz, Medieval, and Ottoman periods (Zertal 1986: 141; 

cf. Gophna and Porat 1972: 218; Mittmann 1970: 336), while similar surveys at Tell el-Hamme have 

uncovered evidence of occupation during EB I, MB I, IIB, LB, Iron I-II, Pers, Hell, Byz, Medieval, and 

Ottoman periods (Gophna and Porat 1972: 214; Mittmann 1970: 338; cf. Zori 1977: 37). Excavations 

were begun at Tell el-Hamme in 1988. A preliminary survey at Tell Abu Sus yielded diagnostic shards 

from EB I-II, Iron I, Byz, and Arabic periods (Zori 1977: 38–39).  

Of the three proposed locations in the western ghor, Tell abu Sifri (S)/Khirbet Tell el-Hilu and Tell el-

Hamme would both seem to be located too far inland from the Jordan to have been along the theoretical 

Midianite retreat path in Judg 7:22. While settlements often controlled outlying fields or territory beyond 

the settlement proper, the reference to Abel-Meholah‘s ―riverbank‖ suggests that the town was located 

close to the Jordan. Tell Abu Sus seems to be the best candidate in light of the description in both Judg 

7:22 and 1 Kgs 4:12. In order for the equation with Tell Abu Sus to be upheld, future survey work or 

excavations would need to confirm occupation during the Roman period, to corroborate Eusebius 

testimony, and probably also Iron II occupation, the period when the Gideon story may first have become 

part of the Deuteronomistic History.  
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DIANA V. EDELMAN  

ABGAR, EPISTLE OF CHRIST TO. This correspondence consists of two letters, one from 

Abgar V Ukkama ―the Black,‖ toparch of Edessa to Jesus of Nazareth, and Jesus‘ reply. Both are 

pseudepigraphic. The earliest surviving versions of this apocryphal epistle, which appear in Eusebius‘ 

Hist. Eccl. 1.13.6–10 (ca. A.D. 303) may be summarized as follows: Addressing Jesus as ―good Savior,‖ 

Abgar professes admiration for his cures accomplished ―without medicines or herbs‖ and asserts that he 

must be ―God, and came down from heaven to do these things, or … a Son of God.‖ He invites Jesus to 

come to Edessa, on the one hand, to heal him of an illness [pathos] and, on the other, to take refuge since 

―the Jews are mocking you and wish to ill-treat you.‖ In response, Jesus praises the ruler for his belief 

―not having seen me‖ (cf. John 20:29). Yet he replies that he cannot come since he ―must first complete 

here all for which I was sent, and after thus completing it be taken up to him who sent me‖ (cf. John 16:5; 

17:4). He promises to send one of his disciples to cure Abgar and to ―give life to you and all those with 

you.‖  

Eusebius claimed to have translated the letters from Syriac documents in the archives of Edessa (Hist. 

Eccl. 1.13.5), and he concluded, again claiming to follow his Syriac source, with the story of the 

fulfillment after Pentecost of Jesus‘ promises to Abgar, when the apostle Thomas sent Thaddeus (= Syriac 

―Addai‖), one of the seventy, to Edessa (Hist. Eccl. 1.13.11–22). The letters appear in their earliest Syriac 

versions at the beginning of the Doctrine of Addai ca. A.D. 400 (Howard 1981: 6–8 = Doc.Add.). Here 

Jesus‘ reply is spoken to Hanan, Abgar‘s messenger and archivist, who puts it into writing. The wording 

of the letters themselves in Syriac is almost identical to Eusebius‘ Greek version. Here, however, and in 

later references two new features appear: (1) Jesus‘ letter adds a blessing or promise of protection for the 

city of Edessa (Doc.Add. 8:19–20; cf. CChr Ser. Latina 175: 27–105) and (2) Hanan also paints a portrait 

of Jesus and brings it back to Abgar with the letter from Jesus (Doc.Add. 8:20–9:4; Evagrius h.e. 4.27). 

Apotropaic powers were subsequently ascribed to copies of the letter as well as to the painting, which 

came to be known as an acheiropoietos icon (Dobschütz 1899: 102–96; Segal 1970: 75; Runciman 1931: 

245–51). Despite the fact that Jesus‘ letter to Abgar was included in the Gelasian decretals‘ list of 

apocrypha (A.D. 494), the story of King Abgar and Jesus retained its popularity into the medieval period 

(Segal 1970: 75). Early scholarly acceptance of the letters as genuine has given way to various degrees of 

skepticism. Following Gutschmid (1887), Burkitt (1904: 10–38) argued that the ruler in question was 

Abgar IX (d. ca. A.D. 216) rather than Abgar V (d. A.D. 50) since he is mentioned in the Bardaisanite Book 

of the Laws of the Countries (= BLC, see BARDAISAN OF EDESSA) as having forbidden emasculation 

in honor of Atargatis when he ―came to the faith‖ (BLC 607). Burkitt held further that, although the letters 

were pseudepigraphic, together with the rest of the Doctrine of Addai they shed light on Jewish-Christian 

evangelization of Edessa, which began in the latter half of the 2d century. In 1934 Bauer denied any 



historical basis for the Abgar legend (Bauer 1971:2–12). Literary models for the legend have been seen in 

Josephus‘ account of the conversion of the Jewish rulers of Adiabene (Marquart 1903; Segal 1970: 67–69; 

cf. Murray 1975: 8–9) or in Manichaean literature (Drijvers 1980).  
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KATHLEEN E. MCVEY  

ABI (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb   (ֲאִבי )]. Var. ABIJAH. Wife of Ahaz, king of Judah, and mother of Hezekiah 

(2 Kgs 18:2 = 2 Chr 29:1). Abi‘s name appears in the regnal formula of her son, Hezekiah. She is the 

daughter of Zechariah, whose place of origin is unknown. In the Chronicler‘s parallel account she is 

called Abijah [Heb ˒ab  yâ]. See QUEEN.  

LINDA S. SCHEARING  

ABI-ALBON (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  -˓albôn (ֲאִבי־ַףְלבון )]. An Arbathite listed in a roster of King 

David‘s thirty chief warriors (2 Sam 23:31). His native town is probably Beth-arabah, possibly to be 

identified with el-Gharabeh, southeast of Jericho (cf. Jos 18:18, 22). The confusion associated with this 

name is signaled by the substitution of the name ―Abiel‖ in the 1 Chr 11:32 parallel list. Several 

significant opinions about the name have been offered. Zadok (1979: 105) believes that Heb ˒ăb  -˓albôn 

may be an altered form of an unattested ˒abi-ba˓lon, and that the MT tendency to change pagan 

theophoric elements (such as ba˓lon) to ˒ēl accounts for the variant ―Abiel‖ in 1 Chr 11:32. Mazar (1986: 

94) holds that the original text read ―Abibaal son of the Arbathite‖; the replacement of the ba˓al element 

with ˒ēl rendered the Abiel associated with ―the Arbathite‖ (preserved in 1 Chr 11:32), while the dropping 

of the b consonant in b˓l and fusion with the following word ―son of‖ (Heb bn) rendered ˒by˓lbn Abi-

albon (2 Sam 23:31). McCarter (2 Samuel AB, 492) suggests that an even more complex textual history 

lies behind the MT reference to Abi-Albon. He believes that 2 Sam 23:31 originally read ―Abial the Beth-

arabathite‖ (Heb ˒by˓l bt h˓rbty), but that the common prefix for town names, bêt, had been misread bat, 

―daughter of,‖ and was ―corrected‖ to ben, ―son of.‖ This ―corrected‖ version is reflected in the LXX: 

abiēl huios tou Arabōthitou, ―Abiel son of the Arabathite.‖ Finally, a fusion of the name ―Abial‖ with the 

word ―son of‖ resulted in the name ˒by˓lbn, vocalized Abi-Albon.  
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MARK J. FRETZ  



ABIASAPH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  ˒āsāp (ֲאִביָאָספ )]. One of three sons of Korah (Exod 6:24), who 

led an uprising against Moses and Aaron in the wilderness (Numbers 16). Abiasaph is listed as the head of 

a Korahite clan in a genealogy relating Aaron and Moses to the Levitical order (Exod 6:14–25; cf. Num 

26:5–11).  

MARK J. FRETZ  

ABIATHAR (PERSON) [Heb ˒ebyātār (ֶאְבָיָתש )]. The son of Ahimelech and priest of David (1 Sam 

22:20–23). Abiathar fled to David with an ephod after the massacre of the priests of Nob at the hands of 

Doeg the Edomite. Saul had ordered the slaughter after hearing that Ahimelech had harbored David, 

supplied him with bread and a sword, and also inquired of God on his behalf. The text is not consistent 

concerning the precise location of Abiathar‘s delivery of the ephod to David. Earlier David is reported to 

have been in the forest of Hereth in Judah (1 Sam 22:5), yet we are later informed that Abiathar had fled 

to David at Keilah (1 Sam 23:6). A common solution, based on the LXX, is to understand this verse as 

referring to Abiathar‘s earlier flight and that he later accompanied David to Keilah. There is some 

confusion concerning the relationship between Abiathar and Ahimelech. In 2 Sam 8:17 the MT reads 

―Ahimelech the son of Abiathar,‖ which conflicts with 1 Sam 23:26 and 30:7, whereas the Syriac reads 

―Abiathar son of Ahimelek.‖ The Hebrew of 1 Chr 18:16 points to a similar confusion, but reads 

―Abimelech son of Abiathar.‖ The LXX, Syr, and Vg suggest ―Ahimelech‖ in line with 2 Sam 8:17. The 

reference to Abiathar in Mark 2:26 is usually explained as a result of this confusion in 2 Sam 8:17. 

However, it is difficult to see how Mark could have made such an error when the reference was to the 

incident with David at Nob where he accepted the consecrated bread from Ahimelech. The parallel 

passages in Matt 12:1–8 and Luke 6:1–5 both omit any reference to Abiathar.  

The episode represents an important transition in the narrative of Saul‘s decline and David‘s rise since 

Saul has become increasingly isolated, culminating in his complete estrangement from Yahweh. The 

murder of the priests of Nob and the transfer of the ephod to David by Abiathar symbolizes Yahweh‘s 

complete withdrawal from Saul and his continuing presence with David. Abiathar provides an important 

medium of communication between Yahweh and David by consulting the ephod on David‘s behalf (1 

Sam 23:9–12). McCarter (1 Samuel AB, 366) understands the episode as depicting David as the protector 

and preserver of the priesthood of Nob, whereas Saul is depicted as its destroyer. Gunn (1980: 88) 

understands the episode in literary terms; Abiathar provides David with access to the ephod and thus 

access to the divine realm of foreknowledge.  

Those who treat the narratives in historical terms also see the relationship between David and Abiathar 

as particularly significant. During the rebellion of Absalom, Abiathar is willing to accompany David in 

his flight from Jerusalem (2 Sam 15:24–36). He and Zadok are said to be responsible for the ark of the 

covenant of God. Zadok and Abiathar are told by David to return to Jerusalem (15:27–28). They later 

(17:15–22) inform David, through their sons, of Hushai‘s warning not to wait at the fords of the 

wilderness. Bright (BHI, 200–1) sees David‘s strategy here as a brilliant move to combine Abiathar, as the 

representative of tribal Israel, with Zadok, as the representative of the indigenous Jerusalemite priesthood. 

Abiathar‘s support for Adonijah and Zadok‘s support for Solomon in the struggle for succession to the 

throne of David is often understood in similar terms. The representatives of tribal Israel were ousted in a 

purge at the beginning of Solomon‘s reign with Abiathar being exiled to Anathoth. Solomon spared him 

only because of his service to David (1 Kgs 2:26). Zadok‘s appointment in his place (1 Kgs 2:35) is 

understood in terms of the victory of urban Canaanite religious specialists. However, in the subsequent 

list of Solomon‘s officers, Abiathar is still recorded as priest alongside Zadok (1 Kgs 4:4); presumably, 

this refers to the beginning of the reign. The exile of Abiathar is presented in the Deuteronomistic History 

as the fulfillment of the word of Yahweh against Eli (1 Sam 2:30–36). This forms part of the common 

prophecy-fulfillment scheme in Deuteronomistic History. The implicit assumption that Abiathar was a 

descendant of Eli presumably rests upon 1 Sam 14:3.  
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ABIB [Heb ˒āb  b (ָאִביב )]. The first month of the Canaanite calendar, roughly corresponding to 

March–April. See the CALENDARS articles.  

ABIB, TEL. See TEL-ABIB (PLACE).  

ABIDA (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  dā˓ (ֲאִביָדע )]. The son of Midian and grandson of Abraham‘s second 

wife, Keturah (Gen 25:4 = 1 Chr 1:33). The name ―Abida‖ may be either a patronym or a toponym. Abida 

is used as a patronym both in the genealogy at the end of the Abraham narrative (Gen 25:1–4), and in the 

genealogy connecting Adam to Israel/Jacob (1 Chronicles 1). This patronym has traditionally been 

associated with the Arabian tribe of Ibadidi (ANET, 286; Glaser 1890: 259; Musil 1926: 292; Abel GP, 

287); however, Eph˓al (1982: 89, 217) rejects this identification because it involves two radical a spelling 

change of the name ―Ibadidi.‖ Abida may also be a toponym associated with the modern town named al-

Bad˓ (or al-Bed˓; a shortened form of Heb ˒ăb  dā˓?), located 25 km east of the Gulf of ˓Aqaba and 120 

km south of al-˓Aqaba in northwest Arabia, (Winnett 1970: 192; see also von Wissmann PWSup 12: 544 

on al-Bad˓ and Mughayir Šu˓ayb).  
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MARK J. FRETZ  

ABIDAN (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  dān ( ָדןֲאִבי  )]. The son of Gideoni and leader of the Benjaminites 

(Num 2:22; 10:24) who assisted Moses in taking a census of the Israelites in the wilderness of Sinai (Num 

1:1–16). Abidan also contributed offerings on behalf of the Benjaminites on the ninth day of the 

tabernacle dedication (Num 7:60–65).  

MARK J. FRETZ  

ABIEL (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  ˒ēl (ֲאִביֵאל )]. 1. A Benjaminite, the father of Kish and Ner, and the 

grandfather of Saul and Abner (1 Sam 9:1; 14:51). The name probably means ―my father is [the god] El.‖ 

Abiel represents the fourth generation in the Saulide genealogy in 1 Sam 9:1. An identification of Abiel 

with Abijah, the son of Becher in the Chronicler‘s genealogy of Benjamin (1 Chr 7:8), has been suggested 

on the presumption that Becher can be equated with the Saulide ancestor Becorath, and that the final 

divine name elements have been interchanged (Malamat 1968: 171–72, n. 28).  

Abiel‘s absence from the Saulide genealogy in 1 Chr 8:29–32 and 9:39–44 has been explained in 

different ways. One approach has been to argue that the name was dropped as the ancient records were 

adjusted to reflect altered rankings within Saul‘s extended family for possible succession to the Israelite 

throne (Flanagan 1981:59). A second approach has been to posit that the name is found in the Chronicles 

lists in the corrupted form Ba˓al in 8:30 and 9:36 (Demsky 1971:17). In order for this view to be possible, 

it would also need to presume the principle espoused in the first approach to explain why Abiel becomes 

the son or brother of Kish in Chronicles instead of his father, as in Samuel. A third approach would be to 

suggest that Abiel has been deliberately removed from the genealogies in Chronicles and replaced by Ner 

as a means of secondarily linking the Saulide genealogy with the post-exilic genealogy of Gibeon (1 Chr 

9:35–38 = 1 Chr 8:29–32). The occurrence of a Ner in the late Gibeonite list (1 Chr 9:36) seems to have 

led to the truncation of the early Saulide genealogy and to the substitution of Ner, Saul‘s uncle, for Abiel, 



his grandfather. In this way the Ners would appear to be a single individual and the Saulide genealogy 

could be grafted onto the Gibeonite one (see NER).  

2. The Arbathite, named in 1 Chr 11:32 as one of the ―mighty men‖ of David‘s armies. In a list detailing 

the same group of individuals in 2 Sam 23:31 he appears as Abialbon, one of the military elite group 

known as the ―Thirty.‖ The variant reading in 2 Sam 23:11, Abiel son of the Arbathite, may indicate that 

the original text of that verse read ―Abiel/Abial son of the Arbathite,‖ or ―Abi˓al/Abiba˓al the Beth-

Arabathite‖ (Mc Carter 2 Samuel 492; Mazar 1963: 316 n. 4). The name ―Abial‖ would mean ―my 

(divine) father is ˓Al (= the ―High One‖), while the name ―Abibaal‖ would mean ―my (divine) father is 

Baal (or ‗the Lord‘).‖ The gentilic Arbathite indicates the person‘s town of origin, or clan association (see 

ARBATHITE).  

Abiel‘s status within David‘s army is somewhat obscured by his twofold designation as a member of the 

―Mighty Men‖ and of ―the Thirty.‖ The correct vocalization and identity of the term usually translated 

―the Thirty,‖ šlyšm, is disputed. One group understands it to designate the group of men who served as the 

third person of the chariot team (i.e., Haupt 1902). A second group suggests that it designated an 

institution not necessarily limited to thirty members that served either as the king‘s bodyguard (Elliger 

1935: 68) or supreme command (Mazar 1963: 310). According to a third approach, the single form was a 

title meaning ―of the third rank‖ that designated high-ranking officers (Mastin 1979: 153–54; Na˒aman 

1988: 71, 75). Of the three possibilities, the last one requires the least number of textual emendations and 

provides the most cogent explanation for the required equation of the functions ―military elite‖ (gibbôrîm) 

and ―officers‖ (šāl  š  m) that are assigned to the same list of individuals in the two texts in 2 Sam 23:8–39 

and 1 Chr 11:10–47. The group of officers apparently was headed by the commander of the entire militia, 

Abishai, and he was followed in rank by ―the Three,‖ Josheb-bassebeth, Eleazer, and Shammah, who 

served as commanders of the three subunits of the professional army. The remaining individuals, 

including Abiel, then served as commanders over smaller divisions within the three subunits (Na˒aman 

1988: 75). See also DAVID‘S CHAMPIONS.  
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DIANA V. EDELMAN  

ABIEZER (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  ˓ezer (ֲאִביֶףֶזש )]. ABIEZRITE. Var. IEZER; IEZERITE. The name 

of two individuals in the Hebrew Bible. Although Abiezer may mean ―father of help,‖ or ―my father is 

help,‖ ˒ab (father) is here a relational noun used as a theophoric (or divine name) element and the subject 

of a nominal clause: ―Ab is help‖ (IPN, 33, 67–75, 154). The use of the relational nouns ˒ab and ˒aḥ 

(brother) in a theophoric sense, according to Noth, derives from a period in early Semitic tribal history 

when the tribe maintained a familial identification with the tribal deity. This special relationship to the 

god of the tribe allowed that god to be designated ―father‖ or ―brother.‖ Thus the name ―Abiezer‖ would 

designate not a single god, universally identified as ˒ab, but the deity of the respective tribe (cf. Abijah 

―Yahweh is father‖). The NT use of the Aramaic Abba for the deity would therefore appear to have its 

antecedents in ancient Semitic tribal religion.  

1. The name of one of the families of Manasseh (Josh 17:2), named for its male progenitor (1 Chr 7:18). 

This Abiezer was the ―son‖ of Gilead, a descendant of Machir; the reference to Iezer (Heb ˒iy˓ezer) 

among the ―sons‖ of Gilead and to the family of the Iezerites in Numbers 26:30 probably applies to the 



same group. This family received its inheritance west of the Jordan, and the judge and deliverer Gideon 

belonged to it (Judg 6:11, 34; 8:2).  

2. A Benjaminite warrior among David‘s champions, who was a native of Anathoth (2 Sam 23:27 = 1 

Chr 11:28). The same village was home to Abiathar the priest, and his likely descendant, the prophet 

Jeremiah. This same Abiezer is listed as the officer over David‘s monthly levies of 24,000 in the ninth 

month (1 Chr 27:12). The historicity of this second list, however, and its concomitant figures, is doubtful. 

It is more likely that 1 Chronicles 27 reflects more of an idealized view of David‘s military organization 

than a real one. As one of David‘s champions (Heb šāliš  m; RSV: The Thirty), Abiezer was more likely a 

member of an elite corps of fighters loyal only to the king, rather than an officer over his monthly levies. 

See DAVID‘S CHAMPIONS .  

D. G. SCHLEY  

ABIGAIL (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  gayil (ֲאִביַגִיל ); ˒ăb  gal (ֲאִביַגל )]. 1. Wife, first of Nabal, then of 

David (1 Samuel 25). She appears as the second wife/mother mentioned in two lists of David‘s sons born 

in Hebron (2 Sam 3:2–5 and 1 Chr 3:1–3). The name of her son is problematic, being either Chileab (2 

Sam 3:3), Daluiah (LXX—2 Kgdms 3:3), or Daniel (1 Chr 3:1). Abigail first appears in 1 Samuel 25 as 

the wife of Nabal the Calebite. She is portrayed as the ―ideal wife‖—both beautiful and intelligent—while 

her husband is presented as ill behaved and rude. When Nabal refuses to accommodate David‘s request 

for food, it is Abigail who, unknown to her husband, hastily amasses the food and delivers it to David. 

Her speech to David, a masterful example of tact and diplomacy (vv 24–31), succeeds in averting David‘s 

wrath at Nabal (vv 32–35). Upon hearing of his wife‘s generosity, Nabal‘s heart ―died within him‖ (v 37) 

and ten days later he was dead. 1 Samuel 25 concludes with David‘s marriage to both Abigail of Carmel, 

and to Ahinoam of Jezreel.  

Abigail‘s name appears five times in the OT outside of 1 Samuel 25. Three times it is linked with 

Ahinoam of Jezreel. Both Abigail and Ahinoam accompany David to Gath (1 Sam 27:3), where they are 

later captured by an invading group of Amalekites (1 Sam 30:5). After their rescue (1 Sam 30:18), they 

journey with David to Hebron (2 Sam 2:2) where they bear David children (2 Sam 3:3 = 1 Chr 3:1). Of 

the five times Abigail‘s name appears outside of 1 Samuel 25, all except one (1 Chr 3:1) carry with it the 

epithet ―widow of Nabal.‖  

Recent literary approaches to 1 Samuel 25 underscore Abigail‘s speech and character. J. D. Levenson 

(1978) argues 1 Samuel 25 is a ―narrative analogy‖ presenting a ―proleptic glimpse‖ of 2 Samuel 11. 

Unlike Bathsheba, Abigail is the ―ideal woman‖ whose ―rhetorical genius‖ prevents David from killing 

her husband (Levenson 1978: 11–28). D. Gunn (1980: 98–100), while sharing Levenson‘s appreciation 

for the speech‘s artistry, rejects (1980: 154, n. 13) his conclusion that the episode is a ―moral allegory.‖ 

Abigail‘s speech reveals her to be ―shrewd‖ rather than good, while Nabal is ―unwise‖ rather than evil. 

While both Levenson and Gunn analyze Abigail‘s speech, A. Berlin focuses on Abigail‘s characterization. 

Abigail is an exaggerated stereotype—the model wife. David‘s treatment of her (as well as of Michal, 

Abishag, and Bathsheba) represents an ―indirect presentation‖ of David. Moreover, each ―private‖ 

response to the women in his life corresponds to a phase of David‘s ―public‖ life. Thus, David‘s ―eager 

but gentlemanly response‖ to Abigail mirrors his ―self assurance as a popular leader‖ (Berlin 1983: 30–

33).  

Behind the literary presentation of Abigail lies the socio-political realities of her marriage to David. 

Nabal was a wealthy and probably influential Calebite. David‘s marriage to Nabal‘s widow was useful in 

bringing David much needed support from the south. This support might have been instrumental in 

David‘s being crowned king at Hebron—an area associated with the figure of Caleb in the text (Levenson 

1978: 24–28).  

2. Sister of David (1 Chr 2:16) and Zeruiah (2 Sam 17:25, 1 Chr 2:16); mother of Amasa (2 Sam 17:25, 

1 Chr 2:17). The name of Abigail‘s father is unclear. 1 Chr 2:13–16 identifies Jesse as the father of 

Abigail, while 2 Sam 17:25 says she was the ―daughter of NAHASH.‖ Most critics prefer the reading in 1 

Chronicles 2, explaining the discrepancy by either: (1) understanding ―Nahash‖ as the mother of Abigail 



rather than the father; (2) declaring the reading in 2 Sam 17:25 corrupt, an intrusion from v 27; or (3) 

positing an earlier husband (Nahash) of Jesse‘s wife, who fathered Abigail and Zeruiah.  

The name of Abigail‘s husband is also problematic. The MT of 2 Sam 17:25 gives the name of Amasa‘s 

father as ―ITHRA the Israelite,‖ while 1 Chr 2:17 says it was ―JETHER the Ishmaelite.‖ The issue is 

further complicated by the variant reading in the 
M

 which identifies him as a ―Jezreelite.‖  

J. D. Levenson and B. Halpern (1980) argue that Ithra/Jethro was the real name of Abigail‘s husband 

(―Nabal‖) mentioned in 1 Samuel 25. They find it highly unlikely that the only two Abigails in the OT 

would be: (1) contemporaries, (2) sister-in-laws, and (3) married to men from the same geographical area 

(assuming Ithra/Jethro/Nabal to be from Jezreel and Jezreel to refer to the Judean town near Hebron). 

They therefore conclude there was only one Abigail—David‘s sister—who later became David‘s wife. 

Later tradition suppressed the memory of this incestuous union.  
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LINDA S. SCHEARING  

ABIHAIL (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  ḥāyil (ֲאִביָחִיל )]. 1. Father of Zuriel; descendant of Merari, Levi‘s 

youngest son (Num 3:35). Abihail‘s name appears in the epithet of his son found in the third and last 

division of the census list in Num 3:14–39. The census, ordered by Moses, involved the three Levitical 

branches of Gershon, Kohath, and Merari. Abihail‘s son was leader of the Merarite branch during their 

journey in the wilderness.  

2. Wife of Abishur, of the House of Judah; mother of Ahban and Molid (1 Chr 2:29). Her name appears 

in a genealogy of Jerahmeel, the great-grandson of Judah and Tamar.  

3. A Gadite (1 Chr 5:14). Abihail is mentioned in the Gadite genealogy found in 1 Chr 5:11–17.  

4. Mother of Mahalath; wife of Jerimoth; and daughter of Eliab (2 Chr 11:18). Abihail‘s name occurs in 

a genealogical note concerning Rehoboam‘s wives. The reading of the verse, however, is problematic:  

KJV: And Rehoboam took him Mahalath the daughter of Jerimoth the son of David to wife, and Abihail 

the daughter of Eliab the son of Jesse;  

RSV: Rehoboam took as wife Mahalath the daughter of Jerimoth the son of David, and of Abihail …  

Some translators (i.e. KJV) conclude v 18 mentions two wives (Mahalath and Abihail) while others (i.e. 

RSV) assume only one (Mahalath). Although the Hebrew of v 18 is unclear, the context is helpful in 

determining its meaning. Since the following verses (vv 19–20) refer to v 18 using only the feminine 

singular, it can be concluded that only one wife, Mahalath, is mentioned. Thus, the reading which 

understands Abihail as Mahalath‘s mother (RSV), is to be preferred.  

Abihail‘s daughter, Mahalath, is one of eighteen wives credited to Rehoboam, king of Judah. The 

marriages of both mother and daughter are particularly interesting. Abihail‘s husband (Jerimoth) and 

father (Eliab) were both sons of David. Her daughter married David‘s grandson (Rehoboam). Thus both 

Abihail and Mahalath married their cousins. Their marriages reflect a period of intermarriage within the 

Davidic house not witnessed elsewhere in the text.  

5. Father of Queen Esther; uncle of Mordecai (Esth 2:15; 9:29; cf. also 2:7). His name appears twice in 

the epithet of his daughter, the alleged wife of King Ahasuerus.  

LINDA S. SCHEARING  

ABIHU (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  h ˒ (ֲאִביהּוא )]. One of four sons born to Aaron, the brother of Moses, 

by Elisheba (Exod 6:23). At Sinai, Abihu was singled out by God, along with Aaron and Nadab, as one of 

those leaders who would accompany Moses up the mountain (Exod 24:1, 9). He also performed priestly 

services for God as one of Aaron‘s sons (Exod 28:1; Num 3:2; 26:60; 1 Chr 5:29—Eng6:3; 24:1). When 



Abihu and his brother Nadab offered ―unholy fire‖ to the Lord, they were devoured by God‘s holy fire as 

punishment (Lev 10:1; Num 26:61; cf. Numbers 16). Although the sin committed by Abihu was not 

clearly defined (Lev 10:1–4; see Laughlin 1976 for various opinions), it served as a point of reference in 

identifying Abihu within the Bible (Num 3:4; 1 Chr 24:2). In Rabbinic literature the sins of Nadab and 

Abihu were multiplied and this incident (Lev 10:1–4) became the basis for teachings on cultic and ethical 

behavior in Judaism (see Shinan 1979).  
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MARK J. FRETZ  

ABIHUD (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  h d (ֲאִביהּוד )]. A grandson of Ben-jamin through Bela (1 Chr 8:3), 

the name ―Abihud‖ is preserved in an extended genealogy of Israel that also identifies tribal locations 

within Palestine (1 Chronicles 2–8). According to the MT, the first three sons of Bela were ―Addar, and 

Gera, and Abihud‖ (Heb ˒addār wĕgērā˒ wa˒ăb  h d); however, the text could easily be emended to read 

―Addar, and Gera, that is, the father of Ehud‖ (Heb ˒addār wĕgērā˒ wa˒ăb   ˒ēh d). Baker (1980) argues 

that the two separate individuals named Gera listed as sons of Bela (1 Chr 8:3, 5) were distinguished by 

the waw explicative, which followed the first Gera, providing a detail about him being the father of Ehud. 

Thus, MT wa˒ăb  h d is divided into wa˒ăb  , ―that is, the father of,‖ plus ˒ēhûd ―Ehud,‖ the judge 

mentioned elsewhere in his own right as the son of Gera (Judg 3:15). Note also the EHUD who had a son 

named Gera (1 Chr 8:6–7). Kuhn (1923) observed that a misunderstanding of the phrase ˒by hwdyh 

produced the name ˒ăb  h d (―Abihud‖), and the Gk abioud (Matt 1:13) was based on the LXX rendering 

of this synthetic name (see ABIUD).  
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MARK J. FRETZ  

ABIJAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  yâ ( ָיהֲאבֲִ  )]. Var. ABIJAM; ABI. 1. According to the MT, a man from 

the tribe of Benjamin (1 Chr 7:6, 8). He was the grandson of Benjamin, being the son of Becher who was 

Benjamin‘s son. But some scholars are suspicious of the text of 1 Chr 7:6a. Curtis and Madsen 

(Chronicles ICC, 145–49) present a detailed explanation in support of the contention that ―Benjamin‖ in v 

6 is a corruption of ―Zebulun‖ and that 1 Chr 7:6–12 contains a Zebulunite genealogy. In that case Abijah 

would be from the tribe of Zebulun.  

2. The second son of Samuel (1 Chr 6:13—Eng6:28). When Samuel appointed him and his older 

brother, Joel, as judges over Israel (1 Sam 8:1), they were corrupted by bribery. This perversion of justice 

contributed to Israel‘s disillusionment with the office of judge, which in turn aroused among the people 

the desire for a king (1 Sam 8:5).  

3. A chief among the descendants of either Eleazar or Ithamar, sons of Aaron (1 Chr 24:3–4, 10). When 

David assigned the priests to service in the temple according to divisions determined by lot, Abijah 

became the leader of the 8th (1 Chr 24:10) from among 24 divisions. In their service the members of his 

division (as of all divisions) were obligated to observe the procedures first instituted by Aaron (1 Chr 

24:19). Zechariah, the father of John the Baptist, was serving in the temple with the division of Abijah 

(Luke 1:5) when he received the announcement that he would have a son.  

4. According to the MT of 1 Chr 2:24, she was the wife of Hezron, the mother of Ashhur, and the 

grandmother of Tekoa. She was probably the daughter of Machir (1 Chr 2:21). But the MT is uncertain 

here, an uncertainty which the LXX confirms by giving a different reading for v 24a, though it follows the 

MT in identifying Abijah as the wife of Hezron. Noting the LXX‘s dissatisfaction with the MT, modern 

scholars have attempted to reconstruct the text, and in the process they have altered also the name 



―Abijah‖ and its immediate syntax. Curtis and Madsen (Chronicles ICC, 92) offer one reconstruction. In 

this reconstruction ―Abijah‖ is corrected to ―Abiu,‖ or ―Abihu,‖ meaning ―his father.‖ The reconstructed 

passage then reads, ―Caleb went in unto Ephrath, the wife of his father, and she bore …‖ In this reading, 

―Abijah‖ is no longer a proper name. Williamson (1979: 353–55) offers another reconstruction. He 

considers the phrase ―and the wife of Hezron was Abijah‖ to be a gloss; this eliminates the word 

―Abijah,‖ in any of its possible forms or meanings, from the original text. Both Curtis and Madsen and 

Williamson provide detailed accounts of their process of reconstruction. The RSV translates: ―Caleb went 

in to Ephrathah, the wife of Hezron his father, and she bore …‖ This translation also eliminates ―Abijah‖ 

as a proper name.  

5. A son of Jeroboam, king of Israel (1 Kgs 14:1). During Jeroboam‘s reign he fell seriously ill, which 

prompted Jeroboam to seek from Ahijah the prophet a favorable word on the issue of the illness. But in 

his quest, Jeroboam proceeded in a manner which determined some of the details of a melancholy 

conclusion to Abijah‘s illness. Having conducted himself wickedly as king, Jeroboam had already gained 

the disfavor of Ahijah, who had designated him king (1 Kgs 11:28–30) in the name of Yahweh. Therefore 

he sent his wife in disguise to Shiloh to seek the word from the prophet. But the design failed. Through 

Yahweh‘s intervention, the prophet identified her when she arrived and spoke judgment on Abijah: he 

would die when she reentered Tirzah to return to her residence. The boy died in accordance with the 

prophet‘s word. After his death, the seal on his father‘s wickedness, Israel awarded him a dubious 

distinction: Israel mourned him and buried him with proper ceremony. By contrast, all other members of 

Jeroboam‘s family upon their death were unceremoniously eaten by either dogs, if they died in the city, or 

birds, if in the country (1 Kgs 14:1–18). Abijah was awarded this distinction because in him was found 

―something pleasing to the Lord‖ (1 Kgs 14:13); the text does not identify what in the child pleased the 

Lord. The LXX includes this account (3 Kgdms 12:24g–n) in another version and earlier in the narrative 

of Jeroboam‘s life, immediately after his return from a flight to Egypt and before his accession. It also 

preserves details about Abijah which are lacking in the MT. According to the LXX, Abijah was born in 

Egypt. His mother‘s name was Ano; she was an Egyptian and a sister-in-law of Susakim, king of Egypt. 

Accordingly, Abijah was Susakim‘s nephew. Debus (1967: 55–92) discusses in detail the differences 

between the versions of the narrative in the MT and the LXX.  

6. See ABIJAH, KING OF JUDAH.  

7. The mother of King Hezekiah (2 Chr 29:1 = 2 Kgs 18:2). She was the wife of King Ahaz and the 

daughter of Zechariah. In 2 Kings she is called ―ABI‖ in the MT, and ―Abou‖ in the LXX.  

8. A priest during the governorship of Nehemiah (Neh 10:8—Eng10:7). He endorsed, by the impress of 

his seal, a covenant which the people under Ezra‘s leadership made with Yahweh at the conclusion of the 

Feast of Tabernacles.  

9. A priest, perhaps a Levitical priest, who returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel and Jeshua (Neh 

12:1, 4). He was one of the chiefs of the priests in the days of Jeshua (Neh 12:7), and he was the father of 

Zichri upon whom his authority devolved (Neh 12:17) in the days of Jeshua‘s son, Joiakim (Neh 12:12).  
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GERALD J. PETTER  

ABIJAH, KING OF JUDAH. Var. ABIJAM. The son of Rehoboam and king of Judah (1 Kgs 

14:31), whose mother was Maacah, daughter of Abishalom (1 Kgs 15:2). The spelling of the same varies. 

In the MT of 1 Kings the name appears as Abijam (˒ăb  yām); some mss and the MT of Chronicles have 

Abijah (˒ăb  yâ), while the LXX has Abiou. It is also possible that the king‘s name was a theophoric 

compounded with the divine name ―Yam,‖ the Canaanite god of the sea, who is known from Ugaritic 

literature. Gray (1–2 Kings
3
 OTL, 347, n. c) thinks that such a name of a king of Judah is inconceivable 

and that the divine element would have been a form of Yahweh. He argues that the LXX reading Abiou 



suggests a variant Abiyo in which the final w may have been corrupted to m, which it closely resembles in 

the photo-Hebraic script.  

He is said to have reigned three years (ca. 913–911 B.C.E.), but it appears it may have been only two (1 

Kgs 15:2; 2 Chr 13:2; cf. 1 Kgs 15:1, 9). LXX reads ―6 years‖ for the length of his reign: this would 

suggest a confusion between šš, ―6,‖ and šlš, ―3.‖ Miller and Hayes (HAIJ, 240) speculate that, owing to 

the short length of his reign and the extended length of the reign of his successor, Abijah either died early 

and Asa was a minor when he became king, or the queen mother acted as regent during the early years of 

his son Asa.  

The evidence concerning Abijah‘s mother is confusing and inconsistent. 1 Kgs 15:2 records that his 

mother‘s name was Maacah the daughter of Abishalom (˒ăb  šālôm) whereas 2 Chr 11:20 reads 

―Absalom‖ (˒abšālôm). Gray (1–2 Kings
3
 OTL, 347–78, n. g) accepts the reading ―Absalom‖ and argues 

that Maacah may well have been the ―granddaughter‖ of Absalom, David‘s son, particularly since the 

usual place of origin of the father of the queen mother has been omitted. A further difficulty is that at the 

accession of his son, Asa‘s mother is also said to be Maacah the daughter of Abishalom (1 Kgs 15:10 = 2 

Chr 15:16). Gray (1–2 Kings
3
 OTL, 348, n. f) believes that 1 Kgs 15:10 may indicate that Abijah and Asa 

were brothers rather than son (cf. HAIJ, 240). He offers the alternative explanation that since Abijah 

reigned for such a short time Maacah may have remained as ―the principal lady,‖ while the mother of Asa 

was omitted. However, the MT and Vg of 2 Chronicles 13 record the name of Abijah‘s mother as 

Micaiah, daughter of Uriel of Gibeah. The LXX and Syr follow 1 Kgs 15:2 in suggesting that the queen 

mother was Maacah.  

Although Abijah was condemned in typical Deuteronomistic terms for apostasy, nevertheless the 

dynasty was established for David‘s sake. It is stated that despite his apostasy, Yahweh gave him a lamp 

in Jerusalem, set up a son after him, and established Jerusalem (1 Kgs 15:4). The establishment of 

Jerusalem is important in the theology of the Deuteronomistic History as the site of the central sanctuary. 

The treatment of the reign of Abijah admirably illustrates the theological bias and selectivity of the 

Deuteronomistic History. The negative presentation of his reign invites a direct comparison with that of 

Asa his son who is portrayed as a cultic reformer in line with Deuteronomistic principles, who even 

removed the Asherah of Abijah‘s wife Maacah (1 Kgs 15:13). The one political aspect of the reign which 

is mentioned briefly, without comment, is that Abijah and Jeroboam I ben Nebat were at war. The 

Deuteronomistic History provides little, if any, useful information for the historian.  

The Chronicler presents a significantly different account, representing Abijah as righteous and divinely 

blessed (2 Chr 13). His 14 wives, 22 sons, and 16 daughters are presented as a sign of favor from Yahweh 

(2 Chr 13:21). Whereas the Deuteronomistic History merely notes that Abijah was involved in the 

continuing border warfare with the north (1 Kgs 15:7), the Chronicler preserves a tradition of a major 

military conflict near mount Zemaraim in the hill country of Ephraim (2 Chr 13:13–20). Abijah‘s 

moralizing speech to Jeroboam and Israel is in distinct contrast to his rejection in 1 Kgs 15:3 for apostasy. 

The speech is usually understood as representing the Chronicler‘s own ideology since it justifies the 

Davidic dynasty and the Jerusalem cult installed by David. It then acts as a rejection of the apostasy of the 

north with a strong claim that Yahweh is the god of Judah as demonstrated in the military victory. 

Williamson (1977: 114), however, rejects the common interpretation that this is a piece of anti-Samaritan 

polemic, arguing that, although the speech criticizes the northern kingdom, it carries within it an appeal 

for repentance. Following Abijah‘s speech of justification to Jeroboam, he wins an overwhelming victory 

capturing Bethel, Jeshanah, and Ephron with their villages (2 Chr 13:19). The historical reliability of this 

information is difficult to assess; Miller and Hayes (HAIJ, 247) think that at most it can only refer to a 

border skirmish. The exaggerated numbers (see Dillard 2 Chronicles WBC, 106–7) are a further reason 

for questioning the veracity of this report. Williamson (1977: 114–17) has demonstrated the importance of 

2 Chronicles 13 within the structure of the work of the Chronicler, who draws a sharp distinction between 

the faithfulness of Abijah and the apostasy of Ahaz in 2 Chronicles 28. Ahaz is utterly condemned in 

terms which echo Abijah‘s rejection of the north in his speech to Jeroboam.  
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ABIJAM (PERSON) [Heb ˒ab  yām (ַאִבָים )]. See ABIJAH (PERSON).  

ABILA OF THE DECAPOLIS (M.R. 231231). A city belonging to a league of cities called the 

Decapolis, originally having ten members.  

A. Location and Identification  

Abila of the Decapolis has been identified with Quailibah (M.R. 231231) in N Jordan. Eusebius 

(Onomast. 32.16) states that Abila was located twelve Roman miles E of Gadara. The name from this 

ancient site has continued to modern times—Schumacher (1889) found that local tradition attached the 

name Abil to the N tell. In the 1984 excavations a stone inscription with the name ―Abila‖ written in 

Greek was found on the site. An inscription (A.D. 133–44) at Tayibeh near Palmyra speaks of ―Well-

heralded Abila of the Decapolis.‖ Ptolemy (Geog. 5.14), lists this Abila separately from the Lysanias 

Abila (W of Damascus), and Hierokles (Synekdemos 720, 721) identifies it as part of Provincia Arabia. 

Abila probably became a Decapolis city sometime between Alexander‘s conquests and the zenith of 

Seleucid power (ca. 198 B.C.). Polybius (5.69–70) states that Antiochus III (ca. 218 B.C.) conquered Abila, 

Pella, and Gadara. The Decapolis as a region is mentioned in the Gospels (Matt 4:25, Mark 5:20; 7:31), 

but no specific cities are mentioned.  

Abila consists of two tells, Abila (N) and Umm el ˒Amad (S) with a ―saddle‖ joining the two. The site is 

bordered on the E by Wadi Quailibah, on the N by Wadi Abila, and on the S by Ain Quailibah and its 

wadi. Tombs and graves are cut into the soft limestone mainly along the wadi ledges on the E, S, and N.  

B. Survey and Excavation  

The major inquiry into the site began in 1978 when W. Harold Mare of Covenant Seminary visited 

Abila as part of an overview of several Decapolis cities. A cooperative effort ensued with Dr. Adnan 

Hadidi, Director of the Department of Antiquities of Jordan, and W. H. Mare as principal investigators to 

survey the area and excavate the site over several seasons beginning in 1980.  

In 1980 a small survey team, using a time-controlled transect surface sherd collection technique in 

segments across the site, determined that there was occupation on the site at various times from the EB 

through the Umayyad periods. The heaviest concentration was in the Byzantine and Umayyad periods, 

diminishing in the Roman, Hellenistic, Iron Age II, and EB periods, with minimal evidence from the 

Chalcolithic, Neolithic, and Islamic periods. The subsequent excavations have confirmed the evidence of 

the 1980 survey project.  

Ruins of a large rectangular building were found N of the stub of an E-W acropolis wall which stretches 

along the S crest of the tell. This building proved to be the remains of a 5th–6th-century triapsidal 

Byzantine basilica, with evidence at the central apse that it was built over an earlier Roman building (a 

temple?). The Umayyad rebuilding over the basilica and stockpiling of basilica architectural fragments for 

further use imply an Umayyad presence and possible construction of a mosque. Excavation N of the 

Byzantine basilica produced Byzantine and earlier materials—Byzantine loci and a water channel, 

remains of earlier Roman buildings, and reuse of still earlier Hellenistic walls. On the N slope was found 

a city wall preserved to a height of ca. 5 m; this proved to be at least of Roman-Byzantine origin. The S 

slope of the N tell had remains of a stairway and gate (?).  

On the W side of the acropolis of Umm el ˒Amad were ruins of a residential section (areas D 5–7, 8–10) 

including a street, market, and a palaestra or residence with a two-column entrance. To the E of the 

residential section were the remains of a basilica (areas D 1–4, 11, 12), which Schumacher (1889) had 

suggested was a ―temple,‖ but which was another Byzantine basilica. Farther still to the E, was a theater 

nestled along the slopes of the ―saddle.‖ The theater overlooked the remains of a massive ruined building 

(a Roman bath?) and an ancient road which led eastward over a bridge crossing wadi Quailibah. A third 

Byzantine basilica was located on a ledge E of the theater. The three basilicas so far found at the site 

suggest a possible Byzantine bishopric headquarters at Abila.  



Three underground aqueducts have been investigated. The Khureibah Aqueduct stretches 2.5 km, 

bringing water from the S to the Ain Qualibah area on the S of Umm el ˓Amad; this aqueduct was 

apparently dug during the Roman period. Two other aqueducts (ca. 1400 m long) direct water N from Ain 

Quailibah under the E edge of Umm el ˓Amad to the saddle area between the two tells. The upper 

aqueduct (one to two m higher on the ledge) seems to date from the Roman-Byzantine period, while the 

lower aqueduct was probably built in Hellenistic-Roman times or earlier (Persian or Iron Age).  

The excavation of fourteen tombs (both loculus and arcosolium types) and nine simple graves along the 

E band of Wadi Quailibah (areas H and J) and the bank S of Ain Quailibah (area K) revealed important 

aspects of Early and Late Roman and Byzantine culture. Males and females and children (36 percent of 

the persons found had died before their 16th birthday) were buried with a variety of grave goods which 

imply a wide range of social stratification. Nine limestone anthropoid busts found in Tomb K 1 point to 

cult feasts or annual family reunions.  

C. Summary  

The research at Abila points to an Early Roman Abila of moderate size, with considerable expansion in 

the Late Roman and Byzantine periods. Evidence of the later Umayyad and earlier Hellenistic city is just 

emerging. The extent of later Islamic presence and earlier Hellenistic, Persian, Iron, and Bronze Age 

periods and still earlier habitations will be revealed through future excavation seasons.  
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W. HAROLD MARE  

ABILENE (PLACE) [Gk Abilene (Ἀβιλενε)]. A tetrarchy named after its chief town, Abila, which is 

located on the bank of modern Barada (Abana) 18 miles NW of Damascus en route to Heliopolis 

(Baalbec). A Moslem legend places Abel‘s tomb near the ruins of an Abilenian temple, thereby 

preserving the ancient name. Luke 3:1 identifies Abilene as the tetrarchy of Lysanias (II) at the incipient 

stage of John the Baptist‘s ministry. Josephus is careful to associate Abila and Abilene with Lysanias, he 

Lusaniou (JW 2, 11.5; Ant 17, 6.10), an association found as late as the time of Ptolemy (ca. A.D. 170). 

Two Gk inscriptions from Abila support this association, and coincide with the chronology of Luke 3:1, 

i.e., between the years A.D. 14–29 (Yamauchi 1981: 99).  

Abilene was originally part of the Ituraean kingdom of Ptolemy Menaeus (ca. 85–40 B.C.). In 36 B.C., 

M. Antonius executed Ptolemy‘s son, King Lysanias I, and divided Ituraea. Cleopatra received part of the 

kingdom, which in turn was transferred by her conqueror, Augustus, to Herod the Great in 20 B.C. (Bruce: 

1971: 20, 248). Except for an Abila inscription identifying a second Lysanias (above), Abilene‘s history 

remains obscure until A.D. 37 when Gaius conferred the title ―king‖ on his friend Herod Agrippa I, along 

with Abilene and additional territory. Procurators governed Abilene from the time of Agrippa I‘s death 

(A.D. 40) until Claudius conferred it upon Herod Agrippa II in A.D. 53. Upon the latter‘s death, Abilene 

became part of the province of Syria.  
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JERRY A. PATTENGALE  

ABIMAEL (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  mā˒ēl ( לֲאִביָמֵאֲ  )]. A son of Joktan and thus the name of an Arabian 

tribe (Gen 10:28; 1 Chr 1:22), which has not been identified nor localized in a satisfactory way. The name 

is either to be analyzed as ˒ăb   + mā (as an emphasizing enclitic particle) + ˒ēl ― (my) father is truly God‖ 

or, less probably, as Old S Arabic ˒bm (in the absolute state) + ˒l, i.e., ―Father is God,‖ which may be 

compared to the apotropaic formula ˒bm wdm ―Father is (the God) Waddum‖ (CIS IV, 475 and 476; etc.), 

or to the Akkadian name abumilum ―Father is God.‖  

Hommel (1893: 16) has already pointed out that Old Arabic has a name type that contains the enclitic -

m, e.g., ˒lmnbṭ ―God has truly brought to light,‖ ˒lmyd˓ ―God truly knows,‖ and ˒bm˓ṯtr ―Father is truly 

˓Aṯtar.‖ The last-mentioned name occurs as the name of a clan, ˒hl/˒bm˓ṯtr, in the early Sabaean 

inscription RES 2740,4 which was written not later than the 5th century B.C. and which had been found in 

the ruined ancient town of Haram in the Yemenite Jawf on the N side of the main wadi. The Sabaean 

boustrophedon text CIS IV, 516, in which the name ˒lmnbṭ is found (line 26), comes from the same place; 

and the fragmentary inscription RES 2847, in which the name ˒lmyd˓ occurs, was discovered in the 

neighboring ancient site of Kamnā. From this epigraphic evidence, it can be concluded that proper names 

with the enclitic -m were only in use in the region of the town of Haram and are to be reckoned among the 

dialectal peculiarities which the inscriptions from this town show. With due reservation, it may therefore 

be supposed that the Hebrew form ˒ăb  mā˒ēl reflects a hitherto unattested Sabaean name *˒bm˒l which 

might have originated from the area of the ancient town of Haram.  

The first who connected the biblical name ˒ăb  mā˒ēl with the Sabaean name ˒bm˓ṯtr was Halévy (1885: 

6–7); he thought, however, that both names contain the contracted form of the word for mother, ˒m, and 

are therefore to be interpreted respectively as ―father of the mother of God‖ and ―father of the mother of 

˓Attar.‖ The explanation of ˒ăb  mā˒ēl as ―father of mā˒ēl‖ must likewise be rejected, since at such an 

early time no names are attested which are compounded with the element ˒abû (or ˒ăb  ) ―father of,‖ which 

later on became common among the Arabs. Another rejected interpretation is the comparison of the last 

part of the name, proposed for the first time by Bochartus (1674: 144–45), with the people or region mali 

mentioned by the Greek author Theophrastus (Hist. Pl. 9.4); this is, however, only a variant of mamali, 

the designation of the W Arabian mining region.  
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W. W. MÜLLER  

ABIMELECH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ab  melek (ַאִביֶמֶלך )]. Two or three persons in the Hebrew Bible 

bear this name.  

1. A king of Gerar mentioned in Genesis 20 and 26:1–33. He is tied to the patriarchal narratives with 

regard to their pastoral nomadic activities and the fear Abraham and Isaac display whenever entering the 

political domain of a powerful ruler. Each enter Gerar, between Kadesh and Shur, seeking pasturage and 

water. They obtain both through the use of the ―Wife-Sister‖ deception in which the patriarch, to save his 

life, hides his true relationship with his wife (note the first use of this motif in Gen 12:10–20, where the 

Pharaoh is the dupe). Once the king has mistakenly taken the patriarch‘s wife, Yahweh‘s displeasure is 

aroused against him and his people. Subsequently, Abimelech returns the wife to her husband, and is 

forced (through embarrassment and fear) to grant to him, in the form of a parity treaty, grazing rights and 

the use of wells within his territory.  

The fact that this preliminary episode is found in both the Abraham and Isaac narratives suggests a 

literary doublet. It is possible, however, that the name ―Abimelech,‖ like Pharaoh, is simply a throne 

name used by all kings of Gerar. Thus whenever the ―Wife-Sister‖ deception is used, it is applied to a 



different ruler, but for the same reason, as a measure of self-defense by an immigrant against a powerful, 

indigenous ruler.  

One additional problem in the Abimelech stories is found in Gen 26:1, where he is referred to as the 

―king of the Philistines.‖ This is generally explained as an anachronism since the Philistines did not 

inhabit the area around Gerar until after the Sea Peoples‘ invasion of the Near East (ca. 1200 B.C.E.). Van 

Seters (1975: 52), however, takes this as evidence of the lack of historicity in the narrative, while 

Wiseman (1980: 150) points to the Gerarites as part of a settlement of Philistines prior to the mass 

invasions of the 13th century.  

2. The name ―Abimelech‖ also appears in the superscription of Psalm 34. The writer is either using the 

name as a generic title for all Philistine kings, or perhaps has confused Achish of Gath (1 Sam 21:10–15) 

with Ahimelech of 1 Sam 21:2.  
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VICTOR H. MATTHEWS  

3. One of the sons of Jerubbaal who administered the central hill country (and by dint of conquest—Judg 

8:1–17—Gilead) in the aftermath of their father‘s demise. The historian equates Jerubbaal with Gideon, 

and although the equation has often been questioned (e.g., Richter 1963: 157–67), the absence of any 

obvious reason for the historian to have inferred it (he could simply have introduced Abimelech as a 

filibuster) suggests that the equation was already traditional.  

The name ―Abimelech‖ means ―the (divine) king is my father,‖ and is of a type attested in Israel as well 

as its environs: cf. Ahimelech (―the king is my brother‖; Old Palestinian variant Abimelech) in 1 Sam 

21:2–9 (> Ps 34:1; 52:2); 22:10–16; 23:6; 26:6; 30:7; Abimilki, king of Tyre in the Amarna archive (EA 

146–55); and the Philistine king Abimelech in Gen 20:2–18; 21:22–32; 26:1–26, where the name is 

evidently retrojected. It has no necessary monarchic overtones; but it is interesting that the earliest ―king‖ 

in Israelite memory should have such a name, and it is possible that it is in fact a throne name.  

Abimelech persuades the men of Shechem to prefer his personal kingship over the oligarchy of 

Gideon‘s sons. Killing his brothers, therefore, he enters into a covenant of kingship (9:5–21), 

characterized by a fable drawing on the normal topoi of Near Eastern royal apology, and sealed by the 

ordinary ceremony of blessings and curses (see Halpern 1978: 92–96). Abimelech resides in ―trmh‖ (9:31; 

cf. Dossin 1957), probably identical with the ―˒rmh‖ of 9:41 (by interchange of t and ˒), or Khirbet el-

˒Urma, about 7 km SE of Shechem (WHJP 1/3: 319 n. 56). Shechem‘s acceptance of his sovereignty 

makes him master of the central hills.  

During Abimelech‘s reign, the Shechemites prey upon the trade routes leading through their territory 

(9:25), and sedition comes to the town (9:27–29). The name of the instigator, Gual (with Josephus) ben-

Ebed, is probably invented—it means ―despised, son of a slave.‖ Abimelech‘s principal there is also 

named as in a folktale, Zabul (―prince,‖ ―magnate‖). Zabul informs Abimelech that Gual plans to march 

from the temple of Baal/El Berit (―the lord/god of the covenant‖), which was outside the town (9:46–49), 

in the aftermath of the feast of the vintage, and to lay siege to Shechem, the acropolis of which, at least, 

Zabul held (9:31–33). Abimelech therefore sets four ambushes in the field, and as Gual takes the field, his 

forces descend from all directions (those to the E are first confused with shadows, which, with 9:48, may 

have inspired the use of Burnam Wood in Macbeth). They worst Gual, who during the night is expelled 

from the town. The next day, therefore, Abimelech ambushes Gual and assaults and demolishes Shechem, 

and the ―temple of El Berit‖ (9:30–49).  

A similar action at Thebez (for an identification with Tirzah, see WHJP 1/3: 320 n. 61) ends in 

Abimelech‘s demise. Abimelech drives the defenders from the lower city to the citadel, and dies while 

attempting to burn the citadel. The manner of his death is proverbial—David cites it in 2 Sam 11:21: he is 



crushed by a grindstone a woman drops from atop the wall (9:50–54). The short flirtation with kingship 

ends just after it begins, and it is another century before monarchy is reintroduced in the hills.  

The tradition concerning Abimelech is to be dated quite early (see Halpern 1978; Rösel 1983, both with 

bibliography), although different critics identify various pieces of the textual formulation as deriving from 

later retelling (see Soggin Judges OTL, 163–66). In any case, the archaeological record at Shechem 

dovetails nicely with the story: the site was apparently abandoned after a destruction in the mid-12th 

century B.C.E. (Wright 1967: 365–66; Campbell 1976: 41), its reoccupation in the 10th century B.C.E. 

coinciding with the return of a monarchic government (Shechem commands the interior trade routes of 

Ephraim and Manasseh, and is a natural seat of government for the region N of Jerusalem). The reference 

in 2 Sam 11:21 to Abimelech‘s death is generally understood to be a token of an early composition. And 

Abimelech campaigns for the kingship of Shechem with the slogan that he is their ―flesh and blood‖ 

(9:2)—that is, he qualifies to be their king because he is their kin. This expression, which must be linked 

to the insistence on endogenous kingship in Deut 17:14–16, appears elsewhere only in 10th century B.C.E. 

contexts, principally in connection with David (2 Sam 5:1–3; cf. 1 Chr 11:1–3; 12:23–40; and 2 Sam 

19:11–13; note the transformation in J in Gen 2:23–24; 29:14, where Jacob ends by ―serving‖ his 

kinsman). The slogan that repudiates the claim to kinship and kingship is ―Who is Abimelech?‖ (9:28)—

denouncing the claimant as a stranger. It, too, is used only in 10th century B.C.E. contexts, or in 

connection with 10th century figures (1 Sam 25:10; 2 Sam 20:1; 1 Kgs 12:16; see BAR 3: 170; Buccellati 

1967: 100). Furthermore, it may be that the later historian misunderstood this tradition—which would be 

evidence that he inherited it: Abimelech becomes the son of Gideon‘s Shechemite concubine (Judg 8:31), 

i.e., a brother Shechemite, rather than a brother Israelite.  

Finally, the memories of fighting at the city gate, differences between lower cities and citadels, dealing 

with citadels by burning them down, and socioethnic distinctions in Shechem all bear the mark of 

authenticity. The Shechemite depradations on the trade routes also probably reflect premonarchic reality 

(and cf. Judg 5:6). A 10th century B.C.E. date for the oldest version of the tale is the latest possible; the 

tradition itself probably extends at least into the 11th and perhaps into the 12th century B.C.E. It is 

possibly one of the oldest historical traditions Israel has preserved.  
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BARUCH HALPERN  

ABINADAB (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  nādāb (ֲאִביָנָדב )]. The name of three individuals. It means ―my 
father is noble.‖  

1. The father of Eleazar, Uzzah, and possibly Ahio, if the latter is a proper name and not a reference to 

Eleazar ―his brother‖ (1 Sam 7:1; Sam 6:3, 4; 1 Chr 13:7). The men of the Gibeonite enclave town of 

Kiriath-jearim are reported to have moved the ark from Beth-Shemesh to ―the palace/temple of Abinadab 

on the hill‖ (1 Sam 6:19–7:1) at the request of the latter group. Abinadab‘s son Eleazar is said to have 

been consecrated as priest to have charge of the ark (1 Sam 7:1). The context suggests that the ambiguous 

Hebrew term bêt, which can mean simply ―house,‖ but also ―palace‖ or ―temple,‖ here refers to a temple 

or place complex containing a temple. Since it is unlikely that the townspeople would have moved the ark 

to the home of a common citizen for safekeeping, and in light of the purported need to seek out someone 

who could minister to Yahweh appropriately (cf. Klein 1 Samuel WBC, 60), without invoking divine 

wrath (1 Sam 6:19–20), it is likely that Abinadab was himself a well-known priest.  

Abinadab need not have been a priest in Kiriath-Jearim; he could have been the high priest for the entire 

Gibeonite enclave, connected to the enclave‘s main sanctuary. Kiriath-jearim was one of four cities in the 



Benjaminite territory that formed a separate Hivite enclave. The main city of the enclave was Gibeon, and 

the remaining two were Chephirah and Beeroth. If the main goal of the author was to have the men of 

Beth-Shemesh turn the ark over to members of the neighboring Hivite enclave, it would have been natural 

to have them contact the closest Gibeonite city, Kiriath-jearim. It does not necessarily follow, however, 

that the men from the latter town are to be understood to have taken the ark home; it would have been 

more natural for them to have delivered it to the main Gibeonite sanctuary.  

By having the men of Beth-Shemesh call out the nearest members of the Gibeonite enclave to remove 

the ark to their territory to deal with the wrathful Yahweh, who had just slain seventy of their men for 

looking into the ark, the biblical writer has indirectly implied that the Gibeonites would have known how 

to assuage the deity connected with the ark. The logical implication is that Yahweh was at home among 

the Gibeonites. An alternative understanding would see the choice of Kiriath-jearim to be based on the 

site‘s nodal point as the boundary between Judah, Benjamin, and Dan. Kiriath-jearim, Beth-Shemesh, and 

Ekron, the three reported stopping places of the ark on its return journey from Philistia, all occur in the 

Judahite boundary list in Josh 15:9b–11a, suggesting that the author of the narrative in 1 Sam 6:19–7:2 

wanted to emphasize the ark‘s return within the boundaries of Judah, so linking it closely to the later tribe 

(Blenkinsopp 1969:147–48).  

The ―hill of Abinadab‖ is identified as KIRIATH-JEARIM in 1 Sam 7:2, compared to BAALE-JUDAH 

in 2 Sam 6:2. Both seem to be later glosses (Blenkinsopp 1969:156). The conflicting traditions are 

harmonized elsewhere in the Bible by equating the latter two names (Josh 15:9; 18:14; 1 Chr 13:6). 

Baale-Judah might itself be an artificial hybrid created by equating the town of Baalah (Josh 15:9; 1 Chr 

13:6) with Kiriath-jearim (Blenkinsopp 1969:146; Mazar 1960:66). The site of ―Abinadab‘s hill‖ is 

commonly linked with the place name ―Gibeat-Kiriath (Jearim)‖ in the list of Benjaminite cities in Josh 

18:28, although the final element in the name (―jearim‖) must be restored to the reading on the basis of 

purported haplography. It has been proposed that the Hill was the older Hivite-turned-Benjaminite town 

as opposed to the later Judahite settlement built on the adjoining hill (Aharoni 1959: 229), or simply a 

particular quarter of the city (McCarter 1 Samuel 137).  

An alternative identification of ―Abinadab‘s hill‖ can be made on the basis of historical consideration. 

The ark almost certainly played a central role within Saul‘s national cult, a fact that led David to move it 

to his new capital at Jerusalem. As the site of the ark prior to David‘s reign, it is plausible to conclude that 

―Abinadab‘s hill‖ is an oblique reference to the religious capital of Saul‘s state. Textual tradition (esp. 1 

Kings 3–9 and 2 Chronicles 1–2) tends to indicate that the great bāmâ sanctuary of Gibeon served as 

Saul‘s religious capital (Schunk 1963: 131–38; Blenkinsopp 1974; Edelman 1990). It has been suggested 

that the actual sanctuary might have been located southwest of Gibeon proper on the height of Nebi 

Samwil (see bibliography cited in Blenkinsopp 1969: 151, n. 32; Edelman 1990). No Iron I remains have 

been detected from surface survey, however, so the latter proposal remains conjecture (Kallai 1972: 185–

86).  

2. The second son of Jesse and older brother of David (1 Sam 16:8, 1 Chr 2:13). He is reported to have 

been a soldier in Saul‘s army along with his brothers Eliab and Shamma. The three are said to have been 

among the Saulide forces at the battle against the Philistines in the Elah Valley, when Goliath was killed 

(1 Sam 17:13). David is depicted as having been sent by his father to deliver the three older brothers 

provisions while in camp during this confrontation, providing the biblical writer a motive for David‘s 

presence at the time of the battle and his eventual reported slaying of Goliath. Since a variant tradition in 

2 Sam 21:19 reports that Elhanan son of Jaareoregim the Bethlehemite slew Goliath, the historical 

reliability of the narrative account in 1 Samuel 16 is doubtful (for bibliography, see Klein 1 Samuel WBC, 

268). Nevertheless, it is conceivable that Abinadab and his two brothers had been present at the battle 

where Goliath was killed, as members of Saul‘s professional military forces (1 Sam 14:52).  

3. A son of Saul, probably the fourth-born son and sixth child born to Ahinoam, who died in battle 

alongside his father and two brothers, Jonathan and Malchishua, on Mt. Gilboa. He and his brother 

Eshbaal do not appear in the two-generation Saulide genealogy in 1 Sam 14:49, but both are named 

subsequently in the fourteen-generation genealogy in 1 Chr 8:33–39; 9:39–44. The logical conclusion is 



that they were both born after the first list was made. Abinadab must have been in his early twenties when 

he died, since he was eligible for military service, but apparently had not yet married or had any children. 

According to Num 26:2, 4, the military draft began at age twenty, although it is not certain whether this 

standard would have applied at the beginning of the monarchy. The age of marriage for ancient Israelite 

males, either for royalty or the common citizenry, is unknown.  

4. For ―son of Abinadab‖ (1 Kgs 4:11), see BEN-ABINADAB.  
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DIANA V. EDELMAN  

ABINOAM (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  nō˓am (ֲאִבינַֹףם )]. The father of Barak, the military leader 

summoned by Deborah the prophetess to lead the Israelites into battle against Sisera, commander of the 

Canaanite army (Judg 4:2, 6–7, 12). In the ―Song of Deborah‖ (Judg 5:2–31), two out of the three 

occurrences of the name ―Barak‖ (vv 1, 12) are identified by the patronym ―Abinoam.‖  

MARK J. FRETZ  

ABIR. See NAMES OF GOD (OT).  

ABIRAM (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  rām (ֲאִביָשם )]. 1. Son of Eliab, a Reubenite, who with DATHAN, 

KORAH, and 250 leaders of Israel conspired against the exclusive leadership of Moses and Aaron in the 

wilderness (Num 16:1–40). The conspiracy ended when, in the aftermath of a ritual contest with Aaron, 

the earth ―swallowed‖ the leaders and fire devoured the 250. The name is theophoric, meaning ―the 

exalted one is (my) father‖ (same as Abram). In the LXX the name occurs as Abiron.  

It is generally agreed that this narrative represents the later editing of two such independent conspiracy 

traditions. Owing to the interest of the postexilic priestly redactor, the dominant strand in the present text 

is that concerning the attempted encroachment of the Levite Korah upon Aaronide priestly rights. 

However, underlying the story of Abiram is a quite different conspiracy against Moses‘ political 

leadership attributable to the epic tradition (J). Here the concern is Moses‘ sole claim to be ―prince‖ (śar, 

v 13) over the people. The reference to ―putting out the eyes‖ of the conspirators (v 14) is not to be 

dismissed as a figure of speech (so Budd Numbers WBC, 187), but is to be understood as a typical 

punishment for political treason. Whereas the Korah tradition ended in conflagration (a case of the 

punishment matching the offense), the theme of the earth swallowing the conspirators is at home in the 

Dathan-Abiram tradition. This earlier form of the tradition lies behind both Deut 11:6 and Ps 106:17. If Ps 

106:17 predates the present form of the story in Numbers, then the mention of fire in the psalm could 

account for the development of the ―Korah‖ tradition. That the tradition in the psalm is early is suggested 

by the fact that it places the conspiracy prior to both the apostasy at Horeb and the aborted invasion of 

Canaan, clearly out of synchronization with the present form of the narrative. The story of Abiram is often 

understood as a reflection of the loss of prestige by the tribe of Reuben following the period of settlement.  

2. The firstborn son of Hiel of Bethel, the man who rebuilt the city of Jericho in the days of Ahab (1 

Kgs 16:34). The text suggests that Abiram was offered by his father as a sacrifice at the laying of the 

foundation in order to effect the successful completion of the building program, just as his brother 

SEGUB was offered at its conclusion. The offering of such ―foundation sacrifices‖ reflects a custom 

attested by archaeological discovery in which infants placed in jars have been found buried within the 

gate complex of a city. Whether the children were sacrificed or died of natural causes, the deuteronomist 

regards this action as the working out of the curse on Jericho spoken by Joshua in Josh 6:26 (Gray Kings 



OTL, 334–35). He also links the episode to the evil deeds of Ahab, particularly Ahab‘s building projects. 

The rebuilding of Jericho is thus placed within the context of the deuteronomistic judgment on ―the sins 

of Jeroboam‖ (1 Kgs 16:31).  
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ABISHAG (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  šag (ֲאִביַשג )]. A beautiful young woman from Shunem whose 

parents are unknown (1 Kgs 1:1–4). Her name, with the epithet ―the Shunammite,‖ occurs five times in 

the succession narrative in 1 Kgs 1–2 (1:3, 15; 2:17, 21, 22). Seeking a young maiden to attend the ailing 

king, David‘s servants locate Abishag ―the Shunammite,‖ who is ―very beautiful.‖ They bring her to 

David, but David ―knows‖ her not (vv 3–4). Aside from a brief note about her ministering to David 

(1:15), nothing more is heard about Abishag until after David‘s death. Adonijah (Solomon‘s brother) asks 

Bathsheba to intercede with Solomon on his behalf. The purpose of this intercession is to secure Abishag 

as Adonijah‘s wife (2:16–18). Bathsheba does as Adonijah requests, but Solomon replies, ―Ask for him 

the kingdom also …‖ (2:19–22) and has Adonijah put to death (2:24–25).  

Attempts to reconstruct the historical Abishag focus on her relationship to David, the nature of her 

activities in David‘s court, and the political significance of Adonijah‘s request and Solomon‘s refusal.  

Abishag‘s relationship to David is defined by her function in court. Commentators have alternatively 

suggested she was David‘s nurse (Montgomery Kings ICC, 72), his concubine (Gray Kings OTL, 77), or 

his queen (Mulder 1972: 43–54). The issue is whether Abishag‘s job was to cure or to test David. If 

Abishag‘s primary task was to cure him, then she is best likened to a nurse. Her actions constitute a kind 

of ―contactual medicine‖ whereby the warmth of a beautiful young maiden was imbued—through 

contact—to an aging body. Both Josephus (Ant 7.14.3) and Galen (cited by Montgomery Kings ICC, 72) 

attest the practice. If, however, the issue was not David‘s health but his ability to rule, then Abishag‘s 

presence is better explained in terms of a test. The king‘s authority (and the nation‘s future) corresponded 

to his virility (Gray Kings OTL, 77). Abishag‘s presence ―tests‖ the elderly David‘s sexual prowess. His 

failure to ―know‖ Abishag (1:4) indicates his failure as king and precipitates the fight for succession 

which follows. If Abishag‘s function was to test David‘s virility, then it is possible she was admitted into 

David‘s harem either as concubine or wife.  

After David‘s death, Adonijah‘s request for Abishag became the catalyst for his own death. What 

motivated this request and why did Solomon refuse? What was Abishag‘s political significance? 

Assuming Abishag was part of David‘s harem, Adonijah‘s request can be interpreted as an attempt to 

seize Solomon‘s throne. Since the appropriation of a king‘s harem appears to be tantamount to a bid for 

the throne itself (cf. 2 Sam 3:7ff.; 16:21ff.), the possession of Abishag as wife would be politically 

significant. One could argue, however, that Adonijah would have been a fool to make such an open bid. 

Instead, his request might have reflected nothing more ambitious than his desire for Abishag. Regardless 

of Adonijah‘s motives, however, Solomon chose to interpret his request as a direct threat (2:22). One can 

only speculate as to Solomon‘s reasons for this move. Either Solomon intentionally misunderstood 

Adonijah‘s motives; Adonijah did attempt to seize the throne; the whole accusation was a figment of 

Solomon‘s paranoid imagination (Gunn 1978: 137 n. 4); or Solomon realized Abishag—as witness to 

Bathsheba‘s conspiracy (cf. 1:15)—could be dangerous wed to his rival (Sanda, cited in Montgomery 

Kings ICC, 79).  

Aside from historical considerations, the story and characterization of Abishag have been the object of 

recent literary analysis. David Gunn traces the political (David as King) and the personal (David as Man) 

themes found in the story of David and sees both converging in the story of Abishag. David‘s impotence 

as a man is echoed by his impotence as a ruler (Gunn 1978: 90–91). Adele Berlin accepts Gunn‘s 

observations, but focuses on the characterization of Abishag. For Berlin, Abishag is neither a fully 

developed character like other women in David‘s story (cf. Michal, Bathsheba), nor is she a stereotypical 

character (cf. Abigail). Rather, Abishag functions as an agent—a character about whom little is known 



that is not necessary for the plot. The reader knows Abishag only through the eyes of the narrator or the 

other characters in the story. Thus Abishag is the ―younger woman‖ to Bathsheba, a token of kingship to 

Solomon, and a symbol of impotence to David (Berlin 1983: 23–33).  
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LINDA S. SCHEARING  

ABISHAI (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  šay (ֲאִביַשי )]. One of the three sons of Zeruiah, David‘s sister (1 Chr 

2:16; 2 Sam 17:25; see ZERUIAH). These men belonged to David‘s ―inner circle‖ and presumably had 

served as his advisors and retainers since his early days as a fugitive from Saul (1 Sam 22:1).  

The name Abishai is of obscure origin. It may be based on a theophoric element in a nominal clause, 

meaning something like ―Father (Heb ˒ab-; i.e., the god) is a gift (Heb šay).‖ It is also possible that the 

second particle is a shortened form of a longer three-radical root such as šālôm, in which case Abishai 

would be the equivalent of Absalom/Abisalom (see NAMES, HYPOCORISTIC). A third possibility is 

that Abishai is the Hebrew form of the Egyptian name A/Ibša (AOT², 51; cf. LXX Abessa) or the 

Akkadian name Ibašši (-ilum).  

Abishai, who served as one of the chiefs of DAVID‘S CHAMPIONS (Heb šāliš  m; RSV: The Thirty; 2 

Sam 23:8–39), is depicted as intensely combative toward the enemies of David, especially Saul (1 Sam 

26:6–9) and Saul‘s kinsman Shimei (2 Sam 16:9–11). The narrator also implicates Abishai in the murder 

of Abner, the son of Ner (Saul‘s cousin and commander of the army) by his brother JOAB (2 Sam 3:30). 

Still, no mention of Abishai‘s complicity in this act is made in the account of Abner‘s death (2 Sam 3:20–

27), in David‘s curse upon the perpetrator (2 Sam 3:29), or in David‘s avenging of this deed (1 Kgs 2:5–

6).  

Abishai is also credited with having saved David‘s life during the Philistine wars when he struck down 

Ishbi-benob, one of the descendants of the Rephaim (2 Sam 21:16–17). Thus, he was a valiant warrior 

about whom heroic tales were told—the true mark of a great warrior in ancient society. (Examples from 

Greek legend are Achilles, Ajax, Diomedes, and Odysseus at Troy.) Indeed, David appears to have retired 

from active military service as a result of this incident, so that the sons of Zeruiah, Abishai and Joab, 

appear as the leaders of David‘s army in the campaigns from the time of the Ammonite wars (2 Samuel 

10–11; 12:26–31) on. According to 2 Sam 23:18–19, Abishai was commander of the šāliš  m (RSV: The 

Thirty), an elite corps of renowned warriors within David‘s private army. This position gave Abishai a 

command in the army second only to his brother, Joab, the commander-in-chief. Abishai served in this 

capacity during the Ammonite wars and in the revolt of Absalom (2 Sam 18:1–5). Prior to the revolt of 

Sheba ben Bichri, however, David had removed Joab from his command (probably for killing the rebel 

Absalom against the king‘s express orders), so that Abishai initially appeared as the commander of the 

Cherethites and Pelethites in that conflict (2 Sam 20:6–7). By the end of the campaign, Joab returned to 

his command after killing the tardy Amasa. Thus, not only was Abishai one of David‘s warrior elite, but 

he served as second-in-command of the army after Joab, probably because of his status as commander of 

the šāliš  m (although this status is not mentioned in the summary lists of David‘s officials: 2 Sam 8:15–

18; 20:23–25).  

Because Abishai generally appears working closely with his brother Joab, his absence from the intrigue 

surrounding the selection of David‘s successor is remarkable (1 Kings 1–2). A logical explanation for this 

absence is that Abishai by this time was dead. Certainly, had he been alive, he would have lent his support 

to the cause of Adonijah, whom Joab had backed in place of Solomon. Indeed, David‘s warrior elite is 

depicted as supporting Solomon, and Joab‘s nemesis emerges in the figure of Benaiah ben Jehoiada, 

another of David‘s warrior elite who is variously described as commander of the foreign mercenaries (the 

Cherethites and Pelethites; 2 Sam 8:18; 20:23) or commander of the bodyguard (the mišma˓â; 2 Sam 

23:23). Since Abishai had commanded the foreign mercenaries during the revolt of Sheba (2 Sam 20:7), it 



is likely that Benaiah was a latecomer to this position (Benaiah‘s most prominent role was as commander 

of the army under Solomon). It is perhaps not too bold to assume that Abishai had died prior to the 

attempt to crown Adonijah, necessitating the promotion of Benaiah. Abishai‘s departure from his 

accustomed command allowed for the entry of Benaiah into the drama surrounding Solomon‘s succession 

and guaranteed the victory of Solomon‘s party, and eventually, Joab‘s death.  

Yet Abishai plays more than an historical role within the Davidic narratives: along with his brother, 

Joab, he is made a violent foil for the pious David. Thus the impetuous Abishai accompanies David into 

Saul‘s camp at night and urges David to let him kill the sleeping monarch (1 Sam 26:6–12). David 

righteously restrains the warrior, however, refusing to put his hand forth against the Lord‘s anointed. A 

further incident occurs in the murder of Abner. Although Abner‘s murder by men who are, after all, 

David‘s henchmen appears all too convenient to modern observers, the narrator seeks to exculpate David 

in the matter and lays the blame squarely on the heads of Joab and Abishai (2 Sam 3:30). Again David 

stands forth as the righteous man who refuses to shed the blood of the innocent and who rejects stealth in 

killing, while Joab and Abishai are portrayed as treacherous murderers (note the threat to kill Saul while 

he sleeps, and the slaying of Abner under the pretense of friendship). David says of Abner‘s death, ―as 

one falls before the wicked you have fallen.‖ Abishai appears as a foil a third time when David and his 

followers are abandoning Jerusalem in the face of Absalom and his rebel army (2 Sam 16:5–14). A man 

of the house of Saul, Shimei ben Gera, meets David and his retainers and curses them:  

Begone, begone you man of blood, you worthless fellow!  

The Lord has avenged upon you all the blood of the house of Saul, in whose place you have reigned.  

And the Lord has given the kingdom into the hand of your son Absalom.  

See! Your ruin is upon you—for you are a man of blood. (2 Sam 16:7–8)  

Shimei‘s curse highlights a major Tendenz of the Davidic narratives: David‘s burden of guilt for his hand 

in the death of Saul and the extermination of Saul‘s line, and the writer‘s efforts to exonerate David in the 

matter. As in the camp of Saul, Abishai seeks David‘s permission to kill Shimei on the spot. David again 

refuses, rebuking Abishai and implying that Shimei has a right to curse him. Furthermore, David appeals 

to the Lord to look upon him in his affliction, and to repay him with good for this cursing. The impression 

thus created is that the sons of Zeruiah (who are addressed collectively here, though it is only Abishai 

who acts) are ruthless men of blood. Conversely, David righteously rejects even that claim upon his 

enemy‘s life and person which normally would have been granted him. Seen in this light, David emerges 

as the Wisdom tradition‘s paradigm of the righteous man who leaves vengeance in the hands of the Lord 

and does not put forth his hand in violence. Joab and Abishai are, conversely, the paradigmatic violent 

men—men of blood, ruthless and unrestrained in their wickedness. While Abishai fulfills this archetype 

in several instances, the final curse falls upon Joab, who is said to have avenged ―in time of peace blood 

which had been shed in war,‖ and to have put ―the blood of war upon the girdle about his loins and upon 

the sandals on his feet‖ (1 Kgs 2:5, MT; contra RSV ―my loins,‖ ―my feet‖). It is precisely the 

juxtaposition of these two archetypes—the righteous man who will not put forth his hand to shed blood 

versus the wicked who is only too quick to draw his sword—that allows the author (or authors) of the 

Davidic narratives to place the blame for the blood shed under David (especially that of Saul‘s house) 

upon his nephews and loyal retainers, the sons of Zeruiah.  

Thus two pictures of Abishai emerge from the Davidic narratives. As an historical figure, Abishai was 

probably one of David‘s staunchest supporters, a member of the king‘s own family who had probably 

been with him since his days as an exile from Saul in the Judean wilderness (1 Sam 22:1–2). As a literary 

figure, Abishai, along with his brother Joab, provides a violent foil for the self-renunciatory David, who 

will not lift his hand in to harm either his enemy, Saul, Saul‘s kinsmen, Abner and Shimei, or even his 

own rebellious son, Absalom.  

D. G. SCHLEY  

ABISHALOM (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  šālôm (ֲאִביָשלום )]. See ABSALOM (PERSON).  



ABISHUA (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  š a˓ (ֲֲאִבישּוַע )]. 1. A high priest of the tribe of Levi and grandson 

of Eleazar (1 Chr 5:30–31—Eng6:4–5; 6:35—Eng6:50). In the post-exilic Jewish community, Ezra‘s 

authority was legitimized by proof of descent through the high priest Abishua (Ezra 7:5; 1 Esdr 8:2; 2 

Esdr 1:2). Wilson (1977) notes that this is one of the functions of genealogical lists; sometimes these lists 

simply function to legitimize the positions of important individuals, rather than to transmit all the names 

of that person‘s ancestors and/or descendants.  

2. A son of Bela the Benjaminite (1 Chr 8:4). This Abishua appears only in this extended genealogy of 

Israel (1 Chronicles 2–8), which also identifies tribal locations within Palestine.  
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MARK J. FRETZ  

ABISHUR (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  š r (ֲאִבישּוש )]. One of two sons of the Judahite Shammai, a 

descendant of Hezron (1 Chr 2:28–29). Abishur, his wife Abihail, and his two sons appear in an 

unparalleled list of Jerahmeel‘s descendants (1 Chr 2:25–33) contained within the Chronicler‘s larger 

genealogy of Israel (1 Chronicles 2–8).  

MARK J. FRETZ  

ABITAL (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  ṭāl (ֲאִביָטל )]. The mother of Shephatiah and a wife of King David (2 

Sam 3:4 = 1 Chr 3:3). Abital‘s name occurs in two lists of sons born to David at Hebron. In one case (2 

Sam 3:2–5), this list is inserted within the narrative concerning the strife between the houses of Saul and 

David; in the other case, its parallel (1 Chr 3:1–4) forms part of a larger genealogy of Israel (1 Chronicles 

2–8).  

MARK J. FRETZ  

ABITUB (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăb  ṭûb (ֲאִביטּוב )]. A son of Shaharaim the Benjaminite by Hushim, one 

of the two women whom Shaharaim subsequently sent away while he was living in Moab (1 Chr 8:8–11). 

The textually questionable MT refers to Hushim and Baara as ―his (Shaharaim‘s) women‖ (Heb nāšāyw), 

but then calls Hodesh ―his wife‖ (Heb ˒ištô). Also, the children of the wife Hodesh are distinguished by 

the designation ―heads of fathers‘ houses‖ (1 Chr 8:10), and are listed before the sons of the woman 

Hushim, who are simply named Abitub and Elpaal. Moreover, the text lists the descendants of Elpaal (1 

Chr 8:12), but does not mention Abitub again, which may indicate Abitub‘s relative unimportance or else 

the author‘s disfavor of this son of Shaharaim.  

MARK J. FRETZ  

ABIUD (PERSON) [Gk Abioud (Ἀβιοτδ)]. The son of Zerubbabel and father of Eliakim, according to 

Matthew‘s genealogy tying Joseph, the husband of Mary, to the royal house of David and Solomon (Matt 

1:13). The name ―Abiud,‖ however, occurs neither in Luke‘s parallel genealogy of Joseph‘s ancestors 

(Luke 3:23–38), nor in the OT list of Solomon‘s descendants (1 Chr 3:10–24). This paradox has yielded 

no easy explanations. Kuhn (1923), for example, noted that the Chronicler lists a ―HODAVIAH‖ (Heb 

hôd-awyāh ) as a descendant of Zerubbabel (1 Chr 3:24), and that the Heb form hôd  yâ ―HODIAH‖ is 

frequently confused with this term (1 Chr 4:19; Neh 10:10). He then suggests that Matthew‘s abioud 

represents Heb ˒ăb  h d, and that ˒ăb  h d resulted from a combination of ˒by and hwdyh in the (unattested) 

phrase zrbbl ˒by hwdyh , ―Zerubbabel (was) the (fore)father of Hodiah,‖ a phrase which perhaps 

telescopes the genealogy by conveniently leaping over all the names between Zerubbabel and 

Hodaviah/Hodiah. Kuhn believes that this ―Hodiah‖ (Heb hōd  yâ) is rendered in Luke‘s parallel 

genealogy (3:26) as ―JODA‖ (Gk iōda). Gundry (1982: 17) takes a less direct approach: he suggests that 

Matthew noted the name ―Eliezer‖ in Luke‘s genealogy (3:29) and was reminded of the priestly lineage of 



Aaron (1 Chr 5:29—Eng 6:3), whose sons‘ names included a similarly spelled Eleazar and Abihu (MT 

˒ăb  h ˒, but LXX abioud). Gundry proposes that Matthew mistakenly believed that LXX abioud 

represented Heb ˒ăb   yĕ-hûd (â) (―My father is Judah‖), and that he lifted the name from its priestly 

context and inserted it into the genealogy of Joseph to help underscore his Judaean royal lineage.  
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MARK J. FRETZ  

ABNER (PERSON) [Heb ˒abner (ַאְבֶנש )] Var. ABINER. The son of NER and cousin of Saul ben 

Kish. The name means ―father is Ner‖ or ―father is a lamp.‖ The variant form ―Abiner‖ means ―my father 

is Ner‖; ―my father is a lamp.‖ Abner served as commander of the first national Israelite army during the 

reigns of Saul and Eshbaal (1 Sam 14:50, 17:55; 2 Sam 2:8 etc.). The circumstances of his appointment 

are not related in the biblical texts, but it was common practice in ancient times to place blood relatives in 

positions of trust. The importance of Abner‘s position is indicated by his being seated beside King Saul at 

the observance of the New Moon festival (1 Sam 20:25). His status as commander seems to have 

prompted the Chronicler to report that he had dedicated war spoils for the maintenance of the temple, 

alongside Samuel, Saul, and Joab (1 Chr 26:27–28). Since the temple of Jerusalem did not exist during 

the time of any of those named, the tradition should probably be seen to derive from the Chronicler‘s 

pious imagination.  

By having Saul request Abner to find out David‘s identity after the youth confronted Goliath (1 Sam 

17:55–58), the biblical writer introduces irony into his narrative and at the same time, provides a basis 

from which to explore the motifs of loyalty and treachery. As Saul‘s loyal and trusted servant responsible 

for the kingdom‘s security, Abner is made responsible for the first formal introduction of David, the 

divinely chosen successor to Saul, the divinely rejected king. In addition, Saul‘s request to discover 

David‘s identity leads Abner to establish formal ties to the youth who will become his rival both within 

the Saulide military ranks, and within the political arena, for control of the Saulide throne.  

The narrative tradition in 1 Samuel 26 portrays Abner in the additional role of the king‘s personal 

bodyguard. It reports that Abner slept next to the king in the camp during the pursuit of David, with the 

army surrounding the two, for protection. After David allegedly infiltrates the Saulide camp by night, 

stealing the king‘s spear and water jug, David chides Abner for not having kept a close enough watch 

over Saul in camp.  

The historical reliability of Abner‘s depicted role as Saul‘s personal bodyguard in 1 Samuel 26 is 

doubtful. 1 Sam 22: 14 reports that David had served as the commander of Saul‘s personal bodyguard 

before his flight from the Saulide court. It appears that Saul had established a separate elite corps of 

professional soldiers who were not an official branch of the professional army but were loyal directly to 

him. David had a similar group, known as The Thirty (2 Sam 23:18). Abner apparently served as 

commander of the regular Israelite forces but was not involved directly with the royal bodyguard, which 

was under the command of another officer. It might be possible to presume that Saul was unable to find a 

suitable replacement the ranks of his bodyguard after David‘s flight and appointed Abner interim 

commander of both groups. It seems more likely, however, that the depiction of Abner in 1 Samuel 26 is 

to be understood as shaped by literary rather than historical concerns. Perhaps the author wanted to 

contrast David‘s superior service in protecting the king prior to his flight from court with that of Saul‘s 

most trusted servant, Abner. In this way he could illustrate the theme of David‘s blamelessness before 

Saul and Saul‘s unfounded suspicion and rejection of David.  

In the wake of the disastrous battle at Mt. Gilboa that left Saul and his three eldest sons dead, Abner 

took Saul‘s remaining son ESHBAAL and crowned him as the new king of Israel at Mahanaim, the 

district capital of Saulide holdings in Gilead (2 Sam 2:8–9). Eshbaal was probably a youth under twenty 

at the time of his coronation. It can be presumed that Eshbaal‘s kingship would have been acclaimed by 

the surviving troops accompanying Abner, commander of the Saulide forces, to Mahanaim. (The army 



played a similar role, serving as a convenient quorum of assembled Israelite citizens, in the subsequent 

coronations of Omri [1 Kgs 16:16] and Joram [2 Kgs 11:4–12]). During Eshbaal‘s brief two-year reign, 

Abner continued to serve as commander of the national Israelite army.  

Abner‘s first task as Eshbaal‘s commander-in-chief was to secure the town of Gibeon, which may have 

served as the Saulide capital (2 Kgdms 21: 1–9), against seizure by David (2 Sam 2:12–32). Engaging in 

representative combat with David‘s men, each side chose 12 men to fight and determine who would 

control the city. All 24 died, leading to a draw. In the wake of the fighting that ensued, Abner killed 

Asahel, the brother of JOAB, commander of David‘s forces (2 Sam 2:23). Both Asahel and Joab were 

David‘s nephews. Three hundred and sixty of Abner‘s men from Benjamin are reported slain in the 

ensuing melee, while only nineteen of David‘s men were killed (2 Sam 2:30–31). A desire to portray 

Judah as the stronger of the two, and as the unofficial victor, is evident.  

According to 2 Sam 3:1, 6, during Eshbaal‘s 2-year reign, there was war between the house of Saul and 

the house of David, during which time Abner was making himself strong in the house of Saul. It seems 

that Abner decided to take advantage of Eshbaal‘s youth and inexperience in his effort to gain the Israelite 

throne. As the longtime commander of the Israelite forces, he would have had most of the army‘s support 

in his bid to replace Eshbaal. Abner made further attempt to usurp the throne by having sexual relations 

with Saul‘s concubine RIZPAH (2 Sam 3:7), for possession of the royal harem gave a person title to the 

throne (de Vaux 1965:115–19). David is later reported to have received Saul‘s wives when he became 

king over Israel (2 Sam 12:8). Likewise, Absalom asserted his claim to kingship in Jerusalem by erecting 

a tent on the palace roof and having sexual relations with the ten concubines whom David had left behind 

―to keep the house‖ when he fled to Gilead (2 Sam 15:16; 16:20–22). After his return, David put the ten 

concubines under guard in a separate house, where they were provided for but were left to live out their 

lives as if in widowhood (2 Sam 20:3).  

The Bible reports that Eshbaal chastised Abner for his actions with Rizpah; in response, Abner vowed 

to set up the throne of David over both Israel and Judah, in fulfillment of the divine promise to David (2 

Sam 3:9–10). To this end, Abner is said to have negotiated with David, with the consent and support of 

the elders of Israel and Benjamin, to make David king over Israel in place of Eshbaal (2 Sam 3:12–21). 

The course of historical events underlying the present narrative depiction may have been slightly 

different. Abner‘s negotiations with David may have taken place as part of a larger plan for a coup d‘état, 

in which Abner sought David‘s help in accomplishing his coup in exchange for promised cooperation 

between the two neighboring states. The incident with Rizpah would have been an additional step in the 

planned coup. Alternatively, Abner may have offered to deliver Israel to David in exchange for a position 

as commander of the combined forces of Israel and Judah, thereby ousting Joab from his post as 

commander of the Judahite forces (Josephus Ant 7.1.5; Hertzberg Samuel OTL, 260; VanderKam 1980: 

531; cf. Grønbaek 1971:234–42). The occurrence of some sort of collusion between David and Abner is 

indicated by David‘s later appointment of Abner‘s son Jaasiel to be the leader of Benjamin, after he 

succeeded Eshbaal to the throne of Israel (1 Chr 27:21).  

During his negotiations with David, Abner was killed by Joab, David‘s commander, and Joab‘s brother 

Abishai, to avenge Abner‘s slaying of their brother Asahel at the battle at Gibeon. Upon learning that 

Abner had been conferring with David, Joab tried to convince David that Abner was acting as a spy on 

Eshbaal‘s behalf. Without David‘s knowledge, Joab sent messengers after Abner to have him return to 

Hebron, whereupon he slew Abner in the city gate while talking to him in private (2 Sam 3:22–30). In 

spite of the biblical apologetic, there is growing recognition that David was actively involved in Abner‘s 

murder, either directly in a murder plot with Joab; indirectly, through manipulation of Joab by allowing 

him to murder Abner as part of a standing blood feud; or independently in some unknown fashion covered 

up in the biblical account (i.e. Hertzberg Samuel OTL, 261; Lemche 1978: 16–17; VanderKam 1980: 

McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 120–22; Cryer 1985: 392).  

David cursed Joab and his father‘s house for the act of blood revenge, and had Abner buried in Hebron 

with a great display of public lamentation in order to convince both Judah and Israel that he had not 

plotted Abner‘s death (2 Sam 3:31–39). Ironically, Eshbaal‘s head would later be entombed with Abner‘s 



remains (2 Sam 4:12) after his similar assassination, probably at David‘s command. David‘s brief dirge 

over Abner (2 Sam 3:33–34), written with the chiastic structure abb´a´, may artfully maintain the 

ambiguity of his cause of death by carrying over the initial interrogative he to the fourth line, rendering 

the answer to the initial question with a further question (Freedman 1987:127; cf. McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 

111).  
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DIANA V. EDELMAN  

ABODE OF THE DEAD. See DEAD, ABODE OF THE.  

ABOMINATION OF DESOLATION. A phrase occurring in the OT book of Daniel (11:31, 

12:11, and perhaps 9:27), in 1 Maccabees 1:54, and in the teaching of Jesus as recorded in the synoptic 

gospels (Matt 24:15, Mark 13:14; see GOSPELS, LITTLE APOCALYPSE IN). The phrase refers in 

Daniel and 1 Maccabees to the desecration of the temple by the pagan emperor Antiochus Epiphanes in 

167 B.C.E. and in the teaching of Jesus to some analagous disaster which he anticipates.  

A. Daniel and 1 Maccabees  

1. The Hebrew Phrase in Daniel. There are a number of textual and translational difficulties in the 

three Daniel texts. Dan 11:31 is most simply translated: ―And they shall set up the abomination making 

desolate‖ (wĕnātĕn  haš-šiqq ṣ mĕšōmēm). Dan 12:11 speaks of ―the time … for the setting up of an 

abomination being/making desolate‖ (lātēt šiqq ṣ šōmēm). Dan 9:27 reads literally: ―and upon wing 

abominations making desolate‖ (wĕ ˓al kĕnap šiqq ṣ  m mĕšō-mēm), which may mean: ―upon the wing of 

abominations shall come one who makes desolate‖ (so RSV), or if the participle ―making desolate‖ is 

construed with the noun ―abominations‖ (even though in our texts the participle is singular and the noun 

plural), the text may mean: ―On a wing … he will set up an abomination causing desolation‖ (so NIV). 

The meaning of the ―wing‖ in 9:27 is in any case problematic, being variously explained by scholars, e.g. 

as referring to the ―pinnacle‖ of the Jerusalem temple, to the ―horns‖ of the altar in the temple, and/or to 

the ―wings‖ of Baal portrayed as an eagle or winged sun. Other commentators have suggested emendation 

of the text, e.g. reading ―and in its place‖ or ―on their base‖ (wĕ ˓al kannô/kannām). (On these 

possibilities see Daniel commentaries and Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 147.)  

Despite the uncertainty of such details, the overall sense of the passages in Daniel is clear and the same 

in all three passages (cf. also 8:13). They refer to the coming to Jerusalem of a pagan invader, who will 

forcibly end the traditional worship of the temple, as epitomized by the daily burnt offering, and who will 

introduce pagan worship (―the abomination of desolation‖) until the time of the end.  

2. Antiochus Epiphanes. Almost all commentators, including those who question the scholarly 

consensus that Daniel in its present form is to be dated in the second century B.C.E., see in the Danielic 

―abomination‖ a reference to the profanation of the temple by Antiochus IV (―Epiphanes‖) in 167 B.C.E. 

The phrase in 1 Macc 1:54 refers quite explicitly to this event: ―On the fifteenth day of Chislev, in the one 

hundred and forty-fifth year, they erected a desolating sacrilege upon the altar of burnt offering.‖ 

Antiochus was ruler of the Seleucid empire, of which Palestine was a part, and he responded to an act of 

defiance on the part of the Jews by attacking Jerusalem and by seeking to abolish the practice of the 

Jewish religion. His most horrifying action was the desecration of the temple and the introduction there of 

pagan worship (i.e. ―the abomination of desolation‖). His action met with courageous resistance, inspired 

and led by the family of Judas Maccabeus. Against all odds, the Jews defeated the Seleucid armies and 

regained a significant amount of control of their own affairs, including of the temple; this was cleansed of 



the ―abomination‖ in 164 B.C.E., an event recalled ever after by the Jews in the feast of Hanukkah or 

Dedication (see MACCABEES, 1–2).  

3. Further Observations. A number of further points about the Danielic ―abomination‖ should be 

noted.  

a. The unusual phrase ―abomination of desolation‖ is commonly seen by scholars as a derogatory 

reference to the deity to whom Antiochus rededicated the Jerusalem temple. The new dedication was 

probably to Zeus Olympios (so 2 Macc 6:1), who may have been identified with, or at least given the 

Semitic name of, the Phoenician god Ba˓al šāmên (= ―Lord of heaven‖). In order to avoid referring to the 

pagan deity directly, the author of Daniel parodies, substituting the term šiqq ṣ (i.e. abomination) for the 

name Baal (or Zeus) and the word šōmēm (i.e. desolating) for the consonantally similar šāmêm (i.e. of 

heaven). The term šiqquṣ is frequently used in the OT to designate something filthy or disgusting, and in 

particular idols; the substitution of this term for the name ―Baal‖ can be compared to the use elsewhere in 

the OT of the word bôšeth (―shame‖) for Baal, as in the names in 2 Sam 4:1, 4, etc. (For a modification of 

this view, see Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 143–52).  

b. There is some doubt as to whether ―of desolation‖ is the best translation for the relevant Hebrew 

word(s) in the Daniel texts. The Heb root šmm can have the sense of ―being desolate,‖ e.g., of deserted 

places; but it can also mean ―to be appalled.‖ The Greek versions of the OT opt for the first sense, using 

the verb erēmoō; but many modern scholars consider that the second meaning is more likely in Daniel, 

and that we should translate the whole phrase as ―appalling sacrilege.‖ It is possible, however, that the 

author of Daniel intended several connotations: the term may have been a parody of the name of the 

pagan god (see above), and may have suggested both the desolation brought to the temple (spiritual 

desolation at least), and the appalling nature of what had taken place; it is just possible that there is also an 

allusion to Antiochus‘ supposed madness, since the root šmm sometimes has this sense in postbiblical 

Hebrew (Rowley 1932: 265).  

c. What form did the ―abomination‖ set up by Antiochus take? A reading of 1 Maccabees (1:54,59) and 

of Josephus (Ant 12 §252) suggests that a pagan altar was erected on top of the altar of burnt offering in 

the temple. There is no explicit mention of an idol being erected, nor of one being destroyed when the 

temple was cleansed (1 Macc 4:43). However, the later Christian and Jewish tradition that a statue of Zeus 

was erected in the rededicated temple (perhaps also statues of Antiochus himself) may have some 

historical foundation. The phrase ―abomination of desolation‖ could be a reference to such an 

unmentionable thing, or to some other stone structure(s) associated with pagan worship (Rowley 1953: 

310–12; Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 143–52). It has been suggested that Antiochus saw his rededication 

of the temple as the restoration of the original religion of the Jews rather than as the introduction of a new 

religion and deity; but whether this was his theory or whether he more simply saw himself as suppressing 

one undesirable and politically subversive religion and replacing it with something superior, the effect on 

the Jews was the same. (On Antiochus and his religious outlook, see Mørkholm 1966, and Goldstein 1 

Maccabees AB, 104–60).  

d. The suggestion that the Babylonian creation myth with its account of Marduk slaying the chaos 

monster Tiamat has influenced the Danielic portrayal of the ―abomination‖ is of interest (Heaton Daniel 

TBC, 92–96). However, while it is plausible to postulate connections between the Babylonian myth and 

the four sea beasts of Daniel 7 and then also with the ―beast‖ of Revelation, it is not clear that the myth 

has contributed at all directly to the Danielic description of the abomination.  

B. The Gospels and New Testament  

The LXX translates the Danielic phrase ―abomination of desolation‖ in 12:11 with the words to 

bdelugma tēs erēmōseōs (similar phraseology being used also in 9:26, 11:31; cf. bdelugma erēmōseōs in 1 

Macc 1:54). Matthew and Mark use precisely this Greek phrase in their parallel accounts of Jesus‘ 

eschatological discourse (Matt 24:15; Mark 13:14). In speaking of the future, Jesus warns generally of 

sufferings to come, and then says particularly, ―When you see the abomination of desolation standing 

where it ought not to be [so Mark; Matt ―in the holy place‖], then let those who are in Judea flee to the 

mountains …‖ The picture is of a disaster in Judea and of enormous and widespread suffering, to be 



ended only by the coming of the heavenly Son of Man. Luke‘s parallel passage does not have the phrase 

―abomination of desolation,‖ but says, ―When you see Jerusalem surrounded by armies, then know that its 

desolation has come near‖ (21:20).  

The synoptic ―abomination‖ has been variously interpreted (for a survey of views see, e.g., Ford 1979: 

158–69). Many scholars have linked it to specific events in the 1st century, for example to the crisis that 

occurred in Palestine in 39–40 C.E., when the emperor Caligula ordered that his statue be placed in the 

Jerusalem temple (an order not eventually implemented, thanks to the emperor‘s death), or to the events 

leading up to the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 C.E. More particularly some have identified the 

―abomination‖ with the disgraceful and bloody wrangling of the Zealots during the Jewish war (Jos JW 4 

§196–207, 377–94, etc.), or with the Roman standards advancing on Jerusalem.  

Other scholars have declined to see such historical significance in the phrase, preferring instead to 

interpret the ―abomination‖ as the coming of an eschatological anti-christ figure, akin perhaps to the 

Pauline ―man of lawlessness‖ and to the ―beast‖ of Revelation. Others again have argued for a double 

reference to historical events in the 1st century and also to a future eschatological catastrophe.  

To decide between such interpretations is a complicated task, entailing judgments about many related 

questions, e.g., about the history and authenticity of the traditions in question, about the respective dates 

of the synoptic Gospels, and about the nature of NT prophecy. And it may, of course, be that there are 

several interpretations of the ―abomination‖ represented in the NT. However, a few further points may be 

noted.  

1. The Origin of the Tradition. The Gospels ascribe the Christian ―abomination‖ tradition to Jesus, but 

many scholars have questioned that attribution, arguing that the synoptic eschatological discourse 

contains a considerable amount of material that had its origin in the church (or even in Jewish tradition) 

rather than in Jesus‘ own teaching. They have argued on literary grounds for the composite nature of the 

eschatological discourse, and on theological and historical grounds for the tradition having its origin after 

Jesus‘ ministry, perhaps in the crisis situation provoked by Caligula in 39 C.E. This argument has been 

disputed by other scholars, who see the tradition as entirely congruous with other aspects of Jesus‘ 

teaching. (On the history of the discourse see commentaries, also Wenham 1984 for references.)  

2. Background Considerations. In order to understand the NT use of the phrase ―abomination of 

desolation,‖ it is helpful, first, to be reminded of the historical and emotional importance of the 

Maccabean period and experience for the Jews of the 1st century C.E. It was natural for them to see 

parallels between their experience of Roman rule and the Maccabean experience of Seleucid rule and for 

them to regard the courageous stand of the Maccabees as an example and inspiration at times of tension or 

confrontation with Rome (even though there were differing views about what sort of resistance was called 

for). It was natural, too, for the Jews to be particularly sensitive to anything resembling the outrage 

perpetrated by Antiochus; thus, when Pilate ordered Roman legionary standards to be taken into 

Jerusalem, he was surprised by the massive outcry among the Jews (Jos JW 2 §175).  

It is helpful, second, to recognize the importance of the book of Daniel within the Christian tradition of 

the NT period. It is not just the ―abomination of desolation‖ that has a Danielic background, but also the 

tradition of the heavenly Son of Man, as now found in the Gospels; and it is possible that Jesus‘ kingdom 

teaching derives more from Daniel than anywhere else (Dan 2:44; 7:14, 27 etc.). It is hard to exaggerate 

the importance of Daniel for NT eschatology as a whole; Jesus‘ eschatological discourse in particular has 

been viewed as a midrash on Daniel (so Hartman 1966). The indebtedness of the NT to the book of Daniel 

is no doubt connected with the general interest of 1st-century Palestinian Jews in the Maccabean 

experience. That experience was seen as paradigmatic and prophetic.  

Such an understanding is clear in Luke, who makes no reference to ―the abomination,‖ but who 

explicitly refers to ―armies‖ surrounding Jerusalem, to the city‘s desolation, and then to the people being 

killed and taken captive, while the Gentiles trample the city. Luke‘s significant differences at this point 

from Matthew and Mark are often supposed to be a reflection of his post 70 C.E. standpoint; he has 

modified the Markan tradition in the light of his knowledge of the events and in order to distinguish 

clearly between the events of 70 C.E. and the eschatological coming of the Son of Man. Against this view 



it has been argued that Luke‘s changes betray no specific knowledge of the events of 70 C.E., and that 

they could be simple clarifications of the obscure Markan wording, or even independent early tradition.  

Although it is less obvious what Mark and Matthew intend when they refer to the ―abomination of 

desolation standing,‖ it is quite likely that Luke has correctly conveyed their meaning. Mark intriguingly 

has a masculine participle ―standing‖ (hestēkota) with the neuter noun ―abomination‖ (bdelugma), 

suggesting that he associated the awful event with an evil individual; he also refers to the abomination 

standing ―where it ought not,‖ whereas Matthew says more clearly ―in the holy place.‖ One possible 

explanation of Mark‘s obscurity is that he may have been writing at a sensitive time, when caution was 

appropriate; his gospel has often been dated to the period 66–70 C.E.. It is of interest to note that the 

Jewish writer Josephus sees Daniel‘s ―abomination‖ as prophesying both the desolation of Antiochus and 

that perpetrated by the Romans (Ant 10 §276); the NT evangelists may have had the same understanding.  

3. Concluding Observations on the Synoptic Phrase. If the Maccabean experience and the book of 

Daniel were so important in the 1st century C.E., then this is probably a clue that the NT ―abomination‖ 

will have been understood by something analogous to the action of Antiochus, i.e., as an idolatrous attack 

on the people and temple of God by a powerful pagan force. The Gospels‘ own evidence supports the 

view that this was their understanding: Matthew specifically invites his readers to think back to Daniel 

(24:15), and it is possible that Mark‘s much debated ―let the reader understand‖ is a similar invitation 

(13:14). All three evangelists include the injunction to those in Judea to ―flee to the hills,‖ a phrase 

reminiscent of 1 Macc 2:28 (cf. Matt 24:16; Mark 13:14; Luke 21:21). Luke has probable echoes of 

Daniel when he refers to the Gentiles treading down Jerusalem (Luke 21:24; cf. Dan 8:13).  

Another clue to the evangelists‘ understanding of the abomination is the prediction of the destruction of 

the temple which in each Gospel precedes the eschatological discourse. Since the discourse, including the 

warning of the ―abomination,‖ is presented as explanatory of that prediction, there is a strong case for 

linking the setting up of the abomination with the predicted destruction of the temple (which is otherwise 

not mentioned in the discourse, unless the ―coming of the Son of Man‖ is interpreted as a reference to that 

destruction). The picture, then, would appear to be of a major catastrophe, analogous to 167 B.C.E., but 

involving the profanation and destruction of the temple. The ―desolation‖ in the synoptic phrase was 

probably understood literally.  

4. Other Parts of the New Testament. Although the phrase ―abomination of desolation‖ is not found 

in the NT outside the Gospels, the Danielic idea is probably reflected in the Pauline ―man of lawlessness‖ 

in 2 Thessalonians 2, in the Johannine ―Antichrist‖ of 1 John 2:18, 4:3, and in the ―beast‖ of Revelation 

13, 18. If we have in these different writings variations on a common eschatological theme and tradition, 

then 2 Thessalonians, if it is Pauline, is our earliest written contact with the tradition, showing it to be 

quite primitive. It may be that when Paul calls the lawless one ―the man of perdition‖ or ―of destruction,‖ 

this is equivalent to the synoptic phrase ―of desolation.‖ But it is notable that both Paul and John, perhaps 

because they are writing in a Gentile context, describe the future evil in rather general religious terms 

without obvious political or military allusions (i.e., with no explicit reference to an attack on Jerusalem, 

though note Paul‘s reference to the man of lawlessness being in the ―temple of God‖ and his remark about 

the Jews of Judea in 1 Thess 2:16), and also in terms of the appearance of an individual antichrist figure 

rather than in terms of an ―abomination‖ being set up. It has been suggested that Paul was influenced in 

his thinking by Caligula‘s outrageous threat to the temple in 39–40 C.E., but his ―man of lawlessness‖ is 

entirely explicable on the basis of the Danielic tradition. In Revelation the beast is clearly political in 

character, being the Roman empire, but the attack is now (after 70 C.E.?) not on the city of Jerusalem, but 

on the reconstituted people of God, i.e. the church.  
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DAVID WENHAM  

ABORTION IN ANTIQUITY. Abortion, natural and induced, is attested as a legal matter as early 

as the mid-2d millennium B.C. This article will consider abortion and related topics in the OT and the 

Ancient Near East, in ancient Judaism, the Greco-Roman world, and in early Christianity.  

———  
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C. Abortion in Ancient Judaism and in the NT  

D. Conclusion  

———  

A. Abortion in ANE Law and the OT  

With the exception of the Middle Assyrian Laws (ca. 1600 B.C.), the earliest Near Eastern law codes 

(including the legal materials in the OT) do not deal with the willful destruction of the fetus with the 

consent of the mother, but mention only natural miscarriages caused by a blow from another party. 

According to the injunctions outlined in the Middle Assyrian Laws, if a woman has had a miscarriage by 

her own act, when they have prosecuted her (and) convicted her, they shall impale her on stakes without 

burying her (Middle Assyrian Laws 53, in ANET 185). This code further directs that if the woman dies in 

the process of inducing the abortion, her body will still be impaled (as a kind of poetic justice) and will be 

denied burial.  

Several of the law codes of the Ancient Near East, the Code of Hammurabi (ca. 1950 B.C.), the Lipit-

ištar Laws, the Sumerian Laws (ca. 1800 B.C.), the Hittite Laws (ca. 1300 B.C.), as well as the Middle 

Assyrian Laws contain stipulations providing for compensation when a woman has been caused to 

miscarry because of a blow that she received from another person, thus providing at least indirect 

evidence concerning the status of the fetus in these societies. The Code of Hammurabi directs that if a 

seignior [a man of rank or authority] struck a (nother) seignior‘s daughter and caused her to miscarry, he 

shall pay ten shekels of silver for her fetus. If that woman has died, they shall put his daughter to death 

(Code of Hammurabi 209–10, ANET, 175). The Code of Hammurabi further provides for compensation 

for miscarriages caused to the daughter of a commoner and of a female slave. In each of these cases the 

penalty is commensurately smaller: the miscarriage of the fetus of a commoner‘s daughter is assessed at 

five shekels of silver, while her death must be compensated by a half mina of silver; causing the 

miscarriage of a female slave was fined at two shekels of silver, while the one causing her death was 

obliged to pay one third of a mina of silver (Code of Hammurabi 211–14). The Sumerian Laws (4.1–2, 

ANET 525), the Lipit-ištar Laws (iii.2´–5´, 7´–13´; Civil 1965: 5), and the Middle Assyrian Laws (21, 50–

52, ANET 181, 184–85), contain provisions similar to those in the Code of Hammurabi, although the 

penalties in the Middle Assyrian Laws are somewhat more stringent: the man causing the miscarriage by 

his blow must compensate for her fetus with a life. Further, in both the Lipit-ištar and Middle Assyrian 

Laws, if the woman dies, the man himself will be put to death (Lipit-ištar iii.7´–8´, Civil 1965: 5; Middle 

Assyrian Laws 50, ANET 184). The Hittite Laws provide a further refinement: the fine assessed for a 

miscarriage caused in the tenth (lunar) month of pregnancy is twice the amount of the fine when the 

miscarriage occurred during the fifth month (Hittite Laws 1.17–18, ANET 190). The fine assessed for a 

miscarriage in the tenth (lunar) month of pregnancy suggests a distinction made in the status of the fetus 

and the loss that it implies for the father or family. Unlike the other law codes, in the Hittite Laws the 

assault on the woman and her possible death as a consequence are not considered.  

The codes discussed above were not designed primarily to protect the unborn, although that was 

certainly one result of these injunctions, because the exposure or killing of abnormal, deformed, or 

otherwise unwanted children was both tolerated and practiced among them (Ebeling RLA 1:322). These 



laws and prohibitions were primarily sociopolitical in intent and protected the community from the 

potential loss of strength that a normal, healthy child could provide.  

Exod 21:22–25 is frequently referred to in discussions of abortion. According to this passage, ―When 

men strive together, and hurt a woman with child, so that there is a miscarriage, and yet no harm follows, 

the one who hurt her shall be fined, according as the woman‘s husband shall lay on him; and he shall pay 

as the judges determine. If any harm follows, then you shall give life for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth, 

hand for hand, foot for foot, burn for burn, wound for wound, stripe for stripe‖ (RSV). These verses 

present numerous exegetical difficulties that have resulted in widely differing interpretations. According 

to one view, the ―harm‖ (Heb ˒āsôn) in the Hebrew text refers to an injury done to the woman, since 

(according to this interpretation of the passage) the miscarriage is explicitly mentioned in contrast or 

juxtaposition to the ―harm.‖ Thus, the ˒āsôn done the woman, through either serious injury or death, is 

punished more severely than the miscarriage of the fetus, thereby indicating that the fetus was not viewed 

as fully human. Those holding to this view also note that this interpretation closely parallels evidence 

from other Near Eastern codes (Paul 1970: 71; Loewenstamm 1977: 356; Weinfeld 1977: 129; Sinclair 

1978: 179–82; Sinclair 1980: 110). According to others, the first instance refers to a blow that results in a 

premature birth, but produces no further complications (˒āsôn) to the child, while the second case refers to 

an instance in which the miscarriage results in the death of the fetus. Thus, according to this view, the 

fetus could be viewed as having a status similar or identical to that of human beings (Cottrell 1973: 8–

9[604–15]; Jackson 1973: 273–304; Waltke 1976: 3–13; House 1978–79: 117–20). While these differing 

interpretations of Exod 21:21–25 influence the view of the status of the fetus in Hebrew law, they provide 

at best only indirect evidence for the case of induced abortions.  

B. Abortion in the Hellenistic and Roman World  

Greek philosophers offered opinions on abortion that diverged as widely as did their perspectives on the 

moment of ensoulment. Plato believed that the fetus is a living being (Plutarch De placitis philosophorum 

5.15). Still, he recommended abortions for women who conceived after the age of forty (Resp. 5.9). 

Aristotle (Pol. 7.15.25[1335b]) allowed abortions only before ―sense and life have begun‖ in the fetus, 

which he viewed as coming as forty days for males and ninety for females (HA 7.3; GA 4. 1), and 

indicated by the movement of the fetus in the mother‘s womb. According to the Stoics, the fetus remains 

a part of the mother until it is born. Although no Greek Stoic whose writings are preserved takes a 

position on induced abortion, the Roman Stoic Musonius Rufus (whose views may have paralleled those 

of the earlier Greek Stoics) forbade induced abortions. However, it may also be here that the views of 

Aristotle and Musonius Rufus were more the result of a concern for the welfare of the state than for the 

fetus itself. The exposure of children was a practice tolerated, and in some instances even encouraged, by 

the same Greek philosophers and ethicists who took clear positions against abortion, probably for the 

same reasons, mentioned above, in the ancient Near Eastern societies: abortion was forbidden in order to 

protect the potential contribution to the society that the child would provide. However, once the child was 

born and found to be deformed in some way and, thus, a potential drain on the resources of the society, its 

death through exposure was allowed (Bennett 1923: 341–51; Eyben 1980–81: 12–19).  

The paucity of Greek legislation on abortion makes it difficult to draw any definite conclusions 

concerning its legal status. According to a document falsely attributed to Galen, the lawmakers Lycurgus 

and Solon both enacted legislation prohibiting abortion and punishing its practice (Moòssides 1922: 64). 

While corroborating evidence is wanting, in the light of parallel laws in the ancient Near East, in 

particular the Middle Assyrian law punishing induced abortion, it is certainly not beyond the realm of 

possibility for induced abortion to have been forbidden in early Greek law as well. Indeed, according to 

the 1st-century Stoic philosopher, Aelius Theon, one of the orations by the Attic orator Lysias concerned 

―whether the fetus was human and whether abortions might be subject to penalty‖ (Dölger 1934: 10–12).  

The Hippocratic oath forbids administering abortifacients (Nardi 1970: 59–60) except to expel a fetus 

that was already dead. On the other hand, there are reports of other methods recommended by Greek 

physicians in order to abort in the very earliest stages of pregnancy (Moòs-sides 1922: 68; Hèhnel 1936: 

235; Crahay 1941: 14–15; Dickison 1973: 160). An inscription from Philadelphia in Asia Minor dating 



from about 100 B.C. includes prohibitions against the taking of drugs to prevent birth (atokeion) or to 

cause abortions (phthoreion [Nardi 1970: 193–94]). This differs from other Kultsatzungen of the 

Hellenistic period in that the use of birth control devices and abortifacients are not merely viewed as the 

source of cultic impurity, but as ethical and moral failings (Dölger 1934: 19–20; Weinfeld 1977: 132; but 

cf. Crahay 1941: 17).  

While induced abortion is only occasionally mentioned in Rome during the period of the Republic, it 

seems to have been very common during the early centuries of the Empire. In reaction to this growing 

permissiveness, eminent writers of the period raised their voices in praise of those who avoided it and 

against those who practiced it. Borrowing a military metaphor, Ovid says that the woman who first 

aborted a fetus ―deserved to die by her own weapons‖ (Am. 2.14. 5–6). Seneca pays tribute to his own 

mother for never having ―crushed the hope of children that were being nurtured in [her] body‖ (Helv. 

16.3). Suetonius, Juvenal, and Pliny the Younger each report the tragic account of Julia, the niece of the 

emperor Domitian, whom he seduced and later compelled to undergo an abortion that resulted in her 

death (Suet. Dom. 22; Juv. 2.32–33; Pliny Ep. 4.11.16). Further, the exposure of unwanted infants, rare 

during the Republican period, appears also to have been commonplace under the Empire (Eyben 1980–

81: 14).  

C. Abortion in Ancient Judaism and in the NT  

The LXX translators rendered Exod 21:22–23 in a manner that is markedly different from the received 

Hebrew text, apparently reflecting an awareness of the various strands of Greek philosophical thought on 

the status of the fetus: ―If two men fight and they strike a woman who is pregnant, and her child comes 

out while not yet fully formed, he will be forced to pay a fine; whatever the woman‘s husband imposes, 

he will pay with a valuation. But if it is fully formed, he will give life for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth, 

hand for hand, foot for foot, burning for burning, wound for wound, stripe for stripe.‖ Whereas in the 

Hebrew text the term ˒āsôn may be understood as referring either to the fetus or to the woman, the LXX 

rendering of this phrase as ―fully formed‖ makes explicit its reference to injuring the fetus, not the 

woman. Further, the use of the term ―not fully formed‖ and ―fully formed‖ is reminiscent of Aristotle‘s 

distinction between fetuses in which ―sense and life have begun‖ and those that have not. The LXX 

translation implies a view about the status of the fetus that is basically Aristotelian and takes a middle 

position between the Stoic and Platonic views (Gorman 1982: 34–35; cf. Salvoni 1975: 27). It stipulates 

the death penalty in the event of the death of a fully developed fetus that was caused to miscarry when the 

woman was struck by another person.  

Philo of Alexandria (25 B.C.–A.D. 41), in his treatise on the Ten Commandments and other Jewish laws, 

Special Laws (Spec Leg III 108–9), discusses in the section on the commandment ―Thou shalt not kill‖ the 

situation reflected in Exod 21:22–23. In this passage Philo says that if a man assaults a pregnant woman 

and strikes her in the belly, he will be required to pay a fine if the fetus is as yet unformed, as 

compensation both for the blow itself and for the fact that he has deprived ―nature of bringing a human 

being into existence. However, if the fetus is formed, he will be put to death.‖ Philo compares the formed 

fetus in the womb to ―a statue lying in the sculptor‘s workshop needing nothing more than to be taken 

outside and released from confinement.‖  

While retaining the LXX‘s distinction between the fetus that is ―fully formed‖ and one that is not, Philo 

changes the specific situation that results in harm to the fetus from a fight between two men into one 

man‘s intentional assault on a pregnant woman. Most significant, however, is the moral tenor of his 

discussion. Unlike the text of Exodus, which is primarily concerned with nice legal distinctions, Philo 

emphasizes the moral wrongness of such an assault on the unborn. In Philo‘s view, one who injures a 

fetus that is not fully formed is guilty of an outrage against nature, while one who harms the formed fetus 

is guilty of the murder of a human being and is thus deserving of death (Gorman 1982: 35–36).  

It is significant to note that the context in which Philo is speaking is part of an a fortiori argument 

against exposure. According to Philo, although Moses never includes exposure among prohibited 

practices, it is certainly implied, since Philo understands the law as prohibiting the destruction of life in 

utero. He is also challenging the justification of abortion by legal, medical, and philosophical authorities 



who, he declares, claim that ―the child while still adhering to the womb below the belly is part of its future 

mother‖ (Philo Spec Leg III 117). Philo‘s perspective also differs significantly from those of the 

Hellenistic world and the ancient Near East in that he is not primarily concerned with the prerogatives of 

the father, or the needs of the state, but with the rights of the mother and unborn child.  

The Jewish historian Flavius Josephus briefly discusses the injunction in Exod 21:22–25 (Ant 4§278). 

However, unlike Philo, Josephus follows the Hebrew text rather than the LXX in his rendering of this 

passage. Further, Josephus has recast the statute sufficiently that the ambiguity inherent in the Hebrew 

original concerning the object of the ―harm‖ (Heb. ˒āsôn) is eliminated: in the view of Josephus, it is the 

woman, and not the fetus, who is intended. According to Josephus, whoever kicks a pregnant woman, 

thereby causing the fetus to miscarry, will be fined according to the judges‘ determination (which fine 

will be given to the aggrieved husband) ―for having by the destruction of the fruit of her womb, 

diminished the population.‖ He further indicates that if the woman dies from the blow she received, he 

will be put to death.  

In his apology for Judaism, Josephus writes: ―The Law orders all of the offspring to be brought up and 

forbids women either to abort or to do away with a fetus, but if she is convicted, she is viewed an 

infanticide because she destroys a soul and diminishes the race‖ (AgAp 2.202). It is somewhat difficult to 

reconcile Josephus‘ statement here with his view expressed in Ant. In the former, a clear distinction in 

penalty is made for the death of the fetus and the death of the woman. Here, however, Josephus explicitly 

states that the willful destruction of the fetus is equivalent to murder (although, strikingly, no penalty is 

stated). The contradictions in the two statements may, perhaps, be reconciled (if they are to be 

harmonized at all) in the following manner: although the willful destruction of a fetus is viewed in a 

manner not unlike murder, because Josephus regarded the woman and not the fetus as the primary target 

of the attack in the passage in Exodus 21, he may be treating the death of the fetus in a manner somewhat 

different from the death of the woman. In any case, it is significant that Josephus describes the fetus as 

having a soul, and clearly forbids a deliberate abortion of the fetus.  

The rabbinic writings reflect an interest in the status of the fetus as well as a concern for the health and 

well-being of the mother. A passage in the Mekilta (Nez. 8) indicates that the blow to a woman that results 

in a miscarriage described in Exodus 22 is an act to be punished by a fine, but not by death, as it would be 

in the case of a capital crime. Similarly, according to the Mishnah (Nid. 5:3), only the killing of a child 

already born (―one day old‖) is an offense subject to the death penalty, whereas no mention is made of 

abortion as a capital offense. A fetus only becomes a person after it is born, when the ―greater part of the 

head‖ (i.e., the forehead) emerges from the womb (Mishnah Ohol. 7:6; Nid. 3:5). If the mother‘s life is 

endangered by the pregnancy, then the obligatory principle of piqq aḥ-nepeš (―safeguarding of life‖) is 

invoked, and the termination of the pregnancy is mandated. Thus, ―if a woman is suffering hard labor, the 

child must be cut up while in her womb and brought out member by member, since the life of the mother 

takes precedence over that of the child‖ (m. Ohol. 7:6). On the other hand, this same passage indicates that 

if the greater part of its head has already emerged, then nothing is done to it since no preference may be 

given to one life over another. Subsequent Talmudic discussions reiterate these same principles (Sinclair 

1980: 122–14, 119–22).  

The early Christians opposed both abortion and infanticide. While there is no direct reference to either 

practice in the NT, the pharmakoi mentioned in Rev 21:8 and 22:15 may refer to those who obtained 

abortifacients (cf. 9:21; 18:23; Gal 5:20). However, other writings of the early period of Christianity, such 

as the Didache and the so-called Epistle of Barnabas, expressly condemn both abortion and infanticide. 

Didache 2:2, in writing about the ―two ways,‖ notes that there is a great difference between these two 

ways. In an exposition of the second great commandment (―Love thy neighbor as thyself‖) as part of the 

―Way of Life,‖ the author makes a list of prohibitions modeled on the Ten Commandments, including: 

―Thou shalt not murder a child by abortion/destruction‖ (ou phoneuseis teknon en phthora). The Ep. 

Barn. (19:5) contains the same prohibition immediately preceded by ―thou shalt love thy neighbor more 

than thyself‖ (cf. Apos. Con. 7.3.2). According to Did. 5:2, among those who are on the ―Way of Death‖ 

are ―infanticides‖ and ―those destroying the image of God‖ (cf. Ep. Barn. 20:2). Apparently, then, the 



fetus was viewed as being a neighbor with the same rights—including the right to life—that the neighbor 

would have. Similarly, the early Christian apocalyptic literature reflects a moral abhorrence of willful 

abortion. The Apocalypse of Peter, roughly contemporary with the Did. and the Ep. Barn. and at one time 

included in the canon of scripture (in the Muratorian Fragment and by Clement of Alexandria), paints a 

graphic portrait of hell‘s population, which includes a scene in which women who have obtained 

abortions are in a gorge, up to their throats in excrement, while fire shoots forth from the infants who 

were aborted and strikes the women on the eyes. The Apocalypse continues by stating that the infants will 

be given to Temlakor, while the women who aborted them ―will be tortured forever‖ (Apoc. Pet. [Ethiopic 

8 = Akhmim Fragment 26]; cf. Clement of Alexandria Ecl. 41, 48–49 = PG 9.717–20; Quasten 1950: 144; 

Gorman 1982: 50–51).  

From the 2d century on, opposition by Christian writers to induced abortion on ethical grounds 

continued, if not increased. The Christian apologist Athenagoras, in response to the charge that the 

Christians engaged in the ritual slaughter of children, asked what reason they might have to commit 

murder when they already assert that women who induce abortions are murderers and will have to give 

account of it to God. The same person, Athenagoras reasons, would not regard the fetus in the womb as a 

living thing and, therefore, an object of God‘s care and then kill it (Presbeia 35 = PG 6.969) For Clement 

of Alexandria (Ecl. 50.1–3 = PG 9.720–21; cf. Dölger 1934: 28–29), Tertullian (An. 27; cf. Emmel 1918: 

33–44, 90–97), and Lactantius (De opificio Dei 17.7 = CSEL 27.56), ensoulment takes place at or 

immediately after conception. Thus, abortion at any stage of the pregnancy is viewed by them as 

unacceptable. The view in subsequent centuries is equally insistent on the moral right of the fetus to life. 

The councils of Elvira in A.D. 305 (Canons 63, 68 = PL 84:308–9; cf. Connery 1977: 46–49) and Ancyra 

in 314 (Canon 21; Cf. Nardi 1970: 496–501) contained canons against abortion. Similarly, the voices of 

Jerome (Ep. 22 ad Eustochium 13 = CSEL 54:160; Ep. 121 ad Algasiam 4 = CSEL 56:16), Ambrose 

(Exameron 5.18.58 = CSEL 32:184–85), and Augustine (De nuptiis et concupiscentiis 1.17 = CSEL 

42:230) in the Latin West, and Basil of Caesarea (Ep. 188.2 = PG 32:671) and John Chrysostom (Hom. in 

Rom. 24 = PG 60:626–27) in the Greek East were raised against abortion and in defense of the life of the 

unborn (Nardi 1970: 483–582; Eyben 1980–81: 62–74; Gorman 1982: 53–73). See also RAC 1: 55–60; 2: 

176–83.  

D. Conclusion  

In the ancient Near East, only the Middle Assyrian Laws provide explicit sanctions against those 

practicing the pre-meditated abortion of a fetus. The text in Exodus 22 gives only implicit evidence for the 

question of willful abortion. As a result, some scholars have attempted to elicit from other biblical texts an 

ethic that could be applied to the question of abortion (Waltke 1976: 3–13; Kline 1977: 193–201; Kurz 

1986: 668–80). However, even where the evidence concerning the status of the fetus is somewhat 

ambiguous, there is no indication that premeditated abortion was tolerated in ancient Israel. On the other 

hand, the relatively permissive attitude in the ancient Near East toward the exposure of unwanted infants 

(for which there is no evidence available in ancient Israel) suggests that the prohibition of abortion, even 

where it existed, was designed more to protect the society from the loss of potentially productive 

members than from any particular concern with the rights of the fetus itself. A roughly analogous 

situation existed among the Greeks during the Hellenistic period: there was a general, though by no means 

uniform or monolithic, indisposition toward premeditated abortion, while the exposure of unwanted 

infants was widely tolerated. In Imperial Rome, the attitude toward abortion was more permissive than in 

the Hellenistic world, while exposure was also widely tolerated under the Empire. A significant 

development in attitude toward abortion can be seen in the writings of formative Judaism, particularly in 

Philo, as well as in early Christianity: not only is abortion prohibited—and exposure, too—but this 

prohibition rests upon an ethical concern for the fetus and the newly born. A further dimension to the 

discussion on abortion is added in the rabbinic writings, where the health and well-being of the expectant 

mother are taken into consideration.  
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A. The Biblical Information  



1. Outline of Abraham’s Career. Abraham is portrayed as a member of a family associated with city 

life in Southern Babylonia, moving to Haran in Upper Mesopotamia en route to Canaan (Gen 11:31). In 

Haran, God called him to leave for the land which he would show him, so he and Lot, his nephew, went to 

Canaan. At Shechem in the center of the land, God made the promise that Abraham‘s descendants would 

own the land (Gen 12:1–9). Famine forced Abraham to seek food in Egypt, where the Pharaoh took 

Abraham‘s wife, Sarah, who Abraham had declared was his sister. Discovering the deception, the Pharaoh 

sent Abraham away with all the wealth he had acquired, and Sarah (Gen 12:10–12). In Canaan, Abraham 

and Lot separated in order to find adequate grazing, Lot settling in the luxuriant Jordan plain. God 

renewed the promise of Abraham‘s numberless descendants possessing the land (Genesis 13). Foreign 

invaders captured Lot, so Abraham with 318 men routed them and recovered Lot and the booty. This 

brought the blessing of Melchizedek, the priest-king of Salem to whom Abraham paid a tithe (Genesis 

14). Following a reassuring vision, Abraham was promised that his childless condition would end and that 

his offspring would occupy the land, a promise solemnized with a sacrifice and a covenant (Genesis 15). 

Childless Sarah gave Abraham her maid Hagar to produce a son, then drove out the pregnant maid when 

she belittled her barren mistress. An angel sent Hagar home with a promise of a harsh life for her son, 

duly born and named Ishmael (Genesis 16). Thirteen years later God renewed his covenant with 

Abraham, changing his name from Abram, and Sarai‘s to Sarah, and imposing circumcision as a sign of 

membership for all in Abraham‘s household, born or bought. With this came the promise that Sarah, then 

ninety, would bear a son, Isaac, who would receive the covenant, Ishmael receiving a separate promise of 

many descendants (Genesis 17). Three visitors repeated the promise of a son (Gen 18:1–15). Lot 

meanwhile had settled in Sodom, which had become totally depraved and doomed. Abraham prayed that 

God would spare the city if ten righteous people could be found there, but they could not, so Sodom and 

its neighbor were destroyed, only Lot and his two daughters surviving (Gen 18:16–19:29). Abraham 

living in southern Canaan encountered the king of Gerar, who took Sarah on her husband‘s assertion that 

she was his sister. Warned by God, King Abimelech avoided adultery and made peace with Abraham 

(Genesis 20). Now Isaac was born and Hagar and Ishmael sent to wander in the desert, where divine 

provision protected them (Gen 21:1–20). The king of Gerar then made a treaty with Abraham to solve a 

water-rights quarrel at Beersheba (Gen 21:22–34). When Isaac was a boy, God called Abraham to offer 

him in sacrifice, only staying the father‘s hand at the last moment, and providing a substitute. A renewal 

of the covenant followed (Gen 22:1–19). At Sarah‘s death, Abraham bought a cave for her burial, with 

adjacent land, from a Hittite of Hebron (Genesis 23). To ensure the promise remained within his family, 

Abraham sent his servant back to his relatives in the Haran region to select Isaac‘s bride (Genesis 24). 

The succession settled, Abraham gave gifts to other sons, and when he died aged 175, Isaac and Ishmael 

buried him beside Sarah (Gen 25:1–11).  

2. Abraham’s Faith. Although it was Abraham‘s grandson Jacob who gave his name to Israel and 

fathered the Twelve Tribes, Abraham was regarded as the nation‘s progenitor (e.g., Exod 2:24; 4:5; 32:13; 

Isa 29:22; Ezek 33:24; Mic 7:20). Israel‘s claim to Canaan rested on the promises made to him, and the 

God worshipped by Israel was preeminently the God of Abraham (e.g., Exod 3:6, 15; 4:1; 1 Kgs 18:36; Ps 

47:9). God‘s choice of Abraham was an act of divine sovereignty whose reason was never disclosed. The 

reason for Abraham‘s favor with God (cf. ―my friend,‖ Isa 41:8) is made clear in the famous verse, 

―Abraham believed God and he credited it to him as righteousness‖ (Gen 15:6; cf. Rom 4:1–3), and in 

other demonstrations of Abraham‘s trust (e.g., Gen 22:8). Convinced of God‘s call to live a seminomadic 

life (note Heb 11:9), Abraham never attempted to return to Haran or to Ur, and took care that his son 

should not marry a local girl and so gain the land by inheritance, presumably because the indigenous 

people were unacceptable to God (Gen 24:3; 15:16). Throughout his career he built altars and offered 

sacrifices, thereby displaying his devotion (Gen 12:7, 8; 13:4, 18), an attitude seen also in the tithe he 

gave to Melchizedek after his victory (Genesis 14). The places sacred to him were often marked by trees, 

a token of his intention to stay in the land (Gen 12:6; 13:18; 21:33). Abraham believed his God to be just, 

hence his concern for any righteous in Sodom (Gen 18:16ff.). Even so, he attempted to preempt God‘s 

actions by taking Hagar when Sarah was barren (Gen 16:1–4), and by pretending Sarah was not his wife. 



In the latter cases, God intervened to rescue him from the results of his own deliberate subterfuge because 

he had jeopardized the fulfilment of the promise (Gen 12:17f.; 20:3f.).  

The God Abraham worshipped is usually referred to by the name yhwh (RSV LORD); twice Abraham 

―called on the name of the LORD‖ (Gen 12:8; 13:4), and his servant Eliezer spoke of the Lord, the God of 

Abraham (Gen 24:12, 27, 42, 48). The simple term ―God‖ (˒ĕlōh  m) occurs in several passages, notably 

Gen 17:3ff; 19:29; 20 often; 21:2ff; 22. Additional divine names found in the Abraham narrative are: God 

Almighty (˒el šadday, Gen 17:1), Eternal God (yhwh ˒ēl ˓ôlām Gen 21:33), God Most High (˒ēl ˓elyôn 

Gen 14:18–22), Sovereign Lord (˒ădōnāy yhwh, Gen 15:2, 8), and Lord God of heaven and earth (yhwh 

˒ĕlōhê haššā-mayim wĕhā˒āreṣ Gen 24:3,7).  

Abraham approached God without the intermediacy of priests (clearly in Genesis 22; elsewhere it could 

be argued that priests were present, acting as Abraham‘s agents but not mentioned). God spoke to 

Abraham by theophanic visions (Gen 12:7; 17:1; 18:1). In one case, the appearance was in human form, 

when the deity was accompanied by two angels (Gen 18; cf. v19). Perhaps God employed direct speech 

when no other means is specified (Gen 12:1f; 13:14; 15:1; 21:12; 22:1). Angels could intervene and give 

protection as extensions of God‘s person (Gen 22; 24:7, 40). Prayer was a natural activity (e.g., 20:17) in 

which Eliezer followed his master‘s example (Gen 24). Eliezer did not hesitate to speak of Abraham‘s 

faith and God‘s care for him which he had observed (Gen 24:27, 35). God commended Abraham to 

Abimelech as a prophet (Gen 20:7, nāb  ˒). Abraham is portrayed as worshipping one God, albeit with 

different titles. Abraham‘s is a God who can be known and who explains his purposes, even if over a time 

span that stretches his devotee‘s patience.  

3. Abraham’s Life-style. Leaving Ur and Haran, Abraham exchanged an urban-based life for the 

seminomadic style of the pastoralist with no permanent home, living in tents (Gen 12:8, 9; 13:18; 18:1; cf. 

Heb 11:9), unlike his relations near Haran (Gen 24:10, 11). However, he stayed at some places for long 

periods (Mamre, Gen 13:18; 18:1; Beersheba, Gen 22:19; Philistia, Gen 21:3, 4), enjoyed good relations 

with settled communities (Gen 23:10, 18 mentions the city gate), had treaty alliances with some, and 

spoke on equal terms with kings and the Pharaoh (Gen 14:13; 20:2, 11–14; 21:22–24). He is represented 

as having owned only one piece of land, the cave of Machpelah (Genesis 23). Wealth flowed to him 

through his herds, and in gifts from others (Gen 12:16; 20:14, 16), so that he became rich, owning cattle, 

sheep, silver, gold, male and female slaves, camels and donkeys (Gen 24:35). He may have traded in other 

goods, for he knew the language of the marketplace (Genesis 23). His household was large enough to 

furnish 318 men to fight foreign kings (Genesis 14). He was concerned about having an heir, and so 

looked on Eliezer his servant before sons were born (Gen 15:2), and took care to provide for Isaac‘s half-

brothers so that his patrimony should not diminish (Gen 24:36; 25:5, 6; cf. 17:18). While Sarah was his 

first wife, Abraham also married Keturah, and had children by her, by Hagar, and by concubines (Gen 

25:1–6). His burial was in the cave with Sarah (Gen 25:9–10).  

4. Abraham, Ancestor of the Chosen People. Belief in their ancestry reaching back to one man, 

Abraham, to whom God promised a land, was firmly fixed among Jews in the 1st century (e.g., John 

8:33–58; cf. Philo), and is attested long before by the prophets of the latter days of the Judean Monarchy 

(Isa 41:8; 51:2; 63:16; Jer 33:26; Ezek 33:24; Mic 7:20). The historical books of the OT also contain 

references to Abraham (Josh 24:2, 3; 2 Kgs 13:23; 1 Chr 16:16–18; 2 Chr 20:7; 30:6; Neh 9:7, 8) as does 

Psalm 105. In the Pentateuch the promise is mentioned in each book after Genesis (Exod 2:24; 33:1, etc.; 

Lev 26:42; Num 32:11; Deut 1:8; etc.).  

B. Abraham in Old Testament Study  

1. Abraham as a Figure of Tradition. Building on meticulous literary analysis of the Pentateuch, 

Julius Wellhausen concluded ―… we attain to no historical knowledge of the patriarchs, but only of the 

time when the stories about them arose in the Israelite people; this latter age is here unconsciously 

projected, in its inner and its outward features, into hoar antiquity, and is reflected there like a glorified 

mirage.‖ And of Abraham he wrote, ―Abraham alone is certainly not the name of a people like Isaac and 

Lot: he is somewhat difficult to interpret. That is not to say that in such a connection as this we may 

regard him as a historical person; he might with more likelihood be regarded as a free invention of 



unconscious art‖ (WPHI, 319f.). The literary sources of the early Monarchy, J and E, drawing on older 

traditions, preserved the Abraham stories. At the same time, Wellhausen treated the religious practices of 

Abraham as the most primitive in the evolution of Israelite religion. Hermann Gunkel, unlike Wellhausen, 

argued that investigating the documentary sources could allow penetration beyond their final form into the 

underlying traditions. Gunkel separated the narratives into story-units, often very short, which he alleged 

were the primary oral forms, duly collected into groups as sagas. These poems told the legends attached to 

different shrines in Canaan, or to individual heroes. Gradually combined around particular names, these 

stories were ultimately reduced to the prose sources which Wellhausen characterized. Gunkel believed the 

legends arose out of observations of life associated with surrounding traditions, obscuring any historical 

kernel: ―Legend here has woven a poetic veil about the historical memories and hidden their outlines‖ 

(Gunkel 1901: 22). The question of Abraham‘s existence was unimportant, he asserted, for legends about 

him could not preserve a true picture of the vital element, his faith: ―The religion of Abraham is in reality 

the religion of the narrators of the legends, ascribed by them to Abraham‖ (122).  

The quest for the origins of these elements has continued ever since. Martin Noth tried to delineate the 

oral sources and their original settings, building on Gunkel‘s premises (Noth 1948), and Albrecht Alt 

investigated religious concepts of the expression ―the gods of the fathers‖ in the light of Nabatean and 

other beliefs. He deduced that Genesis reflects an older stage of similar seminomadic life, the patriarchal 

figures being pegs on which the cult traditions hung (Alt 1966). The positions of Alt and Noth have 

influenced commentaries and studies on Abraham heavily during the past fifty years. At the same time, 

others have followed the literary sources in order to refine them and especially to discern their purposes 

and main motifs (e.g., von Rad Genesis OTL). For Abraham the consequence of these studies is the same, 

whether they view him as a dim shadow in Israel‘s prehistory, or as a purely literary creation: he is an 

example whose faith is to be emulated. The question of his actual existence is irrelevant; the stories about 

him illustrate how generations of Jews believed God had worked in a man‘s life, setting a pattern, and it is 

that belief, hallowed by the experience of many others, which is enshrined in them (see Ramsey 1981).  

2. Abraham as a Figure of History. Several scholars have searched for positions which allow a 

measure of historical reality to Abraham. While accepting the literary sources as the channels of tradition, 

they have seen them as reflecting a common heritage which was handed down through different circles 

and so developed different emphases. This explains the nature of such apparently duplicate stories as 

Abraham‘s twice concealing Sarah‘s status (Gen 12:11–20; 20:2–18). W. F. Albright and E. A. Speiser 

were notable exponents of this position, constantly drawing on ancient Near Eastern sources, textual and 

material, to clarify the patriarch‘s ancient context. Albright claimed the Abraham stories fitted so well 

into the caravan society that he reconstructed for the 20th century B.C. ―that there can be little doubt about 

their substantial historicity‖ (1973: 10). Textual and material sources included the cuneiform tablets from 

Mari and Nuzi and occupational evidence from Palestine. The Nuzi archives were thought to have yielded 

particularly striking analogies to family practices in the stories (see Speiser Genesis AB). These 

comparisons were widely accepted as signs of the antiquity of the narratives, and therefore as support for 

the contention that they reflected historical events. Even scholars who held firmly to the literary analyses 

took these parallels as illlumination of the original settings of the traditions (e.g., EHI). In 1974 and 1975 

T. L. Thompson and J. Van Seters published sharp and extensive attacks on the views Albright had 

fostered, Thompson urging a return to the position of Wellhausen, and van Seters arguing that the stories 

belonged to exilic times (Thompson 1974; Van Seters 1975). The impact of these studies was great. They 

showed clearly that there were faults of logic and interpretation in the use made of the Nuzi and other 

texts, and put serious doubt on the hypothesis of an Amorite ―invasion‖ of Palestine about 2000 B.C. In 

several cases, they pointed to other parallels from the 1st millennium B.C. which seemed equally good, 

thus showing that comparisons could not establish an earlier date for the patriarchal stories. For many OT 

scholars the arguments of Thompson and Van Seters reinforced the primacy of the literary analysis of 

Genesis and its subsequent developments, allowing attention to be paid to the narratives as ―stories‖ rather 

than to questions of historicity.  



Inevitably, there have been reactions from a variety of scholars who wish to sustain the value of 

comparisons with texts from the 2d millennium B.C. These include an important study of the Nuzi 

material by M. J. Selman (1976) and investigations of the Mari texts in relation to nomadism by J. T. 

Luke (1965) and V. H. Matthews (1978). Equally important, however, are considerations of the methods 

appropriate for studying the Abraham narratives, and these will be discussed in the remainder of this 

article, with examples as appropriate.  

C. Abraham—A Contextual Approach  

When the literary criticism of the Old Testament was elaborated in the 19th century in conjunction with 

theories of the evolution of Israelite society and religion, the ancient Near East was hardly known. With 

increasing discoveries came the possibility of checking the strength of those hypotheses against the 

information ancient records and objects provide. Were Genesis a newly recovered ancient manuscript, it is 

doubtful that these hypotheses would be given priority in evaluating the text. A literary analysis is one 

approach to understanding the text, but it is an approach that should be followed beside others and 

deserves no preferential status.  

The current analysis is unsatisfactory because it cannot be demonstrated to work for any other ancient 

composition. Changes can be traced between copies of ancient texts made at different periods only when 

both the earlier and the later manuscript are physically available (e.g., the Four Gospels and Tatian‘s 

Diatessaron). Moreover, the presuppositions of the usual literary analysis do not sustain themselves in the 

light of ancient scribal practices, for they require a very precise consistency on the part of redactors and 

copyists. Ancient scribes were not so hide-bound. Rather, the Abraham narratives should be judged in 

their contexts. They have two contexts. The first is the biblical one. Historically this sets Abraham long 

before Joseph and Moses, in current terms about 2000 B.C. (Bimson 1983: 86). Sociologically it places 

Abraham in the context of a seminomadic culture not controlled by the Mosaic laws, moving in a Canaan 

of city-states. Religiously it puts Abraham before the cultic laws of Moses, aware of God‘s uniqueness 

and righteousness, yet also of others who worshipped him, such as Melchizedek. To an ancient reader, 

there was no doubt that Abraham, who lived many years before the rise of the Israelite monarchy, was the 

ancestor of Israel, a position which carried with it the promise of the land of Canaan and of God‘s 

covenant blessing. That is the biblical context and it should not be disregarded (see Goldingay 1983). The 

detection of apparently duplicate or contradictory elements in the narratives, and of episodes hard to 

explain, is not sufficient reason for assuming the presence of variant or disparate traditions, nor are 

anachronisms necessarily a sign of composition long after the events described took place. These 

questions can only be considered when the narratives are set in their second context, the ancient Near 

Eastern world, at the period the biblical context indicates. Only if it proves impossible to fit them into that 

context should another be sought.  

1. Abraham the Ancestor. Although Abraham‘s biography is unique among ancient texts, its role in 

recording his ancestral place is not. Other states emerging about 1000 B.C., like Israel, bore the names of 

eponymous ancestors (e.g., Aramean Bit Bahyan, Bit Agush). Some traced their royal lines back to the 

Late Bronze Age, and many of the states destroyed at the end of that period had dynasties reaching back 

over several centuries to founders early in the Middle Bronze Age (e.g., Ugarit). Assyria, which managed 

to survive the crisis at the start of the 1st millennium B.C., listed her kings back to that time, and even 

before, to the days when they lived in tents. In this context, the possibility of Israel preserving knowledge 

of her descent is real (cf. Wiseman 1983: 153–58). States or tribes named after ancestors are also attested 

in the 2d millennium B.C. (e.g., Kassite tribes, RLA 5: 464–73). Dynastic lineages are known because 

kings were involved. Other families preserved their lines, too, as lawsuits about properties reveal (in 

Egypt, Gaballa 1977; in Babylonia, King 1912: no. 3), but they had little cause to write comprehensive 

lists. Israel‘s descent from Abraham, the grandfather of her national eponym, is comparable inasmuch as 

he received the original promise of the land of Canaan. The ancient King Lists rarely incorporate 

anecdotal information (e.g., Sumerian King List, Assyrian King List; see ANET, 265, 564). However, 

ancient accounts of the deeds of heroes are not wholly dissimilar. Sargon of Akkad (ca. 2334–2279 B.C.), 

a king whose existence was denied when his story was first translated, is firmly placed in histories as the 



first Semitic emperor, well attested by copies of his own inscriptions made five centuries after his death, 

and by the records of his sons. Stories about Sargon were popular about 1700 B.C., and are included 

among the sources of information for his reign from which modern historians reconstruct his career. Other 

kings have left their own contemporary autobiographies (e.g., Idrimi of Alalakh, ANET, 557). All of these 

ancient texts convey factual information in the style and form considered appropriate by their authors. The 

analyses of their forms is part of their proper study. Finding a biography in an ancient Near Eastern 

document that combined concepts drawn from the family-tree form and from narratives about leaders, 

such as Genesis contains, preserved over centuries, would not lead scholars to assume the long processes 

of collecting, shaping, revising and editing normally alleged for the stories of Abraham.  

2. Abraham’s Career and Life-style. Journeys between Babylonia and the Levant were certainly made 

in the period 2100–1600 B.C. Kings of Ur had links with north Syrian cities and Byblos ca. 2050 B.C., and 

in Babylonia goods were traded with Turkey and Cyprus ca. 1700 B.C. A detailed itinerary survives for a 

military expedition from Larsa in southern Babylonia to Emar on the middle Euphrates, and others trace 

the route from Assyria to central Turkey. If Abraham was linked with the Amorites, as W. F. Albright 

argued, evidence that the Amorites moved from Upper Mesopotamia southward during the centuries 

around 2000 B.C. cannot invalidate the report of Abraham‘s journey in the opposite direction, as some 

have jejunely asserted (e.g., van Seters 1975: 23). Where the identifications are fixed and adequate 

explorations have been made, the towns Abraham visited—Ur, Haran, Shechem, Bethel, Salem (if 

Jerusalem), Hebron—appear to have been occupied about 2000 B.C. (Middle Bronze I; for a summary of 

archaeological material, see IJH, 70–148). Gerar remains unidentified, nor is there positive evidence for 

identifying the site now called Tel Beer-sheba with the Beer-sheba of Genesis (Millard 1983: 50). Genesis 

presents Abraham as a tent dweller, not living in an urban environment after he left Haran (cf. Heb 11:9).  

Extensive archives from Mari, ca. 1800 B.C., illustrate the life of seminomadic tribesmen in relationship 

with that and other towns (see MARI LETTERS). General similarities as well as specific parallels (e.g., 

treaties between city rulers and tribes) can be seen with respect to Genesis. Some tribes were wealthy and 

their chieftains powerful men. When they trekked from one pasturage to another, their passage was 

marked and reported to the king of Mari. Town dwellers and steppe dwellers lived in dependence on each 

other.  

In Canaan, Abraham had sheep and donkeys like the Mari tribes, and cattle as well. This difference does 

not disqualify the comparison (pace van Seters 1975: 16), for the Egyptian Sinuhe owned herds of cattle 

during his stay in the Levant about 1930 B.C. Like Abraham, Sinuhe spent some of his life in tents, and 

acquired wealth and high standing among the local people (ANET, 18–22; note that copies of this story 

were being made as early as 1800 B.C.). To strike camp and migrate for food was the practice of 

―Asiatics‖ within reach of Egypt, so much so that a wall or line of forts had to be built to control their 

influx (ca. 1980 B.C., see ANET, 446). The story of Sinuhe relates that the hero met several Egyptians in 

the Levant at this time (ANET, 18–22); the painting from a tomb at Beni Hasan depicts a party of 37 

―Asiatics‖ (ANEP, 3), and excavations have revealed a Middle Bronze Age settlement in the Delta with a 

strong Palestinian presence (Bietak 1979). Military contingents brought together in coalitions traveled 

over great distances to face rebellious or threatening tribes, as in the affair of Genesis 14 (see below C5). 

In an era of petty kings, interstate rivalry was common and raids by hostile powers a threat to any 

settlement. To meet the persistent military threat, many cities throughout the Near East were strongly 

fortified during the Middle Bronze Age; fortification provided well-built gateways in which citizens could 

congregate (Gen 23:10, 18).  

Disputes arose over grazing rights and water supplies. Abraham‘s pact at Gerar is typical, the agreement 

duly solemnized with an oath and offering of lambs. Abraham was a resident alien (gēr), not a citizen 

(Gen 15:13; 23:4). Concern for the continuing family was normal. Marriage agreements of the time have 

clauses allowing for the provision of an heir by a slave girl should the wife prove barren (ANET, 543, no. 

4; cf. Selman 1976:127–29). The line was also maintained through proper care of the dead, which 

involved regular ceremonies in Babylonia (see DEAD, CULT OF). Burial in the cave at Machpelah gave 

Abraham‘s family a focus which was valuable when they had no settled dwelling (cf., the expression in 



Gen 47:30). Comparisons made between Abraham‘s purchase of the cave reported in Genesis 23 and 

Hittite laws (Lehmann 1953) are now seen to be misleading (Hoffner 1969: 33–37). However, the report 

is not a transcript of a contract, and so cannot be tied in time to the ―dialogue document‖ style fashionable 

in Babylonia from the 7th to 5th centuries B.C., as Van Seters and others have argued (Van Seters 1975: 

98–100), and at least one Babylonian deed settling property rights survives in dialogue form from early in 

the 2 millennium B.C. (Kitchen 1977: 71 gives the reference).  

3. Abraham’s Names. Abram, ―the father is exalted,‖ is a name of common form, although no example 

of it is found in the West Semitic onomasticon of the early 2d millennium B.C. The replacement, 

Abraham, is given the meaning ―father of a multitude‖ (Gen 17:5). That may be a popular etymology or a 

play on current forms of the name ―Abram‖ in local dialects for the didactic purpose of the context, the 

inserted h having analogies in other West Semitic languages. The name ―Aburahana‖ is found in the 

Egyptian Execration Texts of the 19th century B.C. (m and n readily interchange in Egyptian transcriptions 

of Semitic names [EHI, 197–98]). Genesis introduces the longer name as part of the covenant God made 

with Abram, so the new name confirmed God‘s control and marked a stage in the Patriarch‘s career (see 

Wiseman 1983: 158–60). No other person in the OT bears the names ―Abram‖ or ―Abraham‖ (or ―Isaac‖ 

or ―Jacob‖); apparently they were names which held a special place in Hebrew tradition (like the names 

―David‖ and ―Solomon‖).  

4. Abraham’s Faith. A monotheistic faith followed about 2000 B.C. is, so far as current sources reveal, 

unique, and therefore uncomfortable for the historian and accordingly reckoned unlikely and treated as a 

retrojection from much later times. The history of religions undermines that stance; the astonishing impact 

of Akhenaten‘s ―heresy‖ and the explosion of Islam demonstrate the role a single man‘s vision may play, 

both imposing a monotheism upon a polytheistic society. Abraham‘s faith, quietly held and handed down 

in his family until its formulation under Moses, is equally credible.  

Contextual research helps a little. Further study has traced the ―gods of the fathers‖ concept far beyond 

Alt‘s Nabatean inscriptions to the early 2d millennium B.C., when the term referred to named deities, and 

the god El could be known as Il-aba ―El is father‖ (Lambert 1981). Discussion of the various names and 

epithets for God in the Abraham narratives continues, revolving around the question whether they all refer 

to one deity or not (see Cross 1973; Wenham 1983). Some ancient texts which apply one or two of these 

epithets to separate gods (e.g., the pair ˒l ―God‖ and ˓lywn ―Most High,‖ in an 8th-century Aramaic treaty, 

ANET, 659), may reflect later or different traditions; the religious patterns of the ancient Levant are so 

varied that it is dangerous to harmonize details from one time and place with those from another. The OT 

seems to equivocate over the antiquity of the divine name yhwh. Despite Exod 6:3, the Abraham 

narratives include the name often. Apart from the (unacceptable) documentary analysis, explanations 

range from retrojection of a (post-) Mosaic editor to explanations of Exod 6:3 allowing the name to be 

known to Abraham, but not its significance (see Wenham 1983:189–93). The latter opinion may find a 

partial analogy in the development of the Egyptian word aten from ―sun disk‖ to the name of the supreme 

deity (Gardiner 1961: 216–18). However, the absence of the divine name as an indubitable element in any 

pre-Mosaic personal name should not be overlooked. Abraham naturally had a similar religious language 

to those around him, with animal sacrifices, altars, and gifts to his God after a victory. He found in 

Melchizedek another whose worship he could share, just as Moses found Jethro (Gen 14; Exod 2:15–22; 

8), yet he never otherwise joined the cults of Canaan.  

5. Objections to a 2d Millennium Context. a. Anachronisms. The texts about Sargon of Akkad are 

pertinent to the question of anachronisms in the Abraham stories. In those texts, Sargon is said to have 

campaigned to Turkey in aid of Mesopotamian merchants oppressed there. Documents from Kanesh in 

central Turkey attest to the activities of Assyrian merchants in the 19th century B.C., but not much earlier. 

Therefore the mention of Kanesh in texts about Sargon and his dynasty is considered anachronistic. At the 

same time, the incidents those texts report are treated as basically authentic and historically valuable 

(Grayson and Sollberger 1976: 108). The anachronism does not affect the sense of the narrative. In this 

light, the problem of the Philistines in Gen 21:32, 34 may be viewed as minimal. Naming a place after a 

people whose presence is only attested there six or seven centuries later than the setting of the story need 



not falsify it. A scribe may have replaced an outdated name, or people of the Philistine group may have 

resided in the area long before their name is found in other written sources. Certainly some pottery 

entered Palestine in the Middle Bronze Age from Cyprus, the region whence the Philistines came (Amiran 

1969: 121–23). A similar position can be adopted with regard to the commonly cited objection of 

Abraham‘s camels. Although the camel did not come into general use in the Near East until after 1200 

B.C., a few signs of its use earlier in the 2d millennium B.C. have been found (see CAMEL). It is as logical 

to treat the passages in Gen 12:16; 24 as valuable evidence for the presence of camels at that time as to 

view them as anachronistic. Contrariwise, the absence of horses from the Abraham narratives is to be 

noted, for horses could be a sign of wealth in the places where he lived (cf. 1 Kgs 4:26); horses are 

unmentioned in the list of Job‘s wealth (Job 1:3). Ancient Near Eastern sources show clearly that horses 

were known in the 3d millennium B.C., but only began to be widely used in the mid-2d millennium B.C., 

that is, after the period of Abraham‘s lifetime as envisaged here (Millard 1983: 43). Comparisons may be 

made also with information concerning iron working. A Hittite text tells how King Anitta (ca. 1725 B.C.) 

received an iron chair from his defeated foe. Recent research dates the tablet about 1600 B.C., yet iron 

only came into general use in the Near East when the Bronze Age ended and the Iron Age began, ca. 1200 

B.C. Were the Anitta text preserved in a copy made a millennium after his time, its iron chair would be 

dismissed as a later writer‘s anachronism. It cannot be so treated; it is one important witness to iron 

working in the Middle Bronze Age (Millard 1988). Alleged anachronisms in the Abraham narratives are 

not compelling obstacles to setting them early in the 2d millennium B.C.  

b. Absence of Evidence. Occasionally the absence of any trace of Abraham from extrabiblical sources 

is raised against belief in his existence soon after 2000 B.C. This is groundless. The proportion of 

surviving Babylonian and Egyptian documents to those once written is minute. If, for example, 

Abraham‘s treaty with Abimelech of Gerar (Genesis 21) was written, a papyrus manuscript would decay 

quickly in the ruined palace, or a clay tablet might remain, lie buried undamaged, awaiting the spade of an 

excavator who located Gerar (a problem!), happened upon the palace, and cleared the right room. If 

Abimelech‘s dynasty lasted several generations, old documents might have been discarded, the treaty with 

them. Egyptian state records are almost nonexistent owing to the perishability of papyrus, so no evidence 

for Abraham can be expected there.  

Abraham‘s encounter with the kings of the east (Genesis 14) links the patriarch with international 

history, but regrettably, the kings of Elam, Shinar, Ellasar, and the nations have not been convincingly 

identified. R. de Vaux stated that ―it is historically impossible for these five sites south of the Dead Sea to 

have at one time during the second millennium been the vassals of Elam, and that Elam never was at the 

head of a coalition uniting the four great near eastern powers of that period‖ (EHI, 219). Consequently, 

the account is explained as a literary invention of the exilic period (Astour 1966; Emerton 1971). At that 

date, its author would either be imagining a situation unlike any within his experience, or weaving a story 

around old traditions. If the former is true, he was surprisingly successful in constructing a scenario 

appropriate for the early 2d millennium B.C.; if the latter, then it is a matter of preference which 

components of the chapter are assumed to stem from earlier times. Yet the chapter may still be viewed as 

an account of events about 2000 B.C., as K. A. Kitchen has demonstrated (Kitchen 1977: 72 with 

references). A coalition of kings from Elam, Mesopotamia, and Turkey fits well into that time. To rule it 

―unhistorical‖ is to claim a far more detailed knowledge of the history of the age than anyone possesses. 

The span of the events is only fifteen years, and what is known shows how rapidly the political picture 

could change. Current inability to identify the royal names with recorded kings is frustrating; scribal error 

is an explanation of last resort; ignorance is the likelier reason, and as continuing discoveries make known 

more city-states and their rulers, clarification may emerge. (One may compare the amount of information 

derivable from the Ebla archives for the period about 2300 B.C. with the little available for the city‘s 

history over the next five hundred years.) Gen 14:13 terms Abram ―the Hebrew.‖ This epithet is 

appropriate in this context, where kings are defined by the states they ruled, for Abram had no state or 

fatherland. ―Hebrew‖ denoted exactly that circumstance in the Middle Bronze Age (Buccellati 1977).  

D. Duplicate Narratives  



A major argument for the common literary analysis of the Abraham narratives, and for the merging of 

separate lines of tradition, is the presence of ―duplicate‖ accounts of some events. Abraham and Isaac 

clashed with Abimelech of Gerar, and each represented his wife as his sister, an action Abraham had 

previously taken in Egypt (Gen 12:10–20; 20; 26). These three stories are interpreted as variations of one 

original in separate circles. That so strange a tale should have so secure a place in national memory 

demands a persuasive explanation, whatever weight is attached to it. In the ancient Near East, kings 

frequently gave their sisters or daughters in marriage to other rulers to cement alliances and demonstrate 

goodwill (examples abound throughout the 2d millennium B.C.). The actions of Abraham and Isaac may 

be better understood in this context, neither man having unmarried female relatives to hand. That they 

were afraid may reflect immediate pressures. For Isaac to repeat his father‘s procedure at Gerar is more 

intelligible as part of a well-established practice of renewing treaties with each generation than as a 

literary repetition (Hoffmeier fc.).  

Abraham and Isaac both had trouble with the men of Gerar over water rights at Beer-sheba. Again, the 

narratives are counted as duplicates of a single tradition (Speiser Genesis 202), and again two different 

episodes in the lives of a father and son living in the same area is as reasonable an explanation in the 

ancient context. One king might confront and defeat an enemy, the same king or his son having to repeat 

the action (e.g., Ramesses II and the Hittites, Kitchen 1982 passim). The naming of the wells at 

Beersheba, usually labeled contradictory, is also open to a straightforward interpretation in the light of 

Hebrew syntax which removes the conflict (NBD, 128).  

E. Conclusion  

To place Abraham at the beginning of the 2d millennium B.C. is, therefore, sustainable. While the 

extrabiblical information is not all limited to that era, for much of ancient life followed similar lines for 

centuries, and does not demand such a date, it certainly allows it, in accord with the biblical data. The 

advantage this brings is the possibility that Abraham was a real person whose life story, however handed 

down, has been preserved reliably. This is important for all who take biblical teaching about faith 

seriously. Faith is informed, not blind. God called Abraham with a promise and showed his faithfulness to 

him and his descendants. Abraham obeyed that call and experienced that faithfulness. Without Abraham, 

a major block in the foundations of both Judaism and Christianity is lost; a fictional Abraham might 

incorporate and illustrate communal beliefs, but could supply no rational evidence for faith because any 

other community could invent a totally different figure (and communal belief can be very wrong, as the 

fates of many ―witches‖ recall). Inasmuch as the Bible claims uniqueness, and the absolute of divine 

revelation, the Abraham narratives deserve a positive, respectful approach; any other risks destroying any 

evidence they afford.  
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A. R. MILLARD  

ABRAHAM, APOCALYPSE OF. A midrash based on the text of Genesis 15 presented in the 

form of revelation. The title of the book is preserved only in manuscript S (Codex Silvester), where it runs 

as follows: ―The Book of the Revelation of Abraham, son of Terah, son of Nahor, son of Serug, son of 

Arphaxad, son of Shem, son of Noah, son of Lamech, son of Methusaleh, son of Enoch, son of Jared.‖  

A. Contents  

The main subject of the book is the election of Abraham and the covenant between God and Abraham 

and his descendants. Chapters 1–8 tell about the call of Abraham out of the midst of idolaters. After a 

deep reflection on the various forms of their idolatry, Abraham wants to know the true God who created 

the universe. God then appears to him in the form of fire and commands him to leave the home of his 

father Terah and to sacrifice a heifer, a she-goat, a ram, a turtledove, and a pigeon (Genesis 15) on the 

high mountain. Chapters 9–32 describe Abraham‘s journey to the mount of Horeb, the offering of the 

sacrifice, and the visions imparted to him. Abraham sees, among other things, the seven sins of the world 

(24:3–25:2) and the destruction of the Temple in Jerusalem (27:1–12). God announces to him the 

punishment of the Gentiles and of the sinners belonging to the people of Israel (chap. 29). The vision of 

the ―man going out from the left, the heathen side‖ (29:4) foretells the test of the people of God in the last 

days of this age. Before the age of justice, God will afflict ―all earthly creation‖ with ten plagues (29:15, 

30:2–8) and afterward send his Elect One, who will summon the people of God (31:1). Sinners will be 

punished and the righteous will triumph forever (chap. 32).  

B. The Text  

The Apocalypse of Abraham (Apoc. Ab.) is preserved only in Old Church Slavonic translation. 

According to common opinion, it was translated from Greek around A.D. 900 in Bulgaria, although 

translation from a Semitic original cannot be excluded (see below). The Old Church Slavonic copies of 

the text were very soon transferred, probably by monks, from Bulgaria to Russia and there diffused within 

some centuries in different transcripts. This fact explains why the present text of the book is influenced by 

the old Russian language. All nine extant manuscripts containing this pseudepigraphon are preserved in 

the museums and the libraries of the U.S.S.R. The oldest manuscript is the Codex Silvester (14th century), 

which is characterized by many omissions owing mostly to inadvertance of the copyists; the text itself is 

incomplete. The best text is preserved in manuscript B, which belongs to the Synodal Paleja Tolkovaja 



(Sin 211, Gosudarstvennyj Istoričeskij Muzej 869, fols. 76–90, Moscow) and dates to the 16th century 

(see Philonenko-Sayer and Philonenko 1981; Rubinkiewicz 1977; 1987).  

C. The Integrity of the Text  

Most critics distinguish two parts in the Apocalypse of Abraham: the haggadic section (chaps. 1–8) and 

the apocalyptic section (chaps. 9–32). The two sections were probably written by different authors. Later, 

the two documents were most likely joined together into a single work. It seems, however, that only 

chapter 7 did not belong to the original text of the pseudepigraphon, and maybe also chapter 23 (the 

description of the sin of Adam and Eve, which undoubtedly reflects Jewish sources; the chapter could 

have been introduced into the Apocalypse of Abraham from another pseudepigraphon). A special problem 

is presented by Apoc. Ab. 29:4–13. Generally one assumes that the Man ―going out from the left, the 

heathen side‖ (29:4), worshipped by the great crowd of the heathen, and insulted by some of the people of 

Israel, represents the figure of Jesus. Therefore, some critics claim that this passage is a Christian 

interpolation (ANRW 2/19/1: 137–51) or that it could be a ―Jewish view of Jesus as an apostle to the 

heathen‖ (EncJud 1: 125–27). However, an exact analysis of the vision in Apoc. Ab. 29:4–13 proves that 

it must be original, and that it ―has little in common with a Christian view of Jesus but recalls the beast in 

Rev 13:1–4‖ (Hall 1988). The heathen man may be identified as the Roman emperor. Only ―the phrase 

identifying the man who is worshiped as a child of Abraham (29:9b) must be understood as a gloss, 

probably by a Christian interpolator who found Christ in the author‘s ‗antichrist‘ ‖ (Hall 1988).  

In addition to these three passages, we may note some glosses, perhaps because of the Bogomil editor 

(ANRW 2/19/1: 137–51; Rubinkiewicz 1987; contrary Philonenko-Sayar and Philonenko 1981). The very 

strange statement that Abraham‘s issue are ―the people (associated) with Azazel‖ must be understood in 

the light of the gloss ―ljudii s Azazilomû sii sout‖ (22:5), ―this is the people with Azazel,‖ found in one of 

the manuscripts in the correct form. In the other manuscripts it is slightly different and incorporated into 

the main phrase. This fact explains the strange association of Azazel with the people of God and is in the 

spirit of the medieval slavonic sect of the Bogomils.  

D. Original Language  

The original language of the Apocalypse of Abraham was undoubtedly Semitic, either Aramaic or 

Hebrew. Many Semitisms are found in the text which cannot be explained simply by the influence of 

Septuagintal style. For example, Apoc. Ab. uses the positive instead of the comparative, indicating a 

Semitic original. The awkward Slavonic construction ―heavy of (a big stone)‖ (1:5) renders Semitic kbd 

mn, which should be interpreted ―heavier than (a big stone).‖ Also, prepositions are sometimes used 

according to Hebrew rather than Slavonic syntax (e.g., 8:4; 12:10; see Rubinkiewicz 1980).  

E. Date and Origin  

The Apocalypse of Abraham was written after A.D. 70, as is evident from its reference to the destruction 

of the Temple. If one assumes that plagues 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, (Apoc. Ab. 30:4–8) refer to the events from A.D. 

69 and 70, and that plagues 2, 4, 6, 8, 10 (Apoc. Ab. 30:4–8) refer to the eruption of Vesuvius in A.D. 79, 

then it may be surmised that the text was composed between A.D. 79–81. This opinion is reinforced by the 

symbolic interpretation of the haggadic material found in Apoc. Ab. 1–6 (the idols symbolize the hostile 

kingdoms and kings: Marumat = Rome, Barisat = Babylon, [Su]zuch = Persia, ―five other gods‖ = Galba, 

Otho, Vitellius, Vespasian, and Titus), but this explanation must remain hypothetical (see Rubinkiewicz 

1982).  

The author of Apoc. Ab. belonged to the priestly environment. Some doctrinal affinities of the text with 

the Qumran writings—e.g., the opinion regarding the High Priest in the Temple, the liturgical milieu of 

the pseudepigraphon concentrated around the Feast of Tabernacles as the Feast of the renewal of the 

Covenant, and predeterminism contained in the text of this work—show at least some dependency on 

Essene doctrine. Despite these similarities, there is no convincing argument that the author of Apoc. Ab. 

was an Essene. The views expressed in the pseudepigraphon correspond equally well to the concepts 

represented by the priestly environment of Palestine in general, not just the Essene environment.  

F. Theology  



God is eternal (9:3) and He is the God who protects Abraham and his issue (9:4). He has created the 

universe, has elected Israel, has called her ―my people‖ (22:5; 31:1), and will give her the victory over her 

enemies (31:1–2).  

Angelology plays an important part in the pseudepigraphon. The most eminent person is the angel of 

God, Iaoel. His features resemble certain features of the Angel of God in Exod 23:20–23. His 

fundamental role is to protect and fortify Abraham (10:3). The chief of the fallen angels is Azazel (13:7). 

His power is on the earth (13:7–8; 14:6), but it is not unlimited; for example, Azazel has no power over 

the just (13:10).  

The world is divided into two parts: (1) the land and the garden of Eden, and (2) the upper and lower 

waters. In the same way, mankind is divided into the people of God (Israel) and the Gentiles (21:3–7). 

However, there is no ontological dualism in Apoc. Ab. The world created by God is good (22:2). There is 

no other God except that one for whom Abraham searched and who is beloved (19:3). There is evil in the 

world, but it is not unavoidable. God has full control over the development of events and does not allow 

the body of the just man to fall under the control of Azazel (13:10). Azazel is wrong if he thinks that he 

may scoff at justice and disclose the secrets of heaven (14:4). He will be punished and banished to the 

desert, where he will remain forever (14:5).  

The age of wickedness will consist of ―twelve periods‖ (29:2). After this age comes the last judgment, 

preceded by the redemption of the righteous. First, however, ten plagues will affect all the world (29:15; 

30:2–8). Then God will send his ―Elect One‖ (31:1) and will gather the dispersed people of God. At this 

time, the Gentiles who oppressed Israel will be punished (31:2) and the apostates will be burned by the 

fire of Azazel‘s tongue (31:6). The Temple will be rebuilt and the cult restored (29:17–18). There is no 

explicit doctrine of the resurrection in the pseudepigraphon. However, this idea may be suggested by the 

symbol of the dew (19:4) and by the conviction expressed in 13:10 that the body of the just will not 

belong to Azazel. This may be connected with the exegesis of Ps 16:10, a Psalm utilized by Christians to 

prove the resurrection of Jesus (Acts 2:27).  

G. The Apocalypse of Abraham and the Bible  

The books of Genesis and Ezekiel play fundamental roles in Apoc. Ab. The author begins his work with 

an allusion to Gen 20:13, adduced in light of targumic exegesis, and closes with reference to Gen 15:13–

16 (Apoc. Ab. 32:1–3). Apoc. Ab. 8:4 and 9:1–4 reflect the expression contained in Gen 12:1 and 15:1 

seen in the light of Ps 22:2–3 and Deut 33:29. The author quotes Gen 15:9 (Apoc. Ab. 9:5) and employs 

the image of Gen 15:17a (Apoc. Ab. 15:1). The text of Apoc. Ab. 20:4 reminds one of Gen 18:27 and that 

of Apoc. Ab. 20:6 alludes to Gen 18:30. Apoc. Ab. 18–19 is based on Ezekiel 1, 10. Abraham sees four 

living creatures (Apoc. Ab. 18:3–12; cf. Ezek 3:12–13), the throne (Apoc. Ab. 18:3; cf. Ezek 1:26), and the 

Divine Chariot (Apoc. Ab. 18:12; cf. Ezekiel 1, 10).  

There is no direct relation between the Apocalypse of Abraham and the NT. There are nonetheless many 

parallel expressions which show that the authors drew from the same tradition (for example, Apoc. Ab. 

13:3–14 and Matt 4:1–11 par; Apoc. Ab. 9:5–8; 12:1–10 and Gal 4:21–31; Apoc. Ab. 18:11 and Rev 5:9; 

see Rubinkiewicz 1987).  

H. The Apocalypse of Abraham and the Pseudepigrapha  

The author of Apoc. Ab. follows the tradition of 1 Enoch 1–36. The chief of the fallen angels is Azazel 

who rules over the stars and the main part of humanity. It is easy to find here the tradition of Gen 6:1–4 

developed in 1 Enoch. Azazel rebelled against God and, together with the other angels, united sexually 

with the daughters of men. He disclosed the secrets of heaven and caused great misfortune on earth. 

Therefore, he was expelled to the desert. Abraham, like Enoch, receives the power to tame Satan (Apoc. 

Ab. 14:3; 1 En. 14:3). The tradition of 1 Enoch 10 about Azazel underlying Apoc. Ab. 13–14 permits us to 

understand better the difficult text of Matt 22:11–14 (see Rubinkiewicz 1984).  

The Apocalypse of Abraham, with its Palestinian origin, early date of composition, common tradition 

with 1 Enoch, and connections with NT writings, finds a place for itself among the most significant works 

of the Jewish world in the 1st century A.D.  
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RYSZARD RUBINKIEWICZ  

ABRAHAM, TESTAMENT OF. Although titled a ―testament‖ in many of the extant manuscripts, 

the Testament of Abraham exhibits few of the traits of that genre. Abraham is instructed to make a 

testament in preparation for his death, but he neither relates his own personal history in order to instruct 

his descendants, nor imparts ethical advice to those who have gathered at his bedside. The ―Testament‖ of 

Abraham is more closely related to the apocalyptic dramas, the descriptions of otherworldly journeys, and 

the legends about the death of Moses, which circulated widely in the Hellenistic and Roman periods, than 

it is to the other testamentary literature. The ―Testament‖ focuses on the inevitability of death, God‘s just 

and merciful judgment (in contrast to Abraham‘s quick condemnation of sinners), and the fate of souls 

after death. The figure of Abraham bears some resemblance to the biblical character in that he is presented 

as hospitable and righteous, but he is also seen in the story as disobedient (refusing to go with God‘s 

appointed messengers) and self-righteous (condemning nearly everyone that he sees during his heavenly 

journey).  

The work survives in two distinct Greek recensions, a longer version (A) and a shorter version (B). The 

two recensions probably derive from a common source, but neither is directly dependent on the other. 

Whereas the long version is thought to preserve the more original contents and order, the short version 

often preserves earlier wording and simpler vocabulary (James 1892: 49; Nickelsburg 1976: 85–93).  

The story contains two parallel and symmetrical divisions: In the first part, Michael is sent by God to 

retrieve Abraham‘s soul (chaps. 1–15); in the second part, Death is sent to complete the task (chaps. 16–

20; Nickelsburg 1984: 61). In part one, Abraham receives the visitor Michael with great hospitality, but 

after he discovers why Michael has come, he refuses to die (A2–7; B = Abraham tries to postpone death). 

Michael continues to try to persuade Abraham to obey God‘s will, but Abraham instead strikes a bargain 

with Michael that would allow him to see all the inhabited world before he dies (A8–9; B = ―all God‘s 

creation‖). During the journey, Abraham is repulsed by the wickedness that he sees, and he immediately 

calls for the death of the sinners (A10). God orders the tour to stop before Abraham condemns everyone; 

he then instructs Michael to take Abraham to the place where Abel is carefully weighing the deeds of the 

dead so that Abraham can see God‘s compassionate judgment (A11–13). God‘s merciful treatment of the 

souls persuades Abraham to pray on behalf of those he had condemned during his journey (A14).  

Although Michael has fulfilled his part of the bargain, Abraham still refuses to die. Michael then returns 

to heaven and God sends Death to reclaim Abraham‘s soul (A15–16). Death attempts to frighten Abraham 

by showing him all manner of gruesome deaths (A17), and then tries to persuade him that a swift death is 

something to be sought because such a death precludes any further punishment (A17–19). Abraham still 

is reluctant to die; finally he is tricked by Death, and dies. The story concludes with the angels taking 

Abraham‘s soul to heaven (A20).  

Aside from the minor differences mentioned in the summary, the longer and shorter recensions differ in 

two major ways: (1) the shorter recension places the judgment scene before the tour of the world; and (2) 

the judgment scene in the shorter recension is much less fully developed.  



The two recensions are preserved in approximately thirty Greek MSS ranging from the 13th to the 17th 

century (for a full list, cf. Schmidt 1986: 1–3; Denis 1970: 32–33). The noteworthy other languages are 

Coptic (which generally follows B, but some elements resemble A; cf. Sparks‘ introduction to Turner 

1984: 393), Ethiopic (based on the Coptic; cf. HJP² 3/2: 765), Arabic (also based on the Coptic), 

Roumanian (cf. Turdeanu 1981: 201–18, 440), and Slavonic (follows B; cf. Turdeanu 1981: 201–18, 

440).  

Scholars such as Ginzberg and Kohler argued for a Hebrew original for the work, but the consensus 

today is that the longer version of the Testament was composed in Septuagintal, or Semitic, Greek (cf. 

OTP 1: 873; Delcor 1973: 32–34). This position is strengthened by the close vocabulary parallels between 

the long recension and other books such as the Wisdom of Solomon and 2,3,4 Maccabees, which were 

clearly composed in Greek. The shorter version can easily be retroverted to Hebrew, but as Sanders notes, 

the Hebrew that results is a classical biblical prose style, not the Hebrew of the Greco-Roman period as 

evidenced by the Dead Sea Scrolls and early rabbinic literature (OTP 1: 873). It is therefore likely, though 

still not settled, that the shorter recension was also composed in Greek (cf. Schmidt 1986).  

There are no historical allusions in the Testament. Thus estimates of the date of composition have 

ranged from the 2d century B.C.E. up to the 6th century C.E. (for the final form of the long recension), 

although most scholars regard the 1st century B.C.E. or 1st century C.E. as the most likely (OTP 1: 874; 

Schmidt; Delcor: 73–77; Collins: 226; Denis 1970: 36).  

An Egyptian provenience for the Testament has been widely accepted (OTP 1: 875; Collins: 226; Denis 

1970: 36; Nickelsburg 1984: 63). Cited in its favor are the similarities in vocabulary between the 

Testament and other works thought to derive from Egyptian Jewry (3 Maccabees, Testament of Job, 3 

Baruch), the balancing of deeds (weighing of souls; chaps. A11–13), the three levels of judgment (which 

may reflect the three levels of jurisdiction in Roman Egypt; cf. Sanders: 875; Delcor: 18), and the 

portrayal of the figure of death as a heavenly courtier and servant of God (Nickelsburg 1984: 63). Schmidt 

has argued for a Palestinian provenience (see also Janssen), but he bases his claim on the doubtful 

position that the shorter recension was composed in Hebrew.  

Undoubtedly a Jewish work, the Testament (especially the longer recension) does contain a few 

Christian additions (most notably in the judgment scene; cf. HJP² 3/2: 763; Nickelsburg 1984: 63). 

Whether any identifiable group within Judaism is responsible for its composition is still debated. Kohler 

and Ginzberg suggested that the work derived from the Essenes, and that idea, in a slightly diluted form, 

has been picked up by Schmidt, who argues that the work originated from ―a popular Essenism.‖ Delcor 

(70–73) has suggested that the work may have been written by the Therapeutae, an Essenelike group, but 

Sanders has refuted this position convincingly, noting especially that Abraham is presented in the 

Testament as a city dweller whereas the Therapeutae were strictly nonurban dwellers (according to Philo), 

and that the Judaism presented in the Testament is a ―lowest-common-denominator Judaism‖ which lacks 

any sectarian attributes (OTP 1: 876; but cf. HJP² 3/2: 762).  
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JAMES R. MUELLER  

ABRAM (PERSON) [Heb ˒abrām (ַאְבָשם )]. See ABRAHAM (PERSON).  



ABRON (PLACE) [Gk abrōna (ἀβπωνα)]. A wadi along which the Assyrian general Holofernes razed 

all the cities in his western campaign during the Persian period (Jdt 2:24). However, the location of Abron 

is uncertain, and given the genre of the book of Judith, the historicity of this campaign and the ―Assyrian‖ 

general is doubtful. The campaign is set in the territory of Cilicia (Jdt 2:21–25), suggesting that Abron is 

located somewhere between the NW bend of the Euphrates and the Mediterranean Sea. The confusion is 

compounded by the textual variants (Codex Sinaiticus chebrōn; Vg mambre [2:14]), which suggest that 

some ancient translators may have located Abron in the Hebron/Mamre region of Palestine. Some 

scholars, following Movers (1835), explain Gk abrōna as a translator‘s misunderstanding of the Heb 

phrase b˓br hnhr (―beyond the river‖), designating ―east of the Euphrates River,‖ or ―Mesopotamia‖ (cf. 

Josh 24:2, 14–15). However, from the Mesopotamian point of view, this phrase designated the region, or 

an administrative district, west of the northern bend of the Euphrates River (namely, Syria-Palestine; see 

Rainey 1969). In this phrase the Heb ˓br was mistaken by the translator to be the actual name of the river. 

Others identify Abron with the Habur River (see HABOR), which joins the Euphrates 31 km NW of Dura 

(Soubigiou Judith Sainte Bible, 516).  
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MARK J. FRETZ  

ABRONAH (PLACE) [Heb ˓abrōnâ (ַףְבשָֹנה )]. An Israelite camp-site on the exodus itinerary, 

located between the stations of Jotbathah and Ezion-geber, N of the Gulf of ˓Aqaba (Num 33:34–35; see 

Deut 2:8; 10:6–7). The historical location of the site of Abronah remains uncertain, as do most of the sites 

on the wilderness itinerary (Num 33:1–49), and any proposed location of these sites presumes a 

theoretical travel route (Aharoni LBHG, 198). A modern site named both Ar ˓Ain ed-Def  yeh or Dāfiya, 

and also ˓Ein Avrona (Hebrew), located 15 km N of the Gulf of ˓Aqaba, is one identification (Rothenberg, 

et al., 1961: 89; Baly 1963: 166; see also RNAB, 114), while Aharoni and Avi-Yonah (MBA, 174) allow 

for the tenuous possibility of Elat (modern Umm Rashrash; M.R. 145884), situated on the northern shore 

of the Gulf of ˓Aqaba.  
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MARK J. FRETZ  

ABSALOM (PERSON) [Heb ˒abšālōm (ַאְבָשֹלם )]. Var. ABISHALOM.  

1. Third son of David. His mother was a foreigner, MAACAH, daughter of Talmai, king of Geshur (2 

Sam 3:3; 1 Chr 3:2). He was one of six sons born to David at Hebron by six different wives. He was at the 

center of a long-running series of troubles that David had with his sons: he killed his older brother 

AMNON and later rebelled against David himself.  

Absalom first appears in the story of Amnon‘s rape of their sister Tamar (2 Samuel 13). After the rape 

was committed, Absalom hated Amnon (13:22) with the same hatred that the latter had shown for Tamar 

(13:15–19), and he bided his time for revenge.  

After two years, Absalom was able to lure Amnon—who himself had lured his sister into a trap—as 

well as ―all the king‘s sons‖ to festivities at Baal-hazor, near Ephraim, during the time of sheepshearing 

(13:23–29). There, Absalom had Amnon killed and the brothers fled. David first mourned the death of 

Amnon, and then he mourned the absence of Absalom, who had fled to his mother‘s household in Geshur, 

where he remained for three years (13:30–39). David appears here and throughout as a noble, yet 

somewhat passive and detached hero.  

Absalom was finally brought back through the efforts of Joab, David‘s general and nephew (2 Samuel 

14). In an episode reminiscent of Nathan‘s parable that entrapped David into acknowledging his sin, Joab 

recruited a wise woman from Tekoa to masquerade as a bereaved mother whose remaining son‘s life was 



threatened. When David‘s compassion led him to intercede, she pointed out to him that Absalom‘s lot was 

the same as her son‘s. Acknowledging her point, David restored Absalom from exile, but perhaps showed 

considerable insensitivity in not allowing him to come into his presence for 2 years (14:28). At this point 

we are told of Absalom‘s great beauty (just as his sister had been beautiful) and his full head of hair (14: 

25–27). A reconciliation with his father finally was brought about after some persistence on Absalom‘s 

part (14:29–33).  

Immediately thereafter, Absalom began an active campaign of subversion against his father (15:1–12). 

Just as people had admired his great beauty (14:25), so they now admired what they saw as his great 

wisdom (15:3–6). He conspired to be made king at Hebron, his birthplace and—ironically—the place of 

his father‘s acclamation as king and early reign over Judah and all Israel. (The duration of this campaign 

is uncertain; it was likely 40 days or 4 years, and not the 40 years of the MT at 15:7; see Conroy 1978: 

106–7, n. 40.)  

In the narrative, Absalom temporarily fades into the background after 15:12; the story now focuses on 

David‘s flight to the Jordan River and his encounters with various opponents and supporters along the 

way (15:13–16:14). As the conspiracy gained supporters (15:12), David was persuaded to flee from 

Jerusalem, along with his household and warriors loyal to him (15:13–23). Among these loyal ones was 

Ittai, leader of six hundred men from Gath and one of three generals who led the climactic battle against 

Absalom (18:2). David directed the priests Abiathar and Zadok that the ark should not accompany him in 

his flight (15:24–29), a contrast with earlier attitudes toward the ark (1 Samuel 4). David also met Ziba 

and Shimei (16:1–14), foreshadowing later events unrelated to Absalom (19:17–31—Eng19:16–30).  

After David‘s departure, Absalom was able to enter Jerusalem without resistance (16:15). Ahithophel, 

David‘s respected counselor, had joined Absalom (15:12, 30–31), and he advised him to consolidate his 

position as king by taking his father‘s concubines, which Absalom did (16:20–23). He also counseled a 

selective strike that would kill only David (17:1–4). To counter Ahithophel‘s defection, David had 

enlisted one Hushai, the Archite, who then entered Absalom‘s court as a spy (15:32–37; 16:15–19). 

Hushai, acting in David‘s interests, advised a large-scale mobilization instead, and Absalom took his 

advice, prompting the rejected Ahithophel to commit suicide (17:5–14, 23). YHWH‘s hand was evident in 

this, since Ahithophel‘s advice had been good counsel (17:14)—the delay in mobilization allowed Hushai 

to send word to David about Absalom‘s plans via the two priests‘ sons Ahimaaz and Jonathan, setting the 

stage for the military confrontation (17:15–22).  

The confrontation took place across the Jordan, in the dense Forest of Ephraim in Gilead. Absalom‘s 

forces were no match for David‘s seasoned followers, and many were lost to the sword or to the forest 

(18:1–8). The narrative slows to describe the death of Absalom and its announcement to David (18:9–32). 

Absalom‘s hair had gotten caught in a tree in the dense woods, and Joab killed him, aided by ten of his 

armor-bearers. The suspense builds as David awaits word of the battle, brought by two messengers. The 

moving climax is reached abruptly, in David‘s reaction to his son‘s death and his poignant lament (18:33).  

Absalom had three sons, and a comely daughter whom he named after his sister (14:27). In light of 

18:18, it appears that his sons died early in life. If he is the Abishalom of 2 Kgs 15:2, 10, then he had 

another daughter (or granddaughter), named for his mother, Maacah (contra the OG reading of 2 Sam 

14:27b). She was the wife of Rehoboam, mother of Abijam, and (grand)mother of Asa (2 Kgs 15:2, 10, 

13; cf. 2 Chr 11:20–22). The ―Absalom‘s Monument‖ that he built to commemorate his own name due to 

his lack of heirs (2 Sam 18:18) is not the ―Absalom‘s Tomb‖ that can be seen today on the eastern slope 

of the Kidron Valley. The latter dates to a much later period.  

The story of Absalom has been seen as part of a large document known as the ―Succession Narrative‖ (2 

Samuel 9–20, 1 Kings 1–2; see Rost 1982, Whybray 1968), in which the primary concern is the struggle 

for succession to David‘s throne. However, this hypothesis fails to do justice to the appendix to 2 Samuel 

(chs. 21–24), and the evidence for the succession theme within the Absalom narrative itself (2 Samuel 13–

18 [or 20]) is meager. Thus caution should be exercised here, to avoid subordinating too much to this one 

theme (Conroy 1978: 101–5; IOTS: 266–80).  



2. The father of Mattathias, who was one of two who remained loyal to Jonathan Maccabeus when his 

army had been routed by the Syrians in 145 B.C.E. (1 Macc 11:70). This Absalom (GK Apsalōmos) also 

may have been the father of the Jonathan whom Simon Maccabeus sent on a mission to Joppe in 143 

B.C.E. (1 Macc 13:11).  

3. One of two envoys sent by the Jews to Lysias, Antiochus‘ deputy, to negotiate a peace after his defeat 

at Beth-Zur in 164 B.C.E. (GK Abessalōm; 2 Macc 11:17). The ―House of Absalom‖ is mentioned in the 

Qumran commentary on Habakkuk, and it may have been an influential, pious family in the Maccabean 

period (Goldstein 2 Maccabees AB, 410).  
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DAVID M. HOWARD, JR.  

ABU ET-TWEIN, KHIRBET (M.R. 158119). An Iron Age fortress located on the summit of a 

remote ridge in the W slopes of the Hebron Hills, E of the Valley of Elah. The site was surveyed and 

excavated in 1974–75 by A. Mazar. The fortress is a square structure, ca. 30 × 30 m, with thin outer walls, 

yet the corners are built of large boulders. A gate chamber led from the E into a square inner courtyard, 

surrounded by a double row of rooms on all four sides. The rooms were constructed by placing a row of 

monolithic pillars between the outer wall of the fortress and the inner wall which surrounds the courtyard. 

Division walls created rooms of different sizes, some of which were perhaps for storage and stables (see 

Fig. ABU.01). The pottery found in the fortress is mainly of the Iron Age II, but there are also forms 

dated to the 6th and even the 5th centuries B.C., pointing to a continuous use of the fortress even after the 

destruction of Judah in 587 B.C.  

A small village existed during the Iron Age II on a saddle at the foot of the hill on which the fortress 

was located. The village consisted of a number of houses scattered over a large area, with open spaces 

between them.  

It appears that the fortress was constructed during the period of the Monarchy (perhaps during the 8th 

century B.C.) as a guard position and observation point in the remote region, which separated the 

extensive urban settlements in the Shephelah from those on the summit of the Judean Hills. Similar 

fortresses were discovered in surveys farther to the N and S in the same relative geographical proximity. It 

appears that these fortresses were used also as stations in a system of communication, serving as points to 

transmit fire signals from the Shephelah to Jerusalem in time of war (see Jer 6:1; Zeph 1:16; 3:18; Ps 

74:3; and Lachish letter No. 4), while in times of peace they probably housed garrisons and perhaps 

officials of the Judean Monarchy.  
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AMIHAY MAZAR  

ABU GHOSH (M.R. 160134). A prepottery Neolithic B (PPNB) site located within the limits of the 

present-day village of the same name. It is in the Judean hills ca. 12 km W of Jerusalem, 700 m above sea 

level. R. Neuville first explored the site in 1928 after flint artifacts and stone vessel fragments were found 

on the surface (Neuville 1929). In 1950, J. Perrott opened a trench (70 m
2
) and recognized a 1 m thick 

archaeological layer (Perrott 1952). He recognized the similarities of the materials to the prepottery levels 

at Jericho, the only known stratified Neolithic site in Palestine at that time. New excavations were 

conducted at Abu Ghosh between 1967 and 1971, which opened an 800 m
2
 area (Dollfus and Lechevallier 

1969; Lechevallier 1978; Hesse 1978). As a result of the excavations, the following stratigraphic 

configuration was recognized: (a) a surface layer with terra rossa and coarse gravel, mixed with recent 

material (ca. 30 cm thick); (b) gray organic soil with angular stones and archaeological material in situ 

(ca. 0.50–1.10 m thick); and (c) sterile red clay (ca. 0.0–0.20 m thick) and bedrock.  



Layer b yielded the remains of three levels of construction badly damaged by erosion and intrusive pits 

of later periods. In the relatively well-preserved intermediate level, the plans of large rectangular 

buildings were obtained. The walls, 0.60 to 1.10 m wide, were built with two rows of rough stones and 

rubble. The best preserved house measured 6.50 × 6 m. It had a white polished plaster floor with a band of 

red paint all along the walls. This house had been rebuilt once and the plaster floor showed evidence of 

two phases. Another house, also with remains of a plaster floor, had a row of three small compartments 

(0.80 × 1.00 m) along the S wall, which must have been used for storage. North of the buildings was an 

enclosure wall (18 m long), which seems to have marked the border of the settlement. Associated stone 

pavements, stone-lined pits, and hearths were located outside the buildings.  

The remains of some thirty individuals, mostly represented by isolated bones, were recovered. In the 

undisturbed burials, the skeletons were in a flexed position (Arensburg, Smith, and Yakar 1978). Two 

adults, buried under the plastered floor of one house, were missing their skulls, but their mandibles were 

present. Five individuals had been buried in one location—the lower one, an adult, was undisturbed, while 

the remains of two adolescents and a child had been pushed aside to give place to the last burial of an 

adult.  

The fauna included wild pig, cattle, gazelle, and deer, but the dominant species was goat (ca. 55 

percent). From a study of the ages of the animals at death and the ratios of their sex, it appears that animal 

domestication was not fully developed (Ducos 1978).  

The material culture is represented by the flint assemblage, polished stone artifacts, and bone tools. Fine 

brown, cream white, or reddish (most probably heat-treated) flint was used. The tools include small 

denticulated sickle blades (about 40 percent) and arrowheads of various types: tanged, winged and 

notched (Helwan and Jericho points), shouldered (Byblos) and foliated (Amuq) points, retouched by 

abrupt of flat pressure flaking. A few large amygdaloid axes with a polished edge, smaller axes with 

rectilinear sides, and small picks are present. Obsidian is represented by one arrowhead and a few 

bladelets. A good number of polished limestone bowls, basins, and flat dishes were present, as well as 

cupholes, grinding stones, and pestles (some in imported basalt). The bone tools were mainly awls, with 

some spatulas, and one needle. Other finds are scarce: a few animal figurines in unbaked clay, some beads 

in turquoise and green stone, a limestone pendant, and some worked cowrie shells.  

From the data obtained through the geophysical survey and the excavations, the site seems to have 

covered an area of 2000–2500 m
2
. The well-built stone houses and storage facilities suggest that this was 

a sedentary village. This is in agreement with the developing goat domestication and the reliance on 

harvesting and storing plants (cereals?) as inferred from the large number of sickle blades and grinding 

stones (no seeds were preserved). However, hunting was still an important source of food if one considers 

the wild species represented among the animal bones and the large number of arrowheads.  

While no suitable samples were avilable for radiocarbon dating, the cultural features are consistent with 

the PPNB (7th millennium B.C.), most probably in its later phase. A later reoccupation of the site is 

indicated by the presence of small pressure-flaked arrowheads and a few large denticulated sickle 

elements.  

Bibliography  
Arensburg, B.; Smith, P.; and Yakar, R. 1978. The human remains from Abou Gosh. Pp. 95–105 in Lechevallier 1978.  
Ducos, P. 1978. La faune d‘Abou Gosh; proto-élevage de la chèvre au néolithique preé-céramique. Pp. 107–120 in 

Lechevallier 1978.  

Dollfus, G., and Lechevallier, M. 1969. Les deux premières campagnes de fouilles à Abou Gosh (1967–1968). Syr 44: 279–87.  

Hesse, A. 1978. Reconnaissance géophysique du site d‘Abou Gosh. Pp. 83–90 in Lechevallier 1978.  

Lechevallier, M. 1978. Abou Gosh et Beisamoun. Mémories et Travaux du Centre de Recherches préhistoriques français de 

Jérusalem, no. 2. Paris.  

Neuville, R. 1929. Additions à la liste des stations préhistoriques de Palestine et Transjordanie. JPOS 9: 114–21.  

Perrot, J. 1952. Le Néolithique d‘Abou Gosh. Syria 29: 119–45.  

MONIQUE LECHEVALLIER  

ABU HAMID, TELL (M.R. 192204). A Neolithic/Chalcolithic site in the Jordan Valley, on the 

terrace left by the marls of the Pleistocene lake Lisan, at an altitude of 250 m below sea level. The site 



covers about 4.5 hectares, and is limited on its N and S by two deep wadis in which are perennial springs. 

Current annual precipitation is about 200 mm, allowing for some dry farming.  

The site was discovered during the first season of the East Jordan Valley Survey in 1975 and has been 

dated to the Neolithic/Chalcolithic Period by Ibrahim, Sauer, and Yassin (1976: 51). The material 

collected during this survey was later discussed by Kafafi (1982). In the summer of 1985, G. Dollfus and 

Z. Kafafi revisited the site and initiated a joint Jordano-French expedition which conducted its first season 

of excavation in 1986.  

In addition to a general survey of the site and a systematic collection of all the artifacts, various 

soundings at the site indicate that a maximum of 2.5 hectares were built up during one major phase of 

occupation, and the depth of deposits vary between 0.30 m to 1.20 m. The remainder of the site was 

apparently the scene of outdoor activities or enclosures for the herds.  

Approximately 400 m
2
 have been excavated, revealing two phases of construction. The basal level is 

characterized by planoconvex mudbrick walls defining rectangular rooms. No complete house has been 

excavated so far. The upper level is badly eroded, and consists of remains of walls and large numbers of 

pits (fire pits, storage pits, etc.) which disturb the earlier level. On the edge of the developed area, in what 

appears to be a storage area, one pit has produced a huge pithos—1.50 m high and 1 m in diameter.  

The ceramic assemblage is homogeneous. Most of the vessels are handmade, while small conical bowls 

show traces of the use of a slow wheel. The surfaces are either rough or wet-smoothed, especially near the 

rim; slips and self-slips are frequent. The decoration consists of impressed designed, applied clay coils 

with nail impressions or lunates in relief; occasionally painted bands will also appear. Among the painted 

pottery, the designs are usually linear. Very few shards are covered with a dark red paint and burnished. 

Rare also are fragments with chevron designs. These categories of pottery show great similarities with 

those excavated at Tuleilat Ghassul, Tabaqat Fahil, Shuneh North, Neve Ur, and sites in the Golan and 

Hauran Heights (―Chalcolithic‖).  

The flint industry consists of scrapers on tabular flints, end scrapers, micro end scrapers, sickle blades, 

adzes, axes, chisels, perforated disks of unknown function, borers, piercers, denticulated pieces, and 

notched pieces. The burins are rare and only three transverse-edge arrowheads have been collected so far. 

Ground stone tools, utensils, and vessels made out of basalt and limestone are abundant, as are also mace 

heads, some of which are made from hematite.  

Preliminary analyses of faunal and botanical remains indicate that the subsistence strategy was mostly 

agropastoralism. Hunting does not seem to have played an important role: wild species represent a very 

low percentage of the faunal remains, and arrowheads are nearly absent.  

While radiocarbon samples have not yet been analyzed, the architectural remains, the assemblage of the 

artifacts, and the subsistence activities suggest a date for the settlement in the first part of the 4th 

millennium B.C.  
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G. DOLLFUS  

ZEIDAN A. KAFAFI  

ABU THAWWAB, JEBEL (M.R. 230174). A late Neolithic-EB I site south of Wadi Zerka 

(Jabbok).  

A. History of the Excavations/Explorations  

During his intensive surveys and explorations of the East Bank of the Jordan, Glueck visited the area of 

Jebel Abu Thawwab and identified it as Abu Trab (Glueck 1939: 225). Near the top of the mountain, he 

recognized three caves and considered them the results of earlier mining. In 1975, Coughenour 

investigated the caves and suggested, ―A furnace or smithing operation might well be located by test 

excavations‖ (1976: 74). The caves were revisited during the er-Rumman Survey in 1985.  



Z. Kafafi and R. Gordon of the Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology at Yarmouk University 

visited the site in 1983 as a result of a note published by E. Gillet and C. Gillet (1983) in which they 

mentioned having collected Neolithic and EB pot sherds and flint tools. Several visits followed to gather 

surface sherds and flint tools, which were dated to the Late Neolithic (Yarmukian), EB I, Roman, and 

Byzantine periods. As a result of these preliminary investigations, the Institute of Archaeology and 

Anthropology of Yarmouk University sponsored two seasons of excavations in 1984 and 1985 (Kafafi 

1985a; 1985b; 1986a; 1986b), and conducted a survey in the area around the site in 1985 (Gordon and 

Knauf 1986).  

B. The Results of the Excavations  

Two main occupational phases were identified—the earliest dates to the Late Neolithic 1, the second 

phase is assigned to the EB I. These two phases are separated by a mixed fill, consisting mostly of small-

sized stones. Both phases yielded architectural remains. Those of the Late Neolithic consisted of rounded 

and rectangular houses in addition to storage pits (Kafafi 1985b). The EB I buildings were rectangular 

with benches. All were built of medium-sized boulders and the Neolithic floors were made of either mud 

or pebbles, while those of the EB were of plaster.  

The Yarmukian pottery assemblage consisted of both fine and coarse wares, red painted slip, and 

decorations consisting of incised herringbone chevrons, and red paint with parallel incisions. The forms 

represented were cups, simple bowls, deep bowls, and simple hole-mouth and globular jars. The flint tools 

consisted primarily of arrow-heads and sickle blades. In addition, points, knives, scrapers, burins, and 

spearheads were represented along with grinding and ground stones. The excavations also produced some 

bone tools, shells, and human and animal figurines.  

The preliminary analysis of the botanical remains indicates that the following plants were predominant 

in the subsistence strategy: lentils, field pea, row barley, wheat, pistachio, and almond.  

Although the samples for radiocarbon dating have not yet been analyzed, based on parallel, and 

stratigraphic, studies, the early phase of Abu Thawwab is consistent with the 6th millennium B.C. (Late 

Neolithic, ―Yarmukian‖) and the late phase is consistent with the EB I.  
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ZEIDAN A. KAFAFI  

ABUBUS (PERSON) [Gk Aboubos (Ἀβοτβορ)]. The father of Ptolemy, son-in-law and murderer of the 

high priest Simon Maccabeus and governor over the plain of Jericho (1 Macc 16:11–12, 15). No other 

information concerning Abubus is available since his name occurs only in this narrative concerning the 

murder of Simon Maccabeus.  

MARK J. FRETZ  

ABYSS, THE [Gk abyssos (ἀβτςςορ)]. ―Bottomless,‖ ―unfathomed,‖ or ―unfathomable deep‖; with the 
feminine article, it signifies ―the deep‖ or ―the underworld.‖ The term occurs at least 34 times in the LXX, 

where in 30 instances it renders Heb. tĕhôm (or its plural); once for mĕṣûlâ, depths (Job 41:23—LXX 

41:22—Eng 41:31); once for ṣûlâ, ―depths‖ (Isa 44:27); and twice where the text is uncertain (Job 36:16; 

41:24a—LXX 41:23a—Eng 41:32a).  

In the OT, ―the abyss‖ is not widely used in the English versions, although it is found in some of the 

more recent translations, rendering tĕhôm (NAB, 11 times; NEB, 7 times; NJB, 6 times; and AB, once). 



NAB uses the word 3 times for ˒ăbaddôn, ―destruction‖ (Job 31:12; Prov 15:11, 27:20). JPS uses it once 

for ma˓ămaqq  m, ―depths‖ (Isa 51:10, where it is parallel with tĕhôm).  

The more usual English renderings of the words behind the LXX abyssos in the OT are ―the deep,‖ ―the 

depths,‖ and ―deep.‖ These terms, along with ―the abyss,‖ are used in the following senses which reflect 

meanings of Heb tĕhôm and its synonyms: (1) the primordial ocean (e.g., Gen 1:2); (2) the (deep) sea 

(e.g., Jonah 2:6—Eng2:5; Job 28:14, 38:16, 41:23—LXX 41:22—Eng 41:31); (3) the Red Sea (e.g., Ps 

106:9—LXX 105:9; Isa 51:10, 63:13—with mythological overtones); (4) subterranean waters (e.g., Gen 

7:11, 8:2; Prov 3:20; Ps 78:15—LXX 77:15); and (5) the depths of the earth, i.e., Sheol (Ps 71:20—LXX 

70:20).  

In intertestamental literature, ―the abyss‖ carries a number of meanings: (1) the great deep under the 

earth, namely, that part of the universe set in opposition to the height of the heavens (Sir 1:3, 16:18, 24:5, 

29, 42:18); (2) a poetic reference to the Red Sea where a personified wisdom delivered Israel (Wis 10:19); 

(3) the depths of the earth (Jub. 5:10); and (4) the abyss of fire, i.e., the place of torment for sinners and 

fallen angels (1 En. 10:13; 18:11).  

In the NT, there are 9 occurrences of Gk abyssos, which, in the older English versions, are usually 

rendered by ―the deep‖ (Luke 8:31, Rom 10:7) and ―bottomless‖ or ―the bottomless pit‖ (seven times in 

Revelation). Other English versions use ―the abyss‖ or ―the Abyss‖ with more or less frequency (RSV, 

twice; NASB, 7 times; JB, GNB, NIV, NJB, 8 times; NEB all 9 times). In 2 Pet. 2:4, NJB renders Gk 

zophos, ―dark, gloomy (place),‖ as ―the dark abyss‖ (i.e., hell).  

There are two meanings for ―the abyss‖ in the NT. First, it refers to (1) the place to which the forces of 

evil are consigned (e.g., the demons in Luke 8:31), and from which they come by way of a shaft (the 

demonic ―locusts‖ of Rev 9:1–11; cf. ABADDON; Apollyon). From the abyss comes the beast (Rev 

11:7), and into it is cast the dragon, i.e. Satan (Rev 20:1, 3). Second, in one passage ―the abyss‖ is a 

synonym for Hades (Rom 10:7). See also DEAD, ABODE OF THE.  

HERBERT G. GRETHER  

ACACIA. See FLORA.  

ACCAD (PLACE) [Heb ˒akkad (ַאַכד )]. One of the cities of Nimrod listed in the Table of Nations of 

the Yahwist (Gen 10:10). It is listed along with Babel and Erech (and possibly Calneh) in the land of 

Shinar. These cities are called the ―rē˒š  t of his kingdom.‖ This Hebrew word can mean either 

―beginning‖ (cf. Isa 46:10) or ―chief,‖ ―mainstay‖ (cf. Amos 6:1 and Jer 49:35). If the connotation 

―beginning‖ is correct, then it means that the cities formed the original nucleus of Nimrod‘s empire. But if 

the meaning is ―main-stay,‖ then Accad and the other cities are described as the most important ones of 

his kingdom (on the latter, see Speiser Genesis AB). Either interpretation is possible within the context.  

Accad was known by the Sumerian name ―Agade‖ (A-GA-DÈ
ki

). This city was founded in the 24th 

century B.C.E. by Sargon I of Agade, and was the capital of his dynasty until it was destroyed during the 

fall of that dynasty in the 22d century B.C.E. It was never rebuilt. A Sumerian composition from the late 

3d millennium B.C.E., known as The Curse of Agade, relates a legendary version of the demise of the city 

(for a translation and commentary, see Cooper 1983). Agade is mentioned occasionally in subsequent 

Mesopotamian literature, but its location has not yet been determined with any certainty. The name 

―Agade‖ continued to survive in the title ―the land of Sumer and Akkad,‖ referring to Babylonia, and in 

Akkadian (akkadû), the word for the Semitic language spoken by the people of Sargon. It is clear that Gen 

10:10 refers to the city Agade, not the region of Babylonia, since it is listed along with other cities in 

Mesopotamia. It is interesting to note that the Yahwist must have had a source mentioning a city that had 

ceased to exist before the end of the 3d millennium B.C.E.  

The reading of the LXX is Archad. There is no obvious reason for the change. It is possible that the reš 

was accidentally added in a Hebrew manuscript in reminiscence of the reš in the preceding word ―Erech.‖ 

In any case, this form of the name is clearly secondary and incorrect.  
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JAMES R. DAVILA  

ACCENTS, MASORETIC. See MASORETIC ACCENTS.  

ACCO (PLACE) [Heb ˓akkô (ַףכו )]. Var. PTOLEMAIS. One of the most prominent coastal cities in 

Canaan, mentioned only once in the OT in connection with the tribe of Asher‘s inability to drive out its 

inhabitants (Judg 1:31). On the basis of various Gk mss, it has been suggested that in Josh 19:30 Ummah 

(MT ˓mh) should be read Acco (˓kw). The city was renamed Ptolemais during the Hellenistic-Roman 

periods, and it was there that the apostle Paul stayed for one day while en route from Tyre to Caesarea at 

the end of his third missionary journey (Acts 21:7).  

Acco‘s importance may be attributed to its location at the juncture between the coastal road and the 

inland road leading through Galilee and Transjordan to Syria. OT Acco is identified with el-Fukhkhar 

(M.R. 158258) at modern Acre/Akko NE of the Naaman River and 700 m inland. The original size of the 

tell was ca. 200 dunams; however, its S side, apparently affected by its proximity to the river and by late 

destructions, has been almost totally destroyed. Here there are still remains of the swamps created near the 

outlet of the river. From the Persian period on, the settlement of Acco gradually moved off the tell and to 

the NW, along the Mediterranean.  

A. History of the City  

Acco is first mentioned in the Egyptian Middle Kingdom Execration Texts, where a Canaanite ruler of 

Acco named Tr‘mw appears. Later, Acco is frequently mentioned in the Egyptian sources, which 

indicates that the population of the city was mainly Canaanite while the rulers were of Hurrian and 

Indoeuropean origins. These sources include the Karnak list of Thutmose III (ANET, 242), Amarna letters 

(13 times), and in a relief from the Karnak temple from the period of Rameses II, all of which testify to 

the city‘s importance. In the Ugaritic and Akkadian texts from Ugarit, Acco is among the few Canaanite 

cities mentioned. From the same period is a letter recently found in Aphek with the name of a high-ranked 

official, Adlaha of Acco.  

In the 8th and the 7th centuries B.C., Acco appears to have been an important Phoenician city. 

According to Assyrian sources, the city (Akku) rebelled against Assyrian rule and was captured first by 

Sennacherib and finally by Ashurbanipal, who destroyed it and exiled its people. From the time of 

Cambyses on, Acco (Gk akē) was an important military and administrative center of the Persian empire.  

In 332 B.C., Acco surrendered peacefully to Alexander the Great and remained autonomous. Throughout 

the wars of the Diadochi, it changed hands, but eventually, the city remained under Ptolemy II 

Philadelphus, who there established a polis. Acco-Ptolemais (as it was known) became a prominent trade 

center at that time, as indicated by the correspondence of Zenon. Following the Syrian wars, the city 

became a permanent part of the Seleucid empire and was renamed Antiochia-at-Ptolemais by Antiochus 

IV Epiphanes. Alexander Balas made Acco his second capital and royal fortress. During the Maccabean 

revolt, Acco was hostile to the Jewish cause; in fact, the city defeated Simon in 163 B.C., and it was there 

also that Jonathan was captured by Tryphon in 142 B.C. In 104 B.C., Alexander Jannaeus seized the city 

from him (later he had to surrender it to his mother, Cleopatra III). Acco was then captured by Tigranes of 

Armenia in 83 B.C.  

The Roman phase in the history of Acco began with the arrival of Pompey and annexation of Judea to 

Rome in 63 B.C. Under Roman rule, Acco-Ptolemais became autonomous under the supervision of the 

Roman proconsul in Syria.  

B. Excavations on the Tell  

Prior to the systematic excavations in the 1970s, archaeological research of the city concentrated in 

uncovering tombs and in emergency digs occasioned by rubble-clearing work of new building projects in 

modern Acre. The tell itself, which had for hundreds of years been exposed to robbery and destruction 

and then to steady agricultural cultivation, had been subjected to several archaeological surveys, including 

that of Saarisalo (1929).  



The systematic excavations of Tell el-Fukhkhar began in 1973 and thus far 10 seasons of excavations 

have been conducted in 8 areas on the tell. Also, 2 seasons were conducted in the lower (modern) city 

(Areas E and D), and short trial digs were also conducted there in Areas L, M, and N. Consequently, it is 

possible to obtain some sense of the history of Acco‘s settlement.  

1. Late Chalcolithic—EB IA. Remains of the first stages of settlement were found in Area S on the S 

slope of the tell, opposite the fertile valley which extends along the N bank of the river and which may 

have served as an early anchorage. Foundations of stone-built walls, as well as several granary pits, were 

uncovered on the virgin soil. Sections of a few superimposed floors were cleared, and on the evidence of 

the pottery, the first settlement may date to the transitional period between the Late Chalcolithic and EB I. 

It appears to have ended abruptly after 2–3 generations; after its abandonment, there was most probably a 

gap in the settlement of Acco until the fortified MB I city was erected.  

2. MB I. The earliest fortifications on the site were uncovered chiefly on the tell‘s N slope (Areas AB 

and B), and on the NW slope (Area F). It is still uncertain whether this fortification system encompassed 

the entire city or mainly its acropolis. Erected on the bedrock of the highest point of the hill, this 

fortification consisted in its base of a layer of hardened clay at least 2 m thick. Later a cyclopean wall of 

boulders ca. 3.5 m thick was erected on this rampart and a new layer of sloping rampart was attached to it. 

Over this, a brick wall with two bulging towers preserved up to 4 m high was constructed as a part of the 

fortification system. Attached to the N face of this enormous wall and traced for ca. 25 m was a stairway, 

consisting of 19 steps, which started from the top of the rampart. It seems that at least these first two 

stages of the fortification system belong to the MB I period. In the late stage, this rampart, including the 

stairway, was covered from the outside, and to its N the citadel (―Building A‖) was erected in the late MB 

I or early MB II period. The lowest level reached within the city to the S of the rampart (Area AB) and 

consisted of remains of stone walls, which supported and strengthened the inner slope of the rampart. On 

this slope, two burials in jars (one of a child and the other of an infant) accompanied by artifacts help to 

date it to the MB I period.  

In Area F on the NW corner of the tell, a city gate (―Sea Gate‖) built into the rampart as part of the 

fortification system provided the best evidence for dating the earliest foundations of the city. The gate, 

preserved up to 3 m high, was approached by four steps and a rather narrow passage. It was composed of 

two interconnected units: a stone-built rectangular outer room and a square inner room built of bricks, 

with three pairs of gateway pilasters. The inner room, most probably a guardroom, had a second story, 

apparently leading to the towers on either side of the gate. The gate shows at least two phases of 

development within the MB I period, before it was filled in and went out of use. The quarter of the city 

ajoining the gate was partly excavated, and its architecture and the finds on all the floors, both in the gate 

itself and the gate quarter of the city, indicate its existence in at least three stages of the MB I period (ca. 

2000–1800 B.C.).  

3. MB II–III. The later stages of the fortification are characterized mainly by the citadel (Building A), a 

large brick building erected to the N of the rampart (Area AB). It probably served as a fortress from the 

end of the MB I until the end of the MB II period. In this two-story building was found an important 

stone-lined grave of a wealthy woman of high status. Skeletons of a woman and two children and a large 

number of burial gifts, including pottery vessels, jewelry, and scarabs, were discovered in the grave. On 

the inner face of the wall (constructed in the second stage of the fortification to support the rampart) were 

found scattered burials. Burials, either dug or built, continued in the MB III period, as for example, the 

burial found in a large square vaulted stone-built tomb in Area H. Beside local pottery, the artifacts also 

included fine pottery imported from N Syria or Anatolia, as well as scarabs, weapons, and jewelry. On the 

inner slope of the rampart, which was partly filled by now, a few structures, connecting walls, stone-built 

drainage installation, and granary pits were found. In the debris, many animal bones and a whole skeleton 

of a large donkey were found. This stratum was also found in the lowest level of Area C, where a handle 

of a large pithos bearing the impression of a Hyksos scarab was discovered.  



Near the W end of the rampart (Area P), a section of a stone-built postern was excavated. It was about 2 

m high outside and inside ca. 1.6 m. The floors consisted of flat stone slabs. It might have been used for 

both collecting water and communication from the city during seige or attack.  

4. LB I–II. The citadel in Area AB continued during most of this period, though it was partly damaged 

possibly during Thutmose III‘s conquest. Into the additional layer of the rampart, LBI graves were 

installed. One of these was a very well-built stone grave; beside the skeleton were some rare types of 

bichrome ware and a large krater of the ―chocolate-on-white‖ type. Some buildings were uncovered in 

Area A, among which was a public building made of mud bricks. The building was erected, according to 

the finds, at the end of the 15th or beginning of 14th century B.C. when Acco and its rulers are frequently 

mentioned in the El-Amarna tablets. A few burials with finds of the early LB period were found outside 

this building. Also uncovered was a well-preserved rectangular stone tomb with a low vault, a rare 

example in Canaan for this period. It was built into the NW slope of the rampart (Area H). Beside the 

pottery, the finds included scarabs, some of which were set in gold rings. In Area S, an outstanding find 

was an ivory cosmetic box in the form of a duck. Some damage inflicted on several buildings may be 

related to Seti I‘s campaign in the area.  

Toward the end of this period, probably after Acco‘s destruction by Rameses II, the citadel fell into 

disuse and the place was partly converted into a workshop area. By then, there were almost no regular 

buildings, and instead, many silos and granaries were found in Area AB. Beside the local pottery, Cypriot 

and Mycenean sherds from the end of the LB II period were still found on the floors and in stone-lined 

pits and silos, testifying to a maritime trade relations between Acco, Cyprus, and the Aegean.  

5. The LB–Early Iron Transition. The citadel disappeared at the end of the Bronze Age and the whole 

area was converted into an industrial quarter, associated with the making of pottery, the reworking of 

metals, and probably also the extraction of purple dye from murex shells. Layers of ash and workshop 

waste accumulated one on top of the other in the open spaces between craftsmen‘s installations and 

working floors. Among the finds in Area AB were crucibles, pieces of a clay tuyere, a stone jewelry mold, 

as well as remains of a furnace that was probably used for smelting copper and bronze for recasting. A 

large pottery oven with remains of a locally produced ware of Mycenean IIIc1 type was found. Such a 

pottery type was also found in a parallel stratum in Area F. Some whole local pottery vessels found in a 

pit, on top of the rampart (Area H) also belong to the transitional LB–Early Iron period. Typical to the 

local Canaanite culture are two small finds in Area K: one is a mold of a Canaanite goddess, probably an 

Asherah, and the other is a bronze male figurine with one hand raised, which probably represents the 

Canaanite god Reshef.  

There are remains of poorly constructed houses mainly at the SW areas of the tell, as well as many 

granary pits. From Area H came a stone, mortar-shaped portable altar, bearing incised drawings of boats 

and boatmen; it was probably brought by newcomers to Acco. The presence of a large number of crushed 

murex shells (used also for the foundations of several floors) and a large piece of a jar covered with 

purple dye indicate the activity of the purple dye extracting. A scarab of Tausert found in Area AB, just 

below the workshop‘s floors, may help to date this stratum to the end of the 13th and beginning of the 

12th century B.C.  

This new material culture on the remains of the LB Canaanite city testify to a settlement of a non-

Canaanite ethnic group, probably one of the ―Sea Peoples‖ known to have invaded the country around 

that period. The evidence of the new material culture and specifically the pottery mentioned above 

provides grounds for assigning the finds to one of the ―Sea Peoples,‖ probably the Sherden, who are 

known mainly from Egyptian sources as having settled on the N coast of Canaan.  

6. Iron Age I–II. The scarce architecture from the 11th and 10th centuries B.C. seems to indicate the 

decline of Acco, at the same time that to the N, Tyre was becoming a prominent city port in the region. 

The pottery includes vessels of the Phoenician ―Achzib‖ type, as well as Cypriot ―black-on-red‖ and 

―white painted‖ pottery, which seem to belong to the early stage of the Iron Age. A circular crucible 

found above the industrial area ascribed to the Sherden seems to indicate that the production of pottery 

continued in this place.  



From the 9th century on, the city began to develop again, as inferred from the renewal of building 

activity, mainly for living quarters. The ―bowl‖ of the city was by then filled in completely. The wall built 

in Area A to fill in and straighten the rampart formed a basis on which the city was leveled. In addition to 

the regular constructions on stone and brick, ashlar-built structures, probably public, appeared for the first 

time. A solid brick wall preserved to a height of 7 courses was found in one of the buildings which 

apparently continued to function in the early Assyrian period and was finally destroyed during the 

conquest of Sennacherib. Among the interesting finds was a hoard of little cubes of silver. In a later 

stratum a large building with a series of rooms still preserved to a height of 4 courses was destroyed by 

fire, indicating the destruction of the city probably during the period of Assurbanipal. The layers of ash 

contained fragments of various metals, testifying to the existence of a metal industry during this period. A 

stone construction, which might have been a part of a casemate wall, was traced in Area H. In Areas A 

and K, living quarters with a few industrial installations were uncovered. In Area A, there was evidence of 

a double destruction; the first may be assigned to the capture of the city by Sennacherib and the second 

should be related to Assurbanipal‘s conquest. In Area K, remains were found of what might be a 

fortification, but this is still unclear. In addition to local pottery, Phoenician and Cypriot types of wares 

were traced, as well as figurines dating from the 8th to the 6th centuries B.C. A tiny stone (perhaps used as 

an amulet) was found with a Phoenician inscription which reads ˒š˒ (Asha); also found was a stamped 

handle with an engraved horse and the inscription ršp.  

7. The Persian Period. With the Persian conquest of Acco in the 6th century B.C., the city again 

became an important administrative, military, and economic center. In fact, the two well-defined Persian 

strata (5 and 4), starting with the last quarter of the 6th century (when Cambyses‘ expedition to Egypt 

took place) and ending with the city‘s conquest by Alexander the Great, provide evidence for an 

enormous expansion toward the bay. With the construction of a harbor, it became the major anchorage for 

military and mercantile traffic to and from Egypt. The results of the excavations show that although the 

city expanded beyond the tell itself, most of the population probably still lived on the tell during the 

period.  

In Area K, where, as yet, only one stratum has been assigned to the Persian period, residential buildings 

with courts and ovens were excavated. The Persian level there is also represented by a series of deep pits, 

where a large amount of iron slag was found, testifying to the industrial character of this part of the city. 

A large cistern with a well-preserved plastered interior, which was probably built during this period, was 

linked with this industry. In Area A, remains of a three-room structure, built partly in the Phoenician style 

of stretchers and headers, was uncovered. It had probably been used for administrative and storage 

purposes. In a pit in its floor were found two Phoenician ostraca. One of them contained an order from the 

governor of Acco to the guild of metal craftsmen, to give a large number of metal vessels to the person 

―in charge of the temples.‖ This provides evidence for the existence of Phoenician temples at Acco. 

Nearby, a well-constructed stone wall and some cultic artifacts were found, and these may have belonged 

to this temple. The finds, which include several zoomorphic and anthropomorphic male and female 

figurines, testify to the Phoenician character to this quarter.  

A large quantity of imported Greek ―black-on-red‖ figure pottery also turned up in the Persian strata, 

mainly on the W part of the tell. In Area F, among buildings constructed in the Phoenician style of 

headers and stretchers, a stone-lined pit, with a basalt base (bothros) was found, containing a large 

quantity of local, Cypriot, and Greek pottery. Among these was a rare Attic red-figured bell krater, 

portraying Heracles accompanied by satyrs and maenades, from the early 4th century B.C. The 

architecture and the finds indicate a prosperous city quarter, perhaps settled by Greek merchants.  

8. The Hellenistic Period. The Hellenistic city on the tell was very well planned, and though the two 

strata from this period were subjected to robbery, destruction, and finally agricultural cultivation (at least 

from the Middle Ages on), one can still recognize the urban planning in most of the excavated areas of the 

tell. The town planning continued on the tell even after the main urban center of Acco had moved down to 

the maritime plain, to Ptolemais (see C below). A few structures, built in the Phoenician style of headers 

and stretchers, belong to the earliest stage of the era. The remains in Area K show well-planned buildings 



with open courtyards, where the artifacts, especially the pottery, were mainly Hellenistic. The pottery, 

including amphorae with stamped handles, mainly of the 2d century B.C., provide evidence for well-

developed trade relations, mainly with the islands of the Mediterranean and the Aegean. Metal and stone 

ware, jewelry, as well as figurines of different types (e.g., of a woman with her hands over her head), 

were found.  

Above the Hellenistic strata were several badly preserved remains of a settlement from the Roman and 

Byzantine periods. There was little evidence from the Crusader period (mainly from the S part of the tell), 

even though the Crusaders occupied the tell. A stone structure uncovered in Area B1, guarding the route 

to the Galilee, may be dated to the time of Saladin. In the Ottoman period the earlier building remains had 

already been covered with soil and blown sand, and the tell was used as a pasture.  

C. Excavations in the ―New City‖  

Several of the rescue excavations undertaken in the area between the tell and the Crusader Ottoman city 

of Acre confirmed the assumption that the new city of Acco developed to the W of the tell as early as the 

Persian period. In the lowest stratum (9), reached in Area D (ca. 600 m W of the tell), local and Greek 

ware was found from the 5th century B.C. To the next stratum (8) belonged a wall constructed of ashlar 

stones and rubble fill from the late 5th and early 4th centuries. The next two strata (7 and 6) provide 

evidence for a flourishing Hellenistic city with a specific architecture, an important tombstone of a Greek 

from Crete, and coins which provide a date for the strata. The following stratum (5) belongs to the Roman 

period. In the next stratum (4) remains of a well-paved street and a drainage system serve as evidence of 

the prosperity of this part of the city during the Byzantine period. The discovery of remains of a Crusader 

building (in stratum 2) raises the question whether the walls of the Crusader city should not have existed 

more to the E than is generally accepted. A remarkable find from this stratum is a very rare chalice 

bearing a fragmentary Latin inscription and a cross which might indicate a Crusader church on the site. 

The last occupation of this part of the city is represented by stone installations from the Ottoman period 

(stratum 1).  

Other rescue operations were conducted to the SW of Area D, where remains of nine settlement strata 

were excavated (Area E). The lowest stratum yielded local and Greek pottery and some remains from the 

late 5th and early 4th centuries B.C. In the next stratum was found a segment of the foundations of a large 

round tower (ca. 20 m in diameter) built of ashlar stones. Attached to the tower were remains of walls 

which belonged to a fortification system of the early Hellenistic period. In one area, a large number of 

lead arrows and slingstones suggest that some of the structures served as an armory. The destroyed walls 

testify to the many battles for Acco during the ―Syrian Wars‖ in the Hellenistic period. Along one of the 

walls, unused pots with lids dating to the 3d century B.C. were found still standing on a floor. This 

enigmatic find and a Tanit sign on a jar may point to a local cult. In the next stratum, some changes in the 

structures could be observed until the fortification fell into disuse, apparently during the time of 

Vespasian. In the later Roman and Byzantine periods, a podiumlike structure was erected on the site. 

During the Arab period, a large installation for lime production existed in the area.  

The last among the significant excavations in the new city took place N of the areas described above 

(Area L). Part of a building was discovered, most likely a temenos, erected in a Hellenistic style. This 

building, which existed in only one stratum, yielded many pottery figurines and lamps from the 3d 

century B.C., and certainly was used for cultic purposes.  
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MOSHE DOTHAN  

ACHAIA (PLACE) [Gk Achaia (Ἀφαια)]. Var. ACHAEA. A Greek region which twice gave its name 

to all of Greece before its Achaean League (280–146 B.C.) fell to the Romans (Polyb. 2.41; Thuc. 1.111, 

115). All relevant NT references involve Corinth, Achaia‘s capital (Acts 18:12, 27; I Cor 16:15; 2 Cor 

1:1).  

The Achaean people came from the east and pushed out the region‘s original inhabitants, the Ionians. 

The latter are credited with founding the twelve coastal cities which became the fulcrum of the Achaean 

League. Following the Dorian invasions (ca. 1250 B.C.) Achaia, thus named by Homer after Achilles‘ 

men and Agamemnon‘s followers, realized an alliance of powerful cities between Elis and Sicyon. It was 

a commander-in-chief of the Achaean League, Aratus of Sicyon, who spearheaded their constitution (251 

B.C.). Achaia managed several successful colonies, e.g., Sybaris and Croton, and is perhaps part of 

Philistine ancestory (AHL, 214). Although Achaia aligned with Rome in 198 B.C., it lost its autonomy in 

146 B.C., when, after years of disputes, the Romans razed Corinth. Julius Caesar turned Rome‘s attention 

again to Achaia in 46 B.C. and rebuilt its former isthmian city, which became the Roman capital of Achaia 

in 27 B.C. (Apul Met. 10.18). Achaia now included all of the southern half of the Greek peninsula (Paus. 

8). In this same year the Romans made the northern part of (former) Achaia into Macedonia, with a 

southern border stretching from the Eubian gulf west-northwest to around Actium. This division prefaces 

the reference ―Macedonia and Achaia‖ which generally implied all of Greece (Acts 19:21; Rom 15:26; I 

Thess 1:8). The Romans often just used ―Achaia‖ to define the parameters of Greece, excluding Thessaly. 

The early Christians recognized Macedonia and Achaia as one of the thirteen major Roman provinces 

(MCBW, 218). By A.D. 65 the provinces of Thessaly and Epirus were clearly defined and constituted 

Achaia‘s northern border; Actium, and the coastal territory to its immediate south, became part of Epirus.  

Paul‘s eighteen-month stay in Corinth is dated by an Achaean inscription at Delphi which chronicles the 

tenure of proconsul Gallio (SIG 3.108). By the time of Nero‘s accession, Christianity had a permanent 

hold in Achaia, already boasting at least twenty churches.  

JERRY A. PATTENGALE  

ACHAICUS (PERSON) [Gk Achaikos (Ἀφαικορ)]. A Corinthian Christian who, along with Stephanas 

and Fortunatus, traveled from Corinth to be with Paul in Ephesus (1 Cor 16:17). The name ―Achaicus,‖ 

which means ―one who is from Achaia,‖ suggests that he was a slave or former slave from that region 

since slaves were often named after the province from which they came. Paul rejoiced at the arrival of 

these three messengers because, as Paul expressed it, they made up for the absence of the other 

Corinthians which Paul keenly felt (16:17). He remarks that their presence refreshed his spirit (16:18), 

apparently because they relieved some of his worries about the Corinthian community. In turn, Paul 

observed that their coming would also lift the Corinthians‘ spirits, probably because they would know 

their envoys had brought him much comfort. Finally, Paul urges the Corinthians to ―recognize these 

people‖ (16:18). That Paul concludes with this appeal suggests that they were among ―Paul‘s people‖ in 

the community (cf. 1:12).  

It is possible that the three men had brought a letter to Paul, although one should not deduce that they 

were therefore among those Corinthians who delivered the communication referred to in 7:1, nor among 

―Chloe‘s people‖ (1:11), since those groups brought disturbing reports to Paul. After their visit with Paul, 

Achaicus and the others probably carried 1 Corinthians back with them to Corinth (see Fee 1 Corinthians 

NICNT, 46–66).  

The reference to the household of Stephanas immediately preceding the reference to Achaicus and 

Fortunatus in 16:17 could imply that the latter two were members of that household, either slaves or 

attached freedmen, and thus that they were numbered among Paul‘s first converts in Achaia and were 

themselves ministers to the community in Corinth (16:15). (Indeed a few mss in the Western tradition 

read ―and Fortunatus and Achaicus‖ in 16:15, but their inclusion here is most likely an assimilation to v 

17.)  



JOHN GILLMAN  

ACHAN (PERSON) [Heb ˓akan (ַףַכן )]. Var. ACHAR. Achan, the son of Carmi, son of Zabdi, son of 

Zerah, of the tribe of Judah, appears in the MT of Joshua 7 (the full form of his name is found in vv 1 and 

18; shortened form in vv 19, 20, 24). In the Old Greek of Joshua and in the MT and Old Greek of 1 Chron 

2:7, the name appears as Achar (in the preceding verse his grandfather‘s name is recorded as Zimri). This 

variation may be explained by graphic confusion between resh (r) and nun (n) at the end of the name in 

Hebrew. Or the two forms may represent a change from original ―Achan‖ to ―Achar‖ under the influence 

of the verbal root ˓kr, meaning to ―trouble,‖ which appears in Joshua 7:25 (so also in 6:18).  

In defiance of a command from Joshua (6:17–19), Achan took of the booty from Jericho (specifically: 

―a beautiful mantle from Shinar, two hundred shekels of silver, and a bar of gold weighing fifty shekels‖) 

and hid the loot in his tent. He did not come forth on his own to confess. Rather, Joshua cast lots, 

beginning by tribes and working his way down to Achan himself. Confronted by this divine sleuthing, 

Achan finally confessed. His admission of guilt did not, however, save him from a drawn-out punishment 

of burning and stoning. Although the specific sin was Achan‘s, blame was shared widely. First by all 

Israel (see v 1), which suffered a defeat at Ai directly after Achan‘s theft. In some sense, Israel was to 

blame, if only indirectly. Achan‘s family was implicated more directly and suffered the same punishment 

as their leader.  

Many scholars view Joshua 7:1–8:24 as a composite of two originally separate traditions—one dealing 

with Achan and the other with the battles for Ai. Some posit a primarily etiological basis for the Achan 

tale. They point to the statement, found in Joshua 7:26, that a mound of stones heaped upon Achan 

remained ―to this day‖ in the Valley of Achor (a site usually identified by contemporary scholars with the 

modern el-Buqe˓ah, a large plain SW of Jericho). Outside of Joshua 7, the Valley of Achor is found in 

Josh 15:7, Hos 2:15 (―I will make the Valley of Achor a door of hope‖), and Isa 65:10 (―the Valley of 

Achor shall become a place for herds to lie down‖).  

In the judgment of others, the story of Achan originated as intertribal polemic, with the tribe of Judah 

coming up on the losing side. Read in its present form, the story yields significant theological insight: all 

Israel must be totally obedient to Yahweh and his regulations for Divine Warfare if Israel is to be 

victorious. The sin of even a few is imputed to the entire community.  

Although Achan/Achar is not mentioned in the Bible outside of the passages listed above, allusions to 

him have been detected at two points in the New Testament (see further Derrett 1986): in the story of 

Ananias and Sapphira (Acts 5:1–10) and in the Parable of the Pounds (Luke 19:11–27) or Talents 

(Matthew 24:14–30). Later Jewish traditions emphasize Achan‘s confession and the further trouble he 

averted thereby (so Sanh. 43b; also ˒Abot R. Nat. and Num. Rab.). Although his sin cost him his life in 

this world, his confession gained him a place in the world to come. See also EncJud 2:211; Boling and 

Wright Joshua AB; and Butler Joshua WBC.  
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LEONARD J. GREENSPOON  

ACHBOR (PERSON) [Heb ˓akbôr (ַףְכבוש )]. 1. Father of Baal-hanan, a king of the Edomites prior to 

Israel‘s monarchy (Gen 36:38–39; 1 Chr 1:49). Achbor‘s name occurs in parallel lists of Edomite kings, 

the dates and duration of whose reigns are uncertain (Gen 36:31–39 = 1 Chr 1:43–51).  

2. The son of Micaiah, father of ELNATHAN, and a courtier of King Josiah (ca. 640–609 B.C.E.; 2 Kgs 

22:12, 14; Jer 26:22; 36:12). After the book of the law was found and read to Josiah, Achbor was sent as 

part of a royal delegation to inquire of Huldah the prophetess concerning the words of this book (2 Kgs 

22:11–20; see 2 Chr 34:19–28, where ―Achbor son of Micaiah‖ is replaced by ―Abdon the son of Micah‖ 

[v 20]). Elnathan the son of Achbor played an important role in the administration of King Jehoiakim (ca. 

609–598 B.C.E.).  



MARK J. FRETZ  

ACHIM (PERSON) [Gk Achim (Ἀφιμ)]. The son of Zadok and father of Eliud in Matthew‘s genealogy 

of Joseph, the husband of Mary (Matt 1:14). Although Achim is absent in Luke‘s parallel genealogy 

(3:23–38), his mention in Matt 1:14 may associate him with the lineage of the high priest Zadok (1 Chr 

5:34–35—Eng6:8–9; Gundry 1982: 18). Also, the name ―Achim‖ may be a shortened form of the name of 

Zadok‘s son Ahimaaz (1 Chr 5:34–35—Eng6:8–9; MT ˒ăḥ  mā˓aṣ = LXX acheimaas; for Gk acheim, cf. 

LXX 1 Chr 11:35; 24:16—Eng24:17).  
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ACHIOR (PERSON) [Gk Achiōr (Ἀφιωπ)]. Achior the Ammonite appears only in Judith, in which he 

plays a prominent role as a gentile who embraces Judaism. He was among the leaders of Israel‘s 

neighbors whom Holofernes, general of Nebuchadnezzar, had summoned to inform him about the 

Israelite nation, who alone among the Western peoples dared to resist his army. In Jdt 5:5–21 Achior 

surveys Israel‘s biblical history from Chaldean origins to the post-exilic period. His rather deuteronomic 

claim that God would permit Holofernes to defeat them only if they had sinned nearly cost Achior his life 

(5:22). The general decided to postpone his execution and remarks ironically that the Ammonite would 

not see his face ―until I take revenge on this race that came out of Egypt‖ (6:5). Achior was delivered to 

the Israelites of Bethulia, to whom he reported the conversation with Holofernes (6:10–21). Later Judith 

herself confirmed that what Achior had told the general was correct (11:9–10). Moreover, after Judith had 

beheaded Holofernes, Achior once more saw his face and was able to verify that the head she had brought 

to Bethulia was indeed the general‘s (14:5–10; Vg places these vv before 14:1). Achior then firmly 

believed in God and was circumcised, thus converting despite the command of Deut 23:3.  

The name ―Achior,‖ which does not occur in the Hebrew Bible, has been explained in various ways 

(Steinmann 1953: 55–62; Moore Judith AB, 158, 162–63). One possibility is that it reproduces the 

Semitic name ˒ḥy˒wr (―my brother is light‖), which could be taken as a reference to the true insight which 

he brings in the book (Enslin 1972: 86). A second option, defended by H. Cazelles (1951: 125–37, 324–

27), is to view it as a mistake for ˒ḥyqr, the name of another gentile—the sage in the book of Ahiqar (in 

Tob 11:20 the Vg reads Achior where the LXX [v 19] has Achikar). Apart from the shared consonants at 

the beginning of the two names, there is little reason to think they have been confused. A third hypothesis 

is that the name is a corrupt form of ˒ḥyhwd (―[my] brother is Judah‖). In support of this option one 

should note that in Num 34:27 the name ˒ḥyhwd appears in the LXX as achiōr (Cowley APOT 1: 252); 

and in the Syriac version of Judith Achior is spelled ˒ḥyhwd (Steinmann 1953: 55). If this appealing 

suggestion is correct, then Achior‘s name, like that of Judith (―a Jewess‖), would symbolize the role that 

he, a convert from a nation that was related to Israel (Gen 19:30–38), plays in the book.  
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JAMES C. VANDERKAM  

ACHISH (PERSON) [Heb ˒āk  š (ָאִכיש )]. Philistine ruler of Gath, from whom David sought asylum 

when he fled from Saul. In 1 Sam 27:2 his father‘s name is given as Maoch (mā˓ôk), which closely 

resembles Maacah (ma˓ăkâ), father of King Achish of Gath according to 1 Kgs 2:39. There were probably 

two kings by this name: Achish I, son of Maoch, who was succeeded by Maacah, father of Achish II. In 

the title of Psalm 34, he is called Abimelech, a Semitic title perhaps adopted by Philistine rulers, rather 

than a personal name (cf. Gen 20:1–2; 21:34).  

The name is not Semitic in form and has been related to Agchioses, a king in the neighborhood of Troy 

at the time of the Trojan War (Hom. Il. 2: 819). The name probably corresponds to that of Ikausu (ANET, 

291), a Philistine king of Ekron in the days of Esarhaddon (681–669 B.C.) and Ashurbanipal (668–629 



B.C.). Two names in a list of Keftui names from Egypt have been identified with Achish, particularly 

since the Philistines were reputed to have come from Caphtor (Keftui) in Amos 9:7 (Strange 1980). 

Corney (IDB 1: 27) has explained the name from Hurrian akk sha (rur), ―the king gives.‖  

From a literary perspective, the figure of Achish is related to that of Goliath, another Philistine 

champion from Gath (1 Sam 17), in the narrative of David‘s rise to power (cf. Miscall 1986: 173–77). The 

story of David and Goliath concludes with the curious statement that ―David took the head of the 

Philistine and brought it to Jerusalem‖ (1 Sam 17:54), foreshadowing David‘s rise to power in that city. 

When David slew Goliath, the women sang, ―Saul has slain his thousands, and David his ten thousands‖ 

(1 Sam 18:7), a refrain which appears again on the lips of both the servants of Achish (1 Sam 21:11—Eng 

21:10) and the Philistine commanders addressing Achish (1 Sam 29:5), forming a kind of frame around 

the story of David and Achish and connecting it to the earlier story of Goliath.  

In his first encounter with Achish, David carried Goliath‘s sword with him, which he had received from 

the priest Ahimelech (1 Sam 21:9—Eng 21:8). Perhaps this explains his fear and feigned madness before 

Achish, king of Goliath‘s hometown (1 Sam 21:13–14—Eng 21:12–13). David‘s conduct on this occasion 

has been compared to that of other great men who feigned madness in difficult circumstances, such as 

Ulysses (Cic. Off. 3, 26), L. Junius Brutus (Dion Hal. 4, 68), the astronomer Meton (Ael. VH 13, 12), and 

the Arabian king Bacha (Schultens, Anth. Vet. Hamasa, p. 535). Subsequently, Achish accepted David 

and his men as mercenaries and gave David the city of Ziklag in exchange for his raids on southern tribes 

hostile to the Philistines (1 Sam 27:1–12). Because of the suspicion of some of his commanders, however, 

Achish excused David from participation in the fateful battle of Mount Gilboa in which Saul and his sons 

died.  

There is an interesting play on the word ―head‖ in the concluding episodes of the story of David and 

Achish. The Philistine commanders suggested that David would be reconciled to his lord (Saul) ―with the 

heads of the (Philistine) men here‖ (1 Sam 29:4). Earlier, Achish had appointed David to be ―the keeper 

of my head forever‖ (i.e., his permanent body guard; 1 Sam 28:2). After the battle of Mount Gilboa, the 

Philistines ―cut off (Saul‘s) head … and fastened his body to the wall of Beth-shan‖ (1 Sam 31:9–10). In 

the tradition of Jephthah of old, David became both ―head and leader over them‖ (Jdg 11:11), as 

foreshadowed in the words of Achish and his Philistine cohorts.  
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DUANE L. CHRISTENSEN  

ACHOR (PLACE) [Heb ˓ākōr (ָףכֹש )]. A valley (˓ēmeq) on Judah‘s northern border (Josh 15:7) 

identified with modern day El Buqê˓ah. According to biblical tradition, Achan and his family were stoned 

and buried at the Valley of Achor after he violated the ban following the battle of Jericho. Achan‘s crime 

(Joshua 7) was the first Israelite act of disobedience after Israel crossed the Jordan; his death was the first 

divinely commanded punishment in the new land. Josh 7:25–27 (probably secondary) offers an etiological 

explanation of Achor‘s name. Joshua declares that Achan has troubled (Heb ˓kr) Israel and that God will 

trouble (˓kr) him; the site of his execution is therefore called ―trouble‖ (˓ākôr). The word play is further 

developed by LXX
B
, Syriac, and 1 Chron 2:7, where Achan‘s name is rendered ―Achar.‖  

The Valley of Achor is included among the sites marking Judah‘s northern border (Josh 15:7), a list 

which moves uphill from the Jordan to Jerusalem. The reference to the Valley of Achor is omitted from 

the description of Benjamin‘s southern boundary (Josh 18:15–19), which otherwise parallels the list 

delineating Judah‘s northern border.  

The negative character of both Achor‘s name and the Achan tradition allows Achor to function as a 

figure of eschatological change. According to Hos 2:17—Eng2:15, the Valley of Trouble will be made a 



door of hope. Hosea‘s mention of Achor as a ―doorway‖ may be a reference to an old road which F. M. 

Cross (CMHE, 110) has identified as an ancient route from the Ḥajle Ford through El Buqê˓ah to 

Jerusalem. Isa 65:10 promises that the Valley of Sharon to the east and the Valley of Achor to the west 

will be given as rich pasture land to those who seek God.  

Noth (1955: 42–55) has identified the Valley (˓ēmeq) of Achor with present day El Buqê˓ah (―little 

valley‖), a small plain (approximately five miles long and up to two miles wide) in the northern Judean 

wilderness, between Hyrcania and Qumran. El Buqê˓ah is bounded on the north by the Wâd   Dabr 

system, and on the south by Wâd   en-Nár (the Kidron Valley). According to Noth, El Buqê˓ah is the only 

site in the area around Jericho which could properly be called an ˓ēmeq (that is, an arable, defensible 

depression, bordered by hills or mountains).  

Noth‘s identification has achieved near consensus among biblical scholars. Wolff (1954: 76–81) has 

presented the strongest alternative proposal. He locates the Valley of Achor in Wâd   en-Nuwē˓ime, a 

valley one-half mile wide by one mile long situated north of Jericho, a location which fits both the 

Benjaminite context of Joshua 7 and the northern prophet Hosea‘s reference to Achor. However, Wâd   en-

Nuwē˓ime is too far into Benjaminite territory (perhaps near the Ephramite border) to be cited as a marker 

for the Judean-Benjaminite boundary. That the Valley of Achor is included in the Judean but not the 

Benjaminite description of their joint border suggests that it belonged to Judah. Joshua 7 (long recognized 

as independent from the account of the conquest of Ai in Joshua 8) would then be a Judean story which 

had been carried to Gilgal and incorporated into its Benjaminite legends.  

F. M. Cross and J. T. Milik‘s exploration of El Buqê˓ah (1956: 5–17) uncovered three Iron Age II 

settlements (Khirbet Abu Ṭabaq [M.R. 188127], Khirbet es Samrah [M.R. 187125], and Khirbet el 

Maqari [M.R. 186123]) which they have identified with the desert cities Middin, Secacah, and Nibshan 

(Josh 15:61–62). The proposal has been well received; however, in the absence of evidence directly 

linking the desert cities to the Valley of Achor, or the Iron Age ruins to the desert cities, the identification 

must be considered tentative.  
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CAROLYN J. PRESSLER  

ACHSAH (PERSON) [Heb ˓aksâ (ַףְכָסה )]. The daughter of Caleb (1 Chr 2:49) and the wife of the 

Israelite judge Othniel (Josh 15:16–17 = Judg 1:12–13). For sacking the city Kiriath-sepher (Debir, see 

Josh 15:15 = Judg 1:11), Othniel received Achsah as a prize from Caleb. Subsequently, in addition to 

receiving territory in the Negeb, Achsah charmed Caleb into giving her the arable land known as the 

Upper and Lower Springs (Josh 15:13–19 = Judg 1:11–15; see Mosca 1984). Although the derivation of 

her name is uncertain, relating Achsah to those charming, seductive anklets that attracted attention in Isa 

3:16–18 (Heb hā˓akās  m) would certainly deepen our appreciation of the wordplays in these verses.  

While in this story Achsah is Caleb‘s daughter and Othniel is ―the son of Kenaz, the brother of Caleb‖ 

(Josh 15:17; cf. Judg 1:13; 3:9–11; 1 Chr 4:13), the genealogical relationship between Achsah and her 

spouse is not self-evident (see Webb 1987: 233, n. 25). Since the name ―Caleb‖ occurs as the son of both 

Jephunneh (see e.g., Numbers 13–14; Joshua 14–15; Judges 1; 1 Chr 4:15) and Hezron (1 Chronicles 2), 

but never occurs as the son of Kenaz (cf. 1 Chr. 4:15 where Caleb is the grandfather of Kenaz), therefore, 

contrary to the implication of Josh 15:17 = Judg 1:13, Achsah is not literally Othniel‘s niece. The 

relationship must be understood, rather, within the framework of how genealogies function in the Bible.  

According to Wilson (1977: 183), genealogies can be used to delineate social and political ties between 

two groups and, in particular, to incorporate marginally affiliated clans in a central tribe. Since the 

genealogies of Caleb and Othniel are related in this way to the tribe of Judah (Yeivin 1971: 13–14), it can 



be inferred that Joshua uses the term ―brother‖ to express that Caleb and Othniel belonged to a common 

group, which was assimilated into the tribe of Judah (Meyer 1906: 348–49; Johnson 1969: 6). Thus, the 

marriage of Achsah to Othniel would have functioned to strengthen the ties between the clans of Othniel 

and Caleb.  
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MARK J. FRETZ  

ACHSHAPH (PLACE) [Heb ˒akšāp (ַאְכָשפ )]. An ancient Canaanite city-state. Its antiquity and 

importance are known from a few early records. The Egyptian Execration Texts (ca. 20th–18th century 

B.C.), lists Achshaph among 64 other place names. These were well-known city-states ruled by a king, so 

the fact that Achshaph was included in the list is indicative of its prominence. The Karnak List of Towns 

conquered by Thutmose III (15th century B.C.) refers to Achshaph as a city in the Plain of Jezreel and 

Acco, in the district of Gaza. The Tell el-Amarna Letters (ca. 14th century B.C.) state that the kings of 

Acco and Achshaph (spelled ˒akšapa) provided military assistance to the King of Jerusalem and 

Shuwardata (Gath). The Papyrus Anastasi 1 (13th century B.C.) indicates that a road from Megiddo 

reached the Plain of Acco close to Achshaph, although it spelled Achshaph with an ˓ayin instead of an 

˒alep.  

Achshaph is mentioned in the Bible solely in the book of Joshua. It is one of the city-states that joined 

the coalition of the northern kings (Josh 11:1) to fight Joshua and the Israelites. Obviously, on being 

defeated, it became a part of Asher‘s territory (Josh 19:25).  

The reference to Achshaph in the book of Joshua is significant for two reasons. First, the tradition 

behind the book preserved a memory that Achshaph was a royal city in the N plain during the ancient 

times. Second, by mentioning a renowned ancient city the Deuteronomistic theologian illustrated that 

when the Israelites were obedient to the Lord, the cities of the northern coalition, the powerful Achshaph 

included, were defeated and their land given to Israel.  

The location of Achshaph remains uncertain. Some identify it with Tel Keisan, which is located 6 miles 

SE of Acco. Remains from the Bronze Age and early Iron Age were found there. See KEISAN, TELL. 

Another likely site is Khirbet el-Harbaj (M.R. 158240), which is situated at the S end of the plain of Acco.  

PAUL BENJAMIN  

ACHZIB (PLACE) [Heb ˒akz  b (ַאְכִזיב )]. Var. CHEZIB. 1. A town allocated to the tribe of Judah 

(Josh 15:44). From the context of its placement among the other cities, it appears to have been in the 

Shephelah, probably at its juncture with the Judean hills. In Mic 1:14, it is mentioned among several 

towns on which the prophet presents various puns, playing upon the similarity of the sounds of the name 

of the town Achzib (Heb ˒akz  b) with ―deceit‖ (Heb ˒akzāb). The town may be connected with the birth of 

Judah‘s son, Shelah, who was born to him by a Canaanite woman—the name of the city, CHEZIB 

(PLACE) (Heb kēz  b), is an apparent variation of Achzib.  

While certain identification is not possible, Eusebius (Onomast. 172) identified the site with Chasbi, 

which is modern Tell el-Beida (M.R. 145116) near Adullam.  

2. A tell on the Mediterranean coast (M.R. 159272) N of Acco. According to Josh 19:29, it was part of 

the territory of Asher, but they proved unsuccessful in expelling the Canaanites from the site (Judg 1:31).  

Excavations directed by M. W. Prausnitz in 1963–64 revealed that at the end of the MB I, a trench had 

been dug in the kurkar E of the tell which had transformed the Achzib peninsula into a Mediterranean port 



and island city. The circumference was defended by earth walls, a glacis, and a fosse. Apparently sacked 

in the beginning of the LB (mid-16th century B.C.E.), Achzib was rebuilt, but was again laid waste at the 

end of the LB. From the Iron Age IB (11th century B.C.E.), the town expanded to its largest size during the 

8th century (Iron Age II), when it was conquered by Sennacherib in 701 B.C.E. The rebuilt city, which is 

called Accipu in the Assyrian texts, flourished throughout the succeeding Persian period. The evidence 

from the storehouse excavations shows that it prospered until the beginning of the Roman period. Three 

squares excavated in the middle of the site attest to occupation by Byzantines, Crusaders, and Arabs.  

Numerous excavations have been conducted in the various cemeteries (Central, Eastern, Southern, and 

Northern) beginning in 1941 and spanning over forty years. The first excavations were directed by I. Ben-

Dor and the remaining operations since 1944 have been directed by M. Prausnitz. While all the cemeteries 

have produced Iron Age materials, only the Southern and Central cemeteries have produced burials from 

the MB I–II.  

a. The Central Cemetery. Early Iron Age IB cist graves of the 12th–11th centuries B.C.E. have been 

excavated which contained one or two skeletons each. Characteristic grave goods were cylinder seals, 

bronze bowls, a bronze double axe, long-hafted lance heads, an ivory bowl with lion couchant, as well as 

numerous burnished bichrome pilgrim flasks and white-painted Cypriot bottles, all of which indicate a 

continuation of the LB Canaanite customs into the beginning of the Iron Age.  

b. The Eastern Cemetery. At the end of the Iron Age IB, underground burial chambers with shafts 

were hewn into the rock. Inside each of the burial chambers were found the skeletons of 300 to 400 

individuals. These were family tombs identical with contemporary Israelite funereal practices and 

architecture. The family vaults were apparently in continuous use for 250–300 years. The pottery inside 

the tombs consisted of a great number of red-burnished, and red-polished jugs with trefoil rims, as well as 

red-polished jugs with mushroom rims—all typical ―Achzib‖ wares. Statistically the amount of early 

bichrome wares was minimal and pilgrim flasks were few and late. There was a range of proto Black-on-

Red to Black-on-Red II/III wares dating from the end of the 11th to the 8th/7th centuries B.C.E. More than 

three fourths of all the pottery finds were jugs.  

c. The Southern Cemetery. A different range of contemporary ceramics of the Iron Age II was 

predominate in this cemetery. Bichrome, Black-on-White, and Black-on-Pink pilgrim flasks represented 

the overwhelming majority of pottery in the early phase of the burials. Some chambers were built, some 

hewn into the rock. A shaft or dromos led to the entrance. Paradoxically the ceilings of the rock-cut 

chambers had been quarried to be covered again by a built upper structure—a bamah with altar, 

maṣṣebah, and a special ceramic repertoire of votives. These family vaults contained 250–300 bodies 

buried over a period of about 300 years. The early, middle, and final phases of these chambers are dated 

by the ceramics, scarabs, and cylinder and stamp seals.  

The middle phase continued to use red-slipped flat pilgrim flasks reflecting the LB traditions. At this 

time (mid-9th century), however, white painted Cypriot wares disappear and were replaced by red-

polished Achzib jugs with trefoil rims. There also appeared red-polished bowls and jugs with mushroom 

rims. This phase continued until the first third of the 7th century B.C.E. The final phase was highlighted by 

large storage jars used as ossuaries and receptacles for funeral gifts, which accompanied the deceased 

inside the family vault. To judge by seals and scarabs, the final phase ended in the beginning of the 6th 

century.  

The Southern cemetery was also a burial ground for shaft burials of the 6th century. The absence of 

Attic wares strongly suggests that by midcentury, this sacred ground with its Canaanite and Sidonian 

traditions was no longer in use.  

d. The Northern Cemetery. The areas excavated contained cremation urns and burials mainly of the 

Iron Age, Persian, and Hellenistic periods. Iron Age cremation urns had also been deposited in the sands 

of the peripheral regions of the Southern cemetery. Early cremation urns were large Sub-Mycenean 

kraters, White-Painted II–III geometric kraters, or Black-on-Red I–II wares belonging to the 10th–8th 

centuries B.C.E. Later cremation burials were made inside storage jars. Also significant was the custom of 

erecting a maṣṣebah immediately above the cremation urns or jars.  



Cremation urns were also found clustered around the foundations of a large pavement covered by lime 

and chalk plaster which had been frequently resurfaced. There was an area surrounded by a wall in which 

was an altar—this is believed to have been a bamah. The absence of scarabs or other funerary gifts with 

the urns near the bamah leaves only typological and stratigraphic criteria for determining its date, 

apparently 8th century B.C.E. The types of kraters and storage jars used in this cemetery and the stelae 

have close parallels with those found in the lower levels of the Precinct of Tanit at Carthage. The 

preference for kraters as cremation urns in association with the contemporary Achzib red-slipped jugs 

clearly points to the continuation of Syro-Hittite traditions at Achzib.  

Each of the cemeteries represents a separate cultural tradition—Late Canaanite-Sidonian, Israelite, and 

Syro-Hittite. Only after the 6th century B.C.E. did they become known as Phoenician.  
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M. W. PRAUSNITZ  

ACRABA (PLACE) [Gk Egrebēl (Ἐγπεβηλ)]. A town situated southeast of Dothan in the eastern hills 

of Samaria (Jdt 7:18). The Assyrian general Holofernes had the Edomites and Ammonites stationed in 

this area while his troops cut off the water supply to the Israelite town of Bethulia. However, the location 

of Acraba is uncertain, and given the genre of the book of Judith, the historicity of this campaign and the 

―Assyrian‖ general is doubtful. Most scholars (see Moore Judith AB, 173) identify Acraba with Acrabeta 

(modern ˓Aqraba), located 40 km north-northeast of Jerusalem. Acraba may also be associated with the 

site AKRABATTENE (1 Macc 5:3), where Judas Maccabaeus defeated the Idumeans who were killing 

Jews in 164 B.C.E. (Goldstein 1 Maccabees 294).  

MARK J. FRETZ  

ACRE (PLACE). See ACCO (PLACE).  

ACROSTIC. A device employed in poetry whereby the initial letters or signs of each line, read 

downward, constitute a name, a sentence, or an alphabetic pattern.  

The earliest examples of name/sentence acrostics are Babylonian. Two can be dated to the reigns of 

Ashurbanipal and Nebuchadnezzar II respectively, since they mention those kings by name. The best-

known Babylonian acrostic, the so-called Babylonian Theodicy, has been provisionally dated ca. 1000 

B.C.E. (Lambert 1960: 67). The acrostic may spell out a name (e.g., ―God Nabu‖) or a sentence (e.g., in 

the Theodicy, ―I, Sag-gil-kinam-ubib, the incantation priest, am adorant of the god and the king‖). Six of 

the seven extant Babylonian acrostic poems (surveyed in Soll 1988: 305–11) are stanzaic. In all but one of 

the stanzaic acrostics, each line within the strophe begins with the same sign that began the strophe. This 

repeating stanzaic pattern is the typical pattern for the Babylonian acrostics. In the Babylonian writing 

system, one sign could represent more than one sound. Most of the acrostics make use of this polyphony 

of sign values. Thus, the most important consideration was a conceptual or visual one: the use of the same 

sign. Two of the prayers incorporate not only an acrostic, but also a telestic: the terminal letters of each 

line, read downward, also form a phrase.  

Name/sentence acrostics also occur in Greek literature. The Christian acrostic in the Sibylline Oracles 

8.217–50 reads iēsous chreistos theou huios sōtēr stauros, which in turn utilizes the well-known Christian 

acrostic ichthys.  

The Hebrew Bible contains a number of alphabetic acrostics. The earliest biblical acrostics are probably 

the damaged acrostic in Psalms 9–10 and the partial acrostic (through kap) in Nahum 1; both are usually 

dated to the period of the Judaean monarchy. Many of the remaining biblical acrostics are probably either 

exilic or postexilic. Psalm 37 and Lamentations 1, 2, and 4 are stanzaic acrostics (see 

LAMENTATIONS); repeating stanzaic acrostics may be found in Lamentations 3 (3-line strophes) and 

Psalm 119 (8-line strophes). In Psalms 111 and 112, each individual colon (half of a normal line) begins 

with a consecutive alphabetic character. Psalms 25 and 34 both omit a waw line and add a pe line after 



taw. This pe line thus becomes the last letter of the acrostic and combines with ˒alep and lamed (the first 

and middle letters of the acrostic) to form the consonants of the first letter of the alphabet, ˒lp (Skehan 

1971: 74). The remaining biblical acrostics are Psalm 145 and Proverbs 31: 10–31. There are also three 

psalms from Qumran (see Sanders 1965) which are alphabetic acrostics: the Hebrew text of Sirach 51: 

13–30 (11QPs
a
Sirach, which also adds a pe line), the so-called Apostrophe to Zion (11QPs

a
Zion) and the 

partial acrostic (through pe) 11QPs
a
155 (also known [Syriac] Psalm III). For a more detailed discussion of 

alphabetic acrostics in the biblical period, see Marcus (1947), Holm-Nielsen (1960), and Soll (1990, chap. 

1).  

While acrostic poetry depends on knowledge of the art of writing and is therefore ―scribal‖ in the sense 

that all ancient written literature is scribal, the acrostic should not be seen as exclusively, or even 

primarily, wisdom literature. Included among the biblical alphabetic acrostics are hymns (e.g., Psalm 

145), prayers (e.g., Psalm 25), and wisdom poems (e.g., Prov 31:10–31). This same distribution of genres 

is found in Babylonian name/sentence acrostics as well.  

While the biblical alphabetic acrostic is often considered to be a mnemonic device (e.g., Paul IDBSup, 

600–1), this position is difficult to maintain in the light of parallel Babylonian acrostics, which no one 

supposes were written with a mnemonic end in view (for further discussion, see Soll 1988: 320–22). The 

use of the acrostic form is best understood by analogy with metrical or rhyme schemes as an aesthetic 

constraint. It provided ancient poets with stimulus, direction, and limit as they drew on their stock of 

divine epithets, lament motives, petitions, and other conventional features of religious poetry which could 

otherwise be piled on indefinitely.  

In the case of a name/sentence acrostic, the acrostic identifies the poem‘s author, the purpose of the 

composition, the one to whom it is addressed, or some combination of these. Although the poet began 

with the acrostic text as a matrix for the work, habit causes the reader to begin reading horizontally rather 

than vertically. Thus the impression of the finished product is the reverse of the process of composition: 

the poem gives the appearance of generating the acrostic, as if revealing a secret about itself. All 

Babylonian name/sentence acrostics had some way of alerting the reader to the presence of the acrostic 

pattern.  

The alphabetic framework is, by contrast, abstract; it does not say anything. Rather, it says everything, 

for the 22 letters of the alphabet can be used to make any combination of words. The alphabet is a ready 

metaphor for totality and completeness (Gottwald 1954: 23–32) and thus serves as an excellent frame for 

praising the qualities of God (Psalms 111 and Psalms 145), the just man (Psalm 112), or the capable 

woman (Prov 30:10–31). Even in poems not concerned with the enumeration of qualities, use of the 

alphabet evokes a sense of completeness without having to be comprehensive. The fact that the Semitic 

alphabet gave a much greater impression of organization than any of its adaptations to other languages 

and scripts (Driver 1976: 179–85) may also have led to its use as an ordering device for poetry.  

The alphabetic framework was a fixed sequence that did not have to be justified, but was simply there, 

ready to be built on. The only variation in this order is the inversion of the ˓ayin-pe sequence: pe precedes 

˓ayin in Lamentations 2, 3, and 4; Psalm 10; and the LXX of Proverbs 31:10–31. The pe-˓ayin inversion 

occurs in some epigraphic abecedaries as well (Cross 1980: 9–13), so variation on this point in the 

acrostics was not a question of poetic license, but of adherence to different ordering conventions.  

The alphabetic sequence may have been understood as being complete numerically as well as 

linguistically, which would account for the 22-line poems in the Bible. This number of lines is clearly a 

deliberate choice in Lamentations 5, since the rest of the book consists of alphabetic acrostics. Psalms 33, 

Psalms 38, and Psalms 103 are also 22-line poems.  
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WILL SOLL  

ACTS OF ANDREW. See ANDREW, ACTS OF.  

ACTS OF ANDREW AND MATTATHIAS. See ANDREW AND MATTATHIAS, ACTS OF.  

ACTS OF JOHN (BY PROCHORUS). See JOHN, ACTS OF (BY PROCHORUS).  

ACTS OF PAUL. See PAUL, ACTS OF.  

ACTS OF PETER. See PETER, ACTS OF.  

ACTS OF PETER AND PAUL. See PETER AND PAUL, ACTS OF.  

ACTS OF PETER AND THE TWELVE. See PETER AND THE TWELVE, ACTS OF.  

ACTS OF PHILIP. See PHILIP, ACTS OF.  

ACTS OF PILATE. See PILATE, ACTS OF.  

ACTS OF THE APOSTLES. See LUKE-ACTS, BOOK OF.  

ACTS OF THEKLA. See THEKLA, ACTS OF.  

ACTS OF THOMAS. See THOMAS, ACTS OF.  

ACTS, BOOK OF. See LUKE-ACTS, BOOK OF.  

ADADAH (PLACE) [Heb ˓ad˓ādâ (ַףְדָףָדה )]. A city situated in the Negeb region of Judah toward 

Edom (Josh 15:22). In the Bible this name occurs only as part of a list of Judah‘s territorial inheritance 

(Josh 15:20–63). According to most scholars (e.g., Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 379), the MT 

wĕ˓ad˓ādâ, ―and Adadah,‖ should be emended to read Heb w˓r˓rh, ―and Ararah‖ (cf. LXX variants 

arouēl, arouēr, as well as adada). Some scholars, therefore, identify Adadah with ˓Ar˓arah (modern 

Khirbet Aroer; see Alt 1934: 19; Keel and Küchler 1982: 337), a site located some 20 km southeast of 

Beer-sheba, to which David redistributed some of the spoils of the Amalekites (1 Sam 30:28; see 

McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 436). Alternatively, Kallai (KHG 351) suggests that if no evidence of an Iron 

Age settlement is yielded from ˓Ar˓arah, then Tell ˒Esdar, located 2 km farther north-northeast should be 

considered. Aharoni (LBHG, 117) suggests that the name was originally Heb *Aroer-˓Ar˓arah, ―˓Ar˓arah 

the ruin‖ (Heb ˓ărô˓ēr indicates ―a ruin‖ as does Arabic khirbet). Epigraphically, therefore, the name 

―Adadah‖ may have resulted from a transmutation in the name ―˓Ar˓arah ‖of the Heb letter resh to daleth, 

since these letters are difficult to distinguish in script.  
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MARK J. FRETZ  

ADAH (PERSON) [Heb ˓ādâ (ָףָדה )]. The name ―Adah‖ seems to have been common in the ancient 

Semitic world (compare Minaean ˓dt [?]; Thamudic ˓dh/˓dy; Safaitic ˓d˒/˓dy; Aramaic ˓dyh; Neo-Punic 

˓dyt [?]; Syrian ˓addā/˓iddô; Samaritan ˓āda; Nabataean ˓dyw; and Arabic ˓addijj). It appears to be the 

shortened form of a personal name containing the element *˓dw/y, ―to decorate, embellish‖ (Weippert 

1971: 250; Stamm 1980: 130) (e.g., Heb ˓ad  ˒ēl, ˓adāyāh (  , ˒el˓ādâ, ˓ād  n (ā˒  [?], and ˓iddô (˓  [?]; 

Sabaean/Safaitic/Ammonite [?] ˓d˒l; Libyanite ˓dwn [?]; Minaean/Safaitic ˓dyn [?]; and Gr Kosadou [gen. 

from qs˓d?]). Two women in the Hebrew Bible bear this name.  



1. The first of Lamech‘s two wives, according to the genealogy in Gen 4:17–19. To her two sons, Jabal 

and Jubal, are attributed the life-style of the tentdweller and the herdsman, as well as the cultural 

achievement of musical performance.  

2. The daughter of Elon the Hittite, and one of Esau‘s Canaanite wives (Gen 36:2). She was considered 

to be one of the Edomite tribal ancestresses alongside of Oholibamah and Basemath. Eliphaz, her only son 

and Esau‘s eldest, was born in Canaan (Gen 35:4, 10) and became the father of Teman, Omar, Zepho, 

Gatam, Kenaz, Amalek (and Korah?) (Gen 36:11–12), who are listed a few verses later as the ―tribal 

chiefs‖ (˒all p  m) of Edom (vv 15–16). The three contradictory texts Gen 36:2–3, 26:34, and 28:9 are 

based on different traditions of P, hence the lack of harmony (Speiser Genesis AB, 279; Westermann 

Genesis 1–11 BK, 684).  
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ULRICH HÜBNER  

ADAIAH (PERSON) [Heb ˓ădāyâ (ֲףָדָיה ); ˓ădāyāh  (ֲףָדָיהּו )]. 1. A Levite of the clan of Gershom, 

son of Ethan, father of Zerah, and grandfather of Ethni (1 Chr 6:26–27—Eng6:41–42). His name occurs 

in the middle of a genealogical list whose purpose was to substantiate the Levitical pedigree of Asaph, 

one of the temple singers appointed by King David (1 Chr 6:16–17, 33—Eng6:31–32, 48). With some 

justification this Adaiah [˓ădāyâ] has been equated with Iddo [˓iddô] in 1 Chr 6:6—Eng6:21 (Schumacher 

IDB 1:42) but this identification is not absolutely certain. Although there are four names (Gershom, 

Jahath, Zimmah, Zerah) common to the two Gershomite Levitical lists involved (1 Chr 6:5–6—Eng6:20–

21; 1 Chr 6:24–28—Eng6:39–43), the pertinent inner patterns Zimmah-Joah-Iddo-Jeatherai and then 

Zimmah-Ethan-Adaiah-Zerah-Ethni illustrate equally the configuration of differences. It is also worth 

noting that Chronicles traces Asaph‘s lineage through Adaiah to Levi‘s son ―Gershom,‖ not the more 

traditional ―Gershon.‖  

2. A Benjaminite, one of the sons of Shimei (1 Chr 8:21). His name is found in a list of Benjamin‘s 

descendants who are distinguished as heads of families living in Jerusalem (1 Chr 8:28). This Shimei 

[Heb šim˓  ] is probably a textual corruption of the name SHEMA [Heb šema˓] mentioned ealier in 1 Chr 

8:13. The complex 1 Chronicles 2–8 contains three epicenters: the lists of the tribe of Judah at the 

beginning, those of Levi in the middle, and those pertaining to the tribe of Benjamin at the end. This 

threefold arrangement reflected something of the territorial, social, and political realities of the postexilic 

period (see Weinberg 1981: 111–12).  

3. The father of Maaseiah, who is seemingly listed as one of the ―commanders of hundreds‖ [śārê 

hammē˒ôt] that conspired with Jehoiada the priest to overthrow Queen Athaliah and install young Joash 

upon the Judean throne (2 Chr 23:1). According to 2 Kgs 11:4 these individuals were ―the captains of the 

Carites and of the guards.‖ By contrast, the Chronicler, true to his own ideology, apparently reports the 

plot as carried out exclusively by priestly and Levitical guards in order to avoid any hint of the 

desecration of the temple area by ―foreign mercenaries‖ (Myers 2 Chronicles AB, 131; Williamson 

Chronicles NCB, 315). On the connection of Levites with martial activities, see Spencer 1984: 270–71. 

Dillard, moreover, makes the intriguing observation that, whereas the first three occurrences of names 

(Azariah, Ishmael, Azariah) in 2 Chr 23:1 are introduced with the preposition le, the last two names 

(Maaseiah ben Adaiah, Elishaphat) are proceeded by the object marker ˒et before ―the commanders of 

hundreds.‖ While representative possibly of no more than a stylistic variation, this change in pattern may 

just as well indicate that for the Chronicler Maaseiah ben Adaiah was not intended to be included among 

the ―commanders of hundreds.‖ However, that the writer regarded the commanders as Levites seems to be 

implied in the activities envisioned in 1 Chr 23:6–7, 9 (see Dillard 2 Chronicles WBC, 177 n.1c, 180–81).  



4. The maternal grandfather of King Josiah (2 Kgs 22:1). It is characteristic of the Deuteronomistic 

history to introduce Judean kings through a fixed scribal formula. Included in this formula is the name of 

each king‘s mother. Jedidah, Josiah‘s mother, is cited as the daughter of Adaiah of Bozkath. BOZKATH 

(Josh 15:39) appears to be a SW Judean village in the vicinity of Lachish (Tell ed-Duweir) and Eglon 

(Tell el-Ḥesi).  

5. A Judahite, the son of Joiarib, and father of Hazaiah (Neh 11:5). He is mentioned as an ancestor of 

Maaseiah, one of the Judean family heads resident in Jerusalem after the return from exile. The parallel 

text in 1 Chr 9:5 (RSV) makes no reference to Adaiah ben Joiarib but speaks rather of ―the Shilonites: 

Asaiah [= Maaseiah?] the first-born, and his sons.‖ However, the presence of Judah‘s two sons Perez 

(Neh 11:4; 1 Chr 9:4) and Zerah (1 Chr 9:6) in these two otherwise synoptic lists suggests that the MT 

behind the RSV‘s ―the Shilonite/the Shilonites‖ [haššilōn  /hašš  lôn  ] in Neh 9:5 and 1 Chr 9:5 might well 

be revocalized to read ―the Shelanite/the Shelanites‖ [haššēlān  /haššēlān  ] (see NEB), thus making this 

Adaiah actually a descendant of Judah through his third son Shelah (Gen 38:5; Num 26:20).  

6. The son of Jeroham (1 Chr 9:12 = Neh 11:12) and one of the priests listed who returned from exile to 

live and work in Jerusalem. Adaiah and his brethren, heads of fathers‘ houses, are reported to have 

numbered 242 persons. A comparison of the two parallel verses cited reveals that Nehemiah 11 carries his 

ancestry back to the seventh generation, adding three additional names (Pelaliah, Amzi, Zechariah) to 

Adaiah‘s ancestry as given in 1 Chr 9:12.  

7. A son of BANI (Ezra 10:29 = 1 Esdr 9:30) and 8. a son of BINNUI (Ezra 10:39), two individuals 

who had married foreign women and who were induced to put them away along with their children, in the 

time of Ezra (Ezra 10:44 = 1 Esdr 9:36). The double occurrence of the name ―Bani‖ in both Ezra 10:29 

and 10:34 and the similar name ―Binnui‖ in Ezra 10:39 have given rise to a number of textual 

emendations. Not all is settled even with respect to the name ―Adaiah‖: thus 1 Esdr 9:30 reads iedaios for 

Adaiah in Ezra 10:29; accordingly, the text-critical apparatus of BHS suggests that the name ―Adaiah‖ 

here be amended to read either ye˓adya or yeda˓ya. For the second Adaiah named in Ezra 10:39, there is 

no corresponding name parallel whatsoever in 1 Esdr 9:34. There, in fact, Binnui has become a one of 

Bani‘s sons!  
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ROGER W. UITTI  

ADALIA (PERSON) [Heb ˒ădalyā (ֲֲָאַדְלי )˒]. One of the ten sons of Haman (Esth 9:8). The names of 

Haman‘s sons appear within Esth 9:1–19, a passage long thought to be the denouement of the Esther 

story, although recent research has shown it to be independent of both the main story (Esth 1–8) and the 

two appendices; one on the origin of Purim (Esth 9:20–32), the other the praise of Mordecai (Esth 10:1–3) 

(Clines 1984: 39–49, 158–62). This passage resolves the question of what happened after king Ahasuerus 

granted the Jews permission to defend themselves against the attacks of hostile neighbors incited by 

Haman (Esth 8:11–12). In this narrative context the killing of Haman‘s male progeny is the reversal of his 

attempt to annihilate the Jews (Esth 3:9–15) (Berg 1979: 105ff.).  

The authenticity of the names of Haman‘s sons is a matter of dispute. There are variant lists of the 

names in the LXX, the A-Text (= LXX L?) and other ancient versions (see the lists in Moore Esther AB, 

xlii–xliii; Haupt 1907–8: 175). It has been suggested from this that the spelling of certain names in MT 

may be corrupt, the Greek versions perhaps preserving a more accurate spelling (Moore Esther AB, xliv). 

Against this, the attestation in Iranian onomastica of a few of the names in MT Esther and the likelihood 

that many of them can be given sensible Iranian etymologies has renewed confidence in the superiority of 

the MT orthography (Millard 1977; Zadok 1986). While this also counters the claim that the names are 

the product of the writer‘s imagination, the use of probable real names proves nothing about the veracity 



of the story. Many of the names of Haman‘s sons are, however, otherwise unattested, perhaps reflecting 

our limited knowledge of Iranian onomastica. The current state of knowledge of Iranian dialects leaves 

the analysis of many of the names uncertain and the etymologies given are often conjectural. For the 

analysis of many of the names there is often no advancement on the classic studies of Oppert (1894: 35–

41), Justi (1895), Scheftelowitz (1901), and Bartholomae (1904). Their work on Iranian names in Esther 

is summarized by Paton (1908: 66–71). The most recent comprehensive survey of Iranian names is Hinz 

(1975), supplemented by Zadok (1986) on names in Esther.  

˒ădalyā˒ (LXX barsa) has a number of proposed Old Iranian etymologies for which see Paton (Esther 

ICC, 70f.) and Gehman (1924: 327), but none are convincing. ˒ădalyā˒ may be related to the name ˒dlyn 

attested in a 6th century B.C.E. Aramaic text from Egypt (Bauer and Meissner 1936 line 16; TAD, 11–13), 

although this name also proves to be difficult to analyze (Grelot 1972: 500f.; Kornfeld 1978: 113 for 

Hurrian derivation). For an explanation of the LXX spelling, see Haupt (1907–8: 176).  
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PETER BEDFORD  

ADAM (PERSON) [Heb ˒ādām (ָאָדם )]. The Hebrew noun ˒ādām generally denotes ―human being,‖ 

―humankind.‖ The term is also used of the male individual in the Gen 2:4b–3:24 creation narrative.  

A. Etymology and Use in the OT.  

The etymology of the word is uncertain. ˒ādām has often been associated with the root ˒dm ―red.‖ 

Evidence cited in support of this association is widespread. In Akkadian, adamu means ―blood, red 

garment,‖ and adamatu ―black blood.‖ In Aramaic, ˒ădām and other cognate terms refer to ―blood,‖ while 

in biblical Hebrew ˒ādōm means ―red‖ (adj.), and the verb ˒ādōm ―to be red.‖ The Ugaritic verb ˒adm 

appears in several places in connection with bodily cleansing and anointing, and is usually translated ―to 

rouge or redden.‖ It has been suggested that the use of ˒ādām for ―human‖ arises because of the reddish 

color of human skin.  

The play on words in Gen 2:7 and 3:19 between ˒ādām and ˒ădāmâ ―ground, earth,‖ has not been 

overlooked in the search for an etymology of the former. The name ˒ādām is given to the human creature 

believed to have come from the ˒ădāmâ. Of course, word plays in themselves do not necessarily indicate 

the etymology of a word. They could simply be used by writers or editors for literary effect. However, in 

this case the suggested etymological connection ought not to be ruled out. The Akkadian adamātu, ―dark 

red earth‖ (used as a dye), suggests that the Hebrew ˒ădāmâ could also be derived from the root ˒dm, ―to 

be red.‖ ˒ādām and ˒ădāmâ could have been derived from the same root separately or the latter could have 

given rise to the former because of the similarity of skin tone to the color of the soil itself.  

While we cannot draw any firm conclusions about the origins of biblical ˒ādām, we should note that the 

word has cognates in other Northwest Semitic languages. ˒dm appears in both Ugaritic and Phoenician as 

―human being.‖ In the former, the high god El is called ˒ab ˒adm, ―the father of humankind.‖ The 

development of ˒dm for ―humankind‖ would seem to have been confined to the Northwest Semitic 



domain since the Akkadian word for ―human being‖ is aw  lum/am   (ē lu. Thus, any etymological 

connection between ˒ādām and either ˒dm ―to be red,‖ or the root for ―ground, earth,‖ would appear to be 

a localized Northwest Semitic phenomenon. The cognates for the latter two words range across the whole 

Semitic family.  

B. ˒ādām in Genesis 1–11.  

˒ādām is used widely throughout the OT for ―human-kind‖ or ―human being.‖ It also occurs as the 

proper name of the first of the forefathers of the human family in 1 Chr 1:1. This may also be the case in 

Job 31:33, Hos 6:7, and Deut 4:32. In Genesis 1–5 the situation is more complex.  

The use of ˒ādām in J is concentrated in the primeval history of Genesis 2–11. In Gen 2:4b–4:25, the 

term refers to a specific male being. Elsewhere in the primeval narrative, it refers to humankind in 

general, even in Gen 8:21, which recalls the curse of Gen 3:17–19. In the context of Genesis 2–11, the 

individuality of the figure ˒ādām in Gen 2:4b–3:24 must be seen as representative. No doubt the sources 

of the stories dictated in part the shape of the J narrative. ˒ādām usually appears with the definite article 

hā˒ādām (exceptions being 2:5, 2:20, and 3:17, the last two of which many scholars have amended).  

While the individuality of the ˒ādām figure in Gen 2:4b–3:24 is evident throughout the story, the 

restriction of ˒ādām to a male individual begins clearly only from 2:18. Thus the beginning of the story 

addresses the issue of human beings in general in the presence of Yahweh. The disobedience that follows 

is not to be blamed primarily on the woman in the garden, but is the responsibility of the whole human 

community, as the curses (3:14–19) reveal. In 4:1, 25, ˒ādām is clearly used as the proper name of the 

father of Cain, Abel, and Seth. After these verses, J again employs the term in its broader context. We 

should note that the Septuagint and Vulgate begin to translate hā˒ādām as a proper name in Genesis 2:19.  

In Gen 1:26–28, P uses ˒ādām collectively as male (zākār) and female (nĕqēbâ). A single couple is not 

indicated here. ˒ādām in its composite whole as male and female is the image of God. In Gen 5:3–5, 

however, P clearly understands ˒ādām as an individual, i.e., the father of Seth and other children. The 

writer even records Adam‘s age at death as 930 years. This transition in the P material cannot be properly 

understood apart from the intervening J narrative. Recent studies in the canonical shape of Genesis 1–11 

(Childs IOTS, 148–50) have drawn attention to the interdependence of the J and P material and the 

theological import of their connection. Although Childs suggests that the J creation account plays a 

subsidiary role to that of P, he does point to the interconnection between creation (Genesis 1) and the 

history of humankind (Genesis 2). One should also note that, as the two chapters stand, they present a 

balanced picture of humanity. The creature made in the image of God, indeed invited into God‘s presence, 

is also the creature primarily responsible for the subsequent alienation and enmity within creation. The 

two sides of humanity presented in Ps 8:4–7 are seen in reverse order in Genesis 1–3.  

The closeness and yet enmity between humans and creation is highlighted by the play on words between 

˒ādām either as ―human being‖ or the first male individual, and ˒ădāmâ ―ground, earth.‖ It is from 

˒ădāmâ that ˒ādām is fashioned (Gen 2:7). The latter‘s task is to till the ground (2:6). When ˒ādām 

disobeys Yahweh, the ˒ădāmâ is cursed (3:17–19). This in turn causes hardship for ˒ādām. The end of 

˒ādām is again to return to the ˒ădāmâ (parallel to ˓āpār ―dust‖). This wordplay continues through the 

flood story and is highlighted in 4:11–12 and 5:29. The link between ˒ādām and ˒ădāmâ in terms of sin 

and curse is only alleviated in 8:21–22. The dependence of fertility on human behavior, which remains 

wicked (8:21; 9:18–27; 11:1–9), is broken.  

While the wordplay between ˒ādām and ˒ădāmâ is unique to the biblical material, the notion that 

humans are in part formed from earth or clay was widespread in the ancient Near East. We find it in the 

Sumerian account of the creation of humans where Enki, in order to fashion servants for the gods, calls on 

Mammu to ―mix the heart of the clay that is over the abyss‖ (see Kramer 1961: 72–73). Likewise in the 

story of Atrahasis, Ea assists Mami, ―the mistress of all the gods,‖ in fashioning humans by pinching off 

pieces of clay (Tablet I. 189–260; see Lambert and Millard 1969: 56–61; cf. ANET, 99–100).  

C. ˒ādām in Intertestamental Literature.  

Little attention has been given to the ˒ādām figure of Genesis 1–5 elsewhere in the OT. There are, 

however, possible allusions to ˒ādām and the creation narrative in apocryphal literature (Sir 17:1; 49:16; 



Tob 8:6; Wis 2:23; 9:2; 10:1). Renewed interest in and speculation concerning ˒ādām is found in 

pseudepigraphal, rabbinic, and gnostic texts. The Greek text Apocalypse of Moses is the most familiar of 

these. It tells of the life of Adam and Eve outside paradise, the death of Abel, the birth of Seth, Adam‘s 

illness, and the journey of Eve and Seth to paradise in search of the oil of the Tree of Life which would 

cure Adam. Adam dies and his soul is taken into the presence of God by the Cherubim. Through the 

prayers of the angels, Adam is pardoned and taken back into the third heaven. While a good portion of 

this material overlaps with its Latin counterpart, The Life of Adam and Eve, the exact nature of the 

relationship between these two texts is difficult to determine (see OTP, 249–95 for a translation and 

discussion of both texts). See ADAM AND EVE, LIFE OF.  

Emphasis in the Apocalypse of Moses focuses on two matters: (1) the nature of sin and the present 

human condition and (2) the hope of resurrection. The sin of Adam and Eve is their deliberate 

disobedience of God‘s command (Apoc. Mos. 8:2; 10:2; 23:4, etc.). Eve is the one who initially succumbs 

to temptation and then dupes Adam into following her example (7:2–3; 9:2; 14:2; 21:1–6). Both lose the 

visible righteousness and glory of God which they had in the beginning (11:2; 20:1–2; 21:2). This sin 

brings hardship upon humanity. However, the image of God in which they were created is retained in 

their son Seth (10:13; 12:1), who is born according to the appointment of God (38:4).  

While Adam‘s death is a result of sin, it eventually provides an avenue to hope in resurrection. In his 

mercy God promises to pardon Adam and to raise him up to enjoy the benefits of paradise once again 

(28:4; 37:1–6; 41:3). This comes to fruition after his death. His former glory is restored (39:1–3) and the 

power of Satan is overcome, turning grief to joy. Just as others participate in the consequences of Adam‘s 

sin, so there is hope that the ―holy people,‖ those who adhere to the covenant, will share in his 

resurrection (13:3–5; 41:3).  

Speculation in various noncanonical works also focuses on the figure of Adam. Philo stresses Adam‘s 

perfection (Op 47:136–141), while various other works describe his honor and beauty above other living 

beings (e.g., Sir 49:16; Pesiq. Rab Kah 101). This beauty was lost with Adam‘s sin (Gen. Rab. 11:2; 

12:6). A motif of rabbinic thought is the enormous size of Adam, whose body stretches across the cosmos 

(e.g., Gen. Rab. 8:1; 21:3; 24:2; Pirqe R. El. 11; ˒Abot R. Nat. B8, etc.). Other passages note Adam‘s great 

wisdom (Gen. Rab. 24:2; Pesiq. R. 115a).  

D. Adam in the New Testament.  

The most significant references to Adam in the NT are found in Rom 5:12–21 and 1 Cor 15:21–22, 45–

49. Here Paul develops his Adam-Christ typology (on the debated origin of this typology, see discussion 

in Cranfield Romans ICC, 269–95; Kasemann Romans HNT, 139–58; and Beker 1980). In Rom 5:12–21 

Paul emphasizes the analogy between Adam, the one through whom sin and condemnation to death come 

into the world, and Christ, the one through whom life is offered to all. While this analogy presents Adam 

and Christ as those who shape the destiny of the world, the contrast is not to be ignored. The reign of 

grace and righteousness which comes through the second Adam confronts the reign of sin and death 

introduced through the first Adam and overcomes it.  

In 1 Cor 15:21–22, the emphasis of the typology focuses on Christ as the one through whom 

resurrection to life comes. This theme is carried through in vv 45–49. In resurrection, one has a spiritual 

body, like that of the heavenly Christ, in contrast to the physical body which all humanity has in common 

with the earthly Adam. Paul draws on Gen 2:7 (LXX) as support. Here Paul could well be using the type 

of exegesis Philo exhibits in his discussion of Genesis 1:27 and 2:7, wherein he contrasts the heavenly, 

archetypal person with the historic Adam, made from dust (Legum Allegoriae, i.31). However, Paul 

understands these figures not as types but as eschatological and historical figures respectively (1 Cor 

15:47).  

Elsewhere in the NT, reference is made to Adam as the first generation of humanity (Jude 14 and Luke 

3:38). In the latter text, he is foremost in the genealogy that leads to Jesus. In 1 Tim 2:13–14, the Eden 

story is used to justify the denial of teaching roles and positions of authority to women at that time. The 

writer stresses the prior creation of Adam, as well as the fact that Eve was the one deceived by the 

serpent. Adam is seen as completely innocent, while the woman in the story is labeled the transgressor. 



Such a line of argument is in keeping with early Jewish exegetical interpretations of Genesis 3 (e.g. Apoc. 

Mos. 15–21; Pirqe R. El. 1, 13).  
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HOWARD N. WALLACE  

ADAM (PLACE) [Heb ˒ādām (ָאָדם )]. A city located in the Transjordan N of the place where the 

Israelites crossed the Jordan into Palestine (Josh 3:14–17). According to the biblical account of the 

crossing, the waters of the Jordan ―rose up in a heap‖ at Adam (Josh 3:16). A strategic city, Adam was 

situated near the fords of the Jordan (Judg 7:24), S of the mouth of the Jabbok River and N of the mouth 

of wadi Far˓ah. At Adam, significant travel routes intersected (2 Sam 18:23; Hos 6:9), which made it 

easily accessible to Pharaoh Shishak individual (ca. 945–924 B.C.E.) of Egypt, who captured Adam while 

on a military campaign through Palestine (1 Kgs 14:25–28; 2 Chr 12:1–12; see Kitchen 1973: 438; Mazar 

1986: 146). Most scholars have traditionally located this site at Tell ed-Dāmiyeh (modern Damiya; see 

Glueck 1951: 331; Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 169), where landslides have been known to dam up the 

Jordan (Aharoni LBHG, 34; Keel and Küchler 1982: 491; Noth Josua HAT, 37).  

The translation of the MT of Josh 3:16 reads, ―one heap arose a great distance from Adam, the city 

which is beside Zarethan,‖ and the written text (Heb bē˒ādām) differs from what is to be read (Heb 

mē˒ādām). The LXX rendering differs quite radically from the MT: ―forming a single heap over a very 

wide area, as far as the frontier of Kiryath-Jearim‖ (see Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 156). Whereas the 

MT identifies the location of the obstruction of the water in relation to Adam, the LXX expresses the 

expanse of the flooding in relation to Kiriath-Jearim. Thus, a single story about the extent of flooding is 

formulated from two different points of reference.  

The city of Adam may also refer to a sacred location in biblical poetry (see Mazar 1985: 17–18). 

Several verses of poetry which contain the Heb word ˒ādām, traditionally translated ―man,‖ could be 

clarified by translating it ― (the city) Adam.‖ Consequently, Ps 68:19–Eng 68:18 and Ps 78:60 could 

benefit from this proposal (Goitein 1947), as could Hos 6:7 (even though LXX hōs anthrōpos, ―as man,‖ 

supports the traditional rendering of ―man‖; see Andersen and Freedman Hosea AB, 439).  
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MARK J. FRETZ  

ADAM AND EVE, LIFE OF. Among several related narrative elaborations of the biblical account 

of Adam and Eve, the most important are the Greek Apocalypse of Moses and the Latin Vita Adae et 

Evae. An Armenian recension was translated loosely from the Apocalypse of Moses, or possibly from the 

Syriac (Conybeare 1895: 216–35), at least by 1000 C.E., although more probably during the 5th or 6th 

centuries. A Slavonic recension, translated from the Greek between 950 and 1400 C.E., combines the 

Apocalypse of Moses and Vita 1–11. Other documents, while part of the Adam cycle of literature, have no 

direct literary relationship with the Apocalypse of Moses and Vita Adae et Evae: the Cave of Treasures, 

the Combat of Adam and Eve (Ethiopic), the Testament of Adam, and the Apocalypse of Adam from Nag 

Hammadi.  



The Apocalypse of Moses and Vita Adae et Evae, though sharing much material, also contain unique 

traditions:  

  
Ap. Mos.  Vita  

1.  
Adam and Eve search for food and repent by standing in the Jordan and Tigris 

rivers.  
——  1–8  

2.  Satan, disguised as an angel, convinces Eve to curtail her penitence.  ——  9–11  

3.  Satan explains his fall and consequent enmity toward Adam.  ——  12–17  

4.  Eve escapes death and bears Cain by means of Adam‘s intercession.  ——  18–22  

5.  Eve bears (Cain [Ap. Mos. 1:3]), Abel, Seth, et al.  1:1–5:1  23–24  

6.  Adam reveals to Seth his rapture to paradise to see God.  ——  25–29  

7.  
Adam, on his deathbed, sends Eve and Seth on an unsuccessful quest for the oil of 

mercy.  
5:2–14:3  30–44  

8.  
Eve exhorts her children to obey by recounting the temptation by Satan and 

expulsion from paradise.  
15–30  ——  

9.  Adam dies.  31–32  45  

10.  Adam is pardoned.  33–37  46  

11.  Adam is buried.  
38:1–

42:2  
47–48  

12.  
Eve commands her children to preserve her and Adam‘s life on tablets of stone 

and clay.  
——  

49:1–

50:2  

13.  Eve dies and is buried.  
42:3–

43:4  

50:3–

51:3  

The redactors of the Apocalypse of Moses and Vita Adae et Evae shape their mutual (e.g., Apoc. Mos. 

5:2–14:3 and Vita 30–44) and unique (e.g., Apoc. Mos. 15–30) traditions in different ways, as a 

comparison of three major characteristics of both stories will demonstrate. First, Satan is prominent in 

Apoc. Mos. 15–30, where he is responsible for the deception of the serpent, Eve, and Adam, yet his role is 

even more prominent in Vita Adae et Evae. Satan deceives Eve a second time (chaps. 9–11), then explains 

thoroughly why he maliciously pursues Adam (chaps. 12–17). According to Vita 37–39, a ―serpent‖ 

whom Seth recognizes as Satan, the ―cursed enemy of truth, (and) chaotic destroyer,‖ attacks him; in the 

parallel passage of Apoc. Mos. 10–12, only a rebellious ―wild beast‖ attacks Seth.  

Second, Eve is culpable for the first transgression in both accounts, but the redactor of Vita Adae et 

Evae, particularly in the unique material (chaps. 1–22), consciously denigrates Eve and exonerates Adam. 

Eve‘s unrealistic solution to hunger following explusion is to have Adam murder her, since she sinned, so 

that God may return him to paradise (chaps. 1–6); in contrast, Adam suggests sensibly that they repent. 

While the Jordan stops its flow and the entire animal world gathers around Adam when he repents, Eve 

succumbs again to Satan‘s deceit (chaps. 7–11). Subsequently, when she departs to die, Eve experiences 

birthpangs but receives no mercy, despite her desperate prayers, until Adam intercedes (chaps. 18–22).  

Third, God‘s mercy, a significant theme in both stories, is interpreted differently. One message of Vita 

Adae et Evae is that penitence, properly performed, evokes God‘s mercy. The editor presents details of 

Adam‘s penitence in the Jordan (chaps. 6–8) and adds similar details to Seth‘s prayer at paradise (chap. 

40; cf. Apoc. Mos. 13:1) to provide the readers with models of penitence. Because Adam repented 

properly, he was pardoned during his lifetime (chap. 46). In contrast, the main theme of the Apocalypse of 

Moses is that mercy is accessible only following death. Adam faces death, uncertain that God will be 

merciful (chaps. 31–32). He dies and, after a lengthy and suspenseful account of angelic intercession, is 

pardoned (chaps. 33–37). Finally, he receives the promise of resurrection twice (39:1–3; 41:2–3).  



The preceding examples demonstrate that the Apocalypse of Moses and Vita Adae et Evae are similar, 

but significantly different from each other. The relationship between them is difficult to determine. Meyer 

(1895: 205–8) regarded the Vita as the older document. Fuchs (1900: 508–9) and Wells (APOT 2: 128–9) 

regarded the Apocalypse of Moses as earlier. It is equally possible that the two narratives were composed 

independently on the basis of traditions which they had in common (e.g., Apoc. Mos. 31–32 and Vita 45).  

Many of the traditions underlying these texts were probably composed in Hebrew. However, the author 

of the Apocalypse of Moses was familiar with the LXX, and Vita Adae et Evae contains some Greek 

expressions (e.g., plasma, ―creature,‖ in 46:3), indicating that at least some of the original traditions may 

have been composed in Greek. There is little consensus, then, concerning the relationship of the Greek 

and Latin texts and the language of the traditions which preceded them other than that a diverse oral and 

literary history underlies these documents (Johnson OTP 2: 251).  

Both sets of traditions are clearly Jewish, exhibiting parallels with many Jewish documents (notes in 

Johnson OTP 2: 258–95). Although Apoc. Mos. and Vita contain no historical allusions, several of these 

parallels indicate that the traditions embodied in both fit well into the 1st and early 2d centuries C.E. 

Josephus‘ Ant 1.2.3 contains a reference to tablets of stone and clay which is similar to Vita 49:1–50:2. 

The apostle Paul refers to Satan‘s being disguised as an angel of light (2 Cor 11:14 and Vita 9, Ap. Mos. 

17) and to the location of paradise in the third heaven (2 Cor 12:2–3 and Ap. Mos. 37:5). The most 

important parallels which suggest a late 1st or early 2d century provenance are those between the 

Apocalypse of Moses and 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch: (1) the combination of allusions to Gen 1:26–27 and 2:7, 

the image of God and the work of God‘s hands, to appeal for divine mercy (Apoc. Mos. 33–37 and 4 Ezra 

8:44–45); (2) the loss of supramundane paradise (Ap. Mos. 27–29 and 2 Bar. 4:3–7); and (3) emphasis 

upon the effects of the initial transgression on future generations, yet insistence upon individual 

responsibility as the prerequisite to eschatological glory (Apoc. Mos. 14, 28, 30 and 4 Ezra 3:20–27; 

4:26–32; 7:11–14; 7:116–31; 2 Bar. 17:1–18:2; 23:4–5; 48:42–47; 54:13–19).  

These parallels suggest that the traditions contained in these documents may belong to the 1st century 

C.E. The terminus ad quem for their composition is ca. 400 C.E., since several texts written shortly after 

that date, including the Armenian version, appear to depend upon them. No manuscripts date earlier than 

the 11th century for the Apocalypse of Moses and the 9th century for Vita Adae et Evae. See Johnson OTP 

2: 249–95, and Wells APOT 2: 123–54 for text.  
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JOHN R. LEVISON  

ADAM, APOCALYPSE OF (NHC V,5). A Jewish-gnostic document found in the Nag Hammadi 

Library, a collection of papyrus manuscripts discovered in Upper Egypt in 1946. The Apocalypse of Adam 

(Apoc. Adam) purports to be a revelatory discourse that Adam delivered to his son Seth which was 

preserved for Seth‘s posterity. It is not to be identified with any previously known Adam text. Epiphanius 

(Pan. 26.8.1) mentions that the ―gnostics‖ used ―apocalypses of Adam,‖ but little is known of them.  

A. Setting.  



Apoc. Adam is the fifth and final tractate in NHC V. Apoc. Adam is immediately preceded in NHC V by 

three other tractates bearing the title ―apocalypse‖: an apocalypse of Paul and two apocalypses of James. 

The first tractate in NHC V is not an apocalypse but a highly fragmentary copy of Eugnostos, of which 

another copy is preserved in Codex III. The inclusion of four apocalypses in one book is unusual in the 

Nag Hammadi Library and does seem to be the result of a deliberate scribal collection.  

B. Text.  

The manuscript is preserved in the Coptic Museum in Old Cairo (codex inventory number 10548). The 

tops and bottoms of its 21 inscribed papyrus pages are all lacking text in varying degrees. Pages 69–70 are 

completely lacking all vestiges of first and last lines, while pages 67 (the verso, p. 68, is uninscribed), 71–

72, and 77 are each lacking one to four lines at the bottom of the page.  

As to its date and provenance, one cannot be certain. It was written in Greek sometime after the 

appearance of the Septuagint (250–200 B.C.E.), and then translated into Coptic (Sahidic dialect) sometime 

before the middle of the 4th century C.E., when the books of the Nag Hammadi Library were 

manufactured. It has been dated in its present form as early as the end of the 1st century C.E. Since its 

present form is thought to be the result of editorial redaction, the various component parts could perhaps 

be even earlier.  

C. Character and Contents.  

The narrative is cast as a revelatory discourse delivered by Adam to his son Seth ―in the 700th year‖; 

that is, just prior to Adam‘s death (cf. Gen 5:3–5 LXX). This feature suggests that the text is to be 

understood as the ―last testament‖ of Adam, and to be associated with other testamentary literature in 

antiquity, such as the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs. The selection of Seth as the son to receive the 

revelation, and the identification of Seth‘s namesake as ―that man who is the seed of the great generation‖ 

(NHC 65,6–9; cf. Gen 5:3), also associates the text with other Sethian literature in antiquity. It has been 

described as an original writing of the gnostic sect of the Sethians (Turner 1986).  

Unlike other gnostic writings, Adam describes his original androgynous ―creation‖ in highly positive 

language (NHC 64,6–12). His ―fall‖ is portrayed as a lapse into ignorance that is brought about by 

separation into male and female entities (NHC 64,20–28; cf. Gen 2:21–23), rather than by an act of 

disobedience to God‘s command not to eat of the tree ―of the knowledge of good and evil,‖ as it is 

reported in the Jewish biblical tradition (Gen 2:15–17; 3:1–19). Three unnamed heavenly figures then 

appear to Adam and their revelation to him becomes the subject of Adam‘s last testament to Seth (NHC 

67,14–21).  

Adam describes to Seth the origin of a special race of men, and their struggle against God, The 

Almighty (Gk pantocrator), or Sakla, who is portrayed as the creator god of the Jewish biblical tradition. 

Three attempts are made by the Almighty to destroy this race of men who possess the knowledge of the 

―eternal God‖ (NHC 68,10–16), which Adam also possessed in his primordial state (NHC 64,6–14).  

Two of these attempts to destroy this special race of ―Sethians‖ (cf. NHC 65,6–9), that of flood (NHC 

69,1–16—the Noah story) and fire (NHC 75,9–16—the Sodom/Gomorrah story) are well known in 

Jewish biblical tradition, but are here given new interpretations. For example, the biblical flood narrative 

is explained as the attempt of a wicked creator to destroy the pure race of men who possess special 

knowledge of the eternal God, rather than as the judgment of a righteous God upon the wickedness of 

humankind (cf. Gen. 6:1–7). A third threat is lost in lacunas (NHC 71,8–72,1), but may be assumed 

because of a clear account of a third deliverance (NHC 72,1–15).  

At the conclusion of these three attempts of the Almighty to destroy the great race, Adam describes the 

descent of a heavenly figure, the Illuminator of Knowledge. The sudden appearance of this heavenly 

figure shakes the cosmos of the Almighty, disturbing his heavenly court, i.e., his powers and angels. The 

Illuminator comes to ―redeem‖ the souls of the seed of Noah ―from the day of death‖ and to leave for 

himself ―fruit-bearing trees‖ (NHC 76,8–17). He performs ―signs and wonders‖ (NHC 77,1–3). And as 

the man on whom ―the holy spirit has come,‖ he ―suffers in his flesh,‖ (NHC 77,16–18), yet the god of 

the powers and his hosts do not see the Illuminator or his glory (NHC 77,7–15).  



Perplexed by these events, the ―angels and all the generations of the powers‖ in confusion ask about the 

source of the disturbance (NHC 77,18–27). The narrative continues with thirteen erroneous explanations 

for the Illuminator‘s origin made by ―kingdoms,‖ followed by the correct explanation of the ―kingless 

generation‖ (NHC 82,19–83,7). The narrative then reports an apocalyptic scene, reminiscent of Matthew 

25, in which those who oppose the Illuminator fall under the condemnation of death, while those who 

receive his knowledge ―live forever‖ (NHC 83,8–29). The document concludes with a description of 

competing baptismal traditions, and a statement that the ―words of revelation‖ are not to be inscribed in a 

book but rather ―on a high mountain, upon a rock of truth‖ (NHC 85,1–18).  

The struggle between the Almighty and the special race of men who possess knowledge of the ―eternal 

God‖ is cast in the form of a gnostic midrash on the biblical story in which elements of the story (NHC 

67,22–69,10; 70,3–71,4; 72,15–17; 73,25–27) are followed by a gnostic interpretation (NHC 69,18–70,2; 

71,8–72,15; 72,18–73,24; 73,27–76,7) that sets out a Sethian explanation for the events in the story. The 

author never quotes the biblical passages directly, however, but draws on material that has already been 

influenced by Jewish exegetical traditions.  

The thirteen erroneous kingdom explanations (NHC 77,27–82,19) for the Illuminator‘s origin are cast in 

highly structured prose with a recurring refrain. For example:  

The twelfth kingdom says about him:  

―He came from two illuminators.  

He was nourished there.  

He received glory and power.  

And in this way he came to the water.‖  

The third kingdom says about him:  

―He came from a virgin womb.  

He was cast out of his city  

—he and his mother—and was  

taken to a desolate place.  

He was nourished there  

and received glory and power.  

And in this way he came to the water.‖  

Each of the thirteen kingdoms offers an explanation for the Illuminator‘s origin followed by statements of 

nourishing (except numbers 5, 7, 10, and 13), receiving power and glory (except number 11), and the 

concluding refrain: ―And in this way he came to the water.‖  

It is generally agreed that the explanations of the Illuminator‘s origin constitute traditional material that 

was later incorporated into the present document (Hedrick 1980: 130–54). It has also been argued 

(Hedrick 1980) that the document breaks down into two sections that appear to be two separate sources 

harmonized by an ancient editor with appropriate redactional comments at the point of the literary seams. 

One source (NHC 64,1–65,23; 66,12–67,12; 67,22–76,7; 83,7–84,3; 85,19–22) stands near the border 

separating Jewish apocalypticism and gnosticism. The general character of its gnosticism and its extensive 

use of Jewish traditions suggest that this source reflects a type of emerging Jewish gnosticism. The second 

source (NHC 65,24–66,12; 67,12–67,21; 76,8–83,7) contains few overt references to Jewish traditions, 

but reflects a developed gnostic mythology. The two sources were brought together in a group that argued 

for a spiritualized understanding of baptism and an ascetic life-style. The polemic against baptism (NHC 

84,4–85,18; 85,22–31) at the end of the tractate is not directed against Christian baptism but reflects 

competing views of baptism within rival gnostic communities. The theory that the text breaks down 

neatly into two sources has been criticized, but it seems clear that the text as it now appears has been 

subjected to redaction (Pearson 1986).  

D. Significance.  

The text documents the existence of a type of heterodox Jewish gnosticism. It is ―Jewish‖ in its 

knowledge and use of Jewish traditions, but in its intention the document is radically anti-Jewish since it 

constitutes a thoroughgoing Sethian-gnostic transversion of usual Jewish traditions. There are some 



general parallels to the Christian tradition, but the document has no features that are necessarily Christian 

and it makes no use of New Testament texts. The redeemer-illuminator mythology in the document does 

not appear to have been derived from Christian groups or texts. Rather, the author draws instead (MacRae 

1965) upon pre-Christian Jewish traditions of the persecution and subsequent exaltation of the righteous 

man as reflected, for example, in Wisdom 1–6 and Isaiah 52–53. Apoc. Adam reflects a type of non-

Christian Jewish gnosticism prossessing a fully developed redeemer myth that did not pass through the 

Christian kerygma, but rather appears to be an independent parallel development.  
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CHARLES W. HEDRICK  

ADAM, THE TESTAMENT OF. Because of erroneous identification by 19th-century scholars, 

the Testament of Adam has only recently been classified as one of the pseudepigrapha of the OT. A 

composite document, the Testament is made up of three originally independent sections referred to as the 

Horarium, which is a catalog of the hours of the day and night, the Prophecy in which Adam foretells the 

future of the world, and the Hierarchy, which explains the names and functions of the different ranks of 

angels. In the Horarium (chaps. 1 and 2), father Adam is represented as revealing to his son Seth what 

parts of the created order, both natural and supernatural, render their praises to God at each hour of the 

day or night: demons at the first hour of the night, doves at the second, fish and fire at the third, etc.  

In the second section, the Prophecy (chap. 3), Seth relates to the reader in Adam‘s own words what his 

father had prophesied just before his death concerning the future of the world. This is primarily an ex 

eventu prophecy of the coming of Jesus Christ and of the events of his life, death, and resurrection (as 

recorded in the NT), but the Prophecy also describes the Flood and the end of the world and answers 

questions about the Fall and related events. For example, we are informed that the forbidden fruit was 

really the fig, and that Cain actually killed Abel out of passion for Lebuda, one of their sisters. Seth also 

describes Adam‘s funeral in some detail. The most striking doctrinal feature of the Testament, the 

promised deification of Adam, is found in this section. Here Adam explains that it had been his wish and 

God‘s intention to make Adam a god, but that because of the Fall, the promised apotheosis had to be 

postponed until after the saving mission of Jesus Christ, at which time its occurrence was certain.  

The third section of the Testament, the Hierarchy (chap. 4), lists the nine different kinds of angels and 

explains the role and function of each in the administration of the cosmos. For example, according to the 



Hierarchy the archons control the weather; the authorities take care of the sun, moon, and stars; and the 

powers keep the demons from destroying the whole of creation. The nine classes of angels are in 

ascending order: angels, archangels, archons, authorities, powers, dominions, thrones, seraphim, and 

cherubim.  

Although versions of the Horarium and Prophecy sections of the Testament have been found in Greek, 

Arabic, Ethiopic, Old Georgian, and Armenian, Syriac has been demonstrated to be the original language 

of the document in all three of its sections. Evidence for this are the puns and wordplays in the text that 

work only in Syriac. Also, the manuscript evidence for the Syriac text is considerably older than that for 

any other version, the earliest being British Museum MS Add 14,624, which dates from the 9th century. 

Corruptions in the Greek version have proved to result from mistaking one Syriac word for another, 

therefore demonstrating that the Greek is dependent upon the Syriac. The Arabic, Old Georgian, and 

Armenian versions did not appear until after a Syriac version was well established and well attested, and 

must therefore be secondary to it. The Ethiopic version is dependent upon the Arabic.  

It is likely that the first section of the Testament, the Horarium, is taken from Jewish traditions which 

circulated before the 3d century C.E., since it completely lacks the Christian elements which are so 

prominent in the Prophecy and Hierarchy and since it displays several affinities with the Wisdom 

literature of the OT. This Jewish material appears to have been joined together with the Prophecy by a 

Christian redactor in the 2d or 3d century to form the present Testament of Adam. The Prophecy itself, 

though heavily Christianized, preserves some Jewish traditions about Adam and Eve found in other 

Jewish literature but not in the OT, among them the idea that Adam left to his posterity an esoteric 

understanding of creation and a knowledge of the future history of the world. But in the present 

document, the substance of Adam‘s legacy has been turned by the redactor into a Christian proof text. 

Subsequently, perhaps between the 3d and 5th century, the Hierarchy was added to the Prophecy and 

Horarium, because its angelology complemented theirs, though the addition never really caught on, being 

found in only one Syriac MS.  

Bibliography  
Robinson, S. E. 1982. The Testament of Adam: An Examination of Syriac and Greek Traditions. Chico, CA.  
———. 1983. The Testament of Adam. Pp. 989–95 in OTP 1.  

STEPHEN E. ROBINSON  

ADAMAH (PLACE) [Heb ˒ădāmâ (ֲאָדָמה )]. A fortified city within Naphtali‘s territorial boundaries, 
the exact location of which is unknown (Josh 19:36; LXX variants also reflect the uncertainty). Adamah 

is not to be identified with Adam in the Transjordon (Josh 3:16), nor with Adami-neqeb (Josh 19:33; see 

Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 459). Aharoni (LBHG, 429) suggests a location 7 km W of the Sea of 

Galilee associated with Shemesh-adam (modern Qarn-ḥaṭ-ṭin). Rogerson (RNAB, 129) associates this 

same site with Madon (Josh 11:1; 12:19), and suggests that an unidentified location 7 km N of 

Capernaum may also be the location of biblical Adamah.  

MARK J. FRETZ  

ADAMI-NEKEB (PLACE) [Heb ˒adām   neqeb (ַאָדִמיֲֶנֶרב )]. After the conquest described in 

Joshua 6–12, the Transjordan tribes of Reuben, Gad, and half of Manasseh returned to the E bank of the 

Jordan River. The W bank proper was then divided among the remaining tribes. Several major tribal units 

were settled and Joshua cast lots (18:10) for the remaining seven. The sixth portion went to the tribe of 

Naphtali (Josh 19:32–39). The S border of Naphtali (and part of the N border of Issachar) ran from 

Heleph to the Jordan River where it comes out of the Sea of Galilee. Simons (GTTOT 194) says this is not 

a border but just a list of cities. Aharoni (LBHG 259) suggests the border ran just S of the line of Wadi 

Fajjas/Fegas. Kallai (HGB 235) considers it a border. RSV refers to the boundary while the Jerusalem 

Bible refers to the territory of Naphtali. One of the border sites, v 33, is Adami-nekeb.  

Wright (WHAB 42) shows Adami-nekeb within the SW corner of Naphtali‘s territory, near its W 

boundary with Zebulun (which is Zebulun‘s E boundary). Verses 35–38 list Naphtali‘s fortified cities but 



these are not the boundary cities, except that v 36 includes Adamah. It is not impossible this is Adami-

nekeb. However, Adamah is in sequence with Chinereth and Hazor, which suggests it is in the N 

(Na˓aman 1986: 134).  

Adami-nekeb is described as a city or town between the Sea of Galilee and Mt. Tabor. Adam means 

―man‖ (BDB, 10) or ―ground,‖ and Nekeb means ―pierce‖ (BDB, 666), and hence a ―pass‖ that pierces 

the mountain. It has also been translated ―red pass,‖ since ˒dm means ―red,‖ perhaps a reference to the 

terra rossa, the ―red soil‖ common to the land. Yet a third translation is ―fortified hollow.‖ The KJV 

translates it as two names, following the LXX which has two names, with various spelling. The Jerusalem 

Bible translates one name but spells it Adami-negeb. The Vulgate has ―Adami which is Neceb.‖ Aharoni 

(LBHG, 126–27) quotes the Jerusalem Talmud (Meg. 1, 77a) where Rabbi Yosi refers to Adami—Damin, 

the Nekeb—Saydatha. ―Damin‖ is an Aramaic intermediate form between biblical Adami and Arabic 

Damiyeh.  

The Palestine Exploration Survey maps locate Adamah at Khirbet Damiyeh, 7 m NW of the exit of the 

Jordan from the Sea of Galilee and Adami at Khirbet Adamah, 5–6 m S of the exit. However, Boling 

(Joshua AB, 458; GTTOT 196) et al. place Adami at Damiyeh. Gehman (NWDS 16) suggests that Adami 

of the narrow pass is called this to distinguish it from Adam of the ford, Josh 3:16. Khirbet Damiyeh is a 

Bronze Age and Iron Age site 5 m SW of Tiberias, on the W side of Sea of Galilee. It is above the Wadi 

Mu‘allaqah, which flows into the Wadi Fegas (HGB, 235). The site called Darb el-Hawarnah was 

probably a fortress controlling the pass on the caravan route from Damascus by way of Hauran or Bashan, 

around the S end of Galilee to the plain of Acco. It was a major alternate route to the Via Maris (LBHG, 

61).  

The conquest lists of Thutmose III (1504–1450 B.C.) include a site, no. 57 at Karnak, called nkbu which 

may be Nekeb or Negeb (GTTOT 196; GP 398; ANET 242). However, Aharoni (LBHG 161, 183) 

identifies no. 57 as Tell Abu Hureireh, possibly biblical Gerar, while identifying no. 36, Adumim with 

Adami-nekeb, Kh. et-Tell, above Kh. ed-Damiyeh (he seems to identify the two tells, LBHG 429). While 

noting several authors who share this identification, S. Ahituve, identifies Thutmose‘s no. 36 with Tel 

Qarnei Hittin, the Horns of Hattin (quoted by Na˒aman 1986: 128 n.23). Aharoni identifies Adamim in 

Papyrus Anastasi I, an Egyptian letter of the scribe Hori, as Adami-nekeb (ANET 477). Kallai (HGB 235, 

n.287) explains the et-Tell and Damiyeh distinction by noting there are three ruins on Damiyeh. Kh. et-

Tell is the highest of these at the top of the slope. Simons (GTTOT 196; NWDB 659) suggests that if 

Nekeb is a separate place, it may be Kh. el-Bassum (Bronze Age), SE of Kh. ed-Damiyeh, E of Kefr Sabt.  

Some identify Nekeb by its Talmudic name with a ruin called Seiyadeh, but Kh. Sayadeh is a late ruin 

(Roman) with no ancient tell nearby. Aharoni thought it probable that ―the Nekeb‖ is not an ancient name 

but an appellative to Adami. Kallai (HGB 235, n.287) acknowledges Roland de Vaux‘s discovery of a 

settlement south of the Wadi Mu˒allaqah, opposite Damiyeh, with remains of the same Bronze and Iron 

Ages as Damiyeh. De Vaux assumed the double settlements reflect the double name but this has not been 

accepted by others. Van Beek (IDB 1: 45) cautions Adami-nekeb is not ˒Udm of the Keret Epic from 

Ugarit (GP 238), nor Amarna Letter no. 256, Udumu, a city in the land of Garu which was hostile to the 

Pharoah (ANET 486). These may be identified with Edom (Albright 1943: 14). It is of interest that all 

these names may be interpreted as ―red‖ stone, object, thing, etc. The plural ―Adummim‖ means ―red 

stones,‖ as in the red-streaked limestone cited earlier.  
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ADAR [Heb ˒ădār (ֲאָדש )]. The twelfth month of the Hebrew calendar, roughly corresponding to 

February and March. See CALENDARS (HEBREW).  

ADASA (PLACE) [Gk Adasa (Ἀδαςα)]. The town where Judas Maccabeus and his military band 

camped and subsequently defeated the Syrian general Nicanor and his troops (1 Macc 7:40–45). 

Josephus‘ account of this story locates Adasa 30 stades (ca. 4 km) from Beth-horon (Ant 12.10.5; see also 

his reference to the town Acedasa, in the province of Gophna, JW 1.1.6). Some scholars identify Adasa 

with modern Khirbet ˓Adaseh, a militarily strategic site located midway between Jerusalem and Beth-

horon, ca. 8 km (60 stades) SE of Beth-horon, rather than the 30 stades recorded by Josephus (Abel GP, 

238; Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 341). Adasa has also been identified with the ˒Adasa northeast of Beth-

horon in the province of Gophna, which was known to Eusebius (HJP² 1: 170).  

MARK J. FRETZ  

ADBEEL (PERSON) [Heb ˒adbĕ˒ēl (ַאְדְבֵאל )]. The third of Ishmael‘s twelve sons (Gen 25:13 = 1 

Chr 1:29). The LXX, however, transposing the letters beta and delta, spells the name nabdeēl (Gen 25:13) 

or nabdaiēl (1 Chr 1:29) in these parallel lists, and adds ragouēl kai nabdeēl ―Ragouel (or Reuel) and 

Nabdeel‖ to the list of Dedan‘s sons in Gen 25:3. But the Lucianic version of 1 Chr 1:29 reads Gk abdiēl, 

and Josephus spells the name abdeēlos in his list of Ishmael‘s descendants (Ant 1.12.4). This rather 

consistent metathesis of the letters beta and delta in the Gk texts suggests that the difference in spelling is 

not simply a scribal error. Based on the LXX use of an initial N, Albright (1956: 13–14) suggests that 

Nadab is a hypocoristic doublet of Heb ˒adbĕ˒ēl, and identifies Nadab with the Arabic name Idiba˒il. 

Other scholars identify Adbeel with the Arabian tribal and personal name Idiba˒ilu, which appears in the 

inscriptions of Tiglath-Pileser III (ANET, 283; Eph˓al 1982: 215–16; Montgomery 1934: 45; Musil 1926: 

291). Tiglath-Pileser III (744–727 B.C.E.) first subjugated this northwest Arabian tribe, then appointed 

Idibi˒lu to the wardenship of the Egyptian border.  
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MARK J. FRETZ  

ADDAN (PERSON) [Gk Charaathalan (Χαπααθαλαν), Charaathalar (Χαπααθαλαπ)]. A leader of the 

exiles, who returned to Palestine from Tel-melah and Telharsha in Babylon (1 Esdr 5:36). The RSV form 

―Addan‖ is derived from the difficult LXX phrase, rendered by codex Vaticanus hēgoumenos autōn 

charaathalan kai allar , ―their leaders (were) Charaathalan and Allar‖ (codex Alexandrinus spells the 

names charaathalar and alar). Bewer (1922: 30) argues that Gk charaathalan should be two words 

(charaath and alan), and that Gk alan resulted from a confusion in the transmission of Gk adan, since the 

triangular form of uppercase Gk lambda closely resembles the ―tee pee‖ form of uppercase Gk delta. He 

bases this suggestion on the place name ―Addan,‖ attested in Ezra 2:59 and Neh 7:61. See ADDAN 

(PLACE). The occurrence of Addan as a personal name is unique to the list of returnees in 1 Esdras 5.  
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ADDAN (PLACE) [Heb ˒addān (ַאָֹּדן )]. Var. ADDON. A place in Babylon from which a group of 

Jews of undocumented ancestry returned to Palestine (Ezra 2:59 [LXX ēdan] = Neh 7:61 [Heb ˒addôn; 

LXX ērōn]). The location of this site is unknown.  

MARK J. FRETZ  



ADDAR (PERSON) [Heb ˒addār (ַאָֹּדש )]. The first son of Bela and grandson of Benjamin (1 Chr 8:3). 

The name ―Addar‖ appears only in this portion of an extended genealogy (1 Chronicles 7–8) listing 

Benjamin‘s descendants. Parallel genealogies list ―Ard‖ as either a son of Bela (Num 26:40), or a son of 

Benjamin (Gen 46:21); however, the list of Benjamin‘s descendants in 1 Chronicles 7 has neither name. 

See ARD. Albright (1939: 179–80), noting the similarity of the Hebrew letters dalet, kap, and reš (cf. 

Josh 16:2, 5; 18:13), argues that the names ―Addar‖ and ―Ard‖ are actually corrupted forms of the 

(unattested) Hebrew clan name *erek ―Erech‖ (cf. the gentilic ˒ark   ―Archite‖). See ARCHITE.  
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ADDAR (PLACE) [Heb ˒addār (ַאָֹּדש )]. A border town in the southern Negeb region of Judah, near 

Hezron and Karka (Josh 15:3). The name ―Addar‖ occurs as part of a lengthy list of Israelite tribal 

boundary sites (Joshua 15–17). The precise location of Addar is unknown. The name may be synonymous 

with Hazar-addar (cf. Num 34:4; see Noth 1935: 188), or possibly a parenthetical comment regarding the 

location of the border of Judah, e.g., ―It went around Hezron (more specifically, it went up to Addar)‖ 

(see Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 365).  
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ADDAX. See ZOOLOGY.  

ADDI (PERSON) [Gk Addi (Ἀδδι)]. 1. The patronym of a clan of Israelite laypersons who returned from 

Babylonian exile (1 Esdr 9:31). Members of the clan of Addi were listed (after the sons of Bani) with 

those who married foreign women from ―the people of the land,‖ and who, under Ezra, were subsequently 

forced by covenant to separate themselves from these foreign wives and their children (cf. Neh 13:23–31). 

The name ―Addi‖ does not appear in Ezra‘s parallel list (Ezra 10:18–44), although there the name 

―ADNA‖ does appear right after the listing of the sons of Bani (Ezra 10:30).  

2. The son of Cosam and father of Melchi in Luke‘s geneaology of Joseph, the husband of Mary (Luke 

3:28). The name ―Addi‖ is absent in Matthew‘s parallel genealogy (Matt 1:1–17). Kuhn (1923: 214) finds 

an analogue in the MT name pĕdāyâ (2 Kgs 23:36), which the LXX renders edeil. The LXX apparently 

presupposes Heb ˓dyl, ―ADIEL‖ (1 Chr 4:36; 9:12; 27:25), a variant of which combines Heb ˓dy [Gk 

addi] and an alternate theophoric ending (Heb yh) resulting in ―ADAIAH.‖ Given the unpredictable 

occurrence of Gk addi as a variant in manuscripts of four unrelated passages (Num 26:25—Eng26:16, 

RSV ―Iddo‖; 1 Chr 6:21, RSV ―Eri‖; 2 Chr 28:12, RSV ―Hadlai‖; 1 Esdr 9:31, RSV ―Addi‖), and the 

tenuous nature of identifying a specific individual simply on the basis of a particular form of a name, the 

Addi in Luke 3:28 must remain anonymous.  
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ADDITIONS TO DANIEL. See DANIEL, ADDITIONS TO.  

ADDITIONS TO ESTHER. See ESTHER, ADDITIONS TO.  

ADDITIONS TO JEREMIAH. See JEREMIAH, ADDITIONS TO.  

ADDON (PLACE) [Heb ˒āddôn (ָאֹּדון )]. See ADDAN (PLACE).  

ADDUS (PERSON) [Gk Addous (Ἀδδοτρ)]. The name of one of the 17 families descended from 

Solomon‘s servants that returned to Jerusalem from Babylon (1 Esdr 5:34). The name ―Addus‖ occurs 

only in that portion of the list providing names not attested in parallel lists (Myers 1 & 2 Esdras AB, 68). 



Those parallels instead list 10 families (Ezra 2:55–58 = Neh 7:57–60; LXX Neh 7:60 cites 11 families). 

Also, the summary in 1 Esdr 5:35 (and its LXX parallels in Ezra 2 and Nehemiah 7) numbers only 372 

total ―temple ministrants‖ and servants, while the MT parallels number 392 (Ezra 2:58; Neh 7:60).  

MARK J. FRETZ  

ADER, KHIRBET (M.R. 222068). A site in ancient Moab on the Transjordanian Plateau. It is located 

on the ―King‘s Highway‖—one of the major caravan routes in antiquity—some 7 km NE of the modern 

city of Kerak, Jordan. The ancient site comprises a large tell of about 10 acres and, separated by a small 

wadi, a much smaller mound. The modern village of Ader now occupies the site.  

A. History of Exploration.  

The site‘s best-known feature is its four menhirs (large upright monoliths), noted as early as 1806 by J. 

Seetzen and later by J. L. Burckhardt and A. Musil. W. F. Albright (1924; 1934) and N. Glueck (1933) 

investigated the architectural remains at the site and, by a study of the pottery, concluded that its main 

periods of occupation were the late EB, the Iron Age, and the Late Roman Period. In 1933, W. F. Albright 

and R. G. Head directed a two-week expedition, accounts of which were only published in preliminary 

fashion (Albright 1934; 1944). R. L. Cleveland (1960) later published the results of the original 

expedition.  

B. The Early Iron Age Remains.  

Khirbet Ader is most frequently referred to as one of a half-dozen or so excavated settlement sites found 

in the EB IV period, ca. 2400–2000 B.C. Given the growing evidence for a significant level of sedentism 

(small towns and villages) in Transjordan, it is now clear that this period was not the ―nomadic interlude‖ 

as envisioned by K. Kenyon (Richard 1980). Both the 10-acre ―city,‖ as Albright describes it, and the 

small tell to the N were occupied in the EB IV; apparently only a portion of the main site was occupied 

during the Iron Age and Roman Period.  

Almost 3 m of EB IV occupational debris attest to a permanently occupied agricultural settlement. Good 

arable land surrounds the site and nearby streams provide a permanent source of water. On the small tell, 

a trench measuring 10 m × 4 m revealed three occupational levels (A–C) with pottery that Albright 

compared with Tell Beit Mirsim strata I–J. Although the pottery appears mixed, clear stratification was 

present, consisting of the corner of a rectangular house in the latest level (A), a mudbrick wall, and much 

mudbrick debris and ash in level B, and an enigmatic level C that contained early pottery, particularly 

wavy ledge handles. A study of the pottery plates (Cleveland 1960) shows that the three phases exemplify 

the degenerate red-slipped and burnished pottery with rilled exterior that is characteristic of the end of the 

EB. On the basis of comparisons with other EB IV sites (Iktanu, Khirbet Iskander, ˓Aro˓er, Bâb edh-

Dhrâ˓), one can date Ader to the early part of the EB IV period (i.e., EB IVA–B). Ader‘s two clear 

architectural phases compare well with these sites, where two to four phases have been identified. A 

typical EB IV shaft tomb was also excavated on the small mound.  

Originally four menhirs were noted at the site, one of which rested upon a step in the portico of a 

temple. Near the temple lay a massive stone slab with two round depressions, obviously an altar for 

offerings. Unfortunately this building, which was to be excavated fully in 1933, had been almost totally 

destroyed in the interim since Albright‘s first visit. From Albright‘s description and a published, though 

hypothetical, plan (Cleveland 1960: fig. 8), the temple appeared to be of tripartite design with the center 

room slightly offset. If Albright‘s observations are correct, this temple would be the earliest example of a 

type known during the MB and LB from Syria-Palestine at such sites as Shechem, Ebla, Alalakh, and 

Hazor.  

Although Albright originally referred to the structure as the ―Moabite Temple,‖ he later placed it in the 

Canaanite Period. Given the apparent sole discovery of EB IV sherds and occupation on the small tell, as 

well as the associated menhir, it is highly likely that the building belongs in the EB IV period. Large 

menhirs (some 4 meters high) like those at Ader are also known from other EB sites (e.g., Bâb edh-Dhrâ˓, 

Khirbet Iskander, and Lejjun). In light of a recently excavated EB IV sanctuary at Bâb edh-Dhrâ˓ and the 

monumental EB IV architecture (fortifications and gateway) at Khirbet Iskander, it would not be 



impossible that such a temple could date to the EB IV. On the basis of excavations in Jordan over the past 

15 years, it is becoming increasingly clear that the EB IV was a period of urban regression, and not a 

nomadic interlude. Moreover, the strong continuities now apparent between the EB III and the EB IV 

suggest that the collapse of the city-state system at the end of EB III and the subsequent adaptation to 

nonurban subsistence strategies (small towns, villages, and pastoralism) were a result of gradual internal 

processes, not nomadic invasions as earlier scholarship presupposed (Richard 1986).  

C. Iron Age and Roman Remains.  

On the main tell, excavation uncovered occupation of the Iron Age II and the Roman/Byzantine periods, 

although earlier EB IV occupation was noted. Only fragments of walls and associated Iron Age II pottery 

represent the Iron Age occupation on the mound. More substantial remains of the Roman/Byzantine 

period were found. The city wall was constructed in the Late Roman period (2d–3d centuries A.D.). 

Excavation showed that a tower on the N city wall, well built with a front wall of ashlars, dated to the 

Late Roman Period, but had been repaired in the Byzantine period. The domestic occupation uncovered 

within the city wall consisted of several walls comprising a fairly well-preserved room with a great deal 

of Roman (3d century) pottery. Below the floor of this room there was discovered a cist burial, in which 

some Nabatean sherds were also found. Interestingly, among the rubble within the room the excavators 

found a stone with a Hebrew inscription, thought to date from the Byzantine period.  
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SUZANNE RICHARD  

ADIDA (PLACE) [Gk Adida (Ἀδιδα)]. Mentioned in 1 Macc 12:38 and 13:13 as a Judean town fortified 

and occupied by Simon, the second brother of Judah the Maccabee. Adida is probably the biblical Harim 

of Ezra 2:32 (Heb ḥārim; Gk arōth) and which occurs in Neh 7:37 as Hadid (Heb ḥādid; Gk adid). Ezra 

and Nehemiah list Harim/Hadid along with Lod and Ono in whose vicinity Adida lay. Josephus describes 

Adida as located on a hill overlooking the plains of Judea (Ant 13.6.5 §203). Abel (1926: 218, 511 and 

GP 2: 340) considers Josephus‘ description of a hill as an exaggeration but deems Adida to be the modern 

˒el-Ḥaditheh located 6 km NE of Lod (M.R. 145152).  
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ADIEL (PERSON) [Heb ˓ăd  ˒ēl (ֲףִדיֵאל )]. 1. A Simeonite prince who, during Hezekiah‘s reign, was 

involved in Simeonite expansion to Gedor in search of pasture lands (1 Chr 4:36). His name appears in a 

list of Simeon‘s descendants (1 Chr 4:24–43) preserved within an extended genealogy of Israel (1 

Chronicles 2–8).  

2. The father of the priest Maasai, an exile who returned from Babylon to live in Jerusalem (1 Chr 9:12). 

In a parallel list of priests who lived in Jerusalem under Nehemiah (Neh 11:10–14), the name ―Adiel‖ is 

replaced with Azarel (LXX variants include esdriēl, ezriēl). A possible connection between the names 

―Adiel‖ and ―ADDI‖ must be rejected as being too tenuous.  

3. The father of Azmaveth, the administrator in charge of the ―treasuries‖ of King David, presumably in 

Jerusalem (1 Chr 27:25; see Rudolf Chronikbücher HAT 180). This name occurs in a list of stewards of 

crown property (1 Chr 27:25–31).  



MARK J. FRETZ  

ADIN (PERSON) [Heb ˓ād  n (ָףִדין )]. The father of a clan of returnees who settled in the area of 

Jerusalem during the reign of the Persian ruler Artaxerexes (Ezra 2:15; 8:6; Neh 7:20; 1 Esdr 5:14 [where 

LXX renders the name variously as adeiliou and adinou]). While this leader‘s name occurs as a patronym 

in parallel lists of returnees (Ezra 2 = Nehemiah 7 = 1 Esdras 5), his descendants were variously 

numbered as 454 (Ezra 2:15 = 1 Esdr 5:14) or 655 (Neh 7:20; Codex Alexandrinus reads 654, as do 

variant readings of Ezra 2:15 and 1 Esdr 5:14; see Allrick 1954: 22). As a prince under Nehemiah, Adin 

set his seal to the covenant made with the Lord (Neh 10:17—Eng10:16).  
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ADINA (PERSON) [Heb ˓ăd  nā˒ (ֲףִדיָנא )]. The son of Shiza and leader of a band of Reubenites 

associated with King David‘s chief military men (1 Chr 11:42). This group of Reubenite warriors 

reinforced David‘s armies, perhaps during his wars in the Transjordan (Mazar 1986: 102). The 

Chronicler‘s expansion (1 Chr 11:41b–47) of the parallel lists of David‘s military elite (1 Chr 11:10–41a 

= 2 Sam 23:8–39) includes Adina and 15 other men from the Transjordan. There is general agreement that 

these verses were not part of the original list, and Williamson (1 & 2 Chronicles NCBC, 104) and others 

(Mazar 1986: 101–2; Rudolf Chronikbücher HAT, 101) have argued convincingly that the Chronicler or a 

later redactor did not fabricate these names.  
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ADITHAIM (PLACE) [Heb ˓ăd  tayim (ֲףִדיַתִים )]. One of 14 towns grouped together in the 

Shephelah (foothills) of Judah (Josh 15:36). The name ―Adithaim‖ occurs only here and the location is 

unknown. Abel (GP 2: 238; see also RAB, 148) suggests modern el-Ḥad  theh, a site 4 km NNW of Yâlō, 

based on a comparison with Egyptian kdtm (no. 25 of the Shishak list); however, others dispute this and 

prefer to leave the location unspecified (Albright 1939; Noth ABLA 2: 78).  
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ADLAI (PERSON) [Heb ˓adlay (ַףְדַלי )]. Father of Shaphat, the official in charge of King David‘s 
herds in the valleys (1 Chr 27:29). Adlai is unknown outside this list of stewards of crown property (1 Chr 

27:25–31).  

MARK J. FRETZ  

ADMAH (PLACE) [Heb ˒admâ (ַאְדָמה )]. One of the ―cities of the plain‖ associated by biblical 
tradition with Sodom and Gomorrah (Gen 14:2, 8). Admah is mentioned (along with Sodom, Gomorrah, 

and Zeboiim) among the points marking the Canaanite‘s southern border (Gen 10:19). Shinab, King of 

Admah, was one of the five allies (along with the kings of Sodom, Gomorrah, Zeboiim, and Zoar) who 

were defeated by Chedorlaomer and his three confederates in the Battle of the Valley of Siddim (Gen 

14:2, 8) (see also CHEDORLAOMER). While Admah is not specifically mentioned in the account of the 

destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah (Gen 19:24–28), the tradition that it was also destroyed as judgment 

for its sin is attested twice. Like Sodom and Gomorrah, Admah and Zeboiim function as proverbial 

symbols of divine judgment. The fate of all four cities is held out as a warning to Israel not to disobey the 



covenant (Deut 29:22—Eng29:23). Hosea 11:8 also recalls the divine overthrow of Admah and Zeboiim 

(cf. Wis 10:6).  

The historicity of Admah‘s association with Sodom and Gomorrah is uncertain. Several scholars cite the 

greater number of references to Sodom and Gomorrah as evidence that Admah and Zeboiim are 

secondary additions to a core tradition. Admah and Zeboiim are, however, consistently associated with 

Sodom and Gomorrah within the written biblical tradition.  

The site of Admah is uncertain. Simons (1959: 222–29) and others locate the cities of the plain in the 

SE corner of the Jordan Valley, to the N of the Dead Sea. Albright (1924: 8), tentatively identifying 

Admah with Adamah (Josh 3:16), also suggests that Admah and Zeboiim were located in the Jordan 

Valley, although he situates Sodom and Gomorrah under the shallow S bay of the Dead Sea. The Early 

Bronze Age ruins of Bab edh-Dra˓, Numeira, Feifeh, Khanazir, and Es-Safi, on the SE edge of the Dead 

Sea, have been hailed as the cities of the plain (van Hattem, 1981: 87–92). However, the archaeological 

evidence is inconclusive. See also SODOM, ZEBOIIM.  
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CAROLYN J. PRESSLER  

ADMATHA (PERSON) [Heb ˒admātā˒ (ַאְדָמָתא )]. One of seven wise princes who counseled King 

Ahasuerus concerning matters of the law and judgment (Esth 1:14; cf. Ezra 7:14). Since the historicity of 

the book of Esther is uncertain, the identification of the characters cannot be verified. The name 

―Admatha‖ is absent in the LXX, which seems to have suffered corruption in this verse since it lists only 

three names (Gk arkesaios, sarsathaios, and malēsear).  

MARK J. FRETZ  

ADMIN (PERSON) [Gk Admin (Ἀδμιν)]. The son of Arni and father of Aminadab (Luke 3:33) in 

Luke‘s genealogy of Joseph, the husband of Mary (Luke 3:23–38). Matthew‘s parallel genealogy (Matt 

1:1–17), replaces Luke‘s name sequence of Hezron—Arni—Admin—Aminadab with the sequence 

Hezron—Aram—Aminadab. According to the LXX, this Aram is Aminadab‘s father in Ruth 4:19 (MT 

reads rām; LXX variants include aram and arran), and in 1 Chr 2:9–10 (MT reads rām; LXX lists ram 

and aram). Luke‘s passage (3:33) contains a number of variant spellings of the name (e.g., admin, aram, 

and admi), attesting to the problems encountered by the copyists in attempting to establish the identity of 

Admin (Brown 1979: 60).  
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ADNA (PERSON) [Heb ˓adnā˒ (ַףְדָנא )]. 1. A descendant of Pahathmoab and one of a number of 

returning exiles who married foreign women (Ezra 10:30). Under Ezra, Adna was subsequently forced by 

covenant to separate himself from his foreign wife and her children (Ezra 10:1–44 = 1 Esdr 8:88–9:36; 

see also Neh 13:23–31). LXX variants include aidaine, idane, and edne, and the apparent parallel in 1 

Esdr 9:31 lists addi (see ADDI).  

2. Head of the priestly family of Harim in the days of the high priest Joiakim (Neh 12:15). Adna may 

have been a contemporary of Adna no. 1 above, since the name of his father, ―HARIM,‖ also appears in 

connection with the issue of foreign wives (see especially Ezra 10:21; Neh 3:11); his priestly lineage, 

however (Neh 12:12–21), sets this Adna apart from the descendent of Pahathmoab.  

MARK J. FRETZ  



ADNAH (PERSON) [Heb ˓adnaḥ (ַףְדַנח ); ˓adnâ (ַףְדָנה )]. 1. One of seven military leaders from the 

tribe of Manasseh who defected from King Saul‘s troops to serve David (1 Chr 12:21—Eng12:20) prior 

to the confrontation with the Philistines in which Saul died (1 Samuel 31). The wary Philistines did not 

permit David to enter into this battle (1 Samuel 29), and before David could return to Ziklag, Amalekites 

had raided the town; so Adnah (Heb ˓adnaḥ), and the others were in a position to assist David against 

these raiders (1 Chr 12:21; see also 1 Samuel 30).  

2. One of King Jehoshaphat‘s chief military officials who commanded an army of 300,000 soldiers in 

Judah (2 Chr 17:14). In the Bible his name (Heb ˓adnâ) occurs in a large list of commanding officers who 

served Jehoshaphat (2 Chr 17:13b–19). This rare biblical name is inscribed on a stone bowl unearthed at 

Kuntillet-˓Ajrud. Based on archaeological and epigraphical evidence at ˓Ajrud, and on Adnah‘s biblical 

connection with Jehoshaphat, Meshel (1978: 54) tentatively raises the possibility that the inscription and 

the Bible refer to the same person.  
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ADONAI [Heb ˒ădōnāy (ֲאדָֹני )]. One of the various names of God in the Hebrew Bible. The term is 

derived from Heb ˒ādôn (―lord‖), which in the biblical text refers both to the deity and to human rulers. 

Adonai is a modified form of the plural of ˒ādôn: it bears the first-person suffix ―my‖ and has been 

vocalized in a slightly different manner than ―my lords,‖ receiving a lengthened final a. Although based 

on a plural, it is usually translated into English as ―my lord‖ or simply ―Lord.‖  

Adonai appears in the MT both as a title in its own right and as a substitute for the personal name of 

God, Yahweh. In order to preserve the sanctity of the Name, the Masoretes placed the vowel letters of 

Adonai underneath the consonants of Yahweh. This common substitution technique, called qere/kethib 

(―read/written‖), clues readers to pronounce the Name as Adonai. In cases in which Adonai already 

appears, the hybrid form is read ―Elohim.‖ The RSV renders the substitution form as ―LORD‖ (with all 

letters capitalized) while Adonai itself is translated ―Lord‖ (with only the first letter capitalized).  

The failure to recognize this substitution technique led later translators of the Hebrew Bible to render 

the form as it appears. Vocalizing the consonants YHWH with the vowels of Adonai (e, o, a) produced 

the new form ―Yehowah,‖ or in English ―Jehovah.‖ According to Kaufmann Kohler (JEnc 1: 201), this 

misreading can be traced to a Christian translator working in 1520 C.E. (See also YAHWEH.)  

JULIA M. O‘BRIEN  

ADONI-BEZEK (PERSON) [Heb ˒ădōn   bezeq (ֲאדִֹניֲֶבֶזר )]. The name of a Canaanite king 

reportedly defeated by the tribe of Judah in battle near Bezek (Judg 1:4–7). Wright (1946: 105–14) argued 

that this king was identical with Adoni-Zedek of Jerusalem (who was defeated and killed by Joshua, 

[Joshua 10]). Since nothing is said of this king‘s ruling over Jerusalem, and both names are distinctive, 

there is no substantive textual reason indicating that Adoni-Zedek was corrupted to Adoni-Bezek. The 

difficulty with Adoni-Bezek is that while the name is constructed as if Bezek were a divine name (cf. 

Adoni-Zedek—―My Lord is ZDQ,‖ or Adonijah—―My Lord is Yahweh‖), Bezek is unattested as a divine 

name. It is possible that there was a deity, Bezek, whose name was related to the Hebrew word bāzāq, 

found once with the meaning of ―lightning‖ (Ezek 1:14). Until the discovery of such a deity, however, 

this suggestion is no more than guesswork.  

A better possibility is to derive Bezek from the Hebrew word bezeq, meaning ―fragment,‖ or ―sherd.‖ 

This term is found as the name of a (rocky?) place in Judg 1:4–7 and 1 Sam 11:8. The site in Judg 1:4–7 

would seem to lie near Jerusalem; but that in 1 Sam 11:8 may be identified with modern Ibziq, northeast 

of Shechem on the road to Beth-Shean. Since Bezek was a city, Adoni-Bezek is best read as ―Lord of 

Bezek‖ (with ˒ădōn  - forming the construct of ˒ādôn, as is frequently the case with masculine nouns in the 

construct state (BLe, 525, §65j). That Adoni-Bezek was the ruler of Bezek is implied in that the men of 



Judah ―came upon Adoni-Bezek at Bezek‖ (Judg 1:4). Having captured this Canaanite king, the Israelites 

cut off his thumbs and big toes (Judg 1:6). Thereupon Adoni-Bezek said, ―Seventy kings with their 

thumbs and big toes cut off used to pick the scraps from under my table; as I have done, so has God 

repaid me.‖ That Adoni-Bezek was then carried back to Jerusalem, where he died, is probably a later 

gloss dating from the time when the Israelites controlled the city (See also ADONI-ZEDEK; BEZEK).  
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ADONI-ZEDEK [Heb ˒ădōn  -ṣedeq (ֲאדִֹני־ֶקֶדר )]. A Canaanite king of Jerusalem (Josh 10:1–3) 

whose name means either ―My Lord is righteousness‖ (i.e., Heb ṣedeq = ―righteousness‖), or ―My Lord is 

Zedek.‖ The latter is more likely, since Adoni-Zedek is constructed as a noun clause with a theophoric 

element (or divine name). The Yahwistic equivalent of Adoni-Zedek is Adonijah—―My Lord is 

Yahweh.‖ A Canaanite king of Salem (= Jerusalem; cf. Ps 76:2) bears a name with the same theophoric 

element: Melchi-Zedek (Gen 14:18; Ps 110:4)—―My King is Zedek.‖ The theophoric element ṣdq also 

occurs in the syllabic writings from Ugarit in the names Ili-Ṣaduq—―My God is Ṣaduq‖ —and Ḥammi-

Ṣaduq—―My Warmth (?) is Ṣaduq.‖ Adnṣdq is also attested, providing a parallel to the biblical name 

Adoni-Zedek (PTU, 187). Although the term sedeq by itself never occurs in the Hebrew Bible as the 

name of a deity, the above evidence probably indicates the existence of an old Canaanite god, Ṣedeq (Ug 

Ṣaduq), who was at one time the patron deity in Jerusalem.  

Further evidence indicates that this tradition continued into the Davidic monarchy. David‘s choice of a 

priest of unknown origin, Zadok ((Heb Ṣādôq, Ug Ṣaduq), to serve alongside Abiathar, may have resulted 

from a desire (or need) to secure the loyalty of the Jebusite cult in Jerusalem. This was done by 

recognizing its priest-king (Zadok) as high priest in Israel. That the Davidic kings viewed themselves as 

heirs to the Jebusite royal tradition is suggested by the writer of Ecclesiastes, ostensibly Solomon, who 

boasts of acquiring wealth ―more than all who had been before me in Jerusalem‖ (Qoh 2:7).  

Adoni-Zedek is depicted in Joshua 10 as the leader of a coalition of five southern Canaanite cities—

Jerusalem, Hebron, Jarmuth, Eglon, and Lachish—formed to punish the Gibeonites after they had made 

peace with Joshua. These kings came up against Gibeon and encamped by the city. Joshua, having made a 

forced march from Gilgal at night, surprised the Canaanite army and threw it into a panic. The Israelites 

smote them as they fled by way of the ascent of Beth-Horon (which runs west-southwest from Gibeon to 

the Shephelah). According to the biblical account, Yahweh also smote them with hailstones as they fled, 

and at Joshua‘s request, caused the sun to stand still while the Israelites finished the slaughter (Josh 

10:11–13). The five kings escaped and hid themselves in the cave at Makkedah, whence Joshua took them 

and hanged them on five trees in the vicinity (Josh 10:16–27). It has been argued that this Adoni-Zedek is 

identical with Adoni-Bezek, the Canaanite king in Judges 1, but this proposition is doubtful. See also 

ADONI-BEZEK; ZADOK; MELCHIZEDEK (PERSON); GIBEON.  
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ADONIJAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ădōn  yāh (û) (ֲאדִֹנָיהּו )]. A name given three OT characters which 

means ―Yah (weh) is (my) Lord.‖  

1. The fourth son of David by his wife Haggith in Hebron, while David was king of Judah (2 Sam 3:4; 1 

Chr 3:1–2); and heir apparent to the throne at the time of Solomon‘s accession. Adonijah‘s personal 

ambition led to his own demise in a story that echoes that of the rebellion and death of his elder brother 

Absalom.  



The story begins with a note on the feebleness of David in his old age. Since the elder half-brothers 

Amnon, Absalom, and presumably Chileab were dead (1 Kgs 2:22), it was assumed by Adonijah, and 

perhaps by the general populace, that he was next in line for the throne. Though David may have 

promised Bathsheba, his favorite queen, that her son Solomon would succeed him—a fact that finds some 

confirmation in the exclusion of Solomon from Adonijah‘s feast—that pledge does not appear to have 

been seriously considered. The subsequent nomination of Solomon came as a surprise to the followers of 

Adonijah, who himself later claimed in conversation with Bathsheba: ―You know that the kingdom was 

mine, and that all Israel fully expected me to reign‖ (1 Kgs 2:15).  

With the help of David‘s general Joab and the priest Abiathar, Adonijah prepared a sacrificial feast near 

the spring En-rogel, to which he invited ―all his brothers, the king‘s sons (except for Solomon), and all the 

royal officials of Judah (except for Nathan, Zadok, and Benaiah),‖ hoping to become king before his aged 

father died (1 Kgs 1:9). His plans were thwarted by the prophet Nathan, the priest Zadok, and Benaiah, 

commander of the royal bodyguard, who allied themselves with Bathsheba to forestall his succession.  

When Bathsheba informed David of the events at En-rogel and the threat to her own life if Adonijah 

became king (1 Kgs 1:21), Nathan opportunely appeared, confirming her words and making his own 

appeal on the basis of loyalty to old friends and counselors. Together Nathan and Bathsheba moved the 

aged David to decisive action; and he ordered that Solomon be conducted on the royal mule in a 

procession to the spring at Gihon to be anointed and proclaimed king by Zadok. The instructions were 

immediately carried out and the new king, Solomon, was joyfully acclaimed by the people.  

When the resounding acclamations of Solomon‘s procession were interpreted by Jonathan, the son of 

Abiathar, to mean the ruin of Adonijah‘s hopes, his adherents fled and Adonijah himself took sanctuary in 

the Temple by laying hold of the horns of the altar. Adonijah was subsequently persuaded to leave his 

asylum only by Solomon‘s promise to spare his life (1 Kgs 1:40–53).  

After David‘s death, Adonijah asked Bathsheba to intercede with Solomon to give him in marriage the 

beautiful Abishag, his father‘s concubine and nurse. Solomon interpreted this as a bid for the throne and 

ordered Adonijah‘s execution at the hands of Benaiah.  

Close parallels between the stories of Absalom (2 Samuel 15–18) and Adonijah (1 Kings 1–2) have 

been noted (Fokkelman 1981: 345–410; Long 1984: 33–52; and Gunn 1987: 104–111). Both men are 

described as handsome and appealing figures, who were not adequately disciplined by their father. 

Adonijah enlisted the help of ―chariots and horsemen and fifty men to run before him‖ (1 Kgs 1:5), as 

Absalom had done before him (2 Sam 15:1). Both sought the crown on their own without David‘s 

support; and both came to a violent end. Adonijah‘s request from Solomon that he be given Abishag as 

his wife is reminiscent of Absalom, who, after taking Jerusalem and in order to secure his political 

position, publicly took David‘s concubines as his own (2 Sam 16:20–23). Adonijah‘s desire to marry 

Abishag may have been motivated by his love for her; but that decision was his final undoing. Whatever 

his real motives or the political significance of his act may have been, in terms of the story, he was 

rebelling against the king.  

The story of Adonijah‘s rebellion and fate in 1 Kings 1–2 may also be interpreted in relation to the law 

of the king in Deut 17:14–20, which forbade the monarch from relying solely on force of arms, alliances 

(through marriage), or wealth. Adonijah‘s violation of the prohibitions of the law of the king foreshadows 

the more flagrant violations of this same law on the part of Solomon. The king is to follow the law of 

Moses, which is in the hands of the Levites.  

2. A Levite who, together with princes and priests, instructed the people in the law during a mission to 

the cities of Judah in the third year of Jehoshaphat (2 Chr 17:8).  

3. A leading layman, one of the ―chiefs of the people,‖ who sealed the covenant of reform in the time of 

Ezra (Neh 10:17—Eng10:16).  

Bibliography  
Fokkelman, J. P. 1981. Narrative Art and Poetry in the Books of Samuel: King David. vol. 1. Assen.  
Gunn, D. M. 1978. The Story of King David: Genre and Interpretation, JSOTSup 6. Sheffield.  

Langlamet, F. 1976. Pour ou Contre Salomon? RB 48: 321–79, 481–528.  



Long, B. O. 1984. 1 Kings. Grand Rapids.  

Veijola, R. 1975. Die Ewige Dynastie, David und die Entstehung seiner Dynastie nach der deuteronomistischen Darstellung. 

Helsinki.  

Zalewski, S. 1973. The Character of Adonijah. Beth Mikra 19: 229–55 (in Hebrew).  

———. 1974. The Struggle between Adonijah and Solomon over the Kingdom. Beth Mikra 20: 490–510 (in Hebrew).  

DUANE L. CHRISTENSEN  

ADONIKAM (PERSON) [Heb ˒ădōn  qām (ֲאדִֹניָרם )]. The father of a clan who, along with other lay 

families, returned from Babylon to Palestine (Ezra 2:13 = Neh 7:18 = 1 Esdr 5:14; also Ezra 8:13 = 1 Esdr 

8:39). The precise number of returnees in Adonikam‘s clan is uncertain, owing to the occurrence of this 

name in multiple lists where the Hebrew-Aramaic numeral notation may have been miscounted (Allrik 

1954). Adonikam may be identical with the ADONIJAH mentioned in a list of lay family heads (Neh 

10:17—Eng10:16), since both are listed in conjunction with otherwise similar persons (Myers Ezra-

Nehemiah 239: Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 329).  
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ADONIRAM (PERSON) [Heb ˒ădōn  ram (ֲאדִֹניַשם )]. The son of Abda and an official in Solomon‘s 
court who was in charge of the forced labor used in many of the major building projects (1 Kgs 4:6; 9:15). 

This office was first mentioned late in David‘s reign and continued into the rule of Rehoboam (2 Sam 

20:24; 1 Kgs 12:18). In the reign of David and Rehoboam, this office was held by Adoram. Some scholars 

take this to be a shortened form of the name ―Adoniram.‖ If this is the case, then one person held this 

office from late in David‘s reign until the crisis under Rehoboam—a period of some 40 years. The LXX 

supports this identification and uses the name ―Adoniram‖ consistently in the passages referring to this 

official. Other scholars believe that it is possible, but not likely, that one person would have held this 

office for such a length of time.  

Two factors suggest the importance of Adoniram‘s office: (1) the position is included in the small 

number of offices listed at the royal court, and (2) control of a force of 30,000 men certainly would have 

been given only to a most trusted individual (1 Kgs 5:28—Eng5:14).  

Forced labor was a part of many societies in the Ancient Near East. Israel‘s distaste for this practice is 

probably to be seen in the demand for lighter burdens under Rehoboam (1 Kgs 12:4). When Rehoboam 

refused to change his harsh policies, Adoniram, the overseer of the hated forced labor, was murdered by 

the angry Israelites (1 Kgs 12:18).  

PHILLIP E. MCMILLION  

ADOPTION. The creation of a kinship relationship between two individuals that is recognized as 

essentially equivalent to one stemming from natural descent. In the ancient Near East, such ties were 

typically between adoptive parent(s) and a son or daughter, but individuals were adopted into other roles 

as well. Frequently the parties were relatives before the adoption took place. Adoption differs from 

fosterage in that the latter is a temporary arrangement which is not legally binding. The foster child 

receives support but not the status of son or daughter.  

———  

A. Extrabiblical Sources  

1. Cuneiform  

2. Egyptian  

3. Jewish  

B. Adoption in the Bible  

1. Possible Cases  

2. Metaphorical Use  

3. Issues  



———  

A. Extrabiblical Sources.  

Because biblical references to adoption are both limited in number and seldom unambiguous, they have 

been interpreted with the aid of extrabiblical sources, particularly cuneiform texts.  

1. Cuneiform. Relevant documents date at least from the beginning of the 2d millennium B.C.E. to the 

Achaemenid period, the majority coming from Old Babylonian (OB) and Middle Babylonian (MB) times. 

Since our sources span both a wide geographical range and the better part of two millennia, details of 

adoption practice from a given time and place were not necessarily universal.  

Law collections (often called law codes) and adoption contracts are our primary types of documentation. 

The latter are more abundant and also more reliable, since the function of the collections is debated and 

their treatment of adoption incomplete. Contracts have their limitations as well; they do not as a rule 

present the circumstances leading to the adoption, or the age of the parties. Stipulations regarding 

adoption differed from contract to contract and ―code‖ to ―code‖ so that one cannot expect to discover 

general laws which governed Mesopotamian (or biblical) practice.  

Schorr (1913) and Kohler, Koschaker, and Ungnad (1909–23) have collected a number of OB adoption 

texts; see also texts and bibliography in Ellis 1975. Speiser (1930) and Cassin (1938) present MB Nuzi 

texts with discussion (see also dissertations cited in Eichler 1989: 116–17 nn. 51, 56). References to 

adoption in the law collections (see ANET) are Codex Hammurabi (CH) §§170–71, 185–93; Laws of 

Eshnunna §35; and Middle Assyrian Laws (MAL) §A 28; cf. doubtfully MAL §A 41, Lipit-Ištar §27.  

Other types of documents occasionally mention adoption. We read of the adoption of a foundling in 

―The Legend of Sargon‖ (ANET, p. 119) and, with details of the adoption procedure, in the lexical series 

ana ittišu (Landsberger 1937: 44–47). In addition, there are records of litigation over custody or 

inheritance rights of adoptees.  

The most common Akkadian way to say ―adopt‖ is ana mārūtim leqŭ ―take for son/daughtership.‖ 

Individuals could also be adopted into other roles, such as that of brother (aḫḫūti, ―brotherhood‖), sister 

(aḫātūti/atḫūti), or even father (abbūti). In cases known especially from Nuzi, women adopted in order to 

be given in marriage would receive the ―status of (adopted) daughter‖ (mārtūtu), daughter-in-law 

(kall[at]ūtu), daughter or daughter-in-law (mārtūtu u kall[at]ūtu), or sister (aḫātūtu); for literature see 

Eichler 1989; nn. 36, 56, 61.  

Adoptions were usually effected by an agreement between two parties, the adopter and the parent or 

guardian of the adoptee, but occasionally adoptees would act on their own behalf. A written contract 

recording the adoption typically included a statement of the adoptive relationship, clauses regarding its 

dissolution, a record of the oath of the parties, the names of witnesses, and the date. Some sources hint at 

an adoption ceremony.  

Adoption in the cuneiform Kulturkreis took many forms. An individual might be adopted as heir, or into 

apprenticeship. Slaves were manumitted by adoption (Schorr 1913: nos. 23–35), and illegitimate children 

legitimated. Females were often adopted with a view to giving them away in marriage. An adoptive sister 

relationship between co-wives could promote family unity. A man without male offspring might adopt his 

son-in-law to keep property within the family. Money, land, or services often played a role in the adoption 

arrangement. At Nuzi, in particular, land sales took the form of an adoption (Cassin 1938: 51–274). The 

buyer was adopted and given land as an ―inheritance‖ in exchange for a ―gift‖ of equivalent value. These 

―sale adoptions‖ have often been seen as circumventing a prohibition against alienating ancestral property 

(cf. Lev 25:23–28); for this and other interpretations see Maidman 1976: 92–123.  

2. Egyptian. Far fewer texts are preserved from Egypt (see Allam 1972). The ―Story of Sinuhe‖ may 

contain an example of the adoption of a son-in-law in Syro-Palestine (ANET pp. 19–20). The 

―Extraordinary Adoption‖ text (ca. 1100 B.C.E.; Thompson 1974: 229 n. 141) refers to the adoption of a 

wife as the daughter and heir of her childless husband. Following the latter‘s death, the wife freed and 

adopted three slaves (her husband‘s children by a concubine?). One of them, a woman, married the wife‘s 

brother, whom the wife then adopted as son and heir. In a text from ca. 656 B.C.E., the Nitocris Adoption 



Stela, Pharaoh Psammetichus had his daughter Nitocris adopted as successor to the celibate Divine Wife 

of Amon at Thebes.  

3. Jewish. An Aramaic papyrus from the Jewish colony at Elephantine (BMAP, no. 8), dated to 416 

B.C.E., refers to the manumission and adoption of a slave. Both adopter and adoptee bear Jewish names. 

Catacomb inscriptions attest to Jewish adoptions in the Roman period (Leon 1960: 232–33).  

B. Adoption in the Bible.  

1. Possible Cases. A list of proposed examples of adoption, arranged according to the identity of the 

adoptee, follows. In addition, Lev 18:9 may refer to an adopted daughter, but more probably to a case of 

remarriage.  

a. Children of Surrogate Mother. Sarai, Rachel, and Leah each gave a female slave to her husband for 

the purpose of procreation (Gen 16:1–4; 30:1–13). Extrabiblical parallels are not decisive as to whether 

the primary wife in such a case adopted the surrogate‘s offspring (Thompson 1974: 254–59, 266–67). 

Two items in the biblical accounts may imply adoption by the wife: her regard of the children as her own 

(e.g., Gen 16:2; 30:3–13) and the possible allusion by Rachel to an adoption rite (Gen 30:3). The first 

point is generally conceded, but may be explained by the wife‘s ownership of the slave (Tigay EncJud 

2:298). Moreover, the offspring are frequently called children of the slave. But (aside from source-critical 

considerations) it may be that, as in many societies, ties to the natural mother (or father, in the case of 

Ephraim and Manasseh) continued to be recognized. Regarding the second point, Rachel desired her slave 

to ―give birth on my knees‖ (Gen 30:3), interpreted by Stade (1886) as referring ultimately to the practice 

of a woman giving birth onto her husband‘s knees. The husband‘s act, and by extension placing one‘s 

child on one‘s knees, was an acknowledgment of the child as a legitimate descendant (cf. Tigay EncJud 2: 

299), while receiving or placing someone else‘s child on the knees signified adoption. Alternately, Rachel 

demonstrated her desire for children by assisting her slave in birth, or hoped to cure her own infertility 

(Tigay EncJud 2: 299).  

b. Children of Foreign Wives. A proposal that the end of Ezra 10:44 refers to adoption has received 

new support from Akkadian and other parallels (Paul 1979–80: 183–85).  

c. Foundling. After his abandonment, the infant Moses was discovered by Pharaoh‘s daughter ―and he 

became her son‖ (wayh  -lāh lĕbēn, Exod 2:10). This verse and the fact that the adult Moses continued to 

live as an Egyptian (2:11,19) speak against mere fosterage. Commentators are quick to point out that the 

account reflects at most an Egyptian custom, but the point loses some of its force if the story is seen not as 

primarily historical, but as the Hebrew version of the widespread ―birth of the hero‖ myth (cf. ANET, p. 

119). The payment of Moses‘ natural mother to nurse him (2:7–10) echoes identical arrangements in 

Mesopotamian adoption contracts (e.g., Schorr 1913: nos. 8, 83). Two NT passages apparently understand 

Moses as the adopted son of Pharaoh‘s daughter (Acts 7:21, Heb 11:24).  

d. (Great-)Grandchildren. The adoption of grandchildren, well known in modern times, is also 

attested in an Ugaritic document (Mendelsohn 1959). Three biblical cases are relevant. Ephraim and 

Manasseh are adopted by their grandfather Jacob (Gen 48: 5–6), who tells Joseph: ―Your two sons … are 

mine … as Reuben and Simeon are.‖ The adoption serves an evident aetiological purpose: to explain the 

place of Ephraim and Manasseh, rather than their father Joseph, among the 12 tribes of Israel. Jacob‘s 

blessing in Gen 48:15–16, in which Joseph is omitted from the sequence of generations, also has been 

interpreted as implying adoption. The notice that Joseph removed his sons from Jacob‘s knees may hint at 

an adoption rite (Stade 1886: 144–45).  

The sons of Machir ―were born on Joseph‘s knees‖ (Gen 50:23). Even granting Stade‘s view, this may 

have been merely an acknowledgment of legitimate descent. On the other hand, a tradition of the adoption 

of the Machirites could have served two purposes: to explain their relative prominence (e.g., Judg 5:14), 

or to explain the incorporation of this originally foreign clan (1 Chr 7:14) into Israel. A number of 

scholars have deduced a direct relationship between Joseph and Machir on independent grounds.  

A third possible case is that of Naomi and Obed. After Naomi‘s son Mahlon died childless, his widow 

Ruth had a child, Obed, by Mahlon‘s kinsman. According to the custom of levirate marriage, Obed would 

be considered as Mahlon‘s son and hence Naomi‘s grandson. At one point (Ruth 4:16–17), Naomi held 



Obed in her bosom (bĕḥêqāh) ―and became his ˒ōmenet‖ (―supporter,‖ a vague term), whereupon the 

neighbors remarked ―a son has been born to Naomi.‖ The custom of an adoptive mother offering her 

breast to an adoptee is known among the Arabs and in other cultures, and an adoption account might have 

served to ―Judaize‖ Obed (King David‘s ancestor), who would otherwise have had a Moabite mother. We 

do not know, however, that offering a breast to an adoptee was a Hebrew custom or that Naomi did so. 

The neighbors‘ words need not be taken literally. Adoption, it seems, would have deprived Ruth of 

someone to carry on Mahlon‘s name, and it is questionable if Naomi could unilaterally effect a change in 

Obed‘s status.  

e. Illegitimate Son. Jephthah appears to have been legitimated and hence adopted, if legitimation in 

Israel was effected as in Mesopotamia (Schorr 1913: no. 12, Thompson 1974: 260; cf. CH §§170–71 

[ANET, 173]). Although his mother was a prostitute, Jephthah was entitled to share his father‘s 

inheritance (Judg 11:1–2).  

f. Nephew or Male Relative. The custom by which the offspring of a levirate marriage is ascribed to a 

childless deceased brother or male kinsman has been viewed as a postmortem adoption.  

g. Orphan. Mordecai (Esth 2:7) supported his cousin Hadassah/Esther (ōmēn ˒et-hădassâ) and, after 

her parents‘ death, adopted her (lĕqāḥāh … lĕbat; similarly Akk ana mār (t ūtim leq ). It is doubtful that 

an unmarried woman of Esther‘s age could live with Mordecai except for an adoptive relationship. 

Although both were Jewish, they were living under Persian rule (as were those in the Jewish text from 

Elephantine), so it is not certain that a Jewish practice is reflected.  

h. Slave. Manumission of slaves by adoption is well known in the ancient Near East, and manumitted 

slaves occasionally are named heir (e.g., Schorr 1913: no. 35; Muhammad‘s adopted son Zaid ibn 

Ḥāritha). Abram‘s fear that his slave would be his heir (Gen 15:2–3) seems to imply the slave‘s (possibly 

future) adoption, since normally only a relative could inherit (see e.g., Num 27:8–11). Although in 

Hurrian law an unrelated ewuru ―heir‖ could inherit by default, there is no hint of this in biblical law. On 

Genesis 15, see further Thompson 1974: 203–30.  

Jarha (1 Chr 2:34–35) is a probable example of the manumission and adoption of a slave. According to 

the common Mesopotamian practice, the slave (and foreigner) Jarha would have been manumitted by 

adoption before being married to his master Sheshan‘s daughter. Jarha‘s children are listed as Sheshan‘s 

descendants.  

i. Son-in-law. Jarha also serves as an example of an adopted son-in-law. Barzillai, who married and 

took his father-in-law‘s name (Ezra 2:61, Neh 7:63), is probably another. Many features of the Jacob and 

Laban narrative, and particularly parallels to two Nuzi adoption texts (ANET, pp. 219–20, nos. 2 and 3), 

have suggested it as another example. Other features, however, distinguish this case from standard 

Mesopotamian adoption arrangements, and similarities to herding contracts have been noted. See recently 

Eichler 1989: 114–16.  

j. Wife. An adoption of a wife as daughter is known from Egypt, but the oft-repeated notion that in 

Hurrian practice a wife could be adopted as her husband‘s sister and that this explains the ―wife-sister‖ 

motif in the Bible (Gen 12:13 and parallels) is now widely rejected as based upon the (mis)interpretation 

of a small number of texts (Eichler 1989: 112–13).  

2. Metaphorical Use. The father-son relationship of Yahweh and Israel may have been conceived at 

times as an adoptive one (Jer 3:19; explicitly in Rom 9:4). The relationship between God and king is 

illustrated using what are evidently adoption formulae in Ps 2:7, 2 Sam 7:14 (Tigay EncJud 2: 300–1). 

See Paul 1979–80: 177–80, 184.  

Adoption (huiothesia) appears as a metaphor five times in NT writings ascribed to Paul (Rom 8:14, 23; 

9:4; Gal 4:5; Eph 1:5), where it serves to distinguish the believer‘s sonship from that of Jesus and to 

illustrate the Christian‘s change of status, both accomplished and prospective. The background of the 

metaphor has variously been seen as Roman, with its concept of strong paternal authority; Greek, as the 

term huiothesia implies; or Hebrew, as implied in Paul‘s use of the semitic term abba in describing the 

adoptive father.  



3. Issues. Definitions of adoption have varied, leading to varying evaluations of the extent to which it 

was practiced in Israel. Attempts to adhere to the strict meaning of Latin adoptio have led some scholars 

to include as true adoption only those cases where a person under paternal authority (patria potestas) is 

transferred to the authority of a third (free) individual and appointed heir. Adoption, thus narrowly 

defined, has been said not to have existed in Israel. But in addition to running counter to the general usage 

by scholars of the ancient Near East, this definition ignores the concept of adoption reflected in our texts. 

Adoption into sonship (ana mārūtim), for example, can occur when the adopter is a slave (Speiser 1930; 

no. 5) or a woman (Schorr 1913: no. 29); when the adoptee is a foundling (Landsberger 1937: 44–46), the 

adopter‘s illegitimate child (Schorr 1913: no. 12: cf. CH §§170–71) or a free individual (adrogation; 

Kohler, Koschaker, and Ungnad 1909–23: no. 1425); and in numerous cases where an inheritance is not 

mentioned.  

Although adoption was practiced in ancient Israel, it is impossible to say to what extent this was true. 

Many of the biblical cases occur in the patriarchal narratives or on foreign soil, involve foreigners, or are 

uncertain. Moreover, adoption is not mentioned in biblical law. The nature of our sources is no doubt 

partly responsible for the seeming scarcity of biblical adoption. Biblical references are generally not 

explicit enough to allow confirmation (or denial) of proposed cases. The silence of biblical law collections 

may simply reflect their selective and incomplete nature; compare the haphazard notice adoption receives 

in the Mesopotamian collections. Since adoption was, it seems, of little theological interest (except as a 

metaphor), there was no particular reason to mention it; if we read of a barren woman, it is often only to 

set the stage for a miraculous birth.  

The absence of adoption in postbiblical Jewish law, however, suggests that it was not prevalent in 

Israel, at least in later periods. Various explanations have been suggested (Boecker 1974): the importance 

of blood lineage to the Hebrews, the practice of polygyny, the custom of levirate marriage, and the belief 

that fertility or barrenness reflected God‘s will, which adoption would circumvent. No single explanation 

is completely satisfactory, and all address only the ―demand‖ side of the equation, without explaining, for 

example, the place of orphaned or unwanted children in Israelite society.  

For bibliography not listed below see especially Paul 1979–80: 175 n. 1.  
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FREDERICK W. KNOBLOCH  

ADORAIM (PLACE) [Heb ˒adôrayim (ַאדוַשִים )]. Var. ADORA. A town in the central hill country 

of Judah, listed among the cities fortified by Rehoboam near the beginning of his reign (2 Chr 11:9). An 

examination of the list of cities fortified by Rehoboam (2 Chr 11: 5–12) shows that they form a logical 

and fairly consistent defensive line on the western, southern, and eastern frontiers of Rehoboam‘s 



domains, supplemented by additional fortresses at key road junctions (LBHG, 290–94). This strongly 

suggests that the author of Chronicles had access to some sort of official military document delineating 

the defenses of the Kingdom of Judah. During Hellenistic and Roman times, this fortress-town was 

known as Adora (GK adōra). According to 1 Macc 13:20–21, Simon Maccabeus stopped the advance of 

Trypho at Adora. Josephus records (Ant 13.9.1) that Adora was captured by John Hyrcanus following the 

death of Antiochus 7 in 129 B.C., and that it still remained in Hasmonean hands at the time of Janneaus 

(Ant 13.15.4). It must have fallen into Roman hands soon thereafter, for it was among the cities rebuilt in 

59 B.C. by Gabinius, proconsul of Syria (Ant 14.5.3). In the form ―Aduram,‖ this town appears in the book 

of Jubilees (38:9–24) as the location of the burial of Esau following his battle with Jacob. The ancient 

name is clearly reflected in the modern town of Dura, located approximately 7 km W, and slightly S, of 

Hebron (M.R. 152101). There is little doubt that the ancient town is to be located here, or at least in the 

immediate vicinity.  

WADE R. KOTTER  

ADRAMMELECH (DEITY) [Heb ˒adrammelek (ַאְדַשֶמֶלך )]. In 2 Kgs 17:31 it is reported that the 

Babylonians who were resettled in Samaria ―burned their children in the fire to Adrammelech and 

Anammelech, the gods of Sepharvaim.‖ The place name ―Sepharvaim‖ may refer to the Babylonian city 

of Sippar, but the identity of the Babylonian god Adrammelech is unknown.  

A. KIRK GRAYSON  

ADRAMMELECH (PERSON) [Heb ˒adrammelek (ַאְדַשֶמֶלך )]. According to 2 Kgs 19:37 (= Isa 

37:38), one of the sons of the Assyrian king Sennacherib who, along with his brother Sharezer, 

assassinated their father. This Adrammelech may be identical with Arda-Mulishi, who is identified as a 

son of Sennacherib in Assyrian sources.  
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A. KIRK GRAYSON  

ADRAMYTTIUM (PLACE) [Gk Adramytteion (Ἀδπαμτσσειον)]. An ancient city of Mysia located 

along the NW coast of the Roman province of Asia (modern Turkey). A ship from this city, probably a 

small trading vessel, is mentioned in Acts 27:2. The ship was homeward bound when Paul, Luke, 

Aristarchus, and Julius the Centurion boarded it in order to journey from Caesaria to Rome via the Asian 

coast.  

This city, located at the base of Mt. Ida, controlled a substantial port from its position at the head of the 

Gulf of Adramyttium (Hdt. 8: 42), which is across from the island of Lesbos. Today the harbor is filled 

with alluvial deposits and the site of the city is known as Karatash, while the original appellation is 

preserved in the name of the nearby town Edremit.  

The founding of the city is problematic with three prevalent theories: it is the Pedasus of Homer; it was 

founded by Adramys, the brother of Croesus, in 3 B.C.; or it was one of many colonies established by 

merchants from the spice-rich area of S Arabia known as Hadhramaut (Harris 1925). The reading of the 

name with a rough breathing is indicated in the Vulgate rendering as navem Hadrumetinam. This may 

lend credence to Harris‘ theory.  

The commercial importance of the city, indicated by the coins found at the site, peaked when Pergamum 

was the capital of the region but had faded by the NT period. Adramyttium, one of the chief cities of the 

province, was chosen to be the host of the provincial governor‘s law court, the assizes (conventus) of the 

NW district of the Roman province of Asia. It was the original place of the worship of Castor and Pollox 

and home of the orator Xenocles (the tutor of Cicero) (See Strabo 8: 1.66; Plutarch, Cicero 4). 

Adramyttium was noted for the production of a special ointment (Pliny N.H. 13: 2.5).  
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JOHN D. WINELAND  

ADRIA, SEA OF (PLACE) [Greek Adrias (Ἀδπιαρ)]. An arm of the Mediterranean between Italy and 

the Balkan Peninsula joining the Ionian Sea in the southeast, commonly known as the Adriatic Sea. It is 

mentioned in the NT in relation to the apostle Paul‘s journey to Rome (Acts 27:27). Today, the name 

denotes the sea which extends from northwest to southeast, a length of nearly five hundred miles. The 

Italian shore is low, especially in the northeast basin around the delta of the Po, which is the largest river 

that flows into it. The east coast is rather rugged and fringed with islands. This allows for many good 

harbors on the Dalmatian coast as opposed to the relatively few found on the Italian side. The northeast 

winds, together with the prevalence of sudden squalls, makes navigation in winter difficult and dangerous.  

The Sea was known in antiquity as Adrias, Adriatike Thalasa, Adriatikon Pelagos in Gk, and 

Adriaticum Mare, Adrianum Mare, or Mare Superum in Latin. According to Strabo (5.1), the name was 

derived from the old Etruscan city-colony ATRIA located north of the Po River. Justin (20, 1.9), however, 

suggests a Greek origin for the name. Originally, the name was applied to the upper (northwestern) part of 

the sea, but it became gradually extended southeastward some 6000 stadia (approx. 700 miles) as far as 

the Ionian Sea (Strabo 2,123), and even to the Sicilian Sea, including waters between Crete and Malta 

(Orosius 1, 2.90). Thus in antiquity it was understood that Malta lay at the western extremity of the 

Adriatic Sea (Procopius 1, 14), while Crete was surrounded by the same on the west (Strabo 3.17) and the 

same waters encompassed Sicily on the east (Strabo 3.4, 15). It seems that the name was first used 

interchangeably with the Ionian Sea, and gradually came to include it. ―The Ionian Sea is part of what is 

now called the sea of Hadria,‖ wrote Strabo (2, 5.20). According to Livy (5,33), Italy was surrounded by 

two seas, the Tuscan on the west and the Hadriatic on the east. The name therefore is more restricted 

today than it was in the past, when it not only included waters between Sicily and Crete, but might have 

been applied to the whole of the eastern Mediterranean with the exception of the Aegean Sea.  

Therefore, it would be misleading to limit the reference from the Acts to what is today known as the 

Adriatic Sea. Because many of the Gk manuscripts call Malta Melite (with several variations in Greek and 

also Latin manuscripts), some have tried to see in the name an island other than Malta, namely modern 

Mljet in the Adriatic. Yet the most probable east-northeast direction of the wind called Northeaster (Gk 

euroklydon or eurakylon, Acts 27:14) would not support this suggestion. Scholars are still more inclined 

to understand the NT reference to adrias in a more general way, as opposed to the more restricted modern 

usage of the term.  

To avoid a possible confusion in the use of different names some have suggested a strict distinction in 

the use of the terms the ―Adrian Sea‖ and the ―Adriatic Sea.‖ Even though this may be done today, 

Ptolemy used the two names interchangeably (3. 4:Adria, and 3.17:Adriatic).  

Acts 27:27 states that the vessel upon which Paul was going to Rome was ―driven up and down‖ for 

fourteen days by high winds before its shipwreck on Malta. That the sea earned a tempestuous reputation 

in ancient times can be documented by records of such famous writers as Josephus (Vita 3) and Horace 

(Odes 1, 33).  
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ZDRAVKO STEFANOVIC  

ADRIEL (PERSON) [Heb ˓adr  ˒ēl (ַףְדִשיֵאל )]. A Meholathite, the son of Barzillai, and son-in-law of 

King Saul through marriage to one of the two royal princesses. There is some confusion as to which 

daughter of Saul he married. According to 1 Sam 18:19, he married the elder daughter MERAB, who had 

been promised to David, while the MT and LXX Codex Vaticanus of 2 Sam 21:8 report that he married 

the younger daughter MICHAL (PERSON). In 2 Sam 21:8, other manuscripts (LXX
LN

 and 2 Heb mss) 

read Merab in agreement with 1 Sam 18:19 (instead of Michal). The Targum, in an attempt to resolve the 

conflicting readings, combines the names in the phrase myrb drby‘t mykl, lit. ―Merab who is the [young] 

girl of Michal,‖ which identifies Adriel‘s wife (Merab) while introducing a new element to the 



relationship between Michal and Merab. Most scholars favor Merab as the true spouse, although a 

minority favor Michal, in spite of the conflicting traditions, believing the MT testimony in 2 Sam 21:8 to 

be the more difficult reading and the tradition to be an older and more reliable source than 1 Sam 18:19 

(i.e., Stoebe 1958: 229; Glück 1965; Lemche 1978: 7–8). The royal marriage produced at least five sons, 

who were later executed by the Gibeonites for Saul‘s bloodguilt (2 Sam 21:8).  

As a Meholathite, Adriel was an inhabitant of the town of Abel-Meholah, probably located at Tell Abû 

Sûs, in the W ghor (see ABEL-MEHOLAH). His marriage to a Saulide princess may have sealed a treaty 

between his city-state and Saul‘s new Israelite state (Edelman 1990). Such diplomatic marriages were an 

established convention in the ancient Near East (Malamat 1963:8–10). Abel-Meholah did not become a 

corporate part of the Israelite state until David or Solomon‘s reign, as indicated by the city‘s inclusion in 

Solomon‘s fifth district (1 Kgs 4:12). His name means ―El is my help,‖ and seems to be Aramaic. Some 

manuscripts read ˓zry˒l, which has the same meaning, but substitutes the Hebrew word ˓zr for its Aramaic 

cognate ˓dr (Nestle 1897; McCarter 2 Samuel 439).  
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MARK J. FRETZ  

ADUEL (PERSON) [Gk adouēl (ἀδοτηλ)]. The son of Gabael and great grandfather of Tobit, a 

descendant of the tribe of Naphtali (Tob 1:1). The name ―Aduel‖ is a possible variant of ADIEL; the yod 

in Heb ˓ăd  ˒ēl (1 Chr 4:36; 9:12; 27:25), if replaced with waw, would result in the Heb consonants ˓dw˒l, 

logically transliterated as Gk adouēl. Nonetheless, the name ―Aduel‖ only occurs in this genealogy of 

Tobit.  

MARK J. FRETZ  

ADULLAM (PLACE) [Heb ˓ădullām (ֲףֻדָלם )]. ADULLAMITE. A city in the Shephelah region at 

approximately the midpoint of a line running from Bethlehem to Gath. It has been identified with modern 

Tell esh Sheikh Madhkur (Albright 1924:3–4; M.R. 150117).  

In Gen 38:1, 12, and 20, in the story about Judah and Tamar, a character is identified as Hirah the 

Adullamite. He is called Judah‘s friend (38:12,20) and is entrusted with the deliverance of a pledge 

(38:20).  

Adullam appears twice in Joshua. The king of Adullam is listed in Joshua 12 as one of the local kings 

whom the Israelites defeated on the west side of the Jordan (Josh 12:15). Adullam was allotted to the tribe 

of Judah (Josh 15:35).  

Adullam occupies a prominent place in the story of David‘s rise to kingship. David fled from Saul to a 

cave near Adullam and there surrounded himself with a band of about 400 men (1 Sam 22:1). That this 

was a place of security for David‘s warriors is spelled out in 1 Chronicles 11, which refers to the place as 

―the rock.‖ The syntax of the parallel passage in Samuel is confusing and probably the result of scribal 

error. Apparently there has been a substitution of the word for ―harvest‖ or ―harvesttime‖ (Heb qāṣ  r; 

BDB, 894) for ―the rock‖ or ―the secure place‖ (Heb haṣṣūr; BDB, 849), the second of which is the term 

employed in Chronicles. Some versions of the LXX also have ―the rock‖ instead of ―harvesttime‖ at 1 

Sam 23:13.  

Chronicles lists Adullam as among the cities which Solomon‘s successor REHOBOAM fortified in 

anticipation of the invasion of Judah by the Pharaoh SHISHAK ca. 918 B.C.E. (2 Chr 11:7). Many 

commentators and historians accept the placing of this list in the reign of Rehoboam (see BHI, 233; 



Na˒aman 1986:6). Others, partly on the basis of archeological evidence at these sites, feel that the list 

belongs to the reign of another king, either JOSIAH (Fritz 1981) or HEZEKIAH (Na˒aman 1986).  

MICAH, a contemporary of Hezekiah‘s, mourns over Adullam among the cities of the Shephalah (Mic 

1:15), possibly in advance of Sennacherib‘s invasion (see 2 Kgs 18:13 = 2 Chr 32:1).  

Adullam appears twice in postexilic contexts. It is named as one of the places where the people of Judah 

settled after the Exile (Neh 11:30). In the time of the Maccabean revolt, Adullam once again served as a 

refuge, this time for Judas Maccabeus and his army after they defeated GORGIAS, the governor of 

Idumea (2 Macc 12:38). Here the place is referred to with a variant Greek spelling, odollam.  
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JEFFRIES M. HAMILTON  

ADULTERY [Heb ni˒up  m (ִנֻאִץים ); also zĕn t (ְזנּות ), zĕn n  m (ְזנּוִנים ), ―whoredom,‖ ―harlotry‖]. 
Sexual intercourse between a married or betrothed woman and any man other than her husband. The 

marital status of the woman‘s partner is inconsequential since only the married or betrothed woman is 

bound to fidelity. The infidelity of a married man is not punishable by law but is criticized (Mal 2:14–5; 

Prov 5:15–20). Biblical law shows similar leniency for sexual relations before a woman‘s betrothal (Exod 

22:15–6; Deut 22:28–29; for possible exceptions [Lev 21:9, Deut 22:13–21], see below).  

———  

A. Adultery as a Crime and Sin  

B. Adultery and the Betrothed Maiden  

C. The Prosecution of Adultery  

1. The Death Penalty  

2. Divorce  

3. Public Stripping of Adulteress  

4. Mutilation  

D. Means of Execution  

E. Adultery in the ANE  

F. Adultery in the Biblical Narrative  

G. Adultery in the Prophetic Books  

H. Adultery in Wisdom Literature  

———  

A. Adultery as a Crime and Sin.  

Adultery was a capital crime according to Lev 20:10 and Deut 22:22. Both parties must die. The reasons 

for the gravity of this crime are never explicitly stated in the OT, yet the patrilineal nature of Israelite 

society strongly suggests that mistaken paternity would surely be dreaded. If an act of undetected adultery 

produced offspring, a likely result would be the bequeathal of the family inheritance to this illegitimate 

heir. This is emphasized by Ben Sira (23:22–23); for a similar thought, see Qoh 6:1–2. Philo remarks that 

the deceived husband would be like a ―blind man knowing nothing of the covert intrigues of the past,‖ yet 

―forced to cherish the children of his deadliest foe as his own flesh and blood‖ (Dec 24:126–29). Fustel de 

Coulanges (1956:97) writes ―… by adultery the series of descendants was broken; the family, even 

though living men knew it not, became extinct and there was no more divine happiness for the ancestors.‖ 

While these remarks concern ancient Greece in particular, it is probable that the same could be said 

regarding Israel. Dread of the extinction of the family line is evident in the Priestly Code, among other 

places, with its punishment of karet (Gen 17:14, Exod 30:33,38, Lev 17:4,9, 20:3,5–6, etc.) and 

childlessness (Lev 20:20–21). The term karet, according to traditional Jewish exegesis, refers to early 

death and childlessness or the death of one‘s progeny without issue (see Rashi, Ibn Ezra, and S. D. 

Luzzato on Gen 17:14). According to the LXX and traditional Jewish law, the issue from an adulterous 



union, like all prohibited unions, is the mamzer or ―bastard‖ of Deut 23:3 (m. Yebam. 4:13; m. Qidd, 

3:12), who is excluded from membership in the assembly of the Lord.  

The economic aspect of the crime, i.e. as a simple violation of the husband‘s property, seems to have 

played a minor role compared with the social and religious dimensions of the crime. Adultery is the 

height of treachery (Jer 9:1; Mal 3:5; Ps 50:18) and adulterers are linked with murderers (Job 24:14–15). 

Adultery is an assault upon the sanctity of the nuclear family, which is divinely ordained (Gen 2:18,24; 

Prov 18:22). The prohibition of adultery, the 7th commandment of the Decalogue, along with the 5th—

―Honor your father and mother …‖—seek to protect this sacred institution. This may be the reason for the 

reversal of the 6th and 7th commandments and thus the juxtaposition of the 5th and 7th in the Nash 

Papyrus, some manuscripts of the LXX, and Philo (Dec 24:121).  

Both parties to the illicit union are ritually defiled or rendered impure (ṭm˒; Lev 18:20; Num 5:13; Ezek 

18:6; 23:13,17; 33:26). The adulterer commits an ―abomination‖ (tô˓ēbâ; Ezek 22:11), while adultery is 

included in the Pentateuch‘s catalog of sexual crimes which defile the land of Israel, causing it to ―spew 

out its inhabitants‖ (Lev 18:20,24–25). It is considered a ―great sin‖ (ḥăṭā˒â gĕdōlâ) by the biblical author 

(Gen 20:9) and a ―sin against God‖ (Gen 20:6; 39:9; Ps 51:6).  

This characterization of adultery as a ―great sin‖ was not limited to Israel. It is found in texts from 

Ugarit (Moran 1956: 280–81) and Egypt (Rabinowitz 1956: 73; see ANET, 24, where adultery is labeled a 

―great crime‖). In several Akkadian texts, ḫaṭû, cognate to Heb ḥṭ˒, ―to sin,‖ refers specifically to adultery 

(CAD 6:157); ḫāṭ  tum (fem. sing. part. of ḫaṭû) indicates an adulteress (CAD 6:153).  

That the prohibition of adultery was included in the Decalogue, the only direct and unmediated address 

of YHWH to Israel (Exod 20:19; Deut 4:10; 5:20–21), indicates its grave nature. In accordance with the 

later conception of the Decalogue as the epitome of biblical law, Saadiah Gaon, followed by Abraham Ibn 

Ezra and Abarbanel, understood the 7th commandment as inclusive of all sexual acts prohibited in the 

Torah. While dealt with in the Decalogue and books of Leviticus (20:10) and Deuteronomy (22:22), 

adultery is neglected in the 4th major law collection of the Pentateuch, the so-called Covenant Code 

(Exodus 21–23).  

B. Adultery and the Betrothed Maiden.  

The betrothed maiden is one for whom a bride-price (mōhar  has been paid, but who still resides in her 

father‘s house awaiting consummation of the marriage (inferred from Exod 22:15–16; Deut 20:7 and 

comparative material, cf. Code of Hammurabi 130 [ANET, 171]; and the Laws of Eshnunna 26 [ANET, 

162]). She is also subject to the Bible‘s harsh penalty for adultery. Deut 22:23–24 prescribes death for the 

betrothed woman who is found having sexual relations with a man ―in the city‖ if their discovery is not 

prompted by her calls for help; her compliance is therefore assumed.  

Deuteronomy‘s law concerning the slandered newlywed wife (22:13–21) may be another instance of the 

Bible‘s equation of betrothal and marriage. She is condemned to death for ―whoring in her father‘s house‖ 

(v 21) but this, according to traditional Jewish exegesis, refers to her defloration subsequent to betrothal 

but before cohabition with her husband, when she still resided in her father‘s house. If, on the other hand, 

this law prescribes capital punishment for sexual relations which occurred before the woman‘s betrothal, 

Deuteronomy‘s harsh stand is unique both for the Bible and ancient Near Eastern law. Other laws 

prescribe a relatively light penalty for the ravisher of the unbetrothed virgin (Exod 22:15–16; Deut 22:28–

29; also Code of Hammurabi 130 [ANET, 171] and Middle Assyrian Laws 55–56 [ANET, 185]). 

Finkelstein writes that while adultery was treated with the utmost gravity, the rape of an unmarried 

woman, by contrast, ―seems to have been treated as a relatively mild offense, and except for the talionic 

element in Middle Assyrian Law 55 … was considered only an economic injury to the girl‘s father—or 

master, where the victim was a slave girl‖ (1966: 366–67).  

According to Lev 19:20, the betrothed (neherepet, literally ―assigned‖) slave girl and her lover are not 

executed because she ―has not yet been freed,‖ i.e. the regular penalty for adultery does not apply because 

she is still a slave and not because her ―assignment‖/betrothal is anything less than marriage (Milgrom 

1977: 44–45): in the Bible, as in the ancient Near East in general, a slave girl is not a legal person and her 



sexual violation is treated as a transgression of her owner‘s property for which he would seek 

compensation, not prosecution (Finkelstein 1966: 360).  

C. The Prosecution of Adultery  

1. The Death Penalty. Determining the legal reality in ancient Israel for the prosecution and punishment 

of the adulteress and her partner is problematic. At the close of the law on adultery, the Deuteronomist 

commands his audience to ―sweep away evil from Israel‖ (Deut 22:22), which suggests that members of 

the community have the right and obligation to initiate proceedings against known adulterers in their 

midst. The collective divine punishment envisioned by the legislators of Deuteronomy and the so-called 

Holiness Code (Leviticus 17–26) make it imperative that transgressors of the law be prosecuted 

irrespective of the wishes of the offended party (Lev 18:24–30; 26:14–41; Deut 28:15–68). M. Greenberg 

contends that the law codes‘ decree of capital punishment was carried out ―in all events. There is no 

question of permitting the husband to mitigate or cancel the punishment. For adultery is not merely a 

wrong against the husband, it is a sin against God, an absolute wrong‖ (1960: 12).  

Others maintain that in practice, however, the penalty for adultery in Israel was more flexible, and 

further, that the initiation of proceedings against the offenders was the exclusive right of the husband 

(Loewenstamm 1962: 55–59; Jackson 1973: 33–34; Yaron 1969: 188, n. 77; McKeating 1979: 62–65). 

According to this view, Israelite judicial practice would have resembled that of Mesopotamia. While 

Mesopotamian law codes allow for the death penalty, the injured husband retained the right of pardon 

(Code of Hammurabi 129 [ANET, 171]; Middle Assyrian Law 15 [ANET, 181]; Law of Eshnunna 28 

[ANET, 162] on its face doesn‘t allow for mitigation, but see Yaron 1969: 188–90).  

Greenberg thinks that the biblical law‘s demand for execution was uncompromising because of the 

Israelite view that adultery was a sin against God; thus man could not opt to forgo it. Yet ancient 

Mesopotamia seems to have held a similar view of adultery, i.e. as an offense to the deity (see above; 

Lambert BWL, 119, 131), but its law codes do indeed allow the husband to mitigate the punishment. 

Perhaps this same dichotomy existed de facto in Israel.  

Prov 6:32–35 suggests that execution was the maximum penalty imposed and that the fate of the 

adulterers was at the husband‘s discretion. The enraged husband will ―show no pity on his day of 

vengeance; he will not have regard for any ransom.‖ The cuckold, according to Proverbs 6, will not accept 

ransom (kōper) because of his insatiable anger, not because of its prohibition. Num 35:31–32 specifically 

rules out ransom in the case of homicide but not adultery (in which case it may have been permissable). 

On the other hand, the compensation mentioned in Proverbs 6 may refer to an illegal payment of money 

to the husband to avert prosecution; šoḥad, the parallel of kōper in v 35 suggests this (cf. Exod 23:8; Isa 

5:23). Further, the international flavor of the book of Proverbs and scholarship‘s imperfect understanding 

of the ―foreign woman‖ pericopes (Proverbs 2 and 5–7; see below) advises against viewing Israelite 

jurisprudence in the light of Prov 6:32–35.  

Job refers to marital infidelity as an ˓āwōn pĕl  l  m (31:11), which Speiser (1963: 304) translates as ―an 

assessable transgression‖ in accordance with his view that all examples of the root pll in Hebrew share the 

underlying concept of ―assess.‖ This suggests that the adulterer could compensate the cuckolded husband, 

who would determine the amount of damages according to his own discretion. Yet this translation appears 

inaccurate given its context. Job also calls adultery zimmâ, a word used regularly for ―indecent and 

disgusting sexual conduct‖ (Pope, Job AB, 203) and a ―fire burning down to Abaddon‖ (31:12). 

―Assessable transgression,‖ however, suggests the relative mildness of the offense, which can be 

compensated by payment rather than corporal or capital punishment. Until our understanding of the root 

pll in this verse and its counterparts (Job 31:28 and Deut 32:31) is more certain, the preferred translation 

remains ―criminal iniquity‖ or ―criminal offense,‖ which better conveys the severity of the deed.  

Several biblical texts suggest that other measures short of execution were utilized to punish the 

adulteress.  

2. Divorce. The Pharisaic school of Shammai suggested that the legal, biblical term for divorce, ˓erwat 

dābār (Deut 24:1–4), literally ―nakedness of a thing,‖ referred to adultery as a ground for such action (m. 

Git. 9:10), but this has been convincingly rejected (Neufeld 1944: 178–89; Lieber, EncJud 6: 123–24). 



Both Jer 3:8 and Hos 2:4 suggest that the adulteress was divorced, but since the former text refers 

symbolically to the exile of the N kingdom, divorce (Heb šlḥ, literally ―send off,‖ ―dismiss‖) provides the 

most appropriate metaphor. Hos 2:4 echoes the ancient Near Eastern formula for divorce, ―You are not 

my wife‖ (Gordon 1936: 277–80, Yaron 1961: 46–47), although there is some doubt that divorce is 

intended here because ―there would be no basis for all that follows‖ (Andersen and Freedman Hosea AB, 

222).  

3. Public Stripping of Adulteress. Stripping is mentioned in Hos 2:5, 12; Jer 13:22–26; Ezek 16:37, 39; 

and 23:26, 29. In all of these cases, the faithless wife who suffers this penalty is a symbol for apostate 

Israel (cf. Nah 3:5). Stripping, however, may have served as a prelude to execution rather than as an 

alternative to it (Ezek 16:37–41; Susanna 32). In m. Soṭa 1:5 the suspected adulteress is partially stripped 

before drinking the potion of ―bitter waters‖ (Num 5:11–31).  

4. Mutilation. Mutilation of the adulteress is mentioned in Ezek 23:25, but this should not be viewed as 

an Israelite practice since the prophet himself states, ―and they (Oholibah‘s former lovers) shall judge you 

according to their law‖ (v 24; cf. Middle Assyrian Law 15 [ANET, 181]).  

It should be noted that the biblical texts alluding to divorce, public stripping, and mutilation contain 

prophetic metaphors and hence they are not dependable sources for actual Israelite legal practice. In Ezek 

16:39 and 23:26, 29, personified Jerusalem is stripped by her lovers, not her husband. In Hos 2:5, Jer 

13:26, and Akkadian sources, the offending wife is stripped by her husband or his family to symbolize the 

withdrawal of her maintenance (Gordon 1936: 277; Greenberg, Ezekiel AB, 287). Apparent in Ezekiel 16 

and 23, then, is the intrusion of the tenor of the metaphor, Israel‘s pillaging by foreign armies.  

Obviously the de facto procedure for the prosecution of adultery is uncertain. In the biblical law of 

murder, the prosecution and execution of the murderer is left in the hands of the wronged individual, the 

kinsman of the deceased or ―redeemer of blood‖ (Num 35:19–21, Deut 19:6, 12), yet the Bible‘s 

legislation seeks to regulate this ancient practice and transfer some responsibility to the public domain 

with the appointment of the refuge cities and the participation of public officials to distinguish between 

the intentional and unwitting manslayer (Exod 21:13–14; Num 35:9–29; Deut 19:1–13). After all, if the 

redeemer shirks his responsibility or kills an unintentional manslayer (the intention of dām nāq  , ―blood 

of the innocent‖ of Deut 19:10), all Israel would be subject to blood-guilt (Num 35:33–34; Deut 19:10). 

Similarly, the criminalization of adultery in Israel was an expected development. An act which 

transgressed Israel‘s covenent with YHWH, the basic principles of which are found in the Decalogue, 

endangered the entire community, and so it was only natural that the prosecution of adulterers be 

transformed from a right which individuals may forgo to a duty incumbent upon all members of the 

community.  

D. Means of Execution.  

The method of execution for the guilty pair is not stated explicitly in either Lev 20:10 or Deut 22:22. 

The unchastity of the betrothed virgin of Deut 22:24 is punished by stoning, as is the premature 

defloration of the newlywed bride in Deut 22:13–21. Ezek 16:40 and 23:47 list stoning and stabbing 

among the punishments for wayward Jerusalem, yet here the crime is compounded by idolatry and 

infanticide.  

The LXX of Susanna, v 62, mentions flinging those who accused the heroine of adultery into a ravine 

(see Deut 19:16–19); this practice coincides with the rabbinic mode of ―stoning‖–casting the criminal into 

a rocky ravine rather than casting stones at the criminal (m. Sanh. 6:4). The Talmudic means of execution 

for adultery was strangulation; this according to the exegetical rule that anytime the death penalty was 

decreed but the means not specified in the biblical text, strangling was intended (Sipra, Qedoshim 10:8; b. 

Talm. Sanh. 52b; according to R. Josiah, this was because it was the most merciful).  

Burning is mentioned in Genesis 38 as the penalty for Tamar, whose status was that of a married 

woman (because she was promised to her levir Shelah). While fornication for the lay Israelite is not 

penalized in the law codes (see above on Deut 22:13–21), a priest‘s daughter who ―defiles herself through 

harlotry‖ is burned to death because of the extraordinary demand of holiness for the priesthood (Lev 

21:9).  



Both parties, when known, are executed (Lev 20:10; Deut 22: 21, 22). According to A. Phillips (1970: 

110), the execution of the adulteress in addition to the adulterer is an innovation of the Deuteronomic 

reform, but this is based on his uncommon notion that the Decalogue was addressed only to male 

Israelites and therefore only they were penalized. In the Bible‘s decree of the death sentence in Lev 

20:10b, a singular verb, yûmat, is found with the compound subject, ―the adulterer and the adulteress,‖ 

which suggests to some that the latter is an addition (Noth, Leviticus OTL, 150; Phillips 1970: 111). Yet 

this grammatical irregularity is common enough in Biblical Hebrew (GKC, 145o), while Fishbane 

attributes it to the fact that the penalty clause môt yûmat is a frozen technical term (1974: 25, n.2). The 

equal punishment of both parties is typical of Mesopotamian law (Code of Hammurabi 129 [ANET, 171]; 

Middle Assyrian Law 13 [ANET, 181]; Hittite Law 197–98 [ANET, 196]). This serves to preclude the 

possibility that two of the involved parties conspired against the third. The phrase gam šĕnêham, ―one as 

well as the other,‖ (Deut 22:22), echoes this demand for equal justice.  

E. Adultery in the ANE.  

Several features distinguish Israel‘s laws on adultery from those of her neighbors.  

1. Hittite Law 197 (ANET, 196) and perhaps Middle Assyrian Law 15 (ANET, 181; see Driver and 

Miles 1975: 45–50) allow the cuckolded husband to execute the couple with impunity if he finds them in 

flagranti delicto, i.e., in the very act of adultery. The biblical laws of jurisprudence seem to forbid this 

(Deut 17:6–7, 19:15, Num 35:30).  

2. The paramour‘s knowledge about or ignorance of the woman‘s marital status is taken into account. If 

he was not aware that she was married, he would be acquitted (Finkelstein 1966: 369–70; Middle 

Assyrian Laws 13–14 [ANET, 181]). Biblical laws make no such allowance. Gen 20:3 suggests that in 

YHWH‘s eyes, the guilt of adultery is absolute.  

3. The Mesopotamian law codes are more comprehensive, dealing with other matters tangential to 

adultery. For example, all of the major law codes deal with the cohabitation of a married woman with a 

second man in the event of desertion by her husband or his prolonged captivity in a foreign land (Laws of 

Eshnunna 29–30 [ANET, 162]; Code of Hammurabi 134–36 [ANET, 171]; Middle Assyrian Law 36 

[ANET, 183]). Only later Jewish law takes up this issue (for sources, see Schereschewsky, EncJud 2: 429–

33). Akkadian laws also deal with the accusation of adultery by a third party (Middle Assyrian Law 17–

18 [ANET, 181]; Code of Hammurabi 132 [ANET, 171]; the Bible deals only with accusation brought by 

the woman‘s husband [Num 5:11–31; Deut 22:13–21]); and pandering as incidental to adultery (Middle 

Assyrian Law 22–24 [ANET, 181–82]).  

F. Adultery in Biblical Narrative.  

The theme of adultery is found several times in the book of Genesis. Both Abraham and Isaac try to 

pass off their wives as their sisters, allowing them to be taken (or nearly taken) by foreigners (Genesis 

12:10–20; 20; 26:1–11). Both patriarchs assume that the people of Gerar and Egypt took the ―great sin‖ of 

adultery very seriously and would rather make widows out of Sarah and Rebecca than incur the guilt of 

adultery (David Kimchi). YHWH‘s punishment for adultery in all three chapters is collective (12:17; 

20:7, 17; 26:10).  

In Genesis 38, Judah sentences his daughter-in-law Tamar to be burned for apparent adultery, i.e., 

having sexual relations while waiting for her levir to come of age. In Genesis 39 is found another false 

accusation of adultery, here in the guise of the attempted rape of a married woman, which is treated 

alongside uncoerced adultery in the law codes (Deut 22:23–27; Law of Eshnunna 26; Code of Hammurabi 

130; Hittite Law 197–98).  

King David committed adultery with Bathsheba, daughter of Eliam and wife of Uriah the Hittite, one of 

his faithful warriors (2 Samuel 11; 23:39). David‘s guilt is compounded by his successful plot to have 

Uriah killed in battle. This was necessary to prevent the disclosure of the king‘s role in Bathsheba‘s 

pregnancy. His fear was prompted certainly by the expected popular censure of his deed (Prov 6:33) but 

perhaps also by the application of Israel‘s law even to the king himself (Deut 17:19; cf. 1 Kings 21, where 

the limitation of royal power in Israel is apparent).  

G. Adultery in the Prophetic Books.  



The prophets frequently indicted Israel for marital infidelity (Hos 4:2,13–14; Jer 5:7; 7:9; 13:27; Ezek 

22:11; 33:26; Isa 57:3; Mal 3:5). Jeremiah specifically condemned the prophets of his day for this act of 

treachery (23:14; 29:23).  

Adultery is used as a metaphor for apostasy in several prophetic books (Hosea 1–3, Jer 2:23–25; 3:1–13, 

Ezekiel 16; 23). This symbolism is apt because both represent the betrayal of exclusive fidelity. Raw 

material for the creation of this symbolism is found in the Pentateuch. Israel is commanded to revere only 

YHWH (Exod 20:3; 22:19; 34:14; etc.) and the formula used to express their covenant relationship is 

similar to the ―solemn words‖ for marriage in ANE texts (Lev 26:12; Deut 26:17–18; 29:12; see Yaron 

1961: 46–47; Muffs 1965). YHWH is ―jealous‖ or ―impassioned‖ (qannā˒) where Israel is concerned 

(Exod 20:5; 34:14) and idolatry, specifically calf worship, becomes Israel‘s ―great sin‖ (Exod 32:21; 2 

Kgs 17:21). Israel‘s worship of other gods is called ―whoring‖ (Exod 34:16; Deut 31:16). It has also been 

suggested that the promiscuous behavior supposedly typical of the Canaanite fertility cult lies at the 

background of this motif.  

Hosea is the first prophet explicitly to analogize apostasy and adultery. Some suggest that this notion 

first came to him as the result of his wife Gomer‘s infidelity; YHWH‘s command to take a ―wife of 

harlotry‖ (1:2), then, was written after the prophet‘s domestic adversities and conveys his understanding 

of these events as determined by God. Others discount the historicity of Hosea 1–2 because of the obscure 

and allegorical nature of these chapters, while in Hosea 3 the promiscuous woman is probably not the 

prophet‘s wife. Cohen argues that Hosea‘s perception may be an outgrowth of the Israelite religion 

itself—a sort of ―midrash‖ based on the commonly held analogy in Israel of marriage and covenant—

rather than the result of an experience unique to Hosea (1966: 9–11).  

Jeremiah 3:1–5, uses the legal form of Deut 24:1–4 to illustrate the injurious effects of Israel‘s ―whoring 

with many lovers.‖ Verses 6–13 tell the tale of two sisters, ―Rebel Israel‖ and ―Faithless Judah,‖ both of 

whom are married to YHWH. While the former is divorced for adultery (the exile of the northern 

kingdom), the latter repents only halfheartedly (a reference to Josiah‘s reform, 2 Kings 22–23), and then 

proceeds (v 13)—despite YHWH‘s pleas to repent—to ―spread her legs to strangers under every leafy 

tree‖ (Rashi‘s paraphrase of the difficult wattĕpazzŭr   ˒et-dĕrākayik; others render the vague ―you 

scattered your ways‖). Several of Jeremiah‘s other references to adultery may also be references to 

idolatry (5:7; 7:9; 13:22).  

Ezekiel devotes more verses to this motif than either of his two predecessors. Indeed, chap. 16, with 63 

verses, is the longest in his book, yet its excessiveness is not limited to quantity. Jerusalem here is a 

murderous nymphomaniac who makes even Sodom (here her ―sister‖) seem righteous. In chap. 23, 

Ezekiel in 49 verses reworks in a similarly extreme fashion the motif of Jer 3:6–12, YHWH‘s marriage to 

two sisters.  

H. Adultery in Wisdom Literature.  

The Book of Proverbs, chaps. 2 and 5–7, warns against consorting with the adulteress, labeled also ―a 

woman of evil‖ (6:24), but most often a ―foreign‖ or ―strange‖ woman (2:16; 5:3,20; 6:24; 7:5). She is 

dressed like a harlot (7:10), although is not identified as one (6:26 contrasts the harlot to the adulteress). 

Only in Proverbs 5 is the correspondence between an adulteress and the ―foreign woman‖ uncertain since 

only her intended victim is presented as married (vv 15–20). She lures foolish men to her home with 

crafty words (2:16; 5:3; 6:24; 7:14–20). Associating with her leads to ―death‖ (2:18–19; 5:5; 7:26–27), 

which may be a reference to judicial execution, premature death at the hands of God, or perhaps spiritual 

demise. She has forgotten the ―covenant of her God‖ (2:17), a reference either to the Decalogue, which 

prohibits adultery, or perhaps to her marriage vows.  

Her characterization as ―foreign‖ or ―strange‖ is explained in several ways: (1) as a dissolute woman, 

she places herself outside the circle of proper relations or outside the norms of the community (Snijders 

1954: 88–100); (2) zār here as in other places refers to a third party or one other than the members of a 

specific group, family, or tribe (Deut 25:5; 1 Kgs 3:18; Prov 5:10, 17); (3) she is indeed a foreigner. 

Egyptian wisdom warns against consorting with a ―woman from abroad,‖ traveling without her husband 

and waiting to ensnare the naive youth (ANET, 420). Bostrom argues that she is a non-Israelite devotee of 



a fertility goddess and that her sexual activity has a cultic function (1935: 103–55); or (4) she symbolizes 

either a Canaanite goddess and her cult, non-Israelite religion in general, or ―the seductions of this world‖ 

(so Saadiah Gaon); most recently Fishbane (1974: 44) labeled Prov 6:20–35 an ―inner biblical midrash on 

the Decalogue‖ in which the foreign woman symbolizes ―the seduction of false wisdom‖ in direct contrast 

to divine wisdom in Proverbs 8 and 9.  

Prov 30:20 underlines the nonchalance of the adulterous woman who euphemistically ―eats, wipes her 

mouth,‖ and then says, ―I have done no wrong.‖ According to Job, the adulterer wears a disguise to 

conceal his identity and, like the murderer and robber, waits for the cover of night to commit his crime 

(24:13–16). In his oath of piety, Job curses himself with his own wife‘s infidelity if ―his heart was 

ravished by the wife of his neighbor and he lay in wait at his door‖ (31:9–12).  
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ELAINE ADLER GOODFRIEND  

ADUMMIM (PLACE) [Heb ˒ădumm  m (ֲאֻדִמים )]. After the conquest described in Joshua 6–12, 

Joshua divided the land by lot among the tribes of Israel. Joshua 15 describes the lot which fell to the tribe 

of Judah and gives a description of the boundaries of Judah. The N boundary (v 5) ran from the mouth of 

the Jordan River, where it empties into the Dead Sea, to Debir from the Valley of Achor and northward, 

turning toward Gilgal, which is opposite the ascent, ma‘aleh of Adummim—which is on the S side of the 

valley (v 8). In Josh 18:11, we find a description of the lot falling to the tribe of Benjamin. The S 

boundary (v 15) goes from Kiriath-jearim to the Dead Sea and the mouth of the Jordan River (v 19). In 

18:17 we read that the border goes from Enshemesh (˓ên šemeš) to Geliloth which is opposite the ascent 

of Adummim (LXX Aithamin).  

The root means ―red‖ (BDB, 10) and is in the plural form so one might translate it ―double red‖ or ―Big 

Red.‖ It has also been translated ―red places.‖ Smith (1974:180–81) thinks the name is from the ―curious 

red streaks‖ which appear from time to time on the stone. These in turn provided meaning for later names 



like the Red Khan (inn), Khan el-Ahmar (M.R. 181133), one of the sites of the Inn of the Good Samaritan 

(Luke 10:34). The Arabic name for a nearby hill and fortress NE or the Khan is Tal˒at ed-Dumm, the 

ascent of blood, which probably also refers to the red marl rock formations, rather than the more pietistic 

derivation of the wounded traveler of the Good Samaritan story, or Jerome‘s reference that the pass was 

the way of the robbers.  

The fortress was the Crusaders‘ Chastel or Citerne Rouge built by the Templars to protect the pilgrims 

going down to the Jordan River to the site of Jesus‘ baptism. The Crusaders also called the place la Tour 

Maledoin, perhaps following Eus. (Onomast. 260–340), who refers to the place as Maledomni, i.e., 

ma˒ale-adum-mim, the ascent of Adummim. It was already a fortress in an earlier day. Eus. refers to a 

castle. Jerome (342–420) lists Adummim as a stronghold midway between Jerusalem (2500 ft. above sea 

level) and Jericho (770 feet below sea level). It is ca. 6 m SW of Jericho. Josephus (JW 4.8.3 § 474) 

describes the Jericho-Jerusalem distance as 18 Roman mi. 150 stadioi. He claims the Tenth Legion 

(Fretensis) came this way for the seige of Jerusalem (5.2.3 §69–70). The road itself is the middle one of 

three ancient caravan or trade routes from the Jordan Valley to the hill country. It follows the Wadi Qelt 

up through this pass at Adummim to Jerusalem (the N one goes to Bethel and the S one to Mar Saba). 

From Adummim, Jericho can be seen in one direction and the Mt. of Olives at Jerusalem in the other.  

The name ―Adummim‖ appears in the lists of Thutmose III and Sheshonk I and again in Papyrus 

Anastasi I, the Egyptian letter of Hori (ANET 242, 475–79). The latter asks sarcastic questions of a 

would-be scribe named Amen-em-Opet. These refer to locations in Canaan such as Shechem, Hazor, 

Adummim, Beth-shan, the Jordan River, etc. (ANET 477). However, these references may be to a 

different Adummim. Aharoni (LBHG, 61) identifies this Adummim with Adami-Nekeb while S. Ahituve 

considers it Tel Qarnei Hittin, the Horns of Hittin (quoted by Na˒aman, 1986: 128 n.23).  
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HENRY O. THOMPSON  

ADVERSARY. See SATAN.  

ADVOCATE [Gk paraklētos (παπακλησορ)]. Originally paraklētos had a passive sense, ―one who is 

called alongside [to someone‘s aid],‖ and so was rendered in Latin as ―advocatus.‖ In the NT it is used in 

an active sense (as is ―advocate‖ in current English): ―one who appears on another‘s behalf,‖ ―mediator,‖ 

―intercessor,‖ or ―helper.‖ In 1 John 2:1, Jesus Christ is referred to as our paraklētos who intercedes with 

(God) the Father on behalf of sinners. Some English versions paraphrase the word: ―one to plead our 

cause‖ (NEB), ―someone who pleads … on our behalf‖ (GNB), or ―one who speaks in our defense‖ (NIV).  

In the Gospel of John (14:16, 26; 15:26; 16:7), paraklētos is identified with the Holy Spirit and is 

variously translated as the ―Comforter‖ (KJV, ASV), ―Counselor‖ (RSV, NIV), ―Advocate‖ (JB, NEB), and 

―Helper‖ (GNB, NASB). R. Brown (John 13–21 AB, pp. 637, 649, 685, 703; note also appendix V), 

recognizing that no single English word covers all the meanings of paraklētos, employs a virtual 

transliteration, ―Paraclete‖ (see also NAB and NJB).  

HERBERT G. GRETHER  

AENEAS (PERSON) [Gk Aineas (Αἰνεαρ)]. A man at Lydda, bed-ridden with paralysis, whom Peter 

was instrumental in healing (Acts 9:32–35). This person is not otherwise attested, though the name itself 

is fairly common and is found in Greek classical writers and in Josephus (Ant 14.10.22).  

HERBERT G. GRETHER  

AENON (PLACE) [Gk Ainon (Αἰνον)]. John the Baptist baptized at this well-watered site along the 

Jordan River. According to Eus. (Onomast 40.1), this site is 6 miles S of Roman Scythopolis (Beth-

shean), the capital of a Decapolis territory. John 3:23 identifies a nearby Salim (Salumias), a description 

in agreement with Eus. Aenon, perhaps from Ar ˒ain spring, is appropriate for an area near Tell Sheikh 

Selim which has several springs. Wadi Far˓ah qualifies Nablus, E of Shechem, as yet another possibility 



for Aenon (Albright 1954). Ironically, modern Salim, 3.5 miles E of Nablus, is also a contending site 

(Albright 1924). But the ancient location of Salim (Gen 14:18; Jer 48:5) was nearer to the aforementioned 

wadi Far˓ah than the modern site bearing the same name.  

A Madeba mosaic map (ca. 560 A.D.). from Jordan complicates a positive location of Aenon. The map, 

on a Madeba church floor, shows two Aenon sites. One of the two sites positions Aenon W of the Jordan 

and may be synonymous with modern Salim, mentioned above. The mapmaker identifies this vaguely 

placed site as ―near Salim,‖ and a row of bluish-green cubes. Atheria (ca. 385 A.D.) qualifies Aenon as in 

a garden with a pool or spring, perhaps represented by the colored cubes. The second map site is N of the 

Dead Sea, on the E side of the Jordan, yet S of the first map site. The second site, near a hill and a spring, 

may also be the hill of Elijah, i.e., where he ascended to heaven.  
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JERRY A. PATTENGALE  

AESORA (PLACE) [Gk Aisōra (Αἰςωπα)]. A site mentioned in the book of Judith, whose exact 

location is unknown (Jdt 4:4). It forms part of the list of towns N of Jerusalem called upon to defend the 

city from attack by HOLOFERNES. The Greek name may be a translation of the Hebrew Hazor (Heb 

ḥāṣôr) or Hebrew Jazer (Heb ya˓zēr; see HAZOR; JAZER). If it is a translation of biblical Hazor, there 

are five cities in the Hebrew Bible with this name (Josh 11:1; Josh 15:23; Josh 15:25; Neh 11:33; Jer 

49:28). Of these five, the two likeliest candidates for identification are the Hazor in Josh 11:1, located 10 

miles N of the Sea of Galilee (modern Tell el-Qedah), or the Hazor in Neh 11:33, a town located in 

Benjaminite territory (modern Kh. Hazzūr). The likelier identification is with biblical Jazer, a fortified 

city in Gilead (Num 21:32, 32:35), which was disputed among the Israelites, Ammonites, and Moabites. It 

has been identified by Avi-Yonah and Aharoni (MBA, 179, map 211) with Kh. es-Sar (M.R. 228150), 

located 7 miles SW of Philadelphia in Transjordan, and thus in the line called for by the book of Judith, 

between Samaria and Jerusalem. However, given the genre of the book of Judith, it is possible that the 

name is entirely fictitious.  

SIDNIE ANN WHITE  

˓AFFULA, EL- (M.R. 177223). The remains of ancient ˓Affula are located within the modern town of 

that name, on the N slopes of the hill of Moreh in the heart of the Jezreel Valley. Little of the mound 

survives, but its occupation is known to extend from the mid-4th millennium through the Roman period, 

with Crusader and Ayyubid remains attested as well.  

The name apparently derives from early Semitic ˓ōpel, or ―citadel.‖ The site may be mentioned in the 

Egyptian Execration texts of the 19th century B.C., and again in the well-known list of Thutmose III in the 

15th century B.C. In the Israelite period, ˓Affula would have been reckoned as one of the ―daughters‖ of 

Megiddo (Josh 17:11). It may be identified with Arbela of Eusebius‘ Onomasticon (14.20) and with Afel 

of the medieval period.  

˓Affula was excavated by E. L. Sukenik in 1926 and 1931; again in 1937 by Sukenik and N. Avigad; 

and then in 1950–51 by I. Ben-Dor and M. Dothan. These excavations, however, were little more than 

scattered soundings and clearance of tombs, and no final reports have appeared.  

Stratum X belongs to the Late Chalcolithic and EB I (mid-late 4th millennium B.C.). The remains were 

mostly hearth and pits/silos, with pottery of the gray-burnished ―Esdraelon‖ type marking the latest 

occupation. Stratum IX, later in EB I, with band-slipped wares, had crude house foundations. After a gap, 

Stratum VIII represented a reoccupation in EB III; few building remains were found, but the characteristic 

KHIRBET KERAK WARE appears. Stratum VII belongs to EB IV (ca. 2400–2000 B.C.). Subrectangular 

dwellings with ovens were found, together with typical large storejars, with ―folded envelope‖ ledge 

handles.  



Strata VI–V belong to the MB, spanning perhaps the entire period ca. 2000–1500 B.C. A planned 

settlement revealed streets, courtyards, domestic dwellings, pits/silos, pottery kilns, and several dozen 

intermural tombs.  

Late Bronze I was not attested, but Stratum IV belongs to LB II (ca. 1400–1200 B.C.). Little but tombs 

were found, some containing Mycenaean and Cypriot imported pottery.  

Stratum IIIB-A was the only Iron Age settlement, belonging to Iron I, and following closely in the 

ceramic tradition of Stratum IV. Phase IVB contained some Philistine Bichrome ware; phase IIIA was 

apparently destroyed in the mid-11th century B.C., perhaps during the time of Saul. A few large courtyard 

houses marked the first phase, as well as granaries, a kiln, and a few tombs. Only a few Iron II remains 

were noted, including a few sherds of Samaria ware.  

Stratum II dates to the Roman period (2d–4th centuries A.D.), and Stratum I to the Crusader and 

Ayyubid period (11th–13th centuries A.D.).  
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WILLIAM G. DEVER  

AGABUS (PERSON) [Gk Hagabos (Ἁγαβορ)]. A Christian prophet from Judea (Acts 11:27–30 and 

21:10–14). In 11:27–30 Agabus goes with a group of other prophets from Jerusalem to Antioch and 

prophesies that there would be a famine ―over all the world.‖ Luke states that the prophecy was fulfilled 

during the reign of Emperor Claudius (41–54 C.E.). Although no worldwide famine occurred during the 

reign of Claudius, there are references to isolated famines throughout the Roman Empire during this time 

(Tac. Ann. 12.43; Seut. Claud. 18.2; Dio Cas. 60.11). According to Josephus (Ant 20.2.5 §49–53; 20.5.2 

§100–1), there was a famine in Palestine during the procuratorship of Tiberius Alexander (46–48 C.E.), 

during which Queen Helena of Adiabene bought grain from Egypt and figs from Cyprus and distributed 

them in Jerusalem. Agabus‘s prophecy stirred the Christians in Antioch to send a collection by Paul and 

Barnabas to aid the Judean Christians (cf. Eus. Hist. Eccl. 2.3.4).  

In 21:10–14 Agabus goes to Caesarea and delivers a prophecy accompanied by a vivid symbolic act in 

the fashion of the classical prophets (e.g. Isaiah 20; Jer 13:1–11; Ezekiel 4–5). He takes Paul‘s girdle and 

binds his own hands and feet and prophesies that the Jews would bind Paul and hand him over to the 

Romans if he proceeded to Jerusalem. His prophecy was not strictly fulfilled, for although the Jews did 

seize Paul, they did not hand him over to the Romans. Rather the Romans rescued Paul from the Jews and 

bound him in chains in order to protect him from the Jewish rabble (21:33). In any case, Luke clearly 

holds the Jews responsible for delivering Paul to the Romans (28:17).  

Late tradition identifies Agabus as one of the Seventy and a martyr at Antioch.  
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JOANN FORD WATSON  

AGAG (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăgag (ֲאַגג )]. The name of two kings of the Amalekites (Num 24:7 and 1 Sam 

15:8–9, 20, 32–33), and perhaps a traditional or common name of all their kings—like Pharaoh in Egypt 

and perhaps Abimelech (Achish) among the Philistines. Though the etymological meaning is not certain, 

it is usually taken from Akkadian agāgum, ―to get angry, furious.‖ The Greek name ―Ogygos,‖ which 

appears to be Semitic in origin, has been derived from ˒āgag, ―to flame‖ (Astour 1964: 200).  

1. The name of a (legendary?) king mentioned by Balaam in an archaic poetic context, ―his king shall be 

higher than Agag‖ (Num 24:7). Its usage here appears to be a wordplay on the term gag, ―roof,‖ which is 

found in Ugaritic and South Canaanite (EA 287:37). The context suggests a mythological character, 

which is rendered by LXX as Gōg, a figure that later leads the evil forces that rise up to war against 



Yahweh in a climactic eschatological battle (Ezekiel 38–39). In Num 24:23 the term ―Gog‖ (or more 

frequently ―Og‖) is inserted by LXX in an obscure passage, which has been rendered (Albright YGC 14, 

n. 40):  

And he saw Gog and delivered an oracle about him, saying:  

The isles shall be gathered from the north,  

And ships from the farthest sea;  

And they shall harass Aššur and harass ˓Eber,  

But he (Gog) will perish forever.  

2. The name of a king of the Amalekites whom Saul spared, contrary to a sacred ban imposed by 

Samuel in which the Amalekites were devoted to destruction because of their opposition to Israel at the 

time of the Exodus (1 Sam 15:2–3). Samuel‘s inference of perpetual war against the Amalekites seems to 

reflect the content of another fragment of archaic Hebrew poetry concerning Amalek (Exod 17:16) which 

has been rendered (Christensen 1975: 48):  

For the hand is on Yahweh‘s banner;  

The battle belongs to Yahweh,  

Against Amalek from generation to generation.  

In the Holy War tradition of ancient Israel, Amalek apparently played the role of archenemy. It would 

appear that Agag was the name of the king of Amalek within a body of archaic poetry, the ―Song of the 

Wars of Yahweh‖ (cf. Num 21:14).  

W. R. Smith (1927: 491–92) has argued that Saul spared Agag in order that he might be sacrificed 

according to an ancient Arab pattern for victorious warriors on their return from a foray; and that Samuel 

actually accomplished this offering by slaying Agag ―before Yahweh‖ in Gilgal. In the biblical story, 

Saul‘s disobedience at this point occasioned his final break with Samuel.  

The term ―Agag‖ appears also in the book of Esther as the gentilic name of Haman (ch. 3:1, 10; 8:3, 5; 

and 9:24). Haupt (1906: 8, 12–14, 42 [nn. 111, 112]) argued that the designation ―Agagite‖ here, perhaps 

a Hebrew adaptation of the epithet Gagite (Gōgaios, ―northern barbarian‖), was used to indicate to a 

Hebrew what ―Macedonian‖ would to a Greek; and that it meant ―Amalekite‖ in the sense of a 

contemptible, hateful person, but not implying that Haman actually had any genealogical tie with Amalek. 

However, Jewish tradition makes much of the connection, arguing that Samuel‘s execution of Agag came 

one day too late. It was during that brief interval between Saul‘s sparing of Agag and his execution by 

Samuel that he became the progenitor of Haman (Meg. 13a, Targ. Sheni; to Esther 4:13). See also 

AGAGITE.  
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DUANE L. CHRISTENSEN  

AGAGITE (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăgāg   (ֲאָגִגי )]. A gentilic name identifying HAMAN, the enemy of the 

Jews in the book of Esther (Esth 3:1, 10; 8:3, 5; 9:24). By identifying Haman as an offspring of ―Agag the 

descendant of Amalek‖ (Aram ˒gg br ˓mlq), the Targums elaborate on the MT, and Josephus supports this 

identification by referring to Haman as ―the Amalekite‖ (Ant 11.6.5, 12). However, the LXX and its 

variant manuscripts prefer Gk bougaion, gōgaion, or makedōn. In the Latin witnesses, support is found 

for the MT (Vg. Agag), as well as for Gk bougaion (OL bagogeum).  

Such diverse readings indicate that the ancient translators, like modern scholars, were attempting to 

interpret the term ―Agagite.‖ Of the modern scholars who support the MT reading, Paton (Esther ICC, 

194) represents the position well. He suggests that the term ―Agagite‖ literarily identified Haman as a 

descendant of Agag the king of the Amalekites, Israel‘s ancient and continual antagonists (Exod 18:8–16; 



Num 24:7; Deut 25:17–19; 1 Samuel 15). Based on this premise, other scholars point out that the term 

―Agagite‖ fits the typology of ―the enemy‖ of the Jews, which may account for LXX variants like 

bougaion, gōgaion, and makedōn, since these were ―the enemy‖ at different periods of time (Altheim and 

Stiehl 1963: 212; Ringgren and Weiser Esther ATD, 127; Moore Esther AB, 35; Stein 1982: 569). Other 

suggestions are that Agagite may be a nickname for Haman (Simons 1959: 485), possibly an official title 

like ―Pharaoh‖ (Keil Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther BKAT, 632), or simply an Elamite name A/Ag-

ga-ga (Zadok 1984).  

Of those who emend the MT, Haupt (1908: 123) posits an original Heb *g˒gy, ―Gagean or northern 

barbarian,‖ from Codex Vaticanus‘ Gōgaios (Esth 3:1; see LXX gōg in Num 24:7), and also based on the 

correspondence of spelling in Gk and Heb. He thus identifies Haman as a northern enemy of the Persians, 

rather than of the Jews. Lewy (1939: 134), viewing the LXX bougaion as a transmutation of the West-

Iranian word baga, ―god,‖ proposes an original Heb *bwgy, ―Bougaite or worshipper of Baga,‖ 

identifying Haman as a devotee of the god Mithra (Esth 3:1; Add Esth 12:6). He contends that a 

Babylonian story about the persecution of Marduk worshipers (―Mardukians‖) by their enemies, the 

―Bougaions‖ (worshipers of Mithra), was adapted to the Jewish experience by supplying the appellative 

―Agagite.‖ In Homeric literature Gk bougaion means ―braggart‖ (Il. 13.824; Od. 18.79), but this 

seemingly has no relation to the LXX use of the term. Finally, based on evidence also cited by Lewy 

(above), and on the assumption that Gk bougaios and bagaios are the same, Hoschander (1923: 23) 

emends Heb h˒ggy to read hbgy, ―the Bagoan.‖ However, unlike Lewy, he views this not as the name of a 

deity, but as a Persian gentilic name.  

On literary grounds, it can be seen that the term ―Agagite‖ functions on more than one level. As the 

textual variants cited by most scholars suggest (see e.g. Paton Esther ICC, Moore Esther AB), the term 

―Agagite‖ harkens back to the story of Agag (1 Samuel 15), with which the Esther story has some 

parallels (McKane 1961: 260), especially since Mordecai, like Saul (1 Sam 9:1–2), was a ―son of Kish, a 

Benjaminite‖ (Esth 2:5). Within the book of Esther, Haman‘s role as the sole enemy of the Jews is 

indicated by the term ―Agagite‖ (3:10; cf. 8:1; 9:10; see Clines 1984: 14, 42). Definition of the term 

―Agagite‖ is provided by parallel occurrences of other appellatives with the name ―Haman‖ (Jones 1978: 

40): the most complete identification of Haman, ―Haman, the Agagite, the son of Hammedatha, the 

enemy of (all) the Jews‖ (3:10; 9:24), can be abbreviated by omitting one or the other of the appellatives. 

Therefore, in Esth 3:1 and 8:5 Haman is identified simply as ―the Agagite,‖ whereas in 9:10 the only label 

applied to him is ―the enemy of the Jews.‖ Also, the identification ―Haman, the enemy of the Jews‖ (8:1) 

is complemented by ―Haman, the Agagite‖ (8:3). These variant identifications of Haman in parallel verses 

in Esther clearly make ―Agagite‖ virtually synonymous with ―the enemy of the Jews.‖  
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MARK J. FRETZ  

AGAPE MEAL [Gk agapē (ἀγαπη)]. ―Love feast,‖ a specialized Christian use of the Greek word for 
love (agapē) to refer to a fellowship meal which was a principal occasion for charity to the poorer 

members of the church.  

Agapē occurs with this meaning in the NT only in Jude 12 (―These are blemishes on your love feasts, as 

they boldly carouse together, looking after themselves‖) and as a variant reading in the parallel passage in 



2 Pet 2:13. These passages reflect later problems associated with the agape—immoral conduct and selfish 

interest in the food more than genuine community love. Love (agapē) in early Christian usage was 

practical (1 John 3:17–18), so one use of the word came to be the meal served for benevolent purposes. 

The instructions of Jesus in Luke 14:12–14 were taken seriously in the early church. That agapē came to 

mean ―love feast‖ is a testimony to the practical nature of early Christian love and to the prominence of a 

meal as a way of expressing love.  

A. Greco-Roman Religious Meals  

Greco-Roman society knew various types of religious meals. Especially important in the social life of 

the early Roman empire were the monthly banquets of the private associations. Whether based on 

nationality, a common occupation, or social concern, these clubs nearly always had a religious aspect 

(with a patron deity, a priest or priestess among the officials, and libations or other sacrifices as part of 

their gatherings) and provided burial services for their members. Whatever other functions these clubs 

served, the social fellowship of their regular meals together constituted an important feature. The 

members paid a monthly fee, but patrons often supplied the food or drink for the banquet. These convivial 

occasions had to be tightly regulated by statutes because of their rowdiness. Some of these regulations 

assess fines for disorderly conduct, prohibit a member taking another member to court to settle a dispute, 

and provide for functionaries to enforce proper conduct during the meetings (IG II
2
 1368). Celsus, the 2d-

century pagan critic of Christianity, compared the agape to meals in pagan secret associations (Origen, C. 

Cels. 1.1).  

B. Jewish Religious Meals  

Judaism also had its religious associations whose members ate together, especially on sabbaths and 

festivals. These gatherings were of a soberer and more disciplined character than Greco-Roman club 

meals. The Mishnah‘s report of rabbinic disputes about the order of activities reveals the following 

elements accompanying the meal: washing hands, lighting lamps, blessing and breaking of bread, and 

blessing a cup of wine (m. Ber. 8). These features appear in Christian accounts of the agape. The Qumran 

community had its group meals at which the priest blessed the bread and wine (1QS 6.3–6; 1QSa 2.17–

22), and the Therapeutae in Egypt had a festal meal and vigil which included prayer, exposition of the 

scripture, hymns, and a meal of bread and water (Philo, Vita Cont 64–89). Jewish religious meals 

provided the immediate antecedent for the practice of Jesus and his disciples.  

C. Jesus and His Disciples  

Religious meals in the early church may have had their origin in Jesus‘ meals with his disciples. The NT 

places a particular emphasis on Jesus‘ eating and drinking with his disciples after the resurrection (Luke 

24:30, 41–42; John 21:12–14; Acts 10:41). During the ministry of Jesus the feeding miracles occupied a 

prominent place (Mark 6:35–44; 8:1–9 pars.); Luke showed a special interest in Jesus‘ teachings 

associated with meals (Luke 14:1–24).  

The Lord‘s Supper was instituted in the context of a Jewish religious meal (Mark 14:22–25 pars.), and it 

continued to be observed in a meal setting (1 Cor 11:20–34). The disturbances at Corinth which Paul 

sought to correct may have resulted from Greeks carrying over into a Christian setting the convivial 

practices of their own (religious) club life. The poorer members were humiliated, since those better off ate 

the food and drink they furnished instead of sharing it or ate the best portions provided from the common 

fund before the poorer (workers) could arrive (1 Cor 11:21–22).  

D. Relation to Eucharist  

When the eucharist was separated from the meal in time and location (as it may have been from the 

beginning in intention and purpose), the latter moved more decisively in the direction of fellowship and 

charity. Terminology, however, continued to be interchangeable. Ign., Smyrn. 8 appears to use agapē for 

the eucharist (Smyrn. 7; cf. Ep. Apos. 15, which uses agape for the remembrance of the Lord‘s death), and 

Hippolytus, Ap. Trad. 26 (in some of its versions) uses ―Lord‘s supper‖ for the love feast. The lack of 

clear distinctions shows in the competing interpretations of Did. 9–10. Do the prayers refer to a eucharist, 

an agape, or to a eucharist in the context of an agape? Since the compiler called the prayers eucharistic, 

the absence of a memorial of the death and resurrection is hardly conclusive that an agape is described. 



Pliny the Younger at the beginning of the 2d century refers to two gatherings by Christians in Bithynia: 

one before dawn and another in the evening ―to partake of food—but food of an ordinary and innocent 

kind‖ (Ep. 10.96). The latter meeting, he says, was suspended when he enforced the edict against 

unauthorized associations. The separate evening meeting and the willingness of Christians to give it up 

might suggest an agape rather than the eucharist. All later sources show a separation of the eucharist from 

the agape.  

E. Purpose  

The NT indicates the early disciples had meals for fellowship and/or benevolence. According to Acts 

2:46, ―Day by day … they partook of food with glad and generous hearts.‖ The ―daily distribution‖ to the 

widows in Acts 6:1–2 may have been of funds or of food. Such activities may have continued and later 

have been described by the word agapē or may have served as a precedent for the institution of the agape. 

A 2d-century apologist for Christianity declared that Christians ―have their meals in common‖ (Diogn. 5).  

F. Later Descriptions  

The fullest descriptions of the love feast come from about the year 200. Tertullian gives this 

information:  

Our feast shows its motive by its name. It is called by the Greek word for love. Whatever is reckoned 

the cost, money spent in the name of piety is gain, since with that refreshment we benefit from the 

needy … We do not recline at the table before prayer to God is first tasted. We eat the amount that 

satisfies the hungry; we drink as much as is beneficial to the modest. We satisfy ourselves as those who 

remember that even during the night we must worship God; we converse as those who know that the 

Lord listens. After the washing of hands and lighting of lamps, each one who is able is called into the 

center to chant praise to God either from the holy scriptures or from his own talents. This is proof of 

how much is drunk. Prayer in like manner concludes the meal (Apol. 39.16–18).  

The more detailed account by Hippolytus (Ap. Trad. 25–27) shows a concern with tight ecclesiastical 

control, for one of the clergy must preside. The benevolent purpose of the meal is highlighted and the 

recipients of the food were expected to pray for the host.  

It was necessary that the love feasts be tightly regulated. Clement of Alexandria protested against the 

almost exclusive use of agapē for the social meal: ―The meal occurs because of love, not love because of 

the meal‖ (Paed. 2.1.4–9). He attests that the meal had become the chief thing about Christianity for 

many, but he wanted to lift thoughts to a higher plane. Pagans misunderstood what they heard about the 

Christians‘ meal (Min. Fel. Oct. 9; 30–31), but their charges of immorality (Athenagoras, Plea 3) may 

have had some basis in fact in irregularities associated with the love feast (Tertullian, Fasting 17). 

Disorders in connection with love feasts led to efforts to suppress them in the 5th century. For further 

discussion see DACL 1: 775–848.  

Art. Meal scenes are common in the Catacomb paintings. It is often difficult to know what is being 

depicted: a feeding miracle from the Gospels, the Last Supper, the eucharist, the heavenly banquet of the 

redeemed, a funerary meal in commemoration of the deceased, or an agape. The inscriptions ―love‖ and 

―peace‖ suggest that some of the pictures depict an agape. These paintings may be a further confirmation 

of the central place which the common meal had in the religious experience of many ordinary Christians. 

The martyrs in the Passion of Perpetua and Felicitas 17 in their last meal on the day before their 

martyrdom, perhaps in anticipation of the heavenly banquet, partook of an agape ―so far as they could.‖  
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EVERETT FERGUSON  



AGE In the OT usually in the sense of the age of a person or of people. In this sense it renders a number 

of terms or expressions in Hebrew. See OLD AGE. While this meaning also is found in the NT, much 

more often there it is used in the sense of one or both of the two ages (Gk aiōn) of the world, as conceived 

in late Jewish thought. This meaning is found in expressions such as ―this age,‖ ―the present age,‖ ―the 

end of the age,‖ and ―that age,‖ ―the age to come.‖  

HERBERT G. GRETHER  

AGEE (PERSON) [Heb ˒āgē˒ (ָאֵגא )]. The father of the Hararite Shammah, one of King David‘s three 
chief ―mighty men‖ (2 Sam 23:11). The name Agee only occurs once within this roster of David‘s 

―mighty men‖ (2 Sam 23:8–17) and is conspicuously absent in the parallel passage 1 Chr 11:11–19; the 

Lucianic text of LXX reads ēla, to which Mazar (1986: 91) emends the MT. However, based on 

occurrences of the term ―Hararite‖ in the Samuel list and its Chronicles parallel, Agee may be related to 

another of these ―mighty men.‖ Compare the MT of the following verses:  

(1) 2 Sam 23:11a šammā˒ ben-˒āgē˒ hārār    

(2) 2 Sam 23:32b–33a yĕhônātān šammâ hahărār    

(3) 1 Chr 11:34b yônātān ben-šāgēh hahărār    

(1) ―Shammah the son of Agee the Hararite‖ and (2) ―Jonathan, Shammah the Hararite‖ become in 

Chronicles 11 (3) ―Jonathan the son of Shagee the Hararite.‖ It may be suggested that Heb šāgēh (1 Chr 

11:34b) results from a combination of šammā˒ and ˒āgē˒ (2 Sam 23:11a), which reflects an association 

between Agee and Jonathan in 2 Samuel 23 (see Elliger 1935: 31). According to some scholars (McCarter 

2 Samuel AB, 493), the term ―Hararite‖ (Heb hrry; see 2 Sam 23:11), together with its close variant 

(hhrry, see 2 Sam 23:33 and 1 Chr 11:34–35) and other proximate forms in these lists (h˒rry, see 2 Sam 

23:33; hḥrdy, see 2 Sam 23:25; hhrwry, see 1 Chr 11:27), is a gentilic associated with an unknown clan. 

Others hold that ―Hararite‖ is the name of Agee‘s hometown, and identify it with ―Araru‖ of the Amarna 

Letters (Elliger 1935: 56).  
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MARK J. FRETZ  

AGIA (PERSON) [Gk Augian (Αὐγιαν)]. The daughter of Barzillai and wife of Jaddus, whose sons 

returned from exile and laid claim to the priestly office without proof of priestly ancestry (1 Esdr 5:38). 

The name Agia is absent in the parallel lists of Ezra 2:61 = Neh 7:63). Although the sons of Jaddus were 

excluded from priestly service, their ancestral lineage through Agia to Barzillai gave them venerable 

connection to Israel since the family of Barzillai had been especially favored by King David (2 Sam 

17:27; 19:31–40; 1 Kgs 2:7).  

MARK J. FRETZ  

AGING. See OLD AGE.  

AGORA (PLACE) [Gk agora (ἀγοπα)]. A gathering place in the city or town that was used for 

business, social, and political purposes. The word derives from ageirein, meaning ―to bring together.‖ 

Paul and Silas were dragged to the agora at Philippi by irate citizens who were bringing a complaint there 

before the Roman authorities (Acts 16:19–21). Paul also debated with Epicurean and Stoic teachers in the 

agora in Athens (Acts 17:17). In view of such use of the space, some modern versions render the word as 

―public square‖ or ―city square,‖ rather than the traditional ―market place‖ (RSV).  

In the Gospels, the word is rendered ―market place,‖ and the contexts show that it referred to a place 

where more than buying and selling went on: An employer found workers (Matt 20:3), men liked to be 

greeted with respect (Matt 23:7 and parallel), and children played (Matt 11:16). But there is no evidence 

in the Gospels that the market places of Palestinian towns were used for political purposes.  

HERBERT G. GRETHER  

AGRAPHA. A word used to designate the noncanonical ―sayings‖ of Jesus.  
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A. Toward a Definition  

The term agrapha has been used since J. G. Koerner (1776) to refer primarily to ―sayings attributed to 

Jesus which are not found in the four canonical Gospels.‖ The choice of the designation agrapha, or 

unwritten sayings, was related to the idea that these materials were initially preserved orally and only later 

were incorporated into written documents, frequently as individual, isolated sayings. Sayings of Jesus 

such as those in Acts 20:35 and 1 Thess 4:15–17 have been referred to as agrapha, though they are within 

canonical writings. The vast majority of the agrapha are found outside the canonical writings. The term is 

currently used apart from the claim or attempt to demonstrate that the materials involved owe their 

existence to oral preservation of sayings or teachings of Jesus. The question of the origin of individual 

sayings is more an issue treated in investigating the materials than of defining the term.  

Though the definition given above is the most widely used, one encounters others in the critical 

literature which warrant mention. Hennecke (1913: 17, 25) limited the designation agrapha to 

extracanonical, isolated sayings of Jesus. Quotations from known apocryphal writings were thus 

excluded. This distinction was related to the organization of his influential New Testament Apocrypha 

(1963), in which many of the sayings were treated elsewhere in the collection as parts of discussions of 

documents such as the apocryphal gospels. Mangenot (DTC 1: 625) restricted the designation to 

―authentic‖ or genuine sayings of Jesus not found in the four canonical Gospels. Resch (1906), in the 

second edition of his comprehensive collection of materials, used the term to refer to extracanonical 

scriptural fragments whether of the OT or NT.  

In current usage the term agrapha is frequently a virtual synonym for, and may even be replaced by, 

―extracanonical sayings of Jesus.‖ This latter designation is intended primarily to indicate location, not to 

suggest judgments concerning origin or theological or historical value. Most of the same range of 

materials is included, even those sayings attributed to Jesus in the canonical NT outside the Gospels, such 

as Acts 20:35. The major difference is that the term ―extracanonical sayings of Jesus‖ usually includes 

more variant manuscript readings and citations from early Christian writings which parallel canonical 

sayings than was the case earlier with the designation agrapha. A major reason for this shift would seem 

to be the decreased emphasis on the search for ―authentic‖ sayings and the increased emphasis on other 

types of studies of the formation and transmission of sayings of Jesus. More will be said in this regard 

when the value of the materials in the study of early Christianity is discussed below.  

The sayings treated as agrapha are, in terms of their form, relatively analogous to those of the synoptic 

tradition. Most may be categorized using the form-critical designations initially developed by Rudolf 

Bultmann (1963) for the study of the synoptic tradition (parables, apophthegms, prophetic and apocalyptic 

sayings, wisdom sayings and proverbs, I-sayings, and community rules). Koester (1968) has used these 

categories in treating the sayings in the Gospel of Thomas and, more recently, Stroker (1988) has used 

them in categorizing the extracanonical sayings generally.  

Since the term agrapha has been used primarily to refer to relatively short sayings essentially containing 

teachings, certain types of materials attributed to Jesus in early Christianity are usually excluded. (1) The 

infancy gospels contain some words attributed to Jesus, but these are usually comments on the miraculous 

deeds, or other events and encounters narrated, and are of a rather different nature from teachings. (2) 

Several documents are largely revelatory discourses of Jesus, usually in the form of dialogues between 

Jesus and one or more of his disciples. Lengthy dialogues, whether from the Nag Hammadi corpus or 

from analogous treatises in Codices Brucianus and Askewianus, and Papyrus Berolinensis 8502 are not 

treated as agrapha. The same is the case with most of the materials, also largely revelatory discourses, in 

the Epistula Apostolorum, The Testament of the Lord, and the Ethiopic Apocalypse of Peter. Shorter 



sayings from some of these documents are found in some collections of agrapha, however. (3) Sayings 

attributed to the preexistent Jesus are usually not included. (4) Quotations of biblical passages, whether 

from the OT or NT, are also not included when the understanding is present that Jesus was the one who 

spoke through the words of the biblical writers.  

B. Sources  

The sources in which agrapha or extracanonical sayings of Jesus are found are numerous and of wide 

variety. The following categorization is representative of those frequently found in the critical literature: 

(1) NT writings apart from the four Gospels; (2) variant readings or additions found in manuscripts of the 

Gospels; (3) quotations contained in the writings of the church fathers and other early Christian literature, 

such as the early liturgies and church orders; (4) manuscripts or fragments of manuscripts of noncanonical 

gospels and other noncanonical writings, usually designated NT apocrypha; (5) Manichaean and 

Mandaean writings; (6) ancient Jewish writings; and (7) Islamic writings.  

Some documents from the Nag Hammadi corpus warrant special mention in this context, though they 

are a part of category 4 above. The importance of the Gospel of Thomas is unparalleled for the study of 

the extracanonical sayings. It consists of a collection of some 114 sayings, including parables, and is thus 

the largest single collection of sayings of Jesus outside the canonical tradition. Approximately one half of 

the sayings in Thomas have parallels within canonical materials, whereas the rest are without significant 

parallel. The relation of Thomas to the canonical gospels is debated, but an increasing number of scholars 

assess it as preserving a tradition of Jesus‘ sayings, literarily independent from the canonical tradition. 

Assessments of the agrapha since the initial publication of the Gospel of Thomas (Guillaumont 1959) 

have been significantly affected by this major new discovery. The sayings attributed to Jesus in the 

Gospel of Philip are easily distinguished from their context and are also to be included in collections and 

treatments of the agrapha.  

Somewhat more complicated are the Dialogue of the Savior, the Book of Thomas the Contender, and the 

Apocryphon of James. These writings are currently in the literary form of revelation discourses. Recent 

studies indicate, however, that each may have made use of earlier collections of shorter sayings, many of 

which can be distinguished, at least tentatively, from their present literary context and reconstructed in an 

earlier form (Turner 1975; Koester 1979; Hedrick 1983; Cameron 1984; Emmell 1984). The analysis of 

these documents, and also of the revelation discourses mentioned earlier as usually not included among 

the agrapha, will likely yield an increasing number of shorter sayings, viewed as representing an earlier 

stage of tradition. These reconstructed, shorter sayings will likely become incorporated in future 

treatments of the agrapha or extracanonical sayings of Jesus.  

C. Study of the Agrapha  

The agrapha have been the subject of numerous and varied studies. Long before the major manuscript 

discoveries of the 19th and 20th centuries, scholars had called attention to these extracanonical sayings, 

had made collections of varying degrees of completeness, and had attempted to give some explanation of 

them and their place in the history of early Christianity. The best bibliography of the older literature was 

done by Pick (1908: 126–52). Resch (1906: 14–22) provides an assessment of much of the early works. 

Jeremias (1964: 4–13) has surveyed the materials since Resch.  

The history of research is too extensive for inclusion here; nonetheless, a sketch of the major types of 

studies is necessary in order to understand current research and assessment of the importance of the 

agrapha.  

An emphasis on collecting the materials understandably characterizes the first type of study. The earliest 

treatments of the agrapha were made by editors of the Apostolic Fathers and other early Christian 

writings, the first to my knowledge being that by Cotelier in 1672. He dealt with a number of important 

examples, citing parallel material, and was the first to indicate the wide distribution of extracanonical 

sayings of Jesus. Lists and short treatments of the agrapha are to be found from this time on. The first 

book which limited itself to the treatment of agrapha was by Dodd (1874).  

An apex in collecting material was reached in 1889 with the publication of the first edition of Alfred 

Resch‘s work. Resch provided the most comprehensive collection of materials prior to the discovery of 



the Egerton Papyri and the Nag Hammadi Codices. The second edition of his work (1906) dealt with the 

newly discovered Oxyrhynchus Papyri. Resch‘s goal, more strongly stated in the first edition than in the 

second, was to restore an Urevangelium or original gospel, written in Hebrew, fragments of which could 

be reconstructed from some of the agrapha and other material he had collected. Despite the failure of his 

broader attempt, Resch‘s collection of materials has remained not only useful but also, until recently, the 

most comprehensive available.  

Preuschen (1901) published a collection of isolated sayings as well as fragments of apocryphal NT 

writings. Still useful collections of the texts of much of the material in the original languages were made 

by Erich Klostermann (1911; 1929) which contain fragments of noncanonical gospels, the Oxyrhynchus 

sayings, and a collection of 88 additional agrapha. The most complete early collection of the materials in 

English translation was made by Pick (1908). His earlier work (1903) also contained a sizable listing of 

agrapha. A comprehensive collection of the materials, in original language with English translations and 

parallel materials, has recently been published (Stroker 1988).  

The question of authenticity dominates the second type of study (i.e., whether the passages in question 

contain sayings to be viewed as spoken by the historical Jesus). Nestle (1896) treated 27 agrapha he 

considered to be authentic sayings of Jesus. Ropes (1896) provided a critical evaluation of Resch‘s work, 

not only of his general thesis, but also of the underlying treatment of the agrapha and related material. 

Ropes eliminated from the main focus of the discussion passages whose contexts did not claim they were 

sayings of Jesus and also quotations from canonical texts secondarily attributed to Jesus. The question of 

authenticity was asked with rigor and persistence. Only a few passages from the mass of material 

collected by Resch were considered by Ropes to have any real claim to authenticity. With the publication 

of Oxyrhynchus Papyri 1: 654, 655 (Grenfell and Hunt 1898; 1904) the question of authenticity was 

posed with renewed urgency and, with some notable exceptions, has dominated research on the agrapha 

until relatively recently.  

Following Ropes no comprehensive treatment of the agrapha appeared until that of Joachim Jeremias 

(1958; 1964) whose work has been very influential. Jeremias treats in detail only a small number of 

sayings, but in the initial sections of his work has a survey of the larger body of material. In his 

introduction he speaks of the unfortunate overemphasis on the question of authenticity, while the meaning 

of the sayings has largely been neglected. Jeremias is, however, in essential continuity with the quest for 

authentic sayings, departing from this type of study only in giving an exposition of the agrapha selected as 

potentially authentic (21 initially, 18 in later editions) in terms of their religious significance, finding or 

constructing a situation in Jesus‘ life in which they could have been said and expounding the sayings on 

the basis of such a context.  

Jeremias stands at the virtual end of an approach to the study of the agrapha for which the quest for 

authentic sayings of Jesus was the primary concern, a quest which has focused on an ever-diminishing 

number of passages and relegated the bulk of the materials to the periphery. Hofius (TRE 2: 103–10) 

eliminated half of Jeremias‘ 18 sayings and considers the question of authenticity properly to begin with 

the investigation of the remaining 9, for some of which he harbors doubts.  

The question of authenticity will never fully be given up; it has the same validity as the quest for 

authentic sayings of Jesus within the canonical tradition. The value of the agrapha, however, lies primarily 

in other areas.  

A third type of study focuses on the processes of the formation of the extracanonical sayings. Here the 

quest for authentic sayings of Jesus is not primary; rather, extra-canonical sayings, including ones which 

parallel those within the canonical gospels, are studied for clues to understanding the ways in which 

Jesus‘ teachings were shaped and adapted in early Christianity. Walter Bauer (1909) is an early example 

of this type. As a methodological consideration, Bauer treats all sayings attributed to Jesus not found in 

the earliest reconstructable version of the NT as not originating from him or as modifications of earlier 

forms of Jesus‘ sayings. He then classifies the changes which can be observed by comparison with the 

canonical materials. Leon Wright (1952) is primarily concerned with materials which can be shown to 

have obvious contacts with the texts of the canonical Gospels. Differences between the agrapha and 



patristic quotations on the one hand, and the canonical versions on the other, are grouped in terms of types 

of motivations which the alterations seem to evidence. The categories chosen are ones generally 

recognized by textual critics. Wright concludes that by and large the agrapha are dependent upon the 

canonical, and thus not upon an independent, parallel tradition. Bultmann (1963) has made more use of 

extracanonical sayings than one is aware of at first reading. There is no separate study of the agrapha, but 

examples are used to show the continuation in the extracanonical and postcanonical materials of 

tendencies in the development of tradition which Bultmann holds he has discerned within the synoptic 

materials themselves.  

Helmut Koester (1957b), while reviewing Jeremias‘ work, called for a rather different approach to the 

study of the agrapha. Koester asserts that the same type of treatment should be given the agrapha as given 

the canonical sayings of Jesus, since neither can be properly assessed primarily in terms of the question of 

authenticity. ―This demand is to be placed on the study of the extracanonical sayings of the Lord. They 

receive their own proper value from their Sitz im Leben and are immune against the verdict of 

inauthenticity even if they have their Sitz not in the life of Jesus but in that of the community‖ (1957b: 

222). Both groups of materials are to be regarded as units of early Christian tradition, to be understood as 

representing situations in the life and thought of the early Christian communities. Their place and use in 

the life, thought, and worship of the early church are the key to the value of the extracanonical sayings. 

Neither the distinction between canonical and noncanonical nor the question of authenticity should rob 

them of their significance.  

Studies along the lines called for by Koester thus may be viewed as representing a fourth type: that is, 

treating the agrapha and extracanonical sayings that closely parallel the canonical as parts of a larger 

treatment of the tradition of Jesus‘ teachings in the works of a given writer or a given body of tradition. 

Examples of this type are Bellinzoni (1967) and Kline (1975).  

D. The Value of the Agrapha  

As already indicated, the value of the agrapha and other extracanonical traditions of Jesus‘ teachings 

cannot be limited to the search for those few sayings which might be viewed as authentic sayings of the 

historical Jesus. Rather, the importance of these materials lies in their role in broadening our 

understanding of the development and transmission of traditions of Jesus‘ teachings. The following three 

areas may be mentioned as especially important in this regard.  

The canonical tradition and the sources immediately behind the canonical gospels were neither the only 

collections nor the sole bearers of the traditions of Jesus‘ teachings. Koester (1957a) has shown that many 

of the sayings in the Apostolic Fathers are independent of the synoptic gospels. Further, the sayings in the 

Gospel of Thomas are best viewed as stemming from a collection which is independent of, and perhaps 

earlier than, the canonical Gospels. Thus the question of the earliest stages of the tradition of Jesus‘ 

teachings cannot be investigated on the basis of the canonical Gospels alone. Extracanonical sources 

provide some sayings without parallel in the canonical Gospels which, on the basis of their form and 

content, are to be viewed as stemming from very early stages of the Jesus tradition. Further, 

extracanonical sayings sometimes preserve a less-developed version of a canonical saying and may give 

us thereby access to a stage of tradition earlier than that of the canonical Gospels.  

Secondly, Jesus‘ sayings were transmitted and redacted independently of the canonical tradition as well 

as in dependence upon it. In both the extracanonical and the canonical traditions, sayings were shaped and 

redacted in large measure to meet the needs of the communities. The processes of redaction of individual 

sayings and groups of sayings are largely analogous in the canonical and extra-canonical tradition. Thus 

the extracanonical sayings can help us achieve a more complete picture of the transmission and redaction 

of the sayings of Jesus and the relation of these processes to different groups within early Christianity.  

Finally, the extracanonical tradition provides evidence that sayings from other sources have become 

attributed to Jesus. Our understanding of the extent to which sayings from other sources have become 

attributed to Jesus, a process discernible also in the canonical tradition, would necessitate study of the 

extracanonical materials.  



Study of the agrapha or extracanonical sayings can thus broaden our understanding of the total picture 

of the early history of the Jesus tradition. In this context, the agrapha have considerable value, to the 

theologian as well as to the historian.  
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WILLIAM D. STROKER  

AGRICULTURE. Agriculture is the cultivation of the soil for food products or any other useful or 

valuable growth of the field or garden; also, by extension, it includes any industry practiced by a 

cultivator of the soil in connection with such cultivation, as fruit raising, animal husbandry, dairying, and 

gardening. The study of ancient agriculture relies on archaeological finds (installations, tools, organic 

remains), biblical and extrabiblical (including literary and economic) texts, and comparisons with 

traditional practices in preindustrial societies.  

———  
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B. Conditions  

C. Agricultural Products  
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D. Field Work  

E. Influence on Culture  

———  

A. Background.  

Agriculture was the economic backbone of biblical Israel, where it was practiced by city dwellers as 

well as villagers. Its influence was very strong on many facets of daily life, including religion, law, and 

social behavior. The biblical farmer was the heir to a long agricultural tradition which originated in the 

Near East some time before the Neolithic period (ca. 7000 B.C.E.) with the domestication of plants and 

animals (Butzer 1971; Flannery 1973). However, while the biblical farmer did not introduce any new 

species, he improved farming methods and techniques for utilizing the produce. Domestication of food 

plants and animals was an important factor in the establishment of permanent villages. The earliest 

domesticated plants were cereals (two-rowed barley, emmer wheat, and einkorn wheat; Renfrew 1973: 

30–81) and legumes (lentils and peas; Zohary and Hopf 1973). Fruit trees were domesticated much later 

ca. 4000 B.C.E. and included olive, vine, date, pomegranate, and fig (Stager 1985b). Among the earliest 

domesticated animals were sheep and goats (Nissen 1988: 24–27) which continue to dominate animal 

husbandry up to the present. Documentary and archaeological evidence shows that the last animal to be 

domesticated was the camel during the transition period from the LB to the Early Iron Age. The 

appearance of the camel in the Bible as a household animal of the Midianites in the Gideon stories (Judg 

6:5; 7:12; 8:26) agrees with archaeological finds, while any earlier mention (e.g., Genesis 24) is 

anachronistic. See also ZOOLOGY.  

Canaan‘s agricultural richness was recognized already in early historical times as evidenced by 

Egyptian records from the Old, Middle, and New Kingdom. Her agricultural wealth made her a target for 

invading armies coming to loot (ARE 1: 143; 2: 187, 189, 191; ANET 19, 228).  

The repertoire of plants cultivated by the biblical farmer included several types of cereals, legumes, 

vegetables and spices, and a variety of fruit trees, each of which was grown in the area most suitable for 

it. The country is divided into several regions, highlands and valleys, each dominated by different 

geomorphological and climatic conditions, which determine soil types and water availability, the most 

important factors in agriculture (Hopkins 1985: 55–133; see PALESTINE, CLIMATE OF). The short 

rainy season (mid-October to April; see RAIN), the fluctuation in precipitation, and the rocky and hilly 

nature of most of the terrain made agriculture hard to practice; yet by careful selection of the proper 

species it became the mainstay of the country‘s economy throughout history. Some solutions to these 

problems were provided by the development and wide use of terracing and run-off farming in the 

highlands and in the Negeb, and the improvement of water collection and storage in underground 

reservoirs. Some scholars suggest that these factors enabled the Israelites to settle the Galilean, Samarian, 

and Judean highlands and to overtake the land whether by force or slow encroachment (Aharoni 1956; 

Stager 1985a). Later, during the monarchical period, these methods allowed settlement in newly acquired 

lands and along trade routes, for defense and economical reasons (Evenari et al. 1971).  

Land could be owned by individuals (Num 27:1–8; Deut 21:15–17, 1 Kgs 21:1–3), royalty (1 Chr 

27:26–28), and the priesthood (Num 35:1–8), all of whom, according to Israelite ideology, served as 

safekeepers because the land ultimately belonged to YHWH.  

B. Conditions.  

Conditions for agriculture in the Near East, and especially in Israel, are not very favorable. Many 

hardships have been encountered by the farmer, and these include lack of sufficient amount of water and 

soil. The terrain in most cases is uneven and rocky, and very few natural water sources are available; thus, 

farming in biblical times depended heavily on rain (Deut 12:11) and on the ability of the farmer to clear 

and prepare land (Josh 17:17–18; Isa 5:2). In most cases, irrigation was out of the question. Since the 

rainy season is short (October to April) and droughts are common, agriculture was always considered 

dependent upon the grace of the supernatural, be it the Canaanite fertility and nature gods or YHWH. For 

the Israelite farmer, the dependence on YHWH meant the observance of the covenant, which was 

rewarded by ―rain … in its season‖ (Deut 11:13–17). Other conditions which caused crop failure included 



diseases, locust attacks (Amos 7:1; Joel 1:4; 2:25), and other pests such as mice, worms, fruit bats, and 

weeds. Several of the plant diseases are mentioned either by name (smut, Heb šiddāpôn; rust, Heb 

yērāqôn; bunt, Heb bo˒šâ) or by symptom (black rot in grapes, Heb bĕ˒ūš  m, Isa 5:2, 4; loss of olives to 

peacock eyespot, Deut 28:40; see Borowski 1987: 153–162).  

On the other hand, the farmer could restore soil fertility and increase his yield by several methods which 

are not specifically mentioned in texts but can be surmised from written descriptions of certain practices 

or through analysis of the technology available to the farmer. Fallowing, using the Sabbatical Year (Exod 

23:10–11) or another program, and organic fertilizing were probably used to a certain degree, the latter 

included the use of dung, compost, and ash. There is a very strong possibility that crop rotation, suggested 

by Isa 28:24–29 (see Borowski 1987: 148–151), was also used as a method for increasing crop yield and 

lowering plant diseases. One of the elements available to the biblical farmer for crop rotation and 

increased yield was ―green manuring,‖ the cultivation of legume plants to increase nitrogen presence and 

its availability to other plants (Borowski 1987: 148–149).  

C. Agricultural Products. (See also FLORA.)  

1. Field Crops. The biblical farmer did not introduce new plants to the variety already existing, 

however he chose those which suited his needs best. Field plants cultivated by the biblical farmer, as 

attested in the Bible and archaeological remains, included cereals (Heb dāgān), and legumes (Zohary 

1982: 74–76, 82–84). Most common among the cereals were wheat (Triticum durum Desf. and Triticum 

vulgare [VIII.] Host.; Heb ḥiṭputâ), emmer (T. dicoccum [Schrank] Schuebl.; Heb kussemet), barley 

(Hordeum; Heb śĕ˓ōrâ), and millet (Panicum miliaceum and Setaria italica; Heb dōḥan). Legumes 

included lentil (Lens culinaris Medic.; Heb ˓ădāš  m), broad bean (Vicia faba; Heb pôl), bitter vetch (Vicia 

ervilia Wild.), chick-pea (Cicer arientum; Heb ḥām  ṣ[?];), pea (Pisum sativum), and fenugreek (Trigonela 

graecum). In addition, the biblical farmer cultivated several spice plants such as black cumin (Nigella 

sativa; Heb qeṣaḥ), cumin (Cuminum cyminum; Heb kammōn), and coriander (Coriandrum sativum; Heb 

gad). Other plants were flax (Linum usitatissimum; Heb pištâ) and sesame (Sesamum indicum).  

2. Vegetables. Vegetables (Heb zēr ˓  m; yārāq) were part of the agricultural repertoire, although not as 

highly regarded as the other plants (Dan 1:11–16). They were grown in small plots or gardens and 

included cucumbers (Cucumis sativus or C. chate; Heb qiššū˒  m), watermelon or muskmelon (Citrulus 

vulgaris or Cucumis melo; Heb ˒ăbaṭ-ṭ  h  m), leeks or other greens (Heb ḥās  r), onion (Allium cepa; Heb 

bĕṣāl  m), and garlic (Allium sativum; Heb s  m  m).  

3. Fruit Trees. Fruit trees were as important an element in biblical agriculture as field crops; however, 

they were not domesticated as early as cereals and legumes (Zohary and Spiegel-Roy 1975). The earliest 

remains of fruits in Canaan come mostly from the EB Age, although fig remains were found in Neolithic 

and Chalcolithic Jericho. The most popular fruit tree in biblical times was the grapevine (Vitis vinifera; 

Heb gepen), the fruit of which was used for making wine (yayin), raisins (ṣimm q  m), and syrup (mišrat 

˓ănāb  m). Other common fruit trees were fig (Ficus carica; Heb tĕ˒ēnâ), pomegranate (Punica granatum; 

Heb rimmôn), date (Phoenix dactylifera; Heb tāmār) and sycamore (Ficus sycomorus; Heb šiqmîm). Less 

common were the tap-p ăḥ (possibly quince or apricot), and mulberry (Heb bākā˒). One common tree not 

mentioned specifically in the Bible is the carob (Ceratonia siliqua); however, there is no question that it 

was cultivated in biblical times.  

The olive (Olea europaea; Heb zayit) was as important to the economy of ancient Israel as was the 

grapevine. Its fruit was made into oil (Heb šemen) to be used for cooking, lighting, ointments, and other 

religious and secular purposes. Like wine, oil was exported to other parts of the Near East and was one of 

the three main elements of the agricultural economy along with grain (Heb dāgān) and wine (Heb t  rôs ; 

Hos 2:10—Eng2:8; etc.).  

Several nuts were also cultivated, including almond (Prunus amygdalus Stokes; Heb šāqēd), pistachio 

(Pistacia atlantica Desf.; Heb boṭn  m), and walnut (Juglans regia; Heb ˒ĕgôz).  

D. Field Work.  

The agricultural seasons are well enumerated in the OT; however, the best source of information is the 

Gezer calendar, a 10th century B.C.E. inscription from the site of biblical Gezer, which reads:  



two months of ingathering [olives]/two months  

of sowing [cereals]/two months of late sowing [legumes and vegetables]  

a month of hoeing weeds [for hay]  

a month of harvesting barley  

a month of harvesting [wheat] and measuring [grain]  

two months of grape harvesting  

a month of ingathering summer fruit  

A study of this inscription shows that sowing of cereals started after the Festival of Booths 

(Tabernacles) in the N Kingdom (end of October), harvesting barley commenced at the Passover festival 

(end of March), and the conclusion of wheat harvesting was celebrated with the festival of 

weeks/Pentecost (end of May; Borowski 1987: 31–44).  

According to the Gezer calendar, sowing took place in the fall. Two months were devoted to sowing 

cereals and two more to late sowing and planting of legumes and vegetables. Since no sowing could have 

been done without plowing, either before or after, the farmer had to wait for the first autumn rains to 

soften the ground. Plowing was done with a wooden-frame plow to which a metal point (copper, bronze, 

and later iron) was attached, pulled by a team of animals, usually oxen. The same was done in large 

orchards and vineyards. In small plots, on slopes, and near the plants, a hand-held hoe was used. Sowing 

was performed either by broadcasting or by a seed drill attached to the plow.  

Harvesting agricultural produce started in the spring, first with reaping barley, then wheat (see book of 

Ruth), followed by grapes and other fruit (see HARVESTS, HARVESTING). The Gezer calendar assigns 

seven months to the harvest. Harvesting cereals (qāṣ  r) was followed very closely by threshing and 

winnowing to separate the grain. Grapes were immediately turned into wine or raisins and the same was 

done with other fruits. Storage of agricultural produce in its raw or finished state was done in specially 

constructed structures underground in pits and silos and above the ground in small rooms or large store-

houses. The produce was stored in bulk or jars, depending on its nature and the nature of the storage 

facility.  

Much of the technology used in processing agricultural produce is known from biblical descriptions, 

archaeological discoveries, and artistic representations from different parts of the Near East. Threshing 

was done either by stick for small quantities of certain types of plants (cumin) or by a threshing sledge or 

a wheel-thresher. Winnowing took place during times when the threshed material could be thrown in the 

air by a fork (mizreh; Isa 30:24) or a wooden shovel (raḥat; Isa 30:24) and be separated to its components 

(grain, straw, chaff) by the wind according to weight. Final cleaning was done with two different types of 

sieves, kĕbārâ (Amos 9:9) and nāpâ (Isa 30:28). The clean grain (bār) was stored in jars or in storage 

facilities such as grain pits (˒ăsām  m) or storage houses (miskĕnôt).  

Wine had to be produced immediately after harvest (zām  r or bāṣ  r) because fresh grapes could not be 

stored. The grapes were treaded on a flat, hard surface, and the juice which ran into a reservoir hewn in 

the rock or built out of stones and clay was collected into large jars, which were put for fermentation in a 

cool storage place. Raisins and raisin cakes were also made at that time by drying fresh grapes. The same 

process was used for drying and making cakes of figs and dates. These and other fruits such as 

pomegranates were also used for wine making.  

Oil, like wine, was one of the exported commodities produced in ancient Israel. During the Iron II 

period, oil production technology made great strides with the development of the beam press. Until then, 

oil production was a simple matter. The olives were beaten or cracked in a mortar and then placed in 

straw baskets directly under stone weights. The pressed oil flowed into a container from where it was 

scooped into jars and stored. Small quantities of oil were produced by placing the beaten olives in water 

and scooping the floating oil. The beam-press innovation enabled the exertion of a much greater pressure 

on the olives by tying weights to a beam used as a lever under which the baskets were placed. This 

method facilitated the production of larger quantities of oil in less time and less effort (Eitam 1979; Gitin 

1985; Kelm and Mazar 1989: 47–49).  

E. Influence on Culture.  



Agriculture dominated not only the economy but the whole of Israelite daily life. The Bible is saturated 

with agricultural symbolism, similes, and metaphors in parables, proverbs, prophecies, admonitions, 

hymns, and other literary forms (Judg 8:2; 9:8–15; Isa 5:1–8; Ezek 17:6–10). Many laws related to 

agriculture were formulated, such as those protecting the family inheritance (Num 27:1–8), concerning 

the protection and support of the poor, taxation, etc. (Exod 23:11; Lev 23:22; Deut 24:21). Israelite laws 

also regulated many aspects of agriculture such as the age at which fruit trees could be harvested, types of 

plants and where they could be planted (the law of kil˒ayim, Lev 19:19, Deut 22:9), and fallowing 

(sabbatical year). Religion and cult were strongly dominated by agricultural themes. The three main 

festivals associated with pilgrimages to Jerusalem all celebrate the beginning or ending of agricultural 

seasons. Passover (Heb pesaḥ) celebrates the beginning of cereal (barley) harvesting; Weeks (or 

Pentecost; Heb šābū˓ôt) celebrates the end of the wheat harvest and with it the end of cereal harvesting; 

Booths (Heb sukkôt) marks the end of fruit ingathering and the beginning of the sowing season. Sacrifices 

and contributions to the Temple and its personnel were agricultural in nature (Num 18:8–32; Deut 18:1–

9). Finally, and significantly, the rewards for observing the covenant with YHWH were spelled out in 

agricultural terms; ample rain in its appropriate season and resistance to plant diseases which led to 

abundance were the direct benefits of adherence to the covenant (Deut 28:22).  
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ODED BOROWSKI  

AGRIPPA (PERSON) [Gk Agrippas (Ἀγπιππαρ)]. The name held by two Herodian rulers in 1st 

century Palestine. Josephus‘ writings constitute our primary source of information for both, although both 

are also mentioned in the NT book of Acts: Agrippa I as the ―Herod‖ who persecuted the early church in 

Jerusalem (12:1–23), and Agrippa II as the king who, years later, heard Paul‘s defense prior to Paul‘s 

journey to Rome (25:13–26:32).  

1. Agrippa I was born in 10 B.C., son of Aristobulus and Bernice and thus, through Aristobulus, 

grandson of Herod. In early childhood he was sent with his mother to Rome. There he was brought up in 

the company of Claudius, who was his same age, and Drusus, son of Tiberius, who was slightly older. At 

the imperial court he made connections which were to prove vital to him in later life—not only with 

Claudius and Drusus, but also, through his mother, with Antonia, wife of the elder Drusus (Tiberius‘ 

brother), and with others besides, not least imperial freed-men (Ant 18.143, 191). It was largely in the 

pursuit of such connections that Agrippa borrowed and spent large sums of money. After the premature 

death of his companion Drusus in A.D. 23, Agrippa returned to Judea in a state of considerable poverty 

and, we are told, contemplating suicide.  



By now Agrippa had married Cypros, daughter of Phasael. Her good offices won for Agrippa the help 

of his sister‘s husband, Antipas (Ant 18.145ff.). Antipas gave Agrippa an allowance and the post of 

agoranomos (market supervisor) at Tiberias, where he was to live. However, Agrippa soon found his 

position to be as ignominious as it was inadequate. We are told that Antipas taunted Agrippa over his 

dependence. Instead Agrippa looked to L. Pomponius Flaccus, Roman governor of Syria. He had become 

a friend of Flaccus during his time at Rome (Ant 18.149–50). At first Agrippa prospered in Flaccus‘ 

entourage. But he fell from favor when he took a bribe from the Damascenes to support their cause with 

Flaccus in a boundary dispute with the people of Sidon. Agrippa‘s brother and enemy, Aristobulus, had 

brought the bribe to Flaccus‘ attention (Ant 18.151–4).  

Agrippa resolved to return to Italy but he lacked the funds to do so. He contracted a loan on 

disadvantageous terms with one Protos, a freedman of his mother whom she had left to Antonia. Agrippa 

sailed first for Alexandria, narrowly escaping the clutches of Herennius Capito, an imperial procurator 

who sought payment of Agrippa‘s outstanding debts to the imperial treasury (Ant 18.156–8). At 

Alexandria, Agrippa gained further funds through his wife, Cypros, who obtained a loan from Alexander 

the alabarch, who had already refused her husband (Ant 18.159–60).  

Agrippa was received warmly by the emperor Tiberius on Capri, until a letter of complaint arrived from 

the outraged Capito. Tiberius now ordered that Agrippa be refused admission to him until his debt to the 

treasury had been paid. Antonia loaned Agrippa the necessary sum in memory of his mother and his 

upbringing with Claudius, her son. Tiberius now received him once more and placed him in the entourage 

of his grandson, Tiberius Gemellus. Meanwhile, Agrippa also sought the company of Antonia‘s grandson, 

Gaius, better-known by his nickname, ―Caligula.‖ A huge loan from a Samaritan freedman of Tiberius 

enabled Agrippa to pay his debt to Antonia and to spend lavishly as he pursued Gaius‘ favor (Ant 18.161–

7). But Agrippa went so far in currying favor with Gaius that he found himself condemned by Tiberius on 

a charge of treason. Antonia‘s influence won him some privileges during his 6 months of imprisonment 

under the ever-present threat of execution (Ant 18.168–204).  

Agrippa was only released upon Gaius‘ accession, after Tiberius‘ death, in A.D. 37. Gaius assigned him 

the northern domains of Philip the tetrarch and Lysanias with the title of king. Agrippa also received the 

symbols of the rank of praetor (Ant 18.228–37; Philo In Flaccum 40). Returning to Judaea in A.D. 38 he 

visited Alexandria where he eclipsed the Roman prefect of Egypt in his splendor (Philo In Flaccum 26–

29). Upon the exile of Antipas in A.D. 39, Gaius gave Agrippa his tetrarchy (Galilee and Perea) in addition 

to Agrippa‘s other lands (War 2.183; Ant 18.255). At about this time Agrippa used his favor with Gaius 

and his diplomatic skills to block Gaius‘ plan of erecting a statue of his imperial self in the Temple at 

Jerusalem (Philo Leg. ad Gaium 261ff.).  

At Rome again in A.D. 41, Agrippa is credited by Josephus with a major role in the tense negotiations 

which followed Gaius‘ assassination and which resulted in the accession of Claudius without full-blooded 

civil war. In reward, Claudius bestowed upon him the rest of the kingdom of Herod, his grandfather. 

Claudius formalized Agrippa‘s new position with a treaty ceremony in the Forum at Rome, held 

according to archaic custom, as Agrippa‘s coinage indicates (Ant 19.275 with HJP², 445 n. 19). Agrippa 

also received the symbols of the rank of consul. For his brother Herod, Agrippa won rule over Chalcis 

(Dio 60.8.2–3).  

Agrippa soon returned to his newly enlarged kingdom where he ruled to the benefit of Jerusalem and 

other cities, notably Berytus in Syria (Ant 19.335ff.). Yet, despite his close relationship with Claudius, 

Agrippa was instructed to abandon his fortification of Jerusalem by the emperor through Marsus, 

governor of Syria. Such fortifications were considered to be a potential threat (Ant 19.326–7 with HJP², 

448). On similar grounds Marsus broke up a gathering of kings which Agrippa had convened at Tiberias 

in A.D. 44 (Ant 19.338–42).  

In general, Agrippa observed Jewish traditions scrupulously (Ant 19.331; though see HJP², 451 on his 

coinage). He persecuted the Christians James and Peter, executing the former and chaining the latter (Acts 

12:1–5). He died in A.D. 44 after a short illness which suddenly afflicted him while he presided at a 

festival in the emperor‘s honor at Caesarea-Strato‘s Tower. At the festival, Agrippa dressed in a silver 



robe; the crowd, impressed with his radiance, acclaimed him a god. He did not reject the acclamation, and 

this act of vainglory was seen as the reason for his death (Ant 19.343–52; Acts 12:22–23).  

Agrippa and Cypros had several children: Marcus Julius Agrippa (= Agrippa II); Drusus, who died 

before his father; Bernice; Mariamme; and Drusilla. Their names indicate a mixture of Jewish and family 

traditions with a concern for the Roman imperial family (Braund 1984: 111). Agrippa‘s own 

nomenclature, Julius Agrippa, indicates not only the Roman citizenship which he had inherited through 

Herod but also his family‘s links with the Roman Agrippa, a stalwart of Augustus‘ regime. Agrippa must 

have had a Roman forename, but this is not known: Marcus is usually assumed on the grounds that his 

son was Marcus, but it is also likely since the Roman Agrippa had also been Marcus. Like his son after 

him, Agrippa as king boasted the titles ―Great King, Friend of Caesar, Pious and Friend of the Romans‖ 

(HJP², 452; cf. 475). The book of Acts is exceptional in according him the name ―Herod.‖  

2. Agrippa II—or, to give him his Roman name, Marcus Julius Agrippa—was born in A.D. 28 the son of 

Agrippa I and Cypros (War 2.220 with Ant 19.354). At the time of his father‘s death in 44 A.D., young 

Agrippa was in Rome, where he was being brought up at the court of the emperor Claudius. Claudius, we 

are told, wished immediately to appoint him as his father‘s successor on the throne: Josephus implies that 

Claudius‘ formal treaty with Agrippa I may have contained some mention of the succession (Ant 19.360–

2). However, the emperor‘s advisers dissuaded him from this plan in the light of Agrippa‘s youth and the 

kingdom‘s importance. In his stead Claudius therefore appointed a Roman governor (Ant 19.363).  

While at Claudius‘ court, Agrippa took the opportunity of representing Jewish causes (Ant 15.407; 

20.10ff. and 135). Claudius gave him the kingdom left vacant by the death of Herod of Chalcis, husband 

of his sister Bernice, in about A.D. 50 (Ant 20.104; War 2.223, with HJP², Appendix 1). Josephus reckons 

the years of Agrippa‘s reign there from A.D. 49 (JW 2.284; cf. Ant 20.138). In 52 A.D. Agrippa was in 

Rome once more (Ant 20.134ff.). In A.D. 53, instead of Chalcis, he was given the former domains of 

Philip, Lysimachus, and Varus (Ant 20.138; with HJP², 472 n. 7). Nero added parts of Galilee and Peraea, 

most importantly Tiberias, Tarichea, and Julias (Ant 20.159; War 2.252). These additions may be linked 

with the new eras which appear on his coinage in 56 A.D. and 61 respectively. In Nero‘s honor he 

renamed Caesarea Philippi as Neronias (Ant 20.211).  

Agrippa has been acccused of excessive slavishness towards the Romans (notably by Schürer [HJP², 

474]); however, the accusation is not easily substantiated. His concern for Judaism is not in doubt; his 

discussions on Jewish legal matters with Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus tend to indicate as much (as Schürer 

[HJP², 475] allows). That Agrippa‘s sister‘s husbands underwent circumcision may or may not be a 

further indication (pace HJP², 475, who overemphasizes this). The book of Acts tends to suggest some 

interest in matters of religion, if a little detached, for he and his sister Bernice wished to see and hear Paul 

(25:22ff., especially 26:3). In particular, Agrippa‘s support of Jewish causes with Claudius ought not to be 

forgotten (above), nor the fact that he took costly steps to save the Temple from subsidence (War 5.36; 

Ant 15.391).  

In A.D. 66 Agrippa was in Alexandria to congratulate Tiberius Julius Alexander, a man of Jewish origin 

who had become Roman prefect of Egypt. As the Jewish revolt developed in that year, Agrippa returned 

to Jerusalem to quell it. He failed to do so and became a target himself as the revolt flared up and split 

into factions (War 2.426). He was left little choice but to join with the Romans, which gave him the 

considerable military might and resources at his disposal (War 2.500–3; 523–5). Parts of his kingdom 

joined the revolt, notably Tiberias, Tarichea, and the fortress of Gamala, but Agrippa preferred to rule 

through delegates. He spent much of his time outside his kingdom at Berytus, a favorite city of the 

Herods, until the arrival of Vespasian in A.D. 67. Thereafter he kept close to Vespasian and his son Titus, 

who had also spent his youth at the court of Claudius (HJP², 477).  

Upon Nero‘s death in A.D. 68, Agrippa left for Rome together with Titus in order to congratulate the 

new emperor, Galba. In the course of their journey news arrived that Galba had been assassinated and 

replaced. Agrippa continued to Rome, but Titus returned to his father. On July 1, A.D. 69, Vespasian was 

proclaimed emperor at Alexandria; war with the other claimant, Vitellius, followed, so Agrippa returned 



from Rome, staying with Titus, whom his father had left to deal with the Jewish revolt (Tacitus Historiae 

2.1–2; 2.81; 5.1).  

When Vespasian had established himself as emperor and the Jewish revolt had been crushed, Agrippa 

was rewarded for his loyalty with additional territory (details are lacking; see HJP², 478). In Rome in A.D. 

75 Agrippa was awarded the symbols of praetorian rank. Thereafter he all but disappears from history. 

Josephus tells us that Agrippa corresponded with him on the subject of his book on the Jewish War, 

praising its accuracy and admitting that he owned a copy (Life 65; AgAp 1.9). Agrippa seems to have died 

in the reign of Vespasian‘s younger son, Domitian, about A.D. 93 (HJP², 480–83). His attitude toward the 

Romans, in part at least, is summed up in the speech which Josephus attributed to him. If Agrippa did not 

actually deliver this speech in trying to quell the revolt, he apparently later read and approved of it. The 

main point of the speech seems notably well-reasoned: namely, that the Romans were simply too strong to 

succumb to any uprising which Jewish revolutionaries could mount (War 2.345ff.).  

Agrippa seems not to have married and not to have fathered any children. It was rumored that his 

relationship with his sister Bernice was incestuous: Josephus‘ denial of that rumor is as predictable and 

inconclusive as Juvenal‘s eager acceptance of it (Ant 20.145; Juv. 6.158).  

Bibliography  
Braund, D. C. 1984. Rome and the Friendly King. New York.  
Schürer, E. 1973. The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ (175 B.C.–A.D. 135). Ed G. Vermes and F. 

Millar. Edinburgh.  

DAVID C. BRAUND  

AGUE See SICKNESS AND DISEASE.  

AGUR. (PERSON) [Heb ˒āgûr (ָאגּוש )]. The son of Jakeh, and author of a collection of Proverbs 

beginning in Prov 30:1. It remains unclear whether the pericope ends with the conclusion of the chapter or 

at an earlier point (verse 14?). See McKane Proverbs OTL, 643 for discussion. Cohen (Proverbs SonB, 

200) cited a midrash that identified Agur as Solomon, the one who ―stored up‖ (˒agar) wisdom and 

(nqh?) ―spewed it out‖ (hiqqi—for Jakeh) by taking many wives. Another ancient view of the passage 

understood ―Agur‖ allegorically, i.e., as a reference to Solomon and saw ―Jakeh‖ as David. Apparently, 

the Vulgate translated ˒āgûr as a passive participle, hence, ―the Assembler‖ (from ˒āgûr ―to gather‖), an 

appellative rather than a proper name. The LXX reads ―fear (my words)‖ based on the Hebrew gûr or 

tāg r (BHS:1315), from gûr (―to dread‖).  

The collection displays no unique character that would aid in recovery of information on the obscure 

Agur. The translation of the proper names (Agur and Jakeh) provides a preferred solution for the difficult 

passage, but the solution itself is not beyond question. Some commentators (e.g., Ringgren Sprüche ATD; 

Scott Proverbs AB, 175) read hammassa˒   (―the Massaite‖) for the difficult hammassā˒ (―the oracle‖). 

Keil and Delitzsch (1950: 266–67) translated Prov 30:1 as ―The words of Agur the son of Jakeh, of the 

tribe (the country) of Massa,‖ claiming that both Agur and LEMUEL were Arabs. The name Agur does 

occur in Sabean inscriptions, though it is not found elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible. The word hamassā˒ 

has been emended to mašālô (―his mašal‖) by a number of recent interpreters. The most popular approach 

has been to read massā˒ as the common noun meaning ―burden‖ or ―oracle.‖ Toy‘s suggestion that the 

word be omitted as a gloss is the most extreme solution (Proverbs ICC, 518). He also suggested that Agur 

was either a sage who lived well after Solomon, or an older figure whose authority was used by a later 

writer.  
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AHAB (PERSON) [Heb ˒aḥ˒āb (ַאְחָאב )]. The name of two persons in the Hebrew Bible.  

1. Son and successor of Omri, who ruled N Israel during the second quarter of the 9th century B.C. The 

exact dates of his reign are disputed: 871–852 B.C. (Begrich 1929; Jepsen and Hanhart BZAW 88); 874–



853 (Thiele 1965); 875–854 (Andersen 1969). The Deuteronomistic and prophetic traditions single him 

out as one of the worst kings of the N kingdom (1 Kgs 16:33; 2 Kgs 21:3, 13; Micah 6:16).  

———  

A. Sources  

B. Ahab‘s Foreign Policy  

C. Ahab‘s Domestic Policies  

D. Traditions about Ahab  

1. The Drought and the Contest on Carmel  

2. Naboth‘s Vineyard  

3. Building Projects  

4. The Battle of Qarqar  

5. Ahab‘s Death  

E. Conclusion  

———  

A. Sources  

The sources for Ahab are 1 Kings 16:29–22:40, with the exception of chapter 19 (in which Ahab is 

mentioned only in verse 1, the introduction), chapter 20, and 22:1–38. These latter two references 

originally were not in the context of traditions about Ahab but instead of a later phase of the Omride 

dynasty or earlier phase of the Jehu dynasties, despite the occasional mention of Ahab‘s name (20:2, 13, 

14; 22:20, see below). Given the tendentious nature of the remaining texts, however, caution is necessary 

when using them as historical sources. For example, the Elijah stories originate in prophetic circles of 

tradition which opposed the royal house of Omri (especially its religious policies), and which therefore 

depict Ahab as Elijah‘s antagonist. Also, the framework for the reign of Ahab (16:29–33; 22:39–40) is 

formed by the Deuteronomistic redactors of the book of Kings, who insert important traditional material 

here going back to the royal records of the N kingdom, but who utilize this material for their own negative 

assessment of Ahab.  

These sparse historically relevant accounts of Ahab in the OT are supplemented by extrabiblical 

sources. Ahab is expressly mentioned in the so-called monolith inscription of the Assyrian king 

Shalmaneser III (see ANET, 277ff.). Likewise, the inscription of King Mesha of Moab refers in part to the 

reign of Ahab, without, however, mentioning him by name. The historical value of the excerpts from the 

historical work of Menander of Ephesus quoted by Josephus (Ant 8.13.2; cf. 8.13.1) is doubtful.  

B. Ahab’s Foreign Policy  

Ahab was the exponent of a political program introduced by his father Omri, shaped mainly to counter 

the threat posed by the expanding power of the neighboring Aramean kingdom of Damascus (Unger 

1957; Hallo 1960; Mazar 1962; Tadmor 1975; Lipiński 1978). Since the incursion of the Arameans into 

Galilee under Baasha (1 Kgs 15:16–22), the kingdom of Damascus remained a constant source of trouble 

which kept particularly the area E of the Jordan under pressure. However, we have no information about 

actual conflicts between Damascus and Israel in the time of Ahab. A massive Aramean invasion into the 

center of the Israelite territory, as reported in 1 Kings 20, is not likely to have occurred under Ahab. The 

story, originally transmitted anonymously, and referring to a later historical situation, was placed into the 

reign of Ahab by redactors, who inserted his name in various places (vv 2, 13, 14). The battle for Ramoth-

Gilead, in which Ahab purportedly died (22:29–38), is also unhistorical. For a discussion of problems 

associated with the battles reported in 1 Kings 20 and 22, see ARAM (PLACE). Nevertheless, one may 

assume a constant state of tension between Aram-Damascus and Israel and possibly even border 

skirmishes.  

These hostilities came to an end toward the end of Ahab‘s reign when a more dangerous enemy 

appeared on the scene and threatened both Syria and Palestine: the Assyrian king Shalmaneser III. Aram 

and Israel temporarily suspended their hostilities in order to oppose the Assyrians in a grand alliance of 

the Syro-Palestinian states ca. 853 B.C. The major part of Ahab‘s reign, however, seems to have been 

overshadowed by the Aramean threat. To meet this threat, Ahab conducted a deliberate policy of peace 



and alliances with the neighboring states, especially Judah and Phoenicia. The border skirmishes with 

Judah, which had erupted periodically since the division of the kingdom at the time of Rehoboam, were 

probably terminated by Omri, but certainly by Ahab. The new state of peace and alliance was sealed by a 

political marriage: ATHALIAH (more likely a sister [2 Kgs 8:26] than a daughter of Ahab [2 Kgs 8:18]) 

was given in marriage to the Judean crown prince Jehoram. In the following period the Judean kings 

appear as partners in alliance with the N Israelite monarchs of the Omride dynasty.  

In similar fashion, the relationship with the Phoenicians was placed on a new footing. Ahab, probably 

already as crown prince, married the Phoenician princess Jezebel, daughter of ―Ethbaal, King of the 

Sidonians‖ (1 Kgs 16:31) or ―Ittobaal, king of Tyre and Sidon‖ (Josephus Ant 8.13.1). It is doubtful 

whether the area of Mt. Carmel—which from time to time was in the hands of the Phoenicians—was 

returned to Israel in connection with the new alliance (Alt, RGG
3
 1: 189). By the time of Ahab, however, 

it was firmly under Israelite control. Furthermore, the alliance with the Phoenicians probably was 

intended less to settle territorial disputes than to insure a condition of peace in the NW and to encourage 

trade with the Mediterranean coast.  

Finally, even the border wars with the Philistines (1 Kgs 15:27; 16:15) ceased. During Ahab‘s reign and 

beyond, relations with the Philistine city states seem to have been peaceful (2 Kings 1). East of the Jordan 

Ahab initially maintained Israel‘s hegemony over Moab and secured the S frontier of the Israelite 

settlement of the wadi Heidan against the mounting pressure from the Moabites. He doesn‘t seem to have 

attempted to recapture the territory between the Heidan and the Arnon, which was occupied by the 

Moabites. Thus, Ahab achieved a truce on all borders, and in some areas even secured allies, in order to 

meet the Aramean threat in the N.  

C. Ahab’s Domestic Policies  

Ahab‘s domestic policies likewise were aimed at consolidating power. In order to relieve and obviate 

internal tension he pursued a policy designed to strike a balance between the Israelite population and 

traditionally Canaanite segments of the population. The speculation that Ahab opened his new capital of 

Samaria to the Canaanite influence in particular while his secondary residence Jezreel was intended 

primarily for the Israelite component of the citizenry (Alt KlSchr
2
 3: 258–302) cannot be documented. Yet 

it has a certain ring of truth, because Jezreel maintained its role as royal residence only among the rulers 

from the House of Omri and apparently lost this function after the revolution of Jehu and the anti-

Canaanite purge of Samaria (2 Kings 9–10).  

Ahab‘s policy of balancing Israelite and Canaanite interests also had consequences in the religious 

sphere. The Canaanite cult of Baal attained equal status and even received special governmental support 

through the influence of Queen Jezebel and her court. In Samaria, Ahab erected a temple to Baal with a 

Baal altar and an image of Asherah (1 Kgs 16:32f.). The god Baal who was worshipped there was 

identical to the Phoenician god Melkart whom Jezebel knew from her homeland. Ahab himself, however, 

was hardly a Baal worshipper (contrary to 1 Kgs 16:31); the names of his sons Ahaziah and Jehoram 

contain the root of Yahweh‘s name, and these names were Ahab‘s way of demonstrating his attachment to 

the God of Israel. Nevertheless, his policies of religious compromise and coexistence earned him the 

opposition of circles more zealously loyal to Yahweh, especially the prophet Elijah, who viewed Ahab‘s 

policies as a challenge to the requirement of exclusive worship of Yahweh (cf. 1 Kgs 18:21). This violent 

opposition continued among the prophetic groups even after the death of Ahab and has led to the dim 

view of Ahab preserved in the biblical tradition. Subsequently this portrait was adopted and further 

intensified by the Deuteronomistic redactors of the book of Kings (1 Kgs 16:30–33).  

D. Traditions about Ahab  

1. The Drought and the Contest on Carmel. The reign of Ahab is linked to the tradition of a severe 

drought whose beginning and end was traced to the activity of Elijah the prophet (1 Kgs 17:1; 18:41–46). 

It seems, however, that at this point the two were not yet antagonists. It is debatable whether this drought 

is identical with the one which Menander of Ephesus alleges occurred under Itto-baal of Tyre in Phoenicia 

(Josephus Ant 8.13.2), or whether the link between them was established by Josephus himself. The 

implication that the drought was caused by Ahab‘s idolatry (1 Kgs 16:29–17:1) was a construction of the 



Deuteronomistic redaction: The original prophecy itself (17:1) contained no such attribution. It is possible 

(if not provable) that, like other originally basic information (e.g., a more detailed identification of the 

rank of Ahab and of the place of the prophecy), the original ―cause‖ for the drought was deleted by the 

redactors in favor of their own explanation.  

The tradition of the contest on Mt. Carmel was originally unrelated to Ahab. True, he is mentioned in 

the introduction (18:20), but he appears nowhere else in the entire narrative (18:21–40). The contest on 

Mt. Carmel was thus definitely not a ―Haupt- und Staatsaktion‖ (Alt, KlSchr
4
 2: 147), but was likely a 

much more limited, local event in which the powers of state were unlikely to have participated. Nor does 

the first half of chapter 18 contain any historically reliable information on Ahab. The passage which 

describes how Ahab and his house minister, Obadiah, scour the whole country in search of feed for the 

royal mares (vv 3–6) most likely does not recount an historical incident, but is intended to demonstrate 

vividly the severity of the drought‘s burden on the land. The scene of the encounter between Ahab and 

Elijah (vv 16–20) serves primarily to link the theme of the drought to the tradition of the ―divine 

judgment on Mt. Carmel.‖  

2. Naboth’s Vineyard. The story of Naboth‘s vineyard at Jezreel (1 Kings 21), on the other hand, is 

explicitly an Ahab tradition. In the present form of the chapter it is Jezebel, to be sure, who is the chief 

character of the episode. Yet it is Ahab who was most likely the original focus of the tradition. This is 

already evident in the fact that, at first, Elijah addresses only Ahab (vv 17–22), while the word of 

judgment over Jezebel appears as a later addition to the story (v 23). Furthermore, there exists a short 

parallel tradition to this story in 2 Kgs 9:25–26. Here, too, only Ahab is mentioned as the offender; 

Jezebel is not mentioned at all. Similarly, the story‘s motif of ―intrigue‖—Jezebel staging a fast day with 

Naboth presiding, bribing false witnesses to denounce him, and then putting him to death on trumped up 

charges—probably should be attributed to a secondary embellishment of the tradition. Originally it is 

probable that Ahab on his own initiative appropriated a piece of land belonging to Naboth of Jezreel 

(more likely a field outside the city [2 Kgs 9:25f] than a vineyard next to the royal palace [1 Kgs 21:1]) by 

falsely accusing Naboth (of high treason?) and executing him together with his sons (2 Kgs 9:26), who 

would retain a legal claim to the land.  

This was probably an instance of conflict between the old Israelite property laws and the interests of the 

king. The former guaranteed the Israelite protection from sale or exchange of his inherited land, while the 

latter accommodated the expansion and consolidation of crown property. According to 1 Kgs 21:2, Ahab 

shared the belief common in the ancient Orient (as well as in Canaan) that property could be freely traded, 

bought, exchanged, or mortgaged (not unlike his father Omri, who purchased the hill of Samaria, 1 Kgs 

16:24). He was thwarted, however, by Naboth‘s implicit appeal to the Israelite law of property (21:3) 

which prohibited the sale or exchange of inherited land except for its transferral as inheritance. The intent 

of this tradition was probably to show how Ahab employed the power of his royal office to eliminate 

Naboth and his sons unlawfully and to gain possession of their land. This instance of might before right 

was a perversion of the king‘s role, and indicates that in some ways the Israelite monarchy resembled 

ancient Oriental despotism. Consequently, Ahab received an announcement of impending judgment; in 1 

Kgs 21:17ff. it is understood to have been conveyed by Elijah, but in 2 Kgs 9:25–26 it is mentioned only 

as the word of Yahweh without naming any prophet. According to the latter text the judgment was 

executed not against Ahab but his son Jehoram. See NABOTH.  

3. Building Projects. The reign of Ahab brought Israel not only military strength and security, but also 

increase of commerce, economic prosperity, and material culture. As might be expected, Ahab‘s building 

activity is also emphasized by the Deuteronomistic frame (16:32f.; 22:39) which itself derives from the 

royal records. It is likely that he completed the construction of the new capital, Samaria, which his father 

Omri had founded. Mention has already been made of the construction of a Baal temple with altar and 

Asherah statue (16:32f.), which was intended primarily for Jezebel and her retinue, but also for a wider 

Canaanite population. The shrine was totally demolished during Jehu‘s rise to power (2 Kgs 10:25–27) 

and therefore it is no longer accessible to archaeological examination. According to 1 Kgs 22:39, Ahab 



also built an ―ivory house‖: This designates the royal palace (or a part thereof), the walls of which were 

decorated with ivory carvings.  

The excavations at SAMARIA illustrate this fact. The ivory plaques found there represent the most 

important collection of Palestinian miniature art of this era. At least a part of it belongs to Ahab‘s time 

(Dussaud 1925). The images manifest the strong influence of Egyptian style, but are probably of 

Phoenician origin. A fortified casemate wall (stratum 2) ascribed to the Ahab period demonstrates Ahab‘s 

efforts to enclose the city. The design of the palace is no longer exactly ascertainable because of 

numerous structural additions. Especially noteworthy, however, is the brilliant wall construction using 

ashlars in a nearly seamless headers-and-stretchers technique, which cannot be attributed to indigenous 

Israelite traditions of craftsmanship. It is more likely that Ahab, like Solomon before him, employed 

Phoenician specialists who contributed their technical expertise in the construction of the capital city.  

Besides Samaria there are other cities in the land which Ahab completed or developed into fortifications 

(Pienaar 1981). The latter normally were sitated in strategically important locations. Hazor, Dan, and En 

Gev protected the land against the Aramean threat; Megiddo shielded the plain of Jezreel against 

incursions from the coastal plain, especially by the Philistines; while Jericho (1 Kgs 16:34) apparently 

served as protection against possible Moabite attacks, or as a base of operations in S Cis-Jordan. Of 

course, it is not possible in every case to determine precisely whether the strata in question belong to the 

time of Ahab or to other Omride kings; however, in view of the remark in 1 Kgs 22:39 it seems most 

likely that the bulk of these should properly be attributed to Ahab.  

The most striking archaeological findings come from MEGIDDO and HAZOR, both of which were 

heavily garrisoned fortresses. In the W part of the Hazor settlement there was a large citadel with 

unusually thick walls and a monumental gate which was originally adorned with proto-aeolic columns 

(Stratum 8). The excavations in Megiddo between 1960 and 1970 have caused a considerable revision of 

the old stratigraphy (Yadin 1975). The famed ―stables of Solomon‖ now have turned out to be buildings 

from the time of Ahab (Stratum 4a); their function, however, remains disputed. In view of the large 

contingent of war chariots at Ahab‘s disposal, their use as stables cannot be ruled out; however, their 

interpretation as storehouses, or even as garrisons, is currently favored. A similar columned building in 

Hazor from the same era (Stratum 8) is plainly a storehouse. The immense water systems in Megiddo and 

Hazor are particularly striking. They, too, may be dated to Ahab‘s time. They each consisted of a vertical 

shaft (of 35 m at Megiddo; 30 m at Hazor) leading, via a stairway, to a horizontal tunnel. At Hazor this 

tunnel of 25 m led to the groundwater table in a gentle descent. At Megiddo water from a spring protected 

externally by a wall was carried to the shaft over a distance of 63 m. Both structures were engineering 

masterpieces of their time, insuring unhindered access to water from inside the city in the event of a siege.  

4. The Battle of Qarqar. Toward the end of Ahab‘s reign a newly emerging enemy upset the balance 

of power in Syria and Palestine: the kingdom of Assyria. In 853 B.C. the Assyrian king Shalmaneser III 

mounted his first campaign against Syria. This event is not mentioned in the OT, but is known from 

Assyrian sources, particularly from the so-called Monolith Inscription of Shalmaneser (ANET, 278f.). 

Observing the Assyrian expansion, the Syro-Palestinian states suspended their internecine hostilities and 

formed a protective alliance against the greater danger. At the head of this coalition apparently stood the 

Aramean king of Damascus, Hadadezer. Immediately following him, Irḫulēni, king of the Arameans of 

Hamath, and Ahab of Israel (aḫabbū sir˒ilā˒a) are mentioned as most important allies. They were joined 

by lesser Syrian and Phoenician rulers as well as Arabian cameleers. With 2,000 war chariots, Ahab 

deployed the largest chariot force of all the allies. Shalmaneser had attacked the area of Hamath and had 

conquered and destroyed the town of Qarqar. It was here that the army of the allies challenged him. As 

may be expected from the style of the Assyrian royal inscriptions, the Assyrians won a brilliant victory; it 

was, however, more likely a failure, for Shalmaneser discontinued his advance and apparently gave up his 

plans of subjugating the enemy. In the years following he avoided marching into Syria and resuming the 

battle with the allies.  

5. Ahab’s Death. Ahab died shortly after the battle of Qarqar. According to 1 Kgs 22:29–38, he lost his 

life in a battle with the Arameans over the E Jordan city of Ramoth-Gilead. This implies that the Israelite-



Aramean alliance disintegrated quickly. However, the formula in 22:40 (―he was laid to rest with his 

father,‖ which is generally used for a nonviolent death) contradicts such an implication, reflecting 

correctly the actual historical facts. 1 Kgs 22:29–38 is not a tradition yielding reliable historical data; at 

best it may reflect residual memories of the wounding of Ahab‘s son Jehoram near Ramoth-Gilead (2 Kgs 

8:28–29; 9:14ff.). Furthermore, a notice of fulfillment has been inserted (22:38; cf 21:19). Thus it seems 

likely that Ahab died a peaceful and natural death in Samaria.  

E. Conclusion  

The portrait of Ahab and his dynasty (the ―House of Ahab‖) has been negatively distorted in the OT 

tradition primarily because of his religious policies which were seen as a danger to the traditional worship 

of God in circles loyal to Yahweh. His skillful foreign policies, which provided Israel with strength, 

security, and prosperity, which safeguarded peace and the balance of power, and which, finally, 

contributed to the (temporary) containment of Assyrian expansionism, may be inferred from the few 

sources that yield reliable historical data. However, his contributions in this regard were ignored in the 

decidedly theological perspective of the OT witnesses (Whitley 1952; Gooding 1964; Cohen 1975). The 

negative picture of Ahab in the OT is influenced (1) by the circles of opposing prophetic groups who 

transmitted the events of that time through their own biased perspective and (2) by the transitions 

accompanying the Jehu revolution, which put an end to the ―House of Ahab‖. In the judgment of later 

Deuteronomistic circles, Ahab was the worst of all the kings of the N kingdom (1 Kgs 16:33). For them, 

his behavior yielded a negative criterion for the assessment of subsequent kings or groups and their 

fortunes (2 Kgs 21:3, 13; Micah 6:16).  

2. The son of Kolaiah who, along with Zedekiah the son of Maaseiah, was condemned by Jeremiah for 

prophesying false things to the Judean exiles in Babylonia (Jer 29:21–23). The two were also accused of 

committing adultery. Although the LXX omits 29:16–20 (the Lucianic text preserves them in a different 

order), the context of the passage suggests that, like their contemporary Hananiah (Jeremiah 28), these 

two prophesied a quick end to the exile. Apparently their prophetic activity earned them the disfavor of 

Nebuchadnezzar, who had them executed (probably for sedition). Consequently, Jeremiah anticipated that 

their deaths would be cited in a popular curse: ―May Yahweh make you like Zedekiah and Ahab, whom 

the king of Babylon roasted in the fire.‖  
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WINFRIED THIEL  

TRANS. DIETLINDE M. ELLIOTT  



AHARAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒aḥĕraḥ (ַאְחַשח )]. The third son of Benjamin, following Bela and Ashbel 

in 1 Chr 8:1 (LXX variants include aara, deira, and iaphaēl). Since the name Aharah does not occur in 

parallel genealogies of Benjamin (Gen 46:21; Num 26:38; 1 Chr 7:6), it is difficult to identify him. These 

various genealogies differ in the names, number (from three to ten), and order of sons listed. The close 

variant name ―Ahiram‖ is listed as the 3d son of Benjamin in Num 26:38 (like Aharah, this name occurs 

only once), suggesting that the list in 1 Chronicles 8 is dependent on Numbers 26.  

MARK J. FRETZ  

AHARHEL (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥarḥēl (ֲאַחְשֵחל )]. The son of Harum and bearer of the family name 

(1 Chr 4:8). Located within a fragmented list of Judah‘s descendants (vv 1–23), the MT shows no 

connection between this verse and the surrounding context. The MT of v 8 (wĕqōs hōl  d ˒et-˓ān b wĕ˒et-

haṣṣobēbâ  mišpĕḥōt ˒ăḥarḥēl ben-hār m, ―And Koz was father of Anub, and Zobebah, and the families 

of Aharhel the son of Harum‖) may be connected to v 7, if it is assumed that Heb wĕqōṣ has dropped out 

of the end of v 7 through haplography (Williamson 1, 2 Chronicles NCBC, 59). This would make Koz the 

last named son of Ashhur and Helah, and thereby relate his offspring to Judah. Similarly, v 8 and v 9 are 

not interconnected, unless it is assumed that Jabez was also a son of Koz (Curtis and Madsen Chronicles 

ICC, 107).  

Most scholars agree that the text of 1 Chr 4:5–9 is corrupt, and that v 8 stands apart from the preceding 

and succeeding verses. Therefore, genealogical connections between individuals in these verses are not 

easily established. If, as the MT suggests, Aharhel is indeed the son of Harum, it seems unlikely for him 

also to be a son of Koz (Rudolf Chronikbücher HAT, 30). If Harum is a gentilic variant of ―Ram‖ (Heb 

rûm), with a prefixed definite article, then Aharhel is a descendant of Ram (Yeivin 1971: 199, n. 109). 

The LXX reading suggests a third possibility: The name Aharhel itself (˒ăḥarḥēl) is a textual corruption 

of the phrase ˒ăḥ   rēkab, ―brother of Rechab‖ (gennēseis adelphou Rēchab huiou Iareim, ―the progeny of 

the brother of Rechab, the son of Iarim‖). Since the names Aharhel and Harum do not occur elsewhere in 

the Bible, and the foregoing questions cannot be satisfactorily resolved, no clear identification of Aharhel 

is possible.  

Bibliography  
Yeivin, S. 1971. The Israelite Conquest of Canaan. Uitgaven van het Nederlands Historisch-Archaeologisch Instituut te 

Istanbul 27. Istanbul.  
MARK J. FRETZ  

AHASBAI (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥasbay (ֲאַחְסַבי )]. The father of Eliphelet (2 Sam 23:34), one of 

David‘s champions (the šāliš  m; RSV: The Thirty). That Ahasbai was from Maacah may indicate that he 

was a Syrian (see MAACAH), making his son one of the many foreign nationals among David‘s 

retainers. The town of Abel, in Beth-Maacah (2 Sam 20:14) probably refers to the region of Maacah in 

southern Syria as well (cf. Aharoni LBHG 167). On the other hand, 1 Chr 2:48; 4:19 list Maacah as a 

family group in southern Judah, raising the possibility that Ahasbai was a Judean. The parallel list in 

Chronicles (1 Chr 11:35b–36a) reads Eliphal the son of Ur, followed by Hepher the Mecherathite, instead 

of Eliphelet, the son of Ahasbai of Maacah. In this case it seems probable that the scribe misread the 

Hebrew consonantal text ˒ḥsby as ˒wr ḥpr, though in other instances it appears as if the Chronicler is 

working with a somewhat different text from that in 2 Sam 23:8–39 (see DAVID‘S CHAMPIONS).  

D. G. SCHLEY  

AHASHTARITES [Heb hā˒ăḥaštār   (ָהֲאַחְשָתִשי )]. See HAAHASHTARI.  

AHASUERUS (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăhašwērôš (ֲאַהְשֵושוש ); Gk asyēros (ἀςτηπορ)].  

1. The Persian king who chose Esther to be his queen (Esth 1:1; 2:16–17; cf. also Ezra 4:6). See 

ESTHER. He is to be identified with the famous XERXES (485–465 B.C.), but was mistakenly identified 



in Jewish Midrash with Artaxerxes. Hoschander (1923) argued that Ahasuerus was to be identified with 

Artaxerxes II (403–359 B.C.). But extrabiblical evidence leaves little doubt that Ahasuerus was Xerxes, 

the son of Darius I. Shea (1976: 228) is able to list the spelling of both Xerxes and Artaxerxes in seven 

languages: Greek, Old Persian, Elamite, Aramaic, Hebrew, Akkadian, Egyptian (there is always a t in the 

spelling of the latter name).  

Apart from Esther, this Ahasuerus is mentioned only in Ezra 4:6 in relation to an accusation which was 

lodged against the Jews in his reign. Morgenstern (1956, 1957, 1960, 1966) postulated a destruction of 

Jerusalem in 485 B.C. in the reign of Xerxes as the immediate background of Ezra and Nehemiah, but 

most scholars regard such a thesis as highly improbable.  

Herodotus, in addition to depicting Xerxes‘ role in the invasion of Greece in 480 B.C., presents an 

unflattering portrait of the king as an impatient, hot-tempered monarch with a wandering eye for women. 

According to Herodotus (9.108–13), Xerxes (Gk assouēros) not only tried to have an affair with his 

brother‘s wife, but also did have an affair with her daughter.  

According to Barucq (1961: 3), the role which Ahasuerus holds in Esther ―conforms perfectly to 

Xerxes‖ as we know him from Herodotus. Moore (1975: 69) agrees: ―Much of what the author of Esther 

says about King Xerxes corresponds fairly well with what the classical writers had to say about such 

things, for example, … his nasty and at times irrational temper (1:12; 7:7–8) …‖  

Ahasuerus is prominently portrayed on his throne in a fresco of the famous Dura Europos synagogue 

(Levit-Tawil 1983).  

2. The father of Darius the Mede (Dan 9:1). See DARIUS THE MEDE.  

3. The ruler who helped Nebuchadnezzar destroy the city of Nineveh (Tob 14:15). However, given the 

romantic and unhistorical nature of this apocryphal book, the identity of this character is in doubt. The 

author‘s chronological sequence seems to be so skewed (cf. Tob 1:4, which condenses events two 

centuries apart into one generation) that it is impossible to determine which ancient ruler he had in mind. 

He may have regarded this as the same Ahasuerus mentioned in Esth 1:1 and Ezra 4:6 (i.e., the Persian 

Xerxes; see 1. above), who came to the throne about 75 years after Nebuchadnezzar died. Other ancient 

sources confirm that Nineveh was actually destroyed in 612 B.C. by a coalition led by Nebuchadnezzar‘s 

father Nabopolassar and Cyaxares (Uvaxšatra) the Mede.  
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EDWIN M. YAMAUCHI  

AHAVA (PLACE) [Heb ˒ahăwā˒ (ַאֲהָוא )]. Var. THERAS. The river (and possibly also a town) 

mentioned in Ezra‘s memoirs as the place where Ezra first gathered the exiles and proclaimed a fast 

before departing to return to Palestine (Ezra 8:15, 21, 31). Although limited data is available, and all 

proposed identifications assume a particular route for Ezra‘s return, Ahava presumably was located within 

a radius of 200 km from Babylon (Zadok 1979: 117).  

One obstacle to identification lies in the abundant textual variants found in the relevant verses. In v 15, 

the Ethiopic ahua reflects MT tradition, but LXX variants including euei (m) and thousi do not support 

the MT. In vv 21 and 31, the LXX reads variously thoue, aoue, daouath. The 1 Esdras 8 parallels read 



theran (41, 60—Eng8:61), while a variant of v 41 reads potamon (river) as the proper name itself. 

Josephus mentions no name, but simply refers to the place as the ―other side of the Euphrates‖ (Ant 

11.5.2). It is difficult to decipher whether the various mss reflect different vorlagen, or whether the scribes 

were attempting to make an identification of the site.  

Although the canal Ahava still has not been positively identified by scholars (Delitzsch 1881: 193), and 

may simply refer to a large, unsettled area outside Babylon, it may be associated with various settlement 

sites. According to Williamson (1, 2 Chronicles NCBC, 116), Ahava may have been one of Babylon‘s 

artificial canals or waterways constructed for defensive purposes, whose source was the Euphrates. 

Winckler (1901: 518) identifies Ahava with the ancient city of Opis (Babylonian Upi), which was 

probably located north of Sippar along the Tigris. Obermeyer (1929: 15) identifies Ahava with ―Awana‖ 

(where ―na‖ signifies a district), a village located ca. 53 km north of Baghdad near the Tigris. Based on 

LXX aoue and euei, Gutman (EncMiqr 1: 122) proposes Itu (modern H  t, probably the same as ˒Is), a city 

located ca. 200 km northwest of Babylon on the Euphrates.  
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MARK J. FRETZ  

AHAZ (PERSON) [Heb ˒āḥāz (ָאָחז )]. The name is a hypocoristicon: a shortened form of names such 

as Ahaziah and Jehoahaz, ―the LORD holds.‖ These names probably reflect confidence in God‘s 

imminent presence, as in Ps 73:23, ―I am always with you, you hold (˒āḥaztā) my right hand‖ (IPN, 179).  

1. The great-great-grandson of Saul, mentioned only in post-exilic genealogies (1 Chr 8:35, 36, and 

9:41, 42; Ahaz is absent in the Hebrew of 9:41, probably as a result of haplography). These verses appear 

in the two nearly identical genealogies of Saul‘s family in 1 Chr 8:33–40 and 1 Chr 9:39–44. This list is 

from the end of the First Temple period (Demsky 1971: 20), and was preserved by Benjaminite families 

that survived the Babylonian exile (Williamson 1979: 356). The existence and preservation of the Saulide 

genealogy probably reflects the continued prominence of Saul‘s family, and perhaps even their hope that 

they would return to power (Ackroyd, Chronicles Ezra Nehemiah CBC, 42; Flanagan 1982: 25). The 

genealogy of Benjamin in 1 Chronicles 8 corresponds to the genealogy of Judah in chaps. 2–4, forming a 

frame around the other tribes of Israel. Benjamin and Judah are given this prominent position by the 

Chronicler because of their past loyalty to David and the Temple (Williamson, Chronicles NCB, 46–47) 

and because they are the two main tribes that returned from the exile (Ezra 1:5). The repetition of the 

genealogy in chap. 9 serves as a bridge to the narrative of Saul‘s death in chap. 10 (Demsky 1971: 17).  
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2. The son and successor of Jotham, who assumed the throne when he was 20 years old and reigned for 

16 years, ca. 742–727 B.C.E. (2 Kgs 16:2). The fuller form of the name Jehoahaz is found in the Assyrian 

annals of Tiglath-pileser III as Yauhazi (ANET, 282–4). The chronological difficulties connected with this 

reign are notoriously difficult. The precise timing of Ahaz‘s accession is obscured by the conflicting 

references in 2 Kgs 16:2 and 2 Chr 28:1 when compared with the contradictory information about the 

death of Ahaz and the accession of Hezekiah (2 Kgs 16:19–20; 18:1). If Hezekiah succeeded Ahaz when 

he was 25 years old (2 Kgs 18:2), then Ahaz could only have been 11 years old when he became a father 

since he is said to have been 36 at the time of his death (2 Chr 28:2).  



Various aspects of the reign of Ahaz are described in three separate accounts in 2 Kings 16, 2 

Chronicles 28, and Isaiah 7, as well as in Assyrian annals and inscriptions (ANET, 282–84). These 

accounts give very different assessments of the reign of Ahaz, as well as a number of conflicting details 

which are difficult to reconcile. Historians have tried to reconstruct the Syro-Ephraimite war on the basis 

of the accounts of Ahaz‘s reign in Kings, Chronicles, and Isaiah. All note that the broad outline appears to 

be recognizable, while the actual details are much more contentious. See SYRO-EPHRAIMITE WAR. A 

good account of the various difficulties can be found in Bright (BHI, 276–77) or Miller and Hayes (HAIJ, 

340–46). These accounts are dependent upon critical judgments about the date of the various narratives as 

well as assessments of the priority of various conflicting details in the different accounts. There is some 

dispute over the correct date of Ahaz‘s appeal to Tiglath-pileser for assistance in fending off the anti-

Assyrian coalition formed by N Israel and Syria. Judah was deprived of the important economic and 

strategic port of Elath by the Arameans (according to the MT of 2 Kgs 16:6) or by the Edomites (as many 

commentators emend the text). According to the Chronicler, the Edomites joined the attack upon Judah (2 

Chr 28:17–18), while the Philistines made incursions into the Shephelah and Negeb. However, it is clear 

that the Assyrians soon subdued the region and defeated the Syro-Ephraimite coalition (ca. 734–732 

B.C.E.).  

Furthermore, it is often concluded that the consequences of Ahaz‘s action was to reduce Judah to a 

vassal state of Assyria (BHI, 276–77). A particular area of debate (Cogan 1974; McKay 1973) has been 

whether or not Ahaz introduced the worship of Assyrian astral deities into the Jerusalem temple and so 

throughout Judah. Such a view is based on the description of Ahaz‘s voluntary introduction of the altar 

from Damascus into the Jerusalem temple after his visit to Tiglath-pileser (2 Kgs 16:10). This is then 

thought to be confirmed by the fact that Ahaz was forced to pay tribute, in the form of temple treasures, to 

his Assyrian overlord. However, this standard interpretation has been challenged, particularly by Cogan 

(1974) and McKay (1973). They question the fact that Tiglath-pileser ever imposed Assyrian religion 

upon vassals or that Ahaz was forced to modify indigenous cults (McKay 1973: 5–12). It has been 

pointed out that the Deuteronomistic condemnation of Ahaz was for the introduction of Palestinian 

indigenous cults rather than for those of Assyria (Cogan 1974: 72–88). Ahaz‘s sacrificial cult is described 

in 2 Chr 28:23 as being carried out in honor of the ―gods of Damascus.‖ This suggests that the Jerusalem 

cult was based on common Syro-Palestinian models, rather than necessarily subject to Assyrian imperial 

religion. Cogan and McKay deny that the type of altar described is found in Mesopotamia. Ahaz is also 

seen as reviving the cult of child sacrifice associated with Molech. The phrase ―he made his son pass 

through the fire‖ is taken as a reference to child sacrifice rather than some ritual ordeal: RSV ―he burned 

his son‖ (cf. Deut 18:10).  

The differing biblical and scholarly assessments of Ahaz‘s reign highlight the tendentious nature of the 

biblical narratives. Ackroyd (1968) has highlighted the differing theological concerns in the three 

narratives and their difficulty as historical sources. He maintains that it is not possible to conflate the 

accounts in order to arrive at an historical picture. Thompson (1982) has produced the most detailed study 

of the theological shaping of these narratives. Ackroyd (1984) has recently argued that Ahaz‘s submission 

to Assyrian power enabled Judah to survive the catastrophe which overtook the northern kingdom in 722 

B.C.E., whereas Hezekiah‘s rebellion against the Assyrians resulted in disaster. He concludes that the 

biblical assessments of Ahaz‘s reign from a purely theological point of view present the opposite of an 

historically accurate picture.  

The account of Ahaz‘s reign in 2 Kings 16 forms an important part of the Deuteronomistic presentation 

of the climactic advance of the S kingdom to its ultimate fate at the hands of the Babylonians in 587 B.C.E. 

Ahaz‘s reign is highlighted by the Deuteronomists in a number of important ways. He is not only 

condemned with the standard assessment that ―he did not do what was right in the eyes of the LORD …,‖ 

but his reign is introduced without mention of his mother, a very rare occurrence in regnal formulae 

paralleled only in the introduction to the reign of Jehoram (2 Kgs 8:16–17). Again, like Jehoram, Ahaz is 

also reviled further by being compared in his wickedness to the kings of Israel (2 Kgs 16:3; see 2 Kgs 

8:18). The amount of space devoted to detailing Ahaz‘s religious and political deviations from the 



Deuteronomistic ideal highlights the significance of this chapter within the Deuteronomistic History. 

Ahaz is presented as adding significantly to this spiral of cultic decline by following the abominable 

practices of the nations driven out by Yahweh and sacrificing and burning incense on the high places, 

hills, and under every green tree. His cultic failings are couched in language that makes his crime in the 

eyes of the Deuteronomists unambiguous and unforgivable. The appeal to Tiglath-pileser against the 

Syro-Ephraimite coalition, his subsequent building of the altar on the Damascus model, the payment of 

tribute, and various alterations to the temple are introduced without explicit comment or condemnation. 

However, in the context of the severe condemnation in the opening verses of the chapter (2 Kgs 16:2–4), 

this has to be read as further evidence of the inherent corruption of Ahaz‘s reign. Most reigns of S kings 

who are judged as unworthy as Ahaz are dismissed in a few verses. The significance of this chapter is that 

it stands immediately before the important editorial section in 2 Kings 17 detailing the destruction of the 

N for its apostasy. The present context, therefore, highlights that the S kingdom is progressing at an ever 

increasing rate to a similar fate.  

The Chronicler‘s presentation of the reign of Ahaz further highlights the different theological 

assumptions underlying these major complexes within the Hebrew Bible. It is generally recognized that 

the Chronicler reworks the material from Kings in line with his/her own tendentious design. The overall 

condemnation at the opening of the chapter remains very much the same. However the details of the 

account are often strikingly different while much of the material is unique to the Chronicler. The 

treatment of Judaean captives by the N kingdom (2 Chr 28:8–15) is an addition by the Chronicler. Ahaz‘s 

problems with Israel and Syria are not presented as due to a coalition but as separate matters. Whereas 2 

Kings 16 and Isaiah 7 state that the coalition besieged Jerusalem but was unable to take it, the Chronicler 

details devastating defeats by Syria and Israel. Williamson (1977: 114–18) has pointed out the 

significance of the chapter within the Chronicler‘s work. The various additions and changes made by the 

Chronicler to the Kings account reverse the presentations of the S and N kingdoms in 2 Chronicles 13. He 

highlights very significant literary parallels between 2 Chronicles 28 and 2 Chronicles 13 which 

emphasize the tendentious way in which the material is presented. At the end of the reign of Ahaz both 

communities have been defeated and are in partial exile. It is made clear that Ahaz has reversed the 

religious policies of Abijah and that Judah has assumed the apostate role previously attributed to N Israel.  

Isaiah 7 provides a different perspective on the Syro-Ephraimite coalition and Ahaz‘s role in the affair. 

Ahaz symbolizes a lack of faith and trust in Yahweh. The symbolic naming of the children, Shear-jashub 

and Immanuel, are signs of hope presented to the king confirming that the coalition will be divinely 

defeated, provided Judah remains faithful. The implicit threat is to the Davidic dynasty since the signs are 

given to ―the house of David‖ (7:2). Clements (Isaiah NCBC, 84) also points out that the attempt by the 

coalition to place Ben Tabeel on the throne further symbolizes the threat since it is usually assumed that 

the reference is to an Aramaean of non-Davidic descent.  
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KEITH W. WHITELAM  

AHAZIAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥazyāh (   (ֲאַחְזָיהּו )]. The name of two kings in the OT. The name 

means ―Yahweh has seized.‖  

1. King of N Israel, the son and successor of Ahab, who reigned little more than one year. The 

calculations for his reign differ only slightly: 852–851 B.C.E. (Begrich and Jepsen), 853–852 (Thiele), 

854–853 (Andersen).  



The sources for Ahaziah of Israel are found in 1 Kgs 22:40, 50, 52–54 (—Eng 22:40, 49, 51–53; 2 Kgs 

1:1–18; and 2 Chr 20:35, 37. The subsequent division of the book of Kings has split the account of 

Ahaziah‘s reign into two halves. Little is reported about the period of his reign. One can assume that it 

was too short a period of time to enable him to make changes in the policies he had inherited from his 

father Ahab, even if he had wanted to do so. He probably continued Ahab‘s policies, externally seeking 

peace and alliances and concentrating all his efforts on the prevention of a potential Syrian (and later an 

Assyrian) threat. Domestically, he probably continued to strive for a balance between the Israelite citizens 

and the traditionally Canaanite population by promoting equality of rights in social and religious affairs. 

This caused him (like his father Ahab before him) to be criticized by circles loyal to Yahweh, especially 

by the prophet Elijah. A concrete case of this is found in the narrative of 2 Kings 1. Because these few 

notices about Ahaziah derive from the prophetic tradition and the Deuteronomistic redactors, he is 

depicted negatively, as was his father Ahab.  

2 Kgs 1:1, a noteworthy verse that seems rather abrupt, informs the reader that Moab rebelled against 

Israel after Ahab‘s death (i.e., during the reign of Ahaziah). This note appears in an almost identical 

formulation in 3:5, where it refers to the time of Jehoram, Ahaziah‘s successor. It introduces the narrative 

about the campaign of the kings of Israel, Judah, and Edom against King Mesha of Moab. This is most 

likely the original source of this information (3:5), but later Deuteronomistic redactors moved it to 2 Kgs 

1:1, because it fit the chronological context better there (―after Ahab‘s death,‖ which had just previously 

been reported). In this new context, however, this note served no purpose. Besides, the ―defection of 

Moab‖ is difficult to imagine as a sudden event. In the last years of Ahab‘s reign the Moabites were 

probably already attempting to shake off their dependency, in order to exert more pressure on the areas of 

Israelite settlement in the N after Ahab‘s death (cf. KAI 2,174). The growing expansion of the Moabites 

under the rule of their king Mesha must have burdened the administrations of Ahaziah and Jehoram.  

According to 1 Kgs 22:50 Ahaziah offered to let the Judean king Jehoshaphat participate in his naval 

enterprise in the Red Sea. It is certain that this notice depends on old reports. Jehoshaphat used his 

sovereignty over Edom in order to imitate the model of Solomon (1 Kgs 9:26–28; 10:11) and to resume 

his shipping trade headquartered at the Gulf of Aqabah. He had a fleet built at Ezion-geber (a location that 

has not yet been exactly determined near present-day Elath, perhaps  es  ret Fara˓ūn), which was 

supposed to travel to Ophir (probably in S Arabia) where it would acquire gold through trade (22:48–49). 

Ahaziah also wanted to be involved in this financially promising expedition. It is possible that he offered 

Jehoshaphat the chance to join the undertaking by introducing him to the arts of ship construction and 

nautical affairs, which the Israelites had learned in their dealings with the Phoenicians. Whatever the 

circumstances and the background for this may have been, Jehoshaphat rejected Ahaziah‘s offer. The 

expedition miscarried; soon after its departure the fleet, which had been constructed by Judeans 

inexperienced in shipbuilding, was dashed to pieces.  

In 2 Chr 20:35–37, the sole passage in Chronicles that mentions Ahaziah, this event receives a 

theological interpretation. By changing the details of 1 Kgs 22:48–50, the naval project was depicted as an 

enterprise shared by both kings. The words of an otherwise unknown prophet announce and interpret this 

failure as God‘s punishment for Jehoshaphat‘s alliance with the impious Ahaziah.  

The most extensive story about Ahaziah, found in 2 Kgs 1:2–17, is a tradition about Elijah. Ahaziah is 

mentioned by name only at the beginning (v 2), although it is almost certain that he was indeed Elijah‘s 

opponent in this conflict. The original story encompassed only vv 2–8, 17. It derives unquestionably from 

historical facts, but uses them only as a framework for a theological statement. This narrative reports that 

Ahaziah has had an accident, falling from his upper chamber—either through the wooden window lattice 

or through the enclosure surrounding the roof, injuring himself seriously. In this condition he sent 

messengers to Ekron to obtain an oracle concerning his fate. The name of the god to which he appealed in 

2 Kgs 1:2 is Baalzebub, ―Lord of the Flies,‖ which seems to be a distortion of the original name Baal-

Zebul, ―Prince Baal‖ (as attested in Ugaritic texts and even NT passages [Matt 10:25; Matt 12:24 = Mark 

3:22 = Luke 11:15; Matt 12:27 = Luke 11:18f.; on the other hand, ―Beelzebub‖ is attested in ms variants). 

This name refers to a salvation god of apparent supraregional importance. By sending messengers to this 



deity in Ekron rather than to Yahweh, Ahaziah behaved as if there were no god in Israel to impart 

information and to decide matters of life and death. For this reason Elijah announces to Ahaziah his death, 

which then comes to pass. Therefore, Ahaziah died as a result of falling from the upper chamber of his 

palace in Samaria. Since he had no son, his brother Jehoram followed him on the throne (2 Kgs 1:17–18, 

in a textually difficult formulation which arose from the combination of diverse textual components: the 

end of the original story about Elijah, a Deuteronomistic framework for Ahaziah, and a synchronistic 

dating).  

In their introduction (1 Kgs 22:52–54—Eng 22:51–53) the Deuteronomistic redactors of the book of 

Kings assess Ahaziah negatively, presenting him as an adherent of Baal. That has a certain basis in the 

following story in which Ahaziah appeals to ―Baalzebub‖ of Ekron. As in the case of Ahab, it is 

questionable whether this evaluation is accurate in a strict sense. See also AHAB.  

2. King of Judah, son of Jehoram and Athaliah, who ascended the throne as his father‘s successor at the 

age of 22 and reigned just barely one year, i.e., 845–44 (Begrich), 845 (Jepsen), 841 (Thiele) or 843–842 

B.C.E. (Andersen).  

Notices about Ahaziah of Judah are found in 2 Kgs 8:24–29; 9:16, 21–29; 10:13–14; and 2 Chr 22:1–2, 

6–11. His name is mentioned also in 2 Kgs 11:1–2; 12:19; 13:1; 14:13; and 1 Chr 3:11. It is found in the 

distorted form ―Azariah‖ in 2 Chr 22:6 (cf. 2 Kgs 8:29); he is called ―Jehoahaz‖ in 2 Chr 21:17 (cf. 22:1) 

and 25:23 (cf. 2 Kgs 14:13), where the two elements that form the name are reversed. In all these cases 

the person‘s identity is guaranteed by the parallels.  

The sources are diverse in nature. The Deuteronomistic framework for Ahaziah is found in 2 Kgs 8:25–

27 and 9:28–29. It is possible that 8:28 derives from the notices of annals, and 8:29 corresponds nearly 

verbatim to the passage 9:15a, 16b. The large unit 9:1–10:17 was written to justify the demise of the 

Omride dominion and to legitimate the Jehu dynasty. In respect to Judah, it seems not to be tendentious.  

According to 2 Kgs 8:28, Ahaziah, together with Jehoram of Israel, defended the E Jordanian boundary 

city Ramoth-Gilead (Tell er-Rām  ṯ) against the Syrians from Damascus who were led by their king 

Hazael. If this is true, Ahaziah had apparently little time to exert his power in Jerusalem and left the 

business of ruling principally to his mother Athaliah. In express contrast to 8:28, however, 9:14 knows 

nothing about Ahaziah‘s participation in the battles around Ramoth-Gilead. Like 9:16b, 8:29b knows only 

Ahaziah‘s visit to the wounded king Jehoram in Jezreel. Two possible solutions are imaginable. One can 

explain the conflict as a difference between S Judean (8:28) and N Israelite perspectives (8:29b = 9:16b; 

9:14b, 15a), while a more radical solution anticipates the inauthenticity of the information in 8:28. The 

assumption of a small textual error at the beginning of 8:28 removes the subject Ahaziah from the 

sentence, producing the following reading: ―And Joram, the son of Ahab, went into battle against Hazael, 

the king of Syria, in Ramoth-Gilead‖ (thus Würthwein Kings ATD 11/2, 324, following Ewald and 

Klostermann). Of course, this must be a very old textual corruption, since this wording is assumed in 2 

Chr 22:5.  

In any case, Ahaziah was present in Jezreel when Jehu arrived for the purpose of exterminating the 

Omride dynasty (8:28; 9:16b, 21, 23). Jehu killed Jehoram of Israel and also ordered the execution of 

Ahaziah of Judah, who fled S toward Beth-Haggan (En-Gannim) apparently hoping to fight his way back 

to Jerusalem. However, near (Ibleam Khirbet Bel˓ame) he was seriously wounded by those who were 

pursuing him. He made it as far as Megiddo (Tell el-Mutesellim) where he died. His body was brought to 

Jerusalem and buried in the tombs of the kings (9:27–29). Concurrently, ―forty-two brothers of Ahaziah,‖ 

who likewise were staying in the N kingdom, presumably fell unexpectedly into the hands of Jehu, who 

had them executed (10:12–14). The authenticity of this bloody episode is not undisputed, although the 

number of Ahaziah‘s ―brothers‖ seems unusually high. Either it is exaggerated, as often occurs in the OT, 

or the ―brothers‖ should be understood in a nonliteral sense as members of the Davidic royal line, whose 

sovereign at that time was none other than King Ahaziah. The motives which led Jehu also to have the 

Judean king and his relatives killed are not entirely clear. Did he, by taking these measures, want only to 

prevent the dead king‘s (Jehoram‘s) cousin from taking blood revenge? Or did he also want to destroy the 

Omride dynasty along with its palpable allies? In any case, Jehu‘s sanguine deed ironically enabled the 



Omrides to come to power in Jerusalem (i.e., Queen Athaliah‘s assumption of the government [11:1–3]), 

something he could not have anticipated or desired.  

The Deuteronomistic redactors judge Ahaziah‘s religious behavior negatively and equate it with the 

―way of the house of Ahab.‖ The context attributes his behavior to the influence of his mother Athaliah 

(8:26–27). The Chronicler expressly states (2 Chr 22:3) that Ahaziah‘s mother encouraged his apostasy 

from God. Ahaziah is described in this context as a person who subjected himself both religiously and 

politically to the influence of the ―house of Ahab‖ (22:4–5). Otherwise, Chronicles provides information 

that is not present in its Vorlage in the books of Kings. According to 2 Chr 21:17 and 22:1, Ahaziah was 

supposed to have been the youngest son of Jehoram, who came to the throne, because all of his older 

brothers had either been led away or killed by Philistines and Arabs who had invaded Judah. In this case, 

one may suggest that the Chronicler had access to a special source. However, the historicity of this 

information is subject to serious reconsideration. This especially applies to the Chronicler‘s depiction of 

the demise of Ahaziah (22:5–9), which in part consists of excerpts from 2 Kgs 8:28–10:14 (v 5 = 2 Kgs 

8:28; v 6 = 2 Kgs 8:29), and in part of summaries reported in that text (v 7 = 2 Kgs 9:21; v 8 = 2 Kgs 

10:12–14). However, Ahaziah‘s death is described quite differently by the Chronicler than by the 

Deuteronomistic redactors. According to 2 Chr 22:9, Ahaziah hid in Samaria, where he was discovered 

and killed by Jehu, and subsequently also buried there. This completely contradicts the information 

presented in 2 Kgs 9:27–28. Even if one should think that a special tradition was used in Chronicles, its 

presentation is much more improbable than that found in 2 Kgs 9:27–28.  
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WINFRIED THIEL  

TRANS. PHILLIP R. CALLAWAY  

AHBAN (PERSON) [Heb ˒aḥbān (ַאְחָבן )]. A son of Abishur and Abihail, of the tribe of Judah (1 Chr 

2:29). The identity of Ahban is uncertain, a fact reflected by LXX variants (e.g., achabar, ozabar, and 

adab). The name itself occurs only in this extended genealogy of Israel identifying tribal locations within 

Palestine (1 Chronicles 2–8).  

MARK J. FRETZ  

AHER (PERSON) [Heb ˒aḥēr (ַאֵחש )]. The father of Hushim according to the MT of 1 Chr 7:12; the 

name is attested only in this tribal genealogy. The MT of 1 Chr 7:12 reads wĕšuppim wĕḥuppim bĕnê ˓  r 

ḥūšim bĕnê ˒aḥēr, lit. ―And Shuppim and Huppim the sons of Ir, Hushim the sons of Aher.‖ The difficult 

grammatical construction of a plural ―sons‖ preceded by only one name (Hushim) is only one problem in 

this text; the other problem is the fact that although Dan is included in the list of Jacob‘s sons (1 Chr 2:2), 

there is no Danite lineage in the subsequent tribal genealogies (1 Chronicles 2–8). The occurrence of the 

word ˒aḥēr in this difficult text can be interpreted not only as a personal name, but also as an adjective; if 

the text is emended, one can reconstruct in its place either different personal names or a cardinal number.  

Klostermann (RE 4: 94) emends 1 Chr 7:12 to read bny dān ḥšm bĕnô ˒eḥād, ―Sons of Dan: Hushim his 

son, one.‖ This solution is supported by Gen 46:23 and less so by Num 26:42, while the proposed reading 

bĕnô, is supported by the LXX reading huios autou, ―his son.‖ The emendation of MT ˒aḥēr to the 

cardinal number ―one‖ (Heb ˒eḥād) is justified since the Heb letters dalet and reš are easily confused, and 

since the Chronicler tends to number the sons (cf. 1 Chr 7:1, 3, 6–7). Although Rudolf (Chronikbücher 

HAT, 68) concurs with Klostermann‘s conclusion, he presumes that a marginal note (Heb lĕpān  m lā˓  r 

šēm ˒aḥēr, ―previously the city had another name‖) on Judg 18:29a (MT wayyiqrĕ˒  šēm-hā˓  r dān, ―and 

they call the name of the city Dan‖) became a gloss in Klostermann‘s proposed text of 1 Chr 7:12. 

According to Rudolf‘s explanation, ˒aḥēr is an adjective (―another‖) displaced through textual corruption. 



Along other lines Noth (ÜgS 1: 118) concludes that 1 Chr 7:12 should read ―… and Shupham and 

Hupham. The sons of Dan: Suham. The sons of Asher [sic.]: …‖ Based on the assumption that the order 

of the tribes in Numbers 26 is the Chronicler‘s source, he completely revises the MT, and includes a 

postulated lacuna between vv 12 and 13. In order to place Dan and Asher in their proper order between 

Benjamin and Naphtali, according to Num 26:38–50 (cf. Gen 46:8–27), Aher (Heb ˒aḥēr) is either 

deleted, or emended to read Asher (Heb ˒āšēr). One other solution (Williamson 1973) is to emend the 

final word of 1 Chr 7:12 (MT ˒aḥēr) to read either ˒ard (cf. Gen 46:21; Num 26:40 where Heb ˒ard 

follows ḥpm in the order of names), or ˒addār (cf. LXX of Num 26:40, adar; and 1 Chr 8:3 where a 

scribe may have mistaken the Heb letter dalet for ḥet). If, as Williamson proposes, 1 Chr 7:12 is a 

fragmentary verse that was added to vv 6–11, then the word Aher would have been produced by a scribal 

error. Thus, the absence of Dan is not a problem, because it did not occur in the fragment, which must be 

treated separately from the rest of the name list.  
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AHI (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥ   (ֲאִחי )]. The son of Abdiel and chief of one of the Gadite clans in the 

―pasture lands of Sharon‖ during the overlapping reigns of Jotham of Judah and Jeroboam II of Israel (1 

Chr 5:14–16). The name occurs in a textually corrupt genealogical list, and combined with the fact that it 

is a form of the Hebrew word for ―brother,‖ it has presented problems for translators and interpreters 

alike. The pattern ―son of X, son of Y, son of Z, etc.‖ in 1 Chr 5:14–15 is interrupted by Heb ˒ḥy. One 

solution is to retain the MT and take ˒ḥy as a personal name, possibly a shortened form of Ahijah (Rudolf 

Chronikbücher HAT, 46), without the expected ―son of.‖ Another option, reflected in various ancient 

versions, is to read ˒ḥy as the construct form of the common noun (―brother of;‖ see LXX adelphou and 

Vg. fratres); however, an expected proper noun does not follow the construct ―brother of‖ in these mss, 

therefore, the sense is no more clear with this translation. Another option is to emend the text, as do some 

other LXX mss (1 Chr 5:14) by transposing ˒ḥy and the preceding name Buz (e.g. zaboucham, achibouz). 

Although Heb ˒ḥy occurs 35 times in the MT, the RSV translates it ―Ahi‖ only here. In a similar instance 

(1 Chr 7:34) the RSV prefers to emend the text ( bĕnê šāmer ˒ăḥ   wĕrāwhgâ, lit. ―The sons of Shemer: 

Ahi and Rohgah‖) to read ―The son(s) of Shemer his brother: Rohgah …‖ (˒ăḥ  w rā[w]hgâ). This 

emendation seems to be based on the parallel in v 35 ( ben-hēlem ˒āh  w, ―The son(s) of Helem his 

brother‖). In 1 Chr 7:34 some LXX mss combine the two names (e.g., achiouraoga, hēeig-kairagous), 

others render Ahi quite literally (achi kai rooga, ―Achi and Rooga‖); but in support of the RSV, other mss 

combine ˒ḥy with the following waw (LXX achiouia; Armenian achiu; see also LXX v 35 adelphou 

autou). Since ˒ḥy is a common element in NW Semitic names (AI, 93.6; PNPI, 263–64; APNM, 160–61), 

it is plausible to argue that Ahi is indeed a personal name in 1 Chr 5:15; however, because the text is 

corrupt, an emendation similar to that made by the RSV in 1 Chr 7:34 could just as easily solve the 

problem.  

MARK J. FRETZ  

AHIAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥ  yâ (ֲאִחָיה )]. A clan leader who signed Nehemiah‘s pledge of reform 
(Neh 10:27—Eng10:26). In this list of leaders (vv 2–28) Ahiah‘s is the only name preceded by the Heb 

conjunction waw. Meyer (1896: 142) suggests that this distinguishes w˒ḥyh; thus, by emending it to 

w˒ḥyw, he changes the text to read ―Rehum, Hashabnah, Maaseiah, and his brother Hanan …‖ The LXX 

of Neh 10:27, however, renders the name as ara, suggesting the name Arah, a prominent family name 

mentioned in Ezra 2:5 (= Neh 7:10).  
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AHIAM (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥ  ˒ām (ֲאִחיָאם )]. One of the Hararites listed in the parallel rosters of 

King David‘s warriors (2 Sam 23:33; 1 Chr 11:35). In the MT, these parallel lists spell the name of 

Ahiam‘s father as Sharar (2 Sam 23:33) or Sachar (1 Chr 11:35). Some variants of the LXX read sacharō, 

or sachar ho—lending support to Sachar as the original form. The designation ―Hararite‖ possibly 

signifies either Ahiam‘s clan name (translated ―the Urite‖ by McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 493), or the name 

of his hometown, which Elliger (1935: 56) identifies with the town Araru of the Amarna letters.  
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AHIAN (PERSON) [Heb ˒aḥyān (ַאְחָין )]. The son of Shemida, and grandson of Manasseh (1 Chr 7:19) 

listed within the extended genealogy of Israel (1 Chronicles 2–8). Ahian is not mentioned elsewhere in 

connection with Shemida, who is allotted land in the Cisjordon (Num 26:32; Josh 17:2). According to 

ostraca discovered at Samaria (Reisner, Fisher, and Lyon 1924: 228–29), Shemida is either the name of a 

tribal unit involved in commerce, or a place name like Shechem which also appears in the ostraca. 

Although Ahian does not occur in the ostraca, since other names in the biblical genealogy which are or 

might very well be geographical names do appear there, Ahian may be the place name which came to be 

associated with a tribal unit located in the Manassite region of Samaria.  
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AHIEZER (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥ  ˓ezer (ֲאִחיֶףֶזש )]. 1. The son of Ammishaddai and leader of the tribe 

of Dan, who assisted Moses in taking a census of Israel (Num 1:12; 2:25). As tribal representative, 

Ahiezer contributed offerings on the 10th day of the tabernacle dedication (Num 7:66, 71) and 

commanded the Danites as a rear guard for Israel on the march from Sinai to Palestine (Num 10:25).  

2. Chief of the Benjaminites who defected from King Saul to David at Ziklag (1 Chr 12:3). If the plural 

―sons‖ (Heb bĕnê) refers both to Joash and Ahiezer, as the RSV translates the MT, then Ahiezer would 

also be one of two sons of Shemaah the Gibeathite in this list of Benjaminite defectors. Of all the 

members of Saul‘s army who went over to serve David, some of the most noteworthy were these 

Benjaminites, since they were from Saul‘s own clan (see Rudolf Chronikbücher HAT, 105; Williamson 

1981; Zeron 1974).  
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AHIHUD (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥ  h d (ֲאִחיהּוד ); ˒ăḥ  ḥud (ֲאִחיֻחד )]. Two individuals mentioned in 

the Hebrew Bible bear this name. In both its forms, this name has been translated ―the brother (i.e., the 

god) is exalted‖ (EncMiqr 1: 215), with the kinship term ˒aḥ (brother) representing the theophoric 

element. Johnson (IDB 1: 67) offers the translations of ―the (divine) brother is exalted‖ or ―the (divine) 

brother is glorious.‖ One suggestion (Enemiqr 1: 215; see esp. IPN, 146, 192) is that the name expresses 

the glory and majesty of the Lord that appear in nature and particularly in the heavens. However, the 

textual transmission of these vv has not been clear, as exemplified by the many LXX variants.  

1. An Asherite, the son of Shelomi (Num 34:27), and one of those named (MT ˒ăḥ  h d) in a list of tribal 

leaders. These leaders, ―neś   ˒  m,‖ (Speiser: 1967), were appointed by Eleazar the Priest and Joshua the 

son of Nun to oversee the allotment of the land of Canaan W of the Jordan River to the 10 tribes of Israel. 

Based on the LXX variant (Gk achiōr) in this verse Ahihud has been identified with the name ACHIOR 

in the book of Judith (see Cowley 1913: 244).  



2. A Benjaminite, his name (MT ˒ăḥ  ḥud) appears in a genealogy which lists him as either the son of 

Heglam or the son of Gera (1 Chr 8:7). This genealogical ambiguity reflects the unclarity of the 

transmission of this and other vv in this passage. See ABIHUD.  
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RAPHAEL I. PANITZ  

AHIJAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒aḥ  yâ (ַאִחָיה )]. Nine persons in the Hebrew Bible/OT bear this name.  

1. A priest, the son of Ahitub and great-grandson of Eli (1 Sam. 14:3). He was a priest in Shiloh and 

provided oracular guidance for Saul (1 Sam 14:18–19, 41–42). In 1 Sam 14:18, the MT indicates that 

Ahijah was in charge of the ark of God which was housed at Kiriath-jearim. The LXX reads instead ―the 

ephod‖ which Ahijah is said to carry in 1 Sam 14:3. The ephod was an item of priestly apparel (Exod 

28:1–43), which was also apparently used for oracular guidance. It is speculated that the garment 

contained a pouch to hold the Urim and Thummim. The fact that Saul requests oracular guidance is cited 

in support of the LXX reading against that of the MT. Since he was the son of Ahitub, it is assumed that 

he was also the brother of Ahimelech, the priest of Nob (1 Sam 22). Ahijah‘s connection to Saul is also 

important in literary terms, since the rejection of the house of Eli parallels the ultimate fate of Saul and his 

descendants.  

2. A secretary within Solomon‘s bureaucracy (1 Kgs 4:3). Mettinger (1971: 24–30) believes that 

―Ahijah‖ disguises an Egyptian name similar to that of his brother ―Elihoreph.‖ The name of his father is 

Shisha, derived from the Egyptian sš ―scribe.‖ The phrase might be read as ―sons of a scribe,‖ i.e., 

members of a scribal guild. Mettinger has demonstrated that Solomon probably modelled his own 

bureaucracy on that of the Egyptians.  

3. A prophet from Shiloh (1 Kgs 11:9) who supported Jeroboam‘s abortive coup against Solomon. He 

plays a crucial role in the Deuteronomistic History‘s portrayal of the split between the S and N kingdoms 

during the reign of Rehoboam. Ahijah meets Jeroboam, Solomon‘s overseer over compulsory labor, 

outside Jerusalem and through symbolic action and prophetic utterance provides the theological 

justification for the division of the kingdom after Solomon‘s death. The rending of Ahijah‘s cloak into 12 

pieces and the giving of 10 to Jeroboam is reminiscent of Samuel‘s rejection of Saul in 1 Samuel 15. 

However, the LXX differs in a number of details from the MT, including the claim that this action was 

carried out by Shemaiah and not Ahijah. It is made clear that, although the socioeconomic reasons for the 

division stem from the oppression of the Davidic monarchy brought to a head by the policies of 

Rehoboam (1 Kings 12), the theological justification offered is the apostasy of Solomon. Ahijah promises 

Jeroboam a ―sure house‖ (1 Kgs 11:38), echoing the dynastic promise to David in 2 Samuel 7. The final 

break brought about by the heavy tax burden levied by Rehoboam is presented in typical Deuteronomistic 

terms as the fulfillment of the prophecy of Ahijah (1 Kgs 12:15).  

Later Jeroboam sends his disguised wife to Ahijah in old age in order to enquire if his son Abijah will 

survive his childhood illness (1 Kgs 14:1–18). The prophecy delivered by Ahijah is the fulcrum for the 

Deuteronomistic rejection of all N kings. Jeroboam is rejected for his apostasy, particularly the setting up 

of the rival N shrines of Bethel and Dan. The dynastic promise, which was couched in conditional terms 

in 1 Kgs 11:38–39, is withdrawn. The death of the child is again presented as confirmation of the 

prophecy of Ahijah. It is further fulfilled with the slaughter of the house of Jeroboam by Baasha (1 Kgs 

15:29).  

The prophecies of Ahijah are presented in Deuteronomistic terms and play a central role in the overall 

design of the Deuteronomistic History. Ahijah represents the ideal Deuteronomistic prophet whose words 

are fulfilled. Despite this clear Deuteronomic shaping, the narratives are thought to be multilayered. Many 

commentators accept that these narratives preserve authentic historical information about the nature of 

Israelite prophecy and sociopolitical disputes at the time of the division of the kingdom. Cohen (1965; 



1971) believes that Ahijah represents a Shilonite priestly faction who supported Jeroboam‘s struggle with 

Rehoboam. This faction is thought to represent the pre-monarchic religious specialists, identified with 

Abiathar, who had become increasingly marginalized by the centralizing policies of Solomon. Jeroboam‘s 

establishment of royal shrines at Dan and Bethel also failed to restore the fortunes of the Shilonite 

priesthood. The view that Ahijah championed the restoration of the shrine at Shiloh was challenged by 

Noth (1966: 132–144) who argued that he was in favor of the political break with the S but not with a 

break with the Jerusalem cult. Wilson (1980: 184–87) has followed this general analysis in his discussion 

of Ahijah as a typical peripheral prophet from Ephraim. He represents the views of a group outside of and 

opposed to the royal establishment. His support group is presumably drawn from Ephraimites and 

probably from the old Shilonite priesthood ousted by Solomon. Ahijah challenged the royal establishment 

in an attempt to redress the balance in this struggle for power. Similarly, his rejection of Jeroboam is to be 

understood in factional terms of a center-periphery struggle for power.  

The Chronicler refers to ―the prophecy of Ahijah‖ as one of the sources for the reign of Solomon (2 Chr 

9:29). There is no agreement over whether or not this refers to the material preserved in 1 Kings 11 and 

14 or is a collection of material which did not find its way into the canon of the Hebrew Bible.  

4. The father of Baasha, king of Israel, and member of the tribe of Issachar (1 Kgs 15:27, 33; 21:22; 2 

Kgs 9:9). The LXX reads ―who was of Beth Belaan‖ for ―Issachar.‖ Gray (1–2 Kings
3
 OTL, 357, n.b) 

suspects that Beth indicated a place name in Issachar, yet only Bethshemesh appears in the tribal list in 

Josh 19:17–23. Belaan is not mentioned elsewhere as part of Issachar. The house of Baasha ben Ahijah 

becomes as reviled as that of Jeroboam I ben Nebat, who was the symbol of royal apostasy in the 

Deuteronomistic History (1 Kgs 21:22; 2 Kgs 9:9).  

5. One of the sons of Ehud, a Benjaminite, carried into captivity (1 Chr 8:7). Ahijah may be a variant of 

Ahoah in v 4, as suggested by LXX
B
 and the Syriac. The MT is difficult. 1 Chr 8:6 reports that the sons of 

Ehud were the heads of clans in Geba who were exiled to Manahath. However, Braun (1 Chronicles 

WBC, pp. 120–1) understands the phrase wayyaqlûm as ―who were moved,‖ i.e., emigrated, rather than as 

―they were carried into exile.‖ Geba is mentioned in the list of Levitical cities (Josh 21:17; 1 Chr 6:60) 

and was fortified by Asa (1 Kgs 15:22; 2 Chr 16:6). The location of Manahath is disputed, but often 

identified with Malah near Jerusalem (LBHG, 381). The list of Ehud‘s sons in 1 Chr 8:7 begins with a 

conjunction suggesting that a name or phrase is missing. Furthermore, the names of two of the sons, 

Naaman and Gera, appear as sons of Bela (1 Chr 8:4–5). The various lists of Benjamin‘s and Bela‘s sons 

and their descendants show considerable variation (Genesis 46; Numbers 26; 1 Chronicles 7 and 8) and 

numerous textual difficulties, as evidenced in 1 Chr 8:6–7.  

6. One of David‘s mighty men, a Pelonite (1 Chr 11:36). The MT of the corresponding list of David‘s 

mighty men in 2 Sam 23:8–39 provides an entirely different reading: ―Eliam son of Ahithophel the 

Gilonite‖ (2 Sam 23:34). The two lists not only show considerable variations but are placed in different 

positions in relation to the reign of David. The Chronicler places the list at the very beginning of his reign, 

whereas in 2 Samuel it is found as an appendix to the reign of David. The list in Chronicles functions as a 

legitimation of David through the support of these warriors and all Israel (1 Chr 11:10).  

7. One of the sons of Jerahmeel, a member of the tribe of Judah (1 Chr 2:25). Some mss of the LXX 

suggest that this is not a proper name but read ―his brothers,‖ while the Syriac reads ―your brothers.‖ 

Williamson (1979) has noted that the list of Jerahmeel‘s descendants (1 Chr 2:25–33, 33–41) forms the 

center of a chiasm within the genealogy of Judah. Interestingly the first part of Jerahmeel‘s genealogy (1 

Chr 2:25–33) is segmented, while the latter half (1 Chr 2:33–41) is linear.  

8. A Levite in charge of the temple treasury (1 Chr 26:20). There is some doubt whether a personal 

name is contained here or a more general phrase that introduces the Levitical families in charge of the 

temple treasuries. The LXX reads ―Levites, their brothers,‖ while NIV and Braun (1 Chronicles WBC, 

248) translate the phrase as ―their fellow Levites.‖  

9. Ahiah, one of the chiefs of the people, who set his seal on the covenant of Nehemiah (Neh 10:27—

Eng10:26). It is puzzling that this is the only name in the list of signatories to be preceded by the 

conjunction ―and,‖ wa˒ăḥ  yāh. The originality of the list of signatories placed at the beginning of the 



document has been disputed (see Williamson, Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 325–31 for a discussion of the 

various proposals).  
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KEITH W. WHITELAM  

AHIKAM (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥ  qām (ֲאִחיָרם )]. The son of Shaphan, and member of a very 

prominent Jerusalem family who held government office under Josiah (ca. 640–609 B.C.E.) and Jehoiakim 

(ca. 609–598 B.C.E.).  

Ahikam‘s father, Shaphan, was royal secretary during the reign of Josiah (2 Kgs 22:3–20). Ahikam‘s 

brothers, Elasah (Jer 29:3) and Gemariah (Jer 36:10–12, 25), and Gemariah‘s son Micaiah (Jer 36:11–13), 

were also court officials. Although Ahikam‘s title is not given in the Hebrew Bible, it is evident that he 

was high-ranking. The office of ăšer ˓al habbayit (―who is over the house;‖ see, e.g., 1 Kgs 16:9; 18:3; 2 

Kgs 18:18) was probably held by Ahikam‘s son Gedaliah. Most scholars now believe that a contemporary 

seal inscribed ―to Gedaliah, who is over the house‖ belonged to this Gedaliah, son of Ahikam. It is 

possible that this office was hereditary and had earlier been held by Ahikam himself (cf. Katzenstein 

1960: 153–54; Lohfink 1978: 338).  

During the reign of Josiah, Ahikam (along with his father Shaphan) was appointed to a delegation sent 

to consult the prophetess Huldah on the occasion of the finding of the lawbook (2 Kgs 22:12–13; 2 Chr 

34:20–21). Following Jeremiah‘s fiery ―temple sermon‖ at the beginning of Jehoiakim‘s reign, Ahikam is 

reported to have saved the prophet from execution at the hands of the people (Jer 26:24; this note is 

preceded in Jer 26:20–23 by an account of how the prophet Uriah, who had delivered a similar message, 

had been executed). This incident not only attests the influence wielded by Ahikam, but also indicates that 

he, like other members of the family of Shaphan, was kindly disposed toward Jeremiah. Furthermore, 

Ahikam and his family were undoubtedly sympathetic to the pro-Babylonian position supported by 

Jeremiah. Ahikam‘s son, Gedaliah, was appointed ruler of Judah by Nebuchadnezzar after the fall of 

Jerusalem in 587–586 B.C.E. (2 Kgs 25:22; Jer 40:7).  

While it is possible that Ahikam was deported in 597 B.C.E. (passages such as Jer 38:1–6 reveal that a 

new group of court officials surrounded Zedekiah), the fact that Ahikam‘s name fails to appear in Jer 

36:9–26 suggests that he may have died some time before the reading of Jeremiah‘s scroll in Jehoiakim‘s 

5th year.  
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JOHN M. BERRIDGE  

AHIKAR/AHIQAR (PERSON). Ahiqar has long been familiar as an Assyrian sage who was the hero 

of a book that was read and preserved by Jews of antiquity. There is no doubt that the many versions of 

the work that bears his name are nonhistorical in character, but recent discoveries have made it quite 

likely that there once was an Assyrian scholar by this name who served in the time of Esarhaddon (680–

669 B.C.E.). The name is spelled ˒ḥyqr in the Aramaic papyrus from Elephantine. It means ―my brother is 

precious/valuable.‖  

A. Ahiqar in the Book of Ahiqar  



The earliest extant form of the book is the fragmentary Aramaic text copied on a late-5th-century 

papyrus from Elephantine (Naveh 1970: 35). See also AHIQAR, BOOK OF. The text (text: Cowley 1923; 

translation: Lindenberger OTP 2: 479–507) describes him as ―a wise and skillful scribe‖ (i.1: spr ḥkym 

wmhyr) who was ―[ke]eper of the seal of Sennacherib‖ (i.3: ṣb]yt ˓zqth zyśnḥ˒ryb). He was also ―father of 

all Assyria, on whose counsel King Sennacherib and [all] the Assyrian Army [used to rely]‖ (iv.55: ˒bwh 

zy ˒twr klh zy ˓l ˓ṭth snḥ˒ryb mlk˒ wḥyl ˒twr [kl˒ hww]). He continued to hold high office into the time of 

Sennacherib‘s successor Esarhaddon (i.4–5), who calls him ―O wise [s]cribe, counselor of all Assyria‖ 

(i.12: s]pr˒ ḥkym˒ y˓ṭ ˒twr klh). By this time, however, Ahiqar had reached an advanced age. As he had no 

son, he adopted his nephew Nadin and taught him his wisdom so that he could become his replacement. 

The nephew proved to be a scoundrel who plotted against his uncle and convinced Esarhaddon that he 

should be executed. (According to later, more complete versions of the story Nadin forged 

correspondence from Ahiqar which showed that he was scheming to seize the kingdom with foreign 

assistance.) A royal officer named Nabushumishkun was commissioned to kill Ahiqar, but the clever sage 

reminded him that under reversed circumstances he had saved the officer‘s life. A eunuch was executed 

instead of Ahiqar, and the Nabushumishkun hid the fallen wise man in his house. The preserved portion 

of the Aramaic narrative ends at this point in the story. The fuller versions (e.g., the Syriac, Armenian, 

and Arabic) continue the tale by relating that Esarhaddon soon needed Ahiqar‘s remarkable savoir faire 

because the Egyptian king, who had heard of the sage‘s ―death,‖ challenged the Assyrian monarch to send 

him someone who could construct a palace between heaven and earth. If he could, he would receive 

Egypt‘s revenue for 3 years; if he could not, Egypt would receive a similar amount from Assyria. Just 

when Esarhaddon feared that the challenge would prove disastrously costly, the officer told him that 

Ahiqar was alive. He was swiftly retrieved from his hiding place and dispatched to Egypt where he 

handled all difficulties with astonishing flair. He returned with great wealth to Assyria where he promptly 

settled accounts with Nadin. After Ahiqar had beat him severely and lectured him at length, Nadin died.  

B. Ahiqar in the Book of Tobit  

Although the Ahiqar papyrus was found at the Jewish military colony at Elephantine, nothing in the text 

suggests Jewish authorship of the work or even Jewish influence on it. Indeed, the presence of divine 

names such as El (vii.107; x,154,156,161 [?]; xii. 173 [?]), Šamaš (vi.92, 93; vii.108; ix.138; xi.171) and 

Šamayn (? vii.95) betray a polytheistic origin for the book. In the deuterocanonical book of Tobit, 

however, Ahiqar has been transformed from an Assyrian to an Israelite of the tribe of Naphtali who is a 

relative of Tobit. Tobit, which may date from the 3d century B.C.E. (Doran 1986: 299), manifests a 

number of important similarities with the book of Ahiqar (Greenfield 1981: 329–36). Both are set in 

Assyria at the time of the kings who ruled around the time of the destruction of Samaria (Tobit mentions 

Shalmaneser, Sennacherib, and Esarhaddon [1:15–22]) and both are sapiential novels in which wise 

instructions are conveyed by an elderly character to his son at two similar locations. The book of Tobit 

mentions Ahiqar in four passages. In 1:21–22 Tobit reports that Esarhaddon ―appointed Ahikar 

[Achicharon], son of my brother Anael to supervise all the finances of his kingdom; he had control of the 

entire administration. Then Ahikar interceded on my behalf and I came back to Nineveh. For he had been 

chief cupbearer, keeper of the privy seal, comptroller, and treasurer when Sennacherib was king of 

Assyria; and Esarhaddon renewed the appointments. Ahikar was my nephew and so one of my kinsmen‖ 

(NEB). The picture presented here resembles that in the book of Ahiqar except that the sage is now an 

Israelite. Later Tobit, after he became blind, notes that Ahikar cared for him for two years (2:10). Further 

evidence that the author of Tobit knew the Ahiqar story comes from 11:18 (v 19 in Greek) in which he 

mentions Ahiqar and Nadab (= Nadin), who are both identified as Tobit‘s cousins (so Sinaiticus [hoi 

exadelphoi]) or, in Vaticanus and Alexandrinus, Nadab is called Ahikar‘s nephew (ho exadelphos autou). 

Finally, 14:10 alludes to another part of the Ahiqar narrative: ―My son, think what Nadab did to Ahikar 

who brought him up: he forced him to hide in a living grave. Ahikar survived to see God requite the 

dishonour done to him; he came out into the light of day, but Nadab passed into eternal darkness for his 

attempt to kill Ahikar. Because I [?] gave alms, Ahikar escaped from the fatal trap Nadab set for him, and 



Nadab fell into the trap himself and was destroyed‖ (NEB). The end of this passage reflects the words of 

the final proverb in Ahiqar (Syriac 8:41; Greenfield 1981: 333–34).  

C. Other References  

Several ancient writers mention a character whose name closely resembles that of Ahiqar; they may be 

referring to the hero of the book (Harris, Lewis, Conybeare APOT 2: 715–17; Küchler 1979: 344–46; 

Lindenberger OTP 2: 491). The Christian writer Clement of Alexandria (ca. 150–215) claimed that the 

Greek author Democritus (ca. 460–370 B.C.E.) plagiarized from a stele of Ahiqar (tēn Akikarou stēlēn [Str. 

1.69, 4]). In this connection, the Persian Muslim philosopher Shahrastani (1071–1153), in a collection of 

sayings from Democritus, cites three sayings which agree very closely with proverbs from the versions of 

Ahiqar. Strabo (ca. 63 B.C.E.–23 C.E.), in his Geography 16,2,39, gives from Poseidonius (135–51 B.C.E.) 

the names of famous seers; among them he names Achaikaros as being among the people from the 

Bosporus. It has been suggested that Bosporus is an error for Borsippa, so that the Mesopotamian savant 

could be intended (Harris, Lewis, Conybeare APOT 2: 716). This must be regarded, however, as quite 

uncertain. Diogenes Laertius (3d century C.E.) provides a list of the works by Theophrastus (372–287 

B.C.E.), among which is one named Akicharosa. If all of these intend the Ahiqar known from the story and 

proverbs, they show that his fame, especially as a dispenser of wise words, was early and spread over a 

wider area than the Semitic world. The same could be concluded from the fact that the Greek Life of 

Aesop borrows heavily from the story and proverbs of Ahiqar in chaps. 23–32. It has also been suggested 

that Ahiqar‘s name should be restored on the 3d-century C.E. Roman mosaic of Monnus in Trier. In it 

there are 9 octagonal sections in each of which are pictured a Muse with a symbol of the art with which 

she is connected and an expert in that art or founder of it. In the section for Polymnia, the Muse often 

associated with dance and mime, is a figure only part of whose name is preserved. The letters -icar could 

well be part of Acicarus or Ahiqar (Lindenberger OTP 2: 492), though combining him with Polymnia is 

surprising (Küchler 1979: 352–55).  

D. Ahiqar as a Figure of History  

There have been several attempts to relate aspects of the Ahiqar story to history. W. von Soden (1936: 

1–13) argued that Adad-šum-uṣur, one of Esarhaddon‘s advisors, was the historical point of origin for the 

Ahiqar legends. This official wrote many letters and exercised considerable influence in the court. As 

Ahiqar did, he requested from the king that his son Arad-Gula be given an important position. The son 

eventually did gain a post. Moreover, there is evidence that Adad-šum-uṣur fell from grace, though it is 

not known whether he was restored to his former status. But, as von Soden noted, no high official in the 

time of Sennacherib and Esarhaddon bore the name Ahiqar. In his opinion, a change of names took place 

during the transmission of the story so that Adad-šum-uṣur became Ahiqar. E. Reiner (1961: 7–8) has 

observed that the theme which provides the framework of the Ahiqar story—the ―disgrace and 

rehabilitation of a minister‖—was known in Babylonia and that it was fused with the other major theme—

the ―ungrateful nephew.‖ A recent discovery at the site of ancient Uruk has cast some interesting new 

light on the Ahiqar tradition. German excavations there in 1959–60 unearthed in a room next to the reš-

sanctuary a tablet (W 20030, 7) which provides a list of Assyrian kings from before and after the flood 

(van Dijk 1962: 44–52). An official called an ummānu—a term for both a learned man and high official 

(Reiner 1961: 9)—is named for each of the kings. For the time of King Esarhaddon (11. 19–20) it 

mentions that a man named 
1
a-ba-

d
NINNU-da-ri (= aba-enlil-dari) was the ummānu and notes that the 

Ahlamu (= the Arameans) called him 
1
a-ḫu-‘u-qa-a-ri. This is the name Ahuqar or Ahiqar. Consequently, 

there is now documentary evidence that Esarhaddon, who is the king with the primary royal role in the 

book of Ahiqar, had a chief advisor whose Aramaic name was the one found in the Aramaic version of the 

book. The list in which his name appears was copied in the year 147 of the Seleucid Era (= 165 B.C.E.), 

when Antiochus (IV) was king (11.23–24). It has also been noted that the only case of an Assyrian 

proverb that parallels one in Ahiqar (the Syriac version) is quoted in one of Esarhaddon‘s letters 

(Greenfield 1981: 335 n. 20), and that the name Nabushumishkun is the same as that of Merodach-

Baladan‘s son who was taken captive by Sennacherib (Greenfield 1981: 335 n. 21).  



It is clear from the reference to Ahiqar in the Uruk list that some sort of historical kernel lies behind the 

story. There was a wise man, possibly an author (Lindenberger 1983: 22), named Ahiqar in the court of 

Esarhaddon. Nevertheless, it is just as evident that the book which now bears his name has assumed 

folkloristic traits (Niditch and Doran 1977: 182–85) and can hardly be termed a historical document.  
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JAMES C. VANDERKAM  

AHILUD (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăh  l d (ֲאִהילּוד )]. 1. The father of Jehoshaphat, the ―recorder‖ in the 

royal administrations of David and Solomon (2 Sam 8:16; 20:24; 1 Kgs 4:3; 1 Chr 18:15). In the parallel 

lists of officials (2 Sam 8:16–18 = 1 Chr 18:15–17), the Gk provides numerous variants of the name 

Ahilud, tending to substitute more familiar names from nearby verses. For example, LXX acheia may be 

associated with ˒ăḥ  yāh (Ahijah), mentioned along with Ahilud in the list of Solomonic officials (1 Kgs 

4:3); LXX achimelech (Ahimelech) is listed on verse after Ahilud (2 Sam 8:17) as one of the priests; 

while LXX abimelech (Abimelech) appears in the parallel of 1 Chr 18:16; Lucian‘s acheinaab may reflect 

Heb ˒ăḥ  nādāb (Ahinadab), which occurs in the list of Solomonic officials (1 Kgs 4:12). Callaway‘s 

(1983) recent find of a jar handle with the name Ahilud on it makes it likely that by the end of the 11th 

cent. it was a common name.  

The title held by Ahilud‘s son Jehoshaphat (Heb mzkyr) is usually translated ―recorder,‖ ―herald.‖ The 

extensive discussion of this term (see McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 254 for citations) leads one to conclude 

that JEHOSHAPHAT was some type of spokesperson for the royal court. Accordingly, it can be 

presumed that Ahilud‘s family had a favored position during the United Monarchy.  

2. The father of Baana, prefect over the fifth of King Solomon‘s 12 administrative districts that included 

at least Taanach, Megiddo, and Beth-shean (1 Kgs 4:12; see HG, 61–64). Baana no doubt was favored 

because of the high status of his father‘s family within Israel. Presumably this Ahilud is the same as the 

father of Jehoshaphat (see above); the political situation would have favored the appointment of two 

brothers from a seemingly loyal family, the one (Jehoshaphat) as trusted ―recorder,‖ the other (Baana) as 

district prefect (see Mettinger 1971: 121).  
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MARK J. FRETZ  

AHIMAAZ (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥ  ma˓aṣ (ֲאִחיַמַףצ )]. The meaning of the name Ahimaaz is uncertain. 

Ar ma˓iḍa ―be angry‖ may be related, and thus BDB (p. 591) interprets the name as ―my brother is wrath‖ 

(cf. the Safaitic personal name ˒m˓d; Ryckmans 1934: 131a). See, however, IPN, 235: 97. Three different 

men in the OT bear this name.  

1. The father of Saul‘s wife Ahinoam. Both father and daughter appear only in 1 Sam 14:50.  



2. Son of the priest Zadok; Ahimaaz was one of the supporters of David who stayed in Jerusalem or its 

environs after the king was forced to flee the city in the coup d‘etat by his son Absalom (2 Sam 15:27). 

Ahimaaz and a companion, Jonathan the son of the priest Abiathar, were stationed at En-Rogel, a short 

walk from Jerusalem. From there they relayed information about Absalom‘s activities to the exiled king. 

In one celebrated incident (2 Sam 17:15–23), Ahimaaz and Jonathan, on their way to David with vital 

information about an impending attack by Absalom, were forced to hide in a well in Bahurim while 

agents of Absalom searched for them.  

Although the son of a priest of the highest rank, Ahimaaz served David as a messenger (at least during 

the king‘s exile), evidently having an athletic bent; hence David‘s choice of him to bring word from En-

Rogel. On one occasion Ahimaaz outran another messenger (2 Sam 18:23) and was identified from afar 

by a watchman on the basis of his gait (v 27), a detail which shows that he regularly brought messages to 

the king. He is nowhere said to perform a priestly role; rather it was Zadok‘s son Azariah (1 Kgs 4:12) 

who served as priest in Solomon‘s temple. (It is possible, however, that Azariah was Zadok‘s grandson, 

Ahimaaz‘s son; cf. 1 Chr 5:34–6—Eng6:8–10; the gloss at 5:36 is evidently placed with the wrong 

Azariah.)  

The events related in 2 Sam 18:19–33 are informative with regard to Ahimaaz‘s character. Upon 

Absalom‘s death and the defeat of his army in the Forest of Ephraim, Ahimaaz volunteered to take word 

to David in Mahanaim. But Joab, the commander of David‘s forces, feared the king‘s reaction to news of 

his son‘s death, and sent an unnamed Cushite messenger instead. Ahimaaz, however, refused to be 

dissuaded, in spite of Joab‘s protest (v 22) that he would not be rewarded for his efforts. After asking for a 

third time, and less politely (v 23; the polite particle nā˒ is dropped and a simple future (―I will run‖) is 

used in place of the previous cohortative), he obtained Joab‘s leave. Although setting out later than the 

Cushite, Ahimaaz passed him by taking the apparently faster ―Way of the Plain‖ (see Budde Samuel 

KHC, 287). Upon reaching David, he related only the defeat of Absalom‘s army; it devolved upon the 

hapless Cushite to tell David that his son was dead.  

Some commentators have argued that Ahimaaz had good intentions, but became confused (Klaus) or 

evasive (Hertzberg 1 and 2 Samuel OTL) under David‘s questioning, or that he acted in good faith 

throughout, having not heard of Absalom‘s death (McCarter 2 Samuel AB). The latter is a difficult 

position to maintain; it was Absalom‘s death that brought an end to the fighting between the armies of 

David and Absalom (2 Sam 18:16), and as even Ahimaaz hints (v 29), it caused a great tumult. Even if 

Ahimaaz somehow had not previously heard the news—which was surely on everyone‘s lips—Joab 

mentions Absalom‘s death to him in v 20. McCarter (2 Samuel AB, 408) suggests that these are the 

narrator‘s words, not Joab‘s, but it nevertheless appears from Ahimaaz‘s conversation with Joab 

(particularly Ahimaaz‘s words in vv 22–23) that he understands Joab‘s reason for not sending him to 

David. Moreover, Ahimaaz‘s claim of ignorance about Absalom‘s welfare (that he heard a commotion but 

left before learning what it was about) is patently false, since it is without foundation in the preceding 

narrative, and since the Cushite, who left earlier, knew of Absalom‘s death. Ahimaaz, who was high-born 

and on close terms with David‘s general Joab (the latter calls him ―my son‖ and tries to protect him from 

David‘s displeasure; Ahimaaz, for his part, is not afraid to argue with Joab), can hardly have been 

ignorant of Absalom‘s execution at the hands of Joab and his ten armor-bearers (18:14–5). Lastly, if 

Ahimaaz were to be seen as acting in good faith, the narrative would lose much of its rich irony and 

literary raison d‘être.  

It appears, on the contrary, that Ahimaaz possessed the same sort of craftiness that made Jacob an 

entertaining figure. The nameless Cushite, doubtless running along with dreams of a handsome reward 

from David, acts as a foil for Ahimaaz. (The notice of the latter‘s quicker route rules out the interpretation 

that the Cushite was passed because he ran slowly, reluctant through fear of David‘s response; on the 

contrary, as is seen in his words to David [vv 31–32], he believed that he carried good news.) The reader 

knows what the Cushite does not: that David will be devastated by the ―good news,‖ and that Ahimaaz is 

in hot pursuit. On the other hand, the reader is led to see Ahimaaz as an overeager naïf who carries news 

which is both bad and (since the Cushite left first) no longer new. But Ahimaaz takes this no-win situation 



and turns it to his advantage, first by taking a shortcut and reaching David first, and second by 

appropriating the good news for himself, leaving the Cushite with the bad. In a final twist, however, 

Ahimaaz‘s actions come to nought as David senses that he has not been told everything, and bids 

Ahimaaz to stand by until the second messenger arrives.  

David‘s statement that Ahimaaz ―is a good man, and comes with good tidings‖ (v 27), is not to be taken 

at face value, but as an ironic touch. It is not Ahimaaz‘s goodness, but rather his opportunism, which 

makes him a bearer of good news. Similar irony is apparent when Jonathan (Ahimaaz‘s companion in 2 

Sam 15:27, 36 and 17:17–21) comes bearing news for Adonijah (1 Kgs 1:42); the latter exclaims ―Come 

in, for you are a worthy man and bring good news,‖ but Jonathan replies (v 43), ―No, for our lord King 

David has made Solomon king …‖  

3. A son-in-law of King Solomon and prefect over the district of Naphtali, charged with supplying 

provisions for the palace in the 8th month of every year (1 Kgs 4:15, cf. 4:7). Ahimaaz married 

Solomon‘s daughter Basmath. His name (found only in 1 Kgs 4:15) is lacking a patronym. Possibly 

―Ahimaaz‖ is in fact the surviving part of a patronym, since 5 of the preceding 7 names listed in 1 Kgs 

4:8–14 are in patronymic form (i.e., early damage to the text may have destroyed the personal names of 

these individuals). Possibly identical to Ahimaaz 2.  

Maaz, a shortened form of Ahimaaz or of a similar name, appears in 1 Chr 2:37. The related name 

Abimaaz was found on a seal impression from Jerusalem which reads lṣpn ˒/bm˓ṣ ―belonging to ṣpn (the 

son of) Abimaaz‖ (Avigad 1970: 131 and pl. 30:c). A seal impression which, though missing one letter, 

appears to contain the same inscription was found at Azekah (Bliss 1900: 14–15, and 18 Cut 2/2).  
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FREDERICK W. KNOBLOCH  

AHIMAN (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥ  man (ֲאִחיַמן )]. Name of two people in the OT.  

1. One of the ―giant‖ descendants of ANAK (Num 13:22; Josh 15:14; Judg 1:10). Although it is 

possible that Ahiman could be the son of Anak (Josh 15:13), it seems unlikely since Anak is related to the 

legendary Nephilim (Num 13:33; see also Gen 6:4) which seems to put Anak himself back in the mists of 

history. Ahiman, along with Sheshai and Talmai, was probably a leader of the Anakim in the Hebron area 

(Num 13:22; Judg 1:10). The spies who were sent out by Moses to investigate Canaan were the first to 

encounter Ahiman (Num 13:22). The Anakim, whose unusual height and strength made them appear 

invincible (Num 13:33), were cited by 10 of the spies as the prime reason for their belief that Israel could 

not conquer Canaan. The biblical writers apparently felt it necessary to ensure that the eventual 

destruction of the Anakim was recorded in detail to indicate the power of God to triumph over even his 

most fearsome enemies. Although the text is unclear as to who conquered the Anakim (Joshua in Josh 

11:21; Caleb in Josh 15:14; and Judah in Judg 1:10), both Joshua and Caleb, the spies who were confident 

that Israel could conquer Canaan, are associated with the conquest of Ahiman and the other Anakim. This 

desire to provide specific instances in which faithful individuals triumphed against incredible odds is 

probably responsible for the names of Ahiman, Sheshai, and Talmai being recorded throughout Israel‘s 

dealings with the Anakim rather than merely listing the Anakim as one of the nations conquered by Israel.  

2. A Levite who was one of the gatekeepers in the temple after the return from exile in Babylon (1 Chr 

9:17). According to 1 Chr 9:17, Ahiman is 1 of 4 gatekeepers, but Neh 11:19 excludes Ahiman and 

Shallum and lists only Akkub and Talmon. Curtis and Madsen (Chronicles ICC, 174) and Braun (1 

Chronicles WBC, 136) suggest that since Ahiman is the last gatekeeper mentioned in the list in 1 Chr 

9:17, the text should read ˒ăḥêhem ―their brothers‖ as does Neh 11:19 (rather than the proper name 

Ahiman). 1 Chr 9:24–26 emphasizes the fact that there were 4 gatekeepers, 1 for each side of the temple. 



The Chronicler may well have added the name Shallum to the list in Neh 11:19 and changed ―their 

brothers‖ in Neh 11:19 into the proper name Ahiman to produce the required 4 gatekeepers. At this time, 

however, it is impossible to decide definitely on the historicity of Ahiman. Neh 11:19 may well list only 

the 2 significant gatekeepers while 1 Chr 9:17 lists all 4 of the gatekeepers.  

ROBERT C. DUNSTON  

AHIMELECH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥ  melek (ֲאִחיֶמֶלך )]. 1. The son of Ahitub, and father of Abiathar 

(1 Sam 21:2–10—Eng 21:1–9; 22:9–20; 23:6; 30:7). Ahimelech is sometimes identified with Ahijah (1 

Sam 14:3, 18), but it is more likely that Ahijah is his brother (McCarter, 1 Samuel AB, 239). If true, this 

would make Ahimelech the great-grandson of Eli.  

Ahimelech was in charge of the priests at Nob located N of Jerusalem and close to Gibeah where Saul 

lived. Therefore, he was part of the religious establishment of Saul‘s kingdom. On one occasion David 

came to Ahimelech seeking food and a weapon. David pretended he was on a mission for Saul though he 

was really taking flight from Saul. Even though he was suspicious of David, Ahimelech gave him sacred 

bread and the sword of Goliath. Like Michal and Jonathan before him, Ahimelech was another of Saul‘s 

supporters who helped to preserve David‘s life. Unlike the others, he did not knowingly help David 

escape from Saul. However, Doeg the Edomite witnessed Ahimelech‘s act and later told Saul. Saul 

accused Ahimelech of treason, refused to accept his denial, and told his servants to kill Ahimelech and the 

other priests. When his own servants refused, Saul returned to Doeg. Doeg, who apparently had no 

reverence for Israelite priests, killed Ahimelech and 84 other priests, and wiped out the town of Nob. Only 

Abiathar, son of Ahimelech, escaped and fled to David. This fulfilled the prophecy of 1 Sam 2:31ff. about 

punishment on the house of Eli. It also shows that Saul was without further benefit of priestly counsel 

while David protected and preserved Abiathar. Later, Abiathar came to share priestly duties with Zadok.  

2. A Hittite (Heb ḥitt  ) companion of David who remained silent when asked by David to accompany 

him into Saul‘s camp (1 Sam 26:6). The names of persons called ―Hittites‖ in the OT are almost all good 

Semitic names, e.g., Ephron and Zohar, Gen 23:8; Judith, Gen 26:32; Adah, Gen 36:2, etc. Ahimelech 

likewise is a good Semitic name, meaning ―my brother is king.‖ Therefore, it is most likely that 

Ahimelech is part of a group of Canaanites and not a Hittite from Anatolia.  

3. Son of Abiathar and grandson of Ahimelech in 1. above, according to 1 Chr 24:3, 6, 31. This 

Ahimelech worked with Zadok to organize the priests into 24 ancestral classes. His identity can be 

supported by the common practice (1 Chr 5:30–41—Eng 6:1–15) of naming the grandson after his 

grandfather (CMHE, 212–214). Others (e.g., Braun, 1 Chronicles WBC, 238) argue against a separate 

identity for this Ahimelech for two reasons. First, Ahimelech is Abiathar‘s father elsewhere (1 Sam 

22:20; 23:6; 30:7). Abiathar was active with Zadok (2 Sam 20:25) during David‘s reign and was replaced 

by Zadok (1 Kg 2:35) in Solomon‘s reign. Those verses that read ―Ahimelech, son of Abiathar‖ could be 

either a scribal error, or the writer‘s judgment on Abiathar for supporting Adonijah instead of Solomon 

for the kingship. Second, the later Ahimelech is descended from Ithamar (1 Chr 24:3) while the earlier 

Ahimelech is descended (with Zadok) from Eleazar. This makes the later Ahimelech‘s lineage 

subordinate to Zadok. ―Ahimelech, son of Abiathar‖ in 2 Sam 8:17 is usually taken as a scribal error and 

should be ―Abiathar son of Ahimelech‖ (McCarter, 2 Samuel AB, 253). The same approach is suggested 

for the parallel passage 1 Chr 18:16 (Abimelech is a scribal error there for Ahimelech).  

JAMES C. MOYER  

AHIMOTH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥ  môt (ֲאִחימות )]. The son of El-kanah, brother of Amasai, and 

father of another Elkanah, all Levites descended from Kohath (1 Chr 6:10—Eng6:25). In a subsequent 

genealogy, this line of descent differs by naming Mahath as the son of Amasai and father of Elkanah (1 

Chr 6:20–21—Eng6:35–36; cf. 2 Chr 29:12). Rudolf (Chronikbücher HAT, 54) suggests that the name 

Ahimoth resulted from the conflation of an original MAHATH (Heb maḥat) with a later marginal gloss 

―his brother‖ (Heb ˒āḥ  w); thus ˒āḥ  w plus maḥat became ˒ăḥ  môt. Further speculation on his identity is 



difficult, because the name Ahimoth is unattested outside this genealogy of Levites (1 Chr 6:1–15—

Eng6:16–30).  

MARK J. FRETZ  

AHINADAB (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥ  nādāb (ֲאִחיָנָדב )]. The son of Iddo and prefect over the seventh of 

King Solomon‘s twelve administrative districts named after the town Mahanaim (1 Kgs 4:14). As prefect, 

Ahinadab was in charge of supplying the royal court (family, servants, officials) one month per year. The 

district comprised the southern half of the Transjordan and included tribal territory from Gad (HGB, 65, 

262–73; Jones 1 and 2 Kings. Vol. 1. NCBC, 143) and possibly also from Manasseh and Reuben 

(Mettinger 1971: 118). The appointment of Ahinadab as prefect indicates that his family enjoyed high 

social standing at the time of Solomon.  
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AHINOAM (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥ  nō˓am (ֲאִחינַֹףם )]. 1. The daughter of Ahimaaz (1 Sam 14:50), 

who became the wife of SAUL BEN KISH, and the first queen of the Israelite state. The name means, 

―my brother is joy.‖ The Bible does not record her hometown. It appears that she bore Saul seven 

children: five sons and two daughters. According to the list of offspring in 1 Sam 14:47–48, which seems 

to derive from the early years of Saul‘s reign, Merab was the first-born; then Jonathan, the eldest male; 

Ishvi; Malchishua; and Michal, the younger daughter. Abinadab and Eshbaal, who are not named in the 

first list, but who are included in the Saulide genealogies in 1 Chr 8:33–40 and 1 Chr 9:39–44, appear to 

have been the last two born, with Eshbaal the youngest. Ishvi is not mentioned in the later genealogies, 

and probably died as a youth (see ISHVI).  

2. A woman from the town of Jezreel, who became one of David‘s early wives (1 Sam 25:43; 27:3; 

30:5; 2 Sam 2:2; 3:2; 1 Chr 3:1). While he was in flight from Saul, David is reported to have married her 

along with Abigail, the widow of Nabal (1 Sam 25:43), and the two women were to have accompanied 

him to Gath and resided there during his early mercenary service (1 Sam 27:3). Both Ahinoam and 

Abigail are reported to have been among those taken captive from Ziklag by the Amalekites while David 

was joining the Philistine troop muster at Aphek to do battle against Saul (1 Sam 30:5). The authenticity 

of the Amalekite incident is questionable; it serves on a literary level to contrast David‘s actions against 

the Amalekites with Saul‘s failure to eradicate them at Yahweh‘s command in 1 Samuel 15 (i.e. Gunn 

1980: 110), illustrating once more his legitimate role as divinely anointed heir-elect to the throne on the 

eve of Saul‘s death. His defeat of the Amalekites emphasized his ability to serve as God‘s earthly vice-

regent and military commander, while providing him with a convenient alibi for his whereabouts as Saul 

died on the battlefield at Gilboa (Edelman 1990). She bore David his first child, Amnon, after David had 

terminated his service to Achish of Gath and had moved from the Philistine town of Ziklag to Hebron (2 

Sam 2:2; 3:2; 1 Chr 3:1).  

It has been proposed that the two Ahinoams were the same individual on the basis of Nathan‘s comment 

to David that Yahweh had given him ―his master‘s wives‖ in 2 Sam 12:8 (Levenson 1978: 27). Such a 

presumption would require David to have run off with the queen mother while Saul was still on the 

throne, which seems unlikely. In view of the possession of the royal harem as a claim to royal legitimacy 

(see ABNER), Nathan‘s comment can be related to David‘s eventual possession of Saul‘s wives after he 

ascended the throne in the wake of Eshbaal‘s death. Nathan refers to David‘s possession of more than a 

single wife of Saul‘s in v 23, which precludes the application of the phrase to Ahinoam alone. it is likely 

that the Jezreel that was Ahinoam‘s home was the town in S Judah, rather than the town in the Jezreel 

Valley. In his bid to build a rival state to Saul‘s in the hills of Judah, it would have been expedient for 

David to have wed the daughter of an important member of the community of Jezreel in the vicinity of 

Carmel (Josh 15:55, 56; Kh. Tewana?), an area with established viticulture that could offer David a 

possible economic base for his political growth (see DAVID).  
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DIANA V. EDELMAN  

AHIO (PERSON) [Heb ˒aḥyô (ַאְחיו )]. According to the Hebrew text, 3 different people were named 

Ahio. However, since the consonantal spelling of Ahio (˒ḥyw) is identical with the word ―his brother‖ or 

―his brothers,‖ it is uncertain if all these Ahios should be read with the MT as personal nouns. The form 

of the name is unique; it is the only name in the Hebrew Bible to end with -yô. This might suggest that 

˒ḥyw should never be read as a personal name. However, extrabiblical epigraphic evidence of various 

types suggests that the suffix -yô was used in preexilic Israel: it is found in names in the Samaria ostraca 

(e.g., Gadio [gdyw; KAI 185), on seals (e.g., Abio [˒byw]; Hestrin and Dayagi-Mendels 1978: 36) and on 

the Kuntillet Ajrud inscriptions (e.g., Shemaio [šm˓yw]; Meshel 1978). Furthermore, the name Ahio itself 

is attested to in a preexilic seal, ―Belonging to Ahio son of Saul‖ (l˒ḥyw bn š˒l; Avigad 1975) and on a 

bronze bowl probably of Palestinian origin found in Nimrud (Barnett 1967: 4–6). The Ahio son of Saul 

seal is especially tantalizing given the connection of the name Ahio to the tribe of Benjamin and 

specifically to the family of Saul. In later sources, the name Ahio is used of at least 3 individuals in the 

Elephantine papyri. Thus, Ahio certainly existed as a personal name in Israel and the relative merit of the 

reading Ahio or ―his brother(s)‖ must be decided on a case by case basis.  

The recent epigraphic evidence suggests that the -yô element is theophoric (Zevit 1980: 12), and the 

name is a variant of Ahijah and should be understood as ―my (divine) brother is YHWH.‖ The suggestion 

that it is a profane name, ―my little brother‖ (Noth IPN, 22) is unlikely given the newer evidence of -yô as 

a theophoric element.  

Ahio refers to the following 3 individuals:  

1. Son of Abinadab, who along with his brother Uzzah, drove the cart that transported the ark (2 Sam 

6:3–4 = 1 Chr 13:7). Uzzah plays a major role in that narrative; when the cattle leading the cart stop, he 

steadies the ark, is killed by God, and David names the site Perez-Uzzah (2 Sam 6:6–8). Since Ahio 

played such an insignificant role in that narrative, there is no obvious reason why his name should have 

been remembered. Indeed, several ancient translations to 1 Chr 13:7 read the common noun ―his 

brother(s)‖ rather than the proper noun, Ahio. These factors have suggested that Ahio in Samuel be 

emended to ―his brother‖ or ―his brothers.‖ This is possible, though not compelling. The more radical 

solution of Budde (1934: 48–49), that Ahio has replaced an earlier ―and his brother Zadok‖ (w˒ḥyw ṣdq) 

involves too many conjectures concerning the text and the origins of the Zadokite priesthood.  

2. A Benjaminite mentioned only in 1 Chr 8:14. His exact relation to others in the genealogy is unclear; 

some have seen him as the son of Beriah, mentioned in the previous verse (e.g., NEB), while others have 

suggested that he is descended from Elpa‘al, mentioned in verses 12 and 18 (e.g., RSV). The abruptness 

of this genealogy and its use of parenthetic geographical statements make it unusually difficult to know 

how the people mentioned in it are related, and several scholars have rearranged it (Hogg 1899; Rudolph 

Chronikbücher HAT, 78). Furthermore, many have followed the Lucianic family of the LXX, and have 

emended Ahio to ˒ăḥêhem, ―their brothers‖ (so BHS). However, there is no contextual or syntactic reason 

to expect ˒ăḥêhem, ―their brothers‖ to appear in the genealogy at this point. Therefore, the vocalized 

Hebrew text Ahio, as a personal name, should probably be retained. In this case, it is noteworthy that 

another Benjaminite Ahio is mentioned in 1 Chr 8:31 = 9:37 (although that text too is beset with textual 

problems). Either the same individual is referred to, and he is placed in varying positions in different 

genealogies because of the respective author‘s differing conceptions about Ahio‘s importance, or Ahio 

might have been a traditional name among the Benjaminites. (See ALEMETH.)  

3. A Benjaminite of the clan of Gibeon, brother of Kish (1 Chr 8:31 = 9:37). On the repetition of this 

genealogy in chap. 8 and 9, see AHAZ #1. It is unclear if this Ahio is related to Saul; this depends on 

whether the Kish of 1 Chr 8:30 is to be identified with the Kish of v 33 (Demsky 1971: 16–20) and 



whether we assume (with Curtis and Madsen Chronicles ICC, 164) that the Chronicler has intentionally 

substituted Gibeon for Gibeah, Saul‘s birthplace. The Septuagint translates ―and his brother,‖ reading 

wĕ˒āḥ  w, but this is probably a misreading of the consonantal w˒ḥyw by the translator; there is no 

contextual or syntactic reason for ―and his brother‖ to appear in this type of genealogy. As noted above, 

the relationship between this Ahio and the Ahio of the Benjaminite genealogy in 8:14 is uncertain.  
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MARC Z. BRETTLER  

AHIQAR, BOOK OF. The book of Ahiqar is a rare example of a polytheistic work which was used 

and adapted by some Jewish groups. Like Tobit, it is a sapiential novel, i.e., it combines a dramatic story 

with wise instruction. It is the most ancient of the extrabiblical works preserved and read by Jewish 

people.  

A. The Story  

According to the most fully preserved versions of the plot, Ahiqar was a wise scribe and counsellor of 

the Assyrian kings Sennacherib and Esarhaddon (their order is reversed in the later versions). See 

AHIKAR/AHIQAR. As he lacked a son, the sage adopted his nephew Nadin whom he trained to be his 

successor by instructing him with wise words. Nadin did succeed the aging Ahiqar, but far from 

exhibiting appropriate gratitude to his uncle, Nadin framed him by forging treasonous letters in Ahiqar‘s 

name. When Esarhaddon was informed of Ahiqar‘s alleged crime, he sentenced him to death. It happened 

that Nabushumishkun, the officer commissioned to execute Ahiqar, had been saved by him at an earlier 

time when their roles were reversed and Ahiqar had been ordered to kill him. The officer agreed to spare 

Ahiqar and to kill a eunuch in his place. Once it became known abroad that Ahiqar was dead, the 

Egyptian king issued a challenge to the Assyrian monarch: If he sent him someone who could construct a 

palace between heaven and earth, Esarhaddon would receive the revenue for 3 years from Egypt. If no 

such expert could be found, then the Assyrian king would have to pay the Egyptian sovereign a similar 

sum. Esarhaddon bemoaned the loss of Ahiqar and was overjoyed to discover that his earlier order had 

been countermanded. Once he had recovered from his confinement, Ahiqar went to Egypt and handled all 

problems with stunning wit and wisdom. He returned to Assyria with the Egyptian revenue and took his 

revenge on Nadin. He severely punished him and scathingly criticized him for what he had done; the 

battered Nadin then swelled up and died.  

B. Versions  

The earliest extant version of Ahiqar is the fragmentary Aramaic text which was found at Elephantine. 

The papyrus dates from the late 5th century B.C.E. and contains parts of the narrative in 5 columns 

(through the ―execution‖ of Ahiqar) and sayings on the remaining 9. Later, many other versions of the 

book appeared. Some small, very fragmentary parts of what may have been a 1st-century C.E. Demotic 

translation of Ahiqar have been identified (Küchler 1979: 333–37; Lindenberger 1983: 310–12), but their 

nature remains unclear. The two fragments with narrative sections do not agree in all details with known 

versions of the story, and the one fragment with sapiential teachings offers no correspondence with the 

other texts. Ahiqar was, in all likelihood, translated into Greek, but no copy of this version has been 

found. The Gk Life of Aesop (chaps. 23–32) does, however, contain sections which parallel the book, with 

Aesop assuming the role of Ahiqar and the Babylonian king Lykeros that of the ruler whom he serves. 

The hypothetical Greek Ahiqar eventually served as the base for translations into Rumanian and Slavonic, 

with the latter becoming the Vorlage of Russian and Serbian editions. The Syriac translation, which exists 



in more than one recension, is the oldest and most valuable of the complete versions. From it Armenian 

and Arabic (and Karshuni) renderings were made, with the Armenian becoming the base for Georgian and 

Old Turkish translations. Some of the proverbs of Ahiqar are included in the Ethiopic Book of the Wise 

Philosophers which was translated from Arabic (Lindenberger 1983: 4–7). In some instances Ahiqar has 

been included as an appendix to A Thousand and One Nights.  

C. Date and Origin  

Even before the Elephantine papyrus was found, it was known that Ahiqar was pre-Christian in date 

because elements of its story, some of its principal characters, and aspects of its instruction are mentioned 

in Tobit (1:21–22 [Ahikar is called Tobit‘s nephew; see also 4QTobaram
a
]; 2:10; 11:18–19; 14:10 [see 

4QTobaram
d
; his name in some mss at 14:15 is a mistake, perhaps for Cyaxares]). The discoveries in 

Egypt simply confirmed the antiquity of the work. The script of the Elephantine papyrus can be classified 

as ―… formal or semi-formal of the end of the fifth century‖ (Naveh 1970: 35; Cowley 1923: 204). The 

story must, therefore, have been written at some time after the beginning of Esarhaddon‘s reign (680 

B.C.E.) and before the copy of it from Elephantine was made. This battered text, which does not appear to 

be the autograph (Lindenberger 1983: 19), contains parts of both the narrative and the sayings, but the 

point (or points) where there was a change (or changes) from one to the other has not survived. This raises 

the problem whether the book as it stands is a unity (and thus probably composed at one time) or is a later 

combination of narrative and sayings which were originally separate and from different dates. As far back 

as the story can be traced, they are combined, but the proverbs or sayings appear to be written in an older 

form of Aramaic—in a Western dialect—than the official Aramaic of the narrative (Greenfield 1978: 97; 

Lindenberger 1983: 19, 279–304). If this is true, it may mean that different authors composed them and 

that it would then be possible to date the proverbs at an earlier time than the terminus a quo implied by 

the narrative; but the conclusion is not inevitable, in as much as traditional material such as the proverbs 

would naturally be in a more archaic or poetic diction than the narrative. Moreover, even in the Aramaic 

there are references to the narrative in the sayings. Finally, as noted by Küchler (1979: 330), the first 

words of the Aramaic papyrus (˒lh m] ly ˒ḥyqr [these are the words of Ahiqar]) imply that sayings are 

involved.  

It was once thought that Hebrew might have been the original language of the book, but scholarly views 

changed with the discovery of the Aramaic text. The Assyrian setting of the tale suggested to some that 

the author wrote in Akkadian (so Cowley 1923: 205–08; Grelot 1972: 429) from which the Aramaic was 

translated (Cowley posited a Persian intermediary translation). Nevertheless, while this view continues to 

find defenders, it now seems more likely that both narrative and sayings were composed in Aramaic 

(Lindenberger 1983: 16–17, who notes an Aramaic word play in saying 41 [ḥṭ (arrow) and ḥṭ˒ (sin)]).  

D. Structure  

As indicated above, it has been claimed that the sayings originated separately from the narrative so that 

the present combination of the two is due to a later editorial operation. All extant texts, however, contain 

both, but questions remain about the shape of the book because of uncertainties regarding the exact 

location of the sayings. It is obvious that major differences separate the Aramaic sayings and those of the 

later versions, and that for the sapiential material the latter also show variation relative to one another. But 

a more significant structural problem has to do with the original location of the proverbs, once they were 

joined to the narrative (if they were ever separate). In the Aramaic text, the columns numbered i–v contain 

narrative and vi–xiv offer sayings. None of the fragmentary narrative lines indicates a transition to the 

proverbs. This may entail that in the Aramaic version the sayings came at the end of the narrative 

(Cowley 1923: 210; Lindenberger OTP 2: 480). Grelot (1972: 432–51) attempts to integrate the two by 

arranging the columns in the order i, vi–xiv, ii–v, but the state of the text makes any conclusion quite 

uncertain. The major later versions—Syriac, Armenian, and Arabic—present two sets of sayings: the first 

(chap. 2) contains Ahiqar‘s instruction of Nadin and the second (chap. 8) his harsh words for him near the 

conclusion. The parallel sections in the Life of Aesop are distinctive in that the one section of sayings 

which Aesop delivers to his adoptive son Ennus is found before Aesop leaves for Egypt and just before 

Ennus‘ death. As nothing definite can be deduced from the Aramaic text and the Aesop material is a 



special case, it is reasonable to suppose that the arrangement as given in the Syriac, Armenian, and Arabic 

versions is the original one. See also ANET 427–30; APOT 2: 715–84; Proverbs OTL.  

Bibliography  
Cowley, A. 1923. Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth Century B.C. Oxford. Repr. Osnabrück, 1967.  
Greenfield, J. C. 1978. The Dialects of Early Aramaic. JNES 37: 93–99.  

Grelot, P. 1972. Histoire et sagesse de‘Aḥ  qar l‘assyrien. Pp. 427–52 in Documents araméens d‘Egypte. LAPO. Paris.  

Küchler, M. 1979. Frühjüdische Weisheit in den Achikar-Traditionen? Pp. 319–413 in Frühjüdische Weisheitstraditionen. 

OBO 26. Göttingen.  

Lindenberger, J. M. 1983. The Aramaic Proverbs of Ahiqar. JHNES. Baltimore.  

Naveh, J. 1970. The Development of the Aramaic Script. Proceedings of the Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities 5/1. 

Jerusalem.  

JAMES C. VANDERKAM  

AHIRA (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥ  ra˓ (ֲאִחיַשע )]. The son of Enan and leader of the tribe of Naphtali, who 

assisted Moses in taking a census of Israel (Num 1:15; 2:29). As tribal leader, Ahira contributed offerings 

on the 12th day of the tabernacle dedication (Num 7:78, 83), and took charge of the military troop of 

Naphtali throughout Israel‘s march from Sinai to Palestine (Num 10:27).  

MARK J. FRETZ  

AHIRAM (PERSON) [Heb ˒aḥ  rām (ַאִחיָשם )]. AHIRAMITES. The third of 5 sons of Benjamin and 

head of the Ahiramites, according to one Benjaminite genealogy (Num 26:38). While this is the only 

occurrence of the name, scholars have suggested that corrupt forms of ―Ahiram‖ may exist in several 

other Benjaminite genealogies. One such case is Genesis 46:21, which lists 10 sons of Benjamin, 

including ―Ehi, Rosh, Muppim, Huppim.‖ It is widely agreed (e.g., Speiser Genesis 343) that these 4 

names are a mechanical corruption of ―Ahiram, Shephupham, Huppim.‖ This correction would bring 

these names to agree with the 3d, 4th, and 5th sons of Numbers 26:38–9. A metathesis of the final mem of 

―Ahiram‖ and the initial šin of ―Shephupham‖ would have created a name with the consonants ˒alep-ḥet-

reš-šin, which could then have been broken into 2 names, ―Ehi, Rosh.‖ The resulting names, ―Ehi, Rosh, 

and Muppim‖ do not occur in any other Benjaminite genealogy. Another possible occurrence of the name 

―Ahiram‖ is in the name ―Aharah‖ who is listed in 1 Chr 8:1 as the 3d son of Benjamin. Schumacher 

(IDB 1:70) suggests that yet another corrupt form of ―Ahiram‖ exists in the name ―Aher‖ in 1 Chr 7:12. 

While this may seem superficially to be the case, most scholars follow the suggestion of Klostermann (RE 

4) that the name should be read ˒eḥād, ―one.‖ There are other possibilities for the name ―Aher‖ (which is 

nowhere else attested), including that of reading ―Addar‖ (=―Ard‖), a name found in several Benjaminite 

genealogies (Williamson 1 Chronicles NCBC, 78).  

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  

AHISAMACH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥ  sāmāk (ֲאִחיָסָמך )]. A Danite and father of tabernacle 

craftsman OHOLIAB (Exod 31:6, 35:34, 38:23). Ahisamach is a rather typical W Semitic verbal sentence 

name (IPN 66–70). In such names kinship elements such as ˒āb ―father‖ and ˒āḥ ―brother‖ are ―generally 

theophoric, the deity being identified as a protective relative.‖ (IDB Sup, 620) The name, then, means 

―My [divine] brother supports/has supported.‖ A similar name with the same verb, Semachiah ―Yahweh 

supports/has supported‖ (1 Chr 26:7) is clearly theophoric. See also TDOT 1:7, 193.  

STEPHEN A. REED  

AHISHAHAR (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥ  šaḥar (ֲאִחיַשַחש )]. A son of Bilhan (1 Chr 7:10), grandson of 

Jediael, appearing in a curious Benjaminite genealogy in 1 Chr 7:6–12a. The name means ―brother of the 

dawn.‖ This is the only appearance of the name in the MT (LXX Achisaar), and it does not appear in the 

Apocrypha or the deuterocanonical literature. Scholarship has been divided concerning the authenticity of 

this genealogy because of its place in the text, the more complete Benjaminite genealogy which follows in 

1 Chr 8:1–40, the lack of reference to Zebulun and Dan within 1 Chronicles 1–9, the naming of only 3 



sons of Benjamin (Bela, Becher, and Jediael), and the singular appearance of Jediael in the genealogy. 

Curtis and Madsen (Chronicles ICC, 147) and Brunet (1953: 485f.) opt for the possibility of the 

genealogy being that of Zebulun. However, this approach suggests corruption of the text without 

sufficient manuscript support. Coggins (Chronicles CBC, 49), Braun (1 Chronicles WBC, 108), and 

Williamson (Chronicles NCBC, 78) suggest that this genealogy has replaced the tradition of Gen 46:21 at 

this point and reflects a postexilic military census list complete with inflated numbers of fighting men (see 

also Meyers 1 Chronicles AB, lii). Since Ahishahar and the other sons of Bilhan are called rā˒šē hā˒ābôt, 

or heads of families, political and social organization may be reflected somewhat, as well as military 

organization. In early Israel, and probably continuing even as late as postexilic times, the bēt ˒āb was the 

basic and most important socioeconomic unit. Harmon (1983: 150) has indicated that the head man of a 

bēt ˒āb may have functioned along the lines of the bigmen of anthropological terminology. Orme (1981: 

139) states that bigmen are successful, involved in community affairs, associated with feasts, and 

involved in arbitration in local disputes.  

Bibliography  
Brunet, A.-M. 1953. Le Chroniste et ses Sources. RB 60: 481–508.  
Harmon, G. E. 1983. Floor Area and Population Determination: A Method for Estimating Village Population in the Central 

Hill Country during the Period of the Judges (Iron Age I). Diss.  

Orme, Bryony. 1981. Anthropology for Archaeologists. Ithaca.  

G. EDWIN HARMON  

AHISHAR (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥ  šār (ֲאִחיָשש )]. One of Solomon‘s high officials (śār  m), who was in 

charge of the palace (1 Kgs 4:6). His duties as royal chamberlain, or majordomo (˓al-habbāyit, ―over the 

house‖), were centered on the administration of the royal household. Near Eastern parallels to this office 

suggest that he regularly received instructions from the king, controlled important communications and 

access to the palace, and oversaw other officials (AncIsr 1: 128–31; cf. Isa 22:22). In Israel the office may 

not yet have gained the importance which it held in other lands, as is suggested both by the occurrence of 

Ahishar‘s name toward the end of the list (1 Kgs 4:2–6), and by the fact, unusual for this list, that the 

name of his father is not mentioned. J. Gray (Kings OTL, 133) speculates that the lack of a patronymic 

may indicate the inferior nature of the office, or that Ahishar was of foreign, or humble, origin.  

Even the form of the name is uncertain. As it stands, the name might mean ―my brother has sung‖ (ISBE 

1: 81). The Gk has Achei (G
B
) or Achiēl (G

L
). Montgomery (Kings ICC, 119) suggested that in the Gk text 

Achei ēn, the ēn may have been an error for ēl, pointing to a Heb ˒ḥy˒l, with šr as a remainder of the 

patronym. Another possibility would be to vocalize ˒aḥyāšār (―my brother is righteous,‖ IPN 189).  

KENNETH H. CUFFEY  

AHITHOPHEL (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥ  tōpel (ֲאִחיֹתֶץל )]. A famed wise man and royal counselor of 

David who figured prominently in Absalom‘s revolt against his father.  

The name itself is composed of the theophoric element ˒ăḥ  - followed by the obscure tōpel, otherwise 

unknown except as a place name in the lower Transjordan (Deut 1:1), which is to be identified with 

modern Tafîla. Noth suggests that the 2d particle be identified with the later Heb word ṭpl = tpl, meaning 

―to add to‖ (IPN 236).  

Ahithophel‘s role in Absalom‘s revolt earned him a permanent place in the later Syriac vocabulary, 

where his name became an adjective—˒aḥitōpēlājā—meaning ―traitor.‖ This same wise man was also the 

father of Eliam, one of David‘s champions (the šāliš  m; RSV: The Thirty), who may be identified with 

Ammiel (IPN 15, n.2), the father of Bath-shua (= Bath-sheba, 1 Chr 3:5; see below).  

As a wise man, Ahithophel was reputed to be ―like the oracle of God‖ (2 Sam 16:23). Thus it was a 

fortunate turn of events for Absalom when Ahithophel threw in his hand with the rebels. It was on 

Ahithophel‘s advice that Absalom violated David‘s concubines ―in the sight of all Israel‖ (2 Sam 16:21–

23), as prophesied by Nathan (2 Sam 12:11), in order to demonstrate Absalom‘s complete break from his 

father. (In the ancient Near East, the usurpation of the royal authority of one‘s father also meant the 



usurpation of his male virility, hence the great symbolic power of Absalom‘s act.) Ahithophel further 

advised Absalom to let him take a body of 12,000 men and strike David and his men immediately, while 

they were still weak and dispirited from the coup. Absalom was at first pleased with this suggestion, but 

Hushai the Archite, one of David‘s counselors (who was secretly working to undo Ahithophel‘s sound 

advice), opposed the plan. Hushai argued instead that Absalom should wait until all Israel had gathered to 

him. Then, when Absalom and the Israelites met David and his professional soldiers in the field, they 

would overrun David and his men by sheer force of numbers. When Absalom chose to follow the advice 

of Hushai, Ahithophel, certain of the impending disaster, went home and set his affairs in order, and 

hanged himself.  

Ahithophel‘s participation in Absalom‘s revolt is indicative of the deep dissatisfaction with David‘s 

rule, even within the inner circle at court. While many may have joined the rebels in order to anoint a king 

who took a more direct interest in the affairs of the people than David (2 Sam 15:1–6), Ahithophel‘s 

reasons may have been private. That is, he may have been motivated by David‘s treacherous murder of 

Bath-sheba‘s husband, Uriah. If Ammiel, father of Bath-shua (1 Chr 3:5; Bath-shua, as the mother of 

Solomon, is to be read Bath-sheba) is the same person as Eliam, son of Ahithophel (2 Sam 23:34)—and 

this is not certain: the names are related, but in the same way that Joab [ = Yahweh is father] is related to 

Abijah [ = father is Yahweh], so that they are not identical—Bath-sheba would have been the 

granddaughter of Ahithophel. Ahithophel would then have had a very real and personal stake in the 

rebels‘ cause, namely revenge. One should wonder, however, at the absence of Ammiel (Eliam?) from 

among the conspirators. Bath-sheba‘s father would certainly not have been ignorant of what his own 

father had known of his daughter‘s marriage. In the end, Ahithophel‘s relationship to Bath-sheba must 

remain uncertain, as must his reasons for joining Absalom‘s revolt.  
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AHITUB (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥ  ṭûb (ֲאִחיטּוב )]. 1. A Levitical priest, the father of Ahijah and 

Ahimelech, and grandfather of Abiathar (1 Sam 14:3; 22:9, 11–12, 20). Ahijah was priest to Saul in 

Shiloh (1 Sam 14:3) and served the same king at Gibeah in his warfare with the Philistines (1 Sam 14:18–

19, 36). Ahimelech the priest (contra the gloss in Mark 2:26) gave David holy bread and Goliath‘s sword 

at Nob (1 Sam 21:7, 10—Eng 21:6, 9) and perished when Doeg the Edomite massacred the priesthood 

there (1 Sam 22:18). Ahimelech‘s son Abiathar escaped to serve David as his chaplain during his 

―outlaw‖ period (1 Sam 22:20; 23:6; 30:7) and remained an important priest during David‘s early 

kingship (2 Sam 15:35; 20:25; 1 Chr 27:34?). Moreover, it is difficult to reconcile the claim that 

Ahimelech was Abiathar‘s son (2 Sam 8:17 = 1 Chr 18:16; also 1 Chr 24:6) unless there was an 

Ahimelech II. We are told that Abiathar‘s son/Ahitub‘s great-grandson, Jonathan, stayed behind in 

Jerusalem as one of David‘s spies after David‘s flight from Absalom (2 Sam 15:27, 36). Ahitub‘s 

brother‘s name was Ichabod, and both men are termed sons of Phinehas and grandsons of Eli, the high 

priest at Shiloh in the days of young Samuel (1 Sam 1:3; 4:21; 14:3). While one tradition traces Ahitub‘s 

ancestry through Eli back to Eleazar, Aaron‘s third son (2 Esdr 1:1–3), another tradition links this Ahitub 

through his son Ahimelech and grandfather Eli with Ithamar, the fourth son of Aaron (1 Chr 24:3; 

Josephus, Ant 5.11.5).  

2. A Levitical priest, the son of Amariah (I?), father of Zadok (I?), and grandfather of Ahimaaz (2 Sam 

8:17 = 1 Chr 18:16; 1 Chr 5:33–34—Eng6:7–8; 6:37–38—Eng6:52–53). Zadok (I?), with Abiathar, was a 

priest to David (2 Sam 15:35; 2 Sam 8:17; 20:25; 1 Chr 18:16). When Abiathar supported Adonijah as 

David‘s successor instead of Solomon, Solomon appointed Zadok (I?) as his high priest in place of 

Abiathar (1 Kgs 2:35). Ahimaaz, son of Zadok (I?) and grandson of Ahitub (I?), together with Jonathan 

ben Abiathar, likewise kept David informed of developments in Jerusalem following Absalom‘s 

conspiracy (2 Sam 15:27, 36).  



3. A Levitical priest, the son of Amariah (II?), and the father of Zadok (II?), and grandfather of Shallum 

(1 Chr 5:37–38—Eng6:11–12). This Ahitub (II?) appears to be the same person listed in Neh 11:11 and 1 

Chr 9:11 as the father of Meraioth and grandfather of Zadok (II?) and great-grandfather of Meshullam (= 

Shallum above?).  

It may well be that 3. and 2. (and even 1.) above are actually all one and the same person (Curtis and 

Madsen Chronicles ICC, 128–29). Beside the Ahitub of Eli‘s lineage, the name Ahitub appears in 7 

biblical genealogical lists: Neh 11:11; 1 Chr 9:11; Ezra 7:1–5; 1 Chr 5:27–41—Eng6:1–15; 1 Chr 6:35–

38—Eng6:50–53; 1 Esdr 8:1–2; and 2 Esdr 1:1–3. Yet in only one of these lists, namely 1 Chr 5:27–41—

Eng6:1–15, does the name Ahitub appear more than once. The fact that the pattern Amariah-Ahitub-

Zadok occurs twice only in this one particular list readily suggests either a copyist‘s error or some 

deliberate scribal intention. This list is a long one, covering 26 generations in all, from Levi to Jehozadak, 

the high priest who went into exile (1 Chr 5:4—Eng6:15). The 2d list in the same chapter (1 Chr 6:35–

38—Eng6:50–53) limits itself to repeat only the 12 names from the first half of its chapter counterpart, 

the high priests from Aaron through Ahimaaz. On the other hand, Neh 11:11 and 1 Chr 9:11 represent 

lists of only 6 names each, but names more suggestive of the lower half of the same long list in 1 Chr 

5:27–41—Eng6:1–15. Neh 11:11 reads the names Ahitub-Meraioth-Zadok-Meshullam-Hilkiah-Seraiah; 1 

Chr 9:11 reiterates the same first 5 names but changes the last name to Azariah. If Neh 11:11 and 1 Chr 

9:11 should exhibit an early form of the list, Ezra 7:1–5 reflects another stage in its development as it 

solves the previous last name mixup through conflation (Azariah-Amariah-Ahitub-Zadok-Shallum-

Hilkiah-Azariah-Seraiah-Ezra) and expands the upper end of the list to include the high priests from 

Aaron down through Meraioth. The long list in 1 Chr 5:27–41—Eng6:1–15 goes further, repeating the 

upper and lower pattern of names from Neh 11:11; 1 Chr 9:11; and Ezra 7:1–5. What turns up basically 

new in this long list are the hitherto unparalleled names Amariah-Ahitub-Zadok-Ahimaaz-Azariah-

Johanan, filling the gap between Meraioth and Azariah of the former lists. Significantly the first 3 names 

of this addition of 6 names contribute to the double pattern of Amariah-Ahitub-Zadok already noted 

above. The remaining 2 somewhat-later lists from 1 and 2 Esdras then go on to presuppose the final stage 

reflected in the long list as the 12 names of 1 Esdr 8:1–2 draw from both the top and the bottom of the 

long list. 2 Esdr 1:1–3 parallels Ezra 7:1–5 closely, but between Amariah and Ahitub it includes 3 names 

completely new to all the previous lists: the names Eli-Phinehas-Ahijah. This suggests that the Ahitub 

intended in this last list is Ahijah, person 1. above, and, this, in a list which purports to link Ezra the priest 

to the line of Eleazar, not Ithamar.  

If the double names Zadok and Ahitub in the long list are in fact a literary fiction created to supply a 

lineage to an otherwise unknown Zadok, the name of Ahitub known from the house of Eli (the house 

which Zadok displaced) could have been singled out by the biblical writer as a convenient and appropriate 

priestly ancestor (Rehm, IDBSup, 976–77). On the other hand, were it granted that the long list, though 

unique, is reliable, and that there were in fact historically more than one Ahitub and one Zadok in the 

priesthood descendent from Eleazar, the threefold delineation above might stand.  

Interestingly, Katzenstein (1962), in his study of the high priests from Solomon to Jehozadak, thinks 

there may have been as many as 22 high priests in office during this time span. This would add 9 names 

to the 13 currently on record in 1 Chr 5:27–41—Eng6:8–15 for this span in the long list. Besides the one 

Ahitub expected in this part of the list, he postulates 3 Zadok‘s, 4 Azariah‘s, and 2 Amariah‘s. 

Katzenstein follows closely the sequence of high priests given by Josephus (Ant 9.1.1; 9.7.1; 9.10.4; 

10.8.5–6) and believes that the extra names in Josephus were omitted by the biblical writers because they 

knew these priests to be non-Zadokites (see Katzenstein 1962: 382–84).  

4. The son of Elijah and the father of Raphaim and the distant ancestor of Judith, the heroine of the 

apocryphal book of the same name (Jdt 8:1). As Judith‘s supposed ancestry is traced back 16 generations 

to Israel or Jacob, the author sought to impress upon his readers the rich Jewish heritage of the God-

fearing widow of Bethulia who single-handedly captivated and decapitated the fearsome invader 

Holofernes.  

Bibliography  



Johnson, M. D. 1969. Genealogies in Ezra-Nehemiah and Chronicles. Pp. 37–76 in The Purpose of Biblical Genealogies. 

Cambridge.  
Katzenstein, H. J. 1962. Some Remarks on the Lists of the Chief Priests of the Temple of Solomon. JBL 81: 377–84.  

ROGER W. UITTI  

AHLAB (PLACE) [Heb ˒aḥlāb (ַאְחָלב )]. A town within the tribal boundaries of Asher whose non-

Israelite inhabitants were driven out during the Heb conquest of Palestine (Judg 1:31). Although in Josh 

19:24–31 the list of towns located on Asher‘s territorial boundary does not mention Ahlab, LXX
B
 of Josh 

19:29 reads apo leb ―from Leb,‖ which may reflect a Heb vorlage of *mlb. However, the LXX reading 

aalaph in Judg 1:31 supports a derivation from Heb ˒ḥlb rather than ḥlb.  

Discussion focuses on a metathesis within the name of the letters lamed and bet. Whereas Judg 1:31 

reads ―Ahlab, and Achzib, and Helbah,‖ Josh 19:29 concludes with ―Mehebel to Achzib.‖ Boling and 

Wright (Joshua AB, 453) argue that Heb m˒ḥlb ―from Ahlab‖ was the original reading in Josh 19:29, and 

identify Ahlab with Mehebel. Other scholars identify the two towns, but view Ahlab as an equivalent or 

variant of Mehebel (Meyer 1906: 540; Fisher 1975: 286). More specifically, Abel (GP2: 67), followed by 

Aharoni (LBHG, 235), concludes that the doublet of Ahlab and Helbah in Judg 1:31 expresses a 

metathesis of Mehebel. In contrast, Kallai (HGB, 222) suggests that Ahlab has no parallel in Josh 19:29, 

whereas Helbah matches a proposed reconstruction Heb *mḥlb (MT mḥbl). This might be supported by 

the Assyrian inscription of Sennacherib (ANET, 287), which lists towns in the area of Sidon, and mentions 

the town of Maḫalliba. Since the time of Delitzsch (1881: 284), scholars have associated Ahlab with this 

Maḫalliba, identifying Ahlab with modern Khirbet el-Maḥalib located ca. 6 km northeast of Tyre (Boling 

and Wright Joshua AB, 455). See also MAHALAB.  
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MARK J. FRETZ  

AHLAI (PERSON) [Heb ˒aḥlāy (ַאְחָלי )]. 1. Although listed as a son of Sheshan (1 Chr 2:31), Ahlai 

probably was a daughter (in view of v 34) given in marriage to Sheshan‘s Egyptian slave, Jarha (v 35). 

However, some scholars understand vv 34–41 as representing a different genealogical source and feel no 

need to harmonize this passage with v 31, thus concluding that Ahlai was a son. The expression ―son(s) 

of‖ may be used in the sense of ―descendant‖ or ―offspring.‖ Since the MT of 1 Chr 2:31 uses the plural 

―the sons of,‖ the single daughter (or son) Ahlai, may possibly be understood here as the progenitor of a 

clan or family bearing her/his name. Because of Sheshan‘s failure to produce sons, Ahlai probably was 

the founder of a branch of the important family of Jerahmeel, the first-born of Hezron, grandson of Judah. 

The Jerahmeelites‘ association with the Kenites (1 Sam 27:10; 30:29), the similarity of several of their 

names with the Edomite genealogy in 1 Chronicles 1, and the correspondence of some personal names 

with place names, allows some scholars to identify them with foreign elements in Israel (Gen 15:19) and 

the shift of Edomites from southern Judah northward following the destruction of Jerusalem (Braun, 1 

Chronicles WBC, 45 and Myers, 1 Chronicles AB, 15).  

2. The mother (or possibly father) of Zabad, who was one of the mighty men of the armies of David (1 

Chr 11:41b). Zabad is listed as a descendant of Sheshan‘s daughter in 1 Chr 2:36, supporting the 

conclusion that Ahlai was his mother and identical with #1 above. 1 Chr 11:41b–47 appears to be a 

continuation of the comparable list in Samuel (2 Sam 23:24–39) and contains names not found there.  
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W. P. STEEGER  

AHLAMU. See ARAMEANS.  



AHOAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒aḥôaḥ ( וַחֲַאח  )]. 6th son of Bela and grandson of Benjamin, according to 

one Benjaminite genealogy (1 Chr 8:4). Many scholars have proposed that ―Ahoah‖ is a mistake for 

AHIJAH (e.g. Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 84), due to the evident dittography in v 7, 

―Naaman, Ahijah, and Gera.‖ The Hebrew script of the two names ˒aḥôaḥ and ˒ah  yāh are nearly 

identical. This proposal is supported by the Gk (LXX), Syr, and Aramaic versions. The Gk reads achia for 

the name in both v 4 and v 7.  

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  

AHOHI (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥôḥ   (ֲאחוִחי )]. Var. AHOAH. AHOHITE. Although seen by some as a 

corruption of Ahijah (Heb ˒ăḥ  yāh vs. ˒ăḥôḥ  ), Ahohi is a gentilic noun designating membership in the 

clan of Ahoah (Heb ˒ăḥôaḥ), which was counted among the descendants of Benjamin (1 Chr 8:4). That 

David usurped the Israelite throne from the Benjaminite king Saul did not prevent a number of 

Benjaminites, including some from the clan of Ahoah, from fighting in David‘s service. These included 

Eleazar the son of Dodo (2 Sam 23:9–10; 1 Chr 11:12), the second of ―the three,‖ one of David‘s most 

renowned warriors. Although the RSV lists Eleazar as ―the son of Dodo, the son of Ahohi,‖ the correct 

reading is probably ―Eleazar, the son of Dodo, son of an Ahohite.‖ Either reading would reflect the same 

Hebrew phraseology; it simply makes more sense to read Ahohi in its plain sense as a gentilic noun, 

rather than construing it as a proper name.  

In the Chronicler‘s list of David‘s heroes, the deeds of Eleazar, the son of Dodo, and Shammah, the son 

of Agee the Hararite, have been combined into a single account (1 Chr 11:12–14; probably when the 

copyist skipped from the Hebrew ne˒esp -šām [2 Sam 23:9b] to wattĕh  -šām [2 Sam 23:11]). Besides 

Eleazar, 2 Sam 23:28 recalls one Zalmon, the Ahohite, whose name parallels that of Ilai (Heb ˓  lay, 

emend to ṣ  lay?) the Ahohite in 1 Chr 11:29. See ILAI; ZALMON.  

Finally, the mention of Dodai the Ahohite in the list of monthly levies (1 Chr 27:4) may refer to the 

father of Eleazar the son of Dodo. Thus, at least two or three Benjaminites from the clan of Ahoah fought 

in David‘s select corps of heroic warriors, a fact which may testify both to David‘s popularity among 

Saul‘s picked men (cf. 1 Sam 18:6–8), and to the antiquity of David‘s own corps of champions (Heb 

šāliš  m).  
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AHRIMAN. See ZOROASTER, ZOROASTRIANISM.  

AHUMAI (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥûmay (ֲאחּוַמי )]. A member of the tribe of Judah and the son of Jahath 

(1 Chr 4:1–2). However, he may have been a Calebite, since Shobal, the grandfather of Ahumai, is 

identified as a descendant of Caleb in 1 Chr 2:50, 52. The genealogy found in 1 Chr 4:1–7 was originally 

a Calebite list, which has been incorporated into the overall genealogical list of Judah (1 Chr 2:3–4:23). 

The motivation for this incorporation may have been the Chronicler‘s interest in ―all Israel‖ as a whole 

and the tribe of Judah in particular. (For further discussion, see Curtis and Madsen Chronicles ICC; Braun 

1 Chronicles WBC; Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC.)  

H. C. LO  

AHURA MAZDA (DEITY). The name of the supreme god worshipped in the Zoroastrian religion. 

Ahura means ―Lord‖ and Mazda means ―Wisdom‖. The name was originally an appellation of an ancient 

Iranian divinity, conceived of as the spirit or force of wisdom. His earthly prototype was presumably the 

high priest who counseled and guided the tribe. Zoroaster, in founding the religion, exalted him as the one 

eternal Being, wholly wise and good, and very powerful, but not yet omnipotent, that is, his power is 

presently limited by that of the Evil Spirit, likewise self-existent (see ZORASTER, 

ZOROASTRIANISM), whom at the end of time he will destroy. For this purpose Ahura Mazda created 



by his thought lesser divinities and this world (Y[asna] 31.11). This creative act was accomplished with 

the aid of the Holy Spirit (Y.44.7, 51.7, cf. 31.3), who is one with him, and yet distinct. The lesser 

divinities are of the same essence and will as their Creator, and to venerate any one of them is to venerate 

Ahura Mazda. Zoroastrianism is also known to its adherents as ―the Mazda-worshipping religion,‖ which 

emphasizes its essential monotheism.  

Zoroaster invoked Ahura Mazda in all his hymns (the Gathas), and the whole Avesta was regarded by 

the orthodox as revealed by him to his prophet. This view is still upheld by some, on the grounds that, 

though of multiple authorship, it all derives essentially from Zoroaster‘s teachings, and so is informed by 

Ahura Mazda‘s omniscience. All devotional acts begin with veneration of Ahura Mazda, and the 5 

obligatory daily prayers in Avestan are prefaced by the affirmation in Persian: ―Ohrmazd is Lord.‖ The 

Sassanian king Vahram V answered Christian accusations of polytheism by declaring that ―he 

acknowledged only one God. The rest were but as courtiers of the King‖ (Hoffmann 1880: 42).  

Zoroaster believed that he saw and spoke with Ahura Mazda repeatedly. He declared himself ―eager to 

behold and take counsel‖ with him (Y.33.6), and when rejected as his prophet turned to him for aid. ―Take 

heed of it, Lord, granting the support which friend should give to friend‖ (Y.46.2). He saw him 

anthropomorphically (―the tongue of Thy mouth‖ Y.31.3, cf. Y.28.11; ―the hand with which Thou holdest 

…‖ Y.43.4); but also with awe, as clad with the sky as garment (Y.30.5), the One who ―established the 

course of the sun and stars … upheld the earth from below, and the heavens from falling‖ (Y.44.3, 4).  

The earliest recorded reference to Ahura Mazda, as as-sa-ra ma-za-aš, is in an Assyrian cuneiform text 

of probably the 8th century B.C. This was presumably the Old Iranian divinity, since Zoroastrianism had 

probably then only just reached western Iran. Ahura Mazda was named many times by Darius the Great 

(522–486 B.C.) in his inscriptions; and Western scholars used to think that he was represented on 

Achaemenian monuments by a crowned male figure in a winged circle. This is now interpreted rather as a 

symbol of the Royal Fortune. Zoroastrianism remained, it seems, aniconic until the late 5th century B.C., 

after which cult statues were created of Ahura Mazda and other divinities. None of these survives, 

because of the successful iconoclasm of the Sassanians (224–652 A.D.). Rock sculptures show him as a 

kingly figure, standing or on horseback, and once holding the barsom, the priestly bundle of rods (Pope 

1938: 154A, 156, 160A; Christensen 1936: 90–1, 226–7, 255). No representations of him are now made, 

but in living Zoroastrianism, as in the religion‘s earliest days, his worship is conducted in the presence of 

ever-burning fire, regarded as a symbol of truth and enlightenment.  

Bibliography  
For the Avesta, Gathas, Yasna and Old Persian inscriptions see under ZOROASTER, ZOROASTRIANISM.  
Benveniste, E. 1970. Le terme iranien mazdayasna. BSOAS 33: 5–9.  

Boyce, M. 1975. The Early Period. Vol. 1 of A History of Zoroastrianism. Ed B. Spuler. Handbuch der Orientalistik. Leiden.  

———. 1982. Under the Achaemenians. Vol. 2 of A History of Zoroastrianism.  

———. 1984. Ahura Mazdā. Encyclopaedia Iranica 1:685–87. London.  

Christensen, A. 1936. L‘Iran sous les Sassanides. Copenhagen. Repr. 1944.  

Duchesne-Guillemin, J. 1953. Ormazd et Ahriman. L‘aventure dualiste dans l‘ antiquité. Paris.  

Hoffman, G. 1880. Auszüge aus syrischen Akten persischer Märtyrer. Abhandlungen für die Kunde des Morgenlandes 7/3. 

Leipzig. Repr. Nendeln, Liechtenstein, 1966.  

Humbach, H. 1957. Ahura Mazdā und die Daēvas. Wiener Zeitschrift für die Kunde Süd- und Ostasiens 1: 81–94.  

Konow, S. 1937. Medhā and Mazdā. Pp. 217–22 in Jhā Commemoration Volume. Essays on Oriental Subjects. Poona, India.  

Kuiper, F. B. J. 1957. Avestan Mazdā. Indo-Iranian Journal 1: 86–95.  

———. 1976. Ahura Mazdā ‗Lord Wisdom‘. Indo-Iranian Journal 18: 25–42.  

Lommel. H. 1930. Die Religion Zarathustras nach dem Awesta dargestellt. Tübingen. Repr. 1971.  

Pope, A. U. 1938. A Survey of Persian Art. Vol. 1. Oxford. Repr. Wiesbaden, 1977.  

Robert, L. 1975. Une nouvelle inscription grecque de Sardes. CRAIBL, 306–31.  

Thieme, P. 1970. Die vedischen  ditya und die zarathustrischen Amaša Spanta. Pp. 397–412, in Zarathustra, ed. B. Schlerath. 

Wege der Forschung 169. Darmstadt.  

MARY BOYCE  

AHUZZAM (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăḥuzzām (ֲאֻחָזם )]. A member of the tribe of Judah and son of Asshur 

(1 Chr 4:5–6). According to the problematic MT text of 1 Chr 2:24, Ashhur was the posthumous son of 



Hezron. On the other hand, the LXX text indicates that Ashhur was the son of Caleb who, after the death 

of Hezron, married Ephrathah, Hezron‘s wife. Thus Ahuzzam may have been a Calebite. The 

incorporation of the Calebite descendants into the Judahite genealogy may reflect a later period when the 

tribe of Caleb was absorbed into the tribe of Judah.  

H. C. LO  

AHUZZATH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăhûzat (ֲאהּוַזת )]. Accompanied Abimelech, king of Gerar, and 

Phicol to make a covenant with Isaac (Gen 26:26—only occurrence of the name in OT). Ahuzzath is 

referred to as Abimelech‘s ―friend‖ (mērē˓ēh ). This was an official title devoid of emotional 

connotation; it denoted a counselor to the king on various administrative matters (Donner 1961; Van 

Selms 1957). A priest named Zabud, for example, is called a ―friend of the king‖ in a list of court officials 

(śār  m; 1 Kgs 4:2–6; cf. Hushai, 2 Sam 15:37; 16:16–17). Abimelech and Phicol also appear in Genesis 

21 when they make a covenant with Abraham. The long time span between this covenant and the one with 

Isaac makes it unlikely that the same parties were involved in both instances. Thus, scholars have 

suggested that either ―Abimelech‖ and ―Phicol‖ were recurring titles or family names (Kidner 1967: 154), 

or that only one covenant was actually made but it was differently reported in variant traditions (Speiser 

Genesis AB, 203).  
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DAVID SALTER WILLIAMS  

AHZAI (PERSON) [Heb ˒aḥza (y) (ַאְחַזי )]. Father of Azarel and grandfather of Amashsai who is cited 

as a leader of one of the important priestly families in Jerusalem at the time of the rebuilding of the walls 

of Jerusalem by Nehemiah (Neh 11:13). Meshillemoth and Immer are reported as his father and 

grandfather. In the comparable list of 1 Chr 9:12 this person seems to be known by the name of Jahzerah 

(Heb yaḥzērâ; LXX
B 

iediou). There Meshullam, Meshillemith, and Immer are named as his ancestors.  

ROGER W. UITTI  

AI (PLACE) [Heb hā˓ay (ָהַףי )]. Var. AIATH; AIJA? The name (meaning ―the ruin‖) of a place 

mentioned in connection with Abram‘s early migration into the land of Canaan (Genesis 12–13), and with 

Joshua‘s subsequent conquest of that land (Joshua 7–8). It is usually identified with Et-Tell (M.R. 

174147), a 27.5 acre site E of modern Beitin (biblical Bethel).  

———  

A. Biblical References  

B. Location and Description  

C. History of Excavations  

1. The Garstang Soundings (1928)  

2. The Rothschild Expedition (1933–35)  

3. The Joint Archaeological Expedition (1964–76)  

D. Settlement Phases  

1. The Pre-Urban Village  

2. The Urban A Walled City  

3. The Urban B Remodeled City  

4. The Urban C Reconstructed City  

5. The Iron Age I Village  

E. The Problem of the Conquest of Ai  

———  

A. Biblical References  



Genesis 12:8 reports that Abram ―removed to the mountain on the east of Bethel, and pitched his tent, 

with Bethel on the west and Ai on the east.‖ Bethel and Ai seem to be landmarks locating the mountain on 

which Abram built his altar to the Lord, as is the case also in Gen 13:3–4. The conquest of Ai, related in 

Josh 7:2–5 and 8:1–29, is related from the perspective of the site as a landmark: ―So Joshua burned Ai, 

and made it forever a heap of ruins, as it is to this day‖ (8:28). Topographical descriptions in the accounts 

indicate that it is the same landmark referred to in Gen 12:8. Ai is mentioned again in Josh 10:1–2 and 

12:9, first in relation to Gibeon (el-Jib), and second, to Bethel. The statement in 10:2 that Gibeon ―was 

greater than Ai‖ does not appear in the Septuagint, and is probably an expansion of the tradition similar to 

that found in Joshua 7–8 in the MT. In 12:9, Ai is located ―beside Bethel,‖ similar to the location in 7:2.  

The name ―Aiath,‖ which seems to be a variation of Ai, appears in Isa 10:28 in association with 

Rimmon (possibly modern Rammun, E of et-Tell), Michmash (Muchmas), Geba, Ramah (er-Ram), and 

Gibeah (Tell el-Ful). Whether the reference is to Et-Tell is not clear, although Aiath would be in the same 

vicinity. Neh 11:31 lists an ―Aija‖ among the villages of Benjamin in the postexilic period, among the 

same villages named in Isa 10:28f., and since ―Bethel and Ai‖ are named in the list in Neh 7:32, Ai and 

Aija seem to be understood as two different places. However, it should be noted that the reference to 

―Aija‖ does not appear in the Septuagint. The biblical evidence thus favors identification of Ai with the 

landmark site known as et-Tell, E of Beitin and atop the watershed plateau overlooking Jericho 9 miles 

eastward in the Jordan Valley.  

B. Location and Description  

In his Onomasticon, Eusebius wrote that Bethel was located 12 Roman miles N of Jerusalem on the 

right side of the road leading to Neapolis (modern Nablus), and that Ai was located at a minor ruin E of 

Bethel. Whether he referred to the site of et-Tell is not certain, because there are other small ruins in the 

vicinity. It is possible that only the acropolis area of et-Tell was regarded as Ai, because John Garstang in 

1928 made the same identification, overlooking the other three-fourths of the ancient tell that stretched 

down the slope eastward (see Callaway 1972: 14–18).  

Et-Tell and another site in the SE edge of modern Deir Dibwan, Khirbet Haiyan (M.R. 175145), were 

suggested by E. Robinson in 1838 as possible locations of biblical Ai. The position of et-Tell 

recommended itself to Robinson, but he did not discern the presence of ancient walls and buildings 

because they were covered with heaps of unworked stones. Thus he favored the small ruin just S of Deir 

Dibwan whose name he did not record. It was later identified as Khirbet Haiyan by C. R. Conder in the 

Palestine Exploration Fund Survey (Saunders 1881: 95–96).  

Captain Charles Wilson did a reconnaissance survey from Nablus to Jerusalem in 1866, and gave 

particular attention to Bethel and Ai. He noted the modern village of Beitin, 9 miles S of Shiloh, which he 

identified with biblical Bethel. On a hill adjoining the village, and E of it, was a fortified Christian church, 

and E of it the hilltop ruins locally known as ―Et-Tel, ‗the heap‘.‖ Its location corresponded to the 

description in Gen 12:8 and Joshua 7–8, so Wilson identified et-Tell with biblical Ai on the evidence of 

the biblical references and the topography of the area.  

In a surface survey of the region E of Bethel in 1924, W. F. Albright became convinced that et-Tell was 

indeed the ruin of an ancient city, and that no other proposed site could possibly date to the time of the 

Israelite settlement in Canaan. Khirbet Haiyan had no surface pottery that could be attributed to the LB 

Age, or to Iron Age I. The tradition that Joshua ―burnt Ai and made it a heap (tell) forever‖ (Josh 8:28) 

seemed to support his position. Albright‘s identification of et-Tell with Ai was therefore based upon 

biblical traditions and the topography of the region and was supported by the evidence of an ancient city 

of the Canaanites which lay under the heaps of stones. His location of the site of Ai has not been seriously 

challenged in the last half-century (EAEHL 1: 36).  

C. History of Excavations  

1. The Garstang Soundings (1928). The first excavations at Ai (et-Tell) were conducted by John 

Garstang in September, 1928. 8 trenches were opened, 5 against the outer face of the S city wall, and 3 

inside the city in the acropolis area. The results of his work were never published although a summary 

report of 3 typed pages and a sketch plan was submitted to the Department of Antiquities. He did claim in 



a later book that LB pottery dating to ca. 1400 B.C. was found, and was left ―in the collection of the 

American School,‖ now the Albright Institute in Jerusalem. This pottery has not been located for a 2d 

opinion of its dating. The supposed discovery of a 1400 B.C. city at Ai supported Garstang‘s dating of the 

fall of Jericho at the same time, and confirmed the traditional date for the Exodus and Conquest generally 

accepted at the time (Callaway 1980: 1–4).  

2. The Rothschild Expedition (1933–35). Judith Marquet-Krause directed the second excavation at Ai, 

with the support of Baron Edmond de Rothschild of Paris. Inspired by the prospect of ―resurrecting‖ the 

ancient biblical city of Ai from the dust of its ruins, she embarked upon a series of annual campaigns in 

1933 which were abruptly terminated by her death in 1936 as she prepared for the 4th year of work.  

The Rothschild excavations were confined to the upper part of et-Tell, between contours 835 and 850 on 

the site plan (see Fig. AIP.01). This was the area sketched by Garstang in 1928 as the entire site. During 2 

months of work in the 1st campaign, the so-called palace was unearthed, a part of the Iron Age I village 

was discovered and tombs in the necropolis NE of the tell were excavated. A long and productive six-

month campaign in 1934 continued excavations of the Iron Age village, uncovered the lower-city 

fortifications near contour 835, and discovered the ―sanctuary‖ in the citadel area of the acropolis (see 

D.4. below). A final campaign in 1935 focused on completing excavation of the Iron Age village, which 

was found to be constructed on top of EB remains with no intervening occupation evidence. The lower 

city was also extended inside the city walls, and the ―Postern Gate‖ inside an elliptical tower was found. 

All of the lower-city remains belonged in the EB Age. This limited the Iron Age village to the acropolis 

area (Callaway 1972: 18–22; 1980: 4–7). See Fig. AIP.01.  

3. The Joint Archaeological Expedition (1964–76). Beginning in 1964, J. Callaway directed 9 seasons 

of work at Ai and other sites in the region until 1976. 8 sites were opened at et-Tell in areas adjacent to 

the Rothschild excavations and in new areas along the lower E city walls as follows: site A, the sanctuary 

and citadel fortifications; site B, the Iron Age village; site C, the lower city near contour 835; site D, the 

temple-palace complex on the acropolis; site G, the lower-city residential area; site H, the east city-wall 

fortifications; site J, the wadi gate fortifications; and site K, the corner gate and reservoir (see Fig. 

AIP.01). All of the city below contour 845 on the site plan was found to be EB, dating before ca. 2400 

B.C., with Iron Age agricultural terraces indicating it was placed in cultivation by the founders of the Iron 

Age village ca. 1200 B.C.  

Three sites in the vicinity of et-Tell were excavated to complete an archaeological profile of the region. 

Khirbet Haiyan, located on the regional plan and a candidate for the location of biblical Ai, was excavated 

as site E in 1964 and 1969. It was found to be a Byzantine settlement founded on scattered remains of the 

First Temple period, or 1st century A.D. Khirbet Khudriya, E of et-Tell, was excavated as site F in 1966 

and 1968, and was also a Byzantine settlement or possibly a monastery. Tombs in the valley adjacent to 

the settlement yielded pottery, ossuaries, and objects from as early as the 1st century B.C.  

Salvage excavations were conducted in 1969, 1970, 1972, and 1974 at Khirbet Raddana (M.R. 169146), 

in the N edge of modern Bireh, with sites designated R, S, and T. Hewn pillars of two Iron Age I houses, 

contemporary with those at site B at et-Tell, were uncovered during the construction of a new road on the 

site, and the Joint Expedition was invited to excavate them. It was thought that the evidence of these 

houses would supplement that of the houses at et-Tell. They were found to be part of a small unfortified 

village settled about 1200 B.C., and abandoned about 1050 B.C., the same as the village at Ai (et-Tell) 

(Callaway 1972: 22–26; 1980: 7–18).  

D. Settlement Phases  

The following settlement phases have been identified:  

STRATUM  PHASE  DESCRIPTION  PERIOD  CHRONOLOGY  

Pre-Urban  I–II  Unfortified Village  EB IB  3200–3100 B.C.  

Urban A  III  Walled City of 27.5 Acres  EB IC  3100–2950 B.C.  

Urban B  IV–V  Remodeled Buildings and Fortifications  EB II  2950–2775 B.C.  



Urban C  VI–VIII  Reconstructed City and Fortifications  EB III  2775–2400 B.C.  

Intermediate  IX  Site Abandoned  ———  2400–1200 B.C.  

Iron Age  X–XI  Unfortified Village above Contour 845  Iron Age I  1200–1050 B.C.  

Byzantine-Islamic  XII  Site Terraced and Cultivated  ———  5th Century to Present  

1. The Pre-Urban Village. Remains of an unfortified village, reaching from site C at contour 835 to the 

acropolis area, were found underneath the first-city wall system. The village was at least 200 m in length, 

making it larger than the Iron Age village built centuries later. Artifacts from this phase reflect a 

population made up of overflow from other sites, such as Jericho 9 miles away in the Jordan Valley, 

together with an increment of newcomers to the region. The new elements in the village culture at Ai 

eventually dominated in later periods that carried over from Chalcolithic by the indigenous population. 

There seem to have been movements of population from N Syria and Anatolia as early as EB IA that 

introduced pottery forms such as carinate platters, holemouth jars with inward rolled rims, and painted 

decorations of line-group designs.  

2. The Urban A Walled City. A well-planned walled city enclosing about 27.5 acres was constructed 

at the beginning of EB IC, or ca. 3100 B.C. Its fortifications were laid out on natural contours of the 

hilltop site, and they fixed the limits of the city in its succeeding phases until final destruction about 2400 

B.C. There is debate among scholars whether the EB IC walled city grew out of the previous unwalled 

village, or was imposed upon the village by newcomers (see Schaub 1982: 67–75). My view is that 

newcomers who brought with them experience in city-building imposed the Urban A plan upon the local 

villagers. Fortifications at sites A and C were built over large areas of village houses, and the entire site 

was carefully divided into spatial components seemingly too sophisticated to have emerged from the 

village culture.  

Components of the city that can be located on the site plan are: (1) the acropolis complex at site D; (2) 

the citadel and later sanctuary at site A; (3) a market and residential area at site C, houses at site G, and 4 

city-gate complexes at sites A, K, J, and L. Urban life in the city revolved around the temple-palace 

compound on the acropolis. Enclosed by its own walls (2-m-wide) inside the city, the temple and palace 

lay side by side with the temple on the E, and the palace structures (that continued in use until EB III) 

enclosing both ends and the back side of the temple (see D on Fig. AIP.01).  

Of the 4 city gates in the Urban A phase, 3 were 1 m wide and constructed straight through the 

fortification walls. These were the citadel (site A), postern (site L), and corner (site K) gates. Walls at the 

postern gate were preserved more than 2 m high, and there was evidence that the narrow passageway was 

covered, making it a kind of tunnel through the wall. Only 1 side of the wadi gate (site J) was uncovered, 

and since the excavated area was more than 1 m wide, this gate must have been wider than the others.  

The Urban A city was inhabited by a substantial element of indigenous people whose pottery culture is 

rooted in the Chalcolithic period, indicating that the village population of EB IB was largely absorbed by 

those whom I regard as newcomers in EB IC. Radical changes in lifestyle from village to urban life, with 

the imaginative spatial planning of the new city, indicates that new leadership was imposed from the 

outside. Antecedents of this culture are traced to coastal and N Syria, as well as to S Anatolia.  

3. The Urban B Remodeled City. Violent destruction abruptly terminated the Urban A phase at Ai ca. 

2950 B.C. The citadel at site A was burned, leaving scorched stones as mute testimony of the event. A 

blanket of ashes covered the acropolis building floors of polished plaster. New leadership seems to have 

been imposed upon the population, and the city was rebuilt and extensively modified.  

The culture of the new regime contrasts with that of the preceding one. Fortifications were widened and 

strengthened. The citadel gate was closed by an addition of about 0.75 m to the width of the original wall, 

and the postern gate was closed and discontinued. The lower-city gate in site C was constructed in this 

phase, presumably because the location was more easily fortified than the postern gate site. The temple-

palace at site D was rebuilt, and the palace area was constricted to about half its original size by 

construction of a wall (2 m wide) with curved corners in the middle of the previous space. These 

modifications suggest ad hoc building and remodeling inferior to that of the original city.  



Analysis of pottery and artifacts suggests that the transition to Urban B was brought about by local 

conflict rather than by outsiders. A movement from N to S can be traced in the pottery forms of the Urban 

B phase, suggesting that ultimate outside influences came from the N through settlements in N Canaan.  

A massive destruction by fire over all of the excavated areas brought the Urban B city to an end shortly 

before the beginning of the 3d Dyn. in Egypt. At sites A and C, collapsed roof beams were covered over 

by stones from walls and clay which covered the beams; they smoldered with enough intensity to dissolve 

the stones into calcined masses, cementing pieces of pottery into lumps and baking sun-dried bricks into a 

pottery-like consistency. At site D, the temple-palace compound, walls either collapsed or tilted 

precariously, suggesting that an earthquake struck the city. In the N wall of the temple, a rift in bedrock 

sliced through the main room and through the wall, leaving stones tilted into the break. When the city was 

rebuilt in the Urban C phase, the tilted curved corner wall of the temple-palace was buttressed and 

preserved in the reconstruction.  

4. The Urban C Reconstructed City. That the Urban B city lay in ruins for some time is evident in 

erosion channels in some houses that were built over in the Urban C phase. At Site A, the fortifications 

were rebuilt first, then houses were constructed against the inner face of the walls. Some 20 to 40 years 

must have elapsed, therefore, between the destruction of the Urban B phase and the completion of the 

Urban C city.  

Egyptian involvement in the rebuilding is evident at the temple-palace area on the acropolis and at site 

K in the SE corner of the fortifications. Pier bases in the temple were shaped with copper saws, probably 

like those known in Egypt from the 1st Dyn., and the temple wall (2 m wide) was built of hammer-

dressed stones shaped like bricks and laid in mud mortar like bricks. The interior of the wall was 

plastered, with the plaster continuing on the floor and up to the piers resting on the rectangular-shaped 

bases. Alabaster and stone vessels imported from Egypt were among the temple furnishings (see Callaway 

1972: 248).  

At site K, a carefully engineered open-water reservoir was constructed inside the corner of the city wall. 

A closely laid stone-paved floor was set in a backing of red clay, and a dam of red clay (2.5 m high) faced 

with stones formed the perimeter on three sides. The floor sloped from W to E toward the city wall. 

Estimates of the capacity of the reservoir (25 m wide) range from 1,800 to 2,000 cubic m. This would be 

enough to supplement rainfall and other sources for a population of 2,000 inhabitants (see EAEHL 1: 45).  

An interruption in the Urban C city seems to have occurred about 2550 B.C., evidenced by broken down 

and rebuilt city walls, and major changes in the temple area. It seems that the fortifications inside the city 

around the temple were again strengthened, completely eliminating the former palace area back of the 

temple. The temple was made into a royal residence, and a modest sanctuary was constructed against the 

Citadel at site A in what had been a residence. This is the ―Sanctuary‖ discovered by Marquet-Krause in 

1934, which was actually a sanctuary only during the last half of the Urban C phase. Khirbet Kerak 

pottery and objects on the altar of the new sanctuary and in adjacent rooms imply a new influence from 

the N of Canaan during this phase (Callaway 1978: 52–55).  

Another violent destruction overtook the city about 2400 B.C., during the 5th Dyn. of Egypt. No definite 

identity of the aggressor is known, but a scene in the tomb of Inti at Dishashi depicts the capture of a 

Canaanite town, and a mutilated inscription names two cities, neither of which can be identified. If Ai was 

taken from control of Egypt about 2550 B.C., it would be among the cities in Canaan listed for recapture 

in any campaign to regain control of the region. In any case, the city was completely destroyed and 

abandoned, and was not reoccupied until Iron Age settlers came upon the ruins of the site 1,200 years 

later, ca. 1200 B.C.  

5. The Iron Age I Village. Waves of settlers from the N, S, E, and W made their way into the highlands 

of Canaan about 1200 B.C., in an unprecedented series of disruptions around the E Mediterranean 

combined with the decline of major powers that had controlled the area. Those who settled the small 

village of Ai seem to have come from the W, being part of a larger migration of refugees fleeing from the 

recent and more warlike newcomers to the coastal region. By the time of this migration, the original name 



of the ancient city had been lost in a litterbox of history, and it was simply The Ruin, a popular 

designation of the mound as a landmark.  

The new villagers were able to wrest a living from their arid environment by the introduction of two 

new technologies. First, they dug cisterns in the soft limestone underneath and beside their houses to 

capture rainwater. Second, they terraced hillside slopes on contours and planted them in various crops. At 

Ai, the village was located on the acropolis above contour 845, and the remainder of the ancient ruin was 

terraced and placed in cultivation. The only fortifications were those left standing from the EB city, which 

were broken down in places and covered over by heaps of stones. Estimates of the population range from 

150 to 300 persons.  

That the new settlers had experience in hill-country farming is evident in their subsistence strategy and 

the village layout and houses. Houses were characterized by piers, either of stacked stones or hewn 

monoliths, that supported the roofs and divided space in the ―great-rooms.‖ Some houses had a 3d room 

across the back of the main area. Streets at Ai were paved with cobblestones set in red clay which led to 

the thresholds of the closely spaced houses. A high dividing wall separated two compounds of houses in 

site B, suggesting that several extended families made up the population of the village.  

An interruption in the life of the village occurred about 1125 B.C., and there seems to have been an 

increase in the population. Numerous silo granaries were built in open areas around houses and even in 

the streets. The ruins of the EB temple were occupied with a crude stone wall separating the spacious 

interior into 2 living areas. Silos were built in the corners of the ancient structure. The introduction of silo 

granaries in the new phase represents a difference in storage methods from the earlier phase, when large 

storejars were used for grain and other foods and occasional silos were cut into the bedrock floors of 

houses. The latter phase of occupation lacks the orderliness in both houses and streets of the original 

phase (see Callaway 1985: 37–43).  

E. The Problem of the Conquest of Ai  

Reconciliation of the archaeological evidence with the biblical account of the capture of Ai is difficult, 

because the evidence does not agree with the prevailing views of the event. The older view of a 1400 B.C. 

conquest based upon 1 Kings 6:1 (held by Garstang) is not supported because there was no occupation of 

the site at that time. Albright‘s view of a conquest about 1250–1230 B.C. is also unsupported, which he 

himself recognized. He ascribed the conquest related in Josh 8:1–29 to nearby Bethel which was 

destroyed at the time, instead of to Ai, and conjectured that later tradition confused the accounts and 

attributed the destruction to Ai. This view is weakened by the LXX omission of reference to men of 

Bethel participating in the defense of Ai in Josh 8:17. A fragmentary text of Josh 8:3–18 from Qumran 

Cave 4 is also a shortened version similar to that of the LXX, although the reference in Josh 8:17 is one of 

the missing fragments. It is quite probable, however, that the mention of Bethel is a Masoretic expansion 

and is, therefore, secondary. Martin Noth held that the Ai account in Joshua 8 is legendary and etiological 

in nature, and is therefore unhistorical. Marquet-Krause and de Vaux, and, more recently, Yigael Yadin 

and A. Malamat, view the account as primarily etiological.  

We are left with the options of discounting the historicity of the Ai account or of placing the conquest in 

a chronological context later than LB. The latter is here proposed, and it is suggested that the interruption 

of the Iron Age village about 1125 B.C. would be an appropriate time (Callaway IDB Sup., 16). However, 

there is increasing evidence from excavations and surveys of the hill country from the Negeb to Esdraelon 

that a military conquest as described in Joshua 1–11 is without archaeological support, and that the 

settlement depicted in the book of Judges matches the evidence more accurately. The hundreds of 

villages, among which was that at Ai, founded on hilltops and supported by an agricultural subsistence, 

were occupied by people who fled from conflicts and violence to the safety of the hills. Indeed, the 

original settlers at Ai seem to have come to the highlands by way of the lowlands to the W and N instead 

of from the E (as depicted in popular ―conquest‖ and ―sedentarization‖ reconstructions). The people at Ai 

would thus be part of the large population of villagers in the highlands that emerged as the Israel we know 

in the book of Judges.  
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JOSEPH A. CALLAWAY  

AIAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ayyâ (ַאָיה )]. The name means ―hawk‖ or ―falcon‖ (Lev 11:14; Deut 14:13; 

Job 28:7), and Hicks (IDB 1: 73) suggests it was a nickname. According to Westermann (Genesis 12–36 

BK, 567), the presence of animal names in genealogies (e.g., Genesis 36) suggests that the list developed 

in an early period.  

1. First of the two sons of Zibeon, the son of Seir, a Horite living in Edom (Gen 36:24; 1 Chr 1:40). His 

brother Anah was probably the father of Oholibamah, one of Esau‘s wives (Gen 36:2, 18). This assumes 

that the Anah in Gen 36:2 is the son of Zibeon (reading Heb ben with the LXX, Syriac, and Sam Pent, 

rather than the MT bat ―daughter‖) and therefore the brother of Aiah (Gen 36:24). Aiah‘s name occurs in 

a brief Horite lineage placed among Edomite genealogical lists in Genesis 36 and 1 Chr 1:36–42. His 

father was the head of a Horite clan (Gen 36:20–21) and his brother was noted for discovering ―hot 

springs‖ of water in the desert (Gen 36:24). These facts are the biblical witnesses to the close relation 

between the Edomites and the Horites (see Bartlett 1969). The latter probably comprised the pre-Edomite 

population of Edom, which later became assimilated to the Edomites (Deut 2:12).  

2. The father of Rizpah, a concubine of Saul (2 Sam 3:7). The name occurs four times in 2 Samuel and 

is exclusively used as a patronym, ―Rizpah, the daughter of Aiah‖ (2 Sam 3:7; 21:8, 10, 11). Aiah‘s 

importance stems from the fact that his daughter was a member of the first Israelite king‘s harem. After 

Saul‘s death she became the concubine of his successor and son Ishbosheth, and was at the center of royal 

intrigue, when Abner (the military commander) was accused of sleeping with her (2 Sam 3:7). Such an act 

constituted an attempt to seize the leadership from Ishbosheth (cf. 2 Sam 16:21–22; 1 Kgs 2:13–25). 

Aiah‘s daughter also bore two sons for Saul: Armoni and Mephibosheth. Both were killed to appease 

Yahweh for a previous treacherous act of Saul against the Gibeonites (2 Sam 21:1–14).  
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AIATH (PLACE) [Heb ˓ayyāt (ַףָית )]. See AI (PLACE).  

AIJALON (PLACE) [Heb ˒ayyālôn ( ָילוןאֲַ  )]. Located in the tribe of Dan, Aijalon was an important 

city in the history of ancient Israel. The first reference to the city is in EA 273, where Aijalon and Gaza 

are mentioned as ―falling away to the Habiru.‖ However, Dussaud (1927: 230) has suggested that Aijalon 

was known to the Egyptians even earlier in the Middle Kingdom period.  

Judg 1:35 reports that the Danites had initially failed in their attempt to take Aijalon from the Amorites. 

When it eventually fell to the Israelites it was assigned to the tribe of Dan on or near the border with 

Ephraim (Josh 19:42). Aijalon is mentioned in a poetic fragment, in parallelism with Gibeon, as a place 

where the moon and sun respectively halted at the command of Joshua (Josh 10:12). Saul and Jonathan 

defeated the Philistines at Aijalon after the battle of Michmash (1 Sam 14:31). Jonathan was responsible 

for the initial success, but Saul and the rest of the army shared in the subsequent battle. If it is correct to 

identify Elon as Aijalon, the next mention of Aijalon is in 1 Kgs 4:9. The RSV notes that Elon-beth-hanan 

belongs to the second administrative district of Solomon; the consonantal MT (˒ylwn), however, raises the 

possibility that Aijalon is the intended reference. When the monarchy was divided, Aijalon was included 



in the tribe of Benjamin. In 2 Chr 11:10 Aijalon, built by Rehoboam as a defensive city, belonged to 

Judah and/or Benjamin, while in 2 Chr 28:18 the city belonged to Judah. In the Levitical city (Albright 

1945; Peterson 1977: 340–51) lists Aijalon is the third Danite city in Joshua (21:24), while in the 1 

Chronicles list there is no mention of the tribe of Dan and instead Aijalon is a continuation of the Ephraim 

allotment (6:54—Eng6:69).  

Aijalon was located at the W end of the Valley of Aijalon on the major trunk road which led into the hill 

county, past Gibeon, and ultimately reached Jerusalem. The importance of Aijalon in the biblical record 

depended on its strategic location. The Valley of Aijalon is the most important of all the natural trade 

routes through the Shephelah. There is no reference to Aijalon during or after the exile, although the 

Aijalon Valley continued to be an important trade route. According to Josephus (JW 2.513–16) Cestius 

Gallus, governor of Syria, took the Aijalon Valley route in his campaign against Jerusalem in A.D. 66. 

Eusebius mentions Aijalon in his Onomasticon (18:13–14). (See also Epiph. Adv. Haeres 2.702.)  

There are two sites that have been identified with biblical Aijalon, Yalo and Tell Qoqa. Since Robinson 

(1841: 63–65) all major geographers have identified Yalo (M.R. 152138) with Aijalon. It was Albright 

(1924: 10) who first observed that Tell Qoqa had many EB shards on it, making it the ―older Aijalon,‖ 

while Yalo has many of the later periods.  

Yalo is located three kilometers E of Imwas, twenty kilometers WNW of Jerusalem, and ten kilometers 

ESE of Gezer. From the summit of the mound, one has a perfect view of the Aijalon Valley as it wraps 

itself around the N, NW, and NE sides of the tell and then disappears to the NE into the surrounding hills.  

Tell Qoqa is situated immediately to the SE of Yalo, separated by a little valley. While Albright argued 

that Tell Qoqa was the older city, there is evidence that both sites were occupied during the same periods 

and that the boundary separating EB Qoqa and fortified Yalo is not as distinct as had been argued earlier.  

From the surface surveys conducted at Tell Qoqa, pottery has been found from the Early Bronze Age, 

Middle Bronze Age II, Late Bronze Age, Iron I, and Iron II periods. At Yalo there is indication of Middle 

Bronze Age II, Late Bronze Age, Iron I, Iron II, Persian, Hellenistic, Roman-Byzantine, and Middle Ages 

and Ottoman occupation.  
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JOHN L. PETERSON  

AIN (PLACE) [Heb ˓ay  n (ַףִין )]. Var. ASHAN. 1. A town marking the idealized E border of the 

―promised land,‖ located in the vicinity of the Sea of Galilee (Num 34:11). The location of the place is 

unknown. The text indicates that Ain is located W of Riblah; if this is the same Riblah mentioned in 2 

Kgs 23:33, then Ain would be near Kadesh on the Orontes River in modern Syria near the NE border of 

Lebanon. On the other hand, since the Vulgate here refers to Riblah in connection with ―the spring (Heb 

˓ên) of Daphne,‖ it is possible that Ain is actually identical to Kh. Dufna (M.R. 209292), 24 miles N of 

the Sea of Galilee (and 1.5 miles W of Tel Dan). It is also possible to identify Ain with Kh. Ayun (M.R. 

212236), 2.5 miles E of the S tip of the Sea of Galilee.  

2. A Levitical city mentioned three times in the OT, first in Josh 15:32, where it is assigned to the tribe 

of Judah and is a part of the administrative district of Hormah; second in the Levitical city list in Josh 



21:16, where it is the seventh city in the Judah/Simeon list; and third in 1 Chr 4:32, where Ain is given to 

the descendants of Judah and Simeon.  

The city of Ain presents problems, regarding even its name. In Josh 21:16 the city is called Ain (˓ay  n), 

while in the parallel Levitical city list in 1 Chr 6:44 (—Eng 6:59) it is called Ashan (˓āšān). Albright 

(1945: 61) has suggested that Ashan should also be read in Joshua 21 as in the Chronicler. He argued that 

between the 2d century B.C. and the 3d century A.D. the Hebrew ―Ain‖ replaced the correct ―Ashan.‖ 

Consistently the Greek texts have Asan.  

There is a lack of clear understanding regarding the identification of the biblical Ain. It was Robinson 

(1841: 625) who first suggested the identification of Kh. Anim el-Ghuwein (M.R. 156084). Kh. Anim is 

an unimpressive small mound in the center of a small, shallow, circular valley. The surrounding hills are 

low. Immediately to the W of the tell is Wadi Sha‘b el Jabu, which leads into Nahal Anim. The site is 

located not too far from the ancient highway from Hebron to Arad that passed through Juttah and es-

Samu.  

There have been no archaeological excavations conducted at Kh. Anim, although there have been 

archaeological surveys. The Archaeological Survey of Israel visited the site and there identified Iron II, 

Hellenistic, Roman-Byzantine, and Medieval pottery. The levitical city survey team also found Iron II, 

Roman-Byzantine, and Arab shards at the site.  

However, the identification of Ain with Kh. Anim was challenged by Wilson (1847: 354) following the 

text of the Chronicler, and it was Musil (1907: 66) and others who identified Ain with Ashan. Kh. Asan is 

3.2 km N of Beersheba, near Nahl Asan. There are good reasons to identify biblical Ain/Ashan with Kh. 

Asan simply on linguistic grounds, but there are also geographical considerations. Although the site 

remains archaeologically unknown, it is clearly in the tribe of Simeon and on a major trade route leading 

N into the Shephelah.  
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JOHN L. PETERSON  

˓AIN GHAZAL. A Neolithic village located on the Zarqa (Jabbok) River at the NE edge of the 

modern city of Amman. Although badly disturbed by highway, commercial, and civic construction until 

1981, four seasons of ―rescue archaeology‖ in the years 1982–85 have produced a relatively complete 

picture of the site‘s history.  

Three major occupational phases occurred at ˓Ain Ghazal: the Pre-Pottery Neolithic B (PPNB; ca. 

7250–6200 B.C.), the PPNC period (ca. 6200–5800 B.C.), and the Yarmukian phase (ca. 5400–5000 B.C.) 

of the early ceramic Neolithic. Early in its development, ˓Ain Ghazal was already a thriving village of 

some 10–12 acres, supported by goat herding and such agricultural products as peas, lentils, wheat, 

barley, and chick-peas. Hunting of wild game (especially gazelle and cattle) and the collection of wild 

plants (especially figs, almonds, and pistachios) still provided about half of the dietary needs. Long-range 

contacts are evidenced by Anatolian obsidian, S Jordan minerals, asphalt from the Dead Sea, and shells 

from the Mediterranean and Red Seas. As early as 7100 B.C. ˓Ain Ghazal was also an important Levantine 

religious center, with plaster human statuary reflecting a sophisticated system of public ritual and 

ceremony. Smaller clay human and animal figurines indicated more personal, family-oriented concerns on 

health, fertility, and magic/luck in hunting. Housing consisted of spacious and sturdy rectangular stone 

dwellings with well-made plaster floors, many decorated on the interior walls and floors with geometric 

and linear designs.  



By 6500 B.C. the village had doubled in size, reflecting the excellent environmental resources to sustain 

population growth, and by the end of the 7th millennium it extended over more than 30 acres, more than 

three times the size of contemporary Jericho, making ˓Ain Ghazal one of the largest population centers of 

the Near East.  

Shortly after 6200 B.C., a sudden alteration in the character of the archaeological material at ˓Ain Ghazal 

indicates that a significant cultural change had occurred despite the evidence of occupational continuity. 

Conspicuously different architecture, stone tools, economic foci, and human burial practices emerged that 

have no counterparts in other areas of the Levant, suggesting that the Jordanian highlands underwent a 

locally inspired cultural adaptation, possibly associated with an increased emphasis on exploiting desert 

regions to the E.  

It is not known yet how long this peculiarly Jordanian Neolithic development lasted, but ˓Ain Ghazal 

was eventually abandoned sometime in the early 6th millennium. Several centuries later a new social 

group appeared at the site, radically different in cultural terms because of the production of well-made 

pottery, though the construction of flimsy and impermanent pit dwellings continued. Preliminary analysis 

suggests these new Yarmukian people were no longer full-time farmers but relied instead on nomadic 

pastoralism centering on herds of goats, sheep (?), cattle, and perhaps pigs, aided by domestic dogs.  

A multiyear campaign of excavations will resume at ˓Ain Ghazal, and it is anticipated that significantly 

greater resolution will emerge concerning the daily lives of the people of this important site.  
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GARY O. ROLLEFSON  

˓AJJUL, TELL EL- (M.R. 093097). A large site (ca. 28 acres) of the MB to LB located ca. 7 km SW 

of Gaza. According to Albright (1938: 337), the name means ―Mound of the Little Calf.‖ The tell is 

situated ca. 1.5 km inland from the Mediterranean coast on the N bank of Nahal Besor (Wadi Ghazzeh). 

The coastline S of Gaza is composed of steep slopes and low cliffs except where the Nahal Besor empties 

into the sea. Here the estuary meanders through low, rolling sand dunes that once provided convenient 

access from the sea to Tell el-˓Ajjul and the coastal road. It was along the Nahal Besor, a natural frontier 

between Egypt and Canaan, that the Hyksos built several fortifications including Tell el-˓Ajjul. These 

control points were all protected with a typical ―Hyksos‖ rampart and fosse of the MB period.  

A. Identification  

Excavations at Tell el-˓Ajjul have produced no inscriptional evidence to suggest its name in antiquity. 

F. Petrie assumed the site to be ancient Gaza, but the consensus of modern scholarship suggests that Tell 

el-˓Ajjul is Eusebius‘ ―Beth-Aglaim‖ (Onomast. 48:19), 8 Roman miles (11.6 kms or 7.3 miles) from 

Gaza. While the direction from Gaza is unclear in Eusebius and the Madeba Map places a ―Bethagidea‖ 

SE of Gaza, Jerome locates it on the coast by referring to it as ―Bethagla maritima.‖ The objection that 

Eusebius‘ Beth-Aglaim was 8 Roman miles from Gaza rather than the 6 of Tell el-˓Ajjul is not major. 

First, the ancient road probably did not go straight to Gaza but skirted the sand dunes by connecting with 

the ―kurkar‖ ridge S of Gaza, making the road longer. Secondly, the Nahal Besor is the only convenient 

access from the coast to Tell el-˓Ajjul and the coastal road for several kms.  

B. Archaeological Evidence  



J. Starkey first took note of Tell el-˓Ajjul and persuaded F. Petrie to excavate there. Petrie began 

excavations in 1930 and continued until 1934 for a total of four seasons. A fifth season of excavating at 

Tell el-˓Ajjul was carried on by E. H. Mackay and M. Murray in 1938. Petrie quickly published four well-

illustrated volumes of the results of his excavations (Petrie 1931–34), but his methods were somewhat 

lacking and any early material from Tell el-˓Ajjul should be used with caution. Since it is difficult to 

identify Tell el-˓Ajjul in ancient sources as a particular historical site during the MB, we must rely on the 

archaeological remains to recreate the history of this city and ancient texts to provide the context in which 

this city flourished. Several eras of the settlement are represented by the terms City I, City II, and City III. 

There is evidence of a settlement before these three cities and of continued occupation by a military 

garrison after City III began its decline into the Iron Age.  

1. Early Settlements. The first signs of occupation at Tell el-˓Ajjul may have been found by James 

Starkey on the S bank of the Nahal Besor opposite Tell el-˓Ajjul. He dated his finds to the EB. On the N 

side of the estuary, Petrie uncovered a cemetery W of the tell in which he found a profusion of copper 

weapons after which he named the area the ―Copper Age Cemetery.‖ He erroneously attributed this 

cemetery and a small find of vases and shards to the Chalcolithic Age (before 3150 B.C.E.). The cemetery 

is actually of the EB IV (as early as 2200 B.C.E. or as late as 2000 B.C.E.). The settlement at Tell el-˓Ajjul 

began to urbanize during the Egyptian 12th Dynasty of the MB I (Rainey 1972: 369–408). The evidence 

for this community were found in artifacts from the S quarter of the mound (Kempinski 1974: 147) and 

the contents of the ―courtyard cemetery‖ in the N quarter that date from the late 12th to the early 13th 

Dyn.  

2. City III and Palace I. The middle of the 18th century B.C.E. saw internal and domestic problems in 

Egypt. With Egypt‘s weakened central authority, Tell el-˓Ajjul‘s fortunes apparently improved. They built 

some of the most notable fortifications and public buildings in Canaan. In constructing the fosse around 

the fortification, they excavated blocks of sandstone, which were used for the foundation of the palace. 

The fosse measured some 6 m deep and 15–18 m across. From the bottom of the fosse to the top of the 

fortification was probably over 45 m. One entry faced the sea, and another was in the center of the NE 

wall toward Gaza. Inside the secured perimeter was built the largest palace (Palace I) of this age ever 

found in Palestine. It measured ca. 50 by 39 m. The walls of the palace were 2 m thick (suggesting a 

possible second story), and it had rooms on three sides around a courtyard. Palace I was destroyed with 

the coming of the 15th Dyn. or the ―Hyksos‖ period (1668 B.C.E.).  

3. City II and Palace II. The remains of City II and Palace II reflect a period of great prosperity during 

the MB III ―Hyksos‖ period. This came about as a result of Tell el-˓Ajjul‘s strategic position at the W end 

of the trade routes that came from the E via Elath and the Negeb. Three particular finds of this period 

reveal some of Tell el-˓Ajjul‘s commercial and political activity. First, stylized Cypriot pottery inspired 

local potters to make what has become known as ―Bichrome Ware.‖ It is characterized by geometric 

(―Union Jack‖) patterns, fish, and birds. It became so popular along the coast that it has become a 

diagnostic indicator of this period. Secondly, the tomb of a Hyksos nobleman was uncovered and with 

him were found his chariot and horses. Since chariots were a new military innovation of the period and 

were financed and controlled by affluent nobility, it appears that Tell el-˓Ajjul was ruled by such feudal 

lords. Confirming the presence of an affluent nobility was the third discovery of a hoard of gold jewelry 

of superb craftsmanship.  

4. City I and Palaces (Fortresses) III–V. With the defeat of the Hyksos by Ahmose I and the 

establishment of the 19th Dyn. (1567–1320 B.C.E.), Egypt gained control of trade from the E. This 

reduced the economic prospects of Tell el-˓Ajjul, and City I began its decline with a major part of the 

population moving to Gaza (the site of the new administrative center of the 19th Dyn. in Canaan). The 

debate continues concerning the date of Palace (Fortress) V and the continuing occupation at Tell el-

˓Ajjul. Some contend (Kempinski 1974: 148) that the fortresses continued at Tell el-˓Ajjul until the 

middle 12th century B.C.E., after which it was abandoned near the end of the 12th century B.C.E. with the 

influx of Philistines into S Palestine. Others (Albright 1938: 358), relying on evidence of the cemetery 



near the fortress, have dated the fortress to the latter part of Iron Age I (1000–900 B.C.E.) and have 

proposed occupation on the site until that time.  
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DALE C. LIID  

AKAN (PERSON) [Heb ˓aqān (ַףָרן )]. Var. JAAKAN. A clan name mentioned in the genealogy of Seir 

the Horite in Gen 36:27. Akan is listed as one of the three sons of Ezer, and he is thus a grandson of Seir. 

The name in this form only appears in Genesis 36, but it is equivalent to the name JAAKAN found in the 

matching genealogical clan list in 1 Chr 1:42. These clans, not to be equated with the Hurrians, are part of 

the original ―inhabitants of the land‖ mentioned in Gen 36:20, who lived in the area of Edom (perhaps as 

cave dwellers) prior to the coming of the Esau clans.  

VICTOR H. MATTHEWS  

AKELDAMA (PLACE) [Gk Akeldamach (Ἀκελδαμαφ)]. An uninhabited area outside Jerusalem 

where Judas Iscariot committed suicide and was buried (Acts 1:19). The name ―Akeldama‖ is derived 

from the Aramaic expression ḥăqēl dĕma˒ (―field of blood‖), which came to be attached to the location 

through its connection with Judas Iscariot (on the form, see BDF §39.3). Klostermann (apud Lake 1965: 

13) suggests that the translation of the Aramaic in the Acts account was generated by later Christians 

eager to promote their perspective and that the phrase originally referred to ―field of sleep‖ and was a 

euphemism for a cemetery. Klostermann‘s position is rejected by Kirsopp Lake, who questions the 

etymological argument that substitutes the word for ―blood‖ with the word for ―sleep.‖ Lake also suggests 

that there is no usage of the term ―field of sleep‖ meaning cemetery in associated ancient literature (Lake 

1965: 13). The transliteration provided in Acts 1 is superior. Acts 1:18 identifies Judas as purchasing this 

property with the blood money acquired from the priests for betraying Jesus. Judas‘ purchase of the land, 

however, was effected only after his suicide, by the proxy of the priests (Matt 27:3). The plot they 

purchased with the blood money was reportedly the potter‘s field in which Judas had committed suicide 

(Matt 27:5). The potter‘s field was subsequently set aside as a cemetery for foreigners.  

The place known as the potter‘s field could have been either the possession of a specific potter or a 

place that acquired that name through its association with potters. The significance of the previous 

ownership of the land arises in that the purchase of the potter‘s field is reported by Matt 27:10 to be a 

fulfillment of a prophecy of Jeremiah. This citation, however, appears to be a combination of Zech 11:12–

13; Jer 18:2–12, Jer 19:1–13, and Jer 32:6–9.  

The description of Akeldama as the potter‘s field has contributed to locating the site. The OT frequently 

associates the S side of Jerusalem with potters. The area beyond the Potsherd Gate (Jer 19:2) in the 

Hinnom Valley was the location of Jeremiah‘s demonstration of the smashing of a newly purchased clay 

jar to proclaim the coming events of the Babylonian expansion. The Potsherd Gate is equated with the 

Dung Gate (Neh 2:13) in the Tg. Yer. It is maintained by many that it attained its name because it 

overlooked a pottery dump. In Jeremiah‘s message he implies that the name of the location would change 

from Topeth or Valley of Ben Hinnom to the ―valley of slaughter‖ following the Babylonian advance (Jer 

19:6). This final description is close to the later Aramaic name.  

The Hinnom Valley S of Jerusalem is argued to be the location of Akeldama. This valley was 

desecrated in the eyes of pious Jews from the time of Kings Ahaz and Manasseh, who promoted Molech 

worship there (2 Kgs 23:10). In the 1st century A.D. the valley was used as a refuse dump for the city of 

Jerusalem (see Mark 9:47). These aspects would have contributed to the non-occupation of the site. The 



priests would have been able to purchase the land there at a relatively low price, and foreigners not 

concerned with Jewish religion would have had no problems with being buried in that location.  

In the 4th century Jerome affirmed a S location of Akeldama in opposition to Eus., who held that it was 

N of Jerusalem. The traditional site is located on a level space on the S side of the Hinnom Valley, just 

before it joins the Kidron Valley. A ruined structure 24 m by 17 m is located on the site today. This 

structure was used as a communal burial place for centuries. Today a Greek monastery stands near the site 

and carries the name. This site cannot be conclusively shown to be the actual site of Akeldama.  
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AKHENATEN. Second son of Amenhotep (Amenophis) III of the 18th Dynasty by his great king‘s-
wife Tiye, and king of Egypt for nearly 17 years (Wenig 1972), 1377–1361 (Redford 1984: 57) or 1350–

1334 (Wente and Van Siclen 1976: 218).  

Born probably in Memphis while his father yet resided in the northern capital, Akhenaten is not pictured 

on any known monument prior to his accession and would not have been in line for the throne had his 

older brother Thutmose not died prematurely (Gauthier 1912: 335f.). When the royal family took up 

residence in Thebes for the first jubilee (Redford 1984: 51–52f.) Akhenaten accompanied them. There he 

appears as ―king‘s-son‖ in dockets from his father‘s reign (Hayes 1951: 172, fig. 27[KK]), and there he 

came to the throne as Amenhotep IV when Amenophis III died, there being no substantial evidence for 

any coregency (Redford 1967: 88ff.; Von Beckerath 1984: 11f.; contra Aldred 1988).  

For the first few months of his reign he continued work on monuments left unfinished at his father‘s 

death: the gate of the 2d Pylon (Lauffray 1980: 87ff.), and the decoration of a monumental portal on the 

south of Karnak (Redford 1983: 368). On the latter the falcon-headed Re-Harakhty is the only god who 

appears as the recipient of Akhenaten‘s worship, a harbinger of things to come. To his name is added an 

epithet that had enjoyed some currency in solar theology: ―He who rejoices in the horizon in his name 

‗Light which is in the Disc‘ ‖ (Gunn 1923; Fecht 1967; Munro 1981; Redford 1976: 54, n. 123). That the 

predilection for one god constituted something more than mere henotheism is strongly suggested in an 

early ―speech from the throne‖ in which Akhenaten introduces his god to the court. Therein he describes 

his celestial deity in terms of uniqueness, transcendence, and permanence that were to become common 

throughout the reign, while at the same time accusing the gods of having ―ceased one after the other‖ 

(Redford 1981).  

Throughout the reign frequent mention is made of the king‘s ―teaching,‖ which may be merely the 

largely poetic description of the wonders of the sun-spawned universe seen through the eyes of a sensitive 

aesthete. The Hymn to the Sun-disc (Auffret 1981; Bernhardt 1969; AEL, 96–107; von Nordheim 1979), 

echoes of which seem later to be heard in Psalm 104, describe the solar deity as the creator and sustainer 

of the universe, the guarantor of life and the eternal hypostasis of pharaonic monarchy in the heavens. In 

the latter capacity the deity is granted the double cartouche, hailed in royal terms, and conceived in art as 

the mirror image in the heavens of king Akhenaten upon earth. Pursuant to his iconoclastic urges, 

Akhenaten rid the cult of images of deity as well as mythology, and even the decorative arts and the script 

were purified of anthropomorphic and theriomorphic elements (Redford 1984: 173ff.). The great Hope of 

all Egyptians, the multifarious world of the Beyond, the Underworld over which Osiris and his congeners 

presided, was done away with; and although outward forms, such as shawabtis, mortuary texts, and sun 

hymns were retained, they were expurgated of all allusions to the Underworld (Assmann 1972; Redford 

1980; Redford 1984: 169ff.).  

Akhenaten honored his god by inaugurating a new icon, a new art style, and by championing a temple 

design influenced by Heliopolis. The new icon was derived from the earlier Re-Harakhty figure by the 

simple expedient of suppressing the figure, retaining the disc, and appending a multitude of sticklike 

arms. Introduced in anticipation of the jubilee to be celebrated in the 2d and 3d year, the ―Sun-disc‖ (as 

Akhenaten referred to his deity) was termed ―the Great, living Disc which is in jubilee, Lord of heaven 



and earth,‖ and suffered its lengthy name to be confined within two cartouches. The new art-style, an 

―expressionistic‖ treatment of natural forms based on an accentuation of the salient features of the king‘s 

personal appearance and showing a predilection for feminine softness, was introduced at the same time as 

the brainchild of Akhenaten himself, who issued the appropriate directives to his master artists (Aldred 

1968 and 1973; Pillet 1961; Schäfer 1931).  

The ―Heliopolitan‖ type of temple consisted of a simple series of open courts (in contrast to the closed 

processional temples), oriented eastward and centering upon an altar. At Thebes, the erstwhile residence, 

four major temples were constructed, the largest of which (the Gm[t]-p
3
-itn) was the venue of the great 

jubilee (Redford 1973, 1975, 1977; Smith and Redford, 1977). Additional structures were the Rwd-mnw, 

the Tni-mnw, and the ―Mansion of the bnbn,‖ given over to the queen and centered upon the sole obelisk 

of Thutmose IV, E of the Amun temple. Another Gm-itn was erected at Kawa in Nubia (Breasted 1902; 

Porter and Moss 1952: 180ff.), Memphis (Löhr 1975) and Heliopolis (Habachi 1971; Löhr 1974) were 

both provided with temples to the Sun-disc, and offering lists allude to cult installations throughout the 

Delta (Saad 1971). After year 5 two vast temples were included in the new city ―Horizon of the Disc‖ 

(Amarna), one the ―House of the Sun-disc‖ incorporating another Gm-p
3
-itn and a Ḥwt-bnbn, and a 

―Mansion of the Sun-disc,‖ possibly a royal mortuary temple (Petrie 1894; Gunn and Pendelbury, 1923–

51; Samson 1972; reliefs: Roeder 1969; Hanke 1978).  

The royal family is already in evidence at the outset of the reign. Nefertiti, the Great Royal Wife, of 

unknown parentage but undoubtedly of Egyptian birth (Seele 1955: 170), appears in the jubilee with her 

first daughter, Meretaten. Before the 5th year two additional daughters had been born in rapid succession, 

Meketaten and Ankhesen-paaten; and at Amarna three more girls appeared before year 9, but these 

apparently died in infancy (Smith and Redford 1977: 83ff.). Sons are conspicuous by their absence, but 

one Amarna text refers to the ―bodily son of the king, Tut-ankhu-aten‖ (Roeder 1969, pl. 106). Nefertiti 

herself seems to lose influence and drop out of sight toward the close of the reign, but may have survived 

her husband (Redford 1975: 11f.). Of the other wives the best known is Kiya, who appears briefly at 

Amarna (Fairman 1961: 29; Harris 1974; Hanke 1978). That Nefertiti appears at the close of the reign 

under the guise of a male coregent, Smenkhkare, has been mooted but remains highly controversial 

(Harris 1973; 1974; 1977; Samson 1981; 1982; Tawfik 1981).  

The decision to abandon the old capital, Thebes, was taken perhaps as early as year 4, when the high 

priest of Amun is found working in the quarries (Redford 1963). Shortly after followed the wholesale 

destruction of Amun‘s name and iconography throughout the land. By year 6 construction at the new site 

of Amarna, the ―horizon‖ which the Sun-disc had chosen (Aldred, 1976), was far enough advanced for the 

court to take up residence. Akhetaten was the god‘s site, and owed nothing to Thebes or Memphis: it was 

planned from the outset for the services of the new god (Smith 1981, 314ff.; Samson 1972; O‘Connor fc.). 

The old administrative families were ignored, and a roster of ―new men‖ replaced them. Chief among 

these were the chamberlain Tutu, the general Maya, the high priest Meryre; of the ―old guard,‖ Ay, the 

general and emanuensis, and Parennefer, the butler, found places in the new order (Hari 1976). Though 

Akhenaten might contemplate travel abroad, the new city was to be the permanent residence of court and 

government.  

The army remained prominent throughout the reign (Schulman 1964), but Akhenaten‘s aversion to 

accompanying his troops in the field and his self-confessed refusal to ―deal harshly‖ in foreign affairs lent 

his administration an irresolute character (cf. EA 162.40–1; Helck 1971, 168ff.; Kitchen 1962; Redford 

1984, 185ff.; Several 1972). A campaign was mounted in Nubia (Helck 1980; Schulman 1982), and some 

sort of punitive action in Asia may have been contemplated before his death. But in the north, action 

seems to have been largely restricted to exiling recalcitrant natives (Edzard 1970) and removing dissidents 

and suspects to Egypt for interrogation (EA 162.67–77). Neutralized in the war between Khatte and 

Mitanni, Akhenaten watched inactive as the Hittites swiftly destroyed Mitanni and subverted her erstwhile 

dependencies in North Syria (Astour 1981). An incipient revolt in Nu-khashshe looked to Egypt for help, 

but this did not materialize, and the rebels were crushed (Redford 1984: 197ff.). Before the end of the 



reign, the border state of Kadesh had defected to the Hittites, to be followed upon the return of Asiru, its 

king, from detention in Egypt, by Amurru (Freydank 1960; Klengel 1965).  

Akhenaten passed away probably less than 6 months into his 17th year of rule, perhaps in the early 

summer. He was probably buried in his tomb in the royal wadi at Amarna (Martin 1974), but because of 

pillaging, virtually nothing remains of the interment. The extent to which any of the grave goods in tomb 

55 of the Valley of the Kings represents his mortuary paraphernalia is a moot point (Schnabel 1976; 

Reeves 1981). Branded a rebel by later generations, and omitted from the king lists (Gardiner 1938), 

Akhenaten lived on in a folklore only partly preserved for us (Krauss 1976; Redford 1985, chap. 8).  
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DONALD B. REDFORD  

AKHETATEN (PLACE). See AMARNA, TELL EL-.  

AKIBA, RABBI. Leading rabbinic teacher of the first third of the 2d century C.E. (d. 135). Akiba‘s 

influence on the early development of the rabbinic tradition was very great; the vast majority of the 

authorities cited in the Mishnah were Akiba‘s disciples and successors, and indeed the major texts of the 

early rabbinic canon are said to have been the work of these disciples (see Sanh. 86a). Reflecting this 

influence, the image of Akiba presented in rabbinic texts is that of the ideal devotee of Torah; as one 

might expect with any such idealized portrait, traditional narratives concerning him are so colored with 

legend and reverential exaggeration that biographical conclusions cannot easily be drawn from them.  

The picture of Akiba as ideal Torah scholar emerges from several well-known stories. He is described 

as having been born to poverty (Ber. 27b) and has having been in his early years a bitter enemy of the 

emerging learned elite (Pesaḥ. 49b), but is said then to have devoted years of study to the Torah and 

finally to have become the greatest Torah master of his day. His role in historical memory as Sage par 

excellence is reflected as well in a number of stories putting Akiba at the center of rabbinic-Patriarchal 

politics of the late 1st and early 2d centuries (Ber. 27b–28a, j. (Talm.) Ber. 4:1 7cd; Roš. Haš. 2:9), while 

the end of Akiba‘s life too was remembered as exemplary: he joyously died a martyr‘s death during 

Hadrian‘s persecution of Judaism because he could not abandon the public teaching of Torah (Sanh. 12a, 

Ber. 61b).  

Akiba‘s influence on the developing tradition was primarily of two sorts. He is identified as the 

individual chiefly responsible for the systematic arrangement of Oral Torah according to subject matter (j. 

[Talm.] Šeqal. 5:1 48c, t. Zabim. 1:5, ˒Abot R. Nat. 18), and he is credited with having devised an 

elaborate hermeneutic of Scripture which allowed him to find meaning in every letter and every diacritical 

mark of the text (Menaḥ. 29b). The inference from the perfection of Scripture that every detail of the text 

has meaning was opposed by Akiba‘s great contemporary Ishmael b. Elisha, who insisted to the contrary 

that ―Scripture speaks the sort of language that people use‖ (Ber. 31b), but Akiba‘s hermeneutic is 

reflected in much subsequent midrash (the Mekhilta of R. Simeon b. Yohai, Sifra, and Sifre Zuta on 

Numbers, along with numerous Talmudic passages), and according to Jerome (ad Isa 7:14) it stimulated 

the production of a new Greek translation of the Bible as well. The aggadic image (Menaḥ. 29b) of Moses 

visiting Akiba‘s academy and finding himself unable to understand the interpretations of the Torah 

propounded there offers later rabbis‘ acknowledgment that Akiba‘s hermeneutic was strikingly original 



but only tenuously linked to the apparently intended meaning of the text; interpretation letter by letter 

allowed for great freedom, but also led to disregard for context and plausibility in both aggadic and 

halakhic contexts (Ḥag. 14a, Sanh. 38b, 51a, 67b).  

Akiba‘s willingness to discover unexpected and far-reaching implications in Scripture is reflected as 

well in his apparent interest in the more recondite aspects of early rabbinic religion, such as merkabah 

(―chariot‖) mysticism and the other secret teachings that came to be known as Pardes (the ―garden‖). 

Even in such realms, however, Akiba remained the model for later generations to emulate; of the four 

who ―entered the garden,‖ only he ―entered in peace and came out in peace‖ (see t. Ḥag. 2:2, j. (Talm.) 

Ḥag. 2:1 77b, b. (Talm.) Ḥag. 14b).  

On the basis of one Talmudic tradition (j (Talm.  Ta˓an. 4:7 68d), much recent historiography has 

described Akiba as an enthusiastic supporter of Bar Kokhba‘s rebellion against Rome, but the most recent 

investigations (Schaefer) have cast doubt on this conception. (See also EncJud 2: 488–92; JEnc 1: 304–

10.)  
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ROBERT GOLDENBERG  

AKITU. The Sum Á-KI-TI, and its Akk cognate ak   tu (m), may refer either to the ak  tu festival proper or 

to a temple in which this festival was celebrated. The origin and etymology of this noun is unknown. On 

account of the Akk plural form akiā ti, some scholars consider Sum Á-KI-TI to be a Sem loanword, 

borrowed from Old Akk (cf. AHW: 29). The Sum term for ―New Year‖ is ZAG-MU(-K), lit. ―the (end) limit 

of the year,‖ borrowed into Akk as zagmukku/zammukku. Both the Sum and Akk terms may refer either to 

New Year‘s Day or to the New Year festival proper.  

A. The        and the New Year Festivals in Sumerian Religion (ca. 2500–1800 B.C.E.)  

The ak  tu and the New Year (ZAG-MU-K) seem to have been two distinct festivals in Sumerian religion.  

1. The Sumerian        Festival. The earliest references to the ak  tu festival are implied in Pre-Sargonic 

economic texts from Ur and Adab, dated to the ―Month of Á-KI-TI,‖ i.e., the sixth month and first month 

of the local calendars, respectively. The ak  tu festival in Ur, during the Ur III period (ca. 2100–2000 

B.C.E.) and the Isin-Larsa period (ca. 2000–1760 B.C.E.), took place twice a year: in the sixth (or seventh) 

month, i.e., in the beginning of the barley sowing season; and in the first (or twelfth) month, i.e., when the 

barley harvest began. This duality arose as a result of a shift in the beginning of the calendar year from the 

seventh month (i.e. the autumn) to the first month (i.e. the spring), which resulted in two ak  tu festivals: 

the ― (ak  tu of the sowing (season)‖ and the ―ak  tu of the harvest (season).‖ The same duality can also be 

observed in the Bible, where both the first month (Nisan) and the seventh month (Tishre) are referred to 

as the turning points of the year (cf. Exod 12:2; 23:16). The ak  tu in Nippur, on the other hand, took place 

in the fourth and twelfth months, in Lagash and Umma, perhaps once a year, in the eighth month. The 

exact day of the month on which the festival was celebrated is not known. The ak  tu was celebrated in a 

special temple in the open country, situated near a canal. It was usually dedicated to the city god, and 

therefore offerings were presented there to his statue or emblem. A major and joyful event of the festival 

was the procession, in the course of which the god‘s statue and his entourage were carried from his temple 

to the ak  tu temple and back, partly by chariot and partly by boat. The responsibility for the festival fell on 

the king. As to its religious significance, it is assumed that the ak  tu festival marked the beginning of the 

agricultural year, or semiannual season. In the course of his visit to the ak  tu temple, the city god was 

believed to have blessed the fields, in anticipation of the renewal of agricultural work (Falkenstein 1959: 

166).  

2. The New Year Festival in the Neo-Sumerian Period (ca. 2100–1800 B.C.E.). The inscriptions of 

Gudea (ca. 2100 B.C.E.) and some cultic-literary texts from the OB period indicate that in the Neo-



Sumerian period. New Year‘s Day was considered as an important festival, on which special cultic rites 

(Sum PILLUDA) were performed, under the aegis, and probably with the personal participation, of the king. 

The most important cultic event in the Sumerian New Year festival was the Sacred Marriage rite (hieros 

gamos). In Lagash and elsewhere, this rite was probably conceived as having taken place on the divine 

level, i.e., between the city god and his wife. The Ur III kings, however, seem to have introduced a new 

feature into the cult, borrowed from the Uruk tradition: sacred union between the deified king in the role 

of the fertility god Dumuzi, and a priestess representing Inanna, the goddess of love (cf. van Dijk 1954: 

83–8; J. Klein 1981: 124–66). The kings of Isin also celebrated the sacred marriage rite on New Year‘s 

Day in their capital with a priestess, who represented Inanna, identified with the city goddess Nini-sinna. 

The celebrations in Isin involved a great variety of cultic personnel, including transvestites (Römer 1965: 

128–49; Reisman 1973: 185–92). The sacred union between the god and the goddess, or their earthly 

representatives, was believed to fertilize nature and society alike for the coming year, and thus ensure 

plenty and abundance for the land (Jacobsen 1975: 68–71). Another important feature of the New Year 

festival in Sumer was the ceremony of the ―Determining of Fates.‖ The sacred marriage itself usually 

culminated in a blessing (lit. ―fate-decreeing‖) for abundance and fertility, which the goddess bestowed 

upon the king and the land. The Lagash sources also indicate that on New Year‘s Day, major religious and 

political decisions were taken, probably by oracular guidance, including the appointment of rulers and 

state and temple officials. On this day, criminals and immoral persons were excluded from the communal 

meal in the temple, and the rights of the orphans and widows were enforced (Heimpel 1981: 66–8; 88).  

B. The        (New Year) Festival in the 1st Millennium B.C.E.  

1. In Babylon. In Babylon, unlike in other Mesopotamian cities, from early times the ak  tu was 

celebrated only once a year, in the month of Nisan, and thus it gradually merged and became identified 

with the New Year festival (zagmukku). In the 2d millennium B.C.E., with the rise of Babylon to 

supremacy, the ak  tu/New Year of Nisan, which was dedicated to Marduk, became the most important 

festival in Mesopotamia, including the city of Assur. In 1st millennium Babylon, the New Year festival 

was celebrated in a great pomp and rejoicing, during the first eleven days of Nisan. The climactic event of 

this festival was the divine procession to the ak  tu temple and the celebration of the ak  tu ritual there. The 

participation of the king in the ak  tu/New Year festival was obligatory, and his duties included, inter alia, 

a declaration of innocence before Marduk on the fifth of Nisan, and ―seizing the hand of Bēl‖ (i.e., 

Marduk) and accompanying him to the ak  tu temple. The ritual of the Babylonian New Year festival is 

described in detail in a text from the Seleucid period (i.e. the 3d century B.C.E.), containing instructions to 

the high priest (šešgallu), as to the cultic activities to be performed in the temple, from the second to the 

fifth of Nisan (Thureau-Dangin 1921: 127–54; ANET, 331–34). During these days, prayers and 

incantations are recited to Marduk, beseeching him to calm his anger and bless the king and the people for 

the coming year. On the fourth day, the great Babylonian mythic poem enūma eliš, describing Marduk‘s 

victory over Tiamat (the primeval sea) and the creation of the world by him, is recited before the god. On 

the fifth day, after the temple has been thoroughly purified, the king is led before Marduk. The high priest 

takes away from him his royal insignia, strikes him on his cheeks, pulls his ears, and makes him bow 

down to the ground. At this point, the king has to utter a declaration of innocence, in which he asserts that 

he did not neglect the worship of the god, nor did he harm the sacred city of Babylon or its protected 

people. Thereupon, the high priest utters a favorable oracle, assuring the king that Marduk listened to his 

prayer and will bless his kingship and destroy his enemies. After the high priest returns to the king his 

royal insignia, he again strikes his cheek, and if ―his tears flow—Bēl is appeased; if his tears do not 

flow—Bēl is angry; an enemy will rise and bring about his downfall‖ (ANET, 334, 429–52). The 

description of the ak  tu ritual in the above text has been lost. Nevertheless, some of its highlights can be 

culled from the inscriptions of NA and NB kings. On the fifth day of Nisan, the statues of Nabû and other 

deities arrived at Babylon. The festive procession to the ak  tu temple took place most probably on the 

ninth of Nisan (Berger 1970: 156). The king ―seizes‖ the hand of Marduk and conducts him to the ak  tu 

temple outside the city. There, on the tenth of Nisan, a cultic drama, symbolizing Marduk‘s primordial 

victory over Tiamat and the forces of chaos, was enacted in some way (Lambert 1968: 104–12; 1963: 25: 



189–90). The purpose and meaning of this ritual is not clear. Some see in it society‘s identification with 

the powers of nature, when the seasons change and natural life renews itself (Frankfort 1948: 314); others 

assume that the ak  tu, originally an agricultural festival, became a national festival, commemorating the 

establishment of the Babylonian empire or its reunification, in the guise of a primordial cosmic battle 

(Jacobsen 1975: 76). It is interesting to note that the association of the New Year with the creation of the 

world survived in the rabbinic interpretation of the Jewish New Year festival. Since New Year‘s Day was 

considered to be the time of decreeing the fates for the coming year, the ritual of Fate Decreeing was 

performed during the festival twice: once on the fifth (or sixth) of Nisan, in the sanctuary of Nabû in 

Babylon, called the ―Dais of Fates‖ (Akk parak š  māti), and a second time in Marduk‘s temple, upon his 

return from the ak  tu temple. The New Year festival ended on the eleventh day, and on the twelfth day 

Nabû and all the gods returned to their cities. According to an earlier hypothesis (Zimmern 1918: 2–20; 

Pallis 1926: 221–43), the New Year festival‘s cultic drama included another episode, in which Marduk, 

prior to his battle with Tiamat, was put to death, taken down to the netherworld, and resurrected, in 

imitation of the cult of the dying god Dumuzi—Tammuz. However, the NA cultic commentary, on which 

this hypothesis is based, turned out to be nothing but an anti-Babylonian or pro-Babylonian propaganda. 

The purpose of this text was either to justify Sennacherib‘s destruction of Babylon and capture of 

Marduk‘s statue, in terms of a divine trial (von Soden 1955:51: 130–166), or to explain Marduk‘s exile 

and his return to his city, in terms of death, descent to the netherworld, and resurrection (Frymer-Kensky 

1983: 131–44). In any case, this vestigial and late addition to the New Year‘s Day ritual has nothing to do 

with the motif of the dying fertility god.  

2. In Assur and Other Cities. In early times, most probably, the Babylonian god Marduk played the 

central role in the New Year celebrations in Assur. Only after Sennacherib destroyed Babylon, capturing 

Marduk‘s statue (in 684 B.C.E.) and elevating Assur to the rank of Marduk, did Assur become the central 

figure in the celebrations. Sennacherib reports in his inscriptions that he rebuilt the old ak  tu temple in 

honor of his god Assur, and renewed the ak  tu festival there. From his description of the representations 

engraved on the bronze gates of this temple we learn that, in Assur, just like in Babylon, a cultic drama, 

symbolizing Assur‘s victory over Tiamat, was enacted in the ak  tu temple (LAS, 135–43). However, 

contrary to an erroneous hypothesis, Sennacherib did not embody the god Assur in this cultic drama (cf. 

LAS, 142:15+1; Enc Miqr 7: 310; CAD K, 289a). Other Mesopotamian cities, in the 1st millennium, 

beside Babylon and Assur, preserved ancient local traditions and did not normally celebrate the ak  tu 

festival on New Year‘s day (cf. Falkenstein 1959: 159; 177, note 52). Thus, in Uruk two ak  tu festivals 

were celebrated: one in Nisan and one in Tishre. The ak  tu of Nineveh was probably celebrated on the 

16th of Ṭebēt (i.e., the sixth month), whereas that of Arbela (Milkiya), sometime in the month of Ab (i.e., 

the fifth month).  
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JACOB KLEIN  

AKKADIAN LANGUAGE. See LANGUAGES (AKKADIAN).  

AKKO (PLACE). See ACCO (PLACE).  

AKKUB (PERSON) [Heb ˓aqqûb (ַףּקּוב )]. 1. Head of a family of temple gatekeepers in the postexilic 

period who are listed as returnees from Babylonian exile under the leadership of Zerubbabel and others 

(Ezra 2:42 = Neh 7:45 = 1 Esd 5:28). While this list appears in Ezra 2 immediately after the return of 

Sheshbazzar, there are several indicators that it is not a list of that group who first responded to Cyrus‘ 

edict. Not least of these is the absence of the name ―Sheshbazzar,‖ which raises the question of the 

relationship between SHESHBAZZAR and ZERUBBABEL. Myers (1 Chronicles 15–16, 146) surveys 

various views about the origin and purpose of this list. Recent scholarship tends to follow Rudolph (Ezra 

und Nehemia HAT 17) in understanding it as a composite list of groups who returned from exile in the 

early years of the Persian period (Clines 1984: 44; Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 31–32). It is 

uncertain whether Ezra 2 is copied from Nehemiah 7, or Nehemiah 7 is copied from Ezra 2, or both are 

copied from some other original document (Fensham 1982: 49; Clines 1984: 44–45). The list is also 

found in 1 Esdras 5 as those who returned with Zerubbabel during the reign of Darius.  

The family of Akkub continued as gatekeepers throughout the postexilic period (1 Chr 9:17; Neh 11:19; 

12:25), the individual names in these verses being properly understood as names of families.  

2. Head of a family of NETHINIM (temple servants) who also are listed as returnees from Babylonian 

exile under the leadership of Zerubbabel and others (Ezra 2:45 = 1 Esdr 5:30). The names Akkub and 

Hagab are lacking in the parallel list at Neh 7:48. Either the Ezra list has made repetition of Akkub from v 

42 and Hagabah from earlier in v 45 (Batten Ezra, Nehemiah ICC, 90) or the scribe copying the list for 

Nehemiah 7 skipped from Hagabah to Hagab (Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 26). The nature of the 

scribal error is related to the larger issue of the literary relationship between the lists.  

3. One of the men who assisted Ezra in the public reading of the law by explaining the reading to the 

people (Neh 8:7–8). That Akkub and his fellows are properly identified as Levites (1 Esdr 9:48 and Vg as 

opposed to MT) is supported by Neh 8:9 and the references to the teaching role of the Levites in 2 Chr 

17:7–9; 35:3. Understanding what these men did hinges on the meaning of v 8, especially the word 

mĕpōrāš (RSV ―clearly‖). Traditionally this has been understood as referring to the Levites‘ translation 

from Hebrew to Aramaic. However, it may refer to their explaining the meaning and implication of the 

old law in a new setting. Some have understood the term as referring to the activity of the men standing 

with Ezra (v 4), meaning that they read clearly or divided the reading into paragraphs, pausing to allow 

the Levites to give their explanation. (Ackroyd Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah TBC 295–96; Kidner 1979: 

106; Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 277–79, 290.)  

4. A post-exilic member of the royal family of David descended from King Jehoiachin (1 Chr 3:24). 

According to the MT, Akkub is the eighth generation from Jehoiachin. However, in v 22 ―the sons of 

Shemaiah‖ may be a dittograph, because the list of five sons of Shemaiah is followed by the numeral six. 

If the phrase is deleted, v 22 then lists the six sons of Shecaniah, yielding only seven generations from 

Jehoiachin to Akkub. At v 21 the RSV follows LXX, Vg, and Syr in reading ―his son‖ (bnw) instead of 



―the sons of‖ (bny) before the last four names in the verse. Such a reading adds four generations, yielding 

eleven or twelve generations from Jehoiachin to Akkub. This uncertainty about the number of generations 

involved affects attempts to date the list and, as a consequence, the generation of Akkub. (See Ackroyd 

Chronicles TBC, 34 and Williamson 1982: 58.)  
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CHANEY R. BERGDALL  

AKRABATTENE (PLACE) [Gk Akrabattēnē (Ἀκπαβασσηνη)]. The district where Judas Maccabeus 

defeated the ―sons of Esau,‖ i.e., the Idumeans or Edomites (1 Macc 5:3). The Hellenistic form of the 

name may be associated with Akrabbim, an important ascent from the Arabah to the northern Negev at 

the southern border of Judean territory. Josephus (JW 2.12.4; 4.9.9) mentions a toparchy near Shechem 

(Nablus) with the same name, but it is not clear whether this is identical with the area where Judas fought. 

Regardless, the Akrabattene of Josephus should be connected with the ―Akrabattine‖ of the Onomasticon 

of Eusebius (cf. Klostermann 1904: 14,10; 86,25; 108,20; 156,30; 160,14).  
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M. GÖRG  

AKRABBIM (PLACE) [Heb ˓aqrabb  m (ַףְרַשִבים )]. The name, meaning ―scorpions,‖ is part of the 

compound geographical name ma˓ăleh ˓aqrabb  m (―ascent of scorpions‖). According to Num 34:4; Josh 

15:3; Judg 1:36, Akrabbim was an outermost point on the S borderline of the Judean territory SW of the 

Dead Sea. The name may be equated with hieroglyphic ˓qrbt mentioned in the topographical lists of the 

mortuary temple of Amenhotep III at Thebes (Edel: list ―BN li.11‖), which in turn seems to be identical 

with a name preserved as mqrpt in the great Palestine List of Thutmose III (No. 94). The latter is probably 

a misreading of a form ˓qrpt supposedly existing in an earlier version of the list (Görg 1974a; but see 

Redford 1982). The ascent of Akrabbim should be connected with one of the passes between the Arabah 

and the Wadi Fiqre and Kurnub. It is usually identified with Naqb eṣ-Ṣfar (Abel 1933; Noth Joshua HAT; 

but cf. Aharoni LBHG). There were three way stations from the bottom to the top, known today as Rugm 

Ṣfar, Khirbet Ṣfar, and Qaṣr Ṣfar, all of which were ―Nabataean in origin, Roman in repair, and Byzantine 

in reconstruction‖ (Glueck 1959: 207). The ascent may have been a station point on the ancient expedition 

routes of Egyptian kings to the different copper mines near the Arabah and to Transjordanian places as 

early as the 18th dyn. (Haider 1987). In Roman and Byzantine times the pass served as a convenient and 

important way from the Mediterranean Sea to Edom, Moab, and Elat (Harel 1959; 1967). Named after the 

ascent, the adjacent area seems to be the AKRABATTENE where Judas Maccabeus defeated the 

Idumeans (1 Macc 5:3).  
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M. GÖRG  

AL ˒UBAID (30°59´N; 46°03´E). A small tell (350 m long and 7–8 m high) in S Mesopotamia, 6 km 

W of Ur, excavated by H. R. Hall in the spring of 1919 and by L. Woolley in 1923 and 1924. It is famous 

for having been the site of a 3d millennium B.C. Sumerian temple and for having furnished the first proof 

of painted ceramics characteristic of the long Neolithic period in Iraq. Consequently, the name of the site 

has been used to designate the Neolithic culture of Iraq.  

A. The Temple and Its Artifacts  

The sanctuary belonged to the series of temples built on terraces; it stands inside an oval enclosure 

characteristic of the Early Dynastic period (first half of the 3d millennium). Some inscriptions on bricks 

prove that it was still in use during the era of the third Dynasty of Ur (21st century) and that it was 

dedicated to Ninhursag, goddess of the mountain. Nothing has been found of the temple itself, but a study 

has been made of the platform that supported it (33 by 26 m), its stairway leading to the SE side and a 

second one leading to the NW side, and its subsequent phases of reconstruction. It was surrounded by an 

oval enclosure which was possibly double (85 by 65 m) and which delimited the sacred area. A 

magnificent collection of artwork was found where it had been deliberately stuffed into the masonry 

during the reconstruction of the building. Among these works were representations of bulls, birds, bronze 

lion heads, copper columns nailed onto wooden beams (or with mosaic incrustations encased in bitumen 

and pressed against the trunks of palm trees), heads of nails from the architectural decorations, and the 

famous relief of the Imdugud, with its lion-headed eagle binding two stags. Also discovered were several 

statues (some complete, others in fragments) among which is the one of Kurlil; a golden jewel belonging 

to Aannipadda, King of Ur and one of the most ancient kings of history; the foundation inscription of the 

temple dedicated to Ninhursag by this king; fragments of inscribed vases; and a very famous frieze of the 

dairy in stone and shell on a base of bitumen. This series of artwork represents the most beautiful 

collection found on one site in Mesopotamia; it is all the more remarkable given the small area and 

limited period of occupation of this site. This collection alone would have ensured the reputation of Al-

˒Ubaid.  

B. The Neolithic Culture  

In his excavations, Woolley also found potsherds of painted ceramics with black motifs generally in 

geometric shapes on a background of greenish hue (the color of the paste) which could be dated back to a 

prehistoric era. Further research carried out on neighboring sites such as Eridu and later throughout 

Mesopotamia produced findings that indicated a particularly important phase of the historical 

development. It is now known that this ―Ubaid culture‖ represents the last great stage in the evolution of 

Near-Eastern Neolithic societies before the intensified urbanization toward the end of the 4th millennium. 

This culture acquired its main characteristics during the 6th millennium and disappeared toward 3700 B.C. 

after having influenced in varying degrees and in various ways the entire region between the E 

Mediterranean and Iran, the Anatolian plateau, and the end of the Arabian peninsula.  

It is from the birth of this culture that the emergence of a distinctive ―Mesopotamia‖ is dated. Before 

then, the alluvial valleys in the desert areas were not subject to the agricultural techniques of the first 

Neolithic or pre-Neolithic societies; the colonization of this area along the Tigris and Euphrates rivers was 

not undertaken until the 7th millennium, and it was a fairly slow process beginning in the S regions. It is 

in the S—at Eridu (Ubaid 1), then at Hajji Muhammad (Ubaid 2)—that one can see the first evidence of 

this new culture, characterized by its ceramics, the use of curved nails and clay sickles, as well as by 

architecture which progressed rapidly towards a certain monumentality (thanks to the application of new 

techniques such as molded bricks or the use of pilasters in reinforcing the building without increasing the 

amount of masonry).  

From Ubaid 2, this culture began to appear beyond its Mesopotamian cradle; indeed, it spread rapidly 

toward the N and NW along the great rivers; it is in the regions of Mandali (Hamrin basin) as well as in 

Assyria (Tepe Gawra) that its first developments have best been analyzed. But this culture also dominated 

the entire area of the Khuzistan, where it was to contribute to the elaboration of the Susiane; finally it 



progressed S toward the Persian Gulf also, where its presence can be seen on many sites on the coast of 

Saudi Arabia. The full expansion and the greatest extension of Ubaid culture took place between 4500 and 

3700 B.C. corresponding to the Ubaid 3 and 4 phases; its two centers—one in S Mesopotamia, the other in 

Assyria and the Hamrin—express two aspects of this culture which continue to progress in the Gulf, on 

the Iranian plateau, and particularly toward the countries of the Mediterranean Levant and Anatolia. Yet, 

the further one goes from the Mesopotamian bases, the more the unique features of Ubaid are diminished 

in favor of local and regional tendencies and influences.  

The society associated with this Ubaid culture became increasingly complex during its two-millennia 

span. There was hardly anything in common between most of the 6th millennium villages and the great 

centers of the mid-4th millennium. These changes are seen first of all in the technical capabilities evident 

in the production of most of the material goods and in the economic foundations of the social structure. 

Originally in the marshes of S Mesopotamia, the basic occupations of life were fishing and hunting in the 

swamps and the neighboring deserts. But the originality of the inhabitants who settled in that region lay in 

their ability to apply irrigation techniques in non-marshy areas in order to develop the crops, techniques 

similar to those used previously during the Samarra era. This included a remarkable new step, drainage, 

without which it would have been impossible to cultivate the land for very long because of the high salt 

concentration. Irrigation and drainage also entailed a change in the group‘s habits and life-style; the 

traditional and more individualistic methods of economic subsistence would not facilitate the new strategy 

for exploiting the land. Without reinforcing community practices, irrigation would have been impossible. 

Other discoveries characterize this period, in particular one dealing with the uses of fire. Ceramics 

became more widespread but were still done by hand; also, metal began to appear, still on a very small 

scale, and primarily in the form of jewelry. Nevertheless, this indicates a growing mastery of metallurgy 

which would eventually take firmer hold some centuries later with the beginnings of the Bronze Age.  

This better technical ability both in agriculture and in the production of material objects (pottery and 

metal) had important consequences on the evolution of society. If the villages showed no sign of social 

differentiation at the beginning of the 6th millennium, the same cannot be said during the 4th: Tepe 

Gawra (levels 12 and 11) in particular clearly shows the juxtaposition of simple buildings accommodating 

common people with larger homes which belonged to the dominant group (who undoubtedly held the 

power); certain other buildings seem to have been considered as specialized shops.  

But why this emergence of S Mesopotamia beginning with Ubaid 2? Why was it accompanied by such a 

vigorous geographical diffusion of its cultural traits? Finally, why was it succeeded by a new supremacy 

in that region at the time of Uruk (3300–3100 B.C.), during the 3d millennium? The answers are still 

uncertain, but it could be that ―necessity was the mother of invention‖: the tension created by the absence 

of basic raw materials (such as wood) and the need to acquire these prompted a search for other ways to 

meet the basic human needs. Natural waterways would have become the most favored means of 

transportation in order to ensure such supplies, and consequently those routes became the avenues along 

which the cultural characteristics of Ubaid would have spread to the surrounding countries. Therefore the 

transmission of ceramics is merely a material reflection of a much more vigorous exchange which 

resulted in a sort of standardization of Near-Eastern civilization. This uniformity began with the elaborate 

forms in S Mesopotamia, particularly in the region of Ubaid, where it was first recognized by modern 

scholars.  
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AL-˓ULA. See DEDAN.  

ALALAKH. A Bronze Age city identified with Tell ˓Aṭšan (or Atchana; 36°15´N; 36°23´E). See also 
AMUQ PLAIN.  

A. The Site and Its Yield  

The Bronze Age city of Alalakh was uncovered by the British mission headed by Sir Leonard Woolley, 

in the years 1937–1939 and 1946–1949, at the large mound called Tell ˓Aṭšan (Turk Açana). It is situated 

in the S part of the Plain of Antioch, some 400 m E of the Orontes and less than 3 km SE of the bridge 

where the road from Antakya to Aleppo crosses the river. The excavations disclosed seventeen levels of 

occupation, with remains of private and public buildings (palaces, temples, and fortifications), artifacts, 

and works of art, but most important, a rich epigraphic corpus represented by over five hundred cuneiform 

tablets (principally from the Levels VII and IV) and a long historical inscription engraved on a royal 

statue at the time of Level IV. The excavator‘s report (Woolley 1955; cf. 1953) was later corrected and 

modified in several points dealing with chronology and historical reconstruction (i.e., by Mellink 1957; 

Albright 1957; Astour 1972; Gates 1976, 1981, 1987). The inscription on the statue of King Idrimi was 

first published by S. Smith (1949) and subsequently studied and published anew by several other scholars 

(an English translation, ANET, 557–58; a collated hand copy, transliteration, and translation by Dietrich 

and Loretz 1981, with a commentary by Klengel 1981). A catalog of tablets numbered from one through 

453a and comprising 466 items, many of them presented in copies and/or transliterations, with a general 

introduction, was published by Wiseman (1953, supplemented by his 1954, 1958, 1959a, and 1959b). A 

number of items in Wiseman‘s publications were collated and published in full (in transliteration) by 

Dietrich and Loretz 1969a, 1969b, and 1970, with an additional forty-three tablets (all from Level IV), 

which brings the total number of known tablets to 509; but several of them remain unpublished, and there 

may still be some tablets unaccounted for in the Museum of Antakya. The seal impressions on the 

Alalakh tablets have been collected and commented upon by Collon (1975).  

B. History of Alalakh  

The earliest occupational strata of Tell ˓Aṭšan were found to lie below the present level of groundwater. 

The potsherds extracted from the liquid mud at the bottom of a special caisson pit included a small 

number of specimens attributable to the Amuq I and J phases of the ceramic sequence of other excavated 

mounds of the area and datable, respectively, to ca. 2400–2250 and 2250–2000 B.C. This proves that the 

site was already inhabited in the period of the EBLA archives. Alalakh appears indeed in the Ebla texts 

under the name A-la-la-ḫu
ki

, more often spelled ˒Ax (NI)-la-la-ḫu
ki

, as a dependency of Ebla and 

apparently not having a vassal king of its own. Later, in the records of the Third Dynasty of Ur (2063–

1955 B.C., low chronology), a state Mu-ki-iš
ki 

or Mu-(tm)xž -gi4-iš
ki

 is mentioned (along with Ebla and 

two other cities formerly subject to Ebla) among the vassals of the kings of Ur. Late Bronze Age sources 

from Alalakh, Ugarit, and Hatti make certain that Mukiš was the name of the Plain of Antioch and 

adjacent hill areas with Alalakh as its capital. The construction of the first palace in Level XIII of Alalakh 

(the sequential position of which seems to coincide with the period of Ur III) also testifies to Alalakh‘s 

achievement of autonomous statehood. In the 18th century B.C. Alalakh came under the sway of the new, 

powerful kingdom of Yamḫad with its capital at Ḫalab (Aleppo). It must have been one of the unnamed 

cities of the Cedar and Boxwood Mountains and the seacoast raided by King Yaḫdun-Lim of Mari ca. 

1740 B.C. (an event marked perhaps by the end of Level X at Alalakh). No inscriptional material has been 

found in Levels XVII–VIII.  

Written documentation on the history of Alalakh (and, to an extent, of Yamḫad) first appears in Level 

VII, which should be dated ca. 1650–1570 B.C. According to the tablets AT 1 and 456, King Abbān I of 

Yamḫad gave Alalakh to his younger brother Yarim-Lim in appreciation of his loyalty to him during a 

civil war and as compensation for the loss of his former fief, Irridi, east of the Euphrates. Yarim-Lim‘s 

installation as the appanage king of Alalakh was marked by the erection of a new great palace, a total 

rebuilding of the temple of Ištar, and the construction of a citadel. The palace archives yielded at least 175 

Akkadian-written tablets, including legal contracts, judicial acts, deeds of purchase or exchange of towns, 



deliveries of food staples, loans, ration lists, etc. The texts bear witness to Alalakh‘s commercial relations 

with Emar and Carchemish on the Euphrates; with Ebla and other cities of Yamḫad; with Ugarit on the 

seacoast and Alashiya (Cyprus); with Tunip, Qatna, and Amurru in central Syria; and even with remote 

Babylonia. They also testify to a growing presence of a Hurrian-speaking element in northern Syria.  

The period of Level VII encompassed the reigns of Yarim-Lim and his son Ammitaqum and ended in 

the destruction of Alalakh by the Hittite king Hattušiliš I. This event marked the beginning of a long 

series of Hittite campaigns aiming at the conquest of Yamḫad, which caused great destruction in northern 

Syria and culminated in the sack of Aleppo by Muršiliš I, ca. 1531 B.C. As for Alalakh, it was quickly 

rebuilt and regained a certain prosperity (Level VI) but no longer had a king of its own. Northern Syria 

became an object of contention among the Hittites, the Hurrian kingdom of Mitanni in northern 

Mesopotamia, and the 18th Dynasty of Egypt. An independent kingdom was briefly restored at Aleppo, 

ca. 1525 B.C., by Ilim-ilimma I, an offspring of the old dynasty of Yamḫad. The new king was, however, 

soon overthrown, probably at the instigation of Mitanni. A younger son of Ilim-ilimma, Idrimi, fled to 

Ammia in northern Phoenicia, where he was able to build ships and recruit troops and, after seven years 

of exile, to land in force on the coast of his homeland. He made Alalakh his capital and recovered his 

father‘s domain but was forced, after seven more years of hostilities, to enter into a vassalage treaty with 

Parattarna I, king of Mitanni, and to help him against the Hittites. Out of the Hittite booty he built a palace 

at Alalakh, part of which was uncovered in Level V. Idrimi reigned for thirty years (until ca. 1480 B.C.) 

and was succeeded by his son Adad-nirari, as stated in Idrimi‘s pseudo-autobiographical inscription.  

No records survived from Level V (reigns of Idrimi and Adad-nirari) except for three of Idrimi‘s tablets 

that had been transferred to the archives of the Level IV palace. But it is known from the annals of 

Thutmose III and other Egyptian records of his time that, during that Pharaoh‘s war with Mitanni, he 

conquered northern Syria up to the Euphrates (in 1472 B.C.) and received tribute from Alalakh (in 1467 

B.C.). In 1463 B.C., however, the Mitannians recovered all of northern Syria. The throne of Alalakh passed 

now to Idrimi‘s other son, Niqmepa, a loyal vassal of Mitanni. He built a new palace, different from the 

previous one in its architecture and orientation. The palace was expanded by Niqmepa‘s son Ilim-ilimma 

II, but was burned and destroyed, probably by the Hittite king Tud-haliyaš I in ca. 1430 B.C. The period of 

the existence of Niqmepa‘s palace forms Level IV of Alalakh. The ruins of the palace revealed an archive 

of about three hundred tablets which include interstate treaties, testimonies of Alalakh‘s relations with its 

Mitannian overlords, legal documents, census lists by settlements and socio-legal classes, ration lists, 

inventories, and other records. The tablets display a very significant increase of Hurrian influence in 

onomastica and vocabulary, which no doubt reflects the political influence of Mitanni. The inscribed 

statue of Idrimi dates from the time of Level IV.  

Very little epigraphic material comes from Level III. Alalakh and most of the rest of northern Syria 

remained under the overlordship of Mitanni. When the Hittite king Šuppiluliumas I invaded Syria in 1366 

B.C., the king of Mukiš-Alalakh, Itur-Addu, and his allies of Niya and Nu-ḫašše resisted him but finally 

lost. The fall of Alalakh to Šuppiluliumaš marks the transition to Level II. The victorious Hittite king gave 

much of Alalakh‘s territory to the pro-Hittite kingdom of Ugarit and to the newly established kingdom of 

Carchemiš and created from the rest of it another Hittite appanage under the name ―Kingdom of Halab.‖ 

After that, Alalakh was ruled by Hittite princes. Hittite presence is evidenced from a couple of Hittite 

tablets, several Hittite stamps, and a stele with a Hittite hieroglyphic inscription. Along with the Hittite 

capital, Hattušaš, and most cities of western Syria, Alalakh was utterly destroyed by the invasion of the 

Sea Peoples soon after 1200 B.C., and was never rebuilt.  

C. Importance of the Alalakh Finds  

Alalakh has no direct bearing on the Bible because of the geographical and chronological distance 

between them. Indirectly, however, it is of interest to biblical studies by the light it sheds on the Syro-

Palestinian and Near Eastern context of biblical realia. The relevant points are here succinctly 

summarized.  



1. The inscriptional and stratigraphical material from Alalakh, with its direct and indirect synchronisms 

with Mari, Assyria, Babylonia, the Hittite kingdom, and Egypt, was of paramount importance for the 

revision of ancient Near Eastern chronology of the second millennium B.C.  

2. The texts from Level VII disclosed the political structure of the Great Kingdom of Yamḫad, the 

largest West Semitic state of the Middle Bronze Age. Of particular interest is the vassalage treaty between 

King Abbān of Yamḫad and his brother Yarim-Lim of Alalakh.  

3. The texts of Level IV present a vivid picture of a medium-sized Syrian state of the Late Bronze Age, 

at the time of Mitannian hegemony. They show us a stratified society of several legally determined 

classes, from the highest (mariannu) to the lowest (ḫubšu), and give us a clearer notion of their respective 

obligations and privileges than do other sources. The term ḫubšu has been often equated with Heb ḥopš   

―freeman,‖ but most likely incorrectly.  

4. The ubiquitous ḪABIRU are mentioned in several texts of Level IV (and probably in a date formula 

of Level VII) as a specific group of the population. Far from being described as a heterogenous and 

despised assemblage of refugees, fugitives, and outlaws without civil rights (as claimed by a widely 

accepted theory), they appear as bearers of arms in census lists, one of them is registered as a priest of the 

goddess Išḫara, and we hear of a Ḫapiru ―house‖ (in this case, as often in Akk and Heb phraseology, 

meaning a tribal unit) consisting of 1,436 men, eighty of whom owned chariots, which would put them on 

the same military level as the mariannu class.  

5. The treaties between Idrimi and Pilliya (AT 3) and between Niqmepa and Ir-
d
IM, of Tunip (AT 2) 

(both translated by Reiner in ANET, 531–32) are among the earliest of their kind in the Near East and of 

considerable juridical and diplomatic interest.  

6. The texts of Level VII and especially of Level IV, though none of them is written in Hurrian, contain 

so many Hurrian personal names and Hurrian loan words that they have made an important contribution 

to our knowledge of the Hurrian language (see Draffkorn 1955).  

7. The biographical inscription of Idrimi, written in the first person but actually composed some years 

after his death, is an early and in many ways unique specimen of Syro-Palestinian narrative literature, 

unique in its time but anticipating, in a way, such biblical biographical stories as those of Joseph and 

David (see Wiseman 1955 for this and other parallels).  

8. Finally, the succession of palaces and temples at Alalakh forms a chapter in the history of Syro-

Palestinian secular and sacral architecture, including those of Israel and Judah.  

Bibliography  
Albright, W. F. 1957. Further Observations on the Chronology of Alalaḫ. BASOR 146: 26–34.  
Astour, M. C. 1969. The Partition of the Confederacy of Mukiš-Nuḫašše-Nii by Šuppiluliuma. Or n.s. 38: 381–414, Pl. 51.  

———. 1972. Ḫattušiliš, Ḫalab, and Ḫanigalbat. JNES 31: 102–9.  

———. 1989. Hittite History and Absolute Chronology of the Bronze Age. Partille, Sweden.  

Collon, D. 1975. The Seal Impressions from Tell Atchana/Alalakh. AOAT 27. Kevelaer and Neukirchen-Vluyn.  

Dietrich, M., and Loretz, O. 1969a. Die soziale Struktur von Alalaḫ und Ugarit (II). WO 5: 57–93.  

———. 1969b. Die soziale Struktur von Alalaḫ und Ugarit (V). UF 1: 37–64.  

———. 1970. Die soziale Struktur von Alalaḫ und Ugarit (IV). ZA 60: 88–123.  

———. 1981. Die Inschrift der Statue des Königs Idrimi von Alalaḫ. UF 13: 201–69.  

Draffkorn, A. 1955. Hurrians and Hurrian at Alalaḫ. Diss. Pennsylvania.  

Gates, M. -H. C. 1976. Alalakh-Tell Atchana, Levels VI and V. Diss. Yale.  

———. 1981. Alalakh Levels VI and V. SMS 4: 11–50.  

———. 1987. Alalakh and Chronology Again. Pp. 60–86 in High, Middle, or Low?, ed. P. Åström. Gothenburg.  

Klengel, H. 1965. Geschichte Syriens im 2. Jahrtausend v.u.Z. Vol. 1. Berlin.  

———. 1981. Historischer Kommentar zur Inschrift des Idrimi von Alalaḫ. UF 13: 269–78.  

Mellink, M. 1957. Review of Alalakh by L. Woolley. AJA 61: 395–400.  

Smith, S. 1940. Alalakh and Chronology. London.  

———. 1949. The Statue of Idrimi. London.  

Wiseman, D. J. 1953. The Alalakh Tablets. London.  

———. 1954. Supplementary Copies of Alalakh Tablets. JCS 8: 1–30.  

———. 1958. Abban and Alalaḫ. JCS 12: 124–29.  

———. 1959a. Ration Lists from Alalakh VII. JCS 13: 19–33.  



———. 1959b. Ration Lists from Alalakh IV. JCS 13: 50–59.  

———. 1967. Alalakh. Pp. 117–35 in Archaeology and Old Testament Study, ed. D. Winton Thomas. Oxford.  

Woolley, L. 1953. A Forgotten Kingdom. Baltimore.  

———. 1955. Alalakh: An Account of the Excavations at Tell Atchana in the Hatay, 1937–1949. Oxford.  

MICHAEL C. ASTOUR  

ALCIMUS (PERSON) [Gk Alkimos (Ἀλκιμορ)]. Name of a high priest who held office in Jerusalem in 

the years 161–159 B.C.E. (1 Maccabees 7; 9; 2 Maccabees 14). He is condemned by the author of 1 

Maccabees as the leader of the ―lawless and irreligious‖ Jews (1 Macc 7:5). The name ―Alcimus‖ is 

Greek, and it probably stands for the Hebrew ―Yakim,‖ which may be equivalent to ―Eliakim‖ (cf. 1 Chr 

24:12 in the LXX).  

Alcimus was probably appointed to office by Antiochus V and Lysias to succeed Menelaus. When 

Demetrius I took over the Seleucid throne, Alcimus approached him and was reconfirmed by him in his 

office. About two years later he passed away, and the high priesthood remained vacant for several years.  

The ancient sources are inimical towards Alcimus. According to 2 Maccabees he ―defiled himself‖ in 

the time of the persecutions (14:3), while 1 Maccabees inculpates him in the treacherous murder of sixty 

Hasidim (7:12–16); and his death is explained as a punishment for his tearing down a wall in the temple 

(9:54–56). This information should be treated skeptically, since both authors had their reasons to criticize 

Alcimus, who was an opponent of Judas and a contender for the high priesthood, which was taken by the 

Hasmoneans shortly afterward (152 B.C.E.).  

It is impossible to place Alcimus exactly within the various groups within Jewish society at that time. 

The fact that he replaced Menelaus and was negotiating with the Hasidim would show him to be lesser a 

Hellenizer than 1 and 2 Maccabees would like us to believe. Nevertheless the breach between him and the 

Hasidim, and the legend concerning him and the sage Yosi son of Yoezer (Gen. Rab. 65:26 and parallels) 

point to a certain division between him and the Hasidim which might have been on religious grounds, as 

well as with Judas and his followers on political grounds. The additional meager information from 

Josephus is that he was not of the Oniad house (Ant 12. 387), but we do know that he was a priest (Ant 20. 

235). According to Genesis Rabbah (65. 26) Alcimus was the nephew of Rabbi Josi ben Yoezer, who 

himself was of priestly family. There his name is Yakim Iṣ Zerorot. Alcimus‘ position within Jewish 

society of that time is hard to define. Scholars propose various suggestions, from mild hellenizer to pietist 

leader. However, the most we can assume is to envision Alcimus as politically pro-Seleucid, culturally a 

non-hellenizer and socially opposed to the Hasmoneans.  

URIEL RAPPAPORT  

ALEMA (PLACE) [Gk Alema (Ἀλεμα)]. Usually understood as one of six cities in Gilead where Jews 

were being held captive by the Gentile inhabitants of the cities after the rededication of the Temple (1 

Macc 5:26). News of their plight was delivered by Nabateans to Judas Maccabeus, who was already three 

days‘ journey across the Jordan, coming to the defense of Jews who had fled Gentile persecution to the 

city of Dathema. After Judas rescued the Jews in Dathema, he turned to attack a city whose name is listed 

as Alema in several MSS, and liberated Jews in Chaspo, Maked, Bosor, Carnaim, ―and the other cities of 

Gilead‖ (5:36, 44). Thus, 1 Macc 5:35–44 seems to describe the defeat of five of the six cities mentioned 

by the Nabateans. The site of Alema is unknown, but is often identified with Alma, located eight and one-

half miles SE of Bosor (Abel GP, 241; Baly GB, 216). Some scholars (e.g. Abel GP, 34) suggest it might 

also be the city of Helam mentioned in 2 Sam 10:16.  

This reading of 1 Macc 5:26, 35 is by no means certain, however. Goldstein (1 Maccabees AB, 301) 

notes a change in prepositions from ―eis‖ (at) to ―en‖ (in) before the word ―Alema,‖ suggesting that 

―Alema‖ was the name of the district in which Bosor was located and that Jews were under siege in only 

five cities: Bozrah, Bosor in Alema, Chaspho, Maked, and Carnaim. Also, the mention of ―Alema‖ in 

5:35 is by no means certain. Various MSS of 1 Maccabees read ―Mella,‖ ―Mala,‖ ―Mapha,‖ or ―Maapha.‖ 

Goldstein cogently argues (1 Maccabees AB, 302) that a scribe would hardly alter a text in which one of 

the places mentioned in 5:26 reappeared, but might well supply a name from 5:26 not specifically listed in 

5:35 as being defeated. Hence, he concluded that the place name in 5:35 was irretrievably lost.  
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ALEMETH (PERSON) [Heb ˓ālemet (ָףֶלֶמת )]. The name of two men in the book of 1 Chronicles.  

1. Son of Becher and grandson of Benjamin according to 1 Chr 7:8. The genealogy of Benjamin in that 

chapter is at variance with the Benjamin genealogies in the Torah (Gen 46:21; Num 26:38–41) and 

elsewhere in 1 Chronicles (8:1–40); this, combined with other factors, has led some scholars to assume 

that 1 Chr 7:8–12 originally described another tribe, and was incorrectly attributed to Benjamin 

(Chronicles ICC, 147–149). However, it is not unusual for variant genealogical traditions to exist for a 

single tribe, since each variant might have served a different function, might date from a different period, 

or might reflect a different understanding of the power relationships within the tribe (Johnson 1969 and 

Wilson 1977). Thus, the received text is probably correct, and 1 Chr 7:8–12 should be understood as a 

Benjaminite genealogy (Chronicles NCBC, 77–78). Some evidence suggests that this genealogy in its 

final form might date to the postexilic period (1 Chronicles AB, 53). According to 1 Chr 6:45(— Eng 

6:60), Alemeth was a levitical city in Benjamin (See ALEMETH [PLACE]). Anathoth, also a city in 

Benjamin, is mentioned alongside Alemeth. Thus, the creator of this section of the genealogy was 

defining a relationship between various Benjaminite cities by positing an ancient kinship relationship 

between ancestors with the city names. This practice is typical of genealogical thinking (Wilson 1977), 

and is found elsewhere in biblical genealogies (Demsky 1982). The connection of the personal name 

―Alemeth‖ to a specifically Benjaminite city suggests that the attribution of the genealogy to Benjamin in 

1 Chr 7:6 is correct. The connection to Benjamin is further fostered by the overlap of the names 

Jeremoth/Jerimoth and Elioenai/Elienai in both chapter 7 (vv 7 and 8) and in the Benjamin genealogy in 

chapter 8 (vv 14 and 20). The minimal extent of overlap between these two genealogies and the placement 

of Alemeth at radically different periods of the tribe‘s history is not surprising; it is not unusual for very 

different relationships between ancestors or clans to be posited by different genealogies of the same tribe.  

2. A descendant of Saul, son of either Jehoaddah (1 Chr 8:36) or Jarah (1 Chr 9:42). If we accept the 

reading of 9:42 and connect Jarah (y˓rh) with the city Kiriath-jearim (qryt y˓rym), then this verse which 

mentions Alemeth, Azmaveth, and Moza, all city names in Benjamin, is using genealogical language to 

describe the dispersion of the Benjaminite clans (Demsky 1971: 19). On the doubling of the Benjamin 

genealogy in 1 Chronicles 8 and 9, see AHAZ.  
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MARC Z. BRETTLER  

˒ALEP. The first letter of the Hebrew alphabet.  

ALEXANDER THE GREAT (PERSON). Alexander III of Macedon, ―the Great,‖ was born in July 

356 B.C., the son of Philip II and the Epirote princess Olympias. His childhood years coincided with the 

expansion of Macedonian power both S into the Greek peninsula and E through the Balkans. Greek 

authors of the time described Philip II as a man of extreme ambition, a trait which Alexander himself was 

to display in great measure throughout his life. His mother, to whom Alexander had a much closer 

attachment than to his father, was also ambitious, both for herself and for her son, and may be largely 

responsible for his belief that he had a special relationship with the gods. For about three years (ca. 342–

340) Aristotle acted as Alexander‘s tutor. It is impossible to say how far he influenced the thinking of his 

royal pupil, though Alexander‘s love for Homer‘s Iliad may be due in part to Aristotle.  

Alexander acted as regent for his father in 340, and in 338 commanded the left wing of the Macedonian 

army, facing the Theban Sacred Band at the battle of Chaeronea, at which the combined forces of Thebes 



and Athens were crushed and Macedonia became the arbiter of the destiny of the Greek states. After the 

battle, Alexander escorted the bones of the Athenian dead to Athens—the only occasion on which he 

visited that city.  

In 337, Philip divorced Olympias and married the much younger Cleopatra, daughter of a Macedonian 

noble. The marriage caused great dissension in the royal family, with Alexander both indignant for his 

mother‘s sake and concerned about his own prospects of succession. Hence when Philip was assassinated 

in the following year, there was some suspicion that Olympias and Alexander were behind the 

assassination. Nevertheless, Alexander succeeded with little difficulty, thanks to the support of senior 

generals such as Antipater and Parmenion, though there did occur the usual liquidation of potential rivals 

and enemies. In Greece, he was swiftly recognized as hēgēmōn (Leader) of the Greek League of Corinth 

established by his father in the previous year and as commander-in-chief of the forces for the impending 

invasion of the Persian Empire. The following year, 335, was spent in securing the N frontier of 

Macedonia against barbarian uprisings and in suppressing a rebellion in Greece led by Thebes. The 

ruthless destruction and enslavement of Thebes was an act of terror to deter similar revolts during the 

king‘s absence in Asia.  

The campaign against Persia was the major legacy of Philip to Alexander. It was to be a joint campaign 

of Macedonians and the Greeks of the League of Corinth under the command of Philip, the Macedonian 

king. The publicly proclaimed reasons for the attack were to liberate the Greek cities of Asia Minor from 

Persian control and to punish the Persians for the burning of Greek temples 150 years earlier under 

Xerxes. Other factors motivating Philip will have been the prospect of plunder and the acquisition of 

territory. A Macedonian army had been operating in NW Asia Minor since 336. We do not know how far, 

if at all, Philip‘s intentions went beyond those publicly proclaimed; and this is true also for Alexander, 

when he crossed into Asia in the spring of 334. The army which he led amounted to about 40,000 men 

and 160 ships. The kernel of the army was about 15,000 Macedonians, superbly trained and organized by 

Philip. The League of Corinth supplied 7,000 troops and the fleet, in whose loyalty Alexander appeared to 

have little confidence.  

The first two years of the war (334–333) saw the majority of the coast of Asia Minor and the major 

centers in the interior fall into Macedonian hands. The Persian armies were twice defeated in pitched 

battles: at the river Granicus, soon after the crossing, and at Issus in November 333. At Issus the Persian 

king Darius himself led his army; his flight from the battlefield left his family hostage to Alexander. Soon 

after the Granicus victory, the Greek cities of Asia Minor who joined Alexander were given their freedom 

and democratic governments. But at the same time, his lack of confidence in his Greek fleet and the 

strength of the Persian fleet caused him to disband his fleet and adopt the strategy of conquering the 

Persian fleet from the land. This meant gaining control of all bases used by the Persians and also opened 

up the real danger of a Persian naval counterattack on Greece and Macedonia. Indeed, the Persians made 

such good use of their naval opportunities in the Aegean that Alexander was obliged to form a new navy 

in 333 and the danger was not finally averted until mid-332. To gain control of the home bases of the 

Persian fleet, Alexander was committed to the conquest of the seaboard as far south as Egypt—far beyond 

the limits of Asia Minor. His expanding ambitions can be further seen in his reply to the offer of peace 

made by Darius after Issus, in which Alexander rejects peace and claims now to be ―Lord of Asia,‖ that is, 

the Persian empire, only a small part of which he had hitherto conquered.  

The greater part of 332 was taken up with the seven-month siege of Tyre, which supplied the main 

contingent to the Persian fleet. During the siege, a second peace offer, in which Darius offered to cede the 

whole W part of his empire as far as the river Euphrates, was rejected. The capture and enslavement of 

Tyre, preceded by the final breakup of the Persian fleet, was reminiscent of the brutality of the capture of 

Thebes. Then moving S and capturing Gaza after a two-month siege, Alexander entered the Persian 

satrapy of Egypt unopposed. Here, as well as honoring the local gods, he was crowned Pharaoh, thus 

becoming the son of Amun-Re. This divine sonship may have been one of the factors which impelled him 

to visit the famous oracle of Ammon in the desert at Siwah. Ammon (Amun) had long been equated by 

Greeks with Zeus, and sonship of Ammon could well be understood as meaning the sonship of Zeus. 



Certainly Alexander visited the oracle because Perseus and Heracles, to both of whom he traced his 

ancestry, had consulted it; and emulation of his divine ancestors increasingly played an important part in 

Alexander‘s actions. What questions he put and what answers he received are beyond our knowledge, but 

it is possible that any belief he may have had in his own superhuman nature was strengthened by the visit. 

It was probably before the visit that he laid the foundations of what was rapidly to become the greatest 

city in the Mediterranean world (see ALEXANDRIA).  

In spring 331, Alexander left Egypt to strike into the heart of the Persian empire for the decisive 

engagement with Darius, who had been gathering a new army for almost two years. The battle that took 

place at Gaugamela on October 1st sealed the fate of Darius and his empire, though Darius once again 

escaped from the battlefield. One source tells us that after the battle Alexander was proclaimed King of 

Asia, presumably by his Macedonians.  

Instead of pursuing Darius E, Alexander turned S to seize the major cities of the Persian empire, 

especially Babylon, Susa, and Persepolis. At Babylon, he appointed a former Persian enemy as satrap 

(governor)—the first of a series of such appointments in the central and E satrapies. This practice may 

have been calculated to win over the Iranian governing class, but it was bound to be controversial with the 

Macedonians. The climax of his lengthy stay at Persepolis was the deliberate burning of the royal palace, 

perhaps intended as a symbol of the overthrow of Achaemenid Persia.  

In late spring 330, Alexander set out in pursuit of Darius, who had been trying to raise a new army in 

Media. Significantly, the Greek troops of the League of Corinth were now discharged and sent home, a 

sign that the original purpose of the expedition was now completed. The hapless Darius was betrayed by 

his lieutenants and murdered. His alleged dying request to Alexander to avenge his murder enabled the 

Macedonian to portray himself as the legitimate successor and avenger of Darius and the assassins as 

regicides and rebels. When the leading regicide, Bessus, was captured, he was punished and executed in 

the traditional Persian way of dealing with rebels—another sign of Alexander‘s growing assumption of 

the style of the Great King. Soon after Darius‘ death, in Hyrcania, Alexander began to wear the dress of 

the defeated Medes and Persians, though perhaps at first only in his dealings with the Iranians.  

The next two-and-a-half years, until early 327, were occupied with the reduction of the satrapies of the 

E and NE of the Persian empire, especially Bactria and Sogdiana. The fighting encountered in this area 

was perhaps the most difficult and constant yet encountered by the Macedonians, since for the first time 

they were facing what might be called ―nationalist‖ resistance against the foreign conqueror, whatever 

claims to legitimacy he might make. Indeed, Alexander‘s marriage to the Sogdian princess Rhoxane (late 

328) was probably more a political gesture than the love match described by ancient sources; it was 

certainly not popular with the Macedonians, who regarded it as degrading for their king to marry a foreign 

captive. The founding in this area of a large number of ―cities,‖ populated mainly by Macedonian veterans 

and Greek mercenaries, is a testimony to its warlike and rebellious nature. For the cities were intended 

primarily as garrisons; economic and ―cultural‖ motives were purely secondary.  

During these years in the E satrapies, there occurred three incidents which indicate a growing 

undercurrent of hostility and resentment among the Macedonian nobility toward Alexander, especially in 

connection with his orientalizing practices. The first, in late 330, was the alleged conspiracy of Philotas, 

the commander of the elite Companion cavalry. The execution of Philotas and subsequent murder of his 

father, Parmenion, removed a powerful family group inherited by Alexander from Philip. The murder by 

Alexander of Clitus, another of the older Macedonians, during a drunken quarrel at Bactra in 328 was 

caused by Clitus‘ outspoken criticism of Alexander‘s growing ―orientalism.‖ An attempt, perhaps in early 

327, by Alexander to extend to Macedonians and Greeks the Persian practice of proskynēsis, or 

abasement before the king, foundered on the opposition led by Alexander‘s own court historian, the Greek 

Callisthenes, nephew of Aristotle. It is possible that Alexander‘s reason for trying to introduce this 

ceremony went beyond a desire to have a uniform court ceremonial. To Greeks and Macedonians, 

prostration implied the worship of a god, and Alexander, the descendent of Heracles and son of Zeus-

Ammon, may have been paving the way for the announcement of his own divinity. Soon after this a 

conspiracy to murder the king, formed by the Royal Pages, was discovered. Their leader, when arrested, 



gave Alexander‘s increasing orientalism and un-Macedonian behavior as the impulse for their attempt. 

The Pageboys were executed, as was their tutor, Callisthenes, whom Alexander believed to be behind the 

plot. The killing of Callisthenes probably exercised a deep influence on the attitude towards Alexander of 

the Peripatetic school of philosophy, founded by Aristotle, Callisthenes‘ uncle.  

In the spring of 327, the army crossed the Hindu Kusch to begin the invasion and conquest of what the 

Greeks called India (roughly modern Pakistan). The Indian campaign, which lasted for over two years, 

had been planned by Alexander for at least three years. India had once been a part of the Achaemenid 

empire; Heracles and Dionysus were believed to have been there; and contemporary geography conceived 

of India as being much smaller than it really was and as terminating eastward in the encircling ocean. The 

desire to reclaim his rightful inheritance, to equal and even surpass the exploits of his ancestor and of 

Dionysus, and to reach the bounds of Asia and the world were powerful motives for Alexander‘s 

invasion. After securing the voluntary submission of the ruler of Taxila, Alexander defeated the 

neighboring king, Porus, in a battle on the river Hydaspes (modern Jhelum) in June 326. Porus was 

reinstated in his kingdom, but as Alexander‘s vassal. By now the Macedonians were probably aware that 

the end of India was not near; it stretched eastward interminably, with endless marching and fighting in 

prospect. It is not therefore surprising that at the river Hyphasis (modern Beas), the soldiers refused to go 

further, forcing Alexander to abandon his ambitions in this direction. The army did not, however, simply 

retrace its route westward, for Alexander put into operation another long-matured plan—to voyage down 

the river Indus to the sea and then to attempt a land march and sea voyage along the coast to the Persian 

Gulf and back to the center of the empire. The joint naval and military descent of the Indus involved much 

savage and brutal fighting, with the Brahmins leading the native resistance and Alexander pursuing a 

policy of wholesale slaughter. The king himself was nearly killed in the assault on one town, and the 

severity of his wound may have contributed to his early death. Despite the awful slaughter, the conquest 

of India was largely ephemeral and a failure.  

Arriving at the Indus delta in the summer of 325, Alexander set about preparations for the joint naval 

and military expedition westward. The fleet was commanded by the king‘s old friend Nearchus; 

Alexander himself led the army, less a large detachment that had already been sent westward by an easier 

route. The army was to leave first and was ostensibly to reconnoitre possible harbors and leave supplies 

for the fleet. Its march led it through the Gedrosian desert (Makran), whose inhospitable nature Alexander 

must have known; but he was eager to succeed in bringing an army through a region where Cyrus the 

Great and the legendary Semiramis had failed. Heat and lack of food and water turned the march into an 

unparalleled disaster, in which as many as 90,000 persons may have died. It was a grave blow to 

Alexander‘s pride and reputation. The fleet, too, suffered great privations, but eventually, about December 

325, it joined up with the remnants of the army in Carmania. The voyage had, at any rate, shown that it 

was possible to sail from the Indus to the Euphrates.  

On his return to the center of the empire early in 324, Alexander found a state of turmoil and confusion. 

His prolonged absence in India had led many to believe that he would never return. Consequently many 

satraps had engaged in oppression and mismanagement and were behaving as independent dynasts. Many 

of the oppressive satraps were Iranians, but prominent Macedonians were also found guilty. Alexander‘s 

friend and treasurer, Har-palus, had grossly abused his position and fled westward to Greece before 

Alexander‘s arrival, taking with him a large amount of money and many mercenary soldiers. Harpalus‘ 

money was to play an important part in the Athenian-led revolt against Macedonia which broke out upon 

Alexander‘s death. The task of punishing the guilty and reestablishing the king‘s authority lasted for 

several months into 324.  

The year 324 was eventful in other ways. Despite opposition amongst the Macedonian nobility and the 

apparent failure of his Iranian satraps, Alexander pressed on with his orientalizing policy. At Susa, a mass 

wedding celebration was held at which eighty of the king‘s close friends and companions married noble 

Iranian brides. The ordinary Macedonian soldiers too had their unions with native women solemnly 

legitimized. About 30,000 Persian youths, trained in Macedonian weaponry and significantly called by 

Alexander his ―successors,‖ reached Susa and were incorporated in the army. This last event especially 



vexed the Macedonian soldiers, whose resentment of Alexander‘s orientalizing practices had been 

steadily growing over the years. Soon after, at Opis, Alexander‘s demobilizing of 10,000 veteran 

Macedonians provoked them to mutiny. They believed that their king no longer held them in high regard 

and was trying to get rid of them and replace them with orientals. The mutiny was broken by Alexander‘s 

clever use of psychological tactics, and the men agreed to their discharge. Before their departure 

Alexander, in a grand symbolic gesture, held a huge banquet for 9,000 Macedonians and Persians, with 

the Macedonians holding the places of honor. At the banquet Alexander pronounced his famous prayer for 

―concord and partnership of the empire for Macedonians and Persians.‖ Scholarly opinion is divided as to 

whether this was a genuinely programmatic utterance or merely an empty gesture at the end of a 

dangerous incident. Certainly the basic problem still remained: if Alexander was to continue as Lord of 

Asia, what was his relationship to be with the Macedonians, who had won Asia for him and on whom he 

was still greatly dependent?  

A little before this, Alexander had issued a decree to all the Greek cities to receive back their political 

exiles. His motives for this are puzzling: he may have wished to ensure for himself partisans in the Greek 

cities which were hostile to Macedonian domination, or it may have been intended as a beneficent gesture 

which would solve a long festering and disruptive pattern among the Greeks. But the decree, a clear 

breach of the covenant of the League of Corinth, was a major factor in the decision of Athens and other 

cities to try to shake off the Macedonian yoke. Some scholars believe that this decree was accompanied 

by a request from Alexander to the Greeks to worship him as a god. A god, it is suggested, could properly 

interfere in the internal affairs of the League of Corinth, though its Macedonian leader could not. Such an 

argument is almost certainly mistaken. Yet it is certain that Greek cities in 324 debated and in some 

instances agreed to Alexander‘s deification, and it is highly likely that the impulse came from Alexander 

himself. Why Alexander wished to be worshiped by the Greeks must remain a matter for speculation. It is 

improbable that he wanted to establish a theocratic empire. There is no evidence that Persians and other 

Iranians received such a request, and he must have been fully conscious of the hostility of his 

Macedonians to such an idea. But there were precedents among the Greeks for the worship of a living 

ruler; indeed, it is almost certain that cults of Alexander himself had already been established by the 

Greek cities of Asia Minor at the time of their liberation. It is almost certain too that Philip himself had, at 

the end of his life, both believed in his own divinity and been the object of cult worship in some Greek 

cities. Alexander, the son of Zeus-Ammon and the descendant of the god Heracles, had surpassed all 

mortals, as well as Heracles and the god Dionysus, in the magnitude of his achievements. He may well 

have considered that the appropriate recognition of his greatness was to be worshiped as a living god and 

that the Greeks were the appropriate people to accord him this honor. His deification created a powerful 

precedent for his successors (see below) who, in Ptolemaic Egypt and Seleucid Syria, established cults of 

themselves and their relatives. The worship of Roman emperors may be seen as the continuation and 

extension of the well-established tradition of ruler-cult among the Greeks.  

But if he was given divine status by the Greeks, he did not live long to enjoy it. The death of his closest 

friend and virtual deputy, Hephaestion, in late 324 was a devastating blow to the king. In the late spring of 

323, he was in Babylon preparing the enormous naval and military forces needed for his projected 

conquest of the Arabian peninsula. The motives for the expedition, which was associated with plans to 

colonize the Persian Gulf, were commercial and personal. Arabia was famed for its spices; but Alexander, 

hearing that the Arabs worshiped only two gods, was eager to be added to that number. The preparations 

were well advanced when the king was struck by an illness and died on 10 June 323. Some believed that 

he was poisoned, but it is more likely that his death was the result of disease, perhaps malaria, 

exacerbated by constant heavy drinking and a constitution weakened by wounds and years of hardship. 

His body, after lying in state in Babylon, was to have been transported to Aegeae in Macedonia, there to 

be buried with the other kings of Macedonia. But Ptolemy, after gaining the satrapy of Egypt in the 

division of the empire among the leading generals, seized the body and took it to Egypt, where it lay for 

centuries in the king‘s own city, Alexandria.  



The nature of our ancient evidence, with its tendency to heroize Alexander, makes it difficult to give an 

accurate assessment of the king and his achievements. Some traits in his personality seem certain: he was 

passionate in his nature and capable of great excesses in his emotions; he could be extravagantly generous 

to his friends and to those who voluntarily submitted themselves to him, but ruthless and brutal in 

suppressing opposition, real or imagined. He was a hard drinker and capable of great violence when 

drunk. His admiration for Greek culture, especially the poetry of Homer, cannot be doubted. He was 

deeply conscious of his heroic and divine ancestors, Achilles and Heracles, and eager to emulate and 

surpass them, particularly Heracles. Those who speak of his ―heroic‖ nature refer mainly to his insatiable 

and consuming desire for glory, which was to be gained by conquest and doing what nobody before him 

had done, and his constant desire to do something new was complemented by a mind that was always 

eager to see something new. From his early years, perhaps under the influence of his mother, he had 

regarded himself as set apart from the rest of humanity; and it is no cause for surprise that in his later 

years he should have become convinced of his own divinity.  

As a general he owed much to the army and officers he inherited from Philip. He was a great tactician 

and cavalry commander, but his ability as a grand strategist is open to question. The siege of Tyre shows 

not necessarily his siegecraft, but his single-minded determination. That he was a great and inspiring 

leader of men is obvious from the fact that his Macedonians followed him as far as India before refusing 

to go further, despite the years away from home and the appalling hardships frequently encountered. Even 

the meeting at Opis was partly motivated by the men‘s jealousy for Alexander‘s affections, and their grief 

at his death was deep, though significantly they later insisted that Philip Arrhidaeus, the feebleminded but 

Macedonian-born half-brother of Alexander, should succeed Alexander in joint kingship with Alexander 

IV, the infant son of the oriental Rhoxane. They loved his person while rejecting his policies.  

There are many deficiencies in Alexander as a ruler. His lust for overseas glory and conquest meant that 

his native Macedonia was deprived of its king for virtually the whole of his reign, though the demands 

made on Macedonian manpower for these conquests may have permanently weakened the homeland. His 

failure to reconcile the Greek city-states to Macedonian rule resulted in the widespread revolt which broke 

out on the news of his death. In Asia itself he made only minor changes to the Achaemenid system of 

government, perhaps because he regarded it as generally satisfactory, perhaps because he did not have the 

time, but perhaps because he was not interested in the art of government. Certainly the turmoil in which 

he found the empire on his return from India demonstrated the need for a period of firm and benevolent 

government. Yet Alexander‘s main concern in these last years seems to have been with plans for ever 

more conquest on an enormous scale. The claim of one ancient writer that ―under Alexander‘s kingship it 

was not possible for the ruled to be the victims of injustice at the hands of their rulers‖ cannot be taken as 

universally valid. It is highly improbable that, as has been claimed, Alexander was a believer in universal 

―Brotherhood of Man‖ or that he wished to blend together, ―as in a loving-cup,‖ all the many different 

peoples of his empire. He was certainly aware of the problem facing him as a foreign conqueror ruling 

over a proud people with an imperial heritage. If he was to remain Lord of Asia, he must win the 

adherence of the traditional governing class and try to reconcile these people and the Macedonians to each 

other, at least as long as he needed the Macedonians. He may have intended Macedonians and Iranians to 

become the joint ruling class of the empire, but there are signs that his inclinations were increasingly 

toward the ways of the East rather than the more austere and independent ways of Macedonia. Had he 

lived longer, the hardest task before Alexander would have been that of defining his relationship with his 

Macedonians.  

The effects of Alexander‘s reign and conquests were far reaching. From the wars which broke out 

among his generals after his death there eventually emerged the great successor kingdoms of the East, 

each under its Macedonian dynastic family; the most important are Ptolemaic Egypt and Seleucid Syria. 

These are the states in which Hellenic civilization became modified into what is now called Hellenistic 

civilization. The Near East was opened up to Greek and Macedonian settlement and exploitation. Great 

cosmopolitan cities, each with its Greco-Macedonian upper class, grew up in the successor kingdoms, the 

most famous of which was Alexander‘s own Alexandria in Egypt, with its royally founded and endowed 



library and museum. Greek, in its modified koine form, became the language of the educated classes 

throughout the Near East. As early as the third century the OT was translated into Greek at Alexandria 

and Greek was the language of the NT (see SEPTUAGINT). The Greeks who migrated to these new cities 

took with them their culture as well as their language and thus brought about the spread of Hellenism. Nor 

was the process one-sided; Asian art, literature, and, above all, religion exerted increasing influence on 

the Greeks. For Greek religion offered little, either in the present or the future, to the ordinary person. But 

the mysteries of Isis and Osiris, Sarapis, Mithras, and eventually Christianity, which promised a life of 

bliss hereafter, were eagerly embraced by Greeks and Macedonians both in Asia and in the old country. 

During the second century Rome rapidly became the dominant power in the eastern Mediterranean, and it 

was this Hellenistic Greek civilization that overcame the fierce victors. Greek ideas, science, and 

literature were absorbed by the Romans and modified by their own native traditions and ways. The 

resulting Greco-Roman culture was in its turn transported by the Romans to their western provinces and 

so formed the basis of the civilization not only of the Latin countries, but of all western Europe.  
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ALEXANDER (PERSON) [Gk Alexandros (Ἀλεξανδπορ)]. 1. Alexander Balas, also known as 

Alexander Epiphanes, was a pretender and eventual ruler of the Seleucid kingdom between 158 and 145 

B.C.E. (1 Macc 10:1, 15–21, 47–67, 88–89; 11:1–17). The author of 1 Macc 10:1 calls him ―Alexander 

Epiphanes, son of Antiochus (IV),‖ while other ancient authors call him ―Alexander Balas.‖ He claimed 

to be the son of Antiochus IV and therefore the rightful heir of the Seleucid throne. However, among the 

ancient sources only 1 Maccabees, Josephus, and Strabo believe his claim; the rest deny it. The name 

―Balas‖ may have been his original family name (Just. Epit. xxxv.1.6) or it may have been a form of Baal, 

a Syrian divine name equivalent to Alexander‘s divine name ―Epiphanes.‖  

When Demetrius I overthrew the weak Antiochus V and his prime minister Lysias, he incurred Rome‘s 

displeasure. Roman mistrust, plus Demetrius‘ foreign policies, disaffected him from the kings of Asia 

Minor and Egypt. Therefore, these kings and the Romans were willing to support a pretender to the 

throne.  

In 158 B.C.E. Alexander Balas claimed to be the son of Antiochus IV; he even resembled his claimed 

brother, Antiochus V. The next year, Attalus II, king of Pergamum and enemy of Demetrius, sent 

Alexander to Cilicia, on the border of the Seleucid Kingdom, to establish Alexander‘s claim and threaten 

Demetrius. In the summer of 153, Alexander received the support of the Roman Senate for his claims to 

the Seleucid throne with the help of Laodice, the daughter of Antiochus IV, and Heracleides of Miletus, 

another enemy of Demetrius. While Demetrius developed a drinking problem, Alexander and Heracleides 

developed support and an army. In 152 Alexander took control of Ptolmais, with the help of a populace 

disgusted with Demetrius.  

Demetrius sought the help of the Jews against Alexander by offering Jonathan, the brother of Judas 

Maccabees (1 Macc 9:28–31), the right to raise an army and rebuild the walls of Jerusalem. Alexander 

made Jonathan a counteroffer that included the high priesthood, royal honors, and military benefits. 



Despite Demetrius‘ further offer of lower taxes, freedom of religion, and political rights, Jonathan sided 

with Alexander (1 Macc 10:7–47; 11:28–37).  

The ancient sources do not describe clearly the war between Alexander and Demetrius. Yet they do 

agree that in the summer of 150 Alexander secured the throne after Demetrius died in battle when he fell 

from his horse into a swamp. At that point the 23-year-old Alexander declared himself king. Ptolemy VI 

(Philometer) came to Ptolemais, where he gave his daughter, Cleopatra, in marriage to Alexander. 

Jonathan rode in state from Jerusalem to Ptolemais where Alexander honored him with a royal purple 

robe, the privilege of ―Friend of First Rank,‖ and the military and administrative governorship of Judah 

and three sections of Samaria (1 Macc 10:51–66).  

Unfortunately, Alexander was lazy, inept, and licentious. Domination by his mistresses and friends 

alienated him from the populace. His friend Ammonius used the position of prime minister to eliminate 

his personal enemies. While Alexander lived at Ptolmais, his friends, Hierax and Diodotus (Tryphon), 

oppressively ruled Antioch.  

After four years of growing discontent, Demetrius II, son of the dead king, sailed from his refuge at 

Knidos, Crete, with a mercenary army to Cilicia. Alexander moved from Ptolmais to Antioch to halt 

Demetrius‘ advance. The governor of Palestine, Appollonius, rebelled against Alexander, but Jonathan 

stopped the revolt. In 145, Ptolemy came to Alexander‘s aid with a land army and a navy. However, 

Ptolemy switched his allegiance from Alexander to Demetrius, claiming there was an attempt on his life 

by Alexander‘s friend Ammonius. When Alexander would not hand over Ammonius for punishment, 

Ptolemy assumed that Alexander had conspired against him. The sources do not agree on the story. 

Diodorus (32.9) claims that Ptolemy invented the story in order to justify his change of allegiance (1 

Macc 11:8–12).  

Alexander left Antioch and went to the area around Cilicia, presumably to fight Demetrius. Hierax and 

Tryphon also switched allegiance and turned the people of Antioch against Alexander. Ammonius tried to 

escape the city dressed as a woman but was found out and killed. Ptolemy VI then marched into Antioch 

and crowned himself the king of Asia. Then he offered his daughter, Cleopatra, to Demetrius II, along 

with a promise of support. Demetrius accepted both offers and came to Antioch, where Ptolemy crowned 

him as king of Asia and therefore as vassal to Egypt.  

At this point Alexander returned from Cilicia to Antioch, where his army fought the armies of 

Demetrius and Ptolemy on the plains next to the Oinoparas River. When Alexander‘s army lost, he fled to 

Abai in Arabia, probably in the Syrian desert. He took refuge with a sheik variously named by the ancient 

sources as Diocles or Iamblichos (Diodorus), Zabdiel (1 Macc 11:17), or Eimalkouai (1 Macc 11:39). 

Alexander had left his infant son in the safekeeping of this sheik a year earlier. Assassins decapitated 

Alexander at Abai, though sources do not agree on their identity. Diodorus says that it was two of 

Alexander‘s friends, Heliades and Cassius (32.9c–10.1), while 1 Macc 11:17 says it was Zabdiel the 

Arab. Perhaps Zabdiel was the Arabic name of either Heliades or Cassius (Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 

428). Alexander‘s assassins brought his head to Ptolemy, just before Ptolemy died of battle wounds. Thus, 

Demetrius II Nicator replaced Alexander Balas.  
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2. Son of Simon of Cyrene and brother of Rufus (Mark 15:21). In view of the large Jewish community 

in Cyrene and the probability that Simon had come to Jerusalem for the pilgrimage feast of Passover, we 

may assume Alexander and his family were Greek-speaking Jews (cf. Acts 2:10; 6:9; 11:20; 13:1). This 

judgment may receive further support from an ossuary discovered in the Kidron Valley in 1941, on which 

were found Greek and Hebrew inscriptions identifying the box as having been prepared for ―Alexander, 

son of Simon‖ and, perhaps, ―Alexander the Cyrenian.‖ This latter reading is debated, though additional 

evidence in the tomb suggests that its owners were a family from the Diaspora Jewish community of 

Cyrenaica. Presumably, Alexander and his brother are mentioned by Mark because they were known to 



Mark‘s intended audience. This is suggested, first, by the fact that Simon is introduced curiously, not with 

reference to his father, as we might expect (cf. Mark 1:19; 2:14; 3:17, 18; 10:46), but to his sons. Second 

is the problem of the retention of the names by Mark; their omission by Matthew and Luke—most likely 

dependent on Mark—suggests that these two names had an additional significance beyond mere received 

tradition. This significance is obviously known only to Mark, but not important to Luke or Matthew. 

Indeed, elsewhere Mark is sparing enough with his use of proper names. Third, although mention of 

Simon in Mark allows a minor character to exemplify the humble role of a disciple, an important Markan 

motif, no such theological role can be assigned to the casual naming of Simon‘s sons. Some scholars find 

additional evidence of the connection of Alexander and Rufus with Mark‘s intended audience in the 

reference to Rufus, ―chosen in the Lord,‖ in Rom 16:13, but this begs many questions related to the 

location of Mark‘s church, the authorship of Romans 16, and the possibility of multiple persons bearing 

this name.  

3. A relative of the high priest Annas (Acts 4:6). In this passage, Alexander appears to exert 

considerable influence in the affairs of the temple as a member of the high priest‘s family, which is 

contrasted with the uneducated apostles (Acts 4:13). Apart from this reference, nothing is known of this 

Alexander.  

4. A Jew of Ephesus (Acts 19:33). In the course of Paul‘s evangelistic mission at Ephesus, the 

silversmith Demetrius incited a riot among the smiths of the city, who feared damage to their industry as a 

result of the iconoclasm of Paul‘s converts (Acts 19:23–41). During the confusion of the ensuing rally for 

Artemis in the theater, the Jews put forward Alexander as their spokesperson. Presumably, they expected 

him to disassociate the Jews from the followers of the Way. Recognizing Alexander was a Jew, thus no 

friend to Artemis, however, the mob refused him the opportunity to speak. Some have suggested that 

Alexander was himself a smith and was thus well suited to speak in this instance, and that this same 

Alexander reappears as an enemy of Paul in 2 Tim 4:14 (see #6 below); this is highly speculative.  

5. False teacher at Ephesus (1 Tim 1:20). Alexander, together with Hymenaeus, is identified as having 

repudiated the faith (i.e., the gospel) and a good conscience, then as a result, as having been 

excommunicated from the church. If Alexander‘s teaching was consistent with the false teaching with 

which 1 Timothy is concerned, it was speculative, argumentative, given to asceticism, dualistic (with an 

attendant dim view of the material world), and possessive of an over-realized eschatology (cf. 1 Tim 1:3–

7; 3:1–13; 4:3; 6:3–10). In spite of the reference to gnosis (knowledge) in 1 Tim 6:20–21, it is doubtful 

that we can claim Alexander as an early teacher of Gnosticism per se. It is easier to find here a less-

developed attempt to syncretize the Christian faith with Jewish and Hellenistic philosophy. In any case, as 

a result of his activity, Alexander has been ―handed over to Satan,‖ an apparent reference to his being set 

outside the fellowship of the Christian community. Some, however, influenced by the parallel expression 

in 1 Cor 5:1–5, see here a more focused reference to Satan‘s role in physical punishment. The goal of this 

disciplinary action was restorative—i.e., that Alexander be taught not to blaspheme. Some have tried to 

identify this Alexander with that mentioned as Paul‘s foe in 2 Tim 4:14 (see #6 below). In this regard, it is 

noteworthy that both references, 1 Tim 1:20 and 2 Tim 4:14, refer to his being judged. Proponents of this 

view assume that, by the time of the writing of 2 Timothy, either Alexander has not yet been 

excommunicated or, even after having left Ephesus, he continues to pose a threat to Christian leaders like 

Timothy.  

6. Metalworker at Ephesus (2 Tim 4:14). According to 2 Tim 4:14–15, Alexander had done great harm 

to Paul and had strongly opposed his message. It has been argued that this great harm should be identified 

with Alexander‘s role as a witness for the prosecution in Paul‘s trial in Rome. Others, noting that Timothy 

was warned to beware of Alexander in Asia Minor, have argued that he was instrumental in Paul‘s arrest. 

There is no firm evidence to identify this Alexander with either of the two men of the same name in Acts 

19:33 and 1 Tim 1:20 (see #4–5 above). The name itself was common in the Hellenistic and Roman 

periods. (See Fee Timothy, Titus GNC).  
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ALEXANDRA SALOME (PERSON) [Gk Alexandra Salome (Ἀλεξανδπα Σαλομε)]. Var. SALINA. 

Wife of the Hasmonean kings Aristobulus I and Alexander Jannaeus; mother of the high priest John 

Hyrcanus II and of the pretender to the throne Aristobulus II; and ruler of Judaea 78–69 B.C.E. (Ant 

13.11.2; 13.12.1; 13.15.5; 13.16.1–6). Alexandra‘s first husband, Aristobulus I, had seized power from his 

mother, imprisoned her and his brothers, and let her starve in prison. As Aristobulus lay dying, Alexandra 

engineered the death of his brother and successor Antigonus in order to avoid her mother-in-law‘s fate. 

When Alexandra succeeded Aristobulus, she freed his brothers from prison and married the youngest, 

Alexander Jannaeus. Expecting him to be weak, she hoped to influence him to favor the Pharisee party. 

However, his monarchical claims and his aggressive foreign policy alienated the Pharisees, leading to an 

unsuccessful rebellion (90–85 B.C.E.) that cost 50,000 lives.  

In 78 B.C.E., upon Alexander‘s death, Alexandra completed the conquest of Ragaba and triumphantly 

returned to Jerusalem as the queen. She made peace with the Pharisees and appointed as high priest her 

elder, weaker son, John Hyrcanus, a supporter of the Pharisees. The Pharisees executed anyone who 

helped Alexander Jannaeus persecute them, including Diogenes, the leader of the Sadducees. Her younger 

son, Aristobulus, a Sadducee supporter, complained to Alexandra. She acceded to his demand for control 

of some Judaean forts, unfortunately setting the stage for civil war after her death.  

In foreign policy, Alexandra remained neutral in wars of Roman expansion and in Seleucid and 

Ptolmaic disputes. She fostered Judaean security by enlarging her army and by taking hostages from 

neighboring territories. The only military expedition during her reign was a futile attempt by her son, 

Aristobulus, to prevent the conquest of Damascus. Later, when Tigranes, king of Armenia, attacked 

Phoenicia, Alexandra avoided conflict by paying him large tribute. Otherwise, her reign was exceptionally 

prosperous.  

In 69 B.C.E., when Alexandra fell ill, Aristobulus revolted by capturing twenty-two Judaean cities. 

Though reluctant to believe that he was rebelling, Alexandra eventually took his wife and children 

hostage. She underestimated Aristobulus‘ power when she advised Hyrcanus and the Pharisees not to 

worry. After her death, Aristobulus and Hyrcanus fought a civil war that led to Roman intervention and 

domination.  
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ALEXANDRIA (PLACE) [Gk Alexandreia (Ἀλεξανδπεια)]. This article will focus mainly on the 

archeological evidence for the Jewish community in Alexandria up to 117 C.E. and for Christianity before 

Constantine.  

———  

A. History  

1. The Jewish Community  

2. The Christian Community  

B. Topography  

C. Jewish Papyri and Inscriptions  

D. Christian Evidence  

1. Churches  

2. Cemeteries  

3. Papyri and Inscriptions  

———  

A. History  



Alexandria was founded by Alexander the Great in 331 B.C.E. on a site already partially occupied by a 

native Egyptian village, Rhakotis (31° N; 30° E). (The name ―Rakote‖ was retained as a designation for 

Alexandria in Coptic usage.) Cleomenes of Naukratis was its first governor, and Deinokrates of Rhodes 

was its first architect. Upon the death of Alexander in 323 B.C.E. Egypt came under the rule of Ptolemy, a 

Macedonian general and companion of Alexander. Under Ptolemy I (―Soter‖) the city became the capital 

of Egypt, though as a Greek city it was often distinguished from Egypt proper. The city prospered under 

the Ptolemies and quickly became the cultural and educational center of the Hellenistic world.  

1. The Jewish Community. Jewish immigration into Egypt from Palestine had begun as early as the 

6th century B.C.E., and Jews flowed into the new city in large numbers almost from the beginning, many 

as prisoners of war. (Josephus reports that Alexander himself settled Jews in the city, JW 2.487; cf. AgAp 

2.35.) The earliest archeological evidence for the Jewish community of Alexandria consists of tombs in 

the E necropolis of Ibrahimiya dating to the time of Ptolemy II, or perhaps as early as Ptolemy I (323–285 

B.C.E.).  

The Jews were organized as a politeuma (―Community‖; cf. Let. Aris. 310), and were encouraged by the 

Ptolemies and later by the Roman emperors to live according to their ancestral customs. By the 1st 

century C.E. the Jewish population in Alexandria numbered in the hundreds of thousands. Philo claims 

that in his time there were at least a million Jews in Egypt (Flacc 43), and a large proportion of these must 

have lived in Alexandria.  

With the coming of Roman rule in 30 B.C.E., the economic situation of the Jews in Egypt began to 

change. With the imposition of the laographia (―poll-tax‖) in 24/23 B.C.E., applicable to native Egyptians 

and other non-Greek groups, the concern for civic rights among many of the Jews became acute, and 

relations with the Greek population became strained. A pogrom against the Jews in 38 C.E. prompted a 

group of Jews, led by Philo, to appeal to the emperor, an appeal that was unsuccessful. The assassination 

of Caligula in 41 and the favorable attitude adopted by Claudius brought a temporary lull in the strife. 

Matters came to a head again in 66 when, with great loss of life, a riot was put down by Philo‘s apostate 

nephew, Tiberius Alexander, Prefect of Egypt (JW 2.487–98). A revolt of the Jews under Trajan in 115 

brought massive destruction, and by the time it was put down in 117 the Jewish community had been 

virtually annihilated (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 4.2). One monument destroyed by the Jews during that revolt was 

the Nemeseion, built by Julius Caesar for the head of Pompey (Appian BCiv. 2.380), a structure some 

scholars have identified with the famous ―Alabaster Tomb‖ now located in the Latin cemetery (cf. Fraser 

1972,2: 108).  

Jews did not become a significant presence in the city thereafter until the 4th century C.E. From that 

time a good deal of tension existed between them and the Christians, culminating in the destruction of the 

Jewish community under Archbishop Cyril in 415.  

2. The Christian Community. The origins of Christianity in Alexandria are obscure, but it is safe to 

assume that the earliest Christians were Jews from Palestine. During the 2d century C.E. Christianity 

became a significant presence in the city, although archeological evidence for Christianity before the 4th 

century is very scanty.  

After the Jewish revolt of 115–17 Hadrian sponsored considerable rebuilding in the city, but from the 

time of Caracella on (211–217) a number of disasters ensued: the city was sacked by Caracella in 215, by 

Aurelian in 273, and by Diocletian in 295. Further destruction, aimed at uprooting paganism, occurred 

under Christian rule. The most significant was the destruction of the Serapeum under Theodosius I in 391, 

led by Archbishop Theophilus. Further devastations occurred with the invasion of the Persians in 617 and 

its aftermath.  

After the Arab conquest of Alexandria in 641, the city entered a period of many centuries of decline, 

eclipsed by the new capital at Fustat (Old Cairo) and by the maritime city of Rashid (Rosetta) on the 

mouth of the W branch of the Nile. By the time Napoleon and his forces arrived in Alexandria in 1798 it 

had been reduced to a small village of a few thousand inhabitants. The modern development of 

Alexandria as a city began under Muhammad Ali (1805–1848).  

B. Topography  



Alexandria was built on a ridge of land lying between the Mediterranean Sea to the NW and Lake 

Mareotis to the S. The dominant feature of the area is the bay formed by a promontory called in ancient 

times ―Lochias‖ (modern Silsileh), protected by the island of Pharos lying offshore. Our knowledge of the 

topography of ancient Alexandria is based almost exclusively on the detailed description provided in 

Book 17 of the Geography written by Strabo, who was resident in the city ca. 24–20 B.C.E. (For extensive 

discussion of Strabo‘s account and the correlative evidence, see Fraser 1972,1: 7–37; 2: 12–111 [notes].) 

Unfortunately, many of the details of his account cannot be corroborated archeologically, since in the last 

century intense building activity has taken place in those areas which could have yielded important 

archeological information had scientific excavations been carried out in time. In addition, Alexandria lies 

on land which has subsided some four meters since antiquity. Hence the contours of the shoreline have 

changed; some built-up areas of the ancient city now lie submerged beneath the sea, and early occupation 

levels in some parts of the city are now below the water table.  

Strabo gives the dimensions of the city as 30 stades in length (E–W) and 7 or 8 stades in width (N–NW 

S). He mentions the wide streets intersecting the city, the two broadest of which cut one another into 

sections at right angles (17.1.8). The long one, Via Canopica, ran from the Necropolis in the W to the 

Canopic Gate in the E (1.10), and is now thought to correspond generally with the modern Sharia el-

Hurriya.  

Up to a third of the entire city was occupied by an area called ―the Palaces‖ (ta basileia), resplendent 

with beautiful buildings such as the Museum (presumably including the Library, which, however, Strabo 

does not mention) and the Sēma, containing the burial places of Alexander and the Ptolemies (1.8). The 

sites of these structures are unknown, but the ―Palaces‖ neighborhood extended from Cape Lochias W and 

S. In the Roman period that area was called ―Brucheion‖ (Bruchium) and was largely abandoned during 

the reign of Aurelian. Strabo distinguishes that larger area from the ―inner royal palaces‖ (ta endoterō 

basileia, 1.9) concentrated on and near Lochias.  

Strabo next describes the city as one would encounter it if sailing into the Great Harbor (the E harbor, 

now silted up and used only for small craft). To the right lay the island of Pharos, with its famous 

lighthouse. (That island is the traditional site of the translation of the LXX; cf. Let. Aris. 301; Philo Vita 

Mos II.35–36.) To the left were the reefs and promontory of Lochias, with its royal palace and private 

royal harbor. Opposite that small harbor was Antirrhodos, an island with a royal palace and another 

harbor. Rising in the background was the Theater, and the Poseidium, an elbow of land on which was a 

temple of Poseidon. Mark Antony had extended a mole from there out into the harbor, at the end of which 

he built a palace called the ―Timonium‖ (1.9). No certainly identifiable remains of the Theater have 

turned up, but it is thought to have been situated near the modern Government Hospital. Remains of the 

Poseidium and Timonium were visible in the 19th century, and underwater excavations could probably 

even now turn up some evidence of value. See Fig. ALE.01.  

Strabo continues his discussion by referring to structures further W: the Caesarium, the Emporium and 

warehouses, and ship buildings extending as far as the Heptastadion. The Heptastadion (―seven stades‖ 

long) was a mole connecting the mainland with Pharos; it served to divide the Great (E) Harbor from the 

Eunostos (W) Harbor (1.9). No trace of the Heptastadion remains; it has been silted over, with the result 

that Pharos is no longer an island. The site of the Caesarium, or Sebasteion (cf. Philo Gaium 151) is 

known, and the obelisks standing at its entrance remained until the 19th century, when they were removed 

respectively to London (―Cleopatra‘s Needle‖) and New York. The Caesarium was turned into a church in 

the 4th century and became the Patriarchal Cathedral until its destruction in 912.  

Strabo next describes the W part of the city. The Eunostos Harbor, today the main harbor of Alexandria, 

had within it an artificial harbor called ―Kibotos,‖ which was connected to Lake Mareotis by a canal. The 

Kibotos was the main commercial harbor for boat traffic from the Nile River inland. A ―Necropolis‖ is 

mentioned as lying outside of the city to the W. The only building specifically mentioned for this part of 

the city is the Serapeum (1.10). Strabo saw the Ptolemaic Serapeum, but it was greatly extended in the 

Roman period and then destroyed by Christian zeal in 391. It is the only temple in Alexandria that has 

been excavated (see Adriani 1966: 90–100; plates 28–31, for summary and full bibliography). Its ruins lie 



in what was the native Egyptian neighborhood Rhakotis. One of its prominent landmarks is the so-called 

―Pompey‘s Pillar‖ (set up in honor of Diocletian).  

Strabo next turns his attention to the central part of the city, mentioning the beautiful Gymnasium with 

its porticoes and groves, situated on the main E–W street (Via Canopica), and the Paneium, a sanctuary of 

Pan lying on a hill (1.10). No certain archeological corroboration is available for these structures (cf. 

Adriani 1966: 222, 233). Proximity of the Gymnasium to the Great Synagogue (see below) is suggested 

by Philo‘s account of the troubles in 38 C.E. (Gaium 132–35; cf. Pearson 1986: 148, n. 85). Outside the 

Canopic Gate to the E lay the Hippodrome (cf. 3 Maccabees 4–6), and then, 30 stades from Alexandria, 

Nicopolis (1.10), a new community founded by Augustus Caesar.  

Strabo does not provide any details concerning the city wall, nor does he mention the necropoleis that 

lay to the E of the city. The first systematic attempt to locate the ancient walls and the street grid on the 

basis of archeological probes was that of the astronomer Mahmoud-Bey, whose map showing the walls 

and the streets has been the basis for subsequent topographical research (Mahmoud-Bey 1872). 

Unfortunately, his results are not reliable, though his street grid, representing the Roman (not Ptolemaic) 

streets, is widely used (cf. Fig. ALE.01). Especially problematic is his location of the E wall, which would 

accordingly have enclosed the Ptolemaic necropoleis of Shatby, Ibrahimiya, and Hadra. These 

necropoleis, as dictated by custom, must necessarily have lain outside the original wall of the city. The 9th 

century Arab wall, of which some traces remain, enclosed a much smaller area of the city.  

Strabo does not say anything concerning the location of the Jewish neighborhoods, or those of other 

ethnic groups, nor does he mention the division of the city into quarters named for the first five letters of 

the Greek alphabet (cf. Ps.-Callisthenes 1.32). However, in his lost historical work (Historica 

Hypomnemata) he states that a ―great part‖ of the city of Alexandria had been alloted to the Jews (quoted 

in Josephus Ant 14.117; cf. Stern 1976: 277–82). Philo reports that two of the ―letters‖ were 

predominantly Jewish, though Jews lived elsewhere in the city as well (Flacc 55). In his Jewish War 

Josephus describes the 66 C.E. Roman attack on the Jews concentrated in ―Delta‖ (JW 2.495). The ―Delta‖ 

quarter has often been identified with the Jewish neighborhood he mentions elsewhere as the city‘s finest 

residential quarter, adjacent to the palaces, by the sea ―without a harbor‖ (AgAp 2.33–36), an area easily 

identifiable as the section to the E of Lochias (modern Silsileh) near Shatby Beach. But, since a papyrus 

dated to 13 B.C.E. locates the Kibotos harbor ―in Delta‖ (BGU 1151, lines 40–41), ―Delta‖ must have been 

in the W part of the city. It would therefore have been one of the two predominantly Jewish quarters 

mentioned by Philo (Adriani 1966: 239; Pearson 1986: 147).  

The neighborhood E of Lochias was probably Alexandria‘s oldest and most important Jewish section. 

Here was probably located the greatest of Alexandria‘s many synagogues (see Philo Gaium 132–135; cf. 

Flacc 41), a double-colonnade basilica described in rabbinic sources as ―the glory of Israel‖ (t. Sukk. 4.6; 

j. Sukk. 5.1; b. Sukk. 51b), and destroyed by Trajan during the revolt of 115–117. No archeological 

evidence for Jewish habitation in this area has been found, although synagogue inscriptions have been 

found in Hadra to the E, and in Gabbary, W of the ancient city. Jewish tombs were found in the E and W 

necropoleis in the early part of this century, but no trace of them remains today (see C below).  

Topographical references in the legendary Acts of Mark, narrating the story of the founding of 

Christianity in Alexandria, correlate well with the two ―Jewish‖ areas mentioned, ―Delta‖ in the NW part 

of the city, and the main residential area in the NE, thus also reinforcing the supposition that the earliest 

Christians in Alexandria were Jews (cf. Pearson 1986: 151–54; see D below). For the early 3d century, a 

good case has been made for locating the ―catechetical school‖ and the center of ecclesiastical 

Christianity in general in the main Greek area of the city, Bruchium (Andresen 1979: 428–52). By the 2d 

century, if not earlier, Christians would have been found among the Egyptians residing in Rhakotis. It 

may have been among these Christians that the apocryphal Gospel of the Egyptians first circulated 

(Pearson 1986: 150).  

C. Jewish Papyri and Inscriptions  



No papyri have survived the humid climate of Alexandria, but numerous papyri attesting to Jewish life 

in Alexandria have been found elsewhere in Egypt, and have been published in CPJ (Tcherikover et al. 

1957–64; see index, vol. 3: 197–98).  

The Jewish inscriptions from Egypt comprise nos. 1424–1539 of CII (Frey 1952), conveniently 

republished in CPJ 3: 138–66. Sixteen of these are from Alexandria (1424–39).  

Nos. 1424–31 are tomb inscriptions from the early Ptolemaic necropolis of Ibrahimiya. The first three, 

presumably the oldest, are in Aramaic, the others in Greek. (On this Jewish necropolis see esp. Breccia 

1907; cf. Goodenough 1953: 62–63, figs. 863–64.) No. 1434, very fragmentary, is possibly a dedication 

by Jews to the royal house, found in the necropolis of Kom al-Shuqafa. Nos. 1435–38 are votive 

inscriptions, 1439 an inscription of ownership (Ioulianou) on a plaster amphora, with menorah.  

The most important of the inscriptions are nos. 1432 and 1433, both fragmentary synagogue 

inscriptions, neither found in situ. No. 1432, found in Gabbary (the W necropolis area in antiquity) 

records the building of the synagogue (proseuchē) by Alypos and its dedication to ―the great God who 

listens to prayer‖ ―on behalf of the queen and the king‖ (Cleopatra VII and Antony), 37 B.C.E. No. 1433, 

found in Hadra (part of the E complex of necropoleis in antiquity), was dedicated to ―God Most High‖ 

(theō hypsistō), and probably dates from the 2d century B.C.E.  

Of the other synagogue inscriptions found in Egypt, no. 1440 from Schedia (modern Kafr el-Dawar), 

not far from Alexandria, records the dedication of a proseuche built by ―the Jews‖ in honor of ―King 

Ptolemy (III Euergetes) and Queen Berenice his sister and wife and their children.‖ This inscription, and 

one from Crocodilopolis with the same kind of dedication (1532A), are the oldest synagogue inscriptions 

in existence, dating from between 246–221 B.C.E.  

Two other inscriptions from Egypt, provenience unknown, may be from Alexandria: no. 1446, a votive 

inscription, and 1447, a dedicatory inscription on a statue base.  

Two inscriptions not included in the corpus are worth mentioning here. The first is a tombstone of 

uncertain provenience now in the Greco-Roman Museum in Alexandria, inscribed (in Greek) Iouda over a 

―solar‖ menorah, with shofar and palm-branch (cf. Goodenough 1953: 63, fig. 896). The other one is a 

partial Hebrew inscription (brkm) on a piece of an amphora dated to the 1st or 2d century C.E. and 

probably imported from Palestine. It was uncovered in the Polish excavations at Kom el-Dikka in 

downtown Alexandria (Fiema 1985).  

D. Christian Evidence  

1. Churches. The evidence for the existence of church buildings in Alexandria before the 4th century is 

very scanty. Church buildings certainly existed in Egypt before the 4th century, for Eusebius reports on 

the massive destruction of churches during the Diocletianic persecutions (Hist. Eccl. 8.2), and there is 

documentary evidence for church buildings in Egypt (with the use of the term ―ekklesia‖ for such 

buildings) as early as the 3d century (Judge and Pickering 1977: 59–61, 69). Church buildings would have 

existed in Alexandria as well.  

Epiphanius, writing in the late 4th century, lists the Alexandrian churches known to him (Haer. 69.2): 

(1) ―Caesarea‖ (built on the site of the Caesareum under Archbishop Athanasius in 368); (2) ―Of 

Dionysius‖ (location unknown, attested from the time of Athanasius but presumably connected in some 

way with Bishop Dionysius [246–64], replaced because of its inadequate size by the church of St. 

Athanasius [see (7) below]); (3) ―Of Theonas‖ (see below); (4) ―Of Pierius‖ (location unknown, 

presumably named for the 3d century Alexandrian presbyter mentioned by Eusebius [Hist. Eccl. 7.32.26–

30]); (5) ―Of Persaea‖ (unidentified); (6) ―Of Dizya‖ (unidentified); (7) ―Of Mendidion‖ (a church built 

by Athanasius near the temple called either ―Bendidion‖ [for the god Bendis] or ―Mendidion‖ [for the 

Egyptian god Mendes], and eventually converted into the Mosque of the Souq al-Attarin after the Arab 

conquest); (8) ―Of Annianus‖ (location unknown, but possibly connected in local legend with the 

traditional successor of St. Mark, Annianus [68–83, but see below]); and (9) ―Of Baukalis‖ (the memorial 

to St. Mark attested from the 4th century and located in an area then called Boukolou, earlier part of the 

ancient Jewish quarter E of Lochias.)  



Epiphanius‘ list ends with the phrase ―and others.‖ One prominent church left unmentioned by 

Epiphanius should have been known to him: the church of St. Michael (or the church of Alexander), 

which Bishop Alexander (313–26) created from a temple previously dedicated to Saturn. This church was 

situated near the Paneum, E of the Caesarea church. Perhaps Epiphanius‘ reference to a church ―of 

Annianus‖ (no. 8 above) is mistaken and should have read ―of Alexander‖ instead.  

For our purposes, the most important of these churches mentioned by Epiphanius are the ―Baukalis‖ 

church (#9 above) and the church of St. Theonas (no. 3 above). The former is reputed to have been 

founded in the time of St. Mark as the first church in Alexandria (Acts of Mark 5). In the early 4th century 

it was a parish church served by the presbyter (and later heretic) Arius. No trace of it remains. The church 

of St. Theonas, named for the Alexandrian bishop (282–300), is the earliest church building for which we 

have adequate documentation. It was rededicated by Bishop Alexander to the Virgin Mary, and was 

eventually turned into the ―Mosque of a Thousand Pillars.‖ It was severely damaged by the French in 

1798, and its remains were obliterated in 1829. (On the churches of Alexandria see esp. Leclercq DACL 1: 

1107–25.)  

2. Cemeteries. The earliest reference to Christian cemeteries in Alexandria is found in a letter of Bishop 

Dionysius (246–264) quoted by Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 7.11.10; cf. 7.13.1). A cemetery located in the W 

suburbs is mentioned in the Passio of St. Peter I (Bishop of Alexandria, 300–311); it had been constructed 

by him and served as his own burial place (Viteau 1897: 83).  

Christian tombs have been found in both the E and W necropoleis, but almost all have been obliterated 

during this century, many of them without adequate documentation. Most of them seem to have dated 

from the period after the Peace of the Church (313). (See esp. Leclercq, DACL 1:1125–54; Adriani 1966: 

122–23, 183–86; plates 41, 102–104; Krause 1966: 105–107). By far the most important are the Wescher 

Catacomb discovered in 1858 in the Karmuz district, not far from Pompey‘s Pillar, and the famous 

catacomb complex of Kom al-Shuqafa. The latter was discovered in 1900 and is still a tourist attraction 

(Adriani 1966: 172–180; plates 96–101). The Wescher Catacomb (Leclercq, DACL 1: 1125–45; Adriani 

1966: 184–86; plates 103–104) was an elaborate tomb complex with rich decoration. Two staircases led 

down to an open chamber with an apse in the W wall. To the E was a gallery of 32 loculi on two levels, 

and to the N a chamber with three arcosolia. The main chamber contained a baptistry, and was evidently 

also used for refrigeria (memorial meals) and other Christian services. The paintings and frescoes 

representing Christ, saints, and prophets are now thought to have dated from the end of the 4th to the 7th 

centuries (Krause 1966: 107). Of this important Christian monument nothing remains.  

3. Papyri and Inscriptions. No papyri have been found in Alexandria itself, and very little papyrus 

documentation exists for Alexandrian Christianity prior to Constantine. One very important piece of 

evidence does exist, however, a papyrus from the Fayyum in the Amherst collection (P. Amh. I [1900] 3a; 

see Judge and Pickering 1977: 48, 54–55; Snyder 1985: 152–53). This papyrus, dating from 264–282, is a 

fragmentary letter from a Roman Christian to Christian brethren in Arsinoe (presumably a church). In it 

the Alexandrian church, under the leadership of ―Maximus the Papa‖ (Bishop 264–282), is understood to 

be performing banking functions as a financial intermediary for Christians. Other Alexandrians named in 

the letter include Theonas, presumably then serving as a financial secretary to Maximus, who eventually 

succeeded Maximus as Bishop (282–300).  

A corpus of Christian Greek inscriptions from Egypt was published early in this century but is now 

unfortunately out of date (Lefebvre 1907). Of the inscriptions published in this corpus, nos. 1–56 are from 

Alexandria. A few of these, all tomb inscriptions, are dated by Lefebvre to the period before Constantine. 

Nos. 21 and 22 are from Gabbary (W necropolis), and no. 47 is from Hadra (E necropolis). No. 33 is a 

group of inscriptions from the Wescher Catacomb; Lefebvre‘s dating (3d or 4th century) is probably too 

early. Nos. 34 and 35 are inscriptions from the ―Tomb of Rufinus‖ in Karmuz (cf. Leclercq DACL 1: 

1149–50) and are dated to the Antonine period (2d century). No. 54, from Mafrouza, is dated to 148. Nos. 

34, 35, and 54 may not be Christian; they have only the formula eupsychei, ―farewell,‖ a formula widely 

used both by pagans and Christians.  



To conclude, it must be acknowledged that the documentary evidence provides a very incomplete 

picture of the social life of Christians in Alexandria before the time of Constantine.  
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BIRGER A. PEARSON  

ALEXANDRINUS. See CODEX ALEXANDRINUS.  

ALGEBRA. See MATHEMATICS, ALGEBRA, AND GEOMETRY.  

˓ALI, TELL (M.R. 202234). A Neolithic/Chalcolithic site on the W bank of the Jordan River, one mile 

S of the Sea of Galilee, on a terrace 10–15 m above an important junction, E–W from the Yarmuk Valley 

(Sha‘ar Hagolan) to the Mediterranean coast, and N–S from the Huleh (Beisamoun) to Munhata and 

Jericho. The site was blessed with copious springs and drainage into the Jordan (Prausnitz 1959).  

Four seasons of excavations (1955–1957, 1959) undertaken by the Israel Department of Antiquities 

(Prausnitz 1970) revealed four superimposed strata beginning with IV
a-b

 to I 
(a)-b-c

, ranging chronologically 

from Pre-Pottery Neolithic B (PPNB) and Pottery Neolithic (PN), to the Early Chalcolithic.  

The architecture of stratum IV consisted of straight walls with rounded corners and round huts (?), 

whose pebble floors which had been sunk into the earth were characteristic of stratum IV
a,b

. In stratum III 

a straight wall with a thin plaster floor was unearthed. Beneath the floor a crouched, decapitated skeleton 

was discovered. Stratum II revealed a large, irregular, built enclosure 13.60 × 8.80 m with what appears to 

be a row of two or three rooms, 2.50 × 3.50 m, placed inside the outer walls to face an inner court which 

is paved with pebbles. The buildings of the uppermost stratum, I
(a)-b-c

, were rectangular houses 6 to 10 m 

long and about 4 m wide, set in clusters around a central area and adjacent to large tracts of arable land on 

the terrace (Vita-Finzi and Higgs 1970).  

Flint and stone industries of stratum IV contain a number of microlithic blades and a crescent. 

According to recent terminology (Crowfoot-Payne 1983), stratum IV would thus belong to an incipient 

PPNB of the middle of the 7th millennium B.C. The double-ended (including naviform) cores typical of 

the PPNB, long blades, and ―reaping knives‖ are common from strata IV to II. Pressure-flaked long 

blades and daggers come from stratum I
c
. Among the arrowheads found at the site were the Jericho point, 



with marked, notched tang and wings (represented from IV to I
c
); the Byblos point, without wings 

(stratum III); and the Amuq point, leaf-shaped with a tang and the oval point (strata II–I
b
). The latter two 

types of points are pressure-flaked and fluted.  

Pottery vessels were first discovered in stratum II, although an animal figurine was found in IV (PPNB). 

Thick-walled, handmade, chaff-tempered clay hole-mouth jars with lug handles were the earliest local 

ceramics. Probably imported were bowls decorated by painted and burnished red bands around the rim 

and reserved unpainted areas, decorated by cuts and slabs, as well as incised straight and wavy lines. This 

pottery has exact parallels in the ―Coastal Neolithic‖ at Hazorea (Anati 1973), at Ras Shamra V
A-B 

(de 

Contenson 1977), which places Tell ˓Ali II to the middle/last quarter of the 6th millennium B.C. A third 

type of pottery had been decorated by glossy bands of creamy paint in dark to medium red. The paint had 

been allowed to trickle down the body in stripes. Stratum I
b-c

 produced fine monochrome burnished 

pottery in various shades of black to gray and dark brown to red. This pottery belongs to the dark-faced 

burnished ware, which at Hazorea is an upper part of the ―Coastal Neolithic,‖ at Munhata 2
A
 is called 

―wadi Rabah phase‖ (Perrot 1968), and is also known in the Amuq C-D. The upper stratum (I
a
) at Tell 

˓Ali brought to light thumb-impressed and painted ware, which is well known all over N Palestine and 

dated to the Early Chalcolithic, the turn of the last quarter of the 5th millennium B.C.  

At Tell ˓Ali, from the PPNB to the Early Chalcolithic an archaeological, stratigraphic sequence was 

traced for the first time. Later work at Munhata and Hazorea proved the sequence for the whole of N 

Palestine. Links were established along the coast of the N Levant with Byblos and Ras Shamra and inland 

Ramad and Amuq (Mellaart CAH
3
 1/1: 264–9).  
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M. W. PRAUSNITZ  

ALIA AIRPORT (PLACE). A cemetery of the 2d–3d century A.D. discovered at the present Queen 

˓Alia International Airport S of Amman, Jordan. In 1978, a number of tombs and an inscription were 

noticed during the construction of the maintenance hangar area. After further investigation, it was clear 

that the site consisted of a large cemetery below a series of hills on which some ruined structures were 

found. The tombs were covered by relatively level soil 1.5–2.0 m thick. The inscription, which is 

Thamudic, was one of the key finds for the interpretation of the site.  

M. Ibrahim directed a rescue excavation of the cemetery. All soil from within the graves was sifted, and 

five burials were lifted entirely. These remains were then examined by B. Frohlich at the Smithsonian 

Institution. Apparently these were remains of an Arab tribe which lived just outside the border of the 

Roman Empire between the arable plateau and the arid land. The site lay some 6 km beyond permanent 

settlements and cultivation and was in an area of pastoral grazing. Although a few shards indicate activity 

during the early Islamic period, the cemetery belongs entirely to the Roman Imperial period. It occupies 

an area of 65 m square. Most of the families were buried in individual graves forming rows.  

Among the burial goods, leather was quite prevalent. In addition to leather footwear and possibly folded 

clothing, large sheets of leather were buried. They were thin (0.2 cm.) and were originally quite supple. It 

seems most likely that these large sheets of leather were made to cover the backs of horses or camels. 

Square saddles are shown in numerous representations in the art of Palmyra and S Syria of the 3d century 

A.D. Other artifacts show a close relationship between this community and the Roman settlers. Women 

and children were adorned with jewelry, including earrings, necklaces, finger rings, bracelets, and 



anklets—mostly of bronze. A few of the women were provided with gold earrings and additional toilet 

articles. Four seals were found in the graves. One was a scarab seal set in a pendant in a bronze band with 

a loop behind it. It shows a monkey and a griffin facing each other above a crocodile and winged uraei. 

Another seal is of a dark green stone and may have originated in Saudi Arabia. It is believed to have been 

held as an heirloom for at least 700 years before being deposited in the grave. Some 225 beads were 

found, some of precious stone such as carnelian, amethyst, agate, and coral. Fifteen rings of hollow gold 

beads were also found. Cosmetic items include spatulae and cosmetic spoons, kohl tubes, hairpins, a 

wooden comb, and a glass rod. The epigraphic evidence, burial practices, leather finds, and the location of 

the cemetery all support the attribution of these graves to the Arab population rather than to the Roman 

army.  

Bibliography  
Ibrihim, M. M., and Gordon, R. L. 1987. A Cemetery at Queen Alia International Airport. Wiesbaden.  
MOAWIYAH M. IBRAHIM  

ALIAH (PERSON) [Heb ˓alyâ (ַףְלָיה )]. See ALVAH (PERSON).  

˓ALLA, DEIR. See DEIR, ˓ALLA.  

ALLAMMELECH (PLACE) [Heb ˒alammelek (ַאַלֶמֶלך )]. A town located in the inheritance of the 

tribe of Asher (Josh 19:26). The OT form can be translated as ―oak of the king.‖ However, the LXX has 

preserved variants, such as alimelech, which have led some scholars to suggest that the original Semitic 

form of the name was ˒ltmlk. Scholars (LBHG, 160) have used this hypothesis to equate Allam-melech 

with town Number 45 (Eg rtmrk) in the conquest list of Thutmose III at Karnak. If this supposition is 

correct, the history of Allammelech can be extended into the Late Bronze Age.  

Scholars have concluded that Allammelech was located in the southern part of the territory, in the Plain 

of Acco, from the position of Allammelech in the list of border towns. The Plain of Acco was densely 

settled in the Iron Age (HGB, 429), and several tells have been suggested as the location of Allammelech. 

The site most frequently mentioned (GP, 66) is Tell en-Nahal (M.R. 157245), which provides a general 

indication of the probable location of Allammelech, although the evidence in support of any identification 

is slight.  

MELVIN HUNT  

ALLOGENES (NHC XI,3). A Gnostic apocalypse, written in the form of an epistle, relating the secret 

revelations and extra-bodily visions of Allogenes to his son, Messos. The name and title ―Allogenes‖ 

literally means ―the stranger‖ or ―the foreigner.‖ It is, however, a pseudonym and tells us nothing about 

the historical identity of the author.  

Allogenes clearly belongs to a tradition, reported by Epiphanius, which designates Seth as ―Allogenes‖ 

and attributes various books to him (Pan. 39.1.5; 40.2.1–2; and 40.7.1–5). The text also shows close 

affinity with a group of other texts discovered near Nag Hammadi which are usually designated as 

―Sethian‖ (Schenke 1974; Turner 1986). Allogenes shares with these texts the following characteristics: 

self-designation of gnostics as ―seed‖ (56,30); Allogenes-Seth as the Gnostic savior; the divine triad, 

Father-Mother-Son (the Invisible Spirit, Barbelo and Autogenes); and the salvific role of the 

―illuminators.‖ There is a particularly close affinity with The Three Steles of Seth, Marsanes, and 

Zostrianos; all three of these texts depend heavily upon technical philosophical terminology. Allogenes, 

however, contains no specifically Jewish or Christian language of any kind, but does draw heavily upon 

technical philosophical terminology.  

It is highly probable that Plotinus knew a Greek version of Allogenes. Porphyry writes that Plotinus was 

acquainted with revelations by Allogenes and Messos, among others, and attacked them in lectures and in 

his treatise Against the Gnostics (Plot. 16). Although Plotinus‘ work cannot be read solely as an attack on 

Allogenes, Allogenes does contain the type of philosophical language and conceptuality Plotinus may 

have felt deserved refutation. It draws heavily upon philosophical terms and concepts current in Middle 



Platonism, especially with regard to the philosophical speculation on the rise of the soul and the divine 

hierarchy. The divine hierarchy of Plotinus, for example, is quite close to that of Allogenes. Compare:  

Plotinus  

One  

Mind  

Soul 1. directed toward intelligible realities  

2. mediator  

3. directed toward things of this world  

Allogenes  

One Invisible Spirit  

Mind Barbelo  

Logos (Son) 1. Kalyptos (the intelligible logos)  

2. Protophanes (mind actualized)  

3. Autogenes (savior, acts in particulars for their correction)  

The author of Allogenes combines in a unique and coherent manner traditional Sethian materials (its 

basic mythological pattern, magical prayers, and the ritual of ascent) with contemporary philosophical 

speculation on the rise of the soul and the divine hierarchy. He does not reduce Sethian mythology to a 

philosophical system, nor does he allow either mythology or philosophical conceptuality to control the 

flow of logic in the text. But there is a clear shift away from a more typically Gnostic view of salvation as 

escape from this evil world toward a view of salvation as the experience of self-recognition and direct 

apprehension of God.  

The narrative progression in Allogenes is found in the account of the character Allogenes‘ reaction to 

his experiences. This account provides the reader with a clear description of the progression of the soul 

toward salvation. Allogenes moves from fear, ignorance, and disturbance of soul to knowledge, stability, 

praise, silence, and finally joy. The main point of the text is to convey an understanding of the nature and 

process of salvation. Salvation itself is understood as knowledge of God and Self, achieved first through 

auditory, and then through visionary, revelation. The emphasis in the content of the auditory revelations is 

on epistemology and ontology, that is to say, on coming to knowledge of true Being. The visionary 

revelation describes the direct apprehension of Self and God in the extra-bodily ascent of the soul. 

Allogenes is most probably closely connected with the Sethian rite of ascension in that it provides 

mythological-philosophical reflection upon the necessity for an ascension, the content of the ascent 

(insofar as that can be communicated), and its ultimate significance (Schenke 1981: 601–2).  

Discovered in 1945 near Nag Hammadi in Egypt, the text survives in only one manuscript dating to the 

first half of the 4th century. Though originally written in Greek, it survives only in Coptic translation 

(Sahidic).  

The underlying Greek text may be dated to the first quarter of the 3d century since it is highly probable 

that a version was known to Plotinus. It should not be dated earlier since the philosophical treatment of 

epistemology and ontology reflects philosophical conceptuality current in the late 2d and early 3d 

centuries.  

Although translation into Coptic cannot decisively lead to the conclusion that the original was 

composed in Egypt, nonetheless the particular combinations of mythological elements and philosophical 

speculation make Alexandria a distinct possibility.  
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KAREN L. KING  

ALLON (PERSON) [Heb ˒allôn (ַאלון )]. Descendant of Simeon. The only reference to him occurs in 1 

Chr 4:37, where he is recorded as the grandfather of Ziza. The list of individuals in 1 Chr 4:34–37 were 

―princes in their families‖ (1 Chr 4:38). This certainly means that Meshobab, Jamlech, Joshah, Joel, Jehu, 

Elioenai, Jaakobah, Jeshohaiah, Asaiah, Adiel, Jesimiel, Benaiah, and Ziza were all princes of the tribe of 

Simeon in the days of the Judean King Hezekiah (late 8th century). While most scholars seem to assume 

that Allon is also a prince, the text is not at all clear that the antecedent of ―these‖ (Heb ˒ēlleh) also 

includes their ancestors when named. Allon is not mentioned in the Syr Peshitta version, since it omits 

entirely the list of Simeonite princes. In their place the Syr reads, ―And they had a great name. And their 

dwellings were beautiful and quietness and peace was around them.‖ This is an indication that there were 

variant traditions of this passage extant in ancient times (for discussion and bibliography see Williamson 

Chronicles NCBC). However, since the Peshitta is left with no antecedent for its reference in 4:38—―And 

these are the names of the princes who were there‖—it is more likely that the Peshitta text represents an 

omission, rather than the original situation (although some scholars disagree). The word ―˒allôn ‖ refers to 

some kind of vigorous tree, possibly an oak, and is probably derived from the root ―˒wl‖ meaning ―be in 

front, strong‖ (KB, 19).  

H. ELDON CLEM  

ALLON-BACUTH (PLACE) [Heb ˒allôn-bāk t (ַאלון־ָבכּות )]. A place in the vicinity of Bethel 

where Deborah, Rebekah‘s nurse, was buried (Gen 35:8). The name literally means ―oak of weeping.‖ In 

Judg 4:5 there is a reference to a ―palm tree of Deborah‖ located between Ramah and Bethel in the hill 

country of Ephraim, but the context explicitly mentions a different type of tree and implies an association 

with a different Deborah (the prophetess/judge, not the nurse of Rebekah).  

GARY A. HERION  

ALMIGHTY [Heb šadday (ַשַֹּדי ), ˒ēl šadday (ֵאלֲַשַֹּדי ); Gk pantokrator (πανσοκπασοπ)]. General 

name given to the patriarchal family god and later identified with Yahweh. ―Almighty‖ translates the 

Hebrew Shaddai of the pre-Mosaic tradition (Gen 17:1; Cross CMHE, 13–75) and is identified with 

Yahweh in the Mosaic tradition (Exod 3:13–17; 6:2–3). See GOD, NAMES OF.  

Albright (1935: 192–193) has shown that the name derives from northern Mesopotamian roots and 

came to Canaan with the ancestors of the Israelites as a patriarchal family god. Wright (1962: 51) sees the 

relationship of the clan to its deity as probable background for the later covenant relationship between 

God and Israel (Exod 6:4). Anderson (1986: 44) indicates points of similarity between Shaddai and the 

Canaanite god El, but notes that theological differences in the nature of Israel‘s God and the covenant 

relationship called for essentially different response in worship and morality. DeVaux (AncIsr, 294) 

points to enhanced qualities of Yahweh worship at cult sites formerly used for El worship.  

The Greek of the Apocrypha and New Testament renders the Hebrew ―Shaddai‖ by pantokrator, a 

compound of pan (all) and krátos (power, might). In the Intertestamental Period the living tradition is 

reflected in the prayer of Jonathan (2 Macc 1:24–29) recalling both divine attributes and covenant 

relationship. During events of Jewish history from 180 to 161 B.C.E. the people of Israel under the 

leadership of the Maccabees invoked God‘s almighty power in military confrontations (2 Macc 7:35; 

8:11); and to strengthen their conviction of divine fidelity to their eternal covenant with the Lord (2 Macc 

1:25; 3:22; 5:20; 6:26; 7:38). In the New Testament ten instances of pantokrátor are predominantly in 



Revelation, with only one in 2 Cor 6:18. Thus the descriptive designation ―Almighty‖ in connection with 

the name of the Lord God is consistent in biblical usage.  
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BETTY JANE LILLIE  

ALMODAD (PERSON) [Heb ˒almôdād (ַאְלמוָדד )]. Firstborn son of Joktan and hence the name of a 

South Arabian tribe (Gen 10:26; 1 Chr 1:20), which, however, has neither been identified nor localized in 

a satisfactory way. Retaining the Masoretic vocalization, the first syllable could be conceived as Arabic 

˒āl, ―family, clan,‖ the name of a specific clan could then be seen in the following part of the name, 

probably ˒āl mawdad. There are attestations of such a name in Old South Arabic; in Sabaean mwddm 

occurs as a proper name (CIS IV, 94,5), and in Qatabanian mwddn is to be found as a clan name (RES 

3902, No. 98,2). The Hebrew form -môdād could very well be derived from an Old South Arabic mwdd-

n, mawdad-ān, and in this case it cannot be excluded that the region where the tribe of ˒almôdād lived has 

to be localized somewhere in the area of the ancient kingdom of Qatabān, the center of which was the 

capital Timna˓ in the Wadi Bayḥān in present-day South Yemen. Qatabān is mentioned for the first time 

in the Old Sabaean text RES 3945; the earliest Qatabanian inscriptions, however, do not go back to the 

time in which the biblical table of nations originated.  

Glaser (1890: 425) was inclined to recognize in ˒almôdād the Minaean clan of Gab˒ān, members of 

which are called ―friends‖ of the king during the time concerned in the inscriptions (˒hl gb˒n mwddt … 

―clan of Gab˒ān, friends of …;‖ RES 2771,2; RES 2774,1; etc.). The interpretation of the first syllable of 

˒almôdād as the Arabic article al-, according to which the meaning of the name would be ―the friend,‖ is 

hardly acceptable and was already rejected by Gesenius-Kautzsch (GK, 118).  

In case one gives preference to the vocalization of the LXX, elmōdad, the first syllable of the name 

could be conceived as the name of ―God,‖ Heb ˒ēl. Reading the name in this way, ˒elmôdād could be 

interpreted as ―God is loved‖ or ―God is a friend‖; cf. also Old Sabaean mwd, ―friend,‖ and the Heb 

proper name Medad, LXX mōdad (Num 11:26), the Aramaic mwdd inscribed on a clay-tablet from 

Niniveh (CIS 11, 43, R6), in cuneiform writing mu-dadu, Akkadian mudādum, all of which mean ―friend, 

beloved.‖ Hommel (HAW 3.1.1: 554–5), however, regarded the m in ˒lmwdd as an emphasizing enclitic 

particle, and wanted to read the name ˒el  -mā-wadd, ― (my) God is truly Wadd,‖ Wadd being an ancient 

Sabaean deity and the main god of the Minaeans.  

Certainly erroneous is the connection, first proposed by Bochartus (1674: 112–13), of ˒almôdād with 

the alumaiōtai in Ptolemaeus (Geog. 6.7.24), an otherwise unattested tribe at the NE coast of the Arabian 

peninsula.  
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W. W. MÜLLER  

ALMON (PLACE) [Heb ˓almôn (ַףְלמון )]. Var. ALEMETH. A city given to the descendents of Aaron 

the priest (Josh 21:18). BDB (p. 761) derived it from ˓lam, ―conceal, hidden;‖ others suggest it means 

―sign‖ or ―road mark.‖ Albright thought the meaning of the name was obscure. It is spelled Gamala in 

LXX, Almon in LXX Codex Alexandrinus, Amala in LXX Codex Vaticanus, Elmon in LXX Lucian, and 

Alemeth (Allemeth) in 1 Chr 6:45 (—Eng 6: 45; Galemeth in LXX; Alamoth in LXX Lucian). Almon and 

Alemeth both come from the same root. Josh 21:1ff describes the allotment of 48 cities and their pasture 

lands (not cultivated lands) to the Levites according to the commandment of Moses in Num 35:1–8, since 

they did not get territorial allotments as such. Boling (Joshua AB, 492–494) dates the list to the mid-8th 

century on archaeological grounds: surface collection of potshards and other data show most of the sites 



were occupied then, with ˓Almon occupied in the 9th and 8th centuries. Myers, on the other hand, dates 

them to the reign of David on historical grounds—when the country was still divided among tribes and 

before Solomon separated it into administrative districts (1 Chronicles AB, 48).  

Almon is one of 13 cities given to the priests (the sons of Aaron) and one of 4 cities in the tribal 

territory of Benjamin. The four in Josh 21:17–18 include Gibeon (el-Jib), Geba (Jaba‘), Anathoth (Anata), 

and Almon, while 1 Chr 6:60 leaves out Gibeon (Geba is at times a short form of Gibeon and Gibeah 

[Tell el-Ful]), all NE of Jerusalem. ˓Almon is ca. 5 mi. from Jerusalem. Neither ˓Almon nor Anathoth is 

in the list of Benjaminite cities in Josh 18:21–28. ˓Almon is identified with Kh. ˓Almit (M.R. 176136), a 

tell between Geba and Anathoth, 1 mi. NE of Anata, on the road to Ain Farah which runs into the Wadi 

Qelt to Jericho. Albright (1924) suggested the modern ending shows the pointing is wrong in Chronicles 

and in turn, ―the relation between ˓Almon and ˓Almit is dialectical, and is precisely like that between 

tahton and tahfit, the ît being the archaic feminine of the nisbeh in î …‖ Avi-Yonah (EJ 1: 666) notes that 

―Almon‖ is erroneously identified with Ailamon (Aijalon) on the Madeba map (6th century A.D.) based 

on a reference in Eus. (Onomast. 18: 14). In the Crusader period, Amieth (Alemeth) is mentioned along 

with Aneth (Anathoth) and Farafonte (Ayn Fara).  
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ALMON-DIBLATHAIM (PLACE) [Heb ˓almōn dib-lātayim (ַףְלֹמןֲִֹּדב־ָלַתִים )]. One of Israel‘s 
wilderness wandering encampments located within the territory of Moab between Dibon-gad and the 

mountains of Abarim (Num 33:46, 47). It has been equated by some with Beth-diblathaim (mentioned in 

Jer 48:22 and in the Moabite stone, line 30), a site which has been tentatively identified with Deleilat esh-

Sherqiyeh (M.R. 228116), a small town about halfway between Dibon and Medeba. Others have thought 

that Almon was a daughter settlement of Diblathaim, that is Beth-diblathaim, and have located the former 

at nearby ˓Ain ed Dib. All of the suggestions are speculative at present.  

RANDALL W. YOUNKER  

ALMOND. See FLORA.  

ALOES. See PERFUMES AND SPICES; FLORA.  

ALPHA. The first letter of the Greek alphabet.  

ALPHA AND OMEGA. The first and last letters of the Greek alphabet. The phrase ―the Alpha and 
the Omega‖ is used three times in the book of Revelation, twice as a self-designation of God (1:8; 21:6) 

and once as a self-designation of Christ (22:13). The meaning of ―alpha and omega‖ is evident from the 

descriptive phrases used in conjunction with it. Rev 1:8 further describes God as the one ―who is and who 

was and who is to come, the Almighty,‖ whereas in 21:6 ―the Alpha and the Omega‖ is supplemented by 

the phrase ―the beginning and the end.‖ Christ identifies himself as ―the Alpha and the Omega, the first 

and the last, the beginning and the end‖ (22:13). The juxtaposition of the terms ―alpha‖ and ―omega‖ 

unites creation and eschatology. The God who brought the world into existence is the same one who will 

bring the world to completion. As the Alpha, God is the creator of all things; everything has its beginning 

in God (Rev 4:11). To refer to God as the Omega is to affirm that all of creation finds its purpose and 

meaning in God, for God will bring the universe to its final consummation. What God commenced ―in the 

beginning‖ (Gen 1:1), God will direct to its conclusion.  

Furthermore, all of history is under the control of God, not just its beginning and ending. In later 

rabbinic writings the first and last letters of the alphabet were used to denote something in its entirety. 

Abraham was said to have kept the law from ˒alep to taw (the first and last letters of the Hebrew 

alphabet), meaning that he obeyed the entire law. In a similar way, to describe God as the Alpha and the 

Omega is not a restriction of God to only the beginning and the end but is a declaration of the totality of 

God‘s power and control. God is ―the Almighty,‖ and as such all ―salvation and glory and power belong 



to our God‖ (Rev 19:1). Nothing is outside the purview of God. The claim that God is the one ―who is and 

who was and who is to come‖ is a restatement of the same idea.  

The author of Revelation, because of his exalted Christology, can apply the same phrases to Christ that 

he used for God. He too is the first and the last, the beginning and the end, the Alpha and the Omega. 

Elsewhere in the NT, Christ‘s role in creation is explicitly stated (John 1:3; Col 1:16). The idea of Christ 

as the Omega or the end is particularly appropriate in Revelation which depicts Christ as the means 

through which God‘s purposes are accomplished, not only as the slain lamb (5:9), but also as the 

victorious rider on the white horse (19:11–21).  

The source for the author of Revelation‘s description of God as the first and the last was likely the 

Hebrew Bible, specifically Isa 41:4; 44:6; and 48:12, passages which emphasize the uniqueness of God. 

Although the symbolic use of the first and last letters of the alphabet is not found there, this practice can 

be documented in Hellenistic writings, in Josephus, and in rabbinic literature.  
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MITCHELL G. REDDISH  

ALPHAEUS (PERSON) [Gk halphaios (ἁλυαιορ)]. 1. Father of Levi the tax-collector (Mark 2:14; 

Luke 5:27 [D]; Gos. Pet. 14:60).  

2. Father of James the apostle, as distinguished from the apostle James the son of Zebedee (Matt 10:3; 

Mark 3:18; Luke 6:15; Acts 1:13).  

Although nothing more is known for certain about either Alphaeus, it has been suggested that the two 

are actually the same person. Assuming that Levi is to be identified with Matthew the apostle, then 

another pair of brothers in addition to Peter, Andrew, James, and John would be among the twelve, i.e., 

James and Matthew. The manner in which Alphaeus is used in the lists of the apostles, however, strongly 

suggests two different individuals are intended. Alphaeus is used to distinguish this James from the son of 

Zebedee. Furthermore, since two sets of brothers among the twelve are identified (Matt 10:3), if there 

were a third set, they surely would also have been identified as such.  

Several textual witnesses for Mark 2:14 read ―James the son of Alphaeus‖ rather than ―Levi the son of 

Alphaeus,‖ thus eliminating one difficulty, but suggesting that another tax-collector, named James, was a 

follower of Jesus. The textual variation is likely an attempt to harmonize Mark 2:14 with Mark 3:18 and 

Matt 10:3=Luke 6:15. But it creates another difficulty when compared to its parallel, Luke 5:27, which 

reads ―a tax-collector named Levi.‖ The variant reading is unlikely original.  

The second Alphaeus is sometimes identified with Clopas (John 19:25) or Cleopas (Luke 24:18). The 

identification with Clopas is based on the assumption that only three women at the cross are mentioned in 

John 19:25 (and not four) as in the parallel verses (Matt 27:56; Mark 15:40). Thus, Mary the sister of 

Jesus‘ mother is said to be the wife of Clopas, and is supposedly listed second in Matt 27:56 and Mark 

15:40 as Mary the mother of James and Joseph (Joses in Mark). Consequently, James is the son of 

Alphaeus (Clopas) and Mary, thus making him a cousin of Jesus. This conclusion would suggest that five 

cousins of Jesus were among the twelve apostles. While such possibilities are interesting they are more 

speculative than provable.  

Identifying Alphaeus with Clopas/Cleopas is based on the claim that they are variations of a common 

Aramaic original (e.g., Edersheim 1899,2: 603). Since the form of the original has not been established, 

such an argument offers little support for identifying Alphaeus with Clopas. Cleopas is an abbreviated 

form of the Greek name Cleopatros and should not be identified with Clopas. See also CLOPAS, 

CLEOPAS, JAMES (PERSON), LEVI, MARY (PERSON), MATTHEW.  
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FRANK E. WHEELER  



ALTAR [Heb mizbēaḥ (ֲִמְזֵבַח ); Gk thysiastērion (θτςιαςσηπιον), bōmos (βωμορ)]. Altars occur in a 

wide range of religions, both geographically and chronologically, often related to the concept of tables, 

hearths, thrones, or burial mounds. In the ancient world, any surface on which offerings were made or 

placed for a deity could be considered an altar. Altars could be portable or stationary, simple or elaborate 

(EncRel 1: 222–27).  

A. Altars in the Hebrew Bible  

While scholars speak of altars in connection with a variety of phenomena, the primary term for altar in 

the Hebrew Bible is mizbēaḥ (400x) which is derived from the root zbḥ, ―to slaughter.‖ Altars are 

distinguished from other cultic structures such as temples and high places. Although all temples had 

associated altars, it appears that not all altars were part of a temple complex. Altars were constructed at 

places which were considered to have a sacred character, points where contact between the human and the 

divine could occur. For a discussion of Heb bāmâ, see HIGH PLACE.  

1. Construction. Throughout the period of the monarchy, it was the king who was held accountable for 

the construction and maintenance of altars and related structures (Ahlström 1982: 1–9). It is uncertain if 

altars were built by private persons. Although a variety of nonroyal figures from the Hebrew Bible are 

credited with the construction of altars (e.g., Noah, Abraham, Moses, etc.), it may be that these figures 

were given ―royal‖ prerogatives in the tradition because of their status. While there are other clear cases 

of nonroyal figures constructing altars (e.g., Balaam in Numbers 23), these figures are acting on the 

authority of a royal patron.  

It appears that ―natural‖ rock altars were used for rituals in some cases (Judg 13:15–20), although the 

term mizbēaḥ is not always used in the description of this type of situation (1 Sam 6:14–15; 14:33–34). 

The terminology associated with altars in the Hebrew Bible indicates that altars were normally thought of 

as being constructed in some sense. The most common verbs used for the establishment of altars are ―to 

build‖ (bnh) and ―to make‖ (˓śh). In some cases these are used interchangeably (cf. Gen 35:1–7) although 

bnh is not used with altars constructed with metal. Other terms associated with the construction of altars 

are ―to establish‖ (qūm), ―to set up‖ (nṣb), ―to put/place‖ (ś  m), ―to arrange/set in order‖ (˓rk), and ―to 

found‖ (kūn). The terms used to describe the repair of altars include ―to heal‖ (rp˒), ―to make new‖ (ḥdš), 

and ―to purify‖ (ṭhr).  

Within the Hebrew Bible are several accounts of religious ―reforms‖ which include the 

decommissioning or destruction of altars. A variety of terms are used for this activity. Since these same 

terms are often used for the demolition of buildings and other manmade structures, it indicates that altars 

also were normally constructed. The most common verb for destruction is ―to tear down‖ (ntṣ), occurring 

often in the Deuteronomic material. Other terms include ―to cause to depart/decommission‖ (ś  r), ―to 

throw down‖ (hrs), ―to tear apart‖ (qr˓), ―to smash‖ (šbr), ―to be waste‖ (ḥrb), ―to be desolate‖ (šmm), 

and ―to break‖ (˓rp).  

Although very often single altars are assumed in the Hebrew Bible, it is clear that multiple altars were 

known. This is indicated by the occurrence of the plural (mizbĕḥôt) and from the fact that it was necessary 

to distinguish certain altars (e.g., the altar of burnt offering). The story of Balaam‘s construction of seven 

altars (Numbers 23), while not necessarily reflecting historical reality, also indicates knowledge of the use 

of multiple altars.  

One feature of the design of Israelite altars was the presence of ―horns‖ (qĕrānôt). As can be seen in 

numerous examples of smaller incense altars and from the larger altar found at Beer-sheba (see below), 

these ―horns‖ were projections from the corners. The precise significance of the horns is not known. One 

theory is that the original function of the horns was to aid in binding a victim to the altar. This may be 

given some support in Ps 118:27. Also, owing to the special sanctity of the altar, a person accused of a 

murder could ―grasp‖ the horns of the altar to receive a measure of protection (but cf. Exod 21:14; 1 Kgs 

2:28–34; Milgrom 1980). Jer 17:1 seems to indicate that the horns could be engraved, but the text is 

possibly corrupt. The cutting off of the horns is used as a symbol of the destruction in Amos 3:14. Horned 

altars are not unique to Israel. They are found in Canaanite contexts (Stendebach 1976: 190–92), in 



excavations at temples in Cyprus (cf. Karageorghis 1981; Ionas 1985), and other locations throughout the 

ancient Near East (cf. Yavis 1949: 165–66).  

Altars associated with the tabernacle were considered portable, being equipped with rings through 

which poles could be inserted for transport. While portable altars are known from nomadic contexts, there 

is no evidence that the altars constructed during the period of the Israelite or Judahite monarchies were 

normally moved. The historical evaluation of the portable altars of the tabernacle is dependent on the 

larger historical questions surrounding the tabernacle itself.  

2. Materials. The Hebrew Bible mentions a variety of materials used for the construction of altars. It 

would appear that the ideology concerning the materials of the altar changed over time and/or from place 

to place. In the introductory material to the Covenant Code (Exod 20:24–25), an initial command is given 

that an ―altar of earth‖ (mizbēaḥ ˒ădāmâ) be constructed. The precise meaning of this unique term is 

uncertain. Robertson (1948) thinks it means simply an altar of ―natural‖ materials. Galling (IDB 1: 97) 

states that it refers to an altar constructed as a ―low cube of clods of clay.‖ The existence of mudbrick 

altars in this region would make it more likely that some type of earthen brick is intended (cf. Isa 65:3).  

In Exodus 20, however, the possibility of construction of a stone altar is admitted. As might be expected 

in Israel, stone is the assumed building material for altars. In Exod 20:25, Josh 8:31, and Deut 27:5–7, 

where altars of stone (mizbēaḥ ˒ăbān  m) are specified, it is commanded that these stones be unworked by 

iron. This command may reflect the idea that the unworked stone contained something of the ―natural‖ 

presence of the deity which would be dissipated through the working with iron (Galling IDB 1: 97). Most 

scholars believe that Exod 20:25 is the earliest of the three passages, reflecting an attempt at cultic reform 

prior to the Deuteronomist. This prescription was not universally followed since altars constructed of 

hewn stone were constructed in Judah (cf. Beer-sheba below). It would appear that altars which included 

horns could not be either of ―earth‖ or ―unworked stone‖ (cf. Wiener 1927: 2–3).  

Exod 20:26 gives an impression of the size of an altar by commanding that the altar not be mounted by 

means of steps in order that the ―nakedness‖ of the priest not be exposed. This command implies that 

steps were part of the normal construction of the altar. Altars with steps are known from early times in 

Canaan (cf. Megiddo below), but steps are not conspicuous in the description of altars from the period of 

the Israelite and Judahite monarchies (cf. Beer-sheba below however). It would appear that the problem of 

exposure was solved differently in Exod 28:42–43, which commands the wearing of ―pants‖ by Aaron 

and the officiating priests (cf. Lev 6:3—Eng6:10).  

Several types of altars constructed with metal are also prominent. Two different bronze altars are 

mentioned as being located in the forecourt of the tabernacle/temple. (Note the mention of bronze altars 

also in Phoenician KAI I:2 #10.4 and Punic KAI I:14 #66.1.) The altar associated with the tabernacle 

(Exod 27:1–8; 38:1–7) is described as constructed of acacia wood (5 by 5 by 3 cubits) and overlaid (ṣph) 

with bronze. While it is clear that the description of this altar does not derive from a ―nomadic‖ past, the 

source of the description is unclear. Some scholars believe that the description of the tabernacle derives 

from the Davidic period but is based on a premonarchic model (Cross 1984). Others date it to Solomonic 

(Haran 1978: 189–204) or even later periods. The altar in the forecourt at which the regular sacrifices 

were conducted was called the ―altar of burnt offering‖ (āh mizbēaḥ hā˓ôllāh) in the Priestly source and in 

Chronicles (but cf. Gadegaard 1978).  

The Chronicler believed that Solomon also constructed a bronze altar (20 by 20 by 10 cubits) in the 

forecourt of his temple (2 Chr 4:1). It should be noted, however, that the construction of this altar is 

omitted from the parallel description in 1 Kings 7 although the presence of a bronze altar is assumed in 1 

Kgs 8:64, 2 Kgs 16:14–15, and Ezek 9:2. Some scholars believe that the notice of construction has been 

displaced from its original location in 1 Kings to Chronicles. It is possible that this altar should be 

differentiated from an altar of stone (note the use of bnh) built by Solomon mentioned in 1 Kgs 9:25. This 

stone altar may also be implied in the wording of 2 Kgs 16:14. (Additional support for the existence of 

two altars can be found in Gadegaard 1978: 40–41 although his interpretation of ―high place‖ may be 

questioned.) This stone altar constructed by Solomon may be the one which is replaced (2 Kgs 16:10–16) 

with a ―great altar‖ (hammizbēaḥ haggādôl) modeled after an altar seen by Ahaz in Damascus. At that 



time the bronze altar was moved and reserved for inquiries by the king himself. The regular sacrifices of 

the nation and king were conducted on the new ―great altar.‖  

Another noteworthy altar is that described in some detail in Ezek 43:13–17. At the center of the 

reconstructed land, Ezekiel envisions a three-tiered altar mounted by steps (12 by 12 cubits on the top tier 

and 16 by 16 cubits on the lowest tier). This idea may be based on a Babylonian model (Albright 1920: 

139–41) or even on Ahaz‘s ―great altar‖ (IDB 1: 98; Haran 1978: 194).  

The normal placement of sacrificial altars in the Hebrew Bible was in the courtyard in front of the 

temple, although altars on the roof were also known (cf. 2 Kgs 23:12, Judg 6:26). (Note may also be made 

of the Ugaritic text UT Krt:73–80, which speaks of the hero offering sacrifices on a wall // tower // roof.)  

There is no evidence of the use of sacrificial altars in the interior of the tabernacle or temple. In fact, 

sacrificial rituals are specifically excluded from the temple itself in Exod 30:9. The normal activities 

associated with a sacrificial altar are also indicated in Josh 22:28–29 where the trans-Jordanian tribes 

claim that their ―altar‖ is in fact a ―memorial‖ (see below). They claim their ―memorial‖ is not intended 

for the normal activities of ―burnt offering, cereal offering, or for sacrifice‖ (v 29). Even types of 

offerings which might be associated with a ―presentation‖ altar are burned (Exod 29:25). Vessels and 

offerings were placed ―before‖ (lipnê) the altar, not upon it (cf. Deut 26:4; Zech 14:20). It is also possible 

that images of gods were placed near the altar (cf. 1 Sam 6:15; Ezek 6:13).  

Within the interior of the tabernacle/temple were ―altars‖ connected to the use of incense. Exod 30:1–10 

and 37:25 describe an ―altar‖ of acacia wood overlaid with gold (1 by 1 by 2 cubits) within the tabernacle. 

Most scholars think that this ―altar‖ was not part of the original description since its presence is not noted 

in Exodus 25 or 26:33–37 as expected. This altar is paralleled by the description of an altar of cedar 

overlaid with gold constructed by Solomon (1 Kgs 6:20, 22). For further discussion of these altars, see 

INCENSE ALTARS where the ―altar of incense‖ (mizbēaḥ haqqĕṭōret) and ―incense altars‖ (ḥammān  m) 

are treated. Ezekiel also mentions an ―altar of wood‖ (hammizbēaḥ ˓ēṩ; Ezek 41:22) found within the 

temple, but goes on to describe this rather as a ―table‖ (haššulhān).  

3. Activities Associated with Altars. The most common activities associated with altars in the Hebrew 

Bible are the burning of sacrifices upon the altar. Some passages (e.g., Gen 22:9–10) might indicate that 

the offering was actually slain upon the altar (cf. Gadegaard 1978: 35–36). The usual practice reflected in 

the text, however, is the slaying of the victim beside (˓l) or in front of (lipnê) the altar in order that blood 

could be collected for other ritual purposes.  

Several verbs are used to describe the actions of cultic personnel in connection with the altar. The most 

common terms refer to the offering of sacrifices, ―to cause a sacrifice to ascend‖ (˓lh) and ―to burn 

offerings‖ (qṭr). In addition to the obvious role of the altar in the burning of offerings to the god, the altar 

(especially the foundation [yĕsôd] and the horns) was the recipient of blood from the sacrificial victims. A 

wide range of terms is used to describe the application of blood to the altar, including (prominently) ―to 

toss, throw‖ (zrq). While blood and oil were applied to the altar, the altar did not function as a libation 

table as found in earlier Canaanite practice (cf. Megiddo below).  

The significance of the preposition (˓l) used with these verbs is unclear. In some instances it seems to 

indicate that the action takes places ―upon,‖ i.e., on top of, the altar (e.g., 1 Kgs 9:25). In other cases, it 

denotes proximity (e.g., 2 Chr 1:6). The clear picture seems to be that wood was placed on the top of the 

altar. The sacrifice was then placed upon the wood. The precise function of a bronze grating mentioned in 

connection with the tabernacle altar (cf. Exod 27:4) is not known. As discussed earlier, the altar is 

assumed to be large enough and high enough to need steps. The verb ―to descend‖ is used when Aaron 

leaves the altar in Lev 9:22. (Note might be taken of the similar Ugaritic use of mdbḥt with the verb yrd, 

―to go down,‖ in UT 1.20.)  

Although the tabernacle altar is described as hollow (nĕbūb), in no case are actions described which 

indicate that the sacrifice was burned within the altar. It may be that the altar was filled with earth in order 

to dissipate the heat generated in the burning of sacrifices. Several examples of altars constructed with a 

fill of ash or earth/rubble are noted by Yavis (1949: 62–63, 84, 97, 100, 111, 115, 129, 154, 169, 175–76, 

178–80, 204, 207–13). This method of construction might answer the principal objection to the use of 



these altars as burnt-offering altars made by Gadegaard (1978). This method was suggested earlier by the 

rabbis but rejected by Robertson (1948: 17–18).  

In several cases it appears that the normal usage of mizbēaḥ has been extended. The only apparent 

reference to a ―presentation altar‖ is in Ezek 41:22 where an ―altar of wood‖ (2 by 2 by 3 cubits) is 

described as ―a table which is before Yahweh.‖ It also seems that the altar located within the 

tabernacle/temple was used only for the burning of incense, not other sacrifices (see above). It is more 

likely that the understanding of the term ―altar‖ has expanded to include these cases rather than an 

otherwise unknown ancient use of the term having been preserved.  

The term mizbēaḥ is also used for another type of construction which serves primarily as a ―memorial‖ 

within the Hebrew Bible. Several ―altars‖ are given names, often in connection with some unusual event 

(cf. Gen 33:20; 35:7; Exod 17:15; Josh 22:10–34; and Judg 6:24). In none of these cases are sacrifices 

actually offered upon these ―altars.‖ Whether these constructions were memorials which the author calls 

―altars‖ or whether they were altars which later authors attempted to legitimize by assigning an acceptable 

function is not clear (cf. Snaith 1978; Van Seters 1980: 232). A similar case of a rock being designated as 

a named ―memorial‖ is found in 1 Sam 7:12, but without the term mizbēaḥ being used.  

Altars did have other functions. Altars were built to mark the territory associated with the deity (cf. 1 

Kgs 18:17–40; 2 Kgs 5:17) although altars in foreign territories were also known (e.g., Elephantine, cf. 

Wiener 1927: 8–9). As noted above, within Israel the altar also served as a place of asylum.  

There are differences among the various ―authors‖ of the Hebrew Bible in their portrayal of altars. The 

Yahwist assumes Levitical distinctions for the altars even in the pre-Mosaic period. The Priestly author 

does not allow Levitical distinctions before Sinai. He assumes the existence of only one altar since Sinai 

but in some senses has reduced its sanctity compared to earlier ideas (e.g., it no longer provides asylum; 

Milgrom 1980). The Deuteronomist (Deut 12:15–24) loosens the connection between the altar and the 

slaughter of animals prescribed in earlier writings (Lev 17:1–7).  

B. Archaeological Evidence  

A survey of the literature would seem to indicate that the archaeological evidence for altars is quite 

extensive. In fact, from an archaeological perspective, there is little agreement on the type of installation 

to which the term ―altar‖ is applied. It is used for everything from large platforms to somewhat smaller 

installations with evidence of burning in courtyards of temples to numerous types of flat surfaces with 

―cup marks‖ found in a wide variety of contexts (cf. Kittel 1908: 98–146). These later examples are 

extremely difficult to evaluate archaeologically since they often occur outside of obvious cultic contexts 

and are impossible to date with any confidence. It may even be questioned whether their function is cultic 

rather than practical. It is clear that cultic activities took place within the context of wine and olive 

pressing and threshing floors (cf. Ahlström 1982: 25 n 89). It is doubtful, however, that these installations 

should be termed ―altars‖ on the basis of the usage of the term in the literature of the Hebrew Bible.  

An example of these difficulties can be seen with an ―altar‖ found at Ṣar˓a west of Jerusalem. There is 

found a large, stepped stone block (2.16 by 2.16 by 1.3m) on which is a series of channels and cup marks 

(Kittel 1908: 104–8; IDB 1: 100). Many scholars have related this installation to the offering of Manoah 

reported in Judges 13. It must be noted, however, that the date of this installation is unknown, and also 

that the term ―altar‖ is only indirectly applied to the rock upon which the offerings were made in the 

Judges account. Whether there is, in fact, any connection between these two pieces of evidence is 

unknown.  

1. Early Altars in Canaan. There existed in Canaan a long tradition of altar construction prior to the 

Israelite period. Already in the Chalcolithic period there is evidence that altars were in use. In a 

broadroom sanctuary at Ein Gedi, directly opposite the entry, a horseshoe-shaped altar composed of large 

stones was found. Bones and broken clay figurines were found within the ashes of the altar (Ussishkin 

1971: 29).  

The tradition of broadroom temples with raised platforms opposite the entry may be carried on into the 

Early Bronze Age (cf. Megiddo XIX Temple 4050 and Megiddo XV Temples 5192 and 4040, although 

no evidence of sacrifice is present). One of the most impressive altars discovered in Canaan was 



unearthed at the site of Megiddo (Structure 4017). Located in an area surrounded by temples, this large, 

nearly circular stone altar (8 m diameter) stands 1.4m high and was mounted by a flight of steps. The altar 

and surrounding enclosure was in existence through at least four phases during EB III–IV. The 

surrounding area was littered with bone and pottery fragments and the top had indications of burning 

(Loud 1948: 61–64, 70–84). (Concerning the Early Bronze Age ―temples‖ and associated altars claimed 

for Ai [et-Tell], cf. Ottosson 1980: 128–30 n.2.)  

Structures similar to the circular altar at Megiddo have also been found at a temple dated to MB II B–C 

at Nahariyah. A three-phase circular stone structure (14 m diameter) with two steps was found in the 

courtyard of the temple. Among the stones of this structure was organic material which may have been the 

remains of offerings. About 4 m distance from the circular structure the excavators discovered a small 

stone installation they described as an altar. However, they give no evidence of its use. Finds from the 

courtyard include ash, bones, figurines, and pottery associated with cultic activity. Ottosson‘s conclusion 

that the circular structure may have functioned as an altar is more likely than the smaller installation 

indicated by the excavators (Ottosson 1980: 99–101; Dothan 1974: 14–25). Cf. also the circular structures 

dated to MB IIB–LB I at Tell Kittan (Eisenberg 1977: 77–81).  

A later level (VIII) at Megiddo also reveals evidence of a small (1.10 by 1.10 by.55m), lime-plastered 

mudbrick ―altar‖ or ―table‖ in court 5020. Although no evidence connects this building to cultic activity, 

its similarities to the Acropolis Temple at Lachish might be noted. If this connection is valid, the strong 

Egyptian influence at Lachish would make identification as a ―table‖ or ―presentation altar‖ more likely 

since blood sacrifice was apparently not part of the Egyptian ritual at that time. No direct evidence of 

burning or sacrifice is mentioned on or near the structure (Loud 1948: 113–14).  

Galling has related this structure to others found at Tell ˓Ajjul and Shechem (IDB 1: 99). It would seem, 

however, that these latter examples are altars in courtyards in front of the temple while the example from 

Megiddo is differently located within an internal court. The altar from Shechem may have been founded 

in the courtyard of the migdal-type Temple Ib and was prominent in its position directly in front of the 

entrance of Temple 2. It is constructed of mudbrick and stone (2.2 by 1.65 by.35 m?).  

Late Bronze Age Hazor also has an example in Area H of a centrally located altar in front of a temple 

which was used through several levels. In the forecourt of the temple of Stratum 2 (LB I) containing ash 

and bone remains, a large (3.5 by 2 by.3 m?) altar (2534) and nearby a smaller one (2554) were found. In 

the course of time the courtyard was enclosed (but remained unroofed?). It seems likely that the 

installation (2218) in a similar position in front of the later Temple IA (LB III) is the remains of an altar 

carrying on the same tradition.  

In the main room (2113) of this same temple, several ―libation‖ and ―offering‖ tables were found. Other 

finds also imply that liquid offerings were important in this sanctuary (cf. Ottosson 1980: 32). This is also 

evident in the placement of a ―libation altar‖ in the passageway just outside the forecourt of the Stratum 

IB temple. Also during Stratum I in Area F, a large stone block (2.4 by.85 by 1.2 m) with two depressions 

was found. Although there were finds of pottery and bones around this ―altar,‖ it differs from the other 

―altars‖ in that there is no clearly related temple. If this was an altar, it is not evident what type of 

offerings were associated with it. The prominence of libation installations in Area H might indicate that 

this ―altar‖ also functioned as a libation table (cf. Yadin 1972: 100–1 and fig. 25). A similar large stone 

was found at the MB II–LB ―High Place‖ at Gezer in front of the monoliths. Its function is also unknown.  

A recent study of the mudbrick ―altars‖ from the Beth Shan IX has found little support for their 

designation as altars (Ottosson 1980: 63–66). The ―altar‖ associated with the Fosse Temple at Lachish 

may better be termed a dais since this building was clearly roofed and the installation would not have 

functioned for burning sacrifices.  

2. Altars from the Israelite Period. A series of Philistine temples from Iron Age I have been excavated 

at Tel Qasile. In the courtyard (111) of the Stratum X temple, a low (1.3 by 1.5 by.1 m) stone foundation 

for an altar was discovered. The floor of the courtyard contained sherds, animal bones, and ash. A less 

well preserved altar (108) may be found in the following Stratum IX courtyard (Mazar 1980: 40–41, 51).  



Also dated to the early Iron Age is an installation located on Mt. Ebal near ancient Shechem (Zertal 

1985, 1988). This installation has been connected to the altar described in Josh 8:30–35 by the excavator. 

Others have claimed that the ruins are a house/watchtower (Kempinski 1986). The main structure is 

approximately 9 by 7 m and is preserved to a height of 3.27 m. It contains a fill of pottery, ash, and bones. 

According to the excavator, the structure is approached by ramps, one of which is 1.2 m wide. The 

structure is surrounded by an inner courtyard which contains numerous ―installations‖ with ash, animal 

bones, or clay vessels. The entire area is surrounded by an enclosure wall (250 by 52 m). The ―altar‖ 

complex was preceded by a circular stone structure (2 m diameter) also filled with ash and bones.  

Within the Judahite fortress at Tel Arad, a shrine was discovered including an altar which continued in 

use over several periods. It is reported by the excavator that near a square stone altar in an open area of 

the lowest level were pits with burned bones. During the following periods, the sanctuary was constructed 

with a square earth and field-stone altar (5 cubits
2
) centrally located in the courtyard. A large flint slab 

was found on top of this altar. In later strata the altar was rebuilt in the same location, but an addition of a 

wall to the north of the courtyard meant that it was no longer centrally located. According to the 

excavator, the altar was not in use in the final temple complex, a fact which is attributed to the ―reforms‖ 

of Hezekiah (Aharoni 1968: 2–32). Problems with the stratigraphy and reporting of the evidence from 

Arad make these historical conclusions difficult to verify. It is likely that the altar(s) of this shrine should 

be dated to the 7th century B.C.E. (cf. Ussishkin 1988: 142–57).  

Similar controversy surrounds the discovery of a large (1.57 m high) horned altar at Tel Beer-sheba. 

This altar, made up of a number of dressed stones, was found reused in the walls of a storehouse from 

Stratum II just east of the gate. The excavators believe it was part of a now destroyed sanctuary of an 

earlier level (Aharoni 1974: 2–6). Yadin has argued that it belongs to a sanctuary of Stratum II 

(reconstructed in Building 430 to the west of the gate). He believes that the steps of this room originally 

led to the top of the altar (Yadin 1976: 5–14). Since there is no evidence of burning on the stones of the 

altar, its actual function is unclear. Because its form is similar to that of numerous smaller incense altars, 

it may be that it was used for incense rather than burnt offerings.  

Generally, the conclusions from the archaeological evidence confirm those reached from textual 

evidence. Altars for burnt offerings stood in the forecourt of the temple. Only incense altars were found 

within the interior. (cf. Ottosson 1980: 117, 119 n.14). Altars were constructed primarily of stone, 

although mudbrick and stone-and-earth constructions were also known. As would be expected, no altars 

constructed with precious metals have survived.  

C. Altars in the NT  

The LXX and NT generally distinguish between legitimate (thusiastērion) and illegitimate (bōmos) 

altars. The latter term is the common word for altar in classical Greek. For study of the archaeological 

evidence for Greek altars, cf. Yavis (1949).  

The term bōmos is found only once in the NT in Paul‘s speech in Athens (Acts 17:23). The basis for his 

speech is the observation of an altar dedicated to ―The Unknown God.‖ There is evidence both from 

archaeology and from ancient authors to indicate that this type of altar may have been known in Athens. 

This evidence includes an inscribed altar from 2d century C. E. Pergamum probably reading ―to unknown 

gods‖ (IDBSup, 19).  

A number of references in the NT refer back to altars (thusiastērion) within the accounts of the Hebrew 

Bible (cf. Matt 23:35, Luke 11:51, Rom 11:3, Jas 2:21). Another group (Matt 23:18–20, 1 Cor 9:13, etc.) 

refer to the contemporary altar in the temple of Herod. This altar is described by Josephus (JW 5.5.225) as 

large (50 by 50 by 15 cubits) with a ramp approach. These measurements are somewhat larger than 

indicated in the Mishnah (30 by 30 by 5 cubits; Mid. 3:1).  

The reference in Luke 1:11 speaks of Zechariah‘s service at the altar of incense within the temple. A 

group of passages in Revelation also imply the existence of a golden horned altar (probably for incense) 

within the heavenly temple (cf. Rev 9:13).  



The only direct reference to a Christian altar is in the metaphor found in Heb 13:10, and its significance 

is disputed. Some think that the reference is to the cross, others to the communion table, etc. (cf. IDBSup, 

19–20; TDNT 3:183). For a survey of the ideology of later Christian altars, cf. EncRel 1: 225–26.  
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ROBERT D. HAAK  

ALTAR OF WITNESS. See WITNESS, ALTAR OF (PLACE).  

ALTARS, INCENSE. See INCENSE ALTARS.  

ALUSH (PLACE) [Heb ˒āl š (ָאלּוש )]. A place in the desert where the Israelites camped after leaving 

Egypt (Num 33:13). It is listed between Dophkah and Rephidim, and is located somewhere in the area 

between the Wilderness of Sin and that of Sinai. It may possibly be identified with Wadi el-‘Eshsh (cf. 

Numbers WBC, 355). The Sam. Pent. reads ―Alish.‖  

GARY A. HERION  

ALVAH (PERSON) [Heb ˓alwâ (ַףְלָוה )]. Var. ALIAH. One of the tribal chiefs of Edom/Esau, 

according to the list of the chiefs in Gen 36:40–43 (= 1 Chr 1:51b–54). The two variant forms of this 

name (˓alwâ in Gen 36:40; ˓alyâ in 1 Chr 1:51 [but note Qere ˓lwh!]), along with the two variant forms of 

the name of the first son of Shobal (Alvan/Alyan; Heb ˓alwān/˓alyān; Gen 36:23=1 Chr 1:40), all refer to 



the same Seiritic-Horitic clan belonging to the tribe of Shobal. See ALVAN (PERSON). The derivation of 

the name from Hurrian (Feiler 1939; Ginsberg and Maisler 1934) cannot be verified. Rather, it seems to 

be derived from a Semitic root: *˓lw (Arabic) or *˓ly (NW Semitic), meaning ―to be high/lofty/elevated‖ 

(cf. Arabic ˓lw˒n; Sabaean, Liḥyanite, Safaitic ˓lyn). Alvah/Alvan probably represents the Edomite form 

of the name (while Aliah/Alian conveys the ―Hebraized‖ form), formed according to *Pa˓l with 

―Bildungs suffixe‖ -ā and -an (Weippert 1971: 244, 260).  
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ULRICH HÜBNER  

ALVAN (PERSON) [Heb ˓alwān (ַףְלָון )] Var. ALIAN. A clan name mentioned in the genealogy of 

Seir the Horite in Gen 36:23. These clans, not to be confused with Hurrian groups in Mesopotamia, are 

mentioned as the original ―inhabitants of the land‖ of Edom (perhaps as cave dwellers). Alvan is listed as 

one of the five sons of Shobal and he is thus the grandson of Seir. The name in this form only appears in 

Genesis 36, but an alternate form, Alian, does appear in the matching genealogical clan list in 1 Chr 1:40. 

This variant may be due to the confusion between waw and yod. (But see discussion in ALVAH.) See 

Deut 2:12–22 for mention of the dispossession of the Horite clans in the region of Seir (Edom) by the 

encroaching ―sons of Esau.‖ This conquest is paired in the text with the conquest by the Israelite tribes of 

Canaan.  

VICTOR H. MATTHEWS  

AM HA˒AREZ. A Hebrew term (sing. ˓ăm hā˒ārĕṣ; pl. ˓ămmê hā˒āreṣ, ˓ămmê hā˒ărāṣôt) literally 

meaning ―people of the land.‖ The term occurs 73 times in the OT (51 times in sing. forms and 22 times 

in pl. forms). The LXX translates the term tò laòs tēs gēs, though in Lev 20:2 and Dan 9:6 it is translated 

to ethnos to epi tēs gēs and in Lev 20:4 hoi autochthones tēs gēs.  

Because of its frequency the term has generated a variety of opinions as to its exact meaning. The term 

˓ăm is contrasted with the term gôy (Rost 1934: 147). The latter is taken to refer to people in general, 

while ˓ăm is thought to refer to the specific population of a territory. There is also a general consensus 

that ˒ārĕṣ is interchangeable with certain other terms, e.g., ˓ăm yĕh dāh (2 Kgs 14:21). ˓ăm likewise is 

said to be coterminal with the term ˒ănšê, as in ˒ănšê yĕh dāh (2 Sam 2:4) (Würthwein 1936: 15).  

The debate over the term centers around its use as a terminus technicus. The most extreme point of view 

on its technical sense is represented in the classic work of Mayer Sulzberger (1909). Sulzberger argues 

that in ancient Israel there existed a national assembly (Edah) composed of two houses (Nesiim and 

Zekenim). The Nesiim was the smaller of the two chambers (12 members) and the Zekenim the larger (70 

members). The Zekenim were elected representatives from the 11 tribes exclusive of Levi (Sulzberger 

1909: 8–13). Sulzberger notes that the Edah was dissolved upon the death of Joshua. He then attempts to 

identify an entity which carried on those functions between the death of Joshua and the clear emergence 

of a political body in the Gerusia of the Hellenistic period. In his view, the ˓ăm hā˒ārĕs was this entity, 

and he cites a number of passages to support this (Gen 23:7, 12, 13; Lev 4:27; 20:2, 4). Chiefly, however, 

it is in the events surrounding the downfall of Athaliah and the critical role that the ˓ăm hā˒ārĕs played in 

that episode (2 Kings 11, esp. vv 14, 18–20) that Sulzberger sees the clear evidence of the political 

function of the group.  

Sulzberger‘s views, however, were generally considered to be too extreme, too tendentious, and too 

heavily dependent on textual interpretations that failed to take into account the complex nature of the use 

of the term and the contexts in which it occurred.  



The prevalent position on the term was elaborated by Ernst Würthwein (1936). He argues that the term 

indicates the cadre of fully enfranchised male citizens (1936: 18). This group represents a sort of power 

elite, the band of those who form the solid core of the nation. Würthwein argues that this group not only 

formed a distinct social group but that they represented, in effect, a powerful class whose economic, 

social, and military power combined to make them a critical faction in the functioning of the state (1936: 

15–18).  

He traces the development of this group from the earliest period of the monarchy, identifying the ˓ăm 

hā˒ārĕṣ with the ˒ănšê yĕh dāh of 2 Sam 2:4. The power of the group was most prevalent in the early 

period of the Davidic-Solomonic monarchy when the interests of the various ―tribal‖ groups had to be 

carefully manipulated to achieve consensus on the monarchy and on the specific choice of kings. This 

sense of independence from the monarch was stronger certainly in N Israel than in S Judah, where the 

symbiosis of royal and group interests had been largely accomplished through the political skills 

exercised by David in his acquisition of power. In Judah the interests of the monarch had become, in 

effect, the interests of the people. But at the earliest stages there were still vestiges of this independent 

power. The power was certainly based in tradition, but the real power of the group rested on its military 

capacity as a militia.  

In response to this old ideology of a militia, both David and Solomon were able to develop significant 

independent military power by gathering a personal bodyguard and armed force whose loyalty was to the 

king and not to the nation as a whole (Würthwein 1936: 20).  

But despite this older sense of a body of freeholders, the most significant development of the concept of 

the ˓ăm hā˒ārĕṣ came after the breakup of the two kingdoms, and specifically in Judah in the period 

between Athaliah (842–837 B.C.E.) and the Exile (589 B.C.E.). During this period, according to 

Würthwein, we can clearly see the term being used to designate a specific, identifiable class. The cases 

cited are first the role of the ˓ăm hā˒ārĕṣ in the overthrow of Athaliah and the selection of Joash (2 Kings 

11; 2 Chronicles 23). In that instance the ˓ăm hā˒ārĕṣ are associated with other clearly designated groups 

(priests, palace officials, military leaders) in the revolution and enthronement of the new king. There is 

also a note in 1 Kgs 11:18 which associates the ˓ăm hā˒ārĕṣ with the military group who destroyed the 

temple of Ba‘al (though this reference is omitted in 2 Chronicles 23). A second case is 2 Kgs 21:25 (= 2 

Chr 33:25), where the ―people of the land‖ slay the assassins of Amon (642–640 B.C.E.) and participate in 

the election and enthronement of Josiah (640–609 B.C.E.). A third instance is 2 Kgs 23:30 (= 2 Chr 26:1), 

which associates the ―people of the land‖ with the enthronement of Jehoahaz.  

More evidence of a class of ―people of the land‖ is found in 2 Kgs 23:35, where the ―people of the land‖ 

are taxed to raise tribute for Pharaoh Neco. There is a regular association of the ˓ăm hā˒ārĕṣ with 

recognized social classes in other areas as well. In Jer 1:15; 34:19; 37:2; 44:21, they are associated with 

princes and priests, eunuchs, servants of the king, and the king himself, all of which would seem to 

indicate some sense of a distinct group at this period.  

While acknowledging the work that Würthwein has done, Nicholson examines the term outside the 

Kings-Chronicles-Jerusalem complex (i.e., royal establishment) and argues that in these other instances 

(Gen 23:7, 12, 13; 42:6; Exod 5:5; Leviticus 20) the term is ambiguous at best and in many ways nearly 

generic (1965: 60–62). He further considers the main texts from Kings, and in each of these he raises 

doubts about the specific uses of the term. Stretching further into Ezekiel (12:19; 33:2; 39:13; 45:22; 46:3, 

9), he makes the case for a contextually based interpretation of the term.  

Nicholson‘s arguments parallel in some sense the position taken by de Vaux (AncIsr, 70–72). De Vaux 

sees the term as simply designating the ―body of free men, enjoying civic rights in a given territory‖ (p. 

70). He considers the term‘s use in three periods. First, in the preexilic period, it is associated with 

specific groups: the king or the prince, the king and his servants, priests and chiefs, the chiefs, the priests, 

and the prophets, and with no others. But he argues that it designates simply the ―whole body of citizens‖ 

(p. 71). De Vaux is at pains to show that in 2 Kgs 11:20, where a distinction apparently is made between 

―the people of the land‖ and the inhabitants of Jerusalem, the distinction is not based on ―class‖ 

differences but simply on residency (those inside and outside the city). Second, at the time of the return 



from Exile, the term at first has this old meaning, but in Ezra and Nehemiah it begins to change. Finally, 

in the rabbinic literature, it becomes a pejorative term.  

Halpern (1981) considers the evidence and argues that the term ˓am is the consanguineous unit, the 

corporation of Israel, and the people (˓ăm-) of the land are the people who have the land in common 

(1981: 196–98). He argues against any connection between the people of the land and military units, and 

generally supports a contextual interpretation.  

There is no question that the term changes meaning dramatically after the exile. De Vaux and others 

show that in Haggai (2:4) and Ezekiel (7:27; 12:19; 22:19; 22:29; 33:2; 39:13; 45:16; 45:22; 46:3; 46:9) 

the term retains its preexilic sense. This may also be the case in Dan 9:6. But in Ezra and Nehemiah the 

term begins to take on a different meaning. On the one hand, Ezra 2:2 and Neh 7:7 seem to designate the 

men/people of Israel and the men/people of the land much as in the preexilic period. But, on the other 

hand, Ezra 4:4 contrasts the ―people of the land‖ and the ―people of Judah‖ in a way that indicates a 

conflict of interests.  

Most significantly, the term is used in the plural in the postexilic period; it is used either to indicate the 

group which opposed the restoration of the temple state or to refer to the heterogeneous population which 

the returnees found in the land. This population is characteristically viewed with disdain (Ezra 9:1, 2; 

10:2, 11; Neh 10:20–31).  

In a recent study of this late development in the use of the term, Gunneweg has proposed that the term 

gôlâ takes on a revised and enriched meaning. The bĕnê hāggôlâ are the true congregation in 

contradistinction to all the inhabitants of the land, the ˓ămmê hā˒ărāṣôt. Thus the terms intend a 

theological meaning for what were once sociological groups. Gunneweg designates this a ―semantic 

revolution‖ (1983: 437–40). The rabbinic use then picks up on this late development and the term 

eventually comes to have a pejorative meaning. It refers to the ignorant, the impious, the nonobservant, 

etc.  

From this general review it is clear that there is little evidence to support extreme interpretations of the 

term. But there is sufficient evidence in various periods to indicate that within a carefully defined context 

the term may have specific senses. Our growing knowledge of the social construction of early Israel may 

help clarify the specific contextual situations that justify one or another use of the term.  
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JOSEPH P. HEALEY  

AMAD (PLACE) [Heb ˓am˓ād (ַףְמָףד )]. A town in the inheritance of Asher (Josh 19:26). From the 

position of Amad in the list of border cities, its general location should be sought in the S portion of the 

tribal territory. Evidence is not sufficient to determine an identification with any site.  

MELVIN HUNT  

AMAL (PERSON) [Heb ˓āmāl (ָףָמל )]. A descendant of Asher, whose name appears in an abbreviated 

genealogy in 1 Chr 7:30–40, which lists the ―men of Asher‖ who were ―heads of fathers‘ houses, 

approved, mighty warriors, chief of the princes.‖ One third of the names given in Asher‘s genealogy are 

found nowhere else in Scripture; such is the case with the name Amal. Little is known of him, except that 



his name means ―heavy labor,‖ ―vexation,‖ or ―trouble,‖ that his father‘s name is Helem, and that Zophah, 

Imna, and Shelesh are listed as his brothers.  

J. RANDALL O‘BRIEN  

AMALEK (PERSON) [Heb ˓ămālēq (ֲףָמֵלר )]. AMALEKITE. One of the six sons of Eliphaz and a 

grandson of Esau, whose mother was Timna, Eliphaz‘s concubine (Gen 36:11, 12; cf. 1 Chr 1:36). 

Amalek was one of the ―chiefs of Eliphaz in the land of Edom‖ (Gen 36:15,16). In the biblical tradition, 

the terms ―Amalek,‖ ―Amalekite,‖ and ―Amalekites‖ are used to designate the descendants of Eliphaz 

who, like Esau, are linked with the land of Edom. The Amalekites were a nomadic or seminomadic 

people, descendants of Esau and one of Israel‘s traditional enemies. They are not mentioned by name in 

any extra-biblical source, so the OT provides the only written evidence on this relatively obscure people.  

A. Origin  

Gen 14:7 says that Chedorlaomer and the coalition of eastern kings ―subdued all the country of the 

Amalekites‖ at a place called Enmishpat, i.e., Kadesh (Khirbet el-Qudeirat in N Sinai?). Various 

explanations have been given for the apparent contradiction this verse seems to raise: how a ―country of 

the Amalekites‖ could be attached to an episode that antedated Esau, Eliphaz, and Amalek. Some scholars 

regard this reference as a blatant anachronism, while others say it is simply an editorial insertion, an 

updating of the text by a later editor who knew that the Amalekites occupied the region mentioned in Gen 

14:7 during his lifetime or sometime before. It would have been perfectly normal to link Kadesh with the 

Amalekites through much of Israel‘s history. Still others suggest that the descendants of Esau intermarried 

with related but earlier nomadic groups, became dominant, and the designation was used retroactively.  

In one of his oracles, Balaam referred to Amalek as ―the first of the nations‖ (Num 24:20). This verse, 

too, has been the focus of a wide range of interpretation, but it is possible that the diviner was alluding to 

Amalek‘s status as one of the most ancient peoples. By whichever argument one explains the problem 

with Gen 14:7, it should be noted that the use of the term ―Amalekites‖ in a patriarchal narrative is not 

completely incongruous with Amalek‘s genealogy in Gen 36:9–12.  

B. Territory  

As reported in Gen 36:16, Amalek was associated initially with Edom. The highly mobile—nomadic or 

semi-nomadic—lifestyle of the Amalekites, as described in all biblical passages that mention their name, 

should prepare the reader to understand Edom as a homeland from which later generations ranged far and 

wide. Throughout their entire history, as far as it is known, Amalekite social and economic institutions 

were shaped by two major factors. First, most of the Amalekites seem to have occupied the less desirable 

fringe areas adjacent to land capable of supporting more sedentary populations. Their seasonal migrations 

or raiding expeditions did take them as far north as the hill country of Ephraim (Judg 12:15) and as far 

west as the Philistine territory around Ziklag (1 Sam 30:1–2). Most episodes involving the Amalekites 

take place along the transitional zone of S Canaan or Judah, where desert and sown come together.  

Second, the Amalekites were scattered across a vast territory. Num 13:29 notes that ―the Amalekites 

dwell in the land of the Negeb,‖ but this verse does not reflect the whole picture; it simply isolates this 

people from other peoples who lived in the same proximity at a point in time. The full scope of the 

Amalekites‘ wanderings, at least in the time of Saul, is described in 1 Sam 15:7: ―And Saul defeated the 

Amalekites, from Havilah as far as Shur, which is east of Egypt.‖ Thus, Amalekite tribes inhabited the 

wilderness between W Sinai and the Arabah of Arabia, depending on the meaning of Havilah in this 

verse. In fact, the Amalekite way of life is better understood when it is observed that the Ishmaelites 

ranged over a similarly defined territory (Gen 25:18). Though some scholars regard these statements as 

―geographical hyperbole,‖ it can be reasonably assumed that the various Amalekite tribes indeed needed 

such a large area in which to live given its limited sources of water and food. It should be remembered 

that for at least part of their history the Amalekites used camels for transportation in times of war and 

peace (cf. Judg 6:5; 7:12).  

C. History  



Because of Amalek‘s occupation on the border of Palestine, in Sinai and the Negeb, these tribes were in 

conflict with the Hebrews from the time of their wilderness wanderings until the early monarchy. Indeed, 

every encounter between Amalek and Israel recorded in the OT is marked by hostility. It is likely that the 

other sedentary peoples near ancient Israel (e.g., Egypt, Edom, Moab) had similar problems with the 

Amalekites, but information on these other lands is unavailable.  

The hostilities between Amalek and Israel began during the Hebrew sojourn in the Sinai. Exod 17:8–13 

describes this first encounter, an apparently unprovoked attack upon Israel at Rephidim. It is possible that 

the Amalekites feared the Israelite incursion into the region of Kadesh (cf. Gen 14:7, where this place is 

linked with Amalek). Perhaps the Amalekites thought the Hebrews represented competition for water or 

would interfere with their trade routes. At any rate, Deut 25:17–18 says that the Amalekite attacks were 

merciless; this harassment led to great enmity between Israel and Amalek. The Amalekites were defeated 

(Exod 17:13), and they were placed under a permanent ban (17:14–16; Deut 25:17–19). Memory of 

Amalek‘s opposition to Israel was still alive in the days of Samuel and Saul (1 Sam 15:2–3).  

With the defeat of the Amalekites, Israel controlled Kadesh-barnea (cf. Num 10:11–21:3). When the 

Hebrew spies returned to Kadesh (13:26), they reported that the Amalekites, among other peoples, 

blocked Israel‘s ambition to enter and occupy Canaan (13:29). According to Num 14:25, the Lord warned 

Israel to avoid contact with Amalek and take a more circuitous route to the promised land. This warning 

was not heeded, the Hebrews attempted to enter the hill country of southern Canaan, and they were 

repelled by the Amalekites and Canaanites (14:44–45; Deut 1:44). The Israelites were pursued all the way 

to Hormah (Tel Masos?), a settlement that was probably in Amalekite hands during other periods. One of 

the most interesting references to the Amalekites from the period of the Israelite wilderness wanderings is 

found in Num 24:20, where Balaam makes what could be interpreted as the only positive statement about 

this people in the whole Bible. Also important is the fact that Balaam ―looked on Amalek,‖ presumably 

from ―the top of Peor, that overlooks the desert‖ (23:28), perhaps localizing the Amalekites to the S 

Jordan Valley.  

Several significant references to Amalek come from the book of Judges, which deals with the Israelites 

after they had assumed a more sedentary existence within what they regarded as their own territory. 

According to Judg 3:12–14, Eglon, the king of Moab, allied himself with or hired as mercenaries the 

Ammonites and Amalekites to attack Israel. This Transjordanian confederacy defeated the Hebrews and 

captured ―the city of palms,‖ almost certainly the environs of Jericho. While this passage seems to locate 

an Amalekite center in Transjordan, Judg 12:15 mentions the existence of a similar enclave in the territory 

of Ephraim at Pirathon, which the text identifies as ―the hill country of the Amalekites.‖ Once again, this 

reference highlights the wide geographical range of Amalek.  

In a similar raid from across the Jordan, the Amalekites are named as one of the peoples who invaded 

the regions west of the Jordan, including ―the neighborhood of Gaza‖ (Judg 6:3–5) and the valley of 

Jezreel (6:33). Both of these episodes link Amalek with the Midianites and the people of the East 

(Qedemites), and both raids were made with the use of camels (6:5; 7:12). Although Judges says that 

Gideon defeated these nomadic invaders, they continued to threaten the security of Israel‘s settled 

communities on other occasions.  

The most detailed and most decisive encounters between Amalek and Israel are found in the Samuel 

narratives on Saul. Soon after he became king of Israel, this great warrior resumed the traditional warfare 

with the Amalekites (1 Sam 15:2–3). From the town of Telaim, whose exact location is unknown, Saul 

moved against the Amalekite frontier to the south of Judah and attacked ―the city of Amalek‖ (15:4–5). 

This is the first recorded instance in which Israel invaded Amalekite territory, actually striking what must 

have been the tribal center at that time. While it is not necessary to take the word ―city‖ literally in this 

instance, since it is likely that ―the city of Amalek‖ was more of a fortified camp, some scholars (e.g., 

Herzog 1983: 43, 47) have identified this ancient place with Tel Masos (M.R. 146069), located 7 miles 

east-southeast of Beer-sheba (cf. Edelman 1986: 82). Others locate the Amalekite center in N Sinai, 

somewhere in the vicinity of Kadesh-barnea.  



In 1 Sam 15:6 intriguing reference is made to the presence of the Kenites among Amalek. Because his 

war was with the traditional foe of Israel, the Amalekites, Saul allowed the Kenites to depart. Saul‘s 

military victory is noted in 15:7, but his failure to execute the ban against Amalek constituted a spiritual 

failure. Saul‘s retaliation was not complete, since he took booty and a prisoner, Agag, the king of Amalek, 

who was later killed by Samuel (cf. 15:8–9, 20, 32–33). Agag was a traditional name or title for 

Amalekite kings (cf. Num 24:7), who were undoubtedly tribal chiefs like the ―kings‖ of Midian and other 

nomadic groups (cf. Num 31:8, etc.). Most important is the fact that the name (or title) Agag is the only 

known Amalekite proper name. See AGAG; AGAGITE.  

After David was given Ziklag by Achish, the Philistine, he continued the Hebrew offensive on 

Amalek‘s territory (1 Sam 27:8–9). While David‘s small army was away, the Amalekites carried out a 

retaliatory raid against David‘s Negeb base, burning Ziklag and taking prisoners (30:1–2). With the help 

of an Egyptian who had been a slave of the Amalekites, David located their camp beyond the Besor 

(Wadi Ghazzeh), defeated them in a pitched battle, and recovered all spoil (30:11–20). In fact, David 

looted the Amalekite encampment while 400 of their young men fled on camels (30:17, 20).  

According to 2 Sam 1:1–10, David learned that Saul had been killed by an Amalekite, probably a 

mercenary in the Philistine army (cf. 1 Sam 31:1–6; 2 Sam 4:9–10). Most important are the statements 

that summarize David‘s military activities and name the Amalekites among those subdued (2 Sam 8:12; 1 

Chr 18:11). David‘s victories seem to have brought an end to the threat that the Amalekites posed to the 

communities of Israel, for these enemies are no longer named as serious opponents after the days of Saul 

and David (cf. Ps 83:5–11 for a list of Israel‘s enemies in an unknown context, including Amalek in v 7).  

Eph˓al (1982: 63) observes that the names Hagarites, Ishmaelites, Midianites, and Amalekites are not 

mentioned in biblical accounts that narrate events after the mid-10th century B.C. (with the exception of 1 

Chr 4:43). Instead, the collective term Arab(s) appears, along with a number of other names (e.g., Buz, 

Dedan, Qedar, Sheba). Not surprising is the fact that the vague designation, ―people of the East,‖ occurs 

in passages on both sides of the mid-10th century. So the specific name, Amalekites, seems to disappear 

from the historical memory of the biblical writers, but the people themselves merged with other groups, 

took on new names, or were identified by the generic term Arab.  

As noted above, the only reference to Amalekites after David‘s era is found in 1 Chr 4:43. This verse 

observes that only a ―remnant of the Amalekites‖ was left in the time of Hezekiah (late 8th century B.C.), 

and this group was defeated by the Simeonites in Mt. Seir. Landes (IDB 1: 102) suggests that Amalekite 

history ended where it had begun, in Edom. Eph˓al (1982: 66, 80) says that Seir could refer to both sides 

of the Arabah in this instance. If so, this verse provides the only datum on the Negeb‘s inhabitants in the 

9th–8th centuries B.C.  

D. Archaeological Remains  

Landes (IDB 1:102) and other scholars state that archaeological research has thrown no light on the 

Amalekites. Though some progress has been made in associating specific groups of nomads with 

archaeological evidence (cf. Parr 1982; Sawyer and Clines 1983; Rosen 1988), no recovered data are 

attributed to Amalek with any degree of certainty. Intensive surveys make it possible to say that the 

Negeb had very little occupation in the Late Bronze Age and that its resettlement began in the early Iron 

Age, especially in the 11th–early 10th centuries B.C. As Rothenberg (1967: 92–97) suggested, some of the 

small fortified settlements in the Negeb highlands can be linked to the Amalekites. Certain scholars (e.g., 

Herzog 1983: 43, 47) have identified Tel Masos with the place called ―the city of Amalek‖ in 1 Sam 15:5. 

Of course, more data must be recovered before such conjectures can be verified.  
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GERALD L. MATTINGLY  

AMAM (PLACE) [Heb ˒ămām (ֲאָמם )]. A town in the Negeb district of the tribal inheritance of Judah 

(Josh 15:26). Although its site has not been definitively located, it lay in the area E and S of Beer-sheba 

(Josh 15:21; Cross and Wright 1956: 212). Abel (GP 2: 242) proposed placing Amam on the Wadi eṣ-Ṣ  ni 

on the basis of the variant sēn in LXX
B
. Recently Na˒aman (1980: 146) has advocated locating Amam at 

the site of Be˒er Nevatim (Bir el-Hamam) on the Nahal Be˒er-Sheva (Wadi Meshash). Amam may be 

mentioned in the longer form of its name as Beth-amam (―House of Amam‖) in one of the ostraca from 

Beer-sheba (Aharoni 1973: 71–72).  
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CARL S. EHRLICH  

AMANA (PLACE) [Heb ˒ămānâ (ֲאָמָנה )]. A mountain cited along with Lebanon, Senir, and Hermon 

(Cant 4:8). Probably one of the mountains near the source of the Amana River comprising the Anti-

Lebanon range. Solomon bids the Shulammite maiden (Cant 6:13) to leave these beautiful mountain 

peaks of her northern country land.  

RAY LEE ROTH  

AMANUENSIS. This term, taken from Latin (―of the hand‖), denotes one who writes what another 

dictates, or copies what another has written, and thus means a secretary or scribe. A person performing 

this function is designated in the Hebrew Bible as a sōpēr, and in the Greek NT as a grammateus. In both 

cases, however, it is necessary to distinguish between the scribe as a person skilled in writing who works 

as a secretary, and the scribe as a member of a professional class devoted to the study and interpretation of 

the Torah of Moses. Most of the biblical references to scribes have the latter meaning in view and occur in 

post-exilic biblical literature. This article, however, will treat only the former sense, i.e., a secretary 

skilled in the art of writing or copying manuscripts.  

Allusions to sōpēr as ―secretary‖ are frequent in the Hebrew Bible. The scribe was a traditional and 

necessary functionary of the royal court; specific mention is made of the secretaries of David (2 Sam 

20:25, 2 Kgs 12:10), Hezekiah (2 Kgs 18:18, 37; 19:2), Josiah (2 Kgs 22:3–12, 2 Chr 34:15–20), Joash (2 

Chr 24:11), and Jehoiakim (Jer 36:12, 20). The activities of royal secretaries included, among other 

things, record-keeping and the drafting of royal letters and decrees; in some cases, the secretary also 

served as a counselor in matters of state, since the scribe, by reason of training and experience, was not 

only skilled in writing but was also often ―a man of understanding‖ (cf. 1 Chr 27:32). Military 

commanders regularly relied on secretaries to maintain rolls and records, and to draft orders and 

communiqués (2 Kgs 25:19, 2 Chr 26:11, Jer 52:25). Even a prophet could employ an amanuensis if 

circumstances warranted. The signal instance of this is Jeremiah‘s reliance on Baruch to transcribe the 

prophet‘s oracles from dictation and read them in the temple precincts, a place where Jeremiah himself 

had been forbidden to appear (Jer 36).  

The Greek term grammateus occurs only once in the NT in its normal sense of ―clerk‖ or ―secretary‖ 

(Acts 19:35), yet here the term designates not a ―secretary,‖ in the simple sense, but a high civic official 

whose duties included the drafting of decrees of the citizenry, administering civic funds, and transacting 

affairs of the city. (The frequent translation ―town clerk‖ is not quite apposite.) Still, the activity of 

secretaries is elsewhere intimated in the NT, especially in the letters of Paul. It was apparently Paul‘s 

custom to dictate his letters to a secretary. The ―oral style‖ of the letters is only one indication of this. In 

Rom 16:22, one Tertius expressly designates himself as the transcriber of the letter. Paul‘s practice in 



other letters of adding greetings (1 Cor 16:21, 2 Thess 3:17, Col 4:18), an asseveration (Phlm 19), and a 

summary statement (Gal 6:11–18) in his own handwriting implies that the letters themselves were written 

at the hands of amanuenses who transcribed at Paul‘s dictation. Indeed, 2 Thess 3:17 claims that Paul‘s 

appended greeting, written in his own hand, was a ―sign‖ or ―mark‖ employed in each of his letters. This 

practice suggests that these letters were normally in the handwriting of a secretary. A similar use of an 

amanuensis is also indicated by 1 Pet 5:12. In dictating his letters to a secretary, Paul was following a 

well-established practice in antiquity. Many papyrus letters preserved from the period were written in the 

hand of a secretary, with the final greeting or other closing matter written in the hand of the sender. In 

addition, classical literature often attests the use of a secretary. Cicero, a prolific letter writer, often 

dictated letters to his secretary, Tiro, and frequently alluded to this practice. Plutarch mentions it for 

Caesar (Vit. Caes. 17.3), Pliny the Younger mentions it for his uncle (Ep. 3.5, 9.36), and Quintilian 

objects to its widespread use (Inst. 10,3,19) (Bahr, 1966, concisely surveys the evidence).  

The use of amanuenses by Paul has occasioned the development of various ―secretary hypotheses,‖ each 

of which seeks to explain why some letters attributed to Paul (e.g., Ephesians, Colossians, 1–2 Timothy, 

Titus) differ significantly in vocabulary, style, and conceptuality from the undoubtedly authentic letters. It 

is claimed that Paul did not dictate all his letters verbatim but sometimes provided only an outline or 

rough notes, leaving the actual composition to an amanuensis. While such theories might help to explain 

rather wide variations in vocabulary and style among letters attributed to Paul, they do not satisfactorily 

account for conceptual and situational differences. Nevertheless, Paul‘s use of amanuenses, together with 

the fact that he often names others as co-senders with himself (1 Cor 1:1; 2 Cor 1:1; Phil 1:1; Col 1:1; 1 

Thess 1:1; 2 Thess 1:1; Phlm 1), suggests that the problem of the authorship of some Pauline letters may 

be even more complex than is usually assumed.  
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HARRY Y. GAMBLE  

AMARIAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ămaryâ (ֲאַמְשָיה ); ˒ămaryāh  (ֲאַמְשָיהּו )]. 1. A Levitical high priest, 

the son of Meraioth and father of Ahitub and grandfather of Zadok (I) (1 Chr 5:33–34—Eng6:7–8; 1 Chr 

6:37–38—Eng6:52–53). The name occurs in the most extensive and perhaps most recent of all the 

preexilic priestly genealogies in the OT (1 Chr 5:29–41—Eng6:3–15) and also in a comparable 

abbreviated high priestly list from the same chapter (1 Chr 6:35–38—Eng6:50–53). Unlike the longer list 

which traces the high priesthood from Aaron through Eleazar down to the Exile, this second comparable 

list traces the high priestly lineage from Aaron on through Eleazar only as far as Ahimaaz, the son of 

Zadok (I) (Williamson Chronicles NCB, 74).  

2. A Levite of the Kohathite clan, the second of four sons of Hebron (1 Chr 23:19; 24:23). He is 

presented as a contemporary of David. His name is found in a supplemental list of Levites (1 Chr 24:20–

31) which presupposes a still earlier Levitical list (1 Chr 23:6–23).  

3. A Levitical high priest, the son of Azariah and father of Ahitub (II?) and grandfather of Zadok (II?) (1 

Chr 5:37–38—Eng6:11–12; Ezra 7:2–3). Within the long high priestly list of 1 Chr 5:29–41—Eng6:3–15 

the threefold pattern of Amariah-Ahitub-Zadok occurs twice (1 Chr 5:33–34, 37–38—Eng6:7–8, 11–12). 

The reliability of this list is undermined by the fact that in no other high priestly list of the OT does one 

find such repetition with respect to these names. Also, the names of known high priests for the period 

from the narratives of Kings and Chronicles do not always correlate with their supposed high priestly 

correspondents in this long list. (For the suggestion that the Chronicler‘s list included only those high 

priests who were known to have been Zakokites, see Katzenstein 1962: 382–84.) Still, the period between 

the Exodus and the Exile, from Aaron through Ezra, requires more names than the 14 (1 Esdr 8:1–2), 17 



(Ezra 7:1–5), or even 20 (2 Esdr 1:1–3) given in the other lists. The 23 names (from Aaron to Jehozadak) 

given in the long list of 1 Chr 5:29–41—Eng6:3–15 are more salutory, even if they, too, seem to fall short 

(since 23 generations × 25 years per generation yields only 575 years for a period estimated to be closer to 

700 years long). Accordingly, were the long list to be regarded as somewhat authentic, there would be no 

need to equate this Amariah with 1. above. Moreover, all three lists which cite Amariah as an ancestor of 

Ezra the priest (Ezra 7:1–5; 1 Esdr 8:1–2; 2 Esdr 1:1–3) list Zadok as the father of Shallum, and two of 

the three lists name Azariah as Amariah‘s father (Ezra 7:3; 2 Esdr 1:2), suggesting also that the Amariah 

intended here is Amariah II, not I. 1 Esdras 8 complicates the issue, though, in that while it knows Zadok 

as Shallum‘s father it cites Uzzi as Amariah‘s immediate predecessor, prompting linkage in this case with 

the upper half of the longer priestly list. Neh 11:11 and 1 Chr 9:11, on the other hand, appear to focus on 

the bottom end of the same long list, with Ahitub named as the father of Meraioth and Zadok (II?), but 

there is no mention of Amariah whatsoever. In 2 Esdr 1:1–3, Amariah‘s son, grandson, great-grandson, 

and great-great-grandson are purported to have been Eli, Phinehas, Ahitub, and Zadok (II?) respectively. 

The names Eli, Phinehas, and Ahitub, however, are not paralleled at this point in Ezra 7:3 (= 1 Esdr 8:2) 

or in any other high priestly list and are therefore most suspect.  

4. A high priest in King Jehoshaphat‘s time (873–849 B.C.), placed in charge over all ecclesiastical and 

religious matters (2 Chr 19:11). His father is not named. He may be the same as 3. above (Schumacher 

IDB 1: 102–3).  

5. A Levite, one of six persons appointed by King Hezekiah (787/86–715 B.C.) to assist in the 

distribution of the portions of the free-will offerings in the cities of the priests (2 Chr 31:15).  

6. The son of Hezekiah and father of Gedaliah (Zeph 1:1). He is cited as a progenitor of the prophet 

Zephaniah ben Cushi, active during the reign of King Josiah (640–609 B.C.). In view of the unusual length 

of the opening prophetic genealogy, the ancestor intended may well be King Hezekiah (KJV Hizkiah) of 

Judah.  

7. A Levitical priest (Neh 12:2). His name occurs on a list of priests and Levites who returned from 

Babylon with Zerubbabel and Jeshua (Neh 12:1, 7). His descendant, Jehohanan, represented one of the 

priestly courses active during the high priesthood of Joiakim, Jeshua‘s successor (Neh 12:13).  

8. A priest, a contemporary of Nehemiah (Neh 10:4, 9—Eng10:3, 8). He is listed as one of the persons 

who set their seal to the covenant document reconstituting the postexilic community.  

9. A Judahite, the son of Shephatiah, descendant of Perez (Neh 11:4). He is cited as an ancestor of the 

Judahite Athaiah [˓ătāyâ] ben Uzziah, one of the 10 percent of the people in the days of Nehemiah who 

volunteered to live in Jerusalem rather than with the majority in the country towns of Judah. In the 

otherwise parallel verse, 1 Chr 9:4, there is no mention of any Athaiah; instead Uthai [˓ûtay] ben 

Ammihud, descended from Perez, is named. The nearest 1 Chr 9:4 comes to Amariah [˒ămaryâ] is in the 

name ―Imri‖ [˒imr  ] (Myers Ezra-Nehemiah AB, 185–86).  

10. One of the sons of Binnui (RSV), and a contemporary of Ezra (Ezra 10:42). His name appears on a 

list of those who had married foreign women and who were induced by Ezra to send such wives away 

along with their children (Ezra 10:44 = 1 Esdr 9:36). The RSV has adopted the suggested reading of BHS, 

namely, ―and of the sons of Binnui‖ (Ezra 10:38) [=  mibbĕnê binn y for MT‘s ―and Bani and Binnui‖ = 

 bān    binn y= KJV]; NEB supports the RSV with ―of the family of Binnui.‖ Cf. LXX ―the sons of 

Banui = hoi huioi banoui. In the interest of consistency, the RSV‘s synoptic parallel (1 Esdr 9:34) has 

adopted the reading ―Amariah‖ [= Gk amaria] for the present Greek text‘s ―Zambris‖ [LXX zambris; 

zambrei], even though the father of this person is said to be ―Ezora‖ [LXX ezōra].  
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A. Discovery and Publication  

In the late autumn of 1887 a woman of the bedouin tribe of Beni ˓Amrān discovered a number of tablets 

in the ruins near the village of Hajji Qandil. The place where the tablets were found is located on the 

eastern bank of the Nile, ca. 300 km south of Cairo and was called by scholars el-Amarna, after the name 

of the bedouin tribe. The site of el-Amarna was known to be the seat of Akhetaten (―the Horizon of 

Aten‖), the residence of the Egyptian king Akhenaten, and the tablets unearthed there were part of the 

royal archive of the Pharaoh.  

The local bedouin excavated the site and sold the tablets to a local dealer. The tablets were then sent to 

Upper Egypt and sold to the representatives of European museums. The Berlin museum got the majority 

(201 tablets), the British Museum (82 tablets), and the local museum of Cairo (51 tablets) also obtained 

large collections, and other museums and private persons bought numerous tablets (PWCJS 9: 11–14). 

Overall, 336 tablets are known today from this illegal dig. A certain part of the tablets was totally 

destroyed at that time, though it is impossible to verify their number (Knudtzon, Weber, and Ebeling 

1915: 1–15; Sayce 1917).  

A few years after the discovery, in 1891–92, a systematic excavation was conducted at the site by Sir 

Flinders Petrie (1894). He dug where the tablets were found (House No. 19) and its neighborhood and 

discovered 21 additional tablet fragments. In later years, three other archaeological expeditions worked at 

the site of el-Amarna (in 1911–14, 1921–23, 1926–37) and a further 23 tablet fragments were discovered. 

The overall number of tablets published is now 380 (Moran 1987; PWCJS 9: 3–16).  

Publication of the Amarna tablets began soon after their discovery (Winckler and Abel 1889–90; Bezold 

and Budge 1892; Winckler 1896). A decisive step was made by J. A. Knudtzon, who systematically 

collated all tablets discovered until 1907 and published a comprehensive text edition (EA Nos. 1–358), 

accompanied by extensive historical commentary by O. Weber and detailed indexes by E. Ebeling 

(Knudtzon, Weber, and Ebeling 1915). At the same time, Schroeder (1915) published a new facsimile of 

the largest collection of Amarna tablets, that of the Berlin museum.  

Twenty-two additional tablets were uncovered and published in various publications between 1915 and 

1970 and were collected and edited in one volume by A. F. Rainey (1970). A final tablet was published 

by Walker (1979). Recently, W. L. Moran (1987) has published a new edition of all the letters, in which 

were included many new readings, extensive philological discussions, and detailed indexes. Moran‘s 

edition considerably advances the understanding of the corpus and marks a new stage in the research of 

the archive.  

B. The Archive and Its Chronology  

The tablets were discovered in the ―office-house of the letters of Pharaoh,‖ which was the place where 

the cuneiform staff of the foreign department must have been located. Of the corpus of 380 tablets, only 

32 were not letters. These tablets served for the study of the art of cuneiform writing and reading. Among 

them were lexical texts (EA 351–54, 373), a list of gods (EA 374), syllabaries (EA 348, 350, 379), and 

literary texts (EA 340–41, 356–59, 375) (PWCJS 9: 27–33). These texts are closely related to well-known 

lexical and literary ancient Near Eastern tablets. Among the literary compositions one may note the Myth 

of Adapa, the Myth of Nergal and Ereshkigal, and the text entitled ―The King of the Battle.‖ Notable also 

is an Egyptian-Akkadian dictionary (EA 368), in which the Egyptian words are written syllabically by 

cuneiform signs.  



The corpus of letters can be divided into two distinct groups: a small group of 44 letters that were 

exchanged between Egypt and other great powers and a much larger group of over 300 tablets that were 

exchanged between Egypt and vassal kingdoms in Canaan and northern Syria.  

Numerous tablets written by the pharaohs either to ―great kings‖ (EA 1, 5, 14, 31) or to vassal rulers 

(EA 99, 162–63, 190, 367, 369–70) were discovered among the Amarna tablets and may be regarded as 

letters that—for unknown reasons—were not dispatched abroad (i.e., they are not copies of the original 

letters) (Moran 1987: 19–20).  

The city of Akhetaten (el-Amarna) was founded on virgin soil by Amenhotep IV (Akhenaten) (ca. 

1350–1334) in his 4th year and became his residency in his 7th year. It served as the capital city until his 

death and was abandoned by the royal court in the 3d year of Tutankhamen (ca. 1334–1325) (Hornung 

1964: 79–94; Redford 1967: 156–62). However, the earlier tablets discovered in the archive were written 

in the last decade of Amenhotep III, Akhenaten‘s father. It is thus clear that many letters were brought 

from the previous capital (Thebes) to the new capital when the royal court moved there. These must have 

been those that were necessary for future correspondence. One may further assume that certain letters 

were taken from Akhetaten at the time of its abandonment. The number of letters transferred in both cases 

is unknown nor do we know how many tablets were destroyed when the archive was discovered and 

before the value of the tablets was recognized (Campbell 1964: 32–35). What was left at el-Amarna is a 

unique collection which is different in its assemblage from all other ancient Near Eastern archives (Riedel 

1939; Campbell 1964: 35–36; Na˒aman 1981a: 173–74).  

The archive covers less than thirty years (from ca. the 30th year of Amenhotep III to Tutankhamen‘s 3d 

year). The exact time span depends on whether or not there was a coregency between Amenhotep III and 

Akhenaten, a problem still debated by scholars (e.g., Kitchen 1962; Campbell 1964; Redford 1967; 

Kühne 1973; Krauss 1978).  

C. Script and Language  

The Amarna letters were written in cuneiform signs on clay tablets. The cuneiform script was already 

known in northern Syria in the 2d half of the 3d millennium B.C. (at Ebla). The Canaanite cuneiform 

tradition is rooted in the north Mesopotamian and north Syrian traditions of the OB period (18th–17th 

centuries B.C.) (Anbar and Na˒aman 1986–87). Almost all the letters in the Amarna archive are written in 

Akkadian, i.e., an East Semitic language. Thus, letters exchanged between the Egyptian pharaohs and 

their vassals in Canaan were written in a language that was foreign to both. Akkadian (i.e., Babylonian) 

had acquired in the 14th century B.C. the status of an international language (lingua franca), by which 

kings reigning all over the Near East were able to communicate.  

The art of reading and writing cuneiform was known only to a relatively small group of experts who 

studied this craft for a period of many years. The diffusion of the Amarna letters all over Canaan and the 

many local variants show that expert scribes were situated in all of the important kingdoms. Since all 

diplomatic correspondence was in their hands, they attained a high social position and had certain 

influence on the direction of foreign affairs. A number of letters (EA 286:61–64; 287:64–70; 286:62–66; 

289:47–51; 316:16–20) illustrate how important it was at that time to find ways to flatter and patronize 

the Egyptian royal scribes.  

A small number of letters to ―great kings‖ were written in their local language, i.e., Assyrian (EA 15), 

Hurrian (EA 24), and Hittite (EA 31–32), while the rest were written in Akkadian, although the dialect of 

these letters is sometimes regarded as ―peripheral.‖ That is because the language of these letters has 

retained certain archaic features, such as sign forms, logograms, vocabulary, and grammar, which were 

considered ―classical‖ in earlier periods but have already disappeared from the cuneiform tradition of 

Mesopotamia and have been preserved only in the western periphery (Moran 1987: 22–24).  

Two cuneiform traditions may be detected in the Canaanite and north Syrian letters. The one is Hurro-

Akkadian, which is typical of tablets emanating from the north, that is, Hurrian-speaking kingdoms that 

were governed and influenced by Mitanni (Wilhelm 1970; Izre˓el 1985; Moran 1987: 24–27). The other 

tradition is widespread in all areas of Canaan and was strongly influenced by the current West Semitic 

language. The grammar of these documents was so deeply transformed by the local language and dialects 



that the letters may be regarded as being ―West Semitized‖ (Rainey 1975: 395). The Canaanite Amarna 

letters (with the exception of the letters from Jerusalem and Tyre: see Moran 1975a; Grave 1980: 216–18; 

1982: 178–79) may be regarded as eastern in their vocabulary and as western in their grammar (Moran 

1987: 27). It goes without saying that they constitute a very important source for the study of the dialects 

current in Canaan in the 14th century B.C. (Moran 1950; 1960; 1965; Rainey 1971; 1973; 1975; 1978; 

Izre˓el 1978).  

D. The International Correspondence  

The relations between Egypt and the other great powers of the ancient Near East occupy a central place 

in the correspondence. The latter powers were Babylon (EA 1–14), Assyria (EA 15–16), Mitanni (EA 17, 

19–30), Arzawa (EA 31–32), Alashia (EA 33–40), and Hatti (EA 41–44). Their kings called each other by 

proper names (Alashia is an exception) and expressed their equal political status by the addressing 

formula (e.g., ―Say to PN, king of GN … thus says PN
2
, king of GN

2
 …‖), by the denomination ―brother‖ 

(i.e., a king of equal rank), and by employing the same words for greeting. Moreover, only they were 

entitled to be called ―great king,‖ that is a king who was a suzerain of vassal states and was equal in his 

political status to the other great powers (Moran 1987: 62).  

The ―great kings‖ exchanged messengers who traveled between the capital cities and transmitted letters, 

verbal messages, and gifts from one court to another. These gifts had symbolic as well as economic value 

(Liverani 1972; Zaccagnini 1973). Bringing a gift was an inseparable element of the international 

correspondence; but gifts were also supposed to be of equal value and there are many complaints in the 

letters about the inferior quality and the poor value of received gifts. Egypt was the source of gold for all 

other countries and there are many requests in the letters for Egyptian gold (Edzard 1960). The correlation 

between good relations and expensive gifts is illustrated by the words of a Babylonian king who described 

a reaction to a previous rich shipment of gold by the words (EA 11 rev. 21–23): ―The gold [is abundant. 

Among] the kings there are brotherhood, friendliness, peace and [good] relations. [He is] rich with 

precious stones, rich with silver, rich with [gold].‖  

Exchanging gifts was sometimes regarded as a kind of indirect commerce, but there were also direct 

commercial relations, both by land and at sea, between the great powers, and as a rule every king was 

responsible for the safety of the foreign merchants who stayed in the territories under his authority. Thus, 

when his merchants were robbed and murdered at Ḫannathon, the king of Babylon wrote to the king of 

Egypt (EA 8:25–33): ―Canaan is your land and its kings are your servants. It was in your land that I have 

been robbed. Investigate them and repay the money that they took. Execute the men who slew my 

servants and avenge their blood. But if you do not slay these men, they will do it again and attack either 

one of my caravans or even your messengers and relations will be cut off between us.‖  

Diplomatic marriage between a ―great king‖ and the daughter of another is well attested in the letters 

(Pintore 1978). It was always the Pharaoh, however, who married foreign princesses and brought them to 

his harem. Egyptian kings refused to marry their daughters to other kings and to send them abroad (EA 

4:6–7): ―From old, the daughter of an Egyptian king has not been given in marriage to anyone‖) (Pintore 

1978: 78–79; Schulman 1979). Thus, Amenhotep III, who enjoyed a long reign of 38 years, married two 

Babylonian princesses, two Mitannian princesses, and one from Arzawa (Schulman 1979: 183–84). 

Marriages between kings were negotiated by the two courts and the marriage gifts were an important 

(though delicate) element within the negotiation. Indeed, the richest lists of gifts known from the Amarna 

archive were recorded on such occasions (EA 14, 22). The foreign princesses did not attain the position of 

―great wife of the king‖ (i.e., queen) in the Egyptian harem but remained wives of second rank (Schulman 

1979: 183).  

The Amarna archive is our earliest witness for the international character of the Late Bronze Age. These 

relations were first established in the 15th century and lasted (though with considerable changes) until the 

end of the 13th century, encompassing all major civilizations of western Asia. The great powers divided 

among themselves the entire civilized world, each dominating its vassals, and established a set of strict 

rules for international correspondence (Kestemont 1974).  



Impressive as it is, one should not be dazzled by the polite tone and the external gestures that find 

expression in the international correspondence. Much more important than all these were the realpolitik 

and the actual struggle for power and for dominion, and indeed, these struggles dominated international 

relations in the late stages of the Amarna period.  

Since the 15th century B.C., the kingdom of Mitanni had been a strong power whose vassal‘s border in 

Syria reached the northern boundary of the land of Canaan. In the course of the Amarna period, 

Šuppiluliumas, the Hittite king, conducted several campaigns against Mitanni and conquered the former 

Mitannian vassal kingdoms in northern Syria, thus reviving the Hittite‘s old claims over these areas. 

Aššur-uballiṭ, king of Assyria, took advantage of the situation and attacked the crumbling kingdom of 

Mitanni in order to expand the Assyrian territories. At the same time he tried to be recognized as a ―great 

king‖ by the other western Asiatic great powers and to establish with them diplomatic relations (EA 15–

16) (Artzi 1978).  

The immediate result of the Hittite expansion to northern Syria was the deterioration of Hittite-Egyptian 

relations. Both kingdoms claimed domination over Amurru and Kadesh (Qidshu) and the armed struggle 

between the two powers is mentioned in the latest letters of the archive and would last for several decades 

(Kitchen 1962; Helck 1971: 168–214; Krauss 1978; Murnane 1985).  

E. The Vassal Letters  

The majority of the letters in the archive were sent by the vassals in Canaan and in northern Syria. The 

latter‘s tablets were probably sent at a relatively late stage when Mitanni, their overlord, was defeated by 

the Hittites and they addressed Egypt for help (Redford 1967: 216–25; Na˒aman 1975: 15–17, 210–14, 

229–30). There are also seven letters (EA 99, 162–63, 190, 367, 369–70) that were addressed by the 

Pharaoh to his vassals in Canaan (see above). One may easily compare the ways in which one side 

addressed the other.  

The humiliated tone of the vassal letters as against the commanding words of the letters of the pharaohs 

is the most conspicuous formal trait of the correspondence. In spite of regional variations, the vassal 

letters closely resemble each other in their words. ―Speak to the king, my lord …; thus says PN, your 

servant …‖ is typical of the addresses to letters in which the lord-vassal relations are deliberately 

emphasized. The Pharaoh is only called by the title ―king‖ (with the exception of the two northern letters 

from Qatna, EA 53:1 and 55:1). Greeting formulas are quite rare, the main exception being the letters of 

Byblos (e.g., ―Rib-Addi speaks to his lord, king of all countries, the great king, king of the battle. May the 

Lady of Byblos give strength to the king, my lord.‖). In place of greetings in the introductions to most of 

the letters one finds expressions of humiliation emphasizing the inferior status of the vassal as against his 

lord. To illustrate the introduction of a vassal letter we shall translate a typical south Canaanite letter (EA 

328:1–16):  

To the king, my lord, my god, my Sun, the Sun from heaven; thus says Yabni-ilu, the ruler of Lachish, 

your servant, the dust under your feet, the groom of your horses. At the feet of the king, my lord, my 

god, my Sun, the Sun from heaven, I have fallen seven and seven times, on the belly and on the back.  

The king, on the other hand, addressed his vassals by short words: ―To PN, ruler of GN, speak! Thus 

[says] the king.‖ There is no greeting and the tenor of the letters is a combination of commands and 

threats.  

However, the commanding tone of the royal letters and the humiliated expressions of the vassals should 

not obscure the historical reality. When examining the letters, it becomes clear that the vassals enjoyed 

much more freedom than one may deduce from the formal analysis of the letters and often they operated 

on their own behalf, contrary to the obvious Egyptian interests in the land of Canaan.  

The major events occurring within the land of Canaan during the Amarna period were the foundation of 

the strong kingdom of Amurru in the north and the expansion of Lab˒ayu of Shechem and his sons in 

central Palestine. The first episode is directly linked with the armed struggle between Mitanni and Hatti 

over the domination of Syria. The rulers of Amurru took advantage of the situation and greatly expanded 

their territory along the coast and the middle Orontes Valley. During the last stages of the archive, ˓Aziru 

of Amurru was still an Egyptian vassal, but soon afterward he had signed a vassal treaty with the Hittites, 



thus transgressing his oath to the Pharaoh and joining his enemies (Klengel 1969: 178–208, 245–99; 

Altman 1973).  

The offensive of Lab˒ayu of Shechem and his sons was motivated by the desire to expand their territory 

and become the strongest and most influential power in the country and by their hatred of the newly 

established Egyptian centers of government, in particular that of Beth-shean (Campbell 1965; Na˒aman 

1975: 27–46; Spalinger 1983: 96). They formed a powerful coalition that included Gezer in the south and 

Gath-Carmel in the north. A countercoalition, headed by the kings of Megiddo and Acco and supported 

by the Egyptian authorities, was formed in reaction and succeeded in bringing the Shechemite offensive to 

an end.  

When examining the Amarna letters it is clear that the ambitions of local rulers, the power of the 

nonurban elements in local affairs, and the readiness of Egypt to interfere and operate in local disputes 

were the principal factors that influenced internal affairs in Canaan. Egypt was strong enough to quell all 

rebellions and to bring to an end all inner struggles, save possibly for the northern-most area, where its 

vassals bordered on another imperial power.  

The Amarna archive is our main (and sometimes only) source for the study of many aspects of Canaan 

in the Late Bronze Age prior to the Israelite settlement in the land. Some of these aspects will be 

examined in the following paragraphs (Helck 1971: 246–55, 474–91; CAH
3
 2/2: 98–116; Frandsen 1979; 

Na˒aman 1982: 195–241; Groll 1983).  

F. Egyptian Government in Canaan  

Soon after the conquest of Canaan by Thutmose III (1482 or 1457), the Egyptians tried to organize it as 

a province. The main source of information for the measures undertaken at that time are the Amarna 

tablets, written ca. 100 years after the foundation of the Egyptian province in Asia.  

The Egyptians left the array of Canaanite kingdoms which they conquered and established a network of 

six garrison cities to administer and rule the land. Four were situated along the coast: Gaza and Joppa in 

the south and Ullasa and Ṣumur in the north. Two other centers of government were established on the 

main crossroads: Beth-shean in northern Palestine and Kumidi in the south of the Beqa˓ Valley of 

Lebanon (Helck 1971: 251–52; Na˒aman 1981a: 177–78). The garrison cities also controlled considerable 

surrounding farmlands. For example, the fields west of the city of Beth-shean were annexed by Thutmose 

III and administered by the Egyptians (Na˒aman 1981b). The cities themselves served as centers for the 

Egyptian personnel in Canaan and for the garrison troops stationed in the land. They were also the 

gathering places for the tributes and gifts of the vassals. The latter were required to guard the cities and 

the special installations therein and to cultivate and harvest their territories.  

The number of Egyptian troops stationed in Canaan was relatively small. They included only the 

garrison troops (ṣābē maṣṣarti) installed either in the garrison cities or in certain strategic or vulnerable 

city-states (e.g., Jerusalem, Megiddo, Acco, Byblos). These troops are mentioned many times in the 

vassal letters; their number vary from less than fifty soldiers to three hundred (Pintore 1972; 101–6). The 

regular troops (ṣābē piṭāti, ―archers‖) were stationed in Egypt and embarked on campaigns when the 

situation demanded their presence. On such occasions they were accompanied by chariot troops and 

usually returned to Egypt after completing their mission (Pintore 1972; 1973).  

The territory in Asia under Egyptian rule was apparently divided into subunits; their number, however, 

is debated among scholars. According to the common view, it was separated into three districts: Palestine 

with its seat at Gaza, the coast of Lebanon with its center at Sumur, and south Syria with its seat at 

Kumidi (Helck 1971: 248–52; LBHG, 146–53; De Vaux 1968: 25–28). According to another view, it was 

divided into two subunits: Palestine plus the Phoenician coast and south Syria (including the Bashan and 

the kingdom of Hazor). This twofold division was the outcome of the historical situation of the Middle 

Bronze Age ((Na˒aman 1975: 166–72, 227; 1981a: 183–84). The assumption that the garrison city of 

Beth-shean was the seat of another (fourth) district (Hachmann 1982a: 44–47) is not very likely.  

At the head of the Egyptian hierarchy in Canaan were the governors, possibly one in each province. 

Their Egyptian title was ―messenger of the king to every foreign land‖ (Edel 1953: 55–63; Singer 1983: 

18–21). Other officials were of various Egyptian ranks and titles, but the Canaanite scribes usually 



employed one and the same title, rābiṣu (―commissary‖), to denote all ranks and titles of Egyptian 

functionaries serving in Canaan. It is impossible therefore to be precise concerning the Egyptian titles 

(unless they can be identified with well-known Egyptian officials) and exact analysis of the Amarna 

correspondence might only reveal the relative status of the various functionaries mentioned therein. The 

situation is even more complicated since some of the officials arrived on special missions from Egypt and 

were not part of the bureaucratic apparatus in the land.  

A set of prohibitions was imposed upon the vassals and the Egyptian officers were responsible for their 

fulfillment. Examination of the letters reveals that the Egyptian apparatus was often rather flexible in what 

was permissible or prohibited to the vassal, not to mention those cases in which two Egyptian 

commissioners supported different sides of a conflict.  

The vassals were obliged to pay tribute and send gifts, though only a small part of these were recorded 

in the letters. They served in the Egyptian garrison cities, cultivated their territories, and secured the 

caravan routes traversing their kingdoms. They provided armed forces for Egyptian campaigns and served 

as a supply network for armies that moved in Canaan and along the coast. It is evident that the Canaanite 

city-states were an important support for the Egyptian government abroad, enabling her to control, with 

the help of only a few officials and a relatively small number of troops, its Asiatic province. The various 

military, strategic, and economic advantages that Egypt gained in the Amarna period from the occupation 

of Canaan was bought for a relatively low price (see Na˒aman 1981a). It was only at a later time that 

conditions changed, obliging Egypt to alter its policy and to intensify its involvement in the land 

(Weinstein 1981: 17–23; Na˒aman 1982: 241–51; Singer 1988).  

G. The Network of Canaanite City-States  

The land of Canaan was divided into a network of kingdoms of various sizes and strengths. Since only 

the rulers of these political units were allowed to correspond with the Pharaoh, the Amarna letters are our 

main source for composing the list of city-states. The gaps of information may be filled by the Egyptian 

topographical lists and particularly by the Egyptian royal inscriptions. The relative strength of the 

kingdoms may be deduced from analysis of these sources.  

The three most important kingdoms in Palestine in the 14th century B.C. were Gezer in the northern 

Shephelah, Shechem in the central hill country, and Hazor in the north. Other important city-states in the 

south were Ashkelon, Lachish, and Gath (?) (Tell es-Ṣāfi); Jerusalem (and Debir, according to 

archaeological excavations) dominated the southern part of the hill country, Gath-padalla was the 

strongest kingdom in the Sharon region, while Rehob, Megiddo, Shim˓on, Acco, and Akhshaph were the 

most important kingdoms in the northern plains. Shechem and Hazor may be regarded as the only 

territorial kingdoms, the others may be characterized as city-states (Na˒aman 1988).  

The coast of Lebanon was divided among several kingdoms of equal strength (Tyre, Sidon, Byblos), 

and Amurru in the north emerged as an important territorial kingdom in the course of the Amarna period 

(see above). Damascus was the most influential kingdom in south Syria; its ruler enjoyed an outstanding 

high status and prestige and functioned as the main supporter of the Egyptian governor of Kumidi 

(Hachmann 1970; 1982b). Many other kingdoms were located in the area of the Beqa˓ of Lebanon (e.g., 

Ḫashabu, Tushulti, Ḫasi, Ṭubiḫu, Enishazi), in the Bashan (Ashtaroth, Buṣruna, Ḫalunnu) and east of 

Mount Lebanon (Ruḫizzi, Lapana). Their relative strength in the Amarna period cannot be established, 

owing to the paucity of documentary evidence (Klengel 1970: 4–29, 56–70, 96–112; Hachmann 1970: 

84–88; Ahituv 1984).  

North of the land of Canaan was the strong kingdom of Kadesh (Qidshu), which dominated the land of 

Takhshi. It was a vassal of Mitanni, but when that kingdom fell, it tried to expand its territory and conquer 

parts of the land of ˓Amqi (the Beqa˓ of Lebanon), thus attacking the vassals of Egypt situated there (EA 

140, 170, 174–76, 363) (Klengel 1969: 139–71; Krauss 1978: 63–70).  

The network of Canaanite units was composed of kingdoms of higher and lesser rank. The chain of 

events was determined primarily by the former while the latter cooperated with them, either willingly or 

not. The strong kingdoms were able to dictate the policy of the lesser kingdoms and even to intervene in 

their inner affairs.  



At the head of each kingdom stood the local ruler. In his relations with the Pharaoh he was regarded as a 

city ruler (ḫazannu), like any other Egyptian mayor (ḥ˒ty-˓). The title was intended to emphasize the fact 

that he occupied his position with the approval of the Egyptian overlord. However, only in exceptional 

cases did the Pharaoh actually intervene in matters of succession, enforcing his own candidate (always of 

the local dynasty) as city ruler. In internal relations within Canaan and in contacts with his subjects, the 

local ruler was considered a king who ascended the throne through the dynastic principle and, in turn, left 

his throne to his heir after him (see EA 8:25, 30:1, 70:20, 88:46, 92:32–34, 109:46, 139:14–15, 140:10–

12, 147:67, 148:40–41, 197:14–15, 41–42, 227:3, 256:7–8, 306:24).  

Not enough details of the internal structure of the kingdoms are reported in the letters since they mainly 

reflect foreign affairs, that is, relations with Egypt and with neighboring kingdoms. We do know that the 

capital city was the focus of each unit, and usually it was either its sole or its principal urban center. The 

king‘s palace was the center of government for the kingdom and the bureaucratic apparatus operated 

either in the palace or in its vicinity. Around the capital city were tracts of agricultural fields cultivated by 

its inhabitants and in the peripheral areas were numerous villages and hamlets with their own fields and 

pasture land.  

The actual power of the king in his city and territory varied from place to place and from period to 

period. It was dependent upon external factors and upon the power of the civil instititions. Several 

episodes are described in the letters in which a king was deposed and removed from his town (i.e., Rib-

Addi of Byblos and Yashdata of Taanach) or even killed (Aduna of Irqata, Zimredda of Lachish, and the 

rulers of Ammiya and Ardata). The power in certain cases (i.e., Byblos, Taanach, Irqata, Ammiya, and 

also Tunip) was in the hands of the citizenry, although such an oligarchical rule in a city-state was only 

temporary and apparently did not last long. The only exception is that of Arwada, a small island near the 

coast of Lebanon, in which the power was (as far as we know) permanently in the hands of the council of 

elders.  

H. The Nonurban Elements (˓Apiru and Sutu)  

During the 16th century B.C. the urban culture of Canaan suffered a heavy blow. Many fortified cities 

were destroyed and some were deserted for a long period of time. It has been estimated that the total 

occupied area in Palestine decreased in the Late Bronze Age I to a third of that of the Middle Bronze Age 

II and that the number of settlements was only ca. 30–40 percent (Gonen 1981: 63–69) of what it had 

been. The destruction was particularly severe in the hill country, the lower Jordan Valley, and the Negeb. 

The decline of urban life brought about an immediate increase of the pastoral and brigand elements and 

resulted in the growing insecurity of the land.  

It is against this background that the frequent mention of the ˓Apiru (and the Sutu as well) in the 

Amarna letters should be evaluated. In the ancient Near Eastern documentation, ˓Apiru is a designation 

for people who were uprooted from their original political and social frameworks and forced to adapt to a 

new environment and way of life. The ˓Apiru are known from many western Asiatic societies in the 2d 

millennium B.C. Their different traits and social behavior in each area were the outcome of this adaptation 

to new circumstances. The Amarna tablets are the largest single group of documents in which the term 

˓Apiru is mentioned. According to the letters, they were scattered all over Canaan and had an important 

effect on events which took place in the land (Bottéro 1954; Greenberg 1955; Loretz 1984).  

However, the Amarna letters show a unique development in the meaning of the appellation ˓Apiru. On 

many occasions, the term became a derogatory designation for rebels against Egyptian authority 

(Mendenhall 1973; Na˒aman 1986a: 275–78). In the letters of Byblos, for example, the term ˓Apiru was 

frequently applied to ˓Abdi-Ashirta of Amurru and his son ˓Aziru. Also the expression ―to become 

˓Apiru‖, which is repeated in many letters from all areas of Canaan, implies desertion from the Pharaoh 

and his supporters, the city-states‘ rulers, and defection to the side of his opponents, who were thus 

regarded as outlaws (Liverani 1979). The extension of the term ˓Apiru in order to denigrate these 

elements that opposed the authors of the letters is the result of the political nature of the Amarna 

correspondence, in which every ruler tried to justify his deeds before the Pharaoh and to slander his 



opponents. This must be taken into consideration when trying to determine the role of the authentic bands, 

brigands, and mercenaries in the Amarna period.  

Even after the elimination of those letters which, directly or indirectly, refer in general terms to city-

states‘ rulers and their supporters, it is evident that the nonurban elements played an important role in 

Canaan in the 14th century B.C. They appear in letters either as bands or as individuals who were recruited 

and served as mercenaries in the army. As bands, they operated on their own behalf or took advantage of 

the conflicts between rulers and cooperated with one side or another (e.g., the conflicts between Amurru 

and Byblos or between Shechem and its neighbors). Alongside the ˓Apiru appear also the Sutu (EA 

195:24–29; 246 r. 6–7; 318:10–14), which was the Akkadian appellation for the pastoral nomadic 

elements.  

As an illustration of the historical role of the ˓Apiru one may present a group of letters from south 

Canaan, in all of which city-states‘ rulers bitterly complained of distress and serious difficulties in their 

kingdoms, and indeed, soon afterward they all disappeared from the historical arena and were replaced by 

others (Na˒aman 1975: 145–53; 1979: 676–82). The reason for the short period of unrest and rebellion, of 

which the ˓Apiru are accused, was probably the temporary strengthening of the nonurban elements in 

these areas. In another case, a band of ˓Apiru stayed in the city of Tushulti under the patronage of its 

ruler, raided the neighboring cities, and set them on fire, until they were attacked by Tushulti‘s 

neighboring rulers and forced to leave their shelter in the city (EA 185–86).  

The existence of large groups of nomads and refugees may well explain the power of kingdoms situated 

in the hill country (e.g., Shechem, Hazor, and Amurru). Located near the nomadic enclaves, they were 

able either to hire soldiers from their members or to cooperate with their leaders (e.g., EA 71:20–22; 

87:21–24; 148:41–43; 195:24–32; 246:5–10; 254:31–37).  

I. The Amarna Letters and the Bible  

Numerous details that appear in biblical descriptions of pre-Israelite Canaan fit nicely into the picture 

constructed from the Amarna tablets. These are the division of the land into many entities, each ruled by a 

king; the description of certain entities as being composed of a major city and its surrounding villages 

(compare EA 74:19–24; 228:13–17, 238:4–8 to Josh 15:45–47; 17:11, 16: Judg 1:27); the coalition of 

kingdoms as a means to gain power (compare EA 366 to Joshua 10–11); and the chariots (though 

anachronistically described as built of iron) as the main basis of Canaanite military power.  

However, other details do not fit nicely into the picture described by the Amarna letters. Many sites that 

appear as Canaanite in biblical descriptions are not mentioned in the Amarna archive and, according to 

archaeological excavations, were either small villages or entirely uninhabited in the Late Bronze Age 

(e.g., Jericho, Ai, Jarmuth, Hebron, Beer-sheba, Arad). Most prominent is the city of Hebron, which, 

according to biblical tradition, was an important center in the time of the Patriarchs and in the conquest 

period, whereas the city is not mentioned in any source of the Late Bronze Age and the site of ancient 

Hebron (Tell er-Rumeideh) was uninhabited in this period. Also, the king of Jerusalem appears at the 

head of a coalition of kingdoms located in the hill country and the Shephelah (Joshua 10). The territory 

and the political standing of the king of Jerusalem, according to the Amarna tablets, seem to have been 

relatively modest and one would hardly assume that its king was able to head a coalition in which remote 

cities like Lachish and Eglon took part (Na˒aman 1975: 104–15; 1986b: 470–72).  

There is no indication in the Amarna tablets of a diversity of ethnic groups in the land of Canaan; the 

inhabitants of the land were all considered to be Canaanites (De Vaux 1968). The biblical tradition, 

however, mentions groups of variegated ethnic origin in different parts of the land (e.g., Philistines, 

Hivvites, Hittites, Jebusites, Girgashites, Perizzites), which hardly fits the perceived reality of the Amarna 

period. It rather reflects the Iron Age, when biblical descriptions of the land and its inhabitants were first 

recorded (Mendenhall 1973: 142–63; Mazar 1981).  

The description of the city of Shechem in the days of Abimelech (Judges 9) is closely related to that of 

the Canaanite cities in the Amarna tablets. The institution of the lords (ba˓alê) of Shechem is the same as 

the bēlē āli of the Amarna letters (EA 102:22; 138:49). The role of Zebul as a magistrate (śar hā˓iyr) who 

administered the city for the ruler (Abimelech) is parallel to that of the ḫazannu (―mayor‖) in ancient Near 



Eastern societies. However, the general situation drastically changed: Shechem was subjugated by the 

tribe of Manasseh and the tribal leader, Abimelech, resided within his clan and had nominated a mayor as 

his representative in the city. The city council tried to regain power by hiring a band of ˓Apiru under the 

leadership of Gaal, just as Canaanite rulers in the Amarna period would do to attain the same goal, or as 

the lords (ba˓alê) of Keilah did when they hired David and his band to protect the city against the 

Philistine raids (1 Sam 21:1–13). Abimelech‘s immediate attack on the city of Shechem and the expulsion 

of the band of Gaal (Judg 9:34–41) finds an exact parallel in the above cited case of the ruler of Tushulti, 

who, under pressure by his neighboring rulers, was forced to drive the band of ˓Apiru out of his city (EA 

185–86).  

The description of ―the justice (mišpāṭ) of the king‖ in 1 Sam 8:10–18 has sometimes been compared 

with Canaanite and north Syrian societies of the Late Bronze Age (Mendelsohn 1956). However, the 

distorted outlines of the institution of kingship in Samuel‘s antimonarchical polemical speech hardly fit 

any ancient Near Eastern kingship either in the 2d or the 1st millennium B.C. Isolated kings may well have 

treated their subjects in such an arbitrary and vicious manner, but despotism of the kind portrayed in the 

speech was not typical of well-established kingdoms, including the Canaanite city-states of the 2d 

millennium B.C. It has been alternatively suggested that the ―king‘s justice‖ was originally a disguised 

polemical composition written against the despotic institution of kingship established in Israel by King 

Solomon (Crüsemann 1978: 66–73), but the discourse was probably composed at a much later time, either 

in the 7th or the 6th century, when the failure of the Israelite kingdom to provide security for its subjects 

became historical reality.  

Overall, the image of Canaanite civilization as reflected in the Bible is far from accurate. Only certain 

outlines are precise, whereas other details reflect the reality of the time in which they were written, that is, 

the 1st millennium B.C. The history of the land of Canaan and its civilization must be studied from 

external sources and particularly from the Amarna letters. The authenticity of biblical data should always 

be examined against this background.  
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NADAV NA˒AMAN  

AMARNA, TELL EL- (27°38´ N; 30°52´ E). The site of the premier city and residence of the 

Egyptian Pharaoh Amenophis (Amenhotep) IV (alias Akhenaten ca. 1377–1360 B.C.); located on the east 

bank of the Nile in the 15th nome (township) of Upper Egypt, ca. 180 miles S of modern Cairo. The 

Pharaoh named his new city Akhetaten (Eg € ḫt-itn ―the horizon of the Sun-disc‖).  

Although the area had been frequented in earlier periods by mining expeditions to neighboring Hatnub, 

the decision to found a city must have been taken no later than Akhenaten‘s 4th year. By year 6, the 

king‘s family was in residence, and the greater city and environs (on both banks) delimited by a series of 

boundary stelae.  

Chosen perhaps because the eastern cliffs resembled the hieroglyphic sign € ḫt ―horizon,‖ the city 

became the center of worship of the king‘s sole god, the Sun-disc. Two major temples to the god occupied 



its central area, the ―Mansion of the Sun-disc‖ (Eg ḥwt-itn), and the Gm-˒itn (―The Sun-disc is found‖) 

with ancilliary shrines in the N and S suburbs.  

The settlement constituted a ―planned‖ city, arranged along a broad N–S avenue, connecting the king‘s 

residence on the N with the central city and the ―Viewing Place of the Disc‖ on the N. The city housed a 

formal palace, administrative blocks and granaries, residences for the immediate members of the royal 

family, and well-planned villas for the state officers and courtiers. The necropolis on the E was divided 

into a N and S cemetery, flanking the E wadi wherein the royal tomb was located.  

In the 3d year of Tutankhamen (ca. 357 B.C.), after approximately 16 years of residence, the royal 

family left the city for Memphis, and the court and general populace soon thereafter moved out. Under 

Horemheb (ca. 1347–1318 B.C.) the temples and public buildings were systematically demolished, and the 

masonry shipped to other sites (especially Hermopolis) for reuse. There is some evidence of very limited 

building activity under the Ramessides.  

The site is also famous for the discovery in 1888–89 of the cache of tablets known as the ―Tell el-

Amarna Letters‖—the ―dead files‖ of international state correspondence from the reigns of Amenophis 

III, Akhenaten, and Tutankhamen. See also AMARNA LETTERS; AKHENATEN.  
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DONALD B. REDFORD  

AMASA (PERSON) [Heb ˓ămāśā˒ (ֲףָמָשא )]. 1. Kinsman of David (2 Sam 19:14—Eng19:13) whom 

Absalom appointed to replace Joab as commander of the army during his rebellion against David (2 Sam 

17:25), a post Amasa retained after David‘s return to power, only to be murdered by Joab in the early 

stages of the suppression of Sheba‘s rebellion. According to 2 Sam 17:25, his father was Ithra, the 

Israelite, (according to 1 Chr 2:17, Jether the Ishmaelite) and his mother Abigail the daughter of Nahash. 

However, this latter name may be a textual corruption from 2 Sam 17:27, because Abigail is also 

identified as the sister of Joab‘s mother Zeruiah. According to 1 Chr 1:16–17, both these women were 

sisters of David and presumably daughters of Jesse. It has been alternately suggested that Abigail was 

David‘s half-sister and not Jesse‘s daughter. The wording of 2 Sam 17:25 suggests that there was 

something unusual or irregular about Abigail‘s marital relationship with Ithra.  

Although it remains a matter of dispute whether the tribe of Judah joined the northern tribes in rebellion 

against David or remained neutral, Amasa‘s support of Absalom indicates that high-ranking Judahites 

were active in opposing David. Although the professional troops of David commanded by Joab defeated 

the national militia led by Amasa, David‘s position was still tenuous enough to require special overtures 

to Judah for a quick return to the throne. The appointment of Amasa was one factor in David‘s successful 

appeal to his fellow Judahites (2 Sam 19:12–15—Eng19:11–14). David‘s tilt to Judah seems to have 

precipitated Sheba‘s subsequent rebellion.  

Amasa failed to carry out David‘s orders to muster the militia of Judah in three days to meet the Sheba 

crisis (2 Sam 20:4–5). Perhaps he simply did not have enough time, or perhaps he felt it would be 

personally inexpedient to attack Israel with the militia of Judah. David‘s professional troops set out alone, 

among them Joab (vv 6–7). Amasa encountered them at Gibeon and was treacherously stabbed by Joab, 

who immediately took back effective control of the army (vv 8–11). The details of this murder are 

obscure but imply premeditation and trickery. The sight of Amasa‘s body was not permitted to hinder the 

army‘s progress (vv 12–13). Amasa‘s murder would later help justify the liquidation of Joab upon 

Solomon‘s accession (1 Kgs 2:5, 32). From a literary standpoint, the biblical author seems to treat David‘s 



offer to Amasa as one of several errors in personal and political judgment (for other examples, see 2 Sam 

13:21; 18:5; 19:2–4—Eng19:1–3; 19:42–44—Eng 41–43; 1 Kgs 1:6).  

Amasa has sometimes been identified with Amasai (Heb ˓ămāśay), the chief of the ―Thirty‖ (1 Chr 

12:19—Eng12:18), who pledged loyalty and peace to David when Saul was hunting for him (See 

DAVID‘S CHAMPIONS). There is no solid evidence either for or against this proposal.  

2. Son of Hadlai, one of four chiefs of Emphraim who supported the prophet Oded in opposing a 

proposal to take captives from Judah into Samaria, cared for them instead, and returned them south (2 Chr 

28:12–15). Luke‘s parable of the Good Samaritan reflects this narrative (compare v 15 with Luke 10:34).  

RICHARD D. NELSON  

AMASAI (PERSON) [Heb ˓ămāśay (ֲףָמַשי )]. A name found throughout Chronicles in the Hebrew 

Bible.  

1. A Levite from the clan of Kohath, a descendant of Elkanah and relative of Ahimoth (1 Chr 6:10—

Eng6:25). He is also mentioned as the father of Mahath and as a Levitical musician in the genealogy of 

Heman (1 Chr 6:20—Eng6:35). Both contexts appear concerned to trace the lineage of Samuel the 

prophet, to whom the Chronicler assigns Levitical ancestry (1 Chr 6:13, 18—Eng6:28, 33; cf. 1 Sam 1:1); 

this reflects the Chronicler‘s pervasive interest in the prophetic function of the Levitical musicians (1 Chr 

25:1–8; 2 Chr 20:14; 29:25; 34:30; 35:15). Since Mahath is mentioned in 1 Chr 6:20—Eng6:35; (cf. 2 Chr 

29:12), some correct Ahimoth to ˒ăḥ  w maḥat, ―his brother Mahath‖ (cf. BHS).  

2. One of the priests appointed by David to blow the trumpets before the ark during its transfer from the 

house of Obed-edom to Jerusalem (1 Chr 15:24).  

3. The father of Mahath, a Kohathite at the time of Hezekiah (2 Chr 29:12). Since #1 and #3 both 

involve an Amasai, father of Mahath, some have equated these figures, though they were presumably 

separated by centuries. More probably the recurrence of the names reflects the practice of papponymy 

(naming sons for grandfathers) or some other naming convention.  

4. Chief of the ―Thirty,‖ a group of David‘s military elite (1 Chr 12:19—Eng12:18). The only other 

person known to have held this title, according to the MT, was Jashobeam (1 Chr 11:11, though he is 

chief of the ―Three‖ in some LXX mss). This Amasai is occasionally equated with either (1) Abishai the 

brother of Joab, chief of the ―Three‖ (2 Sam 23:18, MT; but ―Thirty‖ in two Hebrew mss and Syr), or (2) 

Amasa, another prominent military figure (2 Sam 17:25; 20:4–13). Assessing this Amasai is complicated 

by debate regarding the identification of the ―Three‖ and the ―Thirty‖ (see DAVID‘S CHAMPIONS). The 

Chronicler in this context is concerned to show growing support for David among those formerly loyal to 

Saul (1 Chr 12:1–8, 17—Eng12:1–7, 16).  
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RAYMOND B. DILLARD  

AMASHSAI (PERSON) [Heb ˓ămašsa (y  (ֲףַמְשַסי )]. Var. MAASAI. A Levitical priest, the son of 

Azarel and grandson of Ahzai (Neh 11:13). His name calls to mind one of the important priestly families 

listed as resident and active in Jerusalem at the time of Nehemiah, ca. 444 B.C. In the parallel verse in 1 

Chr 9:12 his name occurs as Maasai [Heb ma˓śa (y  or ma˓ăśa (y ] ben Adiel ben Jahzerah. The textual 

apparatus of BHS itself posits his name as more originally either AMASAI [Heb ˓ămāśa (y ] or Amasai 

[Heb ˓ămāsa (y ]. Such a name is common elsewhere in Chronicles: 1 Chr 6:10—Eng6:25; 6:20—

Eng6:35; 12:19—Eng12:18; 15:24; 2 Chr 29:12. Both 1 Chronicles and Nehemiah trace his lineage back 

to Immer, a Levitical priest descended from Aaron through his son Eleazar (1 Chr 24:14). Amashsai and 

his brethren are said to have numbered 128 men.  

ROGER W. UITTI  



AMASIAH (PERSON) [Heb ˓ămasyâ (ֲףַמְסָיה )]. Amasiah (meaning ―Yahweh carried or 
supported‖), son of Zichri, was from the tribe of Judah and a lieutenant of Adnah, commander of 

Jehoshaphat‘s standing army (2 Chr 17:16). He stands out in this list of military commanders for his piety 

and altruistic motives for service. His volunteering for Yahweh‘s service is perhaps in contrast to the 

other commanders who possibly, along with the rest of the army, were conscripts (AncIsr 1: 231). He is 

said to have commanded 200,000 men. Meyers (2 Chronicles AB, 78, 98) suggested that these numbers 

are best explained by translating the Heb ˒elep as ― (military) unit‖ of unknown strength rather than 

―thousand.‖ Amasiah would have then commanded 200 ―units.‖  

KIRK E. LOWERY  

AMAW (PLACE) [Heb ˓ammô (ַףמו )]. According to the RSV, the land ―near the River‖ in which was 
located Pethor, the city from which Balaam traveled to curse the Israelites (Num 22:5). The KJV and the 

AV follow the MT and LXX, which read ―the land of the sons of his people (˓ammo)‖ while the Syriac, 

Vulgate, and Samaritan versions have ―the land of the Ammonites (bene-˓ammon).‖ Gray (Numbers, ICC, 

325) suggested that MT lost the final nun and thus changed Ammon to ˓ammo. ―The River‖ has been 

taken to mean the Euphrates River. Pethor has been identified with Pitru, near Carchemish, 400 miles and 

20 days‘ journey by camel to the N of Moab and hence a minimum of 80 days for the two round trips 

described in 22:7–36. Ammon, on the other hand, is easily a donkey‘s journey from Moab. While the 

Ammonites did not live by the Jordan River, it is not impossible that here ―the River‖ is the Jordan.  

Excavations in 1967 at Tell Deir ˓Alla (biblical Succoth?) in the Jordan Valley discovered a series of 

texts written in ink on plaster. They record the vision and interpretation of Balaam the son of Beor. While 

the texts date from centuries later, their contents could be from an earlier time, but in any case they reveal 

a Jordan Valley tradition about a diviner named Balaam. The story recorded in Numbers 22–24 may refer 

to the same prophet or a different one. But the Deir ˓Alla texts strengthen the translation which has 

Balaam coming from the Ammonite area.  

Amaw, however, still has support. Deut 23:4 records Balaam as coming from Pethor in Mesopotamia. 

Albright (1950: 15–16 n. 13; 20) translated ˓Amau on a statue of King Idrimi excavated in 1939 by Sir 

Leonard Woolley at Atchana, ancient Alalakh, in Syria, near Antioch on the Orontes. The statue is dated 

ca. 1450 B.C. by Albright and 1375 B.C. by Woolley and Sidney Smith. The translation in ANET spells it 

Ama˒e (p. 557). Idrimi lived in the city of Emar and later ruled Halab (Aleppo), Mukishkhi, Ni˒, and 

Ama˒e (or Amaw). Pitru in Amaw was actually not on the Euphrates itself but on the Sajur River, a few 

miles from its juncture with the Euphrates. The Sajur is a tributary from the W. It is a sizable stream 

whose lower stretch flows between two ranges of low chalk hills. Amaw or Amau is in the valley of the 

Sajur, between Aleppo and the Euphrates. Pethor or Pitru is mentioned by Shalmaneser III (860–825 

B.C.). Pethor as Pe-d-rui appears in the lists of Thutmose III (1504–1450 B.C.) who conquered Amaw. The 

country is also mentioned in the tomb of Qen-Amun, an Egyptian officer of Amenhotep II (1450–1425 

B.C.), the son of Thutmose III. Egyptian ˓mw means Asiatic or Syrian. This may influence the 

interpretation of these Egyptian references. Similarly, some find a reference to Amaw in Exod 15:14 

where RSV has ―the peoples‖ in parallel with Philistia, Edom, Moab, and Canaan; i.e., Amaw may be 

listed here as another land like these others.  
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HENRY O. THOMPSON  



AMAZIAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ămaṣyāh  (ֲאַמְקָיהּו )]. The name held by four persons in the Hebrew 

Bible. The name means ―Yahu is strong‖ (TPNAH 75: 163).  

1. The 9th ruler of the southern kingdom of Judah (ca. 800–783 B.C.), the son of Joash, king of Judah 

(ca. 837–800 B.C.).  

The accounts of Amaziah‘s reign in Kings and Chronicles (2 Kings 14=2 Chronicles 25) are in 

substantial agreement, with the exception of material in Chronicles which explains Amaziah‘s disastrous 

motivation for his war with Israel and his subsequent fall (see 2 Chr 25:5–10). Scholars are in 

disagreement concerning the historical reliability of this material, which is unique to Chronicles.  

2 Kings 14 gives Amaziah‘s age as twenty-five when he was made king following the assassination of 

his father. The length of his reign is given as 29 years with the additional synchronism in 2 Kgs 14:17 that 

he lived fifteen years beyond the death of Jehoahaz, king of Israel, i.e. to ca. 769 B.C. The unusual length 

of the reign of his son and successor Azariah (Uzziah), 52 years, has led to the suggestion that he had his 

son rule with him as coregent, a practice known also in Israel (Gray Kings OTL, 65–68; Barnes, fc., 197 

n. l, m).  

His father, Joash, was murdered by two of his retainers (2 Kgs 12:20–21). As soon as Amaziah‘s rule 

was secure, he had these men, who were still in royal service, executed (2 Kgs 14:5=2 Chr 25:3–4). The 

sources do not explain what Amaziah had to do in order to consolidate his power.  

The first major recorded event of his reign which our sources report is his war against Edom. He is said 

to have slain 10,000 in the otherwise unknown Valley of Salt (Heb gayĕ˒ hamelaḥ), the location of which 

is uncertain. The Arabah just S of the Dead Sea has been proposed (LBHG, 313), as has the Wadi Milh E 

of Beer-sheba (Gray Kings OTL, 605).  

Amaziah then took Sela and renamed it Joktheel. The identification of Sela with the later site of Petra 

was first given in LXX and later accepted by Eusebius (Onomast. 36.13; 142.7; 144.7). This identification 

has been accepted by many scholars (Avi-Yonah EAEHL, 943) although contested by Haram (1968: 201–

12). Aharoni has proposed es-Sela (LBHG, 37).  

In addition to the 10,000 slain in the Valley of Salt, 2 Chr 25:37 adds that Amaziah slew an additional 

10,000 by throwing them from the cliffs above the valley. This detail is repeated by Josephus (Ant 9 

§191).  

Following his successful clash with Edom, nothing more is recorded of any Judean expansion to the S 

or E. The consolidation of Judean control of the S end of the King‘s Highway as far as Elath had to wait 

until the reign of Amaziah‘s son and successor Azariah (2 Kgs 14:22).  

For reasons which are unclear, Amaziah challenged Jehoash, king of Israel, to battle. They met at Beth-

shemesh in Judah, E of Jerusalem, where the Judean army was routed and Amaziah taken prisoner. He 

was taken to Jerusalem, where Jehoash broke down a portion of the N wall and plundered both the palace 

and the temple. Jehoash returned to the N, taking with him hostages to ensure Amaziah‘s good behavior.  

While the origin of this dispute is not given in the account in 2 Kings 25, 2 Chronicles 14 adds that 

mercenaries from Israel hired by Amaziah for his war with Edom, but then released prior to the battle, 

vented their anger at being denied the chance for plunder by plundering some Judean villages on their 

way home. Amaziah, angered by this, then declared war on Israel. Another possibility is that the conflict 

began as a border dispute, or that it began over control of the W terminus of the trade routes leading to the 

Gulf of Aqaba. A combination of the latter two possibilities seems likely (Gray Kings OTL, 608).  

Amaziah, like his father, fell victim to an assassination plot. Our sources record that, although he fled 

from Jerusalem to Lachish in order to escape, he was handed over to the conspirators and killed. His body 

was brought up to Jerusalem on a horse, an act of disrespect, where he was buried with his ancestors in 

the city of David.  

2. The priest at the N, royal sanctuary of Bethel during the reign of Jeroboam II (ca. 786–746 B.C.). He 

attempted to expel the prophet Amos from the temple there, forbidding him to prophesy in the N kingdom 

and reporting his pessimistic oracles, which were weakening the land, to the king (Amos 7:10–17).  



3. The son of Hilkiah and father of Hashabiah, a descendant of Merari son of Levi. 1 Chr 6:31–47 is a 

text which is concerned with presenting the legitimacy of the office and descent of the Levitical singers. 

The appointment of temple singers is here traced back to the reign of David after he brought the ark to 

Jerusalem.  

4. Father of Joshah, and a descendant of Simeon mentioned in 1 Chr 4:34.  
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RUSSELL FULLER  

AMEN [Heb ˒āmēn (ָאֵמן )]. Within the Hebrew Bible, ―Amen‖ typically appears at the close of 

commands, blessings, curses, doxologies, and prayers. Fundamentally, it is used to confirm what has been 

said before, by way of response (Num 5:22; Deut 27:15–26; 1 Kgs 1:36; Jer 11:5; 28:6; 1 Chr 16:36; Neh 

5:13; 8:6). That it acquired the status of a formal response at an early period is shown clearly by Jer 28:6, 

where the prophet appears to confirm that Hananiah has said, by a conventional usage of ―Amen,‖ and 

then proceeds to contradict it. The majority of usages already cited appear in public, often liturgical 

contexts, so that the responsive usage in Psalms comes as no surprise (Pss 41:13; 72:19; 89:52; 106:48). 

The last usage is—together with 1 Chr 16:36; Neh 5:13; 8:6—especially instructive, as ―the people‖ are 

explicitly instructed to say ―Amen‖ (and ―Hallelujah,‖ rendered ―Praise the Lord‖ in the RSV). In 

function and formal usage, ―Amen‖ serves to confirm what has gone before, usually—but not 

exclusively—in public, liturgical contexts of divine praise. The usage of 1 Kgs 1:36 (cf. also Isa 65:16) 

establishes the idiomatic, nonliturgical origins of the usage.  

The translation of the word has proved problematic, although its function is straightforward. The verbal 

˒mn is associated with several meanings in its various forms, from ―support,‖ ―be faithful‖ (Qal) through 

―sure,‖ ―established‖ (Nip˓al), to ―stand firm,‖ ―believe‖ (Hip˓il). A meaning such as ―truly,‖ ―surely,‖ or 

―so be it,‖ seems clear, although none of those renderings entirely captures the nuance of the Hebrew. 

Within the manuscripts of the LXX, there is a notable variety of renderings of Heb ˒āmēn. Predominantly, 

―so be it‖ (genoito) is the preferred rendering (Num 5:22; Deut 27:15–26; Jer 11:5). But ―truly‖ (alēthôs) 

is also possible (Jer 35:6 LXX), and there are several occasions (1 Chr 16:36; Neh 5:13; 8:6 [the latter 

two being 2 Esdr 15:13 and 8:6 in the LXX]) when Heb ˒āmēn is simply transliterated as amēn. 1 Esdr 

9:47 and Tob 8:8 demonstrate that the transliteration had gained some currency in the Greek-speaking 

circles for which the Septuagint was intended; the latter passage also shows the propriety of ―Amen‖ 

within private prayer. Just as the development of a generic affirmation into a public, often liturgical, 

response is attested in the Hebrew Bible, the LXX reveals a tendency for the word to be used in other 

religious contexts. Notably, there is even support among some manuscripts of the LXX to close books 

with a solemn ―Amen‖ (Tobit, 3 and 4 Maccabees).  

Generally speaking, the use of ―Amen‖ within the NT is predictable, once the evidence of the Hebrew 

Bible and the LXX is taken into account. Pauline habits in this regard are representative, as he uses 

―Amen‖ to round off blessings and doxologies (Rom 1:25; 9:5; 11:36; 15:33; Gal 1:5; Phil 4:20). He also 

uses it to confirm his own prayers by way of closing his letters, although some of the usages (in 1 and 2 

Corinthians and Romans) are probably scribal additions. But in both the range of its usage and the variety 

of its manuscripts, the Pauline corpus stands within the precedents of the LXX, although Pauline usage is 

both more frequent and more consistent than is the LXX. Paul also gives some hint of the reason for this 

greater frequency and consistency when he refers to ―Amen‖ as a liturgical response of the church in 

Corinth (1 Cor 14:16; cf. 2 Cor 1:20).  

Pauline usage is also consistent with that of the deutero-Pauline corpus, as well as of the Pastorals (Eph 

3:21; 1 Tim 1:17; 6:16; 2 Tim 4:18; Heb 13:21). The ubiquity of ―Amen‖ was by no means limited to the 

Pauline circle, as much the same usage can be encountered in 1 Pet 4:11; 5:11; Jude 25, and such passages 

could be augmented by means of reference to variant readings. Revelation might particularly be noted, 

however, as evidencing a liturgical, responsorial usage in early Christian worship (1:6, 7; 5:14; 7:12; 



19:4; 22:20); indeed, Jesus Christ can here be known as ―the Amen,‖ because his witness is sure (3:14). 

Such a development is innovative, but in line with the liturgical and christological tendency of the 

document.  

Curiously, the only oddity of usage within the NT (as judged in comparison with the Hebrew Bible and 

the LXX) is attributed to Jesus himself. Instead of a responsive, liturgical usage, Jesus presents ―Amen‖ 

as introductory and asseverative, in the form ―Amen, I say to you …‖ (Matt 5:18 plus 73x in the gospels). 

The agreement among the gospels in respect of this diction becomes all the more striking when certain 

deviations in Luke and John are explained. Luke‘s relative infrequency is mitigated by his use of ―truly‖ 

(alēthôs) and ―in truth‖ (ep˒ alētheias) as a virtual equivalent of ˒āmēn (4:25; 9:27; 12:44; 21:3). The 

LXX is commonly appealed to by way of precedent for Luke‘s procedure, and ―truly‖ clearly conveys the 

sense of ―Amen,‖ but the translation is syntactically sensitive. The introductory position of ˒āmēn makes 

the natural equivalent in Greek (genoito) impracticable, with the result that Lukan style is at this point 

scarcely Septuagintal. The Johannine doubling Amēn amēn (John 1:51, etc.) is normally said to be 

liturgical, and in this instance the usage of the Hebrew Bible and the LXX does appear to be antecedent.  

The mystery remains: why should an unusual, introductory, and asseverative usage be ascribed to Jesus, 

when the normal usage of ―Amen,‖ even within the NT, is responsive? A straightforward answer to that 

question was provided by Joachim Jeremias, who argued that Jesus himself employed well-known 

language in a radically fresh way, in order to assert in advance the authority of his pronouncements. As is 

frequently the case in his work, Jeremias proceeds by comparing dominical diction with rabbinic 

conventions (Jeremias 1971: 35–36) and concludes that deviations of the former from the latter are 

hallmarks of Jesus‘ own message.  

Such an approach remains widely represented and particularly serves the interests of those who argue 

that Christianity in some sense transcends Judaism. In this particular case, Jeremias‘ argument has 

encountered two obstacles. First, it has been suggested that there is some precedent, prior to Jesus, for 

introductory ―Amen‖ (Strugnell 1974). Indeed, some of the uses within the Hebrew Bible may be so 

described (1 Kgs 1:36; Jer 28:6) and may be among the best examples of the usage with its basic 

meaning. Even in such cases, however, although the usage is introductory within dialogue, it is in fact 

responsive to a previously established statement. It is the proleptically asseverative function of Jesus‘ use 

of ―Amen‖ which makes it appear unusual. To that extent, Jeremias‘ argument may be justified, although 

it also must be refined somewhat. The second challenge of Jeremias‘ position is far more radical. K. 

Berger has attacked the consensus that ―Amen‖ is essentially a locution of Hebrew-speaking Judaism. He 

urges the view that, on the turf of Hellenistic Judaism, Hebrew ―Amen‖ was used with the introductory 

function of ē mēn in Greek. This usage, he argues, was taken up within Christian communities to mark the 

faithful transmission of tradition (Berger 1970: 72, 93, 147, 151, 159–63).  

The evidential basis of Berger‘s case is slender. Chiefly, he relies upon the introduction, ―Amen, I say to 

you,‖ in the T. Ab. 8:7 (Berger 1970: 15). What is crucial for Berger is that the introduction precedes a 

quotation of Gen 22:17, which commences with ē mēn in the LXX. Such evidence falls far short of 

constituting an analogy to the ubiquity of asseverative ―Amen‖ in the gospels, but it does at least establish 

that the idiom is meaningful within the context of Hellenistic Judaism. In any case, as Berger admits 

(1972: 47–50), the usage in the T. Ab. is certainly not to be seen as an antecedent of dominical usage in 

the gospels. Neither the date nor the tradition history of the document admits of such a conclusion 

(Sanders APOT 1: 871–81). But Berger successfully explodes any confidence that introductory ―Amen‖ 

must be seen as an instance of Semitism, and he raises the possibility that the idiom is at home within 

Hellenistic, Greek-speaking Judaism.  

A mediating point of view has been articulated by B. D. Chilton, on the basis of the Old Syriac gospels 

and Targumic diction (Chilton 1978). The Syriac versions are of interest, in view of the relatively close 

relationship between that language and the Aramaic of 1st-century Palestine. Curiously, the Old Syriac 

gospels simply read ˒myn where amēn appears in the Greek, but there are occasions when the term is 

omitted. That would tend to support Berger‘s contention, in that it makes ―Amen‖ appear more natural in 

Greek than in Syriac. On the other hand, the Syriac versions also suggest that another introductory 



asseveration analogous to amēn in the Greek gospels survived from Aramaic. The locution in question is 

―in truth‖ (Syr bqwšt˒), an unusual usage in the Syriac gospels but a common expression in Aramaic. It 

appears, for example, at Gen 3:1; 17:19; 18:13; 20:12; 42:21 in Targum Onqelos, corresponding to a 

variety of introductions in the Hebrew and Greek texts; similarly, it occurs at T. Isa. 37:18; 45:14, 15. T. 

Isa. 37:18 is of special interest, because ˒mnm (which is closely related to ―Amen‖) is the corresponding 

term in Hebrew, while ―in truth‖ (ep˒ alētheias) appears in Greek (cf. also Gen 18:13; 20:12 LXX). The 

clear possibility emerges that ―Amen‖ in the gospels represents ―in truth‖ in the Aramaic tradition of 

Jesus‘ words, as Luke‘s presentation at 4:25; 9:27; 12:44; 21:3 would also suggest.  

Introductory and asseverative ―Amen‖ in the gospels may therefore represent dominical usage, but not 

in the direct manner Jeremias suggested. The Aramaic assurance, ―in truth,‖ was transformed within 

Hellenistic circles steeped in the language of Judaism and became ―Amen.‖ That added weight to the 

authority and liturgical impact of Jesus‘ sayings, and conveyed the theological conviction that the one 

who spoke was sufficiently credible as to be called ―the Amen‖ (Rev 3:14).  
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BRUCE CHILTON  

AMERICAN SCHOOLS OF ORIENTAL RESEARCH, HISTORY OF THE.  
A. Beginnings: 1900–18  

During the 19th century only a handful of Americans were engaged in archaeological research centering 

on the ancient Near East; most notable among them was Edward Robinson, explorer-biblical scholar, 

whose travels in the Holy Land signaled a new era in the topographical study of that part of the world. It 

was only at the turn of the century that Americans became involved in a concerted way; the year 1900 

marked the establishment in Jerusalem of the American School for Oriental Study and Research, 

shortened later to the American Schools of Oriental Research; it is even better known today by the 

acronym ASOR.  

Sponsored by three similar professional organizations—the American Oriental Society, the 

Archaeological Institute of America, and the Society of Biblical Literature—ASOR came into being; but 

the individual most responsible for the establishment of ASOR was J. Henry Thayer, professor of NT at 

Harvard. As president of the Society of Biblical Literature, he advocated strongly that such action be 

taken and worked tirelessly to make it happen.  

According to ASOR‘s original constitution, ―The main object of said School shall be to enable properly 

qualified persons to prosecute Biblical, linguistic, archaeological, historical, and other kindred studies and 

researches under more favorable conditions than can be secured at a distance from the Holy Land.‖  

In the summer of 1900, Charles C. Torrey of Yale went to Jerusalem to set up ASOR‘s first overseas 

institute; he also served as its director during that academic year. ASOR‘s original quarters in Jerusalem 

consisted of only one large room in the Grand New Hotel (today, the New Imperial Hotel), in the vicinity 

of the Jaffa Gate. Torrey‘s first objective, shared by all his successors, was to build a research library for 

the School.  

From 1900 to the beginning of World War I the School was managed by annual directors, who were 

scholars in one or another aspect of Near Eastern studies, including the Bible. However, they had no 

firsthand contact with the Near East. Thus, they spent most of their time familiarizing themselves with the 

land and visiting historical sites, and consequently had little opportunity to develop a coherent academic 

program for the School. Nonetheless their presence during those early years marked an important 

beginning for the School.  



When David G. Lyon of Harvard was director of the School in 1906, he secured permission from the 

Ottoman government to excavate the site of ancient Samaria, situated near the modern village of 

Sebastiyeh. This Harvard-sponsored project was the first American dig conducted in Palestine. George A. 

Reisner, prominent Egyptologist, played a leading role in this undertaking; at the same time he set the 

standards for archaeological method and recording in Palestine, thereby influencing all future 

archaeologists.  

James A. Montgomery of the University of Pennsylvania, director of the School immediately before the 

outbreak of World War I, was forced to leave Jerusalem after only three months. The activities of the 

School in Jerusalem were at a standstill for the remainder of the war. Montgomery continued to exercise 

great influence on the affairs of the School from Philadelphia, eventually being elected ASOR‘s first 

president (1921–34).  

B. Between the Wars: 1919–45  

The School in Jerusalem reopened in 1919. That same year saw the appearance of the Bulletin of the 

American Schools of Oriental Research (BASOR), today a leading journal in the field of Near Eastern 

archaeology, edited successively by Montgomery, William F. Albright, Delbert R. Hillers, David N. 

Freedman, William G. Dever, and Walter E. Rast. In 1921 when the American Schools of Oriental 

Research was legally incorporated, ―Schools‖ was deliberately pluralized to make room for other 

institutes that might eventually be established in the Near East.  

The most prominent name associated with the Jerusalem School in the 1920s, as well as with ASOR for 

the next five decades, was William F. Albright, who was director of the School from 1920 to 1929, again 

from 1933 to 1936. When he completed his directorship in Jerusalem, Albright returned to America and 

became the W. W. Spence Professor of Semitic Languages at Johns Hopkins University.  

Under Albright the Jerusalem School became an important research center, as well as a base for 

archaeological excavations. The field trips conducted by Albright have become legendary; during such 

trips the participants collected artifacts of all kinds, including pottery, and did limited surveys of selected 

sites. Albright brought to bear on these trips his extraordinary knowledge of philology, geography, 

pottery, and several other specialties, to the great benefit of his traveling companions.  

Albright also conducted excavations, beginning at Tell el-Ful (Gibeah) in 1922. Between 1926 and 1932 

Albright excavated at Tell Beit Mirsim, 12 miles SW of Hebron. Classifying the stylistic changes in 

potsherds at Tell Beit Mirsim, Albright constructed a ceramic typology, which he correlated with the 

stratigraphy of the tell. Through a combination of stratigraphy and typology, the two basic techniques of 

the archaeologist, Albright established the pottery chronology for Palestine. In 1927 and 1934 he directed 

the excavations at Bethel, one of the cities most frequently mentioned in the Bible.  

Because many ASOR members had great professional interest in ancient Mesopotamia, Baghdad was 

chosen as the site of ASOR‘s second overseas institute. George A. Barton of the University of 

Pennsylvania was its first director, and Albert T. Clay of Yale the resident professor. Formally 

inaugurated in 1923, this School was the first American research institute in Baghdad. Because it lacked 

its own building, the American consulate provided office space for the Baghdad School. By 1925 the 

Jerusalem School was housed in permanent quarters, but the Baghdad School has never had its own 

residence.  

Initially the Baghdad School conducted archaeological surveys, in addition to detailed study of all the 

excavated sites. Excavations were also undertaken by Americans at such well-known sites as Yorghan 

Tepe (Nuzi), Khorsabad, Tepe Gawra, and Tarkhalan.  

Meanwhile the Jerusalem School continued to sponsor excavations at such sites as Tell en-Nasbeh 

(Mizpah), Gerasa (Jerash), Beth-zur, and Beth-shemesh.  

The next long-term director of the School in Jerusalem, after Albright, was Nelson Glueck, who served 

in the 1930s and ‘40s, a period marked by serious political disturbances. While director of the Jerusalem 

School, Glueck inaugurated the Newsletter, an informal account of current projects; it has become an 

integral part of ASOR‘s publications program.  



Glueck was a scholar-explorer in the tradition of Edward Robinson. Having learned excavation method 

and pottery chronology from Albright at Tell Beit Mirsim, he was well prepared for the monumental 

explorations he undertook in Transjordan and the Negeb; in all, he surveyed more than 1500 sites. Many 

of his conclusions have withstood the test of time, even though more sophisticated methods have been 

developed meanwhile.  

Second only to Albright among the leading ASOR figures was G. Ernest Wright of Harvard. Although 

he was more prominent in ASOR after World War II, already in 1938 he launched the Biblical 

Archaeologist (BA), ASOR‘s popular quarterly. Never content to be an ivory-tower scholar, Wright was 

eager to communicate to the interested nonspecialist the results of scientific research. It is a special tribute 

to Wright that in 1987 the Biblical Archaeologist celebrated its golden jubilee. Subsequent editors, 

including Edward F. Campbell, H. Darrell Lance, David N. Freedman, and Eric M. Meyers, have 

maintained the high standards set by Wright.  

C. A Decade of Development: 1945–55  

In this postwar era archaeology continued to develop as a scientific discipline. Individual excavations 

were overshadowed, however, by the accidental discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, the most exciting 

event in the history of biblical archaeology. ASOR played its role in the identification and ongoing 

decipherment of these texts through the scholarly efforts of John C. Trever, Millar Burrows, William H. 

Brownlee, Frank M. Cross, and a host of other epigraphists, archaeologists, and biblical specialists.  

After the inevitable disruptions caused by World War II in both Syria-Palestine and Iraq, the Baghdad 

School undertook a new phase of excavations at Nippur, which continued for 25 years. Albrecht Goetze 

of Yale directed the Baghdad School after the war and was responsible for founding in 1947 the Journal 

of Cuneiform Studies (JCS), a scholarly review of the literature, languages, and cultures of ancient 

Mesopotamia. The Baghdad School also participated in several surface surveys in Iraq, notably those 

under the supervision of Robert McC. Adams of the University of Chicago.  

D. An Era of Expansion: 1956–67  

The most significant American undertaking of this period was the Shechem excavations in central 

Palestine, under the direction of G. Ernest Wright, who combined stratigraphic digging and daily ceramic 

analysis with a detailed recording system. Shechem was the training ground for prospective American 

archaeologists; almost every later excavation, including Gezer, Hesi, Shema, Lahav, and Idalion (in 

Cyprus), reflected the influence of the Shechem expedition.  

Another prominent ASOR figure was James B. Pritchard, associated with the University Museum of the 

University of Pennsylvania. In this era he excavated three important sites: el-Jib (Gibeon), Tell es-

Saidiyeh (Zarethan), and Sarafand (Zarephath). Joseph A. Callaway of the Southern Baptist Theological 

Seminary excavated at et-Tell (biblical Ai) between 1964 and 1972. Apart from its merit as an exemplary 

field project, this dig demonstrated that archaeology and the biblical text are sometimes in conflict. The 

lack of artifactual evidence from the Late Bronze Age (1550–1200 B.C.) at this site makes it difficult to 

reconcile the traditional date of the ―conquest‖ of Canaan, as recounted in the book of Joshua, with the 

archaeological record.  

One of the most promising American archaeologists of this period was Paul Lapp, another long-term 

director of the Jerusalem School, whose career was cut short by a drowning accident in 1970. Before the 

tragedy he had already excavated at seven sites, including Araq el-Emir, Taanach, and Bab edh-Dhra. He 

has been accurately described as ―the outstanding Palestinian archaeologist of his generation.‖  

In 1964, G. Ernest Wright led a small expedition to Gezer in Israel but soon turned the project over to 

his students, William G. Dever and H. Darrell Lance. Applying what they had learned at Shechem, and at 

the same time introducing some new techniques, the Gezer staff fielded a quality dig. Hundreds of 

American volunteers were initiated into archaeology at the Gezer field school; several of them have 

become directors of their own excavations.  

E. The Modern Period: 1967–85  

In the aftermath of the 1967 Arab-Israeli War, ASOR established an institute in Amman to provide for 

American archaeology in Jordan. The newly erected international boundaries along the Jordan River 



prevented the Jerusalem School from filling that role, as it had done in the past. In response to the 

political reality, the institutes in Jerusalem and Amman were separately incorporated; the Jerusalem 

School was renamed appropriately the W. F. Albright Institute of Archaeological Research (AIAR), while 

the Amman School was named the American Center of Oriental Research (ACOR). Among the fine 

directors of ACOR, James A. Sauer deserves to be singled out; more than any other, he shaped the destiny 

of this center. As a result, ACOR has become a leading research center in Jordan. Sauer also led surveys, 

advised the Department of Antiquities, and lectured regularly in the University of Jordan.  

ACOR has sponsored several excavations in Jordan; among the more significant are the ongoing dig at 

Bab edh-Dhra directed by Walter E. Rast and R. Thomas Schaub, as well as the long-term project at Tell 

Hesban, under the direction of Siegfried H. Horn, and later Lawrence T. Geraty of Andrews University, 

with Roger S. Boraas as chief archaeologist. In conjunction with the excavation of this latter site, a 

regional survey was conducted. Incorporating new techniques, this project was a model of 

interdisciplinary research and environmental studies.  

Beginning in 1971, William G. Dever became the fourth long-term director of the Albright Institute. 

Building on the achievements of his predecessors, he expanded the archaeological facilities and the 

academic program of AIAR. His long-term successor, Albert E. Glock, continued these programs, and the 

current director, Seymour Gitin, has further developed them.  

In addition to sponsoring traditional excavations relating to the Bronze and Iron Ages, both AIAR and 

ACOR are expanding the temporal horizons by digging sites that fit in both early (e.g., prehistory) and 

late (e.g., early Judaism, the beginnings of Christianity, and Islam) on the archaeological time scale.  

ASOR has also expanded its traditional geographical boundaries. Prevented by civil war from digging 

in Lebanon, ASOR pursued the Phoenicians at two of their principal colonies—Cyprus and Carthage. To 

facilitate excavation, ASOR established a temporary institute at Carthage and a permanent one in Nicosia, 

called the Cyprus American Archaeological Research Institute (CAARI). Anita Walker of the University 

of Connecticut was its first director, followed by Ian Todd of Brandeis, and Stuart Swiny.  

Because the land of Syria and its cultural heritage are central to ASOR‘s interests, Damascus would be 

an ideal place to establish a research institute. Few countries in the Near East can match the archives at 

Mari, Ugarit, and Ebla, all in Syria. Efforts to have a center in Syria have thus far not been successful, but 

ASOR maintains a cordial relationship with Syrian archaeologists and has also conducted limited 

excavations and surveys in Syria.  

After World War II archaeological field method, including the techniques of retrieval and recording, 

improved considerably; by 1970 the method became far more sophisticated. The most obvious 

development is in the composition of the dig staff; today, both natural and social scientists are present in 

the field alongside the archaeologists. In the past the primary concern was with events such as warfare and 

conquest, which constitute political history. Today‘s objective is to recover every aspect of the ancient 

people‘s daily life, including their social organization, economic structure, population expansion, and 

trade patterns. Natural and social scientists, especially anthropologists, are rendering invaluable assistance 

to archaeologists as they pursue this holistic approach.  

To guarantee that ASOR-sponsored projects meet the standards set by the new technology, the 

Committee on Archaeological Policy was instituted to oversee all field work. As first chairman of this 

committee, Edward F. Campbell, with the able assistance of Michael D. Coogan, played a substantial role 

in raising the standards of ASOR‘s digs. As Campbell‘s successor, William G. Dever has continued to 

insist upon professionalism in all aspects of ASOR‘s archaeological projects.  

On the occasion of ASOR‘s 85th birthday in 1985, its members rejoiced in the accomplishments of the 

organization; at the same time they were vitally aware of how much remains to be done. The 

achievements are the result of innumerable scholars, many of them anonymous (as in this article), 

working together. Only cooperative effort of this kind will insure the success of ASOR in the years ahead.  
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PHILIP J. KING  

AMERICAN VERSIONS. See VERSIONS, ENGLISH (AMERICAN VERSIONS).  

AMI (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăm   (ֲאִמי )]. A variant form of ―Amon‖ in Ezra 2:57, it is therefore also the RSV 

rendering of the Gk Allōn in 1 Esdr 5:34. For both, see AMON (PERSON).  

AMITTAI (PERSON) [Heb ˒ămittay (ֲאִמַתי )]. According to 2 Kgs 14:25 and Jonah 1:1, the father of 

the prophet Jonah. Noth (IPN, 162) suggested that the name is a shortened form of a nominal sentence 

using the Hebrew word for ―truth‖ or ―faithfulness‖ (˒emet). Thus it means literally ―my truth‖ or ―my 

faithfulness,‖ but that presumably stands for ―God is my truth‖ or ―God is my faithfulness.‖  

RICHARD D. WEIS  

AMMAH (PLACE) [Heb ˒ammâ (ַאָמה )]. A hill E of Gibeon that lies ―before Giah on the way of the 
wilderness of Gibeon‖ (2 Sam 2:24) that descends to the Jordan Valley. On the evening of the battle at 

Gibeon between the men of Israel and the servants of David, Joab (David‘s captain) and his brother 

Abishai came to this hill at sunset while pursuing Abner (Israel‘s captain). Abner and his men were 

fleeing toward the Jordan River and the city of Mahanaim. While the location of Ammah has not been 

conclusively identified, scholars have speculated about its location. This speculation is based on both 

linguistic analysis and practical geographic considerations. The Hebrew word ˒ammâ may come from the 

Akk ammatu, cubit or foundation (Borée 1930: 35). In Rabbinic Hebrew, however, ˒ammâ can mean a 

canal for water or a sewer (m. Šabb. 3:4; Kil. 3:2). Though the LXX transliterates the name of the hill as 

Amman, both Aquila and Theodotian translate the Hebrew word ˒ammâ as hydragōgos (a water lead or 

channel). The Vulgate likewise provides aqua ductus as a translation. Since Giah (Heb g  aḥ) may indicate 

a spring (from the verb g  aḥ, to burst forth), one could conclude that the hill, Ammah, was a hill with a 

water channel related to the water source, Giah. The LXX, however, transliterates g  aḥ as the proper name 

Gai, a transliteration of the Hebrew word gay˒ (valley). Aquila and Theodotian translate it as pharaggos 

(chasm, ravine, or gully), and the Vulgate translates it as vallis (valley). This has led investigators to 

conclude that Giah is a valley and that Ammah stands at its side (EncMiqr 2: 419). Press (1951: 158) 

identified this valley as Sahel Geba, which is E of Gibeon and lies S of Wadi Suweinit, which separates 

Geba (modern Jeba˓, M.R. 175140) from Michmash (modern Mukhmas, M.R. 176142). See also GEBA. 

Along the side of the valley there is a cave called Heb ma˓ārat ˒l gāyâ. According to Press, the earlier 

name of the valley continues in the name of this cave. It is true that Sahel Geba lies along a possible route 

that Abner may have taken to reach the Jordan Valley, but in order to accept it as an accurate 

identification one must assume that the common word for valley, gay˒, was replaced, in the text, by the 

rare form g  aḥ. Scholars have, therefore, not agreed upon a place identification for Ammah. It is accepted 

that Ammah lies somewhere E of Gibeon on what the text calls ―the way to the wilderness of Gibeon.‖ 

Aharoni (LBHG, 60) identified ―the way to the wilderness of Gibeon‖ as a branch of the ―way of the 

wilderness‖ that ran more or less along the traditional boundaries between Benjamin and the House of 

Joseph (Josh 16:1–2; 18:12–13).  
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SUSAN E. MCGARRY  

AMMAN (M.R. 238151). The capital city of the modern Hashemite kingdom of Jordan, situated in the 

Transjordan tableland E of the Jordan Rift Valley. Archaeological explorations in the environs of the city 

have revealed evidence of its character in biblical times. In OT times the city was known as ―Rabbah of 

the Ammonites,‖ while through the Hellenistic-Roman period it was known by the name ―Philadelphia.‖ 

Modern Amman thus overlies the classical Philadelphia, which in turn overlies OT Rabbah of the 



Ammonites. Indeed, the springs that still provide water to Amman have made this place a site of 

habitation since Paleolithic times.  

A. Description  

During the last few decades, the city has grown out of all proportion, and an important part of 

downtown Amman has been built on the major ruins of the Roman city in an area less than 2 sq. km. Its 

well-preserved buildings and striking features of its Roman town plan show the various aspects of Roman 

art and engineering.  

The old city consists of an upper and a lower section. See Fig. AMM.01. The former is built on a 

prominent hill and constitutes the acropolis (now the Citadel) of the city. This hill is a strategic natural L-

shaped oblong plateau overlooking the forum area in the lower section to the S. It consists of two 

rectangles of unequal dimensions. Steep wadis surround the acropolis on all sides except on the N, where 

the acropolis was separated from the rest of the hill by an artificial depression. The acropolis area itself 

rises from E to W in three terraces. From very early times this hill had been a fortress of great importance. 

The lower city is associated with the wadi bed below and to the S of the acropolis; the Seil Amman 

divides this lower area into two long narrow strips of land. In Roman times, streets, public buildings, and 

a forum were built along this wadi bed.  

B. The Ammonite Period  

The Iron Age, or Ammonite period, is well represented throughout the city of Amman. These remains 

attest the Ammonite capital city of Rabbah, where David sent Uriah the Hittite, husband of Bathsheba, to 

die in battle (2 Sam 11:14–21). On the Citadel, building remains and artifacts were located on the upper 

and lower terraces. An early 9th-century Ammonite inscription in Aramaic was discovered outside the 

walls of the Citadel and is believed to have been a royal record of a magnificent building scheme which 

was undertaken at Rabbath Ammon (i.e., Amman). It is one of the most important stone inscriptions yet 

found in the area from a linguistic and paleographic view. Some scholars see in it a closer relationship 

between Ammonite and Hebrew than between Moabite and Hebrew prose in the 9th century B.C. (BASOR 

193: 2f.; BASOR 198: 38f.). Another Ammonite inscription was found on a small bronze bottle discovered 

at Tell Siran near Amman. The inscription speaks of vineyards, gardens, and cisterns which belong to the 

time of two Amminadabs, kings of the Ammonites in the 7th century B.C. (ADAJ 18: 5; BASOR 212: 14; 

Berytus 22: 115f.; BA 37: 13f.).  

Many Iron Age tombs discovered in the vicinity of Amman contained a good range of pottery objects, 

anthropoid coffins, figurines, various seals, jewelry, and mirrors (QDAP 11: 81; ADAJ 11: 41f.; ADAJ 20: 

57f.; ADAJ 16: 91f.; AUSS 9: 179f.). Ammonite pottery, as all Iron Age pottery of E Jordan, shows a 

highly developed industry. Much of this pottery is covered with red or brown slip, highly polished, and 

often decorated with bands of dark brown paint and sometimes with bands of white paint between them 

(AJA 36: 295f.; QDAP 11: 67f.; QDAP 13: 92f.; QDAP 14: 44f.; APEF 48f.). In plastic art, the 

Ammonites show an advanced stage in this field. Historically important are a group of clay figurines 

which represent a horse-and-rider type and a small statue in limestone bearing the inscription in Aramaic, 

―Yarah˓azar, chief of the horse,‖ which indicate the existence of Ammonite cavalry apparently modeled 

on Assyrian cavalry (QDAP 11: 67f.; ADAJ 1: 34f.).  

C. The Classical Period  

In the Hellenistic period the city was renamed Philadelphia to honor Ptolemy II Philadelphos, the 

Hellenistic ruler of Egypt (285–247 B.C.). In 218 B.C. it was captured by Antiochus III the Great, the 

Hellenistic ruler of Syria. For about a century before the Roman conquest of the Near East, Amman 

belonged to the Nabataeans. When Pompey conquered Syria and Palestine (ca. 63 B.C.), Philadelphia 

became the southernmost member of the Decapolis. In 106 A.D., it became a city in the Roman province 

of Arabia. Situated on the magnificent Via Nova Traiana which joined Bosra with the Red Sea, 

Philadelphia enjoyed a long period of prosperity during the 2d century A.D.  

1. The Acropolis. On the acropolis close to the S wall was built a temple dedicated to Hercules. See 

Fig. AMM.02. Only part of its podium and the column bases of the pronaos remain in situ. Apparently 

the temple was prostyle tetrastyle with one column on either side of the portico. The antae, which were 



made of half columns, terminate in rectangular pilasters set at the angles of the cella wall. The podium on 

which the temple was erected is a rectangle 8 m × 19 m. A fragmentary inscription discovered in the 

debris around the temple indicates that it was built during the reign of Marcus Aurelius (169–80 A.D.). 

Partial excavation near the temple shows that it was built on the site of a sacred rock which, as shown by 

pottery finds, has quite a long history, beginning in the EB Age (ca. 3000 B.C.).  

Recognizing its strategic value for the region of Amman, the Romans rebuilt the ancient fortress on the 

acropolis and surrounded it with massive walls which rank among the finest of ancient fortifications. 

These walls consist of lower courses which incline inward in steps of heavy, well-jointed, rusticated 

stonework with drafted edges overlaid by a wall of smooth square stones of excellent quality.  

2. The Lower City. Along the N bank of the Seil Amman ran the colonnaded street and on the E end 

was a monumental gateway. Another monumental gateway apparently led up to the temple on the hill. 

South of the Seil were situated the forum, the theater, the odeon, and the nymphaeum. See Fig. AMM.01.  

The forum is bordered by porticos on three sides and closed on the N by the bend in the Seil and the 

colonnaded street beyond. The forum and porticos constitute an irregular ensemble in the form of a 

trapezoid rather than a rectangle. Including the colonnades, the forum measures 100m on the S side, 48 m 

on the W, and 50 m on the E side. See Fig. AMM.03. The total area of the forum is approximately 7620 

sq. m. Thus, the forum at Amman ranks among the largest of Roman imperial fora.  

The theater is located against a natural recess at the foot of a rocky hill to the S of the forum. The cavea 

was apparently at least partially hollowed from the hillside and the artificial portions were built upon 

masses of stonework and barrel vaults. The theater is semicircular in plan with three horizontal divisions 

of seats. The external diameter of the auditorium is 85 m and its internal diameter is 40 m. The height of 

the theater from the ground in front to the top of the back wall is about 25 m. Numismatic evidence 

indicates that the theater was built in the middle of the 2d century A.D.  

The odeon is semicircular in plan with a stage building that is connected with an outer wall by a barrel-

vaulted passage with a corner tower at each end. The cavea is oriented to the W and is built up entirely 

from ground level of well-dressed blocks of limestone sometimes bossed and drafted especially in the 

interior sections. The external diameter of the cavea is 38 m and its internal diameter is 22 m. 

Stratigraphic as well as stylistic evidence indicates that the odeon was built in the first quarter of the 2d 

century A.D.  

The nymphaeum, which lies farther SW, is very close to the point where a small branch of the Seil 

Amman flowing from N to S empties into the main stream. Unfortunately, it is presently impossible to 

determine the actual extent and complexity of the building, since today the area is jammed with modern 

structures which have sadly encroached upon the ancient remains. The dimensions and architectural 

elements of the existing S wall indicate that the building was truly monumental. This wall is built in the 

form of a half octagon with three large apsidal recessions, each flanked by small niches. The center apse 

measures 8.5 m in width and each of the side apses is 5.5 m wide. The width of each of the small niches is 

1.25v. The order of the colonnade which originally ran parallel to the four sides of the wall was 

Corinthian. The nymphaeum was built in the 2d century A.D.  
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ADNAN HADIDI  

AMMIDIANS [Gk Ammidioi (Ἀμμιδιοι)]. A family returning from exile in Babylon with Zerubbabel 

(1 Esdr 5:20). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have been compiled from Ezra and Nehemiah, this 

family does not appear among their lists of returning exiles. Omissions like this also raise questions about 

1 Esdras being used as a source by Ezra or Nehemiah. Furthermore, problems associated with dating 

events and persons described in 1 Esdras have cast doubt on the historicity of the text. Heltzer (1977: 64–



65) has argued that the name of this family‘s progenitor was Heb ˓mdyh. (See also Myers 1–2 Esdras 

AB.)  
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MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

AMMIEL (PERSON) [Heb ˓amm  ˒ēl (ַףִמיֵאל )]. Var. ELIAM. The name Ammiel is a compound of 

the Hebrew words ˓am (―people, relatives‖) and ˒el (―God‖), thus signifying ―My kinsman (relative?) is 

God.‖ The name was given to four different OT individuals.  

1. A son of GEMALLI, Ammiel represented the tribe of Dan among the twelve men Moses sent to spy 

out the land of Canaan (Num 13:12). Though not the head of the tribe of Dan (cf. 7:66), he was one of its 

leading members (13:2, 3) and was no doubt selected because of his suitability for the mission to be 

carried out.  

2. The father of MACHIR, who hid MEPHIBOSHETH, the son of Jonathan, from David in his house at 

Lo-debar (2 Sam 9:4, 5), located east of the Jordan River somewhere near Mahanaim. The people in this 

exposed region, in constant peril of raids from the E and the N, appear to have been supportive of strong 

central governments which could provide protection and, therefore, were opposed to insurrections such as 

those of David and later Absalom. Thus Ammiel and his family were strong supporters of Saul and his 

son Ishbosheth, who set up his throne at Mahanaim. Machir became loyal to David after Ishbosheth‘s 

death, possibly because of his kindness toward Mephibosheth, and is listed as one of the three individuals 

who brought provisions to David in exile at Mahanaim during Absalom‘s rebellion (17:27). The fact that 

Ammiel is mentioned in 2 Samuel 17 is a clue that Machir‘s considerable wealth may have been inherited. 

Mauchline (Samuel NCBC, 243), infers that the family belonged to the tribe of Manasseh.  

3. The father of BATHSHUA (a phonetic variation of BATHSHEBA), one of David‘s wives, and thus 

the grandfather of Solomon (1 Chr 3:5). In a parallel text, 2 Sam 11:3, the two parts of his name are 

transposed into Eliam, which means ―My God is a kinsman.‖ McCarter (2 Samuel 285) proposes that the 

mention of a married woman‘s father implies that Ammiel/Eliam (see ELIAM) was an important man. It 

is an unlikely possibility that the father of Bathshua and the father of Machir were the same person, which 

could explain Machir‘s change of heart toward David. If that is true, and Hertzberg (Samuel OTL, 309–

10) is also correct that Ammiel/Eliam was the son of Ahithophel mentioned in 2 Sam 23:34, it would help 

explain some of the intrigues in David‘s court. For further discussion, see Smith Samuel ICC.  

4. The sixth son of OBED-EDOM, a Levite, one of the doorkeepers who took care of the S gate of the 

temple complex and who also were in charge of the storehouse (1 Chr 26:5, 15). This appointment was 

made toward the end of David‘s lifetime (1 Chr 23:1).  

JON PAULIEN  

AMMIHUD (PERSON) [Heb ˓amm  h d (ַףִמיהּוד ); ˓amm  ḥûr]. Five individuals mentioned in the 

Hebrew Bible bear this name. Ammihud is a theophoric name, comprised of the kinship term ˓am 

(kinsman) representing the divine, and the root hwd, ―glory, exaltation,‖ and may be translated as ―The 

divine is exalted‖ (EncMiqr 6: 287). An alternate translation is ―My kinsman is splendor‖ (IDB 1: 107). 

The name is similar in form and meaning to the names Abihud and Ahihud. Note that, in the Targum to 2 

Sam 13:37, Ammihud appears instead of the MT Ammihur, and the LXX of Num 34:28 translates the 

entire gentilic benamioud (Heb ben-˓amm  h d).  

1. The father of Elishama, who was one of the leaders (Heb nĕś  ˒  m) of the tribe of Ephraim during the 

journey through the Sinai wilderness (Num 1:10; 2:18; 7:48, 53; 10:22). According to 1 Chr 7:26, 

Ammihud was the great-grandfather of Joshua.  

2. The father of Samuel, who was one of the leaders of the tribe of Simeon at the time of the allotment 

of the land of Canaan to the Israelites (Num 34:20).  

3. The father of Pedahel, who was one of the leaders of the tribe of Naphtali at the time of the 

distribution of the land of Canaan to the Israelites (Num 34:28).  



4. In 2 Sam 13:37, the MT is written ˓amm  ḥûr, but read ˓amm  h d. This person was the father of 

Talmai, the king of Gesher, uncle of Absalom. The latter had fled to Talmai after murdering Amnon, the 

half-brother of Absalom, and resided with him for three years.  

5. The son of Omri, from the clan of Perez, who was the son of Judah and the father of Uthai. This 

Uthai was the head of the clan listed among the first postexilic settlers of Jerusalem (1 Chr 9:4).  

RAPHAEL I. PANITZ  

AMMINADAB (PERSON) [Heb ˓amm  nādāb (ַףִמיָנָדב )]. The name of four individuals in the 

Hebrew Bible.  

1. A Judean, a descendant of Perez and ancestor of David through Boaz (1 Chr 2:10; Ruth 4:19–20). He 

was the father of Nahshon, a prominent figure in the tribe of Judah (Num 1:7; 2:3; 7:12, 17; 10:14), and 

Elisheba, the wife of Aaron (Exod 6:23). He is also mentioned in the genealogy of Jesus (Matt 1:4; Luke 

3:33; Gk Aminadab).  

2. A son of Kohath and father of Korah (1 Chr 6:7—Eng6:22). Amminadab is not found in other lists of 

the sons of Kohath; in these other texts Izhar is found instead of Amminadab, and Korah is the son of 

Izhar (Exod 6:18, 21; cf. 1 Chr 5:28, 6:3—Eng6:2, 18; Num 3:19). LXX
A,L

 have Izhar in 1 Chr 6:7—

Eng6:22, though this reading more probably developed as a correction. Williamson (1 and 2 Chronicles 

NCBC, 71) and Rudolph (Chronikbücher HAT, 54) both provide detailed and somewhat ingenious 

explanations of how this difficulty may have arisen. Within the context of 1 Chr 6:7–18—Eng6:22–33 the 

Chronicler appears to be concerned with the lineage of Samuel the prophet (1 Chr 6:13, 18—Eng6:28, 

33), to whom he assigns Levitical ancestry (1 Sam 1:1). This reflects the Chronicler‘s pervasive interest in 

the prophetic function of the Levitical musicians (1 Chr 25:1–8; 2 Chr 20:14; 29:25; 34:30; 35:15).  

3. A descendant of Kohath, leader of a family in the clan of Uzziel, who takes part in the transfer of the 

ark from the House of Obed-edom to Jerusalem (1 Chr 15:10–11).  

4. The father of Esther according to the LXX of Esth 2:15; 9:29. MT identifies her father as Abihail.  

RAYMOND B. DILLARD  

AMMISHADDAI (PERSON) [Heb ˓amm  šaddāy (ַףִמיַשָֹּדי )]. The father of Ahiezer, who was a 

captain of Dan during the wilderness journey (Num 1:12; 2:25; 7:66, 71; 10:25). The name occurs only as 

a patronym of Ahiezer. Rather than the late, artificial ―people of the Almighty,‖ his name means ―my 

kinsman is Shaddai,‖ the theophoric element (Heb šaddāy) being common in the ancient Near East (see 

Fowler 1988: 53–54, 251).  
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AMMIZABAD (PERSON) [Heb ˓amm  zābād (ַףִמיָזָבד )]. The son of Benaiah son of Jehoiada, 

commander of David‘s corps of champions.  

The name itself is constructed from the theophoric element ˓amm  , literally ―the father‘s brother,‖ or 

―uncle,‖ and the verb, zābād, ―to give (as a gift).‖ Here ˓amm   is a familial particle used to refer to the 

family, clan, or tribal deity (cf. IPN 15, n.2; 47, 66–79, esp. 77).  

Ammizabad is recorded in the Chronicles as having commanded Benaiah‘s division of the monthly 

levies of 24,000 troops (1 Chr 27:6), possibly while Benaiah was commander of David‘s champions, 

although this list is of dubious historical value (see DAVID‘S CHAMPIONS; see also BENAIAH). The 

Heb has ―his [Benaiah‘s] division was Ammizabad his son.‖  

D. G. SCHLEY  

AMMON (PERSON) [Heb ˓ammôn (ַףמון )]. AMMONITE. The son of Abraham‘s nephew Lot, who 

was the product of an incestuous union between Lot and one of his daughters (Gen 19:36–38). As such, 

Ammon serves as the eponymous ancestor of the Ammonites, a Transjordanian people whose kingdom 



the Israelites encountered in their exodus march to the Promised Land (Num 21: 24–35; Deut 2:16–37). 

Later David waged war against the Ammonites (2 Samuel 11–12).  

The history of Ammon is known from written sources only from the 8th century B.C., when it is 

mentioned in the Neo-Assyrian annals. The historical value of the biblical references to the Ammonite 

kingdom is hard to evaluate because of the partly legendary character of the sources relating to the 

Exodus and the relatively late date of the final redaction of the unit. Most recent research tends, in fact, to 

lower the date of the biblical redaction to almost the same period as the Neo-Assyrian annals. Therefore, 

nothing is scientifically certain about Ammon and the Ammonites before the 8th century. The Ammonites 

are not mentioned in Egyptian historical writings.  

Happily, archaeology provides abundant proof of the existence of the Ammonites before the 8th 

century. The site of the capital, Rabbath-Ammon, was occupied from the EB Age, and became a powerful 

city-state in the MB II period (18th century B.C.). It is known that a decrease in population marks the LB 

Age (16th–13th centuries). Some traces testify to a new occupation in the Early Iron Age (but it is 

unlikely that Iron Age Rabbath-Ammon had a rampart before the 10th century). The region around 

Rabbath-Ammon also shows signs of occupation in the Early Iron Age; the transition from LB to Early 

Iron Age passed peacefully there. Archaeology can no longer cite as evidence the monuments popularly 

called the ―Ammonite towers‖ in dating the occupation. These watchtowers of the region were used in 

successive periods from the 8th century B.C. and their foundation is spread over different periods.  

A. The Biblical Traditions  

The historical origin of the Ammonites is not specified in the OT; they were already present in 

Transjordan when the Hebrews arrived. A popular tradition derives the name from the incest of Lot (Gen 

19:36–38); the Ammonites would thus be ―Arameans‖ in the OT sense. It is possible that in another 

biblical tradition the Ammonites are considered ―Amorites,‖ as are their immediate neighbors, the 

Moabites (seen as a brother in Gen 19:36). But the OT designation ―Amorites‖ does not have the 

precision frequently given it by modern historians. Nothing proves that the Ammonites were the fruit of 

an invasion, Aramean or Amorite, or that they must have settled down (Pitard 1987: 87). The archaeology 

of the capital city shows a continuous, if irregular, occupation. We still do not know precisely who the 

Bronze Age Ammonites were. Most probably, they were simply the native people of the country.  

1. The Accounts of the Conquest. There is no biblical reference to the conquest of an Ammonite 

kingdom. Moses and his forces go around the region of Amman. According to the schema of Num 21:24–

35, the Hebrews subdue the Amorite kingdom of Heshbon, then the town of Jazer, and finally, after a 

detour, that of Edrei in Bashan. In Deut 2:19 and 37, there is recounted an explicit order of God not to 

attack Ammon. The territories around Ammon are therefore divided between the tribes of Reuben, Gad, 

and the half-tribe of Manasseh. Gad is the closest to Ammon, with Jazer as its nearest neighboring city. 

This territory is the nucleus of Gilead, a geographic name which will have greater territorial expansion 

over the ages. It will extend N as far as the Yarmuk, country of Machir-Manasseh (cf. Num 32:39). 

However, it should be noted that Num 32:34–38 implies that Gad had a territory so vast as to encompass 

Reuben and approach Moab. These Hebrew neighbors of Ammon fought with one another and with 

Moab. They weakened with time (as Gad absorbed Reuben, and then it was absorbed by the Arameans of 

Damascus).  

From the biblical schema of the conquest it is difficult to ascertain what historical factors can account 

for the fact that the ―Amorite‖ kingdom of Sihon was fought and conquered (Num 21:21–31) while the 

kingdom of Ammon was not. Furthermore, there is no formal mention of the ―kingdom‖ of Ammon in the 

accounts of the conquest. It is possible that, at the period in which these accounts are set, Ammon was 

only a mediocre political entity. But Ammon had been urbanized centuries before the time proposed for 

the arrival of the Hebrews. It certainly had a local ―kingdom.‖ More probably, the silence concerning 

Ammon reflects the period when these accounts were written, and a later political situation of the 

Aramean period, when no one could possibly imagine the Hebrews conquering such a powerful kingdom.  

2. The Period of the Judges. Ammon is mentioned in connection with Israel‘s conflicts in the period of 

the Judges. The first incident is minor, connected with the struggle between the Benjaminites and Moab. 



In Judg 3:13, it is mentioned that the Moabite king, Eglon, was allied with the Ammonites; but these latter 

play no part in the rest of the account. Judg 11:4, 12–33 refers to Gileadite resistance (led by Jephthah) 

against the Ammonites. Here for the first time there is reference to an unnamed ―king‖ of the Ammonites. 

But the account of Jephthah vv 15–26 is untrustworthy: Ammon and Moab are confused, and the Moabite 

god, Chemosh, is attributed to the Ammonites.  

3. The Period of Saul and David. The Ammonite king, Nahash, besieged Jabesh of Gilead, which was 

rescued by Saul in 1 Sam 11:1–11. Nahash was succeeded by his son Hanun, a contemporary of David. 

The conquest of the Ammonite capital, Rabbath-Ammon, by David (2 Samuel 10–12) marks the true 

entry of the Ammonites into history. At the time of the revolt of Absalom, ―Shobi, son of Nahash, from 

Rabbah of the Ammonites‖ came to bring material aid to David, although he did not offer military 

assistance (2 Sam 17:27). This Shobi, if he really was the son of the king Nahash, would then be the 

brother of Hanun. He may have been enthroned by David in place of Hanun after the conquest of 

Rabbath-Ammon.  

The OT has nothing more to say about the Ammonites during the time of David. Probably their history 

was independent of that of the Hebrews after the death of Solomon. The only significant point of contact 

is the mention of family links between Hebrews and Ammonites. Solomon had Ammonites among his 

foreign wives (1 Kgs 11:1). Naamah, mother of King Rehoboam, was an Ammonite.  

4. The Preexilic Period. In the 9th century, during the reign of Jehoshaphat, Ammon, Moab, and Edom 

united in order to attack Judah; they were unsuccessful, probably because of dissension among the allies 

(2 Chr 20:1, 10, 22–23). A similar coalition took place during the reign of Jehoiakim, at the end of the 7th 

and beginning of the 6th centuries (2 Kgs 24:2). Before this, however, Uzziah of Judah and his son 

Jotham received tribute from Ammon in the 8th century (2 Chr 26:8; 27:5). Just before the fall of 

Jerusalem, there was an attempt to form an alliance between Judah and her neighbors, including the 

Ammonites (Jer 27:3). But this alliance was preceded by an attack by the ―Chaldeans, Arameans, 

Moabites, and Ammonites‖ against Judah about 601 B.C. (2 Kgs 24:2). Ezek 21:25, 33 suggests that 

Nebuchadnezzar attacked Ammon.  

5. Exilic and Postexilic Periods. After the destruction of Jerusalem, the assassin of Gedaliah took 

refuge with the Ammonites (Jer 41:10, 15). In the time of Nehemiah the Ammonites opposed the 

rebuilding of Jerusalem (Neh 4:1–2). The Ammonites are cited as adversaries one last time in the 

Maccabean wars (1 Macc 5:6–7).  

6. The Prophetic Literature. Special mention must be made of the references to Ammon in the 

prophetic oracles. These are often outside the context of precise biblical chronology and belong to a 

stereotyped literary genre, where Ammon is found as the traditional enemy of Israel, generally associated 

with Moab and Edom. This is the case in Amos 1:13–15; Isa 11:14; Jer 9:25; 25:21; 49:1–6; Ezek 25:1–5; 

Dan 11:41; and Zeph 2:8–9. Other texts, which are not oracles, make the same association, e.g., Jer 27:3.  

Apart from this prophetic literature, allusions to Ammon are found in Ps 83:7–9; Ezra 9:1; Neh 13:23; 

Jdt 5:2; 7:17–18. These are clearly late, and the precise historical context is difficult to determine.  

B. The Extrabiblical Evidence  

The evidence of biblical historiography must be compared with the extrabiblical historical evidence. 

The earliest document is Neo-Assyrian and dates from the time of Tiglath-pileser III. The author states 

that toward 733 B.C. the king Shanib (or Shanip) of Bit-Ammon paid tribute (ANET, 282a). The campaign 

of Tiglath-pileser probably had serious consequences, destabilizing the whole region (Oded 1970: 177) 

and leaving a relative vacuum which enabled incursions by desert nomads.  

A letter from Nimrud mentions the tribute of the ―sons of Ammon‖ under an Assyrian king who reigned 

between Tiglath-Pileser and Sargon II (Saggs 1955: 135, text XVI, line 35). The king Shanib was the 

grandfather of a certain Yarih-Ezer (who was probably not king), who is quoted in the inscription of a 

statue discovered at Amman in 1949. In 701 B.C. Sennacherib mentions a king of Ammon, Pudu-Ilu, or 

Buduili (ANET, 287b) who was still reigning at the time of Esarhaddon, about 677 (Borger 1956: 60, line 

62). Assurbanipal mentions Pudu-Ilu‘s successor Amminadab, who about 667 paid tribute to the 

Assyrians (ANET, 294a). The names of these three kings are confirmed by local epigraphic documents, in 



particular the seals of their ministers (Bordreuil 1986: 134, 137). Among these documents may be noted 

the Tell Siran bottle (Zayadine and Thompson 1973: 135), which ennumerates ―Amminadab, king of the 

Ammonites, son of Hiṣṣal-El, king of the Ammonites, son of Amminadab, king of the Ammonites.‖ Thus 

we discover that Amminadab I was succeeded by Hiṣṣal-El, who in turn was succeeded by Amminadab II, 

taking us down to about 600–590 B.C. Toward 587, the king Baalis (Jer 40:14) is attested by a seal of Tell 

Umeiri, which names him ―Baal-Yasha‖ (Herr 1985: 170). This is the last Ammonite king whose name 

has been preserved. Josephus (Ant 10.181–82) states that Nebuchadnezzar defeated the Ammonites and 

the Moabites in 582–581 B.C. This marked the end of the Ammonites as a political force.  

The Ammonite Kings  

Nahash (ca. 1030–1000)  1 Sam 11:1–12; 12:12; 2 Sam 10:2  

Hanun son of Nahash  2 Sam 10:1–4; 1 Chr 19:2–6  

Shobi son of Nahash  2 Sam 17:27  

Shanib (ca. 733)  ANET, 282 (Tiglath-pileser III)  

Zakur son of Shanib  Ammonite Statue J.1656  

Yarih-Ezer (?)  Ammonite Statue J.1656  

Pudu-Ilu/Buduili (ca. 701–677)  Borger 1956: 60 (Sennacherib and Esarhaddon)  

˓Amminadab I (ca. 667)  ANET, 294 (Assurbanipal)  

Hiṣṣal-El, son of Amminiadab  Tell Siran bottle  

˓Amminadab II, son of Hiṣṣal-El  Tell Siran bottle  

Ba˓alis/Baal-Yasha (ca. 587)  Jer 40:14; bulla of Tell ˓Umeiri  

Under the Persian Empire, Ammon was a district of the fifth satrapy, ―Beyond-the-River,‖ under the 

authority of a peḥa or Governor. In Neh 2:9–10, Tobiah, ―the Ammonite servant‖ (˓bd), appears at the 

side of Sanballat the Horonite of Samaria and Geshem the Arab (Neh 2:19) to oppose the rebuilding of the 

walls and temple of Jerusalem. He was therefore a functionary of the king, as suggested by Neh 2:19.  

In the Hellenistic period, the capital of the Ammonites kept the name of Rabbatamana, as attested by 

Polybius Histories V.71, who mentions it in connection with the siege of Antiochus III in 218 B.C. The 

Seleucid king conquered the city by gaining control of the water-supply system of the acropolis (the 

cistern and access tunnel to the N). Under Ptolemy Philadelphus II, about 250 B.C., the name of the city 

was changed to Philadelphia, in honor of the king‘s sister-wife Arsinoe Philadelphia. Nevertheless the 

Zenon papyrus, PSI 616, mentions Rabbatamana, and the papyrus PCZ 59009, which dates from April to 

May 259 B.C., is signed at Birtha of Ammanitis. In fact, in this document the cleruchies of Tobias appear.  

In the Hasmonean period, the Bible suggests that Judas Maccabeus subdued the region W of Amman 

(i.e., the city of Jazer and its dependent towns) in 163 B.C., after defeating a certain Timothy, chief of the 

Ammonites (1 Macc. 5:6–7). This W section was called Peraea. There is very little information 

concerning its late history up to the Roman conquest.  
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JEAN-MICHEL DE TARRAGON  

TRANS. GERARD J. NORTON  

AMMON (PLACE) [Heb ˓ammôn (ַףמון )]. See RABBAH (AMMON).  

AMMONITE LANGUAGE. See LANGUAGES (INTRODUCTORY SURVEY).  

AMNON (PERSON) [Heb ˒amnōn (ַאְמֹנן )]. 1. Firstborn son of David. His mother was Ahinoam of 

Jezreel (2 Sam 3:2; 2 Chr 3:1), whom David had taken as a wife at the same time as Abigail (1 Sam 

25:42–43). He was one of six sons born to David at Hebron by six different wives.  

Amnon otherwise is known only for an episode recounted in 2 Samuel 13, where he raped his half-sister 

Tamar. He is lovesick over his beautiful sister and is encouraged by a cousin, Jonadab, to gain access to 

her via a trick (2 Sam 13:1–5). When he does so, he first attempts to persuade her to lie with him, but she 

refuses to do so without their father‘s sanction (vv 6–13). He then forcibly rapes her and disgustedly casts 

her away (vv 14–19). Their brother Absalom hears of this and plots revenge, which is not accomplished 

for two years, when Amnon is killed, ironically, by a ruse on Absalom‘s part (vv 20–29).  

The story is a masterpiece of drama, suspense, and irony. It is the first of several stories of David‘s 

troubles with his children following his own sin in 2 Sam 11–12, and it echoes that story (Fokkelmann 

1981: 124–25; Gunn 1978: 98–100). Both David and Amnon, for example, see and desire a beautiful 

woman and conspire to get her. David attempts to cover his sin by a murder; Amnon ironically, David‘s 

son, is himself murdered.  

Within the Amnon story the literary and dramatic climax is reached with the actual rape, in v 14 (Ridout 

1974: 80–84; Fokkelmann 1981: 99–114). The climax is approached with a drawn-out, suspense-building 

account of the scene and the dialogue in Amnon‘s bedroom (vv 8–13). The shift from love (or lust) to hate 

and disgust after the rape is sudden, forceful, and dramatic (vv 15–17; cf. 22). Amnon‘s death is related in 

a matter-of-fact way (v 29), highlighting the emerging status of Absalom.  

2. A son of Shimon, in the genealogy of descendants of Judah (2 Chr 4:20). Nothing further is known of 

father or son.  
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DAVID M. HOWARD, JR.  

AMOK (PERSON) [Heb ˓āmôq (ָףמור )]. A priest mentioned in the list of Israelites who returned from 

exile to Jerusalem in the days of Zerubbabel (Neh 12:7). His name, along with some 14 others, is lacking 

in the major LXX manuscripts, but this probably represents a secondary scribal omission. Later in the 

same chapter (v 20), Amok is again part of a list in the MT, this time cited as the father of Eber, the head 

of a priestly family. Once again, many manuscripts of the LXX omit his name (as well as many of the 

other names of priestly households). As Myers (Ezra-Nehemiah AB, lxvi) has pointed out, such omissions 

in the Greek characterize quite a number of the lists of Nehemiah (especially in Codex Vaticanus); the 

majority of these omissions cannot simply be explained as mechanical errors such as homoioteleuton or 

homoioarkton.  

Although the Heb ˓āmôq appears only twice in the MT as a proper name (both instances having already 

been noted), the essentially identical term ˓āmōq appears some 17 times as an adjective meaning ―deep‖ 

or ―unfathomable.‖ R. A. Bowman (IB 3: 785) is probably correct in translating the priestly name Amok 

as metaphorical, ―inscrutable‖ or ―wise‖ (cf. also the Akkadian parallels which he cites). Very possibly 

the full priestly name was Amokiah (―Yah[weh] is wise/inscrutable‖) or Amokel (―El [God] is 

wise/inscrutable‖), or the like.  

Recently, Williamson (Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 355–66) has argued persuasively for the relative primacy 

of the list of priestly families found in Neh 12:12–21, arguing that from this list a later editor has 

transcribed vv 1–7. As Williamson points out, it is less likely that someone invented the names of the 

added generation in vv 12–21, names which are not paralleled elsewhere, than that the names of the 

family heads were merely transferred from this list to the list found in vv 1–7. He further notes that the 

names found in vv 19–21 (as well as the analogous vv 6a–7a), namely Joiarib, Jedaiah, Sallai (Sallu), 

Amok, Hilkiah, and Jedaiah, probably represent a later expansion of the original list, attributable to the 

same or a later editor. Both the inclusion of the conjunction ―and‖ in the MT before both lists (and used 

nowhere else in either list), as well as the observation that precisely these same six names are lacking 

from the list of priests in Neh 10:3–9 (—Eng 10:2–8), lend strong support to his proposed reconstruction. 

Thus, the original list underlying both lists of priests in Nehemiah 12 (as well as the one in Nehemiah 10) 

appears to have been considerably shorter; and more to the point, it probably did not include the name 

Amok at all (see also the comments of Bowman [IB 3: 784], and the references cited there). Presumably 

such an addition was made to align the lists with the actual priestly hierarchy in later times.  

WILLIAM H. BARNES  

AMON (DEITY) [Heb ˒āmôn (ָאמון )]. An Egyptian deity who was recognized as the ―king of the 
gods‖ by the time of the New Kingdom. He was connected with the city of Thebes, an association 

remembered by some of the later biblical writers. In Egyptian his name means ―hidden‖ or ―invisible one‖ 

(Eg Imn). His name is found twice in the OT: in Nah 3:8, where the Egyptian city of Thebes is called nō 

˒āmôn, and in Jer 46:25, where Jeremiah declares that Yahweh will punish Amon of Thebes (Heb ˒āmôn 

minnô˒) through Nebuchadrezzar, king of Babylon.  

In Egypt, Amon is often associated with the wind and air and even the ―breath of life.‖ He is usually 

portrayed in human shape with a crown of two tall upright plumes, although some representations also 

incorporate elements of his sacred animal, the ram, and his sacred bird, the goose. Herodotus tells an 

amusing story which was meant to explain Amon‘s association with the ram as well as why Egyptians 

refused to sacrifice the ram except once a year (Hdt 2.42; Armour 1986: 140). Amon, together with the 

vulture goddess Mut and the god Khons, formed the Theban triad of father, mother, and son. Amon is also 

identified with Min, the fertility god of Coptos and Akhmim. In these instances he bears the name Amon-

Min and, like Min, he is represented in ithyphallic form.  

Amon is first mentioned in the Unas Pyramid Texts (§446) as a primeval deity belonging to the Ogdoad 

of Hermopolis (―the City of the Eight Primeval Gods‖) where he is accompanied by his female 



counterpart, Amaunet. He was worshiped at Thebes in the 11th Dynasty, but it was with the emergence of 

the powerful 12th Dynasty that he became prominent (cf. the personal name of the founder of the 12th 

Dynasty, Amenemhat, ―Amon is Supreme‖).  

Amon became state god of Egypt with the emergence of the 18th Dynasty and the foundation of the 

New Kingdom. Prior to this, the Hyksos (Dynasties 15 and 16) had established Avaris in the Delta as their 

capital and had elevated the importance of the god Seth. After Ahmose, founder of the 18th Dynasty, 

expelled the Hyksos he once again chose Thebes to be the capital city. As the empire expanded in the 

New Kingdom under such mighty pharaohs as Thu  tmose III, so did the power of Amon, who was seen as 

being responsible for all of the military successes. Amon was especially credited with victories over 

foreigners, including the driving out of the Hyksos and the subsequent military excursions into Asia 

Minor. Having thus subjugated all of the foreign deities, he became ―king of the gods.‖ At the same time, 

the priesthood of Amon greatly increased their power and wealth, the wide influence of Amon‘s 

priesthood being reflected in the numerous and elaborate temples and shrines devoted to Amon which 

spread throughout Egypt, especially on the banks of the Nile.  

As Amon rose to preeminence among the gods, he also took on characteristics of Re, the sun god. 

Amon, ―the king of the gods,‖ and Re, the creative power in the sun, were seen as one and the same and 

henceforth referred to as the supreme god, Amon-Re. Amon had gone from a local deity to a national war 

god and then to an omnipotent deity who absorbed the elaborate creation mythology surrounding Re. A 

new cosmogony was developed centering around the creative power of Amon and the city of Thebes as 

the place where creation had originated. Frankfort (KG, 160) has stressed that the fusion of Amon with Re 

was not a ―trick of priestly syncretism intended to add glamour to the god of the capital of Thebes. In 

reality,‖ Frankfort suggests, ―it was a truly creative thought which realized the potentialities of a 

combination of the concept of the creator-sun with that of Amon, the ‗breath of life,‘ ‗the hidden one,‘ 

who, as one of the Eight of Hermopolis, was part of the uncreated chaos.‖ Be that as it may, the priests of 

Amon were nevertheless the direct beneficiaries of their god‘s new elevated status.  

The supremacy of Amon was interrupted for a brief period of time. Amenophis IV, better known as the 

heretic pharaoh Akhenaten (ca. 1377–1360 B.C.E.), broke with the cult of Amon and favored a solar 

monotheism which worshiped Aten, the Sun-disc. Akhenaten went to great lengths to extirpate the Amon 

cult, including expunging the god‘s name from monuments, destroying sacred images of Amon, and 

purging any mention of Amon in ritual or mythology. Yet Akhenaten‘s efforts ultimately proved 

unsuccessful. Shortly after his death, his religious beliefs in Aten as well as his capital Akhetaten were 

abandoned. The cult of Amon, which was never totally relinquished, started to resurge even in 

Akhenaten‘s last year and grew even stronger during the reign of Smenkhkare. Amon worship was fully 

restored by Tutankhamen with Thebes serving again as the capital. A famous text from Ramses III of the 

20th Dynasty known as the Harris papyrus gives an inventory list of the great wealth of Amon‘s temples 

which included ―5000 divine statues, 86,486 servants, 421,362 head of cattle, 433 gardens and orchards, 

691,334 acres of land, 83 ships, 46 workshops, 65 cities and towns‖ as well as vast amounts of gold, 

silver, and incense (see ANET, 260–62).  

Nahum 3:8 uses the sacking of Thebes (Heb nō˒ ˒āmôn) in 663 B.C.E. by the Assyrians as a warning of 

divine judgment against the equally powerful city of Nineveh.  
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THEODORE J. LEWIS  



AMON (PERSON) [Heb ˒āmôn (ָאמון )]. Var. AMI. 1. The son of Manasseh, who ruled over Judah for 

two years, ca. 642–640 B.C.E. (2 Kgs 21:19–26=2 Chr 33:21–25). Amon came to the throne at the age of 

twenty-two, being one of Manasseh‘s youngest sons. His reign was cut short by an assassination plot 

carried out during a palace revolt by his courtiers. These conspirators were in turn killed by the ―People of 

the Land‖ (Heb ˓am hā˒āreṣ), who then put Amon‘s eight-year-old son Josiah on the throne.  

The silence of the biblical text with regard to the motive for the assassination has intrigued scholars, 

who have attempted to conjecture as to the underlying political and religious causes behind the coup 

d‘état. Malamat (1953: 26–29) has argued that Amon was assassinated by those who objected to his pro-

Assyrian policy. Such a hypothesis would fit well with what we know of the general uprising against 

Assurbanipal in 640 B.C.E. Perhaps owing to Egyptian incitement, the conspirators felt it was time to 

throw off the Assyrian yoke. Yet this view has recently been challenged by Cogan and Tadmor on 

chronological grounds (2 Kings 275–76).  

Other scholars have suggested that the conspirators were religiously motivated. Both accounts by the 

Deuteronomist and the Chronicler state that Amon practiced the abominable ways of his father Manasseh. 

Thus it has been conjectured that Amon was assassinated by those who favored the religious reforms of 

Hezekiah. Nielsen (1967: 103–6), for example, notes the struggle going on between the Jerusalem 

priesthood and those who favored Manasseh‘s religious policies.  

Finally, it has also been suggested (Cogan and Tadmor 2 Kings 276) that perhaps Manasseh‘s older sons 

who were passed over for the throne may have been behind the assassination of their younger brother.  

It is, of course, impossible to decide the extent to which Amon‘s assassination was politically or 

religiously motivated based on the data at hand. Our theological historians (the Deuteronomistic account 

followed by the Chronicler) are more interested in articulating the damning report that Amon ―did what 

was displeasing to Yahweh just as Manasseh his father had done‖ with idolatry being singled out for 

special mention (2 Kgs 21:20–22=2 Chr 33:22). Some scholars have suggested that this may argue against 

the historicity of the Chronicler‘s description of Manasseh‘s repentance. In order to be consistent with his 

earlier description of Manasseh‘s repentance, the Chronicler departs from the Deuteronomistic account by 

pointing out that ―Amon did not humble himself before Yahweh as had his father Manasseh‖ (2 Chr 

33:23).  

2. A governor (Heb śar hā˓  r; cf. Avigad 1976: 178–82) of Samaria during the days of Ahab (1 Kgs 

22:26=2 Chr 18:25). Some scholars would rewrite his name ˒mr (cf. LXX‘s sem (m ēr/em (m ēr) instead 

of MT‘s ˒mn (cf. Stade 1885: 173–75). In this narrative Ahab charged Amon and Joash, ―the son of the 

King,‖ with keeping the prophet Micaiah under arrest and feeding him bread and water until Ahab 

returned ―safely‖ from the fatal battle at Ramoth-gilead.  

3. In a census list, Nehemiah 7:59 mentions the ―children of Amon‖ as among those who returned from 

the exile under Zerubbabel and Jeshua‘s leadership. They are listed among the ―children of Solomon‘s 

servants.‖ In the parallel list in Ezra 2:57 they are called ―children of Ami [Heb ˒ām  ].‖  
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THEODORE J. LEWIS  

AMORA, AMORAIM. The traditional title for the Jewish rabbinic authorities (―rabbis‖) living from 
about 200 C.E. to around 500 C.E. (the ―Amoraic period‖ of rabbinic Judaism). The term (Heb ˒ămôr˒a 

[sing.], ˒amôr˒a  m [pl.]) comes from the root (˒mr) which means ―to speak‖ or ―to interpret.‖ The name 

stems from their activities in interpreting the Mishnah.  

The location and importance of the rabbis changed during this period. Palestine comprised the 

Amoraim‘s first center, but after approximately 400 C.E., they disappeared from history. The Amoraim in 



Babylonia were initially subordinate to the Palestinians, but after 400 they constituted the only rabbinic 

movement. As archaeological and literary evidence makes clear, however, in neither area did the 

Amoraim control the religious activities of the Jewish people early on. It was not until about 500 C.E. that 

the Babylonian Amoraim gained authority among the populace.  

Each group of rabbis bears responsibility for a legal compilation called a TALMUD. The two Talmuds 

show similarities in form and goal. Each text is organized as a ―commentary‖ on the Mishnah. The 

Amoraim thus reinterpret the Mishnah‘s focus on the temple cult as a way of life based on the synagogue 

and school—with emphasis on prayer, study, and right actions. This transformation also appears in 

Leviticus Rabbah—a ―commentary‖ to Leviticus—which changes Leviticus‘ focus on temple worship to 

an interest in morality and prayer. Thus, the Amoraim played the pivotal role in transforming Judaism 

from a religion of sanctification through the temple cult to a religion of salvation through sanctification by 

ethical behavior, prayer, and study.  

There is a second, rare, usage of the term amora found in the Talmuds. It is a technical term designating 

someone who interprets for teachers. In a school, the teacher would briefly make a point, usually in a low 

voice; the Amora would then repeat the point in a louder voice and in a simpler manner so that all could 

hear and understand.  
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PAUL V. M. FLESHER  

AMORITES [Heb ˒emōr   (ֶאֹמִשי )]. In biblical tradition, the designation of one of the seven to ten 

nations (Josh 7:10; Gen 15:19–21) that inhabited Canaan before the formation of the Israelite federation.  

A. The Name  

The term amurru first occurs in Old Akkadian sources as the general designation of ―the West,‖ 

referring to the W wind, and to the geographical area lying to the (N) W of Mesopotamia. The most 

frequent usage of the term refers to the population of that W region as an ethnic designation. Its semantic 

equivalent, Sumerian MAR.TU was used already in the mid-3d millennium B.C. even at Ebla in an ethnic or 

cultural sense, designating the population of the ―West‖ that was recognized to be foreign to the 

population of Mesopotamia proper by culture as well as by language. It was also the name of a deity the 

characteristics of which are obscure. The meaning of the Sumerian term and how it came to designate the 

Amorites is unknown.  

B. The Language  

Amorite was a very important factor in the history of the Semitic languages, but information about it 

derives almost exclusively from personal names that can be identified as Amorite by grammatical and 

other contrasts to the standard onomastics of Akkadian. Nevertheless, considerable information 

concerning the language has been obtained from these names (Huffmon 1965). Some 6000 Amorite and 

other non-Akkadian personal names have been identified (Gelb 1980), and in addition some Amorite 

words appear in cuneiform sources, especially the archives of Mari.  

Though early investigations of the language induced some scholars to term it ―East-Canaanite‖ (Bauer 

1926), it is clear that Amorite was an independent branch of Northwest Semitic, though it is far from clear 

to what extent it contrasted to the languages of the inland Syrian region to its W, and to the languages of 

the coastal region of Palestine and Lebanon (Mendenhall 1985; fc.c). Its West Semitic affiliation is 

guaranteed by the verbal system with prefixed and suffixed tenses, and preformatives with ya- instead of 

the East Semitic i-, as well as by a predominantly West Semitic lexical inventory (but see below).  

C. The People and Culture  

It has been a conventional scholarly opinion for decades that the Amorites were a nomadic population 

of the Syro-Arabian steppeland (Kupper 1957), who infiltrated into N Syria, gradually became sedentary, 

and then civilized enough to form states and empires. This view was based ultimately upon old 19th-



century romantic ideas about the nomadic origins of all Semitic populations (Kupper 1957: xiv), and 

probably more immediately on the Sumerian satire on the Amorites preserved in Sumerian literature of 

the OB period. In this famous satire the Amorites are described as not burying their dead, eating uncooked 

meat, not living in houses—in short, as uncivilized nomadic barbarians (Cooper 1983). Though the 

description is patently untrue, or perhaps only technically apposite, the scholarly world seems to have 

taken this urban Sumero-Akkadian scurrilous description of Amorite culture at face value because it fitted 

in with preconceived theories about successive waves of nomads from the Arabian desert as the origin of 

the Semitic-speaking populations.  

In sharp contrast to traditional ideas, a much more productive and realistic approach to the problem of 

Amorite culture is based upon a recognition of the fact that this population complex had its homeland in 

the region from the Euphrates River to the upper Khabur and Balikh river valleys S of the Anatolian 

mountains (Luke 1965). The many hundreds of small unfortified village tells in this region (Mallowan 

1947: 10–11; Meijer 1986), many of which were occupied already in the Chalcolithic period, identify the 

culture as basically a village farming culture from time immemorial, but characterized also by a constant 

contact with urban cultures that were themselves powerfully influenced by the Sumero-Akkadian urban 

civilization of Mesopotamia. This region also was traversed by the main trade routes between 

Mesopotamia, Syria, and Anatolia. It is entirely possible that in early 3d-millennium sources the entire 

region from the Euphrates to the Mediterranean Sea may have been included in what the Sumerians called 

MAR.TU (Haldar 1970), and that the term may already have been applied therefore to non-Semitic-

speaking persons as well.  

The N part of this region was characterized by adequate rainfall for agriculture and intensive utilization 

of arable land. The archaeological record of the dense population of this region inevitably meant that an 

increasing portion of the population was dependent upon large-scale animal husbandry as their economic 

base. This was in turn greatly facilitated by the enormous range of steppeland to the S, extending all the 

way from W Mesopotamia to the Arabian desert, and to the SW to the fringe area of E Syria through the 

oasis of Palmyra. This large-scale sheepherding in turn implied a symbiotic relationship with urban 

societies that utilized the wool for the production of, and international trade in, textiles that is already 

attested in the texts from Ebla (Matthiae 1980). The seasonal movements of village shepherds, especially 

those residing along the Euphrates Valley, with their flocks between these steppe regions to the S and 

what is termed the ―Upper Country‖ in the Mari texts, probably led to a contrast designated by the 

Amorites themselves as the group called Banu-Yamina ―Southerners,‖ i.e., residents of the Euphrates 

Valley region who engaged in irrigation agriculture as well as pastoralism, and the Banu-Sim˒al 

―Northerners,‖ of the rainfall agriculture region. This seasonal movement also has usually been confused 

by modern scholars with relatively recent nomadic cultural adaptations.  

The economic base of the old Amorite society was thus a diversified one combining the high 

productivity of agricultural villages with the equally high productivity of animal husbandry. The 

bureaucratic archives of Mari in the 18th century B.C. give abundant evidence of this. The tax receipts of 

the palace indicate that persons with Amorite names made contributions of agricultural produce equally 

with such contributions made by persons who had Akkadian names. It is interesting, however, that tax 

payments of animals were made by persons who bore Amorite names only (Kerestes 1982). The evidence 

strongly suggests that, at least in the irrigation-based villages around Mari, the population engaged in 

agriculture was much more likely to become ―Akkadianized‖ than were the shepherds. It is probable that 

the irrigation canals maintained by the king of Mari created a dependency and tendency toward 

assimilation to the Akkadian urban culture on the part of village farmers that was not characteristic of her 

much more independent shepherds.  

Already at the dawn of history urban societies within the Amorite geographical region had been 

powerfully influenced by the urban cultures to the east (Matthiae 1980), but not until the Mari texts of the 

Old Babylonian period do we have some concrete evidence for the potential and actual friction between 

the urban society and the village/pastoral productive complex upon which it was dependent. The famous 

warning to the king of Mari not to ride upon a horse but upon a donkey because he was the king ―not only 



of the Akkadians, but also of the Khana‖ illustrates the contrast. Much more important, however, is the 

evidence for the nearly constant conflict between successive kings of Mari and a coalition of tribes called 

―Benjaminites.‖ The conflict ultimately stemmed from the fact that two generations earlier a king of Mari 

had, through military conquest, extended his control over city/village complexes to the W, absorbing their 

territory and populations into his imperial domain (see Kupper 1957: 47–81, who completely 

misunderstood the historical situation).  

The tribal organization of the Benjaminites as well as other social entities referred to in the Mari texts 

had nothing to do with nomadism; rather, such organization is a constant in village society, especially 

when solidarity among villages is necessary to counterbalance the increasing domination of a central 

government. See also BEDOUIN AND BEDOUIN STATES. Unfortunately, little is known of the 

internal social organization of Amorite populations: they had officials known as rabi amurrim (―chief of 

Amurru‖) and ˒abi amurrim (―father of Amurru‖) and Amorite towns and villages had officials appointed 

by the king. These village heads were called sugagum in Amorite but šāpirum in Akkadian, and had to 

pay large sums to the royal treasury for their appointment (CAD s.v. sugagum). Furthermore, some 

regions had kings (šarrum) such as those defeated by the grandfather of Zimri-Lim. Their territory 

became part of the Mari empire, and their cities (Abattum, Tuttul, and Terqa, as well as no doubt others) 

became seats of provincial governors.  

D. Amorite History Reconstructed  

Contrary to present accepted opinion, it is probable that the sedentary Amorite culture of NE Syria had a 

continuity from the Chalcolithic or even Neolithic period on to the end of the MB Age. Though earlier 

Assyriologists identified this region of high population density with the land of Subartu and a non-

Semitic-speaking folk, all the evidence we have indicates persons of the region have perfectly good 

Amorite names. It is not until the end of the MB Age that there is evidence for a massive shift of 

population in the entire N Syrian region, with the establishment of the empire of Mitanni and its 

predominantly Hurrian and Indo-European population.  

In the absence of usable written documents prior to the EB Age, there is no way of proving or 

disproving this thesis. What does appear to be certain is that the growth of population in this region 

resulted in increasing emigration to the E, and there is now no reason to believe that what was happening 

in the W was any different. By the end of the 3d millennium B.C. Amorites were already settled in fairly 

large numbers in the cities of Mesopotamia (Bucellati 1966). Before the end of the 3d Dynasty of Ur, the 

king had erected a long wall that was intended to stop the Amorite infiltration and incursions into his 

territory. According to ancient traditions, a coalition of Amorites and Elamites destroyed Ur (ca. 1960 

B.C.), and within a century virtually all of the old cities of Mesopotamia were ruled by kings who bore 

Amorite names.  

It is certain that a similar process was taking place in the W regions along the Mediterranean coastal 

plain (Mendenhall 1985), though the evidence is very meager compared with that available for 

Mesopotamia and provides little, if any, basis for a chronology of the process. Ugarit had an Amorite 

dynasty in control of the city by about 1900 B.C. that continued in power until the city was destroyed at 

the end of the LB period. Similarly, Byblos had kings with Amorite names by about 1800 B.C., and it is 

perhaps no coincidence that the first (known) Amorite king of Byblos, Shemu-Abu, had the same name as 

that of the founder of the 1st Dynasty of Babylon, Sumu-Abum. Whether or not the destruction or 

collapse of the city-states of Palestine and Lebanon at the end of the EB III period (about 2300 B.C.) had 

anything to do with Amorite infiltration is at present an unanswerable question. It would seem 

improbable, to judge from what is known of Mesopotamian history. Furthermore, the earliest evidence for 

Amorite political control of coastal city-states comes half a millennium after the EB III destructions, and 

therefore makes most implausible the theory that Amorite incursions were responsible.  

The turbulent times that attended the transition from the MB to the LB Age (16th century B.C.) seem 

also to have seen the disintegration of the old Amorite culture in the N Syrian homeland. There can be 

little doubt that this was brought about by incursions of Anatolian populations from the N. It is possible 

that the process was already beginning in the earlier phases of the MB period, and may help account for 



the Amorite migrations to the E and W. By the end of the 16th century the whole of N Syria was under 

the domination of the Hurrian empire of Mitanni; by the beginning of the 14th century many of the city-

states of Syria, the coastal region, and Palestine (as far S as the Hebron area) were ruled by kings who 

bore Hurrian or Indo-European names. Alalakh in N Syria shows a significant population shift from very 

predominantly Semitic names to equally predominant Hurrian names between the 18th and 15th centuries. 

Ugarit on the coast had a population less than 40 percent Semitic, and in most of N Syria and the coastal 

region dynastic names shifted from Semitic, to Hurrian, and then to Luwian. By the Iron Age N Syria was 

known as mat ḫatti, ―land of the Hittites.‖  

During the LB Age, the Amorites had evidently become thoroughly assimilated into local populations 

both in the E and the W, as well as in the NE Syrian homeland, so that after that is no longer possible to 

identify a specific Amorite cultural/linguistic population group.  

E. ―Amorite‖ as a Political Designation  

It was noted above that in native Amorite society there were already kings and other titles that 

designated political functions or offices. Following the diaspora of Amorites in the 20th to 19th centuries, 

there was evidently a multitude of political titles that made use of the term Amurru or the Sumerian 

MAR.TU. The term ―father of the land of Amurru‖ was used at Larsa by an Elamite king, and subsequently 

by other kings including Hammurapi. The title became ―king of the Amorites‖ by Hammurapi‘s 35th year 

and was a standard appellative of kings from then on, obviously devoid of any ethnic connotations. It was 

even included in standard lexicographical texts: LUGAL MAR.TU = šar-ru a-mur-ri-i (Kupper 1957: 174–

77).  

In the LB Age there was established a kingdom of Amurru in the upper Orontes Valley region of Syria. 

It is attested already in the Alalakh texts of the 15th century, and its history is well recorded in the Hittite 

and Amarna archives until its destruction at the beginning of the Iron Age. Abdu-Ashirta, a vassal of the 

Egyptians, established a dynasty in that kingdom that can be traced for six generations. His successor, 

Aziru, became a vassal of the Hittites as Egyptian power in the N began to wane, and we even have the 

text of the suzerainty treaty between him and the Hittites.  

The next and last occurrence of the royal title ―king of the Amorites‖ occurs in the biblical references to 

Sihon, who associated with Heshbon in Transjordan, and who was defeated in the earliest recorded battle 

of the newly established Israelite federation (Numbers 21). There can be little doubt of the historicity of 

the event, even though the present narratives are of course garbled by the overlay of later tradition and 

interpretations. His royal title must have derived from, and represented a continuation of, the political 

traditions of the old N Syrian principality of Amurru. Together with a number of other puzzling traditions 

(notably the Balaam narratives), this title strongly indicates a considerable influx of population into 

Transjordan and Palestine at the time when destructions in N Syria were leaving much of that region 

virtually depopulated. At the same time (i.e., the transition from LB to Early Iron Ages) the population of 

Transjordan saw a very sharp rise in density, and the only reasonable source for this rapid growth was the 

region to the N. Even the name Sihon (as well as Og of Bashan, who is also identified as an ―Amorite‖ 

king) has no reasonable Semitic etymology. As was true also in Mesopotamia, the term ―Amorite‖ no 

longer had any ethnic or linguistic significance and had simply become part of the traditional titulary of 

kings with N Syrian cultural connections. The conclusion is inescapable that Sihon and others were the 

remnants of N political entities that attempted to reestablish their old political regimes in another region—

exactly as the neo-Hittite state of Carchemish successfully did for a time, after the destruction of the 

Hittite state and empire ca. 1200 B.C.  

That Sihon and Og were not the only illustrations of such a process is indicated by the fact that the 

Amorites are also included in all of the various ―Tables of Nations‖ scattered through the Pentateuch and 

Joshua. These lists designate political regimes and not merely ―ethnic‖ groups. This is evident both from 

the fact that they are labeled gōy  m (which is probably best defined as ―a politically organized military 

gang‖) and from the fact that some of them, such as the Jebusites of Jersualem, can definitely be identified 

with specific city-states. It has been established that the regime of Jerusalem already in the Amarna period 

derived from N Syria (Moran 1975). Its Amorite derivation is indicated not only by its name, Yebus 



(which is Amorite Yabusum), but also by the bitter condemnation of the prophet Ezekiel (16:2–3), who 

accurately described its origin as a hybrid of Amorite and ―Hittite‖ (i.e., N Syrian) forebears. Even the 

language of standard biblical prose, that of Jerusalem, betrays its Syro-Hittite heritage in its use of the 

verb hyh, ―to become,‖ that is attested elsewhere only in Amorite and at Zenjirli (and of course in the 

much later attested Aramaic), instead of the otherwise standard Phoenician-Arabic verb kwn that stems 

from the EB Old Coastal Dialect of Palestine.  

F. The Amorite Cultural and Religious Legacy  

To the E, the disappearance of the Old Akkadian language and its replacement by Old Babylonian and 

Old Assyrian is most probably the result of Amorite influence in Mesopotamian speech and eventually 

writing. A similar but not identical process took place in the W. The Old Coastal Semitic of the Byblos 

Syllabic texts was replaced by a complex of local dialects that have long been termed ―Canaanite,‖ but all 

of which exhibit a blend of the older dialect with very strong influence from Amorite that can be traced 

especially in proper names and vocabulary (Mendenhall 1985: chap. 10; fc.b). In contrast to the E, where 

the older Old Akkadian disappeared entirely, the basic structure of the older language, the Old Coastal 

Semitic, survived in various fringe areas from the Biqa˓ of Lebanon to the Sinai peninsula, and eventually 

became literate in the inscriptions of Old North Arabic and Old South Arabic.  

Historically more important, however, is increasing evidence suggesting that venerable cultural and 

religious traits all over the ANE have Amorite origins. Long ago it was noted that the myth of cosmic 

conflict was probably Amorite in origin, and was adapted in the E in the Babylonian creation epic, and in 

the W in the Ugaritic myth of the conflict of Ba˓al and Yamm. Accompanying the mythical motifs, the 

Amorite deities Dagan, Hadad, and ˓Anat became established in the W superimposed upon earlier deities 

of ˒Athirat and Yamm, ˒Il, ˒Ilat (Ba˓alat), and a Ba˓al, whose proper name is unknown, but who is later 

identified with the Amorite storm god Hadad. The details of the process remain to be worked out, but the 

syncretistic process itself can hardly be questioned (Vine 1965).  

Furthermore, it is now possible to trace, at least in theory, the reasons for the extremely close parallels 

between biblical and Old Babylonian literary works. It is virtually certain that such motifs as the flood 

story were mediated to the Palestinian region through N Syrian (Hurrian) versions of an old Amorite 

narrative. However, much more impressive is the earliest biblical law code of Exodus 21–23: its striking 

similarities to the Code of Hammurapi and other Mesopotamian law codes reflect their common 

derivation from Amorite traditions and customary law.  

Probably the single most important Amorite contribution to the biblical tradition was the Abraham 

narrative in Genesis, which was in all probability a specifically Palestinian epic tradition (for the 

archaeological correlations, see Dever IJH, 70–120). In spite of the fact that it has been thoroughly 

reworked to fit the political concerns of a much later period (Mendenhall AIR, 337–56), the basic structure 

of the narrative fits entirely the nature of the historical process of Amorite migrations attested in the 

Bronze Age sources: from infiltration to political control legitimized through a divine gift of the land 

(though the latter stage is, of course, presented in the biblical narrative as realized only with King David).  

Finally, it should be noted that some of the most important concepts in the theological vocabulary of the 

Hebrew Bible are either demonstrably or probably of Amorite origin. Foremost is the concept of divine 

deliverance that became the concept of ―salvation‖ expressed in various forms of the root yš˓. At least 

sixteen gods and divine epithets appear as subjects of the verb ―to save‖ in the Amorite personal names. 

Other key theological terms that are probably Amorite are ṣdq, ―righteous‖; nqm, ―vindication‖; yšr, 

―upright‖ (there was probably a native Coastal Dialect cognate, but with a semantic contrast); špṭ, ―to 

judge‖; ḥsd, ―faithful,‖ and perhaps zkr, ―remember‖ (Mendenhall fc.b).  

In summary, from the MB Age on there was no region of the Levant that had not been influenced by the 

Amorite language and culture in various ways and various degrees. Their cultural and linguistic influence 

was a lasting one that is gradually coming to light, especially in the areas of religion and law. Past 

generations of scholars credited the Babylonians with these cultural achievements; however, it now 

appears that the Babylonians themselves were merely the recipients, in part the product, and to some 

degree the vectors of the ancient Amorite village heritage, until they succumbed to the perpetual 



temptation of urban imperialism. It is equally clear that the Amorite populations were themselves 

drastically modified by the various cultures into which they became integrated in the later phases of the 

Bronze Age, so that eventually they ceased to exist as a distinct cultural group.  
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GEORGE E. MENDENHALL  

AMOS (PERSON) [Heb ˓āmôs (ָףמוס )]. 1. See AMOS, BOOK OF.  

2. The son of Manasseh and father of Josiah, according to Matthew‘s genealogy tying Joseph, the 

husband of Mary, to the House of David and Solomon (Matt 1:10). Amos is unknown as an ancestor of 

Jesus in any other biblical documents, except Luke‘s genealogy (see below), but there is a significant 

textual variant with Amon, Gk amōn (see ASAPH). The external evidence for Amos is strong (Sinaiticus 

B, C, [D
Luke

], St. Gall, Tiflis, Leningrad, f
1
, 33, it

c, d Luke, ff1, g1, k, q
 cop

sa, bo, fay
, arm, eth, geo), with 

Alexandrian and some Caesarean witnesses, as well as Eastern versions, in comparison with the weaker 

external evidence for Amon (K, L, W, Leningrad, f
13

, Byz Lect
m

, it
a
, Vg, syr

c, s, p, h, pal
). The UBS 

committee ―was impressed by the weight of the external evidence‖ (TCGNT 2) for Amos, though it 

recognized opposing positions (cf. Borland 1982: 501–3). If Amos is adopted—as it is by only a few 

standard versions, including RSV and NAB (contra AV, NEB, NASB, NIV, JB)—the genealogy appears 

to be in error, possibly with insertion of the OT prophet Amos (Luz Matthew 1–7 EKK, 90 n.14) for the 

more historically correct Amon, found in the king-list of 1 Chr 3:13–14 and in 2 Kgs 21:18. Gundry 

(1982: 16) believes Matthew may have chosen or coined the spelling ―Amos‖ for a secondary allusion to 

the prophet, as he did with Asaph (RSV Asa) (1:7–8), but this is dubious (cf. Brown 1977: 60–61). Amon 

probably should be read instead, on the basis of the OT evidence, although, unlike the MT, the LXX on 

which Matthew may well depend illustrates a diversity of readings, including Amos and Amon.  

3. The father of Mattathias and son of Nahum, according to Luke‘s genealogy tying Joseph, the 

―supposed father‖ of Jesus, to descent from Adam (Luke 3:25). It falls within a list of seventeen otherwise 

unknown antecedents of Jesus (Fitzmyer Luke 1–9 AB, 500), except for Matthew‘s genealogy (which 

appears in adapted form in Luke 3:23–31 in the codex Bezae) (see above). Whereas Amos may, according 

to Marshall (Luke NIGTC, 163), represent the king Amon (2 Kgs 21:18), Amoz the father of Isaiah (2 

Kgs 19:2), or the prophet, the name here probably is not to be equated with any OT person bearing a 

similar name (cf. Hervey 1853: 136–37), even in light of Luke‘s theme of Jesus as prophet (see Johnson 

1969: 240–52). Kuhn (1923: 211) must stretch the evidence to see a relation between Amos and Simeon 

(3:30) as a result of corrupt writing and placement.  
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STANLEY E. PORTER  

AMOS, BOOK OF. Amos (Heb ˓āmôs (ָףמוס )) was an 8th-century Hebrew prophet who was born 

in the S kingdom of Judah but whose ministry was directed mainly to the N kingdom of Israel. 

Prophesying probably shortly after 760 B.C.E., Amos is reckoned as the earliest of the so-called writing 

prophets. The book bearing his name contains both oracles by him and some biographical information 

about him. It is the sixth book in the prophetic section of the Hebrew Bible and the third book of the 

―minor Prophets‖ (in the LXX it is the second book, before Joel).  

———  

A. Biography  

B. Historical Setting  

C. Theological Ideas and Motifs  

D. Structure and Content  

E. Literary and Rhetorical Features  

F. Text and Canon  

———  

A. Biography  

Our knowledge of Amos the man is restricted to the information provided in the book of Amos. He was 

from Tekoa (Amos 1:1), a small garrisoned fortress ca. 10 miles S of Jerusalem and slightly W of the 

wilderness of Judah, a barren and rocky wasteland that falls toward the Dead Sea. He was variously 

described as a nōqēd, ―shepherd‖ (1:1), a bôqēr, ―cattleman‖ (7:14), and a bôlēs, ―gouger [of sycamore 

figs]‖ (7:14). Undoubtedly, then, he came from an agricultural background, but the exact natures of his 

duties are in doubt. Early scholarship assumed that Amos was a poor manual laborer, a shepherd and 

goatherd who, possibly in the off season, worked as a dresser of the sycamore trees that grew in the 

lowlands in the Jericho Valley. The latter work involved cutting the fruit while it was still on the tree so 

that it would ripen at the proper time. It was generally assumed that the figs were eaten by the poor, 

including Amos, who may also have cut figs in exchange for grazing rights.  

These early interpretations arose not so much from an understanding of the words used to describe 

Amos‘ profession—nōqēd occurs in only one other place in the OT, and both bôqēr and bôlēs are hapax 

legomena—as from the thrust of Amos‘ message. Scholars assumed that, since Amos was a champion of 

the poor and a critic of the wealthy, he must have had a modest upbringing. For a number of reasons this 

conclusion must be rejected.  

The one other OT occurrence of nōqēd is in a reference to Mesha, king of Moab (2 Kgs 3:4). Mesha was 

obviously the ―owner of herds,‖ a breeder on a large scale, not a poor shepherd. nōqēd also occurs at 

Ugarit in the colophon of a text that indicates a possible cultic significance to the term (CTA 6.6 = UT 

62.55): rb khnm/rb nqdm, ―Chief of Priests/Chief of (Temple)-herdsmen‖ (ANET, 141b). Both these 

references suggest that Amos was either a shepherd who owned his sheep or an official who tended the 

royal or temple herds.  

The Ugaritic text creates the intriguing possibility that Amos worked as an official in the service of 

Uzziah (2 Chr 26:10) or the Jerusalem temple. This cannot be ruled out. However, it appears that the term 

nōqēd is not in and of itself a cultic or royal term but one that derives those connotations from the 

surrounding text (cf. CTA 71.71 = UT 113.71). Thus, we would argue that Amos was not a royal or cultic 



figure but one of the ˓ăm-hā˒ārĕṣ, the well-to-do class of citizens who owned cattle, sheep, and goats. The 

˓ăm-hā˒ārĕṣ maintained tribal authority and Yahwistic orthodoxy, two characteristics of Amos‘ message 

(see Soggin 1987: 10–11).  

This interpretation of Amos‘ vocation clears up the problem of understanding nōqēd and bôqēr together. 

nōqēd has generally been interpreted as a herder or breeder of small animals (sheep and goats), while 

bôqēr has been reserved for one who breeds large animals (cattle) (cf. the Kilamuwa inscription from 

Zinjirli [KAI 24:12]). It has been argued that the terms are incongruous, that poor farmers did not have the 

resources to breed and tend both small and large domestic animals. This led to emendations of the text: 

since nun and bet are often confused in writing, as are dalet and reš, scholars sometimes emended the MT 

to read bôqēr for nōqēd or nōqēd for bôqēr, thereby eliminating the problem. Others suggested that the 

reference to ―flock‖ in Amos 7:15 influences the reading of bôqēr (from large animals to small) (7:14). 

Neither proposal is necessary, however, when we accept that Amos was rich enough to own sheep, goats, 

and cattle.  

Finally, although the poor did eat sycamore figs, the fruit was mostly used for cattle fodder. Thus, the 

description of Amos as a bôlēs may refer to his ownership of sycamore orchards as a feed crop rather than 

to the specific act of cutting the figs.  

The information regarding Amos is scarce, so that which does exist is worked and reworked, interpreted 

and reinterpreted in an attempt to enhance our understanding of the prophet. Since we have no first-person 

account of Amos‘ call to prophesy—as we do, for example, with Jeremiah—intense attention has been 

paid to the biographical record of Amos‘ confrontation with Amaziah, the high priest of Bethel (7:10–17), 

for it is there that Amos proclaimed to Amaziah that Yahweh ―took him from following the flock‖ and 

called him to ―go and prophesy to my people Israel‖ (7:15). Amos also states: lō˒ nāb  ˒ ˒ānōk  , wĕlō˒ ben-

nāb  ˒ ˒ānōk   ―Not a prophet I, nor the son of a prophet I‖ (7:14).  

Much has been written about this statement, and scholars uniformly agree only on one point: the term 

ben-nāb  ˒, ―son of a prophet,‖ refers to a member of a prophetic guild (1 Kgs 20:35; 2 Kgs 2:3; 4:1, 38). 

As the monarchy developed, those who anointed kings and supposedly had a direct line to Yahweh 

established guilds to perpetuate their profession by recruiting and training future prophets. The guilds 

were undoubtedly supported from the royal treasury: in troubled times the royal family would need 

favorable predictions to secure the support of the populace, who would have looked to the prophets as 

messengers of Yahweh. By Amos‘ time there were probably few, if any, independent prophets. Part of the 

importance of Amos and his oracles lies in the fact that he was the first prominent independent prophet of 

the monarchy. His message is not that of the prophetic guilds; anyone can prophesy who hears Yahweh 

(Amos 3:8).  

In Hebrew Amos 7:14 is a nominal verbless clause. In such instances, the tense of the implied verb ―to 

be‖ is understood from context. Here, it can be either present tense (from the influence of v 13b) or past 

tense (from the influence of v 15). The reading ―I am not a prophet nor the son of a prophet‖ would 

suggest that Amos had separated himself from the prophets of the palace, whom he considered corrupt 

and unable to speak for Yahweh. ―Amos is bent on contradicting Amaziah‘s assumption that he is a 

professional prophet, not somehow reinforcing it‖ (Auld 1986: 26), as a reading in the past tense might 

suggest. Auld (pp. 26–27) also suggests that the present tense is to be read unless context dictates 

otherwise; that the three nominal clauses in v 14 (lō˒ nāb  ˒ ˒ānōk   / wĕlō˒ ben-nāb  ˒ ˒ānōk   / k   bôqēr 

˒ānōk    bôlēs) suggest a continuing present; and that the lō˒, ―not,‖ is an emphatic negative, not the l˒ 

affirmative as in Ugaritic. He concludes that Amos was reinforcing his independence of the corrupt 

prophetic unions that announced only what their employer, the king, allowed.  

The reading ―I was not a prophet‖ would suggest that Amos was emphasizing that he was not a prophet 

at the time of his calling, that he had no prophetic training, and that he did not turn to prophecy for 

economic or other ulterior motives. Scholars (see, e.g., Mays, Amos OTL, 137–39) who argue for a past 

tense note that Amos referred to prophets (2:11; 3:7), spoke in oracles and sayings like other prophets, 

and interceded like other prophets (7:2, 5). Amaziah called what Amos was doing ―prophesying‖ 

(tinnābē˒, 7:12, 16), and Amos said that he was called and sent to ―prophesy‖ (hinnābē˒, 7:15). Soggin 



(1987: 8) notes that ―throughout the book the verb nb˒ and the noun nāb  ˒ (the verb six times, the noun 

four times) never have negative connotations.‖ Amos also received visions like other prophets (7:1–9; 

8:1–9:6) and was called a ḥōzeh, ―seer‖ (7:12), a synonym for nāb  ˒ and a term usually appearing in the 

titles of prophetic books and the Chronicler‘s work—the term rō˒eh, ―public seer,‖ is not used and may be 

yet another way that Amos denied his connection to the paid religious profession. Based on this evidence, 

one could argue that Amos did not consider all prophets to be corrupt and thus was not denying that he 

was a prophet, although he might be denying that he was the son of a prophet.  

It is possible to propose a new solution to the problem of tense in this passage. It may be that Amos 

7:14b–15—that is, Amos‘ response to Amaziah—is part of the dialogue between Amos and Yahweh at 

the time of Amos‘ call. We have, in compressed form, Amos‘ excuse for not wanting to obey Yahweh and 

Yahweh‘s response. Just as Jeremiah (Jer 1:4–10, esp. vv 6–7) responded, ―I do not know how to speak, 

for I am only a youth,‖ so Amos responded, ―I am not a prophet nor the son of a prophet, but just a 

cattleman and fig cutter.‖ Yahweh‘s response to Jeremiah was, ―Go to whom I send you; speak what I 

command,‖ and Yahweh‘s response to Amos was, ―Go, prophesy.‖ Thus, the tense of the verbless clause 

is present, which satisfies the linguistic arguments, but it references a past situation, which allows for a 

better interpretation of Amos as a prophet. And in reiterating his call, or part of it, Amos responded to 

Amaziah‘s concerns. Zevit (1975) notes that Amaziah assumed that Amos earned his living as a prophet, 

usually spoke in Judah, and was on his own in Bethel (Amos 7:12). Amos countered that he did not earn a 

living as a prophet, had a divine mission to Israel, and was not on his own but was called by Yahweh 

(7:14–15). Amos supplied all of this information to Amaziah through a recollection of his call.  

The sayings and oracles of Amos convince us that he was cognizant of the history of Judah, Israel, and 

their neighbors (1:3–2:16). He knew about the cultic and political centers of Israel and Judah and their 

practices (Jerusalem—2:5, 6:1; Samaria—3:9, 4:1, 6:1; Bethel—3:14, 4:4, 5:5–6, 7:13; Gilgal—4:4, 5:5, 

Beer-sheba—5:5, 8:14; Dan—8:14). Amos was also aware of the social hierarchy and power structures 

that existed. The variety of his literary structures and his heightened rhetoric convince us that he was a 

gifted orator (see E below). All these factors lend credence to the view that Amos was a very gifted, 

highly educated individual, not a poor shepherd. It is romantic but highly unreasonable to think that the 

lofty motifs and grand oration of the book of Amos came from an uneducated manual laborer. It has also 

been suggested that the bold and brash statements of Amos (4:1, 5:5, 6:12, etc.) show that Amos is young. 

Yet the problems depicted by Amos would lead even older men and women to decry the situation with 

boldness and sarcasm.  

In summary, Amos was an economically independent landed aristocrat who, believing that he had been 

called by Yahweh, became a prophet to the N kingdom of Israel. After the events of 7:10–17, it is 

assumed that Amos returned to his ranch in Judah. There is a pseudepigraphic legend that Amos was 

tortured by Amaziah and then was killed by Amaziah‘s son (see OTP, 391), and another that he was killed 

by King Uzziah (Ginzberg 1937–66: vol. 4: 262; vol. 6: 357 [Shalshelet ha-Kabbalah 97]). We have no 

evidence that there is any truth to either story.  

B. Historical Setting  

Amos‘ ministry is dated to the reigns of Jeroboam II (786–746 B.C.E.), king of Israel, and Uzziah (783–

742 B.C.E.), king of Judah, ―two years before the earthquake‖ (1:1). The earthquake, remembered 

centuries later (Zech 14:4–5), was severe, and evidence of its occurrence appears in the remains of 

Stratum VI at Hazor (King 1988: 21, 38), which can be dated to the mid-8th century. Josephus (Ant 

9.222–27) connects the earthquake with an act of impiety on Uzziah‘s part around 760 B.C.E. (see 2 Kgs 

15:5; 2 Chr 26:16–20).  

If we date the earthquake to around 760 B.C.E., this coincides with Jeroboam‘s reconquest of 

Transjordan (Amos 6:14; see 2 Kgs 14:23–29), which also occurred around 760 B.C.E., and with Uzziah‘s 

impiety and subsequent leprosy. Jotham, Uzziah‘s son, reigned as regent from 750 to 742 B.C.E., and then, 

after his father‘s death, as king from 742 to 735 B.C.E. (2 Kgs 15:6; 2 Chr 26:21). If Amos‘ ministry had 

fallen in the regency of Jotham (750 B.C.E. onward), then presumably Jotham would have been mentioned 

in the superscription to the book. Thus, we can date Amos shortly before 750 B.C.E., or around 760 B.C.E.  



The extraordinary length of the reigns of Jeroboam and Uzziah gives some clue to the historical 

situation during the early to mid-8th century B.C.E. First, this was a period of peace and expansion for 

Israel and Judah. The wars that threatened the two kingdoms during the reigns of the predecessors of 

Jeroboam and Uzziah were over. Assyria to the NE and Egypt to the S were both on the decline and were 

no threat to the smaller nations of Syria-Palestine. Israel and Judah took the opportunity to expand their 

borders to those of the old and revered Davidic-Solomonic empire.  

The most important annexation for Israel was Gilead and the Transjordanian cities of Lo-debar and 

Karnaim (6:13–14). The King‘s Highway, the major trade route from the Tigris-Euphrates river valley to 

the Gulf of Aqaba and Egypt, ran through Gilead and the Transjordan. Thus, Gilead had been continually 

contested by Israel and Aram (Syria). With the Assyrian destruction of Damascus, the capital of Aram, 

Aram went into a decline around 801 B.C.E., which allowed Israel to assume control. Jeroboam, the 

greatest king of the Jehu dynasty, annexed the area of Gilead and occupied the Transjordan and Judah. 

Israel thus controlled the major trade route in the area and thereby reaped great wealth.  

This was therefore a period of great prosperity for Israel. The stability of the region allowed for the safe 

conduct of caravans down the King‘s Highway, which was in Israelite hands. Trading with Egypt and 

Arabia in the S and Byblos and Syria in the N greatly increased the wealth of Israel and Judah. Amos 

describes this wealth, which is also evidenced in the archaeological remains of the time. Samaria, located 

42 miles N of Jerusalem on a hill about 300 feet above the valley, was established by Omri (876–869 

B.C.E.) as the third capital of Israel after Shechem and Tirzah, and excavations there and elsewhere have 

confirmed the wealth of the rulers and leaders of Israel. Over 500 ivory fragments from the 9th and 8th 

centuries have been found at Samaria (cf. Amos 3:15). Finds from other cities include over 300 ivories 

from Megiddo, a bed of ivory from Salamis in Cyprus (6:4), and two palaces facing in opposite 

directions, from Zinjirli, possibly evidence of the winter and summer houses in Amos 3:15 (also 6:11; cf. 

1 Kgs 21:1, 18; Jer 36:22; KAI 216.17–20). Houses of hewn stone, or ashlar masonry (Amos 5:11), are 

found at Samaria. (See King 1988 for descriptions of the archaeological excavations and their findings.)  

Auld (1986: 13) argues that, by the time of Amos, Israel was not prosperous but in decline: ―The 

disparity between rich and poor which Amos found so objectionable may have been the result, not of 

recent prosperity acquired by some under Jeroboam‘s long reign, but of a longer established decline 

which bore most heavily on the poor.‖ Hayes (1988) agrees with this interpretation of the historical 

situation. Yet the archaeological evidence argues for prosperity, not depression, during the mid-8th 

century. Further evidence comes from Tirzah, the capital of Israel before it was moved to Samaria. 

Excavations at that city have revealed that in the 10th century B.C.E. houses were of uniform size 

throughout the city, but by the 8th century one section of the city contained large houses, evidence of 

prosperity, while the other section contained the small houses of the poor. Megiddo was also a prosperous 

city during Jeroboam‘s reign (King 1988: 39). And Amos‘ description of the elaborate marzēaḥ banquets 

held by the rich (6:4–7) and his reference to the rich women of Israel as the ―cows of Bashan‖ (4:1), 

fattened on their wealth and security, do not suggest a long-established decline. Thus, we can assume that 

Israel‘s domination of Gilead and the King‘s Highway led to a prosperity that enveloped the royal family 

and prominent members of society but did not trickle down to the poor. It is this uneven distribution of 

wealth in the 8th century that set the atmosphere for the social crimes that Amos so violently abhorred.  

C. Theological Ideas and Motifs  

The Israelites were a religious people. Pilgrimages to Bethel, Gilgal, and Beer-sheba, the sacred 

precincts of Israel, were commonplace (4:4; 5:5). Freewill and thanksgiving offerings and tithes were 

performed regularly (4:4), and there were many religious assemblies and festivals (5:21–23). By all 

criteria, then, the Israelites assumed that they were performing the cultic and ritual requirements necessary 

to appease Yahweh. Furthermore, they considered their wealth and security as evidence that Yahweh was 

pleased. They assumed that their steadfast devotion to cultic ritual exempted them from the requirements 

of righteousness and social justice and from the consequences of wrongdoing. Through sacrifice they 

could guarantee divine favor and their own survival. The peace and prosperity the nation enjoyed must 

have, to many Israelites, validated their lives, values, and assumptions as the chosen people of God.  



Yet the people had turned the official view around and were reasoning in reverse: their prosperity 

proved that they were righteous. The distinction, while a fine one, is nevertheless important: the 

obligation of the covenant was to pursue righteousness and justice; prosperity would follow as a by-

product of God‘s pleasure. The pursuit of wealth rather than righteousness was an unacceptable short cut, 

and wholly abhorrent to Yahweh, according to the prophet. ―Amos‘ severe judgment is a repudiation, not 

of the cult itself, but of the cult as it was practiced in the eighth century B.C.E. … One‘s conduct in the 

marketplace must always conform to one‘s attitude in the holy place‖ (King 1988: 89).  

And Israel‘s did not. Amos decried the social injustice, the oppression of the poor, and the lack of any 

moral or ethical values on the part of the rich and powerful. According to Amos, the spokesman of 

Yahweh, Israel was a violent, oppressive, and exploitative society. The poor had to sell themselves into 

slavery to pay off trivial debts (2:6; 8:6). The rich falsified weights and measures (8:5) and traded 

dishonestly (8:6). Even the courts, the last bastion of hope for the poor, were corrupt. Judges were bribed 

to cheat the poor out of what little they had (2:7; 5:10, 12). In fact, Israel was no longer capable of acting 

with justice (3:10; cf. 5:7, 24; 6:12). Truth and honesty were now hated (5:10).  

Huffmon (1983: 111–12) is correct in suggesting that, when these social crimes are placed in historical 

context, four ideological points in Amos‘ message can be discerned: (1) the socioeconomic lifestyle of the 

Israelites is opposed to traditional values; (2) socioeconomic reorganization without compassion is not 

acceptable; (3) the resulting oppression of the poor cannot be tolerated; and (4) participation in the cultus 

gives a false sense of confidence.  

Israel had profaned the true tradition upon which the nation was founded, the Book of the Covenant. 

The ancient prohibitions against sexual abuse (Exod 21:7–9), debt slavery (22:24), charging interest to the 

poor (22:25), the misappropriation of collateral (22:26–27), the corruption of the legal process (23:6–8), 

and fraudulent weights and measures (Deut 25:13–16) were ignored (Amos 2:7; 2:6; 5:11; 2:8; 5:10, 12; 

and 8:5, respectively) in the greedy race for more wealth. Partial corroboration of these practices comes 

from the Meṣad Ḥashavyahu ostracon (ca. 625 B.C.E.), whereon a reaper complains that his garment 

(beged) had been impounded and asks the military governor to intervene and retrieve it (King 1988: 24–

25).  

In the wake of these social crimes, Amos cried: ―Let justice (mišpāṭ) roll down like waters, and 

righteousness (ṣĕdāqāh) like an overflowing stream‖ (5:24). In the ancient Near East deities were 

uniformly considered the source of water. Amos noted that it is justice and righteousness, not cultic ritual 

alone, that bring forth the divine salvific waters.  

Given the peace and prosperity that existed, Amos undoubtedly knew that he had an uphill battle to 

convince the nation of the truth of his message. He thus took every opportunity to show that his message 

was Yahweh‘s message. In his confrontation with Amaziah (7:10–17) Amos denied any relationship to 

the prophetic unions and claimed that his ministry and message were the direct result of a call from 

Yahweh (see A above). Were it not for Yahweh‘s call, he would be tending to his agricultural business. 

Amos also emphasized the importance of his message through exaggerated and sarcastic rhetoric (see E 

below). But more importantly, Amos switched the meaning of common, traditional religious ideas, such 

as the election of Israel, ―the day of Yahweh,‖ and salvation history.  

Israel viewed themselves as the elect of God, chosen by Yahweh to be His people, His nation; and they 

considered that election as an occasion of privilege and prosperity. Yet, for Amos, the people had turned 

the doctrine of election upside down. Election meant, first and foremost, special responsibility and 

obligation, which Israel could discharge only through the proper treatment of their fellow human beings. 

Amos measured the moral health of Israel and found the country fatally ill. Amid the peace, prosperity, 

and religious enthusiasm there was no fundamental loyalty to God, social justice, and ethical standards. 

Amos declared that Yahweh had thus rejected Israel‘s corrupt cult (5:21–24), which had produced a false 

sense of security and encouraged moral depravity. Amos cried out: ―You only have I known of all the 

families of the earth. Therefore, I will punish you for all your iniquities‖ (Amos 3:2).  

The concept of election included not only the assurance that Yahweh would preserve them as a people, 

but also the anticipation that the ―day of Yahweh‖ would come, a day of salvation when all Israel‘s 



enemies would be destroyed and Israel would stand before the world as a testimony to God‘s power and 

authority. With the expansion of the kingdom and with the peace that existed, many Israelites must have 

thought that ―the day‖ had come and that Jeroboam was the ―messiah.‖ Amos, however, reversed the 

popular interpretation of the ―day of Yahweh.‖ It became a day of destruction, not salvation; of darkness, 

not light; of punishment, not prosperity (4:12; 5:18–20; 8:9–10).  

So salvation history became judgment history. In a beautiful parody of the salvation story of Israel‘s 

deliverance from Egypt and entrance into the land of Canaan (Pss 105; 136:10–22), Amos turned the 

plagues of Egypt upon Israel (4:6–13). Unlike the Egyptians, however, Israel did not respond. The God of 

the conquest was now the God of destruction (2:9–16); the God of the Exodus was now the God of all 

nations, and the specialness of His relationship with Israel was now destruction, not election. Just as He 

will destroy the nations surrounding Israel and Judah, so will He destroy Israel and Judah.  

With no evidence of a remorseful Israel, Amos had no choice but to become, and thus to forever be 

known as, a prophet of doom, whose images are those of war (3:11; 6:14; 7:17), defeat (5:3), deportation 

(4:2–3; 6:7; 7:11, 17), and death (5:2–3, 16; 6:9; 7:11, 17; 8:3; 9:10). He predicted the destruction of 

Israel (3:12, 15; 5:2, 17; 7:9, 11; 9:8), the razing of the capital Samaria (6:8), the captivity of the Israelites 

by the Assyrians (5:27; 6:7; 7:11), and the destruction of Damascus, Philistia, Tyre, Edom, Ammon, 

Moab, and Judah (1:3–2:5). All of this began to take place in 734 B.C.E. when Tiglath-pileser III (745–727 

B.C.E.), king of Assyria, mounted his first campaign to the W, conquering the coastal areas of Palestine. 

Hazor, Megiddo, Galilee, and Gilead were captured in 733 B.C.E., and Damascus and Syria in 732 B.C.E. 

By 727 B.C.E. the small nations of Syria and Palestine, including Israel and Judah, were vassals of 

Assyria. In 722 B.C.E., after a brief revolt, Samaria was razed, the leaders of Israel were exiled, and Israel 

became a province of Assyria.  

The question has always existed in Amos studies: Did Amos hold out any hope of redemption and 

renewal? ―Many of Amos‘s words are very bleak: their surface meaning can be read no other way. But is 

their intent simply at worst to jeer at those on their way to deserved perdition, or at best to annotate their 

record and arraign them before capital sentence is carried out? Or is the purpose of Amos‘s sharp 

criticism to shock his people into self-understanding and a commitment to amelioration? He refuses to 

commit his God to a positive response, but he does leave the door open‖ (Auld 1986: 65). Auld and others 

assume that every prophet brought a message of both doom and hope, that every prophet presented a 

futuristic picture of hope no matter what the crimes and the punishment. It could be argued, however, that 

Amos‘ original message did not contain even a shred of hope for Israel. (For a discussion of the oracle of 

hope and restoration in 9:11–15, as well as the doxologies, see F below.)  

According to the prophet, the Israelites were beyond redemption (3:10; 5:10) and ready for the 

punishment that Amos must have sensed was on the horizon. Why would he have projected hope if he 

knew it was a matter of time before Assyria turned its attention to the west? It is important to note that, 

unlike other prophets who held out great promise for a remnant that would survive, Amos assumed that 

there would be no remnant (4:2b; 6:10), or at least that that remnant was in jeopardy. One could also 

argue that, even if Amos had wanted to present some hope, to do so to such a self-righteous audience 

enjoying peace and prosperity would have softened the message and led them to turn a deaf ear.  

D. Structure and Content  

Scholars have divided the book of Amos in a number of ways. Koch and others (1976), for instance, 

divide the book into four parts (chaps. 1–2, chaps. 3–4, 5:1–9:6, and 9:7–15). Van der Wal and Talstra 

(1984), criticizing Koch‘s four-part structure, divide the book into two parts (chaps. 1–6 and 7–9). They 

argue that the superscription implies that two books, one of ―words‖ and one of ―visions,‖ were joined 

together. Most recently, Limburg (1987) has proposed a sevenfold division of the book, each division 

further subdivided into seven parts. He would propose a three-part structure. Chaps. 1–2 are clearly a unit. 

Whether chaps. 3–6 should be subdivided into any smaller units is debatable, but it seems clear that this 

section should be separated from the visions at the end of the book (chaps. 7–9), the third section.  

1. Chapters 1–2. The book of Amos begins with a classical prophetic superscription (1:1, cf. Hos 1:1; 

Isa 1:1; Jer 1:1). It contains chronological and geographical information on the prophet‘s ministry and 



identifies his profession; it also provides a description of the contents of the book—―the words of Amos 

… which he saw.‖ The patronym of the prophet, another feature of the standard superscription, is here 

missing. The awkwardness of the two dependent clauses has led Mays (Amos OTL), Soggin (1987), and 

others to suggest that the original superscription was as follows: ―The words of Amos of Tekoa which he 

saw concerning Israel two years before the earthquake.‖ The rest they consider the work of a 

Deuteronomic redactor during Josiah‘s reform or the Exile. Whether or not this is true, it is important to 

note that the original superscription is a late addition to the book and not original with Amos. This is not 

unusual and in fact is the case with all of the prophetic superscriptions of the OT.  

After a detached oracle (1:2), there is a series of indictments and sentences against various nations who 

were adjacent to and had contact with Israel throughout its history (1:3–2:5). (1) Damascus, the capital of 

the Aramaean kingdom to the NE of Israel, was accused of ruthless warfare (1:3–5). It had ―threshed 

Gilead with iron threshing sledges,‖ perhaps a reference to King Hazael‘s conquest of Gilead (2 Kgs 

10:32–33). (2) Yahweh indicted the Philistines, Israel‘s rival for possession of the land of Canaan, 

because of their exile of a people to Edom (1:6–8). This was possibly a reference to the practice of trading 

captured prisoners to Edom as slaves to be used in the copper mines located there. (3) Tyre, the ancient 

trading center along the Mediterranean, was convicted of the same practice as the Philistines, as well as 

for broken agreements (1:9–10). (4) Edom, which lay SE of Judah, was the target of the fourth oracle 

(1:11–12). With the exception of Judah, Edom was the most closely associated with Israel: the nation 

descended from Esau, Jacob‘s brother (Genesis 36). Edom had ―pursued his brother [Israel] with a 

sword,‖ a reference to the hostility between the two brothers that was symbolic of the animosity between 

the two nations throughout their existence. (5) Ammon was the next nation to be indicted by Yahweh 

(1:13–15). The nation, which lay E of the Jordan bordering the Israelite territory of Gilead, was accused 

of a brutal aggression against Israel, one that included ―ripping open‖ pregnant women. (6) Moab, which 

lay E of the Dead Sea and whose S border joined Edom‘s N limits, was accused of desecrating the dead, 

defiling the bones of the king of Edom (2:1–3). (7) Judah, the sister kingdom of Israel, was convicted of 

―rejecting the law of Yahweh‖ (2:4–5). Except for the latter oracle against Judah, all of the others refer to 

crimes against humans. This, and the use of Deuteronomic language (tôrāh and šāmar), has led some 

scholars to regard the oracle against Judah as a secondary addition, but its exclusion would destroy the 

formal structure of the whole, as we shall see.  

The condemnation and judgment upon each nation began, ―For three transgressions … and for four …,‖ 

a poetic technique that provided a formal structure to the whole (this technique of X, X+1 was common in 

the wisdom literature of the ancient Near East; see Prov 6:16; 30:15; Ahiqar vi.92 [ANET, 428b]; UT 

51.iii.17–18 [ANET, 132b]). Thus, there are seven indictments against seven nations, that is, the sum of 

three plus four. And certainly not lost on the audience was the fact that, when Israel conquered Canaan, it 

displaced seven nations whom Yahweh condemned and removed from the land because of their 

inhumanity to humans. Seven nations are now again subject to removal. Yet the climax comes with the 

addition of one more nation, Israel itself—the seventh plus one, the last, separate from the others. Israel, 

charged with social injustice, had proven to be no better than the Amorites, whom they displaced when 

they entered the land of Canaan (2:6–11). Just as Israel‘s seven neighbors were to be punished for various 

breaches of international law and morality—a sentence that Israel would have applauded—so Israel was 

to be punished for its lack of justice and compassion to fellow human beings.  

When Amos finished his oracle on Judah, the seventh, the audience must have thought he was finished. 

How shocking it must have been to hear him continue, and to condemn them. ―Amos [here was] original 

in asserting that social injustices and transgressions of the moral code in Israelite society (perhaps equated 

with ‗the law‘) have the same moral status as transgressions of the much more ‗self-evident‘ laws of 

international conduct and of the practice of war‖ (Barton 1980: 49). And, as we have noted, Amos was 

unique in turning the doctrine of election upside down with his belief that ―Israel was not indemnified 

against punishment but was all the more accountable in view of her election‖ (Barton 1980: 49).  

2. Chapters 3–6. This section contains oracles against Israel and predictions of its destruction, and the 

vast majority of scholars consider this section of the book to contain the actual words of Amos. This 



section begins with Amos‘ new interpretation of what election means to Israel: ―You only have I known 

of all the families of the earth; therefore I will punish you for all your iniquities‖ (3:2). This sets the tone 

and provides the main theme for this section.  

Amos then fortifies his position as a prophet, and his message as one that comes from Yahweh, with a 

series of rhetorical questions (3:3–8). Here Amos uses exaggeration to point out the obvious. The 

questions, all demanding a ―No‖ answer, lead the audience to anticipate the confirmation of Amos as a 

prophet, who is speaking only because Yahweh has spoken to him.  

After confirming his role as the messenger of God, Amos delivers a series of oracles against Samaria 

and Bethel. The arrangement is an A, B, A´, B´ pattern: first those who dwell in Samaria are condemned 

(3:9–12), then those at the sanctuary of Bethel (3:13–15), then the women of Samaria (4:1–3), and then 

those at the sanctuaries of Bethel and Gilgal (4:4–5). Amos addresses both the political and cultic centers 

in his denunciation of Israel‘s corrupt social practices.  

As we noted above (C), 4:6–13 contains a parody of the salvation history of Israel. This parody is 

arranged in a 2+2+1 pattern (see Gese 1981), with a doxology (v 13) at the end. As we will see, this is the 

same pattern that appears with the visions (7:1–9; 8:1–3; 9:6) (see Gese 1981: 75–78). There are two pairs 

of visions, plus a fifth, with a doxology (9:5–6) at the end of the section.  

Amos‘ references to Israel‘s past would have been familiar to all Israelites. Yet Amos reinterpreted their 

significance. Just as Yahweh plagued Egypt in order to exact the deliverance of His people, so Yahweh 

plagued His people Israel to exact their return to Him. Just as He destroyed Sodom and Gomorrah, so He 

destroyed part of Israel. These calamities were brought upon the nation by God to effect its repentance 

and return to righteousness. But each attempt at reconciliation ended in failure: ― ‗Yet you did not return 

to me,‘ says Yahweh.‖ When they did not respond, Amos taunted, ―Prepare to meet your God, O Israel!‖ 

(4:12). A meeting that Israel could only have imagined as a pleasant experience now becomes an occasion 

for the wrath of God to rain down upon those who are present.  

Lest Israel think that Amos is happy about the destruction to come, a lamentation over the fallen house 

of Israel immediately follows (5:1–2). In the classic qinah meter of a lament, Amos communicates 

Yahweh‘s sorrow over the near complete devastation of Israel—only 10 percent of the population will 

survive.  

The lament in 5:1–2 begins a lengthy section that utilizes a chiastic pattern (A, B, B´, A´) to organize 

the material. Scholars have argued until recently tht 5:1–17 contains fragments of various sayings given 

by Amos at different times. That now appears not to be the case. De Waard (1977) demonstrated that 5:1–

17 was a palistrophe with the following sections: A—elegy (vv 1–3); B—―seek and live‖ (4–6); C—

complaint (7); D—doxology (8–9); C´—complaint (10–13); B´—―seek good, not evil‖ (14–15); and A´—

mourning (16–17). Lust (1981), expanding on De Waard‘s structure, considers the entire section from 4:1 

to 6:7 to be a chiasm. Again, the doxology at 5:8–9 is the turning point for the structure.  

A note about the doxologies is in order. There are three doxologies in the book of Amos (4:13; 5:8–9; 

and 9:5–6), each significantly placed as an integral part of its respective literary pattern. They underscore 

Yahweh‘s power throughout history, emphasizing the point that, if He chooses, He can do against Israel 

what He has previously done for Israel. Although most scholars consider the doxologies late editions to 

the book of Amos (see F below), the fact that they are inherent in the literary structures suggests either 

that they are original or that both they and the structure are late. The former seems preferable, and it is 

best to regard the structures and the sayings as original.  

A series of woes appears from 5:18 to 6:14. Subjects include ―the day of Yahweh‖ (5:18–20), the cult 

(5:21–27), the military security of the nation (6:1–3), the marzēaḥ feast (6:4–7), and the destruction to 

come (6:8–14). Amos‘ description of the marzēaḥ feast is particularly intriguing. The feast, attested from 

the 14th century B.C.E. to Roman times, had either a religious or a funerary significance. It lasted for 

several days, during which time meat and wine were served to banqueters who were prostrate on couches. 

There was much eating, anointing with oil, and music (nebel is a lyre, not ―harp‖ as RSV [see King 1988: 

154]). Amos seems to address the practice of the feast both to show the injustice of such luxurious 



feasting while the poor are in such misery and to suggest that, if the feast is a funerary feast, then the 

participants should mourn for the poor and for the destruction that is soon to take place.  

3. Chapters 7–9. This unit contains five visions which are broken by a biographical narrative (7:10–17, 

see A above) and a series of condemnations against Israel (8:4–14). Through these five visions Amos 

demonstrated the meaning of ―prophet‖ as ―seer.‖ He saw events or objects, whether in visions or in 

everyday life, which he interpreted or which were interpreted for him with respect to the religious 

situation in Israel. The visions are grouped in pairs in which the imagery is different but the message and 

its meaning are the same. Within each pair the imagery intensifies, becoming more cataclysmic.  

The first pair of visions was a locust plague destroying crops before they were harvested (7:1–3) and a 

cosmic fire that devoured both the land and the great deep (7:4–6). Although the visions were different, 

the message was the same: destruction had been decreed against Yahweh‘s people. When the prophet 

interceded with Yahweh on behalf of the threatened people, Yahweh agreed and spared the people, or at 

least postponed the punishment. In both visions, the Lord repented, saying, ―It shall not be.‖  

The second pair of visions likewise differed in content and imagery, but the message communicated by 

them was the same: Yahweh will no longer relent or forgive; the time for mercy is past, and destructive 

judgment is now certain. The prophet no longer intercedes. In the third vision, Amos saw Yahweh 

standing beside a wall, with a plumb line in His hand (7:7–9). Much as a mason or a carpenter plumbs a 

wall to determine if it is straight, so Yahweh plumbed His people, measuring them against His standard of 

justice and righteousness. Israel failed the test, and this time Yahweh would not spare them. God declared 

that the land would be made desolate, that Israel would be laid waste, and that He would ―rise against the 

house of Jeroboam with the sword.‖ The fourth vision contains a play on words. Amos saw a basket of 

summer fruit (qayiṣ), and Yahweh interpreted it for him as the end (qēṣ) of His people (8:1–3). As in the 

third vision, so here, Yahweh will not spare those who would make a mockery of His moral teachings. As 

one gathers in the summer fruit, so Yahweh will gather His people for destruction.  

Sandwiched between the third and fourth visions is a narrative about the prophet and his dramatic 

confrontation with Amaziah, the high priest at the Bethel sanctuary (7:10–17). The words of Amos were 

unpopular with the religious and political leaders of Israel and posed a threat to Amaziah‘s authority and 

control over the cult. Whether Amos threatened Jeroboam—which would have been treason—or whether 

Amaziah distorted Amos‘ words for his own gain is difficult to determine and has been the subject of 

much scholarly debate, but the text shows that Amaziah went to King Jeroboam and reported that Amos 

had threatened the king‘s life (vv 10–11). With this report, Amaziah undoubtedly received royal 

permission to escort Amos across the border. Amaziah thus ordered Amos to go back to Judah, to 

prophesy in his own land, and never to prophesy at Bethel again (vv 12–13). Amos recounted his call 

from Yahweh to be a prophet to Israel and indicated that it was his duty to prophesy and preach against 

Israel (vv 14–16). He then gave Amaziah a personal message concerning his destiny: Amaziah was to be 

carried away to be executed in an alien country after witnessing his wife‘s prostitution and his family‘s 

death (v 17).  

The reason that this narrative is sandwiched between the third and fourth visions is to explain why 

Yahweh‘s decision to destroy Israel is irreversible. The behavior of the high priest—in rejecting the 

message of Amos with its divine warning and in going further by effectively denying the prophet‘s right 

and necessity to speak—closes off the last chance Israel has to hear the truth and repent. Thus, Yahweh 

cannot rescue and spare Israel now that the opportunity for repentance is gone for good.  

After an interlude of oracles, including one likening the ―day of the Lord‖ to a solar eclipse (8:9–10), 

two of which Amos could have witnessed (784 and 763 B.C.E.), the fifth vision points beyond the 

destruction of the nation and the exile of the people to the obliteration of the leadership, the final act in the 

drama of judgment. Yahweh stood beside the altar of the temple and ordered its destruction and the 

elimination of all the people (9:1–6). Not only will Yahweh destroy the land and its inhabitants, but He 

will raze the sacred precinct where He was worshiped and kill all those who maintained His cult. No one 

will escape the wrath of Yahweh, no matter where they may hide. Yahweh, the God of hosts, the creator 

and sustainer of the world, will perform His judgment upon Israel.  



The visions are followed by two oracles that close the book. The first (9:7–10) is a prophecy of terrible 

destruction on the nation Israel. The imagery is vivid: no one shall escape the evil destruction, not even 

those who think they can hide in foreign countries, for Yahweh will scoop up and shake the nations 

through His sieve, and not one Israelite shall fall through. All Israel shall be caught in the coming 

destruction.  

This vivid oracle of destruction is followed by a vision of the last days when the land and its fruitfulness 

will be restored and renewed and a new age of reconciliation and restoration will begin. The vision 

describes the restoration of the Davidic kingdom, prosperity, and security (9:11–15). Scholarly consensus 

is that this last promise of renewal is a 6th-century exilic addition. Eighth-century prophetic oracles were 

often revised and reapplied to the similar 6th-century experience of Judah (e.g., Micah), and consequently 

8th-century materials were often interlaced with those of the sixth. That appears to be the case here. First, 

v14b contradicts 5:11b. Second, there is a discordant tension between the severe oracle of destruction in 

the preceding verses (7–10) and the glorious hope of renewal here. Third, as we have noticed above, 

nowhere else in Amos is his judgment and condemnation of Israel mitigated. Fourth, the phrase ―unsteady 

booth of David‖ most likely refers to the imminent destruction of Judah in 587/6 B.C.E., over a century 

and a half later than Amos. The phrase ―restore the fortunes‖ is clearly later terminology (see Isa 63:9; 

Micah 7:14). Fifth, the ―remnant of Edom‖ probably refers to those left after Edom‘s destruction by the 

Babylonians, also in the 6th century (Ezek 25:12–14). For these reasons, it seems likely that 9:11–15 is a 

late addition to Amos (see F below for a discussion of other late additions).  

E. Literary and Rhetorical Features  

The language is rich and the literary features abundant in the book of Amos. In addition to the literary 

structures (chiasm, alternation) pointed out in the previous section, Amos uses a number of other features 

to formulate his message. The use of divine appellatives, the alternation between first and third person, 

and between second and third person with reference to addressees, and the creation of sound patterns all 

aid in knitting together the larger structure of 4:1–6:7 (Tromp 1984). Amos is fond of progressive 

numerical formulas, using them to structure at least three sections of the book: the X+1 pattern of 1:3–

2:14 and the 2+2+1 quinary patterns of 4:6–13 and chaps. 7–9.  

Amos employs a variety of types of literature. The messenger formula typical of diplomatic 

correspondence in the ancient Near East (2 Kgs 19:10–19) is used abundantly by prophets, including 

Amos. The introductory formula ―thus Yahweh has said/says‖ and its variations (―Yahweh has sworn,‖ 

―an oracle of Yahweh‖) is used approximately twenty times throughout the book. Amos presents visions, 

as we have noticed, testimony (―Hear this word,‖ 3:1; 4:1; 5:1), woes (―Woe to,‖ 5:18; 6:1; 6:4), proverbs 

(3:3–6), wisdom (5:13), laments (in 3/2 qinah meter, 5:1–2), and doxologies (4:13; 5:8–9; 9:5–6). 

Judgments in the form of reproaches and oracles of doom of course appear throughout the book.  

Amos‘ use of rhetorical features include exaggeration (2:6–8; 3:9–11; 4:1–3; 5:21; 6:12–13), word play 

(5:5b; 8:1–2), antithesis (2:13; 5:4–5, 24), verbless sentences (5:18; 6:1–3, 6, 8, 14), taunts (4:4–5), 

riddles (6:12), comparisons (2:9; 5:2, 7, 19), and metaphors (1:3; 2:13; 3:12; 9:9).  

F. Text and Canon  

The book of Amos for the most part contains the words of Amos, the 8th-century prophet. There are, 

however, sections that everyone agrees are not written by Amos: the superscription (1:1) and the 

biographical account of the prophet‘s confrontation with Amaziah (7:10–17). It is generally assumed that 

the disciples of Amos supplied these sections when they preserved Amos‘ words in writing, either during 

or shortly after his ministry. His disciples also may have organized Amos‘ oracles into the present 

patterns that we have. For instance, the oracles to the foreign nations in 1:3–2:5 may have been separate 

oracles that were brought together by those who followed Amos.  

The general consensus is that the social matters are the true words of Amos. Although Koch and others 

(1976; 1982/3) argue that the doxologies (4:13; 5:8–9; 9:5–6) are late, de Waard (1977) and Tromp 

(1984) have shown that they are an integral part of the structure present in their respective sections (see 

the discussion in D above). To consider them late, then, is to consider the structuring of these sections a 

late editorial function. Since the doxologies reaffirm the power of Yahweh to act as the prophet has said 



he would and do not go against the grain of any sections that are considered original with Amos, it seems 

best to attribute the doxologies to Amos and/or his disciples.  

Lust (1981) has suggested that 5:4–6 and 5:14–15 are part of the Deuteronomic redaction since they 

mimic Deut 12:5 and 30:15, respectively. But which work influenced the other? It is possible that the 

―seek X, not Y‖ phrase and its variations such as ―seek X and live‖ were common examples of the 

rhetoric of the monarchy. Amos could easily have been the first to record them. Amos 1:2 is sometimes 

rejected as late on the basis of its similarity with Joel 3:16 and Jer 25:30–31, but again, Joel and Jeremiah 

could have been copying Amos.  

Some scholars also reject the originality of the oracles against the nations of Tyre (1:9–10), Edom 

(1:11–12), and Judah (2:4–5; see D above). It has been argued that the oracle against Tyre should be dated 

post-604 B.C.E. to the time of Nebuchadnezzar II (cf. Ezek 26:1–28:19). Ezekiel‘s proclamation against 

Edom (25:12–14) has led some to regard Amos‘ oracle against that nation as similarly emanating from the 

exilic period. As we have noted, the Deuteronomic language in the oracle against Judah suggests a 7th- or 

6th-century date (see Barton 1980: 24). Yet all of the smaller nations of Syria-Palestine were alternately 

strong independent states and then vassal provinces numerous times from the 8th century until the 

conquest of the Near East by Cyrus the Persian. There were ample occasions to condemn each of the 

above, and the prophecies of Ezekiel almost two centuries later should not deter us from assuming that the 

prophets of Yahweh also had problems with these nations in the 8th century. Furthermore, an elimination 

of these oracles from the set destroys the entire structure of chaps. 1–2 and eliminates the movement 

toward the ultimate climax of the series, the oracle against Israel. As noted above, there can be little doubt 

that 9:11–15 is a later addition to the book.  

Scholars disagree on what other sections can be attributed to Amos or his disciples and on the 

development of the text of the book. Hammershaimb (1970), for instance, considers the entire book to be 

the genuine sayings of Amos that were put together by his disciples. Gordis (1971) and, more recently, 

Limburg (1987) assume that the book is substantially the unified work of Amos. Hayes (1988) believes 

that the book is the result of later redactors pulling together short snippets of the genuine speeches of 

Amos. Mays (Amos OTL) considers 1:3–6:14 to be from Amos, with the rest the result of redactions that 

reached down into the exilic period. Rudolf (Joel, Amos, Obadjah, Jona KAT) reduces the material 

original to Amos to 1:3–2:16. He assumes that Amos‘ disciples developed the rest of the book, except for 

9:11–15, which Rudolf argues is late.  

Wolff (Joel and Amos Hermeneia) believes that chaps. 3–6 are from Amos and that the rest has been 

developed in six layers: (1) chaps. 1 and 2 and (2) the five-part series of oracles and visions from Amos 

himself (cf. Gese 1981); (3) the Amos school (disciples); (4) the Bethel interpretation during the period of 

the Josianic reform (3:14b; 5:5b; 9:1–4); (5) the Deuteronomic redaction; and (6) the postexilic salvation 

eschatology. Coote (1981), adapting Wolff‘s work, assigns the book to a three-stage process of growth: 

(1) ―the words of Amos‖; (2) ―Justice and the Scribe,‖ the message reactualized in the 7th century; and (3) 

―Exile and Beyond.‖ More than likely there were three stages in the development of the book of Amos: 

(1) the original words of Amos, including the sayings (1:3–6:14; 8:4–14; 9:7–10) and the first-person 

narratives (―visions,‖ 7:1–9; 8:1–3; 9:1–6); (2) the work of the disciples, including the superscription 

(1:1) and the third-person narrative (7:10–17); and (3) a later editing that appended the oracle of hope to 

the end of the book (9:11–15).  

The book of Amos, in its present form except for 9:11–15, was undoubtedly part of the first edition of 

the Hebrew Bible. That edition, compiled between 560 and 540 B.C.E. by the Jewish community in exile, 

included the Primary History (Genesis–2 Kings) and the prophetic corpus associated with that history (1 

Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and the first 9 books of the minor prophets). The last date recorded in this 

material is 561 B.C.E., the 37th year of the exile of Jehoiachin and the 1st year of the reign of Awil-

Marduk, king of Babylon. This may refer to the actual date and place of publication. Amos 9:11–15 was 

probably added to the book after Jewish hopes were aroused by the decree of Cyrus in 538 B.C.E. By the 

dedication of the second temple in 515 B.C.E., the book of Amos was in its present form.  



As far as the text is concerned, ―in the main the ancient versions of Amos attest the same text of the 

book as the familiar Hebrew‖ (Auld 1986: 57). The LXX lacks ―the oracle of Yahweh, God of Hosts‖ in 

6:8 and 6:14, and some Gk versions lack 3:10, but otherwise the LXX and the other versions represent a 

text similar to the MT; there are no important variations. Furthermore, the MT is in good condition. The 

text is difficult in places (2:7; 3:12; 5:6, 26; 7:2; and 8:1) where some scholars recommend emending the 

MT, but in general problems with interpretation of the text arise from our lack of understanding, not the 

corruption of the text itself.  
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BRUCE E. WILLOUGHBY  

AMOZ (PERSON) [Heb ˒āmôṣ (ָאמוצ )]. The father of the prophet Isaiah (Isa 1:1). Other than his 

name, the Hebrew Bible gives us no information about Amoz. Furthermore, this name is the only direct 

information we have about Isaiah‘s origins. See ISAIAH. The name occurs thirteen times in the Hebrew 

Bible and is always part of the phrase ―Isaiah the son of Amoz‖ (Isa 1:1; 2:1; 13:1; 20:2; 37:2, 21 [=2 Kgs 

19:2, 20; cf. 2 Chr 32:20]; 38:1 [=2 Kgs 20:1]; 2 Chr 26:22; 32:32). According to Jewish tradition, Amoz 

was the brother of King Amaziah, the father of King Uzziah (Meg. 10b; Soṭa 10b). Hence, Isaiah would 

have been in the line of David. While there are a number of other indications that Isaiah possessed a close 

connection to the court, it is impossible to confirm this late tradition. The name Amoz is the short form of 

the name Amaziah, Heb ˒ămaṣyāh  (―YHWH is strong‖). This type of name is at home in the world of 

cult poetry in which one recognizes that YHWH is the source of strength for his adherents. In addition to 

Amaziah, the names of the other Judean kings of the 8th century B.C.E. are formed in a similar manner: 

Uzziah (―YHWH is my strength‖), Jotham (―YHWH is upright‖), Ahaz (short form of Joahaz=―YHWH 

has seized‖), Hezekiah (―YHWH is my strength‖) (Wildberger 1–12 BKAT, 5; IPN, 190). The name 

˒āmôṣ also appears on a seal of unknown provenance. Although Anderson (1960: 57–58) has argued that 

this seal belonged to a professional scribe who was none other than the father of Isaiah, it is highly 

unlikely that this seal ever belonged to the biblical Amoz (Kaiser Isaiah 1–12 OTL, 2; Wildberger Isaiah 

1–12 BKAT, 5).  
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JOHN H. HULL, JR.  

AMPHICTYONY. That premonarchic Israel had a structure analogous to that of the classical 

amphictyony is a theory which enjoyed wide acceptance over half a century. The success of the theory 

resulted from its explanatory power: it not only provided a credible and illuminating account of an early 

obscure period, but it also supplied a context within which to locate the formative stages of the Pentateuch 

and the origins of distinctively Israelite institutions and traditions which could not be explained within the 

frame of reference of Israel as a monarchic state. Recent criticism of the theory, while not necessarily 

leading to its absolute rejection, has at least made such comprehensive use of the analogy inappropriate.  

———  

A. The Classical Amphictyony  

B. The Theory of an Israelite Amphictyony  

C. Reception of the Theory  

1. The Tribal Lists  

2. The Central Sanctuary  

3. The Function of the Amphictyony  

D. Alternative Models for Premonarchic Israel  

———  

A. The Classical Amphictyony  

―Amphictyony,‖ probably originally the proper name of a tribe rather than a compound expression 

meaning ―to dwell around,‖ was the term applied by Demosthenes in the 4th century B.C.E. to a sacred 

league which, from the beginning of the 6th century B.C.E., had its center at the shrine of Apollo at 

Delphi. It is to this league that the term originally belongs, and only by analogy is it later applied to other 

leagues. Thus, Strabo (9.2.33) refers to the amphictyony at Onchestos, and also (8.6.14) to the 7-member 

amphictyony at Calauria, both centered on sanctuaries of Poseidon. The Delphi league, the institution 



about which most information exists (though deriving from a relatively late date in its history) and the 

league to which the term ―amphictyony‖ properly applied, is, therefore, the model against which the 

appropriateness of any analogous use of the term is to be tested.  

The Delphi amphictyony was a sacred league of 12 peoples; their number remained constant, though 

political events sometimes led to changes in the identity of the members. It was originally based on the 

sanctuary of Demeter at Thermopylae, but later came to take the sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi also under 

its protection. The chief functions of the league related to the sanctuary, which the amphictyonic members 

undertook to maintain and defend. This task was organized by the hieromnemones, the chosen delegates 

of the amphictyonic members (perhaps together with the pylagoroi, apparently either the original 

delegates of the league when it was based on Pylae, or delegates charged with particular functions). The 

hieromnemones met regularly in assembly at the sanctuary for festivals, to administer the finances of the 

amphictyony, and to keep the sanctuary and its access roads in good repair. Although the cultic focus is 

essential—a characteristic reflected also in the manifest lack of political unity among the members, 

between whom internecine warfare was not unknown—the purpose of the amphictyony was not wholly 

cultic. The members undertook not to destroy any of the towns of the league and not to cut off their water 

supplies, within the framework of attempting to preserve a state of political equilibrium between the 

members. Thus, it was not simply for the purpose of maintaining a sanctuary that the amphictyony came 

into existence, but rather in order to give cultic expression to an agreed state of mutual relations which 

had already been achieved.  

B. The Theory of an Israelite Amphictyony  

Amphictyonic structures have been proposed for the Philistines (by Rahtjen) and the Sumerians (by 

Hallo), but it is with reference to Israel that the analogy has been most extensively developed outside the 

classical world. The term ―amphictyony‖ had already been long introduced into the Israelite context (by, 

for example, Alt 1929: 438–39; see further Bächli 1977: 17–20) when Noth published his highly 

influential study Das System der zwölf Stämme Israels in 1930. Here the analogy was convincingly 

expounded in full detail. Further studies by Noth of the pentateuchal laws, the history of the pentateuchal 

traditions, and the ―judge of Israel,‖ culminating in his The History of Israel, elaborated his primary study 

and developed its consequences for associated areas of OT study. Through the use of this analogy, Noth 

was able to give institutional form to a premonarchic Israel which he, under the strong influence of 

Weber, conceived of as a religious entity, the covenant people of Yahweh.  

Noth (1930: 3–39) based his study on the OT tribal lists. These lists describe Israel, in common with 

other non-Israelite peoples, as a community of twelve tribes, descended from the twelve sons of Jacob. 

The lists may be, as in Genesis 29–30, of the sons of Jacob, or, as in Numbers 26, of the tribes of Israel; 

but the number twelve is consistently maintained. Even when there is variation in the constituent elements 

of the lists the total number remains fixed. The main discrepancy between the lists and the one which 

divides them into two basic categories is that some lists include the tribe of Levi while others do not: 

Genesis 49 is taken as the basic form of the former group, and Numbers 26 of the latter. The sons of Jacob 

appear in Genesis 49 in the following order: Reuben, Simeon, Levi, Judah, Zebulun, Issachar, Dan, Gad, 

Asher, Naphtali, Joseph, and Benjamin. The birth story of Genesis 29–30 shows that the first six are sons 

of Jacob by his wife Leah, the next four by the handmaids Bilhah and Zilpah, and the last two by his 

second wife Rachel. The tribes of Israel are listed in Numbers 26 in the following order: Reuben, Simeon, 

Gad, Judah, Issachar, Zebulun, Manasseh, Ephraim, Benjamin, Dan, Asher, and Naphtali.  

The chief variation between these lists, the presence or absence of Levi, is important in that it allows a 

chronological ordering of the lists, for the type which includes Levi is probably older than that which does 

not. The reason is that it is easier to explain how Levi should have been secondarily omitted from the list 

than to explain its secondary inclusion. Levi‘s inclusion in Genesis 49 among the other brothers 

presupposes that, as in Genesis 34, it is a ―secular‖ tribe. Otherwise, however, and historically, Levi is 

known only as a priestly tribe separate from its fellow tribes and having no land possession; it is this later 

status of Levi which is reflected in its omission from the list of Numbers 26. Both lists, in terms of their 

absolute date, must reflect conditions of the premonarchic period. The later of them, Numbers 26, 



supports this conclusion since it assigns to the tribes families which may be identified as city-states of the 

mountain territories of Palestine (Shechem, Tirzah, and Hepher), but none which may be identified as 

city-states of the plains. These presupposed conditions would antedate Israelite expansion into the plains, 

especially in the time of David.  

Other variations between the lists, following on the omission of Levi, include the substitution of 

Manasseh and Ephraim for the single Joseph, and the transfer of the tribe of Gad from a position near the 

end of the Genesis 49 list to a new position among the Leah group of tribes formerly occupied by Levi. 

Both changes are significant, the one reflecting a concern to maintain the total of twelve, and the other 

intending to preserve a total of six for those tribes reckoned as descended from the sons of Leah. It is this 

concern for consistency which suggests that there is a historical reality behind the lists in the actual life 

and constitution of Israel in the period of the judges from which these lists derive.  

It is at this point that Noth (1930: 39–60) introduced the analogy of the classical amphictyony through 

which the reality of premonarchic Israelite life might be clarified. The number twelve of the tribes of 

Israel is an institutional necessity to be understood within the framework of a tribal federation analogous 

to the later Greek amphictyony at Delphi. In both cases the number is related to the months of the year 

and the need to maintain the central sanctuary on a rota basis. As in Greece, so in Israel, that number 

remained constant while the constituent elements of the total were open to variation. In the Israelite 

context the concern for the number six of the Leah group of tribes should be given a similar explanation. 

This group represents an older amphictyonic organization of six tribes, only secondarily extended to 

twelve (Noth 1930: 75–80). Historically, this presupposes that the Leah tribes were the older inhabitants 

of the land; their organization was extended to a membership of twelve through the inclusion of the 

handmaid tribes (Dan, Gad, Asher, Naphtali) on the occasion of the entry into the land of the Rachel 

tribes (Joseph and Benjamin) under the leadership of Joshua. This older six-tribe Leah amphictyony was 

superseded by the twelve-tribe amphictyony, but alongside the latter there coexisted a six-tribe 

amphictyony comprising the southern tribes living on the mountains of Judah: Judah, Caleb, Othniel, 

Cain, Jerahmeel, and Simeon. Thus, Judah and Simeon effectively belonged to two amphictyonies: the 

larger one was centered on Shechem, to which Joshua summoned the tribes at the conclusion of the entry 

of the Rachel tribes (Joshua 24), and the smaller one was centered on Hebron and formed the base of 

David‘s later elevation to kingship. These were the cult centers which the tribes undertook to maintain; it 

was here that they, in their representatives, the nĕś  ˒  m (a list of whom appears in Num 1:5–15), met to 

conduct the business of the amphictyony and to participate in the common worship of their amphictyonic 

God, Yahweh. Shechem, the first center of the twelve-tribe amphictyony, was where the ark was kept; 

following the movements of the ark, it may then be conjectured that the amphictyonic central sanctuary 

was subsequently to be found at Bethel, Gilgal, and, finally, Shiloh (NHI, 94–95). Through its common 

cult the amphictyony expressed its essential character as a sacral union. Joshua 24, which records the 

foundation of the twelve-tribe amphictyony, also reflects the form by which these tribes worshiped 

Yahweh: it was a covenant form, in which the tribes regularly affirmed their acceptance of the conditions 

of the covenant proclaimed to them as the law of Yahweh. The amphictyony was, therefore, the institution 

through which the people of Yahweh came into existence.  

Noth‘s reconstruction was highly influential for a number of reasons. As Sasson (1981: 8–9) has noted, 

it reflected contemporary German historiographic interest, rooted in recent German history, in the rise of 

the nation-state, and thus integrated Israel‘s early history directly and meaningfully into more general 

historical experience. Moreover, it supplied a framework of historical explanation which was credible for 

Israelite traditions and institutions of the premonarchic period and beyond. Thus, in general terms, it 

provided a theory of the nature of an Israel distinct from the monarchic state and presupposed by the 

monarchic state and also indeed by pentateuchal tradition in general: the monarchy was an institution 

founded on an already existing Israel; the pentateuchal tradition has its focus on an Israel of the type of 

the amphictyony rather than the monarchy. It is to such an Israel that the laws of the Pentateuch are 

addressed, rather than to a monarchic state (Noth 1966: 20–36), and it is within such an Israel that the 

―minor judges‖ (Judg 10:1–5; 12:7–15) should be understood to have functioned (Noth 1950: 404–17). 



The war between the tribe of Benjamin and the rest of the tribes of Israel (Judges 19–21) was an 

amphictyonic war with a direct parallel in the Greek context (Noth 1930: 100–6). The traditions behind 

Deuteronomy and the covenant faith which was found to be reflected in both psalms and prophets could 

all be seen as rooted in amphictyonic Israel of the premonarchic period (Nicholson 1967: 37–57). Thus, 

the explanatory power of the amphictyony model together with its conformity to contemporary 

historiographic interests and values ensured the more or less general acceptance of the theory in OT 

scholarship.  

C. Reception of the Theory  

The theory of an Israelite amphictyony received its definitive formulation in the work of Noth; it is, 

therefore, to Noth‘s presentation that criticism has, especially in the last two decades, been directed. The 

historical and geographical distance which separates premonarchic Israel from the classical amphictyony, 

together with the lack of any Hebrew term which might be a possible counterpart to the Greek 

―amphictyony,‖ have been considered by, for example, Fohrer (1966: 801–16) general points of weakness 

in the analogy (though, it should be emphasized, issues such as influence or dependence of one culture on 

another do not arise in the context of an analogy); but it is in three major areas that the appropriateness of 

the analogy has been substantively questioned.  

1. The Tribal Lists. Noth‘s fundamental dependence on the OT tribal lists is problematic for at least 

two reasons. In the first place, the essential characteristic of the amphictyony was its central sanctuary; 

but the primary evidence for the presence of an analogous institution in Israel is the consistency of the 

number twelve of the Israelite tribes. In the classical context, however, associations with varying numbers 

of members could be termed amphictyonies, the number of members being a secondary or even irrelevant 

matter. Even when the number twelve is found in the Greek context it is doubtful that it is to be related to 

the amphictyonic duties of the members. These duties were probably not discharged by the members on a 

regular monthly rota, but rather by the council of the amphictyonic representatives gathered at the central 

sanctuary. The number twelve, as De Vaux (EHI: 702–3; see also Mayes 1974: 117 n.57) has recognized, 

expresses totality (as in 1 Kgs 7:44; 10:20; 19:19) and need not be related to practical concerns. Its 

presence or absence in any context is, therefore, generally irrelevant to the issue of the existence of an 

amphictyonic institution.  

Secondly, Noth‘s treatment of the relationship and dating of the tribal lists is generally questionable. 

The argument that there is a chronological relationship between them begs the question of their purpose, 

for it is apparent that the very different types of list which are being compared (genealogical, tribal, 

territorial) need have no direct relationship: thus, Genesis 49 could be older or later than Numbers 26. 

That any of them belong to the premonarchic period is also doubtful. The order of tribes which Numbers 

26 offers can be adequately explained only in the late context of the priestly writing (Hoftijzer 1959: 241–

63; Mayes 1974: 16–34), which, in a series of lists (Num 1:20–43; 2:3–31; 26), is describing the layout of 

the Israelite camp in four companies, each company consisting of three tribes: the effect of the priestly 

ordering is that Judah, the favored tribe, is the leading tribe of its company encamped on the eastward 

side. The priestly background of this list effectively removes it from consideration for an institutional 

structure of Israel in the premonarchic period. The list of the type of Genesis 49 is no more closely related 

to that time. That the entity Joseph, which appears there, is the original entity which later split into 

Ephraim and Manasseh (and Ephraim appears in the early Judges 5), is in fact unlikely. The earliest and 

original use appears to have been ―House of Joseph‖ and this expression came into existence in the 

monarchic period as a collective designation for a northern group, parallel to the designation ―House of 

Judah.‖ ―Joseph‖ is, in other words, a secondary formation which presupposes the existence of Ephraim 

and Manasseh and also the stabilization of very complex tribal movements and relationships which were 

still in progress throughout the whole of the premonarchic period and beyond. In the case of neither 

Numbers 26 nor Genesis 49 can a premonarchic background credibly be claimed, and thus the view that 

these lists are to be explained within the framework of an Israelite amphictyony must come under serious 

question.  



2. The Central Sanctuary. The amphictyonic central sanctuary was, by definition, integral to that 

organization. In the Israelite context, however, the information on such a sanctuary is sparse, and this 

aspect of the theory in fact played a secondary role in Noth‘s presentation. It was only on the basis of 

having already, through consideration of the tribal lists, established the existence of an Israelite 

amphictyony, that Noth then addressed the question of its central sanctuary. Here, in a concrete 

expression of their common allegiance to Yahweh, the tribes of Israel were supposed regularly to have 

celebrated a covenant festival. The focal point of the Israelite amphictyony was its sacred ark, and, as 

reflected in its movements through the period of the judges, the central sanctuary was established first of 

all at Shechem, and then subsequently at Bethel, Gilgal, and Shiloh, the last-mentioned being the 

sanctuary of the ark at the end of the premonarchic period.  

The criteria proposed to determine whether or not a particular sanctuary was an amphictyonic central 

sanctuary are largely circumstantial. This in itself is not a decisive weakness, but it must be of some 

significance that the laws of the OT, and in particular the book of the covenant (Exod 20:23–23:33), 

which has been identified as amphictyonic law, make no reference to obligations laid on the Israelite 

tribes to maintain and protect a central sanctuary (and in fact the Book of the Covenant surely envisages a 

number of local sanctuaries); nor does this law identify the Israelite nĕś  ˒  m as tribal representatives 

gathered at such a sanctuary (Exod 22:27—Eng 28). In the absence of such direct evidence two specific 

criteria (the presence of the ark and the celebration of the covenant festival), together with one general 

criterion (acknowledgment as supreme by all the tribes of Israel), are taken to determine the existence of a 

central sanctuary (Irwin 1965: 161–84).  

It must be said, however, that even granted the sufficiency of these criteria they provide no certain 

evidence of the central status of any premonarchic Israelite sanctuary (Mayes 1974: 34–55). The 

celebration of a covenant festival at any sanctuary in pre-Deuteronomic times is increasingly a matter of 

doubt; the ark was certainly to be found at Gilgal and Shiloh (and perhaps also at Bethel, Judg 20:27), 

though its connection with Shechem (Josh 8:30–35) is attested only in what is certainly a Deuteronomistic 

passage. These may not, however, be considered particularly pressing issues, derived as they are from OT 

rather than classical contexts. Yet on the question of the general acknowledgment of a sanctuary as central 

by all the members of amphictyonic Israel, the result is no clearer. The summoning of all the tribes to 

Shechem (Joshua 24) is related only in a post-Deuteronomistic story of highly dubious historical value 

(Mayes 1983: 49–51). Gilgal and Shiloh were sanctuaries of clearly quite distinct Yahwistic traditions, 

the first of which formed the eventual background for Saul‘s kingship while the second provided the 

theological basis for David‘s kingship. These cannot be treated in any respect as central sanctuaries of a 

unified Israelite cult. The evidence relating to Bethel is also unclear: the story of the rape and murder of 

the Levite‘s concubine in Judges 19–21, which Noth treated as an authentic amphictyonic tradition, forms 

the context for the statement that ―the people of Israel arose and went up to Bethel, and enquired of God‖ 

(Judg 20:18), but Shiloh is also mentioned here as the sanctuary of a yearly feast of Yahweh (21:16–21), 

while in the same story (20:1) it is at Mizpah that ―the congregation assembled as one man to the Lord.‖ 

Although it is certainly conceivable that secondary expansion of the story has overlaid an original 

reference to just one sanctuary, it is also more than probable that any critical procedure undertaken to 

recover that older story will also remove its ―all-Israel‖ (and so its ―amphictyonic‖) frame of reference. It 

appears, therefore, that with regard to this, the fundamental aspect of the amphictyonic organization, there 

is no unequivocal support for an analogous structure in premonarchic Israel.  

3. The Function of the Amphictyony. It is possible that the classical amphictyony could still be 

claimed as an analogy of some heuristic value for premonarchic Israel even in the face of the weaknesses 

already noted. This would require, however, a form of theory rather different than that originally proposed 

by Noth and elaborated by himself and others later. As Gottwald (1979: 376–86) has noted, in the 

classical context the amphictyony was a cultic organization; it did not provide the framework within 

which a social and political entity was founded, but rather presupposed those historical, social, and 

political developments which led to the existence of a people; it was by a people, already united in 



military and other leagues, that an amphictyonic structure was adopted for the purpose of maintaining the 

balance of political and social power which had already been achieved.  

Within the Israelite context, however, the amphictyony has been made to serve a much more 

comprehensive function. It is here not only a cultic organization, but also social, political, ethnic, and 

perhaps also military. Even if (with Smend 1970) the practice of holy war is to be seen as an activity of a 

military league quite independent of the amphictyonic institution, the latter still has a range of functions 

which sets it apart from the classical organization. It is within the amphictyony that Israelite political, 

social, and ethnic consciousness is held to have been formed. Not only did her tribal representatives meet 

at the central sanctuary, but here also her judges functioned, while it was within that framework that there 

gradually evolved the normative account of Israelite ethnic origins which eventually found its deposit in 

the Pentateuch. Moreover, this Israelite amphictyony is held to have been so integral to Israelite identity 

that it survived the introduction of the monarchy and lived on alongside the monarchic institution as that 

essential Israel addressed by prophecy and law. The analogy cannot possibly bear the weight of theory 

with which it is here elaborated.  

It is clear that Noth was by no means unaware of this problem, for he himself pointed to the artificial 

and schematic character of the tribal lists as well as the inconsistency between the particular tribes which 

they include on the one hand, and the historical role (or lack of it) of these same tribes, on the other. He 

argued (1930: 40–41), however, that this artificiality did not in itself invalidate the historical reality of the 

institution, for the latter is an administrative organization created from already existing raw material: just 

as Solomon, for the maintenance of his royal court, established twelve districts in his kingdom, districts 

which did not reflect any natural divisions of Israelite tribal territories, so also the amphictyony was an 

artificial but nevertheless historical institution erected on given social and political realities. The 

implication of this argument was, as Noth (1930: 55–56) acknowledged, that it was not in fact through the 

amphictyony that the tribes of Israel first came together. Rather, through the accidents of history, such as 

common invasion of a new land and common opposition to outside forces, the unity of Israel was first 

established, a unity which the amphictyony was then designed to preserve. In the elaboration of the theory 

of an Israelite amphictyony, this significant aspect of its background and context has been generally 

overlooked.  

D. Alternative Models for Premonarchic Israel  

In recent study of the premonarchic period attention has shifted away from the issue of an Israelite 

amphictyony both toward other possible analogies for understanding the totality ―Israel‖ and toward the 

study of the basic social units of which any possible Israelite federation was composed. In the latter 

context the significance of the family and clan, over against the tribe, as the basic social and economic 

units has been stressed, especially by Gottwald (1979: 239–92); and as a framework within which they 

may have been comprehended, the possibility of using the segmentary lineage system, known among 

African tribes, has been explored, by Crüsemann (1978: 201–8) and Frick (1985: 51–69). Either as an 

alternative or as a supplement to the analogy of the segmentary society, Israel has also been described as 

an association of chiefdoms (Flanagan 1981: 47–73; Frick 1985: 71–97; Rogerson 1986: 17–26), the 

chiefdom analogy being particularly appropriate for the rule of Saul, though perhaps also suitable for the 

earlier premonarchic period.  

None of these more recent developments is in fact incompatible with the theory of an amphictyony in 

premonarchic Israel, at least insofar as the functions of the latter are restricted to what is suggested by the 

classical model. Thus, while it must be admitted that, for the present, the evidence in favor of such an 

organization in Israel is not convincing, the possibility is still open that, within an Israel organized as a 

segmentary society or an association of chiefdoms, amphictyonic relationships existed between larger or 

smaller groups of tribes or other social units already united on other grounds. It might be through such 

relationships that the complex and still uncertain history of the development of Yahwism within Israel 

will be better understood; but it is unlikely that the analogy will become reestablished as a form by which 

the nature of the totality of Israel, at any period, is to be expressed. See also Noth, HPT.  
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A. D. H. MAYES  

AMPHIPOLIS (PLACE) [Gk Amphipolis (Ἀμυιπολιρ)]. An ancient city of Macedonia located on a 

terraced hill on the E bank of the Strymon River just S of Lake Cercinitis and about 4 km N of the estuary 

of the river and the harbor city of Eion. On his second missionary journey, Paul with Silas passed through 

this city while traveling on the Via Egnatia from Philippi (approximately 50 km to the E) to Thessalonica 

(Acts 17:1). The city was set on a hill surrounded by the river on three sides and protected by a wall on 

the E side. This geographical situation of Amphipolis and its prominent position provides the rationale for 

its name, which means ―around the city‖ (Thuc. 4.102).  

The Thracian founders of the city originally called it Ennea Hodoi or ―Nine Ways,‖ which indicates its 

early importance as a commercial and military center. Athenian attempts to colonize the city failed in 497, 

476, and 465 B.C. but succeeded in 436 B.C. under the leadership of Hagnon. Amphipolis came under 



Spartan control in 424 B.C. when Brasidas conquered the city. The efforts of Thucydides, general over 

Thrace, only succeeded in saving the harbor city of Eion. Despite the efforts of the Athenians to regain 

control of Amphipolis it remained a free city until Philip the Great of Macedonia conquered it in 357 B.C. 

After the Romans conquered the region at the Battle of Pydna in 168 B.C. they divided Macedonia into 

four districts, designating Amphipolis as a free city and the chief city of the first district (Livy 45.17–18, 

29–30).  

The city, which lies in a fertile river valley, was noted for its wine, oil, and wood. Silver and gold were 

mined in the adjacent hills and fine woolen textiles were manufactured in this region. During the Roman 

period the city commanded a strategic position along the Via Egnatia, the bridge across the Strymon 

River.  

Excavations at the city have revealed several tombs from the classical and Hellenistic periods. Four 

early Byzantine basilicas have been uncovered and they house beautiful mosaic floors. Several coins and 

inscriptions have been discovered at the city.  
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JOHN D. WINELAND  

AMPLIATUS (PERSON) [Gk ampliatos (ἀμπλιασορ)]. A Roman Christian who received greetings 

from Paul in Rom 16:8 as ―my beloved in the Lord.‖ Since he was known personally by Paul, who had 

not yet been in Rome, Ampliatus must have lived in the E of the Roman Empire for a while before he 

came to Rome. His name, a typical slave name, shows that he probably was a slave or freedman (see the 

epigraphical material in Lampe StadtrChr, 144, 152–53). A connection to Flavia Domitilla and the 

Ampliatus-Cubiculum in the Roman catacomb ―Domitilla‖ (Cranfield Romans ICC, 790) does not exist 

(Lampe StadtrChr, 20–21).  

PETER LAMPE  

AMRAM (PERSON) [Heb ˓amrām (ַףְמָשם )]. Var. AMBRAM (LXX). The name of two men in the 

OT.  

1. A second-generation Levite, the son of Kohath, and the father of Moses, Aaron, and Miriam (1 Chr 

5:24–29—Eng. 6:2–3). Amram is a biblical figure without a narrative; he appears only in late 

genealogical lists. The earliest attestation of Amram appears in Exod 6:18. Amram‘s presence in the 

genealogy of Exod 6:14–25 most likely resulted from the priestly writer‘s unification of three or four 

authentic genealogical sources (Möhlenbrink 1934: 187–90). Once Amram entered the pentateuchal 

tradition, the priestly writer utilized the name in order to establish a distinct levitical family with specific 

roles for the conquest of the land (Num 3:19, 27). The appearance of Amram follows a similar pattern in 

Chronicles. The Chronicler, probably drawing upon the levitical lists in Exodus 6 and Numbers 2–3, 

included Amram as an individual (1 Chr 5:29—Eng6:3) and as the name for a levitical family (e.g., 1 Chr 

26:23).  

2. A son of Bani who lived in the Persian province of Judah during the mission of Ezra (Ezra 10:34). 

Amram was one of many Judeans who had married non-Judean wives. He consented to divorce his wife 

during the reforms of Ezra under the threat of complete ostracism from the Jerusalem temple-state.  
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AMRAPHEL (PERSON) [Heb ˒amrāpel (ַאְמָשֶץל )]. King of Shinar (Gen 14:1, 9), one of the allies 

of Chedorlaomer. Shinar is an alternate name of Babylonia in the OT and in some Egyptian and 

cuneiform records of the 2d millennium (1QapGen 21:23 and the Targums render it by bbl ―Babel‖). 

Amraphel was identified with Hammurapi by Schrader (SPAW 1887: 600–5), who assumed that the 

biblical form of the name arose from a miswritten Hebrew rendering of a variant of the cuneiform name. 



This identification, once widely accepted, was later virtually abandoned, mainly because Hammurapi was 

never active in the W.  

If one proceeds from the premise that the four eastern kings of Genesis 14 were modeled on the four 

kings of the ―Chedorlaomer texts‖ (see CHEDORLAOMER), one must look among them for the one who 

is attested as a king of Babylonia. This is 
m

I-bil-
d
Tu-tu (Spartoli 158+962: rev. 27) who, according to his 

characteristic there (rev. 24–29) and in Spartoli III,2: 3–9 (where the name is broken off), clearly 

corresponds to Marduk-apal-iddina II (Merodach-baladan), chief of the Chaldean tribe of B  t-Yakin in the 

Sea Land, who twice seized the throne of Babylon from Assyria (722–710 and 703 B.C.). He was viewed 

as an alien usurper by the Babylonian priesthood and patriciate and especially hated because of his 

removal of divine statues from Babylon and other cultic centers of Babylonia when he twice retreated to 

the Sea Land. In extant versions of the Chedorlaomer text, the form I-bil-Tu-tu represents a pseudonym or 

cryptogram of the common ideographic spelling of the name Marduk-apal-iddina, which was 

AMAR.UTU.IBILA.SUM
na

. The IBILA element was simply moved to the initial position and rendered 

phonetically as i-bil, while the AMAR.UTU (Akk ―Marduk‖) element was replaced by another common 

name for that god, Tutu. The author of Genesis 14, however, seems to have had at his disposal a version 

in which the correct ideographic spelling was preserved: he simply read the first element (AMAR.UTU) 

phonetically as ˒amar, and gave the second element (IBILA) its regular Akkadian value apal (commonly 

pronounced pal in composite names). The result would hence have been *˒amarpal (cf. LXX amarphal; 

Astour 1966: 94–99).  
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MICHAEL C. ASTOUR  

AMULET. See MAGIC (ANE).  

AMUQ PLAIN. A small plain in S Turkey located on the curve of the Orontes, a river which runs S–

N to this point, where it then flows S–W to empty into the Mediterranean. It forms a meeting point, or 

crossroads, of the following: the Ghab Valley through which the Orontes flows; the N road which runs 

along the E border of the Amanus; and the road which goes E to Aleppo and to the Euphrates. Thanks to 

this last section of the Orontes River, this area is directly linked to the coastal region. This situation 

explains why, in spite of its marshy and unhealthy conditions, this plain has been inhabited by man almost 

continuously since the Neolithic period.  

Two different expeditions have helped to uncover the history of the region. The first was under the 

auspices of the Oriental Institute of Chicago. It excavated the sites of Chatal Hüyük, Tell Jdeide, and Tell 

Tayinat between 1933 and 1937 under the direction of C. W. McEwan and R. J. Braidwood. Information 

gathered pertained mainly to the Neolithic period as well as the 3d and 1st millennia. The second 

expedition was led by Sir Leonard Woolley to Tell Atchana; its first stage was from 1937 to 1939, and its 

second stage from 1946 to 1949. It very satisfactorily completed the sequence thanks to the discovery of 

Alalakh, a city that existed in the 2d millennium.  

Occupation of the region seems to have begun in the 6th millennium. The Neolithic era was then well 

under way: agriculture and the rearing of livestock were the basic activities, and ceramics had already 

been introduced. Through an in-depth study of ceramics and of its association with the various categories 

of lithic materials found at Chatal Hüyük and especially at Tell Jdeide, R. J. Braidwood and his team 

divided the period which extends from 6000 to 2000 B.C. into ten clearly defined phases which they 

designated from A to J. These letters mark high points of the evolution of N Syria and the progressive 

transformation of lifestyles during the Neolithic period and the growth of the villages (phases A–E from 

6000 to 3500 B.C.), the chalcolithic period, and the still very gradual introduction of the use of metal 

(phase F, 3500–3000), and finally the Bronze Age which, in the 3d millennium (phases G–J), saw the 

progressive spread of tools and metal armaments, the building of the first cities, and the birth of writing. 



During almost the whole of this long period, N Syria appears to have been culturally dependent on 

Mesopotamia, and it seems that its development was largely the result of the exceptional dynamism of the 

civilization of the Region of the Two Rivers. Nevertheless, as Ebla reveals, the power of the Syrian 

economy grew rapidly in the 3d millennium, allowing real originality to soar to great heights. Evidence of 

this is a group of little bronze statues found at Tell Jdeide which is perhaps one of the most ancient 

expressions of a type of statue for which the Syrians became particularly renowned throughout ancient 

times.  

Nevertheless, it is the rise of the city of Alalakh about 2000 B.C. that prompts the observation that this 

region was involved in the profound changes that affected Syria. Indeed, this city looks like a small 

regional capital within the kingdom of Aleppo, or the kingdom of Yamhad, and at the same time it reflects 

the life of N Syria during the 2d millennium. The excavations brought to light the existence of seventeen 

levels (not all of which correspond to a real historical phase). Woolley dated their development between 

3200 and 1200 B.C. In reality, the beginnings of the city certainly do not go back further than 2000, and 

the first important period seems to have been a level 7, which must be dated to the 18th century. The site 

is famous for having yielded clay tablets which illustrate various areas of public and private life. The 

architectural documentation consists of a sanctuary, the center of political power, the city gate, and some 

houses.  

One can follow the transformations of the temple throughout the millennium thanks to the seven phases 

which have been discovered and which show that the basic plan was always respected, even if some 

modifications gave each one its own particular appearance. The different levels were very simply 

organized: starting with a large room which was approximately a square with a porch on its SE side 

overlooking a small courtyard, these levels do not, in most cases, have characteristic furnishings for 

worship, since these were certainly to be found at a higher level; thus it is generally thought that the 

temple was shaped like a tower and belonged to a typical Levantine series of which the most famous 

examples have been found at Ugarit. The palace on level 7, or the palace of Yarim-Lim, a contemporary 

of Hammurapi of Babylon (18th century), which unfortunately is incomplete, extended immediately E 

from the temple. Evidently it had a floor where royal apartments were probably located, and large 

reception rooms, while the servants‘ quarters were located on the ground floor. The quality of the 

construction in dressed stone for the door jambs and certain sections of the walls and an armature of 

wooden beams filled with unbaked bricks on the upper levels clearly show that this building belonged to 

the E Mediterranean world. This is also confirmed by the presence of mural paintings in which one can 

recognize strong Minoan features.  

The palace on level 4 or the palace of Niqmepas (late 15th to early 14th centuries) followed a totally 

different concept, for there one finds many elements belonging to the architectural style called Hilani. 

This style, which was highly favored at the beginning of the 1st millennium, emphasizes the existence of 

a southern influence undoubtedly linked to the development of the prestigious Hittite empire. Elements of 

the fortification system and the gigantic gate give some idea of the protection of the city, and the house 

designs, which were unfortunately all too often reduced to just the foundations, depict certain aspects of 

daily life.  

Evidence of the artistic life of the city has come to light thanks to the discovery of statues and fragments 

of statues, among which one can mention the superb head in diorite found on the floor of the temple at 

level 7. Woolley thought the head represented the king Yarim-Lim who was described in various written 

texts, but he had not the slightest proof for that identification. The quality of this portrait, unique in 

Alalakh, is so remarkable that it seems highly improbable that it came from a local workshop. On the 

other hand, the statue of King Idrimi is dated about 1400 B.C.—it portrays him in a sitting position on a 

slightly raised throne that has been poorly separated from the original block of white magnesite. This 

statue shows unskilled workmanship: its poorly traced features and complete lack of artistic quality 

indicate that it could very well have been made in a local workshop that was little prepared for such a 

great endeavor. Concerning the inscription, the text engraved on the statue also holds some surprises 

which seem to indicate a lack of experience more easily attributable to the stonecutter than to the scribe.  



The hundreds of cuneiform tablets discovered mainly on levels 7 and 4 show that people had a perfect 

grasp of writing in the city of Alalakh in the 18th century. This fact should not be surprising, for even if 

the city did not play a regional political role, its position on the busy commercial route implied habitual 

use of this technique. Thanks to these tablets, valuable information has been gathered on the Syrian 

situation pertaining to the 18th as well as to the 14th centuries; they have even contributed to calling into 

question the chronology accepted until the Second World War regarding the 1st Babylonian Dynasty.  

Alalakh is important to us for providing information on a small city in N Syria, and also for partially 

filling in the gaps left by the absence of findings in Aleppo, the true capital of the kingdom of Yamhad in 

the Middle Bronze Age.  

During the 1st millennium, the Orontes River maintained its importance. The port of El-Mina and the 

city of Antioch clearly show this. But one must take particular note here of the site of Tell Tayinat, which 

was excavated by the team from the Oriental Institute of Chicago. This site revealed levels of the Iron 

Age where many of the famous Hilani-style buildings were discovered.  

Secondly, and perhaps more importantly, there are remains of a temple in elongated shape, exactly like 

a megaron which appears to be characteristic of N Syria and which provided the model of the famous 

temple of Solomon in Jerusalem.  
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JEAN-CLAUDE MARGUERON  

TRANS. PAUL SAGER  

AMZI (PERSON) [Heb ˒amṣ   (ַאְמִקי )]. 1. A Levite, the son of Bani, the father of Hilkiah, and the 

grandfather of Amaziah (1 Chr 6:30–31—Eng6:45–46). His name occurs in a list of twelve descendants 

of Merari, Levi‘s son, which legitimizes Ethan ben Kishi as one of three levitical singers appointed by 

King David. The Ethanites were to stand at the left side (1 Chr 6:29—Eng6:44) of Heman, the more 

prominent levitical musician.  

2. A levitical priest, the son of Zechariah and the father of Pelatiah (Neh 11:12). He is cited as a 

progenitor of Adaiah, one of the priests living in Jerusalem at the time of Nehemiah. Unfortunately, Amzi 

is not mentioned in the abbreviated list of Adaiah‘s ancestors in 1 Chr 9:12.  

ROGER W. UITTI  

ANAB (PLACE) [Heb ˓anāb (ַףָנב )]. A city in the southernmost part of the hill country of Judah (Josh 

15:48–50). It is about three miles west of Debir (Dahariyeh). The Egyptian texts of the 19th Dynasty refer 

to it as Qrt ˓nb, hence its original name is likely to have been Kiriat-˓anab. Its modern Arab name is 

Khirbet ˓Unnâb eṣ-Ṣegh  reh, but is called Tel Rekhesh in modern Hebrew. The remains of an Iron Age 

city have been found at the site.  

The book of Joshua mentions it as one of the cities inhabited by the Anakim (Josh 11:21). When Joshua 

launched his attack, the Anakim, though mighty, could not stand before him. Joshua and his armies took 

Anab and it was allotted to the tribe of Judah (Josh 15:20, 50).  

PAUL BENJAMIN  

ANAEL (PERSON) [Gk Anaēl (Ἀναηλ)]. The brother of Tobit (Tob 1:21). Tobit claimed that Anael 

was the father of Ahikar, whom Esarhaddon (Assyrian ruler from 681 to 669 B.C.) appointed accountant 

and chief administrator over his whole empire. See AHIKAR. No name better demonstrates the fictional 

nature of the book of Tobit and its characters than Anael, through whom the well-known figure of Ahikar 

was made not only Jewish but a relative of Tobit; indeed, one who interceded with Esarhaddon to have 



Tobit pardoned for past ―crimes‖ against the state (e.g., burying the bodies of faithful Jews left exposed) 

and allowed to return to Nineveh from hiding.  

PAUL L. REDDITT  

ANAFA, TEL (M.R. 210286). A Hellenistic and Roman site in the Huleh Basin.  

A. Identification and Location  

Tel Anafa is situated in the upper Galilee at the base of the Golan Heights. The site lies near the 

crossroads of the N–S trade route through the Jordan and Massyas valleys with the E–W road from 

Damascus to Tyre which in the Late Hellenistic and Roman eras constituted one of the major outlets of 

the immensely profitable trans-desert trade route to the W. The tel is small, about 160 m long and 110 m 

wide, and rises some 10 m above the surrounding Huleh Basin. Although excavations have shown that the 

mound was occupied almost continuously from the EB Age through the 1st century C.E., the best-

preserved and most impressive remains belong to the Late Hellenistic era when the occupants appear to 

have profited greatly from their location near the trade routes. At that time the tel served as the acropolis 

of a larger town, the walls of which were revealed in the fish-pond construction of the early 1970s but 

which are now covered by the surrounding cotton fields. After ten years of excavation there is still no 

evidence for the ancient name of the town in Hellenistic times; the presence of several other Hellenistic 

settlements nearby in the Huleh Basin make it impossible to identify the tel confidently with any 

particular Hellenistic settlement mentioned in texts or inscriptions.  

B. Excavations  

Ten seasons of field work have been carried out in two series of excavations at Tel Anafa. The first 

series, under the directorship of S. Weinberg, was in the field for five seasons between 1968 and 1973. 

The second series fielded five summer campaigns between 1978 and 1986, under the codirectorship of S. 

Weinberg and S. Herbert.  

In the ten seasons of excavations approximately 1000 m
2
 of the tel were dug to depths of as much as 6 

m, although the average depth of penetration was ca. 2.5 m. The earliest habitation levels reached in the 

deeper probes belong to the MB period, but pottery found in terrace fills and other secondary deposits 

bears witness to the occupation of the site in the latter part of the EB Age. Nowhere on the tel was sterile 

soil or bedrock reached. When, in the early years of the excavation, it became clear that there were over 3 

m of Hellenistic accumulation, well stratified into several major architectural phases, the decision was 

taken to concentrate on the Hellenistic remains, opening large areas to clarify the extent and plan of the 

Hellenistic buildings.  

C. Hellenistic and Roman Era Buildings  

The N half of the tel is dominated by the substantial remains of a large Hellenistic building (the LHSB) 

ca. 38 m square. The walls of this building are a mixture of cut limestone ashlar blocks and basalt 

fieldstones and are preserved in a few instances to a height of over 2 m. The mixed ashlar/rubble 

construction technique is characteristic of Phoenician settlements from the Iron Age through Hellenistic 

eras. The use in some of the walls of the Greek dry masonry elements, such as swallowtail clamps and 

rectangular dowels sealed with lead, points to a mixed Greco-Phoenician tradition. Also indicative of 

Greek building tradition was the decorative stucco which faced many of the walls. The painted and gilded 

stucco imitated drafted blocks, egg-and-dart moldings, and Ionic and Corinthian column capitals. The 

plan of the building can be restored as suites of rooms on four sides opening onto a central courtyard 

measuring 9 × 12 m. There is a major paved entrance to the NW. A bath complex along the E side of the 

court bears witness to the luxurious standard of living of the inhabitants. The bath complex consists of 

three rooms, the southernmost the working area for heating the water, the middle and northern rooms for 

bathing and dressing. The bathing room contains a large plaster basin for the heated water and a decorated 

mosaic floor. The mosaic measures 3.5 × 2.3 m. It is the earliest decorated mosiac pavement yet found in 

Syro-Palestine. The mosaic is made up of black diorite and white marble tesserae between 1 and 1.5 cm 

square. The design includes a black border around the edges of the mosaic; the interior is divided into 

three panels of unequal size by black bands running N to S. The westernmost panel contains a clear 



checkerboard design, the other two panels are decorated with nonrepresentational curvilinear motifs in the 

manner of Hellenistic irregular mosaics. Excavation under the mosaic and plaster basin revealed a 

primitive hypocaust system of mudbrick pillars separated by heating channels which ran underground 

from a stone firing pit in the S room. Such elaborate bathing suites are not common in Greek houses or 

palaces in the Hellenistic era and the presence of such a complex in the LHSB at Tel Anafa is another 

indication of the mixed cultural background of the Hellenistic inhabitants of the tel.  

The evidence of the numerous coins and stamped amphora handles found at Tel Anafa points to a date 

late in the third quarter or early in the fourth quarter of the 2d century B.C.E. for the original construction 

of the LHSB. A coin of Alexander Zebina (128–125 B.C.E.) found in the construction fill of the S room of 

the bath is the latest find under any of the original floors of the building. Also present under these floors 

were small amounts of Eastern Sigillata A wares. A massive leveling and terracing operation took place 

with the construction of the LHSB, obliterating earlier architectural remains. In only a few spots are 

earlier Hellenistic structures preserved. These take the form of boulder walls with pebble floors and are 

tentatively dated to the 3d century B.C.E. and are associated with the coins of Ptolemy II and III found on 

the site. Hellenistic black slipped wares and ―Parthian‖ green glazed pottery were found in the Early 

Hellenistic fills.  

In the first quarter of the 1st century B.C.E. the LSHB underwent substantial alterations in which it was 

divided into a number of separate units. First a large building with thick rubble walls was built over its 

NE corner. Shortly thereafter the North Building was built up against the W wall of the Northeast 

Building. At the time of the construction of the North Building, the paved entrance at the NW was 

blocked and the W rooms of the LHSB were realigned; in addition, the floor levels of the W rooms and 

central court were raised ca. 0.5 m and paved with basalt. The bath remained in use throughout the 

remodeling. Coins of independent Tyre and Sidon, and Rhodian stamped amphora handles of period VI 

(108–80 B.C.E.) date the alterations to the first quarter of the 1st century B.C.E.  

Although the area as remodeled in the 1st century B.C.E. is less grandiose in plan, both the architecture 

and the finds show that this was still a period of prosperity and Greek influence. Both the North and 

Northeast buildings are relatively large and spacious structures; the North Building is decorated with 

painted stucco, albeit simpler than on the LHSB; imported luxury products such as the Late Hellenistic 

redwares and molded glass bowls are still abundant at these levels; stamped amphora handles of period VI 

(108–80 B.C.E.) are common; Hellenized coins of 1st century B.C.E. independent Sidon are the largest 

single issue present at the site. There are no signs that this period of prosperity was brought to an end by 

military conquest or violence of any sort. Although there are some signs of fire in the houses on the S 

slope there is no general layer of conflagration on the site. The archaeological record instead shows a 

picture of abandonment and gradual decay of the Hellenistic buildings. The evidence of the coins and the 

stamped amphora handles suggests strongly that this abandonment took place early in the second quarter 

of the 1st century B.C.E. Of 319 coins found at Tel Anafa, only one must be dated between 75 B.C.E. and 

the early years of the 1st-century C.E.; none of the 122 stamped amphora handles found in the excavations 

need be dated after 80 B.C.E.  

The site was resettled early in the 1st century C.E., probably under the impetus of Herod Philip, whose 

coins appear in and under the walls of this phase. The buildings of this period are much smaller and 

simpler than their Hellenistic predecessors, the most common plan being long and narrow 2-room 

structures built of undecorated rubble. The walls of this phase are sometimes founded directly on the 

preceding Hellenistic structures and often use blocks robbed from these earlier walls. In addition to the 

Herod Philip coins, Early Roman lamps with molded discus and sigillata wares in Early Roman shapes 

date this occupation phase to the 1st century C.E. By the end of the 1st or early 2d century C.E. the site is 

again abandoned and never reoccupied in any major way.  

D. Summary and History  

The results of ten seasons of excavation show the site of Tel Anafa to have been occupied almost 

continuously from the EB Age through the 1st century C.E. The large and deeply founded buildings of the 

Late Hellenistic era have disturbed and largely obscured the remains of the earlier habitations, but give us 



a vivid picture of a rich Hellenized settlement of Late Seleucid times. The evidence of the coins and 

stamped amphora handles together with the architectural remains of the Hellenistic levels indicates that 

there was a minor Ptolemaic settlement on the site in the 3d century B.C.E. This was succeeded in the 

second half of the 2d century B.C.E. by a prosperous Seleucid settlement which took an active part in the 

trade of the Late Seleucid Empire and flourished through the first quarter of the 1st century B.C.E. The 

chaotic conditions surrounding the disintegration of the Seleucid Empire probably led to the site‘s 

abandonment sometime shortly after 75 B.C.E. The tel was reoccupied in the early years of the 1st century 

C.E. as part of the reorganization of the Galilee under Herod Philip, whose capital was at nearby Caesarea 

Philippi (modern Banias). It was again abandoned toward the end of the century and not reoccupied in 

antiquity.  
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S. C. HERBERT  

ANAH (PERSON) [Heb ˓ănâ (ֲףָנה )]. One of the sons of Zibeon, and the father of Esau‘s wife 
Oholibamah (Gen 36:2, 14, 18, 25; 1 Chr 1:40). MT Gen 36:2, 14 bat (―daughter‖) is to be corrected to 

ben (―son‖) according to Gen 36:24; 1 Chr 1:38, 40. According to the tribal system of the Edomites, Anah 

was considered to be a Seiritic-Horitic clan of the tribe of Zibeon (Weippert 1971: 439–51).  

Anah is also identified as the one ―who found the ‗water‘ [MT hapax legomenon hayyēmim] in the 

wilderness as he pastured the asses of Zibeon his father‖ (Gen 36:24), and this passage has been the 

subject of some debate (cf. Yellin 1933; Glaser 1933). Beeston (1974) translated Heb yēmim according to 

the LXX as ―lakes‖; Anah fell victim to a mirage—says Beeston—and acquired a nickname: ―the one 

who found lakes in the desert.‖ Driver (1975) derived Heb yēmim from a supposed Heb *ym ―[a kind of] 

fish, living in lakes and marshes‖ (cf. Syr ymm˒, Ar yamm). Speiser (Genesis AB, 279–80) and Grill 

(1967) suppose a metathesis of y and m in hayyēmim, and reads hammayim ―water‖ (cf. Vg aquas 

calidas).  

The interpretation of the name Anah is uncertain. Earlier it was frequently derived from Arabic ˓āna 

(―wild donkey‖). The derivations from Hurrian (Feiler 1939; Ginsberg and Maisler 1934) are open to 

doubt. Anah is most likely the shortened form of a name constructed with *˓ny ―to answer‖ (Weippert 

1971: 245).  
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ULRICH HÜBNER  

ANAHARATH (PLACE) [Heb ˒ănāḥărāt (ֲאָנֲחָשת )]. The sixth place listed in the description of the 

territory of Issachar (Josh 19:19). The name also appears in the topographical list of Thutmose III (no. 52: 

i-n-h-r-t; Simons 1937: 117). Amenhotep II captured Anaharath in his second campaign to Asia. The list 

of booty included 17 maryanu, six children of princes, 68 ―Asiatics,‖ and seven chariots of silver and 

gold. Anaharath was the northernmost place mentioned, and from there Amenhotep II apparently returned 

to Megiddo (ANET, 247; Edel 1953: 134–35, 157; Aharoni 1960: 181–83).  

The biblical references and the position of the town in Thutmose‘s list show that Anaharath was located 

in the hill country of Issachar. It was suggested that the ancient name had survived in that of the village 

N˒aurah (de Saulcy 1877: 22–23; Albright 1926: 229). Another identification put forward was that of Tell 

el-˓Ajjul (M.R. 093097), a site overlooking the main N–S route, the so-called ―Via maris‖ (EncMiqr 1: 

451). Aharoni (1967) has shown, however, that the only true tel in the region with suitable LB finds is 

Tell el-Mukharkhash (Tel Rekes; M.R. 194228), 7 km SE of Mt. Tabor. Recent surveys (Zori 1977: 116–

20; Gal 1980: 33–40) and excavations (Gal 1981) have confirmed this identification.  
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RAFAEL FRANKEL  

ANAIAH (PERSON) [Heb ˓anāyâ (ַףָנָיה )]. One of the men standing at Ezra‘s right hand when Ezra 
stood before the Water Gate and read from the Book of the Law of Moses (Neh 8:4). He is also listed as 

one of the brethren who set their seal to the covenant (Neh 10:23—Eng10:22). The name Anaiah means 

―The Lord has answered one‘s prayer.‖ This form is found frequently in hymns of thanksgiving (Pss 

69:14, 17, 18; 143:1, 7).  

GARY C. AUGUSTIN  

ANAK (PERSON) [Heb ˓ănāq (ֲףָנר )]. ANAKIM. A people who occupied Canaan before the arrival of 

Israel and traced their ancestry back to Anak. Apparently, anaq was originally a common noun whose 

meaning was ―neck‖ or ―necklace,‖ and gradually Anakim became the name of a tribe, with the possible 

meaning ―long necked‖ (=giant).  

Anak was the son of Arba (Josh 15:13; 21:11), the founder of Kiriath-arba (i.e., Hebron; Josh 21:11). 

Though his son‘s name gave rise to the gentilic, Arba was regarded as ―the greatest man among the 

Anakim‖ (Josh 14:15).  

All of the biblical references agree that the descendants of Anak were tall, of gigantic size (Deut 2:10, 

21; 9:2). When the Hebrew spies returned from their mission in Canaan, they warned Israel about the 

Amalekites, Hittites, Jebusites, Amorites, and Canaanites (cf. Num 13:29), but the spies were especially 

concerned about the Anakim. In Num 13:28 it is recorded that the spies made general comments about the 

strong people who lived in the land, in large and fortified towns, but then they added, ―and besides, we 

saw the descendants of Anak there‖ (cf. Deut 1:28). Num 13:33 connects the Anakim with the infamous 

Nephilim: ―the sons of Anak, who come from the Nephilim‖ (cf. Gen 6:4). Deut 2:10, 20–21, and 9:2 



identify the Anakim with the Emim, Zamzummim, and Rephaim. So it is not surprising that the hearts of 

the grasshopper-sized Hebrew spies melted at the sight of these giants, and this report had the same result 

on the Israelites who heard it. But Moses predicted that the Lord would give the Israelites victory over the 

Anakim, ―a people great and tall‖ (Deut 9:2–3).  

While most biblical references locate the Anakim in S Canaan, more specifically in the environs of 

Hebron (Num 13:22; Josh 14:12–15), there is a single passage that says the Anakim originally inhabited a 

much wider territory. This passage, Josh 11:21–22, reports that Anakim used to occupy the hill country of 

Judah (at Hebron, Debir, and Anab specifically) and the hill country of Israel. More importantly, it reports 

that this dreaded enemy was virtually wiped out by Joshua (with Caleb being responsible for the 

expulsion of the Anakim from Hebron; cf. Josh 14:12–15; 15:13–14; Judg 1:10), with the only survivors 

remaining in the Philistine cities of Gaza, Gath, and Ashdod. Incidentally, the RSV rendering of Jer 47:5 

follows this tradition and places the Anakim in a Philistine context as well. It is most probable that 

Goliath of Gath and the other giants of 2 Sam 21:16–22 (cf. 1 Chr 20:4–8) were regarded as descendants 

of the Anakim remnant in Philistia.  

In the Egyptian Execration Texts (ANET, 328–29), there are references to several princes with Semitic 

names who are identified as rulers of Iy-˓anaq. Many scholars regard this as a tribal name related to the 

Anakim, but this connection is not certain (cf. Albright 1928). Apart from these texts, which date to the 

19–18th centuries B.C., there are no other extrabiblical references that shed light on the Anakim.  
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ANAMIM [Heb ˓ănām  m (ֲףָנִמים )]. The third ―offspring‖ of Egypt (Gen 10:13). On the basis of the 

plural suffix marker, -îm, this figure seems to be the name of an ethnic group, the identification of which 

remains uncertain. Albright (1920–21: 191–92) attempted to find this name in a Neo-Assyrian text (KAV 

no. 92 line 41), occurring beside the place name of Caphtor. He equated the latter with Crete and the 

former (a-na-mi) with Cyrene. Later studies of this text have read this name as a-na-kù, eliminating the 

possibility of a reference to the Anamim (Albright 1925: 236–37; Weidner 1952–53: 22).  

A second suggestion (Skinner Genesis ICC, 212) is to emend the text, following LXX ˒enemetiem, and 

to read knmtym, identifying the place with Egyptian knmt in the Libyan desert. A third option, following 

targum Pseudo-Jonathan and some of the fragmentary targums, is to interpret Anamim as referring to 

mrywt˒y, a place identified as W of Alexandria (Cassuto et al. EncBib 6: 309). While the other ―offspring‖ 

of Egypt appear to reflect place names or people who lived in or near Egypt, there remains uncertainty as 

to the identification of a number of them (cf. LUD and NAPHTUHIM), including Anamim. The order of 

the names appear to be according to the number of consonants in the root, beginning with two (Lud) and 

proceeding to four (Naphtuhim and all the names of v 14), thus the order is probably not intended to 

follow a geographical sequence (Wenham Genesis 1–15 WBC, 224).  
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RICHARD S. HESS  

ANAMMELECH (DEITY) [Heb ˓ănammelek (ֲףַנֶמֶלך )]. A god or goddess to whom, along with 

Adrammelech, the former inhabitants of Sepharvaim offered child sacrifice (2 Kgs 17:31). Sargon II had 

settled the Sepharvites in Samaria after deporting much of the local populace.  

The interpretation of this otherwise unknown god-name depends in some part on the understanding of 

the name Adrammelech. Some who follow Albright (ARI, 163) in assuming that ˓adra (m)- conceals an 

incorrectly written form of Hadad would find in ˓ana (m)- the name of the goddess Anat. Thus NAB 

translates ―King Hadad and his consort Anath,‖ and Gese (Gese et al. 1970: 110), ―Hadad König, ˓Anat 



des Königs.‖ The very existence of such a god as Hadad-milki or the like has been called into question, 

however (see Kaufman 1978). An alternate interpretation (Albright ARI, 163; Cogan and Tadmor 2 Kings 

AB, 212) suggests a reflex of the name of the Sumerian sky god Anu in Anammelech. In fact, neither of 

these explanations is completely satisfactory.  

The reference to child sacrifice with this divinity might indicate that the -melek element of the name 

does not have to do with the word for king, but with the much-discussed word (from a root y/hlk?) for 

sacrifice which also appears in the name Molech or Moloch (see Gibson TSSI 3: 74–75; and, specifically 

with the name Anammelech, Green 1975: 179–87).  

Kaufman (1978: 102–3) argues from both literary and linguistic considerations that Sepharvaim was a 

city in Phoenicia, not in Syria, Babylonia, or even Elam as many assume.  
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WILLIAM J. FULCO  

ANAN (PERSON) [Heb ˓ānān (ָףָנן )]. A signatory to the code of Nehemiah and a lay leader of the 

people (Neh 10:26). The name comes from the Heb root ˓nn = ―appear.‖ Along with Anani, who is 

mentioned in 1 Chr 3:24, the name may be an abbreviated form of the name Ananiah, who is a lay leader 

mentioned in Neh 3:23 (Brockington Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 142).  

FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT  

ANANI (PERSON) [Heb ˓ănān   (ֲףָנִני )]. The last recorded descendant of Jehoiachin, the last king of 

the S kingdom of Judah. In 1 Chr 3:24 he is listed as the seventh and final son of Elioenai. He may be 

mentioned in a letter written in Aramaic from the Jewish mercenaries settled on the island of Elephantine 

in Egypt to Bogoas, the Persian governor of Judah ca. 413 B.C.E. The letter is a petition for permission to 

rebuild their temple dedicated to ―Yahu the God of Heaven‖ (ANET, 491–92). If the reconstruction by 

Cross (1975) of the Judean restoration is correct and the Anani mentioned in the Elephantine letter is 

indeed the same as the Anani of 1 Chr 3:24, then he would have been the contemporary of the Jerusalem 

High Priests Johanan II and Jaddua II. For a contrasting view of the period, see Widengren (1977: 489–

538). The name may mean ― (Yahweh) has revealed himself‖ (ISBE 1: 120).  
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RUSSELL FULLER  

ANANIAH (PERSON) [Heb ˓ănanyâ (ֲףַנְנָיה )]. Father of Maaseiah, whose son, Azariah, was 

involved in the repair and reconstruction of Jerusalem‘s walls under the direction of Nehemiah (Neh 

3:23). He is identified by some scholars with Anan, who is mentioned in Neh 10:26, and with Anani, who 

is mentioned in 1 Chr 3:24, both of which may be abbreviated forms of Ananiah (Brockington Ezra, 

Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 142). The name is comprised of two elements: the Heb root ˓nn, ―appear,‖ and 

the theophoric name yah = ―Yaweh.‖ The normal translation for the name is ―Yahweh has appeared‖ 

(Fowler 1988: 103).  
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ANANIAH (PLACE) (Heb ˓ănanyâ (ֲףַנְנָיה )). One of the villages in the territory of Benjamin where 

the children of Benjamin lived after the return from exile in Babylon (Neh 11:32). Though the verse that 

lists Ananiah among the Benjaminite towns is missing from the LXX, it appears as Gk Anania in the 



Codex Sinaiticus and the recension Luciani. Some scholars identify Ananiah as modern Bêt Hannîna 

(Press 1955: 742–73) 4 km NNW of Jerusalem. Others (Albright 1923: 9) would dispute this 

identification because the three towns listed in this verse, Anathoth, Nob, and Ananiah, move from N to S 

geographically. Beth Hannina is NW of them all while Ananiah should be found S of the others and E of 

Jerusalem. There are two villages here, Bahurim (Râs el-Tumein, M.R. 174133) and Bethany (el-

˓Azar  yeh, M.R. 174131). Albright (1923: 9) identified Ananiah with Bethany. Citing parallel examples 

from the Bible, he argued that Beth ˓Ananiah (after the founder Ananiah) and ˓Annaiah were 

interchangeable and the slight difference between Beth ˓Ananiah and Beth ˓Aniah is due to syllabic 

haplology. Early claims that Bethany lay not in Benjamin but in Judah (Press 1955: 43) were answered 

first by the explanation that the old borders of Judah may have been altered in the days of Nehemiah 

(Kallai 1960: 86). Later identifications of several places whose names appear in the boundary descriptions 

between Judah and Benjamin (Josh 15: 7; 18: 16–17) affirm the possibility that the border passed just S of 

Bethany (EncMiqr 6: 311). En-shemesh, for instance, has been identified with ˓Ain Ḥoḍ (M.R. 175131) 

and En-rogel with Bir Alyub (M.R. 172130). Thus Bethany lies near the S border of Benjamin and could 

be this Persian-period village. During the excavations of the old city W of the present town of Bethany, a 

number of objects from the Persian period were found (Saller 1957: 374), giving additional support to the 

theory that this is the site of the postexilic village of Ananiah. See also BETHANY.  
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SUSAN E. MCGARRY  

ANANIAS (PERSON) [Gk Hananias (Ἁνανιαρ)]. Probably a transcription of the not uncommon 

Hebrew name ḥănanĕyāh, ―God is merciful,‖ with a Greek ending. Here we are concerned with five 

individuals who bore this name.  

1. The angel Raphael claims that he is Tobit‘s kinsman Azariah, the son of the great and noble 

Hananiah, i.e., ―God helps, son of God is merciful‖ (Tob 5:13). Given the edifying nature of the book of 

Tobit, there is probably a play on the meaning of the names (Zimmermann 1958: 75).  

2. An Ananias is named in the genealogy of Judith (8:1). Since this book likewise is an edifying story, 

any serious treatment of the genealogy is wasted effort (Enslin 1972: 110). Rather, the genealogy stresses 

the purity of the heroine‘s descent from Israel, and some of its fictitious names may have been borrowed 

from Numbers (1:6, 8; 26:8, 57) and from Nehemiah (12:12–21; Craven 1983: 84–85).  

3. Ananias, a Christian of Jerusalem, appears in a story of a rule miracle of punishment (very similar to 

divine judgment) paralleled by that of his wife, SAPPHIRA (Acts 5:1–11). Luke portrays women as men 

to suggest equality (O‘Toole 1984: 118–26).  

Although they were free to do as they wished with their property, both before and after the sale, Ananias 

and Sapphira agreed to deceive the apostles and the community about the price of a field, and so Ananias 

places only a part of the proceeds at Peter‘s feet. But Peter asks Ananias, ―Why has Satan filled your heart 

to lie to the Holy Spirit?‖ and further describes his crime as lying to God, not to human beings. The 

victory of the Spirit and God, represented by Peter and the community, over Satan in Ananias and 

Sapphira is complete. When reproved by Peter, Ananias says nothing. Rather he falls down and dies, and 

others wrap him up, carry him out, and bury him. The resultant effect is that great fear comes on all who 

hear of the event.  

What originally happened cannot now be deciphered. The names, Ananias and Sapphira, and the 

analogous story in 1 Cor 5:1–8 show the possibility of a historical kernel for Acts 5:1–11 (Lüdemann 

1987: 71). Luke surely contrasts Ananias (Sapphira) and Barnabas of the preceding pericope (Acts 4:36–



37); also the parallels to Judas, the condemnation of Simon (Acts 8:20–23), and the blinding of Elymas 

(Acts 13:6–11) come to the fore.  

4. In Damascus, a Jewish Christian, Ananias (Acts 9:10–7; 22:12–6), who is a devout observer of the 

law and well spoken of by all the Jews, has a vision of Christ, who sends him to lay hands on Paul and 

cure his blindness, to baptize him so that he may wash away his sins and be filled with the Holy Spirit. 

Ananias protests because of Paul‘s reputation and the harm he has done to the Christians. In the 

meantime, Paul has received a vision about Ananias‘ coming. When Ananias arrives, he performs his 

assignment and likewise tells Paul that God appointed him to know his will and to see the Just One whose 

witness he must be and for whom he will suffer.  

This portrayal of Ananias is largely due to Luke. Ananias is not mentioned in the conversation story of 

Paul in Acts 26, and what is said in Acts 22 would not be completely intelligible, if one had not already 

read chap. 9. Moreover, the particular vision genre is found in the NT only in Luke (Acts 9:4–6, 10–16; 

10:3–6; 22:7–10; 26:14–18; Lohfink 1965: 53–60). Lüdemann (1987: 119–20) argues that it is hardly 

possible to make a well-grounded historical judgment about the person of Ananias and his part in the 

conversion/call of Saul, but there remains the problem of the name which Luke surely would not have 

otherwise introduced (cf. Acts 5:1–11; 23:1–5; 24:1). Stählin (Acts NTD, 136) concludes that Ananias 

was from Palestine, which may well be an indication of an independent, probably chronologically prior to 

the persecution of the Christian Hellenists, spread of the gospel and community beyond Palestine. To be 

sure, Acts 22:14–16 are more Jewish in tone. Ananias‘ protest represents a traditional motif which 

stresses either the significance and unprecedented nature of the command (cf. Exod 3:11; Jer 1:6; Luke 

1:18–20) and/or the remarkable nature of the conversion (Roloff Acts NTD, 106, 323). According to 

Hengel (1979: 84), Ananias was probably an important intermediary between the Christians and 

Damascus and Paul.  

5. Ananias, the son of Nedebaeus, was high priest under Claudius and Nero ca. 47–58 C.E. Paul appears 

before him claiming innocence (Acts 23:1–10), and Ananias orders one of the attendants to strike him on 

the mouth (cf. John 18:22–23). Paul retorts with the prophetical (Haenchen Acts Meyerk, 637) statement, 

―God shall strike you, you whitewashed wall,‖ and points out that such an action is contrary to the law 

according to which Paul is supposedly being judged. When informed that he is speaking against the high 

priest, Paul apologizes with a scriptural citation (Exod 22:28). Later (Acts 24:1), Ananias leads the Jewish 

accusers of Paul before Felix.  

Lüdemann (1987: 252–53, 258) sees Paul‘s presentation before the high priest whom he insulted and the 

names of Ananias and the lawyer Tertullus in Acts 24:1 as historical, because there was no good reason 

for creating such a tradition. The presence of Ananias in Acts 24:1 reveals for Luke the weight that the 

Jewish officials attached to Paul‘s case. Finally, it is hard to see how Paul could have been ignorant of 

Ananias‘ office. Did he not know who gave the command to strike him or was Paul being ironical: one 

would not expect a high priest to transgress the law (Munck Acts AB, 223)?  

Josephus provides further information. Ananias was assigned the high priestly office by Herod, king of 

Chalcis (Ant 20 §103). After an outbreak of violence between the Jews and Samaritans, the governor of 

Syria, Quadratus, sent Ananias and others off in chains to Caesar (JW 2 §243; Ant 20 §131), but they were 

rescued through the influence of Agrippa II. Ananias may have enjoyed something of a reputation among 

the people; he certainly used his wealth to bribe individuals and to pay court to the procurator, Albinus, 

and the high priest who succeeded him. Through the capture of his son and other household members, the 

Sicarii forced Ananias to convince Albinus to release many of their followers. On the other hand, 

Ananias‘ slaves went to the threshing floors and took by force the tithes of the priests. They beat those 

who refused to yield. As a result, some poor priests died from starvation (Ant 20 §205–13). During the 

Jewish War, Ananias was seen as a friend of the Romans and his house was burned. Although he 

managed to flee to the palace of Herod the Great, he and his brother, Ezechias, were later caught and 

killed by Zealots (JW 2 §426, 429, 441–42).  
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ROBERT F. O‘TOOLE  

ANANIEL (PERSON) [Gk Ananiēl (Ἀνανιηλ)]. The grandfather of Tobit (Tob 1:1). In Codex 

Sinaiticus the name Ananiel appears also in 1:8, which reads in part: ―as Deborah, the wife of Ananiel my 

father, commanded.‖ This verse designates Ananiel as the father, rather than the grandfather, of Tobit. It 

contradicts Alexandrinus and Vaticanus, as well as Tob 1:1 in Sinaiticus itself, in all three of which 

Ananiel is listed as Tobit‘s grandfather. Zimmermann (1958: 49) suggests that the problem is due to the 

error of a copyist, whose eye strayed to the name Anna in v 9, causing him to insert the similar name 

Ananiel in v 8. Without the name Ananiel, the phrase in Sinaiticus would read identically with the phrase 

in Alexandrinus and Vaticanus.  

The Hebrew form of the name (ḥăn  ˒ēl) is a compound of the noun ḥăn  nâ (favor) and the noun ˒el 

(God), meaning ―favor of God‖ or ―God is merciful.‖ The name appears twice in the OT, designating a 

prince of the tribe of Manasseh (Num 34:23) and a chief of the tribe of Asher (1 Chr 7:39).  
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ANASIB (PERSON) [Gk Anasib (Ἀναςιβ)]. Ancestor of a priestly family who returned from exile in 

Babylon with Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 5:24). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have been compiled from 

Ezra and Nehemiah, this family does not appear among their lists of returning exiles (cf. Ezra 2:36; Neh 

7:39). Omissions such as this also raise questions about 1 Esdras being used as a source by Ezra or 

Nehemiah. Moreover, problems associated with dating events and persons described in 1 Esdras have cast 

doubt on the historicity of the text. Identification of Anasib is further complicated by numerous textual 

variants. The most significant of these variants listed in Hanhart (1974) are: Lat Eliasib in the Vg, Gk 

sanabeis in Codex Vaticanus, and Gk sanaseib or sanasēb in various minuscules.  
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ANATH (DEITY) [Heb ˓ănāt (ֲףָנת )]. An ANE goddess.  

A. Anath According to Nonbiblical Sources  

Anath apparently was worshiped by the Amorites already in the 3rd millennium B.C. Her cult is attested 

in records from the Amorite kingdom at Mari during the reign of Zimri-lim (ca. 1780–1758 B.C.). The 

goddess was closely associated with the city Ḫanat (about 75 miles SE of Mari), which may have been a 

cult center of Anath.  

Literature from Ugarit is the most important source for an understanding of the goddess. In a passage in 

the Baal Epic, Anath is depicted as a fierce, invincible warrior, slaughtering people, tying their heads and 

hands to her person, wading knee deep in the blood and gore of those she has slain, reveling in fighting 

and destruction. Sated with battling, Anath calmly wipes her victims‘ blood from her house and washes 

herself. Later in the epic Anath is Baal‘s ally in his quest for El‘s permission to build a palace. She 

presents Baal‘s petition before El in a most disrespectful manner, threatening him with physical violence. 

Because El does not give the desired response, Baal and Anath next persuade Asherah to intercede on 

Baal‘s behalf. When El finally issues his permission, Anath is the one who announces the good news to 

Baal. After his palace is built, Baal comes under the power of Mot (―Death‖). Anath finds Baal, buries 

him, and, in mourning for him, makes incisions on her body, besides sacrificing many animals. Her heart 



yearning for Baal ―like the heart of a cow for her calf, like the heart of a ewe for her lamb,‖ Anath seizes 

Mot and destroys him. With this victory of Anath, Baal revives and returns to his throne.  

In the story of Aqhat, Anath desires a bow and arrows, made by the craftsman of the gods, which are 

possessed by Aqhat. She offers the hero gold and even immortality. Refusing Anath‘s proposal, Aqhat not 

only accuses the goddess of lying, but also insults her by implying that she is unable to use the bow. 

Furious, Anath appears before El, addressing him in the same disrespectful way she does when presenting 

Baal‘s petition before El in the Baal Epic. After El acquiesces to her plan for revenge, Anath plots with 

her servant Yatpan, who evidently takes on the form of a bird. Hovering above Aqhat in the midst of a 

flock of birds, Anath releases Yatpan, who swoops down and fatally strikes Aqhat. Anath weeps for 

Aqhat; further, she fails to acquire his bow, which somehow falls into the water and is broken.  

The dominant characterization of Anath presented by the extant Ugaritic texts is that of a warlike, 

bloodthirsty, violent goddess. Insolent, impetuous, relentless, she is the outstanding goddess of these texts 

(as compared to Asherah and Ashtoreth), due not to her position or rank, but to the force of her 

personality. Anath, having an intense love for Baal, is usually paired with him as his consort and ally (one 

exception being the story of Aqhat). See also BAAL (DEITY). In fact, victories over certain enemies 

which are ascribed to Baal in some Ugaritic passages are attributed to Anath in others. This may be a case 

of variants, or it may be due to the fact that both Baal and Anath fighting as a pair achieved these 

triumphs; perhaps the battles of one deity had become blended together with those of the other in the 

people‘s minds. There are allusions to the beauty and fertility of Anath, but no preserved text clearly 

depicts her as giving birth to offspring. However, Anath can be viewed as a fertility goddess in this sense: 

she is Baal‘s partner, zealous for his cause, aiding him, and by her defeat of Mot, enabling Baal to come 

back to life. Moreover, in the Kirta Epic, Kirta is promised that his firstborn son will be suckled by Anath. 

Finally, Anath is portrayed a number of times as a winged goddess.  

Epithets of Anath seen in the Ugaritic literature include ―Mistress of Royalty,‖ ―Mistress of Dominion,‖ 

―Mistress of the Highest Heavens,‖ ―Lady,‖ and ―Maiden.‖ She is referred to as the sister of Baal, 

probably not in the literal sense, but because of their close companionship. Her title ―Virgin‖ is not to be 

understood literally, since texts picture her as having intercourse with Baal. Among proposals of scholars 

are that ―Virgin‖ indicates Anath‘s perpetual youth, beauty, and nubility; her never bringing forth 

offspring; her ability to restore her own virginity; her cultic chastity; or her inaccessibility (as an 

unconquerable martial divinity). Another title of the goddess, Ug ybmt l˒imm, remains enigmatic. Both 

words have received various translations: the first, for example, ―Sister-in-Law,‖ ―Progenitress,‖ ―Nubile 

Widow‖; the second, ―People(s),‖ ―Nations,‖ ―Rulers,‖ ―Mighty One.‖  

Anath was also worshipped in Egypt, particularly during the 19th Dynasty. Rameses II seems to have 

had a special preference for the goddess. Statues have been found depicting the pharaoh with Anath. A 

few preserved steles with identifying inscriptions portray Anath being petitioned. One, dating to the reign 

of Rameses III, was found outside Egypt: it belonged to an Egyptian official in Beth-shan. In a short 

offering prayer the dedicator asks for ―life, welfare and health.‖ The Egyptian representations show Anath 

clothed, wearing a crown, sitting or standing (Beth-shan), and either armed or unarmed. On the Beth-shan 

stele she holds a scepter and sign of life. In the magical texts Anath repulses angry demons in battle. The 

Egyptians closely associated Anath with Ashtoreth (an association evidenced in Ugaritic passages). Both 

are mentioned in a magical text (13th century B.C.) as the ―great goddesses who conceive but cannot bring 

forth.‖ See ASHTORETH.  

There is less evidence concerning Anath from the 1st millennium B.C. Personal names with ―Anath‖ (or 

some variant) as a theophoric element appear in upper Mesopotamia, and as far W as Carthage and 

Hadrumetum. Inscriptions mentioning the goddess come primarily from Cyprus. One of these, from 

Lapethos, is a 4th-century Phoenician-Greek bilingual, which identifies Anath (named in the Phoenician 

section) with Athena (named in the Greek section). Anath is called the ―refuge of the living.‖ In the lore 

of Sakkuniathon, Anath is probably to be identified with ―Athena.‖  

Texts from the 5th-century Jewish colony at Elephantine indicate the worship of Yahweh, but also of 

Anath-bethel and Anath-yahu. Basically two proposals for understanding these names have been 



presented by scholars. The first is that the names demonstrate the worship of Anath at Elephantine; she 

was regarded as Yahweh‘s consort. The second, more likely to be correct, is that ―Anath‖ in these names 

is a hypostatized aspect or quality of Yahweh: it is an Aramaic noun meaning ―Providence,‖ ―Sign,‖ or 

―Time.‖ Thus, ―Anath-bethel‖ is ―Providence/Sign of the House of God,‖ ―Anath-yahu‖ is 

―Providence/Sign of Yahweh.‖  

It is probable that at least the memory of Anath continued as late as the 3rd century A.D. Evidence from 

Palmyra (specifically, theophorous names) points to this conclusion. Also, in the opinion of most 

scholars, Anath is one of the goddesses included in the composite deity Atargatis, the Syrian goddess 

whose worship eventually spread throughout the entire Mediterranean world.  

B. Anath in the OT  

There are only indirect and very limited traces of the cult of Anath in the OT. Of the three great 

Canaanite goddesses (Asherah, Anath, Ashtoreth), Anath is the least attested. Three place names—

Anathoth (e.g., Josh 21:18; Jer 1:1), Beth-anath (Josh 19:38; Judg 1:33), and Beth-anoth (Josh 15:59)—

have usually been explained as involving the name of the goddess. Since ―Anathoth‖ may be a shortened 

form of ―Beth-anathoth,‖ it is conceivable that the three had the same general meaning, ―House of 

Anath.‖ The names would then indicate that at one time Anath was worshiped in these locations.  

Shamgar, a mighty fighter in Judges (3:31; 5:6), is designated ben ˓ănāt, ―the son of Anath.‖ The name 

―Shamgar‖ is non-Israelite (best seen as Hurrian in origin). Scholarly opinion varies as to understanding 

―the son of Anath.‖ For example, this designation is seen as indicating Shamgar‘s community; Shamgar 

was from Beth-anath (IDB 4: 306). Another interpretation, seeing in the designation mention of the war 

divinity Anath, is that it is a military title or epithet (Craigie 1972: 239–40). However, Cross (1980: 7) 

thinks that ben ˓ănāt may be a simple personal name. After comparing inscriptions on two arrowheads 

dating to the late 12th and late 11th centuries B.C., he suggests that the designation be understood as ―the 

(son of) Son of Anath.‖ Ben Anath (―Son of Anath‖) was Shamgar‘s father, who was named after the 

goddess. Extrabiblical onomastic data indicate that personal names often consisted of ―Son of‖ plus the 

name of a deity. Since Ben Anath was named after the warrior goddess Anath it is quite possible that he 

came from a military family.  
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WALTER A. MAIER III  

ANATH (PERSON) [Heb ˓ănāt (ֲףָנת )]. Ostensibly the father of Shamgar, a judge of Israel (Judg 

3:31), his identity and even reality have been questioned. Albright (ARI, 111) first suggested that the 

phrase ben-˓ănāt actually should be read bêt-˓ănāt (―house or temple of Anath‖), a city in Galilee. 

Shamgar then becomes a (the chief?) citizen of that town which Israel was unable to conquer (Judg 1:33). 

Others identified the city as Anathoth, the birthplace of the prophet Jeremiah (Gray 1957: 127–29). 

Craigie (1972: 239) interprets ben-˓ănāt as a military name or title. Anath was the Ugaritic goddess not 

only of fertility but of war as well, appearing in Egyptian and Mari texts in a martial role. Further, the 

name bn.˓nt appears in two lists of personal names from Ugarit (PRU 2/43: 12; 61: 6). In this case, the 

translation of the phrase might very well be ―mercenary.‖ If Anath was an actual person, it is unlikely that 

he was an Israelite or a convert to Yahweh, for we would not expect him to hold the name of a competing 

deity during a period when Israel is contending with the Canaanites for the land.  
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KIRK E. LOWERY  

ANATHOTH (PLACE) [Heb ˓ănātôt (ֲףָנתות )]. A priestly city in the tribal territory of Benjamin, 

first mentioned in the Bible as the home of Abiezer and Jehu, two of David‘s bodyguards (2 Sam 23:27; 1 

Chr 11:28; 12:3; 27:12). This important town is not mentioned in any of the early narratives dealing with 

events such as the conquest or the allotment of cities to the tribes.  

Abiathar, the last chief priest of Eli‘s family, was exiled to his estate in Anathoth because he had 

supported Solomon‘s rival, Adonijah. Solomon said that Abiathar deserved death, but because he had 

carried the ark of the Lord before David, Solomon instead deposed him from the priesthood and exiled 

him to Anathoth (1 Kgs 2:26). Anathoth is mentioned by Isaiah (10:30) as one of the places on the 

Assyrian route, but the city was spared destruction.  

The prophet Jeremiah was born in Anathoth (Jer 1:1). It was here that he began to prophesy and here 

that the people of Anathoth rebuked him because he had accused them of breaking the covenant and had 

prophesied that evil would come upon them. Later, Jeremiah purchased the field of Hanamel in Anathoth 

as a symbol of God‘s promise that life someday would return to normal (32:7–9). Jeremiah‘s last 

reference to Anathoth appears in a letter from the exiles in Babylon to the religious authorities in 

Jerusalem (29:27). After the Exile, 128 men of Anathoth returned with Zerubbabel to their town (Ezra 

2:23; Neh 7:27) and Anathoth was resettled by the Benjaminites (Neh 11:32).  

The debate over Anathoth‘s location is whether it lies on the high mound (Ras el-Kharrubeh) 

immediately S of the village of Anata or in the valley next to Anata (M.R. 175135). Anata is situated on a 

broad ridge composed of three hills connected by saddles. To the S of Anata is a low plateau, and then the 

N slope of Ras el-Kharrubeh.  

Ras el-Kharrubeh is a hill 4.5 km NE of Jerusalem. A low valley and several small hills lie between Ras 

el-Khar-rubeh and the ridge which the Mount of Olives occupies. Wadi Farah with its steep, rocky sides is 

the nearest water supply to Ras el-Kharrubeh. Neither Ras el-Kharrubeh nor Anata lies on a major 

highway, but they are within 3 km of the main road from Jerusalem to Shechem and near the junction of 

the ―Way of Beth Horons.‖  

The early historians who identified biblical Anathoth all associated the site with Anata. Josephus (Ant 

10 §114) identified Anathoth as the home of Jeremiah ―which is twenty stades distant from Jerusalem.‖ 

Eusebius (Onomast. 26.27–29) placed Anathoth 3 miles N of Jerusalem in the tribe of Benjamin.  

Many pilgrims—including Burchard of Mt. Zion, Marino Santo, John Poloner, and Brother Felix—

visited biblical Anathoth during the time of the Crusades. Following the Crusades, the site is not 

mentioned again until the last century, when E. Robinson also identified ancient Anathoth with Anata. 

The French geographer M. V. Guérin (1869: 76–79) was the first person to record a visit to Ras el-

Kharrubeh.  

The most important archaeological work at Anata and Ras el-Kharrubeh was done over fifty years ago 

by E. P. Blair and A. Bergman (Biran). This work was initiated because Alt had earlier suggested that OT 

Anathoth was initially at Ras el-Kharrubeh but was moved to Anata after the exile. Blair was given the 

responsibility of conducting soundings at Anata. As he walked the surface, he was convinced there was 

not enough debris to indicate that an ancient settlement had occupied this site. His five probes supported 

that observation, yielding only Arabic, Byzantine, Hellenistic, and Roman deposits (Blair 1936). Because 

there were no pre-Hellenistic remains, Blair concluded that Alt‘s views were correct.  

Biran‘s survey at Ras el-Kharrubeh identified pottery from Iron I to Byzantine (Bergman 1936). Out of 

two probes a few sherds were found from the end of Iron I, some from Iron II, and a few more from the 

Persian-Hellenistic and Roman periods. Biran concluded that the site was occupied from about the 9th 

century to Byzantine times. The settlement reached its peak in Iron II (between 800 and 600 B.C.), 

although it continued to exist in Persian-Hellenistic times, finally coming to an end in the Byzantine 

period. As a result of the work done by Blair and Biran, the identification of Ras el-Kharrubeh with 

Anathoth is universally accepted among Israeli, European, and American archaeologists.  



There was no subsequent archaeological work at either Anata or Ras el-Kharrubeh until the Levitical 

City survey team visited the two sites in 1971. At Anata, all the sherds found were Arab and Byzantine 

(as Blair had observed), with the exception of one possible Iron II sherd. At Ras el-Kharrubeh there was 

an abundance of pottery dating from Iron II as well as Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine periods. The 

earliest sherd from Iron II was from the 9th century, and the 8th century had the most impressive amount.  

The Levitical City survey work at Ras-Kharrubeh and Anata supports the original claims of Alt 

(Peterson 1977: 409–26). At these two sites we have another example of an Iron Age/Persian city shifting 

locations during the Hellenistic and Roman periods. During the Iron Age the biblical city of Anathoth was 

located at Ras el-Kharrubeh, but during the Hellenistic-Roman periods it was relocated down the valley to 

the village that today bears its name.  
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JOHN L. PETERSON  

ANATOLIA. The Asian portion of the modern republic of Turkey. The area shows a great deal of 

topographic variation; some of the main features include a central plateau, a mountainous region in the 

east, and a fertile plain in the southern region around Adana. See Fig. ANA.01. Because it was one of the 

crossroads of the ancient Mediterranean world, it has a rich and diverse history, including numerous 

historical and cultural contacts with Syro-Palestine and its people. This entry will survey the prehistory 

and history of Anatolia, and will summarize some of the broad features of Anatolian mythology, 

especially that preserved by the Hittites. See also the entry on HITTITES.  

PREHISTORY OF ANATOLIA  

The prehistoric period in Anatolia runs from the Lower Paleolithic (ca. 400,000 B.P.) to the end of the 

EB III period (ca. 2000 B.C.). The beginning of the historic era is marked by the emergence of the 

Hittites.  

A. Paleolithic  

Finds from the Paleolithic period are relatively few. Although they occur in both open-air and cave 

sites, the data are uneven owing to a lack of concerted systematic surveys. The Karain cave near Antalya 

currently offers the best continuous chronological sequence for prehistoric Anatolia (Mellaart 1975: 93), 

showing evidence of occupation from the Lower (ca. 400,000 B.P.) to the Upper Paleolithic periods (ca. 

30,000–13,000 B.C.). Of special interest is the final undisturbed Upper Paleolithic level (II) which yielded 

the remains of both Homo neanderthalensis and sapiens (Esin and Benedict 1963: 340). A final Neolithic 

phase from Karain can be roughly correllated with the Cilician Neolithic periods (cf. Mellink 1965: 105–

6). New excavation is currently being carried on by Turkish and American excavators at Yarimburgaz 

cave, near Istanbul, where the earliest evidence of human habitation in Turkey is being uncovered Stone 

tools and fossilized faunal remains unearthed in the cave date to at least 700,000 B.C. Other late-

Paleolithic-period sites have been found at Macun Çay near Ankara and Tekköy on the Black Sea coast 

(Esin and Benedict 1963). Sites such as these indicate that early food-gathering and -collecting 

communities existed somewhat N of the regions traditionally associated with Anatolia‘s earliest human 

habitation.  

B. Epipaleolithic  

The Epipaleolithic period (ca. 13,000 B.C. to 8,500 B.C.) was a time of intense experimentation. While 

true agriculture was still unknown, the subsistence pattern of the previous era was gradually supplemented 

by what has been termed ―incipient agriculture.‖ Preadaptive technologies associated with this strategy 

allowed for a greater exploitation of available food resources. The chipped-stone industry underwent a 

marked development which is especially apparent in the microlithic tools. Sites attributed to this period 

are concentrated in a series of caves located on the lower elevations of the once heavily forested Taurus 



range, overlooking both the Lycian plain and the Mediterranean (Mellaart 1975: 34–35, 92–94). Two such 

sites are Belbaș  (ca. 13,000 B.C.) and Bildibi (ca. 9,000 B.C.), both of which display hunter-gatherer 

economies. While Bildibi C showed some evidence of experimentation with grains, the environment 

proved unsuitable for the adaptation of agriculture and the region was bypassed in succeeding periods in 

favor of arable lands farther north.  

C. Neolithic  

The earliest evidence of settled life in Anatolia dates to the Neolithic age (Mellaart 1975; Todd 1980). 

At the outset of the period (8500–5500 B.C.), man was already experimenting with the plants and animals 

living around him, and soon began to realize the possibility of manipulating the environment for his own 

benefit (Reed 1977; Wright 1971). The ―incipient agriculture‖ of the preceding period gave way to a 

primitive form of true agriculture and the development of village-farming sites across the ―fertile 

crescent.‖ The SE stretch of Anatolia formed the N arc of this crescent and sites such as C ayönü served as 

bases from which agriculture expanded into W Anatolia.  

The Anatolian Neolithic is commonly divided into two phases, the aceramic and the ceramic (Mellaart 

1975; but cf. Todd 1980). During the aceramic phase (8500–6500 B.C.) settled communities first appear in 

conjunction with domesticated plants and animals. The results of archaeological exploration suggest that 

regional differences already existed during the earliest phase of the Neolithic. Data are uneven, however, 

as the pertinent sites are few and scattered. The ceramic phase (6500–5500 B.C.), as its name suggests, is 

characterized by the first appearance of pottery. The economies of both Neolithic phases were similar. 

Dry-farming communities predominated and were located in areas with arable lands. Such sites were also 

near local sources of water and scattered examples of irrigation are known. Animal husbandry was 

introduced early but became more prevalent during the later stages of the Neolithic. Faunal remains show 

that wild game was also heavily exploited, especially in the period‘s early phase. Some communities 

supplemented this base economy by using local resources (i.e., obsidian) as a means of trade. At present, 

most of the information concerning the Neolithic derives from sites located in the S reaches of the 

peninsula. Recent salvage excavations along the Euphrates, however, have provided important new 

information at sites such as Hayar Höyük, Gritille, and Cafer Höyük.  

C ayönü is currently the earliest settled site known in Anatolia. Evidence suggests that it was occupied as 

early as 8000 B.C. and provides fascinating information about the shift from a hunting and gathering to a 

village-farming economy (cf. Braidwood et al. 1981). The site covered about 30,000 m
2
 and housed 

several hundred people. Handworked obsidian and flint tools were found in abundance at C ayönü, as were 

grinding stones and other materials for food processing. Bone and antler tools also appeared, as did small 

beads, pendants, and figurines. Copper artifacts were more abundant than expected for such an early date. 

True pottery was completely absent from the site, but white plaster vessels (vaisselles blanches) occur in 

the upper levels. While botanical remains suggest the appearance of domesticated grains by 7000 B.C., 

evidence of domesticated animals does not appear, with the exception of the dog (ca. 7000 B.C.), until 

somewhat later. This situation is not unlike that of other transitional Anatolian Neolithic sites such as 

Așikli Höyük, Suberde, and Hacilar (V).  

C atal Höyük (East) is the best known of the Neolithic sites in Anatolia and best represents the 

developments which were taking place during the later part of the period (Mellaart 1967). The site was 

well planned and carefully constructed, made up of contiguous mudbrick houses with entryways through 

the roof. The walls and floors were plastered and burnished as in contemporary Jericho. Pottery was found 

in all thirteen excavated levels, though aceramic levels undoubtedly lie farther below. While the pottery 

appears to be strictly utilitarian in nature, other arts and crafts attest to a nonutilitarian aspect in the 

culture. Although no altars were found, the discovery of shrines with bucrania, wall paintings, plaster 

reliefs, and cult figurines suggests a strong religious orientation. Taken together, these materials provide 

evidence for a sophistication not previously suspected in central Anatolia.  

The chipped-stone industry of C atal Höyük is particularly significant. The people who inhabited C atal 

Höyük made almost exclusive use of obsidian from nearby volcanic flows for their tools and weapons. 

The fact that local Anatolian obsidian was found at Jericho, among other places in the Levant, suggests 



that the inhabitants of C atal Höyük were involved in some form of long-distance trade (Renfrew, Dixon, 

and Cann 1966). While one need not understand the term ―trade‖ in an exaggerated sense, some sort of 

exchange must be hypothesized in order to account for the movement of Konya obsidian so far abroad. 

The occurrence of Mediterranean shells, metal ores, and pigments not found locally also point to the 

existence of such trade. The economy of C atal Höyük, however, continued to be based on agriculture, and 

irrigation appears at C atal Höyük around 6000 B.C. The diet of C atal Höyük remains one of the most 

varied yet discovered in the Neolithic. Although no definite proof was found of domesticated animals, 

animal husbandry probably played a significant role in the town‘s economy. Weapons, wall paintings 

portraying hunt scenes, and the bones of wild animals, however, indicate that hunting was still important. 

C atal Höyük comes to an end around 5400 B.C., although after a short interval a new settlement is 

founded across the river. This later settlement belongs to the Early Chalcolithic period.  

D. The Chalcolithic Period  

The three phases of the succeeding Chalcolithic period last from about 5500 to 3000 B.C. and seem to 

have gradually developed out of the Neolithic period with no clear signs of cultural upheaval. The Early 

Chalcolithic period (5500–4500 B.C.) is best known from sites localized S of the Kizil Irmak. This initial 

phase is sometimes called the ―late Neolithic‖ because its economy shows little change from the 

preceding Neolithic, remaining agriculturally based. Faunal studies are incomplete, but animal husbandry 

probably existed at Hacilar, much as at contemporary sites such as Erbaba and Can Hasan where sheep, 

goats, cattle, and perhaps pigs were kept. Botanical remains indicate that foodstuffs were much like those 

at C atal Höyük with einkorn, emmer, as well as 2- and 6-rowed barley being mainstays along with peas, 

lentils, chick-peas, acorns, and hackberries. The distinguishing characteristic of the period is the 

development of painted pottery, the earliest examples of which apparently come from Mersin. The 

principal Anatolian site of the Early Chalcolithic is Hacilar, where the red-on-creme pottery attained a 

high degree of development (Mellaart 1975: 111). The examples from levels V–II are considered the 

hallmark of the period. Two distinct phases of fine clay figurines are found at Hacilar, the first (levels IX–

VI) which displays the statuary at its unrivaled best, and the second (levels V–II) which lacks much of the 

creativity and charisma of the earlier examples. Nonetheless, the statuary, as a whole, is unmatched by 

anything else of its time. Early levels were unfortified, but security is enhanced in period II, with the 

addition of an outer defense wall formed by employing a line of contiguous structures on the perimeter of 

the site as a defensive measure. The site was destroyed and abandoned about 4800 B.C., leaving no 

apparent links to succeeding cultures.  

Subsequent phases of the Chalcolithic are not well documented, especially in central Anatolia. The 

Middle Chalcolithic period (4500–3500 B.C.) is most evident along the Euphrates River where Late Ubaid 

cultural remains indicate a Mesopotamian intervention. This interlude represents the beginning of a 

persistent pattern of Mesopotamian riverine expansion which continues through the Middle Bronze Age 

(Marfoe 1987). Ubaid pottery at sites along the land route to the Ergani-Maden copper mines near 

Diyarbakir seems to confirm the motivation behind this expansion, and Ubaid pottery from Fraktin 

suggests that Mesopotamian influence may have also extended into central Anatolia at this time. The Late 

Chalcolithic (3500–3000 B.C.) is imprecisely understood in both western and central Anatolia (Yakar 

1985, cf. chart 107). In the east, the Uruk culture succeeded the Ubaid and, like its predecessor, followed 

the main river routes north. Uruk expansion into Anatolia is documented in a series of enclaves which 

included sites such as Tepe Gawra, Tell Brak, Tarsus, Carchemish, Habuba Kabira, Kurban Höyük, and 

Norșuntepe before its sudden collapse around 3000 B.C. (Algaze 1987).  

The legacy of early Anatolian prehistory is one of innovation, growth, and preparation. Important 

changes occurred inside Anatolia related to the development of greater food production and sedentism. 

The Early Bronze Age (3000–2000 B.C.) ushered man into a new age. Rapid developments in metallurgy, 

a greater accumulation of wealth and property, larger cities, and increased social organization all occur. 

Trade and military ventures bring Anatolia increasingly into contact with the outside world. In spite of its 

―internationalism,‖ however, small villages with an agriculturally based economy remain the backbone of 

the country. The Early Bronze Age of Anatolia is conveniently divided into three periods.  



E. The EB I Period  

The initial phase of the Early Bronze in Anatolia (3000–2800 B.C.) displays a proto-urban village 

character marked by the first appearance of distinct, though parochial, cultural regions. EB I is 

represented in the NW by the pre-Troy I cultures of the Troad and related island sites off the coast such as 

Poliochni (on Lemnos), Thermi (on Lesbos), and Emporio (on Chios). The exact placement of the pre-

Troy I sequence is not completely understood, but on the basis of comparative ceramics it appears to 

antedate Troy I with Kumtepe Ic coming near the end of EB I (Yakar 1985; Mellink 1986). The small and 

later fortified town of Troy I can only begin then near the end of the EB I period (ca. 2800 B.C.; cf. Yakar 

1985: 116). It should be noted, however, that attempts to interpret the evidence from Troy have led to 

serious disagreement over Anatolian chronology which stems, in part, from differences in the 

chronological systems currently in use. While some scholars would put more reliance on European and 

Aegean sequences established on the basis of comprehensive radiocarbon dates (Easton 1976), others feel 

that it is more productive to link Troy to the Aegean only after it is securely tied to central Anatolia and, 

through historical synchronisms, to the better-established Near Eastern chronologies (cf. Yakar 1985: 

111).  

The EB I is not easily demarcated in central Anatolia. It may be part of a cultural complex that is not 

totally indigenous to the region, perhaps including parts of Thrace, the Troad, and the Pontic regions. 

Evidence is found in the ceramics of Alișar, Kültepe, and Alaca Höyük, but details are unclear because of 

a lack of clear ties to more secure chronologies. EB I levels are dated primarily on the basis of affinities in 

the material culture to the preceding Chalcolithic period and the lack of foreign imports prevalent in the 

succeeding EB II (cf. Mellink 1965: 110–13). Because its upper chronological limit is sometimes thought 

to overlap with the Chalcolithic, the complex is often referred to as ―Late Chalcolithic.‖ Other north-

central sites tied to this horizon include Büyük Güllücek, Horoztepe, and Mașat Höyük. The EB I is also 

represented at Bağbași in Elmalɩ plain, and Beycesultan (XX–XL) near Denizli.  

Eastern Anatolia became the theater of the Early Trans-Caucasian movement (ETC) about this same 

time (Kelly-Buccelati 1974). Also known as the Khirbet Kerak, Kura-Araxes, or Karaz culture (in 

reference to other areas where it has been isolated), the ETC movement is defined by the distinctive red-

black polished ware with fluted and grooved decoration found in its wake. The movement begins in the 

Araxes Valley situated between the Black and Caspian seas during the 4th millennium, and then spreads E 

into Iran. It has been suggested that the impetus of this movement originated, as it so often does in 

Anatolia‘s history, in the desire to obtain raw materials in the form of native copper and copper ores 

(Kelly-Buccelati 1974: 353). The first elements of the ETC arrive in eastern Anatolia around 2800 B.C.  

F. EB II  

The EB II sequence (ca. 2800–2400 B.C.) is composed of roughly contemporary cultures whose 

contemporaneity is based on clear synchronisms in the following period. Among these are middle and late 

Troy I (including Troy IIa) in the NW, the ―Copper Age‖ cultures of central Anatolia, and the Cilician EB 

II. Urbanism is on the rise and imposing walls begin to appear at regional centers like Troy, Alaca Höyük, 

Kültepe, Norșuntepe, and Arslantepe. Fortified cities such as these suggest aggressive kingdoms vying for 

power. The number of metal weapons such as battle-axes, swords, and spears found at these sites provide 

further evidence of militarism and the need for defense. The reason behind this urban growth and apparent 

aggressiveness is debated. Much of it, especially in the eastern and central regions, may be a response to 

the Mesopotamian movement into the region in search of raw materials. As Anatolian metals such as 

copper, lead, gold, silver, and electrum were among the most highly coveted of these resources, those who 

controlled the access to them must have reaped startling wealth, not to mention jealous competitors.  

In the northwest, Troy I survives until about 2600 B.C. and is followed by a hiatus in occupation before 

the EB II concludes with the complete rebuilding of the Troy IIa citadel around 2500 B.C. (cf. Mellink 

1986: 149, pl. 16; Yakar 1985), an event which is approximately contemporary with the last phase of the 

Early Dynastic III period in Mesopotamia (cf. Yakar 1976: 56). Inland, its influence is felt as far away as 

Beycesultan (XIX–XVII).  



The EB II of central Anatolia is represented by ―Copper Age‖ levels at Alișar Höyük, Acemhöyük, and 

Kültepe. The development of small settlements into large fortified cities suggests an increasingly urban 

orientation. Alaca Höyük is of particular importance for this period. Among the discoveries at Alaca are 

the royal tombs (Yakar 1985: 185). These rectangular shaft tombs must have been the final resting places 

for several generations of the city‘s royal house. The men were buried with weapons and the women with 

domestic articles and jewelry. Also among the contents of these tombs are the enigmatic ―standards‖ and 

the metal remains of furniture. The numerous metal remains found in the tombs reveal the same advanced 

technological skills as found at Troy.  

The origins of the Alaca culture are disputed. Unfortunately, the royal tombs cannot be stratigraphically 

dated, but on the basis of ―Copper Age‖ pottery found in the tomb, they were tentatively placed at the end 

of the EB II or early in the EB IIIa, though some tombs seem to date a little later (cf. Yakar 1985: 176, 

177–79, 185). While some have tried to link the Alaca culture to the Kurgan cultures of the north, and the 

Black Sea coast site of Maikop in particular (Yakar 1985: 185), there is no clearly definable means of 

tracing its origins.  

Meanwhile, eastern Anatolia continued to bear the brunt of the Early Trans-Caucasian movement which 

reached the area of the Keban dam and Malatya around 2800 B.C., later finding its way to the Amuq 

around 2600 B.C. ETC influence is also felt at this same time in central Anatolian ―Copper Age‖ sites 

such as Kültepe and Alaca Höyük (Kelly-Buccelati 1974: 301–33). Farther south, the seizure and 

occupation of the town of Purušḫanda (perhaps located at Acemhöyük) by Sargon I (ca. 2400 B.C.) 

renewed the Mesopotamian presence in the region and suggests that this part of Anatolia was well known 

to Mesopotamians as early as the 24th century B.C.  

G. EB III Period  

The last phase of the Early Bronze Age (ca. 2400–2000 B.C.) witnessed major developments taking 

place throughout Anatolia. The upper limit of subphase EB IIIA is determined by the inauguration of the 

Cilicio-Troadic connection and the introduction of wheel–made pottery to Troy IIb. These events provide 

clear chronological synchronisms between Troy IIb–g and the Cilician EB IIIA. In the case of Tarsus, the 

evidence is strong enough to postulate an intrusive settlement of West Anatolians (Mellink 1986: 149–

51). This intrusion may have been brought about by seafaring warriors and merchants who followed the 

coast, much like the ―Sea Peoples‖ of the later 13th–early 12th centuries.  

The EB IIIA in central Anatolia is characterized by a continuity that goes back to the EB II (Yakar 

1985: 183). The region, however, was not isolated from the larger events of the period. Depatas and one-

handled cups found at such sites as Alișar, Kültepe, and Acemhöyük indicate that the region was intimate 

with the affairs of the EB IIIA ( zgüc  1986; Mellink 1986). The similarity of jewelry from Troy, Alaca, 

and Eskiyapar provides another indication of strong relations between Troy and her central Anatolian 

counterparts (Mellink 1986: 142).  

In the E, a middle phase of the ETC movement begins about 2400 B.C., but its energy is apparently 

spent by 2100 B.C. In fact, a pattern of cultural fragmentation has already developed in the E in which 

numerous local cultures flourish during the last part of the 3d millennium. This patchwork of small 

polities is characterized by large walled towns and many local ceramic traditions which actually begin in 

the middle of the 3d millennium and continue into the 2d (Marfoe 1987: 34).  

The EB IIIA period came to an end around 2300 B.C. when Troy II was overrun and the Cilicio-Troadic 

connections were severed by a force of uncertain origin (cf. Mellink 1986: 151). The EB IIIB is marked 

by the erection of Troy III–V, which were roughly contemporary with the later central Anatolian EB III. 

Along the coastal areas of W and SW Anatolia the Minoans became the dominant seafarers, supplanting 

the native West Anatolians, while the inland areas of W and S Anatolia are thought to have provided the 

backdrop for the movement of the Indo-European-speaking peoples into Anatolia (cf. Yakar 1976).  

The areas N of the Kizil Irmak do not seem to have been affected by the aggressive action which 

brought an end to Troy II (above) and many of the principalities to the S (Yakar 1985: 183). Important EB 

III settlements maintained themselves at Alaca Höyük, Mașat, Kültepe, Acemhöyük, Karahöyük-Konya, 

and Alișar Höyük. It may be that in the cities of this area, especially those farther N, are to be found the 



―indigenous‖ Hattians who preceded the Hittites and bequeathed to them so many of their cultural 

trappings.  

Although it was not uncommon for these EB III settlements to be overthrown from time to time, 

occupation is quickly resumed with no signs of cultural collapse. Signs point to internal or internecine 

conflict rather than external force, a point which is confirmed in the cultural continuity seen between the 

EB III and succeeding MB/LB cultures, as well as the expanding foreign contacts. Kül-tepe-Kaneš, in 

anticipation of its role as the nexus of the Old Assyrian trade network in the Middle Bronze Age, shows 

signs of increasing prosperity from its foreign trade ( zgüc  1986). Other towns also grow, either in 

response to similar economic catalysts or as places of refuge from the internecine struggles convulsing the 

region. Near the end of the period the Mesopotamian link is again apparent in the form of traders from Ur 

(III) and Assyria who successively followed the long-established trade routes to central Anatolia. As a 

result of such external influences, the cultural horizon of central Anatolia was considerably broadened in 

advance of the political shift which was to turn the focus of the ancient world to Anatolia for much of the 

2d millennium. When the EB III came to an end around 2000 B.C., the stage was already set for the 

emergence of the Hittites.  
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RONALD L. GORNY  

HISTORY OF ANCIENT ANATOLIA  

Both archaeological and textual source material is abundant for ancient Anatolia. Many sites have been 

excavated and have yielded a wealth of evidence about architecture, city planning, pottery, metallurgy, 

and material culture in general for all periods of Anatolian history. Textual remains from a number of 

sites have provided philologists and historians with material for the history of early Asia Minor. The 

many different languages, scripts, and writing media reflect the diversity of the area‘s history. The 

cuneiform system of writing is represented by clay tablets written in at least two dialects of Akkadian, 

Hittite, and Urartian, as well as Urartian monumental inscriptions in stone. From the Hittite kingdom and 

many Neo-Hittite cities, steles and monuments written in the Luwian hieroglyphic script are extant. 

Phrygians and Lydians left inscriptions in their own languages and distinctive scripts based on Phoenician 



or Greek alphabets. There is a wealth of inscriptional material in Greek and Latin from the later periods, 

as well as information in some Greek and Roman writers.  

A. Old Assyrian Merchants  

History begins in Anatolia with the tablets of the Old Assyrian merchants. These merchants, based in 

Aššur, came into Anatolia near the beginning of the 2d millennium B.C. and established trading colonies 

(Old Assyrian kārum) to facilitate regular trade between Aššur and Anatolia. The most important of these 

colonies was at the city of Kaneš, modern Kültepe. In the upper levels of the kārum were discovered a 

number of tablets, primarily economic documents, written in cuneiform in the Old Assyrian script and 

dialect. Formal trade agreements were drawn up with local Anatolian rulers, who offered the merchants 

protection but also exacted taxes on their commerce. Indo-European names occur in some of the 

documents, indicating that the Hittites were already present in Anatolia in this period, although not as a 

recognizable political entity. Also found in the kārum district were a number of cylinder seals, a 

distinctively Mesopotamian type of seal which was rolled across a wet clay bulla or tablet as a signature. 

The seals show Mesopotamian and Syrian as well as native Anatolian motifs.  

On the site of the city itself a palace has been identified. Tablets in Old Assyrian were also found in this 

building; the local ruler apparently employed scribes from the kārum. One of the most interesting is a 

letter from another Anatolian ruler to the king of Kaneš. In another building was found a dagger or 

spearhead inscribed ―the palace of Anitta the king.‖ Opinion is divided as to whether this indicates that 

Anitta was king at Kaneš or that he sacked the city and the dagger was lost there.  

The advent of the Assyrian traders begins the historical period in Anatolia; those merchants brought 

with them among other things the concept of writing and the use of cylinder seals. Later Hittite texts refer 

to a city called Neša (Kaneš) as their city of origin, which accords well with the evidence of the Hittite 

names in the Kaneš tablets. Thus the Hittites were exposed to the cultural influence of the foreign 

merchants from Aššur, some elements of which are discernible in the Hittite cultural tradition.  

B. Hittites  

The main textual source for Hittite history is the large corpus of cuneiform texts discovered at the Hittite 

capital of Ḫattuša, modern Boğazköy, in central Turkey. Most of the texts are in Hittite, the earliest 

attested Indo-European language. Archaeological evidence for the Hittites is extensive; major sites 

include Boğazköy, Mașat, Alaca Höyük, and Alișar.  

The first recorded king of the Hittites was Anitta, very probably the same king whose dagger was found 

at Kültepe. The one major text attributable to him lists the cities which he conquered. One of these was 

Ḫattuša, which was resettled and made the capital by the Hittites under Ḫattusilis I ca. 1650 B.C. Perhaps 

the most important document for this king‘s reign in his ―Political Testament,‖ in which he addresses the 

assembled nobles on the subject of his adoption of a new heir after the treachery of his own son. His 

adopted successor, Muršili I, expanded Ḫattusilis‘ empire and even made a raid deep into Mesopotamia, 

conquering Babylon and ending the OB dynasty of Hammurapi ca. 1595. However, Muršili on his return 

was murdered in the first of a long series of dynastic disputes. The Old Hittite period ends with the king 

Telepinu, who promulgated an edict defining rules for dynastic succession designed to end the intrigues 

which had crippled the kingdom since Muršili‘s assassination.  

After a Middle Hittite period of somewhat meager documentation, the New Hittite period begins with 

the reign of Šuppiluliumas I, who embarked on an ambitious program of empire building. Later kings 

maintained and increased the conquered lands, administering an empire extending in all directions from 

Ḫattuša. Important texts in this period include the annals of Muršili II, in which are detailed year by year 

the campaigns of the king, a treaty between Ḫattusilis III and Rameses II which is famous because it is 

extent in copies both from Ḫattuša and from Egypt, and the ―Apology‖ of Ḫattusilis III, an early piece of 

political justification in which the king defends his usurpation of the throne from his nephew. The reign of 

Ḫattusilis‘ successor, Tudḫaliya IV, is characterized by his religious reforms. Shortly after that king‘s 

reign the capital was captured and burned and the empire collapsed. Scholars have yet to penetrate the 

mystery of who it was that so dramatically brought to an end one of the great empires of the Near East. 

See also HITTITES.  



C. Neo-Hittite States  

Although the collapse of the capital at Ḫattuša signaled the end of the Hittite empire, many of the cities 

throughout the empire retained their Hittite character for centuries after the imperial structure had 

vanished. The culture of these Neo-Hittite cities shows a mixture of Hittite and Aramean elements. An 

important source for their political history are the annals of the kings of Assyria, who eventually 

incorporated all of these cities one at a time into their empire. The archaeological record from this period 

includes excellent architectural remains and wonderful examples of sculpture, both relief and in the round. 

There are also a number of inscriptions in hieroglyphic Luwian, although there is no corpus of 

nonmonumental documentation analogous to the Hittite archives at Ḫattuša.  

Karkamiș, on the modern Syria-Turkey border, was a provincial capital during the Hittite empire and 

became one of the most important Neo-Hittite cities. Much of the 1st-millennium city has been excavated, 

revealing the truly magnificent series of orthostats (stone slabs, carved in low relief, used to decorate the 

walls of public buildings). Many of these orthostats may now be seen in the Ankara museum. The art of 

Karkamiș influenced all of the surrounding states and was probably transmitted to the Greeks by the 

Phrygians.  

One of the most spectacular of all the Neo-Hittite sites is Karatepe. Here the orthostats have been 

preserved in situ, giving the modern visitor an idea of the layout of the city and its decoration. The reliefs 

and the long bilingual inscription of King Azitawanda in hieroglyphic Luwian and Phoenician illustrates 

the blending of Hittite and Phoenician elements at Karatepe.  

The history of the Neo-Hittite period is one of many small city-states, heirs at least in part to Hittite 

culture, which maintained themselves as independent principalities but were never able to reunite the area 

as the Hittite empire had done. This made them susceptible to attack, and their history as independent 

states ended as each individual city was incorporated into the expanding Assyrian empire in the first half 

of the 1st millennium B.C. Thereafter their distinctive Hittite-Aramean character was lost and they were 

absorbed culturally as well as politically into the Assyrian empire. The period immediately after the Neo-

Hittite states is thus for southern Anatolia one of Assyrian domination.  

D. Urartians  

The extremely mountainous E region of Anatolia was called by the Assyrians of the late 2d and 1st 

millennia Urartu or Uruatri. A number of Urartian sites have been discovered. These include Van, 

Toprakkale, Altɩntepe, and C avuștepe in Turkey and Karmir-Blur and Erin-Berd in the Soviet Union. 

Urartian cities follow the general pattern of utilizing the region‘s steep-sided hills as natural fortification, 

supplemented with defensive walls. The cities normally have huge cisterns cut in the rock and an 

extensive system of storage jars, for withstanding the sieges of the Assyrians mentioned below.  

Archeology has also brought to light a number of monumental rock inscriptions of the Urartians, written 

in Assyrian cuneiform but in the Urartian language, which shows some affinities to Hurrian. 

Approximately 25 tablets have been found in addition to the rock inscriptions. Still, much of our 

understanding of Urartian political history comes from the Assyrian sources.  

The Urartian homeland is well protected by mountains and rather inaccessible from Assyria, its main 

enemy. The Assyrians could only campaign in Urartu for a few weeks out of the year, because the passes 

through which they had to go were only open for a short time. This dictated the Urartian strategy for 

defending their homeland, which was simply to withdraw within their walled fortress towns and utilize 

their stored provisions to wait out the Assyrian siege. The development of Urartian political organization 

from a tribal system to a unified monarchy may be traced in the Assyrian sources over a period of several 

centuries. By the 9th century B.C., Urartu was the object of regular campaigns by the Assyrians. In the 

first half of the 8th century, Urartian power was at its zenith as they pushed west to the Mediterranean, 

coming into contact with the Neo-Hittite states. The Urartians managed to hold some of their conquered 

lands until Tiglath-pileser III reasserted Assyrian control and pushed the Urartians back into their 

mountainous homeland. Thereafter the history of Urartu is primarily one of defense against periodic 

campaigns of the Assyrians. Urartu as an independent kingdom in the written sources disappeared with its 



conquest by the Medes in the later 7th century B.C. The Urartians are best known to us today through their 

excellent metalwork and ivory carving, their jewelry, and their armor.  

E. Phrygians and Lydians  

The Phrygians were contemporaries of the Urartians who lived in central Anatolia around the Halys 

River, the modern Kɩzɩl Irmak. Primary written sources for their history are Greek legends, such as the 

Midas story, and Assyrian historical documents. The Phrygians had their own alphabetic writing system 

based on the Phoenician alphabet, but the corpus of Phrygian is very small and is limited mostly to 

monumental inscriptions. Their main site is the capital at Gordion. Outside the ancient city are several 

huge burial tumuli. The largest of these is referred to as that of Midas, but there is no evidence for this 

identification. Another site is a rock-cut building façade at Midas city in W Anatolia which includes an 

inscription.  

The Phrygians may appear in written sources as early as the 11th century B.C., in the reign of the 

Assyrian king Tiglath-pileser I. Sargon II (8th century) records a military confrontation with the Phrygian 

king Mita (the Greek Midas) in Cilicia in S Anatolia. Soon after this clash with Assyria the Cimmerians 

ca. 690 B.C. swept into Anatolia and took Gordion, with Midas, according to tradition, committing suicide 

at the loss of his kingdom. After the Cimmerian invasion, Gordion was rebuilt, but although the 

architecture and material culture closely resemble that of the earlier city, the rebuilding was done by the 

Lydians, not Phrygians. The Phrygians worshiped the goddess Kubaba/Cybele, who in later periods 

became an important mother-goddess in Anatolia.  

The Lydians, as noted above, added the Phrygian region to their own when Gordion was destroyed by 

the Cimmerians. The Cimmerians also attacked the Lydian capital of Sardis in W Anatolia, but King 

Alyattes managed to repel them. Written sources for the Lydians are meager, including a few texts in 

Lydian and mention of them in Homer and Herodotus. From Herodotus, we learn that Alyattes pushed his 

kingdom to the Mediterranean, destroying Smyrna (modern Izmir) at the beginning of the 6th century B.C. 

Excavation at Sardis has brought to light much of the material culture of the Lydians. They were in close 

contact with the Greeks throughout their history, and much of their art shows affinities with that of the 

Greeks of the Archaic period. Croesus, the last Lydian king, ca. 561–547 B.C., consulted the oracle at 

Delphi and attacked the Persians on the strength of the oracle‘s reply. The result of his attempt to expand 

his kingdom at the expense of the Persians, however, was that the Persians took Sardis and ended the 

Lydian kingdom.  

F. Ionian City-States  

The W coast of Anatolia of the 1st millennium is referred to as Ionia because of the many Ionian Greek 

city-states founded there during the migrations at the end of the Bronze Age. Important sites include 

Ephesus, Priene, Miletus, and Didyma. Greek literary sources supplement the extensive archaeological 

record.  

Throughout the 7th century B.C. several Lydian kings in succession attacked various Ionian cities in 

their expansion to the west. Alyattes, mentioned above, laid siege to the important port city of Miletus for 

12 years and succeeded in taking Smyrna. His successor Croesus is recorded as giving gifts to Ionian 

temples, especially the temple of Artemis at Ephesus, but he attacked that city as well. A number of the 

mainland Ionian cities were paying tribute to Lydia up until the fall of that kingdom to the Persians. The 

island cities were free of this burden as the Lydians had no fleet. The Ionian city-states are well known for 

their intellectual life; the pre-Socratic philosophers Thales, Anaximander, and Anaximenes all came from 

Ionian Anatolia.  

G. Persian Period  

Greek and Persian literary sources furnish the main evidence for the Persian occupation of Anatolia, as 

the Persians left little distinctive archaeological evidence. The Medes, a group associated with the 

Persians, are recorded in Anatolia early in the 6th century B.C., fighting with Lydia. In 546 the last Lydian 

king, Croesus, attacked the first Achaemenid (Persian) king, Cyrus. When Cyrus took the Lydian capital 

of Sardis the remainder of Anatolia rapidly followed. For the next two centuries the Persians ruled 

Anatolia from several different satrapies, or provincial administrative centers. One of the best-known 



satraps was Mausolus of Halicarnassos, whose funerary monument was the Mausoleum, one of the 7 

wonders of the world.  

The Ionian city-states, taken by the Persians in the wake of their conquest of Sardis, revolted in 499 

B.C., winning only a temporary freedom. After quelling the revolt, the Persians attempted to placate the 

Ionian cities in order to secure their flank before launching their invasion of the Greek mainland. The 

failure of Xerxes‘ Greek invasion weakened Persian control of the Greek cities in Anatolia as well, 

although it was not until Alexander the Great‘s campaigns through Anatolia in the middle of the 4th 

century B.C. that the Persians were expelled. The Persians ruled Asia Minor politically, but had little 

influence culturally, the various pre-Persian cultures of Anatolia remaining essentially the same.  

H. Hellenistic Period  

This is the period between Alexander‘s expulsion of the Persians and the coming of the Romans. 

Sources for this period include the various Greek historical sources on Alexander and his successors as 

well as archaeological evidence from many sites. Some parts of Anatolia were incorporated into the 

empire of Alexander and his successors, while other areas managed to escape conquest or reasserted their 

independence, forming small kingdoms. The north central region was never conquered by Alexander and 

remained independent until the Roman period.  

An important kingdom of this period was that of Pergamon (modern Bergama), located on the W coast. 

The foundation of the kingdom dates to Philetaeros, 283–263 B.C. The remains of the city on its acropolis 

are still very impressive. Attalus I (241–197 B.C.) built the magnificent altar of Zeus, now on exhibit in 

Berlin, to commemorate a victory over the Gauls of central Anatolia. Pergamon‘s close cultural contact 

with mainland Greece is indicated by Attalus II‘s endowing of a stoa at Athes. The last Pergamene king, 

Attalus III, bequeathed the kingdom to Rome at his death in 133 B.C.  

One of the best known of the independent Hellenistic kingdoms of Anatolia is that of Commagene, 

situated in SE Anatolia. It is justly famous for the funerary monument of its king, Antiochus I Epiphanes, 

deep in the mountains at Nemrud Daǧɩ. The site contains a huge burial tumulus with pavilions facing both 

the rising and setting sun with colossal stone statues of Hellenistic gods, in which group Antiochus 

included himself. There are also other monuments and inscriptions in the area. The culture of Commagene 

as preserved shows a unique mixture of Greek and Iranian elements. The kingdom remained independent 

until A.D. 72, when it was incorporated into the province of Syria by Vespasian.  

I. Roman Period  

Rome began expanding into Anatolia in the 2d century B.C. and eventually took all of the region, 

splitting it into several provinces, the largest of which were Asia, Galatia, and Cappadocia. Besides the 

acquisition of Pergamon and Commagene mentioned above, a landmark in the Roman takeover was the 

final conquest by Pompey ca. 67 B.C. of the district of Pontus on the Black Sea after three wars with its 

last ruler, Mithridates VI. Abundant Roman sites in Anatolia have yielded archaeological evidence and 

many inscriptions in Greek and Latin. A number of Roman writers mention Asia Minor as well. Important 

sites include Ephesus (modern Selcuk), Hierapolis (modern Pa-mukkale), and Aphrodisias. The seven 

churches of Revelation are all located in Anatolia; some of them are at cities with extensive Roman 

remains; at others almost nothing is left today. For the archaeology of the seven churches, see the 

comprehensive study of Edwin Yamauchi cited in the bibliography.  

Unlike the Persian rulers of Anatolia, who left little in the archaeological record, the Romans built cities 

in Anatolia which are distinctively Roman, with the normal elements of Roman cities such as baths, a 

forum, theater, and stadium. The culture was a mixture of Greek and Roman elements with an additional 

Anatolian admixture. Artemis of Ephesus was a syncretized deity distinctive to this Anatolian Greco-

Roman city, and Cybele, attested (as Kubaba) from the Hittite and Phrygian periods, was worshiped 

throughout Roman Anatolia as a mother goddess. The last major influence on the culture was the advent 

of the new religion of Christianity, which revolutionized the beliefs of its formerly pagan converts and 

eventually led to the founding by Constantine of a new capital of the now Christian empire just across the 

Bosporus from the Anatolia where Christianity experienced much of its early growth.  
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GREGORY MCMAHON  

ANATOLIAN MYTHOLOGY  

Although many different peoples lived in Anatolia in ancient times, we know little about any Anatolian 

mythology outside of that preserved by the Hittites. A few myths for later Anatolian peoples are found in 

Greek and Latin sources. The cuneiform texts found in the Hittite archives at their capital of Ḫattuša, 

modern Boğazköy, include a number of mythological tales. Most of these mythological texts are in the 

Hittite language, but there are also some in Hattic, Hurrian, and Akkadian. As is the case with any archive 

of clay tablets, portions of the texts are often missing where the tablet has been broken or abraded away.  

The mythology preserved in the Hittite archives reflects two main borrowed traditions: that of the 

Hattians (pre-Hittite inhabitants of Anatolia), and that of the Hurrians, a people of N Mesopotamia who 

exerted great cultural influence on the Hittites in their later history, transmitting elements both of their 

own and Mesopotamian culture to their northern neighbors. The Hattian myths are not independent 

literary creations; rather, each forms an integral part of a ritual and had a magical potency as it was recited 

at the performing of the ritual. These Hattian myths, reflecting a native Anatolian tradition, date from the 

Old Hittite period, when the influence of the Hattians was strongest on the developing Hittite culture. The 

foreign mythology borrowed from the Hurrians, and to a lesser extent the Mesopotamians and Canaanites, 

dates from the New Hittite or Empire period. A more complete treatment of Hittite mythology is available 

in the article, on which some of the following depends, by Güterbock (1961) (see also Goetze ANET
3
, 

120–28).  

A. Old Hittite Mythology  

Although the Hattian myths are preserved mostly in Hittite copies, their origins in the Hattian tradition 

may be seen in the Hattian names for all of the major deities and their location in the Hattian homeland in 

north central Anatolia. The motif running through most of the Old Hittite myths is that of a crisis in the 

Hittite lands caused by the disappearance or incapacitation of a deity. This requires the gods to convene 

and work out a solution to restore the missing god, a solution which often involves the assistance of a 

mortal. When the god once again assumes his proper place, the land is restored to full vigor and produces 

its bounty for the people.  

The myth of the ―Moon That Fell from Heaven‖ exists in a bilingual Hattic-Hittite copy. Its fragmentary 

condition renders its unclear story even more difficult to understand. All that we can understand from this 

myth is that the moon (i.e., the moon god) falls down from heaven and various deities then send 

messengers after it in an attempt to retrieve it and restore it to its proper place in the heavens. The 

accompanying ritual is designed to propitiate the storm god and is to be performed ―when the storm god 

thunders.‖ It is not clear how the myth‘s plot is related to the accompanying ritual.  

The myth of the ―Disappearing Deity‖ is actually a series of myths with more or less the same plot and 

different deities cast in the lead role. Although the extant copies of these myths are in Hittite, their locale 

and primary characters again indicate a Hattian origin. The main theme involves the disappearance of one 

deity in a fit of anger, the quest to find and bring him back, and his restoration to the company of the 

gods.  

The best-known example of this myth is the one in which the god Telepinu disappears. When in anger 

he deserts the populated areas and goes out into the hinterland, the resultant cessation of fertility and 

growth threatens the people with famine. When the gods assemble, they realize that Telepinu is absent 

and, afraid of dying of hunger themselves (because the people cannot make sacrifices), send out a bee to 

find Telepinu. The bee finds the sulking god and stings him awake. Telepinu, further enraged, causes 

more havoc in the land, at which point Kamrušepa, the goddess of healing and magic, is commissioned to 



bring him back. There follows a description of the ritual designed to appease the god, who eventually 

returns, restoring fertility to the land.  

In other versions of the myth other gods, e.g., the sun god, Inara, disappear, and the methods used to 

find the absentee god vary somewhat. It is usually not specified what has caused the god to become so 

angry that he deserts his people. In the story of the disappearance of the storm god, the sin of his father is 

given as the reason for the god‘s leaving. It is interesting that the gods themselves must resort to magic to 

restore the missing deity to their company. The dependence of the gods on the offerings of man is 

reflected in the concern they feel for their own well-being when man‘s food supply is threatened. These 

Old Hittite disappearing deity myths should not be confused with the ―dying god‖ myths of other ancient 

cultures. They exhibit marked differences from such myths; for example, the god does not die but only 

disappears. Unlike dying god myths, the disappearing deity myths are not related to any seasonal pattern.  

Another myth from the Hattian tradition is that of Illuyanka. Unlike the other Old Hittite myths, which 

are integrated into a ritual procedure performed only as needed, the Illuyanka myth was recited as part of 

the state cult, at the yearly purulli festival. The word illuyanka is the Hittite noun ―serpent, snake.‖ There 

are two different versions of the story. In one the serpent defeats the storm god in battle, whereupon the 

storm god seeks assistance from the other gods to regain supremacy. To aid him the goddess Inara 

prepares a feast which includes an abundance of alcoholic refreshment and secures the assistance of a 

mortal, Ḫupašiya, who promises to help in return for Inara‘s love. Inara then invites the serpent to the 

feast, at the end of which he is too inebriated or too swollen to go back down into his hole. When 

Ḫupašiya has tied him up and rendered him harmless the storm god comes and kills him, thus restoring 

his supremacy. In the rather tragic conclusion, Ḫupašiya goes to live with Inara but finds that he misses 

his wife and children. After looking out the window and seeing his family, he is killed by Inara when he 

expresses his desire to rejoin them.  

In the other version of the myth the serpent takes the eyes and heart of the storm god when he defeats 

him in battle. The storm god then marries a mortal woman and has a son, whom he gives to the serpent‘s 

daughter in marriage. Instructed by his father the storm god, the son, upon entering his new bride‘s house, 

asks for his father‘s heart and eyes from the serpent, which he then takes to his father. When the storm 

god has thus restored his body to full capacity, he is able to destroy the serpent and his family. Again the 

plot contains an element of tragedy, as the storm god‘s son, now a member of the serpent‘s family, tells 

his father to kill him along with his new father-in-law, the serpent. This second version must be 

understood in light of the antiyant- form of marriage, in which a man enters his bride‘s house and, in lieu 

of bringing a bride price, receives a gift from his new father-in-law for leaving his own family and 

becoming part of his bride‘s family. The storm god‘s heart and eyes are the marriage gift which the son 

requests, but as an antiyant- husband he has joined his life to that of his new family and must share their 

fate.  

Other Old Hittite myths include that of ―Telepinu and the Daughter of the Sea God,‖ in which the sea 

god becomes angry, but instead of leaving the land, he carries off another god, the sun god. His anger is 

understandable, because he has given the sun god to Telepinu as a marriage gift in an antiyant- marriage, 

but Telepinu has not remained in his house as an antiyant- husband should, but has returned to the house 

of his father the storm god.  

In a ritual for the erection of a new palace some mythological passages are included in the magical 

proceedings which give a rare glimpse into Hittite conceptions of the netherworld. Goddesses spinning 

the thread of life are depicted, and the ritual includes a prayer to them to give long life to the owner of the 

new palace. The story elements, as part of a magical procedure, were considered to have magical potency 

in securing the desired result.  

B. New Hittite Mythology  

The mythology of the New Hittite or Empire period reflects the strong influence of the Hurrians on the 

culture of the Hittite kingdom in its later period. As most of the myths are not preserved in Hurrian-

language copies, we are fortunate to have these myths preserved in their Hittite versions. We do not know 

how closely these versions followed the Hurrian originals. The main characters, all Hurrian or 



Mesopotamian deities, and the settings of the myths in the Hurrian homeland indicate the Hurrian origin 

of the material.  

There is a cycle of Hurrian myths describing the struggle among the gods for supremacy in heaven, with 

different generations battling against each other to establish themselves as king. One of this cycle is the 

myth often referred to as ―Kingship in Heaven.‖ The plot involves Anu (the Mesopotamian sky god) 

deposing his lord Alalu, a lesser-known Mesopotamian god. Kumarbi, a Hurrian deity identified as the 

―father of the gods,‖ serves Anu, but in his turn seeks to depose him. Kumarbi, as he chases Anu, 

swallows his ―manhood‖ and eventually gives birth to the storm god (Hurrian Tešub), who as the issue of 

Anu‘s ―manhood‖ is considered the son of Anu, not of Kumarbi. Ea, the Mesopotamian god of wisdom, 

becomes involved in the dynastic dispute, but the end of the text is missing. Although we do not have the 

resolution of the story we may infer from Tešub‘s position in the Hittite pantheon that he became king of 

the gods.  

Another myth in this cycle of cosmic battles, the ―Song of Ullikummi,‖ tells more of the battle between 

Kumarbi and Tešub. Kumarbi, in plotting to regain his throne from the usurper Tešub, sleeps with a rock, 

the issue of which is the giant Ullikummi. He is placed on the shoulder of Ubelluri, the giant who 

supports the earth and seas on his shoulders. With so solid a foundation, the stone monster grows rapidly 

and in 15 days has reached the heavens. The first to notice him is the sun god, who reports the matter to 

Tešub. Tešub, Tašmišu, and Ištar, the Mesopotamian goddess of love, go out to observe the monster. 

When Ullikummi proves immune to Ištar‘s blandishments, Tešub is forced to battle the monster. Tešub is 

defeated, and Kummiya, his city, is threatened by the monster. Tešub‘s brother Tašmišu recommends 

getting help from Ea, the god of wisdom, who suggests weakening Ullikummi by cutting his bond with 

Ubelluri with the cleaver which was used at creation to separate the heavens from the earth. Again the 

ending of the tablet is broken away; we leave the story with the renewal of battle between Tešub and 

Ullik-ummi, the latter boasting of his prowess. The final result, however, must have been a victory for 

Tešub, again inferred from his position at the head of the Hittite pantheon. The cycle of succeeding 

generations of gods overthrowing their forebears and usurping the throne of heaven is thus broken with 

Tešub, who manages to take the throne from Kumarbi, but also successfully defends it from the next 

generation as represented by Ullikummi. The motif of generations of gods ruling successively in the 

heavens is seen in the Babylonian creation epic, Enuma Eliš, and was probably borrowed by the Hurrians. 

In turn the close parallels in these Hurrian-Hittite myths to Hesiod‘s Theogony may indicate influence 

from the Hittites on Greek cosmology.  

The myth of the ―Kingship of KAL‖ presents a similar story of the struggle for supremacy in heaven. 

Again Tešub‘s position is threatened, and he in fact loses the throne when Ea appoints KAL king of 

heaven. The god KAL becomes arrogant in his rule of heaven, causing Ea to regret his action. Ironically, 

Ea seeks help from Tešub‘s old rival Kumarbi in reinstating Tešub on the throne of heaven. The gods 

decide on action against KAL when his rebelliousness becomes contagious and the people stop providing 

food and drink offerings for them. Once again the tablet is broken before the end of the story, but it seems 

that Tešub was restored to the kingship and KAL was punished. In this story, as in that of Ullikummi, Ea 

is involved in dynastic disputes and seems to have some authority over who rules in heaven.  

The myth of ―Silver‖ is another Hurrian myth in which the protagonist, called Silver with no divine 

determinative, is upset because the gods do not recognize him. He pulls the sun and moon down to earth; 

when they worship him and ask for mercy he has pity on them. In another episode he hits an orphan with 

a stick, who responds by reminding Silver that he too was once an orphan. Silver is moved to tears by this 

and goes to his mother‘s house, apparently for comfort. In the next episode, probably related to the 

preceding one, Silver forces his mother to tell him who his father is. He learns that his father is Kumarbi 

and his brother is the storm god, Hurrian Tešub. Thus in this myth Kumarbi, not Anu, is the father of 

Tešub. In Urkiš, Kumarbi‘s home, Silver looks for his father but does not find him. Eventually the storm 

god (Tešub) goes to see Silver because he is agitating the land, at which point the text is lost.  

The story shows some interesting points. Although Silver is obviously very powerful if he can pull 

down the sun and moon, he does not occur elsewhere among the gods of the Hittites. His name is written 



without the divine determinative almost invariably used for names of gods. Silver‘s classification as an 

orphan offers an interesting insight into Hittite-Hurrian society. Although his mother is still alive, Silver is 

considered an orphan because he has no father, or at least he does not know his father and thus has no 

lineage. When he is told who his father is, he can recognize his ancestry and is therefore no longer an 

orphan. There is no character quite like Silver in other ancient Near Eastern mythology, and because he 

does not occur elsewhere in the Hittite corpus he remains a somewhat mysterious figure.  

In the myth of the sun god, the cow, and the fisherman, the divine and mortal come into direct contact. 

The sun god observes the cow from the heavens and, overcome with desire, approaches and talks with her 

in the guise of a young man. In a very broken passage of the tablet he apparently sleeps with her, after 

which the counting of months signals a pregnancy, followed by the birth of a child. When the child is 

born the cow complains that her offspring looks human and not like a calf. What follows has been 

interpreted in two different ways. Friedrich in his early edition (1949) described the scene in which the 

cow opens her mouth like a lion and goes to her child as the cow‘s attempt to kill her child, which did not 

resemble the calf that she was expecting. More recently Hoffner (1981: 192–93), has suggested that the 

cow opened her mouth wide to lick the child as she cared for it. However we interpret the passage, the 

child lives, the sun god delights in his child, and he sends animals to protect it. Eventually a fisherman 

finds the child and somehow realizes that it is the sun god‘s child. When he brings it home his barren wife 

simulates birth pains for the benefit of the neighbors and then brings forth the baby as her own. The cow‘s 

attitude toward the child is not completely clear, but the fisherman and his wife consider it a blessing from 

the sun god.  

The myth of Appu contains a strongly drawn moral lesson, beginning with a statement about the 

vindication of just men and retribution for evil men. Appu is a man of great wealth but no offspring. The 

reason becomes clear: he has never ―taken hold‖ of his wife. When he tells the sun god of his 

childlessness, that deity suggests that he drink himself into a state of intoxication and then sleep with his 

wife. The result is two sons for Appu; the first he names Idalu, ―evil one,‖ and the second Ḫandanza, ―just 

one.‖  

After Appu dies, Idalu forces a division of the father‘s property, taking the good cow and giving 

Ḫandanza the bad one. The sun god intervenes, however, and makes the poorer cow prosper, which 

inspires Idalu to covet the beast which he maliciously assigned to his brother. The issue eventually goes to 

the gods to be resolved, with the sun god and then Ištar of Nineveh rendering judgment.  

The myth, through the use of characters with allegorical names, makes it easy to understand the moral 

of the story. Ḫandanza the just one, despite the machinations of Idalu the evil one, prospers because of his 

righteousness. The sun god as the god of justice (an association going back to Mesopotamian antecedents) 

makes Ḫandanza‘s inferior cow surpass Idalu‘s good cow. The myth offers interesting insights into Hittite 

ideals of moral rectitude and justice being worked out in the earthly sphere through divine intervention.  

Another Hurrian myth preserved in a Hittite version is that of Kešši. Kešši is a hunter who after his 

marriage to a beautiful woman neglects all of his former activities, the most notable of these being 

sacrifices of bread and wine to the gods, and hunting. His retirement from hunting angers his mother, to 

whom he had been in the habit of bringing part of the fruits of his hunting expeditions. He responds to his 

mother‘s resentment at the cessation of these gifts by going back out to the field to hunt. Unfortunately 

the gods in their anger at the loss of Kešši‘s sacrifices have hidden all the game. After wandering for three 

months, loath to return to the city empty-handed, Kešši eventually falls ill and has a series of dreams. 

Most of these dreams are lost in the broken portion of the tablet. The fourth dream involves a boulder 

which falls from the sky and crushes some servants. In the sixth dream, Kešši dreams that he has a collar 

on his neck and a woman‘s anklet on his foot. When he does return home, his mother interprets the 

dreams for him, but the interpretations, like most of the dreams, are broken away in the tablet. This 

particular myth is unusual in that it exists in a Hittite version, a Hurrian version, and an Akkadian version 

from the Amarna scribal school.  

There are two other Hurrian myths which exist only in fragmentary Hittite versions. In one the 

protagonist is Gurparanzaḫ, a name derived from the Hurrian name for the Tigris River. We may infer 



that the myth was borrowed from Mesopotamia by the Hurrians from the fact that the action of the story 

takes place not in the Hurrian homeland but in central Mesopotamia. Here again the Hurrians have 

transmitted a Mesopotamian theme to the Hittites. Another fragmentary Hurrian myth is that of the 

devouring serpent Ḫedammu who succumbs to Ištar‘s attractions.  

A ―Hittite‖ myth which has a Canaanite instead of Hurrian background, judging from the names of the 

divine characters, is that of Elkunirša. This name is a Hittite rendering of the Canaanite ˒ēl qônê ˒ereṣ, ―El 

creator of the earth.‖ In this myth Ašertu (Canaanite Ašerah), wife of Elkunirša, propositions Elkunirša‘s 

son, the Canaanite storm god Baal, who goes and tells his father about it. The significance of this appears 

to be Ašertu‘s questioning of her husband‘s virility and a consequent appeal to a younger generation‘s 

vitality. Elkunirša tells Baal to go ahead and sleep with Ašertu and humiliate her. When he does this she is 

angered and works her way back into Elkunirša‘s favor so that she can revenge herself on Baal, to which 

her husband eventually agrees. The goddess called Ištar in the text, representing the Canaanite Astarte or 

˓Anat, overhears Ašertu‘s plans for revenge and warns her brother Baal so that he can protect himself. In 

the Hurrian myths Tešub the storm god was Ištar‘s brother, and we see the same sibling relationship in 

this Canaanite myth.  

Güterbock (1961: 155) has identified a Syrian origin for another myth, that of Mt. Pišaiša. The text is 

fragmentary; we may discern that Mt. Pišaiša rapes Ištar and then asks for clemency when she exacts 

revenge.  

In addition to the foreign Hurrian and Syrian myths preserved in Hittite versions from Boğazköy, the 

Mesopotamian Gilgamesh epic is also extant in copies from the Hittite capital. Güterbock (1961: 154) has 

pointed out that the Hurrian version of this epic from Boğazköy is evidence for the role of the Hurrians in 

transmitting this element of Mesopotamian culture to the Hittites. Hittite and Akkadian versions for 

Gilgamesh exist as well.  

The two main streams of Hittite mythology reflect the two primary influences on their culture. In the 

early period the gods and the myths that define their relationships were adopted from their Anatolian 

predecessors, the Hattians. They thus preserve an older prehistoric mythological tradition. As the Hittite 

state matured it came increasingly into contact with the Hurrians to the S, who both served as transmitters 

of Mesopotamian cultural elements and also passed on their own characteristic culture. Although some of 

the characters are Mesopotamian, the myths preserved by the Hittites are distinctively Hurrian and 

provide a rare glimpse into the Hurrian world. The Hittites thus play their most important role as 

preservers rather than originators of Anatolian mythology.  

C. Later Mythology  

Mythological material concerning later Anatolian peoples is preserved in some Greek and Latin authors. 

With the political and cultural integration of Anatolia into the Greek and Roman world, it becomes 

increasingly difficult to define what is distinctively ―Anatolian‖ mythology. Without wishing to impose a 

distinction between classical and Anatolian mythology which the ancients did not recognize, we may note 

several myths which appear to be based on Phrygian or Lydian originals. Further references to 

mythological passages in classical writers may be found in The Oxford Classical Dictionary sub Attis, 

Cycnus, Heracles, Laomedon, and Midas.  

Several Phrygian myths revolve around the character of Midas. There is a historically documented 

Midas, a Phrygian king of the 8th century B.C. who appears in Assyrian sources. Uncertainty about the 

relation of this king to the Midas of legend is reflected in the separation of the two entries for Midas in the 

OCD. In one of the Midas stories the king, reflecting the classical tradition that satyrs are privy to 

valuable wisdom which they will divulge if forced to do so, plots the capture of a satyr who regularly 

visits his garden. By mixing wine with the water of the garden‘s well or spring where the satyr normally 

drinks, the king gets him too intoxicated to escape. Midas then questions his captive; various ancient 

authors differ on what wisdom the satyr imparted to the Phrygian king.  

Another story about Midas told both in Hyg., Fab. 191.1 and Ov. Met. 11.146–93 describes the musical 

contest between Pan and Apollo. When Midas rejects the decision for Apollo by the judge, Mt. Timolus, 

Apollo punishes the king‘s preference for the pipes of Pan by giving him donkey ears. Although Midas 



hides those ears beneath a cap, he cannot keep the secret from his barber. The barber, unable to contain 

the secret but bound not to reveal it to anyone, goes and whispers it in a hole in the ground, which he then 

covers up. The reeds which grow up on the spot are privy to the secret and whisper it as the wind blows 

them.  

The most famous of the Midas stories (Ov. Met. 11. 84–145) is that of the Midas touch. In gratitude for 

the king‘s returning Silenus to him, Dionysius offers Midas whatever he wishes. The king requests that 

whatever he touches be turned to gold. After the first flush of excitement, as he sits down to a meal, he 

discovers that food and drink are also susceptible to his golden touch. Dionysius, answering Midas‘ 

prayer to be rid of the accursed gift, instructs him to wash it away in the headwaters of the Pactolus River. 

Thus this etiological myth explains why the Pactolus is such a rich gold-bearing stream. In one variation 

to the story Midas turns his daughter to gold before ridding himself of the ―gift‖; in another he dies of 

starvation because he cannot cleanse himself of the golden touch.  

Another Anatolian myth of the Phrygian-Lydian milieu is that of Attis and Agdistis. Pausanias 7.17.9–

12 relates two versions of the story, of which the first is probably Lydian. In this story Attis, born a 

eunuch of a Phrygian father, moves to Lydia where he officiates at Lydian rites for the mother goddess 

(Cybele). Zeus becomes angry at Attis‘ increased favor with the mother goddess and attacks the Lydians 

by sending a boar to ravage their crops. Among those killed by the boar is Cybele‘s favorite, Attis. 

Probably dependent on this version is the tale told by Hdt. 1.34–45, of Atys, son of the Lydian king 

Croesus, who was killed by a spear during a boar hunt.  

In the second version, probably Phrygian, the demon Agdistis, who was the product of seed dropped on 

the ground by Zeus while asleep, is hermaphroditic. In their fear of Agdistis the gods castrate the demon. 

An almond tree grows up from the cut-off member, the fruit of which fertilizes a daughter of the 

Sangarius River, who bears Attis. Exposed at birth, the young Attis is nurtured by a billy goat, and when 

he reaches maturity, Agdistis falls in love with him. Attis meanwhile has been betrothed, but during the 

wedding ceremony Agdistis appears, causing Attis to go mad and castrate himself, as does his prospective 

father-in-law. Agdistis repents of the deed, and although the story does not state that Attis died, this is 

implicit in Agdistis‘ petition to Zeus to grant Attis‘ body immunity from decomposition. Ov. Fast. 4.221–

44 tells a different version in which Cybele drives Attis mad in vengeance for his forsaking her for the 

nymph Sagaritis (whose name looks like the name of the river Sangarius, whose daughter bore Attis in the 

Phrygian version of Pausanias). In the insanity induced by Cybele, Attis castrates himself, which for Ovid 

explains why the devotees of Cybele and Attis castrate themselves while evoking the writhings of Attis in 

his madness. The similarity of these two versions and the later role of Attis as the consort of Cybele in the 

great Cybele cult indicates that we should see in Agdistis some form of Cybele. Note, however, that both 

Agdistis and Cybele appear in the myth as told by Arnobius (Adv. Nat. 5.5–7).  
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GREGORY MCMAHON  

ANATOLIAN LANGUAGES. See LANGUAGES (INTRODUCTORY SURVEY)  

ANCESTOR WORSHIP. Ancestor worship and cults of the dead reflect acts directed toward the 

deceased, functioning either to placate the dead or to secure favors from them. See DEAD, CULT OF 

THE. The study of ancestor worship in the Bible was popular at the end of the 19th century among both 

anthropologists and biblical scholars who felt that death rites held the key to Israelite religion (see Spronk 

1986: 3–83 for history of research). There has also been a resurgence of interest in ancestor worship and 



related death rituals in recent scholarship (Heider 1985; Spronk 1986; Lewis 1989), which has attempted 

to set the biblical data within its ANE context. The Yahwism which became normative in ancient Israel 

was resolute in its condemnation of ancestor worship. Yet ancient Israel shared a solidarity with the other 

cultures of the ANE and it should not be surprising to find cults of the dead in some forms of popular 

religion.  

———  
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A. Ancestor Worship in the ANE  

In the ancient Near East the dead were perceived to be able to bestow blessings on those who provided 

them with the proper cult. Conversely, the dead might occasionally act malevolently if they were not 

accorded the proper services. Magical literature from Mesopotamia mentions the restless ghost who 

returns to haunt the living.  

1. In Egypt. The cult of the dead in ancient Egypt is well known, owing to the fascination surrounding 

the pyramids, mummification, and the Book of the Dead. The Egyptian preoccupation with death has been 

described by many scholars (e.g., Gardiner 1935: 5–45; Frankfort 1948: 88–123). It is not the fear of the 

dead which takes center stage in ancient Egypt but rather the provision for the deceased. A great deal of 

resources were devoted to making sure that the dead, including royalty, nobility, and to a lesser degree 

commoners, would have everything they needed to exist comfortably in the hereafter. The tomb of 

Tutankhamen is our best example of how the pharaoh was provided with elaborate furnishings for his 

next life. The dead were also greatly dependent on others to continue to provide them with the essential 

offerings long after the initial interment (cf. the contractual agreements mentioned in Gardiner 1935: 27, 

43–44).  

2. In Mesopotamia. A concise example of ancestor worship in Mesopotamia is found in the following 

plea from a kispu text: ―Come (O dead ancestors), eat this, drink this and bless Ammiṣaduqa, son of 

Ammiditana, the king of Babylon‖ (Finkelstein 1966: 96–97). In the Mesopotamian cult of the dead a 

―caretaker‖ (pāqidu) was responsible for the care of the ghost (eṭemmu) of his deceased ancestor. This 

care included essential services such as making funerary offerings (kispa kasāpu), pouring water (mê 

naqû), and invoking the name (šuma zakāru) (Bayliss 1973: 116). Newly published texts from the 

Kuyunjik collection have given us new insights into the intricate art of necromancy in ancient 

Mesopotamia (Finkel 1983–84: 1–17).  

3. At Ugarit. Our understanding of Canaanite ancestor worship has been greatly enhanced by the 

publication of the Ugaritic texts. One text (KTU 1.161) describes a liturgy of a mortuary ritual directed 

toward the deceased royal ancestors, some of whom are called rapi˒ūma (see REPHAIM). The deceased 

are invoked to assist in bestowing blessings upon the reigning king. Other texts (KTU 1.6.6.45–49; 1.113) 

refer to the deceased as ―gods‖ (ilu). This was an attempt to describe the preternatural character of the 

deceased who were not ―deified‖ in the sense that they became like one of the high gods of the Ugaritic 

pantheon. After all, even though King Keret is the god El‘s son, he still must die like a mortal.  



Some scholars (e.g., Pope 1981: 176) have also argued that the marzeaḥ at Ugarit and elsewhere was ―a 

feast for and with departed ancestors corresponding to the Mesopotamian kispu‖ (see Lewis 1989: 80–94 

and BANQUETING HALL/HOUSE).  

The importance of ancestor worship at Ugarit is also underscored by the frequent occurrences of ilib, the 

―divine ancestor,‖ which occurs characteristically at the head of pantheon lists as well as various other 

genres such as epic texts and sacrificial and offering lists (Lewis 1989: 56–59).  

All evidence points to a vibrant cult of ancestor worship at Ugarit as in Mesopotamia and Egypt. This is 

further confirmed by the archaeological excavations at Ras Shamra which have documented the use of 

pipes leading from ground level down into the tomb. These pipes (cf. Akk arūtu) were used to provide the 

deceased with water, which was one of the essential services (Schaeffer 1939: 50; cf. mê naqû above). 

Libations were also offered to the dead through openings in the top of corbel vaults (Schaeffer 1938: fig. 

42).  

B. Ancestor Worship in Ancient Israel  

In the past, scholars were all too eager to emphasize the ―uniqueness‖ of Israelite religion over against 

her pagan neighbors (see Miller 1985: 201–12). Thus, scholars of such stature as de Vaux (AncIsr, 60), 

Wright (Deuteronomy IB, 487) and Kaufmann (KRI, 312–16) asserted quite dogmatically that ancestor 

worship was nowhere to be found in the Bible. More recently scholars have started to appreciate the 

cultural solidarity which ancient Israel shared with her neighbors (e.g., CMHE). As it developed, 

Yahwism borrowed many Canaanite motifs while rejecting others. In its earliest periods it is difficult to 

distinguish between Israelite and Canaanite religion. As Yahwism progresses, we may talk of a 

―normative Yahwism‖ as reflected in the prophetic and Deuteronomistic literature. This Yahwism which 

became normative condemned ancestor worship. Yet a strong case can be made for the existence of 

ancestor worship in some forms of ―popular religion‖ (for discussion of terminology, see Lewis 1989: 1–

2). What emerges from various biblical texts is the picture of an ongoing battle throughout ancient Israel‘s 

history between adherents of what becomes normative Yahwism and those who practiced death rituals.  

1. Deuteronomistic Literature. Deuteronomistic legal material contains clear restrictions against 

consulting one‘s dead ancestors (Deut 18:10–11), giving offerings to the dead (Deut 26:14) and engaging 

in self-laceration rituals (Deut 14:1) which were typical of Canaanite death cult practice. It can safely be 

inferred from these laws that cults of the dead existed and flourished in ancient Israel to the extent that 

they were considered a threat to what becomes normative Yahwism.  

Deuteronomistic narrative material also preserves vestiges of death cult practices. The locus classicus 

for any examination of necromancy in the Hebrew Bible is Saul‘s encounter with the necromancer at 

Endor in 1 Samuel 28. Despite Deuteronomistic editing, the efficacy of the practice of necromancy is left 

intact. The dead Samuel who is conjured from the netherworld in this narrative is called an ˒ĕlōh  m ―god,‖ 

or better yet, a ―preternatural being‖ as elsewhere in the ancient Near East. Other passages which may 

contain vestiges of death cult practices are 2 Sam 12:15–24; 18:18; 2 Kgs 9:34–37; 13:20–21 (see Lewis 

1989: 99–127).  

2. Prophetic Literature. The prophets also encountered the practice of consulting one‘s deceased 

ancestors within some segments of Israelite society. Isaiah of Jerusalem and the person(s) responsible for 

collecting the oracles against the nations used necromantic imagery with pejorative overtones (Isa 8:19; 

29:4; 19:3). Halpern (1986: 118–19) also places Isaiah 28 in the context of the ancestral cult.  

Jer 16:5–8 speaks against those who go to the funeral banquet house (Heb marzēah; see 

BANQUETING HALL/HOUSE) and those who lacerate themselves for the dead. Ezek 43:7–9 refers to 

an abominable practice done by kings upon their death. It seems that they had engaged in the practice of 

placing either their corpses or their royal mortuary steles in close proximity to the temple precinct, 

resulting in its defilement. Isa 57:6 and 65:4 (cf. 45:18–19) also contain a good deal of death cult imagery, 

including libations and offerings given to the dead ancestors and all-night vigils in tombs (Lewis 1989: 

143–60; 1987: 267–84).  

In summary, the prophetic literature supports the picture we get from the Deuteronomistic literature. 

Necromancy and other death cult practices involving ancestor worship seem to have been so common in 



certain segments of ancient Israelite society that the prophets could freely pick up on this imagery in their 

critiques.  

3. The Holiness Code and Other Priestly Material. The HOLINESS CODE contains prohibitions 

against conjuring and consulting one‘s dead ancestors (Lev 19:26–32; 20:6, 27) which were being 

practiced in certain ―nonorthodox‖ segments of Israelite society. Other priestly material seems almost 

preoccupied with the defiling nature of the corpse, the bones, and the grave. It has been suggested that this 

too is a reflection of an attempt to combat a cult of the dead (Meyers 1983: 102, 104).  

4. Psalms. Spronk (1986: 249, 334–37) has argued that the ―holy ones who are in the earth‖ in Ps 16:3 

is a reference to deified ancestors. Ps 106:28 also makes mention of ―sacrifices to dead ancestors‖ (zibḥê 

mēt  m) in its description of the Baal Peor incident (cf. Num 25:1–5).  

5. Wisdom Literature. The attitude of the wisdom tradition toward ancestor worship is represented in 

Job 14:21 and Qoh 9:4–6, 10. These passages provide a remarkable contrast to 1 Samuel 28 (see above). 

In the latter, the dead are represented as having knowledge about the affairs of the living and necromancy 

is portrayed as an efficacious practice. The wisdom tradition, as represented by these two passages, gives 

no credence to necromancy. The deceased are not knowledgeable about the affairs of the living. Ancestor 

worship would prove fruitless because the dead do not have the ability to grant favors to the living.  

6. Archaeological Data. We can never be too cautious when it comes to drawing inferences from 

physical remains. Albright (1957: 242–58) hypothesized that the ―high places‖ (bāmôt) were funerary in 

character, yet the archaeological and textual material with which he supported his thesis has not borne up 

under closer scrutiny (Barrick 1975: 565–95). Ribar (1973: 45–71) has identified several tomb 

installations which, he believes, suggest that offerings were made to deceased ancestors on a repeated 

basis and hence qualify as denoting a cult of the dead. What is of particular interest in this regard is the 

practice of cutting apertures into the ceilings of tombs through which offerings for the dead were 

introduced. Storage jars were often placed directly over the heads of corpses. Cooley (1983: 47–58) has 

recently published more of the material from Dothan, one of the most important sites relating to ancestor 

worship and secondary burials. In short, the archaeological evidence corroborates the hints we glean from 

the textual material, namely, that cults of the dead existed in ancient Israel despite the best efforts to 

eradicate their existence.  

C. Conclusions  

Ancient Israelites shared a cultural solidarity with their neighbors with regard to their attitude toward 

ancestor worship. The texts mentioned above (apart from the Wisdom Literature) support the notion that 

there was an ongoing battle by the Yahwism which emerges as normative against the practice of 

necromancy and other death rituals such as self-laceration and presenting offerings to one‘s deceased 

ancestors. This Yahwism condemned ancestor worship as blatant acts of disobedience against Yahweh, 

whose sovereignty was challenged when one looked elsewhere to control human destiny.  

In priestly phraseology, when one dies he is ―gathered to his kin‖ (ne˒ĕsap ˒el ˓ammāyw). In 

Deuteronomistic terminology one ―sleeps with one‘s fathers‖ (šākab ˓im ˒ăbô-tāyw) (Alfrink 1943: 106–

18; 1948: 118–31). Such usage regarding joining one‘s ancestors in the underworld is closely tied to clan 

solidarity (cf. qabūṣ   didāni, ―the ‗gathered ones‘ of the Didanu tribe‖ [//rapi˒   arṣi] in KTU 1.161.3, 10). 

This solidarity was strengthened and promoted by ancestor worship, which was practiced despite efforts 

to the contrary.  
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THEODORE J. LEWIS  

ANCIENT VERSIONS. See VERSIONS, ANCIENT.  

ANDREW (PERSON) [Gk Andreas (Ἀνδπεαρ)]. The NT shows little interest in Andrew. His name 

occurs only twelve times, four of these merely in lists of apostles (Mark 3:18; Matt 10:2; Luke 6:14; Acts 

1:13). According to Mark, Jesus called Andrew and his brother Peter to leave their nets to ―become 

fishers of men‖ (1:16–18); at their home in Capernaum Jesus healed Peter‘s mother-in-law (1:29–31); and 

Andrew—along with Peter, James, and John—heard Jesus predict the destruction of the temple (13:3). 

Matthew adds nothing to Mark‘s picture of Andrew, and in fact omits the name in his redacting of Mark 

1:29–31 and 13:3 (cf. Matt. 8:14 and 24:3). Outside of lists of apostles, the author of Luke/Acts omits 

reference to Andrew altogether.  

Andrew fares somewhat better in the fourth gospel. He is the first of the apostles called by Jesus (1:35–

40). He brings his brother Simon Peter to Jesus (1:41–42), and he informs Jesus concerning the lad with 

the expandable lunch (6:8–9) and about Greeks who wanted to see him (12:22). None of these narratives 

appears in the Synoptic Gospels, and some of the information in them in fact contradicts the Synoptics. 

According to John, Andrew‘s home was not Capernaum but Bethsaida (1:49), and he was called not from 

fishing but from the retinue of John the Baptist (1:35–40).  

Andrew also appears in the Gospel of the Ebionites (Epiph. Haer. 30.13), the Gospel of Peter (14[60]), 

Epistula apostolorum (2), Pistis Sophia (e.g., 96 and 136), but none of these apocrypha develops the 

portrait of the apostle beyond that already in the NT. Andrew is little more than Peter‘s shadow and Jesus‘ 

occasional interlocutor. The Muratorian Fragment adds only that Christ told Andrew that John would 

write his gospel.  

This near silence stands in stark contrast to the late 2d century Acts of Andrew, one of the five major 

apocryphal Acts of Apostles. Although the book no longer survives in its entirety, it must have been 

expansive. Gregory of Tours (6th century) epitomized the Acts of Andrew in order to rescue it from 

rejection by many ―because of its excessive verbosity.‖ According to Gregory, the Acts of Andrew 

narrated Andrew‘s departure from Jerusalem to missionize Achaea, but he soon left Achaea to rescue 

Matthias from cannibals. After doing so he returned to Achaea by northern Anatolia, Thrace, and 

Macedonia, converting pagans, exorcising demons, healing the sick, raising the dead, and breaking up 



families with his preaching of mandatory celibacy. When he arrived in Patras, Achaea, he converted 

Maximilla, the wife of the proconsul Aegeates; she thereafter forswore sex with her husband. Aegeates 

crucified the apostle next to the sea (see ANDREW, ACTS OF).  

This explosion of interest in the apostle issues not from a latent Andrean tradition that simply had found 

no earlier expression but from the author‘s decision to write a Christian Odyssey, for which Andrew was 

well qualified. He once was a fisherman, he had brought Greeks to Jesus, and his very name resonated 

with the Greek word for courage (andreia). Like Odysseus, Andrew sails from Achaea to rescue Matthias 

from Myrmidons. Myrmidons appear in Homer as allies to Achilles, but a contrived etymology later 

generated a myth that Zeus once transformed ants (Gk myrmēkes) into humans, who retained their former, 

formic traits. Andrew returns to Achaea through a series of dangerous adventures and in the end dies at 

the edge of the sea, tied to his cross like Odysseus at the mast. The apostle thus returns to his heavenly 

home beyond the flux, temptations, and dangers of this world. Patras, the place of his execution, was the 

closest major Achaean city to Ithaca, Odysseus‘ island home. In addition, the Acts of Andrew contained a 

visit to the netherworld, danger at sea, and Christianized counterparts to Penelope and Telemachus, 

Odysseus‘ wife and son. The proconsul who ordered Andrew‘s crucifixion is Aegeates (―one from 

Aegae‖), a figure inspired by Odysseus‘ nemesis, Poseidon, whose Homeric home was Aegae.  

Even after the composition of the Acts of Andrew, the apostle remained relatively obscure for nearly six 

centuries. Because of its popularity among Manicheans, the Acts of Andrew itself was poorly transmitted 

except for the Myrmidon story, which soon circulated independently as the Acts of Andrew and Matthias 

in the City of the Cannibals. In 357, Constantius II deposited the apostle‘s putative remains in the Church 

of the Holy Apostles in Constantinople, along with those of Luke and Timothy. By the 6th century, Patras 

and Sinope boasted of having been evangelized by Andrew, but there is little evidence that Christians 

elsewhere gave the apostle special attention.  

Sometime in the 8th century, however, Andrew was pressed into service to legitimate Byzantine claims 

to apostolicity. For centuries, the church in Rome had claimed Peter as its founder. On the other hand, 

Byzantium, largely the product of Constantine‘s relocation of the imperial capital to the E, could claim no 

founding apostle. This was not so problematic when Rome and Byzantium were on good terms, but when 

the two great ecclesiastical centers parted ways, Byzantium was in desperate need of apostolic pedigree. 

Andrew was perfectly suited for the purpose. According to the gospel of John, he was the first of the 

apostles to come to Jesus, and later he brought his brother Peter, Rome‘s favorite, to the Lord. The Acts of 

Andrew and traditions derived from it had placed Andrew‘s ministry in the region of the Black Sea, and if 

one can trust the epitome of Gregory of Tours, the Acts in fact sent the apostle to Byzantium. 

Furthermore, from the time of Constantius II, Andrew‘s relics reposed in Constantinople‘s Church of the 

Holy Apostles.  

Such long-standing associations between Andrew and the city generated a legend that when Andrew, 

the Protokletos (First-Called), visited Byzantium he appointed as bishop Stachys (cf. Rom 16:9), who 

inaugurated an unbroken line of bishops. In the 9th century, soon after the origin of this legend, several 

versions of his passion appeared along with three different Byzantine ―Lives‖ of Andrew. A monk named 

Epiphanius, the author of one of these ―Lives,‖ claimed that virtually every tribe on the shores of the 

Black Sea appealed to Andrew as the founder of its church: the Scythians, the Sogdians, the Gorsini, the 

Iberi, the Sousi, the Phousti, the Alani. Andrew also allegedly visited Amisus, Trapezunta, Iberia, 

Phrygia, Ephesus, Bithynia, Laodicea, Mysia, Odyssopolis, Chalcedon, Heraclea, Amastra, Zalichus, 

Neocaesarea, Sebastopolis Magna, Zecchia, and Sinope. His reputation in the East now was secure. He 

remains the patron of Russian Orthodoxy by dint of a legend that he preached as far north as Kiev.  

Andrew also became popular in the West. In 1204, crusaders stole Andrew‘s relics from Constantinople 

and took them to Amalfi, Italy. According to ancient Celtic tradition, St. Regulus (4th century) took the 

apostle‘s arm to St. Andrews, Scotland, where the archdiocese still celebrates the event each May 9. The 

Anglo-Saxon epic Andreas, a poetic recasting of the Acts of Andrew and Matthias, shows the importance 

of the apostle in the British Isles at an early date.  



In iconography, Andrew often appears with unkempt hair and a long beard, attended by a ship, a fish, or 

a net. His most distinctive signature is his X-shaped cross, a feature not attested prior to the 7th century. 

Andrew‘s feast day is November 30.  
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DENNIS R. MACDONALD  

ANDREW AND MATTHIAS, ACTS OF. An early Christian apocryphal tale featuring two of 

the disciples of Jesus. The Acts of Andrew and Matthias begins with the apostles casting lots to see where 

they will preach. Andrew goes to Achaea and Matthias to the city of the cannibals, which the Latin and 

Anglo-Saxon witnesses (along with one Greek manuscript) name Myrmidonia. Myrmidonia is home to 

Myrmidons, Achilles‘ allies in Homer. After Homer there arose a myth that Myrmidons once were ants 

(Gk myrmēkes), who retained some formic traits even after becoming human. Some authors emphasized 

the positive qualities of ants, e.g., thrift, industry, organization, while others emphasized their 

imperialism, might, and ferocity. Even the Greek versions of the Acts of Andrew and Matthias that lack 

the word ―Myrmidonia‖ witness to the cannibals‘ ancestry from ants. In the middle of the city they had 

built a large furnace (Gk klibanos) for roasting their victims. (Such furnaces were mud structures 

reminiscent of anthills.) When Matthias arrives, they drug him and incarcerate him for thirty days of 

fattening. Andrew leaves Achaea to rescue Matthias and floods the cannibals as one might flood ants. 

They repent, and Andrew stops the flood but plunges the worst of the cannibals into an abyss in the 

middle of the city, like so many ants down an ant hole. In the abyss they see places of eternal bliss and 

torment, but Andrew promises to return to raise them up again.  

Insofar as Andrew never returns to raise the Myrmidons, the Acts of Andrew and Matthias obviously is 

incomplete. Originally it seems to have continued in the late 2d-century Acts of Andrew. The best 

surviving witness to the Acts of Andrew, a 6th-century epitome by Gregory of Tours, begins by narrating 

Andrew‘s rescue of Matthias from Myrmidonia. Three Byzantine ―Lives‖ of Andrew likewise attest to 

this story near the beginning of Andrew‘s career. The Acts of Thomas and the Acts of Philip, both of 

which borrowed extensively from the Acts of Andrew, likewise knew of the Myrmidon story. On the other 

hand, chaps. 11–15 of the Acts of Andrew and Matthias could not have been written prior to the 4th 

century. Here Andrew narrates how Jesus refuted Jewish high priests by making a sphinx in a pagan 

temple summon Abraham from his tomb to witness to Jesus‘ divinity. These chapters also seem to 

anticipate the transformation of pagan temples into churches, a practice not common until the 5th century. 

Not only do these chapters come from a later period, they are foreign to the content and narrative flow of 

the rest of the Acts of Andrew and Matthias and are poorly attested in textual and in external witnesses.  

One therefore should assume that the frame-story of the Acts of Andrew and Matthias first appeared at 

the beginning of the 2d-century Acts of Andrew, just as it does in the epitome by Gregory of Tours. In the 

5th century, someone detached the story from the rest of the Acts of Andrew and inserted chaps. 11–15 in 

order to support the controversial Christian reappropriation of pagan temples. Later, the Greek manuscript 

tradition dropped all references to Myrmidonia because of its associations with pagan mythology. The 

story was popular in the Middle Ages: it exists in Syriac, Coptic, Armenian, Old Slavonic, Latin, and 

Anglo-Saxon as well as in Greek. It received its most famous expression in the Anglo-Saxon heroic epic, 

Andreas, but it also inspired episodes in the Acts of Thomas, Acts of Philip, Acts of Mark, Acts of Peter 

and Andrew, Acts of Andrew and Philemon, and the Martyrdom of Matthew.  
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DENNIS R. MACDONALD  

ANDREW, ACTS OF. The Acts of Andrew is an important account of Andrew‘s travels, beginning 

in Pontus and ending in Patras, Achaea, where the apostle is martyred. Andrew goes from city to city, 

performing miracles, preaching the word of salvation, and converting the crowds.  

He travels by way of Amasia, Sinope, Nicea, Nicodemia, Byzantium, Thrace, Perinthus, Philippi, and 

Thessalonica. On arriving in Patras, he converts the city (including the proconsul Lesbios) and performs 

many miracles. Then he visits several Achaean cities: Corinth, Megara, and perhaps Sparta. He then is 

warned by a vision about returning to Patras. Upon his return to this city, he heals and converts 

Maximilla, the wife of Aegeates, the new proconsul. He performs many healings and then converts 

Stratocles, Aegeates‘ brother. After her conversion Maximilla becomes celibate, which provokes the furor 

of Aegeates such that he arrests Andrew. The converts reconvene in the prison to hear the apostle‘s 

preaching. It is here that the martyrdom of Andrew begins. Because Maximilla refuses to return to 

conjugal life, Aegeates, out of revenge, crucifies the apostle. He dies after having preached from his cross 

to the assembled inhabitants of Patras for three days.  

The Acts of Andrew is an original and homogeneous work insofar as it was composed from start to 

finish by the same author, who had no need to introduce or to compile preexisting literary materials. The 

apostle‘s speeches, which are important in this work, are rich in content and betray signs of educated style 

and composition. They transmit the basic features of the author‘s theology.  

A. Transmission of the Text  

The Acts of Andrew was written in Greek, but unfortunately has not come down to us in its original 

form. There are, however, five types of documentation that allow partial reconstruction.  

1. The Liber de miraculis (Gregory of Tours) (Bonnet 1884: 821–46). The Gallic bishop, Gregory of 

Tours (6th century) held in his hands the complete text of Acts Andr., most likely in Latin translation. His 

Latin summary of this book preserves the basic features of the narrative framework, and for this reason it 

is priceless: it is the only document that now permits one to recognize the general layout of the work and 

of the collective accounts of Andrew‘s travels. A comparison with the sources that represent some of the 

primitive content of the Acts Andr. (especially Coptic papyrus Utrecht 1, Laudatio, and JS) show that 

Gregory (1) omitted the speeches, (2) often modified the structure of the text, and (3) twisted the meaning 

of the work to make it more acceptable to Catholic conscience. After chap. 36, he very briefly 

summarized the account of the martyrdom by referring to a Latin Passio which already existed (surely 

Passio sancti Andreae Apostoli known by the title Conversante et docente; Bonnet 1894: 374–78).  

2. Coptic papyrus Utrecht 1 (Quispel 1956: 129–48). This papyrus contains the translation of an 

excerpt from Acts Andr. corresponding to chap. 18 of Liber de miraculis, an episode located in Philippi. It 

was not transmitted together with other sections of Acts Andr., for it ends with the title ―The Act of 

Andrew.‖ The excerpt occupies pp. 1–15 in the manuscript, but the first eight pages as well as pages 11 

and 12 are lost.  

3. The Armenian Passio (Tcherakian 1904: 146–67; Leloir 1986: 228–57). This translation dates to the 

6th century and is a complete version of the end of Acts Andr. comprising the martyrdom of Andrew in 

Patras and part of the speech spoken in prison just prior to the martyrdom. It preserves some of the 

sections of the text omitted by all of the Greek witnesses. The translator sometimes bends the text to make 

it more ―orthodox‖ and more biblical.  



4. Five Gk recensions of the end of the Acts Andr. The end of Acts Andr. is preserved in five Gk 

recensions. The problem here is that the documents reproduce the primitive text of Acts Andr., but they do 

not cover the same portions of the text, and they do not always preserve the same elements.  

a. The Passio of Andrew preserved in two manuscripts: Sinai gr. 526 (fol. 121v–132) and 

Jerusalem, Saint Sabas 103 (fol. 155–168v) (Detorakis 1981–82: 325–52). This Passio, designated by 

JS, is the longest. It begins well before the Armenian Passio, narrating what Andrew did and said in 

Patras before his martyrdom. It begins with an account of the healing of a servant of Stratocles, Aegeates‘ 

brother, and continues to the end of Acts Andr. A comparison with the Armenian Passio and other Gk 

witnesses shows that it has not preserved all the elements of the text. The scribe who initiated this version 

was particularly fond of abbreviating the speeches.  

b. The excerpt of Acts Andr. preserved in Vatican gr. 808 (fol. 507–12) (Bonnet 1898: 38–45). This 

fragment of Acts Andr. is mutilated at the beginning and end. It takes place in the narrative sequence of 

JS, ending just prior to the beginning of the martyrdom. It reproduces faithfully the portion of the Acts 

that it covers.  

c. The Passio of Andrew preserved in Ann Arbor 36 (fol. 60v–66v). This unedited Passio covers the 

narrative of Andrew‘s martyrdom. It begins immediately after the mutilated ending of the Vatican gr. 808. 

Like JS, it has not preserved all the elements of the primitive text. The speeches in particular fell victim to 

abbreviation, but these lacunae are not the same as those in JS, demonstrating that Ann Arbor 36 did not 

derive from JS, but that they are two text types derived from a common ancestor: the Acts of Andrew.  

d. The Passio of Andrew attested to by Paris, B.N. 770 (fol. 43v–46), and by Jerusalem, Saint Sabas 

30 (fol. 154v–156v), known as Martyrium alterum A (Bonnet 1898: 58–64). Like Ann Arbor 36, this 

recension covers all of the martyrdom, but with some deletions, much more numerous and significant than 

in the recensions treated above.  

e. The Passio of Andrew contained in Paris, B.N. 1539 (fol. 304–305v), known as Martyrium 

alterum B (Bonnet 1898: 58–64). Like the two Passio below, this version preserves the whole of the 

martyrdom, but with even more numerous deletions.  

5. Some excerpts of Acts Andr. are preserved in Gk revisions. There exist Lives or Passio of 

Andrew, dependent on Acts Andr., which preserve some Gk extractions from the apocryphon:  

a. A Gk version of the Letter of the Presbyters and Deacons of Achaea (Bonnet 1898: 1–37). This 

letter, originally written in Latin, was translated into two major Gk versions. One of them, which begins 

with haper tois ophthalmois hēmōn, also included in chaps. 10–15 some important excerpts from the 

primitive Acts Andr. These excerpts, found at the end of the martyrdom, without exception can be 

identified in the other Gk witnesses.  

b. Two versions that derive from the same recension of the Acts Andr. These are Martyrium prius 

(8th century) (Bonnet 1898: 46–57) and a work of Nicetas the Paphlagonian known as Laudatio (9th–10th 

century) (Bonnet 1894: 311–52). They report the conversion of Patras and of the proconsul Lesbios 

(Martyrium prius 3–8; Laudatio 34–37) and Andrew‘s speech to the cross (Martyrium prius 14; Laudatio 

46). Laudatio, however, also contains the account of the healing of Stratocles‘ servant (chap. 43), which 

conforms to the beginning of JS. It also contains some lines (chap. 48, p. 348, ll. 8–22) identifiable in Gk 

witnesses to the martyrdom. It presents also an account of a healing at Patras (chap. 41) that correlates 

with chap. 33 of Liber de miraculis.  

From these five Gk recensions of the ending of Acts Andr. and from the excerpts preserved by the three 

Gk revisions identified above, it is possible to reconstruct a single text. The reconstruction does not try to 

reproduce the exact text of Acts Andr.; a comparison with the Armenian Passio demonstrates that some 

passages remain lost in all of the Gk witnesses. Rather, the reconstruction seeks to establish the original 

text as much as possible, and thus enlarges considerably a basis from which to study the theology of this 

apocryphon.  

One should add to these five types of witness a second Sahidic Coptic fragment (4th century) of two 

badly preserved folios (Barns 1960: 70–76). It contains a conversation between Jesus and Andrew in 

which the apostle presents a short balance sheet for his apostolic activity. Barns proposes to attach it to an 



apocryphal gospel or better to Acts Andr. The hypothesis concerning the appropriateness of this fragment 

for Acts Andr. appears reasonable enough, although one cannot demonstrate it with certainty.  

B. The Author’s Theological Perspective  

The author of Acts Andr., even though he tells a story of Andrew‘s travels and martyrdom, has little 

interest in writing a biography. His intent, rather, is to transmit a message of salvation. The Acts of 

Andrew is propagandistic, meant for anyone who wished to hear and receive that message.  

This salvation consists of liberation by means of self-realization, a realization that the soul (or ―new 

man‖), which is of divine origin, is captive in the body—a prey to the vicissitudes inherent in this 

condition, deceived and dominated by demonic forces. As soon as a person becomes aware of this fact, he 

or she is liberated from constraints bound to the corporeal and demonstrates this by adhering to sexual 

abstinence, dietary frugality, and rejection of worldly honors. The believer lives spiritually with those 

who have experienced the same liberation and who are of the same nature. He or she awaits death as the 

definitive liberation from all corporeal bounds, when he or she will return to God, will meditate on Him, 

and be united with Him insofar as they share the same nature.  

The apostle (see Prieur 1981: 121–39) is the one who bears this revelation of salvation. His words 

which resonate in the ―new man‖ are like a mirror in which one recognizes one‘s true nature.  

The incarnate Christ, the dead and risen one, the preacher of God‘s reign, plays no role in this process of 

salvation. The Acts of Andrew makes virtually no distinction between the Father and the Son. It is one and 

the same divinity who is in turn named God, Father, Jesus, Christ. The Holy Spirit is absent. The Acts of 

Andrew contains no reflections on the origin of the world or of evil: everything focuses on human 

salvation.  

C. Origin of Acts Andr.  

1. Gnosticism. The Acts of Andrew displays certain obvious affinities to Gnosticism. Lipsius considered 

it a gnostic writing, like the other apocryphal Acts (1883: I, 543–622). Flamion combatted this idea by 

arguing that the author of Acts Andr. moved within the context of the Great Church (1911: 145–77). 

Quispel returned to the alleged gnostic character of Acts Andr., but claimed more precisely that one could 

have professed the ideas contained in it without leaving the Catholic Church (1956: 129–48). Hornschuh, 

though recognizing the gnostic traits in Acts Andr., did not believe it was possible to label it gnostic 

(1964: 270–97).  

The affinities between Acts Andr. and Gnosticism obtain especially to dualism. They also concern 

salvation. But dualism does not determine what the human essence is in terms of natural inherent 

properties. In the context of the message of salvation, one must make a decision to align oneself on the 

side of the light or on the side of darkness. However, Acts Andr. offers no explanation for the fall of the 

soul. It appeals neither to the notion of the Pleroma nor to that of the Aeons. It offers no gnostic 

cosmogony. Properly speaking, Acts Andr. is therefore not a gnostic text; rather it shares a gnosticizing 

mentality current at the time.  

2. Platonism. Several features relate Acts Andr. to Platonism: the discovery of the interior human 

essence presented as a spiritual childbirth; Andrew presented as a master of maieutics, whose death 

resembles that of Socrates; the spiritual mirror: the liberation and flight of the soul; and God presented as 

the good and the beautiful.  

Flamion (1911) thought that Acts Andr. was Neoplatonic, but that would place it in the 3d century, 

which is too late. Hornschuh, however, saw affinities between Acts Andr. and Middle Platonism on the 

one hand and with the thought of Tatian on the other.  

3. Stoicism. The Acts of Andrew also exhibits some stoic characteristics, especially in matters of 

morality. Andrew exhorts his listeners not to be carried away by their passions but to unify their behavior 

with their interior disposition. He is unflinching in the face of death, not because he was insensitive to 

sorrow, but by virtue of his spiritual elevation.  

4. Reflections of the Mentality of the Age. It would seem impossible to relate Acts Andr. to a 

particular philosophical or religious milieu. We already have seen several different currents of thought to 

which one might compare the Acts, though without being able to identify it with any of them precisely. It 



is better to try to see in these various currents witnesses to an age. It is a spiritual atmosphere, influenced 

by Platonism and Neopythagorism, which blossomed in the 2d and 3d centuries.  

5. Time and Place of Origin. The Manichean Psalter, which contains some allusions to the content of 

Acts Andr. (Allberry 1938: 142, 143, 192), establishes the 3d century as the terminus ad quem for the 

redaction of the apocryphon, but the Acts had to have originated earlier, between 150 and 200, closer to 

150 than to 200. The distinctive christology of the text, its silence concerning the historical and biblical 

Jesus, and its distance from later institutional organization and ecclesiastical rites militate for an early 

dating. Moreover, its serene tone and unawareness of any polemic against some of its ideas as heterodox, 

particularly in the area of the christology, show that it derived from a period when the christology of the 

Great Church had not yet taken firm shape. One might repeat here the line of argumentation employed by 

Junod and Kaestli for locating the Acts of John in the same period (1983: 695). Moreover, Acts John 

displays several affinities with Acts Andr., such as the literary genre, structure, and theological 

orientations.  

Concerning the place of origin, there is nothing that can settle the matter in favor of one region over 

another. The text could have been drawn up as easily in Greece or in Asia Minor, in Syria or in Egypt. 

Alexandria in particular commends itself for the spiritual and intellectual milieu where a text like Acts 

Andr. might first have seen the light of day.  
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JEAN-MARC PRIEUR  

ANDREW, FRAGMENTARY STORY. See ANDREW, ACTS OF.  

ANDRONICUS (PERSON) [Gk Andronikos (Ἀνδπονικορ)]. 1. A deputy of Antiochus IV Epiphanes 

(2 Macc 4:31, 32, 34, 38). According to the account in 2 Macc 4:30–38, when a revolt broke out in Tarsus 

and Mallus, Antiochus left Andronicus, a Friend of the King (v 38), in charge as his deputy. Menelaus 

used this opportunity to bribe Andronicus with gold vessels stolen from the temple in Jerusalem. After 

Onias exposed this episode publicly, he fled to the temple of Daphne at Antioch for sanctuary. On the 

advice of Menelaus, Andronicus brought Onias out of the temple by deceit and murdered him. Learning 

of this murder upon his return, Antiochus stripped Andronicus of his rank, publicly humiliated him, and 

put him to death at the very spot of Onias‘ death. Classical sources (Diodorus Siculus 30.7.2–3 and John 

of Antioch) state that the reason for Andronicus‘ death was his murder of Antiochus, son of Seleucus IV, 



on behalf of Antiochus IV. A number of solutions for the differing accounts of Andronicus‘ death have 

been proposed: (1) the date of Andronicus‘ death was the same year as Onias‘ (170/169 B.C.) and may 

have suggested to the writer of 2 Maccabees a cause-and-effect relationship; (2) the author of 2 

Maccabees may have fabricated the story for his own theological reasons (Hengel 1974: 2: 183 n. 132; 

185 n. 142); Antiochus IV may have used this incident as a pretext for silencing Andronicus before he 

could implicate Antiochus IV in the murder of the younger Antiochus (Goldstein 2 Maccabees AB, 238–

39).  

2. Official of Antiochus IV Epiphanes (2 Macc 5:23). Andronicus was placed over the temple on Mt. 

Gerizim after Antiochus IV invaded Judea and Samaria. If Andronicus‘ position was the same as Philip‘s 

in v 22, then he was commander of a garrison stationed on Mt. Gerizim. Goldstein (2 Maccabees AB, 

261) further proposes that Andronicus may have been the predecessor of Apollonius, a military 

commander (1 Macc 3:10) or governor of Samaria (Ant 12.5.5 §261).  
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3. A Christian apostle in the time of Paul, born a Jew. Both Andronicus and Junia, who were apostles 

prior to Paul (Rom 16:7; cf. 1 Cor 15:7–8), belonged to the limited number (but exceeding ―twelve‖) of 

early Christian apostles who had seen the resurrected Christ (cf. 1 Cor 15:5–9; 9:1, 5–6; Gal 1:17). 

Because of their Greek names they may have belonged to the Greek-speaking Jewish-Christian group in 

Jerusalem (Acts 6; Cranfield Romans ICC, 190), and later to the early missionaries based in Antioch who 

initiated the mission to the gentiles (11:20) and whom Paul joined (13:1; 11:19–26; Gal 1:21; cf. 

Lüdemann 1987: 144 for the historicity of the Acts traditions). In any case, Andronicus and Junia at some 

point worked with Paul in the missionary effort to the gentiles, because all three of them went to prison 

together (Rom 16:7; Lampe StadtrChr, 58, 148–49). As Rom 15:24, 16–20, 30–32 presume, they also 

consented to Paul‘s program of a worldwide mission to the gentiles.  

Andronicus and Junia, who possibly was his wife and had accompanied him as an active missionary 

(Rom 16:7; cf. 1 Cor 9:5), moved to Rome before Paul did. Paul greets both of them in Rom 16:7 and 

calls them ―outstanding among the apostles‖ (not ―in the eyes of the apostles‖). This compliment served at 

the same time as a recommendation for Paul himself, who no doubt was trying to establish himself in 

Rome: being highly controversial in the east because of his law-free gentile mission, Paul could point out 

that these outstanding Jewish-Christian apostles were close to him.  
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PETER LAMPE  

ANEM (PLACE) [Heb ˓ānēm (ָףֵנם )]. A town in the inheritance of Issachar assigned to the Gershomite 

clan of the Levites as a levitical city (1 Chr 6:58—Eng6:73). Another list of levitical cities is preserved in 

Joshua 21, where in v 29 Anem is replaced by En-gannim.  

Most researchers have concluded that the two OT lists of levitical cities were derived from a single 

original. As a result, a number of attempts have been made to equate Anem and En-gannim. Albright 

argued (1926: 231), using evidence from the LXX, that both Anem and En-gannim obscured an original 

Heb form of ˓n˓nm, which he located at Olam (M.R. 197230). While a number of scholars have accepted 

Albright‘s identification, Kallai (HGB, 425) has noted that Albright‘s argument requires a series of scribal 

errors to be correct, and has rejected it.  

Kallai has suggested that the consonantal ˓nm is either an abbreviation or merely a shortened form of the 

toponym En-gannim, ˓ngnm. If this theory is correct, Anem/En-gannim should be located at Jenin (M.R. 

178207). See also EN-GANNIM (PLACE).  



It remains a possibility that Anem is a distinct location, unrelated to En-gannim. Abel (GP, 244) has 

suggested Khirbet Anim (M.R. 202231) as a likely location for an independent Anem.  
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ANER (PERSON) [Heb ˓ānēr (ָףֵנש )]. A brother of Mamre and of Eshkol (Gen 14:13), all three of 

whom are described as Abram‘s allies (Gen 14:24). The latter verse belongs to the passage vv 17, 21–24 

about the contest in generosity between the king of Sodom and Abram, which contradicts v 10 (that the 

kings of Sodom and Gomorrah had perished in asphalt pits) and vv 14–15 (that Abram routed the army of 

the four eastern kings with just his own 318 house-born men), and is obviously an interpolation. From 

there, the names of Aner and Eshkol were added by an editor to v 13 along with the ethnic ―Amorite‖ for 

Mamre. Elsewhere in the OT, Eshcol and Mamre are names of places near Hebron and not persons; it is 

therefore probable that Aner was originally also a toponym in the same area. (˓nr in the list of levitical 

cities in the territory of Manasseh, 1 Chr 6:55, is a miscopy of t˓nk ―Taanach‖ in Josh 21:25.) The 

divergent forms of the name in LXX, Samuel, and QL raise a doubt about the correctness of its writing in 

the MT, but its original form and etymology cannot be reconstructed.  

MICHAEL C. ASTOUR  

ANER (PLACE) [Heb ˓ānēr (ָףֵנש )]. A town of the tribe of Manasseh assigned as a levitical city to the 

Kohathites of the tribe of Levi (1 Chr 6:55—Eng6:70). In a second list of levitical cities (Josh 21:25), 

Aner is replaced by Taanach. Most scholars have concluded that both OT lists reflect a single original, so 

attempts have been made to equate the two toponyms.  

The generally accepted solution has been the proposal that Aner was derived from Taanach (Heb 

ta˓nak) because of two simple scribal errors. The initial taw of Taanach was lost to the preceding word, 

while the final kap was changed to a reš (the form of both letters being similar in antiquity). If this 

hypothesis is correct (HGB, 470), then Aner should be equated with Taanach (M.R. 171214).  

If Aner is an independent town, unconnected with Taanach, then its location is not known.  

MELVIN HUNT  

ANGELS. In modern usage the term ―angels‖ refers to heavenly beings whose function it is to serve 

God and to execute God‘s will.  

———  

OLD TESTAMENT  

A. General Matters  

1. Terminology  

2. Historical Development  

B. Preexilic Concepts  

1. The Divine Council  

2. The Heavenly Army  

3. Agents and Messengers  

C. Exilic and Early Postexilic Developments  

1. Ezekiel  

2. Zechariah  

3. The Śāṭān  

4. Other  

D. Second Temple Period  

1. Functions and Appearance of Angels  

2. The Heavenly Court/Temple  

3. The Angelic Hierarchy  

4. War in Heaven  



5. Angelic Dualism  

6. Communion with the Angels  

———  

A. General Matters  

1. Terminology. Although no single term corresponding precisely to the English word ―angels‖ occurs 

in the Hebrew Bible, there is a rich vocabulary for such beings. Some of the expressions either denote 

their divine status (e.g., bĕnê (hā  ĕlōh  m, lit., ―sons of God‖ [such grammatical constructions identify 

generic categories (divine beings), not genealogical relationships], Gen 6:2, 4; Job 1:6; 2:1; 38:7; bĕnê 

˒ēl  m, ―sons of gods, divine beings,‖ Ps 29:1; 89:7—Eng 89:6; ˒ĕlōh  m, ―gods,‖ Ps 82:1) or denote their 

special sanctity (qĕdōš  m, ―holy ones,‖ Ps 89:6, 8—Eng 89:5, 7). Other terms refer to their functions 

(mĕšārĕt  m, ―ministers,‖ Ps 103:21; śār, ―commander,‖ Josh 5:14; ṣĕbā˒ôt, ―hosts, army,‖ Ps 89:9—Eng 

89:8; 103:21). The most common of these functional terms if mal˒āk, ―messenger, envoy.‖ It is from the 

translation of mal˒āk in the LXX (Gk aggelos) that the English word ―angel‖ derives. As terms denoting 

functions, both aggelos and mal˒āk can refer equally to human or angelic beings. Consequently, there are 

occasionally passages in which it remains disputed whether the reference is to a heavenly being or a 

human one (see Judg 2:1; Mal 3:1). It was only with the Vulgate that a systematic distinction was made 

between angelic emissaries (Lat angelus) and human ones (Lat nuntius). Nevertheless, there are 

indications that already in the LXX aggelos was beginning to take on the quasi-technical meaning of 

heavenly being. In several instances aggelos is used for terms such as bĕnê (hā  ˒ĕlōh  m (Gen 6:2; Deut 

32:8; Job 1:6; 2:1; 38:7), ˒ĕlōh  m (Ps 8:6; 97:7; 138:1), and śār (Dan 10:21; 12:1), and in one case mal˒āk 

is translated as theos (Qoh 5:5—Eng 5:6). There is even one instance in the Hebrew Bible (Judg 13:6) in 

which a character implies a distinction between a ―man of God‖ (˒  š ˒ĕlōh  m) and a ―messenger/angel of 

Yahweh‖ (mal˒āk yhwh).  

Extrabiblical literature from the late Second Temple period (3d century B.C.E.–1st century C.E.) reflects 

many additional terms for angels. These include ―watchers‖ (Aram ˓  r  n, Dan 4:10, 14, 20; Jub. 4:15, 22; 

1 En. 1:5); ―spirits‖ (Heb rûḥôt, 1QH 1:11; 1QM 12:9; Jub. 15:31; 1 En. 15:4; cf. 1 Kgs 22:21); ―glorious 

ones‖ (Heb nikbĕd  m, 1QH 10:8; 2 En. 21:1, 3; ―thrones‖ (Gk thronoi, T. Levi 3:8; 2 En. 20:1); 

―authorities‖ (Gk exousiai, 1 En. 61:10; T. Levi 3:8); ―powers‖ (Gk dynameis, En. 20:1); and many other 

descriptive and functional terms.  

2. Historical Development. Any survey of the concept of angels has to take account of the growth and 

development of the idea over the centuries, the different literary genres in which references occur, and the 

different social contexts from which the ideas emerge. Although references to angels occur in the oldest 

strata of the OT (in pentateuchal narratives and in early poetry), there is a clear increase in speculation 

about the heavenly world in prophetic writings from the exilic and early postexilic periods. It is in the late 

Second Temple period, however, that the most developed speculations occur. Why there should have been 

such a development in lore about heavenly beings is not fully understood. Increasing contact with 

Babylonian and Persian religious traditions may be one element (Russell 1964: 257–62), though most of 

the features of the developed angelology have clear antecedents in preexilic Israelite tradition. Perhaps 

much of the speculation on the heavenly world was not really new but represents old Israelite popular 

religion which only finds its way into literary sources in the postexilic writings (Collins 1977: 101–4). Be 

that as it may, the increase in discourse about angels in the later sources indicates that those authors found 

the speculation on the heavenly world a useful way to explore serious religious and theological issues—

the weakness of Israel in a world of empires, the difficulty of understanding cosmos and history, the 

existence of evil, the failure of human religious institutions, the hope and experience of transformation, 

and so on.  

B. Preexilic Concepts  

1. The Divine Council. In Israel, as in the ANE in general, the underlying conception of the heavenly 

world was that of a royal court. Yahweh was envisioned as a king, and at his service were divine beings 

who served as counselors, political subordinates, warriors, and general agents. These divine beings were 

often referred to as a collective group (Gen 28:12; 33:1–2; Pss 29:1; 89:6–9) and were understood to 



constitute a council (―the council of El,‖ ˓ădat ˒ēl, Ps 82:1; ―the conclave of Yahweh/Eloah,‖ sôd yhwh, 

Jer 23:18; sôd ˒ĕlôah, Job 15:8), ―the conclave/assembly of the holy ones‖ (sôd/qāhāl qĕdōš  m, Ps 89:6, 

9). Similar expressions occur in ANE sources (Phoen: mpḥrt ˒il gbl qdšm; Ug: pḫr ˒ilm, pḫr bn ˒ilm, dr ˒il, 

etc.; Akk: puḫur ilāni; see Mullen 1980). The most extensive description of the council and its tasks in 

the OT is found in 1 Kgs 22:19–22. There, the prophet Micaiah ben Imlah sees the enthroned Yahweh 

with ―all the host of heaven standing about him on his right and on his left.‖ When Yahweh poses a 

question to the council, there is general discussion (―and one said one thing and another said another‖), 

until a specific proposal emerges (―then a spirit came forth and stood before Yahweh and said …‖). 

Prophets might stand in the council of Yahweh to receive a word (Jer 23:18, 22; Isaiah 6). The council 

was also a place of accusation and judgment (Psalm 82). Perhaps because of their privileged place in the 

divine council, angels were considered to be paragons of knowledge and discernment (2 Sam 14:17, 29; 

19:28).  

According to Deut 32:8 (LXX and 4QDeut), when God organized the political structure of the world, 

each of the nations was assigned to one of the angels/minor deities, with Israel reserved for Yahweh‘s 

own possession. Psalm 82 assumes a similar setup but describes the revocation of the arrangement. In that 

text God brings accusation before the divine council concerning the failure of these minor deities to 

ensure justice, for which they are to be ousted and killed. See DIVINE ASSEMBLY.  

2. The Heavenly Army. In Deut 33:2, Yahweh is said to be accompanied by ten thousand holy ones as 

he advances from the southland (cf. the reference in Ps 68:18 to the many thousands of chariots with 

Yahweh at Sinai). These are undoubtedly the angelic armies that are referred to in the common divine title 

Yahweh of Hosts. In one of the rare instances in which an individual angelic being with a clearly defined 

office is mentioned, Joshua encounters a mysterious figure with a drawn sword who identifies himself as 

―the commander of the army of Yahweh‖ (śār ṣāba˒ yhwh, Josh 5:14). When the prophet Elisha was 

besieged, he was given protection by ―horses and chariotry of fire,‖ invisible to all whose eyes were not 

opened by Yahweh (2 Kgs 6:17).  

3. Agents and Messengers. a. Role and Significance. In addition to the various roles that the angelic 

beings play as a group, there are many texts which describe the actions of a single angelic figure. Almost 

always in these instances the term mal˒āk (―messenger‖) or mal˒āk yhwh/ (hā  ˒ĕlōh  m (―messenger of 

Yahweh/God‖) is used. The term ―messenger‖ should not be construed too narrowly, however, for these 

divine beings carry out a variety of tasks. They do announce births (of Ishmael, Gen 16:11–12; Isaac, Gen 

18:9–15; Samson, Judg 13:3–5), give reassurances (to Jacob, Gen 31:11–13), commission persons to tasks 

(Moses, Exod 3:2; Gideon, Judg 6:11–24), and communicate God‘s word to prophets (Elijah, 2 Kgs 1:3, 

15; a man of God, 1 Kgs 13:18; cf. 1 Kgs 22:19–22; Isaiah 6; Jer 23:18, 23). But the angel may also 

intervene at crucial moments to change or guide a person‘s actions (Hagar, Gen 16:9; Abraham, Gen 

22:11–12; Balaam, Num 22:31–35; the people of Israel, Judg 2:1–5) and may communicate divine 

promises or reveal the future in the course of such intervention. In addition angels may be the agents of 

protection for individuals or for Israel as a whole (Gen 24:7, 40; 48:16; Exod 14:19–20; 23:20, 23; 32:34; 

Num 20:16; 1 Kgs 19:5–8; 2 Kgs 19:35=Isa 37:36; Pss 34:8—Eng 34:7; 91:11). But they may also be 

Yahweh‘s agents for punishment (Genesis 19; Num 22:33; 2 Samuel 24=1 Chronicles 21; Pss 35:5–6; 

78:49).  

In contrast to later writings, these texts exhibit almost no interest in the heavenly messengers 

themselves. They are not individuated in any way. They do not have personal names or definite offices 

(though see Josh 5:14). It is generally argued that the term mal˒āk yhwh should not be translated ―the 

messenger of Yahweh,‖ as though referring to a particular divine being, but simply ―a messenger of 

Yahweh‖ (Hirth 1975: 25–31). Either translation is grammatically possible. The messengers are not 

described (see Judg 13:6 for a partial exception) and are often not even recognized. When human beings 

do realize the identity of the one who speaks with them, the reaction varies. In some narratives no reaction 

at all is described (e.g., Genesis 19), while in others the reaction is reverence (Josh 5:14–15) or fear (Judg 

13:21). In short, these texts show no speculative interest in the divine messenger whatever. The messenger 

is of significance solely for the sake of the message (Westermann 1985: 244).  



b. Relationship to Yahweh. Many of these narratives about the mal˒āk yhwh pose a long-standing 

problem of interpretation: what is the relationship between the messenger/angel of Yahweh and Yahweh? 

In many of the narratives the mal˒āk initially appears to be a distinct figure. But at some point in the 

account it appears as though Yahweh were personally present instead of the mal˒āk yhwh. In Gen 16:7, 

for example, when Hagar has run away from Sarai‘s cruel treatment, the text says that ―a mal˒āk yhwh 

found her by a well in the wilderness.‖ The two converse and the narrator again identifies the one who 

speaks with Hagar as a ―mal˒āk yhwh ‖ in vv 9, 10, and 11. But the words which the mal˒āk yhwh speaks 

in v 10 (―I will multiply your descendants …‖) appear rather to be the first-person speech of Yahweh 

himself. In the following verse, however, the mal˒āk yhwh again speaks of Yahweh in the third person. 

Yet v 13 begins, ―Hagar called the name of Yahweh who spoke with her, ‗You are a God of seeing.‘ …‖ 

The end of the verse is textually corrupt but is probably to be translated ―I have indeed seen God after He 

saw me.‖ The apparent interchangeability of the mal˒āk yhwh and Yahweh cannot be resolved by 

assuming a clumsy merging of two traditional stories. The same ambiguity occurs in many narratives 

(e.g., Gen 21:15–21; 22:11–12; 31:11–13; Exod 3:2–6; Judg 6:11–24). Numerous suggestions have been 

put forward to account for this peculiar feature (e.g., that the mal˒āk yhwh is a sort of hypostasis of the 

deity; that a functional identity exists between messenger and sender; that the phrase mal˒āk yhwh is a 

late, pious interpolation; that the alternation between Yahweh and mal˒āk yhwh has to do with point of 

view; etc. See the review in Hirth 1975: 13–23). But the explanation that seems most likely is that the 

interchange between Yahweh and mal˒āk yhwh in various texts is the expression of a tension or paradox: 

Yahweh‘s authority and presence in these encounters is to be affirmed, but yet it is not possible for human 

beings to have an unmediated encounter with God (cf. TWAT 4: 901; Hirth 1975: 83–84). Hagar is 

correct—she has seen God. But the narrator is also correct that the one who appeared to her was a mal˒āk 

yhwh. The unresolved ambiguity in the narrative allows the reader to experience the paradox. It would be 

misleading, however, to suggest that this perspective was a dogmatic belief of ancient Israelite religion. 

There are other narratives in which God appears and converses with human beings, with no reference to a 

mal˒āk yhwh (e.g., Genesis 15), and yet others in which the mal˒āk yhwh is consistently distinguished 

from Yahweh (e.g., 1 Kings 19). Religious beliefs and forms of expression were probably no more 

uniform in ancient Israel than in any other age.  

The quality of ambiguity which attaches to the mal˒āk yhwh allows it to be used to stress either God‘s 

presence or distance, as in the various traditions that a mal˒āk accompanied the Israelites on the exodus 

from Egypt (Exod 14:9; 20:20–23; 32:34; Num 20:16). In Exod 14:9 the mal˒āk is associated with the 

pillar of cloud and, like it, functions as a manifestation of the presence of Yahweh with the people. There 

is a degree of theological speculation in Exod 23:20–23 in the subtle way in which the presence of 

Yahweh is understood to be manifest. Yahweh speaks of sending the mal˒āk before the people to protect 

and guide them and warns the people to obey the mal˒āk, ―because my name is in him.‖ Deuteronomistic 

theology uses the same concept of the name of God to describe the way in which Yahweh is present in the 

Jerusalem temple (1 Kgs 8:16, 29; 9:3; cf. Jer 7:12). By contrast, Exod 33:2–3 uses the image of the 

mal˒āk to describe Yahweh‘s absence. The passage follows the account of the apostasy with the golden 

calf. ―I will send a mal˒āk before you … for I will not go up in your midst, because you are such an 

obstinate people that I might consume you on the way.‖  

c. Relations between Angels and Humans. Although speculation about the angelic world or the 

relation between divine and human beings does not seem to have attracted much attention in preexilic 

writings, there is one brief text which raises such questions, Gen 6:1–4. There the interbreeding between 

divine beings (bĕnê hā ˒ĕlōh  m) and human women is described. Although the passage is obscure in many 

respects, the offspring of the union become the ancient warriors of reknown (LXX, gigantes, ―giants‖). 

Although not presented as a rebellion in heaven or as a ―fall‖ of divine beings, the results of the mating 

are troubling to Yahweh, who decrees a limit to the human life span as a consequence. It has recently 

been argued that this passage preserves an old alternate introduction to the flood story, in which the flood 

was sent to eliminate these half-human/half-divine beings who threatened the order of creation (Hendel 



1987: 13–26). Whatever role the tradition may have played in ancient Israel, it became the source of 

intense speculative development in later centuries.  

C. Exilic and Early Postexilic Developments  

It is probably not accidental that the 6th century saw a considerable increase in speculation about the 

heavenly world and its angelic inhabitants, especially in the prophetic literature. The problem of the 

destruction and the reconstitution of Judah‘s national institutions required a mode of thinking that could 

encompass the disaster in some coherent and meaningful structure and provide confidence in the 

possibility of reconstruction.  

1. Ezekiel. Ezekiel‘s vision of the coming destruction of Jerusalem (Ezekiel 8–11) begins with the 

appearance of an angelic being who is described in terms derived from the account of the glory of 

Yahweh (kābôd yhwh) in 1:27. The destruction of Jerusalem is carried out at Yahweh‘s command by 

other angelic figures described only as six armed men (9:2). An angelic scribe (―a man clothed in linen 

who had a writing case at his side,‖ 9:3) marks those who are to be spared. Ezekiel‘s vision of the angelic 

destroyers provides a graphic reassurance that the destruction, terrible as it is, remains under the direct 

control of the God of Israel and does not simply represent the triumph of the Babylonians (cf. 2 Baruch 

6–8, written after the destruction of the Second Temple by the Romans). Corresponding to Ezekiel‘s 

vision of the destruction of Jerusalem is his vision of the temple as it is to be rebuilt (Ezekiel 40–48). 

Ezekiel is guided through the structure by an angel (―a man whose appearance was like that of bronze,‖ 

40:3) who measures the various structures for Ezekiel and explains the purposes of some of them (e.g., 

42:13–14).  

The cherubim or living creatures (kĕr b  m; ḥayyôt) described in Ezekiel 1 and 10 are not, properly 

speaking, angels. The description in Ezekiel and the graphic depictions of similar figures from the ANE 

indicate that they were winged creatures combining human and animal features. Indeed, they may be 

described as the animals of the heavenly world. Unlike the ―messengers‖ or the ―sons of God,‖ cherubim 

have only limited functions. They serve as watchdog-like guardians (Gen 3:24; Ezek 28:14), as winged 

mounts (2 Sam 22:1; Ps 18:11—Eng18:10), and as bearers of the throne chariot (Pss 80:1; 99:1; Isa 

37:16; Ezekiel 1; 10). Perhaps because of their protective role, they were frequently used as decorative 

motifs in temples and on cultic furnishings (Exod 25:18–20; 26:31; 1 Sam 4:4; 1 Kgs 6:23–36). Similarly, 

the seraphim of Isaiah 6 are not angels but winged serpentine figures associated with the iconography of 

the Yahwistic cult (Isa 14:29; 30:6; cf. Num 21:6–9; 2 Kgs 18:4). Isaiah has partially assimilated them to 

the role of members of the divine council. Later tradition interpreted both seraphim and cherubim as 

classes of angels.  

2. Zechariah. Faced with serious issues of social restructuring and institutional restoration, Zechariah, 

one of the early postexilic prophets, articulated his message largely in terms of angelic visions. According 

to Petersen (Haggai and Zechariah 1–8 OTL, 115–16), ―rather than proposing, as had Haggai, that the 

temple needed to be rebuilt, or that Zerubbabel was to be anointed as king, Zechariah experienced 

Yahweh‘s angelic agents and discerned how the new religious and social order was to be initiated. What 

Zechariah reports in these visions is initial restoration within the cosmic order … Yahweh‘s steeds and 

angelic host are busy with the work of creating a new social and religious structure that will affect the 

entire world, not just Judah.‖ Zechariah‘s message is made particularly authoritative through his claim 

that he is not only announcing what should be done on earth but what is already being done in heaven and 

will soon become evident on earth.  

Zechariah concretizes the ancient notion of the army of Yahweh by describing the horses, riders, and 

chariots which roam the earth, returning to report to the angel of Yahweh and to present themselves 

before Yahweh (Zech 1:7–17; 6:1–8). The chariots are identified with the four winds (Zech 6:5; cf. Ps 

104:4). It appears that in Zechariah‘s visions the figure identified as the mal˒āk yhwh has become a 

distinct and powerful figure in the heavenly world. He has several functions in the visions: guide and 

interpreter for Zechariah (Zechariah 1–6 passim); intercessor for Israel, who receives words of 

consolation that he commands Zechariah to proclaim (1:12–17; cf. Isa 40:1–9); presider and judge in the 

divine council (Zechariah 3); and commander of the angelic patrols (Zech 1:11; 6:7).  



3. The Śāṭān. The angelic figure of the śāṭān in Zech 3:1–2 is not to be understood as the cosmic enemy 

of God of later angelology. The word is a common noun (―opponent, accuser‖) and is related to the verb 

śāṭan, ―to accuse.‖ Both noun and verb can be used of human beings as well as of angelic ones (Num 

22:22; 1 Sam 29:4; Zech 3:1; Ps 109:4). Here one should translate, ―He showed me Joshua the high priest 

standing before the mal˒āk yhwh, and the accuser was standing at his right hand to accuse him.‖ The 

accuser is simply a member of the divine council who has brought to judgment a high priest who is 

cultically impure. The picture is very close to that of Job 1–2. ―At the time when the sons of God came to 

present themselves before Yahweh, the śāṭān also came among them‖ (1:6; see also 2:1). There, too, the 

śāṭān raises questions about a person whom he suspects of self-interested piety. The only other 

contemporary text which mentions this figure is 1 Chr 21:1. A comparison with the parallel text, 2 Sam 

24:1, shows that ―the anger of Yahweh‖ in 2 Samuel has been concretized by the Chronicler as the action 

of a member of the divine council. While the śāṭān is not depicted as an enemy of God in any of these 

texts, the fact that in Zechariah and Job his view is repudiated by God and mal˒āk yhwh indicates the 

beginning of the development of the śāṭān as a sinister figure (see Petersen (Hagai and Zechariah 1–8 

OTL, 189–90). The notion of an angel who has particular responsibility for an individual, guiding and 

interceding on behalf of that person, is developed in Job 33:23–26 (cf. 5:1; 16:19). A close parallel to this 

conception is the ―personal god‖ of Mesopotamian religion (Jacobsen 1976: 147–64).  

4. Other. In general, 1–2 Chronicles tends to be somewhat more vivid in its description of angelic 

figures than parallel texts in Samuel-Kings (compare 2 Sam 24:16–17 with 1 Chr 21:15–30). The idea of 

heavenly beings as a chorus of praise, reflected already in Psalm 29, is associated with God‘s act of 

creation in Job 38:7 (see also 11QPs
a
 Creat 26:13; Neh 9:6). In Ps. 148:2 the angelic chorus 

(mal˒āk  m//ṣĕbā˒ôt) is the first in a chain of praise embracing all creation (cf. Ps 103:20–22).  

D. Second Temple Period  

It is in the late Second Temple period that speculation about the heavenly world and its inhabitants 

becomes fully developed. There are some new developments in angelology, the most significant being the 

dualistic notion of evil angels opposed to God, but most of the beliefs about angels are essentially 

expansions and concretizings of older notions. Numerous references to angels can be found in many 

genres of literature produced in different social settings, suggesting that a general body of lore concerning 

angels was common to the popular religion of the era. But the concentration of extensive angelological 

speculation in certain genres of literature (esp. apocalypses) and in the literature of certain communities 

(e.g., Qumran) reminds one that the religious and intellectual significance of angelology differed among 

various Jewish groups.  

1. Functions and Appearance of Angels. The general function of the angel as the agent of God‘s will 

is widely attested. Retellings of OT narratives (especially Jubilees and Pseudo-Philo) tend to introduce 

angels where they did not occur in the OT, oftentimes as performing some act which the OT attributes 

directly to God (e.g., Jub. 38:10; 10:22–23; 14:20; 19:3; 32:21; 41:24; 48:2; Ps-Philo 11:5; 15:5; 19:12, 

16; 61:5). In the book of Tobit the belief in a protecting angel (cf. Gen 24:7) is dramatized with all the 

ironic and humorous potential of the situation richly realized (HBD, 791–803). Angels help and protect 

the pious and bring their prayers before God (Dan 3:25, 28; 1 En. 100:5; 1QM 13:10; T. Jud. 3:10; T. 

Dan. 6:5; T. Naph. 8:4; T. Jos. 6:7; T. Benj. 6:1; Ps-Philo 38:3; 59:4; 3 Macc.6:18–19; Vita 21). Angels 

also decree and execute punishment in accordance with God‘s will (Dan 4:13–26; T. Naph. 8:6; 1 Enoch 

56). An angelic scribe keeps records which are opened at the time of judgment (Dan 7:10; 1 En. 89:61–

77; 90:14–20; 2 En. 19:5; Ap. Zeph. 3; 7).  

The angel as teacher and mediator of revelation is a well-attested motif, even in nonapocalyptic texts 

(Joseph and Asenath 14–15; Jub. 1:27–29; 10:10–14 [cf. 1 Enoch 8]; T. Reu. 5:3; T. Levi 9:6; T. Iss. 2:1; 

T. Jos. 6:6). In apocalyptic writings, the angelic revealer, heavenly guide, and interpreter of mysteries and 

visions becomes a standard feature (e.g., Daniel 7–12; 1 Enoch 17–36; Apocalypse of Abraham 10–18; 4 

Ezra 3–14). The appearance of the angel often evokes an acute emotional reaction from the person who 

sees it (Dan 10:7–9; 2 En. 1:3–8; Ap. Ab. 11:2–6).  



Certain angels are identified by personal names, the most frequently named being Michael, Gabriel, 

Raphael, and Uriel (Dan 9:21; 10:13; Tob 12:15; 1 En. 9:1; 21:10; 4 Ezra 4:1; Sib. Or. 2:215; 1QM 9:15–

16). For various lists of other angels, see 1 En. 8; 20; 82:13–20. Frequently, the angel‘s appearance is 

described in terms of light, fire, shining metals, or precious stones, a tradition based on Ezekiel‘s 

description of the glory of God (Dan 10:5–6; 2 Macc 3:25–26; Jos. As. 14:9; 2 En. 1:3–5; Ap. Ab. 11:1–3; 

Ap. Zeph. 6:11–15). Their garments are white linen or white with golden sashes (Dan 10:5; 12:6; 2 Macc 

3:26; 11:8; T. Levi 8:2; but see Ap. Ab. 11:2). Angels are assumed to be spiritual creatures whose physical 

manifestations and apparent eating and drinking are shams (Tob 12:19; Ap. Ab. 13:4; T. Ab. 4:9–10; Philo, 

Quest. Gen. 4:9; Jos. Ant. 1.11.2 §197). There was even speculation on special angelic food and its 

qualities (Jos. As. 16:12–16; Wis 16:20; Vita 4:2; cf. Ps 78:23–25). Although angels are spirits and may 

be called ―gods‖ (˒ēl  m, ˒ĕlōh  m), they are created beings (Jub. 2:2). There is some evidence that certain 

Jewish groups believed the angels to have assisted God in the creation of the world (Fossum 1985: 192–

213). Rabbinic Judaism found the notion theologically dangerous and vigorously rebutted it (Segal 1977). 

In Jubilees, even though angels are created on the first day, they have no role in the creation of the world 

except to praise the work of God (Jub. 2:3; cf. 11QPs
a
 Creat 26:13; Job 38:7).  

2. The Heavenly Court/Temple. The old notion of the divine council continued to be central for the 

image of the angelic world. In QL in particular the language of council (˓ēdāh), assembly (qāhāl), and 

conclave (sôd) is prominent (esp. in Hodayot; ŠirŠabb). Graphic depictions of the heavenly court are 

frequent in apocalypses, though the emphases differ from those of OT sources. The splendor and 

magnitude of the scene are stressed, but the deliberative role of the council is all but eliminated (Dan 7:9–

10; 1 En. 14:19–23; 40:1–7; 2 Enoch 20; 4 Ezra 8:21–22). Rather, it is a place of judgment (Dan 7:10–14; 

1 En. 60:2–6), of revelatory pronouncements (Dan 7:13–14; 1 Enoch 15–16), and of praise (1 En. 61:9–

13; 2 En. 20:4–21:1; Ap. Ab. 10:9; 18:11–14; Ps.-Philo 18:6). According to some sources, the praise is 

sung in a special angelic dialect (T. Job 48–50; cf. Ap. Zeph. 8:4).  

Not only royal court but also temple imagery informs the picture of the heavenly world (1 Enoch 14). 

Consequently, the angels may be described as priests who serve in the heavenly temple (Jub. 30:18; 

31:14; T. Levi 3:5–6; 1QSb 4:24–26; ŠirŠabb, passim). In Jubilees the angels of the presence and the 

angels of holiness observe the Sabbath and the Feast of Weeks and are said to have been created 

circumcised (Jub. 2:17–18; 6:18; 15:27). Later rabbinic tradition rejected the notion that the Torah is 

observed by the angels (see Schäfer 1975: 111–59, 229).  

3. The Angelic Hierarchy. The angels are organized in a hierarchical manner. There may be a single 

superior angel and/or a small group of archangels (usually four or seven), sometimes designated as the 

angel(s) of the presence (Tob 12:15; T. Levi 8:2; Jub. 1:27, 29; 2:1–2, 18; 15:27; 1 En. 9:1; 20:1–7; 40:1–

10; 71:9–13; 90:21; 1QM 9:15–16; 1QSb 4:25; 1QH 6:13; cf. Isa 63:9). Where a single angel heads the 

hierarchy, he is sometimes identified as Michael, the angel who has particular responsibility for the 

people of Israel (Dan 12:1; Vita 13–15). The figure known as the Angel of Truth (1QS 3:24) or the Prince 

of Light (CD 5:18; 1QS 3:20; 1QM 13:10) in Qumran literature is in all probability to be identified with 

Michael (compare 1QM 13:10 with 17:6–8), as is Melchizedek in 11QMelch. Many sources also identify 

various groups and classes of angels (Jub. 2:2, the angels of the presence and the angels of holiness; 

ŠirŠabb
d
 [4Q403 1 i 1–29] and ŠirŠabb

f
 [4Q405 13 4–7], seven chief and deputy princes; 1 En. 61:10, 

cherubim, seraphim, ophanim, angels of power, angels of the principalities; 2 Enoch 20, ten classes of 

angels in the seventh heaven; T. Levi 3:5–8, archangels, messengers, thrones, authorities; etc.). In some 

texts the classes of angels are assigned to different heavens (e.g., T. Levi 3; 2 Enoch 3–20). There also 

developed the notion that all the physical processes of the cosmos (e.g., the movement of sun, moon, and 

stars; the phenomena of fire, wind, rain; the growth of plants and animals; etc.) are all under the control of 

particular angels or groups of angels (Jub. 2:2; 1 En. 60:16–22; 82:9–20; 2 Enoch 19; 1QH 1:10–11).  

For apocalyptic literature, the detailed speculation about the heavenly world, its angelic beings, and 

their functions is not mere window dressing for the historical and eschatological message which the seer 

often receives. Rather, such knowledge in itself serves the purpose of theodicy, inasmuch as it provides 

insight into a system of order and purposive power.  



4. War in Heaven. The angels are also closely related to the historical process and its outcome. Just as 

there are angels over the natural workings of the cosmos, so there are angelic leaders of the nations. Their 

actions are sometimes directed by God, but on occasion they exceed their orders (1 En. 89:59–64) or act 

to oppose the angels God has assigned to help Israel (Dan 10:13, 20; 12:1). The notion that Israel was 

aided in times of crisis by angelic warriors was widely shared (2 Macc 3:25–26; 11:8; 15:22–23; cf. Jos. 

JW 6.5.3 §298), but received a distinctive development in apocalyptic and related literature. While older 

Israelite tradition had described the conflict between Yahweh and the kings of nations opposed to Israel, 

apocalypses imagine a two-tiered, mirror-image conflict. The conflict on earth between Israel and its 

enemies is the counterpart of the conflict in heaven between angelic armies. Victory will mean the 

establishment of the kingdom of Michael among the angels and of Israel among the nations (1QM 17:6–8; 

As. Mos. 10:1–10; cf. Dan 7:13–14, 26–27). Although references to angelic armies are very frequent in 

the apocalypses, the most detailed account of the eschatological battle and the role of the angels is to be 

found in the Qumran War Scroll (1QM).  

5. Angelic Dualism. The development of the old notions of the angels of the nations and of God‘s 

angelic army is probably one source of the dualistic thinking characteristic of much of the angelology of 

this period. The influence of Iranian religion is also usually assumed, though it is difficult to demonstrate 

in detail. In some texts the opposition between an angelic ruler of the forces of light and an angelic ruler 

of the forces of darkness is made explicit (4Q˓Amram; 1QS 3:13–4:14). Various names attach to the 

leader of the evil angels: Melchiresha (4Q˓Amram
b
 2 3´; 4QṬeharot

d
 [4Q280] 2 2); Belial (1QM 1:1; 

13:11; 1QS 2:4–5; CD 5:17–19); Beliar (Jub. 1:20; T. Reu. 2:2; T. Jud. 25:3); Mastema (Jub. 10:8; 1QM 

13:11); Satan (1QH fr. 4, line 6; Vita 9–16). In retellings of biblical narrative he is depicted as the enemy 

of Israel‘s ancestors (CD 5:17–19; Jub. 17:15–18; 48:2, 9, 17).  

The speculative reinterpretation of Gen 6:1–4 was another important aspect of dualistic theology. In the 

Enoch literature the angels who mate with women corrupt the earth and its inhabitants, prompting the 

intercession of the archangels. Although the immediate consequences of the breach are resolved, the 

mating produces a race of evil spirits subject to Mastema (1 Enoch 6–16; Jub. 10:1–14; cf. Genesis 

Apocryphon 2). Only in the eschatological victory and final judgment would the rebellious angels, the evil 

spirits, and their human allies be completely destroyed (1 En. 90:17–27; As. Mos. 10:1–10; T. Sim. 6:3–6).  

6. Communion with the Angels. While the angelic armies figure prominently in eschatological visions 

of salvation, access to the heavenly world and the company of angels during one‘s lifetime or at death was 

also desired as a form of deliverance. Enoch‘s sojourn with the angels was a special case (Jub. 4:21–26; 2 

En. 1:8–10). But the tradition that Enoch and other seers were clothed with heavenly garments and 

became like the angels may describe a kind of transformation which was sought by apocalyptic 

communities (2 Enoch 22; Ap. Zeph. 8:3; cf. 1QS 4:6–8). According to some sources, the righteous dead 

will dwell with the angels (1 En. 39:4–8; cf. Rev 6:9–11). The literature of the Qumran community, 

however, speaks of enjoying present communion with the angels as part of the blessedness of membership 

in the community of the new covenant (1QS 11:7–8; 1QSa 3:3–11; 1QH 3:21–22; 6:12–13; 11:10–14).  
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CAROL A. NEWSOM  



NEW TESTAMENT  

The NT conception of angels (Gk aggeloi) is derived from that of the OT and Judaism and does not 

make any important modifications or innovations of its own (see above). The NT does not provide a 

systematic discussion of angels. Rather, angels are incidental characters in the story of redemption. 

Consequently references to them are concentrated in the accounts of Jesus‘ birth and resurrection in the 

Synoptic Gospels, the account of the founding of the Church in Acts, and the account of the final 

consummation in Revelation.  

A. Their Nature  

Angels are supernatural heavenly beings created by God (Col 1:16). They are described as spirits (Heb 

1:7, 14) and as holy (Mark 8:38; Luke 9:26; Acts 10:22; Rev 14:10). They are presented as robed in white 

garments (Matt 28:3=Mark 16:5; John 20:12; Acts 1:10; Rev 19:14) and radiating great light (Matt 28:3; 

Luke 24:4; Acts 10:30; Rev 10:1; 15:6; 18:1). By their very nature they also radiate the glory of God 

(Luke 2:9; 9:26; Acts 12:7; 2 Pet 2:10; Jude 8; cf. Acts 6:15) and praise him (Luke 2:13–14; Rev 5:8–14; 

7:11–12; 19:1–8).  

In form they are akin to humankind and are often referred to as men (Mark 16:5; Luke 24:4; Acts 12:15; 

Heb 13:2), but are different enough to evoke fear in (Matt 28:1–8; Mark 16:5–8; Luke 1:11–12; 2:9–10; 

24:5; Acts 10:4) and worship from (Rev 19:10; 22:8–9) human beings. Angels are asexual (Matt 22:30 

par.) and transcend time (Luke 20:34–36). Their knowledge is more comprehensive than humankind, but 

not unlimited (Matt 24:36=Mark 13:32; Eph 3:10; 1 Pet 1:12). Their strength is also a notable feature (2 

Thess 1:7; 2 Pet 2:11; Rev 5:2; 10:1; 18:21). They possess their own languages (1 Cor 13:1) and are 

intently concerned with the salvation of humankind (Luke 15:10; Eph 3:10; 1 Tim 5:21; Pet 1:12; cf. 1 

Cor 4:9), offering the prayers of the saints on the golden altar (Rev 5:8; 8:3–4), observing worship (1 Cor 

11:10), and ministering to the Christian (Heb 1:14).  

There are myriads and legions of angels (Matt 26:53; Luke 2:13; Heb 12:22; Jude 14; Rev 5:11; 9:16), 

but only two are named, the archangels Gabriel (Luke 1:19) and Michael (Jude 9; Rev 12:7). Gabriel is a 

messenger and Michael a warrior. An archangel is referred to in 1 Thess 4:16 and possibly others in 1 Tim 

5:21. In Revelation there appear to be vestiges of the Jewish notion of four or seven archangels in the 

references to seven spirits (1:4; 3:1; 4:5; 5:6) or angels (8:2) before the throne, four living creatures 

waiting on the throne (4:6; 5:6), and four angels who preside over the four corners of the earth (7:1). The 

latter indicates a job differentiation among angels as well, for there are angels over the elements, 

including water (Rev 16:5; cf. John 5:4 var), fire (Rev 14:18; cf. Heb 1:7), and wind (Rev 7:1; cf. Heb 

1:7). The elemental spirits (stoicheia tou kosmou) of Gal 4:3 and Col 2:8, 20 may be a reference to 

demonic angels ruling the world. See ELEMENT, ELEMENTAL SPIRIT.  

The category of archangels is indicative of a hierarchy among angels, a hierarchy which is also found 

among evil angels with Satan as their head (Matt 25:41). Unlike other Jewish works, in the NT these 

hierarchies remain unelaborated, but are implied in the designation ―principalities and powers‖ (Rom 

8:38; 1 Cor 15:24; Eph 1:21; 2:2; 3:10; 6:12; Col 1:16; 2:10, 15; 1 Pet 3:22).  

Angels have free will, and those in heaven chose to obey (Matt 6:10) while others chose to rebel (Jude 

6; 2 Pet 2:4). The latter are led by Satan (Matt 25:41; Rev 12:7–9) and he seeks to imitate the angels of 

light (2 Cor 11:14). In the final conflagration, Michael and his angelic host will fight and defeat Satan and 

his angelic hosts (Rev 12:7–9). Their fate is to be cast into the lake of fire (Matt 25:41).  

In the early christological debates, the superiority of Christ over the angels was stressed (Eph 1:21; Col 

2:15; Heb 1–2; 1 Pet 3:22) and worship of angels strictly prohibited (Col 2:18; Rev 19:10; 22:8–9). In 

fact, angels are said to worship Christ (Heb 1:6). Evil angels are to be judged by the saints (1 Cor. 6:3).  

B. Their Function  

Angels also serve as guardians of individuals and churches. The angels of children in Matt 18:10 are 

apparently guardian angels. The seven angels of the seven churches in Revelation 2–3 have been 

identified by some as guardian angels. Belief in a guardian angel underlies Acts 12:15 where Peter is 

mistaken for his angel. In a guardian capacity, an angel releases the apostles (Acts 5:19–20) and Peter 

(Acts 12:6–11) from prison.  



In part functioning as guardians and in their role as servants which they share with humankind (Rev 

19:10; 22:8–9), angels minister to Jesus while he was accomplishing his mission. During the temptation, 

Satan points to the extremes to which the angels will go to keep Jesus from harm (Matt 4:6=Luke 4:10–

11), and angels come and minister to Jesus after the temptation (Matt 4:11; Mark 1:13). They also 

minister to Jesus in Gethsemane once he has accepted his fate (Luke 22:43 var). Twelve legions of angels 

are readied for Jesus‘ defense at his arrest (Matt 26:53), and angels roll the stone from the entrance of the 

tomb at the resurrection (Matt 28:2). In short, Jesus spoke of them as ―ascending and descending upon 

him‖ (John 1:51).  

A major function of angels is as messengers and instructors. The thought of angels speaking to someone 

was not foreign to the audience of the NT (John 12:29). As well as by a direct presence, angels often 

deliver their message in a dream (Matt 1:20–21; 2:13, 19–20, 22) or a vision (Acts 10:3–6; Rev 1:10).  

Moses received the Law from an angel (Acts 7:38, 53; Gal 3:19; Heb 2:2). Angels were witnesses to the 

incarnation (1 Tim 3:16). Paul assumes that angels can preach a gospel (Gal 1:8) and the Pharisees 

assume that an angel could have spoken with Paul (Acts 23:9). Angels are harbingers of the births of John 

the Baptist (Luke 1:11–20) and Jesus (Luke 1:26–38). They advise Joseph about the nature of Mary‘s 

child (Matt 1:20–21). They proclaim the birth of Jesus to the shepherds (Luke 2:8–14). They warn Joseph 

to flee to Egypt with Mary and Jesus (Matt 2:13) as well as when to return (Matt 2:20). They give 

instructions to the women at the tomb (Matt 28:5–7=Mark 16:6–7=Luke 24:4–7). Two angels speak to the 

disciples at Christ‘s ascension (Acts 1:10). An angel speaks to Moses in the burning bush (Acts 7:30, 35, 

38), advises Philip where to travel (Acts 8:26) and Cornelius to send for Peter (Acts 10:3–6, 22, 30–32; 

11:13–14), and reassures Paul that he would stand before Caesar (Acts 27:23–24). As typical of 

apocalyptic writings, an angel escorts John through his visions (e.g., Rev 17:7).  

Angels are integrally involved in judgment, both ongoing and at the final consummation. In an ongoing 

capacity, angels killed Herod because he accepted the worship of the crowd (Acts 12:20–23). In the final 

consummation an archangel announces Christ‘s descent at the parousia (1 Thess 4:16) and other angels 

announce phases of the final judgment (Rev 10:1–7; 14:6–7), begin its initial processes (Rev 5:1–2; 

14:14–16), and are active in it (Rev 8–9; 15–16; 20:1–3). They will accompany Christ at his parousia 

(Matt 16:27; 25:31; Mark 8:38=Luke 9:26; 2 Thess 1:7; Jude 14–15), will gather the elect (Matt 

24:31=Mark 13:27), and will separate the evildoers for destruction in the fire (Matt 13:39–42, 49–50; 

25:31–46; Jude 14–15). Possibly as a council, they will witness Christ‘s denial of those who denied him 

(Mark 8:38=Luke 9:26; 12:8–9; Rev 3:5; cf. Rev 14:10). The role of angels is often portrayed in military 

fashion (Rev 19:14, 19), as warriors at Christ‘s bidding (Matt 26:53).  
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DUANE F. WATSON  

ANGELS OF THE SEVEN CHURCHES (Gk aggeloi tōn hepta ekklēsiōn (ἀγγελοι σων ἑπσα 
ἑκκληςιων)). This expression is found only in Rev 1:20 in the preparatory vision of the risen Lord (1:9–

20). Here the angels of the seven churches are equated with the seven stars in the Lord‘s right hand (cf. 

1:16). The identity of the seven angels is uncertain, with both human and superhuman identifications 

being possible (see Hemer 1986: 32–34; McNamara 1966: 192–98).  

A. Human Identifications  

It has been proposed that the angels are messengers from the seven churches sent to John and/or the 

messengers from John entrusted to deliver the letters. Although virtually always being a reference to a 

heavenly messenger, aggelos is used occasionally in both the OT (Mal 2:7; 3:1) and the NT (Matt 11:10; 

Luke 7:24; 9:52; Jas 2:25) to refer to a human messenger. The leaders of the church, perhaps their 

bishops, is also a possible identification. However, elsewhere in the NT aggelos is never used to designate 

a church leader.  



Against both of these identifications is the fact that the content of the letters of chaps. 2–3 pertain to the 

churches themselves, not to a third party, whoever the angels may be. Against any identification of the 

angels with any human being is the fact that all of the other 66 occurrences of aggelos in Revelation and 

virtually all other known occurrences refer to supernatural beings. Also, the use of angels to represent 

human beings or churches is virtually unknown in apocalyptic literature.  

However, it should be noted that Tg. Ps.-J. on Exod 39:37; 40:4 identifies the seven lamps of the 

lampstand of the tabernacle as the seven stars or planets, and the latter in turn as ―the just that shine unto 

eternity in their righteousness.‖ This equation supports a human identification for angels and corresponds 

to the symbolism of Revelation in which the lampstands represent churches.  

B. Superhuman Identifications  

The seven angels have been identified as the guardian angels of the seven churches. Nations (Deut 32:8 

LXX; Dan 10:13, 20; 12:1; Sir 17:17) and individuals (Jub. 35:17; Matt 18:10; Acts 12:15) are portrayed 

as having guardian angels. However, this identification is not satisfactory because of the difficulty of the 

resulting scenario in which Christ directs John to write a letter to the churches, but John in turn addresses 

it to their guardian angels instead (1:11).  

Widely accepted is the position that the angels are personifications of the prevailing spirit of the 

churches, the spiritual counterpart of the earthly reality. This would make the angels akin to the Persian 

fravashis, heavenly counterparts of earthly individuals and communities. The difficulty that the letters are 

addressed to the angels but pertain to the churches is thus eliminated, for both can be addressed 

simultaneously. However, although the stars and the lampstands are distinguished in Revelation as angels 

and churches respectively, in this solution they are now virtually equated. Ultimately no identification has 

as yet been totally satisfactory.  
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ANGER. See VIRTUE/VICE LISTS; WRATH OF GOD.  

ANGLE, THE (PLACE) [Heb hammiqṣōa˓ (ֲַהִמְרקַֹע )]. ―Place of corner-structure,‖ ―corner 
buttress‖: corner of a building (Exod 26:24; 36:29); corner of a court (Ezek 46:21); corner post of the altar 

(Ezek 41:22). Particularly, an important and well-known part of the defense structure of Jerusalem, built 

by Uzziah king of Judah when he fortified the city by constructing towers at the Corner Gate, at the 

Valley Gate, and at the angle (2 Chr 26:9). Destroyed in the conquest of Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar, 

this section (Neh 3:19–20, 24–25) and other sections of the wall were repaired by Nehemiah, ca. 430 B.C. 

Being mentioned in the vicinity of the Water Gate (3:26), the wall of Ophel (3:27), and the East Gate (v 

29), ―the Angle‖ seems to have been located along the E wall of Jerusalem, somewhere near the Water 

Gate (which may have led to the Gihon Spring) and the earlier house (palace) of David (Mare 1987: 123–

26).  
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ANIAM (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăn  ˓ām (ֲאִניָףם )]. The fourth son of Shemida (1 Chr 7:19) in the genealogy 

of Manasseh (7:14–19). His name occurs only once in the Bible and may have meant ―people‘s lament‖ 

(˒ānâ + ˓am) or ―I am kinsman‖ (˒ăn   + ˓am). Noth (IPN, 237) suggested that the name is a scribal 

mistake for Noah, one of the five daughters of Zelophehad (Num 26:33).  

1 Chr 7:19 is a genealogical fragment whose relationship to the rest of the Manassite genealogy (7:14–

18) is unclear. The verse records the names of Shemida and his four sons, but it does not link them to the 

Manassites who were listed earlier. Consequently, a number of proposals have been made to integrate the 

verse more effectively into the rest of the Manassite genealogy. Curtis and Madsen (Chronicles ICC, 152) 



have proposed, for example, that Shemida was the fourth son of Hammolecheth (v 18); this would make 

Aniam her grandson. Others, however, have argued that Gilead was the father of Shemida, just as Num 

26:30–32 indicates (cf. Josh 17:1–3). In this case, Aniam would have been Gilead‘s grandson. Rudolph 

(Chronikbücher HAT, 69–71) is the most persuasive of those who favor this position, and his presentation 

involves a comprehensive emendation of the Manassite genealogy in 1 Chronicles 7 on the basis of Num 

26:28–34.  

M. PATRICK GRAHAM  

ANIM (PLACE) [Heb ˓ān  m (ָףִנים )]. A town situated in the SW hill country of Judah (Josh 15:50), 

within the same district as Debir. The only OT reference to this settlement, whose name means ―springs,‖ 

occurs in the list of towns within the tribal allotment of Judah (Josh 15:21–62). The theory that this list is 

derived from an administrative roster compiled under the Judean monarchy (Alt 1925) has been widely 

accepted, although controversy continues over the precise makeup of the districts, the proper context of 

the town lists of Benjamin and Dan, and the period of the monarchy to which the original roster belongs 

(Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 64–72). Anim may be the same place as Hawini of the Amarna Letters 

(Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 388). Eusebius (Onomast. 26.9) associates Anim with the Christian town 

of Anaia, situated nine Roman miles S of Hebron. Anim is most probably to be identified with Khirbet 

Ghuwein et-Tahta (Aharoni LBHG 300; M.R. 156084), located approximately 20 km S of Hebron and 4 

km S of es-Samu (ancient Eshtemoh?). Khirbet Ghuwein et-Foqa, just to the northeast, may be the 

location of Christian Anaia (Gold IDB 1: 300).  
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ANIMAL. See ZOOLOGY.  

ANKLETS [Heb ˓ăkās  m (ֲףָכִסים )]. The word ˓ekes, found only in the plural in the Hebrew Bible, 

indicates a piece of jewelry worn around the ankle, as are bracelets worn encircling the wrist. The only 

biblical text mentioning anklets is Isa 3:18, in which the decadent garb of self-indulgent Israelites is listed 

in considerable quantity. Twenty-one items are presented, and anklets head the list. Perhaps their position 

at the top of the list, where they are followed by ―headbands,‖ is meant to indicate that the items that 

follow are those that adorn the entire body, from foot to head.  

Anklets were usually made of metal, although some glass examples have been found. Of the metal ones, 

bronze examples are most common, but the existence of gold, silver, and iron specimens can be 

established either through the discovery of actual examples or through analogy with the more commonly 

found bracelets or rings. All of these circular metal items of adornment were made by bending straight 

wires or bands into a rounded shape. Sometimes the ends were left open; on some examples they have 

been welded or twisted together. Metal anklets were usually undecorated except for the occasional 

clubbing or flattening of the free ends in unclosed examples.  

Although bracelets, armlets, necklaces, and rings were apparently worn by both men and women, it is 

difficult to determine whether the same can be said for anklets. In graphic art from the ancient Semitic 

world, depictions of human figures tend to be those of upper-class individuals, clad in ceremonial garb. 

This means that long cloaks or outer garments cover the lower legs and obscure the areas in which anklets 

would be worn. However, certain renderings of deities, especially those depicted nude or semi-nude, are 

instructive. Although such figures are often very simple and stylized, the use of jewelry as adornment 

stands out in the absence of items of clothing. A comparison of female and male Canaanite gods rendered 

in metal (see Negbi 1976) shows a number of examples of female figures with anklets but only one or two 

possible males so adorned.  

The graphic information is valuable in showing the way the anklets were worn. Several examples of 

single anklets, that is, one on each ankle, can be seen. But in the preponderance of instances, anklets were 

worn in sets of three and four, and probably also in sets of five and maybe even six (Seibert 1974: pls. 41, 



54, 56, 59, 63). The fact that anklets were worn in groups informs the meaning of Isa 3:16, in which the 

prophet mocks the haughty daughters of Zion, who strut about wantonly, ―tinkling with their feet.‖ The 

verb in this passage is derived from the word for anklet and indicates the jingling noise produced by the 

movement of the feet of a person wearing anklets.  
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ANNA (PERSON) [Gk Hanna (Ἁννα); Anna (Ἀννα)]. 1. The wife of Tobit and mother of Tobias. Anna 

serves three roles in the story of Tobit. First, she is the object of piety for Tobit and Tobias. Tobit marries 

Anna, who is a member of his paternal clan, and thereby provides a good example for Tobias and other 

Jews in the Diaspora (1:9). Tobit instructs Tobias to honor his mother after Tobit‘s death and to bury her 

in Tobit‘s grave (4:3–4), which Tobias does (14:10).  

Second, she is the ideal wife. When Tobit no longer hides from Sennacherib, he returns to Anna and 

Tobias (1:20). Later, when Tobit is blinded by the sparrow droppings, Anna takes up ―women‘s work,‖ 

which the Vg explains as weaving cloth (2:11 LXX—2:19 Vg). Thus she exemplifies the ideal wife of 

Prov 31:10–31. She values Tobias more than any riches he can bring back from his dangerous journey 

(5:18–23), and she watches the road for his return (11:5–6, 9).  

Her third role is to be a foil to Tobit‘s piety. When her employers give her a kid as a bonus, Tobit 

accuses her of theft. Her retort in LXX questions the value of his piety if it makes him such a blind know-

it-all (2:14). In Vg, which explicitly compares Tobit to Job (2:15 Vg), Anna says his piety is vain (2:22 

Vg), making her more like Job‘s wife. Whereas Tobit trusts that God‘s angel will take care of Tobias 

(10:1–3), Anna rejects his belief and despairs of Tobias‘ life with fasting and lament (10:4–7). Yet it is 

Anna who watches for Tobias daily (11:5–6, 9) and who sees him first, so even her despair was not 

without hope.  
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2. An elderly and especially devout Jewish widow portrayed in Luke 2:36–38 who should not be 

confused with the Anna of Tobit, a deuterocanonical book. Strikingly, Anna is the only woman in NT 

called a prophetess (using the Greek noun form of the word). Thus, she is to be understood in the light of 

such OT figures as Deborah and Huldah. Comparisons should also be made with the intertestamental 

figure of Judith who, like Anna, was devout, lived to about the same age (105), and did not remarry after 

her husband died (Judith 16:23). The Lukan material raises the question of whether or not there was some 

sort of Jewish order of widows who had specific functions in the temple, for example, to pray 

(Witherington 1988: 140–41). This might explain her apparently constant presence in the temple. It 

should also be noted that, according to Luke‘s portrait of Anna, she, unlike Simeon, goes forth to 

proclaim the good news about the Messiah (Plummer Luke ICC, 71). This foreshadows one of the roles 

assumed by female believers in Luke‘s 2-vol. work (cf. Priscilla in Acts 18). It is also possible that Luke 

intends for the reader to see parallels between Luke 1–2 and Acts 1–2, in which case Anna anticipates 

what will happen when the spirit is poured out on all flesh, and both sons and daughters prophesy (Stahlin 

TDNT 9:451). There may also be some truth in the suggestion that Anna is portrayed by Luke as one of 

the ˒anawim, i.e., the pious Jewish poor (Brown 1977: 446). Luke does seem to have a special interest in 

such people, and in view of his theme of reversal of fortunes (cf. Luke 4:17–19), he seems to promote 

women like Anna as examples of how the gospel affects human lives. Anna may also be seen as a model 

of faith in action, one who responds positively and properly to the coming of the Messiah.  
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BEN WITHERINGTON III  



ANNAN (PERSON) [Gk Annan (Ἀνναν)]. See HARIM.  

ANNAS (PERSON) [Gk Hannas (Ἁνναρ)]. High priest in Jerusalem between ca. A.D. 6, when he was 

appointed by Quirinius, and A.D. 15, when he was removed by Valerius Gratus (Ant 18.2.1, 2 §§ 26–35; 

Luke 3:2). Annas‘ later prominence, long after his deposition, and the success of his family in high 

priestly office, make it seem unlikely that he was deposed as a result of official displeasure; he served the 

accommodation with Rome very well (Smallwood 1976: 155–56, 159). Although, as we shall see, there 

are references in the gospels to his being high priest during the capital proceedings against Jesus, that 

claim is incorrect: Caiaphas was high priest at the time, and—in chronological terms—he was the most 

successful high priest of the period (see CAIAPHAS). But the influence of Annas survived his personal 

high priesthood. Five of his sons—Eleazar, Jonathan, Theophilus, Matthias, and the younger Annas—all 

held that office (Ant 20.9.1 §198; Enelow JEnc 1: 610), and the claim is made in John 18:13 that Caiaphas 

was actually his son-in-law.  

The continuing influence of Annas makes certain misstatements in the NT explicable. The odd reference 

to the joint high priesthood of Annas and Caiaphas, in Luke 3:2, and the unqualified reference to him 

alone as high priest in Acts 4:6, are perhaps the most obvious instances. But the latter case might give us 

pause, before we dismiss it as a simple error. The scene in Acts 4 represents an inquisition of Peter and 

John by the Sanhedrin in Jerusalem, following their healing of a lame man at the Beautiful Gate of the 

temple (Acts 3:1–26). The mention of Annas occurs within a description of the assemblage of the council 

(4:5f), which is specifically said to include, not only priests, but ―rulers, and elders, and scribes‖ (v 5). 

After referring to Annas as high priest, v 6 mentions ―Caiaphas, and John, and Alexander, and as many as 

were from high priestly stock.‖ It seems quite clear that Acts refers to Annas‘ position of leadership 

within a vital faction of the Sanhedrin, to his driving force behind the inquisition. The primary opposition 

to Jesus is priestly (cf. vv 1–3), and Annas appears to be leading the opposition. The usage of the term 

―high priest‖ is therefore loose (and technically incorrect), but scarcely incomprehensible.  

The family of Annas appears in consistent, sometimes deadly, opposition to Jesus‘ movement during its 

early years. Aside from Annas‘ personal involvement in the condemnation of Jesus, to which we shall 

turn below, we see in Acts 4 a formality of opposition, which hardens Jesus‘ movement in its tendency 

toward a formal break with Judaism. Peter boldly proclaims, ―Let it be known to you, and all Israel, that 

by the name of Messiah Jesus of Nazareth—whom you crucified, but whom God raised from the dead—

this man stands before you whole‖ (4:10); that amounts to a stinging, personal statement of judgment 

against Annas, Caiaphas, and anyone else who had anything to do with Jesus‘ execution. The presentation 

of Acts therefore uses Annas as emblematic of the distinction between the rulers who crucified Jesus and 

those Jews who decided to follow him (cf. v 4 and see GAMALIEL). The ―John‖ mentioned in v 6 may 

be Annas‘ son, a future high priest (cf. the full spelling, ―Jonathan,‖ in representatives of the so-called 

Western text; Lake and Cadbury 1933: 42; and Jeremias 1969: 197 n. 161). In ca. A.D. 62, Annas‘ son and 

namesake took the opportunity of a hiatus in Roman rule to arrange the death of James, the brother of 

Jesus (Ant 20.9.1 §§ 197–203; Smallwood 1976: 279–80). That the very name ―Annas‖ should have 

become something of an inverted icon within the NT, a symbol of hierarchical opposition to Christianity, 

is therefore quite understandable.  

It is nonetheless surprising to find the uniquely Johannine scene of the session at Annas‘ house (18:12–

24). Annas is insistently called ―high priest‖ (vv 15, 16, 19, 22) despite the fact that Caiaphas is as well 

(cf., above all, the confusion caused by the usage in v 24); indeed, Jesus is struck for answering Annas as 

high priest sharply (v 22). Annas‘ very residence is said to be high priestly (v 15), and Jesus is brought 

there by a contingent of Roman and Jewish forces (v 12). Moreover, the Johnannine scene poses the 

gravamen against Jesus in terms quite different from the Synoptics‘: Annas is concerned about Jesus‘ 

disciples and teaching, while Caiaphas‘ focus in the Synoptics is the temple and christology. It seems 

obvious that Annas features in John, at least to some extent, as typological of Jewish enmity toward Jesus 

and his movement.  



Behind the text of John, however, there may be an important trace of historical reminiscence. The issue 

which mortally opposed Caiaphas to Jesus had been Jesus‘ inflammatory action of occupying the temple. 

The immediate occasion of Jesus‘ act was his opposition to the placement of vendors of sacrificial 

animals in the precincts of the temple. Given that such an arrangement was unusual, and could have 

caused opposition, the question arises, why would Caiaphas have permitted it? It has become 

conventional, among Christian scholars of the NT, to claim that references in rabbinica to ―the sons of 

Ḫanan,‖ merchants of such animals, should be identified with Annas‘ family (cf. Jeremias 1969: 20, 49; 

Edwards ISBE 1: 128).  

A full acceptance of the suggested identification would provide a picture in which Annas opposed Jesus 

for economic, not simply theological, reasons. A certain amount of evidence might be said indirectly to 

support it. The family of Ḫanan is decried for its conniving practices in Talmud (Pesaḥ. 57a), and 

problems of extortionate pricing by merchants of sacrificial animals are addressed in Mishnah (Ker. 1.7). 

But to make of Annas a 1st-century equivalent to Shylock on the basis of such evidence is more to 

indulge the rhetorical reference to Annas in the NT than to describe it. The fact is that Ḫanan is a common 

name in rabbinica; indeed, the name is used to refer to a real or fictitious scoundrel on some occasions (cf. 

B.Qam. 37a, 115a). To ascribe the sitting of the merchants, the resulting occupation of the temple by 

Jesus, and the complicated proceedings against him all to Annas‘ venal motives, and simply because he 

bore a common name which was also associated with vendors, appears tendentious in the extreme. The 

very prominence of Annas and his family during the period, and his possible relationship to Caiaphas, 

suggest that the sitting of the merchants (and their subsequent removal) occurred with his approval. But to 

speculate on his character—and especially to suggest that his motivation was economic—is to proceed far 

beyond the evidence and to desert exegesis in favor of a long-discredited, apologetic stance.  
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BRUCE CHILTON  

ANNIAS (PERSON) [Gk Annias (Ἀννιαρ)]. Ancestor of a family who returned from Babylon with 

Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 5:16). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have been compiled from Ezra and 

Nehemiah, this family does not appear among their lists of returning exiles (cf. Ezra 2:17; Neh 7:23). 

Omissions such as this also raise questions about 1 Esdras being used as a source by Ezra or Nehemiah. 

Furthermore, problems associated with dating events and persons described in 1 Esdras have cast doubt 

on the historicity of the text.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

ANNIUTH (PERSON) [Gk Anniouth (Ἀννιοτθ)]. See BANI.  

ANNUNUS (PERSON) [Gk Announos (Ἀννοτνορ)]. One of the priests or Levites recruited upon 

Ezra‘s request to return with him to Jerusalem and serve in the temple (1 Esdr 8:47—Eng8:48; not 

included in the parallel list in Ezra 8:19).  

There is a discrepancy between Ezra 8 and 1 Esdras 8. Ezra 8 says that Ezra assembled only Levites 

missing from the first group to return to Jerusalem (8: 17–19). Ezra takes measures to secure the 

―ministers‖ (mšrtym), apparently for menial work. In 1 Esdras, both priests and Levites are absent, and 

Ezra sends for priests (tous hierateusontas; 1 Esdr 8:45—Eng8:46).  

The list of the priests and the temple servants in 1 Esdr 8:46–48—Eng vv 47–49 seems to be excerpted 

from a complete list. In Codex Alexandrinus, Annunus is identified as the brother of Jeshaiah, another 

priest in the same list. Codex Vaticanus omits the first half of 1 Esdr 8:47—Eng v 48, where both 

Annunus and Jeshaiah (his brother) are mentioned.  

The absence of the name in Ezra 8:19 leads C. T. Fritsch (IDB 1: 138) to suspect that a corruption of 

wĕ˒ittô, ―and with him,‖ in Ezra 8:19 gave rise to the name Annunus.  

JIN HEE HAN  



ANOINTED, THE. See CHRIST; MESSIAH.  

ANT. See ZOOLOGY.  

ANTELOPE. See ZOOLOGY.  

ANTHOTHIJAH (PERSON) [Heb ˓antōt  yâ (ַףְנֹתִתָיה )]. One of the sons of Shashak, according to 

the longer genealogy of Benjamin given by the Chronicler (1 Chr 8:24).  

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  

ANTHROPOLOGY AND THE OT. As an academic discipline, anthropology is organized 

differently in different countries. In North America the subject is often called cultural anthropology. It is 

interested in the comparative study of societies and cultures, seeking to formulate general theories about 

how culture changes in response to such things as alterations in the environment, population increase and 

control, and the introduction of new technologies. In Britain it is usually called social anthropology, 

focusing on the study of single societies. The aim is not to produce general theories of culture, but to 

show how in each given case a society‘s beliefs, kinship system, exercise of power, etc., form a coherent 

set of symbols which reflect and constitute that society‘s understanding of the world.  

A. The Interface with OT Study  

The way in which anthropology is organized in different parts of the world has affected the way in 

which it has been used in OT studies. Thus, recent attempts in North America to reconstruct the origin of 

the Israelite tribes and the emergence of the Israelite state have depended on general theories of culture 

change. In Britain attention has been focused upon OT sacrifice and ritual as part of a set of coherent 

symbols. The continent of Europe has been more influenced by the British than by the North American 

approach; indeed, the French sociologist E. Durkheim exerted considerable influence upon the 

development of British social anthropology in the present century.  

Twenty years ago there was broad agreement in OT study on a number of issues that overlapped with 

anthropology. With regard to Israel‘s origins, it was believed that the Israelites were seminomads who had 

entered Canaan either forcefully or peacefully, and had then settled down (sedentarized). The intellectual 

life of the ancient Israelites was thought in many ways to resemble that of ―primitives‖: they could not 

distinguish easily between the individual and the group, and the personality of one person could merge 

into that of another so that, for example, a messenger was simply an extension of the personality of 

whoever had given him the message. It was held that in matters of worship the Israelites used sacred 

drama which differed little from magical beliefs, and that, by enacting the humiliation of the king and his 

restoration, the Israelites sought to influence the agricultural cycle for the coming year. It was also 

believed that the Israelites had little idea of scientific causation and therefore readily regarded as 

miraculous what modern observers would explain in natural terms.  

In the past twenty years the picture has changed considerably. The view that the Israelites were 

sedentarizing seminomads has been strongly challenged by an alternative theory: that they were peasants 

who had rebelled against their Canaanite overlords and had established an alternative, egalitarian society. 

The previous view of the intellectual life of the Israelites has been shown to rest upon ideas about 

primitives that hardly apply to the Israelites, who, culturally, were far more advanced.  

In Britain the impetus for a new evaluation came from anthropologists themselves. E. R. Leach applied 

to the opening chapters of Genesis the interpretation of myths then being pioneered by the French 

sociologist C. Lévi-Strauss, and he followed this up with a paper entitled ―The Legitimacy of Solomon‖ 

(1969). However, Leach believed that OT narratives had no historical value whatsoever, and that they 

were texts which sought to resolve the paradox that Israel was a separate people yet in full contact with 

other peoples. At the same time, by inviting refutation, Leach‘s articles forced British OT scholars to 

become familiar with the type of anthropology to which Leach was indebted. Probably the most 

influential work at this time was that of anthropologist Mary Douglas, which was both an attack on the 

idea of ―primitive mentality‖ and an attempt to show that the animals listed in Leviticus 11 were 



prohibited because they were anomalies with respect to the classification of the world implied in Genesis 

1 (see below).  

In North America the impetus came not from anthropologists but from OT scholars, arising from their 

strengths in archaeology and in the study of the ANE in general. The mention of nomads in the Mari 

correspondence, of šasu and sutu nomads in Egyptian and Akkadian texts respectively, not to mention the 

ḫabiru of the Amarna and other texts, made it necessary to turn to anthropology to try to discover the 

precise nature of these groups. G. E. Mendenhall was the first scholar to question the seminomad 

―sedentarization‖ hypothesis on the basis of studies derived from anthropology (1962), although his 

contribution was overlooked until it was restated in his Tenth Generation (1973). Since then, especially in 

North America, there has been an explosion of interest in anthropology among OT scholars, although 

most of the attention has focused on Israel‘s origins and the nature of Israelite prophecy.  

B. Israel’s Self-awareness  

As noted above, Mary Douglas‘ essay ―The Abominations of Leviticus‖ (1966: 41–58) argued that 

certain creatures are prohibited in the OT because they are anomalous. According to Genesis 1, the world 

is divided into heavens, earth, and seas; and the creatures appropriate to these areas are, respectively, 

those with wings and two legs, those with two legs who walk or four legs who go on all fours, and those 

with fins. Other creatures, such as those with wings and four legs, or land creatures with no legs at all, do 

not fit the classification and are therefore prohibited. Although Douglas‘ explanation can be faulted at a 

number of points, her intention was to see these prohibitions as something essentially logical, given the 

Israelite world view. The prohibitions were part of a complex set of social mechanisms that ordered the 

world and marked off the sacred from the secular.  

This sort of approach was taken further by Douglas Davies (1977) and applied to Israelite sacrifice. The 

complicated ritual for the rehabilitation of the ―leper‖ in Leviticus 14 shows how the Israelites divided the 

world into sectors with strong barriers, that needed powerful social rituals to enable them to be crossed. 

The restored leper, for example, after shaving off all his hair, washing all his clothes, and bathing, had to 

spend seven days in a sort of social limbo, inside the camp but outside his own tent. On the eighth day he 

again shaved, washed his clothes, and bathed, so that the final offerings for his full restoration to society 

could be made. In the Day of Atonement ceremony, there are very powerful rituals used to counterbalance 

the social effects of individual and corporate wrongdoing during the previous year. The entire sanctuary is 

cleansed by means of blood sprinkling, and a goat over whom all the sins of the people have been 

confessed is led across boundaries, from the sanctuary through the camp and out into the wilderness, 

symbolizing and effecting the removal of what is socially disruptive from the ordered relationships of the 

camp.  

It becomes clear that, if Israelite self-awareness begins to be approached in this sort of manner, a quite 

different picture emerges from that of the ―primitive‖ living in a mystical sort of communion with nature 

and fellow Israelites. Reality for the Israelite, in fact, was carefully ordered and structured; therefore, the 

task of future research should be directed toward elucidating this order more thoroughly. There remains, 

however, a different problem. When was Israelite self-awareness ordered in this manner? Was this self-

awareness held by all the people, or just some of them? Leach was able to avoid this problem by 

supposing that OT narratives were devoid of historical (diachronic) value, resembling the (synchronic) 

data collected by a field anthropologist. Douglas Davies qualified his study by saying that views he 

described were those of the Israelite leaders after the Exile. It is obvious from the OT itself, however, that 

diverse self-conceptions existed in Israel: the common people and their rulers often refused to accept the 

prophetic interpretation of Israel‘s religion, and many Israelites found the fertility religion of Canaan 

more attractive than the ethical monotheism of the prophets. Thus, for all its value, study of the mental 

life of the Israelites in terms of a single coherent system of symbols cannot deal with the diverse religious 

conflicts recorded in the OT.  

C. Israelite Prophecy  

Recent work on Israelite prophecy from an anthropological perspective has been able to make a start on 

this matter of religious conflict. Whereas older scholarship dealing with prophecy was interested in the 



mental states of the prophets (esp. the role of ―ecstasy‖), the anthropological approach has sought to 

identify the part played by society in the processes by which people become prophets and act out their 

prophetic roles. Petersen (1981) divides Israelite prophecy into two main types: peripheral possession 

prophecy and central morality prophecy. The former is common among groups who are at the margins of 

society, their leaders have support groups, and their god is sometimes amoral. Central morality prophets 

are active in times of national difficulty, often lack support groups, and affirm the standard morality of the 

state. This typology certainly makes sense of some OT material. The prophetic groups led by Elijah and 

Elisha resemble peripheral possession prophets, while Isaiah and Jeremiah resemble central morality 

prophets. Undoubtedly there is more to the matter than this, but the anthropological approach immediately 

sets up a typology unavailable to approaches simply asking questions that ignore social dimensions. Long 

(1981) has investigated the matter of conflict between prophets and regards such conflict as common, if 

not normal. In the case of such prophetic conflict, Wilson (1980) suggests that the outcome is often 

determined by the relative strengths of the prophets‘ support groups. This is an area where much remains 

to be done.  

D. Israel’s Origins and Early Social Organization  

Work on Israel‘s origins has engendered keen debate and posed fundamental questions of method. 

Mendenhall (1962; 1973) and Norman Gottwald (1979), whose somewhat similar but different accounts 

of Israel‘s origins in terms of a peasants‘ revolt have challenged the seminomad immigration theory, are 

dependent upon a type of American cultural anthropology which assigns an important role to factors such 

as technological innovation and population growth and response in the development of societies. This is 

one reason why both have eschewed the idea of Israel‘s origins in terms of the immigration implied in the 

book of Joshua in favor of an explanation in terms of developments within Canaanite society itself. On 

the other hand, Niels Peter Lemche (1985), in what is the most comprehensive discussion in this area so 

far, has insisted that OT scholars must be as widely read as possible in the anthropological literature, and 

must be aware of the differing schools in anthropology and their assumptions. He maintains that the aim 

of such reading must be to circumscribe the use of common sense by indicating how societies actually 

function and what manifestations are likely and unlikely.  

Lemche shows that nomadism is a very complex phenomenon encompassing peoples without leaders as 

well as peoples with princely families that traditionally offer leadership. Nomads may well be related to 

settled peoples in nearby villages. Some may become day laborers out of necessity and be forced to settle 

down. Others may settle down because they become rich, investing their surplus in land. There is no 

particular type of land especially suited to nomadism, and sedentarization is not something particularly 

desired by nomads. Settling down involves losing freedom to move around, and it may bring the 

likelihood of having to pay taxes. Nomadism is a multi-resource phenomenon which adapts to the 

prevailing political circumstances.  

Lemche rejects the idea that farmers and cities are often in conflict, a view central to Gottwald‘s work. 

He cites examples of farmers living in close harmony with cities. Indeed, cities may be best defined as 

geographical collections of disparate units. On segmentary and egalitarian societies, Lemche shows that 

segmentary societies are not necessarily egalitarian, and that societies that have an egalitarian ideology do 

not necessarily have egalitarian praxis. He rejects on anthropological grounds the views of Mendenhall 

and Gottwald, and although he does not himself subscribe to an immigration type view of Israelite 

origins, he indicates that it cannot be ruled out on anthropological grounds.  

Lemche also devotes a section to an analysis of early Israelite social structure. In the late 1970s a 

consensus seems to have emerged according to which Israelite society consisted of three major elements: 

family, clan, and tribe, indicated by the Hebrew terms bêt ˒ab, mišpaḥâ and šebeṭ. Tribes were 

geographical associations of groups. Lemche convincingly challenges this consensus and establishes an 

alternative. He argues that the term bêt ˒ab designates both the family and the lineage, the difference 

between the two being that a family is a residential group while the lineage is a descent group that links 

families. He also argues that mišpaḥâ overlaps with bêt ˒ab in designating a lineage, and that it probably 

also designates a maximal lineage, that is, a reckoning of descent from a family to a founder of a tribe or 



major group. Lemche notes that mišpaḥâ is much less frequent in the OT than bêt ˒ab, and that no leader 

comes from a mišpaḥâ. On the evidence available to us from the book of Judges, Israelite tribes were not 

segmentary egalitarian societies. They were territorial groups with potential for united action under single 

leaders. Even the so-called ―minor judges‖ of Judges 10:1–5 and 12:8–15 seem to have been wealthy and 

powerful individuals, with large families. In the case of three of them, it is noteworthy that a tribal area is 

called a land (Heb ˒ereṣ; cf. Judg 10:4; 12:11, 15).  

On the matter of the origin of the tribes, anthropology does not give much assistance. It seems likely 

that Gottwald‘s view cannot be established on anthropological grounds, namely, that Israelite tribes were 

not ―true‖ tribes, but were secondary formations in response to the oppressive policy of Canaanite cities. 

Although some of the tribal names, e.g., Judah and Ephraim, may be geographical designations taken over 

by groups living in those areas, this is not true for all tribal names, some of which are clearly personal 

names. Some sort of nomadic origin cannot be ruled out in these cases, although it is difficult to say when 

and under what circumstances these groups became sedentary. Another difficult question is that of the 

origin of the twelve-tribe system. Granted the now widespread rejection of Noth‘s theory that Israel was a 

twelve-tribe amphictyony in the period of the judges, it may be necessary to look for the origin of the 

twelve-tribe system in the united monarchy of David and Solomon, intended to be a legitimation of the 

rule of Judah over a group of tribes that had not previously been united, unless they had united under Saul 

in the face of the Philistine threat. It is clear from texts such as Genesis 49 and Deuteronomy 32 that tribal 

fortunes varied and that some tribes, for example Simeon, were absorbed into other tribes. It is usually 

held that these adjustments must have taken place before the monarchy; but this assumes that we know 

more about Israelite tribes than we actually do. If tribal adjustments involved shifts in inner loyalties that 

posed no threat to the state and its administration, then adjustments could have taken place during the 

monarchy, and may have been reflected in texts such as Genesis 49 and Deuteronomy 33.  

In fact, the way in which anthropology is used in connection with Israel‘s origins will depend on the 

view that individual scholars take of the date and manner of composition of the Pentateuch and the 

Deuteronomic History. If the trend toward dating the ―Yahwist‖ source to the postexilic period becomes 

anything like a consensus, this will have important consequences for the use of anthropology in 

determining Israel‘s origins. In short, anthropology can indicate what is likely and what is not likely in the 

structure and function of societies, but it cannot be a substitute for historical critical study of the OT text.  

E. Emics and Etics in OT Study  

A fundamental difference between Mendenhall and Gottwald concerns the place of Israel‘s religious 

ideology in the formation of the Israelite people. For Mendenhall, the revolt that brought Israel into being 

was inspired by the ideology of the God who had redeemed a group of slaves from Egypt and had made a 

covenant with them. For Gottwald, religious ideology was the product of economic and social 

circumstances, not the cause; therefore, Israel‘s religious ideology resulted from the formation of an 

egalitarian society in the period 1250–1050 B.C. In taking this view, Gottwald has put the issue of ―emics‖ 

and ―etics‖ on the agenda of OT study.  

One of the main sources for this part of Gottwald‘s approach is the American anthropologist Marvin 

Harris, who has provided a persuasive presentation of what is known as cultural materialism (1979). 

Following Marx, Harris maintains that the mode of production in the material life of a society determines 

the general character of its social, political, and spiritual processes. If society is divided into 

infrastructure, structure, and superstructure (with the first term designating mode of production, 

population size, patterns of work, etc.; the second term designating kinship systems and political life, etc.; 

and the third term designating myths, symbols, magic, and religion), then changes in the infrastructure 

will affect the structure and superstructure, but not vice versa. (For example, if an animal is hunted to near 

extinction, it will be necessary for a society to hunt a different animal. This may entail changes in social 

organization and may also result in myths that explain why the near extinct animal is ―taboo.‖) Harris‘ 

approach is etic, that is, he wishes anthropology to make quasi-scientific generalizations about societies 

that can be verified or falsified. Emic explanations, on the other hand, which Harris eschews, are 



explanations of societies in terms of what their members think about themselves. As such, emic 

explanations are not open to verification or falsification.  

The difference between etic and emic explanations is well illustrated by Harris‘ disagreement with Mary 

Douglas about why pigs are unclean animals in the OT. Douglas‘ explanation is emic, that is, in terms of 

the world view of the OT itself. Pigs do not fit the classification system in which four-legged animals 

must chew the cud and part the hoof. Harris‘ explanation is etic, that is, in terms of a general theory of 

culture. According to him, the pig is prohibited because its natural habitat—forests and the edge of 

swamps—was not readily available in Israel and in other parts of the NE, whereas it was available, for 

example, in Europe (where there was no such prohibition). Harris therefore makes a good case for etic 

explanations and attacks the sort of British social anthropology described above (see B). While taking 

Harris‘ point, however, it is difficult to see how Israelite sacrifice could be explained in purely etic terms. 

There are parts of human life, such as uncertainty, illness, and death, that are essentially questions of 

human existence, and which demand answers that belong to the realm of religion and symbolism.  

Gottwald identifies himself as a cultural materialist (1979: sec. 50–51) and at the end of his book he 

makes a plea for a biblical sociology. This would investigate the infrastructure of ancient Israel at every 

stage of its development, with a view toward establishing how changes in the infrastructure led to changes 

in social organization and religious belief. There is also a hermeneutical dimension to this. Biblical 

sociology would investigate the fortunes of what Gottwald holds to be the pristine manifestation of 

Yahwism, namely, the establishment of a liberated egalitarian society, which was eventually eclipsed 

when power was centralized under the monarchy. The OT approached in this way becomes a challenge to 

establish today a liberated egalitarian society appropriate to our world.  

Etic studies are already beginning to become a feature of OT scholarship, especially with the 

investigation of Iron Age agriculture in Israel. In the matter of the formation of the Israelite state, it is 

recognized that environmental factors played a part which, compounded with the Philistine threat, brought 

about the need for a new type of social organization (see Frick 1985). Yet etic approaches must be 

combined with the fact, attested in the anthropological literature, that individuals such as Saul and David 

played a part in facing crises, and can substantially affect their outcome.  

Serious anthropological study of the OT is only just beginning; but, compared with the situation twenty 

years ago, OT scholars now have available to them resources that should enable considerable progress to 

be made.  
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J. W. ROGERSON  

ANTHROPOMORPHISM. See YAHWIST (―J") SOURCE.  

ANTILEBANON (PLACE) [Gk Antilibanos (Ἀνσιλιβανορ)]. Geographical region NE of Galilee 

situated between Lebanon and Damascus, the major feature of which is a range of mountains running SW 

to NE (Jdt 1:7). The region of Antilebanon is separated from Lebanon by the Al-Biqa˓ Valley (known as 

Coele-Syria in antiquity), the N extension of the Rift Valley. Mt. Hermon (2750 m), known as Sirion to 

the Sidonians and Senir to the Amorites (Deut 3:9), dominates the S part of the Antilebanon region and 

the range of mountains which also has this designation.  

The Antilebanon region receives mention in the biblical tradition only in Jdt 1:7 within a list of regional 

names which includes Cilicia, Lebanon, and Damascus. The Vulgate translation, which generally is 

shorter than the Greek text, omits any reference to it. In the story of Judith the ―Assyrian‖ king, 

Nebuchadnezzar, seeks assistance from the W part of his empire in a war against King Arphaxad. 

Antilebanon, part of Nebuchadnezzar‘s empire, refuses along with many other W regions to send him 

assistance. Because of this challenge to his authority Nebuchadnezzar initiates a military campaign to 

enforce his rule, and this sets the scene for the story of Judith‘s heroic feat.  

Although Antilebanon is not mentioned by name in the OT, presumably reference is made to this region 

or portions of it under other names such as Lebanon and Mt. Hermon.  

L. J. PERKINS  

ANTI-MARCIONITE (GOSPEL) PROLOGUES. Short prefixes to the gospels of Mark, 

Luke, and John (if one existed for Matthew, it has been lost) which at one time were widely believed to 

have an anti-Marcion bias. The anti-Marcionite Prologues were found together for the first time in the 8th 

century Latin ms T (Toletanus) and later in the mss FNS. They were designated ―anti-Marcionite 

Prologues‖ by Donatien de Bruyne (1928), who argued that these prefixes formed a single literary unit, 

were anti-Marcion in sentiment, and were written in the last half of the 2d century (ca. 160–180). He also 

claimed that Irenaeus, ca. 180 C.E., was acquainted with them and that the Monarchian Prologues, ca. 4th 

century, depended on their Latin translations. It is generally agreed, as De Bruyne claimed, that all of 

these prologues were originally written in Greek even though the only surviving Greek ms is of the Lukan 

prologue (Athens 91 or =A). The Mark and John prologues are only found in Latin.  

Although many leading scholars after De Bruyne (e.g., Julicher, Lietzmann, and especially Harnack) 

agreed with his conclusions, more recently scholars have moved away from those views, contending that, 

with the exception of the prologue to John, the prologues are neither anti-Marcion in sentiment nor is 

there a common literary thread which links them together. Further, some scholars argue that they may 

have originated sometime after the mid-4th century and perhaps followed the Monarchian Prologues, 

though others continue to believe that the Markan and Lukan prologues stem from a time before Irenaeus. 

The evidence is inconclusive. What is more certain is that the Lukan prologue circulated at first 

independently of other prologues as is obvious from its inclusion of other writings (the Apocalypse and 

the gospel of John), its manifestly different style, and its considerably longer length than the prologues to 

Mark and John.  

The prologue to John continues to be the most disputed of the prologues because of its claims that John 

the apostle dictated his gospel to Papias and that he (John) both opposed and condemned Marcion. Most 

scholars today agree that this prologue is both anachronistic and historically false. It appears that its 

author based some of his comments on a faulty reading of Tertullian‘s Adv. Marc. 4.5,3. The current lack 

of confidence in the prologue to John, however, does not carry over to those of Mark and Luke, whose 

importance for critical studies should be examined separately.  

The prologues support the widespread traditions of the Church regarding the authorship of the canonical 

gospels and they also suggest the importance of these gospels in the life and worship of the Christian 



churches at least by the end of the 4th century. Their value for canonical questions is, however, limited 

because of the difficulty of dating them with precision.  
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LEE MARTIN MCDONALD  

ANTINOMIANISM. The conviction that believers are freed from the demands of God‘s law by 
depending upon God‘s grace for their salvation (thus anti ―against‖ + nomos ―law‖). Although the word 

―antinomian‖ is not found in Scripture, Scripture‘s own history tells of the struggle to maintain balance 

between law and grace—between an appreciation of God‘s merciful and unconditional response toward 

God‘s people on the one hand, and their obliged and obedient response to God‘s law on the other. 

Believers, who emphasize the unconditional promises that God makes when covenanting with His people, 

but then downplay what God expects of His people, tend toward an antinomistic faith; the opposite 

emphasis leads to legalistic faith.  

The OT does not speak of an antinomistic threat to Israel‘s covenant with God. It does, however, speak 

of two different covenant traditions, sometimes placing them in tension (Hillers 1969; Brueggemann 

1979): the Davidic tradition which emphasizes God‘s unconditional commitment to Israel, and the Mosaic 

which emphasizes Israel‘s obligations to its God. When Israel understood itself primarily in Davidic 

terms, as God‘s prophets were inclined to point out, it was inclined to depreciate God‘s Torah both as 

gospel and as demand.  

Earliest Christianity‘s antinomistic struggles are clearly envisioned by the NT (Wall 1987). Paul battled 

legalistic religion by emphasizing the importance of what God does through Christ to fulfill the promise 

of salvation. According to Paul‘s ―theologic,‖ moral righteousness is the anticipated outcome of God‘s 

justification of those who depend upon Christ‘s death and resurrection rather than works in keeping with 

the Law (Torah). Such faith places the redeemed community ―in Christ‖—a place where God‘s spirit can 

now lead God‘s people to ethical fruit (Gal 5:16–25), and where the ―righteousness of God‖ has now 

released them from the obligation to obey Torah as a condition of covenant blessings (Rom 7:1–8:17; cf. 

2 Cor 5:21). This moral calculus, which clearly subordinates ethical concerns to theological convictions, 

led some of his converts to lawlessness (1 Corinthians) and his opponents to accuse him of a disregard for 

ethical conduct (Rom 3:1–8).  

In response, Paul clarified that God‘s grace brings liberty from sin and not liberty to sin (Rom 6:1–11). 

However, the antinomian trajectory, first sounded within some gnostic communions of the 1st and 2d 

centuries (e.g., Valentinians) with continuing echoes in some charismatic communions today, finds most 

of its biblical warrants from Paul (and to a lesser extent from John, who always refers to nomos in a 

pejorative way). Thus, one must look to the non-Pauline corpus for Scripture‘s own built-in corrective. 

The writer of Hebrews reminds the reader that salvation itself is jeopardized if the demand of the gospel is 

forsaken (5:11–6:8). James speaks of the eschatological banishment (2:12–13) of the ―worthless religion‖ 

(1:26) which confesses right faith but fails to obey God‘s law of mercy (2:14–26); eschatological Israel is 

justified by works, not by sola fide (2:24). 2 Peter condemns a Pauline group for promising moral 

freedom (2:19) when virtue is what saves (1:5–11). Finally, 1 John was no doubt written against 

gnosticizing Christian teachers who claimed to have a sinless nature (1:10) and so lived without sin (1:8). 

According to 1 John, to act upon their moral claims would yield a life of ―lawlessness‖—an indifference 

to Christ‘s death (2:1–2) and to sin, and thus to God‘s law of love (3:4–15).  



While the synoptic evangelists depict Jesus as a Torah-observant Jew (Moo 1984), Luke‘s emphasis is 

on the risen Jesus, who viewed the Law primarily as God‘s promise, not His demand (Wilson 1983)—an 

antinomistic disposition. Matthew‘s emphasis, on the other hand, is on a scribal Jesus who viewed 

obedience to his rigorist interpretation of Torah as necessary for salvation (5:17–20). Further, the 

evangelist‘s use of the word group anomia/anomos polemicizes against antinomians in his own church 

(Barth 1963).  

Thus, these self-correcting, canonical ―conversations‖ call the Church from the margins of the gospel to 

its center, where both God‘s grace and God‘s demand are found.  
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ROBERT W. WALL  

ANTIOCH (PLACE) [Gk Antiocheia (Ἀνσιοφεια)]. A number of cities built by various Seleucid kings 

bore the name ―Antioch.‖ The two that had the most important impact on the peoples of the Bible were 

the Antioch in Pisidia (south central Turkey) and the Antioch on the Orontes River in Turkey near the 

modern border with Syria.  

ANTIOCH OF PISIDIA  

Pisidian Antioch was a city in south central Turkey founded in the 3d century B.C. by one of the 

Seleucid kings, probably Antiochus I or Antiochus II, and initially occupied by settlers from Magnesia on 

the Maeander in Ionia. The city has been identified with ruins just east of the modern town of Yalvaç 

(38°17´N; 31°11´E). Around the middle of the 2d century B.C. a fine Ionic temple was built at the 

extramural sanctuary of Mên Askaênos, an Anatolian deity and the most important god of the city 

(Mitchell and Waelkens fc., chaps. 2–3). Little else is known of Antioch‘s history in the Hellenistic 

period, but it became prominent in 25 B.C. when the Roman emperor Augustus annexed the central 

Anatolian province of Galatia, to which it belonged, and refounded the city as a Roman colony populated 

by veterans from the Roman legions V and VII (Levick 1967: 29–41). It swiftly became an important and 

successful commmunity. Between 15 B.C. and A.D. 35 three members of the imperial household—

Drusus, brother of the future emperor Tiberius; C. Domitius Ahenobarbus, the father of the emperor Nero; 

and L. Cornelius Sulla Felix, son-in-law of Germanicus—as well as two Augustan generals, P. Sulpicius 

Quirinius and M. Servilius, held honorary magistracies in the colony. At the same time the city center was 

adorned with a magnificent series of buildings connected with the imperial cult: a Roman-style podium 

temple set in front of a semicircular portico at the head of a large colonnaded square, a colonnaded street 

named after the emperor Tiberius, a triple arched gateway, which was completed in A.D. 50, and a 

staircase linking the street with the imperial sanctuary (Robinson 1926; Mitchell and Waelkens fc., chap. 

4). Also during this period members of Antioch‘s leading families began to hold important positions in 

the Roman military and administrative hierarchy, and the elite of the colony were among the first 

easterners to enter the Senate at Rome (Levick 1967: 103–20; Halfmann 1979). The colony continued to 

prosper through the 2d and 3d centuries and under Diocletian became the metropolis of the newly 

constituted province of Pisidia. An early 4th-century governor, Valerius Diogenes, was responsible for an 

important building program and was also active in the persecution of Christians (MAMA 1 no. 170; Calder 

1920), but by the end of the century Antioch had an orthodox bishop in correspondence with St. Basil, 

and had witnessed the construction of several major churches (Mitchell and Waelkens fc., chap. 2 and 

appendix 1; Kitzinger 1974).  

The time of Antioch‘s greatest prosperity came during the 1st century after its refoundation by 

Augustus, and it is against this background that the most famous episode in its Christian history, St. 

Paul‘s mission, should be viewed. Paul visited Antioch three times (Acts 13:13–52; 16:1–6; 18:23—on 



the last two occasions Antioch is not named but a visit may be presumed). On his first missionary journey 

Antioch was his first stopping point in Asia Minor, and the first place where he proselytized among both 

gentiles and Jews (Acts 13:42–49). This visit, perhaps in A.D. 47, occurred precisely as the great building 

program for the city center was nearing completion. The choice of Antioch reveals much about the 

character and strategy of Paul‘s mission. He had come from Perga in Pamphylia, on Turkey‘s south coast, 

where he had not stopped to preach, and before that from Paphos on Cyprus, where he had won over, at 

least temporarily, his most distinguished convert, the governor Sergius Paulus (Acts 13:5–12). We now 

know that Sergius Paullus (as his name should be written) himself came from Pisidian Antioch: members 

of his family received honors there and intermarried with another prominent local family, the Caristanii. 

They also acquired large estates in central Anatolia (Halfmann 1979; Mitchell, ANRW 2/72: 1073–4; 

Mitchell 1981). It is overwhelmingly likely that Paul, who had almost certainly adopted the Latin name in 

place of the Hebrew Saul in recognition of the meeting with Sergius Paullus (Dessau 1910), was directed 

to Antioch by his recent convert. There were other reasons why Antioch should have been an attractive 

destination. The clear purpose of Paul‘s journeys was to visit major cities in the eastern parts of the 

Roman Empire: colonies such as Alexandria Troas, Philippi, and Corinth; or leading provincial cities like 

Thessalonica, Beroea, Athens, and Ephesus. The ultimate goal, demonstrated not only by events but by 

the early Epistle to the Romans, was Rome itself. Although in the event most of Paul‘s known converts 

came from lower-class backgrounds (Meeks 1982), he clearly had ambitions to win over the leaders of 

society in the cities. Pisidian Antioch was a natural target for his activities. It not only contained a large 

population of Roman citizens, but was even divided, following Roman practice, into wards (vici) which 

were named after prominent landmarks or institutions of the city of Rome itself (Levick 1967: 76–78). 

The splendid buildings associated with the imperial cult were on a scale that could hardly be paralleled in 

the Greek part of the empire and emphatically underlined these associations. Antioch would have 

appeared to Paul as a model of the capital itself.  

Paul‘s first addresses in Antioch and nearby Iconium were in the synagogues, which may have had their 

origins in the Hellenistic period when the Seleucid Antiochus III is known to have settled Babylonian 

Jews in Phrygia (Josephus Ant 12 § 147). He reminded them of the tradition to which they belonged and 

identified Jesus as the savior descended from David whose coming had been prophesied to the Jews. The 

address contains one of Paul‘s most explicit descriptions of the crucifixion and resurrection as proof of the 

fulfillment of those prophecies. According to Acts, the mission attracted so much attention that on the 

Sabbath following the first address almost the whole city, Jew and gentile alike, turned out to hear Paul, 

causing the leaders of the Jewish community to turn against him. They looked for support from leading 

persons in the city and from highborn women who were ―god-fearers‖ (sebomenai). This expression 

distinguishes the group from the Ioudaioi, Jews in the full sense, and it is illuminated by other passages in 

Acts which separate Jewish sympathizers from Jews, and by inscriptions from Asia Minor which make 

clear that these divisions were characteristic of most of the communities of the Diaspora (Millar and 

Vermes 1986: 150–77). Since the leading women of Antioch were certainly members of the Roman 

colonial families settled by Augustus, it is clear that, as in contemporary Rome, Judaism was winning 

converts among the aristocracy of the period.  

Some twenty years after Paul‘s visit to Antioch, the Phrygian city of Acmonia, which also had a 

prominent Roman community, had a synagogue built with funds provided by a highborn woman of 

Galatian descent, Iulia Severa. She had close associations with the locally established Roman family of 

the Turronii, one of whom was the leading member of the synagogue, another a high priest of the Roman 

imperial cult (MAMA 6 nos. 264–65). This cultural milieu is strikingly similar to that implied by the 

account in Acts of Paul‘s experience in Antioch.  

In the longer term the mission failed. Apart from the information that can be extracted from the 

apocryphal 2d-century Acts of Paul and Thecla, relating the martyrdom of one of Paul‘s notable converts, 

there is virtually no trace of Christianity in Pisidian Antioch before the peace of the Church in the 4th 

century A.D.  
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STEPHEN MITCHELL  

ANTIOCH OF SYRIA  

Antioch of Syria was built on the Orontes River (36°14´N; 36°07´E; now in modern Turkey) about 300 

B.C.E. by Seleucus I. It continued to grow in size and influence during the Hellenistic period. Legends 

and some archaeological remains suggest that pioneering Greeks had settled in the area before the city 

was founded. Its lush river valley and the plain to the north—which included a lake—normally provided 

ample supplies of grain, olives, grapes, and fish. From springs to the south in Daphne, the favored 

summer home of the wealthy, fresh water reached the city via two aqueducts. Antioch flourished, despite 

its vulnerable military position between the mountains north of it and the broad valley around it. Seleucia 

Pieria, its port, lay less than a day‘s walk from Antioch. The two cities were connected by the Orontes, 

which usually carried cargo from the port to the metropolis. A break in the Lebanese mountains fostered 

trade with the East. Chinese porcelain was discovered in the excavations and a silk industry still exists in 

the village of Samandaǧi, not far from the site of Seleucia. Antioch also became an important military 

center after it was incorporated into the Roman Empire in 64 B.C.E. and served as a staging area for wars 

between Rome and its eastern adversaries.  

When Seleucia Ctesiphon was destroyed in 165 C.E., Syrian Antioch ranked as the third largest city of 

the Roman world next to Rome and Alexandria. Ancient and modern estimates of its size vary. Ancient 

sources range from 600,000 (Pliny HN 6.122 for Seleucia Ctesiphon‘s population) to 200,000 

(Chrysostom Pan. Ign. 4). Modern historians suggest about 100,000 in the 1st century C.E., but if the 

metropolitan region as well as slaves are included, the number well may exceed this conservative 

estimate.  

The site is still breathtaking. On a clear day one can see from Mt. Casius southwest of Antioch all the 

way to Cyprus. Temperatures are moderate and rainfall is usually sufficient. But frequent earthquakes and 

the shifting trade routes led to rapid decline after the Arab invasions. Modern Antakya is a bustling small 

city that occupies much of the ancient site. Ruins of the walls, the hippodrome, a large structure that 

might be the foundation of Diocletian‘s palace, masonry works to control flooding, and portions of the 

aqueducts can still be seen. The most important artifacts, however, are the magnificent mosaics found 

during the 1932–39 excavations (Princeton University and the Sorbonne). Most of them are displayed in 

the Antakya museum (others at Princeton and the Louvre). They form perhaps the best single collection in 

the world.  

Seleucus I built Antioch on the SE side of the Orontes, setting up the streets in a normal grid pattern, 

except for the main one. This thoroughfare, complete with temples and shops, baths and beggars, ran 

NNE from the S gate to a central point within the city and then NE to the E gate. It was finished in the 

Roman period when Herod the Great paved it with marble, and Tiberius later built the colonnades. Thus, 

in the 1st century C.E. Antioch was a beautiful, important center of commerce, culture, and political 

power.  

A. Judaism  

No specific piece of literature about Jews in Antioch was written in the city or addressed to the Jewish 

community there. But a number of sources important for the history of the city, including not only the 

Talmud and Josephus, but also the Chronographia of Malalas, contain information about Antiochene 

Jewry.  



The earliest settlers of Seleucus‘ city—aside from the native Syrians and perhaps Greek pioneers—were 

his own soldiers, which included Cretans, Cypriots, and Jews. Josephus claims that the Jews were granted 

rites as a politeuma, a ―political state,‖ by Seleucus, but corroborating evidence for such early status is 

lacking (AgAp 2 §39, Ant 12 § 119, JW 7 § 43). The situation of the Jewish community in Antioch during 

the reign of Antiochus Epiphanes (175–163 B.C.E.) was apparently quite difficult. Epiphanes‘ successors 

returned brass votive offerings, previously sent by Antiochene Jews to Jerusalem and confiscated there, 

but large-scale repression of Jews at Antioch is unknown. 2 Macc 4:33–38 speaks of a former Jewish high 

priest, Onias II, who lived in greater Antioch, most likely at Daphne. He came to the metropolis after 

Jason had assumed the high priesthood. When Antiochus Epiphanes marched away from Antioch, he left 

a man named Andronicus in charge. Onias discovered that a certain Menelaus had stolen vessels of gold 

from the Jerusalem temple and sold them. Overwhelmed with anger, Onias made the deed public but, 

fearing for his life, he fled to a place of refuge in Daphne, possibly the temple of Apollo. Antiochus‘ 

deputy Andronicus agreed to give him protection but then killed him when he left the sanctuary. 

Andronicus‘ reason was simple: he had in his possession some of the golden pieces Menelaus stole.  

Even though its size warranted respect, the Jewish community often did not fare well with the general 

populace of Antioch. A rebellion under Demetrius II (145–139 B.C.E.) was put down not only by the 

ruler‘s Cypriot mercenaries, but also by troops he requested from Jonathan of Israel. Thus Jewish soldiers 

were among those who ravaged the city and killed a number of its Jewish citizens. Alexander Jannaeus of 

Israel later refused to recruit Syrian troops for his army, perhaps because of their hatred for Jews 

(Josephus Ant 13 §137; 1 Macc 11:45–47).  

After the coming of the Romans, Jews at Antioch showed their continued importance, a power that both 

exalted their position and made them objects of envy. Between 30 and 20 B.C.E. Herod the Great used his 

enormous wealth to demonstrate his allegiance to Rome by paving the main street of Antioch with marble 

(Josephus JW 1 §425; Ant 16 §148). In 9–6 B.C.E. a Jewish emir, a ―military commander,‖ from Babylon 

named Zamaris was allowed to take up residence in greater Antioch. Because he brought 100 relatives 

and 500 mounted bowmen, he was settled north of the walled city in the plain. That decision implies that 

some Jews were already living there, perhaps as farmers (Josephus Ant 17 §23–27).  

When Caligula decided to have a statue of himself as Zeus made and set up within the Jerusalem 

temple, he ordered the governor of Syria, Petronius, to carry out his will. The statue was constructed at 

Sidon. Either there or at Ptolemais Jews offered their first protests. But a strange account of an 

Antiochene circus riot between Blues and Greens during the governorship of Petronius (39–41 C.E.), may 

be related to Caligula‘s plan. Petronius supported the Greens and so did the Jews. The Blues were angered 

by the games, became violent, eventually burned at least one synagogue, and killed a number of Jews. 

Perhaps the Jewish community wanted to influence Petronius quietly through the available city 

institutions by supporting his party. Whatever their intention, they became the target of the riot (Malalas 

244.15–245.1).  

In the sixties, Antiochus, the son of a Jewish leader, rushed into a crowded theater and shouted that the 

Jews were plotting to burn the city. He led the angered crowd in making various Jews sacrifice to pagan 

gods or die, and was given command of troops who forced his people to break the Sabbath by working as 

they did on other days. A few years later, when fire broke out in the business and administrative center of 

the city and Antiochus repeated his charges, only the intervention of C. Pompeius Collega, the governor 

of Syria, prevented a pogrom (Josephus JW 7 §46–62).  

The Roman general and future emperor Titus received much political attention with his triumphal entry 

into Antioch after the fall of Jerusalem in 70 C.E. A mass of Antiochene citizens pleaded with him to 

destroy their Jewish community, but he refused to annihilate the Jews, to expel them, or to withdraw their 

rights as a politeuma. Yet to please the citizens he took some of the booty from Jerusalem, bronze 

cherubim from the temple, and placed them at the Daphne Gate. At a higher place on the gate itself he put 

up statuary that probably depicted Aeternitas and thus reminded everyone of Rome‘s victory in Jerusalem. 

Since most of Antioch‘s Jews lived in the southern quarter around the Daphne Gate, they were continually 



humiliated by these strong symbols of their defeat (Josephus JW 7 §96–111; Ant 12 §121–124; Malalas 

281.4–5).  

Both the influence and the financial position of Jews within the city waned even into the early part of 

the second century. When Rabbis Akiba, Eliezar, and Jehoshua came to collect support for Jewish 

scholars, the assembled funds were meager, nothing like the gold sent to Jerusalem in the earlier periods 

(j. Hor. 3, 48a). But by the end of the century, there is some evidence that the Jewish community was 

recovering. The Jew Asabinos was an owner of important property and a member of the city Senate 

(Malalas 290.14–20).  

B. Christianity  

No biblical literature explicitly claims that it was composed in Antioch; neither is any Scripture 

specifically addressed to Christianity in the city. Many NT scholars suppose that Matthew was written in 

Antioch. Meier, following Streeter (1924), has argued that Matthew originated in the city but, like 

Streeter, he offers only conjectural argument (Brown and Meier 1983). The claims rest on Streeter‘s 

contention that no gospel could have gained wide acceptance had it not come from a major center. 

Matthew was used by Syrian writers such as Ignatius of Antioch, but no point in the text of the gospel 

demands that it was written in Antioch. Kingsbury (1977) claims on the basis of internal evidence that 

Matthew must have come from a wealthy urban church, and thus from Antioch, the great Syrian center. 

History does not require that wealth, culture, and influence exist only in great urban centers. But, given 

those strictures, Antioch is the best candidate for the place where Matthew was composed.  

Shepherd (1956) argued that the letter of James was written in Syria, but he did not claim it came from 

Antioch. Following patristic citations, Fitzmyer supports Antioch as the city in which Luke wrote his 

gospel (Fitzmyer Luke 1–9 AB). No clear detail in the gospel or Acts demands that they were composed 

in Antioch. Harnack (1908) proposed a written Antiochene source for the book of Acts. Jeremias (1966) 

and Bultmann (1967) basically agreed, but Dupont (1960) and Haenchen (1968) have disputed that 

suggestion.  

The only firsthand report of events in Antiochene Christianity comes from Paul (Gal 2:11–14). The 

conflict between Peter and Paul focused on gentile and Jewish Christians eating together, perhaps 

celebrating agape feasts. They ignored either the strict laws about food or those concerning table 

fellowship, rules important to both conservative Judaism and conservative Jewish Christianity. According 

to Paul‘s account, Peter agreed to these meals and participated in them until men ―sent by James‖ from 

Jerusalem challenged his position. Although Gal 2:11–14 provides the basis of this report, the entire letter 

forms Paul‘s defense of Christian freedom against the demands of Judaizers.  

Peter‘s position deserves closer attention. Paul claims that ―the rest of the Jews [i.e., Jewish Christians] 

and Barnabas‖ accepted Peter‘s decision. This acceptance evidently was based on the concern Jewish 

Christians had for their counterparts in Palestine. With Judaism still well established in that region, there 

would be difficulty recruiting new members were the initiates called upon to break the established 

customs. Peter‘s reversal may have been affected by his concern for evangelism in Palestine and unity in 

the whole Church.  

If that description of the conflict between Peter and Paul is correct, then perhaps the following 

relationship between Galatians 1–2 and Acts 15 makes sense. The conference in Jerusalem debated the 

validity of gentile mission and probably occurred before Paul‘s confrontation with Peter. It decided that 

missions to Jews and to gentiles were appropriate. But the leaders did not foresee that areas of 

overwhelming gentile populations might lead to congregations including both Jewish and gentile 

Christians. In that atmosphere, all the food laws and the rules for table fellowship would come under 

pressure.  

The relationship between Galatians and Acts 15 remains confused. The reported letter from the 

Jerusalem conference indicates that Jewish Christians compromised but did not sacrifice what was in their 

view necessary for Jewish mission and Christian unity. If Paul accepted such a decision, which is itself 

uncertain, he did not allow it to dictate his sense of growing gentile mission or his understanding of 

practice within Jewish-gentile congregations.  



The background for this interpretation is provided by Acts 11:19–20. Haenchen (1968) and others find 

these comments to be editorial transitions of questionable historical value. But if a group of Jewish 

Christians fled the persecution in Jerusalem and preached in Antioch only to Jews, then an audience ready 

to hear Peter‘s position and that of James‘ representatives was in place. Paul was prepared to do almost 

anything consistent with the gospel to win followers to Christ (Philippians and Romans), but some Jewish 

Christians in Antioch originally were willing only to continue the tradition they knew. For them, Jesus 

was the Messiah of Jews. Yet others rejected such restrictions; they preached also to Greeks. The stage 

was set for conflicts not debated at the Jerusalem council.  

Perhaps the early problems in Jerusalem concerning Jewish and Hellenistic widows had demanded 

discussions about the nature of the community in the midst of such cultural variations (Acts 6). Judaism 

had partially solved the problems by organizing itself into various synagogues; at least, we know that in 

Jerusalem there were synagogues of Cypriots and Hellenists. The earliest Christians, however, found such 

separations difficult. They apparently appointed functionaries to deal with the problems, one of whom, 

Nicolaus, had come from Antioch. But the details are slight, and the accounts questioned by many careful 

scholars.  

Acts 11:26 indicates that the term ―Christians‖ was first used in Antioch. No evidence suggests that it 

arose elsewhere. Tacitus, Suetonius, Pliny, and other non-Christians found some form of the word to be 

descriptive. Among the so-called Apostolic Fathers it occurs only in Ignatius‘ letters, and appears again in 

Theophilus‘ apology. The verb form in Acts 11:26 does not specify whether the Antiochene Christians 

gave themselves that name or it was given to them by outsiders. Malalas (252.8–13) reports that Evodius, 

the bishop who followed Peter, created the term, but his account primarily indicates that later Christians 

found it important to claim they chose the name for themselves. Bikerman (1949) has argued persuasively 

for the name being the Christians‘ choice, yet Downey (1961), who brilliantly connected the incident with 

the circus conflict during the reign of Caligula, saw the term as a Roman creation. If this word arose in a 

time when Jews were suffering a pogrom, the Christians‘ need to distinguish themselves from Jews and 

the authorities‘ need to identify them as non-Jews well may have coincided.  

The reference to a large famine under Claudius (Acts 11:27–30) forms the context of yet another story 

about Antiochene Christianity. Some historians take the reference seriously as an attempt by Luke to tie 

his account to important events. Within the NT, the visit of Paul and Barnabas to Jerusalem with relief 

creates problems of chronology. Textual variants for Acts 12:25 demonstrate the difficulties early 

Christians had with this sequence. In various manuscripts Paul and Barnabas return ―to Jerusalem,‖ ―from 

Jerusalem,‖ or ―to Antioch.‖ Paul specifically claims in Gal 1:18 and 2:1 that he did not go to Jerusalem 

until 14 years after his conversion. That amount of time does not appear to elapse between Acts 11:29–30 

and 14:25–15:35. Although it is plausible that Antiochene Christians aided Jerusalem Christians during a 

famine, the chronology is indecipherable.  

In Acts 13:1 the mention of prophets and teachers as leaders suggests the earliest organizational pattern 

for the Christian community in Antioch. It is they who send Paul and Barnabas on a mission to the wider 

world. Those named are of interest. Symeon and Manaen bear Semitic names while Symeon‘s name 

Niger is ambiguous. Although it might refer to his skin coloring, in ancient literature it can also refer to 

temperament or some important event in the bearer‘s life.  

Manaen, the suntrophos of Herod the Tetrarch, most probably was a man of position, who worked 

within the inner circle of Herod Antipas‘ court. The word suntrophos could mean only that he was the 

child of a wet nurse or a household servant, one who was a companion of the king during his youth. But it 

is unlikely that Luke would have emphasized that connection. Herod the Great had paved the central 

street of Antioch and doubtless had an embassy in the city to oversee the project. Perhaps his son also 

placed prominent people in the metropolis.  

Lucius of Cyrene indicates another interesting relationship. The North African city of Cyrene had a 

large Jewish colony. Perhaps Lucius came directly from that city. He might have heard the gospel there or 

he might have become a Christian as a result of evangelization of a synagogue like that of the Cyrenes in 

Jerusalem or some other city. We cannot tell. At best we know that Lucius considered Cyrene to be his 



home and that he was a Christian leader in Antioch. His Latin praenomen, Lucius, perhaps like that of 

Paul, suggests important Roman connections.  

Acts does not speak of the confrontation between Paul and Peter at Antioch. But if Barnabas remained 

convinced of Peter‘s position as Paul describes it in Gal 2:13, his disagreement with Paul about John 

Mark in Acts 15:36–41 may have involved another issue. Barnabas and John Mark might represent a team 

that intended to preach more to Jews than to gentiles, or at least a twosome that was willing to leave the 

decisions of the Jerusalem council intact, and thus avoid the problems Antiochene Christianity presented 

for Jerusalem Christians.  

Such an explanation strengthens the interpretation that Antioch developed into a center of Jewish 

Christianity led by people who did not agree with Paul‘s position. Some have found Acts 18:22–23 to 

imply that Paul returned, argued his case once more, and was again rejected. Yet that well may be a 

misinterpretation. According to Acts 15:40, when Paul and Silas left Antioch on the so-called second 

missionary journey, the church at Antioch supported their mission.  

In Gal 2:13 Paul did not say that gentile Christians in Antioch had disagreed with his views. 

Furthermore Paul praises Barnabas in 1 Cor 9:6. The event described in that passage occurred after the 

disagreement in Antioch. Perhaps Paul and Barnabas were eventually reconciled. At least no one should 

claim that Pauline Christianity definitely lost its place in Antioch during the apostle‘s lifetime.  

Ignatius, who flourished in Trajan‘s reign, turned certain Pauline positions upside down; others he kept 

fundamentally intact. He argued for monepiscopacy and his own personal authority, but fought both 

docetic and Judaizing treatments of christology. During the last half of the 2d century, various gnostics 

taught in the metropolis. Menander, Saturninus, Cerdon, Tatian, and Axionicus have all been associated 

with Antioch (Just. Apol. 1.26; Iren. Haer. 1.22; Eus. Hist. Eccl. 4.10–5.2; Epiph. Anac. 46.1; Tert. Adv. 

Valent. 4.3).  

The Jewish Christian character of Antiochene Christianity is apparent. About 180 C.E. Theophilus, the 

bishop of Antioch, wrote a Christian apology so marked by Hellenistic Jewish arguments that it might 

almost pass for Jewish literature. And Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 3.22, 36) employed lists of bishops for the 

metropolis that begin with Peter and fail to mention Paul. Even the later history of Antiochene 

Christianity often indicates the strength of gentile appeal, rooted in an appreciation for and appropriation 

of Jewish tradition and hermeneutic.  

The metropolis served as a crucible in which more than one understanding of Christianity took shape. 

There Christianity became a world religion. It supported a mission to gentiles, insisted upon close 

connections to Judaism, and formed a Jewish-gentile Christian community.  

C. Other Religions  

In the process of founding Antioch, Seleucus I apparently offered sacrifices to Zeus Kasios in Seleucia 

Pieria, to Zeus Keraunios in Iopolis, and to Zeus Battiaios on the site (Malalas 198.23–201.3). The 

importance of Zeus is indicated by the various names under which he was represented in the city: 

Epikarpios, Nemean, Nikephoros, Philios, Soter, as well as the Olympian Zeus (Lib. Ep. 11.51; Just. Epit. 

39.2.5–6; Julian Mis. 346B–D; Malalas 275.10; 283.4–9 [Jeffreys et al. 1986]). Only the Tyche of 

Antioch has a similar significance in the fragmentary remains from the metropolis. Her statue was created 

early and dominated Antiochene life (Malalas 201.1–2; 276.6–9). Statuettes and coins depict her 

presence. Apollo was worshipped at Daphne in a marvelous temple that burned in the 4th century C.E. 

(Lib. Ep. 11.94–99; Sozom. Hist. Eccl. 5.19). A beautiful statue of Artemis graced the city from 

Hellenistic times (Lib. Ep. 11.59–65).  

The metropolis had an Isis cult; lamps, statuary, inscriptions, and mosaics, as well as the ruins of a 

temple, evidence its presence. The Romans built temples to their pantheon and set up statues to honor 

their former rulers. By the time of Augustus, deified emperors were well represented in the city. In 7/6 

B.C. he appears on coins issued in Antioch as the high priest of his own cult. About 117 C.E., Hadrian built 

a small but lovely shrine to the deified Trajan and constructed a temple to the nymphs that included a 

statue of himself represented as Zeus (Suda s.v. Iobianos).  



Julian (Mis. 346B–D), Libanius (Ep. 11.16–27), Livy (41.20.9), and Malalas (29.15–16; 30.2–3; 235.6–

7; 246.10–19; 263.11–17; 283.4–9; 302.6–9; 307.5–20) also speak of temples or shrines built to honor 

Aphrodite, Ares, Asclepius, Athena, Calliope, Demeter, Dionysus, Hecate, Herakles, Hermes, Io, Jupiter 

Capitolinus, Kronos, Minos, the Muses, and Nemesis as well as statuary honoring many other gods. Most 

of these worship centers were active during the Roman period.  

The famous Antiochene Olympic games always involved Greek and Roman gods. A Syrian Maiuma 

festival was incorporated into the celebrations for Dionysus and Aphrodite (Malalas 284.21–285.11). 

Mosaics and the visit of Apollonius of Tyana indicate the influence of magic within the city in the 1st 

century C.E. (Philostr. VA 6.38). Euphrates of Tyre, a popular Stoic preacher, may also have been in the 

metropolis during that period (Pliny Ep. 1.10).  

Many of these religions had declined by the 4th century C.E., as Libanius and Julian indicate, but they 

continued to be influential. In the 6th century two Antiochenes were prosecuted in Constantinople for 

pagan practices (Michael the Syrian 2:271). Thus Syrian Antioch was a center of many Greco-Roman 

religions well beyond the period of interest to biblical students.  
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FREDERICK W. NORRIS  

ANTIOCHIANS [Gk Antiocheis (Ἀνσιοφειρ)]. Hellenized Jews living in Jerusalem enrolled as 

privileged citizens of Antioch (2 Macc 4:9, 19; see 1 Macc 1:13–14). ―Antiochians‖ is the rendering of 2 

Macc 4:9, 19 in the NAB. The term is variously rendered in other versions: ―citizens of Antioch‖ or 

―Antiochian citizens‖ (RSV, GNB), ―Antiochenes‖ (NEB), and ―Antiochists‖ (JB, NJB). When Jason 

bought the high priesthood from Antiochus IV, his deal included the Hellenization of Jewish citizens 

through institution of the gymnasium, citizenship training, and enrollment as Antiochian citizens.  

These Hellenized Jews did not form a united party in Jerusalem. In 175 some supported Jason, an 

Oniad, while by 172 another group supported Menelaus, a Tobiad whom Antiochus appointed high priest 

in Jason‘s place for a bribe (2 Macc 4:23–50). In 169, Jason and his supporters tried to retake Jerusalem 

upon hearing the false rumor that Antiochus IV had died in Egypt. Jason took the city, forcing the 

supporters of Menelaus to flee to the citadel for their lives. However, Antiochus‘ return forced Jason to 

flee. This power play among the Antiochian Jews incited Antiochus‘ violence against Jerusalem and his 

despoiling of the temple treasury, with Menelaus‘ help (2 Macc 5:1–16). In 167, Antiochus built a fortress 

and a mercenary garrison in Jerusalem to protect the Antiochians (2 Macc 5:22–26; 1 Macc 1:29–33). The 

Antiochian citizens became irrelevant after the success of the Maccabean revolt.  



Three theories try to explain the nature of the Antiochian citizenship. First, Antiochus gave privileges to 

cities of his empire by making them into ―Antiochs‖ and their citizens into ―Antiochians‖ (Bevan 1966; 

Tcherikover 1959). Second, the Antiochians were a group of Hellenized citizens who gathered around the 

gymnasium as a surrogate for a true polis until a polis could be established (Bickermann 1979). Third, 

Antiochus, formerly a hostage in Rome, tried to imitate Roman extension of citizenship to people in cities 

of his empire in order to insure their loyalty (Goldstein Maccabees AB).  
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MITCHELL C. PACWA  

ANTIOCHIS (PERSON) [Gk Antiochis (Ἀνσιοφιρ)]. Concubine of Antiochus Epiphanes IV (2 Macc 

4:30). Antiochus IV‘s official queen was Laodice, who may have been his sister. According to oriental 

custom, Antiochus IV assigned the maintenance of Tarsus and Mallus, two Cicilian towns, to Antiochis‘ 

care. The Seleucid kings ruled by right of conquest and had sovereign authority over their conquered 

domain to dispose of their lands as they wished. The revenues of the two cities were assigned to Antiochis 

for her maintenance, and she was probably given authority to intervene in official affairs of state, perhaps 

affronting the Cicilians‘ pride. The citizens of the two cities revolted in A.D. 170, demanding the 

immediate attention of Antiochus IV.  

The coins of Tarsus indicate that Antiochus conferred the privileges of an Antiochene city upon Tarsus. 

An inscription from A.D. 166 indicates that Tarsus continued to enjoy the privileges of Antiochene 

citizenship after the revolt against Antiochis. Nothing is known of Antiochis or this rebellion apart from 

the reference in 2 Maccabees.  

SCOTT T. CARROLL  

ANTIOCHUS (PERSON). A Macedonian name (―opposer‖) borne by the father of Seleucus I, 

founder of the Seleucid dynasty of Syria, hence favored by the following kings of the dynasty.  

1. Antiochus I Soter (―savior‖) (281–261 B.C.). Born 324 B.C., the son of Seleucus I and the Bactrian 

princess Apama, he was coregent before becoming king after his father was assassinated in 281 B.C. 

Having consolidated control over Syria, Antiochus renounced the Macedonian ambitions of Seleucus (a 

treaty made with Antigonus Gonatas, 278 B.C.) and concentrated upon expanding Seleucid power into 

Asia Minor. This brought him into conflict in 280/279 B.C. with Ptolemy II of Egypt, and later with the 

Gauls (Galatians), who had crossed the Hellespont in 278/277 B.C. after devastating Greece and 

Macedonia. The exact outcome of the First Syrian War (274–271 B.C.) with Ptolemy II is unclear, except 

that Coele-Syria continued under Egyptian control. It was Antiochus‘ victory over the Gauls in the so-

called elephant battle of 275 (or 270) B.C. which gained him his title Soter, but he was defeated at Sardis 

in 262 B.C. by the Galatian mercenaries of Eumenes of Pergamum (paid for by Ptolemy). Like his father, 

Antiochus keenly promoted Hellenism through colonization, founding many cities particularly in Iran, 

and it was he who established the Seleucid ruler cult.  

2. Antiochus II Theos (―god‖) (261–246 B.C.). Coregent (from 268 B.C.) before succeeding his father, 

Antiochus I. His control of Asia Minor was soon challenged by Ptolemy II (Second Syrian War, 260–

253[?] B.C.). Antiochus seems to have emerged the overall victor, but by offering a huge dowry Ptolemy 

prevailed upon him to make a dynastic marriage with his daughter Berenice. His repudiated wife, Laodice 

(Antiochus‘ half-sister), set up a rival court at Ephesus, which Antiochus had recently liberated (259/258 

B.C.) from the tyrant Timarchus (it was this action which gained Antiochus his title Theos). Strife between 

the two queens was to culminate after Antiochus‘ death (246 B.C.) in the murder of Berenice and her son 

by Antiochus, and the Third Syrian (or Laodicean) War (246–241 B.C.) between Ptolemy III, Berenice‘s 

brother, and Seleucus II, Antiochus‘ son by Laodice. The events of his reign are alluded to in Dan 11:6–9.  

3. Antiochus III the Great (223–187 B.C.). Born 241 B.C., the younger son of Seleucus II Callinicus, he 

succeeded his brother Seleucus III Soter in 223 B.C. In the Fourth Syrian War against Egypt (221–217 

B.C., but interrupted in 220 B.C. by the revolt of Molon in Media) he reached Ptolemais in Phoenicia in 



winter 218/217 B.C. before being defeated by Ptolemy IV Philopator at Raphia in Gaza on 22 June 217 

B.C. (Polybius 5.51–87). Ptolemy thus regained control of Coele-Syria and Antiochus turned his attention 

eastward against Parthia, Armenia, and Bactria; it was his conquests there (212–205 B.C.) which gained 

him the title of the Great. On the accession of the young Ptolemy V Epiphanes (204 B.C.), he formed a 

secret alliance with Philip of Macedon to conquer and partition Egypt (Livy 31.14), and the Fifth Syrian 

War (202–200[?] B.C.) saw him extend Seleucid domination to the Sinai. An invasion of his kingdom 

from Pergamum, engineered by the Romans, who were becoming alarmed by Antiochus‘ energy and 

ambition, allowed the Egyptian general Scopas to recover the lost ground temporarily but Antiochus 

finally defeated the Egyptians at the Battle of Panium (200 B.C.). He thus gained control of all of 

Palestine. Military governors and a system of tax farming were introduced throughout Judea but the high 

temple of Jerusalem was guaranteed inviolate and granted subsidies (Josephus, Ant 12.3.3–4 §§129–53). 

Under the peace settlement of 195 B.C., Antiochus gave Ptolemy his daughter Cleopatra I with the 

revenues of Coele-Syria and Palestine as dowry but kept control of those areas himself. He now turned 

toward Asia Minor, settling 2000 Jewish families from Mesopotamia in Lydia and Phrygia as part of his 

pacification effort. His invasion of Thrace (194 B.C.) finally wore out Roman patience and a lengthy war 

ensued, which ended in his defeat at Magnesia in 190 B.C. The treaty of Apamea (188 B.C.) compelled 

him to send twenty hostages, including his son Antiochus IV, to Rome and to yield any claim to Asia 

Minor W of the Taurus. Warlike to the last, Antiochus was killed in 187 B.C., plundering the temple of 

Baal in Susa. The major events of his reign are alluded to in Dan 11:10–19.  

4. Antiochus IV Epiphanes (―manifest‖ [as a god]) (175–164 B.C.). Younger son of Antiochus III, he 

returned from Rome when his brother Seleucus IV Philopator sent his own son Demetrius as hostage in 

his stead, and usurped the throne after Seleucus was assassinated. His unpredictable character—at one 

time generous to a fault, at another fiercely tyrannical—is described by Polybius, who gave him the 

nickname Epimanes (―utterly mad‖) (26.1a.1), and by Diodorus (29.32) and Livy (41.20). It was his 

instability, verging upon insanity, which was to lead to the excessively harsh treatment meted out to the 

Jews by this otherwise energetic and capable ruler.  

Antiochus‘ ambition was to use the common culture of Hellenism to unify the diversity of the Seleucid 

empire. Accordingly, he was easily won over by promise of payment from Jason, leader of the pro-Greek 

faction in Jerusalem, to make him high priest in place of his brother Onias III, and willingly allowed him 

to Hellenize the city by establishing a gymnasium and an ephebic class and by inscribing its citizens as 

Antiochenes (i.e., Jason may have wished to reorganize Jerusalem as a Greek polis called Antioch, 

although the exact interpretation is disputed).  

This state of affairs, described in 2 Macc 4:7–22, lasted from ca. 174 B.C. to ca. 171 B.C. until Menelaus, 

another pro-Hellenist whose conduct was to be even more offensive to the orthodox, supplanted Jason by 

offering Antiochus even more for the high priesthood. Jason, however, reasserted his claim, apparently 

believing Antiochus had died while on his second campaign against Egypt (170/169 B.C.). He seized 

Jerusalem and besieged Menelaus in the citadel (2 Macc 5:5). Antiochus construed this as rebellion and, 

returning with his army to Syria in late 169 B.C., he savagely attacked the city, butchering its inhabitants 

and looting the high temple (2 Macc 5:11–23; Josephus, Ant 12.5.3 §§246–47).  

Worse followed. Invading Egypt again the next year, Antiochus was met outside Alexandria by a 

Roman delegation led by C. Popilius Laenas and given an ultimatum to desist at once from all hostilities 

against Egypt or her territories. With his stick Popilius drew a circle in the sand around Antiochus, who 

had asked for time for consultation, and insisted that he decide before stepping out of it (Polybius 29.27; a 

famous incident retold by many other sources). Antiochus had no choice but to withdraw his forces. 

According to Dan 11:30, it was outrage at this affront that decided Antiochus to enforce his Hellenization 

policy upon the Jews, even to the extent of completely exterminating them and their religion.  

In 167 B.C., Apollonius, his chief tax collector, was dispatched with 22,000 men and attacked Jerusalem 

on the Sabbath. Most of the male population was killed and the women and children enslaved; those few 

who could left the city. The city walls were demolished and the old city of David refortified (the Akra) 

and furnished with a military garrison (1 Macc 1:29–36; 2 Macc 5:24–26). There followed the prohibition 



of all Jewish rites and the rededication of the high temple to Olympian Zeus. A monthly check was made, 

and anyone found with a copy of the Book of the Law or a child who had been circumcised was put to 

death (1 Macc 1:54–64; Ant 12.5.4–5 §§248–64). In December 167 B.C. (on 25 Kislev) the first pagan 

sacrifice was performed on the altar to Zeus which had been erected over the altar of burnt offering in the 

temple: this is ―the abomination of desolation‖ alluded to in Dan 11:31 and 12:11 (cf. 1 Macc 1:54; Mark 

13:14 in a Gk version).  

Antiochus‘ decree, promoted vigorously throughout all his domains (2 Macc 6:8–9), was met at first 

only with passive resistance from the Jews, although of the most heroic kind (2 Macc 6:10–7:42; further 

elborated in 4 Maccabees). Open defiance, however, soon followed, first at Modein, a village NW of 

Jerusalem, where the priest Mattathias refused to obey the local Syrian commissioner and sacrifice to the 

heathen gods. He killed the commissioner, overturned the altar, and fled with his sons to the hills (1 Macc 

2:1–28; Ant 12.6.1–2 §§265–72). They were joined by others but many were massacred in a Syrian attack 

when they refused to defend themselves on a Sabbath (1 Macc 2:32–38; Ant 12.6.2 §§272–78). Mattathias 

persuaded the survivors that the right of self-defense had to take precedence and he was now joined by 

many of the Hasidim. His guerrilla bands traveled Judea, defying the prohibitions and harassing the 

Syrians (1 Macc 2:42–48).  

When Mattathias died (166/165 B.C.), the leadership was taken over by one of his five sons, Judas 

Maccabeus, advised by his brother Simon. As the Jewish forces grew more confident, Judas continued his 

father‘s successes. These culminated in the rout of one Syrian force under Apollonius, whom Judas 

himself killed, and then another larger army under Seron, the local commander-in-chief (1 Macc 3:10–24; 

Ant 12.7.1 §§287–92).  

News of the widespread revolt in Judea reached Antiochus when he was about to embark on a campaign 

in the E (165 B.C.). Lysias, left as vice-regent and guardian of Antiochus V, was ordered to depopulate the 

country. His generals Ptolemy, Nicanor, and Gorgias arrived in Judea with a large force, so confident that 

they had with them slave traders ready to purchase the Jewish prisoners (1 Macc 3:38–41; 2 Macc 8:8–11; 

Ant 12.7.3 §§298–99). That confidence, though, was misplaced. The Jewish forces under Judas, now 

organized into a regular army, evaded a large search party under Gorgias and fell upon the main force in 

camp at Emmaus, completely routing it. Finding their camp ablaze when they returned and the Jews ready 

to offer battle, Gorgias and his troops fled the country (1 Macc 4:1–25; 2 Macc 8:12–36; Ant 12.7.4 

§§305–12).  

The campaign was resumed (probably in fall or winter 165/164 B.C.) by Lysias himself with a larger 

army (1 Macc 4:28–35; Ant 12.7.5 §§313–15; although the historicity of this campaign is disputed). Judas 

met him near Beth-zur and once again won the day. The subsequent peace negotiations, which resulted in 

an amnesty for the Jews and an end to their active persecution, are probably reflected in the letters quoted 

in 2 Macc 11:16–21, 27–33, and 34–38.  

Judas was now established in control of all Judea, except for the Akra (occupied by Syrian troops until 

their final expulsion by Simon in 142/141 B.C.), and could attend to purifying and restoring the temple. 

The new altar of burnt offering was dedicated in December 164, three years to the day (25 Kislev) after it 

had first been profaned (1 Macc 4:52–59; Megillath Taanith [ed. Lichtenstein] §23).  

Antiochus meanwhile, after quelling the revolt of Artaxias of Armenia (165 B.C.), had invaded Elymais 

(Elam), where he was foiled in an attempt to sack the temple of Artemis (Aphrodite in some accounts). He 

withdrew to Tabae in Persia and died there in late 164 B.C. of consumption (according to Appian, Syr. 66), 

although several lurid accounts of his death through divine retribution are given by 1 Macc 6:1–17 (cf. 

Ant 12.9.1 §§354–59) and 2 Macc 1:13–17 and 9:1–29.  

5. Antiochus V Eupator (―born of a noble father‖) (164–162 B.C.), second son of Antiochus IV. Left 

under the guardianship of Epiphanes‘ foster brother Philip, he was only nine years old when he became 

king in 164 B.C. and was seized by the army commander Lysias, who made himself guardian and regent. 

After the Maccabean recovery of the high temple (December 164 B.C.; the letter in 2 Macc 11:22–26, 

purporting to be from Antiochus to Lysias, which guarantees Jewish religious rights, may come here 

rather than be part of the settlement of 162 B.C.), Judas laid siege to the Syrian garrison in the citadel 



(163/162 B.C.). Antiochus and Lysias responded by invading Judea and besieging Beth-zur (1 Macc 6:18–

31). After defeating Judas‘ army at Beth-zachariah (1 Macc 6:32–46; misrepresented as a Jewish victory 

by 2 Macc 13:15–17), they took Beth-zur and put Mt. Zion under siege. But news that Philip was 

advancing on Antioch compelled them to lift the siege and grant lenient terms. The Jewish fortifications 

were destroyed and the Jews again made subject to Syria but they had kept their religious freedom intact. 

Antiochus and Lysias soon defeated Philip but shortly afterward they were betrayed to a new pretender, 

Demetrius I Soter (162–150 B.C.) and were murdered (1 Macc 7:1–4; 2 Macc 14:1–2; Ant 12.10.1 §§389–

90).  

6. Antiochus VI Epiphanes Dionysus (―the manifest Dionysus‖) (145–142 B.C.), son of Alexander 

Balas and Cleopatra Thea. He was still a child when Alexander‘s general Diodotus Tryphon promoted 

him as a claimant to the Seleucid throne, then occupied by Demetrius II Nicator (145–140/139 B.C.). 

Jonathan, who had initially helped Demetrius quell a revolt in Antioch by sending 3000 armed men (1 

Macc 11:38–53), took their side when Demetrius broke his promise to withdraw from the fortresses of 

Judea. After Antiochus was set up as king, Jonathan and Simon were made his generals (1 Macc 11:54–

59) but their subsequent successes alarmed Tryphon. He captured Jonathan by trickery and eventually 

killed him in 143/142 B.C. (1 Macc 12:39–53; 13:23–4) before having Antiochus murdered (by corrupt 

surgeons, according to some sources) and assuming the throne himself (1 Macc 13:31–32; Ant 13.7.1 

§§218–20).  

7. Antiochus VII Sidetes (―man of Side‖) (138–129 B.C.), so called because his youth was spent at 

Side in Pamphylia. Younger brother of Demetrius II Nicator, he successfully contested the throne after the 

latter‘s capture by the Parthians, defeating the usurper Tryphon (Ant 13.7.1–2 §§221–24; Strabo 14.5.2 

§668). To ensure Jewish support, he granted Simon the right to mint coinage as well as confirming all 

earlier privileges (1 Macc 15:1–9), but after his success he reneged and demanded the surrender of Joppa, 

Gazara, and the citadel of Jerusalem and the arrears of their tribute (1 Macc 15:26–36). Refusal led to war 

and the rout of his general Cendebeus by Simon‘s sons (1 Macc 15:38–41; 16:1–10; Ant 13.7.3 §§225–

27). Later Antiochus himself invaded Judea and besieged John Hyrcanus in Jerusalem (135/134 B.C.). 

After a lengthy siege the city was surrendered on terms and its walls demolished (Ant 13.8.2–3 §§236–48; 

the exact dates of the siege remain uncertain). Antiochus was killed in 129 B.C. while campaigning against 

the Parthians, leaving the way clear for Hyrcanus to continue the expansionist policies of Jonathan and 

Simon.  

8. Antiochus VIII Grypus (―hook-nosed‖) (125–96 B.C.). Born 141 B.C., the second son of Demetrius 

II Nicator and Cleopatra Thea. He reigned jointly with her from 125 to 121 B.C. In 114/113 B.C. he was 

deposed by his half-brother Antiochus IX Cyzicenus but returned in 111 B.C. and regained most of Syria, 

Cyzicenus retaining only Coele-Syria (Porphyry, Eusebius Chron. I. col. 260). The continuing conflict 

between them meant that Judea under John Hyrcanus was once more completely independent of Syria 

(Ant 13.10.1 §§273–74).  

9. Antiochus X Eusebes (―pious‖) (95–83 B.C.). Son of Antiochus IX Cyzicenus, he spent most of his 

reign in dynastic struggles with the five sons of Antiochus Grypus (Seleucus VI, deposed in 95 B.C.; 

Antiochus XI Philadelphus, defeated and killed after a brief time in power [94 B.C.]; Philip I Philadelphus 

[94–83 B.C.]; Demetrius III Philopator [95–88, B.C.]; and Antiochus XII Dionysus [87–84 B.C.], killed in 

battle against the Nabateans). These years, described in detail by Josephus (Ant 13.13.4 §§365–71; 14.3–

15.1 §§384–91), represent the death throes of the Seleucid dynasty. In 83 B.C., Tigranes, king of Armenia, 

seized Syria and ruled it for fourteen years via a viceroy until his own defeat by the Romans (69 B.C.).  

10. Antiochus XIII Asiaticus (69–64 B.C.), son of Antiochus X Eusebes. Set up as a client king by 

Lucullus after the defeat of Tigranes, Antiochus was challenged and deposed by Philip II, grandson of 

Antiochus Grypus, in 65/64 B.C. The Seleucids‘ rule over Syria was finally ended by Pompey in 64 B.C. 

and Syria was made a Roman province (63 B.C.).  

11. Unrelated to the Seleucid dynasty is Antiochus, father of the Numenius who was one of the envoys 

sent by Jonathan Maccabeus in 144/143 B.C. to negotiate friendly relations with Sparta and to renew the 

treaty made by Judas Maccabeus with the Romans (1 Macc 12:16; 14:22; Ant 13.5.8 §§163–70).  
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JOHN WHITEHORNE  

ANTIPAS (PERSON) [Gk Antipas (Ἀνσιπαρ)]. An abbreviated form of the name Antipatros 

(Antipater).  

1. A martyr of the Church in Pergamum, described as Christ‘s faithful witness (Rev 2:13); the same 

description is given to Christ himself (Rev 1:5). Legend among later hagiographers (e.g., Simon 

Metaphrastes and the Bollandists) has it that Antipas was slowly roasted to death in a brass bull during the 

reign of Domitian (Mounce, Revelation NICNT, 97).  

2. Father of Antipater (see no. 3, below). According to Josephus, King Alexander and his wife made 

Antipas ―general of all Idumea‖ (Ant 14.1.3).  

3. Father of Herod the Great, also known as Antipater. Josephus described him as an Idumean who was 

procurator of Judea (Ant 14.1.3). See HEROD THE GREAT.  

4. Son of Herod the Great and Malthrace who was appointed tetrarch of Galilee and Peraea (Hoehner 

1980; HJP² 1: 340–53). In the NT he is always referred to as Herod and is mentioned in the gospels as the 

king who had John the Baptist arrested and executed (Matt 14:3–12 = Mark 6:17–29; Ant 18.5.2) and 

subsequently interrogated Jesus during his trial in Jerusalem (Luke 23:6–12). See also HEROD 

ANTIPAS; HERODIAS.  

Bibliography  
Hoehner, H. W. 1980. Herod Antipas. A Contemporary of Jesus Christ. Grand Rapids.  
FRANK E. WHEELER  

ANTIPATER (PERSON) [Gk Antipatros (Ἀνσιπασπορ)]. Son of Jason (1 Macc 12:16; 14:22). He is 

mentioned twice as an envoy sent by Jonathan with Numenius, son of Antiochus, to Rome and Sparta. 

Their purpose was to seek the renewal of friendship and alliance with Rome and Sparta (1 Macc 12:1–23). 

The successful completion of their mission to Sparta is recorded in a letter from Sparta (1 Macc 14:20–

23) which mentions the honorable reception of the envoys. If, as scholars suggest, 1 Macc 15:15–24 is 

dislocated in the present text and should be relocated after 14:24, then the Roman response would be seen 

in the letter from the consul Lucius. In this case Antipater would still be in the company of Numenius (1 

Macc 15:15), who would have been directed back to Rome after Jonathan‘s death on behalf of Simon 

(Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 492–500). Antipater was chosen as envoy because of his father Jason, son of 

Eleazar, who undertook a similar mission under Judas Maccabeus (1 Macc 8:17–32).  

RUSSELL D. NELSON  

ANTIPATRIS (PLACE) [Gk antipatris (ἀνσιπασπιρ)]. The city to which Paul was taken on his way 

from Jerusalem to Caesarea (Acts 23:31). Also, at Matt 13:54 Codex Sinaiticus originally had Jesus 

―coming to Antipatris,‖ but the anti- was subsequently crossed out so that it read (correctly) ―home 

country‖ (Gk patris). Antipatris has been identified with Tell Ras el-˓Ain (M.R. 143168) on the source of 

the Yarkon River 26 miles S of Caesarea. One of the five biblical towns named ―Aphek/Aphekah‖ 

occupied this site in pre-Hellenistic times. See APHEK, no. 4. Extensive archaeological excavations (see 

bibliography) and the abundance of written documents mentioning this city make it possible to 

reconstruct the long history of the site.  

A. Bronze Age  

The earliest occupation at Ras el-˓Ain dates to the Chalcolithic period (4th millennium B.C.), but the 

first walled city was erected there only in the EB Age (ca. 3200 B.C.). The site was therefore one of the 

earliest walled cities in Palestine, comprising more than 30 acres at the time. Fine earthenware bowls 



produced in this EB city were appreciated by many of the inhabitants of the cities in the central hill 

country and Negeb. This town was probably the central city of the Sharon plain during most of the 3d 

millennium B.C.  

After the collapse of the EB civilization the site was deserted for a time (2300–2000 B.C.), but a new 

town was built there at the advent of the MB Age (2000–1550 B.C.). The archaeological finds and the 

historical sources demonstrate that during the MB Age this city—Aphek—was once again the most 

prominent city of the Sharon plain. In the Egyptian Execration Texts of the 19th–18th centuries B.C. it 

was listed as the town of ―Apiqum,‖ ruled by ―Yanakilu,‖ a prince with an Amorite name. Its importance 

at that time is probably reflected in the appelation ―Aphek of the Sharon‖ in the LXX (Josh 12:18). Six 

archaeological stages have been distinguished at MB Aphek: (1) resettlement of the site; (2) building of 

the city walls and of Palace I; (3) building of Palace II and restoration of the city walls; (4) Palace II 

abandoned; (5) building of Palace III; and (6) restoration of Palace III. There was violent destruction of 

the site by the mid-16th century B.C.  

Under the Egyptian empire (LB Age), the city of Aphek was reduced to a strategic stronghold on the 

Via Maris. It appears among the cities on the coastal road in Thutmose III‘s topographical lists and as a 

town in the S Sharon in the annals of Amenhotep II (ANET, 246). Palaces IV and V (of the 15th–14th 

centuries B.C.) were built on the acropolis on a smaller scale but with the same orientation as the MB 

palaces. Palace VI of the 13th century, however, was just a small fortified residency built for the Egyptian 

governor who now ruled Aphek in place of a local prince. This reverse in government probably occurred 

when Rameses II took measures to strengthen his military bases in Canaan before marching into battle 

against the Hittite forces in Syria. Two similar lime-coated winepresses were found near this Palace VI 

residency, containing Canaanite wine jars of the same type as those from the residency‘s storerooms. 

Egyptian pottery bowls and other Egyptian artifacts were found in the debris, fallen from the residency‘s 

upper story.  

The Palace VI residency appears to have been attacked, conquered, and put to fire during the last third 

of the 13th century. Egyptian artifacts and various inscriptions were found in the debris of its upper floor; 

however, two cuneiform tablets warrant special mention. One is a trilingual lexicon (the first and only of 

its kind) that has, in addition to Akkadian and Sumerian, Canaanite written in its third column. The other 

is a letter sent from the governor of Ugarit to the Egyptian high commissioner of Canaan. Written in 

Akkadian, it deals with the transactions of wheat between Canaan and Ugarit, taking place in the harbor 

cities of Jaffa and Acco. The letter has been dated to ca. 1230 B.C. on prosopographic grounds (see Owen 

et al. 1987), and this must have also been the date of the final destruction of Canaanite Aphek. In the OT, 

Aphek is mentioned for the first time in the roster of Canaanite cities conquered by Joshua (Josh 12:18).  

B. Iron Age  

Aphek was resettled during the 12th century B.C. by a people of unknown origin. The architecture of 

their houses is paralleled only at Tell Abu Huwam in Haifa Bay. Fishing was essential in their subsistence 

economy. Typical Philistine artifacts, including several female deity figurines (―Ashdodah‖), attest to the 

presence of the Philistines at Aphek during the 11th century B.C. A clay tablet from this level, bearing an 

undeciphered inscription, may be a clue to the yet unknown Philistine script. This Aphek is mentioned 

several times in the Bible as a Philistine base. It was there that the Philistines had gathered their armies 

before the Battle of Ebenezer (1 Sam 4:1) and from there David was sent back to Ziklag when the 

Philistines summoned their armies before the Battle of Gilboa (1 Samuel 29). ˒Izbet Sartah, an early 

Israelite settlement located 2 miles E of Aphek, has been suggested as the possible site of Ebenezer.  

Israelite Aphek was rebuilt during the period of the united monarchy, but was devastated by an enemy 

around 900 B.C. and never totally recovered. Because of its strategic location the site was mentioned in 

several documents of the time. The OT states that Hazael took from the hands of Jehoahaz king of Israel 

the seacoast as far as Aphek (2 Kgs 13:22b). Esarhaddon, king of Assyria, mentioned ―Apiqu, which is on 

the border of Samaria,‖ as a station on his march toward Egypt. In an Aramaic letter of about 600 B.C., 

written to the pharaoh probably by the king of Ekron, Aphek is mentioned as the place at which the 

marauding Babylonians were last intercepted.  



C. Hellenistic and Roman  

The town prospered again in the Hellenistic period under the name of Pegai, and it was renamed 

―Antipatris‖ by Herod the Great, in honor of his father Antipater (Ant 16.5.2; JW 1.21.9). Its importance 

during the Roman period was mainly as a crossroad town, halfway between Jerusalem and Caesarea. Paul 

stayed there overnight on his two-day journey from Jerusalem to Caesarea (Acts 23:31). The town was 

destroyed by Vespasian during the Jewish War (JW 4.8.1), was rebuilt again on a larger scale, and was 

totally decimated by the earthquake of A.D. 363, never to be restored.  

Archaeological rescue excavations were carried out at Ras al-˓Ain (or Tel Aphek) by the Palestine 

Department of Antiquities and by the Israel Department of Antiquities. Major excavations were carried 

out at the site by Tel Aviv University Institute of Archaeology from 1972 to 1985.  
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MOSHE KOCHAVI  

ANTIPHRASIS. Saying the opposite of what is meant, as for example when Job‘s wife urges Job to 

―bless‖ (brk; i.e., curse) God and die (Job 2:9). See BIBLE, EUPHEMISM AND DYSPHEMISM IN 

THE.  

ANTONIA, TOWER OF (PLACE) [Gk to anastēma tēs Antonias (σο ἀναςσημα σηρ Ἀνσονιαρ); Lat 

turris Antonia]. Primary military fortification of Jerusalem adjoining Herod‘s temple under both Herodian 

and Roman rule and called the Antonian Fortress (JW 5.5.8 §240).  

Specific reference to the fortress does not occur in the NT, but rather in the pages of historians, 

particularly Josephus. The latter describes the structure in meticulous detail, providing information that it 

was located where the N and W angles of the temple conjoined, built upon a rock 50 cubits high and from 

there rising an additional 40 cubits. At each corner of its rectangular walls the fortress was surmounted by 

turrets that reached the height of 50 cubits in all but its SE corner. There, in a commanding position, a 

great turret of 70 cubits overlooked the temple and its courtyards. Inside, the fortress was furnished as 

lavishly as a palace with baths, courtyards, and quarters for a large number of troops (JW 5.5.8 §§238–

45). Clearly the fortress was strategically located to accomplish Herod‘s purpose of dominating the 

temple through a garrison which could readily allay any disturbance that might arise in the temple 

precincts (JW 1.21.1 §401).  

The fortress was not actually a new construction by Herod, but rather a major renovation and expansion 

of an existing fortification known as the Baris [Heb bira fortress]. According to Josephus (Ant 15.11.4 

§403), this structure dated from the time of Hyrcanus I (135–105 B.C.) and occupied the site of an even 

earlier fortification, the Tower of the Hundred in Nehemiah‘s wall (Neh. 3:1). The Baris was much used 

and ―formed a safe and convenient residence for the Hasmonean princes at the times when they were 

obliged to perform high priestly duties in the temple‖ (Paton 1977: 131). The exact ground on which the 

Antonian tower was constructed has yet to be determined. The fortress itself was destroyed during Titus‘ 

siege of Jerusalem in 70 A.D. when it was invested and later razed by the V and XII Roman legions (JW 

5.11.4 §467; 6.2.1 §93). The site of the tower, along with the whole temple area, comprised the location 

of one of two fora in Hadrian‘s Aelia Capitolina, built over the ruins of Jerusalem a century after its 



destruction. Foundation stones often attributed to Herod‘s fortress complex seem rather to belong to 

Hadrian‘s forum, and archaeological efforts to locate the fortress precisely remain inconclusive (Benoit 

1976: 87–89; Benoit 1952: 545–50; Peters 1985: 76).  

Herod named his fortress in honor of his friend, the Roman triumvir Marcus Antonius (Tac. Hist. 5.11; 

JW 1.21.1 §401; Ant 15.11.4 §409). It was to Mark Antony that Herod owed his rule over Judea. When 

the Hasmonean Antigonus, with the aid of Parthian intervention, wrested back control from Herod‘s 

father, the Roman procurator Antipater, Herod fled to Rome and, with Antony‘s support and a 

compliment of 11 legions under the command of Antony‘s lieutenant Sosius, reasserted his authority in 

Judea. At Antony‘s urging, the Roman Senate created Herod king of Judea (Tac. Hist. 5.9; App. BCiv. 

5.75; Dio Cass. 49.22; JW 1.14.3 §280–18.3 §357; Ant 14.14.3 §377–16.4 §491; Huzar 1978: 160–66). 

The strategic position of the Antonian fortress on a height commanding both city and temple did not 

escape the notice of the Romans, who after Herod also garrisoned the tower (Tac. Hist. 5.11–12; Peters 

1985: 75–76). Whether the tower served as the praetorium, or administrative headquarters of the Roman 

procurator, is questionable. Herod‘s palace was more likely used in this capacity and as residence of the 

governor (Benoit 1952: 531–45).  
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JOHN F. HALL  

ANTONY, MARK. See MARK ANTONY.  

ANUB (PERSON) [Heb ˓ānûb (ָףנּוב )]. A son of Koz recorded in a from the genealogy of Judah (1 Chr 

4:8). The name has been identified with ANAB in Josh 11:21 and 15:50. Grammatically, Anub is a 

passive participle ostensibly from the root ˓nb, the nominal form of which means ―grape.‖ The meaning of 

the name itself is not clear and has been variously defined as ―bound, tied‖ or ―modest.‖  

JAMES M. KENNEDY  

APAME (PERSON) [Gk Apamē (Ἀπαμη)]. A concubine of Darius I (521–486 B.C.) who wielded much 

power over her king, according to 1 Esdr 4:29–32. The apocryphal author informs us that it was not one 

of Darius‘ wives, i.e., Atossa, Artystone, Parmys, and the daughter of Otanes, but Apame, daughter of 

Bartacus the Illustrious (or Thaumastos Bartacus), who ―dominated‖ the king. Apame‘s historical 

significance is preserved solely through an illustration of women‘s power given at ―The Banquet of 

Darius‖ (1 Esdr 3:1–4:63). Darius probably captured Apame during his conquest of the Greeks 

(Herodotus 3–6).  

Concubines were commonplace at the Persian court. Darius‘ father, Artaxerxes, had 360 concubines, 

seeing one per day. Persian soldiers had permission to take concubines on military excursions. However, 

Apame‘s actions—teasing and mocking the king—are inconsistent with the contemporary mores and 

gender roles. Even the queens survived under the mercy of the king (Esth 1:15–20; and the role of Darius‘ 

queen Atossa in Aeschylus‘ Pers.). The context of the Apame story obviously stands in stark contrast to 

the biblical account (Ezra 1–8). Three major differences between the accounts are (1) the king under 

whom Zerubbabel returned—Cyrus (Ezra 2:2) or Darius (1 Esdr 4:13); (2) the nature of Zerubbabel‘s 

authority—God of Israel and King Cyrus (Ezra 4:3) or King Darius (1 Esdr 4:47–58); and (3) 

Zerubbabel‘s reason for involvement—heritage and the law of Moses (Ezra 3:2) or cleverness and 

application of the Apame story (1 Esdr 3:1–4:63).  

Numerous cognates of Apame and references to Persian concubines are known: wives of Seleucus I 

Nicator, Magas, and Prusias were all named Apama. And at least six ancient sites were named Apamea.  

JERRY A. PATTENGALE  



APELLES (PERSON) [Gk Apellēs (Ἀπελληρ)]. A Roman Christian who received greetings from Paul 

in Rom 16:10. Paul called him ―approved in Christ.‖ Within the literary sources and in more than 37,000 

Roman inscriptions, Apelles‘ name occurs only twenty-seven times (Lampe StadtrChr, 138–42, 149, 

153). Since the name was not common there, it probably indicates that Apelles had immigrated to Rome 

from the east of the Roman Empire.  

Sinaiticus and some minuscules read apellēs instead of apollōs in Acts 18:24 and 19:1. These writers 

probably identified the Christian Alexandrian scholar of Acts 18:24–28 with the Roman Christian of Rom 

16:10, and suggested that the latter was ―approved‖ because ―through grace he greatly helped [the 

Christians in Greece] … showing by the scriptures that the Christ was Jesus‖ (Acts 18:27–28). Indeed, in 

the 2d century C.E. a (gnostic-Marcionite) scholar named Apelles had studied in Alexandria and afterward 

taught in Rome (see Lampe StadtrChr, 350–51). With this in mind and by confusing the 1st and 2d 

centuries, Sinaiticus may have merged the two NT persons. All other important manuscripts correctly read 

apollōs in Acts 18–19 (cf. also 19:1 with 1 Cor 1:12; 3:4–15).  

PETER LAMPE  

APHAIREMA (PLACE) [Gk Aphairema (Ἀυαιπεμα)]. Samarian district that became part of Judea 

during the early Hasmonean era (1 Macc 11:34). The unprincipled Demetrius II Nicator (―the conqueror‖; 

145–141 B.C.) promised Aphai-rema (―separation‖) to Judea‘s high priest/governor in exchange for 

loyalty (1 Macc 11:34). The Seleucid king also promised the Samaritan districts of Lydda (Lod) and 

Ramathaim (Arimathea). But Judea did not realize the actual confirmation of these transfers until the 

reign of Antiochus VI—who was still preoccupied with the Seleucid-Ptolemaic power struggle. 

Aphairema consisted of the SE region of Samaria, which was predominantly mountainous (Ezra 2:33; 

Neh. 7:37). Later, as the NE region of Judea, Herod the Great (d. 4 B.C.) renamed Aphairema as the 

Thamniticam toparchy, after its new capital Thamna—W of the town Ahairema. During Rome‘s 

municipal territory system, the town Ahairema (et Taiyibe, Eusebius‘ Ephraim, On. 24.3) was in the Aelia 

Capitolina territory and just S of the Neapolis boundary. The Romans most likely routed the Jerusalem–

Gophna road through Aphairema during the Bar Kokhba revolt (Avi-Yonah 1976: 185).  
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APHEK (PLACE) [Heb ˒ăpēq (ֲאֵץר ); ˒ăpēqâ (ֲאֵץָרה ); ˒ăp  q (ֲאִץיר )]. Var. APHIK; APHEKAH. 

The place name Aphek appears eight times in the MT as ˒ăpēq or ˒ăpēqâ (Josh 12:18; 13:4; 19:30; 1 Sam 

4:1; 29:1; 1 Kgs 20:26, 30; 2 Kgs 13:17). A ninth reference to ˒ăpēqâ (Josh 15:53) is translated 

―Aphekah‖ in the RSV (see APHEKAH; and no. 5 below). The form ˒ap  q (RSV ―Aphik‖) occurs in Judg 

1:31. The Lucianic version of the LXX provides a final scriptural reference to Aphek in a verse appearing 

after 2 Kgs 13:22 (see no. 4 below).  

To the earliest scholars it was already clear that these referred to several places. Eusebius, for example, 

already distinguished four places of this name (Klosterman 1904: 22, line 21; 26, line 15; 30, line 16; 34, 

line 11). However, the exact number and their geographical locations remain a matter of controversy. The 

name also appears in other ancient written sources. Some of these references—such as those appearing in 

the topographical list of Thutmose III, in the description of the military campaign of Amenhotep II, and 

the reference to ―the tower of Aphek‖ by Josephus (JW 11.19.1)—can each be related to one of the 

biblical Apheks (see no. 4 below). Other references, such as that in the Execration Texts (Posener 1940: 

69, E9), lack additional geographical information and are therefore difficult to relate to one specific 

Aphek.  

Albright‘s (1922) suggestion that there were five biblical Apheks is accepted here. Albright also 

suggested, however, that the name Aphek is connected with the Assyrian apēqu—―be strong, firm, 

solid‖—and means a fortress. Other scholars relate the name to the Hebrew ˒ap  q—valley bed/river 



torrent (Alt 1925: 52–53, 53 n.1). Since some of the sites proposed for these various Apheks are situated 

alongside rivers or near springs of water, the latter explanation seems preferable.  

1. Aphek of Asher. A town in the tribal territory of Asher listed in the group of cities at the end of the 

description of the territory of Asher (Josh 19:29–30) and again (as Aphik) in the list of cities that the tribe 

of Asher did not inherit (Judg 1:31). These two lists were almost certainly derived from a common source. 

Some have identified this Aphek with Tel Kurdana (M.R. 160250) at the sources of the Na‘aman River 9 

km SE of Acco (Alt 1928: 58–59; Mazar 1939), and consequently the kibbutz founded nearby has been 

named Aphek. Alternatively, others (Saarisalo 1929: 32, no. 1) have associated it with Tel Kabri (M.R. 

164268), a large site of 32 hectares, 4 km E of Nahariya. There are four large springs in its vicinity, the 

richest in the center of the site. The name Tel Kabri is a modern one, the site encompassing the ruins of 

the villages et-Tell, en-Nahr, and the N area, Dhahrat et-Tell. The site is presently being excavated 

(Kempinski and Miron 1987; Kempinski 1987; 1988). The cities not inherited by Asher were more 

probably in the northerly parts of the coastal plain, and therefore the identification with Tel Kabri is 

preferable. Both Tel Kurdana and Tel Kabri contain considerable MB remains, allowing for the 

identification of the Aphek of the Execration Texts at either site.  

2. Aphek of Aram. A town in or near the territory of Aram (Syria) from which Ben-hadad, king of 

Damascus, departed for battle against Ahab, and to which he retreated after being defeated (1 Kgs 20:26–

30). The reference to the God of Israel being a God of the mountains (1 Kgs 20:23, 28) implies that the 

battle took place in the plain. Elisha‘s prophecy (2 Kgs 13:17) presumably refers to the same Aphek. 

Thus, Aphek is to be sought in Aramean territory but near or in the plain and on the route to Israel.  

Eusebius (Klosterman 1904: 22, lines 19–22) refers to ―a large village called Apheka of the town 

Hippos‖ in the Golan area; however, there he located the Aphek (Heb ˒ăpēqâ) of Josh 13:4 (see no. 3 

below), not the one mentioned in 1–2 Kings. The Apheka of Eusebius is to be identified with modern Fiq 

(M.R. 216242), 4 km E of Qalat al Hisn (Hippos-Suseita). Early finds have not been reported from this 

site, and Aharoni (LBHG, 304, n.60) suggested placing the biblical Aphek instead at Kh. el‘Asheq (˓Ein 

Gev) on the shore of Lake Kinnereth (M.R. 210243). Recently, however, D. Ben Ami has discovered a 

tell by the name of Tel Soreq (M.R. 215242) in the valley to the NW of Fiq and suggested that it is the 

biblical Aphek. In excavations carried out at this site Iron Age fortifications of the 8th and 9th centuries 

have been uncovered, as have finds from the EB IV, MB II, and LB II periods (Beck and Kochavi 1987–

88). The site is very small, however, so that identification with Aphek remains in doubt.  

3. Aphek in Lebanon. A town defining a portion of the border of ―the land that yet remains (to be 

possessed),‖ mentioned alongside references to Sidonian and Amorite territories (Josh 13:4). Eusebius, 

who understood ―the borders of the Amorites‖ to refer to Transjordan (Exodus 21; Numbers 21, 32, etc.), 

located this Aphek in the Golan (Klosterman 1904: 22, lines 19–22). However, although the text is 

corrupt and attempts at complete restoration remain conjectural, vv 4–6 almost certainly demarcate a 

region the N border of which is the border of the land of Canaan (Num 34:7–9), while its S border 

constitutes the N limit of the tribal territories as described in Joshua (Aharoni LBHG, 215–17; Na˒aman 

1986: 39–73). Noth (1938: 48–49) understood Aphek to mark the S border of ―the land that remains‖ and 

suggested that it was probably the Aphek of Asher (see no. 1 above) or even that in Sharon (see no. 4 

below). The other portions of the description are from S to N, however, and the identification of Aphek 

with Afqa (M.R. 231382) on the sources of Nahr Ibrahim in Lebanon NE of Beirut seems likely (Dussaud 

1927:14). This reinforces the identification of Lebo Hamat (―the entrance to Hamath,‖ Num 34:8) with 

Lebwe to the E of Afqa (Elliger 1936: 44), thus placing Aphek on the N border of Canaan.  

4. Aphek in Sharon. A town in the Sharon plain area whose king was listed as being defeated by the 

Israelites at the time of Joshua (Josh 12:18). The text is problematic, however. The MT reads, ―the king of 

Aphek, one; the king of Lasharon, one,‖ while the LXX seems to presuppose ―the king of Aphek of 

Sharon, one.‖ Its relative proximity to Philistine territory is confirmed by 1 Sam 4:1 and 29:1, as well as 

by the Lucianic version of the LXX, in which the note that ―Hazael took from [Jehoahaz‘] hands all 

Philistia from the Western Sea to Aphek‖ appears after 2 Kgs 13:22 (=4 Kgdms 13:22). This Aphek on 

the coastal plain is referred to in a number of other ancient sources, most notably Thutmose III‘s 



topographical list (No. 66) (Simons 1937: 117), Amenhotep II‘s second Asiatic campaign (Edel 1953; 

ANET, 246), Esarhaddon‘s campaign to Egypt (ANET, 292), an Aramaic papyrus mentioning the king of 

Babylon at Aphek (Porten 1981: 36), and the tower of Aphek in or near Antipatris (JW 2.19.1).  

Early scholars did not identify a town by the name Aphek in the Sharon; without exception they 

followed Eusebius in placing the Aphek of 1 Sam 29:1 in the Jezreel Valley (Klosterman 1904: 30, line 

16). The current identification of this Aphek with the tell of Ras el-˓Ain (M.R. 143168) at the sources of 

the Yarkon River was the result of the work of a series of scholars over a period of several decades. 

Wellhausen (1889: 254) was the first to show that the Philistines mustered their forces at Aphek before 

going up to Jezreel, demonstrating that the events took place in the following order: (1) 1 Sam 28:1–2; (2) 

1 Samuel 29; and (3) 1 Sam 28:3–25. He also suggested that at the Battle of Ebenezer (1 Sam 4:1) the 

Philistines mustered their forces at this same Aphek, and that the later battles against Aram (see no. 2 

above) were fought at the same Aphek somewhere in the N Sharon. Smith (1895), however, was the first 

to utilize Egyptian documents to show that Aphek was in the S Sharon. Guthe (1911) showed that 

Josephus‘ reference to the tower of Aphek connected Aphek to Antipatris, which was already known to be 

on Tel Ras el-˓Ain. Alt was the first to suggest that Aphek was actually on the tell, but it was Albright 

(1923a; 1923b) who published his views first, Alt only publishing his later (Alt 1925: 50–53). See also 

ANTIPATRIS.  

5. Aphekah in Judah. One of the nine towns listed in the sixth district of Judah, the capital of which is 

presumed to have been Hebron; the RSV renders the name as APHEKAH (Josh 15:33). Alt (1932: 16–17) 

identified this town with Kh. el Hadab (M.R. 155098) 7 km SW of Hebron, while Abel (GP, 2: 247) 

identified it with Kh. Kan‘an (M.R. 157102) 3 km SW of Hebron. Kochavi‘s recent survey, however, 

confirms the identification of this Aphekah with Kh. el Hadab, a site 4.5 acres in size with remains of 

fortifications and large quantities of Iron Age sherds. Below the site are two large springs, ˓Ein el Dibleh 

and ˓Ein Fawar (Kochavi 1972: Site 176, 22, 29, 62, 68).  
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RAFAEL FRANKEL  



APHEKAH (PLACE) [Heb ˒ăpēqâ (ֲאֵץָרה )]. A town situated in the central hill country of Judah 

(Josh 15:53), within the same district as Hebron. The only OT reference to this settlement, whose name 

perhaps means ―enclosure‖ or ―fortress‖ (from the root ˒pq, ―hold,‖ ―be strong‖), occurs in the list of 

towns within the tribal allotment of Judah (Josh 15:21–62). The theory that this list is derived from an 

administrative roster compiled under the Judean monarchy (Alt 1925) has been widely accepted, although 

controversy continues over the precise makeup of the districts, the proper context of the town lists of 

Benjamin and Dan, and the period of the monarchy to which the original roster belongs (Boling and 

Wright Joshua AB, 64–72). The location of Aphekah is not well known, although it most probably lay 

SW of Hebron. Suggested identifications include Khirbet Kana‘an (GP, 247; M.R. 157102), Khirbet el-

Hadab (Alt 1925; M.R. 155098), and Khirbet Marajim (Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 389; M.R. 

152099). Only the latter identification is supported by evidence of occupation during the Iron Age 

(Kochavi 1974: 3 n.2).  
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WADE R. KOTTER  

APHERRA (PERSON) [Gk Apherra (Ἀυεππα)]. A servant of Solomon whose descendants returned 

from exile in Babylon with Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 5:34). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have been 

compiled from Ezra and Nehemiah, this family does not appear among their lists of returning exiles (cf. 

Ezra 2:57; Neh 7:59). Omissions such as this also raise questions about 1 Esdras being used as a source 

by Ezra or Nehemiah. Furthermore, problems associated with dating events and persons described in 1 

Esdras have cast doubt on the historicity of the text. Heltzer (1977: 66) suggests that Apherra is a Gk 

rendering of the Heb ˒prḥ.  
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APHIAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăp  aḥ (ֲֲאִץיַח )]. The ancestor of Saul ben Kish, the first King of Israel (1 

Sam 9:1). The name may mean ―sooty‖ (McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 168) or, alternatively, ―large 

foreheaded‖ (IPN, 227). LXX
A
 offers the variant form Aphech, which presumes a final qop instead of a 

final ḥet.  

The genealogy for Saul in 1 Sam 9:1 probably represents a use of the motif of the seven-generation 

pedigree as a literary device to emphasize Saul‘s destiny to greatness from birth (Sasson 1978: 185). 

Apparently only six generations of names from Saul‘s family were known, forcing the author to include 

an unnamed ―Yimnite man‖ as Aphiah‘s father and the founding generation to enable him to employ the 

literary device. The MT and LXX
B
 both describe Aphiah as ―the son of a Yim (i)nite man.‖ The LXX 

offers a variant reading, ―a Yim (i)nite man,‖ which would appear to indicate Aphiah‘s own clan 

affiliation instead of that of his father, and which loses the seventh generation from the genealogy. Since 

the opening phrase in the verse describes Kish as a Benjaminite, there is no need to repeat the Benjaminite 

affiliation of the founding ancestor, and the Hebrew text does not read ―Benjaminite‖ for Aphiah‘s father, 

but merely ―Yiminite.‖  

It appears that the founder of the Saulide family is not to be associated with the tribe of Benjamin, 

which is the common presumption (i.e., Hertzberg 1 and 2 Samuel OTL, 75; McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 164, 

167), but rather with the neighboring Asherite clan of Yimnah (1 Chr 7:35), probably located in 

southeastern Mt. Ephraim in the vicinity of Bethel (Edelman 1988: 44–58). The same clan is found 

subsequently in the story in v 4 as the third territory within Mt. Ephraim that Saul traversed in search of 

his father‘s lost asses. The author of the story appears to have deliberately introduced word play between 

Benjaminite (bny-myny) and Yimnite (ym (y)ny) and to have used it to foreshadow Saul‘s kingship over 

the portion of Mt. Ephraim that was toured in quest of the asses, the symbol of royalty par excellence in 



Israel and other Semitic ANE societies. He was implying that Saul had a legitimate claim to dominion in 

the area because of his ancestral roots in Yimnah. Later editors apparently misunderstood the original 

author‘s intention and presumed that ―Yimnite‖ was a shortened or defective reference to ―Benjaminite,‖ 

leading one to introduce the medial yod into both occurrences of the name in 1 Samuel. A similar 

misunderstanding probably produced ―Yiminite‖ from an original reading ―Yimnite‖ in 2 Sam 20:1 and 

Esth 2:5. The Syr and Targum readings reflect the same presumption that the phrase designates Benjamin.  

It is possible to suggest that the MT and LXX
B
 text preserves a conflated reading of the two variants 

―Yim (i)nite man‖ and ―Benjaminite‖ (i.e., Hertzberg 1 and 2 Samuel OTL, 75; McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 

168). However, four factors indicate that the MT and LXX
B
 reading is correct as it stands: the 

genealogical context of the list, which would favor the retention of the term ―son‖ to express the filial 

relationship between Aphiah and the following person; the existence of the seven-generation motif as a 

documented ancient literary device; the introductory identification of Kish as a Benjaminite that would 

render a subsequent mention of Benjamin superfluous; and the identification of Aphiah‘s father as a Yim 

(i)nite rather than a Benjaminite. The LXX
L
 would appear to reflect a loss or dropping of the word ―son‖ 

by a scribe who did not understand the force of the phrase.  

Aphiah‘s absence from the Saulide genealogy in 1 Chr 8:33–40 and 1 Chr 9:39–44 is probably due to 

the Chronicler‘s artificial grafting of the Saulide family tree onto the postexilic genealogy of the clans 

inhabiting Gibeon, which resulted in the deletion of the names of four known Saulide ancestors (for 

details and alternate suggestions, see NER and ABIEL).  
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DIANA V. EDELMAN  

APHID. See ZOOLOGY.  

˓APIRU. See HABIRU, HAPIRU.  

APIS (DEITY). The sacred bull-god of Egypt, whose sudden departure is ridiculed by the prophet 

Jeremiah as a signal of the catastrophe that is about to befall Egypt (Jer 46:13–15). The biblical passage is 

problematic. The MT suggests that v 15 is a bicolon: madd a˓ nisḥap ˒abb  reykā / lō˒ ˓āmad k   yhwh 

hădāpô (―Why was your majesty [?] swept away? / It could not stand because Yahweh expelled it‖)—

although some Heb mss read a singular ˒byrk, ―your bull.‖ The LXX translates the verb nisḥap (―it was 

swept away‖) as ephygen ho Apis (―Apis has run away‖), suggesting a Heb Vorlage of *nās ḥap (―Apis 

has fled‖)—ḥap being the Heb form for the name of this bull-god (cf. Eg ḥpw). Thus, v 15 would be 

rendered as a tricolon that makes explicit reference to this well-known Egyptian deity: ―Why has Apis 

fled? / Your bull not stand? / Surely Yahweh has expelled him!‖  

Festivals associated with Apis began very early in Egyptian history and are recorded on 1st Dynasty 

inscriptions as well as on the Palermo stone (recto iii:12; see also Ael. NA 11.10). Although he was a 

fertility deity associated with procreation as well as agricultural bounty, Apis also enjoyed celestial 

associations. During the New Kingdom period he came into close association with Ptah, the principal 

deity of Memphis, and was invoked as the ―manifestation‖ and ―hypostasis‖ of Ptah (Sandman 1946: 

196–98). While this might suggest that Apis was simply the visible form of Ptah (Hornung 1982: 136), 

the two were nevertheless distinct deities and were never confused.  

When an Apis bull died, his successor was diligently sought throughout Egypt and could be identified 

by coloration and distinctive markings: black coat with a white triangle on the forehead, a white vulture 

on its back, and a ―scarab‖ beneath its tongue (Herodotus 3.28). The temple to which he was immediately 

taken stood S of the Ptah temple in Memphis, and comprised inter alia a colonnaded court where the bull 

could be viewed (Herodotus 2.153; Stabo 17.807) as well as an embalming chamber. Classical sources 

which mention the ritual drowning of an aged bull (Griffiths 1970: 511) are not confirmed by native 

Egyptian texts, and during the 1st millennium B.C. the average life span of a bull was 16–19 years 

(Kitchen 1982: 62).  



The obsequies attendant upon the death of an Apis entailed lavish expense and involved the entire 

kingdom. Until the Ramesside age the bulls were buried above ground in the Saqqara necropolis; but 

during the reign of Rameses II a special hypogeum with galleries and chambers was carved out in the 

same area (Lauer 1976: 11ff., 217ff.). An adjacent gallery was devoted to the burials of the ―Mothers of 

Apis.‖ At each interment, numerous commemorative steles were deposited by the priests and workmen 

who had officiated at the ceremony, and these memorials (especially those dating from the 8th century 

B.C. through Ptolemaic times) often contain important genealogical and chronological information 

(Malinine et al. 1968).  

During the late period, as Memphis became a key political center where accreditation had to be secured 

by those who aspired to rule Egypt (see MEMPHIS), the worship of Apis took on the form of a national 

cult. In this connection, Jeremiah‘s ridicule of the fleeing Apis (44:15) can be seen as a metaphorical 

reference to the dissolution of the Egyptian kingdom. Libyan, Kushite, Saite, and Ptolemaic kings all 

carefully honored the bull cult (Crawford 1980; Redford 1986: 276ff.); and Apis, when identified with 

Osiris, became a major ingredient of the Greco-Roman deity ―Serapis‖ (Stambaugh 1972). Roman 

emperors, while generally acting against the interests of its priests, were nevertheless careful not to offend 

Apis (Redford 1986: 301f.), and the cult survived probably until the late 4th century A.D.  
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DONALD B. REDFORD  

APOCALYPSE, LITTLE. See GOSPELS, LITTLE APOCALYPSES IN THE.  

APOCALYPSES AND APOCALYPTICISM. This entry consists of five separate articles. The 

first two discuss the genre of ―apocalypse‖ and provide an introductory overview to the subject. The third 

covers ―apocalyptic‖ literature in Mesopotamia and the question of its connection to biblical apocalyptic 

writings. The fourth and fifth articles respectively provide more in-depth discussions of early Jewish and 

early Christian ―apocalyptic‖ writings.  

THE GENRE  

A. Definition  

In recent attempts to add precision to the terminology used in discussing the phenomenon loosely called 

apocalyptic, ―apocalypse‖ has come to designate a literary genre in contrast to the related concepts 

―apocalyptic eschatology‖ and ―apocalypticism‖ (see also the heading ―Early Jewish Apocalypticism‖ 

later in this article). This triad and the specific definitions given to each of its members are of 

considerable heuristic value in the scholarly attempt to clarify a complex ancient phenomenon (Koch 

1972: 23–28; Hanson IDBSup, 27–28). Heuristic devices must not be regarded as more than they are, 

however, namely, tools useful to the extent that they shed light on the ancient materials themselves. In 

using such tools, one does well to remember that the ancient apocalyptic writers did not distinguish 

rigidly between genre, perspective, and ideology, and from this it follows that such categories should be 

used only with great sensitivity to the integrity and complexity of the compositions themselves.  

In using the term ―apocalypse‖ to designate a genre, we are utilizing a derivative of the Greek noun 

apokalypsis (―revelation, disclosure‖). The first attested use of the term to refer to a literary work is in the 

opening line of the book of Revelation, ―The apokalypsis of Jesus Christ.‖ This bears both historical and 

formal significance: historical inasmuch as the book of Revelation has exercised considerable influence 

on the Western understanding of the genre; formal inasmuch as the book exhibits nearly all of the 

principal characteristics of this genre (pseudonymity being one notable exception).  



The first two verses of the book of Revelation contain in nuce the narrative structure of the genre: a 

revelation is given by God through an otherworldly mediator to a human seer disclosing future events. V 

3 contains an added feature commonly found (or implied) in apocalypses, namely, an admonition. Beyond 

these three verses the book of Revelation as a whole casts further light on this genre. It offers descriptions 

of the seer‘s response to awesome revelatory experiences that resemble those recurring in other 

apocalypses. True to the structural complexity of many apocalypses, the book of Revelation embraces a 

series of vision accounts, interspersed with smaller genres like the epistle, the doxology, the victory song, 

and the blessing. And while the emphasis is on the visionary experience of the seer as the mode of 

revelation, in chap. 4 the seer, following a heavenly summons to ―come up hither,‖ finds himself in the 

heavenly throne room, thus providing an example of the ―heavenly journey‖ found, often in vastly 

elaborated form, in other apocalypses.  

A group headed by J. J. Collins expanded on earlier studies of the genre apocalypse by analyzing all of 

the texts classifiable as apocalypses from the period 250 B.C.E. to 250 C.E. and concluded with this 

definition: ― ‗Apocalypse‘ is a genre of revelatory literature with a narrative framework, in which a 

revelation is mediated by an other-worldly being to a human recipient, disclosing a transcendent reality 

which is both temporal, insofar as it envisages eschatological salvation, and spatial, insofar as it involves 

another, supernatural world‖ (Collins 1979: 9). The distinction between a temporal and a spatial axis in 

the mode of revelation found in this definition reflects the fact that, while the eschatological perspective 

stemming from prophecy is of central importance in early Jewish and Christian apocalypses, descriptions 

of otherworldly journeys, lists of natural phenomena, and diverse kinds of cosmic and celestial 

speculations also are found in some of those apocalypses. When consideration is given to the perennial 

tension between temporal and spatial definitions of salvation (e.g., mythic versus epic views of reality in 

antiquity and historical versus existential views today), the juxtaposition of temporal and spatial axes 

within ancient apocalypses seems conceptually fitting.  

B. Antecedents  

While fully developed apocalypses first appear in the 3d and 2d centuries B.C.E., two biblical books 

from the 6th century B.C.E. adumbrate many of the formal features of the genre and can be viewed as 

important sources. In the opening verse of the book of Ezekiel the prophet reports that ―the heavens were 

opened and I saw visions of God.‖ In its present form the book of Ezekiel is constructed around five 

visions, revealing both future judgment and future salvation. In a series of eight visions in Zechariah 1–6 

the prophet views supernatural phenomena which are then explained by an interpreting angel as bearing 

on future events. It seems plausible to assume that later visionaries considered themselves to stand in the 

tradition of such worthy predecessors.  

C. Important Apocalypses  

Smaller units embedded in the gospels and epistles of the NT aside, chaps. 7–12 of the book of Daniel 

share with the book of Revelation the distinction of alone representing the genre of the apocalypse in the 

Bible. Like the book of Revelation, Daniel 7–12 contains a series of visions (7, 8, and 10–12). In all three 

cases the seer receives the vision through an angelic mediator and the content has bearing on future 

judgment and salvation.  

1 Enoch, which is actually an anthology of apocalyptic writings ascribed to the antediluvian figure 

Enoch and arising over a period of at least two centuries, is preserved in an Ethiopic translation of a Greek 

version (partially preserved) of Aramaic originals (fragments discovered among the Dead Sea Scrolls). 

The earliest of the Enochic apocalypses originated at least a half century before Daniel 7–12. Notable 

among these earliest materials are chaps. 6–11, which trace the rise of evil in the world to the rebellion in 

heaven alluded to in Gen. 6:1–4, and chaps. 17–36, which describe the heavenly journeys of Enoch. 

Clearly datable to the period of the Maccabean revolt is the allegorical history of the world in chaps. 89–

90 referred to as the ―Animal Apocalypse,‖ and the ―Apocalypse of Weeks‖ in 1 En. 93 and 91:12–17. 

These apocalypses from 1 En. illustrate the eclectic nature of the genre as it took shape in the Hellenistic 

period, for we find eschatological visions in continuity with earlier prophecy combined with sapiential 

and speculative materials reflecting other influences. Nevertheless, the dominant emphasis of these 



apocalypses and those discussed below is harmonious with the themes of earlier Israelite religion, for they 

reveal a time/place beyond the fallen present in which God‘s sovereignty will be restored and the 

righteous will be vindicated.  

4 Ezra and 2 Baruch. These two works are closely tied together by common themes and a shared setting 

in the aftermath of the Roman destruction of Jerusalem and the temple. In 4 Ezra three dialogues between 

seer and an angel are followed by three visions which, in an allegorical fashion recalling Daniel and the 

Maccabean period apocalypses of 1 Enoch, desribe the movement of history through the ages down to the 

concluding divine denouement. 2 Baruch similarly combines dialogue and visions into a tapestry of 

apocalypses and other genres subservient to the eschatological theme of the fulfillment of human history 

in final judgment and salvation.  

D. Setting and Function  

Though the degree to which the above-mentioned apocalypses preserve traces of their historical setting 

varies, it is evident in general terms that they all reflect a situation of crisis and aim at offering assurance 

of salvation to those alienated from the power structures of this world and suffering for their religious 

convictions. Daniel envisions the imminent destruction of Antiochus IV and the conferral of the kingdom 

on the ―saints of the Most High.‖ In 4 Ezra the angel explains that the vision of the transformation of the 

woman from mourning and weeping to glory signifies the transformation that is about to happen to Zion. 

In the book of Revelation, visions of the downfall of the beast and the victory of the lamb gave assurance 

of the final vindication of those suffering under Roman persecution. Though more difficult to integrate 

into the theme of assurance in time of crisis, even those sections revealing the mysteries of the heavens 

and the secrets of the vast cosmos contribute to the effort to establish a basis for hope transcending the 

ever changing experiences of this world. The setting and function that can be glimpsed behind the Jewish 

and Christian apocalypses thus indicate that, while those communities and movements that we can 

characterize under the rubric of ―apocalypticism‖ expressed themselves in genres ranging all the way 

from the testament to the song of victory, the genre of the apocalypse is more intimately related to the 

phenomenon of apocalyptic than any other literary form.  
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PAUL D. HANSON  

INTRODUCTORY OVERVIEW  

The word ―apocalyptic,‖ though properly an adjective, in common parlance has come to designate the 

phenomenon of the disclosure of heavenly secrets in visionary form to a seer for the benefit of a religious 

community experiencing suffering or perceiving itself victimized by some form of deprivation. The book 

of Daniel is the foremost literary example of this phenomenon in the world of Jewish antiquity, though 

Jewish apocalyptic writings range far beyond the Bible and betray connections with related phenomena in 

other cultures.  

The problem with the proper usage is that it leaves unclear what qualities determine whether a given 

experience or written account fits the category apocalyptic: whether literary characteristics, a particular 

world view or pattern of ideas, or a certain type of social setting. This unclarity has led scholars to prefer a 

triad of definitions, differentiating between ―apocalypse‖ as a literary genre, ―apocalyptic eschatology‖ as 

a religious perspective, and ―apocalypticism‖ as a community or movement enbodying an apocalyptic 

perspective as its ideology (Koch 1972; P. Hanson IBDSup, pp. 28–34; Collins 1984).  

A. Apocalypse  

Though the phenomenon designated ―Jewish apocalyptic‖ comes to expression in more than one genre, 

the specific genre ―apocalypse‖ occupied a privileged position. First used explicitly as the designation of a 

writing in antiquity in Rev. 1:1, the structure of the apocalypse reflects more closely than any other genre 



the essential characteristics of the apocalyptic phenomenon, and its history is more closely intertwined 

with the history of Jewish apocalyptic than is the history of any other genre.  

B. Apocalyptic Eschatology  

The ideas and concepts that come to expression in apocalyptic writings range broadly from ancient 

mythic motifs to biblical themes to speculation reflecting a Hellenistic milieu. Nevertheless, as the genre 

―apocalypse‖ enjoys pride of place on the literary plane, a world view we can designate ―apocalyptic 

eschatology‖ more frequently than any other perspective provides the conceptual framework within which 

the diverse materials encompassed by the apocalyptic writings are interpreted.  

Eschatology, as the study of ―end-time‖ events, developed earlier in biblical prophecy. The perspective 

of apocalyptic eschatology can best be understood as an outgrowth from prophetic eschatology. Common 

to both is the belief that, in accordance with divine plan, the adverse conditions of the present world 

would end in judgment of the wicked and vindication of the righteous, thereby ushering in a new era of 

prosperity and peace. In an early postexilic prophetic oracle, Yahweh announces:  

For the former troubles will be forgotten,  

For now I create new heavens  

and a new earth (Isa 65:16b–17a).  

Prophetic eschatology and apocalyptic eschatology are best viewed as two sides of a continuum. The 

development from the one to the other is not ineluctably chronological, however, but is intertwined with 

changes in social and political conditions. Periods and conditions permitting members of the protagonist 

community to sense that human effort would be repaid by improved fortune tended to foster prophetic 

eschatology, that is, the view that God‘s new order would unfold within the realities of this world. Periods 

of extreme suffering, whether at the hands of opponents within the community or those of foreign 

adversaries, tended to cast doubts on the effectiveness of human reform and thus to abet apocalyptic 

eschatology, with its more rigidly dualistic view of divine deliverance, entailing destruction of this world 

and resurrection of the faithful to a blessed heavenly existence.  

C. Apocalypticism  

The social and political setting within which most of the Jewish apocalyptic writings arose is a matter of 

scholarly conjecture. A noteworthy exception is the corpus of sectarian writings found at Qumran. 

Though actual examples of the genre of the apocalypse at Qumran are rare and fragmentary in form, the 

sectarian writings are permeated with the perspective designated above as ―apocalyptic eschatology.‖ 

Within the community at Qumran, the perspective of apocalyptic eschatology had been elevated to the 

status of an ideology, functioning to inform its interpretation of Scripture, to provide the basis for its 

understanding of Jewish and gentile adversaries, and to supply a historiographic point of view from which 

to develop a detailed scenario of final conflict and divine vindication of the elect.  

Apocalypses and other writings sharing the perspective of apocalyptic eschatology originating outside 

of the Qumran community were copied and studied within that community (e.g., the writings within the 

Ethiopic corpus designated 1 Enoch, minus the parables, and Jubilees). Though these writings differ at 

important points from the Qumran writings, shared views on calendar, angelology, demonology, 

cosmology, and eschatology suggest that different communities embodying the perspective of apocalyptic 

eschatology maintained contact with one another, possibly with the consciousness of being united under 

the umbrella of a wider Essene movement.  

Hopefully future archaeological findings coupled with intensified study of existing written and 

archaeological material will shed further light on Jewish apocalypticism. In such scholarship the 

temptation to try to homogenize all apocalyptic writings into one broad movement must be eshewed. 4 

Ezra and 2 Baruch, bearing affinities as they do with Pharisaic teachings, illustrate that not all apocalyses 

come from the Essenes. Apocalyptic themes in later rabbinic writings indicate that an apocalyptic motif in 

a literary composition does not constitute proof of origin in an apocalyptic movement (Block 1952). 

Apocalypticism, as a designation for a movement that has adopted the perspective of apocalyptic 

eschatology as its ideology, must accordingly be used with great caution and only in cases where 



sufficient evidence accumulates to point to a community that has constructed its identity upon the world 

view of apocalyptic eschatology.  

D. Sources of Jewish Apocalyptic  

What were the influences that fostered the development of Jewish apocalyptic? Scholars were once 

confident that the source could be traced to a form of Persian dualism with which Judaism came into 

contact in the Second Temple period. Support for this view has evaporated as the result of studies 

indicating that the Persian sources upon which the hypothesis rested were written over a half millennium 

after the period of alleged influence.  

Gerhard von Rad, reviving an idea advanced in the 19th century, argued that the Wisdom tradition was 

the source of Jewish apocalyptic (Von Rad 1972). This he did by identifying the heart of apocalyptic not 

in eschatology but in a deterministic interpretation of history. Von Rad‘s hypothesis has found few 

followers and many critics, largely due to the fact that apocalyptic eschatology—while not excluding 

other patterns of thought—frequently provides the conceptual framework into which other materials are 

integrated and on the basis of which they are interpreted (Von der Osten-Sachen 1969).  

The source that continues to emerge from the debate concerning origins with the highest degree of 

credibility is biblical prophecy. Here the key lies within a group of writings that can either be designated 

―late prophecy‖ or ―early apocalyptic‖ (e.g., Isaiah 24–27; Isaiah 56–66; Zechariah 9–14), insofar as they 

occupy a transitional position between the more historically oriented perspective of classical prophecy 

and the more transcendent view of salvation characteristic of the apocalyptic writings. Challenges to the 

prophetic source theory, however, have also made a contribution: they have indicated that Jewish 

apocalyptic becomes increasingly complex over the course of the centuries and especially as it enters the 

Hellenistic era, at which point it draws freely upon rather refined sciences such as learned speculation on 

celestial and terrestrial phenomena and sapiential reflection betraying stronger connections with 

Mesopotamian mantic traditions than with Egyptian or Israelite wisdom (Collins 1977; Stone 1976).  

E. Theological Meaning  

As the writer of the book of Daniel drew upon the words of the prophet Jeremiah to explain his troubled 

times, and as the teachers of Qumran expounded on the books of Habakkuk and Nahum to reveal the 

eschatological significance of current events, so too Herbert Armstrong and Hal Lindsay command the 

attention of millions with their biblically based predictions of apocalyptic denouement. Diligent 

historical-critical study, combined with hermeneutical theory that pays attention to the multivalence of 

symbols and the complexities involved in the transfer of meaning from ancient settings to a world far 

removed in time, can restrain reckless readings of Jewish apocalyptic writings that abet international 

tension and can serve instead as a guide to a more accurate understanding of these mysterious 

compositions and to a more fitting appreciation of the abiding significance of the messages addressed by 

ancient apocalyptic seers to those engulfed by suffering and overwhelmed by dread (Hanson 1987).  
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PAUL D. HANSON  

AKKADIAN “APOCALYPTIC” LITERATURE  

Research in Akkadian literature over the last decade or so has led to the suggestion that the origins of 

apocalyptic literature may be found there. The particular type of Akkadian literature in question is the so-

called ―Akkadian prophecies.‖ This article will first describe briefly the Akkadian prophecies and their 



purpose, then go on to discuss the question of whether or not these are eschatological in nature and what 

possible relationship they may have to Jewish apocalyptic literature.  

Akkadian prophecies are actually pseudoprophecies, for they consist in the main of predictions after the 

event (vaticinia ex eventu). The predictions are presented as a chronological sequence of reigns and are 

often introduced by some such phrase as ―a prince will arise.‖ It is a feature of Akkadian prophecies that 

the rules are never mentioned by name but it is often possible to identify them since various details such 

as the length of their reigns are often given. The reigns themselves are described as ―good‖ or ―bad‖ and 

the vocabulary and literary style of these prophecies generally is that of Akkadian omen literature.  

Akkadian prophecies are a purely literary phenomenon and there is no evidence for any oral 

background. This is in contrast to Akkadian oracles which, as the name implies, were oral 

pronouncements to the king by ecstatics and are not relevant to our discussion of apocalyptic literature. 

The number of Akkadian prophecies so far recovered is quite small; in fact only five main compositions 

are as yet known. Of these five only two are directly relevant to the present topic: the Dynastic Prophecy 

and the Uruk Prophecy.  

Scholars generally agree that the writer of an Akkadian prophecy wished to justify or advocate an idea, 

institution, or development in his own time by means of a long preamble in which he pretends to have 

predicted other ideas, events, and institutions of previous times. He then concludes this series of 

pseudopredictions with a prophecy that the particular idea or institution which he wished to justify or 

advocate would be established by the gods. Now the peculiarity of the two prophecies just mentioned, the 

Dynastic Prophecy and the Uruk Prophecy, is that each seems to conclude with a real prophecy; that is, 

something that the writer himself only wished would come about but had not actually done so in his 

lifetime. Thus the Dynastic Prophecy seems (the text is unfortunately badly broken) to conclude with a 

prediction that the Seleucid Empire in Babylonia will fall. In other words, it is the product of anti-

Macedonian feeling in Babylonia. The conclusion of the Uruk Prophecy is even more significant. After 

prophesying various good and bad reigns for the city of Uruk, the writer ends with a prediction that a king 

will arise in Uruk and rule the four quarters: that is, the world. The last two sentences read, ―His reign will 

be established forever. The kings of Uruk will exercise dominion like the gods.‖ There is no doubt that 

this is a real prediction since in fact such an event never happened. There is more significance, however, 

than that to these sentences; they are clearly eschatological in nature.  

The evidence for eschatology in the Akkadian prophecies immediately provides a major link with 

apocalyptic literature. The idea that world history will end in a millennium, when all wrongs will be 

righted and all just people rewarded, is a major feature of Jewish apocalyptic literature, such as the book 

of Daniel and, by extension, the Christian book of Revelation, and of the apocalyptic tradition which 

developed in medieval times. We cannot give any specific date to the Uruk Prophecy in Mesopotamia but 

it is well established that the genre called Akkadian prophecy was present before 1000 B.C. It cannot yet 

be shown that the earlier Akkadian prophecies had eschatological ideas in them; indeed this has been 

debated in scholarly circles. Nevertheless, the presence of eschatology in the later prophecies seems to fit 

well in the context of this genre and probably is an indigenous development. Thus there is good reason to 

suggest, even though it cannot be proven, that apocalyptic literature has its origin in the Mesopotamian 

literary genre called Akkadian prophecies.  
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A. KIRK GRAYSON  

EARLY JEWISH APOCALYPTICISM  



The term ―apocalypticism‖ is derived from the Greek word apokalypsis, ―revelation,‖ which is used to 

designate the book of Revelation in the NT (Rev 1:1). The term is variously used to refer to a social 

movement or movements, a system of thought, or, more vaguely, a spiritual movement. The starting 

point, however, for any use of ―apocalyptic,‖ ―apocalypticism,‖ and related terms is a distinctive body of 

literature from ancient Judaism and early Christianity.  

———  

A. Literary Genre  

B. From Apocalypse to Apocalypticism  

C. Israelite Background  

D. Foreign Influences  

E. Earliest Jewish Movements  

F. Qumran  

G. Other Jewish Apocalyptic Movements  

H. Function of Apocalypticism  

———  

A. Literary Genre  

Historically this corpus has been recognized because of its resemblance to the canonical Apocalypse of 

John, or book of Revelation. ―Apocalypse‖ was a well-known genre label in Christian antiquity, 

beginning from the end of the 1st century C.E., when it appears as the introductory designation in Rev 1:1 

(Smith 1983: 18–19). Thereafter apocalypses are attributed to both NT (Peter, Paul) and OT figures (e.g., 

the gnostic Apocalypse of Adam, the Cologne Mani Codex speaks of apocalypses of Adam, Sethel, Enosh, 

Shem, and Enoch). Prior to the late 1st century C.E. the title is not used. (Its occurrence in the manuscripts 

of 2 and 3 Baruch may be secondary.) It is possible, nonetheless, to identify a corpus of Jewish writings 

from this earlier period which fit a common definition (Collins 1979: 21–59). This definition is first of all 

formal: an apocalypse is a genre of revelatory literature with a narrative framework, in which a 

revelation is mediated by an otherworldly being to a human recipient. It also recognizes a common core 

of content: an apocalypse envisages eschatological salvation and involves a supernatural world. Finally, 

there is, on a rather general level, a common function: an apocalypse is intended to interpret present, 

earthly circumstances in light of the supernatural world and of the future, and to influence both the 

understanding and the behavior of the audience by means of divine authority (Yarbro Collins 1986: 7). 

This definition fits all the Jewish writings which are generally classified as apocalypses: Daniel, 1 Enoch, 

2 Enoch, 2 Baruch, 3 Baruch, 4 Ezra, Apoc. Abraham, and a few works of mixed genre (Jubilees, T. 

Abraham). Note also T. Levi 2–5 which is part of a larger work, and Apoc. Zephaniah, which is 

problematic because of its fragmentary character. It also fits an extensive corpus of Christian writings, 

beginning with Revelation, Hermas, and Apoc. Peter. Examples can also be found, with some distinctive 

variations, in Gnosticism (Apoc. Adam, 2 Apoc. James), among the later Jewish mystical texts (e.g., 3 

Enoch), and also in Greek, Latin, and Persian literature (see the various essays in Collins 1979).  

The definition of apocalypse given above fits an extensive body of literature, which was produced over 

several hundred years. It is not suggested that the genre remained static or was consistently uniform. In 

fact, the definition serves only to delimit the corpus, and allows for considerable variation and 

development within it. To begin with, it is possible to distinguish two broad types of apocalypses: the 

historical type (e.g., Daniel) in which revelation is most often conveyed in symbolic visions and presents 

an overview of history culminating in a crisis, and the otherworldly journeys (of which the earliest 

example is found in the Book of the Watchers, 1 Enoch 1–36), which are more mystical in orientation. It 

is also possible to distinguish various historical clusters of apocalypses which have their own distinctive 

emphases and concerns—e.g., within the Jewish corpus one might distinguish the early Enoch literature, 

the apocalypses of the Diaspora, or those composed after the fall of Jerusalem, 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch (see 

Collins 1984). Moreover, there is always some overlap between the apocalypses and other genres, e.g., 

the historical reviews which are characteristic of the historical apocalypses are also typical of the Sibylline 



Oracles and of the testamentary literature. While the apocalypses constitute a distinct genre, they cannot 

be understood in isolation from the various types of related literature.  

B. From Apocalypse to Apocalypticism  

We have seen that the genre apocalypse is characterized in part by core elements of content, specifically 

a lively belief in the supernatural world and the expectation of eschatological salvation.  

Belief in a supernatural world is, of course, characteristic of religion in general. Against the background 

of the Hebrew Bible, however, the apocalyptic literature shows a heightened interest both in otherworldly 

regions and in supernatural beings. So Enoch describes the abodes of the dead and the places of judgment, 

and ascribes the origin of evil to the sin of the Watchers, or fallen angels. This aspect of apocalypticism 

has often been overlooked because of a preoccupation with eschatology, but it has been repeatedly 

emphasized in recent years (e.g., Gruenwald 1980; Rowland 1982). It is an important feature of all the 

apocalypses, not only of the heavenly journeys.  

Eschatology, too, was characteristic of much of the prophetic tradition. In the apocalyptic literature, 

however, it takes on a new character. The distinctive novelty here was the belief in the judgment of the 

dead. An apocalypse like Daniel might still proclaim an eschatological kingdom of Israel, but it also 

promised that the faithful would rise in glory, and thereby offered a perspective on life which was very 

different from that of the Hebrew prophets.  

Taken together, these core elements of content constitute a world view, which was new and distinctive 

in Judaism when it first emerged in the Hellenistic period, although it subsequently came to be widely 

accepted. The belief in a judgment beyond death and in the influence of angels and demons on human life 

created a framework for human decisions and actions. This world view or ―symbolic universe‖ which is 

extrapolated from the apocalypses is what we call ―apocalypticism.‖ It can also be expressed in other 

literary forms. The Discourse on the Two Spirits and the War Scroll from Qumran are not presented as 

revelations mediated by an angel, but they are generally and rightly recognized as apocalyptic in the 

broader sense that they exhibit the apocalyptic world view. Apocalypticism, then, is a broader 

phenomenon than the literary genre. From the historical point of view, the world view is prior to the 

production of apocalypses (i.e., people who believe in angels and demons and in an eschatological 

judgment are likely to write apocalypses, although they may also express themselves in other genres). 

From the viewpoint of the modern scholar, however, the literary genre is prior (i.e., the world view is 

recognized by analogy with the apocalypses).  

In his influential article in IDBSup, Paul Hanson defined apocalypticism not only as a ―symbolic 

universe‖ but as ―the symbolic universe in which an apocalyptic movement codifies its identity and 

interpretation of reality‖ (IDBSup, 30). One of the strengths of Hanson‘s article lay in his realization that 

one cannot speak simply of the apocalyptic movement: there is no demonstrable historical link between 

the people who produced the early Enoch literature and those who wrote 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch, or the 

other distinct clusters of apocalyptic texts. He was also right in recognizing that apocalypticism can serve 

as the ―symbolic universe‖ of a movement. Nonetheless, there is no automatic connection between 

apocalypticism and social movements. In many cases we know very little of the social matrix in which 

apocalyptic literature was produced. A work like 4 Ezra may have been the product of a relatively isolated 

individual, who was not part of a movement in any meaningful sense of the word. We should beware of 

inferring social movements too readily from literary evidence.  

C. Israelite Background  

Jewish apocalypticism first emerges clearly in the Hellenistic age, but it is in many respects a 

development of old strands in the religion of Israel (see Collins 1987: 548–50). There is obvious 

continuity between the apocalyptic expectation of a final judgment and the prophetic ―day of the Lord.‖ 

The idea of a cosmic day of judgment is widely attested in the prophets and the psalms (e.g., Pss 96, 98; 

Isa 2:4). The apocalyptic interest in the heavenly world is a development of older ideas of the heavenly 

council (e.g., Ps 82:1) which can be traced back to Canaan and Mesopotamia in the 2d millennium 

(Mullen 1980). The degree of continuity between the apocalyptic world view and the older religion of 

Israel is hard to assess, because the mythological elements in Israelite religion are not well represented in 



the Hebrew Bible. We read in Isa 24:21–23 that ―on that day the Lord will punish the host of heaven, in 

heaven, and the kings of the earth, on the earth … They will be shut up in a prison, and after many days 

they will be punished.‖ This passage evidently presupposes a fuller narrative than is now extant. In 1 

Enoch 18, Enoch is shown the prison of the host of heaven. We cannot infer that all the transcendent 

world toured by Enoch was presupposed in Isaiah 24, but we must recognize that the apocalyptic writers 

had at their disposal a much fuller mythology than is now extant in the Hebrew Bible. Light has been shed 

on some apocalyptic passages, notably Daniel 7, by the Ugaritic myths, which were written down over a 

millennium earlier (Collins 1977: 96–103). Because of the high degree of selectivity in the editing of the 

Hebrew Bible, the lines by which this material was transmitted down to the Hellenistic age are no longer 

in evidence.  

Paul Hanson claims to find the perspective of apocalyptic eschatology already in the late 6th century 

B.C.E., especially in the oracles of Isaiah 56–66 (Hanson 1975). On Hanson‘s reconstruction, the authors 

of these oracles belonged to a disenfranchised group, which was excluded from power in the restored 

Jerusalem temple. As they despaired of rectifying this situation by human means, they called on their God 

to ―rend the heavens and come down‖ (Isa 64:1) and envisaged ―a new heaven and a new earth‖ (Isa 

65:17). Hanson traces a movement which persisted from the time of the Exile to the end of the 5th century 

and is attested in Zechariah 9–14, Isaiah 24–27, Malachi, and possibly Joel. Perhaps the most radical 

vision is found in Isaiah 24–27, where we are told that God ―will swallow up death forever‖ (Isa 25:8).  

This bold reconstruction of a social movement is quite hypothetical, but its historical plausibility does 

not concern us here. For our purposes, the essential point is that the world view of these postexilic 

writings is significantly different from what we will later find in 1 Enoch and Daniel. The crucial 

difference can be seen in the nature of the eschatology. In Isaiah 65 the new creation is one where ―the 

child shall die a hundred years old, and the sinner a hundred years old shall be accursed,‖ but they will die 

nonetheless. There is no question of personal immortality. Even Isaiah 24–27, which speaks of the 

destruction of death and says that God‘s dead shall live (Isa 26:19), most probably only envisages the 

resurrection of the Israelite people, in the manner of Ezekiel 37. There is still no suggestion that a human 

being can pass over to the world of the angels or become a companion to the host of heaven. 

Consequently these oracles retain the this-worldly emphasis traditional in biblical prophecy. In view of 

this, the oracles of Isaiah 56–66 and other postexilic prophecies are best regarded as examples of late 

prophecy, even though some of their themes are later taken up in a new context in the apocalypses. This is 

also true of the visions of Zechariah 1–6, which are closer formally to the apocalyptic visions than any 

material in the Hebrew Bible before the book of Daniel, and which are more obviously supportive of the 

cultic institutions than Isaiah 56–66. There again, the goal envisaged is the restoration of Israel so that 

everyone would invite his neighbor under his vine and under his fig tree (Zech 3:10).  

D. Foreign Influences  

The development of apocalypticism in the Hellenistic period cannot be understood exclusively against 

the background of older Israelite religion. Judaism was exposed to a wide range of influences in the 

postexilic era and there were some analogous developments in other traditions at this time. The earliest 

Jewish apocalypses are those attributed to Enoch and Daniel, both of whom have strong links with 

Mesopotamia. The figure of Enoch seems to be modeled to a great degree on legendary Mesopotamian 

sages, especially Enmeduranki, founder of the guild of barus or Babylonian diviners (VanderKam 1984: 

38–45). One of the earliest of the writings attributed to him is primarily concerned with the movements of 

the stars, a topic which enjoyed much greater prominence in Babylonian tradition than in Israel. The book 

of Daniel is set in the Babylonian Exile, and Daniel is portrayed as a professional sage, skilled in the 

interpretation of dreams like his Chaldean colleagues. There is, then, reason to suspect that the earliest 

stages of Jewish apocalypticism developed in the eastern Diaspora, though conclusive evidence is lacking.  

It is not surprising, then, that some scholars have sought the background of Jewish apocalypticism in 

Mesopotamian traditions (Lambert 1978; VanderKam 1984; Kvanvig 1987). There is no evidence that the 

Babylonians ever developed an apocalyptic tradition, but some aspects of Babylonian thought may have 

had an influence on the development in Judaism. Many scholars have observed the affinities between 



apocalyptic revelation and the ―mantic wisdom‖ of the Chaldeans (Müller 1972). Both involve the 

interpretation of mysterious signs and symbols and both carry overtones of determinism. The omen 

collections, which are the primary literature of Babylonian divination, are very different from the Jewish 

apocalypses. There are, however, two Mesopotamian genres which are significant for the background of 

Jewish apocalypticism. One is the dream vision, whose influence is undeniable in the case of Daniel, but 

is also in evidence in the Enochic Book of Dreams (1 Enoch 83–90). The most interesting example is the 

7th-century Assyrian Vision of the Netherworld, in which a prince, in his dream, is taken before the king 

of the netherworld, issued a warning, and allowed to return to life. The attempt to demonstrate direct 

influence of this composition on the apocalypses of Enoch and Daniel has not been convincing (Kvanvig 

1987), but it is potentially important for the development of the subgenre of otherworldly journeys. 

Unfortunately we have as yet few examples of such visions of the netherworld (see also the death dream 

of Enkidu in the Epic of Gilgamesh). The second Mesopotamian genre which is relevant here is more 

closely related to the historical apocalypses and has only come to light in recent years. This is the genre of 

Akkadian prophecy, defined as ―a prose composition consisting in the main of a number of ‗predictions‘ 

of past events. It then concludes either with a ‗prediction‘ of phenomena in the writer‘s day or with a 

genuine attempt to forecast future events‖ (Grayson 1975: 6). In at least some cases they are 

pseudonymous (Marduk, Shulgi; the attribution of other oracles is uncertain because of fragmentary 

preservation). Examples range in date from the 12th century to the Seleucid era. Such vaticinia ex eventu 

figure prominently in the historical apocalypses (e.g., Dan 8:23–25, Daniel 11. See Lambert 1978). These 

Babylonian prophecies do not end with the transcendent, cosmic eschatology which characterizes 

apocalypticism, and are not properly called ―apocalyptic,‖ but they provide one of the building blocks for 

one type of apocalypse.  

Unlike the Babylonians, the Persians had a well-developed apocalyptic tradition, which has often been 

assumed to be the source of Jewish apocalypticism (e.g., Bousset 1966: 478–83). In recent years scholars 

have become reticent about positing Persian influence, because of the notorious difficulties of dating. 

Most of the relevant Persian material is extant in Pahlavi works, which are as late as the 9th century C.E. 

The traditions involved are certainly much older than this but are difficult to date with any confidence. 

One of the primary texts in dispute is the Bahman Yasht, or Zand-i Vohuman Yasn, a full-blown 

apocalypse of the historical type, which includes a vision of a tree with four metal branches symbolizing 

kingdoms (cf. the statue in Daniel 2). This composition has been widely thought to be based on a lost 

Zand of the Avesta, which was widely influential in the Hellenistic age (Eddy 1961: 17–20; Widengren 

1983: 105–27). Recently, however, the existence of this Avestan Zand has been questioned, and the 

possibility of Jewish influence on Persian apocalypticism has been raised (Gignoux 1987: 355). Another 

major witness to pre-Christian Persian apocalypticism is the Oracle of Hystaspes, which is not extant and 

must be reconstructed from the writings of Lactantius. This work has sometimes been regarded as a 

Jewish pseudepigraph (so Flusser 1982) and, while most scholars accept it as Persian, the uncertainty of 

provenance is symptomatic of the problems of Persian apocalypticism.  

Despite the problems, the possible influence of Persian apocalypticism of Judaism cannot be 

discounted. A brief (and problematic) account of Persian religion attributed to Theopompus (about 300 

B.C.E.) attests a belief in an ongoing dualistic struggle between light and darkness, the activity of angelic 

and demonic beings, and the division of history into periods (Plut. De ls. et Os. 47). Belief in resurrection 

is undisputedly old in Persian religion (Widengren 1983: 81), as is the motif of the heavenly journey 

(Gignoux 1987: 364). Persian influence on the dualism of the Dead Sea Scrolls is widely admitted. The 

full relationship between Persian and Jewish apocalypticism, and the degree of influence of the one on the 

other, remains one of the major unresolved problems in the study of apocalypticism.  

Many of the features of apocalypticism which are paralleled in Babylonian and Persian material are also 

paralleled more widely in the Hellenistic world. There was a long-standing tradition of political prophecy 

in Egypt, which was adapted in the Hellenistic period in the Potter‘s Oracle (Griffiths 1983: 283–93). 

The Sibylline Oracles, adapted in Judaism and Christianity, were in origin a Greek genre. The motif of the 

otherworldly journey was widespread in the Hellenistic-Roman world, as were various forms of belief in 



immortality. The currency of these ideas in the general environment may have stimulated their acceptance 

in Judaism. This is not to detract from the thoroughly Jewish character of apocalypticism as it developed 

in 1 Enoch and Daniel, but to recognize that Hellenistic Judaism was a product of its age and should be 

studied in its cultural context.  

E. Earliest Jewish Movements  

The earliest Jewish apocalyptic movement is that associated with the figure of Enoch. In this case we 

have a cluster of apocalypses (the Book of the Watchers, the Astronomical Book, the Book of Dreams, the 

Apocalypse of Weeks, all now gathered in 1 Enoch) which are in demonstrable continuity with one 

another. All are ascribed pseudonymously to the antediluvian figure of Enoch. The Aramaic fragments 

from Qumran require a 3d-century date for the earliest stages of this movement (Milik 1976; Stone 1980: 

27–35). The earliest documents of this corpus (the Astronomical Book and the Book of the Watchers) are 

largely concerned with cosmological lore. In both cases, however, the order of the cosmos has been 

disrupted: in the Astronomical Book by ―many heads of the stars‖ who go astray (1 Enoch 80) and in the 

Book of the Watchers by the fallen angels. It is disputed whether the Book of the Watchers is a reflection 

on the problem of evil in general (Sacchi 1982) or a more specific reaction to the cultural changes of the 

Hellenistic age (Nickelsburg 1977). Neither of these early apocalypses shows the expectation of imminent 

divine intervention which is often taken to be constitutive of apocalypticism (cf. Daniel and Revelation), 

but they do affirm an ultimate divine judgment. The Mesopotamian parallels to the figure of Enoch and 

the interest in the astral world in the Astronomical Book suggest that the earliest stages of this tradition 

were formed in the eastern Diaspora, although the evidence is not conclusive (VanderKam 1984). The 

Enoch tradition undergoes some development in the Apocalypse of Weeks and the Book of Dreams. These 

documents were produced closer to the time of the Maccabean revolt and were certainly written in 

Palestine. Both apocalypses contain lengthy reviews of history in the guise of prophecy and culminate 

with divine intervention and a final judgment. Both also give clear indications of the formation of a 

distinct group, called ―small lambs‖ in 1 Enoch 90:6 and ―the chosen righteous from the eternal plant of 

righteousness‖ in 1 Enoch 93:10. We know nothing of the organization of this group. They endorsed the 

military action of Judas Maccabee and the use of the sword against sinners (91:11), and claimed to have a 

sevenfold teaching (93:10) of which the writings attributed to Enoch are presumably representative. It is 

possible that they are identical with the Hasidim who are mentioned as supporters of Judas Maccabee in 2 

Macc 14:6 (cf. 1 Macc 2:42; 7:12–13) but the Hasidim are not otherwise known to have had the range of 

cosmological interests attested in the books of Enoch.  

A contemporary but distinct apocalyptic movement is attested in the book of Daniel. In Daniel 11–12 

we read of wise teachers (maskilim) who instruct the many in a time of persecution and some of whom are 

martyred. Unlike the militant ―lambs‖ of Enoch, these people appear to be quietists, who look to their 

heavenly patron Michael for victory. Some of their traditions are related to those of the Enoch literature 

(compare the visions of the divine throne in Daniel 7 and 1 Enoch 14) but the two groups cannot be 

simply identified.  

The book of Daniel has its own tradition history, which is reflected in the tales in Daniel 1–6. Here 

again there is reason to suspect that the early stages of the tradition were formed in the eastern Diaspora, 

although the apocalyptic visions of chaps. 7–12 were certainly composed in Palestine.  

F. Qumran  

The Qumran community presents a special set of problems for the study of Jewish apocalypticism. The 

Qumran library included multiple copies of the apocalypses of Daniel and Enoch. It also included some 

fragmentary works which are possibly apocalypses (4Q˓Amram, The New Jerusalem) and some 

eschatological revelations related to Daniel, which contain the four-kingdom motif (4QPsDan ar, and an 

unpublished vision of four talking trees, Garcia-Martínez 1987: 206–7). On the other hand, none of the 

major works of the sect is in the form of an apocalypse, and it is not clear that any apocalypse was 

composed at Qumran (Stegemann 1983: 495–530). Nonetheless, Qumran has often been described as an 

apocalyptic community, and with justification (Collins 1990). The Community Rule (1QS), the most 

authoritative description of the community we have, contains a treatise on the two spirits, which is 



thoroughly apocalyptic in its world view: human life is ruled by the warring spirits of light and darkness, 

but in the end God will intervene and reward the children of light with life without end (1QS 3–4). The 

Damascus Document (CD), which legislates for a wider community, alludes to this cosmic dualism (CD 

5:18) although it does not expound it in the manner of 1QS, and it anticipates the destruction of the 

wicked by the hand of the angels of destruction (CD 2:6). The War Scroll (1QM) provides the rule for the 

eschatological war of the sons of light against the sons of darkness, in which the heavenly host mingles 

with the human combatants, and Michael is finally exalted over Belial. The sectarians believed they were 

living in the age of wrath, the last age, when the final battle was imminent (CD 1:5; 1QH 3:28). Other 

documents reflect the community‘s interest in the heavenly world. The Hōdāyôt express the belief that the 

members of the community were already in fellowship with the angelic council (1QH 3:19–22), and the 

Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice describe the divine praises uttered by the various classes of angels. The 

fact that the community did not produce apocalypses may be due to the belief that the Teacher of 

Righteousness had become the medium of revelation for the community (1QpHab 7:4–5).  

There is no doubt that the Qumran community was influenced by the world view expounded in the 

apocalypses of Daniel and Enoch. The precise relation of the community to those apocalyptic movements 

is unclear, however. CD 1 describes the emergence of ―a plant root‖ in the ―age of wrath.‖ Many scholars 

have noted the similarity to the ―chosen righteous from the eternal plant of righteousness‖ in the 

Apocalypse of Weeks (1 Enoch 93:10) and assumed that the Enoch movement was simply the early stage 

of the Essene sect, before the arrival of the Teacher of Righteousness or the settlement at Qumran, or that 

both texts refer to the formation of the Hasidim, who are then taken to be the percursors of the Essenes 

(see Nickelsburg 1983: 641–54). The Qumran sect shared with the Enoch group the 364-day calendar, and 

we know that a dispute over the calendar was an important factor in the formation of the sect. Nonetheless 

it is too simple to identify either the early Essenes or their precursors with the Enoch movement. We have 

seen reason to believe that the book of Daniel was the product of a different group than the Enoch 

literature. Yet it was no less influential at Qumran. Moreover, the halachic (legal and ritual) concerns 

which are so important at Qumran are not reflected at all in either 1 Enoch or Daniel. We must resist the 

temptation to conflate all apocalyptic groups of the early 2d century into one movement. The Dead Sea 

sect was certainly influenced by the apocalypses, but it is best considered as a distinct movement.  

The Qumran community provides the only instance in which we have substantial evidence about the 

social organization of an apocalyptic movement. In many respects it runs counter to the stereotypical 

ideas of such movements. It is rigidly hierarchical, legalistic, and preoccupied with questions of purity. 

We should not infer that all apocalyptic movements were organized in this way. The character of the 

Qumran community was shaped to a great degree by the priestly traditions of its members. An apocalyptic 

world view does not in itself imply a particular form of social organization.  

G. Other Jewish Apocalyptic Movements  

We are very poorly informed about Jewish apocalyptic movements apart from the Dead Sea sect, but it 

is salutary to remember that even the Qumran community was unknown half a century ago. The 

Similitudes of Enoch speak of ―the community of the righteous‖ (1 Enoch 38:1) but tells us nothing about 

how that community was organized. We know of various movements in the 1st century C.E. which may 

have had an apocalyptic character. The preaching of John the Baptist evidently concerned ―the wrath to 

come‖ but our information about his world view is very sketchy. Josephus writes of ―deceivers and 

impostors, who under the pretense of divine inspiration fostering revolutionary changes, persuaded the 

multitude to act like madmen‖ (JW 2.13.4 § 258–60). Again, we do not know enough about these people 

to say whether their world view can properly be described as apocalyptic. At the end of the 1st century, 4 

Ezra and 2 Baruch witness to a debate going on in some circles about the justice of God, which was 

conducted within an apocalyptic world view. Whether this debate implies any significant social 

movement, however, is an open question. In the Diaspora, the Sibylline Oracles attest a tradition which 

extended over more than 200 years. That tradition, in its earlier phase (Book 3), was closer to the this-

worldly eschatology of the prophets than to apocalypticism but it developed strongly apocalyptic features 

in later books (especially Books 1–2 and 4, see SIBYLLINE ORACLES).  



H. Function of Apocalypticism  

It is apparent from this brief sketch that our knowledge of the social settings of Jewish apocalypticism is 

quite limited. This limitation cannot be overcome by adopting ideal models from cultural anthropology 

and deducing social settings from them, but only by the discovery of new information about the actual 

historical circumstances of ancient Judaism. It should be apparent, however, that those settings are 

diverse.  

It has been generally assumed that apocalypticism arises from the experience of alienation, or in times 

of crisis (e.g., Hanson 1987: 75). This assumption is defensible if we grant that alienation, and crises, may 

be of many kinds. Apocalypticism can provide support in the face of persecution (Daniel), reassurance in 

the face of culture shock (the Book of the Watchers) or social powerlessness (the Similitudes of Enoch), 

reorientation in the face of national trauma (2 Baruch, 3 Baruch), consolation for the fate of humanity (4 

Ezra). What is constant is not the kind of problem addressed but the manner in which it is addressed. In 

each case the apocalyptic revelation diverts the attention from the distressful present to the heavenly 

world and the eschatological future. This diversion should not be seen as a flight from reality. Rather it is 

a way of coping with reality by providing a meaningful framework within which human beings can make 

decisions and take action (compare the maskilim in Dan 11: 32–34).  

Finally we should note that, just as apocalypticism cannot be identified with a single social movement, 

so it cannot be identified with a single strand of theology. To be sure, it involves some consistent 

assumptions about the way the world works, e.g., the inevitability of a final judgment. Within the 

framework provided by these assumptions, however, there is room for diversity of theological traditions. 

There is a great difference between the priestly legalism of Qumran and the sapiential traditions which 

inform 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch, which are closer to the mindset of the rabbinical schools. It could also be 

adapted to a radical departure from traditional Judaism in the rise of Christianity.  

Bibliography  
Bousset, W. 1966. Die Religion des Judentums im Späthellenistischen Zeitalter. Ed H. Gressmann. 4th ed. Tübingen.  
Collins, J. J. 1977. The Apocalyptic Vision of the Book of Daniel. HSM 16. Missoula.  

———. 1979. Apocalypse. The Morphology of a Genre. Semeia 14. Missoula.  

———. 1984. The Apocalyptic Imagination. New York.  

———. 1987. The Place of Apocalypticism in the Religion of Israel. Pp. 539–58 in AIR.  

———. 1990. Was the Dead Sea Sect an Apocalyptic Movement? In Archaeology and History in the Dead Sea Scrolls, ed. L. 

H. Schiffman. Sheffield.  

Eddy, S. K. 1961. The King Is Dead. Lincoln, NE.  

Flusser, D. 1982. John of Patmos and Hystapses. Pp. 12–75 in Irano Judaica, ed. S. Shaked. Jerusalem.  

Garcia-Martínez, F. 1987. Les Traditions apocalyptiques à Qumran. Pp. 201–35 in Apocalypses et voyages dans l‘Au-Delà, ed. 

C. Kappler. Paris.  

Gignoux, P. 1987. Apocalypses et voyages extra-terrestres dans l‘Iran Mazdéen. Pp. 351–74 in Apocalypses et voyages dans 

l‘Au-Delà, ed. C. Kappler. Paris.  

Grayson, A. K. 1975. Babylonian Historical-Literary Texts. Toronto.  

Griffiths, J. G. 1983. Apocalyptic in the Hellenistic Era. Pp. 273–94 in Hellholm, 1983.  

Gruenwald, I. 1980. Apocalyptic and Merkavah Mysticism. Leiden.  

Hanson, P.D. 1975. The Dawn of Apocalyptic. Philadelphia.  

———. 1987. Old Testament Apocalyptic. Nashville.  

Hellholm, D., ed. 1983. Apocalypticism in the Mediterranean World and the Near East. Tübingen.  

Koch, K. 1972. The Rediscovery of Apocalyptic. Naperville.  

Kvanvig, H. 1987. Roots of Apocalyptic. Neukirchen-Vluyn.  

Lambert, W. G. 1978. The Background of Jewish Apocalyptic. London.  

Milik, J. T. 1976. The Books of Enoch. Oxford.  

Mullen, E. T., Jr. 1980. The Assembly of the Gods. HSM 24. Chico.  

Müller, H.-P. 1972. Mantische Weisheit und Apokalyptik. VTSup 22. Leiden.  

Nickelsburg, G. W. 1977. Apocalyptic and Myth in 1 Enoch 6–11. JBL 96: 386–405.  

———. 1983. Social Aspects of Palestinian Jewish Apocalypticism. Pp. 639–52 in Hellholm, 1983.  

Rowland, C. 1982. The Open Heaven. A Study of Apocalyptic in Judaism and Christianity. New York.  

Sacchi, P. 1982. Ordine cosmico e prospettiva ultraterrena nel postesilio. Il Problema del male e l‘origine dell apocalittica. 

RivB 30: 11–33.  

Smith, M. 1983. On the History of Apokalypto and Apokalypsis. Pp. 9–20 in Hellholm, 1983.  



Stegemann, H. 1983. Die Bedeutung der Qumranfunde für die Erforschung der Apokalyptik. Pp. 495–530 in Hellholm, 1983.  

Stone, M. E. 1980. Scriptures, Sects and Visions. Philadelphia.  

———. 1984. Apocalyptic Literature. Pp. 383–441 in Jewish Writings of the Second Temple Period, ed. M. E. Stone. 

Philadelphia.  

VanderKam, J. 1984. Enoch and the Growth of an Apocalyptic Tradition. CBQMS 16. Washington, D.C.  

Widengren, G. 1983. Leitende Ideen und Quellen der iranischen Apokalyptik. Pp. 77–162 in Hellholm, 1983.  

Yarbro Collins, A., ed. 1986. Early Christian Apocalypticism. Semeia 36. Chico.  

JOHN J. COLLINS  

EARLY CHRISTIAN  

———  

A. The Milieu of Jesus  

B. Jesus  

C. The Synoptic Tradition  

1. The Sayings Source  

2. Mark  

3. Matthew and Luke  

D. Paul  

E. The Book of Revelation  

F. The Apostolic Literature  

G. The Gnostic Apocalypses  

H. The Christian Apocrypha  

———  

A. The Milieu of Jesus  

As is now generally accepted, Judaism in the time of Jesus was diverse (Nickelsburg and Stone 1983: 

1). Although Jesus lived between the two main periods during which most of the Palestinian Jewish 

apocalypses were composed (the 3d–2d centuries B.C.E. and the late 1st century C.E.), there is evidence 

that the apocalyptic world view was widespread in Palestine during his time and that this world view was 

frequently linked to political issues. As was noted above, the community at Qumran had copies of Daniel 

and apocalypses attributed to Enoch. Even if they did not compose apocalypses themselves, their major 

works expressed an apocalyptic world view. Their expectations of the future included an eschatological 

battle in which foreign rulers (the Romans in the later documents) and their Jewish collaborators would be 

defeated. There is no evidence that Jesus had direct contact with the community at Qumran. Nevertheless, 

the fact that Philo and Josephus wrote descriptions of their way of life and beliefs shows that these were 

not unknown, even outside Palestine, assuming that the members of the community were ESSENES; (for 

the texts from Philo and Josephus in English translation, see Dupont-Sommer 1973: 21–36). The fact that 

at least some of the manuscripts of the War Scroll are in Herodian script shows that this document was 

very important from about 30 B.C.E. to about 70 C.E. (Cross 1961: 118, 120 n.20).  

The Assumption or Testament of Moses is not an apocalypse but is closely related to the genre. This 

work was composed in the 2d century B.C.E. but was updated after the death of Herod in 4 B.C.E. (Collins 

1979: 45). This work is especially important for the context of Jesus‘ teaching because it refers to God‘s 

kingdom in an apocalyptic context (Testament of Moses 10). That context includes vengeance on the 

enemies of Israel (vv 2, 7, 10). In the revised form of the work, the enemies were understood to be the 

Romans (Yarbro Collins 1976: 186).  

It is likely that the occasion for the revision of the Testament of Moses was the unrest that followed the 

death of Herod the Great in 4 B.C.E. (Jos. Ant 17.9.1 § 206–17.12.2 § 338). This unrest included the 

activities of three messianic pretenders, Judas the Galilean, Simon, and Athronges (9.5 § 271–9.8 § 285). 

The Testament of Moses, however, has greater affinity with the earlier nonviolent protest of Judas and 

Matthias, the interpreters of the law, than with the activist royal pretenders (Yarbro Collins 1976: 186; see 

Horsley and Hanson 1985: 110–17).  

When Archelaus was deposed and exiled, Judea, Samaria, and Idumea were annexed to the Roman 

province of Syria. Unrest broke out again in 6 C.E. when Quirinius, Octavian‘s legate, took a census of the 



property of the Jews. Judas the Galilean led the revolt (Jos. Ant 18.1.1 § 1–18.2.1 § 26; see Fitzmyer Luke 

1–9 393, 401–2). Besides this violent uprising, two further incidents of nonviolent resistance occurred. 

The first, in 26 C.E., involved opposition to Pilate‘s bringing Roman standards into Jerusalem, because of 

the images of the emperor (presumably Tiberius) on them (Jos. Ant 18.3.1 § 55–59; JW 2.9.2 § 169–2.9.3 

§ 174). The other centered on Gaius‘ command, in about 40 C.E., that his legate to Syria, Petronius, erect 

his statue in the temple (Ant 18.8.2 § 261–18.8.9 § 309; JW 2.10.1 § 184–2.10.5 § 203).  

At some point during the reign of Tiberius, and probably during the time of Pontius Pilate was prefect 

of Judea, John the Baptist preached a message and performed a baptism of repentance (in addition to the 

gospels of the NT, see Jos. Ant 18.5.2 § 116–19). Josephus‘ account of John‘s message is very 

uneschatological, whereas the accounts of the gospels are thoroughly eschatological. The lack of 

eschatology in Josephus‘ picture is probably due to his well-known bias in that regard. It is likely that 

John announced the ―wrath to come‖ (see the saying from Q, the Synoptic Sayings Source, preserved in 

Matt 3:7–10 = Luke 3:7–9). This ―wrath to come‖ was probably an element of the apocalyptic 

eschatology shared by John and the fourth book of the Sibylline Oracles (see especially lines 152–74).  

Besides the evidence for the prevalence of apocalyptic eschatology during the time of Jesus, it is 

probable that at least one apocalypse was written around that time in Palestine. The Similitudes of Enoch, 

preserved in 1 Enoch 37–71, was apparently not part of the collection of Enoch books at Qumran. This 

lack allowed J. T. Milik to argue that the Similitudes is a Christian work of the 3d century (1976: 89–98). 

His argument has not won support, however, and most specialists date the work between the reign of 

Herod the Great and the destruction of the temple in 70 C.E. (Yarbro Collins 1987: 404–5). Since the latest 

historical allusions relate to the Parthian invasion of Palestine in 40 B.C.E. and Herod‘s treatment in the 

warm springs of Callirrhoe, the usual methods of dating lead to a date around the turn of the era (Collins: 

1979: 39; cf. 1984: 143).  

The apocalyptic texts mentioned in this section, especially Daniel, had an influence on the people living 

in Jesus‘ time and no doubt on Jesus himself. The political unrest following Herod‘s death was still vivid 

for those who had experienced it, and they probably spoke of it now and then to their children. The 

tensions that gave rise to that unrest were not far beneath the surface and, at least in some circles, were 

linked to apocalyptic eschatology.  

B. Jesus  

During most of the 19th century, Jesus was viewed primarily as a teacher and social reformer 

(Schweitzer 1968). In 1892, Johannes Weiss published a study that led to the rediscovery of the 

apocalyptic aspect of the teaching of Jesus. Much of the work of biblical scholars and theologians in the 

first half of the 20th century centered on the task of assimilating this discovery and its consequences. A 

certain shift occurred in 1960 when Ernst Käsemann declared that, although Jesus made the 

apocalyptically determined message of John his point of departure, his own preaching was not 

fundamentally apocalyptic but proclaimed God as near at hand. Käsemann was ―convinced that no one 

who took this step can have been prepared to wait for the coming Son of Man, the restoration of the 

Twelve Tribes in the Messianic kingdom and the dawning of the Parousia …‖ (1969: 101). The positions 

of Philip Vielhauer (1965: 87–91) and Norman Perrin (1967: 154–206) are similar.  

In recent work on the historical Jesus, his life and teaching have been placed in the context of Jewish 

restoration eschatology (Sanders 1985). Events of Jesus‘ life that make this reconstruction credible are his 

baptism by John; his choosing twelve disciples to have a special role, presumably a role symbolic of the 

renewal of the twelve tribes of Israel; his carrying out a prophetic symbolic action in the temple that 

probably foretold its destruction and renewal; and his execution by the Romans for sedition. Jesus‘ 

proclamation of the kingdom of God and the miracles attributed to him can and ought to be interpreted in 

the context suggested by the major features of his life, namely Jewish restoration eschatology.  

If Jesus‘ teaching about the eschatological restoration included the activity of the heavenly ―son of man‖ 

foretold in Daniel 7, it would be appropriate to speak of his teaching as apocalyptic. Scholars are divided 

on this issue. Some argue that the Son of Man sayings were composed by Jesus‘ followers after the 

appearances to them of Jesus as the risen Lord (e.g., Vielhauer 1965; Perrin 1974: 10–93). Others argue 



that Jesus spoke of a heavenly Son of Man but did not identify himself with that figure (e.g., Bultmann 

1968: 112, 122, 128, 151–52; Yarbro Collins 1987). Others argue that Jesus not only spoke of a Son of 

Man but identified himself with that heavenly being (e.g., Caragounis 1986: 174–75).  

An argument in favor of Jesus‘ having an apocalyptic orientation is that the movement with which he 

associated himself (that of John the Baptist) seems to have been apocalyptic and the movement that 

commenced among his followers very shortly after his death, the earliest Christian community in 

Jerusalem, also seems to have been apocalyptic (Perrin and Duling 1982: 71–79; Käsemann 1969: 102). It 

is more credible historically that Jesus‘ life and teaching stood in continuity with these movements rather 

than in discontinuity.  

C. The Synoptic Tradition  

The synoptic tradition is a diverse body of oral and written materials centering on the life and teaching 

of Jesus that circulated in Christian circles in the first two centuries C.E. It is known primarily from the 

Synoptic Gospels, Mark, Matthew, and Luke, but also from several early apocryphal gospels (Koester 

1980: 112). As indicated above, there is a widespread consensus that the earliest Christian community 

was an apocalyptic community (see also BTNT 1: 37–42; Allison 1985; Sanders 1985: 91–95).  

1. The Sayings Source. According to the explanation of synoptic relationships called the Two Source 

Theory, the authors of Matthew and Luke used two written sources, the gospel of Mark and the Synoptic 

Sayings source, often referred to as ―Q‖ (from the German Quelle, meaning ―source‖). The latter does not 

survive independently but must be reconstructed by synoptic comparison. The soundest method of 

reconstruction is to include material found in Matthew and Luke but not in Mark, or in all three but in two 

forms in either Matthew or Luke (a Markan form and a Q form). Such a reconstruction suggests that Q 

contained a variety of smaller literary forms, including brief narratives, such as the story of Satan‘s testing 

Jesus, wisdom sayings, pronouncement stories, and prophetic and apocalyptic sayings. It is likely that Q 

concluded with an apocalyptic or eschatological discourse (Kümmel 1975: 66, Perrin and Duling 1982: 

102).  

As reconstructed from Matthew and Luke, the Sayings Source is heavily influenced by apocalyptic 

eschatology. Most often its apocalyptic hope is expressed in sayings about the return of Jesus from heaven 

as the Son of Man, e.g., Luke 12:40 = Matt 24:44. His coming was expected to be like lightning or the 

primordial flood (Luke 17:24 = Matt 24:27; Luke 17:26 = Matt 24:37). The social setting of this 

apocalyptic material was an environment of persecution by ―this generation,‖ leaders in Jerusalem, and 

Pharisaic leaders (Perrin and Duling 1982: 103–7).  

Recently, John Kloppenborg has argued that the apocalyptic form of Q is secondary and that, in its 

original form, the Sayings Source was a nonapocalyptic wisdom document, belonging to the genre 

―instruction‖ (Kloppenborg 1987a). Kloppenborg has certainly advanced the discussion of the genre of Q, 

but his argument regarding an early nonapocalyptic form is problematic because of its differentiation of 

source and redaction along ―pure‖ formal lines (Yarbro Collins, forthcoming a and b). Kloppenborg has 

also argued that the Sayings Source, even in its latest recoverable form, is not apocalyptic because ―it 

does not fully share the situation of anomie which impels apocalypticism towards its vision of a 

transformed future‖ (1987b). This argument is not compelling because it uses a single hypothetical 

characteristic of apocalypticism to determine whether a work is apocalyptic or not.  

2. Mark. With Mark the gospel tradition reaches its apocalyptic peak. Its genre has been seen as 

parabolic (Kelber 1983: 117–29). Joel Marcus has pointed out the apocalyptic character of the parables in 

Mark (1986: 62–65, 229–33). According to Norman Perrin, the gospel of Mark presents ―an apocalyptic 

drama‖ in three acts, involving the work of John the Baptist, the work of Jesus, and finally the mission of 

the disciples into the world (Perrin and Duling 1982: 238). Although in some ways the gospel of Mark 

resembles ancient biographies (Aune 1987: 46; Talbert 1988), its genre is better described as 

historiography in the apocalyptic mode (Yarbro Collins 1990: 148).  

Mark begins with the words, ―The beginning of the good news of Jesus the Messiah.‖ The ―good news‖ 

(gospel) here refers to the entire work and teaching of Jesus. Mark‘s account of this good news begins 

with a prophecy attributed to Isaiah (1:2–3) and the indication that this prophecy was fulfilled in the 



activity of John the Baptist (1:4). John himself then prophesies the coming of one mightier than he (1:7–

8). This prophecy is fulfilled in the narrated arrival of Jesus to be baptized (1:9–11). Jesus later prophesies 

his own death and resurrection (8:31; 9:31; 10:32–34). The reader is led to understand the narration of the 

fulfillment of this prophecy as an apocalyptic-eschatological event in light of the two major discourses of 

Jesus, both of which are apocalyptic in character (chaps. 4 and 13; see Marcus 1986; Brandenburger 1984; 

Allison 1985: 26–39). The ending of Mark is open-ended (Kelber 1983: 129). It does not signify closure 

at the point of the failure of the male disciples of Jesus to stand by him at the cross or of the female 

disciples to announce the resurrection. Rather, it demands that the readers bring to mind the unnarrated 

portion of the story (Magness 1986: 114–17). The rest of the story includes the apocalyptic-eschatological 

events of the proclamation of the good news to all nations (13:10) and the revelation of the Son of Man 

(13:24–27).  

3. Matthew and Luke. Besides preserving the apocalyptic material of Mark and adding that of Q, the 

gospel of Matthew has modified, in an apocalyptic direction, certain passages taken from Mark. For 

example, Matthew‘s parable chapter has become even more apocalyptic than Mark‘s with the addition of 

the parable of the weeds and its interpretation (13:24–30, 36–43). To Mark‘s account of the 

transfiguration, Matthew has added elements typical of apocalyptic visions (17: 2, 6–7). To the 

apocalyptic discourse, Matthew has added phrases like ―the close of the age‖ (24:3), ―the sign (of the Son 

of Man)‖ (v 30), and the reference to a loud trumpet call that will accompany the sending out of the 

angels to gather the elect (v 31). Likewise, the death and resurrection of Jesus are accompanied by 

apocalyptic signs not mentioned by Mark (27:51b–53; 28:2–4). The emphasis in Matthew is more on the 

aspect of fulfillment than on expectation of the conclusion of the apocalyptic scenario. This impression is 

given primarily by the theme of the presence of the risen Lord with the community (18:20; 28:20).  

It is now generally agreed that Conzelmann overstated the degree to which the author of Luke-Acts 

departed from the world view of apocalyptic eschatology (see, e.g., Fitzmyer, Luke AB, 18–23, 

commenting on Conzelmann 1960 et al.). Nevertheless, a shift is evident from the expectation of an 

imminent revelation of the Son of Man to the concerns of the daily life as a Christian. This shift is evident 

in the use of apocalyptic traditions in ethical exhortation (Tannehill 1986: 243, 246–51).  

D. Paul  

It is widely agreed that Paul‘s world view was apocalyptic (Käsemann 1980; Beker 1980). Paul viewed 

the resurrection of Jesus as the beginning of the apocalyptic event of the general resurrection (1 Cor 

15:12–20; cf. Dan 12:2–3). In his earliest letter, the focus is on the imminent return of the risen Lord and 

the union of Christians in fellowship with him, both the few Christians who have died and the majority 

expected to survive (1 Thess 4:13–18; cf. 1 Cor 15:51–52). In his later letters, Paul accepts the possibility 

that he will die before the return of Christ (Phil 1:19–26; cf. 2 Cor 5:1–10). Since the literary genre 

apocalypse and related texts expressing apocalyptic eschatology are not always characterized by imminent 

expectation, this shift in Paul‘s thought may not be used to argue that his later letters are not apocalyptic. 

The understanding of history expressed in Rom 8:18–25, for example, is apocalyptic. The primordial past 

is portrayed indirectly as a lost age of glory and freedom from decay (note the allusion to Gen 3:17 in v 

20). The sufferings of the present time are the eschatological woes that precede the new age of glory and 

freedom that will begin with the general resurrection, the ―redemption of our bodies‖ (v 23; cf. 1 Cor 

15:20–28).  

Besides the temporal apocalyptic dimension, Paul reflects interest in the spatial dimension of 

apocalyptic revelation (Segal 1986). His conversion or call is described as ―a revelation of Jesus Christ‖ 

(Gal 1:12). In 2 Cor 12:1, he speaks of ―visions and revelations of the Lord.‖ By way of example, he 

speaks of a man who was caught up to the third heaven, to paradise, where he received secret revelations 

(vv 2–4). His remark that ―a thorn was given me in the flesh‖ to keep him from being too elated by the 

abundance of revelations (v 7) implies that the ―man‖ taken up to the third heaven was Paul himself. In 1 

Corinthians 2, Paul speaks of ―a secret and hidden wisdom of God, which God decreed before the ages for 

our glorification‖ (v 7). This combination of heavenly and eschatological revelation in Paul is comparable 

to what we find in the book of Daniel.  



E. The Book of Revelation  

The book of Revelation is the only apocalypse in the NT, and even it is a mixed genre, since the account 

of the revelation received by John is embedded in an epistolary framework (1:4–6; 22:21). Like the book 

of Daniel, Revelation brings heavenly mysteries to bear on a social crisis. In this case, the crisis is the 

tension between Roman ideology and Christian messianism (Yarbro Collins 1984; cf. Schüssler Fiorenza 

1985). For a discussion of this work, see the article on REVELATION, BOOK OF.  

F. The Apostolic Literature  

Among the works conventionally called the ―apostolic fathers‖ by modern scholars is one apocalypse, 

the Shepherd of Hermas. Internal evidence suggests that this work was composed by a Jewish Christian 

freedman in Rome. It was written, perhaps in stages, between about 90 and 150 C.E. (Osiek forthcoming 

in NTApocr 3). The work consists of three parts: visions, mandates, and similitudes. At least the part 

containing the visions is an apocalypse (Hellholm 1980), but it is appropriate to speak of the entire work 

as an apocalypse (Osiek 1986).  

Heavenly revelation plays a major role in the work. In Visions I–II, a heavenly figure, an elderly lady, 

allows Hermas to copy the content of a heavenly book so that he can communicate it to the faithful. The 

mandates or commandments and the similitudes or parables, that constitute the bulk of the work, are 

presented as the revelation given to Hermas by a heavenly being in the dress of a shepherd (Visions V.1–

5). The work also has a strong eschatological interest. The term thlipsis is used both for persecution and 

for the impending eschatological crisis (Vis II.ii.7–8, iii.4; III.vi.5; IV.i.1, ii.5, iii.6; cf. Sim VIII.iii.6–7). 

Apparently the apocalyptic eschatology of this work included the transformation of the faithful to an 

angelic state after death (Vis II.ii.7).  

Although the Didache is a church order in terms of genre, it expresses apocalyptic eschatology. This is 

especially apparent in the concluding chapter (16), a short apocalyptic discourse. This discourse is related 

to Mark 13 and parallels, especially to Matthew 24. Didache 16, however, does not follow that text 

closely, but seems to be largely independent, perhaps drawing on oral tradition. It shares with Matthew 24 

the notion of a ―sign‖ linked to the appearance of the Lord (Son of Man) on the clouds and the motif of a 

trumpet call. Its distinctive elements, relative to the synoptic apocalyptic discourse, are the fiery trial and 

the deceiver of the world. The latter is presented in terms reminiscent of the lawless one in 2 

Thessalonians 2 (cf. Holland 1988).  

G. The Gnostic Apocalypses  

There is an emerging consensus that the religious philosophy called ―Gnosis‖ (or Gnosticism, especially 

in its more developed forms) originated in the diverse matrix of Judaism in the late Hellenistic period 

(Rudolph 1983: 277). Thus, Gnosticism should no longer be described as a Christian heresy. In spite of 

the essential independence of Gnosticism from Christianity, the two movements came into contact early, 

perhaps already in Paul‘s time (Rudolph 1983: 300–2) and a gnostic form of Christianity emerged in the 

2d century (Layton 1987: 20–21).  

The literature produced by Christian gnostics included a number of apocalypses (Fallon 1979: 124). An 

early and classic example is the Apocryphon or Secret Book of John (Fallon 1979: 130–31; Layton 1987: 

23–51). This work was composed in Greek (although it survives only in Coptic), probably in the 2d 

century C.E. The narrative framework involves Jesus‘ appearance after his resurrection to John the son of 

Zebedee on the Mount of Olives. In a dialogue between the two, the Savior reveals the nature of God as 

the source of all being, the structure of the divine world (pleroma) before creation, the story of creation 

(Genesis 1–4 retold from a gnostic perspective), and the secrets of salvation. John is commissioned to 

relate these mysteries to those who are like him in spirit. In the concluding narrative framework he 

communicates the revelation to his fellow disciples.  

Several gnostic apocalypses include a heavenly journey (Fallon 1979: 136–39). One of these is the 

Apocalypse of Paul (preserved in Coptic and not to be confused with the Christian aprocyphal Apocalypse 

of Paul preserved primarily in Latin). The narrative framework involves an appearance of the Holy Spirit 

as a little child to Paul on a mountain near Jerusalem. The Spirit then takes Paul on a journey through the 

ten heavens (the longer, later version of 2 Enoch also has a journey through ten heavens). In the seventh 



heaven is an ―old man,‖ probably the God of the Jewish Bible, who tries to prevent Paul from going 

beyond that heaven. Paul, however, with the help of the Spirit and a special sign, is able to ascend further. 

In the tenth heaven Paul meets his fellow spirits. The descent of Paul is not narrated and there is no 

concluding narrative framework.  

H. The Christian Apocrypha  

The Apocalypse of Peter (preserved in Greek fragments and in Ethiopic) is one of the oldest Christian 

apocryphal apocalypses. It was probably composed around 135 C.E., since the activity of the Jewish 

messianic claimant, Bar Kokhba is indirectly portrayed as the eschatological crisis. Like many of the 

gnostic apocalypses, its narrative setting seems to be after the resurrection of Jesus (Yarbro Collins 1979: 

72–73). Jesus is the mediator of heavenly revelation, in this case, of the signs and events of the end and 

visions of the places of reward and punishment (Himmelfarb 1983: 8–11). Other Christian apocryphal 

apocalypses in which revelation is mediated through epiphanies, visions, and auditions include Jacob‘s 

Ladder, the Book of Elchasai, the Apocalypse of St. John the Theologian (modeled on the canonical book 

of Revelation), the Questions of Bartholomew, the Book of the Resurrection of Jesus Christ by 

Bartholomew the Apostle, and parts of other works (Yarbro Collins 1979).  

The oldest Christian apocryphal apocalypse of the heavenly journey type is the Ascension of Isaiah. 

This work is probably a composite made up of two originally independent works, a Martyrdom of Isaiah 

and a Vision or Ascent of Isaiah. The latter is the apocalypse and is contained in chaps. 6–11 (Yarbro 

Collins 1979: 84). Isaiah‘s journey is through the seven heavens and involves revelation of the different 

kinds of angels inhabiting each. The climax is a ―prophecy‖ of the descent of ―the Beloved‖ (Christ) 

through the seven heavens, his mission on earth, and his ascent back into the seventh heaven. In the 

present time it is the wicked angel Sammael and the angels of the firmament who determine events on 

earth. The strife on earth reflects the strife among the angels. Other Christian apocryphal apocalypses of 

the journey type include the Latin Apocalypse of Paul, the Greek Apocalypse of Ezra, the Ethiopic 

Apocalypse of the Virgin Mary, the Story of Zosimus, the Greek Apocalypse of the Holy Mother of God, a 

Coptic Apocalypse of James unrelated to the two discovered at Nag Hammadi, a Coptic work entitled The 

Mysteries of St. John the Apostle and Holy Virgin, the Greek Apocalypse of Sedrach, and parts of other 

works (Yarbro Collins 1979). Many of these works are concerned with punishments (Himmelfarb 1983) 

and rewards after death. They are important for many reasons, one of which is that they formed the raw 

material for Dante‘s Divine Comedy. On apocalypticism in the Middle Ages, see McGinn (1979).  
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ADELA YARBRO COLLINS  

APOCRYPHA. The Greek noun apokrypha (ἀποκπτυα) means ―hidden.‖ It is used to denote writings 
on the fringes of the canon of the OT and NT. See also the CANON articles.  

OLD TESTAMENT APOCRYPHA  

The term ―Old Testament Apocrypha‖ signifies numerous Jewish religious writings that date from 

approximately 300 B.C.E. to 70 C.E.  

Today ―apocrypha‖ does not refer to ―hidden‖ secrets, as in Dan 12:9–10 and 4 Ezra 14:44–48. 

According to a wide consensus, and to the definition of PSEUDEPIGRAPHA as an open literary 

category, the OT Apocrypha should be defined as a closed and focused collection. This ancient literary 

collection, therefore, contains 13 works found in the old Greek codices of the OT—namely Codex 

Vaticanus, Codex Sinaiticus, and Codex Alexandrinus—but not in the Biblia Hebraica or OT.  

All were written in a Semitic language and in Palestine, except for the Wisdom of SolomonSolomon 

and 2 Maccabees, which were composed in Greek, probably in Alexandria. All are preserved in Greek, in 

one or more of the Greek uncials already mentioned, and sometimes also in other languages.  

Many Jews by the 2d century B.C.E. contended that prophecy lasted only from Moses to Ezra (see 

Josephus, AgAp 1; 4 Ezra 14; B. Bat. 14b–15c). The Apocrypha were composed long after Ezra and were 

thus attributed to biblical heroes, like Jeremiah, Baruch, and Solomon, who antedated Ezra, were internal 

expansions to Esther or Daniel, or were ―histories‖ of the successes or excesses of the Maccabees.  

These Jewish documents were considered authoritative and inspired by many early Jews. They were not 

used, however, by Alexandrian Jews to fill out the canon in contrast to a Palestinian canon. While 

different Jewish groups, especially the Essenes and the Samaritans, had expanded or contracted 

collections of sacred writings, there were not two Jewish canons in prerabbinic Judaism. Philo of 

Alexandria did not use the Apocrypha as authoritative scripture. He quoted especially the Torah. Today 

Jews do not consider the Apocrypha canonical; their canon is the Biblia Hebraica, which is completed by 

the Mishna, Tosephta, and the two Talmuds.  



The early Greek codices of the Bible are Christian collections; they contain not only the OT but also the 

NT, the Apocrypha, sometimes one or more of the Pseudepigrapha, and even additional Christian 

compositions. Hence, the inclusion of the Apocrypha into a canon may well be a Christian innovation.  

In the 4th century C.E. Jerome was dissatisfied with the Old Latin version of the OT. He translated the 

canonical books from Hebrew into Latin, and produced the Vulgate, which is still authoritative in Roman 

Catholicism. Since he worked from the Hebrew and not the Greek version of the OT, he limited his 

Vulgate to the Hebrew canon. He considered the additional documents in the Greek canon of scripture to 

be ―apocryphal.‖ Later the Western church added to the Vulgate the Apocrypha, probably using the Old 

Latin version. In reaction to the Protestant Reformation and Luther‘s relegation of the Apocrypha, the 

Roman Catholic Church, on April 8, 1546, at the Council of Trent, declared the Apocrypha to be part of 

the Christian canon. Hence, today Roman Catholics contend these works are ―Deuterocanonical‖ and 

inspired.  

In the 16th century, Luther and the early Protestants rejected as canonical the additional books in the 

canon. They were antipathetic to apocalyptic thought, and had a distorted view of 2 Maccabees, because 

12:43–45 had been used to support the Roman Catholic idea of purgatory, and of Tobit and other works in 

the Apocrypha, because they had been used to prove the doctrine of works righteousness. Luther placed 

the apocryphal works at the end of his translation of the OT and labeled them ―Apocrypha.‖ Protestants 

today do not consider the Apocrypha canonical, even though some books, especially Ben Sira, are often 

considered authoritative and even inspired.  

The Epistle of Jeremiah was written well before 100 B.C.E. Confirmation of this date is now evident, 

because a Greek fragment was found in Qumran Cave VII that dates from circa 100 B.C.E. The original 

was composed sometime around 300 B.C.E. Containing only 72 or 73 verses, the work, influenced by 

Jeremiah 10:1–16, is an exhortation not to fear or worship idols.  

Tobit was probably composed around 180 B.C.E. It is a romantic story instructing, among other values, 

that God does indeed help those faithful to his laws. The dramatis personae are Tobit, a righteous exile in 

Nineveh; Anna, his wife; Tobias, his son; Sarah, a bride who loses seven bridegrooms in succession; 

Asmodeus, a demon who successively slays Sarah‘s bridegrooms on their wedding nights; and Raphael, 

the angel who defeats the demon.  

Judith, composed around 150 B.C.E., is a story about how the heroine Judith defeats and beheads 

Holofernes, the Assyrian general, and delivers her nation. The author intended to exhort Jews to reject 

evil, especially when it is represented by an invading enemy, and to be obedient to Torah. One of the most 

startling features of Judith is that the author had Judith pray to God to help her to lie.  

3 Ezra (also named 1 Esdras and even III Esdras), was written sometime between 150 and 100 B.C.E. It 

is a conserted attempt to rewrite 2 Chr 35:1–36:23, Ezra, and Nehemiah 7:38–8:12. 3 Ezra 3:1–5:6 is 

independent of the OT. Tendencies in the book are the elevation of Ezra as ―high priest,‖ the celebration 

of the Temple, and the preoccupation with Zerubabel.  

Additions to Esther are six expansions to Esther in its Greek form: Mordecai‘s dream, Artaxerxes‘ letter 

which orders the Jews to be exterminated, prayers by Mordecai and Esther, Esther‘s successful audience 

before King Artaxerxes, the king‘s second letter which praises the Jews, and the interpretation of 

Mordecai‘s dream. The date for these additions is clearly pre-70 C.E., but they may have been added to 

Esther in different years from 167 to 114 B.C.E., or sometime in the 1st century B.C.E. The authors of these 

additions added color to the story, provided an apology for Judaism, and—most importantly—supplied 

God‘s name, the theological words, and ideas conspicuously absent in Esther. For example, salvation now 

comes not as a result of Esther‘s courage but because of her piety.  

The Prayer of Azariah and the Song of the Three Young Men, Susanna, and Bel and the Dragon are 

three documents added to Daniel and date between 165 and ca. 100 B.C.E. The Prayer of Azariah turns the 

reader‘s attention to the Jews facing martyrdom and away from the wicked king. It stresses that there is 

only one God and that he is just.  



Susanna is an attractive tale about a desirable and virtuous woman who is charged by two elders 

because she refuses to have sex with them. She is rescued by Daniel, who cross-examines them and 

reveals that they are lying.  

Bel and the Dragon preserves two stories. One describes how Daniel proves that the priests, not the idol 

Bel, eat the food presented to it. The other tells how Daniel destroys an idol but is saved by Habakkuk, 

who is aided by angels.  

1 Baruch dates from the 1st or 2d centuries B.C.E., and is composite. It opens with an acknowledgment 

that Jerusalem was destroyed because of Israel‘s sins and with a plea for God‘s forgiveness. It then moves 

through a poetic celebration of wisdom, to a description of how the lament from Jerusalem was heard.  

Ben Sira (Sirach or Ecclesiasticus) was probably composed around 180 B.C.E. by a conservative teacher 

in Jerusalem. It is an apology for Judaism and a critique of Greek culture. Typical themes are the 

reverence for the Temple, the Torah, and the belief in one God who is just and merciful. A Heb mss of 

Ben Sira was found at Masada.  

The Wisdom of Solomon, perhaps written in the 1st century B.C.E., is a blend of Jewish wisdom 

traditions with Greek and Egyptian ideas. Wisdom is clearly personified.  

1 Maccabees, composed near the end of the 2d century B.C.E., celebrates the military exploits of the 

Maccabees up to the rule of John Hyrcanus. The author is pro-Hasmonean, but does not articulate the 

importance or value of martyrdom. This document is a major source for studying the history of 2d-century 

Palestine.  

2 Maccabees, written in the latter part of the 2d century or the early decades of the 1st century B.C.E., is 

an epitome of the lost five-volume history by Jason of Cyrene. Much more theologically oriented than 1 

Maccabees, 2 Maccabees stresses the resurrection of the body, the efficaciousness of martyrdom, and the 

revelatory dimension of miracles. It is anti-Hasmonean. Two letters introduce the Epitome. The first is 

probably authentic, was composed around 124 B.C.E. in a Semitic language, and is an appeal to celebrate 

Hanukkah. The second letter is probably inauthentic, dates between 103 and 60 B.C.E., and may have been 

composed in Greek.  

Formerly 4 Ezra (also called II Esdras and even the Apocalypse of Ezra) and the Prayer of Manasseh 

were considered a part of the OT Apocrypha. However, they are not found in the oldest Greek codices of 

the LXX, are pseudepigraphical, are not found in many collections of the Apocrypha, and are now 

frequently and rightly considered among the books in the OT Pseudepigrapha.  

For additional information, consult the entries on each of the documents mentioned above. For texts, see 

APOT and APAT. See also JSHRZ and HJP² 3/2.  
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NEW TESTAMENT APOCRYPHA  

Although there are problems with the definition (see below), the term ―New Testament Apocrypha‖ has 

generally come to refer to various early Christian writings that are not included in the canonical NT.  
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A. The Problem of Definition  

In general, the term ―New Testament Apocrypha‖ has come to refer to that corpus of early Christian 

literature that shares with the writings of the NT proper—with respect either to form and content, or to 

similar claims to apostolic derivation—a common self-consciousness in laying claim to the authority that 

derives from the age of Christian origins. Like the books of the NT, the apocryphal NT writings derive 

from various early Christian communities and from various time periods. But unlike the books that have 

come down to us as the ―canonical NT,‖the apocryphal writings generally did not achieve the level of 

widespread ecclesiastical use that would have prompted their inclusion in most of the early Christian 

canonical lists.  

When one attempts to go beyond a definition of this general sort, one inevitably encounters difficulty. 

For example, if one follows the natural inclination to develop a definition of ―apocrypha‖ based upon the 

use of its cognate Greek and Latin terms by early Christian authorities, the inconsistency with which the 

word is applied to various works inevitably poses a problem. The dilemma is illustrated by the disparate 

uses of the term in the latter part of the 2d century and the beginning of the 3d. On one hand, Clement of 

Alexandria can use ―apocryphal‖ in quite a literal sense to refer to certain ―secret‖ books said to be in the 

possession of followers of the heretic Prodicus (Strom. 1.15.69.9). The books in question, incidentally, 

have little to do with the NT at all but are of Persian origin, and thus fall outside of what most scholars 

today would choose to treat as NT Apocrypha. On the other hand, Tertullian seems to use the term 

without regard for its literal meaning ―secret.‖ For him it has become simply a term of disparagement, 

since he uses it in tandem with the adjective falsa to indicate his low opinion of the Shepherd of Hermas 

(De pud. 10.6). And again, it is instructive to note that the term is applied to a book which few today 

would treat under the rubric of NT Apocrypha, assigning it instead to that special (though similarly ill-

defined) category of early Christian literature known as the ―Apostolic Fathers.‖ Finally, one finds the 

term employed by Irenaeus to refer to certain writings of the Marcosians, who have as their intent, as he 

puts it, the ―perversion‖ of scripture (Adv. haer., 1.20 [xiii], 1), as though the books in question were 

simply heretical adaptations of writings Irenaeus regards as having scriptural authority. Though the Secret 

Gospel of Mark provides at least one example where this was in fact the case (Koester 1980a), Irenaeus‘ 

use of the term here would not apply to most of the books modern students would consider to fall within 

the category ―NT Apocrypha.‖  

Scholars have not shown any greater degree of unanimity in defining just what is meant by the term 

―NT Apocrypha.‖ The use of ―apocrypha‖ generally to denote early Christian works not found in the 

canonical NT occurs already in the title of Michael Neander‘s 16th century collection of apocryphal NT 

writings: Apocrypha: hoc est, narrationes de Christo, Maria, Joseph, cognatione et familia Christi, extra 

Biblia. It is doubtful that this usage bears any direct relationship to ancient uses of the word ―apocrypha,‖ 

but derives instead analogically from the Protestant reformers‘ use of ―Apocrypha‖ to refer to those OT 

writings accepted as canonical by the Council of Trent, but rejected by Luther as ―not held equal to the 

sacred scriptures,‖ and thus relegated to an appendix in his landmark German translation of the Bible.  

But in this century, prominent scholars have pressed for a definition of NT Apocrypha which goes 

beyond the simple meaning ―extrabiblical,‖ or ―noncanonical.‖ In his learned volume on the Apocryphal 

New Testament, M. R. James used the term ―apocryphal‖ primarily in its common, or popular, sense of 

connoting ―false or spurious‖ (p. xiv), thus implying that the chief characteristic separating this material 

from the NT proper is the fact that it, unlike the canonical writings, does not derive from the apostolic 

hands to which it lays claim. However, today, when most critical NT scholarship entertains similar doubts 

about roughly two thirds of the canonical NT itself, such a definition clearly will not suffice. Wilhelm 

Schneemelcher also sought a definition in history, calling apocryphal those books which ―from the point 

of view of Form Criticism further develop and mould the kinds of style created and received in the New 

Testament …, which are distinguished by the fact not merely that they did not come into the New 

Testament but also that they were intended to take the place of the four Gospels of the canon (this holds 

good for the earlier texts) or to stand as enlargement of them side by side with them.‖ (NTApocr 1:27–28). 

But as Koester (1980a) has pointed out, this sort of stratifying approach, which regards the corpus of 



canonical writings as necessarily early, and all of the apocryphal literature as part of a late, secondary 

effort to continue that which the NT had already started, is not supported by the MSS evidence, and may 

reflect more our own canonical predispositions than the literary histories of the books themselves. At the 

very least, such a definition could only be applied with great difficulty to a work such as the Gospel of 

Thomas, which is certainly not modeled upon any NT writing (and possibly predates many of them), a 

problem Schneemelcher himself could already foresee (NTApocr 1:60–64).  

B. The Range of NT Apocryphal Literature  

Most recent collections have chosen to organize and present the corpus of NT apocryphal literature in 

terms of the four genres represented in the NT itself: gospels, acts, letters, and apocalypses. This, of 

course, presupposes the sort of definition proffered by Schneemelcher, in which apocryphal works are 

regarded primarily as secondary attempts to supplant various NT writings. If one can no longer accept this 

view of apocryphal literature, it serves no useful purpose to retain these categories, especially since the 

parameters suggested by them, if taken seriously, would exclude from consideration many important early 

Christian apocryphal works. Schneemelcher himself was already testing the limits of these parameters by 

including in his collection such works as the Books of Jeu or Thomas the Contender under the rubric of 

―gospels.‖ These two works are but a few droplets of the great flood of new material that has recently 

come onto the field owing largely to the discovery in 1945 of a hoard of Coptic gnostic texts at Nag 

Hammadi in upper Egypt. As the publication and study of these new documents proceeds, the range of 

types and genres of literature to be considered under the heading of NT Apocrypha will have to be 

expanded greatly. It clearly will no longer suffice to organize all of NT apocryphal literature into the four 

traditional categories represented in the canonical NT. The categories of material indicated in the 

following list of apocryphal works is suggestive of the great variety of NT apocryphal literature written 

and used by early Christians (see also related entries in the ABD).  

New Testament Apocrypha  

1. Gospels and Related Forms  

a. Narrative Gospels  

• The Gospel of the Ebionites  

• The Gospel of the Hebrews  

• The Gospel of the Nazoreans  

• The Gospel of Nicodemus (The Acts of Pilate)  

• The Gospel of Peter  

• The Infancy Gospel of Thomas  

• P. Egerton 2 (a fragment of an unknown narrative gospel)  

• P. Oxy. 840 (a fragment of an unknown narrative gospel)  

• The Protevangelium of James  

b. Revelation Dialogues and Discourses  

• The (First) Apocalypse of James (NHC V)  

• The (Second) Apocalypse of James (NHC V)  

• The Apocryphon of James (NHC I) (a revelation discourse cast in an epistolary framework)  

• The Apocryphon of John (NHC II, III, IV, and BG 8502)  

• The Book of Thomas the Contender (NHC II)  

• The Dialogue of the Savior (NHC III)  

• The Epistula Apostolorum (a revelation discourse cast in an epistolary framework)  

• The Gospel of the Egyptians (distinct from the Coptic Gospel of the Egyptians—cf. below under 

Treatises)  

• The Gospel of Mary (BG 8502)  

• The Gospel of Philip (NHC II)  

• The Letter of Peter to Philip (NHC VIII) (a revelation discourse cast in an epistolary framework)  

• Pistis Sophia  

• The Questions of Mary  



• The Questions of Bartholomew  

• The Second Treatise of the Great Seth (NHC VII)  

• The Sophia of Jesus Christ (NHC III and BG 8502)  

• The Two Books of Jeu  

• Bodlian Copt. MS d54 (a fragmentary dialogue between Jesus and John)  

c. Sayings Gospels and Collections  

• The Gospel of Thomas (NHC II)  

• The Synoptic Sayings Source (Q)  

• The Teachings of Silvanus (NHC VII)  

2. Treatises  

• On the Origin of the World (NHC II)  

• The (Coptic) Gospel of the Egyptians (NHC III and IV)  

• The Gospel of Truth (NHC I and XII)  

• The Hypostasis of the Archons (NHC II)  

• The Treatise on Resurrection (NHC I) (a treatise cast in epistolary form)  

• The Tripartite Tractate (NHC I)  

3. Apocalypses  

• The (Coptic) Apocalypse of Elijah  

• The (Arabic) Apocalypse of Peter  

• The (Coptic) Apocalypse of Peter (NHC VII)  

• The (Greek/Ethiopic) Apocalypse of Peter  

• The (Coptic) Apocalypse of Paul (NHC V)  

• The (Latin) Apocalypse of Paul  

• The Apocalypse of Sophonias  

• The Apocalypse of Thomas  

• The Ascension of Isaiah (chap. 6–11)  

• The Christian Sibyllines  

• The Concept of Our Great Power (NHC VI)  

• The Book of Elchasai  

• V and VI Ezra  

• Melchizidek (NHC IX)  

• The Mysteries of St. John the Apostle and the Holy Virgin  

4. Acts  

• The Acts of Andrew  

• The Acts of Andrew and Matthias  

• The Acts of John  

• The Acts of Paul (and Thecla)  

• The (Coptic) Act of Peter (BG 8502)  

• The (Greek) Acts of Peter  

• The Acts of Peter and the Twelve (NHC VI)  

• The Acts of Philip  

• The Acts of Thomas  

• The Kerygmata Petrou  

5. Letters  

• The Abgar Legend  

• The Correspondence between Paul and Seneca  

• The Epistle of Pseudo-Titus  

• Paul‘s Letter to the Laodiceans  

6. Liturgical Materials  

a. Homilies  



• The Interpretation of Knowledge (NHC XI)  

• The Kerygma of Peter  

• The Testimony of Truth (NHC IX)  

• A Valentinian Exposition (NHC XI)  

b. Psalms  

• The Odes of Solomon  

c. Prayers  

• On the Annointing (NHC XI)  

• On Baptism A (NHC XI)  

• On Baptism B (NHC XI)  

• On the Eucharist A (NHC XI)  

• On the Eucharist B (NHC XI)  

• A Prayer of the Apostle Paul (NHC I)  

Though this list is relatively inclusive, it is not exhaustive of all the works that might come under 

consideration as NT Apocrypha. For example, in the early editions of his Neutestamentliche Apokryphen, 

Edgar Hennecke included the Didache, the letters of Clement of Rome, and other works normally 

associated with the corpus ―Apostolic Fathers,‖ which some today would still insist on including in any 

complete listing of the NT Apocrypha. There is also the question of how far to extend the chronological 

limits of the designation NT Apocrypha. For example, should one consider the later apocryphal acts, such 

as the Acts of Xanthippe and Polexena or the Martyrdom of Peter, as also belonging to this corpus? The 

current trend seems to be toward inclusivity rather than limitation, since such a designation as NT 

Apocrypha, as abstract as it may be, does tend to be suggestive of a ―canon‖ of texts worthy of scholarly 

attention. Over the last two decades, a group of Swiss scholars forming l‘Association pour l‘étude de la 

litterature apocryphe chrétienne has been attempting to rectify the years of scholarly neglect under which 

many such later apocryphal works have suffered by publishing new critical editions and French 

translations of (eventually) all the Christian apocrypha (including OT Apocrypha) in the Series 

Apocryphorum of Corpus Christianorum.  

C. The Value of NT Apocrypha  

It has been customary to speak of the NT Apocrypha in terms of their value in bearing witness to the 

history of early Christianity only as it developed in the 2d and 3d centuries or later. More recent 

investigations of particular apocryphal works, however, have called into question this scholarly 

convention by dating certain books, or the traditions of which they have made use, to the 1st century. For 

example, Helmut Koester and James M. Robinson have argued for a view of Christianity in the 1st 

century that takes account of the traditions and tradition-historical tendencies at work in the Gospel of 

Thomas, which many today have come to view as a 1st-century Christian text (Robinson and Koester 

1971: 71–113, 114–57, 158–204). In a separate article Koester (1980b) has suggested that in addition to 

the Gospel of Thomas, the Dialogue of the Savior may also bear witness to the development of the early 

Christian sayings tradition in the 1st century. Following upon an earlier suggestion of Koester (1980a: 

126–30), John Dominic Crossan has argued in a recent monograph (1988) that the Gospel of Peter can be 

used to reconstruct a version of the passion narrative that predates both the synoptic version and that of 

John. Finally, Charles Hedrick (1988) has edited a collection of essays by various scholars exploring the 

value of apocryphal gospel traditions for addressing the question of the historical Jesus. All of these 

efforts reflect a current trend, especially among American scholars, to reexamine old historical 

assumptions about apocryphal literature in general, and to view apocryphal literature as the product, not 

of various attempts to rewrite or supplement the canonical texts, but of the great diversity of belief and 

practice that existed in early Christianity almost from its inception.  

D. Sources  

English translations or summaries of most of the works listed above may be found in M. R. James, The 

Apocryphal New Testament, or Edgar Hennecke and Wilhelm Schneemelcher, New Testament Apocrypha 

(NTApocr), an English translation of the 4th edition (1959) of their German collection, Neutestamentliche 



Apocryphen. The latter has recently appeared in a new German edition (1987), and a new edition of 

James‘ collection is currently being prepared by J. Keith Elliott. A new four-volume collection of 

apocryphal texts sponsored by Polebridge Press is also currently in production. For the Nag Hammadi 

texts, and those found in BG 8502, English translations are to be found in James M. Robinson, General 

Editor, The Nag Hammadi Library.  

Critical editions of most of these texts are also available. Greek texts of many of the apocryphal gospels 

are to be found in Tischendorf, Evangelia apocrypha, published originally in 1853, and reissued in 1966. 

The standard text for the apocryphal acts is that of Lipsius and Bonnet, Acta apostolorum apocrypha 

(1959), also an update of an earlier volume assembled by Tischendorf (1851). Members of l‘Association 

pour l‘étude de la litterature apocryphe chrétienne have begun issuing new editions of the apocryphal 

acts in the Series Apocryphorum of Corpus Christianorum, including Eric Junod and Jean-Daniel 

Kaesteli, Acta Iohannis (1983), and Louis Leloir, Acta Apostolorum Armenaica (1986). Critical editions 

of the Nag Hammadi texts have appeared in the series Nag Hammadi Studies, including Codex I (H. W. 

Attridge, ed.), Codices III,2 and IV,2: The Gospel of the Egyptians (A. Bohlig, F. Wisse, P. Labib, eds.), 

Codex III,5: The Dialogue of the Savior (S. Emmel, ed.), Codices V,2–5 and VI with P. Berol. 8502, 1 

and 4 (D. M. Parrott, ed.), Codices IX and X (B. A. Pearson, ed.). Critical editions of all of the Nag 

Hammadi Codices are currently in production or imminently forthcoming in this series. Carl Schmidt‘s 

text of the Pistis Sophia has been published in the same series (Nag Hammadi Studies 9, R. McL. Wilson, 

ed.), as well as his text of the Books of Jeu from the Bruce Codex (Nag Hammadi Studies 13, R. McL. 

Wilson, ed.). The entire text of BG 8502 was published originally by Walter Till in 1955, and reissued in 

a revised edition by Hans-Martin Schenke in 1972. The Syriac text of the Odes of Solomon is published 

with an English translation by James H. Charlesworth in the SBLTT series. The texts pertinent to the 

reconstruction of the Synoptic Sayings Source (Q) have been published by John Kloppenborg. A new 

fragment of P. Egerton 2 has just been published by Michael Gronewald, and should thus be added to the 

fragment originally published by Bell and Skeat. For critical texts of other NT apocryphal works and 

fragments, one should consult the appropriate sections of Hennecke-Schneemelcher, NTApocr.  
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STEPHEN J. PATTERSON  

APOLLO (DEITY). After Zeus, the most important deity in the Greek pantheon, and the most Greek of 

all the gods. His cult was prominent throughout the Mediterranean world. As a vegetation deity, he guards 

against plagues of mice, grasshoppers, and plant diseases, and as a god of herds, he offers protection, 

especially against wolves. Very early he has a reputation for healing powers, but in time his son Asclepius 

takes over this function. Warding off evil usually implies power to effect its opposite, and as the god of 

purity, Apollo sends in retribution destructive plagues or sickness. Hence purification and expiation rites 

were a strong feature in his cult.  

In the Greco-Roman world, prophetic powers were associated especially with Apollo, whose principal 

oracle was located at Delphi. Strabo (9.3.12) reports that Apollo slew the Python, a serpent or dragon that 

guarded this oracle. The Greek term pythōn came to be used in reference to the Python‘s spirit of 

divination that inspired the deity‘s medium at the shrine in Delphi (Plut. De def. or. 414e). Acts 16:16 

uses the term in apposition to pneuma (spirit) in a description of a woman similarly possessed.  

That Paul sets high value on prophecy is apparent from 1 Cor 14:1–5. Since women were used as 

oracular media for Apollo at some oracles in Greece, it is not surprising that prophecy is associated also 

with female members of the Corinthian church (1 Corinthians 11). But Apollo is a deity of order, and 

Paul, for whatever other reasons, relates to this cultural feature with his insistence that female prophets 

wear appropriate head covering (vv 11–16).  

The Greek instinct for moderation found in Apollo the balance to Dionysos, who was especially 

associated with ecstatic worship and had found an early welcome at Delphi. Since Apollo sponsors 

reasoned discourse, his priest at Delphi interpreted the Pythia‘s responses. A related concern for harmony 

is evident in Paul‘s instruction concerning prophecy and the interpreter‘s role in connection with ecstatic 

speech (―tongues‖ 1 Cor 14:22–25). He also teaches that the ―spirits of prophets are subject to prophets, 

for God does not encourage disorder (akatastasia) but harmony (eirēne)‖ (vv 32–33). Paul‘s declaration 

that he would rather speak five intelligible words than tens of thousands in ecstatic utterance (v 19) would 

be well understood in Hellas.  

The broad range of talent exhibited at Corinth (1 Cor 14:26) parallels the beneficent civilizing influence 

that was traditionally associated with Apollo. At the same time it attests the depth of Paul‘s awareness of 

basic Hellenic values (Rom 1:14; 1 Cor 9:19–23), the cultivation of which contributed to a pervasive 

symmetry that was so highly prized among Greeks and expressed in maxims that were inscribed at 

Delphi: gnōthi sauton (know yourself), mēden agan (nothing too much). These maxims attest the 

reputation that Delphi had for a civilizing influence.  

Apollo‘s oracle at Delphi became world-renowned for the counsel it gave in ordering the lives of those 

who sought advice on commercial ventures, political issues, and a variety of personal problems, but in St. 

Paul‘s time its influence had declined. Yet Apollo‘s reputation for moral earnestness was so well 

established that if Christianity was to prevail in Greece, it was imperative that spirit-filled leaders in 

Christian communities be able to assist people in need of counsel. Paul met the need by including in his 

Corinthian correspondence a number of answers to perplexing problems. Of special interest is the fact that 

his letters to Corinth contain the highest concentration of his own claim to be spirit-inspired.  

Numerous stories illustrate that Apollo‘s advice was not to be taken lightly, for sacrilegiousness paid an 

especially dreadful fee (Parke and Wormell 1956:1. 378–92). In like manner, Christian rites are to be 

approached with due reverence and concern for their moral implications (1 Cor 5). As at Delphi, 

trivializing of rites can be disastrous. Unworthy participation in the Eucharist accounts for an unusual 

incidence of sickness and death (11:30).  

In one most vital respect there was an unbridgeable gulf between Apollo and Jesus Christ. Apollo in all 

his purity remains at a distance from humanity. No devotee of his would ever have said, ―I live in Apollo 



and Apollo lives in me.‖ Apollo had no defense against Paul‘s oracle in Gal 2:20 and one in 2 Cor 13:4: 

―Jesus was crucified in weakness, but lives by the power of God. For we are weak in him, but in dealing 

with you we shall live with him by the power of God.‖  
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FREDERICK W. DANKER  

APOLLONIA (M.R. 131178). A Persian to Byzantine site located on a sandstone cliff on the shore of 

the S Sharon Plain, 17 km N of Jaffa, and 34 km S of Caesarea. The site in Arabic is called ˒Arsuf. The 

shoreline includes a small natural haven, still used by local fishermen.  

A. Research and Excavations  

The site was first identified with Apollonia by Reland (1714: 570). Its main remains aboveground, 

which include the Early Arabic city wall and the Crusader castle, have been described by Guérin (1875: 

375–82) and by Conder (1882: 137–40). Rescue excavations were conducted in 1950 (Ben-Dor and 

Kahane 1951: 41–43), and in 1962 and 1976 (Israel Dept. Ant. 1962: 11; 1976: 63; see Ovadiah and 

Birnbaum 1989). Excavations on a larger scale were undertaken in 1977 in the commercial quarter in the 

city‘s center (areas A–D), and in 1980–81 on both sides of the S city wall (area E), as well as in the 

donjon of the Crusader castle (area F
1
; Roll and Ayalon 1989: 23–117). Since 1982, excavations have 

been carried out by I. Roll in the W of the city (area H) and in the castle‘s chapel (area F
2
).  

B. Early Remains  

Scattered surface finds of Neolithic flint tools and some sherds from EB I indicate sporadic occupation 

of the site in those early periods. A few sherds from Iron Age IIA (9th century B.C.) found at the bottom 

of area H, and an Ushebti statuette of the 26th Dyn. (late 7th–early 6th centuries B.C.) from the surface 

(Giveon 1970: 347–8), indicate occasional occupation also in OT times. Therefore, there are no grounds 

for identifying the site with the biblical ―town of Resheph‖ supposedly mentioned in 1 Chr 7:25 

(Clermont-Ganneau 1896b: 259–60; see Kallai 1986: 155 n. 121), nor with one of the cities named in the 

campaign lists of Tiglath-pileser III (Forrer 1920: 61; see Tadmor 1985: 180–82).  

C. The Persian Period  

Architectural remains from two consecutive phases, uncovered in area H on the virgin soil, indicate that 

the earliest permanent settlement on the site belongs to that period. Infant burials in jars found in the NE 

and a large rubbish pit uncovered in area D show that this settlement was confined to the cliff‘s W edge. 

The finds include: (1) local pottery—mainly storage jars typical to the inland; (2) imported pottery—

mainly Black Glazed Ware from Greece; (3) a great number of Murex brandaris shells, from which royal 

purple has been extracted; (4) a lot of twenty coins—all, except one, minted in Sidon; (5) an ostracon that 

mentions Eshmun, the chief god of Sidon. Clermont-Ganneau (1876: 374–75) was the first to point out 

that the Arabic toponym ˒Arsūf derives from the name of the Phoenician god Resheph; hence it has been 

suggested that the original name of the site was (A)rsôp (Albright 1931–32: 167 n. 20) or rather (A ršōf 

(Yzreel 1989). That makes one more link with the kingdom of Sidon, which was also known as ―the Land 

of the Reshephs‖ (KAI 15; see Fulco 1976: 47). This data indicates that the earliest settlement at 

Apollonia was Sidonian, that it served as a trading center which had commercial ties with inland Palestine 

on one hand and with the Greek world on the other, and that it possessed a purple dye industry. The 

beginnings seem to date to the early 5th century B.C., when the Sidonian king Eshmunazar II was 

rewarded by the Persians with ―Dor and Jaffa [and] the rich corn lands in the Plain of Sharon,‖ as attested 

in the inscription on his sarcophagus (KAI 14.1.19), in return for the employ of his fleet against the 

Greeks (Kelly 1987: 39–56).  

D. The Hellenistic Period  



This period is represented mainly by assemblages of pottery uncovered in areas D and H and in two 

more spots along the cliff‘s W end, which indicate that the inhabited area was more or less the same as 

previously. The pottery includes local types, as well as imported wares from the main Hellenistic centers 

of the E Mediterranean. Large numbers of unbroken Murex brandaris shells have been found, and some 

Murex trunculus shells with their back knocked off; these seem to indicate that not only Royal purple 

(˒argāmān) was produced in Hellenistic times, but also the much appreciated Hyacinthine purple (tĕkēlet) 

(Ziderman 1987: 15–33; see, however, McGovern et al. 1988: 81–90). Josephus, who provides the earliest 

historical records on the site, mentions Apollonia as a town that belonged to the Jews under Alexander 

Jannaeus (Ant 13.15.4 §395), then as a city restored by Gabinius (JW 1.8.4 §166). The name ―Apollonia‖ 

derives from that of the Greek god Apollo, who was identified with the Phoenician god Resheph already 

in the early 4th century B.C. (KAI 39, 41; see Clermont-Ganneau 1876: 374–75; 1896b: 260; Fulco 1976: 

50–52). Hence, there is no reason to think that the town was founded by Seleucus I (Hölscher 1903: 60), 

or by Apollonius, the Seleucid general under Demetrius II (Conder 1882: 137; Tcherikover 1970: 93).  

E. The Roman Period  

To the Roman period belongs an architectural complex with underground storage rooms, from the 2d 

(phase I) and early 3d (phase II) centuries A.D., uncovered in area E close to the main descent to the 

haven. The pottery includes large numbers of rough local storage jars, as well as finer pieces of Eastern 

Sigillata ware and African Red Slip ware. The latter indicate commercial ties with the main centers of 

pottery making along the Syro-Phoenician coast and in N Africa. Finds from the surface include: the 

sculpture of an eagle with a monogram of Emperor Julian and two inscribed stelae (Clermont-Ganneau 

1882: 96, 134; Vincent 1909: 445–46), an ostracon with a love formula and a ring with a wish for good 

health (SEG 1957: 846; 1964: 466), all in Greek. That reflects a typical Greco-Roman city of the 

Mediterranean Orient and Apollonia is indeed recorded as such, between Caesarea and Jaffa (Shürer 

1979: 114–15), by Pliny (HN 5.13.69), by Ptolemy (Geog. 5.15.2), and on the Tabula Peutingeriana. 

Apollonia is not mentioned in the Rabbinic literature nor in the NT. However, one may consider the 

possibility that the men sent by the centurion Cornelius from Caesarea to Jaffa to bring Peter (Acts 10:1–

9) did spend the night at Apollonia, which is at the distance of one day‘s travel from Caesarea.  

F. The Byzantine Period  

This is the period when the city reached its largest expansion, up to 130 acres according to the pottery 

spread over the surface. It included a commercial area in the center, a large church in the SE, an industrial 

area in the N where oil, wine, and glass have been produced, and an anchorage along the shore. More 

manufacturing installations were found in the S and in the W. Byzantine Apollonia emerged as a main 

commercial, industrial, and maritime center, which served not only the whole of S Sharon, but also much 

of W Samaria. Various finds indicate that the city‘s prosperity was due mainly to its growing and 

lucrative Samaritan community (Sussman 1983: 71–96). There are no grounds for thinking that the name 

of the city was changed to Sozousa and to Aphthoria—a theory suggested by Clermont-Ganneau (1896a: 

337–39; 1897: 18–20) and widely accepted ever since. Stephanus of Byzantium (ed. Meineke 1849: 106, 

596) mentions both, Apollonia (no. 13, ―near Jaffa‖) and Sozousa (―in Phoenicia‖), as two different cities. 

Aphthoria is described by Petrus the Iberian (ed. Raabe 1895: 112) as a village located only 12 miles S of 

Caesarea.  
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ISRAEL ROLL  

APOLLONIUS (PERSON) [Gk Apollōnios (Ἀπολλωνιορ)]. The name of five men mentioned in their 

several capacities in 1 and 2 Maccabees.  

1. The Son of Thraseas or (with a slight emendation) a son or native of Tarsus (2 Macc 3:5), and 

governor of Colesyria under Seleucus IV Philopater (the brother of Antiochus Epiphanes). Polybius 

(31.13.2–3) tells of a man named Apollonius who was removed from office after the murder of Seleucus 

by his minister Heliodorus in 175 B.C. (cf. Hengel 1974: 2.11, 272) and retired to Miletus. Polybius‘ 

Apollonius could be the son of Thraseas, but certainty is impossible. During the reign of Seleucus IV 

(187–175 B.C.), a Benjaminite (or a man from the clan of Bilgah) named Simon opposed the high priest 

Onias III, and turned to Apollonius for help. To entice Apollonius to act, Simon told him about money 

deposited at the Temple. Apollonius, in turn, informed Seleucus, who dispatched Heliodorus to Jerusalem 

to investigate (2 Macc 3:4–8). When Heliodorus attempted to confiscate Temple funds, he was struck by a 

heavenly apparition and nearly died (3:22–25). (In the account of this same event in 4 Macc. 4:1–14, 

Apollonius himself, rather than Heliodorus, attempted the confiscation with similar results.)  

The identity of the next-mentioned Apollonius (2 Macc 4:4) is debated, because the text is obscure. If 

one accepts the reading Apollònion Menestheōs (Apollonius, son of Menestheos), he is the same person 

who appears in 4:21. Goldstein argues (2 Maccabees AB, 222) that he is different from the Apollonius in 

3:5 or 5:24. Bartlett (Maccabees CBC, 236) also accepts the reading, but identifies him with the native of 

Tarsus (as opposed to the son of Thraseas) in 3:5. The defective text, however, gives reason for suspecting 

the name Menestheōs, which could have been supplied from 4:21. On the whole, in fact, it appears that 

the Apollonius of 4:4 was the same as Apollonius, the son of Thraseas/Tarsus (3:5, 7) since both passages 

describe an Apollonius who (1) was governor of Colesyria and Phoenicia during the life of Seleucus and 

(2) supported Simon against Onias III. The author mentions the death of Seleucus in 4:7, so if the son of 

Thraseas was the same as the Apollonius mentioned by Polybius, he left office for Miletus.  

2. The Son of Menestheus, sent by Antiochus IV Epiphanes (ruled 175–163 B.C.) to Egypt for the 

coronation of Philometer ca. 172 B.C. (2 Macc 4:21). Scholars often assume that this Apollonius was also 

the unnamed collector of tribute sent by Antiochus IV with 22,000 soldiers to Jerusalem in 167 B.C. (1 

Macc 1:29–30). The same event is retold in 2 Macc 5:24–26, in which the official, Apollonius, was called 

a ―captain of the Mysians,‖ who were mercenaries from Mysia in NW Asia Minor (Goldstein 1 



Maccabees AB, 211). As mentioned above, it is possible that this Apollonius was the same as the native 

of Tarsus or even the governor of Samaria (see below; cf. Dickson HDB 1: 123–24). Also, one cannot 

exclude the possibility that the son of Menestheus and the captain of the Mysians are different people. On 

the whole, however, it seems best to see 2 Macc 4:21, 5:24–26 and 1 Macc 1:29–30 as referring to the 

same person, the son of Menestheus, who seemed not to have been a governor but to have been a trusted 

emissary of Antiochus.  

3. The Governor of Samaria, killed in battle by Judas Maccabeus (who captured and used the sword of 

Apollonius the rest of his life [1 Macc 3:12]). This Apollonius appears suddenly in 1 Macc 3:10, with no 

introduction and no further designation. Josephus, however, identifies him as the governor of Samaria 

(Ant. 12.7.1 §287). Goldstein accepts that identification and argues that his army would have included 

surrounding gentiles (Arabs, Idumeans) and Greeks from Samaria itself, but no Samarians (1 Maccabees 

AB, 245–46).  

4. The Son of Gennaeus, one of five regional rulers under Antiochus V Eupater (ruled 164–162) who 

persecuted Jews (2 Macc 12:2).  

5. The Governor of Colesyria and Phoenicia under Alexander Balas (see Joseph. Ant 13.4.3 §88, who 

calls him Apollonius Daus) and Demetrius II Nicator. He is sometimes considered to be the son of 

Apollonius, son of Thraseas/Tarsus. Polybius mentions (31.19.6 and 21.2) an Apollonius who was the 

foster brother and confidant of Demetrius I Soter, and who helped him escape from Rome, where he was 

held hostage. Demetrius landed in Tripolis and ousted Antiochus V Eupater (1 Macc 7:1; 2 Macc 14:1). If 

the Apollonius in Polybius is the same as the Apollonius in 1 Macc 10:69, his close relationship to 

Demetrius II Nicator (ruled 145–139 and 129–125) would be explained on the basis of his previous 

relationship to the father Demetrius I. At any rate, in 147 B.C. Demetrius II sailed to Cilicia from Crete 

with a large mercenary army, intending to unseat Alexander Balas. As governor of Colesyria he named 

Apollonius, who apparently already held that position under Alexander Balas (Jos. Ant 13.4.3 §88), if not 

Demetrius I. Apollonius gathered a large army and besieged Jamnia. Meanwhile, he threatened Jonathan, 

the high priest, in Jerusalem, who attacked Joppa with an army of ten thousand men. Apollonius appeared 

to retreat from Joppa toward Azotys, taking 3,000 cavalry with him, but leaving 1,000 in hiding to 

surround Jonathan when he followed. The ambush failed; Jonathan attacked, and at the height of the battle 

Simon and his forces joined Jonathan. The Seleucids were routed, Azotus and the Temple of Dagan 

burned (1 Macc 10:67–85).  
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PAUL L. REDDITT  

APOLLOPHANES (PERSON) [Gk Apollophanēs (Ἀπολλουανηρ)]. A Syrian whom the army of 

Judah the Maccabee slew at the fortress of Gazara (2 Macc 10:37). The Maccabean forces had pursued 

Timotheus, the defeated commander of an invading Syrian army, to the fortress at Gazara, in the low hills 

of W Judaea. Jason of Cyrene, the author of 2 Maccabees, should have written Jazer, a town in Moab 

where this action probably took place (see 1 Macc 5:6–8; and Ant 12.8.1). The Maccabean soldiers killed 

Timotheus and his brother, Chaireas, the only other inhabitants of the town mentioned by name along 

with Apollophanes. Nothing is known about Apollophanes‘ position in the city. (See Goldstein 2 

Maccabees AB.)  

MITCHELL C. PACWA  

APOLLOS (PERSON) [Gk Apollōs (Ἀπολλωρ)]. A charismatic young convert in the early Christian 

community, described as ―a man of learning, powerful in the scriptures‖ (Acts 18:24, NEB) who 

eventually had some impact on the churches of Achaia, notably Corinth (Acts 18:27; cf. 1 Cor 1:12; 3:4–

6; etc.). As a native of Alexandria, Apollos (or Apollonios, according to Codex D) grew up in the leading 



center of Hellenistic and Platonic thinking E of Greece. We can only speculate about his intellectual links 

there, and a number of scholars have suggested he had direct acquaintance with Philo or the Therapeutae. 

He is presented in Acts as an eloquent speaker with more than a little skill at debating, although it is 

possible (if not probable) that Luke has exaggerated Apollos‘ abilities; regardless, there is no doubt that in 

general his credentials, at least within the context of the synagogue, were impressive.  

The note that he was ―instructed in his own country (Codex D) in the word of the Lord‖ (Acts 18:25), if 

genuine (as claimed by Foakes-Jackson, Acts MNTC), does not prove that Christianity had reached 

Alexandria by A.D. 50. The phrase ―word of the Lord‖ probably refers to the LXX, not the Christian 

gospel. The possibility that he had contact with John the Baptist is also tenuous, even though according to 

Luke ―he knew only the baptism of John‖ (Acts 18:25). It is most likely that this knowledge came either 

from contact with some of John‘s disciples or from a fragmentary report of the events in Palestine 

between A.D. 25–30. Apollos is also said to have ―taught accurately the things concerning Jesus‖ (Acts 

18:25), which for Luke apparently meant an accurate acquaintance with the facts of Jesus‘ life (cf. the 

―orderly account‖ of Luke 1:3), probably including the account of the resurrection. Yet it seems not to 

have included any knowledge about what took place immediately after Jesus‘ ascension; i.e., the coming 

of the Holy Spirit. Thus, the note in Acts 18:25 that Apollos was zeōn tō pneumati (―fervent in spirit,‖ 

RSV) cannot refer to the Holy Spirit, since this would be inconsistent with his subsequent experience with 

Aquila and Priscilla (v 26) and with Paul‘s subsequent experience preaching in Apollos‘ wake (Acts 

19:1–7).  

Apollos‘ fervor appears to have impelled him to become an itinerant Jewish preacher, whose travels 

eventually brought him to Ephesus. There he began ―to speak boldly in the synagogue‖ (Acts 18:26), an 

activity made possible by the customary invitation to visitors to make any comments they wished. At that 

time, Priscilla and Aquila—already introduced in Acts 18:2 as residents of Corinth who had earlier been 

victims of Claudius‘ general expulsion of all Jews from Rome (A.D. 49)—were present in the synagogue 

at Ephesus. They appear to have found his message deficient, and ―they took him and expounded to him 

the way of God more accurately‖ (18:26). This would appear to have been more than just a casual 

exchange, and may have involved taking Apollos to their home for an indefinite stay. The ―way‖ they 

expounded was probably stamped with Paul‘s distinctive influence, since the couple appear to have been 

Paul‘s friends and colleagues from their earlier days together in Corinth.  

From Ephesus, Apollos wished to take his freshly supplemented message to Achaia (i.e., Greece), and 

he received the enthusiastic support of the Ephesian Christians in this endeavor (18:27). According to 

Codex D, Apollos‘ trip was urged by some Corinthian Christians currently living at Ephesus (Aquila and 

Priscilla might possibly fit into such a category). At Corinth, Apollos ―greatly helped those who through 

grace had believed‖ (18:27), apparently a reference to catechetical instruction of new converts, and he 

―powerfully confuted the Jews in public, showing by the scriptures that the Christ was Jesus‖ (18:28). It is 

not clear what kind of scriptural exegesis is intended by this phrase, although it may be safe to infer that it 

was stamped by Paul‘s own christological exegesis of the OT (cf., e.g., Rom 10:6ff.; 1 Cor 10:1ff.; Gal 

4:22ff.). That it was ―allegorical‖ in the tradition of Philo‘s exegesis is purely a guess drawn from 

Apollos‘ Alexandrian background.  

The church at Corinth apparently lionized Apollos to the point of making him the object of partisan 

loyalty, a point that is readily apparent in Paul‘s first epistle to that church (1 Cor 1:12). In that letter, Paul 

met the challenge not by directly confronting Apollos, but by attacking the Corinthian tendency toward 

factiousness (1 Cor 4:6). Indeed, Paul lists Apollos as among those who were with him at Ephesus when 

he composed 1 Corinthians (15:12). Some in the Corinthian church apparently wanted Apollos to return 

to minister to them, but Apollos refused, presumably out of concern for (and disapproval of) their 

factiousness. The only other NT reference to Apollos occurs in Titus 3:13, where Titus is asked ―to speed 

Zenas the lawyer and Apollos on their way.‖ The apparent meaning of these words is that the two had 

been commissioned by Paul to take the letter to Titus, but that they should not tarry long at Crete after 

delivering it.  



The figure of Apollos has become symbolic of both eloquence and knowledge of scripture. Certainly the 

picture of him that emerges from the NT is of one who was a firm supporter of Paul, and of one who was, 

despite his natural abilities, in no way interested in competing with or subverting Paul‘s influence and 

authority. He seems to have preferred taking the subsidiary role of helping to strengthen churches which 

had already been established.  

Luther suggested that Apollos was the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, a suggestion which has 

received renewed popularity in recent years because of the implied connection with Alexandrian exegesis 

(cf. Heb 11:8–16 with Philo Abr) and to the suggestion that there is a complex interplay between Hebrews 

and Paul‘s Corinthian correspondence (Montefiore Hebrews BHNTC). But since we have no sample of 

writing from Apollos with which to compare Hebrews, the suggestion appears to be extremely tenuous 

(Hurst 1985).  
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APOLLYON [Gk Apollyōn (Ἀπολλτων)]. The Greek name, meaning ―Destroyer,‖ given in Rev 9:11 

for ―the angel of the bottomless pit‖ (in Hebrew called ABADDON), also identified as the king of the 

demonic ―locusts‖ described in Rev 9:3–10. These ―locusts‖ rise out of the bottomless pit (see ABYSS) 

and for five months torture ―those of mankind who have not the seal of God upon their foreheads.‖  

In one manuscript (syr
ph
), instead of Apollyon the text reads ―Apollo,‖ the Greek god of death and 

pestilence as well as of the sun, music, poetry, crops and herds, and medicine. Apollyon is no doubt the 

correct reading. But the name Apollo (Gk Apollōn) was often linked in ancient Greek writings with the 

verb apollymi or apollyō, ―destroy‖ (cf. Aesch. Ag. 1080–82). From this time of Grotius, ―Apollyon‖ has 

often been taken here to be a play on the name Apollo (TDNT 1:397). The locust was an emblem of this 

god, who poisoned his victims, and the name ―Apollyon‖ may be used allusively in Revelation to attack 

the pagan god (Ford Revelation AB, 152) and so indirectly the Roman emperor Domitian, who liked to be 

regarded as Apollo incarnate (Caird Revelation BHNTC, 120). See also DEAD, ABODE OF THE.  

HERBERT G. GRETHER  

APOLOGETICS, NT. Apologetics in the NT comprises a study of the ―art of persuasion‖ employed 
by the early Christians. Such persuasion evolved in a context of Jewish and Hellenistic thought and laid a 

foundation for the 2d century apologists.  
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A. Introduction  

Much of early Christian literature, including the NT, was written to promote and defend the Christian 

movement. As the early Christians attempted to appeal to the inhabitants of the Greco-Roman world at 

large, use was made of the strategies and methods of Hellenistic religious propaganda. The appropriation 

of such apologetic-propagandistic forms was essential if Christianity was to succeed in the face of 

competition from other religions (Fiorenza 1976: 1–25; cf. Georgi 1971: 124–31).  

The study of early Christian apologetics typically begins with the writings of the Greek apologists of the 

2d century: Quadratus and Aristides, but especially Justin, Tatian, Athenagoras, Melito, and Theophilus. 

It would be incorrect, however, to presume that these were the first Christian apologists. As early as the 

1st century, Christians were compelled to defend their religious convictions against a variety of 

opponents, both within and without, and their apologetic arguments can be discerned in the NT itself. 



Indeed, many of these arguments were subsequently picked up and developed by the apologists of the 2d 

century (Droge 1988).  

Apologetics as the ―art of persuasion‖ is a function of rhetoric, specifically the rhetoric of the law courts 

(Betz 1976: 100). An ―apology‖ (apologia) is, sensu strictu, a speech of defense in reply to a speech of 

the prosecution. The earliest Christian preaching is reported to have occurred in a context of this sort 

(Acts 2:14–35; cf. 22:1; 24:10; 25:8, 16; 26:1, 24; Phil 1:7, 16; 2 Tim 4:16). According to Luke, Jesus 

himself predicted that his disciples would be required to make an apology (apologeomai) before the legal 

authorities of their day (Luke 12:11). More generally, the author of 1 Peter exhorts his readers to ―be 

prepared to make a defense (apologia) to anyone who calls you to account for the hope that is within you‖ 

(3:15). Yet, examples of apologetic arguments can also be found in the NT where the terms 

apologia/apologeomai are not explicitly used. For convenience these may be arranged into four broad 

categories: defense against (1) Judaism, (2) paganism, (3) the Roman Empire, and (4) other forms of 

Christianity. The impression should not be left, however, that these categories are mutually exclusive. In 

some instances, apologetic arguments have two or more opponents in view at one time.  

B. Judaism  

Apologetics in the NT takes as its starting point the crucifixion of Jesus, because the idea that the 

messiah was to suffer and die completely contradicted Jewish expectation. The historically undeniable 

fact of the crucifixion therefore required a defense of Jesus‘ messianic status against the Jewish objection 

that ―a hanged man is accursed by God‖ (Deut 21:23; cf. Gal 3:13–14). The Christian response came most 

often in the form of an appeal to the Jewish scriptures themselves, for it was believed that these ancient 

oracles had predicted that the messiah would suffer, die, and be raised from the dead: ―Was it not 

necessary that the Christ should suffer these things and enter into his glory? And beginning with Moses 

and all the prophets, he [sc. Jesus] interpreted to them in all the scriptures the things concerning himself‖ 

(Luke 24:26–27; cf. Acts 3:18–25; 8:30–35; 26:22–23; 1 Cor 15:3–8). The OT passages which figure 

prominently in this ―passion apologetic‖ include Isaiah 42–44; 49–51; 52–53; 61; Psalms 22; 31; 34; 41; 

42–43; 69; 109; 118; and Zechariah 9–14. The argument from prophecy (in reality an act of historical 

imperialism) became the hallmark of Christian apologetic toward Judaism, not only in the NT but also in 

Christian apologetics of the 2d century (e.g., the Preaching of Peter; Aristo‘s Dialogue of Jason and 

Papiscus; and Justin‘s Dialogue with Trypho). However, it was not without its appeal to Greeks (cf. Acts 

10:43; Justin, 1 Apol 33.5; 34.1–11; 48.1–6).  

Matthew carries this hermeneutical principle one step further, for he is concerned to demonstrate that 

not only Jesus‘ passion but his entire life and teaching were in agreement with the Jewish scriptures. For 

example, he expands upon sayings of Jesus by adding quotations from the OT (9:13; 12:5–8, 40; 21:16), 

and he repeatedly emphasizes that the events of Jesus‘ life fulfilled divine prophecy: ―This took place to 

fulfill (hina plērothē) what the Lord had spoken by the prophet …‖ (1:22; 2:15, 17, 23; 4:14–16; 8:17; 

12:17–21; 13:14–15, 35; 21:4–5). Matthew also enters into controversy with Judaism in the Sermon on 

the Mount by criticizing popular Jewish piety (6:2, 5, 16; 7:5) and presenting Jesus as the legislator of a 

righteousness superior to that of the scribes and Pharisees (5:20).  

Mark takes a somewhat different approach. In addition to the argument from prophecy, he places the 

necessity for Jesus‘ suffering and death on the lips of Jesus himself in the form of ―passion predictions‖ 

(8:31; 9:30–31; 10:32–34, 45). Like the other evangelists, Mark is also anxious to respond to Jewish 

accusations that Jesus was demon-possessed (3:19b–30 par.), that he did not fast (2:18–22 par.), keep the 

sabbath (2:23–3:6 par.), or observe laws of ritual purity (7:1–23 par.), and that he associated with sinners 

(2:15–17 par.) and claimed authority to forgive sins (2:1–12 par.).  

Obviously, the resurrection itself was used by Christians as an important argument for the messianic 

status of Jesus, predictions of it being found, for example, in Psalms 16; 110; and Jonah 1. Apparently, 

however, allegations were made that the disciples of Jesus had stolen his body and thus faked the 

resurrection. The apologetic story of the setting of the guard at the tomb of Jesus is clearly an attempt to 

refute this accusation (Matt 27:62–66; 28:4, 11–15; cf. Craig 1984: 273–81).  



The argument from prophecy gave rise to another problem. If Jesus had indeed been the promised 

messiah, why did the Jews for the most part reject him? The answer comes again in the form of OT 

citations about the failure of Israel to recognize the messiah (Ps 118:22; Isa 6:9–10; 8:14; 28:16; 29:10). 

Paradoxically, the unbelief of the Jews becomes a proof for Jesus having been the messiah! In the gospels, 

Jesus repeatedly draws attention to the failure of the Jews to believe in him, just as their ancestors had 

refused to believe the prophets (Matt 13:10–15 par.; 21:33–45 par.; cf. Acts 4:11; 28:26–27; 1 Pet 2:7–8). 

Paul expresses a similar view in Rom 9:30–33 and 11:7–10. The author of the Fourth Gospel also shares 

this perspective (12:37–41), but he carries it to a sinister extreme by demonizing the Jews (8:43–47). The 

problem of Jewish unbelief is one of the themes of Stephen‘s speech in Acts (7:51–53), but the speech 

goes considerably beyond this to argue that Christianity has superseded Judaism as a world religion. In 

particular, Stephen is sharply critical of the Jewish law and temple cult (Acts 6:11, 13), as Jesus himself 

seems to have been (Mark 7:18–19; 14:58; John 2:19).  

In Gal 3:1–29 Paul engages in a critique of Judaism and presents a theoretical justification for his 

rejection of the Jewish law. A striking feature of Paul‘s argument is that the lateness of the law proves its 

lack of validity (Grant 1952: 223–24). On the other hand, God‘s covenant with Abraham (who is a type of 

the pagan convert) has both chronological and theological priority. According to Paul, the law of Moses 

represents a decline from an originally superior state of affairs. Indeed, the law brings with it a ―curse‖ 

(Gal 3:10, 19–25; cf. Betz, Galatians Hermeneia, 144–46). A similar view was expressed before Paul‘s 

time by the influential polymath Posidonius of Apamea in his studies of primitive religion (Grant 1952: 

224). His account of the origin of Judaism (preserved by Strabo 16.2.35–39; Nock 1959: 8, however, 

posits a Jewish source for Strabo) describes how the pure religion which Moses established in Jerusalem 

was later corrupted by ―superstitious and tyrannical men‖ who instituted dietary regulations, ritual 

observances, and circumcision. Something like this informs Paul‘s rejection of the law in Galatians. He 

radicalizes it, however, by placing the point of decline earlier: the corruption of Moses‘ successors has 

become the corruption of Moses himself, or of the (fallen?) angels who gave him the law (Gal 3:19; cf. 

Grant 1952: 224). Paul takes a similar position with respect to Judaism in Rom 2:1–4:25, though his tone 

is far more conciliatory.  

The appeal to the Jewish scriptures also had a positive apologetic value. In addition to vindicating the 

―crucified messiah,‖ the appeal had the effect of providing Christianity with a past history, indeed, an 

ancient and venerable one. In the Greco-Roman period, it was axiomatic that nothing could be both new 

and true (cf. Celsus, according to Origen, Cels 4.14). The attempt to anchor Christianity backward in the 

ancient writings of Moses and the prophets gave the impression at least that Christianity had antiquity on 

its side. Thus, Christianity becomes the ―true Israel,‖ and Christians the true descendants of Abraham (Gal 

3:7, 9, 14, 29; 6:16; Rom 9:6–8). It was the task of the apologists of the 2d century to draw out the 

implications of this (see especially Justin, 1 Apol 23.1; 31.8; 44.8–10; Tatian, Orat 31.1; Theophilus, 

Autol 3.16–30; Tertullian, Apol 19.1).  

C. Paganism  

If the idea of a crucified messiah was scandalous to Jews, it also offended Greek sensibilities (Celsus, 

according to Origen, Cels 1:54: ―Celsus … reproaches the savior for his passion, saying that he was not 

helped by his father, nor was he able to help himself‖; cf. 1.66, 69; 2.16, 36, 55, 63, 67–70). In the NT 

almost no attempt is made to alleviate the offense of the cross. Paul, for example, admits that the doctrine 

of ―Christ crucified‖ (Christos estauromenos) is foolishness, at least according to recognized standards of 

wisdom; but he insists nevertheless that through the crucified (and resurrected) Christ, God has 

accomplished what human wisdom and philosophy could not: the redemption of mankind from the 

demonic powers of the cosmos (1 Cor 1:18–2:16; cf. 2 Cor 13:4; Gal 6:14). It is really only the author of 

the Fourth Gospel who, in gnosticizing fashion, reinterprets the crucifixion and thereby reduces its 

importance as a vicarious sacrifice.  

One way the NT attempts to establish the divinity of Jesus is through the miracles he is said to have 

performed. The gospels of Mark and John, for example, portray Jesus as a wandering miracle worker who 

demonstrated his divine power by his deeds (Mark 4:35–5:43; 7:24–8:9; John 2:1–11; 4:46–5:9; 6:1–14; 



9:1–7; 11:1–44). There is, however, an inherent weakness in the ―argument from miracle,‖ because 

opponents of Christianity could use the miracles as evidence that Jesus was a magician, not the son of 

God (so Celsus, according to Origen, Cels 1.68; 2.48–53). The 2d-century apologists are acutely aware of 

this. There is relatively little appeal in Justin to the miracles as evidence of Jesus‘ divinity. Justin 

recognizes that miracles only carry conviction to those who are actual eyewitnesses, and evoke no wonder 

in those who are dependent on secondhand testimony (Dial. Trypho 69.6).  

In its attitude toward Greek religion the NT adopts a tradition going back to Hellenistic Judaism 

(Wisdom of Solomon 13–15). This tradition finds its clearest expression in Rom 1:18–32, where Paul 

criticizes pagan religion (Castellino 1963: 255–63). According to him, the history of Greek religion is one 

of degradation and corruption spurred on by men who have suppressed the truth. It therefore stands under 

divine wrath (1:18). This was not always the case, however, for originally mankind had a better, albeit 

approximate, conception of deity. These initial religious beliefs arose from man‘s intellectual 

contemplation of God‘s invisible nature insofar as it could be discerned in the creation (1:20; cf. Wis 

13:1, 5; Philo, Praem 43). Paul characterizes this primordial religion simply as the knowledge of God 

(1:21). At some point, however, a process of corruption began. Instead of rendering proper worship to 

God, men ―directed their thoughts to worthless things‖ and began to worship the images of men and 

animals (1:21–23; cf. Wis 13:10, 13–14; 14:17; 15:18). Thus, ―they exchanged the truth for a lie and 

worshipped the creation instead of the creator‖ (1:25). The corruption of religion consequently brought 

about the perversion of morality, for having abandoned a proper understanding of God, men fell prey to 

their passions and engaged in unnatural sexual practices and assorted crimes (1:26–28). Indeed, according 

to Paul, it is the invention of idolatry which is the origin and cause of all the vices which destroy society 

(1:29–31; cf. Wis 14:12, 17). In this way the curse of God‘s wrath accomplishes its purpose. Paul‘s 

concern here is to demonstrate on the basis of a theologia naturalis that the Greeks are ―without excuse‖ 

(anapologētoi, 1:20; 2:1), for there is a sufficient knowledge of God available to all men to ensure their 

responsibility (Ferguson 1962: 193).  

Elsewhere Paul exhorts Christians to ―shun the worship of idols,‖ for whoever participates in pagan 

religious ceremonies is in reality worshipping demons, not God (1 Cor 10:14, 20–21; cf. 1 Thess 1:9–10; 

2 Cor 6:15–16; 1 John 5:21; Rev 9:20). The belief that the traditional gods of Greek religion and myth 

were actually demons derives from Jewish tradition (1 En. 19:1; 99:7; Jub. 1:11; 22:17), but it is also 

found in the Academic critique of popular religion (Plut. De def. or. 417 CE; De Is. et Os. 360F; 361B; cf. 

Decharme 1904: 220–32, 454–64). The apologists of the 2d century employ both traditions to support 

their criticism of Greco-Roman religion (Justin, 1 Apol 5.2–6.1; 2 Apol 5.2–5; Athenagoras, leg. 24.3–

27.2). The fact that many Christians refused to participate in pagan worship led directly to the charge that 

they were ―atheists.‖  

There are two passages in Acts in which Luke brings Christianity into direct confrontation with 

paganism (Acts 14:8–18; 17:16–34; cf. Grant 1986: 25–26, 49–51). In the first episode, Paul and 

Barnabas visit the Roman colony at Lystra, where Paul heals a man who had been crippled from birth. 

The Lystrans are so awed by the miracle that they suppose ―the gods have come down … in the likeness 

of men‖ (14:11). Indeed, Barnabas and Paul are called Zeus and Hermes, and sacrifices are prepared for 

them. Paul, however, delivers a brief speech to dissuade the Lystrans (14:15–17). This is the first instance 

in Acts where Paul preaches to pagans without any link to the synagogue or Judaism (Haenchen The Acts 

of the Apostles MeyerK, 431). Paul urges the Lystrans to turn from ―vain idols‖ (ta mataia; cf. LXX Jer 

2:5) to a living God who created the world (14:15, citing Exod 20:11; cf. 1 Thess 1:9–10). Although in 

past generations God has allowed the pagans (ta ethnē) ―to walk in their own ways‖ (Acts 17:30), he can 

still be perceived in the natural order of the cosmos: ―For he did good and gave you from heaven rains and 

fruitful seasons, satisfying your hearts with food and gladness‖ (14:16–17; cf. Rom 1:20). It is interesting 

that in this non-Jewish context Paul‘s preaching is based on a kind of natural theology instead of the 

argument from prophecy. The fact that the name of Jesus is never used (not even in the miracle) is 

striking.  



The apologetic theme of Paul‘s speech at Lystra is more fully developed in his speech at Athens (Acts 

17:16–34). Once again Paul condemns idolatry, but this time the debate is with Epicurean and Stoic 

philosophers as well as with the officials of the Areopagus (on the historical problems, see Haenchen Acts 

MeyerK, 527–29). Furthermore, Paul‘s preaching at Athens contains an explicit reference to ―Jesus and 

the resurrection.‖ The Epicureans dismiss Paul as a ―babbler‖ (spermologos), while the Stoics regard him 

as a ―preacher of foreign divinities‖ (kataggeleus xenōn daimoniōn), presumably Jesus and his consort 

―Anastasis‖ (17:18). The educated reader of Acts could scarcely overlook the similarity to the charge 

against Socrates (kaina daimonia eispherōn, Xenophon, Mem 1.1.1; cf. Haenchen, Acts MeyerK, 527). 

Consequently Paul is brought before the court of the Areopagus in order to determine what his ―new 

teaching‖ is (17:20). Paul begins his defense by calling the Athenians ―very religious‖ 

(deisidaimonesteroi, 17:22; cf. 25:19), for while wandering through the city he discovered an altar 

dedicated ―To an unknown god‖ (agnostō theō, 17:23). Paul concludes from this that the Athenians, or 

pagans generally, stand in a positive and negative relation to the one, true God: they worship him (along 

with many other gods!), yet they do not know him (Haenchen, Acts Meyer K, 521). Hence, Paul 

proclaims him. Alluding to Isa 42:5, he argues that the creator and lord of the cosmos does not live in 

man-made temples, nor is he in need of sacrifices from men. On the contrary, he is the one who ―gives to 

all men life and breath and everything‖ (17:24–25; cf. 14:17). It is man‘s obligation therefore to seek God, 

for ―he is not far from each one of us‖ (17:27). As proof of this, Paul quotes a line from the Stoic Aratus‘ 

poem Phainomena (5), a widely read and valued text: ―For we are indeed his [according to Aratus, Zeus‘] 

offspring‖ (17:28; cf. Cadbury 1955: 46–49). Paul goes on to point out that since we are God‘s offspring, 

we should not imagine that the deity is like an idol (17:29). The Hellenistic-Jewish philosopher 

Aristobulus (2d century B.C.) had cited this passage from Aratus to make a similar point (according to 

Eus. Praep. Evang. 13.12.3–7). Paul‘s polemic is directed not so much at the religion of the philosophers 

as it is aimed at Greek popular religion (Haenchen, Acts Meyer K, 525). At this point the speech takes a 

different turn. In the past, God has overlooked ―the times of ignorance‖ (i.e., he had not punished the 

Greeks as they deserved; cf. 14:16; contra Rom 1:18–32); but now a decisive change has occurred: all 

men must repent because God is going to judge the world by ―a man‖ (Jesus, though he is not named). 

The proof of this is that God has raised Jesus from the dead (17:30–31). With this, God ceases to be 

unknown (Haenchen, Acts MeyerK, 525). Once again the proclamation of the resurrection is 

incomprehensible to Paul‘s hearers: the Epicureans openly mock it, while the Stoics postpone a decision. 

―Some,‖ however, are converted (17:32–34).  

Both the Areopagus speech and Paul‘s address at Lystra anticipate some of the main lines of 2d-century 

Christian apologetics (Geffcken 1907: xxxii–xxxiii).  

D. Roman Empire  

Examples of political apologetic abound in the NT, especially in the Lukan writings. It is Luke alone, 

for example, who connects the birth of Jesus with the census decree of Augustus (2:1–7; similarly, 3:1–2), 

implying thereby that Christianity rightfully belongs to the general course of world history (cf. Acts 

26:26, ―for this was not done in a corner‖). The 2d-century apologist Melito of Sardis delights in pointing 

out that the birth of Christ coincided with the establishment of the Roman Empire by Augustus (according 

to Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 4.26.7–8). Like the other evangelists, Luke is concerned to prove that Jesus was 

devoid of revolutionary intentions. In response to the provocative question about the payment of taxes to 

the emperor, Jesus insists that they should be paid (20:20–26 par.). Paul makes much the same point in 

Rom 13:1–7, as does the author of 1 Pet 2:13–17. In the Fourth Gospel an attempt is made to clear Jesus 

of the charge of being a political revolutionary by having him refuse to become king by popular 

acclamation (6:15; cf. 18:36). Luke is also anxious to demonstrate that Jesus was innocent of the charge 

of sedition. According to Luke, Pilate does not condemn Jesus (23:25; contra Mark 15:15; Matt 27:26); 

instead he pronounces him innocent on three occasions (23:4, 14, 22; cf. John 18:38; 19:4, 6). 

Furthermore, Luke exonerates the Romans of all culpability in the execution of Jesus: the Jewish 

authorities are the ones who willfully conspire to have Jesus condemned as a political revolutionary 

(20:20; 23:2, 5, 18–19, 23; cf. Matt 27:24–25). This in turn prepares the way for the defense of 



Christianity against the charge of sedition in Acts (Légasse 1981: 249–55). Once again it is the Jews who 

make the accusation: ―They are all acting against the decrees of Caesar, saying that there is another king, 

Jesus‖ (Acts 17:7; cf. 24:5). Paul‘s response is typical: ―Neither against the law of the Jews, nor against 

the temple, nor against Caesar have I offended at all‖ (25:8). Throughout Acts, Luke introduces an 

impressive array of Roman officials who display benevolence toward Christian missionaries (especially 

Paul) and who repeatedly attest that the charges brought against them have no factual basis (Acts 13:7, 12; 

16:37–39; 18:12–16; 19:35–40; 23:26–30; 25:24–27; 26:30–32). Indeed, Paul is permitted to carry on his 

missionary work ―openly and unhindered‖ even while being detained under military surveillance in Rome 

(28:30–31). Luke‘s political apologetic is intended to emphasize that there is nothing seditious about 

Christianity; on the contrary, Christians are law-abiding subjects of the Roman Empire. The apologists of 

the 2d century make the same claim (Justin 1 Apol 17.1–3; Tertullian, Apol 21–24; 30–4; 32.1–3; 39.2).  

An altogether negative evaluation of the Roman Empire is found in the Apocalypse of John, the result 

perhaps of active persecution of Christians by the state. The Pauline and Lukan view of the Empire as, on 

the whole, just and beneficent is here replaced by one which sees the Empire as energized by demonic 

forces bent on destroying the churches of God. This hostility is expressed through two principal agents: 

the ―beasts‖ of Revelation 13. The first of these, the beast from the sea, is the Roman Empire itself (13:1–

10); the second, the beast from the earth (or the false prophet), is the imperial cult (13:11–18). In the face 

of this onslaught, the apocalyptic writer advocates martyrdom, not violent resistance, for he is convinced 

that God and Christ will eventually triumph over the forces of evil in a great cosmic battle. The 

importance of Revelation should not be underestimated even though it is scarcely at the center of the NT.  

E. Other Forms of Christianity  

In the 1st century, Christianity lacked a uniform church structure and theology. Instead Christian 

communities tended to be shaped theologically and organizationally by their respective founders. 

Relations among these groups often ranged from close cooperation to competition and outright hostility. 

Nowhere is this clearer than in the Galatian churches established by Paul. His letter to these churches 

presents the first systematic apology for Christianity, not to outsiders but to Christians themselves (Betz 

1976: 99–114). In Galatians, Paul defends what he calls ―the truth of the gospel‖ (2:5, 14), that is, his 

gospel, ―the gospel of the uncircumcision‖ (2:7; cf. 1:6–7; 5:6; 6:15).  

Sometime after Paul‘s departure from Galatia, Jewish-Christian missionaries arrived from Jerusalem 

and attempted to persuade the Galatians that they were obligated to observe the law of Moses and receive 

circumcision if they hoped to achieve salvation (2:15–21; 3:2–5; 4:21; 5:2–12; 6:12–17). Paul‘s defense 

takes the form of an ―apologetic letter‖ (Betz, Galatians Hermeneia, 14–15, 24, 28, 30). He begins by 

placing his opponents in historical perspective, identifying as their predecessors the dissenting faction at 

the Jerusalem council: the ―false brethren‖ (2:4–5), the ―men from James‖ (2:12), and the ―circumcision 

faction‖ (2:12), as well as the Cephas group at Antioch (2:11–14). Furthermore, Paul contends that his 

―law-free‖ gospel was officially recognized by the ―pillar apostles‖ of the Jerusalem church (2:1–10). 

Next, Paul appeals to scripture to prove that his gospel to the Gentiles represents the fulfillment of God‘s 

covenant with Abraham (3:1–29). Since Paul‘s opponents had success in winning the Galatians over to 

their side (i.e., to a form of Christian Judaism), Paul is compelled to define and defend his theology over 

against Judaism (see above, section B). Finally, in the allegory of Hagar and Sarah (4:21–31), Paul argues 

that only those who rely on faith and not the law are the true children of Abraham.  

In its polemic against the doctrine of justification by faith, the letter of James provides evidence for the 

theology and continued existence of Paul‘s Jewish-Christian opponents (Jas 2:14–26; cf. Luedemann 

1983: 194–205).  

Galatians was not the only letter in which Paul had to defend himself against rival missionaries. In the 

letter fragment preserved in Phil 3:2–4:3 we learn that, like the opponents in Galatia, the adversaries 

encountered in Philippi also advocated a form of Christianity which included observance of the Jewish 

law and circumcision. Paul angrily refers to these opponents as ―dogs‖ (3:2), turning on them the common 

term of abuse used by Jews of pagans (cf. Mark 7:27). In hyperbolic fashion Paul redefines circumcision 



as a form of ritual mutilation (3:2; cf. Gal 5:12) and argues that righteousness cannot be obtained through 

the law but only through faith in Christ (3:9; cf. Gal 2:16).  

Paul also encountered Jewish-Christian missionaries in Corinth who boasted that they were ―Hebrews, 

Israelites, and descendants of Abraham‖ as well as ―servants of Christ‖ (2 Cor 11:22–23; cf. Georgi 1964: 

31–82, 219–46). These ―superapostles‖ (11:5; 12:11) arrived in Corinth carrying letters of 

recommendation (3:1, from Jerusalem?) and claiming that they had performed miracles (12:11–12) and 

received mystical experiences (12:1–9). Since, however, they do not mention the law or circumcision, 

they appear not to have been the same opponents Paul encountered in Galatia and Philippi. These 

missionaries criticized Paul, saying that ―his letters are weighty and strong, but his bodily presence is 

weak, and his speech of no account‖ (10:10–12). Furthermore, they argued that Paul‘s refusal to accept 

money from the Corinthians was either because he had no apostolic authority (12:11–18; cf. 11:7–9) or 

because he planned to steal from the collection (12:17). Paul first responded to these opponents in the 

letter fragment of 2 Cor 2:14–6:13 and 7:2–4. This letter appears to have been unsuccessful, however, for 

after a personal visit to Corinth, Paul was again compelled to defend himself in a letter partially preserved 

in 2 Corinthians 10–13, the so-called ―letter of tears‖ mentioned in 2:4. This letter is a defense (cf. 

apologeomai in 12:19) of Paul‘s apostleship and ministry and displays a considerable amount of literary 

and rhetorical sophistication (Betz 1972: 13–42). Although Paul asks the Corinthians not to evaluate him 

by his opponents‘ criteria (10:1–18), he finally does so himself in the ―fool‘s speech‖ of 11:16–12:13. 

Paul contends that he fully measures up to his opponents in terms of pedigree and spirituality (11:22–23; 

12:1–16). Paradoxically, however, he insists that his superiority consists of the dangers, insults, and 

misfortunes that have plagued his career as an apostle: ―If I must boast, I will boast of the things that 

show my weakness‖ (11:23–33; cf. 12:7–10, the ―thorn in the flesh‖). In this way, Paul makes clear that 

the Corinthians should not judge him in comparison with his opponents. Instead they must examine 

themselves to see whether they are holding the faith and whether Christ is present among them (13:5). If 

this is the case, then Paul has stood the test (Koester 1982: 2.130).  

A completely different situation is presupposed by Paul‘s first letter to the Corinthians. Here Paul is not 

contending with outside rivals (but note the references to Apollos, 1:12; 3:4–6, 22; 4:6; 16:12). His 

polemic is addressed instead to the Corinthians themselves. In fact, the problems with which Paul deals 

seem to have resulted from a misunderstanding of what he himself had preached. Since he does not accuse 

the Corinthians of believing a ―different gospel,‖ 1 Corinthians is not an apologetic letter like Galatians or 

2 Corinthians 10–13 (Koester 1982: 2.121).  

In Colossians, Paul (or a Paulinist) is once again arguing with Jewish-Christian opponents who advocate 

circumcision (2:11) and the observance of dietary regulations and festivals like new moon and sabbath 

(2:16, 21). This is reminiscent of the situation in Galatians and Philippians, but in Colossians there is a 

gnostic dimension to the opponents‘ theology (philosophia, 2:8; cf. Koester 1982: 2.264–65). The 

opponents regard Christ as the head of a hierarchy of cosmic powers (1:16; 2:10). Union with Christ 

therefore could only be achieved through the mediation of angelic powers, probably in the context of a 

mystery-like initiation (2:18). In responding to this form of Christianity, the author of Colossians admits 

that Christ is the chief of the cosmic powers (1:15–20; 2:10; cf. Eph 1:21–22); but he maintains that 

through Christ‘s death these cosmic powers have been conquered and disarmed (2:15). At the same time 

the author contends that the Jewish law has also been canceled through Christ‘s death (2:14).  

The precise identity of the opponents attacked by the author of the Pastoral Letters is difficult to 

determine. There are references which seem to fit both Jewish-Christians (1 Tim 1:7; 4:3; Titus 1:10, 14) 

and ―gnostics‖ (1 Tim 6:20; 2 Tim 2:18), as well as false teachers generally (1 Tim 6:5, 10; 2 Tim 3:6–7; 

Titus 1:11). Only rarely, however, does the author enter into theological debate with his opponents (1 Tim 

4:1–5). Instead, he prefers name-calling (Karris 1973: 549–64). The Pastorals seem therefore to have been 

designed as a manual or handbook to enable church leaders to identify and reject ―heretical‖ brands of 

Christianity (Koester 1982: 2.304).  

The author of the document known as 2 Peter warns his readers about those who distort the scriptures, 

including Paul‘s writings (3:16), with ―cleverly designed myths‖ (1:16; cf. 2:1–22). In particular, these 



opponents reject the doctrine of Christ‘s parousia: ―Where is the promise of his coming? For ever since 

the fathers fell asleep, all things have continued as they were from the beginning of creation‖ (3:4). The 

author of 2 Peter does not defend the traditional understanding of the parousia, but presents a general 

eschatological view of the dissolution of the cosmos, similar to the Stoic doctrine of ―conflagration,‖ 

ekpy-rōsis (3:5–13; cf. Käsemann 1964: 169–95), with criticisms by Neyrey 1980: 407–31).  

The author of 1 John argues against a ―gnostic‖ interpretation of the Gospel of John. He identifies his 

opponents as those who deny that Jesus ―came in the flesh‖ (4:2) and who refuse to identify the heavenly 

Christ with the earthly Jesus (2:22). In response, the author of 1 John insists on their identity (5:6–8) and 

maintains that such a view is in full accord with the intentions of the gospel (1:1–4). The author of 3 John 

is critical of a certain Diotrephes, who ―does not acknowledge my authority‖ (9–10). The problem, 

however, seems to be more one of ecclesiastical politics than of theological controversy.  

F. Conclusion  

On the basis of this general survey of apologetics in the NT, the following conclusions may be drawn: 

(1) The appeal to the Jewish scriptures lies at the heart of the apologetic enterprise, both with respect to 

Judaism and the wider Greco-Roman world. It is on this basis that Jesus‘ messianic status is said to be 

proven and that Christianity‘s claim to be a world religion is established. In some instances even 

intramural controversies are resolved by an appeal to the OT. (2) The NT response to Greek religion is 

decidedly negative. Greek religion is rejected as idolatrous and the gods of the Greeks are exposed as 

demons who have deceived and enslaved mankind. Here the NT adopts the perspective of Hellenistic 

Judaism and, indeed, of Greek philosophy itself. Nevertheless, on the basis of an appeal to natural 

theology, pagans are held accountable, for there is sufficient knowledge of God available to them to 

ensure their responsibility. (3) With one exception, the NT uniformly views the Roman Empire as just and 

beneficent. Likewise, Christians are portrayed as loyal, law-abiding subjects of the Empire. (4) Many of 

the apologetic arguments found in the NT anticipate the main outlines of 2d-century apologetics. (See 

Bardy RAC 1: 533–43; Kamlah RGG
3
 1: 477–500.)  
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A. J. DROGE  

APOPHTHEGM. New Testament interpreters have used five different terms to refer to brief 

narratives that culminate in a saying of Jesus: (1) apophthegm; (2) paradigm; (3) pronouncement story; 

(4) chreia; and (5) anecdote. R. Bultmann, who used the term apophthegm, defined the form as ―sayings 

of Jesus set in a brief context‖ (1963: 11). M. Dibelius, who used the term ―paradigm,‖ defined the form 

as an example narrative, ―a record of a particular situation in a form which is as far as possible free of 

tendency and therefore of individuality and color‖ (1934: 37). He added that ―many a Paradigm reaches 

its point in, and at the same time concludes with, a word of Jesus‖ (1934: 56). V. Taylor, using the term 

―pronouncement story,‖ defined the form as stories that ―quickly reach their climax in a saying of Jesus 

which was of interest to the first Christians because it bore directly upon questions of faith and practice‖ 

(1949: 23). R. Tannehill, using at one time the term ―apophthegm‖ (ANRW 2/25/2: 1792–1829) and at 

another time ―pronouncement story‖ (1981a, 1981b), expanded the definition to: a brief narrative in which 

the climactic (and often final) element is a pronouncement which is presented as a particular person‘s 

response to something said or observed on a particular occasion of the past. There are two main parts of a 

pronouncement story: the pronouncement and its setting, i.e., the response and the situation provoking the 

response. The movement from the one to the other is the main development in these brief stories 

(Tannehill 1981a: 1; cf. ANRW 2/25/2: 1792–93).  

In recent years, as rhetorical analysis of the New Testament has come under the influence of the study 

of ancient rhetoric, a growing number of interpreters have started to use the term ―chreia‖ for these units. 

According to our earliest extant definition, a chreia is a concise statement or action attributed with aptness 

to some specified character or to something analogous to a character (Butts 1987: 187; cf. Hock and 

O‘Neil 1986: 83). This definition calls attention to action as well as speech, but even more important is 

the rhetorical framework in which the definition occurs. Ancient rhetoricians manipulated the chreia by 

adding comments at the beginning and end, by expanding situations, questions and answers, and by 

elaborating the chreia into an argumentative sequence of units or into an essay. This means that a concise 

statement or action attributed to a specific person was a primary means for exploring, transmitting, and 

clarifying information about life in the world. The form, therefore, was not closed and unchangeable, but 

open and fluid. Since most of the features of the chreia discussed by the rhetoricians appear in the NT (see 

Robbins 1988a), interpreters have begun to analyze brief, medium, and longer units as instances of 

abbreviated, expanded, and elaborated chreiai (Mack 1988; Mack and Robbins 1988).  

With the use of the term ―chreia,‖ interpreters have broadened the understanding of the relation of early 

Christian stories to stories in Hellenistic and Roman literature and society. Many more instances of 

chreiai exist in contemporary Greek and Roman literature than in contemporary Jewish literature. In the 

context of this observation, K. Berger, B. Mack, and V. K. Robbins have used the more general term 

―anecdote‖ as well as chreia, pronouncement story, and apophthegm to refer to the units (Berger ANRW 

2/25/2: 1034–1432; 1984; Mack 1987; Robbins 1988b). This terminology reflects an awareness of fluidity 

within the form and of widespread existence of the form in Hellenistic and Roman culture.  



No matter which of the five terms interpreters have used, all of them consider eleven well-known stories 

to represent the form: Eating with Tax Collectors and Sinners (Mark 2:15–17); the Question about Fasting 

(Mark 2:18–22); Plucking Grain on the Sabbath (Mark 2:23–28); True Relatives of Jesus (Mark 3:31–34); 

Blessing the Children (Mark 10:13–16); The Rich Young Man (Mark 10:17–22); The Sons of Zebedee 

(Mark 10:35–40); Paying Taxes to Caesar (Mark 12:13–17); On the Resurrection (Mark 12:18–27); The 

Anointing at Bethany (Mark 14:3–9); and Healing of the Man with Dropsy (Luke 14:1–6).  

Dibelius, using the term ―paradigm,‖ discussed seven stories beyond this common group. One of them, 

Prophet without Honor (Mark 6:1–6), has been included by most interpreters except Taylor, who called it 

a ―story about Jesus‖ rather than a ―pronouncement story‖ (1949: 75). Cleansing the Temple (Mark 11:15-

17) often is not included since the saying of Jesus derives from scripture. A third story, the Inhospitable 

Samaritans (Luke 9:51–55), often is not included since most early manuscripts do not contain the 

response, ―and he [Jesus] said, ‗You do not know what manner of spirit you are of; for the Son of Man 

came not to destroy men‘s lives but to save them.‘ ‖ Dibelius also included four healing stories in addition 

to Luke 14:1–6: The Demoniac in the Synagogue (Mark 1:23–28); The Paralytic (Mark 2:1–12); The Man 

with the Withered Hand (Mark 3:1–6); and Blind Bartimaeus (Mark 10:46–52). Many interpreters today 

include the first three, because of the decisive speech and action of Jesus, but only a few include the 

healing of blind Bartimaeus.  

Bultmann discussed forty-seven stories in the section on apophthegms in the Synoptic Gospels. During 

the 1980s this list expanded dramatically. In 1984, Berger presented a list of sixty-seven units (1984: 80–

82) and Tannehill discussed approximately eighty-five units (ANRW 2/25/2: 1792–1829). In addition to 

the eleven units universally accepted and Prophet without Honor (Mark 6:1–6), Berger and Tannehill 

discussed twenty-two units Bultmann had discussed in his investigation of apophthegms: Beel-zebul 

Controversy (Mark 3:22[23]–30); Defilement (Mark 7:1–15); Dispute about Greatness (Mark 9:33–37); 

Strange Exorcist (Mark 9:38–40); Who Can Be Saved? (Mark 10:23[26]–27); Already Left Family (Mark 

10:28–31); Question of Authority (Mark 11:27–33); Greatest Commandment (Mark 12:28–34); Widow‘s 

Penny (Mark 12:41–44); Temple Destruction (Mark 13:1–2); Following (Matt 8:19–22; Luke 9:57–62); 

Baptist‘s Question (Matt 11:2–6; Luke 7:18–23); Praise of Children (Matt 21:14–16); Shekel in Fish‘s 

Mouth (Matt 17:24–27); Mary and Martha (Luke 10:38[40]–42); Woman Blesses Jesus‘ Mother (Luke 

11:27–28); Parable of Rich Fool (Luke 12:13–21); Repentance or Destruction (Luke 13:1–5[9]); Prophet 

Perish in Jerusalem (Luke 13:31–33); Kingdom of God in You (Luke 17:20–21); Zaccheus (Luke 19:1–

10); and Disciples Praise Mighty Works (Luke 19:37–40). In addition, Berger and Tannehill included ten 

units not included by Bultmann among apophthegms: Sign Request (Mark 8:11–12); Question about 

David‘s Son (Mark 12:35–37); Temptation of Jesus (Matt 4:1–11; Luke 4:1–13); Forgiveness (Matt 

18:21–35); Inquiries to the Baptist (Luke 3:10–15); Return of the Seventy (Luke 10:17–20); Continuation 

of the Greatest Commandment (Luke 10:29–37); Narrow Door (Luke 13:22–30); Lovers of Money (Luke 

16:14–15[31]); and Faith and Worthy Servant (Luke 17:5–6[10]). Beyond this, Tannehill (1981b) 

includes approximately thirty-five Synoptic Gospel units that Berger (1984) does not include. In turn, 

Berger introduces ten units from the Gospel of John and two from Acts: Why Do You Baptize? (John 

1:24–27); Temple Cleansing (John 13:22); Question to John about Jesus (John 3:25–36); Jesus‘ Food 

(John 4:31–34); Work of God Is to Believe (John 6:28–29); Request for Sign (John 6:30–34); Refusal to 

Go to Jerusalem Openly (John 7:1–9); Adulterous Woman (John 8:1–11); Going to Jerusalem Again? 

(John 11:8–10); Mary Anoints Jesus (John 12:1–8); What Should We Do? (Acts 2:37–39); What Should I 

Do? (Acts 16:30–31).  

When the lists of Berger and Tannehill are combined, approximately one hundred units in the Gospels 

and Acts now are being discussed as apophthegms or pronouncement stories. Along with this expansion 

of the list has come significantly new systems for classifying the units. A classification system among the 

forms began with Bultmann, who distinguished biographical apophthegms from controversy and didactic 

apophthegms. Tannehill grouped the synoptic units under five categories: (1) correction stories; (2) 

commendation stories; (3) quest stories; (4) objection stories; and (5) inquiry stories (1981a; 1981b; 

ANRW 2/25/2: 1792–1829). Berger and Robbins have introduced the categories of deliberative, judicial, 



and epideictic rhetoric in their classifications of stories (Berger 1984: 91–92; Robbins 1984). In addition, 

Robbins has grouped more than 1700 stories from antiquity according to the life cycle of a person and the 

major groups of people with whom the person interacts during the adult stage (1988b). The life-cycle 

categories are: (1) conception and birth; (2) childhood through beginning of adult career; (3) adult career; 

(4) old age; and (5) death. During the adult stage, the main character interacts with eight different kinds of 

people or groups: (1) associate or friend (individual); (2) associates or friends (group); (3) family; (4) 

feminine person(s); (5) general person or audience; (6) leader or representative (of a group or type); (7) 

specified group; (8) young person(s). This classification shows that these brief stories, each attributed to a 

specific person, are natural constituents in a biography of a person‘s life (cf. Berger 1984: 82).  
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VERNON K. ROBBINS  

APOSTASY. See PUNISHMENTS AND CRIMES.  

APOSTLE. An apostle in the NT is an envoy, an ambassador, or a missionary. In the NT the term 

―apostle‖ is applied to one who carries the message of the gospel.  

———  

A. Definition and Origin  

B. Apostles as Missionaries  

C. Jesus‘ Disciples as Apostles  

D. Paul as Apostle of the Gentiles  

E. False Apostles  

F. Christ as Apostle  

———  

A. Definition and Origin  

The early Christian title of apostle, although well attested in the NT and other early Christian sources, 

presents a number of still unresolved problems. The noun ―apostle‖ (apostolos) is originally an adjective 

derived from the verb apostellō (―send‖), found in the NT with a considerable range of meanings. The 

basic concept is that of the sending of messengers or envoys; an apostle can also be called angelos 

(―messenger,‖ e.g., Luke 7:24; 9:52) or kērux (―herald,‖ e.g., 1 Tim 2:7, 2 Tim 1:11; cf. Mark 1:45; 2 Cor 

5:20). Apostles can be human or divine, sent by human or divine authorities.  

The original adjective apostolos is attested only infrequently in Greek literature, referring to an envoy or 

a bearer of a message in a general sense (e.g., Herodotus 1.21; Plato, Ep. 7.346a). This technical meaning 

conforms to the Aramaic sel  aḥ (Ezra 7:14; Dan 5:24; cf. 2 Chr 17:7–9; for references and bibliography, 

see Spicq, 1982). In the Hellenistic era, the concept of the divine envoy was applied by Epictetus to the 

ideal cynic (Diss. 3.22.3; 4.8.31), but the term apostolos does not occur. Christianity, therefore, appears to 

have picked a secular term and made it into a specific office and title.  



In addition to evidencing a bewildering range of applications of the title of apostle, the NT and the early 

patristic literature also attempt to define it. Since scholarship is still divided on many of the questions, the 

following definitions must be seen as part of the argument and not as final answers.  

The basic definition given by Origen (Jo. 32.17, ed. Preuschen 1903: 453, line 17) is simple: ―Everyone 

who is sent by someone is an apostle of the one who sent him.‖ The concept involves legal and 

administrative aspects and is basic to all types of representatives, envoys, and ambassadors. In the area of 

Christian religion, the term ―apostle‖ can refer to a messenger, human or divine, sent by God or Christ to 

reveal messages or to reveal the message of the gospel. Origen‘s definition, although later, is grounded in 

the NT itself; e.g., John 13:16: ―Truly, truly I say to you, a servant is not greater than his master; nor is he 

who is sent greater than the one who sent him‖ (cf. also Matt 10:40–42; Gal 4:14). More specific is the 

definition given in Acts 1:21–22, according to which an apostle must be ―one of the men who have 

accompanied us during all the time that the Lord Jesus went in and out among us, beginning from the 

baptism of John until the day when he was taken up from us …‖ Paul mentions (2 Cor 12:12; cf. Rom 

15:19; Acts 5:12) the practice of the apostle legitimating himself by ―the signs of the apostle‖ (ta sēmeia 

tou apostolou): i.e., ―by signs and miracles and wondrous deeds.‖ In the Petrine traditions, the task of the 

apostle is seen as transmitting the words of the prophets and of Jesus to the church (2 Pet 3:2; cf. the 

prophetic function of the apostles in Jude 17). Paul did not conform to any of these definitions, a fact that 

explains his position as an outsider and the difficulties he had obtaining recognition.  

B. Apostles as Missionaries  

Chronologically, in the earliest use of the term in the NT, apostolos is an administrative designation for 

envoys, delegates, and representatives. Their title and function are given in 2 Cor 8:23 (cf. Phil 2:25) as 

―envoys of the churches‖ (apostoloi ekklēsiōn , that is, envoys appointed and sent out by the churches to 

represent them (see Betz 2 Corinthians 8 and 9 Hermeneia, 73, 81, 86). In other places, the term ―apostle‖ 

is understood in a more religious sense as a missionary and preacher of the gospel. Acts 1:21–26 and 

13:1–3, passages describing the appointment of different types of ―apostles,‖ show that such appointments 

did not exclude divine intervention and authorization. The tasks of these apostles could vary but they 

seem to be centered in the proclamation of the gospel and the founding and administering of new 

churches (see 1 Cor 9:5, 12:28; Eph 2:20; 3:5; 4:11; Rev 18:20; Did. 11:3–6). Rom 16:3–16 includes a 

long list of greetings, among them the two apostles Andronicus and Junias (Rom 16:7). Perhaps the name 

―Junias‖ was corrected by scribes to replace Junia, a female name; such a correction would indicate that a 

woman (here possibly a married couple like Prisca and Aquila in 16:3, and Philologus and Julia in 16:15, 

although none of them is called apostle) could serve as a missionary apostle (see BAGD: 380, s.v. 

Iounias; Schüssler-Fiorenza 1983: 160–204).  

C. Jesus’ Disciples as Apostles  

A different concept of apostle is presupposed when the title is attributed to former disciples (mathētai) 

of Jesus who had been witnesses of his resurrection (Matt 10:2, 28:16–20; Mark 16:14–18; Luke 24:47–

49; John 20:19–23; cf. 1 Cor 9:1). There are, however, complications. The decisive passage, 1 Cor 15:3–

7, cites a composite formula combining different terminological usages (see Conzelmann 1 Corinthians 

Hermeneia, 251–60): v 5 names Cephas, Peter and the Twelve, v 7 includes James, the brother of Jesus 

(not called apostle in Gal 1:19; 1 Cor 9:5; see Betz Galatians Hermeneia, 78), and ―all the apostles‖ 

without clarifying how they are related to the ―500 brothers‖ (v 6) not called apostles. At a later stage, the 

gospel writers, especially Luke, identify the disciples of Jesus during his life on earth with the apostles 

and the Twelve, creating the concept of the Twelve Apostles (see Matt 10:1–2; Mark 3:14 with variant 

readings; Luke 6:13; Acts 1:23–26; Klein 1961). Originally, either in the earliest church or in Jesus‘ life-

time, the Twelve (hoi dōdeka) were a separate institution (see 1 Cor 15:5; Acts 6:2) representing the 

twelve tribes of Israel (Matt 19:28; see Sanders 1985: 98–106). While their number was fixed, the names 

in the lists of the apostles vary to some extent (see Mark 3:16–19; Matt 10:2–4; Luke 6:14–16; Acts 1:13, 

23, 26; for later lists, see NTApocr, 35–79; cf. also Mark 14:10, 43 and parallels; John 6:71, 12:4, 20:24; 

Acts 6:2). Luke‘s concept of the Twelve Apostles in effect limits the number to the disciples of the 

historical Jesus and denies the title of apostle to Paul (except Acts 14:4, 14, where Barnabas and Paul, 



owing to a pre-Lukan source, are called apostles). For Luke, the Twelve Apostles are the leaders of the 

Jerusalem church (see especially Acts 4:35–37; 5:2, 27–32; 6:6; 8:1, 14, 18; 9:27; 11:1; 15:1–6, 22–23; 

16:4 [the last time apostles are mentioned in Acts]). Consequently, Luke does not call the missionaries 

apostles.  

D. Paul as Apostle of the Gentiles  

The origins of Paul‘s concept of apostleship are still shrouded in mystery. In early Christianity the term 

was controversial, as can be seen from the NT. Paul‘s letters reveal some developments. In accordance 

with an earlier stage of the tradition, Barnabas and Paul served as missionary ―apostles‖ (cf. Rom 16:7; 

Acts 13:2–4; 14:4, 14; 1 Thess 2:1–7). Paul‘s bold attempt to rank himself alongside Cephas and the 

Twelve (1 Cor 15:3–10), however, met resistance, especially in the churches not founded by Paul, causing 

fierce debates about what constitutes apostleship. These debates reflect the fact that Paul‘s own 

interpretation of the title and office rested on rather different theological presuppositions by which he 

gave apostleship a completely new interpretation. This can have occurred only at a somewhat later time, 

not at the beginning of Paul‘s ministry. At the conference in Jerusalem (Gal 2:8; see Betz Galatians, 98–

99; Lüdemann 1984: 76–77; 1980–83, 2: 62–63), and even in the prescript of the early letter of 1 

Thessalonians (cf. also Phil 1:1; 2:25; Phlm 1), he did not call himself apostle (cf. its ambiguous usage in 

1 Thess 2:7). The title appears as Paul‘s self-description in an epistolary prescript first in Gal 1:1, perhaps 

as a result of the conflict in Antioch (2:11–14), and then becomes standard (1 Cor: 2:7; 2 Cor 1:1; Rom 

1:1; then Col 1:1; Eph 1:1; 1 Tim 1:1; 2 Tim 1:1, 11; Tit 1:1; differently 2 Thess 1:1).  

Paul‘s reinterpretation of the concept questioned fundamental assumptions held by the church before 

Paul. He rejected the idea that having known the historical Jesus personally was a valid criterion (2 Cor 

5:16). Indeed, the gospels point out that those who knew Jesus best during his life on earth—his disciples 

and his family—came to understand his message only after the resurrection. On the other hand, if 

witnessing the resurrection was the criterion, Paul qualified as an apostle, since he too had a vision of the 

risen Lord (Gal 1:16; 1 Cor 9:1–5; 15:1–10). If founding churches was the criterion, Paul had worked 

more in this task than everyone else (1 Cor 15:10). Looking back at his mission, he calls himself the 

―apostle of the Gentiles‖ (Rom 11:13; cf. 1:5–7, 13–15). When Christ appeared to him and called him to 

preach the gospel to the Gentiles (Gal 1:15–16), Paul took this call to mean that he was given a unique 

role in salvation history. In Rom 1:1; 1 Cor 1:1, Paul claims to be a ―called apostle‖ (klētos apostolos), 

analogous to the former disciples of Jesus (cf. Mark 1:16–20 and parallels; 6:7; Matt 10:1, etc.). Not 

appointed by human authorities (Gal 1:1, 12) but by the risen Christ himself, he came to regard himself as 

the personal representative (mimētēs) of Christ on earth (1 Thess 1:6; 11:1 Phil 3:17; see Betz 1967). This 

fact implied that Paul‘s entire physical and spiritual existence was to be understood as an epiphany of the 

crucified and resurrected redeemer (Gal 6:14, 17; 2 Cor 2:14–5:21; 6:4–10; 12:7–10; 13:3–4; Phil 3:10). 

His missionary campaigns were to be regarded as a decisive phase prior to the parousia, in which the 

gospel had to be preached ―from Jerusalem in a wide curve as far as Illyricum‖ (Rom 15:19) and indeed 

as far as Spain (Rom 15:24). This mission, when completed, would be regarded as the ―offering of the 

gentiles‖ in which he officiated as the chief ―celebrant‖ (Rom 15:16). In the Last Judgment, Paul expected 

to present his gentile churches unblemished and pure to Christ (1 Thess 2:10–12; 5:23; 1 Cor 1:8; 2 Cor 

1:14; 11:2; Phil 2:15; furthermore Col 1:22; Eph 5:27).  

Paul‘s concept of apostleship, while not conforming to the common criteria as exemplified by Luke-

Acts, effectively changed these criteria, a process reflected in the NT. In this reinterpretation, other 

influences came into play. Widengren (1950; for bibliography, see Betz Galatians, 75) pointed to notions 

in Syriac Gnosticism that may have contributed to Paul‘s concept of apostleship. Betz (1972) showed that 

Paul was influenced by the Socratic tradition in which Socrates was seen as a messenger sent by the deity. 

Whatever influences there may have been, however, Paul, through his debates and struggles, and through 

his own suffering and death (cf. Col 1:24), defined the concept of apostleship in a radically new way that 

also determined its understanding and application in the post-NT era.  

E. False Apostles  



Paul‘s claim to apostleship reflects a more general confusion about the question of who was truly an 

apostle. Was James, ―the brother of the Lord,‖ an apostle (see Gal 1:19; 1 Cor 9:5; see Betz Galatians, 

78)? The evidence is ambiguous. Contrary to Acts 14:4, 14, Paul himself evidently avoided attributing the 

title to Barnabas (cf. Gal 2:1–10, 13; 1 Cor 9:6). Paul sometimes mentions other missionary apostles 

whom he apparently considers to be inferior in status when compared to himself (see B, above). When he 

ridicules his opponents as ―false apostles‖ (pseudapostoloi, 2 Cor 11:13) or ―superapostles‖ (hyperlian 

apostoloi, 2 Cor 11:5; 12:11), he unfortunately does not reveal their names. That these opponents had 

even less respectful titles for him is suggested by the term ―miscarriage‖ ektrōma, 1 Cor 15:8). The 

struggle over the definition and criteria of true and false apostleship (see also Rev 2:2), in analogy to that 

over true and false prophecy, raged well into later church history as part of the battles against heresy (see 

NTApocr, 35–74; furthermore HERESY AND ORTHODOXY IN THE NT).  

F. Christ as Apostle  

Peculiar is the fact that only Heb 3:1 calls Christ an apostle: ―Jesus, the apostle and high priest of our 

confession‖ (see Braun An die Hebräer HNT, 71–74, 78). This, however, appears to be a late application 

of the term which may have older roots (cf. Matt 15:24; Luke 4:18, 43). The Fourth Gospel still contains 

what seem to be traces of an older usage. We find here not only the definitive statement of 13:16 (cited 

above, A) but also, through the terminology of sending (apostellō), the description of Christ‘s entire 

mission. Jesus Christ, the Logos and Son of God, was sent by God into this world (3:16–17, 34; 5:36–38; 

6:29, 57; 7:29; 10:36; 11:42; 17:3, 8, 18, 21, 23, 25; 20:21; cf. 1 John 4:9, 10, 14). In turn, Jesus sends out 

his disciples (4:38; 17:18; 20:21). They are called the Twelve, not apostles (6:67, 70–71; 20:24). It seems 

that the Fourth Gospel, without offering reasons, studiously avoids the title of apostle, while presuming 

the concept and terminology of sending. Perhaps the matter is related to the general similarity between 

Johannine christology and Pauline apostleship, a similarity which may reflect the still unexplained 

relationship between Johannine and Pauline Christianity.  
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HANS DIETER BETZ  

APOSTLES, EPISTLE OF. The Epistle of the Apostles (or Epistula Apostolorum) is an early 

apocryphal Christian work of unknown authorship. Originally written in Greek, the Ep. Apos. survives 

only in Ethiopic (complete text), Coptic (approx. two thirds), and Latin (fragments). The title has been 

inferred from the opening sentence, ―What Jesus Christ revealed to his disciples as a letter …‖ (1.1; 



Duensing 1963: 191); but this translation of Ethiopic maṣ-ḥaf (―book,‖ ―writing‖) has been questioned 

(Vanovermeire 1962: 112; Hills 1989: 2). The date and place of writing are disputed. Schmidt (1919) 

argued for 170–180 C.E. and Asia Minor; more recently Hornschuh (1965) has made a strong case for 

Egyptian provenance and a date ca. 120 C.E.; late 2d-century Syria has also been suggested (De Zwaan 

1933).  

What is clear is the Ep. Apos.‘s genre. Chaps. 1–12 and 51 frame the body of the work (chaps. 13–50), 

which is a post-Easter dialogue between Jesus and the apostles. The former speaks as the risen Revealer, 

the latter as united witnesses to the Revealer‘s words and deeds (see esp. 29.5). The speeches‘ stereotyped 

introductions (e.g., ―He [± answered and] said to us‖; ―We said to him‖) and rhetorical expressions (e.g., 

―Until what day do you ask?‖ [22.2]; ―What you wish, say to me, and I will tell you without grudging‖ 

[24.5]) are conventional in contemporary literary dialogues (e.g., in Shep. Herm. and the Nag Hammadi 

tractates Ap. Jas. [NHC I,2], Thom. Cont. [NHC II,7], and Dial. Sav. [NHC III,5]).  

The principal topics of the dialogue are the Lord‘s heavenly descent and incarnation (chaps. 13–14); the 

remembrance of his death and his second coming (15–18); resurrection and judgment (19–29; 38–39); the 

mission of Paul (31–33); the signs of the end (34–37, adapted from an apocalypse; cf. the 5th-century 

Testament of the Lord 1–11, where the same apocalypse has been used); the commission of the disciples 

to preach, teach, and baptize (40–42); and orthodoxy and discipline (43–50). These diverse topics are 

unified by the author‘s concern to define the community in terms of keeping the Lord‘s commandments, 

to summarize the ―faith‖ of the apostles (see esp. 5.21–22), and to offer a ―revelation‖ that has present and 

ethical, as well as future and heavenly, content.  

Of special interest is the use of gospel traditions, both in the dialogue (chaps. 13–50) and in its preface 

(1–12). For example, in Ep. Apos. 4–5 a list of miracles is expanded to include dialogue; this list is in turn 

appended to the hymnic or poetic chap. 3. Chaps. 3–5 thus constitute a christological aretalogy, whose 

function is to affirm the authority of the apostles and the traditions they reveal. In chaps. 41–42 a 

dominical saying prohibiting titles (cf. Matt 23:8–9) is reformulated to suit the author‘s situation. In Ep. 

Apos. 43–45 the parable of the Wise and Foolish Maidens, familiar from Matt 25:1–13, is narrated and 

explained through dialogue. In each of these sections some knowledge of the NT Gospels is probable. But 

there are no certain quotations from any NT writing, and the author appears to write without any 

awareness of a ―canon‖ of NT scriptures. Indeed, among the proof texts quoted in the Ep. Apos. are 

several sayings not found in extant Jewish and Christian literature (see esp. 11.8).  

Most commentators have seen as the work‘s primary purpose an orthodox defense against gnostic 

Christianity, since the author warns against ―Simon and Cerinthus‖ in chaps. 1 and 7; these two are 

commonly identified as first among heretics by other 2d- and 3d-century writers. But this judgment must 

be treated with caution. First, the position of the ―opponents‖ is never spelled out, nor is it explicitly 

contradicted. Second, the Ep. Apos. itself falls short of later 2d-century definitions of orthodoxy (e.g., in 

Irenaeus). Third, the author appears as much concerned with catechism and church order as with 

theological debate; the condemnation of heresy is standard in later church orders (e.g., Hippolytus 

Apostolic Tradition [ca. 215 C.E.] and the several church orders deriving from it; cf. also the Catechetical 

Lectures of Cyril of Jerusalem [d. 386 C.E.]).  

More conspicuous is the author‘s emphasis on the disciples, as successors to the risen Lord and as 

―founders‖ of the Church (see esp. Ep. Apos. 33.2). The importance of baptism is stressed (e.g., in 5.21, 

where the best mss read ―great Christians,‖ an Ethiopic idiom for ―the baptized‖; 27.2; 42.3, 7), as is the 

eucharist (or ―agape,‖ in chap. 15) and the idea of a universal mission (e.g., in 30.1). This suggests that 

the Ep. Apos. is witness to the flowering of an ecclesiastical self-consciousness in an environment of 

competing Christian groups, but before the emergence of the ―Great [or Catholic] Church.‖  
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JULIAN V. HILLS  

APOSTOLIC CONSTITUTIONS AND CANONS. An early church manual of liturgical and 

ecclesiastical regulations that usually is dated to the end of the 4th century (ca. C.E. 380) and is ascribed to 

the region of Syria. The text is divided into 8 books, each of which incorporates several more ancient 

writings. Ancient Syriac texts, and subsequently Ethiopic and Arabic translations, indicate a knowledge of 

only the first 6 books, which suggests that these books formed the original core of the work to which 

Books 7–8 were added later. The complete corpus of materials has been preserved in Greek, Latin, and 

Coptic editions.  

With the addition of occasional editorial alterations, Books 1–6 are formulated around the Didascalia 

Apostolorum (3d century). Book 7 utilizes much of the Didache (2d century) and the Kadusha prayer of 

early Jewish liturgy. The Apostolic Tradition of Hippolytus serves as a foundation for the 85 legislative 

canons that appear in Book 8, where a familiarity with the Clementine Liturgy also is evident.  

The author of Apos. Con. has not been identified with certainty. The complete form of the title 

(Constitutions of the Holy Apostles) suggests that the 1st-century apostles have authored these materials, 

but this undoubtedly is a pseudepigraphical feature. So, too, the attestation within the text that these 

instructions originally were transmitted through the agency of ―Clement‖ (6.18.11; presumably Clement I 

of Rome) should be rejected. It is much more likely that a later compiler, perhaps the Pseudo-Ignatius, 

who is responsible for the ―longer recension‖ of the epistles of Ignatius, should be considered as the 

appropriate compiler of the text. The consistency in style and editorial technique further support the 

argument that a single editor is responsible for the final form of the text.  

The contents of Apos. Con., which include numerous moral exhortations and the outline of specific 

religious obligations, have been carefully arranged to meet the needs of early Christian believers. 

Throughout the text there is a strict dependence upon the authority of the OT and the NT, in addition to a 

rigid, legalistic interpretation of both. Book 1 is directed toward the circumstances of the laity, who are 

encouraged to follow a strictly ethical code of daily existence. Book 2 focuses upon the qualifications and 

obligations of the clerical orders. The offices of deacon and widow are addressed in Book 3, as are 

instructions for the correct observation of baptism ritual. Specific issues with regard to charity are 

discussed in Book 4. The fate and situation of those who are persecuted and martyred for the Christian 

faith are summarized in Book 5, followed by a review of heresies and schisms in Book 6. The ―Two 

Ways‖ motif of early Jewish-Christian literature serves as the background of Book 7, where numerous 

ancient exhortations and liturgical traditions have been preserved. Book 8 concludes the text with a 

review of spiritual gifts and numerous points of worship and ecclesiastical order for the clergy.  

Several special features characterize the corpus. The text recognizes a well-developed series of 

ecclesiastical offices, which includes the positions of bishop, presbyter, deacon, widow, sub-deacon, door 

keeper, and others. The role of the bishop in this structure is exalted greatly. At the conclusion of Apos. 

Con., a list of canonized texts is offered which omits Revelation, but which includes 3 Maccabees, 1 and 

2 Clement, and Apos. Con. itself. While the text incorporates a significant number of prayers that reveal 

distinctly Jewish origins (see Books 7–8; Goodenough 1935: 306–58), it bears a distinct antipathy toward 

Jewish customs as they were practiced among early Christians.  

The authenticity of Apos. Con. ultimately was rejected by the Council of Trullo in 692, an act which 

served to diminish its influence within later ecclesiastical tradition. The entire corpus of the Canons was 



accepted as genuine by John of Constantinople, however, and subsequently it gained authority throughout 

the Eastern Church, where it still is used today.  
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CLAYTON N. JEFFORD  

APOSTOLIC COUNCIL. See JERUSALEM, COUNCIL OF.  

APOSTOLIC FATHERS. A collection of early Christian writings traditionally regarded as having 

been set down by people directly or indirectly associated with the apostles. A complete modern edition 

will include the following (the order varies considerably): 1 Clement, 2 Clement, Ignatius, Polycarp, 

Didache, Barnabas, Papias, Hermas, Martyrdom of Polycarp, Diognetus, and Quadratus (cf. Bihlmeyer, 

Fischer). Separate discussions of each of these writings is provided in this dictionary. The purpose of the 

present article is to discuss the history of the collection as a whole and to indicate the bearing that the 

study of the Apostolic Fathers (AF) has on the study of the NT and early Christianity.  

A line of distinguished editions of the AF leads back to a work published by the French scholar, J.-B. 

Cotelier, in Paris in 1672. The attention given to this body of material in the 17th century was prompted 

as much by the concern of humanism to return to the authentic sources of Western civilization as by the 

theological polemics of the reformation and counterreformation. The use of the expression ―Apostolical 

Fathers‖ can be traced back at least as far as William Wake, who in 1693 published a translation of 1 

Clement, Polycarp, Ignatius, Martyrdom of Ignatius, Martyrdom of Polycarp, Barnabas, Hermas, and 2 

Clement (de Jonge). The subtitle of the work spoke of these writings as ―being together with the Holy 

Scriptures of the NT, a complete collection of the most primitive antiquity for about CL years after 

Christ.‖ And in the introduction to the third edition (1719), we are told that these works were ―truly 

written by those whose names they bear, and that those writers lived so near the apostolical times, that it 

cannot be doubted, but that they do indeed represent to us the doctrine, government, and discipline of the 

church, as they received it from the apostles; the apostles from Christ, and that blessed Spirit, who 

directed them both in what they taught, and in what they ordain‘d.‖ Wake (now Archbishop of 

Canterbury) also noted that all this ―is so exactly agreeable to the present doctrine, government, and 

discipline of the church of England by law establish‘d; that no one who allows of the one can reasonably 

make any exceptions against the other.‖ The expression ―Apostolic Fathers‖ was also soon employed by 

the Lutheran theologian and scholar Thomas Ittig in his edition of 1699 (with reference only to materials 

associated with the names of Clement, Ignatius, and Polycarp) and by the Reformed (Armenian) biblical 

scholar and theologian Joh. Clericus (Jean Le Clerc) in his reedition of Cotelier in 1698 (with reference to 

materials associated with the names of Barnabas, Hermas, Clement, Ignatius, and Polycarp).  

The previous work of two other English scholars—Patrick Young and James Ussher—is important in 

accounting for the emergence of the special attention given to the AF in this period. As early as 1633, 

Young in his capacity as Royal Librarian published 1 Clement from Codex Alexandrinus, the celebrated 

5th-century biblical manuscript presented in 1628 to Charles I by Cyril Lucar, patriarch of 

Constantinople. Young refers to the author as being ―of almost the same time as the apostles, the disciple 

of Paul, and the successor of Peter,‖ and to the writing as ―this divine and clearly apostolic epistle.‖ He 

also expresses the wish that the English king may be granted in his own realm the peace and harmony 

urged by Clement on the dissenters in Corinth long ago.  

Even more important from the point of view of the impetus given to the scholarly investigation of the 

AF and the early church was the brilliant discovery by Archbishop Ussher of the shorter form of the 

letters of Ignatius (1644), which is generally accepted as genuine today. The discovery also had the effect 



of upholding the episcopal system as a feature of the earliest period. This was one reason that not long 

afterward the Reformed theologian and scholar, Jean Daillé, published an important study of Dionysius 

the Areopagite and the (shorter form of the) letters of Ignatius (1666) in which he attempted to prove the 

inauthenticity of both bodies of writings (Harrison 1936: 135). Posterity has accepted his judgment about 

the Areopagite but not (for the most part) about Ignatius. John Pearson, bishop of Chester, wrote an 

especially influential book defending the authenticity of the shorter form of the letters of Ignatius (1672). 

In the long run, however, Daillé‘s general insistence that the fathers of the church possess no special 

theological authority and must be approached historically was prophetic of the spirit that was to dominate 

the study of the early church in Western Christianity.  

Additions to the roster of AF were subsequently made by Andreas Gallandi (a forerunner of Migne), 

who included also the letter to Diognetus, the fragments of Papias, and the fragment of Quadratus (1765). 

And finally, the startling discovery of the Didache by Bryennios (published in 1883) led to the inclusion 

of that document also among the AF.  

The Bryennios manuscript (an A.D. 1056 codex of the Greek patriarchate in Jerusalem, formerly in the 

library of the Hospice of the Church of the Holy Sepulchre in Constantinople) represents a convenient 

point from which to look back to the role of the AF before modern times. The first writing in the codex is 

a brief ―Synopsis (Survey) of the Old and New Testament‖ attributed (wrongly) to John Chrysostom. This 

is followed by Barnabas, 1 Clement, 2 Clement, the Didache, and the long recension of the letters of 

Ignatius (Harnack 1893: 11–12). The manuscript suggests an interest in the AF comparable in some ways 

to that of the later and more critical age already discussed. This is all the more surprising since the 

collection was put together at a time when (from the end of the 7th century on) little had been heard of the 

AF (other than Ignatius), and people‘s conception of the early period had been shaped primarily by 

forgeries long associated with the names not only of Ignatius but also of Clement of Rome, Dionysius the 

Areopagite, and Justin Martyr (Grant 1962: 428–29).  

More real knowledge of the AF was available to the contestants in the Christological debates of the 5th 

and 6th centuries. Here interest in the AF centered primarily on Ignatius, who was appealed to by all 

sides. What stands out in this connection is that ultimately the short (and presumably authentic) recension 

of the letters of Ignatius proved most congenial to the monophysite cause (Grant 1962: 426–27). Much 

less significant use was made of Polycarp, 1 Clement, 2 Clement, and Hermas in this period; and appeals 

to Papias were even more isolated (Grant 1967: 24–32). Moreover, authentic early materials had to 

compete with the whole range of pseudepigraphical writings already noted.  

Clearer conceptions of who and what the AF represented can be found in the 2d, 3d, and 4th centuries. 

Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, and Eusebius shed particularly important light on their reception 

(Grant 1962: 421–26). In these writers most of the AF were provided with rather direct links to the 

apostolic age; but forgeries were only beginning to cloud the horizon, and in some quarters problems of 

authenticity were discussed. Thus Eusebius set Hermas, Barnabas, and the Didache among the ―spurious‖ 

items that make up the second component of the writings ―not universally accepted‖ as scriptural 

(antilegomena); he noted that 1 Clement was still read in many churches; he observed that 2 Clement was 

not used by the ancients; he declared the romances written in the names of Clement of Rome forgeries; he 

suggested (in line with Alexandrian tradition) that Hermas was useful for elementary instruction; and he 

expressed his doubts about the intelligence of Papias. A wide range of concerns affecting theology, 

spirituality, ethics, and church order were involved in the appeal to these writings in this period. Although 

they rarely dominate any discussion, their importance should not be underrated. It may be noted (for 

example) that Irenaeus‘ millennialism owed a good deal to what he knew of Papias; that striking passages 

such as the lines from Hermas on the oneness of God who contains all but is himself contained by 

nothing, or the verses from Ignatius on the hidden entrance of Christ into the world, set the tone in a 

variety of contexts; and that the reworking of the material of the Didache in later church orders (the 

Didascalia and the Apostolic Constitutions) attests to its prestige.  

It follows from what has been said that attention to the AF in the early church often took the form of a 

consideration of their possible canonicity (Ruwet 1942; 1948; 1952; Andry 1951; Grant 1964: 13–33; 



Kümmel 1966: 344–51). For the presumed association of their authors with the apostles gave them 

credentials as strong as some of the writings ultimately accepted into the NT. The most important points 

are these (though some are matters of dispute): Irenaeus came close to treating 1 Clement and Hermas as 

scripture (but seems not actually to have done so). Tertullian dealt with Hermas as scripture in his pre-

Montanist period. Clement of Alexandria regarded 1 Clement, Hermas, Barnabas, and the Didache as 

inspired writings. Origen dealt with Hermas, Barnabas, and the Didache similarly, but at the same time 

seems not to have regarded them as canonical. Eusebius, as we have seen, is less receptive to these three 

books and regards them as spurious. Finally, Athanasius (in his famous festal letter on the topic) clearly 

sets the Didache and Hermas outside of the canon, but does so in such a way as still to reflect the high 

evaluation of these writings in the Alexandrian tradition. It should also be noted that Codex Sinaiticus 

(4th century) included Barnabas and Hermas; that Codex Alexandrinus (5th century) contained 1 

Clement and 2 Clement; and that a catalog found in Codex Claromantanus (6th century) lists among the 

books of the NT (in addition to two other unusual works) Barnabas and Hermas (though all four items are 

set off by a dash).  

Clearly the criterion that obtained most widely in thinking about the AF and drawing them together as a 

group in ancient and modern times was their presumed connection with the apostles or at least their 

presumed antiquity relative to (most) other noncanonical writings of the early church. In other respects 

they are very diverse indeed, and the difficulties inherent in defining the collection have grown rather than 

lessened over time (Jouassard 1957). As regards form, most of the AF in the modern collections are 

letters. But whereas 1 Clement, Ignatius, and Polycarp are true letters, Barnabas (a theological tract), the 

Martyrdom of Polycarp (a martyrology), and Diognetus (an apology) are letters only in an external sense. 

The other writings of the AF represent a homily (2 Clement), a church order (Didache), and a kind of 

apocalypse (Hermas). Papias‘ discussion of the words and deeds of Jesus is known to us only in a series 

of fragments, and we have but one tiny quotation from the apologist Quadratus.  

The status of the authors of these writings is also diverse: Ignatius, Polycarp, and (probably) Clement 

had some kind of official standing in their churches; the author of the Martyrdom of Polycarp recedes 

behind the authority of the church for which he writes; the individual who wrote to Diognetus is 

unknown; Barnabas, 2 Clement and the Didache are pseudonymous; Hermas was written by a man who 

sets himself apart from the clergy.  

Moreover, rather different forms of the early Christian experience are represented by these writings. 

Aspects of the literary and theological world of Paul are reflected in some of the letters. But whereas 

Polycarp breathes the spirit of the Pastorals, and 1 Clement‘s Christianity is almost equally 

unadventuresome, Ignatius infuses his Paulinism with qualities reminiscent of John and other mystical 

(perhaps even quasignostic) strands of thought. Yet both Clement with his idea of succession and Ignatius 

with his emphasis on monepiscopacy set the stage for the further development of a catholic conception of 

ministerial authority. And this in turn may well be connected with the greater openness of 1 Clement and 

Ignatius to elements derived from the popular culture of the Greco-Roman world. Indeed, the remarkable 

fact about most of the other Apostolic Fathers is the extent to which they remain indebted to various 

forms of Judaism. Thus the Didache not only looks like an extension of the concerns of Matthew‘s 

gospel, but also falls back on Jewish and Jewish-Christian materials in the realm of ethics and ritual that 

are not derived from the NT. Barnabas is reminiscent especially of Hebrews, but is even more clearly 

indebted to Jewish lore and at the same time more negatively disposed to Judaism as a historical and 

social fact. 2 Clement represents (in the words of Hans Windisch) ―a Synoptic-Gospels Christianity 

reformulated and domesticated in the light of late Judaism‖ (cf. Bihlmeyer 1956: xxix). And Papias‘ 

millennialism shows that themes from fully developed forms of apocalyptic thought were still alive in 

some circles. Similarly, Hermas registers the impact of a wide range of Jewish theological, angeological, 

and ethical ideas within the framework of an apocalyptic outlook (though elements from popular Greco-

Roman culture also play an interesting role in his thought). Different again is the Martyrdom of Polycarp, 

which represents a complex weaving together of Jewish, Christian, and more popular elements that gave 



rise to the church‘s version of the holy man. And finally, the apologetic strategies of Diognetus (and 

Quadratus) belong to another whole order of theological and literary activity.  

Modern views about the authenticity, dating, and historical setting of the AF have robbed even the 

criterion of antiquity of much of its significance. Most of the AF are, to be sure, relatively early. But no 

significant link between any of them and the apostles now seems particularly likely. Indeed, the Didache, 

Barnabas, and 2 Clement all seem to be pseudonymous. And the reason for including Diognetus in the 

collection is undercut by the recognition that its last two chapters, which include the ambiguous reference 

to the author as ―a disciple of apostles‖ (11.1), do not belong to the writing. A glance at the articles on the 

separate writings will also show that there is much dispute about the dating of most of these books and 

that at least some of them probably fall outside the period in question. Conversely, there are other early 

Christian works, both canonical and noncanonical, that seem to fall into this period. Above all, we are 

much more acutely aware today of the striking differences between the forms of Christianity reflected in 

the AF whatever their date may be. The conclusion seems inescapable that as a collection they represent 

nothing very definite in either theological or historical terms. NT scholarship, then, is moving even more 

consciously (in spite of the many difficulties involved) toward an integration of the AF with the later 

materials of the NT and with early noncanonical literature not included in the AF (cf. Koester 1982, 2: 

147–347).  

The very diversity of the AF has meant, however, that studies that have focused on this collection as a 

whole (usually with the exception of the apologetic materials) have worked with a sample of early 

Christian literature sufficiently broad to guarantee interesting results. Of particular importance here for 

NT scholarship have been the efforts to read the AF for the light they can shed on the reception of the 

various books of the NT. The report of the committee of the Oxford Society on this problem (1905) is still 

fundamental. But commentaries on the biblical books and studies of the individual writings of the AF 

have introduced many refinements. Nothing like an adequate summary of these discussions is possible 

here (for a survey of the findings, see Kümmel 1966: 337–40). It may be noted, however, that especially 

interesting investigations have been undertaken regarding the use of the Synoptic Gospels and of synoptic 

tradition in the AF. The debate is dominated by two books: Massaux (1950) and Koester (1957). The full 

range of possibilities are taken into account in these works: quotation of (or allusion to) one or the other 

of the Synoptic Gospels, reliance on some kind of harmonization of the written Gospels, knowledge of 

oral tradition, independent access to tradition peculiar to one of the Gospels, and so forth. In general, it 

may be said that Massaux (who worked with the whole range of Christian literature to the time of 

Irenaeus) emphasized the importance of Matthew to the church from the earliest times and the reliance by 

the majority of authors on Matthew in a written form. Koester, on the other hand, emphasized the extent 

to which the AF were indebted to oral tradition. Many of Koester‘s conclusions have been questioned by 

Grant (1964: 35–86), and the whole issue has been thoroughly reviewed by Köhler (1987), who finds 

himself closer to the position of Massaux than of Koester. It is clear, however, that the work of Koester 

has contributed to a considerably more flexible notion of the possibilities in the reception of the Synoptic 

Gospels and of synoptic tradition in the early church.  

Other studies devoted to the AF as a whole also retain their value in characterizing the Christianity of 

the period. Thus Torrance‘s classic treatment of grace in the AF (1948) is still useful even though he 

measured them too exclusively against Paul, took a Barthian approach to Paul too much for granted in so 

doing, and failed to note the elements in the AF that represent to some extent functional equivalents of the 

category of grace. Klevinghaus‘ demonstration of the eclipse of the significance of Israel as a historical 

reality in the AF (1948) remains generally convincing. More recently, Eijk‘s careful analysis of the 

doctrine of the resurrection in the AF (1974) is distinguished by special sensitivity to the differences 

between the individual writings. Other more or less useful studies on the AF as a whole are to be found on 

such topics as the connection between ethics and dogma (Hörmann 1952), the terminology for evil spirits 

(Gokey 1961), views of material re-creation (O‘Hagan 1968), and moral teachings (Liébaert 1970). 

Naturally attention to the AF (sometimes as a distinct group) will also be found in histories of Christian 

thought, the ministry, the liturgy, spirituality, and so forth. Although peculiarities of one kind or the other 



are associated with each of the AF, it is perhaps Ignatius who strikes commentators most as rising above 

expectations in literary and theological terms.  

It should be noted in conclusion that the basic tools for the study of the NT—Bauer‘s lexicon, Kittel‘s 

theological wordbook, and the grammar of Blass and Debrunner—give significant attention also to the 

AF. An excellent concordance to these writings was published by Heinrich Kraft in 1963.  
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WILLIAM R. SCHOEDEL  

APPAIM (PERSON) [Heb ˒appayim (ַאַפִים )]. One of the two sons of Nadab (1 Chr 2:30). Since his 

brother died childless, Appaim‘s descendants are an important part of the family of Jerahmeel, the 

firstborn son of Hezron, grandson of Judah. The MT uses the plural ―The sons of‖ in recording Appaim‘s 

issue (1 Chr 2:31); however, the single son, Ishi, may be understood here as the progenitor of a clan or 

family bearing his name. Appaim is a dual form meaning ―nostrils‖ but may also mean ―nose,‖ ―anger,‖ 

or ―temper‖ and is derived from the verb meaning ―to be angry.‖  

W. P. STEEGER  

APPEAL TO CAESAR. Under the Empire, all holders of Roman citizenship possessed among their 

citizen rights the ius appellationis ad Caesarem, or right of appeal to Caesar. According to the great 3d-

century jurist, Ulpian, the right of appeal was guaranteed to all Roman citizens, whether residents of Italy 

or the provinces under the provisions of a lex Iulia de vi publica, ennacted at the beginning of the Empire 

by Augustus, who thereby instructed Roman magistrates and officials that citizens should not only have 

the right of appeal from local judicial authority to Rome, but should also not be inflicted with death, 

scourging, prolonged imprisonment, or torture without full due process of law, including the right of 

appellatio (Dig. 48.6.7). There is some question as to when Augustus‘ law came to be extended to the 

provinces (Millar 1977: 508–9; Jones 1960: 54–55), but ―late in the reign of Augustus there is a clear 

instance, in the second edict of Augustus from Cyrene, … that by that date the lex Iulia was being applied 

to actions in the provinces‖ (Sherwin-White 1963: 60). This process, along with other aspects of the 

emperor‘s judicial role, seems to have been regularized under successive emperors (Millar 1977: 509–14) 

so that by the early 3d century Severus Alexander was quick to warn provincial officials of any 

obstruction or abuse against those who made appeals. (Dig. 49.1.25 = P.Oxy. 2104).  

The right of appellatio in the Empire replaced an earlier basic citizen right of the Roman Republic, the 

ius provocationis ad populum, or right of calling (provocare) on the entire body of citizens in assembly to 

overturn the judicial decisions of magistrates. Extended to all Roman citizens by the terms of a lex Valeria 

of 300 B.C., the exercise of provocatio was guaranteed in all capital cases, and could be exercised as well 

in other criminal cases, but apparently not in civil cases (OCD 892–93). Before 300 B.C. provocatio may 

have been utilized, but without assurance of receiving hearing before the populus assembled in the 

Comitia Tributa, or Tribal Assembly. The tribune of the plebs (tribunus plebis) was the presiding officer 

of this assembly and may have referred appeals to the body as a function of his ius auxilii, the right of 

rendering aid to any citizen whom he judged the victim of unjust magisterial authority (coercitio). The 

tribune could take action himself, or through the assembly, to overturn magisterial decisions either upon 

appeal or on his own initiative (Kunkel 1966: 54, 72; OCD 892–93). It is likely that the appellatio ad 

Caesarem derived directly from this tribunician ius auxilii. Cassius Dio (51.19.6–7) reports that in 30 B.C. 

Octavian Caesar was granted the tribunician authority of ius auxilii for life. The remaining powers of the 

tribune (tribunicia potestas) were granted to Octavian after his accession as Augustus, and it was from 

this tribunician power that Augustus and all subsequent emperors exercised judicial authority as the 

special protector of the Roman citizen body, a role which under the Republic had belonged to the plebeian 

tribune (Millar 1977: 509; Jones 1960: 54; Crook 1967: 70–71).  

The exercise of appellatio was common among provincial Christians with Roman citizen status who 

had been accused of wrongdoing. The most familiar instance of appeal to Caesar is, of course, that of 

Paul. When about to be subjected to scourging under the direction of Felix, Procurator of Judaea (OCD 

434), Paul ―lays claim to the protection afforded by his Roman citizenship‖ (Millar 1977: 511), under the 

provisions of the lex Iulia, demanding that as a Roman he not be beaten uncondemned of any crime and 

protected from the same at the hands of the Jews (Acts 22:25–30; 23:27). It was when Paul was about to 

be tried before the tribunal of Porcius Festus, the successor of Felix as Judean procurator, that he 

proclaimed his appeal to Caesar (Acts 24:27–25:22). There is some difficulty, however, in understanding 

the precise nature of Paul‘s appellatio, since ―it has the character of a rejection of one court in favor of 



another one rather than of an appeal from a verdict‖ (Millar 1977: 511). It has been suggested that the lex 

Iulia entailed not only appeal to the emperor after verdicts were rendered, but also the right to challenge 

the jurisdiction of a particular court by requesting a change of venue to Rome, a process that may more 

properly be referred to as provocatio than appellatio (Sherwin-White 1963: 115–16). Apparently 

provincial governors were not strictly bound to refer criminal cases to Rome. The well-known 

correspondence between Pliny and Trajan concerning the procedure for trying Christians with Roman 

citizenship indicates some confusion in the matter of jurisdiction (Pliny, Ep. 10.96.4). Certainly there is 

ample attestation of governors both trying and executing citizens in the provinces, suggesting that as a 

matter of practicality jurisdiction was retained by local magisterial authority unless there was by the 

defendant formal recourse to provocatio or to appellatio (Sherwin-White 1963: 58–63).  
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JOHN F. HALL  

APPHIA (PERSON) [Gk AApphia (ἈΑπυια)]. A Christian greeted in the salutation of the letter to 

Philemon (Phlm 2). While some have proposed that this woman‘s name was spelled incorrectly in the 

aspirated form ―Apphia‖ in Philemon, rather than the more familiar unaspirated Roman name ―Appia,‖ 

copious documentation exists for the aspirated form from Phrygian inscriptions, where the name appears 

to be of native origin (Lightfoot 1879: 306–8). A Phrygian provenance for Apphia‘s name also accords 

with the widely held opinion that Philemon was addressed to Christians living in Phrygia, most probably 

in the small town of Colossae.  

Why Apphia, along with PHILEMON and ARCHIPPUS, was singled out for special greetings in 

Philemon 1–2 has occasioned much speculation. A common assumption has been that she was Philemon‘s 

wife (or daughter) and Archippus was their son (or her brother). This is related to the supposition, based 

on the phrase ―your house‖ (Philemon 2), that all three lived in the same household. However, the 

possessive in this instance is singular in the Greek, leaving open the possibility that the house referred to 

was the domicile of Archippus, although many commentators nevertheless read the ―you‖ as referring 

back to Philemon. The latter tend to see Apphia as having a leadership role in the house church owing to 

the presence of that group in the home where she and her husband (or her father) lived. That may be a 

correct analysis, but it remains possible that, if the house was rather that of Archippus, then Apphia‘s 

mention by Paul, with her obvious importance among the Colossian Christians, must rest on different 

grounds.  

In this connection, it is noteworthy that Paul addresses Apphia as ―sister‖ in the same context in which 

he calls Timothy ―brother,‖ Philemon ―beloved fellow-worker,‖ and Archippus ―fellow-soldier.‖ While 

the RSV prefaces each of these appellatives with ―our,‖ the Greek refers to Timothy as ―the brother‖ (ho 

adelphos) and Apphia as ―the sister‖ (tē adelphē). Paul thus appears to distinguish between titles with 

which he uses the definite article and those with the possessive pronoun (cf. Phil 2:25 where the Gk 

identifies Epaphroditus as ―the brother and my fellow worker and fellow soldier‖).  

It has been argued that in using the definite article rather than the possessive pronoun, Paul focuses on 

the social positions of brother and sister, not on the individual‘s relationship with him. Further, whenever 

Paul uses the definite article with ―brother(s)‖ or ―sister(s),‖ the general sense conveyed is that one is a 

believer. This leads N. Petersen, for example, to conclude that ―the brother or sister is thus an egalitarian 

identification applicable to all members of the church, whereas the use of the possessive pronoun has … a 

hierarchical connotation because it links those of whom it is used to Paul‘s position‖ e.g. as his fellow-

worker or his fellow-soldier (1985: 172; his italics in quote).  

These observations suggest that in Paul‘s greeting of Apphia, her role as a believer and community 

member was foremost in his mind. Thus, he probably did not single her out because of her relationship to 



Philemon or Archippus, nor to himself, but because she was an outstanding, faithful member and leader of 

the Colossian community whom he happened to know.  
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FLORENCE MORGAN GILLMAN  

APPHUS (PERSON) [Gk Apphous (Ἀπυοτρ)]. Nickname of Mattathias‘ youngest son Jonathan (1 

Macc 2:5), the successor of Judas Maccabeus. Two Hebrew roots may be conjectured for the nickname: 

hpṣ, ―to seek, search,‖ or ḥpṣ, ―to desire.‖ The second one may best suit a child‘s nickname—―desired, 

favorite.‖ For the nicknames of Mattathias‘ sons, see GADDI. See also JONATHAN.  

URIEL RAPPAPORT  

APPIAN WAY (PLACE). Roman road connecting Rome, Capua on the Bay of Naples, and 

Brundisium on the Adriatic. It was constructed under the Roman censor Appius Claudius Caecus in 312 

B.C.  

Until the harbor of Ostia was developed by the emperors Claudius and Trajan, Puteoli, on the Bay of 

Naples, served as the major seaport for Rome. From the 2d century B.C. until the 1st century A.D., the 

normal route in approaching Rome by sea was to sail to Puteoli, as Paul did (Acts 28:13–15). The traveler 

then used the suburban roadways to reach Capua, from which the journey to Rome, 132 Roman miles, 

normally took five or six days. Landmarks of the journey were the rich fields of Campania, the shore of 

the Gulf of Gaeta, the plain of Fundi, and the seaside bluff at Tarracina. Here the wetlands of the 

Pomptine Marshes permitted a canal to be built, 19 Roman miles long. Canal boats allowed the traveler to 

continue the journey during the night somewhat more comfortably than on the road: the poet Horace (Sat. 

1.5) includes an account of this boat in his colorful, detailed description of a trip on the Appian Way from 

Rome to Brundisium. At Forum Appii, the canal ended and the road continued in a straight line past Tres 

Tabernae and the hill towns of Lanuvium and Aricia to the Porta Capena in Rome, located at the end of 

the Circus Maximus.  

The roadway, 14 Roman feet wide, was covered with gravel, and flanked by wide pedestrian walkways 

of pounded earth. Travelers used horses, carriages, or their feet, and could stay overnight at inns or the 

villas of acquaintances. All along the road were tombs, houses, shrines, and commemorative monuments. 

Towns and villages like Forum Appii and Tres Tabernae (―Three Taverns‖) offered lodging, stables, and 

food. Under Domitian (A.D. 95) a shortcut, the Via Domitiana, bypassed Capua and went directly along 

the coastline from Sinuessa to the harbor at Puteoli—its construction is the subject of Statius, Silv. 4.3: 

40–55.  
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JOHN E. STAMBAUGH  

APPIUS, FORUM OF. See FORUM OF APPIUS.  

APPLE. See FLORA, BIBLICAL.  

APRON. Translates a word in Gen 3:7 that is rendered ―girdle‖ in other passages in which it is used and 

represents an item of clothing. The Hebrew word has its root in a verb, hgr, which has a primary meaning 

of ―gird.‖ Thus it refers to a garment that is wrapped around the body.  

Its basic usage in the Bible is to indicate an undergarment of some sort, that is, a garment that covers the 

upper part of the lower body. For men, at least, such a garment would have been one that covered the 

genital organs. Apparently, in ancient Semitic custom, young children ran about with a loose shirt or 

cloak. As they reached sexual maturity, they began to wear an ―apron‖ or loincloth. This custom seems to 

underlie a passage in 2 Kgs 3:21, which describes a comprehensive military muster involving all who 

were able to bear arms, from youngest to oldest. The youngest in this instance were those who had begun 

to wear the apron or girdle; wearing that item of clothing represented adulthood with respect to military 



service. In this sense, it might also be linked with military garb, since a warrior would be stripped down to 

this minimal garment when going into battle.  

The appearance of ―apron‖ in the Eden story in Genesis also points to its meaning as a fundamental item 

of clothing, one that would cover the sexual organs of females as well as males. The woman and man in 

the garden, after eating of the forbidden fruit, gain human cognition. This involves realization that they 

are naked, a condition to which they respond with the human characteristic of making clothing—aprons of 

fig leaves—for themselves.  

Although the apron is a basic item of clothing, listed along with ―sandals‖ in 1 Kgs 2:5 to represent the 

garb of a man, David, upon whom innocent blood had been spilled in peace time, it evidently also came to 

mean a decorative piece of clothing, such as a belt or sash. Such accessory items could be extravagantly 

made, either of costly fabrics or perhaps even studded with precious gems. The prophet Isaiah contrasts 

the ostentatious apparel of wealthy women with what they will wear in the day of God‘s judgment. 

Among the radical changes in their garb will be the use of a rope in place of a ―girdle‖ (Isa 3:24). 

Similarly, the value of the apron or girdle appears in 2 Sam 18:11, where Joab says he would have given a 

lot—―ten pieces of silver and a girdle‖—if only the man who brought him news of Absalom‘s hanging 

had cut the body down from the tree.  

CAROL MEYERS  

AQIBA (PERSON). See AKIBA, RABBI.  

AQUILA (PERSON) [Gk Akylas (Ἀκτλαρ)]. Aquila, an important Christian missionary in the mid-1st 

century C.E., is mentioned in 1 Cor 16:19, Rom 16:3–5, Acts 18:2–3 (historically reliable traditions; 

Lüdemann 1987: 206, 209–10); 18:18, 26; and 2 Tim 4:19.  

A. Pontus and the First Stay in Rome  

Aquila was probably freeborn; the epigraphical material indicates that ordinarily the name ―Aquila‖ was 

not a slave name (see Lampe StadtrChr, 142, 151–52). A Jew from Pontus (Acts 18:2), Aquila was 

among the first Christians in Rome who still belonged to the synagogues of the city. Together with his 

wife, Prisca, and others, he propagated Christianity in at least one of the Roman synagogues. This 

Christian proclamation led to tumultuous controversies among the Roman Jews, so that the administration 

of the emperor Claudius expelled the main quarrelers, including Aquila and Prisca, from the city in 49 

C.E. (Acts 18:2, Suet. Claud. 25.4: ―Iudaeos impulsore Chresto [sic] assidue tumultuantes Roma expulit,‖ 

Oros. 7.6.15–16, cf. Cass. Dio 60.6.6–7). Alternative interpretations would be that the commotion was 

caused not by Christians but by a Roman Jew, Chrestus (e.g., Solin ANRW 2/29/2: 659, 690), and that 

Aquila was not converted before he arrived at Corinth (e.g., Lüdemann 1987: 209). This is not probable 

for several reasons (for detailed discussion see Lampe StadtrChr, 4–7): (1) The Roman inscriptions never 

show the name ―Chrestus‖ as a Jewish name; (2) it would have been a strange coincidence if, as a Jew in 

Rome, Aquila had been involved in a commotion caused by a certain Jew ―Chrestus‖ and later, as a 

Christian, had worked as a missionary of ―Christus;‖ (3) since Lat Christus/Gk christos was unusual for 

pagan ears and Chrestus a common pagan name (see Lampe StadtrChr, 6), both could easily be confused 

by pagan writers like Suetonius. The Christians were indeed often called Chrestianoi by pagan people 

(see Tac. Ann. 15.44; Tert. Apol. 3; Ad Nat. 1.3; Lactant. Div. Inst. 4.7). (4) Aquila was already a 

Christian before Paul settled in Corinth: Paul lived in Aquila‘s dwelling in Corinth (Acts 18:3), but his 

first christening in the city was Stephanas, not Aquila. In addition, Paul baptized no one else in Corinth 

except Crispus, Gaius, and Stephanas‘ household (1 Cor 1:14–16; 16:15). If Aquila had been christened 

by somebody other than Paul in Corinth, e.g., by Silas or Timotheus, Luke would have liked to report 

such success (cf. e.g., Acts 18:8). (5) It is not likely that the unbaptized Jew Aquila housed the Christian 

missionary Paul in Corinth and even gave him a job to support him (Acts 18:2–3), especially if the Jew 

Aquila had acted on the Jewish side of the controversies in Rome, fighting Christian preaching about 

Christ. Finally, (6) Gk Ioudaios in Acts 18:2 can be easily understood as Jewish-Christian (see Acts 

16:1,20; 21:39; 22:3,12; cf. 9:10; Gal 2:13).  

B. Corinth Profession and Social Status  



From Rome the couple moved on to Corinth, where Paul first met and lodged with them and worked in 

Aquila‘s workshop (Acts 18:2–3). Their craft was tent making (Acts 18:3). Contrary to the traditional 

view that both were leather workers selling primarily to the military, they more likely sewed linen tents 

for private customers for use as tents on the beach, sunshades in the atrium, or market stalls (see Lampe 

1987; leather tents for the military were sewn mainly by imperial slaves and freedmen or by the soldiers 

themselves, many of whom were craftsmen, as attested in Vegetius de re militari 2.11 and inscriptions at 

Hadrian‘s Wall).  

Aquila has often been described as a wealthy man who owned one or more houses and ran a rather large 

business which employed several workers (e.g., Hengel 1973: 46; Lüdemann 1987: 209; Ollrog 1979: 26–

27; Wilckens Romans EKKNT, 134) but evidence points in a different direction (Lampe StadtrChr, 158–

64). Like most independent craftsmen, Aquila belonged to the poor strata of society; only a few 

craftsmen—mostly producers of luxury articles such as goldsmiths and jewelers—were wealthier. Paul 

―was in want‖ while he made his living by working in Aquila‘s shop (2 Cor 11:9). He himself considered 

his choice of work as a tentmaker as humiliating (2 Cor 11:7; cf. 1 Cor 4:11–13; 1 Thess 2:9). In Corinth, 

he did not preach in Aquila‘s dwelling, although he lodged there. Also, Aquila‘s dwelling in Ephesus did 

not seem to have enough space for Paul‘s audience, although a subgroup of the Ephesian Christians met 

there as a house church (Acts 18:7, 2; 19:9; on these as historically reliable traditions, see Lüdemann 

1987: 209–11, 222). Aquila‘s ability to travel (Lüdemann 1987: 209) is not an indication of considerable 

financial means (Lampe, StadtrChr, 162–64).  

C. Ephesus  

After more than one and a half years (Acts 18:11, 2; cf. Lüdemann 1987: 207), Aquila and Prisca moved 

from Corinth to Ephesus, where they were again active as missionary co-workers of Paul and formed a 

church in their home (1 Cor 16:19; cf. 2 Tim 4:19; Acts 18:18). The couple ―risked their necks‖ for Paul‘s 

life (Rom 16:4) probably during their stay in Ephesus, where Paul was exposed to serious dangers (1 Cor 

15:32; 2 Cor 1:8–9). The historicity of the Ephesian episode about Apollos told in Acts 18:26 is very 

doubtful (Lüdemann 1987: 215–16); parrēsiazesthai is a Lukan word, and there is a tension between v 25 

and v 26: Apollos already taught ―accurately‖ about Jesus (v 25) before he was instructed ―more 

accurately‖ by Prisca and Aquila (v 26). Luke, the advocate of the apostle Paul, suggests in v 26 that 

Prisca and Aquila turned Apollos into a staunch supporter of Pauline Christianity. The pre-Lukan tradition 

(cf. vv 24–25), however, only knew that Apollos once worked in Ephesus at the same time Paul, Prisca, 

and Aquila did (cf. also 1 Cor 16:12, 19), and that Apollos was a Christian pneumatic (cf. also the Apollos 

party in Corinth [1 Cor 1:12] in the context of the Corinthian pneumatics and enthusiasts, e.g., 1 

Corinthians 12–14). As such, Apollos was more likely a competitor of Paul (1 Cor 1:12; cf. 3:10b, 12–15) 

on whom the apostle could not impose his plans while he stayed in Ephesus (1 Cor 16:12). We do not 

know whether Prisca and Aquila at least housed Apollos in Ephesus (Acts 18:26; Weiser 1985: 508).  

D. Second Stay in Rome.  

Around 55–56 C.E. (after Claudius‘ death in 54 C.E. and between the writing of 1 Corinthians and 

Romans), the couple returned to Rome (majority opinion now holds that Rom 16:3–5 is part of the 

original letter to the Romans, Lampe StadtrChr, 124–35). This last move may have been strategically 

motivated: Aquila and Prisca were possibly sent as Paul‘s vanguard to Rome, where he wanted to get a 

firm footing with his gospel before continuing to Spain. In Rome, Aquila and Prisca again hosted a house 

church (Cranfield Romans ICC, 786). They were the first to receive greeting from Paul in Romans 16, 

where Paul praised them. Their prominence as Paul‘s co-workers was remembered by the later church: 2 

Timothy used their names for the epistle‘s fictitious historical frame, at the beginning of a list of greeting 

(4:19). Church tradition of the 6th century claimed that the house church of Aquila and Prisca was the 

basis of the later Roman ―title‖ church, ―Prisca‖ on the Aventine. There is no proof for this connection 

(Lampe StadtrChr, 11).  
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PETER LAMPE  

AQUILA’S VERSION. Aquila was a Jewish translator active in the first quarter of the 2d century 

C.E. His Greek version of the OT was preserved by Origen in the third column of his Hexapla (compiled 

during the second quarter of the 3d century). According to tradition, Aquila, born a pagan, converted to 

Christianity and thence to Judaism. He studied with a number of rabbis, of whom Akiba was one. His 

version of the biblical text is marked by extreme literalism, in which he sought to reproduce closely not 

only the meaning, but also the form of his Hebrew Vorlage. In so doing, he does not seem to have been 

influenced by the exegetical emphases of Akiba or of any other particular rabbinic tradition (cf. 

Barthélemy 1963). Although it has been suggested that Aquila and Onqelos (to whom a Targum on the 

Pentateuch is attributed) are one and the same, the evidence for such an identification is not convincing.  

As argued persuasively by Barthélemy (1963), Aquila should be seen as the culmination of at least a 

century‘s worth of translational activity within the Jewish community. Most of his techniques find their 

antecedents in an earlier recension designated by Barthélemy as kaige (see THEODOTION). In fact, it is 

likely that Aquila‘s version was a revision of this kaige Greek text and that he had no independent 

knowledge of the Old Greek (or original Greek translation) for most books of the OT. It is difficult to 

imagine that a reader with no knowledge of Hebrew could have easily followed Aquila‘s text, so 

completely did he shape his Greek into the Semitic mold. It would, however, be useful as a textbook and 

as a source for quotations on the Jewish side of the continuing polemics with Christians.  

Because of its many literalistic tendencies and its frequent recourse to stereotyped or etymological 

renderings for Hebrew words and phrases, Aquila‘s version is also valuable for modern textual critics and 

exegetes. Up until the beginning of this century, his work was known mainly through brief citations in 

rabbinic and patristic sources and from textual notes in the margins or body of a few manuscripts. (It is 

also suggested that the ―Septuagint‖ text of Qoheleth was produced by Aquila.) Today we have, in 

addition, some continuous text (for details, see Jellicoe 1968). Although for some this material simply 

confirms a negative assessment of Aquila‘s efforts, a fairer assessment of it serves to remind 

contemporary scholars that his approach was not nearly so heavy-handed and mechanistic as it is often 

portrayed. Moreover, the literalism Aquila exemplified was undoubtedly compatible with the exegetical 

concerns of his own day, and for this he was praised even by Christians like Origen and Jerome.  
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LEONARD J. GREENSPOON  

AR (PLACE) [Heb ˓ār (ָףש )]. A Moabite toponym used as the name of a town, a region, or both. As the 

name of a town, Ar could refer to a particular site (i.e., the proper name of a town), or it could be used as 

a general term for ―city.‖ (Moabite ˓ār is the equivalent of Hebrew ˓  r, ―city.‖) Because of the diverse 

usage of the term, the exact location of Ar cannot be determined with certainty on the basis of the OT, 

though the historical and geographical data in the Bible provide tantalizing clues for this task.  

In the biblical tradition, the designation Ar is found almost exclusively in Numbers and Deuteronomy, 

in passages dealing with the Israelites‘ passage through and around Moabite territory. Most of these 

verses bear directly upon the subject of Moab‘s northern border at the time of the Hebrew migration, with 



all data supporting the view that Ar—as the name of a town or a region—was located near this northern 

boundary, the Arnon. In Num 21:14–15, the ―seat of Ar‖ (i.e., ―dwelling of Ar‖) is mentioned in 

connection with ―the valleys of the Arnon,‖ ―the slope of the valleys,‖ and ―the border of Moab.‖ Deut 

2:18 refers to Ar‘s proximity to ―the boundary of Moab‖ and, like the forementioned text, probably refers 

to the name of a prominent town on or near the Arnon (cf. Num 21:28, though some read ―as far as‖ or 

―cities of‖ in place of the proper noun ―Ar‖ in this verse). It is possible that ―the city of Moab‖ (˓  r moab), 

mentioned in Num 22:36, and ―the city that is in the valley‖ (Deut 2:36; Josh 13:9, 16; 2 Sam 24:5) allude 

to Ar, but this is quite uncertain.  

In contrast to the passages that use the designation Ar with reference to a city, specifically or generally, 

are verses that seem to use Ar as the name of a region, as a synonym for Moab (Deut 2:9, 29). The 

appearance of Ar in Isa 15:1 may be still another way in which this term was used in the OT. In this verse, 

the only occurrence of Ar in a poetic text, the prophet refers to a successful campaign against the 

Moabites. Ar and Kir are named in parallel lines, and it is difficult, if not impossible, to decide which of 

the following interpretations is correct: (1) Ar and Kir were the two principal towns of Moab (perhaps 

capitals in different periods), south of the Arnon, and Isaiah narrates the spread of news about the attack 

from city to city; (2) these terms refer to the towns of Moab in general (˓ār = Moabite for ―city‖ and qir = 

Heb for ―wall‖ or ―walled city‖); or (3) Ar and Kir are identical, with the poetic parallelism requiring two 

different designations for the same place (cf. Schottroff 1966: 179–81; Weippert 1979: 17–18).  

Among the sites that have been identified as Ar of Moab are Kerak (probably ancient Kir/Kir-hareseth), 

Rabbah (ancient Areopolis/Rabbath Moab), Khirbet el-Miṣna˓ (M.R. 223767), Khirbet el-Medeineh 

(M.R. 330768), and Khirbet el-Bālū˓ (M.R. 244855). Although it is impossible, at present, to state with 

certainty that any of these sites was ancient Ar, it is fair to say that the available geographical, historical, 

and archaeological evidence seem to favor Khirbet el-Bālū˓ (Miller 1989).  
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GERALD L. MATTINGLY  

ARA (PERSON) [Heb ˒ărā˒ (ֲאָשא )]. One of the descendants of Asher listed in the select genealogy in 

1 Chr 7:30–40. Ara, whose name, perhaps, means ―lion,‖ is described as one of the ―heads of fathers‘ 

houses, approved, mighty warriors, chief of the princes,‖ in Asher‘s genealogy. Perhaps since Asher was a 

lesser tribe, originating from the Jacob-Zilpah union (cf. Gen 46:17–18), little emphasis is placed on his 

lineage. One third of the names listed in this genealogy in 1 Chronicles 7 are found only here in Scripture. 

Indeed, the name ―Ara‖ appears nowhere else.  

J. RANDALL O‘BRIEN  

ARAB (PLACE) [Heb ˒ărāb (ֲאָשב )]. A town situated in the central hill country of Judah (Josh 15:52), 

within the same district as Hebron. This settlement, whose name perhaps means ―hiding place‖ (from Heb 

˒rb ―to lie in ambush‖), is listed among the towns within the tribal allotment of Judah (Josh 15:21–62; see 

also BETH-DAGON). Arab may also have been the home of PAARAI the Arbite (Heb ha˒arb  ), one of 

David‘s champions (2 Sam 23:35). The ancient name is clearly reflected at modern Khirbet er-Rabiyeh 

(LBHG 372; M.R. 153093), which lies approximately 13 km SW of Hebron. Although the location is 

quite acceptable, it is not yet known whether Khirbet er-Rabiyeh was occupied during OT times.  
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ARABAH (PLACE) [Heb ˓ărābâ (ֲףָשָבה )]. A biblical term variously used referring to all or portions 

of the Great Rift valley in Palestine, running from the Sea of Chinnereth (Galilee) in the N, through the 

Jordan Valley to the Dead Sea, and from there to the Gulf of Aqaba in the S. Along with the coastal 

plains, the Shephelah, the Negev, and the mountains, it is one of the principal geographical regions in 

Palestine (Josh 11:16). This region is a depression in the earth, for the most part below sea level, which 

provided a natural barrier and a border between Israel and her neighbors Ammon, Moab, and Edom to the 

E.  

———  

A. Description  

B. Terminology and Occurrences  

C. History  

———  

A. Description  

Arabah refers to the section in Palestine of the Syrian-East African Rift—the Great Rift—which runs 

from Turkey to Mozambique. It can be divided into three distinct areas: the Jordan Valley, extending from 

the Sea of Chinnereth, including both sides of the Jordan river, to the Dead Sea; the region of the Dead 

Sea itself, including the desert wasteland on either side; and the modern Wadi el-˓Arabah, which 

designates the region running from the southern end of the Dead Sea, slightly W and S to the Gulf of 

Aqaba. While the biblical term was used in reference to the whole or parts of this entire area, in modern 

usage the designation ―Arabah‖ refers specifically to the wilderness area in the S portion, the Wadi Wadi 

el-˓Arabah, from the S end of the Dead Sea to the Gulf of Aqaba.  

The Jordan Valley extends from the S end of the Sea of Chinnereth to the Dead Sea and is divided 

between the Galilee-Beth-she˒an Basin in the N and the Ghôr in the S by a narrowing referred to as the 

―Jordan waist.‖ The Jordan winds its way from the Sea of Chinnereth 65 mi (105 km) before entering the 

Dead Sea (all statistics from Orni and Efrat 1980), and the valley ranges in width from 15 mi to 4 mi and 

dropping from about 700 ft (213 m) below sea level at the Sea of Chinnereth to 1300 ft (396 m) below sea 

level at the Dead Sea. See also JORDAN RIVER. The N half of the valley is well watered and relatively 

fertile while the S portion is drier and less cultivated. In the lower Ghôr is found the site of the ford of 

Adam (Josh 3:16) and farther S a rugged territory called in the Bible the ―jungle of the Jordan‖ (Jer 12:5; 

49:19; 50:44; Zech 11:3), a wilderness area known for its lions. From the E the Jordan River is joined by 

the rivers Yarmuq, ˓Arab, Taiyebeh, Ziqlab, Yabis (perhaps biblical ―brook Cherith‖ 1 Kgs 17:3), Jabbok, 

and Fari˓a. On the E bank of the southernmost portion of the Jordan River is the area called the well-

watered ―plains of Moab‖ (˓arĕbôt-mô˒ab), the site of biblical Abel-shittim (Num 33:49; Josh 2:1, 3:1; 

Mic 6:5), while the W bank is the area of the ―plains of Jericho‖ (˓arĕbôt-yĕr‘iḥô).  

The Dead Sea, sometimes referred to as the ―Sea of the Arabah‖ (yām hā˓ărābâ), extends 50 mi (80 km) 

S from the mouth of the Jordan, and at its widest point is 11 mi (18 km) wide. The level of the water has 

fluctuated throughout history but presently is about 1300 ft (396 m) below sea level. The Rift Valley 

extends beneath the level of the water another 1300 ft (396 m) to 2625 ft (800 m) below sea level, making 

it the deepest continental depression in the world. The sea is surrounded by a narrow shore on either side 

at the foot of the mountains—the highlands of Judah to the W and the plateau of Moab on the E. Besides 

the Jordan River, the Dead Sea is fed by the rivers Zerqa, Ma˓in, Arnon, and Kerak from the E, while on 

the W are found the springs of ˓Ain Feshka (near Qumran), En-gedi, and En Bokek. In biblical times the 

cities of Sodom and Gomorrah were located along with the cities of the plain somewhere in the S part of 

this region which, according to the Bible, was consideraly more fertile than it is today (Gen 13:10). Today 

this whole region is largely desolate, the S portion containing a salt plain and mountain, Har Sdom.  

The southernmost section of the Arabah or Great Rift in Palestine extends from the S end of the Dead 

Sea 103 mi (165 km) to the S and slightly W to the Gulf of Aqaba. It varies in width from 20 mi (32 km) 

in the central sections to only 3 mi (5 km) in the S section near Elat. It rises abruptly in altitude going S 

from about 1300 ft (396 m) below sea level at the Dead Sea to 690 ft (210 m) in only a couple of miles 



and then ascends gradually to sea level at Elat in the area of ancient Ezion-geber. This area is covered 

with alluvial sand and gravel, and because of the lack of precipitation, the vegetation consists of 

sagebrush, camel thorns, and acacia. This area was of particular significance throughout history because it 

contained the only deposits of iron and copper in ancient Israel (Deut 8:9) which have been mined and 

smelted since Chalcolithic times. This area and the copper industry have been documented by Glueck 

(1970: 59–103) and Rothenberg (1962; 1972). See TIMNA. In addition, the port of Ezion-geber and/or 

Elat was the gateway for trade with Egypt, Africa, and Arabia and hence was the beginning of important 

trade routes that led N connecting with Gaza and the Via Maris to the W and through Edom, to the King‘s 

Highway in the E.  

The route leading from the Gulf of Aqaba to Syria through the Great Rift is called by some the Rift 

Valley Road. It diverged into two roads from the Gulf of Aqaba to Syria interrupted by the cliffs of the 

Dead Sea and a basalt dam N of the Sea of Chinnereth. The W branch ran from Elat through Oboth to En-

gedi and the E branch from Elat to Punon and the Wadi Kerak. From the Dead Sea N, both roads 

continued to Galilee but continuing from there to the N there was only one road (Baly, GB, 98).  

B. Terminology and Occurrences  

In the past some have argued the root of the word ―Arabah‖ (Heb ˓-r-b) originally meant ―arid‖ or 

―sterile‖ (BDB, 787). In recent times this view has been seen as tenuous. The term ―arabah‖ does often 

occur in contexts suggesting a general reference to ―desert‖ or ―wilderness‖ without a specific 

geographical point of reference. In most of these cases the term occurs without the definite article. It is 

possible the word developed the general sense of ―wilderness‖ or ―desert‖ simply from the fact that much 

of the area within the Arabah, especially in the S section of the Arabah, is in fact arid and desolate. This 

general usage is primarily found in poetry, especially in the prophets, and RSV usually translates ―desert.‖ 

See, for example, ―Sharon is like a desert‖ (Isa 33:9); ―a wolf from the desert‖ (Jer 5:6). The word is 

rendered as ―plain‖ in ―the whole land shall be turned into a plain‖ (Zech 14:10). Often the term ―arabah‖ 

occurs in conjunction with other words meaning ―wilderness‖ or ―dry land.‖ It is found as a parallel term 

to midbār, RSV ―wilderness,‖ in several passages: ―waters shall break forth in the wilderness (bammid-

bār) and streams in the desert (bā˓ărābâ)‖ (Isa 35:6). See also Isa 33:9; 40:3; 41:19; 51:3; Jer 17:6; Job 

24:5. In addition, it is found in conjunction with other terms meaning ―wilderness‖ or ―dry land‖: ―the 

wilderness (midbār) and dry land (ṣiyyâ) shall be glad, the desert (˓ărābâ) shall rejoice and blossom like a 

crocus‖ (Isa 35:1). See also Jer 2:6; 50:12; 51:43, where it occurs with ṣiyyâ and midbār and with ―salt 

land‖ (mlḥh) in Job 39:6. Even where such a general sense is intended, it is possible that some of these 

contexts are a reference to the Arabah proper.  

When ―arabah‖ occurs with the definite article (hā˓ărābâ), it is rendered by RSV as ―Arabah,‖ and in 

most cases designates a specific geographical place or area within the Rift Valley. Josh 11:16 lists this 

region as one of the major geographical areas in the Promised Land: ―Joshua took all the land, the hill 

country, and all the Negeb, and all the land of Goshen, and the lowland, and the Arabah and the hill 

country of Israel‖ (Josh 11:16). There is a reference to the Arabah as the region on both banks of the 

Jordan Valley crossed by Abner on his way from Gibeon to Mahanaim (2 Sam 2:29). Several references 

are made to the Arabah as the E bank of the Jordan Valley from the Sea of Chinnereth to the Dead Sea 

(Deut 3:17; 4:49; Josh 12:1, 3), and there are references to the W bank of the Jordan Valley where Gilgal 

is located (Deut 11:30) and where the men of Ai went out to meet Israel in battle (Josh 8:14). The ―plains 

of Jericho,‖ where the fleeing King Zedekiah was apprehended by the Babylonians (2 Kgs 25:4; Jer 39:4; 

52:7), are also referred to as the Arabah. The region to the W of the Dead Sea is referred to in 1 Sam 

23:24: ―David and his men in the wilderness of Maon, in the Arabah to the south of Jeshimon.‖ Ezek 47:8 

(―the water flows towards the eastern region and goes down into the Arabah‖) refers to the region of the 

Dead Sea and perhaps by extension to the whole of the S Arabah. The only explicit reference to the S 

portion of the Arabah, present-day Wadi el-˓Arabah, is found in Deut 2:8, where the children of Israel 

moved S from Kadesh ―from the Arabah road from Elat and Ezion-geber.‖  

The term ―arabah‖ is occasionally used as a designation of a road or route, and Heb derek hā˓ărābâ is 

variously translated: ―Arabah road‖ (Deut 2:8), the road in the vicinity of Elat and Ezion-geber; ―way of 



the Arabah‖ (2 Sam 4:7), the route from Mahanaim to Hebron; and ―direction of the Arabah‖ designating 

a route from Jerusalem to the area of Jericho (2 Kgs 25:4; Jer 39:4; 52:7). The plural form (˓ărābôt) 

occurs in two expressions where it is translated as ―plains‖: ˓arĕbôt-mô ˒āb ―plains of Moab‖ (Num 22:1; 

26:3, 63; 31:12; 33:48–50; 35:1; 36:13; Deut 34:1, 8) and ˓arĕbôt-yĕr‘iḥô ―plains of Jericho‖ (Josh 4:13; 

5:10; 2 Kgs 25:5; Jer 39:5; 52:8).  

Several times the Dead Sea is referred to as the ―Sea of the Arabah‖ (yām hā˓ărābâ), often qualified as 

the Salt Sea. This term is found referring to the Dead Sea as a landmark delineating the boundaries of the 

tribes of Israel across the Jordan (Deut 3:17; 4:49; Josh 12:3), as well as in the description of the Jordan 

―flowing down toward the sea of the Arabah, the Salt Sea‖ (Josh 3:16). It is also found as the border of 

the N kingdom when Jeroboam II ―restored the border of Israel from the entrance of Hamath as far as the 

Sea of the Arabah‖ (2 Kgs 14:25). In Amos 6:14 there is mention of the ―brook of the Arabah‖ (naḥal 

hā˓ârābâ) also in the context of the borders of Israel ―from the entrance of Hamath to the Brook of the 

Arabah‖ in a passage that suggests Amos might be parodying Jeroboam‘s achievement mentioned in 2 

Kgs 14:25. It is not certain if Amos intends a specific brook of water in the region such as the Wadi Qelt 

or the brook Zered (called in Isa 15:7 naḥal hā˓ârāb  m ―brook of the willows‖) as the S border. Some 

have suggested that Amos may intend the Wadi el-˓Arabah, and Arabic term, referring to the whole area 

from the Dead Sea to the Gulf of Aqaba.  

In addition there is a reference to the ―plains of the wilderness‖ (˓rbwt hmdbr; Qere in 2 Sam 15:28 and 

17:16), which in its context suggests that part of the Arabah on the borders of the Judean wilderness, 

probably the Jordan Valley N of the Dead Sea. RSV, however, follows the Kethib reading ―fords of the 

wilderness‖ (˓abĕrôt hāmmidbār), referring to the crossing point of the Jordan in this area.  

C. History  

While not specifically mentioned, the area of the Arabah played a significant part in the patriarchal 

narratives. When there was conflict between the servants of Abraham and Lot over the shortage of 

pastureland, they divided the land between them. Lot chose the Jordan Valley because it was well 

watered, and he settled in the area around Sodom (Gen 13:2–13). The wealth and prosperity of the cities 

of the plain attracted the kings from the E, who sacked the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah and were 

pursued and caught by Abraham (Genesis 14). Later the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah were totally 

destroyed by ―brimstone and fire from the Lord out of heaven‖ (Gen 19:24).  

In the 14th–12th centuries B.C. mines in the S Arabah were heavily worked by the Egyptians, but later 

in Iron Age I–II production was left again to the local tribes of Midianites and Kenites. As prophesied by 

Moses, it was the site where iron and copper could be found in the Promised Land (Deut 8:9).  

The children of Israel passed through the Arabah on their journey from Kadesh-barnea to Ezion-geber 

(Deut 2:8) before turning N and E to avoid the borders of Edom and Moab. The Amorites under Sihon 

had seized the Moabite portion of the Arabah, which was in turn captured and populated by the Israelites 

(Num 21:21–30; Deut 2:24–37). This area was the scene of the apostasy at Abel-shittim (Numbers 25). 

The plains of Moab (˓arĕbôt-mô˒āb) on the E bank of the Jordan N of the Dead Sea was the site of the 

Israelite camp that witnessed the final acts and received the final words of Moses (Numbers 32–36; Deut 

1:1, 7). It is the area where the Israelites camped before they crossed to Jericho (Num 22:1; 3:48–50; 35:1; 

36:13); where the census of Israel was taken before the entry into the Promised Land (Num 26:3, 63); 

where the booty was taken after the defeat of the Midianites (Num 31:12); the place from whence Moses 

ascended to Mt. Nebo in order to view the Promised Land (Deut 34:1, 8); and a landmark in the 

designation of the inheritance allotted to the tribes on the other side of the Jordan (Deut 3:17; 4:49; Josh 

12:1, 3). Israel witnessed the miraculous parting of the Jordan (Josh 3:14–17) and crossed the Jordan 

under the direction of Joshua to the ―plains of Jericho‖ (˓arĕbôt-yĕr‘iḥô), camping at Gilgal, which 

became the headquarters for the first phase of the Conquest. On the plains of Jericho, Israel prepared for 

the capture of Jericho (Josh 4:13), here is where they renewed the covenant through circumcision, 

celebrated Passover, and where the manna stopped (Josh 5:1–10).  

The N portion of the Arabah is the scene of the incident of Abner fleeing after his defeat at Gibeon (2 

Sam 2:29), and the area which the assassins of Ishbosheth crossed from Mahanaim to bring the head of 



their king to David at Hebron (2 Sam 4:7). Throughout the history of Israel the S Arabah was a strategic 

area, both because of the copper industry as well as the seaport. It is recorded that Solomon ―built a fleet 

of ships at Ezion-geber‖ (1 Kgs 9:26–28; 10:11; 2 Chr 8:17–18; 9:10–11), which pursued trade with 

Arabia and Africa. After Solomon‘s death, the area reverted to the Edomites, only to be reconquered by 

Jehoshaphat of Judah, who also built a fleet of ships (1 Kgs 22:48; 2 Chr 20:36). The dispute with Edom 

continued as Elath was recaptured by Amaziah (2 Kgs 14:22) or Uzziah (2 Chr 26:2), finally falling to the 

Edomites (2 Kgs 16:6). When Zedekiah fled Jerusalem toward the wilderness, he was captured by the 

Babylonians in the plains of Jericho in the Arabah, near Jericho (2 Kgs 25:5; Jer 39:5; 52:8).  

The S section of the biblical Arabah was inhabited by the Nabateans in the 3d century B.C., and the 

Romans reopened copper mining in this area in the 1st–3d centuries A.D.  
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DAVID R. SEELY  

ARABAH, BROOK OF THE (PLACE) [Heb naḥal hā˓ărābâ (ַנַחלֲָהֲףָשָבה )]. A place 

mentioned in Amos‘s pronouncement of doom against Israel (Amos 6:14). Together with the ―entrance of 

Hamath,‖ the Brook of the Arabah is used to delineate the geographical extent of Yahweh‘s punishment: 

since the former (Heb lĕbo˒ ḥămat) seems to designate the N border of the promised land (Num 34:7–9; 

Josh 13:5; Ezek 47:15–16), the latter presumably designates the S border. However, elsewhere the S 

border is characteristically referred to as the ―Brook of Egypt‖ (Josh 15:4; Ezek 47:19) or as ―the Shihor, 

which is east of Egypt‖ (Josh 13:3). On the one hand, it is possible that the Brook of the Arabah is one of 

these, and therefore provides a coastal referent for the S boundary of Yahweh‘s punishment. The Brook of 

Egypt is usually identified with Wadi el-˓Arish, which drains the central Sinai N into the Mediterranean, 

while Shihor (Eg š hor) may be the easternmost branch of the Nile delta (IDB 4: 328; ISBE 1:549). On the 

other hand, it is possible that the Brook of the Arabah provides an inland referent for the S boundary. It 

may be equivalent to the Brook of Zered SE of the Dead Sea, a suggestion supported by the fact that the 

word ―Arabah‖ is usually used to designate the Dead Sea basin and the area directly S of it to Aqaba. See 

also ARABAH; EGYPT, BROOK OF; SHIHOR.  

GARY A. HERION  

ARABAH, SEA OF. See SALT SEA.  

ARABIA (PLACE) [Heb ˓ărab (ֲףַשב )]. ARABIAN. The OT has no true geographical place name 

―Arabia,‖ the collective noun ˓ărāb (―Arabs‖) being used to designate the region; the geographical term 

―Arabia‖ appears only in Greek texts. Arabs are also sometimes referred to in the OT as bĕnê qedem 

―people [literally ―sons‖] of the East‖ (e.g., Judg 6:3, 1 Kgs 4:30) and their region as ˒ereṣ qedem, ―land 

of the East,‖ or simply qedem, ―East‖ (so Gen 25:6, Isa 2:6).  

A. History and Geography  

The origin of the Arabs is debated; the conventional view is that they originated in the central or S part 

of the Arabian peninsula (e.g., Montgomery 1934, Hitti 1970). The inclusion of the S part of the peninsula 

in the designation ―Arabia‖ is not, however, attested until Roman times, nor do people identified as 

―Arabs‖ appear in ancient texts as inhabitants of the S region until the same period (Eph˓al 1982:8); prior 

to that time the S region was known by the names of the various kingdoms that inhabited it, such as Saba, 

Qataban, and Hadhramaut. Considerable evidence favors the theory that the Arabs first appeared on the N, 

W, and E edges of the Syrian desert, with an extension into the Negev, the Sinai peninsula, and the N part 

of the Hejaz (the NW coast and mountain range of the Arabian peninsula).  

Egyptian texts as early as the 3d millennium B.C. refer to inhabitants of the S Levant as ―sand-dwellers,‖ 

a term that originally must have alluded to nomads, although even at that early date it also applied to 



sedentary Levantine peoples. The homeland of these Asiatics was sometimes designated, as in the 

Egyptian story of Sinuhe which originated in the 20th century B.C., by the Semitic word qedem. 

Archaeological investigations have shown that nomads were much in evidence in Syro-Palestinian life 

during the period 2200–1900 B.C., following the collapse of the EB cultures, but partially withdrew to the 

S and E desert regions during the subsequent centuries of ascendancy of the Canaanite city-states. The 

tendency of nomads to press into Palestine and W Transjordan as the Canaanite culture began to 

disintegrate during the latter part of the 1st millennium B.C. was impeded by the establishment of Edom, 

Moab, Israel, and other fledgling kingdoms. During much of the 1st millennium B.C. Arabs moved about 

on the fringes of the settled regions, not only providing the sedentary peoples with sheep, goats, camels, 

asses, and animal by-products such as skins and wool, but also serving as itinerant merchants trading in 

spices, dates, embroidery, incense, iron, copper, gold, precious stones, pearls, and other commodities, 

some of which originated in distant places (see Gen 2:11, 1 Kgs 10:2, Ezek 27:21–22).  

Arabs were also active in the extreme S part of Palestine and Transjordan during the OT period. 

Nomadic groups, often called by tribal names rather than the generic term ―Arab,‖ had long moved about 

in the W part of the Negeb between Judah and the ―Brook of Egypt‖ (Wadi el-˓Arish, the traditional 

border between Palestine and Egypt) and in the rugged terrain E toward Edom and Midian. The 

Midianites, who were related to, if not identical with, the biblical Ishmaelites, were of Arab stock, and 

engaged in caravaneering. The biblical story of Joseph describes a Midianite caravan on its way from 

Gilead in the Transjordanian highlands to Egypt, passing through the vicinity of Dothan in N Palestine 

(Gen 37:25–28). The traders carried with them stock items of resin, balm, and myrrh, and also trafficked 

in slaves. Some Arab tribes probably made their living, as they did at later times in history, by preying 

upon such caravans, or by raiding villages or the encampments of other Arabs.  

The earliest known appearance of the word ―Arab‖ in extrabiblical texts is in an Assyrian record from 

the time of Shalmaneser III which states that an Arab leader named Gindibu˒, who probably had his home 

on the SW edge of the Syrian desert, went with troops and 1000 camels to participate in a military 

coalition against the Assyrians that culminated in the battle of Qarqar in 853 B.C. Arabs appear frequently 

in the records of a number of later Assyrian monarchs, from Tiglath-pileser III through Ashurbanipal 

(745–627 B.C.), sometimes as allies and sometimes as the vanquished. Tiglath-pileser‘s annals identify 

various Arab tribes or leaders that were nominally integrated into the Assyrian empire. Under Sargon II, 

some Arabs were resettled in Palestine and elsewhere, either voluntarily or otherwise (see Eph˓al 1982: 

105–8). Arabs also appear sporadically in the records of the subsequent Neo-Babylonian and Persian 

empires. None of the Near Eastern empires could, however, effectively control these nomads or their 

territories permanently; at most they could make incursions into the inhospitable desert regions, and 

usually had to content themselves with striking bargains with the Bedouin leaders to achieve their main 

goal, that of keeping commercial routes open. See BEDOUIN AND BEDOUIN STATES.  

During the Greco-Roman period, the Arabs became much better known than previously. Geographers 

began to make rudimentary distinctions among the regions inhabited by Arabs, referring to the North 

Arabian region as ―Arabia Deserta‖ and the SW coast of the Arabian peninsula as ―Arabia Felix.‖ 

Damascus was generally regarded as standing at the NW corner of Arabia Deserta (cf. Jdt 2:25). A third 

region, Arabia Petraea, emerged in Edom as one group of Arabs, the Nabataeans, rose to prominence 

during the 3d–1st centuries B.C. Transforming tribal leadership into kingship and their nomadic way of 

life into a sedentary existence, the Nabataeans gradually increased their cultural sphere N and W during 

this time, becoming prosperous through trade. They vigorously and creatively adapted Hellenistic-Roman 

culture to their indigenous traditions, particularly in their capital city of Petra. By the early 1st century 

A.D., at its zenith, the kingdom of Nabatea dominated a large part of Transjordan and the Negev (see 

Glueck 1959 and 1970, Bowersock 1983, and Negev 1986). See also NABATEANS.  

The Romans, who had actively entered the governance of the Levant with Pompey‘s conquest of Syria 

and Palestine in 64–63 B.C., maintained the Nabataeans as a client state within the larger geographical 

region they called ―Arabia‖ (comprising portions of Transjordan, S Syria, the Negev, and the NW Arabian 

peninsula) for well over a century, but in A.D. 106 annexed a large part of the Nabatean kingdom as a 



Roman province. Subsequently, attempting to prevent the still populous non-Nabatean Arab groups 

situated farther to the E and S from encroaching upon the boundaries of the empire, the Romans 

established a series of military posts in Transjordan (see Bowersock 1983 and Parker 1986), but these 

only partially achieved their purpose and after several centuries were abandoned; ultimately the Romans 

proved to have little more success than previous empires in controlling the Arabs. During the 4th–6th 

centuries A.D. the Arabs had considerable contact with the Byzantine world, but it was only when Islam 

emerged in the 7th century A.D. that they moved to the forefront of Near Eastern history.  

B. In the OT and Intertestamental Literature  

Eph˓al (1982: 60–63) points out that in the earlier historical texts in the OT bedouin peoples are referred 

to by various tribal names (chiefly Amalekites, Midianites, and Ishmaelites) or simply as people of the 

East; in later passages they still sometimes appear as people of the East, but are also designated by the 

generic term ―Arab‖ or by names representing kingdoms, oasis cities, or other previously unknown 

groups. Eph˓al suggests that the change of terminology occurred in the mid-10th century B.C., at the end 

of the reign of King David. While such may have been the case, the biblical evidence for the change in 

terminology is scanty and somewhat questionable prior to the 7th century B.C. The first mention of Arabs 

in the records of the Hebrew monarchy appears in 1 Kgs 10:15 (=2 Chr 9:14), where the somewhat 

uncertain Hebrew text can be read as stating that Solomon received gold from ―all the kings of the Arabs 

[or Arabia].‖ Inasmuch as Solomon is reported to have fostered commerce via the Red Sea, the passage 

may attest to gifts proffered by rulers of the kingdoms of the SW Arabian peninsula; the LXX, however, 

does not mention Arabs or Arabia but states that Solomon received tribute from ―all the kings of the 

coast‖—by which is perhaps meant the N Hejaz, where Tema, Dedan, and other caravan centers were 

located. Similarly the account of the visit of the Queen of Sheba to Solomon‘s court (1 Kgs 10:1–13) may 

have concerned the ruler of a N branch of the Sabaeans, located in the Hejaz and conducting operations 

both S along the Red Sea and N into the Negev. A case can, however, be made for the traditional 

interpretation of the story, which identifies Sheba with the Sabaean kingdom of the SW Arabian peninsula 

(see Eph˓al 1982: 63–64, 88–89, 227–29). Vv 11–12 of the account, which mention wood and precious 

stones that Solomon is said to have brought from Ophir, concern trade with more distant places than the 

Hejaz, but this information is an addition to the story.  

Arabs are referred to several times in the Chronicler‘s history of the Northern and Southern Kingdoms. 

2 Chr 17:11 states that Arabs gave large gifts of sheep and goats to Jehoshaphat, king of Judah (873–849 

B.C.), who had attempted to reactivate Solomonic trade routes through the Red Sea (1 Kgs 22:47–49). 2 

Chr 21:16 (cf. 22:1) alludes to a brief but destructive invasion carried out against Judah by the Philistines 

and ―the Arabs who are near the Ethiopians‖ during the reign of Jehoram (859–853 B.C.). The Chronicler 

also mentions several times an Arab tribe known as the Meunites (2 Chr 20:1, 26:7; Ezra 2:50 = Neh 

7:52), who are also attested in Assyrian records. That same work speaks of the Philistines, the Meunites, 

and ―the Arabs that dwelt in Gurbaal‖ (26:7; cf. 14:12–14) as groups attacked by King Uzziah of Judah 

(783–750 B.C.); such a war, if historical, probably was waged out of concern not to acquire more territory 

but to control lucrative trade routes through the S end of the Levant. Precisely how historical these various 

states are is difficult to determine, since Chronicles is a relatively late postexilic work, and references in it 

to Arabs may reflect, in part, contemporaneous circumstances (cf. Eph˓al 1982: 65–71). The 

corresponding narratives in 2 Kings do not mention Arabs, and the LXX versions of the passages in 2 

Chronicles often differ slightly from the Hebrew text, either omitting reference to Arabs or apparently 

attempting some clarification (e.g., ―the Arabs and those who bordered on the Ethiopians‖ in 2 Chr 21:16 

and ―those that dwelt on the rock‖ in 2 Chron 26:7, the latter perhaps alluding to the Edomite stronghold 

at Petra or its vicinity).  

In the prophetic tradition of the late 8th–early 6th centuries B.C. North Arabia continues sometimes to be 

alluded to as the East (e.g., Isa 11:14, Jer 49:28), and older tribal terminology occasionally appears, but 

the newer names of Arab groups such as Dedan, Tema, and Kedar (Qedar) are also frequent. The latter, all 

located in the NW corner of the Arabian peninsula, are often linked in prophetic poetry. Isa 21:11–17, 

which includes an oracle ―concerning Arabia,‖ uses all three names; the fact, however, that this oracle is 



lacking in the LXX raises some doubt as to its date. Jer 25:23–24 (LXX 32:23–24) refers to Dedan, Tema, 

Buz, and the Arabs who ―cut the corners of their hair [i.e., have a distinctive tonsure]; all the kings of 

Arabia and all the kings of the mixed tribes that dwell in the desert.‖ Montgomery (1934: 29–30) has 

pointed out that this may be the earliest unquestionable OT reference to ―Arabs‖ dating from the latter 

part of the 7th or the early 6th century B.C. Ezekiel‘s list of nations that traded with the city of Tyre names 

not only Dedan and Kedar but also Sheba and Ramah as well, and gives important details regarding their 

commerce (Ezek. 27:20–22).  

Some of the wisdom literature of the OT and the intertestamental period indicates that Arabia had a 

reputation for fostering men of wisdom, an idea that is also found occasionally in prophetic literature 

(e.g., Obad 8, Jer 49:7). The conventional presupposition about Arab wisdom is found in 1 Kgs 4:29–31, 

where Solomon‘s wisdom is said to have surpassed even that of the ―people of the East.‖ Epigrams and 

other wise sayings were sometimes believed to have an Arab origin (1 Sam 24:13 and perhaps Prov 30:1, 

31:1). The postexilic wisdom book of Job refers to its protagonist as the greatest of the people of the East 

(Job 1:3), and makes allusions to persons and places in North Arabia, such as the Sabaeans (Job 1:15), the 

oasis of Tema (Job 6:19), and the land of Uz (Job 1:3; see also Lam 4:21, where Edom and Uz were 

paired); it has been thought by some scholars that the book had its origins in that region (but compare 

Montgomery 1934: 172–73).  

The scanty references to the Arabs in the postexilic historical accounts in the OT, which should 

probably include at least some of the passages in Chronicles, show that the Arabs continued to be a force 

in the Levant during the 5th–3d centuries B.C. During the rebuilding of the walls of Jerusalem around 445 

B.C. Nehemiah‘s efforts on behalf of the Jews were opposed by a coalition of several groups, the leaders 

of which were Sanballat the Horonite, Tobiah the Ammonite, and Geshem the Arab (Neh. 2:19; cf. 4:1—

Eng4:7, 6:1). The question of the identification of this personage is discussed in Eph˓al (1982: 197, 210–

14), who suggests that Geshem probably ruled a group of Arabs that lived in the desert to the south of 

Judah. Extrabiblical sources attest to a king of Kedar named Gashmu, who was contemporary with the 

biblical Geshem, if not identical with him.  

Jewish concern with Arabs in the 2d–1st centuries B.C. and the early 1st century A.D. tended to focus on 

the bedouin of Transjordan and the Negev; those in other regions are rarely mentioned. Zabdiel the Arab, 

who figures briefly in 1 Macc 11:16, and the Arabs called Zabadeans, who appear in 1 Macc 12:31, may 

have inhabited a part of the Negev. The word ―Arab‖ sometimes was used with its old connotation of 

―nomad‖ (e.g., 2 Macc 12:10–12, where it is asserted that 5000 Arabs with 500 horsemen attacked Judas 

Maccabeus and were defeated, after which they ―departed to their tents‖); other references, however, 

show that the term could be used as a virtual equivalent of ―Nabatean‖ (1 Macc 5:25, 39, 9:35, and 2 

Macc 5:8).  

C. In the NT  

―Arabians‖ (i.e., inhabitants of Arabia, not necessarily entirely synonymous with ―Arabs‖) are 

mentioned only once, as such, in the NT, as one of many kinds of foreigners living in Jerusalem who 

participated in the outpouring of the Holy Spirit at Pentecost (Acts 2:11). Paul mentions Arabia in his 

brief allusion to his conversion and subsequent departure ―into Arabia,‖ followed by his return to 

Damascus (Gal 1:17). This Arabian sojourn, of unspecified duration, took place somewhere on the edge 

of the Syrian desert or in Transjordan. Paul‘s famous escape from Damascus (2 Cor 11:32–33) took place 

under the kingship of Aretas IV, during a period of domination of the city by the Nabataeans.  

D. In Biblical Theology and Imagery  

Arab influence on the Bible was most intensively examined during a half-century period, from around 

1885 to 1935. Julius Wellhausen wrote the first extensive modern treatise on the subject with his Reste 

arabischen Heidentums, published in 1887. His pioneering work was followed by others, among which 

were W. Robertson Smith‘s The Religion of the Semites (1894), G. Jacob‘s Altarabische Parallelen zum 

Alten Testament (1897), M.-J. Lagrange‘s Études sur les religions sémitiques (1905), D. S. Margoliouth‘s 

The Relations between Arabs and Israelites prior to the Rise of Islam (1924), Albrecht Alt‘s Der Gott der 

Väter (1929), and James Montgomery‘s comprehensive (and still highly useful) Arabia and the Bible in 



1934. The historical and ethnographic work that was done decades ago has shown that the impact of 

Arabia and the Arab culture on the Bible was far greater than the occurrences of the words ―Arabs‖ and 

―Arabia‖ in the Bible might suggest, a fact that is being reinforced by more recent research. The Arabs 

constituted a significant factor in the formation of the Israelite thought, not simply as an environmental 

presence but as a wellspring of influential cultural and religious concepts, only a few aspects of which can 

be touched upon here.  

The OT recognition of the closeness of Arab and Hebrew cultures is reflected in the lineages 

incorporated in Genesis. Although lacking in ethnographic sophistication, these priestly genealogical 

constructions acknowledge nomadic groups as near relatives of the Hebrews. Unfortunately the dating of 

information in the lists is very uncertain and interpretation is replete with difficulties (see Eph˓al 1982: 

231–40). Some Arab tribes, including ones found in the Hejaz, are said to be descended from Abraham‘s 

son Ishmael by his less-favored wife, Hagar (Gen 25:12–18), while others, which were geographically 

closer to Palestine, such as Midian, are alleged to be Abraham‘s sons by his wife Keturah (Gen 25:1–6). 

The Joktanite tribes, whose separation from the Hebrews is ascribed to an era before Abraham (Gen 

10:26–29), include some of the peoples of South Arabia who may have had ancient non-Arab origins. The 

descent of ―those who dwell in tents and have herds‖ (Gen 4:20) from Jubal represents yet another 

genealogical tradition incorporated into Genesis, as does the lineage of the Edomites from Esau (Genesis 

36).  

Although the OT distinguishes between Hebrews and Arabs, numerous passages indicate that there was 

widespread recognition of the concept that Israel‘s physical and spiritual origins lay in the desert. The 

story of Cain and Abel in the JE epic tradition suggests a divine preference for Abel the shepherd rather 

than Cain the agriculturist (Gen 4:2–5; but see ABEL). Many aspects of patriarchal traditions are clarified 

by Arab concepts and practices, such as the welcome which Abraham gives to his angelic visitors (Gen 

18:1–8) and the practice of a leader‘s returning to his tribe to obtain a wife for his son (Genesis 24). Arab 

customs that illuminate early biblical traditions are discussed in detail by Montgomery (1934) and others. 

(Since, however, Arab customs persisted throughout the biblical period, these affinities cannot be used as 

evidence for the historicity or antiquity of any particular sources or passages.) More normative yet for 

Hebrew theology is the account of the Hebrew exodus from Egypt, which has a subtle, multifaceted 

relationship to Bedouin culture, tracing Israel‘s fundamental encounter with God and his law to an 

experience in the wilderness of Sinai at a time when the Israelites were living in a manner much like that 

of the Arabs. The tradition has overtones of the rejection of both agricultural and urbanized life in favor of 

the more rigorous but purer life of the nomad. Furthermore, Moses is said to have gained knowledge 

about Yahweh, the Hebrew God, from his father-in-law, Jethro, a Midianite Arab.  

By virtue of this communal memory of desert origins, biblical writers cherished the concept of the 

wilderness as the home to which Israel must return, if only figuratively, for spiritual sustenance. When the 

Northern Kingdom seceded from the Davidic monarchy, the poetic cry was ―every man to his tents, O 

Israel‖ (2 Sam 20:1). The traditions about Elijah, and to a lesser extent Elisha, emphasize the prophets‘ 

orientation toward the wilderness. The theme appears in later prophets, among them Jer (2:2) and Hos 

(2:14). Arabia continued to exert a powerful influence in the thought of earliest Christianity. The Gospels 

emphasize the wilderness tradition when presenting Jesus as the successor to John the Baptist, an Elijah-

like figure whose life and message echo the sternness and spiritual integrity of the Hebrew experience of 

the exodus (Mark 1:4–9 and par). When on the verge of his public ministry, Jesus goes into the 

wilderness, where he contemplates, and rejects, the temptations of materialism and urban culture (Mark 

1:14–13 and par). The concept again reappears in the apostle Paul‘s withdrawal to Arabia following his 

conversion (Gal 1:17).  
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ROBERT HOUSTON SMITH  

ARABIA, LANGUAGES OF (SOUTH). See LANGUAGES (INTRODUCTORY SURVEY) 

and (PRE-ISLAMIC SOUTH ARABIA).  

ARABIA, PREHISTORY OF. Some 80 years have elapsed between Hogarth‘s seminal work, The 

Penetration of Arabia (1904), and the first synthesis of recent archaeological work on the peninsula by 

Tosi (1986). While much of the Near East and particularly the ―Holy Land‖ had been increasingly 

scrutinized by archaeologists since Hogarth‘s work, investigation into the Arabian past lagged behind. 

The Danish expeditions to the Arab Gulf countries beginning in the 1950s were the first to open up the 

potential not only for archaeology but for biblical readers as well.  

Defining ―Arabia‖ remains a complex and difficult task. Workable definitions depend on historical 

perspective, geomorphology (including flora/fauna, climatology), and the definition of archaeological 

assemblages and political considerations. If we were to strictly apply the concept of ―Arabian peninsula‖ 

as defined by the Persian Gulf and Red Sea, following the 30° lat. we would place the upper boundary of 

Arabia just north of the Nafud desert at Jauf. However, much of the desert/steppe north of the Nafud has 

historically been defined as Arabia Deserta, so perhaps a better criterion for defining the northern limit of 

Arabia would be the 250 mm isohyet. This rainfall line divides the Fertile Crescent from the 

steppe/desert. Using this criterion, we can briefly suggest 10 major divisions: (1) the North Arabian 

Desert, encompassing southern Syria, western Iraq, eastern Jordan, and northern Saudi Arabia extending 

to the Nafud desert, (2) the Nafud Desert and the eastern arm—the Dahna, (3) Eastern Arabia, stretching 

from Kuwait to the United Arab Emirates, (4) Oman including Dhofar, (5) the Najd, covering the center 

of the Arabian peninsula, bounded on the north and south by the Nafud and the Rub al-Khali and on the 

east by Eastern Arabia respectively, (6) the Hejaz, located along the northern Red Sea and including 

Midian, (7) the Asir/Yemen, defining the western highlands of the peninsula, (8) the Tihama, which is the 

Red Sea coast along the southern portion of the peninsula, (9) the Rub al-Khali sand desert, and (10) the 

Hadhramaut, stretching along the Arabian Sea.  

The question of ―prehistory‖ involves chronological considerations. Strictly speaking, our discussion 

ends when formal writing systems are developed in the peninsula. These are generally regarded as 

offshoots of the Proto-Sinaitic alphabet system (Gelb 1963: 122–27; Albright 1969; Millard 1986: 392–

95) and do not antedate the early 1st millennium B.C. Thus, properly speaking, the prehistory of the 

Arabian peninsula begins with the appearance of hominids in the early Pleistocene and ends with the 

advent of early Iron Age oases‘ states ca. 1000 B.C. However, ―history‖ as an expression of written 

records impinges on the Arabian experience almost from the beginning of writing. Thus, Dilmun (Eastern 

Arabia) seems to occur in Uruk period IV texts ca. 3000 B.C. (Nissen 1985: 229–30, 1986; Englund 1983) 

and continues to be mentioned along with later Magan (Oman) well through the 1st millennium B.C. 

(Potts 1978, 1983, fc.a, fc.b). Amorites (MAR.TU) as early pastoral nomads inhabiting the North Arabian 

desert are known from both the Ebla and Mesopotamian texts (ca. 2500 B.C.) (Archi 1985; POTT, 103). 

Equally early may be the Tihama of the southern Red Sea mentioned as part of Punt in the 5th Egyptian 

Dynasty (ca. 2400 B.C.) (CAH 1/2/14: 183). Finally, Midian occurs in Middle Kingdom Egyptian 

Execration Texts datable to ca. 1800 B.C. (Posener 1940: 88–90; CAH 1/2/21: 554–55).  

Biblical references to the Arabian peninsula begin at a very early date and can be divided into two 

groups: (1) semihistorical attributions datable to a pre-Israel state period (Joseph account, Gen 37:25–28; 

Moses and the Exodus, Exod 2:15ff.; Gideon and the Midianites, Judg 6:11ff.) and (2) historical 

descriptions of Iron Age Arabia contemporary to the OT state of Israel (e.g. ―Kings of Arabia‖ in 1 Kgs 



10:15; Ophir and Tarshish in 1 Kgs 10:11ff.; Dumah in Gen 25:14, Josh 15:52; Dedan in Gen 10:7, Jer 

25:23; Teima in Gen 25:15, Job 6:19; Qedar in 1 Chr 1:29, Ps 120:5 and ―Arabs‖ in Neh 4:7, 6:1ff.). The 

latter also clearly help define the terminus for our brief introduction to Arabian prehistory and the former 

can be perhaps integrated in brief summaries of the relevant regions of Arabian prehistory.  

Keeping in mind the strictures concerning the nature of the peninsula, we can summarize its prehistory 

in roughly four major blocks: (1) the Paleolithic, (2) the Neolithic, (3) the Chalcolithic/Early Bronze Age, 

and (4) the 2d millennium B.C. (Middle–Late Bronze Ages). The Paleolithic at this point has little 

relevance for Biblical studies although the evidence to date suggests that the Pliocene–Pleistocene epochs 

had a profound impact on the human and natural landscape of both Arabia and the Levant (Sayari and 

Zotl eds. 1978; Jado and Zotl eds. 1984; McClure 1984). North and West Arabia, in many respects, mirror 

the archaeological record generated along the Levantine coast and Syria. Already by the Oldowan period 

(ca. 1.5 million B.P.), sites have been recorded both in the Dead Sea rift valley (Ubeidiyah), the Negev and 

the Orontes River Valley, as well as the North Arabian desert in the vicinity of Jauf (Parr et al. 1978: 34; 

Whalen personal com.). The Acheulean is well represented in the Arabian peninsula, particularly by the 

sites of the Mindel-Riss interglacial (ca. 300,000 B.P.) (Zarins et al. 1980: 12–15; Zarins et al. 1981: 14–

16; Whalen et al. 1981: 46–47). Work in the central Najd at such sites as Dawadmi (Whalen et al. 1983: 

9–21; Whalen et al. 1984: 9–24) and at embayments along the southern Red Sea (Zarins et al. 1982: 35–

36) has been particularly illuminating in reconstructing the distant human past. The Mousterian Middle 

Paleolithic (ca. 50,000 B.P.) can be found at virtually every Paleolithic site (see the above Acheulean 

references). In this regard, the evidence again parallels finds from the Levantine coast. The Upper and 

Epi-Paleolithic periods (40,000–10,000 B.P.) are seemingly absent from the peninsula, except along the 

northern fringes in the Northern Arabian desert (Copeland and Hours 1971; Garrard et al. 1986; Fujimoto 

1978). In sum, the Paleolithic of the peninsula can be found along the northern and western portions of 

the peninsula swinging south along an arc through the Najd into the Hadhramaut. The entire Eastern 

Province and Oman seems devoid of this extremely long period in human development. By 10,000 B.P., 

most of the peninsula may have been abandoned as well. In addition, with the advent of the Holocene, the 

established climatological patterns of the previous epochs also disappeared, creating new hydrological, 

climatological, and landform expressions (Whitney 1983; Potts 1985: 677–80).  

The Neolithic period saw the beginning of the ―Agricultural Revolution‖ along the ―Fertile Crescent‖ 

(Mellaart 1975; Bar-Yosef 1980; Moore 1982) and the re-establishment of people throughout the 

peninsula. The Neolithic experience in Arabia expressed itself in three different ways. First, the idea of 

pastoral nomadism began in the Northern Arabian desert (Zarins fc.a). This began around 6000 B.C. in 

conjunction with animal domestication in the Fertile Crescent (Zarins 1989a). Its earliest archaeological 

manifestation consisted of rock art, structural remains (habitation sites, kites, tumuli, pillars) and material 

culture (Tosi 1986: 473–74). Initial dependence was on both sheep/goats and cattle. By 5000 B.C. the 

phenomenon was widespread throughout the Northern Arabian Desert, the Najd, the Asir, and the 

Hejaz/Midian (Zarins 1979; Zarins et al. 1980: 17–20; Zarins et al. 1981: 19–23; Zarins et al. 1982: 30–

32). Second, slightly after 5500 B.C. Eastern Arabia and Oman experienced the direct effects of 

Mesopotamian and Iranian contacts, and sedentary village life became characteristic of the region. The 

Ubaid Tradition of southern Mesopotamia has been found in Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Bahrain, Qatar, and 

the U.A.E. (Masry 1974; Potts 1978; fc.b; 1985: 681–82; Oates 1978; 1986; Tosi 1986: 468). Subsequent 

developments in the region demonstrated a well-knit international network tying together the eastern part 

of the Arabian peninsula with the Indian subcontinent, Mesopotamia, and eastern Africa (Tosi 1986: 476). 

The Neolithic of Highland Yemen and the Asir took the form of a hybrid (DiMario fc.; Fedele 1985; fc.a; 

fc.b; Zarins et al. 1981: 21). Sedentary influences from Eastern Arabia via the Hadhramaut were 

integrated into a local culture influenced by the pastoral nomadism of the Najd and the Rub al-Khali 

―Neolithic‖ (Edens 1982, fc.). The third manifestation of the Neolithic period may have begun much 

earlier, but our recoverable record only begins with 7000 B.C. Here we are dealing with the shell middens 

of the Tihama, Oman, and the southern Arabian Ocean littoral. A series of site successions demonstrate 



close ties with East Africa, Eastern Arabia, Irtan, and India (Biagi et al. 1984; Zarins and Zahrani 1985; 

Zarins and Badr 1986; Tosi 1985: 363–69; 1986: 472; personal com.).  

The subsequent period, 4000–2000 B.C., we have labeled Chalcolithic/EB, following the Levantine 

terminology. The trends established for the previous period in the peninsula continued to develop. People 

continued to herd goats/sheep and cattle. Donkeys and horses were introduced, which increased the 

population‘s mobility and range. Pastoral nomadism in its early form reached a climax but began a 

precipitous decline by 2000 B.C. (Zarins fc.a). Sites from the period are widespread in Northern Arabia, 

the Najd, Hejaz, and Asir/Yemen. The sedentary settlements of the Eastern Province continued to expand 

with such sites as the Qalat on Bahrain (Bibby 1969; Hoejlund 1986) and Hili 8 (Cleuziou 1981; 1982; 

1986) providing long-term sequences. Tumuli fields in the U.A.E./Oman (Frifelt 1975; Vogt 1985; 

DeCardi 1978), Bahrain (Ibrahim 1982; Mughal 1983), Qatar (Tixier et al. 1980), and Eastern Saudi 

Arabia (Zarins ed. 1984; Adams et al. 1977; Potts et al. 1978) also provided additional data for 

reconstructing past cultural manifestations (Larsen 1983; Potts 1985: 683–94; Tosi 1986: 469). The latest 

work in Yemen has also provided data on the stage prior to the development of South Arabic civilization 

(De Maigret 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984). Midden coastal sites along the Red Sea and the Indian Ocean 

continued to enjoy relative prosperity. (See relevant citations in Neolithic section.)  

The last period under review here, 2000–1000 B.C. (MB–LB), represents enigmatic developments on all 

fronts in Arabia. For pastoral nomadism, the emphasis on herding sheep/goats, cattle, and equids began to 

change radically during this period and camel domestication became preeminent (Bulliet 1975; Zarins 

1989b). Concomitantly, structural remains became more ephemeral as greater mobility was demanded. 

Climatic and ecological change may have been tied to altered monsoonal rain patterns. Historical 

development during this period saw the change from Amorites to Shosu/Arameans and later Arabs. Site 

remains which definitely can be attributed to this period are so far rare (Zarins et al. 1981: 28–31 and pl. 

11). The settled sites of the period along Eastern Arabia also became rare (Edens 1986; Bibby 1969) and 

the oasis concept which began to unite with the incipient rise of the South Arabian states can be attributed 

to this period (Parr and Gazdar 1980). The Midianite entity (Sawyer and Clines eds. 1983; Mendenhall 

1984) also arose at this time in the Hejaz/Midian, and sites when adequately surveyed (Ingraham et al. 

1981: 71–75) and excavated (Rothenberg 1972) may go a long way in shedding light on the related 

biblical accounts of Joseph, Moses, and Gideon. The key to our understanding of the Midianites and their 

biblical associations may lie in the future excavations at Qurayya. Midden sites on the Red Sea coast and 

the Arabian Sea have also been located and show promise in linking the Red Sea with Egyptian expansion 

during the Middle and New Kingdoms (Zarins fc.b.).  
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JURIS ZARINS  

ARABIA, RELIGION OF (SOUTH). See SOUTH ARABIA, RELIGION OF.  

ARABIC LANGUAGE. See LANGUAGES (INTRODUCTORY SURVEY).  

ARAD (PERSON) [Heb ˓arād (ַףָשד )]. One of the six sons of Beriah, according to the longer 

genealogy of Benjamin given by the Chronicler (1 Chr 8:15). The Greek (LXX) reads ōrēr and ōdēd 

instead of ˓arād and ˓āder, evidencing confusion between the Hebrew letters reš and dalet.  

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  

ARAD (PLACE) [Heb ˓ărād (ֲףָשד )]. A town in the S Negeb of Judah, mentioned four times in the 

Bible, mainly in connection with the Canaanite king of Arad who defeated the Israelites when they first 

attempted a S entrance into Canaan (Num 21:1; 33:40). Later, the king of Arad is listed among the 

conquered kings of Canaan (Josh 12:14). The area was subsequently allotted to the Kenites who were 

descendants of Hobab, Moses‘ father-in-law (Judg 1:16). A fifth reference to Arad may be found in Josh 

15:21, where the MT ˓eder may reflect a transposition of the reš and dalet (LXX
B
 reads Ara).  

———  

A. Identification and History of Excavations  

B. Results of Excavations  



1. Early Bronze Age  

2. Iron Age (Strata XII–VI)  

3. Later Periods (Strata V–II)  

C. Controversies  

———  

A. Identification and History of Excavations  

The site of Arad (―Greater Arad‖?) can be identified by a perfect preservation of the name in the Arabic 

form of Tell ˓Arâd. The site (M.R. 162076) stands on a prominent mound in the NE section of the Beer 

Sheva˓ Valley, exactly where Eusebius (Onomast. 14.1–3) located it—4 miles from (Malaatha Tell Milḥ) 

and 20 miles from Hebron. The identification of the site with ancient Arad is further strengthened by the 

discovery of inscriptions from the site which also preserve the name (see Herzog et al. 1987: 22 

[photograph]).  

R. Amiran and Y. Aharoni began excavations at Arad in 1962, and because of the unique nature of each 

of the areas of investigation, it proved advantageous to separate the projects into two distinctive efforts. 

Amiran‘s work concentrated on the huge EB town on the lower tell. Her work has provided valuable 

information about 4th–3d millennium B.C. town planning, trade connections, cultic paraphernalia, and 

ceramic collections. Aharoni directed five seasons (1962–67) on the upper tell, mainly on the Iron Age 

fortress. In 1976, Z. Herzog directed an additional season which focused specifically on the E gates of the 

fortress and was done in conjunction with reconstruction work being carried out by J. Campbell.  

After his survey of the Beer Sheva˓ basin in the late 1950s, Aharoni sought to implement a regional 

excavation study which began with his project at Arad. Following the work at Arad, seven seasons of 

study focused on BEER-SHEBA, while other expeditions studied Tell el-Milḥ (Tel Malhata) and Kh. el-

Meshâsh (Tel Masos). See MALHATA, TEL, and MESHASH, KHIRBET El-. Other projects have since 

worked at sites such as Kh. Gharrah and Kh. Ghazzah. See IRA, TEL and UZA, HORVAT respectively. 

In this comprehensive effort, Aharoni had sought to apply A. Alt‘s (1925) territorial history model to field 

exploration. The goal has been to coordinate and compare the material and epigraphic remains from the 

field research with information obtained from biblical and other historical sources in order to arrive at a 

more comprehensive understanding of the political history of the E Negeb.  

Among other innovative techniques, the Arad expedition initiated the practice of carefully dipping all 

sherds in water to expose any evidence of ink-written inscriptions. Fortunately, the dry climate helped to 

preserve many inscriptions that became visible in the dipping process. This has allowed over 100 Iron 

Age Hebrew inscriptions to be identified, as well as several dozen additional inscriptions written in 

Aramaic from the late Persian period. A few others were found written in Greek and Arabic.  

A significant consequence of this large inscriptional repertoire is that the alphabet has now been 

paleographically documented through several Iron Age strata. See ARAD OSTRACA. The later strata 

particularly have yielded a sufficiently large corpus to provide a fairly broad base for analyzing the 

Hebrew script and orthography. The stratum VI archive pertaining to Eliashib (see B.2.f below) attests to 

the daily operation of an administrative supply center which served the needs of local patrols and 

probably catered in part to the trade caravans passing through the area. The language of these inscriptions 

is standard late biblical Hebrew exhibiting linguistic and syntactical parallels with the Bible. The few 

historical details that are referred to are tantalizing, but are seldom explicit enough for adequate 

reconstruction (see Yadin 1976; however cf. Aharoni 1981: 104 n. 2 [remark by A. Rainey]).  

B. Results of Excavations  

1. Early Bronze Age. The lower city, which is fortified with a stone wall and projecting towers, 

encloses ca. 22 acres (90 dunams) and has four strata of settlement from the EB (evidence of an earlier 

Chalcolithic occupation, stratum V, was also discovered). Stratum IV was an unfortified village of the late 

EB I. The EB II strata (III and II) were the principal fortified urban phases. For a site plan, see Fig. 

CIT.02. With its blocks of private residences, its cultic and public buildings, and an efficient water 

collection and storage system (especially important since no wadis, springs, or wells exist in the 

immediate vicinity), the EB town had many of the basic features of a typical urban center. The 



semicircular towers of the city wall correspond to the stylized Egyptian representation of a Canaanite city 

(cf. the Narmer palette; ANEP, fig. 297). EB Arad apparently had fairly extensive trade connections with 

Egypt, as inferred from the presence of Egyptian ceramic pieces in every stratum (as well as other small 

finds), and inferred especially from the discovery of a serekh of Narmer of Egypt (Amiran 1974). Stratum 

I was a squatters‘ village in the late EB II, resting on the ruins of the earlier strata. The site was essentially 

deserted by the beginning of EB III. For further discussion of the EB city, see Amiran 1965, 1970, 1972; 

Amiran et al. 1978; Amiran, Goethert, and Ilan 1987; and Dever 1982.  

2. Iron Age (Strata XII–VI). The excavators of the upper tell of Arad have identified seven strata 

spanning the Iron Age. Their hope was to use the data gathered from the excavation—the stratigraphic 

profile of Arad, the extensive ceramic collection (which spans the Iron Age), and the relatively large 

number of epigraphic finds (mostly ostraca from the upper strata)—in conjunction with information found 

in historical sources, and to synthesize these into a comprehensive political history of the region.  

Almost from the beginning, the excavations at Arad have generated controversy (e.g., Yadin 1965), 

much of which centers around fundamental stratigraphic questions and their implications for 

chronological reconstruction. Consequently there are competing and often irreconcilable syntheses about 

the ―history‖ attested by the ruins. The presentation here generally follows the major summary of the 

excavation team, but strives to point out along the way some of the questions and issues that have been 

raised by others (see especially C below).  

a. The Unfortified Site (Stratum XII). The first Iron Age establishment was an unwalled village with 

evidence of a low wall at some points along the perimeter, and with remains of dwellings found on the W 

side. In the center of the settlement was a courtyard in which stood a circular brick-filled platform (ca. 6 

m diameter) and a smaller rectangular stone platform (an altar?), which may indicate some priestly 

connections (see Fig. ARA.01). This suggestion is corroborated by the reference in Judg 1:16 which 

mentions that ―descendants of the Kenite, Moses‘ father-in-law‖ (reads: ―sons of Hobab the Kenite‖) 

settled near this area (Herzog et al. 1984: 2–6). The E Negeb was later referred to as ―the Negeb of the 

Kenites‖ (1 Sam 27:10).  

b. The 10th Century (Stratum). A square fortress (ca. 50 by 50 m) was built on the ruins of Stratum 

XII. Its fortifications used the common casemate construction, consisting of two parallel walls divided 

into chambers by cross walls. Large rooms lined the E wall, and the gate, which faced E, stood in the NE 

corner.  

A temple (or shrine) stood in the NW quadrant of the fortress. This entire religious complex was aligned 

along an E-W axis, and consisted of an outer courtyard on the E end, and a sanctuary with a raised cubicle 

(ca. 1.2 by 1.2 m) in its back wall on the W end. In the W cubicle (i.e., the Holy of Holies) were found 

flint stelae still bearing traces of red pigment. Two small stone incense altars (made without horns), which 

probably originated in this stratum, were found lying on the second of three steps which led into the W 

cubicle (these altars still bore on their upper surfaces traces of burnt material which has been analyzed as 

animal fat; Aharoni 1967: 247 n. 29). In the courtyard apparently stood a sacrificial altar of which only 

the foundation stones remain (these became the foundation and step of the altar in the later strata; see 

below).  

The details of the building plans of the cultic installation at Arad and the description of the Temple are 

remarkably similar—only the ―Holy Place‖ is significantly different. While the Tabernacle and the 

Temple are both described as having a long room as the ―Holy Place‖ (cf. Exod 26:15–25; 1 Kgs 6:2), the 

building at Arad instead has a broad room (its opening in one of the long walls).  

The rear wall of the temple was built solidly against the inner casemate wall of stratum XI; this has 

contributed to the conclusion that the shrine was contemporary with the fortification wall (Aharoni 1971: 

36). However, from the reports published thus far, it is unclear whether the back wall of the shrine (i.e., 

the Holy of Holies) was actually bonded into the casemate wall or simply abutted it (see further, C 

below). However, the temple seems to have remained in use through the next three strata (X–VIII). Its 

association with Yahweh is inferred from the discovery of letter 18, which mentions the ―House of 

YHWH‖ (Heb bêt YHWH; Aharoni 1981: 35–38).  



Stratum XI was destroyed by fire (Herzog et al. 1984: 8). It is possible that this destruction can be 

correlated with Shishak‘s 925 B.C. campaign into Israel (1 Kgs 14:25–26; 2 Chr 12:2–9) when he 

conquered, among other sites, two fortresses in S Israel which he recorded on the Karnak inscription (nos. 

107–112): ḥgrm ˓rd rbt ˓rd n-bt Yrḥm (i.e., ―the citadels of Greater Arad and Arad of the house of 

Jeruḥam‖; LBHG, 215–16). Thus, stratum XI was a royal outpost probably founded during the United 

Monarchy, and its pottery may be a standard example of 10th-century Israelite wares (Herzog et al. 1984: 

8–9); however, some have suggested that the fortress may have been founded in the 9th century instead 

(e.g., Mazar and Netzer 1986: 89–90; Mazar 1990: 439).  

c. 9th Century (Stratum X). In the next stratum, the fortress wall was significantly modified (see Fig. 

ARA.02). The surviving casemate rooms were filled with stone and earth to form a solid wall, but a new 

wall was constructed on the W side. The renovation involved constructing a ―sawtooth‖ semibuttressing 

pattern on the outside of the fortification walls; the purpose of this semibuttressing pattern is unclear. The 

NE corner, where the original gate had been, became the site of a storehouse, and the gate was relocated 

to the center of the E wall.  

Because of the sanctity of the temple‘s site, the area was thoroughly cleaned and the temple repaired, 

with a northward extension added to the Holy Place. Aharoni (1971: 39–40) argues that the reconstructed 

shrine adopted a new ―royal cubit‖ standard of measurement equivalent to 52.5 cm whereas the earlier 

standard for the cubit had been 45 cm.  

In contrast to the expansion of the temple buildings, part of the area of the courtyard was lost with the 

addition of a N side chamber. A water channel to the cisterns below the temple passed through a tunnel 

under the solid W exterior wall. These underground cisterns may have been used during the earlier 

stratum, and may have been natural caves predating the construction of the fort (although the 

contemporaneity of this water system with stratum X has been questioned; see C below).  

The sacrificial altar in the courtyard was rebuilt using as its foundation the altar remains from stratum 

XI. Part of the old altar became the step for the new one. The new altar measured 5 by 5 cubits and 3 

cubits high—according to the description of the tabernacle altar (Exod 27:1). It was constructed of 

unworked field stones with a clay and mud core. The top of the altar was a slab of flint surrounded by a 

plaster channel to drain fluids. Since the four corners of the altar were broken off, it remains unclear 

whether this altar originally had horns like that at Beer-sheba.  

Two small bowls (nos. 102 and 103), each inscribed with (the same) two signs, were discovered on the 

step of the altar. Some controversy has surrounded how the signs (esp. the ―three-pronged‖ second sign) 

are to be read, as well as the implications these readings have for the dating of stratum X. The excavation 

team reads the signs as the two Hebrew letters qop-kap (abbreviation for qōdeš kôhăn  m, ―sacred to the 

priests‖), insisting that the script—particularly the round-bottomed kap on bowl 103—is archaic, 

suggesting that the bowls may have been preserved from an even earlier period (Herzog et al. 1984: 32). 

Cross (1979), however, contends that the letters are Phoenician qop-šin (abbreviation for qdš, ―sacred‖), 

and that the round-bottomed ―kap‖ on bowl 103 is actually a ―perfectly normal‖ three-pronged šin 

paleographically dating to the late 7th–early 6th century B.C. (p. 75). He also notes that the ―kap‖ on bowl 

102 has a variant trident form also found in late 7th–early 6th century Phoenician šins, and that the qop on 

both bowls has the shape of ―a type which flourished in the 7th century‖ (p. 76). In response, the Arad 

team focused on Cross‘ trident-shaped ―šin‖ (bowl 102) and argued that it is actually a vertical stroke that 

―can only belong to a [Hebrew] kap‖ (Herzog et al. 1984: 32). There seems to be no easy resolution to this 

kap-šin dispute, and a great deal obviously hinges on the handwriting standards of the ancient inscriber as 

well as on contemporary judgments about whether the vertical stroke on bowl 102 is an extension of the 

right-hand ―prong‖ (suggesting a kap) or an extension of the middle ―prong‖ (suggesting a šin). If it is the 

former, the balance is tipped toward a 9th-century date for stratum X; if it is the latter, the balance is 

tipped toward a 7th-century date. Furthermore, the ceramic typology of these two bowls has been 

attributed by some to a date ―considerably later‖ than the 9th century (cf. Dever 1970: 173–74 and n. 76). 

The excavators point out, however, that the bowls were sealed below floor levels of strata VIII, VII, and 

VI, and on one of these later floors was found smashed 7th-century pottery (Herzog et al. 1984: 12). Since 



the earliest attributed stratum beneath which the bowls were sealed was VIII, one wonders if the bowls 

then should be associated with stratum IX instead of X. Indeed, the excavators have expressed varied 

opinions of the stratigraphic provenance of these bowls. Aharoni‘s report in 1964 states that the bowls 

were found ―on a step in front of an earlier (stratum IX [sic!]) altar structure‖ (Aharoni and Amiran 1964: 

282), but he later revised his conclusion and attributed them to stratum X (Aharoni 1968: 20). If the first 

assignment is valid, then the bowls would have to be associated with stratum VIII remains at the earliest!  

Stratum X may have been constructed either by Asa (ca. 910–870 B.C.; 2 Chr 14:4–6; 1 Kgs 15:23), or 

Jehoshaphat (870–848 B.C.; 2 Chr 17:1–2, 12–13; 21:3), the two strongest kings of Judah in the 9th 

century. Their purpose was probably to control the route to Elath (1 Kgs 22:47–48; 2 Chr 17:10–12). As 

noted above, the date of the destruction of the stratum is even less certain. It may have been destroyed 

during the reign of Jehoram (848–841 B.C.), either when Edom revolted against Judah (2 Chr 21:8, 10) or 

when the Philistines and Arabs invaded Judah and sacked the palace (2 Chr 21:16–17). An alternative 

date could be during the reign of Joash, when Hazael invaded Judah (ca. 815 B.C.; 2 Kgs 12:18–19 [—

Eng 12:17–18]; 2 Chr 24:23–24), but it is unclear if Hazael‘s invasion affected the S districts of Judah. 

Because of its similarity with the ceramic repertoire of strata IX and VIII, Y. Aharoni dated the end of 

stratum X to ca. 800 B.C. (see statement in Herzog et al. 1984: 12). M. Aharoni (1985) attributes the 

destruction to the first quarter of the 8th century, which essentially agrees with Mazar and Netzer‘s (1986: 

89–90) and Ussishkin‘s (1988) 8th-century assignment of the stratum (see C below).  

d. The 8th Century (Strata IX–VIII). With only minor modifications, the plan of the fortress in 

stratum IX remained essentially unchanged from that of stratum X. The area adjacent to and inside the S 

wall served as living quarters, and included seven dwelling units. The reorganized temple compound 

accommodated the addition of a new compartment to the E, its entrance was moved to the SE corner, and 

a stone-lined pit was dug next to the altar.  

The stratum IX renovation probably occurred during the reign of Uzziah (ca. 767 B.C.; 2 Kgs 14:22; 2 

Chr 26:2, 7–8), when he regained control over the Negeb and the caravan routes which passed from 

Arabia to the Mediterranean coast. It was probably destroyed during the Syro-Ephraimite war against 

Ahaz (734 B.C.) when the Philistines and Edomites to the W and S also conspired against Judah (2 Kgs 

16:6; 2 Chr 28:17–18).  

Stratum VIII represents the newly rebuilt fortress. The outer wall was reused, but the temple underwent 

radical changes. The main hall and the ―Holy of Holies‖ remained essentially unchanged. However, the 

excavators report that a 1 m deep fill in the courtyard ―completely covered‖ the sacrificial altar at this 

time (Herzog et al. 1984: 19). Presumably it was at this time that the two inscribed bowls (mentioned 

above) were buried at the foot of the abandoned altar (see above).  

Not only was the level of the courtyard raised at this time, but also its area was diminished by the 

construction of a multiroom structure in the NE corner. In one of its rooms was found inscription 49 

(notations written on the outside of a deep bowl), which refers to the ―Sons of Korah‖ and the ―Sons of 

Bezal[el].‖ Another room, S of the Holy of Holies, yielded inscriptions 50–52, which contain typical 

Levitical names. This suggests that the staff of the Arad temple either included guilds of cultic personnel 

similar to those in Jerusalem, or that these cultic officials were present (late 8th century B.C.) to supervise 

Hezekiah‘s reforms (which included the elimination of places of sacrifice outside of Jerusalem; cf. 2 Kgs 

18:4; 2 Chr 31:1).  

Two features of stratum VIII seem to imply an association with Hezekiah: the abandonment of the altar, 

and the ceramic repertoire (which is identical to that of Lachish stratum III). Hezekiah attempted to unite 

the remaining N tribes with Judah (2 Chr 30:6), and to make Jerusalem the exclusive site for worship 

around 715 B.C. To facilitate his plan, he eliminated the local shrines and destroyed their altars (2 Kgs 

18:22; Isa 36:7; 2 Chr 31:1; 32:12). The fortification of Arad stratum VIII, however, probably was part of 

Hezekiah‘s futile defensive measures against the military threat of Assyria (2 Chr 32:27–29; also 2 Kgs 

18:8). The destruction of this stratum likely occurred when Sennacherib invaded Judah in 701 B.C.  

e. Late 7th Century (Stratum VII). At this time the temple itself was abandoned, and the incense 

altars were buried at the entrance to the Holy of Holies when the ruins of the temple were covered over. 



The solid wall of stratum VIII had been badly damaged on its S side, and the initial strategy to secure the 

fortress involved building a new wall 2 m inside the older line; an outer wall was then built on the 

foundations of the older one, making a casemate system. Apparently the other three walls were rebuilt as 

solid walls (cf. Herzog et al. 1984: 22). One of the S rooms yielded three seals which had belonged to 

―Eliashib son of Oshiahu,‖ along with several ostraca listing commodities in Egyptian hieratic symbols 

(Israelite scribes had earlier adopted hieratic symbols for numbers, measures, and commodities).  

It is unclear when this construction occurred—Manasseh probably could not have refortified Arad until 

after the death of Esarhaddon, king of Assyria (648 B.C.), and after he was freed from personal exile (2 

Chr 33:11–17). Perhaps Manasseh (who died ca. 642 B.C.) or his grandson, Josiah (reigned 641–609 B.C.), 

built Arad stratum VII. Josiah began his reforms in his 12th year (ca. 629 B.C.), shortly after Assurbanipal 

had stepped down from the throne of Assyria. Stratum VII was probably destroyed during one of 

Nebuchadnezzar‘s campaigns into Judah (597 B.C.; cf. 2 Kgs 24:2; Jer 13:18–19).  

f. Early 6th Century (Stratum VI). Very shortly after the destruction of Arad VII, a new casemate 

wall was constructed over the ruins of the former solid wall. This new defensive system was fortified with 

projecting towers on the W corners and along the W wall, while another small tower stood along the S 

wall. The foundation trench of the inner wall of the casemate system penetrated into the old sanctuary 

buried below. The gate, a simple passage through the casemate system with no defensive towers flanking 

it, was moved from the E to the N side.  

The interior of the fortress appears to have been a large open area. The date of this stratum is inferred 

from the late Iron Age pottery found in situ on the floors which were laid against the walls of the stratum 

VI buildings. The excavators contend that the comb-tooth patterns on some of the stones in this stratum 

(which some would attribute to the Hellenistic period; see C below) were already in secondary use and 

therefore originated even earlier than stratum VI (Herzog et al. 1984: 26–27).  

The occupants of the site, however, appear still to have been Judeans, as inferred from the archive of 

ostraca found in a room on the S side. Most of these were addressed to Eliashib (see above), indicating 

that he had returned as a commander (or at least as custodian of supplies). The paleographic similarity 

with the Lachish Letters (i.e., Lachish II) imply a date at the end of the Judean monarchy. Stratum VI may 

have been built after Zedekiah was called to Babylon (ca. 594 B.C.) to explain his participation in earlier 

anti-Babylonian activities (Jer 51:59; cf. 27:2–28:17). The site probably was destroyed by the Edomites 

during Nebuchadnezzar‘s campaign against Judah in 587 B.C. (Obad 10–14; Ps 137:7). Strengthening this 

historical reconstruction was the discovery of inscription 24 (found in the ruins outside the fort), which 

ordered Eliashib to dispatch reinforcements to the nearby town of Ramoth-negeb, ―lest the Edomite 

should come there.‖  

3. Later Periods (Strata V–II). In the Persian period, the Arabian king of Kedar, who had helped 

Cambyses invade Egypt, controlled the caravan routes. He also controlled Gaza and the N Sinai coast as 

far as Ienysos (el-Arish?; Hdt. 3.4–5). Thus, Arad was within his area of control. Somewhat typical of the 

Persian period in Palestine, no architectural remains were preserved in Arad V—only ash pits, in which 

were discovered 85 Aramaic ostraca dating from the mid-4th century B.C. The inscriptional data indicate 

that Arad served as a supply station along the caravan routes; the pits were used to store goods for the 

animals and personnel.  

During the Hellenistic period (stratum IV), a massive rectangular tower (ca. 20 by 20 m) was built in the 

SE corner of the mound (see Fig. ARA.02). It was founded on bedrock, which meant that in removing the 

earlier remains, the builders disrupted the stratigraphy of the site in that quadrant. A courtyard, in which 

were various rooms, joined the N and W sides of the tower. The Hellenistic installation reused portions of 

the earlier stratum VI fortification walls as portions of the enclosure walls for this tower complex. It is 

unknown who built the tower, but it is possible that John Hyrcanus, who recaptured control of Idumea 

(including the Negeb) in 125 B.C. (Ant 5.1.22 §82; cf. 13.9.1 §257–58; JW 1.2.6 §63), may have built it as 

part of his defensive line.  

Probably in the latter part of the 1st century B.C., and as a means of protecting the S frontier of his 

kingdom, Herod authorized construction of a small rectangular fort (ca. 31 by 37 m) on the SW corner of 



the Arad mound. The few small finds (including two Greek ostraca) date to the 1st century A.D. When the 

Romans conquered the Nabateans in A.D. 106, the frontier advanced farther S, rendering the forts in the 

Negeb generally obsolete. After an occupational gap of some 500 years, a caravanserai was built on the 

ruins of the earlier remains.  

C. Controversies  

While there are many questions regarding the interpretation of Arad (too many to detail in this article), 

the most recent work which brings much of the material together is by D. Ussishkin (1988). Among other 

problems, he questions the contemporaneity of the water channel and cistern with the shrine in stratum X 

(see Fig. ARA.02), and furthermore he insists that the shrine did not even exist earlier in stratum of the 

fortress. This conclusion is partially based upon the fact that the shrine lacks any evidence of fire 

destruction. Since the excavators attributed the destruction of stratum to fire during the campaign of 

Shishak (Aharoni 1968: 6; Herzog et al. 1984: 8), it seems peculiar that, if the shrine had existed in that 

stratum, no scars of such a conflagration would be present, even after a thorough cleaning. Furthermore, 

Ussishkin points out that an insufficient amount of stratum ceramic evidence was discovered with the 

shrine (which one might attribute to the cleaning operation) to necessitate the shrine‘s attribution to that 

stratum. The main argument then for its stratum attribution seems to be the fact that the rear wall of the 

Holy of Holies was built up against the inner casemate wall of stratum (but see B.2.b above).  

Along with other archaeologists (e.g., Zimhoni 1985: 85–86; Mazar and Netzer 1986), Ussishkin 

furthermore argues that the ceramic repertoire of strata X–VIII shows such a significant degree of 

homogeneity that all of these strata might be compressed into the 8th century (cf. the implication of M. 

Aharoni 1985). He then places the founding of the shrine not in stratum XI of the fortress (10th century), 

but in stratum VII (i.e., either the late 8th or early 7th century; this stratigraphic reassignment of the shrine 

would then agree with Cross‘ [1979] paleographic analysis of the inscribed bowls found near the altar 

[although see Herzog et al. 1984: 12]).  

Ussishkin, with others (e.g., Yadin 1965; Nylander 1967), challenges the overall stratigraphic 

assignments by suggesting that the stratum VI casemate wall should not be dated to the early 6th century 

B.C. but was actually contemporaneous with the stratum IV Hellenistic tower. Therefore he dates the wall 

to the Hellenistic/Roman period, basing this conclusion largely on the presence of characteristic tooth-

combed Hellenistic style ashlars in the casemate wall, and on the stratigraphic relationship of that 

casemate wall to the Hellenistic tower (however, see B.2.f above).  

Obviously much uncertainy exists, and the implications of these problems on the intended 

historical/archaeological construct (e.g., Arad‘s association with Asa, Jehoshaphat, Hezekiah, etc.) are 

great and may demand significant revision.  

The chronological reassignments by Ussishkin and others of the strata at Arad, however, have 

difficulties when studied in conjunction with the paleographic analyses of the ostraca, which have been 

used to further our understanding of paleographic evolution. See ARAD OSTRACA. According to the 

excavators, the ostraca were found in various strata and in various areas, and given the arguments of 

Ussishkin and others, severe disruptions ensue if the ostraca are chronologically reassigned. At least four 

options exist to explain these tensions: (1) the paleographic analysis by Aharoni and company is 

essentially correct, and assuming the excavators attributed the ostraca to the correct strata, Ussishkin‘s 

arguments will need to be revised significantly or rejected; (2) if Ussishkin and others have provided 

workable stratigraphic interpretations, then the ostraca may have been mistakenly assigned to the wrong 

strata (cf. Zimhoni 1985: 84–85; Ussishkin 1988: 153); (3) if Ussishkin and others have provided correct 

analysis of the stratigraphy of the shrine, and if the ostraca are then reassigned correspondingly, the 

contribution that these ostraca make in comparative paleographic study will need to be reevaluated; or (4) 

a proper understanding of the materials has not been determined.  

It remains unclear whether any of these matters can ever be resolved. Most of the site has already been 

excavated, providing limited opportunities for excavators to go back to the site to reinvestigate particular 

aspects of the stratigraphy. Hopefully, the final excavation reports will clarify these issues.  
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DALE W. MANOR  

GARY A. HERION  

ARAD OSTRACA. Eighty-eight Hebrew, eighty-five Aramaic, five Arabic, and two Greek ostraca 

were discovered during excavations at Tell Arad, in the eastern Negeb, from 1962–1967 (with the 

exception of Hebrew ostracon 88, found in 1974). Three more Hebrew ostraca were found in 1976. As 

indicated by paleography and archaeological context, the Hebrew ostraca come from the 10th–6th 

centuries, the Aramaic from the 5th–4th centuries, the Greek from the 1st–2d centuries C.E., and the 

Arabic from the 7th–9th centuries C.E. Many of these texts, however, are fragmentary. Among the 

Hebrew ostraca, for example, only 15 are whole, and 7 of these include only 1 name. Twenty preserve 

only single letters. Most of the Aramaic ostraca are poorly preserved, with only a few entirely legible. The 

5 Arabic sherds are also fragmentary, and the 2 Greek inscriptions are too incomplete to understand.  

The Hebrew ostraca have attracted the most attention. They come from strata XI through VI, that is 

from the 10th to the 6th century B.C.E. The original excavators are certain about the dates of the earliest 

and latest Hebrew strata, on the basis of archaeological, historical, and paleographic considerations. They 

feel fairly confident about their dating of the intermediate strata. However, on controversies surrounding 

the stratigraphic dates, see ARAD (PLACE). Among preexilic Hebrew inscriptions, only the Lachish 

ostraca are comparable in number and significance. That so fragmentary a collection is considered so 

significant testifies, though, more to the relative paucity of inscriptional material from ancient Israel than 

to its intrinsic importance. In most disciplines such material would hardly win a nod, much less a covert 

glance.  

A. Orthography and Syntax  

The Hebrew ostraca from Arad tell us a number of things. In general they confirm our understanding of 

the orthography and syntax of preexilic Hebrew. The principles of Hebrew orthography developed by 

Cross and Freedman (1952) hold, except that the existence of internal matres lectionis, only suspected 



previously, has now been proven (yod for medial î is regular at Arad, and waw for medial û is almost 

universal). Other medial long vowels are consistently unmarked. As for final vowels, Aharoni (1975; 

1981), who published the first complete edition of the Arad material, believed that final -ā on qtl 2d 

masculine singular forms is represented by the mater lectionis h in wktbth (7.6) and yd˓th (40.9). While 

possible, this explanation is not the most probable one. Given the clues of the Masoretic text (the short 

form of the qtl 2nd masculine singular preserved in the orthography, apparently reflecting the popular 

speech we would also expect in the nonliterary Arad texts) and the evidence of other inscriptions, it is 

better to take the h in these cases as a mater for the 3rd masculine singular pronominal suffix ō.  

The ostraca add to the evidence for a Judahite dialect which, before the exile, generally did not contract 

diphthongs. The consistent use of the theophoric element yahū (as opposed to yaw or yô) in personal 

names at Arad may be further evidence for such a dialect (approximately 30 of roughly 85 different 

personal names are formed with this element). In short, the Arad ostraca expand rather than alter our 

knowledge of Hebrew orthography. The same is true with regard to syntax. One small point should be 

noted in passing. In 3.2–3 and 16.4 Aharoni read waw with perfect forms as conjunctive. P. Miller has 

observed that ―while there appear to be such forms in late preexilic prose of the Bible, one should not 

assume too easily that the waw with perfect is conjunctive. Both … may be cases of perfect consecutives‖ 

(1985: 504). These perfects are simply examples of a use of the perfect long known from Old Testament 

prose (see Gesenius-Kautzsch-Cowley, 106 i; Joüon, Grammaire de l‘hébrew biblique 112f.). If one 

wants to give them a name, the linguistic category ―performatives‖ should be used (the word itself 

accomplishes something: e.g. ―I decree/order/command‖) and they should be designated ―performative 

perfects.‖ Here and elsewhere the ostraca merely follow what had already been known about preexilic 

prose.  

B. Content  

Aharoni summarized the content of these inscriptions as ―epistles to commanders of Arad with military 

and administrative information; instructions for the supply of wine and bread to military units and other 

people; instructions for the sending of consignments of oil and food to various fortresses; taxes from 

various places; lists of people, some with the addition of numbers; lists of the apportionment of wheat and 

other commodities; inventory lists of the storehouses, one of them in hieratic; registration of dates; 

offerings and donations to the sanctuary; and various other partial lists‖ (1981: 141). Given the 

fragmentary character of these inscriptions, one suspects that far too much has been deduced from such a 

limited base of evidence.  

Unquestionably, a certain ―Eliashib‖ is either addressed or referred to in many of the inscriptions. It is 

not clear what his position was, nor is the extent of his authority evident. A number of the ostraca contain 

intriguing references. Ostracon 24 (found outside the fortress on the W slope and dated on basis of 

orthography), for example, indicates fear of an Edomite advance against Ramat-negeb. Both Aharoni 

(1981: 149) and Lindsay (1976: 25) have tried to sketch the historical circumstances surrounding this 

reference; but paleography does not yet enable us to date inscriptions as precisely as their reconstructions 

demand, nor is our knowledge of this time period very full. Aharoni likewise tries to elaborate the 

Edomite background to Ostracon 40, but here the reconstruction is even more tenuous than with 24 since 

the inscription is so poorly preserved.  

Aharoni concludes his discussion of the historical information gathered from these ostraca by stating: 

―We could not have expected a more surprising confirmation to our historical hypotheses than the epistle 

of Jehoahaz (Inscription 88), in which he announces his crowning, insists on energetic military 

preparations, and mentions the king of Egypt. This is full confirmation of the destruction of Stratum VIII 

in the year 609 B.C.E., and an additional proof of the high position of Eliashib, who received his 

instructions directly from the king‖ (1981: 150). The text which bears such weight simply reads as 

follows:  

(1)  ˒ny mlkty bk[1] …  (1)  I have come to reign in all …  

(2)  ˒mṣzr˓w …  (2)  Take strength and …  



(3)  mlk mṣryn l …  (3)  King of Egypt to …  

It is impossible here to catalog all that has been derived from these texts, but historical statements based 

on the Arad ostraca should always be compared against the actual inscriptions themselves.  
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ROBERT B. LAWTON  

ARADUS (PLACE) [Gk Arados (Ἀπαδορ)]. An island and a city 3 km off the Phoenician (modern 

Lebanese) coast, 3 miles N of Beirut (1 Macc 15:23). Strabo (16.2.13–17) records that the inhabitants 

were descendants of exiles from Sidon, which would agree with the biblical references to the 

corresponding Hebrew eponym ARVAD (Gen 10:18; 1 Chr 1:16). Aradus was prominent enough to 

receive a letter from Lucius, consul of the Romans, in 139 B.C. (1 Macc 15:23). Being a well-protected 

island producing warriors and seamen famous in their service to Tyre (Ezek 27:8, 11), Aradus was always 

commercially productive and remained independent until the time of Nebuchadnezzar, ca. 627 B.C. 

Although its commercial productivity declined somewhat, the prominence of Aradus rose again under the 

rule of the Persians and Seleucids (Rostovtzeff 1967: 846; Seyrig 1950: 17–20; Elai, 1987). Specifically 

through an alliance with Seleucus Callinicus of the Seleucids, Aradians exerted their influence extensively 

on the mainland. In general, Strabo describes the Aradians as a prudent and industrious people with 

respect to their maritime affairs. Along with their good fortunes (for example, Seleucus Callinicus‘ 

granting of the right of asylia) they prospered.  
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ARAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ārāḥ (ָאָשח )]. 1. Head of a family of Babylonian exiles who are listed as 

returnees under the leadership of Zerubbabel and others (Ezra 2:5 = Neh 7:10 = 1 Esdr 5:10). Later in the 

postexilic period Tobiah, the adversary of Nehemiah, married a woman from the family of Arah (Neh 

6:18). For further discussion and bibliography, see AKKUB.  

2. A son of Ulla listed in the preexilic genealogy of the tribe of Asher (1 Chr 7:39). Because Ulla is not 

mentioned earlier in the list, some emend the name to coincide with a previous one; but Braun (1986: 

118–19) argues against such emendation.  
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ARAM (PERSON) [Heb ˒ărām (ֲאָשם )]. 1. The fifth son of Shem in the genealogical list of Genesis 10, 

which is known as the Table of Nations (Gen 10:22). Aram is the eponymous ancestor of the 

ARAMEANS, an important West Semitic people. The section of the Table of Nations in which Aram 

appears is usually attributed to the Priestly source of the Pentateuch. P has placed Aram in the same 

generation as the eponymous ancestors of Elam and Assyria (Ashur), two generations earlier than the 

eponymous ancestor of the Hebrews (Eber—Gen 10:24). The position of Aram as a son of Shem reflects 

the importance of the Aramean tribes during the 1st millennium B.C.E. Four sons of Aram are listed in v 

23. These apparently represent certain Aramean tribal groups, although little is known concerning any of 



the four. These sons are listed as brothers of Aram in the genealogical list of Chronicles (1:17), but this is 

probably due to a haplography of the phrase ―The sons of Aram‖ from the text of Chronicles.  

2. Son of Kemuel, grandson of Abraham‘s brother, Nahor (Gen 22:21). The genealogy of Nahor (22: 

20–24) reflects a different (and probably earlier) tradition about the ancestry of the Arameans from the 

one found in Genesis 10 (see above). The twelve sons of Nahor, including Aram‘s father, Kemuel, appear 

to be eponymous ancestors of various Aramean tribes. Aram himself (here perhaps to be understood as 

the ancestor of the state of Aram-Damascus) is placed in the same generation as Jacob/Israel. This 

genealogical tradition stresses the idea of the close relationship between Israel and the Arameans, which 

pervades the book of Genesis (cf. Deut 26:5).  

3. A son of Shemer in the genealogy of Asher in 1 Chr 7:34.  

4. The Greek rendering of the name RAM in the genealogy of Jesus, Matt 1:3. The KJV has ―Aram‖ 

here, while modern translations tend to replace it with ―Ram‖ [cf. 1 Chr 2:9–10]. The name ―Aram‖ also 

appears in the genealogy of Jesus in Luke 3:33 in the KJV. Later translations substitute the name ARNI, 

following the text of the most ancient manuscripts, where ―Aram‖ was found in the Textus Receptus.  

Bibliography  
Malamat, A. 1967. Aspects of Tribal Societies in Mari and Israel. p. 129–38 in XVe rencontre assyriologique internationale: 

La civilisation de Mari. Liège.  
———. 1973. The Aramaeans. Pp. 134–55 in POTT.  

Mazar, B. 1962. The Aramaean Empire and Its Relations with Israel. BA 25: 98–120.  

Noth, M. 1951. Beiträge zur Geschichte des Ostjordanlandes III. ZDPV 68: 19–36.  

WAYNE T. PITARD  

ARAM (PLACE) [Heb ˒ărām (ֲאָשם )]. The name of an important Aramean nation, located in southern 

Syria, which flourished between the 11th and 8th centuries B.C.E. Its capital was Damascus, currently the 

capital of the modern state of Syria. In many English translations, the name ―Aram,‖ when referring to 

this state, is translated (inaccurately) as Syria.  

———  

A. The Name  

B. History of Aram  

1. Early Relations with Israel  

2. Mid-9th Century B.C.E.  

3. The Aramean Empire  

4. Radyan‘s Coalition and the End of Aram  

———  

A. The Name  

The use of the name ―Aram‖as a political or ethnic designation is not restricted, however, to this 

particular state. It occurs many times in compound names of states largely populated by Arameans, who 

were one of the most important ethnic groups in the Near East during the late 2d and the 1st millennia 

B.C.E. Thus there are references to Aram-Beth-Rehob, Aram-Damascus, Aram-Maacah, Aram-Naharaim, 

Aram-Zobah, and Paddan-Aram. In a few cases the name ―Aram‖alone is used to designate Aram-

Naharaim (Num 23:7; Judg 3:10; Hosea 12:13) or Aram-Zobah (2 Sam 10 = 1 Chr 19; see ARAM-

NAHARAIM; ZOBAH; DAMASCUS; PADDAN-ARAM; etc.). In some other occurrences, ―Aram‖ is 

used more generally to refer to the Aramean kingdoms or people as a whole (1 Kgs 10:29 = 2 Chr 1:17; 

Judg 10:6; Amos 9:7). From 6th-century sources which deal with the destruction of Jerusalem (2 Kgs 24:2 

and Jer 35:11), the name refers to Aramean tribes that lived in Mesopotamia, and from which 

Nebuchadnezzar had assembled his army.  

But by far the most common usage of the term ―Aram‖in the Bible is as the name of the state centered 

around Damascus. This is the virtually exclusive use of the name in the books of Kings, Chronicles, and 

Isaiah, where the majority of the attestations occur.  

B. History of Aram  



Our knowledge of the history of Aram-Damascus is unfortunately limited. No written documents 

directly from the kingdom itself have been discovered to date, so that the only sources of information 

available are writings from neighboring states (mainly Israelite [i.e., biblical] and Assyrian texts). These, 

quite naturally, do not give a full picture of Aram, since they deal only with their own state‘s relations 

with that kingdom. Because of this, our knowledge centers upon Aram‘s role in the realm of international 

politics, while details of its internal life and culture remain obscure.  

1. Early Relations with Israel. The kingdom of Aram-Damascus makes its first appearance in 

historical documents in 2 Sam 8:5–6. During a decisive conflict between Israel and Zobah, the two major 

powers of Syria-Palestine during the late 11th and early 10th centuries B.C.E., the army of Aram-

Damascus is reported to have taken to the field in support of Zobah and its king Hadadezer (Aramaic, 

Hadad-˓i (dr). David, the king of Israel, defeated the army and took control of Damascus, placing garrison 

troops there. Aram-Damascus thus became part of the empire of David, apparently as an occupied 

territory rather than as a vassal state.  

Nothing else is known about Aram until the time of Solomon (mid-10th century). 1 Kgs 11:23–24 states 

that during Solomon‘s reign, a certain Rezon, son of Eliada, who had been a servant of the king of Zobah 

whom David had defeated, gathered together a group of malcontents, seized Damascus, and there 

proclaimed himself king. Rezon went on to remove Damascus from Israelite control. There is no 

indication that Israel was able to significantly oppose this action, and 11:25 suggests that Damascus 

remained outside Israel‘s control for a substantial part of Solomon‘s reign.  

With the division of Solomon‘s kingdom into two smaller states ca. 932, and the resultant collapse of 

Israelite hegemony in the region, a period ensued when there was no dominant political power in Syria-

Palestine. But by the beginning of the 9th century, Aram, with its capital at Damascus, had become a 

significant influence in the region. Little is known about Aram between the time of Rezon (about the 

middle of the 10th century) and the reign of Bir-Hadad I (biblical Ben-Hadad), who is mentioned in 1 Kgs 

15:16–22 (= 2 Chr 16:1–6) in connection with a boundary war between Baasha of Israel and Asa of Judah 

(early 9th century). However, Bir-Hadad‘s patronymic in 15:18, ―Ben-Hadad, the son of Tab-Rimmon, 

the son of Hezion,‖ apparently furnishes the names of Bir-Hadad‘s two predecessors on the throne. There 

is also a reference in v 19 to a treaty that had been made between Bir-Hadad‘s father and Asa‘s father, 

although the details of this treaty are not known. But it is clear that Aram had become a state of 

comparable stature to Israel and Judah during the decades following the death of Solomon.  

When Bir-Hadad I became involved in this boundary dispute between Israel and Judah, he sided with 

Judah (after a substantial bribe was sent to him by Asa) and attacked Israel from the north while Baasha‘s 

forces were concentrated in the south against Judah. He attacked and destroyed a number of major towns 

in Israel‘s territory to the north of the Sea of Galilee (1 Kgs 15:20). Baasha was forced to withdraw his 

army from the border with Judah and come to terms with Bir-Hadad, although no information is given 

concerning what these terms were.  

2. Mid-9th Century B.C.E. a. Hadad-˓iḏr and Assyria. By the fifth decade of the 9th century B.C.E., 

Aram had become one of the most powerful states in Syria-Palestine, if not actually the most powerful. 

This coincided with the first Assyrian attempts to extend their domination into central and southern Syria. 

In 853, Shalmaneser III of Assyria marched into the territory of the kingdom of Hamath, where his forces 

were met by a coalition of Syro-Palestinian states near the town of Qarqar. The coalition is described in 

an inscription of Shalmaneser III (known as the Monolith Inscription; ANET, 278–79) as having been 

made up of twelve states. The leader of the coalition is named as Adad-idri of Aram (Aramaic Hadad-˓iḏr, 

the namesake of the king of Zobah defeated by David; see above), and he is said to have brought with him 

1200 chariots, 1200 horsemen, and 20,000 footsoldiers. This is the largest contingent of horsemen and 

footsoldiers and the second largest group of chariots contributed by a member of the coalition. He was 

joined by two other major powers in the region, Irḫulena of Hamath and Ahab of Israel, who contributed 

the majority of the rest of the army (the other nine members of the coalition were more modestly 

represented). The coalition appears to have been successful at stopping Shalmaneser‘s advance. Although 

Shalmaneser claims to have won, it is clear from the inscription that he was obliged to return immediately 



to his homeland, without making further moves against any members of the coalition. Nor did he return to 

Syria for another four years.  

The leadership of this coalition continued to rest in Hadad-˓iḏr ‘s hands for several years. Shalmaneser 

returned to Syria in his tenth, eleventh, and fourteenth years (849, 848, and 845 respectively), each time 

battling with the coalition, always headed by Hadad-˓iḏr. At no time was Shalmaneser able to decisively 

defeat the coalition. Hadad-˓iḏr‘s continued leadership role in this alliance indicates the prestige which 

Aram enjoyed in relation to the other states of central and southern Syria and Palestine during these years.  

b. ―Ben-Hadad‖ and Ahab. There has been considerable scholarly discussion concerning the 

relationship between Hadad-˓iḏr of the Assyrian inscriptions and the king of Aram called Ben-Hadad in 1 

Kings 20 and 22. These two chapters describe three battles between Israel and Aram, which are said to 

have taken place during the final five years of the reign of Ahab of Israel. If these chapters are reliable, 

then the king called Ben-Hadad in 1 Kings 20 (or ―Ben-Hadad II,‖ according to many scholars) should 

probably be identified with Hadad-˓iḏr of the Assyrian inscriptions.  

However, there are a number of elements in these two chapters which have led several scholars 

(including Jepsen 1941–45: 154–59; Miller 1966; and Pitard 1987: 115–25) to propose that the accounts 

of the war between Israel and Aram here do not belong originally to the period of Ahab, but rather to the 

time of Joash (or Joahaz, according to Miller 1966: 442–43) some fifty years later. A number of 

arguments have been put forward to substantiate this proposal. For example, literary analysis indicates 

that the accounts of the two battles in 1 Kings 20 did not originally provide the name of the king of Israel. 

Furthermore, the description of Israel‘s political situation in this chapter is seriously at odds with what is 

known of the reigns of both Omri and Ahab from other biblical passages (cf. 1 Kgs 16:27; 22:39), as well 

as extrabiblical texts. For example, Shalmaneser‘s Monolith Inscription reports that Ahab furnished 2000 

chariots (the largest contingent of chariots from any member of the coalition) and 10,000 footsoldiers to 

the battle of Qarqar. Also, the Stela of Mesha, the king of Moab (ANET, 320–21), describes the 

domination of Moab by Omri and Ahab. Finally, archaeological evidence demonstrates that Israel was 

economically prosperous and able to support significant civilian and military building projects during this 

time. All of these suggest quite clearly that Ahab and Omri were very powerful kings (see AHAB), in 

contrast to the king of Israel in 1 Kings 20, who is portrayed as a weak vassal of Ben-Hadad of Aram (cf. 

1 Kgs 20:1–9, esp. v 9) and his father, who is also described as having been dominated by Aram (20:34).  

While such a portrayal does not fit well with the times of Omri and Ahab (i.e. ca. 886–853), it does 

match excellently with the reigns of Joahaz and Joash (ca. 814–782), when Israel was dominated by 

Hazael and his son Bir-Hadad (Heb Ben-Hadad; see 2 Kgs 13:22–25). It was during the reign of this Bir-

Hadad that Joash was able to rebel successfully against Aram and defeat Bir-Hadad‘s army in a decisive 

battle near Aphek (2 Kgs 13:17). It should be noted that the decisive battle in 1 Kings 20 is also fought at 

Aphek. With regard to the account of Ahab‘s death in battle against Aram at Ramoth-Gilead (1 Kgs 22:1–

36), scholars have suggested that this account has developed from the story of the wounding of Ahab‘s 

son, Joram, in battle at Ramoth-Gilead during the time of Hazael (2 Kgs 9:14–15; see Miller 1966: 444–

46). Thus, it appears unlikely that there was a major war between Aram and Israel during the reign of 

Ahab. The stories in 1 Kings 20 rather illuminate events that took place some fifty to sixty years after the 

death of Ahab. The king of Aram called Ben-Hadad in these stories, as well as in the stories of Elisha and 

the Aramaeans in 2 Kings 5–7 (insofar as they may be regarded as historical), should be identified with 

Bir-Hadad, the son of Hazael (often referred to as ―Ben-Hadad III‖ by many scholars; see B.3.b below). 

The only exception to this is the story in 2 Kgs 8:7–15.  

Major changes occurred in Aram between 845 and 842, although the exact details are not known. 2 Kgs 

8:7–15 gives an account of how a usurper named Hazael assassinated the king of Aram and seized the 

throne. The name of the king of Aram in this passage is Ben-Hadad. It is possible that the incorporation of 

the Ben-Hadad stories into the account of the period of Ahab has led to the use of his name in this story as 

well, and that the correct name of the king assassinated by Hazael was actually Hadad-˓iḏr. But it is also 

possible that Hadad-˓iḏr died sometime between 845 and 842 and was succeeded by a Bir-Hadad, who in 



turn was assassinated by Hazael. Unfortunately there is not enough evidence to determine the actual 

course of events.  

3. The Aramean Empire. a. The Reign of Hazael. After Hazael seized the throne, ca. 842, the anti-

Assyrian coalition that had been headed by Hadad-˓iḏr collapsed and war broke out between Aram and 

Israel. A battle took place between Hazael‘s troops and the army of Joram of Israel near Ramoth-Gilead, a 

border town in the northern part of Israel‘s Transjordanian territory (2 Kgs 8:28–29; 9:14–15a). During 

this battle, Joram was wounded and was forced to retire from the area. It was at Ramoth-Gilead during 

this period of tension that Jehu began the revolution that would result in the assassination of Joram and 

Jehu‘s seizure of power in Israel (ca. 842/41, 2 Kgs 9). Relations between the two states did not improve 

after Jehu‘s rebellion, but Hazael had to turn his attention elsewhere in 841, when Shalmaneser III 

returned to Syria. With the coalition in shambles, most of the Syro-Palestinian states, including Hamath 

and Israel, submitted to the Assyrian king. But Hazael did not. Aram‘s army was defeated by Shalmaneser 

near Mt. Senir (the Mt. Hermon area), and the Assyrian army temporarily beseiged Damascus. But the 

city was not captured, and Shalmaneser marched on to the coast, where he received the submission of 

several kings, including Jehu of Israel (ANET, 280).  

Hazael had to fight the Assyrians alone two more times (apparently Shalmaneser‘s 21st and 22d years, 

838 and 837) as well. We know virtually nothing of the circumstances of these campaigns. But afterward, 

Shalmaneser‘s attention turned to lands in the north, and thirty years would elapse before the Assyrians 

would again march into southern Syria.  

Once the pressure from the Assyrians subsided, Hazael returned to his policy against Israel. Jehu‘s 

bloody purge of supporters of the overthrown Omride dynasty had weakened Israel to the point that 

Hazael was able to annex Israel‘s Transjordanian territories (2 Kgs 10:32–33). By the reign of Jehu‘s son, 

Joahaz, Israel was virtually, if not actually, a vassal to Aram-Damascus. According to the Lucianic mss of 

the LXX (following 2 Kgs 13:22), Hazael also invaded and conquered Philistia. He then turned eastward 

and attacked Judah. Jehoash, the king of Judah, sent Hazael an extensive tribute, thereby presumably 

becoming a vassal, and Hazael then withdrew from Jerusalem (2 Kgs 12:17–18).  

Thus during the reign of Hazael, Aram developed into a significant empire which covered much, if not 

all, of southern Syria and Palestine. Some scholars have proposed that Hazael also dominated northern 

Syria (Mazar 1962: 114; Jepsen 1941–45: 168), but none of the evidence adduced for this proposal is 

compelling. As far as can be determined from current evidence, Hazael‘s empire extended only as far 

north as Hamath‘s southern boundary. But even if he did not control northern Syria, Hazael had made 

Aram into one of the most significant states in the Levant. Hazael‘s reign, while beginning so poorly, 

appears to have become the period of Aram‘s greatest strength.  

b. Bir-Hadad and the Collapse of the Empire. Hazael was succeeded, probably ca. 800 B.C.E., by his 

son Bir-Hadad (traditionally known in most scholarship as Ben-Hadad III, since Hadad-˓iḏr was normally 

identified with the Ben-Hadad of 1 Kings 20 and thus designated Bir-Hadad II). Bir-Hadad is known from 

the Bible (2 Kgs 13:3–7, 22–25; and probably, 1 Kings 20; 2 Kgs 6:24–7:20), from a stone inscription of 

Zakkur (formerly vocalized as ―Zakir‖), king of Hamath and Luash (ANET, 655–56), and from Assyrian 

inscriptions of Adad-nirari III. All of these sources of information indicate that Bir-Hadad was unable to 

hold on to the political power established by his father. The Assyrian king Adad-nirari III besieged 

Damascus, probably in 796 B.C.E., and received a substantial tribute from the king of Aram, who is called 

Mar˒i in the Assyrian inscriptions. Mar˒i, which in Aramaic means ―my lord,‖ is almost certainly a title of 

Bir-Hadad. The inscription of Zakkur describes an attack on his capital city in Luash by a coalition of 

kings that was led by Bir-Hadad. In this campaign, Bir-Hadad was unsuccessful, being forced to lift the 

siege around the city before a surrender. He also suffered serious losses to Israel, which regained its 

independence at this time (see particularly 2 Kgs 13:22–25). As suggested above (B.2.b), it is probable 

that the accounts of two battles between Israel and Aram in 1 Kings 20 should be attributed to the time of 

Bir-Hadad, the son of Hazael, and Joash of Israel. We do not know in which chronological order all of 

these political reverses took place, but it is clear that by the end of Bir-Hadad‘s reign, Aram had lost much 

of its political power.  



It is not known how long Bir-Hadad ruled, but it does appear that Aram‘s fortunes continued to decline 

during the first half of the 8th century. Only a few facts are known from this period, but they reveal the 

situation fairly well. In 773, the Assyrians, under Shalmaneser IV, once again attacked Aram, and a 

recently discovered (but as yet unpublished) stela describes the tribute given to Shalmaneser by the king 

of Aram, named Hadianu. During the same period, Israel experienced its last major revival under 

Jeroboam II (ca. 782–748). 2 Kgs 14:25, 28 suggest that Jeroboam was able to dominate Aram during his 

reign.  

4. Raḏ  yan’s Coalition and the End of Aram. Aram‘s last period of political influence and 

independence began about the middle of the 8th century with the reign of Aram‘s last king, called Rezin 

in the Bible (Aram, Radyān). Raḏ  yan was on the throne by 738, when his name appears on a list of 

vassals who brought tribute to Tiglath-Pileser III of Assyria that year. During the years 737–735, 

TiglathPileser was involved in a series of campaigns to the north and east of Assyria. Raḏ  yan at this time 

formed a new coalition of Syro-Palestinian states (including Tyre and Israel) which rebelled against 

Assyria.  

The coalition included Tyre and Israel, and apparently in an attempt to force Judah to join the coalition, 

Raḏ  yan and Pekah of Israel attacked Judah and besieged Jerusalem (see 2 Kgs 15:37; 16:5–9). Their plan 

was to replace the young king Ahaz of Judah with an anti-Assyrian puppet ruler, named Tabeel in Isa 7:6. 

Ahaz, against the advice of Isaiah (cf. Isaiah 7), sent a large gift to Tiglath-Pileser, asking for help against 

Aram and Israel. Tiglath-Pileser marched into Syria in 734, apparently capturing Tyre and the Philistine 

coast that year. Over the next two years, Tiglath-Pileser turned his attention directly toward Aram and 

Israel. During the campaign of 732, Aram was finally and fully defeated by the Assyrians. Accounts of 

the fall of Aram are found both in 2 Kgs 16:9 and in the inscriptions of Tiglath-Pileser. The Assyrian king 

claims to have destroyed 591 towns in the sixteen districts of Aram during the course of the campaign. In 

the end, Damascus was captured, and Raḏ  yan was killed. The Assyrians annexed the land of Aram into 

the empire, and the land was divided up into provinces. This was the end of the independent state of 

Aram. (For more details of the coalition formed by Raḏ  yan, see SYRO-EPHRAIMITE WAR; see also 

POTT pp. 134–55.)  
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WAYNE T. PITARD  

ARAM-MAACAH (PLACE) [Heb ˒ăram ma˓ăkâ (ֲאַשםֲַמֲףָכה )]. See MAACAH (PLACE).  

ARAM-NAHARAIM (PLACE) [Heb ˒ăram nahărayim (ֲאַשםֲַנֲהַשִים )]. Geographical name of an 

area in upper Mesopotamia, located around the great bend of the Euphrates River in N Syria. The name 

occurs five times in the Bible, and is often translated ―Mesopotamia‖ in English versions, following the 

LXX rendering. It appears as the name of the ancestral home of Abraham‘s family in Gen 24:10 (the same 

area seems to be designated Paddan-Aram in the Priestly Pentateuchal source). It is also named as the 

homeland of Balaam, the son of Beor (Deut 23:5), and the country of Cushan-Rishathaim, the first of the 

oppressors of Israel in the book of Judges (Judg 3:8). David is said to have fought with troops from this 

area, during his war with Ammon and its Aramaean allies (1 Chr 19:6, cf. Ps 60, superscription [v 2 in 

Hebrew]). There are also two, possibly three, cases in which this area is simply designated by the term 

―Aram‖ (Judg 3:10; Hosea 12:13; and Num 23:7[?]). Various commentaries discuss the problems of the 

homelands of both Balaam and Cushan-Rishathaim.  



A number of extrabiblical sources make reference to this land during the last half of the 2d millennium 

B.C.E. Several Egyptian pharaohs of the New Kingdom had dealings with or attempted to conquer this 

area, which they called Naharin (a). Attestations of this name are found in texts from the time of 

Thutmosis I (late 16th century) to the reign of Rameses III (early 12th century). The region is also known 

from the Amarna Letters (14th century) in the forms na-aḫ-r  -ma and na-rí-ma. Only in the Bible does the 

name occur prefixed with ―Aram.‖ In those instances where the term appears in connection with the 

patriarchs (and probably the other attestations as well), it is being used anachronistically, since the area 

probably was not under Aramaean control prior to the 1st millennium. From the 1st millennium B.C.E., 

there are no extrabiblical references to this area either as Naharaim or Aram-Naharaim.  

Precise boundaries of the land of Naharaim cannot be determined from the preserved texts, but the 

towns said to be located in the land include Harran, Nahor, Pethor, and Tunip. These indicate that the 

designation covered areas on both the west and east sides of the Euphrates, as well as the Balikh River 

valley and perhaps part of the Habur River triangle (Finkelstein 1962: 84–86). See also ARAM (PLACE); 

MESOPOTAMIA; and POTT pp. 134–55.  
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WAYNE T. PITARD  

ARAMAIC LANGUAGE. See LANGUAGES (ARAMAIC).  

ARAMAIC LETTERS. See LETTERS (ARAMAIC).  

ARAMAIC ―MESSIANIC‖ TEXT (4QMess ar). The siglum ―4QMess ar‖ refers to ten little 

fragments in Aramaic found in cave 4 at Qumran. The fragments are written on soft leather, and the 

maximum dimensions of the whole are 20 × 38 cm. The script dates between 30 B.C. and A.D. 20. Their 

first editor, Jean Starcky (1964), labeled them an ―Aramaic messianic text‖; indeed he believed that they 

constituted an astrological text about the Messiah, since the child described in the fragments is said to be 

the Elect of God (baḥ  r ˒elaha). The main assertions about the child are that ―in his youth he will become 

like a man who does not know anything, until the time when he shall become skilled in the three books. 

Then he will become wise and will be endowed with discretion … His calculations [will succeed] because 

he is the Elect of God‖ (Fitzmyer 1974: 142–43). In the second column, which is badly fragmented, it is 

stated that ―waters will cease‖ and a Holy One and Watcher (more correctly, a Wakeful, Vigilant, 

Watchful, or Alert One) is mentioned.  

Shortly after its first publication and the publication of the related horoscope (Allegro 1964), Fitzmyer 

published a radically different interpretation: the text is not a horoscope (because there are no stars or 

signs of the Zodiac) and is not messianic (because ―Elect of God‖ is not always a messianic title), but is 

part of the physical description of the forefather Noah (1974). J. C. Greenfield (1973: xx–xxi) preferred 

an identification with Melchizedek, but the Noachic identification has prevailed in later studies. P. Grelot 

(1975) then proceeded to identify the three books mentioned in the fragments with the three books of 

Enoch mentioned in Jubilees 4:16–26. These three books are probably found in 1 Enoch: the 

Astronomical Book, the Book of Dreams, and the Book of the Wakeful. (Other books were subsequently 

added to these three in 1 Enoch.) In Jub. 7:38, Noah is said to receive the complete tradition of Enoch, his 

great-grandfather. The Noachic identification rests on the link between the three books mentioned in our 

text and Enoch the ancestor of Noah, on the phrase ―waters will cease‖ (taken as a reference to the 

Deluge), on the mention of Holy One and Wakeful both here and in col. 2 of 1QapGen which deals with 

the birth of Noah, and on the fascination with the birth of Noah in intertestamental literature (1 Enoch 

106–8; Jubilees 4–10) and in as yet unpublished Qumran fragments from caves 4 and 11.  

The thorough study by Florentino García-Martínez (1981) concludes that our fragments form part of a 

lost book of Noah mentioned in Jub. 10:13 and 21:10 and in patristic references. These suggest that the 

book of Noah was among other things an herbalary or medical guide to healing plants that also provided 



halachic prescriptions for food and blood. Parts of this lost book may have been incorporated in 1 Enoch 

and Jubilees.  

4QMess ar provides a parallel to Simeon‘s declaration on the destiny of the child Jesus in Luke 2:34–

35. The term ―elect‖ is used 24 times in the NT, 20 times in the plural referring to the predestined saints, 

and 4 times in the singular with reference to the messiah (Luke 23:35; John 1:34 variant reading; 1 Pet 

2:4, 6). Thus by the time of the NT, the term ―elect of God‖ in the singular as found in our text had taken 

on a messianic significance in certain circles. In the OT the term ―my Chosen One‖ or ―my Elect‖ is used 

of David (Ps 89:4), the Servant of Yahweh (Isa 42:1), and Moses (Ps 106:23). Our text helps to fill out the 

intertestamental picture.  
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B. T. VIVIANO  

ARAMAIC SCRIPT. About 1100 B.C. the Aramaeans adopted the alphabetic script which was 

employed at that time by the Canaanites and Phoenicians. They wrote in this same script until the mid-8th 

century B.C. Moreover, at the beginning they may even have written in the Phoenician language as well, 

because by the end of the 9th century B.C. the stele of Kilamu, king of Yadi (Sam˒al, where an Aramaic 

dialect was spoken), was inscribed in the Phoenician language. However, two later texts from Sam˒al, the 

so-called Hadad inscription and the Panammu inscription, were written in the local Aramaic (Sam˒alian) 

dialect. Only at the end of the 8th century B.C., Bar-Rekub, king of Sam˒al, wrote his stele in the Aramaic 

language, which does not differ from that of Bar-Hadad king of Damascus, Zakkur king of Hamath, and 

the Old Aramaic inscription from Sefire.  

In the scripts of all the inscriptions mentioned above and of other Aramaic monumental inscriptions, no 

clear Aramaic features are discernible; except for the two-bar ḥet in the inscription of Bar-Rekub, the 

scripts are generally Phoenician in character. The first distinctively Aramaic features appear in the mid-

8th century B.C. cursive scripts, e.g., on the inscribed bricks from Hammat, where there is a one-bar ḥet 

(see also the inscribed lion weights from Nineveh, from the last quarter of the 8th century B.C.).  

In 1979, reports of the discovery of the life-size statue of a man with a bilingual Assyrian-Aramaic 

inscription from Tell Fekheriye, near Gozan, aroused some doubts concerning the formerly held theory of 

the early development of the Aramaic script and its branching off from the Phoenician ca. 750 B.C. (which 

was described above). It is almost generally accepted that this statue with its inscription was erected in the 

9th century B.C. However, the script of the Aramaic version of the inscription does not resemble the 

scripts of the contemporary Aramaic and Phoenician (or Moabite) inscriptions, but rather the 11th-century 

B.C. Proto-Canaanite script. If the Aramaic version on the Fekheriye statue was indeed written in the 9th 

century B.C., and not—as the paleographic criterion would indicate—in the 11th century B.C., then we 

may assume that this is a deliberate archaization, i.e., a successful imitation of a set of letters which was 

used 200 years earlier. Otherwise we should have to conclude that people speaking Aramaic in the region 

of Gozan managed to preserve for two centuries an archaic script which was not influenced by the 

development that took place elsewhere.  

The impact of the Phoenician script on people who wrote in Aramaic was so strong that they took over 

the set of 22 letters employed by the Phoenicians without adding to it a single character, even though the 

phonetic system of the Aramaic language was much richer than that of the Phoenician. In Aramaic there 



were e.g., ḏ and z; but they wrote in the Phoenician way only z (zy, znh, zhb); there were ṯ and š, but both 

consonants were represented only by š (šlš, šql). Only in the 5th-century B.C. Aramaic inscriptions and 

documents we find ―gold‖ written dhb and ―to weigh‖ written as tql. Even in the Tell Fekheriye 

inscription, only 22 letters were used; the only exception there is that ṯ was expressed by s and not by the 

usual š.  

At the beginning of the 1st millennium B.C. the Aramaic script and language were employed only—or 

mainly—by the inhabitants of the Aramean kingdoms, but from the 8th century B.C., after the Assyrians 

conquered these states and realized that the Aramaic script was much more convenient than their 

cuneiform writing, they granted the Aramaic language and script a special status. Aramaic became an 

official means of communication in the western provinces of the Assyrian empire. Very soon it turned 

into an international language in diplomacy and trade. Not only did the ministers of Hezekiah ask Rab-

shakeh to speak to them in Aramaic ―for we understand it‖ (2 Kgs 18:26), but 100 years later, at the end 

of the 7th century B.C. Adon the king of a certain Philistine (or Phoenician) city wrote to Pharaoh king of 

Egypt an Aramaic letter in which he asked for military aid against the advancing Babylonian troops that 

had already conquered Aphek (KAI 266). The diffusion of the Aramaic language and script increased in 

the Babylonian and Persian kingdoms.  

After 732 B.C., the year of the Assyrian conquest of Damascus (the southernmost Aramaic city-state), 

the Aramaic script ceased to be a national script, and people of various national or ethnic origins began 

writing in it. Therefore the Aramaic script, not being restricted by the conservativeness which 

characterizes national writing traditions, was used for purely practical purposes. This phenomenon 

enabled the evolution of a cursive script which did not preserve the older letter forms, and any 

unnecessary strokes were dropped from the letters. As early as the end of the 7th century B.C., the 

Aramaic script looked like shorthand in comparison with the Phoenician and, particularly, with the 

Hebrew script.  

Aramaic script was widely used in all the provinces of the Assyrian, Babylonian, and Persian empires. 

In a vast area extending from Asia Minor and Afghanistan to Egypt and North Arabia, the type of 

Aramaic script encountered was uniform, and no regional variations evolved even in the remotest 

provinces. The standards were fixed by the royal scribes, who wrote in a conservative formal cursive 

style. Everybody who learned to write was taught to follow the standard calligraphy of the formal cursive 

script but practically only the scribes adhered to the scribal rules. Other educated persons allowed 

themselves to write faster and thus to introduce innovations in the forms of the letters. This kind of 

writing—i.e., the free cursive style—caused the changes which eventually led to the development of the 

script. Those who learned reading and writing and had only a limited use for this knowledge tried 

imitating the formal style, but wrote clumsily in the vulgar cursive style. Besides the cursive style (with 

its three sub-styles: formal, free, and vulgar) the Aramaic script also had a lapidary style, which was 

practiced mainly for engraving on hard material, but even on stone the cursive (mainly the formal cursive) 

style very often prevailed.  

The scripts of the 9th- and 8th-century Aramaic monumental inscriptions, which resemble those of the 

contemporary Phoenician ones, can be defined as lapidary. The influence of the Aramaic cursive can be 

seen only in the late 8th-century lapidary writing (e.g., the two-bar ḥet in the Bar-Rekub inscription). 

However, soon the Aramaic cursive became dominant, and even on stelae and seals cursive letters were 

engraved. The lapidary style, of course, was known everywhere, its most famous representatives from the 

Persian period being the inscriptions from Asia Minor, Tema in North Arabia as well as the ―Yehud‖ and 

―Mozah‖ jar stamps stemming from various Judaean sites. With the fall of the Persian empire, the 

lapidary Aramaic style fell into disuse. However, its cursive counterpart survived, and its descendants 

exist even today.  

The Aramaic inscriptions and manuscripts from the 8th to the 3rd century B.C. were written in the 

uniform Aramaic script. The number of these texts is quite large, including graffiti, dedicatory 

inscriptions, stelae, burial inscriptions, boundary inscriptions, seals, coin legends, clay tablets, ostraca 

(among them dozens from Elephantine, Arad, and Beer-Sheba), and manuscripts written on parchment 



and papyrus. The majority of the papyri belong to the 5th century B.C. and stem from the Jewish military 

colony in Elephantine in Upper Egypt, but papyri have also been found in Hermopolis, Saqqarah, and 

Edfu in Egypt (the Edfu papyri are generally from the 3d century B.C.), as well as in Wadi Daliyeh, E of 

Samaria in Palestine (from the 4th century B.C.).  

The ca. 100 papyri from Elephantine include name lists, private and official letters, legal documents, 

and three literary texts—an Aramaic version of the Behistun inscription, the Proverbs of Ahiqar, and a 

fragmentary narrative text of Bar-Punesh (CAP 71). The Elephantine papyri and ostraca are very 

important for the study of the Aramaic script in the 5th century B.C.: the legal documents bear exact dates 

and mention the names of the scribes who were either professionals, writing in a semiformal hand, or 

chance scribes, writing in a free cursive hand. In addition to the possibility of examining the handwriting 

of the various Elephantine scribes at fixed dates, the autograph signatures display the writing of the 

witnesses with various degrees of penmanship. Thus in these signatures the vulgar cursive style, the 

writing of the unskilled writer, is also represented.  

There is a clear distinction between the writing of the professional scribes from Elephantine and that of 

the scribes of Arsham, the Persian governor in Egypt. The latter wrote in a very formal cursive hand, 

whereas the former wrote in the less conservative, semiformal style, more influenced by the free cursive. 

However, the professional scribes of the Elephantine documents and those of the Arsham letters wrote in 

shaded scripts, i.e., they distinguished between the horizontal thick strokes and the thinner vertical 

strokes, while the chance scribes and the writers of the private letters wrote more carelessly without 

shading and generally in more developed handwritings. Thus in the Elephantine documents the three 

substyles of the cursive (free, formal, and vulgar) can be seen. This indicates that in the 5th century B.C. a 

large number of the inhabitants of Elephantine knew how to read and write, a fact which is evidence of a 

literate society, not only there but most probably in various areas in the Persian period and presumably 

even earlier (the Hebrew epigraphic material from the 7th-century B.C. Judah provides similar evidence).  

Whereas in the Hebrew and Phoenician scripts the rightward diagonal downstrokes were shaded, in the 

Aramaic script the horizontal bars were thickened. This phenomenon can be followed from the 8th-

century B.C. ink-written texts onward. This kind of shading is characteristic of all the scripts which 

evolved from the uniform Aramaic script. The modern descendants, like Jewish (square Hebrew), Arabic, 

and Syriac, follow this tradition. It is difficult to explain why the Aramaic script deviated from the system 

of shading that was employed by the Phoenicians, but possibly the reason may be found in the method of 

writing used by the Aramaic scribes in the Assyrian and Babylonian empires. It seems likely that most of 

these scribes, who were probably not of Aramaean origin, were bilingual and thus were used to writing in 

the cuneiform script with a stylus on soft clay. Actually there are dozens of clay tablets written in the 

cuneiform writing that bear Aramaic endorsements, and there are other clay tablets bearing only Aramaic 

texts. The way of holding the stylus for writing the cuneiform wedge-shaped marks has not been studied 

thoroughly, but perhaps the scribes who wrote in Aramaic were influenced by the cuneiform scribes, and 

this may account for the horizontal shading in the Aramaic script and its descendants.  

It seems likely that the eastern neighbors of the Israelites, i.e., the Ammonites, Moabites, and Edomites, 

who spoke in dialects akin to Hebrew, learned the alphabet only in the 9th century B.C. Mesha, king of 

Moab, wrote his stele in the Moabite language but employed the Hebrew script, as it was used at that time 

by the inhabitants of Israel and Judah. Although no contemporary Edomite inscription is known at 

present, there is enough evidence to suppose that in the 9th century B.C. the Edomites also wrote in the 

Hebrew script. The Ammonites, however, adopted the Aramaic script from their northern neighbors 

Aram-Damascus (for an example of this, see the Amman Citadel Inscription). See EPIGRAPHY, 

TRANSJORDANIAN.  

After the fall of Damascus in 732 B.C. and with the beginning of the Assyrian control of the King‘s 

Highway in Ammon, Moab, and Edom, the political and cultural influence of Israel and Judah on Moab 

and Edom came to an end. Because Aramaic was the official script in the western provinces of the 

Assyrian empire, Aramaic elements began to intrude into the scripts of Moab and Edom. Thus, while in 

the 7th-century B.C. inscriptions of the Moabites and Edomites there are Hebrew, Aramaic, and some 



peculiar local letter forms, in the 6th century B.C. the Aramaic forms prevail, and eventually the Hebrew 

elements disappear altogether. In the late 6th and 5th centuries no letter forms specifically Ammonite, 

Moabite, or Edomite are discernible, and the inscriptions were written solely in the Aramaic script, even 

those written in the Canaanite dialects.  

After the conquest of Alexander the Great and the fall of the Persian empire, Greek replaced Aramaic as 

the official language and script of the government. However, Aramaic was already so deeply implanted 

that it continued to be spoken and written by all the nations who had formerly been under the Persian rule. 

The uniform Aramaic script continued to exist almost for 100 years; only in the middle of the 3rd century 

B.C. the various descendants began to crystalize.  

Among the Eastern offshoots of the Aramaic script the following branches are discernible:  

1. The Syriac-Palmyrene branch. As the Syriac and Palmyrene scripts have many common 

characteristics, the conclusion that they had a common ancestor is almost inevitable. It seems likely that 

both the Syriac and the Palmyrene scripts developed from the Aramaic chancellery script which was used 

in the 3d and 2d centuries B.C. in the Seleucid royal court in addition to the official script. In time, Syriac 

became the language and script of the Christian community whose center was in Edessa, but it was also 

adopted by the Palestinian Christians. The Palmyrene script was used mainly by the inhabitants of 

Palmyra and by Palmyrene emigrants all over the Roman empire; it was also accepted in Babylonia 

(where magic bowls were inscribed in it), as well as by the Manichaeans, who wrote sectarian texts in an 

Iranian dialect.  

2. The North Mesopotamian branch is primarily known from the inscriptions discovered in Hatra, an 

oasis between the Tigris and the Euphrates, where a small kingdom flourished under Parthian suzerainty. 

This script was also accepted in Assur and Dura-Europus and even extended to Armenia and Georgia. The 

Armenians and Georgians did not speak Aramaic but wrote in this script, probably using the Aramaic 

words as ideograms.  

3. The South Mesopotamian branch is best known from the script which was used from antiquity until 

modern times by the Mandaeans, a gnostic sect in Khuzistan and in the neighboring regions in Iran and 

Iraq. The earliest Mandaic texts probably stem from the 4th century, but the largest number come from 

the 6th century A.D. The Mandaic script developed from the Aramaic offshoot which was used in 

Elymais, where another petty kingdom under Parthian suzerainty existed.  

4. The Iranian branch. The Parthians, the Persians, and the Sogdians wrote in scripts that evolved from 

the uniform Aramaic script during the Achaemenid period. They generally used Aramaic ideograms, but 

in time the phonetic writing prevailed.  

In the West, two scripts developed from the uniform Aramaic script:  

5. The Jewish script is the ancestor of the medieval and modern (square) Hebrew script. F. M. Cross 

distinguished in its early evolutions three phases: Archaic or Proto-Jewish (ca. 250–150 B.C.), 

Hasmonaean (ca. 150–30 B.C.), and Herodian (ca. 30 B.C.–A.D. 70). This classification is mainly based on 

the variety of manuscripts found in Qumran, known as the Dead Sea Scrolls (Cross 1961: 174). The Jews, 

preferring this script, neglected their old Hebrew script, which was the national script of the inhabitants of 

Israel and Judah in the First Temple period. However, the original Palaeo-Hebrew script continued to be 

used in the Second Temple period by narrow circles. Its connotation was mainly nationalistic (coins) or 

religious (Pentateuch scrolls and the Tetragrammaton in texts written in the Jewish script), but it was also 

occasionally used in daily life.  

Not only was the Palaeo-Hebrew script abandoned by the Jews (and preserved only by the Samaritans), 

but also the Jewish cursive (see the papyri from Wadi Murabba˓at and Nahal Hever) ceased to exist after 

the defeat of Bar-Kokhba in 135 A.D.  

6. The Nabatean script is well known from the monumental inscriptions which have survived in 

Nabatean cities, and from the graffiti found in the Sinai. Some Nabatean deeds were found in Nahal 

Hever which have been dated to the beginning of the 2d century A.D. The (formal and free) cursive style 

employed in these deeds clearly shows that the Nabatean script is the ancestor of the (classical) Arabic 

script.  
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A. History of the Arameans  

1. 11th to 9th Centuries B.C. a. Assyrian Sources. Tiglath-pileser I (ca. 1114–1076) campaigned from 

Assyria westward against an enemy named ahlamē armāya early in his reign, crossing the Euphrates in 

doing so. A badly broken Assyrian Chronicle may imply that Arameans pressed into Assyria itself later in 

his reign (TCS 5: 189). His son Aššur-bel-kala (ca. 1073–1056) followed his father‘s steps, but his 

inscriptions are less extensive and less explicit; they simply refer to māt arime, ―the land of Aram.‖ Both 

kings relate where they encountered these people: along the Euphrates from the Babylonian frontier at 

Rapiqu to Carchemish, in Mount Bishri, Tadmor (Palmyra) in Amurru, as far as the foot of the Lebanon 

mountains. Aššur-bel-kala met them in the mountains to the north, around the sources of the river Habur, 

an area where his father had fought the Mushki (often identified with the Phrygians). However, this was 

not the Arameans‘ most easterly penetration. They moved near to the heart of Assyria, settled E of the 

Tigris, and brought about a ―dark age‖ from about 1050 to 930. When Assyrian royal reports resume 

under Aššur-dan II (ca. 934–912), the king relates his conquest of areas near the capital city of Aššur, and 

of Arameans who were evidently also not too distant. Adad-nirari II (ca. 911–891) continued his father‘s 

expansive policies, conquering Aramean sheikhs living in the Zagros foothills, an Aramean tribe called 

Teman near Nisibin, and reestablished Assyrian control over upper Mesopotamia as far W as the Habur 

River. Here the Assyrians faced the Aramean state of Bit-Bahyan, ruled by Abi-Salam at Guzan (biblical 

Gozan, now Tell Halaf), and took tribute. Campaign reports by Aššurnasirpal II and Shalmaneser III (ca. 

883–859 and 858–824) disclose the presence of other Aramean states as far W as the river Euphrates, the 

major ones being Bit-Adini, Bit-Bahyan, Bit-Khalupe, and Bit-Zaman. References in various Assyrian 

inscriptions mention Aramean tribes taking control of these areas at the end of the 11th century, and the 

Assyrian kings plainly felt they had a right to rule there as their forebears had done in the 13th century. 

Other Aramean groups settled along the lower course of the Euphrates and farther E, all the way into 

Babylonia.  

These Assyrian kings subjected the rulers they conquered, but allowed them, or chosen replacements, to 

continue to rule, requiring only loyalty and regular tribute. This was the case, it seems, at Guzan, where 

local princes ruled their people with the title ―king‖ (mlk), but in their own Assyrian text they were called 

―governor‖ (šaknu; Abou-Assaf, Bordreuil and Millard 1982). Refusal of some to remain submissive or 

joining alliances with still independent states brought Assyrian troops back in punitive campaigns which 

occasionally led to the installation of Assyrian governors and officials in place of the local rulers. The 

career of Akhuni of Bit-Adini exemplifies the process. Having submitted to Assyria in 876 B.C., he was 



hostile to the next Assyrian king, Shalmaneser III, who eventually disposed of him and made his major 

town, Til-Barsip, an Assyrian stronghold (855 B.C.).  

Under the leadership of Adad-idri (Hadadezer) of Damascus, an alliance of kings opposed the 

Assyrians. Among them were Urhilina of Hamath (whose name is neo-Hittite) and Ahab of Israel. The 

battle of Qarqar in 853 was followed by Assyrian attacks in 849, 848, and 845 until the coalition broke 

down. Two Assyrian campaigns against Damascus (841, 838) brought home booty, including a bead from 

a temple in a city of Hazael, king of Damascus (ANET, 281), but Damascus itself was not taken. 

Shalmaneser fought in Cilicia as well, defeating the Aramean king of Sam˒al, Khayan, in 858. Khayan, 

together with Arame of Aguš (Arpad), paid tribute to him in 853 B.C.  

The years of unrest and relative weakness of Assyria which followed allowed some of the Syrian states 

to strengthen themselves. A revolt in Gozan (Tell Halaf), suppressed in 808 B.C., was perhaps the outburst 

of nationalism by King Kapara, whose sculptures the German excavators found (see C, below). However, 

since he and his father, Khayan, remain unattested in other texts, the date cannot be set, and some would 

place him almost a century earlier (Abou-Assaf, Bordreuil, and Millard 1982: 100–1; Sader 1987: 30–44).  

b. Hebrew Sources. In the SW, Aramean expansion met another recently established people, Israel. 

Apart from the obscure Cushan-rishathaim of Aram-naharaim who oppressed Israel early in the settlement 

period (Judg 3:8–10), the first Aramean groups encountered by Israel are the states of Zobah and Beth-

Rehob in the days of Saul and David (1 Sam 14:47; 2 Sam 8:3, 5; 10:6–19; 13:37–39). These lay in the 

Lebanon Valley with Zobah extending to the N. The king of Zobah whom David fought was Hadadezer of 

Beth-rehob, his name being the same as that of the 9th-century king of Damascus who faced Shalmaneser 

III (in Assyrian texts Hadad-idri). Hadadezer had made himself overlord of all Syria, and David‘s final 

conquest of him ―when he went to restore his control along the Euphrates River,‖ and of the forces that 

came to his aid, gave Israel suzerainty over the whole of that territory at one blow (2 Sam 8:3–8, an event 

which apparently followed the campaigns in Transjordan, 2 Sam 10–12). A later Assyrian report of Aram 

capturing Pethor and Mut-kinu on the Euphrates at about 1000 may refer to Hadadezer‘s rule (LAR 

1.603). Hadadezer‘s intervention in Transjordan is the first sign of a long-continuing Syrian interest in 

that area (2 Samuel 10). Hadadezer did not rule in Damascus, but during Solomon‘s reign one Rezin set 

himself up as king there. At the end of the 10th century, Asa of Judah (ca. 911–870) hired ―Ben-Hadad 

son of Tab-rimmon, the son of Hezion, king of Aram, who was ruling in Damascus‖ against Israel, asking 

him to break his pact with Baasha of Israel and institute treaty relations such as had existed between their 

fathers (1 Kgs 15:18, 19). Some scholars suggest the ancestor Hezion was identical with Rezin, the names 

being linguistically equivalent (see POTT, n.23). The description ―king of Aram, who was ruling in 

Damascus‖ may imply that the title ―king of Aram‖ was not yet as tightly bound to that city as it became 

in Israelite perspective (cf. 1 Kgs 20:1). That the Ben-Hadad of Asa‘s time was the same as the Ben-

Hadad of Ahab‘s is disputed (see BEN-HADAD). The name is possibly a dynastic one, and the Ben-

Hadad who fought Ahab (1 Kings 20) and whom Hazael murdered (2 Kgs 8:7–15) could be a successor, 

the Adad-idri of the Qarqar alliance (see a. above). There is no support for W. F. Albright‘s contention 

that the Melqart Stele (ANET, 501; ANEP, 499), found near Aleppo, was erected by Ben-Hadad, son of 

Tab-rimmon (Pitard 1987: 138–44; note that the reading proposed there is as speculative as all others 

because the surface of the stone is too abraded to permit any certain reading of line 2). Ben-Hadad 

enjoyed both success and failure in his attempts to dominate Israel (1 Kings 20, 22). Some coercion may 

have brought Ahab of Israel to his side at Qarqar (853), the battle which resulted in Ahab‘s death and also 

demonstrated that there was no deep bond between the two kings (ca. 852; 1 Kings 22), despite occasional 

trade agreements (1 Kgs 20:34). Hazael, whose accession is set about 843 by Assyrian texts, continued to 

harass Israel (2 Kgs 8–12; 13:3, 7). During its period of power, Damascus absorbed the kingdoms of 

Zobah, Geshur, and Maacah, and overran Israelite territory in the NE (1 Chr 2:23; Mazar 1986: 121–22).  

c. Aramean Sources. No Aramean chronicles or annals survive. From the 9th century B.C. there are a 

very few royal inscriptions and no other Aramaic texts. Of primary importance is the statue of a ruler 

from Tell Fekheriyeh (ancient Sikan, next to Tell Halaf, ancient Gozan), which reveals that the local king 

and his father doubled as Assyrian prefects for the region about 870–825 (Abou-Assaf, Bordreuil, and 



Millard 1982; a later date is canvassed by H. Sader [1987: 26, 27], but on the less than compelling 

grounds of artistic style). A king of Aram named Bar-Hadad dedicated a stele to Melqart (of Tyre), but the 

location of his realm is uncertain (see above). From the same date are two ivory plaques inscribed ―for our 

lord Hazael‖ which had been taken as booty to Assyrian palaces at Arslan-Tash (ancient Hadatu) and 

Nimrud (ancient Kalhu); neither yield much information.  

From these varied sources the following very incomplete outline of the Arameans in the 9th century 

emerges. Independent tribal states had grown up around various old urban centers where Arameans had 

overcome the local populace and replaced or dominated them. However, some towns of the earlier 

dynasties, survivors from the Hittite Empire, continued to maintain themselves.  

2. 8th Century B.C. Combining sources gives a more coherent picture (for greater detail, see CAH 

3/1:372–441). About the year 800 B.C. Hazael apparently still ruled a powerful Damascus, giving way ca. 

797–796 to his son Ben-Hadad III, who was still able to dominate Israel. In the north of Syria, Arpad, 

overcome by Shalmaneser III, was now resurgent under Atar-šumki, son of Adramu. He led a group of 

eight princes who suffered renewed Assyrian attacks in 805 and 804, then submitted to Adad-nirari III 

without losing independence. All the Aramean regions to the east were now under Assyrian control, their 

governors in some cases still being local dignitaries (e.g., Bur-Sagale of Gozan, Millard 1972: Oded 

1979), although there were rebellions from time to time (Gozan in 759–758). Adad-nirari III and his three 

sons who succeeded him were either content to, or not able to do more than, hold formal suzerainty over 

the states of west Syria, not interfering unless they acted against Assyrian interests. The apparent 

weakness of Assyria between 800 and 745 is partially belied by the campaigns against Aramean states on 

several separate occasions, and by Assyria‘s role in determining the boundary between two of them.  

The kingdom of Hamath (modern Ḥama) separated Arpad from Damascus. In the 10th century, Hamath 

and Damascus had been hostile toward each other (2 Sam 8:9), but in the 9th century they joined forces 

against Shalmaneser III. At that time the rulers of Hamath bore ―neo-Hittite‖ names (cf. ―the kings of the 

Hittites‖ 2 Kgs 7:6), but early in the 8th century one with a West Semitic name, Zakkur, seized the throne. 

A usurper, perhaps from Ana on the mid-Euphrates (Millard fc.), he incurred the enmity of his neighbors. 

Ben-Hadad (Bar-Hadad) of Damascus led a coalition against him including kings of Arpad, Que, the 

Amq, Gurgum, Sam˒al, and Melid (ANET, 655). They besieged Zakkur in Hazrak, north of Hamath, 

capital of the Lu‘ash region, but divine intervention saved Zakkur, whose stele commemorates it. This 

event is plausibly associated with an Assyrian campaign ―against Mansuate‖ in 796. Mansuate was 

evidently NW of Damascus, and part of its territory, so the same campaign is identified with the one in 

which Adad-nirari III took heavy tribute from ―Mari˒‖ king of Damascus (Mari˒, Aramaic for ―my lord,‖ 

being a title of the king). The death of Hazael may have given the Assyrians the opportunity they needed 

to reassert control over S Syria and to support a pro-Assyrian king in Hamath. The Assyrian king then 

drew the border between Arpad and Hamath. All Syria‘s main states were subject to him. No Assyrian 

armies invaded for twenty years afterward, according to the available records.  

Ben-Hadad III began his rule continuing Hazael‘s domination of Israel, but ―the Lord provided a 

deliverer‖ (2 Kgs 13:3–5). This unidentified deliverer may be seen as the Assyrian king Adad-nirari III or 

his commander-in-chief, Šami-ilu, in the expedition of 796 (Millard 1973: 162). Whoever the deliverer 

was, Damascus became weaker, so that Jehoash of Israel defeated Ben-Hadad three times, recovering 

territory lost to Hazael (2 Kgs 13:25). The next king of Israel, Jeroboam II (ca. 793–753) created a realm 

that encompassed Damascus, reaching the border of the Hamathite kingdom, if not claiming authority 

over it (2 Kgs 14:25, 28). Jeroboam‘s ascendancy may have followed Assyrian campaigns against 

Damascus in 773 and Hazrak in 772. With his death that power was lost because an isolated Assyrian 

document mentions that Khayan ruled Damascus about 773. Whether this was the personal name of Ben-

hadad III or a successor is unknown. Sometime after 750, Rezin occupied the throne of Damascus. 

Tiglath-pileser II names him among his tributaries from 738 B.C. onward. With Tyre and Israel, Rezin 

tried to force Judah to join a league against Assyria, but Ahaz secured his position by submitting to 

Tiglath-pileser (2 Kgs 15:5–9). Damascus fell and Rezin was executed in Assyrian campaigns of 733 and 

732 and the region became an Assyrian province.  



In the north, Mati˓-˒el followed his father Atar-šumki on the throne of Arpad. In 754 Aššur-nirari V of 

Assyria imposed a vassal treaty on him (ANET, 532–33). Mati˓-˒el also entered another pact with a 

suzerain called Bar-ga˒yah, king of a country whose name is written ktk, whose identity is a riddle still 

awaiting a convincing solution (for an impressive attempt see Lemaire and Durand 1984). The Aramaic 

stelae presenting the terms of the treaty, although incomplete, are the longest specimens of Old Aramaic. 

This agreement may have been the cause of Ashur-nirari V‘s attack or, if Arpad joined with Bar-ga˒yah 

afterward, the cause of further Assyrian campaigns against Arpad in 743–740.  

Accidental preservation of a series of stone monuments at Zinjirli (ancient Sam˒al) reveals the history of 

this small state between ca. 800 and 725. King Panammu, son of QRL (reading unknown), perhaps a son 

of Kilamuwa, boasts of his prosperity on a statue erected to honor the god Hadad. Family quarrels led to 

the death of Bar-Ṣur, probably a son of Panammu, and seventy royal sons (cf. 2 Kgs 10:1–11). Eventually 

the Assyrian Tiglath-pileser II set Panammu II, son of Bar-Ṣur, on the throne. His son, Bar-Rakkab, 

inscribed a statue in memory of his father, who died fighting with the Assyrians at Damascus, ca. 732. 

Bar-Rakkab‘s own inscriptions record his loyalty to Tiglathpileser III, who died in 727. Sometime 

thereafter Sam˒al was annexed by the Assyrians and Esarhaddon erected a stele there (see CAH 3/1:372–

441; Sader 1987: 153–84; TSSI 2: 60–93).  

Sargon II of Assyria crushed a revolt in Hamath led by Yau-bi˒di (720) and with that blow extinguished 

any flickering hopes of Aramean nationalism. All the former Aramean territories had already become 

provinces of the Assyrian empire. Arameans continued to live in them, but their identity was diluted by 

the Assyrian deportations (Oded 1979). The tribes in Babylonia maintained a quasi-independent status, 

joining Chaldeans and Elamites in anti-Assyrian uprisings, but their identity, too, became blurred during 

the Neo-Babylonian empire.  

3. Later Times. The adjective ―Aramean‖ continued in use as a description of individuals after all the 

Aramean states had disappeared. Sennacherib‘s counselor Ahiqar was so titled in the 5th-century B.C. 

papyrus copy of his story, and Jews living in Egypt were sometimes called Arameans at Elephantine at 

the same time (CAP, 15–16; Kraeling 1969: 47). The term probably came to denote one whose native 

language was Aramaic, and it was through their language and script that the Arameans left their mark on 

world history, and in the New Testament.  

B. Prehistory of the Arameans  

The scribes of Tiglath-pileser I qualified the Arameans as ahlamu (see as above). None of the various 

explanations proposed for ahlamu have proved satisfactory, and it may be a proper name (see Moscati 

1959). After the texts of Tiglath-pileser I and Aššur-bel-kala, the word almost disappears from cuneiform 

records, except in one aspect of scribal tradition. Babylonian academics included some foreign words in 

the lexical texts they compiled, and among them are a few plant names which are labeled ―Ahlamite,‖ and 

in certain Persian and Seleucid period texts Ahlamite clearly means Aramaic or Aramean (Brinkman 

1968: n. 1799). Thus this name was well rooted in Babylonian. Persons described as Ahlamite appear 

sporadically in documents of the latter half of the 2d millennium B.C., and as far back as the reign of 

Ammiṣaduqa of Babylon (ca. 1646–1626 B.C.) a tribe of Ahlamites was living near Sippar (RGTC 5:5; 

RGTC 3:5; van Lerberghe 1982). Although the relationship of Ahlamu to Arameans is unclear, the 

Assyrians saw it as very close, so a scribe of the 9th century might have termed ―Aramean‖ the people 

whom his predecessor in the 13th century B.C. would have termed ―Ahlamite.‖ The situation can be 

understood if the Ahlamites were the section or group of the Arameans whom the Babylonians first 

encountered. (A similar situation led Europeans to give the name ―Chinese‖ to all the Han peoples 

because the rulers of the Ch‘in state controlled the regions to the west; see Bishop: 1938.)  

Besides the cuneiform references to Ahlamu before 1100 B.C., various occurrences of Aram have been 

cited as evidence that this name was current in earlier periods to denote the Aramean people (Dupont-

Sommer 1953). Further investigation has shown that none of these can be definitely linked with Aram, 

and all are personal or place names, never gentilics (Kupper 1957: 112–14). Exceptions to this verdict are 

two examples of Aram in Egyptian texts. A list of place names from the reign of Amenophis III (ca. 

1390–1352) mentions ―the one of Aram‖ (Eg p-jrm), and a report from an officer on the eastern frontier 



of the Delta about 1210 tells of a colleague arriving from a town ―in the district of Aram‖ (Edel 1966: 28; 

ANET, 258–59). When only the second text was available, scholars emended Aram to Amor, but the 

discovery of the earlier text makes that unlikely). At Ugarit a king gave away land including ―fields of 

Arami‖ which might, in the light of the Egyptian evidence, be the same name. These are the earliest 

occurrences of Aram which could be identified with the Arameans and their territory, outside the Old 

Testament text.  

The Patriarchal Narratives of Genesis claim the presence of Arameans in upper Mesopotamia early in 

the 2d millennium B.C. (for the date, see ABRAHAM). It was to Aram-naharaim that Abraham‘s servant 

went to find a wife for Isaac, and her relatives are titled ―Arameans‖ (Gen 24:10; 25:20, cf. 28:5; 31:20, 

24). Commentators usually call these references anachronistic, assuming that they are additions to old 

stories, or that they came naturally to writers of the late Monarchy, the exilic, or postexilic periods, who 

were rewriting traditional tales, or inventing the stories. If that were the case, their portrayal of a specific 

region ―Aram‖ in upper Mesopotamia at a time when all independent states had been absorbed into 

provinces of the Assyrian, Babylonian, or Persian empires reflects knowledge of either an older position, 

or an ethnic or geographic rather than political terminology, otherwise unknown to us. After the mainly 

hostile relations between the national states of Israel, Judah, and the Arameans of Damascus during the 

Monarchy, it would be startling to find Israel asserting her ancestors were Arameans without any 

qualification, so claiming kinship with a different people, and jeopardizing their national distinctiveness. 

If, on the other hand, the Genesis and related references to Aram are accepted as coming from the early 2d 

millennium B.C. with the narratives in which they stand, they tell of Aramean people living in upper 

Mesopotamia at least 6 centuries before other sources mention such a people there. Before discounting 

this as incredible, it is necessary to ask if it is possible. Studies of ANE cultures show that it is. 

Documentation is sporadic even for major centers like Nineveh and Babylon; knowledge of upper 

Mesopotamia depends largely upon what was recorded in other places (e.g., Mari, Aššur, Nineveh, 

Hattušas), only a few texts have been found in that area itself. One town, Sikan, is known to have existed 

in the 9th century because both Assyrian texts and the inscription of a local king attest it (Abou-Assaf, 

Bordreuil, and Millard 1982), but it is also mentioned in a text written at the end of the 3d millennium 

B.C. (Salvini 1982: 18; RGTC 2: 164). Unless the town was known by the slightly different name 

Waššukanni in the 2d millennium B.C., there is a large gap in its history, and from the 1st millennium 

sources alone it might have been considered a place first built by the Arameans. (For other examples of 

words and types of objects ―hibernating‖ in this way, see Millard 1984 and 1986). That the Pentateuch 

preserves very ancient information about the Arameans in a comparable way should not, therefore, be 

totally rejected; to do so is to risk deforming the evidence.  

Of course, the Patriarchal Narratives reached their present form long after the events they describe; 

Laban the Aramean probably did not speak what is now recognized as Aramaic, any more than Abraham 

spoke biblical Hebrew. A picture of the Arameans originating as a tribe in Upper Mesopotamia about 

2000, remaining there for several centuries, gradually growing, until increased numbers, drought, famine, 

and other agents forced them to spread E and W seems plausible. The eruption of the Aramean tribes into 

upper Mesopotamia and their expansion into Babylonia is comparable with the spread of the Amorites 

along the same routes a millennium earlier. Kinship of Arameans and Amorites is possible, but the 

attempt by M. Noth (1961) to prove the Arameans originated from the Amorites was disproved by D. O. 

Edzard (1964). Certainly there are a few similarities, such as names beginning with ya or ending with -an, 

and although when the only distinctive Aramean feature, the language, can be analyzed—and none 

survives from before ca. 850 B.C.—it has some markedly different characteristics (see the ARAMAIC 

articles), no more can be said at present than that both stem from a common NW Semitic ancestor. The 

declaration of Deut 26:5, ―My father was a wandering Aramean,‖ which asserts a shift to a higher status, 

reflects the same traditions, and can be understood well in the light of 2d millennium B.C. society (Millard 

1980).  

The prehistory of the Arameans remains to be elucidated through future discoveries of texts from the 

region which seems to have been their home, the ―land between the two rivers,‖ sometimes specified as 



―Aram between the rivers‖ (Aram-naharaim). It is noteworthy that the earliest occurrences of the name 

―Naharaim,‖ outside the Bible, are in Egyptian texts which present it in the form nhrn with a shift of final 

m to n, a feature later found in Aramaic (NBD, 67). The construction Aram plus qualifier recurs in the 

expressions Aram-Beth-Rehob, Aram-Damascus, Aram-Maacah, and Aram-Zobah in the OT, and is 

reminiscent of the reverse forms such as Sippar-Amnanum and Sippar-Yahrurum of the OB period 

(Kupper 1957: 51–52; 75–76). The former define the segment of the tribe by its settlement, the latter 

define the segment of the settlement by the resident tribe. For a people to be called after the region they 

inhabited early in their history is a normal occurrence. Aram, therefore, may have been a region in upper 

Mesopotamia from which the Arameans took their name.  

Relationships between the people and the men named Aram in Genesis are not clear. Aram, son of 

Shem, Asshur, and Elam (Gen 10:22, 23) appear to be intended as national ancestors of their respective 

nations. The Aram son of Kemuel, son of Nahor, and Chesed son of Nahor (Gen 22:21) may be 

coincidental rather than ancestors of the Arameans and Chaldeans.  

C. Aramean Society  

The Mesopotamian cuneiform texts provide valuable information about the Arameans. There were 

numerous tribes or clans; the names of over forty are listed for Babylonia. The meager evidence about 

them shows they retained some measure of identity until the rise of the Neo-Babylonian state late in the 

7th century B.C. and that they were scattered in many small villages rather than occupying large towns 

(Brinkman 1984: 12–15). When the Arameans set up recognizable states in N Mesopotamia and Syria, 

these were mostly distinguished by tribal names. Some were descriptive, like Teman, ―southerner,‖ others 

perhaps derived from eponymous ancestors, such as Bit-Aguš, for which an ancestor named Guš or Aguš 

seems to be attested. The tribes clustered around tribal centers which sometimes gave their names to the 

kingdoms that developed, such as Damascus. Each tribe was ruled by its own chieftains or sheikhs, whom 

Assyrian texts perhaps entitled našiku (Heb nās  k Josh 13:21). Adad-nirari II of Assyria faced three 

different rulers of the Teman tribe (GARI 2: 424–30), and there were a number governing the Laqê tribes 

on the mid-Euphrates at the same time. According to 1 Kgs 20:1–34, when Ben-Hadad II of Damascus 

failed to capture Samaria with thirty-two kings in his alliance, he replaced them with governors.  

During the 9th century B.C. most of the Aramean states developed into monarchies, their kings vying 

with one another for power and greater realms. There was probably never an Aramean empire (contra 

Mazar 1986), rather an ever-changing pattern of alliances dominated by the strongest king of the moment, 

which was often the king of Damascus (as Bar-Hadad II at the Battle of Qarqar, Bar-Hadad III against 

Zakkur of Hamath).  

The Arameans were seminomadic pastoralists, based in villages set in the countryside near good sources 

of water. Some of the populace remained in the villages throughout the year, while others took the flocks 

to find pasture. In this they followed the style attested for the Amorites a millennium before, for Laban 

and his family (Genesis 29–30), and for others since. The term kaprum, ―village,‖ known in the Mari 

tablets, continued as a designation for Aramean settlements (Aram kĕpar). The Aramean lifestyle affected 

the Assyrian language, which took over their terms for steppe and hill country (mudabiru, cf. Heb midbar, 

and gab˓ani, cf. Heb gib˓â).  

Assyrian lists of booty taken from Aramean towns include grain, cattle, and sheep, and about 700 B.C. 

the area around Harran was occupied by small farmers raising livestock, grain, and vines, according to the 

―Harran Census‖ (Fales 1973). Unfortunately, lacking Aramaic documents, legal deeds, and any 

literature, it is impossible to describe their social customs in any detail.  

D. Aramean Culture and Religion  

The Aramean states were centered around existing cities and absorbed the remnants of LB populations. 

Although many cities in the W suffered in the upheavals of the 12th century, knowledge and skills 

survived. Aramean tribes-men assimilated much of the material culture of their predecessors and the 

continuing traditions of the Hittites. Of prime importance was the adoption of the Phoenician alphabet for 

writing the Aramaic dialects even though the phonemes did not correspond exactly. This script spread 

with the Arameans all over the Near East and, with the Persians, into India. The simplicity of the alphabet 



enabled it to supplant cuneiform, a process already beginning in Mesopotamia under the Assyrians 

(Millard 1983).  

1. Art of the Arameans. Palaces of Aramean kings unearthed at Tell Halaf and Zinjirli display the plan 

identified by scholars as the b  t h  lani which Assyrian kings admired and copied as a ―Hittite‖ (i.e. 

western) style. A wide portico led to a long reception or throne room with a latrine and stairwell at one 

end and sometimes smaller rooms behind. The stairs probably rose to an upper story containing a major 

room above the portico lit by a series of recessed windows.  

These and other important buildings were adorned with sculptures. Usually they were carved in low 

relief on slabs up to three feet high. Doorways were guarded by lions, bulls, or mythical beasts, and at 

Tell Halaf the pillars of the portico were divine or human figures carved in basalt. (Other palaces may 

have had carved wooden pillars which do not survive.) These carvings follow Hittite styles and were 

presumably made by artists trained in a few central schools. It is almost impossible to distinguish 

sculptures made for neo-Hittite rulers at Malatya (ancient Melid), Carchemish, or Hamath from those 

made for Aramean kings at Zinjirli or Tell Halaf (CAH 3: Plates, 65–91). Assyrian influences do appear in 

some cases, however, as in the Tell Fekheriye statue of Hadda-yish˓i, king of Gozan (Abou-Assaf, 

Bordreuil, and Millard 1982). The Melqart Stele of an unidentified Bar-Hadad and a slab carved with a 

sphinx found in Damascus have Phoenician models (see ANEP, 494). Thus no truly Aramean sculptural 

style can be identified.  

Aramean seals are equally without distinguishing features. Both stamp and cylinder seals carry common 

Phoenician, Assyrian, Babylonian, or Persian motifs; only the correlation of script and name forms allow 

them to be identified as Aramean (Bordreuil 1986: 75–107 shows good examples).  

Carved ivory panels decorating wooden furniture found at Assyrian and Syrian sites (Nimrud, Tell 

Halaf, Tell Ta˓yinat, Hamath) share a somewhat heavy style which is comparable with the neo-Hittite 

stone carving and may indicate a school of craftsmen at home in N Syria, perhaps at Hamath. In contrast, 

plaques of finer, more elegant appearance, with evident Egyptian models, may stem from a workshop in 

Damascus (Winter 1976; 1981). Both styles are local adaptations of motifs current elsewhere.  

No specifically Aramean metalwork or jewelry can be isolated, although some bronze bowls found at 

Nimrud show similar artistic forms to the S Syrian ivories and have been claimed as ―Aramean Art‖ 

(Barnett 1967). In pottery the red burnish known in early Iron Age Palestine is widespread among 

Aramean settlements, but its origin is not yet known.  

2. Aramean Religion. Scattered Aramean inscriptions, rare references in the OT and cuneiform texts, 

later recollections, and the evidence of personal names are the only sources for knowledge of Aramean 

religion during the time of the native kingdoms. More extensive information from the Persian and 

Hellenistic eras (notably from the Elephantine papyri and the Palmyrene inscriptions) may echo earlier 

phases, but only very careful investigation can separate the concepts of different periods.  

Each city had its own pantheon and patron deity, sometimes tied to the ruling family (as Rakkab-el at 

Zinjirli). However, Hadad or Hadda was the most prominent deity and patron of the kings of Damascus 

who called themselves Bar-Hadad, ―Son of Hadad.‖ He had a temple in Damascus—probably where the 

Umayyad Mosque stands—where he was also known as Ramman, ―the Thunderer‖ (Greenfield 1987). 

Whether he or El, the supreme god, was known as Be˓el-šamem (―lord of heaven‖) is unclear. Be˓el-

šamem was the one who gave victory to Zakkur of Hamath, advising him through prophets and oracles, 

yet Zakkur erected his stele of thanksgiving to El-wer, his patron, a form of the god Hadad. In the N the 

moon god was prominent, Harran being his ancient seat. He was known either by his West Semitic name 

Šahr, or by the Aramaic form of the Babylonian moon god Sin, Si˒. Other gods named include Šemeš, the 

sun; Rešep, god of plague; Ba˓alat; ˓Atar (earlier Athtar); and ˓Atta (earlier ˓Anat). All of these divinities 

were indigenous; the Arameans only adopted them and made certain culture-specific changes. Others 

were adopted from Assyrian and Babylonian: Nabu, Našuh (Nusku), (N)Inurta, and Nergal. In the Sefire 

treaty the divinities invoked include several pairs, El and ˓Elyon, Heaven and Earth, Day and Night. 

These pairs which are apparently sometimes hypostatizations, but not necessarily in male and female 



oppositions (ANET, 659). Personal names often reveal the traditional or popular attitudes to the gods (see 

Fowler 1988).  

Temples and shrines certainly existed, but so far, excavations reveal little concerning them. The small 

temple beside the palace at Tell Ta˓yinat, although built in a neo-Hittite town, may indicate that the 

simple plan of entry, main hall, and shrine, inherited from the 2d millennium, was normal. There is no 

doubt that hilltops and springs must have been sites for pilgrimage and worship. Prayers and vows, 

festivals with communal meals, and celebrations of the dead are known from various Aramaic texts.  
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A. R. MILLARD  

ARAN (PERSON) [Heb ˒arān (ַאָשן )]. A clan name associated with tribal groups living in the region of 

Edom and mentioned in the genealogy of Seir the Horite. These peoples, not to be confused with 

Hurrians, inhabited that area prior to the coming of the Esau clans, a more aggressive people who 

subsequently dispossessed them (Deut 2:12–22). Their designation as ―cave dwellers‖ may be a reflection 

of their true condition, or it may be a disparaging remark by their conquerors. Aran is listed as the second 



of the two sons of Dishan, and he is thus the grandson of Seir. The name appears in this form in both Gen 

36:28 and in the matching genealogical clan list in 1 Chr 1:42. Aran may be a variant of the name OREN, 

a man (clan name) mentioned in the genealogy of the tribe of Judah in 1 Chr 2:25 as the son of Jerameel.  

VICTOR H. MATTHEWS  

ARARAT (PLACE) [Heb ˒ărārāṭ (ֲאָשָשט )]. A country located in eastern Asia Minor which flourished 

from the 9th to the 6th centuries B.C.E. Its center was near Lake Van and its boundaries (uncertain at times 

and places) extended into modern Iran, Iraq, Russia, and Turkey. A conservative estimate of its area is 

roughly that of the state of Kansas (ca. 82,000 sq. mi.) and the maximum estimate is about 200,000 sq. 

mi. It was within the ―mountains of Ararat‖ that, according to the biblical account (Gen 8:4), Noah‘s ark 

came to rest. A specific peak is not mentioned, and the modern designation ―Mt. Ararat‖ does not occur in 

Scripture. (See ARK, NOAH‘S.)  

Jeremiah uses the term to designate a large geographical area when he speaks of ―kingdoms‖ being 

summoned by the deity: Ararat, Minni, and Ashkenaz (51:27). Similarly, the author of 2 Kgs refers to 

assassins fleeing to ―the land of Ararat‖ (19:37; cf. Isa 37:38). Assyrian records often refer to the same 

area as a country called Urartu.  

A. The History of Ararat/Urartu  

The term, of Assyrian origin, seems to be geographically descriptive (―mountainous country‖?) rather 

than ethnic, and first occurs in the records of King Shalmaneser I (early 13th century, B.C.E.). He used it 

to refer to a collection of eight political entities situated southeast of Lake Van, against whom he mounted 

a successful military campaign. His son (Tukulti-Ninurta) refers to the same area as ―the lands of Nairi‖ 

and mentions forty-three local rulers whom he defeated there. For a while, the terms ―Urartu‖ and ―Nairi‖ 

are used concurrently, but finally the more comprehensive geographical term (Urartu) predominates. 

Natives of the area, however, prefer the designation ―the land of Biainili,‖ and only one known inscription 

refers to it as ―Urartu.‖  

By the late 9th century, a unified Urartian state emerged under the rule of King Sarduri I, whose dynasty 

was to continue for the next two centuries. Mutual defense against Assyrian incursion may have 

contributed to the process of unification (Zimansky 1985: chap. 4). Since the country was situated at the 

junction of major mountain ranges (Pontic, Zagros, and Caucasus), multiple access was available to the 

potential invader through valleys. At the same time, the partitions of the area, created by high ridges, 

insulated it from sustained foreign control.  

Expansion, especially to the SW in order to control trade routes and to gain access to the Mediterranean, 

brought resistance from Assyria, beginning with Sarduri‘s predecessor, Aramu. Shalmaneser III was 

forced to campaign against him, and then depicted his activities on the huge bronze gates of the city 

Imgur-Enlil (modern Balawat), SE of Nineveh. This outstanding example of Assyrian art shows, in 

successive registers, not only the victorious activities of Shalmaneser‘s army, but also the nature of 

Urartian dress, weapons, and valuables which were seized.  

At the zenith of their country‘s power, Urartian monarchs pursued a vigorous program of building 

which included towns, temples, massive citadels, and irrigation projects (including an aqueduct fifty mi. 

in length). Financial support came from the natural resources of the area (metals, salt, agricultural 

products, and horses). Objects of Urartian origin have been found as far afield as Greece and Italy. 

Manpower for the construction projects was provided by thousands of prisoners who had been captured 

through the conquest of surrounding territory.  

The native hieroglyphic script was inadequate for the needs of a rising bureaucracy and of international 

diplomacy, and Assyrian cuneiform script was adopted for such purposes. Similar borrowing is evident in 

Urartian literary style, in the design of military equipment, and in the arts.  

An Assyrian revival, under the energetic Tiglath-pileser III (744–727 B.C.E.), included the recovery of 

territory that had been lost to the Urartians in Syria. Sarduri II lost a major battle (743) but was not 

pursued into the homeland. In 735, however, the Assyrian king laid seige to the Urartian capitol, Tushpa, 

on Lake Van. The fortress proved impregnable, but the devastation of the surrounding territory weakened 



Urartian power and led to the loss of surrounding vassal states. Only with difficulty did the next ruler, 

Rusa I, succeed in restoring the state, even as the Assyrians were preoccupied with internal problems.  

Another Assyrian resurgence began with Sargon II (721–705 B.C.E.), who, in 714, regained territory all 

along the S and W border of Urartu and even invaded the SE part of the homeland. He reports that he laid 

waste pastures, agricultural land, and irrigation projects, as well as capturing the sacred city of Musasir 

and carrying off the statue of the national deity, Haldi. He lists plunder in the amount of a ton of gold, 10 

tons of silver, 109 tons of bronze, and more than 300,000 other items (Piotrovsky 1969: 112). Sargon also 

depicted aspects of his campaign, in massive relief, on the walls of his palace at Dur-Šarrukin 

(Khorsabad). King Rusa of Urartu, overcome with remorse, committed suicide. Nonetheless, the Urartian 

state remained intact, even if severely chastened. Restoration began immediately under King Argišti II 

and his son Rusa II. This included (usually) friendly relations with a massive influx of nomadic tribes 

from across the Caucasus Range, initially the Cimmerians [Heb gōmer] and then the Scythians, much to 

the consternation of the Assyrians. (Eventually, the Cimmerians skirted Urartu to the NW and settled in 

central Asia Minor.)  

The building of new towns and massive fortifications characterized Urartian royal activity during much 

of the 7th century, and in this they were so successful that the Assyrians (with troubles of their own) did 

not desire to renew hostilities.  

The end of the Urartian state came swiftly, and from an unexpected source. The Medes, residents of 

what is now NW Iran, had joined with the Babylonians in bringing the Assyrian Empire to an end. They 

destroyed the old capital at Ashur in 614 B.C.E. and the new capital at Nineveh in 612. (It is slightly later, 

in 594, when Jeremiah attests to the existence of the Urartian state, as cited above.) The Medes, assisted 

by Scythians, then mounted a massive campaign about 585 B.C.E., sweeping over the Urartians and 

Cimmerians, on their way to battle the king of Lydia, in W Asia Minor. Shortly thereafter, the area was 

incorporated into the empire of the Persians (see Fig. ARA.03).  

A population element from the SW (mentioned as early as the 7th century by King Sarduri II as 

―Arme‖) moved into the former boundaries of Urartu, mingling with the local population. Thus Darius the 

Persian, reporting his conquest of the area (ca. 520 B.C.E.), refers to it as ―Armenia,‖ a designation that 

endures to the present day. However, the older designation (Urartu/―Ararat‖) was retained for one of the 

NE subdivisions. Thus, St. Jerome (4th century, C.E.) can remark that ―Ararat is a region in Armenia on 

the Araxis [River].‖ This shift in terminology has produced a modern confusion about the location of the 

biblical ―mountains of Ararat‖ (Gen 8:4) and the landing place of Noah‘s ark.  

B. ―Mount Ararat‖ and Noah’s Ark  

Within the Araratic subdivision of Armenia (39°42´N; 44°18´E) is a spectacular and isolated mountain, 

nearly 17,000 feet in elevation, which the Armenian population called Masis. It is now known by the 

Turks as Büyük (―mount‖) Aǧri Daǧ. Around the 11th–12th centuries (C.E.), the tradition developed that it 

was the landing place of Noah‘s vessel, and thus modern ―ark searchers‖ have come to call it ―Mount 

Ararat.‖ Claims have been made, without foundation, that remnants of the biblical craft are still to be 

found there. (See NOAH AND THE ARK.)  

Since the ancient kingdom of ―Ararat‖ was much more extensive than the Armenian subdivision, early 

Jews, Christians, and Muslims sought the ark‘s landing place on the southern border where the mountains 

first arise from the Mesopotamian plain. The area of choice was called Qardu (n), and hence the Aramaic 

and Syriac versions of the Bible render Gen 8:4 as ―the mountains of Qardu.‖ Greek and Latin writers 

refer to the area as that of the Karduchi-people or as Gordyaea (the consonants g, k, and q easily 

interchange in these languages). In Turkish, the specific peak is known as Cudi Daǧ, and atop its peak 

Nestorian Christians had erected several monasteries, including one at the summit known as the Cloister 

of the Ark. Later, the Muslim conquerors erected a mosque at the site and claimed to have removed 

enough wood of the ark to construct another mosque at the base of the mountain. To them, the mountain 

was known as Jabal (―mount‖) Judi, a designation in the Quran for the landing place (11:44). Even in 

recent times, persons of various faiths gathered annually atop this peak to commemorate Noah‘s first 

sacrifice after leaving the Ark (Bell 1911: 38).  
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LLOYD R. BAILEY  

ARATUS (PERSON). A Stoic poet of Soli in Cilicia (315–240 B.C.E.). A portion of the opening 

invocation to Zeus from his astronomical poem Phaenomena is quoted in the speech of Paul at the 

Areopagus (Acts 17:28): ―For we are indeed his [God‘s] offspring.‖ Phaenomena, Aratus‘ only 

completely extant poem, was widely known and liked in the Roman world; it was translated into Latin by 

Cicero, Caesar Germanicus, and Avienus. The latter two of these translations survive, along with 

fragments of Cicero‘s.  

HERBERT G. GRETHER  

ARAUNAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ărawnâ (ֲאַשְוָנה )] Var. ORNAN. A Jebusite (non-Israelite native of 

Jerusalem) who sold David a threshing floor on which the king erected an altar (2 Sam 24:16–25 = 1 Chr 

21:15–27). This story established the sanctity of what would become the site of Solomon‘s temple (1 Chr 

22:1, 2 Chr 3:1) by asserting that it was the place where the angel of pestilence had stopped to spare 

Jerusalem and that David‘s sacrifice there had averted the epidemic (2 Sam 24:16, 25). The narrative also 

served to legitimate the temple‘s location on Jebusite soil by emphasizing that David had purchased the 

threshing floor in proper legal form and that he had done so at the command of God‘s prophet, Gad. If 

historical information can be derived from this sanctuary legend, a possibility denied by Fuss (1962: 164), 

it may reflect David‘s tolerant assimilation of the Jebusite elements within his new capital and respect for 

their property rights outside the walls of the city. It might also indicate that David made some sort of 

provision for the temple his son would build.  

Both Araunah and his threshing floor have been the focus of intense scholarly interest. His puzzling 

name occurs in several different variants: as Awarnah and Aranyah as well as Araunah in the MT 

tradition of 2 Samuel 24, as Ornan in Chronicles, and as Orna in the LXX and 4QSam
a
. The name has 

been explained as the Hittite word for ―aristocrat‖ and more believably as the Hurrian term for ―lord.‖ 

Such suggestions indicate that Araunah was a title rather than a personal name. This observation, coupled 

with the apparent designation of Araunah as ―king‖ in the MT of 2 Sam 24:23, have led to the opinion, at 

least as old as Luther, that Araunah was the last Jebusite king of Jerusalem. One scholar has even 

identified him with Uriah the Hittite (Wyatt 1985: 41–49). It has also been suggested that his ―threshing 

floor‖ was already a Jebusite holy place and that David took it over for the worship of Yahweh. 

According to this hypothesis, elements of a pre-Israelite sanctuary legend featuring Araunah as the cult 

founder can be traced within the present narrative (Rupprecht 1976: 5–17). The disturbed state of the text 

of 2 Samuel 24 makes it difficult to assess these theories.  

The version of this story in 1 Chronicles describes Araunah (Ornan) as a further witness to the angel‘s 

appearance along with four of his sons.  
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RICHARD D. NELSON  

ARBA (PERSON) [Heb ˒arba˓ (ַאְשַבע )]. Presented alternately as the greatest of the Anakim (Josh 

14:15) and as the father of Anak (Josh 15:13; 21:11). It is unlikely, however, that Arba, which means 

four, is a personal name. The LXX treats Arba as the name of the principal city of the Anakim and not as 

the name of its most renowned citizen. Various suggestions for the meaning of Kiriath-arba, the ancient 

name of the city of Hebron, have been proposed: ―city of four clans,‖ ―city of four districts,‖ ―city of four 

famous persons.‖ (See Soggin Joshua OTL; Miller and Tucker Joshua CBC; Noth Joshua HAT.)  



PAULINE A. VIVIANO  

ARBATHITE [Heb ˓arbāt   (ַףְשָבִתי )]. A gentilic noun, possibly derived from the place name 

―Arabah‖ (Heb ˓ărābāh) (2 Sam 23:31 and 1 Chr 11:32). This place name may be associated with the 

Arabah (Heb ˓ărābāh), that is, the Rift (or Jordan) Valley. Applied to one Abi-albon/Abiel in the list of 

DAVID‘S CHAMPIONS, the term ―Arbathite‖ would designate this warrior as an inhabitant of the 

Arabah. Another, perhaps better, possibility is that Arbathite refers to an inhabitant of Beth-Arabah (M.R. 

197139) (Heb bêt-˓ărābāh), a village on the border of Judah with Benjamin (cf. Josh 15:6, 61; 18:22; 

also, LXX Josh 18:18: Baitharaba).  

D. G. SCHLEY  

ARBATTA (PLACE) [Gk Arbatta (Ἀπβασσα)]. Arbatta‘s only historical mention is in connection with 

the successful attacks by Simon Maccabaeus against the heathens (1 Macc 5:23). This passage reveals 

only three certain identifications: Arbatta was N of Jerusalem, S of Ptolemais, and contained a Jewish 

constituency—perhaps a strong minority. Simon Maccabaeus, the Hasmonaean leader, assisted the ―Jews 

of Galilee and Arbetta‖ in their S journey to Judea. Suggestions for Arbatta‘s location include: El-Bateiha, 

the plain N of the Sea of Galilee, the Arabah, and the toparchy of Akrabattis. The latter is an erroneous 

association (1 Macc 5:3) and the first two are within the boundaries of Hasmonaean Galilee—an 

inconsistency with the text. ―From Arbatta‖ may likely be a scribal mistranslation of ―from Narbatta.‖ 

Narbatta, a Jewish enclave in Hasmonaean Caesarea, fits the context of the apocryphal account. The 

district was inland and on the logical route of Simon, i.e. from Ptolemais, around Mt. Carmel, through the 

W edge of Galilee, proceeding along the coastal route and then ascending to Jerusalem (Goldstein 1 

Maccabees AB, 300, 533).  

JERRY A. PATTENGALE  

ARBELA (PLACE) [Gk Arbela (Ἀπβελα)]. A city in Galilee captured from Judah in 160 B.C. 

Demetrius I Soter (Seleucid ruler 162–150 B.C.) sent Bacchides and Alcimus to Judah to battle Judas, 

eventuating in his death (1 Macc 9:22). The Syrian army departed from Antioch (Josephus, Ant. 12.11.1 

§421) and came to Arbela in Galilee. 1 Macc 9:2, however, says they traveled ―by the road which leads to 

Gilgal.‖ Goldstein (1 Maccabees AB, 372) follows Josephus and reads ―galgala‖ as ―Galilee,‖ instead of 

―Gilgal.‖ This reading is appropriate since Greek scribes wrote ―galgala‖ for ―Galilee‖ at Josh 22:10 and 

―Gilgal‖ for ―Galilee‖ at Josh 12:23 (Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 372).  

Arbela (M.R. 195246), probably the same place as Beth-Arbel in Hos 10:14, has long been identified 

with the unexcavated ruins at the modern village of Irbid, which sits on the SE side of the Wadi Hamam, 

with a row of caves on the opposite face of the ravine (Grove SDB, 148). Josephus says that Bacchides 

besieged and captured Jews who had fled (presumably from Arbela) into nearby caves (Ant. 12.11.1 

§421). The full designation of the place of battle in 1 Macc 9:2 is ―Messaloth in Arbella.‖ The Heb word 

mĕsillôṭ refers to a raised way, often a highway (but never a city street) or stairs. It is assumed that the 

―Messaloth‖ of 9:2 was the name for the caves in the vicinity of Arbela. Josephus mentions the caves 

again as the hideout of robbers (Ant. 14.15.4 §415; 14.15.5 §422–28), who were extracted from the caves 

with hooks when Herod had his men lowered over the face of the cliffs. Josephus also reports that he 

fortified Arbela (Life 37 §188) and held a conference of Jews at the village (Life 60 §34).  
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ARCHAEOLOGY, SYRO-PALESTINIAN AND BIBLICAL. Syro-Palestinian, as well as 

―biblical‖ archaeology, have been periodically surveyed by several specialists, including W. F. Albright 



(1938, 1951, 1969), G. E. Wright (1947, 1958, 1969a, 1969b), P. W. Lapp (1969), A. E. Glock (1985, 

1986), W. G. Dever (1974, 1976, 1981, 1985, 1988, fc.b.), Toombs (1987), and P. R. S. Moorey (1981). 

The present essay will attempt to update the discussion by describing the current ―state of the art‖ with 

special reference to: (1) the development of this branch of archaeology as a discipline; (2) the elaboration 

of its theoretical position since ca. 1970; and (3) the distinctive approach of the American ―school.‖ Since 

the purpose of this article is general orientation, the reader will more easily find the results of recent 

archaeology under other entries on specific sites, periods, and topics. Nor will we treat in much detail 

recent advances in archaeological field method (which in most discussions has meant simply excavation 

technique), since that has been adequately done elsewhere, and indeed a consensus has now been reached 

on what constitutes good field archaeology (see Dever and Lance 1978; Dever 1980b, 1985; Lance 1981; 

but cf. Harris 1979, Chapman fc. for still newer techniques).  

A few words of explanation may be in order regarding what could seem a narrow and overly speculative 

approach.  

1. The overriding emphasis here on theoretical trends is deliberate and programmatic. Even though it 

has infrequently been attempted, it is only by placing Syro-Palestinian and biblical archaeology in their 

changing conceptual framework that we can really appreciate what is happening today. Archaeology is 

not merely an antiquarian pursuit, the discovery of fascinating relics; it is an intellectual inquiry, one that 

seeks to penetrate and illumine human experience in the past. Thus theory—by which we mean not 

―speculation,‖ but the basic way in which the discipline of archaeology sees itself—is clearly 

fundamental.  

2. No apology is made, either, for emphasizing the American intellectual horizon. This is not to assert 

that American contributions have been pivotal (although they have), but simply to acknowledge that this 

article is primarily directed to an audience that is largely American. Furthermore, there really is no such 

thing as Syro-Palestinian or ―biblical‖ archaeology per se. Each of the various ―schools‖ that obviously 

exist, whether American, European, or Middle Eastern, is the product of a distinctive cultural and social 

environment, in some ways unique, each constantly changing. We shall therefore seek to explain why 

archaeology has taken the particular form that it has in recent developments in America, as well as predict 

where the discipline may be headed. (Hereafter we shall use the term ―Syro-Palestinian archaeology‖ for 

the overall discipline, relating it, of course, to biblical studies where pertinent.)  

———  
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2. An Ecological Orientation  
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———  

A. The Maturation of the ―New Archaeology‖  

The first trend we wish to highlight has, according to some scholars, virtually revolutionized our field. 

In the past decade or so, several treatments have analyzed the somewhat belated impact of the ―New 

Archaeology‖ of the 1960s in Americanist circles on our branch of archaeology (see most explicitly 

Dever 1976, 1981, 1985, 1988; Glock 1985; Toombs 1987). Since trends in that direction are by now well 

established (indeed they are dominant), it will be sufficient to summarize them here. Beginning on 



American digs of the late 1960s, various of the following theoretical and methodological tenets, mostly 

pioneered by New World archaeologists in America, had come to influence research design, fieldwork, 

and (to a lesser degree) analysis and publication of material. Let us look at them in turn, assessing in each 

case how far we have come.  

1. A Multidisciplinary Approach. This grew out of the attempt to retrieve more than simply 

architectural and ceramic phases, which had been the conventional foci. We began to pay attention to 

floral and faunal remains, traces of past subsistence systems, evidence for environmental change, and 

indeed all data on material culture that by chance had been preserved in the archaeological record. That 

meant that alongside traditional stratigraphers and ceramic experts (and of course, biblical historians), 

expedition dig staffs included colleagues from many branches of both the social and the natural sciences. 

Typically one might find geographers, geomorphologists, climatologists, paleobotanists and 

paleozoologists, physical and cultural anthropologists, historians of technology, computer programmers, 

and still other specialists in fields formerly thought quite remote from archaeology.  

The first multidisciplinary approaches at Gezer and elsewhere were, of course, purely pragmatic, rather 

than representing any far-reaching theoretical reformulation. The new look remained tentative and frankly 

experimental for many years, and demonstrably superior results are still not available in fully digested and 

integrated final reports. Nevertheless, the impact of the multidisciplinary approach is probably stronger 

than that of any other aspect of the ―new archaeology,‖ and the commitment to it greater. This is seen 

particularly in vastly more sophisticated research design. The proposals from Syro-Palestinian (and NE) 

archaeologists that come up for review in committees of the American Schools of Oriental Research, the 

National Endowment for the Humanities, or the National Geographic Society are now routinely 

multidisciplinary (and, of course, would not be funded otherwise). The best of these proposals measure up 

to the theoretical standards of modern archaeology anywhere. This is all the more impressive, since only 

15 years ago our branch of archaeology was often dismissed by other archaeologists as hopelessly 

parochial, naïve, and amateurish. (One recalls Sir Mortimer Wheeler‘s famous comment: ―Palestine, that 

perennial example of bad field archaeology.‖) It is a sign of our coming of age that we are finally able to 

compete successfully for both approval and financial support, even from secular circles. It is probably the 

adoption of a multidisciplinary approach, more than any other single change, that has helped to bring 

Syro-Palestinian archaeology into the mainstream.  

The new field methods that the multidisciplinary approach brought into vogue were often essentially 

simple, but their results were revolutionary. They included principally fine-sieving, froth flotation, and 

palynology (the analysis of pollen grains) for the identification of plant and animal remains, and thus of 

ancient climate, subsistence, diet, and the like (for other tools, see A.3). Among American 

multidisciplinary projects of high caliber in the 1970s–1980s, we might single out, in Israel, the Central 

Negev Highlands Project of W. G. Dever and R. Cohen; the Shema-Meiron-Nabratein project of E. M. 

Meyers, C. Meyers, and J. F. Strange; the Lahav excavations of J. D. Seger; the Shiqmim excavations of 

T. E. Levy; and the joint project of S. Gitin (with T. Dothan) at Tel Miqne. In Jordan, we would note the 

Bâb edh-Dhrâ˓ excavation of R. T. Schaub and W. E. Rast; the Madeba Plains project of L. T. Geraty and 

others; the ˓Ain Ghazzal excavations of G. Rollefson; the Khirbet Iskander excavations of S. Richard and 

R. Boraas; and the Tell el-Hayyāt excavations of S. Falconer and B. Magness-Gardiner.  

2. An Ecological Orientation. The employment of multidisciplinary staffs inevitably broadened the 

scope of Syro-Palestinian archaeology. At first, this was largely to accommodate the diverse theoretical 

interests of staff specialists, but gradually larger questions were asked of the archaeological enterprise 

itself. Many of these, and especially those that appeared most amenable to archaeological investigation, 

centered around the fundamental question of the site‘s (and therefore, the culture‘s) relation to the 

environment. Previously, individual archaeological sites had been excavated as phenomena in themselves, 

with little regard for their relationship either to each other or to their settings. (Some Palestinian sites 

might as well have been in Nebraska, the way they were dug and published.) Most excavators seemed to 

assume that intersite and environmental relationships were self-evident, others that they were unworthy of 

consideration. But the failure was probably due more to Syro-Palestinian archaeology‘s traditional 



historical (i.e., biblical) orientation, so that explanations of cultural change had been sought in 

ideological, rather than in material factors. Soon, however, borrowing the ―new archaeology‘s‖ 

dominantly anthropological and ecological orientation brought about the recognition that any culture‘s 

distinctive form may be largely (although, of course, not exclusively) due to economic factors, and these 

in turn are heavily conditioned by the natural environment. In the newer view, culture is an adaptation to 

such factors as geographical situation, climate, proximity to natural resources and trade routes, and the 

availability of raw materials. Thus, while rightly eschewing either historical or economic determinism, 

Syro-Palestinian archaeologists in the 1970s began to study sites in their larger setting, both 

cultural/historical and natural.  

The major research strategies that evolved entailed more surveys and excavations carried out on a 

regional scale; the comparative study of changing settlement types and patterns of distribution, often 

using tools developed by economic geographers (such as rank-size hierarchies, Central Place Theory, or 

other forms of locational analysis); attempts to reconstruct ancient climate and subsistence systems, 

including technological adaptation; and the first serious demographic projections yet done in our field. All 

of these questions were not pursued with equal urgency on all projects or for all periods. But the general 

orientation has proven so pervasive and so salutary that one can scarcely imagine the field before its 

introduction. The environmental data now being accumulated, when fully processed and published, will 

open up vistas undreamed of a generation ago and will allow the first comprehensive grasp of many 

periods and problems. All of the excavation projects mentioned above in Israel and Jordan, as well as 

surface surveys too numerous to mention, would be examples of the newer ecological orientation in 

fieldwork. In interpretation, a series of articles by both Israeli and American archaeologists has dealt with 

demographic issues in periods from the Early Bronze Age through the Roman period.  

3. Systems Theory. Closely related to both the multidisciplinary and ecological approaches is the 

employment of some of the basic principles and categories of several disciplines commonly grouped 

under the rubric of General Systems Theory. The fundamental postulate is that the ―organized state‖ 

consists of a number of adaptive subsystems, the whole being greater than the sum of its parts. These 

subsystems are all organically interrelated in a delicate but dynamic and constantly changing equilibrium, 

so that a change in any part of the system will have an effect on the rest of the system. Depending upon 

the balance of inputs and outputs of information and energy, as well as the action of ―feedback loops‖ and 

―deviation amplifying‖ or ―reducing‖ mechanisms, systems may succeed in maintaining ―homeostasis,‖ 

evolve to higher levels of integration, or collapse altogether (cf. orientation in Dever 1989).  

While originally applied to the investigation of biological phenomena, systems theory has increasingly 

been adapted to many aspects of humanistic studies, including economics, data management, social 

planning, and the like. A recent citations analysis (Schiffer 1978) has shown systems theory now to be the 

dominant theoretical approach in Americanist archaeology. As applied to archaeology, the systemic 

paradigm might operate on the following assumptions: (1) culture is a uniquely human adaptive response 

to the natural environment; (2) culture is specific to particular conditions in time and space, collective, 

patterned, cumulative, transmittable; (3) culture is thus ―systemic,‖ i.e., it is the total adaptive system, 

comprising the interaction of a number of subsystems, such as settlement location in relation to natural 

habitat, technology, economic strategies, kinship and social structure, political organization—as well as 

ideology (including art, philosophy, and religion). Obviously, the operations of all these subsystems do 

not leave equal traces in the archaeological record (thus the difficulty of reconstructing philosophy and 

religion in the absence of texts). Yet insofar as material remains are not mere chance, but reflect patterned 

human thought and action, the archaeological record contains the ―material correlates of behavior.‖ 

Therefore archaeologists should seek to discern the nature, effect, and interaction of all the various 

subsystems that may leave identifiable physical remains. Fortunately, the multidisciplinary and ecological 

approaches noted above provide us with the necessary tools to exploit the archaeological record better. In 

summary, if the evolution of culture (not to mention the elucidation of the cultural process) is a major 

goal of archaeology, and not merely the writing of a narrow sort of ―political history,‖ then archaeologists 

must be systemic in their approach.  



Thus far the theory and rationale may appear to be impeccable. The implementation, however, is 

another matter, and one that may confront seemingly insurmountable barriers. Among the difficulties are 

the incomplete nature of the archaeological record as preserved in a typical Middle Eastern mound; the 

daunting prospect of inferring cultural patterns from ―mute‖ artifacts; and the sheer intractability of 

human social systems, past or present. Nevertheless, the systemic approach has sufficient practical and 

heuristic advantages that it is likely here to stay. If nothing else, paying attention to the subsystems noted 

above is a more efficient approach, in that it allows us to organize our research better, according to more 

convenient categories; to collect more varied data; and to undertake analysis more systematically, so as to 

answer specific questions regarding society and economy. At the present stage of research, we have been 

most successful in recovering settlement patterns and subsistence systems for ancient Palestine, with 

growing potential for demographic studies. The reconstruction of social organization is still in the 

beginning stages, although some useful evidence is now at hand. Ideology and religion have been 

neglected and are admittedly the most formidable subsystems to fathom, especially for the preliterate 

periods. But even here progress is being made, especially in illuminating the popular cult. (On the latter, 

see C.3 below.) One barrier is that the enormous quantity of data now being generated by the 

multidisciplinary and systemic approaches simply cannot be managed, much less published, with existing 

systems. Computerization of archaeology will obviously be necessary, both in basic recording of 

information and in multivariate statistical analysis, yet predictions made some years ago as to a ―computer 

revolution‖ in our branch of archaeology (as Dever 1976) have not yet materialized.  

The remaining trends that characterized American ―new archaeology‖ in the 1960s and 1970s were: (4) 

the use of ―ethnoarchaeology,‖ or analogies drawn from still-surviving primitive cultures in order to 

explicate archaeological remains from the remote past; (5) dependence upon evolutionary models, drawn 

from parallels in biological evolution, to explain cultural change, with emphasis, however, on a 

multilinear trajectory, on the distinctive nature of human behavior, and on human evolution; (6) insisting 

on exploiting archaeology‘s full potential for explaining human behavior, as well as elucidating the 

(presumably) universal character of the cultural process, as discerned through comparative and cross-

cultural analyses; and (7) the preference, in some circles, for an ―explicitly scientific,‖ or ―nomothetic‖ 

approach, which attempts to apply the methods of the natural sciences (especially as seen in the 

philosopher of science, Carl Hempel), with the major goal presumed to be the formulation and testing of 

universal ―laws‖ of the cultural process.  

These latter four trends, while exerting some influence upon Syro-Palestinian archaeology, have not 

been nearly as determinative as the first three. Ethnoarchaeology, for instance, despite its obvious 

potential and its common sense application on a small scale from the very beginning, has had little 

sustained attraction. This may be partly explained by the lack of anthropological and ethnographic 

training on the part of practitioners in our field, partly by a colonialist (and later a local nationalist) 

disdain for ―native customs‖ that appeared too primitive to shed light on ancient high civilizations. Or 

again, ―evolution‖ in any form was anathema to most archaeologists in our field, given their frequent 

biblical background (although the bias was more a matter of instinct, or even ignorance, than of conscious 

rejection).  

The behavioralist-processualist and nomothetic schools were simply too esoteric to win many followers. 

Many might have objected (had they paid any attention at all) that the realm of human nature, unlike the 

biological realm, does not easily conform to any ―laws,‖ certainly not to those subject to verification by 

predictability. There is also the problem of whether culture, i.e., in the sense of a universal phenomenon, 

can be adequately described, much less ―explained.‖ Above all, there is room for doubt as to whether the 

archaeological record preserves enough evidence, even when fully exploited, to enlighten us sufficiently 

on the past cultural process, much less the present. For many, the basic question would have been whether 

archaeology can aspire to true ―scientific method.‖ (The question should have been which scientific 

method; see C.2 below.) Meanwhile, the current discussion in archaeology has been deflected somewhat 

away from the behavioralist and nomothetic schools by the trenchant critique of Ian Hodder (1986) and 

his call for a ―post-processualist‖ approach that may be more closely aligned again with historical 



archaeology. Even more radical is the recent Neo-Marxist work of Shanks and Tilley (1987), arguing for a 

―post-modern,‖ socially aware archaeology—a view so revolutionary that reviewers have described the 

impact of the work as ―the loss of innocence.‖ Thus the ―new archaeology‖ of the 1970s–1980s is 

becoming passé before we have even caught up with it.  

Underlying much of the skepticism in our own field, one suspects, was the assumption (albeit unspoken, 

or even unconscious) that ancient Palestine, especially Israel in the biblical period, was unique—

somehow ―superhistorical,‖ not governed by the normal principles of cultural evolution. In its cruder 

form, this is simply religious fundamentalism, a rejection of ―secular‖ history. But even in more 

sophisticated versions, it cannot escape the charge of special pleading. In any case, the real (and quite 

plausible) reasons for misgivings regarding these latter aspects of the ―new archaeology‖ were ignored in 

favor of particularist or ―historical‖ explanations, in an apparently unquestioned belief that the latter were 

sufficient.  

Each of the above tenets of New World archaeology had varying influence in our field. Furthermore, 

they were often borrowed rather naïvely, with little appreciation for the difficulty of applying them to the 

mounds of the ANE, with their long history and exceedingly complex stratification. Nevertheless, there is 

little doubt that it was precisely the major trends of American ―new archaeology‖ in the 1960s that 

provided the theoretical framework, such as it was, for Syro-Palestinian archaeology as it developed in the 

1970s, and even more in the 1980s (see further Dever 1981, 1985; Glock 1985). It would be gratifying to 

think that the ―revolution‖ was born of inner intellectual ferment, as our disciple matured, but that was not 

the case (see C.2 below).  

B. Toward an Independent Discipline?  

The several trends that we have just discussed suggested to some that by the early 1970s American 

Syro-Palestinian archaeology was moving out from under the domination of biblical studies that had 

characterized the Albright-Wright era, toward status as an independent discipline. It was clear that the 

domination of the classic ―biblical archaeology‖ movement was threatened not only by external 

developments, in the form of the challenge of the ―new archaeology,‖ but also by internal weaknesses, 

both historical and theological. In particular, the goal of utilizing archaeology to provide historical 

validation for such episodes in the biblical tradition as the patriarchal and conquest eras was not met. As 

D. N. Freedman—one of Albright‘s most prominent disciples, and an eloquent advocate of ―biblical 

archaeology‖—recently admitted with admirable candor (1985: 6):  

Albright‘s great plan and expectation to set the Bible firmly on the foundation of archaeology buttressed 

by verifiable data seems to have foundered or at least floundered. After all the digging, done and being 

done and yet to be done, how much has been accomplished? The fierce debates and arguments about the 

relevance of archaeology to the Bible and vice versa indicate that many issues remain unresolved. Can 

anyone say anything with confidence about the patriarchs or the patriarchal age? The fact that skeptical 

voices now dominate the scene indicates that Albrightian synthesis has become unglued and we are 

further from a solution than we ever were. Archaeology has not proved decisive or even greatly helpful 

in answering the questions most often asked and has failed to prove the historicity of Biblical persons 

and events, especially in the early periods.  

1. The Collapse of the ―Biblical Archaeology‖ Movement. In retrospect, it is clear that the 

―archaeological revolution‖ envisioned by Albright and his followers simply never materialized. After a 

generation or so, mainstream American biblical scholarship moved away from reactionary and positivist 

positions such as Albright‘s, more in the direction of Continental scholarship—particularly of the German 

school, which had remained suspicious of American-style ―biblical archaeology‖ all along. It could be 

argued that in America, ―biblical archaeology‘s‖ demise in the 1960s coincided with the much-discussed 

―death of biblical theology.‖ In any event, there were soon calls for ―biblical archaeology‘s‖ replacement 

by a more specialized, professional secular discipline termed ―Syro-Palestinian archaeology‖ (reviving 

Albright‘s 1938 alternate term; on the above, see Dever 1974 and many subsequent treatments, especially 

1980a, 1985). There was heated opposition at first, much of it the result of semantic confusion or 

emotional overreaction from biblical scholars and threatened amateurs (cf. Dever 1982; Lance 1982; 



Glock 1986). Nearly all archaeologists, however, especially the younger generation, but also including 

most former ―biblical archaeologists,‖ embraced the ―new archaeology‖ (above) with enthusiasm. The 

relatively easy transition may seem surprising, but it was probably due to the fact that little intellectual or 

theoretical revolution was involved; the ―new archaeology‖ was exhilarating simply because it promised 

freer inquiry and more exciting results (cf. Wright 1974). American Syro-Palestinian archaeology, always 

pragmatic, remained so, and in this lay much of its stability in a period of crisis and change.  

It is beyond dispute that in the struggle of the ―two archaeologies‖ (the term of Glock 1985) in the 

1970s and 1980s, Syro-Palestinian has triumphed. The new look is evident everywhere: in typical 

proposals and in nearly all projects in the Middle East; in papers in the leading journals and at the national 

professional meetings; and particularly in the several graduate programs (see C.2), where the cutting edge 

of research is visible. There may be a good deal of nostalgia for the older style of ―biblical archaeology‖ 

(along with legitimate concerns for preserving the biblical connection), but virtually no one in America 

does such archaeology anymore, not even fundamentalists. (In Europe and the Middle East, few ever did, 

so these developments may be construed largely as a chapter in American intellectual and religious 

history; cf. Dever 1985; fc.a.). What has happened can perhaps best be summarized by noting that in the 

past decade or so Syro-Palestinian archaeology has ―come of age,‖ although still conscious of its 

parentage. Emerging to dominate the field, it may be characterized as: (1) specialized, (2) professional, 

and (3) secular.  

2. Syro-Palestinian Archaeology as a Putative Discipline. Thus the debate about ―biblical 

archaeology‖ now seems over, in both biblical and archaeological circles. But can that be taken as 

evidence that Syro-Palestinian archaeology has become an ―independent, autonomous discipline,‖ as 

some had advocated and others now simply assume? In order to answer that question, we may suggest the 

following criteria by which disciplines may normally be distinguished. A field of inquiry may be said to 

constitute a ―discipline‖ when it possesses: (1) a class of distinct phenomena to be investigated, and data 

that are pertinent to the task; (2) a coherent body of appropriate theory, from which specific methods and 

standards are derived; (3) a group of practitioners who have the minimum professional and academic 

positions needed to survive; (4) educational and training programs sufficient to replace personnel; (5) the 

necessary financial resources to underwrite basic, continuing research; (6) professional organizations that 

foster a sense of corporate identity, facilitate collaborative projects, guarantee standards, and promote the 

discipline‘s interests; (7) adequate organs for dissemination and publication of results; (8) self-conscious, 

well-worked-out relationships with other allied disciplines; and (9) adequate public support to enable the 

discipline to compete in the marketplace of ideas and institutions.  

Without going into documentary detail, it may be asserted that Syro-Palestinian archaeology at its 

present stage of progress does meet all these criteria, at least in modest measure. In fact, some of these 

tests were met long ago, even by ―biblical archaeology,‖ and others have now been met by the earnest and 

deliberate efforts of the current generation to create a discipline. Thus Syro-Palestinian archaeology exists 

as at least a fledgling professional and academic discipline—one, however, which remains pathetically 

small (despite a large popular following) and one whose future is by no means secure (see C.2 below). 

Meanwhile, ―biblical archaeology‖ also survives, although not as an academic discipline per se (which it 

never actually became). In our view, the latter is better conceived as an interdisciplinary pursuit, popular 

or serious, i.e., a dialogue between several disciplines (including, of course, Syro-Palestinian archaeology; 

Dever 1974, 1976, 1980a, 1981, 1985; and C.3 below). The debate over the ―disciplinary‖ question, 

however, is not fully resolved. A few scholars think that Syro-Palestinian archaeology should remain a 

branch of biblical studies (Wright 1969a), or even specifically of ―biblical archaeology‖ (Cross 1973). 

Others hold that both types of archaeology have attained or can attain full disciplinary status (Lance 1982; 

Toombs 1982; Glock 1986).  

3. Possibilities for a Dialogue between Disciplines. The fundamental question, often overlooked in the 

recent debate, is not whether Syro-Palestinian archaeology is, or should be, a separate discipline (it is in 

any case); or whether it can still be related to its parent-disciplines, ANE and biblical studies (it must be, 

however that relationship is construed). Such questions reveal a serious misunderstanding of archaeology 



today, and they only perpetuate sterile controversies. The misconceptions may take several forms. The 

most naïve is that the rationale and purpose of ―biblical archaeology‖ (and, by extrapolation, Syro-

Palestinian archaeology) is simply to elucidate the Bible, or the lands of the Bible. Scarcely more 

enlightened, however, is the contention of some scholars that archaeology is only the ―handmaiden of 

history‖; that archaeologists, by mastering the tools of their trade, become ―mere technicians,‖ isolated 

from humanistic studies; or that ―professionalism‖ is to be decried in a discipline (that is, in other than 

one‘s own). It is worth noting that these supposedly serious objections to archaeology as a discipline 

come almost exclusively from biblical historians, Northwest Semitic/Hebrew epigraphers, Assyriologists, 

and other students of texts, who although highly specialized themselves, value archaeology mainly for 

producing literary remains (thus Cross 1973; but cf. Dever 1982, Lance 1982). These scholars seem 

oblivious to the equally valid historical data to be derived solely from the analysis of material culture 

remains. That is where archaeology today can make a valuable, indeed unique, contribution to humanistic 

studies.  

Virtually all these and other objections to archaeology as a discipline may be removed simply by 

recalling what the original thrust of the ―new archaeology‖ in the early 1970s was. It was not to make 

Syro-Palestinian archaeology ―autonomous‖ in the sense of isolating it from other disciplines, but only to 

free it from its exclusive dependence upon ANE and biblical studies, so that it could develop according to 

its own inner dynamics, as a branch of general archaeology. From the beginning, the stress was upon the 

interdisciplinary character of all archaeology today, and thus upon the need for dialogue with many 

disciplines (see Dever 1974 and all subsequent treatments). The partners in this dialogue would still 

include, of course, the parent disciplines of ANE and biblical studies; but they would also include many 

of the other social sciences, especially anthropology, and increasingly the natural sciences. The intent was 

not to narrow the discipline, but to broaden it; not to cut off dialogue with biblical studies, but to promote 

it, this time on a new and sounder basis, with archaeology now an equal partner. Unfortunately, as we 

shall see, while the ―declaration of independence,‖ as well as the fresh perspective and degree of 

specialization that distance allowed, took place in archaeology in the past decade or so, the renewed 

dialogue has scarcely begun.  

It may be pertinent at this point to look at the way other disciplines develop, that is, how they reshape 

themselves and form new alignments with allied disciplines. Here Thomas J. Kuhn‘s classic work The 

Structure of Scientific Revolution (rev. ed., Chicago, 1970) is most instructive. Kuhn‘s point of reference 

is, of course, the natural sciences, but his arguments are quite plausible when applied to the social 

sciences as well. Kuhn shows that periodic ―revolutions‖ typically take place in a discipline not as a result 

of the overturning of the basic theoretical orientation owing either to external or internal changes, but 

rather as the result of largely pragmatic considerations. After a period of ―normal science,‖ during which 

the majority of younger practitioners happen upon a better way of doing science, there subsequently 

ensues a struggle between competing paradigms, in the course of which the established view is challenged 

but never entirely displaced. When a new majority consensus is reached, however, a new phase of 

―normal science‖ may be said to have been achieved—after which, in due time, the process will repeat 

itself.  

On Kuhn‘s analogy, we may argue that the period from ca. 1970–1985 witnessed a true ―revolution‖ in 

―biblical‖ and Syro-Palestinian archaeology. There was not then, nor has there been since, an integrated 

plan of action, much less the laying of a comprehensive intellectual groundwork (i.e., theory). Nor is there 

yet much published evidence to justify the claims often made for superior results. Finally, the ―new 

archaeology‖ has not discovered for the first time the ―right‖ way of doing archaeology, or the final truth 

about any archaeological interpretations. What has happened is precisely Kuhn‘s ―paradigm shift,‖ 

followed by a generational struggle. Elsewhere it has been argued (Dever 1988) that this development 

constitutes Syro-Palestinian archaeology‘s ―fourth revolution,‖ following the stratigraphic revolution of 

the 1950s–1960s. If so, then we are now entering a period of ―normal science‖ when we can expect less 

controversy and more productivity as new data are generated by new research procedures. Furthermore, 



since theoretical formulations usually follow revolutions, it is also a time for reflection and critical 

assessment, such as we are attempting here.  

We may now return to the unresolved issue above, concerning the relationship of the ―post-

revolutionary‖ discipline of archaeology to other disciplines. The issue was often posed in this manner: Is 

Syro-Palestinian archaeology still to remain a branch of ANE and biblical history, or of anthropology 

(Cross 1973)? This, however, is a false dichotomy. Archaeology today is not a ―branch‖ of any discipline; 

it is a discipline itself (above), not ―ancillary‖ to any (i.e. subservient; cf. Lat. ancillarius, ―relating to 

maidservants‖). As for choosing between the two supposed alternative target disciplines, it is true that 

Syro-Palestinian archaeology has recently moved somewhat closer to the discipline of anthropology. This 

is regarded by many as salutary, since it has often been observed than on the academic scene ―American 

archaeology is anthropology, or it is nothing.‖ Nevertheless, archaeology today is, as we have noted, 

interdisciplinary in character, and it should draw its strength and vitality from that fact. As for the best 

―home‖ for the discipline, this has more to do with matters of academic convenience than with intellectual 

issues. One of Syro-Palestinian archaeology‘s most impressive and beneficial recent achievements is that 

today the discipline could be readily housed in a Near or Middle Eastern, religious studies, history, 

classics, or anthropology department; and certainly in one of the few archaeology departments in North 

America. The latter development—the establishment of nonareal, all-embracing departments of 

archaeology, independent of anthropology, Near Eastern, or classical departments—is perhaps the clearest 

indication that archaeology is a viable academic discipline today (see Wiseman 1980). Syro-Palestinian 

archaeology still draws upon ANE and biblical studies for much of its areal content, i.e., its subject 

matter. But increasingly it looks to the natural sciences for its analytical procedures, and to anthropology 

and the other social sciences for its theoretical orientation. Rather than seeking to confine archaeology 

within such labels as ―history,‖ ―anthropology,‖ or ―science,‖ we should celebrate its multifaceted variety 

(cf. also Schiffer 1988). Archaeology (like anthropology) benefits from and contributes to many other 

disciplines. (For the question of whether archaeology possesses a unique epistemology or methodology of 

its own, see C.2 below.)  

C. The Shape of the Future  

To use an analogy we have already implied, Syro-Palestinian archaeology is a child of venerable 

parents, recently ―come of age.‖ But does the young adult have a future? We may suppose so. In 

attempting to answer that question fully, however, we need to catalog several desiderata, all of which 

must be achieved in some measure if our discipline is to survive and prosper in America. Let us look first 

at external circumstances, i.e., the situation in the Middle East.  

1. Fieldwork Abroad. It is obvious that American Syro-Palestinian archaeology—as a serious scholarly 

enterprise, devoted to original research and to innovative teaching—is dependent upon fieldwork 

possibilities in the Middle East. It is equally obvious that there are, however, many conditions that 

threaten our future, conditions over which we often have no control.  

While American archaeologists (along with Europeans) pioneered nearly all the formative developments 

in archaeology in the Middle East over the past century, today they are restricted, and even excluded, in 

many countries. Thus there is little current American fieldwork in Turkey, Syria, Iraq, or Egypt; none in 

Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, the Gulf States, or Iran. Only Israel, Jordan, and Cyprus actively facilitate 

American excavation and research. Even in the latter three countries, however, the American role is 

inevitably diminishing as the national schools come to dominate the scene. These national schools enjoy 

formidable advantages: continual access to and choice of all the sites; the freedom to work out priorities 

on a national scale; logistical support of national institutions such as government departments, universities 

and museums, and various research facilities; a vast, largely unpublished database to which they have 

constant and expert recourse; hundreds of secure professional positions; and an increasingly enlightened 

public that at its best generates a large-scale, national consciousness of and identification with the 

archaeology of the region (especially in Israel) that not even ―biblical archaeology‖ in its heyday could 

match. (On the Israeli school, see further Dever 1973, 1980b; Ussishkin 1982; Bar-Yosef and Mazar 



1982; Stern 1987; A. Mazar 1988; and further on the Israeli and other national schools, see also Dever 

1985.)  

As the national schools mature rapidly, continually adopting the best of foreign methods to add to their 

own, they seem to lack only adequate funds and workforce. Much of the slack has been taken up, of 

course, by foreign and ―joint projects.‖ In Israel, for instance, most of the budget on many so-called ―joint 

projects‖ is American, and nearly all the laborers are American student volunteers. But such arrangements 

will probably be counterproductive for us in the long run. They may provide many amateurs with the 

adventure of archaeology, but they are unlikely to train or help to place the necessary number of 

professionals needed to sustain American archaeology as an independent school. In this post-Colonial era 

the reduced role of foreign excavators is probably appropriate, but nevertheless it could bode ill for the 

future of our discipline. Some fear that we may end up spectators at a game we invented! More serious is 

the possibility that we shall eventually lose the capability of doing original (i.e., field) research, without 

which archaeology has neither control of the basic data nor the critical stance necessary for sustained 

scholarship. Furthermore, at the risk of sounding chauvinistic, we must insist that there are unique and 

legitimate American interests in the archaeology of the Middle East. Our intellectual and spiritual roots 

are there, too, and it is not unreasonable to suppose that American scholarship can serve our own interests 

best.  

It is not primarily the growing competition with the national schools that is worrisome, however. After 

all, we should applaud the progress of archaeology anywhere and relish the competition. Of much greater 

concern are several conditions created by the fact that the Middle East is a developing area. The first is the 

rapid modernization and escalation of the economy throughout the area. This not only destroys thousands 

of archaeological sites before they are even mapped, but also makes the costs of doing both salvage and 

excavation work almost astronomical. The local schools can barely manage to keep up; but if archaeology 

has become an expensive necessity for them, it may soon be an impossible luxury for us. The second is 

the rising tide of nationalism and extremism in the area, often coupled with religious fanaticism, as well 

as violently anti-American sentiments. This obviously creates political instability, which may render local 

archaeology tenuous but threatens foreign archaeology with extinction. One disturbing side development 

of nationalism that affects archaeology, even where it is still able to plan and carry out long-term projects, 

is the unfortunate creation of an atmosphere where archaeology can easily be perverted to foster ethnic 

rivalry, or simply to serve the ends of national policy. (This trend, albeit minor, may already be perceived 

in a heightened interest in ―pan-Islamic‖ archaeology in the Arab world; or in increased focus on ancient 

Israelite settlements in modern Israeli-occupied territories such as the West Bank, or ―Judea‖ and 

―Samaria,‖ as they are now being called.) Still more ominous is the outright opposition of some extreme 

elements to archaeology per se. Both the Muslim Brotherhood in several Arab countries and the ultra-

Orthodox in Israel have harassed archaeologists in the field, vandalized monuments, and lobbied to 

outlaw excavations. If local archaeologists incur such wrath by offending traditional and religious 

sensitivities, we can easily imagine that foreign archaeologists may be placed in an absolutely impossible 

situation. Of course, one hopes that saner, more civil heads will prevail, but it is not easy to be sanguine 

about the Middle East today. Whatever transpires in the near future, it appears that archaeology in the 

Middle East will become more politicized, not less so.  

The picture is not, however, entirely bleak for American archaeology in the Middle East. For one thing, 

we are obviously still needed and welcomed in several countries. Israel, Jordan, and Cyprus all encourage 

and support an astonishing number and variety of international projects, as well as many foreign 

archaeological institutes. The American Schools of Oriental Research, for instance, maintains flourishing 

and indeed expanding archaeological institutes in all three countries, as well as coordinating more than 

forty current American field projects. In these countries we may also take comfort in the existence of fully 

competent and enlightened Departments of Antiquities that are vigorously opposing all the threatening 

developments that we have noted above. But we must ask: what should the American role be in the 

future?  



There remain a number of things that we can and should do, even if the initiative has now passed from 

us to the indigenous national schools. First, American archaeologists must vigilantly maintain our oft-

asserted position of strict political neutrality—even at the risk of disappointing our beleaguered local 

friends on both side, who might welcome a warmer personal identification or emotional commitment. We 

must remain ―disinterested scholars‖ in the best sense. The recent emergence of a more secular school of 

American archaeology should help us to avoid certain sentimental or pious motivations that have always 

been dangerous in archaeology, now more so. (Certainly, the typical Protestant theological mentality of 

many earlier archaeologists is hardly an asset in Israel today, nor is the Bible in any form in the Arab 

countries; cf. Dever fc.a.)  

Second, the keyword should not be ―competition,‖ but ―cooperation.‖ Rather than duplicating the efforts 

of the national schools, we should be developing complementary projects—especially those that focus on 

neglected or little-known sites, periods, or problems. This will probably mean fewer large, long-term 

excavations of major tells, and more work with experimental methods, regional surveys, small one-period 

sites, and in general more of the specific ―problem-solving‖ archaeology that is now in vogue. Not only 

are the expenses and logistics of such projects more manageable for foreign excavators, but the returns on 

the investment may be vastly superior in terms of readily published results, pertinent to the ongoing 

archaeological discussion. A final strategy may be to attempt fewer unilateral projects and to participate 

more in the cooperative or ―joint‖ projects now being seen in Israel and Jordan. These projects pose many 

organizational difficulties, of course, and they sometimes offer limited opportunities for the development 

of the American partners, but they may be attractive, even necessary, in the future. Whatever happens, 

American Syro-Palestinian archaeology must remain in the field, but in the future it will need to 

concentrate a relatively greater proportion of its resources on scholarship. This will entail theoretical 

reformulations; creative synthesis and integration of the data; publication of past and continuing 

fieldwork; and above all, increasing attention to promoting the health of the discipline in America, both in 

terms of academic and popular support (see C.2 below).  

2. The Discipline at Home. The internal factors that affect the future of American Syro-Palestinian 

archaeology may seem less intractable, but they are, if anything, even more formidable. Let us look 

initially at the practical, then the theoretical aspects (on the following, see further Dever 1982, 1985).  

a. Some Practical Considerations. First and foremost, it is obvious that we must guarantee the survival 

of the field, which has managed rather remarkably in the past two decades or so to establish itself as a 

fledgling discipline. That is, in addition to winning over and maintaining the considerable popular support 

that ―biblical archaeology‖ has always enjoyed in America, Syro-Palestinian archaeology must 

successfully make the final transition to professional and academic status. If it cannot do so, the entire 

enterprise may collapse, because archaeology has now become too complex, sophisticated, and expensive 

to survive solely on an amateur basis. Such support is vital (after all, ―amateurs‖ are the truest ―lovers‖ of 

all), but full-time specialists in fieldwork, research, and teaching are also essential. (Where would 

American archaeology be if its only clientele consisted of fascinated lay people, collectors, and a few pot 

hunters, i.e., it if could not support excavations, museums, and university departments of anthropology?)  

Providing jobs will require retaining many essentially part-time positions in small church-related 

schools, in college departments of religion, or in seminaries. But it also means creating new positions, 

whether in university departments of Near Eastern studies, anthropology, or elsewhere, in order to 

supplement the few that we already have. Already relatively small but thriving graduate programs 

specializing in Syro-Palestinian archaeology (sic) exist at Toronto, Chicago, Harvard, Pennsylvania, 

Duke, and the University of Arizona. (Only the chair at Harvard is endowed, however.) At least forty 

Ph.D. students, of very high caliber and with considerable field experience, are in training in these 

programs, but it remains to be seen how (or whether) they can be placed. Clearly, the future of the 

discipline depends largely upon the fortunes of this up-coming generation, who embody all the ideals of 

the ―revolution‖ we have sketched above, but whose careers are in jeopardy.  

In addition to employment, it is clear that we also need funds for fieldwork and publications, our basic 

forms of research. To its credit, the ―newer archaeology‖ has recently won substantial grants from secular 



sources such as the National Endowment for the Humanities, as well as several other public and private 

foundations. It is absolutely essential to retain and increase such funding as archaeology becomes less 

directly related to religious and theological concerns, and at the same time enormously more expensive.  

Related to funding, but also to other basic problems, is the necessity for publishing prompt preliminary 

field reports: full-scale, integrative final reports; synthetic overviews of various periods and problems; and 

especially interpretive treatments relating recent discoveries to biblical studies, ANE studies, general 

archaeology and anthropology, and other disciplines. Here we have been so negligent and undisciplined 

that specialists in other fields can scarcely be faulted for not keeping up with progress in our branch of 

archaeology or making use of the data that we regard as crucial (unpublished ―data‖ cannot be said to be 

―given,‖ or made public, in any significant sense; see further below). The complexity and expense of 

modern archaeology have, of course, made publication immeasurably more difficult (cf. Dever 1982, 

1985), but more urgent than ever, especially if Syro-Palestinian archaeology aspires to be a truly scholarly 

discipline.  

A final desideratum may be fundamental to all our needs, the strengthening of learned societies and 

professional organizations. In our case, this is primarily the American Schools of Oriental Research 

(ASOR), which since 1900 has effectively served the interests of both lay people and academicians in the 

fields of ANE languages, history, and archaeology, as well as many aspects of biblical studies (King 

1983). ASOR‘s in-country institutes and many field projects in the Middle East have already been 

mentioned. Here we should emphasize that ASOR, despite its traditional character and the formidable 

obstacles to the full development of archaeology, has been able not only to accommodate the thrust of the 

newer archaeology but to facilitate it. Indeed, ASOR today has become the principal institutional 

spokesman for the emerging discipline of Syro-Palestinian archaeology, while still retaining its venerable 

biblical connection (a considerable achievement). It sponsors the majority of American field projects in 

the Middle East, and its annual meetings and many publications serve as the main forum for presenting 

the results. Furthermore, ASOR‘s overseas institutes have long been not only significant research centers 

but also stepping stones in the careers of young archaeologists who were long-time directors (Albright, 

Glueck, Lapp, and others). Yet ASOR has not been as successful in another area that has now become 

crucial, i.e., the education of the American public and the promotion of archaeology on a broader scale. 

ASOR has only recently begun to reach beyond biblical circles for its audience, or to lobby effectively for 

federal support of Syro-Palestinian archaeology (although the short-term progress is impressive). And 

ASOR has yet even to face the challenge of creating new professional and academic positions, which in 

America can probably be done only with widespread public sympathy and support. We need urgently to 

―mainstream‖ Syro-Palestinian archaeology and ―biblical archaeology‖ if we are to survive in the melée 

of ideas and institutions in a democratic society. Our motto should be: ―Out of the cloister, into the 

academy, and even the marketplace.‖  

b. Theoretical Considerations. Here again we would argue that theory, while it is not necessarily prior 

in the sense of initially provoking changes in a discipline, is nevertheless of primary importance in 

sustaining ferment and growth once begun. Biblical and Syro-Palestinian archaeology, however, have 

always been deficient in awareness of the importance of theory and method, being practically inclined 

instead. Thus there is virtually no bibliography on theory and method in our field before the 1970s, and 

little critical discussion even now—in surprising contrast to the voluminous and lively literature in 

Americanist archaeology (see Schiffer 1978, esp. 1988). This lack may be explained by the rather 

parochial and backward nature of our discipline until recently, as well as the fact that the impetus for 

change has been largely derived from other branches of archaeology. The characteristic pragmatism is 

best seen in the fact that when ―method‖ finally began to be treated in the literature, the discussion was 

largely confined to field technique, i.e., ―how to dig.‖ Thus various stratigraphic and recording methods 

were hotly debated in the 1970s (see Wright 1969b; Dever 1973, 1980b; Lance 1981; cf. Chapman 1986). 

Yet we would argue that the fundamental intellectual issues in archaeology, i.e., theory, have never been 

seriously addressed by our branch. (But see programmatic essays by Dever 1981, 1985, fc.a; Strange 



1982; Glock 1985, 1986; and even as early as Wright 1974; cf. Chapman fc. for a reactionary critique, 

from a British perspective.)  

It was apparently overlooked that method is theory—in the sense that the questions selected for 

investigation inevitably shape the manner of inquiry. Thus our indictment is not that ―biblical 

archaeology‖ lacked a theoretical framework, but rather that its assumptions were: (1) drawn from issues 

in biblical history and theology, not archaeology; and (2) rarely made explicit, much less critically 

evaluated. As an example, the desire to comment upon the ―historicity of the Patriarchs‖ may be a fruitful 

inquiry in biblical scholarship, but it hardly constitutes appropriate archaeological theory, much less a 

research strategy (as was assumed by a former generation). Ironically, some of the same ―biblical 

archaeologists‖ who became deeply involved in developing theological hermeneutics, such as G. E. 

Wright, never sought to formulate an archaeological hermeneutic. Albright came closest, in some of his 

mature synthetic treatments (like FSAC), and especially in several candid essays late in life on various 

philosophies of history (sic, not archaeology) and their impact on his thinking (see Dever 1981; contra 

Chapman fc.).  

We are not suggesting that interpretive issues were avoided. On the contrary, the interpretation of nearly 

every discovery of ―biblical‖ and Syro-Palestinian archaeology has been endlessly discussed, in lively and 

often polemical disputes that have come to characterize these disciplines in the minds of many. That most 

controversies were never resolved, however, is due largely to the fact that the discipline never developed a 

truly archaeological epistemology, that is, there existed no consensus on basic interpretive method. Even 

as ―historical‖ archaeology, this approach was deficient. Evidence was gathered selectively, conclusions 

were drawn and debated, and interpretations advanced—all on the basis of an appeal to ―history‖ (usually 

some school of biblical history). But what history was, and how a modern historiography was possible 

using archaeological data, were questions scarcely raised. Rarely was it specified what was meant by 

―history‖ (except as Heilsgeschichte, or ―salvation history‖), and ―archaeology‖ was seldom given even 

minimal definition. (A definition of ―culture‖ was rarer still.)  

By epistemology we mean, of course, theory and method at their most fundamental level—a theory of 

knowledge—without which the word ―discipline‖ is a tragic misnomer for a field of inquiry. A properly 

archaeological epistemology would confront such ―obvious‖ questions as these, among others. What is 

the nature of the site-formation process, both natural and cultural (i.e., what is a tell?)? How does context 

affect the interpretation of an archaeological find (i.e., what is a locus?)? What constitutes an 

archaeological datum? What is the role of analogy in archaeological reasoning? Is there a uniquely 

archaeological logic? How may we extrapolate behavior from artifacts? What determines culture and 

culture change? The list could be expanded, but the point is clear: until we have wrestled long and 

earnestly with such basic questions of knowledge, archaeology is likely to remain little more than treasure 

hunting—a collection of chance finds, miscellaneous objects, and random ―facts,‖ without reference to an 

intellectual framework in which they might become meaningful. (For virtually the only explicit pleas for 

theory, see Dever 1981, 1985; Strange 1982; Glock 1985.)  

Epistemology, however, operates at a level even more fundamental than the interpretive: it effectively 

determines the quality of the data we gather. In most research, but particularly in archaeology, what we 

―discover‖ is usually not by chance but is rather the direct outcome of what we think we know, what more 

we are trying to find out, and how we propose to go about the inquiry. To put it another way, there are 

few ―facts‖ in archaeology. There are artifacts which can become ―data,‖ but only when they are properly 

excavated in context, interpreted in relation to a pertinent question, and published (i.e., ―given‖) in full. 

The notion that the archaeologist is an ―objective‖ scientist, who approaches a site with a mind that is a 

tabula rasa, is incredibly naïve—and dangerous. We see in the dirt only what we are sensitized to see; and 

unfortunately, we unwittingly destroy the rest of the evidence in getting it out of the ground. Field 

archaeology is, after all, an unrepeatable experiment. For example, an earlier generation routinely 

discarded animal bones, because (as it would have been said) ―we already know what people ate in 

antiquity.‖ Thus unique opportunities to study subsistence were irrevocably lost, since the necessary data 

were not collected. The present generation, therefore, which would like to ask new questions of the data, 



often cannot even formulate an adequate hypothesis until it gathers a better set of data. Archaeology can 

progress as a branch of learning, humanistic or scientific, only by such rigorous, systematic, cumulative 

theory building and theory testing. That is what we mean by epistemology.  

The point may be driven home by an example or two. An earlier article on the Middle Bronze Age in 

Palestine, by the eminent Israeli historian and archaeologist Benyamin Mazar (1968), is now regarded, 

and rightly so, as a classic. It was a brilliant synthesis of what was known at the time, given the 

orientation of nearly all Syro-Palestinian archaeologists to what we have termed above ―political history.‖ 

The major data surveyed, in masterly fashion, bear upon the stratigraphy of the sites, fortifications, 

epigraphic remains, international relations in the Levant, and ethnic movements. The focus is on the great 

ideas, individuals, and institutions of the time, i.e., public events, or ―political history.‖ As a historical 

survey, much of this is still valid, and indeed a fundamental starting point for further research. But in this 

article there is virtually no reference to concerns that we would consider essential today: settlement 

patterns, technology, social and economic history, and demography. Even aesthetics and religion are 

neglected. Such terms as ―culture‖ never appear. The treatment of the Middle Bronze Age in the 

illustrious CAH
3
 by Kenyon (1973) is not much different in emphasis.  

Now Mazar and Kenyon may be forgiven for not addressing these issues in the 1960s, because the data 

were not then available. But the data were unavailable because archaeologists and historians had been 

asking the wrong questions, or more accurately, questions that were simply inadequate in terms of 

stimulating explicit research designs that could focus on the whole range of data that were potentially 

available. The almost exclusive orientation of most Syro-Palestinian archaeologists toward ―political 

history‖ was, of course, never explicitly stated, but it can be extrapolated from the typical methods 

employed and the results obtained. The twin foci were: (1) stratigraphy, or learning how to dig correctly, 

so as to separate major architectural phases; and (2) ceramic chronology, fixing absolute dates for the 

strata, mostly of destruction layers, in order to correlate them with biblical and other texts that described 

major episodes in political history. Field projects concentrated on large tells, especially ones that could be 

identified with biblical sites; and there the objective was mostly the clearance of fortifications, i.e., major 

architectural remains that could be expected to produce datable pottery and objects. Exposures were often 

narrow, with a preference for deep sondages that sampled all strata.  

It needs to be stressed again that the chief goals of this kind of archaeology, although rarely 

acknowledged, were: (1) an outline of the political history of the major sites; and (2) a correctly dated 

local ceramic sequence. On sites being dug, there was relatively little exposure of domestic areas, i.e., of 

private dwellings, of storage and industrial installations, or of terraces, courtyards, and other open areas. 

There was virtually no interest in off-tell features (except for cemeteries) that might have revealed the use 

of water, land, and other natural resources. Smaller satellite villages, encampments, and the rural 

hinterland remained totally unknown, since there was little interest in environmental setting, and almost 

no regional survey work was undertaken.  

It is true that the earlier generation of Syro-Palestinian and ―biblical archaeologists‖ (the ―third 

revolution,‖ ca. 1930–1960) did hone the tools of comparative stratigraphy and ceramic chronology to a 

fine edge, perhaps unmatched anywhere else in the Middle East. But even here, the limited objectives are 

clear in retrospect. Stratigraphy in the Wheeler-Kenyon (or better, ―baulk/debris-layer‖; cf. Dever 1973) 

method focused somewhat mechanically on observing and recording soil layers empirically, so as to 

separate ―loci‖ cleanly. But there was inadequate awareness of what we would now call ―site formation 

processes,‖ or the cultural and natural activities that formed these depositional features in the first place, 

and thus were capable of explaining their function in a larger context (Schiffer 1987). Or again, the 

common pottery of Palestine was exhaustively analyzed and catalogued (mostly on the basis of shape and 

decoration) so as to chart its typological development, which resulted in a relatively precise ceramic 

chronology. But with very few exceptions, pottery was not studied with a view to what it might contribute 

to our knowledge of the history of technology, to aesthetics, or to international relations and trade, i.e., to 

culture and cultural change. Above all, it is the models of cultural change themselves that were deficient. 

Most were reductionist and diffusionist. The term ―culture‖ usually meant little more than a ceramic 



assemblage; and a new ―pottery culture‖ meant a ―new people,‖ probably a new ideology. Major ethnic 

movements and foreign invasions (i.e., ―historical‖ events) were invoked to explain nearly every 

transition in ancient Palestine. There was little emphasis on indigenous socioeconomic factors, 

technological innovation, or the overall evolution of local culture in any sense. In all these characteristic 

emphases of the former generation we see clearly the paradigm at work: the objective was ―political 

history,‖ not socioeconomic, technological, or true cultural history (in contrast to the typical 

Kulturgeschichte, for which the earlier approach is now faulted).  

Syro-Palestinian archaeology will progress not so much by further mastery of stratigraphy and ceramic 

chronology, or by perfecting field technique (although progress in these areas was and is a necessary 

goal), but rather by becoming more sophisticated in its epistemology. That will necessitate our beginning 

to see ―theory‖ not negatively, as we have done (―speculation‖ or ―unsubstantiated claims‖), but rather 

positively, as simply a body of heuristic principles that are capable of governing and advancing 

archaeological research (Schiffer 1988). Such theory should be comprehensive, systematic, clearly 

focused, and as empirically verifiable as possible. That is really what we mean by speaking, as we do so 

often today, of ―research design.‖  

An alternate model to ―political history‖ in the future might be derived from the annales school of social 

and economic history, which utilizes massive archival documentation to look behind ideology, beyond the 

great episodic public events, to the daily life and environment of countless individuals, over vast sweeps 

of time. Thus Fernand Braudel‘s well-known The Mediterranean and the Mediterranean World in the Age 

of Phillip II (1970) sets forth a three-tier system. The upper level is a ―history of events,‖ a history that 

moves rapidly but is superficial. Beneath that, a second level comprises the ―history of social groupings 

and their interactions,‖ which moves much more slowly. Deeper still is an ―undercurrent‖ of smaller 

groups and individuals in the setting of the natural environment, in which all the higher levels of history 

are rooted, whose movement unfolds gradually and can only be measured in millennia, la longue durée. 

Another instructive work of this school is E. Le Roy Ladurie‘s The Peasants of Languedoc (1974).  

Archaeology does not, of course, possess the extensive written documentation that can be sifted through 

by historians of the annales school, nor can it perhaps ever write really fine-grained individual history. 

But archaeology today is ecological and focuses on setting; it turns up masses of obscure artifactual data 

that reflect the daily life of ordinary individuals; and it is unique among all disciplines in its sensitivity to 

cultural change over very long periods of time. Thus there is good reason to believe that Syro-Palestinian 

archaeology has scarcely begun to fulfill its potential for writing social and economic history on a much 

broader scale than formerly thought possible. (See further Dever 1988 on the ―fourth revolution.‖) The 

tools are at hand, because the very multidisciplinary, ecological, and systemic approaches noted above 

already point promisingly in the right direction.  

Insofar as we may succeed in broadening the scope of Syro-Palestinian archaeology‘s focus, we may 

achieve yet another goal that many find desirable today, that of integrating the discipline into the general 

field of archaeology and anthropology. (At the same time, we may still conceive our discipline as 

―historical archaeology,‖ provided that the history writing is not one-dimensional.) That this goal has not 

been achieved, or even seriously attempted, is painfully obvious. Ancient Palestine has several attractions: 

a pivotal geopolitical situation in the Fertile Crescent, the great cradle of civilization; a long history of 

archaeological investigation that is more intensive relative to land area than that of any other country in 

the Middle East, with a rapidly growing database; and enormous popular appeal as the Land of the Bible. 

Yet anthropologists and social historians seeking cross-cultural comparisons typically ignore Palestine as 

a case study, especially in contrast to Egypt and Mesopotamia, and even poorly known Syria. Why is 

this?  

Part of the neglect may be due simply to a secularist, antibiblical bias among many anthropologists 

(who, after all, can be parochial too). Some of it may also be due to suspicions, unfortunately well 

founded, about the quality of our data, much of it indeed poorly excavated in the past, as well as to others‘ 

ignorance of better work done recently. But it must be admitted that the isolation of Syro-Palestinian 

archaeology is largely our own fault. Until recently we had conceived the field as a branch of biblical 



studies, remaining aloof from the ongoing history of American archaeology and anthropology as an 

intellectual and disciplinary enterprise (see the illuminating history of American archaeology in Willey 

and Sabloff 1980). Indeed, we had prided ourselves on our ―amateur‖ status and had often resisted 

professionalization. This meant that most archaeologists in our field were simply not asking the same 

questions as archaeologists generally. They did not read or publish in mainstream journals; they did not 

participate in professional societies or annual meetings of other archaeological and anthropological 

organizations; above all, they did not teach in or share programs with university departments of 

anthropology, where most of New World and European archaeology, as well as Near Eastern prehistorical 

archaeology, was being done.  

Among recent and current issues in world archaeology would be the following, for example: (1) the rise 

and collapse of complex society; (2) the balance of idealist and materialist paradigms in the reconstruction 

of cultural change; (3) the social history of archaeology/anthropology; (4) space-time systematics, artifact 

variability, cultural patterning, and the material correlates of behavior; (5) site-formation processes and 

the nature of the archaeological record; and (6) archaeological identification of ethnicity. In addition, the 

several theoretical thrusts of the ―new archaeology‖ noted above all reflect a number of specific questions 

about settlement types, subsistence, social structure, population growth, and the like. A dispassionate 

survey of the way Syro-Palestinian archaeology is taught, or a comparative citations analysis of the 

literature in our field and in the field of archaeology in general, would reveal that we have contributed 

very little to the discussion of these key issues, and we have only begun even to be aware of them. (If 

American Syro-Palestinian archaeology lags behind, the national schools in the Middle East, with the 

exception of Levantine prehistory, are even further behind—although their isolation is perhaps more 

understandable.) Younger specialists may be committed to the task of ―mainstreaming‖ Syro-Palestinian 

archaeology, but it will likely take a generation for the new orientation to produce tangible results. (The 

best measure may be to keep up with journals like American Antiquity; or especially the ongoing volumes 

edited by M. B. Schiffer, Advances in Archaeological Theory and Method, London, 1978 and following.) 

Not until then will the ―revolution‖ be complete.  

3. Toward a New ―Biblical Archaeology‖ as ―Dialogue.‖ The developments we have sketched above, 

as well as those predicted for the future, may be regarded as legitimate, even inevitable. But they 

nonetheless raise a prospect that many may find rather daunting: the possibility that the newer, ―secular‖ 

Syro-Palestinian archaeology may no longer offer much to the elucidation of the Bible. In conclusion, we 

shall try to show that precisely the opposite is true, that indeed a new style of ―biblical archaeology‖ is 

emerging. It emphasizes the possibility of a renewed and more fruitful dialogue between the two 

disciplines, now that they are attaining maturity (much as had been [perhaps overly-optimistically] 

predicted in Dever 1974 and several subsequent works, especially 1981, 1985).  

There are, of course, formidable obstacles in the way of such a dialogue. Many observers believe that 

the two disciplines continue to move farther apart, and there is indeed some evidence of that. But we do 

not consider that primarily the fault of archaeologists, because we have supposedly become, as some 

critics put it, ―overspecialized,‖ ―narrowly professional,‖ ―technicians rather than humanistic scholars.‖ 

The simple fact is that, on the one hand, the practitioners of ―biblical archaeology‖ failed to carry out their 

program of validating biblical history and faith through archaeology, and then gave up. On the other hand, 

biblical scholarship has increasingly moved away from its original historical-critical concerns to 

increasingly literary concerns, or to structural linguistics and the ―metahistorical‖ understanding of 

language, finally to canonical criticism and the like. In all such cases, archaeology‘s attempt to recover 

the original context and events of the biblical texts—―the history behind the history‖—tends to be 

regarded as simply irrelevant. History has become merely hermeneutics. Yet we would contend, exactly 

as Albright and Wright did (especially 1969, 1969a), that without the corrective of archaeology, its 

provision of ―external‖ data, its unique ability to penetrate behind the tradition in the literature, to a more 

objective ―secular‖ history, biblical studies is in constant danger of degenerating into subjective 

speculation, carrying neither historical nor theological conviction. (For the necessity of holding the two 

disciplines together, see, in addition to Dever as cited above, Albright 1969; Wright 1969a; Lapp 1969; 



Lance 1982; Sauer 1982; Meyers 1984; Glock 1986.) Whether the biblical texts are truly ―historical‖ or 

merely possess an essential ―historicality,‖ it really does matter what actually happened in the past, not 

just how the religious community came to interpret the supposed events for its own needs in its own time 

and circumstance.  

The time is now ripe for a renewed dialogue between the ―new archaeology‖ and contemporary biblical 

studies. Such a dialogue is timely precisely because both disciplines have now moved away from the 

positivist Albrightian synthesis toward what appears to be an emerging consensus, though still largely 

inarticulate and even unselfconscious. Ironically, the new ―secular‖ archaeology is better equipped to 

contribute to the coming dialogue than the old archaeology was, because it is more competent 

professionally, more open and flexible in its presuppositions, and at the same time less mired in 

tendentious theological views that have little to do with proper archaeological investigation. We may be 

coming, at last, to the point of Morton Smith‘s remarks over twenty years ago in his presidential address 

before the Society of Biblical Literature: ―For a correct history of the Israelites we must have the 

archaeological facts determined quite objectively and independently by competent archaeologists, and the 

Biblical texts likewise by competent philologians, and then we can begin to compare them‖ (1969: 34).  

But what can archaeology contribute specifically to the dialogue? Or to use a phrase turned by two of 

―biblical archaeology‘s‖ most eminent exponents, in their final treatments (Wright 1971; de Vaux 1970), 

―What is it that archaeology can and cannot do?‖ Implied, of course, is the fundamental question of the 

relation of artifacts to texts, of material culture to culture, of archaeology to history—all of which will 

have to be rethought in this post-Albrightian, ―post-positivist‖ era.  

a. Textual Remains and Their Contribution. While the task of literary interpretation is best left to 

specialists, the archaeologist is entitled to remind us that texts, too, are limited as a source of history, 

because of the fundamental problem of interpretation, both ancient and modern. Thus the Hebrew Bible 

must be regarded by the historian as a largely late, composite document; highly selective and incomplete 

in the materials it includes; basically establishment-oriented and therefore ―elitist‖ in outlook. The Bible 

is theocratic history, sometimes blatantly propagandistic, not history but Heilsgeschichte. (The Bible 

usually does not pretend to be otherwise; it is we who are often naïve, not the biblical writers.) It is 

obvious that in the Hebrew Bible there is little or no ―objective history‖ to be found, perhaps for the 

premonarchical period little material that is even useful to the historian. Nor is the problem confined to 

the Hebrew Bible Old Testament (although virtually all ―biblical archaeology‖ concerned itself with that 

part of the Bible; but cf. Strange 1982). Archaeology can no more aid directly in the task of 

―rediscovering the historical Jesus‖ than it can in recovering the ―patriarchal‖ or ―conquest‖ eras at 

ancient Israel. As historians we are limited ultimately by the fact that the Bible asks not so much ―What 

happened?‖ as ―What did it mean?‖ Systematic theology goes further, of course, to ask ―What does it 

mean?‖ To put it in another fashion, archaeology may aid in small but significant ways in getting at the 

―history behind the history,‖ i.e., in the task of writing a history of Israel, or even a history of the religion 

of Israel, but scarcely at all in the task of formulating an Old Testament theology.  

Furthermore, in considering the problem of interpretation, the common notion that ―texts are eloquent 

but artifacts are mute‖ must be laid to rest. How effectively either class of data mediates past realities to 

us is dependent upon how skillfully and sensitively the data are interpreted. A text, biblical or otherwise, 

simply by virtue of exhibiting written signs, rather than other symbolic expressions of human thought and 

behavior, may be no more ―objective‖ in the witness it bears than any other object, no more 

comprehensive than an archaeological sample, no more transparent in significance than an artifact. With 

both types of evidence, we must try to ―decode‖ the meaning (or various meanings) in another time and 

place and circumstance (that will always remain elusive), then try to translate this for our own situation.  

The analogy between the role of interpretation in understanding texts and artifacts may be carried even 

further. The Bible itself, at least in human terms, is an artifact from the past, one that reflects the lives and 

thoughts of those who shaped it. Yet there is one unique feature. The Bible as we have it is clearly both 

what it was in its original context and usage, plus what it has become over the centuries as Scripture, 

constantly reinterpreted by Synagogue and Church. For the secular historian (sic), the primary difference 



between the Bible as a literary corpus and other texts that have been brought to light by archaeology is 

simply that the former was never discarded or lost, but rather was continually preserved and revised by a 

still-living community. Thus the Bible, in archaeological terms, is what we may call a ―curated artifact.‖ 

The problems of interpretation are similar—but just as difficult.  

b. Artifactual Remains and Their Contribution. Most of the data from ancient Palestine that happen 

to be preserved are artifactual, not textual (the Bible being, as we have observed, a notable exception). 

Such data are often poorly preserved and in any case constitute an atypical representation of what must 

once have been present in the archaeological record. The context necessary to supply meaning may be 

missing, or misunderstood owing to faulty excavation. From these tantalizing physical remains—bits and 

pieces of the past—what can we learn, if anything, of history and culture that will complement and 

supplement the study of texts?  

We have attempted above to show how much more illuminating the ―new archaeology‖ can be than the 

old. To summarize briefly here, first, archaeology may contribute a knowledge of the larger context in 

which the Bible emerged, both physical and cultural, without which it cannot be fully understood. 

Archaeology alone is capable of bringing to life again the ANE setting, the neighboring lands and people 

and cultures. This provides the background against which the Bible can be portrayed so as to give it a 

credibility—an immediate, vivid, flesh-and-blood reality—that it cannot possibly have when read solely 

as Scripture, or as a long-lost literature isolated from its origins.  

Second, archaeology, while it may not be able to give an ultimate explanation of events, historical or 

theological, can provide at least what we may call the ―ecology of change.‖ At any given period it can 

document the local conditions in Palestine that may have given rise to a situation that made changes 

possible, as well as putting these changes into the context of the natural environment and long settlement 

history of Palestine. Thus archaeology need not ignore, much less contradict, the historical and primarily 

religious affirmations of the ancient biblical writers. But it can, and should, supplement these partial 

explanations with an understanding of other factors that we moderns find helpful in assessing change—

environmental, cultural, technological, socioeconomic, and other. Concerning these powerful agents of 

change, the Bible tells us next to nothing. This parallel and complementary ―natural history,‖ or ―secular 

history,‖ of ancient Palestine is recoverable only through archaeology (including, of course, additional 

extrabiblical texts that may be brought to light), and indeed only beginning now with the new tools at our 

disposal. Thus the book of Joshua and the works of the Deuteronomistic historians (Joshua-Kings) portray 

the emergence of Israel in Canaan as the result of a sudden, unified military conquest of the Twelve-Tribe 

League under the leadership of Joshua—a miraculous gift of Yahweh. Archaeological evidence, however, 

shows beyond doubt that most Late Bronze Age Canaanite sites in Palestine were not destroyed ca. 1200 

B.C., and that nearly all the identifiable early Israelite settlements were established peacefully on virgin 

soil (Finkelstein AIS). Therefore, from the point of the secular historian, the ascendancy of Israel was part 

of a gradual, exceedingly complex process of socioeconomic change on the Late Bronze–Iron I horizon, 

not a ―miracle‖ at all. See also ISRAEL, HISTORY OF (ARCHAEOLOGY AND THE ISRAELITE 

―CONQUEST‖) and SETTLEMENT OF CANAAN.  

Finally, archaeology can look at the ―other side of the coin,‖ that is, at popular culture, at folk religion, 

possibly even at individual history in some cases (such as the annales school attempts). For instance, 

normative Israelite religion as reflected in the Hebrew Bible was supposedly Yahwistic. Archaeology, 

however, reveals that folk religion was highly syncretistic, that the popular cults of ancient Israel were 

strongly influenced by the Canaanite fertility religions.  

D. Conclusion  

In this essay we have tried to look briefly at Syro-Palestinian and ―biblical‖ archaeology—at their 

history, their changing relationships, and especially their future prospects. The latter perspective is 

necessary, but risky, for archaeology by definition is full of surprises. Archaeology is also one of the 

fastest-moving of all the social science disciplines today, both in theoretical reformulations and in the 

astonishing type and array of new data that it is turning up. The ―archaeological revolution‖ predicted by 

Albright is not over, as many seem to believe, but scarcely begun (even if it is not happening in the way 



he expected). And among Syro-Palestinian archaeology‘s many future accomplishments will certainly be 

the writing of a more comprehensive and satisfying history of ancient Palestine in both the Old and New 

Testament periods.  

What archaeology cannot do, however, even at its best, is to ―prove‖ the Bible in any sense—either by 

demonstrating that the events claimed by the biblical writers as central to the ―salvation history‖ actually 

happened, much less by validating the theological inferences that are drawn from these events, whether 

ancient or modern. The notion that historical proofs can confirm, or even enhance, religious faith is a 

contradiction in terms.  
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WILLIAM G. DEVER  

ARCHELAUS (PERSON) [Gk Archelaos (Ἀπφελαορ)]. The eldest son and successor of Herod the 

Great (cf. Matt 2:22), who ruled over Judea and Samaria from 4 B.C. until A.D. 6. Most of what we know 

about Archelaus comes from the Jewish historian Josephus. He reports that Archelaus and his brother 

Antipas, Herod‘s two sons by Malthace, a Samaritan, were raised in Rome.  

In Judea, Antipater accused Archelaus (who was in Rome) not only of denouncing Herod for the murder 

of his half-brothers Aristobulus and Alexander, but also of claiming that Antipater would soon be another 

of Herod‘s victims (Jos. Ant 17.80), accusations which caused Herod to hate Archelaus (Jos. Ant 17.146). 

But shortly before his own death, Herod discovered that he had been duped by the scheming Antipater, 

and drafted the final version of his will naming Archelaus as principal heir to his kingdom (Jos. Ant 

17.188–89).  

Archelaus arranged Herod‘s funeral, and, we are told, he refrained punctiliously from accepting the 

royal title ―king‖ until it had been confirmed by Augustus (Jos. Ant 17.202). He promised to rule more 

mildly than Herod, and was immediately showered with demands for the reduction and abolition of taxes, 

the release of prisoners, retribution against Herod‘s favorites, and replacement of the high priest appointed 

by Herod. Although Archelaus took a conciliatory stance, serious unrest developed, especially under the 

influence of those who supported the memory of Judas and Matthias, traditionalist Jews who had opposed 

Herod (Jos. Ant 17.149–67). This unrest reached such a point that Archelaus ordered his cavalry to put a 

stop to it; they killed some 3000 Jews in the Temple precinct during Passover (Jos. Ant 17.218).  

Archelaus sailed for Rome to press his case with Augustus, taking with him Nicolas of Damascus, who 

had been Herod‘s great orator, and Herod‘s sister, Salome (who intended, we are told, to undermine 

Archelaus by drawing Augustus‘ attention to the disorder and carnage associated with Archelaus‘ brief 

rule). At the same time, Antipas also made his way to Rome to lay claim to Herod‘s throne. We are told 

that in Rome he gained the support of Herod‘s relatives, all of whom hated Archelaus. Meanwhile, 

Sabinus, imperial procurator of Syria, wrote to Augustus leveling accusations against Archelaus, who had 

thwarted his attempts to seize Herod‘s wealth (cf. Jos. Ant 17.221).  

During Archelaus‘ absence in Rome, unrest had grown to large-scale rebellion. Varus, Roman governor 

of Syria, restored order. He also gave permission for a Jewish delegation to sail for Rome to request 

annexation and direct Roman rule over Judea (Jos. Ant 17.299–314). Augustus finally decided upon a 

compromise: Archelaus was awarded a large part of his father‘s kingdom (Judea proper, Samaria, and 

Idumaea, together with the cities of Strato‘s Tower-Caesarea, Sebaste, Joppa, and Jerusalem). From these 

territories Archelaus received an annual income of 600 talents. But Archelaus was not made ―king‖ of 

these territories; instead, he was given the title of ―ethnarch,‖ probably to reconcile the Jewish delegation 

which had requested the abolition of the monarchy (Braund 1984: 142). However, Augustus is also said to 

have promised Archelaus that he would be awarded the royal title if and when he had proved himself a 



capable ruler (Jos. Ant 17.317). The coins of Archelaus (which bear no image) indicate that he was known 

as ―Herod, ethnarch‖ (HJP² 354 n.4). Josephus, however, calls him ―king,‖ which, although technically 

inaccurate, might also constitute ―oblique evidence on the scope of the office of ethnarch‖ (Sullivan 

ANRW 2/8: 309).  

Archelaus remained in office until A.D. 6, and few details of his brief rule are known. He founded a 

town, which he named Archelais; he rebuilt the royal palace at Jericho in lavish style; and near Jericho he 

irrigated a plain and planted it with palm trees. Josephus indicates that he was not a popular ruler: he 

reports that leading Jews and Samaritans ―finding his savagery and tyranny intolerable‖ brought 

accusations against him before Augustus (Jos. Ant 17.342); and that Archelaus, ―remembering past 

differences, behaved savagely not only towards the Jews but also towards the Samaritans‖ (JW 2.111). 

Augustus summoned Archelaus through a man (also called Archelaus) who was responsible for the 

ethnarch‘s affairs at Rome; the manner of summons was a calculated insult. After a brief hearing, 

Augustus confiscated Archelaus‘ property and exiled him to Vienne in Gaul. Archelaus probably lived out 

his days in Vienne, although his tomb was later pointed out to those who visited Bethlehem (Jos. Ant 

17.342–44; HJP² 356 n.13).  

Many of Archelaus‘ troubles were inherited from Herod, although he himself had offended Jewish 

tradition in a number of ways. First, he had deposed the high priest Joazar (because he had supported 

Jewish malcontents) and he had appointed Eleazar, Joazar‘s brother, to take his place (cf. Jos. Ant 18.93 

on priestly vestments). Second, he had married Glaphyra, daughter of Archelaus I of Cappadocia, a union 

which offended Jewish tradition because Glaphyra had already borne a son to Archelaus‘ brother, 

Alexander, her first husband. In fact, Archelaus was Glaphyra‘s third husband, since she had married 

King Juba II of Mauretania after Alexander‘s death (Jos. Ant 17.339; Sullivan ANRW 2/8: 296–394).  
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ARCHER. See MILITARY ORGANIZATION IN MESOPOTAMIA.  

ARCHIPPUS (PERSON) [Gk Archippos (Ἀπφιππορ)]. A Christian greeted in the salutation of the 

letter to Philemon, identified as a ―fellow soldier‖ of Paul (Philemon 2), and as one urged to fulfill the 

―ministry‖ (diakonia) he had received in the Lord (Col 4:17). Since Archippus is mentioned immediately 

after PHILEMON and APPHIA in Philemon 2, he is usually taken to have been a member of Philemon‘s 

household, perhaps a close relative of Philemon and Apphia, such as a son or a brother.  

The evidence, however, may also be read plausibly to identify Archippus as the head of the household 

and, as such, the owner of the slave Onesimus (Knox Philemon IB, 49–51). It has been argued, first, based 

on the grammatical rule that a pronoun agrees with its nearest antecedent, that the singular pronoun ―you‖ 

in the phrase ―the church in your (Gk sou) house‖ (Philemon 2) could refer to Archippus. Second, the 

―ministry‖ that Archippus is asked to fulfill in Col 4:17, not further specified in that context, could be a 

reference to the veiled request in Philemon 13–14 to free Onesimus. Finally, Philemon 1 presupposes that 

Paul‘s ―beloved fellow worker,‖ Philemon, is to read the letter to the house church. If Philemon were the 

slaveowner, nothing would stop him from destroying the letter and punishing Onesimus. But if Archippus 

is the household head, then Paul would be effectively applying pressure on him to free Onesimus by 

having the letter read in his own house church and a decision thus made in the context of his Christian 

community (Cope 1985: 47). Nevertheless, against this identification of Archippus is the fact that the 

letter is addressed first of all to Philemon; for this reason he is usually taken to be its primary addressee 

and the owner of Onesimus.  

The greeting in Philemon 2 also identifies Archippus as Paul‘s ―fellow soldier‖ (Gk sustratiōtēs), i.e., 

his ―fellow worker‖ (cf. Philippians 2:25, which indicates the two epithets are synonymous). The 

circumstances under which Paul came to know Archippus, however, are unknown. The military metaphor 

may indicate that Archippus, like Paul or perhaps at some time along with him, experienced conflict in his 

service of the church, probably in a position of leadership.  



In Col 4:17, Archippus, who by implication is not presumed to be in Colossae, is said to have received a 

―ministry‖ in the Lord, although the nature of his role is not further specified. J. B. Lightfoot (1879: 244) 

has argued that the solemnity of the warning to fulfill that ministry ―points to a continuous service, rather 

than an immediate service.‖ Just prior to this warning in Col 4:16 is a reference to the neighboring church 

of Laodicea, which suggests that Archippus served that church, perhaps as its leader. But had he been 

neglectful or timid or somehow in need of an admonition to do his work? Or was his service of such 

difficulty that it required the courage of a soldier? Given Paul‘s respectful salutation to this Christian in 

the opening words of Philemon, the latter is more likely.  

Bibliography  
Cope, L. 1985. On Rethinking the Philemon-Colossians Connection. BR 30: 35–50.  
Lightfoot, J. B. 1879. Saint Paul‘s Epistles to the Colossians and to Philemon. London. Repr. Grand Rapids, MI, 1978.  

JOHN GILLMAN  

ARCHITE [Heb ˒ark   (ַאְשִכי )]. A gentilic formation referring to a clan located SW of Bethel which 

became a part of Benjamin (Josh 16:2). Five of the six occurrences of the word refer to Hushai, the most 

celebrated member of the clan, famous for his distinguished service as David‘s counselor (2 Sam 15:32; 

16:16; 17:5, 14; 1 Chr 27:33). The term in Joshua 16:2 has to do with the marking of the S boundary of 

the tribe of Joseph at ―ATAROTH the territory of the Archites.‖ This has caused confusion because of 

another Ataroth mentioned in v 7 as being on Ephraim‘s N border. The S Ataroth marks the border of the 

Archite clan and is called ―Ataroth-addar‖ in Joshua 16:5 and 18:13, which may mean ―Greater Ataroth‖ 

(Boling and Wright Joshua 397–9).  

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  

ARCHITECTURE. See ART AND ARCHITECTURE articles.  

ARCHIVES OF MURASHU. See MURASHU, ARCHIVE OF.  

ARCHONS, HYPOSTASIS OF. See HYPOSTASIS OF THE ARCHONS (NHC II,4).  

ARD (PERSON) [Heb ˒ārd (ָאְשֹּד )]. Var. ADDAR. ARDITES. One of Benjamin‘s ten sons, according 

to the Benjaminite genealogy of Gen 46:21, and head of the Ardites (Num 26:40). The variant form of the 

name, i.e., ―Addar,‖ is easily explained as a transposition of the Hebrew consonants reš and dalet. The 

LXX of Num 26:30 reads adar. Several variants for the name as it appears in 1 Chr 8:3 exist in the Gk, 

where the MT also transposes the consonants to read ˒addār. Ard‘s relationship to Benjamin also varies. 

In Gen 46:21 he is numbered among ten sons of Benjamin, whereas in Num 26:40 and 1 Chr 8:3 he is a 

son of Bela and, thus, a grandson of Benjamin. Gen 46:21 also considers two other sons of Bela (Naaman 

and Gera) to be sons of Benjamin. This variance in family relationship raises the question of how to 

interpret the expression ―sons of,‖ whether it refers to direct family relationships or to clan affiliation 

(Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 83). Williamson finds the name ―Ard‖ in yet another Benjaminite 

genealogy (1 Chr 7:12). He suggests that the name ―Aher‖ in that verse is a slip for ―Addar‖ or ―Ard‖ (1 

and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 78). However, most scholars still follow the suggestion of Klostermann in 

reading the word ˒eḥād, ―one,‖ an emendation supposing yet another confusion of reš and dalet (RE 

4:94).  

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  

ARDAT (PLACE) [Lat Ardath]. The name of the field to which Ezra was directed (2 Esdr 9:26), by 

whose bounty he was nourished, and upon whose slopes he received a vision. As with most of 2 Esdras, 

there is no surviving Gk form of this place name. The Syriac form is ˒rpd and the Aramaic ˒rbd (perhaps 

meaning a grain measure). The Latin versions also vary: Ardat (Codex Sangermanesis), Ardad (Codex 

Ambianesis), Ardas (Codex Complutensis), and Ardaf (Codex Mazarinaeus). Jacob Meyers suggests that 

Ardat is the name of a small locality near Babylon (1–2 Esdras AB, 270). Supporting this suggestion, 

Abel offered the ruins of Orthosia (Ard) on the site of Ullaza, which is not far from Sumer as a possibility 

(GP 1: 4). He identified this site as the Egyptian ˒rt, which occurs in the description of the fifth campaign 



of Thutmose III as a destroyed city (ANET, 239). Another possibility mentioned by both Meyers and Abel 

is the village of Ardat mentioned a number of times in the Amarna letters near Tripoli or Byblos. There 

has been no conclusive site identification.  

SUSAN E. MCGARRY  

ARDON (PERSON) [Heb ˒ardôn (ַאְשֹּדון )]. One of the sons of Caleb (1 Chr 2:18). In the LXX, the 

name Orna, which is otherwise unknown, appears in the place of Ardon. Thus it is not certain whether 

Orna is a variant of Ardon or whether it refers to a different person.  

H. C. LO  

AREINI, TELL EL- (M.R. 129113). Tell esh-Sheikh Aḥmed el-˓Areini (Arabic ―Mound of Sheikh 

Aḥmed al-˓Areini‖) is a mound of some 70 acres (exact limits undefined) on the N outskirts of the modern 

development town of Gat, just at the junction of the Coastal Plain and the Shephelah, on the S bank of the 

Wâdi Lachish. It was initially renamed ―Tel Gath‖ by the Israel Geographic Names Committee, following 

the early identification with ―Gath of the Philistines‖ proposed by Albright, Alt, and others, but the failure 

of more recent excavations to produce any pertinent Iron I material has resulted in the site‘s being 

renamed ―Tel ˓Erani.ʷ Alternate identifications might be Eglon or Mamshat (S. Yeivin), or possibly 

Libnah (Condor, B. Mazar). Limited soundings were carried out by S. Yeivin in 1956–1961, but only 

scant preliminary notices of the extensive material have been published (Yeivin, EAEHL 1:89–97 and 

references there; and cf. Weinstein 1984).  

The lower city, comprising the bulk of the site, has a lower terrace (area D) and a higher terrace, the 

former of which has produced the greatest variety and quantity of Egyptian Predynastic and Early 

Dynastic material of any site in Palestine. The stratification of area D was poorly observed, however, and 

is much debated, so only a tentative outline of its phases can be given. Strata XII–VII are equivalent to the 

Egyptian Gerzean/Predynastic period (ca. 3500–3200 B.C.); stratum VI corresponds to the Late 

Predynastic and may have had a city wall (ca. 3200–3100); stratum V, in which Narmer‘s serekh was 

found, corresponds to the 1st Dynasty (ca. 3100–2800); strata IV–II correspond to the late 1st into 2d 

Dynasty (ca. 2800–2650); and stratum I has no clear Egyptian material (ca. 2650–?).  

The major question regarding area D concerns Yeivin‘s sometime claim (never clearly articulated) that 

stratum VI ends in a major destruction, which should be attributed to Pharoah Narmer of the 1st Dynasty, 

whose serekh (signature) was found on a stratum V sherd (cf. Weinstein 1984 for the evidence and an 

opposing view). In any case, the succeeding city, which contains the bulk of the Egyptian material, was 

one of the sites in Palestine most closely connected with Early Dynastic Egypt, whether by trade contacts 

or otherwise. After the beginning of Dynasty III and the Old Kingdom period (at the latest), the lower city 

was abandoned, and it lay unoccupied throughout the remainder of the Early Bronze, Middle Bronze, Late 

Bronze, and Iron I Ages.  

The Iron II and later upper city (principally areas A/G) of the NE corner rises some 45–55 ft. above the 

lower city, but it is only about 15 acres in extent. There were few impressive remains. The phases would 

appear to be roughly dated as follows:  

STRATUM  CENTURY (B.C.)  

IX  8th  

VIII  late 8th  

VII  8th/7th  

VI  early 7th  

V  mid-late 7th  

IV  early 6th  

III–II  Persian  

I  Hellenistic  



Byzantine and modern Arab burials lie on and around the mound. On the highest point is the wêli (tomb) 

of the sheikh after whom the mound is named; and nearby are the ruins of the abandoned modern village 

of ˓Iraq el-Manshiyeh.  
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WILLIAM G. DEVER  

ARELI (PERSON) [Heb ˒ar˒ēl   (ַאְשֵאִלי )]. ARELITE. A son of Gad, grandson of Zilpah and Jacob, 

and ancestral head of the Arelites. His name is entered last among the seven sons of Gad mentioned in the 

list of the descendants of Israel that went to Egypt (Gen 46:16; Jub. 44:20 places him second to last). In 

the census reported in Numbers 26, he is again the last mentioned of the seven descendants of Gad whose 

names were adopted as clan names (Num 26:17—LXX 26:26). The LXX readings in Gen 46:16 (ariēlis) 

and Num 26:26 (ariēl—MT 26:17) suggest the Hebrew spelling ˒ar  ˒el, but the Samaritan Pentateuch 

reads ˒rwly, and the Syriac reads ―Adil.‖  

RICHARD W. NYSSE  

AREOPAGUS (PLACE) [Gk ho Areios pagos (ὁ Ἁπειορ παγορ)]. The Areopagus, or Mars‘ Hill, was 

one of the more prominent topographical features of ancient Athens. It reaches a height of 377 ft. and 

appears to have received its name from an association with Ares, the Greek god of war, though some 

moderns have derived the name from Arai (―Curses‖), interpreted as a term designating the Furies, whose 

cave was located on the NE slope of the hill. It was on the Areopagus that St. Paul stood in A.D. 51 when 

he delivered his sermon on the unknown god (Acts 17:19–22; Gärtner 1955: 45–65). The Acropolis, some 

140 ft. higher, stands a short distance to the SE; and the agora, where Paul talked with passersby and 

disputed with Stoic and Epicurean philosophers before being taken to the Areopagus (Acts 17:16–18), 

spreads out below it almost directly to the north. On his ascent from the agora, Paul probably would have 

rounded the precipitous NE brow of the hill, the Cave of the Furies above him and to his right, and would 

have climbed toward the summit from the extreme SE by the stairway cut into the rock that is still in use 

today. (For a map, see ATHENS.) As they had since classical times, the slopes of the Areopagus 

constituted a residential area when Paul was in Athens.  

Paul‘s conversion of Dionysius the Areopagite (Acts 17:34), whose surname signifies that he was a 

member of the Council of the Areopagus, gave the hill Christian associations that have persisted into 

modern times. Dionysius himself became the patron saint of Athens as well as, by tradition, her first 

bishop and a Christian martyr. The ruins of the Church of St. Dionysius, constructed in the 16th century, 

are presently visible on the high terrace just below the NE brow of the Areopagus (Travlos and Frantz 

1965). At the E end of the church are the remains of the well, supposedly near the home of the 

Areopagite, where according to local tradition St. Paul was hidden from his persecutors.  

A. The Council of the Areopagus  

The ancient references to the Council, or Boule, of the Areopagus are usually imprecise, and its history 

can for the most part be written only in general terms. Named after the hill where it met, and descended 

from a Homeric-style council of elders that advised the king (see, e.g., Iliad 2.53 ff., 10.194 ff.), the 

council was long composed exclusively of aristocrats, and in the transition from monarchy to aristocracy 

it gradually assumed many previously regal powers and functions. In the first half of the 7th century B.C., 

still at the height of its authority, the Council of the Areopagus was the main governing body of Athens, 

with far-reaching and undefined religious, judicial, censorial, and political power, including a general 

control over the annual selection of the nine archons, the city‘s chief magistrates who ―went up to the 

Areopagus‖ after their term of office, where they then sat for life (see Fig. ARE.01).  

The story of the slow and comparatively gentle democratization of Athens—which was over 150 years 

in the making and began imperceptibly about 620 B.C. when Draco codified the laws, thereby defining, 



and so limiting, the powers of the magistrates and the Council—is also the story of the gradual demise of 

the Council‘s authority. Solon confirmed that authority when he rewrote the laws in 594 B.C., but 

simultaneously laid the foundation for its deterioration, by allowing appeal from the judicial decisions of 

magistrates to his new people‘s court, and by opening the archonships, which would provide all future 

Areopagites, to men of wealth who were not aristocrats. It appeared to emerge without further damage 

from the constitutional reforms of Cleisthenes at the end of the 6th century B.C., but here again his 

institution of a council attached to the popular assembly could not but reduce the influence of the Council 

of the Areopagus and encourage the assumption of its functions by the new body.  

A substantial loss of Areopagitic prestige was indirectly assured in 487 B.C. by the expansion of the role 

of sortition in the selection of archons. But the renewal of the Council‘s prestige and authority that 

resulted from its patriotic conduct during Xerxes‘ invasion (480–479 B.C.) was not undergirded by any 

constitutional change that would give it permanency. The coup de grace was seemingly delivered in 462 

B.C. by Ephialtes, who made the only direct attack on the Council‘s integrity that is recorded and, with 

perhaps some assistance from Pericles, persuaded the assembly to transfer to itself, its own council, and 

the popular courts the bulk of the Areopagites‘ responsibilities. The largely honorific body that remained 

nevertheless continued to survive, though it took on an increasingly popular appearance itself during the 

years after 460 B.C., with first the reduction and then the effectual removal of property qualifications for 

appointment to the nine archonships that constituted the single source of Areopagites.  

The reason for this survival is not far to seek. The Council of the Areopagus was a body hallowed by its 

antique origins, and as such it exercised certain functions so deeply rooted in religious tradition as to be 

virtually sacrosanct. It was never deprived of these, preeminently the jurisdiction in specific types of 

homicide cases. In the mythological version of its origins presented in Aeschylus‘ Eumenides (11.397–

753), Athena herself founds the Council as a homicide court for the initial purpose of trying Orestes for 

the murder of his mother Clytemnestra; and Pausanias (I.28.5–6), writing a century after Paul‘s visit to 

Athens, indicates that when the Council convened on its hill to judge homicide cases, the accused still 

stood on the Rock of Insolence and the accuser on the Rock of No-Mercy (Frazer 1913: 362–66). It was 

this residue of sacred responsibility that preserved the Council in the wake of Ephialtes‘ assault, and 

which served as the basis for its eventual resurgence into an important political institution.  

We find signs of its revival in the late 5th and the 4th century B.C., when it assumed special public 

duties in times of crisis, for example after the Athenian defeats by the Spartans at Aegospotami (405 B.C.) 

and by Philip of Macedon at Chaeronea (338 B.C.). The process of resurgence continued into the Roman 

period, with the result that by the middle of the 1st century B.C. the Council had reverted to its early status 

and become the chief governing body of Athens, its membership no doubt again limited to men of wealth 

and oligarchic sentiment with whom the Romans preferred to deal. Yet there were differences: Roman 

dignitaries were now sometimes numbered among the Areopagites, and gone forever was the old freedom 

of judgment and action. It was a Council of the Areopagus so reconstituted that directed the public life of 

Athens when Paul was there, and would apparently continue to do so until the end of classical antiquity.  

B. Paul at the Areopagus  

The Acts 17 references to the Areopagus have generated a considerable outpouring of scholarly ink over 

the past 250 years. The interpretive problem hinges on the exact meaning of ―the Areopagus‖ (ho Areios 

pagos), and the solutions essayed may be divided into two basic groups. One view, supported by a 

tradition prevalent among the Church Fathers, holds that the term in question is an abbreviated 

designation for ―the Council of the Areopagus,‖ and that Paul was subjected to a formal judicial process, 

regardless of whether this was a trial or some sort of hearing, and regardless of whether the Council was 

meeting on the hill that gave it its name or at the Stoa Basileios in the agora (where its sessions had 

commonly been held since the 4th century B.C.). The other view, which seems preferable, regards ho 

Areios pagos as simply a reference to Mars‘ Hill, and contends that Acts provides no evidence of judicial 

proceedings, only an indication that Paul preached on the Hill in response to the request of those with 

whom he had conversed in the agora.  
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HUBERT M. MARTIN, JR.  

ARETALOGY. The recitation of the aretai (Gk ―virtues,‖ ―mighty deeds‖) of a god, hero, or 

charismatic figure.  

A. The Greco-Roman World  

The term ―aretalogy‖ includes a variety of forms of a common practice of hellenistic religion and 

politics. Many laudatory inscriptions, carefully phrased encomiums, and eulogistic biographies are still 

extant. Scholars have investigated the popular appeal and propagandistic value of a wide variety of such 

―aretalogical‖ accounts and have demonstrated that the differences among these texts and recitations of 

praise are at least as interesting as their commonality.  

The term ―aretalogy‖ was used rarely in antiquity and possessed no specific literary or oral form (see Sir 

36:13 [14] and Strab. Geographus 17.1.17). On the other hand, Isis inscriptions from Delos speak of an 

―aretalogist‖ who was a dream interpreter, perhaps recounting the miraculous cures which Isis performed 

in dreams (see IG 11.4.1263). In turn, those who recited fabulous wonders were scorned by Roman 

authors as entertaining liars (Juv. Egyptian Satire, 15: Suet. Aug. 74). Modern scholars of the history of 

religions have thus identified ―aretalogy‖ with the recitations of the ―aretalogists,‖ paying particular 

attention to its value as a mode of religious proclamation or propaganda. The chief example remained the 

appeal which Oriental and Egyptian traditions made to a broader public on the basis of the recitations of 

the mighty deeds and virtues of a god or cult figure.  

Such cultic recitation took on a distinctive form in the ―self-praises of Isis.‖ Several inscriptions display 

a well-wrought form in which Isis declares ―I am …,‖ announcing herself as the ruler of heaven and earth, 

mistress of fate and weather, legislator of helpful human ordinances, dispenser of wealth and source of 

wisdom. Such catalogs of her ―virtues‖ could also be recited by others in third-person declarations, ―She 

who …‖ These lists of glorious attributes and mighty acts may also be compared with the inscriptions of 

the healings which were placarded at Epidaurus in praise of Asclepius. Those lists for the healing cult 

were another form of ―aretalogy‖ in the religious marketplace of the Greco-Roman world.  

Laudatory biographies and letters of recommendation of charismatic prophets, healers, and itinerant 

philosophers have also been identified as ―aretalogical‖ by modern scholars. Such cycles of stories and 

claims produced a peculiar literature which the satirists such as Lucian of Samosata could mock. In the 

effort to promote a particular figure as inspired or divine or as a ―divine man‖ (Gk theios anėr), authors 

adopted various catalogs of virtues or mighty acts (aretai). Philosophers, rulers, and wonder workers 

could all be credited with divine or semidivine status although the specific criteria for such deifications 

were distinct. The praise of the wisdom of Socrates or the self-sufficiency of Diogenes may even be 

formally similar to the glorification of Alexander‘s courage or the recitation of the miraculous power of 

Asclepius‘ cures.  

All of these distinct ―aretalogical‖ traditions provide a window on the religious marketplace of the 

Greco-Roman world. Egyptian cults were striving for recognition and support for adherents in the west, 

exporting Isis to Rome along with the grain of the Nile and seeking recognition and support for Egypt‘s 

spiritual heritage and institutions were as legitimate as any in the dominant culture.  

Popular philosophers competed for converts and healing shrines for adherents. The virtues of the 

philosophers could be catalogued in direct praise of their oral example or as cynic displays of disdain for 

conventional standards. Miraculous cures and mighty acts of shamans and rulers were listed as 

documentation of divine authority or agency. At the end of the 2d century C.E., Philostratus‘ Life of 

Apollonius of Tyana presented a synthesized portrait of the wonder-working Pythagorean philosopher. 

Earlier sources telling of Apollonius‘ marvelous acts of magic and supernatural power may still be 



identified within Philostratus‘ ―life‖ of the philosopher, but Philostratus had produced a new example of a 

more complex ―aretalogical‖ literature.  

B. Jewish Wisdom and Mission  

Many forms of contemporary Jewish tradition clearly participated in this Greco-Roman religious 

marketplace, and a variety of texts may be called ―aretalogical‖ in close comparison with the traditions 

discussed above. The cleanest parallels can be drawn with Hellenistic Jewish texts of Egyptian 

provenance, but the competition among religious and philosophical traditions for adherents and converts 

is much more extensive.  

The praise of Wisdom in both Proverbs 8 and Wis 9:18–10:21 recalls conventions of the praises of Isis. 

Whether Wisdom recites her own praises or is praised in third-person declaration, her ―aretalogy‖ rivals 

that of Isis both in form and in the mythic creative and saving roles which she plays. Like Isis, Wisdom 

has become the consort of God whom the king desires as his bride (Wis 8:2–9). Still, her tasks are 

explicitly identified with Jewish scriptural traditions, and no accommodation is offered to those outside of 

―a holy people and blameless race‖ (Wis 10:15). Thus the audience for this ―aretalogy‖ does not appear to 

be a broad public in the Greco-Roman world. Wisdom was being praised for the benefit of Jews who were 

intimidated by the power of Isis and the Egyptian royal theology which she represented.  

The glorification of Moses by Artapanus was another kind of aretalogy, imitating the novelistic 

glorification of Egyptian and other nationalistic heroes. The biblical Moses is still central, but this worker 

of plagues and liberator of Israel is also praised as the founder of the nomes of Egypt, the inventor of 

ships, and a godlike Hermes who gives the Egyptians their sacred letters and interprets them. The folklore 

of national heroes is not as theologically particular as wisdom traditions nor so discriminating of moral 

virtue as the lives of the philosophers. But Artapanus‘ glorious portrait of Moses placed him in the proud 

company of such rulers and champions as Semiramis the Babylonian and Sesostris the Egyptian. Once 

again, the audience for such extravagant stories of Moses was probably only Egyptian Jews who were 

eager to be assured of the importance of their heritage within the dominant culture.  

Philo‘s Life of Moses raised the aretalogy of Moses to a new level of the glorification of the ―sage‖ and 

―divine man‖ who is at once the ideal king, lawgiver, high priest, and prophet (I.334; II.2–7, 187, 292). 

Whether written for Hellenistic Jews or non-Jews, Philo‘s account adapted the biblical account freely, 

dressing Moses in the philosopher‘s cloak and the robe of the statesman. Even the biblical miracles were 

heavily rationalized, ignored or turned into verifications of Moses‘ possession of the virtue of piety (Vita 

Mos II. 284). The recitation of miracles was not primary in this aretalogy. The hellenistic ideal of kingship 

is much more the controlling standard.  

Josephus also indulged in effusive praise of Moses as the ―most excellent general, the wisest adviser 

and the most conscientious of all guardians.‖ Next to him such lawgivers as Lycurgus, Solon, and 

Zaleucus were only born yesterday (AgAp 2.154–58). Josephus was explicitly responding to the charges 

of others that Moses was an evil leper who organized the outcast Jews with the advice to attack the 

Egyptian population, showing goodwill to no one (AgAp 1.237–50, 304–8, 2.121–22). Writing in a time 

when the Roman order had driven the Jews into fighting for their right to live, Josephus‘ aretalogy is 

transparent in its defense of Moses‘ virtue, wisdom, and power.  

C. New Testament Aretalogies and Mission  

Early Christian proclamations of Jesus quickly adopted and adapted many forms of praise and testified 

to Jesus as Messiah, Savior, Son of God, Lord, and Son of Man. All such recitations of Jesus‘ words, 

works, life, death, and resurrection could be broadly called aretalogical. After all, the Christian mission 

also had to make its way in the Greco-Roman religious marketplace. But more specific comparisons have 

proved helpful in a few areas.  

The ―superlative apostles‖ of 2 Corinthians (12:11–12) may reflect a kind of Jewish Christian 

missionizing in which a particular kind of inspired exegesis, signs, wonders and mighty works were 

standard credentials. Perhaps Paul is contending with a kind of ―divine man‖ tradition in which these star 

performers have their letters of recommendation and their loyal adherents. Then Paul‘s ―foolish‖ 



recitation of his weakness and suffering is a counter-aretalogy, intended to discredit the self-praises of 

these ―false apostles.‖  

If the probability of pre-Gospel collections of miracle stories is high, then were these sources a kind of 

aretalogy? John probably used a Signs Source, and Mark may have drawn upon a cycle of miracle stories 

but subsumed them in a cross-resurrection narrative structure. Perhaps the Gospel genre is a kind of 

critique of the aretalogical traditions of the Greco-Roman religious marketplace.  

On the other hand, perhaps the Gospels themselves should be viewed as aretalogies too. Luke-Acts in 

particular appears to appropriate the miracle traditions and glorify the Lord and the apostles without any 

sharp caution about the misuse of the Jesus traditions (apart from the clear perversion by Simon Magus 

and the Sons of Sceva in Acts 8 and 19). Some interpreters also regard the Fourth Gospel as using the 

Signs quite uncritically in a straightforward effort to glorify Jesus as the Son of God ―striding over the 

earth.‖  

The discussion is important since it requires the interpreter of the New Testament to view the mission of 

the early church within the competitive religious context of the 1st century. Paul and the evangelists have 

been described by some scholars as confounding the aretalogies of contemporary religious propaganda 

with the kerygma of Christ crucified. Other interpreters have argued that even the Gospels and Paul‘s 

recitations of his ―foolishness‖ are distinctive aretalogies but not formally unique. Since the term is not 

technically specific, the discussion of ―aretalogies‖ will continue to provide fruitful occasions for the 

comparison and contrast of the Gospels and early Christian proclamation with a wide range of religious 

and political recitations of praise of saviors, lords, cult figures, and gods.  
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DAVID L. TIEDE  

ARETAS. Dynastic name of at least four kings of the royal house of Nabatea located at Petra. The 

earliest Nabatean Aramaic inscription from Elusa on the Petra-Gaza road in the Negev mentions an 

―Aretas, King of the Nabateans.‖ Proposals for a date of the inscription vary from the beginning to the end 

of the 2d century B.C. (see Wenning 1987: 141). The Aramaic spelling of the name, ḥrtt, occurs rarely and 

is of disputed etymology, but it does appear as a personal name occasionally in Safaitic (Harding 1971: 

282). It has been associated with the common Arabic name of ḥariṯa, ―ploughman‖ (al-Khraysheh 1986: 

93) and it is interesting that the name ―ḥāriṯat, king of Hagar‖ appears in Aramaic on coins of the mid-2d 

century B.C. found at Susa (Robin 1974: 110). Hagar has been connected with the Agraioi of Greek 

sources, a people who controlled the E sector of the caravan route leading from Babylon through Dumat 

al-Jandal (Jauf) to Petra and the Mediterranean port at Gaza (Eratosthenes apud Strabo 16.4.2). The 

proposal that the original homeland of the Nabateans was located in this same region of the Persian Gulf 

(Milik 1982) offers some support to these connections and may help explain other features of Nabatean 

culture, e.g., the use of Aramaic and the name of ―Hagiru‖ for the queens and princesses of the Nabatean 

royal house (as known from coins; see Meshorer 1975: 79).  

1. Aretas I (ca. 170–160 B.C. fl.). The first known dynast of the Nabateans is a contemporary of the early 

Hasmonean rulers. In 168, the Jewish high priest Jason sought refuge with an ―Aretas, tyrant of the 

Arabs,‖ before whom he was tried and/or imprisoned (2 Macc 5:8; cf. Goldstein 2 Maccabees AB, 256). 



This Aretas is most likely the same king of the Nabateans referred to in the Elusa inscription as ―tyrant,‖ a 

word frequently used as a synonym for ―king.‖ The Nabateans under his rule appear to have been friends 

with the Maccabean rulers Judas (1 Macc 5:24–28; cf. Jos Ant 12.8.3 §335) and Jonathan (15.22). A 

perplexing reference to Arab nomads who skirmished with Judas (2 Macc 12:10–12) probably refers to 

Arabs existing outside the Nabatean circle (Bowersock 1983: 19–20), perhaps the Itureans (Kasher 1988: 

30; see also ITURAEA).  

2. Aretas II (ca. 100 B.C. fl.). Under hiq reign, the Nabateans first came into conflict with the 

Hasmonean kingdom. In 100 B.C., Alexander Jannaeus beseiged the important commercial port of Gaza. 

Aretas had pledged to protect the town, but he failed to send military assistance in time to defend it from 

the attack by the Hasmonean ruler (Jos. Ant 13.13.3 §358–64). Justinus‘ Latin epitome of Pompeius 

Trogus‘ Historiae Philippicae (39.5.5–6) mentions an Arab king named Herotimus who led campaigns 

into Syria and Egypt. Herotimus probably is to be identified with Aretas II. These conflicts have been 

interpreted as a struggle for control of the lucrative trade routes of Palestine during the decline of the 

Hellenistic powers of Syria and Egypt. This Aretas is also alluded to in the oldest Nabatean inscription 

known from Petra, where he appears as the father of Obodas I, his successor as king of the Nabateans (ca. 

93–85 B.C.). This has led to the suggestion that he is the ―founder of the Nabatean dynasty‖ (HJP² 1: 577), 

but this ignores the evidence for the earlier monarchs (Starcky DBSup 7: 905). Some archaic Nabatean 

coins known from Gaza and Petra have also been associated with his reign (Meshorer 1975: 10–11), the 

earliest issues by any of the Nabatean kings.  

3. Aretas III (ca. 85–62 B.C.). The early years of his reign represent a period of Nabatean expansion. As 

a young prince, he founded the settlement of Aurara (modern Hymayma) between Petra and Aqaba, 

evidently to promote the trade along this important route that connected the Nabatean capital with the Red 

Sea (Uranius‘ Arabicus apud F. Jacoby FGrH 675 F1b; Eadie 1984). In 85, after the death of the Seleucid 

ruler Antiochus XII, Aretas acquired Coele-Syria and Damascus as part of his realm (Jos. Ant 13.5.2 

§392). In coins struck at Damascus between 84–72 B.C., Aretas is entitled in the Greek legend the 

―Philhellene‖ (Meshorer 1975: 12–16), indicating the adoption of the Hellenistic tradition of the region. 

In 82, he launched a campaign into Judea where he defeated Alexander Jannaeus in a battle at Adida. 

After the setback, however, the Hasmonean ruler led a counterattack that saw the loss of Nabatean 

territories in Moab and Gilead (Ant 13.5.3–4 §393–97). In 72–71 B.C., the invasion of Tigranes of 

Armenia into Syria also forced Aretas to withdraw from Damascus (13.16.4 §419). After the death of 

Alexander Jannaeus in 76 B.C., his widow, Queen Alexandra, assumed ule until her death in 67 B.C. 

Afterward, a dynastic quarrel broke out between her sons, Hyrcanus and Aristobulus. The Idumean ruler 

Antipater, who supported Hyrcanus, had established friendly relations with the Nabateans, as a result of 

his marriage to a prominent Nabatean woman named Cypros, the mother of Herod the Great (Ant 14.7.3 

§121; JW 1.181). As a result, he advised Hyrcanus to flee for refuge to ―Aretas of Arabia‖ and enlist his 

support. Forming an alliance with the Nabatean ruler, Antipas and Hyrcanus then led a campaign against 

the opposition party of Aristobulus at Jerusalem. In response, the Roman general Pompey sent his envoy 

Scaurus to help defend Aristobulus. Under threat of being declared an enemy of Rome, Aretas withdrew 

from Jerusalem, but 6000 of his forces were slain by Aristobulus at Papyron, near Jericho, during their 

retreat (Ant 14.1.1–2.3 §1–33). Afterward, Scaurus beseiged Petra, but withdrew after the king paid him 

3000 talents (Ant 14.5.1 §80–81; JW 1.124–30). During his aedileship in 58 B.C., Scaurus issued coins at 

Rome depicting a long-haired Aretas kneeling beside his camel in submission to himself (Crawford 1974: 

446, no. 422). Henceforth, Nabatea came under Roman sway as a client kingdom.  

4. Aretas IV (9–8 B.C.–A.D. 40–41). The zenith of Nabatean political and economic fortunes took place 

during the almost half-century of his lengthy reign. After the death of Obodas III in 9 B.C., Syllaeus, ―the 

brother of the king‖ and chief administrator of the kingdom, assumed control of the state and even issued 

coinage depicting him as the monarch (Meshorer 1975: 36–40). Augustus recognized him as the official 

ruler, but an Aeneas assumed control of the throne at Petra under the name of Aretas (IV) and sent an 

embassy to Rome to plead his case and condemn Syllaeus. Although not a direct descendant of Obodas 

III, Aeneas appears to have been from a collateral line of the royal house, related to Malichus I (58–30 



B.C.). However, the Roman emperor dismissed Aretas‘ claims, sending his envoys and their gifts back to 

Nabatea, as he had failed to request the emperor‘s permission before assuming rule. In spite of his initial 

rejection of Aretas‘ petition, Augustus found other complaints about Syllaeus more persuasive. These 

were issued by Herod the Great through his agent Nicolaus of Damascus. As a result, Syllaeus was 

condemned and later executed by Augustus, who reluctantly recognized Aretas as the legitimate ruler of 

Nabatea (Jos. Ant 16.9.1–4 §271–99 and 10.8–9 §335–55).  

The lengthy reign of Aretas is the best documented of any Nabatean monarch. The coinage issued in his 

reign is immense, representing an estimated 80 percent of all Nabatean coinage. It has been found at 

scattered sites throughout the Levant (including Cyrus, Dura-Europos, and Susa) and even in Europe 

(Aventicum, Switzerland). It is also important for the portraiture of the monarch, who is depicted with a 

mustache after A.D. 18. A gap in the issues and inscriptions of his reign between 4–1 B.C. and a cryptic 

comment by Strabo (16.4.21) has led to the suggestion that the Nabatean kingdom had been annexed 

briefly, then transformed again to the status of a client state (Bowersock 1983: 54–55). The motive may 

be associated with Herod‘s death in 4 B.C., when Aretas provided auxiliaries to assist the Syrian legate 

Varus in quelling political unrest in Judea (Ant 17.10.9 §287; JW 2.68). Their disobedience of the Roman 

commander‘s orders during the affair prompted their dismissal and perhaps Roman intervention in 

Nabatea (Ant 17.10.10 §296). Nevertheless, other chronological gaps in the coinage and inscriptions of 

Aretas‘ reign exist, rendering this interpretation inconclusive. Moreover, the standard epithet ―lover of his 

people‖ (raḥem ˓anmeh) that appears on Aretas‘ coinage has been interpreted as an implicit rejection of 

such titles as philoromaios and philokaisar used by other Roman client kings and a protest against any 

suggestion of servility (HJP² 1: 582). The epithet appears on his coins and inscriptions from the beginning 

to the end of his reign.  

Under Aretas, the formative stage of Nabatean material culture took place. Their distinctive art, 

architecture, pottery, and peculiar Aramaic script all developed their classical style during his reign. Many 

of the monumental structures at Petra have been assigned to his time, such as the construction of the 

theater and Qaṣr al-Bint; the famous Khazneh at the terminus of the Siq has also been proposed as the 

great king‘s final resting place. The development of the Negev cities at the time—Oboda, Mampsis, 

Nessana, Elusa, and Sobata—further reflects the economic prosperity of the period. In addition, Madā˒in 

ṣaliḥ (ancient Hegra) appears to have been founded early in his reign, serving as an important emporium 

for the caravan trade in aromatics from South Arabia. Nabatean merchants in A.D. 3–6 even erected a 

sanctuary at the port of Puteoli in Italy (CIS II 158). The administrative and military organization of 

Aretas‘ realm reflect these foreign contacts; his officers bear titles adopted from the Hellenistic and 

Roman overlords: strategoi, hipparchoi, chiliarchoi, and even a centurion appear in inscriptions during his 

reign. In many respects, the cultural achievements of Aretas IV represent a fitting parallel to those of his 

contemporary in Judea, Herod the Great.  

Aretas had at least two wives during his lengthy reign: Huldu (from 9 B.C.–A.D. 16) and Shuqailat (from 

A.D. 18). They are not designated his ―sisters‖ (˒ḥt) on coins during his reign, in contrast to the wives of 

his royal successors Malichus II (A.D. 40–70) and Rabbel II (A.D. 71–106), but inscriptions indicate that 

both Huldu (CIS II 158) and Shuqailat (CIS II 354; Khairy 1981) were entitled his ―sister.‖ The ―title‖ has 

been taken literally, but it many only represent an important rank in the hierarchy of the royal court of 

Nabatea (Meshorer 1975: 61). Syllaeus was also called the ―brother of the king [i.e., Obodas II],‖ 

although he was the son of Teimu, not Obodas II. The members of the royal family of Aretas IV late in 

his reign are listed in a recent inscription found at Wadi Musa (Khairy 1981). It names four sons 

(Malichus II, Obodas, Rabbel, and Phasael) and four daughters (Sha˓dat, Shaqilat II, Gamilat, and 

Hageru); the latter princess was also the mother of a child named Aretas, the grandson of Aretas IV. 

Intermarriages between the royal families of the various monarchies were common in the East and existed 

in the relations of the Petraean royal house with the Herodian dynasty: one of Aretas‘ daughters—perhaps 

Sha˓udat (Starcky DBSup 7: 914)—was married to the tetrarch Herod Antipas before he divorced her to 

marry Herodias, the wife of his half-brother Herod Philip. John the Baptist condemned the action and was 

imprisoned and finally executed by Antipas around A.D. 29 (Matt 14:3–12 and par.). Aretas‘ anger found 



revenge only later, in A.D. 36, when he attacked and defeated the army of Antipas. Tiberius sent Vitellius 

the governor of Syria to punish Aretas for his action, but the Roman emperor‘s death in A.D. 36–37 

canceled the expedition (Ant 18.5.1–3 §109–25).  

The only specific biblical reference to Aretas IV appears in Paul‘s letter of 2 Corinthians in which he 

refers to his escape in a basket lowered from a window in the city wall that was guarded by the ―governor 

[ethnarch] under king Aretas‖ (11:32–33). The circumstances remain obscure, but the Jewish and 

Nabatean Arab community appear to have acted in concert against Paul (cf. Acts 9:24). The ethnarch of 

Aretas has been taken to be a royal official charged with oversight of the Nabatean commercial colony 

established at Damascus (DBSup 7: 915; Rey-Coquais 1978: 50; Knauf 1983), rather than an indication 

the city constituted part of the Nabatean realm. A parallel has been found in an official with the title of 

―ethnarch‖ who was responsible for the Jewish community at Alexandria (Jos. Ant 14.17). But others feel 

that Paul‘s description of the incident seems to place the Syrian city clearly under Nabatean control, 

however briefly (Bowersock 1983: 68). Since the episode appears to have occurred in the reign of the 

emperor Caligula (A.D. 37–41), it has been associated with his general policy of extending the territories 

of the client kings in the East (Jewett 1979: 30–33, 99). No coinage from Damascus appears to have been 

struck during his reign or that of Claudius. Paul‘s prior contacts with Nabatea (Gal 1:17) may also 

account for the animosity of Aretas‘ official in Damascus, but the sources are silent about his Arabian 

sojourn. The odd inclusion of the incident in his list of hardships (see Fitzgerald 1988: 18–19) has been 

explained as an inversion of Roman military imagery, emphasizing the apostle‘s humiliation in retreating 

over a wall, in contrast to the distinguished award (corona muralis) given to the first courageous Roman 

soldier to scale the wall of the enemy (Judge 1968: 47; cf. Furnish 2 Corinthians AB, 542). As such, it 

illustrates again the ―weakness‖ of Paul.  
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DAVID F. GRAF  

ARGOB (PLACE) [Heb ˒argōb (ַאְשֹגב )]. A district E of the Jordan valley of uncertain location. The 

name Argob occurs three times in the chapter of Deuteronomy recounting the capture of the Amorite 

kingdom of BASHAN that was ruled by OG (Deut 3:4, 13, 14) and once in the account of Solomon‘s 

administrative districts (1 Kgs 4:14). The name consistently appears in the construction ḥebel ˒argōb, and 

its proper interpretation presents several problems. The Hebrew noun ḥebel can denote a measured tract or 

area (note schoinismos [1 Kgs 4:13]), and thus would seem to imply a clearly delineated section of 

Bashan. The etymology of the name ―Argob‖ suggests a possible identification of the area, though 

difficulties remain. The toponym ˒argōb is probably related to the rare noun regeb ―clod (of earth)‖ 



(found only in Job 21:33; 38:38), perhaps referring to a tract of arable land. The name is replaced in Tg. 

Yer. with the word tarkona, which may be a transliteration of Gk trachōn, a substantive meaning ―rugged, 

stony region‖ and also the name of the large basalt formation about 20 mi. S of Damascus (called in 

Arabic el-Leja ―the Refuge‖; see TRACHONITIS). The location of this formation well E of the Jordan 

stands in the way of its identification with Argob, because Deut 3:14 implies that the region of Argob 

extended W ―as far as the border of the Geshurites and Maacathites‖; that border is generally placed at the 

Nahr er-Raqqad, the westernmost N-S tributary of the river Yarmuk.  

Other locations have been proposed for Argob, though none can claim consensus. The region known as 

Batanea to the W and S of Trachonitis is one possibility (GB, 215). Its rich soil has been farmed by the 

Druze in more recent times. Simons (GTTOT, 8–9, 13) extends the region of Argob W to Nahr er-Raqqad 

and N to Mt. Hermon (although GTTOT Map V twice shows Argob lying along the Wadi al-Harir [also 

called Hreir or Ehrer], considerably E of Raqqad). Mazar (1961: 24) located Argob along the banks of the 

Wadi el-˒Allan (another Yarmuk tributary situated between Raqqad and Harir). Avi-Yonah (EncJud 1) 

placed Argob between the wadis Raqqad and ˒Allan.  

Bergman (1936: 239) suggested Jebel Druz as the location of Argob, though he doubted that the 

Israelite conquest included territory N of the Yarmuk. Ottosson (1969: 111–12) places Argob in N Gilead, 

south of the Yarmuk and S of Bashan (although he appears to extend Bashan S of the Yarmuk).  

The location and extent of the region of Argob is further complicated by the biblical statement (Deut 

3:13) that it is conterminous with the kingdom of Og and apparently also with the region called 

HAVVOTH-JAIR (Deut 3:14). The latter cities are said to be in Bashan (Josh 13:30) but also in Gilead 

(Num 32:40–41; Judg 10:4). The sixth Solomonic administrative district comprised Havvoth-jair in 

Gilead and the region of Argob in Bashan (1 Kgs 4:13), clearly distinguishing the locations of the two 

regions.  

Another biblical reference to Argob (2 Kgs 15:25) is textually problematic. The phrase ˒et-˒argōb wĕ˒et-

hā˒aryê may be misplaced from v 29, a list of places captured by the Assyrian king Tiglath-pileser. The 

second member of the pair may be a corrupt reading of yā˒  r from the place name Havvoth-jair. If this 

reasoning is correct, then Argob is distinguished from Havvoth-jair in this instance as well.  
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HENRY O. THOMPSON  

ARGOB AND ARIEH (PERSONS) [Heb ˒argōb (ַאְשֹגב ) and ˒aryēh (ַאְשֵיה )]. Possibly two 

coconspirators with Pekah or victims along with the king, Pekahiah, of Pekah‘s conspiracy (2 Kgs 15:25), 

but more likely place names. The MT includes these two names in a grammatically difficult sentence, but 

they are omitted in many English translations (RSV, NAB, NEB). Various solutions to the problems 

posed by these two names have been suggested. Klostermann emends the text to read ―with his four 

hundred warriors‖ suggesting that Pekah was able to eradicate the entire royal guard. Geller proposes that 

the text should be translated ―near eagle and lion‖ indicating the place where Pekahiah was murdered. 

Geller argues that as Sennacherib was murdered between statues of protective deities set up at the gates of 

the royal palace, so Pekahiah was murdered between guardian statues of his palace. Most modern 

translators accept Stade‘s solution that Argob and Arieh are place names and should be omitted. It is 

possible that a scribe‘s eyes wandered from the Gilead of v 29 to the Gilead of 25, where he then inserted 

place names that should actually be in v 29. Argob is the name of a district of Bashan (Deut 3:4, 13, 14; 1 

Kgs 4:13). Arieh, similar in spelling to Havvoth-jair which is elsewhere associated with Argob (Deut 

3:14), refers to a group of settlements in the area. (See Gray Kings OTL; Jones Vol. 2 of Kings NCBC.)  

Bibliography  
Geller, M. J. 1976. A New Translation for 2 Kings XV 25. VT 26/3: 374–77.  
Klostermann, A. 1887. Die Bücher Samuelis und der Könige. Kurgefasster Kommentar zu den heiligen Schriften Alten und 

Neuen Testament, A/3. Nordlingen.  



Stade, B. 1886. Anmerkungen zu 2 Kö, 15–21. ZAW 6: 156–89.  

PAULINE A. VIVIANO  

ARIANISM. See ARIUS, ARIANISM.  

ARIARATHES (PERSON) [Gk Ariarathēs (Ἀπιαπαθηρ)]. Ariarathes V Eusebes Philopater, king of 

Cappadocia (ca. 163–130 B.C.), [1 Macc 15:22]. He appears in a list of recipients of the letter sent by the 

consul Lucius endorsing the leadership of Simon, the High Priest. The letter stresses the renewal of 

friendship and alliance between Rome and Judea, forbids war against Judea by Roman allies, and allows 

for the extradition of prisoners. The placement of Ariarathes V after Attalus II reflects accurately both 

their submission to Rome and the strong ties between the two men. Attalus II married Ariarathes‘ sister, 

Stratonice. He also came to Ariarathes‘ aid when the latter‘s half-brother, Orophernes, had seized the 

throne of Cappadocia. Later they together attacked the city of Priene in an attempt to regain funds stolen 

by Orophernes, but they withdrew after Rome ordered them to cease. Ariarathes V died during the battle 

of Leucae while fighting with the Romans against Aristonicus, who attempted to seize the throne of 

Pergamum after the death of Attalus III.  
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RUSSELL D. NELSON  

ARIDAI (PERSON) [Heb ˒ar  day (ַאִשַדי ), ˒ăr  day (ֲאִשיַדי )]. One of the ten sons of Haman (Esth 

9:9). On problems surrounding this list of names, see ADALIA. Aridai (LXX arsaion) possibly renders 

the otherwise unattested Old Iranian name *Arya-dāyah- ―the Iranian tending for‖, or *Arya-da-hyu- ―of 

Iranian land, country.‖  
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ARIDATHA (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăr  dātā˒ (ֲאִשיָדָתא )]. One of the ten sons of Haman (Esth 9:8). On 

problems surrounding this list of names, see ADALIA. Aridatha (LXX sarbaka cannot be harmonized 

with Aridatha and must represent another name) possibly renders the otherwise unattested Old Iranian 

name *Arya-dāta—―brought forth from the Aryan.‖  
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PETER BEDFORD  

ARIEH. See ARGOB AND ARIEH.  

ARIEL (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăr  ˒ēl (ֲאִשיֵאל )]. Var. IDUEL. Even though the Hebrew terms that stand 

behind the transliteration ―ariel‖ occur rarely in the Bible, ―ariel‖ seems to carry a wide range of 

meanings: (1) a poetic name for Jerusalem (Isa 29:1–2, 7); (2) a common noun for ―heroes‖ or 

―champions‖ (2 Sam 23:20; 1 Chr 11:22; cf. Isa 33:7); (3) a common noun for ―altar hearth‖ (Ezek 43:15–

16; cf. Mesha Inscription, line 12); and (4) a personal name, a proper noun (Ezra 8:16). This rapid 

overview actually reduces a complicated discussion to its simplest form, and the balance of this entry 

pursues the use of this word as a personal name. At the outset it should be recognized that there is much 

dispute over the etymology of ―ariel‖ (lion of God?) and how the word was used in the ways listed above 

(Segert 1961: 241; KAI 2: 175; Andersen 1966: 90; TSSI 1: 80).  

In Ezra 8:16, the personal name ―Ariel‖ occurs in a list of ―leading men‖ who helped Ezra solve a 

problem. In the parallel text in 1 Esdr 8:43, he is called Iduel (Gk Idouēlos). During the reign of 

Artaxerxes, Ezra received permission to lead a party of exiled Judeans from Babylonia back to Jerusalem. 

When he had gathered this group of men at ―the river that runs to Ahava,‖ whose exact location is 



unknown, Ezra took note of the fact that there were no ―sons of Levi‖ among the large number. (A similar 

scarcity of Levites is noted in Ezra 2:40.) Accordingly, he summoned some of the leading men of the day, 

including Ariel, and apprised them of the situation. They were dispatched to a place called Casiphia, also 

unidentified, to speak to a leader named Iddo; he and his ―brethren‖ were the temple servants (Hebrew 

nĕt  n  m) at Casiphia. Apparently, the appeal of men like Ariel was successful, since ―ministers for the 

house of God‖ were found to accompany Ezra and his party of émigrés (Ezra 8:15–20).  

An intriguing use of the word ―ariel‖ occurs in 2 Sam 23:20 (paralleled in 1 Chr 11:22). These verses 

mention the valor of Benaiah, the son of Jehoiada, one of David‘s mighty men. To illustrate his courage, 

the last part of the sentence reports that Benaiah ―smote two ariels of Moab‖ (RSV), while the KJV 

renders this line ―he slew two lionlike men of Moab.‖ A marginal note in the RSV informs the reader that 

the meaning of the term ―ariel‖ is not known, and the KJV translators informed their readers that 

―ariel(s)‖ should be translated literally ―lions of God.‖ The KJV has chosen to follow the MT and 

translate ―two ariels‖ into English as ―two lionlike men‖ (i.e., ―heroes‖ or ―champions,‖ which is probably 

a correct rendering). Likewise, the RSV follows the MT‘s wording, ―two ariels,‖ but leaves ariels 

untranslated. On the other hand, the LXX reconstructs the phrase to say ―The two sons of Ariel of Moab,‖ 

thereby making Ariel a proper noun, the name of a Moabite father whose sons were slain by Banaiah. 

This use of ―ariel‖ as a Moabite name can be compared with one of the proposed translations of a phrase 

in line 12 of the Mesha Inscription, ˒r˒l dwdh ―Arel its commander‖ or ―Arel its chief.‖ Though the use of 

˒r˒l as a man‘s name still finds support in scholarly circles, most seem to prefer ―altar hearth‖ in this 

expression, as in Ezek 43:15–16 (Kaiser Isaiah OTL, 266–67).  
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GERALD L. MATTINGLY  

ARIEL (PLACE) [Heb ˒ar  ˒ēl (ַאִשיֵאל )]. When used to refer to a place, Ariel is a descriptive term 

applied to the city of Jerusalem: ―Ho Ariel, Ariel, the city where David encamped‖; ―Yet I will distress 

Ariel …‖; ―And the multitudes of all the nations that fight against Ariel …‖ (Isa 29:1, 2, 7). The 

suggestion that the term is a compound of ˒ari and ˒el to mean ―lion[ness] of God‖ is inferred by some 

from references to Judah (whose capital was Jerusalem) as ―a lion‘s whelp‖ (Gen 49:9) and to the leader 

of Judah, Jesus Christ, ―the Lion of the tribe of Judah, the Root of David‖ (Rev 5:5). References in 2 Sam 

23:20 to one of David‘s men as a valiant man who killed men of Moab and a lion, and in Isa 33:7 (where 

some postulate ˒er˒ellam to be derived from ˒ar  ˒el; cf. BDB, 72) to the brave men of Judah during 

Sennacherib‘s onslaught are cited in support of this view. It is noted that in 2 Sam 23:20 the LXX reads, 

―the two sons of Ariel of Moab,‖ while the MT has ―the two ariel(s) of Moab.‖ In Ezek 43:15 there is a 

curious MT reading, har˒ēl, ―mountain of God,‖ in the context of a description of the altar; some versions 

here have ˒ar  ˒ēl (―lioness of God‖) and ˒ar  ˒êl (―altar hearth, hearth of God‖; the Qere has ˒ar  ˒êl). This 

latter interpretation, ―altar hearth, hearth of God,‖ is supported by some scholars because it fits the 

meaning of Ezek 43:15 where an altar for Jerusalem is described, an altar with four ―horns,‖ or 

projections, one at each of the four corners, and they see a parallel in the ˒ar˒el (?  dwd which the Moabite 

Stone (line 12) says Mesha king of Moab dragged before the god Chemosh (ANET, 320). On this view the 

concept of altar hearth comes for ˒arah, ―burn,‖ similar to the Arabic ˒ira tun, feminine ―hearth.‖ If this is 

the root, the lamed at the end of the word ˒ari˒el is considered a formative. Thus, Isa 29:1, 2, 7 speaks of 

Jerusalem in solemn terms as the city on which God will bring his wrath, and Jerusalem will be like a 

burning altar hearth.  

W. HAROLD MARE  

ARIMATHEA (PLACE) [Gk Arimathaia (Ἀπιμαθαια)]. Var. ARIMATHAEA; HARMATHAIM; 

RAMATHEM; RAMATHA; RAMAH; RAMA; ER-RAM. Each of the Gospels mentions this town only 

once, and always in association with JOSEPH OF ARIMATHEA—who placed Christ‘s body in his own 

tomb (Matt 27:57; Mark 15:43; Luke 23:50; John 19:38). This Jewish town (Luke 23:50) was in the 



Shephelah hills area, approximately 20 mi. E of modern Jaffa, and it most likely is identical with either 

modern Ramathain (Jos. Ant 13.4.9) or Rathamein—Samaritan toparchies. In 145 B.C., the Syrian king 

Demetrius II Nicator delivered three Samaritan toparchies, including Arimathea, to the Jewish leader 

Jonathan (1 Macc 11:34).  

Both Eusebius and Jerome identify Arimathea with the birthplace of Samuel, i.e., Ramah or 

Ramathaim-zophim, ―the two Ramahs‖ or ―twin heights‖ within Ephraim (1 Sam 1:19). The Onomasticon 

identifies it with this site (Aramathem-Sophim) near Thamna and Lydda (Euseb. Onomast. 144.28; 1 Sam 

1:1). In the 4th century Jerome reported that the Holy Paula visited this location. Strong traditions from 

the Middle Ages buttress this claim, celebrating this town as the prophet‘s original home. And even a 

monastery of Joseph of Arimathea was erected there. Conflicting traditions urge Arimathea‘s location at 

modern Rentis, 15 mi. E of Jaffa. Other suggestions for Arimathea include er-Ram and el-Birah-

Ramallah, 5 and 8 mi. N of Jerusalem, respectively. The mosaic Madeba Map also warrants attention, 

listing Armathem and Arimathe.  

All of the above suggestions coincide with the Heb hārāmāta, Ramathaim (1 Sam 1:1). The directive 

he-, ―toward Rama,‖ geographically accommodates the above selections. Hārāmāta becomes Armathaim 

in the LXX.  

JERRY A. PATTENGALE  

ARIMATHEA, JOSEPH OF. See JOSEPH OF ARIMATHEA.  

ARIOCH (PERSON) [Heb ˒aryôk (ַאְשיוך )]. 1. King of Ellasar and one of the allies of Chedorlaomer 

(Gen 14:1, 9). The identities of both Arioch and his kingdom have been controversial since ancient times 

(see ELLASAR on its identifications in ancient versions). After the decipherment of cuneiform and the 

emergence of the first fragmentary data on Babylonian history, E. Schrader (1883: 135) identified Ellasar 

with Larsa in S Babylonia, and Arioch, with one of its kings, (W)arad-Sin, via the hypothetical variant 

spelling of his name as 
m

Èri-
d
A-ku (both signifying ―servant of the Moon-god‖). A little later, the same 

scholar identified Amraphel with Hammurapi. When it was ascertained that the reign of Warad-Sin was 

not contemporaneous with that of Hammurapi, Dhorme (1908: 209; 1931: 262) replaced Warad-Sin as the 

prototype of Arioch with his brother and successor Rim-Sin. But the onomastic side of the equation was 

so convoluted and contrary to Akkadian phonetics and writing that Dhorme himself later abandoned it. 

Böhl (1930: 23) identified Ellasar with Telassar and explained ˒aryôk as Iranian *aryaka ―the Aryan.‖ 

When the Mari texts disclosed the existence of a ―son‖ (i.e., a vassal) of King Zimri-Lim named Ar-ri-wu-

uk, Böhl (1945: 66; 1946: 17) transferred to him the identification with Arioch, though—as stated by 

Noth (1951)—without substantiation. Moreover, Dossin (1934: 118–19) pointed out that a kingdom listed 

in Genesis 14 along with Elam, Babylonia, and Hatti (see TIDAL), must have also been a major power. 

He explained Ellasar as a transcription of one of the cuneiform writings of Aššur. Böhl (1953: 46) and 

Dhorme (1956: 42) reached the same conclusion independently. (On Lipiński‘s connection of the name 

―Arioch‖ with that of a satrap of Armenia Minor in the 3d century B.C., written Ariukēs in Greek and hry 

[w] k˒ in Aramaic, see ELLASAR.)  

It has been noted since the publication of the ―Chedorlaomer texts‖ (see CHEDORLAOMER) that the 

patronymic of one of their four royal characters, written 
m

ÌR-É-ku-a and 
m

ÌR-
d
É-a-ku, resembles the name 

―Arioch.‖ The name of the king himself is written ideographically. After the initial efforts of 

transliterating it by various scholars, Astour (1966: 83) ascertained that its actual writing is 
m

BÀD.MAḫ-
d
MAŠ, to be read 

m
Tukulti-

d
Ninurta. The ―Chedorlaomer texts‖ recount how the king in question plundered 

and flooded Babylon, killed its people, sat on the throne of Babylon as its lord, carried away its gods 

among the booty, and was murdered by his own son. This fits the Assyrian and Babylonian evidence 

about Tukulti-Ninurta I, king of Assyria (1243–1207 B.C.). His pseudo-patronymic in the ―Chedorlaomer 

texts,‖ preceded by the unusual relative-determinative pronoun šá, is actually a descriptive epithet (with a 

play of homophones, often used in these texts): ― (he) who sacked É-ku-a,‖ the central cella of the temple 

Esagila in Babylon, from which the historical Tukulti-Ninurta I carried away to Assur the revered statue 



of Babylon‘s patron god Marduk. The other occurrence of the pseudo-patronymic in these texts reverses 

the final two signs as É-a-ku. It is apparently the latter form that underlies Arioch in Genesis 14, where he 

is correctly ascribed the kingship of Assur, albeit in the cryptic transcription ―Ellasar.‖  

2. The captain of Nebuchadnezzar‘s guard (Dan 2:14, 15, 24, 25).  

3. King of the Elymeans (Elamites), Jdt 1:6. The name of the latter two characters has evidently been 

borrowed from Genesis 14.  
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MICHAEL C. ASTOUR  

ARISAI (PERSON) [Heb ˒ar  say (ַאִשיַסי )]. One of the ten sons of Haman (Esth 9:9). On problems 

surrounding this list of names, see ADALIA. Arisai (LXX rouphaion) perhaps renders the otherwise 

unattested Old Iranian name *Arya-sāya—―Iranian protector/defender.‖ For an explanation of the Greek 

name as a corruption of MT, see Haupt (1982: 70).  
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PETER BEDFORD  

ARISTARCHUS (PERSON) [Gk Aristarchos (Ἀπιςσαπφορ)]. A Jewish Christian from Thessalonica 

in Macedonia, one of Paul‘s travel companions (Acts 19:29), fellow workers (Col 4:11; Phlm 24), and 

fellow prisoners (Col 4:10). Present with Paul when Colossians and Philemon were written, Aristarchus 

sends his greetings to the recipients of both letters. The identification of Aristarchus in Col 4:10 as Paul‘s 

―fellow prisoner‖ (Gk sunaichmalōtos, lit. ―prisoner of war‖) is probably to be taken in the strict sense 

referring to a time and place when Aristarchus was imprisoned with Paul (Ephesus, Caesarea, or Rome). 

However, it is not known when or where Aristarchus was actually imprisoned. For this reason the term 

has sometimes been interpreted in a metaphorical sense, meaning that Aristarchus, like Paul, was held 

―captive‖ by Christ.  

Col 4:11 also names Aristarchus, Mark, and Jesus, called Justus, as the only ―men of the circumcision‖ 

among Paul‘s ―fellow workers for the kingdom of God‖ who were with him during his imprisonment. The 

presence of these Jewish Christian missionaries is comforting to Paul (Col 4:11). This would be 

particularly the case in light of the earlier crisis at Antioch (Gal 2:11–21), and its aftereffects (cf. Gal; Phil 

3) when Paul was opposed by many Jewish Christian missionaries (see Ollrog 1979: 45–46).  

In Acts, Aristarchus is identified as a Macedonian in 19:29, as being from Thessalonica in 20:4, and as 

both in 27:2. In the first text, he is linked with GAIUS, another Macedonian. These two travel 

companions of Paul were present with him at the riot led by the silversmiths in Ephesus. In that 

confusion, Aristarchus and Gaius were seized and dragged into the immense Ephesian theater, probably to 

be questioned about Paul‘s activities. Apparently they were freed shortly after the town clerk had diffused 

the fracas. Since Acts refers to Aristarchus twice within ―we-passages‖ (20:4; 27:2), it has been 

speculated that Aristarchus knew Luke and that the notably vivid scene of the riot in 19:29, not a ―we-



passage,‖ may nonetheless be attributed to an eyewitness account that Aristarchus provided for Luke 

(Bruce 1977: 289).  

When the rioting ceased, Paul, presumably with Aristarchus and Gaius, departed for Macedonia and 

then for Greece. Later, Aristarchus, Secundus (also a Thessalonian), and others accompanied Paul on his 

return from Greece (Corinth) to Macedonia; from there they went ahead of him to Troas (20:5). A few 

years later, Aristarchus also traveled with Paul from Caesarea to Rome (27:2), where he may have shared 

in his imprisonment, possibly voluntarily (cf. Col 4:10). In Rome, Aristarchus may have come into 

contact with Epaphras, another fellow prisoner of Paul (Phlm 23).  

One other possible reference to Aristarchus occurs in 2 Cor 8:18–19, where Paul, commending Titus to 

the Corinthians, mentions sending also ―the brother who is famous among all the churches for his 

preaching of the gospel,‖ a person who ―has been appointed by the churches to travel with us.‖ The 

strongest literary evidence for identifying Aristarchus as this brother is the parallel use of the term ―travel 

companion‖ (sunekdēmos) found in the NT only here in 2 Cor 8:19 and in Acts 19:29 where Aristarchus 

is so described (Redlich 1913: 217–18). An identification of this unnamed brother with Aristarchus, 

however, remains hypothetical.  
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JOHN GILLMAN  

ARISTEAS THE EXEGETE. A Jewish author who flourished prior to the mid-1st century B.C.E. 

whose work On the Jews treated, at the very least, the biblical figure Job. To what extent he treated other 

matters is not known. He is generally designated ―exegete‖ or ―historian‖ because of his interest in the 

biblical text, especially its historical and genealogical features. This designation also serves to distinguish 

him from the author of the Letter of Aristeas to Philocrates, which relates the story of the translation of 

the Hebrew Bible into Greek (see ARISTEAS, LETTER OF).  

The primary testimony for Aristeas is Eusebius Praep. Evang. 9.25.1–4, a section of some thirty lines 

taken from the pagan author Alexander Polyhistor, who, instead of giving a direct quotation, merely 

summarizes Aristeas‘ account of Job.  

There is also a possible allusion to Aristeas in Let. Aris. 6, which mentions a previous communication in 

which the author ―related the facts about the Jewish race.‖ This may be a reference to another work, 

however, or it may even be a literary fiction. It has also been suggested that the author of the Letter of 

Aristeas borrowed his name from Aristeas the Exegete. Given the ambiguity of the evidence, these two 

pieces of testimony are perhaps best left unrelated. Let. Aris. 6 does become an important consideration, 

however, in the question of dating.  

Similar to other noncanonical traditions (e.g. T. Job 1:1; 2:1–2; 3:1), Aristeas identifies Job with Jobab, 

one of the Edomite kings mentioned in Gen 36:31–39. In fact, Job is said to be the son of Esau and 

Bassara. Since the biblical account identifies Jobab as the great-grandson of Esau (Gen 36:33), the text of 

Eusebius may be corrupt at this point. In any case, Aristeas places Job within the lineage of Esau in the 

patriarchal period, as is the case in other traditions (Ps-Philo 8:8; Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen 36:11). He also 

locates Job in the land of Ausitis (LXX Job 1:1; MT ―Uz‖), which he further identifies as being near 

Idumaea and Arabia.  

The overall portrait that emerges in Aristeas‘ account of the biblical story is Job the Patient; the image 

of Job the Questioner is completely absent (Doran, OTP 2: 855).  

In spite of the brevity of Polyhistor‘s summary, it is clear that Aristeas is dependent on the LXX. This is 

seen in the proper names he employs, such as Jobab (Gen 36:33–34), Bassara (Gen 36:33), Ausitis (Job 

1:1), Zophar, king of the Minnaites (Job 2:11), as well as in the close correspondence between his 

description of Job‘s possessions and that in LXX Job 1:3, the similarity of language used to describe his 

afflictions, and his designation of the three friends as ―kings‖ (LXX Job 2:11; the titles are absent in MT).  



One of the chief critical problems is how Aristeas relates to the LXX epilogue to Job (Add. Job 42:17b–

e). The similarity of material suggests either that one depended on the other, or that both drew on a 

common tradition.  

Since Aristeas was preserved by Alexander Polyhistor (ca. 105–30 B.C.E.), it is certain that he flourished 

prior to the mid-1st century B.C.E. Since he used a Greek translation of Genesis and Job, he appears to 

have flourished after the mid-3d century B.C.E., when these Hebrew texts began to become available in 

Greek. If there is a definitive connection between Let. Aris. 6 and Aristeas the Exegete‘s work, it must 

antedate the Letter of Aristeas, which may be as early as the 3d century B.C.E. But as noted earlier, this 

connection is very tenuous. Accordingly, scholars have generally dated him from the 2d century to the 

mid-1st century B.C.E.  

Because of his apparently exclusive dependence on the LXX, scholars have tended to locate him in a 

Greek-speaking setting such as Egypt. Given the brevity of the fragment, however, the provenance must 

remain an open question.  
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CARL R. HOLLADAY  

ARISTEAS, LETTER OF. The Letter of Aristeas addressed by Aristeas to a certain Philocrates 

describes the translation of the Pentateuch into Greek. As such, it is one of the principal sources of 

information about the origins of the SEPTUAGINT (LXX).  

A. Summary  

The contents of the Letter (Let. Aris.) can be summarized as follows: Aristeas relates how Ptolemy II 

King of Egypt (285–247 B.C.) requested Demetrius his librarian to make a complete worldwide collection 

of books for his library at Alexandria (vv 1–8). He soon collected over 200,000 books and told the king 

that his target was 500,000. There were also the laws of the Jews which needed translation and to be put 

into the library. So the king ordered a letter to be sent to the Jewish high priest about this matter (vv 9–

11). Aristeas took this opportunity of raising with the king the question of the Jewish prisoners, about 

100,000 in number, held in Egypt. Their release was successfully negotiated, and the king also paid 

compensation, 20 drachmas per prisoner, and decreed accordingly (vv 12–27). After this the king required 

Demetrius to report to him on the Jewish Scriptures. His report quoted in full emphasized the need for a 

version of them in the library, and suggested asking the high priest at Jerusalem to send 72 delegates, 6 

from each of the 12 tribes (vv 28–32). The king agreed, and wrote accordingly, sending gifts and news of 

the release of the prisoners (vv 33–34). His letter and Eleazar‘s reply are given in full (vv 35–51); also a 

description of the gifts (vv 51–82).  

A description of the temple at Jerusalem follows (vv 83–104). This ―digression‖ (v 112) ends with a 

description of the countryside (vv 112–20). Eleazar dispatched the envoys, and there is a lengthy apology 

for the Jewish Law, especially its monotheism, in contrast with the polytheism of its neighbors and their 

worship of sacred animals and idols (vv 121–71). When the embassy arrived in Alexandria, a royal 

banquet lasting 7 days was held in welcome, during which the king questioned the guests in turn about 

their religion, the nature and its relevance to the exercise of royalty. Each question is answered (vv 173–

294). The banquet ends and Aristeas apologizes to Philocrates for the length of this account, but insists on 

its accuracy (vv 295–300).  

After the banquet, the work of translation soon began. Drafts were made, compared, and a final Greek 

version was completed in just 72 days, whereupon it was read to the Jewish community and approved (vv 

301–11). Demetrius was ordered to guard the books carefully, and finally gifts were exchanged and the 

translators returned home (vv 312–21).  

B. Authorship and Date  



Aristeas wrote the Let. Aris. to his brother Philocrates. He was one of the envoys but no further details 

are given about him. We can conjecture that he was a Jew living in Alexandria (Pelletier 1962: 56). His 

familiarity with Jewish worship and way of life is apparent, but his interests were not limited within that 

area.  

In one passage (v 16) he seems to associate himself with those who also call God the Creator ―Zeus,‖ 

i.e., Greeks or Hellenists, but this somewhat inconclusive statement is outweighed by his special 

knowledge of Jerusalem and the temple worship (vv 83–118). This would indicate that Aristeas was 

probably a Jew. It is tempting to conclude from the setting of Let. Aris. that its author likewise came from 

Alexandria, but this is conjectural.  

The reference to the Egyptian King Ptolemy Philadelphus (285–247 B.C.) and the use by Josephus (A.D. 

37–?110) of Let. Aris. as a source (Jewish Antiquities 12.2.118) provide broad indications of the date. 

Within these limits the suggested dates, as summarized by Jellicoe (1968: 48–50) fall into three groups: 

early, ca. 150–100 B.C., and 1st century B.C. It is less probably a contemporary document—and therefore 

early—because the Pentateuch seems to be assumed by the author to be a well-established version, the 

origin of which he describes.  

C. Translation  

The consideration of the translation involves identifying the original which was translated, together with 

the method and procedure adopted in the undertaking. In respect of the first, Let. Aris. (v 30) states ―the 

books of the law of the Jews, with some others, are wanting [i.e., not in the Library at Alexandria], for 

these works are written [Gk legomena lit. ―spoken‖] in Hebrew letters and language, but they have been 

transcribed [Gk sesēmantai] somewhat carelessly and not as they should be.‖ It is not clear whether Let. 

Aris. is referring to Hebrew copies of the Law, or to existing Greek versions in the Library at Alexandria: 

in both cases they are criticized as somewhat inadequate. Moreover the crucial words (v 30) are 

ambiguous, as Pelletier (1962: 118–20) clearly indicated. There is difficulty too with sesēmantai, which is 

variously thought to have meant ―written,‖ ―interpreted,‖ and ―rendered‖ (Shutt OTP 2: 25–29). If the 

view is taken that earlier Greek versions of the Law were consulted by the Seventy, it is possible to try 

and identify them. Jellicoe (1968: 50) thinks that Let. Aris. was written to defend a rival Greek version 

emanating from Leontopolis.  

The amount of space given to the actual work of translation is short (vv 301–11). In addition to the 

difficulty mentioned above, Let. Aris. (v 302 and Pelletier [1962: 230 n. 2]), says simply that the 

translators ―harmonized‖ their drafts, by comparing and agreeing on a final version. There must have been 

some guidelines for such harmonization. The ease and speed with which agreement was reached raise 

further suspicions, and all these considerations confirm the view that Let. Aris. in its account of the actual 

work of translation is inadequate and unreliable.  

D. Purpose  

The foregoing raises the difficult question of the purpose of Let. Aris. Clearly part of its purpose was to 

describe the translation of the Jewish Law into Greek. But equally clearly, that explanation is insufficient 

to account for the brevity of that passage, which is covered by vv 301–11 out of vv 322. The preceding 

sections are longer and more detailed, as the Summary indicates. There is a lengthy description of 

Palestine and Jerusalem, and at the banquet each one of the Seventy is questioned and gives his answer. If 

then, as seems likely, the actual translation is not the only focus of Let. Aris. can we identify the wider 

purpose? The content of the questions and answers at the banquet may provide a clue. They are concerned 

with Judaism and the Law, and the desire to present an apology for both in an environment which does 

not pay much attention to such things, and knows little or nothing about Palestine. Let. Aris. seeks to 

redress that balance, and this wider purpose would be more understandable if, as seems likely, the work 

emanated from Alexandria and even from the Jewish community which was established there.  

In the Christian era the LXX version was highly esteemed (Swete 1902: 29), and the Hebrew version 

was neglected until Origen (ca. A.D. 185–254) revived interest in the Hebrew by comparing it with the 

Greek version. Similarities and differences were established in the texts, and the Greek version was 

defended against the Hebrew. Let. Aris. was used in that defense, and was considered to be verbally 



inspired (Pelletier 1962: 81–86). In spite of its limitations, it cannot be ignored in the study of the 

Septuagint.  
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R. JAMES H. SHUTT  

ARISTIDES (PERSON). According to Eusebius, both Quadratus and Aristides presented Christian 

apologies to the Emperor Hadrian at Athens, probably in 124 C.E. Aristides was unknown to scholars for 

many years, though his work survived in at least two 4th-century papyri (POxy. 15: 1778). The 

Mechitarists of Venice published an Armenian fragment in 1878, and in 1889 J. R. Harris discovered the 

whole apology in a 7th-century Syriac manuscript at St. Catherine‘s on Sinai. J. A. Robinson immediately 

found that the Greek apology had been used for a lengthy section of the Greek novel Barlaam and 

Josaphat, ascribed to John of Damascus. The text can be reconstructed from the last two witnesses and 

confirmed by the fragmentary papyri.  

Arguments have continued about the recipient‘s identity, for the Syriac version is addressed by 

―Marcianus Aristides the Athenian philosopher‖ to Antoninus Pius, while the Armenian agrees with 

Eusebius that he addressed Hadrian. Conceivably the original version is reflected in the Greek text, which 

was later revised and expanded for his successor Antoninus. In any event the apology is quite early, 

antedating the more ambitious work of Justin.  

The arrangement is simple: The work begins with a semiphilosophical description of God and then 

shows how the gods of various nations fall short. These are the Chaldaeans, who worship the 

elements/planets; the Greeks, who worship human beings, vulnerable and erratic; and the Egyptians, who 

worship animals. The Jews are better than any of these people but worship angels and observe the ritual 

law. Christians are best, for they trace their genealogy back to Jesus the Christ and practice pure love and 

benevolence. The Syriac version emphasizes their dislike of homosexuality, perhaps more appropriately 

mentioned to Antoninus than to Hadrian. Christians are slandered by the Greeks but they are just and 

holy.  

Presumably Aristides belongs to the sequence of important Christians at Athens in the 1st and 2d 

centuries, beginning with Paul‘s address there and the historical Dionysius the Areopagite, and continuing 

through Aristides and perhaps Quadratus to the Athenian correspondents of Dionysius of Corinth and to 

another philosopher-apologist, Athenagoras.  

The 4th-century papyri show that Aristides was still read even though later Greek Christians fail to 

mention Aristides or quote from the apology. Its simplicity must have seemed unfortunate in a period of 

increasing literary sophistication, when even Diognetus was forgotten. Later Christians liked to see 

quotations from Scripture, but Aristides supplied none.  
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ROBERT M. GRANT  

ARISTOBULUS (PERSON) [Gk Aristoboulos (Ἀπιςσοβοτλορ)]. Several significant people in ancient 

and sacred history. It is a common Greek name meaning ―best counselor.‖ See also ARISTOBULUS (OT 

PSEUDEPIGRAPHA).  



1. Greek historian who accompanied Alexander the Great on his campaigns. At 85 years of age he wrote 

a work on Alexander which was highly regarded in the ancient world for its trustworthiness. Only 

fragments of the work are extant.  

2. Jewish priest referred to in 2 Macc 1:10, who lived in Egypt during the reign of Ptolemy VII. In a 

letter written by Judas Maccabaeus in 165 B.C.E., Aristobulus is addressed as a representative of the 

Egyptian Jews and teacher or counselor of Ptolemy VII.  

3. Eldest of five sons of John Hyrcanus, who was named Jehuda or Judas but is better known by his 

Greek name ―Aristobulus.‖ In 110 B.C.E., with his brother Antigonus, he laid siege to Samaria (Josephus 

Ant 13.10.2–3; and War 1.2.7). When Hyrcanus died in 107 B.C.E., he decreed that his widow should 

succeed him and that Aristobulus should serve as high priest (Josephus Ant 13.11.1). Aristobulus usurped 

the reign in 104 B.C.E. and may have been the first Hasmonean to arrogate to himself the title of ―king‖ 

(Josephus Ant 13.11.1; compare, however, Strabo). He also apparently allowed himself to be called 

―Philhellene‖ because of the favor he showed to the Greeks (Josephus Ant 13.11.3; and War 1.3). 

Aristobulus subdued the Ituraeans and compelled them to convert to Judaism. To secure his power, he 

imprisoned and starved to death his mother and three of his brothers. Aristobulus‘ favorite brother, 

Antigonus, later came under false accusations made by a number of jealous enemies including 

Aristobulus‘ wife, Salome Alexandra. Antigonus was also murdered but Aristobulus himself died within 

the same year (104 B.C.E.) with a conscience stricken with self-remorse (Josephus Ant 13.11.1–3; and War 

1.3.1–6).  

4. Younger son of Alexander Jannaeus by Alexandra (Josephus Ant 13.16.1; and War 1.5.1). During 

Alexandra‘s 9-year reign, he opposed the Pharisees, whose influence his mother had sought. When 

Alexandra died in 70 B.C.E., she was succeeded by her eldest son, Hyrcanus, whom Aristobulus engaged 

in war, forcing Hyrcanus to resign his crown and high priesthood (Josephus Ant 13.16; 14.1.2; War 1.5; 

6.1). Hyrcanus was given refuge by Aretas, King of Arabia Petraea. In 65 B.C.E., Aretas invaded Judea, 

defeated Aristobulus‘ forces, and laid seige to Jerusalem (Josephus Ant 14.1.3–4; and idem., War 1.6.2). 

In this connection, Josephus refers to a certain Onias, whom he describes as ―a righteous man and dear to 

God,‖ and whose prayers for rain in a time of drought were miraculously answered. The followers of 

Hyrcanus tried unsuccessfully to force Onias to place a curse on Aristobulus. Instead Onias prayed that 

neither side would succeed, and as a result, the infuriated mob stoned him to death (Josephus Ant 14.2.1). 

Some scholars associate Onias with the Teacher of Righteousness mentioned in the Dead Sea Scrolls and 

either Hyrcanus II or Aristobulus II as the Wicked Priest. In 65 B.C.E., Rome interceded in the Judean 

affairs, initially supporting Aristobulus, but the following year Pompey decided to support Hyrcanus II, 

and Aristobulus and his two daughters were taken to Rome. In 56 Aristobulus escaped from Rome and 

appeared in Palestine, again claiming the throne. He was severely wounded in battle, captured, and sent as 

a prisoner to Rome with his son Antigonus. In 49 Julius Caesar freed Aristobulus, and supplied him with 

two legions in an attempt to recover Judea and weaken Pompey‘s political position. Quintus Metellus 

Scipio, Governor of Syria, had Aristobulus poisoned on his way to Palestine.  

5. The grandson of number four, the son of Alexander and the brother of Herod the Great‘s wife, 

Mariamne. His mother, Alexandra, attempted to obtain the high priesthood for her son by persuading 

Cleopatra to influence Antony. Consequently Herod deposed Ananelus and bestowed the office to 

Aristobulus. Alexandra renewed complaints against Herod to Cleopatra and, under increasing suspicion, 

attempted to escape with her son to the protection of the Egyptian court. In 35 B.C.E., Herod had 

Aristobulus drowned at Jericho (Josephus Ant 15.2.3; and War 1.22.2).  

6. One of the sons of Herod the Great by Mariamne, who was sent with his brother Alexander to Rome, 

where they were educated in the house of Pollio (Josephus Ant 15.10.1). Upon their return to Judea, their 

brother Antipater excited the suspicions of Herod against them, which were exasperated by the 

indignation the brothers showed at the murder of their mother. Aristobulus and Alexander were accused 

by Herod before Augustus at Aquilea in 11 B.C.E. but were temporarily reconciled with their father 

through the mediation of the Roman Emperor. In 6 B.C.E. the brothers were again charged with plotting 

against Herod but were reconciled through the efforts of Archelaus, King of Cappadocia, the father-in-law 



of Alexander. After being accused for a third time in 6 B.C.E., Augustus permitted Herod to arraign the 

two before a council which convened at Berytus. The brothers were condemned and strangled soon after 

at Sebaste (Josephus Ant 16.1–4; 8; 10; 11; and War 1.23–27; see also Strabo 16.756).  

7. Son of Aristobulus, discussed above in number 6, and Berenice, surnamed ―the younger‖ (Josephus 

Ant 21.2), the grandson of Herod the Great. He was educated in Rome with his two brothers together with 

the future Emperor Claudius (Josephus Ant 18.5.4; 6.1; and 20.1.2). Aristobulus lived at enmity with his 

brother Agrippa I. He accused Agrippa I of taking a bribe from the Damascenes, ultimately placing 

Agrippa at variance with Flaccus, the Roman Proconsul of Syria (Josephus Ant 18.6.3). Aristobulus 

joined the protest in Jerusalem against Caligula when the emperor attempted to erect statues in the Temple 

(Josephus Ant 18.8; War 2.10; and Tacitus Hist 5.9). Aristobulus was married to Jotapa, a princess from 

Emessa, by whom he had a daughter with the same name (Josephus Ant 18.5.4; and War 2.11.6). 

Aristobulus survived his brother Agrippa I, who died in 44 C.E. (Josephus Ant 20.1.2.; and War 2.11.6).  

8. Son of Herod, King of Chalcis, great-grandson of Herod the Great, and grandson of Aristobulus. 

Aristobulus obtained his father‘s kingdom of Chalcis from the Romans sometime after 52 C.E. when it 

was taken from his cousin Agrippa II (Josephus War 7.7.11). Nero made Aristobulus King of Armenia 

Minor in 55 C.E. and added to his dominions a portion of Greater Armenia (Josephus Ant 20.8.4; and 

Tacitus Ann 13.7; 14.25). In 73 C.E., Aristobulus joined forces with Cassenius Paetus, the Roman Consul 

of Syria, to fight against Antiochus, King of Commagene. Aristobulus was married to the daughter of 

Herodias, Salome, by whom he had three sons (Josephus Ant 18.5.4).  

9. A Roman named by Paul in Rom 16:10. According to tradition, Aristobulus was the brother of 

Barnabas, one of the 70 disciples, ordained a bishop, and was eventually a missionary to Britain.  

SCOTT T. CARROLL  

ARISTOBULUS (OT PSEUDEPIGRAPHA). Jewish philosopher-exegete who flourished in 

Alexandria in the 2d century B.C.E. He wrote a work in Greek, possibly multivolumed and entitled 

Explanations of the Book of Moses, of which only several short fragments survive. The exegetically 

focused exposition employed a form of allegorical interpretation and had an explicit philosophical 

orientation. In both respects, Aristobulus anticipates Philo of Alexandria, although there are important 

qualitative differences in their approach and outlook. Common to both, however, is a concerted effort to 

address issues of biblical interpretation in light of current Greek philosophical positions and modes of 

interpretation, and in doing so, show that the best of Hellenistic thought and culture had already been 

embodied in the Mosaic law.  

Five fragments from Aristobulus‘ work have survived. The first fragment, preserved in Eusebius Hist. 

Eccl. 7.32.16–18, is from an earlier treatise on the Passover by Anatolius, bishop of Laodicea (d. ca. 282 

C.E.). Here Aristobulus asserts that the feast of Passover occurs during simultaneous solar and lunar 

equinoxes, thus when the sun and moon are at polar opposites in their orbiting positions.  

The remaining four fragments, which are preserved in Eusebius‘ Praeparatio Evangelica, are direct 

quotations. Portions of these fragments are quoted earlier in Clement of Alexandria Strom. 6.3.32.5–33.1 

and 6.3.32.3–4 (Frg. 2); 1.22.150.1–3 and 1.22.148.1 (Frg. 3); 5.14.99.3 and 5.14.101.4 (Frg. 4); 

6.16.137.4–138.4; 6.16.141.7b–142.1; 6.16.138.4b; 6.16.142.4b–144.3; and 5.14.107.1–4 [+108.1] (Frg. 

5). Portions of Frg. 4 are also contained in Clement Protr. 7.73.2.  

Frg. 2 (Praep. Evang. 8.9.38–10.17) defends the biblical use of anthropomorphisms, based on 

interpretation ―according to the laws of nature‖ (phusikos), as opposed to a ―mythical and human way of 

thinking about God‖ used by those ―devoted to the letter alone.‖ Using a primitive, relatively undeveloped 

form of allegorical interpretation, Aristobulus explains biblical references to God‘s hand (power), 

standing (universal supremacy), and descent (the manifestation of God‘s universal majesty).  

Frg. 3 (Praep. Evang. 13.12.1–2) asserts that Plato and Pythagoras borrowed much of their teaching 

from an early Greek translation of the Mosaic law. This fragment represents an explicit, well-developed 

example of the tradition, which circulated in a variety of forms, that Greek philosophy is traceable to 

Hebrew origins.  



Frg. 4 (Praep. Evang. 13.12.3–8) explains the anthropomorphic expression ―God spoke‖ and further 

expands the argument for Greek dependence on Moses by providing a lengthy quotation attributed to 

Orpheus which contains faint echoes of the biblical text. It also contains a quotation from the 

Phaenomena of Aratus (ca. 315–240 B.C.E.), altered to show that this Greek author was actually speaking 

unwittingly of the God of the Jews.  

Frg. 5 (Praep. Evang. 13.12.9–16), which focuses on the sabbath, provides an allegorical interpretation 

of certain biblical statements, e.g., God rested on the seventh day. Through the use of number speculation 

drawn from various philosophical traditions, Aristobulus also interprets the sabbath as expressing the 

primal significance of the number seven as the ordering principle of the universe. He further posits Greek 

dependence on the Mosaic law by citing references attributed to Hesiod, Homer, and the mythical figure 

Linus attesting the special significance of the seventh day.  

There is strong evidence for dating Aristobulus during the reign of Ptolemy VI Philometor (181–145 

B.C.E.). ―Ptolemy the King‖ to whom the work is dedicated and addressed is identified by Clement 

(Strom. 1.22.150.1) and derivatively by Eusebius (Praep. Evang. 9.6.6) as Philometor. This fits with 

Aristobulus‘ own reference to Ptolemy II Philadelphus (283–247 B.C.E.) as the addressee‘s ―ancestor‖ 

(Praep. Evang. 13.12.2). Roughly the same period is envisioned when Clement (Strom. 5.14.97.7) and 

Eusebius (Praep. Evang. 8.9.38) identify him as the Aristobulus of 2 Macc 1:10, the leading addressee of 

the letter sent by Judas Maccabeus and the Judean Jews to the Jewish community in Egypt. This latter 

piece of evidence is controversial, however, since it may have influenced Clement (and therefore 

Eusebius) in their historical reconstruction (Walter 1964: 13–16).  

Conflicting, but less compelling, evidence for an earlier date during the reign of Philadelphus occurs in 

Anatolius, who identifies Aristobulus as one of the 70 who translated the Hebrew Bible into Greek 

(Eusebius Hist. Eccl. 7.32.16; similarly, one textual tradition of Clement Strom. 5.14.97.7).  

Aristobulus is clearly Jewish since he speaks of ―our Law‖ (Praep. Evang. 8.10.1, 8; 13.12.8; also cf. 

13.12.1, 13) and calls Solomon ―one of our ancestors‖ (13.12.11) and Moses ―our lawgiver‖ (8.10.3). 

What is clear from his writings is made explicit in the tradition: he is a self-styled philosopher. Clement 

(Strom. 1.15.72.4) and Eusebius (Praep. Evang. 9.6.6; 13.11.3–12.1 [title]) identify him as a Peripatetic, 

familiar ―with Aristotelian philosophy‖ (Praep. Evang. 8.9.38). The term, however, should not be taken 

as a technical description of a particular philosophical school since it had a wider connotation during the 

Hellenistic period. Aristobulus‘ philosophical position is more appropriately described as eclectic, 

showing traces of Pythagorean, Platonic, Aristotelian, and Stoic influence. 2 Macc 1:10, while 

problematic, suggests that he was of a priestly family and served as ―teacher of Ptolemy the king.‖ The 

latter may mean that, in keeping with the tradition of the sage who instructs the king, he tutored the young 

Philometor and addressed a didactic work to him commending Jewish wisdom as the true philosophy 

(Hengel 1973, 1: 164). But whether he exercised such influence in the Ptolemaic court at that time is 

disputed (Collins, OTP 2: 833).  

His role as exegete is reflected in Anatolius‘ characterization of his work as ―exegetical books on the 

law of Moses‖ (Eusebius Hist. Eccl. 7.32.16) and also echoed by Eusebius‘ own description (Praep. 

Evang. 7.13.7) of his work as ―interpretation of the sacred laws.‖  

An Alexandrian provenance is suggested by the close association, both within the fragments themselves 

and in the later tradition, of Aristobulus with Ptolemaic Egypt. This is reinforced even more if 2 Macc 

1:10 is reliable testimony to Aristobulus, since it specifically includes him with the ―Jews in Egypt.‖ 

Besides these numerous explicit connections, the philosophical tenor of the exposition, the allegorical 

mode of interpretation, and the broad familiarity with a wide range of classical Greek texts and 

philosophical positions fit well an Alexandrian setting. It has even been suggested that he was a member 

of the Alexandrian Museum (HJP² 3/1: 579).  

Earlier scholars seriously doubted the authenticity of the fragments, arguing that the presence of forged 

quotations within them and signs of dependence on Philo of Alexandria require them to be dated in the 

Christian era. More recent scholarship, especially Walter (1964: 35–123), has defended their genuineness 



by noting, for example, that the style of language and relatively undeveloped form of allegorical 

interpretation fit the Hellenistic period.  
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CARL R. HOLLADAY  

ARIUS, ARIANISM. Arius (256–336 C.E.), a presbyter of the Baucalis region of Alexandria 

(Boulerand 1964: 175), began a controversy ca. 318 (Schneemelcher 1954: 394) with Bishop Alexander 

of Alexandria over the nature of Christ‘s relation to the Father (Gregg and Groh 1977: 263). This 

controversy led ultimately to Arius‘ condemnation by the Council of Nicaea (325 C.E.), to the exclusion of 

his ideas from orthodoxy in the Creed and Anathemas of Nicaea, and to the movement known as 

Arianism.  

Nothing is known about Arius‘ biography other than a probable birth in Libya sometime in the 3d 

century and an ordination to the office of deacon by Peter of Alexandria and to the office of presbyter by 

Achillas (Williams 1987: 29–32, 40). Reports of Arius‘ death in 336 may be reliable, though the 

circumstances were embellishments of his enemies (Williams 1987: 80–81). Current scholars are divided 

on the extent of Arius‘ personal impact on the movement, between those who see Arius as an essentially 

isolated figure and those who see him as an influential member of the circle of early Arians (Groh 1986).  

Orthodox opposition to the emergence of a new wave of Arian theologians in the 350s, called in the 

scholarly literature Neo-Arians, led to the formation of the classic doctrine of the Trinity associated with 

the so-called Creed of the Council of Constantinople (381), which Christians recite today as the ―Nicene‖ 

Creed (Kelly 1972: 296).  

Kopecek has shown that the thought and liturgical emphases of these Neo-Arians should not be 

confused with those of Arius, especially, and the other early Arians (1979: 20–21, 25; Kannengiesser 

1982b: 54–57; Gregg 1985: 174–75; Gregg and Groh 1981: ix, 8 and n. 38).  

It is the early Arians (ca. 318–ca. 341 C.E.) who are most important in regard to biblical exegesis within 

the ―Antiochene‖ tradition of Lucian (Bardy 1936). In addition to Arius, especially important are Asterius 

the Sophist (d. ca. 341; also called the ―Sacrificer‖ because of his lapse in a persecution) and Eusebius of 

Nicomedia (d. ca. 342), bishop successively of Berytus, Nicomedia, and Constantinople. Although 

Eusebius‘ literary legacy amounts to only a single letter (Opitz 1935b: 15–17), his prominence as the 

acknowledged leader of the Arian movement after Nicaea and his favor with the imperial court were 

probably due to the fact that he was a patrician and a relative of the future emperor Julian (361–363 C.E.) 

(Barnes 1981: 70 and n. 79).  

A. Sources  

The sources collected and edited by Optiz (1935a–b) need to be supplemented for Arius by quotations 

and commentary in the writings of Bishop Athanasius of Alexandria (328–73 C.E.) and by the sources 

collected by Bardy (1936: 221–95; 1930: 266). Recently, an original text of Athanasius‘ Ar., one of the 

most important sources for Arianism, has been established as contained in the first two extant Ar. 

(Kannengiesser 1983 and tableau récapitulatif). Kannengiesser rules out Athanasian authorship for Ar. 3 

(1983: 310–68, 409), but his thesis that Ar. 3 was composed by Apollinaris of Laodicea (1982a: 994–95) 

or his school (1983: 414–16) is problematic. Ar. 3 should be considered to be most probably an anti-Arian 

writing by Athanasius from an as yet unspecified redaction or treatise.  

A major debate is also under way (Kannengiesser 1982b: 12–17; Williams, Hall, Kannengiesser in 

Gregg 1985: 1–78; Stead 1978) over the best text and the exact original wording of Arius‘ Thalia in the 

three systematic citations of it reported by Athanasius (Ar. 1.5–6; ep. Aeg. Lib.12; syn. 15); and attempts 

to uncover the metric scheme (Stead 1978: 40–52) have not succeeded in guiding us to a normative text of 



Arius‘ systematic thinking (Kannengiesser, Gregg 1985: 61). Doctrinal disagreements among the versions 

seem, however, overdrawn; and an attempt to attribute a Neo-Arian redaction to syn. 15, thus lowering its 

value as a source for Arius‘ own thought, has been advanced and disproved in the same volume (in 

Kannengiesser 1982b: 54–57). Firm judgments about Athanasius‘ general trustworthiness as a reporter of 

opponents‘ opinions must await a better understanding of his methods (Stead 1976: 129–35) and a sifting 

of the mass of recent scholarly literature on Athanasius (Kannengiesser 1985).  

The fragments of Asterius‘ Syntagma (Bardy 1936: 341–57) have recently been discriminated according 

to their two preserving sources by Wiles, who has shown that their content does not necessarily conflict 

with each other (Gregg 1985: 120). Asterius‘ Homilies on the Psalms (Richard 1956) Wiles has also 

shown to reflect differing, but not necessarily conflicting, emphases than the fragments (Gregg 1985: 

135). To the homilies adjudged Asterian by Richard (1956), Wiles has further authenticated homilies 1, 

10, 14, 24.4–15 (Gregg 1985: 140–44).  

B. Christological Emphases  

Scholarship of the last hundred years had tended to stress uncompromising monotheism, either Jewish 

or philosophical (Ricken 1969; Boulerand 1972: 101–74), as the central Arian motivation in 

subordinating Christ to God. More recent scholars (as chronicled in Norderval 1985) have ruled out such 

concerns and focused attention on the centrality of the Arians‘ distinctive Christology (Lorenz 1979: 223–

24; Gregg and Groh 1981: 1–42, 77–129). Against the insistence of their orthodox opponents that Christ 

was the eternal essence, Word, Wisdom of the Father, Arians stressed Christ‘s creaturely dependence on 

God‘s will, emphasizing the Son‘s limited knowledge of the Father (Gregg and Groh 1977: 266). For 

Arius and Asterius, these affirmations of Christ‘s creaturehood safe-guarded a true incarnation, in which 

the redeemer could suffer and save (Gregg and Groh 1981: 4; considerably extended, qualified, and 

refined by Wiles and Hanson in Gregg 1985: 135–37, 181–83). Thus our earliest (ca. 324 C.E.) systematic 

orthodox source against the Arians (Alex. Al. Ep. Alex., Optiz 1935b: 25) criticizes them for emphasizing 

all the Gospel and Epistle passages, including Phil 2:5–11, which mention Christ‘s passion and 

humiliation and for ignoring all those texts which, to the orthodox, stress Christ‘s common nature or 

essence with the Father.  

Thus, in opposition to the orthodox, Arians accented the creaturely commonality of Christ with those he 

was to redeem and, hence, Christ‘s importance as representative creature and model (Gregg and Groh 

1981). In other contexts they emphasized the special role that Christ played in the work of creation and 

salvation (Casey 1935: 10; Tetz 1952–53), as Wiles has recently suggested on the basis of the Asterian 

homilies (in Gregg 1985: 135). Thus they seem to have made a slightly different (but not necessarily 

contradictory) aim or appeal depending on the context: on the one hand, Christ is special, and even sole 

agent by which creation and salvation are accomplished; on the other hand, Christ is the model of the 

perfect (= perfected) creature.  

This double aim or appeal informs their use of the Christological title ―only-begotten‖ (monogenes) 

(John 1:14; 3:16; 1 John 4:9). It can mean the only creature brought into being directly by God, or 

firstborn (that is, first in a series), or even identical image; but the term always carried with it notions of 

―first Son‖ or ―favored Son,‖ rather than ―absolutely unique Son of God,‖ as in orthodox texts (Gregg and 

Groh 1984: 315–16; expanded on and corrected in Gregg and Groh 1978: 276–78).  

C. Uses of Scripture  

In their use of Scripture, the Arians excelled as rhetors and tended toward literal and typological 

exegesis. In dogmatic contexts, they used the Scriptures to provide terminological distinctions and 

definitions (Gregg and Groh 1981: 7–8, 21, 89–90, 166–68). In homiletical contexts, they, often 

rhetorically, pursued the moral meaning and application of texts and exhortation of the hearers (Casey 

1935: 10), as Wiles has observed (in Gregg 1985: 124–25).  

Traces of the allegorizing of scriptural texts as practiced by the Alexandrian school are absent in Arian 

exegesis. This absence makes claims that the Arian crisis was a conflict of Alexandrian hermeneutics 

(Kannengiesser 1982b: 1–4) problematic, though Wiles (Gregg 1985: 125) has shown that Asterius 

stressed the titles of the Psalms in his homilies, as did Origen and some of his disciples.  



The long-term importance of Arius and his circle for scriptural exegesis and interpretation seems to 

reside in their forcing Alexandrian orthodoxy to develop clearly its hermeneutic of Scripture (Ar. 3.26; 

Alex. Al. Ep. Alex. 35, Opitz 1935b: 25); and if Athanasius‘ later account of the discussions at Nicaea is 

to be believed (decr. 19–20, Opitz 1935a: 17), Arian exegetical strategy can be credited with forcing the 

insertion of a nonscriptural term ―of the same essence‖ (homoousios) into a key article of the Creed for 

the first time in Christian history.  

Bibliography  
Bardy, G. 1930. Fragments attribués à Arius. RHE 26: 253–68.  
———. 1936. Recherches sur Saint Lucien d‘Antioch et son école. Études de théologie historique. Paris.  

Barnes, T. D. 1981. Constantine and Eusebius. Cambridge, MA.  

Boulerand, E. 1964. Les debuts d‘Arius. BLE 65: 175–203.  

———. 1972. L‘Heresie d‘Arius et la ―foi‖ de Nicée. Paris.  

Casey, R. P. 1935. An Early Homily Ascribed to Athanasius of Alexandria. JTS 36: 1–10.  

Gregg, R. C., ed. 1985. Arianism. Historical and Theological Reassessments. Papers from the Ninth International Conference 

on Patristic Studies September 5–10, 1983, Oxford, England. Philadelphia Patristic Monograph Series 11. Philadelphia.  

Gregg, R. C., and Groh, D. E. 1977. The Centrality of Soteriology in Early Arianism. ATR 59: 260–78. A later revised and 

augmented version of Gregg and Groh 1984 [1975].  

———. 1981. Early Arianism—A View of Salvation. Philadelphia.  

———. 1984. The Centrality of Soteriology in Early Arianism. Studia Patristica 15: 305–16. TU 128. Berlin.  

Groh, D. E. 1986. Review Article: New Directions in Arian Research. ATR 68: 347–55.  

Kannengiesser, C. 1982a. Athanasius of Alexandria Three Orations against the Arians: A Reappraisal. Pp. 981–95 in Studia 

Patristica 17, ed. E. A. Livingstone. Oxford.  

———. 1982b. Holy Scripture and Hellenistic Hermeneutics in Alexandrian Christology: The Arian Crisis. Protocol of the 

Colloquy of the Center for Hermeneutical Studies in Hellenistic and Modern Culture 41. Berkeley.  

———. 1983. Athanase d‘Alexandrie évêque et écrivain. Théologie historique 40. Paris.  

———. 1985. The Athanasian Decade 1974–84: A Bibliographical Report. TS 46: 524–41.  

Kelly, J. N. D. 1972. Early Christian Creeds. 3d ed. New York.  

Kopecek, T. A. 1979. A History of Neo-Arianism. 2 vols. Patristic Monograph Series 8. Philadelphia.  

Lorenz, R. 1979. Arius judaizans? Untersuchungen zur dogmengeschichtlichen Einordnung des Arius. Forschungen zur 

Kirchen—und Dogmengeschichte 31. Göttingen.  

Norderval, Ø. 1985. Arius Redivivus? Tendenser innenfor Arius-forskningen. NorTT 86: 79–90.  

Opitz, H.-G. 1935a. Athanasius: Werke. Vol. 2. Berlin.  

———. 1935b. Athanasius: Werke. Vol. 3, Urkunden zur Geschichte des arianischen Streites 318–328. Berlin.  

Richard, M., ed. 1956. Asterii Sophistae commentariorum in Psalmos quae supersunt accedunt aliquot homiliae anonymae. 

Oslo.  

Ricken, F. 1969. Nikaia als Krisis des altchristlichen Platonismus. TP 44: 321–41.  

Schneemelcher, W. 1954. Zur Chronologie des arianischen Streits. TZ 79: 394–99.  

Stead, G. C. 1976. Rhetorical Method in Athanasius. VC 30: 121–37.  

———. 1978. The Thalia of Arius and the Testimony of Athanasius. JTS 39: 20–52.  

Tetz, M. 1952–53. Eine arianische Homilie unter dem Namen des Athanasius von Alexandrien. ZKG 64: 299–307.  

Williams, R. 1987. Arius, Heresy and Tradition. London.  

DENNIS E. GROH  

ARK OF THE COVENANT. A sacred object that represented the presence of God in ancient 

Israelite religion.  

———  

A. Designations of the Ark  
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2. Ark of the Covenant  
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1. The Ark Narrative  

2. Transfer of the Ark  

3. The Ark in Deuteronomy  

4. The Ark in P  

5. The Ark in Chronicles  

E. NT References  

———  

A. Designations  

There are two Hebrew words translated as ―ark‖ (Lat. arca ―box, chest‖) in the English: (1) ˒ărôn, 

ancient Israel‘s most sacred cultic object which was probably originally a box of some sort, and (2) tēbāh, 

the boat which Noah built. In addition to the sacred ark, ˒ărôn also refers to a collection box in the temple 

(2 Kgs 12:10, 11—Eng12:9, 10; 2 Chr 24:8, 10, 11) and the sarcophagus of Joseph (Gen 50:26). 

References to the ark appear in different formulations 195 times. Only 53 examples (a little over a quarter 

of the total number) refer to the ark without any qualification, and very few of these occur without an 

antecedent referent with a fuller name for the ark. It appears, therefore, that the qualifications are 

important for one‘s understanding of the significance of the ark in the various traditions (Maier 1965: 82–

83).  

1. Ark of God/YHWH. The ark is most often (82 times) associated with some divine name: ―ark of 

God,‖ ―ark of YHWH,‖ ―ark of the God of Israel,‖ ―ark of the lord of all the earth,‖ or the like. Most of 

these occur in the Deuteronomistic History; the rest are in Chronicles. In the Ark Narrative of 1 Samuel 

4–6, we learn that the ark was associated with the divine name ―YHWH of Hosts who sits enthroned upon 

the cherubim‖ (1 Sam 4:4; cf. 2 Sam 6:2; 1 Chr 13:6). This is usually regarded as the fullest and most 

ancient liturgical name of the ark. Some scholars have argued for the priority of the ―ark of God‖ 

designations (von Rad, PHOE, 115–16), suggesting that it was only at Shiloh that the name of the ark was 

changed from ―ark of God‖ to the more specific ―ark of YHWH.‖ But this is extremely difficult to 

demonstrate, as is the claim that the two sets of names represent two different strata in the ark stories. 

Indeed, the occasional juxtaposition of the two divine names (e.g., Deut 10:8; 31:9; Josh 3:3; 1 Kgs 2:26) 

and sometimes the translation of the names in the versions (e.g., LXX 1 Sam 4:3, 22; 5:2) suggest that the 

designations ―ark of God‖ an ―ark of YHWH‖ are probably to be treated for the most part as 

interchangeable names. The variations are usually stylistic rather than ideological. An exception is the 

name ―ark of the god of Israel,‖ all 7 occurrences of which are put in the mouth of the Philistines in 

connection with the ark‘s sojourn in Philistine territory (1 Sam 5:7, 8 [3x], 10, 11; 6:3). In the same 

literary context, the ark is most often called the ―ark of YHWH‖ by the narrator (1 Sam 5:3, 4; 6:1, 2, 11, 

15, 18, 19; 7:1). If any significance is to be attached to the specific designations in the narrative about the 

ark‘s sojourn, it is surely that the ark represents the power of Israel‘s God, the ―hand‖ of YHWH (see D.1 

below).  

2. Ark of the Covenant. This designation appears 40 times, 30 times with various forms of the divine 

name. Thus, one finds ―ark of the covenant of YHWH,‖ ―ark of the covenant of God,‖ ―ark of the 

covenant of the lord of all the earth,‖ and so forth. In all cases, the term ―covenant‖ appears to define the 

ark. The association of the ark with the covenant is typical of the Deuteronomists; it is their special 

designation of the ark. The statistic that stands out in this category, however, is not so much the places 

where the name does occur, but where it does not. It does not occur at all in the P work (Seow 1985: 186–

87). Instead of ―ark of the covenant,‖ P uses a substitute name for the ark, even though the covenant is a 

key theological concept for P.  

3. Ark of the ―Testimony.‖ This designation occurs, with one possible exception (Josh 4:16, which is 

generally taken to be a Priestly gloss), only in the Priestly material in the Tetrateuch. It is P‘s distinctive 

term for the ark; no one else uses it. The word that is usually translated as ―testimony‖ (˓ēdût) is actually a 



synonym for ―covenant‖ (Seow 1985: 192–93). We know this from cognates in Egyptian, Akkadian, and 

Old Aramaic. In Hebrew poetry ˓ēdût is found in parallelism with bĕr  t, the normal word for covenant in 

the Hebrew Bible (e.g., Ps 25:10; 132:12). In certain contexts, the Priestly writer uses ˓ēdût where another 

writer would have used bĕr  t. Thus, whereas Deuteronomy calls the tablets given at Sinai ―tablets of the 

bĕr  t‖ (Deut 9:9, 15), P calls them ―tablets of the ˓ēdût‖ (Exod 27:8; 31:18). It follows, then, that ―ark of 

the ˓ēd t‖ is P‘s equivalent of the Deuteronomistic ―ark of the bĕr  t.‖ Since P knows the word bĕr  t, the 

difference between the designations of the Deuteronomist(s) and P should be explored (see D.3 below).  

4. Allusions to the Ark. Outside the Pentateuch and the historical writings, the ark is mentioned by 

name only once in the Psalter (Ps 132:8) and once in the Prophets (Jer 3:16). This has led some to 

conclude that the ark was no longer in existence throughout most of the monarchical period (Haran 1963: 

46–58). It should be noted, however, that in poetic texts and cultic contexts the ark, which represented the 

real presence of the deity, may be known simply by the divine name or some theological term. In similar 

manner, divine images of Mesopotamia were not always called statues, they were regularly referred to as 

―gods.‖ Alternatively, the name of the god or goddess may be mentioned where the image of the deity is 

meant. Thus, the reference to YHWH dwelling in a tent (2 Sam 7:6) is clearly to be equated with the ark 

being in the tent (2 Sam 7:2). So, too, the expression ―before YHWH‖ or ―before God‖ may frequently be 

synonymous with ―before the ark‖ (e.g., Lev 16:1–2; 2 Sam 6:4–5, 14, 16, 17, 21; 1 Sam 10:25; 2 Kgs 

16:14; 1 Kgs 8:59, 62–65; 9:25; Josh 6:8; 1 Chr 1:6; 13:10 [cf. 2 Sam 6:7]; Judg 20:26–27). Related to 

this, the mention of YHWH‘s presence (pān  m) may also be an allusion to the ark (e.g., Num 10:35; Ps 

105:4).  

It is probable that Ps 47:6 [—Eng 47:5] refers to a procession of the ark, even though the ark is not 

mentioned by name (cf. the vocabulary of 2 Sam 6:15). The opening verse of Psalm 68 is similar to the 

incipit of the ancient Song of the Ark in Num 10:35 and is, perhaps, part of a liturgical text used in 

connection with the procession of the ark in the early monarchy. In Ps 78:61, there is an allusion to the 

ark‘s capture by the Philistines (1 Sam 4:10–11), but the ark is not mentioned by name. Rather, the ark is 

called simply ―his might‖ and ―his glory.‖ This verse echoes the designation ―the ark of your might‖ in Ps 

132:8. Some scholars argue, therefore, that the exhortation to ―seek YHWH and his strength‖ (Ps 105:4) 

contains an allusion to the ark. Indeed, this very portion of the Psalm is cited by the Chronicler (1 Chr 

16:11) as part of a liturgy used with the procession of the ark, albeit he places the procession in the time 

of Solomon‘s inauguration of the temple. In the same liturgy, the Chronicler quotes from Psalm 96, which 

states that YHWH‘s ―might and glory‖ (the same pair of words as in Ps 78:61) are in the temple (Ps 96:6; 

cf. 1 Chr 16:27). It should be noted that ―glory‖ (kābôd) denotes the ark in 1 Sam 4:21–22, where the 

capture of the ark is lamented as the departure of glory from Israel.  

It is commonly acknowledged that Psalm 24 contains an ―entrance liturgy‖ used during the procession 

of the ark. The psalm celebrates YHWH‘s cultic return as mighty warrior and glorious king (Cross, 

CMHE, 91–99). This return of YHWH was, no doubt, represented by the procession of the ark. The psalm 

was perhaps sung antiphonally, with those who led the procession and the ―gatekeepers of the ark‖ (cf. 1 

Chr 15:23–24) singing different portions of the liturgical text. Just outside the gates of the city, or the 

doors of the temple, the celebrants heralded the arrival of the ark:  

Lift up your heads, O Gates;  

Be lifted up, O Ancient Doors  

That the King of Glory may come in!  

Who is this ―King of Glory?‖  

YHWH strong and mighty,  

YHWH the mighty warrior.  

Lift up your heads, O Gates;  

Lift up, O Ancient Doors  

That the King of Glory may enter.  

Who is the ―king of Glory‖?  

YHWH of Hosts, He is the King of Glory!  



(Ps 24:7–10)  

B. Parallels  

In order to shed light on the antiquity of the ark and its function, scholars this century have tried to relate 

the ark to various cult objects in the ANE. Accordingly, the ark has been compared with the Egyptian 

procession barques on which statues of the gods were placed (Gressman 1926), the sarcophagus of Osiris 

or the Tammuz chest of the Babylonians (Hartmann 1917–18: 209–14), the step shrine of Petra which was 

known also among the Hittites (Reimpell 1916: 326–331), and ceramic miniature temples at Megiddo 

(May 1935–36), among others. Two parallels merit attention here.  

1. Tent Shrine. Early in its history, the ark was closely associated with divine presence. In fact, it was 

so closely associated with the presence of YHWH that it was thought to be an extension of YHWH‘s 

personality. YHWH was thought to be present whenever the ark was present. The ark led the people in 

their wanderings ―to search for them a resting place‖ (Num 10:33). Whenever the ark proceeded, YHWH 

would be addressed directly:  

Arise, O YHWH,  

Let your enemies be scattered  

Let your foes flee from your presence.  

(Num 10:35)  

By the same token, the homeward march of the ark was initiated by the call to YHWH to return (Num 

10:36). The martial language in these fragments of an ancient liturgy recalls the use of the ark as a war 

palladium (Num 14:44; 1 Sam 4:2–9). The ark was the place where the leaders of the tribes of Israel 

sought oracles for holy war (Judg 20:26–27; 2 Sam 5:19, 23).  

Such portrayals of the ark in relatively early sources has prompted comparison of the ark with the 

qubbāh, a pre-Islamic tent shrine of the Arab bedouin (Morgenstern 1945; Cross 1961). The qubbāh (cf. 

Num 25:8) was carried from place to place by the nomads; it led the tribes in their search for water and 

campsites, was used for divination, and functioned as a war palladium. It was made of red leather (cf. 

Exod 26:14) and contained two sacred stones (betyls). A bas-relief from a temple of Bel at Palmyra (ca. 

1st century B.C.E.) shows a camel in procession, carrying a tent whose red color is still faintly visible. 

Several Palmyrene texts indeed mention the qubbāh (Zobel TDOT 1 367). Variations of this cult object 

survived in the ˓uṭfāh (also called markab) and maḥmal of later Muslim bedouin. Some of these 

receptacles carried the Quran.  

According to Diodorus Siculus, the Carthaginians also had a ―holy tent‖ (hiera skēnē  which they 

carried with them to battle (Diod. 20.65). An altar was located near this tent shrine. Philo Byblius, quoting 

Sanchuniathon‘s ―Phoenician history‖ (ca. 7th century), speaks of an ox-drawn shrine among the 

Phoenicians (Praep. Evang. 10.12; cf. 1 Sam 6:7, 11; 2 Sam 6:3).  

There is a strong tradition in the Bible linking the ark with a tent. Referring to the capture of the ark by 

the Philistines (1 Sam 4:1–7:2), one text speaks of YHWH‘s forsaking ―the tabernacle of Shiloh, the tent 

where he dwelled‖ (Ps 78:60–61; cf. 1 Sam 2:22), although the sanctuary at Shiloh is called hêkāl 

(temple/palace) in 1 Sam 1:9; 3:3. (A common view is that there was, in fact, no temple at Shiloh and that 

the allusions to a temple are anachronistic retrojections from the later Jerusalem temple (Cross, CMHE, 

73; Haran 1962: 14–24). But it has been pointed out that both notions of the divine abode were already 

associated with the Canaanite high god, El [Seow 1989: 33–41].) In this connection, it is possible to argue 

that the tent shrine housing the ark was somehow in the temple (cf. the priestly gloss in Josh 18:1 about 

the establishing of the tent of meeting at Shiloh). According to one source, it was David who built a tent 

in which the ark was enshrined (2 Sam 6:17; 1 Chr 15:1, 3). Nathan‘s oracle is explicit that YHWH (i.e., 

the ark) had not remained (yāšab) in a temple but had been moving about ―in a tent and in a tabernacle‖ 

(2 Sam 7:6). According to 1 Kgs 8:4 (cf. 2 Chr 5:5), Solomon brought the ark in procession with the ―tent 

of meeting‖ and other cultic appurtenances—as if the tent which sheltered the ark was brought into the 

sanctuary along with the ark.  

There is no text more emphatic about the ark being enshrined in a portable tent than P, although the 

precise relationship of the ―tent‖ and ―tabernacle‖ in P is difficult to sort out. In P, the ark is hidden by the 



pārōket veil which was ―over the ark‖—even as the kappōret was ―over the ark‖ (Exod 30:6; 40:3)—and 

covering it (Exod 40:3; 21; cf. Num 4:5 and b. Sukk. 7b; b. Soṭa 37a). The verb ―cover‖ in this context is 

the same as the verb for the cherubim‘s overshadowing of the ark. It is interesting, therefore, to note that 

Josephus describes the wings of the cherubim covering the ark ―as under a tent or dome‖ (Ant 7.103–104). 

Josephus also reports that the ark and tent were both brought into the temple together (Ant 8.101). Jewish 

traditions suggest that the tent and the ark were removed from the temple during the destruction of 

Jerusalem (2 Macc 2:4–8; cf. b. Yoma 53b). Finally, the tradition of the tent shrine housing the ark is 

known in Heb 9:4 where the ark is said to be located ―behind the second curtain,‖ in a tent.  

2. Throne Footstool. The ark at the Shiloh sanctuary is associated with the divine name ―YHWH of 

Hosts who sits enthroned upon the cherubim‖ (1 Sam 4:4). This divine epithet combines the notions of 

YHWH as warrior and king. Moreover, the sanctuary is called a hêkāl, ―temple‖ or ―palace‖ (1 Sam 1:9; 

3:3). The royal background of the cult at Shiloh has prompted some to argue that the origin of the ark is to 

be located not in the desert, but in the urban centers of Canaan. The nomads of the desert, it is presumed, 

would not have used the analogy of kingship prior to the establishment of the monarchy. This is 

fallacious, however. The idea of YHWH‘s kingship is presumed in several archaic, premonarchical poems 

(see Exod 15:18; Num 23:21; Deut 33:5). Moreover, the idea of a tent dwelling for God does not rule out 

the concept of YHWH‘s kingship. The chief god of the Canaanite pantheon, El, is regularly depicted in 

iconography and in the Ugaritic texts as a divine king. Yet El‘s domicile is explicitly stated to be a tent 

(CTA 4.4.20–26; ANET, 133).  

In the Solomonic temple, the ark is placed in the innermost sanctum (dĕb  r), beneath the outspread 

wings of the cherubim (1 Kgs 8:6–7). Another passage says the cherubim were each 10 cubits high with 

the span of their outstretched wings 10 cubits wide (1 Kgs 6:23–28). The two cherubim together appear to 

have formed some sort of a throne for the invisible God (Mettinger 1982: 19–24). Cherubim thrones are 

well attested in Syria-Palestine. A beautiful ivory plaque has been excavated from the LB level Megiddo 

showing a king on a throne seat supported by winged sphinxes, with a procession of people paying 

homage to him. From the same site and period comes a tiny ivory model of an empty throne, again with 

winged creatures. The bas-relief from the sarcophagus of Ahiram, king of Byblos (ca. 10th century B.C.E.) 

likewise depicts a human or divine king sitting on a cherubim throne. A Punic stela from Sousse 

(Hadrumetum) and a scarab from Sardinia both show the god El as king on a throne.  

Scholars from early in this century have proposed that the ark was such a throne and that the cherubim 

were carved on the side of the ark. But this is problematic. According to the dimensions of the cherubim 

and the account of the emplacement of the ark, it appears that the ark was not the cherubim-throne. 

Rather, the ark was probably regarded as the footstool of the invisibly enthroned deity. As such, it is 

closely associated with the notion of YHWH‘s enthronement, but it is not the throne per se. It should be 

noted that footstools regularly came with the throne in the ANE. The cherubim thrones of the sarcophagus 

of Ahiram and the ivory plaque of Megiddo both show boxlike footstools at the base of the throne. The 

god El, the enthroned deity par excellence among the West Semitic deities, also has a stool (hdm, as in 

Hebrew) on which he places his feet (CTA 4.4.29–30; ANET; 133).  

It has been argued that when a treaty was sealed in the ANE, the treaty document was sometimes placed 

in a container which served as the footstool of a deity (de Vaux 1967). Thus, for example, a copy of the 

treaty between Rameses II (an Egyptian) and Ḫattusilis III (a Hittite) was placed at the feet of the images 

of Re and Teshub respectively. It is interesting in this connection to note that footstools from the Hittite 

kingdom were frequently box-like. Tutankhamen‘s footstool was also boxlike, as was Ahiram‘s. 

Footstools from Urartu were made of wood (ebony or acacia), and were sometimes ornately decorated and 

gold-plated.  

The ark is called the footstool explicitly in 1 Chr 28:2 in the words of David: ―I had it in my heart to 

build a house of rest for the ark of the covenant of YHWH, for the footstool of our God.‖ In Psalm 99, 

YHWH is said to be enthroned on the cherubim as a mighty king, and people are summoned to worship 

―at his footstool‖ (Ps 99:5). In a psalm that concerns the procession of the ark, a similar exhortation is 

issued: ―Let us enter his dwelling, let us worship at his footstool‖ (Ps 132:7).  



C. History  

1. Premonarchical Period. The precise provenance of the ark is obscure. The biblical traditions point 

to an early premonarchical origin, and there is nothing to preclude that possibility. The ark is associated 

with Moses not only in the late sources, but also in the earliest texts. The Song of the Ark (Num 10:35–

36) is placed in the context of the wilderness wandering under the leadership of Moses. A defeat of the 

Israelites in this same period is attributed to the lack of divine support: ―neither the covenant-ark of 

YHWH nor Moses departed from the camp‖ (Num 14:44).  

The ark was from the start a cultic and political symbol; its presence signified the presence of YHWH. 

According to the book of Joshua, the ark led the people in a conquest ritual (Josh 3:1–5:1; 6:1–25). The 

text is not written as a historical narrative about the conquest. Rather the interest appears to be in the ritual 

legitimation of Joshua and Israel.  

When the ark entered the Jordan, the waters were held back and stood in a heap (cf. Psalm 114). Its 

crossing, therefore, was equated with the crossing of YHWH: ―Lo! The ark of the Covenant, the Lord of 

all the earth is crossing over before you in the Jordan!‖ (Josh 3:11). The political significance of the ritual 

is never in doubt: that Israel might know that YHWH was with Joshua (Josh 3:7), and that all the nations 

might know that YHWH was with Israel (Josh 4:10, 24; 5:1).  

Upon crossing the Jordan, a sanctuary was established at Gilgal (Josh 4:19). Sometime after the 

establishing of the Gilgal sanctuary, the ark was moved. The mention in Judg 2:1 that ―the angel of 

YHWH‖ went up from Gilgal to Bochim is generally taken to be an allusion to the transfer of the ark. The 

site of Bochim is not known, but it is probably in the vicinity of Bethel (cf. LXX here assumes Hebrew 

―to Bochim and to Bethel‖). The verb used of the angel‘s going to Bochim is commonly used in 

conjunction with processions (see Ps 47:6—Eng 47:5; 2 Sam 6:1, 15; 1 Kgs 8:1; etc.) At all events, the 

ark ended up in Bethel where an oracle was sought by the leaders of the tribal confederacy, in preparation 

for holy war against the tribe of Benjamin (Judg 20:18, 26–27). Both Gilgal and Bethel were situated 

within the territory of Ephraim, as was Shiloh, where the ark was located prior to its transfer to Jerusalem. 

All evidence suggests that the ark was originally the emblem of the northern (Ephraimite) confederacy, 

and Gilgal, Bethel, and Shiloh each served as its central sanctuary at some time. This shifting of 

sanctuaries is recalled in Nathan‘s oracle: ―I (YHWH) have been moving about in a tent and a tabernacle‖ 

(2 Sam 7:6). According to a Priestly gloss, it was at Shiloh that ―tent of meeting‖ was established (Josh 

18:1).  

At Shiloh the ark was kept in the sanctuary, where an annual festival was celebrated (Judg 21:19; 1 Sam 

1:3, 21; 2:19). In the time of Samuel the ark was in the custody of Eli and his family, who traced their 

roots to Moses himself. It was at Shiloh that the ark was first called by the name of ―YHWH of Hosts who 

sits enthroned upon the cherubim.‖  

The ark continued to be used as a war palladium. According to the Ark Narrative of 1 Samuel 4–6, the 

ark was brought into battle with the Philistines near Shiloh. It was a desperate measure to avert defeat. 

However, the ark was captured by the Philistines, and when the news of its capture was reported to Eli, he 

fell backward, broke his neck, and died. The loss of the ark was mourned as the departure of YHWH‘s 

glory. According to the narrator, the ark was in Philistine possession for 7 months. Finally it was returned 

because it was causing the Philistines much trouble: a bubonic plague broke out in the Philistine cities.  

2. Early Monarchical Period. The ark was moved from Philistine territory to Kiriath-jearim, where it 

remained in the custody of Abinadab the son of Eleazar for 20 years (1 Sam 6:21–7:2). It fell into 

oblivion during the days of Saul. The Chronicler says that it was neglected (1 Chr 13:3) and Ps 132:6 

assumes that it was lost. Saul may be vindicated by 1 Sam 14:18, but ―ark‖ in that text is usually taken to 

be a mistake for ―ephod‖ (as some Gk mss suggest). So it may be true, after all, that Saul was not 

interested in the ark.  

Given its obvious importance for the unity of the N confederacy, it is surprising that the ark did not play 

a more prominent role in the politics of Saul. In the light of the league‘s punitive war against the 

Benjaminites (Judg 19–21)—a war that was waged after an oracle was sought before the ark at Bethel 

(Judg 20:8, 26–27)—it is possible that Saul, a Benjaminite, may have been at odds with the leadership at 



Shiloh, the new center of the league (cf. Josh 22:12). Saul‘s break with Samuel and the priests of Nob 

may be evidence of this conflict.  

In any case, the ark remained in Kiriath-jearim until David ―found‖ it there ―in the Highland of Jaar‖ (Ps 

132:6). The political significance of David‘s action is commonly recognized. In contrast to Saul, David 

sought to ally himself with the Shilonite confederacy. The ark that was transferred to Jerusalem bore the 

very name of ―YHWH of Hosts who sits enthroned upon the cherubim‖ (2 Sam 6:2; 1 Chr 13:6). That 

was precisely the name of the ark at Shiloh (1 Sam 4:4). David brought the ark in cultic procession into 

―the City of David‖ and set it in its place, in the tent. In his time, the ark continued to function as a war 

palladium from time to time (cf. 2 Sam 11:11; 1 Sam 15:24–29).  

By all accounts, David did not build a temple to house the ark. Rather, it fell upon Solomon to do so. 

Upon the completion of the temple, Solomon brought the ark in procession into the innermost sanctum (1 

Kgs 8:1–12). Although 1 Kings 8 is composite, with considerable exilic material embedded therein, it is 

still possible to discern a historical kernel. The gist of the account of the transmission of the ark is 

certainly pre-Deuteronomistic, as is a poetic fragment possibly from the Book of Jashar but now put in the 

mouth of Solomon:  

YHWH [LXX adds: ―has established the sun in the heavens‖]  

He said he would dwell in a storm cloud.  

I have indeed built for you a royal house  

the dais of your throne forever (vv 12–13).  

Although the temple was completed in the month of Bul (1 Kgs 6:38), the procession was not held until 

the month of Ethanim, almost a year later (1 Kgs 8:1–2). The inauguration was deferred probably to 

coincide with the autumn New Year, a season for the celebration of divine kingship. That was a time for 

inauguration and renewal of temples in the ANE. The procession also coincided with the Feast of Sukkoth 

(1 Kgs 8:2, 65; cf. Josephus, Ant 8.100), which is called ―the yearly feast of YHWH at Shiloh‖ (Judg 

21:19; cf. 1 Sam 1:3, 21; 2:19).  

Beyond the processions under David and Solomon, it is difficult to speak with certainty about cultic 

processions of the ark in the monarchical period. The ark is said to have had poles enabling it to be carried 

in cultic processions. In Solomon‘s temple, the poles were so long that their ends were seen ―from the 

holy place before the inner sanctuary‖ (1 Kgs 8:7). Psalm 132 alludes to David‘s transfer of the ark and 

may, in an earlier version, have been used in conjunction with that procession or with the one under the 

auspices of Solomon. Psalms 24, 47, and 68 should probably be dated to the early monarchy, and may 

have been used in ritual processions of the ark (Fretheim 1967).  

3. Disappearance. It is not certain precisely when and how the ark was lost; the Bible is silent on this 

matter. Some have conjectured that it was destroyed or removed in the monarchical period as a result of 

Shishak‘s raid in the 10th century (1 Kgs 14:25–28), or when Jehoash king of Israel plundered the temple 

in the wake of Judah‘s defeat (2 Kgs 14:8–14), or during Manasseh‘s syncretistic renovation of the temple 

(2 Kgs 21:4–6). The problem is compounded by the fact that the ark is not listed among the spoils from 

the temple that Nebuchadrezzar took to Babylon when Jerusalem was sacked (2 Kgs 25:13–17; Jer 52:17–

23). This does not, of course, preclude a different date for the capture of the ark (say, 597 B.C.E.) or a 

different fate for it (i.e., destruction).  

Several traditions place the disappearance of the ark to a date around the end of the 7th century and the 

beginning of the 6th. According to the Chronicler, along with his other reforms, Josiah ordered that the 

―holy ark‖ be placed in the temple because ―you need not carry it upon your shoulders‖ (2 Chr 35:3). This 

text is problematic; its veracity is difficult to authenticate. The Chronicler believed that the ark was still in 

existence in the time of Josiah, but it was in transition—as it had been at one time. Perhaps he was 

making the point that Josiah reinstated the ark which had been removed from the adytum (possibly in the 

time of Manasseh) and had been in temporary shelters. In any case, Jeremiah spoke—vaticinium ex 

eventu?—against overconfidence in ―the ark of the covenant.‖ The ark‘s presence in the temple gave 

people a false sense of security about YHWH‘s permanent presence in their midst. Jeremiah declared that 



people would no longer say ―the ark of the covenant of YHWH‖ (Jer 3:16). They would no longer 

remember the ark, visit it, or make it again.  

According to some Jewish traditions, the Babylonians removed the vessels of gold, silver, and bronze, 

but Jeremiah removed the ark and the sacred tablets and hid them from the Babylonians. This tradition 

may be traced at least to the historian Eupolemus (see Eusebius, Praep. Evang. 9.39). A similar account is 

related by Alexander Polyhistor of Miletus in the 1st century B.C.E., but he was probably dependent on 

Eupolemus for this story. In a variant of this account, Jeremiah hid the tent, the ark, and the altar of 

incense in a cave on the mountain from which Moses saw the Promised Land (2 Macc 2:4–8). Another 

source has it that Josiah hid the ark under a rock ―in its place‖ (b. Yoma 53b–54a; m. Šeqal. 6:1–2). 

According to a legend, an angel descended from heaven during the destruction of Jerusalem and removed 

the sacred vessels from the temple (2 Bar. 6:7). These accounts are obviously ways of coping with the 

unthinkable destruction of the ark of divine presence at the hands of Gentile invaders. More credible is the 

lament over the desecration of the temple and plundering of the ark during the destruction of the First 

Temple (2 Esdr 10:20–23). In any case, all traditions point to the exilic period for the disappearance of the 

ark.  

It appears that the ark was not rebuilt for the Second Temple. Jeremiah declared that it was not to be 

made again (Jer 3:16). There is no mention of the ark anywhere in Ezekiel‘s blueprint for the new temple 

(Ezekiel 40–48). In the spot where the ark would have stood, there was, instead, a ―stone of foundation‖ 

three fingers high (see m. Yoma 5:2). Otherwise, the adytum appears to have been empty. Josephus 

reports that such was the case (JW 5.5), and the Roman historian Tacitus concurs with this report (Hist. 

V.9). According to Josephus, when Pompey forced his way into the temple in 64 B.C.E., the Romans saw 

the sacred objects, which Josephus then enumerates without mentioning the ark (Ant 14.71–72; JW 1.152–

53).  

D. Theology  

1. The Ark Narrative. The narrative in 1 Samuel 4–6 recounts the capture of the ark by the Philistines. 

Scholars have demonstrated that the ark functions here as Israel‘s equivalent of the divine statue in 

Mesopotamia (Delcor 1964; Miller and Roberts 1977). The ark represents the presence of YHWH.  

In their battle against the Philistines, the elders of Israel called for the ark to be brought. The narrator 

reports that even the Philistines recognized the theological significance of the ark. They cried, ―Woe to 

us! Who can deliver us from the hand (Heb ―hand‖ = ―power‖) of these gods?‖ (1 Sam 4:8). This was the 

significance of the ark in the narrative: it manifested the power of YHWH (see Miller and Roberts 1977). 

Indeed, in this ark story as elsewhere, the ark‘s presence demonstrated the power of YHWH. Likewise the 

purpose of the procession of the ark in Joshua is stated thus: ―that all the peoples of the earth may know 

that the hand of YHWH is mighty‖ (Josh 4:24).  

In desperation, the Israelites brought the ark. The presence of the ark was supposed to assure victory 

against the enemies. But the ark was captured instead, and the Israelites fled (1 Sam 4:10, 17). Things 

were not supposed to happen that way with the ark. When the ark, representing the presence of God, came 

into battle, the enemies were supposed to flee (Num 10:35; Pss 68:2—Eng 68:1; 114:3, 5). In the Ugaritic 

myth, when the divine warrior Baal-Hadad gave forth his voice, the enemies fled to the forests (CTA 

4.7.29–37; ANET, 135). But in the Ark Narrative of 1 Samuel, it is YHWH‘s army that flees, and the 

enemies capture the ark.  

For the narrator, the ark‘s capture provided an opportunity to argue again for YHWH‘s power. The ark 

was deposited in the temple of the Philistine god, Dagon, in Ashdod. The next day, ―Dagon had fallen 

face to the ground before the ark of YHWH‖ (1 Sam 5:3). The wording recalls Joshua‘s gesture of 

penitence: ―he fell face to the ground before the ark of YHWH‖ (Josh 7:6). The Philistines raised the 

statue of Dagon again. But the next day, ―Dagon had fallen face to the ground before the ark of YHWH‖ 

(1 Sam 5:4). This time, Dagon‘s head and both his hands are cut off. Thus the hand of YHWH was 

demonstrated against the god of the Philistines; the hands of Dagon were cut off. According to the 

narrator, the hand of YHWH was heavy upon the people of Ashdod (1 Sam 5:6) and they were smitten 



with tumors. The people of Ashdod concluded: ―The ark of the god of Israel must not remain with us, for 

his hand is heavy upon us and upon Dagon our god‖ (1 Sam 5:7).  

The ark was sent to Gath and the hand of YHWH was against that city (1 Sam 5:9). When the ark came 

to Ekron, the people there concluded that it was brought there to slay them. Again, ―the hand of God was 

heavy‖ in Ekron because the ark was there (1 Sam 5:11). Indeed, the presence of the ark in Philistine 

territory showed that the hand of YHWH was against them (2 Sam 5:3). And so the ark was returned ―to 

its place‖ in Israel.  

2. Transfer of the Ark. The ark that David transferred to Jerusalem is called the ark of ―YHWH of 

Hosts who sits enthroned upon the cherubim‖ (2 Sam 6:2). The epithet brings to mind the image of 

YHWH as victorious warrior. Indeed, it appears that the procession appropriately follows YHWH‘s 

triumph over the Philistines at Baal-perazim. Having received an oracle from YHWH (we presume before 

the ark, cf. Judg 20:8, 27), David defeated the Philistines. Thereupon, he likened the victory to the divine 

warrior‘s cosmogonic defeat of chaotic waters: ―YHWH has broken my enemies like the breaking of 

Waters‖ (2 Sam 5:20; cf. 6:8). After a second oracle and victory of the divine warrior, David brought the 

ark from Baale-judah (= Kiriath-jearim) to Jerusalem. The ark was marched into the city with cultic 

dancing, dramatizing the victorious return of the Warrior (Seow 1989). Finally the ark was placed in the 

newly won place. With this dramatic procession, many of Judah‘s theological traditions may be 

associated. Some of the traditions may even have grown from that significant event—traditions 

concerning YHWH‘s eternal choice of both David and Zion and traditions about Zion‘s inviolability in 

the face of enemy encroachments. Certainly many of these themes may be located in Psalm 132, some 

form of which may have been used in connection with David‘s procession of the ark.  

3. The Ark in Deuteronomy. In contradistinction to earlier tendencies, Deuteronomy appears to 

downplay the importance of the ark. Accordingly, the ark does not appear anywhere in Deuteronomy in 

connection with the enthronement of YHWH. It is neither a war palladium, nor is it associated with the 

presence of God. The ark does not have that mysterious power that strikes people dead (1 Sam 6:19; 2 

Sam 6:6–8; Lev 16:1). Rather, the ark in Deuteronomy is, as von Rad says, a demythologized ark (PHOE, 

103–24). It is viewed merely as a receptacle for the tablets of the covenant (Fretheim 1968). It appears 

always to be mentioned incidentally. The narrator‘s interest in every case is on the covenant and the 

tablets that represent the covenant. So when the second set of tablets were commissioned at Sinai, the ark 

was also ordered—as if for the sake of the tablets alone. The author wastes no time in specifying the 

nature of the ark: it is a wooden ˒ărôn, ―box‖ (Deut 10:1), an ark of acacia wood (Deut 10:3). After 

YHWH had written on the tablets, they were placed in the ark (Deut 10:5). Likewise, when the ―book of 

the Law‖ was completed, Moses commanded the Levites to put it by the side of the ark of the covenant 

―that it be there as a witness against you‖ (Deut 31:26). The Deuteronomic ark has no significance by 

itself; it is merely a receptacle in which and beside which the covenant documents are placed. Nothing is 

mentioned in D about the cherubim, or anything else that may suggest the throne. Nothing is said about 

the acacia wood being gold-plated. The ark in Deuteronomy seems to be, simply, an ˒ărôn, ―box, chest.‖  

4. The Ark in P. By far the most detailed and meticulous description of the ark is found in P. Exod 

25:10–22 purports to be part of a heavenly blueprint which Moses received for the construction of the 

tabernacle and its appurtenances. The ark was then constructed by a certain Bezalel (Exod 37:1–15). 

According to the plan from on high, the ark was to be a chest of acacia wood, 2.5 cubits long, and 1.5 

cubits wide and high (i.e., 4 feet 2 inches by 30 inches by 30 inches). The wood was to be overlaid with 

gold on every side, with a molding of gold ―upon it‖ all around—probably upon all four sides of the ark. 

In addition, there were four ―feet‖ on each of which the builder was to then add a golden ring to hold two 

carrying poles. These poles were also to be made of acacia wood and plated with gold. The poles were 

always to be left in the rings, ready to be carried. The tablets (called ―the stones of ˓ēdût‖ or, simply, ˓ēdût 

in P) were to be deposited in the ark. On top of the ark there was to be a kappōret (covering) made of pure 

gold. It was to be as long and wide as the ark, but nothing is said of its thickness. This was for P a 

covering for the ark as well as a symbol of the propitiation of sins epitomized by the ritual before the ark 

on yom kippūr, ―the day of atonement‖ (Lev 16:2ff.). Two cherubim were to be crafted ―from the 



kappōret‖ (i.e., all of one piece), one cherub at each end of the kappōret. The cherubim were to face one 

another and have outstretched wings overshadowing the kappōret.  

There is no chance in the description of P for the ark to be mistaken for a throne, or the footstool of a 

throne. It is emphatically a box in which the tablets were kept. To that extent, P‘s description is like that 

in Deuteronomy. The cherubim are not part of a throne. They are small ornate handiwork on the covering 

of the ark, unlike the huge cherubim described in 1 Kgs 6:23–28; 8:6–7 which are separated from the ark. 

Moreover, in contrast to the creatures on cherubim thrones, P has the cherubim facing each other: ―their 

faces one to another, toward the kappōret were their faces‖ (Exod 25:20). Their outspread wings cover the 

ark. Thus, P leaves no room for the interpretation of the ark as a throne or the footstool of a throne. The 

ark was a rendezvous where God would meet the people, but it was not the locus of a throning presence. 

Such is the nature of divine presence, according to P: it is not confined to one place; rather, it is 

manifested from time to time as the deity wills (Lev 16:2). According to P, in the time of Moses YHWH 

chose to speak from between the cherubim on the kappōret of the ark (Num 7:89). That was a chosen 

place; it was theologically significant. While P admits that the ark may be one meeting point for God and 

the congregation, he takes pain to dissociate God from the ark (Seow 1985). The ark is associated with 

some form of the divine name 112 times in the Bible; but it never once occurs with the divine name in P. 

It appears that P was reacting to a misconception of divine immanence. Confidence in YHWH‘s presence 

had apparently become overly dependent on the ark‘s presence, so that the disappearance of the ark was 

causing an undue crisis of faith. For P the ark was not in any way to be associated with God‘s kingship; it 

was also not the indispensable mark of God‘s presence.  

Related to the issue of God‘s abiding presence is the question of the covenant‘s validity. Whereas the 

ark is called ―the ark of the covenant‖ (˒ărôn habbĕr  t), ―the ark of YHWH‘s covenant‖ (˒ărôn bĕr  t yhwh 

), or the like in 40 cases throughout the Bible, the ark is not associated with the bĕr  t in the Priestly work. 

Instead of bĕr  t, P uses the synonym ˓ēdût (incorrectly translated as ―testimony‖ in many English 

translations) and speaks of the ―ark of the ˓ēd t‖ (Exod 25:22; 26:33, 34; 30:6; etc.). But P knows the 

word bĕr  t. The bĕr  t for P is eternal and never to be destroyed (Gen 9:8–17; 17:1–27). The eternal 

validity of that covenant is indicated by signs, like the rainbow, that cannot ever be eradicated or 

removed. The ˓ēdût is never used of the covenant per se, only for the covenant tablets. Hence the 

instruction: ―you shall put the ˓ēdût into the ark‖ (Exod 25:16, 21). In this way, then, P was able to speak 

of the eternal validity of God‘s covenant with Israel, even in the face of the disappearance of the ark. The 

tablets may be shattered, but the covenant is eternal.  

5. The Ark in Chronicles. Many of the Chronicler‘s references to the ark are parallel to and essentially 

derived from the accounts embedded in the Deuteronomistic History concerning the transmission of the 

ark under the aegis of David and Solomon. There are distinctive elements in Chronicles, however. It is 

reiterated time and again that the sacred ark was to be handled only by the priests and Levites (1 Chr 15:2, 

12; 16:4), ―gatekeepers of the ark‖ (1 Chr 16:23–24) and certain ministers of music (1 Chr 6:31–32; 

16:37). By all accounts, the ark came into prominence under the patronage of David. The Chronicler 

states that the ark was indeed neglected in the days of Saul, and it was David who restored it to its rightful 

place (1 Chr 13:3–4). The contrast here between the negligent Saul and the pious David reminds one of 

the propagandistic claims in the royal inscriptions of Mesopotamia that portray the legitimate king as the 

―restorer of the forgotten cult‖ (Seow 1989). This view is certainly consonant with the ritual behind Psalm 

132, which the Chronicler quotes (2 Chr 6:41). Faithful David swore that he would not rest until the 

rightful place of YHWH be restored and the ark was ―rediscovered‖ (Ps 132:1–5). The procession of the 

ark by Solomon receives considerably more attention than in 1 Kings 8, but no significance may be 

discerned in most of the Chronicler‘s embellishments.  

E. NT References  

The Greek word kibōtos (the equivalent for Heb ˒ărôn) occurs 6 times in the NT. Only 2 of these (Heb 

9:3–5; Rev 11:19) refer to the cult object; the rest concern Noah‘s ark.  

The account of the ark in Hebrews 9 purports to be a description of the ark under the ―first covenant‖ 

which is superceded by the new covenant. The description is in substantial agreement with the account of 



P, although the name of the cult object here is ―the ark of the covenant,‖ which never occurs in P. The ark 

was enshrined in a tent behind the second curtain, together with the golden altar. It was gold-plated, and 

the cherubim were perched atop the covering (Propitiatory), overshadowing it (vv 3–5). The Gk word 

hilastērion used here to translate the Heb kappōret is found also in Rom 3:25, but it is impossible to know 

if the author here was thinking of the kappōret or the expiatory function of it. The writer of Hebrews lists 

the ark‘s content: a golden jar of manna, Aaron‘s rod that blossomed, and the tablets of the covenant. The 

jar of manna and rod of Aaron are both mentioned in P, but there the items are placed ―before the ˓ēdût‖ 

(Exod 16:32–34; Num 17:8–10)—that is, before the ark (cf. Exod 27:21; 30:36; Lev 16:13; 24:3).  

In Rev 11:19 the ark is called ― (God‘s) ark of the covenant‖ (hē kibōtos tēs diathēkēs autou), which 

represents a Greek adaptation of the Deuteronomistic name. In the vision of the eschatological temple, the 

disciple sees the ark in God‘s temple in heaven, with all the signs that in the Hebrew Bible normally 

accompany the theophany of the storm god, the divine warrior. So the ark is once again associated with 

the presence of God.  
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C. L. SEOW  

ARK, NOAH’S. See the NOAH AND THE ARK articles.  

ARKITE (PERSON) [Heb ˓arq   (ַףְשִרי )]. One of the offspring of Canaan (Gen 10:17). The -î suffix 

suggests that this is a gentilic, reflecting the inhabitants of the coastal Phoenician town of Irqata. The 

name of this town appears in Egyptian (˓€ qty/˓€ qtm), Hittite (ir-qà-ta), and Akkadian sources, including 

the 2d millenium B.C. Amarna letters (ir-qat, ir-qàt, ir-qa-ta, ir-qà-ta; cf. Hess 1984: 495) and 1st 

millenium B.C. Neo-Assyrian texts (ar-qa-a, ir-qa-na-ta-a-a; cf. Parpola 1970: 31, 176; for the second 

spelling as a mistake, cf. Tadmor 1961: 245 n. 49). The name of this town also appears in later Classical 

sources (Honigmann RLA 1: 153–54; Hawkins RLA 5:165–66). Irqata has been identified with Roman 

Caesarea of Liban, modern Tell Arqa (M.R. 250436), 12 mi. NE of Tripoli, where excavations have 

revealed occupation throughout the Bronze and Iron ages (Dussaud 1927: 80–91; Thalman 1978; 

Wenham Gen 1–15 WB, 226). Just as Gen 10:16–18 associates the Arkites with Heth, the Amorites, 

Arvad, the Zemarites, and Hamath; so also does a Hittite prayer mention Irqata in association with 

Amurru, and the Neo-Assyrian sources associate Arqa/Irqa (na)ta with Arwada, Ṣimirra, and Ḫamat.  
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RICHARD S. HESS  

ARMAGEDDON (PLACE) [Gk Armagedōn (Ἀπμαγεδων)]. The location of the final battle of earth‘s 
history as described in the book of Revelation. The word appears only once in the Bible and is Hebrew in 

origin (Rev 16:16). (See REVELATION, BOOK OF.) The most natural understanding of the Greek found 

in most manuscripts is ―mountain (from the Hebrew har) of MEGIDDO.‖ While the Greek spelling 

differs considerably from the Hebrew word ―Megiddo,‖ it is identical to the Septuagint transliteration in 

Josh 12:21 (ms A mageddōn), Judg 1:27 (ms A), and 2 Chr 35:22. Another transliteration of Megiddo in 

the LXX parallels the manuscript variant mageddōn (4 Kgdms 9:27—Eng 2 Kgs 9:27). Thus Nestle (HDB 

2: 305) considered an allusion to Megiddo the most probable explanation of the term ―Armageddon.‖ It is 

interesting, however, that the only place in the OT where the Hebrew adds a final ―n‖ to Megiddo, Zech 

12:11, the LXX does not transliterate, instead it translates ―Valley of Megiddo‖ as ― (the pomegranate 

grove) cut down in the plain‖ (ekkoptomenou).  

The region of Megiddo was an ancient battleground. There the armies of Israel under DEBORAH and 

BARAK defeated SISERA and his Canaanite army (Judg 5:19 and context). Later, it was the scene of the 

fatal struggle between JOSIAH and Pharaoh NECO (2 Kgs 23:29, 30; 2 Chr 35:22). This was such a 

memorable event in Israel‘s history that the mourning for Josiah was recalled a hundred years later (Zech 

12:11). Thus, if the writer of Revelation was alluding to this ancient battleground, its significance for 

ancient Israel made it an appropriate background to his description of the final battle between the forces 

of good and evil.  

Bousset (Revelation MeyerK, 399), however, pointed out that the phrase ―Mountain of Megiddo‖ is 

problematic. While the OT knows of a city of Megiddo (Josh 17:11; Judg 1:27; 1 Kgs 4:12; 9:15; 2 Kgs 

9:27; 23:29, 30), a king of Megiddo (Josh 12:21), a valley of Megiddo (2 Chr 35:22; Zech 12:11), and 



waters of Megiddo (Judg 5:19), it knows of no ―Mountain of Megiddo.‖ A number of solutions to this 

problem have been offered over the centuries and continue to be offered.  

Early Church Fathers, such as Hippolytus and Jerome, sought to locate Armageddon in Palestine, 

offering suggestions such as the Valley of Jehoshaphat (cf. Joel 3:2, 12) or Mount Tabor (cf. Judg 4:6, 

12). The first proposal to gain wide currency was advanced by the earliest commentators on the book of 

Revelation, Oecumenius (early 6th cent.—see Hoskier 1928: 179–80) and Andreas of Caesarea (ca. 600 

A.D.—see Schmid 1955: 1/175). Perhaps taking their cue from the LXX translators of Zech 12:11, who 

apparently understood mĕgiddôn to be derived from the Hebrew root gdd which means ―to cut‖ or ―to 

gash,‖ they argued that the kings of the earth are gathered in Rev 16 to the ―Mountain of Slaughter‖ to be 

exterminated. Supported by LaRondelle (1985: 23, 1989: 71–73), this view has never been refuted, yet 

does not attract wide support among scholars.  

F. Junius (1599) associated Armageddon with ―the mountain places of Megiddo.‖ In marginal notes to 

the Geneva Bible he suggested that the battle of Armageddon is God‘s reversal of the reproach His people 

suffered with the defeat of Josiah. Several 19th-century scholars (see Bousset Revelation MeyerK, 399) 

sought to overcome the absence of a ―mountain of Megiddo‖ in the OT by linking the battles at Megiddo 

with Ezekiel‘s description of Gog being defeated on the ―mountains of Israel‖ (see Ezekiel 38 and 39, a 

passage alluded to in Rev 20:8–10).  

Lohmeyer (Revelation HNT, 133–34) added a new twist to the ―mountain of Megiddo‖ interpretation by 

associating Armageddon with Mount Carmel, an allusion to Elijah‘s confuting of the prophets of Baal. He 

appealed for support to Ginza, a much-later Mandean work, where demonic powers gather on Mount 

Carmel to plan their final assault on the forces of God. Shea (1980: 160–62) carries the argument a step 

further by seeing a multitude of allusions throughout Revelation to Elijah‘s experience on Mount Carmel, 

with dragon, beast, and false prophet being the latter-day counterparts of Ahab, Jezebel, and the prophets 

of Baal. As in the original instance, the issue is settled in Revelation by fire and by sword (Rev 19:20, 

21).  

While the first two explanations are based on how the translators of the LXX understood the Hebrew 

Bible, a number of attempts at emendation have also come into play. Many 19th-century scholars (see 

Nestle HDB 2:304–5 and Bousset Revelation MeyerK) noted that the difference between har and ar in 

Greek is a simple breathing mark, and such markings are generally omitted in the earliest manuscripts. 

Thus armagedon could be the equivalent of the Hebrew ―city of Megiddo‖ (˓  r-mĕgiddô), an allusion to 

the fortress city which guarded ancient Israel‘s most critical mountain pass.  

Other scholars, beginning with an unsigned article in ZAW (1887: 170–71), gave attention to 

emendations of magedōn. In unpointed Hebrew mĕgiddô is identical in form to migdô which means 

―fruitful‖ or ―his fruitfulness,‖ ―his choicest gifts.‖ Thus, Bowman (IDB 1: 227) feels that Armageddon 

means ―his fruitful mountain,‖ a reference to eschatological Jerusalem (Joel 4:16–18—Eng 3:16–18, cf. 

Zechariah 14). This would associate the final battle scene with Jerusalem, as is also the case in Rev 

14:14–20 and 20:7–10. Charles (Revelation ICC, 2: 50) combines both emendations; Armageddon means 

―fruitful city,‖ which recalls John‘s title for the heavenly city in 20:9 (Gk tēn polin tēn ēgapēmenēn, ―the 

beloved city‖).  

One of the most popular emendations of magedōn was proposed by Hommel (1890). He suggested that 

the Greek gamma in magedōn is a transliteration, not of the Hebrew gimel but of the Hebrew ˓ayin. Thus 

har-magedōn would be a corruption of the Hebrew har-mô˓ēd, or ―mountain of assembly.‖ Torrey (1938: 

244–48) argues that Armageddon is a reference to Isa 14:13 where the ―mountain of assembly‖ is the 

heavenly court in which God‘s throne is located. In Isaiah 14 the King of Babylon is called the ―Day 

Star,‖ a term applied to Christ in Revelation. Thus, har-mô˓ēd recalls Hebrew mythology, where Mount 

Zion is the earthly counterpart of the heavenly throne room (Ps 48:3—Eng 48:2). Armageddon, then, is 

Babylon‘s final attempt to usurp the throne of God in its attack on end-time Jerusalem.  

Gunkel (1895: 263–66) understood Armageddon to be a name with mythic origins, probably based on 1 

Enoch 6 where the evil angels gather on Mount Hermon to prepare for their assault on the daughters of 

men. Bousset follows Gunkel in suggesting that behind this reference lies an ancient myth, preserved in 



Mandean works, which described the assault on the holy mountain of the gods by an army of demons that 

is gathered by evil spirits, then destroyed by the gods of light.  

The abundance of solutions and the great creativity with which they have been developed suggests that 

it is unwise to be dogmatic about the etymology of Armageddon. Nevertheless, current scholarship 

generally settles on a link with Megiddo or har-mô˓ēd as the best explanation of harmagedōn.  

The major difficulty with the har-mô˓ēd interpretation is the great linguistic distance between mô˓ēd 

and magedōn. While it is true that gamma is the only Greek letter that could correspond to the Hebrew 

˓ayin, there is no external evidence that mô˓ēd was ever transliterated as magedōn or even mogēd, 

whereas LXX evidence exists for transliterations of mĕgiddô and mĕgiddôn. Furthermore, the strength of 

Torrey‘s argument is largely diluted if one doesn‘t accept his theory that the Apocalypse is the translation 

of a Hebrew original.  

It is probably safest, then, to avoid emendation and to either follow the Church Fathers or Lohmeyer 

and Shea, or to consider the problem unresolved. Many arguments have been raised against the 

―Mountain of Megiddo‖ interpretations, particularly by Jeremias (1932) and Torrey (1938): (1) there is no 

Mount Megiddo in pre-NT literature; (2) the earliest exegetes never interpreted it in this way; (3) the 

mythical world mountain was never associated with Megiddo in apocalyptic; (4) in Hebrew eschatology 

the final struggle is fought around Jerusalem (Zechariah 12 and 14; Joel 4—Eng 3; cf. Revelation 14; 

20:7–10). These are, however, basically arguments from silence. They do not preclude the possibility that 

the author of Revelation saw elements of the ideological battle on Mount Carmel as decisive in the final 

battle between good and evil.  

In fact, as Shea (1980: 158–60) points out, Megiddo is often used to speak of something else in the 

geographical area. The phrase ―waters of Megiddo‖ (Jdg 5:19) is a reference to the Kishon River. And 

while Megiddo was not a mountain, it wasn‘t a valley either—it was located on an elevation overlooking 

the Plain of Jezreel or Esdraelon. Since the city was located at the foot of the Carmel range, ―mountain of 

Megiddo‖ could easily be a reference to Mount Carmel (1 Kgs 18:19, 20; 2 Kgs 2:25; 4:25). It was on 

Mount Carmel that fire was called down from heaven to prove that Yahweh was the true God (cf. Rev 

13:13, 14). It was there that the false prophets were defeated (cf. Rev 16:13–16). If John was alluding to 

Elijah‘s experience on Mount Carmel, he understood the battle of Armageddon to be a spiritual conflict 

over worship (cf. Rev 13:4, 8, 12, 15; 14:7, 9, 11; cf. 16:15; 17:14) in which all would be brought to a 

fateful decision with permanent results.  

As part of the sixth bowl plague (16:12–16), the battle of Armageddon comes at a pivotal point in the 

book of Revelation. It parallels the sixth trumpet plague (9:13–21), where military imagery is combined 

with descriptions of demonic beings. The gathering effected by the three unclean spirits (16:13) is the 

demonic counterpart to the gathering call of the three angels of Rev 14:6–11. The reference to the 

demonic trinity connects this passage also with chaps. 13 and 19, where the same characters are at work. 

And finally, the battle is described in other but parallel terms in 17:12–17. The sixth bowl plague is not 

the battle of Armageddon itself; it is the gathering of forces for the battle. The battle itself accomplishes 

the fall of Babylon, which is outlined in the seventh bowl plague (16:17–21), in 17:16 and in chap. 18. 

For further discussion see ISBE 1:294–95, EncBib 1:310–11, TDNT 1:468, and EWNT, 366–67.  
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JON PAULIEN  

ARMENIA (PLACE). A country constituting a series of plateaus joining Asia Minor to Iran. Great 

variation in altitude, terrain, climate, and plant life lead to strong regional disparities. Some mountains 

rear up to 17,000 feet, as does Ararat; they and their flanks impede travel. The prevailing E-W direction 

of the mountain ranges especially hampers N-S movement. The Euphrates River rises in Armenia, leading 

S; two other large rivers flow to the Caspian Sea.  

The Armenioi were known to Greeks from at least the 6th century B.C. Armenia is listed on the Behistun 

inscription of Darius, and received Persian governors. The Orontids, a line of Persian descent, ruled there 

from about 400 B.C., and assumed the title of ―King‖ after Alexander‘s day. Upon the defeat of the 

Seleucid Antiochus the Great by Romans and their allies in 190/189 B.C., the Armenian descendants of 

Artaxias formed a royal house which lasted until the time of Christ. A branch of the Armenian royal 

family also ruled in Commagene.  

Armenia‘s greatest impact on the world of the Bible occurred in the reign of the Artaxiad King 

Tigranes. He had grown to maturity as a hostage at the Parthian court, but was released about 95 B.C. in 

return for ―seventy valleys in Armenia‖ (Strabo 11.14.15.532). Tigranes married the daughter of 

Mithradates Eupator of Pontus and set out to aid that monarch in his long contest with Rome. He jointly 

raided Cappadocia, and conquered adjacent Sophene, thus extending Armenia‘s territory to a point across 

the Euphrates from Cappadocia. Tigranes eventually took to carrying off Cappadocians to populate his 

new fortress, Tigranocerta, near the upper Tigris.  

Tigranes linked himself to Parthia, sending a daughter for marriage to Mithradates II. He also proved 

willing to contend with Parthians for territory. The Armenian holdings rapidly expanded, as Tigranes 

recovered the seventy valleys and seized territories which were nominally Parthian. He overcame 

Atropatene, Gordyene, Osrhoene, Adiabene, most of Mesopotamia, and Greater Media. In Eastern 

fashion, he left kings in place, often married to his own daughters. Thus on his coinage appeared the 

proud title ―King of Kings‖ after Mithradates II died in 88/87 B.C.  

The Parthian monarchs Orodes I and Sinatruces could not prevent the rapid expansion of Armenia at 

this time. Nor could the last Seleucids. Tigranes crossed the Euphrates about 87 B.C., assuming the 

hegemony of Commagene and Syria (Justin 40.1).  

Tigranes took Antioch, effectively terminating the Seleucid Empire after more than two centuries. As a 

―successor‖ (diadochus) to the Seleucids, he continued their coinage and dynastic era. For fourteen or 

more years he ruled in Antioch, calmly adding to his territories and moving toward Judea. It escaped 

domination through timely negotiation and gifts, first by Alexander Janneus and then by his widow, 

Alexandra Salome (Sullivan 1970, chap. 5, §11 with n. 8–10 and chap. 3, §9.iii).  

In 69 B.C., Tigranes had to face a challenge at home, necessitating withdrawal from Syria. Near 

Tigranocerta, he fought the Roman Lucullus but lost. For the rest of his reign (down to ca. 55 B.C.), he 

remained in control of his ancestral kingdom, but no longer of Syria. The last Seleucids sought to resume 

rule there, but Pompey pointed out that Tigranes had conquered them and Rome had conquered Tigranes.  

In 67 B.C., Tigranes again took the field in Cappadocia, but an invasion of Armenia by his renegade son, 

supported by Phraates III of Parthia, drew him home. Tigranes gradually withdrew his support for 

Mithradates Eupator, thus dooming him to eventual Roman conquest.  

The reputation of Tigranes for inflicting discomfort on his neighbors masks his service to Armenia. 

During a long reign (95–55 B.C.), he brought it safely through the Seleucid collapse, the rise and fall of 

Eupator in Pontus, the advent of Rome in the East, and threats from Parthia. His family continued to rule 

there for over half a century more.  

King Artavasdes II (55–34 B.C.), son of Tigranes, continued his father‘s policy of marriage ties with 

Parthia. Nevertheless, he offered to support Crassus in 53 B.C. during an invasion of Parthian territory; 

Crassus declined and met disaster at Carrhae.  



Armenia could not be counted a Roman ally in the aftermath. Cicero in 51 B.C. camped near Cybistra 

―so that Artavasdes, the Armenian King, whatever his policy might be, would know that an army of the 

Roman people was not far from his territory.‖ He heard that ―the Armenian King was about to make an 

attack on Cappadocia‖ (Cic. Fam. 15.2.2; 15.3.1). Perhaps as a consequence of Carrhae, Artavasdes 

assumed his father‘s title, ―King of Kings,‖ on his coinage.  

Increased Roman activity against Parthia involved Artavasdes when Mark Antony proceeded against 

Parthia in 36 B.C. Among his allies stood ―the greatest of all, Artavasdes of Armenia‖ with a large force. 

Antony allowed him to guide the expedition, and found himself detouring by way of Media Atropatene, 

where Artavasdes had scores to settle. When Artavasdes abruptly withdrew, Antony had to face winter 

and a Parthian army; he extricated only a portion of his men.  

Antony seized Artavasdes in 34 and deported him to Egypt, where he died probably by Cleopatra‘s 

hand in 30 B.C. This proved a blunder, bringing no gain to Rome despite Antony‘s claim of an Armenian 

conquest. Armenians denied Antony access to their treasuries, one of his motives. The affair left a legacy 

of bitterness still discernible fifty years later (Tac. Ann. 2.3.2).  

Artaxias II, son of Artavasdes, succeeded without interval, supported by the nobility. With Parthian 

assistance, he maintained himself (34–20 B.C.) and even carried out a massacre of Roman residents in the 

kingdom. He appears to have fallen to a family conspiracy (Dio 49.39 f.; Joseph. Ant 15.104f.; Tac. Ann. 

2.3).  

The death of Artaxias in 20 B.C. opened a century of intensified maneuvering to gain control of 

Armenia. A series of Artaxiad descendants of Tigranes the Great carried out brief reigns with Roman 

recognition. After their eclipse about A.D. 1, two kings of Atropatene also ruled Armenia briefly, but the 

Parthian Vonones I replaced them about A.D. 7. From A.D. 18 to 34, a successful Roman nominee, Zeno-

Artaxias, proceeded from the dynasty of Pontus to the Armenian throne. Two Judaeans, descended from 

Archelaus of Cappadocia, tried to rule Armenia with the blessings of Rome. The first of these, Tigranes 

V, died in A.D. 36; the second, Tigranes VI, ruled Armenia in A.D. 60–62. Two Roman nominees from 

Asiatic Iberia also tried Armenia. Interspersed with these were rulers drawn from the Parthian royal 

house. (See ANRW 2/8: 300, 938; and Sullivan 1970, Chaps. 2 and 5.)  

The ―Armenian Question‖ in Roman-Parthian relations persisted. Long Roman supply lines precluded 

an effective military policy in Armenia. For instance, Corbulo‘s forces in A.D. 62 had to carry provisions 

by camel, and at times suffered real privation (Tac. Ann. 13.39; 14.24; 15.12). Romans also had difficulty 

delivering sufficient troops and had to rely on allies in Commagene and elsewhere. Armenians, both 

commoners and nobility, exhibited hostility to Rome (Tac. Ann. 15.27).  

A compromise in A.D. 66 allowed Nero to invest the Arsacid Tiridates as king of Armenia at a 

ceremony in Rome (Dio 63.1–7). This arrangement held for half a century with Arsacids ruling Armenia 

and recognized by Rome.  

Trajan tried to convert Armenia into a province in 114, but by 116/7 the Parthians again furnished a 

king for it. A long series of Arsacid kings appeared there in the 2d and early 3d centuries. Sometimes they 

bore Arsacid names reflecting in addition a grant of Roman citizenship, such as Aurelius Pacorus, ―Great 

King of Armenia,‖ known from an inscription in Rome (OGIS 382; see too ANRW 2/8, Parthian stemma 

after p. 938 and Magie 1950; 1528f. n. 2).  

Armenia suffered occasionally from other invasions, as when the Alans raided it sometime before A.D. 

137 (Dio 69.15). Parthians attacked it early in the reign of Marcus Aurelius, but in A.D. 163 the 

counterinvasion by Lucius Verus resulted in a Roman appointee as king, Sohaemus, whose name suggests 

descent from the royal house of Emesa, from which another Sohaemus had been chosen by Nero to rule 

nearby Sophene (Tac. Ann. 13.7). An invasion by the troops of Caracalla failed in ca. A.D. 215.  

The Sassanid Persian overthrow of the Arsacids about A.D. 227 led to a change in Armenia as well, with 

greater receptivity to a Roman alliance, since the Arsacid dynasty sought to rule on in Armenia. Between 

251 and 253, King Shapur invaded Armenia (Magie 1950: 1568 n. 29). In A.D. 297, Romans obtained by 

negotiation with Persia important satrapies along the Tigris in the vicinity of Armenia, but eventually 

returned several of these (Jones 1971: 224).  



From late in the 3d century until well into the 4th, a locally acceptable king ruled Armenia with Roman 

support, and a peace between Rome and the Iranians led to a much-needed period of peace. A portion of 

Armenia itself was obtained by Rome in A.D. 387.  

In early Byzantine times, further satrapies were detached, and the territory termed ―Inner Armenia.‖ The 

administration continued to be through local rulers. The legal system remained the ―old law‖ of Armenia.  

In Armenia, little essentially changed from the time of Tigranes to that of Justinian 600 years later. In 

those centuries, Armenia maintained its integrity and preserved the traditions which produced a long line 

of native kings in the middle ages, despite continued pressure from the outside. Eventually, emperors of 

Armenian extraction ascended the Byzantine throne.  

The claim has been made that Armenia became the first state to recognize Christianity officially, early 

in the 4th century. This religion slowly replaced the variegated pantheon of syncretistic Iranian divinities 

previously worshiped there, and it became a vigorous institution, like Armenia itself.  
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RICHARD D. SULLIVAN  

ARMENIAN VERSIONS. See VERSIONS, ANCIENT (ARMENIAN)v 

VERANCIENTARMENIAN.  

ARMLET. See JEWELRY.  

ARMONI (PERSON) [Heb ˒armōn   (ַאְשֹמִני )]. A son of Saul, probably the eldest son borne by Saul‘s 
concubine Rizpah, the daughter of Aiath (2 Sam 21:8). The name means ―my citadel.‖ Armoni was 

publicly executed (Polzin 1969) during a religious barley harvest festival along with 6 other Saulides in 

the early years of David‘s accession to the Israelite throne after Eshbaal‘s murder (2 Sam 21: 1–14). The 

present report provides two explanations for the execution: (1) bloodguilt on Saul and his house for Saul‘s 

killing of the Gibeonites (v 1) (Prado 1954: 51), and (2) Saul‘s breaking of a treaty that was established 

between Israel and the Gibeonites by Joshua, by seeking to slay the Gibeonites ―in his zeal for Israel and 

Judah‖ (v 2; Malamat 1955). Both reasons are presented as having led to a 3-year famine during David‘s 

reign.  

After oracular consultation to determine the cause of the famine, David is said to have called the 

remaining Gibeonites to him to determine how expiation could be made for Saul‘s action. They are said to 

have demanded that 7 Saulides be turned over to them so that they could execute them at GIBEON on the 

mountain of Yahweh, following the LXX reading (bgb˓wn bhr yhwh). The MT locates the place of 

execution ―at Gibeah/the hill of Saul, the chosen one of Yahweh‖ (bgb˓t š˒wl bḥyr yhwh). The MT 

reading reflects a substitution of Gibeah of Saul for Gibeon, and the further attempt to disguise the 

reference to Gibeon as the mountain of Yahweh by changing ―mountain‖ into the passive participle 

―chosen one,‖ substituting ḥet for he. The existence of a famous bāmâ sanctuary at Gibeon with 

Yahwistic connections (1 Kgs 3:5; 2 Chr 1:3–13 with much fictional embellishment) favors the LXX 

reading as genuine. In addition, while the adjective ―chosen‖ is used to describe Saul‘s legitimate choice 

by Yahweh to be king in 1 Sam 10:24, it is similarly used in connection with David‘s relationship to 



Yahweh and appointment of king-elect after Saul‘s rejection by Yahweh in 2 Sam 6:21. The expression is 

by no means unique to Saul or distinguishes him from David in the context. It is hard to understand why 

the author would want to stress Saul‘s legitimate royal associations in connection with the site of 

execution, unless perhaps he wanted to highlight Saul‘s fall from grace by reminding the reader that the 

family of the former chosen one was now being punished by the new chosen one. The MT phrasing is 

awkward, reflects the anti-Gibeonite bias that permeates the Deuteronomistic writings (Kearney 1973), 

and may have arisen from a pious scribe who was influenced by this bias and altered the original wording 

to harmonize with 1 Sam 10:24 and 11:4 (for another explanation, see McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 438).  

The bodies of the 7 were left exposed until rain fell, from mid-April until October or November, and 

their bones were subsequently buried together with the exhumed remains of Saul and Jonathan in the 

family tomb in Benjaminite Zela. It has been suggested that the execution was done as part of a fertility 

rite, in which the bodies of the dead would have been dismembered and scattered in the fields to bring 

fertility to the land (i.e. Cazelles 1955: 167–69; Kapelrud 1955:120).  
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DIANA V. EDELMAN  

ARMORY. See WEAPONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WARFARE.  

ARMY (MESOPOTAMIA). See MILITARY ORGANIZATION IN MESOPOTAMIA.  

ARMY, HERODIAN. See HERODIAN ARMY.  

ARMY, ROMAN. See ROMAN ARMY.  

ARNA (PERSON) [Lat Arna]. An ancestor of Ezra, the father of Meraioth and the son of Uzzi 

according to the genealogy of Ezra in 2 Esdr 1:1–3. Slightly different pedigrees of Ezra are found in Ezra 

7:1–5 and 1 Esdr 8:1–2 (cf. 1 Chr 5:27–40—Eng6:1–14). Though the name Arna does not appear in the 

Ezra text, the order of the names suggests that Arna is in parallel to Zerahiah in Ezra 7:4 (see also 1 Chr 

5:32—Eng6:6). The genealogy in 1 Esdr 8:1–2 leaves out Arna (Zerahiah) along with the two generations 

after him.  

JIN HEE HAN  

ARNAN (PERSON) [Heb ˒arnān (ַאְשָנן )]. The fourth son of Hananiah the son of ZERUBBABEL and 

brother of Obadiah and Rephaiah, in 1 Chr 3:21, the genealogy which records the postexilic descent of the 

line of David. The RSV follows the Gk and Vg. The Heb, however, makes Arnan the son of Obadiah and 

father of Rephaiah.  

RUSSELL FULLER  

ARNI (PERSON) [Gk Arni (Ἀπνι)]. An ancestor of Jesus, according to a textually confused part of the 

Lukan genealogy (3:33a). The reading of this name is adopted by the UBSGNT as part of a series of 3 

names which are ―the least satisfactory form of the text, a reading that was current in the Alexandrian 

church at an early period‖ (Metzger 1971: 136). It is also in the text of Nestle–Aland Nov TG. The name 

is not found, however, in many ancient Gk manuscripts of the NT, nor is it contained in the OT 

genealogies of 1 Chronicles 2 or Ruth 4.  
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ARNON (PLACE) [Heb ˒arnôn (ַאְשנון )]. A perennial stream whose tributaries drain much of the 

Moabite plateau on both sides of the Arnon gorge (modern Wadi Mojib). The Arnon‘s source is near 

Lejjun, ca. 10 miles NE of Kerak. From its meager beginning, the stream flows NNW for ca. 15 miles, 

and then it courses an equal distance to the W, finally emptying into the Dead Sea. The Arnon‘s mouth is 

just north of the halfway point on the Dead Sea‘s eastern shore, at Ras el-Ghor; its perennial flow makes 

the Arnon the most important river on the sea‘s E side. The outflow of the Arnon itself is greatly 

increased by the water of Wadi Heidan, which merges (from the N) with the Arnon 2 miles from the 

latter‘s mouth (cf. Mattingly 1983).  

The Arnon is named in the Bible 25 times, but it is most famous because its small, rapidly descending 

stream has created, through the millennia, a huge canyon along its E–W route. The section of Wadi Mojib 

whose N rim is less than 2 miles south of Dhiban is almost 3 miles across, from rim to rim. Its depth 

varies from 1,300 feet to 2,300 feet. Naturally, the wadi‘s length and depth made N–S travel in this area 

difficult—and certainly more time-consuming. Such streams, which cut across Transjordan‘s tableland, 

partially explain why the King‘s Highway was situated so far to the E. Because it bypassed the W edge of 

the escarpment and the deep gorges that run E–W, the so-called Desert Highway became an important N–

S thoroughfare. A major confluence of the Arnon is located ca. 2 miles E of where the modern highway 

(perhaps following the route of the ancient King‘s Highway) crosses the riverbed. This point is just south 

of Aroer, a site which the Bible frequently identifies as sitting on the edge of the Arnon. The biblical 

designation ―valleys of the Arnon‖ (Num 21:14) is quite appropriate for the convergence of canyons at 

this spot.  

All of Transjordan is subdivided into 5 smaller regions by 4 wadi systems that run from E to W, 

draining the water from the plateau into the Jordan Rift: from the N these are (1) Yarmuk, (2) Jabbok, (3) 

Arnon, and (4) Zered. The Arnon itself divided Moab into 2 parts. While the S boundary of Moabite 

territory was fixed by the Zered (modern Wadi el-Hesa), Moab‘s N border fluctuated. In times of strength, 

the Moabites controlled the land between the Zered and the vicinity of Heshbon ca. 22 miles N of the 

Arnon. After he reclaimed northern Moab from the Israelites, King Mesha repaired the highway that 

crossed the Arnon at Aroer (Mesha Inscription, line 26), an event illustrating the unification of both parts 

of Moab. When Moabite power waned, their domain was reduced to the undisputed heartland of Moab, 

the territory between the Zered and the Arnon. Thus, the Arnon served as a natural boundary when 

political and military factors assigned it that purpose, but it was not enough of a barrier to create cultural 

differences on its two sides.  

As noted above, the Arnon sometimes served as a boundary between the Moabites, Amorites (Num 

21:13, 24, 26; and 22:36), and the Israelites (Deut 2:24, 36; 3:8, 16; Josh 13:16; 2 Kgs 10:33; cf. 2 Sam 

24:5). References to the Arnon in the oracles of Isaiah (16:2) and Jeremiah (48:20) allude to its status as 

an important point in the N–S route through Moab.  
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ARODI (PERSON) [Heb ˒arôd   (ַאשוִדי )]. Var. AROD. ARODITES. The 6th of 7 sons of Gad named 

in the genealogy relating Joseph to Jacob (Gen 46:16). In a parallel genealogy which identifies the clans 

that constituted the 40,500 Gadites in the wilderness census (Num 26:17—LXX 26:26), the personal 

name is Arod (Heb ˒arôd) and the clan name is Arodites (Heb ˒arôd  ). Several factors favor the long 

spelling: (1) the names of 5 of Gad‘s sons have the î ending, in both lists (Gen 46:16 = Num 26:15–17—

LXX 26:24–27); (2) the LXX, Syr, and Samaritan Pentateuch texts read the î ending in Num 26:17; (3) in 

this sequence of names with the same ending, the î could easily have dropped out. Regardless of the 

original spelling, there is no doubt that the two genealogies list the same person.  

JOEL C. SLAYTON  



AROER (PLACE) [Heb ˓arō˓ēr (ַףשֵֹףש )]. AROERITE. Since it is likely that the name means ―crest of 
a mountain‖ or ―juniper,‖ such frequent use of this place-name is not unusual.  

1. The overwhelming number of references to a place named Aroer are made in connection with the so-

called ―Aroer on the Arnon.‖ This settlement, more properly viewed as a fortress throughout most of its 

history, was situated on the N rim of Wadi el-Mujib, the biblical River Arnon. In fact, many of the 

biblical verses that mention this particular Aroer refer specifically to its location on the edge of the 

spectacular canyon that the Mujib has formed (e.g., Deut 2:36; 4:48; Josh 12:2; 13:16). Aroer‘s strategic 

location made it a natural checkpoint on a territorial border, as in the day of the Amorite kingdom of 

Sihon (Deut 4:48; Josh 12:2; cf. Judg 11:22) and during the Hebrew conquest and settlement in 

Transjordan (Deut 2:36; Josh 13:9). In both of these cases, the Arnon and, consequently, the fortress of 

Aroer marked the frontier with Moabite territory, to the S of the Arnon.  

According to Num 32:34, Aroer was refortified by the Israelite tribe of Gad, though it was originally 

assigned to the Reubenites (Josh 13:16). At the time of David‘s census, Aroer was a logical starting point 

for the numbering of Hebrews who lived E of the Jordan. Aroer‘s strategic significance on the rim of the 

Arnon is highlighted again in the 2d half of the 9th century B.C., when Aroer is named as the S limit of the 

Syrian king Hazael‘s control of Transjordan (2 Kings 10:33). Very important is the reference to Aroer in 

line 26 of the Mesha Inscription (ca. 830 B.C.), where the Moabite king Mesha was credited with 

refortifying the site after his victory over Israel. Aroer was under Moabite control when it is mentioned 

for the last time in the Bible, in Jer 48:19.  

Ancient Aroer is linked with certainty to the site of a small Arab village—and its imposing tell—named 

˓Ara˓ir, which is located ca. 3 miles SE of Dhiban (biblical Dibon) and 21/2 miles E of the so-called 

King‘s Highway (M.R. 228097). Excavations were conducted in 3 seasons of fieldwork, from 1964 to 

1966, by a Spanish team which was under the direction of Emilio Olávarri (EAEHL 1: 98–100). ˓Ara˓ir 

yielded pottery and other artifacts that dated from ca. 2250 B.C. until the 3d century A.D., though the site 

was not occupied continuously over this long period. There was, for example, an occupational gap during 

the Middle Bronze Age, but evidence from the Late Bronze Age and Iron Age was recovered. The most 

important excavated structure is a fortress that measures ca. 50 yards on each side and was built of large 

blocks of stone laid in header-stretcher style. Olávarri attributes the construction of this fortress to Mesha.  

2. Located in Transjordan and mentioned in Josh 13:25 and Judg 11:33. According to the former, this 

Aroer was ―E of [―opposite‖ or ―before‖] Rabbah‖ (M.R. 238151) (modern Amman) and formed part of 

the boundary between the Israelite tribe of Gad‘s territory and Ammonite country. This description has 

been used to place this Aroer in the vicinity of es-Sweiwina, which is located south of Amman, but no 

excavations have been made that allow scholars to identify the location of this second Transjordanian 

Aroer with any certainty.  

3. Place located E of the Jordan Rift has become known because of its appearance in the Heb text—and 

in the King James Version—in Isa 17:2a [―the cities of Aroer are deserted‖]. If this reading is followed, it 

would seem to indicate that there was another Aroer in the neighborhood of Damascus. While this is 

possible, many translations, including the RSV, omit any reference to an Aroer by following the LXX and 

rendering 17:2a as ―her cities will be deserted for ever.‖  

4. Place located in the Bible to the W of the Jordan (1 Sam. 30:28). In this verse, the Hebrew historian 

says that David distributed loot to the elders of Aroer, after he recovered his wives from the Amalekites 

who had raided Ziklag. It is assumed that this was the home of Hotham the Aroerite, father of two of 

David‘s ―mighty men‖ (1 Chron 11:44). Since the time of Edward Robinson‘s 1838 travels through 

Palestine, this Aroer has been linked with the Negev site of ˓Ar˓arah, which is located ca. 12 miles SE of 

BEER-SHEBA (M.R. 148062).  

˓Ar˓arah was excavated between 1975 and 1981 by A. Biran and R. Cohen. They concluded that this 5-

acre site was first settled in the 7th century B.C. and was occupied, intermittently, until ca. A.D. 70. 

Though it is possible that further excavations might uncover remains from the 11th or 10th centuries B.C., 

it does not appear that ˓Ar˓arah was occupied in the time of David. Biran has suggested that Davidic 



Aroer can be identified with Tel Esdar, which is located ca. 11/2 miles N of ˓Ar˓arah, and that the name 

Aroer was transferred to the latter site when it was founded in the 7th century B.C. Excavations at Tel 

Esdar did recover remains from the 11th–10th centuries B.C., but there is no other assurance that Biran‘s 

suggestion is correct.  

The name Adadah (Josh 15:22) may be a corruption of ˓Ar˓ara, another form for Aroer; the LXX reads 

Aruel for this place-name. It has also been identified with Khirbet ˓Ar˓arah, though this, too, is uncertain.  
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AROM (PERSON) [Gk Arom (Ἀπομ)]. Ancestor of a family returned from exile in Babylon with 

Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 5:16). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have been compiled from Ezra and 

Nehemiah, this family does not appear among their lists of returning exiles (cf. Ezra 2:17; Neh 7:23). 

Omissions such as this also raise questions about 1 Esdras being used as a source by Ezra or Nehemiah. 

Furthermore, problems associated with dating events and persons described in 1 Esdras have cast doubt 

on the historicity of the text. Fritsch (IDB 1: 231) indicates that Arom may be a variant of HASHUM 

found in Ezra 2:19 and Neh 7:22. Although this is possible, the location of Hashum differs in the 

sequence of names found in Ezra 2 and Nehemiah 7, and Hashum (Gk Asom) itself occurs in 1 Esdr 9:33.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

AROMATIC CANE. See PERFUMES AND SPICES.  

ARPACHSHAD (PERSON) [Heb ˒arpaḥšad (ַאְשַפְחַשד )]. 1. A son of Shem and the father of 

Shelah in the MT (Gen 10:22, 24). In the LXX and in the NT (Luke 3:36; cf. also Jubilees 8:1), Cainan is 

inserted in the genealogy between Arpachshad and Shelah. In the MT, the lifespan of Arpachshad is given 

as 438 years, with thirty-five as the age at which he fathered Shelah. Analyses of the personal name have 

included: the 1st part of the name as the geographic name Arrapḫa, probably situated at modern Kirkuk; 

and the 2d part of the name as kaśd  m, the gentilic, Chaldeans. This analysis of the first name would 

seemingly locate the name in the geographic context of Arpachshad‘s brothers (Gen 10:22) and assign it a 

Hurrian etymology (Albright 1924: 388–89; Cazelles POTT 22). Cf. also the suggestion of Gordon (IDB 

1: 231) to identify the 1st 3 letters with the putative Hurrian element arip. This understanding of the 2d 

element might explain the absence of Babylon in the Table of Nations (Simons 1959: 9–10). However, 

these interpretations fail to explain the entire name. The patah-šĕwā pattern, repeated 3 times, may 

suggest an artificiality in the pronunciation, reflecting an early loss of the original understanding of the 

six-consonant, non-Semitic (?) name. Two problems arise related to the mention of Arpachshad in Gen 

11:10. First, the verse describes Shem as begetting Arpachshad 2 years after the flood when he was 100 

years old. If Noah fathered Shem at 500 (Gen 5:32) and the Flood occurred in his 600th year (Gen 7:6, 

11), then a discrepancy of 2 years appears. A temporal interpretation of the waw-consecutives in Gen 5:32 

(Cryer 1985: 247–248), combined with Shem‘s position as 2d born (Cassuto Genesis, pp. 260–61), allows 

for a period of 2 years. Then Shem would have been born in Noah‘s 502d year and Arpachshad in Noah‘s 

602d year (Cryer 1985: 247–48). A second problem arises when it is observed that the genealogies 

designate the eldest son of the new generation by listing him first or alone. This occurs in Gen 11:10–11 

with Arpachshad. However, in Gen 10:22 Arpachshad appears 3d among the offspring of Shem. Unlike 

Genesis 11, which relates Abram‘s ancestry to Shem, Genesis 10 describes the geographical distribution 

of peoples in the known world. The ―brothers‖ of Arpachshad are all gentilic or geographic names, and 

the order of the names in the text has nothing to do with order of birth.  

2. The leader of the Medes who was defeated by Nebuchadrezzar (Jdt 1: 1). This figure is otherwise 

unknown in ancient sources. Attempts to identify Arpachshad with a Scythian king and to argue for an 

Iranian etymology are speculative (Brandenstein 1954: 60, 62).  
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RICHARD S. HESS  

ARPAD (PLACE) [Heb ˒arpād (ַאְשָפד )]. City in N Syria identified with modern Tell Rifaat (36° 28´ 

N; 37° 06´ E). Biblical references (2 Kgs 18:34 = Isa 36:19; 2 Kgs 19:13 = Isa 37:13; Isa 10:9; and Jer 

49:23) to its conquest by Assyria reflect Arpad‘s importance in the 9th and 8th centuries B.C.E. when it 

served as capital of the land of Bit-Agusi. A series of archaeological excavations at Arpad in the 1950s 

and 1960s by M. V. Seton-Williams and of the surrounding region in the 1970s by J. Matthers (1981) 

have uncovered architectural, ceramic, osteological, and other types of remains which span from the 

Chalcolithic in the 5th millennium B.C.E. to the Islamic era.  

The main sources for the history of Arpad in the 9th and 8th centuries B.C.E. are Assyrian historical 

texts. The records of Adad-nirari III (810–783) mark the first known reference to the place as Arpad, but 

more common names include Yakhan and Bit-Agusi. Despite intermittent independence, Arpad paid 

tribute to Assurnasirpal (885–860), and suffered significant attacks from Shalmaneser III in 849 and 

Adad-nirari III in 805. Perhaps describing events in 796, Zakkur of Hamath reports in his Aram 

inscription (KAI, #202) that he was delivered, possibly with the help of Adad-nirari III, from an attacking 

coalition headed by Bargush (= Atar-shumki?) of Arpad. Mati˒-ilu of Arpad concluded a treaty with 

Ashur-nirari V (754–746) in 754, and later, as recorded in the Sefire inscriptions (KAI, #222), another 

with a still obscure Bar-ga˒yah of ktk. Mati˒-ilu‘s apparent revolt led to the conquest and reduction of 

Arpad to an Assyrian province by Tiglath-pileser III in 740. After 740 Arpad never regained its former 

power, although it did participate in an uprising suppressed by Sargon in 720.  

Precise reconstruction of the royal line of Arpad in the 9th and 8th centuries B.C.E. remains a difficult 

problem. W. Pitard‘s (1988) recent identification of a certain Attar-hamek in the much discussed Melqart 

Stele may suggest the existence of previously unrecognized kings of Arpad. However, the numerous 

uncertainties associated with the stele, ascribed to the kingdom of Damascus by many scholars, leaves the 

following relative chronology as the most certain: Agusi (1st half of 9th century); Arame (ca. 858–ca. 

834); Atar-shumki (ca. 805–ca. 796?); and Mati˒-ilu (ca. 754?–740).  
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HECTOR AVALOS  

ARPHAXAD (PERSON) [Gk Arphaxad (Ἀπυαξαδ)]. 1. Ruler over the Medes (Jdt 1:1). He rebuilt the 

wall of Ecbatana, and was defeated by Nebuchadnezzar in the mountains of Rages.  

However, according to our historical sources, no Persian or Median king by the name of Arphaxad ever 

existed. Therefore, the character is usually considered fictitious, although Ball suggests that the name may 

be a corruption of ―Arbaces,‖ the name of the first Median king. The name is probably taken from the 

book of Genesis, where it is given as Arpachshad (Heb ˒arpakšad). He is the 3d son of Shem, born after 

the flood, who became the grandfather of Eber, the ancestor of Abraham. The name Arpachshad may be 

geographic in origin, indicating an area of Mesopotamia.  

2. Ancestor of Jesus (Luke 3:36). See ARPACHSHAD.  
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ARSACES (PERSON) [Gk Arsakēs (Ἀπςακηρ)]. Name or title of Parthian kings, including the one who 

captured Demetrius II (1 Macc 14:2–3). The name may have been simply a title used by Parthian kings 

who claimed descent from Artaxerxes II, whose name was Arsaces before he took the Persian throne.  

Appian (Syrian Wars 67) identifies the Arsaces who captured Demetrius II with Phraates (176–171 

B.C.E.). However, his dates are 30 years too early. It must have been his younger brother, Mithradates I 

(171–138).  

This Arsaces influenced Jewish history in 165, when Antiochus IV marched E, perhaps because of 

Parthian threats. On his return to Syria after a defeat by Mithradates I, Antiochus died at Gabae. 

Mithradates was then able to conquer Media and Mesopotamia.  

Jewish history mentions him explicitly because in 142 Demetrius II mustered an international army to 

invade Mesopotamia. The purpose was to secure Mesopotamia for the Seleucids and to raise a force 

strong enough to defeat Trypho, a pretender to the Seleucid throne. After some initial successes, Arsaces 

Mithradates defeated Demetrius‘ army and captured Demetrius (1 Macc 14:2–3). Mithradates treated 

Demetrius very well and even gave the prisoner his own daughter, Rhodogune, in marriage. Mithradates 

died in 138. Demetrius remained a Parthian prisoner until 130, when Arsaces Phraates II set him free 

during an unsuccessful invasion by Demetrius‘ brother, Antiochus VII.  
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MITCHELL C. PACWA  

ART AND ARCHITECTURE. Seven articles are included under this general heading. The first 

two, respectively, provide broad historical surveys of ANE art and of ANE architecture, excluding Egypt. 

The third article focuses more closely upon the art and architecture specifically of Mesopotamia, while the 

fourth provides an overview specifically of Egyptian art and architecture. The fifth article treats Persian 

art of the Achaemenid period, while the final two cover, respectively, early Jewish art and architecture 

and early Christian art.  

ANCIENT NEAR EASTERN ART  

Ancient Near Eastern art customarily includes the sculpture, pottery, painting, and glyptic produced in 

W Asia from their earliest appearances until the fall of the Achaemenid Persian Empire in 331 B.C. At the 

end of that period, the systematic introduction of Greek forms and styles in architecture and the visual arts 

throughout western and central Asia created new fusions of indigenous and Eastern Mediterranean forms 

in addition to Near Eastern traditions. In the mid-7th century of our era, the Islamic conquest of W Asia 

brought about significant changes in the forms and institutions of Near Eastern art and architecture. Yet 

established trends in a variety of media continued to flourish, and a neat division between pre-Islamic and 

Islamic Near Eastern art is difficult to establish (Ettinghausen 1962; Grabar 1973).  

———  

A. Scope  

B. Western Discovery of ANE Art  

C. The Production of Art in the ANE  

D. Artistic Developments before 4000 B.C.  

E. Arts of the Early Urban Communities (to ca. 2350 B.C.)  

F. The First Empires (ca. 2350–1200 B.C.)  

G. The Neo-Assyrian and Achaemenid Persian Empires (ca. 1200–330 B.C.)  

H. Hellenism and Near Eastern Traditions (ca. 330 B.C.–A.D. 250)  

I. Arts of Late Antiquity (ca. A.D. 250–650)  

———  

A. Scope  

Unlike ―Egyptian‖ or ―Greek‖ art, the term ―ancient Near Eastern art‖ does not embrace a coherent 

body of works of art linked by an obvious unity of style, purpose, or means of expression. Moreover, it 

includes works made by artisans of a variety of ethnic identities. No histories of art survive from the 



ANE; typological, aesthetic, and historical categories and trends have been established only in modern 

times. Because the modern distinction between art and craft is difficult to apply to the ANE, scholars 

generally admit a wide range of objects to the realm of art.  

Although often treated as a geographical and cultural entity, the ANE encompassed a long history and a 

diverse set of physical environments. In artistic developments, as in other forms of cultural expression, 

such as languages, component regions in large measure followed independent avenues. It is customary to 

subdivide the Near East into several principal geographical regions—Mesopotamia, Iran, the Levant, and 

Anatolia—and to trace developments in art and architecture accordingly. Those divisions are generally 

agreed to correspond in significant ways to regionally characteristic and long-lived patterns of artistic and 

architectural expression, although it is also true that at most periods in antiquity each region was open to 

outside influence through movements of works of art, of patrons and artisans, and of conquerors and 

prophets. Because Mesopotamia alone provides a continuous sequence of excavated building remains and 

works of art accompanied by written records beginning about 3200 B.C., it continues to serve as a 

framework for ANE art as a whole. Yet all regions of the Near East displayed independent artistic 

traditions, and Mesopotamia, at various periods in its history, was in turn the recipient of forms, styles, 

and techniques of manufacture that had originated elsewhere.  

That diversity of environment and culture helped to shape regional differences in the development of 

materials, technologies, and traditions employed for works of art or architecture. In Mesopotamia, in the 

major river valleys of the Tigris and Euphrates, natural resources for materials used in building or in 

fashioning works of art were limited primarily to plentiful quantities of clay and reeds. Gypsum and 

alabaster, stones suitable for building or for carving sculptures, existed in N Mesopotamia. Sources of 

ores, including gold, silver, copper, and iron, as well as certain varieties of stone, were available in the 

mountainous regions of Anatolia and W Iran. Works of art also employed prized materials imported to the 

Near East by sea or by land, often from considerable distances. The hard stone diorite, for example, used 

in Mesopotamia at certain periods for large-scale sculptures, was probably imported from islands in the 

Persian Gulf or from coastal ports along the shores of the Indian Ocean (Heimpel 1987). Lapis lazuli, a 

semiprecious stone favored for jewelry and also used together with other materials for decorative inlays, 

was very likely transported to the Near East via overland routes from present-day Afghanistan (Herrmann 

1968). Ivory, another luxury material employed for furniture, inlays, and cosmetic items, came from 

elephant and hippopotamus hunted in Egypt and W Asia (Lucas 1962: 32–33; Barnett 1982: 3–15).  

The periods under consideration also witnessed the development of critical technologies that shaped 

artistic energies as well as economies and societies. The domestication of animals and cultivation of 

plants, and the development of metallurgy in copper, gold, silver, and iron, took place in the ANE. Those 

technologies created materials for works of art as well as ways of fashioning or decorating them. Metal 

tools for carving stone, the use of plants or mineral pigments for coloring dyes or paint, and wool for 

textiles, in turn allowed new opportunities for artistic expression (Moorey 1985; Lucas 1962; Singer, 

Holmyard, and Hall 1954). Pyrotechnologies that made possible the production of good-quality ceramic 

objects fired at high temperatures, together with the materials faience (the common term for glazed 

sintered quartz) and glass, were all invented in the ANE (Moorey 1985). The invention of writing, a 

dramatic step in communications technology, took place in Mesopotamia about 3200 B.C. Among its 

many profound effects on Near Eastern history and society was the development of means of 

communication among artisans and architects (Cooper 1988; Kilmer 1990; Michalowski 1990).  

A history of art depends on determining the sequence of forms and styles, as well as the relationships 

between works of art produced in different areas of a region. Works of ANE art are located within a 

relative chronological framework based on stratigraphic sequences discovered during excavations. In 

relative chronologies, works of art can be assigned a place in a series established through stratigraphic 

evidence. Many of them can also be dated in years, that is, in relation to our time, through such scientific 

means as radiocarbon dating of organic materials, or thermoluminescence of fired clay (Brothwell and 

Higgs 1970: 35–108). After the invention of writing in Mesopotamia, about 3200 B.C., written sources can 

be added to the evidence of archaeological context to assist in dating a monument. Inscriptions preserved 



on works of art, or names of individuals known from written documents, often make it possible to link a 

building or work of art with a dynasty or ruler known from cuneiform sources, which can in turn be dated 

via Mesopotamian, N Syrian, and Egyptian absolute chronologies (CAH 1/2: 173–93, 193–239).  

Historians of ANE art investigate the forms, styles, subjects, and function of examples of painting, 

sculpture, and glyptic, seeking to compile a descriptive history of those categories of material and their 

sequence of development. They also investigate the social, political, and cultural contexts of works of art, 

their makers, patrons, and owners. When available, written sources—literary texts, correspondence, 

administrative records, annals, or inscriptions—are used to help reconstruct those contexts. Works of 

ANE art are usually classified and studied with close attention to the social and political circumstances in 

which they were made and used. Such evidence serves not only to help establish a probable date and place 

of manufacture for an object, but also contributes significantly toward understanding the circumstances of 

its creation, function, and meaning. Through study of their forms, subjects, and development, works of art 

and architecture can furnish information about the rituals, aesthetic sensibilities, or cultural traditions that 

engendered them. In turn, therefore, they help to supplement information available in ancient texts by 

providing an independent, rich, and complex set of sources documenting aspects of religion, politics, 

economics, and society. Works of art play a significant role in reconstructing the broader cultural history 

of the ANE.  

A history of ANE art has been compiled principally by studying remains of buildings and artifacts 

recovered from excavations carried out during the 19th and 20th centuries. In addition, many objects 

purportedly of ANE origin have entered museums or private collections via the art market; for such 

material, authenticity or provenance must be established through technical criteria or by visual 

comparisons with works of known date and place of manufacture. Finally, ANE texts often describe or 

mention works of art or techniques of manufacture poorly represented in the archaeological record, 

thereby helping to reconstruct a more accurate and complete picture of the scope, purpose, and historical 

significance of artistic production in the ANE.  

B. Western Discovery of ANE Art  

Prior to archaeological confirmation of their civilizations, many ANE peoples and places were already 

known through the Bible and through classical accounts, those texts that had long formed the core of the 

Western tradition. European knowledge was based on biblical sources preserving names of ancient 

Mesopotamian cities, and on descriptions by classical authors, including Herodotus, Xenophon, Arrian, 

and Strabo, mentioning cities and monuments of Asia Minor, Babylonia, and Persia.  

The historical interest of the Near East as the ―Holy Land,‖ in addition to its commercial and political 

importance, first prompted Western curiosity about its past. Many ancient monuments, in particular those 

dating to late antiquity, remained visible; consequently, they were the first sets of ruins that attracted the 

attention of European merchants or diplomats. Architectural remains and rock reliefs of Achaemenid and 

Sassanian Persia, for example, were described in Western travelers‘ accounts of the 16th and 17th 

centuries. The 18th and 19th centuries brought additional opportunities for Europeans to visit the ancient 

monuments of Mesopotamia; sites identified included the visible ruins of ancient cities named in biblical 

accounts, such as Babylon and Nineveh. European travelers to the Near East initiated modern awareness 

of its antiquities, and published illustrated narratives of their journeys that disseminated information to a 

wide and fascinated public.  

As British and European interest in Near Eastern antiquities grew, travelers with sketchbooks were often 

succeeded by explorers with pick and shovel. Systematic, large-scale investigation of ruins began during 

the 1840s at sites in N Mesopotamia identified as Assyrian cities mentioned in the Bible. In 1843, Paul 

Emile Botta, then French consul at Mosul, uncovered the palace and sculptures of the Neo-Assyrian king 

Sargon at the site of Khorsabad. In 1845, the Englishman Austen Henry Layard (1817–1894) began 

digging at the site of Nimrud in N Mesopotamia, uncovering monumental architecture and sculpture, clay 

tablets and stones inscribed in the cuneiform script, and other finds (Lloyd 1980; Silberman 1982). The 

initial focus on places named in the Bible granted the monuments—and the cultures that had produced 

them—a status as part of the Western tradition, and imperial rivalries fed the demand for antiquities at 



home. As a result of British, French, and later German efforts, vast quantities of objects were transported 

to national museums in London, Paris, and Berlin. The presence of those monuments, in turn, helped to 

inspire scholarly attempts to integrate ANE monuments into the histories of other ancient arts, especially 

those of Egypt, Greece, and Rome (Bohrer 1989).  

The decipherment of cuneiform, achieved during the 1840s and 1850s, served to open a new vista on the 

whole of Mesopotamian civilization as well as to enhance interest in Mesopotamian antiquities. Study of 

the texts revealed that Babylonia, as well as Assyria, had been home to important civilizations, and the 

later 19th century saw the investigation of S Mesopotamia and the discovery of civilizations predating the 

Neo-Assyrian Empire. European and American campaigns devoted to the recovery of early 

Mesopotamian monuments began in the late 19th century, at the Sumerian cities of Nippur and Telloh. A 

new, earlier era of Mesopotamian civilization was revealed through German excavations at Warka, 

ancient Uruk (biblical Erech), which began in 1912 and continued after the World Wars. In the 1920s and 

1930s, then commencing again after World War II, archaeological investigations grew significantly in 

number and began to explore systematically the regions beyond the Tigris and Euphrates valleys. 

Excavation of increasingly earlier occupation became a priority of field research (Lloyd 1980). Those 

investigations revealed that the beginnings of art in the ANE were to be found at least as early as the 

Neolithic era.  

Classical, and later biblical, references also supplied the initial impetus for European exploration of 

ruins in Anatolia. Travelers in search of monuments described by classical authors also came upon ruins 

which were, by the mid-19th century, recognized as those of earlier, pre-Greek cultures. Monuments with 

―hieroglyphic‖ inscriptions found in parts of present-day SE Turkey and N Syria were identified as the 

work of the Hittites, a people known from references in the Bible and in Egyptian and Assyrian records. 

In 1906, a German team began excavations at the modern site of Boǧazköy, in north central Turkey, 

identified as ancient Hattusha, the capital of the Hittite Empire (Bittel 1970: 3–23). Since the 1930s, 

archaeological investigations carried out over a wide region of Turkey have also revealed extensive 

evidence for developed artistic styles and iconographies dating as early as the 7th millennium B.C.  

Ruins dating to the Seleucid, Parthian, and Sassanian eras, many of them comparatively well preserved, 

early on attracted the attention of Western travelers. Scholarly interest in the art or architecture of those 

eras generally came later, however, and was directed principally toward sites in Syria and Mesopotamia 

(including Aššur, Dura Europus, Seleucia-on-Tigris, and Hatra). Excavation and analysis of the material 

was initially undertaken primarily as a branch of Hellenistic, Roman, or Islamic studies, and has only in 

recent decades been systematically investigated as an independent field of ANE art (Colledge 1977; 

Downey 1988; Herrmann 1977; see also EARLY CHRISTIAN ART, EARLY JEWISH ART AND 

ARCHITECTURE, below).  

C. The Production of Art in the ANE  

Only an incomplete account of ANE art can be reconstructed from available archaeological and textual 

sources. The initial concentration on S Mesopotamia in excavations and research of the 19th and early 

20th centuries has shifted since the 1930s in favor of a more balanced interest in the art produced in all 

regions of the ANE. Yet not all regions played an equally significant role in the history of art, and there 

were in any given period centers of artistic production that exercised influence beyond their political 

boundaries. The creation and development of forms and styles in architecture, sculpture, seals, vessels, 

and jewelry are known in their main outlines from Mesopotamia, Anatolia, and the Levant. A comparably 

extensive series of sites with stratified occupation sequences and well-dated monuments is at present 

lacking for Iran.  

Historians of ANE art must also contend with the uneven recovery and preservation of relevant 

categories of evidence. Organic materials, such as woven textiles, and fragile media, such as wall 

painting, are preserved only under exceptional circumstances; the scope of their production and their 

place in the history of ANE art is therefore extremely difficult to judge. Metalwork, a principal medium of 

ANE art, survives in only a small proportion to its original abundance. Ancient written sources, such as 



texts describing the manufacture or commercial exchange of those materials, or inscriptions preserved on 

statue bases, help to indicate the kinds and quantities of works of art once produced in the ANE.  

For the vast eras of prehistory, the circumstances of artistic production can only be surmised. The shift 

from food-collecting to food-producing economies, or the ―Neolithic revolution,‖ is generally considered 

to have made possible the support of full-time artisans. Already in Neolithic times, there was a long-

distance exchange of valued materials, such as obsidian, for tools and other artifacts (Cann, Dixon, and 

Renfrew 1970). Craftsmen may have specialized not only in the full-time manufacture of objects for 

utilitarian or ornamental use, but also in the design and shaping of specific raw materials.  

Although no detailed records describing the organization of artistic production survive from historical 

periods, references preserved in the cuneiform literature of several cultures can be used to reconstruct 

aspects of the social and economic circumstances in which works of art were made. Philologists and 

historians have retrieved from administrative records, correspondence and inscriptions information on the 

artisan, his social role, and the conditions of his employment. In most cases, artisans were organized in 

palace or temple workshops, where they held lifetime positions. In those institutions, specialized 

personnel were given temporary or long-term assignments, either within the capital or in peripheral 

locations administered by the palace or temple. Most abundant among the documents concerning 

craftsmen employed by such institutions are the MB Age archives from the palace at Mari. At Mari, the 

category ―artisan‖ (Akk mār ummênim) included physicians, scribes, barbers, cooks, and masons, all of 

whom were part of the palace bureaucracy (Zaccagnini 1983: 247–49; Sasson 1990).  

Artisans were also employed by assignment from one court to another, usually at a foreign ruler‘s 

express request. Thus, specialized craftsmen—including physicians and diviners as well as sculptors—

were sent to and from Egypt, Babylonia, and Hatti during the LB Age. During the 1st millennium B.C., it 

seems that there was a higher number of slaves among those engaged in specialized crafts during this 

period. At the same time, there are examples of groups of artisans in Neo-Babylonian Eanna who 

bargained with their employers over aspects of their professional responsibilities and working conditions 

(Zaccagnini 1983: 250–64).  

Since archaeological investigations in the Near East have devoted most time and effort to the exposure 

of palace and temple complexes, including the archives of those institutions, we are best informed on the 

production of art for political and religious purposes. In a number of cultures, art helped to define the 

relationship between the ruler and society, both human and divine. To that end, works of art were often 

used to create and circulate an image of a ruler that conformed to social expectations, or that sought to 

introduce a new order or set of relationships. In addition, kings were directly involved with rituals in the 

construction of temples and palaces, and sometimes also participated in the design and decoration of 

buildings or works of art (Root 1979: 16–23).  

Artistic interaction between different regions of the ANE came about through a variety of mechanisms, 

involving the movement of artisans as well as works of art. Trade, diplomacy, imperial expansion, and 

voluntary or forced population movements were among those mechanisms. Key sculptural monuments 

displayed in Mesopotamian sanctuaries were moved to the site of Susa, in SW Iran, through a series of 

raids on Mesopotamian cities by kings of Elam in the 12th century B.C. (CAH 2/2: 486). Cult images, 

endowed with powers of healing, were transported over long distances, usually in response to the express 

wish of an individual ruler (CAH 2/1: 346).  

Relatively little is known of the production of art for private, nonroyal settings, at least before the 

Roman era. Personal possessions recovered from tombs, for example, help to determine the kinds of 

objects individuals of non-royal status would have owned and treasured. The abundant category of 

cylinder seals and their impressions, many inscribed with the names of their owners, furnishes an 

exceptional opportunity to investigate works of art belonging to individuals of different social levels, the 

personal selection of subjects or styles, and the function, meaning, and reuse of those works of art 

(Gibson and Biggs 1977; Collon 1987).  

D. Artistic Developments before 4000 B.C.  



With the development of agriculture and animal husbandry in the Near East around 9000 B.C., 

permanently inhabited settlements provided a new and hospitable environment for artistic energies. 

Sources for reconstructing the beginnings of art are sculptures, vessels, or ornaments, made of clay or 

stone, found in settlements or graves over a wide region of W Asia (Mellink and Filip 1974; Mellaart 

1975). Works of art seem to have been created for purposes of cult and magic, as far as we can reliably 

reconstruct their meanings and function. At Neolithic Çatal Hüyük, in south central Turkey, wall 

paintings and plastered relief sculptures document an elaborate cultic iconography involving bulls, felines, 

and human female figures. Plastered human skulls from Neolithic Jericho suggest that art functioned in a 

cult of ancestors. Common to Neolithic sites over a wide area of the Near East are figurines made of clay 

or stone in the shape of humans, most often females, or of animals.  

Less practical ambitions must also have fed the urge to fashion clay, stone, or perishable materials into 

an image or pattern, or to decorate a surface. The medium of pottery developed early in the Near East, 

initially for the manufacture of simple containers; the earliest known examples, from the sites of Mureybit 

in N Syria, and Ganj Dareh Tepe, in W Iran, date to about 8000 B.C. By the 5th millennium B.C., potters at 

a number of sites in the Near East were producing ceramic vessels of high technical quality, and had 

adopted the medium as an important vehicle of artistic expression. A material that permits unlimited 

variations and ways of shaping, clay can also be transformed through firing; in addition, it provides a 

wealth of opportunities for decoration through incision, relief ornament, and the addition of a colored slip 

or paint. Excavations in northern and central Mesopotamia have yielded the painted pottery styles known 

as Samarra and Halaf. In Anatolia, a painted pottery style best known from the site of Hacilar also 

appeared during the late 6th millennium B.C. (Mellink and Filip 1974).  

Architectural remains dating to this period are usually made of perishable or readily weathered building 

materials, including sun-dried mudbrick or reeds. Most buildings seem to have been ordinary dwellings, 

with adjacent space used for keeping animals. Several Neolithic sites have also yielded examples of 

substantial stone architecture, or of functionally specialized structures, such as fortifications or 

storerooms. A series of temples unearthed at sites of the Ubaid culture in Mesopotamia, dating to the 5th 

millennium B.C., bears witness to the standardization of ritual in the form of building plan, interior 

furnishings, and exterior decoration (see ANCIENT NEAR EASTERN ARCHITECTURE below).  

E. Arts of the Early Urban Communities (to ca. 2350 B.C.)  

With the invention of writing in Mesopotamia around 3200 B.C., new sources became available for 

understanding the purpose and meaning of architecture and works of art. In addition, writing appeared 

increasingly on works of art, in association with images. This close link between art and writing in 

Mesopotamia, forged early, continued throughout its history (Cooper 1988). Another key artistic 

development of the period was the invention of the cylinder seal in Mesopotamia. Engraved with 

patterned or figured designs, the seals were rolled across wet clay tablets or lumps of clay used to seal 

vessels, consignments of goods, and door latches of storerooms (Collon 1987). Seals and seal impressions 

have been recovered from every period of Mesopotamian history, furnishing the largest and richest source 

for tracing the variety and development of artistic styles and iconography. The appearance of this 

characteristic object elsewhere in the Near East also documents Mesopotamian commercial or cultural 

influence (Collon 1987; Gibson and Biggs 1977).  

The art and architecture of the early urban settlements has been most thoroughly investigated at the site 

of Uruk, in S Mesopotamia (see also ANCIENT NEAR EASTERN ARCHITECTURE; 

MESOPOTAMIAN ART AND ARCHITECTURE below). The construction of monumental temple 

complexes built of molded, sun-dried mudbrick, following a standard plan and decoration, continued the 

developments in religious architecture of the Ubaid period. Along with standardized, monumental 

constructions for religious practices came the use of statuary in temple complexes. Preserved examples 

display a wide range of forms and styles, including life-sized, composite sculptures made of stone and 

other materials. Uruk has also yielded the first appearance of the stele, a block of stone carved in low 

relief on one or both sides, which remained a characteristic form of commemorative art throughout 

Mesopotamian history.  



The first fully literate period in Mesopotamia, known as the Early Dynastic period (ca. 3000–2350 B.C.), 

allows us to chart developments in art and architecture in the city-states of Sumer. Excavations at several 

sites offer a stratification of building remains and also of associated finds, such as sculptures and cylinder 

seals. Temple complexes continued as the principal form of monumental architecture in the city-states of 

Early Dynastic Sumer. Along with inherited notions of building design and decoration, votive statuary 

placed in temples suggests a continuity of religious rituals and their artistic expression. Small sculptures 

in the form of stylized human worshippers were made of stone or metal; stone plaques carved in relief 

depicted worshippers in ceremonies, such as banqueting or the construction of temples.  

The Early Dynastic period coincided with the rapid development of metallurgy in gold, silver, and 

copper alloy. Throughout the Near East, metal became the pre-eminent prestige material for vessels, 

weapons, jewelry, and other portable objects. Testifying to the technical and aesthetic achievements of 

early metalsmiths as well as to an elite taste in works of art are the remarkable objects recovered from the 

Royal Cemetery at the site of Ur. Grave goods included weapons, jewelry, vessels, and musical 

instruments, made of a wide variety of materials (shell, mother-of-pearl, lapis lazuli, wood, gold, silver, 

copper), often in combination with each other (Moorey 1982: 51–103). These objects, many carefully 

placed in royal graves, attest to a demand at the highest social levels for these imported precious 

materials, skillfully worked by local artisans. Secular energies in Early Dynastic Sumer were also 

manifested in works of art depicting military victories of the ruler, which became more frequent toward 

the end of the period (e.g., the stele of Eannatum: Orthmann 1975: pls. 90–91).  

Independent artistic traditions in ceramics and metal-work flourished in central Anatolia during the 3d 

millennium B.C. At the site of Alaca Hüyük, in north central Turkey, a cemetery of shaft graves contained 

rich treasures made of copper alloy, gold, and silver, including vessels, jewelry, and sculptures in the form 

of human figures or of animals. These sculptures often combine different metals on a single object, 

producing a distinctive surface pattern or emphasizing parts of figures with gold or silver (Bittel 1976: 

30–50). The decoration of pottery with black or copper-red slipped, polished surfaces also reflects the 

influence of metalwork. The ―treasures‖ from the citadel at Troy, dating from the end of the 3d 

millennium, attest to another sophisticated metalworking center in NW Anatolia.  

F. The First Empires (ca. 2350–1200 B.C.)  

The rise of the Akkadian dynasty ca. 2350 B.C. brought an end to the political organization of Sumer in 

independent city-states. With the new concept of world empire, works of art could also serve to transmit 

imperial messages; this purpose of art would be increasingly exploited throughout antiquity. Although the 

capital of the dynasty, Agade, has not been discovered, art produced during the period of Akkadian 

domination has been recovered from several sites in Mesopotamia and N Syria. In addition, examples of 

Akkadian royal sculpture have come to light at the site of Susa, in SW Iran, where they were taken during 

raids by Elamite kings in the 12th century B.C. and rediscovered in the 20th century by a French team of 

excavators. One of the masterpieces recovered from Susa was the stele of Naram-Sin (Orthmann 1975: pl. 

104).  

After the Akkadian domination of Mesopotamia was brought to an end around 2200 B.C., a revival of 

Sumerian art and architecture ensued in the old city-states of S Mesopotamia. Traditional forms of 

religious architecture and of commemorative art were promoted energetically by the rulers of the Third 

Dynasty of Ur (ca. 2112–2000 B.C.). A series of statues of Gudea, ruler of Lagash (reigned ca. 2130 B.C.) 

also illustrates the intentional revival of Sumerian artistic traditions. The statues, many of them carved 

from blocks of diorite, depict the ruler in the traditional roles of pious worshipper and builder of temples 

(Orthmann 1975: pls. 53–57). Babylonia was also a powerful center under the First Dynasty of Babylon 

(ca. 2000–1600 B.C.), but almost nothing is known of its monumental art. The stele of Hammurabi, 

recovered from Susa, continues the tradition of earlier Mesopotamian stelae (Orthmann 1975: pl. 181). 

More eloquent testimony to the artistic achievements of this period are the palace, wall paintings, and 

sculptures preserved and excavated at the site of Mari, on the Euphrates River in N Syria (Parrot 1974). 

Mari, founded in Early Dynastic times, now rose to a new prominence as the capital of a kingdom ruled 



by a powerful local dynasty. Its MB Age remains and archives help to supplement the almost complete 

lack of material from Hammurabi‘s Babylon.  

During the first half of the 2d millennium B.C., monumental art and architecture of individual style and 

consequence were developing on the Anatolian plateau under the auspices of the Hittites, an Indo-

European-speaking people who probably moved into the area of present-day central Turkey around 2000 

B.C. The official art of the Hittite Empire, preserved in rock reliefs, architectural sculptures, and seals, 

frequently depicted the king engaged in worship or religious ceremonies (Bittel 1976: 166–219). Hittite 

architecture has been most extensively revealed at the site of Boǧazköy, ancient Hattusha, capital of the 

Old Hittite Kingdom and Empire (ca. 1650–1200 B.C.). Cuneiform archives recovered from several 

complexes at the site have permitted identification of some of the structures. The Hittite royal palace was 

a complex of adjacent, individual structures connected by large open courtyards. Built of massive stone 

foundations with mud-brick and timber superstructures, the palace buildings included large halls filled 

with wooden columns. Excavations at the capital have also furnished extensive evidence for Hittite 

temples, which followed a precise plan of axial entrance, central courtyard, and rear room containing the 

cult image (Bittel 1976: 105–35; Orthmann 1975: 399–419).  

In the late 2d millennium B.C., a lively artistic exchange linked the Near East with Egypt and the 

Aegean world. Correspondence preserved at the city of Tell el-Amarna in Egypt, dating from ca. 1380–

1362 B.C., bears eloquent witness to that internationalism, cultivated by the most powerful rulers of the 

Near East. The kings of Mitanni, of Kassite Babylonia, of Ugarit in Phoenicia, and of the Hittites, as well 

as the rulers of the 18th Dynasty in Egypt, exchanged artisans as well as works of art (Smith 1965).  

G. The Neo-Assyrian and Achaemenid Persian Empires (ca. 1200–330 B.C.)  

A series of destructions on the coasts of the Aegean and the E Mediterranean, dated to ca. 1200 B.C., 

brought an end to a number of important cities. Following those destructions, Mesopotamia regained 

political ascendance in W Asia under the Assyrians. Dramatic testimony to Assyrian military and imperial 

ambitions are the remains of their capitals, located in the ―Assyrian triangle‖ of N Mesopotamia. The 

interior walls of the palaces at Nimrud, Khorsabad, and Nineveh were decorated with carved, painted 

reliefs depicting detailed narratives of military campaigns and ritual scenes. Fragmentary wall paintings 

survive from the palace of Sargon at Khorsabad, and from the governor‘s palace at Til Barsip in N Syria.  

Important centers of ivory-carving flourished in N Syria and Phoenicia in the early 1st millennium B.C., 

in part under Assyrian royal patronage. Assyria was also involved in artistic exchanges with its neighbors 

in Phrygia, Urartu, and W Iran. The 9th through 7th centuries B.C. also saw the export of Near Eastern 

metalwork, ivories, and textiles to the Aegean world and to Etruria, stimulating the local production of 

―Orientalizing‖ styles.  

The end of Assyrian rule in 612 B.C. was followed by the rise of the Achaemenid Persian dynasty to the 

status of world empire in W Asia. Under the leadership of Cyrus (reigned ca. 560–539 B.C.) and his 

successors, the Achaemenid Persians came to rule over western and central Asia, parts of SE Europe, and 

Egypt. With the shift of Near Eastern power to the dynasty‘s homeland in Iran, Iranian traditions played 

an increasingly central role in the creation of art and architecture for royal and elite patrons. Achaemenid 

Persian art also drew on the traditions of Assyria, Egypt, and Anatolia (see PERSIAN ART below). The 

monumental art and architecture of Achaemenid Persia are best known from the site of Persepolis, located 

in SW Iran. Built on an artificial platform with limited access, buildings consisted of individual 

rectangular structures, made of locally quarried limestone, with frequent use of stone columned interiors. 

On the exterior walls of several of the buildings, sculptures in low relief depicted processions of Medes 

and Persians, processions of tribute bearers from throughout the empire, and scenes of the Persian king 

enthroned or engaged in ritual combat (Root 1979). Achaemenid Persian imperial art was also created and 

circulated throughout the empire in the form of seals, coins, and official gifts, often vessels, made of 

precious metal. Other centers of artistic production in the empire have been investigated primarily in 

Anatolia, where art flourished under the patronage of local dynasts; artisans trained in Greek, Persian, and 

Anatolian traditions were employed to design and execute seals, coins, palaces, sanctuaries, and tombs 

(CAH 4: 211–33).  



H. Hellenism and Near Eastern Traditions (ca. 330 B.C.–A.D. 250)  

The Asian conquests of Alexander the Great in the 330s B.C. brought the Achaemenid Persian Empire to 

an end. The Seleucids, the successors of Alexander‘s general Seleucus, ruled over Mesopotamia and Syria 

from ca. 312–130 B.C. Under the Seleucids, cities with substantial Greek populations were founded over a 

wide region of western and central Asia. These foundations introduced into the Near Eastern repertoire on 

a large and systematic scale Hellenistic forms and styles in architecture, sculpture, metalwork, and 

painting (Colledge 1987).  

In 246 B.C., the Parthians, an Iranian-speaking tribe originally from NE Iran, defeated the Seleucid 

armies and established rule over Mesopotamia and Iran. Their official art is known only from coins and 

from a few rock reliefs; but in the areas under their control flourished developments in art and architecture 

that drew on a vast range of traditions extending from the E Mediterranean to Han China. Art produced in 

the Parthian empire has been most extensively studied at sanctuary complexes in Syria, Iraq, Iran, and the 

Soviet Union, revealing a great variety in concurrent styles and techniques employed for architecture and 

sculpture (Colledge 1977; Downey 1988). Among the architectural forms developed in this era was the 

iwan, a barrel-vaulted three-sided hall, that became a principal element in Sasanian Persian and Islamic 

architecture.  

I. Arts of Late Antiquity (ca. A.D. 250–650)  

Following their victory over the Parthians in A.D. 246, the Sasanian Persian dynasty revived Iranian 

traditions in art and architecture while maintaining artistic exchanges with the Roman, and later 

Byzantine, empires. In addition, the Sasanian Persians pursued commercial and cultural relations with 

central Asia and China.  

Monuments of the Sasanian era have been most extensively preserved and investigated in Mesopotamia 

and W Iran (CHI 3: 1055–1112). Architectural remains, mainly of palaces, have been investigated at 

Kish, Bishapur, Sarvistan, and Qasr-i Shirin; they demonstrate a continuity of Hellenistic and Roman 

forms and styles along with Near Eastern developments, including the iwan. A characteristic form of 

royal Sasanian art was the commemorative rock relief, carved on the natural cliff face, in the dynasty‘s 

homeland of SW Iran; most depict the investiture of the king or the king engaged in a ritual hunt. The 

royal hunt was also a principal theme of the decorated silver plates that were manufactured during the 

Sasanian era (Harper and Meyers 1981). Sasanian glass was exported over a wide area of western, central, 

and East Asia; patterned silks became highly prized in W Asia and Europe. The legacy of Sasanian 

Persian art and architecture included the transmission of ANE traditions to the West via the art of the 

Roman and Byzantine empires.  
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ANN C. GUNTER  

ANCIENT NEAR EASTERN ARCHITECTURE  

If architecture is defined as building conditioned by aesthetic considerations, the Near East may 

reasonably claim the longest architectural history of any region on earth. Yet it is by no means easy to 

isolate and delineate a single dominant tradition in the area—comparable, for example, to Egyptian, 

Roman, or Gothic architecture—since the rubric ―ancient Near East‖ covers many millennia and much 

cultural diversity in which recognizable, enduring monuments that would foster adherence to a uniform 

canon are lacking. Any general treatment of the subject, therefore, inevitably involves a rather artificial 

process of grouping and selection. The distinction between Mesopotamia, Anatolia, and the Levant 

employed here is no exception. Each of these subregions was subject to the others‘ influences and 

boundaries between them were never static, while, on the other hand, there is often evidence of 

independent local development within each area. Nevertheless, there are certain unities that prevail over 

the entire Near East and the convention of devoting a chapter to the ANE in general surveys of the history 

of architecture is not entirely without justification.  

———  

A. General Comments  

B. Preurban Developments  

C. Mesopotamia  

1. General Remarks  

2. Domestic Architecture and Town Plans  

3. Sacred Architecture  

4. Secular Structures  
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3. Sacred Architecture  

4. Secular Structures  

5. Mortuary Architecture  

E. Syria and Palestine  

1. General Remarks  

2. Domestic Architecture  

3. Sacred Architecture  

4. Secular Structures  

F. The Legacy of ANE Architecture  

———  

A. General Comments  

One unifying feature of crucial significance is the prevailing use of mud brick as the primary building 

material. In many cases, particularly in S Mesopotamia, this is virtually all that remains for the 

archaeological study of architecture since such supplemental materials as stone, timber, and even baked 

bricks were valued and consequently removed from ruined buildings for reuse. Elsewhere in the Near East 

substantial stone foundations often remain as evidence of ground plans, but even under these 

circumstances, most of the above-ground walls of buildings were made of unbaked mud brick.  

A consequence of reliance on this water-soluble building material is that ANE architecture did not last 

long. Under the best of circumstances, with annual replasterings and continuous maintenance, a mud-

brick building has a life expectancy of less than a century. An abandoned edifice loses its architectural 

definition in a few years. Even the most monumental and massive structures in the area, city walls and the 

solid ziggurats of Mesopotamia, had to be shored up periodically in antiquity and survive today only as 

eroded and barely recognizable shadows of their former grandeur. The study of ANE architecture, 

therefore, is largely the study of building plans, not existing structures; and elevations must be 

reconstructed on basis of limited secondary sources such as pictorial representations and literary 

descriptions.  

Mud brick has also done much to shape the character of Near Eastern archaeology; structures composed 

of it tend to be relatively massive, and their rapid decay leads to the buildup of cultural debris in artificial 

hills, or tells. It is not surprising that archaeological research has tended to focus on these, since they are 

obvious repositories of cultural information in stratified contexts. The excavation of tells is a labor-

intensive process which has been conducted with varying degrees of skill over the last century. Every tell 

is made up of mud brick in various states of decay, and it is not always easy to judge what is or is not in a 

relevant position for architectural reconstruction. No economical system of preserving original mud brick 

exists, and since buildings are superimposed excavation implies destruction. Usually nothing remains at 

the end but notes, photographs, and plans, and there is often much uncertainty if not skepticism about 

specific aspects of any given building. The broad horizontal exposures that were typical of early 20th-

century archaeology in the Near East involved hundreds of workmen moving tons of earth and are no 

longer economically feasible. Modern excavators have tended to select smaller sites, and specific edifices, 

rather than attempting to expose neighborhoods or entire city plans. All of these factors lend an unusual 

measure of uncertainty to our understanding of the history of architecture in the Near East.  

B. Preurban Developments  

The earliest buildings appear in the Levant before the introduction of agriculture and the domestication 

of animals. What remains of the earliest open-air structures are circular pits, 2 to 7 m in diameter, sunk to 

a depth of roughly 0.5 m. Field stones were often used for flooring and a portion of the above-ground 

walls. Although the superstructural detail of these is unknown, occasional traces of postmolds suggest that 

they were made of perishable materials. The earliest example, found associated with Kebaran lithics at 

˓En Gev in the Golan, is isolated, but groups of such structures dating to the range of 10,000 to 8000 B.C. 

were found at such sites as Muryebat on the Euphrates and ˓Ain Mallaha near Lake Huleh. This appears 

to be the only type of edifice constructed by human beings at that time (Wright 1985, 1: 24).  



This architectural uniformity, however, disintegrates quite early in the Neolithic and never returns. 

Perhaps the most celebrated example of early Neolithic sophistication is Jericho, where around 8000 B.C. 

there is ample evidence of collective, organized building activity in the form of a substantial wall along 

the perimeter of the site and an abutting stone tower 8 m high containing a staircase. Although the original 

interpretation of these as defensive structures has been challenged as anachronistic (Bar-Yosef 1986: 157–

62), there can be no doubt that they represent landmarks of architectural sophistication.  

Elsewhere there is equally dramatic evidence of early experimentation with building forms and 

materials. The range of functional differentiation in architecture can be illustrated merely by looking at 

three sites: 7th-millennium aceramic Çayönü in S Turkey, Beidha in Jordan, and 6th-millennium Umm 

Dabaghiyah in Iraq‘s N Jezira. At Çayönü the variety of building styles varies over time, beginning with 

simple pit houses followed by those with grill plans, broad pavements, cell plans, and finally large rooms. 

Most interesting are the broad pavement plans which have, as the name implies, pavements of flagstones 

or, in one case, pink terrazzo with white stripes. These buildings frequently have freestanding stones 

preserved within them and have therefore been interpreted as having some religious function. On the other 

hand, each cell of the cell-plan structures held different goods—an indication that these buildings were 

used for manufacturing or storage. At Beidha a similar pattern can be seen. After a developmental 

sequence from round to rectilinear structures was completed, three contemporary building types have 

been found. There, too, special purpose structures with stone pavements and standing stones have been 

interpreted as serving a religious purpose. Single-room, freestanding houses constructed of handmade 

mud bricks with a heavy, sometimes painted, plaster floor were clearly residential, and plans of this type 

remained popular in the Levant until the 3d millennium (Wright 1985, 1: 284). Associated with these at 

Beidha were ―passageway houses,‖ which may be conceived as a single long room divided into six 

alcoves by internal buttresses (see Fig. ART.01). From the objects found in each bay, these have been 

interpreted as manufacturing areas by the excavator. At the slightly later site of Umm Dabaghiyah and at 

other sites with Hassunan pottery, residential structures consisting of two or three rooms are clustered 

around a series of very long buildings consisting of as many as 50 small rooms. The excavator has argued 

that these were used for centralized storage.  

These examples present a picture of Neolithic architectural diversity which is repeated at many other 

sites in the Near East. One may also speak of a broad trend, with many exceptions, of round house forms 

being supplanted by rectilinear ones, semisubterranean structures replaced by those laid out on the 

surface, and tauf superseded first by handmade mud brick and then by molded mud brick.  

Some sites, of which the most dramatic is 6th-millennium Çatal Hüyük, located in Turkey‘s Konya 

Plain, exhibit architectural traditions all their own. Although only a portion of its settled area has been 

excavated, the exposures suffice to reveal a densely settled neighborhood of adjoining houses built of 

rectangular, mold-made mud bricks (see Fig. ART.02). There appears to be a standard house plan, 

consisting of one square ―living‖ room with sleeping platforms and a cooking area, and two subsidiary 

rooms, an air shaft and, sometimes a shared courtyard. Houses at Çatal Hüyük shared common walls, 

stepping up the mound to provide light, and access was by ladders through the roof. Çatal Hüyük‘s 

uniqueness lies in the many houses which were distinguished by elaborate painted and molded decorative 

elements, associated with especially rich grave goods accompanying the dead who were, as at many 

Neolithic sites, buried beneath the floors. These features have led the excavator to single such houses out 

as ―shrines,‖ but since one house in three is apparently so favored the socioreligious implications are 

perhaps less straightforward than this term would suggest.  

C. Mesopotamia  

1. General Remarks. It is customary to subdivide discussions of the Mesopotamian archaeological 

record between Assyria in the N and Babylonia, or Sumer and Akkad, in the S. There are, in fact, major 

differences in the architectural traditions of the two areas, but for historical periods the primacy of the S, 

particularly with regard to public buildings, is indisputable. The most obvious factor discriminating the 

two regions is the relative poverty of the S in terms of building materials; the only local resources 

available to the creators of the first urban civilization were mud, straw, reeds, date palms, and water. 



There was no stone of any kind in the immediate vicinity and wood suitable for roof beams and doors also 

had to be imported. Nor was there a readily available supply of fuel for firing bricks, so the favored 

building material, at least insofar as it appears in the archaeological record, was unfired mud brick. In 

most cases this was either laid directly on the ground or put in recessed foundation trenches; there was no 

tradition of using stone foundations as damp courses in S Mesopotamia as there was in other parts of the 

ANE, although in some cases baked bricks served this purpose. Reed matting was used both in roofs and 

on floors, where traces of it were frequently preserved. There was doubtless also much building in reeds 

alone, with bundles tied together and bent into arches over which mats were thrown to form a kind of 

vault. Such structures, attested on cylinder seal designs and still seen in modern villages in marsh areas, 

are more or less archaeologically invisible. They may actually have been a fairly common house type that 

is underrepresented in an archaeological record based primarily on the investigation of tells. In Assyria 

both stone and timber were more readily available from the foothills of the nearby Taurus and Zagros 

flanks, but mud brick was the basic building material there as well.  

2. Domestic Architecture and Town Plans. For most of the post-Neolithic Mesopotamian sequence, 

the basic house consists of mud-brick walls delineating rectilinear rooms around an internal courtyard. In 

the early periods some other plans are to be found, especially in the N. These include round houses, a 

distinctive T-shaped plan at the Samarran site of Tell es-Sawwan, and the ˓Ubaid tripartite house with a 

long central room and a row of subordinate rooms on each of the long sides. It has been argued that the 

latter was the origin of what was to be a basic temple form (Roaf 1984).  

The ideal Mesopotamian courtyard house, as seen in house plans drawn on clay tablets and in rare 

examples found archaeologically, consisted of a central court with rooms arranged on all four sides. 

Functional distinctions between entrance chambers, kitchens, bathrooms, storage and living rooms can 

often be made. In reality this ideal plan was usually distorted by the location of surrounding structures, the 

needs of the particular family, and the need to accommodate various nonresidential functions. Such 

distortion was facilitated by the malleability of mud brick—in which doorways can be opened and closed 

at will—and by the tradition of using party walls that characterizes Mesopotamian cities. Thus houses 

with rooms on only two or three sides of a court, those with multiple courts, and those with trapezoidal or 

even triangular rooms and courts are common, and over time the transformation of one type of 

organization into another is very common.  

Despite nearly a century of excavation, evidence for the actual layout of cities in Mesopotamia is 

disappointingly meager, although this is an area in which recent research is making significant 

contributions. Significant residential districts have been uncovered at 3d-millennium Tell Taya, Abu 

Salabikh, and Khafajah, and at the 2d-millennium sites of Ur, Sippar, and Nippur. Nearly all show the 

pattern of narrow winding streets with houses tightly clustered together which is typical of the organic 

growth of residential districts in the absence of centralized planning. Within these areas, small chapels 

and possible shops have been identified, but by and large the areas are overwhelmingly domestic in nature 

(see Fig. ART.03).  

All such areas so far uncovered have exhibited an intermingling of large and small houses. This 

suggests that such neighborhoods were not segregated by wealth and class, an impression which is 

confirmed by the available cuneiform documentation. Thus the older idea that each Mesopotamian city 

was divided into specialized quarters is unsupported by current research. It is suggested instead that the 

city itself grew around several different focal points, where an initial larger building would be surrounded 

by the houses of its clients, kinsmen, or dependents. One of the clearest examples of this is seen at 

Khafajah, where the Temple Oval has a walled residential quarter occupied by temple dependents built up 

against it.  

There were, of course, parts of the city marked off for the major institutions, and in most cities the 

ziggurat was part of a complex of temples and related structures that were physically separated from the 

residential areas by their own enclosures. Sacred buildings, however, were not confined to a single part of 

the city, and each Mesopotamian city-state was served by a number of temples.  



3. Sacred Architecture. The term ―temple‖ has two different, but not mutually exclusive nuances: (1) a 

residence of the god or his cult, and (2) a place of worship. It is clear that Mesopotamian temples also had 

important economic functions, since their role in storage, rationing, trade, and landholding is well 

established by texts. In both Assyria and Babylonia the core element of sacred architecture was an 

elongated room, the cella, in which the image of the god was placed in a niche or on a raised podium at 

one end. The configuration of rooms around this room, and the place from which one gained access to this 

key room varied, and the emphasis once given in scholarly writings to the cultic significance of bent-axis 

as opposed to straight-axis approaches to the altar has been blurred by recent discoveries.  

Two sites provide the basic paradigms for the development of sacred architecture through the 5th and 

4th millennia: Eridu in the S and Tepe Gawra in the N. Excavations at the former have revealed a 

sequence of superimposed cultic structures beneath a later ziggurat, the earliest of which is little more 

than a single square room with internal buttresses. Over time later shrines were built over older ones, the 

cella became increasingly elongated, subsidiary rooms were added, and the whole was increasingly 

embellished until in the late ˓Ubaid period (early 4th millennium) the temple stood on a platform, had a 

clearly developed tripartite form with smaller rooms flanking the cella, was oriented with its corners to 

the cardinal points of the compass, and was decorated with a niched brick facade. All of these features are 

characteristic of sacred architecture in the succeeding period of urban development.  

At Tepe Gawra there is more variety in temple plans. Round structures are present in the earliest levels 

and a seventeen-room circular building approximately 19 m in diameter reiterates the form found in the 

early Uruk period (level 11A). In between, there are some tripartite temples which bear a resemblance to 

the later ˓Ubaid temples of Eridu, and in the later Uruk period a new temple form with a direct axis 

through a porch to a long cella is found.  

It is in the Uruk and Jemdet Nasr periods that the increase in scale and complexity of sacred architecture 

so typical of S Mesopotamian cities is first found. The largest exposures from this period are found at 

Uruk, where the 50 × 80 m dimensions of Temple D, in the Eanna district, make it some four times the 

size of the latest ˓Ubaid temple at Eridu, yet still recognizable as a building of the same form. The 

celebrated ―White Temple,‖ the last of a series in the area of the Anu ziggurat, may be taken to exemplify 

the practice of raising some temples onto platforms in a process that is felt to culminate in the emergence 

of the ziggurat in the 3d millennium (Lenzen 1941). In addition to the increase in building size, this 

period saw, more than any other, experimentation with the embellishment of temples. Colored baked clay 

and occasionally stone cones were driven into the plaster of the walls to make patterns of diamonds and 

chevrons, and at one site, Tell Uqair, the complex painted designs that decorated the interior were 

recovered.  

Temples formed administrative centers of the emerging Mesopotamian cities and one of their primary 

functions was storage. The earliest complex recording devices that have yet been discovered—clay bullae, 

cylinder seal impressions, and archaic cuneiform tablets—are all associated with these buildings.  

In the 3d millennium the temple type established earlier persisted, accompanied by increasing 

elaborative embellishments, especially of the associated courtyard and outbuildings. Perhaps the best 

example of long-term development from the late 4th through the first half of the 3d millennium is seen in 

the Sin Temple at Khafajah (Delougaz and Lloyd 1942). One dramatic new development, which proved to 

be short-lived, was a temple precinct surrounded by an oval enclosure wall. Temple ovals were some of 

the largest religious structures in their day, and examples have been found at Khafajah, ˓Ubaid, al-Hibba, 

and Bahrain. The oval at Khafajah, the best known example, is a double enclosure that separates a temple 

platform off from the rest of the community, and contains a residence, generally felt to be that of the head 

priest of the temple, between the inner and outer oval. Although this specific form is confined to the Early 

Dynastic period, the idea of separating off the sacred area continued, and may be seen with particular 

clarity in the sacred precinct around the ziggurat at Ur in the Ur III period.  

The emergence of the ziggurat, that most memorable of Mesopotamian sacred architectural forms, is 

probably to be related to the elevated temple platforms that can be seen in this period. The early history of 

ziggurats, however, is obscured by later rebuilding (Lenzen 1941). Most of the major ones that survive 



today date to the massive building projects of the Third Dynasty of Ur, when economic conditions 

apparently made it possible to fire prodigious numbers of bricks to be used as outer sheeting. The best 

preserved of these in S Iraq is at Ur (see Fig. ART.04), where the lower stages and arrangement of 

approaching staircases were still clearly visible before reconstruction. Nowhere is the uppermost stage or 

summit temple preserved, and Herodotus‘ description of seven stages has perhaps been overused in 

reconstructing earlier ziggurats.  

4. Secular Structures. a. Palaces. Buildings defined as palaces appear later in the Mesopotamian 

sequence than temples. There is a rather enigmatic building at the site of Jemdet Nasr itself, but the best 

preserved early palace is the ―A palace‖ at Kish, dating to the second quarter of the 3d millennium. This is 

an elaborate residence, with separate areas grouped around different courtyards and connected to each 

other by narrow passageways. The whole is separated off from the community at large by a wall, through 

which there was only one point of access. The conglomerate character of palaces is best illustrated by the 

Old Babylonian palace at Mari which was destroyed in the 18th century B.C. (see Fig. ART.05). Here the 

function of various areas—reception, residential, storage, manufacturing, recording, etc.—can tentatively 

be identified on the basis of textual and artifactual evidence. Palaces such as these, in which there were 

subunits grouped around different courtyards within the larger compound, were almost certainly the norm 

in Mesopotamia.  

A thoroughly regular planned administrative structure can be seen in the rectangular palace at Tell Brak, 

in NE Syria (see Fig. ART.06), which was built of mud bricks, some of which were stamped with the 

inscription of the Akkadian king Naram-Sin. This building, of which only the foundations survive, is 

undoubtedly the artifact of an imperial administration in an outlying region of the Akkadian Empire. No 

similar buildings are found in the more central territories of that empire but similarly planned structures 

with more specialized functions dating to the following Ur III period have been excavated near the 

ziggurat at Ur. One other building that has been called a palace, the Northern Palace at Tell Asmar, is also 

atypical in plan. But this structure, with its complex drainage system, has more recently been interpreted 

as a manufacturing center, probably used for tanning leather or fulling cloth (Delougaz, Hill, and Lloyd 

1967: 196–98). It would appear that special-purpose buildings, many of which may indeed have been 

under royal aegis, had a variety of plans and should not be included under the rubric of ―palace‖ because 

they lacked the residential function that is crucial in the definition of Mesopotamian palaces.  

Assyrian palaces show the same general principle as Babylonian palaces—being organized into suites of 

rooms surrounding courts—but they have a much more standardized form. In essence there are two major 

courtyards, one which is the center of public functions and the other which belongs to the ruler‘s private 

residence. A group of rooms constituted the interface between these, among which was the long, narrow 

throne room, with side entrances and a dais at one end where the king held court (Turner 1972).  

b. Fortifications and Defenses. Although some early sites, such as Tell es-Sawwan and Chogha Mami, 

had walls or other means of delimiting the perimeter of the community, the first really massive city walls 

date to the beginning of the 3d millennium B.C. While at places like Uruk it is relatively easy to trace the 

perimeter of the 3d-millennium city walls, the state of preservation of the mud brick is nowhere good 

enough to offer information on the technique of construction, or the details of their gateways.  

The best-preserved walls and gateways that we have from the area come from the 1st millennium, 

particularly from Assyrian sites. At the late-8th-century Assyrian capital of Khorsabad the walls bore 

stone crenelation of a type that also appears to have been standard in Urartu. Each gateway was flanked 

by two towers, and attached sculptures, in this case winged bulls (lamassu), stood on either side of each 

entrance. Assyrian reliefs also provide some information on what fortifications of the time must have 

looked like.  

D. Anatolia  

1. General Remarks. The architectural traditions of Anatolia are distinctly different from those of 

Mesopotamia despite cultural contact that manifests itself in religion, literary tradition, and other forms of 

art. Urbanism was not as pervasive in Bronze Age Asia Minor as in Mesopotamia, although there were 

interludes during which settlement mounds of 20 or more hectares were not uncommon, such as in the 



MB Age when Assyrian merchants brought literacy to the Anatolian Plateau for the first time. However, 

the creators of Anatolia‘s greatest civilization, the Hittites, lavished their efforts on one particular site, the 

imperial capital at Hattusha (modern Boǧazköy), at the expense of other cities and even this, as recent 

excavations have shown, was more a city of temples than a dense concentration of inhabitants.  

Anatolia is geographically quite diverse and relatively rich in natural resources and building materials 

by Near Eastern standards. Parts of it were heavily forested and suitable building stone was readily 

available in all areas. Although it is difficult to generalize about so extensive an area, which includes 

coastal regions, mountains, deserts, and a central plateau, precipitation is generally abundant and the 

extreme differences in temperatures between the hot, dry summers and the cold, damp, winters led to 

more rapid weathering of mud brick here than was the case S of the Taurus. Tectonic instability is felt to 

have been a major consideration in the development of a characteristic timber-reinforced stone and mud-

brick wall building technique. Stone foundations are more or less the rule for walls in this area.  

2. Domestic Architecture. Anatolia‘s character as a bridge between Europe and Asia and a mosaic of 

regionalism is manifest in the diversity of its domestic architecture. In W Anatolia, for example, an 

elongated rectilinear building plan with an antechamber and primary room at the rear aligned along a 

single axis is the most noteworthy and distinctive building plan of the 3d millennium. This ―megaron‖ 

form was first identified in the earliest levels of Troy (see Fig. ART.07), but is well documented at other 

W Anatolian sites such as Beycesultan, and appears also on the S coast of Asia Minor.  

Another fundamentally Anatolian house type is more characteristic of, but by no means limited to, the 

Central Plateau and the period of Hittite domination in the 2d millennium. Its basic component is a unit of 

two rectangular rooms side by side, both of which face onto a courtyard that is delineated by a wall. There 

was generally a second story over the two rooms which was reached by a staircase from the court that led 

up to a balcony. Ground floors were apparently used for business activities and the second floor served for 

the basic living and sleeping areas. Complexes of these basic units, closely packed together and often with 

some modifications, can be seen at such sites as Kültepe and Boǧazköy (Naumann 1971: 368–376).  

Diversity rather than conformity to clearly defined types is most characteristic of Anatolian domestic 

architecture, however. Most houses seem to have reached their final configuration through agglutination 

of groups of rectangular or trapezoidal rooms. Although the use of interior courtyards is not unknown in 

Anatolia—in fact they are essential components in temples and palaces—they are rare in domestic 

architecture. Courtyards are more apt to lie beside or in front of freestanding houses, and in some cases 

there are rooms on two sides of a court. The idea of a house which enclosed open space with rooms on 

three or four sides, so fundamental in Mesopotamia, seems to have been foreign to the lands north of the 

Taurus (Naumann 1971: 381).  

3. Sacred Architecture. The number of Hittite temples known has been dramatically increased through 

recent excavations on the upper city at Boǧazköy. Until a decade ago the number stood at five, but it now 

exceeds thirty. While these vary somewhat in plan, they are all composed of the same basic elements: a 

gate; a staircase, probably to the roof rather than a second story; a large, nearly square courtyard; a porch 

opening on the courtyard and through which one had to pass to reach, albeit indirectly, the cella; one or 

more cellae in which there was a podium for the cult image; and a suite of rooms that could only be 

reached through the cella (Naumann 1971: 451–58). The largest of these temples and the only one extant 

in the lower city, the ―Great Temple‖ at the foot of Büyükkale is surrounded by a massive complex of 

narrow storerooms, within several of which were found the temple archives (see Fig. ART.08). Many of 

the features of these temples are also seen in the imperial buildings that limited access to the nearby open-

air rock sanctuary of Yazilikaya. Unlike Hittite sculptural style and hieroglyphic writing which survived 

in modified form south of the Taurus in the Iron Age, the Hittite temple plan disappears with the collapse 

of the empire.  

One other noteworthy Anatolian form is the Urartian susi, or tower temple. It had a regular ground plan 

with thick walls in the form of a square enclosing a single square room. The corners were strongly 

reinforced and the doorway was emphasized by niching that recalls similarly recessed cult sites that the 

Urartians carved on rock faces and used as places of worship. These give some idea of the towerlike 



dimensions of the susi and invalidate earlier attempts to reconstruct a much lower elevation for these 

buildings based on an Assyrian relief.  

4. Secular Structures. a. Palaces. There is no definable ―Anatolian‖ style of palace plan; virtually 

every building so identified is unique, and it is not always possible to be entirely confident in assigning 

functions to buildings, particularly in those cases where documentary evidence is lacking. For example, 

the group of megara that forms the core of the Troy II citadel is distinguished from ordinary houses by 

monumentality, but is this due to cultic or secular significance? Major buildings composed of suites of 

rectilinear rooms built around courtyards in an additive process at such sites as Beycesultan, Acemhüyük, 

and Kültepe are more confidently deemed to have served as residences of rulers and administrative 

centers. One would expect to find the grandest Anatolian palace on Büyükkale, the royal acropolis of the 

Hittite capital (see Fig. ART.09), and what appears there is a unique complex of individual structures 

grouped around an ascending series of four courtyards rather than a single edifice (Bittel 1970: 63–90). 

The general arrangement of these was dictated by the topography of the eminence on which they were 

built, which was a natural fortress further isolated from the rest of the site by a fortification wall through 

which there were three gates. Like the courtyards of the temples, those of the palace complex were 

bordered by open pillared halls. Of the residential and administrative buildings coming off of these, one 

particularly noteworthy structure has foundations that appear to have supported a grid of 25 pillars to roof 

a 25 × 25 m audience hall. If this reconstruction is correct, it provides a clear antecedent for the pillared 

audience halls of Urartu and Achaemenid Persia.  

That the palace/administrative architecture of Büyükkale is typical of the Hittite Empire is demonstrated 

by other sites on the Plateau. At Massat Hüyük the organizing feature is a again large courtyard bordered 

by pillars. At Alaca Hüyük a monumental gateway decorated with sculpted orthostats gives access to a 

small square out of which another, smaller gateway opens into a long, narrow court with porticoes on 

either side and a group of public buildings. Hittite texts make it clear that there were many such palaces in 

the Empire.  

b. Fortifications and Defenses. Walled and fortified sites were characteristic of Anatolia from the 

Chalcolithic period on, to judge by the evidence of such sites at Hacilar and Mersin. Even at such modest 

villages as EB Age Demircihüyük there were clear arrangements made for defense, in this case a circular 

arrangement of houses facing inward with a stone and mud-brick wall forming the outer perimeter.  

The 2d millennium saw the emergence of much stronger fortifications. Those of Troy VI, in which a 

substantial wall of drafted stones is buttressed and battered, are particularly noteworthy. The most 

elaborate fortifications, however, are to be seen at Hattusha, particularly in the great wall of the upper 

city. This enclosure is composed of a massive rampart, on top of which a casemate wall was constructed 

of cyclopean masonry. It was marked at regular intervals by towers and a smaller defensive wall ran in 

front of it to provide additional protection. The arched gateways, each flanked by relief sculpture, had two 

internal buttresses and towers on either side. Beneath the sphinx gate, the southernmost of the city, there 

was a 70-m-long underground passageway of cyclopean stonework to provide a more clandestine means 

of leaving the city.  

The art of fortress building in Anatolia attained its highest level in the kingdom of Urartu, which from 

the 9th through the 7th centuries B.C. dominated the territory of what is now E Turkey, NW Iran, and the 

Armenian Soviet Republic. Urartian architecture is almost exclusively fortress architecture, and although 

some settlement areas have been excavated, these are almost all areas of elite housing associated with 

major citadels. Zernaki Tepe, a site at the NE end of Lake Van where there is evidence of a planned 

settlement of rectilinear houses laid out on a grid plan, remains something of an anomaly in the area. 

Although frequently cited as an example of Urartian building, it has produced little evidence of actual 

occupation and thus cannot be dated to the Urartian period with any confidence.  

The favored sites for fortress construction in Urartu were on rock spurs overlooking plains in which 

intensive irrigation was practiced. Foundations for fortress walls were grounded on bedrock, with stone 

steps carved in the living rock to secure a solid footing. There is evidence that the Hittites pioneered this 

technique at Büyükkale and the hilltop structure at Gavurkale, but the Urartians used it much more 



regularly and extensively. The stone course of walls could be up to two meters high, but generally was 

more on the order of one meter, above which the walls were built in large, standardized mud brick. These 

walls stepped up and down sharply graded inclines and often rose to several stories in height, to judge by 

their thickness (in some cases five or six meters) and from contemporary drawings of fortresses on 

Urartian bronze belts, as well as a bronze model of a fortress facade found in excavations at Toprakkale.  

5. Mortuary Architecture. Burial customs in Anatolia hardly merit treatment in a discussion of 

architecture before the Iron Age, although the imperial Hittite shrine of Yazilikaya should be mentioned 

in this context. In the 1st millennium, massive burial mounds are found associated with the three major 

kingdoms that dominated inland Asia Minor prior to its inclusion in the Persian Empire: Lydia, Phrygia, 

and Urartu. In the latter case these mounds appear to be an early form of elite burial that was later 

replaced by large burial chambers carved out of solid rock, the best preserved examples of which have 

been found in the cliff on which the citadel rock of Van is constructed. The Lydian and Phrygian mounds 

are much more numerous and prominent, and in each case they are grouped around the capital of the 

kingdom. None of the Lydian tombs has been found intact, although an ashlar burial chamber has been 

found in one of them, the ―Tomb of Gyges.‖ The tombs at Gordion, on the other hand, have been 

excavated with spectacular results. The largest of these, the so-called Midas tomb, contained a royal burial 

rich in grave-goods such as bronze cauldrons, numerous fibulae, and wooden furniture. The tomb itself 

was comprised of a conical mound of earth heaped up over a burial chamber that consisted of a log cabin 

protected by an additional outer log wall. In later burials, such as those at Midas City to the W, the 

Phrygians also carved out burial chambers with decorated facades in living rock.  

E. Syria and Palestine  

1. General Remarks. Although subject to the influence of Egypt, Anatolia, and Mesopotamia, the 

Levant developed a cultural tradition of its own, with distinctive architectural forms that are not paralleled 

in any of the surrounding areas. It is precisely these that have been of particular interest to biblical 

scholarship.  

The climate of the Levant is more moderate than Anatolia, with its temperature extremes, or 

Mesopotamia, with its aridity. Building materials are more abundant than in Mesopotamia, but less so 

than in Anatolia. The basic material used for walls was again mud brick—usually, but not invariably, with 

stone socles. The Amanus and Lebanon ranges were celebrated for their timber in antiquity, but this 

resource does not seem to have been a major factor in the architectural record of the Levant.  

2. Domestic Architecture. There appears to have been a certain amount of continuity in domestic 

architecture in the transition to urban life, at least insofar as the individual, broad-roomed house remained 

the most common form. See also CITIES (LEVANT). This form loses its predominance at the end of the 

EB Age, and in the second major urban period, the MB Age, private houses tend to be of a more 

elaborate, multiroomed type. There appears to be a great deal of diversity in the region, however, with 

numerous examples of both Mesopotamian courtyard houses and houses, perhaps of Egyptian inspiration, 

in which crosswalls divide the building into sections that are then subdivided into square rooms. A 

residential district at MB Halawa, on the Euphrates, displays nearly a score of houses of similar plan 

coming off of narrow streets and alleys laid out in a not quite perpendicular grid. In each case the single 

entrance from the street enters a courtyard, off of which there are two or three rooms. At Tell el-Ajjul, 

near Gaza, one sees neighborhoods in which much less planning is in evidence and wealthy houses are 

scattered among those that appear to be considerably smaller and more impoverished.  

In the early part of the Iron Age, a distinctive building known as the ―four room‖ house emerged, and 

because of the temporal coincidence, has been termed the ―Israelite‖ house. See also HOUSE, 

ISRAELITE. The basic elements are a rectangular ground plan entered on one of the short sides, the 

division of the front part of the building into three sections by walls or columns running parallel to the 

long walls, and a broad room at the back of the building. This type of building is an autonomous 

development in the S Levant with antecedents in the Bronze Age. The designation ―Israelite‖ is accurate 

only insofar as many Israelites lived in them—the same form is also found in Philistine settlements.  



3. Sacred Architecture. The most famous building of the ANE, Solomon‘s temple in Jerusalem, is 

known only through literary testimony (1 Kings 5–6; 2 Chronicles 2–3; Ezekiel 41). It is described as a 

long building with two columns at its entrance, a vestibule (˒ lām), a cella (hêkāl) in the rear of which 

was another division, the dĕb  r—the holiest part of the sanctuary. Around three sides of the building was 

a three-story annex (yāṣ a˓) containing storerooms. Busink‘s (1970) admirable and thorough study of 

both the philological evidence and archaeological comparanda for the reconstruction of this building has, 

however, failed to produce a consensus on many of its key features. See also TEMPLE, JERUSALEM.  

One of the reasons for this uncertainty is that there are so many paradigms of sacred architecture in the 

Levant to chose from. Here, as elsewhere, temples originally seem to have developed out of domestic 

architecture, not surprisingly since they were conceived as residences for deities. In the Chalcolithic, for 

example, there is a celebrated example at Ein Gedi, where the basic form of the main structure is simply a 

large broad-roomed house with a platform against its rear wall. That this was a very special building, 

however, is made clear from its dominant position in a precinct that is walled off from the rest of the site 

and can be entered only through a monumental gateway. Even in the 3d millennium, however, there are 

other temple forms in existence, such as the twin porch temples of Megiddo and the Acropolis temple of 

Ai, with its annex and row of columns running along the long axis of the central room. In the 2d 

millennium, even more diversity is evident in the major urban sites. Ugarit has two major temples, the 

ground plans of both showing two more or less square adjoining units, the smaller being the entrance-way 

and the latter the cella. At Shechem, Kamid el-Loz, and Megiddo one sees tower temples, where heavy 

reinforcement on either side of the entrance to the single-room cella must have created an impressive 

entranceway. There are square temples, such as the one excavated at the Amman Airport; temples based 

on the four-room house plan, e.g., at Tell el Far‘ah; and the Fosse Temples of Lachish, in which the main 

room is distinguished by four columns in a square arrangement. In LB Hazor at least three different 

temple types appear to have been functioning at the same time.  

One particular type of N Syrian temple form does show a coherent strain of stylistic evolution for over a 

millennium, beginning in the MB Age. The earliest known example is at Ebla, but it also appears at 

Alalakh, Hama, and, most spectacularly, ˓Ain Dara. It is essentially a long, freestanding building of 

tripartite form, which has its entrance through an open porch, often between two columns, on one of the 

short sides. There is an intervening court, and then a main chamber, at the rear of which is a raised area. 

In some cases, a raised ambulatory runs along one, two, or three of the sides of the building.  

Despite the diversity of Levantine sacred buildings, however, one would not be likely to confuse any of 

them with Anatolian or Mesopotamian temples, and one may hazard a few generalizations about their 

character. By and large, Syro-Palestinian temples are smaller than others in the Near East and they are 

more apt to be freestanding buildings with a direct-axis approach to the altar. They are more apt to be 

designed to create an impression from the outside, rather than emphasize interior space and obstruct their 

appearance confused by annexed rooms and storehouses.  

4. Secular Structures. a. Palaces. The most clearly defined early palaces in the Levant are found in 

Syria—at Ebla, Alalakh, and Ugarit. The S Levant, where textual evidence is meager and palaces are 

normally defined as residential structures distinguished by larger-than-normal size, has nothing to match 

those sites in the 3d and 2d millennia. Palace G at Ebla, in which the royal archives were discovered, is 

only partially preserved around two sides of a large, unroofed courtyard (see Fig. ART.10). At the N end 

of this there is a podium and, in the corner nearby, a staircase and guard chamber. On the E a ceremonial 

staircase of a quite different order ascends from the courtyard and not far from it, an unprepossessing 

annex of thin mud-brick walls projected from the same facade. Around its interior were the shelves on 

which the tablets of the archive were stored. Behind the massive walls that ringed the courtyard were 

other administrative rooms of the palace. Unfortunately, it is difficult to make much sense of this partial 

plan. The excavators have argued that it was not an internal courtyard, but rather an external one, but if 

so, it is unique. A second major palace at Ebla, dating to the MB Age and as yet incompletely published, 

included an almost ―industrial‖ workshop where rows of grinding stones indicate that production was 



highly organized. A group of princely tombs were hollowed out beneath the floors of this palace, in 

keeping with a general Near Eastern tradition of royal burials in palaces, best known in Mesopotamia.  

The palace at Ugarit is also a major monument of Levantine royal architecture, and displays many of the 

same characteristics that we have noted in palaces elsewhere: it is a composite structure of more than 90 

rooms built around a multiplicity of courtyards, put together in a way suggestive of frequent additions, 

modifications, and expansions made to the original edifice. Unlike the palace at Mari, there was more 

than one entrance to this complex, but only the one on the W side had any monumentality and, to judge 

by tablet finds in the vicinity, it was through this that the public and administrative business of the palace 

passed.  

A characteristic N Syrian architectural form that also has a relationship to palaces is the so-called b  t 

hilani, although the archaeological referent of this Assyrian term is not securely established. The edifice 

generally associated with this term in archaeological parlance is a broad room with an opening to a 

portico which was often flanked by subordinate rooms. The best preserved examples are found in 1st-

millennium sites S of the Taurus, such as Zincirli, Carchemish, and Tell Halaf, although the 15th-century 

palace at Alalakh also contains this element and it has been argued that the b  t hilani was originally an 

Hittite innovation.  

b. Fortifications, Gateways, and Defenses. As in other parts of the Near East, the first consistent 

tradition of city wall building belongs to the early part of the 3d millennium. At EB II Arad there is a 

stone wall built at ground level, punctuated with semicircular tower bastions (see Fig. CIT.02). The Ebla 

texts speak of various city gates so it would appear that site was also walled, presumably around the edge 

of the natural mesa on which the site is built, where in fact the walls of the MB city have been excavated 

and one major gateway dating to that period has been uncovered which is in a good state of preservation.  

In the early 2d millennium, changes in the technology of warfare demanded much more solid 

fortification walls than had been customary in the previous era. Earthen ramparts were used to raise the 

level of the wall‘s foundation and presumably make it more difficult for a battering ram or siege engine to 

approach. Middle Bronze fortifications were stout enough that they continued to be used at many sites 

until the end of the Bronze Age, centuries after their original construction.  

The last major innovation in wall construction was the introduction of casemate walls in the Iron Age. 

Although casemate walls were not as strong as solid constructions, they presented an impression of mass 

and solidity that was perhaps as important as real strength in an age in which royal propaganda appears to 

have been an international passion.  

Gateways show an evolution toward increasing complexity from the 3d through the 1st millennium B.C. 

Initially consisting of simply reinforced towers or buttresses on either side of the entrance, they developed 

a multichambered form at the beginning of the 2d millennium. This gatehouse form persisted into the Iron 

Age, although it was further elaborated into the ―Solomonic Gate‖ with four, rather than three, portals. 

The Levantine tradition of the S did not include sculptural decoration of these gateways, although the 

early example from MB Ebla does make use of ashlar masonry. In northern Syria, the Hittite tradition of 

reliefs on orthostats was maintained in Iron Age principalities.  

c. Other Public Buildings. It is probable that much of the administrative activity of sites of the ancient 

Levant was in fact conducted in ordinary residential buildings which give no architectural manifestations 

of this additional function, except perhaps size. One distinctive form of a planned public building is quite 

conspicuous at most major sites in the S during the Iron Age, however, and has parallels in Urartian sites 

of the same era. The essence of the ground plan is a large rectangular building with two parallel rows of 

columns flanking its long axis. The floors between the columns and the walls were paved, but the central 

corridor was not. Sometimes groups of these structures were placed next to each other, sharing long walls. 

The function of these buildings has long been a matter of controversy; when first discovered at Megiddo 

they were identified as royal stables and many still hold to this view, but it has also been argued that they 

are storehouses, or possibly even markets (Herr 1988). See also STABLE, STABLES.  

F. The Legacy of ANE Architecture  



It would be hard to make a case for any strong persistence of ANE architectural traditions in the modern 

world. Mud brick, whose characteristics so conditioned ancient monumental building in the area, is not 

much favored today, except in rural vernacular architecture. While many of the architectural forms have 

continued directly up to the present, particularly at the level of domestic architecture (e.g., the courtyard 

house) on the more monumental level one must look only for indirect influences. Long after the megaron 

form was first attested in Anatolia it became a hallmark of Mycenaean architecture and its plan is 

mimicked within the peristyle of the Greek temple. Some Hittite influence is seen in Urartu, and Urartu‘s 

influence, such as it was, is apparent in the architecture of Achaemenid Persia. But generally, monumental 

building traditions of the ANE died out as they were modified and transformed during the Persian, 

Hellenistic, and Parthian eras, the periods in which Mesopotamian civilization itself faded and eventually 

died.  
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PAUL ZIMANSKY  

MESOPOTAMIAN ART AND ARCHITECTURE  

The art and architecture of ancient Mesopotamia (now Iraq) have their foundations in the fertile area 

between the Tigris and Euphrates rivers, Mesopotamian art began in the late 4th millennium B.C., during 

the Uruk and Jemdet Nasr periods; developed in the 3d millennium under the Sumerians and Akkadians; 

and flourished in the 2d and 1st millennia under the Babylonians, Mitannians, Kassites, and Assyrians. A 

well-defined architecture, although in the beginning very simple, evolved into elaborately planned temple 

sanctuaries and secular edifices. Artistic creativeness was expressed in a long tradition of sculpture and 

relief carving. Wall paintings were utilized during the historical periods, and their subjects range from 

figural compositions to ornamental bands of animal, floral, and patterned motifs. The chief vehicle of 

pictorial art is the cylinder seal, whose entire surface was covered with carvings (known as glyptic), so 

that when it is impressed in a soft clay, the design in reverse appears in relief and can be endlessly 

reproduced by rolling.  

———  

A. Protohistoric and Early Dynastic Periods  

1. Architecture  



2. Sculpture and Relief  

3. Decorative Art and Seal Design  

B. Dynasty of Akkad and the Neo-Sumerian Period  

1. Architecture  

2. Art  

C. Dynasties of Isin/Larsa, Babylon, Mitanni, and Kassite  

1. Architecture  

2. Sculpture and Painting  

3. Seal Design  

D. Late Assyrian Period  

1. Architecture  

2. Sculpture and Decorated Monument  

3. Wall Relief and Ivory Work  

E. Neo-Babylonian Dynasty  

F. Summary and Trend  

———  

A. Protohistoric and Early Dynastic Periods (ca. 3500–2334 B.C.)  

1. Architecture. The earliest monumental buildings consist of temples and sanctuaries. Temples were 

constructed on an elongated, rectangular plan. The nucleus of the layout is a T-shaped room. On each of 

the two sides of the long room were smaller ones, and on one short side was the cult room, flanked on 

each side by a smaller room. The entrance to the temple was on one of the long sides, termed the bent-axis 

approach. The outside walls of the building were decorated with niches in three steps. The cycle of 

collapse and rebuilding, of many centuries, brought about the raised site of the temple, above the level of 

its surroundings (Moortgat 1969: 1–2).  

A characteristic feature of the buildings was the use of sun-dried mud brick, reed, and wood. Structures 

were occasionally strengthened with limestone facing. Another method was the use of baked nail-shaped 

clay cones set into a clay bed. The cones were generally painted in red, blue, black, or white, which 

resulted in mosaic designs resembling textile patterns. In the Eanna sanctuary at Uruk was a large cone-

mosaic court that included a pillared terrace covered with mosaic (see Fig. ART.11). A small temple in 

the same sanctuary had the walls of the open court entirely decorated with mosaic (Frankfort 1970: 24–

25; Moortgat 1969: 3; Strommenger 1964: 378–82).  

After 3000 B.C., a fundamental change in religious architecture occurred. The sacred structure, 

containing a gate room with stairs, one or more shrines, workrooms, and living quarters, was conceived as 

a unity. All the rooms were grouped around a central courtyard, and a protective wall surrounded the 

sanctuary. Sanctuaries of the type with the central courtyard, known as the House Plan temple, have been 

excavated in the Diyala region, at Khafaje, Tell Agrab, and Tell Asmar. Closely associated with temples 

was the ziggurat. It was a tower of one or more receding stages, more or less square, and at the top was a 

shrine. A ramp or flight of stairs led to the upper levels. Evidence for ziggurats in the Early Dynastic 

period occur at Kish, Nippur, Ur, and Uruk. The palacelike complex at Kish was an imposing residential 

and administrative center. The main building forms an oblong rectangle and a flight of stairs led to the 

monumental entrance, flanked by towers. The central area is a large square courtyard, with many rooms 

arranged along the four sides. The walls were white-plastered and fragments of inlaid friezes, showing 

walking sheep, men and women performing daily activities, and processions of chained prisoners, were 

found near the monumental entrance (Crawford 1977: 24; Moortgat 1969: 20–25; Strommenger 1964: 

398).  

2. Sculpture and Relief. Sculptured figures in the round in Mesopotamia before 3000 B.C. consist of 

idol-like figurines molded from clay. Male and female statuettes of later date are carved from alabaster 

and gypsum and molded. The statuettes are fixed onto bases and show distinctive anatomical and facial 

features. Statuettes of males are bearded, with or without long hair, or beardless and bald, and their wrap-

around skirts with tufts reach below the knees (see Fig. ART.12). Those of females show a variety of 



hairstyles and headdresses, and their long garments cover one or both shoulders. All the figures are posed 

frontally, their bare feet kept slightly apart, and their hands clasped at the waist. Many statuettes are 

worshipper types, both standing and seated, each placed in the temple as a substitute for the worshipper 

himself. Statuettes are sometimes embellished with inlay eyes of shell and black limestone, and hair and 

beard blackened with bitumen (Frankfort 1970: 45–59; Moortgat 1969: 33–35, 37–41; Strommenger 

1964: 394).  

Reliefs were employed to decorate cult vessels formed as bowls, libation jars, and tall cylinder-shaped 

containers. On the stone objects the reliefs vary from flat to high, to the extent of parts being in the round. 

Their subjects include domestic animals (ox and sheep), beasts of prey (lion and eagle), and mythical 

scenes. Two alabaster vessels, both from Uruk, have the outside surfaces decorated with extensive friezes. 

One object, shaped like a trough, shows a herd of sheep around a reed hut. The other object, a tall 

container, has rows of friezes on which a long parade of figures offering sacrifices, a herd of sheep, and 

produce of the fields are depicted. The stele, an upright stone block with narrow sides and rounded top, 

was decorated in relief with pictorial scenes and in later times had carved inscriptions. A basalt fragment 

of the Protohistoric period depicts two episodes of a king fighting a lion. The historical stele is 

exemplified by the limestone slab belonging to Eannatum (ca. 2600 B.C.), a ruler of Lagash, ancient Girsu. 

All four sides are covered with narrative scenes commemorating a military victory, and a detailed 

inscription fills the open spaces between the pictures. Votive plaques of stone with a perforated center, 

square in shape, have relief decorations divided into several registers. Themes include the ritual banquet, 

ritual scenes with gods seated on thrones, wrestling, and animal battles. Stone maces decorated with relief 

also served as votive objects (Frankfort 1970: 24–31, 67–73; Moortgat 1969: 41–44; Strommenger 1964: 

396).  

3. Decorative Art and Seal Design. Decorative art objects of the Early Dynastic period were made 

from precious metal, wood, and stone. A fine example is the engraved silver vessel from Tello. Two 

pictorial friezes encircle the vessel: cattle lying down, and lion-headed eagles (Imduguds) hovering above 

grasping lions and goats. A large relief of sheet copper from Tell ˓Ubaid, almost a sculpture in the round, 

again depicts the lion-headed bird Imdugud, this time grasping a stag in each claw. The panel was nailed 

over a wooden core and set up on the facade of a temple. Exquisite examples of the goldsmiths‘ work 

were discovered in the Royal Cemetery at Ur (ca. 2650 B.C.). Objects include fluted beakers, bowls and 

cops, a helmet of beaten gold in the shape of a hairstyle with added perforated ears, a dagger whose blade 

and sheath are of gold, and its hilt of lapis lazuli studded with golden nails. There are also statues of a ram 

by a flowering shrub, the famous ―Standard of Ur‖ with narrative scenes on both sides, lyres and chests, 

all of which are adorned with red stone, blue lapis lazuli, gold leaf, and white shell inlay over a wooden 

core (Frankfort 1970: 60–66, 71–75; Moortgat 1969: 41–42; Strommenger 1964: 397–99).  

Early cylinder seals are cut from limestone, darker stones, lapis lazuli, rock crystal, and talc (steatite). 

Designs on seals and sealings (impressions on clay) depict recurrent themes: rows of animals, a bearded 

man in a variety of roles, boating scenes, activities connected with the production of manufactured goods, 

and patterns based on the rosette, circle, lozenge, and chevron. Contest scenes have elaborate 

compositions and among the contestants are a lion, bull, human-headed bull, and naked human figure. In 

banquet scenes participants drink from a large vessel through drinking tubes, or from cups. Frequently, 

musicians and servants accompany the banquet (Collon 1987: 14–31; Frankfort 1970: 35–37, 77–82). See 

also SEALS, MESOPOTAMIAN.  

B. Dynasty of Akkad and the Neo-Sumerian Period (ca. 2334–2000 B.C.)  

1. Architecture. A new development in temple building was the arrangement on one axis of a 

succession of courts and rooms leading to the main chamber, which contained the niche for the image of 

the deity. Examples of this method of building are the Ningal temple and the Enki temple, both at Ur. The 

Gimilsin (Shu-Sin) Temple at Tell Asmar, ancient Eshnunna, is a square building with a similar ground 

plan (see Fig. ART.13). The outside is decorated with flat buttresses, but the entrance is emphasized by 

two towers ornamented with stepped recesses. The best preserved ziggurat is that of the moon god Nanna 

at Ur. The four corners are oriented to the four points of the compass, and the casing of baked bricks is 



arranged in niches and flat buttresses. A central and two side staircases lead to the first level, where a 

gatehouse was built. The central stair continued to the highest platform, on which the actual temple was 

built. The temple tower of Innin (Inanna) at Uruk was simpler, and the outside walls were provided with 

flat buttresses. The ziggurat is constructed of brickwork, and layers of reed matting and reed straw are 

built into the structure at regular intervals. In addition, horizontal channels in which are thick reed ropes 

probably served to anchor the outside walls against the pressure of the weight of the bricks from inside 

(Frankfort 1970: 104–9; Moortgat 1969: 45, 56–59; Strommenger 1964: 406–9).  

The palace became of greater importance than it had been in Early Dynastic times. The so-called 

Akkadian Palace at Tell Asmar is an enlarged dwelling house. The palace at Tell Brak discloses a new 

formal concept. It was a mighty building, 100 m square, that had a main and three small court systems 

enclosed by a perimeter wall. The so-called old palace at Ashur shows a similar ground plan. The kings of 

the Third Dynasty of Ur continued to apply the same building concept of a palace, as exemplified by the 

royal residence of Ur-Nammu and Shulgi (2112–2047 B.C.) (Moortgat 1969: 45–47, 59–60; Strommenger 

1964: 402–3).  

2. Art. Sculptures of this period, which show a relationship to the previous ED, have plastic form and 

gain in calm monumentality. Modeling is more detailed, limbs have more organic proportion than before, 

and individual differences are prominent. Considerable life-size diorite statues seem to have been made of 

several rulers; unfortunately, no excavated statue is preserved entire. There are torsos of life-size statues 

of the Akkadian ruler Manishtusu (2269–2255 B.C.); numerous statues of Gudea (ca. 2200 B.C.), a local 

ruler of Lagash; and fragmentary statues and statuettes of other kings and women. Portrait heads are often 

strikingly naturalistic (see Fig. ART.14), and features are symmetrically placed and reflect a canon of 

proportion (Frankfort 1970: 84–86, 93–97; Moortgat 1969: 48–51, 62–65).  

A fragment of a victory stele of Sargon of Akkad (2334–2279 B.C.) contains the portrait of the king, 

accompanied by a servant with a sunshade. Fragments of other stelae bearing reliefs depict battle scenes 

arranged in registers. The celebrated stele of Naram-Sin (2254–2218 B.C.) was erected in Sippar. The 

scene on the stone monument is a dynamic composition in which the Akkadian king, considerably larger 

than his companions, places his left foot on the bodies of two fallen enemies (see Fig. ART.15). Votive 

stelae and stone plaques from Tello generally show scenes related to religious ceremonies. The great stele 

of Ur-Nammu has as its subject matter the cult functions of the ruler as temple builder and builder of 

canals (Frankfort 1970: 86–87, 102; Moortgat 1969: 47–49, 51–52, 65–68; Strommenger 1964: 404–6).  

Akkadian cylinder seals are cut in deeper relief, the compositions are better balanced, and the style 

acquires a new dynamism. Contest scenes were generally reduced to two pairs of equally matched 

opponents. In Akkadian times the banquet scene was often replaced by presentation scenes before a deity. 

The sun god was the most popular, and other popular deities were the water god, vegetation gods and 

goddesses, and a snake god. Seals of the post-Akkad period depict birds, boats, or two figures on either 

side of a tree. Presentation scenes become more standardized and there are few variations: a worshipper is 

led by a goddess before a seated deity, and an inscription is almost always added (Collon 1987: 32–39; 

Frankfort 1970: 89–91).  

C. Dynasties of Isin/Larsa, Babylon, Mitanni, and Kassite (ca. 2000–1150 B.C.)  

1. Architecture. Religious sanctuaries excavated so far, both large and small, disclose distinctive 

ground plans, and architectural decorations are occasionally added. Foundation walls of the main 

sanctuary at Ashur, dated to the reign of Shamshi-Adad I (1813–1781 B.C.), show that the building was 

composed of a central courtyard complex and several forecourts laid out at different levels. The Ishtar-

Kititum building at Ishchali, ancient Neribtum (ca. 1800 B.C.), was a vast complex joining three temples 

in a large rectangle. The actual Kititum temple follows the one-axis arrangement of courts and rooms. The 

small Mitanni temple at Tell Brak (ca. 1600 B.C.), nearly square in plan, has the facade decorated with 

inset panels of three engaged half-columns. The entrance leads into a wide chamber, with a shallow niche 

almost opposite the door. The niche is flanked by half-columns, and from it a stepped dais projects into 

the chamber. The great Karana temple at Tell al-Rimah was entirely symmetrical in plan and attached to a 

rectangular ziggurat on one side (ca. 1600–1350 B.C.). The building was constructed with an elaborate 



architectural decoration of multiformed half-columns and pilasters surrounding the courtyard and the 

facade of one large chamber. Associated with the door of this chamber are stone orthostats with reliefs of 

divine figures and hybrid creatures. A modest temple of the Kassite king Karaindash (1445–1427 B.C.) 

was built at Uruk and dedicated to the goddess Inanna. The building is rectangular and freestanding, its 

entrance is situated on the main axis, and at the corners are bastions. Entirely new, the outer wall has 

recesses made out of molded bricks, in which male and female deities who stand and hold vases with 

water streams flowing from them are depicted. The molded reliefs form the oldest examples of Kassite 

architectural sculptures (Frankfort 1970: 107–9, 127–29; Moortgat 1969: 76–78, 93–98, 106–8, 116–18; 

Oates 1967: 78–80, 88–90; 1987: 181–87; Strommenger 1964: 416–17, 423–24, 434–35).  

2. Sculpture and Painting. The few examples of stone sculpture in the round that survive are 

fragmentary, and the finest one is the expressive head of a king (ca. 1750 B.C.). Stone vases in the form of 

animals retain a precise, decorative style. Among the known small bronze statuettes of the Old 

Babylonian period are two from Ishchali. One is of a god stepping with the left foot on a couchant lamb, 

and the other is of a goddess seated on a simple stool. Both deities have four faces (Frankfort 1970: 110–

19; Moortgat 1969: 88–89; Strommenger 1964: 420, 422).  

Stone reliefs are represented by a number of fragments, which show military battles and the 

representation of a king beside an inscription. At the top of the stele on which Hammurabi‘s legal code is 

inscribed (ca. 1760 B.C.), the king stands alone before the throne of the sun god. The scene is worked in 

rounded relief. An important type of monument of the Kassite period is the so-called kudurru (or 

―boundary stone‖), which recorded a grant of land and was shaped like a stele. Its subject matter consists 

mainly of symbolic emblems of deities (see Fig. ART.16). The character of the divine symbols is an 

iconographic picture-language, with the symbols arranged in friezes, one above the other, from the astral 

gods to the chthonic powers. Reliefs on the front sides of two stone pedestals, supports for divine 

emblems, are fine examples of Middle Assyrian art (ca. 1240 B.C.). One work illustrates the king as 

worshipper, once standing and again kneeling, and the other illustrates the king standing between two 

hero figures who grasp tall wheel-topped standards. Small terra-cotta plaques, showing reliefs pressed 

from molds, were especially popular in the Old Babylonian period. A majority of the plaques represent 

deities, and other subjects include mythical scenes, scenes of family life, and individual figures of 

musicians, craftsmen, and animals (Frankfort 1970: 119–23, 129–30, 131–35; Moortgat 1969: 85–86, 

100–3; Oates 1979: 99–101).  

Evidence for wall paintings is rare. Impressive wall paintings found at Mari include the so-called 

Investiture of Zimri-Lim (ca. 1780 B.C.). Those from the palace at Nuzi (ca. 1400–1350 B.C.) are 

preserved only in small fragments. The designs consist of horizontal and vertical bands and metopes 

decorated with palmette trees, human and bulls‘ heads, and geometric patterns. The paintings are in red, 

pink, white, black, and gray on plaster. A Kassite palace built at Aqar Quf, ancient Dur Kurigalzu, was 

decorated with wall paintings showing geometric themes, floral patterns, and processions of men in white 

garments, dark hair, and red faces and arms against the gray walls. A few fragments of wall paintings 

from the MA palace at Kar-Tukulti-Ninurta (ca. 1240 B.C.) had pictorial motifs placed in metopelike 

panels and framed by ornamental bands (Frankfort 1970: 132, 135–37; Moortgat 1969: 99–100, 118–19; 

Oates 1979: 62–63; Strommenger 1964: 421).  

3. Seal Design. The business archives (inscribed clay tablets) of the merchants of Ashur (ca. 1920–1800 

B.C.), who had a trading colony just outside Kültepe in Anatolia, were sealed with cylinder seals of 

Assyrian and foreign manufacture. The seals of Ashur are based on previous styles, but the execution is 

often crude. Figures are flat and linear, or elongated. Isin/Larsa seals are often made from heametite, a 

hard iron oxide. Presentation scenes continue from earlier periods, but filling motifs are now added in the 

spaces surrounding the figures. The worshipper stands with his hands clasped and almost invariably faces 

the seated deified king. Scenes of later date depict only standing figures, which consist of the king with a 

mace, a suppliant goddess, or the warrior goddess. About 1600 B.C. sintered quartz, also known as 

faience, frit, or paste, appeared as a new material for seals. It was easy to cut, could be fired or glazed, and 

was mass-produced. Subjects include horned animals, stylized human figures, decorative bands of net 



patterns, and linked chevron trees, center-dot circles, stars, and guilloches. Kassite seals were made of 

hard stones, such as chalcedony, and the designs reflect their dependence on Mesopotamian traditions. 

Most of the seals have prominent inscriptions, leaving little space for the designs. Seals of the MA period 

(ca. 1350–1150 B.C.) reflect a new, vital, and original style. Popular themes are winged griffin-demons 

holding up their prey by the legs, an animal striding toward a tree, and fights between animals (Collon 

1987: 41–47, 58–59, 65–69; Frankfort 1970: 140–42).  

D. Late Assyrian Period (ca. 1150–612 B.C.)  

1. Architecture. Major evidence for Assyrian architecture comes from four cities: Ashur, Kalhu 

(Nimrud), Dur-Sharrukin (Khorsabad), and Nineveh. The main plan of the Assyrian temple is a long 

room, with or without an anteroom, that leads to a small cult room on a low platform, reached by a flight 

of stairs. The double temple at Ashur was dedicated to the gods Anu and Adad (ca. 1120 B.C.). The 

temple proper consists of two long chambers with deep cult niches and side rooms between two massive 

stepped towers. In front is a rectangular courtyard surrounded by a suite of rooms. The temple precinct 

with ziggurat at Khorsabad, ancient Dur-Sharrukin, contained five shrines of the Assyrian plan arranged 

around open courts enclosed by small rooms (late 8th century B.C.). Each shrine was dedicated to a 

different deity. More elaborate is the temple of Nabu at the same site. It is placed on a terrace and is 

divided into a forecourt and central court; the temple itself lies behind the latter and is enclosed by long 

corridors on three sides. Ezida, an enormous religious structure at Nimrud, ancient Kalhu, contained 

within it the temple of Nabu. There were over 35 rooms, in addition to four large courts and a number of 

long corridors. Ezida was organized like a fortress: there was a defensive wall and the only access to the 

building was up a ramp that led through a gate with heavy buttresses on either side. It remained in use 

from the 9th through 7th centuries (Mallowan 1975: 231–38; Oates 1968: 115–120; Strommenger 1964: 

444–47).  

The Assyrian palace, together with temples and administrative buildings, was situated within the 

fortified acropolis of the city. The NW Palace at Nimrud was built in the reign of Ashurnasirpal II (883–

859 B.C.). It includes the forecourt (the bābānu) and the primary apartments, reception halls, domestic 

quarters, and an administrative wing (the b  tānu). The largest room in the whole layout is the throne 

room, the true center of the whole palace. The plan radiates about a great open court; all the groupings of 

the chambers and smaller courts are neatly balanced and articulated. Other palaces excavated at Nimrud 

are the so-called Center Palace of Shalmaneser III (858–824 B.C.), the Central Palace of Tiglath-pileser III 

(745–727 B.C.), the SW Palace of Esarhaddon (680–669 B.C.), and the remains of a palace of Ashur-etel-

ilani (after 626 B.C.). The palace of Sargon II (721–705 B.C.) at his newly founded city of Dur-Sharrukin 

stands on its own terrace and extends outside the city wall and at the same time forms its strongest bastion 

(see Fig. ART.17). The great throne room has three entrances that face onto a vast open court. The two 

palaces of Sennacherib (704–681 B.C.) and Ashurbanipal (668–627 B.C.) are situated on the hill of 

Nineveh. Sennacherib described his royal residence as the ―palace without a rival,‖ and it was built in 

accordance with a new ground-plan design. The palace has at least three main entrances, of which two are 

provided with huge triple portals. The room arrangements grouped around the courts are completely 

different in shape and function; moreover, the room complexes are accessible from several sides. The 

North Palace of Ashurbanipal was only partially excavated. Within the complex is a large, long 

rectangular room that can be reached from a great hall through a triple portal. In particular a series of 

connecting long corridors or ramps lead up from a columned entrance to the main palace area (Frankfort 

1970: 143–51; Mallowan 1975: 93–97, 164–65, 200–5; Moortgat 1969: 126–29, 151–53; Strommenger 

1964: 437–88, 450–51).  

Fort Shalmaneser at Nimrud, the so-called ekal-masharti, was an independent military installation. Its 

exclusive character is indicated by the line of the outer wall, reinforced externally by towers set at regular 

intervals. The fort proper with its 200-odd rooms and four separate quadrants had residential quarters for 

officers, barracks, stables, workshops, magazines, and the residency for the king and his court. Fort 

Shalmaneser was built in the reign of Shalmaneser III and continued in use till 612 B.C. Palace F at Dur-



Sharrukin copied the ekal-masharti in Nimrud. It was the royal arsenal, the military center of Sargon II 

(Mallowan 1975: 369–83; Moortgat 1969: 137–39).  

2. Sculpture and Decorated Monument. A rare bronze statuette dedicated to an Assyrian king, 

probably Ashur-dan I (1178–1133 B.C.), is of a slender figure dressed in a tunic, with a small shoulder 

shawl. Missing are the head, arms, and feet. Another unusual work is the torso of a statue of a nude 

woman, modeled in stone and inscribed with the name of Ashur-bel-kala (1073–1056 B.C.). There are 

several large stone statues of 9th-century-B.C. Assyrian kings. The royal figures are posed frontally and 

dressed in long wraparound shawl garments. Statues of deities, each distinguished by a horned cap and 

holding a box in both hands or else a vase from which streams of water flow, were placed in temple 

precincts (Frankfort 1970: 152; Mallowan 1975: 88–89; Moortgat 1969: 121–22; Strommenger 1964: 

440–41, 443).  

Reliefs with historical subjects appear on pillarlike stone monuments described as obelisks. The Broken 

Obelisk shows within a recessed panel bound captives before the Assyrian king, and above the scene are 

divine symbols (ca. 1070 B.C.). The White Obelisk has relief friezes in eight registers that extend around 

all four sides. The pictorial themes include warlike expeditions, ritual activities, and the hunt of wild 

animals. The monument is dated to the reign of Ashurnasirpal I (1049–1031 B.C.) or Ashurnasirpal II. The 

Black Obelisk of Shalmaneser III has five registers of panel reliefs on each of the four sides. The scenes 

show local rulers paying homage to the Assyrian king, while attendants from different regions bring 

tribute. On royal stelae, the Assyrian king is always portrayed with shoulder-length hair and long beard; 

he is dressed in the prescribed royal costume and carries the weapons of kingship. In the space above and 

in front of the ruler‘s head are symbols of important deities whose awesome splendors are conferred upon 

the king, pictorially. The royal stelae were set up in temples, at city gates, and in captured foreign cities. 

Rock reliefs of Assyrian kings were carved at the sides of mountains located in different parts of the Near 

East, and many are extant (Barnett 1975: pl. 2; Mallowan 1975: 62–63; Moortgat 1969: 122–23; 

Strommenger 1964: 208).  

3. Wall Relief and Ivory Work. The integration of architecture and pictorial art occurred early in the 

9th century B.C., when wall reliefs replaced painting in the Assyrian palace. The unity of art and 

architecture was maintained throughout the following two centuries. Important portals throughout the 

palace area were lined with huge winged human-headed bull (lamassu) and winged human-headed lion 

(šedu) sculptures, whose duty it was to prevent evil spirits from entering. Stone slabs framing the doors 

were carved with winged and wingless human-headed and bird-headed genies and their images 

engendered a divine, protective atmosphere. Whole rooms within the palace had the lower part of their 

walls covered with limestone blocks, several meters high. Narrative scenes carved in relief on the stone 

blocks are essentially historical and deal with the Assyrian king‘s great deeds in war and hunting (see Fig. 

ART.18). The events are expressed in monumental manner. Pictorial compositions, which became a 

determining factor in the development of style, are arranged in various ways. The episodic scene centers 

around a single activity; the narrative frieze shows a sequence of related events in one or more registers; 

the mural-type scene abandons the use of registers and, instead, dominates the entire surface of the stone 

block; and processions of large-scale human figures consist of soldiers, Assyrian officials, priests and 

musicians, and foreigners advancing to the Assyrian king and his personal attendants (Barnett 1975; 

Frankfort 1970: 157–60, 168–71, 174–94; Strommenger 1964: 441, 443, 448, 451).  

Ivory carving as an art form was established in the Near East by the start of the 1st millennium B.C. 

Ivories in Assyrian style generally consist of flat plaques carved with incised designs of subjects and 

persons familiar from the palace wall reliefs. Other plaques show highly skilled carving in flat, low-relief 

style. Many decorated ivories were overlays for furniture and smaller objects. Purely Assyrian-style 

ivories became rare in the 8th century, in consequence of overhunting and extermination of herds of 

elephants which roamed parts of Syria (Mallowan 1978: 12–25; Herrmann and Mallowan 1974).  

E. Neo-Babylonian Dynasty (625–539 B.C.)  

Babylon‘s principal palace was the Southern Palace, built in the reign of Nebuchadnezzer II (604–562 

B.C.). It contains five great courtyard complexes in parallel arrangement, resembling the multiplicity of 



the ordinary dwelling house. The decoration of the facade of the vast throne room facing the outer court 

was made of multicolored glazed bricks. Richly decorated glazed bricks were also used for the massive 

walls of the so-called Processional Way and Ishtar Gate. Enamel brick technique in Babylon had two 

variants: a completely flat, painted and glazed surface or a glazed relief composed of molded bricks. The 

subject matter consists of slender trees with volute capitals, friezes of palmettes, and lions, bulls, and 

serpent-dragons (mušhuš). Babylon‘s most important temple was Esagila, the dwelling place of the god 

Marduk. The Marduk sanctuary is a complex of buildings around open courts, the temple, and the 

ziggurat, all of which are enclosed by a rectangular perimeter wall. Remains of impressive NB temples 

have been found at excavated cities, including Sippar, Ur, Borsippa, and Kish (Frankfort 1970: 203–5; 

Moortgat 1969: 158–62; Oates, 1979: 144–46).  

Art objects of the Neo-Babylonian period are sparse. The upper part of a stele of Nabonidus (555–539 

B.C.) illustrates the royal figure standing below three divine symbols. Seals of Babylon, both in 

iconography and style, were probably influenced by Assyrian glyptic. One class of NB seals depicts a 

priest before the symbols of various deities (Collon 1987: 80–83).  

F. Summary and Trend  

Throughout the millennia, the art and architecture of Mesopotamia were linked by a unified tradition 

which stemmed from a comprehensive religious, political, social, and economic outlook that was 

homogeneous. The essential character of works of art may be defined as a striving for harmony, 

symmetry, and lucid description. Moreover, specific structures and works of art display a striving for 

monumentality, magnificence, and dynamic description, such as the ziggurat, Assyrian palace, and stele 

of Naram-Sin. The complexity and outward variations between artworks reflect the different levels of 

technical skill and feeling for style prevailing at any one time.  

Systematic studies on Mesopotamian art have progressed in several important ways. One method of 

study focuses upon stylistic development and art-historical interpretation (Schlossman 1979; 1981–82; 

Reade 1979a, b; 1980a, b). Another method examines works of art within the context of aclinistrative, 

historical, or social settings (Gibson and Biggs 1977; Winter 1976). Both approaches have contributed to 

the understanding of Mesopotamian art. Finally, recent archaeological exploration has uncovered 

additional ancient edifices, and those discoveries have enlarged the understanding of Mesopotamian 

architecture (Weiss 1985: 6–19).  

Bibliography  
Barnett, R. D., and Lorenzi, A. 1975. Assyrian Sculpture in the British Museum. Toronto.  
Collon, D. 1987. First Impressions. Cylinder Seals in the Ancient Near East. Chicago and London.  

Crawford, H. E. W. 1977. The Architecture of Iraq in the Third Millennium B.C. Mesopotamia 5. Copenhagen.  

Frankfort, H. 1970. The Art and Architecture of the Ancient Orient. 4th rev. ed. London.  

Gibson, M., and Biggs, R. D., eds. 1977. Seals and Sealing in the Ancient Near East. BibMes 6. Malibu.  

Herrmann, G., and Mallowan, M. 1974. Furniture from SW.7 Fort Shalmaneser. Commentary, Catalogue and Plates. Ivories 

from Nimrud (1949–1963) Fascicle 3. London.  

Mallowan, M. E. L. 1975. Nimrud and Its Remains. Vols. 1, 2, 2d ed. London.  

———. 1978. The Nimrud Ivories. London.  

Moortgat A. 1969. The Art of Mesopotamia. The Classical Art of the Near East. Trans. Judith Filson. London and New York.  

Oates, D. 1967. The Excavations at Tell al Rimah, 1966. Iraq 29: 70–96.  

———. 1968. The Excavations at Tell al Rimah, 1967. Iraq 30: 115–38.  

———. 1987. Excavations at Tell Brak 1985–86. Iraq 49: 175–91.  

Oates, J. 1979. Babylon. London.  

Reade, J. E. 1979a. Assyrian Architectural Decoration: Techniques and Subject-Matter. Baghdader Mitteilungen 10: 17–49.  

———. 1979b. Narrative Composition in Assyrian Sculpture. Baghdader Mitteilungen 10: 52–110.  

———. 1980a. Space, Scale, and Significance in Assyrian Art. Baghdader Mitteilungen 11: 71–74.  

———. 1980b. Architectural Context of Assyrian Sculpture. Baghdader Mitteilungen 11: 75–87.  

Schlossman, B. L. 1979. Portraiture in Mesopotamia in the Late Third and Early Second Millennium B.C. Part 1. AfO 26: 56–

77.  

———. 1981/1982. Portraiture in Mesopotamia in the Late Third and Early Second Millennium B.C. Part 2. AfO 28: 143–70.  

Strommenger, E., and Hirmer, M. 1964. 5000 Years of the Art of Mesopotamia. Trans. C. Haglud. New York.  

Weiss, H. 1985. Tell Leilan on the Habur Plains of Syria. BA 48: 6–32.  



Winter, I. J. 1976. Phoenician and North Syrian Ivory Carving in Historical Context: Questions of Style and Distribution. Iraq 

38: 1–22.  

PAULINE ALBENDA  

EGYPTIAN ART AND ARCHITECTURE  

Egyptian architectural monuments and the other works of art which they contained constitute the largest 

visible legacy from pre-Classical times in the Near East. Their traditions continued into the early centuries 

A.D., and were very influential in much of the ancient world. Architecture and representational art formed 

an integrated system, whose basic organization was created around the beginning of the dynastic period 

(Baines 1989a). The majority of works of all periods down to Roman times fit within this system, which 

forms the most important presentation of ideology. Writing also partakes of the system: much preserved 

writing is on permanent monuments incorporated within architectural and artistic contexts, and has its full 

meaning within those contexts. Art was central to Egyptian high culture; in times of prosperity, a high 

proportion of resources was used to create works of art (see in general Aldred 1980).  

Representational art in particular must be understood in terms of iconographic as well as 

representational conventions (see C.3 below). Both these types of convention affected compositions in 

ways that are sufficiently alien from those of Western art to need explicit study. Iconography related to a 

system of decorum which governed what was depicted and how it was shown in most contexts, and had 

extensions outside the artistic sphere (Baines 1985a: 277–305).  

———  

A. The Status of Art  

B. Architecture  

1. Introductory: Domestic and Other Structures  

2. Materials and Forms  
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A. The Status of Art  

It is often wrongly claimed that Egyptian art is not ―art‖: that there was no Egyptian word for art, the 

concept of artistic creativity was lacking, and all works had a function (e.g., Wolf 1957: 66–68; Junge 

fc.). The linguistic argument is based on the fact that the Egyptian word hmt means ―craftsmanship‖ rather 

than Western ―art,‖ but it is invalid, because Egyptian lacks words for many comparable abstractions, 

such as religion or politics, yet this does not show that Egypt lacked those phenomena. The absence of 

these words demonstrates something about Egyptian classification, but not about art (see Müller fc.). The 

other components of the argument implicitly use an over-narrow Westernizing conception of art—that it 

must be the expression of an individual personality and is essentially functionless. They cannot be 

sustained in the face of the demonstrable high status of some artists (e.g., Krauss 1983), the meaningful 

variation and stylistic development of works of art, and the resources and prestige vested in their 

production. Artists worked in teams, as is normal in most artistic traditions and necessary for 

manipulating intractable materials and creating very large works. This does not imply any devaluation of 

the resulting product or of those who were responsible for its design and execution. What can hardly be 

attributed to Egypt is the ideologically and behaviorally loaded Western conception of the ―artist‖ (see 

also Drenkhahn 1976: 62–72).  

Another debate has been about the interpretation of artistic production as having a ―re-creative‖ 

purpose. Rituals that might be depicted on temple walls would substitute for their real performance, while 

statues of the deceased and the decoration of his tomb would enable him to survive the loss of his mummy 

and the cessation of his mortuary cult. The unquestionable ―realism‖ of Egyptian representational forms 



would be explained along the same lines, as being required so that what was shown should come to life in 

the correct form (e.g., Iversen 1975: 5–7). This interpretation is not based on texts, but rather seeks to 

explain the choice of subject matter in temple and tomb decoration and some particular features of the 

record, such as the mutilation of signs representing human and animal figures in the Pyramid Texts 

inscribed in the mortuary chambers of late 5th and 6th Dynasty pyramids (Lacau 1914). Although some 

aspects of decoration have ―performative‖ elements (Derchain 1989), this approach is generally 

implausible. In these areas, Egyptian art partakes of the character of central symbolic statements, and 

comparable phenomena could be found in many cultures.  

B. Architecture  

1. Introductory: Domestic and Other Structures. Architecture is both the principal artistic form and 

the context for other works of art (Jéquier 1920–24; Badawy 1954–68; de Cenival 1964; Smith 1981). 

The ultimate context of architecture is the Egyptian natural and social environment. Any general influence 

of the natural environment on architectural forms is, however, uncertain, except insofar as the dry, hot 

climate allowed the use of flat forms and encouraged measures to circulate air. An important 

environmental element is orientation. One or two temples have an astronomical orientation (Krauss 1985: 

49), but the main astronomically oriented structures are mortuary, in particular the pyramids, whose sides 

face the cardinal points. Most temples are oriented to the Nile. Those on the west bank are entered from 

their ―east‖ side and have an axis facing ―west‖; the reverse applies to those on the east bank. These 

orientations are variable according to the local direction of the river, so that, for example, the temple of 

Dendara faces north; the orientation of many other buildings was dependent on their connections with 

different structures on the same site.  

The social environment is more significant than the natural. The highly centripetal Egyptian state was 

organized around the king, the capital or residence of the king, and, in earlier periods, the king‘s mortuary 

monument. In the New Kingdom and later, the royal city had a cosmic significance and formed a stage on 

which the king‘s actions and the life of the whole settlement assumed ―historical‖ meaning. Rather similar 

meaning should be attributed to the royal palace, whose design shows many analogies with temples 

(O‘Connor fc.a; fc.). At the other end of the scale of society and of architectural grandeur, everyday 

dwellings could have had architectural significance, as in many societies, but such a meaning can hardly 

be recovered. Most preserved nonelite housing is proletarian in organization and acquires architectural 

value chiefly through its context in large planned settlements. Elite manorial houses, as depicted 

especially in New Kingdom tombs, were set in large garden compounds, and had an urban counterpart in 

the elite ―villas‖ of el-Amarna. These structures had both prestige and religious aspects, but have hardly 

been investigated for their architectural meaning (collection of material on domestic architecture: Roik 

1988). Rural housing of the nonelite, which could have preserved more general cultural significance, is 

almost wholly unknown.  

The majority of preserved architecture is stone built and funerary, consisting of freestanding or rock-cut 

tombs sited on the edge of the Nile Valley between Cairo and Aswan. These include royal tombs, varying 

in size from modest structures to the Great Pyramid. Preserved temple complexes belong principally to 

the New Kingdom and Greco-Roman period. There are also rock-cut temples in the desert escarpment in 

Egypt and Lower Nubia.  

2. Materials and Forms. The principal constructional materials were stone and brick, but reed and 

matting were widespread for temporary structures, while some prestige building, for example of 

baldachins for royal and divine thrones, was in wood.  

a. Brick. Mud brick, which survives less well than stone, was used for religious and secular structures 

from temples to houses (Spencer 1979). The earliest preserved brick dates to the Naqada II period, before 

the unification of the country. At first, the material was used for prestige purposes, becoming widespread 

only later. Nongeometric use of mud, as in wattle-and-daub, was probably always the standard technique 

for rural houses.  

Mud brick was used with skill and imagination. Rich effects were created in elaborately paneled facades 

to the enclosures and outside walls of palaces and tombs. The characteristic ―palace facade‖ form of these 



was perhaps originally royal, and remained a royal symbol, but it was used by others as well, especially in 

mortuary contexts. Its design is comparable with Mesopotamian motifs, but may not have been derived 

from them.  

Brick enclosures were often on a colossal scale, especially in the Late Period; some walls are as much as 

15 m thick. A characteristic feature of enclosure walls is the alternation of level sections of brickwork 

with undulating or concave and convex ones (e.g., Barguet 1962: 29–40). The purpose of this practice has 

been argued by different authors to be symbolic of the primeval waters, or to be structural (see Spencer 

1979: 114–16, favoring the symbolic interpretation).  

In brick buildings with interior spaces, the Egyptians mastered difficult structural elements such as wide 

unsupported vaults and domes. One reason for developing these techniques, which are more commonly 

found in burnt-brick traditions, is the scarcity of structural timber in Egypt. These forms contributed to the 

impressive appearance of utilitarian buildings, such as groups of magazines within temple complexes (see 

Fig. ART.20; Vandersleyen 1975: pl. VII). But the design of large dwelling and ceremonial areas, such as 

palaces, which have to be studied principally from ground plans, appears superficially less orderly, and is 

not well understood.  

b. Stone: Forms and Symbolism. Most of the main preserved monuments are built of limestone or 

sandstone (with parts in granite and other hard stones). Their structural forms are simpler than those of 

mud brick, but their symbolism is more elaborate. The earliest large-scale buildings, in the 3d Dynasty 

step pyramid complex of Djoser at Saqqara, look to plant models, from reeds and flowers to tree trunks, 

for the forms of columns and of decorative motifs. The complex is a successor of mortuary enclosures of 

the first two dynasties, in which similar structures may have been built in mud brick (O‘Connor fc.b.), but 

brick hardly influenced the stone forms.  

Stone structures are either largely solid, like the pyramids, or are based on load-bearing walls, columns, 

and pillars (Clarke and Engelbach 1930). Roofs are flat, and the distance spanned by roof beams is 

restricted to the maximum length for an unsupported architrave, about 3 m for limestone and 7 m for 

sandstone (used from the New Kingdom on). Forms are generally rectilinear, but are relieved by the 

characteristic batter of external surfaces (perhaps derived from brickwork or building in mud), by column 

styles, and by decorative features. Only a few buildings are geometric, the best known being the Valley 

Temple of Chephren at Giza (e.g., Lange and Hirmer 1968: pls. 32–33) and the cenotaph of Sety I at 

Abydos (Frankfort 1930); both are constructed mainly of granite. Large internal spaces are interrupted by 

the columns which carry the roof, and include the typical hypostyle halls of temples. In contrast with the 

generally axial design of temples, these halls have strong transverse accents.  

Arches were not used in stone until the Late Period, and the only vaulting was corbelling, which was 

carved in New Kingdom temples to produce curved ceilings for sanctuaries and occurs in the rock-cut 

burial chambers of New Kingdom royal tombs (e.g., Vandersleyen 1975: pl. 93).  

Most columns have capitals, and abaci are common (LÄ 5: 343–48). Their forms are generally derived 

from aquatic plants, especially papyrus, but including lotus, date palms, and, in late times, elaborate 

composites. The date palm, which is also a common model, should be considered aquatic, because palms 

frequently have their bases in marshy ground. Fluted and polygonal columns are known. Two 

characteristic features of wall design are the torus moulding, a cylindrical treatment of edges and corners 

applied to the most varied structures and features, and the cavetto cornice, a form which flares forward 

above a vertical or battered surface. Detailed examples of these suggest plant models in the lashing of 

edges of panels and the gathering of heads of plants at their tops. Two vital decorative motifs are the 

uraeus, or protective rearing cobra, which often occurs as a frieze, and the sun disk, which is found 

typically in the cavetto cornice above doorways.  

Wall surfaces of stone structures were decorated with painted reliefs. By the 4th Dynasty some royal 

mortuary temples had a rich repertory of scenes, whose subjects included the worship of the gods, the 

provisioning of the temple by its estates, and ―historical‖ events primarily showing the king‘s dominance 

of the world and maintenance of order. The relief area of a wall was set off by a dado of horizontal 



moulding lines at the bottom, and at the top the hieroglyph for sky or a kheker frieze, which seems to 

derive from tassels at the edge of a fabric.  

Temples in particular exploited the potential of light and darkness (see Fig. ART.21). They were 

theoretically oriented to face sunrise or sunset, and their outer areas were relatively light, but light struck 

directly into the interior only down the axis, when the inner doors were opened. Small window openings 

were cut in roofs, in the upper parts of walls, and at the juncture of wall and roof. Side rooms were 

completely dark. The decoration, whose primary purpose was its enacting of the symbolic world depicted 

in the reliefs, rather than creating something to be seen, could be seen only when illuminated by lamps. 

As in many other traditions, the completed work of art was hardly intended to be viewed.  

In addition to their decoration, temples contained ritual equipment and many large and small statues. 

They were surrounded by service buildings and enclosed within mud-brick enclosure walls. Priests alone 

could enter temples and the gods, whose dwellings they were, left them only at festivals. Despite this 

seclusion, temples had a central significance as symbolic, sanctified representations of the perfect world at 

creation (Barguet 1962: 336–40; Baines 1976; Finnestad 1985). This meaning can be read in linear 

fashion off the plan of a complex, from the enclosure wall through the various areas and rooms into the 

sanctuary, or vertically, in the decoration of single walls. The slightly raised floor level of the sanctuary 

marked the original mound of creation, while the individual scenes and the wall surface as a whole 

represented the sanctified cosmos, terminating in the sky at the top. The entrance pylon of a temple (e.g., 

Vandersleyen 1975: pls. 91, 103), which consisted of a pair of high walls with battered faces flanking a 

central doorway, was its largest single element and was decorated with semi-apotropaic scenes of the king 

slaughtering his enemies. The wall decoration within the temples added to its meaning. Their reliefs show 

the king (in Graeco-Roman times the Ptolemy or Roman Emperor) offering to the gods and receiving 

benefits from them, and are organized into registers with sequences of scenes that summarize the stages of 

rituals or obey more abstract schemas. The world of the reliefs is almost exclusively divine and royal; its 

relation to humanity is indirect.  

The forms of tombs are more various than those of temples and their meaning less well understood. 

There was almost always a distinction in location and form between royal and nonroyal tombs.  

Royal tombs developed from the unmarked brick-lined pits of the first two dynasties at Abydos, through 

the pyramid complexes of the Old and Middle Kingdoms (Edwards 1985–86), to the rock-cut tombs of 

the New Kingdom in the Valley of the Kings (Hornung 1988) with their accompanying mortuary temples 

at the Nile Valley edge, and small Late Period structures in temple enclosures (Stadelmann 1971). Early 

royal tombs point to a cosmic destiny of the king in the next life. The pyramids have a stellar orientation, 

but may also be related to solar beliefs, while perhaps further symbolizing the first created matter. Their 

meaning seems closely related to that of the obelisk, which was both a cult object in its own right and a 

decorative element placed in pairs outside tombs and later temples. New Kingdom royal tombs are 

decorated with compositions concerned with the nightly passage of the sun god through the underworld, 

and their design too may symbolize the underworld.  

Early nonroyal tombs, which are termed mastabas, have the form of stylized mounds with battered sides 

(in stone constructions from the 4th Dynasty on); the symbolism of this form is uncertain. The deceased 

was buried in a chamber at the bottom of a shaft cut within the mastaba structure. The mortuary cult 

centered on a niche, normally at the south end of the tomb, whose form derived from a section of mud-

brick paneling. This niche became the Old Kingdom ―false door,‖ through which the deceased‘s spirit 

received offerings, while the area before it was extended to form a chapel, and much of the originally 

solid mastaba superstructure was gradually taken up by additional decorated rooms.  

Rock-cut nonroyal tombs were constructed in all periods from the late 4th Dynasty on. Their decoration 

and focus on the false door were similar to mastabas, and their burials were also at the bottoms of shafts. 

Often rock-cut tomb complexes consist of a forecourt and paneled facade in front of the internal rooms. 

The standard form of a New Kingdom Theban tomb comprised a transverse room, parts of which might 

have ―secular‖ decoration, with a longitudinal room behind leading to an offering place at the back. In the 

18th Dynasty these tombs began to have religious scenes among the decoration, and by the 20th Dynasty 



almost all secular decoration had disappeared. In the artisans‘ tombs at Deir el-Medina, the decorated 

chambers were often underground and had vaulted ceilings, assimilating them to the forms of sarcophagi 

and burial chambers; these rooms had exclusively mortuary decoration.  

From the mid–New Kingdom on, new forms of free-standing tombs modeled on temple designs 

developed in the Memphite area. These were influential into very late times, producing such masterpieces 

as the 4th–3rd-century B.C. tomb of Petosiris at Tuna el-Gebel (Lefebvre 1923–24). By that date, 

however, few of the elite built major tombs, and this type is relatively poorly known. Examples at such 

sites as Saqqara have been more thoroughly destroyed than earlier tombs.  

C. Representational Art  

1. Introduction. The images that filled architectural spaces and decorated their surfaces were all 

designed on the same basic principles. Egyptian art therefore has a stylistic unity which has been 

recognized since antiquity. The application of its principles is best seen in the canon of proportions (e.g., 

Robins 1986), which provided a convenient and accurate means of depicting objects, especially the 

human form, on squared grids (see Fig. ART.22), while facilitating the organization of artists in teams. 

The rendering of nature, which underlay the canon of proportions and has analogies in sculpture in the 

round, is very different from that of Western art. Its most important characteristics are its reliance on 

outlines and nonincorporation of foreshortening and related optical phenomena. Within its conventions, it 

strove toward what may be termed realism, that is, proportional accuracy and approximation to visual 

schemata, rather than toward extremes of stylization. For Westerners, there has often seemed to be a 

contradiction between its nonuse of perspective and its realism, and this problem has been alternately 

overlooked and commented on at length. Since perspective and foreshortening are characteristic of few 

artistic traditions, the methods so clearly exemplified in Egyptian art should be considered universal 

(Baines 1985b) and perspective a special case, rather than the other way around. Although the 

Westerner‘s difficulty with finding a way to approach Egyptian representation results largely from its 

realism, there is nothing inherently contradictory in the presence of realism in a nonperspective tradition.  

As in many cultures, almost all works were planned to be painted, or were naturally colored (cf. 

Reuterswärd 1958). With few exceptions, coloring was polychrome. The basic coloring system consisted 

of black, white, red, yellow, green, blue, with gray both as a hue and as a neutral; brown and pink were 

later added to the repertory. Colors could appear in more than one shade. The color classification visible 

on the monuments is more complex than that known from the Egyptian language, but both fit the 

universal ―color encoding sequence‖ of Berlin and Kay (Baines 1985c). Painting was the last stage of 

work on sculpture and relief; because many works were not finished, people will have been familiar with 

the appearance of unpainted works (see also Smith 1949: 105–29; 244–72).  

2. Sculpture in the Round. The products of Egyptian techniques are easily appreciated in statuary (e.g., 

Russmann fc., Vandersleyen 1975: pls. 115–236). Apart from a geometrical character which is basic to 

the system and was probably valued for its dignity, the human figure is depicted realistically. Great 

mastery was achieved in stone-working, in rendering the masses of the human form and of detail, and in 

the modeling of faces and of the upper part of the body (see ART.23).  

Except for the Old Kingdom, most statues come from temples and show gods, kings, and human beings 

more or less in repose, standing with the left foot forward, or seated or squatting (see Fig. ART.24), singly 

or in small groups. They are idealized, with a concept of beauty not very different from that of the modern 

West. Transient or dynamic poses and the depiction of aged and careworn features are relatively rare, but 

are characteristic of many of the finest works. Iconographic details indicate the identity of many gods and 

of the king, but in addition most statues are inscribed with the owners‘ names and titles; statue and 

inscription complement each other so that the statue is the last ―hieroglyph‖ of the text (which does not 

mean that text is more important than statue; Fischer 1974). Sculptures from colossi 15 m high to 

figurines of a few centimeters are remarkably uniform in style, but small works can be surprisingly free, 

especially in wood (which is greatly underrepresented in the record). This applies particularly to 

decorative figures like unguent jars in the form of offering bearers carrying pots (see Fig. ART.25).  



Art-historical work has tended to focus on the faces of statues and on problems of dating. The question 

of whether the Egyptians made ―portraits‖ is much debated. While the features of some individuals, 

especially of royalty, are evidently depicted in statuary, the term ―portrait‖ is so culturally loaded as to 

make its application to alien traditions problematic; meaningful answers to these questions depend on 

clarifying what is being asked. It is clear that the features chiefly at issue are those of kings (e.g., Tefnin 

1979; Müller 1988), and that during the periods when distinctive royal faces were carved many other 

people were depicted with faces similar to those of kings. The only time when faces have a very clear 

iconographic significance was the later 12th Dynasty, when Senwosret III and Amenemhat III were 

depicted with suffering countenances probably signifying the role of the ―suffering king.‖ For other 

periods, especially the Late Period (Bothmer 1969; Brooklyn Museum 1988), marks of age were typical 

of nonroyal sculpture. Statues additionally derived acquired much of their meaning from iconography. 

People commissioned many statues of themselves with differing iconography that included the physique, 

which was youthfully slender in most cases, and prosperously obese for older, wiser figures.  

The two principal contexts for sculpture were tomb and temple. There is little evidence for statues in 

other public places, except where large areas of a city were linked by avenues, principally of sphinxes 

(best known in Thebes). In addition to stone and wood, statues were made in copper or bronze and 

precious metals, and sometimes in composites of different substances. Very little bronze sculpture is 

known from before the Late Period, but casting was mastered impressively, if only for royal statues 

(Wildung 1984: 209, fig. 184; Old Kingdom molded statue Lange and Hirmer 1968: pl. 80). Temple 

reliefs depicting cult statues show a far wider range of types than is physically preserved (e.g., Davies 

1953: pls. 1–5), most of them being made of wood, metal, or a mixture of the two.  

Sculpture of different periods varies greatly in style and character. The time of the widest range of 

contemporary variation was the Late Period, when statues were the principal monuments of most 

members of the elite (Bothmer 1969; one group of royal sculpture: Russmann 1974).  

3. Relief and Painting. Egyptian principles of representation have more distinctive consequences in 

relief and painting (Schäfer 1986). Despite fundamental differences of type, these two media share a 

linear mode of representation, and reliefs could be carved on the basis of existing paintings (e.g., Baines 

1989b); preparatory drawings for both were essentially the same. Low raised relief was normal indoors 

and sunk relief, in which the stone of the background between the figures was not removed, outdoors; 

sunk relief shows up better in sunlight.  

Compositions are organized as groupings conveying information visually, not as visual or perceptual 

images (see Fig. ART.26). The picture surface is an area to be filled, not three-dimensional space or a 

specific location, and there is no fixed point from which compositions are to be viewed. Figures are 

related to one another by their actions and gestures or by overlapping, while relative size indicates relative 

importance, not distance. The chief organizing element in compositions is the register, a sequence of 

figures or separate scenes on a single baseline. A set of registers fills a wall surface, while principal 

figures or scenes may be the height of several registers and bracket them together. Designs are arranged to 

fill a surface evenly and arrange it meaningfully, rather as in the layout of an illustrated book. The register 

compositions of temples (see Fig. ART.27), especially of the Late and Greco-Roman Periods, are more 

rigid than those of nonroyal tombs, and exhibit complex ordering principles that unify entire walls 

(Winter 1968: Part 1). The composition of scenes is so highly conventionalized that it is often 

meaningless to ask what locations or furnishings are shown in the scenes. The most prominent exceptions 

to, or extensions of, the normal principles of composition are in the royal battle reliefs of the New 

Kingdom (e.g., Gaballa 1976; Epigraphic Survey 1986).  

The human figure exemplifies representational principles most fully. The body is treated as a set of 

aspects unified by its outline (the composition of male and female figures differs slightly). For figures 

standing at rest, a profile head encloses a single, mostly enlarged eye, and the shoulders are shown at full 

width, while a front profile joins the forward armpit to the waist. The hips and legs are again in profile; 

the feet are mostly separate. This construction retains proportional accuracy and allows figures to interact 

naturally on the picture surface, as well as being in harmony with Egyptian ideals of physical beauty. 



Because full faces are not shown, it does not address itself to the viewer or suggest the third dimension 

strongly. Similar compositional principles govern the representation of most objects. Any conventional 

form is necessarily a choice among many possibilities; once forms were devised, they mostly varied only 

in detail.  

Private tombs of the Old-Middle Kingdoms contain a wide range of scenes of ―daily life,‖ such as 

agriculture, fishing, marsh pursuits (see Fig. ART.28), and craftsmen; religious elements are largely 

confined to burial scenes and texts (Vandier 1964–78; Harpur 1987). The absence of scenes of gods and 

kings is probably determined by decorum. The purpose of the decoration is little understood and is hardly 

stated in the accompanying texts. Essential aspects seem to be commemoration of a successful life and 

praise of the deceased (Assmann 1983), and the preparation of offerings for the mortuary cult. The 

deceased ―observes‖ the agricultural activities around him and only participates actively in hunting in the 

marshes, which probably symbolizes in part passage into the next world (Groenewegen-Frankfort 1951: 

28–62). In the New Kingdom, scenes of the king rewarding the tomb owner were added to the repertory. 

Almost all scenes have identifying and descriptive text captions. Most Old Kingdom tombs at Giza and 

Saqqara are decorated in relief, while New Kingdom Theban tombs have more paintings, whose flexible 

medium encourages freer and livelier effects (see Fig. ART.29; Davies and Gardiner 1936; Mekhitarian 

1954); relief, however, was used in some of the finest Theban tombs (e.g., Lange and Hirmer 1968: pls. 

166–77). Late Period reliefs divide into Theban (e.g., Kuhlmann and Schenkel 1983) and Lower Egyptian 

types (Leahy 1988). Both regions are significant for their artistic innovations, for their inclusion of new 

subject matter, such as the major underworld compositions characteristic of New Kingdom royal tombs, 

and for their complex mix of innovation and eclectic use of models from earlier periods.  

D. Minor Arts  

In prosperous periods, especially the mid–New Kingdom, vast numbers of decorative everyday and 

funerary objects were made (e.g., Hayes 1959; Boston 1982; Hildesheim 1987). These followed the same 

representational principles as relief and painting, and, because of the diagrammatic character of 

representation, depictions of items such as boxes and preserved pieces can correspond closely to each 

other.  

The ―minor art‖ which consumed most resources may have been jewelry (see Fig. ART.30; Aldred 

1971; Wilkinson 1971), for which gold, silver, and precious stones were used in great quantities. Egypt 

was the major producer of gold in the ANE, and the Eastern Desert abounded in semiprecious stones, but 

some materials, such as lapis lazuli, were imported from great distances at corresponding cost. Both royal 

and nonroyal jewelry are known, apart from its probably extensive use in the cult of the gods and 

deposition in burials, while body ornaments were worn by men and women in many contexts. Some 

jewelry, for example from the tomb of Tutankhamen, is of great symbolic and iconographic complexity.  

Egyptian furniture, which is the chief preserved corpus from the ancient world (Fischer 1986: 169–240), 

is remarkably elegant and sophisticated, and several other genres, such as cosmetic equipment, were as 

highly developed. Art was thus not confined to temples and tombs, but pervaded elite life as a whole. 

Nonetheless, the principal preserved record is from tombs, and includes very important categories of 

material, such as coffins and sarcophagi. Despite the constraints of decorum, there was stylistic and 

formal uniformity across the genres of minor art, from temple and tomb to objects of household use.  

Some categories of objects were generally devoid of artistic significance. Most pottery is plain and 

utilitarian, and painted wares are known only from one or two short periods (Bourriau 1981; Hope 1981, 

1987). The reason for this is probably in part that the focus of elite interest in vessels was on stone—

worked with astonishing virtuosity in the Early Dynastic Period (el-Khouli 1978)—and metal. Metal 

vases were widespread, but few are preserved (see Insley Green 1987).  

E. Change; Legacy to the Near East  

Egyptian art may seem static and rigid, but within its representational system it evolved very greatly. 

Development tended to be uniform in direction within major periods, mostly moving toward greater 

complexity and richness, but artists often sought inspiration in works of much earlier times than their own 

(cf. Baines 1988: 133–40). This tension between continuity with the immediate past and innovation with a 



backward glance is known from many long-lasting traditions. The fruitful development of native Egyptian 

art continued at least until the Roman conquest. The only time of truly radical departures was the 

attempted religious ―revolution‖ of Akhenaten, during which both the style and the subject matter of 

reliefs and statuary were transformed, while representational conventions also changed significantly; most 

of these innovations were soon rejected. The motivation for Akhenaten‘s artistic changes may have been 

principally a desire for a radical break with what went before. The king will have commissioned the artists 

who produced the new style, among whom Bak is known by name and from his mortuary monument, but 

the phrases with which Bak describes his dependence on the king for teaching turn out to be conventional, 

so that they may not support the hypothesis of a special role for Akhenaten (Krauss 1986).  

Egyptian artistic forms were very influential in the ANE. From the Old Kingdom or earlier, Egypt had 

close relations with Byblos, from which it imported timber in particular, and to which it exported both 

works of art and raw materials. Poorly provenanced finds of this period have appeared in Anatolia and the 

Aegean (e.g., Smith 1965: figs. 10–11). By the early 2d millennium B.C., objects and motifs like scarabs 

and the winged solar disk, as well as more general Egyptian iconography, spread to Syria (Teissier 1989). 

During the late 2d and early 1st millennium, Egypt exercised a dominant cultural influence in parts of 

Syria-Palestine, while particular categories of objects, such as ivories, acquired an ―Egyptian‖ style and 

were disseminated as far afield as Mesopotamia (e.g., Herrmann 1986: 18–19; Kitchen 1986).  

In the case of ivories, the medium for transmission of this influence may have been the material itself, 

for which Egypt was the principal source, but the influence may be earlier than the date of the objects 

discovered. In other cases, it is more difficult to assess what objects carried artistic styles abroad, because 

the most easily transported materials, such as wood or Egyptian faience (e.g., Tait 1963), are seldom well 

preserved archaeologically, while jewelry, which is known, for example, from Byblos (Vandersleyen 

1975: pl. 396b), will have tended to be recycled, and has largely vanished. Here, the inventories of gifts in 

the Amarna letters (Moran 1987: e.g., nos. 13–14, 22, 25), which describe objects by weight of materials 

used and largely ignore their manufacture, have similar implications. In addition, fragile objects, 

particularly ones used in everyday contexts, are poorly known from Egypt. Such gaps in the material will 

tend to suggest that Egyptian exports and influence in the Near East were less significant than they may in 

fact have been.  
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JOHN BAINES  

PERSIAN ART  

This article will focus on the art of the Achaemenid Persian empire (ca. 538–330 B.C.), but will also 

include some comments about Persian architecture. The art of this period not only reflects the complexity 

and diversity of the empire itself; it also ideologically reinforces the notion of a world now under control.  

———  

A. Historical Background  

B. An Overview of the Evidence  

C. Achaemenid Monumental Art  

D. Achaemenid Seals  

E. Conclusion  

———  

A. Historical Background  

The Persians, like the Medes, were of the Indo-European linguistic family. They had gradually migrated 

from an aboriginal eastern homeland to the Zagros mountains of W Iran by the close of the second 

millennium B.C. By the 9th century B.C., these Persian and Median tribes had established themselves 

securely along the E fringe of the Assyrian empire. The heads of the Persian tribes were vassals of the 

Medes during the critical period when the Assyrian empire was overthrown by a Median and Babylonian 

alliance (612 B.C.). The Persian Cyrus II (reg ca. 550–538 B.C.) was a prince of the Achaemenid clan. 

When he overthrew the yoke of Median domination, he fell heir to the large territories acquired by the 

Medes from the earlier Assyrian realm.  

It was once thought that the Medes and Persians were nomadic groups without traditions of monumental 

architecture and sculpture up until the time of Cyrus the Great. More recent discussion (Root 1979: 28–

42) has attempted to place these peoples firmly in a context of settled patterns of assimilation within the 

Mesopotamian/Iranian cultural sphere. We learn from Assyrian annals that Medes and Persians lived in 

fortified citadels as early as the 9th century B.C. Archaeological investigations in the W Zagros area have 

now verified these Assyrian records by retrieving sites in Median territory which show the architectural 

sophistication of these citadels and, in some cases, their closeness to representations of W Iranian 

settlements on Assyrian historical reliefs (Young 1969; Young and Levine 1974; Stronach 1969; Gunter 

1982). Even in its preempire phase, then, the Achaemenid dynasty enjoyed access to the ancient traditions 

of Mesopotamia and Elam. In art, these traditions form a critical backdrop to the imperial program created 

by the early Achaemenid kings. Again from Assyrian royal annals we know that Cyrus I, grandfather of 



Cyrus the Great, sent one of his sons to the court of King Assurbanipal (mid-7th century) in a diplomatic 

maneuver. This demonstrates the integration of the dynasty already in its preimperial period within the 

political networks of the time. It also shows that these Persians were actively exposed to the visual 

grandeur of Assyrian palatial contexts. At the end of the same century, paylists record Persians working 

alongside Egyptians, Ionians, Lydians, Medes, and Elamites at the court of Nebuchadnezzar II of 

Babylon. This demonstrates the integration of the Persians within the systems of artistic production as 

well as consumption in Mesopotamia before the formation of their empire. Persian interaction with the 

indigenous Elamites in SW Iran was also an important factor in their ultimate imperial artistic 

formulations. The Achaemenid dynasts took over the ancient Elamite title King of Anshan; they used 

Elamite as an administrative language; and it is becoming increasingly clear that they also drew 

extensively upon Elamite artistic models in the creation of their own imperial style.  

Under Cyrus II the Achaemenids pushed all the way to Lydia, conquering the mighty Croesus in 547 

B.C. Babylon fell to Cyrus in 539 B.C. The empire reached its greatest extent under Darius I (reg 521–486 

B.C.)—stretching from India into N Greece and across Egypt. The Achaemenids maintained power until 

330 B.C., when Alexander finally succeeded in crippling the Persian regime after prolonged campaigning.  

Achaemenid art must be understood against the historical background of the ANE cultures which 

preceded it. It must also be understood with reference to the factors of cultural idiosyncracy which the 

Persians brought with them into the Mesopotamian/Iranian sphere. And finally, it must be understood in 

terms of the diversity of regionalisms reflected in the vastness of the imperial domain.  

B. An Overview of the Evidence  

Achaemenid art is preserved in a full range of media: official architecture in stone and brick, 

architectural sculpture in stone and molded brick, freestanding sculpture in stone and metal, rock relief, 

wall painting, seals (preserved as actual artifacts and as impressions on documents), imperial and 

provincial (satrapal) coins, jewelry, horse trappings and weaponry, vessels of stone, glass, and metal, 

ornamental ivory and wood carving, and textiles. Only tantalizing vestiges of wall paintings, textiles, 

glassware, metalwork, ivory and wood carving have been preserved—owing to their ephemeral nature 

and to the tendency for metal to be melted down for reuse. The major sites from which evidence has come 

for the study of Achaemenid art are the capitals of Pasargadae (Stronach 1978), Persepolis/Naqsh-i 

Rustam (Schmidt 1953–70; Tilia 1972–78), and Susa (Perrot 1981; Perrot et al. 1971; 1972; 1974)—all in 

SW Iran—and the rock relief and inscription at Behistun in NW Iran (Root 1979: 58–61, 182–226). 

Retrieved Achaemenid remains from Babylon are significant but not extensive (Haerinck 1973; Seidl 

1976). Ecbatana, the Median capital in NW Iran which was occupied later by the Achaemenids as a 

summer residence, lies under modern Hamadan and has not been systematically explored (Muscarella 

1980: 31–35). To date, no satrapal governor‘s palace has been excavated, although the site of the 

important palace at Daskyleion in Anatolia has been identified and surveyed, with an impressive corpus of 

small finds awaiting full publication (Balkan 1959).  

Significant random finds from outlying sectors of the Achaemenid sphere provide glimpses of art and 

society under the Persian kings which add to the picture encapsulated most completely at Persepolis. 

Nevertheless, it remains unfortunate that at present very little is yet known archaeologically about the 

eastern periphery of the empire. New perspectives on the history of the Achaemenids in this region should 

encourage further archaeological investigation (Briant 1984).  

One of the difficulties in dealing with aspects of Achaemenid art relates to the types of textual sources 

available for interpretive assistance. The official imperial texts which have come down to us are 

informative on a certain level (Kent 1953); but some tend to be neglected by art historians and others tend 

to be misinterpreted (Root 1979: 7–11; 1988; fc.). A good example of the latter phenomenon is the so-

called Susa Foundation Charter of Darius the Great. This text enumerates specific tasks performed by 

specific subject peoples in the construction and decoration of the palace at Susa. Its function as a 

propaganda text meant metaphorically to characterize imperial domain has usually been overlooked in 

favor of a interpretation which takes literally the allocation of tasks along strict ethnic lines. The absence 

of Persians in the listing has been used to show that Persian artisans must have had no role in the building 



of Achaemenid Susa. It seems clear, on the contrary, that the absence of Persians in the list reflects the 

idea that the text is a way of describing Persian political power over other peoples.  

None of the imperial texts preserves an explicit narrative account of court ceremonies, such as might 

help to fathom some of the iconographical intricacies of official representations. Similarly, there are no 

extant travelogues written by Persians of the Achaemenid period giving descriptions of cities or 

monuments. Administrative documents, letters, and graffiti provide valuable but oblique views of certain 

aspects of artistic production (Roaf 1980; Root 1979).  

The texts most often culled for information on Persian art and society are the Greek sources such as 

Herodotus‘ Histories (5th century B.C.) and Xenophon‘s Anabasis (4th century B.C.). The classical texts 

are rich; but they are problematic because of the externality of their perspectives on the Persian empire—

an externality which is compounded by the naturally Greek-oriented focus of most of the scholars who 

comment upon them. Important recent discussions, however, are attempting to redress the balance 

(Sancisi-Weerdenburg, ed., 1988; Sancisi-Weerdenburg and Kuhrt, eds., 1988; Kuhrt and Sancisi-

Weerdenburg, eds., 1988).  

The OT contains little explicit information on Achaemenid art, although it may well be that careful 

analysis can reveal more suggestive material than was once thought (see below).  

C. Achaemenid Monumental Art  

Pasargadae was founded by Cyrus II after his victory over Croesus of Lydia in 547 B.C. It features a 

fortified citadel (originally intended to accommodate administrative and ceremonial structures). In the 

plain below, palaces, a garden pavilion, a gatehouse, a tower (probably for the safekeeping of ritual 

paraphernalia) and the house-type tomb of Cyrus have been excavated and studied. Remains of the stone 

water courses for a formal garden provide our first documented example of the Persian ―paradeisos‖ (see 

Fig. ART.31). This predilection for reception palaces with deep shady porticoes overlooking gracious 

symmetrical gardens is echoed throughout the subsequent history of Persian architecture. A striking 

reminiscence of the paradise ambiance of Pasargadae is the 17th-century-A.D. palace of Chehel Sutun at 

Isfahan, where the features of architecture and environmental tableau are still well enough preserved 

explicitly to evoke the original aesthetic and conceptual principles common to both the medieval and the 

ancient sites.  

At Pasargadae, as at Persepolis somewhat later, the palace architecture uses stone for the skeletal 

structure: for foundations, stairs, columns, and door and window frames. Mud brick originally fleshed out 

these elements. The stoneworking at Pasargadae displays significant characteristics of Lydian and Ionian 

technique and aesthetic (Nylander 1970). The masonry of the citadel platform clearly reflects a desire to 

emulate Hellenic forms of drafted ashlar blocks, for instance. And the technical details of joining and 

tooling suggest the important part played here by masons from the west brought to work at the Persian 

court in the wake of the fall of Sardis.  

The buildings at Pasargadae also incorporate elements of ANE tradition. With great doorways and 

columns of stone, the Pasargadae Gatehouse was designed to impress the visitor with allusions to the 

triumphs and aspirations of the king. Assyrianizing attached sculptures of guardian bulls protruded from 

the main portals, while the jambs of the side doors were decorated in low relief with the image of a 

winged figure wearing the royal robe of Elam and an elaborate Egyptian war crown. See Fig. ART.31. An 

accompanying inscription declared, ―I am Cyrus, an Achaemenian.‖ The inscription may well have been 

meant to suggest that the representation showed the king himself in an allegorical mode of imperial 

aspiration. In this context, the wings acquire interest as an echo of the benevolent guardian figures of 

Assyrian palace reliefs. They may have been intended to allude to the protective, nurturing properties of 

these magical creatures—creatures who in manifold variants figured prominently in the symbol-laden 

architectural decoration of Israelite palaces as well (e.g., 1 Kgs 6:23–37). The wings possibly also relate 

more specifically to a prophetic dream recorded by Herodotus (I. 209). Here, Cyrus is supposed to have 

envisioned Darius with wings overshadowing the entirety of the Achaemenid empire encompassing both 

Europe and Asia. Thus the winged figure of Pasargadae may symbolize at once the perpetuation of 



venerable Near Eastern traditions of guardian creatures and also a more assertive allegorical concept of 

world dominion.  

Indeed, the concept of harmonious world order is the central theme of the entire program of 

Achaemenid Persian imperial art. This art is not historical in the annalistic sense. Rather, it is historical in 

a cosmic sense. Ideas about political events and relationships are distilled for presentation in elaborate 

metaphorical statements. Quasi-realistic depiction of the events themselves (such as are featured in 

Assyrian palace reliefs) have no place in the extant repertory of official Achaemenid art.  

The monument of Darius I at Behistun emphasizes this aspect of Achaemenid art. See Fig. ART.32. 

Often characterized as the sole example of Achaemenid historical art, this rock relief is in essence highly 

abstract in its depiction of history. The inscription gives details of a series of battles against rebels fought 

by various of Darius‘ generals in far-flung regions of the empire over the course of more than one year. 

But the accompanying relief offers an ideological précis of this narrative. Here, Darius stands with one 

foot upon the squirming prostrate figure of the pretender Gaumata. Behind the king, two of his generals 

and weapon bearers symbolize the full host of loyal men who backed the newly declared monarch. 

Stretching out before Darius is a row of bound captives—the rebels who in the historical narrative were 

described as having been dispatched separately in diverse encounters. Hovering above the entire scene, 

facing Darius, appears the figure of Ahuramazda in the winged disc.  

The god Ahuramazda is repeatedly invoked in the imperial texts as the agent of imperial success with 

whom the king appears to enjoy a symbiotic relationship. The rendering as a half-length human figure 

emerging from a winged disc hearkens back to Neo-Assyrian representations of the god Assur. Because 

the image of Ahuramazda is never actually labeled in Achaemenid art, it has generated much controversy 

among scholars. Some have rejected the traditional interpretation in favor of variant nuances of the idea 

that the figure in the winged disc represents the ―Xvarnah‖—the essence of glory—of the king himself as 

this concept is articulated in later (post-Achaemenid period) Zoroastrian texts (Shahbazi 1974; 1980; 

Calmeyer 1979; Jacobs 1987). Others have urged retention of the traditional interpretation as the one 

which suits the conceptualizations apparent from texts of the Achaemenid period itself (Root 1979: 162–

81; Lecoq 1984). The figure of Ahuramazda (as this article will persist in characterizing it) plays a role in 

many representational contexts of Achaemenid art. The very fact that the divine figure resembles the royal 

figure in dress and attitude correlates neatly with the complete marriage of goals between god and king as 

portrayed in the texts.  

The controversy over the identity of the figure within the winged disc is particularly significant in the 

context of biblical studies because it forces us into the vexing issue of the religion practiced at the 

Achaemenid court (Herrenschmidt 1980). Although Ahuramazda is the primary deity invoked in the 

official texts, allusions do exist in the documentary evidence to the veneration of other gods as well, e.g., 

Behistun (Kent 1953: 132). Similarly, some evidence exists for representations of gods other than 

Ahuramazda in Achaemenid art (characterized with reference to seals in Moorey 1979). If the 

Achaemenids were Zoroastrians, their Zoroastrianism was of a variety not fully clarified through non-

Achaemenid texts. Certainly, for instance, it was not strictly monotheistic, and the rendering of divine 

images was not prohibited.  

Official Achaemenid policy emphasized the pragmatism of condoning regional spiritual behavior as 

well as regional political and economic structure. In keeping with this policy, the Achaemenid king might 

display himself as Pharaoh, Son of Ra, in Egypt (Posener 1936; Root 1979: 61–72); he might rebuild the 

temple at Jerusalem; and he might patronize an artistic establishment in the Persian heartland which drank 

deeply of ancient Mesopotamian/Iranian cult practices. It is difficult to assess the extent to which the 

ecumenicalism of official policy reflects active cult belief as opposed to purely formal embrace of the 

imagery and protocols of other cultures (Kuhrt 1987). The monumental art of the dynasty in the heartland 

suggests conscious reinforcement of links with the critical ancient traditions of the empire. This is seen 

first at Pasargadae (where we have already noted the winged figure of the Gatehouse). In the partially 

preserved door-jamb reliefs of Palace S, creatures of the Assyro-Babylonian cult world (a bull-man, a 



fish-garbed priest, an eagle-footed, human-legged creature) proceed out of the courtly chamber along with 

a presumably sacrificial bovine (Stronach 1978: 68–77).  

At Persepolis, founded by Darius II in ca. 515 B.C., the program of architectural reliefs is more elaborate 

and more subtle in its evocations of ecumenical hegemony. The carved facade of Darius‘ rock-cut tomb at 

nearby Naqsh-i Rustam (copied by all subsequent Achaemenid kings) shows the king before a blazing fire 

altar with Ahuramazda and an emblem of the sun and moon in the field above. See ART.33. The king and 

his altar stand atop a great carved platform which is raised off the ground by personifications of the lands 

of the empire. Darius‘ platform recalls the throne of Solomon (2 Chr 6:12) upon which Solomon stood in 

appearance before the assembly of Israel. Interestingly, the Achaemenid representation is the only 

preserved illustration of a royal appearance atop a dais of such dimensions from the entire ANE, 

excluding Egypt.  

The lifting of the platform by peoples of the empire is frankly metaphorical. As the tomb inscription 

states: ―If now thou shalt think that, ‗How many are the countries which King Darius held?‘ look at the 

sculptures [of those] who bear the throne, then thou shalt know, then it shall become known to thee: the 

spear of a Persian man has gone forth far …‖ (Kent 1953: 138).  

The supporting figures on the Achaemenid relief lift up their king by assuming the ancient Atlas pose—

frontal torso, with arms raised above the head and burden resting effortlessly on outspread fingertips. 

Within the iconographical traditions of the ANE, from Egypt to Iran, this pose had consistent and 

significant cosmic implications relating to the joyous elevation of celestial bodies (Root 1979: 131–61, for 

full discussion of this image). Under the patronage of Darius, a conflation of political and cosmic 

associations was achieved in imperial art. A provocative parallelism occurs here with the poetic metaphor 

of Psalm 22—where Yahweh is characterized as enthroned on the praises of Israel (v 4—Eng v 3).  

Another important representational type depicting the Achaemenid king in monumental art is preserved 

on the stairway facades of the great Apadana at Persepolis (Root 1979: 227–84; 1985 passim). See Fig. 

ART.34. Here, in its original state, both the N and the E stairway were decorated with the same relief 

program. At the center an over-life-size representation of the king enthroned under a baldachino acts as a 

visual and conceptual fulcrum for a vast expanse of figural imagery. An official bows before the king, 

serving to announce the imminence of a procession of gift bearers from the subject lands. Ranged in three 

registers of relief facing the central royal tableau appear depictions of delegates of non-Persian peoples of 

the empire. A Persian usher takes the leader of each delegation by the hand. This motif places the scene 

squarely within the ancient Mesopotamian tradition of presentation scenes in which a petitioner is brought 

forward by the hand or the wrist into the presence of a deity or a deified king. The specific sculptural 

formula used for the execution of the Apadana image of hand-holding is a conscious reminiscence of a 

traditional Egyptian patterning of interlaced hands. In the Egyptian context, the image and its precisely 

articulated rendering was used from the Old Kingdom through the Late Period in depictions of the 

deceased being brought forward into the presence of Osiris for the last judgment.  

The Apadana reliefs thus offer another example of a conflation of political and spiritual message. The 

Achaemenid king has assumed the role of a quasi-divinity before whom a regiment of pious, gift-bearing 

petitioners will be led by the hand. In this case, the petitioners are the members of the imperial world 

created by the Persian king. This world has been characterized in the official artistic program of the 

dynasty as a harmoniously ordered enterprise. The force of the Persian king is played out in terms 

evocative of a kind of spiritual power which is more compelling than mere military might described in 

annalistic detail.  

The question naturally arises as to whether or not the reliefs of the Persian kings show him as a deified 

ruler who was actually worshiped at the court. At this point in our understanding of the issue it seems best 

to acknowledge the suggestiveness of the artistic program without insisting upon any specificity of 

underlying cult activity. We have absolutely no Persian textual reinforcement of Achaemenid date for the 

worship of the king as a god. The nature of Achaemenid kingship is certainly revealed in part through 

careful analysis of the imperial art (Root 1979). It becomes clear that the Persians established a concept or 

ideal of kingship which stressed the notion of peaceful coexistence centered around the charismatic 



persona of the Great King, King of Kings. But many questions remain (Kuhrt 1984; 1987). Hopefully the 

time will soon be ripe for an informed reappraisal of several brilliant, if problematic, commentaries on the 

impact of Achaemenid concepts of kingship upon the imperial cults of later periods—from Alexander to 

the Hellenistic and Roman rulers and the dynasts of Sasanian Persia (e.g., Taylor 1927; 1931; L‘Orange 

1953).  

D. Achaemenid Seals  

Numerically, the single most frequently depicted image in Achaemenid art—both monumental and 

small-scale—is the image of the hero mastering beasts. See Fig. ART.35. This motif, in many variants, 

accounts for roughly two thirds of all extant Achaemenid representations in the medium of seal carving 

(Garrison 1988; Greenfield 1962). Research currently underway (Root and Garrison fc.a. and fc.b.) will 

soon provide the material basis for reassessing the relationships in meaning between the many privately 

owned seals bearing the hero image and the examples of the image employed in official contexts of 

imperial relief sculpture and imperial administrative seals.  

The variant of hero motif which portrays the human protagonist controlling two symmetrically placed 

beasts may ultimately prove particularly interesting in this regard. Like most imagery in Achaemenid art, 

this one has a very ancient pedigree. Under the patronage of the early Achaemenid kings, its significance 

may, however, have achieved a subtle tuning—just as other venerable images were adapted to a new 

imperial environment. The tomb inscription of Darius the Great emphasizes the supreme moral 

importance of the blameless life: e.g., ―By the favor of Ahuramazda, I am of such a sort that I am a friend 

to the right, I am not a friend to the wrong‖ (Kent 1953: 140). On Achaemenid seals, the image of the 

master of beasts—quietly and without weaponry controlling the forces of animal violence in an emblem 

of balanced accomplishment—suggests the possibility of a specific meaning. In Daniel 6 (which is set in 

Achaemenid times although not written in Achaemenid times), Daniel is delivered from the lions by the 

force of his blamelessness, as one who has done no wrong. Post-Achaemenid seal imagery in Iran 

develops the antique master-of-beasts image into an illustration specifically meant to allude to the Daniel 

story (Lerner 1977: 22–30). It seems plausible that under the Achaemenids, the popularity of this image 

on private seals already reflected a conceptual reworking of the ancient visual formula. In the 

Achaemenid context, the reworking took place, of course, before the writing of Daniel. Thus, its 

significance to Daniel is of a different order. The Achaemenid motif would have been popularized 

specifically to display an emblem of officially sanctioned virtue: the owner as a blameless person whose 

rectitude and right-minded attitude toward the king was symbolized by his portrayal as pacifier of wild 

beasts. In this case, the story in the book of Daniel would carry historical weight as the reflection on some 

level of a metaphorically expressed ethos actually current at the time when the story was intended to be 

set. An interesting issue—too complex for full discussion here—involves the fact that the hero on these 

seals often seems to wear a Persian royal crown. Without pursuing all the ramifications of this feature, 

one relevant possibility emerges in the context of biblical studies. The easiest solution to the issue of 

identifying the crowned figure would name it an image of the king himself. In this case, it would be the 

king depicted on innumerable private seals as the Blameless One, rather than a generalized personage 

meant to epitomize the owner of any particular seal. On the other hand, further insights may possibly be 

gleaned from Esth 6:6 and 8:15. Here, Mordecai is decked out in the robes and crown of the king for a 

public appearance in order to demonstrate the royal favor bestowed upon him. The private seals of the 

Achaemenid period showing crowned masters of beasts may thus relate to an actual Persian tradition of 

bestowing honor—a tradition reflected also in the later textual allusions in Esther.  

E. Conclusion  

The last 20 years have witnessed great scholarly advancement of our knowledge about Achaemenid 

Persian art in the dynastic heartland of SW Iran. The impact of this art upon the cultures under imperial 

control is, however, largely an undeveloped topic. One overview of the material evidence provides an 

indispensible step in the right direction (Moorey 1980). Specifically regarding the impact of Persian rule 

in Israel, major efforts now enable us to begin an evaluation of the penetration of Achaemenid art (Stern 

1973). Analytical studies are moving in the direction of seeing far greater Persian artistic impact in the 



provincial regions than was once thought. And some scholars are making significant advances in 

correlating occurrences of strong artistic influence from Persia with specific historical events and political 

climates within the 200-year span of the empire (e.g., Mørkholm and Zahle 1972).  

As we are told in the book of Esther, decrees of the Persian king were sent out far and wide, translated 

into the languages of specific localities. We learn the same from Darius‘ own words at Behistun. The 

discovery that an Aramaic version of the Behistun text from Elephantine in Egypt incorporates segments 

drawn from Darius‘ tomb text as well enhances our appreciation of the availability of material originally 

created in the heartland (Greenfield and Porten 1982). Now we know that the Behistun relief of Darius 

was copied for Babylon along with the text (Seidl 1976).  

Official Persian art was designed for widespread dissemination and message conveyance, just as the 

official decrees were. From the imperial coinage emblazoned with imagery of the king-as-archer 

(Carradice 1987; Root 1989) to the grandiose metaphorical displays on the architectural facades of 

Persepolis, the overarching message is one of a world under control. The pervasive image of kingship 

stresses dynastic identity rather than personal idiosyncracy. The pervasive image of imperial domain and 

social hierarchy stresses cooperative—even joyous—service and the virtues of blamelessness.  
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MARGARET COOL ROOT  

EARLY JEWISH ART AND ARCHITECTURE  

This article will focus on two distinctive periods when Jewish art and architecture flourished: late in the 

Second Temple period (Hellenistic and Early Roman), and in the period of late antiquity immediately 

following (Late Roman and Byzantine). Differences between these two periods are significant, and are 

primarily political and social. In the former period, when the Jews enjoyed varying degrees of political 

autonomy, the art reflects not only the influence of the larger Greco-Roman culture but also the attempt to 

withstand those influences through the development of strictly aniconic features. In contrast to the 

national spirit of Second Temple period art, that of late antiquity is more an expression of communal and 

local life, and is replete with concrete visual images that are both figurative and symbolic.  

———  
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A. Late Second Temple Period  

During the Second Temple period, when there was a Jewish state in Palestine and a central Temple in 

Jerusalem, the ruling classes, though Hellenized, retained parts of their Jewish faith and laws. The art and 

architecture of the period show connections with the neighboring Greco-Roman culture. However, at the 

same time it reflects an attempt to withstand those influences by evolving strictly aniconic features. It is 

characterized by highly skilled indigenous stonework, by the predominant oriental elements of endless 

patterns, by the elements of horror vacui, by plasticity of carving, and by symmetrical stylization.  

1. Architecture. The architecture of the late Second Temple period is reflected in Hasmonean remains 

found in sites and in structures that were later reconstructed or completely renovated in connection with 

subsequent Herodian architectural projects. These buildings and renovations left an enduring mark upon 

the art and architecture of the period.  



a. Hasmonean. Hasmonean architecture mostly survives in remains of fortifications, desert fortresses, 

in funerary art, water systems, and the recently excavated Hasmonean palace at Jericho. The Hasmonean 

palaces especially exhibit clear architectural features. The characteristic features of the Hasmonean 

palaces include a central court surrounded by rooms. A hall with two columns in antis in the southern part 

of the court led to the triclinium, and probably served as a reception hall. This basic plan characterizes all 

the palaces at Masada, as well as the twin palaces at Jericho probably built at the same time, and was 

inspired by Hellenistic architecture.  

b. Herodian. Comprehensive and monumental building projects were undertaken during Herod‘s reign 

(37–4 B.C.E.). The two sources of data relating to the Herodian construction projects are literary and 

archaeological. The major literary sources are the works of Josephus, particularly Ant. 15–17 and JW 1–2 

and 5. Extensive archaeological excavations undertaken recently add information which both 

complements and contradicts the literary sources.  

Josephus mentions 33 building projects, 20 of which were within the borders of Herod‘s kingdom while 

13 were in other countries. This list of Herodian architectural projects includes references to the 

construction, reconstruction, and extension of towns, fortifications, palaces, and fortresses, as well as 

references to the Temple in Jerusalem, the largest single structure (the Royal Stoa), the largest palace (the 

50-acre palace at Herodium), and one of the largest harbors ever constructed in antiquity (at Caesarea). 

Many of these monumental structures have survived and have been excavated in the last decades. See 

HEROD‘S BUILDING PROGRAM; HERODIUM (M.R. 173119); CAESAREA (PLACE); etc. Most of 

these structures were built during Herod‘s reign, but renovations and reconstructions were undertaken 

during the 1st century C.E. until the destruction of the Second Temple in 70 C.E.  

Herod built three new towns: Antipatris, Caesarea with its magnificent harbor, and Sebaste (Samaria) 

with its temple of Augustus. In the newly established towns Herod built temples, palaces, theaters, stadia, 

fortifications, and harbors. Within the Jewish Kingdom Herod carried out several projects. He built 

extensively in Jerusalem, particularly its Temple, a palace, town fortifications, and towers, as well as 

many public buildings and institutions. In the Judean desert he constructed or renovated several splendid 

palace-fortresses: Masada, Herodium, Alexandrion (Sartaba), Cypros, Machaerus, and the winter palaces 

at Jericho. The Herodian building projects included public structures and private buildings, as well as 

other structures such as palace-fortresses which incorporated monumental as well as utilitarian, functional 

sections. The palace-fortresses in particular combined luxurious, leisurely living with the need for 

security.  

(1) Jerusalem Temple. Herod‘s temple in Jerusalem is the largest known temple in antiquity. One of 

the architectural wonders of the ancient world, and a unique structure, it must have made a magnificent 

impression on visitors. The Temple was the focal point for the Jewish nation, the center for worship, and 

the place where political, economic, and spiritual affairs of world Jewry could be discussed and 

determined. It was also the destination for pilgrims during the festivals, and therefore needed to 

accommodate thousands of people who gathered there to celebrate. One of the major reasons behind the 

enormity of the Herodian Temple building project was to meet this need.  

The archaeological excavations carried out during the course of a decade (1968–78) have resulted in 

important data being disclosed concerning the areas of the Temple Mount gates and the areas outside the 

west, south, and east retaining walls. Streets, squares, and monumental passageways have been 

uncovered. See also TEMPLE, JERUSALEM.  

(2) Palaces. King Herod‘s reign is remarkable, in the architectural sphere, for the many monumental 

edifices either renovated or newly built in both towns and fortresses. Herod concerned himself especially 

with the building of palaces which could be used both for administrative as well as for recreational 

purposes.  

The typical architectural features of these palaces followed the common plans of the Roman domus and 

villa (―townhouse‖ and ―country-house‖ respectively). A Herodian palace was usually an elaborate 

building with several wings. The main wing contained the triclinium (a peristyle court with rows of 

columns and double columns in its corners), an inner garden, a bathhouse, and dwelling rooms. The 



extended palace complex usually also included recreational facilities, including pools for swimming and 

sailing boats, and elaborate gardens, such as the sunken garden at Jericho (palace III). Water installations, 

such as aqueducts and channels, brought water to the pools and gardens, as well as to the residential 

wings.  

(3) Fortresses. Seven fortresses known to have been built in the Judean desert (Masada, Herodium, 

Cypros, Hyrcania, Alexandrium, Machaerus, and Dok) constitute an important component of Herodian 

architecture. The fortresses were located in the desert, within view of each other. They were isolated and 

autonomous. Built on mountaintops, they were each strongly fortified, and had extensive systems for the 

entrapment and storage of water. They functioned primarily as military bases for defense, but also as 

places of refuge for political and spiritual reasons. In times of violent confrontation and upheaval, they 

acted as shelters. The fortresses also served as administrative centers for important routes, and for 

agricultural and royal farm areas and palaces; they were also used for guarding the borders. They even 

served as burial places both for the Hasmoneans and for Herod. Elaborate palaces were constructed on 

their premises. Masada was the most spacious of all and had several palaces on its summit, which served 

as leisure resorts. The fortresses sometimes extended into the lower areas of their mountains; Herodium 

had buildings and installations built below the mount.  

2. Art. Second Temple period Jewish art is a purely decorative art characterized by a mixture of native 

traditions and Hellenistic-Roman features. Hellenistic-Roman culture greatly influenced the upper classes 

(of all the Near Eastern countries), as is attested to by the predominance of Hellenistic-Roman 

architecture and by the use of the Greek language and its institutions which affected many aspects of 

everyday life. Politically, the country was first under Hellenistic and later Roman rule. However, 

resistance to the intrusive culture was strong, in part because of the force and vitality of the Jewish 

religion which continued to influence the community‘s activities. Traditional aspects of Judaism so 

conceptually dominated its decorative art that neither figurative nor symbolic representation were 

depicted.  

The various ornamental devices and the repertoire of motifs were part of the general stream of Roman 

art, especially its provincial and eastern tributaries. Decoration in Herodian architecture attests to the 

influence of Roman art. Hellenistic tradition, moreover, survived into the later Herodian period. A locally 

developed style is encountered mainly in funerary art, on tomb facades, on ossuaries, and on sarcophagi 

(see BURIALS, JEWISH). The style of Jewish art followed the basic oriental elements: (a) the ―endless‖ 

and ―all-over‖ patterns, (b) symmetrical stylization; (c) deep carving resulting in contrasts between parts, 

intensifying the play of light and shadow; and the so-called (d) horror vacui—the ornament filling of all 

available space.  

Decoration of buildings, palaces, houses, and bathhouses of the Second Temple period mainly focused 

on the use of wall paintings, stucco-plaster moldings, and ornamental floor pavements. The decorative 

elements, motifs, and designs are characterized by a total lack of animate motifs or symbolic emblems. 

This stems from the reluctance of all Jews, including the ruling families such as that of Herod and his 

dynasty, to decorate any building or tomb with religious or iconic symbols. The biblical prohibition of 

―no graven image‖ (Exod 20:4; Deut 4:16; 27:15) was carefully kept.  

Jewish art in the late Second Temple period exhibits several characteristic features. First, stonework, 

carving, and use of relief characterize Jewish Second Temple–period art and continue later in Jewish 

synagogal art. Stonework was one of the most prevalent crafts of Jewish art that flourished in Herodian 

times. It utilized the locally available stone, and created a new type of ornament. The designs were 

sketched in by compass and ruler and carved out by chisel in a deeply incised and stylized manner. 

Stonework is found in the architecture of buildings and tombs and in funerary art. Stone craft is also used 

for objects of daily life, such as ornamented stone tables and domestic vessels. Second, the repertoire of 

ornamental aniconic motifs reflects a rigid choice of floral, geometric, and architectural patterns, some of 

which were adopted from Hellenistic art. Third, Jewish art also displays many oriental elements, 

including the simple local art encountered mainly in Jewish burials as well as that seen in the palaces and 



tombs. The difference lies usually in the quality of execution and in the attention paid to decorative 

details.  

Thus, there evolved a local Jewish art, strictly aniconic, using neither figures nor symbols. In their 

struggle against paganism and idolatry, the Jews refrained from using animate motifs and representational 

art. Only with the decline of paganism during the 3d century did the attitude of Jewish art change, 

resulting in the use of figurative motifs (see B. 2 below).  

3. Synagogues. Several public structures of the Second Temple period which have been discovered in 

the last decades are considered to be synagogues. These include structures found at Masada, Herodium, 

Gamla, and Migdal, a recently uncovered structure at Capernaum (under the later synagogue), and another 

synagogue—now lost—reported at Chorazin.  

The excavated structures are assumed by scholars to be synagogues because of the circumstantial 

evidence of similarity to each other in architectural plan and, therefore, in function, even though no actual 

proof has been uncovered. All the structures were built as oblong halls, and the halls were divided by 

rows of columns into a central nave and surrounding aisles. See Fig. ART.36. Stepped benches were 

erected along all four walls of the hall facing the center. The structures also share a similar date for their 

construction in the 1st century C.E. (although Gamla may have been erected as early as the end of the 1st 

century B.C.E.).  

Upon the evidence of the structures themselves, it should be noted that they differ from later synagogues 

in plan, function, and decoration. First, from the architectural point of view, no new conceptions in 

construction have been discerned, but the impression is rather one of local extemporization. Second, these 

structures existed only for a short time in the 1st century C.E., and were never built again, except for 

Capernaum. Only in the case of the 1st-century building found under a later synagogue at Capernaum can 

one assume that it is a synagogue, due to its location. Third, these assembly halls lack the most important 

feature of the later synagogue: the Torah shrine. Finally, during the 1st century the Temple in Jerusalem 

was still the center for worship and ritual for the entire Jewish community in Judea and the Diaspora; it 

was there that one could participate most fully in the ceremonies, in the teaching of the Law conducted in 

the Temple courtyards, and in the resolution of administrative questions. These local centers of worship 

probably existed as community assembly halls, where services would be conducted probably only on 

Sabbaths and feast days. The assembly structures at the fortresses of Masada, Herodium, and Gamla 

probably served as local assembly halls during the years of the revolt against Rome, a time during which 

it was extremely difficult for their respective congregations to travel to Jerusalem to participate in Temple 

worship. At the same time as these structures were serving as small community centers, worship was 

presumably also being conducted in them, although no convincing proof of this has been found. With the 

destruction of the Jerusalem Temple in 70 C.E., local structures began to flourish which necessarily 

became sites of local worship and community centers. In these halls Torah reading came to be 

emphasized, and thus the distinctive feature of the later synagogues, the Torah shrine, begins to emerge.  

B. Late Antiquity  

1. Synagogue Architecture. An important innovation of Jewish art in Late Antiquity (3d–7th cents. 

C.E.) is associated with the construction and decoration of the synagogue. The synagogue building 

functioned as an assembly hall for the local congregation as well as a spiritual, religious, and social 

center. Its use as a community assembly hall determined its architectural plan, which took the form of a 

large hall divided only by supporting columns, with benches along the walls. But the diverse architectural 

styles uncovered indicate that no universal or uniform synagogue plan existed. Opinions vary 

considerably as to the evolution of synagogue architecture. Several attempts have been made to categorize 

and explain the different types and the divergence in style of the synagogues scattered throughout many 

regions (see Avi-Yonah 1981: 272–73; Meyers 1980: 97–108).  

Generally the internal plan of the synagogue building consists of two rows of stone columns which 

divide the main hall lengthwise into a central nave and two side aisles (as in the late Second Temple 

period). The majority of synagogue plans are oblong and all have longitudinal axes. In addition, 



synagogues within Israel itself exhibit several other common features, the most prominent of which are 

the facades and its portals, the Torah shrine, and the gallery.  

The major architectural feature they shared was the Torah shrine. From its inception following the 

destruction of the Jerusalem Temple, the Torah shrine became a permanent fixture in the synagogue 

building. Always built on the wall facing Jerusalem, the Torah shrine housed the Ark of the scrolls and 

structurally took the form of either an aedicula, a niche, or an apse. See Fig. ART.37. The preponderance 

of aediculae found in excavated Galilean and Golan synagogues indicates that the aedicula was the 

characteristic structure for containing the Ark in these regions. In the case of synagogues which possessed 

two flanking aediculae, it seems that they had separate functions. One aedicula served to house the Ark of 

the Scrolls, while the other possibly held the menorah. Synagogues with niches have been found scattered 

throughout Palestine. There may have been local as well as traditional influences at work, because two of 

the niched synagogues are located at Tiberias while three are in Judea within close proximity of each 

other (Susiya, Eshtemoa, and Rimmon). The apse is a dominant architectural feature in the synagogue 

from the 6th century on, functioning as the container for the Ark and, possibly, the menoroth. The 

orientation of the apse is toward Jerusalem. Typological differences in the Torah shrines should be 

attributed either to local preferences, popular vogues, or historical development. Chronologically, the 

aedicula is the earliest type of Torah shrine (already in existence by the 2d century) and the most popular 

type in Galilean and Golan synagogues.  

Construction of new synagogues in the 6th century shows a significant change in synagogue 

architecture by the addition of the apse as Torah shrine enclosure. Several renovated synagogues had their 

aedicula or niche replaced by an apse already in the 5th century (Ḥammath-Gader and Ma˓oz Ḥayim). In 

the 6th century the apse was an integrally planned structure. The aedicula, on the other hand, even though 

built to be used as a permanent structure, was an appendage built onto the original internal wall only after 

the synagogue building had been constructed.  

The most striking feature of synagogue architecture is the fundamental uniformity of design among 

synagogue structures. Differences occur, however, when certain structural features have to be adapted to 

liturgical requirements: to the changes, for example, in form of the Torah shrine (aedicula, niche, and 

apse) or to the development of the monumental facade in Galilean and Golan synagogues. Generally, the 

Jews tended to use a spacious hall to serve the congregation for reading the Torah and for prayer, but 

added the specific features of Torah shrine, benches, and gallery to suit their particular needs. 

Nevertheless, a definite originality of design can be distinguished in the characteristic triple facade of the 

building, and in the ornamentation infused with Jewish motifs and symbols (see below).  

Scholarly opinion differs concerning the origin of the synagogue building plan and its sources of 

inspiration, such as the Hellenistic basilica, pagan triclinium, or other public structures. It appears most 

likely that synagogue structures were a synthesis and accumulation of a variety of plans and architectural 

features which were themselves influenced by traditional customs as well as by contemporary vogues, 

together with the Jewish congregation‘s social and religious needs. The rich ornamentation of the facade, 

walls, floors, and other areas of the synagogue was influenced by contemporary architectural styles in 

secular and religious buildings in both Israel and Syria. A combination of all these elements resulted in a 

house of worship functionally planned and lavishly decorated by the Jewish congregation. Utilizing 

previously constituted tenets within their own tradition, the Jews also adapted various elements of 

architecture and art from their neighbors. In this way, they succeeded in creating aesthetic and 

monumental structures.  

Synagogues were not built according to a stereotyped plan, nor were they designed according to fixed 

custom or law. Synagogue building plans can be classified in two distinct categories: (1) those where the 

longitudinal stone structure is columnated, has benches, and is characterized by a richly decorated stone 

facade (distinctive of the Galilean and Golan synagogues); and (2) those where the broadhouse or 

―basilical‖ type of building is characterized by an axial court and narthex in front of the prayer hall, which 

obviates the need for a decorated facade. Buildings of this latter type were usually constructed of 

concrete, and constitute most synagogues found in Palestine.  



Furthermore, several features encountered in most of the excavated and surveyed synagogues direct 

attention to an originality and individuality in their plans. These features include the Torah shrine, the 

triple portal, and the gallery, as well as various methods of ornamentation of the facade, interior, and 

floors. The highly ornamented facade exterior, characteristic of the Galilean and Golan synagogues, is an 

additional original synagogue structural feature.  

Differences in plans among contemporary synagogues are usually due to regional and local traditions 

and local priorities as well as fashion. Changes in synagogue designs probably came about as a result of 

changes in theological concepts. Whereas Galilean synagogues indicate a preference for entrances and 

Torah shrines both on the same, Jerusalem-oriented wall, in other localities the Torah shrine is on the 

Jerusalem-oriented wall with the entrance on another.  

2. Art. In contrast to Second Temple–period art which was aniconic and devoid of any figurative 

designs, a major change occurred at the end of the 2d century and even more so during the 3d century 

when representational art began to flourish. It was at this time that the barriers within which Judaism 

protected itself against foreign influences were being shattered. During this period the Jews acquired 

some of the customs and decorative elements from surrounding cultures; despite the traditional 

prohibition of such art contained in the Second Commandment (Exod 20:4–5; Deut 5:8–9), Jews began to 

develop their own figurative and representational art, using pagan motifs, figures, and animals, both for 

synogogal and for funerary art.  

Symbolic and figurative art became possible for several reasons. First, the attitude of the rabbis became 

more tolerant. Such changes, reflected in Talmudic literature, were the result of political, economic, and 

social circumstances (Urbach 1959). Second, the influence of the surrounding cultures, from which 

certain pagan and mythological motifs were taken, became much stronger. Third, Jewish literature, 

legends, and Midrashim began to influence artistic traditions.  

Judaism had no tradition of figurative art, and consequently the Jews were influenced by Hellenistic 

figurative art, using contemporary pattern books as well as creating their own. The Jewish attitude that 

developed with respect to art was basically to regard it as decorative—something to add beauty and 

ornamentation to buildings. Even mythological scenes found their way into Jewish buildings (such as the 

House of Leontis) as did many other pagan motifs (e.g., funerary art of Beth Shearim and synagogal 

architectural decoration and pavements). Jews of this period were unafraid of idolatry, and indeed felt that 

they were allowed to depict religious subjects. Judaism seems to have been indifferent to pictures and did 

not ascribe to them any sanctity. Therefore, for example, there was no reason to prevent the depiction of 

representations on pavements which were trodden upon; furthermore, walking upon pavements with such 

depictions insured that no sanctity or sacred quality would be attached to the scenes. Such a depiction was 

not considered to be a ―graven image‖ such as those prohibited by the law. This might have been the 

reason why even pagan elements such as the zodiac were used. Judaism instead attached much more 

importance to the written word; this may be inferred from the iconoclastic destruction of the Na˓aran 

synagogue pavement, in which the letters, however, were preserved, or from the synagogues at Rehov and 

En Gedi, where floors paved with long inscriptions were left untouched.  

a. Jewish Symbols. Specific Jewish symbols, such as the menorah, the Ark, and the ritual objects are 

attested in both synagogal and funerary art. These symbols express profound and significant values 

distinctly associated with Judaism, and thus were used frequently throughout Late Antiquity by Jews not 

only within Israel but also in the Diaspora, where they held a prominent place in the repertoire of Jewish 

art. These chosen religious symbols were derived from the Temple rites and ceremonies, which is why 

only a few symbols were actually used and why the repertoire is so limited.  

Many other symbols and images were taken from the contemporary Hellenistic-Roman world; forms 

were borrowed but divested of their original meaning. Even if the form of the pagan motif was 

appropriated it would be wrong to assume that its symbolic value was also transferred. On the contrary, a 

symbol has a certain value which is applicable only within its context; it loses that significance and value 

when transplanted into another cultural context.  



The real threat to Judaism‘s survival from this time on was from Christianity, which developed out of 

Judaism and had religious and cultural affinities with it. This challenge to Judaism‘s independence was 

even stronger from the 4th century on, when Christianity became the official religion of the Roman 

Empire. It was this time especially that the Jews needed to assert their own identity and therefore turned 

to certain symbolic expressions. They chose specific symbols which the Jewish communities as well as 

individuals felt expressed their distinctive faith, and could represent religious ideas with which they could 

identify.  

An interesting example of the way in which a sign developed into a symbol may be seen in the case of 

the menorah. The menorah was probably a professional sign of the priests during the Second Temple 

period, signifying their duty and office, as well the sacred Temple vessel, along with the Table. Only after 

the destruction of the Temple did the menorah image change from a limited and specific official emblem 

into a more universal symbol of general but profound connotation, thus becoming the principal symbol of 

Judaism itself.  

The major Jewish symbols were objects such as the menorah, the Ark, the ritual utensils, and the conch 

shell. The motifs and emblems in Jewish art borrowed from the pagan world were used without their 

original meaning, and for their decorative effect only, or were given a different significance in Jewish art 

(such as the zodiac, which now served as a calendar, and lions, which now signified the guarding of the 

Jewish symbols such as the menorah and the Ark). Jews carefully selected motifs and iconography of a 

symbolic character and depicted them in their synagogal and funerary art.  

Due to extensive synagogue excavations as well as historical research, knowledge and evidence are now 

much more extensive than before. It seems reasonable to infer that an Ark of the Scrolls (in the shape of a 

wooden chest) stood inside the architectural structure of the Torah shrine in the synagogue building. 

Representations of the Ark in Jewish art confirm that in the synagogues of Late Antiquity a wooden Ark 

of the Scrolls stood inside the Torah shrine, regardless of its form (aedicula, niche, or apse). Nevertheless 

the Ark was also part of the symbolic repertoire of Jewish art: it represented much deeper connotations, 

being an integral part of the focal point of Jewish worship, the Torah. It also symbolized the place of 

prayer and of the Scriptures and their study in the destroyed Temple. Renditions of the Ark are 

encountered on tomb walls and doors, and on lamps found outside a synagogue context. On mosaic floors 

the Torah shrine is commonly depicted with two menoroth flanking it; this probably represents the actual 

positioning of the Torah shrine and menoroth in their prominent place on display in the synagogue 

building (see Fig. ART.38).  

Depictions of a menorah flanked by ritual objects, or of the more elaborate Torah Shrine flanked by 

menoroth and ritual objects, came to symbolize participation in the annual pilgrimages, the Feast of the 

Tabernacles (the most important annual festival), and, by association, the Temple and its eventual 

rebuilding.  

b. Figurative Art. The repertoire of Jewish figurative art included themes such as biblical stories, 

mythological designs, and motifs of animals and human figures which also occur in Jewish poetry. The 

significance of these symbolic and iconographic themes lies in its contrast with the contemporaneous 

aniconic Christian art; these artistic themes thus became a means of emphasizing the difference between 

the Jewish and Christian arts.  

(1) Biblical Scenes. Biblical themes on synagogue mosaics were selected from a relatively small 

number of familiar biblical stories: the Sacrifice of Isaac, Noah‘s Ark, Daniel in the Lions‘ Den, the 

Twelve Tribes, and King David. Noteworthy is the recurrence of biblical scenes in more than one 

synagogue mosaic pavement within Palestine and on mosaics and frescoes in the Diaspora: The Offering 

of Isaac at Beth ˒Alpha (see Fig. ART.39) and Dura Europos; Noah‘s Ark at Gerassa and Misis-

Mopsuestia in Cilicia; Daniel in the Lions‘ Den at Na˓aran and Susiya; and David (= Orpheus) at Gaza 

and Dura Europos, and with Goliath‘s weapons at Marous. They were depicted in simple narratives, 

although some of the scenes as a whole may have had symbolic meanings. The scenes had in common the 

illustration of the theme of salvation and were associated with prayers offered in time of drought. The 

choice of themes was derived from the religiocultural climate of the period and meant to be a reminder of 



and reference to traditional historical events; there was no intention of using these themes for symbolic or 

didactic purposes, as suggested by some scholars (Goodenough 1953, 1: 253 ff.). However, the style, 

form, and artistic depiction on each of these floors is completely different, and each scene may be traced 

back to a distinct influence or source. The biblical scenes found so far do not seem to have a common 

denominator as regards style or origins. However, some similarity does exist in the arrangement of 

connecting panels and subject matter found both at Beth ˒Alpha and Na˓aran, suggesting a common 

source of social affinities.  

(2) The Zodiac Panel. Four of the ancient synagogues discovered so far in Israel, ranging in date from 

the 4th to 6th centuries, contain mosaics showing the zodiac cycle: Ḥammath Tiberias, Beth ˒Alpha, 

Ḥuseifa, Na˓aran. A fifth synagogue, that of Susiya near Hebron, at one time also contained a zodiac 

mosaic floor, but it was later changed into a geometric pattern. The mosaic at the ˓En Gedi synagogue 

yielded an inscription which includes the names of the zodiac signs followed by the names of the 

corresponding Jewish months.  

It is highly characteristic of Jewish art that a pagan subject (in this case the zodiac) should be adapted to 

express a Jewish idea (such as an annual calendar). In the Roman world zodiac signs are of solely cosmic 

and astronomical significance, whereas in Christian, as in Roman, art, the calendar is represented by the 

labors of the months. Jewish art preferred an abstract and symbolic zodiac, rather than the naturalistic 

representation of human activity depicted on the Christian examples, in order to assure the people of the 

religious nature of the calendar. The fact that the zodiac was used frequently makes it clear that the Jewish 

community was not interested merely in a strictly decorative design for its floors. The fundamentally 

pagan zodiac cycle came to serve the Jewish community as a popular, symbolic calendar, and was 

employed as a significant framework for the annual synagogue rituals.  

c. Artistic Motifs. Popular and common motifs in Jewish art indicate a persistent preference for 

particular themes in Jewish ornamentation. Sources for the motifs used in Jewish art include (1) tradition 

and the continuation of popular motifs deriving from Jewish art of the Second Temple period; (2) selected 

decorative patterns and motifs taken from contemporary (Greco-Roman, Syrian, and Nabatean) art, but 

now devoid of their symbolic context and significance; (3) chosen motifs from pattern books; and (4) 

motifs of symbols significant for Judaism. A motif consists either of a combination of several antithetic or 

heraldic elements such as lions flanking a menorah or Nikae flanking a wreath, or of a single image or 

object such as a rosette. The motifs include: flora and plant ornaments, geometric motifs, fauna and 

animal motifs, human figures, mythological motifs, and genre motifs.  

Definite tendencies are revealed in the persistent selection of heraldic and antithetic symmetrical 

designs, such as lions, eagles, bulls, Nikae, peacocks, birds, horned animals, dolphins, and rosettes, which 

are depicted on sarcophagi, synagogue lintels, friezes, and mosaic floors. A common source for the motifs 

in Jewish art, most probably a pattern book, is indicated by the stylization of pose and posture as well as 

the patterning when representing animals, plants, and other ornaments; it is less likely that such motifs 

were copied directly from nature.  

C. Conclusions  

The strictly aniconic and nonsymbolic art characterizing the Second Temple period was the outcome of 

Judaism‘s struggle against paganism and idolatry. By the rigid observance of the prohibition against 

animate images, the Jews retained their own identity and distinctiveness.  

This quality of the art of the Second Temple period completely disappeared during the period of Late 

Antiquity. In Late Antiquity, art and architecture were influenced by political and social changes in 

Palestine, most particularly by the destruction of the Jerusalem Temple and the removal of the center of 

Jewish life to Galilee. The prevailing architectural structure was now the synagogue, which replaced the 

Temple as the center of Jewish religious, national, and social life. In addition, the decline of paganism and 

the rise and expansion of Christianity caused a change in the Jewish attitude toward its own art; it now 

expressed its ornamentation and decorative architecture by figurative and symbolic means. With the 

destruction of the Temple, the need for a concrete visual image became strongly felt. Thus, only during 

this period do the Temple implements take on a symbolic significance in synagogal and funerary art.  



Jewish art is an example of an art lacking figurative tradition, and having a weakly developed visual 

sense and an environment with strong external cultural influences. It is based on the ability and skill with 

which the artists related to the needs and requirements of their patrons, whose prerequisites were based 

mainly on decorative demands. A limited selection of symbols and subjects were chosen by the Jewish 

community and by its donors, who made their choice from available pattern books. Certain original 

aspects of ancient Jewish art which continually occur could be explained as being the result of the specific 

needs of the Jewish community, of its traditions, and of artists‘ innovations.  

Jewish art was essentially a decorative art with both ornamental and iconographic functions. It was an 

art which consisted of an indigenous local tradition, with at the same time appropriations from the 

surrounding Greco-Roman and Christian cultures; it possessed an oriental style, and was characterized by 

the use of specific symbols, motifs, and iconography. However, despite those elements borrowed from 

neighboring cultures, Jewish art retained within it the fundamental beliefs, customs, and traditions of the 

Jewish people.  
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RACHEL HACHLILI  

EARLY CHRISTIAN ART  

While some elements of early Christian art have always been available for observation, our present 

knowledge depends on the advent of archaeology as a scientific discipline. Early Christian archaeology 

has been closely, though not exclusively, attached to the excavation of the catacombs in Rome. It was 

there that Giuseppe Marchi (1795–1860) projected a series of studies which would encompass 

inscriptions, architecture, pictures, and sculptures. The expedition of this gigantic task fell on the able 

shoulders of Giovanni B. de Rossi (1822–94), then secretary of the Vatican Library. From his efforts 

sprung a school of collecting, organizing, and interpreting—a school which produced many journals and 

dictionaries (e.g., DACL and the more recent Enciclopedia cattolica). The school at Rome tended to 

interpret early Christian art in light of concerns found in contemporaneous patristic literature, or in terms 

of later dogmatic considerations.  

There were detractors from this position, but not until about 1930 did another school of interpretation 

arise. Scholars like Hans Lietzmann, Franz Joseph Dölger, Theodor Klauser, and Erich Dinkler formed a 

group that interpreted early Christian art in light of the culture of the Mediterranean world. This more 

contextual approach has inspired a prodigious number of studies and is best represented by the RAC and 

the serial JAC.  
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A. Stages  

The first art of the Christians bore little resemblance to Jewish art as we know it. Though we can note 

similarities in style and in relationship to the Hellenistic environment, there is little correspondence in 

content. The art of the floor of the synagogue at Beth ˒Alpha, for example, or the front wall of the 

synagogue of Dura-Europos reflects either the influence of non-Jewish artisans (such as the use of the 

zodiac) or an interest in illustrating Jewish practices and episodes from the Hebrew Bible. See EARLY 

JEWISH ART AND ARCHITECTURE, above. Similar concerns do not appear in the earliest Christian 

art.  

For the first 150 years of the church there was no type of Christian pictorial art. As the Christian faith 

interacted with Hellenistic culture it slowly developed, independent of Judaism, its own symbol system 

and eventually pictorial art itself. If there were a Christian art it now lies indistinguishable from 

contemporary Greco-Roman materials. The first art consisted of symbols derived primarily from the 

Hellenistic social matrix. About the turn of the 2d century Clement approved certain of these key 

Christian symbols:  

Let our seals be the dove, or the fish, or a ship sailing before a fair wind, or the lyre for music, which 

seal Polycrates used, or a ship‘s anchor, which Seleucus carved on his device, and if there be a 

fisherman, he will recall an apostle and children drawn from the water. (paed. 3,11)  

All of the symbols mentioned by Clement can be found at the earliest stages of Christian art. Near the end 

of the 2d century, about 180 C.E., pictorial representations began to appear which could be identified as 

Christian. The themes of these representations derived from Hellenistic culture, often utilizing the earliest 

symbols, though the context often reflected a biblical story or a liturgical practice. Christian pictures 

appeared simultaneously as plastic carvings on sarcophagi and as frescoes in catacombs and house 

churches. Though most of the early Christian pictorial representations were utilized in Christian contexts, 

they obviously addressed those formed by the contemporary Hellenistic culture. Eventually, as the culture 

became more Christian, and as Christianity was recognized as a legitimate faith expression, Christian art 

took on more of an illustrative and pedagogical role. For the sake of epochal clarity we speak of that 

change as the accession of Constantine in 313 C.E., though the time of the Roman Bishop Damasus (366–

84) better represents the beginning of Christian orthodoxy. Any discussion of early Christian art would 

note the changes which might occur through these historical stages.  

B. Sources  

In order to distinguish stages in early Christian art it becomes necessary to determine what elements 

preceded the Constantinian era. For such a determination accuracy in dating is preferable to completeness. 



A narrow list of sources for 3d-century frescoes includes the baptistry at Dura-Europos, the sacrament 

chapels at St. Callixtus (Rome), the double chamber of the Lucina Area in St. Callixtus, the Flavian 

Gallery in the Domitilla catacomb (Rome), the Capella Greca in the Priscilla catacomb (Rome), and the 

hypogea in the catacomb of St. Gennaro (Naples).  

There are also numerous early plastic scenes on sarcophagi: one found in the Kaisar Friedrich Museum, 

Berlin; the Sta. Maria Antiqua sarcophagus, Rome (see Fig. ART.40); Museo Pio cristiano 119, the 

Vatican; Ny Carlsberg 832, Copenhagen; the Jonah Sarcophagus in the British Museum, London; the 

Sarcophagus of Hertofile in the Thermal Museum, Rome; Museo Pio cristiano 236, Julia Juliane, the 

Vatican; the Noah sarcophagus in the Rheinisches Landesmuseum, Trier; the Jonah-Sarkophag, Prinz-

Paul-Museum-Garten, Belgrade; le Mas d‘Aire Sarcophagus in l‘eglise Sainte Quitterie du Mas, Aire-sur-

l‘Adour, France (see Fig. ART.41); the Albana sarcophagus, Quirinius-Kappelle, Friedhof St. Matthias, 

Trier. In addition to these complete sarcophagi, there are a number of fragments in Rome and elsewhere 

throughout the ancient Roman Empire. Some pieces, found in the provinces, though 4th-century pieces 

actually parallel Roman Christianity of the 3d century (e.g., the remarkable collection found in the Musée 

d‘Art Chretien in Arles, France).  

There are no known certain sculptures which predate Constantine. The remarkable Jonah statues (Jonah 

Swallowed, Jonah Cast Up, Jonah at Rest, and Jonah as an Orante) as well as the Good Shepherd, now 

lodged in the Cleveland Museum of Art, appear early in many respects but cannot be accurately dated. 

The mosaics of Mausoleum M in the Vatican necropolis are the only certain 3d-century Christian 

mosaics, though one can hardly ignore the floor on the N hall of the cathedral at Aquileia. Yet, little can 

be learned from its animal scenes. The S floor at Aquileia, with its Jonah and Good Shepherd, could be 

considered borderline 3d century.  

C. Major Symbols  

As in any culture the first Christian symbols not only identify the developing faith, but serve as an 

artistic resolution for what otherwise are significant conflicts or tensions for the community. Symbols are 

to be read in terms of such temporal conflicts rather than necessarily as dogmatic theological signs. This is 

especially evident in several of the earliest nautical symbols which reflect a conflict with the environment.  

1. The Anchor. As a simple symbol the anchor appeared frequently on catacomb tituli (marble grave 

markers) of the 3d century. See Fig. ART.42. By the 4th century it had almost totally disappeared. The 

anchor had no significant prior use as a religious symbol. Since any significance in Hellenistic culture was 

lacking, it has been suggested that the anchor represents a hidden cross, a disguise no longer needed when 

Christianity went public. However, in 3d-century popular Christianity there were few, if any, symbols of 

efficacious suffering and dying. As a popular symbol the cross was not hidden; it simply was not utilized. 

As a Christian metaphor the anchor occurs only once in the NT (Heb 6:19, as a symbol of hope). Since 

early Christian symbols or scenes seldom reflect any biblical meaning, there is no reason to assign the 

sense of hope to the anchor. Along with the other nautical symbols mentioned by Clement, the anchor 

reflects Christian conflict with the environment (implied by water). In the faith community the believer 

finds security.  

2. The Boat. Like the anchor, the boat expresses security in an alien environment; but unlike the anchor 

it had a prior history. In some ancient religions the boat bore the dead to the other world, while in the 

Bible boats normally protected from threatening waters—e.g., the ark (Gen 6:19); Jonah‘s boat (Jonah 

1:4); and the stilling of the storm (Mark 6:45–52). While the boats of early Christianity are not yet the 

salvific Church of the 4th century (Cyprian, de catholicae ecclesiae unitate, 6), they do offer deliverance 

to a threatened people.  

3. The Fish. Though one of the most frequently used symbols of the early church, nevertheless the fish 

defies accurate analysis. Like the other nautical symbols the fish signifies secure life in conflictive 

situations. It is found with another nautical symbol, the anchor. One famous stela, that of Licinia (Museo 

Nazionale, Rome) contains a fish on each side of an anchor. An inscription reads ―fish of the living‖ (Gk 

ichthus zōntōn).  



Some suppose this inscription, and the fish itself, refers to the use of Gk ichthus (―fish‖) as an acrostic 

meaning ―Jesus Christ, God‘s Son, Savior.‖ While no other symbols bear such a dogmatic meaning, and 

many uses of the fish symbol cannot refer to the Jesus acrostic, still the identification of the fish with 

Jesus cannot be denied. Tertullian wrote: ―But we little fish, according to our ichthun Jesus Christ, are 

born in the water, nor were we saved in any other manner than by remaining in the water‖ (De Bapt. 1).  

While Tertullian knew the social context of the fish (the newly baptized Christian remains in the water), 

he also knew the acrostic reference of ―fish‖ to Jesus.  

Apart from the acrostic, Jesus can be identified with the fish of the agape meal. Every known 

representation of the agape meal prior to Constantine shows fish, bread, and wine. While the meal may be 

based on the NT eucharistic passage of the Feeding of the Five Thousand (Mark 6:30–44), other 

inscriptional material identifies the fish meal with ―the Fish from the Fountain, the very great, the pure, 

which the holy virgin seized‖ (Epitaph of Abercius). Fourth-century literary material can speak of the 

eucharist as the Christ feeding the people with 5 loaves and 2 fishes, and Christ is himself that bread and 

that fish (Paulinus of Nola, epist. 13, 11).  

The fish symbol then refers both to the social implication of entering the faith community (baptism into 

a community of security) and a major means of maintaining membership in that community (the fish of 

the eucharist and/or agape). By the end of the 2d century this powerful symbol had also started to take on 

the dogmatic nature of the famous acrostic.  

4. The Bread. Like the fish, the symbol of bread refers primarily to liturgical practices. It always 

appears in meal scenes with fish and wine (note the well-known combination symbol from the crypt of 

Lucina in S. Callixtus, Rome). Normally the artist portrayed bread as a small round object, often placed in 

a basket. In the eucharistic meal scenes there are 5 or 7 such baskets (see Mark 6:30–44 and 8:1–10). 

Such loaves or baskets of bread can be found in the symbol systems of many religions (Goodenough 

1953–68; 5: 62–95). For most unofficial religions of the Mediterranean area, bread symbolized the 

fellowship of a religious meal or fellowship with the extended family and community through meals for 

the dead.  

5. The Vase. While the vase does not appear as a eucharistic calix (or chalice) until the peace of 

Constantine, it does appear fairly often as a symbol in early Christian art. It cannot be the container from 

which the eucharist/agape wine was drunk, which was a small glass beaker. The vase occurs often with a 

dove, the primary symbol of peace for early Christians. Given that meaning and its frequency in both 

Christian and non-Christian burial areas, we can suppose it represents the unity of the extended family or 

faith community. As such it symbolically held the wine for the nearly universal meal for the dead. After 

Constantine its meaning and function shifted to the newly formed orthodox eucharist, where it was now 

portrayed as a calix.  

6. The Vine and Grapes. The artistically ubiquitous vine brought a rich history of meaning. In Judaism 

and early Christianity it signified the source of life, especially the life of the faith community (Isa 5:1–7; 

John 15:1–11), and was prominent in Hellenistic religions (e.g., the cult of Dionysus‘. The most 

prominent use of the vine in early Christianity occurs in Mausoleum M in the necropolis of St. Peter‘s. A 

green vine surrounds a gold sky with Christ Helios driving across it. See Fig. ART.47.  

Grapes sometimes occur with the vine, though more often with a dove. The dove signifies the peace of 

the faith community, achieved by eating the grapes (drinking the wine) of the community meal. As with 

the fish and bread, eventually the grape was identified with Christ, a grape (wine as blood) which suffered 

for us (Clem. paed. 2,2). The grape survived the peace of Constantine because it took on the 

Christological, cultic meaning.  

7. The Lamb. In most instances the lamb of early Christianity appears in bucolic scenes, either with the 

Good Shepherd or an Orpheus-like figure. See Fig. ART.40. While it would be tempting to identify the 

lamb with such biblical images as the innocent ewe lamb of Nathan‘s parable (2 Sam 12:1–6), it is more 

probable that pastoral scenes reflect the hospitality of the early church. Like the sheep of John 10:1–8, the 

lamb symbolizes the religious actor enjoying the presence of (and community associated with) the Good 



Shepherd. That sense of community can be found as late as in the apse of S. Apollinare in Classe, 

Ravenna, though there restricted to the community of the apostles.  

After the peace of Constantine the lamb became a major symbol of the crucified Christ (Gallia Placida, 

Ravenna). The celebrative Passover lamb, as Jesus (1 Cor 5:7 and John 1:29), has become the sacrificial 

agnus dei (Rev 5:6).  

8. The Dove. This symbol has a rich and extensive history. In other cultures it can refer to fertility, 

sexuality, love, and religious sentiments. In early Christianity the dove, as a symbol, appears often with 

the olive branch, a symbol of peace (see Figs. ART.42 and ART.43), and frequently with the inscription 

IN PACE (see Table 1, from Bruun 1963).  

Table 1  

 
WITHOUT IN PACE  WITH IN PACE  

Dove alone  45  37  

Dove with olive branch or tree  21  30  

Dove with Christogram  17  24  

Dove with other symbols  16  15  

Prior to Constantine (and the Christogram) the dove must have signified that peace and satisfaction 

deriving from faith and participation in the faith community. The dove and its counterpart, the Orante (see 

below), occurred often in biblical scenes of conflict. After the peace of Constantine, when social conflict 

had lessened, the dove referred more to peace of the soul, while the Orante eventually disappeared 

altogether.  

9. The Olive Branch. The olive branch occurs primarily with the dove, though sometimes alone. In 

biblical scenes it is found almost always in Noah and the Ark, sometimes in Jonah, and sometimes in The 

Three Young Men in the Fiery Furnace. Its consistent placement makes fairly certain its symbolic 

identification with pax—the peace of the community in the face of conflict, as well as the peace of the 

refrigerium (meal with extended family and special religious dead).  

10. The Orante. One of the two human symbols consists of a woman with upraised hands. See Figs. 

ART.40, ART.43, ART.44. Her head is nearly always covered with a veil and a tunic of the 3d century 

(orans tunicata et velata). She exists as a separate figure, but, more important, through the 4th century is 

the main figure of nearly every biblical scene, both fresco and sculpture. She is Noah in the Ark, Jonah in 

the Boat, Jonah Spewed Out of the Sea Monster (Fig. ART.41, right side of lid), Daniel Between the 

Lions (Fig. ART.41, left of center), Susannah with the Elders (Fig. ART.44), The Three Young Men in 

the Fiery Furnace, and sometimes Lazarus. She is the most important symbol in early Christian art.  

The Orante has a long history in the Greco-Roman social matrix. Since there seems to be no major 

significance assigned to the biblical contexts in which the Orante is placed, it must be assumed the Orante 

has kept its traditional meaning, now transferred to a Christian pictorial backdrop. From examples of the 

Orante in public art (coins) and sepulchral art, it seems to have been associated mainly with familial piety. 

Given the biblical contexts used by the artists, the scenes must indicate a community (familial) victory in 

the midst of various conflicts (deliverance). Once the conflicts diminished during the reign of 

Constantine, the Orante essentially disappeared from Christian art.  

11. The Good Shepherd. The second human figure is a male shepherd pictured with a member of the 

sheep family, normally a ram, on his shoulders. See Fig. ART.40. The symbol, a criophorus, has an 

ancient history dating as far back as 1000 B.C.E. in Near Eastern circles. A number of meanings for the 

symbol have been suggested. The use of the Good Shepherd in baptistries (Dura-Europos, Naples?) as 

well as catacombs and meeting places indicates that the shepherd bore the religious actor into the faith 

community (or family of the dead). For that reason the Good Shepherd has been identified as humanitas, 

in contrast to the Orante as pietas. One might think of it as ecclesial hospitality. After Constantine, the 

Good Shepherd became the most popular symbol for Christ himself.  

D. Pictorial Representations  



Given the sources for early Christian art as noted, we can make a comparative analysis of subjects. 

Despite the limited number of pre-Constantinian sources, nevertheless a numerical count of artistic 

subjects is possible (see Table 2). Such a count reveals some remarkable data. The Jonah story completely 

dominates the subject matter of early Christian art (60 percent of all subjects represented belong to it); of 

subjects derived from the OT, 72 percent are specifically from Jonah. The story of Jonah stresses 

deliverance (often Jonah appears as the Orante), and most other subjects drawn from the OT also stress 

deliverance: Noah in the Ark, the Sacrifice of Isaac (Isaac also as an Orante, though see Fig. ART.41, left 

lid of sarcophagus), Moses Striking the Rock, Jonah Cast into the Sea, Jonah and the Ketos (or Sea 

Monster), Jonah at Rest (see Fig. ART.40, left), Three Young Men in the Fiery Furnace, Daniel in the 

Lion‘s Den (see Fig. ART.41, left of center), Susannah and the Elders (see Fig. ART.44), and David and 

Goliath. Of all early Christian pictorial interpretations, 74 percent deal with deliverance and, even more 

striking, 94% of all subjects from the OT involve the deliverance motif. While the biblical narrative 

appears to have no place in this material, perhaps the crisis represented does: threat of water (social 

environment), threat of religious persecution, threat of starvation, threat of death, threat of oppression by 

the state, and the threat of legal prejudice. After the time of Constantine all of these scenes disappeared 

except Noah and the Ark (which remained now as a symbol of the church) and Moses Striking the Rock 

(shifted to Peter Striking the Rock).  

Table 2  

 
Biblical Representation  Fresco  Mosaic  II Sarc  Roman Frag  Other  Total  

1.  Giving Life to Eve  
    

1  1  

2.  Adam and Eve  1  
 

2  
 

1  4  

3.  Noah in the Ark  3  
 

3  2  
 

8  

4.  Sacrifice of Isaac  2  
 

1  2  
 

5  

5.  Harassment of Moses  
  

1  
  

1  

6.  Moses Striking the Rock  4  
 

1  
  

5  

7.  Moses and the Bush  
   

1  
 

1  

8.  Ascension of Elijah  
   

1  
 

1  

9.  Jonah Cast into the Sea  4  1  8  23  2  38  

10.  Jonah and the Ketos  1  
 

8  17  2  28  

11.  Jonah at Rest  5  
 

7  25  5  42  

12.  Tobit and Fish  
  

1  
  

1  

13.  Three Young Men in the Fiery Furnace  1  
  

3  
 

4  

14.  Daniel in the Lion‘s Den  2  
 

2  
 

2  6  

15.  Susannah and the Elders  3  
  

1  
 

4  

16.  David and Goliath  1  
    

1  

17.  Wisemen  1  
    

1  

18.  Baptism of Jesus  3  
 

1  2  
 

6  

19.  Jesus Teaching  
  

1  1  
 

2  

20.  Healing of the Paralytic  2  
 

1  
  

3  

21.  Healing of the Demon Possessed  
  

1  
  

1  

22.  Healing of the Lame  
   

1  
 

1  

23.  Healing of the Crippled  
   

1  
 

1  

24.  Multiplication of the Loaves and Fishes  
  

1  1  
 

2  

25.  Woman at the Well  2  
    

2  



26.  Resurrection of Lazarus  2  
 

2  1  
 

5  

27.  Walking on the Water  1  
    

1  

28.  Women at the Tomb  1  
    

1  

29.  Fisherman  
 

1  2  
  

3  

30.  Woman with Flow of Blood  
  

1  
  

1  

31.  Christ Helios  
 

1  
   

1  

Adam and Eve is the only biblical scene of any consequence which does not convey deliverance. See 

Fig. ART.45. For most of later Christian history the scene portrays the fall of the first man and woman, 

but in these earliest scenes there is no sign of sin. Instead, the scene represents the same bucolic paradise 

of Jonah at Rest or the Good Shepherd.  

The Jonah cycle requires special consideration. There are three Jonah stories: (1) Jonah, often as an 

Orante, standing on a troubled boat; (2) Jonah, often as an Orante, coughed up from inside a sea monster; 

and finally (3) Jonah lying under a vine. See Fig. ART.40 left. In the latter scene the iconography of 

Jonah matches precisely the iconography of Endymion (a mythical companion of the moon goddess 

Selene), who is also pictured reclining in paradisiacal repose (Endymion was a favorite figure on Roman 

sarcophagi). The three scenes, not always seriatim, represent chapters of the book of Jonah. Yet each 

stands on its own. Jonah in the boat and with the sea monster are both nautical scenes in which the Orante 

Jonah finds deliverance. According to the Jonah narrative there is no reason for Jonah to ―be delivered‖ 

while in the boat. The last scene simply combines the pastoral scene of the Good Shepherd with the well-

known iconography of Endymion.  

Scenes from the NT center on Jesus rather than the Orante. Though deliverance often occurs, the artists 

focus on the deliverer, Jesus. Normally they portrayed Jesus as a young, curly-haired, beardless, wonder-

worker. The figure reminds one of contemporary Hercules iconography. Of 31 NT scenes, 12 show Jesus 

healing (e.g., the paralytic; see Fig. ART.41 lid, left of center) or raising from the dead (e.g., Lazarus; see 

Fig. ART.41, left). In these Jesus often has his hand outstretched toward the healed, although sometimes 

he points with a wand.  

Despite the emphasis on healing, the baptism of Jesus appears more often than any other scene. Jesus 

appears as an older child being baptized by a bearded adult (typical iconography representation of a river 

God), while a dove hovers overhead. See Fig. ART.40, right. While we may have an illustration of the 

baptism of Jesus with the descent of the Spirit, more likely the scene reflects the baptismal practice of the 

3d-century church: an adolescent is baptized into the peace (dove) of the faith community. If this reflects 

baptism, then the Multiplication of the Loaves and Fishes signifies the agape meal (also a rather frequent 

scene) with its inevitable fish and baskets of bread. The Multiplication scene might refer to deliverance 

for the hungry, but more likely it associates the meals of the early church with the popular feeding of the 

five thousand (recounted 4 times in the Synoptics). The meal could be the eucharist, the Love Feast 

(agape), or the meal with the dead (refrigerium).  

Most of the NT scenes relate iconographically to the Hellenistic social matrix. The scene of the wise 

men portrays representatives of foreign powers giving a crown of gold (aurum coronarium) to the 

emperor. See Fig. ART.46. In the birth scene, Mary and Jesus are represented iconographically similar to 

Isis and the child Horus.  

On Roman sarcophagi or in mausoleums the deceased (male) often was portrayed reading to a younger 

person. Transferred to Christian sarcophagi (see Fig. ART.40) the scene has been taken by some as the 

traditio legis, the passing of the law the next generation (Jesus to Peter). If the teaching figure is indeed 

Jesus, the iconography fits better with that of wandering philosophers. In addition to the wonder-worker 

Jesus there was in the earliest art a Christus philosophicus who taught the faith community (sarcophagus 

of Velletri). Only after the peace of Constantine did that shift to Jesus teaching only the apostles (based on 

scenes of the emperor with the officers of the empire; see the arch of Constantine and then eventually the 

Jesus of the Byzantine apses, the maiestas domini.  



A beautiful mosaic of Christ Helios was discovered in mausoleum M of the necropolis under St. Peter‘s. 

See Fig. ART.47. The scene shows a Christ figure, with sun rays streaming from his head, crossing a 

golden sky in a biga. Earlier some Jewish artists had portrayed the ascension of Elijah as a contrast to the 

intensely popular Sol Invictus (synagogue of Dura-Europos). Christians followed the example. While the 

carving on the wooden doors of 5th-century S. Sabina shows the same scene, the artist of Mausoleum M 

took an extra step: Christ, in the iconography of Elijah, became the sun god himself.  

E. Conclusion  

One critical scene (the crucifixion of Jesus) and its accompanying symbol (the cross) did not occur in 

early Christian art. Probably the first scene of Jesus suffering occurs on the Vatican‘s Passion 

sarcophagus, carved ca. mid-4th century. About the same time one artist transformed the Constantinian 

chi-rho to a cross, the crux immissa. This may be the first clear use of the cross as a symbol, if we 

discount as a prank the so-called Palatine cross, a donkey on a cross. See Fig. ART.48.  

In the social matrix from which Christianity arose, the major concerns were deliverance, security, 

kinship, and healing. The symbol of suffering and criminal death did not appeal to an oppressed people. 

After the peace of Constantine the passion narrative and the cross could symbolize the redemptive use of 

power. Thus, attempts to find hidden crosses in anchors, ship masts, palm trees, and cryptic language miss 

this important point.  
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GRAYDON F. SNYDER  

ARTAPANUS. A Jewish author who flourished in Egypt prior to the mid-1st century B.C.E. and wrote 

a historical romance entitled On the Jews (perhaps Judaica). Three short fragments of the work survive, 

treating respectively Abraham, Joseph, and Moses, primarily as they relate to Egypt. The fragments 

display a remarkable level of syncretism, reflected by the manner and extent to which popular religious 

and cultural traditions from Egypt and the Graeco-Roman world are interwoven into the biblical story.  

No verbatim excerpts from Artapanus‘ work survive. Instead, portions were summarized by the pagan 

author Alexander Polyhistor, who flourished in Rome in the mid-1st century B.C.E., and these summaries 

were later quoted directly in Eusebius Praep. Evang. 9.18, 23, 27. Prior to the time of Eusebius (ca. 260–

340 C.E.), a brief portion of the third fragment concerning Moses was quoted by Clement of Alexandria 

(ca. 150–215 C.E.) in Strom. 1.23.154.2–3.  

The first fragment (Praep. Evang. 9.18.1), consisting of only a few lines, describes Abraham‘s 

migration to Egypt and his subsequent return to Syria twenty years later, noting especially his role in 

providing astrological instruction to Pharaoh.  

A somewhat longer second fragment (Praep. Evang. 9.23.1–4) depicts the circumstances of Joseph‘s 

coming to Egypt and his subsequent rise to power. The biblical account is embellished considerably as 

Joseph is made responsible for impressive land reforms and the discovery of measures, both of which 

earned him high esteem among the Egyptians. Also mentioned is his marriage to the Egyptian Asenath, 

daughter of a priest of Heliopolis.  

A considerably longer third fragment (Praep. Evang. 9.27.1–37) focuses on Moses, covering the period 

from his birth until the arrival of the Israelites in the wilderness. It follows the storyline of Exodus but 

includes many nonbiblical features which give the story a distinctively Egyptian cast. Like Abraham and 



Joseph, Artapanus‘ Moses emerges as a cultural benefactor of the Egyptians, but his list of achievements 

exceeds that of his biblical predecessors. Besides being a brilliant military strategist who protects Egypt 

from the Ethiopians (also reported in Josephus Ant 2.10.1–2 §§ 238–53), he embodies the Hellenistic 

ideal of scientific discovery as the inventor of ships, military weapons, and other implements useful to 

Egyptian life. Perhaps most important, he emerges as the originator of philosophy. His role as renowned 

sage is underscored in the claim that he became the teacher of Orpheus and came to be identified with the 

god Hermes. Artapanus also credits him with the efficient organization and administration of the state, as 

well as the founding and organizing of Egyptian religious cults, a role in which the Egyptians came to 

revere him as divine. Another nonbiblical feature is an encounter between Moses and Pharaoh in which 

Pharaoh died for blaspheming the name of God but was miraculously restored to life by Moses. Artapanus 

also modifies the biblical account of the plagues and omits reference to the Passover. He also reports local 

traditions explaining how the Israelites crossed the Red Sea.  

What is known about the author is derived largely from the surviving fragments themselves. Other than 

the above mentioned passages, he is referred to nowhere else. His unusual name seems to be of Persian 

origin, and this may suggest a mixed descent. Though earlier scholarship found it difficult to conceive of 

a Jewish author capable of such a high level of syncretism (and for this reason viewed him either as non-

Jewish or as an apostate Jew), recent scholarship is much more certain of his Jewish identity, primarily 

because of the subject matter of the fragments. His main concern is to relate sympathetically the biblical 

story, which he knows from the LXX. He not only portrays Abraham, Joseph, and Moses in heroic terms, 

enhancing their stature as worthy religious leaders and cultural benefactors of Egypt, but also appears to 

be responding to negative criticisms. Thus he both promotes and defends the biblical story. His ardent 

zeal for his own religious tradition typifies the popular romance literature during the Hellenistic period: 

concern to establish legitimacy for one‘s own cultural tradition vis-à-vis other national traditions by 

presenting an attractive, interesting account of the heroes of that tradition based on one‘s own sacred 

books.  

As to his date, it is only known for certain that he preceded Alexander Polyhistor (ca. 105–30 B.C.E.), 

who summarized his work (see Freudenthal 1875: 143–74, 215–18). His use of the LXX would place him 

after the mid-3d century B.C.E., when a Greek translation of the Hebrew Bible probably began to become 

available. If he is responding to anti-Jewish accounts of the Exodus, such as those of Manetho (ca. 280 

B.C.E.), as seems likely, this would also establish an earlier reference point for dating. Within this 200-

year range, 250–50 B.C.E., other dates have been suggested based on specific evidence. References in the 

fragments to the worship of Isis and allusions to mystery religions have been correlated with efforts by 

Ptolemy IV Philopator (221–205 B.C.E.) to promote the worship of Dionysus among Jews in Egypt (cf. 3 

Macc. 2:29–30). The reference to the conscription of Egyptian farmers (Frg. 3.7) may also point to the 

time of Philopator, who initiated the practice prior to the battle of Raphia (217 B.C.E.). If the mention of a 

Jewish temple built in Heliopolis (Frg. 2.4) is a reference to the temple at Leontopolis (established by 

Onias IV ca. 167–164 B.C.E.), this would suggest a time during the reign of Ptolemy VI Philometor (180–

145 B.C.E.). Another clue to dating may be provided by Artapanus‘ mention of elephantiasis as the cause 

of the Egyptian king‘s death (Frg. 3.20). Although Plutarch (Mor. 731A) reports that the disease was first 

identified in the 1st century B.C.E., it appears to have been known and described in Egypt by Bolus of 

Mendes as early as the 3d century B.C.E. The strong apologetic tone of the fragments would suggest a 

period from the end of the 3d century to the middle of the 2d century B.C.E. The level of confidence they 

reflect would point to a period of relative stability reminiscent of the reign of Ptolemy VI Philometor.  

As for the provenance, the thorough Egyptian cast of the fragments and the explicit preoccupation with 

Egyptian names and places makes an Egyptian setting almost certain. Whether the setting was specifically 

Alexandrian is not as certain, primarily because Artapanus reflects awareness of a broader range of native 

Egyptian traditions, and in certain respects differs conspicuously both in outlook and literary 

sophistication from other Jewish literature generally associated with Alexandria.  

The Artapanus fragments are generally grouped with Hellenistic Jewish historical writings, but they are 

―history‖ only in the minimal sense that they rehearse the biblical story. Their nationalistic flavor, their 



conspicuous tendency to glorify ancestral heroes, and the incorporation of a wide range of popular 

traditions suggests that Artapanus‘ work belonged to the genre of popular, historical-romance literature.  

While the Artapanus fragments provide some useful information relating to Egypt and Egyptian 

Judaism, their value does not depend on whether what they report is historically accurate, but rather on 

what they reveal about the historical situation out of which they arose and to which they attest. 

Specifically, Artapanus becomes a valuable resource for understanding the historical reality of Greek-

speaking Judaism in an Egyptian setting perhaps as early as mid-3d century B.C.E. Scholars have always 

been intrigued by the extent of syncretism reflected in the fragments, even though their assessment of 

Artapanus‘ motives and ultimate loyalties have differed widely. Because of his portraits of Joseph and 

Moses in particular, he has figured prominently in the ―divine man‖ debate. Scholars continue to debate 

what it meant for a Jewish author during the Hellenistic period to elevate Moses to near-divine status and 

offer such a positive description of Egyptian religion. All such assessments, however, must reckon with 

the question of genre in determining appropriate criteria for judging Artapanus‘ literary achievement. The 

widely acknowledged apologetic dimension in the Artapanus fragments makes them a valuable resource 

for understanding the social dynamics of Jewish responses to anti-Jewish polemics in the Hellenistic 

period. To the extent that the fragments reflect Artapanus‘ attempt to clarify misconceptions about 

Judaism and thereby gain cultural respectability, his work belongs within the tradition of ―competitive 

historiography‖ that became well developed in the Hellenistic age (Collins, OTP 2:891–92). Yet, however 

outwardly directed his work might have been, it doubtless functioned to reinforce the faith and confidence 

of his fellow Jews.  
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CARL R. HOLLADAY  

ARTAXERXES (PERSON) [Aram ˒artaḥšaśtā˒ (ַאְשַתְחַשְשָתא ); Gk Artaxérxēs (Ἀπσαξέπξηρ)]. 

Persian king in whose reign the missions of Ezra (Ezra 7:1) and Nehemiah (Neh 2:1) took place. There 

were three Persian kings having this name, yet the biblical text neither specifies nor distinguishes among 

them: Artaxerxes I (Longimanus) son and successor of Xerxes I, ruled 465–425 B.C.E.; Artaxerxes II 

(Mnemon) son and successor of Darius II, ruled 404–358 B.C.E.; and Artaxerxes III (Ochus) son and 

successor of Artaxerxes II, ruled 359–338 B.C.E. The name may also have been assumed by Arses who 

ruled 338–336 B.C.E., and Bessos, who claimed the throne soon after Alexander‘s conquest (Cook 1983).  

The name Artaxerxes appears in the books of Ezra and Nehemiah in five distinct contexts:  

1. Ezra 4:7 relates that a letter was sent to Artaxerxes by BISHLAM, MITHREDATH, and TABEEL. 

Nothing of the contents of this correspondence is told.  

2. Ezra 4:8–23, in Aramaic, reports correspondence from REHUM and SHIMSHAI to Artaxerxes; 

included is a copy of a letter from Persian officials notifying Artaxerxes that repatriated Jews are 

rebuilding Jerusalem—the wall and its foundations are specifically mentioned (Ezra 4:12–13). Also 

included with this report is a rescript from Artaxerxes ordering a halt to all such building in Jerusalem 

―until a decree is made by me‖ (Ezra 4:21). Olmstead (1948:313) suggested that the complaint to 

Artaxerxes in Ezra 4:8–23 is a result of a nationalist faction who tried to gain independence after Ezra‘s 

mission but before Nehemiah‘s. Others have seen the complaint of Ezra 4:8–23 as a result of Nehemiah‘s 

work on the wall. See Rowley (1955:554–57) for a discussion of these and other positions.  

3. Ezra 6:14, still part of the Aramaic source, is a summary statement attributing the completion of the 

Temple to the Persian rulers CYRUS, DARIUS, and Artaxerxes. The anachronistic character of the 



mention of Artaxerxes in the context of the building of the Temple has been a point of much discussion 

on the composition of the Aramaic section and of the books of Ezra and Nehemiah as a whole.  

4. The mission of Ezra in the reign of Artaxerxes is introduced at Ezra 7:8; included is a rescript in 

Aramaic from Artaxerxes authorizing Ezra‘s religious and judicial duties, and instructing the treasurers of 

the satrapy Beyond the River to provide support to Ezra. Ezra began his mission in the ―seventh year of 

the king‖ (Ezra 7:8); along with Ezra a contingency of people were allowed to emigrate to Judea ―in the 

seventh year of Artaxerxes the king‖ (Ezra 7:7). If Artaxerxes I is the intended king then the mission 

occurred in 458 B.C.E. Herrmann (HHI, 309) argues that this is the view of the final editor. However, 

some scholars, most recently Miller and Hayes (1986), argue that Ezra‘s mission occurred under the 

authority of Artaxerxes II, that is, in 398 B.C.E. Bright (BHI) and Noth (NHI), by emending or rejecting 

the dates in the text, have argued that Ezra‘s mission occurred late in the reign of Artaxerxes I.  

5. Neh 2:1 states that ―in the twentieth year of King Artaxerxes‖ Nehemiah made his request directly to 

Artaxerxes to return to Jerusalem to rebuild it. Neh 5:14 identifies the inclusive dates of Nehemiah‘s 

mission in the reign of Artaxerxes ―from the 20th year to the 32d year of Artaxerxes the king, 12 years.‖ 

See also Neh 13:6. If Artaxerxes I is the intended ruler the 20th year would be 444 B.C.E. and the 32d year 

would be 427 B.C.E. Nehemiah made a return visit to Judea sometime after Artaxerxes‘s 32d year and 

remained in Judea for an unspecified time (Neh 13:6). Texts from Elephantine (CAP no. 30) and the 

Samaria Papyri (Cross 1975) have provided external evidence for identifying SANBALLAT, Nehemiah‘s 

rival, as the governor of Samaria in the reign of Artaxerxes I. Most scholars are now agreed that 

Nehemiah‘s mission occurred in the reign of Artaxerxes I.  

Artaxerxes‘s name is rendered with 2 spellings in the MT: (1) ˒artaḥšaśtĕ˒ in Ezra 4:8, 11, 23 and 6:14 

(but note the variant ˒artaḥšaśtā˒ in Ezra 4:7); and (2) ˒artaḥŝastĕ˒ beginning in Ezra 7:1. The 2d spelling 

is used to the end of Ezra and throughout the text of Nehemiah. Torrey (1910:38) suggested that the 

change from the Hebrew śin to samek is indicative of Artaxerxes I and Artaxerxes II respectively: the 

enemy of the Jews in Ezra 4 is Artaxerxes I, while the friend of the Jews in Ezra 7 and Nehemiah 2 is 

Artaxerxes II. Aramaic texts from Elephantine (BMAP, 132) spell Artaxerxes‘s name with the samek. 

Kraeling‘s papyrus 12, an Aramaic text dated to the reign of Artaxerxes II, uses the same spelling as those 

texts dated to Artaxerxes I (BMAP, 270). Other variants are involved as well which make Torrey‘s 

correlation difficult since variants occur even when the same ruler is intended (see BMAP, 142). Despite 

the difficulty of arguing that a practice in Egypt is the same as that of the redactor of Ezra and Nehemiah, 

Torrey‘s suggestion has not met with widespread acceptance.  
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DAVID E. SUITER  

ARTEMAS (PERSON) [Gk Artemas (Ἀπσεμαρ)]. A companion of Paul in the later years of Paul‘s 
career (Tit 3:12). It is never mentioned, however, where Artemas and Paul met. The letter to Titus 

portrays Paul as planning to send either Artemas or Tychicus to Crete, presumably to take Titus‘ place 

temporarily as the leader of the church there. Thus freed, Titus would be able to meet Paul at Nicopolis 

where he had decided to spend the winter. Of the several cities named Nicopolis, most commentators 

judge the reference in Tit 3:12 to be Nicopolis in Epirus on the W coast of Greece. Since there is a 

tradition preserved in 2 Tim 3:10 that Titus went to Dalmatia, to the north of Nicopolis, it is probable that 

he visited Paul along the way in Nicopolis and that Artemas (or Tychicus), if Paul followed through with 

his plan, spent time in Crete serving the church while Titus was away.  

Bibliography  
Dibelius, M., and Conzelmann, H. 1972. The Pastoral Epistles. Hermeneia. Trans. P. Buttolph and A. Yarbro. Philadelphia.  
FLORENCE MORGAN GILLMAN  



ARTEMIS (DEITY). Probably the most popular of the Hellenic deities, Artemis was worshiped 

wherever the Greeks settled and by the Romans as Diana after she was identified with the Italian goddess 

of that name. Her occasional identification with the Greek moon-goddess Selene had begun by the 5th 

century B.C., but she did not popularly become the moon until the advent of astrology religion in the 

Hellenistic age. Daughter of Zeus by the Titaness Leto and twin sister of Apollo, Artemis was born either 

on the island of Delos, where the Horn Altar, constructed of the horns of goats sacrificed to her, became 

famous as one of the wonders of the ancient world, or on the nearby island Ortygia. She consistently 

appears among the twelve Olympians, as in the Parthenon frieze, and is prominent in Greek literature, art, 

and public festivals from the Homeric period on. Her name, however, is etymologically obscure and her 

personality multifaceted and enigmatic.  

Her typical form in literature and art (see, e.g., Od. 6.99–109, Hymn. Hom. Ven. 16–20, Eur. Hipp.; 

Callim. Dian. 1–182) is that of the Lady of the Wilds (Agrotera), a virgin huntress, pure and inviolable 

(hagne), who ranges the woodlands and mountains amid a retinue of sportive, dancing nymphs. Youthful, 

lithe, and dispassionately beautiful, she is often accompanied by a deer, and the bow is her constant 

attribute. She could be deadly and remorseless toward those who threaten her chastity or offend her, as 

when she turned Actaeon into a stag and let his own hounds tear him apart because he came upon her at 

her bath in a mountain stream, or when she sent the Calydonian boar to ravage the lands of Oeneus who 

had ignored her at sacrifice, or when she slew the daughters of Niobe with her arrows—as did Apollo her 

sons—to avenge Niobe‘s disparagement of Leto. Her role in the destruction of the giant Tityus, who 

attempted to rape Leto, and of the giants Otus and Ephialtes, who assaulted respectively her chastity and 

Hera‘s, seems, at least to a modern, more justifiable.  

Before Artemis became one of the great gods, she may have been merely a wood nymph herself; for in 

the Peloponnesus she bore such epithets as Limnatis (Lady of the Lake), Lygodesma (Willow-Bound), 

and Cedreatis (Cedarn). She may at some point in her development have exhibited theriomorphic 

qualities: The visual arts sometimes represent her as winged, and in her cult at Brauron, in Attica, girls in 

her service pretended to be bears (cf. the varying accounts of her attendant nymph Callisto, who was 

seduced by Zeus and then turned into a bear).  

Artemis the virgin huntress paradoxically contained within her personality obvious characteristics of a 

mother goddess, probably acquired in Asia Minor and from the Creton goddesses Britomartis and 

Dictynna, with whom she was sometimes identified. She zealously protects the suckling young of all wild 

animals, nuturing at their birth the very creatures she will later slaughter in the hunt; see, e.g., Aesch. Ag. 

134–143, where she is incensed with Zeus‘ two eagles for devouring a pregnant hare. Fertility 

characteristics are strikingly apparent in her cult at Ephesus in Asia Minor: The Artemis whom the 

Ephesian mobs proclaim as ―Great‖ at Acts 19:23–40 is a multi-mammary grotesque. In her capacity as 

mother goddess, Artemis was even the protectress of human children and was often identified with 

Eileithyia, the goddess-proper of human childbirth.  

The darker aspect of Artemis‘ personality is perhaps summed up and symbolized in her frequent 

identification with Hecate, a goddess of witchcraft and the moon who roves the night and was worshiped 

at the traditionally haunted-crossroad. It is an aspect alluded to in Il. 21.479–88, where Hera reviles 

Artemis for being a ―lion to women‖ with a Zeus-given right to kill them at her pleasure, presumably at 

childbirth; and it is present in the myths of Actaeon, Niobe, and the Calydonian boar. Nowhere does this 

aspect come to the fore more starkly than: (1) at Ag. 104–247, when Artemis demands, and receives, the 

sacrifice of Agamemnon‘s virgin daughter Iphigenia, as simultaneously an atonement for the eagles‘ 

slaughter of the pregnant hare and a propiatory act to procure the release of the wind-bound Greek fleet 

from Aulis for the expedition against Troy; and (2) in Eur. IT when Iphigenia, saved from sacrifice at 

Aulis by the miraculous substitution of a hind and transported by Artemis to the land of the Taurians on 

the farthest shores of the Black Sea (according to the variant legend here followed), presides as priestess 

of Artemis over the sacrifice of all foreigners who wander to that land. There was probably a symbolic 

reminiscence of human sacrifice in the cultic rites of Artemis Tauropolus in Attica (a man‘s throat is 



scratched to the point of bleeding with a sword), whither according to the IT (see especially 1446–1461) 

Orestes and Iphigenia brought the goddess‘ cult statue after they escaped from Taurica. The shedding of 

human blood was also an important component in the rites of Artemis Ortheia at Sparta; during these 

events, which became a tourist attraction in Roman times, youths were whipped until they bled. Similarly, 

human sacrifice may lie behind the holocausts of fruit and live animals in honor of Artemis Laphria at 

Patrae. The substitution of a hind for the sacrificial victim (see Eur. IA 1532–1618 for an account of this 

miracle) bears comparison with that of the ram for Isaac in Genesis 22.  

We may, at least to a point, account for the confusing multiplicity and ambivalence in Artemis‘ 

personality by regarding her as a humanized representation of untamed nature, which appears benign and 

life-giving at one time or place and cruel and destructive at another. And we may risk going somewhat 

further by regarding her as simultaneously a representation of what the Greek male, in the collective 

psyche of a male-dominated society, both admired and feared in the female. But Artemis is perhaps the 

most difficult of the Hellenic deities to comprehend and will undoubtedly always elude full explanation.  
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HUBERT M. MARTIN, JR.  

ARTHROPODS. See ZOOLOGY.  

ARUBBOTH (PLACE) [Heb ˒ărubbôt (ֲאֻשבות )]. A city mentioned only once in the Bible as the seat 

of Ben Hesed, governor of Solomon‘s 3d district (1 Kgs 4:10). The difficulty in identifying the city is a 

result of this singular reference, containing no specific geographic indicators. Its identification therefore 

requires a proper overview of the nature and character of this Solomonic district list (1 Kgs 4:7–19).  

———  

A. Location of Solomon‘s Third District  

B. Other Possible References to Arubboth  

C. Khirbet el-Hamam  

1. Location and Description  

2. Excavations  

D. The History of Arubboth-Narbata  

———  

A. Location of Solomon’s Third District  

Two primary approaches have been suggested for understanding the geographic principles of the district 

divisions. According to the first (Alt, KlSchr 2: 76–89; Aharoni 1976), the districts were of 2 different 

types, the first being identical to the Israelite tribal territories, and the second including former Canaanite 

areas in the coastal plain and large valleys (the latter being defined by a listing of cities). The 3d district is 

defined as follows: ―Ben Hesed in Arubboth, to him belonged Socoh and all the land of Hepher.‖ 

According to this first approach, the fact that this district included a list of cities means that this district 

was formerly ―Canaanite,‖ located in the N Sharon between the Yarkon and Wadi ez-Zerqah rivers. 

(Consequently, in this approach the first district [the hill country of Ephraim] would have stretched far N 

of the tribe‘s original inheritance to include, during the period of the district division, the tribal territory of 



Manasseh as well.) Thus, Mazar (1935) suggested locating Hepher at Tel Iphshar (M.R. 141197), and 

Arubboth at Tel el-Assawir (M.R. 151210), near the W opening of the ˓Iron pass leading to Megiddo.  

Albright (1925) in particular offered another approach, pointing out the methodological problem of 

identifying Arubboth and Hepher in the coastal plain. The daughters of Zelophehad (the granddaughters 

of Hepher, Josh 17:1–4), appear in the Samaria Ostraca as territorial units in the NE part of the Manasseh 

hill country. Tirzah, for example, who belongs to Hepher‘s family, is located well inland, about 10 km NE 

of Shechem. Therefore, it seems more likely that the ‗Land of Hepher‘ should be located in the hill 

country within the nuclear tribal allotment rather than in the formerly Canaanite area in the coastal plain 

(annexed to the monarchy only in the time of David). A coastal plain locale for the 3d district is also 

challenged by the archaeological data: Tel Iphshar is too small to have been a Canaanite city-state like 

Hepher (Josh 12:17), and Tel Assawir contained no sherds of the 10th century B.C.E. The site therefore 

could not have been a district capital during this period.  

B. Other Possible References to Arubboth  

Certain assistance for the identification of Arubboth is found in the fact that the city (and the district) of 

that name probably existed throughout the Iron Age, the Persian, Hellenistic and Early Roman Periods as 

well. According to Grintz (1957: 31), the tradition in Taanit Scroll, describing Jewish fortified cities in the 

Samaria region in either the Persian or the Hellenistic period, is linked with the Jewish settlement in the 

Dothan Valley, as told in the book of Judith. Others relate it to the settlement of the area by Jews after its 

conquest by John Hyrcanus in 106 B.C.E. It is possible that the name of the area in the Taanit Scroll, 

Nabrachta, is connected to one of the offshoots of the geographic name Arubboth (see below).  

The area is mentioned in 1 Macc 5: 21–23: Simon the Hasmonean, after his victory over the Gentiles at 

Acre, brought to Jerusalem the Jews of Galilee and ―Arbattoi,‖ which seems to be a Jewish district located 

between the W Galilee and Jerusalem. The syntax of the name indicates a possible connection to 

Arubboth, since only the suffix differs from the original, without change in the basic consonants of the 

name.  

The Byzantine historian Georghios Kedrenos cites a list of the Herodian toparchies (divided among 

Herod‘s sons), where the toparchy of Narbatton is mentioned along with Galilee and Perea. All 3 came 

under the jurisdiction of Herod Antipas. This list suggests that during the Herodian period there existed in 

N Samaria a Jewish district named Narbatton. Since both Galilee and Perea were Jewish districts, we may 

assume that this division was based upon the necessity of separating the Jewish toparchies from those of 

the Gentiles. It is worth noting, however, that this Byzantine source is controversial.  

Finally, the area is mentioned twice by Josephus, along with a definition of its geographic location. 

First, in his description of the events close to the outbreak of the Jewish Revolt in May, A.D. 66, Josephus 

reports that a clash broke out between Greeks and Jews around the Great Synagogue of Caesarea; after the 

emperor Nero ruled in favor of the Greeks, the Jews took their Torah scrolls and went to one of their 

inheritances called Narbata, located 20 stadia from Caesarea (JW 2: 291). The second reference is 

connected with the report about Cestius Gallus‘ punitive campaign against Jerusalem in October A.D. 66; 

Josephus reports that Gallus sent forces of cavalry from Caesarea to Narbata, who ―destroyed the district 

and set the villages aflame‖ (JW 2: 509).  

The name of the area is not mentioned again. An analysis of the sources suggests a linguistic connection 

in the series Arubboth–Nabrachta–Arbatta–Narbata, based on the preservation of the ancient nucleus r-b-

t, whose meaning is uncertain. The changes over a millennium are probably connected with the influx of 

Aram prefixes and suffixes into spoken Hebrew. Such include the prefix n- and the geographic suffix -a 

(as in Suseita and Gamla). Kampffmeyer (1892) showed that changes in suffix and prefix do not alter the 

nucleus of the name, and therefore we have in these sources evidence for the continuity of the district and 

the city in the same area (N Samaria, not the N Sharon valley). As for the distance of 20 stadia (12 km) 

from Caesarea to Narbata (JW 2: 291), Avi-Yonah (1962: 12, 127) showed that most of Josephus‘ 

distance indicators relate to distances between the district capital and the toparchy‘s border. We may, 

therefore, suggest that the border between the boundary of Caesarea and the toparchy of Narbata was the 

point where the Coastal Plain meets the Samaria hills, at a distance of 12 km from Caesarea.  



C. Khirbet el-Hamam  

1. Location and Description. During the course of a detailed archaeological survey on behalf of Tel 

Aviv and Haifa Universities, a previously unknown tell—Kh. el-Hamam—was discovered in 1978. This 

site seems to fit well the identification of Arubboth-Narbata. The site (M.R. 163201) rises S of the 

riverbed of Wadi Jiz, in a rugged and stony hill area, between the Dothan valley and the Coastal Plain.  

The city stretches across two hilltops. The N hilltop is approx. 70 dunams in size; it is fortified naturally 

by means of steep slopes at the W, N, and E; at the S it is connected to the lower slope by means of a 

gradual and convenient downgrade. Its upper acropolis, about 25 dunams, was surrounded by a double 

city wall. The S hilltop is the larger one, and contains remnants of structures and caves with no indication 

of fortification.  

A sophisticated Roman siege system surrounding the city was discovered and explored, including a 

circumvallation, three camps, and a siege ramp. The circumvallation is 1,516 m long and 2.2 m thick, 

encompassing the city from the W, N, and E. Alongside it were discovered Camp B (excavated) and 

Camps C–D (unexcavated). The supposed location of Camp A was the S hilltop.  

2. Excavations. The siege system and the city itself were excavated during 1980–1984 (Zertal 1984). 

Camp B of the siege system lies on the el-Birkeh hill, approx. 600 m E of the city. It is a square structure 

(22 × 22 m) with opposite gates at the N and S. Rooms and floors were unearthed inside, upon which 

were found cooking pots and other vessels dated to the 1st century A.D., very similar to the material of 

Masada. In addition, a coin of Herod Archelaus (4 B.C.E.–A.D. 6) was found. The excavated part of the 

circumvallation was found to be identical in structure and dimensions to the E circumvallation and the 

walls of Camp A at Masada. Some towers were discovered along the circumvallation. Camp C at Kh. el-

Hamam is a small structure (10 × 10 m), and camp D which lies on a slope next to the paved road that led 

to the city from the important Caesarea-Ginae road, is similar to Camp B. The siege system at Kh. el-

Hamam is one of 4 extant, complete Roman systems connected with the Jewish Revolt (A.D. 66–70) and 

the Bar-Kokhba Revolt (A.D. 132–135): Masada, Bethar, Machaerus, and Narbata (Kh. el-Hamam). The 

latter is the only one found N of Jerusalem.  

Three areas within the city itself were excavated: (1) the central section and the siege ramp; (2) the S 

wall; and (3) a group of houses in the upper W part of the city. In the central section a continuity of 

pottery groups was discovered, ranging from the 10th century B.C.E. until the 2d century A.D., confirming 

the conclusions of the survey. The city wall of the Iron Age dates to the 10th century B.C.E. and should 

possibly be identified as the Solomonic city wall of Arubboth. It is approx. 3 m thick, and was founded 

upon a low stone cliff. This wall continued to be in use during Iron II (the Israelite kingdom), and 

possibly also through the Persian period into Hasmonean times (2d century B.C.E.), when the city was 

refortified by an additional and new wall. At this stage, the Iron Age city wall became a supporting wall 

which encircled the city and lay outside the new wall. The entrance to this new wall was from the 

protected N side. The width of the Hasmonean wall is approx. 2 m, and it was the wall used to protect the 

city during the Jewish Revolt in A.D. 66. Two blocks of structures were excavated in the upper W area, 

dating to the Hellenistic-Herodian periods. Beneath it, fragmented Iron Age structures were exposed.  

Beneath and outside the line of the walls, a sophisticated water system was explored and partially 

excavated. This includes 3 hewn cisterns in the form of subterranean chambers, plastered with a special 

plaster identical to that of the water system at Masada. Each of the chambers contained 600–1,000 cubic 

m of water, and were filled by means of a hewn opening. An aqueduct, whose entire route is as yet 

unknown, was connected to the cisterns.  

The small finds include nearly 100 coins, dating from Ptolemy II (beginning of the 3d century B.C.E.), 

through the beginning of the 2d century A.D. In addition, carved stone vessels were unearthed, typical of 

Jewish settlements during the Second Temple period.  

From a historical point of view, the results of the excavation support the identification of the city as 

Narbata, which was the only city in Samaria to take part in the Jewish Revolt. According to Josephus, it 

was also the only Jewish region in this area, otherwise populated by veterans of the Hellenistic and 

Roman armies (Sebaste) and by Samaritans. A few arrowheads, catapult stones, and a partial level of 



destruction at Kh. el-Hamam indicate that the battle over the city did not last long. We may assume that 

the city surrendered not long after the siege system was built. It is unclear why there is no mention of the 

siege of Narbata by Josephus. Despite that, there are actually no alternate identifications for the site, and it 

fits the location of Arubboth-Narbata in 3 major criteria: (1) the archaeological and historical periods of 

occupation, (2) the geographical context and location, and (3) the preservation of the name. The latter is 

still preserved in the vicinity in the form of Arrabeh (M.R. 169201), a village some 6 km to the SE, at the 

S fringe of the Dothan Valley. Apparently, the name shifted there after the destruction or abandonment of 

the city Narbata.  

D. The History of Arubboth-Narbata  

The results of the excavation indicate that the city was founded at the middle of the 10th century B.C.E., 

but there may have been a small village there founded a few decades earlier. Along with the foundation of 

the city the N hilltop was fortified, evidently creating an administrative center and seat of the regional 

governor. This foundation coincides with the intentions of the authorities, who preferred founding new 

sites, free of previous tribal traditions. Wright (1967) and Mazar (1975: 131) showed that Makaz 

(probably the capital of the 2d district) and Arubboth belong in this category.  

The existence of the city, which was supported by the Arubboth district, continued during the period of 

the N Israelite kingdom. It is probable that the Jewish district of the Persian period in the Dothan valley, 

mentioned in the book of Judith, was connected somehow with the Arubboth district. Upon the 

Hasmonean conquest of Samaria by John Hyrcanus, the city underwent great development. A new city 

wall was built, thus creating a kind of fortified acropolis. During this period, or a bit later, the city of 

Arbatta grew and many new homes were built on the slopes of both the N and S hilltops. During the 1st 

century A.D. the name was changed to Narbata, and the city maintained some connection with the Jews of 

Caesarea.  

Upon the outbreak of the Jewish Revolt, some of the Caesarean Jews moved to Narbata, taking with 

them their Torah scrolls. In this account, Josephus is possibly referring to persons belonging to the Zealot 

party in Caesarea, who thus declared an open revolt against the Romans (Zertal 1982). The place was 

finally abandoned at the beginning of the 2d century A.D.  

From a geographic-historic viewpoint, it seems that the 3d Solomonic district coincided with the 

boundaries of Manasseh in the hill country (Josh 16:5–9; 17:7–13). This conclusion, which supports in 

broad lines Albright‘s approach (see A above), is also based upon the recent identification of Hepher 

(Josh 12:17) with Tel Muhaffar, a large fortified site situated at the N boundary of the Dothan valley. The 

identification of Hepher and Arubboth within the bounds of the Manasseh hill country conforms with the 

biblical data, the evidence of the Samaria Ostraca, and the Second Temple traditions.  
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ADAM ZERTAL  

ARUMAH (PLACE) [Heb *˒ărûmâ (ֲאשּוָמה )]. A town in Ephraim mentioned once or twice in the 

story of Abimelech son of Gideon (Judges 9). According to Judg 9:41, Abimelech resided briefly at 

Arumah. The text of Judg 9:31 is problematic. MT reads ―he (scil. Zebul) sent messengers to Abimelech 

bĕtormāh‖; the last word consists of the Heb preposition bĕ- ―in, at, by means of,‖ and an otherwise 

unattested noun tormâ, whose root is possibly rmh ―to deceive‖ (thus LXX
B 
en kryphē, ―in secret‖ [cf. 



LXX
A 
meta dōrōn ―with gifts,‖ reading trmh as tĕrūmâ ―offering, gift‖]; KJV ―privily‖; ASV ―craftily‖; 

Boling Judges AB, 179 ―by a ruse‖). The consonants btrmh of MT should perhaps be read *bêt [˒ă]rūmâ 

―Beth Arumah,‖ thus creating a second mention of the site (GTTOT, 297).  

Arumah is generally located at Khirbet el-˓Ormah (M.R. 180172) 5 miles SE of Shechem (LBHG, 242). 

It is not to be identified with RUMAH further N (LBHG, 329–31).  

HENRY O. THOMPSON  

ARVAD (PERSON) [Heb ˒arwād (ַאְשָוד )]. ARVADITES. One of the ―offspring‖ of Canaan (Gen 

10:18), who supplied rowers and guards for Tyre (Ezek 27:8, 11). Arvad is named in the list of places to 

which the Roman consul sent his proclamation of alliance with Simon (1 Macc 15: 23, if the textual 

rearrangement of Goldstein Maccabees pp. 492–500 is followed). The Genesis reference has the gentilic 

suffix -î.  

The city of Arvad, modern Ruad (M.R. 229473), is the most nothern of the Phoenician cities, located on 

an island adjacent to the coast. It is mentioned in an Egyptian text (˒á-r-du; cf. Helck 1962: 310). In the 

Amarna letters it seems to have allied with Amurru against Byblos and Tyre (ar-wa-da; cf. Klengel 1969: 

206; Katzenstein 1973: 42; Hess 1984: 436). It appears frequently in Assyrian and Babylonian texts on 

into the 1st millennium B.C., having to do with Syria (Unger RLA 1: 160–61).  

Of some interest for comparison with the military aspect of the Arvadites mentioned in Ezekiel 27 is the 

mention of 200 soldiers from Arvad who fought with the opponents of Shalmaneser III at the battle of 

Qarqar in 853 B.C. (cf. Katzenstein 1973: 156). For the Assyrian kings, Arvad was the city ―in the midst 

of the sea‖ (qabal tamtim; cf. Wiseman 1951: 24). There is a possible portrayal of Arvad as the island 

receiving wood in a Khorsabad relief (Parrot 1961 plate 48; Katzenstein 1973: 243). In this context, the 

Ezekiel passage associating renowned rowers with Arvad becomes meaningful (Ezek 27:8). Apparently it 

was sufficiently independent of the Seleucids in the mid-2d century B.C. to receive a proclamation from 

Rome.  
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RICHARD S. HESS  

ARZA (PERSON) [Heb ˒arṣā˒ (ַאְשָקא )]. Chamberlain of Elah, king of Israel, at Tirzah (1 Kgs 16:9). 

Though it was at the house of Arza that an intoxicated Elah was assassinated by Zimri, it is not known if 

Azra was a part of the conspiracy against the king. As chamberlain, literally ―over the house,‖ Arza may 

have been responsible for the royal property at Tirzah as well as the king‘s domestic affairs. The name, 

Arza, may be derived from the root, rṣh, (to be pleased, acceptable). Noth suggests an Arabic derivation 

from ˒araḍatun ―wood fretter‖ (IPN, 230). (See Gray Kings OTL; Noth Könige BKAT; Würthwein 

Könige: 1 Könige 1–16 ATD; De Vries 1 Kings WBC.)  

PAULINE A. VIVIANO  

ARZARETH (PLACE) [Lat Arzareth; Arsareth]. A land to which the 10 tribes of Israel were 

deported; to reach this region required a journey of a year and a half from the Euphrates river (2 Esdr 

13:45). No place by this name is attested. To understand this reference, one must appreciate that the 

original Heb or Aram of 2 Esdras is no longer extant, and that all we have are Lat (and other) translations. 

Thus, some have suggested that the name preserves a corruption of Heb *˒ereṣ ˒arat, ―land of Ar (ar)at‖ 

(i.e., N Armenia). However, it is more likely that the Lat here contains and conceals the Heb ˒ereṣ ˒ăḥeret, 

―another land‖ (cf. also 2 Esdr 13:40). This phrase appears in Deut 29:27 (—Eng 29:28), an exilic 



addition attributing to Moses the prediction about the scattering and deportation of the sinful Israelites. It 

is noteworthy that the early rabbis applied this phrase in their discussions about the dispersion of the Ten 

Tribes (m. Sanh. 10:3). Therefore, it is likely that the Semitic original of 2 Esdras did the same, and that 

the Lat translator has corrupted the original and transformed it erroneously into a proper name ―Arzareth‖ 

(see Wright 1871).  
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GARY A. HERION  

ASA (PERSON) [Heb ˒āsā˒ (ָאָסא )]. Son and successor of Abijam/Abijah and the 3d king of Judah 

after the division of the united monarchy. According to the synchronisms provided in 1 Kings, Asa‘s rule 

began while Israel‘s first king, Jeroboam, was still in power (15:9); it spanned the reigns of Nadab, 

Baasha, Elah, Zimri, and Omri; and it ended in the early years of Ahab‘s rule (16:29). He ruled for 41 

years (1 Kgs 15:10; 2 Chr 16:13), which Albright (1945) dated to 913–873 B.C.E.  

A. Sources  

The primary account of Asa‘s reign is given by the Deuteronomistic historian in 1 Kgs 15:9–24. The 

author indicates that he has drawn his information from the annals of the kings of Judah (1 Kgs 15:23), 

but his ideological perspective is clearly stamped on the account.  

The Chronicler presents a somewhat longer account in 2 Chr 13:23b–16:14 (—Eng 14:1b–16:14), parts 

of which parallel the account in 1 Kings but the rest includes added material of debated historical worth. It 

is clear that the Chronicler has used the Kings account as a principal source, even as he reshaped and 

added to it in order to present his own perspective on Asa‘s reign. Whether the Chronicler has used 

sources beyond 1 Kings to present his account of Asa is uncertain, but it is possible that he has. For 

example, the Chronicler‘s detailed information about Asa‘s army (2 Chr 14:7) and related notes elsewhere 

in his work (cf. 17:14–19; 25:5 and 26:11–15) may preserve ―authentic material relating to the conscript 

army‖ (Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 20, 261–2). Welten, however, contends that these passages are 

pure fabrications, reflecting the organization of Hellenistic armies in the time of the Chronicler (1973: 79–

114). Whether the Chronicler‘s added information is based on additional sources or not, it must be used 

with caution in reconstructing the events of Asa‘s reign.  

Two major aspects of Asa‘s reign are covered by both the Deuteronomistic historian and the Chronicler: 

(1) a religious reform and (2) a successful response to Baasha‘s invasion of Judah.  

B. Asa’s Reform  

The account in 1 Kings indicates that the reform included the following actions by Asa, who (a) 

expelled the male cult prostitutes from the land; (b) removed all the images which his predecessors had 

made; (c) deposed his mother (grandmother?) Maacah from her position as queen mother (gĕb  râ) 

because she had made an abominable image (mipleṣet) for Asherah; (d) destroyed this image by cutting it 

down and burning it; and (e) brought votive offerings into the temple. The Deuteronomistic historian 

praises Asa for doing ―that which was right in the sight of Yahweh, like David his father‖ (15:11) and 

claims that, although the ―high places‖ (bāmôt) were not abolished, the king was completely loyal to 

Yahweh all his life (15:14).  

The Chronicler adds that Asa abolished the foreign altars and incense altars, and also claims (2 Chr 

15:9–12) that Asa, in the 3d month of the 15th year of his reign, assembled all of Judah, Benjamin, and 

those who had come to live with them from Ephraim, Manasseh, and Simeon, to enter into a covenant to 

seek guidance from Yahweh. Those who refused to seek Yahweh, whether old or young, male or female, 

were put to death (2 Chr 15:13). Whether such a covenant ceremony took place is debated, but 

Williamson has suggested that the Chronicler‘s account of these matters is based on a special source and 

presents a plausible rendering of what took place (Chronicles NCBC, 269–71).  

Asa‘s removal of Maacah from the position of queen mother is mentioned in 1 Kgs 15:13 and 2 Chr 

15:16. Because her association with the goddess Asherah would have brought her into conflict with Asa‘s 

reform, Ahlström has concluded the queen mother‘s position was essentially cultic in nature (1963: 57–



85). Other possibilities for understanding the queen mother‘s role have been reviewed recently by 

Andreasen (1983).  

C. Asa’s Response to Baasha’s Invasion  

1 Kgs 15:16 indicates that border conflicts between Judah and Israel continued throughout the reigns of 

Asa and Baasha, but the Deuteronomistic historian focuses on a decisive phase of the struggle. According 

to this account, Baasha marched into Judah as far as Ramah, which he fortified to cut off access to 

Jerusalem. Asa responded by sending an appeal, sweetened with a good portion of Judah‘s treasure, to 

Ben-hadad, the king of Aram, in Damascus. At that time Aram and Israel were allies, but Asa‘s request 

was for Ben-hadad to break off the alliance with Israel. Ben-hadad did so, and sent his forces into N 

Israelite territory, forcing Baasha to abandon Ramah. Asa then issued a proclamation to all Judah, with no 

exemptions, and they dismantled Baasha‘s fortifications at Ramah and used the stones and timbers to 

fortify Geba and Mizpah (vv 17–22).  

The Chronicler‘s account places these events in the 36th year of Asa‘s reign (2 Chr 16:1; this conflicts, 

however, with 1 Kgs 16:6 and 8 which indicate that Baasha had died some 10 years earlier). On the theory 

that the Chronicler‘s chronology is based on a source which referred to the 36th year of the division of the 

monarchy, not of Asa‘s reign, Baasha‘s invasion and the related events would have taken place in the 16th 

year of Asa‘s reign (Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 256–7). It is possible, however, that the Chronicler‘s 

chronology serves theological rather than historical purposes (Rudolph 1952; Dillard 1980).  

D. The Chronicler’s Other Additions  

The Chronicler has also added to his narrative about Asa an account of the invasion of Zerah the 

―Cushite‖ (14:7–13) and speeches to Asa by Azariah ben Oded (15:2–7) and the seer Hanani (16:7–10).  

The speeches of Azariah and Hanani are taken by most scholars to be creations of the Chronicler. 

Azariah‘s speech is inserted between Asa‘s victory over Zerah and the account of Asa‘s religious reform. 

The Chronicler uses it to depict Asa‘s reform as inspired by Yahweh. Hanani‘s speech, on the other hand, 

condemns Asa for relying on Ben-hadad in the affair with Baasha, rather than on Yahweh as he did in the 

victory over Zerah. Von Rad has maintained that these and other speeches in 1 and 2 Chr reflect standard 

Levitical homiletic practice which the Chronicler has employed for his own theological purposes (PHOE, 

267–80).  

Many scholars believe that the account of Asa‘s victory over Zerah, though written in the Chronicler‘s 

style, is based on an event which the Chronicler knew from one of his sources. There is debate, however, 

over the identity of the invading forces. One view is that Zerah ―the Cushite‖ was an Ethiopian general 

dispatched to Judah by Osorkon I in his latter years (Kitchen 1973: 309); another view is that the invading 

forces were a mercenary group stationed at Gerar from the time of Sheshonk‘s campaign against Judah 

(BHI, 234–35); still another view is that ―Cush‖ in this context refers to an ethnic Bedouin group in the 

vicinity of Judah which menacingly invaded Asa‘s territory (Hidal 1976–77: 100–1). In the absence of 

more evidence, all of these theories remain mere speculation.  

The Chronicler also credits Asa with the fortification of cities in Judah (2 Chr 14:6–7). Without entirely 

ruling out building activity in Asa‘s reign (cf. 1 Kgs. 15:23), Williamson notes the Chronicler‘s thematic 

emphasis in these verses, i.e., the author seeks to establish a connection between Asa‘s building activity 

and the peace that Yahweh had supposedly given him as a result of his reform (Chronicles NCBC, 260; 

cf. Welten 1973: 15–19).  

E. Asa’s Death  

Asa developed a disease ―in his feet‖ near the end of his life (1 Kgs 15:23); the Chronicler says this 

happened in the 39th year of his reign (2 Chr 16:12). The nature of this disease has been much discussed. 

Gout, dropsie, or gangrene have been most frequently suggested. The possibility cannot be excluded, 

however, that ―feet‖ in this instance, as elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible, is a euphemism for genitals 

(Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 276–7; HAIJ, 241). Asa was buried in Jerusalem and succeeded by his 

son Jehoshaphat.  
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CARL D. EVANS  

ASAHEL (PERSON) [Heb ˓ăśâ˒ēl (ֲףָשהֵאל ); Gk Asael (Ἀςαελ)]. The name of 4 or 5 men in the OT. 

The name Asahel is formed as a sentence using the verb ˓aśâ ―to make,‖ ―to do‖ with the divine name El. 

Asahel means ―El has done‖ or ―El has made.‖  

1. Asahel was one of the 3 sons of Zeruiah, David‘s nephews and retainers (see ZERUIAH). As with 

other figures of tradition, Asahel was remembered by a brief descriptive verse: he was ―fleet as the 

gazelle‖ (cf. Goliath of Gath, ―the shaft of whose spear was like a weaver‘s beam,‖ 2 Sam 21:19; 1 Chr 

20:5). While his brothers served throughout David‘s reign, Asahel was killed by Abner, the son of Ner, 

during the war between David and Ish-bosheth, the successor to King Saul (2 Sam 2:18–32); he was 

buried in the tomb of his father in Bethlehem. Joab, his brother, treacherously slew Abner in revenge for 

Asahel‘s death (2 Sam 3:22–30), an act which brought bloodguilt onto David‘s house, and in expiation for 

which David had his son and successor Solomon kill Joab (1 Kgs 2:5–6).  

The inclusion of Asahel in the lists of David‘s heroic warriors (2 Sam 23:24; 1 Chr 11:26) suggests that 

these lists go back to the beginning of David‘s reign. That this same Asahel is listed as an officer over 

David‘s monthly levies (1 Chr 27:7), by which time he should have been dead, however, calls into 

question the historicity of that list (see DAVID‘S CHAMPIONS), unless his name was placed upon this 

division posthumously to honor him (IDB 1:244).  

Na˒aman‘s argument (1988: 77–79) that the story of Asahel‘s death at the hands of Abner was 

fabricated upon the strength of his mention in these lists is merely meant to support his own view that 

David‘s champions were really his high officer corps. 1 Chronicles 27 is the only text where a significant 

number of David‘s heroic warriors are presented as officers. Na˒aman‘s thesis requires him to discredit 

the account of Asahel‘s death during David‘s reign in Hebron, since it is highly unlikely that David had 

actually had a highly organized standing army based on successive monthly levies of 24,000 men each, 

288,000 in all, before he became king of Israel. (Even the inflated figures of 1 Samuel 11 give Judah only 

30,000 men; but cf. IDB 1:244.) The story of Asahel‘s death then, while likely embellished (storytelling 

and the writing of history were not mutually exclusive categories in the ancient Near East), is probably 

based on solid historical traditions.  

2. One of six Levites sent in the 3d year of Jehoshaphat into the villages of Judah with the priests 

Elishama and Jehoram to teach the book of the law (2 Chr 17:7–8).  

3. A Levite who assisted in the collection of tithes and devoted offerings in the temple during 

Hezekiah‘s attempted centralization of worship (2 Chr 31:11–13; cf. Hayes and Irvine 1987: 48–49).  

4. The name of the (otherwise unknown) father of one Jonathan, an exile at the time of Ezra. Along with 

Jahzeiah, the son of Tikvah, this Jonathan opposed Ezra the scribe in his efforts to get the exiles to put 

away their foreign wives and children (Ezra 10:1–15, esp. v 15).  

Although there is some ambiguity about this verse (cf. Vg and NJPSV, which put Jonathan and Jahzeiah 

in charge of Ezra‘s commission), Williamson (Ezra, Nehemiah AB, 156–57) has convincingly argued for 

the RSV rendering. 1 Esdras 9:14, however, clearly agrees with the Vg and NJPSV Ezra.  

5. One of the ―sons of Ezora‖ who dismissed his foreign wife following Ezra‘s action (1 Esd 9:34). The 

RSV name is AZAEL, as in Ezra 10:41, but it is rendered ―Asahel‖ in and Meyers equates it with the 

name in Ezra 10:15 (Meyers Esdras 89). It is azaelos in the LXX. The name is also found as aazaēlos, 

azēlos at Murabba˓at (Meyers Esdras 93; DJD 2.227; Les Grottes de Murabba˓at, DJD 2/94:12). If this 



person is the same as Asahel (4) above, then it is understandable that Jonathan would oppose an action 

which would result in the expulsion of his mother.  
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D. G. SCHLEY  

ASAIAH (PERSON) [Heb ˓ăśāyâ (ֲףָשָיה )]. The name of 4 individuals in the Hebrew Bible.  

1. A Levite from the Merari clan, one of the leaders appointed by David to move the ark from the house 

of Obed-edom to Jerusalem (1 Chr 6:15—Eng6:30; 15:6, 11). Many regard 15:4–10 as a later insertion 

into Chronicles; however, Talmon (IDBSup, 322) and Williamson (1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 89, 121–

22) argue that the repetition of the names in 15:11 is a literary device marking an insertion of source 

material by the original author.  

2. One of the royal officials under Josiah, sent as part of a delegation to consult with the prophetess 

Huldah regarding the discovery of a book of the law in the temple (2 Kgs 22:12, 14; 2 Chr 34:20).  

3. One of the leaders of the tribe of Simeon (1 Chr 4:36), among those who fought near Gedor (= 

Gerar?) and against the Meunites (1 Chr 4:38–43).  

4. One of the descendants of Judah‘s son Shelah who returned to Jerusalem after the Babylonian 

captivity (1 Chr 9:5). Since the Chronicler gives the total number of those from the tribe of Judah who 

returned (1 Chr 9:6b), and since he lists descendants of Judah through Perez (1 Chr 9:4) and through 

Zerah (1 Chr 9:6a), MT Shilonites should be revocalized to Shelanites, the descendants of Judah‘s son 

Shelah (cf. Num 26:20; Neh 11:4–6).  

RAYMOND B. DILLARD  

ASAIAS (PERSON) [Gk Asaias (Ἀςαιαρ)]. A descendant of Annan and one of the returned exiles who 

was required by Ezra to divorce his foreign wife (1 Esdr 9:32). In the parallel text of Ezra 10:31, the name 

ISSHIJAH appears in the position Asaias holds in 1 Esdr 9:32.  

JEFFREY A. FAGER  

ASAPH (PERSON) [Heb ˒āsāp (ָאָספ )]. ASAPHITE. Three individuals in the OT bear the name 

Asaph (see also 4. below). In addition, this name occurs in the inscription l˒sp on a seal from Megiddo 

which has been variously dated to the 8th or 7th century B.C.E. (Diringer 1934: 168–69).  

1. Son of Berechiah, eponymous ancestor of ―the Asaphites‖ (RSV: ―sons of Asaph‖), and one of the 

great families or guilds of musicians and singers in the Jerusalem temple (1 Chr 6:39; 25:1, 2; 2 Chr 

5:12). The headings of 12 psalms (50,73–83) include the designation lĕ˒āsāp, most likely an indication 

that they were a part of an Asaphic collection or were performed according to the style or tradition of the 

guild bearing Asaph‘s name (note also the Asaphic attribution of the psalm anthology in 1 Chr 16:7–36). 

The theory that the Asaphic tradition was of N Israelite origins (Buss 1963) is intriguing but highly 

speculative, given that the rationale for attribution in the headings of the psalms remains uncertain.  

At the time of the return from the exile, ―temple singers‖ (1 Esdr 5:27; 1:15) in general could be 

referred to simply as ―Asaphites‖ (Ezra 2:41 [ = Neh 7:44; 1 Esdr 5:27]). The prominence of this guild is 

also apparent in the designation of the Asaphite Uzzi the son of Bani as ―the overseer of the Levites‖ 

(păk  d halĕwiyyim) over the work of the house of God (Neh 11:22). The subsequent reference to Persian 

support (Neh 11:23; see Rudolph Esra Nehemia HAT, 187) and the contrast of Uzzi‘s area of 

responsibility with that of Pethahiah the son of Meshezabel in the succeeding verse (―all matters 

concerning the people,‖ Neh 11:24) support the suggestion that this guild at some point oversaw the 

Jerusalem cultus under Persian sponsorship (for a differing view see Clines Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther 

NCBC, 219). This scenario would accord well with the prominence given to the ancestor Asaph in 1 Chr 

16:1–6, 37–42, where he is designated ―the chief‖ (hāro˒š) of the Levites minstering before the ark in 

Jerusalem, while the priest Zadok and the singers Heman and Jeduthun were appointed by David to serve 

at Gibeon. Postexilic development in the guilds of singers (Gese 1974, Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 



120–22; opposed by Clines Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 55–56) resulted in the replacement of the 

Asaphites by the guild of Heman as the preeminent group (cf. esp. 1 Chr 25:5).  

Of Asaph himself, little can be said with confidence. According to the Chronicler, Asaph was a 

descendant of Gershom the son of Levi and one of three Levitical singers whom David placed in charge 

of the service of song in the house of YHWH (1 Chr 6:16–33—Eng6:31–48; 15:16–19). Nevertheless, 

both the Levitical and Davidic connections are so characteristic of the Chronicler‘s attempts to legitimate 

the cultus of his own day (Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 73, 122) that they must remain suspect. 

Mowinckel speculated that if Asaph was a historical figure at all, he ―probably belonged to the temple 

personnel after the reconstruction under Zerubbabel, or perhaps in late preexilic times‖ (1962: 2: 96; 

contrast, however, Clines [Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 56] Asaph ―was not improbably a 

contemporary of David‖). That Asaph is designated ―the seer‖ (haḥōzeh, 2 Chr 29:30; see also Heman in 

1 Chr 25:5, Jeduthun in 2 Chr 35:15, and ―who should prophesy‖ [Qere: hannibbĕ˒  m] in 1 Chr 25:1) is 

probably an indication that the musical guilds of the Chronicler‘s day fulfilled the function of cultic 

prophesy (see Johnson 1962: 69–74).  

2. Father (or possibly ―ancestor‖) of Joah the recorder under Hezekiah (2 Kgs 18:18,37 = Isa 36:3, 22). 

Nothing more is known of this individual.  

3. ―Keeper of the forest‖ under the Persian king Artaxerxes (Neh 2:8). Nehemiah requested 

authorization from Artaxerxes to procure timber from the forest under Asaph‘s jurisdiction for rebuilding 

Jerusalem‘s wall and temple. This Asaph may have been a Jew who, as Nehemiah did, rose to a position 

of some administrative prominence under Persian rule. It is also possible, however, that the name is an 

assimilation into Hebrew of a Phoenician or Persian name (Clines Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 143). 

The location of the forest is unknown.  

4. ―From the sons of Asaph‖ in 1 Chr 26:1 should be read ―son of Ebiasaph‖ with LXX
B
 and with 1 Chr 

9:19. Asaph of the Levitical genealogies (see item 1 above) belonged to the family of Gershom; it was 

Ebiasaph who was of the lineage of Kohath (Exod 6:25; 1 Chr 6:8,22—Eng6:23,37).  
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J. S. ROGERS  

ASARAMEL (PLACE) [Gk Asaramel (Ἀςαπαμελ)]. According to 1 Macc 14:27–28, ―on the 

eighteenth day of Elul, in the one hundred and seventy-second year, which is the third year of Simon the 

great high priest, in Asaramel in the great assembly of the priests and the people and the rulers of the 

nation and the elders of the country, the following was proclaimed to us.‖ Asaramel (en asaramel in 

Codex Alexandrinus, VL, and Vg; en saramel in all other witnesses) appears to be the location where a 

proclamation was made recognizing the contribution of the Hasmoneans in the defense of Judaism and the 

Jewish people. One cannot escape the conclusion that the Gk text treats Asaramel (or Saramel) as a place, 

and yet no such location is known to have existed. Asaramel has been generally treated by translators as a 

corruption of the original Heb occurring during translation into Gk or during the transmission of the Gk 

text. Goldstein (1 Maccabees AB, 501) notes that although there is mss evidence that the point of origin 

could be included in a decree, our text places the reference ―in Asaramel‖ after the date and not after the 

reference to the assembly (14: 28) according to the form of extant witnesses. One possibility is that en 

asaramel is a corruption of the Heb ḥāṣēr ˓am ˒ēl, ―the court of God‘s people.‖ This means that Simon 

was the great high priest in the Temple. Such an interpretation raises the question of why the term would 

have been transliterated rather than translated. The Syr translator of 1 Macc translated the Gk as rb˒ b˒sryl 

(or db˒sryl), ―prince of Israel.‖ Syr uses rb˒ to translate the Heb śar (cf. Sir 10:24). If the Syr is correct, 

the original Heb behind Asaramel was śar ˓am ˒ēl, ―the Prince of God‘s People.‖ We are therefore dealing 



with a title rather than a location. This possibility is supported by 1 Macc 13:42 and 15:1 which accord 

Simon a political title as well as the priestly. Thus 1 Macc 14:27 declares Simon to be both a great high 

priest and prince. Zeitlin (1950: 227) proposed that the preposition en which preceded asaramel could 

have been added later to make sense out of what was thought to have been a place name, and Goldstein 

(1976 1 Maccabees AB, 502) suggested that an original waw (―and‖) was changed into a bet (―in‖) owing 

to an error in phonetic spelling or hearing or perhaps a garbled Gk text. It is also possible that a later 

scribe, thinking Asaramel to be a place name, altered the ―and‖ to an ―in‖ in order for the text to make 

sense.  
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ASAREL (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăśar˒ēl (ֲאַשְשֵאל )]. One of the 4 sons of Jahallelel in the genealogy of 

Judah (1 Chr 4:16). In the LXX, the name appears as Iserael, which Curtis (Chr ICC, 110) believes to be 

an altered form of ―Israel.‖ Among the brothers of Asarel, Ziph is actually the name of a town in southern 

Judah (LBHG, 256, 291) so there is a possibility that Asarel may also be an eponym. (For further 

discussion, see Myers 1 Chr AB; Williamson Chr NCBC.)  

H. C. LO  

ASCENSION OF CHRIST. The doctrine of the ascension includes the ascent, the session at God‘s 

right hand, and the judgment. It has been interpreted through the Person of Christ, through the work of 

Christ, and through both (Walker 1968: 80–81). There is ―no incident in the life of Jesus at one and the 

same time so beset with difficulties and so essential as the Ascension‖ (Barclay 1961: 315). It may well 

be the most neglected doctrine of the church (Jansen 1959: 17), even though it is considered one of the 

most important themes of the NT, and the heavenly intercession and PAROUSIA are inexplicable apart 

from it (Donne 1977: 567) and the doctrine of God makes no sense without it (Haroutunian 1956: 280).  

———  

A. OT Roots of the Ascension  

B. NT Witness  

C. History of the Doctrine  

———  

A. OT Roots of the Ascension  

The coronation psalms (24, 47, 68, 110, 118) prefigure the ascension, exaltation, and session (Toon 

1984: 21–29). In the LXX ascent language is used in Psalms 24(25):3, 47(48):5 and 68(69):18, and the 

phrase ―sit at my right hand‖ of Ps 110(111):1 prefigures Christ‘s exaltation and is the most quoted OT 

text in the NT. Enoch (Gen 5:24, Heb 11:5) and Elijah‘s (2 Kgs 2:1–18) ascensions give other historical 

examples. The word anelēmphthē, used of Elijah‘s translation in the LXX of 2 Kgs (4 Kgdms) 2:11, is 

used of Christ‘s ascension in Mark 16:19 and 1 Tim 3:16.  

B. NT Witness  

The ascension is considered the essential link between the Jesus of history and the Christ of faith 

(Donne 1983: 25). For the NT, the description of the ascension is secondary to its theological meaning 

(Robinson IDB 1: 246). Nearly all NT writers testify to the ascension, although the Epistles (Rom 8:34, 

Ephes 1:20–21, 4:8–11, Heb 6:20) assume rather than describe it (Holwerda ISBE 1: 311). The Gospels 

focus on the physical aspects, whereas Paul, the theologian, emphasizes Christ‘s spiritual body (Simpson 

1968: 419–20). The Johannine pericopes do not mention the ascension, but imply it on several occasions 

(John 8:14, 21; 13:3, 33, 36; 14:4, 5, 28; 16:5, 10, 17, 28). They portray Christ in the descent-ascent motif 

of his journey from and to his Father.  

Gk terms describing or referring to Christ‘s ascension include analēmpseōs ―received up,‖ ―assumption‖ 

(Luke 9:51); diestē ap˒ autōn ―withdrew from them‖ (Luke 24:51); hypagō ―I go‖ (John 7:33; 8:14; 13:3, 

33, 36); metab   ek tou kosmou ―remove out of the world‖ (John 13:1); poreuomai ―going away‖ (John 

14:2; cf. apelthō, John 16:7); aphiēmi ton kosmon ―I leave the world‖ (John 16:28); kai poreuomai pros 



ton patera ―and go to the Father‖ (just as in the incarnation he came from the Father, egō para thou Theou 

exēlthon [John 16:27]; cf. pros se erchomai ―I come to you‖ [John 17:11, 13]); analēmphtheis apl˒ humōn 

eis ton ouranon ―taken up from you into heaven‖ (Acts 1:11); anabas eis hyphos, ―ascended on high‖ 

(Eph 4:8); hyperypsōsen ―highly exalted‖ (Phil 2:9); anelēmphthē en dox   ―was taken up in glory‖ (1 Tim 

3:16); poreutheis eis ouranon ―gone into heaven‖ (1 Pet 3:22); and hērpasthē ―was snatched up‖ (Rev 

12:5). In Luke 24:51, Acts 1:11, 22 and 1 Tim 3:16 the verbs are all passive, whereas in John 3:13, 6:62, 

Eph 4:10 and Heb 4:14 they are all active—indicating that Christ is drawn from the world by God and 

also goes of his own volition (cf. Metzger 1968: 80).  

C. History of the Doctrine  

―Belief in the ascension was universal in the early church, both in East and West‖ (Swete 1910: 1), but 

its critics are found through the centuries. By the 4th century the ascension was celebrated in the liturgy, 

although even after Augustine (354–430 C.E.) its doctrinal development continued (Bray 1988: 47).  

The only direct reference to the ascension in the Apostolic Fathers is the phrase anebē eis ouranous ―He 

ascended into heaven‖ (Ep. Barn. 15.9), showing already the confessional formulation of the doctrine. 

This is also evident in Justin Martyr (1 Apol. 21.1; 31.7; 42.4; 46.5; 50.12; 54.7; Dial. 34.2; 39.4; 63.1; 

85.1; 108.2; 132.1). Melito of Sardis refers to the ascension in his paschal homily (Pass. 104.788). The 

doctrine is assumed by Irenaeus (Haer. 1.10.1; 3.4.2) and Origen (Princ. praef. 4) and adverted to by 

Tertullian (Adv. Prax. 2; Praescr. 13; Virg. vel. 1). Its formulation in the Apostles‘ Creed—ascendit in 

caelis sedit ad dextram Patris (―he ascended into heaven, seated at the right hand of the Father‖)—

became normative for the theology of the western churches.  

The scholastic interpretation of the ascension in medieval theology is exemplified in the Summa 

Theologiae of Thomas of Aquinas. It was fitting that Christ‘s unchanging life after his resurrection take 

place in heaven, the ―place of incorruptibility,‖ rather than on earth, a place subject to change and 

corruption (Summa 3 q. 57a 1).  

With the Reformation, early Protestant orthodoxy appropriated the doctrine of the ascension particularly 

in the context of disputes concerning the Real Presence of Christ in the Eucharist.  

In the 16th century, Melancthon was the first to attempt to harmonize the ascension with science, and 

Calvin produced a Copernican revolution through his ascension studies. Whereas previously scholars 

focused on Christ present with his Body—the Church—making it impossible (they thought) to be bodily 

present at God‘s throne, Calvin reversed this by stressing the bodily presence of Christ in heaven alone 

(Institutes [1559] 4.17.12, 26). Whereas, too, emphasis had been on the person of Christ, Calvin 

considered the work of Christ—Godwards and manwards, breaking new ground in his triplex munus 

(threefold office) of the ascended Christ as prophet, king, and priest. Calvin upheld the bodily ascension 

of Christ to God‘s throne, with no bodily presence in church or sacrament (Institutes [1559] 4.17.12). He 

supported a localized humanity of the ascended Jesus in contrast to Luther‘s ubiquitous omnipresence of 

his humanity (WA [1527] 23.133).  

Friedrich Schleiermacher (1768–1834) rejected the ascension as having any part in the doctrine of 

Christ‘s person (Christian Faith [1830] 2.99). The century was preoccupied with history rather than with 

the session at God‘s throne, with individualism rather than with the corporate humanity in Christ, with his 

prophetic ministry on earth rather than also with his priestly ministry in heaven. Most of the 19th-century 

―lives of Jesus‖ omitted the ascension, ending with the resurrection, and systematic theologians (Hodge, 

Shedd) barely mentioned it. By contrast, Milligan‘s book broke new ground by presenting the ascension‘s 

authenticity.  

Cosmological questions, biblical criticism and secularization reduced interest in the ascension in the 

20th century (Toon 1984: 141). Harnack‘s article ―Das Apostolische Glaubensbekenntniss‖ (―The 

Apostles‘ Creed‖) (1892) had questioned the biblical data because of its cosmology. Today the 16th-

century Eucharistic controversy is deemed by some irrelevant, because Christ is viewed as above space 

and time (Harvey 1966: 28). Karl Barth (1960: 453–54) opposed visualizing the ascension ―as a literal 

event, like going up in a balloon.‖ Rather it was an entrance into a dimension of the created world 

―provisionally inaccessible‖ to the disciples. T. F. Torrance presented (1976) the reality of the ascension 



within a post-Copernican cosmology, and many concur that the ascension is not destroyed by an outdated 

cosmology.  
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NORMAN R. GULLEY  

ASCENT OF HERES (PLACE). See HERES, ASCENT OF (PLACE).  

ASCENT TO HEAVEN. See HEAVEN, ASCENT TO.  

ASCLEPIUS (NHC VI,8). The title assigned to the 8th tractate in codex VI of the collection of 4th-

century Nag Hammadi Coptic manuscripts. The text, which extends from line 15 of p. 65 to line 43 of p. 

78 of codex VI, has suffered considerable damage to the first half-dozen lines or so of each page 

beginning with p. 67. The Coptic dialect of NHC VI is Sahidic, with some Akhmimic and Subakh-mimic 

variants.  

The document lacks a title in the manuscript. The title Asclepius derives from the fact that this tractate 

represents a Coptic translation of a portion (sections 21–29) of the Hermetic dialogue which is so entitled 

in its Lat translation (the only version preserving the complete dialogue). The title Asclepiusderives from 

the name of one of the interlocutors of the dialogue, the Greek and Roman demigod 

Asclepios/Aesculapius. The Greek original underlying both the Coptic and the Lat versions was entitled 

The Perfect Discourse, fragments of which are preserved in citations made by later authors. The earliest 

of these authors, the church father Lactantius, proves that The Perfect Discourse existed at the beginning 

of the 4th century C.E.; its composition may therefore be plausibly assigned to the 3d century. In those 

passages where the Gk original can be compared with both the Lat and the Coptic, the Coptic is markedly 

and consistently closer to the Gk than is the Lat, confirming that it more faithfully translates The Perfect 

Discourse than does the paraphrastic Lat Asclepius.  



It is uncertain why the parameters of the Coptic excerpt are such as they are. It is possible that the 

Coptic text represents one or more of what may have been originally smaller, independent units of 

Hermetic literature that were eventually redacted into a larger Gk tract summarizing all Hermetic 

doctrine, hence a ―perfect‖ discourse. This may also help to explain why the prayer that concludes the 

Latin Asclepius (sec. 41) appears in Coptic as a separate, preceding tractate in NHC VI (see 

THANKSGIVING, PRAYER OF). It is equally possible, however, that the current parameters of the 

Coptic Asclepius are simply due to the whims either of the Coptic translator or, more likely, of the 

copyist. In a note which immediately precedes the excerpt (65.8–14) and which he may have intended in 

part as an introduction to it, the translator/copyist informs the reader that many Hermetic discourses are in 

his hands and that he hesitates to copy them all.  

As defined by the parameters of the Coptic excerpt, at any rate, Asclepius preserves the typically 

Hermetic form of a dialogue between mystagogue (in this case Hermes Trismegistos) and initiate (here 

Asclepios), covering a wide range of topics. Beginning with an exposition of the mystery of sexual 

intercourse (65.15–34), Hermes expounds on the distinction between the many who have no knowledge 

of God‘s mysteries and the few who do (65.34–66.25). For the latter, this gnosis is a healing of their 

passions, while the passions of the former are incurable. Although mortal and subject to passions because 

of their material bodies, humanity has been granted such knowledge from God, making man immortal and 

akin to God (66.26–68.19). This kinship with God enables man, like God himself, to create gods, if only 

in human likeness (68.20–69.27). Such gods are truly living gods, not merely the statues by which they 

are portrayed, as disbelievers think. There will come a day, however, when Egypt‘s worship of the gods 

will be scorned by blasphemous foreigners who will prohibit their worship, persecute the faithful, and fill 

the land with tombs. Egypt, the temple of the world, will be deserted by the gods and desecrated by the 

crimes of these men (69.27–73.22). But the Creator, who desires the Good, will destroy this perverted 

society as he has before, with water and fire, finally restoring the world and the faithful (73.23–at least 

75.36). The excerpt closes by describing death and depicting the examination of the departed soul by a 

great spirit appointed by God to judge souls. The respective rewards and punishments due are described at 

length.  

What its Christian readers made of the originally pagan Egyptian justification for the cult of images and 

eschatological polemic against its destruction (68.20–73.22) is difficult to say. Perhaps they simply saw in 

themselves the fulfillment of its prophecies, much in the same way as other contemporary Christians 

adduced pagan oracles as witnesses, however grudging or unwitting, to the truth and power of 

Christianity. It is readily understandable, on the other hand, that contemporary Christian readers, in 

particular ascetics, would find the discussion of saving gnosis, elimination of the passions, kinship to 

God, the destruction of a sinful world and the judgment of souls (65.34–68.19; 73.22–78.43) attractive 

reading. Asclepius attests, at any rate, the free exchange of literature among various religious groups, 

Christian and non-Christian alike, in late antique E Roman settings.  
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HOWARD JACKSON  



ASCLEPIUS, CULT OF. Asclepius was the most important god of healing in the Greco-Roman 

world. In the 1st century C.E. and even more in the 2d, his benefactions as a miraculous healer and divine 

guide were celebrated in hundreds of temples across the Roman empire. Inevitably, as Christianity 

emerged proclaiming traditions of Jesus as a miraculous healer, Jesus‘ virtues were compared with the 

powers and widely attested wonders of Asclepius.  

Asclepius was probably originally an earth deity worshiped before the Greek migrations in the town of 

Tricca in Thessaly (Hom. Il. 2.729–31), though later Epidaurus claimed to be his birthplace (Paus. 2.26.1–

27.6). His name was spelled in a variety of ways in its earliest Greek forms, including Aiskalapios, which 

gave rise to the Latin form, Aesculapius. The etymology of the name is obscure, but by the 4th century 

B.C.E. a tradition of interpretive word-plays had begun to emerge (Plut. Mor. 845B). In the 1st century 

C.E., for example, Cornutus says that ―Asclepius derived his name from healing soothingly (epios) and 

from deferring the withering (aposklesis) that comes with death‖ (Compend. 33).  

Asclepius was incorporated into Greek mythology with characteristics of both hero and deity. He was 

the son of Apollo and the mortal Coronis, according to the most common myth. In a jealous rage Apollo 

killed Coronis but saved Asclepius from her womb, and gave him to the centaur Chiron, who taught him 

all the healing arts (Pind. Pyth. 3; Ov., Met. 2.542–648). Asclepius had a family, which included the 

heroic sons Podilarius and Machaon, whom Homer identified as physicians among the Greeks at Troy 

(Hom. Il. 2.729–33; 11.833–36). His wife and daughters were his familiar companions in his various 

sanctuaries and were believed to personify aspects of the healing arts: Epione, his wife; Hygieia, his most 

prominent daughter; and other daughters, Panaceia, Akeso, Iaso, Aigle, and others. Asclepius‘ skill was 

such, according to the myth, that he even raised a mortal from the dead and might have done the same for 

all humankind, but Zeus forestalled granting humanity such salvation from death by striking Asclepius 

down with a thunderbolt. In his death, however, Asclepius was elevated to the status of a god, and it is as 

a full deity with both chthonic and celestial characteristics, that he functions in the historical Asclepius 

cult centers. He was always closely linked to Apollo, sharing the epithet ―Paean,‖ and in the imperial 

period sometimes even identified with Zeus.  

The expansion of the Asclepius cult began in the 5th century B.C.E., especially from Epidaurus, where 

Asclepius was associated with the ancient cult of Apollo Maleatas. Epidaurus actively promoted the cult 

and established branch sanctuaries in numerous cities. Perhaps most important was the introduction of the 

cult into Athens in 420 B.C.E., under the patronage of the aged Sophocles, who was said to have provided 

his home as a sanctuary of the god until his temple on the S slope of the Acropolis was finished (IG II
2
, 

4960a; Etym. Magn. s.v. dexion). Sophocles composed a paean to Asclepius that continued in use at least 

into the 3d century C.E. Athenian influence may have contributed to the expansive building program that 

enhanced the sanctuary at Epidaurus throughout the 4th century. In the early 4th century Epidaurus 

fostered a branch sanctuary in Pergamon and later in the century sponsored another just inside the city 

walls of Corinth.  

In 293 B.C.E., when a plague struck Rome, the Sibylline Books—perhaps supported by an oracle from 

Delphi—instructed the Romans to bring Asclepius from Epidaurus to Rome. He was brought, according 

to legend, in the form of a sacred serpent and chose the Tiber Island for his sanctuary (Livy 10.47; Ov. 

Met. 15:622–745). The only major sanctuary of Asclepius that tried to maintain independence from 

Epidaurus was that at Cos, the home of Hippocrates, which claimed to have been established directly from 

Tricca in the 6th century B.C.E. In Ptolemaic Egypt, Asclepius flourished through his identification with 

the legendary deified physician Imhotep (Imuthes).  

The Asclepius cults went through major periods of expansion in the 4th and 3d centuries B.C.E. and 

again in the 2d century C.E. During the earlier period, Epidaurus, as the god‘s greatest center, not only 

expanded its role as place of pilgrimage for healing—promoted in official inscriptions recounting scores 

of the god‘s miracles—but also strove to become a Panhellenic center like Delphi or Olympia. In addition 

to buildings directly related to the cult, Epidaurus added a gymnasium, stadium, baths, and its justly 

famous 14,000–seat theater. Its wealth was attested in the excellent construction of such buildings as the 



round Tholos and in the colossal gold and ivory cult statue of the seated Asclepius by the Parian sculptor 

Thrasymedes. The god‘s Zeus-like visage expressed grandeur and benevolence; he held a staff in his left 

hand and extended his right over the head of his sacred serpent (Paus. 2.27.2). In the Roman period, 

Epidaurus again expanded, adding Roman baths, a music hall, and hotel facilities with 160 rooms.  

Epidaurus early developed the regimen of incubation in the sanctuary that was widely used throughout 

the history of the cult. Typically a pilgrim might undergo a 3-day period of purification with baths and 

abstinence from sexual intercourse and certain foods such as goat meat and cheese. Afterward, he brought 

an animal sacrifice to Apollo and offerings of honey cakes to other divinities. He then might sacrifice a 

piglet to Asclepius and give an offering of money appropriate to his own wealth. As he entered the 

sleeping chamber (abaton or enkoimeterion), where he hoped and expected to receive either immediate 

healing or some helpful prescription from the god in a dream, he would bring offerings of cakes to 

Fortune, Memory, and Law. The person slept wearing a sacred laurel wreath and left it behind on his bed 

in the morning (Burkert 1985: 267–68). What followed depended on the dreams experienced by the 

pilgrim and might vary from an instant cure to a prescribed dietary regimen to an extended period of 

apparently nonsensical treatments. In any case, the pilgrim was expected to complete his visit to the 

sanctuary by bringing a thank-offering to the god.  

The effectiveness of Asclepius‘ ministry throughout the Greco-Roman world is attested by the 

archaeological discovery of hundreds of votive tablets and graphic representations of portions of the body 

healed by the god. The cult gave emphasis to the needs of the individual and promoted a personal 

devotion to the god. Such attachment is apparent in numerous inscriptions, but appears most vividly in 

Sacred Tales of orator Aelius Aristides, who was incapacitated by a variety of maladies and spent many 

months at the Asclepieion in Pergamon during the 2d century C.E. In that period the sanctuary at 

Pergamon reached its greatest prosperity. Like Epidaurus it had grown with the affluence of the times and 

the popularity of its deity to be a large health spa complex, and supported a school of medicine led by 

Galen, the leading physician of the period.  

In pagan debates with Christianity, Asclepius as savior and healer played a distinctive role. Both Celsus 

and later Julian portrayed his activity as clearly parallel to Christ. Christian polemic disparaged many 

details of the myths attached to Asclepius, and even when powerful deeds were conceded to him (such as 

driving the plague out of Rome), these were attributed to the power of the devil, since Asclepius himself 

was a demon. In spite of Christian persecution, the cult continued until the 5th century C.E.  
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THOMAS L. ROBINSON  

ASENATH (PERSON) [Heb ˒āsĕnat (ָאְסַנת )]. Egyptian daughter of Potiphera, priest of On, given by 

Pharaoh to the patriarch Joseph as wife, and mother of his sons Manasseh and Ephraim (Gen 41:45, 50–

52; 46:20). While the Hebrew Bible simply identifies Asenath as Joseph‘s Egyptian wife and mother of 

his sons, later Jewish traditions sought to explain how one of the most revered patriarchs could marry the 



foreign daughter of a pagan priest (Aptowitzer 1924:239–306). By far the longest of these traditions is an 

anonymous Gk work, JOSEPH AND ASENETH, (Jos. Asen.) composed between the 1st cent. B.C.E. and 

the 2d cent. C.E., probably in Egypt (OTP 2: 177–201). What is striking about this work, vis-à-vis the 

biblical narrative, is that the female character is as fully developed as that of the patriarch Joseph, if not 

more so. Asenath is the beautiful 18-year-old virgin daughter of Pentephres, priest of Heliopolis and 

satrap of Pharaoh. A willful and headstrong woman, Asenath spurns all her suitors, preferring the 

seclusion of her tower to worship her many idols. After rejecting her father‘s request for her to marry 

Joseph, Asenath later falls in love with Joseph upon seeing him. Joseph, however, refuses Asenath‘s love, 

insisting that he cannot kiss a foreign woman who worships dumb idols and eats at their table. Asenath 

then repents of her idols and her arrogance and converts to the God of the Hebrews. She can now become 

a suitable mate for the most pious and chaste of the patriarchs, Joseph.  

The name Asenath is characteristically Egyptian. The first 2 consonants have the meaning, ―she belongs 

to …,‖ followed probably by the goddess Neit. This is a common name of the Middle Kingdom and first 

Intermediate (2000–1500) (ISBE 1: 314; Kidner Genesis TOTC, 197).  
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ASHAN (PLACE) [Heb ˓āšān (ָףָשן )]. Var. BOR-ASHAN. A city which was originally part of the 

allotment of the tribe of Judah (Josh 15:42, but see below) and which was later given to the tribe of 

Simeon (Josh 19:7, 1 Chr 4:32). The site has been associated with Khirbet Asan, NW of Beer-sheba (see 

IDB 1:248). This site remains unknown archaeologically (Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 438). A variant, 

Bor-Ashan (―well of Ashan‖), occurs at 1 Sam 30:30 as one of the cities to which David sent spoil after 

his defeat of the Amalekites.  

Ashan served as a Levitical city according to 1 Chr 6:44—Eng6:59. A difficulty arises when one notices 

that some mss of the LXX have asan (the Gk form of Ashan) at Josh 21:16 rather than Ain as in the MT. 

Since Joshua 21 lists the cities given to the tribe of Levi, this would reinforce the placing of Ashan with 

the Levitical cities. The relationship between Ain and Ashan in the other city-lists, however, is unclear.  

Another problem arises when one compares the Simeonite city-lists of Joshua 19 and 1 Chronicles 4 

with the Judahite list of Joshua 15. The terms of the scholarly debate on this comparison center on 

whether Ashan rightfully belongs at Josh 15:42 (it is missing from the LXX at this point) or at Josh 15:32 

on the basis of comparisons with the Simeonite lists. In favor of the first position, see Kallai-Kleinman 

1958:159 n. 1. The case for the second position is made by Cross and Wright 1956:214. This debate has 

implications for the administrative location of Ashan. If Ashan belongs at Josh 15:42, then it was grouped 

with the cities of the Shephelah, or Lowland, region (cf. Josh 15:33). If Ashan belongs at v 32, however, 

one would place its administrative district further S (cf Josh 15:21).  

Bibliography  
Cross, F. M., Jr., and Wright, G. E. 1956. The Boundary Lists and Province Lists of Kingdom of Judah. JBL 75:202–26.  
Kallai-Kleinman, Z. 1958. The Town Lists of Judah, Simeon, Benjamin, and Dan. VT 8:134–60.  
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ASHARELAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăśar˒ēlâ (ֲאַשְשֵאָלה )]. Var. JESHARELAH. One of the 4 sons of 

Asaph who were appointed to prophesy with musical instruments under the direction of their father and 

the king (1 Chr 25:2). The KJV reads Asarelah in accordance with the dominant MT tradition, while the 

RSV reads the name according to the Heb variant tradition ˒ăšar˒ēlâ. Williamson (1 and 2 Chronicles 

NCBC, 186) and others suggest that ˒ăšar˒ēlâ is a conflation of the words ˒ăšar˒ēl and ˒ēlleh, ―Asharel. 

These (are) …‖ Such a scribal error may also have included the omission of the word ―four,‖ thus 

explaining why the sons of Asaph are not explicitly numbered as are the sons of Jeduthun (1 Chr 25:3) 

and Heman (1 Chr 25:4).  



A comparison of the lists of names in 1 Chr 25:2–6 and 1 Chr 25:9–31 reveals that the three brothers of 

Asarelah in 1 Chr 25:2 receive the 1st, 3d, and 5th lots which were cast to determine duties (1 Chr 25:8–

12). The 7th lot fell to Jesharelah (1 Chr 25:14), and the resulting pattern suggests that Jesharelah and 

Asharelah are names for the same person. While most scholars suggest that 1 Chr 25:9–31 is either 

literarily dependent upon or historically later than 1 Chr 25:2–6 (Williamson 1979: 255–7), Petersen 

(1977: 67) contends that 1 Chr 25:9–31 contains the more-original forms of the variant names. Such a 

view opposes the conflation theory mentioned above. Petersen (1977: 68) suggests that 1 Chronicles 25 

originally dealt only with the sons of Asaph, thus explaining the lack of explicit numbering of the sons of 

Asaph in 1 Chr 25:2.  
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ASHBEA (PLACE) [Heb ˒ašbē˓a (ֲַאְשֵבַע )]. See BETH-ASHBEA (PLACE).  

ASHBEL (PERSON) [Heb ˒ašbēl (ַאְשֵבל )]. ASHBELITES. One of the sons of Benjamin and head of 

the Ashbelites, according to 3 genealogies of Benjamin (Gen 46:21; Num 26:38; 1 Chr 8:1). A 4th 

Benjaminite genealogy replaces Ashbel with ―Jediael‖ (1 Chr 7:6), a substitution made perhaps to remove 

the heathen sounding ―Ashbel‖ (man of Baal?), replacing it with the more acceptable sounding ―Jediael‖ 

(known to God?). The Syr and Ar read ―Ashbel‖ in 1 Chronicles 7:6 instead of ―Jediael.‖ Two of the 

Benjaminite genealogies which include Ashbel speak of him as Benjamin‘s 2d son (1 Chr 8:1; Num 

26:38), while the other (Gen 46:21) lists him as Benjamin‘s 3d son. In Genesis 46:21, the 2d son is 

―Becher.‖ Johnson IDB 1:248 suggests that Becher can be restored to both Numbers 26:38 and 1 

Chronicles 8:1, rendering Ashbel as Benjamin‘s 3d son in all 3 genealogies. He does this by suggesting 

that Becher was misplaced in Numbers 26:35 among the sons of Ephraim (the LXX does omit Becher 

from Numbers 26:35), and that Becher (Heb beker) was mistakenly treated as ―his first-born‖ (Heb 

bĕkōrô) in 1 Chronicles 8:1. Williamson is critical of attempts to emend 1 Chronicles 8:1 to read ―Becher‖ 

as a 2d son, pointing out that the series of ordinals, ―the second, the third, etc.,‖ continue through all 5 of 

Benjamin‘s sons, making a harmonistic emendation unlikely in this text (Chronicles NCBC, 83). See 

BECHER.  

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  

ASHDOD (PLACE) [Heb ˒ašdôd (ַאְשֹּדוד )]. Var. AZOTUS. An important Philistine city mentioned 

in several passages in the Bible. The ancient city is identified with modern Tel Ashdod (M.R. 117129), 15 

km N of Ashkelon and ca. 4 km inland from the Mediterranean Sea. The main coastal road from Gaza to 

Jaffa runs just E of the tell; in antiquity this was known as the ―Way of the Philistines‖ or the ―Via 

Maris.‖ The Lachish river in the region of Ashdod was navigable until recently; at its outlet stands Tel 

Mor, which most probably served as Ashdod‘s harbor (Dothan 1960; 1973b).  

———  
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2. Late Bronze Period  
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———  

A. Textual References  

The people of Ashdod are first mentioned in Ugaritic, both in cuneiform and alphabetic texts from the 

14th–13th centuries B.C. These texts deal mainly with Ashdod textile merchants who brought both purple 

wool and garments from Ashdod probably to Ugarit. The Ashdod merchants living in Ugarit and in its 

port Ma˒hadu (Minet el-Beideh) bear mostly W-Semitic names.  

Ashdod, its inhabitants, and its surrounding territory appear in the Bible many times. In Josh 11:21–22, 

which recounts how Joshua wiped out the Anakim, there is a note indicating that some Anakim remained 

in Ashdod. Although Ashdod was assigned to the tribe of Judah (Josh 15:47), it does not seem to have 

been conquered by the Israelites. After the battle of Ebenezer, Ashdod became the scene of the story 

about the temple of Dagon to which the ark of the covenant was brought by the Philistines (1 Sam 5:1–7). 

After the Philistines suffered several more disasters during its stay, the ark was moved to Gath.  

Ashdod is not mentioned in the Bible again until the reign of Uzziah, king of Judah, who ―broke down 

… the wall of Ashdod and built cities about Ashdod and among the Philistines‖ (2 Chr 26:6). The 

conquest of the city in 712 B.C. (Isa 20:1) and its relations with Assyria are well-known from the 

inscriptions of Sargon II (cf. ANET, 284–287). From these sources we know that in 713 B.C. the city, 

under Azuri, revolted against Assyria. Consequently, Sargon placed Ahimetu on the throne, quelling the 

revolt while Yamani, who had made himself the king of Ashdod, fled to Egypt. The destroyed city and its 

territory were annexed by the Assyrians and became a province under an Assyrian governor. In the period 

of Sennacherib the city did not participate in the revolt of other Philistine cities, and the territory of 

Ashdod was restored to an independent monarchic status under Mitinti (ANET, 287–88). The next vassal 

king, Ahimilki is mentioned in Assyrian sources under Esarhaddon and Ashurbanipal (ANET, 291, 294). 

According to Herodotus, during Ashurbanipal‘s reign Ashdod withstood an Egyptian siege for 29 years, 

until it was conquered by Psamtik I. After Nebuchadnezzar‘s conquest, the king of Ashdod is mentioned 

as a captive at the Babylonian court (ANET, 307–8), while Ashdod and its territory became a Babylonian 

province. Some of these and later events of Ashdod‘s history are also mentioned in the Bible (Zeph 2:4; 

Zech 9:5–6; Neh 4:1–2). During the Persian period Ashdod is mentioned in the book of Judith (2:28).  

Our primary sources for the history of Ashdod during the Hellenistic and Roman periods are 1 Macc 

(5:68; 10:77–78; 13:34; 16:10) and Josephus‘ Antiquities, which contains many references to Ashdod, 

some of which do not occur in the Bible (Ant 5.87; 5.128; 13.395). The city is mentioned only once in the 

NT (as Azotus; Acts 8:40). In the Roman period, Pompey returned Ashdod, among other cities, to its 

former inhabitants, and Gabinius restored it (JW 1.156, 165f). Later, Ashdod belonged to the Herodian 

dynasty, until it fell into the hands of the Romans (JW 4.130). Strabo and Pliny are among the Roman 

writers who refer to Ashdod. Eusebius‘ Onomasticon records that Azotus (i.e., Ashdod) was a ―notable 

small town,‖ and Hieronymus writes that Ashdod, described as insigne oppidum in his time, was the 

oldest of the 5 Philistine city-states.  

B. Excavations  

The city of Ashdod consisted of 2 parts: an acropolis of at least 20 acres, and a lower city, the exact 

limits of which have not yet been determined since it is still covered with dunes (but which certainly 

extended over more than 100 acres). The excavations were carried out in 10 areas. On the acropolis 23 

strata were uncovered; in the lower city only the 10 uppermost strata were excavated.  

Seven seasons of excavations were conducted between 1962–70. The first 2 were sponsored by a joint 

project of the Pittsburgh Theological Seminary, the Carnegie Museum of Pittsburgh, and the Israel 

Department of Antiquities, while the last 2 seasons (1971–72) were conducted by the Department of 

Antiquities alone.  

1. Middle Bronze Period. The acropolis was first settled at the end of the MB III period (stratum 

XXIII). The most significant discovery is a city gate in area G at the N end of the tell. The brick gate has a 

straight entrance and two pairs of pilasters. Remains of an earth rampart were traced on both sides of the 

gate. The join between the gate and the rampart is reinforced by short, tongue-like walls. The plan is 

similar to that of the E gate at Shechem. The pottery is mostly of the second half of the 17th century B.C., 



indicating that the fortified city was built during the early part of the 15th (Hyksos) Dynasty (1674–1567 

B.C.), possibly during the reign of Apophis I. A cylinder seal (Kassite?), though unstratified, is evidence 

for contacts with Mesopotamia, while some early black-on-red pottery testifies to contact with Cyprus. 

The earlier gate was destroyed and a new fortification line and probably also a gate—of which little was 

preserved—were built N of it in the later phase of stratum XXII. In stratum XXI some walls and a paved 

floor were found in this area. The pottery, including some Cypriot imports, dates from the time between 

MB III and LB I.  

2. Late Bronze Period. In the later stage (stratum XX) a section of a thick brick wall with an adjoining 

pavement may have been part of a defensive structure (gate?) in area G. Bichrome ware now appears in 

quantity and the Cypriot pottery imports grow. At least two small early LB buildings were uncovered. 

The most prominent feature of stratum XIX is part of a complex including three parallel walls, a wall 

perpendicular to them, and a courtyard. The pottery, both local and Cypriot (base ring I) and some 

Mycenaean wares, testify that this stratum belongs to the last stage of LB I. A great stretch of paving 

(stratum XVIII) was unearthed in area G, enabling a clearer separation between the strata below and 

above it. This stratum was also attested in area B, the earliest in the E part of the tell. One of the trenches 

revealed a foundation laid down for the construction of the city wall protecting the S edge of he acropolis; 

the wall itself was almost completely washed away. The finds include imported base ring I and bi-chrome 

wares and suggest dating of stratum XVIII to the transition between LB I and early LB II.  

The building remains above the site of the gate in area G indicate that the area again became important. 

The first substantial structures encountered since stratum XX were found here. The walls, pavement, and 

floors associated with a large fortified building (probably constructed already in stratum XVIII) may best 

be followed in the remains of strata XVI–XIV. Its 1.5 m thick walls were made of bricks resting on a ca. 

1-m-high stone foundation. According to one possible reconstruction, this was a rectangular fortified 

building (ca. 34 × 27 m), with 8 rectangular rooms and halls in parallel rows, as well as a plastered pool 

and a cistern. Two circular stone column bases probably supported columns at the entrance to the 

building. A plastered cistern in one of the courts collected rainwater from the roofs and transferred it 

through a channel to another cistern. The building was damaged at the end of stratum XV; the finds, 

however, which included LB II local, Cypriot, and Mycenaean pottery, indicate the continued prosperity 

of the LB II city. Sporadic murex shells found in this and in other LB strata point to the significance of 

the purple industry at Ashdod and its anchorage at Tel Mor. Some of the finds also come from the debris 

used as a fill for the later settlements (strata XIII–XII). These include a glass fragment with a cartouche of 

Rameses II, an Egyptian stone palette, and a large fragment of a stone doorjamb with part of a 

hieroglyphic inscription: ―Fanbearer (on) the Right Hand of the King.‖ This inscription, which may be 

attributed to the 18th–19th Dynasties, is the first found in Canaan mentioning one of the highest Egyptian 

officials. The building thus seems to have been an Egyptian stronghold palace. In the same period (strata 

XVI–XIV), on the S side of the tell (area B), a large brick building was uncovered; it may have been a 

farmhouse, consisting of a central courtyard flanked by rooms. Finds, including Mycenaean pottery, 

figurines, and scarabs, indicate the prosperity of the city during the Amarna and 19th Dynasty periods.  

The end of the LB, though well-attested all over the site, was especially evident in area H. A destruction 

layer ca. 1 meter thick covered the remains of a brick building with LB and Mycenaean IIIB sherds still 

on the floors. The destruction of stratum XIV all over the site (and specifically the destruction of the 

palace in area G) seems to end the Egyptian domination of Ashdod towards the late 19th Dynasty.  

3. Iron Age Period. a. Stratum XIII. Though the impact of the destruction is evident throughout the 

site, the transition from the LB city (stratum XIV) to the Iron Age city (stratum XIII) can best be 

demonstrated in area G. The new inhabitants reused some parts of the stronghold palace for completely 

different purposes. Some small, poorly constructed rooms were constructed in one of the yards, including 

a potters‘ workshop and storerooms. A large number of whole vessels found there show a new style of 

pottery belonging to the new inhabitants, who came with the 1st wave of the Sea Peoples. These people 

brought with them a different cultural background expressed, e.g., in the forms and decorations of their 

pottery, some of which had monochrome decoration very close to the Mycenaean IIIcI pottery in Cyprus. 



Near the potters‘ quarter was a square structure of plastered bricks, covered with ashes mixed with small 

bones and potsherds and with a reused round stone pillar base blackened by fire. This was probably an 

altar used by the new settlers. The most interesting of the other finds was a cylinder seal with seated 

figures, having bird-like heads in Aegean style, and undeciphered signs (letters?).  

In area H a large residential quarter was uncovered with two complexes of buildings separated by a 

wide street. A large rectangular building (17 × 13 m) N of the street had a courtyard and a few rooms 

bounded on one side by a double wall. Some of the pottery was still made in the Canaanite tradition; 

however, the most distinctive group was of the Mycenaean IIIc1 type. This pottery appeared at Ashdod 

before the typical Philistine pottery and may have been brought by some as-yet-unidentified group of the 

Sea Peoples prior to the arrival of the Philistines proper (stratum XII).  

b. Stratum XII. The Philistine settlement is represented best in this stratum in area G. The new 

inhabitants used the remains of the Canaanite-Egyptian palace as part of their defensive line, creating a 

kind of ―casemate‖ wall (two parallel walls with regular partitions between them). Some of the empty 

areas of stratum XIII now became industrial centers. In one of the rooms was found a clay bathtub-like 

basin containing some sherds and a glass ingot. Nearby, a stone bench, a few crushing stones, and remains 

of a brick structure indicate some sort of an installation (perhaps a glass kiln). The pottery included 

typical Philistine bi-chrome ornamented vessels.  

In area H the residential quarter with the dividing street continued to utilize the stratum XIII plan, with 

some changes. However, a significant addition was found in the N complex of the buildings: an apsidal-

like brick structure built above a rectangular base. On the N-most part of this complex a large hall 

included stone column bases, which might have supported a roof and a rectangular structure (altar?). At a 

short distance from the apsidal (cultic?) structure was found a figurine of a seated woman, shown as part 

of a throne. It probably represents a Philistine goddess (nicknamed ―Ashdoda‖). Fragments of such 

figurines, whose prototype seems to have been the Mycenaean ―Great Mother,‖ were found on the 

acropolis throughout strata XII–X. The finds in the rooms of this complex—which contained Philistine 

pottery, scarabs, beads, cosmetic ware, and ladies‘ jewelry made of gold, faience, bone, and ivory, as well 

as gold discs ornamented with Aegean patterns and a seal engraved with enigmatic signs—indicate that 

this residence may have belonged to high-status women.  

In area A remains of a well-built brick structure were uncovered. One of the walls was a double one 

(1.25 m thick). This structure, most probably part of a tower, served as a part of the defense line of the 

acropolis and continued this function into strata XI and X; it subsequently lost its importance when a new 

line of defense, the city wall, was constructed also encompassing the lower city.  

c. Stratum XI. The increasing prosperity of the city and the growth of its population led to the 

expansion of the acropolis, N of the casemate city wall of stratum XII (area G). The casemate wall, as 

well as the courtyards and rooms S of it were rebuilt on a plan similar to that of stratum XII, but with 

some changes. In the open area to the N of this fortification, a new building complex, made of bricks, was 

built. The pottery, mainly Philistine, also included a lekane bowl known from Greece (Mycenaean IIIcI 

period) and a large fragment of a pithos decorated with wavy molded application, certainly of foreign 

origin. In one area a large number of slags and lumps of bronze may suggest a metal industry.  

In area A the tower from the previous stratum was still in use. The walls, however, were preserved only 

on its N side. On the floor, sherds characteristic to the 11th century, mostly Philistine, were found. In area 

H, a part of a city (?) wall at least 4 m wide was discovered. In addition to the usual Philistine vessels, 

some sherds of the Mycenaean IIIcI type were still found.  

d. Stratum X. In this stratum the expansion of the Philistine city reached its climax. The settling of the 

lower city probably progressed in all directions outside the acropolis. Its excavated section (area M) 

reached as far as ca. 400 m to the SE of the acropolis. This enormous expansion was certainly due to the 

increase of population and wealth in the 11th century. This led to the establishment of a new defense line, 

which had to secure both the upper and the lower city from a possible enemy attack from the E.  

The ―casemate‖ wall in area G was demolished and a residential quarter was built above it. To the N 

was found a wall (4.5 m wide), probably part of the above-mentioned wall in the lower city (area M). 



Under its foundation a ―foundation deposit,‖ consisting of vessels characteristic to the 2d half of the 11th 

century, was found. A seal in the form of a seated lion with an incised ―Ashdoda‖–like figure of a seated 

musician also helped to date this stratum.  

The first settlement in the lower city in area M—stratum Xb—was most probably unwalled; a few 

trenches revealed a kind of ―pioneering‖ settlement of the early 11th century with few pottery kilns and 

foundations of some walls. The pottery still exhibited Philistine elements. Only after a generation or so, in 

stratum Xa, was the settlement fortified. An excavated section of this fortification revealed a city gate and 

a wall attached to its S and N. The gate consisted of 2 towers, each containing 2 chambers on the W and a 

solid watchtower in front with a passageway 4.2 m wide. The gate area was 13.75 m long and 16.5 m 

wide, and it was built of bricks with some stone foundations. The partly exposed city wall is ca. 4.5 m 

wide. This fortification, which is not unlike some of the early Iron Age fortifications in the Israelite hill 

country, suits the period of the climax of Philistine power and expansion, which continued during Saul‘s 

reign and may have been established as a defense against the Israelites. This is probably the city 

associated with the biblical story of the capture of the ark (1 Sam 5: 1–7). In a silo and kiln beside the gate 

a few complete storage jars provide a probable dating for the end of this stratum. Both the typical 

―Ashdod ware‖ with a red hand-burnished slip and a black decoration and the black-on-red decoration are 

first attested in this stratum. The fortifications of stratum Xa in Ashdod were destroyed in the first half of 

the 10th century, probably by Siamun (ca. 967 B.C.), though a possible conquest of Ashdod by David 

should not be excluded. There are no building remains from the transition period between the destruction 

of this and the construction of the next gate a generation or so later (stratum IX; see below).  

Stratum X in area H/K is likely to correlate with its later phase (Xa) in other areas. The finds show a 

mixture of Philistine and other elements in pottery (e.g. red, irregularly burnished pottery). One 

outstanding find from this area was an incense pottery stand, which shows 5 figurines of musicians 

playing different instruments. Above them is an incised procession of domestic animals. Such musicians 

(as depicted in this cult stand) probably served in a local cult place not yet discovered. The scene recalls 

the story of Samuel foretelling Saul‘s encounter with the band of prophets coming down from the high 

place and playing musical instruments, an incident associated with the Philistine fortress at Gibeath-

elohim (1 Sam 10:5). It seems that Dagon‘s cult in Ashdod as described in the Bible and represented 

probably also by this stand fits the city of stratum X, in contrast to the female-oriented (probably Aegean-

inspired) cult of Ashdod in the early Philistine strata XII–XI.  

e. Stratum IX. The lower city wall and gate (area M) were destroyed sometime in the 1st half of the 

10th century B.C. Only about a generation later a new fortification was built to the S of the earlier (stratum 

X) gate. The new gate (20.5 m by 18.5 m) was much larger than the former one; made of bricks with 

rubble foundations and ashlar at the front and rear, it consisted of 2 watchtowers with 3 rooms each. The 

gateway, 5 m. wide and paved with crushed kurkar, passed between the 2 towers and led into the city. The 

city wall, 8.7 m wide, narrows after 40 m to a width of 5 m on the S. On both sides of the gate, several 

storerooms were uncovered with bronze and iron tools, a pair of scales, and other finds. This was the 

largest gate in the history of Ashdod and was of the ―Solomonic‖ type and period, which has occasioned 

some debate. Evidence of subsequent repairs in the gate indicates its use over a long period of time. It was 

partly destroyed ca. 760 B.C., possibly by Uzziah (2 Chr 26:6).  

The expansion of the lower city in this period is well represented in area D, located to the S of the 

acropolis. The early remains included a large building of which brick foundations and several floors were 

uncovered. In the S the area was surrounded by a 3-m-thick wall which may belong to the city wall of this 

period. Among the finds the typical Ashdod Ware (red burnished with black decoration, which had 

already been attested in stratum Xa elsewhere on the site) was predominant, completely replacing the 

Philistine ware.  

f. Stratum VIII. In this stratum a group of large houses consisting of courtyards surrounded by rooms 

was excavated in Area D. In one of these buildings 7 kilns were established, indicating a potters‘ quarter; 

each of these kilns was rebuilt and reused many times. In the S part of area D a building was excavated, a 

part of which at least served as a temple. To one of the walls was attached a rectangular altar made of 



white-washed bricks. Both in this room and in adjacent areas was found a large quantity of small figurines 

(both male and female) belonging to clay offering-tables. With them was also found a large number of 

domestic animal figurines belonging to the Kernoi type of round, hollow libation vessels.  

In some of the rooms, secondary mass-burials were found, and a very large amount of human remains 

was uncovered beneath the floors. It seems that this is probably the city destroyed during the Assyrian 

conquest by Sargon II in 712 B.C. Three fragments from an inscription on a basalt stele, erected in Ashdod 

and found in a dump, corroborate this evidence. They belong to a stele which is a copy of a victory stele 

erected in Khorsabad, where the names of Sargon and the conquered cities, including Ashdod, are 

preserved. Ashdod seems to be a unique site insofar as the archaeological, the biblical (Isaiah 20), and the 

Assyrian evidence all corroborate this same event.  

Following the destruction of the stratum IX gate complex in area M (see above), the gate complex was 

repaired, probably by Azuri (ca. 730 B.C.) after Tiglath-pileser III‘s compaign. The new gate tower was 

similar to the one of the previous stratum, but the chambers were larger than in the previous gate and a 

new defensive element was added to its N tower. The plan of the N storerooms was also changed. New 

floors covered the remains of stratum IX. Part of a wall, which belonged to a large structure, was 

uncovered outside the N tower. A passage probably served either to house a staircase or as a postern. The 

finds scattered on the floors, in addition to pottery and other objects, also included fragments of a crucible 

and tuyere. The gate and the whole vicinity were destroyed by Sargon II; the signs of the breached gate 

tower are still visible.  

g. Strata VII–VI. Even after the destruction of most of the excavationVIII city, the potters‘ section in 

area D was still active in stratum VII. Several large pits full of ashes and refuse were found near the kiln 

area with additional figurines, which belonged perhaps to the discarded temple of stratum VIII. Some of 

the kilns were found with their air vents still intact, and a number of finished vessels were also there.  

The few inscriptions in Hebrew characters found (not in situ) may be ascribed to stratum VII or VI. 

Among these are (h)phr, ― (the) potter,‖ the denominations nṣp, bq˓, and pym on weights, and a lmlk 

stamp on a jar handle. The Hebrew script indicates trade relations between Ashdod and the kingdom of 

Judah. Perhaps Ashdod was even conquered by Judah in the days of Josiah who, according to some 

scholars, probably expanded his kingdom as far as Mesad Hashavyahu, N of Ashdod.  

The gate of stratum VIII (area M) was reconstructed, perhaps as Sennacherib‘s reward to Mitinti, king 

of Ashdod, for his loyalty to Assyria. No major alterations could be observed in the plan of the gate of 

stratum VII, but at least two phases of settlement were recognized. Few burials found in the area, both 

human and animal, belong to the earlier phase. The final destruction of the gate area (by Psamtik I or 

Nebuchadnezzar) took place most probably around 600 B.C.  

The scanty remains of the Babylonian period (stratum VI) indicate the decline of the city. The 

fortifications of Ashdod (area M) do not seem to have ever been used again, and some buildings covered 

the ruins of the gate. There are few remains of buildings, but the few pottery kilns and traces of 

metalworking suggest that the area became primarily an industrial site.  

4. Persian Period. In this period (stratum V) a partial revival could be detected, at least on the acropolis 

(area A). Although most of the remains in this area were destroyed during the Hellenistic period, the 

Persian occupation is still well-represented here. Foundations of 2 buildings and a deep fosse were 

discovered. The large quantity of pottery characteristic to the whole Persian period found here suggests a 

long period of settlement in this area. A small ostracon with Aram cursive script was found describing the 

quantity of wine delivered in the name of a man called Zebadia. Dated to mid-5th century B.C., this Aram 

inscription might be in ―the language of Ashdod‖ mentioned in Neh 13:24, the dialect probably spoken by 

the Philistines.  

The Persian period is best represented in area K by the remains of a large building of which 4 of its halls 

were excavated; it seems to have served as an administrative center for the Persian governor. Although its 

exact dimensions have not been determined, the building was certainly not smaller than the ―governor‘s 

palaces‖ of this period excavated in Lachish and Qasile. Remains of 2 buildings were found in the former 

gate area (area M). The walls, ca. 1 m wide and made of bricks, were preserved to a height of 2 courses. 



In addition to the pottery characteristics of the Persian period (such as the mortaria and lamps), there was 

also the earliest import of the Attic black-glazed ware. In a number of oval pits some burials of dogs were 

found.  

5. Hellenistic Period. Town planning is obvious in the Hellenistic strata (IV–III) in area A, though no 

remains of fortification were found. Streets were laid out between groups of well-constructed buildings. A 

special technique, combining brick foundations and stone walls, was employed in these buildings, as well 

as in a public building which was probably part of the agora of the city. In one of its rooms was a small 

cult place, on the floor of which was found a stone offering-table. In Stratum IIIb the courtyard of the 

building was used for storage. The finds included large Rhodian wine jars and black-glazed Attic vessels. 

A lead plaque, probably representing a deity with a fish tail (Atargatis?), as well as 2 miniature stone 

altars—one incised with the letter M (Marnas?)—and some weapons were found in a thick layer of ash 

from stage IIIb of the cult place. A coin of Ptolemy II (271–246 B.C.) found in the IIIb level helps to date 

this stratum. The latest coin found there was of Antiochus VIII, dated to 114 B.C. This coin establishes a 

terminus post quem date for John Hyrcanus‘s conquest of Ashdod, which stayed in Hasmonean hands 

until the time of Pompey.  

Very few structures were preserved in the Hellenistic strata (IV–III) of area K. These included a pottery 

kiln and a large refuse pit containing Hellenistic pottery. Also, the floors provided a very rich repertoire of 

both local and imported pottery of the 3d and 2d centuries B.C., ending ca. 50 B.C. The only structure 

which survived in area M was a pottery kiln full of Hellenistic sherds. Among these, a fragment of a bowl 

with dark reddish glaze dated to the mid-2d century B.C. was found. Several coins were found here, the 

earliest being a coin of Ptolemy II, minted in Tyre.  

6. Roman and Byzantine Periods. The layout of the town changed completely during the period of 

King Herod (stratum II) and it is obvious that the city by then was much smaller. A large building of at 

least 3 rooms was uncovered NW of area A. In one of its rooms, paved with stone slabs, were remains of 

a circular, clay oven. Among the finds were lamps, which have parallels in Corinth, stamped handles of 

amphorae, and Terra Sigillata bowls. A large pit filled with burned sherds, animal bones, and refuse might 

be related to the neighboring kilns. The last phase of stratum II came to an end most probably with the 

destruction of Ashdod by Vespasian during the 1st Jewish Revolt. The only remains in area M are pits 

with metal slags and kiln refuse. The pottery found in a pit dug into the Iron Age city wall helps to date 

this stratum to the early Roman period.  

The general features of the previous early Roman stratum (II) could still be identified at the first phase 

(Ib) of stratum I, which dates to the late 1st century A.D. In area A a small pit was dug inside the larger pit 

from stratum II; it was full of workshaft refuse. A reservoir, probably for water storage, was also 

uncovered. Among the finds, a peculiar pilgrim flask should be mentioned as well as a few coins of this 

period. The few area M structures excavated from the late Roman period included a kiln made of brick 

discovered to the E of the early city-wall. Although Eusebius still referred to Ashdod as a ―significant 

town,‖ it seems that such a description did not apply to Azotus Mesogaios (i.e., inland Ashdod) but to 

Azotus Paralios (on the coast). See ASHDOD-YAM (M.R. 114132). By that time the inland Ashdod was 

inhabited by Jews (as indicated by a synagogue screen found there) and by Samaritans (as indicated by a 

section of an inscription and a talisman found in the excavations of the uppermost stage of stratum I).  
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ASHDOD-YAM (M.R. 114132). An archaeological site ca. 5 km NE of Ashdod. The city is 

mentioned (as ašdud-immu) in connection with Sargon II‘s 713 B.C. campaign against Yamani, king of 

Ashdod (ANET, 286). Yamani hastily fortified not only Ashdod, but also Gath and Ashdod-Yam, the 

latter apparently serving as a rear base for the city in times of danger.  

Archaeological surveys were conducted at Ashdod-Yam from 1965 to 1968. Ten cuts were made in the 

rampart-like structure and at its base, and the city wall was exposed in 3 of these cuts. Two earthen glacis 

retained the wall on its inner and outer sides. The 3.1-m-thick wall was built of reddish sun-dried brick, 

and the outer glacis was mainly made of local sand and kurkar. It was evidently designed to prevent 

assaults by siege engines and battering rams. The inner glacis served to counter the pressure of the outer 

one. Two periods of occupation are attested at the site itself. The earlier, which includes the period of 

construction of the fortifications, dates to the latter half of the 8th century B.C. The later occupation dates 

to the 7th century B.C., a time when the fortifications were no longer used. Thus, the uncovered wall and 

glacis are likely the ones built by Yamani (Kaplan 1969).  

In Roman-Byzantine times occupation stretched 500 m N of the Iron Age fortifications, along the coast, 

and the city was then known as Azotus Paralius. Here are found the ruins of the Crusader-Mamluk 

fortress known to the Crusaders as Castellum Beroardi and to the Muslims as Mahûz Isdûd.  
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ASHER (PERSON) [Heb ˒āšēr (ָאֵשש )]. ASHERITE. The eponymous ancestor of the Israelite tribe of 

Asher, reported to have been the 8th-born son of Israel‘s eponymous ancestor Jacob. The name means 

―happy one,‖ ―righteous one.‖ It may also be the name of a god, the male form of the goddess Asherah 

(IPN, 131).  

Asher‘s secondary status among the Israelite tribes is marked in tradition by his ―birth‖ to Leah‘s 

handmaid Zilpah, rather than to one of Jacob‘s 2 wives (Gen 30:12). As a member of the idealized 

premonarchic Israel, Asher is included alongside its 11 brethren tribes either implicitly or explicitly in the 

oppression in Egypt (Exod 1:4); the exodus, the Sinai covenant, and the wilderness wandering (Num 

1:40–1; 2:27; 10:26; 26:44–47; Deut 27:13); and the conquest of the land of Canaan (Josh 19:24–31; Judg 

1:31–32).  

The territory traditionally associated with Asher is located in the W Galilean hills, adjoining the 

Phoenician coast to the W, Sidon to the N, Naphtali to the E, Zebulon to the SE, and Mt. Carmel to the 

SW (Josh 19:24–31; HGB 204–24). The narrow strip of territory was fertile land, particularly suited to 

olive orchards (Deut 33:24) and vineyards. Gen 49:20 alludes to Asher‘s agricultural bounty, referring to 

the ―royal dainties‖ the region will yield. Judg 5:17 indicates that involvement in maritime activity 

provided Asher‘s inhabitants with an additional source of economic prosperity.  

The association of the name Asher with the W portion of Galilee tends to be supported by Egyptian 

texts. The name appears with the determinative for foreign land as early as the reign of Pharaoh Seti I 

(1291–1272 B.C.E.) (Simons 1937: 147). Two additional occurrences are known from the reign of 

Rameses II (Simons 1937: 162; ANET 475–79), and an additional unpublished reference appears in the 

Golenischeff collection (Gauthier 1925: 105). The occurrence of Asher in the list of Seti I provides the 

clearest indication for the name‘s connection with W Galilee. It appears in a geographical sequence 

between Kadish, probably representing the Syrian city-state of Kadesh on the Orontes River with its 

surrounding domain, and Megiddo, the city-state that controlled the NW portion of the Megiddo Plain–

Jezreel Valley corridor. Asher seems to represent the hinterland of Phoenicia at the time of Seti I, the W 

Galilean hills N of Megiddo, as far as Lebanon (Müller 1893: 236).  



The Galilean region of Asher did not become part of the Israelite state until the reign of David. Saul did 

not control Galilee (2 Sam 2:9; see ASHURITES). David was the first Israelite king to have secured the 

Megiddo Plain–Jezreel Valley corridor by capturing Megiddo and Beth Shean. It is logical to conclude 

that he was able to gain subsequent control over Galilee. Although no administrative lists from David‘s 

reign have been preserved, under Solomon, Asher was joined with Bealoth, probably Zebulon, to form 

one of the 12 administrative districts of Israel (1 Kgs 4:16). It is likely that Solomon had inherited the pre-

established district from his father. Solomon ceded the N portion of Asher, the region of Cabul, to Hiram 

of Tyre as payment for Tyrian workers and supplies in connection with the building of the palace and 

temple in Jerusalem (1 Kgs 9:13). Israel‘s ability to maintain control over Asher and the rest of Galilee 

during the period after the split of the United Monarchy (ca. 917 B.C.E.) has not been documented, but 

was probably sporadic.  

In addition to the Galilean territory of Asher, there was a group of Asherite clans located in the S 

portion of the central Ephraimite hill country (Abel 1937: 219–20; LBHG, 244; Edelman 1985: 86; 

Edelman 1988; see ASHURITES). While it is possible that the two groups were not interrelated but 

merely shared the same name by coincidence, it is generally presumed that the two groups ultimately 

shared a common origin and that the more S group had somehow splintered off from the better-known 

Galilean group (Steuernagel 1901: 31; Abel 1937: 219; Malamat 1962: 146; Yeivin 1957: 99–100; LBHG, 

244; Edelman 1985: 86).  

The detailed genealogy for the tribe of Asher in 1 Chr 7:30–40 pertains to the S Asherite group 

exclusively. Two analyses of its structure have been proposed. The first considers it to be a homogenous 

segmented genealogy, containing a few textual corruptions that have obscured its otherwise systematic 

presentation. Textual errors have crept in vv 35–38 in the listing of the descendants of the 4 sons of 

Helem/Hotham: Zophah, Imna, Shelesh, and Amal. Thus, Beri and Imrah of v 36 (bry ymrh) are not to be 

seen as additional sons of Zophah, but instead, as corruptions of an original phrase ―sons of Imna‖ (bny 

ymnh). In v 37, the word ―sons‖ (bny) should be restored before Shelesh to signal the listing of his 

offspring, and an additional 3d name is suspected to have inadvertently been dropped from the roster of 

descendants. Finally, in v 39, a medial mem should be restored in the name Ulla, rendering an original 

Amal rather than Ulla, to list descendants of Helem/Hotham‘s final son from v 35. According to the 

second structural analysis, the genealogy contains 3 source strands (vv 30–35; vv 36–37; vv 38–39) that 

have been combined secondarily to form a single genealogy. The occurrence of name-overlap between the 

3 strands (Zophah; Beriah/Beri; Shelesh/Shilshah; Shua/Shual; and Jether/Ithran) indicates that the strands 

represent enumerations of the same group at different points in its existence (Edelman 1988).  

The only names in the Asherite genealogies that can possibly be associated with clans in the N Galilean 

territory of Asher are Beriah and his siblings Imnah, Ishvah/Ishvi, and Serah. Beriah, Serah, and Imnah 

also appear as clan groups within the enclave, but it is possible that segments of these clans remained in 

the Galilean Asherite territory while other portions migrated S. The preservation of the names of Beriah 

and siblings by the S group may have been motivated by a desire to maintain a record of their founders‘ 

positions in the genealogical tree of the parent tribe.  
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ASHERAH (DEITY) [Heb ˒ăšērâ (ֲאֵשָשה ); ˒ăšêrâ (ֲאֵשיָשה )]. Asherah appears in the OT both as 

the name of a Canaanite goddess and of her wooden cult-symbol. She is known in the Ugaritic texts under 

the name of Athirat (˒aṯrt), where she functions as consort of the chief god, El, and mother of the gods. 

Prior to the discovery of the Ugaritic texts some scholars denied that Asherah was the name of a goddess 

while others wrongly equated her with Astarte (Ashtoreth). Since Yahweh is equated with El in the OT, it 

is understandable that in syncretistic circles Yahweh also appropriated Asherah as his consort.  

———  

A. Asherah in Extrabiblical Texts  

1. Akkadian Sources  

2. Ugaritic Texts  

3. Egyptian Representations  

4. Hittite Mythology  

5. Syro-Palestinian Inscriptions  

6. Later Phoenician Sources  

7. Inscriptions from Arabia  

B. Asherah in the OT  

1. As a Goddess  

2. As a Cult Object  

———  

A. Asherah in Extrabiblical Texts  

1. Akkadian Sources. We know from the Ugaritic texts that Athirat was equivalent to the 

Mesopotamian deity Ašratum. Ašratum is known from cuneiform texts dating from the 1st Dyn. of 

Babylon (ca. 1830–1531 B.C.), where she appears as the consort of the god Amurru. In the first half of the 

14th century B.C. the name of the goddess Asherah appears in the name of the king of Amurru Abdi-

Aširta (―servant of Aširta‖), who is mentioned a number of times in the El-Amarna letters. It has also been 

generally supposed that Asherah is mentioned in one of the 15th century B.C. Akkadian texts from 

Ta˓anach, but this has been questioned by A. F. Rainey (1977: 59).  

2. Ugaritic Texts. The most complete source of information about the goddess Asherah comes from the 

Ugaritic texts, discovered at the site of Ras Shamra on the Syrian coast from 1929 onwards. She is there 

called ˒aṯrt, generally vocalized as Athirat, and she is the consort of the supreme god, El. Sometimes she 

is called ˒ilt (Elat), lit. ―goddess,‖ as befits the wife of El (˒il). She is the mother of the gods and is 

accordingly called gnyt ˒ilm ―the procreatress of the gods.‖ The gods are referred to in KTU 1.4.VI.46 (= 

CTA 4.VI.46) as ―the seventy sons of Athirat‖ (šb˓m. bn. ˒aṯrt). The later Jewish notion of the 70 guardian 

angels of the nations (cf. 1 En 89:59; 90:22–25; Tg. Ps.-J. on Deut 32:8) must ultimately go back to this, 

via the idea in Deut 32:8 whereby the Most High ―fixed the bounds of the peoples according to the 

number of the sons of God‖ (so LXX, 4Q Deut).  

Her stock epithet is rbt ˒aṯrt ym (e.g. KTU 1.4.III.27 = CTA 4.III.27), which should be rendered ―Lady 

Athirat of the sea.‖ The view that the expression should be rendered ―She who treads on the sea,‖ which is 

popular in some circles (e.g., Cross CMHE, 31), is to be rejected, since (1) the goddess was simply called 

Ašratum already in the 1st Dyn. of Babylon, which suggests that the shorter form of the name is original, 

and (2) we know of no conflict between Athirat and the sea. Though certainty is not possible, it may be 

that the name ˒aṯrt means ―sanctuary.‖ One should perhaps compare her epithet qdš, which similarly 

means ―holy place‖ or possibly ―holiness‖ (see below).  

Athirat plays an important role in the Ugaritic text involving Baal‘s desire for a house (palace/temple) in 

KTU 1.4 (= CTA 4). Having defeated the sea god, Yam, and assumed the kingship (KTU 1.2 = CTA 2), 

Baal is in need of a house. First Anath demands a palace for Baal from El, but without success (KTU 

1.3.V = CTA 3.V). When Athirat, however, intercedes with her husband El, she is successful (KTU 

1.4.III–V = CTA 4.III–V).  



Athirat appears again in another Ugaritic mythological text, KTU 1.23 (= CTA 23), where she is one of 

2 women, the other being rḥmy, whom El seduces, and this act leads to the birth of Shaḥar (Dawn) and 

Shalim (Dusk). It is not clear who rḥmy is; the common view that she is Anath is improbable, since we 

have no other evidence that she was a wife of El, and it seems inappropriate for a goddess repeatedly 

called ―the Virgin Anath‖ to be a mother goddess.  

3. Egyptian Representations. Asherah is sometimes called Qdš in the Ugaritic texts. Qdš is also 

attested as the name of a goddess in Egypt, where she appears on reliefs and amulets of the New Kingdom 

(cf. ANEP, pls. 470–74), especially the Ramesside period, and is characteristically represented nude, 

wearing a Hathor wig, standing on a lion, holding snakes in one hand and flowers in the other, and 

sometimes she holds snakes in both hands. Often she is portrayed together with the deities Resheph and 

Min and her erotic aspect is emphasized. Most remarkable is the representation on a Theban relief at 

Winchester College in England (now missing) where the goddess is called qdš- ˓strt-˓nt, thus indicating a 

fusion of Qdš (Athirat) with the two other important Canaanite goddesses, Astarte and Anath. Figurines 

and plaques of the Qdš type are attested in Syria and Palestine from the period ca. 1700–1200 B.C., which 

we may confidently regard as depictions of the goddess Athirat. It is noteworthy that the depictions of 

Athirat/Qdš make her role as a fertility goddess abundantly clear. This aspect of her nature is played down 

in the Ugaritic texts, but emerges again in the OT, where she is constantly associated with Baal and is 

clearly connected with sacred prostitution in 2 Kgs 23:7.  

4. Hittite Mythology. We possess a Hittite myth about a god Elkunirša, his wife Ašertu, and the storm 

god, dating from the second half of the 2d millennium B.C. (ANET, 519). These deities must correspond to 

El (more precisely ˒l qn ˒rṣ ―El creator of the earth‖), Athirat (Asherah) and Baal-Hadad, and an 

underlying Canaanite myth is clearly reflected here. According to the myth the storm god came to 

Elkunirša‘s house, and there Ašertu tried to seduce him. Following his refusal, she threatened him with 

her spindle, but the storm god went off to Elkunirša‘s tent at the Mala (= Euphrates) river and informed 

him of Ašertu‘s attempted seduction. Elkunirša replied by saying, ―Go, sleep with her! Lie with my wife 

and humble her!‖ The storm god obediently complied but also informed her that he had slain 77/88 of her 

sons, which led to her lamenting them for 7 years. According to a second fragment, the goddess Ištar 

(probably = Astarte) overheard a bedroom conversation between Elkunirša and Ašertu and told the storm 

god about it. Regardless of how the myth ended, we have here evidence of some estrangement between 

Elku-nirša (El) and Ašertu (Athirat).  

5. Syro-Palestinian Inscriptions. At Kuntillet ˓Ajrud, in NE Sinai, inscriptions have been found 

referring to ‗Yahweh and his Asherah.‘ One pithos contains the inscription brkt. ˒tkm. lyhwh. šmrn. 

wl˒šrth, ―I have blessed you by Yahweh šmrn and his Asherah.‖ The word šmrn could be rendered ―our 

guardian,‖ but the translation ―of Samaria‖ is more likely (cf. lyhwh tmn wl˒šrth ―by Yahweh of Teman 

and his Asherah,‖ which also appears at Kuntillet ˓Ajrud). Scholars disagree as to the meaning of ―his 

Asherah,‖ whether it refers to the goddess Asherah, her cult symbol, or a word meaning cella or chapel. It 

seems most likely to mean the cult-symbol, a wooden pole or suchlike, related to the goddess Asherah. 

Indirectly, therefore, the allusions probably do imply that Asherah was Yahweh‘s consort. That it is the 

goddess Asherah herself who is denoted by ‗his Asherah‘ is syntactically inappropriate, since personal 

names are not found with a pronominal suffix in biblical Heb. The meaning ‗cella‘ or ‗chapel‘ may also 

be excluded, since this is not attested elsewhere in Heb, unlike some other Semitic languages.  

The pithos mentioning ―Yahweh of Samaria and his Asherah‖ has underneath the inscription a drawing 

depicting 3 figures: a lyre player and 2 other figures similar to each other, generally thought to represent 

the goddess Bes. It has been proposed, however, that these latter represent ―Yahweh and his Asherah‖ of 

the inscription (Gilula 1978–79). But this is unlikely, and the drawings are probably unconnected with the 

inscription. For example, why should there be 3 figures, if only 2 are mentioned (Emerton 1982:10)? 

Moreover, the figure claimed to represent Asherah seems to have a square-cut beard, suggesting a god 

and, indeed, a characteristic of the god Bes (Beck 1982: 27–28).  

Curiously, at about the same time as the discoveries at Kuntillet ˓Ajrud, another site, Khirbet el-Qom, 

near Hebron, also yielded a text which seemingly refers to Yahweh‘s Asherah:  



˒ryhw. h˓šr. ktbh  

brk. ˒ryhw. lyhwh  

wmṣryh l˒šrth hwš˓lh  

l˒nyhw  

wl˒šrth  

˒??rth  

This should most likely be rendered:  

Uriyahu the rich wrote it.  

Blessed be Uriyahu by Yahweh.  

For from his enemies by his Asherah he has saved him.  

by Oniyahu  

and by his Asherah  

his A (she)rah  

A. Lemaire (1977: 599, 602) felt forced to emend the text so that l˒šrth follows immediately after lyhwh, 

but as the above rendering shows, this may be unnecessary.  

It has been claimed that Asherah is mentioned on a plaque from Arslan Tash in Syria, dating from the 

7th century B.C., with Aram script and Phoenician orthography. However, since the word in question is 

˒šr, those who adopt this view either have to emend the text to ˒šrt, the form we should most naturally 

expect, or suppose that we have an anomalous spelling here. It is far more natural to suppose, as most 

scholars believe, that ˒šr denotes the god Asshur (cf. ˒šr as the spelling of the place Asshur in KAI 24: 8), 

and since Arslan Tash (Ḫadattu) was an Assyrian province at the time, a reference to the Assyrian god 

Asshur at this point is not inappropriate.  

6. Later Phoenician Sources. It has been argued by F. M. Cross (CMHE, 28–34) and others, e.g. W. A. 

Maier (1986: 96–118), that the goddess Tinnit is to be equated with the goddess Asherah. Tinnit is best 

known from Punic inscriptions, where she appears as the consort of the god Baal-Ḥammon, but it is now 

clear that she was already worshiped in Phoenicia quite early (cf. the Sarepta text below). The arguments 

in favor of her equation with Asherah are, however, open to question.  

First, it is claimed that her name means ―the One of the dragon,‖ and Ugaritic ˒aṯrt ym is compared, 

understood as ―She who treads on the sea (dragon).‖ However, not only does ˒aṯrt ym not have this 

meaning, but if tnt were really related to tnn ‗dragon‘ (which is improbable), one would expect it to mean 

―the female dragon‖ rather than ―the One of the dragon‖!  

Second, Baal-Ḥammon is commonly supposed to be El, so it is claimed that his consort Tinnit ought to 

be Asherah. However, Baal-Ḥammon is probably rather a form of the god Baal. The name itself suggests 

this, and the god is in fact often simply referred to as Baal in Punic inscriptions, and never as El. Latin 

inscriptions refer to him as frugifer and deus frugum, suggesting a fertility deity. It is true that classical 

sources often equate Baal-Ḥammon with Kronos, who usually represents El, but we know that Kronos 

could also denote Baal, and the fact that Kronos devoured his own children may well have encouraged his 

equation with Baal-Ḥammon, the god of child sacrifice. Thus, there are not compelling grounds for 

identifying Tinnit with Asherah. Tinnit is equated with Astarte in a 7th century B.C. Phoenician 

inscription from Sarepta and associated with (though distinguished from) Astarte in an inscription from 

Carthage (KAI 81:1). She was perhaps a form of the goddess Anath or alternately an independent goddess 

serving as Baal‘s consort.  

7. Inscriptions from Arabia. It is now known that Asherah is not mentioned as ˒Aširā on a 5th century 

B.C. Aram inscription from Tema (KAI 228) as had previously been commonly believed; rather the divine 

name in question should be read ˒Ašimā, as another Tema stele makes clear (Cross 1986: 393). However, 

the goddess Athirat is attested in S Arabia (Ryckmans 1951: 44). Although the Arabian Athirat has often 

been seen as a sun goddess, this is not certain.  

B. Asherah in the OT  

In the OT the Heb word ˒ăšērâ is used to denote both the name of the Canaanite goddess, well-known 

from the Ugaritic texts, and also a wooden cult-object that was her symbol.  



1. As a Goddess. The ancient versions failed to recognize that OT Asherah was the name of a goddess, 

and it was only with the discovery of the Ugaritic texts that scholars as a whole were convinced that this 

was one of the basic meanings of the word in the OT. The places where the name Asherah seems to 

denote the goddess rather than her cult object are 1 Kgs 15:13; 18:19; 2 Kgs 21:7; 23:4, in addition to 

Judg 3:7, where the plural form Asheroth appears. In 1 Kgs 18:19 we read of the ―four hundred and fifty 

prophets of Baal and the four hundred prophets of Asherah, who eat at Jezebel‘s table,‖ who are to 

confront Elijah on Mt. Carmel. The fact that the prophets of Asherah play no part in the subsequent story 

in 1 Kings 18 suggests that the reference to them may be a gloss. However, the parallelism with the 

prophets of Baal makes it natural to suppose that whoever added the gloss about the prophets of Asherah 

understood Asherah to be the name of a deity. In 2 Kgs 23:4 the name Asherah is likewise paralleled with 

that of Baal, as well as with the host of heaven, thereby indicating that Asherah is a deity. Referring to 

Josiah‘s reformation in 621 B.C. it states, ―And the king commanded Hilkiah, the high priest, and the 

priests of the second order, and the priests of the threshold, to bring out of the temple of the Lord all the 

vessels made for Baal, for Asherah, and for all the host of Heaven.‖ Both 1 Kgs 15:13 and 2 Kgs 21:7 

speak of the image of Asherah, passages in which it is natural to suppose that Asherah is the goddess. In 

the former passage we read of Asa‘s removing Maacah, his mother, from the position of queen mother, 

because of the abominable image for Asherah which she had made. Asa cut down the image and burned it 

in the Kidron valley. 2 Kgs 21:7 mentions a graven image of Asherah that Manasseh placed in the temple 

of Jerusalem.  

Judg 3:7 uses the plural form Asheroth—―And the people of Israel did what was evil in the sight of the 

Lord, forgetting the Lord their God, and serving the Baals and the Asheroth.‖ Some scholars wish to 

emend Asheroth to Ashtaroth, which is paralleled with the Baals in Judg 2:13; 10:6; 1 Sam 7:3,4; 12:10. 

However, the fact that Asheroth is the lectio difficilior inclines one to believe that it is the correct reading 

here. It is not clear whether ―Asheroth‖ refers to different local manifestations of the goddess Asherah or 

is a way of referring to Canaanite female deities generally. The same uncertainty applies to the precise 

meaning of the terms ―Baals‖ and ―Ashtaroth.‖  

2. As a Cult Object. The LXX and Vg usually rendered Asherah by ―grove,‖ which accounts for the 

translation in the KJV. The Mishnah similarly understood the Asherim to be living trees that were 

worshiped, e.g., grapevines, pomegranates, walnuts, myrtle, and willows (cf. m. ˓Or. 1:7, 8; m. Sukk. 3:1–

3; m. ˓Abod. Zar. 3:7, 9, 10; m. Me˓il. 3:8). It is quite clear, however, from a number of OT references that 

the Asherim were manmade objects; verbs used in connection with them include ―make‖ (˓āśâ, 1 Kgs 

14:15; 16:33; 2 Kgs 17:16; 21:3, 7; 2 Chr 33:3), ―build‖ (bānâ, 1 Kgs 14:23), and ―erect‖ (nāṣab, 2 Kgs 

17:10), which are inappropriate for living trees. It should also be noted that Jer 17:2 speaks of ―their 

Asherim beside every luxuriant tree,‖ which would be odd if the Asherim were themselves actual trees. 

This makes it impossible to suppose that the Asherim were living trees. The view that they were always 

living trees is today held by A. Lemaire (1977: 604–7), but some claim more moderately that the Asherim 

were sometimes living trees. Deut 16:21 might suggest this, often rendered as it is ―You shall not plant 

any tree as an Asherah beside the altar of the Lord your God, which you shall make.‖ However, the word 

˓ēṣ can mean ―wood‖ as well as ―tree,‖ and since all the other references to the Asherah in the OT indicate 

that it is a manmade object, including various references elsewhere in the Deuteronomic corpus, it is more 

natural to suppose that this is the meaning of ˓ēṣ here.  

That the Asherah cult object symbolized the goddess Asherah in some way is clear from the fact that 

both are mentioned in similar contexts in the OT. Thus, 2 Kgs 21:3, where we read that Manasseh 

―erected altars for Baal, and made an Asherah, as Ahab king of Israel had done, and worshiped all the host 

of heaven, and served them,‖ can be compared with 2 Kgs 23:4, where we read of ―all the vessels made 

for Baal, for Asherah, and for all the host of heaven.‖  

W. L. Reed (1949) has argued that the Asherah was simply an image of the goddess Asherah. However, 

though symbolizing the goddess Asherah, the Asherah cult object does not appear to have been an image 

of her, since the Asherim are frequently mentioned alongside pĕs  l  m ―graven images‖ (an expression 



including images of wood) as distinct objects (cf. Deut 7:5; 12:3; 2 Chr 33:19; 34:3, 4, 7; Mic 5:12–13—

Eng5:13–14).  

The most likely view is that the Asherah was a wooden pole symbolizing the goddess Asherah. We may 

compare the statement in Philo of Byblos which declares that the Phoenicians ―consecrated pillars and 

staves (rhabdous) after their names (i.e. of their gods)‖ (Eusebius, Praep. Evang. 1.10.11).  

In view of the perishable nature of wood and our lack of certain depictions of the Asherah, we cannot be 

dogmatic about its form. However, it is plausible to suppose that, as a wooden pole, it may also have 

embodied tree symbolism. If so, this would explain the later misunderstanding that they were actual trees. 

This interpretation may perhaps claim support from the following consideration. It has been shown (Day 

1980) that Isaiah 26–27 appears to be modeled on Hosea 13–14, there being a series of eight parallels 

which they share, all but one of them coming in the same order. Now the verse corresponding to that 

mentioning the Asherim in Isa 37:9 is Hos 14:9—Eng 14:8, which alludes to trees; Yahweh declares, 

―Ephraim, what has he still to do with idols? It is I who answer and look after him. I am like a luxuriant 

cypress, from me comes your fruit.‖ There may even be a word play on the names of the goddesses Anath 

and Asherah in the words ˒an   ˓ān  ti wa˒ăšurennu, ―It is I who answer and look after him,‖ though it is 

probably going too far to accept J. Wellhausen‘s emendation to ˒ăn   ˓anātô wa˒ašērātô, ―I am his Anath 

and his Asherah.‖ Further evidence which might possibly support the equation of the Asherim with 

stylized trees comes from Pella in Transjordan. Here 2 cult stands were discovered dating from the 10th 

century B.C., one of which has stylized trees on its sides and the other has depictions of a nude goddess 

standing on a lioness‘ head (cf. Asherah/Qdš).  

The view here adumbrated, namely that Asherah in the OT is the name both of a goddess and of her 

wooden cult symbol, is the most widely held view, and indeed seems clear enough from the evidence. É. 

Lipiński, however, supposes that Asherah in the OT denotes variously a sacred grove and a shrine 

(chapel/cella). It should be pointed out against Lipiński‘s view that instances which he ascribes to each of 

these two meanings occur in the same context—cf. 2 Kgs 18:4; 23:14, 15, where Asherah is alleged to 

mean ―grove‖; and 1 Kgs 14:23; 2 Kgs 17:10, where it is claimed that it means ―shrine.‖ This suggests 

that Asherah has only one meaning, not two, throughout these passages. Now the former group of 

passages refers to the Asherah being cut down, and here Lipiński himself agrees that a shrine cannot be 

intended, while the latter group of passages alludes to Asherim under every luxuriant tree, which makes it 

unlikely that the Asherim were themselves trees. Since we have seen that the Asherah refers to the same 

object in both groups of passages, it follows that the Asherah can be neither a shrine nor a grove.  

The Asherim, together with maṣṣēbôt ―pillars,‖ as well as altars, were a regular feature of the local 

shrines, the ―high places‖ (bāmôt), where Canaanite or syncretistic Canaanitizing worship was practiced 

in ancient Israel. Those who are accused of worshiping Asherah or constructing Asherim include the 

people in the period of the Judges (Judg 3:7), Jeroboam I (1 Kgs 14:15), Rehoboam (1 Kgs 14:23), Asa‘s 

mother Maacah (1 Kgs 15:13), Ahab (1 Kgs 16:32; cf. 1 Kgs 18:19), Jehoahaz (2 Kgs 13:6), the N 

Kingdom before its downfall in 722 B.C. (2 Kgs 17:10, 16), and Manasseh (2 Kgs 21:3, 7). Those who are 

said to have removed this cult include Gideon (Judg 6:25–30), Asa (1 Kgs 15:13), Hezekiah (2 Kgs 18:4), 

and Josiah (2 Kgs 23:4, 6, 7, 14, 15). We do not hear of Asherah or Asherim in later literature, apart from 

Isa 27:9 (perhaps dating from the 5th century B.C., part of a section which is probably dependent on Hos 

13–14).  

In the prophets, in addition to Isa 27:9 and Jer 17:2, Asherim are also mentioned in Isa 17:8 and Mic 

5:13 (—Eng 5:14). It is possible, though by no means certain, that the Asherah is intended in the reference 

in Hos 4:12, ―My people inquire of a thing of wood, and their staff gives them oracles.‖ The context 

suggests that we have here an idolatrous practice connected with the Canaanite fertility cult. It is unlikely, 

however, that Asherah is intended in the allusions in Isa 6:13; Jer 2:27; Ezek 8:3–5; Amos 8:14; or in Gen 

30:13.  
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JOHN DAY  

ASHHUR (PERSON) [Heb ˒ašḥûr (ַאְשחּוש )]. According to 1 Chr 2:24, he is the son of Hezron and 

father of Tekoa. However, the birth of Ashhur after his father‘s death and the textual confusion of the MT 

of 1 Chr 2:24 have caused many scholars (e.g., Braun 1 Chr WBC, 27; Williamson 1979:355) to emend 

the text on the basis of the LXX, which states that Ashhur is a son of Caleb.  

In 1 Chr 4:5 the descendants of Ashhur are incorporated into the genealogy of Judah. This may reflect 

the later assimilation of the Calebites into the tribe of Judah. The fact that Tekoa is the name of a town in 

southern Judah has led some scholars to understand the word ―father‖ to mean ―settler‖ or ―founder.‖ The 

similarity between Asshur and Hur, another son of Caleb (1 Chr 2:19), causes some confusion. Curtis 

(Chr ICC) believes the two names actually refer to the same person, Hur being an abbreviated form of 

Ashhur. Williamson (Chr NCBC, 59), on the other hand, prefers to regard Ashhur as the younger brother 

of Hur. In the LXX, the name Ashhur appears differently in 1 Chr 2:24 and 4:4; in the former passage the 

name is spelled Aschod, while in the latter it appears as saour. In Codex Alexandrinus, however, the name 

is spelled aschour.  
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ASHIMA (DEITY) [Heb ˒aš  mā˒ (ַאִשיָמא )]. A god or goddess of uncertain identity, worshiped by 

the people of Hamath (modern Hama in Syria) who were settled in Samaria by Sargon II after he had 

deported most of the local population (2 Kgs 17:30). The most widely accepted interpretation of the word 

Ashima is that it is an Aram form meaning ―the Name.‖ As such it would likely refer to one or more of 

the NW Semitic goddesses Anat, Astarte, or Asherah. Designations such as Face-of-Baal, Name-of-Baal, 

and possibly Sign-of-Baal are not uncommon for these goddesses, and seem to indicate that the goddess 

in each case is a particularized manifestation of Baal (EncRel, 1: 262–63, 471, 491–92).  

A peculiar extension of this type of name formation is encountered at the Aramaic-speaking Jewish 

community at Elephantine, Upper Egypt, ca. 400 B.C. Bethel, literally ―Temple-of-El,‖ is a well-attested 

divinity in the Levant, but in this rather syncretistic community there are also ˒šmbyt˒l and ˓ntbyt˒l, Name-

of-Bethel and Anat-of-Bethel (BMAP, 87–90; ArchEleph, 163–79). Some scholars (e.g., Gese in Gese, 

Höfner, and Rudolph 1970: 189–92) would associate the ˒šm- element with the god Eshmun, but this is 

not a widely accepted view (see also Cogan and Tadmor 2 Kings AB, 211–12); the suggestion that deities 

with names compounded with ˒šm- are masculine (ANET, 491, n. 9a) does not seem to square with the 

comparative Sem evidence.  

The only other possible reference to Ashima in the Bible is Amos 8:14, ―those who swear by the ˒ašmat 

šomrôn, … and say ‗as the derek of Beer-sheba lives.‘ ‖ Although many translate ―shame of Samaria‖ and 



―way of Beer-sheba‖ in this verse, it seems more likely that the first expression is ―Ashima of Samaria.‖ If 

that is the case, the obscure derek is probably not ―way,‖ but a garbled reference to the same deity 

referred to in 2 Kgs 17:31 as tartaq.  
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ASHKELON (PLACE) [Heb ˒ašqĕlôn (ַאְשְרלון )]. A large seaport town located on the 

Mediterranean coast 20 km N of Gaza and 50 km S of Tel Aviv (M.R. 107119). The city has had a long 

and eventful history, stretching from at least the latter part of the 4th millennium. Its biblical significance 

begins in the Conquest narratives as one of the cities of the Philistine Pentapolis (Josh 13:3) and later is 

the object of one of Samson‘s outbursts (Judg 14:19). During the prophetic period, Ashkelon was a 

frequent object of denunciation (cf. Jer 25:20; 47:5, 7; Zeph 2:4, 7; Zech 9:5). Ashkelon‘s importance as a 

port city was enhanced by its fertile soils and easily accessible fresh water. Famous in antiquity for its 

onions, the modern word ―scallion‖ is derived from the name Ashkelon.  

Archaeological investigations at Ashkelon were undertaken by John Garstang and his assistant W. J. 

Phythian-Adams in 1920 (Garstang 1921; 1922; 1924; Phythian-Adams 1921; 1923). Modern 

archaeological excavations resumed at Ashkelon in 1985 (Stager and Esse 1987). The most-recent 

excavations have recovered traces of 3d millennium B.C. occupation on the N edge of the site, but the first 

recorded historical attestation of the name Ashkelon appeared in the Egyptian Execration Texts, in which 

Ashkelon was vilified as an enemy of Egypt. The city was mentioned in both the Berlin and Brussels texts 

(Sethe 1926: 53; Posener 1940: 65), and its appearance in the Execration Texts is no doubt a result of its 

strategic importance as a major city located in the border zone between Egypt and Palestine.  

Evidence from modern excavations indicates that at least the N end of the massive ramparts surrounding 

the city was constructed during the MB, roughly corresponding to the date of Ashkelon‘s mention in the 

Execration Texts. If the MB city included the area encircled by the more recent Byzantine and Crusader 

fortifications, ancient Ashkelon would have been more than 60 hectares in size, one of the largest sites in 

Palestine in that period.  

During the LB Ashkelon was firmly under the control of the Egyptian Pharaoh. Ashkelon‘s king, Widia, 

sent at least 7 letters to Akhenaten‘s court at El Amarna, (EA 320–26, 370), in which he promised loyalty 

and quantities of food, drink, oil, grain, and oxen for the Pharaoh‘s troops. In another less-cordial context, 

however, the ruler of Jerusalem, Abdi Ḫeba, revealed a plot involving Ashkelon, Gezer, and Lachish to 

supply provisions to the Egyptian king‘s enemies, the Ḫabiru (EA 287).  

Ashkelon, as befits its importance as a border city, remained under direct Egyptian suzerainty 

throughout the LB. Rebellion was punished swiftly. A relief on the walls of the temple at Karnak, 

originally ascribed to Ramses II but now re-dated to Merneptah (see Stager 1985; Yurco 1986 for a 

discussion of the problem), depicts Egyptian troops storming the city of Ashkelon with the legend ―the 

wretched town which his majesty took when it was wicked, Ashkelon. It says: ‗Happy is he who acts in 

fidelity to thee, (but) woe (to) him who transgresses thy frontier!‘ ‖ (ANET 256). Ashkelon was 

mentioned again by Merneptah in what is often referred to as the Israel stela (1207 B.C.), ―Plundered is the 

Canaan with every evil; carried off is Ashkelon; seized upon is Gezer; Yanoam is made as that which 

does not exist; Israel is laid waste, his seed is not …‖ (ANET 378).  

An inscription on a small ivory plaque excavated at Megiddo dating to the time of Rameses III refers to 

a singer named Kerker who evidently was employed in a Temple of Ptah at Ashkelon (ANET 263). By the 

8th year of Rameses III (1187 B.C.), a year in which he defeated a coalition of Sea Peoples that included 

the Philistines, the settling of the S coastal plain of Palestine and its domination by the Philistines was 

assured. Ashkelon was included, along with Gaza, Ashdod, Ekron, and Gath, as one of the main cities of 

the Philistine Pentapolis (Josh 13:3; 1 Sam 6:17). These cities would remain linked throughout the 



biblical period and into classical times. (For recent treatments of the Philistines see Dothan 1982; Mazar 

1985.)  

During the Iron I period, references to Ashkelon centered on its association with the Philistines and the 

cities of the plain which could not be conquered by the Israelites. According to biblical tradition, 

Ashkelon was allotted to the tribe of Judah, which took possession of the hill country but could not drive 

out the inhabitants of the plain who had chariots of iron (Judg 1:18–19; also Josh 13:3). Ashkelon also 

shared the miseries that befell its Philistine neighbors when they captured the ark of the covenant after the 

battle of Ebenezer. To forestall further suffering, the Philistine cities promptly returned the ark with 

reparations (1 Sam 6:17). In the period of the Judges, the only direct contact, albeit bloody, is related in 

the story of Samson‘s riddle. After the Philistines solved his riddle, Samson went down to Ashkelon, 

killed 30 men, took their garments, and presented them to his tormentors to pay off his bet (Judg 14:19).  

During the 10th century B.C., Ashkelon and the other Philistine cities remained a force to be reckoned 

with by the fledgling Israelite monarchy. David‘s reaction to the death of Saul and Jonathan in the battle 

of Gilboa dramatically illustrates the serious conflict that raged between Philistine and Israelite at that 

time: ―Tell it not in Gath, publish it not in the streets (or bazaars) of Ashkelon; lest the daughters of the 

Philistines rejoice, lest the daughters of the uncircumcised exult‖ (2 Sam 1:20).  

By the 8th century B.C. Ashkelon remained associated with Ashdod, Gaza, and Ekron, and in the 

Assyrian records is still reckoned as belonging to Philistia. In 734, the Assyrian king Tiglath-pileser III 

campaigned in Philistia against a coalition that included Aram, Edom, Israel, and Philistia. While on this 

campaign he forcibly collected tribute from Ashkelon‘s king, Mitinti. In a 2d campaign to Philistia, 

Tiglath-pileser III captured Ashkelon and Mitinti‘s son, Rukibtu, who had succeeded his father on the 

throne. During this period the prophet Amos referred to the demise of the ―remnant‖ of the Philistines 

from Ashkelon, Ashdod, and Ekron (Amos 1:8). Rukibtu, as far as is known, remained loyal to the 

Assyrian kings. The cities of Philistia played an important role as intermediaries between the Assyrian 

Empire and Egypt. Tribute from Philistia to Sargon included silver, garments of byssus and linen, rolls of 

papyrus, and elephant hides (Tadmor 1966: 93; Eph˓al 1984: 87 n. 267). That these exotic items could be 

sent as tribute to Assyria underscores the active commercial links that existed between Egypt and Philistia 

during this period.  

Loyalty to Assyria was shattered during the reign of Sennacherib, however, as the king of Ashkelon was 

overthrown by a usurper named Ṣidqia in 701 B.C. Ṣidqia made an alliance with Hezekiah against Assyria, 

and together they deposed Padi, the ruler of Ekron, who had remained loyal to Assyria along with Mitinti 

of Ashdod (not to be confused with Mitinti of Ashkelon) and Sillibel of Gaza. Sennacherib‘s campaign 

into S Palestine in 701 restored Padi to the throne and stopped Hezekiah‘s rebellion; Ṣidqia of Ashkelon 

was deported. The Assyrian monarch replaced Ṣidqia with Sharruludari, the son of the loyal vassal, 

Rukibtu. Assyrian annals indicate that the territory of Ashkelon was extensive enough to include Jaffa, 

Beth-Dagon, Azor, and Benei Brak (Tadmor 1966: 96; see also Marcus 1977 for a discussion of the 

succession from Ru-kibtu to Sharruludari).  

By the mid-7th century B.C. Ashkelon was ruled by another Mitinti, the son of the usurper Ṣidqia. 

Mitinti sent tribute to both Esarhaddon and Assurbanipal. Ashkelon remained loyal to these Assyrian 

rulers throughout their reigns and probably served as one of the staging posts for the periodic Assyrian 

invasions into Egypt.  

By the latter part of the 7th century, Assyrian power was faltering, and it is to this period that an 

enigmatic passage in Herodotus describes an attempted invasion of Egypt by hordes of Scythians 

sweeping down out of the Caucasus. Although their invasion of Egypt was unsuccessful, the returning 

Scythian soldiers sacked the Temple of the Celestial Aphrodite in Ashkelon, after which, as Herodotus 

reports, they were struck with a horrible disease as divine retribution (1.103–6). The prophet Zephaniah 

referred to this period when he warned Philistia of the fate which would befall it (Zeph 2:4), and 

suggested that Judah would finally possess the seacoast. His prophecy that Judah would ―lie down at 

evening in the houses of Ashkelon‖ (Zeph 2:7) should be seen against the background of the expansionist 

policies of Josiah.  



The dissolution of the Assyrian empire in 612 B.C. led to a time of shifting loyalties for Philistia. It is 

clear from the references in Jeremiah that the Philistine cities were rebellious against the new Babylonian 

regime and courted destruction by their refusal to pay tribute to Nebuchadnezzar (Jer 25:20; 47:5, 7). By 

the winter of 604 B.C., Ashkelon was destroyed and its king was deported to Babylonia (Wiseman 1956: 

69, see also Porten 1981 and Stern 1984: 1–4 for discussions of the campaign). Exiled Ashkelonites 

received rations at the Babylonian court. Those specifically mentioned included the sons of Aga, the last 

king of Ashkelon; sailors; and various nobles (Weidner 1939: 928).  

Despite the dire prophesies of the prophet Zechariah (9:5), writing toward the end of the 6th century 

B.C., Ashkelon once more became a flourishing seaport during the Persian period under the nominal 

control of Tyre. Pseudo-Scylax in his Periplus (2d half of 4th century B.C.), mentions a royal Tyrian 

palace at Ashkelon (Stern 1984: 10). Ashkelon‘s temples were known throughout the ancient world. In 

addition to the Temple of Celestial Aphrodite mentioned by Herodotus, Diodorus Siculus (2.4.2–6) 

writing in the 1st century B.C. describes a large lake at Ashkelon regarded as sacred to the goddess 

Derceto (Atargatis), a goddess with the head of a woman and the body of a fish. The legend recounts 

Derceto‘s union with one of her mortal votaries which led to the birth of the famous Queen Semiramis. 

Semiramis was abandoned to die of exposure, but was kept warm and fed by doves, a bird which several 

ancient authors report as sacred at Ashkelon.  

After Alexander‘s conquest of the Levant and Egypt, Ashkelon fell under the rule of the Ptolemies and 

later the Seleucids (after Antiochus III‘s defeat of the Egyptian army in 198 B.C.). Ashkelon remained an 

independent city throughout the Maccabean period, although the city was threatened by the high priest 

Jonathan in 147 B.C. after his victory over Apollonius, the governor of Coele-Syria. The ancient tension 

between highland and lowland, so palpable in the book of Judges, was apparent again as Apollonius 

taunted Jonathan ―do not, therefore, deceive yourself, sitting in the mountains and thinking that you are 

strong; but if you have confidence in your force, come down to the plain … you should know, however, 

that the best men of each city are in my army, and these are the very men who have always been 

victorious over your ancestors. And you shall have a contest with us on ground where one cannot fight 

with stones, but with arms, and where there is no place to which you can flee when defeated‖ (Ant 13.89). 

Jonathan burned the temple of Dagon at Ashdod, and the Ashkelonites met him outside their city with 

gifts to prevent a similar calamity in their city. By 111 B.C., Ashkelon asserted its independence from 

Seleucid rule by minting silver coinage, and by 104 B.C. was minting its own coins according to a new era 

(Avi-Yonah 1977: 59).  

Ashkelon remained a free Greek city throughout the Roman period. In the early 1st century B.C., 

Alexander Janneaus made Antipas, Herod the Great‘s grandfather, a general over all Idumea. Antipas 

established close relations with the Nabateans and the two former Philistine cities of Gaza and Ashkelon 

(Ant 14.10), undoubtedly to control the trade routes across the Negev from the Red Sea to the 

Mediterranean coast. Ties between Ashkelon and Herod‘s family were close if one lends credence to 

Julius Africanus‘ assertion that Herod‘s grandfather had spent his childhood as a temple servant in the 

Temple of Apollo at Ashkelon (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 1.6.2–3). Herod never conquered Ashkelon, preferring 

that it remain a free city, but Josephus wrote that he built baths, fountains, and colonnades for the 

populace (JW 1.422). Upon Herod‘s death he bequeathed a palace at Ashkelon to Emperor Augustus who 

in turn presented it to Herod‘s sister, Salome (Jones 1938: 165).  

With the first significant stirrings of the Jewish revolt in 64 A.D., tensions ran high between the Jews 

and the inhabitants of the Greek cities. In Ashkelon one riot resulted in the slaughter of 2,500 of the city‘s 

Jews (JW 2.477). The Jewish revolt against Rome did not directly affect the city, and Ashkelon‘s sea trade 

thrived during the Late Roman period. It was known for its agricultural produce, especially wheat, onions 

(Strab Geog. 16.2.29), and a heavy wine that was exported to European markets to be used in celebrating 

the Eucharist (Avi-Yonah 1977: 195; Riley 1975: 30). The acts of the Council of Constantinople indicate 

that by 536 A.D. Ashkelon was the seat of a bishop.  

With the Muslim conquest of Palestine in the 7th century A.D., Ashkelon became a Muslim city, 

although Jews and Christians continued to live within its walls. In 940 the Church of St. Maria Viridis (St. 



Mary the Green) was attacked and destroyed, after which the bishop escaped to Ramla. The probable 

remains of this church were excavated by the recent archaeological expedition to Ashkelon (Stager and 

Esse 1987: fig. 2). Crusader efforts to capture Ashkelon did not succeed until 1153. Between the Crusader 

capture of Jerusalem in 1099 and in 1153, Ashkelon served as the main point of contact between the 

Fatimid government in Cairo and the Crusader kingdom. Jews taken captive in the Holy Land were 

ransomed at Ashkelon, often with money provided by the Cairene Jewish community (Goitein 1982: 309–

15).  

By 1187, Ashkelon had surrendered to Saladin after his victory over the Crusaders at the Horns of 

Hattin. The 3d Crusade, led by Richard the Lion-Hearted in 1191, forced Saladin to abandon Ashkelon, 

but not before he purposely destroyed it to prevent its falling into Crusader hands. The destruction is 

vividly recounted by al-Qadi al-Fadil, where Saladin is reported to have said, ―I take God to witness, I 

would rather lose all my children than cast down a single stone from the walls‖ (Benvenisti 1970: 118–

19). Richard partially rebuilt Ashkelon the following year, but Ashkelon was finally surrendered and 

completely destroyed in an agreement between Richard and Saladin. A castle was built on the site by 

Richard, Duke of Cornwall, in 1240, but by 1270 the Mamluk sultan, Baybars, destroyed the castle, and 

Ashkelon was never reoccupied.  
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DOUGLAS L. ESSE  

ASHKENAZ [Heb ˒aškĕnāz (ַאְשְכָנז ); ˒aškanaz (ַאְשַכַנז )]. First ―descendant‖ of Gomer who is the 
first ―offspring‖ of Japheth in the Table of Nations (Gen 10:2–3). In Jer 51:27, Ashkenaz appears—along 

with Ararat and Minni—as a kingdom called upon to oppose Babylon. The name is identified with the 

neo-Assyrian Ishkuza (iš-ku-za-a-a; cf. Parpola AOAT 6: 178), who appeared between the Black and 

Caspian Seas in the 8th and 7th centuries B.C., driving out the Cimmerians (cf. GOMER; this association 

is reflected in Genesis 10) and threatening the Assyrians. For Herodotus, these people came to be called 

the Scythians. The correspondence of the consonants in Ashkenaz, Ishkuza, and Scythian is obvious; 

although the reason for the nun in the biblical name is not clear (Westermann Genesis 1–11 BK, p. 506; 



Wenham Genesis 1–15 WBC pp. 217–18). The use of a prosthetic ˒alef in the Sem forms may suggest an 

initial consonant cluster in the name which was unacceptable to Sem.  

Although cultural associations reach back into the 3d and 2nd millennia B.C., present archaeological 

evidence for a distinctive Scythian culture begins in the 7th century B.C., especially at Nemirov 

Gorodische, an agricultural settlement between Odessa and Kiev (Yamauchi 1976: 242; 1982: 63–85). 

Possible portrayals of Scythians appear on 9th century reliefs of Ashurnasirpal II, but the first neo-

Assyrian mention of the Ishkuza occurs during the time of Sargon II in the 8th century B.C. Driving back 

the Cimmerians, the Scythians were able to push S to dominate ―Asia‖ (E Turkey) and Media in the latter 

part of the 7th century B.C. (Millard 1979). About this time, a Scythian raid against Egypt was stopped by 

Psammetichus I (Hdt. 1.105). For the later history of the Scythians and the question of their identification 

with the enemy from the N mentioned in the first part of Jeremiah, see SCYTHIANS.  
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RICHARD S. HESS  

ASHNAH (PLACE) [Heb ˒ašnâ (ַאְשָנה )]. 1. A town in the Shephelah, or lowlands, of Judah (Josh 

15:33), within the same district as Azekah, Zanoah, and Socoh. The only reference to this settlement 

occurs in the list of towns within the tribal allotment of Judah (Jos 15:21–62; see also BETH–DAGON). 

The location of the ancient settlement is uncertain. Suggested identifications include Aslin (Cohen IDB 1: 

254), on the edge of the coastal plain E of Azekah, and Khirbet Wadi Allin (Boling and Wright Joshua 

AB, 384), just SE of Beth Shemesh.  

2. Another town in the Shephelah of Judah (Josh 15:43), located further to the S within the same district 

as Libnah and Mareshah. Its single occurrence is also in the list of towns within the tribal allotment of 

Judah. The site cannot be identified with certainty, although modern Idna, located 10 km E of Lachish, 

has been proposed (IDB 1:254; M.R. 148107).  
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ASHPENAZ (PERSON) [Heb ˒ašpĕnaz (ַאְשְפַנז )]. An important official in the court of 

Nebuchadnezzar (605–562 B.C.). In Dan 1:3 he is described as the king‘s chief eunuch who was 

responsible for the selection and education of members of the Jewish royal family and aristocracy (among 

whom were Daniel and his 3 companions, Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah) who went into exile in 

Babylon after the fall of Jerusalem (586 B.C.). The etymology of the name has not been satisfactorily 

explained, but its form points to a Persian origin, possibly Old Persian ašpinja ―inn,‖ and it has been 

suggested (Lacocque Daniel CAT, 21–22) that originally the text read here rab ašpinza, the innkeeper (in 

the royal palace). Almost the same consonants (˒spnz) are found in an Aram incantation bowl from 

Nippur dated ca. 600 B.C. Although the name appears only once in the opening chapter of Daniel the 

descriptive title ―chief of the eunuchs‖ (śar hassār  s  m) appears 6 times. The special relationship between 

Daniel and Ashpenaz (Dan 1–9) has its literary parallel in the association of Joseph and Potiphar, an 

Egyptian ―officer‖ (lit. ―eunuch‖) of the Pharaoh (Gen 39:4). There is no need to think that Ashpenaz was 

castrated or that Daniel and his companions were eunuchs. The descriptive title designates a principal 

functionary employed at the royal court. In the Gk versions Theodotion simply resorts to transliteration 

(Asphanez) and the LXX invents a new name (Abiesdri) based on a misinterpretation of the title ―steward‖ 

in Dan 1:11.  

PETER W. COXON  



ASHTAROTH (DEITY). See ASHTORETH (DEITY).  

ASHTAROTH (PLACE) [Heb ˓aštārôt ( שותַףְשָתֲ  )]. ASHTERATHITE. The name of a city in 

Bashan, situated on a mound known today as Tell ˓Ashtarah in Syria (M.R. 243244). According to the 

OT, prior to its conquest by the Israelites, it was, together with Edrei, the dwelling place of Og, king of 

Bashan (Deut 1:4; Josh 12:4; 13:12, 31; cf. Josh 9:10, where it occurs without Edrei). Ashtaroth was 

occupied by the half-tribe of Manasseh (Machir, Josh 13:31) and became a Levitical city, allotted to the 

Gershonites (cf. Josh 21:27, where MT curiously has bĕ˓eštĕrâ, and 1 Chr 6:56 [—Eng 6:71]). See 

BEESHTERAH (PLACE). 1 Chr 11:44 states that one of David‘s mighty men was Uzzia the Ashterathite, 

which appears to place his origin in Ashtaroth. Gen 14:5 speaks of a city ASHTEROTH-KARNAIM, 

inhabited by the Rephaim, which was subdued by Chedorlaomer and his allies. It is disputed whether 

Ashteroth-karnaim is to be equated with Ashtaroth or with the neighboring site of Karnaim.  

Ashtaroth is possibly mentioned in the Egyptian Execration Texts at the end of the 19th century B.C.E. 

as ˓s[ ]˒tm (Egyptian ˒ can represent Sem r). More clearly the place is referred to in the records of 

Thutmose III (ca. 1479–1425) as ˓strt, in the el-Amarna letters (14th century) as ˓aš-tar-te, and in 

Assyrian inscriptions as as-tar-tu. A limestone relief discovered at Nimrud and now in the British 

Museum depicts Tiglath-pileser III‘s capture of the city in 732 (ANEP, 366).  

In two Ugaritic serpent charm texts ˒ṯtrt, i.e., Ashtaroth, is mentioned as the seat of the god Mlk, 

apparently the prototype of the later Molech and/or Milcom (KTU 1.100.41 = Ugaritica V 7.41, and KTU 

1.107.17 = Ugaritica V 8.17; Pardee 1988). More controversial is the proposal of B. Margulis (Margalit) 

(1970: 292–304) who finds that the place-name ―Ashtaroth‖ in the word ˒ṯtrt in the passage in KTU 

1.108.2b–3a (= Ugaritica V.2.2b–3a) ˒il. yṯb. b˓ṯtrt ˒il ṯpṭ. bhd r˓y, which he renders as ―El sits 

(enthroned) in Ashtoreth, El rules in Edrei,‖ provides a remarkable parallel to the passage about Og, king 

of Bashan, dwelling in Ashtaroth and Edrei (cf. Josh 12:4). Though this rendering is ingenious, one can 

more plausibly translate the passage as ―El (or the god) sits next to Astarte, El (or the god) the judge next 

to Hadad the shepherd.‖ Against Margalit‘s view stand the evidence (1) that the place-name Edrei begins 

with ˒, but hd r˓y with h; (2) the alternative translation makes better sense in what is clearly a banquet 

scene; and (3) the text continues dyšr wyḏmr bkmr, ―who sings and plays the lyre,‖ suggesting that the 

preceding hd r˓y is a personal rather than a place-name. See also Ferrara and Parker 1972: 37–39.  
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JOHN DAY  

ASHTEROTH-KARNAIM (PLACE) [Heb ˓aštĕrōt qarnayim (ַףְשְתשֹתֲַרְשַנִים )]. In Gen 14:5, 

the first locality in the enumeration of the places overrun by the 4 eastern kings (see CHEDORLAOMER) 

on the route of their invasion. There they defeated the REPHAIM. As with most of the chapter‘s 

geography and ethnography, this item follows the historical introduction to Deuteronomy, according to 

which OG, king of Bashan, lived in Ashtaroth and Edrei (Deut 1:4) and was the last remnant of the 

Rephaim (Deut 3:11). Ashteroth-karnaim is the same city as ASHTAROTH in Bashan, now Tell ˓Aštara 

in S Syria, near the border with Jordan (M.R. 243244). Its name in Gen 14:5 does not mean ―the two-

horned Astarte‖ but indicates that it was located near Karnaim, now Tell Ṣa˓d, 4 km NE of Tell ˓Aštara. 

The route of the 4 kings to the Valley of Siddim reproduces, in the opposite direction, the itinerary of the 

Israelites in Deuteronomy 1–3. See also ASHTORETH (DEITY); CARNAIM.  
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ASHTORETH (DEITY) [Heb ˓aštōret (ַףְשֹתֶשת )]. Var. ASHTAROTH. The name by which the 

Canaanite goddess more commonly known as Astarte is referred to in the OT; Ashtaroth (˓aštārôt) is the 

plural form of this name. Astarte was a consort of Baal, the great Canaanite storm and fertility god, and is 

well-attested in many extrabiblical texts.  

A. Ashtoreth and Ashtaroth in the OT.  

It is generally accepted that the vocalization of the name of the goddess as ˓aštōret in the OT is a 

deliberate scribal distortion of an original ˓aštart, which is the form we should naturally expect in light of 

the extrabiblical parallels (cf. Gk Astarte, Akkadian Ishtar, etc.). It is virtually certain that the distorted 

vocalization reflects the vowels of the Hebrew word bōšet ―shame,‖ a term employed in place of the 

divine name Baal in such references as Hos 9:10 and Jer 11:13 as well as in some personal names (e.g., 

Eshbaal of 1 Chr 8:33; 9:39 is called Ish-bosheth in 2 Sam 2:10, 12, etc.). The name of the Canaanite god 

Molech (mōlek) is probably likewise distorted.  

In the OT we find the singular form Ashtoreth only in 1 Kgs 11:5, 33 and 2 Kgs 23:13. In 1 Kgs 11:5, 

33 she is referred to as ―the goddess of the Sidonians,‖ an appropriate description since extrabiblical texts 

make it clear that she was indeed the leading goddess at Sidon. 1 Kings 11 refers to her cult as one of a 

number of idolatrous practices pursued by Solomon as a result of the influence of his foreign wives. 2 Kgs 

23:13 mentions that Josiah defiled the high place which Solomon had set up for Ashtoreth, and this is 

stated to have been E of Jerusalem, to the S of the mount of corruption.  

All the other allusions in the OT are to the plural form Ashtaroth. It has, however, often been supposed 

that we should emend Ashtaroth to Ashtoreth in 1 Sam 31:10, where we read that the Philistines ―put 

Saul‘s armor in the temple of Ashtaroth and fastened his body to the wall of Beth-shan,‖ a passage which 

may imply that the temple itself was in Beth-shan. The emendation is attractive; Astarte among other 

things was a goddess of war, which makes the placing of armor in her temple not inappropriate. However, 

it should be pointed out that the parallel in 1 Chr 10:10 says that Saul‘s armor was placed ―in the temple 

of their gods,‖ which may presuppose the plural reading Ashtaroth already in the Chronicler‘s Vorlage.  

All the other references to the Ashtaroth are alongside allusions to the Baals (Judg 2:13; 10:6; 1 Sam 

7:4; 12:10) or simply ―the foreign gods‖ (1 Sam 7:3), and are mentioned in connection with the apostate 

worship of the Israelites during the period of the Judges. When we read of ―the Baals and the Ashtaroth,‖ 

it may be that this is simply a way of speaking about Canaanite gods and goddesses generally, just as in 

Akkadian ilāni u ištarāti means simply ―gods and goddesses.‖ On the other hand, it is not impossible that 

various local manifestations of Baal and Astarte are intended. It has sometimes been supposed that ―the 

Baals and the Asheroth‖ in Judg 3:7 should be emended to ―the Baals and the Ashtaroth,‖ a proprosal 

supported by 2 Hebrew manuscripts, the LXX, and the Syriac version, but ―the Asheroth‖ should perhaps 

be preferred as the lectio difficilior (i.e., ―the more difficult reading,‖ and therefore unlikely to have been 

corrupted from ―the Ashtaroth‖).  

The pairing of the Ashtaroth with the Baals is appropriate, since it is clear from the Ugaritic texts and 

elsewhere that Astarte was a consort of Baal, as also was Anath. It is actually Anath who plays the 

preponderant role as Baal‘s consort in the Ugaritic texts, although Astarte does appear as Baal‘s spouse in 

a less dominant role. However, Astarte was apparently more prominent as Baal‘s consort in the world 

reflected in the OT (as is certainly also the case in 1st millennium Phoenician inscriptions), and Anath 

appears only vestigially in OT place names like Anathoth and Beth-Anath. These differences may reflect 

regional or temporal variations. A further problem is posed by the fact that ―Asherah‖ or ―the Asherah‖ is 

mentioned alongside Baal a number of times in the OT (Judg 6:25, 28, 30; 1 Kgs 18:18; 2 Kgs 23:4; cf. 

Judg 3:7), suggesting that she, too, is regarded as Baal‘s consort, although in the Ugaritic texts she is El‘s 

wife. See ASHERAH.  

Astarte may be ―the queen of heaven‖ mentioned in Jer 7:18, 44:17, 18, to whom the women made 

cakes of bread (7:18), burned incense, and poured out drink offerings (44:17, 18). Astarte is referred to as 

―the mistress of heaven‖ a number of times in Egyptian texts. On the other hand, it is conceivable that 

either Asherah or Anath is being referred to in Jeremiah. At any rate, we seem to have here a goddess 



popular in folk religion, which suggests a local Canaanite cult rather than the Mesopotamian Ishtar, whom 

some scholars have envisaged.  

In addition to the place name ASHTAROTH or ASHTEROTH-KARNAIM (―Ashtaroth of the two 

horns‖), the name of the goddess lingers on in an interesting expression found in the book of 

Deuteronomy. This is the phrase ˓aštĕrôt ṣō˒nekā (Deut 7:13, 28:4, 18, 51), commonly rendered ―the 

young of your flock,‖ and in each case it is mentioned alongside šĕgar ˒alāpêkā, ―the offspring of your 

cattle.‖ This expression is clearly a vestige of an earlier belief when the goddess Astarte was thought of as 

responsible for the fertility of the flocks. Interestingly there is evidence that šgr, too, was regarded as a 

deity by the Canaanites; he is mentioned alongside Astarte as receiving a sheep by way of offering in 

KTU 1.148.31 (= Ugaritica V 9, rev. 9). Cf. too the Balaam text from Deir Alla, I.16, where mention is 

made of šgr.w˓štr, ―šgr and ˓Ashtar.‖  

B. Extrabiblical Allusions to Astarte  

Precursors of the Canaanite goddess Astarte are to be found in the Mesopotamian Ishtar and the Eblaite 

Ashtar. In the Ugaritic texts the name of the goddess Astarte is spelled ˓ṯtrt (probably vocalized ˓Athtart), 

and there she appears as a consort of the storm and fertility god Baal, though somewhat less prominently 

than Anath. As such she is referred to as ˓ṯtrt. šm. b˓l ―Astarte-name-of-Baal‖ in Keret‘s curse of his son 

Yaṣṣib (KTU 1.16.VI.54–57 = CTA 16.VI.54–57) and it is generally accepted that the same epithet should 

be restored in the similar incantation in the Baal-Yam myth in KTU 1.2.I.8 (= CTA 2.I.8). It is interesting 

to observe that the identical epithet occurs much later in the 5th century B.C. inscription of Eshmunazar 

king of Sidon (KAI 14.18), and one may also compare the expression ―Tinnit-face-of-Baal‖ (tnt pn b˓l) in 

numerous Punic inscriptions (e.g., KAI 78.2).  

Since Astarte and Anath were both consorts of Baal, it is appropriate that we find them mentioned 

together on a number of occasions. Thus, they appear together in the list of deities cited in both of the 

Ugaritic serpent charms (KTU 1.100.20, 1.107.14 = Ugaritica V.7.20, 8.14), the former of which names 

their common dwelling place as ˒inbh. They act together in preparing food at El‘s banquet (KTU 1.114.9–

14 = Ugaritica V.1.9–14) and subsequently go hunting together (lines 22–23), though in another text 

Astarte is mentioned hunting alone (KTU 1.92 — PRU V 1). They unite in attempting to restrain Baal 

from smiting Yam‘s messengers (KTU 1.2.I.40–42 = CTA 2.I.40–42), but later in the story we read of 

Astarte (alone) rebuking Baal, whether for being too harsh or too lenient towards Yam is not entirely clear 

(KTU 1.2.IV.28–30 = CTA 2.IV.28–30). On another occasion (KTU 1.108.2 = Ugaritica V 2.2) it seems 

likely that Astarte is referred to as being present at a banquet alongside El or Rp˒u, as well as Hadad and 

Anath, though some scholars insist that the place Ashtaroth is here intended. In the Keret epic, Astarte‘s 

beauty is implied, for it is said of the maiden Huray that her ―grace is as the grace of Anath (and) her 

fairness as the fairness of Astarte‖ (KTU 1.14.III. 41–42 = CTA 14.III.145–146).  

A common Ugaritic epithet of Astarte is ˓ṯtrt.šd (e.g., KTU 4.182.55, 58 = PRU II.106.52, 55), 

apparently meaning ―Astarte of the field,‖ but the precise significance of this has not been properly 

elucidated. We also read of local manifestations of Astarte, ˓ṯtrt.mrh, ―Astarte in Mari‖ (KTU 1.100, 

margin line 2 = Ugaritica V.7, margin line 2), and ˓ṯtrt ḫr (KTU 1.43.1, 112.13 = CTA 33.1, Ugaritica VII, 

RS 24.256, line 13), apparently ―the Hurrian Astarte,‖ a deity known in ancient Egypt and in a Phoenician 

inscription (Cross 1971: 189–95). Presumably these are ways of speaking of Ishtar, the Mesopotamian 

goddess who is equated with Astarte in the Ugaritic god lists (cf. KTU 1.47.25 [CTA 29, rev. 3]) and KTU 

1.118.24 (= Ugaritica VII, RS 24.264 + 280, line 24) with Ugaritica V 18.24). The identity of Astarte 

with Ishtar as well as later with Aphrodite in classical times makes it virtually certain that she was equated 

with Venus. Maybe Canaanite ˓Athtar (˓ṯtr, the masculine equivalent form) was the morning star and 

Astarte the evening star, though explicit evidence for this in Canaanite sources is lacking.  

In Egypt, the cult of Astarte, alongside that of a number of other Canaanite deities, was especially 

prevalent during the period of the New Kingdom, but it also continued into the Late period. For example, 

from the time of Amenhotep II (ca. 1427–1396 B.C.) to the Late period she was worshiped at Prw-nfr, the 

harbor of Memphis, alongside her consort Baal-Zaphon. Herodotus (2.112) refers to her cult there as that 

of the ―foreign Aphrodite.‖ Astarte is prominent as a goddess of war in Egypt and is depicted a number of 



times riding a horse, holding in her hands either a spear and a shield, or a bow and arrow (Leclant 1960: 

1–67). Further, she is attested as a military patron of the Pharaohs Amenhotep II (ca. 1427–1396 B.C.), 

Thutmose IV (ca. 1396–1386 B.C.), and Rameses III (ca. 1185–1154 B.C.), and she was also a protector 

goddess of Pi-Ramesse, the new city of Rameses II (ca. 1279–1213 B.C.). She is sometimes mentioned 

alongside Anath, as in the Harris Papyrus, where they are referred to as ―the two great goddesses who 

were pregnant but did not bear.‖ (Does this shed any light on the common Ugaritic epithet ―the virgin 

Anath‖?) Like Anath she was a consort of Seth (= Baal). Her father is said to be Ptah or Re. A recurring 

title is ―the Mistress of Heaven‖ and we also find references to ―the Hurrian Astarte‖ (noted above).  

Astarte appears in an interesting, although unfortunately fragmentary, Egyptian papyrus of the 18th or 

19th Dyn. (ca. 1550–1187 B.C.), commonly dubbed ―the Astarte papyrus‖ (cf. ANET, 17–18). The story 

clearly reflects an underlying Canaanite myth and has at least some points in common with the Ugaritic 

myth of Baal and Yam. The Sea (called Yam) demanded tribute of the gods, which was brought by 

Renenut, the harvest goddess. At a later stage, after the Sea had seen Astarte, it demanded Astarte herself 

as tribute. The end of the papyrus is broken, but probably told how Seth (i.e., Baal) fought and overcame 

the Sea. Morenz (1962: 307–9) has argued that this myth may well underlie the well-known classical 

story of Perseus and Andromeda.  

The worship of the goddess Astarte was widespread throughout the Phoenician world in the 1st 

millennium B.C. Thus, she was the chief goddess of Tyre, being worshiped alongside the other main 

deities Melqart and Baal-Shamem, while at Sidon she was the leading female deity and was worshiped 

alongside the gods Baal and Eshmun. She is also attested elsewhere in the Phoenician world, e.g., at 

Kition in Cyprus and at Pyrgi in Etruria. We know from a 6th century B.C. inscription that she was 

equated with the goddess Tinnit at Sarepta on the Phoenician coast—this is the earliest reference to 

Tinnit, later famous in Punic inscriptions as the consort of Baal-ḥammon.  

In Philo of Byblos‘ account of Phoenician mythology (ca. 100 C.E.), Astarte, along with Rhea and 

Dione, is taken by Kronos-El as wife. By Astarte, Kronos had 7 daughters, Titanids or Artemids, and 2 

sons, called Desire (Pothos) and Love (Eros). There is a suggestion of Astarte‘s association with Baal and 

their subordination to El (cf. Ugarit) in Philo‘s statement that ―Greatest Astarte and Zeus, called both 

Demarous and Adodos, king of gods, were ruling over the land with the consent of Kronos.‖ Compare 

also Astarte‘s epithet ―Greatest‖ with her designation as rbt in Phoenician inscriptions. Philo goes on to 

say that ―Astarte placed upon her own head a bull‘s head as an emblem of kingship,‖ which calls to mind 

the place name Ashteroth-karnaim (Gen 14:5), lit. ―Ashtaroth of the two horns.‖ There seems to be some 

play on Astarte‘s name in Philo‘s further statement that ―while travelling around the world she discovered 

a star (astera) which had fallen from the sky. She took it up and consecrated it in Tyre, the holy island.‖ 

Finally, he reveals that the Phoenicians identified Astarte with Aphrodite, a fact which is well-attested 

elsewhere.  

There was a goddess called Atargatis, the consort of Hadad, whose cult was popular in Syria in the 

Hellenistic and Roman periods. An important site of her cult was at Hierapolis (Bambyke) and is 

described by Lucian of Samosata in his De Syria Dea in the 2d century C.E. She is there called Hera, and 

Hadad is named Zeus. It is generally thought that the name Atargatis is a compound of Astarte (˓ttrt) + 

Anath (˓nt) in an Aramaizing form ˓atta. (The view that the latter part of the name represents Attis is now 

rejected.) ˓tr˓th is by far the most common Aram form attested, though variants such as ˒tr˓t˒ are also 

found. R. A. Oden (1977: 58–107) has argued that Atargatis combined not only Astarte and Anath but 

also Asherah, but this is unproven. Whereas Lucian distinguishes Atargatis from Derketo (Lucian, Syr. D. 

14), other classical sources such as Pliny the Elder (HN 5.19) equate the two. Derketo was a goddess who 

was woman on the top half and a fish on the bottom half.  

A number of nude female figurines found in archaeological excavations in Palestine have popularly 

been known as ―Astarte plaques.‖ The emphasized breasts and genitals certainly indicate a fertility 

goddess, but the close analogy of Egyptian depictions of the goddess Qdš, i.e., Asherah (cf. the Hathor 

hairstyle), suggest that the plaques in question represent Asherah rather than Astarte. Egyptian depictions 

of Astarte regularly depict her clothed. See ASHERAH.  
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JOHN DAY  

ASHURBANIPAL (PERSON). The last great king of Assyria, who ruled from 668–627 B.C. (see 

MESOPOTAMIA, HISTORY OF for a more complete discussion of his reign). The Assyrian form of his 

name, Aššur-bāni-apli, means ―the god Ashur is the creator of an heir.‖ Although Ashurbanipal exercised 

control over the kingdom of Judah, and his soldiers on more than one occasion marched through Palestine 

on campaigns against Egypt, he is never specifically mentioned in the Bible.  

A. KIRK GRAYSON  

ASHURITES [Heb ˒ăš r   (ֲאשּוִשי )]. The name of the 2d of 5 districts that comprised the kingdom of 

Israel during the latter part of Saul‘s reign, and during Eshbaal‘s (i.e. Ish-bosheth‘s) brief reign (ca. 1000 

B.C.; 2 Sam 2:9). The Syr and Vg read ―Geshurites,‖ while the Targum paraphrases with the expression, 

―house of Asher.‖ The LXX reads thasiri. The present spelling of the name is probably best understood as 

an early corruption of ―Asherites‖ (Edelman 1985: 85–86).  

The Ashurite district is the only one designated by a gentilic form, rather than a geographical term. The 

district list in 2 Sam 2:9 would seem to be organized according to the common ancient principles of 

boundary descriptions. Limits are set out in terms of the 4 cardinal directions. The Ashurites can 

accordingly be understood to represent the westernmost district, in contrast to Gilead, the easternmost; 

Jezreel the northernmost; and Benjamin, the southernmost. Ephraim is an intermediate N-to-S element (cf. 

Ahlström 1986: 89).  

No satisfactory identity can be found for the Ashurites based on the received spelling of their name. 

They cannot represent the Assyrians, who were not active in Canaan at this time. Neither can they 

plausibly be identified with the Arab tribe, the Asshurim, the sons of Dedan (Gen 25:3), who would not 

have been settled within W Canaan at the time of Saul and Eshbaal (cf. Lahav 1982/83; Ahlström 1986: 

90). The variant reading ―Geshurites‖ does not yield an acceptable geographical or political answer either, 

even though it has been adopted by a small group of scholars (i.e. Mauchline 1–2 Samuel NCBC 6: 204; 

Ackroyd First Book of Samuel CBC, 33; McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 82–83; 87–88; HAIJ 1986: 139–40). As 

an independent kingdom located in the S Golan (2 Sam 3:3; 13:37), GESHUR could not have formed the 

W border of Saul‘s Israel (see SAUL).  

The Ashurites are most commonly equated with the Galilean tribe of Asher, and, by extension, are 

thought to represent the entire Galilee region (for bibliography, see Edelman 1985: 90, n. 4). Recent 

archaeological survey work in the S area of Issachar has yielded no remains datable to the Iron I period 

(Gal 1982), so Saul‘s reported control over the S Issacharite hills north of the Megiddo Plain–Jezreel 

Valley corridor (1 Sam 31:7; 1 Chr 10:7) can be considered literary fiction. Bearing this in mind, neither 

Asher nor Galilee could have formed the W limit of Saul‘s state.  

The most plausible identification of the Ashurites would seem to be with some portion of the Asherite 

enclave that was located in the S region of the Ephraimite hill country (see ASHER). The detailed tribal 

genealogy for Asher that is found in 1 Chr 7:30–40 appears to enumerate members of this S Asherite 

group at 3 points during its existence, at times when it was controlled by the Judahite court (Edelman 



1988). Perhaps the term in 2 Sam 2:9 designates the W clans of the enclave, including Beriah, Serah, 

Shomer/Shemer, and Japhlet, who occupied the towns of Aijalon, Upper and Lower Beth Horon, ˒Uzzen-

she˒erah, the area N of Lower Beth Horon, and possibly Timnath-Serah.  
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DIANA V. EDELMAN  

ASHVATH (PERSON) [Heb ˓ašwāt (ַףְשָות )]. The great-great-grandson of Asher mentioned in the 

abbr. genealogy of Asher (1 Chr 7:33). The complete count of the sons of Asher ―enrolled by genealogies, 

for service in war‖ numbered 26,000 men. Ashvath, whose name perhaps means ―bright,‖ is described in 

the list as one of the ―heads of fathers‘ houses, approved, mighty warriors, chief of the princes‖ (7:40).  

Perhaps it is because Asher was a tribe of lesser importance, having originated from the Jacob-Zilpah 

union (cf. Gen 46:17–18), that his lineage received only passing interest. Indeed, one third of the names 

appearing in Asher‘s genealogy are found nowhere else in Scripture. The Chronicler is content to give the 

names of Ashvath‘s brothers, father (Japhlet), and grandfathers. Beyond this limited information, little or 

nothing else is known about him.  

J. RANDALL O‘BRIEN  

ASIARCHS. The title signifies an office which was associated with the league of Greek cities in the 

Roman province of Asia. However, the exact nature of the connection has been much debated because of 

the apparently contradictory information supplied by the sources.  

There are 3 main kinds of evidence for asiarchs. The most common are Gk inscriptions dating between 

the 1st and 3d centuries A.D. These are followed in number by a fairly large group of bronze coins which 

were issued by the cities in the province between the mid-2d and the mid-3d centuries, and which bear the 

names of asiarchs. The 3d type of evidence consists of references in diverse literary works, ranging from 

The Geography of Strabo and the Acts of the Apostles in the early imperial period to passages from legal 

codices of the 5th and 6th centuries.  

Despite this wide-ranging evidence, or rather because of it, the nature of the asiarch‘s role in the 

province still has not been fully clarified. The information available is so diverse that no single 

homogeneous explanation taking all into account has been forthcoming so far. Indeed, over the period of 

more than a century, there have been many different interpretations. In the main, these have centered on 

whether or not the asiarch should be considered identical with the high priest of the imperial cult of the 

province, the ―archiereus‖ of Asia. The division of opinion is not simply between those who believe and 

those who do not that the terms ―asiarch‖ and ―archiereus‖ of Asia are two designations for the one office. 

Even among those who agree in this respect, significant differences in detail occur.  

According to one view, the titles referred to the same office but were used in specialized ways to denote 

specific functions of the position; for example, the archiereus of Asia only bore the title asiarch in every 

4th year when he presided over the provincial festival (Monceaux 1885: 60–62; Merkelbach 1978: 288). 

An alternative view is that archiereus of Asia was the title used during the term of office while that of 

asiarch was a life-long designation retained afterwards (Larsen 1955: 119; Rossner 1974: 106–7). A 3rd 

interpretation is that the two titles, although originally separate, had become completely interchangeable 

by the 2d century, the existence of 2 different titles for the same office was due to a development during 

the 1st century A.D. in which the older title, asiarch, gradually became more popular than that of 

archiereus of Asia. According to this theory, the title archiereus of Asia was virtually out of use by the 

time of Hadrian, and the term asiarch was used to describe the head of the imperial cult in Asia from that 



time onwards (Lightfoot 1889: 407–8; Taylor 1933: 261; Deininger 1965: 49–50). This last interpretation 

of the evidence is the one most widely accepted today.  

Yet the argument that the titles are identical has not always been accepted as adequately proved (Chapot 

1904: 479–80; Sherwin-White 1973: 404); and some indeed have maintained that the 2 offices were 

entirely separate. One such view argued that the asiarch functioned only as the president of the festival of 

the league of cities (Le Bas-Waddington 1870: 245–46), while others have gone further and suggested 

that the asiarch was primarily linked, not to the league of cities at all, but to individual cities. Two 

versions of this view exist: (1) that the asiarchs were delegates sent by the cities to the annual assembly of 

the federation of cities (Brandis PW 2: 1577–78); and (2) that the asiarchs were benefactors of the cities, 

which conferred the title on the occasion of important demonstrations of public spirit, such as a festival or 

a gladiatorial combat (Magie 1950: 449–50).  

The question cannot be considered as settled even today, despite the apparent consensus in favor of the 

identity of the asiarch and archiereus of Asia in scholarly literature of the last decade and a half. All 

interpretations of the asiarch proposed so far can still be countered at certain points. For example, it can 

be argued that imprecise chronology, confusion in distinguishing the local and provincial levels of the 

imperial cult, and lack of evidence connecting the asiarch with the league of cities in the first 3 centuries 

render useless some evidence. This applies to the Martyrdom of Polycarp and the inscriptions concerning 

Iulius Reginus of Ephesus, on which the pro-identity view is based (Chapot 1904: 476–77; Magie 1950: 

1300). Against those who advocate a separate asiarch and archiereus of Asia it can be argued that 

insufficient weight is attached both (1) to Modestinus‘ description of the asiarchs as a national priesthood 

and (2) to the fact that both asiarchs and the archiereus of Asia sometimes bear qualifying titles referring 

to the temples of one or other of the major cities of Asia (Deininger 1965: 46–47).  

Undoubtedly the controversy over the nature of the ―asiarchy‖ has been complicated by attempts to 

draw in evidence not only from the province of Asia but also from other provinces in which -arch titles 

are attested (Guiraud 1887: 97–99; Taylor 1933: 256–57; Deininger 1965: 42–43). However, since this 

question is not yet settled in provinces such as Lycia, Galatia, Bithynia, or Pontus, arguments based on 

such comparisons are of little value, if any. Moreover, regional differences between provinces, as well as 

differences in the historical development of the various leagues of cities, make such an approach 

methodologically unreliable (Chapot 1904: 468–69; Sherwin-White 1973: 442–43). In addition, the broad 

assumption that all evidence is equally applicable to all periods takes no cognizance of changing political 

and economic factors (Larsen 1955: 119; Rossner 1974: 111). When these variables are taken into 

account, it seems unlikely that jurists writing in the first half of the 3d century can be used without 

extreme caution to throw light on the nature of the asiarchy in the 1st and 2d centuries. The situation 

demands a comprehensive study of a single, yet representative, body of evidence combined with a strict 

chronological approach. Such conditions are fulfilled by the inscriptions from Ephesus which now 

number approximately 5,000; more than 100 asiarchs and archiereis (pl. of archiereus) of Asia are 

represented over a period of two and a half centuries (IvEph 1–8 [1979–84]).  

These inscriptions provide the greatest body of direct evidence available at present concerning asiarchs 

who lived relatively close in time and place to those mentioned in Acts 19:31. In particular, there are 4 

asiarchs whose terms of office can be precisely dated between the years A.D. 92/93 and 117/18: P. Vedius 

Antoninus, Tib. Claudius Aristio, T. Flavius Pythio, and T. Flavius Aristoboulus (IvEph 2: 429, 508; 3: 

858; 5: 1500). The earliest, Aristio, was asiarch in 92/93, less than 50 years after the events recorded in 

Acts as taking place in that very city. All 4 asiarchs are documented by 5 or more inscriptions. Aristio 

appears in more than 20 separate texts and is also mentioned in a letter of Pliny the Younger (Ep. 6/31:3).  

These 4 asiarchs all held Roman citizenship and belonged to important families of Ephesus. Moreover, 

the inscriptions reveal a common pattern of participation in the life of the city, including their activities as 

benefactors: the financing of specific projects such as an aqueduct (IvEph 7/2: 4105); the erection of 

statues to members of the imperial family or to important Roman officials in Ephesus (IvEph 7/1: 3033); 

and the performance of public services such as an embassy to Rome on behalf of the city (IvEph 3: 728; 

Wörrle 1973: 473–74). The standing of the asiarchs at Ephesus is also indicated by the statues erected by 



the city to them and to their relatives in turn (IvEph 2: 425; 3: 638, 728; 7/1: 3064). All this, however, was 

typical for members of most of the leading families of Asia during the early imperial period and was not 

limited to the asiarch or archiereus. It therefore reveals nothing specific about these offices except that 

holders of both titles were frequently drawn from the same families. Nevertheless, this similar family 

background conceals details of the specific function of each of the two titles which may be extracted by a 

closer examination of the other aspects of the office-holder‘s activity.  

Aristio, one of the four earliest epigraphically attested asiarchs of Ephesus, is recorded on different 

occasions with each title, from which it is possible to observe in what circumstances the titles were used. 

From the various texts in which Aristio appears in an official capacity—as distinct from those inscriptions 

which are purely honorary—it is clear that each title was used in a different sphere of public life. When 

Aristio officiated at the dedications made by certain cities of Asia to Ephesus‘s first provincial temple of 

the imperial cult in 88/89 and 89/90, he bore the title archiereus of Asia (IvEph 2: 234, 235; 5: 1498). But 

when he bore the title asiarch he was acting as a city magistrate in the capacity of prytanis (chief official) 

or secretary of the populace, at the same time that he participated in projects of the city not of the 

provincial league (IvEph 2: 427, 461, 508). This close association between the asiarchy and the highest 

city magistracies of Ephesus, particularly the grammateia, is equally in evidence in the careers of the other 

3 early asiarchs, Antoninus, Pythio and Aristoboulus. Each of these was asiarch at the same time as he 

was grammateus of the populace (IvEph 2: 429; 3: 858; 5: 1500). Indeed, the association between these 

two offices may also be reflected in the Acts of the Apostles since these are the only 2 official positions of 

the city which are mentioned in the description of the riot of the silversmiths of Artemis (19:28–41).  

The available chronological information confirms such an interpretation of the asiarchy‘s close link with 

civic magistracies and its individual existence apart from the archierosynē, ―high priesthood,‖ of Asia. 

Where proconsular dates are included in the inscriptions, they provide a clear distinction between the 

occasions on which Aristio held first the provincial archierosynē and then the asiarchy (IvEph 2: 234, 

235, 461, 508). The occurrence of the title asiarch here cannot be interpreted simply as an honorary title 

retained by Aristio after his term of office as archiereus of Asia had expired; for he, and also Pythio, 

appear in inscriptions without the title some years after they are known definitely to have been asiarch 

(IvEph 5: 1500; 7/1: 3217b). Furthermore, the features that are commonly taken to imply that the title 

asiarch was an alternative designation for the provincial priest are lacking, not only in the case of Aristio 

but also in that of the other 3 asiarchs. There is no evidence, for example, of the so-called temple titles 

which later appear attached to the names of asiarchs and which, it has been suggested, prove that the titles 

asiarch and archiereus of Asia were identical (Deininger 1965: 47). Nor is there any indication in the 

inscriptions relating to the 4 asiarchs that they were in any way connected with the festival of the league 

of cities of Asia. Although the probability of such a link has frequently been proposed by those seeking to 

prove that the titles were identical, it is of no relevance here.  

The separation in function of the asiarch and archiereus of Asia appears to be confirmed by another 

inscription from Ephesus (IvEph 1a: 27), dating to A.D. 104, which records the details of the perpetual 

foundation established in that year by Vibius Salutaris. In specifying the benefits and duties under the 

terms of the endowment, the inscription lists the archiereus of Asia and other sacred officials as a group 

quite distinct from those described as former asiarchs. The ex-asiarchs are grouped with civic bodies such 

as the gerousia (council of elders) and boule in a manner which coincides exactly with the way the 

inscriptions of Aristio, Pythio, Aristoboulus, and Antoninus link the asiarchy with the grammateia (office 

of secretary) or the prytany (presidential office of the senate) (Kearsley NDIEC 4 fc.).  

When it is recalled that asiarchs are documented by Strabo (14. 649) well before the institution of the 

imperial cult in Asia, the independence of the asiarchy from the provincial archierosynē is not 

remarkable. Since also there is no evidence at all for a connection between the asiarchs and the league of 

Asian cities during the Late Republican period, their close relationship with the leading officials of 

Ephesus under the early Empire is quite credible. Unfortunately, however, it is not yet possible to 

determine more precisely the function of the asiarch, nor to ascertain whether or not there was more than 

one at a time. So far no unequivocal epigraphic evidence on this point is available and, although Acts 



19:31 refers to ―asiarchs,‖ it has usually been argued that the designation there only represents a life-long 

honorific title applied to wealthy members of society (contra Kearsley 1988: 50–51). Moreover, the 

limited time period to which the evidence of the inscriptions of Aristio, Pythio, Aristoboulus, and 

Antoninus applies, from the late 1st century until the beginning of the reign of Hadrian, must be 

emphasized. Any developments which may have occurred subsequently between the asiarchy and the 

archierosynē of Asia remain outside the scope of this evidence.  
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R. A. KEARSLEY  

ASIBIAS (PERSON) [Gk Asibias (Ἀςιβιαρ)]. See HASHABIAH (PERSON).  

ASIEL (PERSON) [Heb ˓ăś  ˒ēl (ֲףִשיֵאל )]. 1. The great-grandfather of Jehu, one of 13 princes or 

chiefs in the tribe of Simeon during the reign of the Judean king Hezekiah (715–687 B.C. [1 Chr 4:35]th). 

Jehu was one of only 3 princes whose lineage was traced. Apparently the genealogy in vv 24–43 was 

intended to update earlier genealogies (Gen 46:10; Exod 6:15; and Num 26:12–14) and to explain the 

demise of Simeon vis-à-vis Judah (cf. 1 Chr 4:27; Myers 1 Chronicles AB, 30).  

2. An elder ancestor of Tobit from the tribe of Naphtali (Tob 1:1). Asiel transliterates the Heb name 

yaḥṣ  ēl (Jahziel, cf. 1 Chr 7:13), a variant of yaḥṣĕēl (Jahzeel, cf. Gen 46:24 and Num 26:48). Jahzeel is 

listed as the eponymous founder of a family within the tribe of Naphtali (Num 26:48). If Jahzeel and Asiel 

are the same person, Tob 1:1 designates the particular family to which Tobit belonged. Whether the 

genealogy is genuine cannot be determined. The presence of geographical and historical errors in the book 

of Tobit (e.g., Tobit claims to have been a young man when the Israelite monarchy divided in 921 B.C. 

and to have gone into exile in 722) has led many scholars to consider the book fiction.  

3. One of the 5 scribes trained to write rapidly (2 Esdr 14:24), who took down the books dictated by 

Ezra (2 Esdr 14:37–46). Various mss list the total number of books as 94 or over 900. The passage is 

often interpreted to mean that Ezra dictated 24 canonical and 70 non-canonical books (cf. Myers Esdras 

AB, 320–21; Russell 1964: 85–88), though the nature of the books is not clear from the text. In view of 

the obscurity of these verses, their import for the understanding of the canonical process is limited.  
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ASKEWIANUS, CODEX. See PISTIS SOPHIA.  

ASMAR, TELL. A site located on the plain of the lower basin of the Diyala, a river that descends 

from the Zagros mountains and joins the Tigris at the point where Baghdad is situated. Its ancient name, 

Eshnunna, is the Sumerian form of the Semitic name Ishnou by which it was known in the 3d millennium.  

Two extensive archaeological operations, different in nature but complementary, yielded some very 

precise information on the history of the region. The 1st was a series of traditional campaigns led by the 

Oriental Institute of Chicago under the direction of H. Frankfort and P. Delougaz to the tells of Tell 



Asmar, Khafadje, Tell Agrab, and Ischaeli 1930–36—a remarkable undertaking, the results of which for 

many years formed the basis of our knowledge of Babylonia of the 3d and 2d millennia. The 2d operation 

was carried out in 1957–58, again under the auspices of the Oriental Institute; this survey by R. McC. 

Adams indexed 867 archaeological sites. The study of fragments of ceramic pottery collected on these 

sites allowed for the dating and defining of the major evolutionary phases of the region from the end of 

the Neolithic period to our day, shedding light on the fundamental role played by irrigation in that period. 

It established the initial emergence of the first cities in the 4th and 3d millennia B.C., linked to their birth, 

and their renaissance at the end of the 1st millennium A.D.  

Tell Asmar is a good example of the 1st phase of development of the region. The ruins extends more 

than 1 square km; it is formed by a main tell, approximately 600 by 400 m, and bordered on the W and S 

by smaller tells. It was on the main tell that most of the research was carried out. It is probably at the end 

of the 4th millennium B.C. that the beginnings of the site are dated, but practically nothing is known of the 

city of that era.  

A part of an older wall with a gate was found by the excavators on the N and E sides of the N palace. 

This seems to show that the city in the 1st part of the 3d millennium was rather limited in its dimensions 

and could have occupied only the central part of the main tell. Judging from what was uncovered by the 

excavation, the N palace was a long building, approximately 70 by 30 m, separated from the outer wall by 

a small open space and bound on the E by a passageway that ran N–S with an entrance door leading to it. 

The most remarkable feature of the building is in the oblong rooms of the E part, where installations of 

baked bricks coated with bitumen-like little platforms are backed against the wall. Midway a fissure had 

been cut that was the starting point of an evacuation duct connected to a drainage system, which was also 

constructed of baked bricks and was closed in by an arch. The main pipe of the sewage system was found 

under the surface of the N–S passageway. One is tempted to interpret these platforms as toilets, although 

the number of these installations (7) in a constricted space casts doubt on this supposition. However, 

certain authors have seen them as unworkmanlike installations. In spite of this uncertainty, the quality of 

this arrangement emphasizes the attention that the Sumerians gave to the problems of urban sanitation in 

the middle of the 3d millennium B.C.  

A recent analysis of the ruins of this palace points to 2 important conclusions: (1) The existence of a 

floor over the totality of the discovered edifice has been established and (2) it has been shown that this 

edifice was the most imposing part of a complex which also developed on the E side of the passageway. 

This E wing was composed of 2 or 3 main buildings situated next to one another, whose interior 

arrangements are unfortunately unknown. The whole structure was linked by halls running through the 

individual blocks. The main hall was placed exactly in the pathway of the door of the older wall and 

served as the backbone of the complex by giving access to all the buildings. Transversal footbridges on an 

upper level connected the different architectural units. The palace therefore appears more important in 

function than it did at the time of its uncovering, revealing the sophisticated aspects of an architecture 

often poorly perceived.  

Dwelling houses were uncovered on the W flank of the palace, and in the middle of these was a small 

temple, known as the temple of Abu, where excavation has allowed scholars to trace the history and the 

modifications throughout the ED period (1st half of the 3d millennium). Usually, the temple comprised a 

single long room with a podium which undoubtedly received the insignia of the divinity; at times, 1 or 2 

small rooms for storage or for lodging the priest were added. Nevertheless, one phase was characterized 

by a building which was more important than the others; it was called the ―square temple.‖ Instead of a 

long room with one podium, this temple contained three podiums, each one occupying part of a square 

central space in the foyer of the building where the passageways crossed. A stairway situated in the NE 

corner gave access to either a terrace or an upper floor. This monument became famous because one of 

the sanctuaries contained a set of small statues which had been buried in the ground during antiquity 

according to the common practice when sacred or worship-related articles were no longer used. Most of 

them depict worshipers and generally measure not more than about 30 cm in size; 2 of them are 

particularly interesting: the taller one measures 72 cm and portrays a person of masculine sex; the 2d 



measures 59 cm and portrays a woman. Some scholars see them as a divine couple, others as a royal 

couple—there is no proof to substantiate either interpretation. The sculpture does not possess the fine 

quality of the one from Mari, but the general outline and the facial features as well as the emphasis laid on 

the huge eyes, which nearly cover the face, give them an uncommon force.  

South of the palace and the temple of Abu was a residential quarter. A level-by-level detailed study 

yielded precious information on the dwellings and private life of the ED III period and the beginning of 

the Agade period.  

In the late 3d and early 2d millennium B.C. the city may well have known its most splendid period. The 

new city wall (the Larsa town wall) reveals the great expansion of the area occupied by the city and 

important monuments constructed 200 or 300 m to the S of the preceding group of buildings. The main 

block was called the palace of the rulers and the Gimil-Sin temple. That the edifice was the official power 

center is clear from its plan, centering on the foyer which was also the throne room according to the then-

prevailing custom in Mesopotamia. A central corridor leads through a large courtyard to a first long room 

along one small side; in the back of this was a beautiful suite of rooms, including a very large room where 

receptions, banquets, and official ceremonies took place. Smaller architectural suites served as apartments 

for the king and his relatives, or as centers specializing in administrative management and economic 

reserves. This layout characterized all the palaces of that period. The palace was in use for at least 3 

centuries and underwent changes which really did not affect the official residential suites but did remodel 

the outlying buildings.  

The most remarkable added feature, still unique today, was the Gimil-Sin temple (now called the Shu-

Sin temple), dedicated to a deified king of the 3d dynasty of Ur which dominated the region for some 

decades; this was added onto the E facade of the palace. Built according to the common Babylonian plan 

(a square space in the center surrounded by rooms), this edifice was desacralized at the time that the 

dynasty disappeared in 2004 B.C., a fact clearly showing the political character of the edifice. This 

building was then transformed into an annex like any other in the palace. Other monuments of that era 

(e.g., the building of Azuzum, the S building, the audience hall of Naram-Sin, and living quarters) 

complete the description of the city. Regaining its independence, Eshnunna played an important political 

role especially by opposing for a while Hammurabi‘s hegemonistic intentions; but it finally capitulated, 

and the region then went into a long decline.  

The influence exercised by a regional capital such as Eshnunna can be measured thanks to the 

excavation of Tell Harmal (ancient Shaduppum). Excavated by T. Baqir in 1946, this small trapezoidal 

shaped city, lying a little to the S of Baghdad, certainly played an administrative role in the region. The 

team uncovered a double temple, a group of 2 temples joined side by side, chapels, and a large building 

where the priests and administrative personnel undoubtedly lived, as well as private houses. But it was the 

discovery of cuneiform texts which assured the importance of that small site. Tariffs, mathematical texts, 

literary texts, and above all fragments of a compendium of laws written in Akkadian by King Dadusha 

around 1790 B.C., clearly show the role of that city as a division of the central administration located in 

Eshnunna.  
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JEAN-CLAUDE MARGUERON  

TRANS. PAUL SAGER  

ASMODEUS [Gk Asmodaios (Ἀςμοδαιορ)]. The name of the evil demon that killed the first 7 

husbands of Sarah, the daughter of Raguel, each on their wedding night in the apocryphal story of Tobit 

(Tob 3:8). When Tobit‘s son Tobias was married to Sarah, however, by following the advice of the angel 



Raphael he warded off the demon by placing a fish‘s heart and liver on burning incense. Raphael then 

captured and bound the fleeing demon.  

The derivation of the name is uncertain. It is often taken to come from Aesma Daeva, ―the wrath 

demon,‖ of the Zoroastrian Avesta. According to popular Jewish etymology, the Heb name Ashmedai 

(whence the Gk Asmodeus) was derived from hismid, ―destroy, exterminate.‖  

For the postbiblical assessment of Asmodeus—a very different one, found in the Talmud and in later 

Jewish folklore—see Roth, EncJud 3: 754–55.  

HERBERT G. GRETHER  

ASNAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒asnâ ( ָנהַאְסֲ  )]. The head of a family of NETHINIM (temple servants) listed 

among those exiles returning from Babylon to Jerusalem and Judah (Ezra 2:50 = 1 Esdr 5:31). The name 

is absent from the list as recorded in Nehemiah 7. Galling (1951: 157) prefers to view these lists as 

registers of the gôlāh religious community in Judah. Although Zadok (1980: 113) believes the name 

remains unexplained by using onomastic criteria, its similarity to ASENATH (Heb ˒āsĕnat), the name of 

Joseph‘s Egyptian-born wife (Gen 41:45), has suggested that it has an Egyptian theophoric origin.  
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RODNEY H. SHEARER  

ASPATHA (PERSON) [Heb ˒aspātā˒ (ַאְסָפָתא )]. One of the 10 sons of Haman (Esth 9:7). On 

problems surrounding this list of names see ADALIA (PERSON). Aspatha (LXX phasga) perhaps 

renders the otherwise unattested Old Iranian name *Aspa-pati, ―master horseman.‖  
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ASPHAR (PLACE) [Gk asphar (ἀςυαπ)]. A pool in the wilderness of Tekoa, to which Jonathan 

Maccabeus, his brother Simon, and their army fled from Bacchides (1 Macc 9:33). Bacchides was one of 

2 commanders sent to Judah ca. 160 B.C. by the Seleucid ruler Demetrius I Soter (reigned 162–150). 

Eschewing retreat, Judas threw himself and his dwindling army into battle against Bacchides and 

eventually was killed (1 Macc 9:18). When the Jews regrouped under Jonathan, Bacchides sought his life, 

but Jonathan and his army fled to Asphar. The full name of the place reads in Gk ―to hudor lakkou 

asphar.‖ Goldstein (1 Maccabees AB, 380) thinks that the LXX translated the Heb word ―bor‖ (―cistern‖) 

as a common noun ―lakkou,‖ missing the fact that ―bor‖ was part of the name of the place: Bor-Asphar. 

Asphar was located ―in the wilderness of Tekoa‖ (1 Macc 9:33). F.-M. Abel (1949: 196–97) identified the 

site with a place named Bir ez-Za˓farān near Tekoa, where a pool or cistern provided water, an 

identification accepted by Goldstein (1 Maccabees AB, 380), but rejected by Simons (1959: 412 §1151–

52) on the grounds that the name occurs at several different places.  
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PAUL L. REDDITT  

ASRIEL (PERSON) [Heb ˒aśr  ˒ēl (ַאְשִשיֵאל )]. ASRIELITE. The 3d son of Gilead and great-

grandson of Manasseh listed in the 2d census taken by Moses in the wilderness (Num 26:31). The 

Asrielites, along with the other clans of Gilead, received land allotments in Cisjordan (Josh 17:2). The 

identity of Asriel is confused, however, by the obscurity of 1 Chr 7:14. Rather than Asriel being 

understood as a son of Manasseh, in the more orderly readings of Numbers and Joshua he is the son of 

Gilead. Some phrase or understanding, unimportant to the descent of Asriel, has been lost from the 



Chronicler‘s reading, which only mentions 2 of the 6 clans, or 3 if Abiezer is taken to be Jeezer. The 

name Asriel may mean ―God is joined.‖  

JOEL C. SLAYTON  

ASS. See ZOOLOGY.  

ASSAR, TEL (PLACE). See TEL-ASSAR (PLACE).  

ASSAYER. See INTEREST AND USURY IN THE GRECO-ROMAN PERIOD.  

ASSEMBLY, DIVINE. See DIVINE ASSEMBLY.  

ASSEMBLY, GREAT. See GREAT ASSEMBLY.  

ASSHUR (DEITY). See MESOPOTAMIA, HISTORY OF (HISTORY AND CULTURE OF 

ASSYRIA).  

ASSHUR (PERSON) [Heb ˒ašš r (ַאּׁשּוש )]. One of the sons of Shem and the eponymous ancestor of 

the Assyrians (Gen 10:22; 1 Chr 1:17). There is debate over whether the reference to Asshur in Gen 

10:11–12, which follows vv 8–10 in which Nimrod is associated with the cities of Babylon, Erech, and 

Accad in S Mesopotamia (Shinar), names a person or a place (either the land or the city). Those who 

support the former derive it from a literal translation of the passage ―from this land (Shinar) went forth 

Asshur.‖ Those who prefer the latter assume that the context from the previous verses requires that 

Nimrod, not a ruler named Asshur, be responsible for the construction of the Assyrian cities; they 

generally translate (although the syntax is awkward) ―from this land, he (referring to Nimrod) left for 

Asshur.‖ For further discussion see Genesis AB.  
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ASSHUR (PLACE) [Heb ˒ašš r (ַאּׁשּוש )]. The references to Asshur in the Bible are not to be 

confused with the references to the tribe of Asher. Also to be distinguished is a certain man called Ashhur 

who was the son of Caleb and the father of Tekoa who is mentioned in 1 Chr 2:24 and 4:5.  

In the Bible the references to Asshur are always to the land, people, and king of Assyria as well as to 

their patronymic Asshur. In Gen 10:22 and 1 Chr 1:17 Asshur is said to have been a son of Shem. Assyria 

and Assyrians are frequently mentioned in the books of the Bible and often these references can be fitted 

into the larger context of Assyrian history and ancient Near Eastern history in general. (See 

MESOPOTAMIA, HISTORY OF.) However, there are several references, particularly in the prophets, for 

which no specific date or historical context is known. These references are best considered in the context 

of the specific book involved.  

The god Asshur, the national god of Assyria, is never mentioned in the Bible although there is the rare 

reference to Assyrian religion. The city Asshur, which was the original capital of the kingdom of Assyria, 

is also never specifically referred to in the Bible. Nevertheless, it ranked with Nineveh, Calah, and Arbela, 

as one of the chief cities of Assyria and therefore deserves some further description.  

The location of the settlement which developed into the city of Asshur was a logical one from the point 

of view of social and economic patterns in the region. Asshur was located on the Tigris River at the 

extreme S limit of the zone of regular rainfall in the Assyrian heartland. Thus it could draw on the rich 

agricultural resources of the surrounding countryside and at the same time was in proximity to the 

flourishing Sumero-Babylonian civilization to the S. In other words it was strategically located on the N-S 

trade route going up and down the Tigris. It was also well situated on a major E-W trade route since it was 

precisely at the site of Asshur that caravans commonly forded the Tigris river, the reason being that the 

mountain chain called the Jebel Himrin, which dominated the landscape E of the Tigris, faded into the 

plain at the site of Asshur. In fact the city of Asshur was built on the final outlying spur of the Jebel 

Himrin, which circumstance also provided Asshur with natural fortifications, particularly on the N 

frontier.  



Although native traditions, preserved in Arabic sources in medieval and modern times, never forgot 

where ancient Asshur was located, it was only in the 19th century that Europeans recognized the 

identification of the site. Systematic archaeological excavation of the site began early in the 20th century 

with a German expedition led by Walter Andrae. This continued until the outbreak of World War I in 

1914. Excavations were not resumed until the late 1970s by an Iraqi Expedition which has been 

continuing until the present time.  

The history of the city of Asshur is intricately involved with the history of Assyria. Only a brief survey 

need be given here. There is evidence of prehistoric settlement at the site but it is only in the mid-3d 

millennium B.C. (ca. 2400 B.C.) that there is written evidence of a real city-state called Asshur. It was 

Shamshi-Adad I (1813–1781 B.C.) who usurped the native dynasty at the city-state of Asshur and 

incorporated the city into a larger political unit which included most of N Mesopotamia. In the 14th 

century B.C. Asshur became the capital of a land which was for the first time called Assyria, a kingdom 

which included the cities Nineveh and Arbela. This was the beginning of the period of the Middle 

Assyrian Empire and the start of major building operations at Asshur. Asshur continued to be the capital 

until the 9th century B.C. when Ashurnasirpal II (883–859 B.C.) moved the capital to Calah. Then in the 

7th century B.C. the capital was once again moved, this time by Sennacherib (704–681 B.C.), to Nineveh. 

Despite Asshur losing its status as the administrative capital of the Assyrian empire, it remained 

throughout Assyrian history the spiritual heart of Assyria where her kings were crowned and buried.  
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ASSHURIM [Heb ˒ašš r  m (ַאּׁשּוִשים )]. A clan name mentioned in the genealogy of ABRAHAM by 

his wife KETURAH in Gen 25:3. Asshurim is listed as one of the 3 sons of Abraham‘s grandson 

DEDAN, the son of JOKSHAN. These 3 sons are not found in the matching, but abbreviated, 

genealogical clan list in 1 Chr 1:32–33, perhaps reflecting shifts in population or a changing political 

situation by the time of the Chronicler. Asshurim is not related to Assyria or the Assyrians, but may 

possibly be identified with Syrians. This group (note the plural form of the name) is one of many obscure 

ARABIAN tribal groups which inhabited the fringes of the Negev and N Arabian regions. Their very 

obscurity was used by the biblical author(s) who wished to contrast starkly the importance of the 

descendants of Isaac, and even those of Ishmael, with the children of this secondary wife.  

VICTOR H. MATTHEWS  

ASSIR (PERSON) [Heb ˒ass  r (ַאִסיש )]. 1. A Levite, the son of KORAH (Exod 6:24; 1 Chr 6:7—

Eng6:22). The genealogy of Korah recorded in Exod 6:24 may be one of numerous postexilic expansions 

(compare Noth Exodus OTL, 59). The Samaritan Pentateuch reads Assur (˒ssūr) for Assir in Exod 6:24.  

2. A Levite, the son of EBIASAPH, a descendant of the preceding (1 Chr 6:8, 22—Eng6:23, 37). Both 

Assir, the son of Korah, and Assir, the son of Ebiasaph, are mentioned only in the genealogy in 1 Chr 

6:1–15—Eng6:16–30. The genealogy in 1 Chr 6:16–33—Eng6:31–48 lists only Assir, the son of 

Ebiasaph, while Exodus 6:16–25 lists only Assir the son of Korah. The differences in the genealogies can 

be explained 3 ways: (1) There could be 2 men named Assir; one was accidentally dropped or dropped 

when compressing the genealogy; (2) there is only one Assir; the lists were accidentally expanded during 

copying; or (3) the differences can be explained by the artificiality of the lists; the 2 lists were constructed 

for different purposes and have little basis in fact.  

TOM WAYNE WILLETT  

ASSOCIATIONS, CLUBS, THIASOI. Clubs, guilds, and corporations were a feature of the 

Greco-Roman world from the 4th century on into the Roman imperial period. Most of the information 

about these organizations is derived from inscriptions and documentary papyri.  

According to Aristotle, the essence of association (koinōnia) is friendship (Eth.Nic. 8.9.1 [1159b]). 

Pythagoras is alleged to have founded in the latter half of the 6th century a society of which it could be 



said that ―men who live at distant points count one another friends before they even know or speak with 

one another‖ (Iamb. VP 237).  

Developed out of common interests, all associations were cultically oriented, but other objectives were 

also frequently satisfied (Arist. Eth.Nic. 8.9.5 [1160a]). To achieve honored familial status, numerous 

Attic groups, whose members called themselves orgeōnes, were formed in devotion to deities and local 

heroes. Broader in outreach and interest were the thiasoi, originally associated with Dionysos. Also 

popular were the eranoi or mutual-aid societies, which persisted into Roman imperial times. The names of 

the associations are many. Frequently mentioned are guilds of artists, who were devoted to Dionysos and 

the promotion of music and drama. Merchants, who are on occasion linked with shippers in common 

enterprise, found that cities located on sea routes provided an attractive base for combining business with 

sociability. In addition, there appears an almost endless variety of guilds that shared a common trade or 

practice: stone masons, bankers, architects, physicians, tanners, cobblers, producers of linen or woolen 

goods, dyers, farmers, gardeners, bakers, barbers, fishers, to cite but a few.  

Aristotle also notes the close relationship of associations to the state (Eth.Nic. 8.9.4 [1160a]), and the 

accuracy of his observation is borne out by many inscriptions relating to crafts whose proceedings are 

modelled after official records in the public sector. A decree of a society devoted to Sarapis (Danker 

1982: 154–55) is typical not only of the style of formulation but of the subject matter included in such 

decrees:  

WHEREAS [Zopyros], the treasurer of the Sarapiastai, and the clerk Theophanes, and the trustee 

Olympichos have time and again proved themselves beyond reproach …, be it RESOLVED that the 

Sarapiastai commend and crown them with a wreath of olive in the temple of Sarapis at the next 

sacrifice of the Sarapiastai …; and be it further resolved to commend and crown the priestess Nikippe 

for offering the sacrifices at the appointed times. And be it finally resolved to record this decree on a 

stone stele and to set it up in the [temple of Sarapis], with expenses for these items to be met by the 

treasurer Zopyros out of the Association‘s account.  

Luke, who was familiar with Greco-Roman bureaucratic style, uses this type of formulation in Acts 

15:22–29 to record the action of the association of Christians at Jerusalem respecting a problem that had 

originated in Antioch.  

Hellenic interest in mental and physical agility encouraged the formation of 2 types of gymnastic 

associations for men. At Athens, in the 4th century B.C.E., members in the group known as the epheboi 

(ephebes) ranged in age from 18 to 19. The end of the 2d century B.C.E. saw ephebes involved in a variety 

of cultural activities, including intellectual pursuits and study of literature, mathematics, astronomy, and 

music, which were in some localities supported by substantial library facilities and visiting professorships 

as supplements to their gymnastic training (IG
2
 1913: no. 1028 = SIG

3
 1917: no. 717; Danker 1982: no. 

17). Alumni from this class of youths formed a substantial membership base for associations called neoi 

or neōteroi, whose participants ranged ―from a minimum age of nineteen or twenty years to an 

indeterminable maximum‖ (Forbes 1933: 2). Their activity was chiefly athletic. The ephebeia program 

spread rapidly from the 4th century on and became especially popular in Asia Minor, where it became a 

problem especially for Jews (1 Macc 1:14–15; 2 Macc 4:9–15; Josephus Ant 12.5.1 §240–41; Schürer 

HJP² 1: 148–49). On the other hand, when Claudius, in 41 C.E., decreed the end of Jewish membership in 

Alexandria‘s gymnasium, Jewish aristocrats protested bitterly (CPJ 1960: no. 153.88–93). In 1 Pet 5:5, 

the word neōteroi (young men) is part of a common Gk word pair, presbyteros-neōteros (elder-younger), 

and is not used in a technical societal sense.  

Roman inscriptions exhibit 2 major classifications of associations, generally termed collegia: those 

sanctioned by the state and a broad range of private associations, many of which were composed of 

members engaged in a common craft (Kornemann PW 4: 380–480). One of the most exotic was ―The 

Inimitables,‖ whose members‘ main purpose was to challenge one another in gourmet expenditures (Plut. 

Vit.Ant. 28).  

Viability of such private clubs generally depended on their conformity to requirements for public order. 

Luke‘s report of the uproar generated by the guild of silversmiths at Ephesos (Acts 19:23–40) captures 



both the religious factor that was a feature of all associations and the unpredictable nature of their 

relationship to the Roman state. For the most part, Rome was inclined to be permissive toward private 

associations (Pliny 10.33, 34), and Trajan‘s reply to Pliny‘s query concerning eranoi in the free city of 

Amisus suggests that policy respected precedent (10.92, 93). Given the whirl of social contacts 

encouraged by societies, the conversion of a merchant like Lydia (Acts 16:14) and of a craftsperson like 

Alexander, who is cited in 2 Tim 4:14, would expedite transmission of the Christian message. Similarly, 

St. Paul‘s tent-making activity offered generous exposure of the gospel to the gentile world. But as 

indicated in connection with the affair at Ephesus, political winds could also blow adversely, and 

Suetonius sums a breadth of imperial viewpoint in his assessment of policies adopted by Augustus: ―A 

number of political parties were formed in the name of a new association, with no other purpose in mind 

than the commission of every sort of criminal act … Therefore he closed down all associations (collegia), 

except those that enjoyed a long-standing reputation and were not disruptive of public order‖ (Divine 

Augustus 32.1). Illegal collegia were similarly disbanded after a riot in 59 C.E. at Pompeii (Tac. Ann. 

14.17).  

Some indication of respect for public opinion, and likewise some knowledge of the kind of formalities 

that were followed in meetings of associations, can be derived from the minutes of a club called the 

Iobakchoi, whose members were devoted to the worship of Dionysos. So pleased was the membership 

with the revision of their statutes that with a unanimous vote they had them inscribed on stone (Danker 

1982: no. 22). Included in the bylaws are proscriptions forbidding unruliness (cf. 1 Tim 3:3; Tit 1:7), 

monopolizing the podium (cf. 1 Cor 14:26–33), and publicly litigating internal disputes (cf. 1 Cor 6:6; Jas 

5:16), as well as a penalty for lax enforcement (cf. 1 Corinthians 5). In related vein, an association of 

Ephesian devotees of Demeter assured a proconsul that their annual celebration of the mysteries would be 

carried on with ―due observance of the established customs‖ (Danker 1988: 288). Ancient and modern 

generalized allegations of insobriety, promiscuity, and even orgies in connection with guild celebrations 

and Greco-Roman religious rites in imperial times run the hazard of being libelous. NT broad-brush 

references to gentile iniquity especially require some discounting.  

As Acts 2:9–11 indicates, there was a broad distribution of Jews in the provinces, and inscriptional 

evidence shows that Luke did not overstate the case (Schürer HJP² 1: 3–86). The customary term for 

Jewish cultic associations in the Greco-Roman world was synagogē or congregation (Acts 6:9; 9:2 and 

passim; Schürer HJP² 2: 429–31). This word, along with the title archisynagogos (head of a meeting 

group), is also used in connection with non-Jewish societies (Poland 1909: 355–58), but most frequently 

to denote a meeting of the society rather than the society as an entity.  

Because Jews enjoyed prestige for their ancient heritage, their associations or synagogues received 

favorable treatment from the state—religio licita is not an accurate description of Jewish status—except 

when they were alleged to be offenders of public order. Thus, on the one hand, Julius Caesar exempted 

Jews from his restriction on the formation of religious associations (thiasoi; Ant. 14.10.8 §215), and 

Gallio ―looked the other way‖ at Corinth (Acts 18:5). On the other hand, Claudius at one time suppressed 

their assemblies at Rome (Dio Cassius 60.6.6), avowedly in the interest of national stability. Jewish and 

Gentile Christians similarly experienced sporadic local animosities. It is not surprising, therefore, that the 

writer of 1 Peter emphasized that his addressees were to avoid any conduct that was destructive of public 

order (4:12–16; cf. Paul‘s counsel in Rom 13:1–7; 1 Thess 5:14; 2 Thess 3:11; and the passages cited 

above in connection with the Iobakchoi).  

Since a festive meal played an important part in Greco-Roman associations, St. Paul could not avoid the 

subject in his pastoral career at Corinth. The minutes of the Iobakchoi association referred to above 

include one type of format that would be followed in a meeting, with emphasis on sacrificial rites and 

distribution of sacrificial meat. Their worship program affords insight into the kind of counsel recorded in 

1 Cor 8 and 10 and 2 Cor 6:14–7:1, in which St. Paul discusses the subject of participation (koinōnia) in 

the type of meeting described in the minutes of the Iobakchoi. It is also to be observed that Greco-Roman 

auditors would have been reminded of their previous cultic experience by his emphasis on 



commemoration (1 Cor 11:25), which is echoed in Luke 22:19. The social implications for Christians who 

left their old associations for the new were, as 1 Pet 4:12–16 and Rev 2:20 suggest, formidable.  

From the sources hitherto available, it is impossible to define the precision the status of women and 

slaves in Greco-Roman associations, but the description in Luke 8:1–3 of services rendered by women is 

in keeping with inscriptional evidence which shows that in collegia of the imperial period women 

generally took second place to males and were in the main limited in leadership roles to service as 

benefactors. Thus a number of women, notably Epikteta (IG no. 330), founded clubs and gymnasia. 

Luke‘s understanding of the role that women of high station played in Hellenic cultural life is apparent 

from his observations in Acts 17:4, 12, and it is probable that, like Lydia (Acts 16:14–15), Paul‘s convert 

at Athens named Damaris became the founder of a house-church (Acts 17:34). It appears that a few clubs, 

especially those under Roman influence, admitted slaves to their membership. House-oriented groups 

would naturally include them in some capacity.  

The inscription respecting the Iobakchoi probably reflects a common bureaucratic structure. But the 

differences between their detailed administrative structure and those exhibited in the NT are striking. 

Indeed, it is improbable that Christians of the 1st century were at all in debt to Greco-Roman structures 

for administration of their cult. Furthermore, it appears that early Christian communities lacked a fixed-

dues structure or rules for admission and made no provision for a priestly office.  

Greco-Roman inscriptions offer no evidence of any special interest in meeting the needs of the poor 

outside of their own associations (Waltzing 1895: 1:145–47; 300–21; Pliny Tra. 10.92, 93). Trajan‘s reply 

(Pliny 10.93) to Pliny‘s letter (10.92) shows sympathy for commoners (tenuiores), who band together to 

meet special needs in their midst. In this respect they were like most early Christian groups, which 

focused on needs within their own religious affiliation (Acts 2:42–47; 4:32–37; 2 Cor 8–9; Gal 6:10). 

Much other philanthropy in the Greco-Roman world was carried out along other routes and, as 

inscriptions attest, ―both in public and in private‖ (see BENEFACTOR). In ancient Hellas, care of the 

deceased was both a public and a private concern, but in the Roman world burial societies became 

popular, especially as a means of qualifying for legitimate association. Aristotle‘s view is the sum of the 

matter: Brothers and comrades have everything in common, yet in varying ways and degrees (Eth.Nic. 8.9 

[1159b]; cf. 9.2.9 [1165a]).  
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FREDERICK W. DANKER  

ASSOS (PLACE) [Gk Assos (Ἀςςορ)]. Port city of Assos located in NW Anatolia in the region known 

as the Troad just N of the island of Lesbos (39°28‘ N; 26°21‘ E). In the final stages of the 3d missionary 

journey Paul went by himself from Alexandria Troas to Assos (cf. Acts 20:5–6 with Acts 20:13), where 

he then rejoined his companions who came by ship (Acts 20:14). This was a distance of about 20 miles.  

It is possible that Paul wanted to be by himself as he contemplated the probability that he would not see 

his beloved friends in Asia any more (Acts 20:38). Hemer (1976: 105) has suggested that Paul may have 

lingered behind to instruct the believers at Troas, then left by the more direct land route, perhaps on 



horseback, to meet his companions at Assos. Burdick (1978: 42) thinks that Paul may have wished to 

instruct the believers on the way to Assos.  

Assos was founded by Aeolian immigrants from N Greece in the early 1st millennium B.C. By 600 B.C. 

Assos had become the most important city of the Troad with a population of about 12–15,000 according 

to Clarke (1882: 77). In the 6th century, Assos came under the domination of the Lydians. It fell to the 

Persians with Cyrus‘ conquest of Lydia and Ionia in 546. Assos regained its freedom with the victory of 

the Greeks over the Persians at Mycale in 479. On the basis of the Athenian tribute lists, Cook (1973: 

383) estimates that the population of Assos in the 5th century had fallen to 4,000.  

In the 4th century B.C., Hermeias, a former slave who had studied under Plato, became the tyrant of 

Assos. He invited his friend Aristotle to stay at Assos between 347 and 343. It was during his sojourn 

there that Aristotle began work on his important treatise Politics. Cleanthes, the successor of Zeno as the 

head of the Stoics in Athens, was born in Assos in about 331. It was possibly from Cleanthes‘ ―Hymn to 

Zeus‖ that Paul quoted the phrase ―For we are also his offspring‖ in his famous sermon in Athens (Acts 

17:28).  

Assos was excavated in 1881–83 by J. T. Clarke and F. H. Bacon. This was the very first excavation 

sponsored by the newly formed Archaeological Institute of America. The city walls, which were erected 

in the 4th century B.C., are still in a marvelous state of preservation. According to Akurgal (1970: 64), 

―These walls are the most complete fortifications in the Greek world.‖  

On top of the 700-foot-high acropolis stood the impressive temple of Athena. The trapezoidal agora was 

flanked by a N Stoa (115 m long) and a shorter S Stoa. The S Stoa was a 3-storied structure with 13 shops 

on the middle floor and bathrooms on the lowest floor. The mixture of the Doric and Ionic styles reflects 

the period of Pergamene influence (241–133 B.C.). The S Stoa overlooked the theater, where the 

spectators would have had a clear view of the harbor.  

Like the rest of W Asia Minor, Assos fell to the Romans with the death of the last Pergamene king in 

133 B.C. Inscriptions reveal the presence of many resident Romans, and also a devotion to the cult of the 

emperors.  

In 1981–82, Ü. Serdaroǧlu excavated in the area of the W gate and in the area of the Athena temple 

(Mellink 1983; cf. Wescoat-Holtzmann 1981).  
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EDWIN M. YAMAUCHI  

ASSUMPTION OF THE VIRGIN. See VIRGIN, ASSUMPTION OF THE.  

ASSYRIA (HISTORY AND CULTURE). See MESOPOTAMIA, HISTORY OF.  

ASTARTE (DEITY). See ASHTORETH (DEITY).  

ASTROLOGY IN THE ANCIENT NEAR EAST. Ancient astrology is divisible very roughly 

into 2 essentially different systems: (1) Omina, which studied celestial phenomena as signs or indicators 

of future terrestrial events, and which originated in ancient Mesopotamia, and (2) astrology proper, which 

studied the influence of the heavenly bodies on the course of events on earth, and which originated in the 

Hellenistic Greek sphere.  



In the ancient Near East, prediction of mundane events on the basis of celestial phenomena began in 

Mesopotamia and was a form of divination (omina). Celestial divination shared its underlying rationale 

and the form of its scholastic tradition with those of the other forms of Babylonian divination, such as 

extispicy (inspection of the liver). The celestial divination which emerged in the context of Old 

Babylonian scribal scholarship (ca. 1800 B.C.) was subsequently expanded, codified in a compendium 

entitled Enūma Anu Enlil (hereafter abbreviated EAE) and preserved into the Seleucid period; during the 

Seleucid period, the 2d major form of ancient astrology developed within the context of Hellenistic Greek 

science, probably under some degree of influence from Babylonian omina. This Hellenistic astrology took 

a number of forms (see below sub C), but all forms had in common the notion that the situation of the 

heavens at a given moment were determinative of various aspects of terrestrial life (an individual‘s life, 

the fate of a nation, or the propitiousness of an undertaking).  

———  

A. Babylonian Celestial Omina  

B. Transmission from Mesopotamia  

C. Late Babylonian Developments and Greek Astrology  

———  

A. Babylonian Celestial Omina  

The earliest attestation for the use of celestial omina as portents, appears in a number of Old Babylonian 

tablets. They comprise a purely Akk genre (i.e., no Sum prototypes are known). The Old Babylonian texts 

are concerned primarily with lunar eclipses (although solar and weather omina occur as well) and 

represent forerunners to the lunar eclipse section of the later EAE (Rochberg-Halton 1988). Textual 

evidence points to the establishment of the ―canonical‖ series during the Kassite period, but the bulk of 

surviving sources are those of the Neo-Assyrian version from the library of Assurbanipal at Nineveh (7th 

century B.C.). Earlier versions of EAE from Middle Assyrian and Middle Babylonian sources with 

parallels in Hittite sources (Hit and Akk texts from Boǧazköy) serve to outline the literary development of 

the series. While the series provided a standard reference work for the scholars specialized in celestial 

divination (ṭupšarrūtu Enūma Anu Enlil), the textual tradition was not rigidly fixed and it seems that EAE 

circulated in various recensions.  

In its canonical form, EAE numbered some 70 tablets organized into 4 sections according to the 

phenomena of interest: The 1st section (EAE 1–22) pertains to phenomena of the moon god Sin, such as 

lunar visibility, halos, eclipses, and conjunctions with planets and fixed stars; the 2d section (EAE 23–36) 

refers to the phenomena of the sun god Samas, such as coronas, parhelia, and eclipses; the 3d (EAE 37–

49/50) contains meteorological phenomena of the storm god Adad, such as lightning, thunder, rainbows, 

cloud formations and winds; and the 4th section (EAE 50/51–70) contains planetary omina such as first 

and last visibilities, stations, acronychal risings as well as omina for fixed star-phases. (Textual sources 

may be found in Virolleaud 1908–12; Reiner and Pingree 1975 and 1981; Rochberg-Halton 1988.)  

The treatment of the phenomena in EAE is predominantly schematic; patterns such as left-right, above-

below, or traditional sequences used in noncelestial omen literature, such as the colors white, black, red, 

yellow, and variegated, are frequently employed. Schematization brought about the introduction of 

nonoccurring phenomena (i.e., phenomena not observable in nature) for the sake of the schematic 

symmetries. The schemata also stand in relation to the predictions associated with the phenomena. The 

techniques for arranging the signs is structurally related to those of all Mesopotamian scholarly divination 

and to some extent also to the Sum-Akk lexical lists; as such they are determined more by scholastic 

scribal traditions and conventions than by the natural requirements of the celestial phenomena themselves. 

It is in this methodological sense that, although EAE comprised a major part of the written corpus of 

Mesopotamian scribal scholarship, and contributed much to the systematization of astronomical 

observation, the corpus can in no way be considered scientific in the modern sense, but certainly 

preliminary to the development of scientific inquiry into nature.  

Celestial omina are expressed casuistically: if x occurs (in the sky), then y will occur (on earth). The 

relationship between x the phenomenon and y the predicted event was evidently not causative, but one of 



simple association or correlation. That is to say, the celestial phenomena were indicators, not causes of 

future events. This rules out astral influence as an underlying rationale for celestial omina. The diviners 

regarded all natural phenomena as comprising a symbolic language of the gods which made possible 

knowledge of future events. By means of the system of schematic correlation of celestial sign (omen 

protasis) and terrestrial event (omen apodosis) the divine language was decipherable to the scholars. 

Because nature was not yet fully separated from divine forces, the correlations of natural phenomena and 

human concerns in the form of omens made direct and concrete links between human spheres of existence 

and the divine. The terrestrial events recorded in EAE apodoses are almost entirely public concerns. 

Uppermost are predictions concerning the prosperity or downfall of the king and his army, or the country 

as a whole and its enemies. Floods, crop failure, and pestilence also frequently appear. The existence of 

predictions for private individuals in celestial omina should be noted, however, as a rare exception.  

In the period of the Sargonid kings, celestial divination seems to have had its most widespread use and 

took on a status second only if not equal to extispicy. From the Neo-Assyrian period are preserved 

―astrological‖ reports from scholars in various Assyrian and Babylonian cities. The Neo-Assyrian reports 

contain actual observations of celestial phenomena and omens of relevance excerpted from the reference 

work EAE (Oppenheim 1969; Parpola 1970–1983). It becomes especially clear in this source material that 

celestial divination was practiced hand in hand with apotropaic magic (namburbû rituals), particularly as a 

means of protecting the king against ill portents. The best example of this is the substitute king ritual (šar 

pūḫi) which was sometimes necessitated by the occurrence of a lunar eclipse.  

B. Transmission from Mesopotamia  

Scholarly divination was that product of Mesopotamian intellectual history which made the broadest 

and most profound impact beyond the cultural and temporal spheres of Mesopotamia proper. Celestial 

divination, liver divination, birth omens (the series šumma izbu), and omens about everyday life (the 

series šumma ālu) can be traced both to the E and W of Mesopotamia beginning already in the 2d 

millennium, and are preserved within non-Mesopotamian contexts well into late antiquity (in India, 

Egypt, and in the Greco-Roman tradition).  

EAE was transmitted during the 2d millennium to other parts of the Near East: to Susa, with an 

exemplar of EAE 22 in Akk and an Elamite text containing lunar and meterological omens; to Syria, with 

Akk lunar eclipse omen texts in both Akk and Hit. Also indicative of a widespread 2d millennium interest 

in celestial omina are a few examples of celestial omens in Ug, as well as a Ug text in which a solar 

eclipse is reported and interpreted by means of liver divination (cf. a lunar eclipse interpreted by extispicy 

mentioned in a Mari letter, Oppenheim 1969: 132 n.47, for bibliography, see Rochberg-Halton 1988). In 

many cases of ―peripheral‖ evidence for celestial omina, the material is not directly traceable to early 

Mesopotamian (i.e., pre-1st-millennium) sources. While our extant 2d-millennium Mesopotamian 

celestial omen texts represent perhaps only a part of a more extensive and varied corpus, it is clear that 

once the idea of drawing predictions from celestial ―signs‖ was taken over by other cultures and 

intellectual traditions these individual interests and requirements produced textual traditions within their 

specific content and construction that do not present exact parallels to texts from Babylonia proper.  

Evidence for transmission to India from the 5th century B.C. onward, probably as a result of the 

Achaemenid occupation of the Indus Valley, comes from Vedic and Sanskrit omen collections that show 

clear Babylonian parallels: notably the Gargasaṃhitā (1st century, but dependent on older sources); the 

Pāli D  ghanikāya (4th or 3d century); Bṛhatsaṃhitā of Varāhamihira (ca. 550); the Jaina Bhadra-

bāhusaṃhitā (10th century?); and Pariśiṣṭas of the Atharva-veda (10th or 11th century?) (Pingree 1973: 

119 and 1978: 614–18).  

A Demotic papyrus (late 2d or early 3d century A.D.) in 2 books dealing with eclipses of the sun and 

moon (Book I) and other lunar omens (Book II) attests to the transmission of EAE to Egypt, most likely 

in the 5th century B.C. (Parker 1959). The dominant features of the omen papyrus—the assignment of 

months, hours of the day or night, and divisions of the sky to countries—clearly stems from the schematic 

design of the Neo-Assyrian corpus of EAE eclipse tablets. A Gk astrological work composed in Egypt in 

the 2d century B.C., under the fictitious authorship of ―Nechepso and Petosiris,‖ attests to Egypt‘s role in 



the transmission of Babylonian celestial omens (as well as Greek horoscopic astrology) during the 

Hellenistic period. Other Hellenistic Gk astrological works stemming from Egypt show Babylonian 

influence: Book II of Ptolemy‘s Apotelesmatika, ―Astrological Influences‖ (also referred to as the 

Tetrabiblos) (ca. A.D. 150), Book I of Hephaestio of Thebes‘ Apotelesmatika (ca. 415), and John Lydus‘ 

Peri se-meiōn, ―On Signs‖ (560).  

In the Hellenistic period various W Semitic traditions stemming ultimately from Mesopotamia but 

representing admixtures of omens and Greco-Roman astrology may be cited: Hermetic texts associated 

with the Sabians of Harran, e.g. the Apocalypse of Daniel (in Gk, Ar, and Syr); the Syr Book of the Bee; 

the Mandaean Book of the Zodiac (Sfar Malwašia) (Drower 1949); and a number of omen texts 

concerning thunder and earthquakes in Gk, Ar, Syr, and Aram (Qumran Cave 4, Milik 1959: 42).  

C. Late Babylonian Developments and Greek Astrology  

In addition to reliable textual evidence for the transmission of Babylonian omina during Achaemenid 

and Seleucid periods to the Greek sphere, a great many references to ―Chaldeans‖ in connection with 

astrology are found in Hellenistic Gk writings. This connection between so-called Chaldeans and 

astrology represents part of a general trend beginning in the 4th century B.C. and persisting throughout the 

Hellenistic period in which Greeks credited ancients (Babylonians/Chaldeans or Egyptians) with all 

manner of esoterica, but particularly astrological speculation. While interest in the ancient ―scientific‖ 

traditions of Babylonia may have intensified during the later Hellenistic period, what the Greeks actually 

knew about Mesopotamian celestial divination was doubtless not as complete as the many attributions of 

astrological theories to ―Chaldean astrologers‖ would indicate. These late attributions found in Hellenistic 

scientific works do not necessarily provide reliable historical sources for the determination of the origins 

and sources of astrology.  

In the Achaemenid period, there appears evidence of the incorporation within celestial omina of a 

number of elements new to this period, namely the zodiac and the derivation of personal predictions from 

celestial phenomena at the time of birth, which may be seen as the rudiments of what the Greeks 

developed as personal horoscopy (genethlialogy). The zodiac became the essential tool for Gk astrology. 

It represents an imaginary band extending about 6° on either side of the ecliptic (the apparent path of the 

sun with respect to the fixed stars in one year), and was divided into 12 ―signs‖ of equal 30° length. Its 

invention in Babylonia, ca. 500 B.C., provided a standard reference system for use in astronomy. The 

earliest evidence for the existence of the zodiac comes from two 5th century cuneiform horoscopes, in 

which positions of the planets are cited with respect to zodiacal signs. The existence of the zodiac is also 

suggested in Achaemenid astronomical cuneiform texts, the oldest of which relates longitudes of 

conjunctions of the sun and moon, computed by a schematic method, with solar eclipses. The phenomena 

computed in these texts can be dated with relative certainty to 474, although the writing of the tablets 

could well have been later. (Aaboe and Sachs 1969: 17, Text B obv. col. v with heading lu-maš ―zodiacal 

sign‖.) Another text whose astronomical phenomena are dated to ca. 430 (Neugebauer and Sachs 1967: 

193, 197–98, Text C) lists phenomena for Venus and Mars plus a column containing values of ―col. φ‖ in 

the Babylonian lunar theory.  

Cuneiform evidence for the prediction of an individual‘s future by the observation of celestial 

phenomena at the time of birth seems to be of Seleucid origin (4th and 3d centuries B.C.). These omina are 

in the form ―if a child is born (šerru alid) when Jupiter has come forth, (his life) will be regular, healthy, 

he will be rich, will grow old, (his) days will be long‖ (TCL 6 14:29, see Sachs 1952: 66 and 68), or ―a 

child is conceived (šerru reḫi)‖ followed by celestial phenomena and personal predictions (LBAT 1588 

and 1589 passim, see Pinches and Sachs 1955). Zodiacal nativity omens are also known, in the form ―if (a 

child) is born in the middle of Aries‖ (LBAT 1592 i 16). Although quite late in the history of Babylonian 

celestial divination, such nativity omens have forerunners in older omen traditions referring to the birth of 

a child on a certain date, but without consideration of the heavens. For example, ―if a child is born in 

Nisannu‖ (Labat Calendrier 64:1ff. [followed by other months of the year] and duplicate Bab. 1 192ff; 

TCL 6 12 obv. section 4:18). Hittite parallels confirm the antiquity of this tradition (2d millennium) 

(KUB 8 35:1–10), as does an Akk text from Boǧazköy (KUB 37 118 rev. 6–18). Representing another 



extension of the traditional omens of EAE, zodiacal omens (often of the moon in various signs of the 

zodiac) begin to appear in Neo-Babylonian and Late Babylonian texts (Rochberg-Halton 1984).  

What may be considered Babylonian precursors to Greek horoscopes begin to appear ca. 400 B.C. and 

record computed positions of the 7 planets (moon, sun, Jupiter, Venus, Mercury, Saturn, Mars) on the 

date of a birth. These state the data as follows: ―On such-and-such a date a child was born (šerru alid); at 

that time, the moon was in zodiacal sign n, the sun was in …, Jupiter was in …, etc.‖ The presentation of 

data always follows the order of planets mentioned above. Additional astronomical events of that month 

are frequently appended, particularly eclipses (solar and lunar) as well as the lunar datum ―NA,‖ which 

represents the length of visibility of full moon on the W horizon after sunrise, i.e., the time between 

sunrise and moonset (Sachs 1952). These texts are clearly related to the aforementioned nativity omina in 

that some have predictions which parallel those found in the apodoses of that genre.  

The cuneiform horoscopes attest to the continuation and expansion of Babylonian ―scientific‖ traditions; 

they comprise a genre with affinities not only to (nativity) omen literature, but also, with respect to 

terminology, to contemporaneous non-mathematical astronomical texts, e.g., the diaries, almanacs, or 

eclipse reports (published in LBAT). The horoscopes also provide important source material for the study 

of the transmission of both astronomy and astrology from Babylonian to Gk science.  

Another idea of Late Babylonian origin is the micro-zodiac, in which each 30° zodiacal sign was itself 

divided into 12 parts (Akkadian zittu [HA.LA] ―share‖ or ―part‖). The micro-zodiac had both 

astronomical and astrological application, and the 12 parts, or dodekatemoria, were later integrated into 

Greek (and Indian) astrology. Other Babylonian elements may be traced (b  t niṣirti, which the Greeks 

termed hypsoma ―exaltation‖; correlation between stars, planets, and stones and plants; zodiacal 

triplicities) which were adopted and modified for use in Gk astrology and astral magic; but in the main, 

Babylonian celestial divination had only selective influence on Greek astrology.  

As indicated above, the two systems were founded on entirely different theoretical bases. In contrast to 

Babylonian celestial divination, astrology depended for its existence on the concept of celestial influence 

and on the geocentric Aristotelian cosmos. The influence of the heavenly bodies on the sublunar region 

was given physical justification through Aristotelian physics. According to Ptolemy, the motion of the 

ether, the 5th (celestial) element, through the 8 celestial spheres penetrated to the sublunar elements 

(earth, air, fire, water) and affected their change. This constituted the mechanism of astrological 

causation, not the will of gods (Ptolemy Tetr. I.2). Astrology‘s claim that the motions of the celestial 

bodies were not only indications but also actual causes of change on earth shows astrology to be 

antithetical to divination, which depends solely on the will of the deity to provide signs.  

The 4 branches of astrology that emerged and became widespread during the Hellenistic period are (1) 

genethlialogy, (2) general astrology, (3) catarchic astrology, and (4) interrogatory astrology. Pingree gives 

a summary of the sources and methods of these 4 categories in (1973: 119–25, see also Bouché-Leclercq 

1899).  

Genethlialogical or horoscopic astrology stems from the notion that the positions of the planets at the 

moment of an individual‘s birth directly influence the future course of that person‘s life. The horoscopus 

or ascendent (the point of intersection of the ecliptic and E horizon) was computed for the moment of 

birth and the relative positions of planets in the zodiacal signs at the time are interpreted by means of 

elaborate theories about their relationships. Just when the Greeks adopted the zodiac (and the notion of 

ecliptic) is not clear. Despite the fact that Pliny (HN 2:31) credits Cleostratus (550–500 B.C.) with its 

introduction into Gk science, our only irrefutable evidence comes from the fact that the early treatises on 

spherical astronomy by Autolycus and Euclid, ca. 300 B.C., already assume knowledge of both ecliptic 

and zodiac.  

Gk horoscopes date from the 1st century B.C. and continue to the beginning of the Islamic period, with 

the bulk of the documents falling within the first 2 centuries A.D. The documents consist of papyri from 

Egypt, and Byzantine codices which contain the ―literary horoscopes‖ such as those in the Anthology of 

Vettius Valens (2d century A.D., Neugebauer and van Hoesen 1959). Demotic horoscopes are also known, 

all but one of which fall within the 1st half of the 1st century A.D. (Neugebauer 1943 and Neugebauer and 



Parker 1968). Gk horoscopes provide evidence of the transmission of astronomy from Babylonia to 

Hellenistic Greece. Linear or arithmetical methods of Babylonian astronomical computation, as opposed 

to the geometrical-kinematic methods of the Gk astronomical tradition to which the Almagest belongs, are 

employed in Gk astrological texts. Neugebauer has suggested that a Gk horoscope for the year A.D. 137 

has preserved the ancient definition of the linear methods. According to Neugebauer‘s restoration of the 

passage, the astrologer says he has computed the position of the sun according to the method of ―greatest 

and smallest (velocity),‖ an apt description of a linear ―zig-zag‖ function (Neugebauer and van Hoesen 

1959: 42 No. 137c col. i lines 11–12). The zig-zag function is a term descriptive of the constantly 

increasing and decreasing arithmetical progressions used to compute the periodic (synodic) phenomena of 

the moon and planets in some of the Seleucid Babylonian mathematical astronomical texts. In other 

words, Babylonian linear methods were discarded in the creation of Gk astronomy, but preserved by Gk 

astrology.  

General astrology brings to bear the situation of the heavens at a significant moment (e.g., at vernal 

equinox, or at an eclipse, or at some planetary phenomenon) on the public sphere. Predictions are given 

for countries, cities, populations, etc. (Pingree 1973). Parallels with the emphasis on the public sphere in 

the apodoses of the EAE tradition are readily found. The method and philosophical underpinnings of 

general astrology, however, are related to those of genethlialogy, not to omina.  

Catarchic astrology was also developed by analogy with genethlialogy. If a person‘s life was influenced 

by the heavens at the moment of birth, then so could any act or undertaking similarly be influenced by the 

horoscope of its inception. By means of catarchic astrology, an individual could choose propitious 

moments for various activities. This form of astrology circumvents the determinism of genethlialogy by 

providing the possibility of choosing one‘s own future course of action. Catarchic astrology is attested in 

the 2d or 1st century B.C. in Hermetic texts applying astrology to medicine and in the work of Serapion. 

Later, catarchic astrology is found in e.g., Dorotheus of Sidon, ―Manetho,‖ Firmicus Maternus, and 

Hephaestio of Thebes (see Pingree 1973: 124 for further discussion).  

A distant parallel worthy of note here occurs in a Neo-Assyrian omen text in which divination by the 

twinkling of stars (kakkabu iṣrur) in various relations to the observer (right, left, behind, in front) 

determines whether an undertaking will be favorable (damqu) or unfavorable (aḫi). The text begins ―if 

someone starts out on an undertaking‖ (šumma amēlu ana ṣib tišu teb  ma) (Bab. 4 116 c [K.139] and p. 

125).  

Interrogatory astrology enabled the determination of answers to specific questions by the casting of a 

horoscope for the moment the question was presented. The impulse to learn the outcome of certain events 

or circumstances is also reflected in a relatively poorly attested branch of Mesopotamian divination in 

which omina were impetrated. In this kind of divination, which Oppenheim termed ―operational,‖ the 

deity was asked by a diviner to respond to a query and was expected to communicate the answer by 

affecting an object to be observed by the diviner. Such was achieved by throwing lots, observing the 

action of oil on water, or the movement of smoke from a censer. Operational divination generally yielded 

binary (yes-no) responses. Celestial divination did not belong to this category, but rather provided signs 

(changes in natural phenomena) unprovoked by a diviner; however, evidence shows that the techniques 

were sometimes mixed, so that observation of celestial phenomena, such as shooting stars, at the time a 

question was posed could be interpreted in a binary (favorable or unfavorable) manner, and these 

decisions were meant for private individuals. Whether or not such celestial divination techniques were 

transmitted from Mesopotamia and contributed in any way to astrological interrogations is not 

ascertainable due to a complete lack of evidence. It is more probable, as Pingree suggests (Pingree 1973: 

124), that interrogatory astrology developed out of catarchic astrology and provided another wedge 

between the determinism of genethlialogy and an individual‘s desire to exercise free will in making 

decisions.  
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FRANCESCA ROCHBERG-HALTON  

ASTYAGES (PERSON) [Gk Astyagēs (Ἀςσταγηρ)]. The last king of the Medians (585–550 B.C.) 

before the rise of the Persian Empire (see MEDIA (PLACE)). His name in Old Persian was Aršti-vaiga 

―Brandishing a Lance,‖ Ištumegu in Akk. Astyages married a Lydian princess as part of the peace pact 

which ended the Medo-Lydian War in 585 B.C. (Herodotus 1.73–74). His daughter Mandane married a 

Persian, Cambyses I, and gave birth to the famous Cyrus the Great (see CYRUS). This hybrid nature of 

Cyrus‘ parentage is reflected in a response from the Delphic Oracle (Hdt. 1.91), which warned the 

Lydians to beware when a ―mule‖ became king of the Medes. The Persians had developed into a kingdom 

subordinate to the Medes during the reign of Cyaxares (625–585 B.C.), Astyages‘ father.  

Xenophon‘s propagandistic Cyropaedia ―The Education of Cyrus‖ described Cyrus‘ perception of 

Astyages‘ Median garb: ―Then he noticed that his grandfather was adorned with pencillings beneath his 

eyes, with rouge rubbed on his face, and with a wig of false hair—the common Median fashion.‖  

As in many other examples from Greek folklore, Herodotus tells about a dream which forewarned 

Astyages that his grandson, if allowed to live, would overshadow him. Later Herodotus narrates the 

terrible vengeance Astyages took upon Harpagus, the man who failed to see to the death of the child. In a 

story which recalls the myth of Tantalus and his son Pelops, Astyages served Harpagus with the flesh of 

his own son (Hdt. 1.110).  

When Cyrus came of age, he led the Persians in a revolt against his Median grandfather in 550, as most 

scholars have interpreted the Nabonidus Chronicle, or, according to Drews (1969), in 553. According to 

Herodotus (1.127–28) Cyrus overcame the Medes in two battles. Strabo (15.3.8) located the scene of the 

decisive battle in the plain where Cyrus was to build his new capital: ―Cyrus held Pasargadae in honor 

because he there conquered Asytages the Mede in his last battle, transferred to himself the empire of Asia, 

founded a city, and constructed a palace as a memorial to his victory.‖  

The Nabonidus Chronicle confirms Herodotus‘ account (1.127–30) that Cyrus was aided in his victory 

by the defection of Astyages‘ own men. Stronach (1971: 4) suggests that Cyrus‘ half-Median background 

may explain why the Medes never revolted against him.  

Ctesias (König 1972: 50) recounts that Princess Amytis tried to hide her father in the palace. Though he 

was captured, his life was spared, according to Herodotus 1.130: ―As for Astyages, Cyrus did him no 

further harm, and kept him in his own house till Astyages died.‖  

The apocryphal Additions to Daniel (Bel 1:1; Add Dan 14:1 in the LXX and Vg) asserts: ―When King 

Astyages was gathered to his ancestors, Cyrus of Persia succeeded him‖ (lit. ―received his kingdom‖). 



This is inaccurate on two counts: (1) the Medes did not control Babylon; (2) Cyrus had to wrest the 

kingdom from Astyages in battle. See the discussion in Moore Daniel, Esther and Jeremiah: The 

Additions.  
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EDWIN M. YAMAUCHI  

ASUR (PERSON) [Gk Asour (Ἀςοτπ)]. A temple servant who was the progenitor of a family which 

returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 5:31). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have been 

compiled from Ezra and Nehemiah, this family does not appear among their lists of returning exiles (cf. 

Ezra 2:52; Neh 7:53). Omissions such as this also raise questions about 1 Esdras being used as a source 

by Ezra or Nehemiah. Furthermore, problems associated with dating events and identifying persons 

described in 1 Esdras have cast doubt on the historicity of the text.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

ASYNCRITUS (PERSON) [Gk Asygkritos (Ἀςτγκπισορ)]. A Roman Christian who received greeting 

from Paul in Rom 16:14 (see PATROBAS). Asyncritus‘ name occurs only twice according to the 

epigraphical and literary sources from the city of Rome (Lampe StadtrChr 140–42, 148). Since the name 

was not common there, it probably indicates that Asyncritus immigrated to Rome from the E of the 

Roman Empire.  

PETER LAMPE  

ATAD (PLACE) [Heb ˒aṭad (ַאַטד )]. Place ―beyond the Jordan‖ mentioned in Gen 50:10 and 11 where 

the funeral cortège, bearing the body of Jacob homeward from Egypt to Canaan for burial, stopped and 

mourned him for 7 days. Since the name occurs in the phrase ―gōren hā˒aṭad,‖ some have translated this 

as ―threshing floor of (the place) Atad,‖ while others have preferred to take the whole phrase, Goren-ha-

Atad, as a place name meaning ―the threshing floor of (or bordered by) thorns.‖ According to v 11, the 

local Canaanite inhabitants renamed the place Abel Mizraim after observing the great mourning of the 

Egyptians. This aetiological explanation seems to be based on the wordplay between ˒ēbel ―mourning‖ 

and ˒ābēl, an element found in toponyms and translated earlier as ―meadow‖ but more recently as 

―watercourse‖ or ―creek.‖  

Problems exist in locating Atad/Abel Mizraim, described as being ―beyond,‖ that is, E ―of the Jordan.‖ 

While the 6th century A.D. Madeba mosaic map presents a possibility in locating an Alon Atad (terebinth 

of Atad) near Beth Agla (Beth Hogla—modern Deir Hajlah) between Jericho and the Dead Sea, this is on 

the wrong side of the Jordan. Also scholars have questioned why the procession would choose an indirect 

route to Hebron which apparently took them around the S end of the Dead Sea and northward through the 

Transjordan. Numerous explanations have been offered, including that it is a prefiguration of what would 

happen when the bones of Joseph would make the same journey, so that even in death, Jacob showed his 

descendents the road to the promised land. Finally it has been suggested that 2 different traditions on the 

burial place of Jacob, one E of the Jordan, the other W in Canaan, have been combined in the text.  
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GARY H. OLLER  

ATARAH (PERSON) [Heb ˓ăṭârâ (ֲףָטהָשה )]. One of the 2 wives of Jerahmeel and mother of Onam 

(1 Chr 2:26). From the list of descendants in vv 29–33, one may conjecture that Atarah mothered a more-



extended family of Jerahmeelites than did Jerahmeel‘s 1st wife Hezron. Since Hezron is also a place 

name, Curtis (Chronicles ICC, 93; cf. Myers 1 Chronicles AB, 14–15) suggests that Atarah derives from 

the place name Ataroth (Num 32:3, 34; Josh 16:7; also found in various compound place names Josh 

16:5; 18:13; and variant compounds Num 32:35; 1 Chr 2:54). He further conjectures that Atarah‘s 

position as the 2d wife suggests that Jerahmeel‘s sons by Hezron were nomad families while the 

descendants of Atarah represented a settled life. Atarah means ―crown‖ or ―wreath‖ and is derived from 

the verb meaning ―surround.‖  

W. P. STEEGER  

ATARGATIS (DEITY). A goddess worshiped in Syria in Hellenistic and later times. Her principal 

cult center was the city Hierapolis-Bambyke in Syria (modern Membidj), NE of Aleppo. The Hieropolitan 

temple dedicated to the Dea Syria (as Atargatis was widely known) was described with tongue-in-cheek 

credulity by the satirist Lucian of Samosata in mid-2d century C.E. Details about the identity of the 

goddess, her iconography, her consort, and the cults celebrated in their honor as given by Lucian in his De 

Syria Dea comport nicely with information derived from other Gk and Latin authors (PW 2/2: 1896) and 

surviving inscriptions from other sites (see Oden 1977: 47–53).  

The name Atargatis is Sem, of Aram origin, and results from the juxtaposition of the names of 2 

goddesses of great antiquity in the W Sem-speaking regions of Syria. The name is found in Aram 

inscriptions (principally Palmyrene) spelled ˓tr˓th and in other Aram inscriptions (e.g., Nabatean, Hatran) 

spelled ˒tr˓t˒ (with the initial pharyngeal consonant attenuated to a glottal stop). Gk Atargatis is a 

consensus representation with a number of variants. The 2 elements of the Sem name are ˓tr-, the 

characteristically Aram form of the divine name, best known from Phoenician sources as Astarte, and ˓t-, 

an Aram variant of the divine name Anat, spelled ˓nt in Ug texts (on the etymology see WbMyth 1/1: 237; 

Oden 1977: 58–61).  

Another important shrine to Atargatis was founded by citizens of the city of Hieropolis resident on the 

island of Delos in A.D. 128/7. Gk inscriptions from this site make it certain that the consort of Atargatis 

was the W Semitic god Hadad, also known by the epithet Baal and identified with Zeus. Atargatis was 

correspondingly identified with Hera (Oden 1977: 55–58). The union of these 2 divinities was celebrated 

in a ritual of sacred marriage (Gk hieros gamos). Among the Nabateans the male consort was Dušara, 

later identified with Zeus-Hadad.  

A temple of Atargatis, called in Greek the Atargation, is mentioned in 2 Macc 12:26. The temple was in 

the vicinity of the Gileadite town of Carnaim (Gk karnion), which should be identified with Ashteroth-

karnaim of Gen 14:5 (see CARNAIM). It is possible that Carnaim and the Atargation were 2 separate 

places, presumably Seikh Sa˓ad and Tell ˓Astara. The town of Karnaim was destroyed by Judas 

Maccabaeus during an expedition into Gilead about 163 B.C. and the inhabitants who fled to the 

Atergation were put to death (2 Macc 12:18–29, 1 Macc 5:24–25; Josephus Ant 12.8.4).  

While it is certain that Atargation means ―Temple of Atargatis‖ (see for example 1 Macc 5:43–44), the 

Biblical name Ashteroth-karnaim suggests that there was originally a sanctuary of Astarte at the site (see 

also ASHTAROTH). An Egyptian stele at Tell ˓Astara contains a relief of a goddess with the horns of a 

cow; Astarte was often depicted as Hathor in Egypt, and the latter‘s iconography includes bovine features. 

The link between Astarte and Atargatis is preserved in Strabo‘s statement that the Syrian goddess was 

originally called Athara (Geog. 16.4.27).  

Cultic centers for the worship of Atargatis were located throughout the ancient Mediterranean world, 

with Syrian centers in Baalbek, Caesarea, Ascalon, Khirbet Tannur, Damascus, Palmyra, and Dura 

Europus. The cult of Atargatis was popularized by Syrian merchants, slaves, and soldiers and by 

mendicant eunuch priests (Apuleius Met. 8.24), spreading the cult to Greece, Macedonia, Egypt, Italy, and 

the Balkans. The Temple of Atargatis at Baalbek had tame lions, bears, and bulls in its precinct (Lucian 

De Syria Dea 41) and sacred doves were kept at the Temple in Hierapolis (Lucian De Syria Dea 14, 41, 

54).  



Atargatis was depicted as a mermaid or surrounded by dolphins, and her sanctuaries often had sacred 

pools. According to one legend, the Syrian goddess originated from an egg which fell from the heavens to 

the Euphrates River. Fish delivered the egg to shore and it was hatched by a dove. Zeus rewarded the fish 

by making them a sign in the zodiac. Atargatis was also known as Derceto, who was a maiden inspired by 

Aphrodite with love for a youth who was worshipping at her shrine. Derceto gave birth to a daughter by 

this youth but was filled with such shame that she exposed the child and attempted to drown herself, at 

which time she was either miraculously turned into a fish (Diodorus Sic. 2.4) or saved by fish (Hyginus 

Astron. 2.30). The illegitimate child was saved by a fish and raised in the Temple of Aphrodite and grew 

up to be the legendary Queen Semiramis. Sacred fish were common to the cult of Atargatis and laws were 

enacted to punish those who stole or hurt the sacred fish (Lucian De Syria Dea 14, 47; compare further 

with Aelian De Nat. Animal. 2.30). The priests of Atargatis ate sacred fish meals according to Lucian (De 

Syria Dea 44), and the image of the goddess at the Temple at Heiropolis was bathed each year in a sacred 

lake.  
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SCOTT T. CARROLL  

ATAROTH (PLACE) [Heb ˓ăṭārōt (ֲףָטשֹת )]. A name for 2 different places in the OT.  

1. A fortified town captured by the tribe of Gad (Num 32:3) from Sihon, king of the Amorites, and Og, 

king of Bashan, on the E side of the Jordan; it was rebuilt for cattle and sheep (Num 32:34).  

Mesha, king of Moab in about 830 B.C.E., boasts on the Moabite Stone of Ataroth‘s destruction (ANET, 

320): ―Now the men of Gad had always dwelt in the land of Ataroth, and the king of Israel had built 

Ataroth for them; but I fought against the town and took it and slew all the people of the town as a 

satiation (intoxication) for Chemosh and Moab.‖ Ullendorf (DOTT) supposes that Mesha captured the 

―altar hearth of David‖ (˒ar˒el dawidum), but this reference seems to be a proper name for the town 

chieftan who was replaced by the ―men of Sharon and Maharith.‖ ˒r˒el might be similar to the biblical 

Ariel, which is often thought to be an altar hearth in Jerusalem; but it appears doubtful that official cultic 

sacrifice was sanctioned in the 9th century on this side of the Jordan at Ataroth.  

Ataroth, meaning crowns, is a reasonable metaphor for an ancient dwelling place, designed with height, 

to protect people and livestock. The modern location for the town is identified by consensus with Khirbet 

˓Aṭṭarûs (M.R. 213109).  

2. A border town shared with Benjamin and belonging to Ephraim on the W side of the Jordan, which 

was previously controlled by the Archites (Josh 16:2, 7). The Archites are known in the Bible only 

because king David‘s loyal diplomat Hushai was an Archite (2 Samuel 15–17).  

Noth recognized that Ephraim (Josh 16:1–3) shared the same boundary description as Benjamin (Josh 

18:12–13). However, it is not clear from the text that Ataroth in 16:2 is the same as Ataroth-addar in 16:5, 

since the narrative is also minimizing the confused contours of territory allotted to Ephraim and the W-

Jordan Manasseh—both descendants of Joseph (see Seebass 1986: 78). Alt (1953: 9–10) thinks that this 

W-Jordan Ataroth is the premonarchic name for Mizpah of Benjamin because modern Khirbet ˓Aṭarah is 

found at the foot of the ancient remains of Tell en Naṣbeh, which is ascribed with great controversy to 

Mizpah. Alt conjectures that the name was changed to Mizpah during Asa‘s reign. Muilenburg (IDB 1: 

305) objects that the remains at Khirbet ˓Aṭarah do not date earlier than the Roman period, though Alt is 

merely speculating that Tell en Naṣbeh had an earlier name which is preserved in the local village 

memory of Khirbet ˓Aṭarah.  

Bibliography  
Alt, A. 1926. Ataroth. PJ 22:33.  
———. 1953. Neue Erwägungen über die Lage von Mizpa, Ataroth, Beeroth, und Gibeon. ZDPV 69:1–27.  

Elliger, K. 1930. ―Die Grenze zwischen Ephraim und Manasse.‖ ZDPV 53: 265–309.  

Glueck, N. 1951. Explorations in Eastern Palestine. AASOR 25–28/1.  

Jenni, E. 1958. Historisch-topographische Untersuchungen zur Grenze zwischen Ephraim und Manassee. ZDPV 74: 35–40.  

Noth, M. 1935. Die Grenze zwischen Manasse und Ephraim. ZDPV 58: 201–15.  



Seebass, H. 1986. Zur Exegese der Grenzbeschriebungen von Jos 16, 1–17,13. ZDPV 100:70–83.  

PAUL NIMRAH FRANKLYN  

ATAROTH-ADDAR (PLACE) [Heb ˓ăṭṭārôt ˒addār (ֲףָטשותֲַאָֹּדש )]. A border town between 

Ephraim and Benjamin on the W side of the Jordan river (Josh 16:5, 18:13). Many critics conclude that 

the reference to Ataroth in Josh 16:2 has left out ˒addār, but Boling (Joshua AB, 402) suggests that the 

boundary makes more sense if ˒addār is dropped from Josh 16:5. Thus Ataroth would be the NE border 

town for Ephraim, and Ataroth-addar of Josh 18:13 a S border town of Benjamin.  

However, based on LXX (Codex Vaticanus) translations of these verses, Albright notices that rather 

than the ˒addār of Heb, LXX
B
 has erok (16:5) or orech (18:13), which are both misspellings of erek (Heb 

˒erek). Albright proposes that there was an obvious confusion of the Heb ˒erek (read ˒ark   in 16:2) with 

˒addar, since dalet, reš, and kap are nearly identical in Heb square script. By this reconstruction of a very 

confused text, all references to Ataroth-addar should actually refer to the same W-Jordan Ataroth of the 

Archite clan on Ephraim‘s NE border.  
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ATER (PERSON) [Heb ˒āṭēr (ָאֵטש )]. 1. Head of a family of Babylonian exiles listed as returnees 

under the leadership of Zerubbabel and others (Ezra 2:16 = Neh 7:21 = 1 Esdr 5:15). The leader of the 

clan affixed the family name to the covenant document of Nehemiah in Neh 10:18—Eng10:17. Since Ater 

is a Babylonian name, the name Hezekiah (which follows it immediately in the Zerubbabel list and is 

introduced by l-, ―namely,‖) is best understood as the older Heb name for the family (Ezra IB, 579). For 

further discussion see AKKUB.  

Many do not regard the list and covenant of Nehemiah 10 as belonging originally in this context. 

Williamson (Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 325–30) surveys various views about the origins of this list. He 

concludes that it was compiled from other lists in Ezra and Nehemiah in order to be attached to the terms 

of an agreement drawn up by Nehemiah following his reforms of Nehemiah 13. This document was then 

kept in the temple archives until it was inserted into its present position. (See also Clines 1984: 199–200; 

Ezra-Nehemiah AB, 174–75; Jepsen 1954: 87–106.)  

2. Head of a family of gatekeepers who are also listed as returnees from Babylonian exile under the 

leadership of Zerubbabel and others (Ezra 2:42 = Neh 7:45 = 1 Esdr 5:28).  
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CHANEY R. BERGDALL  

ATHACH (PLACE) [Heb ˓ătāk (ֲףָתך )]. A village in Judah to which David sent gifts after his defeat 

of the Amalekites (1 Sam 30:30). Most scholars see a connection between this Athach and the Ether in 

Josh 15:42 and 19:7. In Josh 15:42 some manuscripts of the LXX read Ithak and Athak, among other 

variants (see NHT, 227). The presence of a village called ASHAN or Bor-Ashan in each of the lists in 

Josh 15:42, 19:7 and 1 Sam 30:30 alongside Ether/Athach makes the equation of the two all the more 

tempting, though which spelling should receive priority remains an open question. The presence of Ether 

in the MT of 2 of the 3 lists tips the scales in its favor in the eyes of many (see McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 

434; for dissenting opinion to the above, see ISBE 1: 349). In either case, a location in the Shephelah is 

likely (cf. Josh 15:33–47, though some scholars dispute the presence of both Athach/Ether and Ashan at 

Josh 15:42—see the discussion at ASHAN; see MBA, 83) McCarter (1 Samuel AB, 434) places the site at 

modern Khirbet el-˓Ater, about 15 miles NW of Hebron.  

JEFFRIES M. HAMILTON  



ATHAIAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ătāyâ (ֲאָתָיה )]. A Postexilic inhabitant of Jerusalem, the son of Uzziah, 

and a lay leader from Judah (Neh 11:4). Athaiah is described as the family head of the clan of Perez. He is 

identified by some scholars with Uthai (Heb ˓wty), who is also described as a member of the clan of Perez 

in a parallel list found in 1 Chronicles 9 (see v 4; Batten Ezra and Nehemiah ICC, 268; Brockington Ezra, 

Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 188). However, the list in Chronicles is a considerably different recension, 

shaped for other purposes, or, perhaps, by other information (Myers 1 Chronicles AB, 186). As a result, 

the description of subsequent generations is completely at odds with that found in Nehemiah (Schumacher 

IDB 1: 306).  

FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT  

ATHALIAH (PERSON) [Heb ˓ătalyāh (   (ֲףַתְלָיהּו )]. Var. GOTHOLIAH. In addition to the name 

of an infamous queen of Judah (see 3. below), ―Athaliah‖ was also the name of 2 men listed in the Heb 

Bible. The meaning of the name Athaliah is controversial, since it cannot be traced to a Heb verb root. If 

derived from Akk, the meaning ―Yahweh has manifested his glory‖ (IPN, 191) is conceivable. Assuming 

an Ar root, a meaning like ―Yahweh is just‖ (Bauer 1930: 78) is possible. J. Gray (1 and 2 Kings [3d ed.] 

OTL, 536) also supports an Ar derivation: ―In view of the names ˓aṯal and ˓aṯalan from the Northern 

Hejaz, we suggest rather an Arabic derivation ˓aṯala (‗to be abundant, bulky‘), the name referring, 

perhaps, to a robust child.‖ Given the limits of our current knowledge, the problem cannot be solved. In 

any case, it is likely that this Heb name represents the oldest documented use of a female (see 3. below) 

having a name with the theophoric component ―Yahweh.‖  

1. The son of Jeroham, and the head of one of the prominent Benjaminite families dwelling in Jerusalem 

(1 Chr 8:26). The name is part of a longer list of Benjaminites that appears immediately before the note 

suggesting that the list represents census data taken at the time of the exile (1 Chr 9:1).  

2. A descendant of Elam and father of Jesaiah (Ezra 8:7). The parallel list in 1 Esdr 8:33 renders his 

name Gotholiah (Gk Gotholias). His son Jeshaiah accompanied Ezra from Babylonia to the river Ahava, 

and from there back to Jerusalem.  

3. Israelite princess who, through marriage into the Davidic dynasty, became queen mother of Judah and 

briefly ruled there herself (2 Kgs 8:18 [= 2 Chr 21:6], 26 [= 2 Chr 22:2–3]; 11:1–20 [= 2 Chr 22:10–

23:21]; 2 Chr 24:7). The actual dates of her reign are disputed: 845–839 B.C. (Begrich 1929); 845–840 

B.C. (Jepsen and Hanhart 1964); 841–835 B.C. (Thiele 1965); 842–837 B.C. (Andersen 1969).  

a. Athaliah’s Parentage. The exact parentage of Athaliah is as unclear as is the meaning of her name, 

although her descent from the family of Omri is certain. In 2 Kgs 8:26 (= 2 Chr 22:2) she is called a 

―daughter of Omri.‖ On the other hand, in 2 Kgs 8:18 (= 2 Chr 21:6) she is called ―daughter of Ahab,‖ 

though without reference to her proper name. The Lucianic branch of the LXX tradition has eliminated 

the contradiction by also reading 2 Kgs 8:26 as ―Ahab‖ in an obvious attempt at harmonization. Josephus, 

too, echoes that tradition by regularly calling her ―daughter of Ahab‖ (Ant 8.15.3; 9.7.1).  

The problem has provoked extended discussion. To smooth out the difference, ―daughter‖ in 2 Kgs 8:26 

was often taken as ―granddaughter‖ (i.e., of Omri). But this is just as impossible as interpreting ―daughter 

of Omri‖ as ―belonging to Omri‘s family‖ in some broader sense. The OT speaks often of the ―house of 

Ahab‖ but never of the ―house of Omri.‖ Thus, the ―daughter of Omri‖ should be understood in its literal 

sense.  

The better and more numerous arguments favor the likelihood that Athaliah was a daughter of Omri and 

therefore a sister of Ahab. It would be difficult to reconcile her chronological data with that of Ahab if 

Ahab had been her father. Furthermore, the value of the two text traditions is unequal: 2 Kgs 8:26 is 

derived from the Judean royal annals, whereas 8:18 is a later theological judgment of the Deuteronomist 

redactors; thus, the older and more reliable tradition indicates that Athaliah was a daughter of Omri. The 

designation ―daughter of Ahab‖ (8:18) may finally be explained as of secondary origin. (The Syr Peshitta, 

incidentally, reads ―sister of Ahab‖ in its rendering of the parallel passage, 2 Chr 21:6.) ―Daughter of 

Ahab‖ apparently means ―member of the house of Ahab,‖ a phrase also occurring in the same verse. The 



―house of Ahab‖ had already become a standard term for the Omridic dynasty. Thus, no textual error 

needs to be assumed in 2 Kgs 8:18. According to Begrich, the most likely meaning of the biblical phrase 

is ―… for it is from the House of Ahab that his wife descended‖ (1935). It is possible that Athaliah was 

born shortly before Omri‘s death, grew up as an orphan at the court of Ahab, and could therefore be 

termed a ―daughter of Ahab‖ (Katzenstein 1955). But even this speculation is unnecessary in view of the 

late origin of 2 Kgs 8:18. Therefore, Athaliah was the daughter of Omri and sister of Ahab.  

b. Athaliah’s Influence on Judah. In the course of the political alliances pursued by Omri and his son 

and successor Ahab, Athaliah was given in marriage to the Judean crown prince Jehoram. This political 

marriage, which took place during the reigns of Ahab of Israel and Jehoshaphat of Judah in the year 867 

B.C. (BHH 1: 144), put an end to the latent hostilities and tensions which had prevailed between the two 

kingdoms since the death of Solomon. The price Israel paid apparently was the complete withdrawal from 

those territories of the tribe of Benjamin which Asa of Judah had occupied a few decades before (1 Kgs 

15:16–22). On the other hand, Judah was in turn drawn into the political wake of its stronger neighbor to 

the N. Apparently, however, Judah resisted being lured into the battles on Syrian soil. There was no 

Judean contingent in the battle of Qarqar (853 B.C.) in which Ahab, together with Hadadezer of 

Damascus, Irḫulēni of Hamath, and other allied minor states, managed to halt the advance of the Assyrian 

king Shalmaneser III.  

Athaliah‘s husband Jehoram, apparently regent for his father Jehoshaphat since 852, ruled only a short 

time: 847–845 (according to Jepsen). Ahaziah, Jehoram‘s son by Athaliah, then ascended the throne. As 

queen mother, Athaliah now held the exalted position of ―sovereign‖ (Heb gĕb  râ), which included an 

extraordinary ceremonial position, and probably also special influence on matters of state (Molin 1954; on 

Athaliah‘s role as queen mother, see Donner 1959 and Ihromi 1974). If, during his brief reign, Ahaziah 

joined Jehoram of Judah in the campaigns against the Arameans at Ramoth-Gilead (2 Kgs 8:28), we must 

assume that, already at that time, Athaliah wielded much of the power of government. Ahaziah had gone 

to be with the wounded Jehoram at Jezreel, was there swept up in the overthrow of the Omri dynasty, and 

was assassinated at Jehu‘s behest (2 Kgs 9:21–29). Another 42 members of David‘s royal family, who 

happened to be in the N kingdom at the time, were also murdered on Jehu‘s orders (10:12–14).  

This monstrous carnage, and even more the slaughter of Omri‘s royal family (i.e., all of Athaliah‘s 

relatives) in Jezreel and Samaria, swiftly ended the alliance between Judah and Israel. The heavy 

bloodletting suffered by the house of David as a result of the Jehu revolution enabled Athaliah to seize 

absolute power in Jerusalem. Following the custom of the usurpers in the N kingdom to annihilate 

completely the overthrown dynasty (1 Kgs 15:29; 16:11; 2 Kgs 10:17), Athaliah had the surviving males 

of David‘s house murdered (2 Kgs 11:1 = 2 Chr 22:10). Thus, the ―eternal dynasty‖ almost ended 

prematurely. Ahaziah‘s son Joash, however, escaped the massacre (2 Kgs 11:2–3 = 2 Chr 22:11–12).  

Athaliah now ruled as absolute monarch for several years, a circumstance unprecedented in all the 

history of Israel and Judah until the time of the Hasmoneans. She apparently attempted to apply to Judah 

patterns of Omridic politics, as they had been practiced especially by Ahab in the N kingdom. Thus, it is 

historically probable that she erected a temple for Baal and granted certain rights to the cult of Baal in 

order to accommodate the traditionally Canaanite segment of the population. She found support for her 

rule in certain circles of the court and with the inhabitants of Jerusalem (some of whom possibly 

continued to be influenced by Jebusite traditions; 2 Kgs 11:20 = 2 Chr 23:21; IDB 1: 306). Opposition to 

her rule, which eventually brought about her downfall, came from the priests of the temple of Yahweh in 

Jerusalem, from some military circles, and from Judeans with full citizenship.  

In the 7th year of her reign, Athaliah was deposed by a palace revolution (2 Kgs 11:4–20 = 2 Chr 23:1–

21). The instigator of the conspiracy was Jehoiada the priest. He and the temple guards (these were 

―Levites,‖ according to the Chronicler) proclaimed the youth Joash king within the temple precincts. 

Athaliah, who was apparently surprised by the events, had no opportunity for any counter-measures and 

was slain in the royal palace (2 Kgs 11:16, 20). The temple of Baal in Jerusalem was laid waste by the 

―people of the land,‖ that is, by the citizenry of the province of Judah (11:18). The attempt to introduce 

into Judah a royal rule modeled after that of Omri came to a definitive end with Joash‘s accession to the 



throne. (See Stade 1885; Rudolph 1950; Liverani 1974; and Levin SBS, 105 for discussions of the 

narrative about the overthrow of Athaliah in 2 Kings 11.)  

The Deuteronomistic redactors of the books of Kings attributes the religious apostacy of Jehoram (2 

Kgs 8:18) and Ahaziah (8:26–27) to Athaliah‘s influence over them. This accusation becomes much more 

explicit in the work of the Chronicler, which depicts her as responsible for Ahaziah‘s godlessness (2 Chr 

22:3). Chronicles further denigrates the image of Athaliah by a remark that is not contained in the books 

of Kings, noting that Athaliah allegedly let the temple in Jerusalem go to ruin while favoring the cult of 

Baal (2 Chr 24:7). The Chronicler uses this (historically uncertain) allegation in order to explain 

renovations in the temple at the time of Joash (2 Kgs 12:4–16 = 2 Chr 24:4–16).  
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WINFRIED THIEL  

ATHARIM (PLACE) [Heb hā˒ătār  m (ָהֲאָתִשים )]. The name of the route the Israelites were 

following when they were attacked by the king of Arad (Num 21:1). The Heb word, preceded by the 

definite article, is obscure, and LXX
A
 reads ―spies‖ (Heb tār  m?). Aharoni (LBHG, 40, 53, 273) identifies 

it with the road that S of Hebron branches SE to Arad, passes Aroer and Oboda, and proceeds to Kadesh-

Barnea. Although there are no LB remains, during the monarchic period a chain of Israelite forts was built 

along this road (Herzog 1983: map p. 42; Cohen 1985), and it is reasonable to assume that it was a 

significant route in even earlier periods (Aharoni et al. 1960). See also RAMAT MATRED.  
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GARY A. HERION  

ATHENOBIUS (PERSON) [Gk Athēnobios (Ἀθηνοβιορ)]. A courtier of Antiochus VII Euergetes 

(Sidetes) (1 Macc 15:28, 32). As Antiochus VII sought to reestablish control over the lands of the 

Seleucid kingdom, he sent Athenobius, who had the rank of ―friend of the king,‖ as envoy to Simon the 

high priest. Through Athenobius, he demanded either the return of Joppa, Gazara, and the citadel in 

Jerusalem (all former Seleucid holdings) or 1,000 talents of silver as restitution and tribute. Athenobius 

interpreted Simon‘s assumed position and his response as defiance to the king. Simon continued the 

privileges bestowed on Jonathan by Alexander Balas (1 Macc 10:88, 89) and Antiochus VI (1 Macc 

11:57, 58), but not reaffirmed by Antiochus VII, although he had previously led Simon to believe they 

would be continued (1 Macc 15:2–9). Simon‘s response that Jerusalem was part of Judea‘s original 

inheritance and that Joppa and Gazara were captured only as defensive measures was not acceptable to 



Athenobius. Simon‘s counteroffer of 100 talents of silver as restitution further infuriated Athenobius. As a 

result of his negative report, Antiochus sent Cendebeus to invade Judea (1 Macc 15:35–16:10).  

RUSSELL D. NELSON  

ATHENS (PLACE) [Gk Athēnai (Ἀθηναι)]. ATHENIAN. The polis (city-state) of the Athenians which 

unified the peninsula of Attica at an early date, thereby creating a political entity geographically defined 

by sea and mountain with an area of approximately 1,000 square miles. The most prominent 

topographical feature of the city itself (37°59´N; 23°44´E), situated 3–5 miles inland from its harborage 

on the Sa-ronic Gulf to its W, was the Acropolis, a precipitous mass of rock around which the city spread 

out in roughly circular fashion. Lower than the Acropolis and a short distance to the NW is the 

Areopagus, or Mars‘ Hill, where in A.D. 51 St. Paul preached his sermon on the unknown god (Acts 

17:16–34). The city wall, originally built in the early 5th century B.C. with a circumference of 5–6 miles, 

reached its greatest extent in the 2d century A.D., when the Roman emperor Hadrian added a segment in 

the shape of a polygon in the W. Only the vine, the fig, and the olive could thrive in the thin soil, rocky 

terrain, and generally dry climate of Attica, whose chief natural resources were rich supplies of clay and 

building stone and the mines at Laurium, which yielded a large quantity of silver into Roman times.  

———  

A. History  

1. Mycenaean and Hellenic Ages  

2. Hellenistic Age  

3. Athens and Rome  

B. Literature and Philosophy  

C. Antiquities  

———  

A. History  

1. Mycenaean and Hellenic Ages. The story of Athens can be told only in broad outline prior to the 

commencement of her recorded history in the 7th century B.C. The Gk-speaking invaders who ca. 2100 

B.C. began moving into the Balkan peninsula and imposing their control over the earlier inhabitants were 

attracted to the Acropolis. Athens was both a state of secondary importance in the Mycenaean Age (ca. 

1600–1200 B.C.) and a center of relative stability during the Dark Ages (ca. 1200–750 B.C.) that followed.  

By the early 7th century B.C., 2 gradual political processes were complete: the unification of Attica and 

the transformation of monarchy into aristocracy. But the Council of the Areopagus, the governing body of 

nobles named after the hill where it commonly met, proved unable to resolve the social and economic 

crisis that afflicted Athens (along with the rest of Greece) in the 7th century; and it was probably in 594 

B.C. that the aristocrat Solon was appointed archon with power to reform the entire political, judicial, and 

economic fabric of the polis. He refused to make himself tyrant and instituted a set of extensive but 

moderate reforms that pointed Athens firmly in the direction of democratic evolution. They nevertheless 

failed to eliminate the extreme factionalism that was debilitating the body politic, and in 540 B.C. a 

nobleman named Pisistratus took advantage of the situation to institute a benevolent tyranny that was to 

last for 30 years. When Pisistratus‘ son and successor Hippias was deposed in 510 B.C., the old 

factionalism immediately flared up, only to be extinguished once and for all by another aristocratic 

lawgiver, Cleisthenes. In the waning years of the 6th century, Cleisthenes enacted a series of 

constitutional reforms that moved Athens still further in the direction of total democracy and converted 

sectionalism and aristocratic rivalry into patriotism and constitutionally regulated ambition.  

A stern test awaited the new democracy. During the latter half of the 6th century, the Persians had 

conquered Ionia (i.e., the Greek city-states of coastal Asia Minor and the nearby islands), and mainland 

Greece soon lay within their designs. A first move was made in 490 B.C., when King Darius sent an 

expeditionary force to subdue Athens. Its commander encountered the Athenians on the plain of Marathon 

in NE Attica, and there the Persians suffered their first major defeat at the hands of Greek hoplites. 

Marathon, however, gave Athens only temporary respite from the threat of Persian domination, for in 480 



B.C. Xerxes, Darius‘ son and heir, personally led a vast army, supported by an armada of comparable size, 

across the Hellespont and into Greece from the N; the Athenians, whose triremes constituted half the 

Greek navy, evacuated Athens and joined the allied fleet in the narrows between Attica and the island of 

Salamis, where the Persian armada was trapped and annihilated. The next year, the allied Greeks 

destroyed the army Xerxes left behind after his personal departure, and the Athenians turned to restoring 

their ravished city.  

The half century that succeeded the Persian wars witnessed the evolution of Cleisthenic democracy into 

the radical democracy associated with the name of Pericles, the dominant figure in Athenian public life 

from the early 450s until his death in 429 B.C. It also witnessed another event of momentous consequence 

for the future of Greece: Athens succeeded in gradually transforming the Confederacy of Delos, organized 

on that island in 478 B.C. by the Athenians and the Aegean Greeks for the purpose of liberating the 

Ionians and driving the Persians out of the Aegean, into its own maritime empire. It was this empire, and 

the wealth and naval supremacy it entailed, that provoked the grand conflict between Athens and Sparta 

known as the Peloponnesian War (431–404 B.C.). In the course of this war, Athens‘ strategic advantages 

and military successes were mitigated by a plague that reduced her population by a third, by a failure to 

accept peace at the appropriate time, and above all by a disastrous attempt to conquer the island of Sicily; 

eventually, there were no more triremes and Athens was blockaded into surrender.  

Athens had inflicted mass executions and enslavements on a number of Greek states that had defied its 

will; and many Athenians reasonably feared that they themselves would suffer similar punishment. But 

the terms of peace imposed by Sparta in the spring of 404 B.C., though harsh enough for an imperial city, 

were much more lenient: Athens was to relinquish its empire, limit its navy to a dozen warships, and 

demolish a goodly portion of its fortifications. Later that year, the democracy was overthrown and the 

oligarchical regime notorious as the Thirty Tyrants began its bloody career; in scarcely more than a year, 

however, the Thirty had been deposed and the democracy restored.  

Athens quickly undertook to recover what it could of its lost prestige and power, and Athenian maritime 

fortunes prospered to the extent that in 377 B.C. Athens was able to form a Second Athenian Confederacy. 

But Athens‘ imperialist tendencies drove its allies into revolt, and by 348 B.C. the Confederacy had 

disintegrated. In the meantime, a new challenge to Athenian maritime supremacy had arisen: Philip II of 

Macedonia, who in the 350s and 340s B.C. methodically extended his hegemony over the N Aegean 

littoral and into Thessaly and central Greece. The Theban and Athenian hoplites who confronted him on 

the plain of Chaeronea in Boeotia (338 B.C.) were unequal to the task required of them, and on that day 

Athens, and the other city-states of Greece, ceased to be a determining factor in the political life of the 

ancient world. Philip, however, was uncommonly lenient in his treatment of Athens: he refrained from 

invading Attica, restored without ransom the 2,000 Athenians captured in the battle, and conveyed the 

Athenian dead to their city under royal escort. Once more, as in 404 B.C. and as would be the case again 

and again, Athens had been saved by its past, notably its service to Hellas when the Persians had invaded, 

and by the artistic and intellectual stature it had achieved.  

2. Hellenistic Age. The Hellenistic Age was ushered in by the battle of Chaeronea and by the 

subsequent conquests of Alexander, Philip‘s son and successor. As it dawned, Athens made a futile 

attempt to recover its independence by revolting from Macedon in 323 B.C. (at the news of Alexander‘s 

death); the following year the Macedonian regent Antipater put down the revolt, replaced the Athenian 

democracy with an oligarchy, and stationed a Macedonian garrison in Piraeus, the port of Athens. By 272 

B.C. the grand struggle for power among Alexander‘s successors had ended and in its course determined 

that the Hellenistic world would have 3 centers of power: the kingdoms of Antigonid Macedonia, 

Seleucid Asia, and Ptolemaic Egypt. For mainland Greece, the age ended in 168 B.C. when the Romans 

deposed the last of the Antigonids and divided Macedon into 4 separate republics. During the late 4th and 

3d centuries, the Athenians had to accept the presence of foreign garrisons in Piraeus and even in the city 

itself; and the question of whether a citizen was pro-Macedonian or nationalist in his political sympathies 

gradually became more significant than that of his constitutional preference.  



The oligarchy set up by Antipater yielded in 317 B.C. to the rule of the Aristotelian philosopher 

Demetrius of Phalerum, maintained in power by Antipater‘s son Cassander. In 307 B.C. Demetrius the 

Besieger took Athens from Cassander and reinstated democracy. Proclaimed as ―savior-god‖ by the 

Athenians, he and his seraglio took up residence in the Parthenon. By 276 B.C., Athens had become a 

more-or-less-permanent dependent of Demetrius‘ son Antigonus Gonatas, the philosopher king who 

founded the Antigonid dynasty and treated Athens as the spiritual and philosophical capital of his 

Macedonian sphere of authority. This privileged position did not, however, prevent Chremonides and his 

fellow nationalists from once again raising Athens in revolt. Despite Athens‘ spirited failure in the 

Chremonidean War (267–262 B.C.), Antigonus was typically lenient when Athens surrendered. But the 

revolt had exhausted the Athenian yearning for the old freedom, and for the following century and a half, 

Athens would be content with its role and reputation as the cultural and intellectual center of Hellas. Its 

reward for acquiescence and political realism came in 228 B.C., 11 years after Antigonus‘ death, when the 

Macedonians for a price of 150 talents withdrew their troops from Attic soil.  

3. Athens and Rome. Athens remained at peace with the Antigonids until Philip V invaded Attica a 

few months before the outbreak of the Second Macedonian War (200–197 B.C.), his disastrous conflict 

with Rome. Athens sided with Rome, endured Philip‘s repeated devastation of the Athenian countryside, 

and rejoiced with the other Greek states when the victorious Roman general Flamininus proclaimed their 

freedom at the Isthmian Games of 196 B.C. Athens was again allied with Rome when the latter defeated 

Philip‘s son and heir Perseus in the Third Macedonian War (171–168 B.C.) and then converted his 

kingdom into republics. On this occasion (166 B.C.), Athens was rewarded more tangibly for its loyalty to 

Rome, and was given possession of the island of Delos, now a free port. Athens nevertheless severed its 

friendship with Rome in 88 B.C., when the nationalists exerted themselves one last time and seized control 

of the government from the pro-Roman oligarchs. They immediately accepted an alliance with 

Mithridates of Pontus, who was already in the process of invading Greece and was now able to use 

Piraeus as his base of operations. The Roman general Sulla soon drove Mithridates out of Greece, but 

Athens was stubbornly defended by the nationalists and had to be taken by storm (86 B.C.). Given the 

ancient protocol for dealing with cities so captured, Sulla was benign in his treatment of Athens: his 

soldiers were allowed to loot and massacre for a while and the ringleaders of the uprising were executed, 

but no further punishment was exacted; with the oligarchs restored to power, the city was left in 

possession of its former liberty.  

As Athens recovered from the devastation of the Mithridatic fiasco (the city‘s final attempt at political 

action independent of the Romans), it became more than ever a cultural center and university town, where 

the study of philosophy and rhetoric flourished. It became the place to which Roman senators and other 

wealthy foreigners sent their sons to study (and came themselves to visit and to patronize). Hellenistic 

kings had done so in the past and so, before long, would Roman emperors. Julius Caesar pardoned Athens 

for following Pompey in 49–48 B.C., as did Octavian and Antony for espousing the cause of the 

republican Brutus in 44–42 B.C. The favors with which Antony then courted Athens while he ruled the 

East came to an end only when Octavian, soon to be Augustus, defeated him at Actium in 31 B.C., 

ushering in the period of the Roman Empire. Although Octavian deprived Athens of the island of Aegina 

(which Antony had given to Athens) and imposed some economic restrictions, he did not otherwise 

penalize the city for supporting his rival; indeed, he even confirmed Athenian possession of Attica and 8 

islands, including Salamis and Delos. Athens in fact was never incorporated into the Roman provincial 

system and enjoyed the privileged status of civitas foederata, which gave Athens judicial authority over 

its own citizens and exempted them from the obligation to pay taxes to Rome.  

Athens lost some of its artistic treasures to Caligula and Nero, but the emperors of the 1st century 

otherwise treated the city with deference, and at the turn of the century (A.D. 98–117) Trajan attempted to 

rectify the city‘s fiscal disrepair, which had been initiated by Sulla‘s depradations and aggravated by the 

exactions imposed on Athens during the civil wars marking the end of the Roman republic (49–31 B.C.). 

But the completion of Trajan‘s task was left to his philhellenic successor Hadrian (A.D. 117–138), who, in 

the most-favored-city tradition of Antigonus Gonatas, became Athens‘ grandest patron ever. Hadrian 



engaged in a monumental building program intended to render the city worthy to be the material and 

spiritual seat of his Union of the Panhellenes (created for the purpose of revitalizing Greek civilization). 

Imperial favors continued under Hadrian‘s successors Antoninus Pius (A.D. 138–161), who endowed a 

chair of rhetoric, and Marcus Aurelius (A.D. 161–180), who added 4 chairs of philosophy and thereby 

transformed Athens into a true university.  

The deterioration of Athens had already set in before a band of Heruli and other Goths overran Attica 

and pillaged the city in A.D. 268, the final year of the reign of Gallienus, another Athenian. Athens 

nevertheless managed to reassert itself, and even to persist as the leading center of Hellenic rhetoric and 

philosophy during the 2 centuries extending from the conversion of Constantine in A.D. 312 to the reign of 

Justinian (A.D. 527–565), when paganism, at least as a publicly practiced religion and formally studied 

system of thought, was gradually (and for the most part benignly) eliminated from the Roman Empire. 

Athens indeed fared better than other cities at the hands of Christian emperors collecting the artistic 

treasures of old Greece: Constantine spared Athenian shrines when he assembled art works to adorn his 

new capital on the Bosporus, and though Theodosius (A.D. 408–450) confiscated famous statues 

throughout Greece, he did not remove the chryselephantine Athena from the Parthenon. The Visigoth 

Alaric left the city of Athens unharmed, but the mysteries of Demeter and Core were never revived after 

he sacked Eleusis in A.D. 397, and at some point, perhaps not until the 6th century, the Parthenon became 

the Church of the Virgin Mother of God. In A.D. 529 Justinian, as part of his determined effort to 

eradicate the remaining traces of paganism from the empire, closed the philosophical schools of Greece 

and thereby officially terminated the intellectual history of classical Athens.  

B. Literature and Philosophy  

The extant literature of Athens begins at the turn of the 7th–6th century B.C. with the fragmentary poetry 

of the lawgiver Solon, in which he set forth his moral and political views. After a hiatus of a hundred 

years, poetic literature resumed under the aegis of the state with the dramas produced in competition at the 

public festivals honoring the god Dionysus. The overlapping dramatic careers of the great tragic poets 

(first Aeschylus and then Sophocles and Euripides) span almost exactly the 5th century: of their surviving 

plays (which with one exception draw their plots from Greek myth and legend), 7 each were written by 

Aeschylus and Sophocles and 18 (possibly 19) were written by Euripides. The sole extant representative 

of the Old Comedy, with its fantastic plots and contemporary references, is Aristophanes; 11 of his plays 

have come down to us, the first produced in 425 B.C. and the last in 388. We also possess one complete 

play and substantial portions of several others by Menander (died ca. 290 B.C.), the leading poet of the 

New Comedy—a theater of manners offering its audiences stylized plots and characters derived from 

daily life.  

The city‘s extant prose, far greater in quantity than its poetry, may be described under the headings of 

rhetoric, history, and philosophy. Rhetoric was fostered by democracy with its attendant litigation and 

public discussion, and a large number of speeches on a comprehensive variety of topics has been 

preserved from a period extending from about the middle of the 5th to the last quarter of the 4th century 

B.C. Of the Alexandrian canon of ten orators, two perhaps are most worthy of mention. The first is 

Isocrates (436–338 B.C.), a failed public speaker but influential stylist, who opened a school of rhetoric 

and in a series of closet orations and open letters published his views on education, ethics, and political 

matters. The second is Philip II‘s antagonist Demosthenes (384–322 B.C.), who attacked the Macedonian 

king in his Philippics and other speeches and defended his own political career in his oration On the 

Crown. We possess a substantial historical literature by two Athenians: Thucydides (ca. 460–ca. 400 

B.C.), banished for dereliction of duty as a general during the Peloponnesian War, whose monumental but 

unfinished account of that conflict comes to an end in 411 B.C.; and Thucydides‘ continuator Xenophon 

(ca. 428–ca. 354 B.C.), a prolific writer on a variety of historical and quasi-historical subjects whose 

Hellenica records the history of Greece from 411 to 362 B.C.  

Athenian philosophy begins with Socrates, put to death in 399 B.C. after being convicted of impiety. 

Although he wrote nothing, the example of his moral convictions, personal courage, and dialectic 

methodology inspired and informed the thought of Plato (427–348 B.C.), who was as great a writer as he 



was philosopher, and who made Socrates the central character and spokesman of his own thought in all 

but a few of his (later) dialogues. After Plato, Athens produced only a single resident philosopher of 

permanent significance, Epicurus (341–270 B.C.), who in fact had been born and raised on the island of 

Samos off the coast of Asia Minor.  

The Attic dialect as written by Plato and the orators would long continue to provide the dictional 

standard of rhetoric and learned discourse in Greece, and by the 4th century B.C. this dialect was 

spreading widely abroad as the Koine, in which the LXX and the NT would be composed. But by the 

early 3d century B.C. the literary and philosophic creativity of Athens had been spent. Even so, the 

influence of Plato and the Academy he founded about 385 B.C., which enjoyed a continuous existence 

until Justinian‘s edict in A.D. 529, functioned as a kind of philosophical lodestone, and the intellectual 

vigor and prominence of Athens was maintained by a constant and abundant influx of immigrant 

philosophers. The first of these was the greatest: Aristotle of Stagira (384–322 B.C.), who came to Athens 

at the age of 17 to study under Plato and returned in 335 B.C. to establish his own school at the Lyceum, 

that of the Peripatetics. Aristotle‘s successor as head of the school, Theophrastus (died ca. 287 B.C.), best-

known in more modern times for his Characters (30 sketches of ridiculous character types), came from 

the island of Lesbos. Another such immigrant was Zeno (335–263 B.C.), who came from the island of 

Cyprus and was probably not even a Greek; he founded the Stoic school of philosophy and became the 

admired friend of Antigonus Gonatas.  

The permanently altered circumstances of Athens‘ intellectual and political life, as well as the 

cosmopolitanism that characterized Hellenistic and Roman Greece, are symbolized by the composition of 

a political delegation the Athenians sent to Rome in 155 B.C.: its members were the heads of the Academy 

(Carneades of Cyrene), the Lyceum (Critolaus from Lycia), and the Stoa (Diogenes of Babylon). 

Foreigners continued to dominate the study of philosophy at Athens until the very end; for example, 

Proclus (5th century A.D.), a leading representative of the final flowering of Greek philosophy known as 

Neoplatonism (mid-3d to mid-6th century A.D.), was born in Lycia, even though he spent much of his life 

at Athens and served as head of the academy.  

The study of rhetoric, that other pillar of Athens‘ intellectual life, was also sustained by immigrants 

after the 4th century B.C. But perhaps the most illustrious of this discipline‘s later Athenian masters was a 

native, the fabulously wealthy Herodes Atticus, consul at Rome in A.D. 143, one of Marcus Aurelius‘ 

teachers, and probably his city‘s most munificent private benefactor.  

C. Antiquities  

This survey of the material remains of classical Athens will take the perspective of St. Paul (who visited 

the city in A.D. 51), and will make reference chiefly to those monuments whose state of preservation (or 

modern restoration) renders them easily identifiable even today (see Fig. ATH.01). Construction dates 

will be given in parentheses.  

If, as is virtually certain, Paul traveled by ship from Berea in Macedonia to Athens (Acts 17:10–15), the 

Doric-style temple of Poseidon (ca. 444 B.C.) would have come into view on the edge of the cliff as his 

vessel rounded Cape Sunium at the tip of Attica on its way to the port of Piraeus. After disembarking at 

Piraeus, Paul would have approached the city passing through the outer Ceramicus, the burial grounds 

(just outside the W walls) whose streets were lined with graves and cenotaphs surmounted with stone 

stelae, often adorned with relief sculpture (many still in situ). Paul would have entered the city from the 

NW, through either the Dipylon Gate or the adjacent Sacred Gate. The road from either would have taken 

him into the Athenian agora where he could have talked with passersby and engaged in discourse with 

Stoic and Epicurean philosophers (Acts 17:16–18). On a knoll at its W edge stood the Hephaesteum (449–

444 B.C.), a Doric temple dedicated to Hephaestus and Athena with metope sculpture depicting the 

exploits of Heracles and Theseus. Directly across from the Hephaesteum and running along the E side of 

the agora was the two-tiered Stoa of Attalus (a gift of Attalus II, king of Pergamum in Asia Minor from 

159 to 138 B.C.), fully restored in 1953–56 to serve as a museum for the artifacts from the agora 

excavations conducted by the American School of Classical Studies at Athens.  



Strolling eastward from the S end of the Stoa of Attalus, Paul would have soon reached the gate of 

Athena Archegetis (erected by Augustus ca. 10 B.C.), the Doric-style propylon that served as the W (and 

main) entrance to the Roman agora. Had he continued through the agora and exited by its E propylon, he 

would have observed before him and slightly to his left the Horologion or ―Tower of the Winds‖ (built by 

the astronomer Andronicus of Cyrrhus shortly after 50 B.C.), a low, octagonal marble tower that 

functioned as a combination sundial, water clock, and weather vane.  

When Paul stood on the Areopagus (Acts 17:19–22), he would have had an excellent view of the 

Acropolis, about 140 ft. higher and a short distance to the SE, and of the four buildings that were 

constructed there in the 5th century B.C. These four buildings (see Fig. ATH.02), all in Pentelic marble, 

sum up the achievement of democratic Athens in the fields of architecture and sculpture. An entrance 

ramp ascended the Acropolis by its narrow W slope and terminated at the Propylaea (437–432 B.C.), its 

monumental gateway incorporating an interior Ionic colonnade into a fundamentally Doric design. Atop 

the bastion that juts out W from the S wing of the Propylaea stood the temple of Athena Nike (427–424 

B.C.), a small, graceful Ionic structure screened from the 3 edges of the bastion by a marble parapet with a 

frieze of Victories and seated Athenas sculpted around its outer face (ca. 410 B.C.). Surmounting the 

Acropolis as its largest building and rising above all other structures was the Parthenon (447–438 B.C.), a 

Doric-style temple dedicated to Athena Polias whose proportions and optical refinements bring to its 

natural Doric sturdiness the gracefulness one associates with the Ionic order; its Doric frieze of triglyphs 

and sculpted metopes and the statuary of its two pediments were complemented with a continuous Ionic 

frieze depicting the Panathenaic procession. Near the N rim on the Acropolis, at about its midpoint, Paul 

would have seen an Ionic temple of unique design, the Erechtheum (421–405 B.C.), where both Athena 

and Poseidon were worshiped; constructed on two levels, it has a lower N porch looking out toward the 

Roman agora; on its S (Parthenon) side at the higher level is the small, exquisite porch of the Caryatids, 

columns sculpted in the form of maidens.  

Cut into the steeply rising SE slope of the Acropolis was the theater of Dionysus. Built mostly of wood 

during the golden era of Athenian drama, it was finally reconstructed with stone in the latter half of the 

4th century B.C. and continued to receive modifications throughout antiquity. The space between the 

upmost level of seats and the Acropolis wall was lined with monuments erected by victorious choregi, the 

wealthy sponsors of the choral and dramatic competitions, to support the tripods they had been awarded 

as their emblem of victory. The Street of the Tripods, a short distance E of the Acropolis, was similarly 

lined. There the monument of Lysicrates (334 B.C.) is still in situ; it is a splendid structure of fine marble 

with 6 Corinthian columns describing its cylindrical form, and is the only choregic monument to have 

survived almost completely intact.  

Had Paul journeyed SE as far as the city wall, one monument above all others would have impressed 

itself on his vision; the unfinished Temple of Olympian Zeus, 16 of whose grand columns remain in situ 

(all but one still standing). Begun in the 6th century by the tyrant Pisistratus as a Doric temple in poros, it 

was brought to half-completion in 174–165 B.C. as a Corinthianstyle marble temple by Antiochus 

Epiphanes, king of Syria. Beyond the city gates in the SE and on the far bank of the Ilissus lay the 

stadium; built ca. 330 B.C. for the Panathenaic games and frequently modified and put to other uses in 

subsequent antiquity. It was fully reconstructed at the turn of the last century and in 1896 was the 

inaugural site of the modern Olympic Games.  

The task of completing the Temple of Olympian Zeus fell to the emperor Hadrian (A.D. 117–38), who 

also adorned Athens with such additional monuments as the arch and the library which both bear his 

name. The former, located immediately N of the Temple, is a double-tiered edifice done in the Corinthian 

manner that functioned as a dividing gateway between old Athens and Hadrian‘s New Athens. The latter 

was built just across a major thoroughfare from the N side of the Roman agora; a variety of marbles were 

prominently displayed in its construction.  

Finally, two other post-Pauline monuments require notice, each associated with an illustrious citizen 

and great private benefactor of Athens. The first is the monument of Philopappus (A.D. 114–16), the 

remains of which still rise 40 feet above the summit of the Hill of the Muses at what had been the SW 



corner of the ancient city (before Hadrian‘s extension of the city walls in the W). Adorned with an 

elaborate arrangement of columns and statuary, it was erected by the Athenians as a burial vault for 

Antiochus Philopappus, an exiled prince of Commagene who settled in Athens and became a Roman 

consul. The second is the Roman-style theater located just off the SW corner of the Acropolis and donated 

by Herodes Atticus in honor of his wife (d. A.D. 160). It is the last of the grand monuments of Athens still 

represented by substantial remains, and in recent years it has been restored to regular usage for musical 

and dramatic performances.  
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HUBERT M. MARTIN, JR.  

ATHLAI (PERSON) [Heb ˓atlāy (ַףְתָלי )]. A descendant of Bebai and one of the returned exiles who 

was required to divorce his foreign wife (Ezra 10:28). Athlai is a shortened form of Athaliah—―Yahweh 

has revealed his loftiness‖ (IPN, 191). In the parallel text of 1 Esdr 9:29, the name Emathis appears in the 

position Athlai holds in Ezra 10:28. Athlai was a member of a family from which groups of exiles 

returned with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:11; Neh 7:16) and later with Ezra (Ezra 8:11). For further discussion, 

see BEDEIAH.  

JEFFREY A. FAGER  

ATONEMENT IN THE NT. In discussions about the NT, ―the Atonement‖ is generally understood 
to refer to the work of Jesus in putting right the human situation in relation to God. Throughout the course 

of Christian history this has been associated above all with the death of Jesus. Such a view can claim 

considerable support from the NT (cf. 1 Cor 15:3; Col 1:22; 1 Pet 2:24). However, it should also be noted 

that the saving work of Christ is just as often associated with the resurrection (cf. 1 Cor 15:17; 1 Pet 1:3; 

see especially Hooker 1978 in relation to Paul). One should therefore be wary of restricting NT views 

about the atoning work of Christ to discussions of the meaning of Jesus‘ death alone.  

———  

A. Introduction  

B. Sacrifice  

C. Redemption  

D. Victory over Evil Powers  

E. Reconciliation  

F. Revelation  

G. Conclusion  

———  

A. Introduction  



One notable feature of NT ideas about the atonement is their variety. Not only are differences found 

between NT writers but even the same writer can use what appears at times to be a bewildering variety of 

models and images to describe how the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus have changed the human 

situation. Sometimes too a writer can combine different images within a single sentence (cf. John 1:29 

discussed below). Further, the NT is ―more concerned with the nature of salvation than the precise way in 

which it has been achieved‖ (Marshall 1974: 169). Thus it would probably be wrong to press any one 

image too far and claim that this represents the central NT view.  

The variety of different descriptions of the atonement is due in part to the variety of ways in which the 

human situation itself is described. Very different models and categories are used to describe the ―lost‖ 

condition of the human race prior to Christ, and the corresponding change brought about by the Christ 

event. Different descriptions of the human situation inevitably lead to different explanations of how this 

has been altered by the work of Christ. Thus if the human condition is described in terms of (individual) 

sins, the atonement can be naturally conceived as a sacrifice which deals with sins. If the human situation 

is described in terms of being under hostile powers, the atonement can be described as a rescue from, or a 

victory over, those powers. If the human situation is seen as one of ignorance, the atonement can be seen 

as enlightenment or revelation. Subsequent Christian theology has often fastened on to some of these 

models of atonement and absolutized one (or more) of them. However, such a restricted view is never that 

of the NT writers.  

We consider in turn some of the various categories used to describe the atoning work of Jesus in the NT.  

B. Sacrifice  

The claim that Jesus‘ death on the cross should be seen as a sacrifice has exerted enormous influence on 

subsequent Christian theology and piety. It is quite clear that such language has deep roots in the NT 

itself. It is probably reflected in references to Jesus‘ death as ―blood‖ (e.g., Rom 5:9; cf. Dunn 1974: 133) 

and in many of the references to Jesus‘ death being ―for many/our sins/us/others‖ (cf. Mark 14:24; 1 Cor 

15:3). Further, it is clear that this kind of language can be traced to a very early period within primitive 

Christianity, being reflected in the synoptic tradition (Mark 14:24), in Hebrews (cf. 2:9; 7:27), in what are 

probably pre-Pauline formulations (Rom 3:25f.; 1 Cor 15:3), as well as in the Johannine tradition (cf. 

John 1:29; 11:50). Moreover, such language is frequently related to an analysis of the human situation in 

terms of sinfulness: Jesus‘ sacrificial death enables the sins of the world to be forgiven. Indeed for many 

contemporary Christians, such an idea is regarded as the model of the atonement.  

The use of such ideas applied to Jesus‘ death is not surprising, given the widespread use of sacrifice in 

the ancient world. However, the precise background of the application of such ideas to the death of Jesus 

is much debated. Despite the existence of the sacrificial cult in Judaism, it is recognized that the use of 

sacrificial language to apply to the death of a person is rather harder to parallel in pre-Christian Jewish 

tradition. The idea of people ―dying for (hyper)‖ others can be paralleled extensively in non-Jewish Greek 

thought (see Williams 1975; Hengel 1981: 1–32). Such an idea is less easy to find in Judaism. It appears 

to surface in the text of 4 Maccabees, which may be extensively influenced by Hellenistic thought (see 

Williams); it is also present in the famous Suffering Servant passage of Isa 52:13–53:12, and also in later 

rabbinic traditions about the atoning value of the death of the righteous (though it is not certain how far 

these ideas would have been current prior to 70 C.E.; see Williams 1975: 121–35).  

One must however be wary of making sacrificial language too monochrome. The sacrificial cult within 

Judaism and elsewhere was very varied and included provision for many different kinds of sacrifice (see 

Young 1979: 35–70). Some (but not all) sacrifices were to do with sins. In the Jewish cult these were the 

―sin-offerings.‖ But there were also thank-offerings, offered by the worshipper to God in grateful thanks, 

but with no explicit idea of atoning for sins. Judaism knew of other kinds of sacrifice as well: there was 

the Passover sacrifice, commemorating God‘s great act of liberation of Israel at the Exodus; there was 

also the sacrifice which accompanied the ritual of the making of the covenant. Neither of these had 

anything to do with sin directly. Thus one should not necessarily subsume every reference to Jesus‘ death 

as a sacrifice under the category of a sin-offering.  



The rationale of the Jewish sacrificial system has been much discussed, though with no very conclusive 

results. Judaism provided no explicit rationale for sacrifice: it was simply the God-given way of dealing 

with sin, and as such was to be accepted gratefully and humbly. Much discussion has also taken place 

over whether Jewish sacrifice, and/or Christian interpretations of Jesus‘ death as a sacrifice, should be 

regarded as ―propitiatory‖ (i.e., averting the anger of a personal deity) or ―expiatory‖ (i.e., nullifying the 

effects of sin). The idea of appeasing an angry god by sacrifice is certainly present in some non-Jewish 

ideas of sacrifice. Much hinges on the translation of the word hilaskesthai (and cognates) in the NT, and 

the equivalent OT words (usually kpr). In non-Jewish Gk, the word clearly carries ideas of propitiation. 

However, in a classic essay Dodd (1935: 82–95) argued that Jewish and Christian usage differs from that 

decisively. Here, almost uniformly, the words are used in such a way that God (or His representative) is 

always the subject, not the object of the action in question; the object is always sin or its effects. This then 

demands an interpretation of expiation, not propitiation, since God can scarcely be said to propitiate 

himself in any very meaningful sense. Dodd‘s arguments have convinced many that the NT does not think 

of Jesus‘ death as appeasing God‘s anger; rather, God, through Jesus, deals with and nullifies sin and its 

effects. (Cf. Young 1975: 72 and many others; for the contrary view, see Morris 1955: 125–85; Hill 1967: 

23–48.)  

The precise way in which an expiatory sacrifice was thought to ―work‖ is never clarified. It has been 

maintained by some that an element of substitution was always understood and that the sacrificial victim 

was thought of as enduring the (divine) punishment for the sin committed, thus enabling the sinner to go 

free. Such a model has of course exerted considerable influence on popular Christian piety as an 

interpretation of Jesus‘ atoning death.  

This probably reads too much into the rationale of the sacrificial system. It is in fact very unlikely that 

the sacrificial victim was ever thought of as a substitute in this way. Such a rationale might lie behind the 

ceremony of the Day of Atonement, when the priest laid hands on one of the goats, thereby transferring 

the sins to the goat (Lev 16:21). However, this goat was not sacrificed: the goat on whom the sins were 

―laid‖ was the scapegoat which was driven away into the desert, and it was the other goat which was 

offered in sacrifice. In fact it was considered vitally important that the sacrificial victim should be pure 

(see Young 1979: 52). Thus it is unlikely that the sacrificial system was ever conceived of in such a 

substitutionary sense.  

Substitutionary ideas have been thought to lie behind much of Paul‘s language, though many would 

argue that ―representation‖ rather than ―substitution‖ does far more justice to Paul‘s thought. (See Hooker 

[1971 and 1978]. Dunn [1974] argues that this is inherent in the rationale of sacrifice itself, though this 

probably reads too much into the texts.) Jesus‘ death is seen as the point at which Jesus joins humanity at 

its point of final annihilation and lostness; however, through the resurrection, Jesus overcomes death and 

becomes the source of new life for all who are ―in‖ him. Such a model is well summed up by Irenaeus‘ 

summary statement ―he became what we are so that we might become what he is.‖ Jesus‘ life, death, and 

resurrection are thus ―vicarious‖ in the sense of achieving something for others by taking their place; but 

it is not ―substitutionary‖ in the sense that Jesus takes the place of human sinners whilst they go free (or 

elsewhere): human beings are summoned to join Jesus.  

The importance of other sacrificial language in Paul is debated. Certainly Paul uses a variety of 

metaphors. Jesus‘ death can be seen variously as a new Passover sacrifice (1 Cor 5:7), a new covenant 

sacrifice (1 Cor 11:25), perhaps as a sin-offering (Rom 8:3, though the precise interpretation is disputed), 

perhaps as the sin-offering of the Day of Atonement (cf. hilastērion in Rom 3:25: again the precise 

reference is disputed, but see Stuhlmacher 1986: 94–109). Some have argued that all such language is pre-

Pauline, and that Paul‘s ―real‖ thought is to be located elsewhere (cf. BTNT, 295–306; Käsemann 1971: 

39–46). Certainly the importance of the solidarity of Jesus and the Christian is of vital importance for 

Paul (so Bultmann, cf. also the previous paragraph, though whether such an idea is due to the adoption of 

Gnostic categories [so Bultmann also] is more debatable). Also the importance of the cross as showing the 

radical lostness of human beings who cannot save themselves (so Käsemann) is fundamental for Paul (cf. 

Romans 1–3). Nevertheless one should perhaps be wary of dismissing sacrificial categories as of no 



concern to Paul simply because they are taken over from tradition. Paul‘s use of his tradition presumably 

implies a measure of agreement with it, and one should perhaps accept a rich variety in Paul‘s 

interpretation of the atonement.  

Sacrificial language dominates in the exposition of the author of Hebrews. In particular, the writer sees 

Jesus‘ death in terms of the great sacrifice of the Jewish Day of Atonement. (See especially Hebrews 9–

10.) Here, in a highly suggestive use of imagery, the author sees the Jewish rite fulfilled in Jesus‘ death 

whereby Jesus is both the priest and the sacrificial victim so that he offers himself. It is perhaps worth 

noting, however, that the author does not use this language simply to explain the atonement. Rather, he 

uses it primarily to show that the whole of the old Jewish sacrificial cult has now been superseded. This 

then forms a crucial part of the writer‘s exhortation to his readers not to lapse back into Judaism. The 

writer never gives any rationale of the sacrificial system: he simply assumes without question that 

―without the shedding of blood there is no forgiveness‖ (Heb 9:22; cf. Taylor 1945: 125). As far as the 

author is concerned, the only question is whether ―blood‖ still needs to be sacrificed or not. Alongside this 

idea, the writer of Hebrews also develops the idea that Jesus‘ death inaugurates the new covenant, and 

hence Jesus‘ death is to be seen as a covenant sacrifice (cf. Heb 7:22; 8:6; 9:15; and see Young 1979: 

149). Again, however, the main point of the discussion is to show that the old covenant has now become 

outmoded. Thus the whole argument of Hebrews, which is so clearly indebted to sacrificial categories, 

ends up by being almost anti-sacrificial in its insistence on the finality of Christ‘s saving work.  

Sacrificial language is also to be found in John, though the highly allusive way in which John writes 

sometimes makes it difficult to determine his precise meaning. However, it is probable that the words of 

John the Baptist in John 1:29 (―Behold the Lamb of God‖) refer to Jesus as the Paschal lamb. This would 

tie in with the fact that Jesus‘ death in John coincides with the slaughtering of the Paschal lambs (cf. John 

19:14); further, the fact that none of Jesus‘ bones is broken ―fulfills‖ scripture, and the scripture in 

question is probably the instruction about the way in which the Passover lambs are to be killed (John 

19:36 cf. Exod 12:46). However, the further words of John the Baptist (―… who takes away the sin of the 

world‖) may be introducing quite different sacrificial ideas, since the Passover sacrifice was generally not 

thought of as expiatory.  

The extent to which sacrificial ideas can be traced back to Jesus himself is debated. Many have claimed 

that Jesus did foresee, and interpret, his own death in terms of a sacrifice for sin, with reference to the 

prophecy of Deutero-Isaiah about the Suffering Servant. Prime evidence for this would be the two 

synoptic sayings in Mark 10:45; 14:24. (See, with varying nuances, Taylor 1937; Jeremias 1966: 225–31; 

Hengel 1981: 65–75; Stuhlmacher 1986: 16–29.) However, the theory that Isaiah 53 was fundamental for 

Jesus is radically questioned today (see Hooker 1959). The language of Mark 14:24 is more closely 

connected with the idea of the (new) covenant than with that of expiatory sacrifice. The thought may be as 

much to do with the establishment of a new (covenant) community as with the forgiveness of sins by a 

sacrifice. The language of Mark 10:45 is also difficult to relate directly to Isaiah 53. The ―ransom‖ 

(lytron) of Mark 10:45 is not really the equivalent of the Servant‘s death seen as an ˒ašam (sin-offering) 

since the two ideas are quite different (see Barrett 1959; Hooker 1959: 74–79). In any case it is not certain 

how justified it is to trace these sayings back to the pre-Easter Jesus, and, for example, many would 

regard the ransom saying in Mark 10:45b as a post-Easter gloss on what may well have been a dominical 

saying about the importance of serving in Mark 10:45a (cf. Luke 22:27). (Cf. Lohse 1963: 117–22; 

Williams 1975: 211–12.) However, the category of ―ransom‖ (lytron) in Mark 10:45 leads on to the next 

major category discussed here.  

C. Redemption  

The language of ―redemption‖ (apolytrōsis) would have had a rich background for any 1st-century 

audience. Slaves could be ―redeemed‖ by paying a suitable ransom price; so too could prisoners of war. 

The association of this language with freeing slaves made it natural for Jews to use the vocabulary of 

redemption to refer above all to the great act of liberation by God in rescuing the Israelites from slavery in 

Egypt (cf. Deut 7:8 and elsewhere). Although the redemption of slaves or prisoners in the secular realm 

always involved the payment of a ransom price (lytron), it is very doubtful if Jews ever thought in such 



concrete terms in speaking of God‘s action at the Exodus as a redemption. Rather, God‘s ―redeeming‖ of 

Israel simply referred to His rescue, with no idea of a price being paid. (See Hill 1967: 49–81 contra 

Morris 1955: 9–59.)  

NT writers used this language freely, bringing out different aspects of the imagery evoked. Thus texts 

such as Luke 24:21 simply refer to God‘s hoped-for intervention in the future in bringing liberation. The 

same is probably true in Rom 8:23.  

Whether NT writers ever conceived of Jesus‘ death as a ―ransom price,‖ a price that had to be paid to 

secure the release of humanity, is more uncertain. This idea became extremely popular in patristic thought 

with great discussions about whom the price was paid to (God? or the Devil?) and the nature of the 

transaction involved. It is however difficult to find such ideas in the NT itself (though see Marshall 1974 

for a different view). Texts like Eph 1:7 (―redemption through his blood‖) and 1 Pet 1:18–19 (―you were 

redeemed … with the precious blood of Christ‖) can scarcely be made to support the theory of Jesus‘ 

death as a ransom price paid, since both texts do not use the Gk construction of a genitive of price. Both 

are using the language of redemption more generally to claim that the liberation which the Christian can 

now enjoy has been achieved by means of Jesus‘ death, without spelling out the means more precisely 

(see Hill 1967: 70–74).  

The related language of Paul, ―you were bought with a price‖ (1 Cor 6:20; 7:23), should also probably 

not be pressed too far. Paul is simply using the language of the slave market to stress the fact that 

Christians have now changed their allegiance: they are no longer under their old master (sin or whatever); 

they are now under a new master in God. The precise nature of the price is not discussed. Similarly Paul‘s 

language of Jesus ―redeeming‖ those under the curse of the Law by becoming a curse for us (Gal 3:13; 

4:5) can only with difficulty support the view that Jesus‘ death is being interpreted as a ransom price paid 

in a substitutionary sense. Far more important for Paul here seems to be the representative nature of Jesus‘ 

death (see Hooker 1971). Jesus‘ becoming a curse for humanity involves his joining humanity; his life of 

obedience to death, and his vindication by God in the resurrection, annuls the curse of the Law and 

enables the new life of freedom to be available to all who are ―in‖ him (cf. Gal 3:14). Again, the language 

of ―redeeming‖ is probably being used in general terms to indicate the liberation (here from the Law) 

achieved by Jesus, but without pressing the analogy of secular redemption any further to think in terms of 

specific ransom prices.  

The nearest one gets to an idea of a price being paid is in Mark 10:45, where Jesus‘ death is said to be a 

lytron anti pollon, ―a ransom for many.‖ The use of anti (―in place of,‖ ―for‖), if pressed, does suggest 

ideas of substitution and equivalence, and the ransom idea in lytron could be said to reinforce this. 

However, one should not read too much into this. There is for example no talk of ―sin‖ here and one 

should not necessarily interpret the verse as implying a view of Jesus‘ death as an expiatory sacrifice for 

sin with a substitutionary idea of sacrifice implied. This probably confuses categories unnecessarily. 

There is a close parallel to the ideas concerned in 4 Macc 17:22 (see Williams). However, it is as likely 

that the lytron vocabulary is intended to evoke the language of the great act of redemption in the OT 

whereby Yahweh redeemed the Israelites from Egypt and established them as the chosen nation. The 

communal, even covenantal, overtones of the language may be just as important as any ideas of precise 

equivalents in ransom prices paid (see Hooker 1959: 77–78).  

D. Victory over Evil Powers  

The language of redemption, when used against an OT background, can very easily slide into a rather 

different model to describe the atonement: that of victory. Yahweh‘s action on behalf of Israel constituted 

not only a setting free of the nation, but also a victory over the forces of Pharaoh. This idea of victory is 

certainly applied to the death of Jesus in the NT. The language assumes a somewhat dualistic view of the 

universe, with other spiritual powers holding sway over the human race. Jesus‘ death is then seen as a 

victory over these powers. Aulen (1931) has shown how influential this view of the atonement was in 

patristic thought and how it has dropped out of later theological reflection. The locus classicus for this 

view is Col 2:14–15 and it is implied in many other NT passages. Paul sometimes speaks of various other 

spiritual powers being now subject to Christ (1 Cor 15:24–25; Phil 2:10; Rom 8:35–38); indeed much of 



Paul‘s language about the overthrow of the power of sin could be classified in this category, since 

frequently Paul appears to conceive of sin as a malignant power (cf. Rom 7:7–11) rather than a series of 

human wrongdoings (cf. also Käsemann 1971: 44).  

Elsewhere in the NT, the powers opposed to God are conceived as concentrated in a single Devil figure 

and Jesus‘ death is interpreted as the final overthrow of Satan (Heb 2:14; John 12:31; 1 John 3:8; Rev 

12:7–12). As with the other categories considered, the precise details of the image are never worked out. 

It is never stated just how the Devil and/or other powers are defeated by Jesus‘ life, death, and 

resurrection. Col 2:14–15 uses the striking imagery of a military victory parade with the disarmed powers 

actually nailed to the cross. The Johannine tradition appears to be based on a forensic model: Satan‘s 

overthrow is his final condemnation in, and eviction from, the divine law court (cf. John 16:11; 

Revelation 12). All the NT talk of the resurrection as the victory over the powers of death and enabling 

the Christian to share the consequences of that victory (cf. 1 Cor 15:57) may also be included in this 

category.  

E. Reconciliation  

All the categories discussed so far could be considered slightly ―impersonal‖ (God dealing with sin, or 

achieving victory over other powers, almost extra nos, ―apart from us‖). It is worth recalling that the NT 

can refer to the work of Christ in a much more personal way, with the language of reconciliation. This 

language is not common in the NT, being confined to the Pauline tradition. Where sacrificial language 

conceives of the human situation in terms of sinfulness, reconciliation language thinks in terms of 

personal relationships, severed and restored. It is also striking that Paul is evidently not bound by any one 

language of atonement in that he can describe the effects of Jesus‘ death in heavily cultic and forensic 

language in Rom 5:8–9, only to follow with a parallel statement in Rom 5:10 using the quite different 

categories of personal relationships, an initial state of ―enmity‖ being ended by God‘s act of 

―reconciliation.‖ This language is developed further in the deutero-Pauline tradition where Col 1:20 

speaks of the reconciliation of the whole universe through the cross, and Eph 2:14–16 speaks of the 

reconciliation of the Jewish and Gentile nations.  

F. Revelation  

Mention must finally be made of the view that Christ‘s work is primarily revelatory, both of God and of 

humanity. This is most characteristic of the 4th gospel. While other models of the atonement relate to 

human need described in terms of sin, guilt, slavery, or enmity, this model can be thought of in terms of 

humanity as ignorant or in (mental) darkness. Thus the dominant theme is of Jesus as the one who brings 

light and knowledge and who reveals the true nature of God. The thought of John is heavily influenced by 

this idea. The coming of Jesus reveals the glory of God (John 1:14) and Jesus as the only begotten Son is 

uniquely in a position to be able to ―explain‖ or ―make known‖ God (1:18). Jesus comes as the Light of 

the world, not to judge the world, for the light simply shows up human beings for what they are (cf. 3:16–

21). Similarly the Johannine Jesus can speak of ―knowing‖ as the all-important thing for the disciples 

(17:3). Much of Jesus‘ talk about the cross in John is in this vein. The crucifixion is the great ―hour‖ 

which stands over the whole of the ministry of Jesus. It is the moment when the Son of Man will be lifted 

up, both physically on a cross, and in glory, so that the cross is the moment at which the full glory of God 

is revealed (17:1). The cross is thus supremely the moment of revelation.  

Such a scheme is characteristically Johannine, but it has close affinities with Mark‘s presentation as 

well. In Mark the cross is the moment at which Jesus‘ true identity is finally and definitively revealed to 

human beings as that of God‘s Son (Mark 15:39).  

Much of this language in John has affinities with Gnostic thought, although it must be said that John is 

no Gnostic. Gnosis (―knowledge‖) does not occur in John (perhaps deliberately); and the ―knowing‖ 

which constitutes eternal life (cf. 17:3) is not the knowing about one‘s origins, etc., which is so 

characteristic of Gnostic thought. John‘s ―knowing‖ is much closer to the biblical idea of ―knowledge‖ as 

signifying close personal relationships (cf. Hos 6:3; 13:5). Still the idea of Jesus‘ work as above all 

revealing the full character of God is an important aspect of NT beliefs about what the life, death, and 

resurrection of Jesus have achieved.  



G. Conclusion  

NT views about the atoning work of Christ are many and varied. NT writers use a wide variety of 

models and images to express their beliefs. Perhaps the very variety itself is indicative of the fact that 

theories about the atonement were probably of second-order importance. What was primary was the 

experience of forgiveness and new life which the first Christians claimed to enjoy. NT writers were 

unanimous in believing that this was the work of God Himself acting in and through the life, death, and 

resurrection of Jesus. In attempting to describe precisely how this had been achieved, the NT used a 

variety of ideas based on contemporary models in the 1st century thought world. However, common to all 

these articulations was the claim that what had happened was of universal significance and was the work 

of God Himself, acting in love. Any contemporary view of the atonement must take this with all 

seriousness if it is to be true to the NT.  
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C. M. TUCKETT  

ATONEMENT, DAY OF. See DAY OF ATONEMENT.  

ATROTH-BETH-JOAB (PLACE) [Heb ˓aṭrôt bêt yô˒āb (ַףְטשותֲֵביתֲיוָאב )]. A town in Judah, 

near Bethlehem, listed in the geneology of Hur (a descendant of Judah) through his son Salma (1 Chr 

2:54). Some scholars, rather than accepting Atroth-beth-joab as a place name, choose to translate it 

―Crowns of the house of Joab,‖ from ˓ăṭārâ, one of the Hebrew words for crown. They assume this phrase 

either modifies Bethlehem and Netophath (ISBE 1: 349) or refers to a separate town in Judah (Odelain 

and Séguineau 1981: 46). The LXX transliterates the phrase in question as a place name, Atarōth oikou 

Iōab. While not specifically identifying Atroth-beth-joab, other scholars assume it was located between 

the 2 towns that surround it in the list: Netophah (tentatively identified as modern Kh. Bedd Fā-lûḥ, M.R. 

171119), which is SE of Bethlehem; and Manahath (modern el-Mâlḥah, M.R. 167128), which is NW of 

Bethlehem (LBHG, 245). If the town was in this area it would have been on the edge of the Judean 

wilderness. This placement allowed Kallai (EncMiqr 6: 168) to propose a connection between this town 

and Joab, the head of David‘s army, who was buried in his house in the wilderness (1 Kgs 1:34), a house 

earlier identified as his inheritance (2 Sam 15:30).  
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SUSAN E. MCGARRY  

ATROTH-SHOPHAN (PLACE) [Heb ˓aṭrōt šôpān (ַףְטשֹתֲשוָץן )]. One of several towns built by 

the descendants of Gad in the Transjordan from territory given them by Moses (Num 32:35). The exact 

location is unknown (Noth Numbers OTL), and scholarly attempts to locate the site are based primarily on 

textual or topographical evidence. The element ˓aṭrōt is lacking from LXX, and the Vg adds et (―and‖) 

between ˓ăṭrōt and šôpān, thus making 2 place names. In addition, šôpān has a variant in both the 

Samaritan Pentateuch (špym) and in the LXX (sōphar). This suggests some connection between ˓aṭrōt and 

˓ăṭārōt of the previous verse (Num 32:34) since the latter site is specifically mentioned in the Moabite 

Stone (line 10) as a Gadite city in Moab reconquered by Mesha (see ATAROTH). However, many 

scholars seem to follow Tristram (1873: 290) who sees the same name repeated for sites barely 2 miles 

apart, identifying Atroth-Shophan with Jebel (Rujm) ˓Attarus, ca. 2 miles NE of Ataroth, and Ataroth 

with Khirbet ˓Attarus, ca. 8 miles NW of Dibon. Yet, there are those, like LaSor (ISBE 1: 363), who reject 

the identification of Atroth-Shophan with either Khirbet or Rujm ˓Attarus.  
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ATTAI (PERSON) [Heb ˓attay (ַףַתי )]. The name of 3 individuals in the Hebrew Bible.  

1. Mentioned in the genealogy of Jerahmeel in the Hezron clan of the tribe of Judah, he was the son of 

one of Sheshan‘s daughters and his Egyptian servant Jarha (1 Chr 2:35–36). Attai in turn fathered a son 

named Nathan. The Chronicler provides a linear genealogy for 12 further generations down to Elishama, 

possibly due to the anomaly of his Egyptian ancestry.  

2. One of the brave and skillful warriors from the tribe of Gad who joined David prior to his becoming 

king (1 Chr 12:12—Eng12:11). By reporting a contingent from Gad, one of the more northern and 

Transjordan tribes, the Chronicler emphasizes the breadth of support for David.  

3. The second son of King Rehoboam by his favored wife Maacah (2 Chr 11:20); the grandson of 

Solomon. Large families are often used as a measure of divine blessing in Chronicles (2 Chr 11:18–23). 

The Chronicler includes the note regarding Rehoboam‘s favoritism toward Maacah as a way of explaining 

why Rehoboam‘s eldest son did not attain the throne (cf. 2 Chr 21:3). (For further discussion, see Dillard 

2 Chronicles WBC, 98–99.)  

RAYMOND B. DILLARD  

ATTALIA (PLACE) [Gk Attaleia (Ἀσσαλεια)]. 1. A city of N Lydia near Thyatira formerly called 

Agoira.  

2. Modern Antalya (Adalia), a city on the coast of Pamphilia in S Asia Minor, modern Turkey, near the 

mouth of the Catarrhactes (Aksu) river (36°50´N; 30°46´E). Paul accompanied by Barnabas left from this 

port as he returned to Antioch at the completion of his first missionary journey (Acts 14:25), and he 

probably landed here when he traveled from Paphos to Perga (Acts 13:13) since the latter is landlocked.  

Attalia was founded by Attalus II Philadelphus of Pergamum (159–138 B.C.), hence the name, and it 

became the chief port of Pamphilia. The city was built on a limestone plateau rising about 37 meters 

above the Catarrhactes River basin near where it empties into the Mediterranean Sea. The city served as 

the harbor for Perga, the capital of the province. Today the river has dissipated due to local irrigation 

procedures. The Romans gained control of the region in 79 B.C. when P. Servilius Isauricus fined the 

territories of the city as a penalty for their alliance with the pirate Zenicetes. The area was later employed 

by Augustus for the settling of veterans. It did not become a colony, however, until the 3d century A.D. 

During the Christian era the city was under the ecclesiastical jurisdiction of Perga until it declined in 

power and Attalia was declared a metropolis in A.D. 1084.  



Attalia has substantial archaeological remains. The ruins of the walls and towers of the outer harbor, 

originally closed by means of a chain, are still visible. The city was enclosed by a double wall encircled 

by a moat, and portions of the Hellenistic defensive wall can be seen in this wall of the medieval period. 

A triple arch built by Hadrian still remains as the most imposing structure of antiquity in the region. See 

Jones 1971: 130–47.  
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JOHN D. WINELAND  

ATTALUS (PERSON) [Gk Attalos (Ἀσσαλορ)]. Attalus II, king of Pergamum (159–138 B.C.), son of 

Attalus I and brother of Eumenes II (1 Macc 15:22). He appears in a list of recipients of the letter sent by 

the consul Lucius endorsing the leadership of Simon. The letter stresses the renewal of friendship and 

alliance between Rome and Judea, forbids war against Judea by Roman allies, and allows for the 

extradition of prisoners. Attalus II was the strongest ally of Rome in Asia Minor and would have 

supported such a decree issued by Rome. His position as 2d in the list following Demetrius II reflects the 

political situation of the day. In fear of the growing power of the Seleucid king Demetrius I, Attalus II had 

supported Alexander Epiphanes (Balas), a pretender to the Seleucid throne, against Demetrius I Soter. In 

so doing he indirectly supported Jonathan (1 Macc 10:46–47).  
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RUSSELL D. NELSON  

ATTHARATES (PERSON) [Gk Attaratēs (Ἀσσαπασηρ)]. Official who participated in the assembly of 

the returned exiles when Ezra read the law of Moses to the people (1 Esdr 9:49–52). His prominence 

among the exiles is suggested by the text recording the blessing he gave to those who responded to Ezra‘s 

reading. Although the RSV follows the LXX by treating Attharates as a name, the consensus is that the 

term is a title the author of 1 Esdras misconstrued. Myers (1–2 Esdras AB, 91) and Coggins (1–2 Esdras 

CBC, 72–74) argue that it is a transliteration of the Persian title for governor (Heb tršt˒). Almost certainly 

it is a variant of ATTHARIAS in 1 Esdr 5:40 (cf. Neh 8:9). Differences such as this raise questions about 

the sources of and literary relationship among 1 Esdras, Ezra, and Nehemiah.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

ATTHARIAS (PERSON) [Gk Attharias (Ἀσθαπιαρ)]. In 1 Esdr 5:40 this term appears as the proper 

name of an individual who, with Nehemiah supervised the priests. However, comparison of this passage 

with the parallels in Ezra 2:63 and Neh 7:65 reveals that this may be a textual alteration in the 

transmission of the Heb tiršātā˒ (LXX Athersatha), the Persian title for a provincial governor. The title 

may belong to either Zerubbabel, Sheshbazzar, or Nehemiah, depending on when one dates the historical 

context of this list.  

CRAIG D. BOWMAN  

AUGURY. See MAGIC (OT).  

AUGUSTAN COHORT [Gk speira Sebastē (ςπειπα Σεβαςση)]. An auxiliary unit in the Roman 

army, one of whose centurions guarded Paul on his sea voyage from Caesarea to Rome (Acts 27:1). Acts 

27:42 mentions that the centurion, named JULIUS, was accompanied by soldiers who shared 

responsibility for guarding the prisoners; it is reasonable to assume that these soldiers were also members 

of the Augustan cohort. Most auxiliary cohorts were infantry units nominally composed of 500 or 1,000 

troops, roughly the size of a modern army battalion. Josephus, however, refers to auxiliary cohorts which 

joined Vespasian‘s army during the Jewish War and contained 1,000 cavalry, or 600 infantry combined 

with 120 cavalry (JW 3.4.2 §67). As an auxiliary unit, it was not composed of Roman citizens, but during 

and after the reign of Claudius its soldiers were promised citizenship upon completion of their 25 years 

service (Webster 1985: 142–43; Grant 1974: 56).  



The Augustan cohort mentioned in Acts was probably the Cohors Augusta I, which was based in the 

Roman province of Syria during the 1st century C.E. (ILS, 2683). The same cohort was probably stationed 

in Batanea, E of the Sea of Galilee, during the reign of Agrippa II late in the 1st century (Broughton 1933: 

443). The Greek term Sebastē translates the Latin Augusta, which leads some scholars to ask if Luke may 

have confused this unit with the Sebastenian cohort, a unit recruited in the city of Sebaste (= Samaria). 

Josephus mentions several Sebastenian cohorts, all of which were stationed in Syria (Ant 19.9.2 §365; JW 

2.4.2 §58). However, the Sebastenian cohort would have been referred to as the speira Sebastēnōn, and 

there is no evidence that Luke did confuse the two cohorts. Many cohorts were granted the title 

―Augustan‖ for honorable service (Cheesman 1914: 46–47), and since there is proof the Cohors Augusta I 

did serve in the area near Caesarea during the first century C.E., it seems wisest to assume Luke‘s 

reference to the unit is correct. Gealy (IDB 1: 317) believes that Luke mentions the cohort by name 

because it enhances Paul‘s prestige to be placed in the custody of a unit carrying the Augustan name. This 

is possible, but Luke nowhere else emphasizes the unit‘s name, even when mentioning soldiers 

presumably from that cohort (Acts 27:31–32, 42).  
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MARK J. OLSON  

AUGUSTUS (EMPEROR). When he composed his brief history of Rome in A.D. 30, the Roman 

senator Velleius Paterculus portrayed Augustus as the last and most successful in a series of grand figures 

who dominated Rome in the course of the 1st century B.C. A little less than a century later, the great 

historian Cornelius Tacitus took a similar line when he wrote that ―neither the domination of Cinna nor 

that of Sulla lasted long; the power of Pompey and the power of Crassus soon gave way to Caesar, the 

arms of Antony and Lepidus soon gave way to Augustus, who received the whole state, worn out by civil 

war, under his command with the title of princeps‖ (Ann. 1.1.1). Tacitus‘ contemporary, the biographer 

Suetonius, saw Augustus as the second in his series of Romans who gave form to the imperial system of 

government (the first was Julius Caesar); the anonymous author of some lines preserved in the Sibylline 

Oracles placed Julius first, but noted that Augustus passed on power to a successor (Orac. Sib. 5.11–20; 

12.12–36). The view inherent in all of these authors was that it was difficult to place a firm date on the 

foundation of that system of government which modern scholars traditionally describe as the principate 

and associate with Augustus. Indeed, the Augustan principate arose out of the struggle for power among 

members of the Roman aristocracy in the course of the 1st century B.C. and was moulded by the political 

circumstances of Augustus‘ own rise to power after the assassination of his uncle and adoptive father, 

Julius Caesar on March 15, 44 B.C. He cannot truly be said to have become dominant until his victory 

over Mark Antony at Actium in 31 B.C., and it was not until 23 B.C. that he found a formula by which he 

could govern Rome with some security. For this reason, it is essential to understand the political crisis of 

the Roman state during his rise to power to understand the way that he modified the political system after 

his victory.  

A. The Early Years  

Augustus was born on September 19, 63 B.C., the son of Gaius Octavius, a successful politician who 

was the first member of his family to achieve prominence at Rome, and Atia, the niece of Julius Caesar. 

Rome was then in chaos because of the severe social disorder within Italy resulting from civil war and 

changes in the economic structure of the peninsula during the late 2d and early 1st centuries B.C. This 

disorder was enhanced by the tendency of ambitious aristocratic politicians to exploit social divisions in 

pursuit of what was then recognized as the proper ambition for any able aristocrat: personal domination 

over the Roman state.  



By the end of 45 B.C. Julius Caesar emerged as the victor in a series of civil wars which began with his 

invasion of Italy in 49. It was during this time that the young Augustus (still known by his family name, 

Gaius Octavius) came to his attention. Impressed by his ability, Caesar intended to take him on the 

campaign against the Persians which he was planning in 44 and included him in his will as his primary 

heir and adoptive son. It was, in fact, this adoption in Caesar‘s will which launched the future emperor on 

his career. The veterans of Caesar‘s campaigns were devoted to the memory of their general and provided 

a powerful base of support for the young man when he returned to Rome to take up his inheritance as 

Gaius Julius Caesar Octavian (it was customary for Romans to take their adoptive father‘s name while 

retaining an adjectival form of their own family name as an additional name, or cognomen—hence 

Octavianus or Octavian, as he is commonly known in English). He found the situation extraordinarily 

complicated, however. There was a substantial group which supported the assassins, led by Brutus and 

Cassius, and a serious split among Caesar‘s remaining supporters as to whether Mark Antony should, as 

he intended to do, assume Caesar‘s position. There was an equally important group of generals in W 

Europe who had decided to wait and see which of the other factions prevailed. At first Octavian appeared 

to be a convenient figurehead for the group opposing Antony, and when the senate declared war on 

Antony in 43, as nominal third in command, he accompanied the army under the consuls Hirtius and 

Pansa that was sent against Antony at Mutina, in N Italy. Two battles were fought outside of Mutina in 

the spring of that year and, although Antony was defeated, both consuls were killed. Octavian was now in 

command of a powerful independent force.  

At the end of the summer, Octavian made an agreement with Antony and the most important general in 

S France, Marcus Lepidus, to the effect that they would govern the state as triumvirs (essentially 3 

dictators—before this a single dictator had occasionally been selected during a time of crisis with absolute 

power over the state) for a term of 5 years and avenge the murder of Caesar. In part to pay their troops 

and in part to terrify their political enemies, the triumvirs immediately issued an edict of proscription. 

Any man whose name appeared on the lists they published was thereby sentenced to death and his 

property was confiscated by the state. This action, for which all 3 partners must have borne an equal 

measure of responsibility, was long remembered as the bloodiest act of political terrorism in Roman 

history.  

Victory over Brutus and Cassius was won in November of 42 at Philippi in N Greece. After the battle, 

Octavian returned to Italy and Antony took charge of Rome‘s E provinces. The next few years were 

difficult ones. In 41, Octavian had to crush a revolt at Perugia led by Antony‘s brother, and between 38 

and 36 he engaged in difficult naval campaigns against Sextus Pompey, who controlled the seas around 

Italy. It was only with the victory over Sextus, won by Octavian‘s close friend Marcus Vipsanius Agrippa, 

and the subsequent deposition of Lepidus from the triumvirate that Octavian emerged as the dominant 

figure in the Roman west. It was also at this time that his relations with Antony, who had married his 

sister Octavia in 40 to seal a treaty between the 2 men after the war around Perugia, began to break down 

completely.  

Antony was estranged from Octavia in 36 and soon married Cleopatra, queen of Egypt. In 33 relations 

between him and Octavian reached a crisis point; at the beginning of 32 Octavian led a thinly veiled coup 

at Rome. He forced the senate to declare war on Antony and assumed overall control with the title of dux, 

a position that was essentially that of dictator. The powers which Octavian, Antony and Lepidus had 

assumed as triumvirs in 43 were renewed for a 5-year term in 37; it was the approaching expiration of the 

2nd term of the triumvirate that marked the beginning of the crisis at the end of 33 (see Syme 1939: 202–

312). On September 2, 31 B.C., the fleet of Octavian, under Agrippa‘s command, crushed that of Antony 

and Cleopatra at Actium off the W coast of modern Greece. In the next year Octavian completed his 

victory by annexing Egypt to the Roman empire. Antony and Cleopatra committed suicide. To honor the 

victor for his achievements the senate bestowed the name ―Augustus‖ upon him in carefully managed 

ceremonies between January 13 and 16, 27 B.C. Henceforth Octavian was known as Imperator Caesar 

Augustus.  

B. The Government of Augustus  



After his victory, Augustus was faced with administering the empire so as to secure his position and that 

of his family and to prevent a new outbreak of the chaos of the previous decades. He accomplished this 

through clever manipulation of the constitution, adroit alliances with leading members of the aristocracy, 

and skillful selection of commanders for Rome‘s armies. He also attempted, with less success, to reform 

what he saw as the moral failings of the Roman state.  

The constitutional forms with which Augustus cloaked his autocratic position were many and varied. He 

felt that these contortions were necessary for a simple reason: There was a long-standing distaste at Rome 

for the outward forms of monarchy. These smacked of the ―degenerate‖ east or of the tyrant Tarquinius 

the Proud, the last of Rome‘s legendary 7 kings, whose expulsion led to the creation of the republican 

form of government. Moreover, the excessive display of preeminence by one aristocrat was mortally 

offensive to the sensibilities of others. Caesar‘s adoption of many of the symbols of monarchy and evident 

lack of respect for the traditional institutions of government had been the main reason for his 

assassination.  

In the early years Augustus had assumed the powers of a dictator as triumvir and then, between 32 and 

28, as dux or ―leader,‖ avoiding the title ―dictator‖ itself because Caesar had adopted it in his later years. 

In 28 he laid aside these powers and contented himself with one of the two ―ordinary‖ consulships. (These 

were distinguished from the increasingly common ―suffect‖ consulships because ―ordinary‖ consuls 

entered office on January 1 and gave their name to the year.) He also became governor of an extended 

province which included most of the areas in the empire with large garrisons. This state of affairs changed 

in 23, perhaps because he felt that his constant consulships were offensive to members of the aristocracy 

who desired the distinction for themselves, and perhaps because he felt that he was strong enough to adopt 

a new, more powerful position. In that year he laid down the consulship and received the powers of a 

tribune for life, the proconsulship for life, and the supreme power (imperium maius) over all other 

governors. These powers enabled him to control political life within the city of Rome (as tribune he had 

the power to bring public business to a halt) and to control Rome‘s military forces. After receiving these 

powers and suppressing a conspiracy to murder him, either at the end of 23 or at the beginning of 22, he 

left Italy to set Rome‘s eastern frontier in order (Badian 1982; cf. Syme 1986: 387–389). When he 

returned in 19 he was given the powers of a consul for life and ―freedom from the laws.‖ These powers—

the consulship, the tribunate of the plebs, and certain other extraordinary powers—served to define the 

office of princeps or emperor for the rest of his reign and for those of his successors.  

Augustus‘ relationship with the aristocracy was summarized by Tacitus as follows: ―[T]he most 

violently opposed had fallen in battle or through proscription, the rest of the nobles, insofar as those who 

were most readily obedient were raised up with wealth and honor and enhanced with new dignities, 

preferred the safe present to the dangerous past‖ (Ann. 1.2). The civil wars had had a devastating impact 

on the governing class of the old Republic; it was indeed true that the majority of those who had not 

joined Augustus in the course of the wars had been killed. But, even after Actium, Augustus could not 

depend on the loyalty of the survivors. He carried out revisions of the list of senators, in 29, 18, and 11 

B.C. to remove those who he thought were unworthy (or dangerous), and he had a fourth revision carried 

out by a board of senators in 4 A.D. He also increased the property qualification necessary for entry into 

the senate and introduced a number of important changes in the way that offices might be held (see 

Nicolet 1984).  

In the course of his reformation of the senate, Augustus concentrated the power of patronage and 

promotion in his own hands. There were 2 principle features of this control. The first was his power over 

the provinces in which Rome‘s main armies were stationed. He therefore had the power to appoint the 

commanders of these forces; it was virtually impossible for a man of suspect loyalty to obtain one of the 

military commands that were still cherished by the bellicose members of the aristocracy. The second 

feature was his virtual control over the electoral process. Tacitus described this as one of the greatest 

―secrets of power‖ (Ann. 2.36.1). It was very difficult for any man to win office without his approval, and 

he enhanced this control through the practices of ―nomination‖ and ―commendation.‖ For each election, 

Augustus would publish a list of men whom he supported, or ―nominated.‖ These lists would contain 



fewer names than there were offices, but inclusion on the list meant that a man was virtually assured of 

election, thus saving him a great deal of stress and presumably a good deal of expense, since running for 

office often involved tremendous outlays on public spectacles to court public support. A man who was 

―commended‖ as a ―candidate of Caesar‖ would receive the office for which he had been ―commended‖ 

without having to run for it. This was a very special and coveted honor; by the end of Augustus‘ reign 

only 4 men would receive it each year. This put a very real premium on Augustus‘ goodwill; the 

senatorial ideology which began to emerge in this period stressed service to the state under the emperor‘s 

guidance rather than absolute personal dominance (see Mommsen 1887–88: 917–22; cf. Levick 1967; for 

general discussion see Millar 1977: 299–313; Talbert 1984: 16–27; Eck 1984: 129–67).  

The importance of the emperor‘s guidance was also stressed through Augustus‘ constant consultations 

with the senate. It appears that he brought almost all public business before that body. Indeed, there does 

not seem to have been any important act of state for which Augustus did not seek senatorial approval. 

Where our sources tell us that Augustus ―did‖ something, their language is masking the process which 

involved Augustus either making a personal appearance before the senate to make a proposal or writing to 

the senate asking it to adopt the course that he desired. He may have adopted this approach to cloak the 

autocratic nature of his regime, but the result was to promote the extreme subservience of the senate to the 

autocrat. Senators appear not to have been sure why they were consulted on issues ranging from the 

recognition of an imperial heir to the composition of provincial juries and thus strove all the more to 

please the emperor whenever he expressed a desire to hear their views—there was no point to risking 

one‘s career by crossing the emperor on such occasions. We hear of very few occasions when a debate in 

the senate in which the issues were not overshadowed by the desire of the speakers to please the monarch 

or even to anticipate his desires (see Brunt 1984).  

The other great problem that Augustus inherited from the Republic was the poverty and unrest rampant 

among the Italian lower classes. One solution was simply to ensure peace, and this he was able to do after 

Actium. Another was to change the periodic redistribution of agrarian land to the rural and urban poor and 

the settlement of veterans on farms in Italy. He did this in the years after Actium by initiating an extensive 

program of overseas colonization. Such colonization had been attempted from time to time under the 

Republic and had been a major feature of Julius Caesar‘s program just before his death, but nothing had 

been attempted on anything like the scale which Augustus introduced. A great number of new colonies 

were founded abroad, and they had the effect not only of alleviating problems in Italy and serving as 

garrisons in newly pacified areas, but also of speeding the spread of Latin culture throughout W Europe as 

well as into the east. This was one of Augustus‘ most significant actions (Salmon 1969: 134–44; Brunt 

1972: 589–601).  

Within the city of Rome itself, Augustus introduced a more regular supply of subsidized grain for the 

poor and sought to keep better order through the institution of the vigiles, Rome‘s first professional police 

force and fire department. He engaged in a massive building program which served to beautify the city 

and celebrate the glory of his achievements. He issued regular distributions of food and money at festivals 

and to commemorate important moments in his reign. In doing so he not only alleviated the suffering of 

the poor, but he also bound the lower classes to his house. Preferential treatment of the population of 

Rome was thus established as one of the foundations of imperial government (Veyne 1976: 557–791; 

Rickman 1980: 61–66).  

Augustus not only sought to refashion the political structure of the Roman state, but also to restore what 

he thought was Rome‘s ―pristine moral virtue.‖ In 18 B.C. he issued laws that encouraged the upper 

classes to have more children by giving preferential treatment to fathers of more than 3 offspring and 

imposing severe penalties upon the childless. He also issued a severe law aimed at curbing adultery. Later 

in his reign he took strong action to ensure the ―racial purity‖ of the Roman people by limiting the number 

of slaves that an individual could free and restricting their access to Roman citizenship. He granted new 

privileges to senatorial and equestrian families, but he also imposed severe penalties upon members of 

those families who married slaves or engaged in what he regarded as disgraceful professions, such as 

acting or fighting as gladiators (Last CAH 10:425–64; Brunt 1972: 558–66; Levick 1983: 105–15).  



The reign of Augustus was also notable as the golden age of Latin literature. Although Augustus 

himself can take little or no credit for the development of poets such as Vergil, Propertius, Tibullus, and 

Horace—all of them began writing well before Actium—he did have an active interest in the arts. 

Vergil‘s Aeneid and Livy‘s massive history of Rome created images of Rome‘s past which Augustus 

found congenial, even though neither, especially Vergil‘s, can be considered wholly favorable. With the 

passing of time, however, his attitude towards literature began to harden. His later years were notable for 

the exile of the one great talent his reign produced, the poet Ovid, whose work Augustus found offensive 

(Syme 1978: 169–229; Griffin 1984: 189–215).  

There were also a number of developments in the overall governance of the empire and its relations with 

foreign peoples. One of these was the creation of a regular standing army in place of the republican 

armies which were raised for specific campaigns. This new army engaged in a number of important 

campaigns carried out by Augustus‘ lieutenants, often under the overall command of members of his 

family. The main areas of operation were Germany and the Balkans. Although there were some 

setbacks—the most important of which was the destruction of 3 legions by the Germans in 9 A.D.—the 

empire gained much new territory and began to develop fixed frontiers. There is still debate as to whether 

this was Augustus‘ intention in beginning these wars; some have argued that he hoped to conquer the 

world and was only deterred from this aim by problems at the end of his reign. But it is certainly the case 

that the frontiers developing along the Rhine and Danube at the time of Augustus‘ death were readily 

defensible and were to remain, with very few changes, the limits of Roman power down to the fall of the 

W empire in the 4th century. The administration of the provinces themselves became somewhat more 

efficient than it had been under the Republic (Syme CAH 10:340–81; Brunt 1963: 170–76; Wells 1972). 

Augustus was able to exercise some restraint over the rapacity of his officials. In addition, he began to 

create a new bureaucracy, staffed by freedmen and slaves from his own household as well as by members 

of the equestrian order, to oversee the administration of the grain supply, of certain minor provinces, of 

his own enormous estates throughout the empire, and of the significant contribution which he made to the 

finances of the state from his own funds.  

C. The Succession  

One of Augustus‘ primary aims was to ensure that the heir to his ―station‖ in the state, as he called it, 

would be a member of his own family. As he had no sons and only one daughter, Julia, he had to rely 

upon nephews, stepchildren, and grandchildren to satisfy his ambition. The first heir-apparent was 

Augustus‘ nephew, Marcus Claudius Marcellus who married Julia in 25 B.C. He died in 23, and Augustus 

then turned to his old friend, Marcus Agrippa. Agrippa married Julia, by whom he had a number of 

children before his own death in 12 B.C. At the same time that Agrippa was marked out for succession, 

Augustus also promoted his two stepsons, Drusus and Tiberius, an insurance policy against the death of 

Agrippa. Tiberius, the elder of the two, was the favorite at this time, and after Agrippa‘s death he married 

Julia.  

Drusus died in 9 B.C. and, as further insurance, Augustus began to promote the careers of two of his 

grandsons by Agrippa, Gaius and Lucius. This seems to have caused some friction with Tiberius and in 6 

B.C. Tiberius retired from public life to live on the island of Rhodes, much against Augustus‘ will. His 

retirement soon became little better than an exile, and a dynastic crisis ensued. Gaius and Lucius were too 

young to succeed, and as Augustus passed the age of 60, it seemed that he might soon die. Julia, who 

appears to have detested Tiberius, began to conspire with Augustus‘ nephew Iullus Antonius (the son of 

Antony and Octavia). This conspiracy was uncovered in 2 B.C.; Iullus was executed and Julia was exiled 

on the charge of adultery with a number of members of the nobility (Syme 1974: 912–36).  

Augustus‘ hopes for Gaius and Lucius soon foundered. Lucius died of disease at Marseilles in 2 A.D. 

and two years later Gaius died as the result of a wound he received while on campaign in the east. 

Tiberius was recalled and formally adopted by Augustus as his heir. At the same time Augustus also 

adopted his last surviving grandson, Agrippa Postumus—yet another insurance policy. Agrippa Postumus 

soon proved inadequate (there is some suggestion that he was insane) and was exiled to an estate outside 

Rome in 6 A.D.; in 7 he was sent into exile on an island. A year later, after yet another domestic scandal, 



Augustus‘ granddaughter, the younger Julia, was also exiled. In 13 Tiberius was granted the same powers 

as Augustus, and when Augustus died on August 19, A.D. 14, Tiberius assumed the sole government of 

the Roman empire. This succession, without civil war, was Augustus‘ final political achievement.  

Augustus was a brutal and difficult man, given at times to severe delusions, and feared or disliked by 

those who knew him best. Nonetheless, he proved to be a master politician and administrator and, as a 

result, his reign marks the great watershed in Roman history. He managed to create a system of 

government that maintained the unity and peace of the Mediterranean world for centuries to come.  
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D. S. POTTER  

AURANUS (PERSON) [Gk Auranos (Αὐπανορ)]. Commander of a temple guard (2 Macc 4:40). After 

reports circulated that Lysimacchus had stolen gold vessels from the temple and that crowds were forming 

into a mob, Lysimacchus armed 3,000 men and placed them under the command of Auranus. The attack 

on the crowd failed, and Lysimacchus himself was killed near the temple treasury as divine retribution (2 

Macc 4:39–42). The description of Auranus as ―advanced in both age and folly‖ contrasts with that of the 

martyr Eleazar, who was ―advanced both in age and noble presence/appearance‖ (2 Macc 6:18). Goldstein 

heightens the contrast by suggesting that auranos is a variant form of auaran, the nickname of Eleazar, 

son of Mattathias (1 Macc 2:5; 6:43). A pious Eleazar (2 Macc 6:18–31) would be contrasted with the 

impious Hasmonaean Eleazar (Goldstein 2 Maccabees AB, 242). However, the tentative nature of this 

identification and the closer contrasts between the martyr Eleazar and Mattathias (Goldstein 2 Maccabees 

AB, 282–86) speak against Auranus being associated with Eleazar, son of Mattathias. Further, the 

omission of the account of Eleazar‘s noble death (1 Macc 6:40–47) does not automatically suggest that 

the author of 2 Maccabees would seek a negative episode as a substitution (Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 

79–80).  

RUSSELL D. NELSON  

AURELIUS, MARCUS. See MARCUS AURELIUS (EMPEROR).  

AUTHOR OF LIFE [Gk archēgos zōēs (ἀπφηγορ ζωηρ)]. In this expression (Acts 3:15), the word 

―author‖ is the rendering of archēgos in some English versions (RSV, ASV [margin], NAB, NIV). In 2 



other contexts, the word is also rendered ―author‖ in some versions: ―author (of salvation)‖ in Heb 2:10 

(ASV, NASB, NIV), and the ―author (of our faith)‖ in Heb 12:2 (KJV, ASV, NASB, NIV). The basic 

sense here is that of originator or founder (Delling TDNT 1:487–88).  

Other renderings in these 3 passages and in Acts 5:31, reveal another line of interpretation of the term 

archēgos: as ―leader,‖ ―pioneer,‖ ―captain,‖ and ―prince‖ (Mülleṛ EWNT 1: col. 393). For Acts 3:15, 

examples of this alternative interpretation are evident in such translations as ―him who led the way (to 

life)‖ (NEB); ―the one who leads (to life)‖ (GNB); and, with less clarity, ―the prince (of life)‖ (KJV, ASV, 

NASB, JB).  

These 4 passages (listed above) constitute all the NT occurrences of the word archēgos, and in all of 

them the reference is to Jesus Christ. By this title he is recognized as the eschatological leader who, by 

way of the cross and resurrection, leads his followers to faith, salvation, and life, as Moses led God‘s 

people in the Exodus (cf. Acts 7:36). This understanding of NT archēgos as ―leader‖ is probably 

preferable to understanding it as ―originator‖ on the basis of Greek and Hellenistic sources.  

HERBERT G. GRETHER  

AUTHORITATIVE TEACHING (NHC VI,3). The 3d tractate of codex VI (pp. 22–35) of the 

Nag Hammadi codices. The text, a Coptic translation from a Gk original, is well preserved except for 

lacunas at the top of the first 7 pages (MacRae 1979: 258). The Coptic dialect is Sahidic with some non-

Sahidic variations (Krause and Labib 1971: 44–47).  

Auth. Teach. offers a highly metaphorical account of the soul‘s existence from its origin in ―the 

invisible, ineffable worlds,‖ through its encapsulation in a physical body and struggle with the forces of 

the material realm, to its ultimate salvation and rest. Seams in the narrative structure of the text and 

changes in person suggest that the present version is dependent upon a collection of originally separate 

metaphorical accounts (MacRae 1979: 257). In its present form, Auth. Teach. is a didactic composition 

perhaps used as a homily (Ménard 1977: 2; 1978: 288). It belongs to the genre of literature on the soul 

first identified by Festugière in connection with the Hermetic corpus. Other Nag Hammadi tractates 

concerned with the soul include The Exegesis on the Soul (NHC II,6), The Teachings of Sylvanus (NHC 

VII,4) and The Book of Thomas the Contender (NHC II,7) (MacRae 1972: 478–79; Funk 1973: 254).  

The anticosmic stance of the Auth. Teach. is clear throughout the text. The spiritual soul is described as 

cast into a body that came from lust, which in turn came from material substance. The material body is the 

creation of the ―dealers-in-bodies,‖ who seek to strike down the invisible soul. The soul is portrayed as a 

harlot who fell into bestiality, as wheat mixed with chaff. In the body, the soul contests against the wiles 

of the evil adversaries, who spread hidden nets in order to snare her and draw her down to ―man-eaters.‖ 

An extended metaphor portrays the adversary as a fisherman who baits a hook with various kinds of food 

(passions). The food is the ruse which draws the soul to the hook by which it is caught and pulled out of 

freedom into slavery. But the rational soul seeks God and gains salvation and rest through knowledge. 

She is aided in her quest by her bridegroom, who ―applies the word (logos) to her eyes as a medicine to 

enable her to see with her mind‖ (22,26–28).  

Auth. Teach. offers an important witness to the interest in and speculation on the nature, origin, and fate 

of the soul in the religious and philosophical cauldron from which Christianity emerged. The language of 

the text is non-philosophical (MacRae 1972: 477; Ménard 1977: 3), although its understanding of the soul 

is thoroughly Platonic (van den Broek 1979). The surviving text contains no clear evidence of a typical 

gnostic cosmogonic myth (MacRae 1979: 259; Funk 1973: 253), but the strong anticosmic dualism, the 

dichotomy between ignorance and knowledge, and the various metaphors of salvation (e.g., bridal-

chamber and rest) would certainly be at home in a gnostic context (Funk 1973: 254; Ménard 1977: 5–6). 

While no passage in the tractate betrays certain dependence on Jewish or Christian texts, practices or 

beliefs (MacRae 1972: 476; 1979: 258–59), various passages do suggest that the author knew the NT and 

considered it authoritative (Funk 1973: 254; van den Broek 1979: 271–76). The use of the term logos in 

the title, Authentikos logos, has no relation to the Johannine use of the term as a title for Christ. It is more 



closely related to the use of the term in Hermetic literature and/or the role of the logos as medicine found 

in the text itself (MacRae 1972: 476–78; 1979: 257; Ménard 1977: 3–4).  

The document supplies no certain internal evidence of provenance or date. Its use of a logos concept, its 

strong anticosmic stance, and its Platonic doctrine of the soul would be at home in Alexandria by the end 

of the 2d century C.E. (van den Broek 1979: 281–82).  
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JAMES E. GOEHRING  

AUTHORITIES, CITY. See CITY AUTHORITIES.  

AUTHORITY OF SCRIPTURE. See SCRIPTURAL AUTHORITY.  

AUTHORIZED VERSIONS. See VERSIONS, ENGLISH (AUTHORIZED VERSIONS).  

AVARAN (PERSON) [Gk Auaran (Αὐαπαν)]. Nickname of Eleazar, the 4th son of Mattathias (1 Macc 

2:5). His well-known heroic deed was the killing of an elephant at the battle of Beth-zechariah (1 Macc 

6:46). There also his nickname is mentioned (1 Macc 6:43). Several suggestions have been proposed for 

the meaning of Avaran, but none are convincing. Two Hebrew roots are possible: (1) ˓wr = ―Awake‖ (i.e., 

he was not a soundly sleeping baby?); and (2) ḥwr = ―pale (face).‖ The suggestion of ḥwr as a root may 

be combined with the feat of killing the elephant which suggests the meaning of ―hole‖ for ḥor. However, 

this assumes a different function of all the nicknames of Mattathias‘ sons, which does not fit their 

intention and assumed meanings. For the nicknames of Mattathias‘ sons see GADDI and MACCABEE. 

(See also ELEAZAR.)  

URIEL RAPPAPORT  

AVEN (PLACE) [Heb ˒āwen (ָאֶון )]. A Hebrew word meaning ―idolatry,‖ ―iniquity,‖ or ―nothingness‖ 
used by the OT prophets as a derogatory substitute or wordplay in certain place names. Since the Hebrew 

words ˒ôn (―power‖ or ―riches‖) and ˒āwen have identical consonants, Aven may be a derisive pun.  

1. A place mentioned in the phrase ―the high places of Aven‖ (Hos 10:8). ―Aven‖ has traditionally been 

understood as an abbreviation of Beth-aven (―House of Idolatry‖), Hosea‘s pejorative name for Bethel 

(―House of God‖). See BETH-AVEN. However, several modern scholars prefer to translate ˒āwen as a 

common noun, i.e., ―the high places of transgression‖ (Mays Hosea OTL, 138; Wolff Hosea Hermeneia, 

171).  

2. A valley cited in Amos‘ denunciation of Syria (Amos 1:5). ―The Valley of Aven‖ may be the plain 

between Lebanon and Anti-lebanon. Several scholars have attempted to identify Aven more precisely 

with ―Baalbek‖ (Eissfeldt 1936; Mays Hosea OTL, 30–31).  



3. A derisive wordplay or misvocalization of the name of the Egyptian city ―On‖ (Heb ˒ôn) found in the 

MT (Ezek 30:17). The LXX has hēliou poleōs (Heliopolis), the Gk name for On. KJV follows MT with 

―Aven,‖ while the RSV and NEB render ―On.‖ See also ON.  
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AVENGER OF BLOOD. See BLOOD, AVENGER OF.  

AVESTAN LANGUAGE. See LANGUAGES (ANCIENT IRAN).  

AVITH (PLACE) [Heb ˓ăw  t (ֲףִוית )]. The residence of the Edomite ―king‖ Hadad son of Bedad (Gen 

36:35; 1 Chr 1:46). See HADAD (PERSON). According to the rules of postexilic Heb and Aram 

orthography, ˓wyt may render Ar Ghuwaith, attested as a personal name in Safaitic, S Safaitic, Minaean, 

and Qatabanian (Harding 1971: 459). Ghuwaith is the diminutive of Ghauth, which occurs in Safaitic over 

150 times (Harding 1971: 452; note that the vocalizations of the two Safaitic names here differ from those 

of Harding), and in the Aramaic (Idumaean) ostraca from Tell es-Seba˒, ca. 400 B.C. (Knauf 1985: 250, n. 

28). Knauf (ibid) suggested that *Ghuwaith was the clan or tribe to which Hadad son of Bedad belonged, 

and that Avith was the more or less permanent encampment of this clan or tribe.  

According to Burckhardt (1822: 375), the mountain range which terminates the Moabite plateau to the E 

was called el-Ghuwaithah. This information is not corroborated by later explorers (cf. A. Musil in 

Brünnow and Domaszewski 1905: 325). Burckhardt‘s reference is insufficient evidence to speculate about 

a Moabite origin for the Edomite ―king‖ Hadad son of Bedad, or to suggest a localization for Avith.  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

AVOT, KHIRBET (M.R. 193276). A site which occupies a small rise on a large hill at the head of 

Naḥal Avivim, a winding ravine which drains into the Huleh Valley basin to the E. Two short emergency 

seasons of exploratory excavations were undertaken on one of a series of broad terraces on the W slope of 

the hillock.  

The region is mountainous and well-watered, but with few perennial springs. Adjacent to the site is a 

seasonal water supply which collects in a natural basalt pool at the SE edge of the hill. It is difficult to 

establish the economic basis for the early settlements on the site, but it seems likely, despite the rugged 

nature of the terrain and the somewhat harsh winters, that it was primarily agricultural. A tedious but not 

impossible journey across the ravine leads to the large expanse of the Yiron plateau, still used for 

pasturing animals, and the lower slopes of the larger hill on which the site lies still bear traces of 

agricultural terracing.  

The earliest evidence of occupation was found in several places above the basalt bedrock and included 

fragments of a curvilinear wall and related floor on which were found partial vessels belonging to the EB 

I or EB II horizon. In two other soundings evidence of human interments, including an infant jar-burial, 

were accompanied by MB pottery, although nothing of a settlement dating to this period was found.  

Major architectural remains of the Iron Age I were uncovered which included a number of successive 

and distinct building phases. No complete plans of buildings were recovered but the buildings seem to 

have been large, rectangular, multiroomed dwellings, some with plastered floors and adjacent stone-lined 

storage pits. The buildings were solidly built of heavy stone foundations, and the sophistication of some 

of the construction techniques is attested by the discovery of one semisubterranean storage room, the 

lower floor of what must have been a two-story structure. The plan of these buildings, which seems to 



follow the contours of the hill, suggests that they may have been built adjacent to each other to create a 

barrier to the outside.  

The Iron I occupation at Kh. Avot could be evidence of the historical process of Naphtali‘s settlement in 

the Upper Galilee (cf. Josh 19:32–39). However, on the basis of the archaeological record, there are some 

real objections to the identification of this site as Israelite.  

A distinctive type of pithos at one time identified as a hallmark of Israelite presence (Aharoni 1957) is 

found at Kh. Avot in quantity and is known from numerous other sites in the region as well as at Stratum 

XII at Hazor (Yadin et al. 1961: Pl. CLXVII, CLXVIII). Recent excavations of a Canaanite-Phoenician 

town in W Galilee, TELL KEISAN, have uncovered this same type of vessel (Briend and Humbert 1980: 

Pl. 68:1–3) making its ethnic identity less viable.  

A 2d type of pithos found at Kh. Avot is even more problematic because of what is presently known of 

its distribution and also what appears to be its foreign pedigree. With its stump base, globular body, 

tubular neck, and raised wavy-line decoration (see Fig. AVO.01), it is totally alien to local ceramic 

traditional forms and is suggestive of Cypriot forms which can be traced back to at least the 3d 

millennium B.C.E. Examples of these vessels have been found at the Upper Galilean sites of Sasa, Mt. 

Adir, Tel Dan V, possibly at Hazor XII (Yadin et al. 1961: Pl. CCII:19), and at the Phoenician coastal city 

of Tyre (Bikai 1978: Pl. XL) in level XIII; they are dated to the Iron I Period. Despite its Tyrian 

provenance it does not seem to be a Phoenician type nor could the pottery of Kh. Avot be considered 

Phoenician.  

To what extent these 2 types of pithoi may reflect the ethnic identity of the inhabitants of Kh. Avot is 

unclear. What seems certain is that there are N and other foreign elements in the material culture of this 

Iron I occupation which make its identification with an Israelite tribal settlement problematic.  

A further obstacle to the ―Israelite‖ identification is the well developed architectural styles at Kh. Avot 

which are in direct contrast to the squatter occupation of Hazor XII, identified with Israelite tribes (Yadin 

1972: 129). While the ceramic repertoires of these two occupations are comparable, sharing many 

elements, the contrast in the life styles as implied by the architecture or lack of it can not be easily 

explained. To what, if any extent the Iron I occupation at Kh. Avot reflects the biblical account of the 

settlement of Naphtali must remain a matter of conjecture.  

Directly above some of the walls of the Iron I stratum were found the very poorly preserved remains of 

a large, multi-roomed structure of the Persian period. Associated pottery suggests a date somewhere in the 

4th century B.C.E.  

A number of intrusive burials into this stratum and the earlier strata were encountered over large 

portions of the terrace that were excavated. The style of these burials, the lack of accompanying grave 

goods, the state of preservation of the bones, and the anthropological data all indicate a Bedouin 

population of at least several centuries. Excavations have not been conducted on other parts of the now-

protected site, and it is unlikely that the entire occupational sequence of the settlement is known.  

Bibliography  
Aharoni, Y. 1957. The Settlement of the Israelite Tribes in Upper Galilee. Jerusalem (in Hebrew).  
Bikai, P. M. 1978. The Pottery of Tyre. Warminster.  

Briend, J., and Humbert, J.-B. 1980. Tel Keisan 1971–76. Fribourg, Switzerland.  

Yadin, Y. 1972. Hazor: The Head of All Those Kingdoms. London.  

Yadin, Y. et al. 1961. Hazor III–IV (Plates). Jerusalem.  

ELIOT BRAUN  

AVVA (PLACE) [Heb ˓awwā˒ (ַףָּוא )]. AVVITES. A town whose residents were deported by the 

Assyrians and resettled in Samaria sometime after 721 B.C. (2 Kgs 17:24). A number of mss spell the 

name ˓awwâ (final he). Simons (GTTOT, 111) proposed identifying Avva with ˓Avvah/˓Ivvah in Syria 

(modern Tell Kafr˓aya, on the Orontes SW of Homs). However, because the biblical text notes that the 

people of Avva ―made Nibhaz and Tartak‖ after their resettlement (1 Kgs 17:31), others have suggested 

that these people were Elamites deported from the city of Ama (Akk m is often rendered w in Heb) who 



were successful in reestablishing in Samaria the cults of their native deities Ibnahaza and Dirtaq (Cogan 

and Tadmor, 2 Kings AB, 212).  

GARY A. HERION  

AVVIM (PLACE) [Heb hā˓aw  m (ָהַףִוים )]. 1. A ―place‖ listed in the 1st city list of the tribe of 

Benjamin (Josh 18:23) between Bethel and Parah (modern Kh. Abu Musarrah, M.R. 177137). There is 

general agreement among scholars that Avvim actually represents not a geographical name but a gentilic 

(Joshua AB, 430). Thus, the Avvim were probably the people of either Ai (HGB, 401) or Aiath (modern 

Kh. Haiyân, M.R. 175145; Press 1955: 687).  

2. The early inhabitants of the S coastal region who were displaced from some of their holdings by the 

people of Caphtor (Deut 2:23), and who continued to live S of the Philistines in the time of the conquest 

(Josh 13:3). While some consider these people to be the autochthonous inhabitants of the S frontier region 

(LBHG, 237), the LXX rendering of these people (Gk Euaioi) is that also used for ―Hivites.‖ This may 

indicate that one must look to earlier Sea Peoples for their origins (Joshua AB, 338). The text in 

Deuteronomy indicates that the Avvim dwelt in villages (baḥăṣēr  m) as far as Gaza. The LXX, however, 

translates this en asērōth (or en Asērōth). It is therefore possible that these people occupied the land from 

Hazoroth (Num 11:35; modern Ar ˓Ain Khaḍrā, M.R. 096814) deep in the Sinai to the S coast of 

Palestine near Gaza. It is more common, however, to translate the place where the Avvim dwelt as 

―villages‖ or ―enclosures.‖ Speiser (1932: 30–31, n. 67) connected these ḥăṣēr  m with the terra pisée 

ramparts that were discovered at Tell el-Far˓ah and Tell el-˒Ajjûl in the Negeb. Following Albright (1932: 

8), he identified these ramparts with a Hyksos occupation and concluded that the Avvim were part of this 

Hyksos settlement that was succeeded by the Aegeans. Simons (GTTOT, 31) argued that because ḥăṣēr  m 

were either small unwalled villages of secondary importance or encampments for nomadic or 

seminomadic people, they could not be connected with the major fortified cities that were situated on 

these tells. The Avvim reappear in Josh 13:3 as a S neighbor to the 5 cities of the Philistines (LBHG, 237). 

They probably occupied the land between the Philistines and the Egyptians (GTTOT, 111).  
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SUSAN E. MCGARRY  

AVVITES. See AVVA (PLACE).  

˓AYIN. The 16th letter of the Hebrew alphabet.  

AYYAH (PLACE) [Heb ˓ayyâ (ַףָיה )]. In 1 Chr 7:20–30, we find a description of the tribe of Ephraim. 

Their possessions (vv 28–29) included Bethel, Naaran, Gezer, Shechem, Ayyah, Beth-shean, Taanach, 

Megiddo, and Dor. The traditional tribal allotments include Shechem and the last 4 sites in Cis-Jordanian 

Manasseh.  

For 1 Chr 7:28 several ms traditions (some LXX examplars, Vg, and Targum) support a reading ˓zh 

(Gaza) for MT ˓yh (˓Ayyah). If the former reading is correct it would not be the Philistine Gaza, but 

another site in the hill country (as the context of 1 Chr 7:20–30 demands). The variant name was most 

probably the result of a confusion between the letter z and y in the square Jewish script (see Cross 1961: 

133–202; Freedman, Mathews, and Hanson 1985: 15–23).  

In regard to the identification of Ayyah, Myers (1 Chronicles AB, 51) states that the site is unknown. 

Reed (IDB 1: 324), however, suggests equating Ayya with Ai or the nearby Khirbet Haiyan (M.R. 

175145). Albright (1924: 144) rejects the equation of Ayyah with Ai, favoring the alternate reading Gaza.  

Simons (GTTOT, 169; NWBD, 79) proposes Turmus ˓ajja (M.R. 177160) as probably Ayyah. It is 

located in a small fertile plain E of Sinjil between Sinjil and Seilun (Shiloh). Abel (GP, 257) notes it was 

called Turbasaim in the Middle Ages.  
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HENRY O. THOMPSON  

AZAEL (PERSON) [Gk Azaēlos (Ἀζαηλορ)]. A descendant of Ezora who divorced his foreign wife 

during Ezra‘s reform (1 Esdr 9:34). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have been compiled from Ezra, 

Azael does not appear among the list of names in Ezra 10. Omissions such as this also raise questions 

about 1 Esdras being used as a source by Ezra. Furthermore, problems associated with dating events and 

identifying persons described in 1 Esdras have cast doubt on the historicity of the text.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

AZALIAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăṣalyāh  (ֲאַקְלָיהּו )]. The son of Meshullam and the father of the 

secretary Shaphan (2 Kgs 22:3). Azaliah‘s son Shaphan was the state secretary who figured prominently 

in connection with the discovery and publication of the celebrated book of the law during the reign of 

King Josiah. ―Azaliah‖ is a verbal sentence-name formed with the perfect conjugation followed by a 

noun—a type of construction occurring frequently throughout the monarchy. Noth (IPN, 193–94) is 

inclined to link ˒ṣlyh (i.e., Azaliah) with the Ar aṣula, ―to be firmly rooted; to be noble,‖ as well as with 

the Heb ˒ṣyl (= Ar ˒aṣ  l), ―noble,‖ of Exod 24:11 and to translate the name as ―Yahweh has shown himself 

to be noble.‖ An alternative etymology would produce ―Yahweh has set aside.‖ Located in BMAP line 44 

of papyrus 7 (a Jewish document; pp. 206–7, 222), a possible short form of Azaliah appears in the 

personal name ˒ṣwl, father of one of the Jewish witnesses.  

EDWIN C. HOSTETTER  

AZANIAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ăzanyâ (ֲאַזְנָיה )]. A Levite and the father of Jeshua, who was a signatory 

to the code of Nehemiah (Neh 10:10—Eng10:9). The name is most likely a shortened form of ˒ăzanyāh  

which means ―Yahweh has heard‖ (Fowler 1988: 156, 335).  
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AZAREL (PERSON) [Heb ˓ăzar˒el (ֲףַזְשֶאל )]. Var. UZZIEL. A few Heb mss vocalize the name as 

―Azriel‖ [Heb ˓azr  ˒ēl]. mss exhibit a wide range of variations on the name [azarael, azaria, ezerel, ezriel, 

eliel, esdriel, esriel, oz (e)iel, oziel, ozr (e)iel, and ozriel]. The KJV renders the name as Azareel with one 

exception: Azarael (Neh 12:36). Interestingly, the NEB has both Azareel (1 Chr 12:6; 25:4; 27:22; Ezra 

10:41) and Azarel (Neh 11:13; 12:36). The AB upholds the RSV in its consistent use of the name Azarel 

in the 6 relevant passages below.  

1. One of the men supportive of David during his ―outlaw‖ period (1 Chr 12:7—Eng12:6). His name 

occurs in a list of 23 bowmen, archers, and stone-slingers who joined David at Ziklag. If the men were all 

Benjaminites (1 Chr 12:2), the reference to ―Korahites‖ [Heb haqqorḥ  m] in 1 Chr 12:7—Eng12:6 is 

strange. This might suggest that these Korahite Levites were once resident in the territory of Benjamin, 

but the greater probability is that the Korahites here have nothing to do with the Levitical Korah, nor even 

with the Calebite Korah mentioned in 1 Chr 2:43 (Myers 1 Chronicles AB, 96). Although there can be no 

certainty, the word may refer to an unattested place in Benjamin or even a place in Judah where these 

Benjaminites had been living (see Aharoni and Avi-Yonah MBA, maps 93–94 and 113). The Chronicler‘s 

point in the context (1 Chr 12:1–8—Eng12:1–7) was to emphasize the loyalty which came to David from 

outside Judah, from Benjamin, King Saul‘s own tribe.  

2. A Levite, a son of Heman, one of the persons set apart for the service of music and song in the time 

of David (1 Chr 25:18). He is called Uzziel [Heb ˓uzz  ˒ēl] in 1 Chr 25:4. The Chronicler reports, 

somewhat artificially, how each of Heman‘s 14 sons was assigned by lot a priestly course of temple 



musicianship; this Azarel is associated with the so-called 11th course out of a grand total of 24 courses, 

each with 12 members (1 Chr 25:4, 8–31).  

3. A Danite, the son of Jeroham [Heb yĕrōhām; LXX iōram] (1 Chr 27:22). His name occurs in a list of 

military and civil administrators in the time of David. The list constitutes an attempt by the Chronicler to 

show the tribal inclusiveness of David‘s ―Israel‖ (1 Chr 27:16–22; Coggins 1 and 2 Chronicles CBC, 

134).  

4. A Levitical priest, the son of Ahzai and father of Amashsai, descended from Immer (Neh 11:13). 

Amashsai, his son, was representative of one of the Levitical families serving in the restored Jerusalem 

temple in the days of Nehemiah. His correspondent in the synoptic parallel, 1 Chr 9:12, seems to be Adiel 

[Heb ˓ad  ˒el], father of Maasai (= Amashsai?), likewise a descendant of Immer.  

5. Son of a priest, a musician who participated in the procession for the dedication of the wall of 

Jerusalem in the time of Nehemiah (Neh 12:36).  

6. One of the sons of Binnui (RSV), and a contemporary of Ezra (Ezra 10:10, 38, 41). He is included in 

a list of persons who married foreign women and were induced by Ezra to divorce them along with their 

children. On the text adopted by the RSV in Ezra 10:38, see the discussion under AMARIAH 10. The 

parallel, 1 Esdr 9:34, speaks of Azarel [ ezril] as a son of Ezora [ ezōra]. See further Braun 1 Chronicles 

WBC.  

ROGER W. UITTI  

AZARIAH (PERSON) [Heb ˓ăzaryâ (ֲףַזְשָיה ), ˓ăzaryāh  (ֲףַזְשָיהּו )]. Azariah is a personal name 

(meaning ―Yahweh has helped‖) given to a number of individuals in the books of the Heb Bible and the 

LXX. Identification of some of the individuals remains tentative because of differences between parallel 

genealogical texts, differences between the MT and the versions, and questions about the intended 

function of the genealogical material in the various books.  

1. Azariah (1 Kgs 4:2) is listed first in the register of King Solomon‘s officials. Since his title is given as 

hakkōhēn ―the priest‖—in contrast to the titles of Zadok and Abiathar (1 Kgs 4:4) who are identified as 

priests [Heb kō-hăn  m] or Zabud (1 Kgs 4:5) who is called a ―priest and king‘s friend‖ [Heb kōhēn rē˓eh 

hammelek]—it is likely that he was the high priest responsible to the king for the supervision of the 

priests and cult of the Jerusalem temple. Here Azariah is called ―son of Zadok‖; however, the references 

to ―Azariah son of Johanan‖ in 1 Chr 5:36–37—Eng6:10–11 and to an ancestor of Ezra in Ezra 7:3 and 2 

Esdr 1:2 (―Azariah son of Meraioth‖) may refer to the same person. The genealogies given for this family 

differ (see Braun 1 Chronicles WBC, 84; Myers 1–2 Esdras AB, 154), and are probably intended to be 

only partial (indicating membership in the family of the high priests) rather than complete for the family.  

2. Azariah son of Nathan (1 Kgs 4:5) is identified as the official in King Solomon‘s administration who 

supervised the 12 officers responsible for securing provisions for the palace. Commentators generally 

emend the MT of 1 Kgs 4:7–19b; however, since 12 individuals are named in the MT, the ―one officer‖ in 

1 Kgs 4:19b could be understood to refer to Azariah and show that the officials listed in 1 Kgs 4:8b–19a 

were his subordinates.  

3. Azariah son of Amaziah and Jecoliah was made king of Judah at the age of 16 following the 

assassination of Amaziah (2 Kgs 14:19–22; 15:1–2; 1 Chr 3:11; 2 Chr 26:1). 2 Chr 26:7a involves a play 

on the name Azariah, although the king is called Uzziah [Heb ˓uz  yāh, ˓uz  yāh  (sic codex 

Leningradensis); ˓uzz  yāh, ˓uzz  yāh ] in 2 Chronicles and elsewhere (see 2 Kgs 15:13, 30, 32, 34; 2 Chr 

26:1–23; 27:2; Isa 1:1; 6:1; and others). Some scholars hold with Myers (Ezra, Nehemiah AB, 149) that 

Azariah was the king‘s personal name and Uzziah was adopted as a throne name. Others (Williamson 1–2 

Chronicles NCBC, 333–34; Cogan and Tadmor 2 Kings AB, 165–66) note that the roots ˓zr and ˓zz are 

semantically similar and treat Azariah and Uzziah as variants of one name. His achievements included the 

restoration of Elath to Judah (1 Kgs 14:22). He is credited with a reign of 52 years during which he did 

―what was right in the eyes of Yahweh‖ (2 Kgs 15:2–3; 2 Chr 26:3–4). Scholars usually assume that 

Azariah was put on the throne of Judah when his father was captured by Jehoash, king of Israel; however, 

chronological reconstructions vary. Both 2 Kings and 2 Chronicles report that Yahweh smote Azariah 



with leprosy. In 2 Kings the report follows the statement that the high places were not destroyed and the 

people continued to sacrifice and burn incense at the high places (2 Kgs 15:4–5). 2 Chronicles reports that 

he entered the temple to burn incense and became angry when the chief priest [Heb kōhēn hārō˒š], also 

named Azariah, and a company of 90 priests challenged him. When he became angry with the priests, a 

skin disease (―leprosy‖) broke out on his forehead (2 Chr 26:16–21). His affliction forced him to turn over 

much of the administration of both the palace and the people of the land to his son Jotham.  

4. Azariah son of Ethan (1 Chr 2:8) is identified as a grandson of Zerah and great grandson of Judah.  

5. Azariah son of Jehu (1 Chr 2:38–39) is mentioned among the descendants of Judah in 1 Chr 2:3–4:24. 

He is identified as the father of Helez.  

6. Azariah son of Ahimaaz (1 Chr 5:35—Eng6:9) was a Levite, a descendant of such important priestly 

figures as Kohath, Aaron, Phinehas, and Zadok; according to the Chronicler, he was the grandfather of the 

Azariah (see 1. above) who served as priest in the temple of Solomon.  

7. Azariah son of Hilkiah (1 Chr 5:39—Eng6:13) is identified as a Levite and a descendant of the same 

family as Azariah son of Ahimaaz (6. above) and Azariah (1. above). He was the father of Seraiah and an 

ancestor of Ezra (Ezra 7:1; 1 Esdr 8:1; 2 Esdr 1:1).  

8. Azariah son of Zephaniah (1 Chr 6:21—Eng6:36) is identified as a Levite, a descendant of Kohath 

through Izhar and an ancestor of Heman the singer. Heman and Asaph were appointed by David to be in 

charge of the service of song for ―the tabernacle of the tent of meeting‖ and later for the temple of 

Solomon (1 Chr 6:16–17—Eng6:31–32).  

9. Azariah son of Hilkiah (1 Chr 9:11) is identified as one of the priests who returned from the exile to 

live in Jerusalem. Azariah‘s name stands out from those of the priests listed in 1 Chr 9:10 because his 

pedigree is given. Some of the names of Azariah‘s forebearers are reminiscent of the names of the 

forebearers of Azariah son of Hilkiah (see 7. above). The title ―chief officer of the house of God‖ [nĕg  d 

bêt hā˒ĕlōh  m] properly belongs to Azariah and not to Ahitub, the last name in Azariah‘s pedigree. Thus 

Azariah should be understood to be another important figure from the family that included other priests 

named Azariah (1., 6., and 7. above).  

10. Azariah son of Oded (2 Chr 15:1), with the spirit of God upon him, went out to meet King Asa as 

the king was returning to Jerusalem from a successful campaign against an army of Ethiopians 

commanded by Zerah and against the cities around Gerar. His message (2 Chr 15:2a–7), directed to the 

king and the people, stressed that God would be with them when they were with God, and that if they 

would seek God they would be allowed to find God. Azariah warned them, however, that should they 

forsake God, God would forsake them. He used an example drawn from the history of Israel to illustrate 

his point (2 Chr 15:3–6). He exhorted Asa to take courage and not let his hands be weak because there 

would be a reward for his deeds (2 Chr 15:7). In both the MT and the LXX, 2 Chr 15:8 reports that on 

hearing these words ―and the prophecy of Oded the prophet,‖ Asa continued to remove all the abominable 

idols from the land. Even the image of Asherah made and worshiped by Asa‘s mother was removed and 

destroyed, and she was removed from the office of queen mother. Asa led the people in swearing to enter 

into a covenant to seek the LORD God of Israel.  

11. Azariah [Heb ˓ăzaryāh] is identified as a son of Jehoshaphat (2 Chr 21:2). King Jehoshaphat had 

given him and his brothers great gifts of silver, gold, precious stones, and fortified cities in Judah. 

Jehoram was designated to succeed his father as king, however, because he was the firstborn. When 

Jehoram gained the throne, he killed Azariah and his brothers as well as some of the officials of Israel.  

12. Azariah [Heb ˓ăzaryāh ] is listed as another son of King Jehoshaphat (2 Chr 21:2) who was killed 

by Jehoram after Jehoram had gained the throne of their father.  

13. Azariah son of Jeroham (2 Chr 23:1) was one of the commanders of hundreds [śārê hammē˒ôt] who 

acted with Jehoiada in the crowning of Joash as king, the execution of Athaliah, the making of a covenant 

declaring that all the people and the new king would be a people of Yahweh, and the destruction of Baal‘s 

temple, altars, and priest (2 Chr 23:1–21).  

14. Azariah son of Obed (2 Chr 23:1) was another of the commanders of hundreds who cooperated with 

Jehoiada to depose Athaliah and make Joash king (see 13. above).  



15. Azariah (2 Chr 26:17, 20) is identified by the Chronicler as the chief priest [Heb kōhēn hārō˒š] who 

withstood King Azariah/Uzziah (see 3. above) when the king entered the temple to burn incense upon the 

incense altar. He declared that it was not for the king to offer incense but for the priests, the descendants 

of Aaron, who were consecrated, and he warned that what the king was doing would bring no honor to 

him. 1 Kgs 4 lists Azariah (see 1. above) as one of the top level officials of Solomon‘s administration. He 

was the chief priest [Heb hakkōhēn] but was subordinate to the king. The impression of the relationship 

between chief priest and king given by the report of the confrontation between Azariah and Uzziah is 

different, and raises questions about the role of the chief priest or high priest in the period of the 

monarchy. To what extent might the Chronicler‘s report reflect the power of the postexilic high 

priesthood? How might the power of the high priesthood have changed over time during the monarchy?  

16. Azariah son of Johanan (2 Chr 28:12) is listed as one of the chiefs of the Ephraimites [Heb rā˒šê 

bĕnê-ĕprayim] who spoke in support of the prophet Oded when the prophet called upon the army of Israel 

to release the prisoners they had taken when Pekah was at war with Ahaz. Azariah and the other chiefs 

gave provisions to the captives from the spoil that had been taken and returned the captives to Jericho.  

17. Azariah (2 Chr 29:12) is identified as a descendant of Kohath and Zadok. He was the father of Joel, 

one of the leaders of the Levites who aided in the cleansing of the temple under King Hezekiah. The 

Chronicler may have held that he was the chief priest during the reign of Hezekiah (see 18. below) and 

belonged to the important Levitical family of Israel‘s high priests which included several men named 

Azariah (see 1., 6., 7., 9., and 15. above).  

18. Azariah (2 Chr 31:10, 13) served as chief priest [Heb kōhēn hārō˒š] and as chief officer of the house 

of God [Heb nĕg  d bêt-hā˒ĕlōh  m] during the reign of Hezekiah. The Chronicler seems to have understood 

him to belong to the family of Israel‘s high priests (see 1., 6., 7., 9., 15., and 17. above).  

19. Azariah son of Jehallelel (2 Chr 29:12), a descendant of Merari, was one of the Levitical leaders 

who participated in the cleansing of the temple under King Hezekiah. The emphasis on the role played by 

the Levites in the cleansing of the temple and in helping the priests to flay the burnt offerings, the 

inclusion of the names of the Levitical leaders, and the statement that the Levites ―were more upright in 

heart than the priests in sanctifying themselves‖ (2 Chr 29:34) illustrate the Chronicler‘s interest in the 

Levites as an important priestly group in Israel‘s cult.  

20. Azariah son of Maaseiah (Neh 3:23, 24) is identified as one of the people who worked to rebuild the 

wall of Jerusalem. He restored the section of the wall that was next to his house. The individuals named in 

Nehemiah 3 should be understood as the leaders of groups of workers presumably including their 

extended families. This is clear in the cases of Eliashib the high priest (Neh 3:1), Shallum (Neh 3:12), 

Hanun (Neh 3:13), and Pedaiah (Neh 3:25–26), instances in which individuals are named with groups. In 

other cases, groups are mentioned but no individuals are named as leaders: the sons of Hassenaah (Neh 

3:3), the Tekoites (Neh 3:5, 27), the priests, the men of the Plain (Neh 3:22), and the goldsmiths and 

merchants (Neh 3:32).  

21. Azariah (Neh 7:7) is identified as a leader of exiles returning to Judah from Babylonian exile. The 

list of leaders and returned exiles in Neh 7:4–72a differs from those found in Ezra 2:1–70 and 1 Esdr 5:7–

42 (Myers Ezra, Nehemiah AB, 10–22; 1–2 Esdras AB, 58–71).  

22. Azariah (Neh 8:7) was one of the Levites listed by name who helped the people to understand Ezra‘s 

reading of the Torah. Whether their help involved both translation and interpretation or interpretation only 

is a matter of scholarly debate (Fensham Ezra and Nehemiah NICOT, 217–18; Williamson 1–2 

Chronicles NCBC, 277–99).  

23. Azariah (Neh 10:3—Eng10:2) was one of the priests who put his seal on the covenant made by 

those who had returned from exile. The covenant obligated the people to live by the commandments and 

ordinances of Yahweh (Neh 10: 29–30—Eng10:28–29), to avoid intermarriage with foreigners (Neh 

10:31—Eng10:30), to refrain from buying from foreigners on the sabbath or holidays, to observe the 

sabbatical year and to refrain from charging interest (Neh 10:32—Eng10:31), to give one-third of a shekel 

each year for the service of the temple (Neh 10:33–34—Eng10:32–33), to provide wood for the altar (Neh 

10:35—Eng10:34), and to bring the first fruits, firstborn, and tithes (Neh 10:36–40—Eng10:35–39).  



24. Azariah (Neh 12:33) was one of those who participated in the dedication of the wall of Jerusalem 

(Neh 12:27–43). He may perhaps be identified with Azariah son of Maaseiah (see 20. above).  

25. Azariah son of Hoshaiah (MT Jer 43:2) is named as one of those who refused to heed Jeremiah‘s 

warning not to go to Egypt following the assassination of Gedaliah. The MT lists a Jezaniah son of 

Hoshaiah as a member of the party that had approached Jeremiah to request that he ask Yahweh what they 

should do (Jer 42:1). The RSV assumes that this was Azariah. In the LXX (Jer 49:1) the 2 named leaders 

of the party that approached Jeremiah are Johanan and Azariah, but here and in the report of the people‘s 

reaction to Jeremiah‘s warning (Jer 50:2) the LXX identifies this person as Azariah son of Maaseiah.  

26. Azariah (Dan 1:6, 7, 11, 19; 2:17) was one of the young Judean men selected to be trained in the 

―letters and language of the Chaldeans‖ (Dan 1:4). He was given a new name, Abednego, and along with 

Daniel, Hananiah, and Mishael ate vegetables and drank water rather than defile himself by eating the 

food appointed by the king (Dan 1:8–16). At the end of the training period the king found these 4 young 

men superior to his own magicians and enchanters (Dan 1:17–21). When the king‘s magicians and 

enchanters were unable to tell him both the dream he had dreamed and its interpretation (Daniel 2), the 

king issued a decree that all the magicians and enchanters were to be killed. Daniel called upon Hananiah, 

Mishael, and Azariah to seek God‘s mercy that they might not be destroyed with the rest of Babylon‘s 

sages, and the mystery was revealed to Daniel in a night vision. When the king made an image of gold 

and commanded that when everyone heard the sound of music they were to worship the image (Daniel 3), 

Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah (here called Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego) refused to worship the 

image, even when the king threatened to have them thrown into a fiery furnace. Their faith, courage, and 

deliverance made them examples for others who faced coercion by foreign rulers (1 Macc 2:59; 4 Macc 

16:21; 18:12). The LXX includes a prayer attributed to Azariah and a hymn of praise attributed to the 3 

young men (LXX Dan 3:24–90; Pr Azar).  

27. Azariah is identified as a ―leader of the people‖ who commanded forces under Judas Maccabeus. 

When Judas divided the forces, sending Simon and his forces to Galilee while he and Jonathan took their 

forces to Gilead, he left Azariah and Joseph son of Zechariah with part of the forces, ordering them to 

guard Judea but not to engage in battle with the Gentiles until the return of the rest of the forces (1 Macc 

5:18–19). Azariah and Joseph, wishing to make a name for themselves, disobeyed their orders and led 

their forces in attacking Jamnia. Their forces were routed with 2,000 casualties reported (1 Macc 5:55–

62).  

28. Azariah, a descendant of Immer (1 Esdr 9:21), is listed as one of the priests who had married foreign 

wives and who were required to put away these wives and their children.  

29. Azariah (1 Esdr 9:43) is listed as one of those standing at the right side of Ezra at the reading of the 

law—perhaps to be identified with Azariah the descendant of Immer (27 above).  
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KEITH L. EADES  

AZARIAH, PRAYER OF. See DANIEL, ADDITIONS TO.  

AZARIAS (PERSON) [Gk Azarias (Ἀζαπιαρ)]. The name assumed by the archangel RAPHAEL in the 

book of Tobit (5:13—Eng5:12). Tobit, blind and destitute except for money left for safekeeping with a 

man named Gabael in Rages, prayed for help. God sent Raphael to assist him. The archangel identified 

himself to Tobit and his son Tobias as Azarias (meaning ―God helps‖), the son of the great Ananias (―God 

favors‖), one of Tobit‘s relatives (5:13—Eng5:12). Zimmermann (1958: 75) argues that the names were 

chosen to please the reader through word plays. The book appears to be one of a couple of dozen efforts 

to combine two well-known folk tales, familiar to moderns as ―The Grateful Dead‖ and ―The Unlucky 

Bride‖ (Dancy 1972: 2–3). As is typical in folklore, neither Tobit nor Tobias recognized that Azarias was 

an angel in disguise.  

True to the meaning of his name, Azarias assisted at every hand. He accompanied Tobias to collect 

Tobit‘s money from Gabael and instructed Tobias to take the heart, liver, and gall of a huge fish he had 



caught (6:5—Eng6:4). Next (7:10—Eng7:9), Azarias negotiated the marriage between Tobias and Sarah, 

a beautiful kinswoman widowed seven times by a jealous demon (Asmodeus) before her marriages could 

be consummated (3:8). Azarias instructed Tobias to burn the fish‘s heart and liver on the wedding night to 

drive away the demon (6:17–18—Eng6:16–17). During the fourteen-day wedding feast, Azarias took 

Tobit‘s receipt to Gabael to secure the money (9:5). Finally, Azarias instructed Tobias to anoint Tobit‘s 

eyelids with the fish‘s gall, thus healing Tobit (11:7–13).  

In the intertestamental period, Jewish speculation about ARCHANGELS flourished. Their number 

varied (principally four or seven), as did their identities. One basic list, which agrees with the book of 

Tobit (12:15) concerning their number, appears in En. 20:1–7, where they include Uriel, Raphael, Raguel, 

Michael, Seraqael, Gabriel, and Remiel. Rabinnic commentary on Gen 18:1 (Gen. Rab.) attributes their 

names to Babylonian influence, but modern day scholars contend that the real source was Zoroastrianism 

(Russell 1964: 258–59).  

The Hebrew form of the name, AZARIAH, appears as Abednego in the Hebrew Bible (Dan 1:7). In the 

addition to Daniel known as The Prayer of Azarias and the Song of the Three Young Men, Azariah offers 

the prayer on behalf of the three captives and is mentioned again in v 66. Azariah also appears as the 

name of a Levite who assisted Ezra by interpreting the law (Neh 8:7, 1 Esdr 9:48), and as a general of 

Judas Maccabeus (1 Macc 5:18, 56, 60).  
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PAUL L. REDDITT  

AZARU (PERSON) [Gk Azarou (Ἀζαποτ)]. Forefather of an exiled family numbering 432 which 

returned to Judah with Zerubbabel according to the list in 1 Esdr 5:15. If AZZUR [Heb ˓azzûr] (Neh 

10:18—Eng10:17) is accepted as an equivalent variant, then 1 Esdr 5:15 supplements Ezra 2:16b as BHS 

suggests (see Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 25).  

CRAIG D. BOWMAN  

AZAZ (PERSON) [Heb ˓āzāz (ָףָזז )]. Name of a Reubenite (1 Chr 5:8), the father of Bela, a kinsman of 

Beerah (who went into exile under Tiglath-pileser III in the second half of the 8th century according to 1 

Chr 5:6). The name Azaz is a hypocoristic form of the theophoric Azaziah, which means ―Yahweh is 

strong.‖ Interestingly enough, although the name is vocalized by the Masoretes as ˓āzāz (which would 

agree with Jerome‘s Azaz, as well as the Ar ˓azāzun), the LXX reads ōzouz, while the Syr Peshitta reads 

˓ūz  . The Syr is probably explained as being a ―Syrianization‖ of a root which is geminate in Heb, but 

middle weak in Syr. The LXX may be evidence for a late ā > ō shift in some dialects of Heb at the time of 

the LXX, analogous to that which took place in Phoenician, or may simply be an example of the LXX 

translators not knowing what to do with this name.  

H. ELDON CLEM  

AZAZEL [Heb ˓ăzā˒zēl (ֲףָזאֵזל )]. The destination or goal to or for which the scapegoat is sent on the 

Day of Atonement (Lev 16:8, 10, 26).  

———  

A. The Term  

B. The Character of Azazel  

C. Azazel before Leviticus 16  

———  

A. The Term  

The meaning of the term ˓ăzā˒zēl is not entirely clear. The main interpretations are: (a) It is the name of 

a demon (e.g., Delcor 1976: 35–37; Loretz 1985: 50–57; Tawil 1980). (b) It is a geographical designation 

meaning something like ―precipitous place‖ or ―rugged cliff‖ (Sipra, Aḥare Mot 2:8; Tg. Ps.-J. Lev 16:10, 



22; Driver 1956: 97–98). (c) It is an abstract noun meaning ―destruction‖ or ―entire removal‖ (e.g., BDB 

736). (d) It is made up of the terms ˒ēz ˒ōzēl ―goat that goes (away)‖ and is a description of the dispatched 

goat (cf. the LXX, Vg; it is from this interpretation that we get our term ―scapegoat‖).  

Of the four views, understanding ˓ăzā˒zēl as an epithet of a demonic personality is the most reasonable. 

The main evidences for this are: (a) Lev 16:8 prescribes that Aaron is to place a lot on each of the two 

goats provided by the Israelites. One lot designates one goat as being ―for Yhwh‖ while the other lot 

designates the other goat as being ―for ˓ăzā˒zēl.‖ As the first lot is for a supernatural being, Yhwh, so the 

second lot should be for a supernatural being of some sort. (b) The goat designated for ˓ăzā˒zēl is sent out 

to ˓ăzā˒zēl in the wilderness which is one of the usual abodes of demons (Isa 13:21–22; 34:11–15; 

perhaps also Lev 17:7; cf. Tob 8:3; Matt 12:43). (c) In pseudepigraphic literature Azazel appears as a full-

fledged demonic being (1 Enoch 8:1; 9:6; 10:4–8; 13:1; cf. 54:5–6; 55:4; 69:2; Apoc. Ab. 13:6–14; 14:4–

6; 20:5–7; 22:5; 23:11; 29:6–7; 31:5; on the problems of this tradition, see Hanson 1977: 220–33; 

Nickelsburg 1977: 397–404; Grabbe 1987: 153–55). (d) While the name could be interpreted as the 

epithet of a supernatural being while retaining the order of the consonants in the MT (˓z˒zl), the 

etymology of the name has been explained as a metathesized form of ˓zz-˒l meaning something like 

―fierce god‖ or ―angry god‖ which, if correct, would reveal decisively the demonic character of the being 

(cf. Tawil 1980; Loretz 1985: 50–57). The Temple Scroll and other literature at Qumran contain the form 

˓zz˒l (11QTemple 26:13 and see Grabbe 1987: 156).  

B. The Character of Azazel  

Though Azazel is a demonic personality, caution must be observed in determining his exact character in 

the Day of Atonement ritual. Just because he is a demon does not automatically mean that he functions 

like demonic personalities in other religions of the ANE. In fact, there is reason to suppose that in the 

biblical rite he was to be considered a rather peripheral and impotent figure, hardly more than a place-

holder representing the geographical goal of the scapegoat‘s dispatch (Wright 1987: 21–25). A main 

reason for believing that the formulators of Leviticus 16 thought of Azazel in this way is the tendency of 

Israel‘s monotheistic religion to reject or at least limit any power that would compete with Yahweh 

(Duhm 1904: 28, 32). Another reason is that the Priestly writings have very little to say about demons. 

The only other reference to demons besides that to Azazel is in Lev 17:7. But the use of śĕ˓  r  m (―goat-

demons‖) here seems to be more a pejorative belittling of such beings than an expression of belief in their 

reality and vitality (cf. similar use of demonic terminology in Deut 32:17; Ps 106:37).  

The entirely different treatment of corresponding demonic figures in rites of elimination from the ANE 

seems to confirm this picture of Azazel (for examples from ancient Anatolia and Mesopotamia, see 

Wright 1987: 31–74). Many of these rituals speak of offended or angry deities or demons who must be 

propitiated so that a plague or other evil might be lifted from mankind or an individual. The attacking 

supernatural beings are addressed with incantations which reveal in some detail the personality of the 

demonic beings. The human sufferers send offerings of appeasement and substitution to assuage the 

demonic wrath. For example, in the Hittite ritual of Ashella which seeks to dispel a demoncaused plague 

among the Hittite army (see Wright 1987: 50–51), leaders of the army decorate rams with colored wools 

and other materials. They recite: ―Whatever god is moving about, whatever god has caused this plague, 

for you, behold, these rams I have tied up. Be herewith appeased!‖ The next day the animals are driven 

into the open country with beer, bread, and perhaps milk as offerings. Before the rams are sent away, the 

leaders place their hands on the animals and say: ―Whatever god has caused this plague—now, behold, 

the rams are standing; they are very fat in liver, heart, and genital member. Let the flesh of humans be 

hateful to him. Moreover, be appeased with these rams!‖ In other rituals, instead of being attacking 

demons, gods may be custodians of evil. They are called upon to take away and dispose of the evil caused 

by another source. For their help they receive offerings of thanksgiving. For example, in the Hittite ritual 

of Ambazzi (Wright 1987: 57), a woman cult officiator removes a bowstring with tin on it from a ritual 

patient, puts it on a mouse, and says: ―I have taken away from you [i.e., the patient] evil and I have put it 

on the mouse. Let this mouse take it to the high mountains, the deep valleys (and) the distant ways.‖ After 

this she lets the mouse go, saying: ―O Alawaimi [a god], drive this (mouse) forth, and I will give to you a 



goat to eat.‖ In contrast, Leviticus 16 does not speak of Azazel in any of these terms: he causes no harm, 

he receives no offerings (the scapegoat is not a sacrifice), prayers are not made to him. Such a laconic 

treatment of Azazel in view of these other rituals suggests that Azazel is not an active being that is due 

any sort of veneration or attention.  

C. Azazel Before Leviticus 16  

Finally, that Azazel appears in repressed form in the Priestly ritual intimates that he is not an invention 

of that school of thought but comes from a pre-Priestly form of the rite in which he played a more active 

role, either as an angry deity as one proposed etymology of his name may suggest (˓zz-˒l) or as merely a 

beneficent custodian of evil. The reason that he was retained in the Priestly version of the rite may be due 

to popular belief which would not allow total expunging of the personality.  
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DAVID P. WRIGHT  

AZAZIAH (PERSON) [Heb ˓azazyāh  (ַףַזְזָיהּו )]. The name means ―Yahweh is strong.‖ In certain 

instances, the versions (LXX and Vg) read ˓uzz  yāh  (Uzziah) for ˓azazyāh  (Azaziah). There are 3 

people in the MT who bear this name.  

1. A Levite who was appointed to play the lyre during the transfer of the ark of the covenant from the 

house of Aminadab to Jerusalem (1 Chr 15:21).  

2. The father of Hoshea, the chief officer of Ephraim in the reign of David (1 Chr 27:20).  

3. One of 12 temple overseers (presumably a Levite) who was in charge of tithes and dedicated 

contributions. He was appointed by Hezekiah and Azariah the chief temple officer during Hezekiah‘s 

reform.  
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AZBUK (PERSON) [Heb ˓azbûq (ַףְזבּור )]. A Judahite of the time of Nehemiah (Neh 3:16). His son, 

also named Nehemiah, acted as supervisor of half of the Judean district of Beth-zur during the rebuilding 

of the wall of Jerusalem. The meaning and grammatical analysis of the name ˓azbûq is uncertain (perhaps 

―[the god] Buk is strong‖; cf. ˓azgad, ―[the god] Gad is strong,‖ Neh 10:16).  

NORA A. WILLIAMS  

AZEKAH (PLACE) [Heb ˒ăzēkâ (ֲאֵזָכה )]. A town within the confines of the N Shephelah district of 

Judah (Josh 15:35).  

A. Historical References  

Azekah is first mentioned in the story of the 5 Amorite kings whom Joshua defeated at Gibeon and 

pursued as far as Azekah (Josh 10:10–11). During the encounter of David with Goliath, the Philistines 

camped in the valley of Elah between Socoh and Azekah (1 Sam 17:1). Rehoboam (922–915 B.C.) 

fortified Azekah and included it within the defensive system erected after the division of the United 

Monarchy (2 Chr 11:9).  



An Assyrian inscription mentions Azekah in connection with Sargon II‘s campaign against Iamani, ruler 

of Ashdod, in 712 B.C. (Tadmor 1958). Still later, Azekah and Lachish are mentioned as the last 

remaining fortresses of Judah to withstand the Babylonian onslaught (Jer 34:7). Similar information 

appears in Lachish letter no. 4 (ANET, 322). The town was conquered by Nebuchadnezzar apparently in 

588 B.C., a short while before the fall of Jerusalem. With the return from exile, several families of the tribe 

of Judah resettled in Azekah (Neh 11:30). Fragmentary information from the period following the 

destruction of the 2d Temple indicates that Azekah was still occupied. Eusebius located Azekah between 

Eleutheropolis (Beth Govrin) and Jerusalem (Onomast. 18:10), a possible reference to Khirbet al-‘Almi, E 

of Tell Zakariya. The Madeba map, which dates from the 2d half of the 6th century A.D., calls the area 

―Bethzakar,‖ the present-day Kefar Zechariah, which has given its name to Tell Zakariya (Avi Yonah 

1954).  

B. Site and Identification  

Tell Zakariya (M.R. 143123) is located 5.5 miles NE of Beth Govrin. It stands about 117 m above the 

Elah Valley, which skirts the hill on the N and E. The mound is flat-topped, triangular in shape, and 

measures 330 by 170 m.  

Over a century ago, J. Schwartz identified Tell Zakariya as the site of Azekah on the basis of written 

sources. F. J. Bliss, who excavated the site (Bliss and Macalister 1902), suggested the name had been 

transferred later from Azekah to Khirbet Shuweikeh, some 6 km further S in the Elah valley, and that 

biblical Socoh might conceivably be in the area of Tell Zakariya. However, after the discovery of a large 

Israelite site at Khirbet Abad (adjacent to Khirbet Socoh), Tell Zakariya has become generally accepted as 

the site of the town of Azekah.  

C. Exploration of the Site  

Tell Zakariya was excavated in 1898–99 under the auspices of the Palestine Exploration Fund, and was 

directed by F. J. Bliss, assisted by R. A. S. Macalister (Bliss and Macalister 1902).  

In the SW, building foundations were examined and were found to belong to 3 towers built of rough 

stones bonded with clay. There were no traces of a wall connecting the towers, which led the excavators 

to conclude that the towers constituted individual forts intended to protect this side of the mound, which 

was particularly vulnerable to attack. On the basis of the depth of the foundations and some ceramic finds, 

the towers were assigned to the Roman-Byzantine period.  

A rectangular fortress with towers at each corner was uncovered on the elevated SE section of the 

mound. Towers also stood along the middle of the E wall. The fortress gate was not discovered, although 

several doorways were found inside the towers. The entrance levels varied in elevation, and it thus seems 

that the fortress interior was not of equal height throughout.  

Bliss felt that the towers in section I were a later addition to the fortress in section II, while Macalister 

assumed that they were contemporaneous but constructed by different groups of masons. Both attribute 

the construction of the fortress to Rehoboam (2 Chr 11:9).  

Half of the fortress area was excavated, and bedrock was reached at a depth of approximately 6 m. The 

excavators were unable to assign periods to the buildings and other remains, nor did they determine the 

exact number of periods, although they initially distinguished 4 main occupation periods.  

Period A is clearly defined by pottery of the type they labeled ―Early Pre-Israelite‖ (see below). Among 

the objects found was a vessel containing assorted Egyptian jewelry, including two scarabs, one with the 

name of Thutmose III and the other of Amenhotep II. Period B is a plastered floor slightly above bedrock, 

with stamped handles containing the word lmlk (―[belonging] to the king‖) and two-winged scarabs. In 

period C, which the excavators labeled ―Jewish‖ and considered to be later than period B, another 

plastered floor was discovered, containing four-winged scarab stamped jar handles. Period D has several 

rock-hewn tombs assigned to the Roman period. Also found were Seleucid, Roman, and Byzantine 

shards, as well as several graves close to surface level and considered of Arab origin.  

A trial pit approximately 30 by 20 m was dug in the center of the mound, where bedrock was reached at 

no more than 4 m. The pottery consisted mainly of sherds of the so-called Late Pre-Israelite and Jewish 



periods. Since Seleucid pottery was extremely rare and no Roman-Byzantine shards were uncovered, the 

excavators concluded that the mound had been deserted by these periods.  

All these finds led the excavators to conclude that the settlement had lasted, with short interruptions, 

from ca. 1500 B.C. until the Byzantine period. However, Albright (1960) subsequently examined the 

pottery tables published in the excavation reports and suggested the following amended dates:  

Period  Bliss-Macalister  Albright  

A  Early Pre-Israelite ca.?–1500 B.C.  ca. 3000–1800 B.C.  

B  Late Pre-Israelite ca. 1550–800 B.C.  1800–1000 B.C.  

C  Jewish ca. 800–300 B.C.  1000–587 B.C.  

D  Seleucid ca. 300– B.C.  4th–1st cent. B.C.  

Today it is possible to introduce additional revisions in the chronology of the various structures on this 

site. The excavators attributed the fortress to Rehoboam (928–911 B.C.) and dated the 3 towers at the SW 

extremity of the mound to the Roman-Byzantine period. More recently, S. Yeivin (Avi-Yonah and Yeivin 

1955: 289–90; cf. Horowitz 1980) assigned the construction of the fortress to the period of the Judges, 

and the towers (which in his opinion form part of the city wall) to Rehoboam, who also had the fortress 

repaired.  

Other Israelite fortresses of similar construction have since been found in Judea (Mazar 1982). Also, 

since the various types of lmlk seal impressions can be assigned to the end of the 8th century, it may be 

assumed that the fortress was in existence at that time.  
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EPHRAIM STERN  

AZEL (PERSON) [Heb ˒āṣel (ָאֶקל )]. Var. AZALIA (?). A descendant of Saul through the line of 

Jonathan. His name occurs 6 times in the Heb Bible and twice in the Talmud (Pesaḥ. 62b). In the former, 

the name is part of a list of persons (1 Chr 8:35–36) which cannot be traced to any extant earlier source. 

When Azel was thought to have lived cannot be determined exactly. The names in the genealogy have 

been viewed as extending down into late preexilic times or even into the Exile itself. On the whole, it 

seems reasonable to suppose that Azel lived in the late 7th to early 6th centuries B.C.E. The occurrences of 

Azel in 1 Chr 9:43, 44, 45 are due to a repetition of the Saulide genealogy in 1 Chronicles 8. This 

duplication serves to introduce 1 Chronicles 10 which tells the story of Saul‘s death on Mount Gilboa. 

Not having chapter and verse divisions by which to cite a biblical text, the writer of the Talmud cites the 

material from 1 Chr 8:37–9:44 by reference to the name Azel in these verses. The name appears to be a 

variant form of AZALIAH (2 Kgs 22:3) and may designate ―noble‖ or ―laid aside, reserved‖ in the sense 

of being protected.  

JAMES M. KENNEDY  

AZETAS (PERSON) [Gk Azētas (Ἀζησαρ)]. Ancestor of a family which returned from Babylon with 

Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 5:15). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have been compiled from Ezra and 

Nehemiah, this family does not appear among their lists of returning exiles (cf. Ezra 2:16; Neh 7:21). 

Omissions such as this also raise questions about 1 Esdras being used as a source by Ezra or Nehemiah. 

Furthermore, problems associated with dating events and identifying persons described in 1 Esdras have 

cast doubt on the historicity of the text.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  



AZGAD (PERSON) [Heb ˓azgād (ַףְזָגד )]. Head of a family of Babylonian exiles who are listed as 

returnees under the leadership of Zerubbabel and others (Ezra 2:12 = Neh 7:17 = 1 Esdr 5:13) and later 

under Ezra (Ezra 8:12 = 1 Esdr 8:38). The leader of the clan affixed the family name to the covenant of 

Nehemiah in Neh 10:16—Eng10:15. For further discussion of the exilic name lists and bibliography see 

AKKUB and ATER. The etymology of the name is uncertain. It has been identified as a theophoric name 

meaning: ―Gad (deity) has proved himself strong‖ (Noth IPN, 190) or ―Gad is strong‖ (Fowler, TPNAH, 

64). Since these names occur only in the postexilic list, the name may have Persian derivation: izgad 

―messenger‖ (Fowler, TPNAH, 64).  

CHANEY R. BERGDALL  

AZIEL (PERSON) [Heb ˓ăz  ˒ēl (ֲףִזיֵאל )]. See JAAZIEL (PERSON).  

AZIZA (PERSON) [Heb ˓ăz  zā˒ (ֲףִזיָזא )]. A descendant of Zattu and one of the returned exiles who 

was required by Ezra to divorce his foreign wife (Ezra 10:27). Aziza is derived from the verbal root ˓zz 

―to be strong‖ and probably means ―the strong one‖ (IPN, 225). In the parallel text of 1 Esdr 9:28, the 

name Zerdaiah appears in the position Aziza holds in Ezra 10:27. Aziza was a member of a family from 

which a group of exiles returned with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:8; Neh 7:13). For further discussion, see 

BEDEIAH.  

JEFFREY A. FAGER  

AZMAVETH (PERSON) [Heb ˓azmāwet (ַףְזָמֶות )]. The name of several men in the OT. The name 

Azmaveth itself means ―strong (˓az) as Death (māweth)‖ or ―strong is Death,‖ where Death is the 

personification of the god of death (cf. Hos 13:14; Hab 2:5; Pss 18:5, 49:5, 116:3; Prov 13:14). The LXX 

reading, Azmoth, is a legitimate variation on Azmaveth, with the same meaning (see DEATH). See also 

AZMAVETH (PLACE).  

1. One of DAVID‘S CHAMPIONS (the šāliš  m; RSV Mighty Men), called the Barhumite (Heb 

habbarḥum  ; 2 Sam 23:31; LXX ho Barsamites). 1 Chr 11:33, conversely, lists Azmaveth as the 

Baharumite (Heb habbaḥar m  ; LXX ho Beermi), apparently identifying him as a native of Bahurim, a 

place on the road from Jerusalem into the Jordan valley, and N of the Mount of Olives (see BAHURIM; 2 

Sam 3:16; 16:5; 17:18; 19:17, etc.). The disagreement of both parallel texts in the MT as well as the quite 

different variants in the LXX suggest that the problem here is a corrupt text. Of the available readings, the 

Baharumite makes the most sense, though the other possibilities are not thereby excluded.  

2. The father of Jeziel and Pelet, two archers and slingers of the tribe of Benjamin who were outlaw 

companions with David at Ziklag (1 Chr 12:3). This Azmaveth may possibly be the same as Azmaveth (1. 

above).  

3. The son of Jehoaddah, a descendant of Saul and Jonathan (1 Chr 8:36, 9:42).  

4. The son of Adiel, the treasurer in Jerusalem under David. (1 Chr 27:25).  

5. The founder of a house in Israel, father of 42 men who returned from the exile (Ezra 2:24). This verse 

may, however, refer to 42 men of the city of Beth-Azmaveth (cf. Neh 7:28; see AZMAVETH [PLACE]; 

Ezra Nehemiah WBC, 26).  

D. G. SCHLEY  

AZMAVETH (PLACE) [Heb ˓azmāwet (ַףְזָמֶות )]. Var. BETH-AZMAVETH; BETHASMOTH. A 

village in the Judean hills N of Jerusalem probably established during the Israelite period (LBHG, 108), 

but remembered in the text from the time of the return from exile. The village is remembered as 

Azmaveth (Ezra 2:24, Neh 12:29), Beth-Azmaveth (Heb bêt-˓azmāwet, Gk Bēthasmōth; Neh 7:28), and 

Bethasmoth (Gk Baitasmōn; 1 Esdr 5:18). Though these names vary, they each appear in parallel 

accounts of a census of the people who returned to Jerusalem and Judah from captivity in Babylon. The 



same number of returnees (42) was recorded for each of them, and they appear in the same place in the 

list between Anathoth and Kiriatharim. The Azmaveth region is also remembered for providing singers 

for the dedication of the reconstructed wall of Jerusalem (Neh 12:29). The village has been identified as 

modern Hizmeh (M.R. 175138), a suggestion first made by Robinson and widely accepted by scholars 

(Albright 1922: 156). The site near Geba (modern Jeba˓, M.R. 175140) and Anathoth (modern Râs el-

Kharrûbeh, M.R. 174135), whose patriarch was most likely the Asmaveth who was a descendant of Saul, 

has provided archaeological remains from the 2d Temple period (EncMiqr 2: 95). See also AZMAVETH 

(PERSON).  
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AZMON (PLACE) [Heb ˓aṣmôn (ַףְקמון )]. A station named both in the description of the S frontier of 

Canaan (Num 34:45), and in the delineation of the extreme S border of the tribal allotment of Judah (Josh 

15:4). It is the last station W of the BROOK OF EGYPT. Alt (1953) has persuasively argued that the 

border list of Joshua 15 is derived from an ancient legal document delineating the territorial claims of the 

tribes during the period of the Judges. The parallel nature of the S border descriptions in Numbers 34 and 

Joshua 15 suggests that both depend on a single, presumably premonarchical, tradition. Azmon has often 

been identified with Ain Qoseimeh, a small spring in the vicinity of Ain el-Qudeirat (KADESH-

BARNEA[?]), (IDB 1:327), but a more plausible possibility is Ain Muweilih (M.R. 085010), where 

archaeological survey (Rothenberg and Aharoni 1961: 36–37) has revealed a station on the ancient road to 

S Sinai dating to the Iron I period.  
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WADE R. KOTTER  

AZNOTH-TABOR (PLACE) [Heb ˒aznôt tābôr (ַאְזנותֲָתבוש )]. A town that serves as the starting 

point of the description of the W border of the territory of the tribe of Naphtali (Josh 19:34). Noth (1935: 

199–200) has suggested that Josh 19:33 described the N border of the tribal territory; however, the 

opening phrase of v 34 clearly shows that v 33 actually describes the S border from W to E. Verse 34 

opens with the formula ―And the border turned back westwards.‖ This formula appears several times in 

Joshua, indicating that the border description returns to the starting point and then continues in the 

opposite direction, in this case northwards. The border of the territory of Zebulun is described in opposite 

directions from one starting point—Sarid (Josh 19: 10, 12); the border of the territory of Asher is 

described similarly, the starting point being Helkath (Josh 19:25—in LXX ―from Helkath‖—and in v 27 

―And the border turned back eastwards‖). It would appear that in the case of Naphtali the starting point is 

Mt. Tabor; but in order to achieve greater accuracy, two starting points appear, HELEPH for the S border 

(to be sought to the E of Mt. Tabor) and Aznoth-Tabor for the W border (to be sought N of the mountain). 

Saarisalo (1927: 127) identified the latter at Kh. Umm-Jubeil (M.R. 186237), 4 km N of the mountain, 

situated on a small hill ideally suited as a starting point for a border description. Saaris-alo reported LB 

pottery from the site, but recent archaeological surveys report only pottery from Iron Age II and later 

(Zori 1977: 105; Gal 1982: 20).  
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RAFAEL FRANKEL  

AZOR, TEL (M.R. 131159). Tel Azor is situated about 6 km SE of Tel Aviv. The Arabic name Yazur 

preserves the ancient name of the site, which should probably be identified with ―Azor‖ mentioned in the 



Vatican edition of the LXX (Joshua 19:45) where it appears as one of the cities of Dan (instead of MT 

yhd). Azor (Azuru) is mentioned in the late 8th century B.C. as a place Sennacherib captured from Sidqa 

king of Ashkelon (ANET, 287).  

The site, measuring some 15 dunams, has not yet been excavated. A survey has revealed shards of 

almost all periods from the Chalcolithic to the medieval. On the summit of the mound stand the ruins of a 

Crusader fortress (Chateau des Plains). In the Kurkar hills adjacent to the site, many tombs were 

discovered dating to the Chalcolithic, EB I, MB II, LB, and Iron I–II periods. The extent of this vast 

cemetery is not known; most of it is now covered by the houses of present-day Azor, as well as by the 

Holon industrial area. The large number of burials in a relatively small tell suggests that this was a 

regional cemetery, although this hypothesis still needs to be substantiated.  

―Salvage excavations‖ have been carried out from time to time as necessitated by the current building 

activity. The following excavators should be mentioned: J. Perrot and M. Dothan (1950s); R. Gophna, A. 

Druks, and Y. Shapira (1960s); A. Ben-Tor and O. Negbi (1970s). So far only a small part of these 

excavations has been fully described in published writings.  

Since J. Perrot‘s excavations, Azor has become the type-site for Chalcolithic burials in ossuaries. More 

than 120 such ossuaries made out of clay were unearthed in a burial cave, in which 9 phases have been 

observed, including one habitation phase. Most of the ossuaries are house-shaped and some have 

zoomorphic shapes; others are jars. The house-shaped ossuaries are of major importance since they give 

some idea of the type of dwelling common in this period. Pottery constitutes the great majority of the 

funerary offerings: the assemblage is typologically closer to the Beer-Sheba than to the Ghassulian 

culture.  

A large number of burial caves date to this period. They are cut into the Kurkar and all have a similar 

plan: 3 or 4 steps descending into a kidney-shaped burial chamber of ca. 20 square m. The number of 

those interred in each tomb may reach 100; burials are usually secondary; an occasional cremation has 

been observed. Most of the interred are of the local Mediterranean stock, but in several cases African-

types (most probably Egyptians) have been noted. This corresponds well to the burial offerings: While 

most of the ceramic finds are clearly paralleled in other EB I assemblages throughout the country (mainly 

of the Proto-Urban A family of Kenyon‘s topology), some of the finds (clay vessels, a slate cosmetic 

palette, a flint knife, and various beads) are imported from Egypt.  

An MB II tomb in which humans were buried side by side with horses is noteworthy. This phenomenon 

has so far been observed in only one other site in Israel, Tell el-Ajjul. In LB tombs, imported pottery 

(mainly of Cypriot origin) constitutes an important part of the assemblage.  

Several tombs are dated to the 12th or 11th century B.C. Burials in pits, in jars, in brick coffins, as well 

as some cremations, are among the burial practices observed. In all those tombs, rich assemblages of 

burial gifts were found: the large variety of Philistine ware is especially noteworthy.  

Several communal burials belong to this period: bodies and offerings were placed in successive layers in 

tombs surrounded by a stone fence. Also noteworthy is a group of burials in typical Israelite jars, one of 

which bears an inscription of the Hebrew name šlmy.  
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AMNON BEN-TOR  

AZOTUS (PLACE) [Gk Azotys (Ἀζοστρ)]. The name for the Philistine city of ASHDOD in the 

Apocrypha and the NT. Located halfway between Gaza and Joppa, the ancient city stood less than 3 miles 

inland. Ashdod was excavated in 1962–72, and its history during the Maccabean and Roman periods is 

well-documented, particularly in 1 Maccabees and Josephus.  



The city of Azotus appears (1 Macc 4:15) as a place of retreat (see Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 265) to 

which soldiers in the army of Gorgias (one of the officers of Lysias sent to defeat Israel) fled when routed 

by Judas. Also, Jonathan attacked the city in 147 B.C. (1 Macc 10:78) and burned it along with its villages 

and its temple to Dagan (10:83–84). Apollonius, the governor of Coele-Syria who was besieging Jamnia, 

had challenged Jonathan to fight (10:70–73), so Jonathan captured a garrison of Apollonius headquartered 

at Joppa (10:74–76). Then Apollonius took 3,000 cavalry S to Azotus (i.e. away from Joppa), as though 

retreating from Jonathan, and left a cavalry of 1,000 behind to catch Jonathan between the two units 

(10:79; Josephus says [Ant 13.4.4 §92] that Apollonius first marched N and then retreated). Apollonius 

probably chose to fight at Azotus because the level terrain there was better-suited for cavalry than the 

terrain at Joppa (so Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 422).  

Azotus is mentioned again (1 Macc 16:10) in connection with the defeat of Cendebeus, ―commander-in-

chief of the coastal country‖ (15:38) under Antiochus VII (reigned 139/8–129/8). John Hyrcanus defeated 

Cendebeus on a plain outside Modein, sending Cendebeus fleeing to the stronghold at Kedron which he 

had built (16:9, cf. 15:41). Some of his soldiers fled to the ―towers at Azotus.‖ 1 Macc 16:10 reads: ―John 

burned it with fire.‖ The antecedent for ―it‖ is unclear. One might suppose that Azotus was intended, and 

two Latin MSS read ―them,‖ i.e., the towers of Azotus. However, John had followed Cendebeus to 

Kedron, which is probably the city he torched.  

Elsewhere, Azotus appears as the name of a district, rather than a city. In 164 B.C. Judas attacked Azotus 

(1 Macc 5:68), which was further defined by the appositional phrase ―the land of the Philistines‖ 

(Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 305). Later (ca. 142 B.C.), Simon fortified Joppa and Gazara (a city on the 

border of [the territory] of Azotus; 1 Macc 14:34).  

One other text mentioning Azotus (1 Macc 9:15) is often considered erroneous. In 160 B.C. Judas fought 

his last battle, against Bacchides, who had marched from Syria to Jerusalem and then to Berea (9:1–4). 

Judas was encamped at Elasa nearby (9:5). During the battle Judas attacked the strong flank of the enemy, 

putting Bacchides‘ soldiers to flight and pursuing them ―as far as Mount Azotus‖ (9:15). Since Azotus lay 

approximately 35 miles away, and since the city sits near the coast, and not on a mountain, scholars have 

often suspected the reading. The Oxford Annotated Apocrypha suggests el-asur, which lay 6 miles NE of 

Berea (el-Bireh). Goldstein (1 Maccabees AB, 373), however, follows the conjecture of Johann David 

Michaelis (Deutsche Übersetzung des ersten Buchs der Maccabäer mit Anmerkungen, 1778) that a 

copyist misread ˒šdwt (―watersheds‖ or ―slopes‖) as ˒šdwd (―Ashdod‖). On the other hand, Van Henten 

(1983: 46) points out that in 3:24, 4:14 and 16:9 the retreating army is also pursued a great distance. In 

addition, he wants to read the Greek word orous not as the genitive singular form to horos (mountain) but 

as an accusative plural of ho horos, (boundary) (1983: 47). Thus, the enemy would have fled, not to 

Mount Azotus (since Azotus is located on the coastal plain), but to the boundary of the territory of 

Azotus. To the objection that the preposition heos takes nouns in the genitive as its object, Van Henten 

lists examples of its use with the accusative.  

Josephus recounts the ensuing history of the city. Alexander Jannaeus held Azotus at the beginning of 

his reign (Ant 13.15.4 §395), and the ruins show evidence of an attack during the Maccabean period, so 

scholars often assume it was captured by John Hyrcanus. Archaeologists uncovered a coin of Antiochus 

VIII, dated to 114 B.C., which presumably sets the date after which the city fell into Judaean control. In 63 

B.C. Pompey took Azotus away from Judah (JW 1.7.7 §156), but Gabinius (governor of Syria from 57–55 

B.C.) restored it to Judah under Hyrcanus II (JW 1.8.4 §166). Herod‘s kingdom included the city, which he 

willed to his sister Salome (JW 2.6.3 §98). During the First Revolt the city was captured by the Romans 

under Vespasian, who stationed a garrison there (JW 4.3.2 §130).  

In the NT, Azotus is mentioned (Acts 8:40) as the city where Philip the Evangelist was found after 

baptizing the Ethiopian Eunuch.  
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PAUL L. REDDITT  

AZRAQ (PLACE). Several oases located at the center of a 12,000-km-square internal drainage basin, 

80 km E of Amman. The rainfall over the basin varies from just over 200 mm along the N and W fringes 

to less than 50 mm in the SE, hence pastoralism is the only viable subsistence activity over much of the 

area. The N portion of the basin is covered by late Tertiary and Quaternary basalts while the S area 

comprises early Tertiary limestones and marls, and is covered by a pavement of chert gravel. At Azraq 

there are a number of copious perennial springs which feed 2 areas of marshland (Biraket el-Ora and 

Biraket Qeissiyeh). There is also a substantial sabkha (Qa el-Azraq) from which salt is extracted by the 

villagers. (For further environmental details and modern history see Nelson 1973.)  

The springs at Azraq have provided a focus for settlement since the Stone Age. In 1956, mechanical 

diggers uncovered two impressive late Acheulian/Levallois Mousterian sites at Ain el-Assad and C 

spring. These were briefly examined by Harding and Kirkbride but have only been recently excavated 

(Rollefson 1980; 1982; Garrard et al. 1987). Numerous sites of Epipalaeolithic and Neolithic date have 

been located around the marshes and several were sounded in 1985 (Garrard, Stanley Price, and Copeland 

1977; Garrard et al. 1985; 1987). One of these, known as Azraq 31 and dating to ca. 6000 B.C., has 

produced the earliest evidence of ovicaprid pastoralism from the E desert of Jordan. Betts (1983; 1984; 

1985) has found many stone corrals, wheel houses, and ―desert kites‖ in the basalt desert N and E of 

Azraq. Desert kites are V-shaped structures with a corral at the junction end of the V. They usually open 

onto areas of good grazing and are thought from historic descriptions, rock drawings, and ethnographic 

accounts to have been used for capturing gazelle and other large herbivores. Some of these structures are 

associated with Neolithic artifacts, but from travelers accounts others were still in use in the last century 

(Mendelssohn 1974).  

During the classical and medieval periods, Azraq seems to have been an important watering point on the 

trade route from the Levant through the Wadi es-Sirhan to central Arabia. Three forts guard the 

approaches to the oasis—Qasr el-Uweinid, Qasr Aseikhim, and Qasr el-Azraq (Kennedy 1982; 

Bowersock 1983). Qasr el-Uweinid sits on a basalt bluff overlooking the Wadi el-Uweinid, 13 km SW of 

modern Azraq ed-Duruz. It is a trapezoid structure with remnants of a tower inside. An inscription at the 

site refers to it as a castellum novum Severianum, suggesting a date of around 200 A.D. A second 

inscription documents the establishment of a praesidium Severianum with a vexillation of the legion 

Third Cyrenaica. Qasr Aseikhin is located about 13 km NE of Azraq ed-Duruz on the summit of a basalt 

peak. It is a square fortress with rooms arranged around a central courtyard, and it may also date to the 

reign of Septimius Severus. Qasr el-Azraq is adjacent to Biraket el-Ora in Azraq ed-Duruz, and seems to 

have been rebuilt on several occasions. Early aerial photographs show the outline of a large, square 

encampment which could be of Severan date. The present structure was built inside the encampment 

before the end of the 3d century A.D., as inferred from an inscription which dates to the period of the 

Tetrarchy. A later inscription inserted in the castle entrance suggests that the fortress was rebuilt during 

the governorship of Azz el Dyn Aybak between 1213 and 1238 A.D.  

Approximately 5 km S of Azraq el-Duruz are the springs and marshes of Biraket Qeissyeh. Surrounding 

the springs and enclosing an area of about 10 dunums, is a well-built buttressed wall of either classical or 

early Islamic date. A second similarly well-constructed wall extends from the first wall around the S and 

E sides of the marshes. Kennedy (1982) suggests it may have been built to separate the fresh water of the 

marshes from the more saline water of the sabkha, but recent sondages by Garrard indicate that it was not 

deep enough to achieve this objective, but that it probably represented an estate boundary. Until the large-

scale pumping of water of the last two decades, the Azraq marshes supported a very rich wildlife and was 

a focus for the spring and autumn bird migrations through the area (Nelson 1973).  
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ANDREW N. GARRARD  

AZRIEL (PERSON) [Heb ˓azr  ˒ēl (ַףְזִשיֵאל )]. A name, the precise meaning of which is uncertain 

(TPNAH, 133). It is borne by 3 persons mentioned in the Bible.  

1. In the historical review of the tribes of Israel, the Chronicler mentions Azriel as one of the 7 

eponymous leaders of the half-tribe of E Manasseh (1 Chr 5:23–24). Famous for their military prowess, 

political leadership, and enlightened leadership as the heads of their father‘s house, they are credited with 

enlarging their constituency and its territory, so that the territory from the land of Bashan to Mount 

Hermon became the land of East Manasseh in the early days of the Transjordanian conquest. The 

addendum in 1 Chr 5:25,26 must be read with the subject understood as the 21/2 tribes, not the 7 East 

Manasseh leaders and their constituency.  

2. The father of Jerimoth (so MT) and the tribal head of the tribe of Naphtali in the Chronicler‘s 

reconstruction of the officialdom of David (1 Chr 27:16–19).  

3. The father of Seraiah who functioned as a member of the court of Jehoiakim (Jer 36:26). In 605 B.C., 

when the relations between Judah and Babylon were deteriorating, Jeremiah collected his oracles and bid 

Baruch his secretary read them to the people who would attend a fast to be observed in the 9th month. The 

revolutionary words of the prophet so disturbed the princes in the audience that they brought word 

immediately to the king. No doubt in fierce anger, Jehoiakim commanded 3 high officers of the royal 

court to apprehend Baruch and Jeremiah. These 3 court officials were Jerahameel the king‘s son, 

Shelemiah the son of Abdeel, and Seraiah the son of Azriel. Since all other data are absent, one can but 

speculate about Azriel on the basis of his son‘s high court position and royal mission.  

EDWARD R. DALGLISH  

AZRIKAM (PERSON) [Heb ˓azr  qām (ַףְזִשיָרם )]. 1. The 3d son of Neriah, a descendant of 

Zerubbabel. His name appears in 1 Chr 3:23 in an extended genealogy of exilic and postexilic Davidic 

descendants. Scholars are in disagreement about whether the genealogy from v 21b on—from the phrase 

―the sons of Hananiah‖—should be understood as listing the descendants of Zerubbabel or is composed 

merely of unconnected lists which have been attached at this point (see Williamson 1–2 Chronicles 

NCBC, 58; Myers 1 Chronicles AB, lxxxviii–lxxxix). If Azrikam is considered a descendant of 

Zerubbabel then he lived 5 generations later, if v 21b is understood as listing the sons of Hananiah; or if 

the reading of the LXX for v 21b is adopted (see RSV), he lived 9 generations later. The former is more 

likely (see Myers, AB, 18–21; Williamson, NCBC, 58).  

2. A Levite, a descendant of Merari the 3d son of Levi. Azrikam occurs in Merari‘s line only in the 

genealogies given in Neh 11:15 and 1 Chr 9:14. In the partially overlapping lists in 1 Chr 6:19, 29–30 = 

6:44–47, only Hashabiah appears from 1 Chr 9:14 = Neh 11:15. This may indicate preservation of 

different lines of the genealogy in different settings. Azrikam belonged to the house which was given 

responsibility for the outside work of the House of the Lord (Neh 11:15).  

3. A descendant of Jonathan, the son of Saul. In both 1 Chr 8:38 and in the repetition of this genealogy 

in 1 Chr 9:44, Azrikam is listed as the son of Azel in the extended genealogy of Benjamin (1 Chr 8:1–40).  



4. The steward or commander of the royal palace (Heb năg  d habbāyit) of Ahaz, king of Judah ca. 735–

715. In 2 Chr 28:7 he is mentioned along with Maaseiah, the king‘s son, and Elkanah, second in 

command to the king. All were killed by Zikri the Ephraimite in an incident connected with the Syro-

Ephraimite war. Some have suggested that this Azrikam is identical to 3. above, but this is uncertain (IDB 

1, 327).  

RUSSELL FULLER  

AZUBAH (PERSON) [Heb ˓ăzûbâ (ֲףזּוָבה )]. 1. Mother of Jehoshaphat, king of Judah (1 Kgs 22:42 = 

2 Chr 20:31). Azubah‘s name appears in the regnal formula of her son, Jehoshaphat. She is the daughter 

of Shilhi, whose place of origin is unknown.  

2. Wife of Caleb (1 Chr 2:18). Her name appears in the genealogy of Judah in 1 Chronicles 2, where she 

is listed as one of the mothers of Caleb‘s children. Three sons are mentioned specifically in v 18—Jesher, 

Shobab, and Ardon—but the identity of their mother is unclear (being either Azubah or Jerioth). Upon 

Azubah‘s death, Caleb took another wife, Ephrath (1 Chr 2:19).  

LINDA S. SCHEARING  

AZZAN (PERSON) [Heb ˓azzān (ַףָזן )]. The father of the leader of the tribe of Issachar, Paltiel (Num 

34:26). The name is derived from the root ˓wz, meaning ―strength‖ (EncMiqr 6: 132), and Johnson (IDB 

1: 327) has translated Azzan as ―the deity has shown strength.‖ In LXX, this name appears as oza, and, in 

Syr, as ˓azor. The name occurs in both Ug (UT 455, no. 1837), possibly as an abbreviation of ˓zmlk (Benz 

1972: 165), and in a Phoenician seal from Syria (PTU, 378).  
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AZZUR (PERSON) [Heb ˓azzûr (ַףזּוש )]. 1. The father of Hananiah, the prophet from Gibeon (Jer 

28:1). Whether a court prophet or not, Hananiah appears to have been well-known and a leader of a pro-

royalist movement in the days of Zedekiah (Jer 28:1–17).  

2. The father of Jaazaniah, one of the princes of the people in the days of Ezekiel (Ezek 11:1–25). In a 

vision experience, the exiled prophet Ezekiel discovers himself at the E gate of the house of Yahweh, 

where he beholds Jaazaniah and Pelatiah, both princes of the people, sharing in a council of 25 men in the 

formulation of an undisclosed plot. It appears to be either a plan to seek an alliance with Egypt or to usurp 

unwarranted power in Judah. Ezekiel is advised of the utter failure of the intrigue; a confirmatory sign 

followed in the death of Pelatiah. We know nothing about Azzur‘s relationship to his son‘s political 

ambition; since the Judean aristocracy would be disposed to assume the power vacated by the exiled 

royalty, it is most likely that Azzur would be in general sympathy with the movement. At least, he 

invested his son with the dignity of a prince.  

3. One of the 84 signatories who, as one of the chiefs of the people, confirmed the covenant of 

Nehemiah (Neh 10:14). Among the several prescriptions of the compact were: (1) avoidance of interracial 

relationships; (2) strict observance of the sabbath; and (3) provision for the support of the temple 

establishment (Neh 10:1–39).  

EDWARD R. DALGLISH  



B  

BAAL (DEITY) [Heb ba˓al ( ַבַףל)].Canaanitestormandfertilitygod.Thename,whichmeans―lord,‖

isanepithetofthegodHadad(lit.―thunderer‖). Well-known from the OT, he is now extremely well-

attested in the Ugaritic texts, in addition to being mentioned in other ancient texts.  

———  

A. Baal in Extrabiblical Texts  

1. The Ugaritic Texts  

2. Later Phoenician Sources  

B. Baal in the OT  

1. Israelite Worship of Baal  

2. OT Use of Baal Motifs  

———  

A. Baal in Extrabiblical Texts  

1. The Ugaritic Texts. This deity is first attested in the Ebla texts from the second half of the 2d 

millennium B.C., where he appears as ˒a-da, and in the Egyptian Execration Texts of about 1800 B.C., but 

it is the Ug mythological texts from Ras Shamra on the Syrian coast which shed the most light on him. He 

is clearly the most active and prominent of all the Canaanite deities, even though El is technically the 

supreme god, to whose ultimate authority Baal is subordinate. The Ug texts depict him primarily as the 

great storm god:the fertility of the land depends on the rain this god supplies. His character is well-

represented on a famous stele discovered at Ugarit, which shows him standing (on mountains or clouds?) 

brandishing a club in his right hand and a lance in his left, the upper part having the form of a tree or 

stylized lightning (cf. ANEP pl. 490). In one of the Baal myths, the god uses 2 clubs, clearly symbolizing 

thunder and lightning, to defeat Yam.  

While Baal is regularly spoken of in the Ug texts as the son of Dagon, a god who otherwise is only 

rarely mentioned there (e.g., KTU 1.2.I.19; 1.5.VI.23–24 = CTA 2.I.19; 5.IV.23–24), he is also referred to 

as the son of the supreme god Il (cf. KTU 1.3.V.35; 1.4.1V.47 = CTA 3.VE.43; 4.IV.47). How these 

statements are to be reconciled is not completely certain. They could reflect divergent traditions, but it is 

more likely that Dagon is understood to be literally his father,andthatBaalwasalsothe―son‖ofElin

the sense that he was a descendant of El (his grandson?), a member of the pantheon of gods which had its 

ultimate origin in El.  

WecomenowtoBaal‘sconsorts.IntheUgtextsitisthegoddessAnathwhoappearsasBaal‘sprimary

consort. It is she who goes searching for him after his descent into the underworld and participates in his 

conflict with Mot, for example. Astarte also appears as his consort, though she is not so prominent. As we 

shall see, the situationisreversedintheOT:AnathappearsonlyasthenameofShamgar‘sfatherand

vestigially in place names (Anathoth and Beth-Anath), whereas Astarte, her name distorted to Ashtoreth 

or often Ashtaroth (the plural form), appears frequently even though we are not told much about her. 

Moreover,AsherahisoftenpairedwithBaalintheOT,suggestingthatshetooisconsideredtobeBaal‘s

consort, a point discussed later in greater detail. Returning to Anath, it is curious to note that she is 

constantly referredtoas―thevirginAnath.‖Itisnottobeunderstoodfromthisthatsheneverhadsexual

intercourse with Baal; rather, the title appears to be explained by an Egyptian reference to her as the 

goddess who conceives but never bears (Papyrus Harris).  

AccordingtotheUgtexts,Baal‘sdwellingwasonMt.ṣpn, probably to be vocalized Ṣapān(some

scholars call it Zaphon following the Heb vocalization). The mountain in Hittite is called Ḫazzi, whence 

its classical name Casius. It is located about 40 km N of Ugarit, at Jebel el-Aqra˓,1,759mabovesea

level—appropriatelyenough,thehighestmountaininSyria.Themountain‘slocationtotheNofCanaan

accountsfortheapparentderivationoftheHebwordfor―north‖(ṣāpôn) from its name. Echoes of its 



mythological sense are found in Ps 48:3—Eng 48:2, where the term is applied to Zion, and also in Isa 

14:13. There were also various places in Egypt called Baal-zephon, one of which is mentioned in 

connection with the Exodus deliverance in Exod 14:2.  

The god Baal in the Ugaritic texts has a number of epithets. The most frequently occurring are ˒al˒iyn 

b˓l ―thevictorBaal,‖rkb ˓rpt ―rideroftheclouds,‖andzbl b˓l ˒arṣ ―theprincelord(Baal)oftheearth.‖

Suggested echoes of the latter 2 expressions in the Bible are discussed below.  

Although the god Baal is mentioned in many Ug texts, one work in particular is of central importance, 

the Baal cycle on 6 tablets in KTU 1.1–6 (= CTA 1–6). This is broadly divisible into 3 main sections: (i) 

theconflictbetweenBaalandYam(―Sea‖)inKTU 1.1–2 (= CTA 1–2); (ii) the buildingofBaal‘shouse

(palace/temple) in KTU 1.3–4 (= CTA 3–4);and(iii)theconflictbetweenBaalandMot(―Death‖)inKTU 

1.5–6 (= CTA 5–6). The following is a summary of the main points made in these 6 tablets concerning 

Baal.  

(i) The god Yam sends messengers to El and the assembly of the gods on Mt. Ll, demanding that Baal 

be given up to him. Baal refuses to be given up, and eventually a battle takes place between Baal and 

Yam. Yam at first appears victorious, but in the end Baal defeats Yam with the help of two clubs made by 

the craftsman god Kothar-and-Ḫasis, and Baal is proclaimed king.  

(ii) A king must naturally have a palace, and so the 2d main division is to a considerable degree taken 

upwiththebuildingofBaal‘spalace.Anathfirstdemands a palace for her consort from El, using threats, 

but is unsuccessful. Subsequently, following the urging of Baal and Anath, Athirat requests El to grant 

Baal a palace; unlike Anath she is successful. Kothar-and-Ḫasis builds the palace, and particular interest 

centers on the question of constructing a window for the palace, which Kothar-and-Ḫasis urges on Baal. 

Baal first declines this but eventually comes round to the idea.  

(iii) The 3d section concerns the conflict between Baal and Mot. Mot uses threats to bring Baal, together 

withhisaccompanyingmeteorologicalphenomena,downintotheunderworld,whichisMot‘srealm.This

duly takes place and a period of dryness comes over the earth. El and Anath each engage in ritual 

lamentationoverBaal‘sdisappearance.AthtarisnominatedtobekinginBaal‘splacebyAthirat,butheis

nottallenoughtooccupyBaal‘sthrone,sohedescendsfromit.ThereisasceneinwhichAnathdestroys

Mot, the various verbs employed suggesting that she is treating him as if he were corn. El then has a 

dream in which he sees the fertility of the earth restored, which gives him confidence that Baal is now 

alive again. Baal smites the sons of Athirat and ascends his throne. Then we read that in the 7th year Mot 

complains about his fate at the hands of Baal, and a scene follows in which Baal and Mot struggle with 

each other. After the intervention of Shapash (the sun goddess), Mot concedes defeat.  

OneproblemconcernstherelationshipbetweenBaal‘sconflictwithYamandthecreation of the world. 

In the OT we find the conflict with the waters associated with the creation of the world on a number of 

occasions (cf. Pss 74:12–17; 89:10–15—Eng 89:9–14, etc.). Similarly in the Babylonian text Enuma 

elish,Marduk‘sdefeatoftheseamonsterTiamatisconnectedwiththecreationoftheworld.Nosuch

conflict occurs in the Baal-Yam text, but the OT and Babylonian parallels nevertheless cause some 

scholars to assume this connection. There does not seem to be room in our Ug Baal-Yam text for an 

account of the creation of the world, although it is possible that there was also a primeval conflict between 

Baal and Anath,ontheonehand,andYam,Leviathan,etc.,ontheother,whichwasapreludetoEl‘s

creation of the world. Various Ug texts may allude to this (KTU 1.3.III.39–46; 1.5.I.1–3; 1.82.1–3; 

1.83.3–10 = CTA 3.IIID.36–43; 5.I.1–3; UT 1001.1–3; 1003.3–10; cf. KTU 1.6.VI.51–53 = CTA 6.VI.50–

52).  

There has been considerable discussion whether the Baal cycle and, in particular, the Baal-Mot cycle 

reflects the seasonal cycle of an ordinary agricultural year or a 7-year (sabbatical) cycle. The chief 

proponent of a cyclic seasonal interpretation of the whole of the Baal epic is J. C. de Moor (1971), who 

compares the allusions in the various sections with current climactic conditions known from Syria today. 

However, there are a number of objections to the details ofdeMoor‘sthesis,asforexamplehis

reordering of the tablets so that the first 3 are to be read in the sequence 3, 1, 2. Thus, tablet 3 is related to 

the autumn, tablets 1 and 2 to the winter, tablets 4 and 5 to the spring, and tablet 6 to the summer. 



However,deMoor‘sreorderingcreatesaprobleminconnectionwiththebuildingofBaal‘shouse,which

de Moor has to suppose was begun, then abandoned, and only later completed. Another problem is that de 

Moor sometimes advocates novel and debatable translations, e.g. ṣḥrr ―bedustcolored‖insteadof―be

hot.‖ 

It would be incorrect, however, to reject all seasonal elements in the work. The crucial passage concerns 

Anath‘sdestructionofMot,wheresheisclearlytreatinghimlikecorn.Whywouldawhole series of 

agricultural images be used if, as some suppose, we simply have a picture of destruction and nothing 

more?WereadthatAnath―seizeddivineMot,withabladeshesplithim,withasieveshewinnowedhim,

with fire she burnt him, with millstones shegroundhim,inafieldshesowedhim…‖(KTU 1.6.II.30–35 

= CTA 6.II.30–35). From this it would appear that Mot symbolizes the corn in some way, clearly 

indicating a seasonal rather than a sabbatical cycle. There would be no corn to be symbolized in a period 

of famine as presupposed by the sabbatical-cycle view, and in any case, nothing else in the text suggests a 

famine.Howthenarewetounderstandthereferenceto―the7thyear‖(KTU 1.6.V.8–9 = CTA 6.V.8–9)? 

This is not entirely clear, but proponents of a sabbatical rather than a seasonal interpretation of the Baal-

Mot cycle appear to overlook the fact that the destruction of Mot and the resurrection of Baal take place 

onlyafter―months‖havepassed(cf.KTU 1.6.II.26–27 = CTA 6.II.26–27) and that the reference to the 7th 

year occurs after this. The text clearly is therefore not saying that Baal is in the underworld for 7 years. 

(Contrast the Hadad text, KTU 1.12.II.44–45 = CTA 12.II.45–46, and the Aqhat text, KTU 1.19.I.42–44 = 

CTA 19.I.42–44, where Baal does disappear for 7 or 8 years.)  

One considerably disputed subject is the relation between Baal and El. Is Baal in conflict with El or are 

the two gods in harmony? The latter would appear to be nearer the truth, though there are signs of tension. 

The extreme claim, made, for example, by M. H. Pope (1955:27–32), the Baal deposed El, on the analogy 

ofZeus‘dethroningofKronos,andthattheremaybeareferencetothisinthefragmentaryandobscure

KTU 1.1.V (= CTA 1.V) is certainly false. El remainsthroughoutthesupremedeity(L‘Heureux1979:1–

108) and there are allusions which make it almost certain that Baal was appointed king by El (cf. KTU 

1.3.V.35–36 = CTA 3.VE.43–44; 4.IV.47–48) just as other deities were. Moreover, although Mot is called 

―thebelovedofEl,‖EldoeslamentwhenhehearsofBaal‘sdeath(KTU 1.5.VI.11–25 = CTA 5.VI.11–25) 

andrejoiceswhenhehashisvisionofBaal‘sresurrection,followingthedestructionofMot(KTU 

1.6.III.4–21 = CTA 6.III.4–21). Moreover, Shapash says thatElwilltakeawayMot‘sthroneifhegoeson

opposing Baal (KTU 1.6.VI.22–29 = CTA 6.VI.22–29).Again,althoughYamiscalled―thebelovedofEl‖

andElappearspreparedtogiveupBaaltoYam‘smessengers,thecontextsuggeststhatthiswasdueto

fearonEl‘spart(cf.KTU 1.2.I.21–24 = CTA 2.I.21–24). To be sure, there are signs of tension between El 

and Baal, and open hostility does seem to be present in KTU 1.12 (= CTA 12), the so-called Hadad text, 

where El is ultimately responsible for the devouring beasts which lure Baal to his death. This, however, 

belongs to a work separate from the main Baal cycle:in this latter there are references indicating hostility 

between Baal and the sons of Athirat (KTU 1.6.I.39–43; 1.6.V.1 = CTA 6.I.39–43; 6.V.1), though not with 

El himself.  

2. Later Phoenician Sources. In the Phoenician inscriptions, various manifestations of the god Baal are 

attested, e.g., Baal-Shamem (KAI 4.3), Baal of Lebanon (KAI 31.1, 2), Baal of Sidon (KAI 14.18). In 

Punic inscriptions the leading deity is called Baal-ḥammon (e.g. KAI 102.1; 103.1), and it is widely 

believed that he is to be equated with El, largely because he was called Kronos by classical writers. 

However, it seems likely, as the name suggests, that this deity was actually a formofBaal:―Baalofthe

incensealtar‖(anincensealtarfeaturesinanumberofdepictionsofhiscult).Sometimesheissimply

calledBaalinPunictexts(heisnevercalledEl),whichsuggeststhatBaalisthegod‘snameandthatitis

not simply an epithetmeaning―lord.‖Moreover,inLatininscriptionshebearstheepithetsfrugifer and 

deus frugum (e.g. CIL 8.4581), indicating a fertility god, and his consort Tinnit is equated with Astarte 

(Baal‘s wife) in a text from Sarepta in Phoenicia (Pritchard 1978:105). Finally, there is evidence that 

Kronoscould,onoccasion,denoteBaalaswellasEl,andinHannibal‘soathinhistreatywithPhilipVof

Macedon, recorded in Polybius 7.9.2–3, Baal-ḥammon actually appears to be called Zeus. It was probably 



the fact that Kronos devoured his own children that encouraged his equation with Baal-ḥammon, the god 

of child sacrifice.  

Philo of Byblos in his Phoenician History clearly has knowledge of the god Baal, but what he says is far 

removed from the authentic Baal of the Ug texts. In addition to Beelsamen (i.e. Baal-Shamem), who is 

equatedwiththesun,BaalappearsinPhilobothunderthenameofZeusBelos,whoisoneofKronos‘

(El‘s)children,andalsounder the name of Demarous (= Zeus = Adodos, i.e., Hadad). We read that 

―greatestAstarteandZeus,‖calledbothDemarousandAdodos,kingofgods,wererulingovertheland

with the consent of Kronos (Attridge and Oden 1981:55). We may compare the picture in the Ug texts, 

whereBaal‘skingshipseemstobeexercisedundertheauthorityofEl.Itisalsostatedthat―Demarous

advanced against Pontos, but Pontos routed him (Attridge and Oden 1981:53). This allusion is possibly a 

reflectionofBaal‘sconflictwith Yam (Sea), though it should be pointed out that whereas Baal defeated 

Yam, Pontos routed Demarous! Although Muth (= Mot) is mentioned, Philo of Byblos displays no 

knowledge of the Baal-MotcyclewithitsaccountofBaal‘sdeathandresurrection. 

B. Baal in the OT  

1. Israelite Worship of Baal. Prior to the discovery of the Ug texts it was sometimes thought that there 

were various and quite-separate gods called Baal. This idea was encouraged by the presence in the OT of 

various compound place names involving Baal, e.g. Baal-peor, Baal-hermon, Baal-meon, Baal-hazor, 

Baal-gad, etc. However, with the discovery of the Ug texts it became clear that there was one great 

Canaanite storm-and-fertility deity Baal-Hadad of cosmic stature, so that we must assume that these OT 

allusions refer to particular local manifestations of this one god. We may compare the variety of local 

manifestations of the Virgin Mary within Roman Catholicism. The OT itself speaks a number of times of 

―theBaals‖(Judg 2:11; 3:7; etc.). It is not clear whether this is a way of speaking of the different local 

manifestations of Baal or whether it is speaking of Canaanite deities more generally. We have the same 

problemoverthereferencesto―theAshtaroth‖(Judg 2:13; 1 Sam 7:4; etc.), which could mean local 

manifestations of Astarte (Ashtoreth) or Canaanite goddesses generally (cf. Akkadian ilāni u ištarāti, 

―godsandgoddesses‖).  

Reading the OT, it becomes clear that it was the Baal cult that provided the greatest and most enduring 

threat to the development of exclusive Yahweh worship within ancient Israel. The fact that the Israelites 

were settled among the Canaanites, for whom the worship of Baal was so important, and that Palestine is 

a land utterly dependent for its fertility upon the rain, which was held tobeBaal‘sspecialrealmof

influence, accounts for the tempting nature of this cult as well as the strength of the OT polemic against it.  

At the time of the entry into the promised land we hear of the temptation to participate in the cult of 

Baal-Peor at Mt. Peor in the land of Moab (Num 25:1–9; Deut 4:3; Ps 106:28; Hos 9:10). Subsequently, 

during the period of the Judges, Israel worshiped the Baals (Judg 2:11, 13; 3:7; 10:6, 10; 1 Sam 7:4; 

12:10). The text recounts that Gideon pulled down an altar of Baal and cut down an Asherah (Judg 6:25–

32). During the Divided Monarchy Ahab married Jezebel, daughter of Ethbaal, king of the Sidonians, and 

worshiped Baal. He erected an altar for Baal in the house of Baal, which he built in Samaria and made an 

Asherah (1 Kgs 16:31–33).Ahab‘spromulgationoftheBaalcult provides the background for the famous 

confrontation between Elijah and the prophets of Baal on Mt. Carmel in 1 Kings 18. Unlike Elijah, Ahab 

clearly did not see his promulgation of Baal as being incompatible with Yahwehworship;infact,Ahab‘s

sonsAhaziahandJehorambearYahwisticnames.(OntheidentificationofAhab‘sBaal,seebelow.)

Ahaziah is said to have worshipped Baal (1 Kgs 22:53)—indeed, we read that he consulted Baal-zebub, 

the god of Ekron, when he was ill (2 Kgs 1:2–16),aname(lit.―lordofthefly‖)whichlooksasthoughit

is a distortion of Baal-zebul(―BaalthePrince,‖cf.Ugzbl b˓l andNTBeelzebul).Ahab‘sotherson,

Jehoram, is said to have put away the pillar of Baal which his father had made (2 Kgs 3:2), though he is 

still regarded by the Deuteronomist as an evil king (2 Kgs 3:2–3). It is clear, however, that Baal worship 

persisted, for Jehu was later ruthlessly to massacre the Baal priests, prophets, and worshipers in the 

temple of Baal as well as destroy the temple itself and the pillar of Baal within it (2 Kgs 10:18–27). This 

act was later to receive the condemnation of the prophet Hosea (cf. Hos 1:4). In addition to the N 

kingdom (2 Kgs 17:16), Manasseh is singled out as worshipping Baal (2 Kgs 21:3), but Josiah in his great 



reformation put an end to his cult (2 Kgs 23:4–5). Among the canonical prophets it is Hosea and Jeremiah 

who seem most exercised by the Baal cult (e.g., Hos 2:10—Eng 2:8; 13:1; Jer 2:8; 23:13).  

In the postexilic period we do not hear of Baal, apart from a reference in Zech 12:11 to the Aramean 

cult of Hadad-rimmon in the plain of Megiddo. Also we need to remember that Antiochus IV Epiphanes 

rededicated the temple in Jerusalem in 168 B.C. to Zeus Olympios, who was a Hellenistic form of Baal-

Shamem.―Theabominationofdesolation‖(šiqqûṣ šōmēm or šiqqûṣ měšōmēm) in Dan 9:27; 11:31; 12:11 

is a play on the name of the god Baal-Shamem.  

Some discussion of the identity of the Baal propagated by Ahab and Jezebel is necessary. It has often 

been thought that this is a different god from the one presupposed elsewhere in the OT, and is rather to be 

equated with the Tyrian deity Melqart. This view, however, is to be rejected (Mulder 1979). It is not until 

a 2d century B.C. inscriptionfromMaltathatwefindMelqartreferredtoasBaal(―theBaal[orlord]of

Tyre,‖KAI 47:1). There is every reason tobelievethatJezebel‘sBaalwasinfactBaal-Shamem, another 

Tyrian deity who is in fact identical with the Baal attested elsewhere in the OT. (i) The Baal of 1 Kings 18 

is clearly a god who was believed to bring lightning and rain; classical sources, however, reveal that 

Melqart was thought of as being asleep during the winter months when these phenomena abounded. (ii) 

The treaty between Baal king of Tyre and Esarhaddon king of Assyria in the 7th century B.C. clearly 

distinguishes Baal-Shamem and 2 other Baal deities, who manifest themselves in the storm, from the god 

Melqart (ANET, 534). (iii) The god of Carmel, where the contest takes place in 1 Kings 18, was always 

equated with Zeus. Now it was Baal-Shamem who was regularly identified with Zeus, Melqart being 

rather equated with Herakles.  

Because the god Baal was so detested by the biblical tradition, the word bōšet ―shame‖hassometimes

beensubstitutedforthegod‘sname by a scribe. This is the case in Jer 3:24; 11:13; and Hos 9:10. This 

substitution also occurs in various personal names: cf. Ish-bosheth (2 Sam 2:10) for Eshbaal (1 Chr 8:33; 

9:39), Mephibosheth (2 Sam 4:4; 9:6; etc.) for Meribaal (or Meribbaal) (1 Chr 8:34; 9:40), and 

Jerubbesheth (2 Sam 11:21) for Jerubbaal (Gideon, Judg 6:32). Similarly Astarte (Ashtart) is distorted to 

Ashtoreth, reflecting the vowels of the word bōšet, and Molech is probably a comparable distortion, the 

original form perhaps being Melek.  

The worship of the Baals in the OT is sometimes associated with that of the Ashtaroth (Judg 2:13; 10:6; 

1 Sam 7:4; 12:10), whichmustreflectthefactthatAstartewasoneofBaal‘sconsortsinCanaanite

religion. More curious is the repeated pairing of Baal and Asherah (cf. Judg 3:7; 6:25–32; 1 Kgs 16:32–

33; 18:19; 2 Kgs 17:16; 21:3), since in the Ug texts Asherah (Athirat) was the consort of El, not of Baal. 

Did Baal take over Asherah as his consort? The Hittite-CanaaniteElkuniršamyth(ANET, 519), with its 

evidenceofAsherah‘s(Ašertu‘s)flirtingwiththestormgodandalienationfromEl(Elkunirša),might

possibly lend support to this. Alternatively, the pairing of Baal and Asherah may be a sign of confusion 

on the part of the OT; or again, perhaps this pairing is not intended to imply that one was the consort of 

the other. Certainty is not possible. As for Anath, who appears prominently as a consort of Baal in the Ug 

texts, she appears in the OT only vestigially in the place names Anathoth and Beth-Anath, and as the 

nameofShamgar‘sfather. 

There is evidence from the OT that Yahweh and Baal could be equated in syncretistic circles. One may 

comparethepersonalnameBealiah,lit.―YahwehisBaal‖(1 Chr 12:6—Eng 12:5),andHosea‘s

declaration,―Andinthatday,saystheLord,youwillcallme‗Myhusband,‘andnolongerwillyoucall

me‗MyBaal‘ ‖(2:18—Eng 2:16). This syncretism made the Baal cult all the more insidious from the 

point of view of the Yahweh purists. The Baal cult or Baalized Yahweh cult is associated in the OT with 

the high places (bāmôt), whose characteristic appurtenances include pillars (maṣṣēbôt), i.e., symbols of 

the male deity, Asherim (wooden cult symbols of the goddess Asherah), and altars. These are sometimes 

spokenofasbeingsituated―oneveryhighhillandundereveryluxurianttree‖(cf.1 Kgs 14:23).  

Although there are no indications of this in the Ug texts, it seems likely from a number of OT allusions 

that sacred prostitution formed part of what was involved in the fertility cult of Baal. That sacred 

prostitutes existed in Israel is clear from a number of allusions, cf. Hos 4:14, where hazzōnôt ―the

prostitutes‖arementionedparallelwithhaqqědēšôt (lit.―theholyones‖)inacultic context, and Gen 



38:21–22, where Tamar is described as a qědēšâ, whereas in v 15 she is called a zōnâ. This makes it clear 

that the word qědēšâ refers to a sacred prostitute. The masculine form qādēš ―malecultprostitute‖occurs

in 1 Kgs 14:24; 15:12; 22:46; 2 Kgs 23:6–7; and Deut 23:17.Thefactthat―harlotry‖and―adultery‖

constitute such a common metaphor for apostasy to Canaanite worship in the OT is perhaps accountable 

forinthelightofsacredprostitution‘srolewithin the Baal cult—cf. Hos 5:3–5; 6:10; 7:4; Jer 2:20; 3:2–4, 

9:1(—Eng 9:2); Ezekiel 16 and 23. In fact it is not always clear whether the terminology is literal or 

metaphorical.  

2. OT Use of Baal Motifs. That Yahweh was seen as Baal in some circles is shown by Hos 2:18—Eng 

2:16,whichcriticizesthosewhoreferhimas―myBaal,‖andbythepersonalnameBealiah(1 Chr 12:6—

Eng 12:5), as noted above. However, the OT opposes the equation of Yahweh with Baal (Hos 2:18—Eng 

2:16), in contrast with its attitude to El, whose identification with Yahweh is admitted (Exod 6:3). But it is 

clear that the OT does nevertheless ascribe certain Baalistic functions to Yahweh. For example, there are a 

numberofreferencesintheOTtoYahweh‘sconflictwiththedragonandthesea(e.g.,Ps 74:12–15; Isa 

27:1; Job 7:12).AsatUgarittheseaconflictisassociatedwiththedeity‘skingship(cf.Ps 74:12–15; Isa 

27:1; Job 7:12).FollowingBaal‘svictoryovertheseahispalace/templewasbuiltforhim,andsimilarly

in Exod 15:17 wereadoftheestablishmentofYahweh‘ssanctuary,describedintermsreminiscentof

Baal‘s,following his victory at (rather than with) the sea. In Daniel 7 the imagery of the one like a son of 

man coming with the clouds of heaven, enthroned by the Ancient of Days and victorious over the beasts 

of the sea, ultimatelyderivesfromthefigureofBaal,―rideroftheclouds,‖whosekingshipresultedfrom

hisvictoryoverthesea,andwassubordinatetothesupremegodEl,―fatherofyears.‖ 

Yahweh‘smanifestationinthestormissometimesdepictedintermsreminiscent of Baal. Thus, in 

Psalm 29 wefindnotonlythethemeofYahweh‘skingshipandhisconflictwiththewaters(vv 3, 10), 

reminiscent of Baal, but also a glorious theophany in the thunderstorm, with seven thunders (vv 3a, 4a, 

4b, 5, 7, 8, 9)whicharedoubtlessrelatedtoBaal‘s―sevenlightnings…eight storehousesofthunder‖

(KTU 1.101.3–4 = Ugaritica V.3.3–4)(―seven/eight‖appearstomean―seven‖).Itisdoubtful,however,

whether the expression rōkēb bā˓ǎrābōt used of Yahweh in Ps 68:5—Eng 68:4 istoberendered―rideron

theclouds‖ontheanalogyofBaal‘sUgariticepithetrkb ˓rpt, contrary to a widely held view. The 

expected translationoftheHebrewexpressionwouldbe―riderthroughthedeserts,‖since˓ǎrābâ 

regularlymeans―desert‖intheOT,anditshouldbenotedthatthisfitsthecontextinthePsalm,dealing

as it does with the wilderness wanderings. (Cf. too Isa 40:3, bā˓ǎrābâ měsillâ ―ahighwayinthedesert‖

with Ps 68:5—Eng 68:4, sōllû lārōkēb bā˓ǎbōt ―raiseahighwayforhimwhoridesthroughthedeserts.‖)

ProbablytheHebrewexpressionistobeunderstoodasadeliberatedistortionofBaal‘sepithetrkb ˓rpt.  

Various other imagery ultimately related to Baal has also been taken up in the OT. Allusion has already 

been made to the use of the term ṣāpôn to denoteYahweh‘sdwellingplaceinPs 48:3—Eng 48:2 and Isa 

14:13, though the context of the latter passage possibly indicates mediation of the imagery through the 

Jebusite cult of El-Elyon (cf. Isa 14:14).TheimageryofBaal‘sdeathandresurrectionappearstohaveleft

its mark on the book of Hosea. It has long been noted that the imagery of the death and resurrection of 

Israel (a metaphor for its exile and restoration) in Hos 5:12–6:3 appears to reapply the imagery of a dying 

and rising fertility deity, in view of the reference to the coming of the rain in the context of resurrection in 

Hos 6:3. What appears not to have been noticed is the relevance of the parallel imagery of death and 

resurrection applied to Israel in Hosea 13–14,whichisintroducedwiththewords―buthe(sc. Israel) 

incurredguiltthroughBaalanddied‖(Hos 13:1).ThisstronglysuggeststhattheimageryofIsrael‘sdeath

and resurrection has been consciously appropriated from the Baal cult, against which the prophet is 

clearly polemicizing throughout his preaching. In these and other ways Baalistic imagery is appropriated 

by the OT. (For further discussion see Mulden and de Moor, baÔal, TDOT 2:181–200).  
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JOHN DAY  

BAAL (PERSON) [Heb ba˓al ( ַבַףל)]. This name is shared by 2 people in the Hebrew Bible, both 

preexilicfiguresmentionedonlyin1Chronicles.Thename‘sinterpretationisdebated:someunderstandit

as a reference to the Syro-Canaanite deity Baal (IPN 120–22), while others claim that ba˓al is―master,‖

and is an appellation of YHWH (Gray 1896:141–46). Each of these interpretations is based on different 

understandings of preexilic Israelite religion, especially the extent to which it was monotheistic, 

polytheistic, or syncretistic. The evidence is inconclusive; according to 2 Sam 5:20 a place was named 

Baal-Perazim,―Baalhasbrokenthrough‖because―theLORDhasbrokenthroughmyenemiesbeforeme,

likeaburstingflood,‖andaccordingto1 Chr 12:6—Eng 12:5 oneofDavid‘sheroeswasnamedBealiah

(bĕ ˓alyâ) whichmayfiteither―BaalisYah(weh)‖or―Yahwehisthemaster.‖Thenameofoneof

David‘sheroesalternatesbetweenBeeliada,b˓lyd˓ ―Baalknows‖or―attendsto‖(1 Chr 14:7) and Eliada, 

˒lyd˓ ―Godknows‖or―attendsto‖(2 Sam 5:16; 1 Chr 3:8). This interchange could either suggest that 

BaalisbeingusedasanappellationofYHWH,whois―master,‖orthatamongcertaingroups,thedeities

Baal and YHWH were syncretistically identified, a process that is strongly suggested by Hosea, especially 

2:18—Eng 2:16 (―Andinthatday,saystheLORD,youwillcallme,‗myhusband,‘andnolongerwillyou

callme,‗myBaal.‘ ‖).WhetherornotthepersonalnameBaalis a pagan theophoric name depends on the 

extent to which ancient Israel was polytheistic; Kaufmann (1972) and more recently Tigay (AIR, 157–94) 

claim that preexilic Israel was not polytheistic, while Smith (1971:13–56) and others (e.g., Freedman AIR, 

315–35) claim that it was.  

Other biblical names have the element Baal in them (TPNAH, 54–63). These names are from the period 

of Saul and David, and one of the editors of the book of Kings has changed the Baal element in them to 

bōšet, ―shame.‖Nameswiththeelement Baal are also attested to 5 times for the later preexilic period in 

the extrabiblical epigraphic corpus, 4 times in the Samaria ostraca, and once in an inscription from Mesad 

Hashavyahu (Tigay 1986:65–66). None of these attestations clarify whether the element ba˓al refers to 

thedivinityorshouldberendered―master,‖asanappellationforYHWH.  

1. A Reubenite according to the genealogy of 1 Chr 5:5. This genealogy lists the descendents of Joel, 

whose exact relationship to Reuben is not known. According to v 6,Baal‘ssonBeerahwasexiledto

Assyria by Tiglath-pileser III, in the 2d half of the 8th century B.C.E. However,―son‖inthesegenealogies

often indicates a linear descendent,ratherthana―son‖ofthenextgeneration,soitisdifficulttodate

when this Baal lived. The presence of the potentially problematic name Baal within this genealogy 

probably attests to its antiquity (Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 85). The genealogy in vv 4–5 shares the 

names Joel and Shimaiah/Shimei/Shema with the Reuben genealogy in v 8. Verse 8 also contains the 

name Bela (bela˓), which is nearly identical with Baal (ba˓al). Furthermore, the Peshitta to v 5 reads Bela 

(bl˓) for Baal (b˓l), and this reading is favored by some scholars (Richter 1932:130). Thus, the 

genealogies in vv 4–5 and in v 8 are variants of each other, and, as is typical of genealogical fluidity 

(Johnson 1969; Wilson 1977), one tradition records the name of the descendent of Joel as Baal, while 

another lists him as Bela.  



2. According to 1 Chr 8:30 and 9:36, a Benjaminite who was not the firstborn son of Gibeah and whose 

descendents later moved to Jerusalem (8:32 and 9:38; Demsky 1971:17). The use of a Baal name with a 

Benjaminite is especially interesting because the relatively infrequent names compounded with Baal are 

found with three members of the family of Saul, a Benjaminite. On the repetition of the Benjaminite 

genealogy in 1 Chronicles 8 and 9, see AHAZ.  
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MARC Z. BRETTLER  

BAAL (PLACE) [Heb ba˓al ( ַבַףל)]. In 1 Chr 4:33, an alternative form of the toponym BAALATH-

BEER.  

BAAL-BERITH (DEITY) [Heb ba˓al bĕr  t (ִרית  )]. The phrase Baal-berith,―lord of theַבַףל בְּ

covenant,‖whichappearsonlyinJudg 8:33 and 9:4 (asimilarform―ElBerith‖occursinJudg 9:46) has 

attracted many different interpretations. Albright, in his 1941 Ayer Lectures (ARI 110), thought that Baal-

berith was an appellation of the god Haurôn, yet this proposal has found few adherents. While no other 

proposal has met with consensus among scholars due primarily to the scant evidence, there is a good deal 

of speculation centering around the identity of Baal-berith of Shechem and any connection between this 

deity and the development of covenant theology in ancient Israel.  

Many scholars have speculated on the relation between Baal-berith and El Berith. Some favor 2 separate 

deities. Soggin (Judges OTL, 170–71, 186) sees 2 different deities corresponding to the 2 sanctuaries at 

Shechem (cf. TDOT, 2:194). Others (Good HBD, 84) have argued that Baal-berith and El Berith are one 

andthesame.Clements(1968:26n.3)believesthat―thetitleEl-Berith was simply an alternative for Baal-

berith,withElusedinapurelyappellativesense.‖Cross(CMHE, 49) has argued that what we have here 

is an original epithet of the Canaanite deity El who was known at Shechem as both ˒ēl˒ĕlōhê yiśrā˒ēl, ―El,

thegodof(thepatriarchJacob)Israel‖and˒ēl ba˓l bĕr  t ―El,thelordofthecovenant.‖Cross(CMHE, 39) 

also pointed out that ˒il brt (= El Berith) occurs in a Hurrian text (RS 24.278) published in Ugaritica V (so 

tooLipiński1973:50–51).  

Another topic of discussion is the relation of Baal-berith and El Berith to Yahweh. Most scholars (e.g. 

Cooke Joshua CBSC, 221) describe a process whereby as the Israelites took over the LB Canaanite 

sanctuaryatShechem(cf.Dever‘sremarksonMigdalTempleI[1987:232]),theCanaanitegodBaal-

berith/El Berith came to be regarded as a manifestation of Yahweh. Kaufmann (KRI 138–39, 260) argues 

that ba˓al was an epithet for Yahweh in early times which fitswithhistheorythat―duringtheageofthe

judges…therearenoBaalpriestsorprophets,noranyotherintimationofavitaleffectofpolytheismin

Israel‘slife.‖Tigay,whohasfolloweduponKaufmann‘swork,holdsoutthepossibilitythatwehave

polytheism in Judges 9:4, 46 (Tigay 1986:41 n.13). See also the discussion of the relation of Yahweh and 

El in Cross (CMHE, 44–75)whosuggeststhatYahwehwas―recognized as originally a cultic name of 

˒El.‖ItisfurtheradvocatedbyCrossthatElmayhavebornetheepithetḏū yahwī saba˒ôt, ―Hewho

createstheheavenlyarmies‖(CMHE, 71).  

In later biblical tradition, as evidenced by the Deuteronomistic editing in Judg 8:33, ba˓al bĕr  t was seen 

to be a pagan deity. Mulder (TDOT, 2:194) has pointed out the association of this deity with wine 

festivals in Judges 9:27, which would support the notion that Baal-berithwas―agodofvegetationanda

localmanifestationoftheBaalparexcellence.‖ 



Baal-berith has also attracted a good deal of attention by those who have speculated on the origin of the 

idea of covenant in ancient Israel. How did Baal-berith,―thelordofthecovenant,‖functioninthetreaty

itself? Two viable options have been proposed. Outside of the Bible, there are few parallels in the ancient 

Near East to deities entering into covenant relationships with peoples. Weinfeld (TDOT, 2:278) says that 

―theideaofacovenantbetweenadeityandapeopleisunknowntousfromotherreligionsandcultures‖

yet compare the inscription from Arslan Tash (KAI 27; see Zevit 1977:110–18) and ˒il brt mentioned 

above. Baal-berith and El Berith could be seen as rare examples of a deity in the role of a divine partner or 

suzerain in the covenant. The Shechemites, who would be seen as the vassal party, are referred to as bĕnê 

hămôr, ―sonsoftheass,‖whichseemstobeacovenantaldesignation to judge from parallel Mari texts 

(ARI 110; Noth 1984:108–17). Some who follow this line of interpretation have gone so far as to suggest 

thattheIsraelites‘developmentofcovenanttheologywasinfluencedbythecultofBaal-berith which they 

encountered when they came to Shechem. Clements (1968:31–32), however, argues that though Baal-

berith played the role of divine partner, this does not imply that there was any profound influence on the 

Israelite notion of covenant.  

Alternatively, Baal-berith couldrefernottoadeityintheroleofadivinepartner(parallelto―unique‖

biblical usage) but rather to a deity in the role of witness or guardian to the treaty. Here there are abundant 

parallels in ANE treaties where this was the normal role of the gods. Following this line of interpretation, 

Baal-berith‘sfunctionwouldbeasthewitnessorguarantorofthecovenantbetweentwopeoples.Thereis

no reference to any battle or conquest of Shechem and most scholars agree that this is due to a covenant 

which was made between the Israelites and the Shechemites. In fact, every fragment of Shechemite 

tradition which has come down to us refers to some type of treaty. See SHECHEM (PLACE); 

COVENANT.  
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THEODORE J. LEWIS  

BAAL-GAD (PLACE) [Heb ba˓al gād (ַבַףל ָגד)]. A Canaanite city in the valley of Lebanon below 

Mount Hermon (Josh 11:17). It was the N point of the territory conquered by Joshua, beyond which lay 

the land that remained unconquered (Josh 13:5). When describing this same region, Judges uses the name 

Mount Baal-Hermon in place of Baal-gad (Judg 3:3).  

According to the descriptions in the Bible, Baal-gad must be located in the region of Laish, a beautiful, 

lush area which has been hallowed ground from time immemorial. In fact, it is possible that the present-

day Banias could be the ancient Baal-gad. It would be no wonder that such a fertile region would be a 

major seat of Baalism. In later times, the Greeks worshiped Pan in a cavern there, and called the 

sanctuary-town Paneion and the district Paneas. Later, Philip the Tetrarch beautified the town and called it 

Caesarea Philippi, while Agrippa II renamed it Neronias.  

Baal-gad may have had an important theological function in the biblical text. The Deuteronomistic 

theologian,byreferringtoit,showsthatasignificantpartofYahweh‘spromisetoIsrael(Josh 1:4; 11:23) 

was fulfilled. Moreover, just as the land from Mount Halak in the S to Baal-gad in the N was given by the 

Lord to Israel under the leadership of Joshua, who observed all the words of the commandment, the land 

from Baal-gad to Lebo-hamath was also subsequently given to Israel under the leadership of David (2 

Sam 8:9–10), yet another obedient leader according to the Deuteronomist (1 Kings 11:38). For further 

discussion see GB.  



PAUL BENJAMIN  

BAAL-HAMON (PLACE) [Heb ba˓al hāmôn (ַבַףל ָהֹמון)]. A city or district mentioned in the Song 

of Songs (8:11).ItwasthelocationofaplantationofSolomon‘sthathegrantedtoplanterswhomadeit

highly profitable. The name is not attested elsewhere in the MT; it may correspond to the place Balamōn 

mentioned (in Greek) in Jdt 8:3 (see BALAMON).TellBel˓ame(M.R.177205)hasbeensuggestedasthe

site (Gordis 1974; Pope Song of Songs 686), but this is more likely Ibleam (so LBHG 148).  

Paul Haupt (1902:223; 1903:6) suggested that the spelling of the second element with initial he was an 

intentional alteration of an original name *ba˓al ḥammôn (with initial ḥet), avoided because it was the 

name of a Phoenician god (on the name of this deity, see Schmitz 1990:255–57). The suggestion was 

furthered by Pope (Song of Songs AB, 686–87) with citations of a Phoenician inscription (KAI 19.3–4) 

mentioning the city Ḥammôn and allegedly showing the biblical passage to allude to an ancient ritual or 

myth associated with the goddess Astarte. This, and the interpretation of a Palmyrene text mentioning the 

divinity b˓l ḥmn, are highly speculative and of doubtful relevance. There is no cause to link the name 

Baal-hamon with the Phoenician divine name.  

Interpreted literally, Heb ba˓al hāmôn means―possessorofacrowd,‖reflectedintheVulgate‘squea 

habet populos (Cant 8:11),or―possessorofwealth‖(―Ownalot:‖Goulder1986:69),implicitinSyr

we˒inbê saggī˒ ―anditsfruit(was)plentiful‖(onthewordhāmôn, TDOT 3:414–18). The transparency of 

the name has led to speculation that it is an imaginary site in the imagistic world of the supreme song 

(suggested by Gordis 1974; assumed by Goulder 1986:69). Others (e.g., Robert 1948) understood the 

term as a particular application of the image of the vineyard used broadly in biblical language as a 

metonymy for all of Israel. It seems best, however, to interpret Baal-hamon as an actual site, even if its 

location cannot be established.  
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PHILIP C. SCHMITZ  

BAAL-HANAN (PERSON) [Heb ba˓al ḥānān (ַבַףל ָחָנן)].Thisname,meaning―Baalhasshown

mercy‖(IPN 187), belongs to 2 persons in the OT (see below). Outside the OT, the name occurs for the 

ruler of Arwad at the time of Ashurbanipal (Phoenician *Ba˓alḥanōn, in Akkadian transcription Ba-˒-al-

ḫa-nu-nu, Asb. Prism A II 84; 91).  

1. In Gen 36:38–39 = 1 Chr 1:49–50, Baal-Hananisthe7thrulerinthelistof―thekingswhoruledin

thecountryofEdombeforetherewasakingoftheIsraelites,‖Gen 36:31. Opinions vary about the date of 

the―EdomiteKingList,‖rangingfromthe11thcenturyB.C. (Weippert 1982:155), through the 8th to 6th 

centuries (Bennett 1983:16), to the 6th/5th centuries (Knauf 1985a). Scholars tend to agree, however, that 

the succession scheme of this list is artificial, and that in all likelihood the rulers listed in it were 

contemporaries (Bartlett 1972:27; Weippert 1982:155). The name Baal-Hanan is Canaanite, as is the 

nameofthefatherofthisEdomite―king,‖˓Akbōr ―Jerboa‖(Knauf 1985a:248).  

2. According to 1 Chr 27:28,acertain―Baal-HananofGeder‖wasKingDavid‘s―commissionerforthe

olivesandsycamoresinthelowlands.‖ThelistofDavid‘sofficials1 Chr 27:25–31 can be regarded as 

fictitious (Knauf 1985b:13). In this case, this Baal-Hanan might refer to an Idumaean of the postexilic 

period.  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

BAAL-HAZOR (PLACE) [Heb ba˓al ḥāṣôr (ַבַףל ָחצור)]. A location near the town of EPHRAIM 

(2 Sam 13:23) where ABSALOM held a sheepshearing celebration at which he had his brother AMNON 

murdered for having raped his half-sister TAMAR (2 Sam 13:24–29). The generally accepted location of 

the place is Jebel el-˓Aṣur (M.R. 177153), a remote place of rugged Cenomanian limestone slopes 3, 332 

feet above sea level (GB 174; Simons GTTOT 30). It may be the same site as the Hazor mentioned in Neh 

11:33 (LBHG 410), though Simons (GTTOT 390) identifies this Hazor differently.  

Baal-hazor is not to be confused with the fortifiedcityHazorNoftheSeaofGalilee.Absalom‘s

mountain home was 15 miles N of Jerusalem and about 5 miles S of Shiloh. Simons (GTTOT 334) points 

out that there is no tell at Jebel el-˓Aṣur that would indicate the ruins of a formerly inhabited city. The 

Genesis Apocryphon calls the place where God appeared to Abraham after his separation from Lot (Gen 

13:14) by the name Ramath-hazor. A late tradition identifies Ramath-hazor as another name for Baal-

hazor (IDB 1:331).  

HENRY O. THOMPSON  

BAAL-HERMON (PLACE) [Heb ba˓al ḥermôn (ֹמון  )]. A border point on the landַבַףל ֶחרְּ

inhabited by the Hivites (Judg 3:3) and intended for the half-tribe of Manasseh on the E side of the Jordan 

River (1 Chr 5:23). The Deuteronomistic historian concludes that the sons of Manasseh failed to conquer 

the Hivite lands, including Baal-Hermon,sothatYahwehcouldtestIsrael‘srebellioninfuture

generations.BythisexplanationthehistoriancanrationalizeIsrael‘sinability to fulfill the potential of 

completely possessing the promised land.  

Baal-Hermon belongs to the mountains of the Anti-lebanon (see Josh 11:17) range at the edge of ancient 

Hivite territory, and it is most likely a place on the top of Mt. Hermon, if not one of the 3 peaks 

comprising Mt. Hermon. The half-tribe of Manasseh is located by 1 Chr 5:23 in 3 places (Baal-Hermon, 

Senir, and Mt. Hermon). Senir is one of the peaks (see Cant 4:8 and the dual hermôn  m in Ps 42:7—Eng 

42:6) and Mt. Hermon is the name of another. Baal-Hermon is possibly the third peak, which means that 

the E-Jordan tribe of Manasseh is restricted by the Chronicler to the base of this mountain.  
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BAAL-MEON (PLACE) [Heb ba˓al mĕ˓ôn (עון -)]. Var. BETH-BAAL-MEON; BETHַבַףל ֹמְּ

MEON. A locality listed among the towns and villages of the tribe of Reuben (Num 32:28) which 

originally belonged to Moab. It is also known as Beth-baal-meon (Josh 13:17) and Beth-meon (Jer 48:23).  

Mesha‘sreferenceontheMoabiteStone(ca.830B.C.) to having built a reservoir for Baal-meon implies 

that the city reverted to Moabite control (cf. ANET 320, line 9). It may have come back under Israelite 

control (ca. 770 B.C.)asinferredfromareferenceto―BaalatheBaal-meonite‖onOstraca27from

Samaria (assuming that this is the same city). The Jeremiah passage (48:23) clearly indicates Moabite 

possession of the town (ca. 600 B.C.).  

Eusebius (Onomast. 44.21) identified Baal-meonwith―thebigvillageintheenvirons of (the hot springs 

of)Baaru…withthenameofBeelmaus,distantninemilesfrom,Esbous,placeoforiginoftheprophet



Elisha.‖In1807,SeetzenidentifieditwiththeruinsofKhirbetMa˓in(M.R.219120),9kmSWof

Madaba. The ruins were carefully studied by Musil in 1902.  

The investigations have revealed no Iron Age remains, but in 1934 the mosaic floor of a church on the 

acropolis was unearthed. Two other churches were excavated in 1973 and 1977.  

The main feature of the mosaic floor in the church on the acropolis, dated A.D. 719/720, are 11 city 

plans of Palestine and Jordan: Nikopolis, (Eleuthero)polis, Ascalona, Maioumas, (Ga)za, Od (roa), 

(Charach M)ouba, Areopolis, Gadara, Esboun (ta), Belemoun (ta). North of the W church a xenion (a 

hostel for pilgrims) and a room of a pribaton (bath) were found—two buildings associated with the public 

assistanceforpilgrims,particularlynecessaryinavillagelikeMa˓in,whichwasnearthehotspringsof

Baaru. Among the ruins were stone inscriptions, fine Nabatean sculptures, together with several 

Byzantine capitals which were richly decorated with geometrical, floral, and figurative motifs. See also 

MAON; MEUNIM.  
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BAAL-PEOR (PLACE) [Heb ba˓al-pĕ˓ôr (עור  )]. The place associated with the idol of Moabַבַףל־פְּ

that tempted Israel while in the wilderness (Deut 4:3; Hos 9:10). According to the narrative account 

(Numbers 25), while Israel was encamped at Shittim, the men of Israel engaged in immorality with 

women of Moab. This activity was linked to the idolatrous worship of Baal of Peor. As a result God 

brought a plague on Israel in which 24, 000 died, and this was only stayed when Phinehas, the son of the 

high priest, killed Zimri, a Simeonite man, and Cozbi, a Midianite woman with whom Zimri violated the 

covenant (Num 25:18). According to Mendenhall (1973:105–21) it was an act of ritual intercourse that 

yoked this Israelite man to the pagan god; thus he broke covenant with the God of Israel.  

Baal-peor or Baal of Peor was one of the leading gods of the Moabites, Midianites, and Ammonites, but 

akin to the Canaanite Baal and Moloch. The sensual rites of worship indicate a connection with the 

Phoenician Baal and the Moabite Chemosh. The Baal-peor incident carried this sensual aspect in the 

history of biblical interpretation as well. In particular, Marvin Pope (Song of Songs AB, 217–20) points 

out how sacral sexual intercourse in the Baal-peor festivals relates to interpretation of the biblical Song of 

Songs.FromJerome‘stime,writershavecommonlyassociated Baal and Chemosh with the Roman 

Priapus. Rather than associating Peor, as the rabbis thought, with Heb pā˓ar ―tofracture,‖andthusto

deprive of virginity, it is best understood as a form of worship in this locality, Baal-peor or Beth-peor, in 

the mountains of Moab (Deut 3:29, 4:45). For further discussion, see Budd Numbers WBC, 274–83 (and 

bibliography there); Andersen and Freedman Hosea AB, 537–38, 540–41; Albright ARI, YGC.  
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JOEL C. SLAYTON  

BAAL-PERAZIM (PLACE) [Heb ba˓al pĕrāṣ  m (ָרִצים  )]. The place where David had hisַבַףל פְּ

first victory over the Philistine army after moving his capital from Hebron to Jerusalem (2 Sam 5:18–20; 

1 Chr 14:9–11).Itisidentifiedwith―MountPerazim‖(Hebha Pĕrāṣ  m) in Isa 28:21. Thus Baal-perazim 

mustbeamountainfromwhereDavid‘sarmycouldattackPhilistineswho―spreadthemselvesoutinthe

valleyofRephaim.‖TheGreeknameEp nō Diakopōn means―upperbreaches,‖butthefirstelementofthe

Heb name Ba˓al ―lord‖maybeunderstood as the noun of relation. So the meaning of Ba˓al Pĕrāṣ  m is 

literally―lordofbreaches,‖butidiomatically―breach-maker,‖likethe―dreamer‖inGen 37:19 (―thelord

ofdreams‖),the―destroyer‖inProv 18:9 (―thelordofdestruction‖),andthe―archer‖inGen 49:23 (―the

lordofarrows‖).ThesecondelementoftheHebnamePĕrāṣ  m figurativelymeansthe―outburst‖of

Yahweh‘swrathin2 Sam 6:8. So the Heb name Ba˓al Pĕrāṣ  m heremaymean―(divine)Outburster‖



which is supported by the expression in 2 Sam 5:20:―Yahwehhasbrokenthroughmyenemiesbeforeme

likethebreakthroughofwaters.‖Theuseofthisplacenamein2 Sam 5:20 (―SoDavidcametoBaal-

perazim‖)isanexampleofabiblical practice to modernize geographical names. Here, the place name 

Baal-perazimwasusedinthecontextwhenthisnamehadnotyetbeengiventotheplace,like―Dan‖in

Gen 14:14,―Eben-ezer‖in1 Sam 4:1 and 5:1,and―Lehi‖inJudg 15:9, 14.  

YOSHITAKA KOBAYASHI  

BAAL-SHALISHAH (PLACE) [Heb ba˓al šāl  šâ ( ָשהַבַףל ָשלִ  )]. A town (or region) from which 

amancamebringing―breadofthefirstfruits,twentyloavesofbarley,andfreshearsofgrain‖tofeed

Elisha and the sons of the prophets during a famine (2 Kgs 4:42). The Talmud reinforces Baal-shalishah‘s

reputation for agricultural productivity and fertility (Sanh. 12a).  

The location of Baal-shalishah is tied in with the location of Gilgal, where Elisha and the sons of the 

prophets were staying. On the one hand, Gilgal here is often assumed to refer to the place near Jericho. 

Thus, Kallai (1972) identified Baal-shalishah with Kh. el-Marjameh (M.R. 181155) along the upper 

course of the wadi Samiya (its lower course enters the Jordan valley about 10 km N of Jericho). This 

identification is problematic, however, insofar as el-Marjameh lies in the wilderness of Ephraim, where 

the rain-shadow limits annual rainfall and where one would not expect to find a site noted for abundant 

harvests. On the other hand, because Elisha had been in Shunem and Mt. Carmel immediately before this, 

itislikelythatthis―Gilgal‖liessomewhereintheNpartofthecentralhillcountry,probablyJiljulieh

(M.R. 171159), 12 km N of Bethel. See GILGAL (PLACE) #2. Eusebius had identified it with 

―Bethsarith/Bathsarisa‖(Jeromerendered―Beth-salisa‖),locatingit24kmNofLydda/Lod.Thus,Baal-

shalishah may be identified with Kh. Sirisya (M.R. 151168), overlooking the Sharon plain. The name of 

Kefr Thilth (M.R. 154174), a village 5.5 km N of Kh. Sirisya, contains the Arabic equivalent of Heb 

šalîšâ. The famine recorded in 2 Kings 4 therefore must have been localized, so that a man from Baal-

shalishah about 25 km away could bring surplus food for Elisha and the sons of the prophets.  
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BAAL-TAMAR (PLACE) [Heb ba˓al tāmār (ַבַףל ָתָֹמר)]. The place on the highway between 

Gibeah (modern Tell el-Ful, M.R. 172136) and Bethel (modern Beitîn, M.R. 172148) where the soldiers 

of Israel mustered to fight against the Benjaminites who were pursuing them from their garrison at Gibeah 

(Judg 20:33). The 2 main armies fought here while a second portion of the army of Israel that had been 

encamped WofGeba(modernArJeba˓,M.R.175140)attackedGibeahandsecuredthevictoryoverthe

Benjaminites. Baal-tamar was one among many locations in Israel bearing a divine name. It is possible 

that it was connected with a temple (LBHG 108). Its site has not been conclusively identified, though 

several possibilities have been mentioned. Press (1951:115) connected Baal-tamar with the palm (tōmer) 

of Deborah (Judg 4:5) on Mount Ephraim. He proposed that Baal-tamar was at the site, upon which the 

laterJudeancityofAtarothwasbuilt(modernKh.Atārāh,M.R.170142),thatwascalledBeth-tamar in 

the Byzantine period. Other possibilities are Ras et-Tavil (M.R. 174137) which is NE of GivatŠā˒ul,and

Ṣahre al Gibiyeh 500 m E of Tel el-Ful (EncMiqr 2:293).  
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BAAL-ZEBUB (DEITY) [Heb ba˓al zĕbûb (בּוב  )]. A god of Ekron, whom King Ahaziahַבַףל זְּ

wished to consult to learn if he would recover from a sickness he was experiencing as a result of a fall (2 

Kgs 1:2, 3, 6, 16).However,ElijahpronouncedYahweh‘sjudgmentofdeathonthekingforfailingto

inquire of Yahweh and instead seeking a word from Baal-zebub of Ekron.  



The word ba˓al, ―lord,‖canbeunderstoodasthenameofBaal,thegreatCanaanitedeity,orasa

generic title which could be used for Baal or for any other male divinity. Most scholars are of the opinion 

that the cult of Ekron mentioned in 2 Kings 1 was a localized form of Baal worship. Nevertheless, the 

maindebateconcerning―Baal-zebub‖involvesunderstandingthe2delementinthename,with2major

positions being taken: (a) zĕbûb is the original form, and (b) zbb is a deliberate distortion of an original 

zbl by Hebrew copyists. The majority of those holding to the 1st position translate zĕbûb as―fly‖or

―flies‖(cf.Isa 7:18; Eccl 10:1),interpretingthefullnameas―lordofthefly/flies.‖Thisname,ithasbeen

proposed, signifies that the deity of Ekron had control over flies, having the power to send or repulse 

these noxious disease-bearing insects (and other pests). Comparisons are made with the Greek god Zeus 

Apomuios(―averterofflies‖)andtheRomangodMyiagrus(ontheweaknessofthesecomparisonssee

Gaster IDB 1:332). By extension, Baal-zebub,―lordofthefly/flies,‖isviewedasahealthgodwardingoff

pestilence.Thequestionarises,though,astowhyAhaziah,whose―illness‖(orinjury)wasduetoafall

and not a disease, would want to consult specifically this divinity of Ekron, supposedly revered for 

averting disease-bearing flies and pestilence (Gaster IDB 1:332).A2dsuggestion,that―Baal-zebub‖sent

oracles by means of flies, lacks reliable supporting evidence. Gordon (UT 388)explainsthat―lordofthe

fly‖shouldbecomparedwiththefly(―=divinesymbol?‖)oncylinderseals.Yetontheexamplecitedthe

representation,ifitisafly,isofundeterminablesignificance,itsrelationshiptotheseal‘sotherimages

being problematical. Fensham (1967:361–63), noting the fire motif in the Elijah narratives (including 2 

Kings 1), thinks zĕbûb maybe―flame‖(thus―Baaltheflame‖),onthebasisofḏbb (Ug ḏ changed to z in 

Heb) in CTA 3.3.43. However, the meaning of ḏbb in the Ug passage remains uncertain.  

The other major position, again, sees b˓l zbl as the original name of the god, which was intentionally 

distorted by scribes to show contempt for the deity and to mock his worshipers (b˓l zbb meaning―lordof

thefly/flies‖).Examples(inexactparallels)fromtheHeb Bible are mentioned where the theophoric 

element―Baal‖inpersonalnamesisknowntohavebeendeliberatelychanged.Astothemeaningofzbl, 

the Heb zĕbūl, ―loftyabode,‖―exalteddwelling,‖hasbeencited(thus:―lordoftheloftyabode‖).Azbl, 

whichcanbetranslated―sick(one),‖appearsintheUgliterature,butitisdoubtfulthatthiswordis

involved in 2 Kings 1 (i.e.,―lordofthesickone‖),sinceitcarriesconnotations of disease or plague. 

Another proposal interprets zbl as―prince.‖InthemythologyofUgaritBaalseveraltimesisreferredtoas

zbl b>l <ars\, ―theprince,thelordoftheearth.‖Baalisalsocalledsimplyzbl b>l, ―PrinceBaal,‖as are 

other deities (e.g., zbl ym, ―PrinceYam‖).Further,thewordorderofadivinenameprecedingzbl occurs 

in the Ug texts; e.g., ršp zbl and yrḫ zbl, whichincontextaretranslated―PrinceResheph‖and―Prince

Yarikh.‖Thus,b˓l zbl couldbe―Baaltheprince,‖―PrinceBaal,‖or―Baalisprince‖(cf.thename

Beelzebul in Matt 10:25 and 12:24, 27; Mark 3:22; Luke 11:15, 18, 19).  

Insummary,onthebasisoftheavailableevidence,onecannotreachaproperunderstandingof―Baal-

zebub.‖Nevertheless,inlightofthecontextof2 Kings 1, the Ug evidence, and the tendency of Heb 

scribesattimestodistortcertainnames,itseemsbestatpresenttoregard―Baal-zebub‖asacaconymic

(―lordofthe fly/flies‖)foranoriginal―Baal-zebul,‖―Baaltheprince.‖WhyAhaziahwantedtoconsult

this Baal of Ekron remains unknown. See also BAAL; BEELZEBUL; and RE 2:514–16.  
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BAAL-ZEPHON (PLACE) [Heb ba˓al ṣĕpōn (ֹפן  )]. A site in the Egyptian E Delta that isַבַףל צְּ

mentioned together with Migdol to help locate Pi-hahiroth, near the place where the Israelites crossed the 

sea (Exod 14:2, 9; Num 33:7). The precise location of Baal-zephon (and of Migdol and Pi-hahiroth as 

well) is uncertain, but the question is important for the debate regarding the location of the sea crossing 

and the route of the Exodus. Baal-zephon, after whom the biblical site was named, was a Canaanite god 

who is well known from the Ugaritic texts. His dwelling place was on Jebel el-Aqra˓,about40kmnorth

of Ugarit, which the Semites called ṣapānu (Heb ṣāpôn) and the non-Semites called ḥazi, later Kasios 

(TDOT, 2:186).  



At least 3 sanctuaries of Baal-zephon in N Egypt are known: Memphis, Tahpanhes (Tell Defneh), and 

Mt. Casius at Ras Qasrun. Possibly one of the temples at Tell el-Dab˓a,located2kmsouthofQantir,was

dedicated to Baal (Bietak 1981:253). A migdol that is probablycalled―ofBaal-zephon‖ismentionedin

the Cairo papyrus 31169. Its location seems to have been near Wadi Tumilat (Davies 1979:81). There 

were probably additional Baal-zephon sites in N Egypt, since the Canaanite religion was popular there at 

various times (Helck 1962; Stadelmann 1967).  

Four locations for biblical Baal-zephon have been proposed: two N, one central, and one S. (1) Some 

posit its location at the Egyptian Mt. Casios near Lake Sirbonis. Eissfeldt (1932) argued that Mt. Casios 

was located at Mahammidiye on the Mediterranean coast, about 13 km E of Pelusium, but Cazelles (1955) 

has demonstrated that it was located at Ras Qasrun on the N strip separating Lake Sirbonis from the 

Mediterranean. (2) The other suggested location in the N is Tahpanhes, modern Tell Defneh near the S tip 

of Lake Menzaleh (Albright 1950; Wright 1962:62). (3) Others propose a central location near the Bitter 

Lakes (Simons 1959:248–51; Davies 1979:82). (4) The traditional view located the site near the head of 

the Gulf of Suez (Servin 1948–49).Toagreatextentone‘sviewregardingthelocationofbiblicalBaal-

zephonistiedinwithone‘sviewregardingtherouteoftheExodus.The2dand3doptionsappeartobe

the most plausible. For persuasive arguments against the 1st and 4th options, see Davies (1979:81–82).  
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PAUL R. RAABE  

BAALAH (PLACE) [Heb ba˓ălâ (ַבֲףָלה)]. 1. City on the N border of Judah (Josh 15:9, 10; 1 Chr 

13:6). Owing to its biblical identification with Kiriath-Jearim (Josh 15:9; 1 Chr 13:6), it is to be located at 

Tell el-Azhar (Boling Joshua AB, 369), alongside one of the major routes leading through the Judean hill 

country E to Jerusalem (LBHG 59). Noth considers the identification of Baalah and Kiriath-Jearim to be a 

redactional error, although he concedes that Baalah, which in his opinion may have been no more than a 

cultic site, lay in the vicinity of Kiriath-Jearim (Josua HAT, 88–90, 110). He further views variant names 

for Baalah/Kiriath-Jearim, such as Kiriath-Baal (Josh 15:60, 18:14) and Baale-Judah (2 Sam 6:2), as 

artificial constructions. He bases his argument on the putative antiquity of the name Kiriath-Jearim and 

denies the possibility of multiple concurrent names. Boling (Joshua AB, 369), reflecting the view of most 

modern scholarship, views Baalah as an ancientCanaanitename(meaning―wife‖or―lady‖),reflecting

the worship of one of the Canaanite goddesses (Asherah, Astarte, or Anath). He further speculates that the 

name Baalah was demythologized by the Israelites into Kiriath-Jearim―Woodsville.‖ 

2. One of the towns of Judah (Josh 15:29). It was located in the Negeb toward the Edomite border (Josh 

15:21). Abel (GP 258) located it at Tulul el-Medbah, near Tel Masos (Khirbet el-Meshash). In the lists of 

theSimeonitetribalallocationswithinJudah‘sterritoryitiscalledBalah(Josh 19:3) and Bilhah (1 Chr 

4:29). Although most scholars do not commit themselves on the question of the original form of the name, 

Noth (Josua HAT, 88) supported Balah, which Albright (1924:150 n. 4) viewed as secondary, choosing 

what in his view is the most difficult reading, namely Bilhah.  

3. A point on the NW border of Judah, called Mount Baalah [Heb har-habba˓ălâ] (Josh 15:11). It is 

commonly identified with the ridge of Mughar, NW of Ekron (Kallai-Kleinmann 1958:145).  

Bibliography  
Albright, W. F. 1924. Egypt and the Early History of the Negeb. JPOS 4:131–61.  



Kallai-Kleinmann, Z. 1958. The Town Lists of Judah, Siemon, Benjamin and Dan. VT 8:134–60.  

CARL S. EHRLICH  

BAALATH (PLACE) [Heb ba˓ălāt (ַבֲףָלת)]. A town in the W part of the territory of Dan (Josh 

19:44), within the lowland regions which that tribe failed to inherit from the Canaanites (Judg 1:34). 

Baalath appears to have come under Israelite control only in the days of Solomon, when it was fortified (1 

Kgs 9:17–18; 2 Chr 8:5–6), along with recently annexed Gezer and with Lower Beth-horon, in order to 

guard the roads leading to Jerusalem from the plain. Baalath is apparently to be equated with Mt. Baalah 

(Josh 15:9), on the W boundary of Judah. It has been identified with the site of el-Maghar (M.R. 129138), 

where sherds of the Bronze and Iron ages have been collected (Kaplan 1953:140–41).  
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RAPHAEL GREENBERG  

BAALATH-BEER (PLACE) [Heb ba˓alat bĕ˒ēr (ֵאר  )]. A site mentioned in the list ofַבַףַלת בְּ

towns purportedly assigned to the patrimony of the tribe of Simeon by Joshua after the conquest (Josh 

19:8) and called Baal in a later version of this list (1 Chr 4:33). The list, widely believed to derive from 

administrative documents of the monarchy, locates Baalath-beer at an indeterminate distance and 

direction from the vicinity of 4 other towns: Ain, Rimmon, Ether, and Ashan. If Rimmon (En-rimmon?) is 

to be identified with Tel Halif, then Baalath-beer might be sought in the S Shephelah or N Negeb. 

Alternatively,thelist‘svagueassociationoridentificationofBaalath-beer with Ramath-Negeb might 

place the site in the Negeb E of Beer-sheba (HGB 358–59),alocationwhichmightsuggestthesite‘s

identification with the BEALOTH mentioned in Josh 15:24. In any case, any modern location of Baalath-

beerisclearlyamatterofconjecture.Themeaningofthetoponym―ladyofthewell‖suggeststhatthe

patron deity of Baalath-beer may have been a local goddess related to the Canaanite fertility god Baal.  

PATRICK M. ARNOLD  

BAALBEK (PLACE). A Canaanite, Phoenician, and Greco-Roman town and cult center in Lebanon, 

53miles(85km)ENEofBeirutintheNpartofthefertileBeqavalley,betweentheregion‘s2major

mountain ranges. The cultus was dedicated chiefly to the Semitic god Baal (Hadad/Adad) in his capacity 

as a deity of sky, storm, and fertility of the land. Although excavations have shown occupation of the site 

as early as the 3d millennium B.C. (Ragette 1980:16), little is known of the pre-Roman development of 

Baalbek. Attempts to identify the town with a biblical site, such as Baal-gad, have not been successful.  

During the 3d or 2d century B.C. theshrineandtownwererenamedHeliopolis―CityoftheSun‖

echoing the name of an Egyptian sacred city. From the time of this renaming (if indeed not earlier) until 

the Islamic conquest in the 7th century A.D., a triad of deities was venerated at the site: Zeus/Jupiter, who 

may have assumed solar characteristics along with the traditional attributes of Baal; the goddess 

Aphrodite/Venus (the Syrian Anath/Atargatis); and the youthful god Hermes/Mercury. The assumption 

that Dionysus/Bacchus was the 3d member of the triad has been shown to be erroneous.  

In spite of earthquakes and human destruction, the site has extensive remains dating largely from the 1st 

through the 3d centuries A.D.; the most important are 6 immense standing columns and other remnants of 

a temple of Jupiter, a remarkably well-preserved temple popularly known as that of Bacchus, and a small 

circular temple that has been taken, perhaps mistakenly, to have been dedicated to Venus. Major 

archaeological excavations were conducted by a German expedition during 1898–1905 (Wiegand); since 

that time further excavation, along with considerable consolidation and restoration, has been carried out 

by the Department of Antiquities of Lebanon. Guidebooks to the site include Alouf and Harding; fuller 

analysis as well as numerous excellent photographs will be found in Jidejian (1975), while Ragette (1980) 

is helpful for its numerous line-drawings depicting the major temples of Baalbek as they are today and as 

they may have looked in the past.  
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ROBERT HOUSTON SMITH  

BAALE-JUDAH (PLACE) [Heb ba˓ălê yĕhûdâ (הּוָדה  )]. See KIRIATH-JEARIMַבֲףֵלי יְּ

(PLACE).  

BAALIS (PERSON) [Heb ba˓ăl  s (ַבֲףִליס)]. An early 6th-century B.C. Ammonite king mentioned 

only in Jer 40:14. The context indicates that Baalis was either: (1) anti-Babylonian in his foreign policy, 

seeking to restore the Davidic throne under Ammonite control, and collaborating with and harboring 

Judean royalty involved in the murder of Gedaliah, the Babylonian-appointed governor residing in 

Mizpah; or (2) at least disruptive of a stable Judean government in an effort to serve his own ends, 

perhaps being jealous of any neighbor who had the potential of rivaling his own power.  

ThiskinghasbeenidentifiedwiththeBa˓al-yish˓amentionedonasealimpressionfoundin1984at

Tell el-˓Umeiri, just S of Amman in Jordan (Geraty 1984; 1985). It was found in the sift from topsoil 

excavated near the W rim of the mound about 50 cm above the remains of a major public structure termed 

the Ammonite Citadel by the excavators. The seal impression itself (19 mm in diameter) was on the flat 

end of a fired ceramic cone (21 mm in length) which may have served as a stopper with identification for 

a juglet of unknown contents.  

The finely conceived and executed seal impression is divided into 3 panels. The top and bottom panels 

contain the Ammonite inscription, dated paleographically to ca. 600 B.C. (Herr 1985b and fc.). The middle 

panel depicts typically Ammonite iconography (Younker 1985): a 4-winged scarab beetle pushing a solar 

ball flanked by standards, solar discs, and crescent moons in an assemblage reminiscent of Zeph 1:4–6. 

The inscription reads lmlkm-˒wr ˓bd b˓l-yš˓, ―belongingtoMilkom-˒ur,servantofBa˓al-yish˓a(orBa˓al-

yasha˓).‖Bothofthepersonal names, that of the owner of the seal and that of the king he served, 

constitute―firsts.‖Milkom-˒or(―Milkomislight‖)orMilkom-˒ur(―Milkom‘sflame‖),representsthe

first-known occurrence in which Milkom, the well-known Ammonite divine name, appears as one of the 

elementsinanAmmonitepropername.Accordingtohistitle,―servant,‖thisindividualwouldhavebeen

aprominentgovernmentofficialintheserviceoftheAmmoniteking,Ba˓al-yish˓a(―Baalissalvation‖)or

Ba˓al-yasha˓(―Baalsaves‖).ThelatterisidentifiedwiththeBaalisofJer 40:14, and this reference to him 

is his first extrabiblical confirmation—despiteWright‘s(1974:3)claimabout―Ba˓lay‖beingontheTell

Siran bottle (a misunderstanding of Cross 1973), misinformation perpetuated by Feinberg (1982:272).  

The spellings for the name of the Ammonite king preserved in Jer 40:14 (b˓lys) and in the seal 

impression (b˓lyš˓) are different enough that one may legitimately question the identification. The 

following points argue in its favor (Shea 1985:112):  

1. Of the 9 Ammonite kings now known from the Bible, Assyrian texts, and Ammonite inscriptions (cf. 

Cross‘slistinginHerr1985b:171),theBaalisofJeremiahistheonlyonecontaining―Baal‖asa

theophoric element.  

2. In the more than 100 names assembled thus far in our Ammonite onomasticon, Baalis is the only 

namecontaining―Baal‖asitstheophoricelement.Thustheuseof―Baal‖inanAmmoniteking‘s

nameisexclusivetothekingofthe˓UmeirisealingandthekingmentionedinJer 40:14. Even 

though the verbal element in the names differ, it is reasonable to conclude that the 2 references are 

to the same Ammonite king.  

The spelling difference in the verbal element of the name thus requires an explanation. Before the 

discovery of the seal impression, both Cross (1973:15) and Landes (IDB 1:112), recognized that the name 

Baalis makes no sense as it stands in the MT, so suggested it could be hypocoristicon. Subsequent to the 

find, Shea (1985) has argued an intentional pious change in the Bible to avoid heathen theology, a view 



disputed by Herr (1985a). It is also possible that it could be an unintentional change reflecting the way 

Judeans heard the name pronounced in Ammonite, partially preserved, perhaps, in Jer 47:14 LXX, as 

Belisa, where the final vowel would reflect the presence of a final ˓ayin which would, of course, not have 

been written in Greek (Geraty 1985:100). That Transjordanian šin was pronounced śin in Cisjordan is 

well known from the Shibboleth story in Judg 12:6. Whatever the reason for the difference in spelling, it 

was accurately hypothetically reconstructed by Puech (1985:10) before the archaeological discovery.  
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LAWRENCE T. GERATY  

BAALSAMUS (PERSON) [Gk Baalsamos (Βααλσαμος)]. See MAASEIAH.  

BAANA (PERSON) [Heb ba˓ana˒ (ַבַףַנא)]. Three persons in the OT. Baana and Baanah are 

apparently variant spellings of the same name, as are uzzā˒ (2 Sam 6:3) and uzzâ (6:7–8), m  kā˒ (2 Sam 

9:12) and m  kâ (1 Chr 8:34–35). There are 2 main approaches to the meaning of Baana (h). The 1st sees it 

as deriving from ben- ―sonof‖plusa2delement.Thelossofnun in bn- is known, for example, from 

10th–9th century B.C. inscriptions from Byblos (KAI 6.1; 7.3; 8). The interpretation―sonofdistress,‖

from bn-˓nh (BDB, 128) founders mainly on the lack of a noun ˓ānâ ―distress.‖Somewhatmorelikelyis

theviewthatthe2delementisthenameofadeity˓An(perhapsthemasculine counterpartof˓Anath),

believed to be referred to in personal names from Ug (e.g. bn. ˓n), Amarna (DUMU [Bin]-a-na), and 

elsewhere (Hoffmon APNM 199; cf. 168–69).  

The 2d approach understands Baana (h) to begin with the element b˓l ―Baal/theLord‖(withlamed 

dropped; Noth (IPN 40; cf. TPNAH 56) adduces a Phoenician example of b˓smm for b˓lsmm). Noth saw 

the name as b˓ (l) + n + hypocoristic -ā, the nun beingthefirstradicalofthename‘s2delement;the

apparently analogous names Baasha and Baara may also be analyzed in this fashion. Alternately, Baana 

(h) may derive from ba˓al˓ānâ ―Baalhasanswered‖(MontgomeryKings ICC, 125).  

Possibly related names in extrabiblical sources include Palmyrene bwn˒ (IPN 40), Minean b˓n and 

Safaitic b˓nh (Ryckmans 1934:54, 257).  

1. SonofAhiludandaprefectoverSolomon‘s5thadministrativedistrict(1 Kgs 4:12). Baana was 

charged with supplying provisions for the palace during 1 month of each year (1 Kgs 4:7). His district 

corresponded roughly to the Jezreel and Beth-Sheanvalleys,areasdominateduntilDavid‘s time by major 

Canaanite cities such as Taanach and Megiddo. More precise boundaries cannot be delineated with 

confidence due to the uncertainty of site identifications (notably Zarethan and Jokmeam, which some read 

as Jokneam) and difficulties in the text of 1 Kgs 4:12, parts of which appear to have been transposed. See 

further Wright 1967:59*, 60*, 66*; LBHG 308,313;Na˒aman1986:187–90. Baana may have been the 

brother of Jehoshaphat son of Ahilud, a high official (mzkyr ―Recorder‖)underDavidandSolomon:2 

Sam 8:16, 1 Kgs 4:3.  

2. SonofHushaiandaprefectoverSolomon‘s9thdistrict(1 Kgs 4:16; for his duties see Baana #1 

above).Baana‘sdistrictisdescribedasb˒sr wb˓lwt, either―inAsherandinAloth‖or―inAsherand

Bealoth.‖BothalternativesareproblematicinasmuchasnotownAloth,orNtownBealoth, is known, and 

it seems unusual for the name of a well-known tribe to be paired with that of an obscure locale. Reading 



Maaloth (m˓lwt) or the like (unconvincingly connected with the Ladder of Tyre, see Montgomery Kings 

ICC, 126) with some Gk witnesses merelyexchangesoneunknownforanother.Aconjecturedreading―in

AsherandZebulon‖issupportedbyCross‘demonstration(Wright1967:59*fig.1andn.8)thatzbwlwn 

could have been misread as wb˓lt in some scripts. The conjectured reading remains viable in spite of 

objections which have been raised (Montgomery Kings ICC, 126; Ahlström 1979), notably on the 

grounds of lectio difficilior, although,thelackofversionalsupportforthereading―Zebulun‖issurprising

inviewofthelatenessofCross‘examples. See further LBHG 308,315;Na˒aman1986:192–94.  

ItisquitepossiblethatBaana‘sfatherwasHushaitheArchite,David‘sloyaladvisor(2 Sam 15:32–37).  

3. The fatherorancestorofZadok,oneofthosewhorepairedasectionofJerusalem‘swallsinthedays

of Nehemiah (Neh 3:4). Possibly identical to BAANAH #3 or #4.  
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FREDERICK W. KNOBLOCH  

BAANAH (PERSON) [Heb ba˓ănâ (ַבֲףָנה)]. 1. OneofthemurderersofKingSaul‘ssonIshbosheth

(2 Sam 4:2–12). Baanah and his brother Rechab were both company commanders under Ish-bosheth (2 

Sam 4:2), who had succeeded Saul as king of Israel. Having slipped into Ish-bosheth‘shouseasherested

at midday, the two killed the king in his bed and brought his head to David, then king of Judah and Ish-

bosheth‘srival,inanticipationofareward.David,however,denouncedthe deed, had the two executed, 

and had their severed limbs hung beside the pool in his capital Hebron—no doubt powerful deterrents to 

further regicide and vivid reminders that David denied any involvement in the assassination.  

There is no consensus as to whether Baanah was an Israelite, an important issue in understanding 

Ishbosheth‘smurder.Accordingtoonereadingof2 Sam 4:2–3,Baanah‘sfatherRimmonwasa

Benjaminite (mbny bnymn) who lived in Beeroth (hb˒rty). The passage goes on to tell how Beeroth came 

to be populated by Benjaminites, viz. as a result of the flight of the (native) Beerothites to Gittaim, which 

presumably allowed Benjaminites to move in. This reading involves taking b˒rty ―Beerothite‖ina

geographical sense in v 2 (―onewholivesinBeeroth‖)butinanethnicsenseinv 3 (―Beerothite‖).Inthis

view Baanah and Rechab were motivated solely by the expectation of a reward from David (McCarter 2 

Samuel AB, 127–28).  

Alternately,Baanahwasthesonof―RimmontheBeerothite(hb˒rty) from (among) the Benjaminites 

(mbny bnymn),‖andwasthereforeofGibeoniteextraction,Beerothbeingoneofthe4Gibeonitecities

(Josh 9:17). Verse 2 goes on to explain why a foreign Beerothite is associated with the Benjaminites: 

becauseBeerothwaslocatedwithinBenjamin‘s borders. (Verse 3, loosely connected to the foregoing, 

adds an explanation of why there were Beerothites living in Gittaim.) If Baanah the Gibeonite killed 

Saul‘sson,onecannot fail to connect the episode to the well-known Gibeonite hatred of Saul, even 

though the biblical narrative does not stress the point. Saul, the Gibeonites said, attempted to exterminate 

them(perhapstheoccasionoftheBeerothite‘sflighttoGittaim);in retaliationtheGibeonites,afterSaul‘s

death,demandedandreceivedpermissionfromDavidtoexecute7ofSaul‘ssons(2 Sam 21:1–9). In this 

view Baanah and Rechab were motivated by revenge as well as profit (Yeivin 1971:150–54; see 

references in McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 127).  

2. ManfromNetophahinJudah,thefatherofoneofTheThirty,anhonorrollofDavid‘swarriors(see

DAVID).Baanah‘ssonwasnamedHeleb(2 Sam 23:29), Heled (1 Chr 11:30), or Heldai (McCarter 2 

Samuel AB, 492).  

3. Leader of the exiles who returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel (Ezr 2:2; Neh 7:7; 1 Esdr 5:8). 

Possibly the same as BAANA #3.  

4. One of the leaders who, in the days of Nehemiah, set his seal on a pledge to observe the law of Moses 

(Neh 10:28—Eng 10:27).  



For the meaning of the name BAANAH see BAANA.  
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BAARA (PERSON) [Heb ba˓ărā˒ (ַבֲףָרא)]. One of the 4 women mentioned in a very detailed 

genealogy of Benjamin in 1 Chr 8:1–40 (v 8). Her name appears nowhere else in the MT (LXX Baada) 

andisnotfoundintheApocryphaorthedeuterocanonicalliterature.Baarameans―coarse‖or―brutish

one.‖Threeofthe4womenmentionedin1 Chr 8:8–9 are wives of the Benjaminite, Shaharaim—Baara, 

Hushim, and Hodesh. Baara, along with Hushim, was divorced by Shaharaim. No children are indicated 

for Shaharaim by Baara, whereas such is the case with the other two. Perhaps this contributes to the 

divorce. The genealogy in which Baara appears seems to conclude the major genealogical emphases of 

the Chroniclers (other emphases being Judah and Levi). Shaharaim appears for the 1st time in v 8, which 

supports scholars such as Williamson (Chronicles NCBC, 82) in pointing out that there is no apparent 

structure to the extended Benjaminite genealogy. Rudolph (Chronikbücher HAT, 77) emphasizes certain 

geographical breaks in the genealogy which seem to show parallel lists of Benjaminite families and their 

dwelling locations at a particular time, probably either during the reign of Josiah or the postexilic period. 

However, the fact that v 9 locates the family of Shaharaim, and thus of Baara, in Moab might point to a 

relationship that goes back to earlier times. Certainly Israelites resided in Moab as indicated in Ruth 1 and 

1 Sam 22:3, 4. This would have been more likely prior to the time that Moab regained its independence 

from Israel. Myers (1 Chronicles AB,60)statesthatwhileMoabwasunderIsrael‘scontrolthe

Benjaminite association could clearly have been accurate.  

G. EDWIN HARMON  

BAASEIAH (PERSON) [Heb ba˓ăśēyâ (ַבֲףֵשָיה)]. A Levite, ancestor of Asaph the musician (1 Chr 

6:25—Eng 6:40). The name Baaseiah is found only once in a genealogical list of levitical singers which 

attempts to trace ancestry back to the time of David. The list is secondary, perhaps based upon the 

preceding list (1 Chr 6:1–15—Eng 6:16–30). The name should probably be read Maaseiah with several 

mss, LXX
BL

 and Syr.  

TOM WAYNE WILLETT  

BAASHA (PERSON) [Heb ba˓šā˒ (ָשא  )]. King of the N kingdom of Israel ca. 900–877 B.C. (1ַבףְּ

Kings 15–16). Baasha was the son of Ahijah of the tribe of Issachar and of common birth (1 Kgs 16:2). 

Baasha is first mentioned abruptly and without introduction in 1 Kgs 15:16 as the opponent in a border 

war against King Asa of Judah. This border dispute between the N and S kingdoms in 1 Kings 15 

represents a literary crossing of the border from stories predominantly about kings of Judah in the 

Deuteronomistic History (1 Kings 1–14) to stories about kings of N Israel (1 Kings 16—2 Kings 17).  

Baasha was the 3d in the series of kings of the N kingdom, following the reigns of Jeroboam and 

Jeroboam‘ssonNadab.Baashagainedhiskingshipbyassassinating Nadab in the field in a battle against 

Israel‘sarchenemythePhilistinesafterNadabhadruledforonlyafewmonths.Baashathenkilledthe

whole family of Jeroboam and Nadab in order to avoid any rival claims to the kingship. The 

DeuteronomisticHistoryinterpretsBaasha‘sdevastationofthehouseofJeroboamasafulfillmentofa

previous prophecy against Jeroboam (1 Kgs 15:25–30). On a sociopolitical level, the action illustrates the 

climate of competing rivalries in N Israel with its 10 tribes and their several competing tribal centers and 

groups. In contrast, the S kingdom was essentially one tribe with one center in Jerusalem, which made for 

a less tumultuous political atmosphere.  

The border war between Baasha and the S king Asa was of long-standing (1 Kgs 15:16, cf. Jer 41:9). 

The conflict apparently had to do with the position of the boundary between the two kingdoms in the 

central hill country which was a strategic link in the main transportation route running from S to N. 

Initially, Baasha gained the upper hand with his control of the town of Ramah which was only 5 miles 



from the S capital of Jerusalem (1 Kgs 15:17). However, the S king Asa shrewdly used expensive gifts to 

entice the Syrian king of Damascus Ben-hadad into breaking his covenant of peace with N Israel and 

invading Israel along its N border. Baasha was thus forced to abandon the border dispute on his S flank in 

order to deal with the threat from Damascus. Asa then immediately seized the border town of Ramah and 

pushed a few miles further N to Mizpah where he used building material left by Baasha for his own 

fortifications (1 Kgs 15:18–22).  

Baasha was told by the prophet Jehu that because of his sinful reign the fate of his house would be like 

thatofJeroboam.Baashareignedfornearlyaquarterofacenturyanddiedapeacefuldeath,butBaasha‘s

son Elah, who succeeded him as king, was promptly assassinated by a usurper to the throne named Zimri 

(1 Kgs 16:1–7; cf. 2 Chr 16:1; 1 Kgs 21:22; 2 Kgs 9:9). According to 1 Kgs 16:7, Baasha thus came under 

judgment not only for destroying the house of Jeroboam but also because Baasha was no better as a ruler 

than the evil Jeroboam. See Gray Kings OTL; Jones Kings NCBC.  

DENNIS T. OLSON  

BAB EDH-DHRA˓ (M.R. 202074). One of several EB settlements in the SE Dead Sea plain (Rast and 

Schaub 1974), situated on the E edge of the Lisan peninsula. Its importance, among other reasons, lies in 

being continuously occupied through most of the EB Age (ca. 3300–2100 B.C.), and thus it serves well as 

a type site for developments during the various phases of this period.  

The name for the ruins, Bab edh-Dhra˓(―gateofthearm‖),isapparentlynotveryold.IrbyandMangles

(Schaub and Rast 1989) referred to this site by the same name in connection with their explorations in the 

area in 1818. Unlike es-Safi, however, whose ancient name is now commonly accepted to have been 

Seghor (Roman) and Zoora (Byzantine), that is, the biblical Zoar, the ancient name of Bab edh-Dhra˓has

passed completely from memory.  

Although visited by a number of 19th century explorers, Bab edh-Dhra˓wasunrecognizedasa

significant archaeological site until a 1924 survey in the SE Dead Sea plain led by Albright and Kyle who 

identified it as an EB Age site (Albright 1924–25:56–62; Kyle 1928; Mallon 1924; Albright, Kelso, and 

Thorley 1944).  

The 1st excavations at the site wereconductedbyP.W.Lappbetween1965and1967.Lapp‘s

excavations determined that the cemetery contained a variety of tomb types of the different phases of the 

EB. Lapp also determined that during EB II and III a sizable walled city existed at the site. Since 1973, 

W.RastandR.T.SchaubhavefolloweduponLapp‘swork,addingnewinterdisciplinaryobjectivesto

the expedition, which grew out of the survey of the entire SE plain (Rast and Schaub 1974). As a result of 

this work, the site is being studied within the regional framework of the SE Dead Sea plain as a whole.  

The earliest EB phase, IA, is known almost exclusively from tomb evidence. These tombs exemplify the 

widely practiced tradition of shaft-tomb interment, best known from the EB IV phase a millennium later. 

Vertical shafts, which provided access to the tombs, average somewhat less than 2 m in both depth and 

diameter. At the base of the shafts a stone-blocked doorway opened into the tomb chamber (average 

diameter 2 m). A pile of human bones, always toward the center of the chamber, contained small bones in 

the lower levels surmounted by long bones (humeri and femora) stacked in parallel over the pile. Skulls 

were normally arranged in a line left of the bone pile. The number of those buried varied between 2 and 

10, with both sexes represented, and occasionally adolescents, preadolescents, and even infants. Pottery 

was typically clustered around the edges of the bone pile on the left and right, and sometimes toward the 

rear of the chamber. Additional objects in some of the tombs were basalt bowls, mace-heads, basketry, 

shell bracelets, and clay figurines. In 1 or 2 chambers, remains of what must have been wooden staffs 

used for herding animals were found. The bone piles were normally placed on reed matting made from 

plants which still grow in the marshy areas of Wadi Kerak today.  

Lapp‘sinterpretation,followedbyRastandSchaub,isthattheEBIAoccupantswerenon-sedentary, 

and that their relation to the site was for the purpose of burial. The few cases of primary burial during the 

EB IA were probably accounted for by the deaths among members of a group temporarily at the site. 

Campsite remains are all that have been found in the way of settlement by the EB IA people.  



The EB IA population seems not to have been large at any one time, despite early projections of 

extraordinarily high numbers of burials. Lasting perhaps for little more than a century, the EB IA society 

consisted of nuclear and extended family groups. Their larger social organization was more in the nature 

ofa―band‖thanalargetribe.Endogamywasapparentlypracticed,butexogamyisalsoindicatedbythe

coexistence of 2 EB IA burial plots, each with its own tradition (Cemeteries A and C).  

Schaub and Rast (1984:34–35) have proposed that the dynamics leading to permanent settlement at Bab 

edh-Dhra˓aretobesoughtintheEBIB.Sincenosubstantialsettlementremainshaveappearedin

association with the EB IA yet are attested for the following phase, it was during EB IB that year-round 

settlement began. The EB IB phase is easily recognizable by its decorated pottery, with a line-group 

painting technique applied to various vessel types. The earliest mudbrick structures, found at the lowest 

levels of the town site, date to the EB IB.  

Along with the beginning of a permanent settlement, a new type of burial tradition consisting of circular 

houses also occurs. The funerary buildings (or charnel houses) were made from plano-convex mudbricks. 

The doors of these buildings were flanked by stone slabs, and the entries were also sealed by large stones. 

The burials in these houses were primary interments, with as many as 20 to 30 interments in a single 

house. As new burials were deposited, earlier ones were moved against the walls following decarnation.  

Urbanization thus did not occur at once at Bab edh-Dhra˓,butwasagradualdevelopmentfromtheEB

IB village settlement to the walled city of EB III. The developing town of the EB II phase was an 

intervening stage between these two. EB II witnessed the establishment of large numbers of rectangular 

brick houses of the type found at Arad, Jericho, and elsewhere during the EB Age. During this phase as 

well, the 1st of two sanctuaries was constructed, succeeded in EB III by a later sanctuary of nearly 

identical proportions directly above it. In the cemetery the circular charnel houses became elongated and 

rectangular, making it possible to receive an even larger number of burials. The charnel houses of the EB 

II and EB III phases continued in use until they became overloaded, at which time they were permanently 

closed.  

The EB civilization in the SE Dead Sea plain reached its zenith during EB III. Encompassing more than 

10 acres during this phase, a 7 m wide defensive wall girdled Bab edh-Dhra˓, and a gateway on the W 

providedaccesstotheMazra‘aplain,wherebarley,emmerwheat,andotherproductswerecultivated.As

in EB II, the interior of the city was densely built up with brick structures, the most prestigious building 

being the sanctuary with its courtyard and altar. The EB III occupation was the most long-lasting of all the 

EB phases, as evidenced by cultural residue found to a depth of 4 m in some excavated areas. This phase 

lasted approximately 350–400 years. The EB III settlement expanded beyond the walled settlement, so 

that the population numbered perhaps 1, 000 people. The nearby site of Numeira was an offshoot of the 

flowering EB III city at Bab edh-Dhra˓. 

Several of the EB II charnel houses were reused during the EB III, and new buildings were constructed. 

Two of the largest tombs of this type (A 51 and A 52), however, were mainly used during the last phase.  

Two important historical questions at Bab edh-Dhra˓arehowtheEBIIIcitycametoanendandwhat

the relation of the succeeding EB IV settlement was to that of the previous EB III city. At approximately 

2350 B.C., the EB III city suffered some sort of trauma, leaving it in ruins. In fields XIII and IV the upper 

part of the defensive wall made of brick fell onto the natural slopes of the site. The mudbrick 

superstructure of the sanctuary also collapsed, apparently after burning. The charnel houses that were still 

in use were burned. Their brick walls either fell in, or as seems to be indicated by their position, were 

pushed in. Many of the charnel house bricks were also burned in the conflagration.  

Although a natural disaster such as an earthquake may have been responsible for these events, an 

external attack against the city, as also at Numeira, cannot be ruled out. However the EB III city met its 

demise, the following EB IV occupants chose for the most part not to reoccupy the area of the earlier city. 

Their main areas of settlement were found NE and S of the previous city, in fields IX and X. The one 

exception was what appeared to be a cult area in field XVI on the N edge of the EB III site. EB IV tomb 

construction abandoned the use of charnel houses, making use rather of shaft tombs reminiscent of those 



1, 000 years earlier. The EB IV tombs, however, contained mostly primary rather than secondary burials, 

which also suggested that the EB IV occupation at Bab edh-Dhra˓wasmorepermanentthantransient. 

Most recently, survey and excavation have discovered further evidence for EB IV near Khanazir in the 

SE Dead Sea plain. Consisting of numerous shaft tombs enclosed within rectangular structures, these 

tombs and the lack of evidence for settlement nearby suggest, in contrast to Bab edh-Dhra˓,apastoralist

population. The EB IV phase in the SE Dead Sea plain lasted approximately 2 centuries until, at about 

2150 B.C., the plain was abandoned altogether, perhaps for ecological reasons. Thereafter the region was 

largely unoccupied until the Iron Age, and more extensively during Roman and Byzantine times. Bab 

edh-Dhra˓itself,however, was permanently abandoned following the EB IV.  

In addition to its cultural and historical importance, Bab edh-Dhra˓alsofiguresintodiscussions

regarding the location of biblical Sodom and Gomorrah. The question is whether Bab edh-Dhra˓

(specifically its EB III city) can be related in any way to the biblical city of Sodom, which biblical (Gen 

13:10–13; 14; 19) and postbiblical (cf. Philo Somn 2.192; Abr 140–41) traditions place in the general 

region of the Dead Sea. Although certain scholars earlier in this century argued to locate Sodom and its 

related cities at the N end of the Dead Sea, recent scholarship has generally placed the cities at the S end 

of the Dead Sea valley. Both Albright and Lapp concluded that Bab edh-Dhra˓wasindirectlyconnected

withancientSodom.Albrightconsideredthesiteasaculticcenterforthe―citiesoftheplain‖which he 

concluded were buried irrecoverably beneath the waters of the S basin. Lapp (1968:25) concluded that the 

Bab edh-Dhra˓necropoliswasthecemeteryofthe―citiesoftheplain,‖andhealsoassumedthatSodom

and the related cities in the biblical accounts lay buried below the waters of the S end of the Dead Sea.  

Good reasons now seem to exist to place Bab edh-Dhra˓moredirectlyintothediscussionsaboutthe

biblical traditions of these cities (Rast 1987). The accounts in Genesis, and references to them in prophetic 

threats and judgments, show that the location of Sodom was only generally perceived by the Israelites as 

lying somewhere in the Dead Sea region. Two possibilities exist for explaining the uncertainties in their 

perceptions of the location. One is that Sodom was a fictional place name to begin with, that a city by this 

name never existed, and that the name came into being as an element in a local story or tale stressing a 

destruction severe enough to account for the startling physiography of the Dead Sea region. Those who 

havetakenthisapproachtotheSodomaccountshavetendedtoseetheaccountofSodom‘sdestructionas

a story similar to that of the great flood.  

A 2d and different approach to the problem, however, assumes that an ancient city did exist in the Dead 

Sea region during antiquity, and that its name was remembered but the location of its ruins was forgotten. 

The latter came about partly because the SE plain was so sparsely inhabited between the end of the EB 

and the Iron Age (1200–600 B.C.) that local memory scarcely managed to preserve the recollection. 

Associated with this were also traditions of destruction of the cities which took various forms, all based 

on something only dimly remembered. Perhaps the disturbances at the end of EB III are at the heart of 

these recollections.  

If the 2d of these approaches is followed, the evidence from Bab edh-Dhra˓andNumeirabecomes

important as the only ancient sites in the Dead Sea region with remains which can possibly be tallied with 

the biblical accounts. The theory of buried cities beneath the sea seems more tenuous, given our new 

understanding of ancient settlement patterns in the region. Biblical scholarship may therefore find that 

Bab edh-Dhra˓ismoreimmediatelyrelatedtothe formation of the traditions about Sodom than earlier 

recognized.  

Bibliography  
Albright, W. F. 1924–25. The Jordan Valley in the Bronze Age. AASOR 6:13–74. New Haven.  
Albright, W. F.; Kelso, J. L.; and Thorley, J. P. 1944. Early-Bronze Pottery from Bab ed-Dra˓inMoab.BASOR 95:1–13.  

Kyle, M. G. 1928. Explorations at Sodom. New York.  

Lapp, P. 1968. Bâb edh-Dhrâ˓,PerizzitesandEmim.Pp.1–25 in Jerusalem Through the Ages. Jerusalem.  

Mallon, A. 1924. Voyaged‘explorationausud-est de la Mer Morte. Bib 5:413–55.  

Rast, W. E. 1987. Bab edh-Dhra˓andtheOriginoftheSodomSaga.Pp.185–201 in Archaeology and Biblical Interpretation, 

ed. L. G. Perdue; L. E. Toombs; and G. L. Johnson. Atlanta.  

Rast, W. E., and Schaub, R. T. 1974. Survey of the Southeastern Plain of the Dead Sea, 1973. ADAJ 19:5–53.  



Schaub, R. T., and Rast, W. E. 1984. Preliminary Report of the 1981 Expedition to the Dead Sea Plain, Jordan. BASOR 

254:35–60.  

———. 1989. Bab edh-Dhra˓: Excavations in the Cemetery Directed by Paul W. Lapp (1965–1967). Winona Lake, IN.  

WALTER E. RAST  

BABEL (PLACE) [Heb bābel (ָבֶבל)]. The name given to a city in the plain of Shinar whose 

completionwasthwartedbyYahweh‘sintervention(Gen 11:1–9).Conventionallyknownasthe―Tower

ofBabel‖story,Gen 11:1–9 is actually about a city that features a tower (Heb migdāl), which was 

perhaps a fortress or more likely a temple. The episode took place when humankind possessed one 

common language and had migrated to a single region: Shinar (vv 1–2). There the people decided to make 

bricks for the construction of a city. Such a city, it was hoped, would establish a reputation for its 

inhabitants and therefore prevent their dispersal (vv 3–4). On seeing what was taking place, Yahweh 

confused their language and scattered them over the face of the earth in the belief that inhabiting the same 

locale and possessing one language would allow human beings to do anything they desired (vv 7–8). This 

divine act explains the name bābel, whichsoundsliketheHebwordfor―confuse‖(bālal; Gk synecheen).  

Scholars have been divided over the question of the literary makeup of this story as well as over what 

inspired the account. There is general agreement that the narrative is part of the Yahwist (J) source, but 

that is the extent of the consensus. Some argue that the Yahwist inherited a single unified tradition, or at 

least one which had already been combined from multiple sources in the course of oral transmission. 

Others contend that the Yahwist himself fused the various traditions.  

Those who hold that discrete traditions were at some stage combined point to the separate motifs of 

dispersion, erecting a tower to storm the realm of the gods, and the confusion of tongues found in 

extrabiblical sources (Kramer 1943; 1968; Westermann 1984:539–40). In their original form, such 

narrative motifs emphasized either: (1) an important etiology, e.g., why humankind speaks more than one 

language; or (2) a significant religious teaching, e.g., the danger of encroaching upon the habitat of the 

gods. Scholars who argue that the Yahwist reworked a fixed tradition or composed a story from separate 

strands of traditional materials suggest simple literary dependence, citing, for example, the building of the 

sacred precinct (the Esagila) in Babylon as recorded in the Enuma Elish (Tablet 6:60–62 in ANET:69; 

Speiser Genesis AB, 75–76).  

Some believe that the inspiration for the Babel story was provided by actual temple ruins in 

Mesopotamia. According to this view, the tower refers to the famous ziggurat architectural form (a kind 

of pyramid structure in which each successively higher layer is smaller than the one below it) and 

possibly to the Entemenanki, the great ziggurat temple of Babylon (Borger 1956:24, 29; AHW 1531–32; 

LAR 1:58, 194, 252; LAR 2:111, 252–53, 309–10, 390, 405; Hammond 1972:38–40; Oppenheim 1944). 

Adherents of this interpretation (cited by Westermann 1984:540) posit a Mesopotamian provenance for 

the account. Given the highly polemical and obviously anti-Babylon slant of the story, however, a 

Mesopotamian origin seems unlikely, unless one posits that it was written by a citizen of a Mesopotamian 

city which saw itself as a rival of Babylon. If the story were indeed inspired by actual ruins, it appears 

more plausible to postulate the original composition of an anti-Babylon tale by an Israelite as opposed to 

the reworking of an already existent Mesopotamian story. The putative Israelite polemicist, playing on 

likeness between two words, may have wanted to say that although in the Babylonian language 

(Akkadian)―Babel‖meansthe―gateofgod‖(Bab-ilu), inourlanguage(Hebrew)itmeans―confused.‖

Logic would locate such an Israelite composition sometime during the Babylonian exile (after 587 B.C.E.), 

butthisraisestheproblemofthestory‘srelationshiptotheYahwistSource(J),whichisusuallydated

much earlier (Ellis 1968:40–42).  

Some scholars believe that this account is historical, arguing not only that it contains allusions to 

authentic architectural or cultural realities (a viewpoint with which many scholars would concur) but also 

that it narrates an actual event (DeWitt 1979; Livingston 1974:145–50; Aalders 1981:251–55; Harrison 

1969:559–60). Such scholars range from those who suggest that the account is generally and broadly 

historical (Livingston; Harrison) to those who insist that historicity extends even to the details (Aalders). 



While marshaling whatever evidence is available to support their contention, these scholars also reveal 

thattheirinsistenceontheBible‘shistoricitygenerallyisbasedonaparticulartheologicalconstrualof

divine inspiration and the nature of biblical truth.  

Other interpreters direct attention to the theological role of the story. Von Rad (Genesis OTL, 148–50) 

views the account as part of the sin-judgment-grace theme which he believes characterizes the Primeval 

History (Genesis 2–11). Clines (1978:61–79), however, thinks that von Rad underestimates the fact that, 

unlike the previous episodes (e.g., Adam/Eve, Cain/Abel, Noah/Flood, etc.), there is no direct message of 

graceintheBabelstory.Thus,thestoryposesahauntingquestion:―Ishumankinddoomedtothe

punishmentofbeingscatteredandconfused?‖IfthePrimevalHistoryconcludedwiththeBabelepisode

the answer to that question would have to be affirmative. Since, however, the subsequent genealogy (Gen 

11:10–26) connects the Primeval History to the Ancestral History (Gen 11:27–50:26) by pointing out that 

Shem (Gen 6:10; 9:18–19; 10:21–31) was the ancestor of Abraham, a negative answer is possible. The 

punishmentinflictedintheBabelstoryismitigatedbyGod‘srenewalofthegraceextendedtohumankind

through Abraham, Sarah, and the other ancestors (Clines 1978:76–79; de Pury 1978:80–82).  

Others explain the narrative as an explicit 10th century criticism of Solomon, referring either to the 

hubrisunderlyingthedesirefora―name,‖ortothefailuretoseethatone‘s―house‖and―name‖consistof

a people and not a temple (Brueggemann 1968:173–74; Lundbom 1983:203–9).  

The story may also be interpreted in terms of its final canonical shaping, i.e., one may focus on the 

effect of the present composite text rather than its constituent parts. Thus, the message of Gen 9:1, 7 that 

humankindaftertheFloodwastoincreaseandfilltheearth(J)accordswithGod‘soriginalpurposes

expressed in Gen 1:28 (P = Priestly Source). Genesis 10 (P; cf. 10:32)demonstratesthatGod‘swillwas

being achieved again when humankind once more obstructed the divine plan by regathering in the plain of 

Shinar. Because of their sin, God once again scattered them (cf. Gen 10:5, 18, 20, 32), this time an act not 

of blessing but of judgment (Brueggemann Genesis IBC, 99–102).  

Similarly, the acts of naming provide a clue to canonical significance. Throughout the Primeval History, 

naming is positive, whether done by God or humankind (cf. Gen 2:19–20, 23; 3:20; 4:25–26; 5:29; 9:26). 

Thereare,however,twopossibleexceptions.Oneinvolvesthesincommittedbythe―sonsofGod‖(Gen 

6:1–4), who as divine beings or corrupt human beings (Eslinger 1979:65–73) cohabited with the 

―daughtersofmen‖toproduceanextraordinaryrace.Thisprompteddivinejudgment(Gen 6:3). If, as 

seems likely, the offspring of this union are to be associated with the Nephilim mentioned in Gen 6:4, 

whoareknownalsoas―mightymen‖andperhapsmoresignificantlyas―menofrenown‖(Heb―menof

thename‖),andiftheextremelynegativeappraisalinGen 6:5–7 istobeunderstoodasYahweh‘sfurther

reaction to what has just transpired, then the final canonical shaping may actually be calling attention not 

onlytothefameofthese―menofthename‖buttotheirinfamyas well.  

TheotherexceptionisintheBabelstoryitself,wheretheattemptto―makeanameforourselves‖(v 4) 

isseenasresistancetoGod‘swillforpopulatingtheearth(Brueggemann Genesis IBC, 99), which 

promptsGod‘sjudgment.Thisistiedtowhatfollowsbythesubsequentgenealogywhichproceedsfrom

Shem(=―Name‖!)toAbraham(Gen 11:10–26 [PSource])andbytheallusiontothe―greatname‖inGen 

12:2 ([J Source]; cf. von Rad Genesis OTL, 148–50). Indeed, from the point of view of canon, all divine 

actionssubsequenttotheBabelincidentconstituteGod‘sgraciousattemptstoreverseitseffects, thus the 

theologically strategic placement of the story. In the context of the Hebrew canon, the consequences of 

BabelareinitiallyreversedinGod‘sinvolvementwiththeHebrewancestors(Genesis 12–50). Ultimate 

reversaloccurswhenGodmakesDavid‘snamegreatandblesseshim(2 Sam 7:9, 29).  

Finally, within the Christian canon, the account of Pentecost (Acts 2:5–13) may be understood as a NT 

versionofGod‘sgraciousreversalofthe―Babelcondition‖(BruceActs NICNT, 64; Davies 1952:228–

29). In the LXX version of the story, God decided to confound (Gk sygcheōmen)thepeople‘slanguage

(Gk glōssan)sothattheycouldnotunderstandoneanother‘sspeech(Gkphōnēn). Conversely, in Acts the 

disciples―begantospeakinothertongues‖(2:4; Gk glōssais).Thisinturnproduceda―sound‖(2:6; Gk 

phōnēs)atwhichthemultitudewas―bewildered‖or―confused‖(2:6; Gk synechythē). At Babel, God 

transformed a single language into many, creating confusion; at Jerusalem the Holy Spirit made it 



possible for many languages to be understood as one, creating unity. At Babel, language was used to 

promoteahumanagenda(―Letusmakeanameforourselves.‖);atJerusalem,the―new‖languagewas

usedtoannouncethe―mightyworksofGod‖(Acts 2:11). At Babel, God scattered the people in judgment 

(Gen 11:9; Gk diespeiren); at Jerusalem, God scattered (Acts 8:1, 4; Gk diesparésan; diasparentes) the 

people to spread the news which would eventuate in worldwide unity (Davies 1952:229).  
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FRANK ANTHONY SPINA  

BABYLON (PLACE) [Heb bābel (ָבֶבל); Gk Babylōn (Βαβυλων)]. A major city in central 

Mesopotamia, located on the Euphrates (32°33´N; 44°24´E). It played an important role in the history of 

the ANE during the 2d and 1st millennia B.C. Its present name comes from the Hellenized form of the 

Akk Bab-Ilu, literallymeaning―thegateofgod‖whichappearsintheBibleintheusualformas―Babel.‖

Undoubtedly, it was the most famous E city of antiquity, and also the most fascinating one—for many 

people it symbolized the whole Mediterranean civilization.  

Two different sources explain this exceptional fame. It was first through the writings of Herodotus, who 

visited the city in the 5th century B.C., that the West became aware of the metropolis. The other source is 

the biblical writings, both OT and NT. This source does not treat the city with admiration as the Greek 

writers did, but in a negative manner based on the memory of conflicts between the great Mesopotamian 

empiresandthekingdomsofIsraelandJudah.Indeed,―Babylon‖becamesymbolicofwickednessin

many biblical writings.  

A. Babylon in the OT  

In the 11th chapter of Genesis, Babylon first appears as the location of the mythical Tower of Babel. 

However, it is only in the books of Kings and Isaiah that historically useful material is to be found: The 

Babylonian king Marduk-apal-iddin II (722–711 B.C.) sent an envoy to Hezekiah (2 Kgs 20:12–13 and Isa 

39:1), with the intention of fighting against Sargon of Assyria, who however defeated him. During the 

time of the Neo-Babylonian Dynasty (founded by Nabopolassar in 626 B.C. and continued by 

Nebuchadrezzar his son), Babylon first destroyed Nineveh (612 B.C.) and then built up an empire that was 

to overturn the kingdom of Judah. In 597 B.C. the Babylonians captured Jerusalem, exiled thousands of 

Israelites including the prophet Ezekiel, and installed Zedekiah on the throne (2 Kings 24; 2 Chronicles 

36). Jerusalem was finally destroyed in 586 B.C., Zedekiah was blinded, and much of the population was 

deported to Babylonia. The fall of Babylon to Cyrus of Persia in 539 B.C. marked the end of the 

contentions between Babylon and the Hebrews; but it is clear that that century of difficult relationships 



greatly influenced the people of Israel and their writings. Consequently, one can understand how the 

biblical and Greek traditions joined together to confer on Babylon a place of exceptional importance in 

western thought.  

B. The Present Ruins  

The ruins of Babylon lie within the suburbs of modern Baghdad. On entering the field of the present 

ruins one is struck by how widely scattered the tells are. To the N is Tell Babil, which is 22 meters high—

an imposing presence in the countryside. It was not a part of the city proper, but constituted the summer 

palace of Nebuchadrezzar II. It is with the Qasr (fortress) that the ruins of the city really begin, and they 

extend for nearly 2 km N-S and 1.2 km E-W. However, because the topography is very rugged, the mass 

of tells does not give a clear idea of the limits of the ancient city. Yet the shape of certain features permits 

identification. Long, narrow hills which run in a straight line for hundreds of meters are clearly what is 

left of the 2 city walls; the 1st starts to the N at Tell Babil, runs for about 4 km toward the SE, and then 

turns toward the SW in the direction of the Euphrates which it meets 3 km further on. A gigantic 

triangular-shaped space is thus circumscribed by this outer city wall on the E bank of the river; within it, 

marked off by another chain of hills which formed the inner city wall, is a trapezoidal section whose side 

measures 1.5 km; it is located along the edge of the river and represents the heart of the city. Finally, a last 

chain of these distinctive hills encloses a quadrilateral area of 1 km by 1.5 km, which forms the inner city 

area on the right bank of the river. Thus the limits of the ancient city are still well marked on the ground 

and testify to the vastness of the city. It is inside the inner city wall that the most important ruins are 

found, but they do not portray any clear cut plan or design.  

C. The Stages of the Excavations  

Despite the prestige and infamy surrounding the name of Babylon, none of the 19th century excavators 

was interested in the city. Yet the reliefs in glazed, baked bricks which were still emerging from the 

superstructures of the Ishtar gate were the decisive element which finally convinced the Germans Sachau 

and R. Koldewey to choose Babylon as the inaugural excavation when the Deutsche Orient-Gesellschaft 

was founded in 1897. On March 26, 1899, the excavation began and continued nonstop until March 7, 

1917, when the approach of the British troops led to the departure of the German team and the closing of 

the work site. Thus for 18 years R. Koldewey directed a team in which the greatest German names in the 

archaeology of Mesopotamia took their first steps in excavating—W. Andrae, J. Jordan, A. Nöldeke; they 

worked without ceasing in order to resurrect the best-known city in Mesopotamia.  

Starting from Qasr, the 1st excavation involved the N and S Neo-Babylonian palaces, located on either 

side of the rampart. Following that the work site was expanded to embrace the temple of Ninmah. They 

then excavated along the processional way from the Ishtar gate to the temple of Marduk and to the 

ziggurat, pausing to investigate the temple of Ninurta as they progressed (1899–1904). From 1904, it was 

the discovery of the theater of the Hellenistic period connected to a pilaster and the systematic research on 

the ramparts which caught their attention; 1907 marked the beginning of the study of a residential area 

where domestic architecture was the object of a systematic analysis and also where the temple of Ishtar of 

Agade was uncovered. This was a gigantic task, unrealistic in many respects, and its results may not have 

been up to expectations. Koldewey himself recognized this when he said that he had not accomplished 

half of the tasks he had set for himself, for the study of a city of that magnitude was beyond the 

possibilities of any one team. Furthermore, the collection of materials has not been what one would expect 

in light of the renown of the capital. Finally it was only the neo-Babylonian city of Nebuchadrezzar which 

was revealed by all the excavating. With the exception of a deep sounding, practically nothing has been 

found of the city of Hammurabi, the founder of the 1st Babylon empire (1950–1892 B.C.). Unfortunately 

the rising of the level of the water table has blocked all the ancient periods of the site.  

After that long period of intense archaeological activity, Babylon experienced a period of relative calm; 

occasionally, a mission accomplished a specific research task such as that conducted by the Warka team, 

which unsuccessfully attempted to find the house of festivals (Akk bīt akīti) to the N of the Ishtar gate. 

The Department of Antiquities had heavily stressed the conservation or even the restoration of ancient 

monuments such as the temple of Ninmah immediately to the E beyond the Ishtar gate or the processional 



way itself, but for the past 15 years, the policy has been even more ambitious: besides new excavations, 

such as the temple of Nabu, which was immediately restored after its uncovering, the Department of 

Antiquities has envisaged a general rescue of the site with a network of systems designed to protect the 

monument. Although this is an undertaking which ought to be supported, one may wonder if it is entirely 

realistic. As of the moment, the amount of work which has been carried out helps one to grasp the 

organization of the city, to become acquainted with the large categories of monuments, and to define 

those aspects which have made the capital of the Neo-Babylonian empire so original.  

D. The City  

The city proper was enclosed by a double wall which ran along the edge of a canal bordering a quay 

made of baked bricks and bitumen and fed by the Euphrates. Nearly a quarter of the surface was occupied 

byroyalorreligiousbuildingslocatedalongtheriver:thegreatSpalaceorNebuchadrezzar‘spalace,

protected at the NW corner by a fortress, the ziggurat called Etemenanki and its immediate buildings—

Esagila, the great temple of Marduk, as well as the temples of Nabu, Gula, and Ninurta. There, between 

the Euphrates and the axis formed by the processional way, was indeed the heart of the capital, even if it 

is exposed in a disjointed fashion by the excavations. The E part of the inner city, divided by main roads 

which split up the space into large separate sections, seems to have been occupied by big private 

dwellings. However, one also finds temples (those of Ishtar of Agade and Ninmah) near the processional 

way. Judging from the excavated areas, this part was occupied mostly by public buildings and the 

dwellings of the upper class.  

The 2d section of the city extended along the right bank of the river opposite some large religious 

monuments. It was connected to the main section by a bridge spanning the Euphrates upon 7 piers of 

brick joined with bitumen and capped with paving stones. It seems that this section was occupied by the 

common people, no great monuments having as yet been found there. The 3d section of the city, 

triangular in shape, extended between the right bank of the river and the outer city wall built by 

Nebuchadrezzar, which was actually 2 parallel walls that encompassed the entire city. Although at present 

it is impossible to describe the exact nature of what was found to the E and the S, the N appears to have 

had official buildings. Against the inner city wall, between the river and the Ishtar gate was the N palace; 

further on there was undoubtedly a festival house which is known from the writings but which the 

excavations have not succeeded in identifying. To the extreme N, at the place where the outer city wall 

joined theEuphrates,stoodNebuchadrezzar‘ssummerpalace.Nothingisknownaboutthegatesofthe

outer city wall; there were 9 huge gates in the inner city and the right bank called Ishtar, Sin, Marduk, 

Zabada, Enlil, Urash, Shamash, Adad, and Lugalgirra. The Ishtar gate, the only one that has been 

excavated, is justly famous for the quality of reliefs in baked, glazed bricks, displaying lions and dragons 

in interminable lines continuing along the walls of the processional way. This gate has been moved and 

reconstructed in the Berlin Museum.  

E. The Palaces  

Of the 3 palaces found, the S palace and the summer palace have been excavated. While they have 

features in common, the S palace, which is of trapezoidal shape, is the most remarkable. It comprises 

blocks of buildings round a large courtyard juxtaposed with still other buildings doubtless devoted to 

economicoradministrativefunctions;ontheNsideareofficials‘quarters,sometimeswithapartments,

and on the S side is a large reception room leading to a courtyard. Five blocks of buildings have been 

located. The 1st has usually been considered as the headquarters of the garrison. The 2d was used for the 

administration and its staff. The 3d was for official receptions; the throne room was found there, and the 

structure was superbly decorated with blue-glazed bricks on which small columns with capitals crowned 

withhalfrosetteshungtogetherbygarlandsofpalmettes.The4thbuildingwastheking‘sapartmentsand

the 5th housed the harem. On discovering a beautiful series of arched rooms at the NE corner, the German 

excavators thought they had come upon the substructures of the famous hanging gardens of Queen 

Semiramis; but they turned out to be only the rooms used for storage—thus the location of one of the 

Seven Wonders of the World is still unknown.  

F. The Houses and Temples  



The dwellings in the domestic quarter were complex edifices normally composed of a major block of 

buildings with a large courtyard. This was entered through a reception room. The whole structure was 

surrounded by rooms with annexes and other blocks of buildings were often built up around this foyer.  

Religious architecture of Babylon is particularly well known and is seen as very typical of the city and 

of Babylonian civilization in general. The layout of temples is never stereotyped, but one always finds the 

same basic organization, namely a square or rectangular courtyard usually embellished with pilasters or 

redans. On one of the short sides is a lopsided room with a central entrance followed by a 2d room (and 

occasionally a 3d one) with exactly the same axis. It was in the last of the group of temples that the 

podium stood which served as the base of the divine statue. The entrance to the temple was often found 

opposite the cella and long rooms which at times seem to have given access to an upper level. Outlying 

buildings which undoubtedly accommodated the clergy were sometimes added to this initial block. The 

temple of Marduk, which has not been fully excavated, is the largest of these sanctuaries and may be 

considered as fully representative of this series of temples which includes the temples of Ninmah, Gula, 

Ninurta, Ishtar of Agade, and Nabu.  

G. The Ziggurat  

It is surely the ziggurat which has been the focal point of scholarly attention because of its ties with the 

Tower of Babel. Unfortunately, there is hardly anything left of the ancient monument due to the common 

practice of reusing mud bricks; excavators have found only the quadrilateral base on a few courses of 

bricks. The numerous restorations proposed have relied until recently on the scanty archaeological 

remains,thedescriptionbyHerodotus,andonascribe‘stabletdatingfromtheSeleuciderawhichgavea

rather obscure description of the monument. These facts led to the restoration of a very tall and straight 

ziggurat which had little in common with the monuments of this kind discovered at other Mesopotamian 

sites. However, very recently, J. Vicari has studied the Seleucid tablet and has furnished the basis for a 

very reasonable restoration of that famous edifice.  

Bibliography  
Koldewey, R. 1925. Das wiedererstehende Babylon. Leipzig.  
Lloyd, S. 1984. The Archaeology of Mesopotamia. London.  

Saggs, H. W. 1962. The Greatness that was Babylon. London.  

Unger, E. 1931. Babylon. Leipzig.  

Vicari, J. 1985. Les ziggurats de Tchoga-Zanbil (Dur-Untash) et de Babylone. Pp. 47–57 in Le dessin d‘architecture dans les 

sociétés antiques. Leiden.  

JEAN-CLAUDE MARGUERON  

TRANS. PAUL SAGER  

H. Babylon in the NT  

Babylon is used in the NT in a variety of senses: literal, symbolic, or both. All of these categories have 

been subject to debate.  

1. Literal Sense. Babylon used as the name of the ancient Mesopotamian capital and empire which took 

Judah captive into exile in the 6th century B.C.E. orasapivotalepochinIsrael‘shistoryisfoundinthe

Matthean genealogy (1:11, 12, 17)andinStephen‘sdefense(Acts 7:43). In the latter, the MT and LXX of 

Amos 5:27 ischangedinlightofhistoricaleventsfrom―beyondDamascus‖to―beyondBabylon‖asthe

specific placeofIsrael‘scaptivity. 

2. Literal or Symbolic Sense. In 1 Pet 5:13 greetingsaresentfrom―shewhoisatBabylon.‖Babylon

has been taken literally as the Mesopotamian Babylon or the Egyptian Babylon. Mesopotamian Babylon 

was still inhabited in the 1st century C.E. and Peter could have visited it (Erasmus and Calvin). However, 

it is difficult to believe that Mark and Silvanus, who accompanied Peter, would also go to Mesopotamian 

Babylon (5:12–13). There is no church tradition linking Peter, Mark, or Silvanus with Mesopotamian 

Babylon. Neither is there evidence of a church there in the 1st century (but cf. Acts 2:9). In fact the Jews 

were driven out of Babylon in the reign of Claudius (41–54 C.E.; Ant 18 §371–79), a situation which 

would have limited the possibilities of missions in the city. Dio Cassius (68.30) records that Trajan found 

Babylon mostly deserted when he visited in 115 C.E. The fact that the Eastern church claims Peter for 

itself is of little import because it is a recent tradition based upon 1 Pet 5:13.  



Egyptian Babylon was a settlement in Egypt near Old Cairo, possibly founded by a portion of 

Nebuchadnezzar‘sarmyandstillinhabitedinthe1stcentury(Ant 2 §315; Strabo 17.1.30; Diod. Sic. 

1.56.3). Clement of Alexandria (Strom. 7.17) states that the Alexandrine heretic Basilides claimed to hold 

Peter‘sapostolictraditionthroughPeter‘sinterpreterGlaukias.AstrongtraditionlinksMarkwiththe

Alexandrian church and Mark as the companion of Peter. However, Babylon was little more than a 

Roman military outpost, providing little reason for Peter to have gone there, and there is no evidence that 

he ever went to Egypt.  

Babylon has also been interpreted as a symbol of the church using feminine imagery. It has been 

suggested that Babylon is a cryptogram used for reasons of security against the Romans, but the content 

which exhorts obedience to the state (2:13–17) and adherence to moral virtues makes such measures 

unnecessary.IthasalsobeensuggestedthatBabylonisasymbolofChristians‘earthly exile as opposed 

to their heavenly home, and recalls the language of exile and dispersion in 1:1, 17; 2:11. However, since 

all Christians are exiles, there is no reason for Peter to refer to writing from exile. The very particular 

greetings which conclude 1 Peter (5:12–14) indicate that a particular church is in mind.  

The general consensus of the church from earliest times is that Babylon in 1 Peter is a symbol for Rome. 

Two early cursives add en Romē as an explanatory addition to 5:13. Early church tradition claims that 

Babylon in 5:13 is a metaphor for Rome and 1 Peter was written from Rome (Clem. Al. ap. Eus. Hist. 

Eccl. 2.15.2). Strong tradition links Peter to Rome, a tradition virtually unchallenged until the 

Reformation when efforts were made by Erasmus and Calvin to dissociate Peter from the Roman Papacy. 

Mark is also strongly linked to Rome (Col 4:10; 2 Tim 4:11; Phlm 24) and to Peter as his companion and 

interpreter in Rome (Papias ap. Eus. Hist. Eccl. 3.39.5–7; Iren. Haer. 3.1; Clem. Al. ap. Eus. Hist. Eccl. 

2.15.2; 6.14.5–7). A comparison of the contents of 1 Peter and 1 Clement strongly suggests a common 

background in Roman Christianity.  

3. Symbolic Sense. In the book of Revelation, all references to Babylon are symbolic of either a place 

or a place and an idea (14:8; 16:19; 17:5; 18:2, 10, 21). This is indicated in 17:5 (cf. v 7) where the name 

Babylon is said to be a mysterion, a name to be understood figuratively (cf. names in 2:14, 20; 11:8). As a 

place, Babylon has been understood as a symbol for Jerusalem, an interpretation based on two 

questionable assumptions: (1) the prophecies of Jesus in the Gospels have Jerusalem as a central focus. 

Although this is true, these same prophecies have a worldwide impact and those of Revelation need not be 

restricted to Jerusalem; (2) Jerusalem persecuted the prophets and Christians as here in Revelation 17–18. 

However, Rome is better known in the late 1st century for this characteristic.  

As a place and an idea, Babylon is symbolic of the power, influence, idolatry, and wickedness of Rome. 

This was the position of the early church (Tert. Adv. Marc. 3:13; Adv. Jud. 9; Jerome; Augustine) and has 

remained the majority opinion. Rome is identified with Babylon in early Judaism, for like Babylon it 

overthrew Jerusalem and destroyed the temple (2 Bar. 11:1–2; 67:7; 2 Esdr 3:1–2, 28; Sib. Or. 5.143, 

155–61, 434, 440; Str-B 3.816). The similarities between Babylon and Rome as capitals of great empires 

led naturally to their pairing in symbolism. Like Babylon, Rome ruled the kings of the earth (14:8; 17:1–

2, 15, 18), was a center of world trade (14:8; 18:2–3; 11–19, 23), reveled in luxury (18:7, 11–17, 22–23), 

wasapersecutorofGod‘s covenant people (17:6; 18:24; 19:2), and was destined to fall (14:8; 18:2, 10, 

21). The portrayal of Babylon in Jer 51:6–10 asacupinGod‘shandmakingallthenationsdrunkseems

to have had considerable influence upon the symbolism of Rome as Babylon in Revelation. Rome is 

clearly indicated by particular details such as its location on the seven mountains (17:9; cf. vv 3, 7).  

As a symbol, Babylon embraces more than the empire, city, and culture of Rome. It is the sphere of 

idolatry and worldliness under the temporary control of Satan, a worldliness in opposition to the people 

and work of God, a worldliness epitomized first by Babylon and then by Rome. Babylon as the mother of 

harlots and abominations in opposition to God (17:5) is the antithesis of the Church as the Bride of Christ, 

the New Jerusalem, and the Kingdom of God.  
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DUANE F. WATSON  

BABYLONIA (HISTORY AND CULTURE). See MESOPOTAMIA, HISTORY OF.  

BABYLONIAN JUDAISM. See JUDAISM (BABYLONIAN).  

BACA, VALLEY OF (PLACE) [Heb ˓emeq habbāḵā˒ (ֶףֶֹמק ַהָבָכא)].The―valleyofBaca‖(Ps 

84:1—Eng 84:6)iseitherahistoricalplacenameorasymbolicalexpressionfor―deepsorrow.‖Thefirst

part of Ps 84:6 seemstomeanthatby―passingthroughtheexperienceofdeepsorrow,righteousones can 

makeitthesourceoflife.‖TheSeptuaginttranslatedthephraseintoGkas―thevalleyofweeping.‖The

word ˓emeq ―valley‖hastherootmeaningof―deep,‖sotheexpressionmaymean―deepsorrow.‖ 

However,somehaveconsidereditasthe―valleyof thebalsamtree‖fromthesamewordinpluralform

found in 2 Sam 5:24. This is based on the assumption that bāḵā˒ maybea―gum-exuding[weeping]tree‖

(Morton IDB 1:338). Another possibility is that the word bĕḵā˒  m (pl. of bāḵā˒)maymean―weeping

rock-walls‖inthevalleyofRephaimonwhosetopsDavidandhistroopswerewaitingforthecomingof

the Philistine army passing through the valley below (2 Sam 5:24). It seems safe to seek the meaning of 

bāḵā˒ in relation to the dripping water, since we often find this word in the names related to rivers and 

wadis, such as Wadi el-Baka in the Sinaitic district and Baca on a wadi in the central Galilee area, W of 

Meroth. It is also possible to understand Bĕḵā˒  m astheplaceof―weepings‖ofthePhilistinearmyfor

theirdefeatbyDavid.Afteralltheseconsiderations,theexpressionthe―valleyofbāḵā˒‖ can best be 

taken as a symbolical expression ―weeping‖ or ―deep sorrow‖ which fits well in the context of Ps 84:6.  

YOSHITAKA KOBAYASHI  

BACCHIDES (PERSON) [Gk Bakchidē (Βακχιδη)]. An important supporter of Demetrius I (162–50 

B.C.E.).Hewasrankedasa―friendoftheking‖andmayhaveheldthispositionalreadyunderAntiochus 

IV (Joseph Ant 12.393).InthefirststagesofDemetriusI‘sreignhewasentrustedwiththegovernorship

of the Trans-Euphrates province (1 Macc 7:8).  

The exact position of Bacchides and the extent of his province are debated among scholars. Some think 

that he was governor of Coele-Syria,called―beyondtheriver.‖OtherssuggestthatalltheTrans-

Euphrates region was assigned to him temporarily at the time Demetrius was occupied with war on his E 

frontiers.  

The name Bacchides is first mentioned in 2 Macc 8:30 as one of the officers outside Judea, with whom 

Judas fought. But it remains uncertain whether it is the same person with whom we are concerned here.  

Our Bacchides is mentioned for sure first in 1 Macc 7:8 as the person who was sent by Demetrius I to 

help the reinstallment of Alcimus as high priest. Afterwards Bacchides was involved continuously in the 

events in Judea. As the highest officer in charge he took the field against Judas Maccabeus, after the 

latter‘svictoryoverNicanor.BacchidesarrivedinJudeawithaconsiderablearmy,andaftersome

movements he met with Judas at Elasa. After a long and fierce battle Judas fell and his army dispersed (1 

Macc 9:1–18). It is difficult to ascertain the details of this engagement (see MACCABEAN REVOLT). 

Yet it is evident that Bacchides generalship was good and professional.  

After his victory as Elasa (160 B.C.E.) Bacchides pursued his foes. Though it may be that some truce 

was achieved for a while, in which Judas‘brotherstookhisbodyforburial,theconflictcontinued.

Bacchidesdrovetherebels,nowunderJonathan‘sleadershiptotheoutskirtsofJudea(1 Macc 9:32–49) 

and tried to stabilize the situation under Alcimus. For that aim he fortified various strategic places in 

Judea, and took hostages (1 Macc 9:50–53).  

Yet, in spite of this considerable effort the internal conflict in Judea went on, and Bacchides was called 

againtointerfereinfavourofthe―Hellenizers‖(AlcimusdiedaboutMay159B.C.E.). He got involved in 

indecisive battles with the rebels at the borders of the Judean desert and being unsuccessful he spent his 



anger on the Hellenizers, who involved him in this war. Then in negotiations between him and Jonathan a 

peace treaty was agreed upon. From this moment the Hasmonean regime progressed continuously.  

Summarizing Bacchides‘sactivityandpolicyinJudea(andthisisallweknowabouthim),itmaybe

said that he was an able and efficient officer both militarily and administratively. He did not involve 

himself with religious affairs, but mainly concerned himself with the political and military aspects of the 

situation. As with Lysias, when Bacchides became convinced that the material (military and political) 

investment of the Seleucid government in supporting the Hellenizers was not worthwhile, he changed his 

policy and came to terms with Jonathan.  
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BACENOR (PERSON) [Gk Bakēnōr (Βακηνωρ)]. A military commander of Dositheus (2 Macc 

12:35). According to 2 Macc 12:32–35, Dositheus captured Gorgias during a battle. While attempting to 

bringGorgiasbackalive,aThacianhorsemancutoffDositheus‘s arm, allowing Gorgias to escape to 

Marisa. The name Bacenor occurs nowhere else and is supported here only by texts AqLa
v
. Bacenor may 

be used to distinguish this Dositheus from a captain of Judas Maccabeus of the same name (2 Macc 

12:17–25). An alternative is to read with texts La
a
´ and the Armenian toubiakēnōn, ―oneofthe

Toubiankenoi.‖InthiscaseDositheuswouldcomefromtheregionoftheTobiadsmentionedin2 Macc 

12:17. (See Goldstein 2 Maccabees AB.)  
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BAEAN (PLACE) [Gk Baian (Βαιαν)]. According to 1 Macc 5:1–2, when the Gentiles in the cities 

surrounding Judah heard that the Jews had restored the temple (164 B.C.), they began to murder Jews. 

Judas Maccabeus, however, waged war against the Idumeans and (v 4)―Healsorememberedthe

wickednessofthesonsofBaean,‖besiegingthemintheirtowers,whichheburned(v 5). 2 Macc 10:15–

23 sets these events in the context of Gentile oppression against Jews in Judah, but clearly describes the 

same campaign.Thephrase―thesonsofBaean‖haspresentedscholarswithatleasttwoproblems:(1)the

derivation of the name and (2) its referent.  

Num 32:3 lists a city named Beon among the cities of Gilead requested by Gad and Reuben, and 

scholars often suppose that Baean refers to Beon (cf. Tedesche and Zeitlin 1950:110). However, Simons 

(1959:405) suggests that the term derives from the Heb name bhn in―sonsofBohan‖(cf.Josh 15:6, 

18:17). Goldstein (1 Maccabees AB, 295) argues instead that Baean derived from the Heb ṣb˓n 

(Sabaanites), but so little detail is given in 1 and 2 Maccabees that one cannot choose the best among 

these options.  

Also debated is whether Baean represents a tribal or a place name, or perhaps both. Simons (1959:405) 

thinks that the term probably refers to a clan and not—at least primarily—to a region. He cites similar 

phrasesinthecontext:―sonsofEsau‖(5:3)and―sonsofAmmon‖(5:6). Dancy (1954:103) agrees with 

earlier scholars who understood Baean as the name of a tribal ancestor. Tedesche, however, understands 

the term as a place name (1950:110).Onthewhole,Simons‘readingofBaeanasaclanortribalname

seems best. This tribe lived in Transjordan near the river, and likely operated as highway robbers. It is 

possible that they lived near the stone of Bohan, though one might hold open the option that they moved 

around in a region.  

Bibliography  
Dancy, J. C. 1954. A Commentary on I Maccabees. Oxford.  
Simons, J. 1959. Geographical and Topographical Texts of the Old Testament. Leiden.  

Tedesche, S., and Zeitlin, S. 1950. The First Book of Maccabees. New York.  

PAUL L. REDDITT  



BAGOAS (PERSON) [Gk Bagōas (Βαγωας)].TheeunuchinchargeofHolofernes‘personalaffairs

(Jdt 12:11). Bagoas is a Persian name, and according to Pliny (HN 13.41), eunuchs were regularly called 

―Bagoas.‖Therefore,thismaynotbeapersonalnamebutatitle.Thenameoccursfrequentlyin

extrabiblical sources. Josephus (Ant 11.7.1) describes a certain Bagoas as a general of Artaxerxes II 

Mnemon, who later became the governor of Jerusalem. A Bagoas appears in Diodorus Siculus (Hist 

31.19.2–3; 16.47.4) as an adviser of Artaxerxes III Ochus in his campaign against Phoenicia and Egypt. In 

the Elephantine papyrus #30 (CAP), the name Bagoas appears in Aramaic as baggōh   (this is the Bagoas 

who was the governor of Jerusalem). Either of these figures may have been in the mind of the author of 

the book of Judith when he called the servantofHolofernes―Bagoas‖(seeJUDITH for a discussion of 

the genre of the book of Judith).  
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BAGPIPE. See MUSIC AND MUSICAL INSTRUMENTS.  

BAHURIM (PLACE) [Heb baḥûr  m (ַבחּוִרים)]. Var. BAHARUM. A Benjaminite village on the 

road from Jerusalem into the Jordan valley, north of the Mount of Olives. Bahurim has been identified 

tentatively with the site of Ras eṭ-Ṭmim(M.R.174133)orKhirbetIbqe˓dan.Itismentionedastheplace

on the road from Mahanaim to Jerusalem where Abner compelled Paltiel to turn back from following his 

wife Michal, the daughter of Saul, when she was being taken back to David, her first husband (2 Sam 

3:16). Bahurim is also given as the domicile of Shimei ben Gera, who came out cursing David and his 

men as they fled Jerusalem before the onslaught of Absalom (2 Sam 16:5; 19:17[—Eng 16]; 1 Kgs 2:8). 

TwoofDavid‘sspies,JonathanandAhimaaz,hidfromAbsalominthewellofamanofBahurim(2 Sam 

17:18).OneofDavid‘schampions,Azmaveth,wasprobablyfromBahurimaswell(1 Chr 11:33; cf. 2 

Sam 23:31).  

D. G. SCHLEY  

BAITERUS (PERSON) [Gk Baitērous (Βαιτηρους)]. Ancestor of a family which returned from 

Babylon with Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 5:17). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have been compiled from 

Ezra and Nehemiah, this family does not appear among their lists of returning exiles (cf. Ezra 2; 

Nehemiah 7). Omissions such as this also raise questions about 1 Esdras being used as a source by Ezra or 

Nehemiah. Furthermore, problems associated with dating events and identifying persons described in 1 

Esdras have cast doubt on the historicity of the text. The Vg contains the textual variant Gebbarus.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

BAKBAKKAR (PERSON) [Heb baqbaqqar (ַבַקר  )]. One of the Levites who lived in Jerusalemַבקְּ

after the return from Babylonian exile (1 Chr 9:15). Bakbakkar was one of 4 Levites in Jerusalem at that 

time who could trace his ancestry back to Asaph, the head of one of three families of Levitical singers 

appointed by David (1 Chr 15:16–17, 25:1–8) and the author of several psalms (Pss 50, 73–83). It is likely 

thatBakbakkarcontinuedinhisancestor‘s footsteps as a Levitical singer. The parallel passage in 

Nehemiah (Neh 11:15–18) does not mention Bakbakkar but does list a Bakbukiah (Neh 11:17). Curtis and 

Madsen (Chronicles ICC, 172) suggested that these 2 names might refer to the same person. This is 

possible, but another plausible explanation is that the author of 1 Chronicles 9 simply employed different 

traditions than did the author of Neh 11 (Braun 1 Chronicles WBC, 136).  

ROBERT C. DUNSTON  

BAKBUK (PERSON) [Heb baqbûq (בּוק  )]. The head of a family of Netînîm (temple servants)ַבקְּ

listed among those exiles returning from Babylon to Jerusalem and Judah (Ezra 2:51 = Neh 7:53; 1 Esdr 

5:31). The name is a qatqût formation of the Heb root bqq whichmeans―empty(out)‖(Zadok1980:113).

The noun baqbuq denotesa―flask/bottle‖(Jer 19:1, 10; 1 Kgs 14:3). The name could be a shortened form 



of the name baqbuqyāh (Neh 11:17; 12:9, 25) where yāh is to be understood as an emphatic rather than a 

theophoric afformative (Noth IPN 105). In 1 Esdr 5:31 the name is rendered Akouph, Akoum, or Akoub.  
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BAKBUKIAH (PERSON) [Heb baqbuqyâ (ָיה קְּ בֻּ  )]. A Levite known for singing who is found inַבקְּ

the list of priests and Levites (Neh 11:17; 12:9; 12:25). Bakbukiah is likely to be the same person in all 3 

places, but some problems exist.  

First is the problem related to Nehemiah 12:25. In the Heb text, Bakbukiah is listed as the gatekeeper 

while Mattaniah, Bakbukiah, and Obadiah are grouped as singers in other related texts (Neh 11:15–18; 

12:8–11; 1 Chr 9:14–16; 25:1–8). The last 3 names in Neh 12:25, Meshullam, Talmon, and Akkub, are 

noted in other lists of gatekeepers (1 Chr 9:17; Ezra 2:42; Neh 7:45; 9:19). Williamson (Ezra-Nehemiah 

WBC, 16) asserts Mattaniah, Bakbukiah, and Obadiah, listed in v 25, actually complete v 24. Myers 

(Ezra-Nehemiah AB, 195) suggests that in v 25 the proper name Meshullam has been mistaken for the 

Heb word singer. Both agree that the 3 singers appropriately fit with the description of musicians and 

singers in v 24.  

Second, Bakbukiah is not found in the Septuagint, suggesting that Bakbukiah may be a late addition to 

the Heb text. This agrees with problems that parallel chronologies found in 1 Chr 9:15 and 25:4. In each 

of these places, Mattaniah is listed with families of Levites who are singers. However, in 1 Chr 9:15, 

Bakbakkar is paired with Mattaniah, and in 1 Chr 25:4, Bukkiah is paired with Mattaniah. Ward (IDB 

1:340) and Myers (Ezra-Nehemiah AB, 187), suggest that these other 2 names may be variants or 

misspellings of Bakbukiah.  
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BAKER’S STREET (PLACE) [Heb ḥûṣ hā˒ōp  m (חּוץ ָהֹאִפים)]. Street in Jerusalem referred to in 

Jer 37:21. At the order of King Zedekiah, Jeremiah was placed in the courtyard of the guard and given 

breadfromtheareacalledtheBaker‘sStreet.Itwascustomaryinancienttimes in Near East cities for 

trades and crafts to be grouped together in one street or area—compare the gold shops located in one area 

of modern Amman. In the OT, baking was highlighted in Gen 40:1–41:13 in the story of Joseph; in 1 Sam 

8:13, bakers are listed along with perfumers and cooks as important for governmental service; and in Hos 

7:4, the baker and his oven are a fitting metaphor for wayward Israel. In 1 Kgs 20:34, the markets in 

Damascus which Ben-Hadad offered King Ahab may have included bakeries along with other trades as 

well as offices for international trade. Later in NT times, besides the foreign trade in luxury garments, 

preciousointmentsandjewelry,etc.,thebaker‘stradewasimportantamongthelocalindustriesof

weaving, leather working, dealing in sheep and cattle, woodworking, pottery making, etc. (Jeremias 1967: 

chaps I and II). Josephus (Ant 15. 309) makes reference to the need of professional bakers in a time of 

famine.Nodoubttheindividualbaker‘sestablishmentincludedhislivingquarters,ovens,andselling

area.  
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BALAAM (PERSON) [Heb bil˓am (ַףם  )]. A seer summoned by Balak, king of Moab, to curseִבלְּ

Israel prior to its entrance into Canaan.  

———  
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———  

A. Appearances in the OT  

Our sources for the story of Balaam are varied and often conflicting. In the Heb Bible, we have first the 

famous and, in their present form, largely positive stories in Numbers 22–24, of Balaam son of Beor, the 

intermediary called by Balak son of Zippor, king of Moab, to curse Israel and therefore give Moab the 

advantage in any hostilities between the two peoples. Then there are the negative Priestly notices in Num 

31:8, 16 that tie Balaam to the apostasy at Peor and maintain that he was killed by the Israelites in a battle 

against Midian (and the reflex of that tradition in Josh 13:22). Next, the implication in Deut 23:5b–6—

Eng 23:4b–5 (cited in Neh 13:2) and the Hebrew of Josh 24:9–10 is that Balaam tried to curse Israel, but 

that Yahweh would not listen to him, and so Israel was blessed instead. Finally, the mention of Balaam in 

Mic 6:5 can be interpreted either positively or negatively, i.e., as reflecting the point of view of the 

Numbers 22–24 stories or the more negative tradition in Deuteronomy 23 and Joshua 24. Balak is 

mentioned in Judg 11:25, but no reference is made there to Balaam or to the connection between Balak 

and Balaam reported in Numbers 22–24. The incident at Peor also appears in Deut 4:3; Josh 22:17; Hos 

9:10; and Ps 106:28–31, but Balaam is not mentioned in these passages.  

The relationship between the character Balaam and the Edomite king Bela son of Beor from Gen 36:32–

33 (and 1 Chr 1:43–44) is unclear, but the similarities in their names and even their patronymics suggests 

either that they both represent reflexes of the same character, or else that the tradition of one character has 

been conflated with that of another.  

B. Source Criticism, Numbers 22–24  

The doublets and inconsistencies in the Numbers 22–24 account of Balaam have long led scholars to 

posit evidence of the J and E sources in these chapters, even though use of the divine names does not 

correspondperfectlytotheexpectedpattern.Itiscertainlypossibletoseethateventhese―positive‖

storiescanbefurtherdividedbetweena―southern‖pictureofanintermediaryanda―northern‖or

―Ephraimite‖one(touseRobertWilson‘s[1980]terms).Thefollowingrepresentssomethingofa

consensus: southern/J—at least Num 22:3b, 4, part of 5, part of 6, 7a, 11, 22–34, 37, 39, 40a; 23:7a, 18a; 

24:1, 2b–3a, 10a, 11b, 15a; northern/E—at least Num 22:2–3a, part of 5, part of 6, 7b–10, 12–21, 35–36, 

38, 40b–41; almost all the prose in chapter 23; 24:10b–11a, 12a–14a, 25. In the verses that many 

commentators assign to the J source, Balaam is a diviner, a form of intermediary apparently acceptable in 

courtcirclesinpreexilicJudah,aselsewhereintheANE;theeldersofMoabtake―feesfordivination‖

(qĕsām  m) to Balaam (22:7); Balaam is one who as a rule looks for omens (nĕḥāš  m) before pronouncing 

(24:1). The introductions to the oracles, and particularly to the 3d and 4th oracles, could also be a reflex of 

a southern view of prophecy. We read (Num 23:7, 18; 24:3, 15, 20, 21, 23)thatBalaam―tookuphis

discourse‖(way-yiśśă˒ mĕšālô), and the pairing of the verb nś˒ with māšāl turns up (besides Job 27:1 and 

29:1) also and only in Isa 14:4; Mic 2:4; and Hab 2:6. Furthermore, in Num 24:4 and 16 Balaam―seesthe

vision of šadday,‖andthedescriptionofaprophetasonewhoseesvisions(withderivativesoftheroot

ḥzh) is one of the hallmarks of the southern view of prophecy. (The mention of the rûaḥ ˒ĕlōh  m in 24:2 is 

perhapsanotherconnectionwithsouthernprophecy:cf.theroleofthe―spirit‖inEzekiel.)Mostwould

place the episode involving Balaam‘sshe-ass within this southern strand, although many consider the ass 

pericope to be a completely independent story only secondarily connected to the rest of Numbers 22–24.  



In those verses generally called E, however, we see in Balaam a typical Yahweh-prophet, one who can 

only speak the word that Yahweh puts in his mouth, a phrase reflecting the paradigmatic description of a 

prophet in Deut 18:18 (see Num 22:38; 23:5, 12, 16; similarly 22:8, 18, 19, 20, 35, 38; 23:3, 15, 17, 26; 

24:13). Such a description marks this picture of Balaam as issuing from northern, i.e. Ephraimite circles. 

It is this strand of the Balaam material that includes the familiar picture of elaborate sacrifices provided 

bytheking,andBalaam‘sconferenceswithYahwehwhereinBalaamisgiventhesubstanceofthefirst

two blessings that so disappoint Balak. Further connections with northern concerns are the names of the 

hills from which Balaam pronounces his oracles in chaps. 22–23; Bamoth-baal, Pisgah, and Peor describe 

the area of the same Transjordanian mountain range where Deuteronomic tradition records that Moses 

delivered his final discourses, died, and was buried (note Beth-Peor in Deut 3:29 and 34:6, and the 

additionofPisgahtoP‘sNeboin34:1). The mountain range where Balaam delivers his oracles is a sacred 

place, then, to the northern circles that produced Deuteronomy.  

C. History of the Traditions  

In terms of their tradition history, the biblical passages concerning Balaam son of Beor divide neatly 

into two groups: (1) those related to the P traditions that Balaam was responsible for the apostasy with the 

MidianitesatPeor,forwhichhewaskilledinIsrael‘sbattleagainsttheMidianitesreportedinNumbers 

31; and (2) all the rest, which maintain in some form that Balaam son of Beor, a non-Israelite 

intermediary, was called by the Moabites (at least) to curse Israel but instead blessed them in the end.  

1. The Priestly Account of Balaam. According to the P passages, Balaam was responsible for the 

apostasy of the Israelites at Peor and was killed by the Israelites in a battle against Midian (Num 31:8, 

16); this source lumps Balaam together with Moses as the objects of an Aaronid polemic surrounding the 

incident at Peor and directed also at the Midianites (cf. 25:6 and 10 forsuggestionsofMoses‘complicity

with the apostasy and 25:7–8 and 11–13 for the elevation of Phinehas the Aaronid because of his opposite 

reaction). This seems to be a completely separate Balaam tradition, but one that did apparently influence 

thefinalformoftheearlierstorieswiththeinsertionoftheextraneous―eldersofMidian‖in22:4, 7. This 

Aaronid tradition has also made its mark on Josh 13:22,whereBalaam‘sdemisealongwiththeMidianite

leaders is reiterated, this time not because of his association with the apostasy at Peor, but simply, it 

would seem, because he was a diviner, a qōsēm. Josh 13:22 shows evidence of familiarity: (1) with the 

anti-Balaam, anti-Midianite P-tradition in Numbers 31; (2) with the southern/J tradition in Num 22:7 to 

the effect that the elders of Moab (and the elders of Midian) took qĕsām  m, divinationfees,Balaam‘s

acceptance of which would have made him a qōsēm; and finally (3) with the Deuteronomic description of 

diviners (along with several other types of intermediaries) as abominations (Deut 18:10–14), and therefore 

sentenced to die.  

2. The Second Grouping. Those passages where a potential curse is turned into a blessing can be 

further divided into 3 subgroups, according to the reason supplied for this substitution of a blessing.  

a. The Northern Tradition. In Numbers 22–24 the change from curse to blessing is attributed to 

Balaam‘sinabilitytodoorsayanythingthatYahwehhasnotcommandedhim.Theblessingcomesabout

becauseofYahweh‘sdesirethatIsraelbeblessedandbecauseofBalaam‘spositionasatrueYahweh-

prophet.  

b. The Southern Tradition. In Numbers 22–24 the hoped-forcurseisagainthwartedbyYahweh‘s 

desire to bless and power to sway Balaam, this time not because Balaam is a typical Yahweh-prophet, but 

because of the display of power Balaam encounters on the road (the ass episode, 22:22–34, generally 

attributed to J). In this version, Balaam had not consulted any deity before leaving on his journey to 

Balak, but is impressed with the deity who can send an invisible messenger (mal˒āk) with the power to 

reveal himself to a donkey, in order to convey his wish that Balaam not go to curse Israel. In response to 

that wish, Balaam abandons his usual procedure of looking for omens (24:1) and simply pronounces his 

oraclesundertheinfluenceofthe―spiritofGod‖(rûaḥ ˒ĕlōh  m). The result is a blessing.  

It has been suggested that the original ending of the ass story has been lost in the combining of the 2 

sources,andthatthestorywouldhaveendedeitherwithYahweh‘spermissionforBalaamtoproceed

(something like the present v 35, but without the Deuteronomic language), or else with Balaam simply 



returning home. In the latter case, v 37 of the same chapter could be excised from its present position and 

interpreted as a continuation of the southern story. The verse could be read literally to mean that Balaam 

had not gone to Balak at that point but that Balak had, in fact, found it necessary to travel to Balaam. V 37 

would be continued by v 39,whichdescribesBalaam‘sgoingwithBalak,finally,toKiriath-huzoth.  

c. The Tradition in Deuteronomy 23, Joshua 24, and Nehemiah 13. According to these texts, Balaam 

made an attempt to curse Israel, but Yahweh turned the curse into a blessing. This time there is no 

indication that Balaam was a Yahweh-prophet or that he was a diviner who knew a powerful deity when 

he saw one. The implication is rather that Balaam was inclined against Israel, up to and including the 

pronouncingofacurse,andthatYahwehsimplyclosedhisearstoBalaam‘sspeech.Notethatall3of 

these passages relate the Balaam episode in contexts where current fears of pollution from foreigners are 

clear-cutissuesoftheauthor‘sday:whocanenterthesanctuary,whoseworshipisappropriate,whoisan

appropriate marriage partner. Therefore, the appearance of a foreigner as a Yahweh-prophet or even as a 

divinerwhocouldrecognizeYahweh‘spowerandpronounceYahweh‘soracleswouldbeunacceptable. 

These 3 notices are either representative of a completely different strand of tradition, or else they are 

creative expansions of the traditions already outlined from Numbers 22–24, perhaps reflecting the 

tendency that we have noticed in the Priestly tradition to denigrate Balaam. This tendency may be present 

eveninthenarrativeofBalaam‘sshe-ass,who―sees‖themessengerfromYahwehwhenBalaamthe

―seer‖isblindtotheappearance,surelynotagoodadvertisementforBalaam‘spowersasan

intermediary. If the ass episode was meant to poke fun at Balaam, then its use in the story as we have it 

wouldportrayYahweh‘sblessinginthefollowingchaptersasevenmoreextraordinary—not only coming 

from a famous, non-Israelite intermediary, but even from one who is on his own somewhat inept.  

3. Oracles 3 and 4. Even within Numbers 22–24, oracles 3 and 4 seem to represent a tradition separate 

from oracles 1 and 2, and from the prose that surrounds the oracles. (Most commentators would leave 

24:21–23 out of consideration here as later additions to the 4th oracle, and some would excise v 20 also.) 

Whereas oracles 1 and 2 depend on the prose setting for any meaningful interpretation, oracles 3 and 4 

can be read and appreciated without any reference to the prose story. Furthermore, Balaam is introduced 

at the beginning of each of these oracles (24:3–4 and 15–16); such an introduction would not have been 

necessary had the oracles been composed along with the prose and transmitted originally in anything like 

their present context. The 3d and 4th oracles, then, are generally thought to have originated separately 

from the prose story and from oracles 1 and 2, and to have been transmitted separately for some time 

before being combined with the narrative of the curser-turned-blesser summoned by the Moabite king. It 

has even been suggested that the rest of Numbers 22–24 was composed specifically to provide a context 

for the traditional Balaam oracles now in chapter 24, the theme of blessing and cursing suggested by 24:9. 

If one reads only oracles 3 and 4, one sees nothing of the call from Balak for Balaam to curse Israel, but 

only clear blessings, in the natural and military realms, so that if we give these poems priority over the 

rest of the Balaam traditions, we would have to assign them to yet a 3d category, besides C.1 and C.2 

above, carrying the simple theme that a foreign seer was the bearer of blessings for Israel. The plausibility 

of such a tradition concerning Balaam son of Beor has increased recently since the discovery of a non-

Israelite(oratleastnonorthodox)BalaamtraditionintheplastertextfromTellDeir˓AllāinJordan(see

below).  

The 3d and 4th oracles might date from the time of the early monarchy, since 24:17–18 can be 

interpretedtorefertoDavid‘sdefeatofEdomandMoab(withthebĕnê-šēt, children of Sheth, identified 

with the Palestinian tribal name Shutu known from 2d millennium documents). Moreover, 24:7, as well as 

v 20 and the LXX reference to Agag (?) in v 23, if these be admitted to the 4th oracle, could plausibly 

refertoSaul‘sdefeatofAgagandtheAmalekites.(Albright‘sattempttodatetheoraclesevenearlier,

basedonorthographictypology,hasnotmetwithmuchapproval;neitherhasvonGall‘sproposal[1900]

that they were composed in the Maccabean era.)  

D. Literary Relationships  

The 3d and 4th oracles have literary connections with the well-known lists of tribal features that occur 

in early Israelite poetry: the leonine characteristics in Gen 49:9 referring to Judah and in Deut 33:20, 22 



referring to Gad and Dan (cf. Num 24:9); the horns of an ox in Deut 33:17 (cf. Num 24:8); and the scepter 

and predominance of Judah in Gen 49:10 (cf. Num 24:17). The introductory phrase in 24:3, 15 describing 

each oracle as nĕ˒um hag-geber šĕtûm hā-˓āyin, ―oracleofthemanwhoseeyeisperfect,‖isremarkably

similar to what is said aboutthe―LastWordsofDavid‖in2 Sam 23:1, nĕ˒um haggeber huqam ˓āl, 

―oracleofthemanwhowasraisedonhigh‖(ifnot―establishedbyGod,‖reading4QSam
a
‘shqym ˒l), 

and to the obscure nĕ˒um haggeber lĕ˒  t  ˒ēl in Prov 30:1. Once the separateness (and perhaps even 

priority) of oracles 3 and 4 is established, it is logical to propose that the similarities between the 2d and 

3d oracles arise from deliberate imitation in composition, probably of the 2d in imitation of the 3d: so, 

23:22 is a reference to 24:8 and 23:24 plays with 24:9.  

E. Balaam’s Homeland  

ThelocationofBalaam‘shomelandhasoccasionedmuchdiscussioninthescholarlyliterature.There

are several choices offered in the biblical tradition. Pethor, Heb pĕtôrâ, ―ontheriver,‖inNum 22:5, has 

been plausibly identified with Pitru on the upper Euphrates, known to us from Assyrian inscriptions. The 

ancient versions are divided as to whether to interpret this word as a geographic reference with locative -

â, or to read it as a description of Balaam himself as a dream interpreter, from the Heb root ptr. A home 

for Balaam on the upper Euphrates would also bring together the references in Num 23:7 and Deut 23:5—

Eng 23:4 that he had come from Aram (Naharaim) and the suggestion that he was operating with the 

knowledge and methods of a Mesopotamian bārû-diviner (Daiches 1909). The upper Euphrates is too far 

for the southern tradition, however, where Balaam sets off (Num 22:22) riding on a donkey, with just 2 

servants to accompany him, hardly preparations for a journey from Pitru to the Arnon. Num 22:5 goes on 

to say that Balak sent to Balaam in the land of bĕnê-˓ammô, which phrase has been variously interpreted 

asthelandof―hispeople,‖of―Amaw,‖orasascribalerrorfor ―theAmmonites.‖TheStraditionwould

fitmorecomfortably,certainly,witheitherthenoncommittal―hispeople‖orwith―Ammon,‖towhich

severaloftheancientversionsalsoattest,categorizing―ontheriver(Euphrates),‖atleast,andevenbetter

―Pethorontheriver(Euphrates),‖asglosses.Itmustbepointedoutthat˒ereṣ bĕnê-˓ammô never occurs 

elsewhereintheBibleasaphrasefor―hishomeland,‖butinfavorofthistranslationisBalaam‘s

statement in 24:14 thatnowthatBalakhasbanishedhim,hewillgotohis―people,‖indicatingthatthatis

a reasonable description of his situation when Balak called him.  

F. The Balaam Text from Tell Deir ˓Allā  

Contemporary with these biblical Balaam traditions, but from a separate source, is the plaster inscription 

discoveredatTellDeir˓AllāintheEJordanValleydatingtotheendofthe8thcenturyB.C.E. Like the 

passages usually assigned to J in Numbers 22–24, the Deir˓AllāinscriptionoffersapictureofBalaamas

a southern intermediary, referred to as ḥzh ˒lhn, ―seerofthegods,‖inthefirstlineoftheinscription,and

sees a vision (wyḥzh mḥzh) like an oracle (mś˒) from El (I, 1, 2). (The reference to the intermediary as 

ḥōzēh and the description of the oracle as maśśā˒ are2ofthehallmarksofWilson‘ssouthern

intermediary.) The extant lines of this inscription have no connection with the content of the Balaam 

traditions in the Heb Bible, although their language is often reminiscent of the more familiar Balaam 

story: wy˒tw ˒lwh ˒lhn blylh in I, 1, corresponds nicely to wayyābō˒ ˒ĕlōh  m ˒el-bil˓ām laylâ˒ ―andGod

cametoBalaamatnight,‖inNum 22:20 (without laylâ in v 9); and wyqm bl˓m mn mḥr in I, 3, of the Deir 

˓Allātextisclosetowayyāqom bil˓ām babbōqer˒ ―soBalaamroseinthemorning,‖inNum 22:13, 21.  

Yahweh is nowhere mentioned in the extant (very fragmentary) text, although several other deities are: 

at least El and the plural ˒lhn, š adday-gods, and a goddess whose name begins with š-. The existence of a 

(presumably non-Israelite) sanctuary in the E Jordan Valley in the 8th century, where Balaam is revered 

as prophet, must have influenced the redaction of the biblical Balaam stories: It might, for instance, have 

been offensive to the Aaronid priestly group as a rival to their Jerusalem sanctuary and traditions, and so 

have contributed to the negative attitude toward Balaam in Numbers 31 and Joshua 13. See also DEIR 

˓ALLĀ.  

G. Later Literature  

Philo, Josephus, and Pseudo-Philo all mention Balaam in a more or less negative light. Philo, 

particularly in his De vita Mosis and De migratione Abrahami, deals with the thorny problem of a 



foreigner and an evil man who was said to be a prophet. Philo concludes that he was indeed a soothsayer, 

but not a true prophet.  

Josephus (Ant 4), in line with some of the biblical passages discussed above, sees in Balaam a diviner 

who wanted to curse Israel, but could not because it wasnotGod‘swillthattheybecursed.Hefounda

way to harm Israel, however, in advising Balak to have Midianite women entice Israelite men away from 

their true worship.  

Pseudo-Philo is more forgiving toward Balaam in the Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum (18). Here Balaam 

understands that Balak is wrong to want to curse Israel, but goes to him anyway. He gives Balak the 

counsel that led to the Baal-Peor incident after he realizes that in going to Moab he has forfeited divine 

favor.  

Rabbinic commentators generallysawinBalaamarepresentativeofallthatwasbadin―thenations.‖

He was greedy and he was a sorcerer. He is acknowledged to have prophetic powers, but is seen as all the 

moredangerousbecauseofhispowers.IthasbeensuggestedthatBalaam‘sportrayal became more and 

more derogatory as rabbinic sources used him as an example of a gentile seer in order to comment on the 

Christian exegetes of their own time.  

Balaam is mentioned 3 times in the New Testament:2 Pet 2:15–16; Jude 11; Rev 2:14. In each case the 

tendency toward a negative appraisal of Balaam noticeable in the later Heb Bible traditions is carried on, 

although the authors are not always negative for the same reasons. In the first 2 passages, Balaam is used 

as an example of someone who took money for wrong purposes, and the obvious interpretation is that 

they refer to the tradition that Balaam indeed tried to curse Israel (and was presumably paid for it, despite 

Num 24:11). This interpretation may also proceed from a belief that Balaam was wrong to ask God a 2d 

time for permission to travel withBalak‘smessengers,butthathedidsooutofadesireforthemoney

Balak might pay him. It is possible, however, given the references to lust and animal passions in the 2 

Peter and Jude passages, that they, like Revelation 2:14, have combined several of the Hebrew Bible 

traditions about Balaam and are also referring to the Priestly version of the apostasy at Peor where there is 

the suggestion of sexual immorality (Num 25:6–8) instigated by Balaam (Num 31:15–16). The food 

sacrificed to idols of Rev 2:14 is clearly an interpretation of the J version of the Baal-Peor apostasy (cf. 

Num 25:2 and Ps 106:28), for which Balaam is here also blamed.  

ThestatementinBalaam‘s4thoraclethat―astarshallcomeforthoutofJacob/andascepterriseoutof

Israel‖waswidelyinterpretedintheearlychurchasamessianicprediction,asithadbeenatQumranand

in the Bar Kokhba movement. A non-Israelite sorcerer or magician himself, Balaam was regarded as the 

founder of the order that produced the Magi of Matthew, the first Gentiles who recognized Jesus as 

messiah.  
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JO ANN HACKETT  

BALADAN (PERSON) [Heb bal˒ădān (ֲאָדן  )]. According to 2 Kgs 20:12 (= Isa 39:1), the father ofַבלְּ

Merodach-baladan, a ruler of Babylon who sent a diplomatic delegation to King Hezekiah of Judah. 



However, it is very uncertain whether this name is actually that of Merodach-baladan‘sfather. Merodach-

baladan [Heb mĕrōdak bal˒ădān] was a Chaldean ruler of the Bit-Yakin tribe who fomented rebellion 

against the Assyrians at the end of the 8th century B.C.E. He twice succeeded in wresting control of 

Babylon from the Assyrians, where he ruled from 721–710 B.C.E. and again for 9 months in 703 B.C.E. 

(IDB 3:355; Wildberger Isaiah 1–12 BKAT, 1474–75). See MERODACH-BALADAN. The name 

Merodach-baladan (Akk marduk-apal-iddina)means―Mardukhasgivenason.‖Whileithasbeen

suggestedthatBaladanmightbeanabbreviatedformofthefather‘snamewithoutthenameofthedeity

(X has given a son), it appears more likelythatthephrase―sonofBaladan‖issimplyanattemptatsome

stage of the Biblical text to fill out the name of this king by interpreting the 2d part of his name as a 

patronym. Merodach-baladan himself claims descent from Eriba-Marduk, a king of Babylon from 782–

762 B.C.E. It is possible, but not certain, that this is the true name of his father (Kaiser Isaiah 1–12 OTL, 

409). In Babylonian sources Merodach-baladan is called son of Yakin, but this is surely a reference to 

membership in his tribe or dynasty and not the name of his father (Hobbs 2 Kings WBC, 294).  
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BALAH (PLACE) [Heb bālâ (ָבָלה)]. Town allotted to Simeon in the Negeb within the tribal territory 

of Judah (Josh 19:3). See BAALAH.  

BALAH, DEIR EL- (PLACE). See DEIR EL-BALAH.  

BALAK (PERSON) [Heb bālāq (ָבָלק)]. A king of Moab, the son of Zippor, whose encounter with 

Balaam is described in Numbers 22–24. After the Israelites had defeated the Amorites and were camped 

in the plains of Moab opposite Jericho, Balak and the elders of Moab and Midian decided to protect 

themselves from the Hebrews with supernatural power. Acting out of great fear and willing to pay a large 

fee, Balak sought the assistanceofBalaam,aMesopotamiandiviner;BalakwasconvincedthatBalaam‘s

curse on Israel would guarantee a Moabite victory in some future conflict (22:1–7).  

After meeting Balaam on the border of Moab (22:36),Balakmadeeveryefforttoinvoketheseer‘s

efficacious pronouncement. Balaam was taken to 4 different locations, including several mountaintops 

where he could look down upon the people he was expected to curse (22:39, 41; 23:14, 28). Acting as 

priest, Balak assisted the diviner in sacrificial rituals (22:40; 23:1–4, 14–17, 29–30). As is well known, 

Balak was frustrated and greatly disappointed, since Balaam could pronounce only blessings on the 

Moabiteking‘senemies(23:23).  

Balak is virtually unknown in the Bible outside of Numbers 22–24. Balak is mentioned in passing 

elsewhereintheOTasanexampleofafutileattempttothwartGod‘splans(Josh 24:9–10; Judg 11:25; 

Mic 6:5). Rev 2:14 discusses Balak and Balaam because of their involvement in the incident at Shittim, 

the matter of Baal of Peor (Numbers 25; cf. Mic 6:5). While there is much debate concerning the date of 

the Balak-Balaam traditions, it is obvious that these figures were etched in the memories of later 

generations.  

GERALD L. MATTINGLY  

BALAMON (PLACE) [Gk Balamōn (Βαλαμων)]. One of two settlements marking the location of a 

field in which Manasseh, the husband of Judith, was buried (Jdt 8:3), the other location identified being 

Dothan (Gk Dothaim). Although its precise location remains unknown, the text of Judith makes it clear 

that Balamon, like Dothan, was to be found approximately 8 miles north of Samaria. This is the only 

reference to Balamon unless, as Stummer (1947:7), Enslin (1972:110), and Moore (Judith AB, 44, 180) 

have conjectured, the word is a corruption of other place names, such as Belmain (4:4) or Belbaim (7:3). 

Without explanation, but (presumably) on the same basis, Reed (IDB 1:378) and others suggest that 

Balamon might be identified with the villages of Bebai (15:4), Bileam (1 Chr 6:55—Eng 6:70), Ibleam 

(Josh 17:11–12), and Abel-beth Maacah (2 Sam 20:14–15). Located 20 miles north of Lake Hula, the last 



of these would appear an unlikely location for Balamon, given the circumstances described in Jdt 8:3. The 

possibility of corruption, then, remains a real one, given the large number of place names in Judith which 

remain unidentified (Moore Judith AB, 39–44) and the difficulties inherent in any attempt to reconstruct 

thebook‘sHeboriginal. Itsclearlyfictionalcharacterandthegeneralunreliabilityofthebook‘s

geography may, however, preclude any identification (Pfeiffer 1949:296–97; Nickelsburg 1981:106–7). 

See also BAAL-HAMON.  
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FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT  

BALAS, ALEXANDER (PERSON). See ALEXANDER (PERSON).  

BALBAIM (PLACE) [Gk Belbaim (Βελβαιμ)]. A site mentioned in the book of Judith, whose exact 

location is unknown (Jdt 7:3). It is often assumed to be identical with the BELMAIN in 4:4 and the 

BALAMON in 8:3. If this is the case, it may be identified with Abel-maim (M.R. 204296) some 13 miles 

south of Scythopolis (so Aharoni and Avi-Yonah MBA). Of course, given the genre of the book of Judith, 

it is entirely possible that the town is fictitious.  

SIDNIE ANN WHITE  

BALDNESS. See SICKNESS AND DISEASE.  

BALM. A historically convenient English translation of the Heb word ṣŏr  , found in the OT just 6 times, 

all with reference to a plant or a derived plant product. The modern botanical identification cannot be 

established precisely. The LXX translated the Heb word as the Gk rhētinē ―resinofpine.‖Forthe

Hellenistic botanist Theophrastus (Hist. Pl. 9.2), rhētinē was the resins or saps extracted from Aleppo 

pine and silver fir, the terebinth of Syria, and Phoenician cedar. If the Gk rhētinē of Theophrastus and the 

LXX is an accurate translation of the Heb ṣor  , then―balm‖was a resinous substance harvested from one 

or several of these few trees which grew in the regions of Palestine and Transjordan, not one of the 

resinous aromatic spices or incenses imported into Palestine from Arabia or Abyssinia.  

In the past, scholars have often placed balm (ṣŏr  ) within a somewhat larger group of aromatic plants 

and plant products which included other plant substances such as bośem (balsam) and nāṭāp, as some 

references to them occasionally overlap in meaning, description, or usage. This confusion has been 

retained even in modern translations of the OT; for instance, in the NEB, Ezek 27:17, ṣŏr   is translated 

―balsam‖not―balm,‖andtherearemanyotherexamples. 

It seems necessary to regard balm (ṣŏr  ) as a distinct substance in biblical study for several reasons. 

Balm (ṣŏr  ) appears to have been native to Palestine or Transjordan and specifically produced in this area, 

whereas balsam (bośem) was imported into Palestine from Arabia or Abyssinia (Miller 1969:101–2; 

Groom 1981; cf. 1 Kgs 10:2; Ezek 27:22). Famous as a product of Gilead, balm is said to have been 

exported from there to places like Egypt and Tyre (cf. Gen 37:25, 43:11; Ezek 27:17), but the Hebrew 

bośem is never mentioned as having a special association with Gilead. Balm (ṣŏr  ) is mentioned as a 

medicinal product, whereas other incenses or spices such as bośem and nāṭāp have no such specific 

distinction and use. In contrast, bośem was refined and compounded as a fragrant ingredient of the priestly 

anointing oil (Exod 25:6; 1 Chr 9:29), of which ṣŏr   is never mentioned as a component. Further, bośem is 

often mentioned as a spice with qualities which made it suitable for use by women as a fragrance (Cant 

4:10, 4:16, 5:13; Esth 2:12; Isa 3:24), but ṣŏr   is never described as such (see also PERFUMES AND 

SPICES). Bośem also had other uses. It was among the fragrant garlands on funeral biers (2 Chr 16:14), 

but there is no evidence that ṣŏr   had such versatile applications. Indeed, it is difficult to see any clear 

synonymity between ṣŏr   and other substances such as bośem (balsam) or nāṭāp. Nāṭāp has been 

associated in the past with both of the above, but is too poorly attested to be considered here.  



A number of proposals for the identification of ṣŏr   (balm) have been made previously, some of which, 

however, assumed the erroneous identification of ṣŏr   with other plant products such as bośem and nāṭāp. 

Previous botanical identifications have included Commiphora opobalsamum, Pistacia lentiscus, Balanites 

aegyptiaca, and others (see also FLORA). These must be rejected in favor of one or several of the 

aromatic tree resins mentioned in the Greek botanists. Indeed even today, remnants of the ancient forests 

of Gilead (the district of Ajlun in modern Jordan) still contain the ancient sources of rhētinē mentioned in 

the classical writers—Aleppo pine (Pinus halepensis) and Phoenician cedar (Juniperus phoenicia) 

(Rushbrooke 1943:427).  

In the OT, at least half of the references to balm are to a healing medicinal ointment of some sort, 

probably made of resin which had been compounded with oil (compare the parallelism of Ugaritic ẓrw 

and šmn, and possibly a similar Heb parallelism in Job 29:6 as well if one allows a slight emendation of 

the text [see Fisher 1972:359]). In Jer 8:22 and 46:11, balm is some sort of salve or ointment which was 

appliedtowoundswheretherewasalossofskin:―Whyhasnotskingrownovertheirwound?‖Further,

Jer 51:8 suggests that balm was a medicine applied to wounds apparently as a soothing salve. It is 

important to note, however, that our knowledge of the medicinal use of balm is derived from Jeremiah 

alone, who speaks allegorically of societal and national healing. From passages in Jeremiah it can be 

inferred that ṣŏr  , the―BalmofGilead,‖wasregardedwithhighesteemasthehealingsalvespecifictothe

regionofGilead(―forwhichourcountryisfamous,‖seeGen 43:11), or was an ingredient of this product. 

There seems to be no reason as yet to reject the current English translation of ṣŏr   as―balm,‖asthe

English word balm implies both a soothing medicament as well as a pleasant odor.  
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RICHARD N. JONES  

BALSAM. See BALM.  

BAMOTH (PLACE) [Heb bāmôt (ָבֹמות)]. One of the Israelite encampments in N Moab E of the 

Shittim Valley near Mt. Nebo (Num 21:19–20). Many scholars (e.g., Gray Numbers ICC, 291) identify 

Bamoth with BAMOTH-BAAL (Num 22:41; Josh 13:17) and with the bt bmt (―Beth-bamoth‖)ofthe

Moabite Stone (line 27 [ANET 320]). Noth (Numbers OTL, 182) rejected the interpretation of MT bāmôt-

ba˓al as a geographic name in spite of Josh 13:17, but his view is not typical. Boling (Joshua AB, 342) 

has reaffirmed the identification of Bamoth with Bamoth-baal, and proposes Khirbet el-Qeiqiyeh S of Mt. 

Nebo as the probable ancient site.  

The Moabite itinerary of the Wilderness/Conquest narratives is problematic (see Meek 1960:41–48; 

Walsh 1977; Briend 1986), and the text of Num 21:10–20 is arguably conflated (see Miller 1989:585–87, 

citing earlier studies). Conclusions regarding the identity of sites must therefore remain open to revision.  
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C. GILBERT ROMERO  

BAMOTH-BAAL (PLACE) [Heb bāmôt ba˓al (ָבֹמות ַבַףל)]. One of the stopping points in the 

Hebrew migration through Moab (Num 21:19–20, where the place is listed by its shorter name of 

Bamoth). It is most likely that Bamoth-baal and Bamoth are identical because the names are similar and 

the geographical information in the OT that relates to these place-names localizes both to the same region. 

This settlement was assigned to the tribe of Reuben and was counted among the towns in the tableland of 



Heshbon (Josh 13:17). Although the identification is not certain, it is possible that Bamoth-baal/Bamoth is 

the same as Beth-bamoth, mentioned in the Mesha Inscription (line 27).  

The Num 21:10–20 narrativeonIsrael‘sjourneyaroundSMoabandthroughNMoab names Bamoth in 

aseriesof4locations:Mattanah,Nahaliel,Bamoth,and―thevalleylyingintheregionofMoabbythe

topofPisgah‖(Num 21:19–20). While the 1st 2 sites are unknown, the 4th place is clearly in the NW 

corner of Moab, near Mt. Pisgah and Mt. Nebo, in the mountains of Abarim. The 3d place, therefore, 

Bamoth, is in the same general direction as Pisgah and Nebo and is some distance to the N of the Arnon. 

The edge of the Transjordanian plateau in NW Moab is also the appropriate setting for the episode 

involving Balak and Balaam (Numbers 22–24).  

More specifically, the RSV text of Num 22:41 says that a place called Bamoth-baal was one of several 

peaks to which Balak took Balaam. This elevated locale was chosen by the Moabite king so that Balaam 

could see the people whom he had been hired to curse, the Israelites who were encamped in the plains of 

Moab, opposite Jericho. While the RSV regards Bamoth-baal as a proper name, the KJV translates these 

Hebrew words in 22:41 as―thehighplacesofBaal.‖This is, of course, a literal rendering of the Hebrew, 

but there are many biblical place-names with significant meanings that are not translated. Furthermore, 

the other 3 places to which Balak took Balaam had specific designations, proper names. It is likely that 

many of the hills on the Abarim ridge provided the setting where a number of deities were worshiped 

(e.g., Baal, Nebo/Nabu, Peor). Some of these hills were probably crowned with cultic installations of 

some sort, including high places. There is every reason to believe that a specific place named Bamoth-

baal could have served such a function, as is indicated in the description of the sacrificial ritual performed 

by Balak and Balaam (cf. Num 23:1–6).  

The exact location of Bamoth-baal is unknown, but it was undoubtedly on one of the heights of Abarim, 

in the vicinity of Pisgah and Nebo. One specific site is usually mentioned by those inclined to localize

Bamoth-baal,aplacecalledKhirbetel-Quweiqiyeh.Musil(1907–8)referredtothissiteasel-Qu zi  e(or 

Qweiziyeh), which is located ca. 3 miles northwest of Medeba and 11/2 miles S of Khirbet el-Mekhaiyet, 

which is often identified as the town of Nebo. Archaeological confirmation is lacking, but the location 

fulfills all of the geographical requirements of the Bible and the place is revered by the local population.  
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BAN (HEREM). See DEUTERONOMY, BOOK OF.  

BANDITRY. Robbery, outlawry, and related resistance movements were elements of the social world 

of early Judaism and formative Christianity.  

———  

A. Studies of Banditry  

B. Banditry in Lebanon  

C. Banditry in Trachonitis  

D. Banditry in Judea  

1. Before A.D. 66  

2. A.D. 70–132  

3. After Bar Kokhba  

———  

A. Studies of Banditry  
Banditry has attracted the attention of social historians (e.g., Hobsbawm 1985) in recent years for 

several reasons. First, from a distance banditry has a certain air of romance. Second, it is a phenomenon of 

great complexity which can assume various forms, some of which involve resistance against the existing 

social order. Third, the extent to which banditry occurs in a society is often considered a reflection of the 

degree of internal control and social stability achieved by the system.  



Banditry was frequent at least in some periods and some areas of the Roman empire. For Judea and its 

vicinity there is a good deal of evidence from various periods. Here too it assumed various forms. In the 

mountains of the Lebanon and in Trachonitis in S Syria an impoverished population harassed the farmers 

in the plains and the traders traveling along the roads through the area. These forms of robbery were 

sometimes condoned by local dynasts who shared in the profits. In Judea banditry had often strong 

ideological roots and some of the bandits might be called guerilla fighters by those sympathetic to their 

cause, for the prime target was the Roman authorities whose rule some considered illegitimate.  

Banditry did not come to an end with the suppression of the 1st Jewish Revolt (A.D. 66–70) or the Bar 

Kokhba war (A.D. 132–135). In fact there is a good deal of evidence from the Byzantine period which 

cannot be considered here (Isaac 1984; fc. chap. 2). What follows is a brief survey of the evidence in 

roughly chronological and geographical order.  

B. Banditry in Lebanon  

AtthetimeofPompey‘sEcampaignin63B.C. several regions are known to have suffered from 

brigandage. One people well known for their bellicose nature were the Ituraeans who lived in the Lebanon 

mountainsandtheBeqa˓Valley.InthereignofAugustus,thegeographerStrabowritesinhisdescription 

of the Lebanon:  

Now all the mountainous parts are held by Ituraeans and Arabians, all of whom are robbers, but the 

people in the plains are farmers; and when the latter are harassed by the robbers at different times they 

require different kinds of help. These robbers use strongholds as bases of operation; those, for example, 

who hold Libanus possess, high up on the mountain, Sinna and Borrama and other fortresses like them, 

and down below, Botrys and Gigartus and the caves by the sea and the castle that was erected on 

Theuprosopon. Pompey destroyed these places; and from them the robbers overran both Byblus and the 

city that comes next after Byblus, I mean the city Berytus, which lie between Sidon and Theuprosopon. 

(Strabo 16.2.18 §756; trans. H. L. Jones, Loeb.)  

C. Banditry in Trachonitis  

Further E there were similar problems. In the same work, Strabo claims that the Roman army had taken 

effective measures following the annexation of the area into the province of Syria. The lava plateau 

between DamascusandBostra,modernElLeja(=―arefuge‖;aplaceinwhichtohide),wasknownin

antiquity as Trachonitis. Strabo has the following to say:  

And then, toward the parts inhabited promiscuously by Arabians and Ituraeans, are mountains hard to 

pass, in which there are deep-mouthed caves, one of which can admit as many as four thousand people 

in times of incursions, such as are made against the Damasceni from many places. For the most part, 

indeed, the barbarians have been robbing the merchants from Arabia Felix, but this is less the case now 

that the band of robbers under Zenodorus has been broken up through the good government established 

by the Romans and through the security established by the Roman soldiers that are kept in Syria. 

(Strabo xvi 2, 20 [756]; trans. H. L. Jones, Loeb)  

In 23 B.C. Augustus gave Trachonitis, Batanaea (Bashan), and Auranitis (Hauran) to the allied king 

Herod of Judea. His task here was to suppress the robber bands in Trachonitis who had operated in 

Damascus with the support of a local ruler, Zenodorus the Tetrarch (Joseph. Ant 15. 10.1 §§343–48; JW 

1.20.4 §§398–400; concerning Zenodorus see HJP² 1.565–66). Zenodorus received a share of the profit, 

according to Josephus.  

It was not easy to restrain people who had made brigandage a habit and had no other means of making a 

living, since they had neither city or field of their own but only underground shelters and caves, where 

they lived together with their cattle. They had also managed to collect supplies of water and of food 

beforehand, and so were able to hold out for a very long time in their hidden retreat. Moreover, the 

entrances (to their caves) were narrow, and only one person at a time could enter, while the interiors 

were incredibly large and constructed to provide plenty of room, and the ground above their dwellings 

was not high but almost level with the (surrounding) surface. The whole place consisted of rocks that 

were rugged and difficult of access unless one used a path with a guide leading the way, for nmt even 

these paths were straight, but had many turns and windings. (Joseph. Ant 15.10.1 §§346–47)  



It is worthwhile to consider these passages in full because they are independent sources which agree and 

supplement each other. Strabo and Josephus both mention that the major problem was the fact that the 

territory of Damascus and the roads there suffered from bandits. Both say that the bandits hid in caves. 

These caves have been identified by archaeologists working in the region. In Israel numerous artificial 

caves have been found in recent years, clearly used as hiding places in the Roman period. Strabo adds that 

the banditry was of special concern to the Romans because both the rural population around Damascus, 

and traders were attacked. Josephus, on the other hand, insists on the economic cause of brigandage, and 

there can be no doubt that economic hardship lay at the root of the difficulties in the region. (It may be 

added that the lava fields of Trachonitis were a dangerous area as recently as the beginning of this 

century.)  

Wetzstein, who knew the area in the 1850s, alleges that the Turkish authorities never dared to act 

against the inhabitants of the region, no matter how much the villagers around Damascus suffered from 

their depredations. He notes that they might be controlled only by a permanent garrison in their land. The 

cavesdescribedbyJosephuswerefamousinWetzstein‘stimeaswell.Wemaynotetheexpression―a

robbers‘cave‖usedasamatterofcourse in the NT (Matt 21:13).  

In the 19th century, as in antiquity, brigands used to hide in caves in Trachonitis, and, as in Josephus, 

there was the need for a guide to lead the way. According to Josephus, who presumably relied on his 

source Nicolaus of Damascus, Herod pacified the region. However, 14 years later the inhabitants rebelled. 

Herod (according to Josephus) prevented them from practising banditry and forced them to till the soil 

and live quietly. This they did not want to do, and even had they been willing the land was too poor, so 

they again attacked their neighbours. Here again the economic roots of the problem become apparent. 

Herod‘sarmytookactionandsomeoftherobbers fled to Arabia. There they were provided with a base of 

operations against Judea (i.e., Galilee) and Coele-Syria (i.e., the territory of Damascus). This is another 

instance of support and involvement on the part of local rulers. Herod first attacked the home base of the 

bandits in Trachonitis, but the foray was ineffective because the brigands had a base of operations in 

Nabateanterritory.There―theynumberedaboutathousand‖(Ant 16.9.1–2 §§271–85). Herod attacked 

them there and destroyed their base, which led to conflict between Herod and the Nabataeans. As a 

supplementary measure in his efforts to suppress banditry, Herod settled 3, 000 Idumaeans, his own 

countrymen, in Trachonitis. This got Herod into difficulties with the emperor Augustus, for allied rulers 

were not allowed to interfere independently in the affairs of other allies. He was reprimanded, following 

which the inhabitants of Trachonitis and the Nabateans returned to brigandage and attacked the Idumaean 

settlers in Trachonitis.  

Herod obviously failed to gain control of Trachonitis, for afterward he planted Jewish settlers at Bathyra 

in Batanaea (perhaps to be identified with Baṣīr,Eofaṣ-Ṣanamein [Aere]) (Joseph. Ant 17.2.1 §§23–30; 

for the identification see Dussaud 1927:331; HJP² 1.565). The settlement in itself was successful. The 

presence of Jewish settlers is attested by carvings found at Nava, which is a site on the route from 

Damascus to Scythopolis used by Jewish travelers to and from Babylonia. The Jewish settlements were 

intended to serve as a buffer between Trachonitis and Galilee (Joseph. Ant 17.2.1–2 §§23–31). This 

implies that Herod had given up attempts permanently to subdue the population of Trachonitis itself.  

A well-known but fragmentary Gk inscription set up at Canatha on the slopes of Jebel Druze SE of 

Trachonitis in the reign of either Agrippa I or Agrippa II mentions people who hide in holes like animals 

(OGIS 424; IGRR iii 1223; Waddington and Le Bas 1870, no. 2329, with extensive comments).  

The ancient sources make it clear that Trachonitis was a poor region which did not allow of profitable 

cultivation, and the very factors which contributed to its poverty made it suitable as a shelter for brigands. 

This had consequences not only for the region itself, but also for neighboring fertile lands which suffered 

depredations. Because important trade routes passed through and near by the region, international trade 

also suffered from such insecurity. At first Augustus gave his client Herod instructions to solve the 

problem, but this resulted in armed conflict with another client, a state of affairs that the Romans would 

not tolerate. The system failed to function. Local problems such as these, often not mentioned in literary 

sources, might colvince the Romans that it was preferable to annex a region. Eventually the Roman army 



took the matter in hand. However, arms alone cannot solve such problems for good. The factors of 

geography which cause instability, poverty, and inaccessibility, do not change. Hence we learn that 

Samaritan rebels fled to Trachonitis in the 6th century (Theophanes A.M. 6048; Historia Miscella xvi, PL 

16.991).  

The information regarding banditry in Trachonitis is important, for the situation there had nothing to do 

with the specifically Jewish resistance to Roman rule in Judea. It was a state of insecurity with social and 

economic causes in which ideology played no major role. Yet we know of this only thanks to the 

diligence of 2 good sources, Strabo and Josephus. The possibility must be considered that there was 

banditry in Trachonitis in other periods of antiquity when there was no author interested in writing about 

it. Further it is quite possible that there were other areas with endemic unrest of which we know nothing. 

The complexities which the Romans faced in Syria-Palestine will have occurred in other areas and other 

times as well.  

D. Banditry in Judea  

Several sources accuse the Jews in Judaea of brigandage before the Roman conquest. Josephus 

represents the Hasmonean Hyrcanus as accusing Aristobulus before Pompey of instigating raids against 

neighboring peoples and acts of piracy at sea (Ant 24.3.2 §43). Strabo says that  

the tyrannies (scil. of the Hasmonaeans) were the cause of brigandage, for some rebelled and harassed 

the countryside, both their own and neighbouring lands, while others collaborated with the rulers and 

seized the possessions of others and subdued much of Syria and Phoenicia. (Strabo 16.2.37 §761)  

Again,inhisdescriptionofthecoastofSharonfromJoppe(Jaffa)toMt.Carmel,Strabosaysthat―the

portsofrobbersclearlyaremerelyrobbers‘dens‖(16.2.28§758).Similaraccusationsare found in the 

Historia Philippica inJustin‘sepitomeofPompeiusTrogus(Prologus,L.xxxix;11.2.4).Thereitisstated

that the Jews and the Arabs harassed Syria by brigandage. It is difficult to say whether this refers only to 

the Hasmonean conquests of territory outside Judea proper, or also to armed clashes or raids of which we 

possess no written record.  

Statements like these must be distinguished from the information on banditry in Trachonitis. 

Accusations of Jewish state-sponsored brigandage, like those levelled by Strabo against Zenodorus and by 

Josephus against the Nabateans, may not be true. Their intention was to justify armed intervention by a 

thirdparty.TheallegedpurposeofPompey‘sEcampaignwasthesuppressionofpiracy,andaccusations 

of robbery and piracy clearly served as justification for the subjugation of various peoples. However, it is 

possible as well that there really was a good deal of banditry in the region in the period of Seleucid 

decline and before the Roman takeover.  

In Judea and Arabia there is much evidence of internal problems. For some periods the sources 

regarding Judea-Palestine are relatively good as compared with other provinces. Banditry was a problem 

inperiodsotherthanthosewellknownthroughJosephus‘work. In the period which he covers, before and 

after the Roman conquest, various forms of banditry described by him were endemic.  

1. Before A.D. 66. It has been shown that the Roman army was faced with problems of banditry in 

Lebanon and S Syria. According to ancient sources, banditry was frequent in mountainous and 

inaccessible areas where the population could not and would not maintain itself at subsistence level by 

means of agriculture. Judea, and particularly Galilee, were relatively rich countries, but there, as is seen in 

the next section, banditry of a different kind undermined security.  

JosephusprovidesagooddealofinformationonunrestinJudeafromHerod‘sdeathuntiltheoutbreak

of the 1st Jewish Revolt. Josephus is extremely hostile toward those who physically resisted Roman rule. 

Moreover, for his account the early part of the 1st century, he relies on a source close to Herod which 

accordingly was hostile itself.  

ItwasHerod‘staskasclientkingtosuppressbanditry.Hisfirstactasgovernor of Galilee in 47–46 B.C. 

was an attack on a bandit leader Ezekias who harassed Tyrian villages, a symptom perhaps of tension 

betweenethnicgroupsintheregion.ManyofEzekias‘followerswerekilled,theSyriansweresatisfied,

and so was the governor of Syria, Sextus Julius Caesar (Ant 14.9.2 §159; JW 1.10.5 §204). Herod, 

however, was called to account before the Sanhedrin in Jerusalem because he had killed Jews. We have 



no further information on Ezekias and his followers, but it is significant that his son Judas was one of the 

first Zealots, and many of his descendants were active in the resistance to Rome before and during the 1st 

Revolt, all of them called leistai (bandits) by Josephus. The last was Eleazar ben Yair, commander of the 

defendants of Masada. The manner in which Josephus describes these men and their followers leaves no 

doubt that the primary motive for their resistance to Rome was religious commitment. It is therefore 

possible that the banditry practised by Ezekias had other motives besides purely economic ones (see also 

ZEALOTS).  

In 38 B.C. Herod led a campaign against (what Josephus calls) bandits in caves near Arbela in Galilee. 

Thereisnoinformationonthenatureofthebandits‘activities (Ant 14.15.4 §415–16; 15.5 §420–30; JW 

1.16.2 §304–5; 16.4 §309–13). However, an old man who killed his family and jumped down a cliff 

himself,―submittingtodeathratherthanslavery,‖apparentlywasmotivatedinhisstrugglebyreligious

ideology rather than economic misery. Martyrdom and suicide by those resisting the foreign tyrant go 

back at least to 2 Maccabees (see SUICIDE).  

The militants are described by Josephus sometimes with admiration, more often with animosity. He 

recognizestheforceoftheirconvictions.Theyhave―aninvinciblepassionforlibertyandtakeGodfor

theironlyleaderandlord‖(Ant 18.1.6 §23). Their willingness to die for their way of life was an integral 

part of their ideology, connected with a belief in recompense in the world to come (JW 1.33.1 §650; cf. 

Ant 17.6.1 §152; JW 1.16.2 §311). Josephus does not hide the fact that he was expected by his comrades 

to commit suicide rather than surrender at Jotapata (JW 3.8.4 §355). The speech of Eleazar ben Yair, 

commanderofthedefendantsofMasada,isJosephus‘eloquentstatementoftheirdetermination―neither

toservetheRomansnoranyothersaveGod‖(JW 7.8.6 §323). More often, however, Josephus describes 

the rebels as plain criminals. It is also impossible to distinguish resistance against Rome as the foreign 

power from resistance against the Jewish ruling class which represented the Roman authority in Judea.  

The extant information is scanty and colored by the hostility of the sources. There is no basis in the 

evidence which would justify distinguishing between social and revolutionary banditry (if such a 

distinctionshouldbemade),butitisclearthatJudea,fromHerod‘srisetopoweruntiltheoutbreakofthe

1st Jewish Revolt, saw the emergence of groups which refused to accept the order which Rome generally 

imposed on clients and new provinces. Whenever the sources speak of bandits or murderers, the 

possibility exists that these are not merely economic or antisocial elements, but Jews motivated by 

ideology and religion.  

It is therefore important to note that there are instances of popular support for, or collaboration with, 

brigands.TheBarabbasreleaseduponpopularrequestatthetimeofJesus‘trialwas,accordingtoMark,

―amongtherebels[Gkstasiastōn]whohadcommittedmurderintheinsurrection‖(Mark 15:7; cf. Luke 

23:19), but John calls him a bandit (Gk l  stēs; John 18:40). Around the middle of the century there was 

serioustroublebetweenJewsandSamaritans.―Themasses…tookuparmsandinvitedtheassistanceof

Eleazar ben Dinai—he was a brigand who for many yearshadhadhishomeinthemountains‖(Ant 20.6.1 

§121; JW 2.12.4 §235). Eleazar is also known from Talmudic sources. He is said to have inspired so 

many murders that the regular sacrifice of atonement for an unknown murderer was discontinued. He 

began to be called Ben Harazḥan, son of the murderer (m. Soṭa 9:9). However, elsewhere in Talmudic 

literatureheisdescribedas―onewhoprematurelytriedtofreetheJews‖(Cant. Rab. 2:18). Here we have 

one and the same man seen from the perspective of local, non-Roman sources, as either a murderer or a 

premature freedom fighter. Even at the stage when these sources were composed, there were differences 

of opinion about those who practiced armed resistance to Rome.  

The Romans held the local population collectively responsible for guerilla attacks in the countryside. 

These were followed by massive retaliation. When a Roman company was attacked near Emmaus, the 

town was burned at the orders of Varus (Ant 17.10.9 §291; JW 2.5.1 §71). In 4 B.C. the arsenal of the 

royal palace at Sepphoris in Galilee was attacked and the arms stored there were seized. Varus burned the 

city and reduced the inhabitants to slavery (JW 2.5.1 §68; Ant 17.10.9 §289). On the road from Emmaus 

to Jerusalem a slave of the emperor was once attacked and robbed. The governor Cumanus then sent 

troops to the neighboring villages to bring the inhabitants to him and reprimanded them because they had 



let the bandits escape (Ant 20.5.4 §113; JW 2.12.2 §228). These incidents also give an impression of the 

tactics followed by the rebels. They would attack small groups of soldiers or officials on the move and 

attack arsenals in order acquire arms, supplies, and money for themselves. From an incident told by 

Josephus it is clear that the villages were often searched in a manner which could easily lead to violence. 

This was in fact standing procedure established by law, as later formulated by Ulpian on the duties of the 

proconsul:―Hemustbesidespursuingtemplerobbers,kidnappersandthieves,meteouttoeachofthem

the punishment he deserves and chastise people sheltering them; without them a robber cannot hide for 

verylong‖(Digest 1.18.13, Praef.). Such practices, however, could easily be accompanied by acts of 

provocation which would aggravate tension and hostility.  

As a commander of the Jewish insurgents in Galilee, Josephus incorporated into his army 4, 500 so-

called brigands, which he then proceeds to call mercenaries because he paid them (Life 14 §77; cf. JW 

2.20.7 §581). These were the troops in whom he placed most confidence (JW 2.20.7 §583). It is clear also 

that these were ideologically motivated bandits. They might rob anyone, Jew or gentile, poor or rich, but 

they would never support the Romans.  

It is typical of their attitude toward the empire that Talmudic sources, which all belong to the period 

after the major wars with Rome, often describe representatives of the Roman government as bandits 

(Heb/Aram l  sṭ  m). Many sources describe tax collectors and customs officials in such terms (e.g., t. B. 

Meṣ 9:25; t. Šebu. 2:14). The Roman occupation is depicted as a direct cause of instability and banditry. 

InthewordsofR.Aha:―Wheretheempiretakesovergovernment, there appear bands and bands of 

l  ṣt  m‖(Lev. Rab. 9:8). It is not clear whether the implication is that Roman rule causes impoverishment 

and hence banditry among the population, or whether Roman officials and tax collectors are themselves 

bandits. Josephus recognized the connection between maladministration and the breakdown of security. 

During the crisis in A.D. 39/40,JewishleadersaskedthegovernorofSyriatopointouttoCaligula―that,

since the land was unsown, there would be a harvest of banditry because the requirements of tribute could 

notbemet.‖Thisisaclearexpressionoftherealizationthatbanditrycouldbetheresultofpovertyand

oppressive taxation. Yet, the occasion for this statement was a conflict about a purely religious affair 

which nearly led to revolt. Elsewhere Josephus says that famine strengthened the zealots (Ant 18.1.1 §8).  

These pronouncements show again that social and economic factors could reinforce banditry and 

insecurity in Judea as elsewhere, but it does not justify a denial of the obvious conclusion: that resistance 

to Roman rule was particularly fierce in Judea, as a result of the single feature which distinguished the 

Jews from other peoples, namely their religious attitudes.  

2. A.D. 70–132. Banditry with ideological overtones did not come to an end with the suppression of the 

1st Jewish Revolt. This appears from Talmudic sources. For instance, a source relating to the 2d century 

tells of the arrest of a member of a band of l  sṭ  m (bandits) in Cappadocia (t. Yebam. 5:5; cf. y. Yebam. 

2:4b; b. Yebam. 25b). The Palestinian Talmud says he was arrested in Caesarea in Cappadocia; the 

Babylonian Talmud mentionsMagiza,i.e.Mazaca.Beforehewasexecutedhehadalastrequest:―Goto

the wife of Shimon ben CahanaandtellherthatIkilledhimasheenteredthetownofLydda.‖Shimon

ben Cahana was a pupil of R. Eliezer ben Hyrcanus (ca. 100–130), who taught at Lydda, and a teacher of 

Raban Simeon ben Gamaliel, ca. 130–160 (cf. t. Para 12:6.). This establishes a rough chronology: 

Shimon ben Cahana belongs to the period between the 1st Revolt and the revolt of Bar Kokhba. The 

sources discuss when a confession of murder may serve as evidence which would allow the widow of the 

victim to remarry. The murderer of ShimonbenCahana,byhisdeclaration,sawtoitthathisvictim‘swife

was legally declared a widow and so could remarry. This is remarkable behavior for the murderer of a 

well-known scholar and can be accounted for by the hypothesis that this was a case of political murder.  

Another case also refers to a well-known scholar in the same period, R. Ḥanania ben Teradion, one of 

the wealthiest men in Galilee and treasurer of a fund for the poor (b. B. Bat. 10b). His son first joined a 

band of l  sṭ  m and then proceeded to betray them (Lam. Rab. 3:6; cf. Ṣem. 12.13). This was discovered 

and he was killed by his former comrades. After 3 days they gave his body up for burial out of respect for 

the father. However, instead of mourning him in the usual manner, his father, mother, and sister 

vehemently cursed the son. The father, R. Ḥanania, was executed by the Romans after the revolt of Bar 



Kokhba (cf. b. ˓Abod. Zar. 17b–18a). It is obvious that his son would not have joined a band of robbers 

for economic reasons, nor would one expect simple bandits to have particular respect for a wealthy 

scholar—as expressed by the return of the body. The behavior of the family can be explained by the 

assumption that (1) the term l  sṭ  m herestandsfor―guerrillafighters‖and(2)thescholarandthefighters

supported a common cause.  

A 3d source describes l  sṭ  m who met with pupils of R. Akiba making for the S on their way to Acco. 

They made their way together for a distance, and when they separated the bandits expressed their 

admiration for R. Akiba and his pupils (b. ˓Abod. Zar. 25b; cf. Alon 1984:570–72). This again is evidence 

of a relation of respect and even warmth between a distinguished scholar and people described as bandits. 

The scholar was one of the leaders of the revolt of Bar Kokhba, and the obvious explanation is that the 

―bandits‖wereguerillafighterswhomaintainedgoodrelationswithJewishleaders. 

To the same period belongs a story of some Galileans who had killed a man. They fled to Lydda and 

there appealed to R. Tarphon to hide them. R. Tarphon, influential in the years before the Bar Kokhba 

revolt, did not help them, but he did not betray them either (b. Nid. 61a; cf. Alon 1984:570–72). Two 

points are significant: first, the fact that the murderers thought an influential rabbi might be prepared to 

help them, and second, the circumstance that R. Tarphon did not hand over murderers to the authorities. It 

is likely that the murder again was a political execution.  

In recent years remarkable material evidence has been found of the methods used by the guerilla 

fighters in Judea in the form of numerous subterranean hiding places. Most are found in ancient 

settlements, their entrances masked by cisterns or innocent-looking cavities in the rock (Gichon 1982:30–

42; Kloner 1983:210–21). The evidence has now been published fully in a book with copious illustrations 

but questionable conclusions regarding the dating (Kloner and Tepper 1987).  

3. After Bar Kokhba. Jewish sources give the impression that banditry remained endemic in the 2d 

century and afterward. Talmudic sources rarely provide explicit or unambiguous statements. It is not 

uncommon for each source to be analysed in isolation and interpreted in a different manner, but this 

ignores the historical reality which the sources, taken together, indicate in outline (see Schäfer 1981).  

A source of the 2d century mentions a hypothetical case in which a Nazirite (who is not allowed to 

shave) is shaved by l  sṭ  m (m. Nazir 6:3; cf. Sipre Num. 25). That probably would not be the work of 

ordinary robbers. To the same period belongs the rule concerning payment of ransom for a wife taken 

captive. If she was imprisoned by the authorities, the husband was not obliged to pay ransom; if she was 

taken by l  sṭ  m, he was (t. Ketub. 4:5; cf. b. Ketub. 51b). The reason for this distinction was that a wife in 

the hands of the authorities might be expected to consent to having sexual relations with her captors. 

When she was the prisoner of l  sṭ  m there was no such risk. It is an implicit assumption which says much 

about the sort of people l  sṭ  m are taken to be.  

It is generally assumed that Judea essentially became a quiet province in the later 2d century. The 

evidence on l  sṭ  m in Talmudic sources, however, relates to the 3d century as well. In the 3d century R. 

Jose ben R. Bun predicted that l  sṭ  m wouldoccupythethroneofIsrael―inthefourthgeneration.‖(y. Hor. 

3:7c) The source ostensibly discusses the biblical period, but it is improbable that R. Jose here refers to a 

tradition from biblical times. The statement reflects the realities of his own time, the 3d-century period of 

crisis marked by anarchy and various forms of banditry.  

Another source of the early 3d century reminds one of the episode, described above, concerning the 

murderers who appealed to R. Tarphon. Here it is a conspirator sought by the authorities who actually was 

hidden by R. Judah ben Levi. (Gen Rab. 94:9; j. Ter. 8:6b). It is significant that there is no indication in 

any of these cases of moral condemnation of the bandits as such.  

There are many more references to l  sṭ  m in Talmudic sources. They appear 12 times in the Mishnah, 17 

times in the Tosephta, 20 times in the Jerusalem Talmud, and 40 times in the Babylonian Talmud. Often 

they cannot be dated accurately, and it is not always possible to determine whether the examples reflect 

historical reality of purely academic dispute. Where this is not in doubt it is not always clear whether the 

l  sṭ  m mentioned in the sources were regular robbers and, when they were not, whether they were part of 

the imperial establishment or belonged to its enemies, as observed above. Since the Roman authorities 



were not considered a legitimate government by the Jews, any representative of the occupying forces 

couldbecalledabanditbytheJews.Theterm―bandit‖mightbeappliedtoanyonewhousedforceto

achieve his aims, whether on behalf of the Romans or in the struggle against them. The sources discussed 

above as well as the great number of other references to bandits in Talmudic sources leave no doubt that 

guerrilla fighting, terrorism, and ordinary brigandage were a chronic problem in Judea throughout the 2d 

and 3d centuries.  

This impression is strengthened by a story in the History of Cassius Dio. In the reign of Severus, 

accordingtoDio,aremarkableeventtookplace:―WhileSeveruswasveryproudofhisachievements[in

theEast],asifhehadsurpassedallpeopleininsightandcourage,…acertainbanditnamed Claudius was 

overrunning Judea and Syria and was therefore being chased with great ardour. And once he came to 

Severus with some cavalry, as if he were a tribune, and greeted him and embraced him, and he was not 

foundoutthennorcaughtafterwards‖(Dio 75.2.4). There is no reason to believe that these bandits were 

Jews. The story resembles another recounted by Dio regarding the Italian bandit named Bulla (76.10). Dio 

tells the story of Claudius with relish, for his point is that Severus was engaged in futile foreign wars 

while he could not control banditry at home, right under his nose. We know of these events simply 

because a senator disliked imperial policy at the time, but that cannot lead to the conclusion that there was 

no banditry at other times. In fact, the Severan period is usually considered a time of relatively good 

relations between the Jews in Judea and the imperial authorities.  
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BENJAMIN ISAAC  

BANGLES. See JEWELRY.  

BANI (PERSON) [Heb bān   (ָבִני)]. The name of several persons found especially in the postexilic 

literature of Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah. Bān   is a short form of the more recognizable name 

BENAIAH [Heb bĕnāyāh, bĕnāyāhû],meaning―Yahwehhasbuilt‖(fromtherootbānâ, ―tobuild‖). 

1. BanitheGaditeislistedasoneofDavid‘schampionsin2 Sam 23:36. The corresponding reference in 

1 Chr 11:38, however, reads Mibhar the son of Hagri (Heb hagr  , ―Hagri‖;insteadofHebhaggad  ,―the

Gadite‖),suggestingacorrupttext.TheLXXreferences,whichread―thesonofGaddi‖(2 Sam 23:36) 



and―thesonofAgari‖(1 Chr 11:38) confirm this conclusion. It is thus impossible to know whether the 

mention of Bani here is in fact accurate.  

2. Bani, the father of Azmi, was the 5th ancestor removed from Levi in the clan of Merari (1 Chr 6:31—

Eng v 46). His descendant, Asaph (to whom many psalms are attributed), served in the cultic services 

under David.  

3. Bani, from the sons of Perez, the son of Judah, was an ancestor in the family line of Uthai, one of the 

exiles who returned to dwell in postexilic Jerusalem (1 Chr 9:4), according to the conjectural RSV reading 

basedontheLXX.TheMT,however,reads―thesonofBenjamin(Hebbnymn),ofthesonsofPerez.‖

The name Bani here is without substantial textual support, and the MT reading of Benjamin should be 

preferred.  

4. According to Ezra 2:10, the ancestor of one of the large family groups returning from the Exile: the 

sons of Bani, numbering 642. The parallel text in 1 Esdr 5:12 records the sons of Bani as numbering 648, 

while the parallel reading in Neh 7:15 lists―thesonsofBinnui,‖numbering 648. Inasmuch as Bani and 

Binnui are short forms of the same name (see BINNUI) and that the Heb šĕmōnâ (eight) is easily 

corrupted to šĕnayim (two)—or vice versa, it is likely that the text of the lists has been corrupted. The 

parallel list in 1 Esdr 5:8 names one Baanah as a clan leader returning from the Exile, while 1 Esdr 5:26 

lists the line of Bannas returning with the Levites. Since the names Bani, Binnui, Baanah, and Bannas are 

all variations on the name Benaiah, the parallel references in Ezra 2:10 and Neh 7:15 probably refer to the 

same person. It is not clear, however, that 1 Esdr 5:8, 26 refer to the same person listed in Ezra 2:10 and 

Neh 7:15. A proposed deletion of Bani in Ezra 2:10 and its reinstatement in Ezra 2:40 and Neh 7:43 lacks 

textual support.  

5. On the other hand, Bani may have been dropped from the list in Ezra 8:10, as is suggested by several 

variants, as well as 1 Esdr 8:36 (―and from the sons of Bani, Asalimoth, the son of Josaphias, and with 

himonehundredsixtymen;‖cf.MT[Ezra 8:10]:―andfromthesonsofShelomith,thesonofJosipiah,

andwithhimonehundredsixtymen‖).ThenameBaniappearstohavebeendroppedinadvertentlyfrom

the MT at this point on account of its similarity to the preceding mibbĕnê. If this deduction is correct, 

Bani was another clan chief who accompanied Ezra back from Babylon.  

6. According to the lists (Ezra 10:29, 34 = 1 Esdr 9:30 [Gk mani], 34) of those who had married foreign 

wives, several of the sons of Bani were among the accused. The MT reading of Ezra 10:38—―andBani

andBinnui:Shimei‖—isprobablyacorruptionof―andfromthesonsof(Hebûmibbĕnê) Binnui:Shimei‖

(the difficulty the scribes had in distinguishing the Heb bān   from mibbĕnê has been noted above (#5).  

7. BanioccurstwiceinthelistofthosewhosettheirsealtoNehemiah‘scovenant:onceasaLevite

(Neh 10:14—Eng v 13), and once as a chief of the people (Neh 10:15—Eng v 14).  

8. Bani was one who helped Ezra the scribe instruct the people in the law (Neh 8:7).  

9. Bani, the father of one Uzzi, an overseer of the Levites and a singer of the order of Asaph under 

Nehemiah (Neh 11:22).  

10. Bani, the father of one Rehum, a Levite under Nehemiah charged with repairing a section of 

Jerusalem‘swalladjoiningthatrepairedbyNehemiah(Neh 3:17).  

11. Bani is listed 3 times in Neh 9:4–5,twiceintheseries―Jeshua,Bani,Kadmiel,‖asoneofthe

Levites calling out the liturgy at the Feast of Tabernacles under Ezra. The 3d instance, following the name 

Sherebiah in Neh 9:4, may be a dittography of the previous occurrence.  

D. G. SCHLEY  

BANKING. See INTEREST AND USURY; TRADE AND COMMERCE.  

BANNAS (PERSON) [Gk Bannos (Βαννος)]. Possibly a variant of BANI or BINNUI, Bannas is found 

in 1 Esdr 5:26 as the levitical ancestor of some of the exiles who returned to Jerusalem.  

D. G. SCHLEY  

BANQUET, MESSIANIC. See MESSIANIC BANQUET.  



BANQUETING HALL/HOUSE [Heb bêt hayyāyin (ֵבית ַהָיִין); bêt mišteh (ֶתה  ); bêtֵבית ִֹמשְּ

marzēaḥ ( ֵזַח  .)]. In the ANE, banqueting was common among humans and gods (cf. Judg 9:13)ֵבית ַֹמרְּ

Whilea―houseofbanqueting‖maycertainlyrefertoanyplacewheredrinkingtakesplace,thefrequent

occurrenceofa―house‖inceremonialandritualcontexts(cf.especiallybêt marzēaḥ below) suggests that 

specific meeting places were built which functioned specifically for these banqueting purposes. Even the 

godscouldownsuch―houses‖(cf.KTU 1.114).  

———  

A. House of Wine  

B. House of Drinking  

C. The Marzēaḥ  

1. At Ugarit  

2. In the Hebrew Bible  

3. Elsewhere  

D. Conclusions  

———  

A. House of Wine  

Theexpression―houseofwine,‖(bêt hayyāyin), which occurs only in Cant 2:4, has occasioned a good 

deal of discussion. Some scholars have proposed meanings such as a wedding banquet hall, a ritual 

banquet house, a wine cellar, and a tavern, while others have stated that nothing more is intended than 

simply a house in which wine is drunk (cf. Pope Song of Songs AB, 374–75). The latter is more probable 

in the present context (cf. Cant 1:16b–17). Fox (1985:108, 283–84) has pointed out similar booths for 

lovers‘trystsintheEgyptianlovesongs.  

B. House of Drinking  

A more common term for a banqueting house is bêt mišteh which literally means―houseofdrinking.‖

Jeremiah was forbidden a normal life as a sign of the impending disaster about to befall the nation. He 

was commanded not to enter a bêt mišteh which may refer to a wedding celebration (Jer 16:8–9). 

Alternatively, some (e.g. Pope Song of Songs AB, 216) have argued that the bêt mišteh here is roughly 

synonymous with a banquet house by another name mentioned in Jer 16:5, the bðt marzēaḥ (see below). 

Similarly, Qoh 7:2 contraststhe―houseoffeasting‖withthe―houseofmourning.‖ 

A similar term bðt miš teh hayyāyin is used in Esth 7:8 to refer to the place where Esther had prepared 

the―winefeast,‖miš teh hayyāyin. In Daniel 5, Belshazzar holds a feast in his banquet hall (bðt mištĕyā˒) 

and invites his lords, wives, and concubines to drink wine from the vessels which Nebuchadnezzar had 

stolen from the Jerusalem temple.  

C. The Marzēaḥ  

The Semitic institution known as the marzēaḥ has generated a considerable number of studies (for up-

to-date bibliography, see Lewis 1989:80 n.1). Although the word is spelled differently in the various 

languages (e.g. Akk ma-ar-zi-ḫi, mar-ze-i, mar-zi-i, mar-za-i; Ug mrzḥ and presumably mrz˓), most 

scholars have, for the sake of discussion, adopted the convention of using the Hebrew term marzēaḥ. 

Suggestions for a possible etymology for the word marzēaḥ date back to Joseph Qimḥi, yet no proposal 

has found wide acceptance among scholars (Lewis 1989:93). References to the marzēaḥ are widespread in 

the literature of the ANE and span nearly 2 millennia, as evidenced by Ug and Akk texts from Ugarit; 

passages in the books of Amos and Jeremiah; an unpublished Transjordanian settlement text of the late 

7th century; Phoenician texts from Carthage and Piraeus; Aram texts from Elephantine, Palmyra, and 

Nabatea; rabbinical references by both the Tannaim and the Amoraim; and the mosaic map at Madeba 

(6th century A.D.). For convenient collections and analyses of the relevant texts see Bryan (1973), Porten 

(1968:179–86), and Lewis (1989:80–94).  

Pope (Song of Songs AB, 210–29; 1981:176–79) is the best example of scholars who have argued that 

the marzēaḥ was a feast for and with the departed ancestors. On the other hand, scholars such as Bryan 



(1973) feel that such interpretations go beyond the evidence. The question of whether the marzēaḥ was 

associated with the dead has recently been reexamined (Lewis 1989:80–94).  

1. At Ugarit. The marzēaḥ at Ugarit was a socioreligious organization whose leader was called a 

―chief,‖(rb), andwhosememberswerecalled―themenofthemarzēaḥ, ‖(mt mrzḥ ). The property of the 

marzēaḥ organizationincludedvineyards,fields,storerooms,andmostnotablya―house.‖Thebðt 

marzēaḥ occurs in almost every text and seems to designate the meeting place for the organization. It was 

presumably owned by the organizationandpaidforoutofmembershipdues.Itseemsthatthe―house‖

could be leased as well (KTU 3.9). The most conspicuous activity of the marzēaḥ is its association with 

drinking(cf.El‘sbehaviorinKTU 1.114andtheorganization‘sownershipofvineyards). The marzēaḥ 

organizations could grow quite powerful as evidenced by their participation in large transactions requiring 

many witnesses (RS 14.16) and their property-owning status. Greenfield (1976:451–55) has noted that the 

organization―hadstate sanction since the king transferred and confirmed the ownership of marzēaḥ 

property.‖Anotablereligiousfeatureistheassociationofthemarzēaḥ organizations with a particular 

patrondeity(cf.ŠatranainRS15.70;HurrianIshtarinRS18.01;andmost likely Anat in KTU 4.642).  

2. In the Hebrew Bible. The marzēaḥ occurs twice in the Heb Bible. In Amos 6:7 it is vocalized mirzaḥ 

(< *marzaḥ < *marziḥ ) and occurs in a context where the prophet is denouncing the complacent and self-

sufficient in Zion. In an elaborate woe-oracle he cries out against those living a life of luxury, sprawled on 

their ivory beds and taking their fill of food, drink, and music. The marzēaḥ described here (usually 

translatedas―revelry‖)is a luxurious banquet with no hint of funerary imagery.  

Jeremiah 16:5 provides the strongest evidence for the marzēaḥ as a funerary banquet. The context is 

undeniably one of mourning and bereavement over the dead. Jeremiah is commanded not to enter the bðt 

marzēaḥ (cf. the same architectural entity in the Ug texts) nor to go there to lament or grieve. In Jer 16:8 

we have mention of a bðt miš teh, ―adrinkinghouse,‖whichseemstoberoughlysynonymouswithbðt 

marzēaḥ. Some scholars have argued that bêt mišteh lō˒ tābô˒ in v 8 forms an inclusio with ˒al tābō˒ bêt 

marzēaḥ in 16:5 (note also the chiasm).  

The common denominator between the marzēaḥ of Amos and Jeremiah is not its funerary 

characteristics but its association with drinking. This is similar to the picture we get from the Ug texts. 

The marzēaḥ was an organization known for its drinking festivals which in some cases came to be 

associated with funerary feasts, perhaps due to the large quantity of beer which was consumed by 

mourners to console themselves.  

3. Elsewhere. The marzēaḥ ismentionedinthefollowing:(a)anunpublishedTransjordanian―deedof

removal‖(spr mrḥq) from the late 7th century B.C.E.; (b) 3 Phoenician texts including the Marseilles 

Tariff (KAI 69.16), the Piraeus inscription (KAI 60.1) and a recently published 4th century dedicatory 

inscription inscribed on a bronze philaē (Avigad and Greenfield 1982:118–28); (c) an ostracon from 

Elephantine (Sayce 1909:154–55; Lidzbarski Ephem 3:119–21),(d)aNabateantextreferringto―the

marzēaḥ ofObodasthegod‖(Dalman1912:92–94) and a series of fragmentary Nabatean inscriptions 

(Negev 1961:127–38; 1963:113–17), (e) a large body of Palmyrene material (du Mesnil du Buisson 1962; 

Milik 1972; Bryan 1973:170–97, 213–25); (f) two rabbinic texts (Targum Pseudo-Jonathan and Sifre 

Numbers) referring to the Baal-peor incident in Numbers 25; and (g) the phrase BĒTOMARSEA [= bêt 

marzēaḥ ] Ē K (AI) MAIOUMAS on the Madeba Map.  

D. Conclusions  

Four features appear quite consistently throughout much of the marzēaḥ material: the reference to a 

banquet―house‖belongingtothemarzēaḥ organization or guild; the reference to a leader (rb mrzḥ˒ or 

symposiarchēs); devotion to a deity or deities; and a good deal of drinking. The LXX of Jer 16:5 

translated marzēaḥ to thiasos which evokes images of Bacchic revelry. The strongest evidence for the 

association of the marzēaḥ withthedeceasedistheNabateantextreferringto―Obodasthegod.‖

Nabatean kings, starting with Obodas I were regularly deified. As a social institution, the marzēaḥ was an 

organization focused on the more affluent of the various societies (Greenfield 1976:455).  

In conclusion, banqueting halls were commonplace in the ANE as evidenced by the textual and 

archaeological material (see Stager 1985:172–87; King 1988:137–61). One can only wonder whether 



drinking was used as a means of entering into communion with the dead. Compare the 3 parts of the 

Anthesteria(―openingofjars‖[pithoegia], ―beakers‖[choes], ―kettles‖[chytri]) which was the collective 

name for the 3-day feast of Dionysus during the Anthesterion, the month when people thought that the 

ghosts of the dead returned (Burkert 1985:238).  
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BAPTISM. A rite of incorporation employing water as a symbol of religious purification.  

———  
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———  

A. Introductory  

1. Greek Terminology. TheGkverbfor―baptize,‖baptizein, is formed from baptein, ―dip,‖andmeans

―dipfrequentlyorintensively,plunge,immerse.‖ByPlato‘stimeandonwardsitisoftenusedina

figurativesense(e.g.,inthepassive,―soaked‖inwine,PlatoSymp. 176 B). It appears 4 times in the LXX: 

4 Kgdms 5:14 (Naaman in the Jordan), Jdt 12:7 (purification), Sir 34:30—Eng 34:25 (purification after 

touching a corpse), Isa 21:4 (figuratively of lawlessness). The noun baptisma is only used in Christian 



literature, where it refers to the baptism of John or to Christian baptism. The word baptismos is used in a 

wider sense for dipping, washing (of dishes Mark 7:4), of ritual washings (Heb 9:10;John‘sbaptism,

Joseph. Ant. 18.117; Christian baptism, Col 2:12 [variant]. A synonymous noun is loutron ―bath‖usedof

both ordinary and ceremonial baths, but in the NT only with reference to baptism. The corresponding verb 

louein ―wash,bathe‖isencounteredinitseverydayusein,e.g.,2 Pet 2:22 and John 13:10. It refers to 

ceremonial baths in Lev 15:11 and to Christian baptism (probably) in the compound form apolouein in 1 

Cor 6:11.  

2. Phenomenology. Rites of immersion were not uncommon in the world in which early Christianity 

developed. One type of symbolism with which they were frequently connected was that of purification: 

from sin, from destruction, from the profane sphere before entering an holy area, from something under a 

taboo, etc. See, e.g., Lev 16:4, 24 (the high priest before and after the rites of atonement); Leviticus 15 (on 

menstruating women); 1 QS 3:5–9 (cleansing from sins); Sib. Or. 4.165 (a baptism of repentance); 

Joseph. Ant. 18.117(onJohn‘sbaptism);Joseph.Life. 11(onBannus‘ablutionsforpurity‘ssake);Apul.,

Met. 11.23 (purification at the initiation into the Isis mysteries); b. Yebam. 47 ab (on proselyte baptism).  

Such cleansings can take place when one stands on the verge of a new state in life or is entering into a 

new community or upon a new phase of life, etc. Thus they can function as rites of initiation or as rites of 

passage. Depending on the way in which one regards the situation being left behind and the one being 

entered, such rites can be connected with ideas of a new birth, of a new life, or of salvation as contrasted 

to nothingness, chaos, death, or destruction.  

3. General Orientative Remarks. In this article attention is concentrated on the ideas of baptism 

conveyed by the different existing NT texts from the perspective of their historical situation. This does not 

mean that questionsof―historyoftradition‖aretotallyleftasideorthatproblemsoftheprehistoryof

motifs, etc., are not touched upon, nor that issues of origin are not dealt with. Such problems, however, 

play a less important role in this presentation. Although one‘swayofassessingthemoftenhas

consequencesforone‘sworkonthePaulinematerial,forexample,theNTpassagesthemselveswill

occupy the center of interest. While the results of such exegetical work are subject to the same lack of 

security as those of all historical research, attempts at reconstructing backgrounds, origins and hidden 

developments and changes in a history of tradition—legitimate and necessary as they are—take place on 

even shakier ground.  

The reader should be prepared to allow for different understandings of our material. Insofar as texts are 

part of the communication process, it is normal to try to take into account the situation in which 

somebody said something to somebody in order to achieve something. But that does not necessarily mean 

thattheauthor‘sbasicideasbehindthetextandtheirconnotationswerethesameasthoseofthereaderor

audience even in the original situation. If, for example, Paul himself, when writing Romans 6, was not 

inspiredbyideasconcerningtheinitiates‘dyingandrisingwithadivinitycelebratedinsomemystery

religion, the readers of his epistles in antiquity might very well have had their understanding colored by 

such associations or experiences (cf. Tert. De Bapt. 5, accusing the cults of Isis, of Mithras, and of Eleusis 

of imitating the Christian rite).  

4. History of Religions Background. As already intimated, many religions in antiquity practised 

different washings and baths. This holds true for the mysteries of Eleusis, of Mithras, and of Isis; the OT 

prescribed several ablutions to be performed, rules which were observed by Jews also in NT times (John 

2:6); the Qumran community laid a particular stress on them, and Bannus (Joseph. Life. 10) and John the 

Baptist were not alone in practising baptisms outside of mainstream Judaism; other baptismal movements 

also appeared in the Transjordanian/Syrian area. Sometime during the 1st century C.E. proselyte baptism 

was introduced in Judaism, and when baptism received a central place in Mandeism, the rite as such was 

certainly no novelty, regardless of whether it should be regarded as pre-Christian or not.  

One should beware of assigning the same or even similar meanings to these rites. As rites they are open 

to several interpretations; in each case it is to be expected that the meaning of the rite is provided by the 

ritual context or otherwise through instruction or tradition.  

B. Baptism of John  



1. The Rite and Its Significance. ThesourcesforourknowledgeofJohn‘sbaptismarethenoticesin

the NT and a brief passage in Josephus (Ant 18.116–18). The baptism he performed was closely bound to 

his preaching, which looked forward to God‘scomingforjudgment.Hesummonedhisaudienceto

repentancefromthisperspective,andinviewofthecomingjudgmentoneunderwentthebaptism―unto

theremissionofsins‖(Mark 1:4; cf. Joseph., Ant 18.116–18).  

Although a scholarly consensus holds that John did not take over or adapt any particular baptism from 

his milieu, his appearance and preaching, as well as his baptism, can be regarded as one expression of 

expectations and ideas concerning the eschaton which are reflected in, among others, OT pseudepigrapha 

and Qumran texts. In addition, passages of such contents often contain echoes of OT passages such as 

Deuteronomy 30–31, Isaiah 40, Ezekiel 36, or Jeremiah 31. Thus, e.g., Jub. 1:22–25 and 1 QS 4:18–23 

look forward to a time of repentance, when God will cleanse his people from evil through holy spirit, or 

give them a holy spirit and cleanse them so they do not turn away from him any more. Furthermore, when 

NT passages apropos of the Baptist (Mark 1:2; Matt 11:3, 10, 14; Luke 1:17, 78, etc.) indirectly refer to 

Malachi 3–4, this means adducing a text which illustrates the spiritual climate in which John appeared. 

There, in the perspective of the coming Day of Yahweh, we encounter the following motifs: a messenger 

sent before God (3:1),God‘scoming(3:1–2, 5), the coming of the Day (3:2; 4:1, 5), purification through 

fire (3:2–4), burning (4:1), returning to God (3:7) from sins against fellowmen (3:5) and against God 

(3:8–9, 13–15), the sending of Eliah before the Day comes (4:5).  

John‘sbaptismtookplaceinviewofthe―comingone,‖whowasto―baptizewiththeHolySpiritand

fire‖(Matt 3:11–12 = Luke 3:16–17; to be preferred to Mark 1:8:―theHolySpirit‖only).Thefirebaptism

is almost certainly an instance of judgment imagery (cf., e.g., Dan 7:10; Rev 20:10; 4 Esdr 13:10; Mek. 

Exod. to18.1;ed.Lauterbachvol.2,p.163);ifweassumethat―thespirit‖isnotaChristian

interpretation, it may originally either have meant something like Isa 4:4 ―aspiritofjudgmentandaspirit

ofburning‖;oritmayhavereferredtothepositiveoutcomeoftheDay,whichismoreprobablewith

regard to material like the passages from 1 QS and Jub. just mentioned.  

The same background materialalsogivesareasonablecontextfordistinguishingJohn‘sbaptismfrom

most other ritual baths and washings in that one most likely underwent it but once and did not perform the 

rite on oneself but received the baptism passively. These features, understood in the light of the Jewish 

materialcitedabove,indicatethatJohn‘sbaptismmeantthatpriortotheapproachingdivinejudgmentthe

repentants who had confessed their sins received the gift of remission. (This seems more probable than 

interpreting the baptism as meaning an assurance or a hope of being remitted in the coming judgment.) In 

contrast to the Qumran community, John directed his call for repentance and baptism to all the people, 

notwithstanding which the rite came in fact to function like a rite of initiation into a group of people who, 

beingpardoned,expected―thestrongerone‖tocome.Theyalsoprobablyfollowedanethicwhichwas

inspiredbyJohn‘spreachinganditseschatologicaloutlook(Mark 2:18; Luke 3:10–14; 11:1).John‘s

appearance in the wilderness and baptizing in the Jordan point to some sort of Exodus typology, meaning 

that here a renewed Israel was being created. The group hardly formed anything like a community or a 

sect, but NT passages (Mark 2:18–19; 6:29; Matt 11:2; Luke 11:1; John 1:35–37; 3:22; 25; Acts 19:1–7; 

see also Ps. Clem. recogn. 1.54, 60; ed. Rehm), as well as certain traces in the Mandean material, point to 

theexistenceofgroupsthatregardedthemselvesas―disciplesofJohn,‖bothinhislifetimeand after.  

In the NT gospels, John and his baptism are given a two-sided treatment. On the one hand, they are seen 

as the necessary preparation for Jesus, the Messiah; on the other, their importance is played down. For 

Mark, John and his baptism certainly belongto―thebeginningofthegospelofJesusChrist,God‘sson‖

(Mark 1:1),buthisbaptismiscontrastedwiththatofhimwhofollowsafter,―thestrongerone,‖viz.,

Jesus, who willbaptize―withtheSpirit.‖(Consequently,Jesusdoesnotbeginhispublicpreachinguntil

―after‖Johnhasbeenarrested;Mark 1:14). Mark does not return to the topic of baptism, but presumably 

his readers have had the common early Christian conviction of being equipped with the Holy Spirit, and 

consequentlyhaveassociatedJohn‘swordswithChristianbaptism. 

Matthew (3:5–6)doesnotsaythatJohn‘s baptism was for the remission of sins—perhaps the evangelist 

was of the opinion that remission was only given through Jesus (Matt 1:21; 26:28). That the coming one 



wastobaptize―inHolySpiritandfire‖(3:11) may possibly have been understood as saying 2 things: the 

―fire‖probablyreferstothejudgment(3:10, 12; 7:19; 13:40, 42, 50; 18:9; 25:41), a judgment held by the 

Son of Man (13:40–43; 25:31–46).Ontheotherhand,theMatthewcontextsuggeststhatthebaptism―in 

theHolySpirit‖isthebaptisminthenameoftheTrinity(28:19), ordered by the risen Son of Man.  

InLukethebaptismwiththeSpiritclearlyistheonedescribedinActs,throughwhich―thecoming

one‖gathers his people (Luke 3:17);sincetheauthorrepeatsJohn‘ssayinginActs(1:5) without 

mentioning the fire (in spite of Acts 2:3!),itseemsthatbybaptism―infire‖(Luke 3:16) he refers to the 

futureburningofthechaff,i.e.,theannihilationoftheevilinjudgment.John‘swater-baptism is 

contrastedtotheChristiancommunity‘sreceivingoftheSpirit(Acts 1:5; 19:1–7).  

IntheGospelofJohn,finally,John‘swater-baptism is still seen as ordered by God (1:33),butJohn‘s

roleisonlythatoftheprecursor.Hemust―diminish‖(3:30) at the arrival of him over whom the Spirit 

descends and who baptizes with the Holy Spirit (1:33).Thus,theimportanceofJohn‘sbaptismisfurther

playeddownandcontrastedwithChrist‘sSpirit-baptism. In the context of John, the latter means that 

through the completion of theworkoftheSon,leadingtohis―glorification‖(cf.,e.g.,7:39), the life-

giving effects of this work are given to men (see further below, on John 3:5).  

2. Jesus’ Baptism by John. That Jesus was baptized by John is historically certain. It must have been 

embarrassing to the early Church that its Lord had taken on the ritual sign of repentance, and thus, in 

somewayoranother,regardedhimselfinthelightofJohn‘spreachingof confession of sins and a return 

to God in view of the approaching final crisis, including the coming of the stronger one. The history of 

tradition of the story is problematic (Mark 1:9–11;the―Q‖version,distinguishableinMatt 3:13–17 = 

Luke 3:21–22, is rather similar; see also John 1:32–34). As presented finally in all 3 of the Synoptic 

Gospels, the story has a Christological accent.  

Thus, in Mark (1:9–11)thebriefmentionofJesus‘baptism(v 9b) is immediately followed by a report 

of a combined vision and audition by Jesus, which make evident to the reader who the main character of 

the Gospel is, viz., the divinely authorized messianic Son. In Matthew a dialogue between John and Jesus 

is added (3:14-15), which explains that Jesus is baptized, not because he—the stronger one—needs it, but 

becausebothofthemmust―fulfill(5:17)allrighteousness,‖i.e., the baptism belongs to that which God 

wants. This motif of righteousness is related to the sonship (in 3:17 proclaimed to others than Jesus): in 

MatthewdivinesonshipmeansradicalobediencetoGod‘swill(4:1–11; 26:39; 27:43).Thus,Matthew‘s

baptism story presents Jesus as an example in humility and obedience (Matt 5:9, 45).ForMatthew‘s

reader,Jesus‘baptismmayalsohavebeentakentoindicatethathebecameamodel:ashewasbaptized,

so were the Christians of later times (28:19), and as he fulfilled all righteousness, so righteousness was 

demanded from them (5:20; 28:20).  

InLuke‘sversion(Luke 3:21–22), the baptism itself is pushed even further aside and separated from 

whatfollowsthroughareferencetoJesus‘praying; in this way the language of the story moves it rapidly 

towardsthepublicpresentationandproclamationofJesusasGod‘sson,workingunderGod‘sSpirit

(3:38; 4:1, 14, 18).Finally,inJohnknowledgeofJesus‘baptismseemstobepresupposed(1:32–34; 

3:26), although it is not explicitly mentioned.  

WehaveseenthatintheirredactionMarkandLukehavenotconnectedJesus‘baptismwiththatofthe

Church, but given it a Christological function. So has Matthew, but in such a way that Jesus can be seen 

also as an example in baptism. On the other hand, Christian readers of Mark and Luke who believed that 

their baptism was combined with the receiving of the Spirit and who were wont to see themselves in some 

senseasGod‘ssonsorchildren(Rom 8:14; Gal 3:26)—orwhoatleastknewtoturntoGodas―Abba‖

(Luke 11:2; cf. Mark 11:25; Rom 8:15; Gal 4:6)—might naturally have seen their own baptism prefigured 

inJesus‘baptismbyJohn. 

C. Baptism of the Early Church  

1. The Beginnings. a. Origin of Christian Baptism. Several reasons favor the assumption that baptism 

was practised from the very beginning in the early Church as some sort of initiatory rite. Not only does 

Luke take it for granted in Acts, but so do authors who represent other strands of the early Church and as 

faraswecanseetheydosoindependentlyofeachother(Paul,―John,‖―Matthew‖).Indicationsthatin



some place there was no baptizism from the beginning fail to convince most NT scholars. Thus, the lack 

in Matthew 10 of a commission to baptize is usually explained in other ways. The case is similar to that of 

the prohibition to go the Gentiles (10:5): In both instances Matthew has his reader wait until 28:17–20. 

Luke takes care of baptism as the initiatory rite in Acts 2. (It seems to have been an impossible thought to 

thesynoptiststoinsertacommissiontobaptizeintothestoryofJesus‘publicministry.)Acts 18:24–19:7 

certainly raises some questions for anyone who assumes that baptism was generally practised in early 

Christianityfromitsbeginning.ButitseemsthatthedifficultyisrathertheresultofLuke‘sredactionin

combining the 2 passages than an indication that in the A.D. 50s there were Jesus-disciples who did not 

know of Christian baptism.  

Thus, if the practice of baptism was general from the beginning of the early Church, all the more 

intriguing is the question of its origin. John 3:22 and 26 suggest that Jesus had been involved in baptizing, 

but this is corrected in 4:2 which says that it was his disciples who baptized. Should this be a case in 

which John provides us with more and better historical knowledge than the Synoptic Gospels, it would 

pointonlytosuchanactivityoccurringattheverybeginningofJesus‘career.Jesushimselfapparently

did not baptize, and thereafter, in the main part of his public ministry, baptizing apparently had to give 

way to his preaching and disappeared. Thus, the Jesus who preached the gospel of the Kingdom and 

summoned people to conversion and belief, did not combine this proclamation with a demand for or 

invitation to baptism.  

The historical riddle is not solved by Matt 28:19, since, according to a wide scholarly consensus, it is 

not an authentic saying of Jesus, not even an elaboration of a Jesus-saying on baptism. Jewish proselyte 

baptism has been proposed as the usage the early Church took over and christianized. The practice did 

exist in the 1st century C.E. and therefore early enough to be adopted by the Christians. Certainly it was 

more of an initiation rite than the purification baths and the sprinklings prescribed in the OT, and thus 

invites a comparison with Christian baptism. But it was not associated with any remission of sins or with 

any other eschatological meanings, nor was it a passive rite: one immersed oneself, although in the 

presence of 2 men learned in the Law (b. Yebam. 47a). Thus, proselyte baptism was hardly the 

occasioningfactorbehindChristianbaptism,norforthatmatterbehindJohn‘sbaptism. 

Instead,accordingtoarathercommonscholarlyopinion,John‘sbaptismisthepointofdepartureof

Christian baptismal practice. We have already seen thatJohn‘sbaptismwasconnectedwitheschatological

expectations, and so was the baptismal rite of the early Church (Acts 2:38–40; John 3:5; Rom 6:4–5; Tit 

3:5–7).Bothwereassociatedwithanactofconversionandwereperformed―untotheremissionofsins‖

(Mark 1:4; Acts 2:38 etc.). Repentance opened the door to a community which in some respect or another 

formed a preparatory stage for the eschaton. Thus each of the two rites also became a kind of initiation 

rite, which was only performed once. (This is certain in the case of Christian baptism and probably in that 

of John). Last, but not least, as already mentioned, both rites were received passively, in that someone else 

immersed the person being baptized or poured water on him. That Jesus and (some of) his disciples had 

been baptized by John should have favored the adoption of a baptismal rite, but as we now have them, the 

versions of the baptism of Jesus show no traces of its having been an etiological story with the function of 

explaining the adoption of the rite.  

If the early Church thus inherited its baptism from John, we would like to know the reason why but are 

only left with the impression that it was a natural practice—one did not have to defend or to explain it, at 

leastnotinsuchawayastobevisibleinthedocumentsleftbehind.ButtheconvictionofJesus‘

followers that his resurrection brought about a decisive shift in eschatological perspective (Acts 17:31; 1 

Cor 15:20–21; 1 Thess 1:10) is most likely to have been an important factor that made it natural to take up 

John‘sbaptism, loaded as it was with eschatological associations. But the role of Jesus Christ and the 

Christ-eventnecessitateditsbecomingabaptism―intothenameoftheLordJesus‖orsomethingsimilar. 

b. ―Into the name of the Lord Jesus.‖Itisrelativelycertain that in the early Church one commonly 

referredtobaptismasbeingdone―intothenameoftheLordJesus‖orsomethingsimilar.Onestrange

thingwiththisphraseisthattheconstructioninwhatseemstobeitsearliestform,viz.―intothenameof 



…‖(Gkeis to onoma) was not otherwise used in normal Gk, except for the language of banking, in which 

itreferredtotheaccount/name―into‖whichasumofmoneywasplaced.ItdoesnotoccurintheLXX. 

NT scholarship has generally assumed that the phrase meant that the baptized person was dedicated to 

the heavenly kyrios. One has either assumed (with W. Heitmüller) that the one baptized was compared 

withasumofmoneyaddedtosomebody‘sbankaccount,oronehasadducedaMishnahpassagequoted

by P. Billerbeck, m. Zebaḥ. 4.6,whichstatesthatasacrificehastobeoffered―intothenameofthe

Name.‖ThisexpressionisthenunderstoodassayingthatthesacrificemustbeofferedtoGod.The

difficulty with the first explanation is that it is hard to imagine how one came upon the idea of using such 

odd imagery. The second one certainly explains the Gk phrase: it is a literal translation of Heb-Aram 

lšm/lšwm. The suggested meaning of the phrase has not enough support, however, in the material 

adduced. The context of the cited m. Zebaḥ. 4.6rulesthatthesacrificealsohastobeoffered―intothe

nameoftheofferer,‖i.e.,thatoneshouldbearinmindwhoitisthatpresentstheoffering.This

observation shows that the Heb-Aram phrase does not have anything to do with dedication. Nor does the 

Gk phrase insofar as it would be a literal translation of the Sem wording.  

In this situation the present writer has suggested that the phrase was coined by the Palestinian Church in 

Heb (or Aram) and that it was then translated literally into Gk. One should look, however, for a different 

meaning of the phrase than the ones noted so far. Among other usages of the lšm/lšwm there was also one 

whichisfoundinritualcontexts.Thuswehearofgatherings―intothenameofHeaven‖(m. ˒Abot 4.11), 

ofsacrificesslaughtered―intothenameoftheName‖(m. Zebaḥ. 4.6),or―intothenameofthe

mountains‖(m. Ḥul 2.8),ofcircumcision―intothenameofMountGerizim‖(t. ˓Abod. Zar. 3.13), and of 

knowing―intowhosename‖one vows (m. Nid. 5.6). In these and similar examples the phrase indicates 

what the fundamental reference of the rite in question is. It is reasonable to assume that early Christianity 

characterized its baptism using this halfway technical language, and that the formula followed the rite also 

into Gk-speaking circles. Matthew is witness to the usage of the expression also in other contexts (10:41–

42; 18:20), as well as applied to baptism (28:19).InActs,Lukerevealsthat―intothenameoftheLord

Jesus‖(Acts 8:16; 19:5) was the formula that he had learned. It is also known by Paul, perhaps as 

connected with another way of naming Christ (1 Cor 1:13, 15 say only ―Christ,‖Gal 3:27 ―intoChrist,‖

and Rom 6:3 ―intoChristJesus.‖ 

Applying baptism to the analogies mentioned in the preceding paragraph should indicate that baptizing 

―intothenameofJesus‖(etc.)meantthatonesawJesusasthefundamentalreferenceoftherite.This

could involve a negative and a positive definition. Negatively it distinguished Christian baptism from 

other similar rites (not least the baptism of John, as in Acts 19:1–7). Positively it should suggest what 

baptism meant with Jesus as its fundamental reference, viz., there should be some sort of Christology 

behind it. But the more specific implications of the expression are likely to have been different in different 

times and places. If it meant one thing in its first context, this would not preclude its being understood or 

interpreted in a different manner in another situation or by other early Christian theologians.  

In Acts 2:38 and 10:48 thephraseis―inthename…‖(theGkprepositionsbeingepi and en 

respectively). It has been assumed that they represent variant traditions. In the opinion of the present 

writertheyshouldratherbeexplainedasexamplesofLuke‘stechniqueasanauthoroflettingthe

characters in his book speak in a way that suited them. Thus Peter, the revered apostle, is made to express 

himself in a biblical style when talking of baptism in 2:38 and 10:48: The prepositional phrases in these 

cases are common in the LXX (which Luke also imitates elsewhere), whereas, as we have seen, the Gk 

―intothename…‖(eis to onoma) is both unbiblical and a bit strange as compared to normal Gk.  

Itshouldalsobementioned,however,thatbothinBiblicalGkandinrabbinictraditionsthe―name‖

phrases could be rather loose and have relatively small weight. Thus, in a rabbinical discussion one could 

slipfrom―intothenameofx‖to―intox‖withoutchangingthesenseofthephrase(e.g.,m. ˓Abod. Zar. 

3.7; cf. b. ˓Abod. Zar. 48a). In Luke 21:12,Lukecanwrite―becauseofmyname,‖wheretheparallelsin

MarkandMatthewsay―becauseofme,‖andthesameLukeinActs 10:43 can write about forgiveness of 

sins―throughhisname‖andinActs 13:38 ―throughhim.‖SimilarlyinthePsalms,onecalls―onthe

Lord‘sname‖aswellas―ontheLord.‖Thisflexibilityprobablyistruealsoofthebaptismalformulaand



wouldthenbetheexplanationwhyPaulcanswitchbetween―intothename‖(1 Cor 1:13)and―into‖

without―thename‖(asin1 Cor 10:2 etc.).SuchaflexibilitymayhavefacilitatedPaul‘sfindinga

particular meaning in the phrase―baptizedintoChrist,‖—viz. that of being put into and united with the 

bodyofChrist.Luke‘susageof―in thename‖(en or epi; Acts 2:38; 10:48), apparently without meaning 

anythingelsethandothe―into‖formulas,isanotherindicationofhowthenamephraseologywasnot

very fixed. In spite of the normal conservatism of ritual language, one was not totally bound; thus Paul is 

probably thinking of baptism in 1 Cor 6:11,buttherethephraseis―in thenameoftheLord‖insteadof

―into…‖ 

Therepeateduseof―intothename‖etc.,raisesthequestionwhetherthenameofJesus(etc.)was

actually mentioned at the ministration of baptism. In the NT, Jas 2:7 has been cited as support for the 

supposition that it was. Herm. Sim. 8:6, 4 alludes to the passage, but without clear reference to baptism, 

while Just. 1 Apol. 61.10–13 refers to such a practice using similar language. The usage of the lšm phrase 

in the rabbinic regulations may possibly add some extra strength to the supposition. It seems that when 

somebody presented an offering in the temple, he declared what kind of offering he was giving: cf., e.g., 

b. Pesaḥ. 60a:―Behold,IslaughterthePesahintoitsname,‖i.e.,―thisisapassoversacrifice.‖The

parallel would then intimate that the purpose or the fundamental reference of baptism was mentioned at 

the rite and thatthiswasdoneinsuchawaythatJesuswasmentioned.IndirectlyPaul‘sargumentin1 

Cor 1:13, 15 also suggests such a practice.  

2. Corpus Paulinum. a. Paul. Paul does not present any direct teaching on baptism as such, but several 

times he argues other matters by making use of ways of thinking of baptism. In order that his argument be 

accepted by his addressees, he often refers to or quotes opinions on or understandings of baptism which 

have also been held by other early Christian theologians, including his opponents or those addressees 

whom he did not know personally. In most of these cases we can feel certain that Paul has agreed with 

them; in others he may have modified the opinion he cites (Rom 6:3–4) or just quoted it as an argument 

without sharing it (1 Cor 15:29). GiventhisplaceofbaptisminPaul‘swritings,wehavetorealizethathis

view on baptism is largely hidden behind his epistles, in which we mostly only perceive what he regards 

as implications or consequences of his theology of baptism. Consequently any attempt to make a 

historicallybasedreconstructionofPaul‘sthinkinginthesemattersrunstheriskofstressingwrong

aspects and leaving out others which may have been important to him, but did not happen to be needed for 

his arguments in the letters we have access to. To these cautions should be added the circumstance that 

one of the more important texts, Rom 6:1–14, places the interpreter before an exceptionally great number 

of difficulties in terms of language, content, and function with regard to the receivers.  

In 1 Cor 1:12–17 PaulsaysthatheisthankfulthathebaptizedonlyafewoftheCorinthians,―forChrist

did not send me to baptize but to preach the gospel‖(v 17). This remark is generally understood as 

showingnocontemptonPaul‘spartforbaptism.Ratherhelethiscoworkersbaptize,anditisprobable

that baptizing meant not only performing the rite but also taking an active part in preparation for it. This 

can explain how people came to rally around a teacher like Apollos (1 Cor 1:12).  

As noted, Paulknowsofthebaptismalformula―intothenameof…‖Butinhisargumentshemay

insteadwrite―into(Gkeis)Christ‖(Rom 6:3; Gal 3:27; cf. 1 Cor 10:2:―intoMoses,‖and1 Cor 

12:13:―intoonebody‖),or―in(Gken)thenameoftheLordJesusChrist‖(1 Cor 6:11). In this way Paul 

connects certain concepts about Christ and his importance with baptism. Thus in 1 Cor 1:12 it seems that 

the―party‖designations(―IbelongtoApollos‖etc.) make Paul think of one effect of baptism, viz., that 

onecansay―IbelongtoChrist‖(1 Cor 1:12; 3:23; Gal 3:29). Then he immediately ironically states that 

hehimselfwasnotcrucifiedfortheCorinthians,norweretheybaptized―intoPaul‘sname.‖This

indicatesthattoPaulbaptismsomehowmadeChrist‘scrucifixionacrucifixion―for‖(Gkhyper) the one 

baptized.Inotherwords,one―belongstoChrist‖throughbaptism,whichappliesChrist‘svicariousdeath

tothepersonbeingbaptized.ThusthesoteriologicalcenterofPaul‘sthinkingwasacentralmotifinhis

understanding of baptism.  

The preaching which gathered around this center had to be received in faith, a faith that meant that the 

believer was put right with God (justified), according to the contents of the kerygma. Inasmuch as it also 



is intimated that one enters this blessed state through baptism, the question arises regarding the 

relationship between faith and baptism. There is no tension or contradiction to be seen between the two. 

Thus, according to Gal 3:26–29 menare―God‘ssonsthroughfaithinChristJesus,‖butthisstatementis

explainedbythenextone,whichsays―forallofyouwhowerebaptizedintoChrist,putonChrist.‖One

may say that faith is the subjective side of the receiving of the gift of salvation, baptism the objective side. 

Furthermore, although 1 Cor 6:11 might be traditional, in its Pauline context it interprets the gifts of 

baptismasnotonly―youwerewashed,‖and―youweresanctified,‖butalso―youwerejustified,‖namely

―in thenameoftheLordJesusChrist.‖HerebaptismisassociatedwithallthewealthPaulotherwise

connects with the salvific gospel which reveals the righteousness of God through faith (Rom 1:16–17; 

5:1–2, etc.).  

Already the short remark in 1 Cor 1:13 and its implications point to how Paul—and other early 

Christian theologians—have wrestled, in part unconsciously, with a task that occurs in many religions: 

how to relate a fundamental divine act in the past to later times, be that act creation, the Exodus, the death 

andrefindingofOsiris,orChrist‘sdeathandresurrection.Oneneedsabridgebetween past and present, 

or, to use different language, an actualization of the past in the present or an understanding of the present 

inthelightofthepast.Inourcase,akindofactualizationofJesus‘salvificactwasmadeinthepreaching

of the gospel and in its reception in faith and in baptism as well.  

ThetopicofactualizingChrist‘sdeathandresurrection—the fundamental salvific act—reappears 

somewhat more specifically, in Rom 6:1–14, where it is part of Paul‘sargumentindefenseofthe

principle of justification by faith without following the Law. His real or imagined opponents accuse him 

of holding that the law-freegospelhepreachedmeantthatonehadbetter―remaininsin,inorderthat

grace may abound‖(3:8; 6:1, 15). Over against this accusation Paul launches a tightly knit and rather 

complicated argument, which partly makes use of elementsfromtradition.Histhesisisthat―wewhodied

tosin‖cannot―liveinit‖(6:2).  

Theargumenttakesitsdepartureinthestatementthatbaptism―intoChristJesus‖meansbaptism―into

hisdeath‖(v 3),indeed,being―buriedwithhim‖(v 4) (cf. the tradition in 1 Cor 15:3–7:―Christdied,…

wasburied,…wasraised…‖)Thestatementinv 3 is something on which Paul and his opponents 

agree—otherwise the argument would not work. In other words,baptism―actualized‖Christ‘sdeathfor

the one being baptized. The dying and burial with Christ also had an aim, namely that, as he was raised, 

―soalsoweshouldwalkinnewnessoflife‖(v 4b),i.e.,hereitisChrist‘sresurrectionwhichisactualized.

In v 5 the consequences of baptism are expressed in a slightly different way. The sentence presents them 

in a protasis-apodosis construction. The protasis (v 5a)―ifweareunitedwiththecounterpartofhisdeath‖

isavariationofthestatementconcerningthesharingofChrist‘sdeath(v 3). Also the apodosis varies the 

precedingargument,viz.,thatbaptismmeansthatoneshouldwalkinnewnessoflife:―weshallbe(united

withthecounterpart)tohisresurrection‖(aliteralrendering of a relatively common way of understanding 

thedifficultconstruction.)Itisnownoteworthythat,accordingtoPaul,baptismintoChrist‘sdeathmeant

lifewiththeraisedChristinanethicaldutyto―newnessoflife‖inthepresenttime(v 4b), and also a hope 

of sharing his resurrectional life in the (personal or cosmic) eschaton. (Some, however, take the future in 

v 5b as hortative.) From v 6 onwardsPaulexplains,reconfirmsanddevelopshisargument:―we(whodied

inbaptism)‖isspecifiedas―ouroldperson,‖whowas―crucifiedwith(Christ),‖i.e.,theformer

(―adamitic‖) conditions under the reign of sin in hostility to God (cf. 5:10) or in estrangement from him, 

were abolished. Step by step, Paul then forces his way through to a conclusion in 6:12–14:―Thussinmust

notreigninyourmortalbody,sothatyouobeyitspassions‖(v 12). He arrives there via these stepping 

stonesconcerningChrist:―somebodywhoisdeadisnotaccusedofsin(lit.:isjustifiedfromsin)‖(v 7); 

Christdied,anddidso―tosinonceforall‖(v 10); Christ is alive (v 9);Christ―livestoGod‖(v 10). Here 

are the parallel steps concerningChristians:―wediedwithhim‖(v 8);―youmustconsideryourselvesdead

to sin (v 11a);―weshalllivewithhim‖(v 8);―wemustconsiderourselvesalivetoGod‖(v 11b).  

This sketchy scrutiny of Rom 6:1–14 has pointed to some negative and some positive consequences of 

baptismasPaulseesit:Itmeantaliberationnotfromsinning,butfromsin‘sreign,fromlivingaccording



to the conditions of its power. Liberation is real but not automatic; it must be realized in a life lived to 

God, a life that looks forward to its fulfillment in resurrection (v 5, 8) and eternal life (v 22–23).  

Thebaptismalliberationfromsin‘spowerisapositive,dynamicfactorinthelifeoftheChristian:In

Rom 6:4 itiscalled―newnessoflife.‖Thiscanbecontrastedto―ouroldman‖(v 6), and stands for new 

conditionsinwhichonelivesinandunderChrist(cf.―newcreation,‖2 Cor 5:17; Gal 6:15). These 

conditions are described in another picture in Gal 3:27:inbaptismone―putsonChrist.‖InBiblical

language, clothes can be a metaphor for life conditions, essential equipment, etc. (2 Chr 6:41 and Isa 

61:10: salvation; Ps 93:1: power; Bar 5:1: glory of God, etc.). Thus Christ, what he has achieved, what he 

is, and what he stands for, is the life-conditioning, decisive basis of a Christian existence.  

The same new conditions are also touched upon in 1 Cor 6:11,―youweresanctified,‖i.e.,broughtintoa

realm which more than others belongs to God and where he is present in a particular sense. This 

―sanctification,‖togetherwitha―washing‖anda―justification‖tookplace―inthenameofourLordJesus

Christ‖and―intheSpiritofourGod,‖i.e.,theChrist-related blessings of baptism were given through the 

powerful working in the present by God himself, who stands behind the giving as well as the reception of 

these blessings. Lastly it must be pointed out that, precisely as in Romans 6, Paul is arguing a case of 

morality in 1 Cor 6: It is important to his argument that these God-given new life-conditions bring with 

them a duty to practice them in an ethically responsible life. Once again, the eschatological perspective is 

present:IntheargumentPaulsaysasawarning,―TheunrighteouswillnotinheritthekingdomofGod‖

(6:9).  

That the Spirit is the power at work in baptism is also expressed in 1 Cor 12:13. Also here Paul takes a 

recognized opinion as a pointofdepartureforanargument:―Wewerebaptizedin(or:through)onespirit

intoonebody.‖WeneednotdiscusswhethertheSpiritisthoughtofhereasthemodeorthemeansof

baptism into the one body—it is both. But it is also a gift connected with baptism, as is seen from the next 

clause―andwewereallmadetodrinkofoneSpirit‖or,better,―weallhadoneSpiritpouredoverus‖(v 

13b). Possibly 2 Cor 1:22 also refers to baptism (as a seal) on which occasion God also gave the Spirit as 

a pledge—a pledge of the further eschatological gifts, the Spirit itself being one of them (Rom 8:23; cf. 

Acts 2:16–21).  

1 Cor 12:13 alsopointstoanotheraspectofPaul‘sthoughtonbaptism:thatitbringswithitaunityof

the ones baptized. This unity is constituted by the one life, which is given from and in community with 

the one Christ (in his body, the church in Corinth), as well as by the one Spirit. Whereas in 1 Cor this 

view is a point of departure for an argument concerning how to deal with the different pneumatic gifts, the 

same theme also appears in Galatians (3:26–29), and there is an argument for the view that Gentile 

ChristiansareGod‘ssonsthroughfaithandthereforeAbraham‘sseed (see also 1 Cor 1:10–13). In both 

passagesweencounterwhatmaybeatraditionalformula:―thereisneitherJewnorGreek,thereisneither

slavenorfreeman,thereisnomaleandfemale‖(thelastclauseonlyinGalatians; cf. also Col 3:11). This 

means seeing baptism as having rather radical consequences. The common life in Christ, into which one 

was baptized, implied a unity and a solidarity which questioned religious, cultural, and social conditions 

of the ordinary world order.  

It has been suggested that this close Christ-relationship which, according to Paul, is a consequence of 

baptism,wasalsoimpliedinhisuseoftheformula―(baptize)intoChrist.‖Namely,shouldthis 

expression be understood locatively, so that baptism meant being put into Christ, the New Adam, a kind 

of corporate personality? As the expression is so vague and, therefore, so capable of several 

interpretations, such an understanding is not impossible. For the same reason 1 Cor 10:2 (―ourfathers…

wereallbaptizedintoMoses‖)cannotdecisivelyspeakagainstit,althoughtheideaiscertainlynotthat

the Israelites were incorporated, so to speak, into Moses, butratherthat―Moses‖representedthesalvation

and revelation at the Exodus.  

Finally, Paul can also speak of the Christ relationship established through faith and baptism using terms 

of ownership (1 Cor 1:12; Gal 3:27; cf. 1 Cor 3:23).Thataman―belongsto‖orisaslavetohisgod,who

ishis―master‖or―lord,‖isacommonideaintheworldofreligions (see, e.g., Isa 44:5).Man‘sgodhas

him at his command and takes care of him. Given the widely spread confession of Jesus as the Lord 



(kyrios), the idea of belonging to him is near at hand (1 Cor 7:22). The metaphor of sealing in 2 Cor 1:22 

has a similar meaning and may possibly refer to baptism. As a matter of fact, the idea of being sanctified 

at baptism (1 Cor 6:11)hassimilarconnotations,forpriests,offerings,buildings,etc.,are―sanctified‖

(see, e.g., Exod 28:36; 29:44; Judg 17:3; 2 Chr 29:5) to God, and belong to him for that reason; they are 

there for his service and are under his protection. We should also remember that an essential aspect in the 

thinking concerning the covenant between God and his people was that he was their God and they his 

people (e.g., Deut 29:13; for the new covenant see, e.g., Jer 31:31).  

b. Extra-Pauline Understandings of Baptism in Paul’s Letters. We have touched upon 

interpretations of baptism which Paul presupposes are known and accepted by his addressees. Since these 

addressees in some cases are unknown to him (which is largely true of his Roman addressees) and are 

sometimes opposed to him (Romans; 1, 2 Corinthians), it is reasonable to assume that these 

interpretations are also held by non-Pauline theologians in the early Church.  

Such―extra-Pauline‖interpretationsofbaptisminvolveviewsofenteringarelationshiptoChrist,

receivingtheremissionofone‘ssinsforChrist‘ssake(1 Cor 1:13; 6:11), dying and rising with him (Rom 

6:3–8), becoming his possession or his slave (1 Cor 3:23; 2 Cor 1:22; Gal 3:29). The Spirit was somehow 

alsoconnectedwithbaptisminothermindsthanPaul‘s. Thus, some have been of the opinion that the 

Spirit was at work in baptism and that Christians then were endowed with it (1 Cor 6:11; 12:13). In Rom 

6:3–8 there are good reasons to believe that Paul subjects the more widespread view to adaptation. This 

viewmayhavebeenthatbaptismmeantsharingChrist‘sresurrection(Col 2:12; 3:1), i.e., some sort of 

―realizedeschatology,‖whereasPaulisanxioustostressthattheresurrectionbelongstothefuture.The

adaptation may be caused by an enthusiastic understanding of baptism that Paul has met in Corinth, and 

which he seeks to restrain. It can be discerned behind the overestimation of glossolalia (the language of 

the angels, 1 Cor 13:1?) and behind the denial of the coming death and resurrection (1 Corinthians 15; 2 

Tim 2:18). A belief that baptism ensured life in an almost magic way may also explain the practice of 

being baptized on behalf of dead people, mentioned in 1 Cor 15:29. A similar attitude of overestimating 

the effect of baptism (and of the eucharist) in Corinth seems to lie behind 1 Cor 10:1–13. Paul attacks a 

senseofsecuritythatcanbebuiltonsuchanattitude.That―thefathers‖werebaptized(inthesea),atethe

spiritual food, and drank of Christ (the rock) as Paul points out, did notsavethemfromGod‘swrathwhen

they sinned.  

c. The Pauline School. The author of Colossians stands close to Paul and is well versed in his letters. 

(Note, however, that some exegetes do not think that Colossians is deutero-Pauline.) In using baptismal 

motifsasabasisforarguingagainstacertain―philosophy,‖hedifferssomewhatfromPaul‘sthinkingas

seen in Rom 6:4–5: According to Colossians baptism is not only a death and a burial with Christ (2:12, 

20),butalsoaresurrectionwithhim―throughfaithinthepowerofGodwhoraisedhimfromthedead‖

(2:12). The role of faith is natural also to this author, but it is emphasized that it is directed towards a 

victor: Baptism means, namely, sharing the destiny of Christ who, in his resurrection, triumphed over the 

cosmic powers (2:15)whichweretheauthoritiestowhichthe―philosophy‖referred(2:8, 16–23). As 

united with this sovereign, the baptized Christians are carried—indeedeven―filled‖—by his divine 

―fullness‖(2:9–10). Entering the flock of this supreme ruler meant being pardoned all previous sins (1:14; 

2:13) and being saved from the power of darkness (1:13), and being moved instead by God into the 

kingdom of his son and becoming an heir of the lot of the holy ones in light (1:12). The life the Christian 

has―withChrist‖afterthedeath―withhim‖isa―hidden‖one,butonewhichlooksforwardtogloryat

Christ‘s―revelation‖(3:4),whichistosaythatthepresentparticipationinChrist‘striumphiscoupled

with an eschatological expectation.  

Baptism is mentioned also under the imagery of circumcision (2:11). On the one hand, this is made to 

signifythatinbaptismthe―bodyoftheflesh‖(2:11),orthe―oldpersonandhisdeeds‖(3:9), was put 

away,i.e.,thepreviousconditionswerechangedinwhichone‘spersonwasdominatedbythis-worldly, 

nondivine factors. On the other hand, it also indicated thatthehindrancetobelongingtoGod‘speople

was eliminated (cf. 2:13).  



The optimistic and empowering aspect of the consequences of baptism in Colossians is balanced by the 

parenesis in 3:1–4:6. As in Romans 6, it is a principal point that the life given in baptism has to be lived. 

The new—indeed radically new—conditions of a new humanity united with Christ and sustained by him 

as the true image of God (3:10–11; Gal. 3:27–28) imply an imperative to strive for their realization in life 

and may even have been a social challenge.  

Ephesians contains many echoesfromtheauthor‘sthoughtonbaptism,somany,infact,thatithasbeen

suggested that the epistle is a baptism homily or represents a baptismal liturgy. This can hardly be 

regarded as more than conjecture. But given that the epistle stands in the same Pauline tradition as 

Colossians (although later), one cannot but recognize the indirect references to baptism and its impact. In 

Ephesians, however, as distinguished from earlier texts in the Pauline tradition, baptism is not brought in 

to serve an argument concerning something else, but seems to be almost the warp on which the whole 

letter is woven.  

BaptismbecomesafocusofGod‘simmensesalvificwork:Heistheoneactivebehinditandinit(1:3–

14; 2:4–10), from the election before the foundation of the world and via the work of Christ on to the 

eschatologicalgoal,the―heritage,‖ofwhichtheSpiritisapledge(1:14). The pre-Christian state of the 

addressees was like a death or a darkness or a sleep (2:1, 5; 5:8, 14). More specifically, they were sinful 

Gentiles,notbelongingtoGod‘speople(2:1–3, 11–12). But faith in the gospel of salvation, along with 

receiving baptism (1:13), meant forgiveness (1:7; 2:7; 4:32) and life and light—already now—through 

Christ (2:5–6; 5:14).Theywere―sealed‖throughtheSpiritofthepromise(1:13), i.e., the Spirit signified 

that they belonged to God and had the promise of receiving the heritage (cf. Ezek 9:4; Isa 44:5). Given 

this picture of the pre-Christian situation, baptism is not described as a death or burial with Christ, but as a 

resurrection with him, indeed, being enthroned with him (Eph 2:6). The Christian is carried by the same 

divine power as Christ (1:20)andhas―accesstotheFather‖(2:18), or using another image, the Christian 

is joined to a Temple of God, built on Christ, the cornerstone (2:20–22). This ecclesiological perspective 

of―realizedeschatology‖isfoundalsoin5:25–26:ChristgavehimselfupfortheChurch―inorderthathe

sanctifyher,cleansingherbythewashingofwater,intheword.‖Inindividualbaptisms,Christ‘sself-

sacrifice is applied, and the rite adds new members to the Church, which is presented as a bride, cleansed 

bythebridalbath.Thephrase―intheword‖isdifficult:Eitheritreferstosomethingsaidatbaptism

which in somewaymentionedChristand/orhiswork,orithastodowithChrist‘ssanctifyingtheChurch

through his word. That this Church is one is mentioned in the formula of 4:5–6: Baptism unites all 

believers in the same faith in the one Lord.  

Also in Ephesians the new, real conditions given in baptism are the basis of a duty to live a moral life 

(4:22–24). The older conditions are certainly left behind (2:1, 5; 5:8, 14), but nevertheless they still make 

theirclaims;so―theoldman‖mustbeputoffand―thenewman‖mustbeputon (4:20–24), i.e., the life 

in Christ has to be realized as exemplified in the parenesis in 4:25–5:14.  

Also in Titus (3:5) baptism isthecrucialpointintheapplicationofGod‘ssavingactthroughChristto

theindividual.InimitationofPaul,theauthorcontrastsGod‘sgracebehindthismeansofsalvationto

man‘sdeedsofrighteousness,whichdidnotbringthissalvation.Thepre-Christian situation is painted in 

dark colors: foolishness, disobedience, lusts, etc. (3:3). In baptism, however, God saved the Christian 

fromthisconditionforalifeof―righteousness‖(1 Tim 6:11; Titus 2:12; 3:7). The effect of baptism is 

describedas―regeneration‖(cf.John 3:5; 1 Pet 2:2) and renewal (cf. 2 Cor 5:17; Gal 6:15; Eph 2:15; 

4:24). The former imagery can be compared with the Jewish statement that a proselyte is as a newborn 

child (b. Yebam. 48b). The renewal is effected by the Holy Spirit, the gift of which is connected with 

baptism, and it all gives the Christian the hope of inheriting eternal life (3:5–7). That the admonitions in 

3:8–11 follow the utterances on baptism is a sign that also for this author baptismal renewal has to have a 

counterpart in real life.  

3. Gospel of Matthew. IthasbeennotedabovethatMatthew‘sversionofthestoryofJesus‘baptism

(3:13–17)notonlyhasaChristologicalpoint;italsopresentsJesus‘baptismasamodeloftheaudience‘s

baptism. Matt 28:19 representstheevangelist‘sconvictionthathisChurchpracticedbaptismin

accordancewithJesus‘willandreflectsthebaptismalformulainusethere(cf.Did. 7:1, 3). The main verb 



of the commission in 28:19 is―makedisciples.‖BecomingadiscipleinMatthew‘sviewmeanstoclingto

Jesus, to whom the Father has given all authority (v 18), listen to his words, and do his will. Baptism is 

the step into discipleship—faith is not mentioned, but is presupposed (cf. 18:6). Matt 18:20 (―gather

‗into‘myname‖)demonstratesthatMatthewretainswhatabovewasclaimedtobetheoriginalmeaningof

performingarite―intothenameof…,‖viz.,thatthenameindicatedthefundamentalreferenceoftherite.

What is new in Matthew is the mention of the Trinity in the baptismal formula (the actual thought of the 

Father and the Spirit together with the Son is found also in Ephesians 1–2 and Titus 3, dealt with above). 

God the origin and goal, whom Jesus called his Father (7:21; 10:32; 26:42 etc.) and whose will he 

performed (26:42), was also the Father of the disciples (5:16, 45, 48; 6:9 etc.). He turned to man in the 

words and works of the Son, but also in the Spirit, the power of the present, active God (1:18; 12:28; cf. 

10:20). Thus, the rite of baptism had as its basis the salvific work of a God who communicated with man 

in these ways. Probably the words of John the Baptist in 3:11 (―baptizeinholyspirit‖)areseenas

fulfilled in Christian baptism—because of the central position of Jesus Christ for discipleship it can be 

said that, in a sense, he is the one who baptizes.  

4. Acts of the Apostles. It should be borne in mind that Acts is simply a narrative telling how the 

witnesses of Jesus advanced step by step from Jerusalem to the world with the gospel (1:8). What is said 

of baptism therefore belongs to the story of this process and should not be isolated from it. The attempts 

to reconstruct different baptismal rites and/or theologies using Acts as a source rest on rather unstable 

ground, and will be left aside here.  

Luke takes baptism for granted. It is treated as the undisputed initiation rite of the Church, and when 

mission enters a new, decisive phase, baptism is mentioned as a natural stepinconnectionwithpeople‘s

acceptanceofthemessageaboutChrist,i.e.,becomingbelievers(orsometimes―repenting,‖2:38; 11:18 

etc.). Thus, baptism is reported at the following milestones in the narrative:2:38–41 (Pentecost in 

Jerusalem); 8:12 (Samaria); 8:35–39 (the Ethiopian eunuch); 9:18 (Paul); 10:44–48 (Cornelius); 16:14–

15, 30–34 (Lydia and the jailer in Philippi); 18:8 (Corinth).  

EnteringtheChristiancommunitythroughfaithandbaptismmeanstobe―saved‖(2:40; 11:14; 16:30–

31), and in 2:40 whatoneissavedfromisspecified:―thiscrookedgeneration‖(cf.Deut 32:5), i.e., from 

those who have turned away from God. In 8:10–13 the magic practices of Simon form a dark background 

to faith and baptism. One side of this salvation is the remission of sins, which explicitly is one of the gifts 

of baptism in 2:38; 10:43, 48; 22:16.However,both―salvation‖andremissionofsinsareamongthe

eschatological blessings which, according to Luke, are present already in the Christian community (2:17–

21); the final kingdom is not yet there (1:6–8), but God is present in the community bestowing some of 

the eschatological gifts. To these also belongs the Holy Spirit (2:17–18), the gift of which is connected 

with baptism (2:38; 8:14–17; 9:17–18; 10:47–48; 19:1–6).  

FourtimesLukecitessomethinglikeabaptismformula―inthenameofJesusChrist‖(2:38; 10:48) or 

―intothenameoftheLordJesus‖(8:16; 19:5).ThedifferencesareprobablymoreamatterofLuke‘sstyle

thananythingelse(see―IntothenameoftheLordJesus‖above),butthequestionarisesastowhatthe

expressionmaymeaninthecontextofActs.Alikelysuggestionisthatthe―name‖expressionindicates

that the rite in some way was based on and/or was an objective application of the message about Jesus 

Christ which lead to faith in him. Basic points in the preaching of the apostles are these, according to the 

program in Luke 24:44–49:InChrist‘snameoneshallpreachrepentanceandremission of sins to all 

nations (v 47),apresuppositionofwhichishis(theMessiah‘s)deathandresurrection,predictedbythe

Scriptures (v 44–46); and, in addition, his glorified status (v 50–51, 26) from which he sends the Spirit (v 

49). Thus, the apostolic message, as presented also in the speeches of Acts, has some important items in 

common with what is said of baptism. The christological basis of baptism is the same: Jesus is the 

vindicated and glorified one, the promised Messiah, the mighty and generous Sovereign, the Lord. The 

one who repents and believes is received by him and graciously pardoned (the death of Jesus seems to 

play but a minor part in this connection; compare, however, Luke 22:20). From his exalted position on the 

right hand of the Divine Majesty, Jesus sends the Spirit, who is active in the preaching of the gospel and 

in giving spiritual gifts.  



In2instancesActsseemstopresent―irregularities.‖Thefirstis8:14–17, where Peter and John are 

reported to have to come from Jerusalem to Samaria to lay their hands on the baptized converts in order 

that they should receive the Holy Spirit. The second is 10:47–48, according to which the Spirit falls on 

Cornelius and those in his house, so as to compel Peter to order their being baptized. When regarded 

within the framework of the story of Acts as a whole, these irregularities can be explained without serious 

problems. Precisely as irregularities they become signposts in the development of the Christian mission. 

Inthe1stcasetheSamaritans‘placewithinthefulfillment of the promises is confirmed, and in the 2d the 

moveintotheGentileworldandthereceptionofuncircumcisedGentilesintoGod‘speopleareenforced

byGod‘sSpirititself.ThisisacknowledgedbytheJerusalemChristiansin11:1–18); the conclusion is 

that―Godhasgiventhe(opportunityof)repentanceuntolifealsototheGentiles‖(v 18).  

Lastly, it should be mentioned that in Acts we can surmise some details in the ritual of baptism. A 

laying on of hands (with prayer for the Spirit) is mentioned in 8:15–17 and 19:6 (cf. 9:17); a question 

arises whether there is any hindrance that a particular candidate be baptized (8:36; 10:47); there is a 

mention or invocationofthenameofthe―LordJesus‖(22:16) in such a way that the rite could rightly be 

calledabaptism―intothenameoftheLordJesus‖(orsomethingsimilar).Finally,thedesignation―the

believers‖fortheChristians may possibly indicate that the rite included a question as to whether one 

believedinJesustheLord(etc.),whichreceivedtheanswer―Ibelieve‖(cf.Hipp.,Apost. 21.12–18, ed. 

Dix, and the variant reading in Acts 8:37).  

5. First Peter. Although baptism is mentioned only once in 1 Peter (3:21), it plays an important role as 

a basic presupposition for the presentation in the epistle. In fact, it is so important that scholars have 

suggested that it represents (parts of) a baptismal liturgy or a baptismal homily. Even though such a 

supposition may go somewhat too far, there is a wide consensus that 1 Peter makes substantial use of 

ideas associated with baptism. Furthermore, such ideas, to a large extent, seem to be expressed in more or 

less established turns of phrase.  

The writer does not really argue a case in a progressive chain of reasoning, and thus the logical 

relationships between the ideas are not always explicit. This is also true of the passages where baptism 

appears to be of some importance to the contents. He seems, however, to want to strengthen and comfort 

his addressees in leading a faithful and moral Christian life in the face of pressures from the surrounding 

world.HedoessobyaffirmingthatsufferingasChrist‘sdiscipleispartofthediscipleshipand,notleast,

that the Christians also have a hope of glory—―aninheritanceimperishableandundefiledandunfading,

keptforyouinheaven‖(1:4).  

Baptism is obviously a decisive part of the Christian initiation, to which the author refers repeatedly, 

although not explicitly, as a foundation of his exhortations. It is called a rebirth (1:3, 23; cf. 2:2); it means 

a new human existence, one brought about by God himself (1:3, 23) through his living word, the gospel 

(1:23–25). This new existence is sustained and guarded by God (1:5) and looks forward in hope to the 

comingsalvationwhenChristis―revealed‖(1:4–5, 7, 9, 13, 21; 3:15). The Christ-relationship of the 

Christian initiation means, not least, that it is his resurrection that is the reason for the hope (1:3, 21) and 

for the salvific effects of baptism (3:21). His vicarious and redemptive passion and death are mentioned 

(1:2, 18–19; 2:24; 3:18); they are apparently a presupposition for the possibility of being reborn, but are 

not brought into any explicit connection with baptism. In the present time, awaiting faithfully the coming 

glory, the Christians are tested (1:7) and may have to suffer as Christ had to (2:19–23; 3:14–18; 4:1–2, 

12–14, 19). Being a minority (3:20), the addressees may feel tempted to conform to their old existence 

marked by Gentile vices (1:14; 4:2–4), but their new life means that they are holy, belonging to God 

(1:15–16, 22–25); so they are called instead to live this holiness in obedience in communion with Christ 

(1:13–14, 22; 2:1–10).  

In 3:20–21, the only passage in 1 Peter which explicitly mentions baptism, there are a couple of 

linguistic difficulties which complicate its understanding. Much, however, is clear enough. Thus, the OT 

story of Noah and the Flood (Genesis 6–9) is made to prefigure what baptism means to the addressees. 

LikeNoah‘sfamilytheyarefew,livinginaworldwhichdeservesjudgmentfromapatientGod.Andas

Noah and his family were saved in the ark, in a corresponding way the addressees are saved (present 



tense)―throughwater‖inbaptism.Oneofthelinguisticdifficultiesoccurshere,butregardlessofhowone

tries to solve it, the meaning should be somethingliketheonejustintimated.Theauthor‘sexplanatory

commentdoesnotmakematterseasier:Baptismissaidtomean―nottheremovalofdirtoftheflesh,but

anappealtoGodforagoodconsciencethroughtheresurrectionofJesusChrist,‖or―…butapledge to 

Godofagoodconsciencethroughtheresurrection…‖.Thereisatendencyinmoderntranslationsand

commentaries to favor the latter understanding. Actually, it is in harmony with that which the author 

otherwise indicates as being one of the aspects of Christian initiation: namely, an upright entering into a 

covenant with God, a pledge to be holy and obedient (1:13–16; 22–23; 3:8–12), with divine salvation also 

implied. According to 3:21 this salvation is something taking place in baptism, and according to 1:5, 9 it 

is a goal, owned in hope. Its foundation, both in 1:5, 9 and 3:21,isChrist‘sresurrection,theChristwhois

now enthroned in glory (3:22). Thus also in 3:19–22 baptism means being brought by God into a new 

existence,differentfromtheformerone,and,becauseofChrist‘sresurrectionandglory,onecanlook 

forward to the glorious fulfillment. On the other hand, the new existence means engaging in a life that 

demands to be realized, even under pressure.  

6. The Johannine Writings. In the 4th gospel as we now have it, 3:1–21 is the only passage which, 

with some certainty, deals with Christian baptism. (John 13:8–10 and 19:34 are debatable as witnesses 

and, for that matter, hardly give more information than we already have in 3:1–21).  

It is important to take the whole of the dialogue of 3:1–21 into account when assessing 3:3, 5, where 

baptismisalmostexplicitlymentioned(―reborn‖and―rebornofwaterandSpirit,‖respectively).The

dialogueisconstitutedby3phases,eachleadingtoastatementofJesus,introducedbyarepeated―amen‖

(3:3, 5, 11). The 1st phase states the precondition of seeing the kingdom of God: being born anew and/or 

from above (the Greek word anōthen having both meanings; 3:3). The 2d statement specifies the 1st: in 

order to enter the kingdom of God one must be born of water and Spirit (3:5). In the 3d and prolonged 

statement, the conditional clauses of the 1st and 2d phases are changed into a semantically equivalent 

construction:―Whoeverbelievesinhim(i.e.,theSon),will…haveeternallife‖(3:15). Thus, the basic 

question is how to attain eternal life, which puts this term in its specifically Johannine context, i.e., it is 

owned already in this life (cf. 3:36; 5:24; 17:3, etc.). It is not this-worldly, limited and conditioned by 

―flesh‖(3:6; cf. 6:63) or death (the implicit background of 3:14), but has its ultimate source in God (3:3, 

cf. 1:13)anddependsonGod‘slovinginitiative(3:16–17). It has come to this world through the Son, 

whose life-givingactivityinwordanddeedculminatedinhis―exaltation‖onthecross(3:14) and his 

ascension (3:13).This―goingtotheFather‖wasthepresuppositionfor the giving of the Spirit, which 

pursues the work of the Son. Thus, though in its own way, the 4th gospel works out the Christ-connection 

ofbaptism.Christ‘sdeath-exaltation makes its life-giving―possible‖(3:9), viz., through the activity of the 

inscrutinable Spirit (3:8).Ontheotherhand,faithonman‘ssideisthenecessarydispositionforaccepting

this life (3:15–18; cf. 1:12; 3:36; 5:24; 11:25; 20:31, etc.).  

There is no clear mention of baptism in 1 John, although 5:7–8 (the witnesses, Spirit, water, blood) may 

refer to it as one testimony to the life-giving death of Jesus. At the same time, ideas which occur in 

baptismal contexts in other NT books are so numerous that there have been suggestions that the epistle 

cites parts of a rite of initiation, including baptism; that it reflects a baptismal homily; or, less specifically, 

that it contains echoes from instruction in connection with entrance into the Christian community. In any 

case, a central concept is the one of being born of God (2:29; 3:9; 4:7; 5:1, 5, 18; cf. John 3:5) and this out 

of his love (3:1; 4:9, 10, 16). Thereby Jesus Christ is of central importance (3:5; 4:9–10, 14). Sinless, he 

took away sin (1:7; 2:2; 3:5; 4:10).WhentheChristianlifeoftheaddressees―began‖(2:24; 3:11), they 

received the remission of their sins (2:12) and obtained life in the name of Jesus Christ (3:14; 4:9; 5:12); 

they were instructed not to love the world but to overcome it (2:15–17; 5:4–5) and to live under the Spirit 

(3:24; 4:13) in love for one another (2:7–11; 3:18, 23; 4:7–11, 17–21),confessingJesusasChrist,God‘s

Son (3:23; 4:2, 15; 5:1). This complex is the frame of reference for the warnings and the admonition of 

the epistle: Being pure and holy they should live accordingly (2:1, 5–6; 3:3). It is quite likely that it 

reflectsessentialfeaturesintheauthor‘sthoughtonbaptism. 



7. Other NT Writings. Heb 10:19–25 probably contains an allusion to baptism and baptismal practice: 

Usingpriestlyimagery,theauthorsummonshisaudienceto―drawnear,‖―withtheheartssprinkledfrom

an evil conscienceandwiththebodywashedwithpurewater‖(v 22). This should refer to the remission 

of sins as a gift of baptism. In 9:9–10, 13–14,etc.,theremissionisbroughtaboutbyChrist‘sself-

sacrifice,which,then,wouldbe―applied‖inbaptism.Thereisahomologyconnectedtobaptism,a

confession to Christ which gives hope (10:23; see further 3:1; 4:14). A 2d conversion for the one who 

willfully turns away, is declared to be impossible in 6:4–6 and 10:26–29. The idea is probably also 

associatedwithbaptism,whichmeant―enlightenment,‖―tastingaheavenlygift,‖―partakingoftheHoly

Spirit,‖andof―thepowerofthecomingage‖(6:4–5). Given the short eschatological perspective of the 

author (10:37), he has no hope for the renegade. The same Hebrews 6 seems to start with a reference to 

the instruction given to the catecumens (v 1–2).  

If 2 Pet 1:9 refers to baptism, it represents a widely spread early Christian conviction in its 

understanding of it, when it mentions cleansing from previous sins.  

Mark 16:16 does not belong to the original gospel of Mark, but to a secondary, though canonical 

ending, dating from the 2d century (16:9–20). Verses 15–16 contain a commissioning of the disciples to 

preach the gospel to the whole world. This proclamation is received in belief or unbelief, and as usual 

belief is combined with baptism. As in Tit 3:5 and 1 Pet 3:21, it means salvation. Here it means the 

salvation at the eschaton and is contrasted to condemnation, the lot of those who have not accepted the 

proclamation.  

8. ―One baptism‖ —Many Interpretations? The presentation above has investigated the different 

ways in which some early Christians have thought about baptism. The differences are great enough to 

justify the conclusionthatonecanhardlyaddalltheviewstogether,calltheresult―TheNTDoctrineof

Baptism,‖andassumethatonehasdonejusticetotheNTauthorsbydoingso.Thisisso,evenwhen

taking into consideration that Paul is the author who beyond comparison delivers the most material on the 

topic and easily may dominate such an additive presentation. Given the differences, there are, however, 

more resemblances between the different witnesses than one might expect in view of the foregoing 

exposition. It may therefore be justified to conclude with a few words on this aspect.  

At the very beginning of Christian baptismal practice there were some aspects and circumstances 

pertaining to it which seem, somehow, to have been determinative for the ways in which different 

theologians and traditions in early Christianity came to think of baptism. In all probability, the rite was 

taken over from John the Baptist, which has an important implication: that eschatological expectations 

similar to those of the Baptist were associated with Christian baptism. Another decisive element was the 

convictionthatJesushadrisenfromthedeadandthathisresurrectionmeantanewsituationinman‘s

relationship to God, notably as seen in the (short) eschatological perspective. Furthermore, baptism was 

connected with the Christian preaching to Jews and Gentiles; it had the Christ-event at its center and 

demandedconversionand/orfaith.Lastly,theoneswhobelievedwerebaptized―intothenameofthe

LordJesus‖(etc.),whichpresumably meant that Jesus the Lord—his person and his work—was the 

fundamental reference for the rite.  

NT interpreters of later times easily overlook the constancy with which the eschatological outlook 

reappears in baptismal passages in the NT. It is realized in different ways: in demand for ethical 

responsibility in view of the approaching judgment; in references to the hope which looks forward to the 

final salvation or to the promised heritage; in the question how one enters the kingdom of God or receives 

eternal life.  

But the eschatological perspective does not only mean looking forward. It also means an inaugurated 

eschatology, in that the salvific gifts of the eschaton are regarded as already present, although in varying 

degrees and in different ways by different authors. The Christ-event, especially the resurrection of Christ, 

is the beginning of this inaugurated eschaton; the preaching of the gospel continues this inauguration; and 

baptism is the door through which men enter it in connection with faith and/or conversion. It means 

leaving behind sin, alienation from God, etc., and entering a new, trusting, and sound relation to God. The 

remission of sins and the activity and presence of the Holy Spirit thus belong to the gifts of this 



inaugurated eschaton. These radically new life-conditions are described in different ways, often in terms 

from Jewish eschatological expectations. They imply a duty to lead a Christian life which deserves this 

designation.Thedegreesinwhichonebelieveseschatologytobe―realized‖vary,andweencountera

relatively wide range of views. On the one hand, there is the eschatology behind 2 Tim 2:18 which is 

―over-realized‖accordingtoPaulinestandards,andseveralscholarssuggestthatthe case is the same with 

some enthusiasts in Corinth. On the other hand, there are the more tempered views of the authors of Acts 

or of the Epistle to Titus.  

Whenbaptismisperformed―intothenameoftheLordJesus‖(etc.),thisindicatesthekeyposition held 

by Christ in relation to this inaugurated eschaton. It was inaugurated through his life, death, and 

resurrection. And though he was also the extramundane guarantee and point of orientation of the new life-

conditions, he was nevertheless not distant.  

It seems fair to suggest that the general ideas concerning early Christian baptism, intimated in the 

preceding few paragraphs, form what appears to be a common ground on which different theologians and 

traditions of the early Church have developed their understandings of baptism in keeping with their 

respective theological outlooks. This is not to say that this common ground should be something like an 

abstraction or generalization of NT statements on baptism which one could call the NT doctrine of 

baptism.Butinsofarassucha―doctrine‖istohaveabasisthatishistoricallymotivated,itshoulddo

justice to the general aspects of baptism found on this common ground. However, such a statement 

already means starting to ask hermeneutical questions which need to be dealt with when wrestling with 

sucha―doctrinal‖problem,butwhichcannotbetakenuphere. 
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LARS HARTMAN  

BAPTIST, JOHN THE. See JOHN THE BAPTIST.  

BAQ˓AH VALLEY (JORDAN). A valley 15 km NW of Amman and 625 meters above sea level 

on the Transjordanian plateau which has been the focus of a University Museum (Univ. of Pennsylvania) 

expedition since 1977. The project is under the general directorship of P. E. McGovern and has been 

jointly funded by the Museum and its Applied Science Center for Archaeology (MASCA), the National 

Geographic Society, the Jordanian Department of Antiquities, and several private foundations. A major 

goal of the project, in addition to recovering stratigraphic sequences of poorly known periods, has been to 

demonstrate how scientific techniques can be integrated into archaeological investigations, especially 

salvage operations where constraints of time, manpower, and money exist.  

A. General Description  

TheBaq˓ah(derivedfromtheancientSemiticrootfor―valley‖)isauniquegeomorphologicalfeature

on the plateau at the juncture of three flexures in the earth‘scrust.Itselliptical,self-contained area of × 

km stands in marked contrast to the surrounding terrain of hills and deep wadies cutting down to the 

Jordan Valley. The almost continuous human occupation of valley from the late Middle Paleolithic (ca. 

50, 000 years ago) to the present is a consequence of several factors: its centralized position on the plateau 

(theancientKing‘sHighwayprobablyranthroughthemiddleofthevalley);therichsoil(terra rossa) 

suitable for agriculture; one of the highest concentrations of perennial springs on the plateau; a moderate 

upland climate sustaining diverse plant and animal species; and other natural resources (e.g., large clay 

deposits).  

B. Archaeology of the Valley  

Based on the data recovered in four seasons of survey and excavation (1977, 1978, 1980, and 1981), 

five periods in particular stand out: (1) the Early Bronze Age; (2) the Late Bronze Age; (3) the Early Iron 

Age; (4) the Late Iron Age, extending into the Persian period; and (5) the early Roman period.  

Archaeological investigation has focused on the NW (Umm ad-Danānīr)regionoftheBaq˓ah,which

has more springs and visible ancient remains than any other sector of the valley. See Fig. BAQ.01. A 

52.5-hectare area was systematically traversed, and based on artifact clusters, architectural remains, and 



specific research problems, several sites were chosen for geophysical prospecting. With the additional 

subsurface data from the latter surveys, certain areas were then targeted for test excavations. The 

archaeological results of such an approach attest to its value. Other areas of the valley, according to a 

preliminary assessment, would appear to have had much sparser occupation, apart from Tell Ṣafūṭ on the 

SW periphery of the valley; the stratigraphic sequence of this site is comparable to that of Khirbet Umm 

ad-Danānīr(below). 

1. Early Bronze Age. UrbansettlementbeganintheBaq˓ahatleastbyEBII(ca.2900B.C.). The 

impressive site of al-Qeṣīr(―thefortress‖;site7onFig.BAQ.01)coversthe5-hectare summit of the hill 

of the same name at an elevation of about 800 m above sea level (200 m above the valley floor). An 

encirclingstonefortificationwallfurtherenhancedthesite‘sdefensiveposition.Al-Qeṣīrisoneofa

number of large hilltop EB settlements in central Transjordan, none of which has as yet been excavated.  

Aerial photography revealed the ground plans of many circular and rectangular stone buildings. Cisterns 

up to several hundred meters in diameter, hewn out of the bedrock, were located on four sides of the 

summit. Systematic sharding of the area within the walls showed that the site had been most intensively 

settled during EB II–III (ca. 2900–2300 B.C.). A marked decrease in occupation occurred in the 

subsequent transitional period of EB IV (ca. 2300–1950 B.C.), after which the site was abandoned.  

2. Late Bronze Age. LB remains are exceptionally well represented in the Umm ad-Danānīrregion,

considering that no earlier survey had found evidence for the period and that the traditional hypothesis 

(see Glueck 1970, which is a later modification of his 1940 hypothesis) maintained that Transjordan S of 

theWadiZarqahadbeenoccupiedprimarilybynomadsor―semi-nomads,‖withurbancentersconfined

to a few larger sites, throughout theMBandLBAges.ThearchaeologicalfindingsfromtheBaq˓ahover

the past eight years conflict with this hypothesis (McGovern 1986a), and in conjunction with investigation 

elsewhere on the central plateau, it now appears more reasonable to posit a settlement pattern of variously 

sized LB communities, at least in the area from the Wadi Zarqa S to Madaba (cf. Harding 1967:32–34; 

Zayadine 1973:19–21).  

A large LB cemetery of 20 burial caves on the lower slopes of Jebel al-QeṣīrandJebelal-Hawāyah

(Fig. BAQ.01) were located and investigated. Many of these had been fully or partly robbed out, but it 

was possible to obtain details about the sizes and shapes of LB caves (circular, elliptical, and two-

chambered, with maximum dimensions varying from 1 to 10 m) and their phases of use. The location of 

undisturbed caves and burial deposits was achieved using a highly sensitive magnetic detecting device, a 

cesium magnetometer. The burial features were generally silted-up features, and the greater accumulation 

of soil was more magnetic than the surrounding bedrock; consequently, they showed up as magnetic 

highs, even where there was no visible evidence of tombs on the surface.  

The two most important LB burial deposits were recovered from Caves A2 and B3, belonging to LB I 

(ca. 1550–1400 B.C.) and LB II (ca. 1400–1200 B.C.), respectively. From a sounding confined to a 20-m 

area of Cave A2 (about a quarter of the tomb) came over fifty whole vessels, numerous small finds 

(including 4 scarabs, 4 cylinder seals, and 75 glass beads), which had been buried with 22 individuals of 

both sexes and various ages (infants, children, adolescents, and adults). The burial assemblage, which was 

similar to that of urban communities elsewhere in Palestine (e.g., Tomb 1145 at Megiddo [Guy 1938:94–

99] and Tomb 1 at Pella [Smith 1973]), testified to a sedentary lifestyle and well-developed trade 

connections. This was also borne out by the local origin of the majority of the pottery; it derived from a 

clay deposit in the wadi near the spring of˓ainUmmad-Danānīrasconfirmedbyneutronactivation

analysis.  

TheurbancharacteroftheLBBaq˓ahcommunitywasfurtheremphasizedbythefindsfromCaveB3,

including about 300 vessels (most of which were made from the local clay), 4 Mycenaean IIIB/IIIA (2) 

stirrup jars (from central mainland Greece, according to their chemical profiles), a Cypriot White Slip II 

―milkbowl‖andBaseRingIIjugletfragments,andalargecollectionofjewelry(includinganiron

anklet/bracelet fragment comparable to Iron IA examples, a cylinder seal, an Egyptian signet ring, and 

glass and faience beads). The burial goods were associated with a minimum of 64 individuals of all ages 

and both sexes. The principal paleopathologies (arthritis and dental caries), which were also observed in 



the Cave A2 population, are characteristic of sedentary groups, and two cultivants (emmer wheat and 

bread or club wheat) from Cave B3, along with the remains of large herding animals (cattle) in both LB 

burial caves, supported this interpretation.  

The LB settlement at Khirbet Umm ad-Danānīr(site3),althoughthusfarexcavatedonlytoalimited

extent, provided the remaining piece of the puzzle posed by the burial cave evidence. The site was 

strategically situated on a cliff overlooking thepassintotheBaq˓ahthroughtheSbranchoftheWadi

Umm ad-Danānīr,alongwhichanancientroutetotheJordanValleyprobablyran.Itwaslocateddownhill

from the EB settlement of al-Qeṣīr(above)onthesamehillandclosertothestrongestspring in the 

region,˓ainUmmad-Danānīr. 

Detailed mapping of visible surface remains showed that an area of approximately 2.5 hectares had been 

enclosed by a wall comprising two lines of boulders (1–1.5 m in length). The size and stratification of the 

site, as revealed by subsequent excavation, are considerable by Transjordanian standards.  

A major discovery was made in the one excavation square where LB levels were reached. More than 3 

m from the surface, beneath primarily Iron Age and Roman remains, an LB II refuse pit, about 1 m in 

diameter and 0.5 m deep, was exposed and half excavated. It was found to contain the charred remains of 

a variety of animals (sheep/goat, Equus, cattle, and some kind of carnivore, possibly a mountain lion), 

half of a hollow bull rhyton (almost identical to an example from Cave A2), and several large pottery 

vessels (kraters, jugs, bowls, a storage jar, and a cooking pot), which were all made from the local clay 

and, except for their larger sizes, were identical to pottery types from Cave B3. Further, the clay lining of 

the pit merged with a floor that was attached to a boulder wall similar to the proposed city wall. The pit 

can be compared to refuse pits in the vicinity of buildings at other LB sites (e.g., the Lachish Fosse 

temple). Its contents and association with a massive wall point to a well-established sedentary community 

during this period.  

Rujm al-ḤenūEast(site1),whichismorethan500mSWofKhirbetUmmad-Danānīr,nearthemiddle

of the valley, was most probably constructed in the LB Age (McGovern 1983), as evidenced by the 

discovery of over 20 LB sherds from a surface survey and five test soundings. However, the deposition on 

the inside was less than 1.0 m thick and only several courses remained of the structure, most of whose 

large boulders (over 1 m in length) had most likely been used to construct the corners and towers of Rujm 

al-ḤenūWest(site2)intheIronIIC/Persianperiod.Moreover,theLBsherdsallderivedfrommixedloci

containing Roman, Byzantine, and Islamic material, and may represent only robbing and dumping activity 

sometime between the Roman period and the present.  

The surface ground plan of Rujm al-ḤenūEast resembles that of the LB Amman Airport Building 

(Hennessy 1966: figs. 1 and 2, pl. 33A), 15 km to the SE. The latter is of the Quadratbau architectural 

type,which,asthenameimplies,hasasquarelayoutwithacentralunit(―courtyard‖)surroundedby 

outer rooms. Because of the rich deposits within the airport building and the minimal evidence of a 

permanent settlement in that vicinity (Hennessy 1966), it was proposed that the building might have been 

a tribal shrine, possibly a temple or mortuary cult structure of a nomadic group such as the Israelites 

(Campbell and Wright 1969). Rujm al-ḤenūEastprovidedtheopportunitytotestthishypothesisat

another building of a similar type.  

Rujm al-ḤenūEastdifferedfromtheairportstructureinbeingrectangular (ca. × m) and in not having 

any surface remains of crosswalls that defined the central courtyard and rooms on the north. An electrical 

resistivity survey was first carried out to locate additional crosswalls and to determine the extent of buried 

structures in the vicinity, which might constitute a settlement. This geophysical technique takes advantage 

of the fact that dense materials (such as the stones of a wall) will block an applied electrical current and 

give higher resistivity readings than the surrounding soil.  

The follow-up test excavations revealed that most of the high anomalies were due to irregularities in the 

near-surface bedrock. An undated wall, found extending several meters westward, along the same line as 

one of the interior walls, might belong to a pathway boundary, an addition to the building, or a separate 

structure. No additional interior crosswalls, however, were discovered; indeed, several crosswalls on the E 

and S sides of the building proved to be secondary. Thus, it is likely that the original layout completely 



lacked crosswalls, which would represent a major departure from the classical Quadratbau type. On the 

other hand, there might well be variant architectural traditions of the same general type, especially in the 

Amman area, where boulder construction was common (e.g., the Iron IIC/Persian qasr type buildings 

could be rectangular or square and did not adhere to a fixed pattern). Possibly, Rujm al-ḤenūEastserved

as an agricultural villa (cf. ArchPal 36, 92–93 on the interpretation of the MB III–LB I Quadratbau 

structure on Mt. Gerizim). It was built on a bedrock outcrop in the midst of rich agricultural fields, like 

the Iron IIC/Persian structures which probably functioned as farmsteads (below); and as the nearby 

primary settlement at Khirbet Umm ad-Danānīrincreasedinpopulation,itwouldhavebeenanobvious

area in which to expand.  

3. Iron IA. An early Iron Age burial cave (A4), which was located by the magnetometer survey, turned 

out to be one of the largest tombs of this period ever discovered in Palestine. Into a circular cave only 4.5 

m in diameter, 227 individuals of all ages and both sexes had been crammed. Most of the burials had been 

secondarily disturbed and commingled as a result of moving older skeletons to make space for new 

interments. The cave had two entrances: the main one, which was blocked by five boulders and which 

faced onto a 20 m
2
 ―forecourt,‖enteredbyaslopingramp;andabackentrance,withasingleboulder

wedged into it and with a series of bedrock steps leading down from it into the cave.  

The associated burial goods attested to a lower standard of living and fewer foreign contacts in Iron IA 

than in the LB Age. Thus, the pottery vessel–to-burial ratio (70:227) for Cave A4 was approximately the 

inverse of that for the LB burial groups. Imports were limited to marine mollusks, most of which were 

cowries from the Red Sea. Even more notably, marked changes were apparent in the three basic 

industries: pottery, metals, and silicate technology.  

In the case of the pottery, some of these changes could be traced back to LB II. The amount of 

inclusions (quartz and especially calcite) gradually increased from LB I through Iron IA, even though the 

sameclaysourceat˓ainUmmad-Danānīrwasexploitedthroughout this period. Perhaps to avoid calcite 

disintegration, lower firing temperatures became the rule in the early Iron Age.  

A similar trend can be traced in fabrication techniques. Whereas most vessels were made on the wheel 

in LB I, coil building of medium-sized vessels was the preferred method in LB II. Coil building became 

the exclusive technique in Iron IA, often with a greater appreciation for the advantages and limitations of 

the materials and method. Rather than representing a low point in the Palestinianpotter‘scraft,coiling,

turning, surface wet-smoothing, trimming, and firing were now directed toward making pottery well 

suited to the admittedly poorer clay body. Well-contoured forms whose walls and bases were trimmed to 

a uniform narrow thickness were the result. Some of the changes in traditional pottery styles and the 

introduction of new forms in Iron IA may reflect this transformation in the pottery industry. Similarly, the 

relative lack of paints and slips in the early Iron Age may well be more a function of the reduced 

availability of fine clay fractions than of a deliberate change or the introduction of a new tradition from 

the outside.  

One of the most important discoveries in the Iron IA burial cave was a group of 11 complete mild steel 

jewelry artifacts (anklets, bracelets, and rings), which more than tripled the number of published iron 

objects from early Iron Palestine. Some continuity between the Bronze and Iron Ages was evident from 

the discovery of a similar iron anklet or bracelet in LB II Cave B3. However, the number of Iron IA 

artifacts and their very uniform carbon composition demonstrated an especially well-developed 

metallurgical expertise in smelting and working iron (steel) in Iron IA. The 78 copper-base artifacts, again 

only jewelry and of essentially the same types as those in iron (steel), exhibited similarly high 

technological standards; they were exclusively tin-alloyed bronzes which had very consistent and high 

levels of tin, averaging 11 percent.  

Glass/frit technology, which probably developed locally on the central Transjordanian plateau in the LB 

Age(McGovern1985b),hadvirtuallydisappearedbyIronIAintheBaq˓ah.Onlyonefaience,twofrit,

and five beads of a dark red glass were found in Cave A4. The high amounts of iron oxide in the red glass 

(up to 50 percent by weight in contrast to the 5–10 percent content in LB red glass) suggested that they 

were reworked iron ore slag, which constituted a by-product from the contemporary iron (steel) industry.  



By the early Iron Age, a very obvious shift was apparent in the three basic industries. The specific 

changes leading up to the transformed industries, however, had already begun to occur in the LB Age, and 

presumably some of the underlying causes of change were to be found in the earlier period as well. 

Moreover, the lack of traumatic injuries in the LB and early Iron populations, as well as the total lack of 

weapons in Cave A4, suggested that these changes had come about peacefully. Cultural continuity 

between the LB and early Iron periods was clear from the uninterrupted use of the same cemetery and the 

continuous occupation of Khirbet Umm ad-DanānīrintoIronIA(numeroussurfacesherdsofthelatter

period were recovered, although excavated evidence is yet to be recovered, possibly because the Iron IA 

settlement was small in size).  

The changes in the three basic industries (pottery, metals, and silicates) on the central Transjordanian 

plateau can best be understood within a framework of indigenous socioeconomic transformation (in 

contrast to the standard hypotheses for understanding the LB/early Iron transition: invasion, peaceful 

infiltration, or peasant revolt). The very isolation of the central Transjordanian plateau and the availability 

of certain raw materials there (e.g., copper, iron, and manganese ores) might account for some of the 

changes. Well-documented invasions elsewhere in Palestine, particularly along the coast toward the end 

of the LB Age, would also have had serious repercussions on the socioeconomic structure of city-states in 

the interior of the country. An even more general circumstance contributing to change would have been a 

gradual climatic deterioration with lower precipitation levels, beginning in LB II (Horowitz 1978; for 

Greece, see Betancourt 1976). With a contracting subsistence base, the symbiotic relation between 

transhumant and sendentary groups would have been seriously threatened.  

If this reconstruction is correct, at least in its general outlines, then the LB city-state could not have 

survived. Many of those in the urban population, who would have been thrown out of work by economic 

dislocations, would have needed to seek out alternative means of support. The establishment of small 

outlying village communities, which have been documented in other parts of the hill country, and the 

contraction of larger settlements would be anticipated. The consolidation of technological advances in a 

frontiersetting,evenitsaccentuationasamanifestationofthe―newculture,‖especiallyafterthe collapse 

of hierarchical control in the urban centers, would also be expected. For example, in the case of the highly 

innovative iron (steel) industry, one of the few known sources of iron ore in the Levant is located a short 

distanceNoftheBaq˓ahin the Wadi Zarqa-Ajlun area, which appears to have been a hinterland in most 

periods. It may be hypothesized that native metalsmiths began to exploit some of the deposits in this area 

on a larger scale as a result of the disintegration of LB urban culture and the dispersal of the population 

(the large tracts of oak forest there could also have met the extensive fuel requirements of iron smelting).  

4. Iron IIC/Persian. NumerousIronIIC/PersianstructuresarescatteredthroughouttheBaq˓ah.Some

of these are isolated buildings, primarily circular towers (rujūm malfūf); others form extensive complexes 

of large rectangular and square enclosures (qasr type) and rujūm malfūf.  

Five Iron IIC/Persian sites were located by intensive surveying of the Umm ad-Danānīr region (sites 2, 

3, 4, 5, and 6 on Fig. BAQ.01). Apart from Khirbet Umm ad-Danānīr,allwereconstructedonbedrock

outcrops in proximity to arable land. This accords with an interpretation of the buildings as primarily 

habitation quarters for the rural Ammonite population (Glueck 1939:163). The Iron IIC/Persian period 

appears to have been an especially prosperous one in Transjordan, and the spatial distribution of the sites 

implies a settlement pattern that maximally exploited available agricultural land and accommodated a 

growing population (McGovern 1985a).  

The standard interpretation of the qasr and rujūm malfūf buildings as watchtowers or fortresses that 

protected approaches to Amman (Glueck 1970:183) does not rule out their use as farming communities or 

villas. Rujm al-ḤenūWestandRujmal-Ḥāwī(sites2and5)arevirtuallymirrorimagesofoneanother,

with circular towers facing the western pass and rectangular bastions opposite one another. They are 

equidistant from the main road, which probably follows the line of an ancient route, and as such are 

ideally situated to have served as border posts.  

5. Early Roman III. Extensive building projects were carried out at Khirbet Umm ad-Danānīrduring

the Early Roman III period. In a 4 × 20 m area on a middle terrace of the site, a large structure of this 



period emerged immediately below the surface. A central room of the building was characterized by a 

northern wall with seven orthostats, placed about 0.5 m apart and several still having the overlying 

stretchers in place. A representative collection of Early Roman III pottery and artifacts (including glass 

vessel and bracelet fragments, iron pins and rods, and limestone vessels of Herodian design) were 

recovered. Large Roman architectural elements were discovered further down the slope, and most of the 

visible remains on the lower terraces probably belong to this period (4 B.C.–A.D. 73).  
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PATRICK E. MCGOVERN  

BAR KOKHBA. The name given to Simon bar Kosiba, leader of the unsuccessful Jewish revolt 

against Rome ca. 132–135 C.E. Todaythenameisoftenusedasanadjectivetomodifythis―Second

JewishRevolt‖or―BarKokhbaRevolt‖(thefirstbeingtheJewishWarof66–70 C.E.), as well as a cache 

of documents discovered in the Judean desert that were written at the time of this war, including some 

letterswrittenbySimonhimself(i.e.,―BarKokhbaLetters‖).RabbiAkiba,whoconsideredSimonbar

KosibatobetheMessiah,calledhim―sonofthestar‖(Aramkôkbā˒), perhaps suggesting a messianic 

interpretation of Num 24:17. In rabbinic writings the s in the name is usually changed to a z (bar Koziba), 

implying in derogatory fashion that Simon was regarded as―thesonofalie‖(i.e.,aliar). 

BAR KOKHBA REVOLT  

Jewish armed resistance against Roman rule in Judea reached its culmination and exhausted itself in the 

Revolt of Bar Kokhba (132–35 C.E.). Great numbers of rebels participated in the insurrection, employing 

guerrilla tactics, and large reinforcements were needed to suppress it. The rebels were united under the 

leadership of one man:Simeon Bar Kokhba. The revolt resulted in the emergence of a short-lived 

independent state marked by the organization of local authorities, the issue of coinage, and the leasing of 

state land.  

———  
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———  

A. Evidence  

1. Talmudic Sources. The revolt of Bar Kokhba is mentioned rather extensively in Talmudic literature. 

Most references to the revolt are found in three groups: j. Ta˓an. iv 68d–69b; Lam. Rab. ii 4; and b. Giṭ. 

57a–58a.Theyfocuson(1)BarKokhba‘sleadership;(2)theattitude of the sages toward the rebellion and 

Bar Kokhba himself; (3) the fall of Bethar; and (4) the aftermath of the revolt. Talmudic sources must be 

taken into account especially when considering the geographical scope of the war and the possible 

conquest of Jerusalem and the reconstruction of the temple by the rebels. For discussion see Alon 1980–

84:430–60, 570–637; Schäfer 1981; Isaac and Oppenheimer 1985.  

2. Greek and Latin Sources. The account of Cassius Dio forms the only consistent survey of the war, 

but the text is preserved only in the medieval epitome of Ioannes Xiphilinus, a monk of the 11th century 

(D.C. lxix 12.1–13, 111 15.1). It is to be noted also that this is a general description of the war, not a 

chronological account. It must also be noted that Xiphilinus produced not so much a précis ofDio‘swork

asaselectionusuallybutnotalwayskeepingtotheoriginalorderandretainingmuchofDio‘swording.It

is therefore quite likely that we have most of what Dio wrote on the subject. The Historia Augusta is the 

only source to mention a ban on circumcision preceding the revolt as the cause of the revolt (Scriptores 

Historiae Augustae, vita Hadriani 14.2). There are altogether four contemporary references to the 

war:Appianus, Syriaca 50.252; Fronto, de bello Parthico 2; Pausanias, Graeciae descriptio 15.5; and 

Apollodorus of Damascus 8.10. The last does not even refer to the revolt specifically. Christian sources, 

remote in time and antagonistic toward the Jews, yet have features in common with the Talmudic 

sources:references (1) to Bar Kokhba as leader of the revolt, (2) to Tineius Rufus the legate of Judea, and 

(3) to the fall of Bethar (for the Greek and Latin sources see Stern 1980, nos. 332; 342; 353; 340).  

3. Samaritan Chronicles. The Samaritan Chronicles have not been discussed systematically. They date 

to the Middle Ages and are very probably influenced by the relationship between Jews and Samaritans as 

it developed in the period after the revolt. See discussion by Alon 1980–84:603–7.  

4. Archaeological Exploration. Archaeological evidence is immediately relevant for the study of the 

Bar Kokhba revolt, the more so given the paucity of literary sources. Particularly important is the coinage, 

now fully treated by L. Mildenberg (1984). Coin hoards help to determine the geographical scope of the 

revolt (Barag 1980:30–3). The great size of the Bar Kokhba coinage, and the quantities of coins issued, 

give an impression of the organization of the rebel government and of the population and the economy of 

Judea at the time of the revolt. The legends and symbols on the coins embody the only extant 

contemporary pronouncements of the values and objectives of the insurgents. Among the most spectacular 

discoveries are the hiding places in the Judean desert with personal belongings and documents of 

insurgents (see Bar Kokhba Letters below). Also of interest are the numerous subterranean hiding places, 

some of which were certainly used during the revolt of Bar Kokhba.  

B. Causes of the War  

The modern literature disagrees on the origins of the war. The following causes or combination of 

causes are found in recent publications:  

(1)TherevoltwascausedbyHadrian‘sdecisiontotransformJerusalemintoapagancity,asstatedby

Cassius Dio.  

(2) It was caused by a ban on circumcision as indicated in the Historia Augusta.  

(3) These sources are combined. The revolt was then caused by the decision to found Aelia Capitolina 

and by a ban on circumcision.  

(4) Hadrian declared, or was believed to have decided, that the temple in Jerusalem might be rebuilt. 

When it appeared that he would not permit this the Jews rebelled.  



(5) Various scholars have suggested that the destruction of the temple created a psychological climate 

which led to renewed violence, irrespective of any decisions which may have formed the immediate 

cause of the revolt.  

(6) It has been suggested that the economic situation contributed to the outbreak of the revolt (Alon 

1980–84:572–77; Applebaum 1976:385–95).  

Most scholars advocate the third alternative in one form or another. Several consider the foundation of 

Aelia Capitolina the sole cause of the revolt. The various opinions are listed in Isaac and Oppenheimer 

(1985:44–46). The alleged permission given by Hadrian to rebuild the temple, subsequently withdrawn, is 

not now ever considered a primary cause of the revolt, but some contemporary studies are not prepared to 

reject the theory absolutely and assume there may be some truth in it. In this connection the importance of 

the coinage must be emphasized.Thecoinlegends―Jerusalem‖and―FortheFreedomofJerusalem‖and

the design of the temple on the coinage are to be considered progammatic declarations (Mildenberg 

1980:325; 1984:29–31). This evidence does not allow a determination as to whether Jerusalem was taken 

by the insurgents, but the coins are the only extant contemporary pronouncements regarding the values 

and objectives of the rebels. They provide clear evidence of the central importance of Jerusalem in the 

war.  

Far more obscure is the testimony of the fifth Sibylline Oracle, composed by a Jew before the end of 

Hadrian‘sreign.Lines46–50 contain praise of Hadrian which has been variously interpreted (1) as 

confirmation that Hadrian was popular among the Jews early in his reign (Alon 1980–84:453) or (2) as an 

indication of the attitude of the Jews toward Hadrian at the time of his visit in Judea in 130 C.E. 

(Bowersock 1980:134). Note also the different view of Schäfer 1981:48–50.  

The date of the formal foundation of the Roman colony of Aelia Capitolina before the outbreak of the 

war can still be inferred only from the testimony of Cassius Dio. Archaeological excavations in Jerusalem 

have so far produced few remains of the Roman city and certainly do not allow any chronological 

conclusions as regards the foundation of the colony. Attempts to resolve the problem once and for all with 

the help of numismatic evidence are unconvincing (Mildenberg 1980:333). The lack of proof naturally 

does not justify conclusions to the contrary, for Cassius Dio still contains the only explicit pronouncement 

on the subject.  

It may be added that the various opinions expressed in the modern literature on the causes of the revolt 

often reflected and still reflect varying attitudes toward the Roman empire, the Jewish people, and 

resistance to imperial authority. Another factor which often determines interpretations is the evaluation of 

Talmudic sources, considered by some unsuitable as historical source material, by others valuable if 

judiciously interpreted.  

C. Prior Unrest  

There is no historical source which offers a running account of the period between the first revolt in 70 

C.E. and the Bar Kokhba war, and recourse must be had to Talmudic literature and isolated items such as 

inscriptions and archaeological material. It is likely that there existed a connection between the activities 

of the Jewish authorities at Jabneh and the outbreak of the revolt, notably their emphatic expectations of 

the speedy reconstruction of the temple and the unity of the Jewish people (Alon 1980–84:111–8; 253–65; 

288–307). The fierce rebellion of the Jews in the Diaspora in 115–117 C.E. is well attested, but it is a 

matter of debate to what extent the Jews in Judea participated (Isaac and Oppenheimer 1985:50, n. 70). 

One Roman action is certain and may be relevant:the Roman garrison was strengthened well before the 

outbreak of the revolt, possibly in or after 117 C.E. (Isaac and Roll 1979:54–66). This definitely shows 

that the garrison left by Titus in 70 C.E. was insufficient after several decades and that there was serious 

unrest in Judea.  

The only explicit statement in any historical source is again found in the work of Cassius Dio, who tells 

thatpreparationsforthewarweremadeduringtheperiodbetweenHadrian‘svisittoJudea(in130 C.E.) 

andtheoutbreakoftherevolt.Thelatterisdated132accordingtoEusebius‘Chronicle (see Schürer HJP² 

1:542, n. 126).  

D. Course of the War  



Given the paucity of literary sources, any attempt to describe the course of the war is speculative. We 

know nothing of the first stage of the revolt beyond the fact that it was successful enough for a provisional 

administration to function, as reflected in the documents discovered in the Judean desert. Another major 

project realized by the rebel government was the reissue of great quantities of local city coinage 

(Mildenberg 1984).  

1. The Geographical Scope of the Revolt. The available evidence relates almost exclusively to Judea 

in the narrow and proper sense. A number of references in Talmudic sources may point to incidents in 

Galilee, but otherwise there is no clear proof that the war spread to that region. There is, however, no 

consensus on these matters (various opinions cited in Isaac and Oppenheimer 1985:53, n. 88). 

Nevertheless it is indisputable that all hoards containing Jewish coins of the revolt were discovered in 

Judea, notably in the Hebron mountains, west of Jerusalem, and in the Judean desert (Barag 1980). 

Further confirmation of the fact that the focus of rebellion was in Judea is found in Talmudic sources 

which contain enactments dealing with the acquisition by Jews of landed property, confiscated by the 

Romans (siqār  qôn). These were temporarily annulled in Judea, but not in Galilee. This is best explained 

by assuming that it was a response to large-scale land expropriations by the Romans. The intention was to 

preserve Jewish occupation of the land in Judea, while there was apparently no need for such measures in 

Galilee (j. Giṭ. v 47b).  

After the revolt the focus of Jewish life was transferred to Galilee and the authorities established 

themselves at the village of Ushah (Alon 1980–84:663–80). The movement of refugees from Judea to 

Galilee is illustrated by the organization in settlements in Galilee of priestly courses which were in Judea 

in the period of the Second Temple (Klein 1967:62–68; Avi-Yonah 1962:137–9; Kahane 1978–79:9–29).  

2. Conquest of Jerusalem. There is no decisive evidence to show whether Jerusalem was captured by 

the Jews in the revolt. The best source, Cassius Dio, is silent on the subject. Appianus and Christian 

authors lend support to the view that the city fell into Jewish hands and was reconquered by Roman 

troops (Appianus, Syriaca 50.252; Eusebius, d.c. vi 18.10; h.e. iv5.2;v12.1).Thecoinlegend―Forthe

FreedomofJerusalem‖hasbeenexplainedascelebratingthecaptureofthecity,andthelegend

―Jerusalem‖hasbeeninterpretedasamintindication.Both,however,mayequallywellbeconsidered

programmatic statements, expressing hopes or aims rather than achievements (Mildenberg 1984:29–31). 

Serious doubts are raised by the archaeological evidence, for in the excavations carried out in the Old City 

of Jerusalem since 1967 almost no coins of the Bar Kokhba revolt have been found (Applebaum 1976:27; 

more recent publications have not altered the validity of this observation).  

3. The Roman Forces. Since there is no literary source which gives a full list, at least of the legions 

involved in the suppression in the revolt, we must have recourse to random information derived from 

epigraphic discoveries. As a result it is impossible to estimate the numbers of troops in Judea at any stage 

of the war (Schürer HJP² 1:547–9, n. 150; further references in Isaac and Oppenheimer 1985:56, n. 102). 

The governor of Judea at the outbreak of the war was Tineius Rufus (Eusebius, h.e. iv 6.1; Chron. Hadr. 

xvi; see also the Talmudic sources). He was a consular by that time (HJP² 1:518). Fronto, de bello 

Parthico 2, refers to great numbers of Roman soldiers killed under Hadrian in Britain (ca. 118 C.E.) and in 

the Jewish rebellion. Pausanias, Graeciae descriptio 15.5, another contemporary author, mentions the 

JewishwarastheonlyeventtodisturbthepeaceinHadrian‘sreign.CassiusDiostatesthatHadriansent

his best officers to Judea under the supreme command of Julius Severus (lxix 13.2; cf. the career 

inscription ILS 1056) and also notes the great number of Roman casualties (14.3). Finally it may be 

considered certain that Hadrian himself traveled to Judea during the war. This may be inferred from Dio 

(loc. cit.), Hadrian writing to the Senate, and from a letter written by Appollodorus of Damascus to 

Hadrian about siege implements (Stern 1980:136, no. 322; also:Jerome, in Joel i 4; Chronicon Paschale 

i). It is proved by several inscriptions: ILS 1065, which mentions Q. Lollius Urbicus as legate of Hadrian; 

and CIL vi 974, which refers to Hadrian himself. Finally there is evidence of the participation of 

praetorian cohorts in the war which presumably indicates that these accompanied the emperor to Judea 

(ILS 2081).  

E. Bar Kokhba, Leader of the Revolt  



It is no coincidence that the revolt of Bar Kokhba was the only Jewish war fought against foreign rule in 

antiquity to have been named after one leader (for instance: S. Olam Rab.:―thewarofBenKoziba‖).In

Talmudic sources he is given the titles nāś  ˒ (―ruler‖or―prince‖)and―Messiah,‖andtheyearsofhis

reignaredescribedas―kingship‖(forinstance,b. Sanh. 97b). In his letters he assumes the title nĕś  ˒ 

yiśra˒ēl, andoncoinsheappearsas―šim˓ôn nĕś  ˒ yiśrā˒ēl.‖Thetitlenāś  ˒ has been interpreted in various 

ways. It has been explained as denoting a limited form of authority, lower in status than that of king and 

comparable to that of ethnarch, the title of the first Hasmonaean rulers (Alon 1980–84:622). Others 

assume that it refers to the ideal kingasinEzekiel‘svisionoftheendofDays(Oppenheimer1982:51).  

R.AkibadeclaredofBarKokhba,―ThisistheKingMessiah‖(j. Ta˓an. iv 68d; cf. Lam. Rab. ii 4). The 

role of messiah, attributed to him, has also been variously interpreted as a divine and supernatural savior 

and redeemer, and as a general and leader of ordinary human stature whose title merely emphasizes his 

royal rank (see Oppenheimer 1983, with further references).  

Bar Kokhba is not mentioned by Cassius Dio or in the Historia Augusta. In literary sources he appears 

only in Talmudic literature and in Christian sources. These describe him as a murderer and a bandit, but at 

the same time they attribute to him miracles and supernatural signs (Eusebius, h.e. iv 6, 2; Jerome, Apol. 

in Libr. Rufini iii 31; and Alon 1980–84:ii.34).  

Talmudic sources refer to Bar Kokhba ambivalently. On the one hand they emphasize his legendary 

strength,R.Akiba‘sadmirationforhim,andevenhisobediencetothesages.Ontheother,theycriticize

his addressestoGod,―Donothelpanddonothumiliate,‖anditissaidthathewasputtodeathbythe

sageswhenitappearedthathewasafalsemessiah.TheTalmudrecallshimasBenKoziba,―sonofalie,‖

a pejorative play on his actual name, Bar/Ben Kosiba (as found in the Bar Kokhba letters). He apparently 

wasdesignatedBarKokhba,―sonofastar,‖(amessianicdesignation)byhissupporters. 

BarKokhba‘sletters,discoveredintheJudeandesert,giveapartialbutgenuineimpressionofhis

personality. He seems to have been a forceful general and ruler who dealt in person with details of 

discipline and daily life in his army units. His leadership extended beyond the sphere of military matters, 

for part of his letters are concerned with the leasing of lands on his behalf. It can be seen that he insisted 

on the observance of religious commandments such as those of the Sabbath, the four types of tree 

branches for sūkkôt (the Feast of Tabernacles), and precepts connected with the produce of the land.  

F. The Aftermath  

Talmudic literature gives vivid and extensive descriptions of the horrors of the Jewish defeat, and much 

is written about the bitter fate of the besieged at Bethar (j. Ta˓an. iv 69a; Lam. Rab. ii 4; archaeological 

evidencefromthe―CaveofHorrors,‖Aharoni1962:186–99). Cassius Dio emphasizes the extent of the 

destruction in Judea, the numbers of those fallen in battle and the destruction of forts and settlements. 

After the revolt the Romans issued a series of disciplinary decrees, the nature of which has been much 

debated (Herr 1972; Lieberman 1939–44; 1975; Schäfer 1981:194–235).  
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The Bar Kokhba Letters are autograph letters and documents written in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek, 

which were discovered in caves W of the Dead Sea between 1950 and 1965. Some were actually written 

by Simon bar Kosiba, leader of the Second Jewish Revolt (ca. 132–135 C.E.), and all constitute important 

sources for this historical event.  
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A. Introduction and History of the Finds  

It is a rare and transporting occurrence in the study of the ancient world when one comes face to face 

with new and unquestionably genuine material written by a known historical figure. Yet that is what has 

happened in the case of the legendary leader of the Second Jewish Revolt against Rome, Bar Kokhba—

and not just once, but several times. Classical and rabbinic sources had provided some information on this 

man and the war, usually dated 132–135 C.E. But the Greek and Latin authors had no interest in the details 

of the conflict, about which they were silent. The rabbinic sources added little in the way of solid 

historical facts; they incarnated a minimal skeleton of fact with the flesh of fantasy and legend. Thus there 

was tremendous excitement when, beginning in the early 1950s and continuing for about a decade, 

documentary materials from the time of Bar Kokhba came to light. It is necessary to consider the letters in 

the context of all of these materials for reasons which will become clear.  

WrittenmaterialsfromcavesintheWadiMurabba˓atbegantoturnupinJerusalemlatein1951.An

archaeological expedition was mounted to explore four caves between 21 January and 21 March 1952. 

Along with significant biblical manuscripts, documents written in Hebrew, Aramaic, Greek, and Arabic 

were discovered. These documents spanned the period from the 1st century C.E. to about the 10th century, 

but by far the most important ones date to the time of the Second Revolt. In addition to a number of letters 

from Bar Kokhba to his lieutenants, contracts written during his regime or just prior to it shed significant 

light on the situation at the time of the war. Without them the already enigmatic letters would be even 

more difficult to interpret.  

At this same time, Bedouin had discovered and now offered for sale additional materials related to the 

revolt. The find spot for these materials was for long a mystery, but it later was discovered that Bedouin 

had pilfered one or more caves in the Wadi Seiyal (Naḥal Ṣeelim). They apparently also had found 

materials in the nearby caves of Wadi Ḫabra (Naḥal Ḥever). Naḥal Ṣeelim was explored by Israeli 

archaeologists between 24 January and 2 February 1960, but the documentary finds were extremely 

fragmentary. Archaeologists also investigated Naḥal Ḥever during a two-week campaign in 1960 and 



again in the spring of 1961. The discoveriesherewerespectacular.Oneofthecaves,knownasthe―Cave

ofLetters,‖yieldedthreeseparatecollectionsofdocuments.Thefirstwasapacketoffifteenletters,many

from Bar Kokhba himself but some from subordinates, to military leaders in charge at En-Gedi. This was 

an important military site in the Second Revolt located four and one-half km N of the caves. A second 

groupofmaterials,the―ArchiveoftheEn-Gedites,‖comprisesagroupofsixcontractsconcernedwith

the leasing of state lands. These are written in Hebrew and Aramaic. The third group of documents from 

the Cave of Letters was the archive of Babatha daughter of Simeon. This group numbered 36 or 37 (the 

number is uncertain because of unplaceable fragments), and deals with property and litigation concerned 

with Babatha and her family. The dates span the years 93/94–132 C.E., and the documents are in 

Nabatean, Aramaic, and Greek. Although Babatha lived most of her life in Maoza, in the Roman province 

of Arabia, at the outbreak of the war she evidently fled to En-Gedi and, eventually, to the cave where her 

archive was unearthed.  

Manyofthesematerialsarestillnotfullypublished.AlltheMurabba˓attextswerepublishedinvolume

two of the series Discoveries in the Judaean Desert. Texts 42–48 are Bar Kokhba letters, and numbers 

49–52 may be also, but are so fragmentary that a certain identification of their genre is not impossible. 

The fifteen letters from Naḥal Ḥever have not been published. One must rely on prepublication 

descriptions, which contain significant excerpts. The Greek materials of the Babatha archive are now 

available, while the Semitic materials from that group are expected to be published by 1992.  

B. Description and Contents  

The Bar Kokhba letters thus derive from two differentfindspots,thecavesofMurabba˓atandNaḥal 

Ḥever. They number 22 (or perhaps as many as 26 depending on the identification of Mur 49–52) and are 

written in three languages, Hebrew eleven, Aramaic eight, and Greek two (Ḥev 13 is so fragmentary that 

it is uncertain whether it is in Hebrew or Aramaic). With one exception, where an addressee is 

identifiable,thosefromMurabba˓atinvolveamannamedYeshuab.Galgula,whoisdesignatedbyMur

42as―campcommander.‖Theonlymissivewhichdoesnotconcern him is Mur 46, addressed to one 

Yose b. x (patronym lost) from Yonatan b. MḤNYM (vocalization of patronym unknown). It may be that 

YosewasanunderlingofGalgula‘s,foritseemslikelythatthelettersoftheMurabba˓atcavewere

brought there by Galgula or his family. The letters from Naḥal Ḥever, again with one exception, also have 

anobviouscommondenominatorintheiraddressee,Yehonatanb.Ba˓yan(alsospelledBa˓yah).Mostof

the letters also mention Masabala b. Shimon, but as Ḥev 4, 5, 6 and 9 omit his name, it seems likely that 

thiscollectionisYehonatan‘sratherthanMasabala‘s.Thesetwomenwereco-commanders of the 

military forces centered in En-Gedi; perhaps Yehonatan was the senior officer, thus explaining why some 

matters did not involveMasabala.Inthecaseofbothgroupsofletters,fromMurabba˓atandfromNaḥal 

Ḥever, the great majority were sent by Bar Kokhba or, as the letters reveal, Shimon b. Kosiba (his real 

name). Mur 42, 46, and 48 are exceptions to this generalization, as are Ḥev 6 and perhaps Ḥev 3. The 

latter was sent by a man called Soumaios, a Hellenized form of the Hebrew name Shimon. The doubt as to 

thesender‘sidentityarisesbecauseinanotherGreekletterBarKokhba‘snameissimplyrenderedSimon

(a second way in which Greek could handle the Heb Shimon). Since Ḥev 3 is addressed to Yehonatan and 

Masabala in the manner of superior to inferior, however, and since a position of superiority is one that a 

―Shimon‖otherthanBarKokhbaisunlikelytohaveoccupiedgiven the considerable authority of the 

addressees,itisprobablethat―Soumaios‖wassimplyonescribe‘swayofrenderinghisleader‘sname.

Ḥev 3 is therefore likely to be from Shimon b. Kosiba.  

The letters for the most part concern relatively trivial matters; there is no clear mention of a specific 

battle, for example, in a way which would enable scholars to coordinate the letters with information from 

classical and rabbinic sources. Further, not a single letter bears a date. The relevance of the matters which 

are raised to the course of the war will be considered below. The following table schematizes the 

addressee, sender, concerns, and language of each letter.  

Table 1. An Overview of the Bar Kokhba Letters  

Designation  To  From  Language  Concerns  



Mur 42  
Yeshua b. Galgula 

Camp commander  

Yeshua b. 

Eleazar Eleazar 

b. Yehosef  

Heb  Ownership of cow  

Mur 43  Yeshua b. Galgula  
Shimon b. 

Kosiba  
Heb  Treatment of ―Galileans‖ 

Mur 44  Yeshua b. Galgula  Shimon  Heb  Shipment of wheat  

Mur 45  ——  ——  Heb  Food shortage; death in fighting  

Mur 46  Yose b. [ ]  
Yonatan b. 

MḤNYM  
Heb  Difficulties of [ ] bar Eliezer  

Mur 47  ——  ——  Heb  A matter in Tekoa (?)  

Mur 48  ——  [ ] b. Yohanne  Heb  Uncertain  

Ḥev 1  Yehonatan Masabala  
Shimeon b. 

Kosiba  
Aram  

Confiscation of wheat; punishment of 

Tekoans for repairing homes; arrest of 

Yeshua b. Tadmoraya  

Ḥev 2  
Yehonatan (?) 

Masabala (?)  

Shimon b. 

Kosiba  
Aram  Uncertain  

Ḥev 3  
Yehonatanb.Ba˓yan

Masabala  
Soumaios  Gk  Gathering of citrons by one Agrippa  

Ḥev 4  Yehonatanb.Ba˓yan 
Shimon b. 

Kosiba  
Aram  

Yehonatan is to assist one Elisha in all he 

does  

Ḥev 5  Yehonatan  ——  Heb  Mentionsthe―peopleofEnGedi‖ 

Ḥev 6  Yehonatan  Ananos (Hanan)  Gk  
Sending of supplies to troops; Hanan 

transmits order from B. Kokhba  

Ḥev 7  (very badly preserved)  
Shimon b. 

Kosiba  
Heb  Uncertain  

Ḥev 8  
Yehonatanb.Ba˓yan

Masabala b. Shimon  

Shimon b. 

Kosiba  
Aram  

Sending of Eleazar b. Hitta to B. Kokhba 

immediately  

Ḥev 9  Yehonatan  
Shimon b. 

Kosiba (?)  
Heb  Uncertain  

Ḥev 10  Yonatan Masabala  Shimon  Aram  Sending supplies to camp(s)  

Ḥev 11  
Yehonatanb.Ba˓yan

Masabala  

Shimon b. 

Kosiba  
Aram  

Mentions Romans; requires the two to 

come to Shimon and bring Thyriss b. 

Tinianus; mentions a rabbi, Bitniya b. 

Mesa  

Ḥev 12  

The men of En Gedi 

Masabala Yehonatan 

b.Ba˓yan 

Shimon b. 

Kosiba  
Heb  

Negligence of addressees; mentions a 

ship  

Ḥev 13  
Masabala (?) + (?) 

very fragmentary  
——  ?  ——  

Ḥev 14  Yehonatan Masabala  
Shimon b. 

Kosiba  
Aram  

Mobilization or punishment of Tekoans 

refusing to fight  

Ḥev 15  Yehudah b. Manasseh  Shimon  Aram  
Gatheringofthefour―kinds‖forFeast

of Tabernacles  

C. Historical Significance  



It is commonly remarked that the Second Revolt lacked a historian such as the First Revolt possessed in 

Josephus, author of Bellum Judaicum. This remark may be a little naive if it means to suggest that by 

virtue of Josephus the course of events in the First Revolt (66–74 C.E.) is entirely clear, but it contains a 

basic truth:we are almost entirely ignorant about the Bar Kokhba rebellion. Basic questions such as the 

causes of the outbreak, the geographical extent of the conflict, and even the dates of the war are 

impossible to answer definitively because of lack of evidence. The Bar Kokhba letters are teasers in 

regard to these questions:scholars may feel that by reading between the lines, it will be possible to deduce 

something more than the immediate exigencies which provoked their composition.  

Thus the scholarly literature on the war is replete with speculations of varying plausibility. The fact 

remains that in spite of the discovery of the letters and the contracts which often help in their 

understanding, it is not possible to write a history of the Second Revolt. Still, the letters and 

accompanying documents do shed considerable light on certain limited aspects of the situation. Among 

other things they illumine the course of the war, the administration under Bar Kokhba, and the 

prosopography of those involved in the conflict—but even here scholars are often divided on how to 

understand the new evidence.  

1. The Course of the War. According to the ancient historian Cassius Dio, the war between Rome and 

theJewswastheresultoftheEmperorHadrian‘sattempttobuildashrinetotheRomangodJupiter

Capitolinus on the site of the ruined Jewish temple to Yahweh. The effort was in connection with the 

emperor‘sratheraggressivepolicyofbuildingHellenisticcitiesthroughouttheeasternportionsofthe

empire. The Life of Hadrian, ontheotherhand,attributestheoutbreakoftheconflicttoHadrian‘s

prohibition of castrationwhich,inRomaneyes,included―half-hearted‖effortssuchascircumcision.

Many scholars think that these two suggested causes ought to be understood as complementary rather than 

mutually exclusive; indeed, this seems a reasonable interpretation. Typically, Greco-Roman sources do 

not mention another aspect of the Jewish situation which may well have been equally significant in 

provoking conflict:messianic speculation and eschatological calculations. It is said in rabbinic literature 

that Rabbi Akiba, one ofBarKokhba‘sprincipalsupporters,wasamongthemĕḥaššĕbê ˒ittōt, ―calculators

ofthe(end)times.‖Inotherwords,hewastakenupwithmessianicspeculationsandtheattemptto

calculate when the Messiah would appear based on hints in the Scriptures. The pseudepigraphic work 

Apocalypse of Baruch, now extant only in Syriac, is a writing from the period immediately after the 

destruction of the temple in 69 C.E., one with many connections to rabbinic Judaism in terms of concept 

and legal interpretations. It is therefore not unreasonable to suggest that it represents the type of thinking 

which was going on in some circles of nascent rabbinic Judaism in the period between the revolts. The 

dominant typology of Baruch involves the temple:it draws parallels between the destruction of the first 

temple at the time of Jeremiah and that of the second in 69 C.E. Just as there was a rebuilding of the first 

temple under Ezra and Nehemiah 70 years after its destruction, Baruch promises a future rebuilding, a 

third temple, to inaugurate messianic times. For a people saturated in scriptural knowledge such as these 

circles of ancient Jewry, who were convinced of such typologies, it was natural to think that another 

seventy-year period would be involved. And thus the date of the outbreak of the revolt is perhaps 

connected to an understanding of its causes:here the Bar Kokhba material may be helpful.  

Scholars usually prefer the dates Cassius Dio supplies for the revolt, 132–135 C.E., to those of other 

ancient sources. Mur 24 appears to confirm the first date. This document belongs to the genre of lease 

contract known in Greek as diastrōma; examples have long been known from the Oxyrhynchus papyri of 

Egypt.Mur24specifiesinlines9and10thattheleaseistolast―untilthe end of the eve of Remission, 

whichisfivefullfiscalyears.‖Sincethedocumentisdated―thetwentiethofShebat,thesecondyearof

(theeraof)theredemptionofIsraelbyShimonb.Kosiba,PrinceofIsrael,‖itmusthavebeencomposed

in the second year of the seven-year sabbatical cycle. Earlier sabbath years are known, making it possible 

to affirm that 131/132 C.E. was the first year of the cycle and, therefore, this document was written in 

early February 134; concomittantly, the revolt must have begun in 132/133. It is not known whether the 

years of the revolt were dated from Nisan, the first month of the Jewish year for some functions, or from 



Tishri, the seventh month but considered the first for other functions. Mur 24 is not the earliest dated 

documentamongthoseofBarKokhba‘sera—that honor belongs to Ḥev 42, which dates to April 132 C.E.  

Given that the temple in Jerusalem had been destroyed in 69 C.E. andthat,onthebasisofa―seventy-

year‖typology,thenextwouldbebuiltin139C.E., it appears that the revolt broke out seven years prior to 

what some expected to be the dawn of the messianic era. Seven is, of course, a number pregnant with 

significance in eschatological speculation, and one might suspect that such passages as Dan 9:24–27 and 

theprophecyof―SeventyWeeks‖helpedguidethosecalculatingtheend.TheBarKokhbamaterialsthus

support the suggestion that eschatological fervor fueled the outbreak of the war, confirming the possible 

relationshipbetweenthewar‘soutbreakandtheexpecteddawn,afteraseven-yearperiodof―tribulation,‖

of messianic peace.  

With regard to the end of the war, Greco-Roman evidence is not specific. The few known facts seem to 

require that it ended in late 135 C.E. The Bar Kokhba materials accord with such a date. The latest dated 

document is Mur 30, written in October 135. The place where it was written is not fully preserved, but 

what can be read fuels another debate about the Second Revolt for which the Bar Kokhba materials are 

relevant: whether the rebels ever succeeded in capturing Jerusalem.  

Little doubt attaches to the question whether the rebellion aimed at the conquest of Jerusalem. Coins 

minted by the rebels amply demonstrate the significance of the city in contemporary ideology. They 

picture numerous images connected with the sacrificial cultus, which had apparently ceased with the 

defeat of the First Revolt. Some coins bear the inscriptions yršlm, ―Jerusalem,‖ormorefullylḥrwt 

yrwšlm, ―ofthefreedomofJerusalem.‖Thattheysoughttocapturethecity,indeed,thatitscapturefrom

the Roman occupiers was perhaps the preminent goal of the warriors under Bar Kokhba, is not at issue. 

But did they succeed? On this point scholarly opinion is divided.  

Against the possibility of conquest is the silence of the best ancient authority, Cassius Dio. Also 

weighing on the side of the negative is the numismatic evidence. Almost no coins of the Bar Kokhba 

period have been discovered in Jerusalem, in face of the relatively numerous hoards known from 

elsewhere in Judea. But this negative evidence, significant as it is, may not be enough to decide the issue. 

Christian authors of the patristic period are unanimous in asserting that Jewish forces took the city and 

that the Romans eventually won it back. And two of the Bar Kokhba documents seem to confirm this 

assertion.  

Mur 29, inscribed in August/September 133, says that it was transacted b[ ] šlym. Apparently only two 

letters are missing, probably spelling byršlym, ―inJerusalem‖(similarlyMur30,datingasnotedto

October 135). The reading is unfortunately broken, but it is not apparent what toponym could fit the 

letterswhichremain,otherthan―Jerusalem.‖(Onemustbecautiousaboutbeingoverlyassertive on this 

point, however, for the documents under discussion have revealed quite a few previously unknown 

toponyms.) Also in favor of the view that the rebels held Jerusalem at some point in the war is the 

evidence of the dating formulas used in the Bar Kokhba contracts and, in modified form, on the coins.  

The full form of the standard dating formula was seldom used. Usually contracts would abbreviate by 

dropping one or more elements. All the contracts would begin, however, with a notation of the day, 

month, and year of the Bar Kokhba era. A contract from Kefar Baru may provide the best example of the 

fullform.Afternotingday,month,andyearitreads―oftheFreedomofIsraelatthehandsofShimonben

Kosiba,PrinceofIsrael.‖Othercontracts,and coins,read―oftheRedemptionofIsrael.‖Thecoinsand

contractsuseeither―redemption‖or―freedom‖capriciously,sothat,contrarytowhatwasoncebelieved,

nothing can be inferred from these terms as to the ideology or progress of the war. One contract, Mur 25, 

reads―yearthreeoftheFreedomofJerusalem.‖Takingallthisevidencetogether,itappearsthattheBar

Kokhbaerawasdatedalternatelyby―theFreedomofJerusalem,‖the―FreedomofIsrael,‖or―the

RedemptionofIsrael.‖(Thedatedcontracts so far known are, from earliest to latest, Ḥev 42, Mur 22, Mur 

23, Mur 24, Mur 29, Kefar Baru, Mur 25, Ḥev 44, Ḥev 45–46, Ḥev47,―KefarBebayu‖[nowknownto

come from Kefar Baru], and Mur 30.) The implication of this prosaic dating phraseology is therefore that 

there existed an equivalence between the freedom of Israel and that of Jerusalem. The formulas thus 

suggest that the war began with an uprising led by Bar Kokhba which liberated Jerusalem and began the 



new era by occupying the city. If the readings in Mur 29 and 30 are indeed referring to Jerusalem, then it 

would seem that the city was in the hands of the rebels for a substantial portion of the war. It is possible, 

of course, that this period was punctuated by one or more Roman reconquests of the city. But it would 

seem that, toward the end of the war, the city was under rebel control for long enough to provide some 

feeling of security. This impression arises from two of the Bar Kokhba letters, Ḥev 3 and Ḥev 15, which 

apparently belong together.  

Ḥev 3 is written in Greek and follows Greek epistolographic conventions. It reads in full:  

Soumaios to Jonathan son of Baianos and to Masabala, greetings: I already sent Agrippa to you. Make 

hastetosendme…andcitrons.Andhe[Agrippa]willtransport these things back to the headquarters 

of the Jews. And be sure you do so! It was written in Greek because no one was found [was able?] to 

writeitin―Hebrew.‖Dismisshimveryspeedilyinviewofthefestival.Andbesureyoudoso!

Soumaios. Farewell. [author‘stranslation] 

Ḥev 15 is written in Aramaic and, accordingly, follows the conventions then governing Hebrew and 

Aramaic letters. It reads:  

Shimon to Yehudah bar Menasseh, at Qiryat Arabayah. I have sent to you two donkeys that you should 

send withthemtwomentoYehonatanbarBa˓yanandMasabala.Theyaretoloadthemwithbranches

and citrons and send them to the camp, to you. As for you, send other men to bring to you myrtles and 

willows. Prepare them (= tithe them?) and send them to the camp (i.e., to Shimon) because the men 

comprisingtheforcesarenumerous.Bewell.[author‘stranslation] 

It is impossible to be certain of the relation of these letters to one another, if indeed they are referring to 

the same situation. One scenario which seems to make sense is to assume that Shimon wrote the Greek 

letter first. Yehonatan and Masabala carried out their orders and sent branches and citrons to the main 

camp of the Jews located, perhaps, at Jerusalem. There the forces were about to celebrate the Festival of 

Tabernacles—those who could be spared and could disengage the Romans for a week or so. Shimon had 

previouslyarrangedtogetmyrtlesandwillows,theothertwoofthe―fourkinds‖usedinthecelebration,

elsewhere. As men (with their families?) continued to arrive, however, it became evident that not enough 

of the four kinds had been gathered, so Shimon sent a letter to Yehudah b. Menasseh to arrange for more 

to be sent. Other interpretations are equally cogent, but the important point is this: Shimon b. Kosiba, a 

man known from other letters as a Jew who adhered strictly to the legal requirements of Jewish 

observance, was about to celebrate the Festival of Tabernacles.  

In addition to the procession bearing the four kinds, the Feast of Tabernacles was distinctive in two 

regards:like Passover and Pentecost, it was a pilgrimage festival; adult males were required to journey to 

Jerusalem. Second, it required the most burnt offerings of any occasion of the religious calendar. While 

by the time of Bar Kokhba it was perhaps not always legally necessary to journey to Jerusalem, it was 

always desirable. If offerings were to be made, they, of course, could be made nowhere else. Thus it is 

likely that at the time of these two letters Jewish forces controlled Jerusalem, although, as noted, it is not 

absolutely certain. We are ignorant of precisely how the feast was to be celebrated.  

AssumingthereadingofMur30isindeed―Jerusalem,‖thenitisclearthatBarKokhbawasincontrol

of the city at the time of the Feast of Tabernacles (Tishri 15–22) in the year 135. Do the two letters date 

from that year, the only year in which there is direct evidence of Jewish control of the city at the time of 

the festival? Again, the data are of uncertain interpretation, but it appears that the answer is no.  

Both letters come from Naḥal Ḥeverand,presumably,the―papers‖ofYehonatanb.Ba˓yan.Itappears

that b. Menasseh had sent his letter on to Yehonatan and Masabala as an explanation of his requirements 

from them. Now, among the Ḥever materials no document thus far published postdates Ḥev 47, a contract 

of January 135, some eight months before Tabernacles of that year. During this year, the last of the revolt, 

Roman forces were presumably wiping out the last centers of Jewish resistance. Thus it seems likely that 

EnGedi,Yehonatan‘svillage,hadalreadybeenconqueredbeforeTabernaclesof135—a date which is, 

after all, at most two months prior to the end of the revolt.  

Thus, from this rather lengthy excursus, it would seem that the letters pertain to the year 134 or perhaps 

earlier. Since according to Mur 29, rebel forces apparently held Jerusalem in late August of 133—only a 



short time before the Festival of that year—the letters may refer to that occasion. The problem with that 

hypothesis is that the other Bar Kokhba letters addressed to En Gedi seem to presuppose a deteriorating 

situation in which the men of Tekoa, for example, have lost heart and refuse to support the now clearly 

failing rebellion. If this intuition is correct, and if the En Gedi letters all date to the last months before it 

fell to the Romans, then once again we are back to the year 134. And if so, then we may perceive Jewish 

control of Jerusalem at the beginning of the revolt in 132, in August 133, in October 134, and in October 

135. The implication is of a rather lengthy Jewish control of the capital city whose loss signaled the 

ultimate failure of the revolt.  

The Bar Kokhba materials also indicate something of the geographical extent of the war. Taken together 

with the findings of archaeology and the numismatic evidence, it appears that the revolt was very largely, 

if not entirely, confined to Judea. Thus the mentionof―Galileans‖inMur43shouldnotbeunderstoodto

imply any large-scale hostilities to the north. The reference is probably to Jews from Galilee who had 

joined the efforts in the south and who now required discipline.  

2. Administration of Israel. Indirectly, and if one or two reasonable assumptions are admitted, the Bar 

Kokhba materials reveal a considerable amount about the political administration during the period 132–

135 C.E. It is perhaps fortuitous that among the names which are prominent either in these materials or in 

the little evidence we possess from classical sources, there are several which served as the capitals of 

toparchies in the time of the First Revolt and, apparently, in the period which led up to the Second Revolt. 

Josephus, in JW 3.54–55, provides a list of the toparchies in his time, and there one finds, among others, 

Jerusalem, the central toparchy; Acraba; Herodium; Beth Gubrin (very near Betar, the site of the final 

battle of the war); and En Gedi. One of the two toparchies of Peraea, Livias, is mentioned prominently in 

PapyrusYadin37(partofBabatha‘sarchive).Inaddition,newdiscoveriesinthecavesatKetefJericho

from the time of the revolt may suggest that Jericho, another toparchy mentioned by Josephus, was still 

functioning as such under b. Kosiba.  

Of course, the mere mention of these localities in the Bar Kokhba materials does not alone indicate that 

he had taken over the administrative machinery he found operating under the Romans. But the evidence 

that he did so consists of more than mere names. He appears to have taken over imperial lands which had 

belonged to Hadrian and to have continued the system of leasing them which the Romans employed. For 

example, in Mur 24, several men lease lands from the administrator in Herodium, a man named Hillel b. 

Garis.Theselandswereinavillagebythenameof˓IrNaḥašofuncertainlocation.Itisclearthatthemen

had to travel to Herodium in order to transact the lease and, therefore, it would seem that it was the capital 

of a toparchy for at least a part of the war. Later it may have fallen, for while Mur 47, presumably 

addressed to Yeshua b. Galgula, appears to require him to act in Tekoa (as one would expect the 

commander of nearby Herodium to do), both Ḥev 1 and 14 direct the attention of the commanders of En 

Gedi to matters there. Presumably such would not have been necessary if Herodium still functioned. We 

know from Mur 24 that it was still in Jewish hands in February 134, but later in that year Tekoa was 

administered from En Gedi. In addition to larger capitals of toparchies, there were smaller centers of 

bureaucracy as well.  

Ateachadministrativecenterb.Kosibaappearstohaveappointedoneormore―civilian‖administrators

to lease the state-held lands. These were designated in Hebrew by the term parnās, and in Aramaic, if our 

inference is correct, by šāṭĕrâ. The names of a number of such officials are known from the letter and 

contracts. The administrators of Beth Mashiko near Herodium (?) were Yeshua b. Eleazer and Eleazer b. 

Yehosef, the men who sent Mur 42 to b. Galgula. In the first year of the revolt the administrators of state 

lands in En Gedi were Yehonatan b. MḤNYM and Ḥorin b. Ishmael. By the third year only Yehonatan is 

mentioned in Ḥev 44–46. It appears that Ḥorin was removed or killed in battle. Ḥev 1 mentions a Ḥanun 

b. Ishmael who is in trouble with b. Kosiba because of some dealings involving wheat. If the two men 

were brothers—an uncertain point, since about two percent of Jewish men bore the name Ishmael—then 

perhaps Ḥorin was guilty, with his brother, of malfeasance. At Herodium Hillel b. Garis apparently 

functioned as parnās, although he is not so called. At Kefar Baru, located perhaps in Transjordan near 

Machaerus, Eleazer b. Eleazar is called a šāṭĕrâ, and sells a house (his own, not one belonging to the 



state).JustnorthofBethGubrin,anarchaeologicalsurveyhasdiscoveredaleadplaquewhichreads,―Bar

Kosiba,PrinceofIsrael,andhisadministrator,ShimonDSWY,onehalf.‖ 

In addition to these civilian administrators who leased out the vast estates to which b. Kosiba had fallen 

heir,thereweremilitarycommandersinchargeof―camps.‖Yeshuab.Galgulawasonesuch,apparently

stationed at Herodium. Yehonatan and Masabala were the two in En Gedi. Yehudah b. Menasseh of Ḥev 

15 was apparently another, as may have been Ananos of the Greek letter Ḥev 6 (= Ḥanun b. Ishmael of 

Ḥev 1?). These men were in charge of military operations; from the surviving letters they seem to have 

been greatlyinvolvedwithproblemsofsupplies,especiallyofwheat.EnGediservedasb.Kosiba‘sport,

wheat coming thence across the Dead Sea. Yehonatan and Masabala saw to it that it was sent where it was 

needed. From Mur 42 one may deduce that civilian administrators were subordinate to the military 

commanders of camps.  

3. Prosopography. Space permits only a brief indication of the application of the Bar Kokhba finds to 

this aspect of 2d century Palestine. Actually, prosopographical analysis of these texts is difficult and risky 

because of the fact that so many Jews of both sexes bore the same overwhelmingly common names. It is 

comparable to a situation in which seventy or eighty per cent of all male Americans would be named 

Tom, Dick, Harry, Mike, John, or Jim. How can one decide which Tom is the one in question in a given 

text? In spite of this obstacle, some insights are possible.  

First, we now know, as indicated, the real name of the leader of the revolt. From Christian texts we had 

known him as Bar Kokhba, ―thesonofthestar.‖RabbinictextscallhimBarKoziba,―thesonofthe

Liar.‖ItisnowclearthatboththeseappellationsarepunsonBarKosiba‘sgivenname.―BarKokhba‖

refers to his messianic claims, which are evident, for example, in the star depicted on some of his coins. 

The reference is to Num 24:7,―astarshallarisefromJacob,‖atraditionalmessianictext.Therabbinic

pun is, of course, reaction to the failure of the revolt.  

His letters reveal b. Kosiba as a man involved in the small details of affairs in the various camps. They 

show him to be a man of piety in the sense of legal observance, and of harsh threats. The degree to which 

this messianic claimant had to resort to threats to get his own men to carry out his orders is both 

surprising and revealing. He seems to have commanded little awe from his peers, although ordinary 

soldiers may have been more impressed. And, of course, it must be remembered that most or all of the 

letters date from a period in the revolt when it was becoming clear to all but the most idealistic of the 

faithful that the war could not be won.  

From the Babatha materials it seems that she was related to the military commander of En Gedi, 

Yehonatanb.Ba˓yan.Babathawasmarried twice in her short life (she probably did not live to be older 

than 30), and the second of her husbands came from En Gedi. Upon his death she inherited property there, 

and the descriptions of those holdings give us some insight into the topography of the village. The legal 

materials belonging to her also reveal her to have been a woman of some wealth. Given her relation to 

Yehonatanb.Ba˓yan,onemayhazardthathe,too,wasarelativelywealthyindividualandthattheir

family was one of the leading families of En Gedi. Yehonatan could apparently read all three languages—

Greek, Hebrew, and Aramaic—which were in common use among the Jews of Palestine. If his 

appointment as camp commander is paradigmatic, then we may conclude that b. Kosiba drew his 

administrators and highest military officers from the village upper classes and families of elders. The 

ordinary soldiers of his army may have been more like Eleazar b. Hashiloni, Ḥalifa b. Yehosef, and 

Naqalah b. Yehonatan, three illiterates who leased land in Mur 24 but were unable to sign their own 

names.  

In addition to the aspects of their study here discussed, the Bar Kokhba letters and related materials 

contain precious information on many other areas of ancient Palestinian life which space precludes 

discussing. These areas include sociolinguistics, legal and religious practice, Roman administration, and 

the economics of early 2d century Palestine. While they leave many questions unanswered and frustrate 

scholars who wish to pull the veil back a little further, they are a priceless legacy of the ancient world.  
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MICHAEL O. WISE  

BAR KOSIBA. See BAR KOKHBA.  

BAR-JESUS (PERSON) [Gk Bariēsoûs (Βαριησου ς)].Amagician,alsocalleda―Jewishfalseprophet‖

(Acts 13:6), in the court of Sergius Paulus, proconsul of Cyprus at Paphos. When Sergius Paulus 

requested to hear Paul and Barnabas, Bar-Jesus opposed them, which resulted in his being struck blind at 

Paul‘sdenouncement.Heiscalledafalseprophetbecauseofhisopposition to the message of Paul and 

Barnabas rather than his association with the practice of magic. In his denunciation, Paul called Bar-Jesus 

―sonofthedevil,‖aplayonhisname,―sonofJesus.‖Theelementbar isAramaicfor―son‖(Acts 13:10). 

Bar-Jesus was also known as ELYMAS,anamesometimesinterpretedtomean―magician,‖basedonthe

statement in Acts 13:8. The awkward phrasing in 13:8, however, is likely meant to identify Bar-Jesus with 

ElymasratherthansuggestingElymasmeans―magician.‖ 

FRANK E. WHEELER  

BARABBAS (PERSON) [Gk Barabbas (Βαραββας)].Thename―Barabbas‖occursinallfourGospels

for the criminal chosen by the crowd—at the prompting of the priests, in preference to Jesus Christ—for 

Pilate to release on the feast of the Passover. His name does not occur elsewhere in the NT, and there is 

no extra-biblical account of his activities leading up to the biblical account, nor of his subsequent history.  

―Barabbas‖isevidentlytheGkrenderingofanAramname,althoughthepreciseoriginisdebated.Most

scholars suggest that it is apatronymicderivedfromBarAbba,―sonofAbba.‖Somesuggestthat

Barabbas‘fatherwasnamed―Abba.‖AlthoughnowrittenevidenceexistsfortheuseofAbbaasa

personalnameinJesus‘day,acontemporaryofJohananbenZakkai(ca.A.D. 75) was so named (m. Pe˒a 

ii. e), and thereafter the evidence for the use of Abba as a personal name is quite conclusive (Abrahams 

1924:201–2). Others suggest that Barabbas was the son of a well-knownrabbi,because―Abba‖wasused

for esteemed scholars and rabbis. There areevensomecodiceswithadouble―r‖inthename,suggesting

thepossibilitythatBarabbasisderivedfromBarRabba(n),meaning―sonofateacher.‖Alesslikely

suggestion is that Barabbas finds its origin as a disguised abbreviation for the venerated name Abraham 

(―sonofAbraham‖). 

An interesting variant occurs in Matt 27:16–7,whereheiscalled―JesusBarabbas.‖Whileextant

manuscript evidence is weak, Origen implies that most manuscripts in his day (ca. A.D. 240) included the 

full name. Many scholars today accept the full name in Matthew as original and suggest that it was 

probablyomittedbylaterscribesbecauseoftherepugnanceofhavingJesusChrist‘snamebeingshared

by Barabbas (TCGNT 67–8). It is not improbable for Barabbas to have the very common name Jesus. 

Matthew‘stextreadsmoredramaticallywithtwoholdersofthesamename:―WhichJesusdoyouwant;

the son of Abba, or the self-styledMessiah‖(cf.AlbrightandMannMatthew AB, 343–4). There is some 

evidencethatthefullname―JesusBarabbas‖alsooriginallyappearedinMark‘sgospel(MannMark AB, 

637).  

Barabbasiscalled―oneofthoseamongtherebelswhohadcommittedmurderintheinsurrection‖

(Mark 15:7; Luke 23:19; cf. Acts 3:14),a―notoriousprisoner‖(Matt 27:16),anda―robber‖(John 18:40). 



These terms closely resemble the characteristics of social banditry uncovered in recent studies of the 

social history of 1st century Palestine (e.g., Horsley and Hanson 1985:48–87). As a bandit (lēstēs, the 

same term used of the two criminals between whom Jesus was crucified [Mark 15:27]), Barabbas may 

have belonged to one of the rural brigands. These brigands were popular with the common people because 

they preyed upon the wealthy establishment of Israel and created havoc for the Roman government. 

Barabbas was being held prisoner by the Roman authorities at the timeofJesus‘trialandwasreleasedby

Pontius Pilate to carry out the customary paschal pardon (Mark 15:6–15). The reason given for the crowd 

choosing Barabbas over Jesus is said to be the instigation of the chief-priests and elders (Matt 27:20; 

Mark 15:11), but quite likely the Jerusalem crowds also preferred Barabbas‘sactivemethodsofRoman

resistancetoJesus‘wayofnonresistance. 

The absence of extra-biblical historical verification for the paschal pardon custom remains a problem. 

Some scholars have attempted to resolve the difficulty by suggesting that the entire incident, including 

Barabbas himself, is an apologetic creation of the evangelists (e.g., Rigg 1945; Maccoby 1970; Davies 

1980). But recent studies have produced evidence of widespread customs of prisoner releases at festivals 

in the ancient world (e.g., Merritt 1985:53–68). The gospel account of a custom of reprieve of a prisoner 

at the Passover echoes the practice of the ancient world.  

The portrait of Barabbas in the gospel account remains hazy. In contrast, the portrait of the innocently 

charged Jesus is thrown into sharp focus. Such appears to be the purpose of the evangelists.  
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MICHAEL J. WILKINS  

BARACHEL (PERSON) [Heb barak˒ēl (ֵאל  )]. The father of Elihu from the land of Buz (Jobַבַרכְּ

32:2). Barachel is not otherwise attested, whereas Berechiah is attested as a Jewish personal name both 

epigraphically and in the MT (see BERECHIAH). The name does, however, occur in Safaitic (Harding 

1971:102). Although the speech of Elihu (Job 32–37) most probably is an early orthodox addition (and 

commentary) to the original book of Job, the Elihu-author obviously took pains to accommodate his hero 

totheArabianlocaleofthebookofJobbymeansofElihu‘spatronymandcountryoforigin.The

Masoretic tradition, as represented by the Leningrad Codex, may acknowledge the Arabian context of 

Barachel by its peculiar vocalization, which does not accord to the rules of classical Hebrew word 

formation (one might expect *bĕrak˒ēl or bārak˒ēl).  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

BARAITA [Aram bāraytā˒ (ָתא outside‖].TheBabylonianTalmud― ,(ִחיצוָנה) ) = Heb ḥ  ṣônâָבַריְּ

often (and the Jerusalem Talmud once) uses this term in reference to a text that is to be distinguished from 

theMishnahofR.JudahHanasi.Thus,abaraitaisa―mishnah‖thatis―outside‖therecognizedMishnaic

canon. More correctly, a baraita is any text or tradition not included in the Mishnah for which tannaitic 

status is claimed (the Tannaim were religious leaders of the Mishnaic period).  

Baraitot (pl. of baraita) are preserved in independent collections and in both Talmuds. Collections of 

baraitot include the Tosefta and the legal midrashim (Mekilta, Sifra, and Sifre). See also MIDRASH. The 

Talmuds preserve thousands of individual baraitot. The Babylonian Talmud generally introduces them 



with technical terms, including tĕnô rabbānān (―ourteacherstaught‖),dĕtanyā˒ (―fromtheteachers‖),

etc.; in the Jerusalem Talmud there is often no such introduction.  

Baraitot originated in various ways. In addition to tannaitic traditions that were preserved independently 

ofR.JudahHanasi‘sMishnah,thereareothersthat,giventheirdependenceonJudah‘sMishnah,were

clearly composed later (Albeck 1960:32–33). The Babylonian Talmud preserves Babylonian baraitot 

(Higger 1948:36–41), some of which may have been composed by tannaim who settled there in the 2d 

century (Neusner 1962) but others of which were authored by Amoraim (religious leaders of the Talmudic 

period). In addition, baraitot of all kinds were transformed by the Babylonian rabbis (Jacobs 1971; 

Hauptman 1988).  

The form in which baraitot circulated in the talmudic period is subject to question. For example, Albeck 

(1969:58–72) claims that the Tosefta (a standard collection of baraitot) was not yet present before the 

authors of the Babylonian Talmud; Neusner widely assumes that it was. Hauptman (1988) shows that 

there were at least organized collections of baraitot at this time.  

The authority of baraitot among rabbinic traditions is second only to the Mishnah. An Amora could 

(theoretically) dispute a Mishnah or baraita only with the support of another baraita. Thus, the presence of 

such a wide variety of baraitot in the talmudic tradition provided for immense flexibility in the developing 

system.  
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DAVID KRAEMER  

BARAK (PERSON) [Heb bārāq (ָבָרק)]. The son of Abinoam and military commander from Kedesh, 

located in Naphtali, north of lake Huleh (Judg 4:6).Hisname(meaning―lightning‖)iswidelyattested

among the Semitic peoples (HALAT 155). Barak was summoned from the north by DEBORAH in 

Ephraim to fight against a coalition of forces commanded by Sisera (note the plural mĕlāk  m ―kings‖in

Judg 5:19; Judges 94). Not all the tribes of Israel were enthusiastic about the mobilization (Judg 5:16–17), 

but contingents from Benjamin (probably brought by Deborah), Issachar, Zebulun, and Naphtali were led 

tobattlenearMeggidobyDeborahandBarak.Sisera‘sarmywasroutedallthewaytohishometownof

Harosheth Haggoyim and was murdered by Jael as predicted by Deborah (Judg 4:15–21). The story 

contrasts the role of Barak with Deborah. The narrator named Deborah the judge, not Barak. It is possible 

that he occupied a similar position in the north by virtue of his military stature, but the texts do not say so. 

It is Deborah who manifests a greater faith in Yahweh than Barak. And Barak loses the opportunity to 

personally humiliate his foe. Yet ironically it is Barak and not Deborah who is cited by the New 

Testament writer of Hebrews for his faith (Heb 11:32). If we read with the and Peshitta bārāq instead of 

the MT bĕdān in 1 Sam 12:11,thenBarakhasonceagainusurpedDeborah‘splaceinthetaleofheroes. 
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KIRK E. LOWERY  

BARDAISAN OF EDESSA (PERSON). A nobleman of Edessa (ca. A.D. 155–222) and associate of 

its ruler King Abgar VIII (d. A.D. 212; Drijvers ANRW 8:2.876; not Abgar IX as Duval 1891–92:212). 

Bardaisan was reputed to be of Parthian or Armenian origin, skilled in archery and schooled in Greek 

philosophy and rhetoric (Sextus Julius Africanus, Kestoi, cf. PG 10.45–46; Eusebius h.e. 4.30; p.e. 6.9; 

Hieronymus vir. ill. 33; Epiphanius haer. 56). The earliest known Syriac author, Bardaisan invented the 

madrāšâ (Syr), a hymn composed in isosyllabic verse which uses parallelism, rhyme, alliteration, and a 

variety of wordplay to achieve its effects. Later Greek tradition erroneously attributes this 



accomplishment to his son Harmonius (Sozomenus h.e. 3.16; Brock 1980:6). According to Ephrem Syrus 

(d. A.D. 373),inimitationofDavid‘sPsalms,Bardaisancomposed150suchhymns,fragmentsofwhich

are preserved by later Syriac authors (Beck 1957:203 = Ephrem HCH 53.6; cf. Drijvers 1966:165). Also 

extant is a dialogue, composed on the Platonic model by his disciple, Phillip, entitled in the Syriac 

manuscript The Book of the Laws of the Countries (Nau 1907 = BLC; cf. Drijvers 1965) but known by 

Eusebius as On Fate. SubstantivelyandformallyinfluencedbyCarneades‘nomima barbarika, it sets 

forth asBardaisan‘sviewasubtlereconciliationofnaturallaw,astrologicaldeterminism,andfreewill

(Eusebius h.e. 4.30; p.e. 6.10.6 and Clem. recogn. 9.19; Schaeder 1932:32–41; Drijvers 1966:60–95). 

Later sources attribute to him works on astronomy, astrology, chronology, and ethnography, particularly 

on Indian customs, and a history of Armenia.  

AclearandunbiasedviewofBardaisan‘steachingisvirtuallyimpossiblesinceallrelevantinformation

is mediated by later sources originating with either his followers or their opponents. The formulation of 

the content of his doctrine depends which of diverse and often conflicting sources are seen as most 

reliable. Having distinguished three distinct cosmogonic traditions preserved in the later Syriac sources, 

Drijvers (1966:96–152) harmonizes the earliest with BLC and Ephrem. By contrast, Jansma (1969; cf. 

Davids1971)arguesthat―catholicising‖and―manichaeicising‖tendenciesamongthelaterBardaisanites

militate against this approach; in his view, BLC and Ephrem HCH 55 best represent the two later 

tendenciesandshouldbedistinguishedbothfromoneanotherandfromBardaisan‘sviews.Essentially

following the method of Drijvers produces the following cosmogony: There are four entities (Syr ˒  tyê = 

Gk ousiai), water, fire, light, and wind, arranged horizontally according to the cardinal points of the 

compass, as N, E, S, and W, respectively. Each entity has characteristics associated with each of the five 

senses, producing in the case of sight a correspondence between the entities and the colors:water with 

green, fire with red, light with white, and wind with blue (Mitchell, Bevan, and Burkitt 1921 = Ephrem 

Pr. Ref. 2.223–24). Above them is God and below them darkness (Syr hešôkâ). A chance movement 

causes the mixing of the pure entities with darkness, resulting in the creation of matter (Syr hûlê from Gk 

hyle). The entities call upon the Most High, Who Sends the Primal Word (Syr mêmrâ = Gk logos) to order 

the matter. The four entities and the darkness are repurified and returned to their places through the 

―mysteryofthecross‖(Mitchell1912=EphremPr. Ref. 1.52–60, 138–40, 2.220.29–33; Nau 1932:191–

92 = Barhadbesabba Arb. 1.5).Bardaisan‘stripartiteanthropologyofbody(Syrpagrâ = Gk sōma), soul 

(Syr nafšâ = Gk psyche), and mind (Syr mad˓â or re˓yanâ = Gk nous) corresponds to three realms in the 

cosmos, the natural world, the planetary, and the spiritual, which are ruled respectively by Nature (Syr 

kyanâ), Fate (Syr ḥelqâ), and Freedom (Syr ḥerutâ). The body, subject to the law of Nature, is determined 

by biological needs; economic and social status are determined by the rules of astrology; moral life and 

therefore eternal destiny are ruled by freedom of the will (Drijvers 1966:76–95, 152–61). Consequently 

resurrection of the body is rejected (Ephrem Pr. Ref. 2.143–69; cf. Pr. Ref. 1.146; Beck 1963 = Ephrem 

Car. Nis. 46:8, 51:2–3), and the Bardaisanites are said to hold a docetic Christology (Adamantius dial. 

5.8–10). Mythological elements emerge more strongly in some doctrines attributed by Ephrem to the 

Bardaisanites if not to Bardaisan himself:Wisdom (Syr hekmeta = Gk sophia), appearing before the 

archons and governors, stirred them up to produce the human body (Ephrem Pr. Ref. 1.122.45–123:14). 

―Something flows and comes down from the living Father and the Mother conceives and gives birth to 

himinthemysteryofthefishandheiscalledthelivingSon‖(EphremHCH 55.1.3–5). The Holy Spirit 

has two daughters, one of whom is the reflected image of her sister (HCH 55:3–5).  

AsawholeBardaisan‘sworkconsistsofablendofideasandimagerywithparallelsintheNT,Odesof

Solomon, Philo, the Hermetic literature, the literature of various Gnostic sects, Aramaean paganism, 

astrology, Stoicism, and later Platonism. Some scholars argue that his is an independent syncretism 

without special affinities to Gnosticism of any sort (Schaeder 1932; Drijvers 1966:166–228; de Halleux 

1968; Brock 1970). Some, beginning with Hippolytus, have considered Bardaisan a Valentinian, Ophite, 

or Saturninian Gnostic (Hippolytus haer. 6.35; cf. Ephrem HCH 21:10; Ehlers 1970). Other early Greek 

and Latin writers thought him a Valentinian who converted to orthodoxy or vice versa (Eusebius h.e. 

4.30.3; Hieronymus vir. ill. 33; Epiphanius haer. 56.2). Notably, although they consider him a heretic, 



neither Ephrem nor any later Syriac writer alludes to ties with Valentinianism. Ephrem frequently 

associates him with Marcion and Mani from whose views, however, he carefully distinguishes those of 

―theAramaeanphilosopher‖(EphremPr. Ref. 2.7.48–8:1, 225.25–26). There is substantial scholarly 

agreementwithEphrem‘sremarkthat―unwillingly,ManienteredbythedoorBardaisanopened,‖i.e.,

thatMani‘scosmologicalandanthropologicalnotionswerebasedonBardaisan‘sviewspushedina

strongly dualistic direction (Ephrem Pr. Ref. 1.122.25–31; cf. 123.15–22; Schaeder 1932:63–73; Aland 

1975;Drijvers1975;butcf.Jansma1969).Bardaisan‘sfollowerssurvivedintheSyriacspeaking

Christian environment at least until the episcopate of Rabbula of Edessa (d. A.D. 435), and perhaps as late 

as the 8th century.  
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KATHLEEN E. MCVEY  

BARIAH (PERSON) [Heb bār  aḥ ( ָבִריַח)]. The third son of SHEMAIAH in the list of postexilic 

Davidic descendants in 1 Chr 3:22. The text of MT is problematic, however:the phrase which appears 

earlier in v 22,―…andthesonsofShemiah…,‖is probably best deleted as a dittography (see 

Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 58). This makes Bariah not the third son of Shemiah, but rather the fourth 

son of Shecaniah, who then had a total of six sons, which agrees with the tally at the end of v 22. The 

name―Bariah‖means―fugitive.‖ 

RUSSELL FULLER  

BARKOS (PERSON) [Heb barqôs (קוס  )]. The head of a family of nĕt  n  m (temple servants) (seeַברְּ

NETHINIM) listed among those exiles returning from Babylon to Jerusalem and Judah (Ezra 2:53 = Neh 



7:55; 1 Esdr 5:32).ItisatheophoricAramaicnamemeaning―sonofQōs‖(Zadok1980:114).Although

Qōs appears in Edomite names, evidence from the Arab world suggests that the deity is Arab in origin 

and, with the westward tribal movements of the 8th and 7th centuries, entered Edom and gave his name to 

a deity long established there (Rose 1977:29–30).  
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RODNEY H. SHEARER  

BARLEY. See AGRICULTURE; FLORA.  

BARNABAS (PERSON) [Gk Barnabas (Βαρναβας)]. An apostle, an associate of Paul, prominent in 

the church of Antioch-on-the-Orontes in Syria, and an early leader in the mission to gentiles. According to 

Acts, his name was Joseph, but he was called Barnabas by the apostles. Luke, the author of Acts, 

translatesBarnabastomean―sonofencouragement,‖(fromArambar nĕbû˒â) but it may simply mean 

―sonof(thegod)Nebo,‖orsomethingsimilar.ActsreportsthatBarnabaswasaLevitewhosefamily

came from Cyprus; hence he was a Diaspora Jew. He is first mentioned as a man who sold some land and 

donated the proceeds to the apostles in Jerusalem (4:36–37). Thus in vivid contrast to Ananias and 

Sapphira, who withheld a portion of their property (5:1–11), Barnabas is shown to typify the spirit of 

communal sharing which Luke emphasizes in the earliest Jerusalem community.  

A. Association with Paul  

In Acts, Barnabas receives extensive mention in connection with Saul (later to be known as Paul) and 

with the emergence of a mission to gentiles. When the disciples in Jerusalem were afraid to meet with 

Saul after his call, Barnabas brought him to them and gave him a favorable introduction (9:27). Later, 

when the Jerusalem church received reports that believers from Cyprus and Cyrene were making converts 

of Greeks in Antioch (11:20–22), Barnabas was sent to investigate. He encouraged them in this 

missionary activity, then brought Saul with him from Tarsus to Antioch, where they taught together 

(11:25–26). As leaders in the Antioch community, Barnabas and Saul were sent to deliver a contribution 

for famine relief to the community in Jerusalem (11:27–30). Collecting contributions of gentile 

communitiesfor―thepoor‖inJerusalemwasevidentlyanarrangementagreeduponbetweenthe

missionaries to gentiles—Paul and Barnabas, and the leaders of the Jerusalem community (Gal 2:9–10). 

SuchcontributionscontinuedtobeofgreatconcerninPaul‘slaterwork(Rom 15:25–28; 1 Cor 16:1–4; 2 

Cor 8–9).  

Next, Acts recounts that Barnabas and Saul were commissioned by the Antioch community for a 

missionary journey to Cyprus, bringing as an assistant John Mark, who had joined them in Jerusalem 

(12:25–13:3).ThatBarnabaswasPaul‘sseniorpartnerintherelationshipisevidentfromthefactthat

Barnabas‘nameismentionedbeforePaul‘snameinallActsaccountsthusfar.Butwhilerecountingtheir

stay in Paphos, Luke shifts to the name Paul for Saul just as he performs a miracle to effect the conversion 

of the Roman proconsul Sergius Paulus (13:8-12). At this point Luke begins to give Paul greater 

prominencethanBarnabasinthemissionnarrative,callingtheirparty―Paulandhiscompany‖(13:13) 

andmentioningPaul‘s name several times before that of Barnabas (13:43, 46, 50). Upon leaving Cyprus, 

Paul and Barnabas traveled without John Mark through the southern regions of central Asia Minor, 

visiting the cities of Pisidian Antioch, Iconium, Lystra, Derbe, Perga, and Attalia. Acts reports that they 

conductedtheirmissionthroughpreachinginsynagoguesandperformanceofmiracles.InLystraPaul‘s

miraculoushealingofacrippledmanledthecrowdtocallBarnabas―Zeus‖andPaul―Hermes‖(14:8–

18). Despite threats from Jews and gentiles (14:5) and physical violence against Paul at the hands of some 

Jews (14:19), Acts states that the mission of Paul and Barnabas met with success in several cities among 

Jews, recent converts to Judaism (13:43), gentiles (13:48), and Greeks (14:1). But the summary of their 

activityreportedtothechurchatAntiochmakesitclearthatthesuccessofBarnabas‘andPaul‘s

pioneering work among gentiles is what Luke wishes most to stress (14:27).  



However in Antioch the question of how a gentile mission ought to be conducted came to be hotly 

debated.AccordingtoActs―some‖fromJudeawereteachingtherethatcircumcision according to the 

custom of Moses was a prerequisite for salvation. Paul and Barnabas argued against requiring 

circumcision for gentiles and were appointed to a delegation which brought the question before apostles 

and elders in Jerusalem (15:1–3). During the debate at this Jerusalem Council, Barnabas and Paul reported 

on their success among gentiles (15:12), and the council eventually adopted a position which must have 

been largely favorable to them, since it did not require gentile circumcision. Paul and Barnabas returned 

to Antioch together with delegates appointed from Jerusalem who carried a letter detailing the decision of 

the Council (15:22–32).  

B. Separation from Paul  

After resolution of the question of required gentile circumcision, Paul and Barnabas made plans in 

Antioch to revisit the cities of their previous mission together, but there arose between them what Luke 

termsa―sharpdisagreement.‖AccordingtoActs,BarnabaswishedtobringJohnMarkalong,butPaul

did not (15:37). Consequently Paul left without Barnabas, bringing Silas with him through Syria and 

Cilicia to the cities of Asia Minor; Barnabas took Mark with him to Cyprus (15:38–40). That there was a 

close association between Barnabas and Mark is corroborated in Col 4:10, where Mark is called 

Barnabas‘―cousin.‖ 

But the parting of ways between Barnabas and Paul may well have been occasioned by more than the 

personal disagreement mentioned in Acts. Although Acts hints at no disagreement between Barnabas and 

Paul on the conduct of a missiontogentiles,Paul‘slettertoGalatiaindicatesthatthetwodidnotshare

identical views on the observance of Jewish dietary laws. Paul writes that at Antioch he was distressed 

when Peter refrained from eating with gentiles out of deference to representatives from James. Paul 

objectedtoPeter‘sabruptwithdrawalfromhispracticeoftablefellowshipandwritesthat―even

Barnabas‖sidedagainstPaul(Gal 2:11–13). On this occasion Barnabas, like Peter, took a moderate 

position between those associated with James, who advocated a strict separation of Jews from gentiles, 

and Paul, who strongly opposed such separation. Because Paul does not claim to have persuaded 

Barnabas and the others, it may be inferred that he lost this debate in Antioch and consequently left. 

Galatians suggests, then, that the split between Barnabas and Paul arose over different views of proper 

social practice in Christian communities, perhaps due to a theological disagreement about the continuing 

validityofJewishlaws.ItisuncertainhowbittertheriftremainedbecausePaul‘sreferencetoBarnabasin

1 Cor 9:6 seems to reflect a sympathetic attitude toward his former mentor. Here Barnabas is mentioned 

as an apostle who, like Paul, practiced a trade and earned his own living while a missionary. It is possible 

that they had established this practice as a joint policy during their early mission work together.  

C. Mention of Barnabas in Extra-Canonical Sources  

ConcerningBarnabas‘careerafterseparatingfromPaulandjourneyingtoCyprus,wehavenoearly

information. Later Christian writers make legendary claims about Barnabas: e.g., that he preached in 

RomeduringJesus‘lifetimeandintroducedClementofRometoChristianity(Ps.-Clem. Recogn. 1.7–13), 

and that he was one of the seventy (Luke 10:1) sent out by Jesus (Clement of Alexandria Str. 2.20). The 

5th- or 6th-century Acts of Barnabas purports to describe his later mission and martyrdom in Cyprus. 

Barnabas is also named as the author of some early Christian texts. Clement of Alexandria credits him as 

the author of the Epistle of Barnabas, a treatise which was included in some early biblical manuscripts, 

e.g., Sinaiticus. Some Western traditions regard Barnabas as the author of Hebrews, and he is also listed 

(in the Decretum Gelasianum) as the author of a gospel.  
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BARNABAS, EPISTLE OF. An early Christian writing, the significance of which lies not so much 

in its later influence as in what it preserves of earlier traditions, both Jewish and Christian. The 

anonymous Christian teacher who wrote Barnabas passedontraditionalinstructionregarding―spiritual‖

understandingsoftheJewishscripturesandGod‘srequirements.ManyissuesconcerningBarnabas are 

problematic and must remain unresolved.  

———  

A. Form, Structure, Style  

B. Text  

C. The Author and His Circle  

D. Use of Tradition  

E. Thought  

1. Gnosis  

2. Ethics and Eschatology  

3. Israel  

4. Christology  

5. Interpretation of Scripture  

F. Recipients  

G. Provenance  

H. Date, Occasion, and Significance  

———  

A. Form, Structure, Style  

Although Barnabas has several characteristics of an epistle, it is probably best understood as a tractate 

in epistolary dress. Its contents may be outlined as follows:  

I. Introduction (framework), chap. 1  

II. First major section:correct understanding of scripture, 2:1–16:10  

A. What the Lord requires:not sacrifice and fasting, 2–3  

B. Warnings in a lawless age facing judgment, 4  

C. Why the Lord endured suffering in the flesh, 5–6  

D.TheLord‘ssufferingforeshadowed in scapegoat and red heifer, 7–8  

E. Circumcised understanding, 9–10  

F. Baptism and cross foreshadowed, 11–12  

G. Correct understanding of the Covenant and its heirs, 13–14  

H. Correct understanding of the Sabbath, 15  

I. Correct understanding of the Temple, 16  

III. Transition (framework), 17:1–18:1a  

IV.Secondmajorsection:The―TwoWays‖tradition,18:1b–20:2  

A. Introduction, 18:1b–2  

B. The Way of Light, 19  

C. The Way of Darkness, 20  

V. Conclusion (framework), 21  

Barnabas 17:1–18:1a explicitly divides the tractate into two major sections of teaching. The two sections 

are set into an epistolary framework (Wengst 1971:5–14; cf. Scorza Barcellona 1975:14–21).  

Thetractate‘sstylisticnormsresemblethoseofJewishliterature.Itsroughtransitions and awkward 

arrangement have the benefit of making it easier to isolate its sources.  

B. Text  

The Gk text of Barnabas is relatively well preserved. The chief witnesses to the text are Codex 

Sinaiticus, Codex Hierosolymitanus, a family of late Gk manuscripts, and an OL translation in Codex 

Corbeiensis. There are also fragments of a Gk papyrus and of a Syr translation, and several quotations by 

ClementofAlexandriaandlaterchurchwriters.Althoughtheremayhavebeena―firstedition‖which



lackedtheTwoWaystradition,the―finalform‖presumablyconsistedofchapters1–21. The critical 

edition by Prigent and Kraft (1971) provides a carefully researched eclectic text.  

C. The Author and His Circle  

Barnabas is anonymous. Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Jerome, Serapion of Thmuys, Codex 

Sinaiticus,andlatermanuscriptsattributetheworkto―Barnabas,‖butfewcontemporaryscholarsaccept

this attribution. Most scholars consider it unlikely that the Barnabas described by Paul as participating in a 

literal observance of Jewish cult (Gal 2:13) could write the anti-cultic polemics of Barnabas.  

It appears that the work as a whole is produced by one person, a male, and that he primarily uses 

traditional materials to which he contributes little more than a framework within which he arranges them 

and makes simple transitions between them. He is a teacher who wants his readers to see him not as a 

teacher but as a friend and peer (1:4; 1:8; 4:6, 9; 9:9). He describes himself with conventional modesty 

(4:9;6:5),butheparticipatesasone―whoiswiseandunderstanding,andwholoveshisLord,‖ina

community which God has allowed to understand secrets (6:10). In the face of the impending final 

scandals (4:3, 9), he is concerned to pass on some of the traditional teachings of his circle (1:5; 4:9).  

Because many of his traditions retain both the style and the substance of Judaism, a significant number 

of scholars see him as a Jewish Christian (Barnard 1978:54–58; Manns 1981:125–146). In view of 

Barnabas 16:7, it probably makes more sense to see him as a Gentile who had access to Jewish traditions 

in Gk (Kraft 1965:39; Prigent and Kraft 1971:28; Wengst 1984:119).  

It is often quite difficult to distinguish the teacher from his sources, many of which are much older. He 

does not rise above his tradition as a clearly defined individual creator; he is primarily a spokesman for a 

livingtradition,evenifhehasshapedithereandthere.Inthecaseof―evolvedliterature‖suchasthis,it

may be preferable to focus on the tradition rather than on the individual through whom the tradition 

speaks. The circle that preservedthistraditionwasa―school‖inthesensethatithadteacherswho

developed and transmitted teaching materials concerned with exegesis and moral instruction (Kraft 

1965:19–22; Wengst 1971).  

D. Use of Tradition  

The teacher indicates in 1:5 that he is passing on traditional materials (see 4:9; 19:1; 21:1). Kraft (1961), 

Prigent (1961), and Wengst (1971) have examined the sources of these materials in detail.  

The traditions in Barnabas 2–16 are concerned with understanding the (Jewish) scriptures. Analysis of 

the quotations show that the tradition represented by Barnabas did not use the Heb text (Kraft 1961:57; 

Wengst 1971:69). Apparently the teacher had access to OG translations in a variety of oral and written 

forms:complete OG scrolls of a few books of scripture (Isaiah; perhaps Psalms, Genesis, and 

Deuteronomy), individual sayings, independent collections of extracts, free renderings of narratives, and 

quotations already associated with midrashic commentary (Kraft 1961:69; Wengst 1984:129).  

The Two Ways section (chapters 18–20) is the largest block of tradition in Barnabas. It presents ethical 

teachings under the rubrics of the way of light and the way of darkness. Barnabas 21:1 shows that the 

teacher considered theTwoWaysteachinganauthoritativewrittenformofGod‘srequirements.This

tradition is found in similar forms in other church writings, notably in Didache 1–5. Most contemporary 

scholars agree that the Two Ways sections in Barnabas and Didache derive directly or indirectly from a 

common source. Two Ways concepts in the Manual of Discipline show that some form of the tradition 

existed in a Semitic-speaking Jewish environment. After being translated into Gk and passing through 

various recensions, it is used independently by Barnabas and Didache. The teacher incorporates the Two 

Ways tradition into his writing with relatively few changes (Prigent 1961:20; Wengst 1971:66–67).  

The themes of the two ways of darkness and light also pervade the whole tractate. Parallels between 

Barnabas 4:9–10 and Didache 16:2 suggest that certain forms of the Two Ways tradition may have had 

an apocalyptic appendix (Kraft 1965:12–16).  

E. Thought  

The teacher and his circle are not systematic thinkers, and their traditions are occasionally in tension. 

Whether or not Barnabas has a central theological perspective, the following concepts characterize the 

tract (Kraft 1965:22–39; Wengst 1971:71–99).  



1. Gnosis. One explicit purpose of Barnabas istosupplementitsreaders‘faithwith―perfect

knowledge‖(Barnabas 1:5). This knowledge (gnōsis) is a central concept for Barnabas. The circle seems 

to use the term in an exegetical sense and a related ethical sense. Exegetical gnosis is the insight God gave 

to Abraham, Moses, David, and the prophets, and now gives to believers. This gift enables its recipients 

to understand the secrets of scripture and of past, present, and future events. Ethical gnosis enables its 

recipients to understand the conduct required by God (5:4; 21:5).  

2. Ethics and Eschatology. Ethical concerns pervade Barnabas, as do apocalyptic eschatological 

imagery,expectation,andmotivation.SalvationisprimarilyafuturerewardforobeyingGod‘s

requirements in this lawless age. The day of judgment is near (21:3). At that time, the obedient will be 

made holy and will receive the promised inheritance:the end of lawlessness and the renewal of the 

universe (6:13; 15:5–9). Believers should not live as if they were already justified (4:10; 15:7). Instead, 

they must make use of the evil days before the judgment to perform the will of God, because they will be 

judgedaccordingtotheirconductandSatancanusehispowertodrivethemfromtheLord‘skingdom

(2:1, 10; 4:9–14; 19:10; 21:6, 8).  

3. Israel. According to Barnabas, GodpromisedthepatriarchsthathewouldgiveaCovenantto―the

people‖butIsraelprovedunworthytoreceiveit(4:6–8; 14:1–4).Instead,Jesusgaveittoa―newpeople‖

(5:7), made worthy to receive it by his suffering and death (14:4–6). In contrast, an evil angel (9:4) misled 

IsraelintointerpretingGod‘srequirementsinaliteral,externalfashionratherthanintheintendedspiritual

manner. Barnabas criticizes major aspects of Jewish ritual observance (sacrifice, fasting, circumcision, 

food laws, the sabbath rest, and the temple) as resulting from this misunderstanding of scripture. 

Christians, the true heirs of the Covenant, understand the scriptures in their intended spiritual sense.  

Thereisatensioninthecircle‘srelationtoJudaism.Onthe one hand, it defines itself in contrast to 

Israel, who never received the Covenant and who err in their understanding of what God wants. On the 

other hand, the circle has taken its ethical teachings, its citations of scripture, its hermeneutics, and even 

its criticisms of Jewish ritual observance from Jewish sources.  

4. Christology. Barnabas refers to Jesus as Son of God, the Beloved One, the Beloved Heir, and most 

frequently, the Lord. Preexistent, he participated in creation (5:5, 10; 6:12). The circle denies that he is a 

son of David or a son of man (12:10–11), but he suffered in the flesh to purify a once-sinfulpeople(―us‖)

fortheCovenantandtofillupthemeasureof―their‖sins(5:1–14; 6:7; 7:2; 14:4–5). He will soon come 

to end this evil age, judge the living and the dead, and recreate the universe (5:7; 7:2; 15:5; 21:3).  

Barnabas is concerned to interpret the suffering and death of Jesus by means of scripture. Apart from 

his suffering in the flesh, the circle shows little interest in the earthlyJesus‘wordsandworksasfoundin

writtengospeltraditions.ItlookstoscriptureratherthantoJesus‘sayingsforauthorityinteaching. 

5. Interpretation of Scripture. The interpretive method is closely related to what is known of Christian 

and JewishschoolsofAlexandria.The―spiritual‖(rationalistic,allegorical)understandingofrituallaw

appears more radical than that of Philo when it excludes a literal understanding. For example, Barnabas 

9–10, except for the gematria in 9:8–9, resembles the position of those Philo (Migr. 89.92–93) opposed 

for neglecting the literal meaning of circumcision.  

F. Recipients  

Barnabas is addressed to both men and women (1:1; see 10:8). The recipients are Christians, probably 

uncircumcised but not necessarilyfromtheteacher‘sownsect.  

Barnabas gives clues about their community—oratleastabouthisowncircle‘sidealsforacommunity

of believers. The teacher admonishes his readers not to live as hermits but to assemble together (4:10) and 

to share their possessions(19:8).Hementionsnochurchfunctionariesotherthanteachers,―thosehighly

placed‖(21:2),andthose―whoproclaimtheLord‘sword‖(19:9).ThecommunitycelebratesSunday,

―theeighthday‖(15:8–9). They practice baptism (by immersion) as a means of receiving remission of 

sins and new life (11:1–11). They experience inspired speech (16:9–10).  

G. Provenance  

Barnabas doesnotgiveenoughindicationstopermitconfidentidentificationofeithertheteacher‘s

location or the location to which he writes. His thought, hermeneutical methods, and style have many 



parallelsthroughouttheknownJewishandChristianworlds.Mostscholarshavelocatedthework‘sorigin

in the area of Alexandria, on the grounds that it has many affinities with Alexandrian Jewish and 

Christian thought and because its first witnesses are Alexandrian. Recently, Prigent (Prigent and Kraft 

1971:20–24), Wengst (1971:114–18), and Scorza Barcellona (1975:62–65) have suggested other origins 

based on affinities in Palestine, Syria, and Asia Minor. The place of origin must remain an open question, 

although the Gk -speaking E Mediterranean appears most probable.  

H. Date, Occasion, and Significance  

Since Barnabas 16:3 refers to the destruction of the temple, Barnabas must be written after 70 C.E. It 

must be written before its first indisputable use in Clement of Alexandria, ca. 190. Since 16:4 expects the 

temple to be rebuilt, it was most likely written before Hadrian built a Roman temple on the site ca. 135. 

Attempts to use 4:4–5 and 16:1–5 to specify the time of origin more exactly have not won wide 

agreement. It is important to remember that traditions of varying ages have been incorporated into this 

work.  

Barnabas does not provide sufficient clues to identify an occasion for its writing. Neither the view that 

it is a polemic in response to Jewish rivals (Lowy 1960:32) nor the view that it is propaganda to persuade 

Christian opponents (Wengst 1971:100–105) accounts for its ethical orientation.  

The work appears to have had little impact in the West, although it was translated into Latin in N Africa 

(or possibly Rome), probably during the 3d century. Clement of Alexandria quotes it as the epistle of the 

apostle Barnabas, and Origen refers to it as the catholic epistle of Barnabas. Its inclusion in Codex 

Sinaiticus suggests that it was sometimes considered canonical in 4th century Egypt. Other church writers 

who mention it (e.g., Eusebius, Jerome, Mkhitar) categorize it with disputed writings or apocrypha.  

Although Barnabas 4:14 appears to quote Matt 22:14, it must remain an open question whether the 

Barnabas circleknewwrittengospels.BasedonKoester‘sanalysis(1957:125–27, 157), it appears more 

likely that Barnabas stood in the living oral tradition used by the written gospels. For example, the 

reference to gall and vinegar in Barnabas 7:3, 5 seems to preserve an early stage of tradition that 

influenced the formation of the passion narratives in the Gospel of Peter and the synoptic gospels.  

Barnabas is also significant for preserving early stages of Jewish tradition. It preserves halakhic 

traditions about atonement and red heifer rituals from a century before the Mishnah was compiled. It 

contains midrashic material and the Two Ways tradition in forms not greatly removed from their Jewish 

antecedents. It also quotes fragments of Jewish religious literature otherwise unknown (Kraft 1965:182–

84).  
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JAY CURRY TREAT  

BARODIS (PERSON) [Gk Barōdis (Βαρωδις)]. A servant of Solomon whose descendants returned 

from Babylon with Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 5:34). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have been compiled 

from Ezra and Nehemiah, this family does not appear among their lists of returning exiles (cf Ezra 2:57; 

Neh 7:59). Omissions such as this also raise questions about 1 Esdras being used as a source by Ezra or 



Nehemiah. Furthermore, problems associated with dating events and identifying persons described in 1 

Esdras have cast doubt on the historicity of the text.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

BARSABBAS (PERSON) [Gk Barsabbas (Βαρσαββας)]. Name of 2 persons in NT. The name 

Barsabbas most probably represents the Aram Bar-Shabba, ―sonofthesabbath.‖ 

1. A surname of Joseph, who also had the Lat surname Justus (Acts 1:23). He was considered, but not 

chosen, for the place among the twelve disciples left vacant by the treachery of Judas Iscariot. Evidently, 

hehadbeenadiscipleofJesus,fortheonetotakeJudas‘placewastobeapersonalwitnesstothe

ministry, resurrection, and ascension of Jesus (Acts 1:21–22). Joseph Barsabbas reportedly was one of the 

seventy disciples (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 1:12; see Luke 10:1). He allegedly drank snake venom in the name of 

Jesus without suffering any ill effects (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 3:39; see Mark 16:18).  

2. A surname of Judas, one of two leading Christians in the church at Jerusalem who were sent to the 

churchesofAntioch,Syria,andCiliciatoconveythechurchcouncil‘sdecision on the acceptance of 

gentile believers (Acts 15:22–33). Judas and Silas, his companion, preached at Antioch for some time 

until the church dismissed them (v 33). According to v 34, a spurious text, Judas returned to Jerusalem, 

but Silas remained in Antioch. This verse probably was originally a marginal note that explained how 

Silas was in Antioch for Paul to choose him as a companion (v 40).  

VIRGIL R. L. FRY  

BARTACUS (PERSON) [Gk Bartakos (Βαρτακος)].Bartacus,whohastheepithet―theIllustrious,‖

was referred to once in 1 Esdr 4:29 as the father of Apame, the concubine of Darius. While nothing is 

known of Bartacus outside of this single reference, names similar to his own appear in other literature. For 

instance,thename―Artachaeas,‖ahigh-rankingofficialinXerxes‘army,wasmentionedbyHerodotus

(7.22.117).ThenameofBartacus‘daughter,―Apame,‖isidenticalwiththenameofthePersianprincess

who married Seleucus I and became the mother of Antiochus I. Apamea, a city in Asia Minor, was 

established by Seleucus I in honor of his wife by the same name.  

Thereareseveralwaystointerpretthephrase―theIllustrious‖(Tou thaumostou) appendedtoBartacus‘

name. The name may have been an epithet, implying that Bartacus was a man of renown or even perhaps 

a wonder-worker. It is unlikely that the epithet was a second name for Bartacus because the Persians 

normallyusedonlyonename.Thereisalsonoevidencethat―theIllustriousOne‖wasanofficialtitlein

the Persian state. The appendage may have been the proper name of his father. The similar Greek name 

―Thamasios‖appearsinHerodotus7.194,and―Themasios‖occursinJosephusAnt 11.3.5.  

SCOTT T. CARROLL  

BARTHOLOMEW (PERSON) [Gk Bartholomaƒos (ΒαρθολομαϜος)]. Bartholomew appears in all 

four lists of the twelve disciples of Jesus (Matt 10:3; Mark 3:18; Luke 6:14; Acts 1:13), but he is 

otherwise unmentioned in the NT. Bartholomew is quite likely an Aram patronymic [Bar-Talmai] for 

―sonofTholami‖(cf.LXXJosh 15:14)or―sonofTholomaeus‖(cf.Jos.Ant. 20.1.1§5), a name found in 

several forms in the Gk OT and Josephus.  

From the 9th century onward Bartholomew generally has been identified with NATHANAEL. This is 

based on the conjecture that Nathanael is a surname of Bartholomew, so that his full name would have 

been Nathaneal Bar-Tholami (cf. Simon Bar-Jonah). Several factors point in this direction. (1) Since the 

synoptic gospels never mention Nathanael, while John never mentions Bartholomew, the juxtaposition of 

the names Philip and Bartholomew in the synoptic lists of the Twelve (not in the list in Acts) suggests the 

close relationship between the two depicted in John 1:43–51. Study of the apostolic lists indicates pairing 

and grouping into fours; this suggests that Bartholomew and Philip were companions in the second group 

headedbyPhilip.(2)John‘sgospeltreatsNathanaelasanapostle.AllofthecompanionsofNathanaelare 

apostles (John 1:35–51) and Nathanael appears as a member of a group of apostles (John 21:1–2).Christ‘s

promisetoNathanael,thathewouldbeawitnesstothecentralroleoftheSonofManinGod‘srevelation

to men, suggests an apostolic function (John 1:50–1). (3) Since Bartholomew is quite likely a patronymic, 

its bearer would be expected to have another name as well.  



Arguments have been raised against each of the above factors. (1) The juxtaposition of Philip and 

Bartholomew in the synoptic lists may be fortuitous, because in the Acts list they are not together. (2) 

SincethereisnomentionofNathanaelduringJesus‘ministry,hisinteractionwithJesusinJohn 1:43–51 

does not necessarily imply a formal call to apostleship.(3)Thename―Bartholomew‖maystandbyitself

in the apostolic lists as a proper name. It is not necessarily a patronymic. The patronymic is normally 

expressed in the lists by the Greek genitive, not by the Aramaic bar.  

If the identification of Bartholomew with Nathanael is correct; Philip brought Bartholomew 

(Nathanael), a native of Cana of Galilee (John 21:2), to acknowledge Jesus as the Messiah (John 1:45–

46). The description of his encounter with Jesus is found in John 1:47–51. A true Israelite, without guile, 

Nathanael gave a profound declaration of the messianic identity of Jesus. Jesus, in turn, stated that 

Nathanael would see even greater demonstrations of messianism. If the identification of Bartholomew 

with Nathanael is incorrect, then we have no NT information about Bartholomew other than the four lists.  

Since the identification of Bartholomew with Nathanael is not conclusive, to assume it without question 

is to go beyond the evidence. Certainty is unattainable with the present evidence, but to reject 

categorically the identification is likewise unwarranted.  

Traditional stories about Bartholomew abound, but few appear to be trustworthy. According to the 

―GenealogiesoftheTwelveApostles,‖BartholomewwasofthehouseofNaphtali,andhisnamewas

formerly John, but Jesus changed it because of John the son of Zebedee, the beloved. Eusebius (Hist. 

Eccl. 5.10.3) reports that Bartholomew preached the gospel in India and left behind the Gospel of 

Matthew―intheactualHebrewcharacters.‖Traditionsalsoclaim that Bartholomew ministered in 

Armenia, Phrygia, Lycaonia, Mesopotamia, and Persia. Several traditions are also associated with his 

death. One tradition states that Bartholomew brought the Gospel to India and to Greater Armenia, where 

he was flayed alive and beheaded. The Martyrdom of Bartholomew states that he was placed in a sack and 

cast into the sea.  

A few apocryphal works are also traditionally associated with Bartholomew. Jerome, in the preface to 

his commentary on Matthew, mentions a Gospel of Bartholomew. Apart from its condemnation by the 

DecretumGelasianumweknowlittleaboutthiswork.Alaterwork,―TheQuestionsofBartholomew,‖

extantinfiverecensions,maybebasedinpartonthisearlierwork.ACoptic―BookoftheResurrectionof

ChristbyBartholomewtheApostle‖isextantinseveralfragments.Authenticassociationoftheseworks

with the apostle Bartholomew is highly doubtful.  
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MICHAEL J. WILKINS  

BARTHOLOMEW, GOSPEL (QUESTIONS) OF. A writing mentioned by Jerome in the 

prologue of his commentary on Matthew (which reference may derive from Origen), and by Epiphanius 

the Monk (vita virg. 24–25). A reference by the venerable Bede (Luc. ev. expos. 1) probably stems from 

Jerome, as does one in the Decretum Gelasianum, whichlists―gospelsinthenameofBartholomew‖as

ones to be avoided. A Gospel of Bartholomew may be quoted by pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita (myst. 3), 

whoattributestwosentencesto―theblessedBartholomew.‖TheSyrBook of Hierotheos also contains a 

one-sentencequotationwrittenby―thedivineBartholomew.‖ 

There are no extant texts of a Gospel of Bartholomew, but two works associated with the name 

Bartholomew are preserved:Questions of Bartholomew is preserved in Greek, Latin, and Slavonic 

manuscripts; the Book of the Resurrection of Jesus Christ, by Bartholomew the Apostle is preserved in one 

complete Coptic manuscript and in several other Coptic fragments. Both works stem from Greek 

originals, and they share affinities withoneanother,suchasJesus‘descentintohellanddeliveranceof

Adam, in addition to the prominence of Bartholomew as the guarantor of the traditions. It is possible that 

―bothstreamsoftraditiongobacktoaspecialBartholomewtraditionofthe3d or4thcenturies‖

(NTApocr 1.508), but it is unclear whether they derive from an underlying Gospel of Bartholomew.  



Questions of Bartholomew. This work, perhaps a 5th-century composition of Egyptian provenance, is a 

collection of revelatory dialogues. Bartholomew is featured as the bold main questioner, seeking 

knowledge from the risen Jesus, from Mary, and from Beliar, particularly about heaven and the 

underworld. The contents of the book may be described according to the five chapters into which it has 

been divided. (1) At the request of Bartholomew, the risen Jesus recounts how he vanished from the cross 

in order to descend into the underworld. He reports a conversation there between a fearful Hades and 

Beliar (the devil) and briefly describes how he bound Hades and brought up the patriarchs and especially 

Adam. The dialogue ends with a brief exchange about the sacrifices and the souls that Jesus receives in 

paradise.(2)Atthebehestoftheotherapostles,BartholomewasksMaryhowshe―conceivedthe

incomprehensible,‖orhowshe―carriedhimwhocannotbecarried.‖Afteraprayer,shedirectsthe

apostles to restrain her while she reveals that she was visited in the temple by an angelic figure. She 

receives a baptism from heavenly dew and partakes in a Eucharist when the angelic figure miraculously 

produces a loaf and cup. She is then promised that after three years she will conceive his son. But her tale 

is interrupted:fire comes from her mouth and the world is about to be consumed when Jesus silences her. 

An account of the conception itself, about which Bartholomew had inquired, is therefore prevented. (3) 

Seven days before his ascension the risen Jesus grants the apostles a brief glimpse of the abyss. They are 

overwhelmed at the sight, but it is not described.(4)PeterentreatsMarytoaskforarevelationof―allthat

isintheheavens.‖InabriefexchangeMarydeclines,butrevealsthatinhertheLordrestored―thedignity

ofwomen.‖JesusthengrantsBartholomew‘srequesttoseeandtoquestionBeliar, whose dreadful 

appearanceisdescribed.Bartholomew,withhisfootuponBeliar‘sneck,thenlearnsaboutnumerous

angels and punishments for the wicked. The devil also recounts how he and his angels had refused 

Michael‘scommandtoworshipAdam,theimage of God, and how he made Eve susceptible to 

disobedience by defiling her drinking water with sweat from his body. The dialogue is interspersed with 

three reverent prayers by Bartholomew. In the end Jesus admonishes Bartholomew that the revelations 

should be kept secret, and Bartholomew concludes with a doxology. (5) When Bartholomew asks Jesus to 

nametheworstofsins,henameshypocrisy,slander,―thesinagainsttheholyspirit,‖i.e.,speakingillof

any one who serves the Father, and swearing an oath by the head of God. Bartholomew then receives a 

commissiontopreachandraisesafinalquestionabouttheconsequencesofsinsoflust.Jesus‘reply

praisescelibacyandalsoallowsforthevalidityofmarriage.Butheaddsthat―hewhosinsafterthe third 

marriageisunworthyofGod.‖ 

In terms of genre the Questions of Bartholomew may be compared with other early Christian post-

resurrection dialogues between Jesus and his followers, e.g., Epistula Apostolorum, Dialogue of the 

Savior, Sophia Jesu Christi, and Pistis Sophia. In terms of content, scholars have noted affinities to the 

Acts of Pilate, the Gospel of Gamaliel, and the Gospel of Nicodemus, especially in the descent into the 

underworld. The depictions of the underworld may draw upon motifs of Egyptian popular religion. The 

text also may reflect knowledge of the Protevangelium of James and the Infancy Gospel of Thomas. The 

recommendation on marriage is paralleled in the Apostolic Constitutions. Parallels to gnostic texts have 

been noted in an earlystudybyBonwetsch,butBeestondeniesanygnosticproclivitiesinMary‘saccount

oftheAnnunciation(2)andstressestheaccount‘sdevelopmentofaCatholicdoctrineoftheEucharist

(Beeston 1974:127; see also TRE 3:316–62).  
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JON B. DANIELS  

BARTIMAEUS (PERSON) [Gk Bartimaios (Βαρτιμαιος)]. A blind beggar whom Jesus healed while 

on his last journey to Jerusalem (Mark 10:46–52). Throwing his outer garment aside, leaping to his feet, 

and rushing to Jesus when called demonstrated his faith in Jesus and his eagerness to be healed. Since 

Mark records the name of only one other person whom Jesus healed (5:22), the occurrence of the name 



―Bartimaeus‖hereimpliesthathebecameafull-fledged disciple who was well known in the early church 

(Cranfield Mark CGNT, 346).  

Asthetitle―SonofDavid‖suggests,BartimaeusthoughtofJesusinmessianicterms. This title 

expressed Jewish nationalistic hopes for a Davidic king to come as the deliverer of the Jews from foreign 

domination (see Pss. Sol. 17:21; Ezek 34:23–24; Taylor 1966:448). This interpretation of the address fits 

wellwiththemultitude‘sassociationofJesuswiththecomingDavidickingdominhistriumphalentry

into Jerusalem (see Branscomb Mark MNTC, 192).  

Accounts of restoration of sight occur also in Matt 20:29–34 and Luke 18:35–43 with some differences. 

Matthew and Mark agree that the miracle occurred as Jesus left Jericho, but Luke places it as Jesus 

approached the city. Matthew says Jesus healed two blind men. Mark and Luke mention only one. Yet 

more than one miracle is unlikely because the accounts are so similar and consistent in most details. The 

main event is so clear and the differences in detail are so insignificant that any attempt at harmonization 

seems unnecessary.  

Mark usually introduces the Aramaic word first and then the Greek translation (3:17; 7:11, 34; 14:36). 

The reverse order in v 46 may be the result of a scribal insertion into the text of a comment in the margin 

of an early manuscript (Branscomb Mark MNTC, 192). Although the derivation of the name Bartimaeus 

is a matter of controversy, it is most likely from the Aramaic bar, ―son,‖andtim˒ai, ―Timaeus‖(see

Taylor 1966:447–48).  
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BARUCH (PERSON) [Heb bārûk ( ךָברּו )]. 1. A scribe in Jerusalem during the years just prior to the 

Babylonian destruction of 587 B.C. and a close friend of the prophet Jeremiah. The book of Jeremiah 

recognizeshisprofessionalstatusasa―scribe‖(Hebsōpēr; 36:26, 32). The earlier supposition that he was 

a royal scribe (Muilenburg 1970:231) is now all the more likely following the discovery of a seal 

impression in a royal archive whichreads,―BelongingtoBerechiah,sonofNeriah,thescribe‖(Avigad

1978[―Berechiah‖isthelongformof―Baruch‖]).ThementionhereandinthebookofJeremiahof

Baruch with his patronym (double patronym in 32:12) suggests that he comes from a prominent scribal 

family(Gevaryahu1973:209).Baruch‘sbrother,Seraiah,was―quartermaster‖[Hebśar mĕnûḥâ] under 

Judah‘slastking,Zedekiah(Jer 51:59); he, too, was no doubt a professionally trained scribe. It was not 

only in Masoretic times, but much earlier, even as far back as the Old Babylonian period, that scribes 

were known to cluster in families (Lundbom 1986).  

Baruch had an important role in preserving the Jeremiah legacy. In chapter 36 of the book of Jeremiah 

heisreportedtohavewrittenthefirstJeremiahscrollattheprophet‘sdictation(v 4). Then, on a fast day 

in the year following, 604 B.C. (or 601 B.C. if the LXX reading of 36:9 is accepted), Baruch read this 

scroll to a large temple gathering and again to a group of theking‘sministers.Thescrollwasreadathird

time to King Jehoiakim, though not by Baruch, and the king responded by burning the scroll in the 

fireplace. Jehoiakim ordered the seizure of both Baruch and Jeremiah, but they were duly warned and 

managed to escape. Baruch was then instructed by Jeremiah to write a new scroll to replace the one which 

had been destroyed. To this scroll was added more material of like substance (Jer 36:32). At the time the 

first scroll was written, Baruch had received a personal word of prophecy concerning his disappointment 

about not having the opportunity to achieve distinction in his career (Jeremiah 45). In this prophecy 

Jeremiah informed him that the whole nation was doomed; nevertheless, Baruch would escape with his 

life.  

During the final siege of Jerusalem, when Jeremiah was under house arrest, Baruch served as a witness 

to the purchase of a piece of family real estate which Jeremiah had made in order to symbolize the 

nation‘sfuturerestoration(Jeremiah 32). Baruch was entrusted with the deed of purchase and told to 

place it in an earthenware jar for safekeeping. He was very likely a signatory to the deed and also the one 

who affixed the seal (Avigad 1978:55; Lundbom 1986). Baruch survived the fall of Jerusalem and, like 



Jeremiah, was apparently released by the Babylonians and allowed to remain in the land. His close 

association with Jeremiah continued, as can be seen from a charge made against him that he had 

convinced Jeremiah to dissuade a group from going to Egypt after the assassination of Gedaliah, the 

Babylonian-appointed governor of Judah. In the end, however, both Jeremiah and Baruch went to Egypt 

and settled with this group at Tahpanhes (Jer 43:1–7).  

Many scholars believe Baruch was responsible for the eyewitness accounts in the book of Jeremiah and 

was,infact,Jeremiah‘sbiographer.Somegoevenfurtherandattributetohimthebulkofthebook‘s

prose (Muilenburg 1970:237; Gevaryahu 1973; Lundbom 1986). Baruch is known to be the person who 

wrote the first of the Jeremiah scrolls (Jeremiah 36); his close association with the prophet over a period 

of years would seem to preclude his being simply a one- or two-time amanuensis. Also, the colophonic 

nature of 36:1–8 and chapter 45 points to Baruch as the scribe who wrote large portions of the Jeremianic 

text. In the LXX, the latter colophon concludes the entire book (less chapter 52) at 51:31–35. This passage 

wasatonetimeBaruch‘scolophontothe―firstedition,‖i.e.,chapters 1–20 (Lundbom 1986). The LXX 

contains the shorter and generally earlier text of Jeremiah, with its provenance in Egypt, where the 

biblical tradition also last locates Baruch (and Jeremiah).  

The notoriety denied Baruch during his lifetime is more than compensated for in later Jewish literature 

and tradition, where he appears bigger than life (Muilenburg 1970:237–38). An apocryphal letter is 

attributed to him (2d century B.C. with later additions), as well as several apocalypses (Grintz EncJud 

4:266–67; for texts see Charlesworth OTP 1:615–79). See also BARUCH, BOOK OF.  
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JACK R. LUNDBOM  

2. Son of Zabbai and a contemporary of Nehemiah (Neh 3:20). He shared with his fellow Levites in the 

reconstructionofthewallsofJerusalemlaboringinthesectiondescribedas―fromtheAngletothedoor

ofthehouseofEliashib,‖thehighpriest(Neh 3:17, 20).  

3. One of the 22 signatories of the priestly contingent who ratified the covenant of Nehemiah (Neh 

10:6). Besides these, 17 Levites, 44 chiefs of the people, and Nehemiah the governor entered into this 

compact, which provided for an abstinence from interracial relations and the more scrupulous observance 

of the Sabbath and other religious duties (Nehemiah 10).  

4. Son of Colhozeh and the father of Maaseiah (Neh 11:5). In the three censuses of the returned exiles 

(Nehemiah 7; 11, and Ezra 2), this Baruch is mentioned but once. His son Maaseiah was among the chiefs 

of the province who lived in Jerusalem, a commendatory example in view of the incessant danger within 

the capital. Two Judahite leaders are singled out for particular notice in Nehemiah 11:Athaiah of the 

Judahite family of Perez, and Maaseiah the son of Baruch of the family of the Shelanite, that is, 

presumable from Shelah (Gen 38:5; Num 26:20). Since both have their ancestry traced for seven 

generations, it suggests their importance. Not only did they share the plaudits of the people for their 

courage (Neh 11:2),buttheywereaccountedas―chiefsofthepeople‖and―valiantmen‖(Neh 11:2, 6). 

Since Baruch is the father of Maaseiah, it seems reasonable to believe that he, too, was of statesmanlike 

character and a revered leader of the Judean repatriates. (See Myers Ezra-Nehemiah AB, 181–86, 254; 

Gunneweg Nehemia KAT, 64–76, 180–94.)  

EDWARD R. DALGLISH  

BARUCH, BOOK OF. An apocryphal text containing five chapters (in the Vulgate and Authorized 

Version, the Epistle of Jeremiah is added as a sixth chapter) attributed to Baruch, the son of Neriah, 

Jeremiah‘ssecretaryandamanuensis(Jer 36:1–32; 43:1–7). This is one of three compositions among the 

Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha attributed to him (cf. 2 Baruch, 3 Baruch). There is virtual unanimity 

among scholars that the book was not composed by Baruch the son of Neriah (who, according to biblical 



tradition, never reached Babylon). Some pseudepigraphic works may well have been attributed to him 

because in biblical tradition he occupied a position between prophet and scribe, and could therefore 

become a symbol for the transition from prophets to scribes. The earliest preserved text of Baruch is in 

Greek, in the Septuagint (cf. in LXX
A
 and LXX

B
, but not in Codex Sinaiticus), and in most Greek 

manuscripts it appears between Jeremiah and Lamentations. The later versions, i.e., Latin (in the oldest 

known mss. of the Vulgate, Amiatinus, both Baruch and the Epistle of Jeremiah are omitted), Syriac, 

Arabic, Ethiopic, and others are based ontheGreekversion,andalreadyinOrigen‘stime(A.D. 185?–254) 

there was no Hebrew text available. No text of Baruch has as yet been identified among the fragments 

from Qumran. The date and place of composition are uncertain; it may have been composed in the 

Diaspora, but Palestine cannot be entirely ruled out. See also JEREMIAH, ADDITIONS TO.  

A. Contents and Literary Genre  

The book is a collection of three compositions of different literary genres, linked by one common motif: 

Sin–Exile–Return.  

1. Historical Introduction. In this section (1:1–14) the purpose of the book is stated, and its fictitious 

date is given. We are told that Baruch wrote a letter in Babylon in the fifth year, on the seventh day of the 

fifth month, the date on which the Chaldeans captured Jerusalem and set the temple and city on fire (i.e., 

582/581 B.C.). Baruch read out the letter to Jeconiah son of Jehoiakim, king of Judah, and to a general 

assembly of the Diaspora, including nobles, princes, and elders, gathered in Babylon by the river Soud 

(perhaps Ahava). Money was collected to be sent to the (High) Priest Joakim son of Hilkiah in Jerusalem 

together with the silver vessels which Zedekiah had made in place of the temple vessels that had been 

takenawaybyNebuchadnezzar.AccordingtoBaruch‘sletter,themessageoftheDiasporatotheJewsof

Jerusalem consisted of four main points. First, they should sacrifice on the altar in Jerusalem, the 

sacrifices to be bought with the money sent by the Diaspora Jews. Second, they are asked to pray for 

Nebuchadnezzarand―hisson‖Belshazzar(anerroralsofoundinDan 5:2, 13, 18, 22; Belshazzar was the 

sonofNabonidus)that―theirdaysmaybeaslongasthedaysofheavenareabovetheearth.‖Third,they

should pray for the Diaspora, because the Jews living there have sinned against God, and God is still 

angrywiththem.Fourth,theJerusalemitesshouldreadBaruch‘slettersenttothemanduseitasaliturgy

in the temple during the feasts and festivals. This first section of the book is in prose and sets its purpose 

as being a collection for liturgical purposes. The use of a letter to comment on liturgical matters is known 

elsewhere in the Apocrypha (2 Macc 1:1–2:18).  

2. Confession of Sins. The prayer (1:15–3:8) is repetitive and at first sight seems unorganized. 

However, an inner logic can be traced and it can be divided into four parts.  

a. 1:15–2:5. IntheseversesthePalestinianJewsaretheoneswhoconfess.Theydeclarethatthe―men

ofJudahandtheinhabitantsofJerusalem‖havetransgressedagainsttheTorahandGod‘swordeversince

God led themoutofEgyptand―untilthisday.‖Theywerethereforepunishedandsubjectedtoallthe

disasters which Moses predicted when he promised them the Holy Land (Deuteronomy 28–32). 

NeverthelesstheydidnotfollowGod‘sprophetsandcontinuedworshipingothergods,andevenatetheir

ownoffspring,althoughGodhadalreadycarriedouthisthreatsagainstthe―judges,kings,noblesandthe

menofIsraelandJudah.‖They were then dispersed among the nations.  

b. 2:6–2:30. This section of the prayer is partially parallel to 1:15–2:5. This time, it is probably 

formulated from the standpoint of the Diaspora Jews (2:13–14, 30). Again we hear a confession about 

past sins and transgressions against Mosaic Law. The wish is expressed that God should save his people 

because―onlyafewofusareleftamongthenations‖(2:13).AreminderisgivenofGod‘swordsthrough

hisprophets,andasummaryofJeremiah‘swords(25:8–11; 27:11–12; etc.) is condensed into three 

verses:God requested his people to serve the king of Babylonia; the people of Israel ignored his words; 

thus, they were punished in the Diaspora and their temple is desolate.  

c. 2:31–2:35. A turning point will arrive, and the people of Israel will repent through remembering their 

fathers‘sins.ThenGodwillreturnthemtothepromisedland,andwillrenewhiscovenantwiththem

―andneveragainwillIdrivemypeopleIsraeloutoftheland.‖ 



d. 3:1–3:8. Another prayer for salvation. Although the Jews in exile have repented, they still suffer in 

the Diaspora.  

The prayer shares much of its language and ideas with Dan 9:4–19, Jeremiah, and Deuteronomy 28–32, 

but Bar 1:15–3:8 is 47 percent longer than Dan 9:4–19 and differs from it in mood. Both prayers have the 

elements of confession and repentance in common and show a resemblance to liturgical texts from 

Qumran (4QDibHam.) See also WORDS OF THE LUMINARIES. Whereas in Daniel 9 the desolate 

temple and the deserted city are central, in Bar 1:15–3:8 this is not the case. Moreover, it seems that 

Daniel prays in Palestine, whereas Baruch prays in the Diaspora. There are two significant additions in 

Baruch‘sprayer:first,anemphasisonthetransgressionofGod‘scommandtoservethekingofBabylonia;

second,God‘sforgiveness and the Return motif (2:30–35). It is difficult to decide which prayer derives 

from the other. Possibly there may have existed two versions of a well-known prayer, one in the Diaspora 

(Bar 1:15–3:8), and the other in Palestine (Dan 9:4–19). The core of these prayers can already be 

discerned in Ezra 9:6–10 (and Nehemiah 9). Significantly, in both prayers (Daniel 9 and Baruch) there is 

littleemphasisondatatakenfromIsrael‘spast(unlikeinNehemiah 9 and in other prayers of this kind 

(e.g., 3 Macc 6:1–15).  

3. Eulogy of Wisdom. In these verses (3:9–4:4) the people of Israel were said to have been subjected to 

tribulationsbecausetheyhaddesertedtheoriginsofWisdom,whichisdescribedhereasthe―wayof

God.‖Itisoftenassumedthatvv 3:9–13 are a later interpolation, but this assumption appears unfounded. 

In this poem the author echoes Proverbs (2:4 and elsewhere), Job (28:12–28), and Ben Sira (chap. 24), 

andaskswhereWisdomdwellsintheworld:―LearnwhereWisdomis,wherestrength,where

understanding is, and so learn where longevity and life are, where there is light for the eyes, and peace. 

Whohasfoundwhereshelives…‖(3:14–15). Then comes a list of places where Wisdom can not be 

found:neither among the rulers of nations, the rich or the young, nor in Canaan or in Yemen. The giants, 

too, were not chosen by God to be the bearers of Wisdom, and so were destroyed (3:26–28). Only God 

the Creator possessed Wisdom, and He granted it to His people (3:32–37); only then did it become 

available to human beings in general (3:38). Wisdom is the Torah which gives life (cf. Deut 30:15–19); 

thosewhoabandontheTorahwilldie.Thissectionendsonafelicitousnote:―Israel,wearehappy

because we know the things that pleaseGod‖(4:4; cf. Deut 33:29). Unlike Ben Sira (chap. 24) who deals 

with the same theme, Baruch adopts the more general approach to the abode of wisdom (found in Job and 

Proverbs). He identifies Wisdom with the Torah (Deut 30:11-13), and emphasizes its place among the 

people of Israel, whereas Ben-Sira stresses the link between Wisdom, Jerusalem, and the land of Israel.  

4. A Psalm of Solace (Zion Poem). The final part of the book (4:5–5:9) ends with the presentation of 

an antithesis between present and future against the background of the calamities of the past. True, the 

people of Israel are dispersed among the nations, Zion is deserted, and her enemies rejoice. However, this 

will change:the people of Israel will return to Jerusalem, which will regain its past grandeur; Jerusalem 

willoncemorebecomeacityof―PeacethroughRighteousnessandGlorythroughdevotion‖(5:4). The 

enemies will be destroyed. This part of the book is suffused with thoughts current in both Deutero-Isaiah 

(chaps. 40–55) and Deuteronomy. Lamentations, which in some of the mss. is the following book, has 

also influenced this section. Whereas in 4:9–29 Mother Zion recounts her sorrows, in 4:30–5:9 the tone of 

prayer is again used to express hope for salvation and return. Bar 5:1–9 resembles Psalms of Solomon 11, 

but is considerably shorter.  

B. Unity of the Book  

The unity of the book has been questioned by many. It has been attributed to two (1:1–3:8; 3:9–5:9), 

three (1:1–3:8; 3:9–4:4; 4:5–5:9; but also other divisions have been claimed), or even four authors (1:1–3 

+ 3:9–4:4; 1:4–14; 1:15–3:8; 4:5–5:9). Many scholars identify the author of Baruch with the final editor 

of this pseudepigraphic collection, who may also have been the author of one of its constituent parts. The 

possibility of a later editor is not ruled out and the entire question remains unresolved. However, it is clear 

that the book contains an unusual collection of compositions of different literary genres which draw on 

different source material. Whereas 1:1–3:8 draws heavily on Jeremiah and Deuteronomy, 3:9–4:4 show a 

strong dependence on wisdom literature, while 4:5–5:9 echoes Deutero-Isaiah, Deuteronomy, and to a 



lesser extent, Lamentations. In this respect the three different sections of the book are almost independent 

of each other. Many thematic differences can also be detected. For instance, the attitude towards the 

Babylonians in 1:1–3:8 is positive, but is not so toward the enemies in 4:5–5:9, while the Wisdom Psalm 

is indifferent about the conqueror. The first section (1:1–3:8) emphasizes the four pillars on which the 

peopleofIsrael‘sliferests:theTemple(2:26), the Torah (2:28), the land of Israel (2:34), and the People 

(2:35, and 2:23,wheretheyarecalled―thePeopleofJudahandJerusalem‖).Thesecondsection(3:9–4:4) 

emphasizes only the Torah and the people of Israel, and 4:5–5:9 is centered on Jerusalem and its people 

(and much less on the Torah, 4:12–13). Another difference is that in the first and third sections there is a 

strong awareness of the Sin–Exile–Return theme, while this is not the case in the second section. In 

addition, whereas the second section commonly uses theos, the two other sections prefer either kurios 

(1:1–3:8) or ho aionios (4:5–5:9).  

C. Language  

There is a virtual concensus since Kneucker (1879) that the original language of 1:1–3:8 was Hebrew. 

Concerning the second part (3:9–5:9) views are still divided between either a Hebrew or Greek original. 

Already Thackeray (1902–3) argued that the Semitic texts of Baruch had been translated into Greek by 

two different translators. The first translated Jeremiah 29–52 through Bar 3:8; the second was responsible 

for Bar 3:9–5:9. Whitehouse and others thought that Baruch used the Greek of Jeremiah, whereas Schürer 

(RE, 642) and Thackeray (1923) were of the opinion that the translator of Baruch merely imitated the 

style of Jeremiah. A good case has been made in recent years by E. Tov (1975; 1976) for the following 

solution:the version of Jeremiah 29–52 (Jer b) shows that a revision was made in an earlier Greek 

translation (called the Old Greek translation), which is still preserved in Jeremiah 1–28 (Jer a). This 

section of Jeremiah did not undergo such a revision. Bar 1:1–3:8, which draws heavily on Jeremiah 29–

52, shows that the same hand which revised Jer b also revised Bar 1:1–3:8. This argument is supported by 

instances where Baruch draws on Jer a, but where the reviser changed the style in line with his style in Jer 

b. Because Bar 3:9–5:9 quotes neither Jeremiah nor Bar 1:1–3:8 it is impossible to establish in terms of 

vocabulary whether the reviser of Bar 1:1–3:8 also revised Bar 3:9–5:9.  

D. Date  

The date of composition of Baruch is unknown, and the issues become even more complicated if one 

accepts the disunity of the book. In fact, many suggestions have been put forward regarding the date of 

the book (or its constituent sections). These range from the 6th century B.C. to A.D. 70–135. There is no 

internal evidence which points decisively to some specific date. Even some of the potential clues are not 

very helpful. The sayings of Jeremiah were popular in Judaism at several junctures. The references to 

Nebuchadnezzar‘s―son‖BelshazzarisacommonerrorsharedbybothBaruchandDaniel.Originallyit

may have been made by Baruch, or else its author may have copied it centuries later from Daniel or some 

other source. Although in Baruch, Nebuchadnezzar and Belshazzar can be identified either with 

Antiochus IV and his son or with Vespasian and Titus, alternatively they can be accepted as authentic 

figures. The theme of the return of the sacred vessels is borrowed from Ezra 1:7–11, and the name of the 

high priest Joakim is only known from Neh 12:10, 26. The dependence of Baruch on these facts does not 

provide any clue to a later date. The resemblance of Baruch 1:15–3:8 to Dan 9:4–19 does not take us 

much further, since Daniel 9 could be an interpolation into Daniel 7–11 (composed circa 164 B.C.). Both 

prayers may derive from a common source, rather than being interdependent. Baruch could have used 

Daniel 9 (or vice versa) at a time much later than 164 B.C. The same holds true of the similarity between 

Bar 5:1–9 and Psalms of Solomon 11; the latter may have been composed after 67 B.C. The psalms may 

be based on one another, or derive from a common source. Scholars are inclined to the view that the 

related verses of Psalms of Solomon 11 are secondary to Baruch 5 (Pesch). Even if 3:9–5:9 (or any other 

part of the book except 1:1–3:8) are by a different author, the dating of the entire book still remains 

uncertain.) The absence of the theme of resurrection (even where one expects it, Bar 2:17), and the silence 

of the text regarding angelology, messianism, etc., does not necessarily point to a particular date of 

composition. The author of Baruch imitated biblical themes and style, and this could be done at any time 

from the Return until A.D. 135 or later. According to 1:10–14 (but perhaps not according to 2:26), the 



temple appears to be in operation. Jer 41:5 and Lam 1:4 maintain that worship in the burnt temple (2 Kgs 

25:9) continued even after the conquest of 587 B.C. The question whether Baruch borrowed from these 

data to allude to his own times remains open.  

Four positive determinations can be made concerning the date of Baruch. First, if the LXX of Jeremiah 

can be approximately dated, then at least Bar 1:1–3:8 can be fixed to some point before the end of the 2d 

century B.C. (116 B.C.). Second, throughout the book the Jews seem to have religious freedom, but not 

political independence. Moreover, the mood of the entire book excludes the possibility of dating it to the 

Hasmonean independent state (140–67 B.C.). Third, despite the prevalent mood of desolation and despair, 

hope is expressed for redemption and complete return of the people of Israel to their land. Fourth, the 

insistentpleatoservetheBabyloniankingandhis―son‖mayrefer—taken together with the other points 

mentioned—either to the period of ca. 200 B.C., when much hope was placed in Antiochus III (who had 

conquered Palestine from the Ptolemies), or to the period after A.D. 70, when it was hoped that many 

would return to the land of Israel from all parts of the Roman Empire (4:37):―See,yoursonswhomyou

sentawayarecoming!Theyarecoming,gatheredfromeastandwestattheHolyOne‘scommand,

rejoicinginGod‘sglory.‖Atthepresentstageofresearch,thequestion of dating must remain open.  
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DORON MENDELS  

BARUCH, BOOK OF 2 (SYRIAC). Approximately 30 to 50 years after the destruction of the 

temple by the Roman soldiers in 70 C.E. a gifted Jew, using old traditions, many of which antedate 70, 

struggled to assert that Judaism is a religion based on Torah—Law—and that the loss of the temple was 

due to the failure of the chosen nation to be obedient to God and his Law. His central message is the 

continuing obligation to obey the Law (note 44:5–7; 51:3; so also Collins 1984, contra Murphy 1985). In 

many ways the concerns and expressions in 2 Baruch indicate how Early Judaism was moving toward 

Rabbinic Judaism. Some scholars speculate that the author may have been Akiba (Rosenthal 1885) or 

belongedtoAkiba‘sgroupatJamnia(Violet1924);Bogaert(1969)suggeststhathemayhavebeenRabbi

Joshua ben Ḥananiah (ca. 40–125).  

The document, which is a full-blown apocalypse (contrast 4 Ezra), is extant in only the following 

corrupt or partial manuscripts:one 6th- or 7th-century Syriac manuscript (Milan, Ambrosian Library, MS 

B.21 Inf. fols. 257
a
–265

b
), which is sometimes meaningless and is based on a lost Greek text; one 10th- or 

11th-century Arabicmanuscript(St.Catherine‘sMonastery,Arab.MSno.589),whichisdefectiveand

based on a late Syriac text; two 4th- or 5th-century fragments among the Oxyrhynchus Papyri (P.Oxy. 

403); and three late excerpts in Jacobite lectionaries (BM Add. MS 14686 [13th cent.], BM Add. MS 

14687 [13th cent.], Kerala, India, A. Konath Libr. MS 77 (4) [16th cent.]). Without a doubt the major 

witness to this document is the Syriac manuscript in the Ambrosian Library, but emendations are 

sometimes necessary.  



Although not obvious, it is possible that the apocalypse was intended to have seven sections:the 

destruction of Jerusalem (1–12); the impending judgement (13–20); retribution and the messianic era (21–

34);Baruch‘slamentandanallegoryofthevineandthecedar (35–46); the endtime, the resurrected body, 

paradise (47–52);Baruch‘svisionofacloud(53–76); and the epistle of Baruch (77–87). Some scholars 

think the epistle was later added to the apocalypse (Sayler 1984), others (Bogaert 1969; Klijn OTP 1:615–

52) rightly see it as an original part of the document, as a kind of epilogue (Collins 1984).  

While there is a consensus that the document was probably composed in Palestine, there is no 

agreement on whether it was composed in Greek (Bogaert 1969), Hebrew or Aramaic (Denis 1970a, b), or 

Hebrew (Charles 1896; Klijn OTP 1:615–52). Earlier in this century, scholars concluded that the work is 

a combination of sources (Charles isolated six), but today most scholars (Bogaert 1969; Sayler 1984; 

Murphy 1985) are rightly impressed with the unity of the work. Brockington thinks that 2 Baruch is 

roughly contemporaneous with 4 Ezra and Pseudo-Philo, but there is sufficient evidence to conclude, 

with many specialists, that the chronological order seems to be Pseudo-Philo, 4 Ezra, then 2 Baruch (cf. 

Klijn OTP 1:615–52. No literary dependence, however, proves this sequence; but in view of the numerous 

and striking parallels between 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch (viz. cf. 4 Ezra 7:118 with 2 Bar. 48:42 and 54:19) it 

is possible that the author of 2 Baruch attempted to correct the pessimism of 4 Ezra (cf. Collins 1984).  

The brilliant mind of the author is readily apparent. He claims apologetically that Israel‘senemieswere

allowedtoenterJerusalemonlyafter―allthesacredvessels‖hadbeenremovedandtheangelshad

destroyed the walls (7:1–8:5).HetherebyremovestheRomans‘reasonforboasting(7:1).Eschewingthe

explanation that evil derives from fallen (1 Enoch) or evil angels (cf. 1QS), the author of 2 Baruch puts 

theblameonhumankind,lamentinginpoeticlanguagethatinsinuatessomefreewill:―Adamis,therefore,

notthecause,exceptonlyforhimself,buteachofushasbecomeourownAdam‖(54:19; Klijn OTP 1). 

His explanation for the delay in the consummation of the ages is that the endtime will not come until the 

number of those to be born is fulfilled (23:4–7). One of the most beautiful eschatological passages in the 

history of the Jewish apocalypsesisthefollowing:―Fortheyouthofthisworldhaspassedaway,andthe

power of creation is already exhausted, and the coming of the times is very near and has passed by. And 

the pitcher is near the well, and the ship to the harbor, and the journeytothecity,andlifetoitsend‖

(85:10; Klijn OTP 1:615–52; this passage is truncated in the Arabic version).  
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JAMES H. CHARLESWORTH  

BARUCH, BOOK OF 3 (GREEK). Attributed to Baruch and extant in two Slavonic versions 

(both probably derived from Greek manuscripts) and in Greek, this work is an apocalypse in which 



Baruch,Jeremiah‘sscribe,laments over the destruction of Jerusalem until an angel sent by the Lord leads 

him through five heavens and reveals to him the mysteries of this world and time.  

It is possible that Greek is the original language (Gaylord OTP 1:655). The date of composition is 

uncertain; it obviously must postdate 70 C.E. since the author knows about the destruction of Jerusalem by 

the Romans, and probably antedates 231 C.E., if Origen alludes to it in Princ. 2.3.6 (James 1897). Since 

the pseudepigraphon is closely linked with the apocryphal Baruch literature, especially 2 and 4 Baruch, 

which were written in the early 2d century C.E., it is either subsequent to or contemporaneous with them 

(Argyle 1984:898). Diez Macho (1984:295) concluded that 3 Baruch was composed near the end of the 

1st century C.E. in Egypt. A non-Palestinian provenience seems probable (APOT 527–32; JSHRZ 5/1:15–

44).  

The document was drawn to the attention of modern scholars in 1896 (by E. Cuthbert Butler), and M. R. 

James concluded soon thereafter that the work was composed in the 2d century C.E. by a Christian. Most 

scholars now contend that the document is Jewish (Ginsberg, Hughes, Picard, Rost, Hage) and has been 

redacted by a Christian (but many of the Christian passages in the Greek version are absent in the 

Slavonic). Thus, while the work is originally Jewish the extant versions are the result of Christian 

redaction.  

The author struggles with many questions, including the relation between the human and the divine 

since the sacrifices in the temple have been abolished. The author explains that the oil of mercy and glory 

of God will still be available, because there is a heavenly temple in which Michael offers to God the 

prayersandvirtuesofhumans.InthefifthheavenBaruchsees―Michaeltakeholdof a very large bowl, 

its depth being so great as from heaven to earth, and its width so great as from north to south. And I 

[Baruch]said,‗Lord,whatisitthatMichaelthearchangelisholding?‘Andhesaidtome,‗Thisiswhere

the virtues of the righteous and the good works which they do are carried, which are brought by him 

beforetheheavenlyGod‘ ‖(11:8–9). See also OTP 1:653–79; APOT 2:527–41.  

Bibliography  
Argyle,A.W.(witharevisionofH.M.Hughes‘translation).1984.TheGreekApocalypseof Baruch. Pp. 897–914 in The 

Apocryphal Old Testament. Oxford: Clarendon.  
Denis, A.-M., and Janssens, Y. 1970. Concordance de l‘Apocalypse grecque de Baruch. PIOL 1. Louvain.  

Diez Macho, A. 1984. Apocalipsis Griego de Baruc. Pp. 292–95 in Apocrifos del Antiguo Testamento, vol 1. Madrid.  

James, M. R. 1897. The Apocalypse of Baruch. Pp. li–lxxi and 84–102 in Apocrypha Anecdota II. Texts and Studies 5.1. 

Cambridge.  

Picard, J.-C. 1966. Apocalypsis Baruchi Graece. PVTG 2. Leiden.  

Riaud, J. 1987. Apocalypse Grecque de Baruch. Pp. 1141–64 in La Bible: Écrits Intertestamentaires, ed. A. Dupont-Sommer 

and M. Philonenko. Paris.  

JAMES H. CHARLESWORTH  

BARUCH, BOOK OF 4. The pseudepigraphon generally designated as 4 Baruch is actually entitled 

in Greek Paraleipomena Ieremiou, ―ThingsomittedfromtheProphetJeremiah,‖andintheEthiopicmss

―TheRestoftheWordsofBaruch.‖Thedocumentrepresentsitselfasanaccountoftheevents

surrounding the conquest of Jerusalem and the destruction of the temple by the Babylonians in 587 B.C.E.  

According to this narrative, the night before the catastrophe, the Lord revealed to Jeremiah that because 

of the sins of the people, the holy city was about to be attacked by his angels and then delivered into the 

hands of the Chaldeans, who could not otherwise have prevailed over Jerusalem. Jeremiah is instructed to 

entrust the vessels of the temple to the earth and the keys of the sanctuary to the sun. The Lord further 

instructs him to accompany the exiles to Babylon, but to leave Baruch the scribe behind in Jerusalem until 

the return of the people.  

Jeremiah asks the Lord if his faithful servant Abimelech might not be spared, and the Lord agrees, 

instructing Jeremiah to send Abimelech out of the city early in the morning to gather figs at the farm of 

Agrippa. There Abimelech takes a nap under a tree and sleeps for 66 years.  

When Abimelech finally awakens from his slumber, the figs in his basket are still fresh, but he is 

disoriented and unable to recognize the city or other landmarks. At last an old man deduces what has 

happened and tells Abimelech about the destruction and subsequent events. When Abimelech is reunited 



with Baruch, the scribe takes his awakening as a sign that the return of the exiles is imminent and 

interpretsAbimelech‘sstill-fresh figs as tokens of personal and national resurrection. Baruch then sends a 

letter to Jeremiah along with some of the figs, instructing the prophet to prepare the exiles for their return.  

Jeremiah returns to Judea with the exiles, but as they are crossing over the Jordan river, those who will 

not put away their Babylonian wives are turned back. Eventually these settle down in Samaria, the 

progenitors of the Samaritans. In Jerusalem, Jeremiah has another marvelous vision in which he sees 

many divine mysteries. Following this vision, Jeremiah preaches about the future coming of Jesus Christ 

the Son of God, and is finally stoned to death by the people.  

The date of the final form of 4 Baruch must certainly be after the middle of the 1st century C.E., as 

witnessed by the reference to the farm of Agrippa and the resurrection of Jesus. Because Herod Agrippa I 

didn‘tcomeintocontrolofJudeauntil41C.E., the text must date after that time. Moreover, most scholars 

believe that the concern for the destruction of the city and temple and for the restoration of the nation 

reflects a period after the destruction of the Jerusalem temple by Titus in 70 C.E. and before the Bar 

Kokhba revolt. Indeed, if this line of reasoning is correct, the document ought to be dated to the first third 

of the 2d century since an upper limit of 136 C.E. is obtained byaddingthe66yearsofAbimelech‘ssleep,

the maximum period envisioned by the author before restoration, to the date of the destruction in 70. The 

knowledge apparently displayed in the text about Jerusalem landmarks such as the farm of Agrippa or the 

marketplace of the gentiles suggests, but does not prove, that 4 Baruch was written in Palestine, or 

perhaps even in Jerusalem itself.  

4 Baruch contains three redactional levels, two Jewish and one Christian. In the oldest portion of the 

text, chaps. 1–4, the central figure is Jeremiah the prophet; Baruch the scribe is either a subordinate or not 

present at all. This agrees with traditions preserved in canonical Jeremiah, 2 Maccabees, and Lives of the 

Prophets. The later Jewish redactor, particularly in chaps. 7 and 8, elevated the figure of Baruch the scribe 

above that of Jeremiah the prophet, and otherwise gave the document a distinctly Pharisaic character. This 

fits well the historical developments in Judaism during the early 2d century B.C.E. Finally, a Christian 

redactor made a few interpolations in the body of the text and added the prophecy of Christ in chap. 9.  

After the Bar Kokhba revolt, Judaism repudiated much of its apocalyptic tradition and the literature it 

produced, including 4 Baruch. This left only the Christianized redaction preserved in Greek, Ethiopic, 

Armenian, Old Church Slavonic, and the Romanian versions. However, the linguistic evidence strongly 

supports a Semitic original, probably Hebrew, behind these later versions (see OTP 2:413–25).  
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STEPHEN E. ROBINSON  

BARZILLAI (PERSON) [Heb barzillay (ִזַלי   .)]. The name of three men in the OTַברְּ

1. A Gileadite who supported David during his difficulties with Absalom (2 Sam 17:27–29). When 

David, hounded from Jerusalem by Absalom, camped at Mahanaim, Barzillai supplied him with materials 

andfoodfromhisownconsiderablewealth.David‘srefreshedandstrengthenedtroopsthendefeated

Absalom‘sarmy.Barzillai‘skindnessmadehimthe objectofDavid‘speculiarfavor:Davidinvitedhimto

Jerusalem for permanent residence, proximate to the palace where he might enjoy the privileges of royal 

friendship. Barzillai declined, however, because of the debilities of his advanced age which would inhibit 

such enjoyment. Instead he sent his son, Chimham, whom David received as his surrogate. After a solemn 

and ceremonious benediction pronounced upon his benefactor, the king proceeded toward Jerusalem, 

accompanied by Chimham; Barzillai returned to his home in Gilead (2 Sam 19:31–40). David rewarded 

Barzillai‘skindness,generosity,andloyaltybyinstructingSolomontoextendtoChimhamandhissonsa

continuing royal friendship together with its accompanying privileges (1 Kgs 2:7).  

2. A resident of Abel-Meholah in Gilead (2 Sam 21:8).HissonAdrielmarriedMerab,KingSaul‘s

daughter, though she had been promised to David. From Adriel he gained five grandsons, but he suffered 

the shameful loss of those grandsons to the hostilities between Saul and David. David surrendered them to 



the Gibeonites, whom he knew to be hostile to Saul; the Gibeonites hanged the five, exposed on a 

mountain (2 Sam 21:8–9).  

3. The father of a family of sons who lived in Jerusalem during the postexilic period (Ezra 2:61 = Neh 

7:63). He derived his name from #1 above when he took a wife from his progeny and took the name with 

thewife.Hisnameisgivenas―Jaddus‖(―Jaddous‖inonemanuscript)in1 Esdr 5:38, a passage in which 

hiswife‘snameisgivenas―Augia.‖Butthesenamesarebothdoubtfulforreasons which Bewer 

(1922:31) summarized already in 1922 and which subsequent students of the passage have found 

persuasive.―Jaddus‖isthecorruptedGktransliterationoftheHebzlly, from which the preceding syllable 

br waslost.―Augia‖isacorruptionofthe Gk Agiliadi, which was the transliteration of the Heb hglydy, 

―theGileadite.‖Ifhissons‘claimswerelegitimate,hewasapriest.Hissonsclaimedtheprivilegesand

duties of priests in postexilic Jerusalem, though they were unable to establish their claim when they 

sought, in vain, their registration in the priestly genealogies. This lack marked them as unclean and 

excluded them from the priesthood (Ezra 2:62–63 = Neh 7:64–65). Kidner (Ezra Nehemiah TOTC, 42) 

suggests that when Barzillai appropriated a name from a non-priestly family, he compromised his status 

asapriest;subsequently,hisandhissons‘namesweredeletedorexcluded from the priestly registers.  
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BASEMATH (PERSON) [Heb bāśĕmat (ַֹמת  )]. Derived from bośem/beśem ―balm(tree),‖theָבשְּ

name belongs to two women in the OT (see below). Outside the OT, the name bs2mt occurs in Minaean 

for a women from Gaza married to a Minaean merchant (M 392 C 47; 3d century B.C.) and in Sabaic for a 

man (CIS IV 725); the Sabaic reference may be vocalized according to classical Arabic Bašâmah, which 

isaman‘snameaswell(Caskel1966:225;Knauf1985:93,n.509). 

1. One of the wives of Esau, the legendary ancestor of Edom (Gen 26:34; 36:3, 4, 10, 13, 17). 

According to Gen 26:34,shewasthedaughterof―ElontheHittite.‖Inthe1stmillenniumB.C.,―Hittite‖

coulddenoteanynativeofSyria/Palestine(thename―Elon‖isCanaanite).Intheperceptionofthe

priestly source (or layer), to which this verse is generally attributed, it could denote any non-Jewish 

inhabitant of Syria/Palestine.  

According to Gen 36:3, Basemath was the daughter of Ishmael and sister of Nebaioth. This contradicts 

Gen 28:9 (P), where the daughter of Ishmael married to Esau is called Mahalath. Most probably, Gen 

36:1–5 is a redactional addition to Genesis 36 which is more recent than 36:6–9, 40–43 (P) and 36:10–14, 

20–28 (from the geographical source of P?). For this geographical source and its date, see Knauf 

1985:61–63, and for the stratigraphy of Genesis 36, Weippert 1971:437–46. The redactor may have 

realized that ―Basemath‖soundsmore―Arabic‖than―Hittite.‖The―sisterofNebaioth‖probablyrefersto

the immigration of the Qedarite clan or subtribe Nabaṭ (the later Nabataeans) into Edom, which may have 

occurred as early as at the end of the 6th century B.C. (Knauf 1985:108f.).  

According to the old (7th century B.C.?) and probably Edomite tradition in Gen 36:10–14, Basemath is 

the mother of the major Edomite tribe Reuel. This information is copied from Gen 36:10, 13 into Gen 

36:4 and 17 (Weippert 1971:437–46). Judging from the parallels to the name, it is conceivable that the 

legendary ancestor of the Reuelites could have been either male or female. Only with the incorporation of 

Reuel into the Edomite state, or even later with the compilation of the biblical lists concerning Edom, 

Basemath became a wife of Esau.  

2. According to 1 Kgs 4:15, Basemath was a daughter of King Solomon and married to one of 

Solomon‘stwelveprovincialgovernors.Theauthenticityofthelistin1 Kgs 4:7–19 is generally accepted.  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

BASHAN (PLACE) [Heb bāšān (ָבָשן)]. The fertile area of upper Transjordan east of the Sea of 

Galilee and mainly north of the Yarmuk river. The ancient boundaries of Bashan, although impossible to 

determine exactly, appear to be the area north of Gilead, west of Salecah and the Jebel Druze Mountains 

(though some biblical texts appear to include Jebel Druze; see GB, 222), south of Mount Hermon, and 

east of the Jordan and the Sea of Galilee. Its southern boundary was apparently not far from the present 

borderofSyriaandJordanwhichcoincideswiththelowerYarmukRiver.OneofBashan‘searlycapitals,

Edrei (Num 21:33, Deut 3:10), was situated on a tributary of the Yarmuk. Other cities located in Bashan 

included Karnaim, Ashtaroth (Deut 1:4, Josh 9:10), and Salecah (Deut 3:10) in the regions of Argob 

(Deut 3:4), Golan (Deut 4:43), and Hauran. The ancient capital of Bashan was Ashtaroth, replaced later 

by Karnaim.  

Bashanalwaysappearswiththedefinitearticleas―theBashan,‖meaning―smooth‖or―stonelessplain,‖

or―fertile,fruitful.‖Itwasabroad,fertileplateausurroundedbybasaltic,volcanicmountains,andhills.

The plateau, at an altitude of 2000 feet above sea level, was perfectly suited for agriculture and cattle. The 

area was well known for its cattle (Ps 22:12; Amos 4:1–3) and timber (Isa 2:13; Ezek 27:6). Because of 

its fertility and productivity, Bashan was the prize in wars between Syria and Israel.  

Bashan was inhabited as early as the late 4th millennium B.C. by whom the Bible calls the Rephaim. By 

the time of Moses, a prosperous agricultural area had been built around sixty cities (Deut 3:4–6). All of 

Bashan‘scitiesweredefeatedbyMosesatEdrei(Num 21:33–35; Deut 3:1–9). After the area was 

subdued, Moses assigned it to the half-tribe of Manasseh and even set aside Golan to be one of the cities 

of refuge east of the Jordan. Some of the families of Gad settled in Bashan (1 Chr 5:11–12). Ultimately, 

Israel was removed from Bashan by Tilgath-pileser III (745–727 B.C.) of Assyria.  

In the Greco-Roman period, the area was known as Batanea. Its cities included Seleucia, Hippos, 

Gamala, Decapolis, Abila, and Dion. The district of Hauran became well developed in the centuries 

following Christ, as evidenced by the construction of aqueducts, reservoirs, temples, theaters, and 

basilicas. From the period following Trajan (A.D. 117–38), inscriptions abound in the area.  

JOEL C. SLAYTON  

BASILIDES. Basilides, active in the first half of the 2d century, was a highly influential Christian 

gnostic philosopher who established his own philosophical school in Alexandria (see GNOSTICISM). 

Also influentialweretheearlyfollowersofBasilides,likehismostpopulardiscipleand―son‖Isidoreand

possibly the great gnostic reformer VALENTINUS. The school of Basilides was apparently still active in 

the mid-4th century. The present writer is indebted to text anthologies and studies by W. Völker (1932), 

K. Rudolph (1977), R. Grant (1979), and B. Layton (1987).  

A. Patristic Sources  

As in the case of most original gnostic literature, the intense heresiological polemic against Basilides 

and his followers resulted in the effective censorship and eventual elimination of their writings from the 

medieval manuscript tradition. What we know of Basilides and his teaching comes down to us in the form 

of incomplete descriptions and quotations by the patristic heresiologists (Grant 1979:201–16). As yet, 

there have been no genuine Basilidean texts identified among the papyri including the Nag Hammadi 

codices (see NAG HAMMADI [CODICES]).  

The most important patristic evidence is the description by Irenaeus (ca. 180; Haer. 1.24.3–7), possibly 

based on a now lost writing of Justin Martyr (ca. 160; Layton 1987:418), which was later reused in 

summary form by the 4th and 5th century heresiologists Epiphanius of Salamis (Haer. 24.1.1–24.10.8) 

and Theodoret of Cyrrhus (Compendium 4; Layton 1987:420–25; Rudolph 1977:309–12). Irenaeus 

transmitsadescriptivesummaryofBasilides‘mythological system which is in line with the contents of 

the fragments quoted by Clement and Origen (below) and other extant early evidences of the classic 

gnostic myth (see GNOSTICISM). The myth begins with the ―unengenderedparent‖(firstprinciple)who

expands into a complex spiritual universe. This is followed by the creation of a material universe of 365 



concentrically nested heavens, each of which is controlled by its own rulers (archons), and at the core 

centerofwhichisthelowestpointofcreation:humankind‘smaterialworld.Thelowestheaven,that

visible to humans, was created by the evil angels who populate it. According to the myth, their ruler was 

the minor but effectively evil creator-god of the Jews who rules over a material world and is at odds with 

the spiritual aspirations of humankind. Humans, whose true home is the spiritual universe, are thus spirits 

trapped in the material world and can only escape by bodiless spiritual ascent through the 365 levels of 

dominating authorities if they know (i.e., if they are gnostic) that the way has been opened by the descent 

and ascent of Christ the spiritual Savior. The Christ was not truly incarnate and did not suffer but instead 

escaped as Simon of Cyrene died on the cross. This Christ (the laughing Savior), having overcome the 

shackles of the evil god, thus ascends back to the unengendered father and so prepares the way through 

the heavens for human spirits to ascend. It is clear that the gnosticizing spirit-matter dualism, the inverted 

interpretation of Gen 1–3, and the denigration of biblical history with its good creator god, certainly put 

Basilides‘teachingatoddswithdevelopingorthodoxpositions(Rudolph1977:310–12; Layton 

1987:420–25).  

Clement of Alexandria (ca.200) quotes and comments on seven sections from unknown works of 

BasilidesinClement‘sfamousStromata 4–5 (cf. frags. A through E, G and H in Layton 1987:427–37, 

440–44). Two of the fragments focus on cosmological issues (Layton 1987:428–31):the first is a quote 

(frag. A; Strom. 4.162.1) which refers to two of the constituent members of the octet in the godhead and is 

inagreementwithIrenaeus‘description(Haer. 1.24.3), while the other is a quote and discussion (frag. B; 

Strom. 5.74.3) refering to the Stoic concept of the uniqueness of the world. The five remaining fragments 

focus on ethical issues (in line with Stoic ethics; cf. Layton 1987:418, 432–44):the first (frag. C; Strom. 

5.3.2–3) referstoBasilides‘teachingonelectioninrelationtofaithandvirtue;thesecond(frag.D;frag.4

in Völker; Strom. 4.86.1)describesBasilides‘teachingonthewillofgod(fate)towhichthevirtuous

person aspires; the third (=frag. E; Strom. 4.165.3) describesBasilides‘teachingthathumansoulsretain

their identity through their various incarnations and so transcend the world; the fourth (frag. G; frag. 2 in 

Völker; Strom. 4.81.2–4.83.2) is a series of lengthy quotes introduced by Clement with the statement that 

theyarefromBook23ofBasilides‘nowlostCommentaries (the Exegetica), quotes which seem to be 

from a commentary on 1 Pet 4:12–19 inwhichhearguesthatthewillofgod(fate)is―all-powerful and all 

good‖(Layton1987:440–43); the fifth (frag. H; Strom. 4.153.3) is a single sentence referring to 

forgivable sins.  

Origen, in his commentary on Romans (ca. 244), quotes a Basilidean text (frag. F; frag. 3 in Völker; 

Origenes, Opera Omnia 4) in which Basilides interprets Rom 7:7 to refer to incarnation (which Origen 

accepted) and a certain gnostic cosmology (which Origen rejected). This text may also come from 

Basilides‘Commentaries like frag. G in Clement, suggesting that Basilides and the eastern Valentinian 

gnostic Heracleon (ca.150; Rudolph 1977:323–24) are the first known authors of commentaries on NT 

texts.  

OtherearlyanddescriptivepatristicrefutationsofBasilides‘teachingsareknown.Oneisfoundinan 

extant heresiology by Hippolytus of Rome (first half of the 3d century; Haer. 7:20–27).ButHippolytus‘

reportisnotintandemwiththedescriptionsandquotationsofBasilides‘systemwhichwefindinthe

summaries and quotations in Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, and Origen (see discussion in Layton 

1987:418 n. 2; Rudolph 1977:310). Another is the now lost Refutation of Basilides by the heresiologist 

Agrippa Castor (ca.135) mentioned by Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 4.7.6–8) at the beginning of the 4th century 

(Rudolph 1977:309–10).  

B. Basilides’ Gnostic System and its Development  

ItisclearfromtheprecedingsurveyofpatristicquotesanddiscussionsthatBasilides‘systemwas

eclectically based on a variety of sources including classic gnostic teaching, Stoic ethics, and Platonic-

Pythagorian soteriology. Yet through it all he employed traditional Christian scripture, language, and 

terminology (Rudolph 1977:310–12). This eclectic mix was quite common in Christian philosophies of 2d 

century Alexandria and is also found, on the more orthodox side, in Clement of Alexandria (Layton 

1987:417–18).  



Basilides was careful to base his teaching on broadly accepted apostolic authority like most innovative 

theologians of his day. While Valentinus was to base his authority on Paul (through a certain Theudas), 

Basilides based his authority on Peter (through a certain Glaucias), further strengthening the suggestion 

thatthequotefromBasilides‘exegeticalcommentary(frag.G)wasfromatextinthePetrinetradition(1

Peter; Layton 1987:417, 440–43; Rudolph 1977:309–10).  

AfterthedeathofBasilides,andincontrasttothepopularreceptionofValentinus‘teachings,hisschool

spreadlittlebeyondEgypt.Hisdiscipleand―son‖Isidorewashismostwell-known disciple, developed 

Basilides‘teachingsindependently,andproducedatleastthreeworks(On the Grown Soul, Ethics, and 

Expositions of the Prophet Parchor) which are preserved only in fragmentary form in Clement of 

Alexandria (Rudolph 1977:309–13; cf. 258–59). At leasttwocenturiesafterBasilides‘death,the

heresiologist Epiphanius (ca.375, Panarion) seems to know the movement as a relatively small gnostic 

group still confined to Egypt.  
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PAUL ALLAN MIRECKI  

BASKAMA (PLACE) [Gk Baskama (Βασκαμα)]. The town in Gilead where Jonathan Maccabeus was 

executed by Trypho, the commander of the Seleucid army ca.142 B.C. (1 Macc 13:23). Josephus (Ant 

12.6.6 §210) refers to this location as Baska.  

The Maccabees after leading an extended rebellion against Seleucid control of Palestine, had come to be 

recognized by the parties which struggled for control of the Seleucid empire. Jonathan had been affirmed 

as the religious and secular leader of Judea by the faction that Trypho supported (1 Macc 11:57) and as a 

result militarily opposedanddefeatedtheadvanceofDemetrius‘forces(1 Macc 12:25–30). Trypho 

however, realizing the increasing independence of Jonathan, sought to depose him. Unable to defeat 

Jonathan militarily Trypho resorted to subterfuge. Jonathan was taken hostage in Ptolemais where he had 

expected to receive additional territory as a reward for his allegiance (1 Macc 12:43–45).Trypho‘s

subsequent efforts to regain control of Judea, however, were thwarted by Simon Maccabeus, and Trypho 

was forced to retreat in the face of inclement winter weather via the sheltered Rift Valley route to the N. 

When theSeleucidforcesapproachedfirmlyheldSeleucidterritoryandJonathan‘svalueasahostagewas

reduced, he was executed.  

Baskama was located within territory where the Hasmonean forces could be effective. This is 

demonstrated by the fact that Simon wasabletoretrievehisbrother‘sbody(1 Macc 13:25).  

Baskama has not been identified through archaeological research. Possible locations include Tell Bazuk 

and Wadi Jummeimeh (M.R. 211256) which are both located NE of the Sea of Galilee.  

ROBERT W. SMITH  

BASTION. See FORTIFICATIONS.  

BAT. See ZOOLOGY.  

BATASHI, TELL EL- (M.R. 142132). A site located in the alluvial Sorek valley 7 km W of Beth-

shemesh and 9 km S of Gezer. The site is often identified with TIMNAH, the city that figures 

predominantly in the Samson story (Judges 14). This identification is based on the identification of Ekron 

with Tel Miqne to the W and of Beth-shemesh with Kh. Rumeila to the E, since Timnah is listed between 

the two in Josh 15:10–11 and since Tell el-Batashi is the only important mound along this line.  

Excavations around the tell in 1955 revealed Neolithic, Chalcolithic, EB, and MB remains (see 

BATASHI, TULEILAT EL-). Excavations on the mound itself, however, began in 1977 and have 

clarified the history of the mound from the MB Age until the Persian period. Located in the center of a 

fertile valley, near the brook of Sorek, where wells easily could be dug, Timnah controlled a main road 

linking the region of Jabneh and Ekron in the coastal plain to the inner Shephelah near Beth-shemesh. 



Timnah thus was ideally situated for agriculture and as a cultural and commercial link between the coastal 

plain and the hill country.  

The tell itself is a 200 m square mound. The construction of a massive earthen rampart inside a 

protective moat during the MB Age established its symmetrical shape. This rampart created a central 

crater-like depression which the site retained through its final occupation at the end of the Iron Age.  

Stratum  Period  

I  Persian (6–5th cent. B.C.)  

II  Iron IIC (7th cent. B.C.)  

III  Iron IIB (8th cent. B.C.)  

IV  Iron IC (10th cent. B.C.)  

V  Iron IA–B (12–11th cent. B.C.)  

VI  LB IIB (13th cent. B.C.)  

VII  LB IIA (14th cent. B.C.)  

VIII  LB IB (late 15th cent. B.C.)  

IX  LB IA (early 15th cent. B.C.)  

X  Transitional MB–LB (16th cent. B.C.)  

XI  MB  

The MB fortifications have been exposed in 2 sections. The massive rampart was constructed of layers of 

alluvial earth and pebbles and support a huge mud brick city wall on its crest. During the LB Age (strata 

X–VI) an unwalled Canaanite town flourished at Tell el-Batashi. The outer walls of large buildings 

exposed in the NE corner of the mound appear to have created a defensive line. The town appears to have 

suffered from continuous attacks, since each of the 5 LB strata provided evidence of extensive burning. 

The destruction levels contained an abundance of finds, including seals, scarabs, metal objects, and 

various local and imported pottery vessels. Of particular importance is a large building of stratum VII 

(mid-14th cent. B.C.), with its ground floor divided by two rows of wood pillars supporting its ceiling and 

the 2d floor. This is a unique example of the use of pillars in Canaanite architecture and may be a 

forerunner of the later Iron Age pillared buildings.  

Exposure of the Philistine town of Timnah (stratum V) has been limited. Brick and stone structures 

from this period as well as wide open areas containing baking ovens and silos have been excavated. 

Typical Philistine pottery together with other artifacts such as seals and seal impressions have been found 

in this level. The site was abandoned in the late 11th century. During the period of the United Monarchy 

(10th century B.C.) the town was partially rebuilt. Architectural remains covered limited sections of the 

excavated areas. A large public building partially excavated in the S part of the mound may have been a 

palace of that period. In the city gate area (Area C), two massive square towers may have been built 

during this phase. Red-slipped and hand-burnished pottery found in this level is of types characteristic of 

Israelite sites in the Shephelah.  

The 10th-century town may have been destroyed during the Egyptian invasion by Shishak 5 years after 

the division of the kingdom. After an occupational gap, probably lasting most of the 9th century B.C., the 

town was rebuilt in the 8th century B.C. (stratum III), perhaps when the region was part of the Kingdom of 

Judah during the reign of Uzziah. The newly planned city was surrounded by a massive stone city wall 

and was entered through a double gate consisting of outer and inner gate structures. The exterior gate was 

composed of a massive outer tower and inner tower flanking a well-defended approach ramp. The interior 

gate was composed of two pairs of guard chambers. The city suffered violent destruction which safely 

may be attributed to the Assyrian conquest of 701 B.C. One of the most important discoveries in this city 

was a store building containing over 30 storage vessels of the lmlk type, characteristic Judean jars with 

handles stamped with the Judean royal seal. One of the handles was sealed with a private impression of 

Safan son of Abimaas, identical to seals found at Jerusalem and Azekah. The other seals are of either the 



―four-winged‖orthe―two-winged‖type.ThesejarsareevidenceofJudeanactivity in Timnah, probably 

duringHezekiah‘spreparationsforthewaragainstSennacherib. 

During the 7th century B.C. (stratum II) the city was rebuilt on a grander scale. The city wall and gate 

were reconstructed, and new buildings were erected in the town. The use of monolithic pillars to divide 

courtyards of buildings is characteristic of this phase, though it probably started already in the earlier 

period. The buildings, forming well-defined architectural units, reflect superb urban planning. A large fort 

or public building in the NE quadrant of the mound and a series of houses to its W were excavated. One 

of these units contained a complete oil-press installation, with a large stone trough or crushing basin, two 

adjoining pressing vats, and stone weights and stone rollers in various sizes used to crush the olives. Parts 

of another oil press found nearby suggest that, as in nearby Ekron, oil production was one of the main 

industries of the town during this period. The houses were destroyed by intense fire ca.600 B.C., most 

probably during Babylonian military campaigns in the region. Rich assemblages of pottery and other finds 

throw light on the material culture of Timnah during that period. This culture was characterized by the 

combination of coastal (late―Philistine‖)andJudeanculturaltraditions.Theidentityofalocalpottery,

similar to that of Ekron, is particularly interesting, and points to the existence of a local regional culture.  

Pits and some poor structures are evidence for a limited settlement during the Persian period.  
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AMIHAY MAZAR  

GEORGE L. KELM  

BATASHI, TULEILAT EL- (M.R. 142132). A site on the N bank of Wadi Sorek, about 7 km NW 

of ancient Beth-shemesh and about 750 m from Tell el-Batashi (biblical Timnah?), which lies on the 

opposite bank of the wadi and contains remains from the Israelite period onward (see BATASHI, TELL 

EL-). The Tuleilat el-Batashi site, however, is characterized by two barrows (or tumuli) around which 

have been found remains dating to the Neolithic, Chalcolithic, EB, and MB periods, reinforcing the 

assumption that occupation first started in this location and then later shifted S to the site of the mound.  

Excavations were conducted in three areas around the barrows during March and July–August of 1955. 

Area A, to the S of the larger barrow (T-1), yielded two Neolithic shelter pits, each distinguished by the 

same two occupation levels (IVa and IVb). The pottery of the upper level (IVa) is identical with that of 

JerichoIXandKenyon‘sPre-Pottery Neolithic A. The pottery of level IVb differs from that of IVa 

mainly in its decoration; especially common are shardsofthe―dark-facedburnishedware‖firstnotedin

the Amuq plain and at Mersin (Hole 1959:154; Kaplan 1969). Level III, which is above level IVa and 

dates to the Chalcolithic period, can be correlated with the culture of Wadi Rabah stratum II (see 

RABAH, WADI). The artifacts of this level included several Neolithic Yarmukian shards, thus 

confirming that Jericho IX preceded the Yarmukian culture, as already established by Garstang and 

Kenyon. Level II, dated to the EB Age, was exposed only in the NW part of area A. Level I is represented 

by the remains of a MB pit which had penetrated into level II.  

Three Chalcolithic occupation levels were exposed in area B, also near barrow T-1. The upper two 

levels (IIIa and IIIb) contained Ghassulian pottery, while the lowest (IIIc), resting on virgin soil, included 

pottery identical to that of Wadi Rabah stratum II. This is significant insofar as it provides evidence that 

the Wadi Rabah culture preceded the Ghassulian.  

The excavations in area C cut across the T-1 barrow and exposed two chambers (each measuring 1.7 × 

1.9 m), and behind them to the S was uncovered part of a third chamber. MB II–III pottery was found on 

the floor, as were other artifacts including round ovens of baked clay and a Hyksos scarab. To the E of the 

chambers were concentric walls which decreased in height toward the edge of the barrow, the space 

between the walls tightly packed with small stones. This type of barrow is otherwise unattested in Israel, 



althoughitiscommoninWEurope,whereitisknownasthe―longbarrow‖type.Thus,inadditiontothe

various burial types already attested for this period in Palestine mustbeaddedthis―longbarrow‖type.

The barrow is not far from area A, whose level I remains (an MB pit) are linked with the MB remains 

from this T-1 barrow.  
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J. KAPLAN  

BATH [Heb bat (ַבת)]. See WEIGHTS AND MEASURES.  

BATH-RABBIM (PLACE) [Heb bat rabb  m (ַבת ַרִבים)]. The name of a gate of Heshbon, located 

near the famous pools, mentioned in Cant 7:4. Although no evidence for this gate was found during the 

recent excavations of Hesban (biblical Heshbon), the excavators have wondered whether or not a large 2, 

000, 000-liter reservoir built on the S shelf and associated with Stratum 17 (9th–8th centuries) could be 

one of the pools referred to in this text (Geraty and Willis 1986:31). If so, the gate would probably have 

been located nearby.  
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RANDALL W. YOUNKER  

BATHING. See UNCLEAN AND CLEAN.  

BATHSHEBA (PERSON) [Heb bat-šeba˓ (ַבת־ֶשַבע)]. The daughter of Eliam and wife of Uriah the 

Hittite (2 Sam 11:3),whobecameoneofDavid‘swives(2 Sam 11:27) and mother of his son and heir, 

Solomon (2 Sam 12:24–25).Thenamemaymean―daughterofabundance‖(IDB 1:366). The story of 

David‘sadulterousaffairwithBathsheba,resultinginherpregnancy,andDavid‘sstratagemtocauseher

husband‘sdeathandtakeheraswife(2 Sam 11:1–27) is one shrouded in ambiguity (Yee 1988:240–253). 

The character of Bathsheba and her motivations are particularly puzzling. The author gives no clues to the 

emotions of a woman who commits adultery, becomes pregnant, loses her husband, and marries her royal 

lover. From a literary perspective, according to Berlin (1983:25–27), Bathsheba is simply an agent, a 

person necessary for the plot, and not a full-fledged character. Since 2 Samuel 11 isastoryaboutDavid‘s

adultery, and since such a story requires a married woman, Bathsheba fulfills this function.  

However, according to Bailey (1989), David and Bathsheba are co-conspirators in a political scheme to 

marry. Their nuptial union issimilartoDavid‘sotherpoliticalmarriages,wherehewedsawomanfrom

an influential family who will assist in either his rise to or his maintenance of power (Cf. also Levenson 

and Halpern 1980). In this view, Bathsheba is no longer an innocent victim, but a willing partner in the 

affairwhowishesherownsontobecomeDavid‘sroyalsuccessor.Herclaimin1 Kgs 1:17, that David 

had swore that Solomon would rule after him, suggests that David was able to convince Bathsheba to 

marry him by promising that her son would be his heir to the throne.  

One finds a portrayal of Bathsheba in 1 Kings 1–2 which would support the view of her as a co-

conspirator in the adultery. Here she a key figure in the ruthless political intrigue surrounding her son 

Solomon‘srisetopower.WiththeprophetNathan,sheholdsDavidtohisoaththatSolomonwould

succeed him as king (1 Kgs 1:11–31).Moreover,sheplaysavitalroleinAdonijah‘sdeathbypersonally

bringinghisrequesttoSolomontomarryDavid‘sconcubine,Abishag.Sincesucharequestisequivalent

to a claim to the throne, Solomon is provided with grounds to eliminate his rival (1 Kgs 2:13–24, Berlin 

1983:27–30).  



Bathsheba is called BATHSHUA 1 Chr 3:5.  
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GALE A. YEE  

BATHSHUA (PERSON) [Heb bat-šûa˓ ( ַבת־שּוַע)]. The name of two women in the OT.  

1. TheCanaanitewifeofJacob‘sfourthson,Judah,andthemotherofhissonsEr,Onan,andShelah(1 

Chr 2:3).InHebrew,Bathshualiterallymeans―daughterofShua.‖Hence,Bathshua may not be a proper 

name, but rather the familial designation of an unnamed woman (Cf. Gen 38:2). It may, however, also 

mean―daughteroferror‖(IDB1:366).  

2. Daughter of Ammiel, wife of David, and mother of his sons Shimea, Shobab, Nathan, and Solomon, 

according to 1 Chr 3:5.TheLXXandVgofthistextread―Bathsheba.‖Thechangeofnamemaybedue

to the phonetic similarity of the consonants bet and waw in bt-šb˓ and bt-šw˓. According to 2 Sam 11:3, 

the father of Bathsheba is ELIAM, which may have become Ammiel in the transposition of the 

consonants lamed and mem. The name changes of Eliam to Ammiel and Bathsheba to Bathshua may be 

duetotheChronicler‘ssystematiceffortstoeliminateanyreferencestotheDavid-Bathsheba-Uriah affair 

whichhefoundinhissources.Ifthe―daughteroferror‖translationisaccepted,however,thename

change becomes a moral statement.  

GALE A. YEE  

BAVVAI (PERSON) [Heb bawway (ַבַּוי)]. A Levite, the son of Henadad, and ruler of half the territory 

ofKeilah,whowaschargedbyNehemiahwithrepairingasectionofJerusalem‘swalls(Neh 3:18). The 

evidence from various manuscripts suggests that Bavvai may be a corruption of Binnui, and therefore the 

same individual recorded in Neh 3:24 (see BINNUI #4).  

D. G. SCHLEY  

BAWDLERIZATION. See BIBLE, EUPHEMISM AND DYSPHEMISM IN THE.  

BAZAAR. See TRADE AND COMMERCE (ANE).  

BAZLITH (PERSON) [Heb baṣl  t (ִלית  )]. Var. BAZLUTH. Head of a family of nĕt  n  m (templeַבצְּ

servants) (see NETHINIM) listed among those exiles returning from Babylon to Jerusalem and Judah 

(Neh 7:54 = Ezra 2:52; 1 Esdr 5:31). While the Greek in all three occurrences is Basalōth, Ezra employs 

the variant Heb form baṣlût. Noth (IPN, 231) believes the name derives from a plant designation, i.e., Heb 

bṣl, ―onion.‖Zadok(1980:113)agreesbysuggestingthenamemaybeformedfromtherootbaṣl (Biblical 

Heb plural bĕṣāl  m—Num 11:5; late Heb bāṣēl or beṣel; Ar baṣal; Aram buṣlā˒) and the hypocoristic 

suffix ît or ût, which Jastrow (1926:158a, 1384b, and perhaps 290a, 324a) shows is attached to other post-

biblical names some of which may derive from vegetarian foods.  
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RODNEY H. SHEARER  

BDELLIUM. See PERFUMES AND SPICES.  

BEADS, BEADWORK. See JEWELRY.  

BEALIAH (PERSON) [Heb bĕ˓alyâ (ָיה ַףלְּ  )]. One of the ambidextrous warriors from the tribe ofבְּ

Benjamin, a kinsman of Saul; he supported David before he became king (1 Chr 12:6—Eng 12:5). The 

inclusion of the element baal (b˓l) in his name suggests that this name and the list in which it occurs come 



from an early date; compounds with baal are unlikely for later periods in the history of Benjamin. (For 

further discussion, see Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 85, 106.)  

RAYMOND B. DILLARD  

BEALOTH (PLACE) [Heb bĕ˓ālôt (ָףלות  )]. A town in the S reaches of the territory of Judah in theבְּ

Negeb (Josh 15:24). This is the sole reference to the town of this name in this geographical area, so its 

exact location is in doubt. Identification of the place with the similar name Baalah found in the same 

literary context (Josh 15:9, 10, 11, 29) is not satisfying. The latter is identified with Kiriath-jearim (M.R. 

159135)andislocatedontheNsideofJudah‘sholdingsratherthantheS(MBA, 73).  

Another suggestion which is more attractive geographically is the identification of Bealoth with Baalat-

beer (Josh 19:8; Woudstra Joshua NICOT, 244; M.R. 138043). This town is within the allotment of 

Simeon,whichitselfisincludedwithinandliestotheSofJudah‘sholdings (MBA, 82).  

Some translations suggest a town of Bealoth further N in Israel. In the list of Solominic district 

governorsandtheirjurisdictions,theninth,Baana,governs―inAsherandBealoth‖(1 Kgs 4:16; RSV; 

NASB; HGB,66).TheHebgrammaticalstructurewouldfavorareadingof―inAsherandinAloth‖

(KJV;NEB;NASBmargin),or,translatingthelastterm,―inthehighlands‖(JB).ThereadingofLXX
A
, 

―Maaloth,‖couldalso be so translated. It is probable that this verse does not indicate a second location 

called Bealoth.  

DAVID W. BAKER  

BEAM. See PLANK.  

BEAN. See FLORA.  

BEAR. See ZOOLOGY.  

BEATITUDES. Although―beatitudes‖isfrequentlyusedasapropernountodenoteacollectionof

eight dominical logia at the beginning of the Matthean Sermon on the Mount (Matt 5:3–10; par. Luke 

6:20b–21),theterm―beatitude‖properlydesignatesawholebodyofsayingswithasimilarliteraryform.

Such sayings, found in Egyptian, Greek, and Jewish literature, are technically known as macarisms (from 

the Greek makarios, ―blessed‖or―happy‖).Matthew‘scollectionofsayingsisnonethelessknownasthe

Beatitudes, a term derived from the Latin beati (similarly,―blessed‖or―happy‖),thewordwithwhich

each of the eight sayings begins in the Latin Bible.  

———  

A. Literary Form  

B. Jewish Beatitudes  

C. New Testament Beatitudes  

1. Jesus  

2. Matthew  

3. Luke  

4. Johannine Literature  

———  

A. Literary Form  

In form, the macarisms begin with the adjective makarios, followed by a relative or personal pronoun 

introducing a clause which describes a particular conduct or quality which prompted the praise of the 

person who is pronounced blessed. Typically, macarisms are formulated in the third person, and more 

commonly in the singular than in the plural. The oldest known example of a macarism is found in the 

Homeric Hymn to Demeter (480–83),―Happyisheamongmenuponearthwhohasseenthesemysteries.‖ 

Macarisms or beatitudes are to be distinguished from blessings, an effective pronouncement in which 

God himself is deemed to be the real agent. In the LXX, blessings are frequently expressed in the 

formulation―blessedbe…,‖butthepertinenttermistheverbaladjective eulogētos or the participle 

eulogēmenos, not the adjective makarios. In the Jewish tradition the latter term is not used of God, even 

though, in the Greek world, the gods were deemed to be supremely happy (makares; Homer, Od. 5, 7).  



Beatitudes are expressions of praise or congratulation. As such they belong to the literary subgenre 

known as ascription. Four types of macarism have been identified:the secular macarism (in which one is 

praised on account of wealth, beauty, etc.), the macarism of the wise man (in which one is praised on 

account of wisdom or virtue), the satirical macarism (1 Enoch 103:5–6,―Blessedarethesinners;theysaw

alltheirdays.Andnowtheyhavediedinprosperityandwealth…‖),andthereligiousmacarism(Ps 1:1, 

―Blessedisthemanwhowalksnotinthecounselofthewicked.‖;[Betz1985:25]). 

B. Jewish Beatitudes  

IntheHebrewBible―themanwho‖(˒aśrẽ hā˒  ś), an expression reflected in the LXX anēr hos or 

anthrōpos hos, is commonly cited as the object of praise. The Hebrew Bible contains 45 beatitudes, most 

of which are found in the wisdom literature:Deut 33:29; 1 Kgs 10:8 (twice); Isa 30:18; 32:20; 56:2; Ps 

1:2; 2:12; 32:1, 2; 33:12; 34:9; 40:5; 41:2; 65:5; 84:5, 6, 13; 89:16; 94:12; 106:3; 112:1; 119:1, 2; 127:5; 

128:1, 2; 137:8, 9; 144:15 (twice); 146:5; Job 5:17; Prov 3:13; 8:32, 34; 14:21; 16:20; 20:7; 28:14; 29:18; 

Qoh 10:17; Dan 12:12; 2 Chr 9:7 (twice). To these the LXX adds an additional 15: Sir 14:1, 2, 20; 25:8, 

9; 26:1; 28:19; 31:8; 34:15; 48:11; 50:28; Tob 13:14 (twice); Wis 3:13; and Isa 31:9. Of the 45 beatitudes 

in the Hebrew Bible, all but 4 (Deut 33:29; Ps 128:2; Qoh 10:17, in the 2d person singular; and Isa 32:20, 

in the 2d person plural) are in the 3d person.  

Scholars have long been debating about the original form and life setting of the beatitudes in the 

Hebrew tradition. Some (Käser 1970) think that the original form of the beatitude was a simple 

propositional statement (e.g. Ps 2:12; 34:9; 41:2; 84:13; Job 5:17; Dan 12:12), while others (Kähler 1974) 

think that an expanded form of the beatitude, certainly more common in the extant literature, is more 

faithful to the original form.  

E.Lipiński(1968)arguedforaculticsettingforthebeatitudes,notingthattheoldestbiblical beatitudes 

are in some of the early Psalms, that many have a national and collective character (Ps 33:12), that Prov 

16:20; 28:14; 29:18 are dependent on the Psalms, and that parallel Egyptian beatitudes are found in 

religious contexts. The dominant opinion is, nonetheless, that the biblical beatitudes are essentially 

wisdom sayings. Scholars who advance this view note the preponderant appearance of beatitudes in the 

biblical wisdom literature and often cite Job 5:17 as a significant example. In any case, the biblical 

beatitudes frequently assume religious or paraenetic overtones. Although the beatitude is essentially a 

declarative statement, its content is such that it readily functions as an implicit exhortation.  

The specifically religious beatitude is typically found in apocalyptic literature (1 En. 58:2; 81:4; 82:4; 

99:10; 103:5; 2 En. 41:1; 42:6–14; 44:4; 48:9; 52:1–14; 61:3; 62:1; 66:7; Sib.Or. 3:371–372; cf. Pss.Sol. 

4:26; 5:18; 6:1; 10:1; 17:50; 18:7; 4 Macc. 18:9). These religious beatitudes frequently assume 

eschatological overtones. Typically a seer pronounces a beatitude because of his visionary experience. 

Prophetic knowledge enables judgment to be brought to bear upon present conditions. Apocalyptic 

beatitudescanoccasionallyfunctionas―anti-macarisms‖(Betz:33),insofaraspraiseisextendedtothose

who do not measure up to traditional values.  

Beatitudes typically appear as isolated sentences. The use of the isolated beatitude passed over into 

rabbinicliterature:e.g.,―BlessedarethouAqiba,becausethouwastarrestedforwordsofTorah‖(Ber. 

61b). The collection of beatitudes (9 in 2 En. 42:6–14; and 7 in 52:1–14) is a distinctively literary 

phenomenon. Although collections as such are relatively rare, isolated beatitudes frequently appear at the 

beginning or end of a longer body of material (Psalm 1 or Sirach 25, where 9 types of persons are 

praised).  

Beatitudes are sometimes to be found in a variety of antithetical formulations. The one who is praised 

for his qualities or conduct is contrasted with one who is not to be so praised (Ps 1:1, 4; Tob 13:12, 14). 

Qoh 10:16 contrasts a woe with the beatitude of v 17. Because the content of some conditional sentences 

in Jewish literature corresponds to the content of some beatitudes (Ps 32:10; Wis 28:25), it has been 

occasionally suggested (Kahler 1974) that the origin of the beatitude lies in the conditional sentence. A 

consequent distinction can be made among Jewish beatitudes, i.e., between the beatitude which 

pronounces someone blessed because of a given condition or situation (Ps 33:12) and the beatitude which 

is conditional and thereby serves as an implicit exhortation (Ps 32:2).  



C. New Testament Beatitudes  

The NT contains 37 beatitudes (Matt 5:3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11; 11:6; 13:16; 16:17; 24:46; Luke 1:45; 

6:20, 21 (twice), 22; 7:23; 10:23; 11:27, 28; 12:37, 43; 14:15; 23:29; John 20:29; Rom 4:7, 8; 14:22; Jas 

1:12; Rev 1:3; 14:13; 16:15; 19:9; 20:6; 22:7).SincesevenofMatthew‘sbeatitudeshaveparallels in Luke 

(Matt 5:3=Luke 6:20b; Matt 5:4=Luke 6:21b; Matt 5:6=Luke 6:21a; Matt 5:11=Luke 6:22; Matt 

11:6=Luke 7:23; Matt 13:16= Luke 10:23; Matt 24:46=Luke 12:43) and two of the Pauline beatitudes are 

a biblical citation (Rom 4:7–8=Ps 32:1–2), the NT adds 28 new beatitudes to the biblical collection.  

1. Jesus. Seventeen of the gospel beatitudes are sayings of Jesus. Among the evangelists, Luke alone 

attributes a beatitude to a spokesperson other than Jesus (Luke 1:45; 11:27; 14:15). The attribution of 

beatitudes to Jesus represents a venerable Christian tradition. The seven beatitudes found in both Matthew 

and Luke undoubtedly derive from the Q source (ca.50 A.D.). Luke 12:37 seems to have been adopted by 

the evangelist from his unique material. Six of the NT beatitudes, including that pronounced by the 

woman in the crowd, appear, in a modified form, in the 2d century Gospel of Thomas, dated by many into 

the 1st century (Matt 5:3 = Gos.Thom. 54; Matt 5:6 = Gos.Thom. 69b; Matt 5:11 = Gos.Thom. 68–69a; 

Luke 11:27–28 = Gos.Thom. 79a–b; Luke 23:29 = Gos.Thom. 79c), a text which cites an additional six 

beatitudes as sayings of Jesus (Gos.Thom. 7, 18, 19, 49, 58, 103).  

Given the antiquity of the tradition and the widespread distribution of beatitudes throughout the gospel 

material (although none are found in Mark), scholars frequently ask whether the gospel beatitudes 

represent authentic sayings of Jesus. The question is raised most often with regard to the beatitudes which 

havereceivedaclassicformulationasthebeatitudesofMatthew‘sSermonontheMount(Matt 5:3–12), 

withaparallelinLuke‘sSermononthePlain(Luke 6:20b–23).  

Although both Matthew and Luke have modified the beatitudes taken over from the Q source, it is quite 

likely that the substance of the four common beatitudes (Matt 5:3=Luke 6:20b; Matt 5:4=Luke 6:21b; 

Matt 5:6=Luke 6:21a; Matt 5:11=Luke 6:22) goes back to the proclamation of the historical Jesus. Since 

the Q formulation can only be reconstituted on the basis of a comparative study of the two extant gospel 

texts, and the Matthean beatitudes are in the third person while the Lukan beatitudes are in the second 

person,scholarsdisagreeamongthemselvesastowhetherJesus‘proclamationusedtheformofdirect

address (thus akin to the Lukan form) or the form of declarative sentence (thus akin to the Matthean 

form).  

The Q collection of four beatitudes is the result of an earlier collection of three beatitudes, similar in 

form, to which the longer double beatitude of Matt 5:11=Luke 6:22 was added. These three beatitudes 

(Matt 5:3=Luke 6:20b; Matt 5:4=Luke 6:21b; Matt 5:6=Luke 6:21a) represent a terse formulation of the 

gospel proclamation. They proclaim salvation, in the form of an eschatological reversal of conditions 

(peripeteia) for the dispossessed. The poor, the hungry, and those who mourn represent the entire range of 

the needy. The concepts are not spiritualized, nor are poverty, hunger, and sadness extolled per se. If the 

poor, the hungry, and those who mourn are called happy, it is because the Kingdom of God will be 

offered to them in their helplessness.  

As proclaimed by Jesus, the Kingdom of God is an eschatological concept.God‘sinitiativeand

decisiveness are the primary elements. He is to reign as king. According to the oriental understanding, the 

righteousness or justice of a king is manifest in his action on behalf of the weak and oppressed; thus God 

as the king par excellence must necessarily act on behalf of the poor, the hungry, and those who mourn. 

Jesus‘availabilitytothemisasignofthefuturekingdomofGod.Accordingly,thethreecommon

beatitudesproclaimGod‘sinitiativeontheirbehalfandthegratuityofhisgrace.Theyconstitute―an

unconditionalpromiseofsalvation‖andthusepitomizeJesus‘goodnews. 

The fourth beatitude of the Q collection (Matt 5:11=Luke 6:22) derives from a time when the church 

was undergoing persecution and most likely received its Q formulation (a community formulation) as a 

result of that experience. Its appearance in Q as an appended saying supports the contention that the 

beatitudes spoken by Jesus were originally isolated statements.  

2. Matthew. Differences between the Matthean and Lukan versions of the beatitude point to the 

editorial activity of the respective evangelists. Editorial activity is particularly apparent in the Matthean 



collectionof―TheBeatitudes.‖Hiseight—Matthew seems not to have considered Matt 5:11 as an integral 

part of the series—are formed into a unified whole by means of ring construction, i.e. the opening and 

closingformula,―fortheirsisthekingdomofheaven.‖―Thekingdomofheaven‖isatypicalMatthean

expression (Matt 3:2; 4:17)asisthe―righteousness‖ofMatt 5:6, 10 (3:15; 6:33). Isa 61:1–2 seems to 

have influenced the Matthean formulation of the first two beatitudes and Ps 107:5, 8–9 to have influenced 

thefourth,allofwhichbeginwiththeletter―p‖intheGreektext.SinceMatthewhasapredilectionfor

seven-part compositions and Matt 5:5 has no constant position in the manuscript tradition, many scholars 

think that the third beatitude, influenced by Ps 36:11, is a later addition to the Matthean text. The eighth 

beatitude, formulated in such a way as to bring the series to a close, appears to be a Matthean adaptation 

of the ninth, originally independent beatitude.  

Matthew‘sspiritualizationofthetraditionalfirstandfourthbeatitudesandhisformulationofthefifth,

sixth, and seventh, more active beatitudes, imparts to the entire collection the character of an ecclesial 

exhortation. Those who are praised in the Matthean beatitudes are those whose lives reflect authentic 

Christian existence from the viewpoint of continuing church life.  

3. Luke. Luke‘sSermononthePlainhasonlythefourbeatitudesofQ(Luke 6:20b–23). The people 

praised in the Lukan collection of three similarly formulated beatitudes (6:20b–21) are the physically and 

materially deprived. Luke accentuates the social referent by the juxtaposition of parallel woes (6:24–25). 

The fourth woe (6:26) highlights the blessedness proclaimed for the persecuted (6:22–23). In the Lukan 

collection,theevangelist‘seditorialworkisapparentinhisemphasisuponthepresent(thesapiential

―now‖of6:21a,band―inthatday‖of6:22) which stands in contrast to the eschatological future.  

Among the five beatitudes proper to Luke (1:45; 11:28; 12:37; 14:15; 23:29), two emphasize the 

importanceofbeliefinGod‘sword(1:45; 11:28), and are both within a context of reflection on the 

mother of Jesus.  

4. Johannine Literature. Faith is also the basis for praise in the Johannine beatitude (John 20:29), the 

finalproclamationofJohn‘sEasterJesus.Incontext,thebeatitudeextolsbelieversofthesecondand

subsequent Christian generations. As such, it functioned as a proclamation of praise of those who 

belonged to the Johannine community.  

Six beatitudes appear in the Book of Revelation, in the form of isolated sayings. Two of them form a 

distinct pair (Rev 1:3; 22:7), lauding those who keep the words of the book. The parallel sayings function 

as a sort of inclusio unifyingRevelation‘scollectionofdisparatematerials.Theotherfourbeatitudesbear

a distinctively eschatological stamp. Those formulated in the plural praise those who die in the Lord (Rev 

14:13, with pertinent commentary in v 13b) and those invited to the marriage feast of the Lamb (Rev 

19:9), while those formulated in the singular laud the vigilant (Rev 16:15), and those who share in the 

first resurrection (Rev 20:6). Their literary form is clearly that of the religious beatitude.  
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RAYMOND F. COLLINS  

BEATTY, CHESTER (PAPYRI). See CHESTER BEATTY PAPYRI.  



BEAUTIFUL GATE (PLACE) [Gk hē hōra  a p lē (ἡ ὡραία πύλη)].GateofHerod‘s temple where 

John and Peter healed a lame man (Acts 3:2, 10). The gate is not mentioned by its NT name in any of the 

Jewish sources. Christian tradition, and some modern scholars, identify it with the Golden or Susa 

(Shusan)Gate.―GoldenisderivedfromamistranslationofGkhoraia, ―beautiful‖,andtheLatinaurea, 

―golden.‖TheSusaGateisontheeasternwallofOldJerusalemfacingtheMount of Olives. Today it is 

marked by the now-closed Byzantine gate. Excavations in 1971 and 1972 revealed an earlier gate 7 to 8 

feet beneath the Byzantine Gate (Mare, 1987:158). The lower gate, equal in size to the latter, was in use 

duringChrist‘stime,and it would have been the very gate mentioned in Acts 3. However, the Nicanor 

Gate, funded by a wealthy Alexandrian Jew of that name, is a more likely candidate for the Beautiful 

Gate. But even the location of the Nicanor Gate cannot be identified with certainty. If its location was the 

gate on the east side of the Court of Women leading from the Court of Gentiles, this would have been the 

ideal location for beggars. The other leading candidate for the Nicanor, and possibly the Beautiful Gate, is 

on the west side of the Court of Women at the entrance to the Court of Israel. The designated corner for 

lepers was nearby—in the NW corner of the Court of Women, and it was highly likely that beggars would 

have frequented the facility. Also, both of the suggested locations for the Nicanor Gate coincide with to 

hieron, theNTGkusageof―thetemple.‖StrongsupportfortheNicanorGatebeingtheBeautifulGate,

whether on the E or W side of the Court of Women, comes from Josephus (JW 5.201). He describes the 

innergate(ontheEsideoftheCourtofWomen)asbeingmorevaluable―thanthoseoverlaidwithsilver

orevenwithgold,‖foritwasmadeofCorinthianbronze.ButthegateontheWsidewasmuchlarger,

and―thedecorationwasmoremagnificent,thegoldandsilverplatesbeingextremelythick.‖TheMishna

infers that the Nicanor Gate was the inner of the two gates, and the current majority of opinion places the 

Beautiful Gate on the outer W wall (Mid. i.4; ii.3–6).  
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JERRY A. PATTENGALE  

BEBAI (PERSON) [Heb bēbāy (ֵבָבי)]. The name of two individuals in the Hebrew Bible.  

1. The eponymous ancestor of a group of returning exiles from Babylon (Ezra 2:11). Under Zerubbabel, 

thenumberofBebai‘s descendants varies from 623 (Ezra 2:11) to 633 (1 Esdr 5:13, Codex Vaticanus) to 

628 (Neh 7:16). In the reign of Artaxerxes, more of his descendants are said to have returned with Ezra 

(Ezra 8:11, 1 Esdr 8:37); these included ZECHARIAH,thechiefofthefamily.Zechariah‘sfatherisalso

named Bebai; in 1 Esdr 9:37 his name reads Babi (babi; Var. Baier, Bemai, and Bokchei), but the 

underlying Hebrew name is clearly Bebai (see Ezra 8:11).BesidesZechariah,Bebai‘sdescendants

included twenty-eight other males (Ezra 8:11, 1 Esdr 8:37; of Ezra 8 reads 78). Some of his family 

intermarried with foreign women, e.g., JEHOHANAN, HANANIAH, ZABBAI, ATHLAI (Ezra 10:28), 

and Emathis (Ezra 10:28 [LXX], 1 Esdr 9:29).  

2. One of the individuals who set his seal to the document of covenant renewal under Ezra and 

Nehemiah (Neh 10:16—Eng 10:15).Heislistedasoneofthe―leadingmen‖whopledgedamongother

things to obey the Law and to keep their families from intermarriage (Neh 10:30). It is likely that the head 

ofBebai‘sdescendantssignedinthenameofhisancestralclan;thenamesinNehemiah 10 roughly 

coincide with the names of the clans originally returning from exile in Ezra 2:1–60 and Neh 7:6–62. There 

has been much discussion concerning the timing and nature of the agreement in Nehemiah 10 and the 

sources of the list of names (see Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 325–31).  

GARY S. SHOGREN  



BEBAI (PLACE) [Gk Bēbai (Βηβαι)]. Town in the book of Judith which participates in the destruction 

ofthe―Assyrian‖armyafterthedeathofHolofernes(Jdt 15:4). It has not yet been identified. According 

to the author of Judith, it is adjacent to Betomasthaim, a town which is placed in the north of Palestine, 

althoughitsexactlocationisunknown.Althoughthereismentionofa―Bebayou‖inanAramaiccontract

of the 2d century C.E.,itthrowsnolightonthelocationofBebai,for,accordingtoJ.T.Milik,―Bebayou‖

was located in southern Palestine. It is probable that, like most geographical names in the book of Judith, 

Bebai is fictitious. See Moore Judith AB.  
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BECHER (PERSON) [Heb beker (ֶבֶכר)]. BECHERITES. The second son of Benjamin, according to 

two Benjaminite genealogies (Gen 46:21; 1 Chr 7:6, 8). Efforts have been made to restore Becher to the 

two other Benjaminite genealogies of the OT (Num 26:38; 1 Chr 8:1). Johnson (IDB 1:248, 372) suggests 

that Becher was misplaced in Numbers 26 from the Benjaminite genealogy of v 38 to the Ephraimite 

genealogy of v 35. In the MT he is listed as the second son of Ephraim and head of the Becherites. The 

LXXomitsthisreferencetoBecheramongthesonsofEphraim,andtheinclusionofa―Bered‖as

Ephraim‘ssecondsonintheEphraimitegenealogyof1 Chr 7:20 has caused some to conclude that 

―Becher‖isamistakefor―Bered.‖In1 Chr 8:1, Johnson suggests that Becher (Heb beker) was 

mistakenlytreatedas―hisfirstborn‖(Hebbĕkōrô). Williamson is critical of attempts to emend 1 Chr 8:1 

toread―Becher‖asBenjamin‘ssecondson,pointingoutthattheseriesofordinals,―thesecond,thethird,

etc.,‖continuethroughallfiveofBenjamin‘ssons,makingaharmonistic emendation unlikely in this text 

(Chronicles NCBC, 83). See ASHBEL.  

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  

BECORATH (PERSON) [Heb bĕkôrat (כוַרת  ;)]. An ancestor of Saul son of Kish (1 Sam 9:1)בְּ

likewise,thesonofAphiahandfatherofZeror.Thename,meaning―firstborn,‖isfeminineinform,

suggesting that the individual may have been the daughter of Aphiah, rather than his son, although the 

LXXreads―Bakir,‖amasculinenameformedfromthesameHebrewroot.Thevariantreading―Machir‖

in G
L
 has mistaken the initial bet as a mem.  

The narrator has begun the story of Saul in 1 Sam 9:1 by employing a seven-generation genealogy as a 

literary device to indicate that Saul was destined to greatness from birth (Sasson 1978:185). Becorath 

represents the third generation in the genealogy. See also APHIAH. While meant to represent an 

individual in the Saulide genealogy, the name also was associated with a Benjaminite clan, and the two 

may ultimately be related (Luther 1901:55;-Caspari Samuelbücher KAT, 105; Malamat 1968:171). The 

gentilic form Bichri is used as a designation of the clan to which Shimei (2 Sam 20:1), the instigator of 

the northern revolt against David, belonged, while the masculine form Becher, displaying slightly 

different vocalization, appears as a clan name in the tribal genealogies for Benjamin in Gen 46:21 and 1 

Chr 7:6, 8. Becorath may be the eponymous ancestress of the clan or lineage group of the same name. See 

also BICHRI; BECHER.  

Thename‘sabsencefromtheSaulidegenealogy in 1 Chr 8:33–40 and 1 Chr 9:39–44 can be explained 

in three ways. One possibility would be to argue that the name was dropped when competing factions for 

royal succession within the larger family no longer found it necessary to trace descent through this 

particular ancestor (Flanagan 1981:59). A second approach would be to posit that Bakir appears in the 

Chronicles‘listsin8:30 and 9:36 inthereferencetothe―firstborn‖sonofJeiel,Abdon,andthatAbdon

somehow dropped out of the corresponding list in 1 Samuel (Dhorme Samuel EB, 74, n. 1). A third 

approach would be to suggest that the name was eliminated by the Chronicler along with Abiel, Zeror, 

and Aphiah so that he could artificially graft the Saulide family tree onto the postexilic genealogy of the 

inhabitants of Gibeon (see NER).  
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DIANA V. EDELMAN  

BECTILETH (PLACE) [Gk Bektileth (Βεκτιλεθ)]. Unidentified plain in or near northern Cilicia (Jdt 

2:21). According to the author of the book of Judith, it is located a three-days‘marchWofNineveh.Itis

sometimesidentifiedwithBakataïlloi,locatedtothesouthofSyrianAntioch,orwithBeq˒ah,avalley

between Lebanon and Anti-Lebanon. The problem with these identifications is that they place Bectileth 

some three hundred miles from Nineveh, a rather long distance for a three-day march. Given the genre of 

the book of Judith, it is entirely possible that the place is fictitious.  

SIDNIE ANN WHITE  

BEDAD (PERSON) [Heb bĕdad (ַדד  )].ThefatheroftheEdomite―king‖Hadad(Gen 36:35; 1 Chrבְּ

1:46). The root bdd ―toseparate;tobeseparated,isolated‖producedpersonalnamesinUgaritic(bddn; 

Gröndahl 1967:380), Epigraphic Arabian (Safaitic and Thamudic bd, Safaitic bd˒l, Thamudic bddt; 

Harding 1971:96–97; note, however, that the name bddh, frequent in Safaitic, does not belong to bdd—

pace Harding; read *Bi-Dādih ―byhisuncle‖),andArabic(Budaid; Caskel 1966:228).  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

BEDAN (PERSON) [Heb bĕdān (ָדן   .)]. The name of two men in the OTבְּ

1. The son of Ulam of the tribe of Manasseh (1 Chr 7:17). He was a member of the fifth generation of 

that tribe through Machir, Manasseh‘sson.Hishereditywasmixed,forhewastheproductofManasseh‘s

union with an Aramean concubine (1 Chr 7:14). A corrupt text in 1 Chr 7:14–17 renders his genealogy 

uncertain between Machir and his father, Ulam; for v 16 traces him through either Peresh or Sheresh, both 

Machir‘ssons,whilev 17btraceshimthroughMachir‘sson,Gilead.Rudolph(Chronicles HAT, 69–71) 

has attempted a reconstruction of the corrupt text based on Num 26:29–34; his results have gained 

considerable, though not universal, approval. If his reconstruction is correct, it illumines an obscure 

portionofBedan‘sgenealogy. 

2. A judge of Israel according to the MT of 1 Sam 12:11. But his identity is unclear; the Bible contains 

no other reference to him. In 1 Sam 12:11 his name occurs in a list of four judges of which the other three 

are prominent, significant persons, familiar from the Book of Judges. The presence of the name of an 

unknown judge among three well-known ones has attracted the attention of students of the text. The LXX, 

apparentlyquestioningthecorrectnessof―Bedan‖andtreatingitasatextualerror,replaced―Bedan‖with

thefamiliar―Barak.‖Oneancientversionreplaceditwith―Deborah.‖Anancientinterpretationcontended

that―Bedan‖derivedfrom―Ben-Dan‖(=sonofDan)andunderstooditasareferencetoSamson,who

wasfromthetribeofDan.Anothermoremoderncorrectionreplaced―Bedan‖with―Abdon.‖TheRSV

hasadoptedthereadingoftheLXX.Allthesecorrectionspresupposethat―Bedan‖isatextualerror.But

recently Zakovitch (1972:123–25) has offered an explanation which does not presuppose a textual 

corruptionintheword―Bedan.‖Recalling that Bedan in #1 above is, according to 1 Chr 7:14–17, of the 

tribeofManasseh,andthatJephthahisalsofromManasseh,Zakovitchsuggeststhat,like―Jerubbaal‖and

―Gideon,‖―Jephthah‖and―Bedan‖aretwonames for the same person. Accordingly, 1 Sam 12:11 

originallyread:―theLordsentJerubbaal,Bedan,andSamuel.‖―Jephthah‖wasinsertedasagloss,anda

later scribe, not recognizing it as a gloss, inserted the conjunction and the object marker, wĕ˒et. In his 



quotation of 1 Sam 12:11, Josephus (Ant 6§90) names only Gideon and Jephthah; this supports 

Zakovitch‘s suggestion that Jephthah and Bedan are the same person. Helpful discussions of the problem 

and the history of suggested solutions are found in McCarter (1 Samuel AB, 211), and Klein (1 Samuel 

WBC).  

Bibliography  
Zakovitch, Y. 1972. bdn = ypt. VT 22:123–25.  

GERALD J. PETTER  

BEDEIAH (PERSON) [Heb bēdĕyâ (ָיה  )]. A descendant of Bani and one of the returned exilesֵבדְּ

whom Ezra required to divorce his foreign wife (Ezra 10:35 = 1 Esdr 9:34). Bedeiah mightmean―Branch

ofYahweh,‖oritmightbeanabbreviatedformof˓ăbēdyāh, ―ServantofYahweh.‖Bedeiahwasa

member of a family from which a group of exiles returned with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:10). The three-month 

investigation of the men who had married foreign women (Ezra 10:16–17) produced a relatively short list 

of names, leading some scholars to believe that it includes only prominent members of the community 

(see discussion in Myers, Ezra, Nehemiah AB, 87–88).Bedeiah‘spositioninthecommunity,however,

remains a mystery. While it seems probable that Bedeiah divorced his foreign wife (note the prior oath 

taken by the people [Ezra 10:2–5]), that is not certain. There is some debate whether v 19 may originally 

have been reported after each group. 1 Esdr 9:36 clearly states that everyone on the list did indeed divorce 

his foreign wife and put away his children; however, Ezra 10:44b is so corrupt that the final outcome of 

the investigation is left in doubt. For further discussion, see Williamson, Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 157–59.  

JEFFREY A. FAGER  

BEDOUIN AND BEDOUIN STATES. Theword―bedouin,‖asusedinthisarticle,comprises the 

notion of a stratified society of non-sedentary camel breeders. As such, bedouin are first attested in the 

NearEastintheIronAge.Althoughvariousfeaturesthatcontributetothedefinitionof―bedouin‖—e.g., 

pastoralnomadismand―tribes‖(versus―states‖)—can be traced back several millennia before the 1st 

millennium B.C., the emergence of the bedouin in the 1st millennium B.C. changed drastically the 

sociopolitical environment for pastoral tribes. Therefore, reconstructions of pastoral nomadism before 

1000 B.C. should use with great care recent or contemporary ethnographic data on Near Eastern 

nomadism.―Beingabedouin‖involvesspecificattitudestowardspoliticalpower,which,fromthevery

beginnings of bedouin history, lead to supra-tribalpoliticalformations,―bedouinstates.‖Thebedouin

states did not, however, acquire all the attributes of real states; at best they were ephemeral, unstable, and 

short-lived organizations.  

———  

A. Terminology  

1. Nonsedentary Ways of Life  

a.―Nomads‖ 

b. Nonsedentary Agriculturalists  

c. Transhumance  

d. Pastoralists  

e. Bedouin  

2.―Tribes‖and―TribalOrganization‖ 

B. Emergence of the Bedouin  

1. Early Iron Age Antecedents  

2. The Neo-Assyrian Evidence  

C. Bedouin States  

———  

A. Terminology  

Traditionally,thesociallandscapeoftheNearEastischaracterizedbyatripartitedivisioninto―city

dwellers,‖―peasants,‖and―pastoralists‖(Wagstaff1985:48–81). Within this traditional tripartite model, 

―pastoralists‖aregenerallyassumedtoform ethnically and politically separate social organizations, i.e. 



―tribes‖(asopposedtothestatesofthesettledpopulation).Itisarguedinthisarticlethattheemergence

of such separate pastoralist tribes presupposes the formation of a class of specialized pastoralists, i.e., the 

camel-breeding bedouin. Therefore, this tripartite division—with its double exploitation of the peasants 

by both the urban settlements and a specific non-sedentary element, i.e., the bedouin—cannot be 

uncritically assumed to have applied to the pre-Islamic period (de Planhol 1975:24–68).  

The Arab bedouin described by Near Eastern travelers of the 19th century provided most biblical 

scholars of that time with an attractive model in terms of which the life-style of the patriarchs in Genesis 

could be viewed. At the same time, the notion of waves of bedouin nomads migrating into the wealthy 

and fertile centers of civilization from their desert homeland served as an explanation for cultural and 

linguistic change in the ANE, a notion that biblical scholars adopted to explain the emergence of Israel in 

the land of Canaan. Even though this appeal to bedouin nomadism has now been almost completely 

rejected by scholars, the romantic notion that the earliest Israelites were bedouin nomads still lingers 

behindnotionsthatthe―semi-nomadic‖or―semi-bedouin‖IsraelitesenteredCanaanfromtheoutsideat

the end of the Late Bronze Age (a concept still upheld by some pupils of Albrecht Alt; Thiel 1985).  

1. Nonsedentary Ways of Life. Becausetheterms―nomad,‖―bedouin,‖and―pastoralist‖are

frequently used as synonyms in discussions of ANE history and society, it may be helpful to outline 

briefly the basic categories of non-sedentary life.  

a. ―Nomads.‖If―nomad‖isunderstoodtocoverevery aspect of nonsedentary life, then hunter-

gatherers, migrating laborers without a permanent home, vagrant craftsmen and artists, etc., would qualify 

as―nomads,‖whereasthecity-based caravan merchants of the ANE and the soldiers of all times may 

properlybecalled―semi-nomads.‖Althoughthesemayhavespentmostoftheirlifeontheroadsandin

tents, they usually had a permanent address. Therefore, it is best to limit our scope to those nonsedentary 

phenomena of the ANE that apply only to people involved in pastoral and/or agricultural production. (The 

term―semi-nomad‖istooimprecisetobeemployedatall). 

b. Nonsedentary Agriculturalists. The basic livestock—sheep, goat, and cattle—were domesticated by 

settled agricultural communities in the Pre-Pottery Neolithic period (8th and 7th millennia B.C.). With the 

seemingly complete breakdown of settled life in Palestine ca. 6000 B.C., these sedentary agriculturalists 

became non-sedentary agriculturalists. As opposed to the large villages of the Pre-Pottery Neolithic, their 

camps were rather small. Though unsettled, they continued to grow cereals and to herd goat and sheep 

(Betts 1987). Unlike pastoralists, however, these non-sedentary agriculturalists are self-sufficient in 

meeting their basic needs. This, for example, was the way of life that recommended itself most readily in 

later periods, whenever a group of peasants wanted to withdraw from the restrictions of the state. This 

kindof―nomadism‖iseitherattestedorassumedforthe―Amorites‖ofEB IV Palestine and the Shasu of 

the LB period, most of whom never dwelt in permanent structures. In contemporary reconstructions of 

their respective origins, both populations are believed to have derived from the villagers of Palestine in 

the preceding period who had given up their sedentary way of life in the course of a natural, economic, 

and/or political crisis (Richard 1987; Finkelstein 1988:338–45).Furthermore,boththe―Amorites‖andthe

Shasu were not pastoralists; according to the story of Sinuhe (20th century B.C.) and Ramesside 

inscriptions, they practiced both farming and herding (Weippert 1974). (It is purely for ideological 

reasons that non-sedentary agriculturalists in the modern Near East—such as the people studied by 

Banning and Köhler-Rollefson [1986]—claimtobe―bedouin.‖) 

c. Transhumance. Part-time nomadism, or transhumance, is a common Mediterranean cultural 

phenomenon. Transhumance is village-based pastoralism with summer camps set up away from the 

village (Braudel 1972:85–102). The pastoral segment of the settled community may be recruited from an 

age cohort (i.e., the youth from every family), whole families or clans from the community, or even hired 

laborers. In the 19th century A.D., a type of such village-based transhumance was practiced by the 

inhabitants of northern and central Transjordan (e.g., at Umm Qais and on the Kerak plateau; Mershen 

and Knauf 1988). Many travelers at that time (and most archaeologists subsequently), when observing 

their material culture and its remains, referredtothesesummercampslooselyas―bedouin‖or―nomadic‖

encampments. But tax records, contemporary oral history, and more detailed descriptions by some 



observers have helped to correct this misconception. The misinterpretation, however, serves to illustrate 

how difficult it is to identify nomads in the historical and/or archaeological record, which usually 

provides scant data.  

d. Pastoralists. Agriculture led to the domestication of most familiar domestic animals (with the 

exception of the camel) already in the course of the Neolithic. Pastoralists are people specializing in stock 

raising. However, they are not necessarily nomads. Judean landlords in the Iron Age, like Nabal (1 Sam 

25:2, 11) or Amos (Amos 1:1; 7:14),canwellbecalled―pastoralists‖becauseherdsseemedtohave 

formed the major part of their wealth. Although they spend part of the year with their four-legged capital, 

theyconsideredtheir―homes‖tobetownslikeMaonorTekoa(cf.alsoGen 13:12). As a specialized 

occupation, pastoralism presupposes surplus production from both the pastoralist and the agriculturalist, 

and therefore a market economy. Unlike the non-sedentary agriculturalists mentioned above, pastoralists 

are not self-sufficient. Exploiting agriculturally marginal areas of the Near East which provide only scant 

nourishment for their flocks, pastoralists are forced to move frequently and therefore lead a non-sedentary 

or part-time sedentary life. Specialized pastoralism can be traced back to the Chalcolithic (Levy 1983), 

but only in the form of transhumance. From the Chalcolithic through the Bronze Age, pastoralists formed 

a social stratum within a society of village farming communities, or non-sedentary agriculturalists. There 

is no evidence of pastoral nomadic tribes—i.e., of a sociopolitical and/or ethnic cleavage between 

peasants and pastoralists—beforetheemergenceofthebedouin.Atermfor―pastoralnomad‖occursonly

once in the Hebrew Bible, in a literary context dating to the Persian or Early Hellenistic period:˒ohŏlê 

miqneh ―peopleofherds‖(2 Chr 14:14). In this expression, ˒hl mustbetranslatedas―people‖ratherthan

―tent‖and, therefore, regarded as an Early Arabic loanword.  

e. Bedouin. Bedouin are pastoralists specialized in camel breeding. From the beginnings of bedouin life 

in the 1st millennium B.C., the bedouin formed a stratified society of pastoral nomads. Camel breeding 

was operative for the emergence of bedouinism on the sociopolitical level insofar as it facilitated the 

formation of purely nomadic tribes not depending upon peasant villagers. Camel breeders themselves are 

nearly self-sufficient:the camel provides them with food (milk, and on festive occasions, meat), fuel 

(dung),clothing(hair),housing(leatherforroundhuts,whichwerelaterreplacedbythe―blacktents‖

woven from goat hair), and even hair-washing lotion (urine). Furthermore, the camel provides a 

marketable commodity which one can trade without giving up possession of the animal:transport. 

Because the camel allows control over desert areas that are impenetrable by other animals or humans, it 

even provided their owners with power once these remote areas became commercially and/or politically 

important.Whereasthecamel‘ssecondaryproducts(milk,hair,dung)providedthebedouinwiththe

opportunitytoexistsomewhatindependentofthesettledcommunities,theanimal‘s―tertiaryproduct,‖

transportation, increasingly became a valued commodity for those in the urban centers, who therefore had 

avestedinterestintheincorporationofthebedouin.Thecamelthusconstitutedthebedouin‘slinkwith

the urban societies of the ANE in both peaceful and belligerent ways. The influx of capital from the urban 

trading communities into the desert led to the social stratification and political leadership that made the 

bedouin increasingly aggressive and predatory. But before there can emerge a predatory society on the 

periphery, there must be enough surplus in the core area to be preyed upon. The more powerful, effective, 

and extensive the state became in controlling this core area, the more powerful, effective, and extensive 

the competing political organizations outside the state had to become. In terms of political evolution, the 

bedouin are a consequence of and reaction to the emergence of the first empire that tried to encompass the 

whole ANE: the Assyrian empire in the 8th and 7th centuries B.C.  

As the camel herders rose to heights of power and prestige unprecedented among the nomads of earlier 

times, both nonsedentary agriculturalists and pastoralists who did not herd camels were affected by 

―bedouinization‖;theyeitherjoinedbedouintribes,ororganized themselves in tribes in imitation of the 

bedouin. From the Persian period through the Crusades, the population of Palestine appears to be 

ethnically and politically divided into Aramaic-speaking peasants and Arabic-speaking pastoral nomads. 

Even today, after modern development has reduced to nothing the significance of the camel, it still 



remains a common feature among the non-sedentary and the transhumant tribes of Jordan to claim to be 

―bedouin‖—a claim that usually is flatly rejected by the descendants of former camel breeders.  

2. ―Tribes‖ and ―Tribal Organization.‖Thenotionoftribalorganizationispartoftheconceptof

―bedouin.‖Itisunderstood—with Fried (1967:170–74) and Price (1978:179–82)—that tribalism is one of 

the possible responses by a nonstate society when confronting an expansionist state. It therefore has 

nothing to do with nomadism per se, sincesettledvillagerscanalsoorganizethemselvesas―tribes‖to

counter the power of a neighboring state organization. This can be perfectly demonstrated by the 

emergence of the Mari tribes (Buccellati 1988), and probably applies equally well to the Israelite tribes of 

the early Iron Age:in order to be politically influential (which usually entails an ability to muster a 

sufficient number of warriors), a tribal society needs (1) a class of potential political leaders, competing 

against one another for success, and (2) a functioning system of alliances between the tribal segments 

(usually expressed by means of a genealogy).  

However, among pastoral nomads, these two features are first encountered only with the bedouin of the 

1st millennium B.C. Incontrast,theShasuoftheLBAgeoccupythelowestorderwithinDostal‘sscheme

of political evolution within pre-urban societies (Dostal 1985):local lineages without any genealogical 

superstructure (Weippert 1974; Fischer-Elfert 1986:168). Thus, the Shasu lacked an essential component 

of―tribalsocieties,‖andassuch,theywerepoliticallyinsignificant.―Shasu‖isagenericterm,notan

ethnonym. In the Egyptian sources, Shasu are specified by the various areas of their abode, not by tribal 

names. Tribal/ethnic names do not occur before the emergence of peasant tribes in the highlands of 

Canaan, such as Israel.  

The agricultural tribes of early Iron Age Palestine, and before them the herding and farming lineages of 

the Shasu, were to a high degree economically independent from the outside world. Maintaining such 

independence is one of the major political aims of tribalism (Dostal 1985:347–49), i.e., the ideological 

expression for the withdrawal of population groups from the exchange network and suppressive hierarchy 

ofstatesocieties.Although―tribalism‖mayhavecontributedtotheShasu‘sabandonmentoftheirvillages

in the 16th century B.C. the withdrawal does not necessarily (or immediately) lead to the formation of 

tribes, i.e., stratified societies with an egalitarian ideology in their upper class. The Shasu remained on the 

levelof―rankedsociety‖orlocallineages(forthesecategories,seeFried 1967 and Dostal 1985). After 

the emergence of the camel-herding tribes, the bedouin had two possible ways of access to those basic 

commodities which they did not produce:trade or violence (by plunder or extortion). Thus, while the 

emergence of the pastoral nomad presupposes the emergence of a market economy, the emergence of the 

bedouin tribe (in which the tribal elite may own 10,000 camels or more) presupposes the emergence of an 

empire which at one time or another could use (and pay for) a large camel corps.  

Tosummarizethislengthyexcursusonterminology:―nomads‖arenotnecessarily―pastoralists,‖and

theyarenotnecessarilyorganizedas―tribes.‖―Tribalsocieties‖arenotnecessarily―nomadic.‖

―Bedouin‖arecamelherdingnon-sedentary tribes, pastoral nomads whose basic livestock commodity is 

the camel.  

B. Emergence of the Bedouin  

1. Early Iron Age Antecedents. The camel had been domesticated and used by sedentary farming 

communities in East and South Arabia in the course of the 3d and 2d millennia B.C.(Bulliet1975;Knauf

1988:9–15).AttheendoftheLBAge,camelshadbeenusedbothfortransport,asattestedatTell

Jemmeh(Wapnish1981)andatTellDeir˓Allah(Knauf1987),andasasourceofmeat,attestedat

Timna˓/el-Mene˓  yeh(Knauf 1988:14–15, 113–14). There can be no doubt that the Midianites (i.e. the 

inhabitants of NW Arabia in the LB Age) herded camels for these two purposes; at the same time it is 

clear that they were not pastoralists, since pastoralists prefer the by-products of their animals (their only 

capital and basic means of subsistence) instead of their meat (Sherratt 1983). It is unlikely that there were 

camel-herding tribes among the Midianites; however, camel herders may have been integrated into the 

existing Midianite clans or tribes as were potters, metallurgists, and traders:as specialists in a certain 

occupation. Undoubtedly, most Midianite tribesmen were farmers.  



Like the Kenites, the Midianites became increasingly important for the economy of Palestine in the 

early Iron Age, when the Cyprus copper supply was interrupted and Palestine became dependent on the 

copper mines in Wadi Arabah (which in all likelihood were controlled by local clans and tribes; Knauf 

and Lenzen 1987). With the reemergence of sea trade at the end of the 11th century B.C., both Kenites and 

Midianites disappeared from the historical record.  

The first predatory camel herders mentioned in the literary sources are the Amalekites (1 Samuel 30). It 

seems that the camel-herding population of the Amalekites did not exceed 400 men (1 Sam 30:17)—still a 

significant number for military action in the late 2d millennium B.C. (as compared to the contingents of 10 

to200whichtheEgyptianssentassupporttoindividualkingsintheAmarnaperiod;cf.Gideon‘s300and

David‘s600).1 Sam 30:17 indicates why the camel had such an impact on the history of nomadism:it 

carried its herders beyond the political and military reach of the states they encountered. Distance and the 

desert (impenetrable without the camel) protected them from the villagers as efficiently as (on the other 

side of the social spectrum) fortified walls protected the city dwellers. If the Amalekites could already be 

classified as proto-bedouin, their emergence coincides with the emergence of the territorial state in Israel 

and Judah, which incorporated those hill country areas previously beyond the control of the Canaanite 

city-states. The hill country was no longer an area of retreat for populations which did not want to submit 

to the (often costly) claims of the state; therefore, for tribalism to survive the encroachment of the state, 

the desert offered a new frontier in an otherwise shrinking world.  

Archaeologically, the emergence of the Amalekites in the Negeb can be dated to the very end of the 

11th century B.C. Their emergence is reflected by the disappearance of the unfortified settlements which 

had characterized the Negeb in the early Iron Age, some of which were hamlets and farmsteads used by 

semi-sedentary agriculturalist and pastoralist populations that moved between the Judean hills and the 

central Negeb mountains (Finkelstein 1984); e.g., the Jerahmeelites, Kenites, and Aalebites. With the 

emergence of the state on one side and of the bedouin on the other, this social structure, typical for the 

non-urban societies of the 3d and 2d millennia B.C., disappeared, giving way to towns and fortresses, the 

architectural appurtenances of the state.  

2. The Neo-Assyrian Evidence. Large, powerful, and belligerent bedouin tribes are attested in the 

Assyrian royal inscriptions and reliefs of the 9th through the 7th centuries B.C. (see ISHMAELITES). It 

was not, however, before the Persian period that Arabs were wealthy and influential enough to acquire 

first-class weaponry (Knauf 1989:22–23). Except for some technical details in riding styles (i.e. the use of 

a cushion saddle instead of the later šadâd saddle), these bedouin exhibit the basic characteristics of the 

later (full) bedouin. Their tribes must have comprised up to 10,000 people (even if the Assyrian tribute 

lists exaggerate). A thousand Arab camel riders participated in the battle of Qarqar in 853 B.C. (as 

opposed to the 400 which fled David); in the following century, Tiglath-pileser III on one occasion 

received 10,000 camels as tribute. The management of herds this size required slaveholding. Bedouin 

society, therefore, unlike earlier forms of pastoral society, was a class society in which wealth (in herds 

and in slaves) was one of the basic qualifications for leadership. Although in theory all freeborn male 

members of the tribe were equal, only the tribal elite actually qualified for leadership functions. The other 

basic qualification is muruwwa, virtus, manlihood(Meeker1979;Müller1981).Theideologyof―beinga

bedouin‖withitsknightlycodeofconductwasfullydevelopedonlyinthelastcenturiesbeforeIslam,

when the Arabian tribal elite borrowed the garments, weapons, and attitudes of prestige from Persian 

(Sassanian) feudalism (Dostal 1979). However, the class structure, i.e., the differentiation of tribal lords 

and tribal followers, existed earlier and facilitated this later borrowing (for tribal class societies with an 

egalitarian ideology upheld by the ruling class, see Dostal 1985).  

AccordingtoDostal(1959)andBulliet(1975),thetransitionfrom―proto-bedouin‖to―fullbedouin‖is

marked by the replacement of the cushion saddle with the so-called šadâd saddle. The new saddle 

provided the rider with a firm seat and enabled him to use long swords and lances. Iconographically, the 

šadâd saddle is first attested at the end of the 5th century B.C. (Knauf 1988:13, fig. 2:3). However, M. 

Macdonald (fc.) cautions against the overestimation of this technical development. It did not affect the 

social and political structure of bedouinism that resulted from large-scale camel herding. The new saddle 



maystillhaveenhancedthebedouin‘sbelligerencewhich,accordingtotheAssyrian inscriptions and Gen 

16:12, barely needed enhancement.  

C. Bedouin States  

Since bedouinism is a political program (resisting submission to outside power while simultaneously 

encouraging the bedouin on both the individual and the communal level to enhance their status by 

exercising power against the outside world; Meeker 1979) as much as a socioeconomic way of life, we 

should not be surprised that by the time bedouinism had fully emerged (i.e. by the 8th and 7th centuries 

B.C.), we also witness the first bedouin state. According to the Assyrian annals, the central North Arabian 

tribal confederacy led by the tribe of Qedar had its political, economic, and religious center in the oasis 

city of Dûmat al-Jandal (el-Jauf; 29° 50 ´N; 39° 52 ´E). See ISHMAELITES. (The final and most recent 

bedouin state was the dominion of the Ibn Rashîd and the Shammar tribe around Ḥâ˒il,whichsuccumbed

to the Saudis shortly after World War I; Rosenfeld 1965.)  

On an internal level, the bedouin state can be defined as being based militarily on a bedouin tribe (or a 

group of tribes, which may or may not be ranked) and economically on a city engaged in long-distance 

trade (for which the camel was a prerequisite). The two would be unified by a ruling family that managed 

effectively to control the city and to maintain the loyalty of the tribe. The main instrument for resolving 

the inherent tension between the anti-urban world of the bedouin and the cosmopolitan world of the urban 

trader seems to have been religion, the ruling family usually assuming a leading role in religious affairs 

(the first Arab queens attested in history were priestesses; the Ibn Rashîd conducted their campaigns into 

the territory of neighboring tribes and towns in the name of wahhabism). Religion and personal loyalty to 

their tribal chief allowed the bedouin to overcome their ideological opposition to the city (on which, 

economically, their wealth and power depended). The bedouin state thus occupies an intermediate 

position between complex chiefdom and early state (Rosenfeld 1965).  

Bedouin states tended to be unstable, and they seldom lasted for more than three generations of the 

ruling family. Whenever their institutions approached the point of effectiveness that may have led to the 

formation of a true state, the bedouin element was either forced to abandon its tribal ideology (as 

happened in the formation of the Islamic state, although for a limited period only, and more effectively in 

theformationoftheSa˓ûdistate),orbreakloosefromitssymbiosiswiththecity.TheNabataeans,who

made the transition to statehood ca.80 B.C., lasted unusually long (nearly 200 years). Political conflict was 

not, as one may expect, primarily expressed by rebellions of either the tribal or the urban element, but 

rather by revolt and murder within and among the members of the ruling family. This is attested in the 

history of the Arabs in the 7th century B.C. (see ISHMAELITES), the history of the Nabataeans (see 

ARETAS #4), and especially the history of the Ibn Rashîd.  

On an external level, the bedouin state was an example of a peripheral polity which nevertheless 

managed to direct the flow of capital and supplies from the urban core of the fertile crescent to its desert 

periphery. The steady increase in the number of camel herders as well as their increasing political 

complexity and power from the time of David to the time of Tiglath-pileser III coincided with the 

establishment of a Mediterranean-based (and soon Assyrian-controlled) world economy in which there 

was a rising demand for specific luxury goods such as incense. The extensive trade routes associated with 

the transportation of these goods were controlled by the emerging bedouin (similarly, the principality of 

Ḥâ˒ilinthe19thcenturydrewmostofitsrevenuesfromtheIraqipilgrims‘caravan to Mecca). The 

emergence of the bedouin and the bedouin state is, in this view, a by-product and consequence of the 

emergence of the large imperialistic state which alone could afford the luxury of incense, gold, and myrrh 

(or, in Islamic times, the luxury of a pilgrimage to Mecca).  

In the Persian period the Achaemenids seem to have carefully prevented the emergence of bedouin 

states, preferring to deal with isolated tribal leaders, like Geshem the Arab (see KEDAR), or similar tribal 

leaders in Mesopotamia. They strengthened the position of the city as opposed to its surrounding tribes (as 

wasthecasewithTaymâ˒;seeTEMA).  

The rise of the Nabataeans with their religious, political, and economic center at Petra and el-Jī˒(see

WADI MUSA) on the periphery of Roman Syria furnishes another classic example for the economic and 



cultural dependence of a bedouin state on an empire. The bedouin domination of Nabataean politics and 

administrationsurfacesinthetitleoftheNabataeanking‘srepresentativeatDamascus,whoiscalledan

ethnarches in 2 Cor 11:32.Thetitlemeans―tribalchief‖anddoesnotimplythatthecityofDamascus

wasunderNabataeanrulebythetimeofSt.Paul‘svisit;quitethecontrary,itimpliesthattheNabataean

envoy (we may call him a consul) came from a non-urban social background (Sartre 1982:123–26; Knauf 

1983).  

Nabataea, subject to increasing agricultural investment by the Nabataean tribal elite in the course of the 

second half of the 1st century A.D., and being situated on the border of Roman Syria, did not return to 

anarchy after the demise of its ruling family, but was annexed into the empire, much to the benefit of all 

her inhabitants. For the following 200 years, the area experienced the greatest level of prosperity it ever 

reached. Nothing demonstrates better than the fate of Nabataea, the most long-living, culturally advanced, 

andamiablebedouinstate,thatasocietyultimatelyhastoceasebeing―bedouin‖inorderforittobecome

fullya―state.‖ 
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

BEE. See ZOOLOGY.  

BEELIADA (PERSON) [Heb bĕ˓elyādā˓ (ָיָדע ֶףלְּ  )]. One of thirteen sons of David listed as havingבְּ

been born in Jerusalem (1 Chr 3:5–9; 14:3–7; cf. 2 Sam 5:13–16). His mother was among the several 

wives and concubines whom David took in Jerusalem, but she is not named. His name—found in this 

form only in 1 Chr 14:7—isusuallytakentomean―Baalknows.‖Itwaschangedto―Eliada,‖meaning

―Godknows,‖in2 Sam 5:16 and 1 Chr 3:8. Most scholars have taken this to reflect the common distaste 

in Israel for names incorporating that of the Canaanite deity, seen in such name pairs for the same person 

as Jerubbaal/Jerubbesheth, Eshbaal/Ishbosheth, or Meribbaal/Mephiboshet (e.g., Noth IPN, 119–22). 

However, the element ba˓al may not always have been understood offensively (Fowler TPNAH, 54–63); 

rather,insomecases,itmayhavehadthegenericmeaningof―lord‖(McCarter2 Samuel AB, 85–87). It 

seemsoddforDavidtohavenamedasonafteraforeigngod;thenamecouldsimplymean―theLord

knows.‖In1 Chr 14:7, his name is rendered in Gk as Balliada in Codex Alexandrinus and Baaliada in 

Codex Venetus, but as Balegdae in Codexes Vaticanus and Sinaiticus.  

DAVID M. HOWARD, JR.  

BEELZEBUL [Gk Beelzeboul (Βεελζεβουλ); Heb ba˓al zĕbûb (בּוב  ;)]. Var. BEELZEBUBַבַףל זְּ

BAALZEBUB. According to the synoptic accounts, Jesus was accused of expelling demons by the power 

ofBeelzebul,anameforthe―princeofdemons‖(ho archōn tōn daimoniōn), that is, SATAN (Mark 3:22–

26; Matt 12:24–27; Luke 11:15–19). Matt 10:25 is the only instance of Jesus using the name Beelzebul. 

ElsewherethegospelwritersrecordJesusasusingthename―Satan‖ratherthanBeelzebul.  

Scholars have been fascinated with trying to find an etymology for this preeminent satanic being. The 

etymology of Beelzebul has proceeded in several directions. The variant reading Beelzebub (Syriac 

translators and Jerome) reflects a long-standing tradition of equating Beelzebul with the Philistine deity of 

the city of Ekron mentioned in 2 Kgs 1:2, 3, 6, 16. Baalzebub (Heb ba˓al zĕbûb)seemstomean―lordof

flies‖(HALAT, 250, but cf. LXX
B
 baal muian theon akkarōn, ―Baal-Fly,godofAkkaron‖;Ant 9:2, 1 

theon muian). Prior to the discoveries at Ras Shamra (Ugarit) the elucidation of this deity came through 

finding parallels in the Greek world which mentioned deitiesintheroleof―theAverterofflies‖(e.g.Zeus 

Apomuios, theos muiagros; Nilsson 1967:213). The decipherment of the Ugaritic texts brought to light the 

frequentepithet―PrinceBaal‖or―ExaltedBaal‖(zbl b˓l) or―ThePrince,theLordoftheearth‖(zbl b˓l 

arṣ) (Albright 1936:17–18). Armed with this new information from Ugarit, scholars almost unanimously 

saw in 2 Kings 1 another example of a pejorative rendering of an original ba˓al zĕbûl with ba˓al zĕbûb, 

―Lordofflies,‖similartothewell-known euphemistic substitution of bōšet, ―shame,‖foranoriginal

ba˓al in such personal names as Mephiboshet and Ishboshet (McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 124–25, 128). 

Some scholars have also suggested that zbl b˓l may underlie the tribal name ZEBULUN (Ringgren 

1966:21), the personal name ZEBUL in Judg 9:28, and JEZEBEL (cf. the Phoenician PN b˓l˒zbl in CIS I 

158), the daughter of Ethbaal (1 Kgs 16:31).  

An alternative suggested by many is to connect zĕbûl withanounmeaning―(exalted)abode.‖Priorto

the discoveries at Ugarit and Qumran, Aitken argued that the four biblical occurrences of zĕbûl (1 Kgs 

8:13; Isa 63:15; Hab 3:11; Ps 49:15) as well as the respective rabbinical and medieval commentaries 

proved that the meaning of zĕbûl was―dwelling‖andoftentheexalteddwellingofpar excellence of God, 

i.e., heaven. Aitken (1912:34–53)suggestedthatBeelzebulas―lordoftheheaven‖wasinfactaskygod.

Gaston (1962:247–55), who had the advantage of working with the new material from Ugarit as well as 

the four occurrences of zĕbûl in the Dead Sea Scrolls (1QM 12:1–2; 1QS 10:3; 1QpHab 3:34), arrived at a 

similar conclusion stressing that zĕbûl canmeaneither―thetemple‖or―heaven.‖Gaston(1962:252)

further noted that the chief rival of Yahweh in the Hellenistic period was the heavenly Baal (Gk Zeus 

Olumpios, Aram b˓lšmyn). The word zĕbûl, argued Gaston, was used in place of the more common 



synonymsforheavenbecauseChristiansweremostlikelyincludedinthegroupofthosewho―stretched

out their hands against the temple (zĕbûl)‖(t. Sanh. 13:5; Gaston 1962:253–54).  

Matthew 10:25 refersto―themasterofthehouse(ton oikodespotēn)Beelzebul.‖Aitken(1912:51)

pointed out what seems to be a wordplay in which ton oikodespotēn could be a translation of the Semitic 

word Beelzebul which follows. This has been the favored view of the majority of NT scholars (cf. the 

various commentaries on the synoptics as well as MacLaurin 1978:156–60). This wordplay is also clearly 

reflected in the Hebrew Matthew extracted from Shem-Tob ben-Shaprut‘sEven Bohan which has b˓l 

hbyt—b˓l zbwb (Howard 1987:46, 195). On the other hand, a wordplay, like a folk etymology, may not 

reflect a historically accurate etymology.  

AthirdalternativeanalysishasseenBeelzebulas―lordofthedung‖basedonconjecturalcognatesin

postbiblical Hebrew, Aramaic/Syriac, and Arabic. While this view may have been popular in the past, it 

finds few adherents among modern scholars (see Gaston‘scritique1962:251–52). Albright went so far as 

tosaythat―ithasbeengivenupbymostcompetentscholars‖(1932:191n.20). 

Some scholars have argued that Beelzebul should be connected with the Aram bĕ˓ēl dĕbābā˒ ―enemy,

adversary‖(cf.Matt 13:39, where the diabolos is called the ekthros). This etymology has not found many 

adherents in the past (e.g. Schlatter:1957:343), yet it has recently been advocated by Day (1988:151–59), 

who argues that it provides a more plausible reason for the equation of Beelzebub/Beelzebul with Satan. 

Day (1988:157) would see another wordplay going on between Aram bĕ˓ēl d  bābā˒ ―lordofflies,‖and

Aram bĕ˓ēl dĕbābā˒ ―enemy,adversary.‖OntheconnectionofthisexpressionwithAkk bēl dabābi see 

Day (1988:158), who argues that the accuser role of this expression is primitive. In contrast, see Kaufman 

(1974:42–43) who argues that Akk bēl dabābi has to do with an adversarial role, which is to be kept 

distinct from the role of an accuser in court, which was expressed by b˓l dyn˒. Aram d  bābā˒ and Akk 

dabābi reflect Proto-Semitic *d which would come into Heb as d and not z. Thus Heb zĕbûb cannot be 

cognate with these two words. A folk etymology is another question.  

Fensham (1967:361–64)suggeststhatBaalzebubshouldbetranslated―Baal,theFlame.‖This

suggestion would fit nicely with the fire motif in the Elijah narratives, as Fensham points out, yet it rests 

on the scanty evidence of only one text (CTA 3.3.43 = KTU 1.3.3.46) where ḏbb parallels išt, ―fire.‖It

may even be that we are dealing with a scribal error of ḏbb for šbb (cf. Heb. šāb  b ―spark‖)intheUgaritic

text.  

Finally, de Moor (1987:179, 183) argues that Baalzebub ―FlyLord‖recallsBaal‘svictoryover

monstrous flies (=demons)andcomparesthe―fliesofdeath‖inQoh 10:1. Both de Moor and Saracino 

(1982:338–43) interpret an extremely difficult text from Ras Ibn Hani (78/20) to be an apotropaic ritual 

whereBaaldrivesout―harmful agents (demon-flies)‖calleddbbm whicharecausingapatient‘sillness

(cf. also the connection of Ugaritic zbl with sickness as noted by Held 1968:93). These scholars suggest 

that Baalzebub need not have been a pejorative change from an original Baalzebul. In fact, de Moor 

arguesthatthisdescriptionofBaal‘sexorcismofevilspiritsisdirectlyparalleltoMatt 12:24 (=Mark 

3:22; =Luke 11:15) which has the Pharisees stating that it is only through Beelzebul that Jesus casts out 

demons. Yet so far, the divine name Baalzebub is unattested in extrabiblical documents, including the 

Ugaritic texts (cf. the god named ḏbb mentioned above in CTA 3.3.43 = KTU 1.3.3.46).  
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THEODORE J. LEWIS  

BEER (PLACE) [Heb bĕ˒ēr (ֵאר  )]. 1. An unidentified site in Moab N of the river Arnon (Num 21:13)בְּ

at which the people of Israel encamped before traveling to Mattanah (Num 21:16). At Beer, which means 

―well,‖theprincesandnoblesdugawell.Theeasewithwhichthewaterwasobtainedmayhaveinspired

the couplet of Num 21:17–18. The prevailing opinion is that Beer should be located in NE Moab in the 

Wâdī eth-Themed, a tributary of the Wâdī el-Wāle where there is an adequate water supply for a large 

number of people close to the surface (e.g. GP, 461; Glueck 1933–1934:13; GTTOT, 262; van Zyl 

1960:85–86). It is commonly assumed that Beer-elim mentioned in Isa 15:8 is identical with the Beer of 

Num 21:16 (see also BEER-ELIM).  

2. The locality to which Jotham, youngest son of Jerubbaal (i.e. Gideon) fled from his brother 

Abimelech after reciting a parable from the top of Mount Gerizim to the citizens of Shechem (Judg 9:21). 

In antiquity Eusebius (Lagarde 1966:238, 73) identified Beer with a village in the S named Bēra (Gk) 

about 7.5 miles N of Eleutheropolis in the neighborhood of Beth-shemesh (cf. RNAB, 84). Though the 

position of Beer remains uncertain some modern scholars suggest a N location and tentatively identify it 

with el-B  reh in the vicinity of Ophrah about 7 miles NW of Beth-shean (e.g., GTTOT 581; RNAB, 129).  
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ARTHUR J. FERCH  

BEER-ELIM (PLACE) [Heb bĕ˒ēr-˒êl  m (ֵאר־ֵאיִלים  )]. An unidentified site in Moab (Isa 15:8)בְּ

which has been tentatively equated with Beer of Num 21:16 (e.g. Kaiser Isaiah 13–39 OTL, 69). Beer-

elim,meaning―wellofchiefs‖or―wellofterebinths,‖maybeanabbreviatedformofBeer,whichhas

been located north of the river Arnon in the Wâdī eth-Themed (see also BEER). The equation of these two 

locations is based on the notions that (1) Themed means―waterhole,‖asdoesBeer;(2)terebinthsgrowin

this Wâdī; and (3) this is the only location north of the Arnon where water is close to the surface as 

described in Num 21:16–18.  

Objections to the identification of Beer-elim with Beer include the facts that there are other sites 

prefixed by the name Beer and valleys in which terebinths grow (Wildberger Isaiah BKAT, 617). 

Wildberger suggests that Beer-elim may have been south of the Arnon in the vicinity of el-Kerak.  

ARTHUR J. FERCH  

BEER-LAHAI-ROI (PLACE) [Heb bĕ˒ēr laḥay ro˒   (ֵאר ַלַחי ָרִאי  )]. A location in S Palestineבְּ

associated with the birth of Ishmael (Gen 16:14) and mentioned twice (Gen 24:62; 25:11) as a residence 

of the patriarch Isaac. The name is introduced in an etiological narrative of a vision experienced at the site 

by the pregnant HAGAR, who is promised the birth of a son whom she is told to name ISHMAEL (Gen 

16:7–12). In response to the vision, Hagar names the deity whoappearedtoher―aGodofseeing‖(Heb

˒el rŏ˒  ; Gen 16:13), and utters another statement concerning seeing. The name of the site is referred to 

Hagar‘sutterance(16:14).  

BothHagar‘sstatementandthenameofthesiteBeer-lahai-roi are difficult to interpret, and have 

engendered speculative solutions of various kinds. The rendering of Gen 16:14, phrear hou enopion eidon 

―wellofhim whomIhaveplainlyseen,‖isamidrashicinterpretationratherthanatranslation.The

Vulgate‘sLatin,Puteum Viventis Videntis me ―WelloftheLivingOne,theOnewhoSeesme,‖hasthe

semblance of a literal translation. Rabbinic interpretations are variations on the theme of seeing and 

living. Many modern interpreters separate the toponym from the etiology in which it is embedded. Thus 



Wellhausen (WPHI, 326) interpreted the Hebrew consonants l-ḥ-y astheword―jawbone‖andr-˒-y as a 

kind of antelope (not attested in Hebrew).  

The location of Beer-lahai-roi is placed between KADESH and BERED (Gen 16:14), that is, in the 

Negeb (so Gen 24:62).Thewatersourcewhichgaverisetothenamewaslocated―onthewaytoShur‖

(Gen 16:7; see SHUR, WILDERNESS OF).  

HENRY O. THOMPSON  

BEER-RESISIM (M.R. 109206). A small EB site of ca. 3 acres situated on the S bank of the Naḥal 

Resisim, a tributary of the Naḥal Niṣṣana, in the W Negeb highlands near Beerotayim on the Israel-Sinai 

border. Lying at an altitude of 1500 feet, the site receives less than 4 inches of annual rainfall and is in an 

area suitable only for pastoralism. Even marginal dry farming is possible only with some form of runoff 

irrigation.  

Be˒erResisim(ArabicBĦr er-Resīsiyeh, ―WelloftheMorningDew‖)wasdiscoveredbykibbutzniksin

the 1950s.  

Excavations were carried out for three seasons in 1978, 1979, and 1980 by William G. Dever and 

Rudolph Cohen. The project was multidisciplinary and designed to carry out newer experimental 

techniques in order to study the site in its larger regional context and environmental setting. Specialists in 

the natural sciences therefore conducted geological and geomorphological surveys, palynological and 

paleozoological analyses, and climatic investigations, in addition to the more traditional stratigraphic and 

ceramic studies. At the time no site of the period had yet been excavated extensively or with modern 

multidisciplinary methods.  

Be˒erResisimisoneofagroupofseveralhundredknownone-period villages and encampments in the 

Negeb largely belonging to the EB IV period (ca. 2400–2000 B.C.). These sites are related in turn to an 

even larger complex in the semiarid marginal zone extending from S Transjordan clear across the Negeb 

into the W Sinai. They represent the maximum extent of the non-nucleated, seminomadic culture that 

replaced the urban EB I–III culture of Palestine after its collapse ca. 2600–2400 B.C. Many of these sites, 

however, reveal a scattering of EB II shards (ca. 3200–2600 B.C.), indicating sporadic earlier use by 

pastoral nomads (Dever 1980).  

NearlyallofthebuiltupareaofBe˒erResisim—the second largest EB IV site in the Negeb—was 

investigated or cleared. The excavation revealed about 80 small, circular stone sleeping huts, several 

open-air communal food preparation areas, and several animal enclosures. The nearly complete village 

plan thus recovered is the only such yet published from any EB IV site in Palestine or Transjordan. There 

was no trace of an enclosure wall, cult installations, or elite structures of any kind. Based on the usual 

methods of calculation, the population may have numbered about 100 or so. The form and layout of the 

structures strongly suggest a small clan or tribal unit, probably polygamous, and socially unstratified. The 

paleobotanical and paleozoological investigations showed that the subsistence system was based on a 

mixed economy, principally the herding of sheep and goats (over 90 percent of all bones), with some 

possible dry farming in good years. In addition, small-scale trade in copper and exotic raw materials from 

the Sinai seems to have played a minor role in the economy (Dever 1985).  

TheoverallpictureatBe˒erResisim, as elsewhere in the EB IV settlements of the Negeb, is that of 

seasonal encampments of pastoral nomads. The pottery and copper implements are closely related to 

―FamilyS,‖typicaloftheHebronhills(Dever1980).SincetherearenumerousEBIVshaft-tomb 

cemeteries but very few settlements there, we may reconstruct a seasonal pattern of pastoral migrations 

between winter pasturages in the Negeb and summer pasturages and burying grounds in the higher and 

cooler altitudes in the hill country (see QA˓AQĪR,JEBEL). All these arid-zone Negeb encampments 

disappear with the beginning of the reurbanized MB Age, ca. 2000 B.C., and most are never again 

occupied.  
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WILLIAM G. DEVER  

BEER-SHEBA (PLACE) [Heb bĕ˒ēr šeba˓ (ֵאר ֶשַבע  )]. A town in the S Judean desert best knownבְּ

for its association with the biblical patriarchs, and as the S extreme of Israelite territory as delineated in 

theformula―fromDantoBeer-sheba‖(Judg 20:1; 1 Sam 3:20; etc.). The Hebrew name means―wellof

seven‖or―wellofoath.‖BothHebrewwords,―toswear‖and―oath,‖arederivedfromtheword―seven.‖ 

The Bible offers two patriarchal traditions to explain the significance of the name. One describes a 

conflict between Abraham and Abimelech over water rights to a well, which is resolved when Abraham 

givesAbimelechsevenewelambsaswitnessofAbraham‘srightstothewell(Gen 21:28–31). Another 

account similarly involves disputes over water rights, but between Isaac and Abimelech:after an 

agreementisstruckbetweenthedisputants,Isaac‘sservantssuccessfullydiganewwell,whichIsaac

named, šib˓â, a form of the number seven. This account concludes by noting that the city was 

consequently named Beer-sheba (Gen 26:33).  

———  

A. Identification  

B. Chalcolithic Sites  

C. Iron Age Sites  

1. Bir es-Seba˓ 

2. Tell es-Seba˓ 

3. Post-Iron Age  

———  

A. Identification  

The ancient name is preserved in the Arabic Bîr es-Seba˓,whichreferredtotheareanearthebendof

Wadi es-Seba˓(locatedintheindustrialcenterofmodernBeer-sheba). G. L. Robinson (1901) reported 

seeing seven wells at the site. The SWP mentionsBī‘âres-Seba˓,―thewellsofSeba˓,‖andgivesthe

name of the accompanying ruins as Kh. Bîr es-Seba˓;italsonotesTelles-Seba˓,amound4kmtotheEat

the junction of Wadi el-Khalil (Nahal Hebron) and Wadi es-Seba˓,althoughthesurveyorsdidnotidentify

it as biblical Beer-sheba. Apparently E. W. G. Masterman (ISBE [1929 ed.] 1:424–25) was the first to 

propose identifying Tell es-Seba˓withtheOTtown.  

Modern understanding of tell formation and site location led to the assumption that the mound of Tell 

es-Seba˓(M.R.134072)wastheancientIsraelitetown,andthatBîres-Seba˓totheW(M.R.130072)was

the site of the Roman-Byzantine city of Berosabe, although Glueck (1968:40–41), among others, 

disagreed. Excavations in the 1960s at Kh. Bîr es-Seba˓revealedanIronAgeoccupationinadditionto

the Roman-Byzantine ruins, but the topography is ill suited for a fortified center, and no significant 

fortifications were uncovered (Gophna and Yisraeli 1973).  

Alternatively, the excavations at Tell es-Seba˓from1969–1974, and in 1976 (under the direction of Y. 

Aharoni and Z. Herzog, respectively) have uncovered a well-planned administrative center with several 

strata spanning the 10th through the 8th centuries B.C. A letter found at Arad (ca. 7th century) refers to 

Beer-sheba, but probably does not refer to the fortress, which then lay in ruins (if the chronological 

attribution of the Arad ostraca is accurate); the letter may instead refer to the settlement at Bîr es-Seba˓4

km W of the tell. Beer-sheba may have been a dual site consisting of the royal city (i.e., the tell) along 

with a civilian settlement further W on the banks of the wadi (where the modern city now stands). This 

couldexplainthedoubletintheledgerofSimeon‘stowns:Beer-sheba and Sheba/Shema (Josh 19:3; cf. 

also Josh 15:26 and 1 Chr 4:28).  

B. Chalcolithic Sites  



A significant and flourishing Chalcolithic culture (EAEHL1:153–58)hasbeendiscoveredalongthe

banksofthewadi—AbuMatar(Perrot1955a),B  res-Ṣafadi (Perrot 1955b; 1956; 1959; 1960), and Kh. 

Beitar (Dothan 1959). These sites show 3 to 4 phases of occupation spanning the early- to mid-4th 

millennium B.C. Since the discovery of these sites in the 1950s, other sites with similar assemblages have 

been discovered further afield alongthebanksofthewadi(e.g.,Shiqmim,Ze˓elim,Nevatim),indicating

the existence of a regional Beer-sheba basin culture (Levy 1986). This cultural horizon, in turn, exhibits 

similarities with the remains of Tuleilat Ghassul. See GHASSUL, TULEILAT EL-. Some of the Beer-

sheba settlements seem to have engaged in craft specialization, such as metalworking (e.g., Abu Matar) 

and ivory/bone carving (e.g., Bir es-Ṣafadi). These early sites, however, have no association with events 

recorded in the Bible.  

C. Iron Age Sites  

1. Bîr es-Seba˓. Alt‘s(KlSchr 3:409–35)andGlueck‘s(1968:40–41) suggestion that biblical Beer-

sheba should be sought at Bîr es-Seba received some corroboration with the discovery of Iron Age 

remains directly beneath the floors of the Roman/Byzantine occupation (Gophna and Yisraeli 1973). Most 

of the evidence is from the Iron Age IIC, with some from the 10th century (Iron Age IC).  

2. Tell es-Seba˓. In 1969, Aharoni initiated eight seasons of excavations which have identified nine Iron 

Age strata, with additional evidence for the Persian, Hellenistic, and Herodian periods. The presentation 

here generally follows the major summary of the expedition team, but strives to point out along the way 

some of the questions and issues that have been raised by others.  

Stratum IX. The earliest strata were located only on the SE section of the tell (these occupational levels 

probably existed in other areas, but were apparently obliterated in the stratum V leveling and construction 

operations). The earliest settlement consisted of caves and pits dug into the hill. These pits were not of 

uniform shape, and some apparently were used for grain storage, while others were for occupation (as 

inferred from the presence of beaten earth occupational surfaces). Some of these pits and caves have 

subdividing walls, and terraces indicating specific activity areas. The ceramic collection associated with 

this level (including some shards of Philistine pottery, and red-slipped and hand-burnished wares) implies 

a date at the end of the 12th century or early 11th century B.C. (Herzog 1984:42–43).  

Stratum VIII. While the ceramic collection of stratum VIII is small, the wares appear more closely 

related to those of stratum IX than to those of the later periods (Herzog 1984:46). The excavators 

therefore date this stratum to the mid-late 11th century B.C. The inhabitants began to build more 

substantial buildings on stone foundations (actually only one building and part of another have been found 

from this stratum), but most of the remains show a continued use of the pits and caves from the earlier 

period.  

Stratum VII. A significantly larger area of stratum VII was uncovered and shows evidence of an 

organized site plan—the buildings (typically four-room house variations) were built encircling the 

perimeter of the mound with their rear walls connected and facing outward to form a basic security 

system. The houses opened inward toward an open area where the flocks and herds might be penned at 

night (Fig. BEE.01). Other buildings surrounded a well shaft outside the gate and perimeter wall. The 

direct-access gate consisted of two chambers attached to the corners of the houses on either side, and a 

drainage channel passed through the gate, but there is no evidence that it directed waters toward the well 

(cf. Herzog 1984:26). The pottery suggests a date in the late 11th or early 10th century B.C.  

It is not possible to determine when the well was dug, although it appears from the building that 

surrounded the well in stratum VII, and the fact that the well stood almost exactly in the center of the 

courtyard of this building, that the well existed during stratum VII. Because the stratigraphy of the well 

area has been disrupted in antiquity (due to the collapse of the upper walls of the shaft), it is impossible to 

determine stratigraphically the date of the well. The only possibility available to determine its date is to 

excavate to the bottom of the well, but after excavating through 28 m of accumulation without reaching 

bottom, it was deemed necessary to abort the operation. On the basis of the orientation of nearby stratum 

IX architectural features, the excavators suggest that the well was dug in stratum IX (Herzog 1984:4–6). 

There is, however, no evidence to attribute any part of this well to the patriarchal period.  



Stratum VI. This stratum differs significantly from the previous one. The four-room house plan is 

evident in only one building of the excavated area. Otherwise the buildings are poorly built, and look as if 

they were arranged randomly. Some of the buildings reused portions of the ruins from the earlier stratum. 

The fairly large ceramic collection of stratum VI indicates a date in the 10th century.  

Stratum V. Major changes in stratum V consisted of a leveling operation on the tell and the 

construction of a solid, 4-m thick, offset-inset city wall. The wall stood on a stone foundation (preserved 

in places 1.5 m high) on top of which the mud-brick superstructure rested. The wall system was protected 

with a glacis constructed of layers of soil, small stones, and soil mixed with ash and shards, which was 

then stabilized with a 1.5–2.0-m thick layer of brick material mixed with ash. The slope of the glacis was 

ca. 20°. At the foot of the system, a fosse was dug at least 3–4 m deep (it was not fully excavated). The 

three-entry city gate (similar to the gate at Dan) was located on the SE side and measured ca. 21 by 21 m. 

On the basis of the ceramic collection, Aharoni parallels this stratum with Megiddo V–IV and therefore 

dates the stratum to the 10th century. This stratum was destroyed by fire, which Aharoni suggests 

occurredduringShishak‘scampaignintoSJudah(1973:106). 

The absence of reference to Beer-sheba in the Karnak inscription listing the cities that Shishak 

conquered may result from the fact that the inscription is damaged in the sections referring to the Negeb. 

However, the reconstruction by the excavators poses some intriguing questions. Two architectural 

features that Aharoni dates to the 10th century seem unusual for this period—namely, the solid 

fortification wall and the three-entry gate. The normal fortification system in the Solomonic period 

consisted of a casemate wall and a four-entry gate (cf. Hazor X, Megiddo VA-IVB, Gezer VIII). After the 

discovery of the three-entry gate at Beer-sheba, Aharoni (1974) redated the defensive system at Beer-

sheba V (as well as the gate at Dan) to the time of David. While the normal pattern in the United 

Monarchy does not preclude the use of a different system at Beer-sheba, the features that Aharoni 

describes are typical of 9th-century defensive systems in Israel and Judah. Furthermore, Biran (EAEHL 

1:320) dates the construction of the city gate at Dan (to which Aharoni appeals as a parallel) to the reign 

of Jeroboam I (for further discussion see Yadin 1976; and Herzog, Rainey, and Moshkovitz 1977).  

Stratum IV. A new city was soon rebuilt on the ruins of stratum V, which reused the solid fortification 

walls. Aharoni suggests (1973:106) that because of the similarity of the ceramic collection of stratum IV 

with that of stratum V, stratum IV was destroyed soon after the end of V. This he dates to the beginning 

of the 9th century, and places it in the historical context of the middle of Asa‘sreign(ca.910–865 B.C.).  

Strata III–II. The last major city consisted of two phases—stratum III, with isolated areas of repair and 

rebuild in stratum II (see site plan in CITIES, Fig. CIT.08). No severe destruction separated them. The 

fortress of strata III–II consisted of a casemate wall on the ruins of the earlier solid wall. The wall 

thicknesses were ca. 1.6 m for the outer wall and ca. 1.4 m for the inner wall. The increased elevation of 

the city wall required also that the glacis be raised, however, a level area ca. 3.0–3.5 m wide extended 

from outside the wall to the top of the downward slope of the glacis.  

A new three-entry city gate (ca. 17 m wide × 14 m deep) stood above the ruins of the earlier one. The 

access through the gate was 4.2 m wide. Benches (ca. 30 cm high) lined the inside of one of the chambers 

in the stratum III gate, but these were eliminated in stratum II. A new drain channel (associated with strata 

III–II) collected water from the interior of the city and directed it through the gate to the well which had 

existed in the earlier strata (Herzog 1984:4–5).  

Since a well is usually a preferred water source because it is relatively free of surface contaminants, it is 

curious that the people of the city would channel contaminated waters from inside the city to the well. It is 

therefore possible that the shaft by this time functioned more as a cistern than as a well, especially if an 

alternative independent water system existed. Indeed, the expedition discovered in the NE corner of the 

city what appears to have been such a system (although it has not yet been completely excavated).  

A plaza area (ca. 12 × 20 m) stood inside the gate from which a street concentric with the city wall 

circled through the town. This street was flanked on each side by buildings. At least two other streets 

passed directly from the plaza across the site to the other side where they again intersected the concentric 

street. The predominant building plan was of the four-room house variety. Immediately to the left after 



entering the gate were apparently administrative buildings, while three storehouses stood just to the right. 

The plan and construction of these storehouses are similar to the stables found at Megiddo and Hazor, but 

the ones at Beer-sheba had huge collections of ceramics, including storage jars, pithoi, holemouth jars, 

and an array of domestic vessels—cooking pots, kraters, dipper juglets, jugs, lamps, flasks, etc.  

Integrated into the walls of the storehouses of stratum II were stones clearly in secondary use. Some of 

these were of calcareous sandstone, in contrast to the typical limestone otherwise used. Three of the 

sandstone blocks preserved the shape of large horns typical of four-horned altars, while a fourth showed 

evidence that the horn had been broken off. The other sandstone blocks apparently had been originally 

associated with the altar which had been dismantled and its stones reused in the construction of the 

storehouses. Another of the stones bore the image of a deeply incised serpent. Additional stones, which 

also had apparently been part of the altar, were later found in a fill associated with the repair of the glacis 

of stratum II; some of these had evidence of fire on their surfaces (Herzog, Rainey, and Moshkovitz 

1977:57, fig. 4). The postulated reconstruction of the altar (see Fig. BEE.02) measures ca. 63 inches high 

(from bottom to top of a horn; it is unclear what the length and width were, but Aharoni [1974a:4] 

suggests that it conformed to the 5 × 5 cubit dimensions of the Arad altar).  

AsignificantelementinAharoni‘splantoexcavateBeer-sheba had been to find a temple similar to the 

one he had earlier discovered at Arad (Aharoni 1968:32; 1973:14), and the discovery of a dismantled altar 

naturally fueled his efforts to locate where the altar had originally stood. See ARAD. An area in the NW 

section of the town has been suggested as the location of the temple, even though it has yielded no 

architectural remains from stratum III (except a chalk pavement, which the excavators suggest was part of 

the temple courtyard; Herzog, Rainey, and Moshkovitz 1977:58). Several other factors have been offered 

to substantiate the claim that the NW corner was the site of a temple: (1) the area is easily accessible from 

the gate and plaza; (2) it is a prominent section in the town; (3) it is the only area (thus far excavated) 

where a large building could be built with a E–W orientation; (4) a subterranean passage extends from the 

area to the outside of the city; and (5) numerous cultic objects from later periods have been found in the 

area, perhaps continuing the reverence for the site (Herzog, Rainey, and Moshkovitz 1977:56–57; Aharoni 

1974b:271). The failure to find architectural features is explained by postulating that the building had 

beentotallydismantled(similartothefateofthealtar)and―razedtoitsfoundations‖(Herzog,Rainey,

and Moshkovitz 1977:57; cf. Aharoni 1974b:271).  

Recognizing that this proposal is largely an argument from silence supported by relatively 

circumstantial evidence, Yadin (1976) postulated an alternative location for the altar based largely on the 

statement in 2 Kgs 23:8 which describes the existence of an altar just inside and to the left of the city gate 

(which he suggests applied to Beer-sheba and not Jerusalem). He argued that the altar originally stood in 

the courtyard of the building just to the left of the gate and that the rooms associated with it were intended 

to house animals that were to be offered. The excavators have responded that the placement of an altar in 

this location would restrict access to the rest of the building, and that the building in which Yadin 

proposed to place the altar was built in stratum II, after the altar had been dismantled (Herzog, Rainey, 

and Moshkovitz 1977:56, 58).  

Aharoni contends (1974a:6; 1974b:271) that the altar and temple were dismantled as part of the reforms 

of Hezekiah (i.e., 8th century; cf. 2 Kgs 18:22; Isa 36:7; 2 Chr 31:1; 32:12), and Amos 5:4–5 implies 

some sort of cultic significance connected with Beer-sheba in the decades prior to Hezekiah (see also 

Amos 8:14). The excavators point out parallels between stratum II pottery and the pottery from Lachish 

III and Arad VIII and argue that Beer-sheba II was destroyed by Sennacherib (ca. 701 B.C.). In the ruins 

of the stratum II gate was found a royal stamped store jar handle (lmlk zyp). One should not necessarily 

expect a reference in the annals of Sennacherib to the capture of Beer-sheba, since he summarizes his 

campaign by saying that he captured 46 fortified cities in Judah (ANET, 288), most of which remain 

unnamed.  

Yadin, however, dates the end of stratum II a hundred years later. He points out some significant 

similarities between the Beer-sheba II ceramics and those of Lachish II (but see M. Aharoni 1977), which 



is attributed to the campaigns of Nebuchadnezzar in 586 B.C. (cf. also Holladay 1977). Kenyon (1976) 

suggests stratum II was destroyed sometime between the campaigns of Sennacherib and Nebuchadnezzar.  

While it seems likely that Aharoni is correct in attributing the dismantling of the altar to the reforms of 

Hezekiah, a tension exists between the treatment of the temples at Beer-sheba and Arad. Aharoni 

describes an extensive dismantling operation in association with a temple at Beer-sheba, while for Arad, 

he (ISBE 1:229) and others (Herzog, Aharoni, Rainey, and Moshkovitz 1984) affirm that only the 

sacrificial altar was buried—not only did the temple building at Arad escape a systematic dismantling in 

stratumVIII,butthe―mainhallandthe‗HolyofHolies‘ofthetemplecontinuedtoexist‖(Herzog,

Aharoni, Rainey,andMoshkovitz1984:19).Oneexplanationmightbethatthe―regional‖siteofBeer-

sheba would deserve a more thorough reform than the site of Arad with its more localized shrine/temple. 

Another explanation might be that the Beer-sheba altar was not necessarily associated with a temple:it 

maysimplyhavebeenanaltarstandinginsidethecitygate(similartoYadin‘ssuggestion)orelsewhere.

It is of course possible that the temple with which the altar was associated was located elsewhere on the 

site and has simply not yet been discovered.  

Regardless of the date and the agent, the Israelite city ended with a massive conflagration in which the 

buildings collapsed, burying hundreds of whole vessels and objects in the debris.  

Stratum I. After its destruction, the site was refortified by repairing part of the casemate wall with a 

wall consisting of alternating layers of soil and small stones. Since no interior buildings have been found 

whose floors or walls join the wall system, questions are raised as to why the site was refortified. The 

excavators date this to the 7th century B.C. (Aharoni, ed. 1973:8). Perhaps the main elements of the 

settlement at this time had moved W to the site along the wadi (i.e., Bîr es-Seba˓),towhichtheArad

ostracon may refer (see above).  

3. Post–Iron Age. The remains of Persian period Beer-sheba, as with most sites in Palestine, consisted 

of pits and silos, which have yielded some Aramaic ostraca dating from the mid-4th century. These refer 

to staple grains, while some also list Jewish, Edomite, and Arabic names.  

Two centuries later, a small Hellenistic fort was constructed on the site. During the Herodian period, a 

large palace-like structure with accompanying service buildings (e.g., bathhouse) were built on the site. In 

the resurface of a courtyard of one of these Herodian buildings was found a coin of Caesar Augustus. 

During the 2d century A.D., a Roman fortress measuring ca. 30 by 30 m occupied the center of the tell. 

The site was essentially abandoned after the Roman period.  
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DALE W. MANOR  

BEERA (PERSON) [Heb bĕ˒ērā˒ (ֵאָרא  )]. One of the descendants of Asher listed in the selectבְּ

genealogy which appears in 1 Chr 7:30–40. He is not included in the abbreviated genealogy of Asher 

found in Gen 46:17 and Num 26:44.Beera,whosenamemeans―well‖or―fountain,‖ismentioned

nowhere else in Scripture. In fact, one-thirdofthenameslistedinAsher‘sgenealogyin1 Chronicles 7 are 

found only here, perhaps since Asher was a lesser tribe originating from the Jacob-Zilpah union. The 

ChronicleriscontenttogivethenamesofBeera‘sbrothers,father(Zopha),andgrandfathers.Beyondthis

limitedinformationlittleisknownexceptthatheisdescribedasoneofthe―headsoffathers‘houses,

approved,mightywarriors,chiefoftheprinces,‖inthelineofAsher(7:40).  

J. RANDALL O‘BRIEN  

BEERAH (PERSON) [Heb bĕ˒ērâ (ֵאָרה  )]. A Reubenite leader who was exiled by the Assyriansבְּ

under Tiglath-pileser III (1 Chr 5:6).HisnameiscognatewithaHebrewwordfor―well‖or―pit‖(bĕ˒ēr). 

The genealogy in 1 Chr 5:1–10 begins withthenamesofReuben‘sfoursons,justastheyarelisted

elsewhere (Gen 46:9; Exod 6:14; Num 26:5), but then it extends the genealogy with the names of 

Reubenites who are not mentioned elsewhere in the Bible. The additional names are set in two groups, 

and both are traced to Joel, whose relation to Reuben is not specified. In the Syriac and Arabic versions, 

however,thisproblemisresolvedbyreplacing―Joel‖with―Carmi,‖thenameofoneofReuben‘sfour

sons.  

ThefirstlistofnamesendswithBeerah,whooccupiestheseventhplaceinthesequenceofJoel‘s

descendants. This position in biblical genealogies is an important one (Sasson 1978), and in the present 

list Beerah is distinguished from the others by the comment that he was a leader in the tribe and was 

carried into exile by the Assyrians. The contrast between Reuben and Judah is striking in this passage:a 

―ruler‖(nāg  d), viz., David, came from Judah (5:2),thefavoredtribeinChronicles,buta―prince‖(nāś  ˒) 

went away (into exile) from Reuben (5:6).  

The kinsmen (―brothers‖)ofBeerahcomprisethesecondlistofJoel‘sdescendants(1 Chr 5:7–8), and it 

may be that the last of them (Jeiel, if not Zechariah and Bela as well) was regarded as a contemporary of 

Beerah.Ifthisisthecase,however,itisunclearwhyJeielwascalled―thechief‖(hārō˒š), butBeerah―the

prince‖(nāś  ˒). Rudolph (Chronikbücher HAT,44)resolvesthisdifficultybyemending―hisbrothers‖

(˒eḥāyw)to―later‖(˒aḥar) in v 7. It is also unclear, however, why the list of generations between Joel and 

Jeiel (5:7–8) is so much shorter (perhaps by as much as one-half) than that from Joel to Beerah (5:4–6).  

Those who argue for the historical accuracy of the genealogy in 1 Chr 5:4–8 point to three 

considerations. First, the appearanceof―Baal‖asthenameofBeerah‘sfather(5:5) indicates an early date 

(8th century B.C.E.) and possibly an Israelite provenance for the genealogy. Second, the statement that 

Beerah was exiled by Tiglath-pileser III (5:6) is consistent with what is known about the history of the 

region during the Syro-Ephraimite War. Since Reubenite tribal lands were in Transjordan, probably 

extending north into Gilead, it is reasonable to believe that they were affected by the Assyrian capture of 

Galilee and Gilead ca. 733 B.C.E. (2 Kgs 15:29; 1 Chr 5:26).Third,theclaimthatReubenitesdwelt―in

Aroer, as far as Nebo, and Baal-meon‖reflectsaccurateknowledgeoftheperiodbeforeMoab‘sconquest

of the area, viz., before 850 B.C.E. (Myers 1 Chronicles AB, 36–37).  

Nevertheless, it should be remembered thatBeerah‘sgenealogyisfragmentary(itgoesbackonlytoJoel

andisnotattachedtoReubenorhissons),hasinternalinconsistencies(Beerah‘srelationshiptoJeiel),

andmayreflectmoreoftheauthor‘stheologythanaccuratehistoricalrecollection (the reference to the 



exile of Beerah and the Reubenites by the Assyrians may be an expression of the later idea that all ten 

northern tribes were exiled [Coggins 1 and 2 Chronicles CBC, 36; Braun 1 Chronicles WBC, 70–75]).  
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BEERI (PERSON) [Heb bĕ˒ēr   (ֵאִרי )].ThenameoftwomenmentionedintheOT.―Beeri‖ismostבְּ

oftenunderstoodtomean―ofawell‖or(takingtheendingasa pronominalsuffix)―mywell‖(IPN, 224).  

1.TheHittitefatherofEsau‘swifeJudith(Gen 26:34).  

2. The father of the prophet Hosea (Hos 1:1). The Rabbis identified him with Beerah, a Reubenite chief 

whom Tiglath-Pileser sent into exile (1 Chr 5:6). However, there is no evidence to support the 

identification,nordowehaveanyotherinformationaboutHosea‘sfather. 

CAROLYN J. PRESSLER  

BEEROTH (PLACE) [Heb bĕ˒ērôt (ֵארות  )]. BEEROTHITE. A town in the territory of Benjaminבְּ

(Josh 18:25). Beeroth was one of the four Hivite cities whose inhabitants deceived Israel, making peace 

with Joshua on the pretense that they were from a distant land (Josh 9:17). The inhabitants of Beeroth and 

the other three Hivite towns (Gibeon, Kiriath-jearim, and Chephirah) were thus spared annihilation and 

were allowed to live among the Israelites as woodcutters and water carriers (Josh 9:26–27). All four 

towns were incorporated into the tribal territory of Benjamin (Josh 18:25–28; 2 Sam 4:2). Later, Saul, a 

Benjaminite himself, attempted to eliminate the non-Israelite population living within the territory of 

Benjamin, specifically the Gibeonites, and presumably the inhabitants of Beeroth as well (2 Sam 21:2, 5). 

It was probably at this time that many of the people of Beeroth fled to Gittaim (2 Sam 4:3). This 

persecutionmayexplainwhyitwastwoBeerothites,RecabandBaanah,whoassassinatedSaul‘ssonIsh-

bosheth (2 Sam 4:2–7; contra McCarter, 2 Sam AB, 127–28). Another Beerothite, Naharai (perhaps one 

ofthosewhowere―indistressorindebtordiscontented‖underSaul‘soppressiverule;1 Sam 22:2), 

joined David and becameasoldierinDavid‘seliteunitoffightingmen,―TheThirty,‖servingasJoab‘s

armor bearer (2 Sam 23:37; 1 Chr 11:39). The inhabitants of Beeroth and the other Hivite cities appear to 

have eventually assimilated into the population; they represent a significant percentage of the Jews who 

returned from exile (Ezra 2:25; Neh 7:29).  

Whether biblical Beeroth is identical with the site known from 1 Macc 9:4 and from later Arabic and 

Crusader sources as Bereth, Berea, and el-Bireh is uncertain (see Goldstein 1 Macc AB, 372–74; Avi-

Yonah 1949:89 and map; 1977:123; ed-Dîn, 1897 ed. 394; Le Strange 1965:423).  

The location of Beeroth is disputed. The confusion goes back at least as early as Eusebius, who in his 

Onomasticon (48.9–10) mentions a village of his day named Beeroth, which he identifies with the OT 

townthatwas―under[Gkhypo]Gibeon.‖Hestatesthatthevillageisreachedfromthe7thmilestoneon

the road from Jerusalem to Nicopolis (Emmaus). This statement would seem to place Beeroth either in the 

general vicinity of Kiriath-jearim, W of Jerusalem, or near el-Jib, NW of Jerusalem. Jerome, however, in 

his Latin translation of the Onomasticon (49.8–9), records―Neapolis‖insteadof―Nicopolis,‖which

would place Beeroth between Ramah and el-Bireh,NofJerusalem.HealsorendersEusebius‘description

sub colle Gabaon ―underthehillofGibeon,‖whichseemstomissthepoliticalintentionofEusebius‘

expression (cf. the same phrase under Chepheira, Chefira [172.15; 173.22], which Jerome renders vicus 

ad civitatem pertinens Gabaon; see Abel GP 2, 262).  

Edward Robinson (1867:452–53) was the first modern scholar to propose that Beeroth be identified 

with el-Bireh (M.R. 170146), the town E of Ramallah dominating the road from Jerusalem to Nablus at 

the point where the road reaches the N ridge of the Benjamin plateau. He argued that this site not only has 

toponymicsupportbutfitsEusebius‘description:―el-Bireh can be seen on the right at about 7 miles 

distance from Jerusalem as one travels to Emmaus via el-Jib.‖Albright(1923:114ff.;1924:90–111) 

suggested that T. en-Nasbeh (M.R. 170143), S of el-Bireh, is a better candidate because it is closer to 

Jerome‘s mileage from Jerusalem. After Elihu Grant (1926:187ff.) found walls and pottery from the 



Bronze Age at el-Bireh (at Ras et-Tahuneh, in the center of town), however, scholars returned to 

Robinson‘sidentificationdespitethefactthatel-Bireh is 9 Roman miles, not 7, from Jerusalem (Alt 1926; 

Beyer1930;Elliger1935:62;O‘Callaghan1951;cf.Avi-Yonah 1949:89 and map; EncMiqr 2:8–9; 

1977:123). Subsequently, the 1967–68 survey (Kochavi 1972:178) confirmed the archaeological 

significance of el-Bireh, finding EB, MB, and much Iron Age I–II pottery there.  

Aharoni(1962:183),stilltroubledbythediscrepancywithEusebius‘mileage,suggested(andthen

abandoned) an identification with Nebi Samwil (M.R. 167137), NW of Jerusalem. Noth (1971:143–44), 

on the other hand, placed Beeroth at el-Jib(M.R.167139),thussatisfyingEusebius‘specifications,and

then transferred Gibeon to el-Bireh.  

Yeivin (1971:142–44) has suggested an identification at Kh. el-Burj (M.R. 167136), a small site just S 

of Nebi Samwil. His main argument is topographical and geometrical: with Beeroth here, the four Hivite 

cities would form an almost perfect rectangle situated on the border between Benjamin and Judah (the 

latter part of this assertion is not actually correct). Yeivin found Iron Age (but no Bronze Age) pottery at 

the site. He suggests that the name Beeroth is preserved at nearby Kh. el-Biyar (M.R. 169137), a later 

Roman and Byzantine site about a mile E of Kh. el-Burj (Arabic biyar, like Hebrew bĕ˒ērôt, can mean 

―wells‖);instancesofArabicplacenamesthataretranslationsofearlierHebrewtoponyms,thoughrare,

areattestedelsewhere.Yeivin‘sidentificationhasbeenaccepted by a number of scholars (Aharoni LBHG, 

431; McCarter, 2 Sam AB, 123; et al.).  

ThemostseriousweaknessofthislatteridentificationisthatitdoesnotconformtoEusebius‘

description; Kh. el-Burj and Kh. el-Biyar are located about 4 Roman miles from Jerusalem, not 7. The 7th 

milestone would have been in the area between el-Jib and the top of the Beth-horon descent, far beyond 

any logical turnoff for Kh. el-Biyar (although this might be explained by the fact that Eusebius was 

working with a schematized and thus partially distorted road map). Moreover, Kh. el-Burj is a 

surprisingly small ruin (just over an acre) to represent a relatively important Iron Age town. Additionally, 

thenearbyplacename―Khirbetel-Biyar‖isnotnecessarilysignificant;it is a very common designation 

for ruins throughout Palestine. Yalqut Hapirsumim (Biran 1964) lists at least six ancient sites so named 

within pre-1967 Israel alone; and in fact the British surveyors (Conder and Kitchener 1880) recorded a 

site by the same name E of el-Jib (and none in the vicinity of Khirbet el-Burj).  

A number of other sites have been proposed but have not received a wide following (see the list in Press 

1951, I:59–60, n. 2).  

At present, therefore, the site of biblical Beeroth remains a matter of dispute. The most likely candidate 

would still seem to be the one originally proposed by Robinson, i.e., el-Bireh.  
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DAVID A. DORSEY  

BEEROTH BENE-JAAKAN (PLACE) [Heb bĕ˒ērōt bĕnĕ ya˓ăqān (ןְּ ַיֲףָקן ֵארֹת בְּ  .[(בְּ

Translatedasthe―wellsofthesonsofJaakan,‖thisisaplacewherethepeopleofIsraelcampedduring

the wilderness period (Deut 10:6). The claim to water rights for a particular clan is not unusual among 

tribesmeninthearidzone.ThissiteissaidtobeneartheborderofEdom(Jaakan‘sappearanceinthe

genealogical clan list of Seir the Horite in 1 Chr 1:42 strengthens this identification) and may possibly be 

associated with Birein, about 6 miles S of el-˓Auja (or Nessana, M.R. 095031). Aaron is said to have died 

and been buried while they camped here. An orderly succession of the priesthood is also noted with 

Aaron‘ssonEleasarministering―inhisstead.‖ThesiteissimplyreferredtoasBene-Jaakan in Num 

33:31–32.  

VICTOR H. MATTHEWS  

BEESHTERAH (PLACE) [Heb bĕ˓ĕstĕrâ (ָרה תְּ סְּ ףְּ  )]. Var. ASHTAROTH. A town located in theבְּ

tribal territory of Manasseh, listed as one of the Levitical cities (Josh 21:27). However, in the parallel 

passage in 1 Chr 6:56 (—Eng 6:71) there is a city named Ashtaroth (Heb ˓aštār t), which may perhaps 

have been the same place as Beeshterah. See ASHTAROTH (PLACE). The discrepancy between the 

Joshua list and the Chronicles list must be interpreted as variations on the same name. The ˓štr element is 

common to both, and there is little doubt that the Chronicler has correctly preserved the name of this 

Levitical city, which was named after the Canaanite fertility goddess, Ashtart.  

Beeshterah/AshtarothhasbeenidentifiedwithTell˓Ashtarah(M.R.243244),althoughtherearesome

difficultieswiththisidentification.About6kmtotheSofTell˓AshtarahisTellel-Ash˓ari.Albright

(1925)arguedthattherewasnoconnectionbetweenthenames˓AshtarothandAsh˓ari;however,there

continue to be suggestions of possible identity.  

Tell˓AshtarahislocatedontheKing‘sHighway,knownintheNas―TheWayofBashan.‖Another

greattraderoute,theViaMaris,joinstheKing‘sHighwayatTell˓Ashtarah. They have been no 

excavationsatTell˓Ashtarah,andonlyasurfacesurveywasconductedbyAlbrightinthe1920s.He

identified there pottery from the EB, MB, LB periods, as well as from the first two phases of the Iron Age 

(1200–900 B.C.). In the 1930s A. Biran applied the principles of textual criticism to the problem of the 

identification of the site, and argued that even at the height of the Solomonic empire, the N boundary in 

Transjordan did not extend beyond the Yarmuk (Bergman 1936). While the 9th-century Israelite king, 

Ahab, did not rule any further N than Ramoth-gilead (1 Kings 22), Jeroboam did control the N 

Transjordan area (2 Kgs 14:23; Amos 6:13) during his reign in the 8th century.  
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JOHN L. PETERSON  

BEIT MIRSIM, TELL (M.R. 141096). An 8-acre mound in the S Hebron hills, just at the juncture 

of the hill country and the N Shephelah, 15 miles SW of Hebron. It lies at almost 500 m above sea level, 

rising steeply to dominate the small wadi.  

Tell Beit Mirsim was identified by Albright with biblical Debir/Kiriath-sepher, largely on the basis of 

the reference in Josh 15:16–19 (= Judg 1:11–15), especially the mention of gullôt mayîm. Albright 

renderedthisnotas―springs,‖muchless―wells,‖butas―waterbasins,‖i.e.,undergroundreservoirs,

which he thought characterized Tell Beit Mirsim, but no other site in the vicinity (cf. Albright 1967; 

EAEHL 1:171–78). When his own excavations in the years 1926–1932 revealed a late 13th century B.C. 



destruction,heconnectedthiswithJoshua‘sconquestofDebir(Josh 10:38) and regarded this as 

confirmation of his identification. More recently, however, M. Kochavi, A. Rainey, Y. Aharoni, and 

othershaverevivedGalling‘sproposalthatKhirbetRabûd(M.R.151093),sevenmilesSWofHebron,is

a better candidate for Debir/Kiriath-sepher (Kochavi 1974). Not only does Khirbet Rabûd suit the biblical 

references to the Judaean hill country better, it also has gullôt (i.e.,―cisterns,‖contraAlbright)in

abundance. Finally it was a major LB Canaanite site, with an Israelite reoccupation (although no 

destruction) in the Iron Age. If Tell Beit Mirsim is thus not Debir/Kiriath-sepher, its identification 

remains unknown.  

Albright‘sexcavationsatTellBeitMirsim,althoughsmall-scale, were far in advance of most 

archaeological fieldwork in Palestine up to that time, due largely to his own unparalleled mastery of 

ceramic chronology and the breadth of his scholarship. The prompt publication of the final reports 

volumes(Albright1932,1933,1938,1943)madeTellBeitMirsimthe―type-site‖forbothPalestinian

and―biblical‖archaeologyfromthe1930swellintothe1980s.Althoughlateradvancesinstratigraphic

methodsrevealedthatAlbright‘sexcavationtechniquesweremoreintuitiveandmoreceramically

influenced than formerly supposed, the chronological scheme that he worked out at Tell Beit Mirsim was 

amazingly precise for that period. Indeed, it still provides our basic framework for Palestinian 

archaeology.  

Since the Tell Beit Mirsim excavations were relatively well done, and the results have been summarized 

elsewhere many times (i.e., Albright 1967; EAEHL 1:111–78), we shall focus here only on the highlights 

and on more recent scholarship.  

Albrighthaddatedthesite‘sfoundinginstratumJtohis―EarlyBronzeIIIB‖period,ca. 2300 B.C. (our 

current EB IVA). Thus he thought it a unique settlement site in an otherwise non-urban period when most 

Palestinian tells were abandoned. However, more recent analysis of the unpublished pottery (Dever and 

Richard 1977) has shown that the basal stratum J materials are mixed and that the earliest occupation 

must extend from our present EB II into EB III, ca. 3000–2400 B.C. However, the later phase of our EB 

IVperiod,phaseC(Albright‘sold―MiddleBronzeI‖;cf.Dever1980;nowca.2200–2000 B.C.), is well 

represented in strata I–H. Two occupied caves in area H produced good quantities of EB IVC pottery 

(Dever‘s―FamilyS‖repertoire;1980).Albright‘sclaimthatacitywallmusthaveexisted,eventhoughhe

had not found one, must be rejected in light of our current knowledge of the overwhelmingly non-urban 

EBIVperiod.Hewasundoubtedlyinfluencedbythenotionthathis―MiddleBronzeI‖wastheprecursor

of the Middle Bronze Age proper.  

ThetrueMiddleBronzeAge(Albright‘sMBIIA–C, our current MB I–III) is well documented in three 

main phases at Tell Beit Mirsim, strata G–F, E, and D. Albright had originally placed the terre pisé 

embankmentandsubsequent(?)masonry―batteredwall‖instrataG–F, which he dated ca. 1900–1750 

B.C. (see Albright 1967). This has been challenged by Yadin, who sought to place all the characteristic 

MiddleBronzedefensesinthesecondphase,Albright‘sMiddleBronzeIIB(i.e.,stratumEatTellBeit

Mirsim; Yadin 1973). Most authorities of today nevertheless hold that city walls and gates begin at many 

sites early in the period, in our MB I, but the exact date of the Tell Beit Mirsim fortifications remains a 

problem. In his last treatment (EAEHL 1, published 1975, written before 1971), Albright seems to 

hesitate between a strata G–F and an early stratum E assignment.  

In any case, the MB strata, especially stratum D (the latest), exhibit a strongly urban character, with a 

well laid-out town plan, successive phases of building and rebuilding, and several fine ―patricianvillas.‖

The cemetery of this (and other periods) has not been located, but good quantities of domestic pottery and 

other objects testify to a significant degree of technological and aesthetic sophistication. A destruction 

marks the end of stratum D, as at most sites, no doubt connected with the Egyptian campaigns following 

the expulsion of the Hyksos from Egypt ca. 1540 B.C. Albright‘sdateofca.1540needstobelowered

only slightly. A gap in occupation follows throughout LB I.  

Stratum C1–2 belongs to the LB II, ca. 1400–1200 B.C. Albright‘sreconstructionofatownindecline,

destroyed toward the end, needs no major revision. The city wall is poorly rebuilt. Mycenaean and 

Cypriot imports are attested in the pottery but cease at the end of the period, as elsewhere in Palestine. 



Albright posited an Israelite destruction at the end of stratum C, dating it ca. 1220 B.C. on the basis of 

whatheheldwasthecontemporaryfallofLachishjustafterthe―fourthyearofMerneptah.‖Buttoday

the destruction of Lachish VI must be dated to the time of Rameses III or later (ca. 1150 B.C.); and if Tell 

Beit Mirsim is not Debir/Kiriath-sepher (above) the biblical tradition of destruction there is irrelevant. 

Information on the destruction is scant, in any case.  

It is clear, however, that stratum B, with three successive phases (B1, B2, B3), belongs to Iron I, ca. 

1200–900 B.C. Albright always made much of this sequence and adopted it for nearly the whole of 

Palestine. He understood the Tell Beit Mirsim phasing as follows:  

Str. B1:Brief―squatteroccupation,‖markedonlybypitsandsilos,withdegeneratelocalLB/IronI

pottery, ca. 1225–1175 B.C.; early Israelite occupation following the destruction.  

Str. B2: Quantities of Philistine Bichrome ware; Philistine occupation, ca. 1175–1020 B.C., during their 

rise to power.  

Str. B3: Casemate city wall, predominance of red-slipped and hand-burnished pottery; Israelite 

reoccupation, ca. 1020–920 B.C., specifically Davidic-Solomonic; possibly destroyed by Shishak ca. 

918 B.C.  

It seems obvious that this reconstruction is largely based on presuppositions regarding ceramic sequences 

and distributions, notions of biblical tradition and early Israelite history, and factors in cultural change, all 

of which might be (and have been) challenged more recently (Greenberg 1987). Few scholars would be so 

sanguine today, and Albright himself made some adjustments in his last résumé (i.e., 1975). All that is 

clear is that by the mid–late 10th century B.C., Tell Beit Mirsim was a rather typical Israelite site. 

Certainly the B1–B3 sequence is no longer adaptable to the majority of Iron I sites in Palestine.  

Stratum A1–2 dates to the period of the Divided Monarchy, ca. 918–587 B.C. Albright thought that 

stratum A1, poorly attested because of the continuous occupational buildup into A2, might have been 

destroyed in the raid of Sennacherib in 701 B.C. Str. A2, the surface stratum, was cleared extensively in 

theWandSEquadrants,sothatwehaveasubstantialtownplan,withmany―four-room‖houses,a

casemate wall, and (apparently) an offset-entrance two-entrywaygate.A―westgateandtower‖structure

has been compared to the Assyrian-style bit ḫilani, although this is uncertain. Also found were several 

buildings containing piercedstonedrumsthatAlbrightinterpretedas―dyingvats‖andtookasevidence

for a local textile industry, but they might as easily be connected with olive oil pressing.  

Albright dated the destruction of stratum A2 to the Babylonian conquest in 587 B.C., citing in particular 

asealimpressionof―Eliakim,StewardofYaukin‖andassumingthatthiswasthesamepersonas

Jehoiachin the penultimate king of Judah. He also compared the pottery to stratum III at Lachish, which 

he dated not to ca. 701 (with Tufnell and others) but to ca. 598 B.C. Today, however, the almost universal 

consensus is that Lachish III was indeed destroyed by Sennacherib (Ussishkin 1977). So presumably the 

date of Tell Beit Mirsim A2—andthereforeallother―lateJudean‖levelsdatedbycomparisons with Tell 

Beit Mirsim A2—must be raised by about a century, even though that leaves the 7th century B.C. largely 

unattested on present evidence. As though to corroborate the higher date, Cross has now shown that the 

proper context of the famous ―Yaukin‖impressionisduringthereignofHezekiahinthe8thcenturyB.C.  

Inconclusion,manyofAlbright‘sconfidentassertionsaboutTellBeitMirsim‘shistoryandits

implications for Palestinian archaeology and biblical history (thus 1967:218, 219; EAEHL 1:178) have 

hadtobemodified.Thatdoesnot,however,lessentheimportanceofthesiteorminimizeAlbright‘s

pioneering achievements there.  
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BEIT RAS (M.R. 230222). One of the cities of the DECAPOLIS, known in Roman times as Capitolias.  

———  

A. Name and Identification  

B. History of Research  

C. History of Settlement  

———  

A. Name and Identification  

The modern village of Beit Ras, Roman Capitolias, is located five km N of Irbid in Jordan. The ras 

(―peak,‖―hilltop‖)isthehighestpoint(ca.600mabovesealevel)Nofthe˓Ajlunmountainrange.From

the ras, theWadi˓Arab,itstributaries,andfertileagriculturallandsareclearlyseen to the W. The 

Romans founded a city around the ras and named it after Jupiter Capitolinus. The Latin name is a Roman 

adaptation of the Semitic name which already existed and matched the geographical situation of the 

settlement: Bayt Râs, the―settlementon/ofthehilltop.‖TheSemiticnameisnotattestedbeforethe

middle of the 6th century A.D. (Lenzen and Knauf 1987). It is inconceivable that the site had no name 

prior to the foundation of Capitolias—the two words bayt and ras are Aramaic as well as Arabic.  

The identification of Beit Ras with the Decapolis city of Capitolias was established by F. Kruse and H. 

L. Fleischer (1859:185–87). U. J. Seetzen, one of the earliest 19th-century explorers in N Jordan, visited 

Beit Ras in 1806. While he was specifically looking for the ruins of Capitolias, he failed to identify Beit 

Ras with Capitolias.  

B. History of Research  

After Seetzen (1854:371), Beit Ras was visited by Buckingham (in 1816), who described it as a 

permanently occupied settlement (1827:350). The first plan of the site and its ruins was drawn and 

published by Schumacher in 1878–79 (1890:154). S. Merrill, N. Glueck, and S. Mittmann each visited the 

site and recorded inscriptions and surface finds (Merrill 1881; Glueck 1951; Mittmann 1970). 

Archaeological excavations have been conducted at the site since the 1960s by the Department of 

Antiquities of Jordan, and are currently being conducted by a joint group (Lenzen fc.; Lenzen and Gordon 

fc.; Lenzen, Gordon, and McQuitty 1985; Lenzen and Knauf 1986; 1987; Shraideh and Lenzen 1985).  

C. History of Settlement  

There is minimal archaeological evidence for occupation before the 1st century A.D. The 1984 survey 

produced only two shards which could be dated to the 2d–1st centuries B.C. Excavations have provided 

some body shards which may date to pre-300 B.C.; i.e., the end of the Iron Age. However, all these shards 

have been found in post-Iron Age contexts. It is unlikely that there was an earlier city, but it may have 

been used as a lookout.  

According to coins issued from 165/6 through 218/19 A.D., it can be calculated that the city was 

founded in 97/98. It is unclear, however, whether Nerva or Trajan was responsible for its establishment. 

The main temple of the city, which is represented on coins, was dedicated to Jupiter Capitolinus 

(Piccirillo and Spijkerman 1978:96–97). Claudius Ptolemaeus, a mid-2d century A.D. Alexandrian 

geographer, mentioned Capitolias as belonging to the Decapolis (Lenzen and Knauf 1987). With the 

establishment of Provincia Arabia in 106 A.D., Capitolias was included in Palaestina Secunda. This did 

not change until the end of the 6th century.  

The Roman city was walled and, according to the numismatic and epigraphic evidence, reached the 

peak of its prosperity in the 2d–3d centuries. A Nabatean inscription attests to the presence of a non-

Greek acculturated population group. Archaeological evidence of Roman occupation includes massive 



foundation walls for large public buildings (at least one of them a temple), vaults, and a large cistern 

system surrounding the site.  

From ca. 300 to 525, Beit Ras/Capitolias grew in importance within its own region as well as within the 

larger Byzantine world. The city was represented at the Council of Nicea (325) and at the Council of 

Chalcedon(451).Thecomplexidentifiedasa―church‖bySchumacherwas,basedonthe1985

excavations, a market area (suq). Archaeological data points to an intensive buildup of the central part of 

the village from the 4th century through the present, with a possible hiatus in the mid-9th to mid-10th 

centuries.  

According to Hierocles (535) and Georgius Cyprius (575) Beit Ras remained part of Palaestina 

Secunda.ButaccordingtothedeaconorarchdeaconTheodosius,whocompiledaLatinpilgrim‘sguideto

Palestine during the reign of Anastasius (491–518 A.D.) or shortly after that, it belonged to Arabia 

(Lenzen and Knauf 1987). Beit Ras/Capitolias was integrated into Arabia in the course of the 6th century. 

It is tempting to identify the suq mentioned by the poet an-Nabigha adh-Dhubyani (569) with the recently 

excavated vaulted area, used as a center of commerce from the 6th through the 9th centuries. The special 

quality of the Beit Ras wine was well known in Medinah in the days of Mohammad, as is attested by two 

linesfromMohammad‘spoetlaureate,Hassanb.Thabit.TheintegrationoftheJadar-Beit Ras region into 

Arabia at the end of the 6th and the beginning of the 7th century meant that the Islamic conquest was not 

a major affair from the point of view of the inhabitants. According to tradition Beit Ras capitulated to 

Shurahbil b. Hasana at the beginning of the conquests (Hitti 1914). The flourishing economy of the city 

continued throughout the Umayyad period.  
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C. J. LENZEN  

BEITIN, TELL (M.R.172148).SinceEdwardRobinson‘sproposalin1938(basedbothonlinguistic

grounds and biblical references [Gen 12:8; Judg 2:19; etc.]), biblical Bethel has been identified with 

Beitin, 8 miles N of Jerusalem.  

The full extent of the ancient site, now largely covered by the modern village, is unknown, but some 

four acres were available for soundings when the site was first investigated by W. F. Albright in 1927. 

Following that, Albright directed excavations in 1934, followed by campaigns under James L. Kelso in 

1954, 1957, and 1960.  

The preliminary reports (Albright 1934a, 1934b, 1935, 1939; Kelso 1955, 1958, 1961) and final reports 

(Kelso 1968), the final volume in particular, offer some far ranging conclusions, but little of the evidence 

on which they are presumably based. There are, for example, few complete plans, no usable sections, no 

stratum numbers—in short, little real data. Therefore the following summary must be brief and very 

tentative.  



Although there are scattered Late Chalcolithic-EB I–III sherds, the real occupational history of Bethel 

begins in the EB IV, ca. 2200–2000 B.C. (Albright‘s―MiddleBronzeI‖).Thepublishedpotteryisrather

lateintheperiod,belongingtoDever‘s―FamilyS‖(=southern/sedentary;1980).Kelso(1968:20–23) 

claimedtohavefounda―temple‖belongingtotheEBIV,associatedwith―butcheringflints‖and 

―bloodstains‖;heevenventuredtoconnectthiswiththebiblicaltraditionsconcerningthePatriarchsat

Bethel.YetacloserexaminationoftheevidenceaspublishedshowsthattheEBIV―temple‖isnothing

other than the foundation courses of an MB structuredescribedasa―citygate‖(below),the―butchering

flints‖aresimplytypicaldegenerateCanaaneanbladesoftheperiod.Infact,Bethelwasnomorethana

typical pastoral nomadic encampment in EB IV (Dever 1971; 1980).  

The MB (ca. 2000–1500 B.C.) is said to be represented by a city wall and gate, but the details of both are 

unclear.Thepublishedplanofthe―gate‖isincomprehensible,andthecitywallsarescarcelyeven

described. A so-called―sanctuary‖and―temple‖areobviouslywell-constructed buildings, but their 

function is far from certain. The range of MB occupation seems to extend throughout MB I–III 

(Albright‘sMBIIA–C), but the published pottery is mostly from the last phase of the period, suggesting 

that most of the structures should be placed there. A destruction is claimed at the end of the MB, ca. 1550 

B.C., but again little evidence is presented.  

After a gap in occupation in LB I, Bethel was reoccupied in LB II (ca. 1400–1200 B.C.). The final 

reportsandsummariesdescribe―patricianhouses,‖flagstonepavements,andelaboratedrainage

systems—―thefinestarchitecturalphaseinthecity‘shistory‖(KelsoEAEHL 1:192). A severe destruction 

at the end of the LB is attributed to the Israelites (based on the biblical tradition), but no justification for 

this conclusion is offered. Indeed, the published description (Kelso 1968:30, 31; 47–49) does not offer 

muchdirect,detailedevidenceforsuchadestruction,beyondsuchunsupportedstatementsas―aterrific

conflagration completelywipedouttheCanaanitecity…‖;or―pointswheretheIsraeliteshadbreached

thewalls‖;or―thethickestashlevelsyetreportedinPalestine.‖Muchhasbeenmadeofthe―Israelite

destruction‖atBethel,perhapsnowoneofonlytwopossiblecandidates for evidence of an Israelite 

invasion (the other being Hazor; see ISRAEL, HISTORY OF [ARCHAEOLOGY AND THE 

ISRAELITE―CONQUEST‖]). But the historian or biblical scholar seeking to check the evidence will 

find the final report unuseable (indeed almost a parade example of the interpretative problems typical of 

the―Biblicalarchaeology‖movement,especiallyKelso1968:47–49).  

The four Iron I levels are said to represent a cultural decline compared to the LB period. The most 

characteristicfeatureisprobablythetypical―four-room‖orpillar-courtyard house, but no complete 

structure is published, much less any indication of the village plan. The Iron I village appears to have been 

unfortified and possibly built over part of the abandoned Bronze Age city wall. The pottery as published 

suggests that phases 1–4 date to the 12th–late 10th centuries B.C. The earliest phases have few Philistine 

shards, the ceramic repertoirebeingmoretypicalofwhatwewouldnowregardastheinitial―Israelite

occupation‖ofthecentralhillcountry.Particularlydiagnosticarecollar-rim storejars, cooking pots with 

short triangular rims, carinated bowls, and everted-rim kraters.  

The full range of the Iron II period (ca. 900–600 B.C.) is apparently represented, but the few published 

building remains of phases 1–3 are unexceptional. No defenses are reported. A 9th century B.C. ―South

Arabian‖stamp impression is used as evidence for trade, but questions have been raised as to its 

authenticity (cf. Van Beek and Jamme 1970, and references there). Bethel seems to have escaped 

destruction in the early 6th century B.C. Babylonian campaigns. Indeed, its relatively large quantity of 6th 

century B.C. potteryconstitutesararecorpusforthe―IronIII‖orearlyPersianperiodinPalestine(seeL.

A. Sinclair in Kelso 1968:70–76; and cf. J. S. Holladay in Dever 1971).  

The Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine periods are known from literary sources. Three phases of 

Hellenistic occupation were found in the excavations, said to range from the late 4th–2d centuries B.C. But 

P.W.Lapp‘spublicationofthepottery(inKelso1968:77–80) narrows this to late 3d–2d centuries B.C. 

Ptolemaic and Seleucid coins confirm these dates in general.  

For the Roman period, Herodian shards, but no coins, provide evidence, as do domestic remains and 

numerous cisterns. Byzantine and Islamic shards attest to still later occupation, but only the former is 



characterized by substantial architecture, including a street, a city gate, a church, and a large reservoir. 

Bethel‘soccupationseemstoendearlyintheIslamicperiod. 

Bethel was probably one of the more prominent Bronze-Iron Age towns in central Palestine, and it is 

also significant in biblical history. Yet the excavations as carried out and published allow us to do no 

more than sketch the archaeological history of the site, and even that with little precision or confidence in 

any single detail. The exposure was inadequate, the results of the various seasons are poorly coordinated 

(there are no stratum numbers), and the description of the successive phases is minimal and sparsely 

illustrated. Still more serious is the lack of anyresearchdesign,savetheapparentnotionof―illuminating

theBible‖insomewayoranother.Albright‘searlyworkin1934mayhavebeenadequateforthetime,

but the later excavations (and the final publication) are marred by transparent biases, as well as by an 

embarrassing naïveté. Fact and interpretation are so entangled throughout the final report that few real 

data emerge for the archaeologist, historian, or biblical scholar (cf. Dever 1971).  

Bibliography  
Albright, W. F. 1934a. The First Month of Excavation of Bethel. BASOR 55:23–25.  
———. 1934b. The Kyle Memorial Excavation at Bethel. BASOR 56:37–43.  

———. 1935. Archaeology and the Date of the Hebrew Conquest of Palestine. BASOR 58:10–17.  

———. 1939. The Israelite Conquest of Canaan in the Light of Archaeology. BASOR 74:11–23.  

Dever, W. G. 1971. Archaeological Methods and Results: A Review of Two Recent Publications. Or 40:459–71.  

———.1980.NewVistasontheEBIV(―MBI‖)HorizoninSyria-Palestine. BASOR 237:35–64.  

Kelso, J. L. 1955. The Second Campaign at Bethel. BASOR 137:5–10.  

———. 1958. The Third Campaign at Bethel. BASOR 151:3–8.  

———. 1961. The Fourth Campaign at Bethel. BASOR 164:5–19.  

———. 1968. The Excavation of Bethel (1934–1960). AASOR 29. Cambridge.  

Van Beek, G. W., and Jamme, A. 1970. The Authenticity of the Bethel Stamp Seal. BASOR 199:59–65.  

WILLIAM G. DEVER  

BEKA [Heb beka˒ (ֶבַכא)]. See WEIGHTS AND MEASURES.  

BEL (DEITY) [Heb bēl (ֵבל)].Essentiallyatitle:―lord‖or―master‖.Akkbēlu, ―lord,‖whenappliedto

the gods, was fairly synonymous with the Hebrew. The Akkadian term might also be a theophoric 

element in divine names, or even a DN itself; it may have reference to the potencies and functions of deity 

(CAD B 191b–194a; WbMyth 1:46).  

A. The Title Bel  

The honorific title Bēlu is of ancient vintage and was used as an exalted appellation in regard to a 

number of Akkadian deities. However, it concentrated upon the Sumerian god Enlil until this patron deity 

of Nippur, who was recognized by the Akkadians as the king of the pantheon, became de facto the bēlu, 

eclipsing even the theoretical ultimacy of father Anu. Enlil assumed the role as the lord of heaven and 

earth, the determiner of the destinies of the land, so that all other gods paled before him (Kramer 

1963:118; Streck 1916/3:740, 742).  

B. The Emergence of Bel Marduk  

The foregoing situation continued until the beginning of the 2d millennium B.C., when Marduk, the 

patron deity of Babylon, succeeded Enlil as the supreme deity of the pantheon. Two important texts will 

substantiate this rise to power. The first is the enuma eliš, a composition dated to the early 2d millennium 

(so ANET, 60; but see also Lambert 1964), wherein the investment of Marduk as the lord of the pantheon 

is graphically portrayed. When Tiamat threatened the assembly of the gods with chaos, and bestowed 

upon her deputy Kingu the control of the tablets of destiny, Marduk alone of all the gods challenged and 

utterly defeated the frightful opposition. For this he was unanimously acclaimed king of the gods by the 

appreciative assembly of the deities and duly invested in that regal office. The fifty gods of the assembly 

granted to him their authority (lit., name), and Enlil, in a dramatically staged climax, acknowledged 

Marduk to be his legitimate successor by naming him Bēl mātāti, ―LordoftheLands‖(7.136).  



The second text to indicate the transfer of the title and power from Enlil to Marduk is the Prologue of 

the Code of Hammurabi (ca. 18th century B.C.; FSAC, 15),whereaportionofthepreludereads:―…the

loftyAnum…andEnlil,lordofheavenandearth,thedeterminerofthedestiniesoftheland,determined

for Marduk, the first-born of Enki (=Ea),theEnlilfunctions[theEnlilship]overallmankind…‖(ANET, 

164a). The rise of Marduk as the head of the pantheon was concomitant with the supremacy of the city of 

Babylon, where Marduk was titular deity, until many of the predicates of Enlil were absorbed by Bel 

Marduk or, simply, Bel.  

C. The Spread of the Cult of Bel  

TheprestigeoftheuniversalimplicationofMarduk‘sactsascreatoroftheuniverse,makerand

sustainer of mankind, controller of the destinies of the world, of history, of the individual, of fate locked 

tightly in his hands, quite transcended the contemporary religious scene and endured and survived with 

amazing attraction the fortunes of history from the OB regime through the Assyrian and NB eras and 

Hellenistic period until well into the Roman world. The tenacity of Belism to endure was equally manifest 

in its appeal to the whole of the Fertile Crescent.  

Bel Marduk was well received by the Assyrian regime and accorded honor shared only with Asshur. 

Personal names in Assyria during this period, compounded with the element of Bel, were legion (Tallqvist 

1914:53–63). As may be anticipated, Bel was supreme in the NB era with Nabu, his son, the city god of 

Borsippa, augmenting the supremacy of Belism (Stamm 1939:330–31; Unger 1931:207–11).  

In the far distant Egyptian colony of Elephantine, in the 5th century B.C., it appears that Bel had 

accompanied the mercenary colonists from Syria. In the surviving texts Bel is included as a litigant with 

three other prominent Mesopotamian gods; in a letter of that period Bel is coupled with Nabu, Shamash, 

and Nergal in a prefatory invocation (ArchEleph 159; ANET, 491).  

In Syria the cult of Bel flourished. The treaty between KTK and Arpad (ca. 750 B.C.) indicates that in 

the region of Harran Marduk was one of the deities used to witness treaty negotiations (ANET, 659). This 

is confirmed by the presence of Bel at Palmyra, an oasis trade outpost some 376 miles WNW of Babylon. 

Here it appears that the pre-Hellenistic god Bol was transformed to Bel sometime before the 3d century 

B.C. (Teixidor 1979:1–18 et passim). The considerable archaeological evidence including eikons and 

expansive ruins of a temple indicates how firm the Bel cult had been adopted by the Palmyrians (ibid., 

128). This religious devotion continued unto the early Christian centuries.  

D. Bel in the Biblical Data.  

There are three instances in the prophetic literature where the name Bel occurs. (1) In Isaiah 46:1 the 

Judean prophet of the Exile issued, no doubt to the underground exiles, his satire on the Bel processions 

in Babylon. The prophet predicts that these elaborate displays of religious icons, the procession of the 

kingly vested gods and priestly officials, will have their nemesis when the same servitors and religious 

divinities strive frantically to effect an escape with their chief gods, Bel (Marduk) and his son Nabu from 

the enemy storming at the Babylonian gates. The attempt to elude the foe is vain hope; the weary beasts 

stumble and are overloaded with the weight of the gods; the very gods sway back and forth on the trotting 

beasts. A superb satire, a daring prophecy, a questionable hope to the exiles. (2) In the tradition of 

Jeremiah a kindred prophet forecasts the fall of Babylon and the shame and dismay that will be the lot of 

the chief god of the pantheon, Bel and Marduk (Jer 50:2). The date of the composition (Jer 50:2–3) would 

appear to be in the late years of the Babylonian exile, when the internal strength of the empire was rapidly 

waning and when the external foes were rapidly gaining frightening victories surrounding Babylon. (3) 

The third occurrence of Bel is Jer 51:44 in the long multiform composition with prophecies of woe 

mingled with promises of hope with imprecatory passages and satire. In a section of this long composition 

a prophet forecasts in the language of the lament the capture of Babylon and the praise of the whole earth 

(Jer 51:41), and immediately indicates that it is Yahweh who is about to punish Bel in Babylon and 

release those whom he has devoured. The imminent fall of Babylon is the sign for the Judeans to make 

good their escape from the city under besiegement.  

It is true that Bel-Marduk must have suffered the degradation of being defeated by the foe, but it is also 

true that the Persian conqueror dealt kindly with religious concerns so that Bel, though shamed by his 



impotence in the Babylonian debacle, survived and passed his legacy on to the Hellenistic and Roman 

world. But the overthrow of Babylonian idolatry signified to perceptive Israel an unmistakable sign that 

anaconic Yahweh was truly lord of all.  

In the Apocrypha of the OT, Bel appears once in the Letter of Jeremiah (v 41; in the Vulgate and KJV: 

Baruch 6:40). The Letter of Jeremiah has the literary form of a constructive satire in which idolatry is 

rationally examined as a worthless pursuit, yet the subject is not handled offensively so as to irritate the 

idolater. The satire has such parallels as Jer 10:25, 8–11, 13b–15; 11; Psalm 115:3–8, and 125:6, 7, 15–

17. Such compositions are not tirades, they are didactic, written for a purpose, reasonable, and negatively 

persuasive. The same analysis will generally fit the apocryphal Story of Bel (vv 3–22) and the Story of the 

Snake (Beast?) (vv 23–42) in the additions to the Hebrew Book of Daniel. The Story of Bel relates the 

disclosure of the deceitful servants of Bel who represented the god Bel as the one who consumed the rich 

quantity of food set daily before him. The seer Daniel exposed this fraud to the shame of Bel, but to the 

gloryoftheGodofDaniel.TheStoryofthe―Dragon‖isanotherfictionaltaledesignedtoexposethe

fallaciousnatureofthecultofthe―dragon,‖andtoexalttheworshipofthegodofDaniel.Thestory

borrows some of its motifs from chapter 6 of the Book of Daniel and has the same general didactic 

purpose as its object. Both of these apocryphal stores are tracts for the times when idolatry had a 

fascination for many Jews, say, in the last centuries before the Christian era. These three booklets witness 

the temptation of idolatry among the scattered Jews of the exile, but equally strong is the testimony to a 

staid orthodoxy that totally rejected idolatry in its contemporary forms and had studied reasons for such a 

repudiation.  
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EDWARD R. DALGLISH  

BEL AND THE DRAGON. See DANIEL, ADDITIONS TO.  

BELA (PERSON) [Heb bela˓ (ֶבַלע)]. The name of three persons mentioned in the OT.  

1. Bela the son of Beor (Gen 36:32 = 1 Chr 1:43) is the first ruler listed in the Edomite King List, Gen 

36:31–39. Opinions vary as farasthedateofthe―EdomiteKingList‖isconcerned.Suggestionsrange

from the 11th century B.C. (Weippert 1982:155) through the 8th to 6th centuries B.C. (Bennett 1983:16) to 

the 6th–5th centuries B.C. (Knauf 1985a). Scholars tend to agree, however, that the succession scheme of 

this list is artificial and that in all likelihood the rulers listed in it were contemporary with each other 

(Bartlett1972:27;Weippert1982:155).Thenameofthiskingandhisfather‘snamecanbeCanaaniteor

Arabic (Knauf 1985a:246). Since names from both BL˓, ―tospoil,devour,‖andBLĠ, ―tobeeloquent,‖do

exist in Arabic, the name Bela can be explained by both roots. Bela son of Beor has been equated with the 

prophet Balaam ben Beor in Targum Yerushalmi II and by some modern authors (Weippert 1971:595f., n. 

812). This was never very likely (if one does not choose to regard Gen 36:31–39 as wholly fictitious) and 

isfinallydisprovenbytheBalaamtextsfromTellDeir˓Alla,whichattest the seer as a local figure of N 

Transjordan prior to ca. 700 B.C. (Knauf 1985b). The capital of Bela, Dinhabah, has not yet been 

identified (Knauf 1985a:250, n. 27).  

2. Bela son of Azaz is an ancestor of Beerah from the clan of Joel (1 Chr 5:8), living four generations 

before Beerah, who was exiled by Tiglathpileser (1 Chr 5:6), obviously when the Assyrian province of 

Gal˒adda/Gilead was established in 734 B.C. Itcanbeassumed,then,thatthe―clanofJoel‖wasoneof

the major landowning families in Israelite Transjordan in the 9th and 8th centuries B.C. Its incorporation 

in Reuben in 1 Chr 5:4–8 is, of course, fictitious, since the tribe of Reuben does not figure in the historical 



record after the 10th century B.C. and did not inhabitate those parts of Israelite Transjordan that remained 

Israelite after King Mesha˓ofMoabconquered―thelandofMedaba‖inthemiddleofthe9thcenturyB.C. 

(Wüst 1975:244–46). This, however, does not discredit this peculiar piece of information about the clan 

of Joel in Transjordan.  

3. According to Gen 46:21; Num 26:38, 40; 1 Chr 7:6f; 8:1, 3, Bela was one of the Sons (i.e., clans) of 

the tribe of Benjamin.  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

BELA (PLACE) [Heb bela˓ (ֶבַלע)].Oneofthe―fivecitiesoftheplain,‖identifiedwithZoar(Gen 

14:2, 8). This identification is clearly a later gloss. Zoar (Byzantine Zoara, Arabic aṣ-Ṣughar) is an 

historicalcity;however,itisdoubtfulwhetheranyofthe―fivecities‖(Sodom,Gomorrah,Admah,

Zeboiim, and Bela) ever existed. The nature of the biblical texts dealing with those cities (Genesis 14, 18–

19) does not speak in favor of their historicity (Weippert 1971:93–101). However, as a toponym, Bela has 

a parallel in Arabia: Bula˓ (Yāqūt n.d., I:485).  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

BELIAL [Heb bĕliyya˓al (ִלַיַףל  )]. Bĕliyya˓al in Hebrew means wickedness and is often found inבְּ

compoundsexpressingevilpeople(e.g.,―manofbĕliyya˓al, ‖―sonsofbĕliyya˓al‖).Theuseofbĕliyya˓al 

as a proper name for Satan is not found in the Hebrew Bible, but Belial as the leader of the forces of 

darkness is ubiquitous in the pseudepigraphic and Qumran material. The term (Gk belial/beliar) is also 

found once in the New Testament as a term for the devil (2 Cor 6:15).  

———  
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———  

A. Etymological Considerations  

According to the rabbis, the corrupt individuals known as bĕliyya˓al had cast off the yoke (˓ôl) of God 

and, being yokeless (bĕl   ˓ôl), they were uncontrollably lawless (Sanh. 111b; cf. paranomos, anomia, 

anomos LXX Deut 13:14; 2 Sam 22:5 = Ps 18:5; Ps 41:9; 1 Sam 25:17; 30:22). Since then many wide-

ranging etymologies have been proposed for Heb bĕliyya˓al. Discussions of the various proposals are 

provided by Otzen (TDOT, 2.131–33) and Thomas (1963:11–17). Of the numerous suggestions, two 

avenues of research have gained the most favor among modern scholars.  

One approach favored by scholars is to analyze bĕliyya˓al as being made up of Heb bĕl   (a negative) 

plus one of two roots. The traditional folk etymology found in many lexica renders bĕliyya˓al as 



―worthlessness‖(bĕl   plus the root ya˓al, ―toprofit,tobeofworth;‖cf.Hip˓il). Pedersen (1926:539) 

foundthisetymologysoagreeablethatheasserted―thereisnoreasontolookforotherexplanations.‖Yet

folk etymologies may not accurately reflect historically correct etymologies. Compare Heb ṣalmāwet, 

―darkness,‖whichwasmostlikelyvocalizeddifferently(ṣalmût ˒ ẓlm,―tobedark‖)initsoriginalform

beforethefolketymology―shadowofdeath‖(ṣēl + māwet) arose (Lewis 1989:11–12). The other 

proposal incorporating Heb bĕl   is to combine it with some form of the Heb root ˓ālâ, ―togoup.‖This

proposalhaslongbeensuggestedbyearlierscholarswiththeimplicationthat―thatwhichdoesnotcome

up‖=―unsuccessful‖(cf.Qimḥi bal ya˓ăleh  bal yaṣl  aḥ). The best formulation of this proposed analysis 

is that of Cross and Freedman (1953:22 n.6) who argue that Heb bĕliyya˓al = *bal (i) ya˓l (ê), ―(place

fromwhich)nonearises,aeuphemismforHadesorSheol.‖CompareJob 7:9 yôrēd s ĕ˒ôl lō˒ ya˓ăleh, ―he

whogoesdowntoSheoldoesnotcomeup.‖Awell-known Akkadian expression for the underworld is 

māt la t ri, ―thelandofnoreturn.‖HenceCrossandFreedmanstatethat―bny bly˓l aresimply‗hellions‘.‖

CompareBoling‘s(Judges AB, 276) translation of bĕnê bĕliyya˓al in Judg 19:22 as―thelocalhell

raisers.‖However,Emerton(1987:214–17) correctly cautions against implying that Sheol is the abode of 

only the wicked.  

The second approach to solving the etymology of bĕliyya˓al which has found favor with modern 

scholars associates it with the root bl˓. The word bl˓ means―toswallow‖inHeb and is well attested in the 

comparative Semitic languages (cf. Ar, Aram, Akk, Eth, etc.). Several scholars (e.g., Thomas 1963:18–

19; Dahood Psalms AB, 105; Tromp 1969:125–28)haveemphasizedhowthenotionofBelialas―the

swallower‖or―theswallowing abyss‖wouldfitnicelywithwhatweknowoftheunderworldandthe

descriptions of Sheol and Mot (cf. Ps 18:5—Eng 18:4).  

Driver‘s(1934:52–53) argument that Heb bl˓ canmean―tobeconfused‖(<Arbbalaǵa =―slander‖?)

and hence bêliyya˓al with a suffixed lamed =―confusion‖isveryunlikely. 

In the Gk beliar is the equivalent of belial being the result of a dissimilation of the two liquid 

consonants (2 Cor 6:15; see P. E. Hughes 2 Corinthians NICNT, 248–50 n.12; W. Foerster TDNT, 1.607).  

B. In the Hebrew Bible  

The word bĕliyya˓al occurs 27 times in the Hebrew Bible (see Thomas 1963:14 for suggested additional 

occurrences resulting from conjectural emendations). Scholars have long recognized the mythological 

background underlying references to bĕliyya˓al often citing Ps 18:5–6—Eng 18:4–5 (= 2 Sam 22:5–6) 

wherethe―torrentsofbĕliyya˓al‖(cf.Ps 41:9—Eng 41:8) are used in parallelism to the 

―cords/snares/breakersofDeath‖(seeMOT)andthe―cordsofSheol‖(seeDEAD, ABODE OF THE). It 

is easy to understand how the association with Sheol and Death colored bĕliyya˓al as it was used to 

describe―hellions‖inbiblicalnarrative.Paralleltermsinclude―manofiniquity‖(˒  s ˒āwen in Prov 6:12), 

―evilperson‖(˒  s  rā˓ in 1 Sam 30:22),―manofblood‖(˒  š haddām  m in 2 Sam 16:7, cf. 2 Sam 12:5), and 

―thewicked‖(rĕšā˓  m in Prov 19:28). Yet, more specifically, Maag (1965:294–95) and Otzen (TDOT, 

2.134–35) have pointed out how the chaotic nature of bĕliyya˓al was often used to denote those who 

played roles which were detrimental to the maintenance of social order. Graphic examples of this type of 

unrestrained behavior would include the wicked men responsible for the tragic crime at Gibeah (Judg 

19:22; 20:13) and thetwo―scoundrels‖whogavefalsewitnessagainstNaboth(1 Kgs 21:10–13; cf. the 

˓ēd bĕliyya˓al yāl  ṣ mišpāṭ, ―thebĕliyya˓al witnesswhomocksjustice‖inProv 19:28). bĕliyya˓al type 

individuals subverted the institution of the monarchy (cf. 1 Sam 10:27; 2 Sam 20:1; 2 Chr 13:7). 

According to royal ideology, the Davidic king stood as the very antithesis to such behavior (TDNT, 2.135; 

cf. 2 Sam 23:6; Ps 101:3).Theexpression―sonsofbĕliyya˓al‖isalsoattested,albeitbriefly,with

referencetothecult.ThewickedwhoseduceIsraelawaytoworshipothergodsaredescribedas―sonsof

bĕliyya˓al‖(Deut 13:14—Eng 13:13)asaretheevilsonsofEli―whodonotknowYahweh‖(1 Sam 

2:12).  

C. In the Pseudepigraphic Literature  

Belial (Beliar) is amply attested in the pseudepigraphic material. The many occurrences include Jubilees 

(1:20; 15:33), the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs (Reuben 4:7, 11; 6:3; Simeon 5:3; Levi 3:3; 18:12; 

19:1; Judah 25:3; Issachar 6:1; 7:7; Zebulun 9:8; Dan 1:7; 4:7; 5:1, 10–11; Napthali 2:6; 3:1; Asher 1:8; 



3:2; 6:4; Joseph 7:4; 20:2; Benjamin 3:3–4, 8; 6:1, 7; 7:1–2), the Sibylline Oracles (3:63–74); the 

Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah (1:8–9; 2:4; 3:11, 13; 4:2, 4, 16, 18; 5:1, [4], 15) and the Lives of the 

Prophets (Daniel 4:6, 20; Nathan 17:2). For translations and introductions to these texts, see OTP.  

Belial is called the angel of wickedness, the ruler of this world (Mart. Is. 2:4; 4:2). He is the head of the 

demonic powers (Mart. Is. 1:8). In dualistic fashion, his law and will are described as being set over 

against the law and will of the Lord (T. Naph. 2:6, 3:1). His way is one of darkness as opposed to light (T. 

Levi 19:1; cf. T. Jos. 20:2).Belial‘sangelsaresetoveragainsttheangelsoftheLord(T. Ash. 6:4). He is 

master of the spirits of error (T. Jud. 25:3; T. Zeb. 9:8; T. Levi 3:3; cf. the spirit of truth and the spirit of 

error in T. Jud. 20:1).  

Belial accuses and ensnares people from the path of righteousness (Jub. 1:20) causing them to stumble 

(T. Reu. 4:7).Thosewhobelongtohimbecome―likeanoxundertheyoke‖(Liv. Pro. 4:6). Chief among 

hisworksissexualpromiscuity,―theplagueofBelial,‖whichseparatesonefromGod(T. Reu. 6:3; T. 

Sim. 5:3). Belial is associated with the most wicked of humanity. Being angry at Isaiah due to his 

prophecy (Mart. Is. 3:13;5:1),heissaidtohavedweltinManasseh‘sheartandwasultimately

responsible,accordingtotradition,forManasseh‘ssawingtheprophetinhalf(Mart. Is. 1:8–9; 5:1–16). 

Sibylline Oracles 3:63–74 records a description of the advent of Belial, the signs he will perform (e.g., 

raising the dead, leading men astray), and his ultimate demise. Belial here seems to be a reference to Nero 

(cf. Mart. Is. 4:1–2; Collins in OTP, 1.360; Knibb in OTP, 2.161 n.4d). In addition, Belial is said to have 

tempted Dan to kill Joseph with a sword (T. Dan 1:7), hindered the prophet Nathan on his way to David 

(Liv. Pro. 17:2),troubledPotiphar‘swife(T. Jos. 7:4),etc.Ineschatologicalimagery,Belial‘sslaughteris

described as taking place on the earth when blood pours forth from a mountain (Liv. Pro. 4:20).  

Moses intercedes in Jub. 1:19ff. with aprayerthatthespiritofBelialmaynotruleoverGod‘speopleto

accuse them and ensnare them from every path of righteousness. In T. Benj. 7:1, the faithful are instructed 

to flee from Belial because he offers a sword which turns out to be the mother of the seven deadly sins. 

Yet even though Belial may be the ruler of the world, the righteous can resist him in the present age (T. 

Reu. 4:11). T. Dan 5:1exhorts,―ObservetheLord‘scommandments…thatBelialmayfleefromyou‖

(cf. T. Iss. 7:7; T. Ash. 3:1–2).  

ThelengthofBelial‘sreignhasbeenpredetermined(Mart. Is. 4:12; see comment on Nero above). He 

will be overcome in the last days byGod‘sanointedagents(T. Levi 3:3; 18:12; T. Dan 5:10–11). His 

demise is described in various ways including being trampled down (T. Zeb. 9:8), bound (T. Levi 18:12), 

and cast into the fire (T. Jud. 25:3; cf. Sib. Or. 3:71–74). Those who have been captives of Belial will be 

liberated by God (T. Zeb. 9:8; T. Dan 5:10–11).  

D. At Qumran  

Belial is the most frequently used title for the leader of the forces of darkness in the Qumran material, 

occurring especially often in the War Scroll (1QM; Yadin 1962: 232–34) and the Thanksgiving Hymns 

(1QH). The references to Belial in the Qumran material parallel what we have seen in the pseudepigraphic 

literature. Similar to the titles used in the pseudepigraphic material, he is called the angel of enmity (CD 

16:5; 1QM 13:11) who is the prince of the kingdom of wickedness (1QM 17:5–6). He heads the forces of 

darkness,oftencalled―thearmy/troopsorlotofBelial,‖againsttheSonsofLightor―thelotofGod‖

(1QM 1:1, 13; 11:8; 15:3; 1QS 2:2, 5; Collins 1984:127–32). ―Allthespiritsofhislot,theangelsof

destruction,walkaccordingtothepreceptsofdarkness,andtowardsthemistheirdesirealltogether‖

(1QM 13:12). As in the pseudepigraphic sources mentioned above (e.g., Jub. 10:8), the word maśṭemah, 

―hatred,malevolence,‖isoftenassociatedwithBelialandhispurposes(1QM13:4,11;14:9;CD16:5;

1QS 3:23).  

1QM 13:11 points out that it was God who appointed Belial for the task of corruption. It is because of 

the angel of darkness that all sons of righteousness go astray (1QS 3:21). It was Belial, according to CD 

5:18, who raised up Jannes and Jambres, the names of the Egyptian magicians, in order to oppose Moses 

and Aaron (cf. Exod 7:11; 2 Tim 3:8). Several times we find references to the cursing of Belial and his lot 

for the wicked plans of hatred which they engender. This cursing is carried out by the levites in 1QS 



2:4b–10 (cf. Deut 27:14) and by the priests, levites, and elders in 1QM 13:1–6 (cf. 4Q286–87; 4Q280–82; 

4Q175:23).  

The reign or dominion of Belial (mmš lt bly˓l) occurs frequently in the Qumran material (e.g., 1QM 

14:9; 18:1; 1QS 1:18, 24; 2:19; 3:21–22; CD 12:2). It was believed that the present age was under his 

control(cf.1QS2:19―yearbyyearaslongasthedominionofBelialendures‖).Thisisalsosupportedby

CD 4:12–19 which describes the loosening of Belial against Israel. Mention is also made in this same 

passage of the three nets of Belial with which he ensnares humans (cf. Kosmala 1965:91–113; Knibb 

1987:40–43).  

The present age of wickedness brought about trials which would test the faithful members of the 

community (1QS 1:17–18a). Yet this age was not to continue for long. In the near future God would 

intervene and destroy the forces of Belial, as foretold by the seers (1QM 11:8). The great eschatological 

war will be fierce, with the tide of battle swaying back and forth between the Sons of Light and the Sons 

of Darkness, the army of Belial. Yet in the end, at the appointed time, the great hand of God will subdue 

and totally annihilate Belial and all the angels of his dominion and all the men of his lot (1QM 1:4–5, 13–

16; 18:1–3; cf. 4QFlor 1:7–9). The divine inauguration of the new age follows where injustice will be no 

more (1QS 4:18b–23a).  

The Thanksgiving Hymns are known for their characteristic use of material from the Hebrew Bible, and 

this is true of the Belial imagery as well. This is most clearly seen in 1QH 3:28b–32 which uses the 

imageryofthefiery―torrentsofBelial‖fromPs 18:5–6—Eng 18:4–5 (= 2 Sam 22:5) to describe his 

personal sufferingswhicharelikenedtotheeschatologicalbattleatthefinalconsummation(―theperiod

ofwrathforallBelial‖).Ontheambiguityofthiseschatologicallanguage,seeCollins(1984:137–38).  

E. In the New Testament  

In light of the extensive use of Belial above, it is surprising to find only one occurrence of Belial in the 

NT.―WhataccordhasChristwithBelial?‖occursin2 Cor 6:15. Interestingly, this phrase is preceded by 

theexpression―whatfellowshiphaslightwithdarkness‖whichremindsusofthedualisticuseofBelial

and the forces of Darkness fighting God and the forces of light mentioned above in both the 

pseudepigraphic and Qumran material. The use of Belial here as well as other vocabulary and concepts 

has led some to conjecture that 2 Cor 6:14–7:1 was taken over by Paul from Qumran or some other form 

of Jewish Christianity (see Kümmel 1975:287f.).  

Bibliography  
Baudissin, W. von. 1897–98.TheOriginalMeaningof―Belial.‖ExpTim 9:40–45.  
Cheyne, T. K. 1896–97.TheOriginandMeaningof―Belial.‖ExpTim 8:423–24.  

Collins, J. J. 1984. The Apocalyptic Imagination. New York.  

Cross, F. M., and Freedman, D. N. 1953. A Royal Psalm of Thanksgiving: II Samuel 22 = Psalm 18. JBL 72:15–34. Repr. 

1975, pp. 125–58 in Studies in Ancient Yahwistic Poetry. Missoula, MT.  

Driver, G. R. 1934. Hebrew Notes. ZAW n.s. 52 11:51–56.  

Emerton, J. A. 1987. Sheol and the Sons of Belial. VT 37:214–17.  

Galling, K. 1957. Belial. Vol. 1, p. 1026 in RGG. Tübingen.  

Hommel, F. 1896–97. Belial and Other Mythological Terms. ExpTim 8:472–74.  

Huppenbauer, H. 1959. Belial in den Qumrantexten. TZ 15:81–89.  

Joüon, P. 1924. bĕliyya˓al Bélial. Bib 5:178–83.  

Knibb, M. A. 1987. The Qumran Community. Cambridge.  

Kosmala, H. 1965. The Three Nets of Belial. ASTI 4:91–113.  

Kümmel, W. G. 1975. Introduction to the New Testament. Trans. H. C. Kee. Nashville.  

Lewis, T. J. 1989. Cults of the Dead in Ancient Israel and Ugarit. HSM 39. Atlanta.  

Maag, V. 1965. Belīja˓al im Alten Testament. TZ 21:287–99.  

Pedersen, J. 1926. Israel Its Life and Culture. 2 vols. London.  

Thomas, D. W. 1963. bĕliyya˓al in the Old Testament. Pp. 11–19 in Biblical and Patrisitc Studies in Memory of R. P. Casey, 

ed. J. N. Birdsall and R. W. Thomson. Freiburg.  

Tromp, N. 1969. Primitive Conceptions of Death and the Nether World in the Old Testament. BibOr 21. Rome.  

Yadin, Y. 1962. The Scroll of the War of the Sons of Light Against the Sons of Darkness. Trans. B. and C. Rabin. Oxford.  

THEODORE J. LEWIS  



BELIEF, BELIEVERS (NT).InChristianhistory―believer‖isoneofthemostcommontermsused

todesignateindividualswhohave―believed‖inJesusChristastheir Savior and Lord. In response to the 

Philippianjailor‘squery―WhatmustIdotobesaved?‖PaulandSilasreplied,―BelieveintheLordJesus,

andyoushallbesaved‖(Acts 16:30–31). NT Greek does not have a separate noun for the word 

―believers‖;rather,―believers‖istherenderinggivenbyvarioustranslationsfor(1)substantival

participialconstructionsformedfromtheverb―believe‖(hoi pisteuontes, e.g. Acts 5:14; Rom 1:16; 1 

Thess 1:7, 2:10; cf. Herm. Sim. 9:19, 1–2) or (2) substantives formed from the adjective―faithful,

reliable‖(hoi pistoi, Acts 10:45; 2 Cor 6:15; 1 Tim 6:2).  

Theuseof―believer‖ is especially prominent in the post-resurrection community. During the earthly life 

ofJesustheprimarytermusedtodesignatehisfollowerswas―disciple‖(Gkmathētes). While there were 

many different forms of master/disciple relationships in Israel, Jesus‘disciplesweredistinguishedfrom

others by their response to his call, by following him only, and by listening to and obeying his teaching 

(Hengel 1981:61). Once Jesus passed from the scene his disciples could no longer physically follow him. 

The term―disciple‖begantorecedeinusage,sothatintheepistolaryliterature,―disciple‖doesnotoccur

atall.OthertermswereusedtodescribethefollowersoftherisenChrist(e.g.,―Christians,‖

―brothers/sisters‖―saints,‖―imitators‖).Fortheearly church, one phrase which naturally expressed the 

newrelationshipwiththerisenLordwas―believer.‖SincetheycouldnolongerphysicallyfollowJesus,

theearlychurchnowfocusedon―belief‖asoneofthechiefcharacteristicsoftheirrelationshipwith him 

in the new age.  

This transition is recognized in the conclusion to the gospel of John. Thomas, who had followed Jesus 

ashisdisciple,givesagreatconfessionuponseeingtherisenLord(Jesusis―LordandGod‖),butJesus

pronounces blessing on those who will believe without seeing (John 20:24–30). Paul also recognizes 

―belief‖tobethechiefcharacteristicofthenewage.Intheoft-disputed phrase where Paul says that he no 

longerknowsChrist―aftertheflesh‖(2 Cor 5:16),Pauldecrieshisformer―worldly‖attitudetoward

Jesus,whichhasnowpassedawaybybeing―inChrist‖(Martin1981:59–60). The transition from 

―disciple‖to―believer‖maybeoneindicationofthewayinwhichthedevelopingChristiantradition

allowedroomforboththetraditionofthehistoricalJesusandPaul‘sproclamationoftherisenChrist:the

follower of Jesushaspassedfrombeinga―disciple‖whofollowsJesusinaphysicalsensetobeinga

―believer‖whoisanewcreationinChrist(2 Cor 5:17).  

Paul also expands the focus from―beliefinJesus‖to―beliefofthetruth‖(2 Thess 2:13), which for him 

essentiallymeansbeliefinallthatcomprisesapostolicChristianity.Elsewherethenoun―faith‖(pistis) 

hastheadditionalobjectivenuance―belief‖andmeanssimply―Christianity‖(1 Tim 4:1, 6; Tit 1:4; BTNT 

1:90; Guthrie 1981:593–94). Hence the true believer is one who, although no longer able to follow Jesus 

physically, focuses belief on the reality of a risen Lord and Savior, exercises personal faith unto salvation, 

and is characterized by a lifestyle consistent with apostolic teaching concerning the Christian life.  
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MICHAEL J. WILKINS  

BELLS [Heb pa˓amōn (ַפַףֹֹמן); mes  llôt (ֶֹמִסילות)]. Hollow, cup-shaped or conical objects made of 

metal that produce a sound when struck by a metal clapper suspended within (mentioned in the tabernacle 

texts of Exodus [28:33–34; 39:25–26] and in Zech 14:20). The sound is produced by the movement of the 

object itself. Bells, like rattles, therefore belong to the class of musical instruments known as idiophones.  

Most of the bells found in archaeological contexts are quite small, some under 2 cm in height and others 

4 to 5 cm in height (see catalog in Bayer 1963:8–12). They are typically made with small metal rings or 

loops placed on the top and often connected to the inside attachment for the clapper. The small size of the 

bells and the fact that they nearly all have rings or loops indicates that they were not hand-held bells but 



rather were meant to be fastened to an item of clothing or jewelry, or even to animal trappings. Most 

examples of bells are made of bronze, with iron clappers. Presumably they could also be made of iron or 

of precious metals.  

―Bells‖asusedinExodus(Exod 28:33–34; 39:25–26) refertosmallobjectsmadeof―puregold‖and

attachedalternatelywithpomegranatesmadeofdyedwoolandlinenaroundtheskirtsofthe―robeofthe

ephod,‖whichisoneoffourspecialovergarmentswornonlybythehighpriest.Theseitemsofhigh

priestly apparel were not garments in the usual sense. Rather, they had ritual significance in their own 

right;theywerepartofacomplexofritualactsperformedbythechiefpriest―beforeYahweh,‖thatis,

within the tabernacle itself and not in its outer precincts (Haran 1978:214–18). Those ritual acts consisted 

oftwosets:threeactsthepriestperformedwithincense,lamps,and―showbread,‖andthreeacts

represented by three special items of high priestly apparel, with the bells attached to one of these.  

Themeaningofthebells‘sound,tobeheardwhenthepriestenteredandexitedthesanctuary,cannotbe

determined exactly. In many cultures the ringing of bells has a prophylactic or apotropaic function, to 

ward away or drive away demonic spirits. Some scholars feel there is a primitive remnant of such a 

functioninthepriestlyuse,sincethephrase―lesthedie‖followstheinjunctioninExod 28:35 for Aaron 

to wear the robe with bells. However, that warning may also be considered a summation of the 

seriousness with which all the items in that section of Exodus should be regarded. It is more useful to note 

thatthe―bells‖garmentissandwichedbetweentwootheritemsofapparel,thediademandtheephodwith

breastplate,thathavesymbolicsignificanceforthepriest‘sroleinconnectingthepeopleofIsraeltotheir

God. In this context, the bells perhaps help stimulate the attention of the deity, which is the object of the 

other two ritual garments.  

The other biblical word for bells, meṣ  llôt, found in Zech 14:20, refers to bells associated with horses, 

apparently attached to their trappings. While the appearance of bells on royal or priestly garb is virtually 

unattested in Near Eastern art, examples of horses wearing bells can be seen in Assyrian art. The bells on 

Zechariah‘shorsesarespecialinthattheycarrytheinscription―HolytoYahweh,‖astandardformula

denotingsanctity.Theprophet‘seschatologicalvisionseesatimewhenevenhorses,animalsofwar,will

become holy, thus symbolizing the utter holiness and peace of the new age.  
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CAROL MEYERS  

BELMAIN (PLACE) [Gk Belmain (Βελμαιν)]. A site mentioned in the book of Judith whose exact 

location is unknown (Jdt 4:4). The many variant spellings attested in the Greek manuscripts suggest that 

the name is corrupt. It is also possible that other variants of the name occur at 7:3 and 8:3 (BALBAIM, 

BALAMON), although this is unclear. Aharoni and Avi-Yonah (MBA) identify the site with Abel-maim 

(M.R. 204296), some thirteen miles south of Scythopolis. Of course, given the genre of the book of 

Judith, it is possible that the town is entirely fictitious. See also JUDITH.  

SIDNIE ANN WHITE  

BELNUUS (PERSON) [Gk Balnouos (Βαλνουος)]. See BINNUI (PERSON).  

BELOVED DISCIPLE. A distinctive feature of the Gospel of John is the appearance in the later 

chaptersofacharacterdenotedsimplyas―thedisciplewhomJesusloved.‖ 

———  

A. Introduction  

B. Historical Personage Underlying the BD  

C. BD as Literary/Theological Symbol  

D. BD and Peter  

E. BD and the Composition of the Fourth Gospel  

F. BD and the History of the Johannine Community  

G. Conclusion  



———  

A. Introduction  

At the Last Supper the beloved disciple (henceforth BD) has a position of intimacy and privilege close 

to the breast of Jesus. Through him Peter seeks information from Jesus concerning the identity of the 

betrayer (John 13:23–25). The disciple stands along with the mother of Jesus at the cross. Both are 

commended to each other by the Lord, and the disciple takes her to his own home (19:26–27). Following 

MaryMagdalene‘sreport,thediscipleoutrunsPeterinaracetotheempty tomb. Prompted by the 

distinctivearrangementofthegraveclothes,he―seesandbelieves‖(20:2–10). The disciple, involved 

with Peter in the miraculous catch of fish, recognizes the stranger on the shore as the risen Lord (21:7). 

He later follows Jesus and hears his fate discussed by Peter and the Lord in a way that gives rise to a false 

rumor that he was not to die (21:20–23). Though not explicitly mentioned, this disciple is clearly meant in 

thesubsequentreferencetotheonewho―witnessesandhaswrittenthesethings‖(21:24). Following the 

death of Jesus and piercing of his side, there is a similarindicationofsurewitnessgivenby―onewhohas

seen.‖ThiswitnessmustbetheBD,sinceheistheonlymalediscipleindicatedaspresentatthe

crucifixion. More controversial is a reference in 18:15–16 to―anotherdisciple,‖whoaccompaniesPeter

toJesus‘trialandwho,onthestrengthofbeingknowntothehighpriest,isabletogainaccesstothe

proceedings for himself and Peter. The association with Peter and certain links with 20:2–10 (cf. 20:2:―the

otherdisciplewhomJesusloved‖;20:3:―theotherdisciple‖)suggestthatheretootheBDismeant

(Neirynck 1975). Some scholars have also seen a reference to the BD in the unnamed disciple who along 

with Andrew leaves John the Baptist to become a disciple of Jesus in 1:35–40. However, readers of the 

gospel could hardly be expected to pick up such anelusivehintoftheBD‘spresence.  

Following the indication of authorship apparently provided in 21:24, church tradition saw in the 

unnamed BD the author of the fourth gospel and identified him as one of the Twelve, John, son of 

Zebedee,nototherwisementionedbynameinthegospel(note,however,―sonsofZebedee‖in21:2). This 

apostolic identification, though not uncontested in the early centuries, appears towards the end of the 2d 

century and undoubtedly played a large role in securing for this controversial gospel a place within the 

canon.  

Since the early 19th century, historical-critical scholarship has increasingly questioned both the 

traditional identification of the BD as John, son of Zebedee, and the concomitant recognition of this 

apostle as author of the fourth gospel. Some scholars have seen in the BD a literary fiction, lacking all 

historical identity and playing a purely symbolic role as representative of perfect discipleship (Loisy), of 

Gentile Christianity (Bultmann), of the more prophetic, spirit-directed church order of Johannine 

Christianity, in distinction to the more institutional order represented by Peter (Kragerud 1959), or as the 

embodiment of the ideal witness (Käseman). That the BD is an idealized figure and has a symbolic 

function within the gospel is beyond doubt. But a lack of any corresponding historical identity would 

severely undermine his leading role as witness and guarantor of the gospel. Detached from historical 

plausibility, the remarks of 19:35 and 21:4, whether written by the evangelist or redactor, lose all force. In 

fact, the dialogue in 21:20–23 concerning the fate of the BD seems to have been prompted precisely by 

his recent death. Moreover, the BD is constantly set over against historical figures such as Peter and the 

mother of Jesus, the latter remaining, like the BD, unidentified by name. These considerations incline 

contemporary scholarship to hold together both the historical and the symbolic aspects of the BD and to 

see in this figure a genuine historical personage who is presented in the fourth gospel in a symbolic and 

idealized way.  

Within this basic consensus, discussion concerning the BD has chiefly focused upon the following 

issues:  

1. Identifying the historical personage underlying the symbolic character.  

2. Delineating the literary/theological/symbolic role he plays.  

3. Clarifying his role and status with respect to Peter.  

4. Assessing the stage and nature of his contribution to the composition of the gospel.  



5. Determining his position and role within the developing and ultimately divisive history of the 

Johannine community.  

B. Historical Personage Underlying the BD  

The external evidence for identifying the BD with the apostle John, son of Zebedee, begins in the late 

2d century and centers chiefly on the testimony of Irenaeus. However, critical scholarship has 

encountered grave difficulties in determining any foundation for this testimony of Irenaeus in an earlier 

period (Barrett 1978:100–105). Also, the gospel would hardly have had such a battle for acceptance had 

its authorship by a leading apostle been widely accepted. The chief internal grounds in favor of John, son 

of Zebedee, would be the nonappearance otherwise in the gospel of this significant disciple and 

subsequent Christian leader. Moreover, the constant pairing off of the BD with Peter corresponds closely 

to the picture of John in the Synoptic tradition.  

Several factors, however, speak strongly against this identification: (1) the whole presentation of the 

gospel is not such as can easily be credited to a Galilean fisherman; (2) its symbolic nature and tendency 

to blend narrative and lengthy discourse does not suggest an eyewitness account; (3) it is inexplicable that 

an eyewitness disciple from Galilee wouldomitthebulkofJesus‘ministryinthatregiontoconcentrateso

heavilyuponJerusalem;(4)thegospelomitsimportantincidentsofJesus‘life(e.g.,theraisingofthe

daughter of Jairus, the transfiguration, the agony in the garden) at which the Synoptic tradition records the 

presence of John; (5) incidents in which the BD does appear, such as the scene at the foot of the cross and 

the race to the tomb, are of dubious historical value. There are, then, no compelling grounds for 

identifying the BD with John, the son of Zebedee (though this does not exclude the possibility of a 

relationship between the two figures on the literary level of the gospel; see Conclusion below).  

Other historical candidates proposed include: (1) Lazarus (F. V. Filson, J. N. Sanders), the only other 

person in the gospel of whom it is specifically stated that Jesus loved him (John 11:3, 11, 36). But it is 

hard to explain why a significant character mentioned by name in chaps. 11–12 becomes anonymous in 

the so-called―BookofGlory‖(chaps. 13–20, 21); (2) John Mark (B. Weiss; L. Johnson) whose family, 

according to Acts 12:12, had a house in Jerusalem and who on this interpretation is supposed to have 

acted as host at the Last Supper; (3) Matthias, or (4) a blood brother of Jesus (J. J. Gunther). But all these 

identifications remain highly speculative. Most scholars abandon the quest for a name and see beneath the 

BD a well-educated disciple of Jesus, in all likelihood not one of the Twelve. Further specification, such 

as Jerusalem provenance (Schnackenburg 1982) or former disciple of John the Baptist (Brown 1979), 

rests on questionable harmonizations of the Synoptic and Johannine traditions.  

From chap. 21 it seems indisputable that the BD was a historical person who had played a significant 

role in the life of the Johannine community and whose recent death had occasioned widespread dismay (v 

23).WeshouldprobablyseeinhimthefounderandheadoftheJohannine―school‖duringtheperiodof

its consolidation (Culpepper 1975:264–66). In this role he comes very close to the similarly unidentified 

―TeacherofRighteousness‖atQumran(Roloff1968).Thoughwellrecognizableunderhisepithettothe

members of community, the BD may not in fact have been a well-known figure outside the Johannine 

circle (Thyen 1977). If he had been in fact an eyewitness disciple of Jesus, his testimony as recorded in 

the gospel has evidently gone through a long process of narrative expansion and development along 

symbolic lines. Clearly, however, the later community believed that its distinctive faith rested upon his 

sure witness to the Lord.  

C. BD as Literary/Theological Symbol  

TheBDispresentatallthekeyeventsofthe―BookofGlory‖—the supper, trial (?), crucifixion, empty 

tomb, and appearances of the risen Lord. As the comments in 19:35 and 21:24 make clear, he is there 

precisely as witness. As a sure witness present at all these key events the BD offers the community a 

guaranteedtestimony.Beyondtheroleofwitness,however,hispositionofintimacy―closetothebosom‖

of Jesus (13:23–25),whichechoesJesus‘ownbeing―inthebosom‖ofthe Father (1:18), suggests a 

parallel between his role vis à vis Jesus and that of Jesus vis à vis the Father. That is, he is a medium of 

revelation between Jesus and the disciples—asshownbyPeter‘sattempttosolicitthrough him 

information from Jesus concerning the betrayal. The presence of the BD in such scenes clearly has 



proleptic significance with respect to his function in the Johannine community. His later role as witness, 

teacher, and reminder of what he has seen is thereby foreshadowed and guaranteed. In this respect, as 

many scholars have noted, there is a notable convergence between the role of the BD and that of the 

Paraclete as depicted in chaps. 13–17 (Culpepper 1975:267–70). Indeed, the otherwise curious reference 

to―anotherParaclete‖in14:16 may be explained in the sense that after the departure of Jesus the BD 

wouldbe―Paraclete‖ofthecommunity,arolewhich,afterhis own death, would be carried on by the 

spirit (see also PARACLETE).  

But, along with this role over and against the community, the BD is clearly also a paradigmatic and 

representational figure, and this too in a proleptic way. His faithful following of Jesus (at the trial, at the 

cross, in the risen life), a following that contrasts favorably with the flight of the other disciples, sets a 

pattern of perfect discipleship inresponsetoJesus‘intimatelove.Moreover, in his coming to faith in the 

resurrection simply on the basis of the signs of the grave clothes and the miraculous catch of fish, without 

having seen the risen Lord, the BD foreshadows the faith of subsequent believers in that they also believe 

without having seen and because of this come under the blessing pronounced by Jesus (20:29). In this 

way the disciple functions for later generations as a point of insertion into the pivotal events and 

experiences connectedwiththe―glorification‖ofJesus(Byrne1985).Thoughseparatedintime,thelater

Johannine community has the same relationship to Jesus as the BD has in the gospel. The replacement of 

his personal name by the simple epithet functions as an invitation to each member to identify with his 

status of being specially loved by Jesus, his response in faith and his perfect discipleship (Wilckens 

1980).Finally,thecommunityisdoubtlessintendedtounderstandJesus‘bequestfromthecross(19:26–

27) as an assurance that the faith of its representative (the BD) is now fused with the perfect faith of 

Jesus‘mother,afaithwhichatCana(2:5) prompted the first sign and revelation of Jesus‘glory.

Henceforth, every believer belongs to the family of Jesus, human and divine (20:17). Thus the figure of 

the BD sums up and embodies the promise held out by the gospel that believers should receive the power 

―tobecomechildrenofGod‖(1:11–12).  

D. BD and Peter  

In all passages featuring the BD in the Gospel of John, the scene at the cross (19:26–27) alone excepted, 

Peter also appears. Moreover, wherever the two appear together there is a constant pattern whereby the 

BD upstages Peter in some key respect:at the supper (13:23–25) he has a position of closer intimacy with 

Jesus and it is through him that Peter must request information; he arranges for Peter to have access to the 

trial (18:15–16); he arrives first at the tomb (20:4)andonlyofhimisitsaidthathe―sawandbelieved‖

(20:8); after the catch of fish it is the BD who recognizes the stranger on the shore as the risen Lord and 

communicates this knowledge to Peter (21:7);thelatter‘sthreefoldprotestationoflove(21:15–17) 

inevitablybringstomindtheearlierdenialthatcontrastssounfavorablywiththeBD‘sunsulliedloyalty.

Finally, Peter receivessomethingofarebukeinresponsetohisquestiontoJesusconcerningthedisciple‘s

fate (21:20–22).  

Does this pattern of competition with respect to Peter reflect a real anti-Petrine polemic in the Johannine 

community and an attempt to replace his preeminence with that of the BD? Or is it simply a vigorous 

attempt to win recognition and status for the BD and the kind of Christianity he represents within the 

more established movement that looked to Peter? In the passages occurring in chaps. 13–20 the upstaging 

of Peter seems deliberate and unrelieved (though the scene at the tomb, [20:2–10] implies some 

recognition of him as prime resurrection witness). Chap. 21, however, provides a more balanced 

perspective:the spiritual insight of the BD (v 7) is set in relationshiptoPeter‘sacknowledgedpastoralrole

(vv 15–17);his―following‖ofJesushasinvolveda―remaining‖ratherthanagloriousmartyrdeath(vv 

18–19, 22). It may well be that chap. 21 represents an attempt on the part of the community to soften an 

earlier polemic in the interests of gaining wider acceptance following the death of the BD (Maynard 

1984).Thegospelasawholeleavestheimpressionofa―defensiveratherthananoffensivepolemic

againstthePetrineclaims‖(Culpepper1983:122).ThedualpictureoftheBDandPeter in the Gospel of 

John serves notice that the necessary institutional structures of authority and office in the Christian 



communitymustintheendbesubservienttothesupremedignitysharedbyall:thatof―belongingtothe

community of the beloved disciplesofJesus‖(Brown1979:164). 

E. BD and the Composition of the Fourth Gospel  

Despitethedesignationofhimas―theonewhohaswrittenthesethings‖(21:24a), the BD is hardly the 

literal author of the Gospel of John. That an early Christian leader would write himself into the gospel 

undersuchapretentioustitleas―beloveddisciple‖isscarcelytobeimagined.Itisfarmorelikelythatthe

community, which revered him as founder and guide, conferred the epithet upon him (perhaps 

posthumously) and that in due course their representative in the shape of the Evangelist wrote him into the 

gospel. It could be that the BD was responsible for a collection of traditions in distinctly Johannine form 

whichservedastheEvangelist‘sprimarysource.ButtheGreekphraseho grapsas tauta need not imply 

any written activity on the part of the BD, since it can be taken in the causative sense and understood 

simply as designating theBD‘switnessastheultimatesourceandauthorityforthewrittengospel.  

Thoughmoststrikinginthecaseofthe―witness‖statementsof19:35 and 21:4, all the passages 

featuring the BD present an aspect of some intrusiveness in their immediate contexts. It is highly likely 

that they represent insertions by the Evangelist into more traditional material. Some scholars would 

ascribe their composition entirely to a Redactor seen as responsible for the addition of chap. 21 and other 

material to the original gospel. The nature of chap. 21, however, does not so much suggest a separate 

author as fresh circumstances which might have prompted the original Evangelist to compose an 

appendix. Central among these circumstances would appear to be the death of the BD, clearly alluded to 

in 21:20–23. Apart from a more general sense of loss, this event would seem to have caused particular 

dismayinthecommunitybecauseofapervasiveunderstandingofa―word‖oftheLordtotheeffectthat

the BD was not to die before the Parousia. The author of chap. 21 clarifies the matter by distinguishing 

between―notdying‖and―remaining‖untiltheLordcomes.The―remaining‖oftheBDisnot

incompatiblewithhisdeath,sincehisdistinctivewitness―remains‖inthecommunity‘slifeandinthe

gospel which he ultimately has caused to be written.  

In this respect the Gospel of John represents a distinctive case of pseudonymous NT writing. Whereas 

other late NT authors wrote in the name of well-known early Christian identities (Paul, Peter, James, etc.), 

the fourth evangelist, for the representational and symbolic purposes discussed above, chose to rest his 

authority upon an unnamed yet authoritative disciple of Jesus.  

The more recent, literary approach to the gospel steps aside from the historical questions to study the 

way in which the BD figure operates as a literary device. From this perspective, which pays attention to 

the role of narrator throughout, 21:24 isunderstoodasdesignatingtheBDas―impliedauthor‖ofthework

(Culpepper 1983:44–48).  

F. BD and the History of the Johannine Community  

Many attempts have been made in recent decades to reconstruct the history of the community that gave 

rise to the Johannine literature (the gospel and the three letters). While the gospel reflects the tensions that 

accompaniedtheemergenceofthecommunity‘sdistinctiveself-identity and theology, the letters seem to 

evidence outright separation and schism. It is not easy to relate the somewhat shadowy figure of the BD to 

particular reconstructions with any degree of confidence, save that his central founding role must be 

preserved.IneffecttheremayhavebeenastruggleoverthecorrectinterpretationoftheBD‘sinheritance.

More precisely, some would see the insertionoftheBD‘switnessintothecommunitytradition,in

particular the comment recorded in 19:35, as part of a campaign against the tendencies of a docetic nature 

which seem to have played a role in the later division (1 John 4:1–3). A recent suggestion wishes to 

identify the BD with the author of 2–3John,whonameshimself―thepresbyter‖andstrugglesagainstthe

(more institutionalizing?) leadership claims of one Diotrephes (Thyen 1977:296–99). But an identification 

with such a late figure effectively excludes the possibility that the BD was both founder and original 

witness of the community.  

G. Conclusion  

In the figure of the BD we should see the head of the Johannine school in its formative period, the 

person chiefly responsible for the distinctive cast of its particular brand of Christianity. Whether he was in 



fact a disciple of Jesus remains obscure. In any case the BD was not widely known or recognized outside 

his own movement. Towards the end of his life or shortly after his death the Evangelist sought to 

guaranteethecommunity‘sgospelbydepictingitsfounderasaneyewitnessdiscipleofJesus,infact,as

the disciple par excellence. Though this depiction may not have been literally accurate in a historical 

sense, within the framework of Johannine theology it retained a deeper validity because of the central 

tenet of the community that in its life and witness it gave immediate access to Jesus in a way completely 

comparable to the intimacy enjoyed by the historical disciples. Insertion of the BD into the gospel as a 

literary device served both as guarantee and vehicle of that access.  

It may well be that the Evangelist found aplacefortheBDinthegospeltraditionby―suppressing‖the

figure of John, son of Zebedee, and casting his own mentor, anonymously and with much embellishment, 

in the now vacant role. If this was in fact the case, then the traditional identification of the BD with that 

particular disciple of Jesus has, in a roundabout way, a certain justification. In the late 2d century John 

reentered the role from which he had been removed, thereby, with an irony worthy of the gospel itself, 

winning for it a place within the Christian canon.  
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BRENDAN BYRNE  

BELSHAZZAR (PERSON) [Aram bēlša˒ṣar (ַצר ַשאְּ  ); Akk Bēl-šarra-uṣur]. Son of Nabonidusֵבלְּ

(556–539 B.C.), the last king of Babylonia prior to the Persian conquest, Belshazzar ruled as co-regent for 

at least three years while his father was in Arabia. This arrangement in itself is important, since it has no 

parallel in any other period of Mesopotamian history. There is no direct evidence that he altered 

conditionsinsouthernMesopotamiainanywayduringhisfather‘sabsence.Belshazzar‘snameoccursin

a numberofcontracttabletsandlettersdatabletothefirstfourteenyearsofNabonidus‘reign.These

commentonhisbusinessdealingswithcertainprominentbankinghousesor―families,‖mostnotably

those of Nur-Sin and Egibi. In addition, they document Belshazzar‘srisetopowerpriortoNabonidus‘

11th year and outline some of his official duties as co-regent after 545 B.C. He appears to have had ample 

authority to give orders to temple officials in Uruk and Sippar and could even lease out temple land. His 

namedisappearsfromthecontracttabletsinNabonidus‘thirteenthyear;ithasbeensuggestedthatthis

coincideswithNabonidus‘returntoBabyloniafromTema. 

Belshazzar turns up in a number of Greek and Latin sources, in the rabbinic commentaries, and (along 

with Nebuchadnezzar) in the Book of Daniel. The Gen. Rab. contains one of the earliest references in any 

sourcetoBelshazzarasa―cosmocrator,‖possessedofakingdomwhoseboundariesextendfromoneend



of the world to the other. It also characterizeshimbesideNebuchadnezzarasoneof―twowickedmen,

twodestroyers.‖ThestoryofBelshazzar‘sfeastinDaniel 5 is generally regarded as an attempt by its 

author(s) to superimpose source material related toNabonidus‘reignonahostileimageof

Nebuchadnezzar. The Jews of the postexilic period were acquainted with both favorable and unfavorable 

characterizations of Nabonidus and Belshazzar in their contemporary cuneiform sources. They 

nevertheless placed more emphasis on the negative aspects because they were tailor-made for the didactic 

materials incorporated into the Book of Daniel.  

Belshazzar commanded Babylonian troops in the vicinity of Sippar when Cyrus of Persia conquered 

Anatolia (545 B.C.). Nothing is known of his activities after 543 B.C.  
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RONALD H. SACK  

BELT. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION.  

BELTESHAZZAR (PERSON) [Heb, Aram bēlṭĕša˒ṣṣar (ַשאַצר טְּ  )]. Babylonian name given toֵבלְּ

DanielbyNebuchadnezzar‘schiefeunuchAshpenazintheexilicperiodwhenagroup of Jewish 

noblemen were similarly renamed (Dan 1:7). See SHADRACH, MESHACH, ABEDNEGO. Belteshazzar 

is the Akkadian name balāṭsu-uṣur, ―guardhislife,‖andisashortenedformofanamethatoriginally

consistedofanŸinvocationofagod,namely―(mayMarduk)guardhislife.‖TheHebrewandAramaic

spellings reflect a faulty vocalization of the original Babylonian and are designed to incorporate the title 

ornameofNebuchadnezzar‘sgod(Dan 4:5; see BELSHAZZAR, which genuinely contains the name of 

the god Bel.) A few mss render the name bēlṭĕšaṣar, and one ms each gives the name bēlṭ˒ašṣar and 

bēlṭĕšaṣa˒r. The bestowal of a new name portended a new destiny (nomen omen) and finds a parallel in 

Pharaoh‘srenamingofJoseph(Gen 41:45)andNebuchadnezzar‘srenamingthelastcrownedheadof

preexilic Jerusalem (2 Kgs 24:17).Daniel‘snewnameisfoundpredominantlyinDan 4 and always in 

close association with the spoken works of Nebuchadnezzar. The ironic overtones in the story of the 

King‘sdream of the great tree thus extends to the nomenclature. It is not Marduk who guards 

Belteshazzar‘slifeashisnameimplies,buttheMostHighGod(Dan3:32)whoalonehasthepowerto

protect those who put their trust in Him (Dan 3:17). For further discussion see Daniel.  

PETER W. COXON  

BELTETHMUS (PERSON) [Gk Beeltethmos (Βεελτεθμος)]. In 1 Esdras 2, Beltethmus occurs as the 

proper name of a Persian official living in Palestine at the time of Artaxerxes (1 Esdr 2:12—Eng v 16; 

2:19—Eng v 25). However, evidence from the parallel text in Ezra 4 indicates that this is not a proper 

name, but a Greek transliteration of bĕ˓ēl-ṭĕ˓ēm, the Aramaic title of the Persian official REHUM (4:8, 9, 

17; baaltam). The meaning ofthetitleisdebated,variouslyrendered―chancellor‖(SchüpphausTDOT 

5:346),―commander,‖―commissioner‖(Snell1980:33),―postmaster,‖―lordofofficialintelligence,‖and

―recorderofhappenings‖(cf.JosephusAnt. 11.26). Further indication that the meaning of this term was 

uncertain to the author of 1 Esdras 2 is indicated by the presence of both the title, tō graphonti ta 

prospiptonta (―therecorder‖[RSV]), and the proper name, Beltethmus, together in the same verse 

(2:19—Eng v 25).  
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BEN-ABINADAB (PERSON) [Heb ben-˒ab  nādāb (ֶבן־ַאִביָנָדב)]. A Solomonic prefect responsible 

for supplying provisions for the court for one month per year from the area of Naphath-dor; also the 

husbandofSolomon‘sdaughterTaphath(1 Kgs 4:11). Ben-abinadab‘sterritoryincludedtheareaofthe

Sharon Plain surrounding the port city of Dor. It apparently extended the length of the plain to the Yarkon 

River; some scholars, however, draw its S boundary between Dor and Socoh. The debate hinges on 



whether the third district (Ben-hesed‘s)wasalsointheplain(seeHGB 57–61 for discussion). 

Explanationsoftheword―Naphath-‖(nāpâ), found only in conjunction with Dor, as ―region,‖―height,‖

or―yoke‖areallunsatisfactory.Possibly,sinceDorwas―atownoftheTjekker‖accordingtothe11th-

century Wen-Amun account, nāpâ isa―SeaPeople‖termcognatewithHomericGreeknapē, ―wooded

valley,‖areferencetothewoodedSharon (Ben-Dov 1976).  

The name Ben-abinadab(―SonofAbinadab‖),apatronym,maybeatitleindicatingthatitsbearerheld

a hereditary office (Alt 1950:22). Alternately, the personal names of Ben-abinadab and four other 

Solomonic prefects may have been lostatanearlystageofthetext‘shistory.Lucianappearstopreserve

the oldest form of the Greek corresponding to Ben-abinadab. Beginning with the last word of 1 Kgs 4:10, 

if the Greek is divided as ( … phar) achinanadab—Heb ([ḥ]pr) [bn] ˒ḥyndb—or ( … phara) chinanadab, 

both with dittography of Gk na, it suggests Heb ˒ḥyndb as in v 14. One may also divide, however, as ( … 

phara) chin anadab (Heb ([ḥ]pr) kn ˒[by]ndb), reflecting kap for MT bet (Rahlfs 1911:228).  
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FREDERICK W. KNOBLOCH  

BEN-AMMI (PERSON) [Heb ben-˓amm   (ֶבן־ַףִמי)].ThesonofLot‘syoungerdaughterandancestor

of the Ammonites (Gen 19:38). According to Hebrew tradition, the Genesis narrative (19:30–38) explains 

the origin of Ammon and Moab, but more accurately it underscores the intense contempt and disdain that 

Israel had for these two nations. H. Gunkel (1895:190) suggests that the narrative was originally a 

Moabite folktale, similar to many ancient deluge stories, that traced the common origin of Ammon and 

Moab toLot.Ratherthanthelessdistinctivemeaning―sonofmypeople,‖amoredistinctive―sonofmy

nearkinsman‖(i.e.,hisfatherbeinghismother‘snearrelation)ispreferred.Themeaningofthenamein

the narrative is not necessarily an attempt to explain the origin of Ammon, but to remind Israel of the 

Ammonites.AccordingtoSayce(1895:22),―Ammi‖or―Ammo‖wasthenameofthegodwhogavehis

nametothenation.Thename―ammi‖isfoundincuneiforminscriptionsaspartofthetitleofAmmonite

kings and deities. While the common origin of the two nations is generally accepted (Judg 10:6; 11:15, 

18, 25; Deut 2:19), the etymology of the name is questionable. For further discussion, see Speiser Genesis 

AB, 144–46; Westermann Genesis 12–36 BK, 383).  
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JOEL C. SLAYTON  

BEN-DEKER (PERSON) [Heb ben-deqer ( ־ֶדֶקרֶבן )].OneofSolomon‘stwelveprefects,Ben-deker 

was responsible for providing supplies for the king from the second administrative district, which 

included the towns of Makaz, Shaalbim, Beth-Shemesh, and Elonbeth-hanan (1 Kgs 4:9).  

Ben-deker‘sdistrictconsistedoflandonlyrecentlytakenfromthePhilistines.Itsboundariesare

thought to correspond in general to those of the original allotment of Dan (Josh 19:40–46), which 

included Shaalbim (Shaalabbin), Ir- (= Beth-) Shemesh, Aijalon, and Elon. One of the latter two sites is 

probably merged in the place name Elonbeth-hanan (1 Kgs 4:9), a location otherwise unknown and better 

readas―Elon/Aijalon[bothspelled˒ylwn˒] and Beth-hanan‖(withsomeHebMSS)or―as far as Beth-

hanan‖(LXX).Makaz(Hebmāqaṣ ) does not appear elsewhere in the Bible and may be a defective 

spelling of mqṣh ―fromtheendof‖orthelike,aphraseusedinborderdescriptions(Na˒aman1986:114–

15). The Greek reading corresponding to Makaz, mach (e)mas, is found elsewhere for Heb mkmš/s 

―Michmas(h),‖otherwiseknownonlyasatowninBenjamin.Greekmach (e)mas here may derive from 

Heb mqṣ, with chi standing for Heb qop (Rahlfs 1911:226).  



Ben-deker‘sname(meaning―SonofDeker‖)ispatronymicinformandmaybeatitleindicatingthathe

held a hereditary office (Alt 1950:22). The name Bidkar (Heb bdqr) in 2 Kgs 9:25 has been seen as a 

shortened form of Ben-deker (see, however, IPN, 149–50 n. 1; and Montgomery Kings ICC, 406). The 

name―Deker‖isparalleledbytheUgariticpersonalnamedqry, which appears in census and quota lists 

(KTU 4.63:II:33 and 4.108:4 [probably the same individual in both texts]; KTU 4.116:17). The name is 

apparently related to Heb dqr ―tostab,pierce.‖Noth(IPN, 241) compares Talmudic Aramaic dqr˒ ―pick,

mattock‖fromthesameroot.PossibleparallelsfromcuneiformsourcesincludethenamesBi-in-di-qí-ri 

and Da-qí-ru-um (Tallqvist 1914:64). However, since qí may be read also as ki, one or both of these 

names may be related to Heb zkr (Aramaic dkr)―remember‖ratherthantoHebdqr ―stab.‖ 

The oldest extant Greek rendering corresponding to Ben-deker appears to be Lucianic huios rēchab 

(Rahlfs 1911:226), which in 2 Kgs 10:15, 23 and elsewhere reflects Heb bn-rkb ―Ben-rechab,‖awell-

known patronym. Of the two readings, Heb deqer and Gk rēchab, the Heb seems preferable since the Gk 

tradition may be explained as resulting from a confusion of Heb dalet and reš, with Gk chi representing 

Heb qop (as in mach (e)mas for Heb mqṣ, Rahlfs 1911:226), and with assimilation to the well-known 

patronym Ben-rechab.  
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FREDERICK W. KNOBLOCH  

BEN-DOSA, HANINA (PERSON). See HANINA BEN-DOSA (PERSON).  

BEN-GEBER (PERSON) [Heb ben-geber (ֶבן־ֶגֶבר)]. The officer in charge of the sixth 

administrativedistrictinSolomon‘skingdom(1 Kgs 4:13). This district encompassed central Transjordan 

with its headquarters at Ramoth-Gilead. Each district was required to supply food for the royal court one 

month out of the year (1 Kgs 4:6).  

A major point of discussion has been the similarities between 1 Kings 4:13 and 4:19. The text in 1 Kgs 

4:19 lists Geber, son of Uri, as being in charge of Gilead. Some scholars take v 13 as referring to N 

Transjordan while v 19 refers to south Transjordan. W. F. Albright and others believe that the two verses 

originally referred to the same person. According to Albright, a later editor has mistakenly changed a 

reference to one officer and one district into two people and two separate districts. A third possibility is 

suggested by a Septuagint reading and is supported by Roland de Vaux (AncIsr 134). In place of Gilead in 

1 Kgs 4:19, the Septuagint reads Gad (a change which involves only one consonant in the Hebrew text). If 

the original reading was Gad, as de Vaux argues, then there is no overlapping of territory, and two distinct 

references to Ben-Geber and Geber are to be understood.  
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BEN-HADAD (PERSON) [Heb ben-hădad (ֶבן־ֲהַדד)]. The name of at least two kings of Aram-

Damascus in the 9th and 8th centuries B.C.E. The name Ben-Hadad is a Hebraized version of the original 

Aramaic name, Bir-Hadad,meaning―sonof(thegod)Hadad.‖ThetwocertainBen-Hadads are Ben-

Hadad, son of Tab-Rimmon (early 9th century B.C.E., see 1 Kgs 15:18–20), and Ben-Hadad son of Hazael 

(early 8th century, see 2 Kgs 3:3, 24–25). There are serious questions about whether the Ben-Hadad of 1 

Kings 20, 22, and 2 Kings 6–8 is a distinct king. Current studies have argued that this Ben-Hadad should 

be identified with Ben-Hadad son of Hazael and that these stories have been misattributed to the times of 

King Ahab of Israel and his sons (ca. 875–842 B.C.E.), when they originally described the times of Kings 



Joahaz and Joash (ca. 814–782). This article will discuss the known kings of this name first and then turn 

to the problem of 1 Kings 20–2 Kings 8.  

1. Ben-Hadad I, son of Tab-Rimmon, son of Hezion, was king of Aram-Damascus early in the 9th 

century and is known only from 1 Kgs 15:16–22 = 2 Chr 16:1–6. He is mentioned here in the context of a 

boundary conflict between Baasha of Israel and Asa of Judah. When Baasha attempted to fortify Ramah, 

at the border between Israel and Judah, so as to control movement in and out of Jerusalem, Asa sent a 

substantial gift to Ben-Hadad of Aram-Damascus to urge him to attack Israel on its northern flank. Ben-

Hadaddidso,conqueringseveraltownsofNIsrael:―Iyyon,Dan,Abel-Beth-Maacah, and all of 

Kinneroth,asfarasallthelandofNaphtali‖(1 Kgs 15:20). By invading this area, Ben-Hadad gained 

control of an important part of the major trade routes to the coastal cities of Tyre, Sidon, Acco, and 

Achzib.Asa‘splanworked,sinceBaashawasforcedtowithdraw immediately from Ramah and deal with 

the Aramaean threat. It is unknown what settlement Baasha and Ben-Hadad reached. However, it does not 

appear that Aram kept control of the northern region of Israel for long, since Dan and Hazor (the latter 

located in Naphtali) were certainly back in Israelite hands by the reign of Ahab (ca. 875–853 B.C.E.).  

2. Ben-Hadad, son of Hazael, ruled in Damascus at the very end of the 9th and the early years of the 8th 

centuries B.C.E. ThesonofAram‘smostpowerfulking(see HAZAEL), Ben-Hadad saw much of the 

empire of his father crumble in a series of misfortunes known from biblical and extrabiblical sources. 

Clear references to his reign occur in 2 Kgs 13:3–7 and 22–25, but, as discussed below, 1 Kings 20, 22, 

and 2 Kings 5–7 may also deal with this king. Two extrabiblical sources are also known: (1) the 

inscription of Zakkur, king of Hamath and Luash in the early 8th century, and (2) a number of inscriptions 

of King Adad-nirari III of Assyria (ca. 810–783 B.C.E.), in which Ben-Hadad appears under the name 

Mar˒i(―mylord‖).AllofthesesourcesconcerndefeatssufferedbyBen-Hadad.  

The order in which the known events of Ben-Hadad‘sreignoccurredisnotcertain,butthegeneralflow

of events suggests the severe decline in the political power of Aram-Damascus during his years. The 

Zakkur inscription describes a coalition that he led against Zakkur, king of the combined lands of Hamath 

and Luash. The latter was besieged in the city of Hazrak by Ben-Hadad and the armies of several N 

Syrian states, but the siege was broken, according to Zakkur, by divine intervention (although many 

scholars [see Pitard 1987:174] suggest that this may be an oblique reference to intervention by the 

AssyrianarmyonZakkur‘sbehalf).Nothingissaid in the stela concerning the cause of this attack, but 

mostscholarssuspectthatHamath‘spro-Assyrian stance was at the root of the problem. Whatever the 

case, Ben-Hadad was unsuccessful in overthrowing Zakkur.  

The inscriptions of Adad-nirari III describe an Assyrian assault on Damascus itself as a result of which 

Mar˒i,itsking,surrenderedandAdad-nirari entered the city to receive a heavy tribute at the royal palace. 

Recent studies of these inscriptions have tended to argue for dating this attack on Damascus in 796 B.C.E., 

andiftheyarecorrect,thekingcalledMar˒iinthesetextsiscertainlyBen-Hadad.  

The third source of information is the biblical account of Ben-Hadad‘srelationswithJoashin2 Kings 

13. During the reign of Ben-Hadad‘sfather,Israelhadbeenreducedtothestatusofavassalstateunder

Aram (2 Kgs 10:32–33). But 2 Kings 13:25 briefly describes how Joash of Israel fought with Ben-Hadad, 

threw off Aramaean domination and regained the Israelite cities that Aram had annexed during the reigns 

of his predecessors, Jehu and Joahaz. This was done in three critical battles, and 2 Kgs 13:17 suggests that 

the key battle took place at Aphek (probably located E of the Sea of Galilee).  

Thus it appears that during his reign, Ben-Hadad suffered a major defeat against Hamath to the N, lost 

his vassal territories in Israel to the S, and was plundered by the Assyrian army in his capital city. Aram 

appears to have continued to decline over the decades following Ben-Hadad‘sreign. 

3. The identity of the Ben-Hadad of 1 Kings 20–2 Kings 8 is problematic. 1 Kings 20 and 22 describe a 

major conflict between Israel and Aram-Damascus during the reign of Ahab, and 2 Kings 5–8 ostensibly 

concernthemselveswithvariousdealingsbetweenAramandIsraelduringthereignsofAhab‘ssons,

Ahaziah and Joram. In four of these chapters the name of the king of Aram is given as Ben-Hadad (1 

Kings 20; 22; 2 Kgs 6:24–7:20; and 8:7–15), and during the past half-century controversy has raged 

concerning the identity of this king. W. F. Albright (1942) argued that he was Ben-Hadad son of Tab-



rimmon, to whom he attributed a reign of over forty years. Others (cf. Mazar 1962) identified him as a 

successor to the latter and designated him as Ben-Hadad II (thus making the son of Hazael Ben-Hadad 

III).Otherscholars(cf.Jepsen1948;Miller1966;Lipiński 1969; Pitard 1987) have noted a large number 

of apparent discrepancies between the portrait of Ahab in 1 Kings 20 and what is said about him 

elsewhere in Kings and in the extrabiblical records of his reign. See also AHAB.  

Assyrian and Moabite sources, as well as other biblical passages, suggest that both Omri and Ahab were 

powerful kings of Israel who were on a political par with Aram-Damascus (see the Monolith Inscription 

of Shalmaneser III [ANET, 278–79] and the Moabite Stone [ANET, 320–21]). This view is also supported 

by archaeological evidence which shows that the Omride period was one of significant wealth and 

architectural achievement in Israel (cf. Samaria, Hazor, Megiddo, Dan). This is quite at odds with the 

portrayal in 1 Kings 20, where the king of Israel and his father (1 Kgs 20:34) are depicted as weak and 

completely dominated by Aram. It has also been noted that while the king of Aram is regularly called 

Ben-Hadad, literary analysis of the passage shows that the king of Israel was not originally named at all in 

the text (Pitard 1987:117–18). In addition, Assyrian sources give the name of the king of Aram who was 

contemporary with Ahab as Adad-idri (= Aramaic, Hadad-˓iḏr), never Ben-Hadad. It has become 

increasingly clear that the later identification of the king of Israel in these chapters with Ahab was a 

mistake. The position of Israel as a weak vassal to Aram, the account of successful battles against a Ben-

Hadad which climax with a victory at Aphek (1 Kgs 20:26), and the return of Israelite cities which had 

previously been captured by Aram, fit exactly into the preserved information available concerning the 

reign of Joash of Israel (2 Kgs 13:14–25). If the stories of 1 Kings 20 (and a somewhat different version 

22:1–38) are to be redated to the early 8th century, then the Ben-Hadad of these stories must be identified 

as the son of Hazael. In addition, there is nothing in the stories of 2 Kings 5–7 which would argue against 

identifying their period as that of the Jehu rather than the Omride dynasty.  

The only story in this entire section with a Ben-Hadad that cannot be identified with the son of Hazael is 

2 Kgs 8:7–15, the account of Hazael‘smurderofKingBen-Hadad and his usurpation of the throne. 

Assuming the correctness of the above proposal, two possible interpretations of this passage can be 

suggested: (1) the name Ben-Hadad here may be a secondary addition placed in this passage after all the 

other Ben-Hadad stories had been wrongly attributed to the Omride dynasty. In this case the name of the 

king assassinated by Hazael should be Hadad-˓idr. See ARAM (PLACE). (2) It is slightly possible that 

Hadad-˓iḏr was briefly succeeded by a son, Ben-Hadad, and that this is the person Hazael murdered. The 

former proposal seems more likely.  

If this argument is sound, then there are only two attested Ben-Hadads who ruled over Aram-Damascus, 

and the Ben-Hadad of 1 Kings 20–2 Kings 7 should be identified as the son of Hazael, and not a distinct 

king.  

4. Brief reference should be made to a stela with a relief of the god Melqart found near Aleppo in the 

1930s. It possesses an inscription which identifies the donor of the stela as a Bir-Hadad (= Heb Ben-

Hadad), apparently a king of Aram. This Bir-Hadad has usually been identified with the royal house of 

Damascus, and the stela has been used extensively in attempts to reconstruct the succession to the throne 

of Aram. Bir-Hadad has been identified with Ben-Hadad son of Tab-Rimmon (Albright 1942), Ben-

Hadad―II,‖thesupposedcontemporaryofAhabandhissons(Mazar1962),Ben-Hadad son of Hazael 

(Dearman and Miller 1983) as well as a son of Ben-Hadad―II‖(Cross1972),andanotherwiseunknown

brotherofHazael(Lipiński1975:15–19). The major reason for the uncertainty in identifying Bir-Hadad 

has been the difficulty in reading the name of his father, which is badly worn on the stela. A recent 

readingoftheinscription,however,suggeststhatthenameofthestela‘sdonorwasBir-Hadad son of 

˓Attar-hamek, king of Aram. This reading now eliminates the possibility of identifying Bir-Hadad with 

either the son of Tab-Rimmon or the son of Hazael, while the evidence discussed above argues against the 

existence of Ben-Hadad―II‖.BecausethenameAramwasusedtodesignateotherAramaeankingdomsin

N Syria, and because the stela was found in the N, it now seems best not to relate this stela to Aram-

Damascus at all (Pitard 1988). For further discussion see CAH 3/1:372–441.  
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WAYNE T. PITARD  

BEN-HAIL (PERSON) [Heb ben-ḥayil (ֶבן־ַחִיל)].(Literally―sonofstrength.‖)Anofficerunder

Jehoshophat who was sent with a team of four other secular leaders, eight Levites, and two priests to teach 

in the towns of Israel (2 Chr 17:7). The context implies that their mission was to instruct the people in 

boththeirreligiousdutiesaswellastheirciviconesasapartoftheking‘s religious reforms (2 Chronicles 

AB, 99; AncIsr 2:344, 394). The LXX and Peshitta read the plural bĕnê-ḥayil (―menofstrengthorvalor‖)

and interpret the phrase adjectivally, rather than as a personal name. But while the name is not attested 

elsewhere, the pattern is found in 1 Kgs 4:9 (ben-deqer, ―sonofchisel[?],spear[?]‖)and1 Kgs 4:10 4 

(ben-ḥesed, ―sonofpiety‖).TheHebrewidiom―sonof…‖denotestheinheritanceofcharacteristicsfrom

the father. This is abstracted in the case of Ben-hailtomean―thestrongorvalorousone.‖ 

KIRK E. LOWERY  

BEN-HANAN (PERSON) [Heb ben-ḥānān (ֶבן־ָחָנן)]. Individual of the tribe of Judah, the son of 

Shimon (1 Chr 4:20).Hisnameappearstomean―sonofgracious,favoredone.‖ 

DAVID C. SMITH  

BEN-HESED (PERSON) [Heb ben-ḥesed (ֶבן־ֶחֶסד)]. A prefect charged with supplying provisions 

forpalaceuseonemonthperyearfromSolomon‘sthirdadministrativedistrict(1 Kgs 4:10).  

Ben-hesed‘sdistrictincluded Arubboth, Socoh, and the Hepher region. Scholars agree in locating Socoh 

atEš-ŠuweikehattheEedgeoftheSharonPlain,about16kmNWofSamaria.Some,however,place

Arubboth and Hepher in the Sharon Plain (map, Aharoni LBHG 308), while others place them in the hill 

country east of Socoh. Evidence from the Samaria Ostraca and recent archaeological work support the 

latter view (Zertal 1984), so Ben-hesed‘sareaprobablycorrespondedtothecoreareaofCisjordanian

Manasseh.  

Ben-hesedmeans―sonofHesed.‖HesedwasprobablyahypocoristicformofHesediah(meaning

―Yahwehhasbeentruetohisown‖)orthelike(IPN, 183). The patronymic form of the name Ben-hesed 

hasbeenvariouslyexplained.AltbelievedthatSolomon‘sprefectswhosenamesbeganwith―Ben-‖

corresponded to districts of predominantly Canaanite population; based on parallels from Ugarit and 

elsewhere, he suggested that these prefects were of Canaanite extraction and filled hereditary posts named 

for the individual who first held them (1950:22). Alternately, an early mishap may have destroyed part of 

the text of 1 Kings 4, leaving only patronyms in five cases. In accordance with this theory, some modern 

translations render ben-ḥesed as―[…]sonofHesed.‖ 

The Septuagint translator appears to have had difficulty at 1 Kgs 4:10, since much of the verse, 

including common Hebrew prepositions, is transliterated, not translated. The possibility that the 

translator‘sVorlagewascorruptcastsdoubtuponthetext-critical value of the Greek at this point. 

Opposite Heb ben-ḥesed LXX
B
 reads―sonofesōth, ‖whileLucianhas―machei son of echō (bēr)‖(see

further Rahlfs 1911:227–29).  
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FREDERICK W. KNOBLOCH  

BEN-HINNOM, VALLEY OF (PLACE). See HINNOM VALLEY.  

BEN-HUR (PERSON) [Heb ben-ḥûr (ֶבן־חּור)]. The prefect of thefirstofSolomon‘s12

administrative districts (1 Kgs 4:8), responsible for supplying, from the hill country of Ephraim, the 

provisions needed by the royal court for one month per year. Ben-hurmeans―sonofHur‖;inviewof

parallels like the widely attested bn ˓nt, ―SonofAnath,‖Hur(re-vocalized as ḥ r) could refer to a deity, 

theEgyptianHorus.Morelikely,however,isthemeaning―free;noble,‖relatedtotheHebrootḥrr; cf. 

personal names like Ugaritic ḥry and Arabic ḥurr, ―free(born).‖ 

The fact that Ben-hurandfourothersinthelistofSolomon‘sprefects(1 Kgs 4:7–19) have names of 

patronymic form has been explained as resulting from a textual mishap by which the personal names of 

these individuals were lost. Alt, on the other hand, saw these prefects as filling hereditary posts named for 

the first officeholder (1950:22).  

Alt (1913:14)viewed―thehillcountryofEphraim‖asageographicaltermembracingtheoriginalcore

of the tribal territories of both Ephraim and Manasseh. It appears, however, that the third district (Ben-

hesed‘s)correspondedtoManasseh‘sportionofthehillcountry, meaning that Ben-hur‘sdistrictwas

restricted to the Ephraimite part of the mountains (Zertal 1984).  

The earliest form of the Greek text corresponding to Ben-hur is apparently bainōr (= MT), although B 

and Lucian read baiōr (Rahlfs 1911:225–26).  
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FREDERICK W. KNOBLOCH  

BEN-ONI (PERSON) [Heb ben-˒ôn   (ֶבן־אוִני)]. The name given by Rachel at the moment of her 

death to her newborn son (Gen 35:18).JacoblaterchangedthenametoBenjamin,―sonoftherighthand,‖

whichcanalsomean―sonofgoodfortune‖(WestermannGenesis 12–36 BK, 555). Though the meaning 

of Ben-oniissomewhatobscure,thecontextandtraditiontake―oni‖tomean―mymisfortuneor

suffering‖ratherthan―myvigor.‖(SeeSpeiserGenesis AB, 274). The meaning of yamin, ―sonofgood

fortune‖,hasbeencomplicatedbytheoccurrenceofthetribaltermDUMU, (sons of) -yamin, in the Mari 

documents; there yamin asYemenreferstogeographicaldistribution,―south‖or―southerner.‖However,

this distinction, though applied to southern Amorites as opposed to northern dwellers, may be 

coincidental. The context almost demands that Ben-onibeunderstoodas―sonofmysufferingor

misfortune‖fromtheHeb˒ānâ, ―tobeinsorrow.‖Therefore,Jacob,toavoidanevilharbinger,changed

the name to correspond to the son who now had completed the twelve.  
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JOEL C. SLAYTON  

BEN-SIRA, WISDOM OF. See WISDOM OF BEN-SIRA.  

BEN-ZOHETH (PERSON) [Heb ben-zôḥēt (ֶבן־זוֵחת)]. Individual of the tribe of Judah, the son of 

Ishi (1 Chr 4:20).TheLXXexhibitsavariantreadingofthetextfrom―Ben-Zoheth‖to―thesonsof

Zoheth‖(Hebbĕnê-zôḥēt) with the names of those sons left wanting. See ZOHETH.  

DAVID C. SMITH  



BENAIAH (PERSON) [Heb bĕnāyâ (ָנָיה ָנָיהּו) ); bĕnāyāhûבְּ )].ThenameBenaiahmeans―Yahwehבְּ

hasmade(achild),‖withbānâ meaning―make‖asinGen 2:22,whereGodmakesEvefromAdam‘srib

(see also Gen 16:2; Ruth 4:11). Parallels in the Semitic onomasticon include Akk Ibni-Marduk, Ug Ybn˒il, 

and Amorite Ya-ab-ni 
d
Da-gan: ―Marduk/El/Daganhasmade(achild)‖;cf.alsoAshurbanipal(Aššur-

bāni-apli ―Ashuristheheir‘sMaker‖).ThenameBaniisthoughttobeashortenedformofBenaiah(IPN, 

172–73).  

1.SonofJehoiadaandcommanderofSolomon‘sarmy.Benaiah‘scareerwasmarkedbyunwavering

loyalty to David and his successor Solomon. He first appears as commander of the Cherethites and 

Pelethites (2 Sam 8:18; 20:23), probably mercenaries of Cretan and Philistine background who acted 

independentlyoftheregulararmyasDavid‘spersonalbodyguard(cf.2 Sam 23:23 = 1 Chr 11:25). By 

backingSolomon‘scoronation(1 Kgs 1:32–49), Benaiah and his men played a decisive role in the power 

struggle between Solomon and his older brother Adonijah. Later (1 Kgs 2:13–46), it was Benaiah who 

executedAdonijah,Joab(whoascommanderofthearmyhadsupportedAdonijah‘sbidforpower),and

Shimei the son of Gera, who had accused David of illegitimately seizing the throne from the House of 

Saul (2 Sam 16:5–14). The result of these executions is summed up by 1 Kgs 2:46:―Thusthekingdom

wasfirmlyestablishedinSolomon‘shands.‖FollowingJoab‘sdeath,Benaiahreplacedhimas

commander of the army.  

ChroniclescontainsinformationconcerningBenaiah‘sdutiesunderDavidwhichisnotfoundin

Samuel. According to 1 Chr 27:5–6, Benaiah was head of a 24, 000-man division of the regular army 

which served the king in the third month of every year. The last part of v 6, where the text is unclear, 

perhaps indicates that a son of Benaiah, Ammizabad, also occupied this post.  

Many elements in 1 Chronicles 27,however,appeartohavehadtheiroriginintheChronicler‘sown

time, not in that of Benaiah. The figure of 288, 000 men, 12 groups of 24, 000, should be compared to the 

claim, also found in Chronicles, that David appointed 24, 000 Levites for work in the Temple (1 

Chronicles 23) and that he organized the priests into 24 divisions (chap. 24) and the 288 musicians into 24 

groups of 12 (chap. 25). The term maḥălōqet ―division(ofmen),‖prominentinchap. 27, is not clearly 

attested in this sense in preexilic literature. Furthermore, the names of Benaiah and the other 11 leaders 

couldhavebeentakenfromthelistofDavid‘sheroes (1 Chr 11:11–47 = 2 Sam 23:8–39).  

Benaiah is credited with heroic deeds and is called bn ˒yš ḥyl ―aworthy/ableman‖(2 Sam 23:20, 

reading ḥyl for ḥy with the Qere and 1 Chr 11:22, and following Talmon 1960:165–66 in seeing here the 

conflation of bn ḥyl and ˒yš ḥyl).Hesmotethe―two˒r˒l‖(2 Sam 23:20; ˒ry˒l in 1 Chr 11:22) of Moab, 

whichisadifficultexpression.Atranslationof―altar-hearth‖(cf.Ezek 43:14–16) for ˒r (y)˒l would leave 

Benaiah with a deed which seems less than heroic. Taking ˒r (y)˒l as Ariel or Uriel, a personal name (cf. 

Ezra 8:16; 1 Chr 6:9,etc.),theexpressioncouldmean―two[sons]ofA/Uriel,‖withbny, ―sons‖,ofan

original šny bny lost via homoioteleuton (cf. LXX dyo huious ariēl ―twosonsofAriel‖).Inthiscase

―Moab‖wouldnotbeagenitive(sinceitisprecededbyapropernoun), but rather a locative accusative 

―inMoab‖(cf.Joüon1923:§126h;GKC§118g);alternatelybmw˒b should be read. One may also 

explainthewordas―mightylion‖(cf.˒rzy ˒l ―mightycedars,‖etc.),eitherliterally,astheendof2 Sam 

23:20 suggests,orasafigurativetermfor―champion.‖Theword˒r˒l appears in line 12 of the Mesha 

Stela (or Moabite Stone), but there too its interpretation is unsure.  

TwootherincidentsrelatetoBenaiah‘svalor.Ononesnowyday he went down into a pit and killed a 

lion; on another occasion he fought a better-armedEgyptianwarrior,snatchedthelatter‘sspearaway

from him, and killed him with it (2 Sam 23:21). The Egyptian is described as ˒yš mr˒h (according to the 

Qere; Ketib:˒šr mr˒h),perhapsmeaning―ahandsomeman.‖In1 Chr 11:23, however, the Eg is ˒yš mdh, 

―ahugeman,‖furtherdescribedasfivecubits tall and (in terms reminiscent of Goliath, 1 Sam 17:7, etc.) 

carryingaspearlikeaweaver‘sbeam.ManycommentatorsfollowWellhauseninregarding˒  š midd  of 

Chronicles as original, with mdh corrupted to mrh and―corrected‖tomr˒h (e.g., McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 

491).SomescholarshaveseenparallelstoBenaiah‘sexploitsinEgyptianliterature,butthesimilarities

are of dubious import and are far outweighed by differences between the accounts.  



Several passagestreatBenaiah‘srelationtoDavid‘sselectrostersofwarriors:theThreeandtheThirty.

Benaiah is not one of the Three named in 2 Sam 23:8–12. He did not attain to membership in the Three 

according to 2 Sam 23:22–23 = 1 Chr 11:24–25; these same two passages, however, say wlw-šm bšl 

(w)šh, ―andhehadanameamongtheThree,‖(not,asRSV,―besidetheThree‖).Mostcommentators

have proposed emendations such as šlšym ―Thirty‖foršlšh ―Three;‖kšlšh ―liketheThree‖forbšlšh 

―amongtheThree;‖andwl˒ šm lw ―hedidn‘thaveaname‖orwl˒ śm ―hewasnotplaced‖forwlw-šm ―he

hadaname‖(NHT, 369; BHS at 1 Chr 11:24).  

The position of Benaiah vis-à-vis the Thirty is ambiguous in 2 Samuel 23 = 1 Chronicles 11. He is said 

tohavebeenhonoredabove(butpossibly:―honoredamong‖)theThirty.Hisnamedoesnotappearamong

the 30 names in 2 Sam 23:24–39, but the section dealing with him immediately precedes this list. It is 

likely that more than 30 men could claim to have been at some point members of the Thirty (through 

replacement of dead members, etc.), and it is not impossible that an exceptional member would receive 

separate treatment, especially if he were the group‘sleader.Thiswaspreciselythecase,accordingto1 

Chr 27:6, which also states explicitly that Benaiah was one of the Thirty. We are given pause, however, 

by 2 Sam 23:18, which says (if, as it seems, hšlšym ―TheThirty‖shouldbereadforMTKetib,hšlšy or 

Qere hšlšh)thatJoab‘sbrotherAbishaiwastheleaderoftheThirty.Possiblythetwoledthegroupat

different times, but it may well be that 1 Chr 27:6 is based only upon an interpretation of 2 Samuel 23, 

andthatBenaiah‘sstatuswasintermediatebetweentheThreeandtheThirty. 

The unusual prominenceaccordedtoBenaiahinthelistofDavid‘swarriors(2 Sam 23:8–39), his 

placementbetweentwobrothersofJoab,andJoab‘sabsencefromthelistssuggestredactionalactivity in 

the time of Solomon, after Joab was replaced by Benaiah (Zeron 1978).  

Benaiah‘shometownwasKabzeel(2 Sam 23:20; called Jekabzeel in Neh 11:25), a town in S Judah 

near the Edomite border (Josh 15:21). According to 1 Chronicles 27,Benaiah‘sfather,Jehoiada, was the 

chief priest (v 5; cf. the Jehoiada mentioned in 1 Chr 12:28—Eng 12:27 as a descendant of Aaron). It 

mentions a son Ammizabad (v 6), and possibly another son Jehoiada (v 34, thus named for his 

grandfather),butperhapsthisshouldberead―BenaiahsonofJehoiada,‖notthereverse. 

2.OneoftheThirty,anhonorrollofDavid‘swarriors(2 Sam 23:30=1 Chr 11:31). Benaiah was an 

Ephraimite from Pirathon (1 Chr 27:14). For a discussion of his command of 24, 000 men in the 11th 

month of the year, see Benaiah 1.  

3. According to 1 Chr 15:18, 20, and 16:5, one of the Levites commissioned to play the harp before the 

Ark of the Covenant in the time of David. He is probably to be seen as identical to Benaiah the 

grandfatherofJahaziel,aLeviteandprophetofJehoshaphat‘sday(2 Chr 20:14).  

4.OneofthepriestsofDavid‘sdayappointedtoblowthetrumpetbeforetheArkoftheCovenant(1 

Chr 15:24; 16:6).  

5.ASimeonitechiefofHezekiah‘stimesaidin1 Chr 4:34–41 to have settled in Gedor (or Gerar; cf. 

LXX).  

6.ALeviteoverseerwhohelpedtomanagecontributionstothetempleinHezekiah‘stime(2 Chr 

31:13).  

7. The father of Pelatiah, a leader in early 6th-century B.C. Jerusalem (Ezek 11:1, 13).  

8–11.FourIsraeliteswhomarriedforeignwomeninEzra‘sday.TheyincludeadescendantofParosh

(Ezra 10:25; 1 Esdr 9:26 [Gk Bannaias]); of Pahath-moab (Ezra 10:30); of Bani (Ezra 10:35); and of 

Nebo (Ezra 10:43; 1 Esdr 9:35:[Gk Banaias]).  
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FREDERICK W. KNOBLOCH  

BENE-BERAK (PLACE) [Heb bĕnê-beraq (ֵני־ֶבַרק  )]. One of the towns included in theבְּ

inheritance of the tribe of Dan, before the tribe migrated N (Josh 19:45). The annals of Sennacherib 



indicate that Bene-berak (Akk banai-barqa) was located near Joppa, Beth-dagon, and Azor (ANET, 287). 

The town was also known as the home of Rabbi Akiba.  

Biblical Bene-berak is currently identified with el-Kheirîyah (M.R. 133160), an Arab village located ca. 

4 km S of the modern Israeli town of Bene-baraq. In the center of el-Kheirîyah stood the tomb of the 

Muslim saint Ibn-Ibraq. Surface pottery finds dating from the Iron II and the Roman period tend to 

confirm the site‘sidentificationwiththebiblicaltown. 

Five archaeological sites have been excavated further N in the area surrounding modern Bene-baraq 

(M.R. 134166). These are, from N to S, (1) Tell Abu-Zeitun, (2) Pardess Katz, (3) Givat ha-Radar, (4) the 

hill of theWeisnitzYeshiva,and(5)Modi‘inStreet.Theancientnamesofthesesitesarenotknown. 

Tell Abu-Zeitun. This small mound is located in the Yarkon valley on the main route from Joppa via 

Tell Jarisha to Aphek. Abel (GP, 53) suggested that Tell Abu-Zeitun should be identified with the 

levitical city of Gath-Rimmon, mentioned together with Jehud and Bene-berak in the territory of the tribe 

of Dan (Josh 19:45; 21:24), but against this Mazar (IEJ 1:63) identified it with Tell Jerisha (M.R. 132166; 

cf. also LBHG, 45). Tell Abu-Zeitun was excavated in 1957, and two occupation levels (Ia and Ib), dating 

from the Persian period, were uncovered. The finds from level Ia date to the 5th century B.C. and include 

shardsofimportedAtticwareandanostraconwiththename―Hasshub‖inscribed.Thisnameappears5

times in the Bible, in contexts related to the postexilic period (1 Chr 9:14; Neh 11:15).  

Pardes Katz. In 1961 excavations here uncovered the foundations of a hexagonal structure that could be 

dated to early in the 1st century B.C. on the basis of a coin of Alexander Jannaeus discovered among the 

ruins. This structure is similar in design to a larger hexagonal structure partially excavated over a decade 

earlier on Arlosoroff Street in downtown Tel Aviv (whose finds also dated to the Hellenistic period). The 

Arlosoroff structure appears to have been related to a rectangular structure (13.5 by 9 m) excavated 

further W on Hayarkon Street in front of the Hilton Hotel in downtown Tel Aviv (EAEHL 4:1167), which 

also yielded a coin of Alexander Jannaeus. It appears, then, that the Pardes Katz structure near Bene-

Beraq was probably part of a fortification line that, in the W, terminated near the Mediterranean Sea with 

the two downtown Tel Aviv structures. Presumably the E terminus of this line was Ras el-˓Ain (biblical 

ANTIPATRIS), since Josephus (Ant 13.390) reports that Alexander Jannaeus built the fortification line 

―fromthemountainsideaboveAntipatristotheseacoastofJoppa‖(seemap,EAEHL 4:1163).  

Givat ha-Radar (Bab el-Hawwah). Excavations on the NW side of this hill were first carried out in 

1942, and some 12 caves and pits with Chalcolithic burials in baked clay ossuaries were discovered (Ory 

1946). These ossuaries were similar to those found in Hederah and Tel Aviv (EAEHL 2:496; 4:1163). In 

1952, the NE section of the hill was excavated, yielding two more Chalcolithic burial caves. One (2 m in 

diameter) was completely empty; apparently the inhabitants of the site had no time to make use of it. The 

ceiling of the other cave (7 m in diameter) had collapsed, crushing most of the pottery and ossuaries 

inside, although the entrance of the cave was undisturbed. The ossuaries, containing human remains, were 

placed in the corners of the cave on stone-slab benches, while the pottery and incense burners lay in the 

center. Most of the ossuaries were shaped like rectangular houses within the opening placed high on the 

short ends (see EAEHL, 185). The largest ossuary was 60 by 25 by 40 cm, while the smaller ones were 

only 15 cm in diameter.  

The Weisnitz Yeshiva. Artifacts were uncovered while the foundations of a modern synagogue were 

being dug at the Weisnitz Yeshiva on a high hill E of Bene-Beraq. Excavations in 1953 uncovered the 

remains of four building levels, all dating to the 3d and 2d centuries B.C. and all using dressed kurkar 

stones, rough stones, and pise de terre. Other finds included several bronze coins, potshards, and 

fragments of lamps. Apparently this had been part of a Hellenistic fort which served as an observation 

point overlooking the road running E from the Yarkon basin to the Ono valley.  

Modi‘in Street. Modi‘inStreetservesasthemunicipalboundarybetweenthemoderntownsofBene-

Baraq and Ramat-Gan, and ancient remains have been found scattered over the hills on both sides of the 

street. Excavations there—first by Ory, then by Kaplan—uncovered a number of burial caves, the remains 

of a mosaic floor, and the floor of a winepress, all dating between the 1st century B.C. and the 5th century 

A.D.  
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J. KAPLAN  

BENE QEDEM. See EAST, PEOPLE OF THE.  

BENE-JAAKAN (PLACE) [Heb bĕnê ya˓ăqān (ֵני ַיֲףָקן  )]. A campsite for the people of Israelבְּ

during the wilderness period (Num 33:31–32). It is described as being near the border of Edom. The name 

Jaakan is also associated with this region as one of the Horite clans in the genealogy of Seir (1 Chr 1:42). 

The movements of the people in the Numbers passage suggest a regular migration route with their herds 

from one grazing area and water source to another. Elsewhere (Deut 10:6) this site is called BEEROTH 

BENE-JAAKAN.  

VICTOR H. MATTHEWS  

BENEDICTUS. The prophetic poem in praise of God ascribed to Zachariah in Luke 1:67–79.God‘s

redemptive concern for the people of Israel is the dominant theme, which in turn invites consideration of 

thepeople‘sappropriateresponse. 

Within the total structure of Luke 1,thepoemservesascounterpointtotheangelGabriel‘s

announcement (vv 30–33) and the Magnificat (vv 46–55). The poem is carefully crafted. Although it 

contains numerous Hebraic features, Luke is conscious of his Greco-Roman public and shapes the poem 

in a pattern of preamble (vv 68–75), in which he features the goodness of God, and of resolution (vv 76–

79), in which he setsforthJohn‘sassignment,withvv 74–75 serving as transition.  

Linking the beginning and the end is the term episkeptomai (visit, vv 68, 78). The theme of rescue is 

expressed in a variety of ways and pervades the whole, with the specific term soteria (salvation) sounding 

the thematic beat with special force at intervals (vv 69, 71, 77). In a corresponding manner, there is 

dramaticinterplayofpeople‘sexpectationsandapparentdelayofdivineaction,atensionthat is relieved 

byassuranceofGod‘sfidelityasexhibitedinhistory‘spresenthour(vv 70, 72–73). A further 

contributing factor to the dramatic impact of the poem are the two varieties of hostilities. On the one hand, 

the people are oppressed by their enemies (vv 71–73), and on the other, the people through sin are in 

opposition to God. Salvation in its deepest reality means that God rescues the people from their sins so 

thattheymayserveGod―withoutfearinholinessandrighteousness…allthedaysof‖theirlives(vv 74–

75). The implication is that God will in turn resolve hostilities from other directions, and it is the function 

of John the Baptist to prepare the people for the entrance of Jesus (vv 76–77). The poem therefore 

appropriatelyendsonthenoteof―peace‖(v 79), for God offers in Jesus the ultimate definition of peace. 

WithinthetotalstructureofLuke‘sgospel,echoesoftheBenedictusaretobeheard(especiallyat7:16 

and,indramaticcontrasttoJesus‘reactioninthefaceofJerusalem‘snegativeresponse,at19:41–44).  

Zachariah‘swordsamplifythepromisesoftheMagnificat(Luke 1:46–55). Among its other functions in 

Luke‘stotalworkareintroductionoftheprincipalchristologicalissues,especiallyinreferencetoJesus‘

role as a Davidide (cf. 6:3; 18:38–39; Acts 2, 4, 13), relation to Abraham and moral responsibility (Luke 

3:8; 13:16, 28; 16:19–37), and the mission of the Servant of the Lord, with emphasis on the gift of peace. 

SinceLuke‘sauditorsknowhowthestoryofJesusends,theoptimistictoneofthepoemevokes

awareness of the bleak realitysoontobeexpressedinSimeon‘swarningaddressedtoMary(2:34).  

The poem appears to have originated in Jewish-Christian Palestinian circles, before the fall of 

Jerusalem. It is a blend of terms and phrases drawn for the most part from the Old Testament, with themes 

that are reminiscent of the Psalms of Solomon, and in a form that parallels poems in praise of God from 

Qumran (1 QM 14). Whether Luke edited a Semitic original or a Greek translation cannot be determined 

with certainty, but vv 73–75 include Hellenistic chancery phrasing, some of which parallels philosophical 

terminology(―oathwhichheswore‖[cf.SIG³ 1917: no. 736.135–37])and―inholinessandrighteousness‖

[SIG no. 800.21; Pl. Prt. 329c]). That he composed the entire poem is not generally considered probable, 

but vv 70 and 76–77 may well owe their origin to his editorial pen.  



The Benedictus is used in the Office of Lauds in Eastern and Western liturgies. (See Fitzmyer Luke AB, 

374–90; Pirot DBSup 4:956–62.)  
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FREDERICK W. DANKER  

BENEFACTOR. A person or deity who is considered to be of singular merit (Gk areté) because of 

benefits conferred on others. The infrequency of the term ―benefactor‖andcognatesintranslationsofthe

Bible does not adequately reflect the historical context in which especially the Greek NT and the LXX 

and related literature took shape. As indicated below, the word euergetēs (one who does good; Luke 

22:25; also Esth 8:12c, n; Wis 19:14; 2 Macc 4:2), is but one of many terms used in reference to 

benefactors (cf. Pollux 5.140) whether deities or human beings, from heads of state to secretaries of small 

clubs (see Jessen and Oehler PW 6:978–81; Willrich PW 6:981–82).  

Literature from the time of Homer attests the prestige enjoyed by those who were noted for their aretē 

and displays a democratizing procesq from recognition of military prowess (Achilles, Hector) to emphasis 

onmoralvirtue.Plato‘sdialoguesaremainlydiscourses on aretē and the essence of beneficence (Meno 

96e). The truly public-spirited citizen or benefactor is one who aspires to the highest virtues, including, 

especially, uprightness (dikaiosynē). Stoic philosophers encouraged the democratizing process, and some 

of the terminology they helped popularize became a formulaic element in bureaucratic and sacral 

documents,principallyepigraphic,inpraiseofbenefactors,divineandhuman.SomeofPaul‘sdiction

(dikaiosynē and charis [beneficence]) would be especially meaningful to Greco-Roman addressees.  

Recognition of aretē andbeneficencecutsacrossboundariesofgender.Luke‘srecognitionofanumber

of women (Luke 8:1–3), and of Lydia (Acts 16:14) shows accurate cultural awareness (see also 

ASSOCIATIONS). Women benefactors cited in inscriptions include, for example, Manto, daughter of 

Bion and wife of Chaireas, who was honored by youth associations for her contributions (CIG no. 3101); 

and at Atalaia a woman gymnasiarch named Kaikilia Tertylla headed elders, young men, and boys (SEG 

no. 696).  

Among the terms used in the Greek Bible either to describe those who qualify for special recognition or 

to express their beneficent actions are:extraordinary merit (aretēPhil 4:8; 1 Pet 2:9; 2 Pet 1:3, 5); a good 

person (anēr agathos, Luke 23:50; Acts 11:24);onewhoexhibitsnobility,―fineandgood‖(kalos kai 

agathos or kalokagathos, 2 Macc 15:12; Luke 8:15); one who serves with total devotion, gives oneself 

(didous heauton and related expressions, 1 Macc 2:50; 11:23; Gal 1:4; Titus 2:14; Acts 15:26; 20:24; 2 

Cor 8:5; 12:15; 1 Thess 2:8); one engaged in public service (leitourgos, Rom 13:6; 15:16; Phil 2:25; verb, 

leitourgeō, Rom 15:27; leitourgia, 2 Cor 9:12; Phil 2:17, 30); one who is generously kind (chrēstos, 

frequently of God in the Psalms; 1 Macc 6:11; 2 Macc 1:24; Luke 6:35; Rom 2:4; Eph 4:32; 1 Pet 2:3; 

chrēstotēs, Rom 2:4; 11:22; 2 Cor 6:6; Eph 2:7; Tit 3:4); one who exhibits goodwill (eunoeō, Esth 8:12u; 

eunoia, Esth 2:23; 3:13c; 6:4; 1 Macc 11:33, 53; 2 Maccabees passim; Eph 6:7); one who functions as 

savior (sōtēr, passim);onedistinguished―inwordanddeed‖(logō kai ergō, Luke 24:19; Acts 7:22); one 

offering friendly help to people in need (philanthrōpia, Esth 8:121; 2 Macc 6:22; 14:9; Acts 28:2; Tit 3:4; 

adj., 1 Esdr 8:10; Wis 1:6; 7:23; 12:19; 2 Macc 4:11; verb, 2 Macc 13:23; adverb, 2 Macc 9:27; Acts 

27:3); one who is noted for righteousness (dikaiosynē, passim) or piety (eusebeia, passim) or both; one 

eager to render service (philotimeomai, Rom 15:20; 2 Cor 5:9; 1 Thess 4:11; adv. philotimōs, 2 Macc 

2:21); one who does good works (verbs, euergeteō, Ps 12[13]:6; 56[57]:3; 114[116]:7; Wis 3:5; 11:5; 

16:2; 2 Macc 10:38; Acts 10:38; nouns, euergetēs, Esth 8:12c, n; Wis 19:14; 2 Macc 4:2; Lk 22:25; 

euergesia, Ps 77[78]:11; Wis 16:11, 24; 2 Macc 6:13; 9:26; Acts 4:9; 1 Tim 6:2; euergetikos, Wis 7:22; 

euergetēma, 2 Macc 5:20;andonewhocarriesoutobligations―freely‖;dórean, Rom 3:24; 2 Cor 11:7). 

Of the 22 occurrences of the euerg- word family relating to beneficence in the Greek Bible, 14 have God 

as their referent, directly or indirectly:Ps 12(13):6; 56 (57):3; 77(78):11; 114(116):7; Wis 3:5; 7:23; 11:5; 

16:2, 11; 2 Macc 5:20; 6:13; 10:38; Luke 22:25; Acts 4:9; 1 Tim 6:2. The balance span a variety of 



benefactors:Esth 8:12c 2x (unspecified); 8:12n (Mordecai); Wis 16:24 (creation); 19:14 (Jews in Egypt); 

2 Macc 4:2 (Onias); 9:26 Antiochos Epiphanes; Luke 22:25 (false claimants to the title).  

Apart from conventional terminology, praise for a specific service that has been rendered may identify 

one as a benefactor. Such is the case in Luke 7:1–10.SoalsoTitusandanunnamed―brother‖receive

commendation from Paul for their valued services (2 Cor 8:16–24), and Onesiphoros is singled out in 2 

Tim 1:15–18.  

Since the very notion of deity implies beneficent concern, recitals in praise of such deities as Isis and 

Sarapis have been called aretalogies, but when used in such a narrow sense the term lacks scientific 

precision and is therefore best applied to all recitals of exceptional merit, whether of deities or human 

beings. Much of the Book of Wisdom is an aretalogy of wisdom, and Sirach 24 parallels the 

autobiographical aretalogy of Isis found at Kyme. Various additions to the Hebrew text of Esther (LXX 

Rahlfs, 3:13a–g and 8:12a–x,13)beartheimpressofbenefactorthemesanddiction.TheversionofJesus‘

sermon in Luke 6:20–49 is a mosaic of benefactor motifs with emphasis on pandemic divine generosity 

(6:35). Luke 22:24–27 isnotanattackontheterm―benefactor,‖butondistortionoftheconceptbyselfish

egotists. Indeed, Acts 4:8–10, with its use of the term euergesis in v 9, shows that Luke approves of the 

diction when understood properly and shows that the disciples finally absorbed their lesson. Luke also 

makes effective use of the antonym kakourgos (malefactor, Luke 23:32, 33, 39) to highlight the 

contrasting role of Jesus as the Great Benefactor.  

AtLystra,BarnabasandPauldescribeGodasthe―benefactorwhobestowsrainandfruitfulseasons,

andinrichmeasureprovidesyouwithfoodandcontentment‖(Acts 14:17; cf. Xenophon Mem. 4.3). Paul 

repeats the words in slightly altered form at Athens (Acts 17:25–26).JesusChristisidentifiedas―one 

whowentaboutasabenefactor,healingallwhowereoppressedbythedevil‖(Acts 10:38). This 

descriptionencapsulatesLuke‘sportrayalofJesusintheGospel,wheretheevangelist‘seditorial

treatment of tradition depicts Jesus as the Great Benefactor, with the climactic observation of 

Kleopas:―powerfulindeedandword‖(Luke 24:19). Like Greco-Roman heads of state who surmounted a 

variety of perils in behalf of their constituencies, Jesus is an endangered benefactor who endures even 

deathincommitmenttoresponsibility.InsteadofpronouncingJesustobeGod‘sSon(Mark 15:39), the 

centurionatthecrossinLuke‘saccountdeclareshimtobe―upright‖(Luke 23:47), an outstanding mark 

of the benefactor.  

The ultimate reward for extraordinary beneficence is immortality. According to Greco-Roman legends, 

some of the most notable recipients of such honor include Herakles, Asklepios, Empedokles, Alexander 

the Great, Romulus, Julius Caesar, and Caesar Augustus. Through resurrection Jesus becomes the 

immortalofimmortals,restoredtoIsraelandtheworldasGod‘suniquegift(Acts 10:39–43).  

Invitations to imitate benefactors are common in honorary inscriptions, and Paul makes frequent use of 

the topic in his ethical appeals and in descriptions of his own lifestyle. Indeed, 2 Corinthians owes much 

ofitsdramaticcolorationtoPaul‘sprojectionofhimself,occasionally with tongue in cheek, as a person 

of exceptional merit and benefactor of the Corinthian Christians. Hence he emphasizes his total 

commitment to the gospel of divine beneficence that he brought to Corinth. A dominant feature is the 

apostle‘suseofaformulation known as peristasis or recital of personal hardships (2 Cor 4:7–12; 6:3–10; 

11:22–29). Greco-Romans prized endurance in their heads of state, and the theme frequently appears in 

documents honoring benefactors.  

InLuke‘swritingstheIsaianicServantoftheLordispartlyinterpretedthroughuseoftheGreco-Roman 

benefactor model (see NUNC DIMITTIS). In the Book of Revelation both God and Jesus Christ are the 

recipients of numerous accolades that display a blend of Semitic and Greco-Roman formulation, with 

references to creation or salvation (Rev 4:11; 5:9–14; 7:10–17; 11:16–18; 12:10–12; 19:1–8).  

Bibliography  
Danker, F. 1982. Benefactor: Epigraphic Study of a Graeco-Roman and New Testament Semantic Field. St. Louis.  
Mott, S. 1971. The Greek Benefactor and Deliverance from Moral Distress. Diss. Harvard.  

Skard, E. 1932. Zwei religiös-politische Begriffe: Euergetes-Concordia. Oslo.  

Veyne, P. 1976. Le Pain et Le Cirque. Paris.  



FREDERICK W. DANKER  

BENINU (PERSON) [Heb bĕn  nû (ִנינּו  )]. A Levite and a signatory to the code of Nehemiah (Nehבְּ

10:13).Thenamemaymean―ourson,‖butsomescholarshavesuggestedthatthenamesofotherLevites,

Chenani (9:4), Bani (Ezra 2:10), and Binnui (Ezra 8:33), may have originally stood here in the list, since 

Beninu receives only a single mention (Brockington Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 180).  

FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT  

BENJAMIN (PERSON) [Heb binyām  n (ָיִֹמין ָיִֹמן) ); binyāminִבנְּ  )]. BENJAMINITE. 1. Theִבנְּ

youngest son of Jacob (Gen 35:18) and, as such, a designation for an Israelite tribe and its territory. 

Accordingly,thetribe‘smembersortheinhabitantsofthetribalregionare called Benjaminites.  

A. Name  

SinceallofJacob‘ssonsshouldbeunderstoodasheroes eponymi of the corresponding Israelite tribes, 

theuseofthenameBenjamintorefertoJacob‘syoungestsonshouldbeseenasasecondaryapplication

dependent on the tribal name Benjamin. All other instances of Benjamin as a personal name should be 

understood similarly (1 Chr 7:10; Ezra 10:32; Neh 3:23). Thus the use of the name Benjamin as a tribal 

designation represents the primary witness to the Israelite name Benjamin.  

The tribe of Benjamin and its territory, as well as the personal name based on them, are always 

designated in the OT by the Hebrew word bnymyn. Alongside of this, the construction bn-ymyny (bny) 

serves as a name for the members of the tribe of Benjamin. Appearing occasionally, the word bnymyn 

composed with bn (bny) or ˒yš (˒nšy) (Judg 1:21; 1 Sam 4:12; Ezra 10:9) represents a subsequent stage of 

development, since the word bnymyn itself already contains the word bn. This composition was created by 

analogy with the verbal construction bn-ymyny (bny) or ˒yš ymyn (˒nšy).  

A comparison of the word forms bnymyn and bn-ymyny shows clearly that both have the same meaning 

and also that the word ymyn (―therightside,‖―thesouthside‖)providesthekeywordforexplainingthe

nameBenjamin.Therefore,thisnamesignifies―sonoftheright-handside‖or―sonofthesouth,‖ that is, 

the one dwelling on the right or to the south. This designation for the tribe of Benjamin (or its members) 

can be understood only from the geographical perspective of this tribe in relationship to another 

geographical or ethnic entity. It is very probable that this name reflects the close connection between the 

tribe of Benjamin and the influential tribe of Ephraim settled to its immediate north. Since Ephraim, 

togetherwiththetribeofManasseh,wassubsumedundertherubric―houseofJoseph‖during the 

monarchy, it is also clear why Benjamin usually appears alongside Joseph in the tribal lists (Gen 35:24; 

46:19, 21; 1 Chr 2:2)andwhythefictivetribalancestorisJoseph‘sonlyfullbrotherwhoreceivesspecial

treatment; thus Benjamin plays a special role in the Joseph novella (Gen 42:4, 36; 43:14–16, 29, 34; 

44:12; 45:12, 14, 22).  

In the story of the birth of Benjamin (Gen 35:16–20), which refers back to the birth of Joseph (30:24) 

and therefore represents Benjamin as the second son of Rachel by Jacob, Rachel gives this son the name 

Ben-Oni (Heb ben-˒ n  ).Afterherdeath,Jacobchangedthisname(whichmeans―sonofmypain/sorrow‖)

toBenjamin,understoodas―childofhappiness/fortune‖(comparethesamedoublingoftheArabic

―Yemen‖(―landofthesouth‖and―ArabiaFelix‖).Thepointofthis unhistorical narrative (elucidating an 

itinerary reference; Westermann Genesis BKAT,675)wastoelaborateliterarilyonthedeathofJacob‘s

favorite wife at the time his youngest son was born.  

B. Tribal History  

1. Premonarchic Period. Often attempts have been made to derive the name Benjamin from the 

historical situation of nomadic groups in the first half of the 2d millennium B.C.E., which witness both 

Banū-śim˓al, ―sonofthenorth,‖andBanū-yamīna, ―sonofthesouth‖(cuneiformtextsofKingZimrilim 

of Mari). Primarily because of the great temporal and geographical discrepancies between the actual 

appearance of the tribe of Benjamin and the depiction of this emergence in Canaan, such a connection is 

quite uncertain. This does not exclude the possibility, however, that clans forming the tribe of Benjamin 

may have originated outside of the land of Canaan. According to the so-called Benjaminite conquest 



tradition (Joshua 2–9), which was expanded to form a pan-Israelite presentation only at a second stage, 

these clans shortly before 1200 B.C.E. forged their way from the E across the Jordan at Jericho into the 

small land mass between Luz-Bethel and Jerusalem. At this time the old Canaanite city Gibeon (Joshua 9) 

formed the W boundary. Although the figure Rachel is associated especially with Benjamin in the OT 

traditions (Gen 35:19 emendation; 1 Sam 10:2; Jer 31:15), it remains an open question whether she was 

the leader of these clans. In any case, Joshua probably played a leading role in the establishment of the 

Benjaminite clans in Cisjordan. Since he was an Ephraimite (Josh 24:29–30), one can assume that there 

was a close connection between the Benjaminite and Ephraimite clans even before the conquest, perhaps 

in the form of a military coalition. This is impressively confirmed by the boundary line between the 

Benjaminite and Ephraimite settlements in the area around the sanctuary at Gilgal (Joshua 4–5). The 

territories of the Benjaminite and Ephraimite clans were divided up so that this initial sanctuary to 

Yahweh, built by Joshua where an older cultic place had once stood, lay almost exactly on the border 

between the Benjaminite and Ephraimite regions. The traditions of a Benjaminite-Ephraimite military 

coalition entering Canaan from the E may be confirmed by the archaeological evidence at Benjaminite 

sites. For example, the excavations at Gibeah, Mizpah, and Ai attest new, small settlements at the 

beginning of the Iron I period, and field surveys at Anathoth, Geba, and Ramah confirm this picture. 

Nevertheless some archaeologists suspect that the Iron Age inhabitants of Ai came there not from the E 

but from the lowlands to the W and N. See also AI (PLACE).  

Because of the small size of the Benjaminite clans and their territory compared with those of the 

Ephraimite clans, Benjamin soon became increasingly dependent on Ephraim. This seems to be the case 

already in the Song of Deborah, which presents a leaderless Benjamin associated closely with Ephraim 

(Judg 5:14). The smallness of this tribe also explains how King Eglon of Moab could force it to render 

tribute for eighteen years, until Ehud the Benjaminite again was able to dissolve this dependence (Judg 

3:12–30).When,ontheotherhand,BenjaminiscomparedinJacob‘sblessingwitharapaciouswolfthat

rips up and devours its prey (Gen 49:27), an allusion is being made to attacks on merchant caravanners 

traveling through the land. No doubt the Benjaminites were very skilled in the use of weapons and were 

feared for that reason, particularly because many of them were left-handed (Judg 3:21; 20:16) and 

practiced an unorthodox style of combat. It was this moment of unbridled warfare that led the 

Benjaminites to the brink of destruction, especially when they turned on members of their own people 

Israel. In a battle against other Israelite tribes, above all Ephraim (Judges 19–21), Benjamin was almost 

totally destroyed. Its continued existence was made possible only because the men who were not killed 

were permitted to acquire new wives from non-Benjaminite areas (Judges 21).  

2. The Early Monarchic Period. The tribe of Benjamin achieved its historical zenith, exerting a great 

influence on the other tribes, in the establishment of the monarchy under King Saul, who was himself a 

Benjaminite (1 Sam 9:1–2, 21; 10:20–21; 2 Sam 21:14; Acts 13:21). Actions taken by him and his oldest 

son Jonathan against the Philistines (1 Sam 13:2–4, 15–23; 14:16) in the tribal area of Benjamin, signaled 

Israel‘sliberationfromPhilistineoccupation.Afterconsolidatinghisstrongposition,heexpandedthe

Benjaminite tribal territory to the west. He did this by conquering the old Canaanite cities Gibeon and 

Beeroth, and perhaps even Chephirah. When he captured Gibeon, he was probably pursuing the 

concurrent goal of establishing for the young kingdom a capital that was independent of the other tribes. 

At the same time he was able to build a royal sanctuaryonthe―greatheight‖locatedintheimmediate

vicinity of Gibeon, which took on a special significance even during the reign of King Solomon (1 Kgs 

3:4–15).  

After the death of King Saul and his three oldest sons in the Philistine defeat of the Israelites (1 Samuel 

31),thetribeofBenjaminacknowledgedSaul‘syoungestson,Ish-baal, as his successor (2 Sam 2:9). 

Soon afterward, encouraged by Abner, it transferred its allegiance to David (2 Sam 2:19).SinceAbner‘s

decision was kindled by entirely personal motives, the majority of Benjaminites continued to reject 

David.Accordingly,Absalom‘srevoltagainstDavidwasprobablywelcomed,asthebehaviorofShimei 

the Benjaminite in this affair indicates (2 Sam 16:11). The rebellion of the Benjaminite Sheba against 

David also reveals this as well (2 Samuel 20).  



When King Solomon parceled out the tribes N of Judah into twelve districts, the tribal territory of 

Benjamin became an independent district with its own governor, Shimei (1 Kgs 4:18). The division of the 

kingdomafterSolomon‘sdeathagainneutralizedthisaction,andBenjaminchoseanalliancewithJudah,

forming a kingdom bearing the name Judah ruled by King Rehoboam (1 Kgs 12:20 [LXX], 21–24). The 

boundary list in Josh 16:1–3, which should be understood as a document supplementing the list in Josh 

15:2–12a from the Davidic period, represents the border that had emerged between the fraternal kingdoms 

of Israel and Judah. By combining these two lists, a Deuteronomistic redactor probably in the exilic 

period created the Benjaminite boundary list in Josh 18:12–20.  

3. The Later Monarchic Period. As a consequence of the battles that were soon to begin between 

Israel and Judah, in the subsequent decades the boundary between these two kingdoms was shifted 

repeatedly. This led at the same time to a division of the tribal territory of Benjamin. Initially, Judah was 

evenabletoannextheregionsbeyondBenjamin‘sNborder,inparticular,thoseofBethel,Jeshanah,and 

Ephron (2 Chr 13:19). Then, probably still under Jeroboam I, Israel was able to take the offensive and 

during the reign of Baasha pushed forward as far as Ramah, where a defensive fortification was installed 

at the border (1 Kgs 15:17).EvenifthatmighthavemeanttheIsraeliteoccupationofBenjamin‘sN

territory, the Judean king Asa soon afterward effected a withdrawal of the N kingdom beyond Geba and 

Mizpah (1 Kgs 15:22), thereby regaining almost the entire central section of the tribal territory of 

Benjamin as a possession of the S kingdom. The NE part of Benjamin remained Israelite territory, 

however,asJericho‘sresettlementbyEphraimitesfromBethelshows(1 Kgs 16:34). Also Geba and 

Parah were probably annexed to the Benjaminite territory in the N kingdom during the reign of King 

Amaziah of Judah (cf. 2 Kgs 14:8–14). For a short time during the Syro-Ephraimite war, Israel eventually 

occupied the entire region of Benjamin as far as its S border (cf. Hos 5:8).  

After the Assyrian destruction of the N kingdom, King Josiah was the first person able to reunite the N 

part of Benjamin and the districts of Bethel, Ophrah, and Zemaraim with the kingdom of Judah, as 

indicated by Josh 18:21–24 (which forms a supplement to the list of Benjaminite place names from this 

time). This additional listing supplements the list of place names for the Kingdom of Judah (probably 

compiled already during the reign of King Uzziah or even earlier), according to which the S kingdom was 

divided into twelve districts and the Benjaminite territory that belonged to Judah formed a separate 

district (Josh 18:25–28a).  

In the years immediately before and after the demise of the Kingdom of Judah in 587 B.C.E., Benjamin 

took on a special significance onceagain.ApparentlynottouchedbyNebuchadrezzar‘sreductionofthe

Kingdom of Judah in 597 B.C.E. (cf. Jer 32:8; 37:12), Benjamin probably served as a center of opposition 

to the policies of the last Judean king, Zedekiah. The prophet Jeremiah, who spoke vehemently against the 

anti-Babylonian policies of Zedekiah, came from Anathoth in Benjamin (Jer 1:1). Undoubtedly, 

Benjaminite territory remained unscathed in the destruction of 587 B.C.E. because of this disposition 

within Benjaminite circles. It was therefore only a matter of course that the Benjaminite city Mizpah 

became the administrative seat of the highest ranking, native official installed by the Babylonians over the 

annexed area (2 Kgs 25:22–23; Jer 40:6) after the dissolution of the kingdom of Judah. That also had the 

consequence that other officials, scribes, and priests settled here. The sanctuary at Mizpah acquired a 

special status (Jer 41:5), and the Deuteronomistic History (Dtr) probably even came into existence here 

soon afterward.  

4. The Postexilic Period. In the postexilic period the tribal area of Benjamin remained in close 

association with Judah. Along with Judah, Benjamin was initially put under the command of the Persian 

governor in Samaria. Those returning from Babylonian exile considered their destination to be both Judah 

proper and Benjamin, and Benjaminites participated in various ways in the subsequent restoration. 

Perhaps already under the leadership of Zerubbabel, but certainly at the time of Nehemiah, Benjamin and 

Judah achieved the status of an independent subprovince in the Persian satrapy Beyond-the-River (Neh 

5:14). The archaeological record attests to the destruction of numerous Benjaminite towns (Bethel, 

Gibeon, Gibeah) in the first quarter of the 5th century B.C.E. The precise significance of this is debated, 

although it seems to indicate some disturbances between the Judaean community in Jerusalem and 



Samaria to its north, possibly related to the political tensions described in Ezra 4 (Widengren IJH, 502, 

525–26).  

Afterwards both Benjamin and Judah were incorporated as Youdaia into the kingdom of Alexander the 

Great and in the kingdoms of the Hellenistic Diadochi. The postexilic literature knows Benjamin as a 

completely independent tribe, almost always named along with Ephraim and Manasseh or Joseph. 

Chronicles provides a plethora of genealogical material (1 Chr 7:6–12; 8; 9:3, 7–9) as well as some 

special traditions (1 Chr 12:2–7, 16–18; 21:6) on this subject. Furthermore, the knowledge that Benjamin 

was an independent entity was not lost in the Roman period. Even the apostle Paul is acutely aware of his 

heritage as a Benjaminite (Rom 11:1; Phil 3:5).  
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TRANS. PHILLIP R. CALLAWAY  

2. A son of Bilhan (1 Chr 7:10), which according to the genealogy of 1 Chr 7:6–12 (which was probably 

based on a postexilic list), was a great grandson of the patriarch Benjamin (#1 above). Some scholars have 

suggested that this genealogy probably belongs to the patriarch Zebulun, but Williamson (Ezra, 

Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 78) finds the proposed emendations unconvincing.  

3. A son of Harim (Ezra 10:31–32), who is listed among those who had married a foreign woman, 

possibly the Benjamin of Neh 3:23. Since his name appears in the third list, following the lists of priests 

(Ezra 10:18–22) and Levites (Ezra 10:23–24), this Benjamin must have been a layman.  

4. A man who, along with Hasshub (a man who shared a house with Benjamin), repaired part of 

Jerusalem‘swall(Neh 3:23). Although many involved in the repairs were priests and Levites, it is not 

clear if the Benjamin named here was of levitical descent. Benjamin is not a priestly name. If he was the 

Benjamin of Ezra 10:31–32, then he was a layman. (A lay Hasshub is mentioned in Neh 3:11; but it is a 

levitical Hasshub in Neh 11:15.) Is he the Benjamin mentioned in Neh 12:34? His name is given as one of 

the―princesofJudah‖(Neh 12:31) involved in the dedication of the wall (vv. 27–43). But there is some 

textual uncertainty. Clines (Chronicles NCBC, 231) suspects that Benjamin is a minor corruption of 

Miniamin (cf. vv 5, 17),butboththeVulgateandtheLXXread―Beniamin.‖HoweversincetheLXX,but

nottheVulgate,readsBeniamininv17aswell,Cline‘ssuspicionmaybecorrect. 

CRAIG A. EVANS  

BENJAMIN GATE (PLACE) (Heb ša˓ar binyām  n ( ָיִֹמיןַשַףר  ִבנְּ )). Gate of pre-exilic Jerusalem. 

In Jer 37:13, Jeremiah tried to leave the city for the territory of Benjamin by way of the Benjamin Gate; 

and in Jer 38:7, King Zedekiah was sitting in the Benjamin Gate. The fact that Jeremiah was heading N 

for Anathoth (Jer 1:1) by means of the Benjamin Gate argues that this gate was in the northeast part of the 

city, not far from the temple courts. This no doubt was the gate of the people described in Jer 17:19 where 

the kings of Judah went in and out. In postexilic times, this gate may have been called the 

Muster/Inspection Gate (Neh 3:31) located at the N end of the E wall, or, as others suggest, the Sheep 



Gate (Neh 3:32), at the upper end of the E wall. Some argue that the Upper Benjamin Gate (Jer 20:2) 

leading into the temple, rebuilt by King Jotham (2 Kgs 15:35), is the same as the Benjamin Gate, while 

others argue that the Benjamin Gate located in the city wall is to be distinguished from the Upper 

BenjaminGate,the―northgateoftheinner[temple]court‖ (Ezek 8:3).  

W. HAROLD MARE  

BENO (PERSON) [Heb bĕnô (נו )].Oneofthe―remainingLevites‖who,accordingtotheChronicler,בְּ

casts lots before David, Zadok, and Ahimelek in order to receive his place among the levitical household 

leaders (1 Chr 24:27). The Chronicler grants Beno a levitical lineage as the son of Jaaziah, a descendant 

of Merari, along with his brothers, Shoham, Zaccur, and Ibri (1 Chr 24:27). However, complex textual 

problems abound in the two verses of 1 Chronicles where Beno appears. The LXX contains variations on 

MT‘sbenô, yet its readings are also problematic. Two text-critical solutions seem most plausible. The 

first solution, based primarily on the MT, asserts that benô did not originally represent a personal name; 

instead, it was meant to convey its literal meaning—―hisson‖(Myers1 Chronicles AB, 163). The second 

solution, following the LXX, argues that benô in 1 Chr 24:27 most likely represents a corruption of BANI 

(Heb bān  ), a popular name in postexilic Judah (Curtis and Madsen Chronicles ICC, 274). In either case, 

it seems unlikely that benô ultimately refers to an historical person. Instead, its presence in the MT 

highlights the vicissitudes of the textual transmission of names in the OT.  

JOHN W. WRIGHT  

BEON (PLACE) [Heb bĕ˓ōn (עֹן  )]. A site in N Moab allotted to the tribe of Reuben for pasture (Numבְּ

32:3). It is generally identified with BAAL-MEON. The critical apparatus of BHS conjecturesthatMT‘s

b˓n is corrupt, and should be read *bt m˓n, that is, Beth Meon (as in Jer 48:23).  

C. GILBERT ROMERO  

BEOR (PERSON) [Heb bĕ˓ōr (עֹר  )]. 1. ThefatheroftheEdomite―king‖Bela(Gen 36:32; 1 Chrבְּ

1:43). See BELA.  

2. The father of the prophet Balaam (Num 22:5; 24:3, 15; 31:8; Deut 23:5; Josh 13:22; 24:9; Mic 6:5) 

alsoattestedintheBalaamTextfromTellDeir‘Alla(WeippertandWeippert1982;Hackett1984). 

As a personal name, b˓r is attested in Safaitic (Harding 1971:111); Ar Ba˓r in Ibn Hisham supposedly is 

a clerical error (Caskel 1966:224). Safaitic b˓r, however, is most easily vocalized *Ba˓īr ―camel‖;this

nounsignified―cattle‖inmoreancientWestSemiticlanguages(viz.HebandSabaic).TheHebpersonal

name b˓r˒, Baara (1 Chr 8:8), does not furnish a parallel either, since this can easily be explained as an 

hypocoristic formation of b˓l + rm/r˒h/r˓h. Albright‘sattempt(1944:232)toexplainBeorasasimilar 

formation does not agree with the vowel pattern, and the absence of any hypocoristic ending, in Beor. The 

Edomite and Transjordanian name Beor is, therefore, best regarded as unexplained (see Knauf 1985 for 

thelanguageoftheTellDeir‘Allahtext).  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

BERA (PERSON) [Heb bera˓ (ֶבַרע)]. King of Sodom, Gen 14:2. Elsewhere in the chap (vv 8, 10, 17, 

21, 22),heappearssimplyas―thekingofSodom.‖Togetherwithfourotherkings(ofGomorrah,Admah,

Zeboim, and Bela, that is, Zoar), Bera served Chedorlaomer for twelve years. In their thirteenth year, 

these kings rebelled and were defeated in the following year by Chedorlaomer and his allies in the Valley 



of SIDDIM. As the kings of Sodom and Gomorrah fled, they fell into bitumen pits, which certainly means 

that they perished. Therefore the verses 17, 21–22, in which the king of Sodom reappears alive and well, 

must be considered an interpolation (see ANER). The name Bera, like those of his allies (BIRSHA, 

SHINAB, SHEMEBER,andoriginallyBela),isa―speakingname,‖aswasalreadyperceivedbythe

Targum of Pseudo-Jonathan;itmeans―inevil,‖alludingtothewickednessofSodom. 

MICHAEL C. ASTOUR  

BERACAH (PERSON) [Heb bĕrākâ (ָרָכה  )]. A kinsman of Saul; one of the ambidextrous warriorsבְּ

from the tribe of Benjamin (1 Chr 12:3). In this list (1 Chr 12:1–8—Eng 12:1–7) the Chronicler is 

emphasizingtheextensivesupportDavidenjoyedamongSaul‘skinbeforeDavidbecameking. 

RAYMOND B. DILLARD  

BERACAH, VALLEY OF (PLACE) [Heb ˓ēmek bĕrākâ (ָרָכה  )]. A valley near Tekoaֵףֶֹמך בְּ

where Jehoshaphat and his people gathered to bless Yahweh for their marvelous victory over a coalition 

of invading Moabites, Ammonites, and Meunites (2 Chr 20:26). As prophesied by Jahaziel, the enemy 

was destroyed when they began fighting among themselves in the wilderness of Jeruel (2 Chr 20:14–23). 

The sensational nature of this story, however, has raised questions about its historicity (HAIJ, 223). 

Edward Robinson (1941, 3:275) and other early 19th-century explorers suggested that the biblical name 

was preserved in the ruin of Kh. Bereikut (M.R. 164117), next to modern-dayMigdal˓Ozandadjacentto

the main highway between Bethlehem and Hebron. Just S of Kh. Bereikut lies Wadi el-Arrub (=N. 

Mevorach) with its many springs and fertile valley (M.R. 163114). During NT times, an acqueduct 

directedwaterfromthesespringstoSolomon‘sPools,andfromthereontoJerusalem.Themajorityof

scholars who have noticed the similarity between bĕrākâ (―blessing‖)andbĕrēkâ (―pool‖) have thus 

preferred to locate the biblical site here, rather than in the small valley where Kh. Bereikut itself sits. 

Biq˓atHoreqanya(=Buqei˓ahValley),ca.6–8 km/4–5 miles NW of the Dead Sea has also been 

proposed, but this seems too far N to be a likely candidate. A more plausible suggestion is the wide valley 

of el-Baq˓ah(M.R.170116)NWofKh.et-Tuqu (Markus and Amit 1989:124–25). The likelihood of this 

valley being the biblical one is derived from its proximity to the wilderness of Tekoa (2 Chr 20:20), and 

from its strategic position adjacent to the ridge route between En-gedi and Bethlehem. The traditional 

identification with Wadi el-Arrub falls out of line with this more natural route of ascent into the Judean 

hills. It is possible that the apocalyptic Valley of Jehoshaphat mentioned in Joel 4:12—Eng 3:12 is an 

allusion to the same valley where Jehoshaphat was delivered.  
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R. A. MULLINS  

BERAIAH (PERSON) [Heb bĕrā˒yâ (ָראָיה  )]. One of the sons of Shimei, according to the longerבְּ

Benjaminite genealogy of the Chronicler (1 Chr 8:21).Thenamemeans―Yahwehcreated.‖Regardingthe

list of names of Benjaminites in this section (vv 13–27), Myers (1 Chronicles AB, 61) suggests that little 

historical importance can be derived from them, except that they are described in v 28 as―chiefmen‖

(Heb rā˒š  m) who dwelled in Jerusalem. This is taken as evidence of the tendency of Benjaminites and 

Judahites to mix during the period of the divided monarchy. Williamson disconnects v 28 from vv 13–27, 

understanding it instead as the beginning of the section vv 28–40 (1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 85). Verse 

28 is paralleled at 9:34.  

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  

BEREA (PLACE) [Gk Beréa (Βερέα)]. Var. BEROEA. 1. A Macedonian town on the Egnatian Way 

(40°31´N; 22°14´E) which Paul and Silas visited (Acts 17:10–15).Beroea,―aplaceofmanywaters,‖is

located near natural springs, 24 miles inland from the Gulf of Thermai, just below Mt. Bermius. The 



abundance of streams, the 600-ft. altitude, the scenic view of the Haliacmon plains, and its out-of-the-way 

location (Cic. Pis. 36) make Beroea one of the more desirable towns of the district of Emathia in 

southwestern Macedonia—modern Verria. Acts 17 identifies the Beroean Jews as nobler than the 

Thessalonicans.AndPaul‘slanguageimpliesthathisaudiencewasofhighsocialstanding.Numerous

extantinscriptionsattesttothetown‘sancientprominence.Beroea‘sroleinmilitaryengagementsisnoted

by the classicists (Polybius 27. 8; 28. 8; Livy 44. 45; 45. 29). Pompey chose Beroea as his winter home 

(49–48 B.C.)beforethebattleofPharsalus.ThecityfellforthelasttimetotheTurksin1374.Beroea‘s

bishopric status also highlights its prominence. Andronicus II (1283–1328) made the town a metropolis 

after it had already realized bishopric status under the metropolitan of Thessalonica.  

2. A town in the vicinity of Jerusalem, most likely on the Nablus-Jerusalem road. Bacchides took 20, 

000 infantry and 2, 000 cavalry to Berea, which was near Elasa (M.R. 169144) 1 Macc 7.8ff.; 9.4–5; Ant 

12.10.2).BeforebeingslainbyBacchides‘forces,JudahtheMaccabeeencampedatElasa(161B.C.)—

probably located on the Sharon-Jerusalem road between the two Beth-horons. Bireth, situated ten miles 

north of Jerusalem (M.R. 170149) on the road to Nablus, is the best possibility for Berea. Beeroth (Bireth) 

is a Hivite town in Benjamin (Beeroth in Josh 9:17; Beroth in 1 Esdr 5:19). Josephus lists a Beerzetho, 

thus making a candidate of Beerzeth, located four miles N-NW of Bireth (Ant 12. 11.1).  

3. Northern Syrian city between the Euphrates and the Orontes rivers, lying about midway between 

Hierapolis and Antioch (36°10´N; 37°0´E). Originally Aleppo (Halab), later renamed after the 

Macedonian Beroea by Seleucus Nicator (312–280), and then returned to the Semitic name Aleppo during 

the Middle Ages, this city became a stop on the important trade route between Persia and Europe. Aleppo 

housestheMosqueZakariyah,supposedlythetombofZechariah,JohntheBaptist‘sfather,andit

formerly hosted the Aleppo Codex of the OT. It was at Beroea where Antiochus Eupator executed 

Menelaus, the ex-high priest. A vivid account of Menelaus‘deathisrecordedin2 Macc 13:1–8:the 

BeroeanspushedMenelausintoatowerfiftycubitshigh,―fullofashes,witharotatingdevicedescending

steeplyfromeverydirectionintotheashes…hedidnotevenreachtheground.‖ 

JERRY A. PATTENGALE  

BERECHIAH (PERSON) [Heb berekyâ (ָיה ָיהּו) ), berekyāhûֶבֶרכְּ  )]. Var. BERACAH. 1. Aֶבֶרכְּ

son of Zerubbabel (1 Chr 3:20)anddescendantofDavid.ThelistofZerubbabel‘soffspringconsistsof

two sections. Berechiah is one of five names occurring after a listing of two other sons and a daughter. 

Why Berechiah and his four brothers are isolated in this way is not clear. Two possibilities are that they 

havethesamemotherorthattheywereborninJudahuponZerubbabel‘smigrationthere.Berechiah

means―Yahwehblesses‖andinthiscaseparticipatesinalistofnamesexpressingan optimism centered 

aroundtheJews‘returntoJudah;Meshullammeaning―recompensed,‖Hasadiah,―Yahwehisloyal,‖

Jushabhesed,―loyaltyreturns,‖etc. 

2. The father of Asaph, the latter being designated as a musician in the preexilic temple (1 Chr 6:39; 

15:17) along with Heman and Ethan. All three are noted as descendants of Levi. In the noted passages the 

name Berechiah occurs in one of three lists anachronistically placing Heman, Asaph, and Ethan in the 

time of David. Historically the lists belong to the postexilic era; they presuppose a stage in the temple 

liturgy when Levites and singers were not distinguished as Ezra 2:41 and Neh 7:44 indicates they once 

were. Complicated questions concerning identity arise regarding references to Berechiah in 1 Chr 6:39; 

9:16; and 15:17, 23. Questions of identity are treated below in numbers 3 and 4.  

3. A gatekeeper for the ark (1 Chr 15:23). This Berechiah has been identified with the postexilic 

Berechiah of number 4 below. Because the cultic figures mentioned in 1 Chronicles 15 are 

anachronistically portrayed as living in the time of David and are historically more at home in the 

postexilic period, an identification is possible. The identification should probably be extended to include 

Berechiah in 1 Chr 6:39 and 15:17. In the light of the close narrative proximity of the references to 

Berechiah in 1 Chronicles 15, might one assume that if distinction were intended, a patronymic or filial 

reference would have indicated such a difference in 15:23? The fact that in 1 Chr 15:23 Berechiah is 

noted as a gatekeeper for the ark while in 1 Chr 6:39 and 9:16 the same is noted as a musician does not 



militate against an identification. Indeed, 1 Chr 15:21, 24 cities Obededom as both musician and 

gatekeeper (1 Chr 15:21, 24).  

4. A postexilic Levite who is listed as among the first Jews to return to Judah (1 Chr 9:16). Note the 

possible identifications discussed in number 3 above. If they are correct, then 1 Chr 6:39, 9:16, 15:17, 23 

refer to the same Berechiah. Neh 11:15–18 containsaparallellistofLevites,butBerechiah‘snamedoes

not occur there. Curtis and Madsen (Chronicles ICC, 172) views the Chronicles text as corrupt. Neither 

list is a copy of the other since there are significant differences. Instead of one list being a corruption of 

the other, they both probably stem from a common archival source (Myers Ezra-Nehemiah AB, 185) and 

wereeditedwithregardtothespecificintentoftheredactor.WhetherBerechiah‘snamewasevenpartof

the original archival source cannot be known.  

5. A son of Iddo and father of Zechariah the prophet (Zech 1:1, 7; Matt 23:35). Ezra 5:1; 6:14; and Neh 

12:16 listIddoasZechariah‘sfather.TheproposalthatBerechiahwasinsertedinZech 1:1, 7 due to the 

influence of Isa 8:2 lacks a basis. First, Isa 8:2 has the form Jeberechiah whereas Zech 1:1, 7 uses the 

form Berechiah. Assuming influence from Isa 8:2, the change in form begs an explanation. Second, does 

the Zechariah tradent identify the two Zechariahs, and if so, what would have led to an identification of 

two persons who obviously lived some two centuries apart? In short, the nature of the alleged influence is 

ambiguous and lacks explanation. A further consideration lies in the lack of textual evidence indicating 

that Berechiah is a later addition in the book of Zechariah. Available data do not admit a solution to the 

problem. That Berechiah was added to the Zechariah text is less likely than that the name simply was not 

part of the traditions used by the Ezra-Nehemiah writer or that the latter omitted Berechiah in order to 

enhanceZechariah‘sprestigebyobservinghis immediate relationship to the venerable Iddo.  

6. One of the chiefs of the Ephraimites (2 Chr 28:12) who supported and assisted in repatriating 

Judahite captives after the Israelite invasion of Judah during the reign of Ahaz. The Chronicler interpreted 

Israel‘sinvasionofJudahasYahweh‘spunishmentonthelatter.Berechiah‘saidtotheJudahitecaptives

isaresponsetotheprophetOded‘swarningtoIsraelnottogobeyondYahweh‘sintentofchastisement.

Inthiscontexttheterm―chief‖(rō˒š) designates a military leader (Muller THAT 2:706).  

7. The father of Meshullam and son of Mesheshabel (Neh 3:4, 30; 6:18). His son Meshullam worked on 

the refortification of Jerusalem under Nehemiah.  

8. The name Berechiah occurs on a bulla from the City of David which reads lbrkyhw // on nryhw // 

hspr, ―belongingtoBerekyahubenNeriah,thescribe,‖andislikelyareferencetoJeremiah‘sscribe,

Baruch, the latter form being a hypocoristicon for Berechiah.  
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BERED (PERSON) [Heb bered (ֶבֶרד)]. Grandson (1 Chr 7:20) or son (Num 26:35–36) of Ephraim, 

the younger son of Joseph. According to the Ephraimite genealogy in 1 Chronicles, Bered is the grandson 

of Ephraim as well as son of Shuthelah and father of Tahath. The significance of the 1 Chronicles passage 

is to point toward Joshua (v 27), an Ephraimite, the hero of the conquest. Braun (1 Chronicles WBC, 114) 

speculates that the present list in 1 Chronicles 7 could be a combination of two earlier lists due to the 

repetition of various names (Shuthelah, Tahath), similarity of others (Bered, v 20 and Zabad, v 21; 

Eleadah, v 20 and Ladan, v 26; Tahath, v 20 twice and Tahan, v 25), and length of the genealogy.  

Num 26:35–36 is the only other OT listing of the Ephraimite clan. However, the LXX has an 

Ephraimite genealogy in Genesis 46. Based on the Numbers passage, Bered should perhaps be read 

Becher because it lists three brothers as sons of Ephraim:Shuthelah, Becher (Bered), and Tahan. The 

Peshitta even has Becher in place of Bered in 1 Chr 7:20.  

Hogg (1900–1:148–49) suggests that Bered should be deleted from 1 Chr 7:20. First, Bered is not found 

in G
B
. Second, Becher (Bered) found its way into the Numbers passage through scribal error. Third, he 

notes that Greek manuscripts which include the Ephraimite genealogy in Genesis 46 know nothing of 

Bered-Becher.  
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BERED (PLACE) [Heb bered (ֶבֶרד)]. A place in the Negeb mentioned in connection with the story of 

Hagar (Gen 16:14). The well of Beer-lahai-roi is said to be located between Kadesh and Bered, but it is 

unclear in which direction it is located with respect to Kadesh. On the one hand, Simons (GTTOT 217) 

identifies it with Jebel umm el-Bared, SE of Kadesh. On the other hand, Targum Onqelos here renders 

Ḥagrā‘, and the Targum Yerušalmi renders Ḥaluṣâ, each of which are also used respectively for Shur 

(Exod 15:22). Thus there seems to have been a tradition identifying Bered either with Shur (i.e., NW 

Sinai) or with the Way to Shur, therefore somewhere N of Kadesh. However, if Ḥaluṣâ refers specifically 

to Elusa—a town that has been identified with el-Khalasa (M.R. 117056) and that was occupied in 

Byzantine times (EAEHL 359)—then there appears to have been a tradition locating Bered ca. 55 km NE 

of Kadesh (and 20 km SW of Beersheba). See also BEER-LAHAI-ROI.  

GARY A. HERION  

BERI (PERSON) [Heb bēr   (ֵבִרי)]. Fourth of the eleven named sons of Zophah of the tribe of Asher (1 

Chr 7:36).ThegenealogicallistofChroniclesappearstobeextraordinarilyfull,sinceBeri‘sname is not 

mentioned in the parallel genealogies of Asher (Gen 46:17, 18; Num 26:44–47). In light of this, Rudolf 

(Chronikbücher HAT 1st ser., 74) emends the text from ûbēr   wĕyimrâ, ―andBeriandImrah,‖a

continuationofthesequenceofZophah‘ssons,toûbĕnê yimnā˓ ―andthesonsofImna,‖whichbeginsa

new list of sons (see 1 Chr 7:35). He has no connection with the Berites (Num 26:44). Moreover, the 

Berites of 2 Sam 20:14 can be understood to be Bichrites, by grammatical construction, allies of Sheba 

whoiscalled―thesonofBichri‖(2 Sam 20:1).  

JOEL C. SLAYTON  

BERIAH (PERSON) [Heb bĕr  ˓â (ִריָףה  )]. BERIITES. 1. The fourth son of Asher and the father ofבְּ

Heber and Malchiel (Gen 46:17; 1 Chr 7:30–31). He went down to Egypt with his father when Jacob and 

his family migrated from Canaan to Goshen. Beriah was the grandson of Jacob and Zilpah, the maid 

whom Laban gave to his daughter Leah. Beriah was the ancestral leader of the family of the Beriites 

(Num 26:44).  

2. A man from the tribe of Benjamin. Beriah was the father of Zebadiah, Arad, Eder, Michael, Ishpah, 

and Joha (1 Chr 8:13, 16). According to Curtis and Madsen (Chronicles ICC, 161), Beriah was the son of 

Shaharaim (1 Chr 8:8) and Hushim (1 Chr 8:11). Curtis believes that 1 Chr 8:12 is a parenthetical 

explanation of the genealogy of Elpaal and that 8:13 continues the genealogy of Shaharaim and Hushim. 

According to Hicks (IDB 1:386) he was the fourth son of Elpaal. Hicks believes that 8:13 continues the 

genealogy of Elpaal presented in 8:12 (so RSV). Other scholars (Keil 1950:147; Myers 1 Chronicles AB, 

57), noting that Beriah is not listed as a son of Elpaal in 1 Chr 8:17–18, believe that 1 Chr 8:13 begins an 

independent list of Benjaminite leaders (so JB). Thus, Beriah would be neither the son of Shaharaim nor 

the son of Elpaal. The context, however,seemstofavorCurtisandMadsen‘sview. 

Beriah and his brother Shema were two clan leaders who fought against the inhabitants of Gath (1 Chr 

8:13). The location of this Gath has been disputed by scholars. Keil (1950:146) believed that it was the 

Gath of the Philistines, but Mazar (1954:227–30) has shown that this Gath should be identified with 

Gittaim, a city in the Shephelah. Beriah and his brother Shema settled in the city of Aijalon. In 2 Chr 

11:10, Aijalon is listed as belonging to both Judah and Benjamin.  

3. A Levite from the family of the Gershonites and the fourth son of Shimei (1 Chr 23:10–11). When 

the Levites were organized for the service in the temple, they were grouped by families (1 Chr 23:2–32). 

The Gershonites were represented by Ladan and Shimei. Shimei had four sons but had only three 

representations. Because his sons Beriah and Jeush did not have many male sons, they were counted as 

one family (1 Chr 23:11).  



4. A son of Ephraim (1 Chr 7:23). Ephraim named his son Beriah because of the misfortune that had 

befallen his family. The sons of Ephraim had raided the city of Gath to take the cattle from its inhabitants 

and in the struggle the sons of Ephraim were killed. Ephraim mourned the death of his sons for many 

days.Later,EphraimandhiswifehadasonwhomtheycalledBeriah,because―evilhad befallen his 

house.‖ 

The etymology of the name is doubtful. Some take the name Beriah as coming from a Hebrew word for 

evil (BDB, 140), others from a word for gift (Gesenius 1849:174), and others from a word meaning 

―prominent‖(NothIPN, 224). The explanation of the name should be considered an etiology (Lung 

1968:38) or a midrashic commentary (Mulder 1975:141–66).  
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CLAUDE F. MARIOTTINI  

BERLIN GNOSTIC CODEX. See CODEX (BERLIN GNOSTIC).  

BERNICE (PERSON) [Gk bernikē (βερνικη); berenikē (βερενικη)]. Var. BERENICE. The daughter of 

Agrippa I and Cypros born in A.D. 28. Bernice was present when the apostle Paul presented his defense to 

her brother Agrippa II (Acts 25:13, 23; 26:30). Like the other Herods, Bernice had inherited Roman 

citizenship, as indicated by her full name—Julia Berenice. In A.D. 41 she married Marcus Julius 

Alexander,sonofAlexanderthealabarch.OstracafromEgyptgivesomeinsightintoMarcus‘

commercialactivities(Fuks1951).UponMarcus‘deathshortlyafterthemarriage,Bernicemarriedher

uncle, Herod of Chalcis before the end of A.D. 44; by him she had two sons, Berenicianus and Hyrcanus 

(Jos. JW 2.221; cf. Ant 19.276ff.; 20.104).  

After the death of Herod of Chalcis in A.D. 48, Bernice lived as a widow for a long time with her brother 

Agrippa II, who receivedherhusband‘skingdomfromtheemperorClaudius(Ant 20.104). Rumors of 

incest with her brother are said to have led her to marry Polemo of Cilicia (cf., Braund 1984a:42), who 

seems to have undergone circumcision and at least superficial conversiontoJudaism.Polemo‘sincentive

seemstohavebeenBernice‘swealth(orherdeadhusbands‘perhaps),whichlaterevokedastrong

attraction in Vespasian also (Ant 20.146; cf. Tac. Hist. 2.81). However, Bernice soon left Polemo to return 

to Agrippa (Ant 20.146),andwaspresentwhenheheardPaul‘sdefenseinA.D. 60 (Acts 25:13–26:32). 

Bernice was in Jerusalem to fulfill a vow when the Jewish revolt began in A.D. 66. She sought to intercede 

with the Roman procurator, Gessius Florus, on behalf of the Jews, but she was ignored; in fact, she herself 

barelyescapedtheravagesofFlorus‘rampagingtroops(JW 2.310ff.). She wrote to Cestius, the Roman 

governor of Syria, complainingofFlorus‘maladministration.Inresponsetoherandtoothers‘letters,

Cestius sent an emissary who joined Agrippa, who was on his way to Jerusalem from Alexandria (JW 

2.333ff.). Bernice and Agrippa made strenuous efforts to dissuade the revolutionaries, but their efforts met 

with only temporary success (JW 2.402ff.):their residence in Jerusalem was burnt down (JW 2.426).  

She and her brother had little choice but to withdraw, and it may have been at this time that they 

refurbished a building in Berytus which Herod the Great, their great-grandfather, had built (Année 

épigraphique 1928,82).BernicesubsequentlycontributedtothefinancingofVespasian‘sbidforpower

in A.D. 68, while her beauty appealed to his son, Titus, who was some ten years her junior (Tac. Hist. 

2.81). From the start her relationship with Titus seems to have been the subject of gossip, as was her 

relationshipwithherbrother.ItwasevensaidthatTitus‘returntotheEastwhileenroutetoRomewas

the result of his passion for Bernice, as Tacitus reports and denies (Hist.2.2).  

UponthesuccessofVespasian‘scause,TitusfinallyjoinedhisfatherinRomeinA.D. 71 after 

suppressing what remained of the Jewish revolt. But Bernice did not come with him to Rome, and not 

until A.D. 75 did she and Agrippa arrive in the capital. The delay may have been necessitated by power 

politicsamongVespasian‘sfollowers,orVespasianandTitusmaysimplyhavewishedtoavoidscandal



until they had established their control; Vespasian was, after all, the fourth emperor of A.D. 69 and did not 

wanttogothewayofhispredecessors(Crook1951;Braund1984b).CertainlyTitus‘relationshipwith

Bernice did damage to his reputation at Rome, where queens by nature were suspect (Suet. Tit. 7). Rumor 

heldthatshewastobecomeTitus‘wife,andshealreadyhadbeguntoactassuch.TwoCynicsdenounced

Titus in the theater, for which one was flogged and the other beheaded (Dio Cass. 66.15.4–5). It may well 

have been at this time that Quintilian presented a case before her in which she had some personal interest 

(Quint. Inst. 4.1.9).WhenTitusbecameemperoruponhisfather‘sdeathinA.D. 79, people feared that he 

would be a tyrant. Titus took steps to improve his reputation, including the immediate (if reluctant) 

dismissal of Bernice from Rome (Suet. Tit. 7),thoughlatersheseemstohavereturnedbeforeTitus‘death

in A.D. 81, at no cost to his reputation (Dio Cass. 66.18.1).  

Bernice‘sbiographyisbesetbyrumorsandgossipofamoreorless scurrilous nature. She is even said 

tohavehadanotherloveramongVespasian‘sfollowers,whoissaidtohavelosthislifeonthataccount

(Epit. de caes. 10.4). The Romans expected such behavior from queens and would even have created it 

where it did not exist (Braund 1984b). Bernice is regularly given the title of queen.  
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DAVID C. BRAUND  

BEROEA (PLACE) [Gk Berōia (Βερωια)]. Var. BEREA. 1. A city (modern Verria) located in the SW 

section of the Roman province of Macedonia (40°31´N; 22°14´E—in modern Greece) in the district of 

Emathia (Ptolemy 3.12). It is located near the base of Mount Bermius (Strabo 7.26) along a tributary of 

the Haliacmon river some 50 miles from Thessalonica. It is several miles south of the main road of the 

region, the EgnatianWay,whichmayaccountforCicero‘scommentthatitisa―townoffthebeaten

track‖(In Pisonem 36.89).  

Paul and Silas traveled by night to Beroea (Acts 17:10–15) after they were driven out of Thessalonica 

by Jews who were angered by their teachings. Timothy seems to have rejoined Paul and Silas here after a 

shortstayinPhilippi.TheywerewellreceivedbytheBeroeans,whoaredescribedasbeing―morenoble

thantheThessalonians.‖PaultaughtthemforseveraldaysandasaresultmanyJewsandprominent

Greeks were converted.  

Soon the Jews of Thessalonica heard that Paul and his companions were in Beroea. They traveled to the 

city and upon arrival they incited the crowds to oppose Paul. Some of the local Christians guided Paul to 

the coast and on to Athens. Timothy and Silas remained in Beroea and later rejoined Paul in Corinth (Acts 

18:5). It is not clear if Paul sailed to Athens from a nearby port (possibly Dium) or followed the road 

which traced the coastline to Athens. Paul is later accompanied by Sopater of Beroea (Acts 20:4) who 

mayhavebeenconvertedduringPaul‘sbriefstayinthecity.ItislikelythatSopaterwassentasdelegate

of the local congregation to accompany the money they gave to help the needy of Judea.  

It is unclear when the city of Beroea was founded, but it was certainly prosperous by the end of the 4th 

century B.C. as attested by an inscription (IG, 2/5). Polybius mentions Beroea twice (27.8; 28.8) and it was 

the first city to surrender to Rome after the Battle of Pindar in 168 B.C. It was assigned to the third of the 

four districts of Macedonia (Livy 44.45; 45.29). According to tradition Onesimus was the first bishop of 

the city. The bishopric of Beroea was under the metropolitan of Thessalonica and was later assigned its 

own metropolitan by Andronicus II (1283–1328). The Turks captured the city in 1373/74. Few remains of 

the ancient city remain except the walls and several inscriptions which have been found at the site. See 

Jackson and Lake 1965:206–8; Leake 1835:290–92.  

2. Hellenistic name assigned to the city of Aleppo located (36°10´N; 37°0´E) in northern Syria (2 Macc 

13:4). It was renamed in honor of the Macedonia city by Seleucus Nicator (312–280). The Seleucid king 

Antiochus Eupator, who was marching with a large contingent of soldiers to Judea, had former high priest 



Menelaus put to death at Beroea (2 Macc 13:1–8). The death sentence was ordered after the king was 

informed by Lysias of the treason of Menelaus. The execution was carried out according to local customs, 

with the accused dropped into a lofty tower (about 88 ft high) filled with hot ashes. Josephus records the 

death of Menelaus but assigns it to the end of the war between Judas and Lysias (Ant 12.9.7).  

The name of the city reverted to its Semitic origins (Haleb) when it came under Muslim control. The 

name Aleppo was derived from a distortion of the name Haleb by Venetian merchants. Aleppo grew in 

importance during the medieval period when it was an important link in the caravan trade route linking 

Europe with the East. Its prosperity waned when an alternate sea route was discovered. Aleppo, one of the 

largest cities in Syria today, is noted for its impressive ruins of a medieval castle which sits on top of a 

steep glacis 150 ft above the center of the city.  

3. Berea was the camp of the soldiers led by Bacchides and Alcimus who moved after encamping 

against Jerusalem and just prior to the battle with Judas Maccabeus (1 Macc 9:4). The exact location of 

the city is debated with two possible options:al-Bireh, a city located 8 miles N of Jerusalem; and Bir ez-

Zait, a town located 13 miles N of Jerusalem.  
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JOHN D. WINELAND  

BEROLINENSIS, CODEX. See CODEX (BERLIN GNOSTIC).  

BEROTHAH (PLACE) [Heb bērôtâ (ֵברוָתה)]. One of the places which mark part of the N 

boundary of Israel as envisioned by Ezek 47:15–16. The LXX places Berothah at the beginning of the 

verse and immediately after Zedad. Although it is difficult to determine whether the final he is a 

directional marker or an original part of the name, the place may be identical with the Berothai mentioned 

in 2 Sam 8:8. Accordingly, Berothah may be located on the site of modern Bereitan (33°55´N; 36°08´E) 

intheBeqa˓ValleyofLebanon.AsnotedbyZimmerli(Ezekiel 2 HermeneiaA.Hermeneia, 517–543), the 

extent to which Berothah and other places in Ezek 47:15–16 marked actual boundaries of Israel at some 

point in its history has provoked much discussion by M. Noth, K. Elliger, and other scholars.  

HECTOR AVALOS  

BEROTHAI (PLACE) [Heb bērōtay (ֵברַֹתי)]. City from which David took much bronze (2 Sam 8:8), 

and a principal city of the kingdom of Zobah at the time of its conquest by David. It may be located on the 

siteofmodernBereitan(33°55´N;36°08´E)intheBeqa˓ValleyofLebanon.InsteadofBerothai,the

parallel passage in 1 Chr 18:8 mentions Cun, a place about seven miles to the N. Berothai may be 

identical with the Berothah mentioned in Ezek 47:16.  
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BERRIES. See FLORA.  

BESAI (PERSON) [Heb bēsay (ֵבַסי)]. The head of a family of nĕt  n  m (temple servants) (see 

NETHINIM) which is listed among those exiles returning from Babylon to Jerusalem and Judah (Neh 

7:52 = Ezra 2:49; 1 Esdr 5:31). The Greek spelling of the name differs in all three occurrences:Bēsi 

(Nehemiah), Basi (Ezra), Basthai (1 Esdras). Although Zadok (1980:113) believes the name remains 

unexplained by using onomastic criteria, others, such as Myers (Ezra-Nehemiah 14) and Clines (Ezra, 

Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 57), believe it to be Babylonian. It has been suggested that the name is a 

possible contraction of the name bĕsôdĕyāh found in Neh 3:6 (Gehman NWDB, 105).  
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RODNEY H. SHEARER  

BESCASPASMYS (PERSON) [Gk Beskaspasmys (Βεσκασπασμυς)]. In 1 Esdr 9:31, this name is 

possibly an alternate form of Mattaniah.  

BESODEIAH (PERSON) [Heb bĕsōdyâ (ָיה סֹדְּ  )]. The father of Meshullam, the latter havingבְּ

assisted in the refortification of Jerusalem under the leadership of Nehemiah (Neh 3:6). This name is 

made up of a preposition, a noun, and the theophoric element representing Yahweh. It presumably means 

―inYahweh‘scouncil.‖Speculationisnotoutofplaceregardingthepossibilitythatthenamerecallsthe

prophetic experience of being admitted to the divine council (1 Kgs 22:19–23; Isaiah 6; Jer 23:18, 22).  

JAMES M. KENNEDY  

BESOR, THE BROOK (PLACE) [Heb naḥal bĕśôr (שור  )]. A brook or wadi David andַנַחל בְּ

four hundred of his men crossed in pursuit of the Amalekites following the Amalekite raid on the town of 

Ziklag (1 Sam 30:9, 10, 21). The Brook Besor, Wadi Shalleh, or Ghazzeh, along with the Valley of Gerar, 

Wadi esh-Shari, has been described as one of the two major wadis of the western Negeb (LBHG, 26–27).  

Because of the flooding waters during the rainy season and the large area for which the Besor provided 

drainage, the bed of the wadi was extremely wide, approximately 100–150 meters, a width which started 

near Beer-sheba and continued to the coast (Orni and Efrat 1973:45). The towns along the Besor from the 

coast eastward include Tell el-Ajjul, Tell Jemmeh, Tell el-Farah (south), Beer-sheba, and Arad (Oren 

1982:155). Ziklag was located near the wadi (Borowski 1988:24). The numerous ancient mounds in the 

area provide evidence of the strategic and economic importance of the area in ancient times. In the Middle 

Bronze Age, the heavily fortified cities along the Wadi Besor and Wadi Gerar provided a defense system 

for the southern border of the land (Oren 1982:156–57). The fortifications in this region were responsible 

for the failure of the Israelites to penetrate the land of Canaan from the south, through the Negeb, at the 

time of the conquest (LBHG, 200–201). The Wadi Besor was the scene of many confrontations in ancient 

times as the nomads from the south sought grazing lands for their flocks to the north, a region comprised 

of settled communities (Oren 1982:157).  
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LAMOINE F. DEVRIES  

BESTIALITY. See PUNISHMENTS AND CRIMES; SEX AND SEXUALITY.  

BET. The second letter of the Hebrew alphabet.  

BETA. The second letter of the Greek alphabet.  

BETAH (PLACE) [Heb beṭaḥ (ֶבַטח)]. A city belonging to Hadadezer, king of Zobah in Syria, from 

which David took a large amount of bronze (2 Sam 8:8). The name of this N Syrian town is problematic. 

The Syriac reads ṭbḥ and the Lucianic mss of the LXX read (ma)tebak, both apparently referring to the 

well-attested N Syrian town of TIBHATH (cf. the 1 Chr 18:8 parallel). The MT in 2 Sam 8:8 thus reflects 

an erroneous metathesis of the first two consonants. See also TEBAH (PERSON).  

BETEN (PLACE) [Heb beṭen (ֶבֶטן)]. A town appearing only once in the Bible, in the opening verse of 

the description of the territory of Asher (Josh 19:25). Beten is therefore to be sought in the S part of the 

coastalplainNoftheCarmel.Eusebiusseemstoincludeareferencetothistowninhisnotethat―Batnai

[is]todaycalledBethbeten,attheeighthmileeastofPtolemais‖(Kosterman1904:52,lines19–20). Abel 

(GP, 2:264) pointed out that the name had survived in the modern Kh. Ibtin (M.R. 160241), 18 km SE of 

Acco. Sherds from the relevant periods have not been found at that site, therefore Beten should be located 

at one of the sites in the vicinity (EncMiq 2:50), probably at Tell al-Far less than a km NW of Kh. Ibtin 



(HGB, 430).ThediscrepancywithEusebius‘distancesistobeexplainedinthatthepointwheretheroad

to Bethbeten turned off from the Ptolemais-Sepphoris road was at the eighth mile stone.  
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BETH-ANATH (PLACE) [Heb bêt ˓anat (ֵבית ַףַנת)]. A Canaanite designation for a city, 

comprisedofBeth,―houseof‖(inmodernHebbêt and in Ar beit) and the name of the famous goddess 

Anath, known also as btlt ˓nt,―thevirgin˓anat‖(UT 19.1889). The adoration of the goddess Anath was 

alreadypopularinCanaanpriortotheIsraeliteconquestandsettlement,andhersanctuaryisthetown‘s

focal point.  

Beth-anath, according to the tribal allotments cited in the Bible, is located among the fortified towns 

under the control of Naphtali (Josh 19:32–39). The Naphtalites settled among the Canaanite inhabitants 

without driving them out, and the latter became tributaries to the former (Judg 1:33). The precise location 

of the city, however, has not been determined. Geographical identifications advanced by Guérin 

(1880:374), Albright (1923:18–20), and Alt (1926:55) are discredited by Aharoni (1957:70) as lacking 

suitable archaeological support. The locations do not seem to yield any evidence of a tell, nor are they 

identified with a location resembling a fortified Canaanite city resisting the Israelite incursions. Even 

Garstang (Joshua, Judges, 102; 244–45) who offers a mound as the site of Beth-anath is unable to 

substantiate it satisfactorily (Aharoni 1957:97).  

Two places remain as possible candidates for the geographical location of Beth-anath,?Hîneh and?Safed 

el-Battikh (M.R. 190289). Klein (1933:5–7; 1939:16) stated that the talmudic byt ˓nh (b. Kil. 2.16) was a 

border city along N Transjordan, and identified it with the modern town of Hîneh, SW of Damascus. The 

same city is mentioned in the Talmud as b˒ynh (j. ˓Or. 3.7). It is also assumed that rwm byt ˓nt (t. Miqw. 

6.3) and rmt bny ˓nt (˒Abot R.Nat. 27) refer to the same place. The Sages describe it as a city whose 

population is partly gentile, but which is within Israelite biblical borders (Rashi mwbl˒wt b. Giṭ 4a). Grintz 

(1964:67),whoacceptedKlein‘sidentification,proposedthatthiscity is the biblical Beth-anath. He relied 

on the account of Josephus (Ant 5.86) which depicted the territory of the Naphtalites as extending E to 

Damascus and thus he placed the city along the E Israelite border of Naphtali.  

There is, however, another claimant for the ancient city of Beth-anath, the modern place of Safed el-

Battikh (Aharoni 1987:330; Boling, Joshua AB, 406). The city appears in Egyptian inscriptions, perhaps 

as early as LB I and explicitly in LB II. The topographical lists of Thutmose III cite N locations captured 

by the great Pharaoh (Simons 1937:113, 118) and the records of King Seti I enumerate b-t ˓-n-t or b- (y)-t 

˓-n-t (Simons 1937:144–46) situated along the route connecting Hazor and Tyre, and passing next to 

Kedesh. The city is mentionedagainduringthecampaignsofRamesesII:―k-r-p the town which his 

majesty obliterated on the mount of b-t ˓-n-t‖(Simons1937:149,152–53, 160–61). Beth-anath was 

apparently in a mountainous region and the area took its name from the city.  

Zenon papyri (PSI 554; 594) mention the estate of a Greek officer in Baitanatois which Tcherikover 

(1933:234–36) equates with Beth-anath in the Galilee. Aharoni goes one step further and identifies it with 

the biblical Beth-anath (1957:71–72) and fixes the geographical location in the region NW of Kedesh 

(Aharoni, MBA, 113,map177).WhileanalyzingZenon‘sitinerary,AharonidismissesKlein‘s

identification of the talmudical byt ˓nh= (˓nt) (1957:72).  

The name of rwm byt ˓nt in rabbinic sources seems to support Aharoni‘sview.Theterminology

resembles the old Egyptian nomenclature, mount b-y-t ˓-n-t identified in the upper Galilee, NW of 

Kedesh. Moreover, the Sages testify to the mixed population of the city and tell of a permanent pool in 

which more than two thousand kor of water was aggregated, a fact which is substantiated by Conder 

(SWP 1:95, 104) who surveyed the region and found a warm spring forming a pool next to Safed el-

Battikh situated in the heights. Further, Eusebius (Onomast. 52) identifies Beth-anath in the tribe of 

Naphtali, as the village Batanaia, 15 miles from Caesarea where it is told that healing bathhouses were 

located. It is possible that the reference of Eusebius parallels the talmudic rwm byt ˓nh= (˓nt), and 



Caesarea, as Aharoni suggests, is Caesarea Philippi (1957:73). This would put Batanaia in the vicinity of 

Safed el-Battikh in the upper Galilee.  

The site of Beth-anath cannot be established unequivocally until an archaeological survey of the region 

is taken. Many mounds in N Israel still await excavation, and among them, no doubt, will be found the 

precise location of Beth-anath.  
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MEIR LUBETSKI  

BETH-ANOTH (PLACE) [Heb bêt ˓ănôt (ֵבית ֲףנות)]. One of the cities in the hill country of the 

tribe of Judah (Josh 15:59). Beth Anoth is listed fifth in a list of six cities after Halhul (modern Ar Ḥalḥûl, 

M.R. 160109), Beth Zur (Kh. eṭ-Ṭubeiqeh, M.R. 159110), Gedor (Kh. Jedûr, M.R. 158115), and Maarath, 

and before Eltekon. The cities in this list that have been identified all lie in a line N of Hebron. Eusebius 

(Klosterman ed., 24, 94) connected Gk Bethanin or Bethenim with a place 2 miles from the Terebinthos 

(Oaks of Mamre—modern Ramat el-Khalil, M.R. 160107) and 4 miles from Hebron. Kallai (HGB, 391) 

connects the LXX
B
 (Codex Vaticanus) Baithanam and A (Codex Alexandrinus) Baithanōm renderings of 

BethAnothwithEusebius‘siteandwithmodernKh.Beit˓Anûn(M.R.162107).Aswithmostancient

names containing the word bêt (house), Beth Anoth may be related to the temple of a god which gave its 

name to the locale (LBHG, 108). Frank (1972:84) claimed that Beth Anoth, along with Beth Anath and 

Anathoth, was a place name that was derived from the name Anath, an active goddess of fertility.  
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BETH-ARABAH (PLACE) [Heb bêt hā˓ărābâ (ֵבית ָהֲףָרָבה)]. ARABATHITE. A city on the 

boundary between Judah and Benjamin, near Jericho. It is mentioned four times in the OT, twice each in 

the boundary descriptions in Joshua 15 (vv 6, 61) and 18 (vv 18, 22).Thenamemightmean―placeofthe

depression‖(BDB,112)or―HouseoftheDesertRift‖(BolingandWrightJoshua AB, 366).  

There is a similar discrepancy between each of the two pairs of occurrences of the name. According to 

Josh 15:6, the boundary of Judah passes N of Beth-arabah, while v 61 includes it as one of six cities of 

Judah in the wilderness. Likewise Josh 18:18 describestheborderofBenjaminas―passingontothenorth

of the shoulder of Beth-arabah‖(MT‘sm l-hā˓ărābâ is regularly emended to bêt-hā˓ărābâ), while v 22 

includes Beth-arabah as one of 12 cities of Benjamin. The discrepancy suggests to some commentators 

that the city belonged to Benjamin at one time, but later changed hands (see HGB, 337, 343, 373). Beth-

arabahhasbeenidentifiedwith˓Ainel-Gharbeh (M.R. 197139) on the N bank of the Wadi Qelt, about 3 

miles SE of Jericho and about the same distance W of the Jordan river. Simons (GTTOT, 173) observes, 

however, that the unemended MT of Josh 18:18 suggests a location further W in the hills (see also the 

reservations expressed by Kallai HGB, 396, 400). One would expect the border to be the bed of the wadi, 

but this is only one of several uncertainties of this border.  

One of the thirty champions associated with King David was Abi-albon the Arabathite (2 Sam 23:31; in 

1 Chr 11:32 thenameisAbiel).Thegentilic―Arabathite‖isusuallytakentorefertoBeth-arabah.  

HENRY O. THOMPSON  



BETH-ARBEL (PLACE) [Heb bêt ˒arbē˒l (ֵבאל  .)]. A town razed by Shalman (Hos 10:14)ֵבית ַארְּ

Its defeat must have been particularly brutal (cf. Hos 10:14b) and well known. The prophet Hosea cites 

Beth-Arbel as an example of the massive destruction facing Israel.  

Both Beth-Arbel and Shalman are mentioned only in Hos 10:14; neither can be identified with certainty. 

Beth-Arbel is most often identified with Arbela of the Transjordan (modern IRBID, M.R. 229218), 

located near Pella. Arbela, mentioned by Eusebius (Onomast. 14:18), was located at an economically and 

militarily important crossroad (Glueck 1951:153–54). Its destruction would have been a significant and 

well-remembered event. However, we do not have records of atrocities at modern Irbid in Jordan 

(Andersen and Freedman Hosea AB, 571). Josephus (Ant 12.11.1 §421) and 1 Macc 9:2 refer to a second 

town named Arbela, located just W of the Sea of Galilee. This Arbela has also been identified as Beth-

Arbel. However, it is questionable whether the Galilean Arbela was important enough for its defeat to 

become a byword for violent and large-scale devastation.  
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CAROLYN J. PRESSLER  

BETH-ASHBEA (PLACE) [Heb bêt ˒ašbēa˓ ( ֵבַע  )]. Location of a family or guild of linenֵבית ַאשְּ

workers descended from Shelah, son of Judah (1 Chr 4:21). Although older translations (e.g. KJV) 

understood Ashbea as referring to the family of the linen workers it is now accepted that the name refers 

to their place of residence and should more properly be called Beth-ashbea (cf. RSV and NJV). It was 

located in the Shephelah district of Judah‘ssettlement,probablyintheregionofMareshah,mentionedin

the same verse. Noth (1932:123) speculated that there may have been some connection between the linen 

factory (about which term see Demsky 1966:214) at Beth-ashbea and the weaving and dyeing works 

found by Albright at Tell Beit-Mirsim. The mention of the linen factory at Beth-ashbea adds greatly to 

our scanty knowledge of guilds and craftsmen in ancient Israel (see Mendelsohn 1940 and de Vaux AncIsr 

1:76–78).  
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CARL S. EHRLICH  

BETH-AVEN (PLACE) [Heb bêt ˒āwen (ֵבית ָאֶון); bêt ˒ôn (ֵבית און)]. 1. A city of Benjamin 

located near the Ephraimite border between Jericho and Bethel/Luz (Josh 18:12). 1 Sam 13:5 locates 

Michmash E of Beth-aven, while 14:23 narrates that Israelites under Jonathan pursued Philistine soldiers 

from Michmash past Beth-aven, presumably toward their home country to the W. In the late 8th century 

B.C., Hosea (5:8) seems to have warned Gibeah, Ramah, and Beth-aven of an imminent military invasion.  

The modern identity of the site is disputed. M. Noth (1935) argued that the toponym was merely a 

derogatory term for Bethel (see below). J. Grintz (1961:212–15) identified Beth-aven with et-Tell, but this 

location does not match information from the above-mentionedtexts.RejectingAlbright‘sproposalof

Burqa, Z. Kallai-Kleinmann (1956) suggested that Tell Maryam (M.R. 175141), a mound in the Wadi es-

Swenît 1 km W of Mukhmas, best suits the biblical information regarding Beth-aven for two reasons. 

First, its location in the valley, almost certainly part of the ancient Benjamin-Ephraim border, fits the 

requirements of Josh 18:12.Second,TellMaryam‘slocationtotheWofMukhmas(seeMICHMASH) is 

consonant with the situation of Beth-aven reported in 1 Sam 13:5 and 14:23. A recent archaeological 

survey (Kochavi 1972) found Iron Age remains at Tell Maryam to support of Kallai-Kleinmann‘s

proposal.  



Beth-aven‘scloseproximitytoancientGibeah(Jaba˓?)andRamah(er-Ram) also might suggest that 

Hosea‘swar-alarmdidnotrefertoJudah‘shypothesizedcounterattackagainstIsraelalongthewatershed 

highway after the Syro-Ephraimite invasion (Alt 1959), but rather to the original Syro-Ephraimite attack 

itself, cf. 2 Kgs 16:5 and Isa 10:27–32 (Arnold 1987:241–49).  

2. A derogatory term (Heb. bêt ˒āwen, ―houseofwickedness‖)fortheIsraeliteshrineatBethel(Amos 

5:5; Hos 4:15; 10:5). The Hebrew root ˒wn canbevocalizedtomeaneither―wealth‖or―wickedness‖

(Coote 1971:392–94); Amos and Hosea seem to have ridiculed Bethel by creating a pun on the name of 

the nearby Benjaminite city of Beth-on. This confusion may explain the gloss on the MT of Josh 7:2, 

which associates Beth-aven with Bethel/Ai, as well as the entire MT vocalization of beth ˒wn to mean 

―houseofwickedness.‖ 
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PATRICK M. ARNOLD  

BETH-AZMAVETH (PLACE) [Heb bêt-˓azmawet (ַֹמֶות  )]. An alternate form ofֵבית־ַףזְּ

Azmaveth.  

BETH-BAAL-MEON (PLACE) [Heb bêt ba˓al mă˓ôn ( ַבַףל ֲֹמעוןֵבית  )]. A northern Moabite 

town more commonly called Baal-meon, also known as Beth-meon and, probably, Beon. After the 

Hebrew victory over the Amorites, this settlement was assigned to the tribe of Reuben (Num 32:3, 38; 

Josh 13:17; 1 Chr 5:8). The alternative names Beth-baal-meon/Baal-meon appear in the Mesha Inscription 

(lines 9, 30), where the Moabite king says he rebuilt the town and made a reservoir in it. Jeremiah (48:23) 

and Ezekiel (25:9) mention this place name in their oracles against Moab. Samaria ostracon 27 contains a 

referenceto―BaalatheBaalmeonite.‖ThevillageofMa˓in(M.R.219120),locatedca.fourmiles

southwest of Medeba, is the probable location of ancient Beth-baal-meon, though archaeological 

confirmation is lacking. See also BAAL-MEON; MAON; MEUNIM.  

GERALD L. MATTINGLY  

BETH-BARAH (PLACE) [Heb bêt bārâ (ֵבית ָבָרה)]. An undetermined location thought to be near 

the Jordan river (Judg 7:24). Here the Ephraimites, under the direction of Gideon, cut off the fleeing 

Midianites by seizing the area around the Jordan up to this point. The precise meaning of the place name 

is obscure, leading some to postulate a textual corruption from an original bēt ˓ăbārâ (meaning place of 

ford), which would associate the locale with a river crossing. One might place it among the streams in the 

WadiFar˓ah,Woftheriver,butthereisageneralskepticismaboutidentifyingitwithBethabarahofthe

NT (John 1:28). See also BETHANY BEYOND THE JORDAN.  

JEFFREY K. LOTT  

BETH-BIRI (PLACE) [Heb bêt-bir˒   (ִאי  )]. A town in which the sons of Simeon dwelt priorֵבית־ִברְּ

to the reign of David (1 Chr 4:31). Apparently the same place is named BETH-LEBAOTH in Josh 19:6. 

The name may be preserved in Jebel el-Biri, 10 km SW of el-Khalasa (M.R. 117056).  

GARY A. HERION  

BETH-CAR (PLACE) [Heb bêt-kār (ֵבית־ָכר)]. A village in the territory of Benjamin near MIZPAH 

where the Israelites defeated the Philistines under the direction of Samuel (1 Sam 7:11). After being 



thrown into confusion by Yahweh, the Philistines fled and were pursued by the Israelites as far as an area 

below Beth-Car.Thelocationofthesiteisunknown,though˓AinKarimandBeth-horon have been 

proposed (see McCarter 1 Samuel 146). Several scholars have noted the similarities between the battle 

described here and the one recounted in 1 Sam 4 and have suggested that this narrative was written with 

the intention of wiping out the dishonor created by that earlier defeat (McCarter 1 Samuel 149–50; Garsiel 

1983:41–44). Beth-Car figures into the relationship between these two chapters in that the narrative 

apparently places the erection of the monument stone called Ebenezer here (cf. 1 Sam 7:12, translating 

˓ad-hēnnāh with McCarter (1 Samuel 146–47)as―tothispoint‖ratherthan―hitherto‖withRSV).

Ebenezer, in turn, is where the Israelites were defeated and the ark taken by the Philistines in 1 Sam 4. A. 

Weiser (1959) is the most notable of those who see at least part of 1 Samuel 7 as containing a historical 

account which predates the composition of 1 Samuel. This means that the parallels with the battle 

described in chap. 4 are reflections of historical coincidence and not the design of the narrator.  
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JEFFRIES M. HAMILTON  

BETH-DAGON (PLACE) [Heb bêt-dāqôn (ֵבית־ָדקון)]. 1. A town situated in the Shephelah, or 

lowlands, of Judah (Josh 15:41), within the same district as LIBNAH and MARESHAH. The only OT 

referencetothissettlement,whosenameapparentlymeans―House/TempleofDagon,‖occursinthelist

of towns within the tribal allotment of Judah (Josh 15:21–62). The theory that this list is derived from an 

administrative roster compiled under the Judean Monarchy (Alt 1925) has been widely accepted, although 

controversy continues over the precise makeup of the districts, the proper context of the town lists of 

Benjamin and Dan, and the period of the monarchy to which the original roster belongs (Boling and 

Wright Joshua AB, 64–72; see also JOSHUA, BOOK OF). This Judean settlement has often been 

identified with a town of the same name in the vicinity of Jaffa which the Annals of Sennacherib claim 

was captured during the campaign of 701 B.C. (ANET, 257). If this suggestion is accepted, the ancient 

settlement is probably to be found in the vicinity of modern Beit Dajan (LBHG, 374; M.R. 134156), 

located approximately 9 km southeast of Jaffa. However, such an identification seems doubtful, 

considering the fact that the remainder of the identifiable towns in this lowland district are located 

approximately 40 km to the southeast. The location of the ancient town remains uncertain.  

2. A town situated on the southern border of the tribal allotment of Asher (Josh 19:27). The historical 

and editorial context of the boundary lists of the northern tribes is a subject of continued controversy. One 

viewpoint suggests that the boundary lists of Joshua 19 are based on ancient documents describing either 

tribal claims from the period of the old tribal league (Alt 1953), or (excluding Simeon) the official internal 

boundaries of the Kingdom of Israel (LBHG, 233–34). An alternative perspective (Noth 1935) argues that 

these boundary lists, rather than being authentic border descriptions, are based on a partial list of border 

stations to which an editor added a series of connecting verbs. That many scholars (LBHG, 235–39; 

Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 442–67) have found it possible to trace the path indicated by these 

connecting verbs with a great deal of precision strongly suggests that they stem from actual boundary 

descriptions rather than mere editorial approximations. Although the exact location of the ancient town 

remains unclear, a recent proposal to identify it with Tell Regeb (Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 454; 

M.R. 159240), about 8 km SE of Haifa is attractive in both geographical and archaeological terms.  
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WADE R. KOTTER  



BETH-DIBLATHAIM (PLACE) [Heb bêt diblātāyim (ָלָתִים  )]. A town mentioned inֵבית ִדבְּ

Jeremiah‘soracleagainstMoab(48:22).Accordingtothisverse,―judgmenthascomeuponthe

tableland,‖i.e.,God‘s wrath was unleashed against a number of Moabite settlements, including Beth-

diblathaim. The Mesha Inscription (line 30) reports that King Mesha of Moab rebuilt Medeba and Beth-

diblathaim, among other towns. The same line of this Moabite text mentions Beth-diblathaim between 

Medeba and Beth-baal-meon, possibly indicating that this town was positioned on the Moabite plateau in 

the vicinity of the other two sites.  

Beth-diblathaim is perhaps identical with Almon-diblathaim, one of the stops on the Israelites‘route

between Mt. Hor and the plains of Moab. According to Num 33:46–47, Almon-diblathaim was situated 

between Dibon and the mountains of Abarim, on the Moabite tableland. Assuming that Beth- and Almon-

diblathaimarealternativebiblicalnames,boththeOTandtheMeshaInscriptionallowforidentification

withasitesomewhereinthetablelandnorthoftheWādīel-Mūjib.Manyscholarsassociatetheancient

placenameinquestionwithKhirbetDeleilâtesh-Sherq  yeh (M.R. 228116), located ca. ten miles north-

northeastofDhiban.Recently,KhirbetLibb,whichislocatedontheKing‘sHighwayca.eightmiles

north of Dhiban, has been linked with ancient Beth- and Almon- diblathaim. Neither of these site 

identifications is certain.  

GERALD L. MATTINGLY  

BETH-EDEN (PLACE) [Heb bêt ˓eden (ֵבית ֶףֶדן)]. Var. EDEN. Aramean kingdom in the upper 

bend of the Euphrates 200 miles NE of Israel, attested in 9th–8th century B.C. texts (Amos 1:5). It is first 

mentioned by this name in 884 B.C. in Assyrian inscriptions relating rebellion among other Aramean 

kingdoms (GARI II §547). Although subdued by Assurnasirpal II seven years later (GARI II §582–83), the 

firstthreeyearsofShalmaneserIII‘sreignwereagainoccupiedwiththesubjugationofBeth-Eden (857–

585 B.C.; LAR §559–61, 599–601),afterwhichherenamedthekingdom‘smajorcities(thecapitalTil-

Barsip on the east bank of the Euphrates becoming Kar-Shalmaneser). Because the kingdom does not 

subsequently figure prominently as an independent political entity, some locate the Beth-Eden of Amos 

1:5 elsewhere (written at least a century after the above events), noting that a mid-7th century Aramaic 

letter (KAI 233.14–15) points to a similarly named locale in southern Mesopotamia. But Tiglath–Pileser 

III in the latter half of the 8th century does refer to certain Syrian cities by the old designation Beth-Eden 

(LAR §821).Inlatertextstheconquered―peopleofEden‖(2 Kgs 19:12 = Isa 37:12)andsimple―Eden‖

(Ezek 27:23) are probably connected with this formerly independent kingdom, for it is named in 

conjunction with other Euphrates locales, while Ezekiel associates Eden with Lebanon (Ezekiel 31).  
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SAMUEL A. MEIER  

BETH-EGLAIM (PLACE) [Gk Bēthaglaim (Βηθαγλαιμ)]. A village eight Roman miles from Gaza, 

according to Eusebius (Onomast. 48.19). Beth-eglaim is not mentioned in the Scriptures. By analogy with 

EN-EGLAIM (Ezek 47:10) it has been Hebraicized as bêt ˓eglayim.  

Conder (1896:235) was the first to suggest identifying Beth-eglaim with TELL EL-˓AJJUL (M.R. 

093097), about four miles SW of Gaza. Petrie (1931–34) excavated Tell el-˓Ajjul as ancient Gaza, 

choosing the name on the basis of the mention of palaia Gaza in Diodorus Siculus (19.80) as the site of a 

battle between Ptolemy and Demetrius in 312 B.C.E. (19.81–84). However after the appearance of 

Maisler‘s1933articleithasbeencommontoequateBeth-eglaim and Tell el-˓Ajjul (for modern 

dissenters see below). Major components of the argument for the identification of the two lie in Beth-

eglaim‘ssituationatthe coast according to Eusebius and in the similarity of their names, Beth-eglaim 

meaning―house/templeofthetwocalves‖inHebrew(―cattlefarm,‖accordingtoKempinski1974:146),



and Tell el-˓Ajjul,meaning―moundofthelittlecalf‖inArabic.Thenamemay refer to a temple of Baal 

or Hadad with an iconography of twin bullocks (see Albright 1938:337 n. 1 and Stinespring IDB 1:389).  

Tell el-˓Ajjul is a major site of 28–32 acres. It lies on the N bank of Nahal Besor (Wadi Ghazzeh, see 

BESOR, THE BROOK),nearitsestuaryintotheMediterraneanSeaandalongtheViaMaris,―wayofthe

sea,‖oneofthemajorroutesleadingfromEgyptintoPalestine. 

Petriepersonallyexcavatedat˓Ajjulfrom1931–1934, while a team under his direction excavated there 

oneadditionalshortseasonin1938(Petrie,MacKay,andMurray1952).Petrie‘sinterpretationofhis

finds proved suspect, and most studies follow the lines of interpretation and chronology first laid out by 

Albright in 1938 (see also Stewart 1974:9–14, 59–61 and Tufnell EAEHL 1:52–61.  

AlthoughearlierperiodswererepresentedontheSbankoftheNahalBesor,theearliestfindsat˓Ajjul

datetoEBIV(Kenyon‘sIntermediateEarlyBronze–Middle Bronze Age; see Kenyon 1956). These 

consist of two cemeteries, one to the NW (1500) and one to the E (100–200) of the tell.  

The earliest remains found on the tell itself come from the Courtyard Cemetery on the N and have been 

dated to MB I. A number of scarabs bearing the names of Egyptian officials, as well as a small statue and 

a carnelian bead bearing names found at the S end of the tell, could indicate the presence of a 

contemporaneous settlement, although no structural remains have been found.  

˓Ajjul became a city of major proportions in MB II–III. This great expansion took place during the so-

called―Hyksos‖periodofEgyptianhistory(Dyn.15–16), when Egyptian and Canaanite relations were 

particularly close. Tell el-˓Ajjul, situated at the junction of the major N–S route from Egypt into Canaan 

and of a major inland route along the Nahal Besor, as well as being a port city, was in a perfect position to 

take advantage of growing international commercial contacts. This finds graphic expression in the wealth 

of gold objectsrecoveredfromthetell.EvidenceofTell˓Ajjul‘spositionasacenterofinternationaltrade

is also indicated by the early and rich appearance of Bichrome Ware at the site starting with the final 

phase of Palace I and increasing during the succeeding period (LB I; see Epstein 1966:174–185; and 

Artzy, Asaro, and Perlman 1973).  

Construction of the MB city appears to have followed a well-thought-out plan. The fosse surrounding 

the tell on three sides was deepened (presumably the slope on the SW side facing Nahal Besor was 

sufficient for defensive purposes), and debris from it was used to heighten the slope on the top of the tell. 

Sandstone from this quarrying was also used to lay the foundations of the large Palace I on the N. Inside 

the walls, the city was laid out according to careful plan (see Yassine 1974). City III on the S was most 

probably contemporary with Palace I. Both were covered by a thick destruction layer which Albright 

dated to the period of the anti-Hyksos campaigns of the 18th Dynasty shortly after 1570 B.C.E.  

After a brief interval, the palace was rebuilt. Palace II was a more modest structure constructed entirely 

of bricks. It was contemporary with the early phase of City II. Palace II was eventually succeeded by the 

fortress-like Palace III, whose appearance was followed in the construction of Palaces IV and V. It would 

appearthat˓AjjulprogressivelylostimportanceasacityandbecameanEgyptianmilitaryoutpost

(Palaces III–V). This was most likely related to the concurrent rise of the importance of nearby Gaza. 

Eventually Egypt lost control over the area to the Philistines, and the site was virtually abandoned.  

Although Tell el-˓Ajjul has most often been identified with Beth-eglaim, and indeed that has become 

the name of the site in modern Hebrew, in recent years strong arguments have been raised against this 

identification.  

Kempinski(1974)hasarguedthat˓AjjulshouldbeidentifiedwithSharuhen,thesiteoftheHyksos‘last

stand after their expulsion from Egypt. First, Tell el-˓Ajjul lies too close to Gaza to be the Beth-eglaim 

mentioned by Eusebius. Second, the finds from the tell do not indicate settlement there at the time of 

Eusebius. He would therefore seek Beth-eglaim in the vicinity of Deir el-Balah, roughly twice as far from 

Gaza. Third, he has redated the architectural remains from the tell, pushing their dates back in time from 

those proposed by Albright. Palace II/City II would then be the one destroyed shortly after 1570, pursuant 

to which the New Kingdom administrative center in SW Canaan shifted to Gaza. Finally the identification 

of Sharuhen at Tell el-˓Ajjul,ratherthanatTellFarah(South),isbasedon˓Ajjul‘sbeingthelargestcity

intheregionintheMiddleBronzeAge.InKempinski‘sopinionalsothe situation directly on the coastal 



road, rather than twenty additional kms farther inland along the Nahal Besor, would be more fitting for 

the great Hyksos stronghold which took three years to conquer. Stewart (1974:63) had previously arrived 

at the same conclusionregardingtheidentificationof˓Ajjul.InthistheyhavebeenfollowedbyNa˒aman

(1980:147–48) and Weinstein (1981:4, 6; who, however, sees no need to redate Palace II/Level II to the 

end of the Hyksos period rather than to the period afterward).  

Aḥituv has argued against the attempt to sever Tell el-˓Ajjul from its identification as Beth-eglaim and 

to identify it instead with Sharuhen (1984:171–73).Althoughconcedingthat˓Ajjulwouldfitthehistory

of Sharuhen in the Hyksos and New Kingdom periods, Aḥituv feels that it departs from what is known of 

SharuheninitslackofhabitationatthetimeofShishak‘scampaigninthelate10thcentury,ifone

followsKempinski‘sdatingofPalaceVtothe12thcentury.Asregardsthelocationofthetell, Aḥituv 

feelsthatif˓AjjulweretobeidentifiedasSharuhen,itwouldlietoofartotheSWtobeincludedinthe

Simeonite geographical lists (Josh 19:6). Also in his opinion an inland location of Sharuhen at Tell el-

Farah(South)wouldnotbeinconsistentwithitslocationontheViaMaris.Heconcludesthat˓Ajjulisto

be identified with Beth-eglaim, and that its location at the time of Eusebius is to be sought at one of the 

small sites in the vicinity, perhaps at Tell es-Sanam, on the S side of Nahal Besor and hence slightly 

farther from Gaza and more in keeping with the geographical information contained in Eusebius.  

Resolution of the identification of Beth-eglaim must await further archaeological investigation.  
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CARL S. EHRLICH  

BETH-EKED (PLACE) [Heb bêt ˓ēqed (ֵבית ֵףֶקד)]. A town on the road from Jezreel to Samaria (2 

Kgs 10:12–14) where Jehu encountered forty-two kinsmen of Ahaziah, the late king of Judah. Jehu seized 

the men and had them all killed in a pit at Beth-Eked as a part of his campaign against the rulers of Israel 

and Judah.  

Thetoponym,whichcanbetranslatedas―houseofbinding,‖occursonce(2 Kgs 10:12) with the 

appellation―oftheshepherds‖(Hebhāro ˓  m). The LXX interprets Beth-eked as a proper noun, while the 

Targumtranslatesthenameas―meetinghouse.‖ 

Many scholars (GP, 271) have located the town at Beit Qad (M.R. 208192) in part due to the similarity 

between the ancient and modern names. However, as Simons (1959:363) has pointed out, Beit Qad, which 

is located about three miles east of Jenin (M.R. 178207), is well to the east of any reasonable route 

between Jezreel (M.R. 181218) and Samaria (M.R. 168187). Others (GTTOT, 363) have suggested the 

villageofKafrRo‘i(M.R.165198)asthelocationofBeth-Eked, based upon both the location of the 

town on a hill above the disused rail tracks between Jenin and Samaria and the similarity of the name to 

the appellation hāro˓  m, used in reference to Beth-Eked. While this identification is more in keeping with 

the context of the story, neither identification is entirely convincing.  
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BETH-EMEK (PLACE) [Heb bêt hā˓ēmeq (ֵבית ָהֵףֶֹמק)]. A town that appears only once in the 

description of the territory of the tribe of Asher (Josh 19:27). Robinson (1857:134) pointed out the 

similarityofthenametothatof˓Amqa(M.R. 166264), eleven km NE of Acco, and Guerin (1880:23) 

identified Beth-emekwiththissite.Thisisalmostcertainlythe―KefarAmiko‖ofTalmudicliterature(t. 

B. Qam. 8, 10 = p. 362; b. Ta˓an. 21A), but no antiquities of the Iron Age or earlier were found at the site. 

Saarisalo, who had initially also identified Beth-emekat˓Amqa,latersuggestedTelMimas(M.R.

164263),twokmSWof˓Amqa(1929:36n.1;1930:6).HefoundIronAgepotteryatthesite,andsince

then LB pottery has also been found. Consequently, the neighboring kibbutz has been named Beth 

Ha‘emek. 

The territory of Asher is, in Joshua, clearly described from south to north, and Beth-emek is listed 

before Cabul (Josh 19:27). The latter can almost certainly be identified at the modern village of Kabul or 

in its immediate vicinity. See CABUL. Tel Mimas, however, is not south but north of Kabul. If it is 

presumed that the place names appear in exact geographical order, the identification with Tel Mimas is 

untenable; thus, Gal (1985) has recently suggested locating Beth-emek at Kh. Mudawer Tamra (M.R. 

169250), five km S of Kabul.  

Zadok(1985:157),however,hasshown˓Amqa to have the same denotation as Beth-emek. There is also 

every indication that many of the place names in the description of the territory of Asher are not in exact 

geographical order, and many scholars regard some of these as part of a town list inserted between 

sections of the border description (Alt 1927:68–71), thus allowing for the identification of Beth-emek 

with Tel Mimas (LBHG, 376).  
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RAFAEL FRANKEL  

BETH-EZEL (PLACE) [Heb bêt hā˒ēṣel (ֵבית ָהֵאֶצל)]. An unknown location in the Shephelah 

(Mic 1:11). The LXX Symmachus, the OL versions, and the Vg translated the phrase along the lines of 

―thehousenextdoor‖(sovanHoonacker1908:360;cf.Zech 14:5). But the substantive ˒ēṣel, ―proximity,

conjunction,‖isotherwiseusedintheHebrewBibleonlyasapreposition,―beside,inproximityto;‖and

―thehousenextdoor‖doesnothelpwiththesenseofthepassage.IntheparonomasticpoemofMic 1:10–

16, the pun stems from the verbal root (˒ṣl) meaning―withdraw,withhold,takeaway,‖aconceptual

wordplayonthe―takeawayfrom‖(Hebyiqqaḥ min) in the following colon. Thus, an appropriate 

translationmightbe,―mourningin‗Withholdon‘(Beth-ezel) will keep its support (Heb ˓emdâ; cf. van 

Hoonacker 1908:361–62; Allen Joel, Obadiah …NICOT,276)fromyou.‖ 
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LAMONTTE M. LUKER  

BETH GADER (PLACE) [Heb bêt-gādēr (ֵבית־ָגֵדר)]. One of the references to a geographical name 

within a genealogical framework (LBHG, 246), Beth Gader is listed as the son of Hareph, son of Hur, 

within the tribe of Judah (1 Chr 2:51). Though its exact location has not been identified, Beth Gader was 

probably an important border city in the vicinity of Bethlehem (M.R. 169123) and Kiriath-jearim (modern 



Dier el-˓Âzar, M.R. 159135), which appear with it in the genealogy (EncMiqr 2:70). Aharoni, who claims 

the name derives from the cities fortifications (from Heb gādēr, ―wall‖or―enclosure‖),suggeststhatBeth

Gader, along with the other towns in its genealogical list, lies in the NE section of the Shephelah near the 

Valley of Elah (LBHG, 109, 248) which begins M.R. 149121 and runs to the Mediterranean coastal 

region.  

SUSAN E. MCGARRY  

BETH-GAMUL (PLACE) [Heb bêt gāmûl (ֵבית ָגֹמּול)].AtownlocatedinMoab‘stableland,

named in Jer 48:23 alongwithanumberofothersettlementsinthisregionthatweretheobjectsofGod‘s

wrath. Since the town is not mentioned anywhere else in the Bible, it has been suggested that Beth-gamul 

was founded relatively late in history. Such an explanation is not necessary, however, since it is likely that 

Jeremiah‘slistofplacenamesincludedsomethatwere unimportant. Beth-gamul has been equated with 

Khirbet el-Jemeil, a site with extensive Iron Age ruins that is located ca. eight miles east of Dhiban, but 

this identification is uncertain.  

GERALD L. MATTINGLY  

BETH-GILGAL (PLACE) [Heb bêt gilgāl ( ָגלֵבית  ִגלְּ )]. A town in the general vicinity of 

Jerusalem, where levitical singers had been established and from which they were summoned to 

participateinthededicationofJerusalem‘srebuiltwalls(Neh 12:29). It is often suggested that it be 

identified with the more famous Gilgal situated near Jericho, but since gilgāl was a common place name 

in Israel and the text presumes its proximity to Jerusalem for the Levites functioning in the temple, it is 

preferable to locate the town in the environs of Jerusalem. See also GILGAL.  

JEFFREY K. LOTT  

BETH-HACCHEREM (PLACE) [Heb bêt hakkerem (ֵבית ַהֶכֶרם)]. One of five districts, or 

district capitals, of the province of Judah during the Persian Period. Neh 3:14 indicates it was ruled by 

Malchijah, son of Rechab. According to Jer 6:1, a fire signal station was located there.  

Both 3QInv (3Q15) and 1QapGen mention a Beth-hacchereminconjunctionwiththeKing‘sValley

where the tomb of Absalom was located (2 Sam 18:18). Some scholars believe that the Karem which the 

LXX adds to the list of places in Joshua 15:59 may be the same as Beth-haccherem.  

BasedonJeremiah‘sassociationofTekoawithBeth-haccherem (Jer 6:1),aswellasJerome‘scomment

that it could be seen from Bethlehem, the proposal has been made that Beth-haccherem be identified with 

the Herodium (M.R. 173119), although this view has gained little support. Others have suggested that the 

villageof˓AinKarim,ca.6.5kmWofJerusalem(M.R.165130),preservesthenameoftheancientsite.

IthasfurtherbeensuggestedthatcairnslocatedontopofJebelAli,whichoverlooks˓AinKarim,could

have served as the beacons for Beth-haccherem. The most recent proposal for Beth-haccherem is 

RAMAT RAHEL, ca. 4 km S of Jerusalem (M.R. 170127; Aharoni, LBHG, 432). This location can be 

harmonized with the ancient sources, and it also would have been ideal for a fire signal station. The 

recovery of ancient remains from the last years of the kingdom of Judah would also tend to support such 

an identification.  
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RANDALL W. YOUNKER  

BETH-HAGGAN (PLACE) [Heb bêt haggān (ֵבית ַהָגן)]. A place toward which Ahaziah king of 

Judah fled when attacked by Jehu king of Israel (2 Kgs 9:27). Ahaziah was fleeing S from Jezreel (v 15) 

toward Samaria and Jerusalem. Thus he should have taken the main road going SW from Jezreel to 

modern Jenin, where the natural pass from the Jezreel valley into the Samaria mountains is located. 

Knowing the road, Jehu ordered an ambush to kill the king of Judah in the narrow pass of GUR leading to 



the Dothan valley. After being mortally wounded, Ahaziah abruptly changed direction and headed to 

Megiddo, where he died.  

The identification of Beth-haggan must, therefore, be connected to modern Jenin (M.R. 178207), where 

the name—lit.―houseoftheenclosure‖(gan)—was well-preserved in the Roman period as Ginaea, 

marking the border between Galilee and Samaria and described as ―avillagesituatedinthegreatplain‖

(JW 3.48). In 1968 Porath discovered in the center of modern Jenin a tell of 30 dunams in area, upon 

which the central bus station was later built. The pottery collected proved that the site existed in the EB I, 

MB I, LB I–II, Iron I–II, Persian, Hellenistic, Roman, Byzantine, medieval, and Ottoman periods. This 

discovery enabled the identification, on the same place, of Kn (E7 of the later Execration Texts), as 

suggested by Mazar (1974:25). It seems as well that thisis―kur-Gina‖ofEA250,mentionedin

connection to the events which took place after the death of Labayu, prince of Shechem. With the 

identification of Harabu (EA 250) with el-Hurab in the Dothan valley (Zertal 1984:59–65), it seems even 

more probable that―kur-Gina‖andBeth-haggan were indeed located at Jenin.  
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ADAM ZERTAL  

BETH-HARAM (PLACE) [Heb bêt hārām (ֵבית ָהָרם)]. Var. BETH-HARAN. A valley allotted by 

Moses to the tribe of Gad on the east side of the Jordan (Josh 13:27), which includes the city of Beth-

nimrah, among others. However Num 32:36 reports that Beth-haran (modern Beit Harran?) and Beth-

nimrah (M.R. 210146) are both specific towns controlled by Gad. The discrepancy between a 

comprehensive territory and a locality is explained by Loewenstamm (1972) and later Kallai (1983) who 

define various stages in the report of the conquest of the Transjordan. These places were apparently 

fortified holding pens for livestock and were useful as staging points for persons crossing the Jericho into 

Canaan.  

After working from surveys made in the nineteenth century, Glueck (1951) concludes that both Beth-

haram and Beth-haran refer to the same Tell Iktanu (Ikhtenu, M.R. 214136) on the southern side of wadi 

er-Rameh. Excavations (Prag 1974:97) have not determined which biblical town is found during the 

Middle Bronze Age at Tell Iktanu.  
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PAUL NIMRAH FRANKLYN  

BETH-HOGLAH (PLACE) [Heb bêt-hoglâ (ָלה  )]. A village that was on the borderֵבית־ָהגְּ

between the territories of the tribes of Judah and Benjamin (Josh 15:6; 18:19). It is also listed as one of 

the cities in the territory of Benjamin (Josh 18:21). The border descriptions place Beth-hoglah and its 

companion village Beth-arabah just N of the bay on the northern shore of the Dead Sea at the mouth of 

the Jordan River. Beth-hoglah, one of the villages that may be named after an animal (partridge—Heb 

hoglâ; LBHG, 255), was identified by Eusebius (Klosterman ed., 48) with what was in his time called 

Agla.TodayitisidentifiedasmodernDierHajlah(M.R.197136),asitenear˓AinHajlahSEofJericho.

Its companion village of Beth-arabah(modern˓Ainel-Gharabeh, M.R. 197139) lies just to the N. Though 

the linguistic evidence for this identification is very strong, the artifacts recovered from this area do not 

preceed the Byzantine period. Beth-hoglah and its companion village Beth-arabah have played an 

important part in the study of the historical development of the biblical text. Beth-arabah appears in both 

the city lists of the tribe of Judah (Josh 15:61) and the lists of the tribe of Benjamin (Josh 18:22). While 

Beth-hoglah only appears in the list of Benjaminite cities (Josh 18:21), it clearly appears, along with 



Beth-arabah, S of the border (in Judah) in the border description of the S border of Benjamin (Josh 

18:19). Beth-arabah is also clearlySoftheborderinthedescriptionofJudah‘sNboundary(Josh 15:6). 

These discrepancies have led scholars to conclude that the borders between the tribes shifted over time 

and that cities may have belonged to different territories in different periods. Kallai (1960:48) wrote that 

the N border description of the tribe of Judah (Josh 15:5–11) represented the border after the conquests of 

David. He claimed the list of Judean cities (Josh 15:21–61)waspartofSolomon‘sseconddistrict(HGB, 

373) but also showedsignsoflaterediting(Hezekiah‘stime).Heconcludedthatthelistofthecitiesin

Benjamin (Joshua 21–17), dating after the division of the kingdoms, could only represent the historical 

situationduringtheperiodbetweenAbijah‘sconquestandJudah‘sexpulsionfromMt.Ephraimduring

Asa‘swarwithBaasha(HGB, 404).  
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BETH-HORON (PLACE) [Heb bêt-horôn (ֵבית־ָהרון)]. A levitical city assigned to the tribe of 

Ephraim. The earliest records indicate that there were two cities known as Beth-horon, the one Lower 

Beth-horon and the other Upper Beth-horon,eachsituatedonthe―ascentofBeth-horon.‖Thelaterwriter

of Chronicles reveals that the Beth-horons were built by Sheerah (1 Chr 7:24), the daughter of Beriah, 

who was one of the sons of Ephraim. According to Joshua Beth-horon came under the control of the 

Hebrews at the time of the Conquest. In this battle (Josh 10:10–11) many of the Amorites were 

slaughtered at Gibeon, and the remaining Amorites were chased to the ascent of Beth-horon. At the time 

of the allotment, Lower Beth-horon was given to the descendants of Joseph, that is to say, the Ephraimites 

(Josh 16:3), while Upper Beth-horon was on the border between Ephraim (16:5) and Benjamin (18:13–

14).  

During the Philistine wars when the Israelites had been scattered, one of three companies of Philistine 

―raiders‖assaultedBeth-horon, while Saul and Jonathan stayed in Geba (1 Sam 13:18). Later, as a result 

of the Egyptian capture and burning of Lower Beth-horon (1 Kgs 9:15–17), this site was one of the 

rebuilding projects of Solomon along with Jerusalem, Hazor, Megiddo, Gezer, Baalath, and Tamar. In a 

parallel Chronicles text (2 Chr 8:5–6) both Upper and Lower Beth-horon are mentioned as having been 

fortified with walls, gates, and bars (cf. Myers 2 Chronicles AB, 13, 48). The final reference to Beth-

horon is in the account of a raid by disbanded Israelite troops who killed 3000 in Judah, from Samaria to 

Beth-horon (2 Chr 25:13).  

Outside the OT the only references to the Beth-horons are in the intertestamental literature and in the 

Church Fathers. During the Maccabean Wars Beth-horon was the site of two revolts under the leadership 

of Judas (1 Macc 3:16, 24; 7:39). The cities were later fortified by Bacchides after the battle with 

Jonathan (1 Macc 9:50). In Jubilees 34:4 the king of Beth-horon during the time of Jacob is mentioned. 

Beth-horon was also one of the villages held by the Jews against Holofernes (Jdt 4:4).  

Beth-horon is a twin city:Upper Beth-horonhasbeenidentifiedwithBeit˓Urel-Foqa˒(M.R.16143),

while Lower Beth-horonhasbeenassociatedwithBeit˓Uret-Tahta (M.R. 158144). These identifications 

are uncontested. The Beth-horons are located in the mountains of Judah in the valley of Aijalon, the most 

important of all the routes in the hill country from the coastalplain.Beit˓Uret-Tahta sits on a hill, not 

dissimilar in height, size, vegetation, or form from its environs. High hills are visible to the N, E, and S, 

while the deep valley of Aijalon is preserved in two parallel faults, making an easy approach to the 

mountainsfromtheW.Beit˓Uret-Tahta has a commanding view of the coastal plain below; it thus 

occupiesacentralpositionofcommunicationbetweenthehillcountryandtheplain.Beit˓Urel-Foqa˒,

ca. 2.5 km SE, sits on a hilltop site similar in structure to many others in the area. The most important 

things about these two sites were their role in the security of Judah and their significant impact on 

commerce. Beth-horon was one of the major cities on the route from Joppa, Lydda, Bethel, and Jericho 

crossing over to Rammoth-ammon.  



A question regards which Beth-horon is referred to in the Hebrew Bible. This is a debated, unresolved 

problem. Without presenting any evidence, Simons (GTTOT, 204) identifies the Beth-horon of Joshua 21 

withBeit˓Urel-Foqa˒;butotherslikeAlbright(1929:6)havearguedforBeit˓Uret-Tahta. Central to the 

questionisEphraim‘sborder.AccordingtoJosh 16:5 the border of Ephraim goes as far as Upper Beth-

horon, while in Josh 16:3 theallotmenttoJosephextends―asfarastheterritoryofLowerBeth-horon.‖

Traditionally geographers have wanted to separate these two cities, but that option is not as attractive as it 

appearsonthesurface.Inthefirstplace,therearereferencestothe―ascentofBeth-horon‖andtothe

―goingdownofBeth-horon.‖Garstang(Joshua, Judges, 179) firstsuggestedthatthisdistinction―may

possibly trace its origins to the fact that two different routes led from the plains of Gibeon towards the 

coast, but Aharoni (LBHG, 59)hasproposedthat―ascent‖and―descent‖simplydependonone‘s

direction. Both points have credibility. When one approaches Beth-horon from el-Jîb, one has the feeling 

of climbing to Lower Beth-horon and then on to Upper Beth-horon. However, when coming from the 

coastal plain, the same perception is had; but the approach is from the opposite direction. The biblical 

narrative often is not clear whether the approach is from el-Jîb (E) or from the coastal plain (W).  

Garstang‘s―tworoute‖theoryhasbeensupportedbyrecentsurveysatbothBeth-horons (Peterson 

1977:281). When Beit ˓Ur et-Tahta was surveyed, the tell was sterile with the exception of its N face. The 

S face was only slightly terraced. However, the N side, facing the valley, was covered with shards. Just 

theoppositewasfoundat˓Urel-Foqa˒.Theonlypartofthetell not sterile at el-Foqa˒wastheSface

toward the deep valley. This suggests that et-Tahta‘spopulationoverlookedandprotectedthevalleyand

trade routes along its N side, while the ancient occupation at el-Foqa˒overlookedandprotectedthevalley

and trade routes along its S side. Some communication system could easily have been developed between 

the fortified cities. Pottery supports occupation at both sites as early as Iron II.  

Robinson (1841:62) presents an examination of all the literature written on Beth-horon until his June 9, 

1838 visit. He identified the site as Beth-horon,andallgeographerssincehaveacceptedRobinson‘s

identification.  

Since 1926 there have been many surveys at both el-Foqa˒andet-Tahta. The surveys have shown that 

the pottery chronologies at el-Foqa˒beginwithLB,whileatet-Tahta the earliest is Iron II. However, what 

is most interesting is that from Iron II forward each period is represented at both sites, giving more 

credibilitytothe―twincities‖thesis.Earliergeographers had failed to recognize the antiquity of the 

pottery at el-Foqa˒,perhapsbecauseofthemanyreferencestoLowerBeth-horon in the Bible. The 

conclusion that can be drawn from the archaeological evidence is a close occupational relationship 

between the two cities. It is only when one city is specifically mentioned that the other is excluded. Given 

the occupational history and settlements of both cities, the Beth-horon of Josh 21:22 and of 1 Chr 6:68 

must be both Beit˓Urel-Foqa˒andBeit˓Uret-Tahta.  
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JOHN L. PETERSON  

BETH-JESHIMOTH (PLACE) [Heb bêt hayĕšimôt (ִשֹמות  )]. A place in the Shittimֵבית ַהיְּ

valley N of the Dead Sea and E of the Jordan River mentioned in four biblical passages (Num 33:49; Josh 

12:3; 13:20; Ezek 25:9). The first of these is part of a larger passage (Num 33:5–49) giving the itinerary 

of the Israelites in their journey from Egypt to the plains of Moab. Beth-jeshimoth is mentioned twice in 

Joshua, first (12:3) as a point of reference in a delineation of the boundaries of the Amorite kingdom of 

Sihon, and next (13:20)inMoses‘allocationofthatdefeatedkingdomtotheReubenites(ontheimplied

linking of Exodus and Conquest traditions, see Soggin Joshua OTL, 154–55; Boling Joshua AB, 340–



41). In a brief oracle against Moab, Ezekiel (25:9) lists the city as one of the three principal sites of that 

region.  

The second element of the same occurs in Hebrew with the definite article (noted by Aharoni LBHG 

109), but the first element (Heb bêt, lit.―house‖)isvariouslyinterpretedoromittedbyLXXtranslators

(see LBHG 98). The ancient name can be detected in that of Khirbet es-Suweimeh, although the view of 

Glueck (1943:23–26)thatnearbyTell˓Azeimehwas the actual ancient site is generally followed 

(Ottosson 1969:124; LBHG 113; Miller 1989:582 n. 8).  
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C. GILBERT ROMERO  

BETH-LE-APHRAH (PLACE) [Heb bêt lĕ˓aprâ (ָרה ַףפְּ  ,)]. A town, otherwise unknownֵבית לְּ

mentioned only in Mic 1:10 within a paronomastic dirge lamenting the fall of the Shephelah cities, which 

formed the military bulwark for Jerusalem. Through a pun on the following Hebrew word, ˓apar, ‗dust,

‘thepoetobviouslywishestoconveythesenseof―houseofdust.‖Thegrammaticalproblemisthe

preposition l, which normally does not occur after a construct. The exegete might omit the l with the 

support of the Targum, Syriac, and Theodocian, to find possible reference to one of two attested Ophrahs 

(Heb ˓oprâ), but one of these towns lies in Benjamin and the other in Manasseh, both inappropriate 

localities for the Micah text. An alternative is to understand the l as possessive (Williams 1976:30, 270; 

GKC, 130a), so that bêt lĕ (van Hoonacker 1908:359 reads mibbêt lĕ, but MT bĕbêt is better, given the 

parallelism with bĕgat, ―inGath‖in10a;cf.BDB,110b; GKC, 130aN)carriesthesenseof―within‖

Ophrah/Aphrah (see Rudolph Micah KAT, 9, 12). But simplest, and in this case best, is to accept Beth-le-

aphrah and the difficult Beth-ezel alongside Shaphir, Zaanan (v 11), and Maroth (v 12) as currently 

unknown localities named in the Micah 1 text. Given the ancient Hebrew custom of lamenting in dust and 

ashes, a plausible translation of v 10 wouldbe,―InGath,tellitnot!Weepnotatall!In‗Ashton‘(Beth-le-

aphrah)rollroundinthedust!‖ 
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LAMONTTE M. LUKER  

BETH-LEBAOTH (PLACE) [Heb bêt lĕbā˒ôt ( ָבאותבֵ  ית לְּ )]. Var. LEBAOTH. Simeonite town 

located in the Judean NEGEB and listed between HAZAR-SUSAH and SHARUHEN (Josh 19:6). In the 

list of towns in the Negeb district of Judah, it appears in its abbreviated form as LEBAOTH between 

SANSANNAH and SHILHIM (Josh 15:32). However, in the Simeonite genealogy in 1 Chr 4:31 its place 

is taken by BETH-BIRI between HAZAR-SUSIM and SHAARAIM. The relationship between Beth-

lebaoth and Beth-biri is unclear. It is possible that they were one and the same place, in which case Beth-

lebaothcouldhavebeenthesite‘spreexilicandBeth-biri its postexilicname(see―Beth-biri‖inIDB 

1:389). Or they may have been two separate sites located in the same general area (implicit in Abel GP 2: 

269, 368). Rudolph (Chronikbücher HAT, 38) has conjectured that Beth-biri (Heb consonantal byt br˒y) 

and Beth-lebaoth (Heb byt lb˒wt) may be biforms of the same name, drawing on different Heb word roots 

for lion (˒ry and lb˒) respectively (in which case he would emend Beth-biri to Beth-ari byt ˒ry). The site of 

Beth-lebaoth has not been identified, although it was probably located in the vicinity of Sharuhen.  

CARL S. EHRLICH  

BETH-MAACAH (PLACE). See ABEL-BETH-MAACAH (PLACE).  



BETH-MARCABOTH (PLACE) [Heb bêt hammarkābôt (ָכבות ֵבית ) ), bêt markābôtֵבית ַהַמרְּ

ָכבות  )]. Beth-marcaboth is listed in Josh 19:5 and in 1 Chr 4:31 as one of the settlements occupiedַֹמרְּ

by the tribe of Simeon in the aftermath of the Conquest. Since the tribe of Simeon was assimilated to that 

of Judah at an early date, and most of the Simeonite towns are listed again clearly in the record of the 

Judean settlements in Josh 15:21–32, an explanation for its absence there is necessary.  

In Josh 19:5–6a the text reads:Ziklag, Beth-marcaboth, Hazar-susah, Beth-lebaoth; the parallel passage 

in Josh 15:31–32a has:Ziklag, Madmannah, Sansannah, Lebaoth. Since these short sections of the list 

begin and end with the same towns (Lebaoth being a variant for Beth-lebaoth), it is likely that the towns 

in between are also to be equated. An explanation for this difference is that Madmannah is the earlier 

name for the site. The name Beth-marcaboth,meaning―thehouseofthechariots,‖mayhavebeengiven

to it under Solomon, who is known to have trafficked in chariots and horses (1 Kgs 10:28–29). The older 

name of the site may be preserved at Khirbet Umm ed-Deimneh though no Iron Age remains have been 

found there (Abel GP 2:372). The nearby site of Khirbet Tatrit (M.R. 143084), 18.5 km NE of Beersheba, 

has yielded Iron Age pottery (Kochavi 1972:80–81; Aharoni, LBHG 431).  
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JEFFREY R. ZORN  

BETH-MEON (PLACE) [Heb bêt mă˓ôn (ֵבית ֲֹמעון)]. A N Moabite town more commonly called 

Baal-meon, also known as Beth-baal-meon and, probably, Beon. After the Hebrew victory over the 

Amorites, this settlement was assigned to the tribe of Reuben (Num 32:3, 38; Josh 13:17; 1 Chr 5:8). The 

alternative names Beth-baal-meon/Baal-meon appear in the Mesha Inscription (lines 9, 30), where the 

Moabite king says he rebuilt the town and made a reservoir in it. Jer 48:23 and Ezek 25:9 mention this 

placenameintheiroraclesagainstMoab.SamariaOstracon27containsareferenceto―Baalathe

Baalmeonite.‖ThevillageofMa˓in(M.R.219120),locatedca.4milesSWofMedeba,istheprobable

location of ancient Beth-baal-meon, though archaeological confirmation is lacking.  

GERALD L. MATTINGLY  

BETH-MILLO (PLACE) [Heb bêt millô˒ (ֵבית ִֹמלוא)]. An otherwise unattested place mentioned 

togetherwiththe―citizensofShechem‖as part of an assembly responsible for the enthronement of 

Abimelech, king of Shechem (Judg 9:6, 20 [2 times]). The passage seems to be earlier than the 

surrounding narrative (Richter 1963:305) and may reflect a secondary interpretation of a traditional 

description of the environment of Shechem.  

Several identifications of Beth-millo have been offered (Soggin 1973). The term has been taken to refer 

to the acropolis of Shechem, presumed to be identical with the migdal ―tower‖mentionedinJudg 9:46. 

Most who follow this line of interpretation identify the site as an important part of the urban defense 

system; others consider it to have been an area outside the city (either connected with or separate from the 

migdal).  

If the second element of the name Beth-millomeans―filling‖(fromHebml˒ ‗tofill‘),itmayrefertothe

foundation of the upper city (so Boling Judges AB, 171). This has generally been presumed to be the 

meaning of the (identically spelled) word mill  ˒  ‗Millo‘designatinganareaoffillontheEslopeofthecity

of David (2 Sam 5:9; 1 Kgs 9:15, 24; 11:27; 1 Chr 11:8; 32:5). See MILLO (PLACE). A bêt millô˒ is 

referred to in this area also (2 Kgs 12:21),perhaps―aprominentbuildingintheMillo‖(Coganand

Tadmor II Kings AB, 139). Beth-millo would then be related to the later function of the urban acropolis as 



a part of the defense system which included the priests, other temple personnel, and soldiers who 

inhabited the area (Soggin 1973).  

The etymology of the word millô˒ remains rather doubtful. It is possible that the word is a borrowing 

from Eg m3rw, whichdesignatesapartoftheking‘scourt(Görg1985:60).Beth-millo may thus be a term 

for the residential area of the king at Shechem (and Jerusalem, respectively) and may designate the 

administrative center of the city.  
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M. GÖRG  

BETH-NIMRAH (PLACE) [Heb bêt nimrâ (ָרה  )]. One of the towns built by Gadites E ofֵבית ִנֹמְּ

the Jordan valley in land wrested from the Amorite king Sihon and given to them by Moses (Num 32:36; 

Josh 13:27). The name is found at Num 32:3 without the initial element (Heb bêt, lit.―house‖),andLXX

omits it at Num 32:36 (Gk Nambra).ThenameofthesitepersistsatTellNimrin(ontheWâdīNimrin),

although the ancient site was Tell Bleibil nearby (Aharoni LBHG 112–14).The―watersofNimrim‖(Isa 

15:6; Jer 48:34) are perhaps to be associated with this location. See NIMRIM, THE WATERS OF 

(PLACE).  

C. GILBERT ROMERO  

BETH-PAZZEZ (PLACE) [Heb bêt paṣṣēṣ (ֵבית ַפֵצץ)]. A town in the territory of the tribe of 

Issachar mentioned only in Josh 19:21. From the position of Beth-pazzez in the list of tribal towns, it 

should be located to the E of Mt. Tabor (M.R. 187232). Although Abel (GP 2: 62) suggested an 

identification with Kerm el-Haditeh (M.R. 196232), there is not sufficient evidence to establish an 

identification with any site.  

MELVIN HUNT  

BETH-PELET (PLACE) [Heb bêt-peleṭ (ֵבית־ֶפֶלט)]. A town in Judah located in the extreme S 

(Negeb) near Beersheba and toward the boundary of Edom (Josh 15:27). It was one of the towns 

reoccupied by Judeans when they returned from exile (Neh 11:26). Petrie (1930:15) identified it with the 

S Tell el-Fara (M.R. 100076), 18 miles S of Gaza, although now that site is identified with Sharuhen. The 

location of Beth-pelet thus remains unknown.  
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BETH-PEOR (PLACE) [Heb bêt pă˓ôr (ֵבית ֲפעור)].Hebfor―house‖or―templeofPeor,‖a 

Transjordanian site the biblical importance of which is based on events that took place prior to the 

Hebrew conquest of Canaan. Its theophoric name probably indicates that the god Peor, or Baal of Peor, 

was worshiped in its environs. This place name, Beth-peor, is, in fact, related to a group of proper nouns 

that occur in the OT and are sometimes a cause of confusion: (1) Baal-peor, the name of a god, a local 

manifestation of Baal (i.e., Baal of Peor), who was worshiped in NW Moab; (2) Peor, the name of a 

mountain in NW Moab and a shortened name for the god of Mt. Peor, Baal-peor, whose name was 

derivedfromthemountain‘sdesignation;and(3)Beth-peor, the place name under discussion in this 

entry, a town which probably served as the cultic center of Baal-peor (perhaps known as Beth-baal-peor 

in antiquity).  



According to Josh 13:20, Beth-peor was in the territory assigned to the tribe of Reuben, an area that 

included the Moabite tableland (i.e., Heb m  šōr) and the slopes down to the Jordan. Prior to their invasion 

ofCanaan,theHebrewscampedamongthesehillsabovetheGhor,―inthevalleyoppositeBeth-peor‖

(Deut 3:29); here Moses recounted the journey from Egypt and reminded Israel about their covenant 

obligations (Deut 4:44–45). Still in the vicinity of Beth-peor,Mosesviewedthepromisedlandfrom―the

topofPisgah,‖died―inthelandofMoab,‖andwasburied―inthevalleyinthelandofMoabopposite

Beth-peor‖(Deut 34:1–6).  

In agreement with the forenamed passages that mention Beth-peor, the biblical references to Peor, 

includingthosethatnarrateBalaam‘sexperienceinthisarea(Num 23:28) and the infamous episode at 

Shittim (Numbers 25), also point to NW Moab as the location of Beth-peor. Though Deut 34:6 says that 

thelocationofMoses‘burialwasunknowninancienttimes,this text indicates that it was somewhere 

―oppositeBeth-peor.‖Thelackofinformationnotedbythebiblicalwriterhasbeencompoundedin

modern times, because the locations of Peor and Beth-peor remain uncertain (these names could refer to 

the same locale, of course). Clearly, all of the available evidence points to a location somewhere below 

themassifonwhichMt.NeboandMt.Pisgah(RasSiyagha)arefound,probablyinWâdī˓AyunMusa,

but identification with a particular site must remain tentative for the time being.  

Two sites have emerged from the scholarly discussion as possible candidates for ancient Beth-peor. 

According to Eusebius Bethphogor (biblical Beth-peor) and Mt. Phogor were located 6 Roman miles E of 

Livias (OT Beth-haram), on the road to Esbus. Furthermore, Egeria said she could see the site of Fogor 

(Peor) when looking N from Siyagha. This position corresponds to Khirbet el-Meḥaṭṭa on the Mushaqqar 

ridge, as identified by a survey party from the Heshbon Expedition. While many scholars suggest that 

Beth-peor was located at the Roman fort of Khirbet esh-Sheikh Jayil, Henke concludes that what Musil 

identified with the latter actually corresponds to Khirbet el-Meḥaṭṭa. Other scholars identify Khirbet 

˓Ayun Musa, located ca. 1 mile N of Mt. Nebo, with Beth-peor.  

GERALD L. MATTINGLY  

BETH-RAPHA (PERSON) [Heb bêt-rāpâ (ֵבית־ָרָפה)]. Name attributed to an individual from the 

tribe of Judah mentioned in 1 Chr 4:12. The form of the name is strange, since it is the only time a 

personal name collocated with bēt appears in the OT. This has led some to suggest that a place name was 

intended (Odelain and Séguineau 1981:72; Aharoni LBHG 108 [but see the list of persons on 248]). 

However, both the MT and the versions are unanimous in rendering this as a person, along with the other 

individuals mentioned. It is quite likely that he was either named after a city, or that the city was viewed 

as going back to one ancestor/founder. He is said to be one of the men of Recah (which Codex Vaticanus 

and the Lucianic Recension of the LXX render as Recab). Interestingly enough, in an almost midrashic 

fashion, the Targum to Chronicles identifies this person, as well as the other individuals mentioned in 1 

Chr 4:12,asbeing―themenofthegreatsynagogue‖(mytranslation).Thereissomedifficultyin

identifying the connotation of the word bêt-rāpâ. Itmeanseither―houseofthehealer,‖―houseofthe 

ghost,‖―houseofthegiant‖or―houseofRapha‖(aCanaanitedeityattestedatUgaritandperhapsin

several Heb inscriptions. See REPHAIM.). The latter possibility is rejected by Tigay in his discussion of 

personal names (1986:79), but if polytheism was more widespread in Israelite society than many would 

allow, there may well be a reference to a Canaanite deity here. The represents this name as bathrephan (or 

bathraian inCodexVaticanus),whichwouldmean―daughterofRephan‖(orRaianaccordingtoCodex

Vaticanus). The Vulgate sides with the MT in rendering bethrapa, as does the Aramaic bayta rāpā (as 

would be expected). The Peshitta omits the difficult bêt (presumably because it sounded like a place 

name), rendering the name as řpā˒.  
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H. ELDON CLEM  

BETH-REHOB (PLACE) [Heb bêt rĕḥôb (חוב  )]. Var. REHOB. A Syrian town along the Sֵבית רְּ

border of Hamath, from which mercenaries came to join the Ammonites in war against King David (2 

Sam 10:6–8). Beth-rehob is mentioned in close connection with Zobah, and it is possible that Hadadezer, 

king of Zobah, was a native of (Beth-)Rehob (cf. 2 Sam 8:3, 12). See also REHOB (PLACE). This town 

perhapsmarkedtheidealNborderofthepromisedland;inthedaysofMoses―Rehobneartheentrance

ofHamath‖markedtheNextentofthespies‘journey(Num 13:21). In the book of Judges the Israelite 

city of Dan is said to have been located in the valley, which (at the time of the redactor) belonged to Beth-

rehob (18:28). Thus, Beth-rehob should be located somewhere in the region where the Huleh valley 

connectswiththeBekaavalleyofLebanon.Itsexactlocationremainsunknown,andThomson‘s

(1882:547) identification with Baniyas (M.R. 215294) must be rejected since no pre-Hellenistic remains 

have been found there. Thutmose III refers to a rḥbw in his topographic list (ANET 243, no. 87), but if it is 

to be identified with the (Beth-)Rehob near Dan and the entrance to Hamath, then it cannot be identified 

with Tell el-Balaṭ (M.R. 177280) or Tell er-Raḥb (M.R. 180275). See REHOB (PLACE).  
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BETH-SAIDA (PLACE) [Gk Bēthsaida (Βηθσαιδα)]. A city mentioned in the NT as the home town of 

severalofJesus‘disciples—Philip, Andrew, and Peter (John 1:44; 12:21).  

Beth-saida was already a village on the shores of the Sea of Galilee (M.R. 208255) when Herod Philip, 

son and heir of Herod the Great, advanced its status to that of a city. He enlarged its population, built it up 

grandly, and called it Julias to honor the daughter of Augustus Caesar (Ant 18.2.1 §28). Philip also built 

his capital of Paneas-Caesarea Philippi nearly 24 miles to the N, but he decreed that he was to be buried at 

Beth-saida. Upon his death, which took place at Beth-saida-Julias in 33 C.E., he apparently was buried in 

the city in his own funeral monument, which he had commissioned beforehand (Ant 18.4.6 §108).  

Josephus records that Beth-saida-Julias was in the lower Gaulanitis, which would place it in the rich, 

alluvial plain W of the hills and cliffs of the Golan Heights (JW 2.9.1 §168; Life 73). He noted that the 

Jordan passed the city on the way to the Sea of Galilee (JW 3.10.7 §57). He implies elsewhere that the 

Jordan was about one furlong away from Beth-saida, or one-eighth of a mile (Life 72). Mark 6:45 adds the 

detail that Jesus and his disciples sailed from the site of the feeding of the 5000, which Luke 9:10 places 

in Beth-saida. Therefore Beth-saida had a port or anchorage on the lake (cf. Life 73). Josephus also 

explains thatKingAgrippa‘sregionofTrachonitisextendedtoJuliasatitsSextent(JW 3.3.5 §57). Pliny 

the Elder (Naturalis Historia 5.21) and Ptolemy (Geog. 5.15.3) also knew its location on the E side of the 

lake. According to Mark 8:22 the territory of the city of Caesarea Philippi could be reached from Beth-

saida-Julias on foot, suggesting the existence of a road between the two cities.  

John 12:21 locates Beth-saida in Galilee, but probably that is to be understood as an informal 

designation for the geographical rather than for the political area; for Pliny says the same thing (Naturalis 

Historia 5.21).LaterEusebiusandJeromealsorepeated―ofGalilee,‖eventhoughpoliticallyBeth-saida 

belonged to Gaulanitis or Trachonitis (Onomast. 58.11; 59.12).  

Nineteenth-century scholarship identified Beth-saida with the two sites of et-Tell and el-Araj. El-Araj 

lies on the shore of the lake, while et-Tell stands about 1.7 miles to the NNE. El-Araj should be Beth-

saida,theoriginalfishermen‘svillageontheshore,whichhadananchoragestillusableearlyinthis

century. The ancient anchorage was located during a period of low water level. Julias, on the other hand, 

was identified with the site of et-Tell, at which have been found an aqueduct, a city wall, a mosaic, and a 

road connecting with el-Araj.  

Recently new surveys in the region of the two proposed sites and the discovery of a third site have 

rounded out the picture without substantively altering the original proposal. See Fig. BET.01. Et-Tell 

(also known as el-Amiriyye from the nearby village) is now known to cover about 45,000 m
2
 (Urman 

1985:120–21). This is too small for an ancient city, but could be the acropolis of the city. El-Araj (el-



Hasel or Beith ha-Beq), SSW of et-Tell and on the shore of the lake, is now largely underwater, but has 

produced architectural fragments that closely resemble those of synagogues excavated in the region. 

Furthermore, el-Araj and el-Mis˒adiyye,aboutone-half mile E of el-Araj, feature foundations of buildings 

and pottery from the Early Roman period to the time of the Arab conquest (Urman 1985:121; 1971:14). In 

1982, 24 m of paved road or jetty extending into the lake were found at el-Araj. El-Araj and el-

Mes˒adiyyemaytogetherberegardedastheremnantsofthelargefishingvillageofBeth-saida, while et-

Tell would form the acropolis of the city of Julias, founded by Herod Philip.  

According to John 1:44 Philip, Andrew, and Peter came from Beth-saida. Their origin there helps 

explainJesus‘relationshiptothevillageorcity—he healed a blind man at Beth-saida (Mark 8:22–26) and 

fed 5000 in a deserted place nearby (Luke 9:25). Yet his ministry was evidently not well received, for 

Matthew 11:21 (cf. Luke 10:13) records his lament over the lack of repentence in Chorazin and Beth-

saida.  
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JAMES F. STRANGE  

BETH-SHAN (PLACE) [Heb bêt šan ( ַשן ֵבית ), bêt šĕ˒ān (ָאן  ;)]. Var. BETH-SHEANֵבית שְּ

SCYTHOPOLIS. An ancient city standing sentinel over the junction of the Jezreel and Jordan valleys 

(M.R. 197212). The town was given to Manasseh (Josh 17:11), but that tribe was unable to secure the site 

because of the iron chariotry that the Canaanites had in their arsenal (Josh 17:16; Judg 1:27). It remained 

in non-Israelite control until after the reign of Saul, and it was at Beth-shanwhereSaul‘sdecapitatedbody

was put on display in the temple of Ashtaroth (1 Sam 31:10–12). During the reign of Solomon, however, 

itwaslistedaspartoftheadministrativedistrictbelongingtoMegiddo/Ta˓anach(1 Kgs 4:12). The site is 

frequently mentioned in Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine times, when it became known as Scythopolis 

or Nysa Scythopolis. It was reported in the Maccabean conflicts as the scene of some confrontations (1 

Macc 5:52; 12:40–42), and its inhabitants were spared massacre because of their hospitality to the local 

Jewish population (2 Macc 12:29–31). It then became the chief city of the DECAPOLIS, even though it 

was the only one on the W side of the Jordan river. During the Decapolis period the city expanded beyond 

the tell to its maximum area of almost 100 hectares, all of which was enclosed with a wall. The 

significance of Beth-shan is marked by the fact that the Islamic conquest of A.D. 636 was described by the 

victorsasthe―dayofBeisan.‖Thelattername,Beisan,derivedfromtheancientone(―houseofShan,‖

Shan being possibly a deity worshiped at the site), continues to be used and now refers to a village SE of 

the tell.  

———  

A. Environmental Setting  

B. History of Excavations  

C. Archaeological Sequence  

———  

A. Environmental Setting  

Ancient Beth-shan (identified with Tell el-Husn) is strategically located in inland N Palestine where the 

Jezreel and Jordan valleys meet. The site is at the E terminus of the main route from the coast, the Via 

Maris, and roads branched out from there to Syria and Transjordan. Arable land, fish and other animal 

resourcesnearby,andaperennialwatersource(fromtheWâdīJalud,biblicalHerod,ontheSbankof



which the site was founded) also encouraged human occupation. Consequently, Beth-shan was almost 

continuously settled from at least the Chalcolithic period up to modern times.  

B. History of Excavations  

The tell of Beth-shan,includingalargecemetery(theNorthernCemetery)ontheNbankoftheWâdī

Jalud, was excavated from 1921 to 1933, first under the direction of C. S. Fisher (1921–1923), then under 

A. Rowe (1925–1928) and G. M. FitzGerald (1930–1931, 1933). This undertaking was one of the large 

American archaeological expeditions after World War I, a period during which excavation techniques 

were still in their formative stages. Almost the whole of the top five levels of the highest point of the tell 

on the SE were cleared; and only by reworking the limited stratigraphic evidence and pottery data, based 

on current knowledge, can the archaeological sequence be reconstructed (see James 1966; Oren 1973). 

FitzGerald carried out a deep sounding on the citadel, penetrating to the basal levels, the areal extents of 

which were so limited that the results were very equivocal and as yet have not been reworked. More 

recent archaeological work on the tell and in its environs (e.g., Yadin and Geva 1984) has also helped to 

clarify the findings of the early expedition.  

C. Archaeological Sequence  

The earliest evidence for occupation on the tell at Beth-shan is represented only by pit deposits in the 

lowestlevel(XVIII;abovevirginsoil)ofFitzGerald‘sdeepsounding,whichcontainedpotterydatingto

the Chalcolithic period (ca. 4500–3300 B.C.) or possibly to the terminal phase of the Neolithic period 

(Yarmukian). Many other Chalcolithic sites, however, were identified by N. Tzori in the immediate 

vicinity of the tell.  

The Esdraelon culture, which has been identified as either a late Chalcolithic phase or an initial phase of 

the EB (ca. 3400–3100 B.C.), is attestedbygrayburnishedand―grainwashware‖(i.e.,potterydecorated

with streaky red paint) from level XVI. Streets and multiroomed structures appeared in the immediately 

succeeding levels (XV–XI) of the deep sounding, encompassing the main period of urban expansion, 

down to ca. 2400 B.C. Khirbet Kerak pottery, a distinctive, highly burnished black and red ware with 

stylistic affinities to E Anatolian types, is very prevalent in level XI (although it was found in mixed 

contexts with MB material). This pottery is dated to a late phase of EB III and is possibly related to 

contemporaneous disruptions throughout the Near East that contributed to a weakening of the Palestinian 

city-state system.  

The transitional EB IV period (ca. 2400–1950 B.C.), as elsewhere in Palestine, is primarily attested by 

shaft tombs in the Northern Cemetery; relatively little evidence for occupation was found on the tell. A 

reconsolidation of urban life, however, is evidenced by large houses with central courtyards in level X and 

by tombs with rich deposits (e.g., duckbill-shaped axheads and scarabs) both on the tell and in the 

Northern Cemetery. Although the stratigraphy of the deep sounding is problematic and has not been 

reworked, the artifactual material appears to cover most if not the entirety of MB I–III (ca. 1950–1550 

B.C.).  

Level IX, which also has not yet been reworked, dates primarily to the LB I period (ca. 1550–1400 

B.C.); an admixture of earlier and later materials occurs in some contexts. Based on scarabs, Rowe 

assigned this stratum to Thutmose III, but scarabs of this pharaoh are poor chronological indicators since 

they continued to be made after his reign and were often retained as heirlooms. The architectural layout of 

the level on the acropolis is quite different from underlying level X, and included a large, open courtyard 

bordering a thick-walled rectangular building (possibly a migdal-type temple) and a complex of rooms 

with an altar to the E. A basalt relief showing a lion and dog in combat was a notable find; Palestinian 

artifacts predominated in the level, although some Egyptian-style artifacts were also recovered.  

Egyptian presence was intensified in levels VII and VIII (dating to LB IIB, 13th century B.C. although 

previously assigned to the late 15th–14th centuries by Rowe on the basis of scarabs), in which the citadel 

was again laid out on along completely different architectural lines. The buildings (a so-called 

commandant‘shousewithtwolargeroomsalongonesideofthestructure;aheavilybastionedmigdal; a 

large silo; the SE sector with rooms and center hall buildings to either side of a N-S street; and, most 

significantly, a temple with a columned forecourt and a back altar room approached by a stairway) are 



analogous to specific Egyptian New Kingdom architectural types. The levels produced more Egyptian-

style artifacts than any other LB site in Palestine:scarabs of 19th-Dyn. pharaohs, duck-head bowls, cobra 

figurines,zoomorphicstands,―flowerpots,‖jewelry,etc.,aswellasinscriptions(e.g.,astele of 

Amenemopetthearchitect,dedicatedto―Mekal,thegod,thelordofBeth-shan‖).Thecombinedevidence

leaves little doubt that the Egyptians restructured the site to be a military garrison along the N frontier of 

Palestine, from which they could protect their interests in the area and participate in trade with major 

empires to the N. Palestinian artifacts still predominated at the site, and many of the basic industries 

(pottery, silicates, metals, alabaster, boneworking, goldworking, etc.) continued to function as they had in 

the past. Nevertheless, as shown by scientific analyses, Egyptian-style artifacts were generally produced 

locally (one exception being glass and faience vessels); and Egyptian craftsmen must have been present at 

the site to manufacture such items or to tutor Palestinian craftsmen. A syncretistic Palestinian-Egyptian 

cult is implied by the representation of Egyptian deities (Hathor and minor gods, such as Bes, Taurt, and 

Sekhmet) and Palestinian deities (a principal female and male god).  

Even though serious disruptions in the Palestinian city-state system occurred at the end of the LB (ca. 

1200 B.C.), Beth-shan continued to be occupied by the Egyptians in the early Iron Age. No destruction 

level was noted between levels VII and VI. With minor refurbishing the level VI temple is identical to 

that of level VII and located directly above it, and the general layout of the SE sector is the same in both 

levels;onlythecommandant‘shouseandmigdal were totally dismantled, to be replaced by probable 

storehouses. Egyptian-style artifacts, including scarabs of later Ramesside pharaohs (in particular, 

Rameses III of the 12th century B.C.), numerous limestone door fragments from central-hall buildings 

with hieroglyphic inscriptions referring tothe―commanderofthetroops‖(Ramessesweserkhephesh)

during the reign of Rameses III, and pottery and small objects similar to those in level VII are still very 

prevalent. A group of tombs in the Northern Cemetery contained large anthropoid coffins, several of 

which had grotesque faces and were shown wearing high head/hairdresses. Because of the similarity of 

the latter with depictions of the SEA PEOPLES in Egyptian reliefs, it has been proposed that one or more 

groups of Sea Peoples (the Denyen, Tjekker, and/or Peleset [Philistines]) were resident at the site, perhaps 

as mercenaries. Although it is possible that some Sea Peoples lived there, their numbers must have been 

quite small, since very little characteristic artifactual material, such as is common at coastal sites, has been 

found at the site (only one Philistine shard was recovered from the site). Earlier and later phases of level 

VI (lower and upper, respectively) broadly date to ca. 1200–1000 B.C. The inscriptional evidence from 

lower level VI indicates that Rameses III was primarily responsible for consolidating Egyptian control at 

the site. The possibility of a destruction layer between lower and upper level VI, as well as the sparse 

remains from the latter phase, suggests that Egyptian power waned during the later Ramesside period.  

Architecturally, level V, dated to Iron IC–IIA (ca. 1000–800 B.C.) according to the pottery evidence, 

represents a significant departure from the plan of the Egyptian garrison. Two long E-W buildings, one in 

the area of the level VIII–VI temple and another located farther N, have been identified as temples. This 

interpretationiswellsupportedbythefindsfromthebuilding‘sforecourt(aseatedstatueofRamesesIII

and monumental steles of Seti I and Rameses II dedicated to Ra-Hamarchis and Amun-Re) and by its 

interior(astelededicatedto―Antit,‖probablythelocalequivalentofaprincipalCanaanitegoddess).

Indeed, the presence of the monumental steles and statue suggests that an imperial cult existed here that 

had its beginning in the LB (this area in levels VIII–VI was extensively disturbed, but wall lines are 

directly below those of the level V building). The steles describe in some detail the military defense of the 

Beth-shan area by the pharaohs against belligerent neighboring city-states and peoples (e.g., the ˓apiru 

[see HABIRU, HAPIRU]; possibly connected with the Hebrews). Since the historical data of the steles 

accord with other texts of the pharaohs, they most likely originated in their reigns and were moved up 

from one level to the next as buildings were successively renovated or rebuilt by the Egyptians. Like 

storehouses of the period, a double row of columns ran the length of the S building. Based on the biblical 

tradition (1 Chr 10:10),Rowedenotedthebuildingthe―TempleofDagon,‖theprimarymaledeityofthe

Philistines; no inscriptions, however, were recovered from the building, and it is doubtful that the site was 

ever controlled by the Philistines. Both N and S temples yielded numerous cylindrical and houselike 



stands, which were decorated with snakes and birds and which were probably used in the cult. See Fig. 

BET.02. In the later phase of level V, a gate existed on the NW side of the tell, which was approached by 

a gentle earthen slope from the valley (earlier gates may have been located here as well). Unfortunately, 

the gate‘soverallplanisunclear,butitsarchitecturalandmasonrystyle(interiorbuttresses,header-and-

stretcher arrangement of ashlar blocks, and an attached double wall) is similar to that of other gates in N 

Israel (e.g., Megiddo and Hazor) fortified by Solomon (cf. 1 Kgs 9:15). It is uncertain how the site was 

taken by the Israelites.  

After a possible hiatus in occupation, level IV was rebuilt along different architectural lines from level 

V. The very poorly preserved stratum is dated according to the pottery to ca. 800–600 B.C.  

Another gap in settlement followed level IV, although late Iron Age and Persian period tombs were 

found by Tzori east of the tell. The site was reoccupied in the Hellenistic (363–332 B.C.) and Roman (63 

B.C.–A.D. 324) periods—levels III and II. The Hellenistic structures were extensively disturbed by later 

Roman buildings, in particular by a large temple on the NW side of the tell (initially assigned to the 

Hellenistic period, but now dated to the 1st century A.D.). The Roman city spread into the valley below 

the tell, where a colonnaded street, a hippodrome, a villa with mosaic floors, a theater, and an extensive 

wallcircuit(spanningtheWâdīJalud) were uncovered. Roman tombs in the Northern Cemetery produced 

glass vessels, pottery figurines, and portrait busts of the dead; a stone sarcophagus in one tomb was 

inscribed with the name of Antiochus, son of Phallion, possibly a cousin of Herod the Great.  

The uppermost level on the tell (level I) was dominated by a circular Byzantine church, with an 

ambulatory around an open court. FitzGerald dated the building to the early 5th century because of the 

similarity between its column capitals and those of the Church of St. Stephen in Jerusalem, which was 

constructed by the empress Eudocia between 431 and 438. A mosaic in the building was also comparable 

to one of approximately the same period in the Church of Eleona on the Mount of Olives. Domestic 

residences surrounded the church, and a paved road led from the latter to the NW gate. A monastery, 

dedicated to or sponsored by a certain Lady Mary, was constructed N of the cemetery on the opposite 

bankoftheWâdīJalud,justoutsidetheByzantinecitywall;inscriptions and a hoard of coins minted 

under Heraclius I indicate that it was constructed in the early 6th century A.D. and probably stood until the 

Islamic conquest. Extensive mosaic floors included circular representations of the Labors of the Months 

grouped around the personified sun and moon. In addition, four synagogues in the vicinity of the tell have 

been investigated. Near the Monastery of Lady Mary and dating from the 5th through the early 7th 

century, one synagogue contained mosaics with representations of the ark of the covenant covered by a 

curtain, ritual vessels, and a seven-branched candelabra, together with four inscriptions (three Greek and 

one Samaritan). Nearby, the mosaics in a second synagogue of the 6th century also showed ritual vessels 

and a candelabra, and included Greek, Hebrew, and Aramaic inscriptions. At Farwana (probably ancient 

Rehob), S of Beth-shan and dating from the 5th–7th centuries, was discovered the longest Hebrew mosaic 

inscription, detailing halakic laws of the Sabbatical Year and tithing. Byzantine houses, another 

monastery,andapotter‘sworkshopwerealsolocatedinthevicinityofthetell.Numeroustombsfromthe

Byzantine period were excavated in the Northern Cemetery.  
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PATRICK E. MCGOVERN  

BETH-SHEAN. An alternate spelling for BETH-SHAN.  

BETH-SHEARIM (PLACE). See BURIALS (ANCIENT JEWISH).  

BETH-SHEMESH (PLACE) [Heb bêt šemeš (ֵבית ֶשֶֹמש), ˓  r šemeš (ִףיר ֶשֶֹמש)]. The RSV has 

three towns with this name and the Heb MT has another.  

1. A town located in the NE Shephelah (M.R. 147128) in the Valley of Sorek and which played a small 

butsignificantroleinIsrael‘s history. It was occupied throughout the biblical period and, as a border 

town, experienced the varying fortunes of the tribe and kingdom of Judah.  

a. Biblical References. Beth-shemesh is mentioned in two geographical lists of Joshua:first as Ir-

shemesh (Josh 19:41) within the territory of Dan, and then (Josh 21:16) as Beth-shemesh, a town given by 

the tribe of Judah to the Kohathite sons of Aaron. However, Beth-shemesh is not mentioned as a town of 

Judah in the geographical list of Joshua 15. The question of whether Beth-shemesh belonged to the tribe 

of JudahorDanmaybeansweredbyreferencetoDan‘s11th-century migration to its N territory, which 

would have left Beth-shemesh on the NW border of Judah. An equally plausible, though more technical, 

explanation concerns the second Solomonic administrative district (1 Kgs 4:9), which appears to parallel 

the territory mentioned in Josh 19:41. The Joshua passage may be a description of 10th-century rather 

than of 11th- or of 12th-century geography, irrespective of tribal designations.  

Beth-shemesh plays a prominent role in the story of the Philistine capture of the ark of the covenant (1 

Sam 6:9–15). The ark is carried from Philistine territory to Beth-shemesh, which was a border town just 

inside Israelite territory.  

With the division of the kingdom, Beth-shemesh fell within the borders of Judah. Jehoash of Israel and 

Amaziah of Judah engaged in a battle at Beth-shemesh in which Jehoash proved the victor (2 Kgs 14:11; 

2 Chr 25:21). Not only does this battle emphasize the location of Beth-shemesh as a border town, but the 

subsequent sacking of Jerusalem by Jehoash also indicates that Beth-shemesh had guarded the Sorek pass 

from the Philistine plain to Jerusalem. Beth-shemesh later passed from Israelite control when the 

Philistines captured it during the reign of Ahaz (2 Chr 28:18).  

The only other ancient sources to mention Beth-shemesh are the Palestinian Talmud in a geographical 

context (Meg. 1.70a and parallel passages) and Eusebius (Onomast. 54.11–13), who identifies it as 

Bethsamis. The final settlement appears to have been a Byzantine monastery. Between the fall of the 

Israelite kingdoms and the Byzantine period, only the scantiest remains (Hellenistic coins and Roman 

ceramics) were deposited at the site. The Beth-shemesh in Judah should not be confused with that 

associated with Naphtali (Josh 19:38) or that associated with Issachar (Josh 19:22).  

b. Archaeological Excavations. TheArabvillageof˓AinShems preserved a reference to the ancient 

name; and E. Robinson in 1841 identified Tell er-Rumeilah,justWof˓AinShems,withbiblicalBeth-



shemesh. The Palestine Exploration Fund began excavations at the site in 1911 under the direction of D. 

Mackenzie, who identified four strata at the site. The earliest was a Bronze Age stratum containing 

imported Aegean and Cypriot pottery. The succeeding stratum was characterized by Philistine pottery, 

which had much in common with Mycenaean IIIC wares. The third stratumwasdesignated―Israelite‖and

was thought to have been destroyed by Sennacherib in 701 B.C.E. The final stratum was the Byzantine 

occupation, represented by the monastery on the SE side of the hill. During 1911–1912 Mackenzie 

excavated the entire monastery and an area on the S side of the mound. He also excavated a Bronze Age 

fortification system, including a typical MB gate, and a curtain wall with adjoining towers. The wall was 

followed for its full course around the city. These fortifications may have been reused in the LB, but they 

clearly went out of use by the beginning of the Iron Age.  

A second series of excavations on the W and S sides of the tell were conducted from 1928–31 by E. 

Grant, assisted by C. S. Fisher and A. Rowe. Although Grant published three reports (1929; 1931–32; 

1934), the authoritative volumes on these latter excavations were published by Grant together with G. E. 

Wright (1939). The following description of the stratigraphy and finds from Beth-shemesh is based 

largely on that report.  

c. Stratigraphy. Six major occupational levels were discovered at Beth-shemesh, some of which were 

further subdivided (e.g., IVa and IVb). With the improved stratigraphic techniques and ceramic analysis 

of the last half century, it is apparent that further subdivisions should have been made. However, the 

published evidence makes it difficult to argue specifically for a more complex stratigraphy.  

(1) Stratum VI. The earliest level produced no building remains. Only a collection of flints, ceramics, 

and some stone objects give evidence of the EB IV–MB I period. It is not known whether this evidence 

indicates a sedentary occupation, or whether these are simply campsite remains.  

(2) Tombs. A series of tombs (9, 17, 13) stratigraphically appear to predate the city wall. Their contents 

are MB II–III and testify to a preurban phase of the MB occupation at Beth-shemesh.  

(3) Stratum V. This stratum represents the first fortification of the site in the MB III period. The 

fortification consisted of a city wall encircling the tell, three rectangular towers, and a three-chambered 

city gate. Evidence for a glacis and lower retaining wall, which usually accompany such fortifications, 

was not found nor was there effort to locate it. The single major house discovered in stratum V was built 

against the city wall. Called the Herrenhaus by the excavators, this structure consisted of a single 

courtyard flanked by smaller rooms on three sides. The full extent of this house may not have been 

excavated. A tower on the SW of the city wall is a later addition to the wall. Although it is possible that 

this tower was added in the LB, it may indicate a second phase to the MB city. If such is the case, then 

Beth-shemesh V would have three phases: (1) a preurban phase indicated by tombs; (2) the first urban 

phase indicated by the city wall, gate, and Herrenhaus; and (3) a later urban phase indicated by additions 

to the city wall. It seems likely on the basis of the pottery that stratum V spans the period from the middle 

of the MB II to the end of the MB. An ash layer on the floor of the Herrenhaus and the breaching of the 

city wall indicate a destruction of stratum V. Wright dates this destruction to the mid-16th century B.C.E.  

(4) Stratum IV. DuringtheLBthecity‘sdefensesseemtohavebeenrepairedontheWsideofthe

mound. However, on the S side of the city, the Herrenhaus was rebuilt above the city wall, indicating the 

fortifications were not reused. This apparent contradiction may indicate stratigraphic phasing within 

stratum IV or different uses of the fortifications within the city at the same time. Our present knowledge 

of Beth-shemesh does not allow a resolution of this issue.  

Wright and Grant subdivided stratum IV into two phases: IVA, the earlier spanning the 15th and early 

14th centuries; and IVB, which was destroyed in the 13th or early 12th century B.C.E. Stratigraphic 

differentiation between IVA and IVB was noticeable from a change in building orientation in some areas 

and from evidence of destruction on the W edge of the tell. Stratum IVB was also burned. A number of 

large buildings were excavated in stratum IV along with three industrial furnaces and a number of silos 

and plastered water cisterns.  

Wright and Grant have isolated the bichrome pottery from Beth-shemesh into stratum IVA, the 

Mycenaean imports into stratum IVB, and the Philistine pottery into the subsequent stratum III. Pottery 



which paralleled that of Tell Beit Mirsim Bl and which is considered characteristic of the early Israelites 

was found in two silos (551 and 530; stratum IVB). This pottery was buried under destruction debris and 

the buildings of stratum III.  

(5) Stratum III. The Iron Age I (stratum III) probably came to an end in the mid-11th century B.C.E. 

through another violent destruction. The city may or may not have been fortified at this time. The city 

wall appears to have been repaired again, but there is no stratigraphic evidence that these repairs did not 

occur in the previous stratum. The finest building of stratum III, the Hofhaus, consisted of a partially 

paved courtyard flanked on the W by three smaller rooms.  

A significant amount of Philistine pottery was found throughout stratum III as would be expected given 

the location of Beth-shemesh near the Philistine plain. The occupation of stratum III appears to coincide 

chronologically with the appearance and disappearance of this distinctive ceramic style.  

(6) Stratum II. Stratum II was subdivided into three phases IIA, IIB, and IIC. On the W side of the tell, 

stratum IIA was characterized by a casemate wall and administrative buildings—one considered a 

governor‘shouseandanotherastoragecomplex.Theformerbuildingwasnotfullyexcavated;thelatter

consisted of three longrooms.StratumIIA‘soccupationwasburnedintheearly10thcenturyB.C.E. Strata 

IIB and IIC cover the rest of the Iron Age to the Babylonian destruction of Judah in 587 B.C.E. Mackenzie 

and Y. and M. Aharoni would date the final destruction of Beth-shemesh to the Assyrian invasion of 701 

B.C.E. However, the appearance of some (although not all) 7th-century ceramic forms in the Beth-shemesh 

collection would seem to contradict that conclusion. The later Iron Age occupation was unfortified. The 

houses excavated on the W edge of the tell were arranged along the old line of fortifications and were 

divided by a series of streets. The distinction between strata IIB and IIC is based on ceramic evidence 

although stratigraphic changes were noted within the unfortified village.  

That strata IIB–C at Beth-shemesh were unfortified is reflected in the biblical record. Rehoboam 

neglected to fortify Beth-shemesh while building defenses at a number of Judean towns including nearby 

Zorah (2 Chr 11:5–10). Similarly Beth-shemesh is not mentioned in the city list of Judah (Josh 15:33–36), 

which includes neighboring towns like Zorah and Azekah. It is possible that the site was unoccupied for 

some time in the 9th century B.C.E.  

(7) Stratum I. The Roman-Byzantine period was represented by a Byzantine monastery on the SE side 

of the tell. Hellenistic, Roman, and medieval pottery were also found in small quantities at Beth-shemesh.  

d. Inscriptions. Although Beth-shemesh is not noted for its inscriptional finds, a few significant 

documents were discovered there. In stratum IV scarabs of Amenhotep III and Rameses I and II were 

found, along with scarabs of Thutmose II, Seti I, and Rameses III in tomb 11. In room 526 of stratum IVA 

a cuneiform tablet with an inscription in Ugaritic script was discovered. The signs were written backwards 

as if to be read with a mirror. A similar mirror-written inscription has been found at Ugarit itself. An 

ostracon found in area Y31, attributable to either stratum V or IV, bears a proto-Canaanite inscription.  

Ten stamped jar handles bearing individualized Hebrew inscriptions typical of the end of the Judean 

MonarchywerefoundinstratumII.Onereading―ToEliakim,StewardofYawkin‖isidenticaltotwo

sealings found at Tell Beit Mirsim. Royal stamp seals with either winged scarab or winged scroll 

decoration typical of the 8th century B.C.E. were also found in stratum II. In most cases these bear the 

placename―Hebron.‖Acarneliansealfromtomb14wasalsoinscribedinHebrew. 

e. Tombs. There were a number of tombs cut in the rock in the area closely surrounding the tell and 

beneath the earliest dwellings. In the MB these tombs were located within the walled city. Some of the 

tombs predated urbanization, and some were used while the houses above were occupied. Only two tombs 

of the LB were discovered—a small tomb within the city walls and a larger one which was extramural. 

While two skeletons contemporary with stratum III were found with modest grave goods, a considerable 

series of tombs attributed to stratum II were located outside the city walls. These tombs date primarily to 

the end of the Iron Age, although some were slightly earlier.  
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FREDRIC BRANDFON  

2. A town belonging to Issachar (Josh 19:22). Its location is uncertain, but Aharoni has suggested 

(LBHG 432) that it might be identifiedwithKhirbetSheikhesh-Shamsāw  (M.R. 199232), just SW of the 

Sea of Galilee. The name preserves some elements of the ancient name (Boling and Wright, Joshua AB, 

450), and the site is within the described borders of Issachar (Josh 19:17–23).  

3. A town given to Naphtali (Josh 19:38) and which from the context of the passage (v 35) appears to 

have been fortified. This conclusion is strengthened by the statement in Judg 1:33 that Naphtali did not 

expel the Canaanites from either Beth-shemesh or Beth-anath. The locations of both of these towns are 

unknown, but Aharoni suggests (LBHG 162, 432) that Beth-shemesh might be identified with Khirbet 

Tell er-Ruweisi (M.R. 181271) in the far N of upper Galilee. Attempts to locate Beth-shemesh have 

encompassed both lower and upper Galilee, but it was in the N part of upper Galilee that the Canaanites 

maintained strong and well-developed towns into the early Israelite period (LBHG 235–36).  

The N Galilee Beth-shemesh is likely that mentioned in the Egyptian Execration Texts (Posener 

1940:E60) and perhaps is mentioned (No. 89) on the list of Canaanite cities by Thutmose III (LBHG 162).  

4. The MT in Jer 43:13 refers to another Beth-shemesh, which was located in Egypt. The RSV renders 

this site HELIOPOLIS, following the which reads Hēliou poleōs (LXX Jer 50:13).  
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BETH-SHITTAH (PLACE) [Heb bêt haššiṭṭâ (ֵבית ַהִשָטה)]. A site mentioned in Judg 7:22 as one 

ofthelocationstowhichMidianitetroopsfledtoescapetheattackofGideon‘sband.Beth-shittah appears 

to be distinct from SHITTIM; it has been identified with Shatta, 2.5 miles E of Harod and 5.5 miles NW 

of Beisan, although this identification has been doubted (IDB 1:403; ISBE 1:479). Another possible 

location is Tell Sleihat, E of the Jordan river. The name Beth-shittahmeans―houseofacacia

(trees/wood)‖(onthisimportantplantanditswood,seeFLORA, BIBLICAL).  

HENRY O. THOMPSON  

BETH-TAPPUAH (PLACE) [Heb bêt-tappûaḥ ( ֵבית־ַתפּוַח)]. A town situated in the central hill 

country of Judah (Josh 15:53) within the same district as Hebron. This settlement, the name of which 

perhapsmeans―houseoftheappletree‖(fromtapp aḥ ‗apple‘),islisted among the towns within the tribal 

allotment of Judah (Josh 15:21–62; see also BETH DAGON (PLACE). Beth-tappuah is also mentioned in 

Shishak‘sinscriptiononthewalloftheAmonTempleatKarnak(AharoniLBHG 285). The name is 

preserved in the modern village of Taffuh (M.R. 154105), approximately 5 km W and slightly N of 

Hebron (LBHG 300). The ancient settlement is no doubt to be found in the immediate vicinity.  
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BETH-YERAH (M.R. 204235). A city generally associated with Khirbet Kerak (Arabic meaning 

―ruinsofthefortress‖),a50acresitealongtheSWshoreoftheSeaofGalilee.Thesiteisnotmentioned

in the Bible; primary evidence linking this area with Beth-yerah‗thehouseoftheMoon‘comesfromthe

Talmud, which states that the Jordan begins S of Beth-yerah (b. Talm. Bik. 55a; Gen. Rab. 98.18; cf. 

Neubauer 1868:31, 215; Sukenik 1922:102–3; Maisler, Stekelis, and Avi-Yonah 1952:165). Sukenik 

associates the site with Philoteria following Polybius, who depicts Antiochus the Great in 216 B.C.E. 

marching to Philoteria (Sukenik 1922:103–4).Polybiusstatesthatthecity―liesofftheshoreofthelake

intowhichtheriverJordanfalls,andfromwhichitissuesagaintotraversetheplainsroundScythopolis‖ 



(Polyb. 5.70.4). The city had substantial territory so that it, along with Scythopolis, could easily supply 

Antiochus‘entirearmy(5.70.5). 

The name Philoteria suggests a Ptolemaic foundation, possibly by Ptolemy II Philadephus who had a 

sister by that name (Sukenik 1922:104–5). The Byzantine chronicler Syncellus places Philoteria E of the 

Jordan river and lists it as one of the cities captured by Alexander Jannaeus (Syncellus 1984:355). Avi-

Yonah argues that in antiquity Beth-yerah/Philoteria was E of theJordanbecausetheJordan‘sancient

river bed flowed N and W of the site; therefore Philoteria was never part of Galilee (Avi-Yonah 1966:37, 

70, 138). The city may have had a sister city, Sennabris (j. Talm. Bik. I.81a; j. Talm. Meg. 2a; cf. Sukenik 

1922:106–7; Hestrin 1975:253), where, Josephus states, Vespasian stationed his troops during the Jewish 

revolt (ca. 66–67 C.E.) before marching on Tiberias (JW 3.447; 4.455).  

Excavations at the site indicate a long period of occupation that extended from the Chalcolithic into the 

Arab period with an apparent occupation break between the MB II and Persian periods. Chalcolithic finds 

show that inhabitants lived in huts sunk in pits and that they practiced child burial (Maisler, Stekelis, and 

Avi-Yonah 1952:167, 229; Hestrin 1975:255). Major building activity, however, did not occur until EB I, 

when Beth-yerah became one of the first fortified towns in Palestine. A massive mudbrick wall measuring 

8 m in width found at Beth-yerah (Hestrin 1975:254–55) may reflect increasing rivalry among local 

townships as well as similar town planning in Mesopotamia and Egypt (Aharoni 1982:56–58; Anati 

1963:337–41). The discovery of EB I rectangular homes with mudbrick walls, a large courtyard with 

basalt paving, a tournette for making pottery, and an apsidal house (Hestrin 1975:255–56) along with the 

town wall reflects a move toward a walled-town culture with its fixed-plot agriculture and nuclear, closed 

societies (Hanbury-Tenison 1986:63, 106; Esse 1982) rather than toward urbanization.  

The walled-town culture continues into the EB II period as brick walls, a paved street, and parts of a 

drainage system have been found. Jars found on the floor of an EB II house are similar to those found in a 

tomb at Kinneret, 1.25 km W of Beth-yerah and considered a possible burial site for the EB II city (Mazar 

1975:717). Excavation of three levels of EB II burials produced numerous household goods such as jugs, 

jars, bowls, and platters along with the cremated remains of those buried. The tomb provides a glimpse at 

the wealth available to some in this period. Numerous beads and jewelry were found including part of a 

necklace that had two gold and two ruby beads. The city participated in a wider trade network as evident 

in the composition of the beads, which included copper, faience, ruby, crystal, jasper, quartz, pottery, and 

mother-of-pearl. In addition, bone plaques with ornamentation and a round plaque of beaten gold were 

found (Mazar 1975:717–18; Mazar, Amiran, and Haas 1973:176–93). Although influenced by its contacts 

with the Mesopotamian area, Beth-yerah reflects distinctive regional characteristics as evidenced by a 

locally produced EB II cylinder seal stamp, which was used to make impressions on vessels themselves 

rather than to seal documents or jars as in Mesopotamia (Ben-Tor 1978:108–9).  

The site flourished in EB III; a paved road with houses on each side (Ussishkin 1968:267) and a large 

public building, possibly a granary, indicate increasing centralization and cooperation (Maisler, Stekelis, 

and Avi-Yonah 1952:223–28; Hestrin 1975:257–58; Aharoni 1982:67). The period is distinguished by the 

sudden appearance of KHIRBET KERAK WARE, first found at Beth-yerah. This hand-turned and highly 

burnished ware is found in a number of EB III sites (e.g., Megiddo, Ai, Jericho), although it seems 

concentrated in N Palestine and Syria. The pottery was apparently brought by peoples moving into the 

area from Anatolia (Amiran 1952:101–3; Anati 1963:359–61). The destruction layers directly below this 

ware at the EB III layer at Ai and the lack of such a destruction layer at Beth-yerah suggest that the 

population movement associated with the ware could be violent or peaceable (Kenyon 1979:99–101).  

Evidence of the cultural horizon of the EB III site comes from small figurines of animals, two model 

mills or houses made of clay, a pottery piece in the shape of a roaring lion (Maisler, Stekelis, and Avi-

Yonah 1952:171),andarareivorybull‘sheadfoundinalargecolonnadedstructure,possiblyatemple

(Ben-Tor 1972:26–27;Tadmor1986:98).Asyetnoclearfunctioncanbedeterminedfortheivorybull‘s

head, although two of four EB bull heads found in Palestine appear to have a temple as their provenance, 

suggesting some cultic purpose (Ben-Tor 1972:26; Callaway 1974:60–61). Since no clear parallels can be 

found in the ANE, the general view is that the head was made locally. The use of ivory, a luxury item at 



this time, provides further evidence of the larger trade network in which Beth-yerah flourished (Tadmor 

1986:98–99).  

The Khirbet Kerak period came to an abrupt end around 2200 B.C.E. when Beth-yerah experienced mass 

destruction as did other cities such as Jericho, Ai, Megiddo, and Beth-shan (Aharoni 1982:73). 

Nevertheless,thecityapparentlycontinuedthroughtheMBIIperiodasindicatedbyanMBIpotter‘s

workshop and by MB II buildings divided by narrow passages and by a broad street leading from the S 

gate to industrial kilns (Hestrin 1975:256; Bar-Adon 1953:132; Bar-Adon 1954:128).  

Occupation of the site occurs again in the Persian period as evidenced by Perisan pottery in the 

foundation of a Hellenistic city wall, which extends over 1600 m. In the floorsofthewall‘stowerswere

found iron arrowheads, Hellenistic pottery, and coins and cooking stoves (Bar-Adon 1955:273). During 

the Ptolemaic period certain members of the city apparently flourished as indicated by a large private 

residence with courtyard. In addition, several excavated houses of the Hellenistic period overlook the Sea 

of Galilee. One of these houses has colored plaster that imitates black, red, and green marble veneering 

(Hestrin 1975:256). Hellenistic culture is evident from a bust of Tyche found at Beth-yerah but in an 

undatable context; Sukenik dates it to the 1st centuries C.E. (Sukenik 1922:104–5, 108).  

The Roman period is represented by a large Roman fort (60 × 60 m) built in the 2d or 3d century C.E. 

During the Byzantine period, after the fort went out of use, a synagogue (22 × 37 m) was built within the 

interior of the Roman fort. A colored mosaic that depicted plants, birds and lions was found as was the 

base of a column that had a menorah, lulab, ethrog and incense shovel carved in it. Additional finds 

include a large bath complex of possible 4th–5th century date and a Byzantine church, which dates to 528 

C.E. based on a Greek inscription in the mosaic floor (Maisler, Stekelis, and Avi-Yonah 1952:218–23; 

Hestrin 1975:258, 262).  
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DOUGLAS R. EDWARDS  

BETH-ZAITH (PLACE) [Gk Bēthzaith (Βηθζαιθ)]. 1 Macc 7:19 identifies Beth-zaith (the 

―house/placeoftheolive‖fromtheHebbêt zayit) as the camping place of the Seleucid general Bacchides 

after his treacherous murder of 60 Hasideans near Jerusalem. Although Beth-zaith was once thought to be 

Bezeth (or Bethesda) (Meyer 1921:244 n. 1), the N quarter of Jerusalem, Abel (GP 2: 284, 286) identified 

Beth-zaith with modern Beit Zita (M.R. 161114), 6 km N of Beth-zur. 1 Maccabees indicates that 



Bacchides had left Jerusalem. That would not have been the case if Beth-zaith were to be identified with 

Bezeth/Bethesda. Josephus (Ant 12.10.2) refers to this place as Berzetho (Gk bērzēthō). Schlatter 

(1896:225) points out the unreliability of the Josephan text on this point of spelling.  
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MICHAEL E. HARDWICK  

BETH-ZATHA (PLACE) [Gk Bēthzatha (Βηθζαθα)]. This pool of Jerusalem is mentioned only in 

John 5:2 as―apool,inHebrewcalledBethzatha,whichhasfiveporticoes.‖Thenameis―Bethsaida‖(Gk

bēthsa  da, house of the fisherman) in the KJV. This reading appears in Papyrus Bodmer (p
66

 and p
75

), 

Codex Vaticanus, the supplement to Codex Washingtonus, Codex Psi, two texts of the Old Latin, the 

Vulgate, the Harclean Syriac, the Coptic, the Ethiopic, the Stuttgart Diatessaron, Tertullian, and Jerome. 

Thenameis―Bethzatha‖(Arambet zatha˒, house of olive [oil]) in the RSV, following Codex Sinaiticus, 

Codex Bezae, Codex Regius, minuscule 33, Eusebius, and many texts of the Old Latin. A third reading is 

―Bethesda‖ (Aram bet ḥesda˒ or house of mercy), attested in Codex Alexandrinus, Codex Ephraemi 

Rescriptus, Codex K, the commentary section of Codex X, at least five other late majuscules, also many 

minuscules, Byzantine Lectionaries, the Armenian, the Georgian, the Diatessaron, Didymus, Chrysostom, 

and Cyril. The Editorial Committee of the United Bible Societies Greek New Testament prefers 

―Bethzatha‖,because―Bethsaida‖maybeascribalassimilationtoJohn 1:44,and―Bethesda‖ may simply 

be an edifying etymology. The Copper Scroll of Qumran refers to ―Beteshdathayim‖inJerusalem,

perhapsAramaicfor―placeofpoured-outwater‖(3Q15.xi.12),whichsomeofthecommitteefelttended

tosupportthereading―Bethesda‖(Metzger1975:208).Josephusspeaksofthe―fourthhill‖ofJerusalem

NoftheTempleMountandcallsit―theBezetha‖inGreek(JW 5.4.2). The scribal confusion in the 

textualtraditionmaybeduetothesimilarityofthenamefortheNEquarterofthecitycalled―the 

Bezetha‖or―theBethZetha‖[alt.―BethZatha‖],wherethepoollayandtheputativenameofthepool

(Bet Ḥesda˒ or―houseofmercy‖).Thelatternamewouldderivefromthelocalhealingcultthattheman

in John 5 and his associates at the pool seemed to believe in.  

The pool was itself a double pool, as the dual ending on Betheshdathayim (Bet ˓Eshdathayim) indicates. 

If the Copper Scroll is to be understood as anything other than a fantasy, then near the pool stood a 

triclinium with a porch and entry on the W side. The pool underwent excavation from 1863–76 and from 

1888–1900 (Yadin 1976:133), then again after 1956 (Yadin 1976:24). A bedrock causeway and dam 

running E-W separated two pools partially cut from the bedrock and partially built of stone and mortar. 

The five porches mentioned in John 5:2 stood upon this causeway and upon the four sides of the double 

pool. After 231 C.E. Origen of Caesarea would explain that the porchesstood―fouraroundtheedgesand

oneacrossthemiddle‖(C. Ioan. 5.2–4.532).  

The two pools are of two different sizes and were trapezoids in plan. They extended across at least one 

city block in the Beth Zatha quarter. The W edge of the two pools was aligned with the N-S street system 

of the quarter; whereas the E side ran roughly NNW to SSE. Overall length N to S measured about 97 m. 

The small pool to the N was about 60 m broad on its N side, while the large pool to the S was about 76 m 

broad on its S side. This comes to about 300 Greek feet N to S by 225 Greek feet E to W on its largest 

dimension.  

Confirmation that a local healing cult continued into the 2d century comes from archaeological 

excavations at the site (Duprez 1970). Votive offerings characteristic of grateful devotees of Serapis or of 

Asclepius were unearthed in the debris in the double pool. Thus the local cult assumed Roman dress when 

Roman cults appeared in the new city of Aelia Capitolina. Aelia replaced Jerusalem under the emperor 

Hadrian in 135 C.E. after the Second Jewish Revolt against Rome. The site would therefore have become 

part of the Roman cult, namely, a Serapeum or an Asclepium, which may account for the underground 

chambers at the site.  

Further evidence for the continued importance of the site is the erection of a Christian church in the 5th 

century just E of the pool. Its courtyard school on arched pillars and buttresses directly over the E end of 



the double pool. The presence of the church would overthrow and obliterate the local cult, much as the 

construction of the church of the Nativity in Bethlehem supplanted a cult of Thammuz or Adonis, or the 

construction of the Anastasis (Holy Sepulchre) in Jerusalem supplanted a temple to Venus (Wilkinson 

1978).  
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JAMES F. STRANGE  

BETH-ZECHARIAH (PLACE) [Gk Baithzacharia (Βαιθζαχαρια)]. 1 Macc 6:32–33 records that 

Judas the Maccabee and his army met and were defeated by a Syrian force at Beth-zechariah(―the

house/placeofZechariah‖fromtheHebbêt zĕkaryāhû). Josephus described Beth-zechariah as a mountain 

defile (Ant 12.9.4; JW 1.1.5). Eleazar (or Avaran), brother of Judas, was killed there attacking a Syrian 

elephant (1 Macc 6:43–46) Abel (GP 2, 284) identified Beth-zechariah as the modern Beit Zekaria (M.R. 

161118) 18 km S of Jerusalem and 10 km N of Beth-zur.  

MICHAEL E. HARDWICK  

BETH-ZUR (PLACE) [Heb bêt ṣûr (ֵבית צּור)]. A fortress city in Judah located on the road between 

Jerusalem and Hebron, about 20 miles S of Jerusalem (2 Macc 11:5); in the Hellenistic period, a S Judean 

border fortress facing Idumea (1 Macc 4:61). Beth-zur offered a defensible position which could serve to 

guard the approach to Jerusalem from the S. With an altitude of 3304 feet above sea level it is one of the 

highest ancient sites in Palestine.  

The ancient city has been identified with Khirbet eṭ-Ṭubeiqah (M.R. 159110), although the name of the 

city survives in the adjacent and newer site Khirbet eṣ-Ṣur (500 yards to the SE), where material remains 

attest Arab and Byzantine occupation. Two archaeological campaigns have been conducted at Beth-zur 

under the direction of O. R. Sellers, the first in 1931 and the second in 1957.  

Ceramic evidence indicates sporadic occupation of Beth-zur during the EB and MB I ages, but the city 

first became a fortified stronghold during the MB II period. Excavations at Beth-zur have revealed 

massive fortifications of a type often attributed to the Hyksos. Beth-zur‘sfortificationsweresimilarto

those of the same period found at Bethel, Tell Beit Mirsim, and Shechem. At the end of the MB age the 

city was destroyed (it is speculated by the Egyptians), but a less prosperous community continued there 

during the 1st century of the LB age. The site was abandoned from the 14th to 12th centuries.  

The archaeological record attests a reoccupation of Beth-zur during the early Israelite period. Though 

this settlement apparently used the MB II fortifications, there is also some material evidence to suggest 

that the new occupants may have reduced the size of the city on the N by building a new wall. By the 

close of the 11th century the city was again destroyed.  

Two biblical texts appear to give information pertaining to the period of Israelite settlement at Beth-zur. 

In 1 Chr 2:42–50 Beth-zur appears alongside several other cities of Judah including Mareshah, Ziph, 

Hebron, Tappuah, and Maon in the genealogy of Caleb, signifying that at some time in the history of 

Judah, Beth-zur was occupied by Calebites (cf. Josh 14:13–15; 15:13–19 in reference to Hebron). Beth-

zur also appears in the list of cities allotted to Judah (in Josh 15:20–63 at v 58) at the time when Joshua 

apportioned the land to the tribes. However, it is probable that this list of cities, with its organization 

according to districts, reflects the administrative subdivisions of a much later time in the kingdom of 

Judah. The time to which it pertains is a matter of dispute. According to A. Alt (1925) the list dates from 

the time of Josiah, according to F. M. Cross andG.E.Wright(1956)itreflectsJehoshaphat‘s

administrative districts, and according to Z. Kallai (HGB 334–48, 377) it belongs to the time of Hezekiah.  

Material remains from the 10th to 9th centuries amount to only a few potsherds indicating only slight 

occupation during this time. Nothing attributable to Rehoboam has been found. Consequently, a question 

arisesconcerningtheChronicler‘sclaimthatRehoboambuiltupBeth-zur as one of his fortified cities (2 



Chr 11:7). Some scholars argue that the Chronicler has incorrectly attributed this defensive measure to 

RehoboamandthatthecitieswereactuallyfortifiedeitherbyHezekiah(Na‘aman1986)orbyJosiah

(Fritz 1981). However, since excavations at Beth-zur offer no evidence of the refortification of the site 

between the 10th century and the exile, they are unable to offer confirmation for either the hypothesis of 

Na‘amanorthatofFritz. 

A significant unfortified occupation of Beth-zur occurred again in Iron Age II. The excavators dated the 

beginning of this settlement to a time no earlier than 640 B.C.E. on the basis of the pottery (Lapp in Sellers 

etal.1968:28;FunkinSellersetal.1968:8),butNa‘aman(1986:6),using the same evidence, argues that 

the beginning of the Iron Age II settlement must be moved back to the second half of the 8th century. 

Especially pertinent for his argument are the 11 lmlk jar handles exhibiting the two-winged symbol found 

in the Iron Age II strata at Beth-zur,becauseNa‘aman(1979)previouslycontendedthatthelmlk jars 

belongedtoHezekiah‘sdefensivepreparationspriorSennacherib‘sinvasionin701B.C.E.  

The postexilic city of Beth-zur, according to archaeological evidence, had a sparse population during 

the 5th and 4th centuries. Yet, according to Neh 3:16 Nehemiah ben Azbuk, governor of half the district 

of Beth-zur, presumably working with a contingent from Beth-zur, assisted in rebuilding the walls of 

Jerusalem.  

During the Hellenistic period Beth-zur became a thriving community, especially during the 2d century, 

when it expanded outside the city walls. Significant quantities of coins have been found, and their 

distribution—9 for the 5th to 4th centuries, 56 for the Ptolemaic period (312–181 B.C.E.), 180 for the 

Seleucid period (225–96 B.C.E.), and 20 for the Maccabean period (125–78 B.C.E.)—attests to the growth 

of the community, particularly in the 2d century. Of particular interest is one small silver coin with an 

inscriptionthereadingofwhichhasoccasionedsomedispute.Sellersreads,―HezekiahofJudah‖

(1968:2), and takes it as a reference to the high priest Hezekiah, the friend of Ptolemy I (Joseph. AgAp 

1:186–87).Funk,ontheotherhand,reads,―thegovernorHezekiah‖(EAEHL 1:263–67).  

Beth-zur assumed new significance as a stronghold during the conflicts of the Hellenistic period, 

especially during the Maccabean wars. Three phases of building at the citadel have been distinguished. 

According to Funk the first phase belongs to the 3d century in the context of the conflict between the 

Ptolemies and the Seleucids; the second phase was built either by the Seleucids or by Judas Maccabeus; 

and the third phase was built by Bacchides ca. 161 B.C.E. in the context of the Maccabean wars (Funk in 

Sellers et al. 1968:17).  

The literary evidence in 1 and 2 Maccabees also gives Beth-zur a prominent place during the 

Maccabean revolt. Following upon the initial defeat of several Seleucid forces (1 Macc 3:10–4:25), Lysias 

approached Judah from the S through Idumea and fought Judas at or near Beth-zur in 165 B.C.E. (1 Macc 

4:29; cf. 2 Macc 11:5). After his victory over Lysias in this battle, Judas rededicated the temple at 

Jerusalem, refortified Jerusalem, and also fortified Beth-zur (phase 2 of the citadel? 1 Macc 4:61; cf. 6:7, 

26). In 162 B.C.E. Lysias led a second campaign through Idumea. He laid siege to the stronghold at Beth-

zur (1 Macc 6:31; cf. 2 Macc 13:19), which was unable to withstand it because of its inadequate food 

provisions (1 Macc 6:49; cf. 2 Macc 13:22). So Lysias took Beth-zur and stationed troops there. 

Subsequently Beth-zur remained in Seleucid control for some time, having its fortifications rebuilt by 

Bacchides in 160 B.C.E. (the third phase of the citadel, 1 Macc 9:52). Finally, in 145 B.C.E. Simon laid 

siege to Beth-zur and recaptured it for Judea (1 Macc 11:65–66). It remained in Judean control thereafter, 

but the community slowly declined until the settlement ended about 100 B.C.E.  
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WESLEY I. TOEWS  

BETHANY (PLACE) [Gk Bēthania (Βηθανια)]. 1. Name of a town mentioned in Jdt 1:9, located 

―beyondtheJordan‖butinthevicinityofJerusalem.Thename(Gkbaitanē) is rendered in the RSV as 

Bethany,butintheRVasBetane.Theexpression―beyondtheJordan‖inbiblicaltextsmaydenoteareas

either E or W of the Jordan river. In this case, however, because the perspective is that of Nebuchadnezzar 

in―Assyria‖andbecausethelistofnames(which includes Jerusalem) follows in order moving from 

Galilee in the N to Egypt in the S, it seems to indicate the region W of the Jordan.  

Moore (Judith AB) identifies this town with Beth-anoth (M.R. 162107) (modern Beit-˒Ainum), which is 

located S of Jerusalem, about 7 miles N of Hebron (Josh 15:59) in the highlands of Judea. It is probably 

not to be identified with the Bethany of Mark 14:3f.  

In the legendary story of Judith this city is included in a list of cities and regions which Nebuchadnezzar 

conquered and from which he demanded assistance to engage his enemy, Arphaxad. Because they 

rejected his demands, he mounted a campaign against them which set the scene for the actions of the 

heroine, Judith. The town did not figure in any of the action of this story.  

2. Place where John the Baptist conducted his ministry, situated on the E bank of the Jordan river (John 

1:28). See also BETHANY BEYOND THE JORDAN. Because of its location it is doubtful whether it 

can be identified with the hometown of Lazarus (John 11:18), although Parker (1955) argues for the 

identity of the two Bethanys.  

During his sojourn in Palestine, Origen reports (Comm. G 40) that he visited the area but failed to find 

any trace of a town with this name on the E side of the Jordan. He concluded that the text should read 

―Bethabara,‖aplacepointedouttohimontheWbankoftheJordan.Etymologicalfactorsprobably

influenced him as well,becauseitmeansthe―placeofcrossingover‖. 

The Madaba map mosaic (6th century A.D.), as Schnackenburg (1980) reports, locates a town named 

Bethabara on the W bank of the Jordan close to the point where the Jordan flows into the Dead Sea. 

Brown (John) notes that some modern commentators have accepted this variant, suggesting that the 

gospel writer is stressing the parallels between Jesus and Joshua. Jesus, like Joshua, crosses over the 

Jordan after his baptism, leading his people into the promised land.  

The discovery of p
75

 (3d century A.D.),whichsupportsthereading―Bethany,‖leadsmostscholarsto

accept this as the original reading. Traditions dating to the 3d century state that John baptized Jesus near 

theWâdīel-Ḥarrar, located near the ProdromosMonastery,about5milesNoftheJordan‘sentranceinto

the Dead Sea. Whether Bethany should be located in this vicinity remains uncertain.  

3. Most frequently mentioned town of this name located on the E slopes of the Mount of Olives, 3 km E 

of Jerusalem (John 11:1). In the Synoptic Gospels Jesus made Bethany his headquarters during his final 

week of ministry in Jerusalem (Mark 11:11, 12 = Matt 21:17; cf. Luke 19:29). Bethany marked the last 

station for the pilgrim traveling from JordantoJerusalem.Priortohis―triumphalentry‖intoJerusalem,

Jesus sends some of his disciples to Bethany in order to secure the donkey upon which he will ride into 

the city (Mark 11:1).  

ThegospelsofMarkandMatthewalsonotethattheanointingofJesusatSimontheLeper‘shousetook

place in Bethany (Mark 14:3 = Matt 26:6). This story may have some relationship with a similar anointing 

recorded in John 12:1–8 whichoccurredinBethany,thevillageofLazarus,andinwhichMary,Lazarus‘

sister, is identified as the woman anointing Jesus.  

The story of the raising of Lazarus from the dead (John 11:1–44) also occurs in the context of Bethany. 

The modern town at this site is called El-˓Aziriyeh (M.R. 174131) by its Muslim inhabitants, reflecting 

the traditional linkage with Lazarus. The gospel writer stresses the proximity of this town to Jerusalem, 

just under 2 miles distant (v 18). Eusebius (Onomast. 58) places it at the second milestone from Jerusalem 

on the way to Jericho. Similarly the Bordeaux Pilgrim (CCSL, 125.18), A.D. 333, locates it 1500 paces E 

of the Mount of Olives.  



Luke 24:50 records Bethany as being in the vicinity of the Ascension of Jesus Christ. This Bethany is 

not mentioned in the OT, although Ananiah (Neh 11:32), associated with Anathoth and Nob, may be the 

same place. See ANANIAH (PLACE).  

Archaeological investigations have taken place at Bethany under the direction of the Franciscans (1949–

53). A series of churches dating back to the 4th century A.D. were uncovered. The tomb of Lazarus was 

also located.  
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L. J. PERKINS  

BETHANY BEYOND THE JORDAN. Place where John baptized and was questioned by the 

envoys from Jerusalem concerning his self-claims (John 1:19–28). It was at Bethany that Jesus gained his 

first disciples from the circle of the Baptist (1:35–51). Following the gospel of John, Bethany is 

frequentlyheldtobethelocusofJesus‘Baptism;however,thisviewisnot cogent, since John 1:32–34 

contains only an indirect allusion to the Baptism (Schnackenburg, John HTKNT, 1:283). After Jesus 

escaped an attempt to lynch him at the feast of Hanukkah in Jerusalem (John 10:22–39) and preceding the 

Passion, he stayed at Bethany and once more gained a large number of followers there from the circle of 

the Baptist (10:40–42).  

Because Origen could not find a location named Bethany on the E bank of the Jordan, he opted for the 

reading of Bēthabara in John 1:28, though almost all of the mss of his time read Bethany (Comm. on John 

6. 204). Currently this reading is almost uniformly considered to be original because Bethany is not only 

extant in codices Vaticanus and Sinaiticus (4th century) but also in a large number of mss with 

considerable geographical distribution and because it is now possible to trace it back to the 3d century via 

p
75

, and as far back as to the 2d century via p
66

. Further, the transition from John 10:40–42 to 11:1ff. 

shows that the Evangelist intended the concordance with the name of the location Bethany near Jerusalem 

(11:1, 18). However, the agreement between Origen and the Syriac version of the Gospels (syr
c
, syr

s
) 

demonstratesthatwithB thabarahefollowedagenuinelocaltradition(Burkitt1904:308–9, contra Clapp 

1907:75–83). The name, likely derived from the Heb bêt ˓abārâ, ―houseofcrossing,‖pointstooneofthe

fords of the Jordan.  

On account of the early ms attestation, all attempts to understand Bethany as a corruption of the text or 

asaninterpolationhavefailed.ThisoutcomealsoappliestotheassumptionthatBethanyandB thabara

are miswritten forms of Baithanabra in Josh 13:27 LXX (B) (EncBib 1:548). Against the hypothesis of a 

merely fictitious place, (Krieger 1954) is the fact that Johannine references to places have generally 

proven to be accurate, if they can be verified (Schwank 1981). To parallel Bethany in John 1:28 with the 

homonymous location on the Mount of Olives (Parker 1955) is grammatically impossible to begin with 

(Fortna 1974:67). Furthermore, the Evangelist has deliberately distinguished the two locations (see 

above).  

A modern suggestion lacking the support of tradition or of archaeology (Buzy 1931) is the localization 

of Bethany at the Tel el-MedeschattheendoftheWâdīNimrīnontheelevationoftheJordanfordel-

Ghōranije(Féderlin1908; DBSup 1:968–70).ThesameappliestothesearchintheWâdīGharbe,near

Livias, the residence of Herod Antipas (Wiefel 1967:81). Betonim (Josh 13:26),today‘sKhirbetBatneh 

SW of Es-Salt, which was suggested by F. Delitzsch (1876:602), K. Furrer (1902:257–58), and T. Zahn 

(1907:290–94), is eliminated because of the absence of running water, which is necessary for baptismal 

practice.C.R.Conder‘s(1875)assumptionthatB thabarawastobelocatednearafordbythenameof

Makhādet˓Abārah,5kmNEofBeth-shean was widely accepted in earlier years (Erbes 1928:82). But the 

existence of the name could not be verified by later researchers (Lagrange 1895:510; Rix 1903:161); the 

ByzantinetraditionlocatesB thabaraoveragainstJericho(seebelow).LongbeforeConder,in1658,J.

Lightfoot (reprint 1979:327–33)equatedB thabarawiththeBeth-barah in Judg 7:24 and considered it to 



be a ford near Beth-shean. Today, however, the search for Beth-barah has moved farther to the S to the 

vicinity where the Jabbok flows into the Jordan.  

Unless one foregoes an attempt at localization altogether (Brown John AB, 44–45), the current search 

forBethanyconcentratesmostlyontheWâdīel-Charrār(Mommert1903;Dalman1924:96–102; Kopp 

1964:153–66; Schnackenburg John HTKNT 1, 283–84; Keel and Küchler 1982:527–32), which flows 

into the Jordan vis-à-vis Jericho. In the Byzantine era a Johannine church which recalled the Baptism of 

Jesus (Kopp 1964:158–59; Wiefel 1967:76–77) was located there at the E bank of the Jordan (Baldi 

1982:172). But this localization dates back to the early 4th century. Since the anonymous Pilgrim of 

Bordeaux in A.D. 333(Baldi1982:171)alsodiscoveredanapparentlyolderJewishtraditionofElijah‘s

ascension (2 Kgs 2:5–14) at this location, it could indeed be possible that the Baptist himself chose this 

site in order to point to himself symbolically as the eschatological Elijah (cf. Matt 11:14; 17:11–13 = 

Mark 9:12–13; Luke 1:17; Schnackenburg, John HTKNT 1, 283–84). The map of the Madaba mosaic of 

thesecondhalfofthe6thcenturymarksaB th-abara over against Jericho, though on the W bank of the 

Jordan. This name was likely already associated with this region during the time of Eusebius (Onomast. 

58:19–20) and of Origen. There is no indication in local onomastica, however, of a location Bethany 

which derived from bêt ˓aniyyâ, ―houseoftheboat‖=ford. 

WhilethetraditioninfavoroftheplaceofJesus‘BaptismatthelowercourseoftheJordan(Matt 3:1; 

cf. Matt 11:7–9 = Luke 7:24–26) is ancient and reliable (Baldi and Bagatti 1980:38–46), there are, 

nevertheless, reasons against an identification of this location with the Bethany of John 1:28. 

Contemporary researchers have likewise pointed out that the relationship of the distances in John 1–2 and 

10–11 require the search for Bethany to take place closer to Galilee than to Judea (Elliger, BHH 1:231; 

Brownlee 1972:167–68; Dockx 1984:14). John 1:35–51 represents a parallel of the Synoptic accounts of 

the call of the disciples in the vicinity of the Lake of Genezareth (Matt 4:18–22 = Mark 1:16–20; cf. Luke 

5:1–11).―BeyondtheJordan‖(peran tou Iordanou) does not have to carry the political sense of the Perea 

of Herod Antipas by any means, but simply denotes the land E of the Jordan, and sometimes the more 

northerly Transjordan (especially so in Matt 4:15). If a parallel is drawn from John 10:40–42 to Matt 19:1 

= Mark 10:1 (Brown, John AB,414),theexpression―JudeabeyondtheJordan‖(Matt 19:1) points, 

against the backdrop of Josh 19:34 (MT), to the N territory E of the Jordan (Riesner fc.).  

Hence it is necessary to consider the suggestion of those scholars who claim to see, in Bethany of John 

1:28, the name of the region of Batanea (Gk Batanaia), the OT Bashan. In the LXX (Num 32:32–33; Deut 

3:8; 4:47) and in Josephus (Ant 8.37),Bashanisdescribedas―beyondtheJordan‖(peran tou Iordanou). 

An initial reference to this solution appears already in J. Lightfoot (1979:328). Its first recent defendant 

was C. R. Conder (1877). Today this theory is espoused especially by K. A. Eckhardt (1961:168–71) and 

W. H. Brownlee (1972:167–73). The change in the forms of the names is feasible philologically, 

especially if they are compared with the forms in the Targums and in the Jerusalem Talmud (Brownlee 

1972:169). The name of a region would also explain why Origen did not find a location of Bethany. In 

John 10:40 Bethany is not described as a village or town, but as an undetermined place (topos), in obvious 

contrast to Bethany near Jerusalem (11:30). Further, this reduces the difficulty presented by the fact that 

the article one would expect with the name of a region is missing in John 1:28. If Bethany signifies the 

Batanea, it becomes clearer historically why Jesus withdrew to that place at the end of his ministry (John 

10:40). For the time being, Jesus would be secure in the territory of Philip, the tolerant tetrarch, according 

to Josephus (Ant 18.106–7).  

The SW part of the Batanea, to which John 1:28 points, later on was not only particularly densely 

populated by Nazorite and Ebionite Jewish Christians (Epiph. Haer. 29.7; 30.2). Under Herod the Great, 

according to Josephus, this region attracted pious Jews of the most diverse background (Ant 17.23–27). 

Among these seem to have been especially the adherents of Jewish sects, such as the Essenes (Wieder 

1962:1–5; Pixner 1983:350–58), or the forerunners of the Mandaeans (Rudolph 1960:248–52). In the area 

of Mt. Hermon, apparently, those circles resembling the Essenes were settled who considered this 

mountain, following 1 Enoch 13 and T. Levi 2–5 (cf. Matt 16:13–19), to be a place of special revelation 



(Nickelsburg 1981). John 1:51 (cf. Gen 28:12–13) is associated with such expectations, and John 10:16, 

as well as 11:52, may allude to missionary work among Jewish sects.  

Jerome (Comm. on Isa. 9:1 [130]) knew of a Jewish Christian interpretation of Isa 8:23–9:1 according to 

which the Messiah would appear in theNbecauseIsrael‘scalamitybeganthere(cf.2 Kgs 15:29). This 

expectation is also in the back of Matt 4:13–16 and had Jewish rudiments (Wieder 1962:3–51). Against 

this backdrop it may also become clear why John, according to John 10:40,―first‖(to prōton) began to 

baptize in the Batanea, that is in the northernmost area of the Holy Land. Together with the baptismal 

activity in the central Jordan valley (Baldi and Bagatti 1980:50–52) at Aenon, near Salim (John 3:24), as 

well as in the lower Jordan valley (see above), we thus obtain a very plausible historical picture of an 

itinerant preacher (Flusser 1969:30–31; Riesner 1988:353–57).  

Like other place names in the gospel of John, therefore, Bethany is first of all a concrete geographical 

designation. But this does not rule out that it also has a deeper theological significance (Mollat 1959:323; 

Voigt 1977:72–75, 93–100). The special prominence of Bethany may indicate the existence of Johannine 

communities in this area (Scobie 1982:82). To the degree that Bethany also attributes significance to 

Transjordan, next to Galilee, Samaria, and Judea, the Fourth Gospel emphasizes the mission of Jesus to 

all of Israel (Meeks 1966:163–64). When the evangelist approximates the name of the region (Batanea), 

which was especially associated with the beginning of the messianic era, with the name of the location 

Bethany,whereJesus‘passionbegan(cf.John 11:47ff.; 12:1),hemergesredemption‘sbeginningand

completion into an indivisible unity.  
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RAINER RIESNER  

TRANS. SIEGFRIED S. SCHATZMANN  

BETHASMOTH (PLACE) [Gk Baitasmōn (Βαιτασμων)]. An alternate form of Azmaveth.  

BETHBASI (PLACE) [Gk Baithbasi (Βαιθβασι)]. A city in the wilderness of Judah to which Jonathan, 

Simon, and their followers retreated (1 Macc 9:62) from Bacchides, a friend of the Seleucid king 

Demetrius I Soter, who appointed him governor (7:8) of the province named Beyond the River (i.e. west 

of the Euphrates). The city is identified with Khirbet Beit Baṣṣi, located SE of Bethlehem about 5 km NE 

ofTekoaontheWâdīUmml-Qal˓ah(SimonsGTTOT 414).  

In 159 B.C. the high priest Alcimus (appointed by Demetrius at the same time as Bacchides, but from 

outside the legitimate high priestly family) had given orders to tear down the inner wall separating the 

Court of the Gentiles from direct access to the temple. Alcimus was unable to carry out this plan, 

however, since he was stricken by paralysis and died. Bacchides returned to Demetrius for two years, then 

ordered his sympathizers to seize Jonathan and hold him until he returned (1 Macc 9:54–60). When the 

plan became known, Jonathan killed 50 collaborators and retreated to Bethbasi, refortified it, and waited 

for Bacchides to besiege the city. Jonathan took a small contingent of his army out of the city and attacked 

Bacchides.Withtherestofthearmy,SimonattackedBacchides‘siegeweaponsandjoinedtheattackon

the enemy troops. Bacchides was forced to withdraw, and eventually agreed to peace terms with Jonathan 

(1 Macc 9:65–73), leaving the Maccabean brothers in charge of all of Judah except for Jerusalem and 

Beth-zur (MBA map 198).  
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BETHEL (DEITY) [Heb bêt˒ēl (ֵאל  )]. A NW Semitic deity whose presence in the Near East mayֵביתְּ

be traced for more than a millennium, with its greatest attestation in the military colony of Syene-

Elephantine in Egypt during the 6th and 5th centuries B.C. See ELEPHANTINE PAPYRI. The divine 

Bethel may be found in one personal name in the Hebrew Bible (Zech 7:2); other alleged biblical 

references to the divinity are dubious.  

———  

A. The Historical Data  

1. Pre-Elephantine History  

2. The Elephantine-Syene Papyri  

B.AnalysisoftheName―Bethel‖ 

C. The Role of Bethel at Syene-Elephantine  

D. The Deity Bethel and the Old Testament  

———  

A. The Historical Data  

1. Pre-Elephantine History. PHILO OF BYBLOS (116–64 B.C.) in his Phoenician History, which 

purports to be a translation of a work by an early Phoenician historian named Sanchuniathon, has 

bequeathed a theogony of the Phoenician pantheon. It relates that Uranus and Ge produced four sons: Elus 

(Kronos), Baitylus (Bethel), Dagon, and Atlas. This exalted status of Bethel indicates the erstwhile 

importance of the god, being descended from the supreme deities and fraternally related to Elus (El), 

Dagon, and Atlas (Baumgarten 1981:15, lines 21–24; cf. pp. 202–3). There is a ring of antiquity in the 

birth of Bethel in this passage and an implied geographical diffusion of his veneration. It is important to 



distinguish carefully between the god Baitylos (Bethel) and the baitylia, which Uranus devised, contriving 

to put life into stones (ibid. 202–3),hence―holystone‖(baitylion, neuter sing.). Some scholars have 

attempted to discover the god Bethel in ancient Ugaritic culture (Hyatt 1939:87f.), but their proposals 

have been effectively challenged by Marvin H. Pope, who denies any reference to Bethel in the Ugaritic 

pantheon—at least within our present resources (Pope 1955:59f.).  

The first indubitable reference to the god Bethel appears in an Akkadian tablet embodying the text of a 

treaty consummated between Esarhaddon of Assyria and Baal, king of Tyre, ca. 675 B.C. (ANET, 534a). 

To preserve inviolate this compact, the great gods of heaven and earth, the gods of Assyria, the gods of 

Akkad, and the gods of Eber-nari (= Syria) are enjoined. One of the great gods of Eber-nari so implicated 

was the god Bethel (Akkad). 
d
Ba-a-a-ti-DINGER.MEŠ = Bayt-˒il = Bethel (Hyatt 1939:81–84; on the 

reading, Coogan 1976:45–47).Therelevantimprecationreads:―MayBetheland˓Anath-Bethel deliver 

you to a man-eatinglion.‖ 

2. The Elephantine-Syene Papyri. Although a difficult Aramaic religious text in demotic script of the 

Persian period has been known for some years to contain the name of the god Bethel (Bowman 1944:226, 

lines 8, 9; 11, 18), the translational difficulties have hindered a satisfactory understanding of the text. The 

situation is quite the reverse regarding the 108 papyri and some significant ostraca and other inscriptional 

materials which surfaced largely from the Syene-Elephantine sector (see ELEPHANTINE PAPYRI).  

A brief Sitz im Leben of the political, ethnological, and religious factors of the Syene-Elephantine 

community will form a foundation to adjudicate the role of the god Bethel in the military outpost.  

a. The Political Situation. Elephantine, known in ancient Egypt as Yeb (Eg 3bw; Aram yb; for the later 

Greek toponym see LÄ 1:1217–24), is one of the larger islands of the Nile. It is elliptical with N-S 

dimensions of 1 mile with its greatest width one-third of a mile. It embraces an area of some 200 acres 

(see ArchEleph 35–42). At this strategic location the Egyptian government installed a military garrison 

composed largely of Jewish mercenaries. On the E bank of the Nile, opposite Yeb, was the counterpart of 

Yeb; it was the port city and fortress of Syene, populated largely by Syrian Arameans as a complement to 

the Yeb forces.  

b. The Ethnicity of Yeb-Syene. The two fortresses were staffed by foreign mercenaries under the high 

command of Egyptian officers. With the Persian conquest, the leadership passed to Persian officials. Both 

Yeb and Syene had populations of Semitic origin, a demographic similarity which at times occasions 

some difficulty in identifying individuals. Thus in CAP 5.2 Koniya b. Zadok and Mahseiah b. Yedoniah 

are both identified as Arameans of Syene, but in CAP 6.3 and 8 they are termed Jews. Both groups seem 

to have been located in their Egyptian setting as early as the 7th century B.C. When Cambyses invaded 

Egypt (ca. 525 B.C.), he is reported to have devastated many religious shrines; but he manifested an 

entirely different attitude toward the Jews and spared their temple at Yeb (CAP 30.13; Oppenheim CHI 

2:554–59). However, with such plurality of ethnic groups, Egyptians, Babylonians, Persians, Syrians, and 

Judeans, one can easily forecast that friction would arise. The destruction of the Jewish temple by the 

instigation of the Egyptians is a case in point (CAP 30:14; 31:12, 13).  

c. The Religious State of Affairs. Ethnic diversity among the mercenary immigrants, combined with 

that of the indigenous population, explains the variety of religions in the Yeb-Syene sector. The Egyptians 

venerated the isle of Yeb as the illustrious site of the temple of the ram headed god Khnum, the giver of 

rebirth to Hapy, the god of the Nile and the lord of the inundation (WbMyth 1:346–47).  

One may forecast that the Aramean garrison at Syene would become a residence of Syrian deities. In 

fourlettersdestinedforSyene,greetingsareaccordedto―theTempleofNabu‖(BK1.1),―theTempleof

BanitinSyene‖(BK2.1;3.1),and―theTempleofBethelandtheTempleoftheQueenofHeaven‖(BK

4.1). In addition, one of the ostraca, dispatched by a certain Yarḥo,invokesBel,Nabu,Šamaš,andNergal

for the welfare of Yarḥo‘sbrotherHaggai(ANET 491). Aramean personal names composed with a 

theophoric element such as Nus (h)ku (CAP 2.19), Atar (CAP 8.27), and Sin (CAP 6.19) appear in the 

documents. The gods are both West Semitic and Babylonian.  

The Judean mercenaries mayhaveenjoyedaprivilegedstatusinthattheirtempletoYa‘uappearstobe

the sole foreign religious establishment that shared the island of Yeb with the illustrious Egyptian deity 



KhnumandthegoddessSatet.TheirsizabletempletoYa‘uhadaninvested priestly staff and services 

which, as far as we know, paralleled the operations of the Judean ritual of the temple at Jerusalem, with its 

sacrifices, sacred calendar, and supportive offerings. Whether it was the offense of the Jewish bloody 

sacrifices (cf. CAP 33; CHJ 1:227–32) or the animosity that developed between the Yahwists and the 

devotees of Khnum (CAP 31.4–11), it was the Jewish opinion that the priests of Khnum instigated an 

attackuponthetempleofYa‘uin411B.C. and destroyed it. In 408 B.C. the officials of the temple 

appealed to Baghoi (Bigvai), the governor of Judea, for permission to rebuild the temple (CAP 30; 31). In 

response the governor, together with Delaiah, one of the sons of Sanballat, the governor of Samaria (Neh 

2:10, 19; 13:28), directed that the temple should be rebuilt (ANET 491–92). The Jewish colony seems to 

have survived until Pharaoh Nepherites I (399–393 B.C.); he is the last king included in the papyri of Yeb 

(BMAP 13).  

In retrospect it may be affirmed that the worship of the Judeans at Yeb favored a Yahwistic conformity, 

which, though it might not observe the dogma of the Jerusalem cult in regard to exclusive worship at one 

temple (cf. Deut 12:5–7, 11, 13, 14, 18, 26) and its exclusive sacrificial office, nevertheless comported 

with the spirit of 5th-century Judaism (CHJ 1:227–31; ArchEleph 105–50).  

Despite this affirmation there are some unresolved problems that largely concern the place of the 

foreign deities mentioned in the papyri. In addition to the temples of foreign deities mentioned above, 

there is a list of donors and their financial contributions for the support of the temple at Yeb, where the 

beneficiariesincludednotonlyYa‘ubutthegodEshembethelandthegoddess˓Anathbethel(CAP 22.1, 

123–25).Again,inanoathofacertainMenahemitisstatedthathesworeby―[…],bythetempleandby

˓Anatya‘u‖(CAP 44.22). It is tobenotedthatthegoddess˓Anatisacomponentbothof˓Anabetheland

of˓Anatya‘u. 

In the Aramean documents of the period the god Bethel formed the initial component of 16 different 

personal names, names severally attached to 31 individuals (ArchEleph Appendix V). In the same literary 

deposit the god Eshem is a component of four diverse names borne by six different individuals, while the 

god Ḥerem is found in nine instances, including a hypocorisn. Eight of these instances have the divine 

nominal component in four different personal names.  

B. Analysis of the Name ―Bethel‖  

The term Bethel (Heb bêt ―house,temple‖+˓ēl ―God‖),meaning―houseofGod,‖developed,itis

maintained by some scholars, into a pious surrogate for the name of God. This argument has been 

illustrated by the concept of Pharaoh. This name derives from the Egyptian pr.˓3 ―greathouse.‖Inthe

NewKingdomitbecamethecustomtoaddressthekingofEgyptas―thegreathouse,‖metonymicallyto

be understood as the dweller within the royalpalace.Onemightroughlycomparethename―sublime

porte,‖anEnglishtranslationoftheTurkishbabi aliy, signifying the chief office of the erstwhile Ottoman 

government, or the name of the Japanese emperor mikado (mi, exalted + kado, gate), literally,―exalted

gate.‖SimilarcircumlocutionsforadeityarediscoverableinUgaritic,Phoenician,Punic,Egyptian,and

Hebrew usage.  

C. The Role of Bethel at Syene-Elephantine  

The Elephantine-Syene sector was saturated with diverse polytheisms, Egyptian, Babylonian, Aramaic 

being the dominant types; Judean religious beliefs and practices were in the minority in such a crowded 

international area. Proselytism, intermarriage, and syncretistic attraction played a significant role within 

such a society united by a common Aramean tongue. It has been noted that there was such an affinity 

between the Jews of Elephantine and the Arameans of Syene that it is difficult to differentiate them (CHJ 

1:223 n. 6). Accordingly, identifying the various documents as Elephantine Judean or as Syene Aramean 

is a difficult task. Most of the papyri represent informal correspondence, legal involvements, or a few 

ecclesiastical exchanges. Much of the material is limited to the concerns of several families. To generalize 

from these fragments of a centurial culture as though they constituted the total experience of the 

community is a seduction that must be denied.  



The ambiguity of the data fairly prejudices the possibility of a unanimous interpretation of the religion 

of the Elephantine Judeans and of our particular concern, the role of the god Bethel. Three diverse 

proposals may now be presented as embodying the most satisfactory approaches to the subject.  

The first approach argues that the Judeans were syncretistic or monolatrous:they gaveYa˒u,their

ancestral God, preeminence, but accepted in varying degrees the gods and practices of their neighbors. 

That Israel and Judah repeatedly succumbed to foreign religious practices, the book of Kings, a 6th-

century B.C. manifesto of Judean conformity, is frank to admit (2 Kgs 17:29–34; 21:1–7; 23:4–15; Jer 

2:28; 7:18; 44:15–21; Ezek 8). By their anomalous priesthood and sacrificial rites the Judeans at Yeb 

contravened some of the precedents thought normative by the temple officials at Jerusalem. This 

defection may have occasioned the ecclesiastical officials in Jerusalem to ignore the letter from Yeb 

petitioning for help to rebuild the temple (CAP 30.18, 19). Proponents to this view have a tendency to 

aggregate the religious evidence given in the papyri. Some have postulated that the religion of 5th-century 

Judaism was like that of the devotees of the Queen of Heaven (Jer 44:17) or of the diverse foreign cults in 

JudahfromManassehtotheexile.―Itwasnotacaseoffallingawayfromamonotheisticideal,but a 

continuation of pre-exilicpopularbeliefs‖(CAP xix).  

The second proposal carefully separates Syene (and Hermopolis) letters from those thought strictly 

related to Elephantine. From the ample data regarding the religion of the Judeans at Yeb there has been 

reconstructed a pattern of worship that indicates a similarity to the temple worship at Jerusalem. An 

analysis by Porten (ArchEleph 133–50) of the Jewish names from Elephantine concludes that they 

resemble to a large degree the Yahwistic names of the preexilic period. From these, he argues, a solid 

religious affirmation can be derived. Porten regards the non-Yahwist components found in some names in 

the Elephantine-Syene sector, theophores containing the names of the deities Bethel, Eshem, Ḥerem, and 

Anath, as non-Jewish. They are to be attributed to the Syene community.  

Some scholars have challenged this view by adducing nomenclature that seems quite opposed:Malkiah, 

apersonpossessingadefiniteYahwisticname,swearsanoathbefore―Bethelthegod‖(CAP 7:7; on the 

interpretation, see van der Toorn 1986) even though he is an Aramean (CAP 7:2); a number of Arameans, 

described as such, have Yahwistic names. A rejoinder to these objections may point out that religious 

inferences from onomastics are a social judgment, not a personal one; the Judeans adapted themselves to 

the customs of their conquerors while still maintaining their essential religious integrity. If there is any 

syncretism among the Judeans, it is more apparent than real. In defense of this position a few scholars 

have interpreted the dual names of the deities as a single unit, considering the first part to be a hypostasis 

of the second name. To illustrate, Albright proposes to interpret the three names Eshembethel, 

Ḥerembethel, and Anathbetheltomeanrespectively―NameoftheHouseofGod,‖(=God),―Sacredness

oftheHouseofGod,‖and―Sign(?)oftheHouseofGod,‖namesinwhichtheinitialdeityofthename

becomesa―purehypostatizationoftheseconddeity‖(Albright1940:286).This speculation, which 

attemptstoavoidpolytheismintheJudeans‘religionatYeb,hasremainedgenerallyunconvincing.To

identify the Syro-Mesopotamian syncretism described by Ezekiel and observed in the days immediately 

preceding the Babylonian Exile of 587 B.C. as coincident with the postexilic community at Jerusalem or 

with the Judeans at Yeb is an impossible religious equation. On the whole the second view assigns the 

pagan deities mentioned in the Syene-Elephantine papyri to the non-Jewish elements in Syene.  

The third view attempts to support a mediating position, to acknowledge the general conformity of the 

Elephantine Judeans with the postexilic Jerusalem cult, but remains convinced that there are some 

instances in what appear to be genuine Elephantine correspondence elements which are admittedly tinged 

with a pagan syncretism. In the document relating the names of the contributors to the support of the 

templeofYa˒uatElephantine,thereistheunexpectedstatementthatthetotalcollectionwasdispersed 

notonlytoYa˒ubuttothedeitiesEshembethelandAnatbethel(CAP 22:1, 123–25). Moreover, in the 

papyri there are in this same list two patronymics whose theophoric element is a pagan deity:[Beth]elnuri 

and Hadadnuri (lines 4 and 23). In the contemporary period some 32 names have Bethel as the theophoric 

element:7 theophores with the name Eshem (cf. 2 Kgs 17:30 and Amos 8:14), and 9 with Ḥerem 

(ArchEleph AppendixV).OtherdeitiesmentionedintheElephantinecorrespondenceare˓Anatyahu



(CAP 44:3),Bel,Nabu,Šamaš,Nergal(ANET 491), and the Queen of Heaven (BK 4:1); in the personal 

names the following gods appear: Nus (h)ku (CAP 2:19) Atar (CAP 8.27), and Sin (CAP 6.19). To 

relegate all the pagan gods to the Arameans at Syene and to postulate an uncompromised Yahwistic cult 

at Elephantine seems to suppress evidence to the contrary, however minimal it may be. These discordant 

data appear to coincide with the cultism practiced by the devotees of the Queen of Heaven (Jer 44:15–25), 

who brashly justified their cultic adherence by tracing it back to the preexilic practices of their kings, 

princes, and the Judean people themselves. The view suggested here is that while the greater part of the 

Elephantine Judeans may have conformed to the contemporary cult in Jerusalem, there were areas where 

allowances were made and adaptations to the foreign religious cults were tolerated. One may compare the 

heterodox minority living in an orthodox majority and maintaining their minority convictions with the 

situation in the days of Ezra (Ezra 10:15) and often elsewhere in the OT.  

D. The Diety Bethel and the Old Testament  

As the name of a geographical site, some 10.5 miles N of Jerusalem, Bethel appears 71 times in the OT. 

With the recovery of the Elephantine data, in which Bethel appears as a significant deity, scholars 

undertook a minute examination of the biblical term Bethel to determine whether any of the occurrences 

involved the name of the god rather than the name of the place. The more significant results of this 

investigation focused generally on the following passages:the Jacob-Bethel pericope (Gen 28:17, 22; 

31:13; 33:20; 35:7, 14–15); 1 Sam 10:3; Amos 3:14; 4:4; Hosea 10:8, 15; Jer 48:13; and Zech 7:12. Some 

scholars added other passages to these in which the term Bethel was conceived to be the NW Semitic 

deity.  

The name Bethel may be applied to three diverse entities: (1) the town some 10 miles N of Jerusalem, 

prominent in all biblical periods, and the seat of one of the most important religious centers of the N 

kingdom of Israel (1 Kgs 12:26–33; Amos 7:13); (2) the name of a NW Semitic deity who is identified as 

one of the sons of Uranus in the Phoenician history of Sanchuniathon (Baumgarten 1981:15) and became 

prominent in the Egyptian-Syene papyri of the 6th–5th centuries B.C.; and (3) the name of a stone 

erroneously conceived as endowed with the vital force by Kronos (Baumgarten 1981:15, where the text of 

Philo Byblos is presented). Such was termed baitýlion (neuter sing.). It should be remarked that some of 

the biblical passages indicated above have been considerably emended to arrive at the conclusion that 

they refer to the deity Bethel. Accordingly, the discussion will be confined to those passages which are 

more likely to be references to the deity Bethel.  

The Jacob-Bethel pericope has occasioned considerable diversity in the interpretation of the naming of 

Bethel and of the stone which Jacob used as a pillar (Gen 28:11–22; 31:13; 35:1, 6–16). The narrative 

may be conveniently divided into three parts:the dream of Jacob (Gen 28:10–15; 35:1, 7b); the response 

of Jacob (Gen 28:16–20; 31:13); and the vow of Jacob (Gen 28:21–22; 35:3, 7, 14, 15). The stone which 

Jacobusedasaheadrestwasjust―oneofthestonesoftheplace‖; its size would be commensurate with its 

purpose; it is of secondary importance in the story, a detail that adds realism, since such accommodation 

was not dissimilar to the Egyptian headrest which relaxes the dorsal neck muscles and promotes slumber 

(see Sauneron 1962). When Jacob awakened from his awesome dream, his first response was to 

commemorate the experience by consecrating the headrest stone with oil, then setting it up as a votive 

stele (Heb maṣṣēbâ), no doubt supported by a foundation of other stones (Gen 28:16–20; 35:14; cf. 1 Sam 

7:12). In the three instances where Bethel occurs, the focus is the place, not the commemorative stone. 

There is no suggestion that the stone served as a house for a god; it was to become a maṣṣēbâ. This in turn 

would initiate a bêt ˒elōh  m (Hyatt 1939:97–98). The tense of Gen 28:22 is the Heb imperfect, 

correspondingtotheEnglishfuture:―shallbecomethehouseofGod.‖ThevowofJacobhasfive

components in the protasis specifying the conditions of the apodosis. The apodosis has three responses 

thereto:Yahweh will be his god; the stone will be the earnest of a house of God, and proper cultic support 

is epitomized by the tithe (vv 21b, 22). The fulfillment of the vow is noted in Gen 35:1, 3, 7.  

The exact nature of the stone of Jacob has caused considerable discussion. No one can deny the 

widespreadworshipofholystonesandtheidentificationofthestoneas―theseatofanumen‖(Moore

1903:198). Nor would one deny their ubiquity, but general semblance cannot determine particular 



uniqueness.Itmaybeadmittedthat―holystones‖appeartobereferred to in the OT as deplorable 

paganism (Jer 2:27; 3:9; Ezek 30:32; Lev 26:1; Isa 57:6), but such are not called baitylia, a word that does 

not appear in the OT.  

It has been noted previously that Philo of Byblos clearly distinguishes between Baitylos (= Bethel, a 

NW Semitic deity) and the baitylia (animated stones). The statements in Sanchuniathon regarding the god 

Baitylus and the animated stones called baitylia assume a new importance. The Semitic data of 

Sanchuniathonregardingthe―SyrianSemitic‖deityBaitylusappeartomaintaintheiridentity even in a 

Syrian Greek inscription, dating from A.D. 223, at Kafr Nebo (near Aleppo), where in a dedicatory 

inscriptionforanoilpressthegodSumbétylosappearswithtwoothergods,jointlynamed―paternal

gods‖(Hyatt1939:86).Thenameappearstobethe equivalent of Eshembethel, who appears in the papyri 

of Elephantine.  

ItmaybenotedherethatinthetreatybetweenBarga˒yah,kingofKTK, withMati˒el,kingofArpad,

dated ca. 760 B.C. the place name Bethel occurs (i A 34) and the phrase batay˒laḥayya˒ (lit.―housesofthe

gods‖)appearsthreetimes(iiC3,7,10)andrefersnottothetemplebuildings,buttothesteleorsteles

upon which were engraved the contents of the agreement (KAI 262; TSSI 2:44–45). One may postulate 

that the stone of Jacob, chosen at random and common (profane), was transmuted by the anointing into 

sacramental object, worthy to be set up publicly as a record of the divine encounter (Gen 28:22).  

Two other problems in the Jacob-Bethel pericope, both textual in character, merit some brief comments. 

The first concerns the initial words of Gen 31:13:˒nky h˒l byt-˒l. Most scholars translate the compressed 

wordstoread:―IamtheGodofBethel‖(RSV,RV,BJ,NJPS),justifyingtheirrenderingfromother

Hebrew instances, such as 2 Kgs 23:17; Num 21:14 [cf. GK §127, Rem. 4]. Others admit the clause found 

in LXX and T
JP

:―IamtheGodwho appeared to you at Bethel …‖(soNEB,Westermann,Speiser,etc.).

These renderings are much to be preferred to that which interprets God and Bethel to be in apposition. 

That Bethel is a place name and not a divine name is evident from the adverb where (Heb ˒ăšer), twice 

used modifying Bethel. Of greater weight, however, is the unlikelihood that a foreign Semitic deity would 

be introduced into a key kerygmatic passage of Israelite tradition.  

The second problematic passage is Gen 35:7,whereJacob―builtanaltar,andcalledthenameEl-

Bethel.‖Thismaybecomparedwith˒ēl ˒ĕlōhê-yiśra˒ēl, the name given by Jacob to another altar he built 

(Gen 33:20); with ha˒ēl ˒ĕlōhê-˒āb  kā (Gen 46:3) and with ilu-bâyti-īli (Speiser Genesis AB, 244). One 

notices repeatedly in the 71 or 72 occurrences of Bethel in the OT that the term is uniformly geographical. 

To import by a homonymic accident the Syrian god Bethel into passages in the Hebrew Bible which make 

excellent sense with a topographical meaning appears to be an invalid approach.  

The proponents of the view that the Aramean god Bethel played a significant role in preexilic Israel 

have had recourse to a wooden apposition in rendering such a passage as 1 Sam 10:3, where Saul is 

informedofmenwhomhewillencounteras―…threemengoinguptotheGodBethel.‖Onthecontrary,

it appears that the name Bethel is locative, and may admit the omission of the preposition b- before a 

homorganic stop (Andersen and Freedman Hosea AB,406).Hencethemorelikelytranslationis―…three

mengoinguptoGodatBethel‖(Hebšlšh ˒nšym ˓lym ˒l-h˒lhym byt-˒l).  

It has been further suggested that the god of Bethel appears in the text of Amos and Hosea. The name 

Bethel occurs seven times in the book of Amos (3:14; 4:4; 5:5 (bis); 5:6; 7:10, 13). Five of these are 

undisputed references to the city (4:4; 5:5 [both references]; 7:10, 13). The two remaining occurrences 

(3:14 and 5:6) are likewise allusions to the city Bethel and not to a god. The geographic reference of 

Bethel in 5:6 isestablishedbyitsparallelismwiththeexpression―houseofJoseph.‖Thethreatof

destruction of the altars of Bethel (3:13) is best understood as specifying the location of the altars, not the 

deity to whom sacrifices are offered upon them. While Amos does denounce syncretistic practices 

elsewhere (8:14), there is no suggestion that a cultofthedeityBethelistheprophet‘sconcern. 

In the book of Hosea there are two occurrences of the word Bethel. The first occurrence follows a 

description of the ravages of war:fortresses destroyed, mothers and children perishing, whereupon the 

prophet directsitspoignantreferencetohisaudience:―Thusitshallbedonetoyou,OBethel,becauseof

yourgreatwickedness‖(Hos 10:15). The MT is perfectly understandable and needs no emendation.  



The other use of Bethel refers to the nocturnal wrestling of Jacob with the angel at Bethel (Hos 12:5—

Eng 12:4). Here also the prophet uses Bethel as a geographical term, not as a name for the deity Bethel.  

The name Beth-aven is sometimes associated with Bethel. Beth-aven was located east of Bethel (Josh 

7:2) and figures in the Conquest narrative (Josh 7:2; 18:12) and in the story of Saul (1 Sam 13:5; 14:23). 

The name Beth-aven was the source of a play on words employed by Amos and Hosea. The element aven 

(Heb ˒āwen) of the name appears to be derived from the root ˒wn andmeans―trouble,idolatry‖or

―wickedness,iniquity.‖ThewarningbyAmosthat―BethelshallbecomeAwen‖(5:5;RSV:―Bethelshall

cometonought‖)maybeapunonthenamewithreferencetotheHebwordforiniquity.Hosea‘sthree

references to Beth-aven (4:15; 5:8; 10:5) may be using the term as a demeaning surrogate for Bethel (so 

Andersen and Freedman Hosea AB, 372). A related pun is also probably the meaning of Hos 10:8.  

A strong argument for the appearance of the god Bethel in the OT proceeds from Jer 48:13. The passage 

is a forecast of woe about to devolve upon the people of Moab and to destroy their confidence in the 

saving ability of their national god Chemosh. This military disaster, so forcefully portrayed in the 

preceding verse (Jer 48:12),willshatterthenation‘sreposeintheirgodandinhisabilitytosavehis

people. Such fragmentation of their hope in the divine power parallels the unspeakable disaster that the 

house of Israel suffered when Bethel, the site of the royal sanctuary, proved impotent against the might of 

Assyria in 722 B.C. It would be strange if the term Bethel in this instance should refer to a god housed in 

the―templeofthekingdom‖(Amos 7:13), when elsewhere, particularly in the contemporary assessment 

of Bethel by Amaziah its high priest, the term Bethel is topographical.  

The final and most likely passage in which Bethel is not used topographically is Zech 7:2, in which a 

deputation is sent to the priests at Jerusalem in the postexilic period (December 518 B.C.) to inquire 

whether the fasting practiced during the Exile should still be continued (cf. Zech 7 and 8). Two major 

interpretations have been proposed regarding the term Bethel in Zech 7:2. The first regards Bethel as a 

place name and translatesthepertinentwordsthus:―Nowthey of Bethel‖(RV,ASV);―nowthe people of 

Bethel‖(RSV,NIV);―Bethelsent‖(JB,Dhorme).AvariationofthisviewtranslatesBethelas―thehouse

ofGod‖andproposesthatthedeputationwentto―thehouseofGod‖(LXX,Vulg.,KJV).This

interpretation needlessly repeats the subject of v 3. In view of the extirpation of Bethel by Josiah (2 Kgs 

23:15–20) and the very few Babylonian exiles that returned (Ezra 2:28; Neh 7:32), it may be questioned 

whether Bethel is a place name in this text.  

The second interpretation regards Bethel as the divine element in the name Bethel-sharezer (Heb byt˒l śr 

˒ṣr, ―MayBethelprotecttheking‖)(NEB/REB,NAB,NJPS).Thefollowingconsiderations favor the 

identification of the Heb byt˒l śr ˒ṣr as a single name. The DN byt˒l is the theophoric element of a PN of 

Mesopotamian origin (cf. ArchEleph 328). The theophoric element is in initial position, which is 

normative. The name in Zech 7:2 is attested in the year 518 B.C. and, accordingly, is situated in a period 

during which PNs with the theophoric element byt˒l are attested epigraphically. The name appears in a 

Neo-Babylonian text from Uruk datable ca. 541–540 B.C. (Hyatt 1937). The proposed biblical name thus 

synchronizes with the frequent appearance of theophores compounded with Bethel in the Elephantine 

papyri. The person bearing the name Bethel-sharezer in Zech 7:2 may have been a Jewish official in 

Babylon.  
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EDWARD R. DALGLISH  

BETHEL (PLACE) [Heb bêt˒ēl (ֵאל  .)]. The name of two places mentioned in the Hebrew Bibleֵביתְּ

Thenamemeans―houseofGod.‖ 

1. An important town in the central hill country of Palestine, located N of Jerusalem and very close to 

Ai. Next to Jerusalem, this Bethel is the most frequently occurring place name in the OT, referring both to 

a city and to a religious sanctuary which was either in or near the city. Two factors, somewhat 

interrelated, are responsible for the importance of Bethel: (1) it was associated with a religious sanctuary; 

and (2) it lay along a crossroads and near a physical and political frontier that divided the central hill 

country of Palestine into two parts.  

Bethel became established in the Bible as a sanctuary by association with events in the lives of Abraham 

and Jacob. When Abram wandered S from Shechem, he pitched his tent and built an altar between Bethel 

and Ai (Gen 12:8), and on his return from Egypt he revisited this sacred place (Gen 13:3, 4). Jacob in his 

flight from Beersheba to Haran stayed there and had the famous nocturnal vision of angels ascending and 

descending. In the morning when he awoke, Jacob erected a pillar to mark this sacred place. Jacob called 

the place Bethel although the city was called Luz (Gen 28:10–22). Many years later Jacob returned to this 

place on his way home from Haran; he set up another altar and called the place El-Bethel (Gen 35:7). He 

also set up a pillar and again named the place Bethel (Gen 35:15).  

These biblical descriptions of events concerning Bethel are puzzling. Should a distinction be made 

between Bethel, a name for a sacred place, and Bethel, a name of a settlement? When did the name of the 

settlement Luz become Bethel?  

Somescholarshavesuggestedthat,―mostoftheculticplacesinIsraelduringpremonarchicandearly

monarchic periods were built outside of their respective towns and were called by differentnames‖

(Na˒aman1985).ThispracticebytheIsraelitesofbuildingsacredplacesoutsidethecityapparently

differed from a Canaanite custom of building sacred places within the settlement and might be indicative 

of a distinction in religious practice. However, other scholars interpret this matter differently. According 

to HGB 131 the sanctuary was inside the city, and references to its being outside the city in the Bible are 

nothistorical,―…butrelatedtothemodeoflifeofthepatriarchs.‖Onthe other hand, there are 

indications that Bethel, in certain biblical contexts, could refer to a sanctuary, rather than to a city name. 

Boling (Judges AB) translates Bethel in Judg 20:18 as―sanctuary‖—but a sanctuary located in the village 

of Mizpah. When the Israelites inquired of God at the sanctuary in Mizpah they failed. But when they 

shifted their battle headquarters and inquired of God in a sanctuary in the city of Bethel, they succeeded. 

ThearkofGod‘scovenant was, at that time, in the city of Bethel, overseen by Phineahas ben Eleazer ben 

Aaron (Judg 20:26–28).Apparentlythen,notall―Bethels‖arethesame—some can be trusted to provide 

counsel, while others can not.  

Bethel is also associated with Deborah, the nurse of Rebekah who died and was buried beneath Bethel 

under an oak (Gen 35:8), and with Deborah, the Prophetess, who lived near the city (Judg 4:5). Samuel 

visited this city periodically to judge the people (1 Sam 7:16). However, with the establishment of the 

United Kingdom by David and the placement of the temple in Jerusalem the importance of Bethel as a 

sanctuary declined. The fortunes of Bethel improved, however, when the United Kingdom split and 

Jeroaboam I placed a golden calf in Bethel to serve as a cult center for his people in place of the temple in 

Jerusalem (1 Kgs 12:29–33). This religious schism aroused opposition among the prophets Hosea (10:15) 

andAmos,whodeclared,―Bethelshallcometonought‖(3:14). The Judean king Josiah captured Bethel 

and broke down its altar and defiled the site (2 Kgs 23:15). After that time Bethel lost its importance as a 

cultic center.  



Bethel‘shistoricimportanceasasacredplacealsocoincideswith its importance as a frontier town. 

Bethel lies between two separable physiographic provinces:the hills of Ephraim to the N, and the plateau 

of Judea to the S. Taken together, these provinces constitute the centrally elevated backbone of the land of 

Canaan between the valley of the Jordan river on the E and the Mediterranean Sea to the W. Throughout 

much of biblical history this central range was divided politically into N and S tribes, followed by 

kingdoms of N Israel and Judah, to the S. Later during Roman times these provinces were called Samaria 

and Judea.  

Along the crest of the central range (or more accurately along the water parting) a N-S road ran from 

Hebron to Shechem, passing through Jerusalem and Bethel. This road provided one of the most important 

lines of transportation throughout biblical history. Just S of Bethel lay an E-W road leading up from the 

coast along a ridge overlooking the valley of Aijalon and then down again to Jericho and the Jordan valley 

along another slope overlooking the WâdīSuweinit.OnewouldhavehadtotravelbeyondShechem,

some25milesfartherN,totheWâdīFaritofindaroutefromthecoasttotheJordanriverthatwould

have been equally attractive.  

Physiographically, the Judean plateau is shielded by a longitudinal valley and an abrupt scarp from easy 

access from the coastal plain, but routes from the coastal plain to the hills of Ephraim do occur at many 

places. Climatically, rainfall and agriculture differ between the southerly plateau of Judah and the more 

verdant Ephraim hills. The dividing line between these provinces can be defined on the basis of physical 

features; but since more than one criterion can be used, and they do not exactly coincide, one can say that 

the physical frontier actually lies within a zone—a zone which includes the city of Bethel. The dividing 

line can be taken at the E-W route a few km S of Bethel, in which case Bethel belongs to the N province. 

The dividing line can also be taken a few km N of Bethel where the fairly straight N-S road enters a series 

of switchbacks reflecting the hilly nature of the N province. In this case, Bethel properly belongs to the S 

province.  

This ambiguous geographic relationship is the key to understanding why Bethel is allotted to the tribe of 

Benjamin (Josh 18:22) but is taken over by the more N tribe of Ephraim (Judg 1:22). Also, although 

Jeroboam I made Bethel into a N city, Abijah, king of Judah, captured it (2 Chr 13:19). Baasha, king of 

Israel, however, retook the city, but when Israel fell to the Assyrians, Bethel reverted to Judah (Ezra 2:28; 

Neh 7:32). Thus Bethel, a frontier town between two provinces, shifted back and forth in political 

ownership.  

The strategic position of Bethel (along the route to Jerusalem coming from the N) figures in later 

history. During the Hasmonean revolt it was fortified by the Syrian general Bacchides (1 Macc 9:50), and 

was captured by Vespasian in 69 C.E. (JW 4.551). During the Byzantine period Bethel was a village in the 

territoryof―AeliaCapitolina‖(Jerusalem)(EusebiusOnomast. 192 etc.). It continues to be mentioned in 

the literature by the Pilgrim of Bordeaux (353 C.E.) and Theodosius (ca. 503 C.E.) and is shown on the 

Madaba Map (ca. 565 C.E.). Apparently the city was destroyed during the Arab conquest in the 7th 

century C.E. and remained abandoned until it was repopulated as an Islamic village in the mid-19th 

century.  

Most scholars since the time of Edward Robinson identify Bethel with Tell Beitin (M.R. 172148). See 

BEITIN, TELL (M.R. 172148). However, Livingston (1989) has suggested that Bethel may actually be 

el-Bireh, a few km SW of Tell Beitin.  

2. A village in Judah to which David sent spoils to his friends and to the elders (1 Sam 30:27). Almost 

certainly, then, it was a city in Judah and not the more important Bethel N of Jerusalem, and possibly it is 

the same as Bethul in Josh 19:4 and BETHUEL in 1 Chr 4:30 (and Chesil in Josh 15:30, although this is 

less likely). Its location is unknown, although the context suggests somewhere generally in the area 

around Ziklag and Hormah.pg 712}  
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HAROLD BRODSKY  

BETHEL-SHAREZER (PLACE) [Heb bêt˒ēl śar˒eṣer (ֶאֶצר ֵאל ַשרְּ  )]. See SHAREZERֵביתְּ

(PERSON).  

BETHER (PLACE) [Gk Baithēr (Βαιθηρ), Thethēr (Θεθηρ)]. A village in one of the districts into which 

the allotment of land for the tribe of Judah was divided (Josh 15:59a LXX). The list of 11 cities of which 

Bether is the 10th is found in LXX but not in MT; presumably it was omitted from the Hebrew text by the 

copyist‘serrorcalledhomoioteleuton(onthetextualcharacterofJosh 15:59a LXX, see HGB 392–93). 

The district lists are variously enumerated; (cf. Bright IB 2:630–33; Soggin Joshua OTL, 178; and Boling 

and Wright Joshua AB, 378, 391). Bether is identified with Khirbet el-Yahudi (M.R. 162126) near the 

modern Bittir, about 7 miles SW of Jerusalem. An archaeological survey showed almost continuous 

occupation of the site from Iron I through the early Roman period (Carroll 1923–24:89).  

During the Second Jewish Revolt (132–135 C.E.), Bittar (as it was known [Aram b  ttēr; on the name, 

seeNeubauer1868:130])becameBarKokhba‘scapital. See BAR KOKHBA (REVOLT). Some scholars 

have detected this place name in the name Baiterus found in the list at 1 Esdr 5:17. Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 

4.6) refers to the site as Baithther. The name is of uncertain derivation. The element btr in the name of the 

location hārê bāter (Cant 2:17:―ruggedmountains‖RSV,butnotemargin)hasbeentraditionallytreated

as a contraction of byt tr (Cant. Rab. to 2:17), but there is no certainty that this name, whatever its 

derivation, elucidates the meaning of Bether.  
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HENRY O. THOMPSON  

BETHLEHEM (PLACE) [Heb bêt-leḥem (ֵבית־ֶלֶחם)]. The name of two places mentioned in the 

Bible.  

———  

A. Bethlehem of Judah  

1. Site  

2. Name  

3. Demography  

4. Bethlehem in Israelite History  

5. Bethlehem in Postbiblical Times  

B. Bethlehem of Zebulun  

———  

A. Bethlehem of Judah  

1. Site. Bethlehem of Judah is located 9 km S of Jerusalem and stands at an elevation of 790 m on the E 

ridge of the watershed. The site lies on the border of the well-watered and fertile region of Beit-Jalah 

(Giloh) and of the dry district of Boaz—and Shepherds—fields ending in the Judean Desert. The village 

does not possess any spring, but only cisterns (2 Sam 23:15), some of which are caves on the ridge walled 

and plastered in the manner common at the end of the Bronze Age.  

The site seems to have been inhabited during the lower Pleistocene (EAEHL 1:198–99; Stockton 

1967:129–48, with a survey of the neighboring sites). During the 3d millennium B.C.E. pottery was left in 

Beth-Sahur, not far from Bethlehem, (Hennessy 1966:19–40; Saller 1963:325). Excavations have shown 

that the Iron Age settlement was not at the top of the spur as was thought before, but on the slope around 

the church of the Nativity (Saller 1964:287; 1968:153–80; Bagatti 1968:181–237). This observation has 

been confirmed by the survey of S. Gutman and A. Berman in 1969 (Benoit 1975, with drawings and 

photos).  

2. Name. Place names with bît ―house,place‖arenumerousinthecuneiformlists(Groneberg1980;

Nashef RG 5; Parpola 1970; RLA II:33–54); in Egyptian sources (Simons 1937:204); and in the Ugaritic 



archives (PRU 2:227–28; 3:265–68; 4:253–56; 5:165–67; 6:146; cf. Astour 1975:139), but Bît-Lahmu 

does not appear. Bethlehem may be mentioned in a 14th-century B.C.E. letter of Abdi-Hepa, king of 

Jerusalem (EA 290:16; Schroeder 1915:294–95). In this letter the placeiscalledBīt-NIN.URTA, and one 

wonders if the ideogram NIN.URTA should be read as Antum (i.e., Lahama; cf. CT 24:14–15; see also 

Honigmann 1938). Other readings have been proposed:Bit-Anat (= i.e., Anatot; Dhorme 1908); Bit- 

(t)ašmiš=Beth-Shemesh (Lipiński1973;butseethenotebyPriestbatsch1975);or,lastly,Beth-Horon 

(Kallai and Tadmor 1969), though this latter suggestion has been made more for geographic than for 

linguistic reasons. The name Lahamu is unknown in the W and is poorly documented in Mesopotamia; 

the name is related to the subterranean ocean. It is not impossible (though admittedly hypothetical) that 

beforetheplacenamewasinterpretedasthe―houseofbread‖(Hebleḥem),itwasthe―houseofLahai‖,

the god of a well in the Negeb (Gen 16:14; 24:62, with contraction and mimesis as in Ugaritic).  

3. Demography. Bethlehem of Judah (Judg 17:7–9; 19:1, 2, 18; Ruth 1:1–2; 1 Sam 17:12) is called 

Ephrathah (Mic 5:1—Eng 5:2). This Ephrathah cannot be the Ephrathah of 1 Sam 10:2 (on the border of 

Ephraim and Benjamin) near Ramah (Jer 31:15, N of Jerusalem), which in a poetic text is set in parallel 

with Kiriath-Jearim (Ps 132:6; cf. Melamed 1961; Tsevat 1962; Vogt 1975, with reference to Eusebius; 

Briend 1983). In Gen 35:19 and 48:7 (bothP),Bethlehemisrelated,nottoEphrathah,buttothe―wayto

Ephrathah‖or―comingtoEphrathah‖(seealsoT. Reu. 3:13).  

Such identifications are late (like the identification of Mamre with Hebron) and reveal that the postexilic 

author felt there was a problem with Mic 5:1. The meaning of Ephrathah is to be determined from 1 Sam 

17:12. The father of David is said to be an ˒eprāt  , i.e., a man of Ephraim (Judg 12:5; 1 Kgs 11:26), just as 

the two sons of Elimelech and Naomi born in Bethlehem (Ruth 1:2), before Boaz and Jesse. This evidence 

strongly suggests that at the end of the 2d millennium B.C.E., a clan of Ephraim (Mic 5:1 speaks of an 

˒elep; Judg 6:15; 1 Sam 10:19; cf. Neu 1986) was settled in Bethlehem.TheChronicler‘sgenealogies,

which are artificial but always have some foundation, treat Ephrathah both as a spouse of Caleb (1 Chr 

2:19)andasawomanwhobecameCaleb‘s wife after the death of Hezron his father; she was 

―grandmother‖ofTekoa(1 Chr 2:24), a village located in the Judean Desert (cf. Myers Chronicles AB). 

The Chronicler admits an extension of the clan as far as Debir near Hebron, where Caleb lived (Judg 

1:11–12; Josh 15:13).  

The name of the father of David, Jesse (yišay; ˒iyšay in 1 Chr 2:13) is not common among Israelites. It 

may be Aramaic (cf. ˒šy in the Daskyleion Inscription; Dupont-Sommer 1966:47) or simply W Semitic 

(cf. yu-šaī in an Egyptian list of slaves; Hayes 1962), and probably is an abbreviation of Abishai, another 

member of the clan (1 Sam 26:6).  

That the clan of Ephraim moved from the N to the S of Jerusalem is indicated (1) by the travels of 

Samuel, son of the ˒eprat   Elkanah (1 Sam 16:1–12; cf. 1:1–2), (2) by the story of the Levite and his 

patron Micah (Judg 17:7–9),and(3)bythenarrativeoftheLevite‘sconcubinefromBethlehem(Judges 

19).Finally,theeldersofIsraelrecognizedDavidastheirkinsman:―Weareyourboneandflesh‖(2 Sam 

5:1).  

The genealogy of David, inserted at the end of the book of Ruth (4:18–22; Campbell Ruth AB), 

suggests other marital relations which prove that the Ephramite clan of Jesse did not include all the 

inhabitants of Bethlehem. Amminadab and Nahshon, ancestorsofBoaz,aresaidtobe―fatherandbrother

ofthewifeoftheLeviteAaron‖(Exod 6:23). Through Ram (Amram or Abiram?) they have Hezron as an 

ancestor. There is a problem with Hezron; he is related either to Reuben (Gen 46:8–9; Exod 6:14; Num 

26:6; 1 Chr 5:3), or to Judah through Perez (Gen 46:12; Num 26:21; Ruth 4:18–19; 1 Chr 2:5). Such a 

double connection can be explained historically by transfer from E (Bohan on the W side of the Jordan is 

spokenofasthe―sonofReuben‖;cf.Josh 15:6; 18:17; de Vaux 1953:541) to W (Perez-uzzah and Baal-

Perazim are toponyms between Kiriath-Jearim and Jerusalem). Similarly, the clan of Karmi was 

transferred from Reuben (Num 26:6) to Judah (Josh 7:1; 1 Chr 2:7). These historical transfers also have a 

sociological connotation, because Hezron is related to ḥaṣer, a Hebrew term that denotes a village with a 

typical enclosure for herds; one of the Kerioth-hezron (Josh 15:25; cf. 15:3) is the hăṣar-˒addār of Num 

34:4. Numerous hăṣērôt are to be found in the S of Judah, but also beyond the Jordan (1 Chr 2:21–24, 



with Machir in Gilead and Ephrathah). As suggested by Eissfeldt, the bên hamišpětayim of Reuben (Judg 

5:16) are also related to enclosures for herds (Eissfeldt 1949; 1954).  

There were also Arabs in Bethlehem, descendants of Ishmael. David had two sisters, Zeruiah, the 

mother of Joab (father unknown) and Abigal, the mother of Amasa (2 Sam 17:25; 1 Chr 2:7), whose 

father was Ithra (Heb yitrā˒) the Ishmaelite; the latter bears a true Arabic name (watar). However, the 

most important connections are with Reuben.  

When thetribedisappeared,havingbeenconqueredbyMoab,David,whowasbanishedfromSaul‘s

court, entrusted his father and mother to the king of Moab (1 Sam 22:3–4).  

4. Bethlehem in Israelite History. Fighting against the Philistines and the Amalekites, Saul found in 

Bethlehem-Ephrathah support for his campaigns. He enrolled the sons of Jesse (1 Sam 17:13), along with 

Elhanan, the son of Dodo (2 Sam 23:24; son of Jaareoregim in 2 Sam 21:19). Afterwards Bethlehem was 

taken by the Philistines (2 Sam 23:14), remaining in their hands until the victories of David, when it 

became a dependency of Jerusalem, the new capital city. According to 2 Chr 11:6 Bethlehem was fortified 

by Rehoboam, but no city walls have been discovered in the excavations of the site. Nevertheless, walls 

that belong to the same period (Iron I–II) were unearthed in Beit-Jalah (Giloh; Mazar 1981). As Giloh is 

not mentioned as a fortified city in Chronicles, it may be that the two sites were identified. In the list of 

Judean towns found in Joshua 15 (established probably under the reign of Josiah), mention is made of 

Bethlehem only in the LXX and not in the MT. It seems that Bethlehem was very small at the time (Mic 

5:1—Eng 5:2,―you…whoarelittletobeamongtheclansofJudah‖),andnotedonlyastheoriginofthe

dynasty.  

In the 5th century B.C.E. Bethlehem was reoccupied by the returning exiles. The exact figure of 

returnees varies:188 men of Bethlehem and Netophah according to Neh 7:26,and123―sonsof

Bethlehem‖(and56―menofNetophah‖)accordingtoEzra 2:21. Bethlehem of Judah was never a priestly 

town as was Bethlehem of Zebulun (on which see below). It is never mentioned in the Qumran literature, 

even among the places of the treasures listed in the Copper Scrolls. In the Martyrdom of Isaiah (2:7, 8, 

12) Bethlehem functions as a stage for the prophet in his flight from Jerusalem to the wilderness, a story 

line that is possibly built on the pattern of the narrative of Jeremiah and his companions who stopped in 

Kimham―nearBethlehem‖(Jer 41:16–17) during their flight to Egypt. In the martyrdom of Isaiah it is a 

false prophet who lives in Bethlehem. Elsewhere in the pseudepigraphical literature, Bethlehem was 

connected with the burial of Rachel (Jubilees 32:34), and Ephrathah is located in Bethlehem (T. Reu. 

3:13).  

In the Fourth gospel (John 7:42) Bethlehem was considered by some of those listening to Jesus to be the 

birthplace of the son of David, but these same people display no knowledge of Bethlehem as the 

birthplace of Jesus of Nazareth. Elsewhere in the NT Bethlehem is mentioned only in the two Infancy 

Narratives. Although they are quite different in their traditions and structures, both Matthew and Luke 

converge on this point. In Luke, Bethlehem is the place where Joseph goes for the census and where the 

shepherdsgo―toseethethingthathappened‖(Luke 2:4, 15). In Matthew 2, Bethlehem is mentioned five 

times. There Jesus is born (2:1), the Magi are sent there (2:5–7) in accordance with the oracle of Mic 5:1, 

anditistherethatHerodhasallthemalechildrenwhoaretwoyearsinageorlesskilled(―inBethlehem

anditsboundaries‖[horiois]) (2:15). Then Bethlehem disappears from the NT (Brown 1985:177–85, 

412–23; Perrot 1983).  

5. Bethlehem in Postbiblical Times. After 135 C.E. Bethlehem was occupied by a Roman garrison 

which exterminated the remnant of the Bar Kokhba army as indicated by Roman inscriptions near 

Rachel‘stomb(RB 1901:107; 1962:82–83; Vetrali 1967), and perhaps in Lam. Rab. 1:15 if we read 

Bethlehem (instead of Bethel) of Judah (cf. 1:16). It is possible that such a military presence would have 

led to the establishment of an Adonis cult in the same way as the Roman military presence in Aelia led to 

an Asclepius/Serapis cult in the caves adjacent to the pool of Bethesda (Duprez 1970:64–85). The 

Asclepius cult is attested by Jerome (Ep. 56.3; cf. Paulinus of Nole to Sulpicius Severus 3, CSEL 29). 

Nevertheless, we must be cautious because such a notice is unique in the works of Jerome and the 

identification of Adonis with Asclepius is not frequent (mediante Eshmun). A more direct attestation of a 



militaryculttotheSyrianGoddessisknown(Birley1978:1516).SinceJerome‘snoticeismore

concerned with the lamentations over Adonis than with Adonis himself, Welten (1983) thinks there could 

have been a popular confusion between the tears of the Syrian Goddess (Lucian Syr.D., 6), the Venus 

lugens, andRachel‘smourningforhersons.InthepostexilicperiodRachel‘stombwasveneratedin

Bethlehem-Ephrathah. If the god Lahmu was really a vegetation deity like Adonis, it is possible that 

worship of this kind was practiced in a Bethlehem cave; a revival which neither Jews nor Christians 

wished to remember may have occurred during the Roman occupation.  

The Gospels do not speak of a Nativity in a cave; the oldest references are to be found in Justin (dial., 

78) and in the Protoevangelium ofJames(18),textswhichspeakofaNativity―quiteneartoBethlehem,‖

―midway,‖butnotinBethlehemitself. 

Above a cave in Bethlehem, Constantine built an octogon with a basilica and a court enclosed by four 

porticoes in the front. During the Samaritan revolt of 529 C.E. the building was destroyed. Justinian rebuilt 

it in its actual shape, which was preserved by the Persian invaders (612). In the crypts the traditional 

Nativity cave is connected with other caves where the monastic sojourn of Jerome and his community is 

commemorated (Vincent and Abel 1914; Avi-Yonah EAEHL 1:202–6; Heitz 1983:6–18; Murphy-

O‘Connor1983:12–13).  

B. Bethlehem of Zebulun  

A village, located in the N, in the tribe of Zebulun (Josh 19:15), was also known as Bethlehem. It is 

obviously the place where Ibzan, a minor Judge, was buried (Judg 12:8–10, related to Zebulun in the 

following verses; cf. Boling Judges AB, 215). The village is known to have been the residence of a 

priestly family (Cesaraea Inscription, 5–6th century C.E.; cf. Avi-Yonah 1962); an Arab village on the 

Asher-Zebulun border retained the name (Beit-Laḥm).  
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HENRI CAZELLES  

BETHPHAGE (PLACE) [Gk Bēthphagē (Βηθφαγη)]. Bethphage was the name of a village on the 

roadfromJerusalemtoJerichomeaningliterallyinAramaic,―houseoftheearlyfigs.‖Thevillagewas 

theplacewhereChristsenthisdisciplestofindthefoalofanassforhis―triumphalentry‖andwas

mentioned together with Bethany in this context in Matt 21:1; Mark 11:1; and Luke 19:29. Both the 

Mishnah and the Talmud suggest that the town was a suburb of Jerusalem, laying outside the city wall and 

apparently surrounded by its own wall.  

Bethphage was located either beyond Bethany (M.R. 174131) according to Jerome (Ep., 108), or, more 

likely, W of Bethany toward Jerusalem (M.R. 172131), approximately 1 km E of the summit of the Mount 

of Olives. The latter site was the location of Bethphage accepted by the medieval Crusaders. A stone with 

frescoes and inscriptions was found at the latter site, showing two disciples untying a donkey and a colt. 

The frescoes are preserved in the Franciscan chapel at this location. Archaeological evidence indicates 

that the site was occupied from the 2d century B.C.E. to the 8th century C.E. Of the many archaeological 

artifacts found at the occupation site, of particular interest is tomb 21 with its rolling stone, Greek and 

archaic Semitic inscriptions, and graffiti which include a sign depicting a cross.  

SCOTT T. CARROLL  

BETHUEL (PERSON) [Heb bĕtû˒ēl (תּוֵאל  )]. Var. BETHUL. A son of Nahor by Milcah (Genבְּ

22:20–22) and the father of Rebekah (24:15) and Laban (28:5). Bethuel played no significant role even in 

hisdaughter‘sbetrothal,whereherbrotherwasprominent.Rebekahrantohermother‘shouse(Gen 

24:28); Laban prepared the welcome (vv 29–32); then Laban granted consent to the servant to explain his 

mission (v 33); and gifts were presented to Rebekah, Laban, and her mother (v 53). In the actions of vv 

55–60 her brother and mother were the players. Furthermore one notes that peculiar order of names in v 

50,wherethefather‘scomesafterhisson‘s.PerhapsBethuelhadalreadydied.Josephus(Ant 1.16.2 

§248) does claim that Bethuel was dead and that Laban, with the mother, directed the whole household 

andwasguardianofRebekah‘smaidenhood.Suchanexplanationwouldrequirethat―andBethuel‖was 

added by someone who did not realize the narrative assumed Bethuel had died. But it is doubtful that 

anyone would have inserted the name in the wrong order. Another possible solution is that Bethuel was 

incapacitated by senility or invalidism or the like. This could account for the reversed order of names in v 

50. The most probable interpretation may be that the story assumes a matrilineal family. Jay (1988:62) 

points out how in a matrilineal system Laban, as Rebekah‘sbrother,wouldhaveauthorityconcerningher

marriage; and quite likely only he, his sister, and her mother would receive gifts or be in a position to 



decidethedateofRebekah‘sdeparture.Somewhatmoreconcretely,thereareNuzitextsinwhichthe

marriage contract was arranged by a brother for his sister (Pfeiffer and Speiser 1936:38–39, 104–6).  

ThemeaningofthenameBethuelisuncertain.Itmightmean―dwellerinGod‖—unless it equals 

mĕtû˒ēl (cf. Akk Muti-ilu),―manofGod.‖ItissimilartoBatti-ilu in the Tell el-Amarna letters (EA 650).  
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EDWIN C. HOSTETTER  

BETHUEL (PLACE) [Heb bĕtû˒ēl (תּוֵאל  )]. Var. BETHUL; BETHEL. A town in which the sons ofבְּ

Simeon dwelt prior to the reign of David (1 Chr 4:30). It is mentioned in a list along with Hormah and 

Ziklag. In the Josh 19 list of Simeonite towns, the name is spelled Bethul (v 4; Heb bĕtûl), and in an 

apparent parallel in Josh 15:30 itisreplacedwithChesil.InthestoryofDavid‘sexploitsinthearea

around Ziklag and Hormah, a place named BETHEL is mentioned. Given all these variants, Albright 

(1924:150) has suggested that Bethuel is the preferred form. The precise location of this town is 

unknown.  
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BETHULIA (PLACE) [Gk Baityloua (Βαιτυλουα)]. City where the events of the book of Judith are 

located (Jdt 4:6). The author of Judith gives many indications of the location of Bethulia: it is N of 

Jerusalem (11:19), near Betomasthaim (4:6), over against Esdraelon (4:6), near Dothan (4:6), in the hill 

country of Samaria (6:11). It is described as having a spring below the city (7:12–13), and it is positioned 

to hold the narrow mountain pass giving access to Jerusalem from the N hill country (10:10–11). 

However, the name Bethulia is unknown to modern readers, and its exact location, despite all the 

descriptive material, is uncertain. Enslin (1972) points out that we do not even know whether the city was 

actually known to the author. There are 9 Greek variant spellings for the name out of 21 mss collated by 

the Larger Cambridge Septuagint, indicating confusion in the textual tradition. Many identifications have 

beenproposedforthesite:Sānūr,5milessouthofDothan;Meseliah,midwaybetweenGebaandJenin;or

Kubatje (so Dussaud 1926 and Steuernagel 1943). The name itself has given rise to speculation over the 

town‘slocation.IsitmeanttobeathinlydisguisedpseudonymforBethel(Hebbyt˒l/wh, ―houseof

God‖)?Priestbatsch(1974)pointsoutinthisregardthatintheLXXEzras2:28thenamesBethelandAi

are corrupted into one word, baitoliō. Or is the name itself meaningful, as byt˒lh, ―houseofascents‖?

Torrey (1899) follows this hypothesis, saying that according to the book of Judith, Bethulia lay at the 

head of the most important pass in Samaria and was a large and important city; those facts and his 

understanding of the name lead him to identify Bethulia with Shechem. None of these locations is 

definitive. It is possible that the author of Judith modeled his city on one of the major cities in the N hill 

country (Shechem being the most likely candidate), but that does not lead to an absolute identification. It 

seemsmosthelpfultofollowCraven(1983)whenshesays,―ItseemsbesttoleavethedetailsoftheBook

ofJudithaloneastheproductsofafertile,creativeimagination.‖ 
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SIDNIE ANN WHITE  

BETOMASTHAIM (PLACE) [Gk Baitomasthaim (Βαιτομασθαιμ)]. Var. BETOMESTHAIM. Site 

mentioned in the book of Judith, the exact location of which is unknown (Jdt 4:6; 15:4). The first 

occurrence of the name in 4:6 gives the variant spelling baitomesthaim; however, there seems to be no 



reason to suppose the author was referring to two different cities. Betomasthaim is set near Dothan, north 

of Samaria. C. C. Torrey argued that Betomasthaim was a contemptuous pseudonym for Samaria: byt 

mśṭmh,‗houseofshame,‘orbyt mśṭm, ‗houseofthedevil.‘Thisisnotatallcertain.Itisentirelypossible

that the city is totally fictitious; this would be in keeping with the genre of the book of Judith.  
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SIDNIE ANN WHITE  

BETONIM (PLACE) [Heb bĕṭōn  m (טִֹנים  )]. A border point E of the Jordan river for the land ofבְּ

Jazer, which Moses gave to the families of Gad (Josh 13:26). The location is noted by Eusebius as Botnia 

but has never been verified as Khirbet Batneh, 6 miles SW of es-Salt. The location is described briefly by 

de Vaux (1938:404) and affirmed by Noth (1938:26).  

Noth suggests that the three place names of Heshbon to Ramath-Mizpeh to Betonim constitute a N-S 

boundary line betweenReubenandGad.However,Mittmann(1970)dismissesNoth‘sviewasvery

speculative. In a complex literary study Wüst (1975) concludes that Josh 13:26 is part of a two-step 

addition to the report, which is intended to support the larger territorial claims of Gad.  
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PAUL NIMRAH FRANKLYN  

BEYOND THE JORDAN (PLACE). From the E this would be W of the Jordan, i.e., Cisjordan; 

from the W, it would be E of the river, i.e., Transjordan. The Talmud refers to Transjordan.  

The―Jordan‖isusuallyunderstoodtobetheJordanriverbutitmaybeanoldwordfor―river‖withthe

context suggesting which river is involved and thus which area (Aharoni LBHG 111; Smick 1973:26–27). 

Among the nine references to Cisjordan, Deut 3:20, 25; 11:30 are Moses speaking about the W.  

Gen 50:10–11, the burial of Jacob at Atad or Abel-mizraim(―meadowofEgypt‖),hasbeeninterpreted

both ways. For some unknown reason, Joseph carried the body from Egypt through Transjordan and came 

fromtheE,so―beyondtheJordan‖woulddesignateCisjordan,withtheburialatHebron(astheusual

understanding has it). Perhaps the route was a typology for the Exodus (Ottosson 1969:37 n. 2). But the 

referencetoburial―beyondtheJordan‖hasbeeninterpretedasaburialplaceinTransjordanwith

Joseph‘sfuneralgroupmakingthemoreobviousandlogicaltripstraightfromEgypttotheJordan.

However, the latter could also be a straight, logical tripfromEgypttoHebronif―Jordan‖hereistheold

wordfor―river,‖soJoseph‘sfuneralpartywent―beyondtheriver,‖whichfromEgyptcouldbetheRiver

ofEgypt,Wâdīel-˓Ar  sh.  

Smick (1973:30–31, 105 n. 72, 111) has pointed out that where Heb ˓ēber ―beyond‖or―opposite‖refers

to the Jordan, the writer specifies the direction. Josh 5:1 refers to the W, while Num 34:15 refers to the E. 

Theworditselfalsomeans―aside,‖hence at the side of, beside, adjacent. Exod 32:15 refers to two sides 

(˓ebrêhem) of the tablets of the law. Smick takes NT peran as in John 1:28 as carrying the same range of 

meaning. Matt 4:15 quotes Isa 8:23—Eng 9:1–2, which seems to put Galilee in Transjordan, if Heb ˓ēber 

(and Gk peran)aretranslated―across.‖Butthereisnoproblemifthetranslationis―beside‖or―adjacent

to‖;GalileeisbesidetheJordan,notacross(Eof)it.Similarly,Matt 19:1 refers to Judea beyond the 

Jordan. Judea did not extend across the Jordan into Transjordan though rulers like Herod the Great 

controlledtheterritory.ThereferenceisusuallythoughttobePerea,acrosstheJordan.But―Judeabeside

theJordan‖makesgoodsenseinthiscontext. 

There has been some debate over John 1:28 and the location of Bethany (location unknown) beyond the 

Jordan. Some manuscripts read Bethabara, SE of Jericho. Finegan (1969:8–11) suggests that if Jerusalem 

and Judea went out to John, the place would have been on a main road, at one of the fords of the Jordan 



river.HenotestheRoranijeford,today‘sAllenbybridge,ontheroadfromJerichotoAmman,5miles

from Jericho and 9 from the Dead Sea. There is another ford, 4.5 miles SattheendoftheWâdīel-Charrar 

andnearMt.St.Elijah(JebelMarElyas)ontheEbankandneartoday‘sMonasteryofSt.John(DeirMar

Juhanna) on the W bank. Another mile S is the traditional site of the el-HajlahfordattheendoftheWâdī

Qelt. A half-mile further S is the el-Henu ford. While Finegan notes abundant springs by Mount St. Elijah 

wasapossiblesiteforJohn‘sbaptisms,thetextdoesnotrequirealocationinTransjordan.Itcouldsimply

mean―besidetheJordan‖or―onthebanksoftheJordan.‖SeealsoBETHANY (PLACE).  
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HENRY O. THOMPSON  

BEYOND THE RIVER (PLACE) [Heb ˓ēber hannāhār (ֵףֶבר ַהָנָהר)].―Beyondtheriver‖

(Aramaic ˓ăbar nahărâ; Gk peran tou potamou) can refer to (1) lands E of the Euphrates, (2) the Persian 

provinces W of the Euphrates including Coele-Syria, and (3) possibly Transjordan. 2 Sam 10:16; 1 Kgs 

14:15; and 1 Chr 19:16 use―beyondtheRiver‖(RSV,―beyondtheEuphrates‖)fromtheperspectiveof

those W of the Euphrates to refer to lands on the E side of that river. McCarter (2 Samuel AB, 273) 

surveyed minority opinions to the contrary. The Persians, from their perspective, saw the lands to the W 

oftheEuphratesas―beyondtheriver‖andsonamedtheprovincewhichencompassedallthelandsfrom

the Euphrates W to the Mediterranean and as far N as the Taurus mountains in Turkey (Shalit 1954:64–

73). Ezra 4:10–20; 5:3, 6; 6:6, 8, 13; 7:21, 25; 8:36; and Neh 2:7, 9; 3:7 follow the Persian use of the 

term. Josh 24:14–15 refersto―beyondtheriver‖wherethepatriarchsservedYahweh.Thisisanobvious

reference to Haran in N Mesopotamia (Gen 11:31). Shalit has shown this area to have been included in 

theprovince―beyondtheriver‖orCoele-Syria. 1 Macc 7:8 notes that Bacchides was governor of the 

province―BeyondtheRiver.‖Shalit(1954:73–77) demonstrated that under the Seleucids Coele-Syria (or 

―beyondtheriver‖)waslimitedtotheareaSoftheOrontestoEgyptandfromtheMediterraneantothe

border of the Syrian-Arabian desert. Josephus (Ant 12.10.2) misunderstoodthisanddefined―beyondthe

river‖asMesopotamia.In1 Macc 11:60,Jonathantraverses―beyondtheriver.‖Goldstein(1 Maccabees 

AB,440)notedthattheGreekverb―traverse‖(diaporeuesthai) takes a directobject(―theprovince

beyondtheriver‖)andnotaprepositionalphrase(implyingthattheJordanwascrossed).Goldstein

furtherobservedthatalthoughtheabsenceofthedefinitearticlebefore―beyondtheriver‖appearsto

argue against this rendering, it should be noted that the LXX of 1 Kgs and of Ezra also lacks the definite 

article where the meaning is clearly the province W of the Euphrates. Josephus (Ant 13.5.5) correctly 

understands―beyondtheriver‖of1 Macc 11:60,forherendersit―Phoenicia‖(partofCoele-Syria or 

―beyondtheriver‖). 
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MICHAEL E. HARDWICK  

BEZAE. See CODEX (BEZAE).  

BEZAI (PERSON) [Heb bēṣāy (ֵבָצי)]. Head of a family of Babylonian exiles who are listed as 

returnees under the leadership of Zerubbabel and others (Ezra 2:17 = Neh 7:23 = 1 Esdr 5:16). The leader 

of the clan affixed the family name to the covenant document of Nehemiah in Neh 10:19—Eng 10:18. For 

further discussion of exilic name lists and bibliography see AKKUB (PERSON) and ATER (PERSON). 

The name is likely a shortened form of bĕṣal˒ēl, ―IntheshadowofEl‖(NothIPN 152; TPNAH 157).  

CHANEY R. BERGDALL  



BEZALEL (PERSON) [Heb bĕṣal˒ēl (ֵאל ַצלְּ  )]. The name of two individuals in the Hebrew Bible. Itבְּ

hasbeensuggestedthatthenameBezalelmaymean―intheshadow(protection)ofEl(God),‖consisting 

of the preposition b prefixed to the construct ṣl and ˒l (IPN 152).  

1. The craftsperson responsible for constructing the tent of meeting, the ark of testimony, and the 

accompanying furnishings (Exod 31:1–11). According to the Chronicler, Bezalel was a descendant of 

Caleb and a member of the tribe of Judah (1 Chr 2:20). The priestly tradition claims that Bezalel was 

granted a divine spirit (rûaḥ ˒ĕlōh  m) which further endowed him with skill (ḥokmâ), a faculty of 

understanding (tĕbûnâ), knowledge (da˓at), and workmanship (mĕlā˒kâ) by which he was able to execute 

the task (Exod 31:2–3; 35:30–31).AssistinghimwereOholiaband―everyskilledindividual‖(Exod 31:6, 

36:1–2). The Chronicler states that Solomon brought his bronze altar to the newly constructed temple (2 

Chr 1:5),indicatingBezalel‘sfirmpositioninthetradition.However,Nothsuggeststhatthepriestsmay

have added his name to the tradition in order to provide the ancestor of a postexilic family with a 

prominentplaceinIsrael‘ssacredhistory(HPT 187–88).  

2. A descendant of Pahathmoab and one of the returned exiles who were required to divorce their 

foreign wives (Ezra 10:30). He might appear in the parallel list in 1 Esdr 9:31 as Sesthel. Bezalel was a 

member of a family from which groups of exiles returned with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:6; Neh 7:11) and later 

with Ezra (Ezra 8:4). For further discussion see BEDEIAH (PERSON).  

JEFFREY A. FAGER  

BEZEK (PLACE) [Heb bezeq (ֶבֶזק)]. The site where the tribes of Judah and Simeon defeated Adoni-

bezek (Judg 1:4–5). Bezek is also mentioned in 1 Sam 11:8–11 as the site where Saul took a census of the 

people during his campaign to save the residents of Jabesh-gilead from Nahash the Ammonite.  

To identify the location of Bezek, one must examine the geographical characteristics given in these 

sources. While no such specifications appear in Judges 1,thesecondsourceindicatesthatonenight‘s

march was sufficient for Saul and his army to reach Jabesh from Bezek:Saul promised the residents of 

Jabesh:―Tomorrow,intheheatoftheday,youwillhavedeliverance‖(1 Sam 11:9). We may infer from 

this that the distance between Bezek and Jabesh did not exceed 20–30 km. The site of the census also had 

to be on one of the convenient roadways which led from the central mountains to the Jordan Valley, since 

Saul‘sstartingpointwasGibeah(11:4). The name of Bezek, according to these criteria, has undoubtedly 

been preserved at Khirbet Ibzik (M.R. 187197), a large site lying upon the ancient road leading from 

ShechemandtheEvalleysoftheManassehhillcountrytotheJordanValley.Theprefix―I‖inthename

―Ibzik‖doesnotdetertheidentification of the name, since it is typical of later Arabic prefixes (e.g., 

Chesulloth=Iksal; Bene-barak=Ibn Ibrak). The antiquity of the name is known at least as far back as the 

Byzantine period:the Onomasticon of Eusebius testifies on two villages named Bezek lying on the 

Neapolis–Scythopolis road, 17 miles from the former.  

Khirbet Ibzik is located on the SW slope of Ras es-Salmeh, a high range which encloses the Zebabdeh 

ValleyattheE,andispartoftheFar˓ahAnticline.Thisnaturalpassageway,leadingfromthe center of 

the Manasseh hill country to the Jordan Valley, lies upon the saddle of Ras es-Salmeh, making it the most 

convenient route for crossing the Jordan and arriving at Jabesh-gilead. (Jabesh-gilead his been identified 

with the large tell of El Maklub [M.R. 214201] E of the Jordan and approximately 30 km from Khirbet 

Ibzik,andalsowithTelAbuKh˓araz[M.R.206200]only16kmfromKhirbetIbziq.Neithersiteismore

thanonenight‘smarchfromthesuggestedidentificationofBezek.) 

At least two Roman roads, leading from Neapolis (Shechem) to Scythopolis (Beth Shean), were 

identified at the passageway of Khirbet Ibzik. The two large sites found on the route were settled mainly 

during the Roman-Byzantine period. Apparently, Eusebius was referring to these sites, and not to Khirbet 

Jabrish, located 4 km to the E and not related to the Bezek passageway. In a careful archaeological 

survey, Zertal found that settlement at Khirbet Ibzik began during the late Iron Age (7th–6th centuries 

B.C.), and not earlier. Therefore, the double site of Khirbet Ibzik cannot be associated with the place 

where Saul gathered the people of Israel, nor can it be connected with the ancient tradition of the 



campaign of Judah and Simeon. According to the principle of names which wandered from site to site in 

the vicinity, apparently the original site of Bezek should be located somewhere nearby.  

DuringthecourseofZertal‘ssurveyoftheManassehhillcountry,thesmalltellofKhirbetSalhab

(M.R. 185195) was inspected and found to be suitable as the location of ancient Bezek. It lies in the wide 

Zebabdeh Valley, approx. 2 km W of the narrow Bezek passageway, and near the route of the Roman 

road. This place is suitable for gathering the people and taking a military census, unlike Kh. Ibzik, which 

lies in a narrow pass. During the survey of Kh. Salhab, sherds were found from as early as the beginnings 

of the Iron I period (13th century B.C.), and the site was settled continuously throughout the entire Iron 

Age. The later site of Kh. Ibzik was founded during the late Iron Age, and the original name was 

transferred over to it. Possible reference to Salhab is preserved in the Rehob inscription (5th–6th century 

A.D.),wherethename―PalgadeShalaf‖appears,togetherwithaseriesofnames in the hill country of 

Manasseh.Thissourceconfirmsthat―Bezek‖atthattimewasinKh.Ibzik,whilethename―Salhab‖was

already given to this (early Iron Age) site. The reason for this change is unknown; however, it is clear that 

the name Bezek had already passed to its present location during the Iron Age and was preserved there 

ever since.  

The site of Salhab also seems to suit the ancient traditions preserved in the book of Judges. This 

tradition apparently preserves a period during which the nuclei of the tribes of Judah and Simeon 

wandered within the territory of Manasseh. Judah is mentioned as connected to Manasseh by genealogical 

ties (2 Chr 2:21–22), while the existence of Simeonites in Manasseh is well attested until the end of the 

existence of the kingdom of Israel and afterward (2 Chr 15:9; 34:5–6). Further evidence of this 

phenomenon is found in the book of Judith, dating to the Persian period (8:1).  

The historical background of the Bezek battle against the Canaanites is not clear. It is possible that clans 

of Judah and Simeon moved up from the Jordan Valley to be met at Bezek by the Canaanites, and from 

there they continued S as a part of an overall movement of Israelite clans from the N mountains to 

Jerusalem and the Judahite territory.  
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BEZER (PERSON) [Heb beṣer (ֶבֶצר)]. A son of Zophah, from the tribe of Asher (1 Chr 7:37). The 

namemayreferto―gold‖(IPN, 223). Although it occurs as a personal name, it likely refers to BEZER 

(PLACE).  

BEZER (PLACE) [Heb beṣer (ֶבֶצר)].AcityofrefugeinTransjordan,located―inthewildernesson

thetablelandfortheReubenites‖(Deut 4:43; cf. Josh 20:8). Bezer was one of three cities of refuge 

established by Moses to the east of the Jordan; the other two places of asylum were Ramoth in Gilead and 

Golan in Bashan. Bezer was later set apart as a levitical city and assigned to the Merarites (Josh 21:36; 1 

Chr 6:63, 78).  

Although it pays a relatively minor role in the OT, the Mesha Inscription lists Bezer among the Israelite 

townsthatweretakeninMesha‘ssuccessfulefforttoreclaimtheMoabitetableland.Infact,line27ofthis

text seems to emphasize the severity of the destructionMeshabroughtuponBezerandanothertown:―I

rebuilt Beth-bamoth,forithadbeendestroyed;andIrebuiltBezer,foritwasinruins…‖(TSSI 1:77). It 

is possible that these two sites were the scenes of heavy fighting because, like Nebo (line 14), they were 

in northern Moab. At any rate, Mesha rebuilt Bezer in order to consolidate his victory over Israel.  

Although its exact location is unknown, Bezer is often identified with Umm el-˓Amad (M.R. 235132), 

which is located ca. eight miles northeast of Medeba. Bezer is perhaps the same town as Bosor (1 Macc 

5:36; cf. LXX, Bosor), and Moabite Bozrah (Jer 48:24), but it should not be confused with the important 

Edomite city named Bozrah (modern Buseirah) or still another Bezer, a town in Bashan that is named in 

Egyptian texts.  

GERALD L. MATTINGLY  



BIBLE, BISHOPS’. EarlyinElizabeth‘sreignthe preparationoftheBishops‘Biblewassuggestedto

William Cecil, secretary of state to Elizabeth, in letters of Richard Cox, bishop of Ely, January 19, 1561, 

and May 3, 1566, in which Cox proposed that one uniform translation be used through the realm. 

Matthew Parker, Archbishop of Canterbury, then casually stated in a letter to Cecil (March 9, 1565) that a 

translation was to be done.  

Parker seems to have assigned various portions for revision over a period of time, with so many of the 

revisers either beingorlaterbecomingbishopsthattheeffortisknownastheBishops‘Bible.Letters

collected in the Parker Correspondence reveal the progress, and on November 26, 1566, Parker informed 

Cecil that the work was under way and invited him to review an epistle. It is assumed that Cecil 

courteously declined.  

Parker distributed portions of the Great Bible upon which notes were to be made to the participants, 

mostofwhomhadbeenexilesinMary‘sreign.Itisnotlikelythattherevisersmettogether.Theywere

instructed to vary from the English translation commonly used in the churches only when Hebrew and 

Greek demanded it. They were to follow Pagninus and Münster in sections and divisions. No bitter or 

polemical notes were to be included. Genealogies and unedifying matter were to be marked so that the 

reader would skip them in public reading. Offensive words in the old translation were to be replaced, and 

the printer was to use his heaviest paper for the NT since it would have more use.  

The initials of the revisers are printed with the books for which they are responsible; unfortunately, 

there are two lists of names which do not completely agree. Edmund Guest is remembered for having 

suggested to Parker one of the most asinine procedures for rendering the Psalms ever suggested. He 

renderedapsalmintheOTasifitwasintheNTtoavoidoffenseof―diverstranslations.‖Itisthought, 

however, that finally either Thomas Bacon or Thomas Bickley did the psalms. More sensible is the wish 

expressed by Cox that the revision should use words with which the English were acquainted and should 

avoid―inkhornterms.‖Parker,inadditionto some of the revision, did the editorial work, and he 

explained in the preface to the OT that old copies of Bibles were wearing out and that many churches 

were lacking Bibles. In his letter to the queen he remarked, without specifically naming it, that the notes 

of the Geneva Bible were objectionable.  

By September 22, 1568, Parker could inform Cecil that the work was completed and that he hoped to be 

able to make a presentation to Queen Elizabeth; his health did not permit him to realize his wish, 

however, and on October 5 he again wrote Cecil explaining procedures followed, requesting that Cecil get 

protection from infringers for Richard Jugge, the printer, and get a license from the queen for use of the 

Bible in the churches. It seems the license was never granted.  

Artistically,thefirsteditionoftheBishops‘BiblewasthemostornateEnglishBibleyettoappear.

Portraits of Queen Elizabeth, William Cecil, and Cecil Burleigh (later Lord Burleigh) were placed in 

flattering locations. Elaborate woodcuts madeuppagebordersforthefivesectionsoftheBible.Parker‘s

coat of arms was included with his preface, and that of Cranmer for his prologue. The Gospel of Matthew 

begins with a large T decorated with a scene of Neptune taming the sea horses. At the beginning of the 

other gospels, Mark is accompanied by the lion, Luke by the ox, and John by the eagle. Illustrations 

within the text are enclosed in woodcut borders, and the pictures are frequently signed, with the whole 

making up 143 pictures. The art was not constant through the successive editions. The initial letter G at 

the Epistle to the Hebrews was decorated with the scene of Leda and the swan, which gave to the 1572 

editionthename―TheLedaBible.‖ 

TheBishops‘substituted―charity‖whereTyndalehadused―love,‖hadapeculiarrenderingnotunique

to it in Eccl 11:1:―Laythybreadonwetfaces…,‖andhadthemisprintatPs 37:29:―Therighteous[for

unrighteous] shall bepunished.‖ThemostfamousmarginalnoteistoPs 45:9:―Orphiristhoughttobethe

Ilande in the west coast, of late founde by Christopher Columbo, from whence at this day is brought most 

finegolde.‖ 

While using versesastheGenevadid,theBishops‘,until1579,continuedtousetheoldersection

system of A, B, and C down the margin. The second edition, 1569, is quarto and revealed a number of 



changes in the OT and some in the NT. A further revision of the NT was done in 1572, and this text 

appearsinalllaterprintings.Thisthirdeditionin1572hadboththeBishops‘andtheGreatBiblePsalms

in parallel columns and after 1573 all editions but one carry only the Great Bible Psalms.  

On April 3, 1571, the Convocation of Canterbury ordered that the Bible of the largest volume as lately 

published in London be put in the halls of great houses and, as far as possible, in churches. The Great 

Bible appeared in its last edition in 1569. The 1574folioeditionoftheBishops‘carriedthewords―set

foorthbyauthorities,‖andby1589WhitgiftcirculatedarticlesstatingthattheBiblenowauthorizedby

the bishops was to be used in the churches. Royal authorization seems never to have come; but parish 

accounts record purchases of Bibles as well as fines paid for lacking a proper Bible.  

ShakespeareinhisearlierplaysusedtheBishops‘Bible.Thereisprobabilitythatsomeearlyexplorers

who were loyal churchmen used it in America. There were quarto editions as well as portable New 

Testaments printed. Alexander Whitaker of Jamestown, who regularly used the Geneva Bible, used a 

Bishops‘phraseinaletterofJune18,1614.CaptainSamuelArgallin1610showedtheIndiansof

Patawomek River a pictureofcreationfromaBiblewhichlikelywasaBishops‘.However,thedaysof

theBishops‘Biblehadpassedbeforetheperiodofcolonization,anditwasnotprintedinAmericauntil

1962.  

ThereweremanycriticsoftheBishops‘Bible.Theninthedition (1577) is quarto, was the last printed 

by Richard Jugge, and was criticized by Gregory Martin in the Rheims (1582) marginal notes and in the 

exchange with Richard Fulke in 1589. The most vocal critic was Hugh Broughton, who hoped in vain to 

be appointed todoarevision.Hefaultedmanyrenderings,andofthetableprecedingtheNTsaid,―The

cockles of the sea-shore and the leaves of the forest, and the granes of the Popy may well be numbered as 

the grosse errours of this Table, disgracing the ground of ouronehope.‖ 

TheBishops‘Biblewentthroughtwentyeditionsinitsforty-two years, the last edition being in 1602. 

The NT was again printed in 1617 and 1633. The instructions to the King James revisers were that they 

weretofollowtheBishops‘Biblewhere it was true to the original. Charles Butterworth (1941:231) 

estimatedthattheKingJamesBibleowesfourpercentofitswordingtotheBishops‘. 

ThetextoftheBishops‘NTwasincludedinBagster‘sEnglish Hexapla in 1841 (Herbert 1968, no. 

1840) andinLutherA.Weigle‘sThe New Testament Octapla in 1962. The text of the Psalms was printed 

in the Hexaplar Psalter of1911(no.2173)andthetextofGenesisinWeigle‘sGenesis Octapla of 1965.  
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BIBLE, EUPHEMISM AND DYSPHEMISM IN THE. Reticence with regard to certain 

subjects—chiefly sexual and excretory functions, death, and matters considered dangerous, numinous, or 

holy—is notable in varying degrees in many cultures, languages, and literatures; it is also evident in the 

Bible.  
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———  

A. Introduction  

Measures to reduce offensive language in the Hebrew Bible were applied long before modern 

movements to sanitize or expurgate literature, both secular and sacred. Rabbinic sages were concerned 

about―cleanlanguage‖aswellasotherkindsofpurity,andthishaditsimpactonacademicdiscourseand

alsoonthesacredtextanditssubsequenttranslationintootherlanguages.―Oneshouldnotopenhis

mouthtoSatan‖or―letanuglywordescapehislips‖(Berakot 19a; Pesahim 3a). Jesus Ben Sira (Sir 

23:12)opinedthatsomewordsmeritdeathandshouldneverbeheardamongJacob‘sheirs,possiblya

reference to blasphemy. Ben Sira also considered lewd talk sinful (Sir 23:13):cursingone‘sbirth(asJob

andJeremiahdid)dishonoredone‘sfatherandmother(Sir 23:14), while abusive language was a bad habit 

and a sign of immaturity (Sir 23:15). Yet Ben Sira seems to have forgotten his own counsel when paying 

hisrespectstothewaywardwomanonwhomhelayssuchepithetsas―scorpion‖and―dog‖(Sir 26:7, 

25).  

There are various ways of rectifying language deemed improper, apart from simply expunging the 

offending element. Euphemism, theuseofmild,delicate,indirect,ornegativeterms(as―notclean‖for

―dirty‖)tohintatanunpleasantmatterratherthanname it plainly, has been a factor in debasing language 

by excess refinement. The rabbis early noted and listed some biblical euphemisms and aptly characterized 

the phenomenon with the locution kinnāh ha-katûb, ―Scripturehassubstituted/nicknamed,‖i.e.,

euphemized. The opposite tactic, cacophemism or dysphemism, the use of grossly disparaging terms rather 

than normal or neutral designations (esp. with reference to enemies or despised activities), is also 

common in the Bible and elsewhere. Related to euphemism and dysphemism is antiphrasis, saying the 

oppositeofwhatismeant,aswheninAkkadianthenetherworldwascalled―cleanplace‖(ašru ellu), or 

whenJob‘swifeurgedhimto―bless‖(i.e.,curse)Godanddie.Anotherdeviousrhetoricaldeviceis

periphrasis or circumlocution, deliberate evasiveness in speech or writing, i.e., talking around the topic 

rather than addressing it directly.  

Jewish tradition concedes that there are instances where the text of the Hebrew Bible has been altered 

(see SCRIBAL EMENDATIONS). Such a drastic measure was applied as a last resort to eliminate 

blasphemy. More common is indirect alteration of the text by vocalizing what is written (kethib) as if it 

were something different and giving the alternative reading (qere) in the margin. (The holy name 

YaHWeH was ineffable and the vowels supplied with the consonants were those of the surrogate 

˒ăDoNaY, ―myLord[s].‖Christiansunwittinglycombinedthevowelsofthesurrogatewith the sacrosanct 

consonantstoproducethesonoroussacrilege―JeHoVaH.‖)Obscenewordswerealsonottobe

pronounced, and the consonants of the unmentionable term were provided with the vowels of the polite 

euphemism or circumlocution and the surrogate consonants were supplied in the margin. For example, in 

Isa 36:12=2 Kgs 18:27 the consonants of the plain words for solid and liquid excreta are written but 

vocalized with the vowelsofthepolitesubstituteterms.SincetheplainHebrewwordfor―piss‖isaterse

triliteralmonosyllableandthepolitesubstitutemeaning―waterof(the)feet‖issomewhatlonger,the

obscene consonants had to be spaced to make room for the extra vowels of the euphemism, while the 

consonants of the polite term were supplied in the margin.  

B. Treatment of Sexual Subject Matter  

1. Genitalia. Sexualtermsarethemostcommonobjectsofevasivelanguage.Theuseof―hand‖(yād) 

for―penis‖isattestedalready in pre-Israelite Northwest Semitic in a mythological poem from Ugarit 

called―TheBirthoftheBeautifulGods‖inwhichthe―hand‖oftheamativesireofthegodlingsissaidto

be as long as the sea. In Isa 57:8 itisapparentfromthecontextthat―handwatching‖referstophalloscopy

(despiteRSV‘sabashedassertionthat―themeaningoftheHebrewisuncertain‖).Thelover‘s―hand‖in

Song of Songs 5:4 thrustintooroutofthe―hole‖(someprepositionsinHebrewandUgariticmaymean

both―to‖and―from‖)issuggestiveofpenileintromission,despitethecontextevokingtheclassicalmotif

of the locked-out lover (Pope Song of Songs AB, 514–19). Among the sectarian community at Khirbet 

Qumran,amemberwasmulcted/finedforexposinghis―hand‖(1QS7:13;seeDelcor1967).  



―Feet‖(raglayim) isalsousedforgenitalsofeithersex,asintheaforementionedcircumlocution―feet

water‖for urine. In Isa 7:20,―hairoffeet‖referstopubichair.Deut 28:57 speaks of the (formerly) 

pampered woman in famine eating the afterbirth thatcomesoutfrombetweenher―feet.‖Jerusalem,

personified as a wanton nymphomaniac (Ezek 16:25),ischargedwithspreadingher―feet‖toevery

passerby. In Isa 6:2 the six wings of the seraphim come in three pairs, one to cover the face (for 

reverence),onetocoverthe―feet‖(formodesty),andthethirdpairforflying.UriahtheHittite,called

home on furlough by King David and urgedtogohomeand―washhisfeet,‖protestedthatwhilehis

comradeswerestillinbattlehewouldnotgohometoeatanddrinkand―liewithhiswife‖(2 Sam 11:8). 

One who is quickwithhis―feet‖sins(Prov 19:2).Theterm―soul‖(nepeš) in this same verse also has 

sexual meaning, as it has in at least one clear instance in Ugaritic when the impotent hero Danel sought 

divinehelpandhadhis―soul‖(npš) restored and then went home and sired a son. In Sufi philosophy 

―soul‖(nafs) is used of carnal concupiscence which, like a black watchdog, is ever alert to assail a man 

and make him sin. The proverb (19:2)thusmeans:―Withoutknowledge‗soul‘(libido) is not good. One 

fastwithhis‗feet‘sins.‖KingAsa,attheendofhislongreign,gotsickinhis―feet‖(1 Chr 16:12); 

whether the ailment was in the pedal extremities or in the urogenital tract is unclear. When the Lord 

accosted Moses and sought to kill him (Exod 4:25), Zipporah circumcised her son and touched 

Moses‘―feet‖withtheforeskin.Justwherethe―blood(y)husband‖wasdabbedwiththeson‘sprepuce

we can only surmise, but the best guess seems the area where foreskins are located.  

In postbiblical Hebrew, ―heels‖sometimesreferredtotheposteriorextremities,orarse,asispatently

the case in Jer 13:22 whereJerusalemistaunted:―Foryourgreatiniquity,yourskirtswereliftedupand

your‗heels‘violated.‖RSVeffectivelyobscuredthesensebynotmentioningthe―heels.‖ 

Thewordfor―testicles‖(˓ešek) is used only once in the Bible (Lev 21:20) where damage to them is 

listed among the defects which disqualify a man for priesthood. The Ugaritic cognate (˓ušk) is used in a 

torridlovesceneinwhichBaalandhissisterVirginAnatwaxwarmandbeginbygraspingeachother‘s

genitals. (The action continues and Anat becomes pregnant and gives birth, but still retains her title 

―Virgin.‖)InDeut 23:2—Eng 23:1,amongconditionsthatrenderoneunfitto―enterthecongregation of 

theLord,‖twowords(pěṣûa˓-dakā˒) are used for injury to the (paired) organ(s) which are unmentioned 

butunderstood.Lossoftheadjacentappendagecalled―spout‖(šopkâ) also disqualifies a man for entry 

intotheLord‘scongregation.Bothtesticlesand―spout‖aredoubtlessincludedinthetermmĕbûš  m 

(pudenda, or private parts) in Deut 25:11, which stipulates that a woman who intervenes in a fight (to save 

herhusbandfrominjury)andgrabshisassailant‘s privates will have her hand severed.  

Bothmaleandfemalegenitaliaarecalled―flesh‖or―meat‖(baśār). Theoozingfromaman‘s―meat‖

(Lev 15:2) may refer to gonorrhea benigna. Bloodydischargefromawoman‘s―meat‖isnormally

periodic (Lev 15:19ff.).Israel‘sEgyptianparamoursarecharacterizedas―largeofmeat‖(Ezek 16:26; 

whichRSVrendersas―lustful‖).TheEgyptians‘―meat‖iscomparedtothatofasses,andtheirzirmâ 

(ejaculate?) with that of horses (Ezek 23:20). The term zirmâ (whichRSVrenders―issue‖)maybea

deliberate garbling of the word zĕmôrāh, ―shoot,twig,orbranch,‖whichinEzek 8:17 figures in an 

obscene act in the temple (the text has already been emended by the scribes; cf. Greenberg Ezekiel 1–20 

AB, 172). It is probable that in Ezek 23:20 theprominentgenitaliaofIsrael‘slovers(―meat‖and

―branch‖) were originally compared to those of both asses and horses.  

An egregious expression for a human male, maštîn bĕ-q  r, ―pisseronawall‖(1 Sam 25:22, 34; 1 Kings 

14:10; 16:11; 2 Kings 9:8), was left unaltered by the scribes and was translated quite precisely by Martin 

LutherandKingJames‘scholars,butisusuallyexplainedratherthantranslatedincontemporaryversions. 

Tools or weapons naturally become sexual metaphors, especially such implements as rod, staff, bow, 

arrow, and quiver (see IDBSup 725–26).The―staff‖ ofJudahbetweenhis―feet‖(Gen 49:10) suggests 

morethanpoliticalpower.Joseph‘sperenniallytaut―bow‖(Gen 49:24) may have sexual as well as 

martial reference. In 1 Sam 21:6 the―tools‖oftheyoungmenthatareholybyreasonofabstinencefrom

womenarehardly―vessels.‖Inthemidstofhismiseries,Jobrecallsbetterdayswhenhis―root‖wasopen

tothewater,thedewspentthenightonhis―branch,‖his―glory‖freshwithhim,the―bow‖inhis―hand‖



ever ready (29:19ff.). Ben Sira (Sir 26:12)castigatesthewantonwomanwhowillsquatbeforeany―tent-

peg‖andopenher―quiver‖tothe―arrow.‖ 

The Bible is not bashful with reference to female breasts, but more intimate parts are indicated by 

indirection. An ancient metaphor forwomanwasa―well‖or―cistern,‖asseenintheEgyptian

hieroglyphic logogram for woman. The youth is advised to avoid the exotic temptress and drink from his 

own―cistern‖or―well‖(Prov 5:15).Theforeignwomanorwhoreiscalleda―deeppit‖andanarrow

―well‖(Prov 23:27). In Eccles 12:1,―yourCreator‖(Hebbôr˒ekā)maybeanalterationof―yourpit‖

(bôrkā), whichwouldrefereithertoone‘sgraveortoone‘swife,ortoboth.Thesubsequentdescription

of advancing senility (Eccles 12:1–8) bewails the last stage of human existence when all vitality ceases 

and one goes to his long home. Youth is the time to be mindful of both pits, wife and grave, as well as of 

theCreator.(Fordefenseofthereading―yourgrave‖inEccles 12:1, see Scott Proverbs Ecclesiastes AB, 

254–55;thesuggestionof―pit‖as―wife‖comesfromaprivatecommunicationofB.Zuckerman.) 

Poetic allusions to the most intimate of female charms are sometimes overlooked or studiously ignored 

by translators. In the Song of Songs 2:17 theladyinvitesherlovertobelikeagazelleonthe―cleft

mount(s)‖andin8:14 theinvitationisto―spicemound(s).‖ Exegetes of the naturalist school, not 

surprisingly,havetakenthe―mound‖torefertothelady‘smons pubis/veneris, much to the distress of 

more spiritual interpreters. The lady of the Song speaks of her unguarded vineyard (1:6), and there is 

frequent reference (2:16; 4:5; 5:1; 6:2) to the garden(s) where the lover grazes,notamong―lilies‖(as

traditionally understood), but on the lotus, an ancient and famous sexual symbol. (On lotus eating, see 

Pope Song of Songs AB 406–7, 455.) The body part (Heb šrr) praised as a rounded crater (mixing bowl) 

never to lack mix (7:3—Eng 7:2) is hardly the navel but a receptacle not far below (Pope Song of Songs 

AB, 617ff.). The all-spice part(s) of the lady (4:13)arenot―shoots‖buta―groove‖or―conduit‖(Pope

Song of Songs AB, 490–91 on šalḫ asachannelandatermfor―vagina‖). 

2. Sexual Intercourse, Nudity, and Sexual Innuendo. Various evasive devices are used with reference 

to sexual intercourse. In four instances the consonants of the transitive verb šgl are allowed to remain 

(kethib), but those of the intransitive substitute škb, ―recline,‖aretoberead(qere) despite the logical and 

syntactic incongruity (Deut 28:30; Isa 13:16; Jer 3:2; Zech 14:2). In 2 Sam 13:14 and Ezek 23:8 škb is 

used as a transitive verb with direct object, as if it were šgl. Elsewhere the preposition ˓im or ˒ēt, ―with,‖

isaddedinthecommonlocution―liewith‖whichisused for both heterosexual and homosexual 

copulation as well as for human coupling with animals (despite the unlikelihood that humans and animals 

would recline in the process).  

The verb b (w)˒, ―enter,‖withthepreposition˓el, ―unto,‖isacommonbiblicalterm for coition, and the 

verbal noun b  ˓â, ―entry,‖thoughnotusedintheBible,becamethelegaltermforconsummationofa

marriage.(On―know‖[Hebyāda˓] for carnal experience, see Speiser Genesis AB, 31–32).  

Nudity is generally regarded as shameful in the Bible, as elsewhere. Captives in war were humiliated by 

being stripped naked (Isa 20:4; 47:1–3). Isaiah himself went naked for three years to dramatize the fate of 

those who opposed Assyria (Isa 20:2–3).David‘semissariestotheAmmonitekingwerehumiliatedby

having half their beards removed and their clothing lopped off to the buttocks (2 Sam 10:4).―Nakedness‖

(˓erwâ) isusedtorefertothepudendaofbothsexes,andassuchistheobjectoftheverbs―see,‖―cover,‖

and―uncover.‖SaulrebukedJonathan‘srelationwithDavid(1 Sam 20:30)as―shameofyourmother‘s

nakedness,‖perhaps intending to suggest that more was involved than mere filial disloyalty. To uncover a 

father‘s―skirt‖(Hebkānāp)meanstohavesexualintercoursewithone‘sfather‘swife,asisclearinDeut 

23:1—Eng 22:30 and 27:20.Foramantospreadhis―skirt‖overawomanmeantmorethanmerely

preventing chill, as is apparent in Ezek 16:8 and Ruth 3:9.  

The rabbis were alert to the possibility that nonsexual terms may be used with sexual entente. In Job 

31:10 ―grind‖(Hebṭḥn) refers to pelvic gyrations as confirmed by the poetic parallelism, and was duly 

noted by the rabbis (Soṭah 10b).Samson‘s―grinding‖inprison(Judg 16:21) and captive youths 

compelledto―grind‖(Lam 5:13) was understood by St. Jerome, as well as by the rabbis, in this sexual 

sense (Pope Job AB, 202).  



Thesexualsuggestivenessof―couch‖(mēsēb) in Song of Songs 1:12aisilluminatedbyRabJudah‘s

remark that Jerusalem men were lewd (˒ănšê šaḥaṣ). ―Onewouldsaytohiscolleague,‗Onwhatdidyou

dine today? On well-kneaded bread or on bread not kneaded; on white wine or dark wine; on a broad 

couchoranarrowcouch;withagoodcompanionorapoorcompanion?‘ ‖―Allthese(queries),‖Hisda

explained,(refer)―tofornication(zĕnût)‖b. Šabb. 62b, 63a). The rabbis also perceived sexual entente in 

the references to eating bread in Gen 39:6 (Genesis Rabbah 86:6) and in Exod 2:20 (Tanhuma 1:11). In 

Prov 30:20,―theadulteresseatsandwipeshermouthandsays‗I‘vedonenowrong.‘ ‖Referencesto

eating and drinking in the Song of Songs 4:16 and 5:1 have been similarly understood (Pope, Song of 

Songs AB).  

The noun zimmâ, derived from the verb zāmam, ―ponder,cogitate,devise,plot,‖usedofhuman

scheming (Deut 19:19) as well as divine planning (Jer 51:12; Zech 1:6; Lam 2:17), in some contexts 

refers to premeditated sexual misconduct, as in Job 31:11,whichrelatestoseductionofaneighbor‘swife

characterized as zimmâ (RSV―heinouscrime‖)andcriminaliniquity.TheUgariticcognatetdmmt is used 

of indecorum (presumably sexual) by serving wenches at a divine banquet. Just what the girls did is not 

known because of a break in the text, but it was so repulsive that Baal stood and spat in the assembly of 

gods and declared that there were three kinds of banquets (sacrifices) he hated and all three were 

characterized by lewdness (tdmmt) on the part of the servant girls.  

3. Homosexuality. Homosexual activity is treated fairly frankly, though hardly sympathetically, in the 

Bible. It was common enough so that strangers were at risk in some towns, as illustrated in the episodes 

related in Genesis 19 and Judges 19.Itwasahost‘sobligationtoprotecthisguestsfromsuchabuseand

thereisagarbledreferencetothisdutyinJob‘snegativeconfession (Job 31:31ff.) (Pope Job AB, 207–8). 

Among misconduct condemned in the Wisdom of Solomon 14:24ff.is―changeofkind‖which RSV 

renders―sexperversion.‖Thelocution―anothermatter‖(dābār ˓aḥēr) in postbiblical Hebrew was applied 

to homosexuality as well as to other unmentionable activities. Paul in 1 Cor 6:8 uses two different terms 

presumably to distinguish two types of homosexuals, malakoi, i.e.,―softies‖oreffeminates,and

arsenokoitai, ―thosewholie(with)males.‖Moffattrendered―catamites‖(fromthenameGanymede)and

―sodomites,‖butRSVtookthetermsashendiadysandrenderedthetwoinoneas―homosexuals,‖later

revisedto―sexualperverts.‖ 

ItissurprisingthatnothingwasdonetotheHebrewtexttodysphemizetheuseoftheepithet―holy‖for

personselsewherecalled―dog‖and―whore.‖FunctionariesoftheAstarte temple in Cyprus were called 

―dogs‖inaPhoenicianinscription(KAI 37b,1.10);butwhatrelation,ifany,these―dogs‖hadtothemale

and female hierodules of the Bible is uncertain (cf. BASOR 216:56a).―Dogs‖inRev 22:15 are excluded 

from the celestial city along with sorcerers, fornicators, murderers, idolaters, and everyone who loves and 

doesfalsity.These―dogs‖wereclearlydegeneratehumantypes,whatevertheirsin.InRev 21:8 persons 

―befouled‖(ebdelugmenoi) are consigned to the lake of fire along with murderers, fornicators, sorcerers, 

idolaters,andliars.Itisafairguessthatthe―dogs‖andthe―befouled‖excludedfromthecelestialcity

and consigned to fire mayhavebeenthesamesortof―dogs‖and―whores‖whosewageswerenot

acceptable in the earthly temple (Deut 23:18–19f.—Eng 23:17–18).  

In Deut 23:18–19,themalehieroduleofCanaanitishfertilityworship,ordinarilycalled―holy(man),‖

qādēš, ismoreapparentlycalleda―dog‖(keleb), whilehisfemalecounterpartisalsocalled―whore‖

(zônâ) rather than qĕdēšâ, ―holy(woman).‖Thewagesofbotharepronouncedunacceptableforpayment

ofavoworofferinginthetempleoftheLord.―Dog‖and―whore‖arepresumablydysphemismsforthese

―holy‖functionarieswhoseactivitieswereofficially banned but not eliminated (Gen 38:21f.; Deut 23:18; 

1 Kgs 14:24; 15:12; 22:47; 2 Kgs 23:7; Hos 4:14; Job 36:14). The KJV usually rendered qādēš as 

―sodomite‖andqĕdēšâ as―harlot‖or―whore,‖whileRSVmadethe―sodomite‖a―malecultprostitute‖

andthefemalea―harlot‖or―cultprostitute.‖InJob 36:14,LXXtookthe―holy‖ones(Hebqĕdēšim) for 

―angels,‖theVulgateas―effeminates,‖theKJVas―unclean,‖whiletheRSVdysphemized―inshame‖

andrelegatedtoafootnotetheexplanation―amongthecultprostitutes.‖Thetermqdšm occurs several 

times in Ugaritic lists of professional personnel, but no hint is given as to the sort of services rendered. 

See also PROSTITUTION.  



C. Treatment of Excretory Subject Matter  

Terms related to excreta and excretory functions, as noted briefly above, are regularly euphemized. 

Urine (šyn) becomes―waterofthefeet‖(mêmê raglayim) and the plain word for excrement (ḥr˒) is 

changedto―outcome‖(ṣō˒â). Earlier, at Ugarit, literary usage was not so polite. The plain words tnt and 

ḫr˒ were written and presumably spoken with reference to cattle and horses; even the chief god El, head 

of the pantheon and father of gods and humans, is described as inebriated to the point of delirium and 

locomotor ataxia, floundering (?) in his own tnt and ḫr˒. The scene recalls the Ephraimite orgy depicted in 

Isaiah 28 wherein priest and prophet reel and stagger in vomit and excrement. It seems likely that the 

word hr˒ may have been used in 28:7 and was later deliberately garbled into br˒h (Pope Song of Songs 

217).Ezekiel‘saversiontobarleycakes(baked)overrollsofhumanexcrement(4:12) moved the Lord to 

permit substitution of bovine dung (4:15) as fuel for the baking.  

The divine title Beelzebub in 1 Kgs 1:12 isacorruptionofBeelzebul,i.e.,―Baal(the)Prince,‖whichis

correctly preserved in the gospels (Matt 10:25; 12:24, 27; Mark 3:22; Luke 11:15, 18–19). This is 

confirmed by the title of the dying-rising rain god of the Ugaritic myths, zbl b˓l ˓rs, ―Prince,Lordof

Earth.‖Theelementzĕbub, apparently onomatopoeic imitation of the buzzing of flies or bees (Isa 7:18), 

has been compared with the fly-repellent god Zeus Apomuios (mentioned by Pausanias). In postbiblical 

Hebrew, however, the root zbl also relates to excrement, and thus there would be no need to change the 

spelling to zĕbub inordertoderogateadeitywhoseancienttitlecouldalsobetakentomean―Lord(of)

Excrement.‖TherabbisridiculedthecultofBaalPeorbyconnecting p˓r with ritual defecation (Pope 

Song of Songs 217).  

Thebiblicalcircumlocutionfordefecationis―coverone‘sfeet‖(Judg 3:24; 1 Sam 24:3), from the act of 

squatting with spacious robe spread to cloak the action. The KJV translated the circumlocution literally, 

butRSV‘s―relievehimself‖offersadynamicequivalentoftheancientperiphrasis. 

Piles or hemorrhoids are always uncomfortable and embarrassing, and the biblical term supposed to 

designate this condition has troubled translators. In Deut 28:27 the word (˓ŏpōl  m, cognate with Akkadian 

uplu) occurs along with other chronic ailments which the Lord threatens to lay on his elect if they are 

disobedient. Among these maladies, variously diagnosed, only the term ˓plym is euphemized with the 

vowels of the word tĕhōr  m (―clean/pure[things]‖)andtheconsonantsofthesubstitutewordaregivenin

the margin. LXX interprets b˓plym aslocalizingtheprecedingpoxofEgypt―intheseat.‖KJVrendered

―emerods,‖i.e.,―hemorrhoids,‖whichRSVchangedto―ulcers.‖However,in1 Sam 5:6, 9, 12; 6:4, RSV 

renderedthesameterm―tumors‖(but misgivings have been registered that this suggests cancer (a tumor 

[swelling] could, of course, be benign). The connection of these swellings with rodents suggests bubonic 

plague. The LXX of 1 Sam 5:6 mentions an outbreak of plague on ships and increase of mice in the 

country.Theprotuberancesthuswereprobably―buboes‖(swollenandsorelymphnodesofthegroinand

armpits) and not anal hemorrhoids (which are caused commonly by constipation). Buboes can be much 

worse than hemorrhoids, but separation of the tumors from the anal aperture would obviate the need to 

euphemize.  

D. Evasive References to Death  

Dying and death are directly mentioned numerous times in the Bible, but there are also devious ways of 

referringtothesameend:―Enochwalked with God and was not, for God took him‖(Gen 5:24). Similarly 

itwasannouncedthattheLordwould―take‖Elijah(2 Kgs 2:23). When David was about to die, he said to 

Solomon,―Iamabouttogothewayofalltheearth‖(1 Kgs 2:2),andJobspokeofgoingthe―wayofno

return‖(7:9–10; 10:21; 16:22). Equation of death with long or eternal sleep is common in many cultures. 

ThepsalmistappealstoGod,―Givemyeyeslight,lestIsleep(thesleepof)death‖(13:4). The prophet 

JeremiahspeaksofdrunkenBabylonthat―willsleepeternalsleepandnotwake‖(51:39). Dan 12:2 

announcestheawakeningof―manywhosleepinearth‘sdust‖(sometoeternallifeandsometoeternal

shameandcontempt).TheloverofSongofSongscompareshisbeloved‘s kisses to fine wine that goes 

downstraight,flooding(ormoving)sleepers‘lips(7:10).TheGreek,Vulgate,andSyriacread―lipsand

teeth‖ratherthan―lipsofsleepers,‖buttheancientpractice(stillextantinTalmudic times, cf. Ṣem. 8:4) 

of piping libations to the dead (to moisten dust-dry lips and throats and enable them to speak) explains the 



supposedlydifficultreading―sleepers,‖whichreferstothedeadasguestsofthe funereal agapē or love 

feast (Pope Song of Songs AB, 640–43).  

E. Treatment of Sacred Subject Matter  

To nullify threats, oaths or self-imprecations, and blasphemy various alterations and substitutions were 

made in wording. For example, in Num 16:14 DathanandAbiramdefyMoses‘order,―Shouldyougouge

outtheeyesofthesemen(toavoidsaying―oureyes‖),wewillnotgoup.‖David‘sself-curses in 1 Sam 

20:15f. and 25:22 areredirectedtoDavid‘senemies.Similarly,inNathan‘srebukeofDavidforscorning

the Lord (2 Sam 12:14) the text was altered to read ―enemiesoftheLord‖toavoiddirectlyaccusing

Davidofblasphemy.Nabothwaschargedwith―blessing‖(i.e.,cursing)Godandking(1 Kgs 21:10, 13), 

andtheantiphrasis―bless‖for―curse‖issimilarlyusedinJob 1:5, 11 and 2:5, 9. This usage survives in 

contemporaryspeech:in―BibleBelt‖parlance,―heblessedmeout‖means―hecursedme,‖while―bad‖

means―good‖incolloquialAfro-American English. A common device to eliminate blasphemy was to 

turn the derogation back on the speaker.Eli‘ssons‘vilificationofGod(1 Sam 3:13) was turned back on 

them by omitting the first letter of the word for God, ˒lhm, tomakeitmean―tothem‖(seeSCRIBAL 

EMENDATIONS).  

1. Avoiding Affront to God. In Jer 2:11,theLord‘soriginalcharge,―Mypeoplehaschangedmyglory

fornoprofit,‖wasmadetoread―Mypeoplechangedhisglory.‖(Thelettersy and w representing the 

first- and third-person suffixes, respectively, are virtually indistinguishable in the oldest Heb mss, 1.e., 

those from Qumran.) In Hab 1:12,theassurancetoGod―Youwill notdie‖waschangedtothepatently

absurd―Wewillnotdie,‖toavoideventhethoughtthatGodcoulddie.InZech 2:12—Eng 2:8, the Lord 

promisesIsraeltotalsecurity:―who touchesyoutouchesthepupilofmyeye,‖meaningthatanyassailant

ofIsraelwillgetanimmediatereactionfromthedeityasifhis(i.e.,God‘s)eyehadbeenpoked(cf.Deut 

32:10 and Ps 17:8 forthefigureofGod‘sguardingofIsraelasonewouldprotecthisowneyeball).―My

eye‖waschangedto―hiseye‖(i.e.,theassailant‘s)toavoidblatantanthropomorphismand

anthropopathism.  

Job‘sprotestsaboutmaltreatmentbyGodare sometimes turned back on the complainer by the simple 

deviceofchanging―his/him‖to―my/me,‖easilydoneinHebrew(cf.PopeJob 62, 155). The medieval 

commentatorRashi,aversetoJob‘saccusationagainstGodinJob 9:23b, suggested that the reference 

must be to Satan. In Job 32:3 thescribeschanged―God‖to―Job‖toeliminatetheblasphemouscharge. 

Concern to preserve divine dignity sometimes resulted in logical absurdity, as in Genesis 18 where the 

three―men‖standingbeforeAbrahamincludedYahweh.WhentwoofthethreedepartedtogotoSodom

and Gomorrah, Abraham went with them a way to start them on their journey (18:16) and then returned to 

resume conversation with his waiting guest, the Lord. The statement (18:22)that―Abrahamwasstill

standing before the Lord‖isacircumstantialcontradiction.TheLordhadbeenstandingalonetalkingto

himself while Abraham was accompanying the departing guests, and the Lord was still standing when 

Abraham came back. The awkward switch from YHWH to Abraham for the sake of divine dignity shows 

the urgency of the concern.  

To see and converse directly with the deity, as did Abraham in Genesis 18, is rarely done by mortals 

whoarenormallyseenbyorappearbeforetheLord.Thustheactiveexpression―seethefaceoftheLord‖

(Exod 23:15; 34:20, 23; Deut 16:16) was altered by vocalizing the verb as passive, despite the fact that the 

Lord‘sfaceremainstheobjectoftheseeingasindicatedbytheobjectmarker ˒et (which was not deleted 

in Exod 34:23 and Deut 16:16).ToseetheLord‘sfacedirectlywasarewardreservedfortherighteousin

the world to come, called in Catholic theology―BeatificVision.‖ 

2. Disparaging the Foreign. PiousdeferencetoIsrael‘sGodofcoursedidnotextendtothefalsegods

of enemies or to their foolish and dissolute worshippers. Cacophemisms or slurs were applied especially 

to items and aspects of foreign worship. The term ˒ĕl  l, applied disdainfully to foreign gods (Lev 19:4; 

26:1; Isa 2:8, 18, 20; 10:10; 19:1, 3; 31:7; Ezek 30:13; Mic 7:1; Hab 2:18; Zech 11:17; Ps 96:5; 97:7; Job 

10:15; 1 Chr 16:26) may be related to the common Semitic generic term for deity, ˒il (u) > ˒ēl, as 

suggested by the reduplicated forms of Old South Arabic ˒l˒ht and North Arabic ˒alā˒ila-t applied to 

deity. Job (13:4)appliestheformtohisfalsefriendsas―quackhealers,‖andJer 14:4 uses it with 



reference to worthless divination. Sir 11:3 uses the term of the honey bee as small and insignificant 

among flying creatures even though it reaps the choicest of all harvests. Whatever its origin, the term is 

dysphemistic.  

The terms piggûl, tô˓ēbâ, and šeqeṣ or šiqq ṣ, usuallyrendered―abomination,‖areappliedtoavarietyof

items regarded as repugnant. The term piggûl was used of meat unfit for consumption (Lev 7:18; 19:7; 

Ezek 4:14). In Isa 65:4 the funerary context mentioning swine flesh in parallelism with piggûl broth does 

not equate the word with pork. The Arabic cognate is used of any kind of decaying meat. The piggûl stew 

meatmayhavebeenthatofdeadrelativeseateninwhatanthropologistshavecalled―morbidaffection.‖ 

The term tô˓ēbâ is applied more than a hundred times in the Bible to a great variety of abhorrent and 

abominable activities. Eating with a Hebrew was tô˓ēbâ to Egyptians (Gen 43:32) as was also association 

with shepherds (Gen 46:34).Amongthethingsdeemed―abominable‖wereforbiddensexualacts(Gen 

18:16–23, 30; 20:13), foreign idols (Deut 7:26),eatingfleshof―unclean‖animals(Deut 14:3), sacrificing 

defective animals (Deut 17:1), marrying a divorced woman (Deut 24:4), transvestism (Deut 22:5), tainted 

gifts to the temple (Deut 23:19), cheating with weights and measures (Deut 25:13–16), graven or molten 

images (Deut 27:15), foreign gods and cults (Lev 18:27; Deut 13:15; 17:4; 18:9; 32:16; Isa 44:19; 1 Kgs 

14:24; 2 Kgs 16:3; 21:2; 23:13; Ezra 9:14; 2 Chr 28:3), and other reprehensible acts by Israelites (Jer 

6:15; 8:12; Ezek 6:11; 7:20; 16:36; 22:11; 43:8). The scoffer is also proverbially abominable (Prov 24:9).  

Various disgusting creatures not to be eaten are termed šeqeṣ (Lev 7:21; 11:10–42; Isa 66:17; Ezek 

8:10). The so-called―intensive‖(actually―factitive‖)stemšaqqēṣ is used in Deut 7:26 with reference to 

despised or forbidden things. In Ps 22:25—Eng 22:24 the verb šaqqēṣ occurs in synonymous poetic 

parallelism with bzh, ―despise,‖andtheexpression―averttheface.‖Theformšiqq ṣ is used of heathen 

idols (Deut 29:16; 2 Kgs 23:13; 24; Isa 66:3; Jer 4:1; 7:30; 20:7, 30; 37:23; Hos 9:10; 2 Chr 15:8). In 

Nahum 3:6 it appears that šiqq ṣ  m can be thrown, and in Zech 9:7 they can be held (as food) between the 

teeth. Dan 9:27 speaks of a conqueror who will come on the wing(s) of abominations (šiqq ṣ  m), and this 

is echoed in Mark 13:14; Matt 24:15 (cf. Luke 21:20)asthe―abominationofdesolation‖(KJV)or

―desolatingsacrilege‖(RSV).Itisinterestingtonotethatthetermšeqeṣ lives on in Yiddish as sheyqetz 

(plural shĕqatzim) as an uncomplimentary term for gentile males, while the feminine form shiqse has 

passed into English with an ironic connotation of affection.  

The dysphemism gillûlîm applied to heathen idols (Lev 26:30; Deut 29:16; 1 Kgs 15:12; 21:26; 2 Kgs 

17:12; 21:11, 21, 23, 24; Jer 50:2; Ezek 6:4–13; 14:3–5, 7) is apparently derived from the root gll, ―roll.‖

The noun gālāl in 1 Kgs 14:10 and Zeph 1:17 means―dung,‖andthustheformgillûl presumably also 

refers to excrement. The precise English translation of gillûlîm wouldthusbe―turds,‖awordthatcame

into English a thousand years ago (from Latin tord (ere), ―roll‖)andoughtnottobeeschewedwhen

apposite.  

The word bōšet, ―shame,‖ is a common biblical dysphemism pronounced in place of proper names of 

pagan deities, as in the names Ishbaal, Meribaal, Jerubbaal, featuring the theophoron Ba˓l, meaning 

―Lord,Husband,Owner,‖butpronouncedbōšet, ―shame,‖whenthevowelsofthatwordwere 

superimposed on the consonants of the name Ba˓al and similarly on the names of other pagan deities. The 

name Ashtart, when provided with the vowels of bōšet, maybepronounced―Ashtoreth‖orsuppressed

altogether and pronounced bōšet, ―shame.‖Thename of the dread god Molech (or Moloch, as in LXX 2 

Kgs 23:10) may have been given the bōšet vowels, but we do not know for sure the original vocalization 

of the name; it may be that the traditional vocalization preserves ancient vowels and therefore has nothing 

todowiththewordfor―shame.‖ 

F. More Recent Expurgations of the Bible  

Early scribal efforts to sanitize the biblical text were dilatory because the task was too great. Modern 

verbal vigilantes from time to time have sought to carry on the battle against crudity and vulgar language. 

The―authorized‖Englishversionof1611isrepletewithearthylanguageofElizabethantimeswhich

disturbed genteel folk of the Victorian era. Since the text was not copyrighted, it was possible to alter it 

withimpunity.OneDr.EdwardHarwoodin1768producedaLiberalTranslationoftheNTto―replace

thebaldandbarbarouslanguageoftheoldversion.‖Harwoodthoughttoallurethe―youngandgay‖by



the innocent stratagemof―modern‖style,butwhatheofferedwasinflatedpompositycarriedtoludicrous

extremes. In America, shortly after the Revolution, Mrs. Sarah Kirby Tremmer, anxious to protect her 

childrenandothers‘frombadlanguage,deletedorobscuredindecent expressions in the Sacred History to 

reduce the text by nearly half. Her commentary and notes made up for the loss by expanding the 

presentation to six volumes. Beilby Porteus, bishop of London, in 1796 supplied an index to lead the 

Bible reader to the good parts and away from the unedifying stuff by starring the best passages (sayings of 

Jesus, parts of Psalms and of Isaiah) and by marking with numerals 1 and 2 other parts fit to read. 

Unmarked parts, nearly half of the OT and some of the NT, were to be avoided. The Porteusian Index 

thus, without deleting or changing a word or line, was censorious of half the Bible. There was, of course, 

the danger that a curious or perverse reader could invert the system and concentrate on the 

unrecommended parts.  

Noah Webster, after achieving fame for his dictionary of decent words, decided that some of the 

indelicatelanguageoftheKJV,especiallywordslike―stink,‖―stones‖(fortesticles),and―whoring,‖

requiredrefinement.Webster‘ssanitizededitionwasendorsed by the president and faculty of Yale and 

used for a time by some of the New England clergy, but was gradually abandoned for the old vulgar 

version.  

Recent years have seen a spate of new English translations, some with notable bent toward euphemism 

and others with more contemporary concern for plain language. There is always the danger that 

overweening efforts to be frank may conjure up crudities that are imaginary. The most bizarre example of 

thisisNEB‘sblunderinJosh 15:18 and Judg 1:14,―shebrokewind.‖Afterthedeathoftheproponentof

thisimpropriety,thedeodorizedrevision―shemadeanoise‖doeslittletoenhanceconfidenceinthe

judgment of revisers.  

The Bible is replete with puns based on assonance and multiple entente and many of them, even when 

(perhaps only partially) understood, are difficult or impossible to convey in terse translation. Appreciation 

of this problem increases as more is learned about Semitic languages and literatures. Puns and serious 

humor, often very earthy, are a vital feature of the Bible and a challenge to coming generations of 

translators and interpreters. See HUMOR AND WIT.  
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BIBLE, STATISTICAL RESEARCH ON THE. See STATISTICAL RESEARCH ON THE 

BIBLE.  

BIBLICAL AUTHORITY. See SCRIPTURAL AUTHORITY.  

BIBLICAL CRITICISM. Theword―criticism‖comesfromtheGkverbkrinein, which means to 

distinguish, decide, or judge. Biblical criticism therefore is the practice of analyzing and making 

discriminating judgments about the literature of the Bible—its origin, transmission, and interpretation. In 

thiscontext,―criticism‖hasnonegativeconnotationbut,asinotherfields,isdesignedtopromote

discriminating analysis and understanding. This entry contains two articles:one outlining the history of 

biblical criticism, and the other surveying specifically recent modern critical approaches to the NT. See 

also SCRIPTURAL AUTHORITY and THEOLOGY (BIBLICAL).  

HISTORY OF BIBLICAL CRITICISM  

As soon as oracles, teachings, and sacred narratives are written down in a religious community their 

authority is fixed and they inevitably become the object of criticism. The members of the community are 

bound to ask the meaning of obscure passages; they and their leaders are bound to discuss and decide on 

what the sacred texts entail for belief and practice; and they are bound to show how one sacred text is to 



be reconciled with another. As such, biblical criticism began even before the Bible was assembled in its 

current canonical form.  

———  

A. Ancient Criticism  

B. Renaissance Criticism  

C. Criticism in the Modern Era  

———  

A. Ancient Criticism  

The various canons of the OT and the NT are the result of criticism, as are the texts of those canons as 

theycametobestandardized.The―Masoretic‖TextoftheOTwasalreadyfixedbythetime the Qumran 

scrolls were collected (ca. 100 B.C.–A.D. 67), but there existed other texts, fragments of which were also 

found at Qumran, and the existence of which can be deduced from the LXX. The LXX canon is both 

longer and (at points) different in content from the Masoretic canon.  

The NT canon was fixed as the result of criticism which rejected some gospels and provided reasons for 

acceptingfourgospelsassufficientlyconsistenttoberegardedasharmonious.ClementofAlexandria‘s

storythatJohn‘sgospelprovideda―spiritual‖complementtothe―bodily‖SynopticGospels(Eus.Hist. 

eccl. 6.14.7) gives us a glimpse of the process of criticism that led to the acceptance of a fourfold gospel 

canon in opposition to attempts to argue for any one single gospel or a gospel harmony.  

ThestorythatMarkwrotedownallthatherememberedofPeter‘sdiscoursesaboutthingssaidand

donebytheLord,butnotinorder,seemstoembodyacriticalhypothesistoexplainwhyMark‘sgospel

gave events in an order contradicting another authoritative order (probably that of John) (Eus. Hist. eccl. 

3.39.14,15).GaiusthePresbyterchallengedJohn‘sgospelongroundsofitsorder(Commentaryof

Dionysius Bar-Salibi).  

The authenticity of the Pastoral Epistles must have been discussed, since Marcion does not recognize 

themaspartofhis―Apostle‖canon,andweknowthattheauthenticityofHebrews,theCatholicEpistles,

and Revelation was disputed, being impugned and defended on the basis of critical arguments about style 

and content. Eusebius divided the books which claimed to be canonical into Recognized (four gospels, 

Acts, fourteen epistles of Paul, 1 John, 1 Peter, Revelation[?]), Disputed (James, Jude, 2 Peter, 2–3 John), 

Spurious (Acts Paul, Shep. Herm., Apoc. Pet., Ep. Barn., Did., Gos. Heb., Revelation[?]), and heretical 

forgeries (Hist. eccl. 3.25.1–7). Both before and after the canonical limits were fixed, critical decisions 

were taken about a standard text as a result of comparing differing manuscripts or recensions; the 

―Alexandrian‖and―Byzantine‖textsoftheNTarearguablytheresultofcriticism. 

The critical activity that settled standard canons and texts is largely hidden from us, only to be deduced 

from the results. The critical activity by which the authority of the agreed texts was maintained under 

questioning from the faithful for enlightenment or in the face of challenges from heretics or opponents is 

much more visible.  

Philo of Alexandria preserved critical theories developed in Alexandria that defended the authority of 

the Pentateuch against charges that God was presented as though he were a human being with limbs and 

passions and against charges that he acted immorally and taught immoral actions. These theories 

conceded the charges and defended the Scriptures on the ground that they were speaking figuratively and 

allegorically. Christian theologians in Alexandria took over this device and extended it to the NT. The 

Antiochene school, itself heir to a more literal Jewish school of critics, insisted on the straightforward 

historical sense of the writings (Theodore of Mopsuestia).  

The question of the authority in the Church of the OT and the law of Moses produced critical theories 

from the beginning. Jesus and Paul must have had theories about the question, and the NT contains both 

pronouncements on the problem and interpretative comments (Mark 7:19c:―Thushedeclaredallfoods

clean‖).Paul‘spositionisunclear,andMarcionputforwardthecriticaltheorythatPaul‘sgenuine

writings had been tampered with by the addition of Jewish interpolations.  

The Church had to defend the authority of the OT Scriptures against critical theories that argued they 

containednotonlyGod‘slaws but laws solely due to Moses and the elders (the Valentinian Ptolemaus, 



Letter to Flora, Epip. Pan. 33.3–7; Holl 1.450–53; already labeled a sin in Judaism, Ps.-Philo 25.13). It is 

arguable though unlikely that Jesus had himself introduced this critical principle (Matt 19:8; Mark 10:5–

6).  

Ancient critics, like their modern counterparts, questioned received opinions about the authorship and 

integrity of canonical writings and tried to write a history of how they came to be composed and about the 

relationships in which they stood to each other.  

For example, Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria (A.D. 247–65) and a pupil of Origen, argued that John the 

author of the Apocalypse could not be the apostolic author of the gospel of John and the First Epistle, 

adducing differences of form, style, syntax, ideas, as well as arguments based on historical probability in 

support of his case (Eus. Hist. eccl. 7.25).  

Augustine in his Harmony of the Gospels argued that the gospels were written in the chronological 

order Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John; that only Matthew and John were by actual followers of Jesus; that 

Matthew was first written in Hebrew, the others inGreek;andthatMark‘swordsarealmostthesameas

Matthew‘sbecausehewasanepitomizerofMatthew. 

B. Renaissance Criticism  

The foundations of modern biblical criticism were laid in the Renaissance with the recovery of 

knowledge of Greek and the editing and printing of ancient sources. Historians could show that present 

practices were developments from more primitive customs, and the question was raised as to whether or 

not the present Church was truly faithful to the beliefs of the primitive Church. The Reformation, both a 

popular and a nationalist movement, took these humanist questions and turned them into a principle, that 

the Church should return to the sole authority of the primitive charters as contained in the Hebrew OT and 

the Greek NT. It rejected the authority of the LXX and the Latin Bible.  

Luther used the doctrine of justification by faith alone as an instrument to deny apostolicity to the 

epistles of James, Jude, and Hebrews as well as to the apocalypse. Zwingli used philological arguments to 

questiontheChurch‘sinterpretationofthewordsofinstitutionoftheLord‘sSupper. 

OncetheBiblewasseenasthesoleauthoritativebasisoftheChurch‘slife,biblicalcriticismdesigned

to maintain and strengthen the position of the various churches that claimed this basis against other 

churches of the Reformation and against the Roman Catholic Church and heretics became a central and 

crucial activity. Ten new German universities were founded between 1527 and 1665 to provide for this 

need. Critics of the Reformed and Lutheran churches from without and within resorted for justification of 

their position to criticism of received scholarly opinions about the Bible. Unitarians questioned whether 

the orthodox doctrine of the trinity could be found in the NT, let alone in the OT.  

The French Oratorian priest Richard Simon (1638–1712) turned the tables on the Reformation churches 

by arguing that Scripture alone was far too uncertain a basis for Christianity, unless there should also exist 

an authoritative teaching office in the Church. He published critical histories of the OT (1678, 1680, 

1685), the NT (1689), the versions (1690), and the principal commentaries (1693), together with further 

observations on the texts and versions of the NT (1695) and a new French translation (1704). He 

questioned the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch. He was expelled from his order for his pains, but 

continued to press the Roman Catholic case against Protestantism.  

Biblical criticism began to move emotionally outside the limits of church controversy after the disaster 

and devastation of the Thirty Years War in Europe and the Civil War in England. Scholars became 

disgusted at the seeming hairsplitting disputes about the meaning of Scripture which had, they thought, 

led to such bloody conflicts. Philosophers like Benedict Spinoza (1632–77) and John Locke (1632–1704) 

argued that a detached reading of the Bible as a book like any other book, which paid due attention to the 

original language and historical circumstances, would produce a tolerant and peaceful agreement about 

the essentials of a moral and spiritual religion.  

Heterodoxy and dissent were tolerated in 18th-century Britain, or at least only mildly punished by loss 

of preferment and university teaching posts (but the universities were not very important, there being only 

two in England, four in Scotland, and one in Ireland). The ideas worked out and published in Britain were 

translated into German, where they were developed and refined in the score of Protestant faculties of 



theology which were to a large extent left free from state censorship so long as the teachers subscribed to 

the confessions and supported in public the established churches of the kingdoms and principalities the 

universities were founded to serve. The scholars justified their acquiescence in this restriction on the 

grounds that Jesus himself had accommodated his teaching about demon possession and the earthly 

kingdomofGodtothefalsebeliefsofhiscontemporaries.Thisisthetheoryof―accommodation‖asit

was propounded in England by Hugh Farmer (1714–87) and others.  

These university scholars were left free to work out in great detail an all-embracing critical hypothesis 

which also came to them from England. According to this theory, the OT was the religious collection of 

the Jewish people and had no authority for Christians. Impartial study of the OT would show that an 

original spontaneous free national religion was cramped and restricted by priests who imposed detailed 

ceremonial laws on the people in order to get power over them, and who claimed special revelation from 

God. Similarly the NT, critically examined, showed that Christ preached the old original natural religion, 

which ecclesiastical authorities had overlaid with dogmas and religious practices. Christianity was as old 

as the creation; the gospel was a republication of the religion of nature, asthetitleofMatthewTindal‘s

famous anonymous treatise had it (1730).  

Within this framework Thomas Morgan (d. 1743) put forward an elaborate theory of the history of the 

NT, which was to exert immense influence on biblical criticism. He argued that Jesus had died renouncing 

Jewish messianic ideas of the restoration of an earthlykingdomtoIsrael.Jesus‘Jewishfollowersstill

adhered to the false conceptions Jesus had renounced. Paul, independently of them, preached Jesus as the 

savior of the world without distinction between Jew and gentile, and came into head-on conflict with 

Peter, James, and John. Peter made a pact with Paul, which he could not maintain. The Christian Jews 

prevailed, introduced angelic mediators, invocation of the saints, and prayers for the dead, and preached 

the coming violent overthrow of the Roman Empire and the establishment of their own eventual rule in all 

the earth. Under persecution, the two opposing wings of the Church were gradually reconciled when the 

gentile Christians found they too were persecuted as Jews. Together they set up a hierarchy in the Church 

to bind consciences, rule the universal Church, and give supernatural virtue to the two sacraments. Those 

whoremainedtruetoPaul‘sschemewerebrandedasgnostics.TheNTwascorruptedbytheadditionof

passages suggesting Christ, the prophet of the only true natural religion, was the same being with the 

supreme God, and by the attribution of miracles to him (The Moral Philosopher, In a Dialogue between 

Philalethes a Christian Deist, and Theophanes a Christian Jew, 1737).  

Morgan‘stheorywas adopted by Johann Salomo Semler (1725–91), professor at Halle, and the teacher 

and provider of ideas for generations of biblical critics. The theory was fully worked out and applied to 

every book of the NT by Ferdinand Christian Baur (1792–1860).  

There was endless room for speculation and for discovery once the principle was accepted that the 

foundation documents of the Jewish and Christian religions were produced in response to the needs of 

various parts and factions of the nation or Church, the history of which was reflected in the history of the 

books. The main hypotheses and discoveries can be set out briefly, in roughly chronological order.  

The NT was extent in thousands of Greek and Latin manuscripts as well as in manuscripts written in 

other languages, and it was cited by Church Fathers from the 2d century onward. Johann Albrecht Bengel 

(1687–1752) suggested that these manuscripts could be sorted into regional recensions, one from Asia 

Minor and the other from Africa. Semler elaborated the division and laid down the basis of modern study 

of the text by positing three recensions:the Eastern, the Alexandrian, and the Western.  

The Pentateuch of the OT contained palpable parallels, contradictions, and inconsistencies. The French 

professor of medicine and court physician Jean Astruc (1684–1766), while maintaining Mosaic 

authorship, argued that Moses had originally composed Genesis and the first part of Exodus in four 

columns, two of which were the long distinct documents distinguished by the names they used for God, 

Elohim and Jehovah. Later scribes jumbled the four columns together to make our canonical books 

(1753).Astruc‘sbookwastranslatedintoGermanatSemler‘spromptingandprovidedwithnewnotes

(1783).  



Johann Gottfried Eichhorn (1752–1827) pickedupAstruc‘ssuggestionandproposedthatthe

PentateuchwascompiledfromliterarysourceslongafterMoses‘death.In1805WilhelmMartin

Leberecht de Wette (1780–1849)connectedthebookofDeuteronomywithJosiah‘sreform,andin1835

Wilhelm Vatke (1806–82) argued that the Priestly strand (P) in the Pentateuch was later than 

Deuteronomy and belonged to the Exile. These clues were developed by Eduard Reuss (1804–91) and his 

pupil K. H. Graf (1815–69), and finally elaborated and canonized by Julius Wellhausen (1844–1918) in 

the form that two original sources, J and E, had been combined to make JE, to which D (Deuteronomy) 

was then attached; at the same time a four-covenant source was enlarged to make P (Priestly Codex), 

which was finally united with JE+D to make up our Hexateuch.  

The view that Matthew was chronologically the first of the Synoptic Gospels was first challenged by 

Johannes Benjamin Koppe (1750–91) in a direct denial of Augustine, Marcus non epitomator Matthaei 

(1782). Eichhorn built on this to establish the two-source hypothesis:there existed one Aramaic source 

used in various forms by Matthew, Luke, and Mark, and another Aramaic source used by Matthew and 

Luke. Christian Gottlob Wilke (1786–1854) simplified this theory and argued that our Greek Mark was 

the source of Matthew and Luke (1838).  

The fourth gospel was assumed to have been written by the apostle John until questioned by Edward 

Evanson (1731–1805) in 1792, and this position was generally accepted after Karl Gottlieb 

Bretschneider‘scarefulexaminationoftheargumentsforandagainst(1820),despitetheauthor‘sown

later retraction. D. F. Strauss (1808–74) based his Life of Jesus (1835) on the assumption that he could 

disregard the gospel of John.  

When the fourth gospel was set aside as a source of information about the historical Jesus, the way was 

open to exploit the relative silence of Jesus about his own status in the Synoptic Gospels to suggest he did 

not hold himself to be Messiah. His messiahship was at best implicit (F. C. Baur; Rudolf Bultmann 

[1884–1976]). The quest of the historical Jesus, brilliantly depicted by Albert Schweitzer (1875–1965), 

prompted a further quest for the history of the development from what Jesus taught to what was taught 

about Jesus. Julius Wellhausen in 1894 proposed a theory adopted by Johannes Weiss (1863–1914), 

William Wrede (1859–1906), and others that Jesus first became and was first confessed as Messiah after 

the resurrection, citing Acts 10:36; Rom 1:3–4. It was debated whether the titles Lord and Son of God 

were applied in their highest senses to Jesus by Jewish Christianity, by Hellenistic Jewish Christianity 

(Ferdinand Hahn; Martin Hengel), or by gentile Christianity (Wilhelm Bousset [1865–1920]). The silence 

of Jesus, however, may well have been part of his own belief that he was the Messiah.  

EdwardEvanson,whoquestionedtheauthorityofJohn‘sgospel,alsodividedtheepistlesintotwo

groups, the genuine 1st-century epistles (1–2 Corinthians; 1–2 Thessalonians; Galatians; 1–2 Timothy) 

and the spurious 2d-century ones (Romans; Ephesians; Colossians; Hebrews; James; 1–2 Peter; 1–2–3 

John; Jude; the Letters to the Seven Churches in Revelation). University scholars moved more cautiously. 

Eichhorn observed that the Pastoral Epistles were not Pauline in form and eventually denied that Pauline 

authorship. By the 1840s the following epistles had been denied to Paul:Ephesians (Usteri and De Wette); 

Philippians (F. C. Baur); Colossians (Mayerhoff); 1 Thessalonians (Schrader); 2 Thessalonians (J. E. C. 

Schmidt, De Wette, F. H. Kern); Philemon (F. C. Baur), leaving Romans, 1–2 Corinthians, and Galatians 

as genuine. Bruno Bauer (1809–82) denied that Paul wrote these either. Christian Hermann Weisse 

(1801–70), a philospher rather than a professional biblical scholar, held that 1 Corinthians, 1 

Thessalonians, and Philemon were genuine, and the rest had been interpolated to a greater or lesser extent.  

C. Criticism in the Modern Era  

By the end of the 19th century the archaeological discoveries and the recovery and decipherment of 

religious documents from Egypt and Mesopotamia revived interest in the religion of the Bible and its 

antecedents in the other religions of the Near East. Hermann Gunkel (1862–1932) showed that a universal 

religion of cosmic conflict between the forces of light and the forces of chaos and evil had pervasively 

influenced the religion of the Bible from Genesis to Revelation. He mocked many of the attempts to relate 

particular features of the books of the Bible to particular historical events. He distinguished various forms 

of writing, each of which was related to a cultic moment of importance, or to the religious needs of the 



people. His own work gave the decisive impetus to Sigmund Mowinckel (1884–1965), who in his study 

of the psalms (1921–24) argued that the psalms were cultic hymns and laments for religious use, a 

number belonging specifically to the annual New Year festival of the enthronement of Yahweh as king. 

Gunkel deeply influenced the form criticism of the NT through Martin Dibelius (1883–1947), Karl 

Ludwig Schmidt (1891–1956), and Rudolf Bultmann. The form critics regarded the gospels as collections 

of traditions, each of which was shaped according to a limited number of popular forms (parable, conflict 

story, apothegm, etc.), each form springing from a need in the religious life of the community. Bultmann 

advanced the study of the fourth gospel by drawing attention to the striking parallels to be found in the 

Mandaean liturgies translated by Mark Lidzbarski (1868–1928) and in the Syriac Odes of Solomon, 

discovered and published by James Rendel Harris (1852–1941).  

The discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls in 1947 led to renewed interest in Jewish writings of the period. 

The various theories about the direct influence of the Hellenistic mystery religions on the development of 

Christianity (Richard Reitzenstein [1861–1931], Die hellenistischen Mysterienreligionen:Ihre 

Grundgedanken und Wirkungen [1910]; Martin Dibelius, Colossians [1912]; Hans Lietzmann [1875–

1942], Messe und Herrenmahl [1926]) and of the Hellenistic cults on christology (Wilhelm Bousset, 

Kyrios Christos [1913]) have always been open to the suggestion, raised by these very scholars, that the 

undoubted influence was mediated through Judaism. The point had already been made by Gunkel, Zum 

religionsgeschichtlichen Verständnis des Neuen Testaments (1903). Hans Dieter Betz (1931– ) has argued 

for the strong direct influence of contemporary Hellenistic rhetorical forms upon the epistles of Paul 

(Galatians Hermeneia) and upon the epitome-like Sermon on the Mount, but it is open to ask whether 

here, too, any influence has been mediated through Judaism. The old 16th-century theories that the 

Essenes provided the soil in which the Christian Church grew up has received a new impulse, despite the 

sharp contradiction that seems to exist between the Qumran community and the Church on the strict 

keeping of the law and the rejection of the diseased and handicapped from the community.  

Two further important effects of the discovery of ancient documents and inscriptions should be 

mentioned. Systematic exploration for papyri letters and documents, begun by Flinders Petrie (1853–

1942) in 1889–90, made available Greek texts offering contemporary parallels to the Greek of the NT. 

The results were exploited above all by Adolf Diessmann (1866–1937), and are conveniently gathered up 

by J. H. Moulton and George Milligan into The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament illustrated from the 

Papyri and Other Non-literary Sources (1930). Papyri are still being found and published. The warm dry 

sands of Egypt that preserved the secular papyri also preserved papyri copies of books of the NT. The 

oldest papyrus is P52, a fragment of John 18, from the early 2d century. The existence of long sections of 

the NT from the 3d century has substantiated the 19th-century view that the Alexandrian text-type was in 

general more reliable than the other text-types and has led to a revival of the theory of B. F. Westcott 

(1825–1901) and F. J. A. Hort (1828–92) that this text-typewasnotsomuchan―edition‖asagood

transcript of the original canonical books (Gordon D. Fee [1934– ]). However, the confirmation that the 

editing of the Alexandrian text was good editing does not prove it was not editing. The debate between 

critics who tend to decide readings on the basis of the text-type to which the reading belongs and 

―eclectic‖criticswhobelievegoodand bad readings can be found in all text-types still continues.  

The observation that the style of individual authors is stable and can be measured (G. Udny Yule [1871–

1951]; W. C. Wake 1947) and the use of computers to make comprehensive and accurate counts of 

stylistic features like proportions of sentence lengths, variations of sentence length, and position of key 

words has led to new interest in the authorship of the Pauline epistles. G. H. C. Macgregor (1892–1963) 

and A. Q. Morton (1919– ) defended F. C.Baur‘sjudgment.A.J.P.(Anthony)Kenny(1931– ) surveyed 

all the published tests and concluded no group of the twelve epistles of Paul stands out as containing 

epistles uniquely comfortable with one another or uniquely diverse from the surrounding context.  

The sheer weight of critical scholarship and the seemingly endless theories about all aspects of the 

biblicaltextshasledtoasharpreaction,reminiscentofJohnLocke‘sreactionagainstbiblicalscholarship

of the 17th century. The modern reactionhastakentheformof―structuralism,‖basedontheworkof

Ferdinand de Saussure (1857–1913) and Claude Lévi-Strauss (1908– ). Structuralism endorses any 



disciplined and attentive reading of the text that displays the structure of the argument as it appears on the 

page, without reference to the history of the formation of the text or the history of the community 

responsible for its production. Structuralism is one facet of a larger movement in literary criticism (I. A. 

Richards [1893–1979]) to exclude historical considerations from literary appreciation. There is an element 

of self-deception involved in the enterprise, since we can scarcely exclude knowledge of detailed and 

specific historical theories from the apparatus we bring to the text. The structuralist answer to this charge 

isthatthestructuralistapproach(being―synchronic,‖bywhichthe―significations‖ofthetextare

imposed on the reader) can be practiced quite separately from the traditional critical approach (being 

―diachronic,‖bywhich humanbeingscreatethe―significations‖)andthatthetwoapproachesmaybe

kept in dialectical tension. Yet the structure of the text to which the reader thinks to submit is really the 

text already interpreted and read according to a critical theory inherited along with the text itself. The 

structuralist believes that certain basic human patterns form themselves into structures and express 

themselves in texts—a secularized version of the theory that the text is dictated by God.  

There is no doubt that each of the books of the Bible has a history, and it is unlikely that the history of 

any but the shortest of them is as simple as that they were written by one man at one time to one recipient 

or set of recipients. Even in the simplest cases, knowledge of the history of the author could be 

illuminating. But if most books of the Bible are composite, which is widely agreed to be true except for 

the epistles of Paul (and why are they so different?), a knowledge of their history is all but essential.  

Biblical criticism is unavoidable. The story of biblical criticism shows that even those expounders of the 

Bible who claim to be indifferent to theories about the history of the sacred texts, from the gnostic 

preachers of the 2d century to the structuralists of the 20th, have their own hidden historical explanations 

of how their texts came into existence and of how they are to be read. We do well to be conscious of the 

historical theories we in fact hold, to know something of their history, and to work to make them more 

adequate to the evidence.  
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J. C. O‘NEILL  

NEW TESTAMENT CRITICISM  

Biblical criticism as it is practiced with regard to the NT can be presented according to the following 

outline:  

———  

A. Beginnings in the 18th Century  

B. Text Criticism  

C. Historical Criticism  

D. Literary Criticism  

E. Concluding Implications  

———  

A. Beginnings in the 18th Century  

Modern biblical criticism began in the period of the Enlightenment. At that time the new methods of 

empirical science were applied to the study of all disciplines, including the Bible.  



1. British Deists. Devoted to rationalism and natural theology, the Deists were opposed to supernatural 

religion. All religious truth, in their view, could be discerned in the order of nature and in accord with 

human reason. The earlier rationalists, especially John Locke (1632–1704), had believed supernatural 

revelation to be rational. Indeed, truths disclosed in the Bible could be proved by reason and supported by 

the evidence of fulfilled prophecy and miracles. The Deists set out to destroy these two foundations of 

revealed religion.  

Anthony Collins (1676–1729) demonstrated that the prophecies of the OT could not be taken literally. 

Yet, if they were merely allegorical, how could these ancient predictions become solid ground for truth? 

Thomas Woolston (1669–1733) lampooned the NT miracles, when taken literally, as representing gross 

absurdity. Even the supreme miracle, the resurrection of Jesus, was a fraud which had been fabricated by 

the disciples of Jesus.  

2. Continental Pietists. On the European continent, the study of the Bible had been dominated by the 

orthodoxy of the Protestant scholastics. The Bible, according to the orthodox, was a compendium of 

inerranttruths,takendownasdivinedictationbyGod‘sinspired―penmen.‖Inthe face of this arid 

orthodoxy, the Pietists called for a vital reading of the Bible, attuned to its spiritual and practical message.  

August Hermann Francke, who became the leader of the entire educational system at Halle, published A 

Guide to the Reading and Study of the Holy Scripture (1693). The purpose of this manual was to 

distinguish between the shell and the kernel of the biblical message—to go beyond the external to the 

inner meaning of the text. In the first part of the Guide, Francke stressed the literal, historical meaning of 

the Bible, insisting that the study of Scripture required careful attention to linguistic and grammatical 

detail. In the second part, he presented methods for detecting the deeper meaning. This required the 

reading of the Bible with a sense of spiritual feeling. The Pietists concluded that only those who 

possessed the spirit could understand the truth of the text.  

Viewed side by side, the Deists and the Pietists represent two ways of interpreting the Bible which have 

influenced NT criticism ever since:an objective, rational reading; and a subjective, experiential reading. 

The former focuses on the text and its content; the latter is concerned with the interpreter.  

3. Rise of Grammatico-Historical Criticism. In the middle of the century, new methods of linguistic 

and historical research were applied to the study of the NT. Johann August Ernesti, a noted classicist, 

published Institutio interpretis Novi Testamenti (1761).LikeFrancke‘swork,thiswasamanualof

procedures for interpreting the NT. Ernesti, adhering to strict grammatical principles, insisted on the 

literal meaning of the text in its historical setting. He argued that the same methods used for the 

interpretation of any other ancient book should be employed in the study of the Bible.  

Ten years later, Johann Salomo Semler raised the question of the authority and canonicity of the biblical 

books. In his Treatise on the Free Investigation of the Canon (1771), Semler asserted that the canon was a 

historical problem. The selection of the canonical books was a gradual historical process, and throughout 

thehistoryoftheChurchdifferentviewsofthecontentofthecanonhadprevailed.InSemler‘sopinion,

some parts of the canon, e.g., the book of Ruth, were not relevant for Christians. Using historical research, 

Semler concluded that Revelation was not written by an apostle, that it did not witness to Christ, and that 

itshouldnotberecognizedascanonical.Semler‘sworkbrokethebackofthebiblicismoftheold

orthodoxy and opened up the NT for historical investigation.  

The investigation of the authenticity of the NT books was pursued by Johann David Michaelis. In his 

massive Introduction to the Scriptures of the New Covenant (4th ed., 1788), Michaelis considered the 

historical setting of the individual NT documents. Attention was given to such questions as authorship, 

date and place of writing, recipients, and purpose—the concerns of historical or higher criticism. Using 

historical method, Michaelis concluded that most of the NT books were written by those to whom they 

have been traditionally ascribed. He drew a distinction, however, between reliable, nonapostolic writings 

(like Luke and Acts), and the inspired writings of the apostles. Michaelis concluded that Jude and 

Revelation were not apostolic and, by implication, neither inspired nor canonical.  

4. Bible as Literature. In reaction to the growing historicism of the grammatico-historical method, 

some scholars approached the writings of the NT primarily as literature, G. E. Lessing (1729–81), the 



noted poet and dramatist, believed divine revelation to be progressive and continuing. Although revelation 

came through history, religious truth could not be established by historical argument. Between faith and 

history there was an unbridgeable chasm; the validity of faith could not be proved by historical fact.  

J. G. von Herder (1744–1803), the eloquent court preacher at Weimar, wrote the sweeping Outlines of a 

Philosophy of Man, which traced the evolution of humanity from primitive beginnings. Revelation he saw 

as the evolutionary process of the education of developing humanity. All revelation was historical, and the 

Bible was the record of this progressive revelation which reached its zenith in the teaching of Jesus. 

Although the Bible was a thoroughly human book, it was not to be read the way the historical critics read 

it. Instead, one should see it as a poetic, aesthetic, literary expression.  

5. Emergence of NT Theology. At the end of the century the results of grammatico-historical criticism 

were incorporated in a theological synthesis. J. P. Gabler, in his inaugural address at the University of 

Jena (1787), drew a sharp distinction between systematic and biblical theology. The latter he understood 

to be historical, constant, and normative. The task of systematic theology, on the other hand, was to take 

the results of biblical theology and translate them into doctrine and ethics. Although the NT spoke in 

language accommodated to the mythological views of an ancient people, it bore witness to eternal and 

changeless truths.  

G.L.BauercarriedoutGabler‘sprogramintheformofhis4-vol. Biblical Theology of the New 

Testament (1800–2). Like his predecessors, Bauer believed the truth of the NT was of an order higher 

than that of the OT—that it presented the true biblical theology. He interpreted the NT according to 

empirical and rationalistic methods. The stories of the birth of Jesus he considered to be mythological 

legends, and the idea of inspiration, since it implied supernatural intervention, was itself a myth. 

Nevertheless, the NT used mythological expressions to convey universal ethical truths.  

The history of NT criticism from the end of the 18th century through the first two thirds of the 20th is 

largely a recital of the Enlightenment themes with variations. Much of the 19th century, for example, was 

dominated by the work of F. C. Baur and the Tübingen School. Combining the results of the grammatico-

historical method with a philosophy of history which had been articulated by Hegel, Baur proposed a 

theory of the historical development of early Christian history which could account for the origin and 

meaning of NT literature. Similarly, in the 20th century, Rudolf Bultmann (1884–1976) could develop a 

synthesis of historical criticism (including form and history of religions criticism), existentialist 

philosophy, and dialectical (Barthian) theology so as to provide a hermeneutical key for understanding 

early Christian literature.  

B. Text Criticism  

The purpose of text criticism (lower criticism) is to restore the original text. This purpose is 

problematic, since no autographs are available—no original manuscripts written by the NT authors. 

Instead, the critic is confronted with a vast collection of handwritten copies, well over 5000 manuscripts 

and fragments, no two of which are exactly alike.  

The materials used in text criticism represent a variety of types. The oldest extant manuscript is a 

fragment of the gospel of John which can be dated in the early 2d century. Most of the earliest 

manuscripts are classified as papyri, because of the material (papyrus) on which they were written. These 

include such important examples as the CHESTER BEATTY and the BODMER PAPYRI. The major NT 

manuscripts are called uncial manuscripts because they are written in capital letters; these are usually 

copied on parchment and circulated in book or codex form. Among the most famous are Codex Sinaiticus 

and Codex Vaticanus, which can be dated in the 4th century. The large body of later Greek manuscripts 

are called minuscule manuscripts because they are copied in cursive handwriting.  

Along with Greek manuscripts, text critics examine other sources. Translations (versions) of the Greek 

NT into Latin were made as early as the 2d century. The NT was available in other ancient versions, for 

example, Syriac and Coptic. The Fathers of the Church frequently quoted the NT in their writings; these 

patristic quotations provide text critics with another source of data. Early Christian lectionaries or 

liturgical texts include biblical citations which are also useful in the effort to restore the original text.  



Although the novice is baffled by the mass of textual variants, the textual expert is able to use them in 

the classification and evaluation of manuscripts. The presence of common variants may indicate a 

common source. Variants have occurred through a variety of causes. Unintentional variants are caused by 

typical visual mistakes—repeating the same word (dittography), skipping to the next occurrence of the 

word(haplography).Sometimesvariantsareintentional:acopyistmayattemptto―correct‖atextor

―improve‖itstheology,grammar,or style.  

Modern text critical research was begun in the Renaissance. In 1515, Erasmus produced a Greek text on 

the basis of a very few manuscripts. Later editions of his text by Robert Etienne (called Stephanus) and 

Theodore Beza led to an edition produced by the publisher Elzevir in 1624, which became the standard 

text, the Textus Receptus. In the 18th century extensive collection and collation of manuscripts resulted in 

texts published by John Mill, J. A. Bengel, and J. J. Wettstein. Although these critics merely reproduced 

the Textus Receptus, each of them provided a new feature, a critical apparatus, which noted many textual 

variants. J. J. Griesbach actually published a revised text (1774–75), and carried further the work of 

Bengel in the classification of manuscripts according to their geographical origin.  

In the 19th century text critical work produced significant results. C. Tischendorf was tireless in his 

search for textual materials. The 8th edition of his Greek NT (1869–72) contains the largest collection of 

variants available to the modern scholar. The British text critics B. F. Westcott and J. A. Hort published a 

Greek text (1881) which made use of their classification of manuscripts into geographical 

families:Western, Alexandrian, and Byzantine. Westcott and Hort also attempted to identify a Neutral 

Text (represented by Sinaiticus and Vaticanus) which they thought to be very close to the original. 

Today‘sstudentoftheGreekNTusuallyseesaNestleText(theresultofaseriesofeditionsbegun by 

Eberhard Nestle in 1898 and recently carried on by Kurt Aland) or a text published by the United Bible 

Societies (edited by an international committee of text critics).  

C. Historical Criticism  

Recent NT criticism can be classified according to analysis which views the NT either as a document of 

history or as a body of literature. These two categories can never be completely separated, and some types 

of criticism make use of both historical and literary procedures. The difference is largely a matter of point 

of departure or emphasis.  

The original purpose of historical criticism (higher criticism) was to achieve a historical understanding 

of the NT. To accomplish this, the NT documents had to be viewed in their historical and cultural context. 

The critics were concerned with historical events, and the literature of the NT was used in historical 

reconstruction. Actually, the reconstruction had two foci:the historical situation which the text described, 

and the historical situation of the author and recipients of the NT books. In regard to the former, attention 

was given to parallels in contemporary literature and the religious environment. Already in the 17th 

century John Lightfoot had traced the Jewish backgrounds of the NT. In regard to the historical situation 

of writing, attention was given to the traditional introductory questions:authorship, date, piece of writing, 

recipients—work already refined in the 18th century by Michaelis and his student, J. G. Eichhorn.  

1. Religionsgeschichte. Usually translated―historyofreligions,‖thismethodwasdevelopedinthelate

19th and early 20th centuries by the members of the religionsgeschichtliche Schule. The leading adherents 

ofthe―historyofreligionsschool‖includedJohannesWeiss,WilhelmBousset,Hermann Gunkel, and 

William Wrede. These scholars carried on the earlier concern to study the religion of the NT in its 

historicalcontext;theirapproachwassometimescalledthemethodof―comparativereligion.‖Intheview

of these critics, the world of the Bible was a strange and distant world—a world wholly different from the 

modernworldinlanguage,worldview,imagery,andsymbols.TheLord‘sSupper,fromthisperspective,

should be understood in the context of the mysterious Hellenistic cult meals, and the Christ of the early 

Christians should be perceived as the one confessed as the exalted lord of the cult.  

Weissdevelopedthetheoryof―consistenteschatology.‖Inhisview,Jesuswasathomeinthesettingof

―late‖Jewishapocalypticreligion.Jesus‘proclamationofthekingdomofGod,therefore,wasan

apocalypticmessagewhichexpectedGod‘simminent,catastrophicinterventioninhistory.Bousset,on

the other hand, believed the essential teachings of Jesus to be in sharp contrast to the Jewish apocalyptic 



thought. The ultimate source of apocalypticism was to be traced to Babylonian mythology. According to 

Gunkel, early Christianity had been influenced by eastern religion (especially Babylonian) which had 

been transported through contemporary Judaism. Wrede argued that the historian should not interpret the 

NT as a document of systematic theology, but as a witness to the religious life and experience of the early 

Christians.  

In later developments, the history of religions school gave increasing attention to Greek religion and the 

Hellenistic cults. Richard Reitzenstein, for example, thought the Greco-Roman world universally 

recognized a myth of a heavenly redeemer who descended to earth and returned to heaven, disclosing to 

humans the way of salvation.This―gnosticmyth‖wasbelievedtoserveasapatternforexpressionsof

early Christian christology like that found in Phil 2:6–11—ahypothesisimportantforRudolfBultmann‘s

methodof―demythologizing.‖Bultmann believed the message of the NT, the kerygma, was 

communicated through the mythological form of Hellenistic thought. The task of demythologizing was to 

distinguish the kerygma from the myth—to separate the true Christian proclamation from its mythological 

framework.  

2. Form Criticism. Originally termed Formgeschichte, this type of criticism attempts to go behind 

literary criticism to the study of the oral tradition. Literary criticism, which had been investigating the 

written sources of the gospels, had concluded that Mark was the earliest. Wrede had shown, however, that 

Mark was not a historical record of the life of Jesus but an expression of the theological confession of the 

author. The quest for the historical Jesus, therefore, would have to go beyond the written material to 

earlier oral sources which could be identified and isolated in the existing written sources.  

InfluencedbyGunkel‘sformcriticalinvestigationoforaltraditionsandoralfeaturesofGenesisandthe

Psalms, three NT critics working independently at the end of World War I arrived at similar results. K. L. 

Schmidt concluded that the gospels were frameworks upon which smaller, independent units of oral 

tradition were hung. Martin Dibelius believed the individual units of oral tradition were shaped in accord 

with the practical needs of early Christian preaching. Rudolf Bultmann saw the origin and development of 

the units of traditions as related to more specific church concerns—worship, catechesis, paranesis.  

All agreed that the earliest memories of Jesus (his sayings and stories about him) were circulated by 

word of mouth. The earliest identifiable witnesses of the words and deeds of Jesus had already come to 

confess him as Lord and Christ. As the stories about Jesus were circulated, they were shaped into forms 

according to principles of oral communication—miracle stories, parables, etc. As these stories were told 

and retold they took on additional details and emphases, and new stories were created to meet the ongoing 

needs of the believing community. The intent of the form critic was to find the Sitz im Leben, the 

―situationinlife‖wheresuchoralformsoriginatedanddeveloped.Althoughsomeoftheearliestoral

units were thought to go back to Jesus himself, many of the traditional forms were created and shaped by 

the community itself. The evangelists were viewed by the form critics primarily as collectors or editors of 

these traditional units. The gospels were like a string of beads—a loose collection and arrangement of 

traditional data which bore little relation to the actual history of Jesus.  

In more recent times, form criticism has been applied to other sections of the NT. Here, however, 

research has been directed toward literary forms, so that form criticism becomes an aspect of literary 

criticism. In analyzing the Pauline letters, Robert Funk, Nils Dahl, and their students attended to the form 

and structure of the epistle as a literary genre. Study of the common papyrus letters of the Hellenistic 

period exhibited a variety of types of epistles (e.g., the letter of introduction)—epistles composed 

according to patterns prescribed by literary handbooks.  

Like these letters, the epistles of Paul largely conform to the Greco-Roman conventions of letter writing. 

In structure, they follow the order:salutation, opening thanksgiving, paranetic sections, and closing. 

Within the letters conventional formulae, for example, expressions of exhortation, can be detected. Some 

scholars have analyzed the NT epistles according to the rubrics of classical rhetoric. H. D. Betz, for 

instance,identifiesGalatiansasan―apologeticletter‖(letterofdefense)whichdisplaystherhetorical

patterns of a courtroom defense (Betz Galations HermeneiaA.Hermeneia).  



3. Tradition Criticism. Form criticism has been supplemented by tradition criticism or, as it is 

sometimes called, the history of the transmission of traditions. This type of criticism also considers 

literary expressions of tradition. Its intent is to analyze the origin and development of units of tradition 

which are cited within the literature of the NT. For example, Paul presents hymns (Phil 2:6–11), 

confessions (1 Cor 8:6), and liturgical formulae (1 Cor 11:23–25) which were recited in the pre-Pauline 

churches. Attention is given to the way NT authors, Paul, for example, use and adapt the traditional 

material to their own purposes. Some scholars (e.g., J. M. Robinson, H. Koester) trace the course of a unit 

of tradition as a trajectory moving from its origin through various stages of writing to its final redaction.  

4. Concern with Orality. Oral tradition has recently been studied in the light of research applied to oral 

culture and folklore. From this perspective, the transition from oral to written tradition is seen as a 

movement not of continuity (as the form critics supposed) but of discontinuity. Oral communication, it is 

observed, is different from written, since speaking involves presence and immediacy. Written 

communication, on the other hand, is external, abstract, objective. In applying their method to the study of 

the gospels, advocates of this theory of orality (e.g., Werner Kelber) note that Jesus taught orally and was 

heard by a rural, nonliterary people. When oral tradition is put into writing, a fundamental distortion 

results. As Paul says,―Theletterkills.‖ 

5. Sociological Interpretation. This modern approach picks up the form critical concern with the Sitz 

im Leben and subjects it to sociological analysis. Sociological interpretation makes use of various 

methods of the social sciences, especially sociology and cultural anthropology. The method was 

anticipatedintheearly20thcenturybymembersofthe―Chicagoschool,‖particularlyS.J.CaseandS.

Matthews, and in Germany by A. Deissmann.  

Critical of a narrow theological reading of the NT, the sociological interpreters note that the early 

Christians were not university-trained theologians, but ordinary people who lived in families and religious 

communities. The Hellenistic society in which they participated was largely urban (Meeks) and marked 

bysocialandeconomicstratification.G.TheissenarguesthattheschismsattheLord‘sSupperinCorinth

represent economic and social classes in the Church, not factions debating the nature of the eucharist.  

Sociological interpretation has two main approaches:the descriptive and the theoretical. According to 

the descriptive approach, scholars study the customs and institutions of Hellenistic society and detect 

parallels in the NT. For example, they investigate the status and function of the slave in the Greco-Roman 

world,andaskhowthisinformationilluminatesPaul‘smetaphoricaluseoftheterm―slave.‖Accordingto

the theoretical approach, scholars make use of models which sociological thinkers have devised. For 

example, they ask what Weber‘sanalysisofthe―charismaticleader‖revealsaboutPaul‘sstyleof

leadership.  

Especially popular with biblical interpreters is the perspective of the sociology of knowledge. This 

approach asks how the people of the NT period perceived the social reality in which they lived, that is, 

their―socialworld.‖Moreover,themoderninterpretersalsoshareasocialworld—a perception of reality 

which determines their own understanding of the NT and its social context. Interpretation of the NT 

requires modern interpreters to move from their own social world into that of the ancient people whom 

they are trying to understand.  

D. Literary Criticism  

In contrast to methods which ape primarily concerned with history, literary criticism focuses on the 

written text. Historical methods are sometimes involved, however, since the NT is an example of ancient 

literature, and the interpretation of the NT has a history. Early works in literary criticism dealt with 

vocabulary, grammar, style, and rhetorical figures.  

1. Source Criticism. In the 18th century literary criticism was essentially source criticism. Attention 

was directed primarily to the problem of the sources of the Synoptic Gospels. Two main theories 

prevailed:the gospels depended ultimately on lost, primitive sources; or the gospels were somehow 

interdependent. According to the first hypothesis, the lost source(s) consisted of oral tradition, a variety of 

written fragments (Schleiermacher), or a primitive (usually Aramaic) Urgospel (Eichhorn).  



According to the second hypothesis, one of the Synoptics made use of at least one of the others. Various 

possibilities were suggested, but the two most popular solutions advocated either the priority of Matthew 

or the priority of Mark. According to Owen and Griesbach, the earliest gospel was Matthew, and Mark 

usedbothMatthewandLukeinthewritingofhis―shortened‖gospel.Thecountertheoryofthepriorityof

Mark was defended by Wilke and Weisse. Lachmann, who supported this view, also believed Matthew 

and Luke used a lost written source (Q) as well as Mark.  

Theresulting―two-document‖hypothesiswasadvocatedbynotedscholarslikeHoltzmannandbecame

dominant by the beginning of the 20th century. More detailed analysis resulted in a four-document 

hypothesis:besides Mark and Q, Matthew and M and Luke used L (Streeter). Recently, the Griesbach 

hypothesis has been revived and vigorously defended (Farmer), although the majority of scholars continue 

to support Markan priority.  

Source criticism has also been applied to other sections of the NT. In regard to Acts, scholars have 

givenattentiontothe―we-sections‖—sections where the author shifts to the use of first person plural. 

These are sometimes seen to represent a diary source or perhaps a travel itinerary. Other scholars detect 

evidence of sources related to important early Christian centers, for instance, an Antioch source. Source 

criticism in regard to the epistles frequently deals with the problem of integrity. 2 Corinthians, for 

example, is thought to be a composite of two, or perhaps as many as six, fragments of epistles. The 

literary dependence of 2 Peter on the epistle of Jude is widely recognized.  

2. Redaction Criticism. Assuming the results of form, tradition, and source criticism, redaction 

criticismisconcernedwiththefinalcomposition;itissometimescalled―compositioncriticism.‖Thus,

redaction criticism is a type of literary criticism which employs the findings of historical criticism. 

Assuming form critical results, it asks how Mark used the oral tradition he had received. Assuming the 

results of source criticism, it asks how later gospels employed earlier gospels. The method was anticipated 

by F. C. Baur, who noted the Tendenz, the theological tendency, which was revealed in the work of a 

particular NT author. Similarly, Wrede noted that Mark did not simply use his sources to produce a 

historical record, but employed them in service of a theological expression.  

Three scholars working independently developed the method. Willi Marxsen coined the name 

Redaktionsgeschichte (1954). He believed Mark adapted his sources to the situation of the Church in 66 

C.E., and used them in support of the expectation of the imminent parousia of Christ. G. Bornkamm 

investigatedMatthew‘suseofMarkand concluded that Matthew shaped the tradition to present his own 

christology and ecclesiology. H. Conzelmann believed Luke presented and arranged the traditional 

material so as to depict a history of salvation consisting of three periods: the era of Israel, the time of 

Jesus, and the period of the Church.  

Redaction criticism directed attention from the small units of tradition to the finished literary product. 

As a result, the role of the Church in the formulation of the tradition was reduced, and the work of the 

gospel writers as literary authors and theologians was enhanced.  

3. Genre Criticism. Closely related to form and redaction criticism, genre criticism is the study of 

literary genre, that is, the identification and analysis of the literary type or classification to which a 

particular text belongs. Sometimes called Gattungsforschung (genre research) or Gattungsgeschichte 

(genre history), this method studies the form, style, and content of particular types of literature. In general, 

the method involves the classification of biblical material in relation to types of literature represented in 

Hellenistic writings. The method assumes that the classification of a document provides a key to its 

interpretation. For instance, the recognition that Paul wrote specific letters to particular situations, rather 

than general epistles, is crucial to interpreting his writings.  

In NT research, genre criticism has been most active in the study of the gospels. The fundamental 

question is:to what genre do the gospels belong? Although some scholars believe the gospel was a new 

genre created by the early Christians (see GOSPEL GENRE), others find a parallel in the Hellenistic 

ARETALOGY—the account of the mighty deeds of a heroic miracle worker or divine man. A document 

like Q, which consists almost wholly of teachings, is often classified as belonging to a genre of literature 

calledthe―SayingsoftheSages‖(J.M.RobinsonandH.Koester).  



Acts is widely recognized as an example of Hellenistic historical writing, evidenced, for example, by 

theauthor‘sconventionaluseofaprefaceandspeeches.However,Actsalsodisplaysparallelswiththe

Hellenistic romance, with its fondness for travel narratives involving narrow escapes, like the account of 

Paul‘sshipwreck. 

In studying Revelation, critics give attention to the genre of the apocalypse. This type of literature, 

popular in the period of the NT, is marked by typical features:the disclosure of future events by a 

mediator to a seer (usually the pseudonymous author) who is often taken on a heavenly journey and 

shown cosmic visions—all presented in symbolic form (cf. Mark 13). According to some recent 

scholarship, Revelation should be classified as belonging to the genre of the letter or epistle.  

4. The New Literary Criticism. This sort of criticism attempts to view the NT exclusively as literature. 

It represents a revolt against the traditional historical critical method. For the old method, the concern was 

to reconstruct the history in which the text was written and to discern the meaning the text had in that 

historical situation. For the new criticism, the text is not to be used as a device for historical or theological 

reconstruction; the text itself is the sole object of investigation. Once a text has been written, it has a life 

of its own, independent of its original setting. Thus the text is autonomous; it has its own meaning; it must 

be interpreted exclusively on its own terms. The original intention of the author, so dear to the historical 

critics, is for the new criticism unimportant. A Pauline epistle, for instance, may convey meaning which 

Paul did not intend.  

Thecritic,therefore,isconcernedwithwhatiscalledthe―world‖ofthetext.Bythisterm,thenew

criticism means the perception of reality which the text assumes. A fable, for example, may assume a 

world in which animals talk. Whether or not the world of the text corresponds to the actual world in 

which the author lived, or the world in which the interpreter works, is of no moment. According to a 

favorite metaphor, the text should not be seen as a window which reveals something outside. That is, the 

text should not be viewed as a means for describing something else, for instance, history or doctrine. 

Instead, the text must be seen as a mirror which has its meaning locked in. That is, the interpreter must be 

concerned exclusively with the meaning which is held within the text itself.  

Like the older historical critics, the new literary critics believe the Bible is to be understood by the same 

methods which are used for other literature. They study the text as a whole, and thus are concerned with 

genre. Consequently, the new criticism has certain affinities with genre criticism, though its concerns are 

broader. The new critics also analyze style and literary forms within the text—sentence structure, 

metaphor, etc. Attention is especially given to the function that the various literary techniques perform 

within the pattern of the whole literary document. From the perspective of the new criticism, a book like 

Revelation can be viewed as a work of art—a dramatic presentation, using liturgical and symbolic forms 

of expression.  

5. Rhetorical Criticism. This method is closely related to the new literary criticism. Its origin can be 

traced to a lecture by James Muilenberg (1968) calling for an approach which would go beyond form 

criticism. Rather than restricting research to the small units of tradition, rhetorical criticism looks at the 

work as a whole, the final literary product. In distinction from the new criticism, rhetorical criticism is 

concerned (as is redaction criticism) with the personal aspectsoftheauthor‘sthought.Moreover,

rhetorical criticism is concerned with the context, including those concepts which writer and reader share. 

Thus, it is interested in the social and cultural relationship between author and reader. The rhetorical 

techniquesandarrangementsareanalyzedintermsoftheirfunctionintheauthor‘sargument.For

example, when H. D. Betz (Galations Hermeneia), following classical rhetoric, classifies Galatians as an 

―apologeticletter,‖heinterpretsPaul‘saccountof his call, the Jerusalem conference, and the events of 

Antioch (1:12–2:14)as―narratio‖—the statement of facts upon which the whole defense is to be built.  

6. Narrative Criticism. Like the new criticism and rhetorical criticism, narrative criticism is opposed to 

the historicizing and theologizing of the text. In particular, it intends to restore the narrative features of the 

Bible. The narrative elements of the gospels and Acts are obvious, yet historical critics have been inclined 

to sacrifice narrative in the quest for the historical Jesus or in the effort to reconstruct the history of the 

early Church. Instead, these narratives must be seen as story, with plot, characters, and outcome.  



Narrative criticism, however, involves a broader meaning. For some scholars, narrative is a fundamental 

category of human existence; it has ontological significance. People live in a narrative world, that is, they 

have a perception of their participation in reality which is story-like. The overarching vision of reality can 

be described as a symbolic universe—a concept which gives meaning to the smaller stories in which all 

persons participate.  

This larger meaning indicates that narrative criticism is important for nonnarrative or discursive texts. 

ThelettersofPaul,forexample,assumeanarrativesubstructure,thatis,Paul‘sreligiousperceptionis

informed by a sacred story—thestoryofGod‘sactionwithpeoplewhichreachesitsclimaxinthestory of 

Jesus (R. Hays). When Paul writes to address the particular problems of churches, he gives expression to 

this basic narrative. Paul has a story himself, and the relation of this story to the larger story provides his 

personal meaning. Each of his letters has a story—aplotwhichinvolvesPaul‘spreviousrelationtothe

recipientsoftheletter,theexpectedreceptionoftheletter,andthereaders‘response. 

Narrative criticism does not ignore the importance of historical events. The narrative substructure 

presupposesthelifeofJesus,andPaul‘sstoryisrelatedtohisownhistoricalexperience.Thestoryof

each letter is related to a chronological sequence of events, though the poetic sequence by which Paul tells 

the story within the epistle may be different. Indeed, history is story-like. The writing of history is not the 

exact reiteration of the past but a process which involves selection, plotting, and interpretation. History is 

story.  

7. Reader Response Criticism. Closely allied to narrative criticism is reader response criticism. See 

also READER RESPONSE THEORY. This kind of criticism focuses on the role of the reader. The 

reader, from this perspective, must be differentiated from the critic. The critic reads a text out of the 

tradition of criticism and views the text as an object for critical analysis. The reader, like a child listening 

to a story or a person captivated by a novel, is the servant of the text.  

Reader response criticism moves beyond these observations to more sophisticated methodology. For 

instance, it draws a distinction between the real reader and the implied reader. The real reader is the flesh-

and-blood person who actually reads a text; the implied reader is the reader the author images when 

writing the text. Similarly, there is a real author (the actual writer) and the implied author (the writer the 

reader images when reading the text). In the process of reading, the real reader is manipulated by the 

implied author to react as, and become, the implied (or ideal) reader. Other participants are envisaged, 

such as the omniscient narrator, that is, the teller of the story who, in the imagination of the reader, knows 

everything.  

Reader response criticism notes that reading is temporal and linear. Reading is not static but moves 

through the text in a sequence of time. This temporal, sequential process involves anticipation, reflection, 

and dialogue. The writer of the text uses devices like repetition for the education of the reader. Thus 

doublets in a text (for example, the two accounts of miraculous feeding in Matthew) create anticipation 

and encourage assent. At the same time, minor changes in the second account alert the reader to additional 

meanings. This temporal and linear quality of reading displays a similarity to oral communication. Just as 

a participant in a conversation follows a line of discussion through a sequence of time, so a reader follows 

the words and sentences of a text though an ongoing temporal process.  

8. Structuralism. Like the new criticism, structuralism is not primarily interested in history or theology 

communicated through the text. The object of research is the deep structures which are encoded within the 

text itself. The concern is with the linguistic structure of the text, not with message the language conveys. 

According to structuralists, there is no salvation outside the text.  

Structuralism is a method of understanding which involves a combination of linguistic theory and 

anthropological research (Claude Lévi-Strauss). According to the structuralists, human reality is marked 

by deep structures, that is, unconscious mythic patterns of meaning which have ontological significance. 

Structuralism believes the human brain operates according to certain structures and these structures 

correspond to reality. These deep structures are encoded in texts, and the task of structural exegesis is the 

decoding of texts, the disclosing of the structures. In the main, the structures are binary or dichotomous—

contrasting opposites, like life and death.  



In the study of literature, structuralism gives attention to the synchronic as well as the diachronic 

dimensions of the text. The diachronic can be seen as a linear, temporal sequence, while the synchronic 

structures are vertical, the structures beneath the surface which are present at any moment in the sequence. 

Like a musical score, texts have both melody (diachronic progression) and harmony (synchronic pattern). 

These synchronic patterns constitute paradigms of meaning—universal forms of expression which 

provoke understanding at the deepest level. The structuralists are much concerned with the significance of 

language (not mere speech) which involves a system of signs (semiotics), that is, patterns of words and 

sentences which constitute a whole linguistic expression. Applied to narratives, structural exegesis is 

concerned with narrative structures. The parable of the Good Samaritan, for example, assumes a structure 

which has such features as an actor or sender (the Samaritan), a recipient (the wounded man), opponents 

(the robbers), helpers (the innkeeper).  

9. Canonical Criticism. Assuming the results of form and redaction criticism, canonical criticism is 

concerned primarily with the text in its final form. Emphasis is placed on the function of the canon as 

Scripture in the ongoing community of faith. Like literary criticism, canonical criticism is critical of 

traditionalhistoricalcriticism‘shistoricizingoftheBible. 

Thetitle―canonicalcriticism‖wascoinedbyJ. A. Sanders. According to Sanders, canonical criticism 

has two main interests:the canonical process, and canonical hermeneutics. The canonical process is the 

history of the writing and selection of canonical books. The entire process, from oral tradition through 

writing, editing, and collecting, takes place in the context of the believing community. Study of this 

process displays both stability (setting boundaries to canonicity) and flexibility (plurality within the 

canonical boundaries). Throughout the process, the community of faith functions at every stage. What 

earlier tradition thought to be canonical may be found to be canonical by later tradition for different 

reasons.  

Canonical hermeneutic involves the investigation of how canonical texts are interpreted in the ongoing 

development of the tradition. This hermeneutic observes the way older traditions are adapted to new 

situations. According to Sanders, canonical hermeneutic is theocentric. The Bible is a monotheizing 

literaturewhichwitnessestoGod‘s action as creator and redeemer working through human sinfulness.  

BrevardChildsdislikesthephrase―canonicalcriticism,‖sinceitappearstopresentamethodalongside

other types of criticism. For him, recognition of the centrality of the canon is the essential approach to 

understanding Scripture. The development of the canon is not a postapostolic achievement; canonicity 

(the concern with the norm of the gospel) is implicit in the production of the NT from its earliest (oral) 

beginning. However, the meaning of the NT at the time of its historical origin does not have theological 

priority, for the canon functions theologically as witness to Christ as Lord, as revelation, throughout the 

history of the Church. By implication, the Bible can only be fully understood within the community of 

faith.  

E. Concluding Implications  

Looking back over this methodological variety, one may wonder what methods are most appropriate. 

Many contemporary interpreters adopt an eclectic method. Norman Petersen, for example, employs a 

creative synthesis of social, literary, and narrative criticism in a way which informs the historical aspects 

of the text. The choice of method(s) can best be made in response to the questions which the interpreters 

bring. If they are primarily concerned with the history which the text describes, they will use methods 

effective for reconstructing history. If they are primarily concerned with the literary significance of the 

text, they will use methods effective for literary analysis. This survey suggests that the Enlightenment 

model of historical criticism has become increasingly problematic. The variety of critical proposals 

indicates a current quest for a new paradigm which has yet to be realized.  
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WILLIAM BAIRD  

BIBLICAL SCHOLARSHIP, JAPANESE. This entry consists of two articles surveying 

scholarship on the OT and NT in Japan.  

OT SCHOLARSHIP  

A. The Dawn  

The period from the late 19th century to 1910 was a time of pioneering work as well as of frustration for 

Japanese biblical scholars. At least two pioneers earned Ph.D. degrees, but the circumstances did not 

allow them to continue study in Japan. The only exception was Y. Sacon (1865–1944). Having studied the 

biblical languages in 1890–1906, he developed a translation of the Bible from the original languages and 

published his works from 1905 through 1942. Other works in this period included introductions to the 

OT, OT theology, and a translation of the Apocrypha. With a gifted, strong personality, K. Uchimura 

(1861–1930) made clear the essential meaning of the Bible through his expositions at his own Non-

Church Bible Study group and through a journal. Uchimura not only influenced intellectuals, but he also 

produced quite a few biblical scholars who in time emerged as leaders.  

B. The Formative Period (1920–45)  

As early as 1899, the new impact of the Tübingen school of academic OT study was felt in Japan, and 

the German style of OT analysis gradually prevailed over the Anglo-Saxon type. Having studied the 

―scienceofreligion‖andOTstudiesinBerlin and Leipzig, T. Ishibashi (1886–1947) published an 

introduction to the OT (1922) and a history of Israelite religion and culture (1923). Against the 

background of dialectical theology, Z. Watanabe (1885–1978), who had been an advocate of the critical 

study of the OT history and literature based on the theories of Wellhausen, after studying at the Pacific 

School of Religion, Berkeley, California, in the early twenties, began seriously to reconsider the 

relationship between historical-critical study of the Bible as literature and the canonical claim of the Bible 

as the word of God in the Church. He had a unique methodology of biblical interpretation which 

eventually culminated in his trilogy entitled The Doctrine of the Scriptures (1949–63). Watanabe first 

maintained that a sharp distinction should be made between a historical-critical or genetic study of the 

Bible—how the text developed—and a canonical or holistic study of the Bible—what the text is. He also 

insisted that an appropriate methodology should be established in accordance with the nature of the Bible 

as canon, as long as one reads the Bible as the rule of faith and life and not as historical books. 



Furthermore, he held that the concept of Gestalt or configuration can be adapted from phenomenology to 

canonical interpretation only at the place where the canonicity of the Bible is acknowledged and where 

one participates in the faith of the historical Church that created the Bible as canon. For him, canonical 

interpretation should pay due regard to the very location of the books of the Bible within the canon.  

In this period, K. Baba (1892–1985) edited the first dictionary of the Bible (1934) and later assumed the 

editorship of a concordance (1959) and a new dictionary of the Bible (1971). More specific studies were 

done by several scholars. Y. H. Sacon (1906– ) was the first to engage in Palestinian field archaeology 

under W. F. Albright in 1935–36. Having studied in Scotland and Germany, J. Asano (1899–1981) had a 

keen interest in OT thought and its relevance to Japanese culture and society. The Society for OT Study in 

Japan was formed in this period (1933).  

C. The Period of Establishment and Development  

After returning to Japan in 1945 from his study in Germany (1935–45), M. Sekine (1912– ) broke fresh 

ground in OT study by introducing the German Alt-Noth-Von Rad school of OT analysis to Japan. With 

hisacuteinterestinM.Weber‘ssociologyofreligion,hisgiftedintellect,hiscompetentknowledgeof

jurisprudence and philosophy, and his broad and keen interest in new scholarly developments in the 

world, M. Sekine is now building his own unique outlook on the OT. His approach can be designated 

eitheras―intellectualhistory‖orasthe―sociologyofliterature.‖Sekineseekstodevelopasynthesis of 

synchronic-literary and diachronic-sociohistorical levels with the aid of such scientific tools as philology, 

literary studies, sociology, and philosophical-ideological studies.  

Along with several other colleagues, Sekine founded the Japan Biblical Institute in 1950 and has been 

its foremost representative. He is an editor of AJBI, which publishes in European languages. K. Nakazawa 

(1915– ) has published solid and detailed studies on the Suffering Servant (1954) and Second Isaiah 

(1962).  

The internationalization of Japanese scholarship may be seen in the papers read at the International 

Society meetings, in increasing number of contributions to international journals, Festschriften, and 

dictionaries, as well as in the books published by A. Tsukimoto. F. Kohata, and S. Sekine. Participation in 

the international meeting of the Society led to a collection of articles (Ishida, ed. 1982).  

On Akkadian and Mesopotamian studies, J. Kikuchi, I. Nakada, A. Tsukimoto, and K. Watanabe are 

active in international circles. For Ugaritic and Hebrew linguistics, D. T. Tsumura is the most noted and 

productive. In the historical field, both Y. Ikeda and T. Ishida are noted in the scholarly world. In literary 

studies, K. K. Sacon and Y. Suzuki are to be noted. The former is developing his own method of literary 

structural analysis. In the intellectual-historical fields, K. Namiki is producing results comparable with 

those of M. Sekine. In the historical-theological field, K. Kida is to be mentioned. In 1987, the New 

Common Bible, a cooperative of Catholics and Protestants, appeared; K. Kida, Sacon, M. Ohta, K. K. 

Dacon, M. Takahashi, and M. Wada were heavily involved in this project.  
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KIYOSHI K. SACON  

NT SCHOLARSHIP  

A. Prewar Developments  

In 1873 the Meiji government removed the public notices proscribing Christianity. A little more than a 

decade later, the Japan Bible Society published the first complete Japanese translation of the Bible (1887). 

This was called the motoyaku (―originaltranslation‖),andanamendedtranslationoftheNT,issuedin

1917, was called the kaiyaku (―revisedtranslation‖).(Thesecondcompletetranslation appeared in 1954 

as the kōgoyaku [―colloquialtranslation‖],andathird,theShin Kyōdōyaku Seisho [New 

Interconfessional Translation of the Bible], was published in 1987.) A full-scale Bible dictionary, the 

Seisho Daijiten, was published in 1934 (a revised version appeared in 1971). In 1941, K. Kurosaki 

produced a NT concordance listing Gk terms with references to the revised NT translation of 1917 (a 

complete concordance to the Bible appeared in 1959, keyed to the colloquial translation of 1954).  

Although they were not NT specialists, several people played important roles in shaping NT biblical 

scholarship in Japan. Among these were E. Kashiwai, author of Kirisutokyō Shi (History of Christianity 

[1914]; K. Ishiwara, whose 1934 Kirisutokyō Shi was revised and reissued in 1972 in two separate 

volumes; K. Sano, author of Shito Pauro no Shinpishugi (The Mysticism of the Apostle Paul [1935]); and 

S. Hatano, author of Genshi Kirisutokyō (Primitive Christianity [1965]).  

Following them came trained NT scholars like T. Matsumoto, K. Tominomori. S. Murata, and others 

who introduced historical and theological studies from the West to seminaries and theological colleges in 

Japan. Not least among these early scholars was S. Yamaya, the first person whose works ranged over 

almost the whole field of NT studies. Among his works are an introduction to the NT, a two-volume study 

of the origin of Christianity, a book on NT theology, and five volumes of translations and commentaries 

on the Pauline epistles. Also, the influence of Y. Kumano on the Japanese church and its theology has 

been enormous. Though his primary interest lay in systematic theology, he was an outstanding theological 

exegete of biblical texts, playing a role in Japan comparable to that of Karl Barth in Europe.  

B. Postwar Developments  

World War II prevented Japanese NT scholars from keeping up with developments in NT studies in the 

West, but afterward a number of specialists worked diligently to make up for this lost interaction. 

Individuals who helped bring Japanese NT studies up to date include I. Takayanagi, author of Fukuinsho 

Gairon (Introduction to the Gospels [1951]) and Iesuden Kenkyū (A Life-of-Jesus Study [1951]), M. 

Takemori, author of Shinyaku Seisho Tsūron (Introduction to the NT [1958]) and editor of Iesuden 

Kenkyū wo Megutte (Life-of-Jesus Research [1970]), J. Matsuki, author of Rōmabito e no Tegami, 

Honyaku to Shakugi (The Letter to the Romans:Translation and Exegesis [1966]) and Shinyaku Shingaku 

I (NT Theology I [1972], and G. Maeda, author of Shinyaku Seisho Gaisetsu (Introduction to the NT 

[1956]).  



Inthe1950sand‘60s,NTscholarstranslatedtheworksofmanyWesternscholarsintoJapanese,

especially in the area of life-of-Jesus research (e.g., the works of Bultmann, Dibelius, Stauffer, Jeremias, 

Cullman, Dodd, Hunter, both Mansons, Taylor, and others). The scholarly distinction between the 

historical Jesus and Christ of the kerygma became an issue of great importance to the churches, for unless 

they clung to the historical revelation they would lose not only their Christian identity but also the 

necessity for mission—an easy temptation in a land where Shinto, Buddhism, and Confucianism have 

helped to shape a cultured and moral society. In the 1960s, Japanese NT scholars took special interest in 

redaction criticism, sociological approaches, and neo-literary criticism, methods which led to a number of 

originalapproachestothestudyofthegospelsandtheirtraditions.Inthe1970sand‘80s,theworksof

Käsemann, Bornkamm, Conzelmann, Marxsen, Brown, Strecker, Stuhlmacher, Betz, Trocmé, Theissen, 

Hengel, Martyn, and others also appeared in Japanese.  

The same period saw the beginning of a number of original studies by Japanese NT scholars. Among 

suchstudiesareT.Hirano‘sIesu to Kami no Kuni (Jesus and the Kingdom of God [1971]) and Y. 

Magaki‘sYokane Fukuinsho no Kirisutoron (The Christology of the Fourth Gospel [1984]. These works, 

thoughpublishedafterthe1950sand‘60s,reflectthescholarlyconcernsandmethodsofthoseyears. 

A Japanese synopsis of the first three gospels, the Fukuinsho Idō Ichiran (1951), was prepared by T. 

Tsukamoto, based on his own translation of the Gk texts. A revised edition, a colloquial version of 

Tsukamoto‘stranslation,waspublishedbyhisstudentY. Hirasawa in 1983.  

In connection with NT Greek, T. Kanda wrote an excellent grammar, the Shinyaku Seisho Girishiago 

Nyūmon, published in 1956. This has become the new standard, taking the place of the handy but 

elementary NT Greek grammars produced at an earlier stage. A full-scale NT Greek dictionary has yet to 

appear, though there are several concise ones.  

T. Hirunuma has been a leader in the field of textual criticism, publishing a monthly journal, Studia 

Textus Novi Testamenti, since September 1966. His recent book, Shinyaku Honmon Gakushi (History of 

NT Textual Criticism [1987]), gives a good introduction to the field, and an earlier book, Shinyaku Seiten 

no Purosesu (The Process of Formation of the NT Canon [1972]), provides a brief history of how the NT 

writings were collected and raises some problems with regard to canonization. In the recently published 

Shinyaku Seisho Seiten no Seiritsu (The Shaping of the NT Canon [1988]), seven scholars from the fields 

of NT studies and church history teamed up to describe the process of NT canonization from the days of 

the earliest church to the period of the church councils. S. Kawashima wrote on the NT; T. Aono on the 

Apostolic Fathers; S. Arai on the gnostic interpretation of biblical writings; Y. Itani on Marcion and 

Paulinism;T.ŌnukionJustinMartyr,Tatian,Irenaeus,andTertullian;N.Miyatanioncanonizationinthe

Western church; and T. Mikoda on canonization in the Eastern church and the decisions of the church 

councils.  

During the last two decades, some excellent commentaries have appeared, striving to match the standard 

set by publications like HNT and NIGTC. A. Satake published a commentary on Philippians in 1969, 

another on Galatians in 1974, and his two-volume commentary on Revelation in 1978–89. K. Tagawa 

issued the first volume of a controversial commentary on Mark in 1972, and S. Arai the first volume of 

hiscommentaryonActsin1977.M.Yamauchi‘scommentaryonPhilippians(1987)hasalsobeenwell

received.  

C. The Current Situation  

Recent work in the field of gospel studies has focused particularly on redaction criticism. For example, 

A.Ogawa‘sMatai, (astudyofMatthew‘stheology(1984),isasuperbexampleoftheapplicationof

redaction criticism to Matthew. An earlier popular edition of this work, entitled Kyūyaku no Kanseisha 

Iesu (Jesus the Fulfiller of the Old Covenant [1983]), was published as the first volume of a redaction 

criticismseriesonthefourgospels.TheothersincludeS.Kawashima‘sredactioncriticalstudyofMark, 

entitled Jūjika e no Michi Iesu (Jesus on the Way to the Cross [1984]);M.Miyoshi‘sstudyofLuke,

Tabizora ni Ayuma Iesu (Jesus‘ Lonely Journey [1984]);andT.Ōnuki‘sstudyofJohn,Yo no Hikari Iesu 

(Jesus the Light of the World [1984]). To this seriesafifthvolumewasadded,S.Arai‘sstudyofthe

gospel of Thomas, Kakusareta Iesu (The Hidden Jesus [1984]). Miyoshi, mentioned above, has produced 



a number of excellent studies of the Synoptic Gospels, several of which are contained in his Chiisaki 

Mono no Tomo Iesu (Jesus the Friend of the Least of These [1987]).  

With regard to Johannine studies, there are on the one hand scholars like Y. Ibuki, who is interested in a 

philosophical and hermeneutical interpretation of the Fourth Gospel. On the other, there are those like K. 

Matsunaga and K. Tsuchido, who are interested in applying redaction criticism methods to this gospel. 

Matsunaga made use of redaction criticism methods in his recently published Hitorigo naru Kami Iesu 

(Jesus the Monogenēs Theós [1987])andiscurrentlywritingacommentaryonJohn‘sgospel.H.Kayama

has recently published a redaction criticism study of Acts, entitled Shito Gyōden no Rekishi to Bungaku 

(History and Literature of the Acts of the Apostles [1986]).  

Unfortunately, in comparison with gospel studies, there has not been much published recently in the 

area of Pauline studies. A. Satake, who made his debut in NT studies with a book on Revelation, has 

published a substantial work called Shito Pauro, Dendō ni Kaketa Shōgai (The Apostle Paul:A Life 

Committed to Evangelism [1981]).SomeofhisarticlesonPaulandPaul‘swritingsmaybefoundinhis

Shinyaku Seisho no Shomondai (NT Issues [1977]). S. Matsunaga published Karada to Rinri (Body and 

Ethics [1976]), a study of the ―bodyconceptinthePaulineletters,andT.Aonohaswrittenanumberof

recentarticlesdealingwithPaul‘stheology. 

With regard to other fields of research, A. Kawamura is noteworthy for his ongoing contributions to the 

study of the letter to the Hebrews,andM.Yamauchi‘smonographFukkatsu, sono Denshō to Kaishaku no 

Kanōsei (The Resurrection: Its Traditions and the Possibility of Interpreting the Event [1979]) is a work 

of considerable importance. In the field of NT history, G. Hata, taking over where H. Niimi left off, has 

finished translating the complete works of Josephus. These have been published in 20 volumes under the 

general title Yosefusu Zenshū (1975–84).HataisnowworkingonEusebius‘Historia Ecclesiastica and 

has published three volumes to date (1986, 1987, 1988). Together with L. H. Feldman, Hata is coeditor of 

a four-volume bilingual Josephus-research series:Josephus and the Jewish War, Josephus and 

Christianity, and Josephus-Hellenism-Hebraism, vols. 1 and 2. All four volumes appeared in English, and 

the first two were published in Japanese in 1985. With Feldman, Hata is also coeditor of Josephus, 

Judaism, and Christianity (1987), the Japanese version of which is now in preparation.  

Two academic associations should be mentioned. The Japan Biblical Institute was founded immediately 

after World War II. Its Annual has been published regularly in Japanese since 1962 and in a separate 

English-German version since 1975. Members of the Japan Biblical Institute translated the Dead Sea 

Scrolls into Japanese under the title Shikai Bunshō (1963), and the OT and NT noncanonical writings into 

Japanese in a 9-volume series called Seisho Gaiten Giten (Biblical Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha 

[1975–82]). The Japan Society of New Testament Studies has published its own annual journal, the 

Shinyakugaku Kenkyū, since 1973.  

Perhaps the most significant issue confronting NT scholars in Japan today is the christological question. 

In the main, four views compete for attention. K. Tagawa, in his book Genshi Kirisutokyōshi no Ichi 

Danmen:Fukuinsho no Seiritsu (One Aspect of the History of Early Christianity:The Rise of ―Gospel‖ 

Literature [1967]), applied redaction criticism to the gospel of Mark and demonstrated a radical approach 

to the reconstruction of the historical Jesus. In his view, the Jesus of Mark 1–13 (following Trocmé, he 

sees these chapters as the original Mark) is a mere man, but a man who befriended the oppressed and 

sought to liberate them from every kind of demonic oppression, whether social, political, or religious. 

Angrily opposed to every human authority and establishment, Jesus was basically an anarchist, 

deliberately seeking the destruction of Judaism as a religious system. The disciples, however, 

misunderstood his intentions. At the time Mark wrote, they were forming a new religious establishment, 

this time with Jesus at the center.Markwrotehisgospeltoprotestagainstthis―rereligionization‖of

Jesus.ThetaskofthefollowerofJesustoday,Tagawamaintains,isto―dereligionize‖thelifeanddeath

ofJesus,toliveoutJesus‘anger,todestroyChristianity. 

S. Arai, known for his research on the Nag Hammadi literature, has written two books that relate to the 

gospels: Iesu to sono Jidai (Jesus and His Times [1974] and Iesu Kirisuto (Jesus Christ [1979]. The 

former focuses on the historical Jesus, the latter on the Christ of faith. In both books he applies a 



sociological/existential analysis to the gospel traditions. Like Tagawa, Arai holds that the core of the 

healing miracle traditions is the behavior of Jesus that liberated socially marginal people from social, 

political, and religious oppression. But what he sees in the miracle stories and in the kerygma of the 

―deathandresurrectionofJesusChrist‖isamythologicalexpressionoftheresponsethatJesus‘followers

made to his existential challenge. Jesus himself was a man who loved the oppressed as his neighbors and 

treatedthemwithoutdiscrimination.Heis―savior‖inthesensethathechallengedhisdisciples,and

challenges his followers across the centuries, to experience the self-understanding that comes from living 

with love and fairness in all human relationships. In essence, Jesus calls his followers to existential 

authenticity through social and political commitment. If Christianity offers this same experience today, 

there is no reason to call for its destruction.  

S. Yagi published his Shinyaku Seisho no Seiritsu (The Formation of the NT) in 1963, which divides NT 

thought into three types: (1) Hebraic, a heilsgeschichtlich and eschatological interpretation of the life and 

death of Jesus; (2) Hellenistic-gnostic, a dualistic interpretation; and (3) agape, representing the 

experience of oneness with God. According to Yagi, the agape type, though found in relatively late NT 

strata, is actually closest to the orientation of the historical Jesus since this is preserved in his fragmentary 

sayings or logia. All his activities can be explained by this agape. All NT thought represents, accordingly, 

somedegreeofmodificationoftheagapeexperiencethatformedthesubstanceofJesus‘relationships

with his neighbors and disciples. This agape experience became explicit for them only through the 

experienceoftheresurrection.Consequently,the―religiosity‖thatledtothisexperienceand

interpretation is not peripheral but central. It is noteworthy that Yagi indicates in this book the 

phenomenonofsimilarinterpretationsinotherreligions,particularlyBuddhism.Yagi‘sJesusappears,

therefore, as the bearer of agape to his contemporaries and to those who meet him in the NT. But one 

must distinguish between agape and its bearer. For Yagi, Jesus is neither agape nor its sole bearer. He is 

one bearer of agape among others.  

K.Matsunaga‘sRekishi no Naka no Iesuzō (Jesus in History) appeared in 1987 (fully revised and 

enlarged in 1989). He argues that the uniqueness of ―gospel‖literature,asrevealedbyredactioncriticism,

rests on the fact that each evangelist, while relying on received traditions about the Jesus of the past, 

presents at the same time the Jesus Christ of the present and the Jesus Christ of the future (i.e., in his 

secondcoming).TheportrayalsofJesusineachgospelarecomposed,therefore,ofthese―three-

dimensional‖pictures.Thisthree-dimensional portrayal, he maintains, belongs to the essential nature of 

―gospel‖literatureandderivesfromthe nature of worship in the earliest churches. Through preaching and 

sacrament, the earliest churches not only recalled (anamnesis) the Jesus of the past but also worshipped 

Jesus Christ as the Lord of the present and as the One who is to come. This raison d‘êtreoftheChristian

Church was and is repeated orally in worship and verbally in the gospels. The Jesus traditions took shape 

primarily in relation to this anamnesis and therefore retain a certain amount of historical information. 

Moreover, the overall picture of Jesus attributed to a given evangelist and his milieu by redaction 

criticism could not have been a free invention either of the evangelist or of his faith-community, for it was 

controlled by this anamnesis. So even after the sayings of Jesus and the so-called Jesus traditions have 

been examined critically, Jesus remains unique. He was one who not only proclaimed the coming of the 

kingdom (community) of God but also embodied what it meant for him in his time and place to live the 

kingdom life. The resurrection of Jesus entailed for his followers a religious experience in and through 

which it was revealed to them that the Jesus who had spoken so frequently of the kingdom of God was 

now to be recognized as the one through whose life and death the kingdom had become available. This is 

the Christ the Church is responsible to proclaim. If its language is partly mythological, this is not 

necessarily unfortunate, for myth is the symbolic language humans use when they speak of religious 

reality. Absolute demythologization means absolute dereligionization.  

Aconcise(butdated)listofbibliographicreferencescanbefoundinTomonobuYanagita‘sJapan 

Christian Literature Review (1958).  

KIKUO MATSUNAGA  



BIBLICAL THEOLOGY. See THEOLOGY (BIBLICAL), HISTORY OF.  

BICHRI (PERSON) [Heb bikr   (ִרי  )]. BICHRITES. A Benjaminite of the period of the unitedִבכְּ

monarchy, designated eight times as the father of Sheba, a dissident from the hill country of Ephraim who 

inspired a rebellion against David (2 Sam 20:1–22).ThisconstantreferencetoShebaas―thesonof

Bichri‖mayservetoconnecttheShebauprisingwiththelineof Saul, also a Benjaminite. While Bichri 

seemstobeunderstoodasapersonalname,itisagentilicformation,makingitlikelythatthephrase―son

ofBichri‖refers,nottoanindividual,buttoaclan.Dalglish(IDB 1:437) suggests that this clan should be 

identifiedwithBenjamin‘ssecondson,BECHER (Gen 46:21; 1 Chr 7:6, 8). In v 14 the MT speaks of 

―theBerites‖(habbēr  m; note the use of the definite article identifying a clan rather than an individual) as 

agroupwhichfollowedShebainrevoltagainstDavid.Thisisprobablyamistakefor―theBichrites‖and

is so translated in the RSV. McCarter (2 Samuel AB, 428) suggests that―theBichrites‖(habbikrîm) is the 

correct reading, following LXX
B
. If this is the same group which is everywhere in the chapter related to 

Sheba,then―Bichri‖clearlyreferstoaclanratherthantoaperson.Thiswouldalsoservetoindicatethe

smallscaleofSheba‘sinfluence,asheisonlyabletogathersupportfromhisownclan. 

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  

BIDKAR (PERSON) [Heb bidqar (ַקר  )]. Officer (šāl  š) who accompanies Jehu when he slaysִבדְּ

Joram, king of Israel (2 Kgs 9:25). It is unlikely that a šāl  š was the third man in a chariot, as has been 

conjectured in the past. Where the term is used, it seems to suggest an officer of high rank (2 Kgs 7:2, 17, 

19; 10:25; 15:25). The term may stem from the root šlš (three)toindicatethattheofficerwas―ofthethird

rank.‖BidkarisapersonalnameinspiteoftheSyr,whichtranslatesit―sonofstabbing.‖(SeeGray

Kings OTL; Hobbs 2 Kings WBC.)  
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BIGTHA (PERSON) [Heb bigtā˒ (ָתא   .)]. See MEHUMAN; BIGTHANִבגְּ

BIGTHAN (PERSON) [Heb bigtān (ָתן ָתָנא) ˒), bigtānāִבגְּ  )]. Guardian of the entrance to Kingִבגְּ

Ahasuerus‘privatechambers(Esth 2:21, 6:2) (cf. Herodotus 3.77, 118, 120; Loretz 1967; Rüger 1969). 

With his associate TERESH, he plotted to assassinate Ahasuerus but was exposed by Mordecai (Esth 

2:22–23). Such conspiracies by officials close to the king are well attested, Xerxes I (= Ahasuerus?) 

supposedly having been killed as the result of one (D. S. 11.69.1–2; Ctes. Persika 29).  

Bigthan (gabatha) perhaps renders the Old Iranian name *Bagadāna ―giftofgod,‖anameattestedin

Aramaic papyri from Egypt in the 5th century B.C.E. (CAP no. 17, 1—bgdn; reading uncertain) and in the 

Persepolis Elamite texts (Hallock 1969: no. 1793, 4). For discussion of this name and other proposed 

etymologies, see Grelot (1972:467 sv bgdn); Mayrhofer (1973:§8.192; 8.218); Hinz (1975:54–55); 

Kornfeld (1978:101 sv BGDN). Alternatively, Bigthan may be a form of bigtā˒ (Esth 1:10), which is 

perhaps a short form of the Old Iranian name *Baga-dāta (Hinz 1975:59). This name is attested in long 

form in the Aramaic papyri from Egypt (CAP Nos. 3, 24; 5, 18; 66, 6) and the Persepolis Elamite texts 

(Hallock 1969:672 sv Bakadada), as well as in Akkadian, Demotic, and Greek. The supposed short form 

is attested in the Persepolis Elamite texts (Hallock 1969:nos. 1990, 16; 767, 2). On the name *Baga-dāta, 

―godgiven,‖seeMayrhofer(1973:§8.191;8.192),Hinz(1975:54–55, 59), Kornfeld (1978:101 sv 

BGDT).  
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PETER BEDFORD  

BIGVAI (PERSON) [Heb bigway (ַוי  )]. Etymology uncertain. Noth maintains Persian derivationִבגְּ

(IPN 64). From Elephantine (Papyri 30.1; 32.1), a governor of Judah (410–407 B.C.E.) is named Bagohi 

(Aram bgwhy).  

1. One of the leaders of the group of returnees from Babyonian exile who is listed along with 

Zerubbabel in Ezra 2:2=Neh 7:7=1 Esdr 5:18. One name has apparently been dropped from the Ezra list, 

for those in Nehemiah and 1 Esdras include twelve leaders in what is probably a symbolic representation 

of all Israel throughout the entire postexilic period (Ackroyd Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah TBC, 219; 

Coggins Ezra and Nehemiah CBC, 18). For further discussion, see AKKUB.  

2. Head of a family of Babylonian exiles who are listed as returnees under the leadership of Zerubbabel 

and others (Ezra 2:14=Neh 7:19=1 Esdr 5:14) and later under Ezra (8:14=1 Esdr 8:40). The leader of the 

clan affixed the family name to the covenant document of Nehemiah in Neh 10:17—Eng 10:16. For 

further discussion, see ATER.  

CHANEY R. BERGDALL  

BILDAD (PERSON) [Heb bildad (ַדד )].OneofJob‘sthree―friends‖whohadtraveledtocondoleִבלְּ

with and comfort him (Job 2:11). On his place of origin, see SHUAH. In the literary cycle of debates that 

forms the core of the book of Job, Bildad is consistently the second friend to speak in each round:in chap. 

8 (roundno.1)headdressesthesubjectofGod‘sjustice,concludingthatGodwillnotrejecta―blameless

man‖(v 20; cf. 1:1); and in chap. 18 (roundno.2)hereiteratestheconventionalplatitudethat―thelight

ofthewickedisextinguished‖(vv 5–6;cf.Job‘sresponsein21:17). In chap. 25 Bildad‘sspeechis

surprisingly brief (only 5 verses), leading virtually all scholars to conclude that the present text of Job 

suffers from some dislocations in round no. 3 of the debate. For example, some scholars suggest that 

Job‘swordsin26:5–14 (which echo much of the same imagery in chap. 25)areactuallypartsofBildad‘s

now fragmented third speech. See JOB, BOOK OF.  

Given the Arabian locale and the Neo-Babylonian setting of the book of Job (see UZ), it seems unlikely 

that the name is derived from Amorite *yabil-dāda (Albright 1928) or Nuzi-Akkadian bil-adad < apil-

adad (Speiser 1929). The name Bildad is most probably a qtll-formation. Since no names from the root 

bld are known, either in Aramaic, Canaanite, or epigraphic ancient Arabian, it is possibly a corruption or a 

phonetic variant (due to the frequent r/l interchange) of the name *birdād, attested for Sabaic and among 

the Qedarites in the 7th century B.C. (Knauf 1985:6, n.28).  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

GARY A. HERION  

BILEAM (PLACE) [Heb bil˓ām (ָףם  )]. A levitical town located in the territory of Manasseh (1 Chrִבלְּ

6:70). It is probably a variant form of IBLEAM,andthereforetobeassociatedwithTellBel˓ameh(M.R.

177205).  

BILGAH (PERSON) [Heb bilgâ (ָגה  )] Var. BILGAI. Bilgah appears as a name for an individualִבלְּ

only in 1 Chronicles and Nehemiah. 1 Chronicles identifies a priest Bilgah as a contemporary of David. 

Three priestly Bilgahs appear in Nehemiah. Yet the presence of Bilgah in the reign of David represents an 

anachronism on the part of the Chronicler. Two of the three references in Nehemiah occur in artificial lists 



constructed by the editor of the book (see nos. 2 and 4). Historically, the name seems to represent a 

priestly clan from Judah during the Persian period (see no. 3). Literarily, the name functions to legitimate 

theChronicler‘sportrayalofthehistoryofJudah. 

1. A priest who received the fifteenth position in the priestly order of the temple during the reign of 

David (1 Chr 24:14). Rather than a historical person from the time of David, Bilgah seems to represent a 

priestly family within the Second Temple period that the Chronicler has projected back into the time of 

David as an individual (see no. 3 below). The exact date of the priestly list of 1 Chr 24:1–19, where 

Bilgah appears, remains debated. See GAMUL (PERSON). The stylistic evidence of the list, however, 

seems to link the list to the time of the composition of Chronicles (ca. 385 B.C.E.).  

2. A priest who purportedly returned from exile in Babylon with Zerubbabel (Neh 12:5). The absence of 

Bilgah from the list of Ezra 2 = Neh 7 and the artificial nature of the list of Neh 12:1–7 (Williamson Ezra-

Nehemiah WBC, 359–62) suggest that Bilgah arises in Neh 12:5 as a result of the editorial reworking of 

the Nehemiah Memoir, rather than reflecting a historical person involved in the return. The Chronicler 

further legitimates the priestly structure of his day by including Bilgah in the return with Zerubbabel, and 

thereby involved this priestly family in the golâh community from the resumption of the cult.  

3. The family name of the priest Shammua from the time of Jehoiakim the high priest (ca. 500–450 

B.C.E.; Neh 12:18). The presence of Bilgah as a family name for a priestly group most likely originated in 

an authentic historical source (Williamson Ezra–Nehemia WBC, 358–61). The exact provenance of 

Bilgah remains unknown and conjectural, although he must have lived before 475 B.C.E. His absence from 

authentic lists of returnees in Ezra–Nehemiah suggests that his inclusion in the golâh community occurred 

after the return of the exiles from Babylon. His presence early in this period may indicate that Bilgah 

represents either a priestly clan that remained in Judah throughout the 6th century B.C.E. or a clan that 

begantheirpriestlyfunctionafterthereturn.Ifso,theChronicler‘sanachronisticinclusion of Bilgah in 

other important events of the history of the temple represents the attempt to legitimate the priestly 

structureoftheChronicler‘sera. 

4. A priest who signed a document that forbade intermarriage between Judeans and other ethnic groups, 

ensured the observation of Sabbath, and provided for the maintenance of the temple and its staff (Neh 

10:9—Eng 10:8). While some commentators have thought the signees reflect authentic historical persons 

from the time of Nehemiah (Rudolph Esra und Nehemia HAT, 173–75), the names of Neh 10:2–27—Eng 

10:1–26 seemtorepresent―anartificialliterarycompilation,basedonothermaterialinEzraandNeh‖

(Williamson Ezra–Nehemiah WBC,329).―Bilgah‖functionsanachronisticallyinNehemiah 10 in order 

to emphasize the involvement of all Judah in reforms initiated by Nehemiah, and thereby legitimates 

Nehemiah‘spolicy. 

JOHN W. WRIGHT  

BILGAI (PERSON) [Heb bilgay (ַגי  )]. A postexilic priest and a signatory to the code of Nehemiahִבלְּ

(Neh 10:8). He is identified by some scholars with Bilgah (Heb blgh), who is listed as one of the chief 

priests who returned to Jerusalem with Nehemiah (Neh 12:5, 18; see M. Newman IDB 1:438; 

Brockington Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCBC,179).Ifthisisso,thenBilgai(meaning―cheerfulness‖)may

be a hypocoristic shortening of Bilgah (Brockington NCBC, 179).  

FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT  

BILHAH (PERSON) [Heb bilhâ (ָהה  )]. Handmaid of Rachel and mother of Dan and Naphtali (Genִבלְּ

30:3–8; 1 Chr 7:13). Bilhah was given to Rachel by Laban (Gen 29:29) as a wedding gift. Like Sara some 

years earlier (Gen 16:2), when Rachel discovered her barrenness, she bestowed Bilhah upon her husband 

JacobthatshemightbearchildreninRachel‘splace.Thispracticewascommonandhasbeenverifiedby

the Nuzi documents. There a childless wife gave to her husband a secondary wife who might bear a son, 

who would become the heir and would be regarded as the son of the true wife (Gordon 1940). Since the 

Nuzi texts date from the patriarchal period and represent Hurrian customs, it can be assumed it was not an 

unusual practice for Sara, though quite strange in view of Mosaic law and later practices. For Rachel, 



Bilhah bore Dan and Naphtali (Gen 30:3–8; 35:25; 46:23–25).Later,Reuben,Jacob‘sfirstbornbyLeah,

lay with his stepmother Bilhah (Gen 35:22)andconsequentlylosthisfather‘sblessing(Gen 49:3–4). For 

further discussion, see Speiser Genesis AB, 226–27.  
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JOEL C. SLAYTON  

BILHAH (PLACE) [Heb bilhâ (ָהה  )]. Simeonite town within the Judean Negeb (1 Chr 4:29). Seeִבלְּ

BAALAH #2.  

BILHAN (PERSON) [Heb bilhān (ָהן   .)]. The name of two men in the OTִבלְּ

1. A clan name in the genealogical clan list of Seir the Horite. This person is referred to in Gen 36:27 

(where some mss of the Sam. Pent. have bil˓ān) and in the matching genealogy in 1 Chr 1:42 as the first 

son of the clan chief EZER, and is thus a grandson of Seir. The ending -an on the name Bilhan and that of 

his brothers ZAAVAN and JAAKAN may reflect a tribal or clan designation or a dialectical identifier.  

2. A son of JEDIAEL, and grandson of Benjamin in the genealogical clan list in 1 Chr 7:10. He is the 

father of JEUSH, BENJAMIN, EHUD, CHENAANAH, ZETHAN, TARSHISH, and AHISHAHAR. The 

suggestion has been made, however, that 1 Chr 7:6–11 more properly belongs to the genealogical list of 

Zebulun. In any case, several sources (genealogies and census lists) may have been used to produce this 

passage. For further discussion, see ICC and AB commentaries on Chronicles.  

VICTOR H. MATTHEWS  

BILSHAN (PERSON) [Heb bilšān (ָשן  )]. One of the leaders of the group of returnees fromִבלְּ

Babylonian exile who is listed along with Zerubbabel in Ezra 2:2=Neh 7:7=1 Esdr 5:8. The name, 

etymologically, is possibly an equivalent of Akkadian Belšunu (Noth IPN 63). For further discussion, see 

AKKUB and BIGVAI.  

CHANEY R. BERGDALL  

BIMHAL (PERSON) [Heb bimhāl (ָהל  )]. Found in the genealogy of Asher (1 Chr 7:30–40), whichִבֹמְּ

preservesthe―headsoffathers‘houses,approved,mightywarriors,chiefoftheprinces.‖Listedasa

great-great-grandsonofAsher,Bimhal,whosenamemeans―sonofcircumcision,‖ishighlightedasa

leaderamongthesonsofAsher,which,―enrolledbygenealogies,forserviceinwar,‖numbered26,000

men. Since the Chronicler devotes limited attention to the genealogy of Asher, perhaps because the tribe 

was a lesser one, having originated from the Jacob-Zilpah union (cf. Gen 46:17–18), little is known of 

Bimhal. That his father was Japhlet and his brothers were Ashvath and Pasach is clear enough. 

InformationregardingBimhal‘sfamily,however,isnomoreplentifulthanthatavailableconcerning

Bimhal. That Bimhal was a warrior of significant military importance may be safely assumed.  

J. RANDALL O‘BRIEN  

BINDING AND LOOSING. In the gospel of Matthew reference is twice made to a power of 

binding and loosing: Matt 16:19,wherethepowerisgivento―Peter,‖andMatt 18:18, where it is 

entrustedtothe―disciples,‖agroupidenticalwiththetwelveinMatthew.Aparallelsayingcanbefound 

in John where, on the day of the resurrection, the risen Jesus confers the Holy Spirit upon the disciples 

andsays,―Ifyouforgivethesinsofany,theyareforgiven;ifyouretainthesinsofany,theyareretained‖

(John 20:23). This Johannine logion does not, however, contain the verbs deo and luo, which appear to 

have a technical meaning in Matthew.  

A. Analogies  



Virtually all commentators note that the verbs are the Greek equivalents of the Aramaic ˒asar (Heb 

˒asar) and šerî (Heb hiṭṭ  r), terms commonly found in rabbinic writings. Hence, there has been a tendency 

among interpreters to find an analogy for the Matthean expression in rabbinic usage. Support for this 

mode of interpretation can be found in the exceptionally strong Semitic coloration of Matt 16:16–19 (the 

expressions―fleshandblood,‖―BarJona,‖―church‖[ekklesia] with an apparent allusion to the qahal, 

etc.)  

Apart from confessional disputes apropos the use made of Matt 16:16–19 in Roman Catholicism, where 

the passage is typically cited as the scriptural warrant for the authority of the papacy, the power of binding 

andloosingisacruxforNTinterpretation.InanefforttounderstandMatthew‘sterminology,most

commentators exploit later rabbinic usage, including that found in the targumic material, where the 

expressions―tobind‖and―toloose‖areoftenfound(e.g.,Ig. Ps.-J. Gen 4:7; Tg. Neof. Gen 4:7). 

Accordingly, binding and loosing are often interpreted (Mantey 1981; Bornkamm 1970; Manns 1983) as 

declarative authority in doctrinal and disciplinary matters. Christian leadership has the power to interpret 

and enforce what God has already decreed. By conferring the power to bind and loose upon church 

leadership, Jesus authorizes it to interpret the Scriptures and establish norms for Christian behavior, the 

Christian halakah. Some authors (e.g., Bornkamm and E. Schweizer) would make a distinction between 

the meaning of the expression in Matt 16:19 and its meaning in 18:18, interpreting the former as a 

teaching authority and the latter as a disciplinary authority.  

On the other hand, binding and loosing are often interpreted as the power to ban members from the 

communityandtoreadmitthem.Sometimesthisnotioniscombinedwiththedisciples‘authorityto

establish a Christian halakah. Thus church leadership has both the authority to determine forbidden and 

permitted conduct and to exclude members from the congregation.  

Alternatively, binding and loosing are interpreted as the authority to release a person from some sort of 

vow (Falk 1974) or, especially on the basis of the analogy with John 20:23, as a power either to forgive 

sins (Emerton 1962) or to affect the consequences of sin (H. W. Basser). R. H. Hiers (1985), drawing 

attention to NT (e.g., Mark 3:27) and Hellenistic Jewish (e.g., Tob 3:17; 8:3) usage of delein (―bind‖)and

luein (―loose‖)inregardtodemonicpossession,interpretsMatthew‘sexpressionsoftheapostolic

commission to exorcise demons (Mark 3:14–16, etc.).  

J. D. M. Derrett (1983) has attempted to clarify the NT expression by appealing to a modern Arabic 

phrase and practice whereby groups of people, capable of being determined ad hoc and somewhat 

independent of the authoritative opinions of the muftis, resolve the doubts troubling a community and 

exercise a quasi-judicialfunctionbydeterminingwhatisallowedorforbidden.Theyarethose―whoare

competent to loose and bind [mi-man bi yadihim al-ḥall wa˒l-rabṭ ].‖Suchgroupswouldbeformedto

make decisions with regard to contracts, vows, and banishment, but their competence would not be 

limited to these matters alone.  

B. Matthew  

Matthewintroduces―binding‖and―loosing‖inhisgospel without further explanation, thereby 

suggesting that the practice to which these expressions refer was known to his community. Since 

JosephuswritesofthePharisees‘powertolooseandbind(luein kai desmein; JW 1 §111), it is likely that 

the primary interpretive analogue is to be sought within contemporary rabbinic practice. Within 

Matthew‘scommunitytheScripturesweremidrashicallyinterpreted(e.g.,Matt 1:22) and an appropriate 

halakah was established (e.g., Matt 5:21–48). Thus it is probable that the practice to which the Matthean 

―bindingandloosing‖refersistheinterpretationoftheScripturesandthedeterminationofanappropriate

Christian way of life.  

Both ofMatthew‘sreferencestobindandlooseareinpassagespropertohisgospel.Thereare

significant differences between them insofar as the first (Matt 16:19) is formulated in the singular (ho) 

and forms part of a Jesuanic logion addressed to Peter, while the second (Matt 18:18) is formulated in the 

plural (hosa) and is directed to the disciples (cf. Matt 18:1). In its present context, the latter is clearly the 

work of Matthew, the redactor. Bultmann viewed it as a later variant of the saying in 16:19. The logion of 

Matt 18:18, appended to a short pericope on church discipline (18:15–17), expresses a significant element 



ofMatthew‘secclesiology,namely,thatwhatisdonewithintheChurch,onJesus‘authority,issanctioned

by God (heaven).  

The ecclesiastical saying of Matt 16:19 has a postresurrectional provenance. In origin, it belongs to a 

body of NT sayings in which the risen Jesus commissions his disciples not only to proclaim his message 

butalsotoexercisesomeauthorityoverthefaithful.TheNTtraditionpreservesthememoryofPeter‘s

role as the first witness to Jesus (1 Cor 15:5; Luke 24:34; cf. John 21:15–17; Mark 16:7). Matthew does 

not explicitly cite the tradition of an appearance of the risen Jesus to Peter. He does, however, have a 

tendencytoretrojectintohissketchofJesus‘ministryelementswhicharepostresurrectional.Itis

therefore likely that the binding and loosing saying in Matt 16:19—in context, an explanation of the 

power of the keys—isanelementofMatthew‘sversionofthepostresurrectionalcommissionofPeter,but

scholars dispute among themselves as to the extent to which Matt 16:16–19 representsMatthew‘sown

formulation and the extent to which it represents pre-Matthean tradition.  

In the final redaction of the gospel, both uses of the binding and loosing saying are explicitly linked to 

the Church (cf. Matt 16:18 and 18:17, where the only explicit uses of ekklēsia-church in the canonical 

gospelsaretobefound).Matthew‘sPetersomehowrepresents the Church, but so, too, do the disciples. 

Hence, the power to bind and loose is attributed both to Peter and to the disciples. The binding and 

loosinglogionultimatelyspeaksoftheauthoritativeinterpretationoftheScriptureswithinMatthew‘s

community, the Church.  
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RAYMOND F. COLLINS  

BINEA (PERSON) [Heb bin˓ā˒ ( ָףאבִ  נְּ )]. Son of Moza, a descendant of King Saul from the family of 

Benjamin, according to 1 Chr 8:37 and 9:43. The etymology of the name is very unclear. The final ˒alep 

[˒]isrelatively rare in biblical preexilic names (cf. Amasa [˓amasa˒]), although its frequent attestations in 

the Samaria Ostraca (Lemaire 1977:47–55) and in the El-Jib jar handles (Demsky 1971:21) indicate that it 

was in use in the preexilic period. This -ā˒ ending is used in abbreviated forms of theophoric names (IPN 

38; TPNAH 159–67). However, if this is the case with Binea, there is no clear etymology from the 

remaining letters bn˓. Alternatively, the element Bin-[bin]maybeseenasaprefixfor―sonof,‖as in the 

name Benjamin. This type of name is very rare in the Bible, but is attested to outside the Hebrew Bible 

(Milik1956).However,itisdifficulttounderstandthenameas―sonof˓a˒, since the meaning of the 



element ˓a˒ is not known. Perhaps the name should be emended with most manuscripts of the LXX to 

Baana (h) [ba˓ănâ or ba˓ănā˒] (Chronicles HAT, 80), which is well attested to and has a clear etymology. 

A few mss (Syr, Ar) have kin˓ā˒.  

In the genealogies, Binea appears after Alemath and Moza, both of which are city names used as 

personal names (Demsky 1971; see ALEMETH and MOZA), but no city by the name of Binea is known. 

Perhaps an original Beth Anatot [byt ˓ntt] became abbreviated and corrupted to Binea [bn˓˒]. Binea 

appears in the genealogy at a juncture of two types of genealogical formulae; those preceding are 

introduced by hôlîd, ―begot,‖whilethosethatfollowusebĕnô, ―hisson,‖thoughtheexactsignificance of 

this difference is elusive. On the doubling of the Benjamin genealogy in 1 Chr 8 and 9, see AHAZ.  
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MARC Z. BRETTLER  

BINNUI (PERSON) [Heb binnûy (ִבנּוי)]. Var. BELNUUS. A short form of the name BENAIAH 

(―Yahwehhasbuilt‖),oftenconfusedwith(orsubstitutedfor)BANI, another name popular in levitical 

circles during the postexilic period.  

1. Binnui, the father of one Noadiah, a Levite under Ezra charged with weighing in the gold and silver 

temple vessels as they arrived in Jerusalem (Ezra 8:33). In the RSV, Binnui appears in the parallel text of 

1 Esdr 8:62—Eng v 63 as a harmonization of the Greek, which reads Sabannus. Also, in this parallel 

Greek text, Binnui (i.e., Sabannus) is recorded as the father of Moeth rather than Noadiah (as in Ezra 

8:33). For a discussion of this issue, see NOADIAH #1.  

2. One of the sons of Pahath-Moab, who had taken a foreign wife (Ezra 10:30). In the 1 Esdras 9 

parallel list, the name Belnuus appears instead of Binnui (v 31).  

3. The ancestor of a group of men listed in the inquiry concerning those who had married foreign wives 

(Ezra 10:38; 1 Esdr 9:34).TheRSVreadingrepresentsamodificationoftheHebrew―andBaniand

Binnui‖onthebasisoftheLXX reading:―thesonsofBanoui.‖ 

4. AmemberoftheleviticalfamilygroupdescendedfromHenadad.Tobe―son‖tosomeoneinHebrew

can mean either (a) the immediate son or male offspring, (b) a descendant, or (c) a member in a larger 

social group, such as afamily,clan,ortribe.BecauseBinnuiisdescribedas―ofthesonsofHenadad‖in

Neh 10:10—Eng v 9, it may be better to see him as a member of a larger family group descended from 

Henadad, rather than as the immediate offspring of Henadad. This Binnui was charged with repairing a 

sectionofJerusalem‘swallunderNehemiah(Neh 3:24). This same name has probably been corrupted to 

BAVVAI, the son of Henadad, in Neh 3:18, as other mss attest. The same Binnui, the son of Henadad, is 

found in Neh 10:10—Eng v 9 asoneofthosesettinghissealtoNehemiah‘scovenant. 

5. Neh 7:15 reads Binnui in the list of returning exiles where the parallel passage in Ezra 2:10 reads 

Bani. Either the one is a corruption of the other, or the two names have been used interchangeably for the 

same person.  

6. One of the Levites under Zerubbabel (Neh 12:8). This Binnui may be identical with the Bani of Neh 

9:4–5, since both names occur in the series—Jeshua, Bani/Binnui, Kadmiel. The presence of Bunni 

(another variation on Benaiah) in Neh 9:4, however, confirms the popularity of these shortened variations 

on the name Benaiah in levitical circles in the postexilic period. The conjectured presence of Binnui in the 

series Jeshua …KadmielinNeh 12:24 (Heb:yēšûa˓ ben-qadm  ˒ēl) could as well be Bani:there is no 

textual reason to prefer the one over the other, and the possibility remains that they were the same person.  

D. G. SCHLEY  

BIOGRAPHIES, EGYPTIAN. See EGYPTIAN LITERATURE (BIOGRAPHIES).  



BIOGRAPHY, ANCIENT. The question of the genre of the gospels has made this topic a matter of 

interest to modern scholars. A discussion of ancient biography must begin with those writings that call 

themselves―lives‖(Gkbioi; Lat vitae) and seek to discern what it is that holds them together as a literary 

group. Modern study of ancient biography may take its cue from what the ancients said about the 

distinction between history and biography (Polybius 10.21.8; 16.14.6; Cornelius Nepos Pel. 16.1.1; Plut. 

Vit. Alex. 1.2–3; Pomp. 8) but its conclusions cannot be based upon that alone. Genre is a descriptive, not 

a prescriptive, category (Perry 1967:20). Furthermore, ancient theorists are notoriously unreliable from 

our modern perspective. They did not discuss entire genres, like romance, and when they did theorize, 

they often violated their theory in practice (Horace is an example). At the same time, therefore, that one is 

sensitizedbytheancients,onemusttesttheirdescriptiveeffortsagainstone‘sowninductiveapproach

from the extant texts (Vivas 1968:97–105).  

References in ancient literature to biographies not nowextant,aswellasfragmentsofnumerous―lives‖

found among the Oxyrhynchus and Herculaneum papyri, show the paucity of the extant remains of the 

Mediterranean biographical tradition. Nevertheless, a sizable body of such material is available, including 

Greco-Roman,Jewish,andChristian―lives.‖Someofthesebiographiescirculatedsingly,othersin

collections.  

Greco-Roman―lives‖circulatingalonethatareextantinsignificantportionsinclude:Satyrus,Life of 

Euripides (3d century B.C.E.); Andronicus, Life of Aristotle (ca. 70 B.C.E.), the substance of which is 

probably to be found in the Vitae Aristotelis Marciana (Momigliano 1971:86–87); Nicolaus of Damascus, 

Life of Augustus (1st century B.C.E.); Tacitus, Life of Agricola (98 C.E.); the anonymous Life of Aesop (2d 

century B.C.); the anonymous Life of Secundus (2d century C.E.); Lucian, Life of Demonax, Life of 

Alexander, and Passing of Peregrinus (ca. 180 C.E.); Philostratus, Life of Apollonius of Tyana (216 C.E.); 

Porphyry, Life of Pythagoras and Life of Plotinus (3d century C.E.); Ps-Callisthenes, Life of Alexander (ca. 

300 C.E.).  

CertainJewishandChristian―lives‖alsocirculatedalone.Philo,Life of Moses, On Abraham, and On 

Joseph (ca. 25 B.C.E.) are Jewish biographies circulatingoutsideacollectionof―lives.‖Examplesfrom

thenumerousChristian―lives‖circulatingindividuallyinclude:Pontius,Life of Cyprian (259 C.E.); 

Eusebius, Life of Constantine (early 4th century C.E.); the anonymous Life of Pachomius (4th century 

C.E.); Athanasius, Life of Anthony (357 C.E.); Jerome, Life of Paul, the Hermit (376 C.E.) and Life of 

Malchus (386 C.E.); Life of Hilarion (391 C.E.); Sulpicius Severus, Life of Martin of Tours (397 C.E.); 

Paulinus of Milan, Life of Ambrose (400 C.E.); Palladius, Life of Chrysostom (408 C.E.); Hilary, Life of 

Honoratus (431 C.E.); Ennodius, Life of Epiphanius (503 C.E.).  

Greco-Romancollectionsof―lives‖include:CorneliusNepos,Lives of Great Generals (1st century 

B.C.E.); Plutarch, Parallel Lives (100 C.E.); Suetonius, Lives of the Twelve Caesars (120 C.E.) and Lives of 

Illustrious Men (110 C.E.); Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers (3d century C.E.); Scriptores 

Historiae Augustae (3d–4th centuries C.E.). The anonymous The Lives of the Prophets (1st century C.E.) is 

aJewishcollectionofbriefsketchesofthe―lives‖oftheprophets.Jerome‘sLives of Illustrious Men (4th 

century C.E.) offers an example of a Christian collection.  

Although there is no great uniformity in these writings that designatethemselves―lives,‖itisstill

possible to discern what is essential and what is accidental to ancient biography. It is constitutive of 

ancient biography that the subject be a distinguished or notorious figure (kings, generals, philosophers, 

literary figures, lawgivers, prophets, or saints) and that the aim be to expose the essence of the person. 

Lucian, Demonax (67)putsitsuccinctly:―TheseareaveryfewthingsoutofthemanywhichImighthave

mentioned, but they will suffice to give my readers anotionofthesortofmanhewas.‖Thisconstitutive

feature becomes clear when biography is compared with history in antiquity. Whereas history focuses on 

the distinguished and significant acts of great men in the political and social spheres, biography is 

concerned with the essence of the individual. This difference may be seen at two points where history 

most nearly approaches biography. The first is the historical monograph which concentrates primarily on 

oneindividual.InSallust‘sCatiline and Jugurtha theaimisnottosetforththeindividuals‘essencebutto



narrate political events with which these two individuals were associated. The second is the incorporation 

ofbiographicalmaterialintoahistoricalrecord.InDioCassius‘Roman History (45–56) biographical 

material about Augustus is incorporated into a history of Rome. The very inclusion of this material in a 

historicalcontextchangesitsaimfromconcernwithAugustus‘individualessencetohisplaceinasocial

and political process. The same thing happens when Eusebius incorporates material from his earlier 

Apology for the Life of Origen into his Ecclesiastical History (6). Biography is interested in what sort of 

persontheindividualis,thesubject‘sinvolvementinthehistoricalprocess being important only insofar 

as it reveals his essence. Whereas history attempts to give a detailed account in terms of causes and 

effectsofevents,biographypresentsahighlyselective,oftenanecdotal,accountofanindividual‘slife

with everything chosen to illuminate his essential being. Ancient biography consists of information about 

a significant person, selected so as to reveal what sort of person the subject really was.  

Having stated what is essential to ancient biography, it remains to describe what is accidental to it. First, 

it is incorrect to describe ancient biography as an account of the life of an individual from birth to death. 

Somebiographiesbeginwiththehero‘smaturelife(e.g.,Nepos,Milt., Ar., Paus.); others may begin with 

thesubject‘sbirthandstopbeforehisdeath(e.g.,NicolausofDamascus,Life of Augustus, which ends 

withAugustus‘entranceintotheCivilWar).Howmuchofasubject‘slifeisdescribedvaries.Allthatis

necessary is that enough be given to satisfy the author that the essence of the person is revealed.  

Second, the distinctiveness of the hero as an individual was assumed to appear not only in his deeds but 

also in insignificant gestures or passing utterance (Plut. Alex. 1; Dem. 11.7). Given this fact, it is difficult 

toexcludePlutarch‘scollectionsofsayings,suchas―SayingsofKingsandCommanders,‖fromthe

bios/vita genre.Indeed,insectionD,Plutarchsays:―theirpronouncementsandunpremeditatedutterance

…affordanopportunitytoobserve…theworkingofthemindofeachman.‖Inthisandhisotherthree

collections of sayings one finds a series of materials that look like pronouncement stories, a brief narrative 

framework within which is set a saying. There is just enough of an event to allow the saying to reveal the 

individuality of the speaker.  

Third, there is virtually no interest in tracing personality or character development. The essence of the 

person was not examined in its chronological development but only as a fixed constituent in a―life‖

(Stuart1928:178).Consequently,manyancient―lives‖areonlylooselychronological,beingmoreoften

than not largely topical or logical in their arrangement (Russell 1973:115).  

Fourth, some biographies have as their aim to affect the behavior or opinions of their readers either 

positively (Plutarch) or negatively (Lucian, Alex.); others seem to have no overtly propagandistic agenda 

(Laertius).Whensuch―lives‖seektoaffectthereaders‘behaviorpositively,thisisoftendescribedin

terms of imitation (Plut. Per. 21.4; Tacitus Agr. 46). The imitation of noble examples as understood in 

ancient biography is not to be regarded as a blind and unthinking repetition of acts performed by some 

great man in the past. It meant learning from a great exemplarthewaytoorderone‘slifeandthen,

without necessarily performing the same actions, to emulate what sort of person he was (Plut. Aem. 1; 

Cim. 2.3–5) (Gossage 1967:49).  

Fifth,the―life‖ofasubjectmaybedescribedinmythicalterms(Plut.Rom.; Seut. Aug.; Philostr. VA; 

Ps-Callisthenes, Alexander) or may be devoid of myth. Most biographies that employ myth in the 

description of their hero treat founders of cities, empires, religions, and schools.  

Sixth,theliteraryforminwhich―lives‖arepresented varies. The dominant form is a prose narrative 

similar to history except that it is anecdotal and unconcerned about cause and effect. Most Greco-Roman, 

Jewish,andChristianbiographiesfitintothiscategory.ItsrootsseemtobeinXenophon‘sMemorabilia, 

ormemoirsofSocrates.This,however,cannotbeconsideredtheonlyformofancientbiography.Satyrus‘

Life of Euripides is in the form of a dialogue with at least three speakers, of whom Diodorus and Eucleia 

are named. The roots of this form of biography seem to be in the Platonic dialogues that deal with 

Socrates (e.g., Phaedo).ChristianadaptationsofthesameformmaybefoundinPalladius‘Dialogue on 

the Life of Chrysostom andinSulpiciusSeverus‘Dialogues on the Life of St. Martin in which a two-day 

conversationamongthreefriendscentersonMartin‘slife.Yetanotherforminwhichbiographyappears

in antiquity is the encomium, a speech praising its subject (Eusebius, Life of Constantine; Gregory 



Thaumaturgos, Panegyric to Origen; Hilary, Sermon on the Life of Honoratus). The roots of this form 

may be found in Isocrates, Evagoras, and Xenophon, Agesilaus. If the collections of sayings like 

Plutarch‘s―SayingsofKingsandCommanders‖arealsograntedaplaceintheancientbiographical 

tradition, then one finds at least four literary forms in which biography may appear in the Mediterranean 

world.  

Seventh, ancient biographies perform a multiplicity of social functions. Some apparently had only a 

literary aim (e.g., Laertius). Others seemed to serve a propagandistic purpose of some sort. Within this 

overalldidacticorientationanumberofmorespecificfunctionscanbeidentified.(1)Certain―lives‖

portray the subject as an ideal figure so the readers will accept his authority (Nicolaus of Damascus, Life 

of Augustus) or imitate his way of life (Nepos, Ep., Ag.; Lucian, Demon.; Pontius, Life of Cyprian; 

Athanasius, Life of Anthony; Paulinus of Milan, Life of Ambrose). Lucian states his aim in an exemplary 

fashion:―ItisnotfittingtotellofDemonax…thatyoungmenofgoodinstinctswhoaspiretophilosophy

may not have to shape themselves by ancient precedents alone, but may be able to set themselves a 

pattern from our modern world and to copy that man, the best ofallthephilosopherswhomIknowabout‖

(Demon. 2). Although the form is that of a history-like narrative, the spirit of the encomium is felt in these 

―lives.‖ 

(2)Other―lives‖aimtodefendthesubjectagainstmisunderstandingeitherbyhisfollowers or by 

outsiders, so that his true self may be seen and his influence exerted (Tacitus, Agricola; Philostratus, Life 

of Apollonius; Palladius, Life of Chrysostom; Jerome, Life of Malchus). Here three of the examples 

employ the history-like narrative form while the fourth, Palladius, uses the form of a dialogue. The spirit 

inallfourexamplesisakintothatinXenophon‘sMemorabilia, where Socrates is defended, and in 

Isocrates‘Busiris, where the king is defended against calumny.  

(3) Still other ancient biographiesintendtodiscreditthesubjectbymeansofexposé(Lucian‘s

Alexander the False Prophet and Peregrinus; alsoinSuetonius‘Lives of the Twelve Caesars one finds 

profound censure of men who, far from measuring up to the ideal, exemplify its opposite).  

(4) Another social function of didactic biographies in antiquity seems to be to indicate where the true 

traditionisinthepresent(Bickerman1952:49).Thisisfoundfirstofallin―lives‖offoundersof

philosophical schools that contained within themselves not only a life of the founder but also a list or a 

briefnarrativeofhissuccessorsandselectedotherdisciples(an―a+b‖form).InDiogenesLaertius

certain―lives‖ofphilosophersreflectthispattern.Thereis―a‖thelifeofthefounder,followedby―b‖a

brieflistornarrativeofhissuccessorsandselectedotherdisciples,followedby―c‖anextensive

statement of the teaching of the philosopher (Aristippus—Life: 2.65–84; Pupils: 2.85–86; Teaching: 2.86–

104; Plato—Life: 3.1–45; Pupils: 3.46–47; Teachings: 3.47–109; Zeno—Life: 7.1–35; Successors and 

other disciples: 7.36–38; Teachings: 7.38–160; Pythagoras—Life: 8.1–44; Successors: 8.45–46; 

Teachings: 8.48–50; Epicurus—Life: 10.1–21; Successors and other disciples: 10.22–28; Teachings: 

10.29–154).ExaminationofLaertius‘referencestothesourcesforthese―lives‖showsthatthematerialin

―c‖comesfromadifferentoriginthanthatin―a+b.‖ThispermitstheinferencethatLaertiustookover

individual biographies that were writtenintermsofthe―a+b‖patternandaddedthe―c‖component

himself.  

Such an inference is supported by three strands of early evidence. First, one of the four different works 

ofAristoxenos,allofwhichdealtwithPythagoreanism,was―TheLifeofPythagorasandHisAssociates‖

which contained a biography of Pythagoras and a history of the Pythagoreans in chronological order (Fritz 

1940:22, n. 35). Second, Herculaneum papyrus 1018 treats the Stoic succession. At four points the life of 

a teacher is followed by a discussion of his disciples. This is sometimes just a list of names; at other 

points it consists of anecdotes about them (Traversa 1952:xiii–xiv). Third, a pre-Christian biography of 

Aristotle included within itself both a claim that Aristotle was the successor of Plato and an anecdote 

aboutAristotle‘sselectionofasuccessortohimself(Düring1957:465–66; 345–46). Taken together, this 

evidenceestablishestheexistenceofindividual―lives‖offoundersofphilosophicalschoolsthat

contained within themselves not only the biography of the founder but also a narrative, however brief, 

about his successors and selected other disciples.  



Just as Christian biography went to the classical period for its models in other cases, so here as well. In 

the Life of Pachomius one finds a Christian appropriation of this type of ancient biography. It is fitting 

becausethis―life‖dealswiththefounderofcenobiticmonasticismandwithhissuccessorsinthe

community. The early part of the biography deals with the career of Pachomius. In chap. 117 he appoints 

Orsisius to succeed him, using language that may be regarded as the technical terminology of succession. 

In the sections that follow the narrative tells what Orsisius did and said (118–129), zealously emulating 

the life of Pachomius (119). Then Orsisius appoints Theodore (130). In the sections that follow one learns 

what Theodore did and said.  

AsecondChristianexampleofthistypeofbiographyisHilaryofArles‘sSermon on the Life of St. 

Honoratus. Here isanencomiumpraisingthefounderofthemonasterythatfitsintothe―a+b‖typeof

―life.‖Inchap.8,HilarysaysheisHonoratus‘successorandthathistaskistodowhatthefounderhad

done. In all of these examples, the purpose is to say where the true tradition is in the period after the 

founder.  

(5) Yet another social function performed by some ancient didactic biographies is to serve as a 

hermeneutical tool, either to legitimate the teaching of the subject by showing that his life corresponded 

with his profession (Life of Secundus the Silent Philosopher) or to furnish an interpretative clue for the 

readingofhisworks(Andronicus‘Life of Aristotle, which served to introduce his edition of Aristotle; 

Philo‘sLife of Moses, which served as an introductiontoPhilo‘sExposition of the Law [Goodenough 

1933:109–25];Porphyry‘sLife of Plotinus, which served to introduce the Enneads).  

If our description of what is essential and what is accidental in ancient biography holds true, then it is 

possible to say that we are dealing with the biographical tradition in antiquity wherever we meet the 

concern to depict the essence of a significant person, that is, to expose what sort of person it really is. The 

greatvarietyoftheancient―lives‖resultsfromthemultiplecombinationsofwhatisaccidentaltothe

genre: (1) the extent of coverage—whether from birth to death, from birth to mature life, from mature life 

to death; (2) the types of material used to expose the soul of the subject—whether preponderantly deeds 

or words or some balanced combination of them; (3) the kind of organizing principle utilized—whether 

chronology or logic or some combination of both; (4) the degree of detachment or involvement of the 

author with his readers—whether detached and descriptive or involved and evaluative; (5) the use or 

disuse of myth—whether the subject is described in divine terms or is depicted without recourse to 

language about the gods; (6) the literary form employed—whether a prose narrative akin to history or a 

dialogueoraspeechofpraiseoracollectionofsayings;(7)thesocialfunctionofthe―life‖—whether 

didactic or nondidactic and, if the former, whether to hold the hero up as an authority or an example, to 

defend him against misunderstanding, to ridicule him by means of exposé, to show where the true 

tradition is to be found in the present, or to furnish a hermeneutical key for proper interpretation. It is 

crucial that what is essential and what is accidental be clearly understood. When this is done, it is possible 

to sense what is shared and what is distinctive in each case. For example, it is possible to say about 

Hilary‘sLife of Honoratus that it is biographical in its aim to set forth what sort of person this noteworthy 

Christian was, but that it does by using the form of an encomium, or speech of praise, shaped in such a 

way that it serves the social function of saying where the true traditionisinthespeaker‘spresent. 

One of the most vexed areas of discussion in the study of ancient biography is the relation of the early 

Christian gospels, canonical and apocryphal, to this genre. To date, reluctance to view the gospels as a 

part of the biographical tradition of antiquity has been largely due to misunderstanding either the gospels 

or ancient biography. If, for example, the gospels are viewed as Kleinliterature, (popular writing without 

authorial pretensions) and not productions of individual authors, as Schmidt (1923:76) and Bultmann 

(RGG³ 2:418–22) proposed, then obviously they are different from biographies produced by self-

conscious authors. This view of the gospels, however, has been discarded ever since the emergence of 

redaction criticism, by which the evangelists as self-conscious authors is assumed. Or if ancient biography 

is taken as identical with modern biography, then obviously the gospels are different. The gospels, like 

ancient―lives,‖however,donotsettheirheroagainst the wider historical background of the time as do 

modernbiographies;likemanyancient―lives,‖thegospelsdonotadheretoastrictchronologicalorder;



likeancient―lives,‖thegospelsarenotconcernedtotracethepersonalitydevelopmentofthe hero; like 

manyancient―lives,‖thegospelsdonotdescribethepersonalappearanceoftheirsubject.Thegospels,

like some ancient biographies, do tell their story in terms of myth. This tendency to impose upon ancient 

biographies the qualities of modern ones has been disavowed by all who have worked extensively with 

ancient―lives.‖Ifsuchmisunderstandingsareclearedaway,thenitispossibletoviewatleastsomeofthe

early Christian gospels as part of the larger literary scene of antiquity.  

Since all of the Christian gospels have as their subject a significant individual and since some have as 

their aim to indicate what sort of person Jesus is, it is difficult to believe that on first acquaintance the 

canonical gospels, at least, would not have been considered biographical by Mediterranean readers and 

hearers (Stanton 1974:135). What is revealed in the narratives about Apollonius, Pythagoras, Moses, or 

Jesus is the same—the distinctive nature of each (Smith 1975:35). Some of the gospels share with the 

ancient biographies that which is constitutive for them—to set forth the essence of the subject, that is, 

what sort of person it is. Some gospels, canonical and apocryphal, manifest a biographical interest in 

depicting what sort of person Jesus was:the canonical four and the apocryphal gospels like the Gospel of 

Peter and the Infancy Gospel of Thomas. The Protevangelium of James has a biographical concern but it 

is for Mary, not Jesus. Parts of the Epistle of the Apostles also manifest a biographical interest. Other 

gospels‘concernisnotbiographical:e.g.,thegnosticdialoguesliketheSophia of Jesus Christ, the 

Dialogue of the Savior, the first part of the Gospel of Mary, the Apocryphon of James, the Book of 

Thomas the Contender, and the sayings collection, the Gospel of Thomas.  

Thevarietyamongthegospelswithabiographicalinterestmatchesthatoftheancient―lives‖andfor

the same reason. It is due to the multiple ways those things that are accidental to biography are combined. 

For example, as to form, all of the gospels that possess a biographical character are history-like narratives, 

not dialogues, encomiums, or collections of pronouncement stories. As to the extent of coverage, the 

biographical gospels vary greatly. Some, like Matthew andLuke,coverJesus‘lifefrombirthtodeath;

others,likeMark,treatJesus‘lifefrommaturemanhoodtodeath;stillothers,liketheInfancy Gospel of 

Thomas and the Gospel of Peter, dealwithmorelimitedperiodsofJesus‘life.Astosocialfunction, all 

four canonical gospels and the Gospel of Peter find it necessary to correct misunderstanding about Jesus 

atthesametimethattheysethimforthastheexpressionandthenormofacommunity‘svalues.In

addition, Luke-Acts shares with certain biographies a concern to say where the true tradition is in the 

present, even if his sense of the radical difference between apostolic and postapostolic times caused him 

to eschew use of the typical succession vocabulary. Matthew, moreover, has in common with some 

―lives‖theinterestinthehermeneuticalrelationshipofthehero‘slifeandteaching.OnlytheInfancy 

Gospel of Thomas seems straightforward in its praise of the lad in order to reinforce his authority. 

Regarding the employment of myth, all tell the story of Jesus in mythical terms, although the specific 

myth may vary:the Synoptics and the Gospel of Peter utilize the myth of immortals, John employs the 

myth of a descending-ascending redeemer, and the Infancy Gospel of Thomas expands the traditional 

theme of the precocious youth so that Jesus becomes a playful divine boy. Like most of the other ancient 

biographies that utilize myth, the Christian hero of the gospels is a founder. As with them, sacred time is 

focused around those events which first brought the community or cult into being. Myth becomes the 

means of designating this sacred time. In this regard, the Christian biographies of Jesus manifest a 

distinctivedifferencefromallother―lives,‖Greco-Roman, Jewish, or Christian, that are not constructed 

in terms of myth and a remarkable kinship with those other biographies, Greco-Roman and Jewish, that 

doemploymythintheirdepictionoftheirhero‘slife(Moses,Romulus,Augustus,Apollonius,

Pythagoras, Alexander). Given these rather obvious links between certain early Christian gospels and the 

ancientbiographicalgenre,agrowingconsensusregardscertainancient―lives‖astheclosestanalogyto

the canonical four and perhaps a few other early Christian gospels as well (Cartlidge and Dungan 1980; 

Farmer 1967; Pleissis 1982; Robbins 1984; Schneider 1977; Shuler 1982; Talbert 1977; Toews 1981; 

IDBSup 370–72).  
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CHARLES H. TALBERT  

BIR˓AM, KEFAR. See KEFARBIR˓AM (M.R. 189272).  

BIRDS. See ZOOLOGY.  

BIRSHA (PERSON) [Heb birša˓ (ַשע  )]. King of GOMORRAH, (Gen 14:2). Elsewhere in theִברְּ

chap. (vv 8, 10), he appears simply as―thekingofGomorrah.‖(Forthestory,seeBERA.) The name 

Birsha,likethoseofhisallies,isa―speakingname‖meaning―inwickedness,‖asbefitsakingofasinful

city like Gomorrah.  

MICHAEL C. ASTOUR  

BIRZAITH (PERSON) [Heb K birzāwit (ָזִות ָזִית) ); Q birzāyitִברְּ  )]. Found in the genealogy ofִברְּ

Asher (1 Chr 7:30–40),whichliststhe―headsoffathers‘houses,approved, mighty warriors, chief of the 

princes.‖ThenameisthefirstadditiontothegenealogyofAsherfoundinGenesis 46 and Numbers 26. 

However, it is unclear whether the name,whichmeans―wellofolives‖andappearsnowhereelsein

Scripture, represents a person or a place.  

If Birzaith is the name of a person, then he is listed as a son of Malkiel, a grandson of Beriah, and a 

great-grandson of Asher. However, the construction,―thefatherofBirzaith,‖couldbeusedhereasitisin

1 Chr 2:51,whereSalmaislistedas―thefatherofBethlehem.‖IfBirzaithistakentobeaplacename,

modern Birzeit north of Tyre offers a possible location of the ancient site.  

J. RANDALL O‘BRIEN  

BISHLAM (PERSON) [Heb bišlām (ָלם  )]. One of several men who were party to a letter writtenִבשְּ

to King Artaxerxes of Persia (Ezra 4:7=1 Esdr 2:16). The Heb word is thus understood to be a proper 

name by 1 Esdras (LXX 2:14)—Bēlemos—a transliteration Torrey (1908) suggests resulted from the 



accidental dropping of the medial s by a copyist, and by the Vulgate—Beselam. For this proper name 

various etymologies have been proposed:an abbreviated form of ben-šĕlām, ―sonofpeace‖(BDB,122, 

143); the Babylonian name Bel-šallim or an Aramaic name Bēl-šalām, ―Belispeace‖(Torrey1908:244;

Gehman NWDB, 119); a corrupted form of Belshunu, a governor of the Persian satrapy of Palestine-Syria 

whosenameappearsinacuneiformtabletdatedtoArtaxerxes‘thirdyear(Rainey 1969:58). The LXX 

translation of this word in Ezra 4:7—en eirēnē , ―inpeace‖—rather than understanding bišlām as a proper 

name, perceives it as the Aramaic word šĕlām with a b prefix. This has given rise to a number of 

reconstructions and interpretations. Since šĕlām, or a form of it, is used elsewhere as a greeting (Ezra 

4:17; 5:7; Dan 3:31; 6:26—Eng 6:25) Bowman (IDB 3:599), with reservation, and Newman (IDB 1:441) 

conjecture that the word constitutes a salutation of the letter which the men wrote. Rudolph (Esra und 

Nehemiah HAT, 34) views it as a truncated form of b  řšalēm whichherenders―againstJerusalem‖and

which Myers (Ezra-Nehemiah AB,31)construesas―concerningJerusalem.‖Garbini(1985:162)

reconstructs the word to read b-śml, ―onthemantel,‖referring to the covering of a roll (mtrdd: Hitqaṭṭel 

ptcp. from the root rdd which he also reconstructs from mtrdt) on which the message to the king was 

written.  
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RODNEY H. SHEARER  

BISHOPS’ BIBLE. See BIBLE,BISHOPS‘.  

BIT. See ZOOLOGY.  

BITHIAH (PERSON) [Heb bityâ (ָיה  )]. A daughter of Pharaoh, married to Mered, a descendant ofִבתְּ

Caleb son of Jephunneh (1 Chr 4:18—Eng 4:17).Itisnotsurewhether―Pharaoh‖shouldbeequatedwith

the Egyptian royal title. The theophoric form of the name, which is made up of bat and yah, seems to 

indicate that the person is a worshipper of Yahweh. If so, she could well be a Jewess. See further, TPNAH 

115.  

H. C. LO  

BITHYNIA (PLACE) [Gk Bithynia (Βιθυνια)]. A district of NW Asia Minor, which formed a kingdom 

in the Hellenistic period and subsequently a Roman province. It corresponds approximately to the modern 

Turkish prefectures of Kocaeli (Izmit), Adapazarɩ, Bolu, Bilecik, and Bursa, and is mentioned in Acts 

16:7 and 1 Pet 1:1.  

———  

A. Topography  

B. Archaeological Exploration  

C. History  

1. The Hellenistic Kingdom  

2. The Roman Province  

3. The Origins of Christianity in Bithynia  

———  

A. Topography  

Bithynia is a distinctive geographical and climatic region of Asia Minor. East of the river Sakarya 

(ancient Sangarios) rise the densely forested mountains of the Black Sea coastal region, broken at 

intervals by well-watered plains such as those of Düzce and Bolu. The rivers Sakarya and Filyos and their 

tributaries cut deep gorges through the mountains; their courses are characterized by long, trenchlike 

valleys running parallel to the coast for considerable distances. West of the lower valley of the Sakarya, 

wooded hills alternate with fertile plains, which support the cultivation of vines, olives, and grain. The 

whole region lies at the meeting point between the rainy, mountainous Black Sea coastal region, which 

formed the heartland of the ancient kingdom of Pontus, and the Marmara region, which experiences less 



heavy rainfall and hotter summers on the plains. The Marmara region itself forms a transitional zone 

between the climates of the Black Sea and the Mediterranean.  

The most important feature of the historical geography of Bithynia is the route linking Istanbul with the 

interior of Asia Minor, by way of Izmit (ancient Nicomedia), Düzce, Bolu (ancient 

Bithynium/Claudiopolis), and Gerede. This route was important from the Hellenistic period onward 

through Roman, Byzantine, and Ottoman times; it is still followed by the main road from Istanbul to 

Ankara.  

B. Archaeological Exploration  

The history of the modern archaeological and topographical exploration of Bithynia begins with the 

journey of the Abbé Boré through the region in 1831, en route for the Lazarist missions in Persia. 

Subsequent work in the 19th century was carried out by a colorful succession of scientists, antiquarians, 

consularofficials,and―topographers,‖someofthelatterwithcloselinkstowhatwouldnowberegarded

as military intelligence. These travelers surveyed and described the resources and topography of the 

region, recorded antiquities, copied inscriptions, and attempted to identify ancient sites. Their work is 

surveyed in detail by Louis Robert (1980:27–60).  

Important work was done by Ainsworth, the geologist of the joint Royal Geographical Society—Society 

for the Propagation of Christian Knowledge expedition to Mesopotamia in 1839, the German travelers, 

includingH.vonMoltke,whoprovideddataforKiepert‘smapofthearea(1844), the French travelers 

Xavier Hommaire de Hell (1846), Perrot (1861), and Guillaume, the Germans Körte (1895–99) and Von 

Diest (1886), and by Gustave Mendel, who catalogued the museum at Bursa (ancient Prusa). Major 

contributions to the collection and study of the Greek inscriptions of the region have been made in our 

own generation by F. K. Dörner and Sencer Ṣahɩn.  

Outside Istanbul itself (ancient Byzantium), excavation has mainly been limited to rescue work in towns 

such as Izmit. The most noticeable traces of the Greco-Roman period are to be found at Uskübü (ancient 

Prusias on Hypius) and Iznik (ancient Nicaea)  

C. History  

1. The Hellenistic Kingdom. Bithynia emerged as a separately identifiable political unit in the period 

of political confusion after the death of Alexander the Great in 323 B.C. In 297 B.C. Zipoetes proclaimed 

himself king of the Bithynians (Vitucci 1953:11). Zipoetes was a descendant of a line of local princes 

who had controlled most of the Izmit Peninsula and lower Sakarya Valley since the late 5th century B.C. 

and who had never been fully subjugated by the Persians. The Bithynians were a people of Thracian 

origin with a savage reputation among the Greeks who had planted colonies on the Marmara and Black 

Sea coasts (Xen. An. 6.4.2).  

The kingdom of Bithynia lasted until 74 B.C. when Nicomedes IV bequeathed his kingdom to Rome. 

Detailed narratives are provided by Brandis, Meyer, and Ruge (PW 3/1:507–39) and Vitucci (1953). 

Bithynia‘sstrategicpositionastrideoneofthemainroadsfromEurope into Asia and adjacent to the sea 

route from the Mediterranean to the Black Sea heavily influenced its history in the Hellenistic period. 

Certainrecurringthemesstandoutinthekingdom‘stortuouspoliticalhistory.Persistentterritorial

conflict withtheGreekcitiesoftheregion,notablyChalcedonandHeracleaPontica(modernEreǧli),was

matched by the evident desire of most of the kings to be accepted as part of the progressive Greek world. 

Nicomedes I (ca. 279–260 B.C.) struck the first Bithynian coinage (on the Attic Greek standard) and 

founded the city of Nicomedia to be his capital. Nicomedia was a fully fledged Hellenistic city of 

considerable commercial importance; it succeeded the ancient Greek colony of Askakos, destroyed ca. 

301 in a war between Zipoetes and Lysimachus, the Macedonian ruler of Thrace. Nicomedes also 

returned the Greek cities of Kieros (modern Uskübü) and Tieion (modern Filyos), which had been 

captured by Zipoetes, to the control of Heraclea. Prusias I (ca. 235–183 B.C.), grandson of Nicomedes I, 

reannexed the two cities to his kingdom, renaming Kieros as Prusias. He also refounded the two cities of 

Kios (also later renamed Prusias, modern Gemlik) and Myrlea (later renamed Apamea, modern 

Mudanya), which had been destroyed by his brother-in-law and ally Philip V of Macedon and handed 

over to him; at the same time he gained control of Chalcedon, on the strategically vital E shore of the 



Bosporus.BothNicomedesI‘sson,Ziaelas,andNicomedesIII(127–94 B.C.) maintained well-publicized 

relations with centers of Greek cult, civilization, and commerce, such as Cos and Delos (Magie 1950:312, 

318).  

Muchofthekings‘foreignpolicywasdevotedtowardingoffthreatsfromthemorepowerful

neighboring kings who controlled central and W Asia Minor, notably the Attalids of Pergamum (modern 

Bergama). It was Nicomedes I of Bithynia who brought savage Celtic tribesmen into Asia Minor to aid 

him as mercenaries against his brother (277 B.C.) and probably also in his struggle against the Seleucid 

monarch Antiochus I (Magie 1950:311). These Celts, referred to as Galatians by NT (Gal 3:1; [Galatia] 1 

Cor 16:1; 2 Tim 4:10, 1 Pet 1:1; [Galatian region] Acts 16:6, 18:23) and other Greek writers, eventually 

settled in central Anatolia (Galatia).  

Prusias I brought Bithynia into the center of the world of Hellenistic power politics. After an 

unsuccessful attack (in alliance with Rhodes) on the Greek city of Byzantium, he allied with Philip V of 

Macedon as a counterweight to Attalus of Pergamum, who maintained close relations with the emerging 

powerofRome.Later,asPhilip‘sfortuneswaned,PrusiasbackedtheRomansagainsttheSeleucidsin

Asia Minor, but was unable to avoid surrendering disputed territory to Pergamum in the settlement of 184 

B.C. By then he had acquired the assistance of the exiled Hannibal, but was unable to resist Roman 

hostilitytothelatter‘spresenceinBithynia. 

Prusias II (183–149 B.C.) became involved with Eumenes II of Pergamum in a war with the rival 

kingdom of Pontus to the E. Relations with Pontus and Rome dominated the last century of Bithynian 

independence. Nicomedes III (127–94 B.C.) attempted to partition Paphlagonia with the king of Pontus, 

but then incurred the latter‘senmitybyinvadingCappadocia,Pontus‘southernneighborandaPontic

sphere of influence. The last king of Bithynia, Nicomedes IV (94–74 B.C.), was driven from his throne 

twice by Mithridates of Pontus, being restored on both occasions by the Romans. After Nicomedes died, 

leaving his kingdom to Rome, Mithridates again invaded the country:the Romans were unable to achieve 

control over Bithynia until 72 B.C.  

In spite of their vicissitudes in the wars of the age, the cities of Bithynia remained centers of Greek 

language and culture. Nicaea, in particular, was the home of the mathematician and astronomer 

Hipparchus and the littérateurs Asclepiades and Parthenius; the latter composed poetry as well as a 

learned handbook on mythology which influenced the Latin poets of the 1st century B.C. The kings were 

the object of cult in the Hellenistic manner in the cities (Vitucci 1953:128–29). But native names and 

cults persisted in the country districts down into the Roman period alongside the gradual spread of more 

or less Hellenized cults and institutions (Jones 1971:154). The orator Dio of Prusa (ca. A.D. 40–110) 

arguedthatGreekeducationwasessentialto―makingyourcitytrulyHellenic,freefromturmoiland

stable‖(DioChrys.Or. 44:10, LCL).  

2. The Roman Province. Direct Roman influence was more marked in Bithynia than in other parts of 

W Asia Minor. The constitutions of the cities display some common features, such as the enrollment of 

theCouncilby―Censors‖(timetai), of Roman origin. The city of Apamea received a settlement of Julius 

Caesar‘sdischargedveteransand,withthem,thestatusofRomancolony.YetacenturylaterDio

addressed a speech on a sensitive political matter to the citizens in Greek (Or. 41).  

After the Civil War, when Pompey and Mark Antony had levied troops and contributions (Appian, 

BCiv. 2.71; 4.58), Bithynia enjoyed a long period of peace and prosperity. The timber of the mountains 

and the fertile farmland of the plains were important sources of wealth. Nicomedia was a center of the 

tradein―prefabricated‖marbleworkandtherewasalsoanimportanttradinglinkwiththeNcoastofthe

Black Sea (Rostovtzev 1918:9; Robert 1980:78–85).  

Under the Roman Empire, Bithynia formed the major part of the province of Bithynia et Pontus. The 

province was organized in the usual way, with the principal seat of government and headquarters of the 

imperial cult in Nicomedia and a number of assize towns, regularly visited by the governor. Assize towns 

included Nicaea and Prusa. The imperial cult was maintained, as in other provinces, by the 

―Commonwealth[Koinon]oftheGreeksofBithynia,‖composedofrepresentativesofthevariouscities.

Bithynia was one of the earliest of the E provinces to seek and receive permission for the organization of 



such a cult in 29 B.C. (Cass. Dio 51.20.6–7). The Koinon, with its prestigious priesthoods and 

opportunities for conspicuous displays of wealth in the organization of ceremonies and games, offered 

goals for many of the aspirations of the wealthy provincials. It provided something of an institutional 

focusforexpressionsofloyaltytotheemperorsandtopagan,―Hellenic‖traditions.Aswellasorganizing

the imperial cult, the Koinon occasionally provided a focus for political representation of the province in 

the prosecution of corrupt governors before the State in Rome. Known prosecutions of governors of 

Bithynia took place in A.D. 103 and 106/107.  

Bithyniawasgovernedbyproconsulsasa―senatorial‖provinceuntilearly in the reign of Marcus 

Aurelius (A.D. 161–80), when it was transferred to the control of an imperial legate of consular rank, 

directly responsible to the emperor. This change probably reflects the growing importance of the strategic 

military road between the increasingly troubled Danube frontier and the E provinces; this route passed 

through Bithynia. The proconsul was assisted by a quaestor (senatorial financial official) and legate 

(assistantgovernor).Theinterestsoftheemperors‘treasurywererepresented by one or more procurators, 

who managed imperial property, collected the revenues and also certain special taxes from them. The 

province was never fully garrisoned; in the time of Trajan (98–115), the governor had a small force of 

about two auxiliary cohortes (not more than 2000 men) and there was also a coastal patrol on the Black 

Sea coast.  

The pax Romana was rudely interrupted in Bithynia by civil war between Septimius Severus and 

Pescennius Niger in 193/4, during which Byzantium was besieged and Niger finally defeated in a battle 

near Nicaea, which had publicly supported his bid for imperial power (Robert 1977). Campaigns by the 

emperors in the E involved marches by Roman armies through the province in 197, 215, and 219, which 

placed considerable burdens on the cities lying on or close to the main road, such as Nicomedia and 

Prusias-on-Hypius. A number of inscriptions from the latter city commemorate the contributions made to 

easing the passage of the armies by prominent local citizens.  

Gothic tribesmen raided Bithynia in 256, sacking Chalcedon, Nicomedia, Nicaea, Kios, Apamea, and 

Prusa. A few years later, Chalcedon was again destroyed by another Gothic raid and Herculea also 

attacked. Renewed warfare on the E frontier necessitated the passage of Roman armies through Bithynia 

several times during the period 242–75. Respite came only with the accession in 284 of Diocletian, who 

established his capital at Nicomedia. Bithynia now lay in the center of power of the E empire and was a 

natural setting for the great Council of the Church summoned to Nicaea by Constantine in 325. In 330, 

Constantine moved the imperial capital to Byzantium, now renamed Constantinople. From then on 

Bithynia lay at the center of the E empire.  

3. The Origins of Christianity in Bithynia. Against this background of a prosperous Greek-speaking 

Roman province, the first firmly datable evidence for Christianity in the province appears in the 

correspondence of Pliny with the emperor Trajan in 110 (Pliny, Ep. 10.95–96). The legal, political, and 

religious reasons for the persecution of Christians in the Roman Empire have been exhaustively 

discussed,withmuchminuteanalysisofPliny‘sletterandTrajan‘sreply(Sherwin-White 1966:691–712, 

772–87; Price 1984:220–22). (It is noteworthy that Price draws an important distinction between sacrifice 

tothegodsandvenerationoftheemperor‘simage.)Onlyafewbriefobservationsonthejudicialsituation

revealedbyPliny‘sletterarepossiblehere. 

The case is a good illustration of the empirical approach of Roman law and administration when 

confronted with a new situation. Trajan explicitly declines to lay down a general principle. He refuses to 

allow Christians to be deliberately sought out, but says they must be punished if successfully denounced; 

at the same time he introduces a novel principle into Roman law by allowing the cessation of a culpable 

activityasgroundsforpardonandwhatinEnglishlegalprocedureiscalledan―unconditionaldischarge‖

(venia ex paenitentia). Pliny clearly regards the situation created by the spread of Christianity as a public 

danger (periculum). Roman provincial governors had wide powers of discretion, extending to imposition 

of the death penalty, in dealing with possible threats to public order or local institutions, especially where 

those responsible were not Roman citizens. Those who appeared before Pliny and refused a direct order, 



forexampletoinvokethegods,wereinanycaseliabletopunishmentfor―contemptofcourt‖and

insubordination (contumacia).  

From the point of view of the history of Christianity in Bithynia, the evidence of Pliny for the 

widespread growth of the new religion in the province is significant. His informants claimed that until the 

recent past attendance at temple ceremonies had fallen markedly and that the trade in the meat of 

sacrificial victims had been disrupted; he himself reported that Christians were widespread in all age 

groups and social classes, in the cities as well as the countryside. His letter suggests that the onset of 

persecution had considerably reduced the growth of the new religion. Sherwin-WhitearguesthatPliny‘s

letter was written in either Amastris (modern Amasra) or Amisus (modern Samsun) in Pontus (1966:693–

94). In the later 2d century it appears that Amastris was the principal diocese of Pontus (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 

4.33.6).  

The other notable piece of literary evidence for the origins of Christianity in Bithynia is the address of 1 

Peter. The author identifies his readers as belongingtothe―Dispersion,‖atermwithunmistakableJewish

overtones (and so taken by Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 3.4.2). While the contents of the letter are not especially 

relevant to Christians of Jewish origin, it seems likely that many of the first Christian converts in 

Bithynia-Pontus were drawn from the Jewish communities of the area. The synagogue of Nicomedia is 

attested by a series of Greek inscriptions dated to the 2d/3d century A.D. (TAM 4.1.375–77). Also from 

Nicomedia is a probably 3d-century epitaph of a Reader (TAM 4.1.374) and another possibly 3d-century 

epigraph with an incised cross; interestingly, this latter inscription commemorates a man from Aradus in 

Syria (Robert 1978:413).  

A similar conjunction of Jewish and early Christian material occurs at Nicaea and around Bithynium-

Claudiopolis. A group of probably pre-Constantinian Christian epitaphs from Nicaea threaten violators of 

thetombwithdivinevengeance:―HewillgiveanaccounttoGodontheDayofJudgment‖(e.g.,IGSK

9.555–56). The language significantly recalls the Jewish epitaphs of Nicomedia and it is not surprising to 

find evidence for Jews living in Nicaea (IGSK 9.615). From the countryside near Bolu come the epitaph 

of a Jew and a lead curse tablet containing a number of garbledHebraismsandanappealtothe―Lords,

DivineAngels,‖suggestingsomemagicalinterestinJewishreligiouslanguage(IGSK31.9,180). 

TheareaaroundAmisushasproducedasimilar―sub-Jewish‖amuletandalsoamonotheisticepitaphof

early imperial date that could be either Jewish or Christian (CIJud 802, Anderson; Cumont; and Grégoire 

1910:26). A possibly 3d-century Christian epitaph has also been recorded in Bithynium (IGSK 31. 144). 

This case is especially interesting as the principal member of the family commemorated had been chief 

magistrate of the city. While the influence of Hellenized Jewish communities both on contemporary 

paganism and on the development of a type of Christianity that was relatively well integrated in pagan 

society is better documented in Phrygia, the indications are that the Jewish communities of Bithynia may 

have exercised a similar role.  
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ANTHONY SHEPPARD  

BIZIOTHIAH (PLACE) [Heb bizyôtyâ (ָיה יותְּ  )]. A town in Judah located in the extreme Sִבזְּ

(Negeb)nearBeersheba:theMTreads―andHazar-shualandBeershebaandBiziothiah‖(Josh 15:28). 

However, this reading is almost certainly incorrect. First, the parallel list of Neh 11:27 reads―andin



Hazar-shualandinBeershebaanditsvillages‖(Hebbĕnōteyhā, lit.―daughters‖).Second,theLXXof

Josh 15:28 reads kōmai autōn, ―itsvillages,‖alsopresupposingaHebvorlägereadingofbĕnōteyhā. Thus, 

contra the MT (and RSV), there probably was not a village in Judah named Biziothiah.  

GARY A. HERION  

BIZTHA (PERSON) [Heb bizzĕtā˒ (ָתא   .)]. See MEHUMANִבזְּ

BLASPHEMY. See PUNISHMENTS AND CRIMES.  

BLASTING/BLIGHT. See AGRICULTURE.  

BLASTUS (PERSON) [Gk Blastos (Βλαστος)]. Chamberlain of Herod Agrippa I (Acts 12:20). As 

chamberlain (koitōn), hewasinchargeofHerod‘sbedchambersorprivatequarters.Herodhadcometo

Caesarea in 44 C.E. to see the games. At that time he may have been waging economic war against the 

cities of Sidon and Tyre, perhaps as an outgrowth of the competition between the ports of Caesarea and 

Phoenicia. He may have banned grain exports to Tyre and Sidon and effectively cut off their traditional 

supply of food from Judea (1 Kgs 5:7–12; Ezek 27:17). Probably through a bribe, a Phoenician delegation 

persuaded Blastus to intervene on their behalf. Through his intervention the people of Tyre and Sidon 

gained an audience before Herod at Caesarea. There is no reference to Blastus or to this incident in 

Josephus‘accountofAgrippaIatthegamesinCaesarea(Ant 19.343–50).  

JOANN FORD WATSON  

BLESS/BLESSING [Heb brk (ברך)]. The Hebrew root brk has diverse but unrelated etymological 

meanings, just as in other Semitic languages. There are the verbal and nominal forms related to 

―bless/blessing.‖Averb―tokneel‖andanoun―knee‖(Gen 24:11; Ps 95:6; Isa 45:23) also derive from 

thesameroot.Inaddition,thereisanounthatHebrewdictionariestranslateas―pool,waterreservoir,

basin‖(Isa 7:3). It is almost unanimously agreed that apart from popular etymologies, which connect 

these meanings (especially the seeming religious connection between kneeling and praying, praising, 

blessing), there is in fact no basis in any Semitic language for the etymological tie (Mitchell 1987:16; 

TDNT 2:284).  

Bless/blessing has been most frequently understood in terms of benefits conveyed—prosperity, power, 

and especially fertility. This focus on the content of the benefit is now being viewed as secondary. The 

primary factor of blessing is the statement of relationship between parties. God blesses with a benefit on 

the basis of the relationship. The blessing makes known the positive relationship between the parties, 

whether a single individual (Gen 12:1–3) or a group (Deut 7:14–16). The recipient and others become 

aware of the value of the relationship and hence its desirability (Job 42:12). Human blessings portray the 

goodwill between parties and find their basis in the human-divinerelationship.JustaswithGod‘s

blessing, they may either convey benediction (Num 6:24–26) or benefaction (Gen 33:11).  

The focus on relationship rather than content permits a wide range of lexical meaning, so that brk is not 

always translated in the same fashion. What is conveyed, regardless of translation, is always based on the 

favorable relationship between parties. The term brk is used in the sense of thanking another individual (1 

Sam 23:21; 2 Sam 14:22; Job 29:11–13). The thanks are based upon the act done, the relationship 

established. Of course, there is a vast array of terms for thanks, praise, and even worship that parallel brk, 

and hence brk may be translated with one of these terms in English. Most frequently these have God as 

the object of the praise (Pss 34:2—Eng 34:1; 115:17–18, 145:1–2). The contexts of brk found within the 

Hebrew Bible demand these different translations both because of the diverse relationships out of which 

blessing occurs and because of the fact that benediction or benefaction may be articulated. Finally, there 

are seven occurrences where brk isusedeuphemisticallytomean―blaspheme‖or―curse‖(1 Kgs 21:13; 

Job 2:9; etc.).  

The verbal and nominal occurrences of blessing appear approximately 400 times in the Hebrew Bible 

(88 times in Genesis and 83 times in Psalms with the remaining occurrences fairly evenly divided in the 

canon). Over half of all occurrences are in the Pi˒el verbal form. The passive participle, with the so-called 



bārûk formula(―Blessedareyou,‖or―Blessedbe…‖istheonlyformoftheQaltobeused.Thesubject

and object of brk, ―bless,‖isevenlydividedbetweenGodblessinghumans,humansblessingother

humans,andhumansblessing,i.e.,―praising‖God.WhileoccurrencesinotherNWSemitic languages 

employ similar subjects and objects, there is some agreement that the Hebrew usage is both unique 

(EncRel 2:251) and more wide-ranging (Mitchell 1987:10). Caution is advised in drawing too many 

conclusions regarding the peculiarity of the Hebrew occurrences, in part because of the paucity of other 

NW Semitic texts as opposed to the relative richness of occurrences in Hebrew.  

Blessing is a central part of diverse Hebrew Bible traditions, and therefore it has received rather 

extensive treatment in commentaries, histories of Israelite religion, theologies, and individual studies of 

selected texts where brk occurs. Since homo religiosus in all traditions seeks and articulates relationships 

with the divine or sacred, it is not surprising that blessing is significant in many ancient and modern 

religious traditions beyond the Hebrew Bible (EncRel 2:247–53). There is promise for an enriched 

understanding of blessing when it is placed among the analogues outside the Hebrew Bible, although 

much work needs to be undertaken in these comparative studies.  

Specialized brk research among Hebrew Bible scholars has been bountiful during the 20th century. The 

studies focus upon three factors: (1) the history of the concept; (2) the identification of the giver and 

receiver of blessing; (3) the nature of the transfer that takes place in blessing.  

First, much has been written on the history of blessing. The earliest NW Semitic usage is clearly of gods 

blessing humans with possessions and children. There is considerable difference of opinion regarding 

whether or not the pre-Islamic concept of blessing, which entailed an animistic understanding of power, 

influenced the earliest stages of NW Semitic and Hebrew understandings. Assumptions, including what is 

primitive and theextentofpolytheism‘sinfluenceonmonotheism,determineinpartthepositionstaken. 

A rather extensive tradition history has been articulated by Wehmeier (1970). Within pentateuchal 

sources, for example, he is of the opinion that E is void of any blessing theme, that in D God primarily 

blesses Israel with prosperity in the land, and P utilizes earlier traditions but also spiritualizes the content 

of blessing. As opposed to Westermann (1978), he does not see much utilization of any blessing tradition 

amongtheprophets.MostdebatedofallthetraditionhistoryresearchisWestermann‘scontentionthat

blessing and deliverance are quite distinct divine activities. He contends that deliverance concentrates on 

specific, often miraculous acts of God, whereasblessingdealswiththenaturalprocessesofGod‘s

nurturing creation. Extensive research on the treaty-covenantal understandings of curses and blessings in 

the ANE and the Hebrew Bible have enriched this dimension of comparative work.  

Second, almost every lexical discussion of blessing is divided along the lines of the identification of the 

giver and receiver of the blessing. The question of what it means for God to be blessed has generated the 

major disagreements. If one argues that the nature of the referent (God or a human) changes the force of a 

term, then the translation must change. It would not make much sense for humans to give the same 

benefits of blessing given by the deity. Therefore translating brk in a range from bless to praise preserves 

thebasicfactorofrelationshipintheunderstandingofblessing.ThehumanresponseofpraisetoGod‘s

blessing is an entirely understandable development. Human praise is the one benefit which may be given 

in return for the benefits conveyed by the deity. When referents shift, these kinds of translational shifts are 

common.  

Finally, two interrelated issues, power and magic, continue at the center of understanding what is 

transferred in a blessing. Here the question surrounds the acquisition of blessing. Can God be coerced into 

givingablessing?CanablessingbeobtainedunrelatedtoGod‘sbeneficence?Isthereanyself-fulfilling 

power residing in words? The earlier studies of Pedersen (PI) Mowinckel (1961; originally published in 

1924),andHempel‘swork of 1925 (1961) understood the ancient world of these texts in a dynamistic 

perspective and could answer these questions in a positive manner. Wehmeier (1970), Scharbert (TDNT 

2:279–308), and Westermann (1978) understand the biblical traditions to have limited the dynamistic 

perspective at least partially, but not to have obliterated it entirely. Mitchell (1987) strongly opposes any 

magical understandings in the Hebrew Bible related to blessing.  



This last issue needs further work on the individual texts portraying blessing, as well as better 

perspectives on Israelite religion within its own surroundings. Since there is no comprehensive study of 

thecomplexvarietyofsynonyms(―happy,‖―peace,‖etc.)andantonyms(―curse‖)forblessing,wecan

assume that new perspectives on this important religious term will be forthcoming.  
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KENT HAROLD RICHARDS  

BLESSINGS AND CURSES. Scriptures testify to a traditional world in which divine powers 

(principally the God ofIsrael,butalso―thesonsofGod,‖―Satan,‖―thequeenofheaven,‖andothers)are

believed to influence, directly and indirectly, the life and destiny of nations and individuals. The course of 

human events is experienced as neither accidental nor self-directed but as dependent, wholly or in part, on 

the will of these divine powers. In this setting, blessing and curse, deriving ultimately from the disposition 

andabilityofthegodstofurtherorthwartthe―goodlife,‖areofcrucialimportancetohuman welfare.  
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A. The Scope of the Discussion  

In the Bible, blessing may be understood as a performative utterance (see Austin 1962; 1979), the 

effective activity of pronouncing and bringing about good for someone. It may be the resultant favor 

(benefaction) or enablement itself. Blessing may also be an act of greeting or prayer that invokes good for 

someone or seeks to avert or neutralize evil. Finally, it may be an act of praise by which a benefactor, 

human or divine, is acknowledged and thanked for benefits received or expected. The meaning of cursing 

is just the opposite. It may refer to the pronouncement of evil which brings about punishment or harm to 

someone, the actual harm or punishment effected, or an invocation of the same. It is unthinkable, 

however, that one would curse the deity (Lev 24:10–16),evenforsomeharmonemightattributetoGod‘s

neglect or disfavor (Job 2:9–10).  

Earlier studies of blessings and curses in the Bible (e.g., Pedersen 1914; PI, 162–212:Mowinckel 1924; 

Hempel1961)oftendealtwithperceiveddistinctionsbetween―magical‖and―religious‖conceptionsof



theirefficacy.The―magical‖conceptionwouldattribute inherent power, for example, to a certain form of 

pronouncement, so that the benediction or malediction once spoken must automatically bring about its 

result, barring pronouncement of an equally or more effective counter-curse or -blessing.The―religious‖

conception, by contrast, would attribute the power and efficacy of a blessing or curse to the cooperative 

will and action of God or the gods. It was felt that both conceptions could be illustrated from the Bible. 

Westermann argues that the magical features, still recognizable in some of the Yahwist (J) narratives, are 

historical leftovers no longer operative in the theological conception of the Yahwist (1978:57–58). Also, 

Scharbert (TDOT, 2:303) finds little trace of the magical left in the biblical conceptions of blessing and 

curse.  

Closely related to this discussion was a scholarly consensus that the ancient Israelites, along with other 

contemporary cultures, attributed unusual power to the spoken word (Heb dābār); once uttered, the word 

would practically take on a life of its own and continue in effect whether or not circumstances changed or 

the original speaker had a change of mind. Thiselton (1974) strongly questions the supposed independent 

power of words in the Bible. The power of words in general, and of blessings and curses in particular, 

presumably depends upon the disposition (favorable or unfavorable), power, and status of the person who 

utters them, the circumstances under which they are spoken, and the expectations and receptivity of the 

audience for or about whom the words are spoken. The Bible presents blessings and curses as neither 

automatic nor irrevocable. They are effective only when spoken by authoritative or authorized persons 

(e.g., God, king, prophets, priests, elders) at what is considered an appropriate time and place, 

accompanied by the expected gestures or rituals, if any. God willing, they may also be revoked. Recent 

hermeneuticalreflectionsontheBalaamstorybyCoats(1982)andFord(1982)froma―process‖

perspective interpret blessing and curse in terms of the power of divine persuasion.  

B. The Terminology of Blessings and Curses  

1. In the Hebrew Bible. The Bible frequently expresses blessings by forms of the verbal root brk, ―to

bless,‖includingbārûk, ―blessed,‖and by the related noun bĕrākâ, ―blessing.‖OtherHebrewterms

belonging to the same semantic field include ḥnn, ―toactfavorablyorgraciously,‖rṣh and rāṣôn, ―be

favorablypleased,‖―favor,‖ṣlḥ, ―toadvanceorprosper,‖ḥesed, ―loyalty/magnanimity/kindness,‖and

variousexpressionsofthegraciouspresenceoraccessibilityofGod(i.e.,God‘sbeing―with‖˓im or ˒et 

someone). One who has been favored or has experienced blessing may be called Heb ˒ašrê, ―happy,‖a

term found most frequently in the Psalms and Proverbs, while the general state of well-being or security 

that results from blessing may be termed Heb šālôm. In conversation with earlier studies, Mitchell (1983) 

provides insightful analyses of the semantic relationships between brk and many of the other terms cited 

here.  

The terminology of cursing in the Hebrew Bible includes the three principal Heb roots ˒lh, ˒rr, qll, and 

their derivatives. The first carries the basic sense of a vocal or written imprecation, a curse pronounced. 

The second, frequently encountered in the participial form ˒ārûr and as an antonym to bārûk, seems to 

havethebasicsenseof―spell,‖connotingasortofbanningorbarringfrombenefits.Thethirdhasawide

range of meanings, often dealing less with imprecation than with disrespect and verbal or physical abuse 

(see Brichto 1963:70–71; 114–15; 176–77). Scharbert (TDOT, 1:261–64) adds that Heb ˒ālâ was 

commonly used in legal situations as a conditional curse or oath used to prove guilt, protect property, or 

ratify a treaty. He further notes that the ˒ārûr formulawasthemostpowerful―decree‖expressedby

someone in authority to deliver over a transgressor to misfortune (TDOT, 1:411). In the Balaam story 

(Numbers 22–24), the uncommon Heb root qbb alternates several times with ˒rr, while Heb z˓m also 

occursonce.Alsowithinthesemanticfieldofcursingarethe―ban‖(Hebḥerem) which singled out 

persons or groups for extermination (e.g., Joshua 7), the interjections Heb ˒ôy (―Woe!‖e.g.,Isa 6:5) and 

hôy (―Ha!‖e.g.,Jer 22:18), and expressions of divine withdrawal or displeasuresuchasGod‘s―hiding‖or

―turningawaytheface.‖ 

2. In the New Testament. The equivalent to brk in the LXX, the intertestamental literature, and the NT 

is Gk eulogein, ―tobless,‖anditsderivatives,includingthedivineepitheteulogētos, ―blessed.‖The

condition of happiness resulting from being favored is expressed by Gk makarios (see Matthew 5 and 



Luke 6). The roots may also be used interchangeably, as in Luke 1:42 and 45, where Elizabeth hails Mary 

as both eulogēmenē and makaria.  

Cursing in the NT may be expressed by forms of kataraesthai, ―tocurse,‖(kat)anathematizein, ―to

make anathema,‖andtherelatedterms;andbyGkkakalogein, ―toslanderorspeakevilof.‖Thewoeful

expression Gk ouai appears especially in Matthew, Luke, and Revelation.  

There are, of course, many portions of the Scriptures in which blessing and curse are closely discernible 

in context, even though the expected terminology is not employed.  

C. The Efficacy of Blessings and Curses  

1. The Power and Authority behind Blessings and Curses. As noted above, blessings and curses 

derive their efficacy from the power and authority of the one who utters them or serves as guarantor for 

carrying out their intent. In the Bible, the ultimate source of power is Yahweh, the God of Israel, who is 

said to finally control all good and evil (Isa 45:6), and who can thwart all other counsel and intentions 

(Job 12:13–25). In the biblical view, therefore, no blessing or curse can become operative without the 

assent of this God.  

Blessings and curses, once uttered, need not come to pass inexorably, because countermeasures could be 

taken. For example, when Micah of Ephraim revealed to his mother that he himself had stolen some silver 

protectedbyhercurse,sheimmediatelyrespondedbypronouncingablessinginYahweh‘snameonher

son and consecrating the silver to this God (Judg 17:1–3). When JonathanbroughthisfatherSaul‘scurse

uponhimselfunwittingly,thepeopleintervenedtosavehimfromritualexecutionand―ransomed‖him(1 

Sam 14:24–30, 36–45). Steps could also be taken ahead of time to insure blessing and avert curses. 

Abram was assured that God would bless those who blessed him but would curse anyone who cursed him 

(Gen 12:3); Isaac pronounced a similar blessing on his son Jacob (Gen 27:29). Although the specific 

vocabulary of blessing and curse is not used, thewordthatcametoJeremiahatthepotter‘sshopindicated

that Yahweh is free to reverse blessing-bearingpromises(―building,‖―planting,‖―good‖)orcurse-

bearingthreats(―pluckup,‖―breakdown,‖―destroy‖ifpeoplechangetheirways(Jer 18:7–10).  

2. Accompanying Symbolic and Ritual Acts. Various gestures or rituals may have been expected to 

accompany the pronouncement of blessings and curses. The laying on of hands (Gen 48:14; Mark 10:16) 

or the ritual sharing of food and drink (Gen 14:18–20) might accompany a blessing. When Shimei cursed 

David, he threw stones and dust (2 Sam 16:5–14). A person suspected of adultery was to drink curse-

contaminated water which would cause injury if the person were guilty (Num 5:19–28). Jeremiah 

smashed a pot in the presence of elders and senior priests while delivering a divine message that 

Jerusalem and its inhabitants were about to be broken by their enemies (Jer 19:1–13) and would become 

(cursed) objects of hissing (v 8; cf. Jer 29:18). Several variations on another ritual commonly associated 

with curses, namely, the dismemberment of a person or animals, occur in Gen 15:9–10 (cf. Jer 34:18–20), 

1 Sam 11:6–7 and, evidently, Judg 19:29–30. In his discussion of the curse ritual in Deuteronomy 27, 

Harrelson (1980:26–33) suggests that the division of the Israelites into two groups facing each other is 

another variation on this ritual of dismemberment.  

D. The Settings of Blessings and Curses  

In a wider sense, blessing may be understood as the continuous favorable working of God to bring about 

good in the world of nature and the life of individuals and families (Westermann 1979:33, 44–45). The 

Bible,however,depictsmanytypicalsituationsinwhichthemediationofGod‘sfavorordisfavor,

expressed as a deliberate pronouncement or invocation of curse or blessing, was expected or considered 

appropriate. These situations often involve a crisis, the onset of a struggle, a time of decision, or the 

crossing of a threshold into the future.  

1. Times of Universal or Cosmic Significance. The crisis or transition may be of universal 

significance. Thus, in the first story of the creation, God twice directly pronounces blessings on the newly 

created creatures (Gen 1:22, 28) and also hallows the seventh day, which marks the completion of the 

―generationsoftheheavenandtheearth‖(Gen 2:3–4). By contrast, after the man and the woman have 

eaten of the fruit and are about to be driven from the garden, Yahweh curses the serpent and the ground 



(Gen 3:14, 17) and promises pain to the humans in their future production of food and children (Gen 

3:16–19).  

In the NT, the arrival of the Christ (the Anointed One) and his announcement of the breaking in of the 

kingdom of God is accompanied by a series of blessings and woes. In Luke, Jesus balances his 

pronouncementoffour―blesseds‖withfourcontrasting―woes‖(Luke 6:20–26). As Van Den Doel 

(1963:216–20, 224–25) notes, there are several other instances in the gospels where those who are 

receivingandactingonJesus‘messageofthe kingdom and the reversal of conditions it represents are 

called―blessed.‖Healsonotes(1963:151)that,whilethemanyhealingsandexorcismsperformedby

Jesusarenotdesignated―blessings‖inthetext,theycarrythatmeaningforthehumanbeneficiaries.  

2. Times of Individual or Family Crisis. Crisis and transition times in individual and family life call 

for blessings and the averting of curses. The priest Eli blessed Hannah and Elkanah with an invocation for 

additional children after they had dedicated Samuel to the service of the sanctuary. The text immediately 

reportsYahweh‘sfulfillmentofthisblessing(1 Sam 2:20–21). Indeed, Eli had pronounced a similar 

benediction over the barren Hannah after her agonized prayers for a first child. That priestly blessing was 

also quickly answered by Yahweh (1 Sam 1:17–20). When Ruth and Boaz prepared to be married, the 

elders and people similarly invoked blessings of children and prosperity; and, upon the birth of a son 

whom they presented to Naomi, the women lauded Yahweh as blessed (Heb bārûk; Ruth 4:11–12, 14). 

Similarly, Raguel blessed his daughter Sarah and her husband Tobias upon their marriage (Tob 7:13).  

Blessing may be invoked for someone undertaking an important journey, especially when the future of 

the family is at stake (Gen 24:7; cf. Tob 5:16).WhenRebekahconsentedtobecomeIsaac‘swife,they

sent her on her journey with a blessing that she bear innumerable descendants (Gen 24:60). Jacob went to 

Paddan-aramtofindawifewithhisfather‘sblessing(Gen 28:1–5). Later, when Laban finally agreed to 

allow his daughters and grandchildren to go with Jacob, he blessed them (Gen 32:1—Eng 31:55). Finally, 

theclimacticepisodewhereinJacobstruggleswith―aman‖attheJabbokRiverandsubsequentlyobtains

a divine blessing and the new name Israel (Gen 32:22–32) takes place during his sojourn away from 

Paddan-aram, just before he meets again with the estranged brother he fears, Esau.  

Blessings are also appropriate when one generation is about to die and wishes to pass on favor to 

another. Best known are the blessings bestowed by Isaac and Jacob upon their sons (Genesis 27; 48–49).  

Westermann argues (1978:83–91) that NT accounts of Jesus blessing children (Mark 10:16=Matt 

19:15=Luke 18:17), speaking the blessing at meals (Luke 9:16; 24:30), and blessing his disciples when he 

took leave of them (Luke 24:50–51), indicate that he was continuing traditional Jewish practices. 

Nevertheless, the latter episode also marks a significant moment of transition in the relationship between 

Jesus and his followers.  

In contrast to the usual practice of seeking a blessing during times of crisis, Jeremiah and Job are two 

individuals who experienced personal crises and such intense suffering that they cursed the day of their 

birth and wished for death (Jer 20:14–18; Job 3). Also, Jeremiah cursed the person who made the birth 

announcement (vv 15–17), while Job added a curse upon the night during which he was conceived (v 3; 

see Alter 1985:76–83, 96–110). Jonah, in very different circumstances and without actually invoking a 

curse, also expressed a death wish (Jonah 4:3, 8). It is possible, however, to interpret the actions of all 

three as desperate attempts actually to motivate God to reverse their fortunes.  

Theguaranteeofone‘swordwastoswearanoaththatincludedapotentialcurseupononeself.Saul

utteredsuchanoathwhichthreatenedJonathan‘slife(1 Sam 14:44), as did Solomon when he doomed 

Adonijah (1 Kgs 2:23), and the king of Israel who swore to destroy Elisha (2 Kgs 6:31). When Jonathan 

and David swore loyalty to each other, Jonathan included a self-imprecation to guarantee his fidelity (1 

Sam 20:13). Abner, too, uttered this sort of self-imprecation when he publicly switched allegiance from 

the family of Saul to David (2 Sam 3:9). There are many similar examples in the Hebrew Bible. A striking 

instanceintheNTisPeter‘sinvocationofacurse(onceinMark 14:71; twice in Matt 26:72, 74) when he 

deniedbeingoneofJesus‘followers.IntheSermonontheMount,Jesuscounseledagainstswearingby

anything,butsimplytostate―Yes‖or―No‖(Matt 5:33–37).  



3. Times of Community or National Decision. Blessings and curses figure prominently in the 

covenants that Yahweh initiated with the people of Israel. Covenants were believed to be central in 

determiningthenation‘sfortunes.Therituals renewing or reaffirming covenant included reciting 

blessings and curses. This is especially clear in the case of the Mosaic covenant as presented in 

Deuteronomy. At the conclusion of his lengthy exposition of the statutes and ordinances Israel was to 

keep (Deuteronomy 5–26), Moses instructed the people to observe a ceremony, at Shechem on Mounts 

Ebal and Gerizim, in which they would declare the curses or blessings that would come upon them for 

obedience or disobedience to the statutes and commandments just rehearsed (Deuteronomy 27–28). In 

chap. 30 hereiteratesIsrael‘sobligationtochoose―life,‖―good,‖and―blessing‖over―death,‖―evil,‖and

the―curse‖(vv 15, 19) by remaining loyal to their God. The book closes with the song of Moses (chap. 

32), which echoes elements of a covenant lawsuit (Heb rîb) and the curse-induced evils that would come 

upon disobedient Israel, balanced and overshadowed by the concluding blessing of Moses on all the tribes 

of Israel (chap. 33).Thelatter,setjustbeforeMoses‘passinginchap. 34, serves as a last will and 

testament, in some ways similar to the blessing of Jacob in Genesis 49.  

The so-called Holiness Code (Leviticus 17–26) also concludes with contrasted blessings (26:3–13) and 

curses (26:14–39) for observance or nonobservance of Yahweh‘sstatutes.Moreover,theclosingwords

assure the people that, even after the most dire consequences, including exile to enemy lands, genuine 

repentance and a return to Yahweh would cause him to remember the Abrahamic covenant and the Sinai 

covenant. For, after all, Yahweh would not abandon them, even in foreign lands, so as to destroy the 

people completely and break the covenant with them (26:40–45).  

Scharbert believes that the blessing formulas in Deuteronomy 28 and Leviticus 26 are briefer and 

vaguer than the curse formulas (TDOT, 2:304–5). He notes that in Deuteronomy there is no formal list of 

blessings to counterbalance the curses enumerated in chap. 27. Further, blessing plays little role in the 

preexilic prophets, although curses are present. This may indicate that the blessings were a later insertion 

into the legal sanctions, which originally were only the curses that would result from covenant-breaking.  

Several important studies on covenant (including Mendenhall 1955; Baltzer 1971; and McCarthy 1978) 

havetreatedtheblessingsandcursesinYahweh‘scovenantwithIsraelincomparison with curses and 

blessings found in political treaties now familiar from other nations, notably the Hittites, in the ANE. 

Hillers (1964:43–79) usefully correlates some 20 specific curses (e.g., ravaging animals, removal of 

joyful sounds, breaking of the scepter, dry breasts, contaminated water, etc.) found in various ANE 

treaties and paralleled in Deuteronomy 28, Leviticus 26, the Prophets, or elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible. 

Levenson (1985:35) remarks that it is hardly surprising that the curses in Leviticus and Deuteronomy, so 

horrific in their detail, are still read in undertones in synagogue worship.  

4. In the Cult. Two climactic cultic occasions include David ritually conducting the covenant box into 

JerusalemandSolomon‘sdedicationofthetemple.Oneachoccasion,thekingtakestheleadingrolein

the ceremonies, blessing various other participants. David dared to move the covenant box based upon the 

report that Yahweh had blessed Obed-edom the Gittite, with whom the box had been residing for three 

months (2 Sam 6:11–12). Upon safely bringing the box to its new residence, David made sacrificial 

offerings, distributed foodstuffs to the people, and blessed them in the name of the Lord of hosts (vv 18–

19). He also intended to bless his own household (v 20), but was met with disdain by his wife Michal the 

daughter of Saul. Given the context, the laconic report that Michal thereafter became barren for the rest of 

her life (v 23) strongly implies that, by her actions, Michal exchanged the intended blessing for a curse 

instead.  

Subsequently, when Solomon moved the covenant box to the newly erected temple, the ceremonies of 

dedication as reported in 1 Kings 8 included prayers, offerings, and shared feasting. In addition, Solomon 

pronounced blessings on the assembled people (vv 14, 55) and acknowledged Yahweh as blessed (vv 15, 

56), while the people, in turn, blessed the king at the conclusion of the week-long festivities (v 66).  

The so-called Aaronic benediction or blessing in Num 6:22–27 was probably used in the temple 

services and has remained in use among Jews and Christians to the present. Yahweh promises Moses that 

when the priests use this formulaic blessing Yahweh himself will bless the people. The brief formula is 



densewiththeterminologyofblessing,includingassuranceofGod‘sprotection(Hebšmr), favor (Heb 

ḥnn), and peace (Heb šālôm). Noteworthy is the threefold repetition of the Heb root brk, once in the 

formula itself and twice in the accompanying rubrics, as well as the emphatic threefold repetition of the 

divine name, which, along with the šālôm it brings, is being placed (śym; vv 26–27) upon the recipients of 

the blessing. This blessing reaffirms positively the powerful words of Exod 15:26, in which God promised 

inthenegative:―NoplaguewhichIplaced(śym) upon Egypt will I place (śym) upon you, for I am 

YahwehyourHealer.‖ 

The book of Psalms contains indications of the use of blessings and curses in the temple liturgy. For 

example, Psalm 72 speaks of continual prayers and blessings offered on behalf of the monarch (vv 15, 17) 

and invites people to bless themselves by his name (v 17). Psalms 21 and 22—prayers before and after 

battle—indicate that victory over enemies was formally requested and acknowledged as a blessing (Pss 

21:4, 7—Eng 21:3, 6; cf. Pss 18:47–49—Eng 18:46–48). Many of the psalms were sung as blessings of 

Yahweh, as is indicated by the formulaic language at the beginning and conclusion of Psalms 103 and 

104, the invitation in Pss 134:1–2, and the final verses of Psalm 135. Temple singers or priests are 

depicted in Psalm 118 aspronouncing―blessedinthenameofYahweh‖theone(perhapstheking?)who

enters the sacred precincts. Cazelles (TDOT, 1:445–48) believes that the frequently encountered 

expression Heb ˒ašrê, ―happy!‖in the Psalms is best understood as a sort of liturgical cry or interjection 

which found its way into services of the Second Temple, perhaps via Egyptian practice. The solemn 

pronouncement of curses, evidently, also took place in the temple, as indicated by the lists of imprecations 

on enemies contained in many of the laments (e.g., Pss 17:13–14; 35:4–6, 26; 58:7–10—Eng 58:6–9). 

Particularly striking is Psalm 137, which twice calls happy (Heb ˒ašrê) whoever takes vengeance on 

Babylon (vv 8–9). Lapide (1982:166) offers the striking interpretation that these ritualized curses and 

imprecations helped worshippers to vent emotions of anger and frustration, and thus defused the need for 

carrying out actual acts of bloodshed.  

In the NT Jesus blessed children (Mark 10:13–16) as a sign of their inclusion in the kingdom of God. 

Many Christian churches have interpreted this story as a sanction of infant baptism and have included its 

solemn reading or intonation at baptismal ceremonies. In the gospels, Jesus also blesses food (Mark 

6:41=Matt 14:19=Luke 9:16; Luke 24:30), a practice already well attested at the Qumran community and 

stillwidelyfollowedamongJewsandChristians.Inthenew―family‖ofChristiandisciples(Mark 3:31–

35; 10:29–31), a central sign and affirmation of the blessing-mediating presence of the risen Christ as the 

―breakingofbread‖together(Acts 2:42, 46–47)—a practice no doubt linked to the tradition of the Last 

Supper he shared with his disciples at the time of Passover just before his crucifixion (note Mark 14:22–

25=Matt 26:26–29=Luke 22:15–20; 1 Cor 10:16). Paul, moreover, warns that unworthy eating and 

drinkingofthe―Lord‘ssupper‖wouldactuallyendangerthehealthoftheassembly(1 Cor 11:20–34); the 

expected blessing, in effect, could be turned into a curse.  

The traditional liturgy of St. John Chrysostom celebrated in the Eastern Orthodox churches powerfully 

presents the continuing mediation of blessing through the risen Christ. Blessing from God to the faithful is 

both pronounced and effected through the proclamation of the gospel and communing in the eucharistic 

meal. Surrounding these two climactic activities of blessing, continuous prayers and psalms invoking 

divine blessing for all people in every imaginable walk of life alternate with repeated ascriptions of glory 

tothetrinity―nowandeverandtoagesofages.‖Theseascriptionsbearcloseresemblancetothe

benedictions honoring God and the divine kingdom in Jewish synagogue worship. The overall mood of 

theliturgyisreminiscentofthepsalmist‘sexhortationto―blessYahwehatalltimes‖(Ps 34:2—Eng 34:1) 

in acknowledgment of the saving strength of the All-Powerful One. This ancient Christian liturgy also 

draws together in a single cultic celebration the three lines of blessing present in the Scriptures: from God 

to humanity, from humans to other humans, and from humans to God. These lines of blessing were 

identified by Schenk (1967), whose analysis was criticized and expanded upon by Westermann (1978:68–

101; see also Mitchell 1983). Westermann has also written on the place and function of blessing in 

worship and in the rituals of the Church and on possible continuities and discontinuities with practices 

attested in the Scriptures (1978:103–20).  



E. Blessings, Curses, and the Literary Shape of the Bible  

Recent studies have turned attention to the artistic use of blessings and curses as organizing devices by 

those who composed or shaped longer and shorter sections of the Bible. Some examples follow.  

1. Judges 5. The so-called Song of Deborah, widely regarded as among the oldest literary compositions 

in the Hebrew Bible, is shaped by a series of blessings and curses (see Urbrock 1987:426–27, 432). The 

naming of Deborah and Jael, both subjects of praise in the song, is carefully framed by words of blessing 

(v 2—blessing, vv 6–7—naming, v 9—blessing;―Mostblessed…Jael…mostblessed,‖v 24). Further, 

the name of the Israelite commander, Barak (Heb bārāq), sounds like Heb brk, ―tobless,‖andits

repetition in vv 12 and 15 nicelybalancesthedoubleinvitationto―BlessYahweh‖invv 2 and 9. By 

contrast, mention of the village of Meroz is framed by a double curse in v 23. Similarly, the Canaanite 

commander Sisera and his mother literally stand outside the blessing-frames in the text and are named 

only in an ironic context where food (v 25), a sign of blessing, is exchanged for violent death (vv 26–27), 

sign of a curse, and where those who expected to take spoil actually have been despoiled themselves (vv 

28–30). The song ends with the invocation of a curse on the enemies and a blessing on the allies of 

Yahweh (v 31). This closing invocation, along with the invitationto―BlessYahweh‖inv 2, serves as a 

clear inclusion or envelope for the entire composition.  

Juxtaposition of blessing and curse, used so effectively as a literary device in Judges 5, occurs 

frequently elsewhere in the Bible, also. The balancing of blessings and woes in Luke and the covenant 

blessings and curses in Deuteronomy 27–28 and Leviticus 26 have been mentioned above (secs. D.1. and 

D. 3.) In Jer 17:5–8, one whose heart is turned away from Yahweh is described as cursed, like a shrub in a 

desert; but blessed like a tree by water is the one who trusts Yahweh (see also Psalm 1). The book of 

Proverbs contains many maxims that contrast the cursed existence, influence, and fate of the 

wicked/selfish/fools with the blessed status of the righteous/liberal/wise (e.g., Prov 10:6–7; 11:11, 26; 

22:9; 28:14).  

2. The Book of Ruth. Blessing and curse are also juxtaposed in Ruth. Trible (1978:166–99) has shown 

howthesurfacedesignofthebook,whichmovesfromaninitialsceneheavywithdeathtoan―All‘swell

thatendswell‖conclusion,isgeneratedbyadeepstructureinwhichthe human actors move between life 

and death while their God works between blessing and curse behind the scenes. The story line develops 

around the gradual removal or reversal of the signs of curse (famine, exile, death) and the appearance, 

ever more openly, of the kindness (Heb ḥesed) of Yahweh (2:20), reflected and mediated in the ḥesed of 

Ruth (3:10) and the favor (Heb ḥēn) of Boaz (2:2, 10). The action is punctuated at key points by 

invocations of divine blessing (1:8–9; 2:4, 12, 19; 3:10; and 4:11–12) and is enclosed at beginning and 

end by proclamations of divine favor (1:6 and 4:13–14).Ruth‘sconditionalself-imprecation (1:17) and 

Naomi‘scomplaint(1:20–21), with their intimations of death and affliction and emptiness, are swallowed 

up by life and fullness and blessing for the two women and their families, even including generations past 

(4:10) and future (4:18–22).  

3. The Book of Psalms. Although many or most of the psalms were originally composed for use in the 

temple liturgies, their current arrangement into five books suggests that they are intended for study and 

meditation like the five books of the Mosaic Torah. This intention is underscored in the blessing that 

opens the book in Ps 1:1–2. The editors of the arrangement have also reminded pious readers to 

accompany their meditation on the collected psalms with prayer and ascriptions of blessing and praise to 

Yahweh. Thus, each of the first four books now concludes with such a blessing (41:14—Eng 41:13; 

72:18–19; 89:53—Eng 89:52; 106:48), while the fifth book concludes with a crescendo of blessing and 

praise in Pss 144–50. Cazelles (TDOT 1:446) draws attention to the placement of psalms identifying 

―happy‖(Heb˒ašrê) readers and worshippers precisely at the beginning or close of the various divisions 

(see Pss 1:1; 41:2—Eng 41:1, 89:16—Eng 89:15; 106:3). One may add that Psalm 72, while lacking an 

˒ašrê identification, contains prayers of blessing for the king accompanying a description of the ideal, 

blessed kingdom. Overall, then, despite the many laments contained in the Psalter and the frequent 

cursing of enemies, the mood fostered by the blessings which frame the whole and its major subdivisions 

is one of confidence, praise, and thanksgiving.  



4. The Tetrateuch, Pentateuch, and Deuteronomistic History. Wolff (1975) identifies Gen 12:1–4a, 

with its fivefold play on the central idea of blessing (brk), as the key passage for understanding the 

message of the Yahwist (J) in the Tetrateuch (Genesis through Numbers). This idea has influenced the 

shape of the narrative. Before the appearance of Abra (ha)m, J does not use brk in reference to humanity; 

rather, ˒rr appears five times (Gen 3:14, 17; 4:11; 5:29; 9:25) and qll once (8:21), the latter in a positive 

passage that points ahead to Gen 12:1–3.AsWolffseesit,therestofJ‘scontributionstoepisodesinthe

Tetrateuch may be understood in terms of the thematic question:how does the blessing reach the peoples 

through Abraham? For example, the plaguenarrativeinExodusisshapedbyJtoemphasizethepharaoh‘s

request that Moses entreat Yahweh to remove the curse, as it were, and effect a blessing even for Egypt 

(Exod 12:32). The last large J complex in the Tetrateuch is the Balaam narrative in Numbers, with its 

dramaticportrayalofGod‘suseofaforeignertoblessIsraelseveraltimesover,althoughhewaspaidto

cursethem.AclimacticconcludingcoupletinBalaam‘s third oracle is reminiscent of the promise to Abra 

(ha)m (Num 24:9; cf. Gen 12:3).Nevertheless,J‘swork ends with a sense that the blessing that is to come 

to the world through Israel still remains a task and promise to be fulfilled. Moab does not yet share the 

blessing, and Israel is still prone to apostasy (Num 25:1–5). Wolff sees a schematic arrangement here:a 

sober episode of warning follows upon pronouncements of blessing, just as the episode of affliction for 

the pharaoh follows the blessing on Abra (ha)m in Genesis 12.  

InacompanionarticletoWolff‘s,Brueggemann(1975)suggeststhatthefocusforunderstandingthe

message of the Priestly circle (P) in the Tetrateuch is the fivefold blessing declaration of Gen 1:28,―Be

fruitful…multiply…filltheearth…subdueit…havedominion.‖Variationsonthisformularecur

often in Genesis (9:7; cf. 17:2, 20; 28:1–4; 35:11; 47:27; and 48:3–4) and in the important story transition 

at Exod 1:7.  

Overall, the Pentateuch (Genesis through Deuteronomy), now long hallowed by tradition as belonging 

together as the Mosaic Torah, also exhibits an envelope structure that emphasizes blessing and curse at 

beginning and end. The stories of the primeval times and of the Abrahamic family in Genesis, arranged to 

reflect the J and P schemata of blessing, are balanced by the repeated Deuteronomistic invitations to 

choose life and blessing rather than curse and death in Deuteronomy 27–33. Scharbert (TDOT 2:306–7) 

comments that the Pentateuch as finally redacted has passed on to Judaism and Christianity an enduring 

belief that blessing and curse, powers that emanate from God and that become effective through human 

behavior inrelationshiptodivinelaw,―finallydeterminethedestinyofallmankind,thenations,andthe

individual.‖ 

In modern scholarship, Deuteronomy is widely regarded as actually having originated not as the 

conclusion to the Pentateuch but as the introduction to the so-called Deuteronomistic History, which 

includes the books of Joshua, Judges, Samuel, and Kings. The blessings and curses that figure so 

prominently in the closing chapters of Deuteronomy are picked up at key points in the ensuing history. 

Ceremonies of covenant renewal culminating in warnings of possible good and evil for covenant 

observanceandneglectaredescribedastakingplaceatthetimeofJoshua‘sdeath,afterthetribesofIsrael

had been allotted their lands (Joshua 24), and at the time of transition from tribal league to kingship under 

Saul (1 Samuel 12). In both instances, leaders of the people—Joshua and Samuel—are about to leave the 

scene, just as Moses departs at the close of Deuteronomy. When Solomon dedicates the new temple in 

Jerusalem, he blesses the assembled people, and blesses Yahweh at the beginning and conclusion of his 

great dedicatory prayer (1 Kgs 8:14, 55). The prayer itself is couched in Deuteronomistic language, 

acknowledging that such disasters as defeat in war (v 33), drought (v 35), famine and pestilence (v 37), 

and even exile (v 46) are caused by disloyalty. In a final hortatory prayer, not dissimilar to the addresses 

of Moses in Deuteronomy, Solomon exhorts the people to keep the commandments, statutes, and 

ordinances with a heart completely true to Yahweh (1 Kgs 8:58, 61; cf. Deut 6:2, 5; 30:1–2, 15–17). 

Centuries later, the discovery of the lost ―bookofTorah,‖perhapsanearlyversionofDeuteronomy,

caused King Josiah to tear his clothes in consternation, evidently at the possibility of the covenant curses 

taking effect (2 Kgs 22:11–13), and to institute a major reform of cultic practices in Judah and Jerusalem 

(2 Kgs 23:1–25). Not only does the theology of blessing and curse clearly pervade the Deuteronomistic 



History,butapatternofceremonialrecitationoftheblessingsandcursesatcrucialpointsinthenation‘s

history also helps give literary shape to this major work in the Hebrew Bible.  

5. The Christian Bible. In his helpful analysis of the differing shapes of the Hebrew and Christian 

Bibles, Josipovici (1988: 29–49) notes how the books in the Christian OT and NT have been arranged so 

astoachievebothacorrespondencebetweenthemajorpartsofeachTestamentand―acontinuous 

forwarddrivefromCreationtotheendoftime‖(1988:42).Thedesignconveysanoverallsenseof

wholeness and completion. It hardly seems surprising, then, that Revelation, the last book in the Christian 

arrangement, contains seven beatitudes (see Aune 1983:283–84), two of which appear in the closing 

verses of the book (Rev 22:7, 14) alongside a conditional curse and a reference to the tree of life (Rev 

22:18–19). Along with those uttered by Jesus in Matthew, the beatitudes in Revelation serve as an 

excellent inclusion scheme for the NT books. But in a more inclusive sense, the blessings and curse in 

chap. 22 complete a ring around the entire Christian Bible by reversing the prohibition of Genesis (Gen 

3:22) and alluding to the solemn warning and invitation of Deuteronomy (Deut 4:2; 30:19).  
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WILLIAM J. URBROCK  

BLIGHT. See AGRICULTURE.  

BLINDNESS. See SICKNESS AND DISEASE.  



BLOOD [Heb dām (ָדם)]. Biblical authors identified the liquid, blood, and the solid, fat (Heb ḥēleb), as 

the body substances essential for all animal life. When David eulogized Saul and Jonathan (2 Sam 1:22) 

forbringingdeathtothefoe,hesang:―Frombloodofslain,fromfatofheroes—the bow of Jonathan 

neverturnedback.TheswordofSaulneverwithdrewempty.‖Thedeductionthatbloodandfatwerevital

substances was arrived at by observing violent death by the sword or by beasts, accompanied by 

bloodshedanddisembowelment.Bloodwasconsideredmoresignificanttolifethanfat.Indeed―blood‖

and―life‖areattestedaslexicalpairsinHebrew,Ugaritic,andAkkadianpoetry(Avishur1984:559,577). 

The alternation of phrases in Gen 37:21–22 demonstratesthat,inbiblicalHebrew,―shedblood‖(Heb

šāpak dām)wassynonymouswith―struckthelife‖(Hebhikkâ nepeš). Explicit identification of blood 

with life is made in Deuteronomy (12:23):―Forthebloodisthelife(nepeš) and you must not consume the 

life along with the flesh (bāśār).‖Similarly,thePriestlywriter(P)locatesanimallifeinthebloodand

equates the valueofbloodwiththatoflife:―Forthelife(nepeš) of the flesh (bāśār) is in the blood. I have 

consigned it to the altar in your behalf to atone for your lives, because the blood, in its value as life, makes 

atonement‖(Lev 17:11; Levine 1974:68). According to P, the atoning value of the blood accounts for the 

efficacy of the sacrificial system. By placing (Heb sāmak) a hand on the animal (Lev 1:4; 3:2, 8, 13; 4:4, 

15, 24, 29), sinners passed their essence on to it (cf. Num 27:18–23). Once the blood of the victim had 

been dashed on the sides of the altar, or in some cases applied to its horns, and the fat of the victim turned 

intosmoke,substitutionwaseffectedforthetwovitalsubstancesofthehumansinner.Theanimal‘sdeath

had brought life to the sinner.  

As the primary vital substance, blood was occasionally believed to be present in life-giving objects 

consideredinanimatebymoderns.Winewas―bloodofthegrape‖(Deut 32:14; for Ugaritic, see Gordon 

UT 385) and the NiletogetherwithallofEgypt‘ssourcesofwaterbledwhenstruck(Exod 7:17–24). The 

vitalsignificanceofbloodisreflectedintheword‘sspecialtreatmentintheHebrewlanguage. Blood 

consumptionwasmostoftendescribedbytheverb―eat‖(Heb˒ākal), normally said of solids, although 

―drinking‖(Hebšātâ) of blood is attested (Num 23:10; Ezek 39:17, 19),asis―getdrunk‖(Hebšākar; Isa 

49:26; cf. Rev 18:6).  

Because they embodied life, both blood and fat were allotted by biblical legislation to God (Lev 3:2–4, 

8–10, 13–15), who was popularly believed to require them as food (Isa 1:11; Ezek 44:7; Ps 50:13). As 

such, they were forbidden to Israelites (Lev 3:17; 7:22–26). The primacy of blood over fat was reflected 

in biblical legislation. It was permissible (Lev 7:24) to put to any nonfood use the fat from animals which 

had died or been torn by beasts. In contrast, blood of a slaughtered animal which had not been sacrificed 

had to be discarded (Deut 12:24). In addition, only Israelites were prohibited from eating fat, just as they 

were forbidden other comestibles permitted gentiles, whereas even gentiles were restricted in their 

consumption of blood. According to Gen 1:29–30 (P), antediluvian humans had been permitted to eat 

seed-bearing plants and trees with seed-bearing fruit. All other animals were permitted green plants. After 

the Flood, God (Elohim) expanded the category of permitted comestibles so that all humans might 

lawfully eat the flesh of the other animals (Gen 9:1–7 [P]), with the provision that they not consume the 

blood oflivinganimals.―Butasregardslivingflesh(bāśār bĕnapšô), its blood (dāmô) you shall not 

consume‖(Gen 9:4). Although the entire pericope is theoretical in that it legislates for gentiles and holds 

beasts accountable for shedding human blood (Gen 9:5), the prohibition against consuming the blood of a 

living animal is realistic. Experience had demonstrated to the ancients the nutritional value of blood, 

whichishighinproteinandlowinfat.Blood‘saccompanyingsymbolicpotencymadeitevenmore

desirable. Keeping the animal alive after eating of its blood is economical and in modern times has been 

documented among the Masai (Brichto 1976:21). For the legislator, however, practical considerations 

were overridden by the biblical conception that jurisdiction over the most vital substance must be divine.  

For Israelites the Bible adds two additional restrictions to the consumption of blood. They may not eat 

the blood of a slaughtered animal (Lev 17:10, 14; Deut 12:23–25),normaytheyeat―withtheblood‖

(Heb ˓al haddām; Lev 19:26; 1 Sam 14:32–35), that is, eat the flesh of a slaughtered animal with blood 

still in it. Doubtless the putative Israelite audience shared with the biblical authors the belief that the life 



of the flesh was in the blood. For that very reason consumption of blood might be especially attractive 

when the need for invigoration was felt (Gaster 1975:65–66).ItmaybeobservedthatSaul‘ssoldiers

consumed meat with the blood in it when they were weary (1 Sam 14:31–32)andthatAshurbanipal‘s

weary enemies slit open the stomachs of their camels (ANET, 299) and drank the blood. Possibly the 

charge―onlybestrong(Hebḥazaq)nottoeattheblood‖(Deut 12:23) is a pun based on the belief that 

eating blood would bring strength. If animal blood was potent, human blood would be more so. 

Herodotus‘well-known account (4.65) that the Scythian warriors drank the blood of their first victims 

findsaparallelinBalaam‘sdescriptionofIsraeldrinkingthe blood of the slain (Num 23:24).  

The biblical sources agree that consumption of animal blood by Israelites and the strangers in their 

midst, even when incidental to eating meat, is a heinous crime equivalent to homicide (Lev 17:4), and 

constitutes―treachery‖(1 Sam 14:33) against God. Biblical legislators differed, however, as to how one 

might eat meat without unlawfully consuming the blood. The solution of Leviticus 17 (P; cf. 1 Sam 

14:34–35) was to make all slaughter of domestic animals sacrificial, thus giving the blood to God (given 

the nature of the ancient Israelite economy whereby the average individual would not have eaten meat 

other than fish or fowl more than ten times a year, the requirement was not excessive). Animals from 

flockandherdweretobebroughttothetentofmeetingandsacrificedas―tribute-offerings‖(Heb

šĕlām  m; Levine 1974:15–52). Only after the blood had been dashed against the altar, the fat turned to 

smoke, and the altar and the priests had taken their share, was the sacrificer permitted to eat the meat. 

Profane slaughter (Milgrom 1976:1–17) was allowed only for clean wild animals such as deer and clean 

wild birds. Their blood was to be covered with earth (Lev 17:13), in keeping with the notion that what 

offends God should be hidden from his sight (Gen 37:26; Deut 23:14; 1 Sam 26:20; Isa 26:21; Ezek 24:7–

8; Job 16:18). Deuteronomy 12, in contrast, permits profane slaughter of clean animals, both domestic and 

wild,solongasoneiscarefulnottoeattheblood,butinsteadpoursit―outonthegroundlikewater.‖

Obviously, neither of the procedures described above actually removed all of the blood from the flesh, but 

each avoided its unrestricted human consumption.  

Because of its vital power, blood could be employed in rites designed to protect the living against the 

forces of death. In Exodus 12 the Israelites are instructed to slaughter the Passover offering, collect its 

blood, and smear some of it on the lintel and the doorposts of their homes. When Yahweh sees the blood 

he will protect (Heb pāsaḥ ) the door and and not permit the destroyer to enter and smite the home. The 

apotropaic function of blood is likewise evident in the rites by which the high priest was enabled to enter 

andexittheinnersanctum―withoutdying‖(Lev 16:2). Among the prescriptions is the threefold 

sprinkling of blood seven times (Lev 16:14, 15, 19).  

The vital power of blood serves to explain its related ritual uses in purification and consecration. Blood 

is employed to cleanse the altar (Ezek 43:20), the incense altar (Exod 30:10), the sanctuary, and the 

temple (Lev 16:15–16; Ezek 45:18–20). Blood is especially important in purification of persons who have 

recoveredfromtheskindiseasetraditionallytranslated―leprosy‖(Hebṣāra˓at). In the first stage of the 

ceremony, the blood of a slaughtered bird is mixed with water and sprinkled on them. Eight days later the 

lepers‘extremitiesaresmearedwithbloodfromtwosacrificialofferingsandwithoil(Leviticus 14). The 

ritual installation of Aaron and his sons in the priestly office contains elements similar to the purification 

of lepers. The new priests are smeared with sacrificial blood on their ears, thumbs, and big toes. In the 

climax of the rite, blood from the altar together with anointing oil is sprinkled on the consecrants and their 

vestments in order to render both priests and vestments holy (Exod 29:9–21; Lev 8:24). The similarities in 

the two rites stem from their common purpose, which is to change the status of the affected persons and 

thus confer on them new life. The principle articulated in rabbinic literature that the leper is reckoned 

dead is already found in Num 12:10–13 and 2 Kgs 15:5 (Cassuto 1972:36, 238). Accordingly, the fresh 

water, literally―livingwater,‖togetherwiththeblood,servestoreturnthelepertolife.Theoilinboth

ceremonies is part of the same complex. Note that elsewhere in the Bible oil confers royal status on 

commoners (1 Sam 10:1, 16:13) and sacred status on vessels (Exod 40:9–11).  

Blood that had been employed in purificationritualswould,likeanyother―useddetergent,‖become

unclean; similarly, blood dashed on the altar (Wright 1987:146–59). In only two categories is blood in 



itself a source of contamination rather than of purification. Unjustified homicide, termed―innocentblood‖

(Deut 19:10; 2 Kgs 4:24; Jer 7:6; Heb dām nāq  )or,alternatively,―bloodoftheinnocent(s)‖(Deut 19:13; 

Heb dam hannāq  ; cf. Heb dam neqîyyîm in Jer 19:4) brings about BLOODGUILT, which pollutes (Lev 

35:33; Heb yaḥan  p) and contaminates (Lev 35:34; Heb ṭimmê) the land. The second category is 

menstruation. Indeed, menstrual blood could serve as the epitome of impurity (Ezek 36:17; Ezra 9:11). A 

menstruating woman was considered to be ill (Heb dāwâ; Lev 12:2; 20:18). The flow of blood 

accompanying the birth of a male child rendered the mother menstrually unclean for a week. Following 

theboy‘scircumcisionontheeighthday,thewomanspentthirty-threeadditionaldaysinastateof―blood

purification‖(Hebdĕmê ṭoharâ ). The birth of a girl, presumably because it brought into existence a 

potential source of menstrual and parturient blood, initiated a two-week period of menstrual 

uncleanliness, followed by sixty-sixdaysinastateof―bloodpurification‖(seeLev 12:1–8).  

Although biblical covenants often describe the slaughter of animals, they generally do not make specific 

mention of blood. Of special interest therefore is the pericope of Exod 24:4–9 in which Moses concludes a 

covenant between Yahweh and Israel. He sacrifices twelve bulls and dashes part of their blood on the altar 

andpartofitonthepeople.Thebloodistermed―bloodofthecovenant‖(cf.Zech 9:11; Matt 26:28; 1 

Cor 11:25). As is evident elsewhere in the Bible, covenants were concluded in order to create quasi-

familial relations. Parties bound by covenant regularly employed family terminology. The role of blood 

was to create an artificial tie of consanguinity (Gaster 1975:151). It will be recalled that in Hebrew one 

referstoabiologicalrelativeoraspouseasone‘s―boneandflesh‖(Gen 2:23; 29:14; 2 Sam 19:13, 14) or 

simplyas―flesh‖(Lev 21:2). But it was not feasible physically to mingle the bone and flesh of persons 

who wished to effect ceremonially a social or political kinship.  

The role of blood in ceremonial kinship explains the tale in which Zipporah the wife of Moses (Exod 

4:25–28)saveshislifeafterYahweh‘sattackbycircumcisinghersonandtouchingthebloodyforeskin to 

Moses‘genitals(Hebraglayim; cf. Judg 3:24; 1 Sam 24:4). By this procedure Zipporah transformed 

Yahwehfromanadversaryintoa―bloodkinsman‖(Hebḥatan dām  m), who was required by the newly 

established kinship to let Moses alone (Gaster 1975:234).  

Murder was particularly heinous when accompanied by bloodshed. Synonymous with the term 

―murderer‖(Hebroṣeaḥ )is―man/menofblood‖(2 Sam 16:8; Pss 5:7, 26:9; Prov 29:10). A city of 

murderers (Isa 1:21)mightequallybetermed―cityofblood‖(Ezek 22:2; 24:6, 9). Blood shed by a 

murderer cried to God out of the earth (Gen 4:10). Therefore, persons who felt compelled to commit 

murder might prefer to mitigate their deed by not physically spilling the blood of the victim. Accordingly, 

Reuben (Gen 37:21–22) was able to persuade his brothers that casting Joseph into a cistern would 

accomplish their purpose without shedding his blood. At the very least it was expected that an effort be 

made to conceal the blood of the victim (Gen 37:26; Ezek 24:7–8) and to hide it from the sight of God (1 

Sam 26:20). According to the Chronicler (1 Chr 22:8), even the just warfare waged by David disqualified 

himfrombuildingatempletoYahwehbecausehehadshedmuchbloodontheearthinYahweh‘ssight. 
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S. DAVID SPERLING  

BLOOD, AVENGER OF (Heb gô˒ēl haddām (גוֵאל ַהָדם)). An individual responsible for 

avenging the death of a relative. Biblical legislation refers to the blood avenger in connection with the 

cities of asylum (Num 35:11–28; Deut 4:41–43, 19:1–13; cf. Josh 20:1–9). From these texts as well as 



from biblical narrative (2 Sam 14:5–11) and extrabiblical parallels it is clear that the legislators were 

attempting to accommodate an existing institution to the biblical notion that only God had absolute 

disposition over human and animal life and over BLOOD, in which life was embodied.  

Inbiblicallaw,onewhoslewanotherthrough―anactofGod‖(Exod 21:13; Heb hā˒eloh  m ˒innâ 

leyādô), by accident (Num 35:11; Heb bišĕgagâ), without intention (Deut 19:4; Heb biblî da˓at; cf. Josh 

20:3), or without malice (Num 35:22; Heb ˒êbâ), was not guilty or a capital crime (Deut 19:6; Heb mišpaṭ 

māwet),andhiswas―innocentblood‖(Deut 19:10; Heb dām nāq  ). Nonetheless, that manslayer could be 

killed with impunity by an avenger of blood unless he found asylum at an altar (Exod 21:13) or at a city 

of asylum. If, however, malice could be demonstrated, then it was permissible to remove the manslayer 

from the altar (Exod 21:14). If the killer had fled to a city of asylum, the elders of his native city were to 

demand his extradition from the city of asylum and to turn him over to the avenger of blood for execution 

(Deut 19:12). The Priestly legislation (Num 35:24–25) restricts the blood avenger somewhat by 

empowering the assembly (˓ēdāh) to decide whether a manslayer qualified for asylum and to provide him 

safe conduct there. The death of the high priest, which atoned for the original homicide, permitted the 

manslayer to leave asylum without fear of reprisal by the avenger.  

Thekeytounderstandingthebiblicalnotion―avengerofblood‖isthenountranslated―avenger‖but

perhapsmoreaccuratelyrendered―restorer.‖Hebgô˒ēl is derived from the verb ga˒al, ―restored,‖a

synonym of pādâ, ―redeemed,‖―ransomed‖(Lev 27:27; Jer 31:11; Hos 13:14); hoš  ˓a, ―saved,‖(Isa 

61:16); and râb, ―intercededlegallyinone‘sbehalf‖(Isa 49:25; Jer 50:34; Ps 119:154). Indeed, as 

awkwardasitsoundsinEnglish,theredundancy―returnsitsrestoration‖(Hebyāš  b gĕ˒ullātô; Lev 25:51, 

52) succinctly demonstrates that gā˒al primarilymeans―restoredtoanoriginalstate.‖Agô˒ēl therefore 

was one who effected restoration to an original, sometimes ideal, state. Such a restorer, usually a close 

relative (Ruth 3:12), was expected to regain land sold by a family member (Lev 25:25; Jer 32:7–8; Ruth 

4:3–4) and to redeem a relative from slavery (Lev 25:47–49).The―bloodavenger‖wasliterally―taker

backoftheblood,‖thatis,aredeemerwithaspecializedfunction.Thekilling of one clan member was 

construedbytheremainingmembersnotonlyasasheddingofthegroup‘sblood(deVaux1965:11)but

as misappropriation of blood which properly belonged to the entire group. The responsibility of the blood 

avenger was to win back that misappropriated blood by killing the original blood shedder (Daube 

1969:123–24). Although blood vengeance for a relative slain in battle was not justified (2 Sam 3:27–30), 

return of other blood was required by the clan (Heb mišpāḥâ), or by an agent acting on its behalf even 

when both slayer and victim were clan members (2 Sam 14:6–7). It appears that the rise of the monarchy 

limited blood vengeance in that the king could, in effect, pardon the slayer by restraining the avenger of 

blood (2 Sam 14:5–11).  

Thenotionthatakillerwasguiltyofmisappropriatinghisvictim‘sblood,whichwastobereturned,if

nottothevictimpersonally,thentohiskinthroughthekiller‘sdeath,wasknownintheANEoutsideof

Israel. The 8th-century Aramaic royal treaty from Sefîre (III:1–19; Fitzmyer 1967:97–99; Lemaire and 

Durand1984:119)requiresthatbloodberescuedfromthehandoftheenemiesresponsiblefortheking‘s

assassination (Aram tqm dmy mn yd šn˒y; cf. 2 Kgs 9:7 and EA Akk naqāmu) by putting them to the 

sword. Similarly, in a 14th-century B.C. letter from King Burlaburiash of Babylon to Pharoah Amenophis 

IV, the Babylonian demands that bandits who have killed Babylonian merchants in Egyptian territory 

must be apprehended and executed so that the blood of the slain may be returned (EA 8:26–29; Akk 

damīšunu tēr).ThesamenotionofmisappropriationexplainswhyinMesopotamia―masteroftheblood‖

(Akk bēl damē) in the Neo-Assyrian period referred both to the killer and to the kinsman of his victim 

(Roth 1987:363–65). The manslayer who had taken the blood had unlawfully become its master. It was 

thedeceased‘srelativewhowasboundtoreclaimthatsameblood. 

Itisofinterestthat,althoughGod―avenges/rescuesblood‖(Deut 32:43; 2 Kgs 9:7; Heb nāqam) and 

requires it of those who shed it wrongly (Gen 9:5; 42:22; Ps 9:13; Heb dāraš), he is never referred to as 

gô˒el haddām.  

Bibliography  
Daube, D. 1969. Studies in Biblical Law. New York.  



Fitzmyer, J. 1967. The Aramaic Inscriptions of Sefîre. Rome.  

Lemaire, A. and Durand, J.-M. 1984. Les Inscriptions araméennes de Sfiré et l‘Assyrie de Shamshi-Ilu. Paris.  

Mendenhall, G. 1973. The Tenth Generation. Baltimore.  

Roth, M. 1987. Homicide in the Neo-Assyrian Period. Pp. 351–65 in Language, Literature, and History: Philogical and 

Historical Studies Presented to Erica Reiner, ed. F. Rochberg-Halton. AOS 67. New Haven.  

Sperling, D. 1982. Bloodguilt in the Bible and in Ancient Near Eastern Sources. Pp. 19–25 in Jewish Law in Our Time. ed. R. 

Link-Salinger. New York.  

De Vaux, R. 1965. Ancient Israel. New York.  

S. DAVID SPERLING  

BLOOD, FIELD OF (PLACE). See AKELDAMA (PLACE).  

BLOOD, FLOW OF. See UNCLEAN AND CLEAN.  

BLOODGUILT. The pollution or guilt incurred when life is taken outside of the legal prescriptions 

definedintheHebrewBible.―Bloudgyltynesse‖enteredtheEnglishlanguagethroughCoverdale‘s1535

translation of Ps 51:16, but the notion that blood wrongly shed makes for guilt as indelible as blood itself 

is known from antiquity through modern times (Gaster 1975:56–73). The earliest example from the ANE 

is in an 18th-century B.C. textfromMari(ARMIII:18)referringtoacriminalwhois―likeamaddog‖and

is―pollutedwiththatblood(shedinmurder).‖ 

AlthoughbiblicalHebrewpossesseswordsfor―guilt‖and―culpability,‖thereisnoHebrewterm

corresponding exactly toEnglish―bloodguilt.‖BecauseBLOOD has a life of its own (Ezek 35:6) and, in 

biblical thinking, embodies the life force, the biblical writers found it sufficient simply to employ the 

word dām, ―blood‖(Num 35:27; Deut 17:8; Josh 2:19; Judg 9:24; 2 Sam 3:27; 1 Kgs 2:37; Hos 6:8), or 

its plural dām  m (Exod 22:1, 2; Lev 20:9; Deut 19:10, 22:8; 2 Sam 3:28; Ezek 18:13; 1 Kgs 2:23), both 

for the substance itself and for the consequences of its improper disposition. Justified homicide, such as 

the tunneling thief killed by a homeowner in darkness, does not incur bloodguilt (Exod 22:1). Unjustified 

killing, ranging from premeditated murder (1 Kgs 2:32) through killing a tunneling thief in daylight (Exod 

22:2), to slaughtering a domestic animal without proper sacrificial rites (Lev 17:4), entails bloodguilt. 

Bloodguilt may also be incurred through negligence, such as that of a watchman whose failure to sound a 

hornresultsinanother‘sdeath(Ezek 33:6) and that of a prophet who fails to warn his people (Ezek 33:7–

9). Persons are sometimes said to bear bloodguilt for their own deaths, even when they have not 

committed homicide or contributed to the death of another. In this category are the mandated death 

penalties for theprohibitedsexualactsofintercoursewithone‘sfather‘swifeorone‘sdaughter-in-law, 

male homosexuality, and bestiality (Lev 20:11, 12, 13, 16). Regarding the executed offenders, including 

thebeast,thebiblicalpassagesdeclare:―theirbloodguiltisinthem‖(Hebdĕmēhem bām; cf. Ezek 33:5), 

that is, they and not their executioners bear the responsibility for the blood shed in carrying out the death 

sentences. The same is said (Lev 20:27) of persons who divine by means of ghosts (Heb ˒ôb) or familiar 

spirits (Heb yid˓ôn  ).Alternatively,responsibilityforbloodshedisexpressedbyblood―on‖one‘s―head‖

(2 Sam 1:16; Heb ˓al rô˒šĕkâ)or―at‖one‘s―head‖(1 Kgs 2:37; Heb bĕrôšekâ). Rahab was told that the 

Israelite spies would bear on their heads the bloodguilt for any of her family killed by the invading 

Israelites, so long as they stayed indoors. In contrast, if they ventured outside during the Israelite attack on 

Jericho their bloodguilt would be on their own heads (Josh 2:19).Notethatthephrase―bloodathishead‖

alternatessynonymouslywiththephrase―hisbloodguiltisuponhimself‖(Ezek 33:4–5).  

In some ways similar to the Greek notion of miasma (Pedersen 1926:420–25; Gaster 1975:69–73), the 

stain or defilement brought about by a crime, illicit bloodshed pollutes the earth. Such contamination can 

be expunged only by shedding the blood of the killer (Num 35:33–34).  

Bloodguilt incurred by a king could cling to his country even when the royal successor came from a 

new dynasty, so long as the members of the original royal family were themselves not avenged by the 

offended parties (1 Sam 21:1–11). See BLOOD, AVENGER OF. Likewise, unwarranted bloodguilt (1 

Kgs 2:31; Heb dĕmê ḥinnâm) that had clung to a royal associate could be removed from the royal family 

and―returnedtothehead‖(Reventlow1960:311–27) of the perpetrator by executing him.  
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S. DAVID SPERLING  

BOAR. See ZOOLOGY.  

BOARD. See PLANK.  

BOAZ (PERSON) [Heb bō˓az (בַֹףז)]. A descendant of Judah who married Ruth the Moabitess and 

fathered Obed, the grandfather of David (Ruth 4:13, 18–22). Many have suggested that the etymology of 

Boaz is be˓ōz, ―inthestrengthof,‖orbō˓ōz, ―inhim(is)strength,‖fromtheroot˓zz, ―tobestrong.‖Noth,

however,prefers―ofsharpmind‖(IPN 228; also the Ar baṛzun, ―mentalkeenness‖). 

Boaz was an influential landowner in Bethlehem and relative of Elimelech, whose family had migrated 

to Moab (Ruth 2:1; 3:2; 4:3). When Elimelech and his sons died, his wife Naomi and his daughter-in-law 

Ruth returned to Bethlehem, where they learned of Boaz and his relationship to the Elimelech family. See 

ELIMELECH; MAHLON; CHILION; ORPAH.BoazagreedatRuth‘srequesttoactasthefamily‘sgō˒ēl 

(i.e., kinsman-redeemer) by purchasing the land offered for sale by Naomi (4:3) and by marrying Ruth to 

―perpetuatethename‖ofherdeceasedhusbandMahlon(4:10). See FAMILY; LEVIRATE LAW. 

However,thereareseverallegalproblemsassociatedwithBoaz‘transactionthatremainunresolved.See

RUTH.  

BoazfunctionsinthestoryasanexampleofcovenantfidelityandGod‘srewardforfaithfulness.A

relativeclosertoElimelech,whorefusestomarryRuth,servesasafoilforBoaz,butBoaz‘supremeact

of virtue is not his marriage to Ruth, but rather his willingness to inform the nearer kinsman of his rights. 

By this gesture Boaz was setting aside his personal desires for the requirements of the covenant law 

(Berlin 1983; 86). Boaz was a man advancing in years (3:10) who probably had no progeny (cf. the 

response of the nearer kinsman, 4:6); the story shows that he was rewarded with wife and son for his 

commitment.  

Boaz‘nameappearsinthehonored seventh place in the ten-name royal line of David (Ruth 4:18–22). 

He is also listed in the royal lineage of David by the Chronicler (1 Chron 2:11–15). Because of his 

relationship to the Davidic house, he is in the ancestral line of Jesus (Matt 1:5 [Boes]; Luke 3:32 [cf. LXX 

Boos, Booz]).ThereisnoOTsupportforMatthew‘scomment―SalmonbegatBoazbyRahab.‖Because

Matthew presents a schematic, incomplete genealogy he probably means that Boaz is a descendant of 

Rahab.  

The historicity of Boaz and his connection with David have been widely challenged. It is believed that 

the Ruth genealogy is borrowed from Chronicles and therefore is secondary; furthermore, discrepancies 

are pointed out between the narrative and the genealogy. However, a growing number of scholars have 

argued that the genealogy is part of the original composition by showing (1) that the story is not novelle 

(folk story) but an early example of Solomonic historiography and (2) that there are features of the 

narrative which assume a knowledge of the genealogy.  

―Boaz‖isalsothenameofoneofthetwobronzepillarserectedattheN(or―left‖facingE)ofthe

entrancetoSolomon‘stemple(1 Kgs 7:21–22; 2 Chron 3:15–17). The LXX of 2 Chron 3:17 translates 

Boaz ischus (―strength‖)andJachinkatorthosis (―asettingright‖),whichfurthersupportsa―strength‖-

related etymology of the Heb. The meaning and the function of the pillars are disputed. See JACHIN 

AND BOAZ.  
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KENNETH A. MATHEWS  

BOCHERU (PERSON) [Heb bōkĕrû (רּו  )]. A Benjaminite descendant of Saul and Jonathan, listedבֹכְּ

asthesecondofAzel‘ssixsons(1 Chr 8:38; 9:44). The LXX and Syr read the word as if it were 

vocalized bĕkōrô, meaning―hisfirstborn‖(e.g.,LXXprōtotokos autou). This reading would render the 

wordasanadjectivedescribingAzrikam,Azel‘sfirstbornson.Thisisastrongpossibility, in that the two 

wordshaveidenticalHebrewconsonantsandthatthepositionofthewordinbothlistsofAzel‘ssonsis

immediately following Azrikam. A similar situation exists with another Benjaminite, BECHER (Heb 

beker), the second son of Benjamin (Gen 46:21; 1 Chr 7:6, 8).  

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  

BOCHIM (PLACE) [Heb bōk  m (בִֹכים)]. A place W of the Jordan River near Gilgal and Bethel, 

where the Israelites wept for their disobedience at the time of Joshua (Judg 2:1–5). The Hebrew and 

Greeknamesbothmean―Weepers.‖AfterenteringthelandofCanaanthepeopleofIsraeldisobeyed

God‘scommandofḥerem, ―totaldestruction,‖sothat―theangelofYahwehcameupfromGilgalto

Bochim‖topointouttheirdisobedience.―WhentheangelofYahwehspokethesewordstoallthesonsof

Israel,thepeoplelifteduptheirvoicesandwept‖(Judg 2:4). The naming of the place Bochim became a 

memorial for thisrepentance,where―theyofferedsacrificetoYahweh.‖ThelocationofBochimhasnot

been identified.  

YOSHITAKA KOBAYASHI  

BODMER PAPYRI. Ancient manuscripts named after Martin Bodmer (1899–1971), Swiss humanist 

and collector of rare books, who foundedhis―libraryofworldliterature,‖theBibliothecaBodmeriana,in

Cologny near Geneva. Just prior to his death, Bodmer established the Foundation Martin Bodmer, in 

order to ensure that his library would remain intact and open to the public.  

1. The Bodmer Papyri  

In its widest application the term includes not only ancient Greek and Coptic mss in the possession of 

the Bibliotheca Bodmeriana but also documents of shared provenience at other locations. More 

commonly, as here, Bodmer papyri refers to mss acquired by Martin Bodmer and in the process of being 

published in the series Papyrus Bodmer, launched in 1954. Not all of the Bodmer papyri are actual papyri, 

however (XVI, XIX, and XXII are parchment), nor do all derive from the discovery in 1952 (XVII).  

2. The Discovery  

Though Panopolis (Achmim) was once thought to have been the place of discovery, it is now believed 

to have been somewhat farther S in the Panopolite nome, namely at Pabau (near Dishna), the ancient 

headquarters of the Panchomian order of monks. The bulk of the find was bought by Bodmer, but a 

variety of items came into the possession of Sir Chester Beatty (see CHESTER BEATTY PAPYRI), the 

Universities of Mississippi and Cologne, and the Fundacio―SantLlucEvangelista‖inBarcelona.

Bodmer‘ssharenumberedinexcessofthesixteencodicesandthreerollswhichhavethusfarbeen

published (excluding P. Bodmer XVII). Pap. VIII (1–2 Peter), belonging to a codex of heterogeneous 

materials, was presented to Pope Paul VI during his visit to Geneva in 1969. Consequently it is now 

housed in the Vatican Library.  

3. The Library at Pabau  

The evident composition of the ancient monastic library has received some attention. Of interest is the 

inclusion of three kinds of texts:Classical Greek, Greek biblical and Christian, and Coptic biblical and 

Christian. Though it has been disputed that all of the Classical texts are from Pabau, one codex makes a 

mixture of texts indisputable: XLV (Susanna) + XLVI (Daniel) + XXVII (Thucydides) + moral maxims. 

That the library can be seen as a monument to the gradual triumph of Coptic over Greek in the 

Christianity of Upper Egypt is perhaps not confirmed by the fact that it is the majority of OT (not NT) 



textsthatisinCoptic.ThebulkofNTmssisinGreek.Notleastamongthelibrary‘spointsofinterestis

the virtual absence of biblical (OT) historical books. The lone exception is P. Bodmer XXI, a Coptic 

papyrus codex of Joshua, minus chaps. 12–21, which never formed part of the ms.  

4. The Manuscripts  

Dates for the entire ancient library range from the 2d century A.D. (P. Bodmer XXVIII) to the 4th/5th 

century (VI, XIX, XXII, XXIX–XXXVIII), with the majority of texts falling in the 4th century. P. 

Bodmer XVII (7th century) does not derive from Pabau. For Coptic studies in particular, the Dishna find 

must rank as one of the most outstanding discoveries to date. The mss are all of early date and represent 

Coptic in a considerable variety of forms.  

a. Biblical and Related Texts. 1. Greek. All of the published mss are on papyrus and in codex form.  

P. Bodmer II=P66: containing John 1:1–21:9 (= fragment at Chester Beatty:John 19:25–28; 30–32). 

Date II/III century.  

P. Bodmer V: Nativity of Mary, also called in the ms Apocalypse of James. Date IV. Same codex as X, 

XI, VII, XIII, XII, XX, IX, VIII.  

P. Bodmer VII=P72: Jude 1–25. Date IV. See P. Bod. V. above.  

P. Bodmer VIII=P72: 1–2 Peter. Date IV. See P. Bod. V above.  

P. Bodmer IX=2113: Psalms 33–34. Date IV. See P. Bod. V. above.  

P.BodmerX:CorinthianCorrespondence(containsresponseoftheCorinthianstoPaul‘ssecondletter,

andPaul‘sthirdletter).DateIV.SeeP.Bod.Vabove. 

P. Bodmer XI: Ode of Solomon 11. Date IV. See P. Bod. V above.  

P. Bodmer XIV=P75: Luke 3:18–18:18; 22:4–24:53. Date III. Same codex as XV.  

P. Bodmer XV=P75: John 1:1–15:8. Date III. See P. Bod. XIV above.  

P. Bodmer XVII=P74: Acts 1:2–28:31; Jas 1:1–5:20; 1 Pet 1:1–3:5; 2 Pet 2:21–3:16; 1 John 1:1–5:17; 2 

John 1–13; 3 John 6, 12; Jude 3–25. Date VII.  

P. Bodmer XXIV=2110: Pss 17:46–117:44. Date III/IV.  

P. Bodmer XLV: Sus (Theodotionic text). Date IV. Some codex as XLVI, XXVII, XLVII.  

P. Bodmer XLVI: Dan 1:1–20 (Theodotionic text). Date IV. See P. Bod. XLV above.  

P. Bodmer?=P73: Matt 25:43; 26:2–3 [ined.]. Date VII. Fragment found in P. Bod. XVII and probably 

in same hand.  

2. Coptic. Of the published mss all but P. Bodmer VI, XVI, XIX, XXII are on papyrus. All are, 

however, in codex form. Unless otherwise indicated the dialect is Sahidic.  

P. Bodmer III: John 1:1–21:25; Gen 1:1–4:2. Date IV. Bohairic.  

P. Bodmer VI: Prov 1:1–21:4. Date IV/V. Paleo-Theban(―DialectP‖). 

P. Bodmer XVI: Exod 1:1–15:21. Date IV.  

P. Bodmer XVIII: Deut 1:1–10:7. Date IV.  

P. Bodmer XIX: Matt 14:28–28:20; Rom 1:1–2:3. Date IV/V.  

P. Bodmer XXI: Josh 6:16–25; 7:6–11:23; 22:1–2; 22:19–23:7; 23:15–24:2 (=P. Chester Beatty 2019). 

Date IV.  

P. Bodmer XXII: Jer 40:3–52:34; Lamentations, Epistle of Jeremiah, Bar 1:1–5:5 (=Mississippi Coptic 

Codex II). Date IV/V.  

P. Bodmer XXIII: Isaiah 47:1–66:24. Date IV.  

P. Bodmer XL: Song of Songs [ined.].  

P. Bodmer XLI: Acta Pauli. Date IV. Sub-Achmimic.  

P. Bodmer XLII: 2 Corinthians [ined.].  

P. Bodmer XLIII: An Apocryphon [ined.].  

P. Bodmer XLIV: Daniel [ined.]. Bohairic.  

b. Christian miscellanea. 1. Greek.  

P. Bodmer XII: a liturgical fragment (Melito?). Date IV. See P. Bod. V above.  

P. Bodmer XIII: Melito of Sardis, Peri Pascha. Date IV. See P. Bod. V above.  



P. Bodmer XX: Apology of Phileas (=fragment at Chester Beatty: 135, 13–16 and 136, 14–17). Date 

IV. See P. Bod. V above.  

P. Bodmer XXIX–XXXVIII: Codex Visionum. Date IV/V. [XXX–XXXVIII ined.].  

P. Bodmer XLVII: Moral Maxims. Date IV. See P. Bod. XXVII above.  

2. Coptic.  

P.BodmerXXXIX:Pachomius‘Letter11
b
 [ined.].  

c. Classical texts.  

P. Bodmer I: Iliad 5 and 6. Date III/IV. 2 papyrus rolls.  

P. Bodmer IV: Menander, Dyskolos. Date III. Same codex as XXV and XXVI.  

P. Bodmer XXV: Menander, Samia (= P. Barc. 45). Date III. See P. Bod. IV above.  

P. Bodmer XXVI: Menander, Aspis (= P. Robinson inv. 38+P. Köln 3 [inv. 904]). Date III. See P. Bod. 

IV above.  

P. Bodmer XXVII: Thucydides Bk 6. Date IV. See P. Bod. XLV above.  

P. Bodmer XXVIII: Satyr play. Date II. Papyrus roll.  

P. Bodmer XLVIII: Iliad [ined.].  

P. Bodmer XLIX: Odyssey [ined.].  

The number of Bodmer papyri has to date reached L (= business documents of Panopolis on recto of P. 

Bodmer I).  
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ALBERT PIETERSMA  

BODY. The word for body (Gk sōma (σωμα)) appears in a number of theologically significant contexts 

in the NT. Consequently, it is important to note this usage and to seek its antecedents in the Jewish and 

Hellenistic world of the time.  

———  

A. OT and Judaism  

B. Greek/Hellenistic World  

C. The NT  

1. Body and Soul  

2. The Physical Body of Man  

3.TheLord‘sSupper 

4. The Body of Christ  

5. Colossians and Ephesians  

D. Summary  

———  

A. OT and Judaism  

TheOTspeaksofthehumanbeingintermsof―flesh‖and―soul.‖Itusesgĕwiyyâ (―body‖)afewtimes

referringtothebodyofanangelwhere―flesh‖wouldbeinadequate(Ezek 1:11, 23; Dan 10:6); to a slave 

inthesenseofpersonsas―manpower‖(Gen 47:18; Neh 9:37), and to a corpse or carcass (Judg 14:8, 9; 1 

Sam 31:10, 12; Nah 3:3; Ps 110:6; also gûpâ 1 Chr 10:12). The OT shows little interest in distinguishing 

the―body‖asonepartofamanfromtherestofhispersonality,his―soul.‖Tospeakofman‘s―body‖(as

distinguished from man as a whole) makes sense only when describing him in his capacity as a worker at 

the disposal of his master, or as a mere dead substance to be buried. What man is can only be understood 

in a wholistic way. Man does not possess a soul and a body, rather he is both soul and flesh, full of life 

and potential activity, while at the same time threatened by illness, transitoriness, and death. Soul without 

flesh is like a ghost without real existence, while flesh without soul is but a corpse (or, at most, the 

manpower of a slave). Nor is the OT interested in a conception of the human being as an individual 

person, either as distinguished from other persons or as a small universe complete in himself/herself. 

WhereverapersonisprominentintheOT,he/sheiselectedbyGodtoserveGod‘swholepeople.The

idea of an individual developing to a more and more perfect specimen of human being is foreign to the 

OT.  

Death, therefore, is not understood as a separation of the divine soul from the mortal body, or as the 

ultimateperfectionofapersoninhis/her―dyingbeautifully,‖orasthenaturalbiological goal of life. 

Deathremainsaperson‘senemy,andonlyGodhimselfismorepoweful:―Myfleshandmyheartmayfail,

butGodistherockofmyheartandmyportionforever‖(Ps 73:26).  

In Aramaic, the language of Jesus, the above view is slightly altered as a result of Hellenistic influence. 

Aramaic gĕšēm appears in Daniel in the sense of corpse (4:30; 7:11), and in the sense of a man exposed to 

fire or water (3:27–28; 5:21), while in rabbinic literature ǧpā˒ signifiesa―person‖(Qidd. 37a; t. Sanh. 

13:4 (434); j. Ta˓an. 1:64d.6) as opposed to the members or the head (m. Pesaḥ. 10:3; t. Ta˓an. 2:5) or 

even the soul (Lev. Rab. 34). This usage illustrates the extent of Greek influence in the first centuries of 

the Christian era.  

B. Greek/Hellenistic World  

The situation is quite different in the Greek-speaking world. With Homer, sōma, ―body,‖isprimarilya

―corpse,‖thatis,somethingdifferentfromtheegoofthespeaker,anobjectthatheobservesaslying



outside himself. Later, the word denotes a living human or animal body, and a physical (e.g., a celestial) 

body (so also in English, which lacks the distinction of German Leib and Körper). During the NT period, 

sōma wasalsousedofa―slave‖(Polyb.2.6.6;18.35.6,etc.).Itcouldalsodesignateaunity,e.g.,the

ekklēsia (―assembly,‖thesametermdesignatingthe―Church‖intheNT),asabodyofcitizens(Chrysipp.

Fr. 367).Twocountriesthatbecameunitedafterawararenow―onebody‖(Plut.Phil. 8[I 360c]). All the 

parts of the universe form such a unity; it is, therefore, possible to speak of the cosmos as a (divine) body 

(see C.5 below).  

The original usage of sōma inthesenseof―corpse‖illustratesonelineofdevelopmentinwhichthe

body is seen merely as matter, either dead (as a corpse or a star), as a kind of machine, or as an object at 

thedisposalofitsowner(e.g.,aslave).ThisleadstoPlato‘sview,especiallyinhismiddleperiod,ofthe

bodyasamere―tomb‖(sōma-sēma, Grg. 493a, originally a Pythagorean pun; cf. Orph. Fr. 228d), a 

―prison‖(Cra. 400bc),oran―oystershell‖(Phdr. 250c; Phd. 66b). Death is, therefore, liberation of the 

soul. During a later period, Plato also spoke of a beautiful body as a kind of (imperfect) image of the 

beauty of the heavenly ideas (Ti. 29a; Resp. 8.591d; Symp. 211c).  

Plato‘sstudent,Aristotle,stillvaluedthesoul,thoughhedidnotsharehisteacher‘s conviction of its 

heavenly origin as the principle of life higher than the body. For him it was the soul that molds the matter 

of the body into a piece of art, a living man. The Stoics combined this view with another line of 

developmentinwhich―body‖became a designation of unity. The old idea of the human body as a small 

world (mikrokosmos), parallel and related to the great body (makrokosmos), the universe, was revived. 

The soul belongs to the body and is part of it as the power of life within it. Within the great body of the 

universe, it permeates everything; initially faintly present in the rocks, with gradually increasing 

concentration in the plants, animals, and men. Thus, man is part of the universe; the same life-spirit that 

permeates the whole world is, in its most concentrated form, to be found in the human mind. Conversely, 

the universe is a body governed by Zeus, the highest god, or heaven, or the divine mind or logos 

(Cornutus, Theol. Graec. 20; Orph. Fr. 21a; Philo Fuga 108–13; Somn 1.144; Quaes Ex 2.117). A heroic 

or otherwise impressive death would be the last touch of the artist perfecting his piece of art. Epicurus 

shares with the Stoics the conviction of the bodily quality of the soul. He, therefore, prefers to speak of 

―flesh‖insteadof―body,‖since―thedesireofthebellyisthefirstimpactandrootofeverygood‖(Fr. 

409), though the pleasures of the soul are higher than those of the flesh (D.L. 10.137). For him, death is 

the natural biological end of life.  

C. The NT  

1. Body and Soul. In the NT, the OT wholistic view of man continues to dominate, though the Greek 

word sōma isnowused.―Body‖designatesinthesamewaythewholemanwhocanberaisedafterdeath

(Matt 27:52; Acts 9:40; John 2:21; Rom 8:11; 1 Cor 6:14).The―soul‖isitslife-power, continually 

renewed by eating and drinking (Matt 6:25). Matthew 10:28 speaks, in a unique way, of those who are 

able to kill the body but not the soul (the latter phrase is lacking in Luke 12:4), though man remains soul 

andbodyafterhisdeath.ThisisunderstandablewhenweconsiderPaul‘sconceptofa―spiritualbody‖

overagainsta―psychic‖(earthly)one.Itisthebodythatwillberaised,thoughitwillbechangedandnot

remain―fleshandblood‖(1 Cor 15:50–51; Phil 3:21). Once (2 Cor 5:8),Paulspeaksofthebelievers‘

wishto―emigratefromthebody,‖andofthedestructionof―theearthlytent‖(5:1). V 3 may be 

interpreted―sothatbyputtingiton,wemaynotbefoundnaked‖;however,amoreprobablereadingis

―providedthat,stripped[ofearthlybody]weshallnotbefoundnaked.‖Bethisasitmay,itisclearthat

Pauldoesnotexpectany―nakedness‖ofapuresoul,notevenfortheinterimbetweendeathandparousia,

butanew―clothing‖thatwillbe―lifeswallowingupwhatismortal‖(v 4). Most surprising is 2 Cor 12:3, 

where Paul relates, in a sarcastically boastful manner, a most extraordinary experience of being taken up 

to paradise and seeing unspeakable things. Moreover, he is not even interested in the miracle as such; 

whetherheascendedtoheaven―inthebody‖ornotisoflittleconcerntohim.Onlythefactthathehad

been there has meaning for him; whether or not this might be something like a soul that is able to leave 

thebody(asPlatonistswouldthink)isinsignificant.Rather,PaulstatesthataftertheresurrectionGod‘s

spirit takes the place of the former soul (1 Cor 15:44). Strictly speaking, the soul is the life of the earthly 



bodyand,hence,islimitedbythebody‘sexistence(aswiththeStoicsorEpicureans).Assuchthesoul

can, in one respect, be negatively contrasted to the spirit, since it is open to the influence of demons or 

any kind of desires (Jas 3:15; Jude 18–19). As such the soul is, according to Philo (Leg All 3.246–47), 

equivalent to the earth cursed by God (Gen 3:17). In another respect, it is also the place of listening to and 

trustinginGod.Thus,God‘sspiritisalreadylivinginearthlymen,if and when they do not remain merely 

―psychic‖(literally―soulish‖)men(1 Cor 2:14).ThatmeansthatGod‘sspirit,andwithitthelifethatis

no longer perishable, is, up to some degree, already found within the earthly body. This is the view of 

John 11:25–26. In Jesus, the resurrection and the life are already present. Certainly the body will die, but 

the new life that the spirit of God has begun to build in each person individually will live on.  

2. The Physical Body of Man. Sincethereisnowordfor―body‖intheOT(exceptwhendesignatinga

corpseoraslave),itisnotsurprisingthatthetermrarelyoccursinJesus‘teachings. Nonetheless, there is 

someemphasisonlifeinitsbodilyform;e.g.,Jesus‘healingrestoresthe―body‖ofasickperson(Mark 

5:29),andthedisciples‘obedienceconcerns their bodies, i.e., that they should not commit adultery (Matt 

5:29) or become the cause of anxiety (6:25) or fear (10:28).ThisbecomescentralinPaul‘sletters:to

presentone‘sbodyasalivingsacrifice(butnotinmartyrdomasin1 Cor 13:3)isone‘sspiritualworship

(Rom 12:1).EvenPaulhimselfmust―pommelandsubdue‖hisbodyintheserviceofhisLord(1 Cor 

9:27). It is the body, not the soul, that is the temple of the Holy Spirit (1 Cor 6:19–20).Intheapostle‘s

body,i.e.,inhis―mortalflesh,‖thedeathandthelifeofJesusaremanifest,as,forinstance,inthemarks 

of many whippings (2 Cor 4:10–11; 11:24–25; Gal 6:17). In the last judgment, one is to be responsible for 

whathe/shehasdone―inthebody‖(2 Cor 5:10).Thus,―body‖is much more than a mere physical 

instrument (like, e.g., the stomach); it always belongs either to Christ or to other powers (e.g., to sin and 

death, or to a prostitute; Rom 6:6; 7:24; 1 Cor 6:13, 15). In this body the grace of God transforms the new 

lifeofman.Becausethebelieverswere―boughtwithaprice‖byGod‘sgrace,itisintheirbodiesthat

God will be glorified (1 Cor 6:20).Hence,allwhohavebeenbaptizedintoChristJesus‘deathcanno

longer allow sin to reign in their mortal bodies (Rom 6:3, 12).  

3. The Lord’s Supper. The words of institution during the Last Supper of Jesus are handed down in 

mainly two different versions. Paul writes to the Corinthians (ca. A.D. 50),―IreceivedfromtheLordwhat

Ialsodeliveredtoyou,that…he…tookbread…andsaid,‗Thisismybodywhichisforyou…‘Inthe

samewayalsothecup,aftersupper,saying,‗Thiscupisthenew covenantinmyblood…‘ ‖(1 Cor 

11:23–25). In Mark 14:22–24 thesewordsofinstitutionarerendereddifferently:―Take,thismy body,‖

and―Thisismybloodofthecovenant,whichispouredoutformany‖(writtenaroundA.D. 70).Paul‘s

version seems to be, on the whole, the more ancient one. It shows that the first word was separated from 

thesecondbyawholemeal(―afterthesupper‖).Itis,therefore,notsurprisingthatthetwosayingsare,

originally, not perfectly parallel. It is to be expected that gradually they would have been harmonized 

duringthetraditionintheNTandespeciallyinmodernliturgies.IfMark‘sversion, in which the first 

statement,―Thisismybody,‖runsparalleltothesecond,―Thisismyblood,‖wastheoriginal,thenwe

shouldexpecttheconstantlyrecurringcombination―flesh‖and―blood,‖because―body‖and―blood‖are

never combined in Hebrew or Greek (except, perhaps, in Job 6:14),and―body‖doesnotdesignatean

offering except in Gen 15:11 (referred to in Apoc. Ab. 13:3). Differently, the cup in 1 Chr 11:25 (the wine 

is never mentioned!) is identified with the new covenant, not with the blood, which excludes the idea of 

drinking blood, horrifying for a Jew. Some scholars argue that this proposed original Markan formula 

(according to which the disciples drank before Jesus spoke his word of institution, identifying the cup 

withhisblood)waschangedtothelessoffensiveformfoundinPaul‘stradition.ButwouldJesusever

have identified the cup with his blood without pointing in some way to the scandalous character of 

drinking it (as in the passage of John 6:52–56,probablypartofalaterchurchliturgy)?Thephrase―which

isforyou‖(1 Cor 11:24) may have been originally lacking (as in Mark 14:24). However, the idea of a 

vicarious death is implied in 1 Cor 11:25 (―inmyblood,‖cf.Exod 25:8–11), since in the time of Jesus the 

sacrificeofthecovenantwasalsoregardedasbeingexpiatory.SincetheAramaicwordfor―body‖

(gûpā˒) candesignatethe―I‖ofaperson,Jesusmayhavemeant that he himself would be present with his 

disciples whenever they ate the bread. The implication of the second formula would then have led to 



greateremphasisonJesus‘readinesstogiveuphislife(―inmyblood‖).InthePaulinetradition,thelatter

wasmadeexplicitbycombiningthewords―whichisforyou‖with―body‖(cf.Luke 22:19; Heb 10:5, 10; 

1 Pet 2:24),andintheMarkantraditionbythecombinationofthe―blood‖with―pouredoutformany.‖

Thus,theLord‘sSupperreenactsthenewcovenantinthepresentcommunionoftheparticipantswith

God and their fellow disciples (especially in Paul). This communion is based on the past sacrifice of Jesus 

(especially in Mark) and is the pledge for the future eschatological fulfillment of the meal in the kingdom 

of God and the parousia of Christ (1 Cor 11:26; Mark 14:25; Matt 26:29; with special emphasis in Luke 

22:15–18). All reports contain this threefold orientation toward the past, the present, and the future.  

4. The Body of Christ. When,accordingtotheeucharisttradition,Jesusspokeof―mybody,‖hespoke

ofhisfuturepresencewithhisdisciplesasapresence―foryou‖(addedinthePaulinetradition and 

impliedfromthebeginninginthewordaboutthecup).Hence,―body‖isnotsomuchusedasa

designationofanindividualpersoninandofhimself/herself,butratherpointstosomeone‘sbeing,living,

and acting in relationship with others. Any body is in one sense limited by its form and contour (e.g., a 

human body by its skin); in another sense it is a means of contact and communication (e.g., seeing 

through the eyes, hearing with the ears, touching with the hands, walking with the legs). It is in this latter 

sensethatJesususesthetermintheLastSupper,andthatPaulusesitgenerally.Thus,the―bodyof

Christ‖is,primarily,Christhimselfcrucifiedforthesakeofhisdisciples(Rom 7:4; Col 1:22). In the 

Lord‘sSupper,―participationin‖(or―communionwith‖)thebodyofChristtakesplaceinsuchawaythat

ittransformsthe―many‖into―onebody,‖sinceallpartakeofthesame bread. In order to emphasize this 

interpretation of the oneness of the Church, the apostle speaks in 1 Cor 10:16–17 first of the cup, and then 

ofthebread,reversingtheusualorder.―InChrist‖theyallbecome―onebody‖(Rom 12:5).  

Asfarasthisexpressiongoes,Paul‘swordingisnotunusuallinguistically.AGreekwouldhaveeasily

understoodthephrase―abodyofbelievers‖or―allbelieversbecomingonebody.‖However,Paulintends

to say more than that. The Christians do not simply become unified by a common belief (e.g., in Jesus 

givinghisbodyforthem).Rather,theybecome―thebodyofChrist‖(1 Cor 12:27) because they are 

―baptizedintoonebody‖(v 13).This―onebody‖isChrist‘sbody,asthepreceding verseillustrates:―As

thebodyisoneandhasmanymembers…soisChrist.‖Inbaptism,thebelieversareactuallybroughtinto

Christhimself.Therefore,theydidnotcallthemselves―Christians‖(asthoseoutsideoftheChurchwould

do; Acts 11:26; 26:28; 1 Pet 4:16), as if the newness were their own attribute; rather, they call themselves 

―thoseinChrist,‖becausewhatdistinguishesthem fromothersisChristhimself,whomtheyhad―puton‖

in baptism like a garment and in whom they are now living (Gal 3:27–29). This is why Paul, when using 

the term of the body of Christ (or in Christ) always speaks collectively of the communion with God or 

Christ as opposed to that of an individual believer. In 1 Cor 6:15–17 he states that an individual man 

―becomesonebodywithaprostitute,‖butwhenspeakingof―becomingonewiththeLord,‖hereplaces

―body‖by―spirit.‖AsmembersoftheChurch,―thebodyofChrist‖isofprimaryimportance,whereasits

―individualmembers‖aresecondary.ThisisalsotypicalofJewishthinkingwhich (according to M. 

Buber) sees a forest not as a sum of many trees (the typical occidental perspective) but the individual trees 

always as part of the whole forest (see also H. W. Robinson [1936]).  

Nonetheless, there is no doubt that Christ also remains the lord of his Church (Rom 10:9; 1 Cor 12:3; 

etc.). Unity with Christ becomes effective in an event which creates a new relationship, not in a unity of 

substance shared by Christ and his Church. Thus, it is a dynamic unity of life, not a static one of 

unchangeable quality. This is what the Corinthians, who attached an almost magical effectiveness to the 

sacraments (1 Cor 15:29; 10:1–13), could not understand. The difficult saying of 1 Cor 11:27,―Whoever

eatsthebreadordrinksthecupinanunworthymannerwillbeguiltyofthebodyandbloodoftheLord‖

means basically the same as 8:11–12:whoeverbecomes―astumblingblocktotheweak‖(v 9),i.e.,―the

brotherforwhomChristdied…sinsagainstChrist.‖Accordingto8:11–12 this happens when 

―knowledgepuffsupinthecongregation‖(8:1); according to 11:27, it happens when the congregation 

does not wait for the latecomers (11:22, 33).InthecontextoftheLord‘sSupper,Paulusestheterm―body

andbloodoftheLord‖insteadof―Christwhodiedforhim/them.‖Inthesameway―mybodywhichis

foryou‖(1 Cor 11:24)means―Imyselfdyingforyou.‖Thus11:27 declares that sinning against the 



brothers/sisters is sinning against Christ himself. Hence, the unity of the body of Christ ceases to exist for 

those who, by their actions, place themselves outside the realm of the living Christ. Therefore, Paul uses 

theterm―bodyofChrist‖onlywithinthecontextofparenesis(seetheworksofDaines;Guénel;Gundry;

Jewett 1971:201–304; and Wedderburn). This is not the case in Colossians and Ephesians (see below); 

however, the identification of Christ with the head of the body (Col 1:18; Eph 1:22–23; 4:15–16; 5:23) 

implies his authority over all the actions of his congregation.  

Theoriginofthephrase―bodyofChrist‖isdifficulttodetermine.Foursourceshavebeensuggested: 

(1) a gnostic myth of a primeval man; (2) the Hellenistic idea of the universe as a divine body; (3) a Stoic 

parable; and (4) the Jewish view of a patriarch representing the whole present and future tribe. Gnosticism 

(1) is out of the question since theideaofasavior‘s―body‖includingthesavedonesasitsmembersis

totally lacking up to the 3d century A.D. except in some occasional reminiscences of a Pauline phrase in 

Christian Gnosticism (Fischer 1973:62–68). The view of the universe as a (divine)―body‖(2)andthe

correspondingdesignationofpowers(inChristianwritings:ofbelievers)as―members‖is,however,

present in Hellenistic text (Plato, Ti. 30b, 31b, 32a, c, 39e; Philetaer. 30a; Diod. Sic. 1, 2, 6; Orph. Fr. 

21a; Orph. H. 11.3; 66. 6–9; etc.). In Stoic texts (3), one also encounters the parable of a body whose 

members are dependent upon one another. This parable was first used to illustrate how working labor 

needs the idle nobility in the same manner as the working members of the body need the stomach to 

digest food (Titus Livius, Ab urbe condita 2.32; Dio Chrys. Or. 33.16). In 1 Cor 12:14–26 theterm―body

[ofChrist]‖is also used parabolically to show that neither inferiority nor superiority complexes are able to 

endanger the unity of the congregation. This is certainly parallel to and influenced by the Stoic usage. 

However, Paul says more than that (see above).  

Two possible roots of a nonparabolic usage (or parallels to it, which make it linguistically possible) 

should be noted. First, the contemporary Hellenistic view of the universe (2) was that of a body permeated 

and governed by God (or heaven, or Logos). Since Plato, this body was regarded as a divine one, though 

probablynotexplicitlyasa―bodyofGod.‖ThisistheunderstandingofthebodyofChristinColossians

andEphesians,anditispossiblethatPaul―decosmologized‖theGreekconception,reducingittoa 

descriptionoftheChurch(notoftheworld)andcoiningtheunusualphrase―bodyofChrist.‖Colossians

and Ephesians would, in this case, have reverted to the original view.  

Secondly, the Jewish background (4) may be important. John 15:1 identifies Christ with the true vine, 

theconstantsymbolofIsrael,whicheveninJesus‘timewasseenasavineofcosmicdimensions

reachingfromtheabysstoheaven,wherethevinebecomesthe―houseofGod‖(L.A.B.). In John 15:1 the 

Son of Man (identified in Ps 79:12 LXXwiththe―vine‖ofGod)isthenewJacob,andJacob,according

to Gen 35:10, is Israel. The patriarch qualifies his people; it is through Abraham that Israel is the holy 

people of God, through Jacob that Israel is blessed (Jub 2:20; 19:27–29), and through Adam that all 

humankind has become sinful (2 Esdr 7:118; cf. Wis 10:1, 4);alsotohis(Adam‘s)glorypartofIsrael

will be restored (1QS 4:23; 1QH 17:15; CD 3:20; 4QpPs 37, 3:1). Thus, in many texts, the patriarch is 

identicaltohistribeornation:―Adam‖(inHebrew)means―humankind,‖andJacobiscalled―Israel‖by

God himself. In the same way, Jesus is the new Israel in John 15:1. The vine, apart from which they can 

do nothing (v 5), includes all its branches, just as the body, apart from which they can do nothing, 

includes all its members. However, while John 15 sees Jesus as the true vine or Israel, Paul views him as 

theone―offspring‖ofAbrahaminwhomallbecomeone(Gal 3:16, 28), or even the Adam of latter times, 

―inwhom‖allaremadealive(1 Cor 15:22, 45; cf. Rom 5:12–19). The idea of a patriarch determining the 

futuretribeisoriginallytemporal.ItisstillaliveinthereferencetoJacob‘sexperiencewhichisfulfilled

in the Son of Man (i.e., Jesus), and in the Church being the offspring of Abraham. However, it is 

converted by John and Paul to a rather spatial imagery of the vine with its branches or the body and its 

members. The same can be seen in Gal 4:25–26, where the temporalterm―thepresentJerusalem‖is

replacedbyaspatialone,―theJerusalemabove.‖Perhapsitisnotpossibletodecidedefinitivelyforeither

a Hellenistic or a Jewish background, since there was so much cultural interaction between the Jewish 

idea ofapatriarchdeterminingthedestinyofhumankindandtheHellenisticideaofGod‘sspiritorLogos

ruling and permeating the world.  



5. Colossians and Ephesians. The hymn in Col 1:15–20 praisesChrist‘slordshipover the whole 

creationandadds,―Heistheheadofthebody.‖ComparedwithearlierPaulinepassages,twoanomalies

areobvious.First,wefind―thebody,‖not―thebodyofChrist‖or―hisbody.‖Secondly,thehymnspeaks

of―thebody‖threetimesintermsof―all[created]things,‖andsuggeststhatChrististheheadofthe

principalities and authorities (1:16; cf. 2:10). Both of the above points are typical of the Hellenistic 

conceptionoftheuniverseas―thebody‖whose―head‖isZeusorLogos.Thisisindeedwhat―body‖

must have originally meant in the context of the hymn, since the Church enters the chain of thought only 

from v 18b on. The author of the letter, a disciple of Paul (or possibly Paul in a later stage of his life), 

adaptedthephrasetoatheologicalcontextwiththeexplanatoryaddition―theChurch‖(cf.1:24; 3:15). 

This transfer of the Greek view of the world to ecclesiology guards the Pauline understanding of the 

Church as the body of Christ from an abusive identification of the Church with Christ himself (the Church 

asa―prolongedChrist‖)byemphasizingChrist‘sroleasthehead(2:19). Thus, Christ is head over all 

creation (2:10, 15) for the Church, which is his body and derives all its strength and growth from him 

(2:19). In Eph 1:22–23 both statements are combined (cf. 4:15–16), while in Eph 2:16 it is difficult to 

decidewhetherthe―onebody,‖throughwhichJewsandgentilesarereconciled,meansthecrucifiedbody

ofChrist,assuggestedbytheparallelphrase―in[orby]thebloodofChrist‖inv 13 (cf. Col 1:22), or, 

moreprobably,theChurchasChrist‘sbody,assuggestedbytheimagesof―onenewman‖(v 15) and 

―thewholestructure‖of―theholytemple‖(v 21), into which Jews and gentiles have been brought.  

The headship of Christ is certainly no authoritarian power; he rules by filling his body with his own 

spirit (1:23; 4:10; cf. Col 2:19). Thus, as the head he is the savior of his body (Eph 5:23). In the same 

way, the husband is the head of his wife, who in turn is his body (Eph 5:23, 28). Even a modern 

interpreter, critical of this phrase, would note that the Greek text of v 22 saysmerely―thewivestotheir 

husbands,‖becausetheirbehaviorisonlyoneexampleofwhatisexpectedfromallmembers;i.e.,―Be

subjecttooneanotheroutofreverenceforChrist…‖(v 21). Furthermore, the unity of husband and wife 

istakensoseriouslythat―lovinghiswifeashewouldhisownbody‖involves―lovinghimself,‖because

bothare―oneflesh‖(vv 28, 31).Thetraditionalformulaofthewifebeingherhusband‘s―ownflesh‖(see

Sir 25:26; L. A. E. 3) emphasizes her status as his property. In Ephesians 5, though still within the context 

of the patriarchalism of that time, it has been transformed into an image of the oneness of a most intimate 

love, which is demonstrated through the readiness of the one partner to live for the sake of the other.  

D. Summary  

Through the Greek language Judaism acquired the word sōma, ―body.‖ThemiddlePlatonismoftheNT

period would have strongly suggested a view of man as principally soul, and an understanding of life as a 

gradual separation of the ego (the soul) from the body and its physical impediment, where death becomes 

the final liberation. It was, however, the OT background and especially the life and teaching of Jesus that 

provided the NT with an understanding of the body as a means of communication and mutual help and 

love among members of the body of Christ (and even beyond to nonbelievers). The climax of this view is 

manifestinJesus‘body,alwaysopentoGod‘sspiritandwillingtobecomethefinalsacrificeonthecross

for the sake of all people.  

The Stoicism of the 1st century A.D. would have suggested with equal strength a view of man as part of 

aharmoniousuniversewhereGod‘sspiritcouldbefoundeverywhere.AgainitwastheOTandJesusthat

made it impossible to equate God and the world. God‘sspiritisnotmerelyalifepowerincreation;itis

thespiritmanifestedinJesus‘serviceandgiventohisdisciplesatPentecost.Therefore,the―divinebody‖

is not simply the totality of nature with its beautiful and beneficial forces (but also with its cruel and 

destructiveforces),butrather―thebodyofChrist,‖i.e.,theunityofallindividualswhoallowthemselves

tobehelped,loved,andpermeatedbyJesus,whogavehisearthlybody―formany.‖EveryLord‘sSupper

reminds his Church that it is only in this body that his believers will find real life forever. Through his 

promise at the Last Supper, the body and blood of Jesus, offered as a sacrifice, become present and real 

againfortheparticipantsineveryLord‘sSupper,grantingthemthe quality of the one people of God and, 

at the same time, obliging them to live this oneness of Jew and Greek, lord and slave, man and woman 

realisticallytimeandagain,tobeandtobecomethe―bodyofChrist,‖untilhecomes. 
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R. EDUARD SCHWEIZER  

BOHAN, STONE OF (PLACE) [Heb ˒eben bōhan (ֶאֶבן בַֹהן)]. A site located on the N border of 

the territory of Judah (Josh 15:6) and consequently the S boundary of Benjamin (Josh 18:17). It is 

apparently near the top of the descent from the highlands down to the Jordan River, just a few miles N 

and W of the Dead Sea.  

By its name, it is a topographical feature which was known in the period, and not necessarily a 

settlement. The exact location of the stone is debated, and the lack of any further reference to a son of 

Reuben named Bohan does not aid the process of identification. The tribe of Reuben was allocated land in 

Transjordan (Josh 13:8), so a site in this area has been proposed (GTTOT 405). Since the OT description 

of the boundary between the two tribes of Judah and Benjamin starts at one end of the confluence of the 

Jordan and the Dead Sea, and runs W from there based on the identifiable sites (Josh 15:5), a location to 

the W rather than the E of the Jordan is indicated. The association with Reuben could simply be the 

memory of an undetermined influence of the tribe on the W bank as well as in Transjordan (Woudstra 

Joshua NICOT, 236).  

BohancouldbeaHebnoun,―thumb,‖andnotapropernameatall(Noth1966:69).Itwouldthenmost

probably describe a rocky outcrop or pillar of the period that in some way resembled a thumb. This does 

nottreatthepresentHebtextwithintegrity,however,sincethebiblicaldescription―sonofReuben‖

indicates that, for the author at least, Bohan was a proper name.  

Some currently existing topographical features have been proposed as the location of the stone (Boling 

Joshua AB, 366; HGB 119), but none of the proposals are compelling.  
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BOIL. See SICKNESS AND DISEASE.  

BOND. Abiblicalwordoftenreferringtosomethingthatrestrictsone‘sfreedom. 

A. Old Testament  

IntheOTtheword―bond‖isusedtorefertoastateofservitude,or―bondage.‖Thus―bondmaid‖

(Exod 23:12)and―bondwoman‖(Deut 15:17) are used for the Heb ˒āmāh, generally―maidservant‖as in 

their parallel texts (Exod 23:12=Exod 20:8; Deut 15:17=Exod 21:6).Similarly,―bondman‖isusedfor

Heb ˓ebed (Deut 15:17; Ezra 9:9),usually―slave‖or―servant.‖ 

Alikeinterpretationiswarrantedforthephrase―bondorfree‖(Heb˓āṣûr wĕ˓āzûb; Deut 32:36; 1 Kgs 

14:10; 21:10; 2 Kgs 9:8; 14:26). The pairing of ˓zb with ˓bd in Ezra 9:9 would seem to support the 

implicationsofservitude.Therepeatedthreatstodestroy―everymale‖oftheroyalhousesofJeroboamI

andAhabofIsrael,―bothbondandfree,‖however,implyabroadersenseofthephrase,becausemembers

of the ruling family didnotlikelycontinueinslavery.Inthesecases,―bondandfree‖designatesthose

still under the bond of parental authority and especially sustenance, along with those who had been freed 



from the protection and authority of their parents. The phrase is a merism denoting opposing extremes in 

the designated group and encompassing all members of it.  

In both the singular and the plural, the noun môsēr servesasageneraltermfor―chains,‖―fetters,‖orthe

like, as both the symbol and reality of servitude. Isa 52:2 and Jer 30:8, for instance, refer to the bonds or 

chainsoftheneck.Expressionsofliberationinclude―toloosethebonds‖(Job 12:18; 39:5; Ps 116:16) 

and―toburst/breakbondsasunder‖(Pss 2:3; 107:14). Conversely, môsēr, ―bond,‖alsofunctionsasa

positive metaphor for the law (Jer 2:20; 5:5; 30:8) as that which binds the people to Yahweh. As 

punishmentforbreakingthese―bonds,‖Yahwehwillsubjectbothpeopleandleaderstoforeignservitude.

Later,however,hewill―breakthebonds‖oftheirforeignmasters,andIsraelwillreturnto―serve‖

Yahweh and the Davidic king.  

The noun ˒āsûr is used literally of the restraints with which Samson was bound by his Philistine captors 

(Judg 15:14), and the cognate adjective ˒ās  r as a figure of captives not forgotten by their God (Ps 69:33). 

To―loosethebonds[rĕṣubbôt]ofwickedness‖isthe―fast‖which God desires of Israel (Isa 58:6).  
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B. New Testament  

TwowordsintheNTcanhavethemeaning―bond‖:sundesmos and desmos (BAGD 1957:175, 793). 

Col 2:19 uses sundesmos to refer to the sinews of the body (for comparative Hellenistic usage, cf. LSJM, 

1701; Fitzer TDNT 7:857). In accordance with other Hellenistic usage (Plut. Num. 6.3 where Numa is the 

Sabines‘―bondofgoodwillandfriendship‖withRome;Simpliciusin Epict. 30/89.15,―thePythagoreans

…calledfriendshipthebondofallthevirtues‖),Col 3:14 uses the word metaphorically to speak of love 

as the bond (sundesmos) of perfection. This could be understood as the bond of all the virtues or as the 

bond that leads to perfection or perfect harmony (Lohse Colossians and Philippians Hermeneia, 148–49). 

To keep the unity of the spirit the Ephesians are called to the bond (sundesmos) of unrighteousness 

(unrighteousness is the bond) in Acts 8:23 (cf. Isa 58:6).  

Jesus releases the bond (desmos) fromadeafmute‘stongue(Mark 7:35). A. Deissmann understands it 

to be a demonic bond (1978:304–7) by using ancient magic texts and by referring to Luke 13:16, where 

Satan‘sbondkeptawomanbentoverforeighteenyears.Butnaturecouldplaceabond on the tongue in 

Hellenistic thought (Nonnus Dion. 26.261; Bacchus heals it in 26.287). Wettstein (NovTG
26

 on Mark 

7:35) gives uses of desmos asatermformutetongues.―Bond‖canrefertophysicalobjectsusedtobind 

persons as in Acts 16:26 (stocks for feet:for a description of one kind with five holes, cf. Eus. Hist. Eccl. 

5.1.27). The word refers to head and foot chains in Luke 8:29 and to eternal chains in Jude 6. An 

ambiguity occurs because the word can be used to refer to prison (and not physical bonds) as in LXX Isa 

42:7; 49:9. Bonds were the rule in Roman imprisonment (Hitzig 1899:1581) but not in every case (see 

two laws in Ulp. Digest 50.16.216 and Sever. Codex Iust 2.11.1). Whether texts such as Phil 1:7, 13 

shouldbetranslatedas―imprisonment‖or―bonds‖[inaphysicalsense]‖isanunsolvedquestionsince

the context does not clearly indicate which meaning is present. (See the varying interpretations in BAGD 

[175] and Gnilka Philippians HTKNT, 47, 56).  
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JOHN G. COOK  

BOOTHS, FEAST OF. OneofancientIsrael‘s three giant annual feasts, celebrated in autumn. See 

CALENDARS, ANCIENT ISRAELITE AND EARLY JEWISH.  

BOR-ASHAN (PLACE) [Heb bôr ˓āšān (בור ָףָשן)]. See ASHAN.  

BORITH (PERSON) [Lat Borith]. See BUKKI.  



BOSOR (PLACE) [Gk Bosor (Βοσορ)]. One of five sites in Gilead in which Jews were taken captive by 

gentile inhabitants (1 Macc 5:25, 36). The city is usually identified with Buṣr el-Ḥarīri,approximately70

kmEoftheSeaofGalilee,perhapsthesamesiteas―Bezerinthewilderness‖mentionedinDeut 4:43 

(Tedesche and Zeitlin 1950:115). Goldstein (1 Maccabees AB, 301) argues cogently that ALEMA is the 

district within which Bosor lies, rather than being a separate city.  

JudasMaccabeus‘earlysuccesses,includingretakingthetemplein164B.C. led to gentile reprisals. 

Many Jews in Gilead fled to a stronghold at the city of Dathema, from which they sent word to Judas for 

help. En route to rescue the refugees, Judas encountered Nabateans, who told him that Jews were under 

attack in the cities of Bozrah, Bosor-in-Alema, Chaspho, Maked, and Carnaim, as well as other cities (1 

Macc 5:24–27). Judas detoured from Dathema to rescue Jews in Bozrah first, then in Dathema, and finally 

in the other cities.  
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PAUL L. REDDITT  

BOUGAEAN (PLACE) [Gk Bougaios (Βουγαιος)]. An epithet used to describe Haman in Add Esth 

12:6, by the LXX in Esth 3:1 (for the Heb hā˒agāgi), and as an addition in 9:10. The precise significance 

of the designation is disputed. Because the meaning of the term is obscure, some scholars have argued 

that the term is simply a corruption of the Gk agagaios or―agagite‖(GreggAPOT 673–74; Newman IDB 

1:458). Noting that the termisreplacedbytheword―Macedonian‖inEsth 9:24, some scholars have 

argued that it is simply a Homeric term of reproach (Iliad 13.824; Odyssey 18.79),meaning―bully‖or

―braggart‖(Haupt1908:141).Athirdviewhas been advanced by Hoschander (1923:23–27) and Lewy 

(1939:134–35), who argue that the term bougaios is derived from the word baga. A West Iranian 

religiousterm,meaning―god,‖thesescholarshavearguedthatitrefersspecificallytoMithraandthat,

therefore, the designation bougaios means―worshipperofMithra‖(Lewy1939:135).Ifthisisso,thenthe

use of the word may be one small piece of evidence favoring the argument that the book of Esther, as well 

as the festival of Purim, is of non-Jewish origin (Moore Esther AB, xlviii–xlix). Owing to the limited 

amount of evidence available, however, it may be impossible to choose between the options (Moore 

Esther AB, 36; Daniel, Esther, Jeremiah:The Additions AB, 178).  
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FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT  

BOWL. See POTTERY (CHRONOLOGY).  

BOX TREE. See FLORA.  

BOZEZ (PLACE) [Heb bôṣēṣ (בוֵצץ)]. An outcropping of rock in the pass between GEBA and 

MICHMASH (1 Sam 14:4). This outcropping figures in the story in which Jonathan, the son of Saul, 

initiates the defeat of the Philistines at Michmash. Bozez apparently occupied the N side of the pass, 

while an outcropping named SENEH stood on the S side. The names of the two outcroppings reflect their 

formidableappearance.Senehmeans―TheThornyOne‖whileBozezmeanseither―TheGleamingOne‖

or―TheMiryOne‖(seeMcCarter1 Samuel 239). The exact location of these two outcroppings has not 

been mapped with precision, though it is generally agreed that they must lie upon the Wadi eṣ-Ṣuweinit, 

which runs between Geba and Michmash, in the middle of the triangle defined by Jerusalem, Bethel, and 

Jericho (see NHT 106; MBA 60).  

JEFFRIES M. HAMILTON  



BOZKATH (PLACE) [Heb boṣqat (ַקת  )]. A town situated in the Shephelah, or low country, ofָבצְּ

Judah (Josh 15:39), within the same district as Lachish and Eglon. This settlement is listed among the 

towns within the tribal allotment of Judah (Josh 15:21–62; see also BETH-DAGON). Jedidah, mother of 

Josiah, was the daughter of Adaiah of Bozkath (2 Kgs 22:1). The location of the ancient settlement is 

unknown.  
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BOZRAH (PLACE) [Heb boṣrâ (ָרה  )]. Three sites of antiquity possessed this name. Two areָבצְּ

mentioned in the Hebrew Bible and the third is mentioned in the apocryphal writings and secular sources.  

1. Bozrah in Edom. According to Gen 36:33 and 1 Chr 1:44, Bozrah was associated with Jobab the son 

of Zerah, one of the Edomite kings (whether his place of origin or his residence is unclear), and 

periodically it was the capital and administrative center of the Edomite state. Apart from these, the only 

other references to Bozrah in the OT are all in the woe-oracles against the nations (Isa 34:6; 63:1; Jer 

49:13, 22; Amos 1:12; and perhaps Mic 2:12 [read *baṣṣirâ]). These defy concrete historical evaluation 

and their authenticity and dating are uncertain. Because of their apocalyptic character (Isa 34:6, 63:1) they 

can probably be dated to the postexilic period.  

Bozrah, the ancient capital of Edom, is without a doubt to be identified with the modern village of 

Buseirah,whichislocatedinNEdom(M.R.208018).ItguardsboththeKings‘Highway(themajorN–S 

route through Transjordan) and a major route W to the Wadi Arabah and thence to the Negeb and S 

Judah. It is also within striking distance of the Edomite copper mines in the Wadi Dana and Wadi Feinan 

some 10–15 km SSW.  

ItissituatedWoftheKings‘Highway on a projecting spur, steep on the N, W, and E sides, with easy 

access only from the S. In addition to this natural defensive position, strong walls enclose a site of some 

3200 m
2
. No water source has been found within the site, the main supply probably being the spring at 

˓Ain Jenin, about one km E, which until recently was also the source for the modern village.  

Excavations at the site have been undertaken by C.-M. Bennett (1971–74) and the British Institute at 

Amman for Archaeology and History (1980). These have revealed a large, fortified site with monumental 

public buildings, far larger than any other site in the region. Two major phases of occupation have been 

found in all the excavated areas, with numerous rebuildings and subphases. Exact dating has not yet been 

determined, but both phases would appear to fall within the confines of the 7th–6th centuries B.C. There is 

no evidence for occupation earlier than the 8th century B.C.  

Four main areas have been excavated. See Fig. BOZ.01. Area A, the highest point on the site and the so-

called―acropolis,‖containslargepublicbuildings.AreasBandD,totheSWandNEofAreaA

respectively, contain private dwellings. Area B also contains a postern gate. Area C, to the S of Area A, 

contains more monumental buildings, probably residential but of higher quality than those in B or D. 

Thick plaster floors are in use in all areas.  

Two successive large buildings occupy the acropolis (Area A). Building A, the later, measures 48 m N–

S and 36 m E–Wandis―winged,‖i.e.,thecornerscurveoutward.ItissimilartotheAssyriancourtyard

building and hence has usually been assigned to the Neo-Assyrian period (734–610 B.C.), but Bennett 

notes(1977:3)that―thediscoveryofstratifiedPersianpotteryinalatephase in a similar building in Area 

Chasgivenrisetodoubt.‖BuildingAoverliestheSpartofBuildingB. 

The plan of the N part of Building B is clear, consisting of a large courtyard (ca. 10 × 15 m), a central 

cistern, rooms on the N, E, and W sides, and external access in the NW corner. A monumental entrance, 

consisting of shallow steps flanked by a column plinth on each side, leads to the S part of the building, the 

plan of which is mostly obscured. It would seem, however, that this is the more important part of the 

building for which the courtyard was an entrance or antechamber. Bennett (1977:6) suggests that this 



mightbeatemple,theouterareabeingforpurification.Apalaceorgovernor‘sresidencewouldalsobea

plausible interpretation with the outer area being for general admission.  

Area B is a section of the outer defensive wall with a postern gate. The defensive wall is approximately 

3.5 m thick at the base and still stands to a height of 3.8 m. At some points the wall was strengthened by 

the addition of casemates. Domestic houses of rough stone were built against the casemates. A narrow 

gateway provided access during the main phases of the site. It was blocked in the final phase and the 

whole area used as a pottery dump.  

Area C lies S of the acropolis and covers an area of approximately 67 × 105 m. It contains a large 

residential complex, not dissimilar in plan to Building A in Area A. Persian pottery was found in the latest 

phase of Area C. A bath complex suggests the residence of a very important official.  

Area D is a small area of domestic houses built on rough stone construction. Several phases of 

occupation have been identified, some utilizing mudbrick.  

All the excavations at Buseirah have taken place in the upper town, which is isolated from the lower 

town by a battered enclosure wall (see Fig. BOZ.01). It is unclear whether the lower town was residential 

or mainly open.  

Dating for the two main phases at Buseirah has so far not been determined. The earlier phase is 

probably Assyrian, the later Babylonian/Persian, but there is no evidence to attribute the transition to the 

Babylonian campaign of 587/586 B.C. which had such a devastating effect on Jerusalem and the cities W 

of the Jordan. Edomite relations with Babylon at this point appear to have been cordial. The transition is 

likely to have occurred (supported by the late pottery from Area C) ca. 550 B.C. when the Babylonian 

king, Nabonidus, passed through Edom on his way to the N Arabian oasis of Teima.  

Bibliography  
Bartlett, J. R. 1965. The Edomite King-list of Genesis XXXVI 31–39 and I Chron. I 43–50 JTS 16:301–14.  
Bennett, C.-M. 1973. Excavations at Buseirah, Southern Jordan, 1971: A Preliminary Report. Levant 5:1–11.  

———. 1974. Excavations at Buseirah, Southern Jordan, 1972: Preliminary Report. Levant 6:1–24.  

———. 1975. Excavations at Buseirah, Southern Jordan, 1973: Third Preliminary Report. Levant 7:1–19.  

———. 1977. Excavations at Buseirah, Southern Jordan, 1974: Fourth Preliminary Report. Levant 9:1–10.  

Oakeshott, M. F. 1978. A Study of the Iron II Pottery of East Jordan. Diss., University of London Institute of Archaeology.  

STEPHEN HART  

ULRICH HÜBNER  

2. Bozrah in Moab. The Moabite town, situated on the Mishor (m  šōr), is mentioned in a list of 

geographical places, which are the objects of the woe-oracles against Moab (Jer 48:21–24). This list can 

hardly be accredited to Jeremiah and is probably a secondary addition. Bozrah may be identical with 

Bezer (beṣer), with which it is etymologically related (Deut 4:43; Josh 20:8; 21:36; and 1 Chr 6:63—Eng 

6:78; one of the cities of refuge belonging to Reuben), and bṣr of the Mesha Inscription (ANET 320–21; 

line 27; cf. Euseb., Onomast. 46.8.11, Bosor; Josephus, Ant 4.173).AlthoughBarāz nandUmmel-

˓Amed E of Heshbon have been suggested, the exact location of Bozrah is unknown.  

3. Bozrah in Ḥaurān. Bozrah lies on one of the fruitful and water-rich plains of S Ḥaurānat the 

important intersection of the N–S route, which leads from Damascus through the Transjordan to the 

Hejaz, with the E–W route, on which one could travel from the Mediterranean to Mesopotamia. The 

ancient site is identical with the modern village Buṣra ash-Shām(32°31´N;36°29´E),whichliesEof

Adraa(Der˓ā)(cf.Euseb.,Onomast. 12.14; 13.14; 84.9; 85.8–9). The earliest attestations of Bozrah are in 

an Egyptian Execration Text as bw d 
3
nw (Posener 1940: E 27) and in the list of conquered Palestinian 

cities, compiled under Thutmose III, found at Karnak, as b
3
d 

3
rwwn

3
 (bd rwn). The literary evidence of the 

place name ceases after two attestations in the Amarna Letters (197:13 and 199:13; Buṣruna). (The 

Ugaritic site bṣry cannot be identified with any of the Bozrahs discussed here. It ought, rather, to be 

located in the environs of Ugarit. The site of URU Ba-as-re-e mentioned in the Assyrian sources is 

unknown.)  

Little is known about pre-Nabatean Bozrah since archaeological excavations (apart from the 

reconstruction of visibly preserved architectural remains) have only begun. The only settlements 



(excluding those from prehistory) which can be archaeologically verified are from the LB and from the 2d 

century B.C.  

Bozrah‘shistoryisagainattestedinwritten sources beginning in the Hellenistic age when Judas 

Maccabeus conquered Bozrah (1 Macc 5:26, 28; probably Bosorra instead of Bosor, cf. Jos., Ant 12.336). 

It is not known if the town was ruled by the Seleucids, was independent, or was perhaps autonomous. It is 

likely that Bozrah gradually came under Nabatean control, was slowly incorporated into the state, and 

soon became its most important city (Bostra Dousaria) except for Petra. This development paralleled the 

declineoftheSeleucidempire.Bozrah‘simportanceremainedunchangedfromapproximately25B.C. to 

A.D. 93. During this time Herod the Great (JW 1.398; 2.215), Philip (JW 2.95; Ant 17.319), and Agrippa I 

and II (JW 2.215) reigned over Aurantis, which was briefly incorporated into the Roman province of Syria 

(A.D. 34–37).  

FollowingTrajan‘sannexationoftheNabateanempire,Bozrahbecamethecapitalofthenewlycreated

Roman province of Arabia in A.D. 106 and remained such throughout all of the expansions and divisions 

of this province. The status of a polis, with its own era (22 March 106) along with the right to mint its 

own coins, was bestowed upon Bozrah. It also became the garrison of the Legio III Cyrenaica. The city 

prospered from the construction and enlargement of the Via Nova Traiana. Two Safaitic inscriptions 

divulge that the city (bṣry), which was promoted to the status of a colony by the Severans (Nea Traiana 

Alexandriana Colonia Bostra) and to a metropolis (Mētropolis tēs Arabias) by Philippus Arabs, had to 

subject itself to an invasion by the Sassanians (A.D. 253 or 256).  

Thecity‘sprosperitywasduetoitsimportantcommercialandpoliticalposition,whichenabled it to 

export grain, wine, and other commodities and to profit from commission and caravan trade with the rest 

of Syria, Mesopotamia, the Mediterranean coast, and especially N Arabia. Monumental buildings such as 

the theater, the thermal bath, the avenues flanked by colonnades, the gateways, and the tetrapylons testify 

to the prosperity of the city in Roman times. The colorful, multiracial population included not only Arabs 

(Nabateans and Sassanids), Romans, Greeks, Jews, and Christians but also merchants from Palmyra, a 

Safaitic colony, and, among the soldiers, foreigners of mixed extraction (Carthaginians, Thracians, 

Persians, Britons, and perhaps even Goths).  

Nothing is known about the inception of Christianity in Bozrah, yet Christianity cannot have appeared 

much later in Bozrah than in Damascus. At any rate, Bozrah was already the seat of a bishop in the 3d 

century A.D. and shortly thereafter became the metropolitan seat subject to the patriarch of Antioch. 

Origen sojourned in Bozrah twice. During his first stay he was employed as a teacher by the governor of 

the province and during his second visit he attended a synod at which he rebuked the residing bishop 

Beryll, who had uttered heretical views (Euseb., Hist. Eccl. 6.19.15; 33.1–3).  
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BRACELETS. See JEWELRY.  

BRAMBLE. See FLORA.  

BRANCH [Heb ṣemaḥ (ֶצַֹמח)]. Branch (Jer 23:5; 33:15; Zech 3:8; 6:12) refers to the legitimate 

DavidicscionwhoisassociatedwithYahweh‘spostexilicrestorationofIsraelandJudah. 

Debate about the exact meaning of branch has focused upon possible messianic connotations of the 

word. In Jer 23:5 and 33:15 branch refers to an unspecified future Davidic scion whose reign Yahweh 

would establish in the postexilic restoration of Israel and Judah. In Zech 3:8 and 6:12 branch refers 

specifically to Zerubbabel as the Davidic scion (Patterson Haggai Zechariah 1–8 OTL, 273–78), though 

the difference between the Zechariah and Jeremiah texts is only the degree of specificity. On the basis of 

these texts, it has been proposed that branch was a technical term for the Messiah in later Judaism 

(Baldwin 1964:93–97; cf. Mowinckel 1956:119–22, 160–65). Yet, while the expectation of a Davidic 

branch in both Zechariah and Jeremiah may have contributed to the development of a messianic 

expectation in Judaism, uses of the term in other Northwest Semitic languages make it unlikely that the 

term was originally a messianic designation.  

The phrase ṣmk ṣdk has been found in a 3d-century B.C.E. Phoenician inscription where it refers to the 

legitimate king of the Ptolemaic dynasty (Beyerlin 1978:232–34). Holladay (Jeremiah 1–25 Hermeneia, 

617–8) concludes that branch is the usual Northwest Semitic word to designate the legitimate king. At the 

same time, there seem to be several other Hebrew synonyms which convey the same idea:for instance, 

shoot (ḥōṭer) and sprout (nēṣer), both in Isa 11:1 (cf. IDB 1:460–61).  

The sense of branch as the legitimate scion is reinforced by studies of ṣedek (McKane Jeremiah 1–25 

ICC, 568), which modifies branch in Jeremiah and Semitic occurrences (though in Jer 23:5, cf. Holladay 

Jeremiah 1–25 Hermeneia, 616). While ṣedek isusuallytranslated―righteous,‖thesestudieshave

suggested numerous Northwest Semitic occurrences where ṣedek implies rightful or lawful as a particular 

nuance of righteous.  

Thus, branch, or more specifically righteous branch, should be understood as the legitimate or rightful 

Davidic scion to the throne of Israel. Especially in Jer 23:5, the legitimacy of this future king contrasts 

with Zedekiah, whose name suggests legitimacy but who is in fact a Babylonian vassel (Swetnam 

1965:29–40).  
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JOHN M. BRACKE  

BRAND, CAMEL. See WASM (CAMEL BRAND).  

BREAD. Bread includes various kinds of food such as unleavened and leavened bread, porridge, and 

gruelpreparedfromcerealgrainssuchaswheatandbarley.Theterm―bread‖wasalsousedforsolidfood

in general. In the Bible, bread is a polyvalent symbol, being used both in everyday life and for metaphoric 

and symbolic purposes.  

———  

A. General Introduction  

B. Bread in the Ancient Near East  

1. General Background  

2. Mesopotamia  

3. Egypt  

C. Bread in the Bible  

1. Introduction  

2. Bread in the OT  



3. Bread in the NT  

———  

A. General Introduction  

Many civilizations have developed around the successful cultivation of one main cereal crop such as 

wheat, rice, or maize. The particular crop raised greatly shaped political, economic, and religious 

institutions. A large portion of everyday life revolved around the production, distribution, preparation, and 

consumption of this crop.  

Various technologies and tools were necessary for producing different kinds of food from cereals. After 

the grain was harvested, the husk or bran was removed from the seed. Various means of milling or 

pounding were used to atomize the endosperm. Different cooking methods, skills, recipes, and utensils 

were used to produce different kinds of bread.  

Humans generally eat only the seeds of cereals, since the outer husk or bran is indigestible. Most of the 

nutrition of a seed is located in the endosperm. Since the starch in seeds is not easy to digest, humans 

generally prepare them for consumption. They can be simply parched, toasted, or soaked in water, though 

more often they are first milled or ground, mixed with liquid, and heated. If the grain is only roughly 

crushedandthebranisnotseparatedfromtherestofthekernel,theproductis―meal.‖Ifonlythekernel,

separated fromthebran,isveryfinelyground,―flour‖istheresult.Heatingamixtureofliquidandmeal

produces porridge (see Moritz 1958:xix). To bake bread, a mixture of liquid and flour is usually heated at 

least to 450° F. Leaven added to dough produces a light and aerated loaf. Because of the gluten content of 

cereals, wheat makes the best leavened bread, rye is second best, and barley can only be used for 

unleavened bread.  

B. Bread in the Ancient Near East  

1. General Background. Early hunting and gathering societies in the ANE gathered the seeds of wild 

cereals for food. These native plants were later domesticated. The cereals that were raised and the food 

productsmadefromthemvariedregionallyandhistorically.Bothclimateandsoiltypeshapedpeople‘s

diets.  

Since wheat and barley have different growing requirements, they are often found in different regions. 

Oppenheimstates:―Sincebarleycanbegrowninpoorandalkalinesoils,itwaspreferredtowheatin

Mesopotamia; Egypt became the wheat land, and the regions in between used the cereal which best 

respondedtolocalconditions‖(1977:314). 

In the lands around the Mediterranean, bread was the staple food which provided most of the proteins 

and carbohydrates for humans for centuries and even millennia. The high costs of transportation kept both 

imports and exports to a minimum. Therefore, the amount of grain an area produced was a key factor for 

how large a population could be supported (Broshi 1979:7). Similarly, within any given community, 

social and economic differences were reflected in cuisine—bread of the poor and bread of the rich.  

Bread played a major role in the civilizations of Mesopotamia, Asia Minor, Syria, Palestine, Egypt, 

Greece, and Italy. Here only a few brief comments concerning bread in Mesopotamia and Egypt will be 

made. (For more details, see Hoffner 1974; Darby 1976; Währen 1964; Dalman 1935.)  

2. Mesopotamia. Some 300 kinds of bread are mentioned in Mesopotamian vocabulary lists. These 

breads were made from a variety of ingredients such as flours, spices, and fruit fillings and came in a 

variety of shapes and sizes. After grain was crushed on a grindstone to make meal and flour it could be 

used for porridge, mush, leavened and unleavened bread, and beer. Unleavened bread was made by a 

method called tinûru. ―Afirewasbuiltinsideanuprightclaycylinder,resultinginveryhotexteriorwalls,

uponwhichloavesofunleavenedbreadwereplacedandbaked‖(Bottéro1985:39).Domeovens,which

were available by the 3d millennium B.C.E., were necessary for making leavened bread.  

3. Egypt. On the walls of Egyptian tombs one finds depictions of various activities related to the 

production of bread and beer. Three-dimensional sculpture and wooden models depict people grinding 

grain, making dough, and baking bread (Filce Leek 1972:pls. 29–32; Darby 1976:501–28). Breads were 

made in numerous shapes:conical, circular with slashes, triangular, semicircular, flat and curved, rolled 

into spirals, and even shaped into animal and human figures.  



Archaeologists have found loaves and pieces of bread at grave sites. While the origin of leavened bread 

is unknown, samples of bread found at Neolithic El-Badari appear to have been leavened (Darby 

1976:515–16). Most specimens of bread examined were made from emmer but this may have been 

because offering breads had to be made from the best cereal. Most of the samples of the abdominal 

contents of prehistoric Egyptian mummies that were examined by Netolitzky contained husks of barley 

(Filce Leek 1973:200–1).  

C. Bread in the Bible  

1. Introduction. Biblical texts do not present an extensive treatment about bread. Aspects related to the 

production and eating of bread were so commonplace that writers did not go into much detail about them. 

Here only bread in the OT and NT will be examined. Data from other literary works such as the Mishnah, 

intertestamental literature, and secular sources, as well as material evidence from archaeology, still needs 

to be collected, sorted, and assimilated.  

2. Bread in the OT. a. Etymology. The term leḥem, ―bread,‖occursnearly300timesintheOT.In

Semitic languages leḥem wasusedfor―solidfood.‖Ullendorff(1956:192)contendsthatthe―rootlḥm 

expressed in Semitic simply the staple-diet and would, therefore, vary in the differentregions.‖InArabic

one has laḥm, ―meat,‖inEthiopiclaḥm, ―cow,‖andintheSouthArabiclanguageofSoqoṭra leḥem, 

―fish.‖InUgaritic,Phoenician,Hebrew,Aramaic,Syriac,andMandaiclḥm referred to bread specifically 

and food generally (TWAT 4:538).  

b. Basic Components. Grains such as wheat and barley are used to make porridge, mush, leavened 

bread, and unleavened bread. Bread is generally made from barley (2 Kgs 4:42) or wheat (Exod 29:2). 

Ezekiel is told to make bread from wheat, barley, beans, lentils, millet, and spelt, and eat it like a barley 

cake (Ezek 4:9). The mixture was not typical but reflected the scarcity of food during the siege of 

Jerusalem.  

While wheat bread was probably tastier than barley cakes and therefore more desirable, not all bread 

was made from wheat. Wheat was more expensive than barley (2 Kgs 7:1–twice as much; Rev 6:6–thrice 

as much) and may have been too expensive for the average Israelite. Furthermore, it was not advisable or 

even possible for the farmer to plant only wheat and not barley. Planting both crops allowed for 

diversification, enabled the farmer to utilize the different types of soil available, and spread out the 

harvest time (Hopkins 1985:242). In premonarchic times most people ate barley bread; however, by the 

8th and 7th centuries, Silver argues, more of the population ate wheat bread (1983:93–98).  

c. Preparation of Bread. Borowski mentions three stages of cereal ripening during which grain could 

be picked, processed, and eaten (1987:88). Grain could be eaten raw, parched (Ruth 2:14), crushed (Lev 

2:14), or it could be ground to flour and used in various kinds of leavened and unleavened bread.  

While the term leḥem can refer to grain in general (Isa 28:28), most often it refers to food processed 

from grain. It is distinguished from raw grain in 2 Kgs 4:42 and from roasted and new grain in Lev 23:14. 

The general term for flour or meal from wheat or barley is qemaḥ, whereas sōlet refers to very fine flour 

ofwheat.Borowskireportsthatajarofsemolinawhichisa―by-productofgrindingandsiftingflour‖

wasfound―inBeth-shemeshinanearlyIronAgecontext‖(1987:90).Eitheramortarandpestleor

grinding stones were used to grind the grain into flour (Num 11:8). Grinding stones and saddle querns are 

richly represented in archaeological reports (Borowski 1987:89–90).  

Flour and/or meal could be stored in jars (1 Kgs 17:12). Flour which had water added to it was kneaded 

into dough. Then the dough was shaped (2 Sam 13:8; Gen 18:6) into a form which could be baked. 

Leaven was sometimes added before baking took place (Exod 12:39). One finds frequent mention of the 

baking of bread (Lev 23:17; 2 Sam 13:8; Ezek 4:12).  

Particular types of bread include ṣapp  ḥit, ―flatcake,wafer‖(BDB,860; Exod 16:31); niqqūd  m, ―hard

bisquitorcake‖(BDB,666; 1 Kgs 14:3); kikkār, ―(disk-shaped,round,thin)loafofbread‖(CHAL 156; 1 

Sam 2:36); ḥallâ ―(ring-shaped)bread‖(CHAL 104–5; 2 Sam 6:19); rāq  q, ―thincake,wafer‖(BDB, 

956; Exod 29:23); lĕbibâ, ―heart-shapedcake‖(CHAL 172; 2 Sam 13:6); ˓ugâ ―(circular,flat)bread

cake‖(CHAL 264; Gen 18:6); ma˒ăpeh ―thingbaked‖(BDB,66); Lev 2:4); maṣṣâ ―unleavenedbread,or



cake‖(BDB,595; Lev 2:5); ḥāmēṣ, ―thatwhichisleavened‖(BDB,329; Exod 12:15). A loaf of bread 

which had been preserved by a fire was found at Gezer dating from 1800–1400 B.C.E. (Silver 1983:92).  

While men and women reportedly baked bread (Gen 19:3; 1 Sam 28:24), baking was probably largely 

the work of women (Lev 26:26). Bread for cultic usage was made by priests (Lev 24:5). While the king 

could afford to have professional bakers who were women (1 Sam 8:13) or men (Gen 40:1), most families 

bakedtheirownbread.Referencestothebakers‘street(Jer 37:21) and the tower of the ovens (Neh 3:11) 

might indicate a quarter of bakers in Jerusalem.  

Three methods are mentioned for cooking grain offerings:baked in an oven, made in a pan, or made on a 

griddle (Lev 7:9). Similar means of making bread were probably used outside the temple:in an oven (Lev. 

26:26) or on hot coals (Isa 44:19; 1 Kgs 19:6).  

d. Bread as Food or Nourishment. Theterm―bread‖canrefertofoodingeneral.Theimportanceof

bread is indicated by the expression―staffofbread‖(Ps 105:16). Holladay (CHAL 192) suggests that this 

phraserefersto―abread-pole, stick on which ring-shaped bread is stacked (to keep it away from mice, 

etc.).‖Otherscholarsthinktheexpressionreferstothesupportthatfoodprovidesforhumans.When

Yahweh breaks this staff of life, he brings famine upon people (Ezek 5:16).  

While bread usually is food for humans, it can also be food for all living beings (Pss 136:25; 147:9). 

Bread offerings are sometimes designated as food for God (Lev 21:6). While some texts indicate that God 

does not need food for sustenance (50:12–13), sacrificial rites are partly modeled around activities 

associated with a meal.  

Along with water (Neh 13:2) or wine (Gen 14:18), leḥem refers to solid food. Bread occurs in lists of 

food items in such contexts as agricultural products of Israel (Ps 104:15), travel provisions (2 Sam 16:1), 

food supplies (1 Sam 25:18), gifts to the king (1 Sam 16:20), and sacrificial offerings (1 Sam 10:3).  

Breadisabasicpartofameal.Theexpression―toeatbread‖meanttoshareameal(Gen 31:54; 37:25). 

Even the prisoner must have rations of bread and water (1 Kgs 22:27). The author of Proverbs wisely 

prays not for poverty or riches but rather for the proper portion of bread necessary for daily existence 

(Prov 30:8–9). The virtuous person shares bread with the hungry (Isa 58:7).  

e. Special Usages and Expressions. Toshowhisdispleasure,Godcouldsend―breadofadversity‖(Isa 

30:20)or―breadoftears‖(Ps 80:5). Tears (Ps 42:4) or ashes (Ps 102:10—Eng. 102:9) are the figurative 

bread of those who mourn. At some point during mourning rites, others encouraged the mourners to break 

their fast and eat (1 Sam 28:22; 2 Sam 3:35).Thisfoodwascalledthe―breadofmourners‖(Hos 9:4).  

Theidioms―breadofidleness‖(Prov 31:27),―breadofdeception‖(Prov 20:17),and―breadof

wickedness‖(Prov 4:17) refer to improper means by which people gain bread. They all deal with a 

characteristic lifestyle which should be avoided.  

Theidiom―toeatpeoplelikebread‖(Ps 14:4)orthatpeopleare―bread‖forothers(Num 14:9) refers to 

oppression. The figurative usage of cannibalistic imagery portrays the horror of oppression.  

Manna can be called leḥem (Exod 16:8) because it was the daily food of the Israelites in the wilderness. 

It was prepared for eating like bread from grain (Num 11:8) and was perishable and spoiled much like 

regular bread (Exod 16:20; cf. Josh 9:12).  

f. Theology of Bread. Bread is seen as a gift of God. Westermann (1982:38) makes a distinction 

betweenbreadofblessingandbreadofdeliverance:―Israellearnedtodifferentiatebetween‗breadof

blessing‘growingduringtheyearlycycles,breadinwhichman‘sownworkparticipated,andthe‗saving

bread‘receivedasthepreservinggiftofthesavingGodduringthedistressofhunger.‖ 

The Israelites knew that land, fertility, rain, and productive labor were all essential for the production of 

grain (Genesis 3; Isa 30:23). They also knew that they themselves could not control all of these factors, 

andthereforedependeduponGod‘sblessing(Ps 127:1–2). The bounty of the basket and kneading trough 

was a result of his blessing or his curse upon their actions (Deut 28:5, 17).  

g. Cultic Usages of Bread. This close connection between Yahweh and bread meant that the people 

neededtomaintainaproperrelationshipwithYahweh.Gerstenbergerpointsoutthat―Thepurpose,then,

ofmostritualactivityistosecureandmaintainthemeansofsurvival:food,shelter,medicine,rain,etc.‖



(Psalms-Part 1 FOTL, 5–6). Gifts of food were offered to God with the expectation that God would 

continue to provide food for them.  

Bread is frequently part of offerings and sacrifices. Both leavened (Lev 7:13) and unleavened bread 

(Exod 29:2) could be used. As part of the first fruits of the harvest, bread was offered to God during the 

Feast of Weeks (Lev 23:15–20). During the Feast of Unleavened Bread, only unleavened bread was eaten 

(Lev 23:4–6).  

Bread was widely used in the ANE and around the Mediterranean for religious purposes (Haran 

1985:221–23), and was probably originally understood to be nourishment for gods. Such an 

anthropomorphic depiction of a deity was considered crude by some in ancient times and was countered 

by various polemics (Ps 50:12–13; Bel and the Dragon; editing of the Gilgamesh Epic [Tigay 1982:224–

28]). Even if the deity could not physically consume the food, it was assumed that in some sense the deity 

was pleased with it. Bread also served as a means for the provision of the daily needs of the priests, and 

when eaten as part of a religious meal it provided fellowship among community members and the deity.  

3. Bread in the NT. a. Bread in Everyday Life. In Classical Greek artos isusedfora―cakeorloafof

wheat-bread‖andforbreadingeneral,andisdistinguishedfrommaza, ―porridge‖or―barley-cake‖

(LSJM, 250, 1072). In Koine Greek artos is used as the general word for bread (TDNT 1:477). In other 

Koine texts one frequently finds the term with katharos referringto―pure‖or―whitebread‖(MM,

1930:80).  

The term artos, ―bread,‖occursnearly100 times in the NT. Louw and Nida (1988:50) describe this 

bread:―arelativelysmallandgenerallyroundloafofbread(considerablysmallerthanpresent-day typical 

loavesofbreadandthusmorelike‗rolls‖or‗buns‘).‖ 

Barley bread is only mentioned twice (John 6:9, 13). The poor may have eaten unleavened barley bread 

because wheat was expensive. While there is a special term for unleavened bread (azumos), artos by itself 

can be used for both leavened and unleavened bread. The bread eaten at the Last Supper (Mark 14:22) and 

on the road to Emmaus (Luke 24:30) probably was unleavened since these meals took place during the 

Passover week (Jeremias 1966:66).  

There is a rich vocabulary related to the production of bread. Mention is made of mills, millstones, and 

grinding grain (Matt 24:41; Luke 17:2; Mark 9:42). The sound of the grinding of grain was a sound of 

normal everyday existence in a city (Rev 18:22). References are made to the sifting of flour (Luke 22:31), 

a batch of dough (1 Cor 5:6–7), yeast and the process of fermentation, regular flour (Matt 13:33), and fine 

wheat flour (Rev 18:13).  

The opening of a meal by giving thanks often focused upon bread (Matt 14:19; 15:36; Luke 24:30). 

―Thefatherofthehouseholdopenedamealbytaking a loaf of bread, giving thanks, breaking it, and 

distributingit‖(BAGD,110).Abbreviatedexpressionssuchas―totakebread‖(John 21:13)or―tobreak

bread‖(Luke 24:35) often referred to the onset of a meal. A common practice of Jesus before meals, 

including the Last Supper (Matt 26:26=Mark 14:22; Luke 22:19=1 Cor 11:24), this was continued by the 

early Christians in their daily fellowship (Acts 2:46).  

b. Bread as Food in General. The term artos can be used for food in general (Matt 4:4).Theidiom―to

eatbread‖meanttohaveameal(Mark 3:20). To eat no bread or drink no wine meant to fast (Luke 7:33). 

―Toeatone‘sownbread‖meanttomakeone‘sownliving(2 Thess 3:12).  

ThepetitionforbreadstandsattheheartoftheLord‘sPrayerandisthefirstofaseriesofrequestsfor

human needs (Matt 6:11). The expression with artos and epiousios hasbeenvariouslyrenderedas―bread

forsubsistence,‖―breadfortoday,‖and―breadforthefuture‖(Luke 10–24 AB, 900–6; cf. BAGD, 296–

97).Whilethereisnoconsensus,theexpression―dailybread‖isstilluseful.Yamauchi(1964–65:148) 

states:―Inantiquity much of the food, such as bread, was prepared daily, and would be apportioned daily. 

Thisdailybreadwastheverysymbolforsubsistence,representingtheminimalneedforexistence.‖ 

c. Symbolic Usages of Bread. Bread was used in Jewish religious ceremonies including the Feast of 

Unleavened Bread (Exod 12:17) and the bread of the Presence in the temple (Exod 25:30; Lev 24:5–9). In 

the Christian eucharist, bread and wine were the elements (1 Cor 11:23–26). In these cases bread had 

symbolic and religious functions, but it was also eaten and served as food.  



By the 1st century a rich midrashic treatment of manna had developed (Borgen 1981). Vermes 

(1969:262)summarizes:―inrabbinictraditionMosesisassociatedwithmannaand Torah, and manna is 

accepted as an allegorical Torah. In Philo, manna is connected with Logos, wisdom and Torah, and Moses 

ispresentedasLogosandTorahincarnate.‖Gärtner(1959:20–25) refers to the Jewish view of the three 

ages and the bread which is associated with each of them. In the Passover Haggadah a distinction is made 

between bread of the Mosaic age, bread of the present meal, and bread of the world to come.  

Jesusiscalledthe―breadoflife‖(John 6:35)andthe―breadwhichcomesdownfromheaven‖(John 

6:41).InJohnadistinctionismadebetweenmannainthedesertfortheMosaicage,Jesus‘ feeding of the 

peopleinthewilderness,andtheeucharisticbreadforthefeastinGod‘skingdom.Borgensuggeststhat

John contrasts the external bread of the past given through Moses with the spiritual bread of the present 

that is available in Jesus (1981:172–79). In Luke 14:15 a blessing is pronounced upon those who will eat 

bread in the kingdom of God. This refers to an eschatological banquet. The idea of such a banquet can 

already be found in Isa 25:6–8 and continues to develop in the following centuries.  
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STEPHEN A. REED  

BREAD OF THE PRESENCE. The bread of the Presence consists of twelve loaves of unleavened 

bread that are displayed in the temple sanctuary. Since the sanctuary is next to the holy of holies, the 

breadisseparatedonlybyacurtainfromYahweh‘simmediatepresence.Inthisimportantlocation,the

loaves symbolize the covenant between God and his people Israel (Lev 24:5–9).  

Although the purpose of the bread of the Presence is to be on display before Yahweh, the Priestly source 

(P) directs its attention to the stages of preparation and disposal. (This is not surprising, for, unlike 

preparation and disposal, the week-long display requires no human intervention.) Preparation begins prior 

totheSabbath‘sonsetwiththebakingoftheloaves, each of which contains two tenths of an ephah of 

flour. Then, on Sabbath morning, the high priest enters the sanctuary with the bread, removes the old 

loaves, and sets out the new ones. He arranges them—with accompanying pieces of frankincense—into 

two rows of six on a golden table on the N side of the sanctuary (Lev 24:5–9; Exod 26:35).  

Once the bread of the Presence enters the sanctuary, its nearness to Yahweh renders it holy. After the 

high priest removes the loaves from the sanctuary, therefore, he must properly dispose of the holy bread. 

To accomplish this, he gives the bread to other priests who in turn must eat it in a holy place—namely, 



within the temple complex. The frankincense cannot be reused, so it is burned on the sacrificial altar in 

the priestly court.  

The sanctuary constitutes the location for two further rites beside the bread of the Presence:burning 

lamps every night, and burning pure frankincense at morning and evening. The three observances have 

the same status, for they all take place on a golden piece of furniture. The bread rests on a golden table 

(Exod 25:23–30), the lamps are on a golden seven-branched lampstand (Exod 25:31–39), and the 

frankincense is burned on a golden altar (Exod 30:1–10). Furthermore, each observance is tended by the 

high priest, who, according to P, is the only priest allowed to do so. Of the three rites, though, only the 

bread of the Presence is continual, for the lamp burns only at night and the incense burns only a few hours 

after it has been lit.  

The significance of the bread of the Presence within the temple cult is revealed by its location, the 

sanctuary. Indeed, only one act of worship occurs in a more important area of the temple, namely, the 

high priest entering the holy of holies on the Day of Atonement. Most temple observances—those 

involving, e.g., animal sacrifices and grain offerings—take place in a less important area, that is, the 

priestly court and the sacrificial altar in it. This hierarchy can be seen in several ways. To begin with, the 

sanctuary is more holy than the court, because the closer an area is to Yahweh, the more holy it is. Since 

the sanctuary is separated from Yahweh in the holy of holies by only a curtain, it is more holy than the 

priestly court outside. This difference in status is reinforced by the furnishings and the personnel of the 

twolocations.Thesanctuary‘sfurnitureisgold,whilethecourt‘sisprimarilyofbronze.Similarly,the

sanctuary rites must be performed by the high priest, while the sacrifices are usually done by regular 

priests. Most importantly, however, the purposes of the rites carried out in the two locations differ. Those 

in the sanctuary maintain the continual relationship between God and his people Israel. Indeed, Leviticus 

(25:5–9) specifically states that the bread of the Presence symbolizes the covenant. The rites at the altar, 

by contrast, primarily concern the relationship between individuals and Yahweh. The animals and other 

offerings brought by private individuals are sacrificed on the altar or distributed in the priestly court 

aroundit.P‘semphasisonthedifferentlocationswithinthetemplecomplexthusrevealstheimportance

of the bread of the Presence in the worship of Yahweh.  

Outside of P, the bread of the Presence is frequently associated with Israelite temples to Yahweh. Most 

referencesassumeP‘sdescription,whileoccasionallyaddinganewdetail(1 Kgs 7:48; 1 Chr 9:32; 23:29; 

28:16; 2 Chr 2:4; 13:11; 29:18; Neh 10:33). Others merely mention the existence of the bread or its table. 

For example, in 1 Sam 21:5–7, the Deuteronomic historian mentions that the temple at Nob has this bread 

as part of its rites. Similarly, 1 Maccabees (1:22 and 4:49) states that Antiochus Epiphanes carried off the 

table in 170 B.C.E. but that Simon the Maccabee later replaced it. Josephus mentions the bread of the 

Presence (Ant 3.6.6; 3.10.7), as do the Temple Scroll (cols. 3, 8), the gospels (Matt 12:4=Mark 2:26=Luke 

6:4), and Hebrews (9:2). Finally, the Arch of Titus in Rome depicts the golden table being carried in 

Titus‘triumphafterheconqueredJerusalemin70C.E.  

ThenamebreadofthePresence(sometimesmistranslatedas―showbread‖)isbasedontheHebrew

leḥem pān  m (LXX: artos enōpion), which literally means ―thebreadwhichisinthepresenceof…‖(e.g.,

Exod 25:30). It is also referred to as leḥem hamma˓ăreket (LXX: artos tēs protheseōs),―thearranged

bread,‖presumablybecauseitisarranged(˒rk) in two rows (e.g., 1 Chr 9:32). Num 4:7 calls it leḥem 

hatām  d (LXX: prokemai),the―regularbread‖orthe―continualbread.‖ 
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PAUL V. M. FLESHER  



BREASTPIECE [Heb ḥōšen (חֶֹשן)].Anitemmadeoffabricthatconstitutedpartofthehighpriest‘s

apparel.Adifferentterm,―breastplate‖[Hebširyôn], refers to a type of metal armor worn by soldiers.  

ThebreastpieceofAaron‘spriestlywardrobeisdescribedingreatdetailinthetabernacle texts of 

Exodus (see esp. 28:5–30 and 39:8–21) and is also mentioned in one passage in Leviticus (8:8) dealing 

with the tabernacle. The breastpiece was made of the same kind of material as the ephod: gold, blue, 

purple, and scarlet woolen threads interwoven with fine linen. The workmanship was of a certain skillful 

type (ḥôšēb) also used for the ephod. The woven fabric formed a double piece of material, a span 9 or 10 

inches square when folded over. The reason for the doubled fabric was that the breastpiece, in addition to 

its symbolic ritual value, also served as a container for the Urim and Thummim.  

Once fashioned, the breastpiece was set with 12 precious stones, in four rows of three stones, with each 

stone set in gold filigree. These stones were set into the fabric and evidently did not protrude. Each stone 

representedoneofthetwelve―sonsofIsrael.‖Aseriesofgoldenfittings (rings, chains, or cords) and also 

ablueribbonwerethenusedtoattachthebreastpiecetootheritemsofthehighpriest‘sgarb:atthetopto

the shoulder of the ephod, and at the bottom to the woven band or girdle of the ephod.  

As one of four special overgarments fashioned for the high priest and worn by no other priest, the 

breastpiecewaspartofacarefullydesignedcomplexofritualactsassociatedwiththepriest‘srolewithin

the tabernacle, as opposed to the outer courts. Several of the inner rituals involved sacral acts; others were 

carried out by the wearing of the Aaronic ritual garb, each item having symbolic significance so that the 

wearing of the item was tantamount to the performing of a ritual (see Haran 1978:212). Known as the 

―breastpieceofjudgment,‖thestone-studded breastpiece signified the sons of Israel to God and also 

containedmanticdevicesbywhichGod‘sdecisionswererendered.Alongwiththebellsoftheephodcoat

and the diadem, it aroused the attention of God toward the people of Israel.  

Thepriestly―breastpiece‖shareswiththe―breastplate‖thefactthatitwaswornacrossthechest.

However,thewordrenderedasbreastplateissometimestranslatedbythemoreinclusiveterm―coatof

mail‖(asin1 Sam 17:5, 38). The breastplate as a piece of military garb is used literally in reference to 

soldiers‘clothing(1 Kgs 22:34=2 Ch 18:33) and also figuratively to represent righteousness (Isa 39:17; 

cf. Eph 6:14; 1 Thess 5:8).  
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BREASTPLATE. See WEAPONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WARFARE.  

BREECHES. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION.  

BRIDAL JEWELRY. See JEWELRY.  

BRIDE. See MARRIAGE.  

BRIDE OF CHRIST. Althoughthespecificphrase―brideofChrist‖doesnotappearintheNT,the

concept is found in several NT works as a description of the Church. Paul describes the Corinthian 

believers as having been betrothed to Christ and presented as a bride to her husband (2 Cor 11:2; cf. Rom 

7:1–6). In Eph 5:21–33 the relationship between husband and wife is explained in terms of the 

relationship that exists between Christ and the Church. The author of Revelation applies the metaphor of 

the bride of the Lamb (Christ), not only to the Church (19:7), but also to the new Jerusalem, the heavenly 

city, which is the eschatological manifestation of the people of God (21:2, 9). The source for this imagery 

is found in the OT where the relationship between Israel and God is often spoken of in marital terms (Isa 

54:1–6; Jer 31:32; Ezek 16:8; Hos 2). The transference of this imagery to Christ and his Church was 

natural for the NT writers who viewed the Church as the new Israel.  

MITCHELL G. REDDISH  

BRIDLE. See ZOOLOGY.  

BROAD PLACE. The RSV translation of raḥab in Job 36:16 and merḥab in 2 Sam 22:20=Ps 18:20 

(—Eng v 19); Ps 31:9 (—Eng v 8). Both words come from a root (rḥb) that means to be wide, spacious, 



roomy. Because it is geographically descriptive, the root was often used in place names such as Beth-

rehob, Rehob, and Rehoboth. However, the root seems to be used metaphorically for salvation in the 

passagescitedabove:someonelocatedinthemiddleofa―broadplace‖isrelativelysecureandsafefrom a 

surprise attack.  

BROAD WALL (PLACE) [Heb haḥômâ hārĕḥābâ (ָחָבה  )). Wall of postexilicַהחוָֹמה ָהרְּ

JerusalemmentionedinNehemiah.AfterrepairoftheJeshanahGate(RSV:―OldGate,‖Neh 3:6), 

evidently in the NW corner of Jerusalem, repairs were made as far as the Broad Wall (Neh 3:8), which 

was reached by going past the Tower of the Ovens (Neh 12:38), which seems to have been on the W wall. 

This description would suggest that the Broad Wall was somewhere on the western hill, the Upper City. 

In 1969–71 N. Avigad (1970; 1972) uncovered a section of a massive Broad Wall in the modern Jewish 

Quarter of the Upper City, a wall of large unhewn, unmortared stone, 23 feet (7 m) broad and ca. 140 feet 

long, preserved in part to the height of ca. 11 feet; the foundation section of this massive city wall running 

NE–SW and ending ca. 917 feet W of the temple platform may have been part of the city wall built by 

Hezekiah (2 Chr 32:5) to enclose the Mishneh (Second) Quarter and, according to Avigad, iq continued 

around to the walls of the City of David and enclosed the Siloam Pool. See Mazar 1975:176–78; 

CORNER GATE.  
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W. HAROLD MARE  

BROOCH. See JEWELRY.  

BROOM TREE. See FLORA.  

BROTHER, BROTHERHOOD (NT) [Gk adelphos (ἀδελφος), adelphotēs (ἀδελφοτης)]. 
Adelphos is a compound term formed from the copulative prefix a and from delphus, ―thewomb,‖which

givesthemeaning―onebornfromthesamewomb.‖Adelphos and the feminine form, adelphē, are used 

first to speak of physical relationships, but approximately half of the occurrences in the NT use the 

figuratively/spiritually, primarily to speak of relationships between the people of Israel or between 

Christians. All of the derivatives and compounds (adelphotēs, philadelphos, philadelphia, pseudadelphos) 

bring out the figurative significance of the basic term.  

Adelphos was used for the male and adelphē for the female members of the same physical family. The 

masculine plural could cover all the children of a family. Adelphos was also used to signify near relatives, 

whether joined together by bloodline (e.g., nephew) or marriage (e.g., brother-in-law). Plato uses it for 

compatriots (Menex., 239a), Xenophon for friends (An., 7.2.25; 38), and Plotinus calls all the things in the 

world adelphoi (Enn., 2.9.18). It is often used for members of a religious society, both in the papyri and 

inscriptions and also in literature (Moulton and Milligan 1930:8–9).  

In the LXX adelphos is the usual term to render Heb ˒āḥ, and only occasionally for rēa˓ (Gen 43:33; Jer 

31[38]:34). Adelphos was used originally for a physical brother and adelphē for a physical sister, but 

adelphos could also be used for other relatives as well (e.g., Gen 29:12ff.). The figurative use of the term 

naturally arose within the nation of Israel because the twelve tribes were descended from the twelve sons 

of Jacob. This is clearly seen in Ps 22:22[23]where―brothers‖areinparallelismwiththe―congregation‖

and are synonymous with the descendants of Jacob/Israel in the following verse. A related feature is 

foundintheuseoftheterms―son‖and―brother‖inthepictureofGod‘srelationshiptohispeople(e.g.,

Hos 2:1–3 [—Eng 1:10–2:1]).  

Judaismalsouses―brother‖withbothaphysicalandafigurativesense.Thetermdesignatesphysical

relationships (4 Macc 9:23; 10:3, 15; 13:19, 27) and also the brotherhood established by covenant 

fellowship (1 Macc 12:10, 17).Thecompoundterm―loveofthebrethren‖(philadelphia) also occurs (cf. 

4 Macc 13:23, 26; 14:1). Josephus uses adelphos figuratively to speak of relationships between members 

of the Essenes (JW 2.122), and intheQumrantexts―brother‖isacommontermtodesignatethe



relationship between members of the community. Indeed, brotherhood was significant for the community 

because they saw themselves as the true remnant of Israel, the true people of God (Urbach 1979:584–85; 

Schilling 1967:211–12). The Heb term ḥābēr (―companion,brother‖),althoughusedtodesignate

scholars, was also used to describe the associates of the Pharasaic sect during the Second Temple period 

up to the time of Jesus (Wilkins 1988:123; HJP² 2:583–89; Aberbach 1967:19–20).  

NT use of adelphos/adelphē is consistent with usage in the surrounding milieu, but it has unique 

characteristics as well. Adelphos occurs at least 343 times in the NT, 13 of which are in Acts in 

conjunction with anēr (―man‖)asanaddress(e.g.,Acts 1:16–andres adelphoi). Adelphē is used 25 times. 

As was true with the history of the terms, so also is true of their use in the NT: adelphos/adelphē 

designate both biological and figurative brothers/sisters.  

Adelphos/adelphē are used to describe several different literal family relationships, the most famous 

among them being Peter and his brother Andrew (Mark 1:16 par.), John and his brother James (Mark 1:19 

par.), Lazarus the brother of the sisters Mary and Martha (John 11:1–2), and the brothers and sisters of 

Jesus (cf. Mark 3:31–35; 6:3).  

The OT figurative use is carried over to the NT when the apostles addressed Jews as adelphoi in Acts 

(2:29; 3:17; 7:2; 13:15, 26, 38; 22:1; 23:1ff.; 28:17), and are themselves addressed in the same way 

(2:37).  

But the terms come to have a distinctive emphasis in the NT. In Matt 12:46–50 Jesus gives a definition 

of those who would be his spiritual adelphoi/adelphai. While his physical mother and brothers wait 

outsidetoseehim,Jesusstretchesouthishandtowardhisdisciplesandsays,―Behold my mother and my 

brothers.ForwhoeverdoesthewillofmyFatherinheaven,thisoneismybrotherandsisterandmother.‖

With this definition Jesus declares that spiritual union in the family of God takes precedence over national 

or blood-family lines (cf. also Luke 14:26). Here Jesus unites discipleship with a familial emphasis. See 

also JESUS, BROTHERS AND SISTERS OF.  

The early Church understood the family nature of the new community. Adelphos was one of the first 

terms for their self-designation (cf. Acts 1:15, 16; 6:3). The decision of the apostolic council explicitly 

applied the term to gentile Christians, giving them assurance that they were also part of the family of God 

(Acts 15:23). In 1 Cor 5:11 Paulcallstheimmoralpersonwhoposturesasabelievera―so-called 

brother,‖andcallstheJudaizerswhoattempttobringbelieversintobondagetolaw―falsebrothers‖

(pseudadelphoi; 2 Cor 11:26; Gal 2:4).  

But the family relationship is not merely figurative. It is based on a spiritual birth. Jesus is the only 

begotten, firstborn, beloved Son of God, and through faith in him believers are born into a new life (2 Cor 

5:17; 1 Pet 1:3–5)wheretheyarecalledJesus‘brothers(Rom 8:29; Heb 2:11ff.). To believe in Jesus as 

the Christ causes one to be born of God, and to love marks the relationship of the members of the family 

(1 John 5:1–2). The derivative term adelphotēs (found only in 1 Pet 2:17; 5:9) conceives of a 

―brotherhood‖ofbelieversthroughouttheworld.Membersofthebrotherhoodareurgedtoexercise

―brotherlylove‖toward one another (philadelphos only in 1 Pet 3:8; philadelphia in Rom 12:10; 1 Thess 

4:9; Heb 13:1; 1 Pet 1:22; 2 Pet 1:7).Indeed,loveistobesocharacteristicofthebeliever‘srelationships

thattohateone‘sbrotheristogiveevidencethatonedoesnotloveGod(1 John 5:19–21), which means 

that one is not truly a member of the family of God.  
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MICHAEL J. WILKINS  

BRUCIANUS. See CODEX (BRUCIANUS).  

BUCK. See ZOOLOGY.  

BUCKLER. See WEAPONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WARFARE.  

BUDDE HYPOTHESIS. In 1882 Karl Budde first described in detail his hypothesis on the structure 

of ancient Hebrew poetry. Qina meter, or falling rhythm, is a succession of lines of two colons, unequally 

divided in terms of syllables or accents, so that the first exceeds the second, as in Lam 1:5,Line1:―Her

foeshavebecomethehead,herenemiesprosper,‖whereintheHebthesyllablepatternis7:6andthe

stress pattern is 3:2. Normally in the Heb the longer colon consists of three words and the shorter is two 

words, with some recognized variations. Budde held that the line is never equally divided. He described 

the falling meter as a rhythm that always dies away and he attempted to establish rules for its structure. He 

associated the rhythm with the lament or funeral song. Like many other scholars of his time and since, 

Budde accepted the possibility that exceptions to the qina pattern might be due to a faulty text. It is, 

however, to be noted that Budde accepted the possibility of some overarching principle that would allow 

for the exceptions found in the text.  

TheconceptofBudde‘sfallingrhythmhasattractedscholarlyattentionuptothepresenttime.The

paradox is that, while one can find classic examples of the falling rhythm in Lamentations and elsewhere 

in the Hebrew Bible, there has been no agreement on a rationale for the numerous exceptions found in the 

same poems. There are clearly many examples of the qina meter in Hebrew poetry that have nothing to do 

with lament, and some laments are not written in that pattern. Perhaps the only consensus is that great 

caution is in order when characterizing falling rhythm.  

Conventional statistical tests have the ability to distinguish patterns, differences, or relationships that 

may not reasonablybeattributedtochance.ThusitispossibletoanalyzeBudde‘shypothesisbymeansof

statistics in order to determine which patterns of syllable or stress structure may be attributed to the 

freedom of the poet to express each thought without regard to structure, and which patterns may fairly be 

laid to nonchance factors, technically called significant differences. A nonchance pattern would imply the 

presence of design crafted into the structure of the poem under study in terms of line length, colon length, 

and stress pattern. If all fluctuations and exceptions are nothing more than chance factors, the argument 

for design could not be sustained. The advantage of such analysis is that it examines only the overall 

design, rather than the usual practice of stanza-by-stanza analysis.  

The acrostic poems of Lamentations 1 through 4 are especially valuable for analysis because a clear 

structure is built into the text. Because of the alphabetic pattern, we can be certain about where the line or 

the verse begins, which at least removes one aspect of the uncertainty in approaching the analysis of 

Hebrew poetry (see Hillers Lamentations AB).  

The following is a summary of research of David Noel Freedman and Erich A. von Fange to explore 

aspectsofBudde‘shypothesis.Stresscountsandtwomethodsofsyllablecounts(AandB)wereprovided

by Freedman.  

Analyses of colons according to syllable counts. The first line of each of the 22 stanzas of Lamentations 

1, taken as a group, was analyzed according to the extent to which the sum of syllables of all the first 

colons (163) exceeded that of the second (136). Similar analyses were conducted for second (154 and 

120) and third lines (154 and 128) of Lamentations 1, and the same procedure was followed for the other 

chapters of Lamentations. For this analysis Lamentations 3 was treated as though it consisted of 22 

stanzas of 3 lines each. Lamentations 5 (also 22 stanzas) was included in the analysis despite the fact that 

it is not an alphabetic acrostic. Of 12 analyses each for the A and B syllable counts, nonchance differences 

occurred for every comparison made in Lamentations 1 through 4, a total of 22 tests for differences. In 

every case, the first of the two colons under comparison for a given line significantly exceeded the second 

inlength,thusstronglysupportingBudde‘shypothesis.Nosignificantdifferenceswere found for the 2 



analyses of Lamentations 5, which clearly does not have a falling rhythm, but one in which parallel colons 

are equal in length.  

Analyses of stress patterns. Stress counts for colons were analyzed following the same pattern as above, 

e.g., the sum of stresses for the first and second colons of the first lines of Lamentations 1 was 66 and 49 

respectively. Similar analyses were made for second and third lines of Lamentations 1, and the same 

procedure was also followed for the other chapters of Lamentations. In all colon comparisons of total 

stress counts, a total of 12 tests, the first exceeded the second to a significant degree. The surprising 

finding was that in Lamentations 5, where the syllable counts of first colons do not differ significantly 

from the second, the stress counts do differ in the expected manner to support what Budde perhaps felt 

intuitivelywhenhestatedthatwhenthefirstunitequalsthesecondthefirstis―heavier.‖ 

Insum,statisticalanalysisprovidessubstantialsupportforthestructuralaspectofBudde‘shypothesis

when the colons and stresses of the poems are taken as a whole. One possible interpretation of this 

evidence is that the poems were sung in ancient times in such a way as to emphasize the qina pattern, and 

that the chanter had ways analogous to modern liturgical chanting of accommodating to those lines which 

did not conform to that pattern.  
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ERICH A. VON FANGE  

BUKKI (PERSON) [Heb bukk   (ִכי  )]. Var. BORITH. The name of two people mentioned in theבֻּ

Hebrew Bible, Bukki seems to be a shortened version of the name BUKKIAH (1 Chr 25:4, 13). This is 

supported by the translation bōkai (1 Chr 5:31—Eng 6:4; 6:36—Eng 6:51). However, contrary evidence 

is supplied by the of 1 Esdr 8:2 (Gk bokka) and 2 Esdr 1:2 (Rahlfs ed., 7:4; Gk bokki, or borith, see Myers 

1–2 Esdras 154), and the of Num 34:22 (Gk bakchir). The name may be related to the root bqq, 

―luxuriant,‖asinHos 10:1,―theluxuriantvine‖(Hebgepen bôqēq). Guthrie (IDB 1:473) suggests 

―provedofGod,‖whichrelatestherootbqh to Aram bq˒, ―totest,prove‖(seeIPN 226).  

1. The son of Jogli, a leader (Heb nās  ˒) of the tribe of Dan (Num 34:22), when the land of Canaan was 

allotted to the Israelites.  

2. The son of Abishua, and a priest in the line of Eleazar, the high priest (Ezra 7:4; 1 Chr 5:31—Eng 

6:4; 6:36—Eng 6:51). His name appears also in a genealogy linking the postexilic leader Ezra with this 

same original Israelite priestly family (Ezra 7:4=1 Esdr 8:2; see Myers 1–2 Esdras AB, 154 for a 

comparison of these lists). In noncanonical uses of this same genealogy, Josephus (Ant 5.10.5; 8.1.3) 

employs the priestly lineage, which includes Bukki (Gk bokki, bokkias), to establish the period during 

which Eli, the priest who raised Samuel, lived.  

RAPHAEL I. PANITZ  

BUKKIAH (PERSON) [Heb buqq  yāhû (ִקָיהּו  )]. One of the fourteen sons of Heman who wereבֻּ

appointed to prophesy with musical instruments under the direction of their father and the king (1 Chr 

25:4). Bukkiah received the sixth lot which was cast to determine duties (1 Chr 25:13). Scholars continue 

to debate the relationship between the two lists (1 Chr 25:2–6, 9–31) which contain the name Bukkiah. 

For a summary of the discussion and bibliography, see ASHARELAH. The etymology of the name is 

uncertain.Suggestedmeaningsinclude―provedofYahweh‖(fromahypotheticalHebrootbqh, perhaps 

related to Aram bq˒)and―flaskofYahweh‖(fromHebbqq; see the noun baqbuq in Jer 19:1, 10; 1 Kgs 

14:3).  

J. CLINTON MCCANN, JR.  

BUL [Heb bûl (בּול)]. The eighth month of the Canaanite calendar, roughly corresponding to October–

November. See CALENDARS.  

BULL/BULLOCK. See ZOOLOGY.  



BUNAH (PERSON) [Heb bûnâ (בּוָנה)]. Individual of the tribe of Judah, the son of Jerahmeel (1 Chr 

2:25).  

BUNNI (PERSON) [Heb bunn   (ִני  )]. Like Bani and Binnui, Bunni is another short form of the nameבֻּ

Benaiah (see BANI; BINNUI), found among the Levites at the time of Ezra and Nehemiah.  

1.ALeviteinattendanceatEzra‘sreadingoftheLaw(Neh 9:4).  

2. The levitical ancestor of Shemaiah, the son of Hasshub, one of those who volunteered to live in 

Jerusalem at the time of Nehemiah (Neh 11:15). This ancestor was five generations removed from 

Shemaiah, the contemporary to Nehemiah, and is therefore not to be confused with the Bunni in Neh 9:4.  

3.OneofthechiefsofthepeoplewhosethissealtoNehemiah‘scovenant(Neh 10:15).  

D. G. SCHLEY  

BURIALS. Biblical references to burial are descriptive rather than prescriptive. Descriptions often 

includetheformulas,―helaywithhisfathers‖(mainly in Kings and Chronicles, cf. 1 Kgs 14:31; 2 Chr 

12:16),indicatinganaturaldeath,or―hewasgatheredtohispeople‖(usedbyP,cf.Gen 25:8; Deut 

32:50), denoting appropriate burial, apparently thought to ensure reunion with the ancestors. Proper burial 

required interment in a geber, geburâ, or bayit, wordsmeaning―burial‖and―dwelling.‖Interment was 

accorded all who served Yahweh; sinners were cursed with lack of burial or exhumation (Deut 28:25–26; 

1 Kgs 14:10–11; Jer 16:4).  

ISRAELITE  

———  

A. Patriarchs and Matriarchs  

B. Exodus and Conquest Generations  

C. Period of the Judges  

D. Monarchic Period  

1. Textual Witnesses  

2. Archaeological Witnesses  

———  

A. Patriarchs and Matriarchs  

From the patriarchal period, with the exception of Rachel, the patriarchs and matriarchs were interred in 

the Cave of Machpelah purchased by Abraham (Gen 49:29–31). In accordance with their wishes to be 

buried with family, the embalmed remains of Jacob and Joseph were transported from Egypt to Canaan 

(Gen 47:29–30; 50:13; Exod 13:19; but cf. Gen 50:5).  

Interment at the location of death and in proximity to a tree were also attested in this period and later. 

Rebekah‘snurse,Deborah,wasinterredwhereshediednearBethelunderanoaktree(Gen 35:8) and the 

people of Jabesh-gilead cremated the bodies of Saul and his sons and then buried their bones under a 

tamarisk tree (1 Sam 31:12–13). The tree signified divine presence as demonstrated by Abraham planting 

a tamarisk tree and calling on the name of God at a treaty site (Gen 21:32–33). Burial under a tree also 

expressed the desire to propagate and to perpetuate the memory of the individual. The tree was long 

associatedwithimmortalityasillustratedbythe―treeoflife‖intheGardenofEden(Gen 2:9; cf. Isa 56:3, 

theeunuchasa―witheredtree‖).Rachelwasalsoburiedwhereshedied.Varianttraditionslocateher

burial on the way to Ephrath where a maṣṣĕbâ was erected (Gen 35:19–20) and in Zelzah in Benjaminite 

territory near the Ephraim border (1 Sam 10:2). The tradition locating her burial in the Bethlehem vicinity 

has been explained as a later attempt to associate her burial with Ephrathah in Judah, the ancestral home 

of David and the site of the present-day―TombofRachel‖(McCarter1 Samuel AB, 181).  

In the patriarchal period, usually dated to the MB II from ca. 1750 to 1600 B.C.E. (IJH 142–48), it is 

impossible to distinguish Israelite from Canaanite burials. The prevalent practice in the highlands was 

multiple burial in caves, as described for Abraham and his descendants. Typical tombs were cut at the 

highland site of Gibeon, located 9 km N of Jerusalem. At the bottom of a vertical, cylindrical shaft, a 



doorway blocked with stones provided access into a circular chamber with lamp niches cut into the walls. 

Tomb 15 exhibited three phases of use probably representing two generations. The skulls and bones of 

fourteen individuals were found along the sides of the chamber. Toggle pins used to secure wraps and 

jewelry demonstrate that the individuals were clothed and adorned at burial. The most common burial 

provisions were bowls and platters for foodstuffs, jugs for liquids, and juglets for oil and perfume. 

Additional gifts included a knife, a dagger blade, two limestone pommels for daggers, fragments of bone 

inlay probably from a box, and four sheep skulls (Pritchard 1963:22–33). These provisions demonstrate 

that the deceased were thought to need nourishment and the protection afforded both by weapons and 

symbolically by colored and metal jewelry.  

B. Exodus and Conquest Generations  

Like Rachel and Deborah, members of the Exodus generation were interred at the location of their 

death:Miriam in Kadesh (Num 20:1), Aaron on Mt. Hor (Num 33:39, but see Deut 10:6), and Moses in 

Moab (Deut 34:6). Burial at the death locale deviates from the patriarchal practice, for just as the bones of 

Jacob and Joseph were carried from Egypt for burial on family land (Josh 24:32) so could the remains of 

Miriam, Aaron, and Moses have been transported.  

Beginning with the Conquest generation, family burials established a visible, perpetual claim to the 

patrimony (naḥălâ), which sometimes functioned as a territorial boundary marker as in the cases of 

Rachel (1 Sam 10:2) and Joshua (Josh 24:30). Joshua was buried on the border of his inheritance in the 

hill country of Ephraim (Josh 24:30), Joseph on family land in Shechem (Josh 24:32), and Eleazar the son 

of Aaron at Gibeah in the hill country of Ephraim (Josh 24:33). The only other burial from this period was 

that of the five Amorite kings killed by Joshua. After being hanged from trees, their bodies were thrown 

into a cave the mouth of which was sealed with stones (Josh 10:26).  

The Exodus and Conquest are usually dated to the LB and beginning of the Iron Age, from the 16th 

through the early 11th century B.C.E. As in the preceding MB, through the LB, the most common mode of 

burial in the highlands was multiple (family) burial in caves (Gonen 1979). In the highlands of Israel and 

especially Judah, the conception of the burial dwelling, the treatment of the corporeal remains, and the 

categories of provisions for the deceased continued unchanged from the MB through the Iron Age. 

Gibeon tomb 10A–B contained the remains of eleven individuals provided with ceramic lamps, bowls, 

jugs, dipper juglets, and seven scarabs (an Egyptian amulet signifying birth and renewal which was a 

standard Egyptian funerary provision) (Pritchard 1963:11–17). Lachish Tomb 216, dated from ca. 1450 to 

1300 B.C.E., consisted of a shaft leading into a circular pit with plastered walls and floors. Buried in the pit 

were numerous individuals supplied with more than 200 vessels. As at Gibeon, bowls predominated with 

lamps, jugs, and dipper juglets. There was also a sizable collection of Cypriot and Mycenaean imported 

pottery. Metal knives, arrowheads, and a dagger, scarabs, beads, toggle pins, and playing pieces provided 

protection, adornment, and amusement (Tufnell 1958:232–35, pls. 52–54).  

C. Period of the Judges  

By the period of the Judges, family tombs of inherited lands were well established and so individuals 

wereinterred―intheirfather‘stomb‖or―intheirhometown.‖ForGideon,Samson,andAsaheltherecord

specifiesthattheywereburiedintheirfather‘stombonfamilyland(Judg 8:32; 16:31; 2 Sam 2:32). Only 

the fact of burial locale is given for the remaining judges:Tola in the Shamir hill country of Ephraim (Judg 

10:2), Jair in Kamon, Gilead (Judg 10:5), Jephthah in the cities of Gilead (Judg 12:7), Ibzan in 

Bethlehem, Zebulun (Judg 12:10), Elon in Aijalon, Zebulun (Judg 12:12), Abdon in Pirathon, Ephraim 

(Judg 12:15), and Samuel in Ramah (1 Sam 25:1; 28:3). Ramah may refer to this city Ramathaim-Zophim 

as well as to an elevated place, for important individuals were buried in prominent places where their 

tombs would be visible and accessible. For some of these individuals little is known except for their burial 

location. Men who enjoyed a special relationship with Yahweh during their lifetimes were thought to 

continue that relationship after death and so it was important to know where they were buried.  

D. Monarchic Period  

1. Textual Witnesses. BeginningwithDavid‘sreign,kingsandreligiousandadministrativehigh

functionaries (2 Chr 24:15–16; Isa 22:15–16) were buried in their capital cities. David initiated burial in 



the City of David (1 Kgs 2:10) and was joined by his son Solomon (1 Kgs 11:43; 2 Chr 9:31). Other 

recorded family burials from the period of the united monarchy include Abner and the head of Ishbaal 

(Ishboshet) in Hebron (2 Sam 3:32; 4:12), Ahitophel (2 Sam 17:23), Barzillai in Gilead (2 Sam 19:38), 

and Joab in the wilderness (1 Kgs 2:34).  

Following the death of Solomon and the division of the country into Israel in the N and Judah in the S, 

monarchs were buried in their capital cities of Tirzah or Samaria and Jerusalem respectively. Of kings and 

prophets it is recorded that they were sometimes interred in proximity to holy sites:prophets of Judah and 

Bethel near the Bethel altar (2 Kgs 23:17–18) and later Judahite kings adjacent to the Jerusalem temple 

(Ezek 43:7–8). The deaths and burials of the kings of Israel were recounted solely in Kings. The books of 

Kings present royal interment in a formulaic, consistent manner, perhaps in an attempt to fabricate a 

positive record for the Judahite kings in homage to the house of David. Varying accounts of the burials of 

Judahite kings are preserved in Kings and Chronicles (for a discussion of the reliability of the 

Chronicler‘saccount,seeJaphet1985).TheChronicler‘ssupplementalinformationhasbeendiscounted

as glorifying favored kings and discrediting others. However, the Chronicler may have expressed 

judgment not through manufacturing new material but in choosing which references to include and which 

to delete.  

Relatively little was written about the burial of the kings of Israel. Of several kings, including Nadab, 

Elah, Zimri, Ahaziah, Zechariah, and all subsequent kings, no details of burial are given (1 Kgs 15:28; 

16:10; 18; 2 Kgs 1:17; 15:10). For most of the remaining kings only the fact of burial in the royal city was 

mentioned:Baasha in Tirzah (1 Kgs 16:6), and Omri, Ahab, Jehu, Jehoahaz, Joash, and probably 

Jeroboam II in Samaria (1 Kings 16:28; 22:37; 2 Kgs 10:35; 13:9, 13; 14:16, 29).  

In Judah, David and his descendants were buried in the Jerusalem City of David, a small ridge bounded 

by the Kidron, Hinnom, and Tyropoeon valleys. According to the account in Kings, all kings from 

RehoboamthroughAhazwereburied―withtheirfathersintheCityofDavid‖(1 Kgs 14:31; 15:8, 24; 

22:51; 2 Kgs 8:24; 9:28; 12:22; 14:20, 22; 15:7, 38; 16:20; Neh 3:16). Subsequent kings were buried 

elsewhere, Manasseh and Amon in the household garden of Uzzah (2 Kgs 21:18, 26) and Josiah in his 

own tomb (2 Kgs 23:30).ThereisnoreferencetoburialforHezekiahorforJosiah‘ssuccessors. 

The Chronicler noted no such harmony in burial arrangements. While commendable kings were buried 

with their predecessors in the City of David, sinful and ailing kings were denied interment with their 

fathers. A kabôd (honor) was prepared for the righteous king Hezekiah. The honor certainly entailed 

lamenting (1 Kgs 13:30; Jer 22:18) and offering sacrifices (Isa 57:7; 2 Chr 16:14). Jehoiadah the priest 

was also accorded burial with the kings in the City of David (2 Chr 24:16). Among the discredited kings, 

Asawasburiedinhisowntomb.Mortuarypracticesincludedlayingthebody―…intheresting-place 

[miškāb] which was filled with spices of all kinds; expertly blended; a very great fire was made in his 

honor‖(2 Chr 16:14).The―verygreatfire‖probablyresembledinappearanceandintenttheburnt-

offering sacrifices of sweet savor presented to Yahweh (Gen 8:20–21; Lev 1:9, 18). Others denied burial 

in the royal tombs included Jehoram, Ahaziah, Jehoash, Amaziah, Uzziah, Ahaz, and Amon (2 Chr 

21:19–20; 22:9; 24:25; 25:28; 26:23; 28:27).  

Isaiah described rock-cut tombs and mortuary practices in a condemnation of the cult of the dead. Isaiah 

57, so-called―Third‖Isaiah, is usually dated to the last quarter of the 6th century B.C.E. but the text 

describes Jerusalem bench tombs which had attained their postexilic form by the 7th century B.C.E. 

According to Isa 57:7–9, tombs were hewn high in the mountainsides. A door and door post opened into 

the chamber with a resting-place (miškāb) for the deceased and a mortuary stele perhaps in the shape of a 

phallus (zikrôn, yād) near the door. At the tomb sacrifices were offered (cf. also Deut 26:14 and Ps 16:3–

4) and the dead consulted (cf. also 1 Sam 28 and Isa 8:19–20). To conclude the diatribe, Isaiah refuted the 

role of the ancestors in insuring control of the patrimony—true inheritance passes not through the 

ancestral dead (and the family tomb) but through Yahweh (Isa 57:13).  

A variety of mortuary practices existed within Israelite society, not all of which were widely practiced 

or acceptable to 8th century B.C.E. and later prophets and the Deuteronomistic editor(s). The majority 

buried their dead in family cave and bench tombs located in proximity to the patrimony. Biblical 



references and inscriptions on a tomb at Khirbet Beit Lei testify to family burial, but there is currently no 

osteological evidence. Isaiah rebuked Shebna, an official of King Hezekiah, for having hewn an 

ostentatious individual tomb in Jerusalem, rather than being buried with his family (Isa 22:15–16). The 

commonburialgroundinJerusalem‘sKidron Valley was considered by some an illegitimate form and 

placeofburialassuggestedbyJosiah‘sscatteringasherahashesoverthegroundandJehoiakim‘scasting

in the body of the assassinated prophet Uriah (Jer 26:23; 2 Kgs 23:6). Both royalty and commoners 

sacrificedchildreninthetophetinJerusalem‘sHinnomValley(andpresumablyburiedthemasat 

Carthage; see Stager and Wolff 1984), demonstrating official sanction during certain reigns of a practice 

considered abhorrent and unacceptable at other times (2 Kgs 16:3; 2 Chr 28:3; Jer 7:31).  

Burial markers preserved the memory of the righteous, the sinner, and men without offspring. A 

maṣṣĕbâ and ṣ  yûn (―pillar‖and―monument‖)markedthegraves of the righteous Rachel (Gen 35:20) and 

the unnamed prophet (2 Kgs 23:17) respectively. A circleofstonesservedtocensureIsrael‘senemiesand

thosewhochallengedYahweh‘sanointed:Achan,thekingofAi,thefivekingsoftheScoalition,and

Absalom (Josh 7:26; 8:29; 10:26; 2 Sam 18:17–18). Monuments serving to perpetuate the memory of men 

withoutdescendants,literallyto―memorializethename,‖have been associated with death cult activities 

(Pitard1979).DuringhislifetimeAbsalomerectedapillar,literally,―hand/phallus[Hebyād] of 

Absalom‖(2 Sam 18:18; cf. also Isa 57:8) and Yahweh promised the faithful eunuch through his temple 

andholycity―amonumentandmemorial[yād wāšēm]betterthansonsanddaughters,‖aperpetual

testimonial which cannot be severed (Isa 56:5; cf. 2 Sam 14:7).  

2. Archaeological Witnesses. Multiple (family) burials in caves continued from the Bronze Age into 

the Iron Age at the sites of Gibeon, nearby Tell en-Nasbeh (biblical Mizpah or Ataroth-Addar), and 

Dothan. In the Gibeon tomb, ceramic vessels, objects of personal adornment, weapons, household articles, 

and amulets were present as in the earlier assemblages (Dajani 1951:48; 1953:66). Dothan Tomb 1 was in 

use from approximately 1400 to 1200/1100 B.C.E. It contained the remains of at least 288 individuals and 

3146 artifacts in an irregularly shaped chamber with a domed roof, six niches, two crypts, and a window 

(Cooley 1983; Free 1960:12).  

All the salient features of 8th century B.C.E. and later Judahite tombs appeared by the 12th century in 

tombs at Tell el-Farah (S), in Shephelah tombs atGezer,Lachish,andTel˓Aitun,andatSarafendonthe

coastandPellainTransjordan.Tel˓AitunC1consistedofstepsleadingintotwochambersequippedwith

waist-high benches extending along the sides of the tomb on which to repose the dead, lamp niches, and a 

repository. The repository was a pit hewn in the rear of the chamber or under a bench to accommodate 

skeletal remains and accompanying objects moved to make room on the benches for additional burials. 

Fifteen individuals were distinguished in the tomb and the repository was completely filled with bones. 

One inhabitant lay extended on its back with a copper bracelet on its arm, surrounded by lamps, a flask, a 

Philistine krater and jar, beads, and two bronze-socketed arrowheads. Other goods in the tomb included 

large quantities of local and Philistine pottery, many objects of personal adornment, household items, 

weapons, scarabs, and scaraboid seals (Edelstein et al. 1971:86–87).  

Through the 10th to 8th century B.C.E. both cave and bench tombs were utilized in Israel and Judah. 

FollowingthefalloftheNkingdomofIsrael,―bathtub‖coffinsandjarburialswereintroducedbythe

Assyrians and other foreigners who settled there. Assyrian bathtub coffins are named for their 

characteristic shape, a deep bathtub-shaped ceramic vessel approximately 1 m long, with one rounded and 

one straight end, and handles around the sides. In a jar burial, the vessel neck was broken off and the body 

inserted either in a single jar or two facing jars. In both jar and bathtub coffin burials the deceased were 

supplied with the same types of goods provided in earlier and contemporary cave and bench tombs. In 

Judah the bench tomb overwhelmingly prevailed. See Fig. BUR.01. Two of the largest and finest 

examples of bench tombs were preserved in the N cemetery of Jerusalem, the St. Étienne tombs. One 

example consisted of a central court around which were symmetrically arranged six burial chambers. 

Each chamber was equipped on three sides with parapeted benches with horseshoe (or Hathor wig)-

shaped headrests and a repository under one of the benches. Stone-carved recessed door frames, right-

angled cornices, and imitation sunken wooden panels enhanced the tomb (Barkai et al. 1975). 



Exceptionally fine tombs were also cut in the cliffs of what is today Silwan Village facing the City of 

David. These tombs incorporated distinctive Phoenician and Egyptian features such as gabled ceilings, 

stone coffins, funerary inscriptions carved into tomb facades, and a crowning pyramid atop a monolithic 

aboveground structure (Ussishkin 1970). These magnificent structures surely housed the wealthy and 

eminent members of Jerusalem society, such as Shebna (Isa 22:15–16).  

Beginning in the 10th century B.C.E. with the settlement of the S highlands of Judah, new objects were 

added to the standard funerary assemblage. These included additional vessels for the preparation, serving, 

and storing of foodstuffs and wine:cooking pots, plates/platters, store jars, and wine decanters. Juglets and 

dipper juglets were more frequently supplied for use as dippers in store jars and as containers of scented 

oils and perfumes in a period when tombs were repeatedly entered and bodies anointed. Ceramic models 

of chairs, beds, quadrupeds, and horse and rider figurines were found in Shephelah tombs, and female 

pillar figurines were recorded from tombs initially in the Shephelah and later from throughout Judah. This 

figurine has a hollow or solid conical body, pronounced breasts emphasized by arms encircling them, and 

a hand-fashioned or molded head. The form is evocative of a tree, long depicted in ANE art as a source of 

nourishment, but identified with different deities at different times. Their presence in Judahite tombs, in 

conjunction with figurines of the Egyptian god Bes, one of whose roles was to safeguard mothers and 

their newborn infants and children, indicates widespread concern for adequate lactation to nourish 

newborns and infants, and an acceptance of the use of figurines for sympathetic magic.  

Following the Babylonian conquest, within the region of the former kingdom of Judah, Iron Age burial 

customs persisted into the 6th century B.C.E. at Khirbet Beit Lei, Gezer, Beth Shemesh, Abu-Ghosh, and 

Jerusalem (see Fig. BUR.02). By the end of the 6th century B.C.E. settlement was concentrated along the 

coast and through the Shephelah where cist tombs with Achaemenid-style metal objects and weapons 

were succeeded by shaft tombs with Greek and Phoenician pottery and coins (Stern 1982:68–92). A cist 

tomb consisted of a rectangular grave which was lined and occasionally floored with fieldstones or stone 

slabs. In a shaft tomb, a vertical shaft led into a rock-cut chamber of no particular shape.  
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A. Burial Customs  

Our principal data for funerary customs and art in the Second Temple period come from two cemeteries, 

one in Jerusalem (Avigad 1950–51; Rahmani 1981, 1982; Kloner 1980) and the other in Jericho (Hachlili 

1978, 1979, 1980; Hachlili and Killebrew 1983). They were both located outside their respective town 

limits, in accordance with Jewish law (m. B. Bat. 2:9). The Jerusalem cemetery consisted of tombs 

surrounding the walls of the city, in three major areas of concentration to the N, S, and E (Kloner 

1980:259–68) and the Jericho cemetery was located outside the town, on the hills flanking the Jordan 

Valley.  

The Jerusalem necropolis developed as the result of tombs being randomly scattered wherever the rock 

was soft and could be easily carved. Roads and paths led to the tombs, and plants and trees landscaped the 

surroundings. Families purchased burial plots presumably according to their means. Several of the loculi 

tombs have richly ornamented facades, while a group of monumental rock-hewn tombs (the Kidron 

Valley tombs), probably belonging to prominent Jerusalem families, have a memorial or nefesh in the 

shape of a pyramid or tholus standing above the ground (Hachlili 1981). Despite the lavish ornamentation, 

burial was probably similar to that of the simpler, undecorated loculi tombs. Apart from two tombs where 

sarcophagi were discovered, all were found in a disturbed, robbed state. Several crowded burial quarters 

exist in the present-day areas of Mt. Scopus, Dominus Flevit, and French Hill (Kloner 1980:268).  

A large necropolis at Jericho containing either primary burials in wooden coffins or secondary collected 

bone burials in ossuaries was excavated and surveyed (Hachlili 1979; 1980).  

1. Tomb Types. The tombs found in these two cemeteries may be divided into two types:the first 

consists of rock-hewn loculi tombs and the second type is a monumental tomb which is rock-hewn and 

has a memorial or nefesh standing next to or above it. Two basic tomb plans exist:one is called the loculi 

type (kokhim) and the other is the arcosolia. Some tombs are equipped solely with a burial room. Both 

types of plans are found in the Jerusalem necropolis, but the Jericho cemetery consists only of loculi 

tombs which are hewn into the hillsides. Both serve as family tombs but with provision for separate burial 

of each individual.  

The form of the loculi tomb (see Fig. BUR.03) consists of a square burial chamber, often with a pit dug 

into its floor to enable a man to stand upright. From one to three arched loculi 1 m high and 2 m long 

(kokhim) are hewn into three walls, the entrance wall excepted. The entrance to the tomb is square; in 

Jerusalem it sometimes has a forecourt and a molded facade (Avigad 1950–51:98, fig. 3) or an ornamental 

facade.Itisclosedeitherbyarectangularblockingstone,sometimesintheshapeofalarge―stopper,‖or

by mudbricks and small stones. Occasionally, single-loculus tombs were constructed.  

The evidence from Jericho proves conclusively that loculi tombs were first designed and used for 

primary—that is, permanent—burial in coffins. This is also indicated by the length of the kokh (ca. 2 m), 

which is the length of a coffin. The same tomb plan continued to be used in the case of ossuary burials. In 

previous research scholars have claimed that the kokh was―intimately‖connectedwithsecondaryburial.



If this was the case and the loculi tomb had been designed for 70cm-long ossuaries there would have been 

no need to dig a 2m-long kokh.  

The origin of the plan for the rock-cut loculi tomb of the Second Temple period in Judea is to be sought 

in Egypt, particularly in Leontopolis, from as early as Hasmonean times (Ant. 13. 63, 67; 14. 99, 131–33; 

Hachlili and Killebrew 1983:110–12).  

In some Jerusalem tombs the arcosolium type of burial is found. The arcosolium is a benchlike aperture 

with an arched ceiling hewn into the length of the wall. The arcosolium is a later type of burial, in use at 

the end of the Second Temple period. In the Beth-shearim catacombs the arcosolia were usually reserved 

for more expensive burials. In several cases the deceased was interred in a trough grave hewn in the 

arcosolium. From the 3d century on, the trough grave became the prevalent type of burial (Avigad 

1976:259).  

2. Burial Types. Two distinctly different types of loculi tomb burials, primary and secondary, were 

discovered during the excavations in the Jericho cemetery. They can be classified typologically, 

chronologically, and stratigraphically into primary burials in wooden coffins (type 1) and secondary 

burials of collected bones which were either placed in individual ossuaries or piled in heaps (type 2).  

a. Primary Burial in Wooden Coffins. This is the earliest type of burial known from the Jericho 

cemetery. The coffins were placed in the rock-cut loculi tombs, each loculus holding one wooden coffin; 

only when all loculi were filled would further coffins be placed on the benches or in the pit.  

Coffins took the form of a completely wooden chest, sometimes with a post at each corner, and were 

constructed by means of mortising and dovetailing. Several types of wood were used in the 

construction:the most common types were sycamore, Christ-thorn, and cypress. The lid of the chest was 

usually gabled and consisted of one plank on each side and a pediment at each end. See Fig. BUR.04. One 

well-preserved example, however, has a hinged lid. Iron nails and knobs found with the coffins were 

probably used only for decoration or structural support. The coffins were decorated with painted red and 

black geometric patterns and designs.  

Contemporaneous coffins, different in their construction and decoration, were found in tombs at En-

gedi, Jericho, and in the Qumran cemetery (de Vaux 1973:46–47; Hachlili and Killebrew 1983:115). 

Earlier examples of similar wooden coffins dating to the 4th century B.C.E. have survived in Egypt and S 

Russia (Watzinger 1905).  

All the bodies were extended, face upward, in the coffin, usually with the head to one side and hands 

close to the side of the body. Most coffins contain one individual, but sometimes a mother and a small 

child (infant or fetus) are found together in a coffin. There are several occurrences where one or two 

bodies have been added to a coffin that already contained an individual, but no more than three bodies 

have ever been found in any one coffin.  

In most of the coffin tombs, grave goods consisting of both personal possessions and objects of daily 

use were found in with the deceased, usually placed near the head or feet. Found only with women and 

children, they include wooden objects such as bowls, spatulas, beads, and a glass amphoriskos. Leather 

sandals were also commonly found, placed at the head of the deceased inside the coffin. Objects of daily 

use were found in the floor or in the pit of the tomb, while storage jars were placed outside the entrance to 

the tomb.  

b. Secondary Burial in Ossuaries. This type was at first practiced only in Jerusalem but later became 

more widespread (Rahmani 1982:109). From the finds and stratigraphy of the ossuary burials in Jericho it 

is clear tht they postdate coffin burials. Ossuaries were hewn from one large block of limestone usually in 

the shape of a small, rectangular box resting on four low legs and measuring ca. 60 × 35 × 30 cm for 

adults (less for children). A stone lid—flat, slightly curved, or gabled—was placed on top. The ossuaries 

were often decorated. Only a few pottery ossuaries, but none of wood, have been discovered thus far.  

The ossuaries were placed in the loculi or on the benches. Often two ossuaries would be stacked one 

above the other or placed next to each other. The occupants of ossuaries placed in the same loculus were 

usually related to each other, as can be concluded from the inscriptions found on the ossuaries. The bodies 

were prepared for secondary burial by being temporarily buried first to allow the flesh to decay 



completely, leaving only the bones. It has been suggested that the body was placed in the loculus of the 

family tomb and that after a year the relatives of the deceased would come to gather the bones and put 

them in the ossuary (Rahmani 1961:117–18; Kloner 1980:226–27; 248–52). The bones were then placed 

inside the ossuary in a customary order. There are several occurrences of more than one individual being 

interred in one ossuary.  

Grave goods discovered with ossuary burial tombs include unguentaria, bowls, Herodian lamps and 

cooking pots, and glass vessels, all identical to those used in daily life. No personal objects were found 

inside the ossuaries themselves, but were usually placed close the ossuaries or in the pit. It is noteworthy 

that some of the objects in the tombs were defective at the time of their placement; for example, cooking 

pots were cracked, and potterywasleftŸinfragments.Thisraisesthequestionwhetheritwas

economically preferable to place a defective item in the tomb or whether this had symbolic significance. 

The practice of placing burial gifts with the dead was widespread throughout the Hellenistic and pagan 

worlds, but the Jews, although following the custom, gave it their own interpretation by ignoring the 

connotation of an offering to the dead for their use in the afterlife. Possibly Jews placed personal 

belongings in the tomb of the deceased because the scene aroused the grief of the onlookers.  

Inscriptions were incised, scratched, or written on ossuaries. No particular place was reserved for the 

inscriptions and they are found on the front, back, sides, and lid. Some were bilingual, written in Jewish 

and Greek script. The inscription usually included the name of the interred and his position in the family 

(e.g., father), but in several cases additional information is also given, such as place of origin and age or 

status, for example,―freedman‖(Hachlili1979:46). 

A unique inscribed funerary bowl, found in an ossuary tomb in Jericho (Hachlili 1978) mentions a 

three-generation family which originated in Jerusalem but probably lived, died, and was buried in Jericho. 

In Jerusalem most of the inscriptions consist of names and family relations. Sometimes a profession, such 

as―Simonthemasterbuilder,‖appears,oranAramaicinscriptionappearsinarchaicHebrewscript(such

as the Abba cave inscription). An intriguing aspect of the inscriptions is the identity of their authors:they 

were probably professional scribes or family members. The latter seems more likely because of the great 

variety of hands that are evident in the execution of these inscriptions. A consideration of the inscriptions 

leads us to conclude (1) that ossuary tombs contained at most three generations of a particular family; (2) 

that the recurrence of names is common in successive generations of a family (Hachlili 1979:53); and (3) 

that Jewish families were literate and bilingual in Aramaic or Hebrew and in Greek.  

Relatives and friends of the deceased probably performed the more personal duties associated with the 

burial of the deceased, such as carrying the coffin, placing it properly in the tomb, collecting bones and 

laying them in the ossuaries, mourning, and writing inscriptions (see AgAp 2.205). Contemporary and 

later sources mention charitable societies, the heber˓ir, who probably dealt with other duties involved in 

the preparation of the body for burial.  

3. Dating. Dates for these burial customs are still the subject of some debate. Rahmani dates the 

practice of secondary burials in ossuaries in Jerusalem to 30/20 B.C.E.–70 C.E., continuing sporadically 

either until ca. 135 C.E. or the 3d century. Nevertheless, the Jericho cemetery can provide some 

chronology for the two different types of burials. Primary burials in coffins can be dated to ca. mid-1st 

century B.C.E.–10 C.E., while secondary burials in ossuaries followed immediately, dating to ca. 10–68 

C.E.  

B. Funerary Art  

Funerary art of the Second Temple period is a rich and varied art. It consists of ornamentation of tomb 

facades, ossuaries, and sarcophagi, as well as wall paintings and graffiti.  

1. Tomb Decoration. The composite style, an amalgamation of stylistic features influenced by 

Hellenistic-Roman architecture and by oriental elements, is characteristic of ornamented tombs in 

Jerusalem, and its execution is typical generally of local Jewish art of the Second Temple period. This 

composite style is found both on (a) facade-ornamented tombs with either a Doric frieze together with 

Ionic columns, or an ornate gable (such as the Jerusalem tomb of Zechariah), and on (b) monumental 



tombs exhibiting a mixture of classical features and Egyptian pyramids and cornices (such as the 

Jerusalem monument of Absalom, which has a Doric frieze, Ionic capitals, and an Egyptian cornice).  

2. Ossuary Ornamentation. Most of the ossuaries found in Jerusalem are undecorated, whereas most 

of those in Jericho are decorated. The repertoire of motifs decorating ossuaries is quite varied and consists 

of plant, geometric, and architectural motifs. These motifs are similar to those appearing in other artistic 

works of the Second Temple period. However, the variation on each motif is greater, probably due to the 

large quantity of ossuaries found. Stone ossuary workshops and artists probably had a repertoire, 

presumably in the form of a pattern book, to which reference could be repeatedly made. See Fig. BUR.05.  

The ornamentation was carved into the soft stone of the ossuaries with the aid of tools such as a ruler 

and compass. Few ossuaries were painted. The most common type of ossuary ornamentation is a scheme 

consisting of a frame of zigzag lines, incised or chip-carved, within two straight lines. This frame is 

usually divided into two, and sometimes more, metopes which are filled generally with six-petaled 

rosettes.  

The motifs decorating the ossuaries represent actual contemporary funerary art and architecture in 

Jerusalem. In fact, no symbols are depicted on the ossuaries, neither are there displayed any motifs 

connectedwitheverydaylifeorwiththetemple.Rahmani‘scontention(1982)seemstobethemost

acceptable:the repertoire of motifs used to decorate the ossuaries is part of a general ensemble of 

decorative patterns used in Second Temple period art, several of which are found solely in funerary art.  

3. Sarcophagus Ornamentation. A few sarcophagi have been found in tombs in Jerusalem. Made of 

hard stone, their ornamentation differs from that of ossuaries in both design and execution, although the 

motifs are similar, consisting of plants, rosettes, vine branches and bunches of grapes, and acanthus 

leaves. However, differences are noticeable between sarcophagi and ossuary decoration and 

ornamentation. The sarcophagi are usually depicted in high relief, are skillfully executed, and their design 

is richer and more elaborate. The richer and beautifully reliefed sarcophagi were probably much more 

expensive, suggesting that only wealthy families would have been able to afford them.  

4. Wall Paintings. Jewish rock-cut tombs of the Second Temple period are not known to have been 

decorated.However,onewallpaintingwasdiscoveredinthemonumental―Goliath‖tombintheJericho

necropolis (Hachlili1985).TracesofawallpaintingenclosedbyapaintedredŸframeappearonthree

walls of the tomb. The vine motif is the subject of paintings on both N and S walls. Several birds perch on 

the vines. The Jericho tomb painting was most likely executed at the same time as the tomb itself was 

hewn,evidentlyforthebenefitofthetomb‘svisitorsandtoindicatethefamily‘sprominentposition. 

5. Drawings. Several drawings in charcoal of three ships and a recumbent stag appear on the N and S 

walls oftheporchofJason‘stombinJerusalem.Theyprobablywereexecutedbyoneartistatthesame

time. On the E wall of the porch graffiti of five menorahs are scratched, probably later than the drawing of 

the ships, about 30 C.E. A charcoal drawing of a nefesh, a column pyramid, was discovered on a tomb 

wall in the Jericho cemetery. The drawing depicts three columns and part of a fourth.  

C. Other Burial Customs  

Two completely contrasting Jewish tomb forms and burial customs are encountered in the cemeteries of 

Qumran and En-el Guweir, (both belonging to the Jewish sect of the Essenes in the Dead Sea area) and in 

the 2d–4th-century burials in the Jewish necropolis at Beth-shearim.  

1. Essene Burial Customs. One sect of Jews during the 1st century C.E. the Essenes, practiced a 

completely different primary burial in individual graves as evidenced by their cemeteries at Qumran and 

En el-Guweir. The main cemetery of Qumran is located E of the settlement and contains some 1100 

graves (de Vaux 1973). Its organized plan consists of rows of single graves, usually oriented N–S. The 

graves are marked by oval-shaped heaps of stones placed on the surface. Several graves contained signs 

of wooden coffins. Most of the excavated tombs contained individual burials; male interments only were 

found in the main cemetery (de Vaux 1973:46, pls. XXV–XXVI; Bar-Adon 1977:12, 16, figs. 19–20). On 

the outskirts of this cemetery and in the smaller cemeteries of Qumran, a few females and children were 

interred. The large number of males found in these graves compared to the small number of women and 

children might point to the importance placed on celibacy in this community.  



The Essene burial practices have a few elements in common with those of the Jerusalem and Jericho 

cemeteries. The coffin burials at Qumran, though later in date, are comparable to those found at Jericho. 

Grave goods were discovered with women and children at Qumran and En el-Guweir, as well as remains 

of mattresses and cloth (indicating that the dead had been wrapped in shrouds). Broken storage jars were 

discovered on top of the graves at En el-Guweir and Qumran, probably a custom parallel to that of placing 

storage jars outside the tombs at Jericho.  

The contrasts in these burial practices indicate differences in religious philosophy toward the dead 

among the Jews of this time and reflects the separation of the Essenes from more mainstream Judaism. 

Single-person burials at Qumran and En el-Guweir cemeteries stress the importance of the individual 

rather than the family.  

2. The Beth-shearim Necropolis. The Jewish necropolis at Beth-shearim (M.R. 162234) was the 

central burial ground for Jews from the land of Israel and neighboring areas. The majority of the 

catacombs date to the 3d–4th centuries. Beth-shearim was expanded after the death of Rabbi Judah in the 

latter part of the 3d century. The terminus ante quem for the catacombs is the date of their destruction in 

the year 352 C.E. (Avigad 1976:260).  

The Beth-shearim burial place consists of catacombs, with a frontal courtyard and portals constructed of 

stone doors imitating wooden doors with nails (Mazar 1973:Plan 1–5; pl. VI; Avigad 1976: figs. 3–5; pls. 

25:1; 27:2; 28:1). Several burial halls spaced out along a corridor were hewn in the rock (see Avigad 

1976: fig. 31). The graves were mainly loculi or arcosolia types and it is clear that burial customs—that is, 

primary inhumation in arcosolia, coffins, and sarcophagi—have little in common with those of the Second 

Temple period. On the walls were carved, painted, or incised decoration, in a popular art style. Decorated 

marble or clay sarcophagi contained the primary burials of local Jews or the reinterred remains of those 

returned from the Diaspora (Mazar 1973; Avigad 1976). By this time burial had become a 

commercialized, public enterprise and was directed apparently by the burial society (Hebrah Kadisha), 

who sold burial places to any purchaser (Avigad 1976:253, 265).  

The Aramaic, Hebrew, and Greek inscriptions found in these tombs mainly record the names of the 

tomb owners; sometimes a personal note is added. Longer inscriptions are written on the walls. Their 

purpose was to identify the graves of the deceased for visitors (Schwabe and Lifshitz 1974:219). The 

inscriptions found at Beth-shearim indicate that the interred were people of importance, such as rabbis, 

public officers, merchants, craftsmen, and scribes.  

The Beth-shearim tomb walls, sarcophagi, and coffins are adorned with carvings, reliefs, incisions, and 

drawings. The patterns used are a blend of Hellenistic and oriental elements, with the occasional creation 

of a new motif. The style in which they are worked is similar to that used in contemporaneous Jewish 

synagogal art. See ART AND ARCHITECTURE (EARLY JEWISH).  

A distinction must be made between the custom of secondary burial in ossuaries and the custom of 

Diaspora Jews to be reinterred in the land of Israel. Scholars have claimed that ossuaries contained the 

bonesofDiasporaJews,citingasproofinscriptionsmentioningaperson‘splaceoforiginoutsidetheland

of Israel. What the inscriptions actually indicate is that the deceased had belonged to a community of Jews 

residing in Jerusalem who were of Diaspora origin (Rahmani 1977:28, and nn. 123–24). Jews did not 

begin to practice the custom of reinterment in the land of Israel until the 3d century C.E. (Gafni 1981), and 

especially abundant evidence for this practice can be found in the Beth-shearim cemetery (Schwabe and 

Lifshitz 1974:219).  

D. Conclusions  

The excavations in the extended Jerusalem necropolis and the Jericho cemetery reveal that two 

completely different burial customs, one chronologically following the other, were practiced by Jews of 

the Second Temple period. The earlier custom (1st century B.C.E.) is a primary individual burial in a 

wooden coffin. In Jerusalem indications of such primary burial have been found in many tombs. Jewish 

burial practices of the late Second Temple period reveal a corresponding importance placed on both the 

individual and the family. This is reflected in the plan of the loculi tomb, which provided for individual 

burial of coffins or ossuaries in separate loculi while at the same time allowing a family to be buried 



together in the same tomb. The entire population and not just the upper classes (as in the Israelite period) 

were given individual burials. This practice is probably related to the increasing importance played on the 

individual in contemporary Hellenistic society, and to the Jewish belief in individual resurrection of the 

body. This belief is reflected in sources dating as early as the 2d century B.C.E. (Rahmani 1961:117–18, 

n.6). Similarly, burial in wooden coffins was practiced in En-gedi and in the cemetery of the Qumran sect.  

The second type of burial found in Jerusalem and in the Jericho cemetery—chronologically following 

the coffin burials—is deliberate secondary burial of the bones, placed either in individual ossuaries or in 

communal burials in loculi or pits, which was also common in burials of the First Temple and Hellenistic 

periods. This complete change in burial customs occurs during the beginning of the 1st century C.E. 

simultaneously with a change in the political status of Judea, which now became a Roman province. Up to 

now no theory has been able to account for this drastic change in burial customs; unfortunately, all 

sources dealing with ossilegium describe only the custom itself without mentioning the reasons for its 

sudden appearance.  

In summary, what is most extraordinary in the Jewish burial customs of the Second Temple period is the 

astonishing fact that within a comparatively short span of time burial practices, which are typically among 

the most conservative customs in a society, underwent rapid changes. Loculi tombs appear with primary 

coffin burials, and within a century secondary burials in ossuaries in similar loculi tombs becomes the 

prevalent custom, a practice lacking parallels in any other contemporary neighboring culture. At the same 

time, these customs were short-lived and show little affinity with either the earlier Israelite customs or the 

later Jewish rituals of late antiquity which contain only traces of these Second Temple customs. 

Furthermore, archaeological investigation has been unable to uncover the causes for these ossuary burial 

innovations. It may be conjectured that the Jews blamed their loss of independence and their state, in 6 

C.E., on their sinful behavior; the custom of secondary burial of the bones in ossuaries, after decay of the 

flesh, may have become a way to expiate sins. The later Beth-shearim necropolis (3d–4th century C.E.) 

shows the practice of individual burial in various kinds of sarcophagi and was a central cemetery for Jews 

both in the land of Israel and in the Diaspora.  
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RACHEL HACHLILI  

BUSEIRAH. See BOZRAH.  



BUSHEL. See WEIGHTS AND MEASURES.  

BUSTARD. See ZOOLOGY.  

BUTCHERING ANIMALS. See ZOOLOGY.  

BUZ (PERSON) [Heb bûz (בּוז)]. 1. The second son of Nahor (Gen 22:21). See BUZ (PLACE).  

2. A―son,‖i.e.,descendant,of Abihail in Israelite Transjordan (1 Chr 5:14). The persons (or rather 

families?) in 1 Chr 5:12–15 mayactuallyhavebeen―registered‖ in the reign of Jeroboam II (787–747 

B.C.), as 1 Chr 5:17 indicates. In this case, these names may represent the free, landowning, and taxpaying 

Israelite families in Gilead before it became an Assyrian province in 734 B.C. (cf. 1 Chr 5:6). These 

Israelites cannot, however, have belonged to the tribe of Gad, as 1 Chr 5:11 claims. Gad did not inhabit 

Gilead but the region immediately N of the Moabite border and S of Gilead. The attribution of the Gadite 

territory to Reuben and of Gilead to Gad originated in Israelite historiographic theory after these tribes 

had disappeared from the scene of history (Wüst 1975:245f.).  

As a personal name, Buz is difficult to explain. Heb b z, ―despise,‖isunlikelytohavegeneratedpersonal

names. Perhaps one may compare Arabic Baus, ―Kissing,‖alreadyattestedinThamudicandSafaitic

(Knauf 1982:173 and n.16). Buz can be derived from Baus by partial assimilation of the voiceless sibilant 

to the voiced labial.  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

BUZ (PLACE) [Heb bûz (בּוז)]. A country in E Arabia (Jer 25:23; Job 32:2, 6). In 605/604 B.C. (Jer 

25:1), the prophet Jeremiah named four polities from the Arabian Peninsula (25:23):the city-states of 

DedanandTaimainNWArabia;―thosewithcroppedhair‖(i.e.,theQedaritesaccordingtoJer 49:28–33; 

see KEDAR); and Buz. In Job 32:2, 6,BuzisElihu‘scountryortribeoforigin. See ELIHU. Buz (Bauz in 

the i.e., originally *Bôz) occurs in Assyrian records under the name of *Bâzu (Knauf 1985:55, n.267 pace 

Eph˓al1982:133).In677B.C. Esarhaddon conducted a campaign into Bâzu (Eph˓al 1982:130–37). Two 

of the conquered cities can be located in E Arabia (Knauf 1985:55 n.267).  

Itishighlylikelythatthe―sonsofNahor‖(Gen 22:21f.) actually form a list of Syrian and Arabian 

countries and people from the 1st millennium B.C. The―brothers‖ofBuz,sonofNahor,are:Uz,acountry

or tribe in W Arabia (see UZ); Kemuel, the father of Aram (i.e., Syria and/or the Arameans); Kesed, the 

Chaldeans; and Hazo. The last recalls Ḫazû, a mountainous area next to Bâzu in the inscriptions of 

Esarhaddon (Knauf 1985:55, n. 267). In the Sefire-Inscriptions (KAI 222) B 9, y˒dy (Zinjirli; but cf. 

Lipiński1986:85)bz denote the extension of the world known to its N Syrian author(s) in the first half of 

the 8th century B.C.  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

BUZI (PERSON) [Heb bûz   (בּוִזי)]. The father of the prophet Ezekiel (Ezek 1:3). The name means 

―Themanfromtheland(ortribe)ofBuz.‖SeeBUZ. Because Ezekiel was of priestly descent, and from 

Jerusalem, it is highly unlikely that his family originated from this country in E Arabia. The name may, 

however,betraylinksofEzekiel‘sfamilytoEArabia(bywayoftradeordiplomacy)atthetimewhenhis

father was given this name.  

ERNST AXEL KNAUF  



BUZZARD. See ZOOLOGY.  

BYBLOS (PLACE). See GEBAL (PLACE).  

BYBLOS SYLLABIC. See LANGUAGES (BYBLOS SYLLABIC INSCRIPTIONS).  



C  

CABBON (PLACE) [Heb kabbôn (ַכֹּבון)]. A town situated in the Shephelah, or low country, of Judah 

(Josh 15:40), within the same district as Lachish and Eglon. The only reference to this settlement occurs 

in the list of towns within the tribal allotment of Judah (Josh 15:21–62; see also BETH-DAGON). It has 

been suggested (Boling and Wright Joshua AB 386) that Cabbon may be related to MACHBENAH, 

listed in 1 Chr 2:49 as one of the descendants of CALEB. The location of the ancient settlement is 

unknown.  
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CABUL (PLACE) [Heb kābûl (ָכבּול)]. A town in the tribe of Asher (Josh 19:27; 1 Kgs 9:13). Cabul is 

of great importance for the understanding of the topography of the territory of the tribe of Asher because 

it is the only place, the name of which has been retained in a modern place name, that is undoubtedly part 

of the description of the E border of the tribal territory. Other places mentioned in Josh 19:27–28, 

connected by the conjunctive waw (―and‖),aregenerallyconsiderednottobelongtotheborder

description but to have been part of a town list later added to it. Literally the phrase in Josh 19:27 reads 

―and[Asher‘sterritory]wentouttoCabulfromtheleft.‖Ithasbeensuggested,however,that―left‖

shouldherebeunderstoodas―north‖(Cooke,Joshua CBSC, 180).  

The name Cabul has survived in the name of the village Kabul (M.R. 170252) 14 km SE of Acco, 

situated on a low W spur of the hills of Galilee. This is with little doubt the ancient Chaboulon/Chabolo 

mentioned by Josephus as having been burnt by Cestius Gallus (JW 2.1.9), as his own headquarters (Life 

43–45), and as the W border of Lower Galilee (JW 3.3.1;there―Zaboulon‖shouldbecorrectedto

―Chaboulon‖).Itisalsothe―Kabul‖mentionedfrequentlyinTalmudicliterature(t. Šabb. 7:17; t. Mo˓ed 

Qaṭ. 2:5; y. Meg. 4:78b; etc.).  

No evidence of Iron Age occupation has been reported from Kabul, however, and Gal (1985) suggests 

that biblical Cabul be identified at Kh. Ras ez-Zeitun, 1.5 km NE of Kabul. Excavations there have 

revealed a town 5 acres in extent from the early Iron Age replaced by a fort from the 9th century B.C.E. 

Cabul‘spositionbetweenthehillsofGalileeandthecoastalplaindetermineditsbeingchosento

demarcate the borders of Asher in Joshua and of Lower Galilee in JW. The border of Asher was 

apparentlytotheEofCabul,thusincludingthefoothillsinthetribe‘sterritory,whiletheborderofLower

Galilee was probably to the W of Cabul at the foot of the hills.  

The―landofCabul‖(Heb˒ereṣ kābûl) is mentioned in connection with the episode in which Hiram 

kingofTyrereceived―twentytownsinGalilee‖fromSolomon(1 Kgs 9:10–14; but cf. 2 Chr 8:2). 

Various attempts have been made to explain the derogatory meaning implied by the text. Josephus 

explainedthatitmeans―unpleasant‖inPhoenician(Ant 8.5.3), and in the Talmud (b. Šabb. 54b) it is 

explainedas―unfruitful.‖Thereis,however,littledoubt that the Cabul of 1 Kgs 9:13 is to be identified 

with that of Josh 19:27, and that the explanation in 1 Kgs 9:13 is etiological in character, either 

unconnected to the Hiram episode (NHI, 212, n.1), or intended to counteract (or at least soften) the 

negative political implications of the loss of Israelite territory to Hiram.  

Thebiblicaltextimpliesthatthe―landofCabul‖isidenticalwiththe―twentytownsinGalilee.‖These

are usually presumed to be the towns of the coastal plain that in Joshua 19 are included in the territory of 

Asher but that are later Sidonian (ANET, 287). However, it is unlikely that this region of important cities 

would be named after Cabul, a comparatively unimportant town on the periphery. The LXX of 1 Kgs 9:13 

renders the MT kābûl (―Cabul‖)asGkOpion (―border‖),implyingthatthe original Hebrew was gĕbûl 

(―border‖)orthatthetranslatorinterpreteditassuch.The―landofCabul‖in1 Kings 9 has therefore been 



explained as a smaller region in the vicinity of Cabul/Kabul, and the discrepancy of this explanation with 

the biblical text has been explained either by presuming that part of the original narrative is missing (Alt 

1929: 43–44; LBHG, 277) or by separating completely the episode of the land of Cabul from that of the 

cities in Galilee (NHI, 212, n.1).  
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RAFAEL FRANKEL  

CAESAR. Originally―Caesar‖wasacognomenusedbysomeofthemembersoftheJulianfamily,
e.g., by the dictator Gaius Julius Caesar. On his death, his heir and adopted son Octavian (later Augustus) 

addedCaesar‘snamestohisown;foritwasthecustom,accordingtothehistorianDioCassius,―fora

person,whenhewasadopted,totakemostofhisnamefromhisadopter‖(46.47.6).Subsequently,

―Caesar‖wastransmitted,legally, to those whom Augustus adopted and to their direct descendants, 

namely, the emperor Tiberius (along with his son Drusus and his two sons), Germanicus (and his five 

sons, including the emperor Gaius), and the three sons of Marcus Agrippa. But Claudius and Nero (and 

later emperors as well) used it too, though they were not entitled to do so, or at least had no legal claim to 

it as a cognomen: neither they nor their fathers had been adopted by Augustus. Presumably, they regarded 

it as another imperial title. But by the 2d century at the latest it had acquired a new meaning: it was used 

toindicatetheheirtothethrone.―Caesar‖isfirstattestedinthissenseinHadrian‘sreign,whenhe

adopted Aelius Verus. Each subsequent heir presumptive was automaticallycalled―Caesar.‖ 
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BRIAN W. JONES  

CAESAR’S HOUSEHOLD. The extended family of the Roman emperor, including all slaves 

(servi) and freedmen (liberti) in his service, constituted the household of Caesar.  

The familia Caesaris was no different than the familia possessed by members of any great Roman clan 

(gens). From the earliest times the Roman familia ―consisted oftheconjugalfamilyplusdependents,‖and

―couldinitswidestsense,refertoallpersons(andproperty)underthecontrol(patria potestas) of the 

head of the family (paterfamilias)‖(Rawson1986:7–8). Accordingly, the households of wealthy nobles 

could become very large indeed. Under the empire, by far the wealthiest of Romans was the emperor, and 

his household was correspondingly greater than any other.  

The familia Caesaris consisted of thousands of slaves and freedmen of the emperor. Their function was 

notnecessarilyservile,thoughmanyworkedtheemperor‘sestatesandproperties,whileothersfilled

traditional servant roles in caring for the persons of the emperor and his relatives. Quite the contrary, 

manyoftheemperor‘sslavesandespecially freedmen functioned as managers of estates, enterprises, or 

other properties throughout the empire. Others took part in the administration of the government itself, 

whichintheearlyempireremainedattachedtotheemperor‘shouseholdinthesamewayas did his 

personal property. The first Roman civil service developed out of the secretariats manned by the freedmen 

of Caesar and headed by a few elite freedmen who thus came to possess power far greater than that of the 

Roman nobility itself, and ultimately formed in imperial society a new influential class. For their role in 

the administration and governance of the empire, as well as in the personal service of the emperor, see 

Weaver 1972.  
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CAESAR, APPEAL TO. See APPEAL TO CAESAR.  



CAESAREA (PLACE) [Gk kaisareia (καιςαπεια)]. A seaport located ca. 50 km N of Tel Aviv and ca. 

45 km S of Haifa on the Mediterranean coast (M.R. 140212); also known as Caesarea Maritima or 

Caesarea Palestinae.  

A. Caesarea’s History  

For millennia before any permanent occuption occurred, the future site of Caesarea Maritima had been 

used as a roadstead for maritime trade between Egypt and the Levant. The founder of the first known 

settlement at the site was a Sidonian king named Strato, who lived during the 4th century B.C.E. His 

tradingstationcametobeknownasStrato‘sTower.  

The original village may have been located ca. 300 m N of the subsequent Crusader fortifications. It 

probably included a small harbor, private houses, some official buildings, magazines for storage, and 

perhaps a lighthouse or watchtower that may have given the settlement its name. Adjacent to the fertile 

Plain of Sharon, the site provided an excellent maritime outlet for the agricultural abundance of the 

region.  

In 259 B.C.E., when the region had passed under Ptolemaic control, an Egyptian official named Zeno 

arrived at the site to inspect the estates and manage the financial interests of his employer, Apollonius, 

and his king, Ptolemy Philadelphus. His visit, recorded in the so-called Zeno papyrus, provides the first 

mentionofStrato‘sTowerorofthesiteofCaesareaitself. 

Near the end of the 2d century B.C.E.,apettyrulernamedZoilusseizedStrato‘sTowerandthenearby

city of Dor 12 km to the north. He transformed the coastal trading settlement into a fortified port city—a 

political imperative considering his tenuous hold on these coastal enclaves and the rise of the Hasmonean 

dynasty.Inaddition,heexpandedhisport‘sharborcapacityby creating an artificial, protected anchorage 

inthelee(N)ofthesite‘shighestpromontory.Thisfacility,whichwasliterallycarvedfromthecoastand

then flooded, augmented a harbor to the north that had served the original settlement. Both basins were 

now enclosed within the city walls, consistent with the tradition of harbor construction of the Hellenistic 

age.  

ZoilusheldStrato‘sToweruntilitwastakenbyAlexanderJannaeusin103B.C.E. Its fate after this date 

is not clear, although its fortunes clearly declined. It had fallen into a ruinous state by the time of Herod 

the Great (40–4 B.C.E.).  

HavingsurvivedthetumultuouslastyearsoftheRomancivilwars,HerodcontinuedasRome‘sclient

king of Judea. A successful meeting with Octavian (later Augustus Caesar) led to reconfirmation of his 

status and to a grant of additional territory which included the coastal region embracing the ruins of 

Strato‘sTower. 

Herod decided to build a major international port in his newly acquired land to foster several policy 

goals. A grand city built in the style of a Roman provincial capital and named for his imperial patron 

would be a tangible demonstration of his loyalty and would manifest his commitment to the traditions of 

Rome. In addition, Herod, who was a Jew and who would eventually rebuild the Second Temple in 

Jerusalem, could show his sympathy and support for his non-Jewish subjects through the construction of a 

great Greco-Roman urban center complete with pagan temples and other structures (a theater, 

hippodrome, and amphitheater) that were inimical to his Jewish constituency. This ambitious building 

program was a gentile counterpoint to his rebuiding of the Jewish temple.  

Herod‘sdreamforCaesareahadaneconomicdimensionaswell.Hehopedthatthis port, with its great 

harbor complex called Sebastos, would challenge and perhaps supplant Alexandria as the great emporium 

oftheeasternMediterranean.Finally,theerectionofsuchanelegantcityfromtheruinsofStrato‘sTower

would confirm Herod‘splaceinhistoryasagreatstatesmanandmasterbuilder.Withsomuchatstake,

work on the new city proceeded rapidly. In little more than a decade (ca. 22–10/9 B.C.E.), the city was 

completed and dedicated with spectacular games, with the Sebastos harbor complex finished perhaps a 

few years earlier. See Fig. CAE.01.  

The primary source for Herodian Caesarea is the ancient historian Flavius Josephus (JW 1.408–14; Ant. 

15.331–41). Although not a contemporary of the king, he knew Caesarea and its history well. We are 



fortunatetohavenotonlyhisdescriptionofHerod‘scityatitsinceptionbutalsoanaccountoftheactual

building of the Outer Basin of Sebastos as well—a literary description that is unique in ancient texts.  

From its inception, Caesarea contained all the principal architectural elements that distinguished 

contemporary pagan cities—a theater, temples, elaborate sewer and water systems, paved streets installed 

on the typical orthogonal urban design, etc.—plus some unique features as well. Josephus mentions that 

Herod erected a grand temple to Augustus and Roma that dominated the harbor and provided a 

monumental landmark for incoming ships. From archaeological data uncovered, we now know that it was 

constructed on an artificial podium adjacent to the earlier Inner Basin that itself had been refurbished, 

perhaps to serve as a limited-useroyalharbororaprotectedanchorageforHerod‘sfleet. 

Josephus‘descriptionoftheconstructionoftheOuterBasin,longjudgedbymanyscholarsasan

exercise in inflated prose or even a conscious exaggeration, has been proven largely correct by recent 

underwater excavations. When completed, this facility was an engineering marvel of the age, 

incorporating such sophisticated and modern features as a siltation control system that used flushing 

channels, the extensive use of hydraulic concrete (a building substance that was poured liquid into the sea 

to harden in situ), and certain design elements to mitigate damage from wave energy.  

This facility was but oneelementofthecity‘selaborateharborcomplexknownasSebastos,orPortus 

Augusti (as it is identified on coins from the Roman occuption of Caesarea). Sebastos consisted of four 

harbors: the Inner Basin and Outer Basin that were connected by a channel, the South Bay anchorage, and 

the North Harbor (the original Hellenistic facility restored by Herod). Each may have had a distinct 

purpose. Their total working area was far greater than the immediate economic needs of the city or the 

Plain of Sharon required. Herod clearly planned for his seaport to assume a premier role in the maritime 

affairs of the Roman world. Caesarea was intended to be a major transshipment point on the busy 

maritime trade routes leading to Rome from the east. Although his city never surpassed Alexandria, it did 

achieveaninternationalprominenceandimportancecommensuratewithHerod‘sdream. 

Upon his death in 4 B.C.E.,oneofHerod‘ssurvivingsons,Archelaus,receivedhisthrone.Archelaus

was judged incompetent by Augustus and was removed from power in A.D. 6. His kingdom, including 

Caesarea, was then absorbed by the Romans into their empire, and the new province was henceforth 

knownasJudea.Herod‘sseaportbecamethenewprovincialcapital.WhenJudeaenteredtheempire,the

Romans took a census in the country, directed from Caesarea, to determine tax liabilities. This was the 

same census recorded in Luke 2:2 (contrast Matt 2:1).  

The city figured prominently in the history of the early Church as recorded in the book of Acts. Philip, a 

deacon in the Jerusalem church, first brought Christianity to Caesarea (Acts 8:4–40). Pontius Pilate, who 

presidedatJesus‘trial,governedJudeaasprefectfromthisprovincialcapital.Animportantsteptoward

fulfillingChristianity‘sdestinyasaworldreligionoccurredatCaesareawhenPeterthereconvertedthe

first gentile, Cornelius the centurion (10:3–48). Paul, who earlier had been safely spirited away to Tarsus 

from Caesarea (9:29–30), was imprisoned for two years (A.D. 57–59) in Caesarea before being sent to 

Rome for trial (Acts 23–26). Although incarcerated, he was not isolated from the rest of the Christian 

community.Caesarea‘scentralpositiononthemajormaritimeroutes of the Roman Empire provided him 

with ample opportunity to continue his epistolary activities. Following these events, however, our 

knowledgeofCaesarea‘sChristianhistorydimsuntilthe3dcentury. 

Caesarea also played an important role in the First Jewish War (A.D. 66–70). Events in the city triggered 

the onset of hostilities. Nearly 20,000 Jews were slaughtered at Caesarea in one hour. Vespasian, then his 

son Titus (after Vespasian had been declared emperor of Rome at Caesarea by his legions), conducted the 

war from there. Over 10,000 soldiers were quartered in the city at one point in the war. When the war was 

over, Titus held victory games in the amphitheater. There 2500 Jewish prisoners of war were forced to 

fight to their deaths as gladiators.VespasianhonoredCaesarea‘sloyaltybyrefoundingthecityasa

Roman colony, Colonia Prima Flavia Augusta Caesarea.  

The emperor Hadrian, who visited the city at least once during his extensive imperial travels, patronized 

the city on a grand scale. Among the public works attributed to him are a new temple, a second aqueduct, 

and possibly the construction of a permanent stone hippodrome. Later emperors favored the city as well. 



New titles and honors accrued as time passed until the city achieved its most glorious (and ponderous!) 

recognition under Trebonianus Gallus (A.D. 251–53): Colonia Prima Flavia Augusta Felix Concordia 

Caesarea Metropolis Provinciae Syriae Palaestinae.  

ThroughoutthecenturiesofRome‘srule,thecityprosperedonmanylevels,enjoying the benefits of its 

role as provincial capital and busy international seaport. Its geopolitical importance, its local prosperity, 

and its cosmopolitan character as a leading Mediterranean seaport attracted numerous intellectuals and 

religious leaders. It evolved into one of the leading centers for religious study in the Roman world.  

By the beginning of the 3d century, the Jewish population had recovered from the disasters of two wars 

with Rome (the second in A.D. 132–35) and had grown once again to a considerable size. Prominent 

rabbis, including Rabbi Hoshaya, Rabbi Abbahu, and Rabbi Isaac Hapaha, taught and issued legal 

decisions at Caesarea. Their contributions to both the Jerusalem and Babylonian Talmuds loom large. The 

scholar Origen came to Caesarea in A.D. 231 and almost single-handedly turned the city into a center of 

Christian learning. During the next two decades he amassed a huge library that attracted serious scholars 

and students. His efforts were continued by Pamphilus, who educated another generation of Christians at 

Caesarea.  

During the great persecution of Christians (A.D. 303–13), numerous individuals died as martyrs for their 

faith at Caesarea. Eusebius of Caesarea wrote On the Martyrs of Palestine in 311 to describe their 

sufferings. Slightly earlier, he had written the Ecclesiastical History, the first history of the Christian 

Church. Both works were subsequently revised.  

As the Byzantine era dawned with the personal conversion of Constantine and the subsequent 

Christianizing of the Roman world, Caesarea became an even more important Christian center. As a 

provincial capital (a role it continued to play during the Byzantine era as well), its bishop, bearing the 

additional title of metropolitan, exercised a leadership role in the Christian Holy Land. This prestige and 

influenceenjoyedbyCaesarea‘smetropolitanbishopsengenderedagreatrivalrywiththebishopsof

JerusalemuntiltheissuewasresolvedinJerusalem‘sfavorinA.D. 451.  

The city became a regular stop on Christian pilgrimages to the Holy Land. Numerous imperial visitors, 

including St. Helena, mother of Constantine, and famous churchmen like St. Jerome, visited Caesarea 

duringitsByzantineera.Jerome‘sstaywasprolongedbecausehetookadvantageofthecity‘sfamous

library.  

The prosperity of the city ebbed and flowed during the 4th–7th centuries, reflecting both international 

and local conditions. Sometime in the late 4th century the city walls were extended to incorporate an 

expanded population and another aqueduct was constructed. Although its prosperity extended into the 5th 

century, Caesarea eventually declined, a victim of the general forces at work in that tumultuous century as 

well as of local drought and religious tensions.  

Procopius of Gaza (not to be confused with Procopius of Caesarea, the famous historian of the era of 

Justinian [A.D. 527–65]), wrote of the restoration of the harbor under Anastasius (probably after A.D. 502) 

and the subsequent return of prosperity to the city and the region it served. In the reign of Justinian an 

ambitious rebuilding program was undertaken throughout Caesarea. It is quite likely that the city reached 

its greatest population during the last years of his reign. Perhaps as many as 150,000 people lived there, 

making this city one of the largest in the Mediterranean world.  

Withthedawnofthe7thcentury,Caesarea‘sfortuneschangedagain.Thecitysurrenderedwithout

major resistance to the Persians in 614 and was held by them until 627–28 when the emperor Heraclius 

destroyed the Persian Empire and recovered the occupied territories. Only six years later, the first Muslim 

army invaded Palestine. Caesarea was first attacked in 634. With its defenses revitalized by Heraclius and 

its ability to be resupplied by the sea, it withstood Arab attacks until 640 or 641. It only fell then because 

aJewnamedJosephledtheMuslimbesiegersintothecitythroughawater―conduit,‖eitherthe

Byzantine aqueduct (described by archaeologists as the low-level aqueduct) or a sewer.  

Manyinhabitantsfled,contributingtoCaesarea‘sdeclineasacity.Inaddition,thegeopoliticalrealities

of the Mediterranean world changed with the Arab conquest. Caesarea no longer was on the major sea 



lanes of E–W trade. Its harbors, now allowed to decline because they were no longer required, served only 

local coastal trade. The economic ramifications were significant.  

Caesarea survived, but as a less grand settlement. It lost its international and cosmopolitan urbanity and 

became an agricultural center on the fringes of a desert empire and a ribat, or coast guard station. It 

gained renown for its produce, its impregnable walls, its fountains, and its Great Mosque, constructed on 

thesamepodiumwhereHerod‘stempletoAugustus and Roma had stood centuries before.  

The advent of the Crusades saw another shift of fortunes. Although not taken in the first military actions 

in the Holy Land, Caesarea soon thereafter came under Western control. In May 1101, Frankish knights 

under Baldwin I supported by a Genoese fleet assaulted and took the Arab city. One of the prizes of war 

was a green cut-glass chalice, found in the Great Mosque and thought to be the Holy Grail. It was taken 

by the Genoese to their city where it still forms part of the treasury of the Cathedral of San Lorenzo.  

During the next two centuries the city retrenched again and became a fortified settlement of slightly 

more than 12 hectares. See Fig. CAE.02. Its history was tumultuous, as it changed hands several times 

during this period. The fortifications that distinguish the site today were completed in 1252. King Louis 

IX himself worked on these walls after his failed efforts to take Egypt in the Sixth Crusade. Ultimately, 

these Crusader fortifications proved insufficient: the Mamluk sultan Baybars, ruler of Egypt, took the city 

in 1265 after a siege of six days, and the defenders were allowed to evacuate the city. In 1291, as the 

Crusaders were finally expelled from the Holy Land, Caesarea, along with other coastal fortresses, was 

destroyed to prevent any Christians from ever again gaining a foothold in the Holy Land.  

From that point to the late 19th century, the site was abandoned. Nature reclaimed much of it, but 

ancient Caesarea was never forgotten. In 1882 a small village of Bosnian Muslims was settled within its 

ruins by the Ottoman Empire. A small settlement developed within the precinct of the old Crusader city 

and survived until the creation of the state of Israel in 1948. Kibbutz Sdot Yam was founded on the site in 

1940. Since 1954 the Caesarea Development Corporation has built more than 400 homes on a tract of 

land NE of the Crusader fortifications. The Department of Antiquities and the National Parks Authority 

have actively encouraged tourism at this site by promoting excavations by various national and 

international expeditions and by restoring numerous archaeological monuments. Caesarea annually 

attracts large numbers of visitors from throughout the world.  

B. Archaeology at Caesarea  

Various travelers visited Caesarea before the 20th century and left impressionistic records of their 

observations. The first scientific account of the site, however, was not produced until 1873 by C. R. 

Conder and H. H. Kitchner, who spent six days exploring the ruins. Actual excavations did not commence 

until 1951 after agricultural workers from Kibbutz Sdot Yam uncovered an imperial porphyry statue on 

what is now called the Byzantine esplanade. S. Yeivin, then director of the Israeli Department of 

Antiquities, conducted that first exploration.  

In the next two decades, various excavations were carried out. Beginning in 1959, the Missione 

Archeologica Italiana, under the direction of A. Calderini, succeeded by L. Crema and A. Frova, carried 

outsixseasonsoffieldwork.Severalofthesite‘smostimportantmonuments—the aqueduct, the N wall 

of the Herodian or Hellenistic city, and the theater—were excavated by this team. Their final report was 

the first significant treatment of the archaeological evidence of Caesarea (Frova 1965).  

In 1960, A. Negev and G. Foerster of Hebrew University, assisted by A. Wegman of Kibbutz Sdot 

Yam, began field work on behalf of the Israeli National Parks Authority. They excavated and restored the 

Crusader fortifications and many buildings within them. In 1960, one of the first underwater explorations 

of a submerged terrestrial site, in this case the ruins of the Outer Basin of Sebastos, was conducted by an 

American-Israeli team headed by E. A. Link. In 1962, M. Avi-Yonah, also of Hebrew University, 

excavated a synagogue located N of the Crusader fortifications and some adjacent structures.  

In 1971, a consortium of universities and colleges known as the Joint Expedition to Caesarea Maritima 

(JECM), headed by R. J. Bull of Drew University, began field work at various sites in the ancient city. 

This group has worked at the site intermittently since then (Bull 1982; Bull et al. 1986). Another team 

from Hebrew University, directed by D. Bahat, E. Netzer, and L. Levine, excavated an important 



Byzantine building within the N sector of the Crusader fortifications and explored the promontory where 

ProfessorNetzerthinksHerodtheGreat‘spalacewaslocated(seeLevine1975a;1975b;Levineand

Netzer 1986).  

In 1980, another international consortium was formed to carry out maritime excavations at Caesarea. 

This group, known as the Caesarea Ancient Harbour Excavation Project (CAHEP), is headed by A. Raban 

of the University of Haifa and codirected by R. L. Hohlfelder of the University of Colorado, R. L. Vann 

of the University of Maryland, and R. Stieglitz of Rutgers University, Newark. (J. P. Oleson of Victoria 

Universitywasacodirectoruntil1985.)CAHEPresumedLink‘sunderwaterexplorationsandbegan

investigating various coastal structures relating to the ancient harbors of Caesarea (see bibliography).  

Despite the considerable archaeological effort since 1951, only a small part of Caesarea has been 

explored. At this writing, JECM has completed its last season of field work and will continue to work on 

final publication of its explorations. CAHEP is continuing its marine archaeological investigations. In 

1989 a new land archaeological team, the Caesarea Land Excavation Project (CLEP), began field work on 

the temple podium and on the Byzantine fortifications. This consortium, headed by Professor K. G. 

Holum, plans to conduct field work in these and other areas of the city. In June 1989 the Israel Antiquities 

AuthorityannouncedthatitwouldaccelerateitseffortstoexcavateandrestoreHerod‘scity. 
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ROBERT L. HOHLFELDER  

CAESAREA PHILIPPI (PLACE) [Gk Kaisareia hē Philippou (Καιςαπεια ἡ Φιλιπποτ)]. A town 

(also called Caesarea Paneas, M.R. 215294) and district 40 km N of the Sea of Galilee along the Nahal 

Hermon (Wadi Banias), at the SW foot of Mt. Hermon, strategically located between Syria and Palestine. 

It was in thisregionthatJesusposedthequestiontohisdisciples,―WhodoyousaythatIam?‖andPeter

answered―YouaretheChrist‖(Matt 16:13–20; Mark 8:27–30; cf. Luke 9:18–22).  

Prior to the Hellenistic period, the name of the site is unknown. At the time of Antiochus the Great (ca. 

200 B.C.E.), it was called Panion (Polybius 16.18.2). Both the town and the district received this name 

(later Paneas, Pliny HN 5.74) from a cave and spring dedicated to the nature god Pan (widely attested by 

inscriptional and numismatic evidence; see HJP² 2: 40 n.66; also Josephus Ant 15.10.3 §364; JW 1.21.3 

§405–6). Earlier cultic use of this site may be evident in the theophoric element of the toponyms Baal-gad 

(Josh 11:17; 12:7; 13:5) and Baal-hermon (Judg 3:3; 1 Chr 5:23) which are located in this area. Some 

havesuggestedthatthetransfiguration,whichfollowsPeter‘sconfessionineachgospelaccount(Matt 

17:1–8; Mark 9:2–9; Luke 9:28–36), took place in this area of ancient cultic significance (note also the 

proximityofamountainnearthecaveintheJosephusreferencesabove).Placesidentifiedas―holy‖often

enjoyed a long history of use in practice and legend. (Miracle stories associated with this spring are 

recorded in the 4th century C.E. by Eusebius Hist. Eccl. 7.17; on the nature of sacred space, see Brereton 

in EncRel 12: 526–28.)  

AfterZenodorus‘deathin20B.C.E., Augustus gave the district of Paneas to Herod the Great, who 

subsequently built a magnificent marble temple near the cave in honor of the emperor (called both Paneas 

and Panium by Josephus, Ant 15.10.3 §360–61, 363–64; JW 1.21.3 §404–5). The district then passed from 

Herod to his son Philip, the tetrarch of Trachonitis (Ant 17.8.1 §189), who enlarged the city and named it 

Kaisereia to complete the honor to Caesar Augustus (Ant 18.2.1 §28; JW 2.9.1 §168). The name Caesarea 

Philippi came to be used in the 1st century C.E. to distinguish it from the other cities named Caesarea.  

Agrippa II (ca. 53 C.E.) enlarged the city again and gave it the name Neronias (Gk Nerōnias) in honor of 

Nero (Ant 20.9.4 §211; JW 3.10.7 §514); however, this use is rare according to numismatic evidence 

(Benzinger in PW 3: 1291). During the First Jewish War, Vespasian and his troops rested at Caesarea 

Philippi (JW 3.9.7 §443–44). After the fall of Jerusalem (ca. 70 C.E.), Titus went to the city, where it is 

reported by Josephus that some of the Jewish captives were thrown to wild beasts (JW 7.2.1 §23–24).  

In later Roman and Byzantine times, the name Caesarea Philippi was superseded by the old name 

Paneas (e.g., Eusebius Onomast. 215.82; 217.40; 275.36; see HJP² 2: 171 n.465 for its use in rabbinic 

literature). This ancient frontier city is survived today by the village of Banias (the Arabic form of the 

name).  

For additional bibliography, see HJP² 2: 169 n.453; for the most extensive treatment, see Hölscher in 

PW 18/3: 594–600.  

JOHN KUTSKO  

CAIAPHAS (PERSON) [Gk Kaiaphas (Καιαυαρ)]. There is not unanimity but rather a consensus 

amongtheGospelsthatthehighpriestatthetimeofJesus‘deathwasnamedCaiaphas,andthatheplayed

an active role in the proceedings. Each of the presentations amounts to a nuanced portrayal of the events 

leadinguptoJesus‘death,andeachshouldbeappreciatedinitsownrightbeforeanygeneralstatementin

respect of Caiaphas may be made. In Matthew, the notice of a conspiratorial meeting of high priests and 

eldersislocatedinthecourtyardofCaiaphas‘house(26:3) at the commencement of the passion narrative. 

In Mark and Luke, there is no such reference to location, and less detail in the description of the 

conspiracy. The second (and final) reference to Caiaphas in Matthew has scribes and elders gathered with 

Caiaphas, to whom Jesus, having been arrested, is brought (26:57). The reference marks the success of the 

conspiracy. The conspiratorshad―takencounsel,thattheymightarrestJesusbystealth,andkillhim‖

(26:4); in 26:57 the―crowd‖fromthehighpriests,scribes,andelders(26:47) have succeeded in the 

arrest,anditisCaiaphas‘questionandJesus‘response(26:63b–64) which will bring the verdict of 



blasphemy, and a condemnation to death (26:65, 66). The grounds on which Jesus is found guilty of 

blasphemy is a vexed question, since no profanation of the divine name appears to be involved (Lev 

24:15, 16; Sanh. 7:5).ButCaiaphas‘tearingofhisgarmentsin26:65 (again, cf. Sanh. 7:5) supports the 

reading that a judicial finding is involved.  

Matthew‘sCaiaphasisnotexplicitlyprovidedwithanymotivation.Indeed,heisnotevennamedasan

active agent of the conspiracy in 26:3. The mention of the courtyard may be more important 

cartographically than for its owner: in the same place, Peter denies Jesus at the close of the chapter 

(26:69–75; cf. 57, 58).Atthecrucialmomentofhisquestion,Caiaphasissimplyidentifiedas―thehigh

priest‖(26:59, 62, 63),thechiefrepresentativeof―thehighpriests‖generally(26:3, 14, 47, 59), who are 

primaryinstigatorsofJesus‘judgment,andalsoofhisdeath(27:1, 3, 6, 12, 20, 41, 62). The reference to a 

plurality of high priests is technically incorrect, although common enough in the Gospels, and presumably 

is used in respect of the leading families from which the high priest was chosen. The picture of an elite, 

familial group, intimately associated with hierarchical authority, is supported by Acts 4:6, where Annas is 

named as high priest, and Caiaphas, John, and Alexander are referred to, along with all who were of high 

priestlylineage.Matthew‘spicture,then,isofdeadlyoppositionfromthosemostintimatelyinvolved

with the temple. Caiaphas is emblematic of the opposition without being an instigator of it. Mark achieves 

muchthesameeffectwithacomparablepatternofdiction(particularly―highpriest(s)‖),butwithout

naming Caiaphas.  

Luke does name Caiaphas, but in a peculiar manner (3:2). The ministry of John the Baptist is introduced 

with what at first sight seems chronological exactitude (3:1), but there is then reference to the time of the 

high priesthood of Annas and Caiaphas (v 2; Acts 4:6). Because the office was not jointly held, the 

statement constitutes a puzzle, and one which is complicated by the close relationship between Annas and 

Caiaphas, as documented by Josephus. Ant 18.2.2; 18.4.3 has it that Joseph Caiaphas was appointed high 

priest around the year 18 by Valerius Gratus and removed from office around the year 36 by Vitellius. 

Annas was appointed by Quirinius around A.D. 6 and deposed by Valerius Gratus in A.D. 15 (Ant 18.2.1, 

2). Luke 3:2, and especially Acts 4:6, therefore appear to confuse two quite distinct high priesthoods. S. 

Sandmel has in fact argued that Luke-Acts mistakenly recognizes only Annas as high priest, and that a 

careless use of sources caused the name of Caiaphas to intrude (Sandmel, IDB 1: 482). But the close 

relationship between Annas and Caiaphas has simply not been taken into account bySandmel:Annas‘

influence survived far beyond his high priesthood, in that five of his sons were to serve in the office (Ant 

20.9.1), and Caiaphas was perhaps his son-in-law (John 18:13). The fact remains, however, that to single 

out Annas as high priest after A.D. 15 appears to be an error (Catchpole 1971: 170).  

D. R. Catchpole is sufficiently convinced by the tenacity of the Lukan confusion that he understands the 

reference to the house and courtyard of the high priest in Luke 22:54, 55 in respect of Annas, rather than 

of Caiaphas (Catchpole 1971: 171). Such an exegesis construes Luke in such a way as to accord strikingly 

with John, and disrupts any exact parallel with Matt 26:57, 58. Substantially, however, the analogy with 

Matthew is difficult to explain away, and the latter identifies the house specifically as that of Caiaphas. 

Thereare,however,ratherclearindicationsthattheLukanapproachtoJesus‘condemnationistofocuson

―thehighpriests‖asagroup.Exceptfor3:2; 22:50, 54, the noun always appears in the plural in Luke, in 

order to speak of a judicial proceeding against Jesus (9:22; 19:47; 22:2, 4, 52, 66; 23:4, 10, 13; 24:20). 

The effect of that pattern is to emphasize the nature and source of opposition to Jesus; the usage of 22:66–

71 evenputsthefatefulquestionofJesus‘identityinthemouthofthe―highpriests‖generally.Likewise,

Luke alone of all the Gospels refers to the stratêgoi in 22:4, 52 inconnectionwithJesus‘arrest.The

evident reference is to the police of the temple (Jeremias 1969: 180), but Luke uses a word in the plural 

whichappearsbothinJosephusandActsasasingular,referringtothe―captain‖ofthetemple(Ant 

20.6.2; Acts 4:1; 5:24, 26). It may be that Lukan usage is somewhat loose at this point; Acts 16:20, 22, 35, 

36, 38 employs the plural noun, in respect of magistrates in Philippi. The inference may be drawn that the 

descriptionofJesus‘arrestandprosecutionhasbeenshapedtoaccommodateaLukanscheme.Within

that scheme, Caiaphas as a personality, or even as an active agent of conspiracy, is not in view. Annas 



also is little more than a cipher of priestly opposition. What is emphasized is the organization of the 

prosecuting authorities and their link with the temple.  

CaiaphasemergesmostclearlyasapersonalityinJohn,incloseassociationwithJesus‘passion,buthe

does not emerge as an active or willing agentofJesus‘execution.John 11:47–53 presents a gathering of 

―highpriests‖andPharisees,inwhichJesus‘―manysigns,‖mostnotablytheraisingofLazarus(vv 1–

46),provokesthefearthat―theRomanswillcome,anddestroybothourplaceandournation‖(v 48). But 

CaiaphasissaidtohaveprophesiedJesus‘death,beinghighpriestofthatyear,bypronouncingthe

dictum that it was expedient for one man to perish for the people, that the whole nation might not be 

destroyed (vv 49–51).Theresultis,asintheSynoptics(butnotinthecontextofLazarus‘raising),that

counsel is taken to kill Jesus (v 53). Notably, no malice is ascribed to Caiaphas; his prophecy is said to 

derivefromhishighpriestlyoffice.Thereferenceto―thatyear‖hasbeentakentomeanthat,withinthe

Johannine scheme, Caiaphas alternated years in service with Annas. Such a reading is an exegetically 

desperate maneuver, designed to explain the prominent role of Annas in chap. 18: a less strained 

understandingwouldtake―thatyear‖astheyearinwhichJesusdied(E.JacquierDB 2/1: 45). Be that as 

it may, the fact remains that the Johannine portrait of Caiaphas is, so far, respectful of the man and his 

office.  

The 18th chap. ofJohnpresentsanaccountofJesus‘arrestandtrialwhichdifferssubstantially from 

that of the Synoptics. Although Caiaphas is again called high priest of that year (v 13c), the combined 

forcesof―thecohortandtheofficerandtheservantsoftheJews‖(v 12) take Jesus to Annas first (v 13a). 

Caiaphas‘maritalrelationshiptoAnnasisalsomentioned (v 13b), but that scarcely motivates the session 

atAnnas‘house,whichisthescenethatfollows(vv 15–24). Caiaphas until this point is a bystander to the 

action,andtheJohanninepresentationheightensthecontrastwithAnnas‘activism,byrecallingCaiaphas‘

prophecy in 11:49–52; cf. 18:14. He is more moved by events than he influences them. Consistently, the 

accountofthesessionatAnnas‘ispunctuatedwithreferencestohimasthehighpriest;atonepoint,his

status as such causes Jesus to be struck by a servant for his insolence (v 22; cf. vv 15, 16, 19). Caiaphas, 

by contrast, is a cipher within the text: Jesus is brought to him in v 24, a final scene of Petrine denial 

unfolds in vv 25–27, and Jesus is immediately led away from Caiaphas to the praetorium in v 28; cf. 35. 

ConcomitantwiththistruncationofCaiaphas‘role,whichdenieshimanydramaticplaceintheaction,we

are left in John with noequivalenttotheSynopticdispute,whichinvolvesthetempleandJesus‘

messianic status. Annas interrogates him regarding his disciples and his teaching (v 19); how the issue 

comestobeJesus‘royalpretensions,inhisconfrontationwithPilate(vv 33–38), is not explained. 

AlthoughSandmel‘stheory,thatreferencetoCaiaphaswasmadeinanattempt to clean up Johannine 

chronology, may be invoked here, it does not actually explain why so very little involvement is attributed 

toCaiaphas.ApossiblymoresatisfactoryexplanationisthatJohn‘sgospeliswrittenonthesupposition

that the Synoptic catechesis has already been appropriated.  

The most striking feature of consensus among the Gospels and Josephus in respect to Caiaphas is his 

close relationship with the Roman administration. Cordial relations are implicit in his long tenure (some 

eighteenyears)ashighpriest.BetweenHerod‘sappointmentofAnanelandthedestructionofthetemple,

Josephus counts twenty-eight high priests (Eppstein 1964: 52; Ant 20.10; and Jacquier DB 2/1: 44), so 

thatthedurationofCaiaphas‘highpriesthoodwasexceptional.RemovedbyVitellusca.36,Caiaphas‘

exerciseofofficeincludedtheperiodofPilate‘stenure.Thelatterwasinfamousforhisinsultstothe

national and religious identity of Judaism, and Caiaphas is notable for his absence from the pages of 

JosephuswhichdescribeobjectionsandrebellionsagainstPilate‘sactivity(JacquierDB 2/1: 44; Ant 

18.3.1, 2; JW 2.9.24). The same Vitellus who dismissed Pilate also released the high priestly vestments 

from custody in the Antonia (Jeremias 1969: 149, n.4 and Ant 18.4.3), a custody with which Caiaphas had 

apparently complied. The close cooperation between Caiaphas and the Roman authorities is implicit 

within the passion narratives of all four gospels. For all the differences between the Synoptics and John, 

there is a consensus that, following a hearing and high priestly interrogation, it was resolved to dispatch 

Jesus to Pilate (Matt 27:1–2; Mark 15:1; Luke 23:1; John 18:28). The Johannine version of events may 

evenhintatRomancomplicityasearlyasJesus‘arrest:itspeaksofacohortandanofficerinaddition to a 



force associated with the high priesthood (18:1, 12). Catchpole (1971: 149; also Jeremias 1969: 210) 

rightlypointsoutthat―cohort‖(speira)and―officer‖(chiliarchos) might refer to a band sent from the 

Jewish authorities, but probability is against that reading. Both the passages in John speak of the cohort 

and―servants‖oftheJewishauthorities;theidentityofthetwogroupsdoesnotseemtobeimplied.

Within theNTitself,both―cohort‖and―officer‖referstraightforwardlytoRomanmilitaryarrangements.

If that usage is also to be understood in the case of John, then the fourth gospel does intensify the portrait 

of high priestly connivance with the Romans, which is independently attested in the Synoptics and 

(implicitly) in Josephus.  

A single, symbolic, and physical center provided the focus of Roman and high priestly cooperation—the 

temple. The establishment of a police force to guard the purity of the temple is widely attested, in 

Mishnah, Philo, and Josephus (Jeremias 1969: 209–10 and HJP² 1: 366). From the point of view of 

successive Roman administrations, the sacrificial cult of the temple was valuable, not merely tolerable, 

because sacrifices in the emperor‘sbehalfwereofferedthere(JW 2.10.4; HJP² 1: 379–80; 2/1: 311–12). 

Custody of high priestly garments, the maintenance of a credibly deterrent force in the Antonia (JW 

5.6.8), and acceptance of a death penalty against desecrating the temple (HJP² 1: 378; 2: 80, 222 n.85, 

284–85), together make sense as a coherent policy on the part of the Romans. Provided the cult of the 

templeproceededunderRomanpermissionandprotection,theJewishrefusaltosacrificetotheemperor‘s

image could be overlooked, and Judaism could be seen as a licit society. The formal outbreak of war with 

Rome in A.D. 66is,preciselyforthatreason,signaledbyarefusaltooffersacrificeontheemperor‘s

behalf (JW 2.17.2).  

Caiaphas would have occupied an important position within this delicate settlement. His interrogation of 

Jesus,followingaseriesofquestionsconcerningthelatter‘sstatementinrespectofthetemple(Matt 

26:57–66; Mark 14:53–64; cf. Luke 22:54–71, which is entirely christological in focus) is quite plausible. 

Likewise,thesuggestionofO.Betz,thatCaiaphas‘counselinJohn 11:49–50 suits a Sadducean theology 

reflected in Josephus (Betz ANRW 2/25/1: 596–98), is speculative but defensible. Josephus calls Caiaphas 

―JosephCaiaphas‖;attemptstoexplainthesurnamehaveaboundedfromantiquityuntilthe recent past. 

The results have been inconclusive, although they eloquently attest the attitudes of the scholars who 

propose them (cf. HJP² 2: 230; Jacquier DB,44;andJerome‘sverdict,―investigator vel sagax, sed melius 

vomens ore,‖ discussed in Kraus JEnc 1:493).NojudgmentofCaiaphas‘characterormotivationcan

make any serious claim on our attention, except as an imaginative exercise. Historically speaking, the 

availableevidencewillnotpermitconclusionsofthatsort.Nonetheless,Caiaphas‘obvious, necessary, 

and essential link with the temple remains.  

A Talmudic tradition has it that, forty years prior to the destruction of the temple, the Sanhedrin was 

exiled from the chamber of hewn stone in the Jerusalem temple to Hanuth (˓Abod. Zar. 8b; Šabb. 15a; 

Sanh. 41a; Jeremias 1969: 210; Eppstein 1964: 48). That momentous reform is naturally placed during the 

pontificate of Caiaphas, and Eppstein suggests that another innovation should also be attributed to him: 

the permission for vendors of offerings to set up shop within the precincts of the temple (Eppstein 1964: 

55).Eppstein‘selaboratereconstructionofastruggleforpowerbetweenCaiaphasandthe―Sanhedrin‖

(itself a problematic designation) is a tissue of speculation, but he has pointed to what may have been a 

crucialissuebetweenCaiaphasandJesus.WithintheGospels,Jesus‘expulsionofsuchvendorsand

money-changers from the temple is a pivotal event (Matt 21:12–13; Mark 11:15–17; Luke 19:45–46; John 

2:13–17). The money-changers are easily presented as villains, but the fact is they served a useful 

purpose, in that Roman coin, the currency of oppression, was scarcely apposite to achieve atonement. The 

ancient Tyrean shekel was used instead, and the rate of exchange appears to have been controlled 

(Eppstein 1964: 43, n.10; Šeqal. 1.6, 7). Eppstein suggests that the tables of exchange were knocked over 

by Jesus in the melee concerning the vendors (Eppstein 1964: 57). That anything accidental or inadvertent 

can have taken place with furniture as massive as was used in the temple is quite implausible (Šeqal. 2.1; 

6.5). More probably, the quotation from Jer 7:11 led to the reference to money-changers, whose existence 

Jesus (or any other Jew of the period) would have taken for granted (Šeqal. 1.3). What does stand out as 

an oddity, however, is that the vendors of animals are placed at the site of the temple instead of at Hanuth.  



Naturally, the possibility must be faced, that the reference to both the money-changers and the vendors 

is the result of a misreading of sacrificial arrangements by Christians who had lost touch with their Judaic 

heritage. On such an understanding, reflection upon Jer 7:11 alone produced the story as we can read it 

today in the Synoptics. The fatal flaw in that reconstruction is that Jer 7:11 alone is not what is ascribed to 

Jesus: rather, a mixed citation of Isa 56:7 and Jer 7:11 is attributed to him. A mixing of scriptural 

elements in that manner is characteristic of Jesus, not of those who shaped the tradition after him (Chilton 

1984). It is theoretically possible that a mixed citation, correctly attributed to Jesus, was then attached 

arbitrarily to the narrative of the vendors, as it was to that of the money-changers. But the fact is that the 

vendors appear in the best witnesses of Luke 19:45, without a mention of the money-changers, so that the 

former appear a more stable element in the narrative than the latter. Moreover, the scriptural citation in 

John 2:17 (Ps 69:9) is quite unlike the Synoptic allusion (and is not attributed to Jesus), so that the story 

ofJesus‘occupationofthetempledoesnotappeartobeasimpleexpansionofafavoritetextintothe

form of a narrative. As a matter of fact, Jesus would by no means be unique among rabbis in objecting to 

commercial arrangements related to the cult; Simeon ben Gamaliel is said to have intervened in the matter 

of pricing doves (Ker. 1.7). More generally, complaints of high priestly rapacity are found in Pesaḥ. 57a. 

Even Vitellius, at the time he restored custody of vestments to the temple, also remitted certain taxes; a 

criticism of financial arrangements during the period of Pilate and Caiaphas may have been implicit in his 

action (Ant 18.4.3). On balance, it would appear that Caiaphas did engineer the installation of vendors in 

the temple, that Jesus reacted with force, and that the collision of the two was finally adjudicated by 

Pilate,Caiaphas‘protector(Chilton1984:18). 
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BRUCE CHILTON  

CAIN (PERSON) [Heb qayin (ַקִין)]. Son of Adam and Eve and father of Enoch (Gen 4:1, 17). Cain 

appears in Genesis 4 as the murderer of his brother Abel and as the progenitor of a line credited with the 

initiation of various aspects of culture. The name recurs in the oracle of Balaam at Num 24:22 in a 

difficult text which associates Cain (qyn) with the Kenites (qyny). Later references to Cain focus upon 

him as the murderer of Abel (4 Macc 18:11; 1 John 3:12) or as the one whose sacrifice was not as good as 

hisbrother‘s(Heb 11:4). Jude 11 pronounces judgment upon those who follow the way of Cain. In 

conjunction with Balaam and Korah, the way of Cain appears to represent an attitude of rebellion against 

God and the chosen ones of God. In line with other examples of Cain in postbiblical accounts, it may 

suggest the teaching of others to sin (Bauckham Jude, 2 Peter WBC, 79–81; Watson 1988: 59).  

The derivation for the name of Cain in Gen 4:1 isthestatementbyEve,―Ihaveacquired(qān  t  ) a man 

with/from (˒et)Yahweh.‖Adifficultyliesinhowtounderstandthe˒et, which regularly serves as a sign of 

the direct object. On the basis of similar usage of the preposition itti in Akk personal names, Borger 

(1959)arguesforameaningof―from.‖Claimsfor divine paternity for Cain (Gordon 1988: 154–55) are 

not explicit in the present text. Nor do comparative studies prove a divine maternity (Kikawada 1971: 35–

37). The association of the name Cain with the root qnh, ―tocreate‖and―toacquire,‖leavesopen two 

interpretations for the phrase; either Eve is acknowledging God at work through her in creation (or 

proudly claiming her own creative act [Cassuto 1961: 201; Westermann Genesis 1–11 BKAT, 395]) or 

she is recognizing God as the ultimate source of Cain (Wenham Genesis WBC, 102). The verbal root qnh 

associates 4:1 with the genealogy of Cain in 4:17–24. In v 20 Jabal is described as the father of miqneh 

(RSV―[thosewhohave]cattle‖),whichhasarootsimilartothatofCain.Cainreappearsinthelast-

named figure of his line, Tubal-Cain. Thematically there is also a connection. Cain and his line create 

(cities, music, tools, and weapons) and acquire (property, wives, and the fruits of vengeance).  



The name of Cain has its etymology in a root, qyn, which does not appear other than in proper names 

and gentilics in biblical Hebrew. A similarly spelled root occurs in South Arabian personal, clan, and 

tribal names (Beeston et al. 1982: 112; DOSA, 454) as early as the 5th century B.C.E. (Eph˓al1982:194, 

211, 212, 226, 227). A qyn rootoccursinlaterAramaicandArabicwiththemeaningof―smith.‖

Furthermore, a similar root appears in the gentilic with which the Balaam oracle associates the name Cain, 

i.e., the Kenites (Num 24:21–22). These people appear in the biblical text as smiths associated with the 

desertareaofIsrael‘swanderings.SeeKENITES. A second etymology for the name may be found in the 

Hebrew qînâ, ―song.‖ThishastheadvantageofappearinginbiblicalHebrewbutlacksexamplesofa

qatil noun formation such as the name Cain possesses. Both interpretations relate 4:1 to the genealogy of 

4:17–24. If the former is followed, compare Tubal-Cain, the last-mentioned figure in the line of Cain. He 

notonlypossessesCain‘snamebutalsoisdescribedasasmith.Forthe―song‖derivation,compare the 

figureofNaamahinCain‘sgenealogy.InUgaritichernamemaymean―song.‖Recentexaminationsof

the line of Cain have led to other connections with the region of the Kenites (Sawyer 1986).  

The narrative of Cain and Abel is sandwiched between the naming of Cain and the genealogy of this 

figure. It also has literary connections with the preceding narratives of chaps 2 and 3 (Hauser 1980). For 

example, v 16 speaks of the Garden of Eden, mentioned in chap 3. Though brief and clear in its overall 

plot,thenarrativeofCainandAbelbristleswithproblems.WhywasAbel‘sofferingpreferred?Howdid

God make known the preference? What is the meaning of the counsel God gave to Cain? What did Cain 

and Abel say to one another? What is the mark given to Cain? What is the reason behind the story?  

AstothepreferenceofAbel‘sofferingbeforeCain‘s,seeABEL. The text is silent as to how God made 

knownthispreferenceforAbel‘soffering.Thesameistrueconcerningtheconversationofthetwo

brothers, though this has not prevented the ancient versions from filling in this andother―gaps‖(EncMiqr 

7: 119–24). The meaning of the counsel which God gave to Cain hinges on the text of v 7.Westermann‘s

negative assessment of a corrupt text follows other modern commentators, but it is not the only solution 

(Genesis 1–11 BKAT, 406–10). The word ś˒t hasbeeninterpretedas―forgiveness,‖―happiness,‖and

―erectinposture‖(Wenham,Genesis WBC, 105). The first two seem more likely, given the context. They 

wouldthencontrastwithCain‘sfallencountenance in v 6 (Castellino 1960: 443). The word rōbēṣ seems 

tosuggestthepostureofsin―crouchingatthedoor.‖However,theAkkadiandemonrābiṣu may also be 

intended; and a noun would solve the gender incongruence with the preceding feminine ḥṭ˒t,―sin.‖

Alternatively, Driver (1946: 158) suggests reading ḥṭ˒t trbṣ, ―sinwillcrouch,‖withtwotaws expressed by 

a single one in an originally continuous Hebrew text without word divisions. Driver goes on to repoint the 

finalphraseasapassive:―Andsoyoushallberuledbyit,‖(wĕ˒attâ timmešel-bāh), rather than accepting 

it as it is and understanding an adversative waw, ―but yet youmay/shouldruleoverit.‖Perhaps,as

Huffmon (1985) has suggested, the problem lies inthefailureofCaintoinvestigatethereasonforGod‘s

rejection of his sacrifice. The sign (˒ôt) given to Cain after the murder is not specified, but the narrator 

intends some means to make public the punishment due to anyone who kills the murderer.  

The purpose of the story in its present context remains a matter of dispute. The traditional 

interpretations have found here a moral tale with lessons to be learned about the consequences of jealousy 

and anger. Historical approaches have identified a sociological struggle between nomadic shepherds 

(Abel) and settled farmers (Cain), or they have found an etiology for smiths who travel with nomads, such 

as the Kenites. Within the present context, the narrative serves to explain the rejection of Cain the 

firstborn from continuing the line of promise. His own line ends with v 24. It thus prepares the 

background for the birth of Seth and the continuation of his line. Finally, it introduces the crime of 

murder, a subject taken up by Lamech and others, but not explicitly forbidden until Gen 9:6.  
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RICHARD S. HESS  

CAINAN (PERSON) [Gk Kainam (Καιναμ)].NameoftwopersonsintheNT.Theform―Cainan‖isa
Gk transliteration of the Heb qênān. See KENAN.  

1. AppearsinLuke‘sgenealogyof Jesus as the son of Enos and the great-grandson of Adam (3:37–38). 

The name occurs in the MT of Gen 5:9–14 and 1 Chr 1:2.  

2. OccursinLuke‘sgenealogyofJesusasthesonofArphaxadandthefatherofShelah(3:35–36). This 

Cainan is often called the second Cainan. The name appears in the genealogy of Shem in the LXX of Gen 

10:24 and 11:12 and in Codex Alexandrinus of 1 Chr 1:18, but not in the MT or in P
75

 and Codex Bezae. 

ThepresenceofthesecondCainaninLuke‘s genealogy of Jesus suggests that the evangelist used the 

LXX for this section instead of the MT.  

VIRGIL R. L. FRY  

CAIRO GENIZAH. See DAMASCUS RULE (CD).  

CALAH (PLACE) [Heb kālaḥ (ָכַלח)]. In Gen 10:11–12 itisnarratedthatNimrod,whowas―amighty

hunter,‖beganhiskingdomatBabel(Babylonia)andthenwentintoAssyriawherehebuiltcities,among

them Nineveh and Calah. This is the only specific reference in the Bible to one of the four great cities of 

ancient Assyria. Nevertheless, because of this greatness and because Assyrian armies marched from Calah 

against the kingdoms of Israel and Judah, a brief description and history of Calah are essential. For a 

fuller description, see MESOPOTAMIA, HISTORY OF (HISTORY AND CULTURE OF ASSYRIA).  

The ancient site of Calah was strategically located from an economic and military point of view. It was 

on the E bank of the Tigris just N of the point where the Upper Zab River flows into the Tigris. From a 

military point of view this meant that Calah was protected on all but the N flank. From an economic point 

of view, the site was in the very center of the Assyrian heartland, a region where a rich agricultural 

economy flourished.  

The biblical association of Nimrod with the city Calah has been preserved until modern times in the 

sense that the medieval and modern name of the site is Nimrud. While native tradition preserved in Arabic 

literature never forgot the correct identification of the ancient site Calah, it was only in the 19th century 

that Europeans recognized where the city had been. In fact there was some confusion among Europeans, 

and Sir Austen Henry Layard, the first excavator of Nimrud, actually thought the site was the location of 

Nineveh. This error was eventually corrected and his startling discoveries were then viewed in their 

properhistoricalcontext.SinceLayard‘stime,variousarchaeologicalexpeditions,both Iraqi and foreign, 

have excavated at this site. Among these was the British expedition led by Sir Max Mallowan during the 

1950s and 1960s. Many of the artifacts discovered were removed to the British Museum in London and 

the museum in Mosul (Nineveh) but there are still numerous Assyrian stone reliefs to be seen in a 

museum at the site itself. Of the four great cities of Assyria, the others were ASSHUR, NINEVEH, and 

ARBELA. In contrast to the other three, Calah was of no significance in the 3d and 2d millennium B.C. It 

was singled out for importance only in the 9th century B.C. when Assurnasirpal II chose it as his capital. 

Assurnasirpal totally transformed the insignificant village into a metropolis which was suitable to be the 

center of the empire he created. The chief god of Calah was Ninurta, the god of war, and Assurnasirpal 

had an enormous temple and ziggurrat (a templetower)erectedinthisgod‘shonor.Healsobuilta

splendid palace, the so-called Northwest Palace, for his residence. Many other temples were erected and a 



huge wall surrounded the city for defense. The waters of the Upper Zab River were partially diverted by 

an intricate aqueduct in order to provide irrigation inside the walls.  

The extensive building program of Assurnasirpal II was continued by his immediate successors and 

Calah remained the administrative center of Assyria until about 700 B.C. At that time other cities were 

chosen as capitals, and eventually Nineveh became the chief city. When the Assyrian Empire fell at the 

end of the 7th century B.C., the site of Calah was abandoned and there has been no major settlement there 

ever since. See RLA 5: 303–23.  
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A. KIRK GRAYSON  

CALAMOLALUS (PERSON) [Gk Kalamōlalos (Καλαμωλαλορ)]. The name of the ancestor of a 

familywhichreturnedfromBabylonwithZerubbabel;includedintheRSVasamarginalreadingfor―of

theotherElam‖(kalamō allou; 1 Esdr 5:22). The identification of Calamolalus is further complicated by 

the variant Gk text (B) kalamōkalos, and is commonly considered a textual corruption. Myers (1 and 2 

Esdras AB,65),withtheRSV,rendersitas―theotherElam‖andconsidersitparallel to Ezra 2:31 and 

Neh 7:34. However, Turner (IDB 1:482)describesitasacorruptcombinationof―LodandHadid‖(Ezra 

2:33=Neh 7:37).  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

CALAMUS. See PERFUMES AND SPICES.  

CALCOL (PERSON) [Heb kalkōl (ַכְלכֹּל)]. A man from Judah, he was the son of Zerah, whom Tamar 

conceived by her father-in-law Judah (1 Chr 2:4, 6). In 1 Kgs 5:11—Eng 4:31, Calcol is identified as one 

of the sons of Mahol. Mahol should not be understood as a proper name but, as Albright (ARI, 123) and 

de Vaux (AncIsr,382)havesuggested,thetitleofaguildofmusicians,―sonsofthechoir.‖SeeDARA.  

Calcol was one of the four wise men whom Solomon excelled in wisdom. According to Albright (ARI, 

123) the name Calcol appears as Kulkul in several inscribed ivories found at Megiddo. According to these 

inscriptions, written in Egyptian hieroglyphs, which have been dated in the 13th century B.C., Kulkul was 

the name of a female singer of the god Ptah in the Canaanite city of Aijalon (Loud 1939: 11–13). 

According to Albright, Calcol was the name of a flower or plant. In the ANE that name was applied to 

musicians.  
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CALEB (PERSON) [Heb kālēb (ָכֵלב)]. Var. CHELUBAI. CALEBITES. It is possible to distinguish 

three people with this name, plus one variant form in the name Chelubai (Heb kelûbāy). Any discussion of 

the name Caleb and its variant form must of necessity also entail an investigation of the Calebites, or 

descendants of Caleb. This gentilic usage is quite important in sorting out the geographical location and 

genealogical identification of individuals and groups so named; however, these issues are one step 

removed from an examination of the name itself.  

Caleb has most commonly been treated as a form of the root klb,―dog,‖whichoccursinvirtuallyevery

ANE language (TWAT 4: 158; Beltz 1974: 116–34). Traditionally, complimentary and uncomplimentary 

connotations are associated with the literal meaning of Heb keleb,―dog.‖Ontheonehandmeaningslike

―ravingdog‖(IPN,230),―dog-facedbaboon‖(Thomas1960:419–23),―deaddog,‖andthelike,allof

which are attested in extrabiblical sources (TWAT 4: 157–62; Thomas 1960: 410–14), express self-

abasementorinvective.Inonebiblicalexample,Hazael,doubtinghisownabilities,saystoElisha,―What

isyourservant,whoisbutadog…‖(2 Kgs 8:13). On the other hand, most scholars agree that Heb keleb 

isusedincertainletters,hymns,etc.,toexpressaservant‘sfaithfulness,likethatofafaithfulwatchdog



(Thomas 1960: 424–27; EncMiqr 4: 106–10; Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 356–57). Margalith (1983) 

contends that these are not two different connotations of meaning for one term, but rather the distinctive 

meanings of two homonymous terms. Brunet (1985) challenges the traditional view that there are two 

connotations for the term and concludes thatinbiblicalandnonbiblicaloccurrences―dog‖andits

synonyms are almost exclusively terms of self-abasement. Various theophoric names use the root klb, i.e., 

Phoen klb˓lm,―dogofthegods‖(PNPI, 131, 331), and Akk kalbi-
il
sin and kalbi-

il 
marduk (Thomas 1960: 

425; see also TWAT 4: 158–62).Therefore,thebiblicalnameCalebappearstobe―anabbreviationofa

name beginning with the element kalb-‖(Albright1941:47,n.26)meaninglit.―dog,‖withtheprimary

connotation of self-abasement, and probablyalsoasecondaryconnotationof―faithfulservant.‖ 

1. The son of Jephunneh and the representative of the tribe of Judah among the twelve spies sent out by 

Moses to reconnoiter the land of Canaan (Num 13:6). Caleb (alone in the so-called J source; Num 13:30), 

together with Joshua the son of Nun (in the so-called P source; Num 14:6), brought back a favorable 

report of the land and urged the people to go up and take it. In contrast to God prohibiting the people from 

enteringthelandbecausetheyrejectedthisrecommendation,Godsingledout―myservantCaleb‖and

promised to bring him into the land where he had gone, and to give it to his descendants as a possession 

(Num 14:24; see also Num 26:65; 32:12; Deut 1:36). This promise set Caleb apart from all his peers, even 

Joshua, and it raises the issues of geographical location and genealogical identification of Caleb and the 

Calebites.  

The land that came to be owned by Caleb, through apportionment (Josh 14:6–15; 15:13), force (Josh 

15:14–19=Judg 1:11–15), or a combination of the two means was associated with Hebron and Debir in S 

Palestine. 1 Sam 30:14 identifiespartofthisareaas―theNegebofCaleb.‖Ifweidentifythecitiesand

boundaries of the tribe of Judah it DRMbecomes obvious that the land owned by or associated with Caleb 

islocatedwithinJudah‘sborders(Josh 15:1–12, etc.; see KHC, 115–24, 372–97). Hebron is a key 

element in this association, in part because of its proximity to other Judahite cities, but in light of the 

centrality of the Davidic dynasty in the biblical tradition, it was as the first capital city of David that 

Hebronplayedanunquestionableandimportantrole.(NotethatNabal,thefirsthusbandofDavid‘swife

Abigail, was a Calebite who lived in this region; 1 Sam 25:3.) When later tradition identified Hebron as 

oneofJudah‘sleviticalcities,itresolvedtheproblemofCalebiteownershipbyspecifyingthatthe

environs, and not the city itself, belonged to Caleb (Josh 21:12; 1 Chr 6:56).  

The relationship between the Kenizzite clan of Calebites and its Judahite neighbors was mutually 

beneficial on political and economic grounds (see Beltz 1974: 64–70), and although the Calebites became 

part of the tribe of Judah within the Israelite tradition they retained their distinctiveness. Of course, 

geographical location is not the only basis upon which the Calebites were incorporated into this tradition; 

there was also a genealogical connection.  

In 1 Chronicles several genealogies contain the name Caleb, and these reflect inconsistencies of lineage 

and raise questions in light of other biblical information about individuals named Caleb. First, Caleb the 

son of Jephunneh is only explicitly mentioned in a genealogy of sons of Kenaz, or the Kenizzites (1 Chr 

4:13–15), which is set within a section concerning descendants of Perez. The daughter of this Caleb is 

named elsewhere as Achsah (Josh 15:16–17 = Judg 1:12–13), while an Achsah is listed as the daughter of 

Caleb the son of Hezron, and a grandson of Perez (1 Chr 2:49). Second, the MT never identifies the wife 

of Caleb the son of Jephunneh. However, Caleb the son of Hezron has several wives and concubines, and 

his descendants are not easily placed in his genealogy (1 Chr 2:18–24, 42–55). One identifiable 

descendant, Bezalel (1 Chr 2:20), a great-grandson of Caleb the son of Hezron, was a contemporary of 

Moses (Exod 31:2; 35:30) and therefore cannot be the great-grandson of Caleb the son of Jephunneh. 

Third, a Caleb the son of Hur can be identified according to the MT of 1 Chr 2:50, but according to his 

genealogy (1 Chr 2:42–55), this Caleb appears to be his own grandfather. Fourth, the names of some of 

Caleb‘s descendants are place names (i.e., Tekoa, Ziph, Madmannah, and Hebron), which complicates an 

attempt to understand the purpose of the genealogies (see Noth 1932). Williamson (1 and 2 Chronicles 

NCBC, 48–55) resolves these problems by assuming that the Chronicler pulled together most of the 

genealogies but was not concerned with the details of genealogical consistency. Rudolf (Chronikbücher 



HAT, 10–25), on the other hand, attributes the inconsistencies to later additions which disrupted the 

consistency of theChronicler‘scomposition.Itisgenerallyagreedthatonesection(1 Chr 2:42–50) 

derives from a tradition which predates the Chronicler, probably from the united monarchy or shortly 

thereafter (Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 55).  

ThekeytoresolvingthetensionsinthesegenealogiesisthefactthatCalebispartofJudah‘sgenealogy.

Caleb the son of Jephunneh is a Kenixzite who gained special status through his deeds in the wilderness 

wandering and conquest stories. On the other hand, Caleb the son of Hezron plays a role only in the 

genealogies of Judah, and Bezalel the tabernacle builder seems to be the central character in his 

genealogy. The Chronicler does not attempt to relate Caleb the son of Jephunneh to Caleb the son of 

Hezron because neither of them is central to his purpose of establishing a royal and cultic origin in the 

tribe of Judah (Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 52). Caleb the Kenizzite is important, rather, 

because of things he did (Numbers 13–14; Josh 14:6–15) and associations he had (Josh 15:13–19 = Judg 

1:11–15; Judg 3:9; see Boling Judges AB,82)outsidetheChronicler‘sframework,althoughthesewere

not unknown to the Chronicler. Therefore, in addressing the questions raised above, Caleb the Kenizzite 

who appears in 1 Chr 4:15 within the lineage of Perez is to be identified with the individual so well 

known from the tradition of Calebites in S Palestine (Numbers 13–14; Joshua 14–15; Judges 1). To ask 

whether his daughter Achsah is the same as the daughter of Caleb the son of Hezron in 1 Chr 2:49 misses 

the point of the genealogy there. Furthermore, the complex genealogies of Caleb in 1 Chr 2:18–24, 42–55 

serve to highlight the mix of parallel (i.e., a sequence of siblings) and hierarchical (i.e., parent followed by 

child) genealogies in this chapter. The chiastic structure of the sections of genealogies in 1 Chronicles 2, 

as discussed by Williamson (1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC,49),focusesthereader‘s attention on the 

significance that the Hezron clan had within the tribe of Judah; moreover, this follows the pattern of 

treating the sons in reverse order as established in 1 Chr 1:5–23, 28–34. Finally, by listing descendants of 

Caleb who have names associated with geographical locations, the Chronicler reveals both the antiquity 

of his source material and the close association of persons with places (Noth 1932; see also EJ 3: 41–42).  

This introduces the final issue of the function of genealogies. According to Wilson (1977: 183), 

genealogies can be used to delineate social and political ties between two groups, and, in particular, to 

incorporate marginally affiliated clans into a central group. The genealogy of Caleb is related in this way 

to the tribe of Judah (Yeivin 1971: 13–14) and was assimilated into the Israelite tribal system thereby 

(Johnson 1969: 6). Not only the individuals and groups of people but the places associated with them 

became part of the tribe. Thus, the genealogy provided a means for legitimizing social relations and for 

defining the geographical domain of the individuals or groups concerned.  

It would appear that Caleb the son of Jephunneh is the name of a Kenizzite whose personal exploits 

became the tradition of the clan which took his name as patronym. This clan existed independently in S 

Palestine, but through political, economic, and religious ties it eventually became part of the tribe of 

Judah. Even within the larger Israelite tradition, the distinctive stories of the Calebites were retained into 

the postexilic period.  

2. The son of Hezron and great-grandfather of Bezalel (1 Chr 2:18–20). A variant form of the name 

occurs in 1 Chr 2:9 as Chelubai (Heb keľbāy), and the LXX interprets the form as chaleb and identifies 

this third son of Hezron with the Caleb who appears in the following verses. The identification is correct 

because the difference in spelling is a matter of an afformative (Heb -ay) which is common (IPN, 41), and 

both persons hold the same position in the genealogy of Hezron (1 Chr 2:9, 18, 42; see Beltz 1974: 38). 

According to Williamson (1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 51), the variance may support the view that the 

Chronicler constructed 1 Chr 2:9 to connect two originally independent sources (1 Chr 2:10–17, and 25–

33, 42–50a). As noted above, Caleb is one of three sons of Hezron along with Jerahmeel and Ram, he 

appears only in this genealogy, and he serves to introduce Bezalel the tabernacle builder into the line of 

Judah (1 Chr 2:20). Interplay between this Caleb and the tradition surrounding Caleb No. 1 influenced the 

genealogies. Thus, the names of the region and towns in which the Calebite tribe originally lived came to 

be so closely identified with the name Caleb (i.e., the Negeb of Caleb) that the town names were included 

as descendants in the genealogy of this son of Hezron.  



3. The son of Hur, according to the MT of 1 Chr 2:50. The textual ambiguity of this verse is correctly 

resolved intheRSVbyreadingtheaccentualpauseasaperiod.RatherthanreadingwiththeMT,―These

werethesonsofCaleb,thesonofHurthefirstbornofEphrathah…‖thefirstphraseistakento

summarize the preceding section (vv 42–49)andwhatfollowsintroducesanewgenealogy,―…Theseare

thesonsofCaleb.Theson(s)ofHurthefirstbornofEphrathah…‖Consequently,thisindividualshould

not be differentiated from the Caleb in 1 Chr 2:42 (see Caleb No. 2 above).  
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RAPHAEL I. PANITZ  

CALENDARS. A calendar is a system for arranging and calculating the standard divisions of time 

(days, months, years, etc.). The term is also used to refer to schedules of events such as festivals. This 

entry consists of two articles, one surveying the use of calendars in the ANE and the other surveying 

ancient Israelite and early Jewish calendars.  

ANCIENT NEAR EAST  

———  

A. Introduction  

1. The Lunisolar Calendar  

2. Intercalation and the Babylonian 19-Year Cycle  

B. The Babylonian Calendar  

1. The Year (Akk šattu)  

2. The Month (Akk arhu)  

3. The Day (Akk ūmu)  

C. The Assyrian Calendar  

D. The Egyptian Calendar  

———  

A. Introduction  

1. The Lunisolar Calendar. In most of the ancient Mediterranean, a civil calendar was developed to 

regulate the sacred and secular life of the state. The times for religious festivals, agricultural, fiscal, and 

legal activities were determined with reference to the natural intervals produced by the motion of the sun 

andthemoon.This―lunisolar‖calendarreckonedayearastheintervalbetween successive returns of the 

seasons, usually beginning with spring. The month was defined as the interval between successive first 

appearances of the moon in its cyclical phases. The beginning of the lunar cycle is defined as the moment 

when, following the period of invisibility due to nearness to the sun, the lunar crescent appears again 

briefly on the western horizon just after sunset. The interval which constitutes the lunar month, also 

termed a lunation, varies in length from 29.26 to 29.80 days, and consequently is experienced as a period 

never less than 29 days or more than 30 days. The day, in accordance with the use of lunations, was 

reckoned as the interval between successive sunsets.  

The lunar month was taken uniformly throughout the ANE and Mediterranean (by Sumerians, 

Babylonians, Assyrians, Hebrews, Arabs, and Greeks) to begin with the sighting of the first visible lunar 

crescent. Only the Egyptians (and later the Romans) did not conform, but instead disregarded the irregular 



natural time indications in favor of regular arbitrary measures, such as the fixed 30-day month or the 365-

day year (see D).  

2. Intercalation and the Babylonian 19-Year Cycle. Because the motions of sun and moon are not 

uniform with respect to one another, a lunisolar calendar, which by definition reckons months by the 

moon and years by the seasons, faces the problem of maintaining synchrony between the 12 lunar months 

and the solar year. The effect is that 12 lunations do not divide up the solar year evenly, nor do solar days 

divide the lunar month into equal parts. Twelve lunar months of an average 291/2-day length is 354 days, 

which is about 11 days less than the average length of the solar year (= 365.2492, or 3651/4 days). If no 

adjustment is made to compensate for the asynchrony, the months will fall 11 days behind each year, and 

after 3 years the sequence of months will be fully one month out of step with the season or with the 

activity designated to occur in a particular month, such as the barley or date harvest, or sheep shearing 

(discussion of seasonal activities reflected in month names may be found in Landsberger 1949: 260–65). 

The problem would be eminently perceptible, since after only 321/2 years a given month would pass 

through the entire cycle of seasons (as it did in the Middle Assyrian calendar until the time of Tiglath-

pileser I; see Weidner 1935–36: 28–29).  

To ensure stability in the correspondence between specific months and times of the year, whether 

defined agriculturally, religiously, or fiscally, anextra―intercalary‖thirteenthmonthwasaddedtothe

year,notregularly,butwhenevernecessarytomaintaintheproper―place‖ofamonthwithinthesolar

year. In Mesopotamia, an extra sixth month (ITI.KIN.DIRI=Ulūlu arkû) or twelfth month 

(ITI.ŠE.DIRI=Addaru arkû) was intercalated, one or the other being preferred in various periods. Parker and 

Dubberstein (1942: 3) note that preference for a given intercalary month shifted from Ulūlu to Addaru, 

and suggest an early tradition placing the New Year in Tašrītu as an underlying reason. Intercalary 

Nisannu (ITI.BARA2.MIN.KAM) is occasionally attested, albeit rarely in economic texts (MUL.APIN 2.18; see 

also Landsberger 1915: 101; Langdon 1935: 10 and 46–47).  

Intercalations were effected by royal decree. Documents from the reigns of Hammurapi, Nabonidus, 

Cyrus, and Cambyses attest to the procedure (Bickerman 1980: 22; RLA 5: 289; YOS: 3: 15 and 115, and 

196, and further references for intercalary years in the reigns of Samsuiluna and Ammiṣaduqa). The ad 

hoc intercalation of months represented by the royal letters was the standard procedure for controlling the 

calendar throughout the ANE from approximately the 3d millennium B.C. until about the middle of the 1st 

(certainly until 525 B.C.).  

Evidence from the 7th century B.C. shows that various procedures were developed for determining in 

advance whether a given year would be normal (ešret or kīnat, containing 12 lunar months) or intercalary 

(ezbet or atrat, containing 13 lunar months). One such procedure was based on the observation of the 

relation between the longitudes of the moon and the Pleiades throughout the year. The conjunction of 

moon and Pleiades (when they occupy the same position in the sky) on particular dates through the year 

indicated a normal year,whiletheir―separation‖(napalsuhu) indicated a leap year. Leap years attested in 

actual documents, however, indicate that the Pleiades intercalation rules were probably not implemented 

(Hunger and Reiner 1975). In the astronomical series MUL.APIN (Tablet 2.ii.1–6), other rules for 

predicting leap years using select fixed stars (Sirius, Arcturus, Pleiades) are given. Since the month in 

which certain fixed stars or constellations had their heliacal rising was known (e.g., Pleiades became 

visible on the first day of the second month, Aiaru—MUL.APIN 1.ii.38), the delayed appearance of the 

Pleiades in the third month instead of the second (MUL.APIN 2.Gap A.10–11) signaled the need to 

intercalate the year in question.  

A mathematical scheme producing a regular intercalary cycle was finally introduced into the 

Babylonian calendar during the Achaemenid period, sometime after 500 B.C. This cycle was based on the 

good correspondence between the number of days in 19 solar years and 235 lunar months. When and how 

the nineteen-year cycle was recognized is not precisely known, although on the basis of dated documents 

from the reign of Artaxerxes II it clearly became the official rule from 380 B.C. Indeed, the exceptions to 

the rule during the preceding century, going back to 497 B.C. in the reign of Darius I, are rare (a mere two 

exceptions; see Neugebauer 1975: 354–55). On this basis it is argued that the establishment of the 19-year 



cycle is to be dated to the 5th century (see Parker and Dubberstein 1942: 1 for the possibility that it was a 

discovery of the reign of Nabonassar 747 B.C., and Kugler 1924: 362–71; 422–30 contra this date; 

Neugebauer 1975: 354–57). From 380 B.C. on, the 19-year cycle determined the intercalation of seven 

months every 19 years (19
yr

 × 12
m

 + 7
m

 = 235
m

) spaced at conveniently fixed intervals, namely in years 1, 

4, 7, 9, 12, 15, and 18. All intercalary years except year 18 had an extra twelfth month (Addaru arkû). The 

eighteenth year in the cycle had an extra sixth month (Ulūlu arkû). The 19-year cycle of intercalation, 

begun under the Achaemenids, remained standard for the succeeding Seleucid and Arsacid periods to the 

end of the cuneiform tradition.  

B. The Babylonian Calendar  

The Babylonian calendar was based on the three natural time intervals, the solar year (ultimately 

defined as the period of the return of the sun to the same fixed star, hence the sidereal year), the lunar 

month (from one new moon to another, defined above, A.1.), and the solar day (from one sunset to 

another). Further discussion of each calendaric unit follows.  

1. The Year (Akk šattu). The Babylonian year began in the spring, with the month Nisannu 

(=March/April in the Julian calendar), and the first of the year fell approximately around the vernal 

equinox, but actually varied widely. During the Neo-Babylonian period (between years 626–536 B.C.), the 

first of Nisannu could fall between the 11th of March and 26th of April, according to the tables of Parker 

and Dubberstein (1942). Even after the institution of the 19-year cycle, the New Year could still vary 

within a 27-day range, but averaged about 14 days following vernal equinox (Kugler 1924: 333–34; RLA 

5: 298–99).  

Evidence is lacking from Babylonian administrative or economic documents for a civil year beginning 

in Tašrītu, whosenamemeans―beginning‖(seeC.).Tašrītu, month 7 in the Babylonian calendar, is 

generally the month of the autumnal equinox. The possibility of a cultic New Year in Tašrītu, based on 

the performance of an akītu festival during that month (Thureau-Dangin 1921: 87; AO.6459 and 6465 

containtheNewYear‘sritualforTašrītu, performed in Uruk), has found further support in letters from 

the Neo-Assyrian period (Parpola 1970, no. 190 r.2–10; 287 r.2–6; ABL 951 r.2; Thompson 1900, no. 

16:5). The early preference for intercalary Ulūlu‘s in the Babylonian calendar (noted by Parker and 

Dubberstein 1942: 3) is more plausibly explained by such a cultic autumn New Year, although this 

remains to be finally confirmed or refuted.  

Before the articulation of a solar theory in the mathematical astronomy of the late Babylonian period, no 

value for the length of a year in days can be cited. As a consequence of the lunisolar character of the 

calendar, the length of the Babylonian civil year varied from year to year, depending on whether an extra 

lunarmonthwasintercalated.Theunit―year‖wassodefinedforallperiodsofMesopotamianhistory.

With the development of mathematical astronomy and the derivation of number periods for cyclical 

phenomena (such as the return of the sun to a particular fixed star), diverse values for the length of the 

year are seen to underlie various computations (Neugebauer 1975: 528–29). For example, Seleucid 

astronomical texts from Uruk listing computed solar longitudes on consecutive dates (Neugebauer 1955, 

nos. 185, 186, 187) use as the value for the mean solar progress 0;59,9
o/day

. This produces a year of about 

6,5;10,23
d
 (Neugebauer 1975: 529). Such a year length (6,5;10

d
) has been identified in a procedure text 

from Babylon (Sachs and Neugebauer 1956: 132:3´ and 4´). Neugebauer 1955, no. 210 sec. 3:11–12 

defines the year in terms of an 18-year solar cycle: [1,4]9,34,25,27,18 UD.MEŠ šá 18 MU šá 
d
Šamaš [ana 

KI-š]ú GUR ina 18 BAL.MEŠ ―[1,4]9,34;25,27,18days of 18 years of the sun, returning [to] its [longitude] 

in18rotations,‖meaningreturnsofthesuntothesamefixedstar(textquotedaccordingtoNeugebauer

1955: 272). This value produces a year length of 6,5;14,44,51 days. These and other year lengths (e.g., 

6,5;15,36) are found as the periods of functions in Babylonian astronomy. Neugebauer has emphasized 

(1975: 528–29)thatallthe―years‖underlyingBabylonianastronomicalcomputationsrefertotheso-

called sidereal year, as no distinction was yet made between sidereal, tropical, and anomalistic years. 

Such distinctions presuppose recognition of precession, which has been conclusively shown to lie outside 

the knowledge of Babylonian astronomy.  



2. The Month (Akk arhu). Although the Sum logogram ITI, ―month,‖isfoundinarchaictextsfrom

ŠuruppakandfromUr,monthnamesdonotappearuntiltheEDtextsofLagaš,Adab,andNippur(RLA 

5: 299–300; Langdon 1935: 157–58). The month names of the Ur III calendar at Nippur were eventually 

adopted as standard for all of Babylonia by the early OB (Isin-Larsa) and OB periods. Before this 

standardization, however, many Sumerian city-states had their own month name systems (Schneider 

1936: 80–107). The following are the names that became standard: (1) BARA2.\LANG513 ZAG.GAR, (2) 

GU4.SI.SÁ, (3) SIG4.GA, (4) ŠU.NUMUN, (5) NE.NE.GAR.RA, (6) KIN.
d
INNIN, (7) DU6.KÙ, (8) APIN.DU8.A, (9) 

GAN.GAN.E, (10) AB.È, (11) ZÍZ.A, (12) ŠE.KIN.KUD. These Nippur months became the logographic writings 

for the following Babylonian month names: (1) Nisannu, (2) Aiaru, (3) Simanu, (4) Du˒ūzu, (5) Abu, (6) 

Ulūlu, (7) Tašrītu, (8) Arahsamna, (9) Kislīmu, (10) Ṭebētu, (11) Šabaṭu, (12) Addaru. In other areas of 

Mesopotamia (e.g., Diyala region, Chagar Bazar, Mari, and Assyria) different names were used, for 

which, see RLA 5: 301–2.  

The Babylonian month seems to have been divided, for both fiscal and cultic purposes, into halves 

(designated as š apattu [written UD.15.KAM] mahrītu ―first15thday‖andšapattu arkītu ―second15th

day‖),andinto7-day units, attested primarily in menologies and celestial omen texts, which make use of 

a schematic 30-day month (Langdon 1935: 83–84; 90–91).  

The length of the true lunar month varied between 29 and 30 days, depending on the (variable) length of 

theperiodofthemoon‘sinvisibilityduetoitsnearnesstothesun.Thedetermination,inadvance,ofwhen

a month will have 29 or 30 days is a complicated problem solved only in the Seleucid-period Babylonian 

mathematical astronomy. To predict when the new crescent moon would again appear depended not only 

on an ability to take into account the motion of the sun and the moon, but also on the recognition of 

factors affecting visibility, such as the seasonal variation in inclination of the ecliptic to the horizon.  

3. The Day (Akk ūmu). Several ways of dividing the day may be identified in ancient Mesopotamia, 

each designed in response to a particular need. For astronomical computation with respect to the period 

from one sunset to the next, 12 equal intervals of 30° duration (or 120 minutes of time) termed bēru, 

―double-hour,‖wereused.Fornonmathematicaltimereckoning,theperiodsofdaylightandnightwere

divided into 12 intervals termed simanu. These were not of equal duration throughout the year but varied 

seasonally,andsoaretheequivalentofthe―seasonalhours‖representing1/12oftheactualperiodof

daylight (or night) attested elsewhere in the ancient world (Rochberg-Halton fc.). Late Babylonian 

nonmathematical astronomical texts established another system which expressed time as the number of 

time degrees (UŠ, sometime bĕru and UŠ) with respect to four divisions of the day that made use of sunset 

and sunrise as fixed points of reference. Thus the number of UŠ were counted within the four periods (1) 

from sunset to midnight (GE6 GIN), (2) from midnight to sunrise (GE6 ana ZALÁG), (3) from sunrise to noon 

(ME NIM-a), and (4) from noon to sunset (ana ŠÚ ŠAMAŠ) (Neugebauer and Sachs 1967: 212–14; for the 

strictly astronomical midnight epoch, see Neugebauer 1955: 79–80).  

The determination of the length of daylight through the year was a prominent part of the development 

both of the calendar and of astronomy. In the early period, before the 5th century B.C., the variation in the 

length of daylight was interpreted schematically and as a calendaric problem. The ratio of longest to 

shortest day was determined to be 2:1 (MUL.APIN 2.107, 111, 117, 121). The equinoxes and solstices were 

placed in schematic fashion in the middle of months 1, 4, 7, and 10, assuming perfect symmetry between 

the length of the seasons as well as the lengths of days. In fact, however, no symmetry exists in the 

lengths of the seasons or in the lengths of day and night. The inequality of the seasons due to the 

irregularityinthesun‘smotionthroughtheyearwasnottakenintoaccountuntiltheHellenisticperiod,at

which point the length of daylight was perceived as a function of the sun‘slongitudeandconnectedwith

the rising times of the zodiac. The values for daylight length found in the mathematical ephemerides 

(―ColumnC‖;seeNeugebauer1955:47)andintheproceduretexts(Neugebauer1955:187)showthe

ratio 3:2 for longest to shortest day, which is a useful approximation for the geographical latitude of 

Babylon (about 321/2
o
).  

C. The Assyrian Calendar  



The 2d-millennium Assyrian calendar has been reconstructed on the basis of texts from the reign of 

Šamši-Adad I (Larsen 1974: 16–17) as well as from the somewhat later archives from Kültepe (Larsen 

1976: 192–93).Inbothperiods,theNewYearbeganintheautumn,inŠamši-Adad‘stimeearlierin

autumn than in the OA texts from Kültepe level II (=1920–1840 B.C.; see RLA 5:299). Fall New Year was 

also established in the Ebla calendar (Pettinato 1974–77: 33–35). Although no intercalary month is 

attested in the Old Assyrian calendar, the naming of the year-eponym,bywhich―solar‖yearswere

identified, occurred always at the same time of year. In other words, the solar eponym-year was 

coordinated with the lunar months (for the exception to this in texts from Kültepe Ib, see Larsen 1976: 53, 

n. 18). The lack of intercalation and the consequent slipping of the seasons backward through the months 

in the Middle Assyrian lunar calendar has already been mentioned (above, A; Weidner 1935–36: 27–29). 

This changed with the Assyrian adoption of the Babylonian calendar in the 1st millennium.  

An additional calendaric device was employed in the OldAssyriancalendar.Thiswasthe―week‖-

eponymy, in which the hamuš tum period of 5 days was also designated by the names of officials. The 

hamuš tum system is widely attested in OA commercial documents and is distinctive for the Assyrian 

calendar. Documents were dated by means of f4hamuštum, month, and year (=eponymy; see Larsen 1976: 

354–65 with many references).  

D. The Egyptian Calendar  

Two developments of major importance in the history of the calendar are contributions from Egypt. 

These are the Egyptian civil year of 365 days (Parker 1950: 51–56) and the 24-hour division of the day 

(Neugebauer and Parker 1960: 116–21). The Egyptian civil year consisted of twelve 30-day months with 

5extra―epagomenal‖daysaddedattheendofeachyear.Becausethe30-day month was divided into 

three 10-day―decades,‖theyearcontained36suchdecades,plusthe5epagomenaldays.Thethree

seasons of the Egyptian year, each four months long, were defined agriculturally, as is clear from their 

names: ˒ḫt, ―inundation(oftheNile)‖;prt, ―emergence,‖whichwastheseasonforfarming;andš mw, 

―dryness.‖Assuch,theEgyptiancalendarwaspracticalandconstant,needing no intercalation of months 

(various lunar and cultic calendars were also used, for which, see Parker 1950: 13–50; Parker 1970; also 

Bickerman 1980: 41 with references).  

The Egyptian civil calendar is unique in the ANE for its independence from the complicated 

astronomical problems endemic to the lunisolar calendars. In establishing a fixed unit for measuring time, 

the constant 365-day Egyptian civil year had a great advantage over the other ancient calendar years in 

application to astronomy. Its potential for use in astronomy, however, was not realized until the 

Hellenistic Greek astronomers adopted this calendar as the standard basis for computing astronomical 

tables. In this astronomical capacity, the Egyptian calendar remained in use during both the Middle Ages 

and the Renaissance.  

The 24-hourdivisionofthedayderivesultimatelyfromtheEgyptianpracticeofcounting―hours‖at

nightonthebasisoftherisingofcertainstarscalledbytheGreekterm―decan(s).‖Around2400B.C., 

Egyptians began to tell time at night by the rising of decanal stars. Originally the decans were defined by 

their relationship to the 36 decades of the Egyptian civil year, as each successive decade would bring the 

heliacal rising (first rising of a star just before sunrise after its period of invisibility) of a new decan. The 

decans indicated the time of night by their risings or, later, by their transits (crossing of the meridian) at 

12 intervals during the night. Evidence for the use of rising stars to indicate night hours comes from 12 

extant star clocks, which are diagonal diagrams of stars on the inside of coffin lids from the 9th to the 

12th Dynasties (Neugebauer and Parker 1960). Although no traces remain of decans in modern 

astronomy, they continued to play a role in later Hellenistic and medieval astrology, defined as thirds of 

zodiacal signs (=10° segments of the ecliptic). The 12 intervals between the consecutive rising of one 

decan and the next, counted from sunset to sunrise, were a direct consequence of the 10-day spacing of 

thedecans.Daylighthourswerereckonedonadifferentbasis,onewhichdetermined10―hours‖forthe

time between sunrise and sunset, plus 2 additional hours for twilight. The resulting division of the day 

was 12 hours of daylight and 12 of night, or 24 hours whose length varied with the season of the year. 

Eventually the Hellenistic astronomers replaced these unequal seasonal hours with 24 hours of constant 



length (equinoctial hours) which were further subdivided, according to the Babylonian sexagesimal 

system, into 60 minutes. Our present system, in which one day contains 24 60-minute hours, is the 

historical survival of this development in Hellenistic astronomy.  
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FRANCESCA ROCHBERG-HALTON  

ANCIENT ISRAELITE AND EARLY JEWISH  

One may assume that the ancestors of Israel and the early Israelites themselves followed some sort of 

calendar (or calendars), but the extant sources do not permit one to determine what its (their) nature may 

have been. No part of the Bible or even the Bible as a whole presents a full calendar; information about 

these matters must be gleaned from occasional, often incidental references to dates, days, months, 

seasons, and years. The largest amount of biblical calendrical data appears in documents that were written 

during the exilic or postexilic periods, while an explicit, complete calendar is not found in a Jewish text 

until approximately the 3d century B.C.E. when the Astronomical Book of Enoch (1 Enoch 72–82) was 

composed. The 362-day solar calendar which is described in it may, however, have been nonnormative. 

The NT has even less to offer in this regard than the Hebrew Bible: it mentions only a few dates and 

festivals and provides some details about when the day began. In this article the calendrical information in 

the Bible and in contemporary or nearly contemporary Jewish sources will be surveyed.  

———  

A. The Biblical Evidence  

1. The Day  

2. The Month  

3. The Year  

B. Sources Outside the Hebrew Bible  

1. The Elephantine Papyri  

2.TheWâdīed-Dâliyeh Papyri  

3. 1 Enoch 72–82  

4. The Book of Jubilees  

5. The Temple Scroll  

6. Sectarian Texts  

7. Solar and Lunar Calendars  



8. The 364-Day Calendar and the Date of the Last Supper  

———  

A. The Biblical Evidence  

Even though more facts about ancient Jewish calendary practices are known from extrabiblical than 

from biblical texts, it will be useful first to summarize the available scriptural data.  

1. The Day. The word ỹm may be employed to express the general sense of―time,‖butitwasregularly

usedtoreferto―day‖inthestrictersensesofaperiodoflightanddarknessorthetimeoflightalone.In

the Hebrew Bible one meets various terms for different parts of the day: šaḥar (dawn); bōqer (morning); 

ṣohŏrayim (noon); neš ep (twilight); ˓ereb (evening); layl  (night); and ḥăṣ   laylâ (midnight). There are 

also references to the various watches of the night (e.g., Exod 14:24; Judg 7:19; 1 Sam 11:11; Lam 2:19; 

Matt 14:25; Mark 13:35), and Matt 20:1–16 and John 11:9 indicate that the daytime was divided into 12 

hours.  

Scholars have debated but not definitively settled the issue of when the day was thought to begin at 

various times in biblical history. Before examining the evidence, one should be aware that casual 

referencesto―dayandnight‖and―nightandday‖shouldnotbeequatedwithofficialcalendrical

statements. R. de Vaux, for one, has maintained (AncIsr) that before the Exile the day was regarded as 

beginning in the morning while later the evening was considered the point when it began. He was able to 

adduce various earlier passages in which the order day-night occurs (e.g., Deut 28:67 [but see v 66]; 1 

Sam 30:12; Isa 28:19; Jer 33:20) and later ones in which night is mentioned before day (Esth 4:16; Dan 

8:14; Jdt 11:17). But texts of this nature are largely irrelevant to the question of when, technically 

speaking, the day began. Moreover, the order day-night also surfaces in postexilic texts (Neh 1:6). An 

interesting example is 2 Chr 6:20, which speaks of day and night, while its source (1 Kgs 8:29) displays 

the reversed order of the two.  

A sounder approach is to examine passages which treat the issue more officially. All of them, as it 

happens, deal with cultic affairs. If there ever was an official, secular position regarding the inception of 

the day, the sources do not divulge it. (1) Exod 12:6, 8, 10, 18 indicate that the rituals of passover and 

unleavened bread are to begin the evening of 1/14 (that is, month 1, day 14) and conclude the evening of 

1/21. (2) Lev 23:32 mandates that the day of atonement is to be observed―ontheninthdayofthemonth

beginningatevening,fromeveningtoeveningshallyoukeepyoursabbath.‖Itisevidentthatthe

command envisages an evening–evening day, but the underlying calendar (the day of atonement is 

supposed to be 7/10 [23:27; cf. 16:29]) may have followed a morning–morning sequence. (3) The rules of 

purity (e.g., Lev 11:24–28; 15:1–12, 16–24; 22:1–9) state that the periods during which one is impure end 

in the evening. (4) Neh 13:19 relates that the sabbath was beginning as darkness fell. In later sources as 

well, this is clearly the understanding of when the day commenced (cf. CD 10:14–16; Josephus, JW 4 §9, 

12; Mark 15:42; Luke 23:54–56; John 19:31–42).  

For these texts, then, an evening–evening day is secure, and others are consistent with it (e.g., Gen 1:5, 

8, 13, 19, 23, 31; Esth 4:16; Acts 4:3). There are, however, some passages which may, if they are meant 

to convey exact calendrical information, entail a morning–morning pattern (e.g., Judg 19:4–9; 1 Sam 

19:11; 28:19; Lev 7:15–16 [a cultic text]). Perhaps the most that can be said is that in the Second Temple 

period virtually all cultic texts imply that the day began in the evening. There is insufficient evidence for 

establishing what preexilic practices may have been. J. Baumgarten has argued that even the author of the 

book of Jubilees (ca. 150 B.C.), who was a staunch adherent of a solar calendar, used an evening–evening 

day (see 21:10; 32:16; 49:1).  

The Hebrew Bible makes it clear that from early times in Israel seven days constituted a week. This 

week was divided into six days during which work could be performed, and it concluded with a seventh 

day on which labor was illegal (Exod 34:21; 23:12; 20:8–11; 35:1–3; Lev 23:3; Deut 5:12–15). The 

familiar creation story in Gen 1:3–2:4a lists the seven days of the first week and refers to them with 

ordinal numbers. In the Hebrew Bible, only the seventh day receives a special name—the sabbath—but in 

the New Testament the day before the sabbath is called the day of preparation (Matt 27:62; Mark 15:42; 

Luke 23:54; John 19:31, 42). Use of this term may, however, be related to the fact that the following 



sabbath was, on this occasion, also the day of Passover (see John 19:14). Units of seven days are 

mentioned in the legislation about the festival of weeks which was to be celebrated 50 days after the 

waving of the barley omer. This 50-day period is divided into seven weeks and one day (cf. Deut 16:9–

10; Lev 23:15–16).Itshouldbeaddedthatinsometextstheword―week‖referstoaperiodofseven

years (e.g., Lev 25:8; Dan 9:24–27; and throughout the pseudepigraphic book of Jubilees).  

2. The Month. The Hebrew Bible mentions months rather frequently but does not name them in a 

single manner throughout. In fact, it has been argued that there are three distinct systems of month names 

in the text.  

a. The Canaanite Month Names. It is often claimed that the early Israelites used lunar months and 

called them by names which they borrowed from their Canaanite neighbors. There are indeed some 

Canaanite month names in the Bible, and the word for month that is found with them is regularly yeraḥ. It 

does not follow, however, that these months were lunar simply because this Hebrew word is 

etymologically related to the noun for moon (yārēăḥ) any more than it does that English-speaking people 

use lunar months becausetheterm―month‖isetymologicallyrelatedto―moon.‖Ithasbeenmaintained

that there are four Canaanite month names in the Hebrew Bible: Abib (Exod 13:4; 23:15; 34:18; Deut 

16:1 [=the first month]), Ziv (1 Kgs 6:1, 37 [=the second month]), Ethanim (1 Kgs 8:2 [=the seventh 

month]), and Bul (1 Kgs 6:38 [=theeighthmonth]).Thewords―Abib‖and―Ziv‖have not been identified 

in Canaanite or Phoenician sources, but the other two have. It is of some interest that the word ḥōdeš is 

used with Abib (always) and with Ziv in one of its two occurrences (1 Kgs 6:1), but it is not found with 

the remaining two names, which always appear with yeraḥ. It is not clear, though, that the presence of two 

certain Canaanite month names in the Hebrew Bible indicates that the Israelites resorted to a full system 

of such names in an official calendar. The two undoubted Canaanite names and the name Ziv figure only 

intheaccountofSolomon‘sbuildinganddedicationofthetemple(whichhadnoteworthyCanaanite

connections), and even there the writer always tells the reader the corresponding number of the month. 

Consequently, one may be dealing with a special source at this point, and these month names may not 

have been in widespread or official use in Israel. In the parallel passages in 2 Chronicles the names are not 

given (for 1 Kgs 6:1 [Ziv], see 2 Chr 3:2; for 1 Kgs 8:2 [Ethanim], cf. 5:3). If the ordinals which are 

added to these months correspond with the time when they occurred in the year, these months would 

belong to a year which began in the spring.  

b. The Numbered Months. Biblical literature which was written just before, during, and after the Exile 

provides many dates and calendrical hints but again offers no systematic statement about the nature of the 

calendar(s) employed in Judah. The most noteworthy feature of the calendrical notices in these sources is 

their use of ordinal numbers to designate the twelve months. References to numbered months are 

infrequent in 1–2 Kings but are present in the temple-building section discussed above and in the last 

chapter of 2 Kings which describes the Babylonian capture of Jerusalem (25:1, 3, 8, 25, 27). Some 

scholars have concluded from their presence in this chapter and in Jeremiah that this system came into use 

in Judah at approximately the time of the Babylonian Exile. The following works, many of which have 

undoubted priestly ties, use this nomenclature: the Priestly source; 1–2 Kings (with the exception of the 

Canaanite month names noted above); 1–2 Chronicles (where the Canaanite month names are eliminated 

from the temple section); Ezra (with one exception [6:15] in an Aramaic document in which the month 

when the Second Temple was completed is called Adar); Jeremiah; Ezekiel; Daniel (one example [10:4]); 

Haggai, and Zechariah (see 7:3–4; 8:19 for the fasts of the fourth, fifth, seventh, and tenth months).  

The schedules of holidays in these books are much more precise than in the earlier sources, which give 

only rather vague indications of dates for festivals. Ezekiel, in his blueprint for the restored temple and 

community (chaps. 40–48), elaborates a cultic calendar (45:18–25; cf. 46:1) which includes 1/1 (the 

sanctuary is cleansed through sacrifice of a young bull); 1/7 (the same procedure as for 1/1, but the 

sacrificeisfor―anyonewhohassinnedthrougherrororignorance;soyoushallmakeatonementforthe

temple‖[45:20]);1/14(Passover,―andforsevendaysunleavenedbreadshallbeeaten‖[v 21]); 7/15 (a 

seven-day festival begins; it has the same sacrificial prescriptions as the days of unleavened bread [v 25]). 

Ezekiel also treats the sabbath (46:1–5) and mentions the day of the new moon (46:6; for the new moon 



celebration, see also 1 Sam 20:5, 18–19, 24–29; Hos 2:11; Amos 8:5). His remarkable calendar of 

holidays, which fails to mention the festival of weeks and proceeds from spring to autumn, draws no 

agricultural connections for any of the feasts.  

The most detailed schedule of festivals surfaces in the priestly parts of the Pentateuch. In these sections 

the dates are expressed by numbered months and numbered days within the months, and the first month is 

in the spring. If one combines the data from the relevant priestly pericopes, one finds a full and precise list 

of festivals and observances:  

1/1–12: a special offering is to be presented on the first of each month (Num 28:11–15);  

1/14: Passover. Exod 12:2 specifies that the month of Passover is to be the first one of the year for the 

Israelites. The Passover lamb was to be selected on 1/10 and sacrificed on 1/14 (Exodus 12; Lev 23:5; 

Num 9:1–5; Num 28:16; cf. Josh 5:10).  

1/15–21: Festival of Unleavened Bread (Exod 12:18–19; Lev 23:6–8; Num 28:17–25). One noteworthy 

ceremony which is mentioned just after the laws about this festival in Leviticus 23 is the waving of the 

omer by the priest (23:9–14). Lev 23:11 datesthisceremonytothe―morrowofthesabbath‖—a phrase 

whose ambiguity gave rise to disputes at a later time. The timing of the omer ceremony was especially 

significant because it determined the date of the festival of weeks.  

2/14: The Second Passover. It was meant for those who had become impure through contact with a dead 

body or who were away on a journey at the time of the first Passover (Num 9:6–14; cf. 2 Chr 30:1–22).  

3/?: The Festival of Weeks. Like Deut 16:9–12, Lev 23:15–16 provides for a 50-daycount(―fiftydays

tothemorrowaftertheseventhsabbath‖[v 16]) in calculating the date for the festival of weeks; but it 

namesasthestartingpointforthecount―themorrowafterthesabbath,fromthedaythatyoubroughtthe

sheafofthewaveoffering[=theomer]…‖(v 15). It is striking, however, that no date for either the omer 

ceremony or the festival of weeks is given. In fact, even the month in which this second pilgrim feast 

occurs must be inferred from other data (cf. also Num 28:26–31; Acts 2).  

7/1: According to Lev 23:23–25,a―dayofsolemnrest‖wastobeobservedonthisdate;itwastobe―a

memorialproclaimedwithblastoftrumpets‖(v 24; see also Num 29:1–6). This observance was 

apparently in addition to what Num 28:11–15 requiresforthefirstofeachmonth.Itisnevercalled―New

Year‖(rō˒š haššānāh) in the Bible.  

7/10: The Day of Atonement. Leviticus 16 provides the fullest description of the rites for this day; Lev 

16:29; 23:27 and Num 29:7 furnish the date.  

7/15–21: The Festival of Tabernacles. The date is given in Lev 23:34, 39; and Num 29:12–34. Both of 

these chapters also mention an eighth day (Lev 23:39; Num 29:35), though they indicate that the festival 

itself lasts just seven days (Lev 23:34, 36, 39, 42; Num 29:12–34). It was during this festival that 

Solomon dedicated the temple (1 Kgs 8:2, 65–66 [the eighth day is noted again]; 2 Chr 5:3; 7:8–10 [a 

―solemnassembly‖washeldontheeighthday]),anditwasthiscelebrationthatJeroboamredatedto8/15

(1 Kgs 12:32–33).  

From these books which refer to months by ordinal numbers rather than names one can infer some 

additional information about them. First, that there were twelve months follows from lists such as those in 

1 Kgs 4:7–19 and 1 Chr 27:1–15 and from the fact that no source ever mentions a higher number (2 Kgs 

25:27 and Jer 52:31 mention the twenty-seventh or twenty-fifth day of the twelfth month as the date for 

KingJehoiachin‘srelease;cf.Ezek 32:1; the dates in the book of Esther are discussed below). That is, 

these texts never mention an intercalary month as nearly as one can tell. Second, the priestly 

chronological notes which dot the flood story suggest how long these months lasted. On 2/17 the waters 

begin to come (7:11); they then rise for 150 days (7:24; cf. 8:3). On 7/17 the ark comes to rest on a 

mountain (8:4), and on 10/1 the summits of the mountains become visible (8:5). By 1/1 the following year 

the water had disappeared, and on 2/27 the earth was completely dry (8:13–14). It appears that the 150 

days of 7:24 and the five months from 2/17 to 7/17 refer to the same span of time. This would imply 

months of 30 days. It has also been argued that the length of the flood (one year and ten days) may be 

related to the fact that a solar year is approximately ten days longer than a lunar one, although in a lunar 

calendar five months would not total 150 days.  



The practice of numbering months continued for a long time and is attested in some Jewish writings 

which postdate the Hebrew Bible. Some examples are Judith (2:1; cf. 4:13); 1–2 Maccabees; Testaments 

of the Twelve Patriarchs; the Assumption of Moses; 1 Esdras (14:22, 48); 2 Baruch (77:18); Jubilees; 1 

Enoch (72–82); 2 Enoch (1:1); Pseudo-Philo (23:1–3, 14); and the Dead Sea Scrolls (on which see 

below).  

c. The Babylonian Month Names. Yet another practice which appears in the latest OT literature is to 

employ the Hebrew equivalents of the Babylonian month names. One finds this custom in Ezra (once), 

Nehemiah, Esther, and Zechariah—all of which are postexilic books. It is well known from later sources 

that the names which Jewish people gave to the months were borrowed from the Babylonian language: As 

j. Roš Haš. 1.56dsays,―TheycarriedthenamesofthemonthsbackwiththemfromBabylonia.‖These

names are used alone at times but they also figure in combination with numbered months. The practice of 

usingtheBabylonianmonthnameswasaproductoftheJudeans‘exilicandperhapspostexiliccontact

with the Babylonians and Persians (who borrowed the names from the Babylonians). The Babylonian 

months were lunar, and the year began in the spring. It is obvious that the Jewish use of the month names 

entailed that the same features were transferred to the Jewish calendar. The following Babylonian names 

appear in the biblical sources:  

Babylonian Names  Hebrew Equivalents  

1. Nisanu  1. Nisan (Neh 2:1; Esth 3:7 [=first])  

2. Aiaru  2.  

3. Simanu  3. Sivan (Esth 8:9 [=third])  

4. Duzu  4.  

5. Abu  5.  

6. Ululu  6. Elul (Neh 6:15)  

7. Tashritu  7.  

8. Arahsamnu  8.  

9. Kislimu  9. Chislev (Neh 1:1; Zech 7:1 [=ninth])  

10. Tebutu  10. Tebet (Esth 2:16 [=tenth])  

11. Shabatu  11. Shebat (Zech 1:7 [=eleventh])  

12. Addaru  12. Adar (Ezra 6:15; Esth 3:7, 13; 8:12; 9:1, 15, 17, 19, 21 [=twelfth])  

The twelfth month occurs so frequently in the book of Esther because it was during that month that the 

events which gave rise to the annual festival of Purim took place. According to Esth 9:21, Mordecai gave 

ordersthatalltheJewsinthePersianEmpirewereto―keepthefourteenthdayofthemonthAdarandalso

thefifteenthdayofthesame,yearbyyear…‖ 

The Hebrew Bible, then, exhibits at least traces of three methods for naming months: with names, some 

of which are attested in Canaanite sources; by ordinal numbers; and by Babylonian month names. But in 

no case does one learn the lengths of all the months, nor is intercalary procedure ever described. It has 

been held that 1 Kgs 12:32 (Jeroboam dated a festival to 8/15, not 7/15 as in Jerusalem), 2 Chr 30:1–4 

(Hezekiah‘sPassoverwascelebratedon2/14ratherthan1/14),andEzek 4:5 (the prophet lies on his left 

side for 390 days) point toward intercalation of one month in some years; but these passages are far from 

making the case even plausible, much less compelling. One also learns nothing about the methods used 

for determining the beginning of a month.  

3. The Year. There is no statement in the Bible about how long a year lasted, and the data about its 

beginning are confusing. Scholars have argued from different sets of facts that the year was thought to 

begin in either spring or autumn. A widely held position has been that an autumnal New Year was 

observed in preexilic times, while a vernal New Year came into vogue in the postexilic age. Some have 

also maintained (e.g., Thiele) that the kingdom of Judah began the year in autumn but the realm of Israel 

placed it in the spring. In treating a question of this sort, for which the evidence is sparse and difficult, it 



is important to remember that simultaneously there could be different inceptions for different sorts of 

New Years. This point is made abundantly clear by the famous passage in m. Roš Haš. 1:1:―Thereare

four‗NewYear‘days:onthe1stofNisanistheNewYearforkingsandfeasts;onthe1stofElulisthe

New Year for the Tithe of Cattle (R. Eleazar and R. Simeon say: The 1st of Tishri); on the 1st of Tishri is 

the New Year for [the reckoning of] the years [of foreign kings], of the Years of Release and Jubilee 

years, for the planting [of trees] and for vegetables; and the 1st of Shebat is the New Year for [fruit] trees 

(so the SchoolofShammai;andtheSchoolofHillelsay:Onthe15ththereof)‖(trans.Danby). 

a. The Earlier Evidence. As one might expect, there is inconclusive evidence from the earlier biblical 

literature. The festival calendars of the sources J and E are often cited in this context as indications that 

the year began in the autumn in preexilic times. The J material is found in Exod 34:18–24. There the first 

holiday (unleavened bread) is dated to the month of Abib (i.e., the first spring month); the festival of 

weeksisnotdatedotherthanbyitsassociationwiththewheatharvest;butthe―feastofingathering‖isto

beobservedatthe―year‘send‖(tĕqûpat haššānāh [v 22]).Thephraseheremoreliterallymeansthe―turn

oftheyear‖andclearlyexpressesthefactthatatthispoint(thismustbeinautumn)theyearhasreacheda

significant juncture. In E (Exod 23:10–17)similarinformationappears,butthe―feastofingathering‖is

located―attheendoftheyear‖(bĕṣē˒t haššānāh [v 16]).Hence,inthetwo―epic‖sources,thelistbegins

with a vernal and concludes with an autumnal holiday (cf. also Deut 16:1–17). From the two Hebrew 

expressions just quoted, a number of scholars have inferred that the year ended in the autumn. Here, 

however, it should be observed that one is dealing with an agricultural cycle which is not necessarily the 

same as a calendar year. It is obvious that the agricultural year concludes with the fall harvest, but 

whether one may deduce from that fact that a calendrical year did as well is quite another question. It 

seemssafertosaywithD.J.A.Clines:―…referencestothe‗end‘(ṣē˒t)orthe‗turn‘(tĕqûpāh) of the 

year in the autumn invariably have to do with the cycle of the agricultural year or of the festival calendar 

insofar as it is based on the agricultural seasons, and therefore they are irrelevant to the question of the 

beginningofthecalendaryearofmonths‖(1974:29). 

In this connection it is interesting to compare the so-called Gezer calendar which undoubtedly dates 

from preexilic times (ca. 925 B.C. according to Albright). It reads as follows (ANET 320 [trans. Albright]):  

His two months are (olive) harvest [˒sp],  

His two months are planting (grain),  

His two months are late planting;  

His month is hoeing up of flax.  

His month is harvest of barley,  

His month is harvest and feasting;  

His two months are vine-tending,  

His month is summer fruit.  

As in J and E, the times of the year are identified by agricultural phenomena. The order of the twelve 

months is from autumn to summer, and the list begins with the process (˒sp) that marks the end of the 

cycle in J and E. Unfortunately, one does not know whatthestatusofthis―calendar‖wasandwhat

purpose it served.  

b. The Later Evidence. The dating systems in which the months are numbered or given Babylonian 

names place the first month (=Nisan) in the spring as the Babylonians did. It is difficult to determine 

when the numbered system was first introduced, but there is no clear evidence that it preceded the time 

immediately before the Babylonian Exile. Jer 36:9, 22 indicate that the ninth month occurred during the 

winter; this would be true only in a system which began in the spring. But there is other evidence of a 

conflicting nature. For example, if one pairs the dates in Neh 1:1 (Chislev [=the ninth month] in the 

twentieth year, apparently of King Artaxerxes) and 2:1 (Nisan[=thefirstmonth]intheking‘stwentieth

year)itisapparentthatthemonarch‘sregnalyearswerecalculatedfromsometimeother than a Nisan 

inception of the year. If the year began with Nisan 1, this Chislev and Nisan would be in different years. 

These dates are consistent with a fall inception of the year. But as one is here dealing with the regnal 

years of a Persian king, it is not clear that these dates indicate anything about a Jewish calendar. It is well 



known, of course, that in later Judaism 7/1 became the day of New Year, although Nisan continued to be 

regarded as the first month. To add to the puzzle, Lev 25:8–9 prescribes that the jubilee years were to 

begin on 7/10. Thus, the practice or practices before the Exile remain unclear, while there is evidence later 

for both a vernal and an autumnal inception of the year. Depending upon the topic under consideration, 

the autumnal New Year may have been calculated from different dates.  

B. Sources Outside the Hebrew Bible  

One encounters fuller calendrical details in Jewish documents which were not included in the Hebrew 

Bible.  

1. The Elephantine Papyri. The earliest of these extrabiblical sources are the Aramaic papyri of the 

Jewish military colony in Elephantine on the Nile River. There are some 38 papyri that bear dates, and 22 

of these have double or synchronized dates (Egyptian and Persian/Jewish). In the papyri one finds all 

twelve of the Babylonian/Persian month names:  

Nisan  (A. E. Cowley, Aramaic Papyri 21)  

Iyyar  (Kraeling, The Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri 14)  

Sivan  (Kraeling 1; 5)  

Tammuz  (Arammic Papyri 30; Kraeling 6)  

Ab  (Arammic Papyri 14)  

Elul  (Arammic Papyri 5; 20; Kraeling 3)  

Tishri  (Arammic Papyri 15; Kraeling 4; 7; 8)  

Marcheshvan  (Arammic Papyri 17; 30; 31; Kraeling 9)  

Chislev  (Arammic Papyri 6; 8; 10; 13; 25)  

Tebeth  (Arammic Papyri 26)  

Shebat  (Arammic Papyri 28)  

Adar  (Arammic Papyre 61; 67; Kraeling 10)  

Horn and Wood (1954) were able to draw no certain conclusions about whether the Jews of Elephantine 

had fashioned a precalculated, fixed calendar but noted strong similarities with the Babylonian system. 

There is no evidence among the Elephantine documents for intercalation. Horn and Wood argued that 

Kraeling‘stext(BMAP 6) implied a civil year that ran from fall to fall, but this has been disputed.  

2. The Wâdī ed-Dâliyeh Papyri. Though these mid-4th-century B.C.E. Samaritan papyri have not yet 

been published in full, the available evidence indicates that the authors used the Babylonian month names. 

Papyrus1reads:―onthetwentiethdayofAdar,year2(thesamebeing)theaccessionyearofDariusthe

king,intheprovinceofSamaria‖(Cross1974:19). 

3. 1 Enoch 72–82. The next book in chronological order is the Astronomical Book of Enoch (1 Enoch 

72–82), a work which appears to date from no later than the 3d century B.C.E. It is preserved in Ethiopic, 

but fragments of the work in the original Aramaic have been found among the Dead Sea Scrolls. These 

indicate that the original text was probably much longer than the Ethiopic version of it. Here for the first 

time an extant Jewish document describes a full calendar; or, more precisely, the angel Uriel reveals its 

details to Enoch. In fact, it sketches two systems: a solar calendar of 364 days (72:32; 74:10, 12; 75:2; 

82:4–6) and a lunar one of 354 days (73:1–17; 78:6–17). The solar year of 364 days takes a schematic 

form (the months are again numbered, not named): months 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 10, and 11 have 30 days, while 

months 3, 6, 9, and 12 have 31 (72:6–32). From statements in the book about the relative lengths of day 

and night at different times in the year, it is obvious that the author thought the year began just after the 

vernal equinox (which is in the twelfth month). The summer solstice then falls in the third month, the 

autumnal equinox in the sixth, and the winter solstice in the ninth. Nothing is said about intercalary 

months, but this calendar, in which each date falls on the same day of the week every year (since 364 is 

exactly divisible by 7), is compared with a 354-day lunar arrangement (74:12–16; in 74:10–11 a 360-day 

solar calendar is compared to a 354-day lunar one—that is, the epagomenal days are not considered in 



these calculations). It is not clear why the author extends the comparison to eight years since in each year 

the lunar is ten days shorter than the solar year. But for neither the solar nor the lunar year does the writer 

mention intercalation; every year has the same number of days (cf. also 78:15–17; 79:3–5 where the lunar 

year is divided into twelve months: 1–3, 7–9 have 30 days; 4–6, 10–12 have 29 [but 78:9 mentions a 

month with 28 days]).  

4. The Book of Jubilees. The intriguing solar calendar of 1 Enoch 72–82 was later advocated by other 

writers. The most vigorous of these would be the author of the book of Jubilees (ca. 150 B.C.) who 

strongly defended this solar arrangement against any sort of lunar calendar. In it an angel of the divine 

presence(thusheretooitcomesbyrevelation)tellsMoses:―NowyoucommandtheIsraelitestokeepthe

years in this number—364 days. Then the year will be complete and it will not disturb its time from its 

days or from its festivals because everything will happen in harmony with their testimony. They will 

neitheromitadaynordisturbafestival‖(6:32).Inthesequelthesameangelpredicts:―Therewillbe

people who carefully observe the moon with lunar observations because it is corrupt (with respect to) the 

seasonsandisearlyfromyeartoyearbytendays‖(6:36[bothpassagesarefromCharles‘translation]).In

other words, the author does not simply compare calendars as in 1 Enoch; he is decidedly for the solar one 

and implacably against the lunar arrangement which entails that sacred days are profaned and profane 

ones are sanctified (6:34, 37). It would be interesting to know the historical background against which the 

author wrote (see Dan 7:25 for a hint about a change of calendars), but it was apparently a time of 

calendrical dispute—at least for this writer, who was convinced that the 364-day solar calendar was the 

divine and anciently revealed system. It seems that Jubilees, too, does not deal with the problem of 

intercalation,althoughithasbeenclaimedthat6:31,33,whichprohibit―transgressing‖theproperyear,

originallyread―intercalate‖(thetwowordswouldbeidenticalinaHebrewconsonantaltext).In

whichever way these verses are read, the result is the same: there is no intercalation, so that festivals, 

which had agricultural ties, would soon be celebrated at the wrong time relative to the agricultural cycle.  

Jubilees, with its special calendar (months are again numbered), is able to provide a precise date for the 

festival of weeks—somethingnotfoundinanyearliersource.Theauthordatesitto3/15(15:1[―inthe

thirdmonth,inthemiddleofthemonth‖];44:4–5) and associates this date with the covenants made with 

Noah (6:17–22), Abram (14:20), and Moses (cf. 1:1). Though Jubilees does not mention the ceremony of 

waving the omer, its calendar implies that it occurred on 1/26 (that is, the day after the sabbath [= the 

morrow of the sabbath] which follows the festival of unleavened bread). The book also mentions that the 

first days of months 1, 4, 7, and 10 were special memorial days (each recalls an incident during the flood 

[6:23–29]);anditspeaksrathervaguelyabouttimesforthesecondtitheof―seed,‖wine,andoil(32:10–

14). Finally, Jubilees claims that the day of atonement was instituted to mark the time when Jacob learned 

ofJoseph‘s―death‖(34:17–19); and it, like several biblical works, notes an additional eighth day for the 

festival of tabernacles (32:4–29).  

5. The Temple Scroll. The Temple Scroll found at Qumran (11QTemple) offers more extrabiblical 

information about the same calendar of twelve numbered months, the total of whose days was 364. The 

date of the document is uncertain. The editor Y. Yadin (1983) thought it came from the time of John 

Hyrcanus (135–104 B.C.E.) or slightly earlier, while others argue that it was written closer to 200 B.C.E. As 

Yadin has unraveled the cultic calendar (especially in columns 12–29) found in this long but still 

fragmentary scroll, it can be sketched as follows:  

1/1–8  Days of Ordination for Priests  

1/14  Passover  

1/26  Waving of the Omer (=The Festival of Firstfruits of Barley)  

[2/14  The second Passover (perhaps in a lost part of a column)]  

3/15  The Festival of Weeks (=The Festival of Firstfruits of Wheat)  

5/3  Festival of New Wine  

6/22  Festival of Oil  



6/23–29?  Festival of the Offering of Wood (cf. Neh 10:34  

7/1  Day of Rememberance  

7/10  Day of Atonement  

7/15  Festival of Booths  

A matter of special interest is the series of firstfruits festivals which the author describes and dates. In this 

system, as understood by Yadin, the day of the waving of the omer (1/26) and the festival of weeks (3/15) 

are separated, as the Bible prescribes, by seven full weeks. The count begins and ends on a Sunday. The 

same temporal span separates the festival of weeks (3/15) from the festival of new wine (5/3), and the 

latter occurs seven full weeks before the festival of oil (6/22). That is, the biblical prescriptions for 

calculating the date of the festival of weeks from the day the omer was waved have been extended to 

these other three firstfruits festivals. Indeed, very similar language is used in each case (see 18:10–13; 

19:11–13; 21:12–14; compare Jubilees 32:10–14). In calculating these exact dates, Yadin was dependent 

on several bits of data, an important one of which is a fragmentary statement from an unpublished 

Qumran ms which gives the date 6/22 for a festival of oil (the Hebrew word used for oil—hš mn—is not 

the same as the one in the Temple Scroll for this festival—yṣhr). If one accepts this date as relevant for the 

festival of oil in the Temple Scroll, and if the last day of one count (i.e., the holiday itself) is also regarded 

as the first of the next count, every date mentioned fits the Enoch/Jubilees 364-day solar calendar.  

6. Sectarian Texts. 1 Enoch, Jubilees, and the Temple Scroll may have been written before the Qumran 

community settled on the shores of the Dead Sea, but the presence of copies of each testifies to the fact 

that they were used and studied at the Essene settlement. Hence it is not surprising to discover that the 

364-day calendar is also attested among the sectarian documents. Indeed, it has been surmised that a 

calendrical dispute with the priestly establishment in Jerusalem was a precipitating factor in the exodus of 

the Essenes from Jerusalem to the Dead Sea. Evidence that the group followed a calendar that differed 

from the mainline one appears in 1QpHab 11:4–9 which indicates that the Wicked Priest—the archvillain 

for the covenanters and apparently the reigning high priest—appeared (at Qumran?) on the day of 

atonement. Since the ritual for this solemn day required that the high priest be at the temple, it is highly 

unlikely that he would have chosen this day for settling accounts with the Teacher of Righteousness. A 

reasonable inference is that the day of atonement fell on different days for the two protagonists because 

they lived by different cultic calendars.  

It was clear when scholars began studying the scrolls that observance of the festivals at the proper time 

was a point that the authors considered worthy of emphasis (1QS 1:13–15), but the precise nature of the 

Qumran calendar was not demonstrated until several other texts were published. The only text which 

simplystatesthattheyearcontains364daysis―David‘sCompositions‖—part of the Cave 11 Psalms 

Scroll which the editor has dated paleographically to the 1st century A.D. It asserts, as it enumerates 

David‘sliteraryoutput:―Andhewrote3,600psalms;andsongstosingbeforethealtaroverthewhole-

burnt tamid offering every day, for all the days of the year, 364; and for the qorban [offering] of the 

Sabbaths, 52 songs; and for the qorban of the New Moons [thephraseshouldbetranslated―firstsofthe

months‖]andforalltheSolemnAssembliesandfortheDayofAtonement,30songs‖(11QPsª27.4–8; 

Sanders‘translation).Thelastline(1.11)addsthatDavidspokeallthese―throughprophecywhichwas

given himfrombeforetheMostHigh.‖ 

There are several other indications in the scrolls that the same calendar was known and used. A text 

named Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifices (11QShirShabb) appears to employ it, and the War Scroll refers to 

26priestly―heads ofcourses‖(1QM2.1),whereas1 Chr 24:7–18 lists just 24 such courses or shifts of 

temple duty. If there were 26 priestly groups who rotated temple service (and it is known from other 

sources that each served for two weeks during a year—one week in the first part, one in the second), then 

the number fits a 52-weekyear(notethe52―fathersofthecongregation‖in1.1)exactly,unlikethe

number 24. Further information about the priestly courses comes from an unpublished document, parts of 

whichJ.T.Milikquotedin1957.Thistext(4QMišmārôt[thetermforthepriestlyshifts])givesthename

of the priestly family which was serving in the temple on the various holidays and also the number of the 



day within its week on which the festival fell. By using the list of priestly courses in 1 Chr 24:7–18, one 

can calculate exactly when the feasts were celebrated and every feast fits the dates known from Jubilees 

and the Temple Scroll. The available part of the text reads:  

The first year, its festivals  
 

On the third (day)in Maoziah—Passover  [= 1/14]  

[On the first (day) in Jeda[iah]—the waving of the [omer]  [= 1/26]  

On the fifth (day) in Seorim—the [Second] Passover  [= 2/14]  

On the first (day) in Jeshua—the Festival of Weeks  [= 3/15]  

[On] the fourth (day) in Maoziah—the Day of Rememberance  [= 7/1]  

[On] the sixth (day) in Joiarib—the Day of Atonement  [= 7/10]  

[On the fourth (day) in Jeda]iah—the Festival of Booths  [= 7/15]  

One interesting feature of this list is that only names found in 1 Chr 24:7–18 are used. That is, though the 

year is divided into 26 periods of service, they are filled by 24 groups. Consequently, the time of service 

foreachgroupwouldvaryfromyeartoyear.Thisappearstobethemeaningofthereferencetothe―first

year‖inthe initial line of the mišmārôt text.  

Milik has also discussed some texts which evidence a concern to synchronize this 364-day system with 

a lunisolar calendar which had 354 days in a year, with one 30-day month added every third year. He has 

mentioned a line from the mišmārôt textwhichreads:―inthesixth(day)inJehezkel,onthe29thinthe

22ndoftheeleventh(month).‖Hehasinterpretedtheextradate(the29th)asareferencetothesamedate

in a lunisolar calendar, while 11/22 would be its equivalent in the 364-day system. He has also alluded to 

a six-yearpriestlyrosterwhichhethinksreflectsthesect‘sinterestinsynchronizingitscalendarwiththis

schematic lunisolar one. The two would synchronize every three years, but it would take six years for the 

timeofdutyofone‘scoursetoreturntoitsoriginalperiodintheyear. 

7. Solar and Lunar Calendars. The 364-day calendar was known and perhaps practiced from at least 

the 3d century B.C.E. to the 1st century A.D. If it was used over such a span of time, the issue of 

intercalation would have become acute as each year the calendar would deviate another 1/41 days from 

the true solar year. The earlier sources (1 Enoch, Jubilees [though see the comment on 6:31, 33 above], 

and the Temple Scroll) fail to deal with the problem, while some of the scrolls appear to show interest in 

synchronizing this arrangement with a schematic lunisolar calendar. It should be noted that this dearth of 

information about intercalation within the 364-day calendar is more than balanced by the complete lack of 

informationinthesourcesaboutwhatmayhavebeenthecalendarofthe―mainline‖Jewishcommunity

during these centuries. About this no contemporary or near contemporary source supplies any details. It 

may be that the 364-day calendar was followed only by fringe groups; even so, much more is known 

about it than about what might have been the calendar of the Jerusalem authorities in different parts of the 

Second Temple period. The present-day Jewish calendar evolved over several centuries in a process that 

can be traced in postbiblical texts. A complete list of month names can be found in Megillat Ta˓anit 

(perhaps written in the 1st century A.D.), and the Mishnah (edited in approximately A.D. 200) reflects the 

rabbis‘knowledgeabouttheintercalary―secondAdar‖(m. Meg. 1:4; m. Ned. 8:5). The 19-year cycle in 

which an extra month is added to seven lunar years is attributed to Hillel II (ca. 358–59) but may be post-

Talmudic.  

8. The 364-Day Calendar and the Date of the Last Supper. One additional note should be added 

about the 364-day calendar. A. Jaubert (1957) has argued that the presence of two calendars in Judaism at 

approximately the time of Jesus can be used to solve the old problem of when Jesus and his disciples 

celebrated the Last Supper. The difficulty is as follows: in the Synoptic Gospels, Jesus and his disciples 

celebrate the Supper as a Passover meal which was eaten near sundown on Friday as Nisan 15 began 

(Matt 26:17–19; Mark 14:12; Luke 22–7–13); but John implies that the meal was eaten on Thursday as 

Nisan 14 began (18:28; 19:14, 31, 42) and that Jesus was crucified at the time when the Passover lambs 

were being slaughtered. Jaubert maintained that the difference reflected use of two calendars—one by the 



Synoptic writers (the 364-day system), another by John (a lunisolar calendar). Her solution, while it has 

proved attractive to some, founders on the complete lack of evidence elsewhere that Jesus or his disciples 

used the 364-day calendar. There is reason to think that the different timing for the meal in the gospel of 

John may be motivated more by theological than by historical concerns. That is, he wished to present 

Jesus as the Passover lamb of God whose death symbolized redemption. For further discussions, see HJP² 

1: 587–601.  
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JAMES C. VANDERKAM  

CALF. See ZOOLOGY.  

CALF, GOLDEN. See GOLDEN CALF.  

CALIGULA (EMPEROR). Gaius (Caligula) was born in 12 C.E. and was the third son of the Roman 

military leader Germanicus and Agrippina the elder (Suet. Claud. 8). As a young boy he accompanied his 

parentsontheGermanfrontierandthesoldiersnicknamedhim―Caligula‖fortheminiaturemilitary

boots (caligulae) that he wore (Tac. Ann. 1.41.69; Suet. Calig. 9; and Dio Cass. 47.5).  

By his 19th year, his father, mother, and two elder brothers had been murdered. After the fall of Sejanus 

in 32 C.E., Caligula was adopted by the Emperor Tiberius, with whom he lived on the island of Capreae. 

Caligula was elected pontifex in 31 C.E. and quaestor in 33 C.E. When Tiberius died in 37 C.E., Caligula 

(whohadbeenappointedjointheirinTiberius‘will)wassupportedbythepraetorianprefectMacroand

was immediately hailed as princeps by the senate. Soldiers who loved the house of Germanicus 

enthusiastically supported the new emperor and were particularly pleased by the honor he showed to the 

memory of his relatives who had died treacherously by the hand of Tiberius.  

Caligula ruled equitably for his first six months, after which time there was a rapid degeneration in the 

emperor‘scharacter(JosephusAnt 18.256).Theemperor‘s insanity, manifesting itself through his 

inordinate lusts, megalomania, and sadism, appeared to have been precipitated by a grave illness, which 

waspurportedlycausedbyareactioninhisbraintoanaphrodisiac.Caligula‘sbehavioralchangewasalso

concomitant with the death of his grandmother Antonia, who may have been a restraining influence in the 

youngemperor‘slife.Unlikehispredecessors,Caligulatookhisownclaimstodivinityseriouslyand

rigorously enforced emperor worship.  

At the beginning of his principate, Caligula released from prison his friend Herod Agrippa, who had 

been incarcerated by Tiberius. In addition to his freedom, Caligula gave Agrippa a gold chain supposedly 

equal in weight to the iron chain that had bound him in prison. Agrippa was appointed by the emperor to 

rule the territory that his uncle Philip the tetrarch had once governed until his death three years prior, 



along with Abilene, which had been governed by the tetrarch Lysanias. Caligula also granted the title of 

―king‖toAgrippa(JosephusJW 2.181; Ant 18.236ff.).  

HerodiaswasAgrippa‘ssister,andwifeofAntipas.Herodias,motivatedbyenvyforherbrother‘s

elevation to the station of a client king, urged her husband to petition the emperor for a similar title. 

Againsthiswill,Antipascompliedwithhiswife‘srequest.Agrippausedtheopportunitytoaccusehis

brother-in-law, by letter to Caligula, of treason. Caligula exiled Antipas and Herodias chose to accompany 

him. Galilee and Peraea, formerly under the rule of Antipas, were added at this time (39 C.E.) to the 

dominions of Agrippa.  

While there is no direct evidence to suggest that Caligula was responsible for any formal persecution of 

Christians, his short reign was plagued by problems with the Jews. In 38 C.E. a severe anti-Jewish riot 

occurredinAlexandriawhichwastheresultofacombinationoffactors,includingtheGreekmajority‘s

rejectionoftheJews‘claimtofullcitizenship,theJews‘refusaltosacrificetotheemperor,andfinallythe

duplicity of Flaccus, the Roman governor of Alexandria. The two parties sent delegations to Caligula in 

40 C.E. Philo, who represented the Jews of Alexandria, has left a vivid account of what transpired.  

Eusebius, the early Church historian, states that Philo wrote five books on the troubles of the Jews under 

the reign of Gaius (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 2.5; see also 2.6 and 2.18). Emil Schürer, the eminent historian of 

theJewsintheageofJesus,suggestedthatPhilo‘sContra Flaccum and the Legatio were the third and 

fourth books, the rest having perished. Other scholars have suggested, on the contrary, that the extant 

Legatio is a mutilated form of the work to which Eusebius referred, originally existing in five books (see 

PHILO OF ALEXANDRIA).  

Another severe incident took place in 40 C.E. when the Jews of the Judaean town of Jamnia destroyed an 

altar that the Greeks had set up in honor of Caligula. Caligula responded by issuing a decree that the 

places of worship should be converted into shrines for the imperial cult. Orders were sent to Publius 

Petronius, the governor of Syria, to erect a statue of the emperor in the guise of Zeus in the Jerusalem 

Temple. Agrippa realized the potentially devastating consequences of the decree and persuaded Caligula 

to rescind his order. Not long afterward, Caligula and his family were murdered.  
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SCOTT T. CARROLL  

CALL STORIES (GOSPELS). Stories of individuals being called to a life of discipleship are a 

common feature of religious and philosophical biography in antiquity (e.g., Philostr. VA 1.19; 4.1, 24; 

8.21; Porph. Plot. 19–20; and, in general, Bieler 1935–36: 1.122–29). The Gospels contain similar 

accountsofthemiraculouseffectofJesus‘calltodiscipleship.Whatdistinguishesthesenarratives,

however, is the importance placed on the initiative of Jesus and the demand for an immediate and 

unconditional response on the part of the prospective disciples (Mark 1:16–20; 2:14; 5:18–19; 10:17–22; 

10:46–52; Luke 5:1–11; 9:57–62; John 1:35–51). On this the tradition is unambiguous: one can become a 

disciple of Jesus only on the basis of a call (TDNT 4:444; Schweizer 1978: 394). Indeed, there is not a 

single instance in all the synoptic tradition of an individual successfully volunteering to become a disciple. 

Nor do the Johannine call stories differ fundamentally in this regard (John 1:35–51; cf. 6:65; 10:3–5, 14, 

26–28; 15:16; 21:20–22).  

Bultmannclassifiedthecallstoriesofthesynoptictraditionundertherubricof―biographical

apothegms‖andcomparedthemtoElijah‘scallofElishain1 Kings 19 (1963: 28–29). However, if 

analyzed strictly on the basis of literary form, these stories are closer to the ancient rhetorical category of 

the chreia, or anecdote, a brief narrative relating a striking saying or deed of some individual. The chreia 

was a popular literary form and became one of the major vehicles of biographical characterization in 

antiquity (Momigliano 1971: 23, 76). This is shown by the anecdotalnatureofXenophon‘sMemorabilia, 

Plutarch‘sLives, Lucian‘sDemonax, andDiogenesLaertius‘Lives of the Philosophers, to cite only the 

most well known examples. It should not be surprising therefore if examples of chreiai are also to be 

found in the Gospels (Dibelius 1934: 160).  



Bultmann‘scomparisonwithElijah‘scallofElishaalsostandsinneedofcorrection.Althoughthe

languageandstructureofElijah‘scallofElishaappeartobeaprecedentforthesynopticcallstories(3

Kgdms [LXX] 19:19–21 is similar to Mark), a careful reading reveals at least one important difference. 

Elisha consents to follow Elijah only on the condition that he be allowed to return home and bid farewell 

to his family. It is just this kind of precondition that is explicitly rejected by Jesus in Luke 9:61–62. Jesus 

instead warns his hearers that the leniency demonstrated by Elijah shall not be extended to his prospective 

disciples.UnlesstheresponsetoJesus‘callisimmediateandunconditionalitisinvalid(cf.Luke 9:59–

60).  

One looks in vain for anything similar to this in the OT or subsequent Jewish literature. Nor are there 

anyrabbinicstoriesof―calling‖and―followingafter‖analogoustothoseinMarkandQ.Whereasinthe

Gospels the decisive call comes from Jesus himself, entry into a rabbinic school is based generally on the 

initiative of the prospective pupil (TDNT 4:444, 447). In contrast, Jesus is portrayed in the gospel call 

stories much like the wandering philosopher-teacher in Greek tradition who gathers disciples of his own 

choosing (Robbins 1982: 221–22, 233). A number of analogies can be found in the biographies of various 

philosophers,asSocrates‘callof XenophonandCrates‘callofZenoillustrate(Diog.Laert.2.48;7.2–3). 

The similarities between these accounts and the gospel call stories are striking. Cast in the form of 

anecdotes, they describe the sudden call of individuals engaged in the ordinary affairs of life, and their 

immediate response is characterized by a willingness to follow. These and other examples demonstrate 

that the gospel call stories exhibit many of the features of the Greek philosophical call story. They show 

the same typical situations and actions, and often employ the same vocabulary. They also serve the same 

function, namely, to draw attention to Jesus as the ideal teacher and to give expression to a particular 

understanding of the nature of discipleship. In other words, a Hellenistic form portraying how the ideal 

sage gathers disciples was adapted by certain early Christian writers to describe the relationship of Jesus 

to his disciples.  

Not all NT call stories appear in a condensed form. Some, for example, have been expanded so that in 

place of a terse saying one may find a longer one or even a dialogue. The description of the setting, 

moreover, may require several sentences and the original saying or deed may be explained or its effects 

described (Dibelius 1934: 155–56). This is illustrated by the Johannine form of the call of the first 

disciples (John 1:35–51). Here the author has reworked the call stories of Mark 1:16–20 by elaborating 

the description of the setting, introducing dialogue, and focusing attention on the divine character of 

Jesus. In a different way, the author of Luke 5:1–11 has taken over the call stories of Mark 1:16–20 and 

transformed them into a story about a miraculous catch of fish. The miracle, however, assumes secondary 

importance, while the essential point of the call story has been retained: the disciples respond to Jesus by 

leavingeverythingandfollowinghim.Thelogionabout―fishersofmen‖mayhavesuggestedthis

elaboration. Another example of a call story transposed into a miracle story occurs in the account of the 

healing of Bartimaeus in Mark 10:46–52 (Achtemeier 1978: 115–45; Steinhauser 1983: 204–6).  

In order for a call to succeed, the initiative must come from Jesus himself and the prospective disciple 

must respond immediately and unconditionally. When either of these components is missing the story 

inevitablyendsinfailure.Thisisillustratedbythecollectionofthree―unsuccessful‖callstoriesinLuke 

9:57–62 which are intended to describe inappropriate attitudes about the nature of discipleship (cf. Mark 

5:18–19; 10:17–22). Indeed, they function as caricatures of the successful call story insofar as they 

represent basic misunderstandings of what it means to follow Jesus. The first claimant approaches Jesus 

withtheboast,―Iwillfollowyouwhereveryougo‖;theothertwoalsoappearwillingtofollow,butonly

if certain conditions aremet:―Letmefirstgoandburymyfather‖and―Letmefirstsayfarewelltothose

atmyhome.‖Allthree,however,arerejectedbyJesuswithanextreme,evenbizarre,pronouncement.

Jesus counters the heroic gesture of the first claimant by pointing dramatically to the dangers a life of 

discipleship would entail. In following Jesus, the homeless wanderer, one is even more exposed and 

vulnerable than the animals themselves (Luke 9:58; cf. Matt. 8:19–20).Similarly,Jesus‘callsupersedes

alltiestoanindividual‘shomeandfamily(aswellastooccupationandpossessions,cf.Mark 1:16–20; 

2:14; 10:17–22).Noteventherequirementofburyingone‘sfathercancomebetweenJesusandhis



disciple.Examplesof―unsuccessful‖call stories can also be found in Greek biography (e.g., Diog. Laert. 

6:36: Diogenes the Cynic).  

Although the gospel call stories do not contain an explicit theory of discipleship, due in large part to 

their anecdotal nature, they do imply one. First, they presuppose an anthropological dualism. That is, a 

humanity divided into two camps: in religious terms, the saved and the lost; and in philosophical terms, 

the wise and the foolish. This dualism, however, is concealed from the eyes of the world. The call story 

shows us ordinary, indeed disreputable, individuals (e.g., fishermen and tax collectors) who do not appear 

to enjoy the necessary qualifications for the religious life. The call by a divinely appointed agent functions 

in such a way as to disclose the true nature of the one called. It is an event which lies beyond human 

volition. One cannot decide to become a disciple of Jesus; the initiative rests solely with him. This idea is 

expressedclearlybyJesusinthefourthgospel:―Youdidnotchooseme,butIchoseyou‖(John 15:16). 

And the transformation or conversion occurs instantaneously; there is no notion of preliminary training. In 

this respect, the synoptic call stories are not far from the Johannine understanding of discipleship.  

A second way in which the theory of discipleship implicit in the gospel call stories may be discerned is 

through the sayings or pronouncements which often form the climax of these accounts, for example:―I

willmakeyoufishersofmen‖(Mark 1:17);―Sellwhatyouhaveandgiveittothepoor‖(Mark 10:21); 

―Foxeshaveholes,birdsoftheairhavenests,butthesonofmanhasnowheretolayhishead‖(Luke 

9:60);and―Noonewhoputshishandtotheplowandlooksbackis fitforthekingdomofGod‖(Luke 

9:62). Taken together, these sayings present a picture of discipleship characterized by lack of family, 

homelessness, poverty, and vulnerability. It is interesting to compare this understanding of discipleship 

with those collections of sayings which deal explicitly with the theme of discipleship (e.g., Mark 8:34–38; 

10:28–31; Luke 14:25–33). Although these collections have some points in common with the call stories, 

they betray later developments, particularly by (1) stressing the necessity of martyrdom in light of the 

deathofJesus,(2)introducingtheideaof―rewards,‖and(3)presentingviewscontrarytothosefoundin

thecallstories(e.g.,theideaof―countingthecostbeforehand,‖Luke 14:28–32).  
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ARTHUR J. DROGE  

CALLISTHENES (PERSON) [Gk Kallisthenēs (Καλλιςθενηρ)]. A Syrian who helped set fire to the 

Temple gates in Jerusalem in the time of Judas Maccabeus (2 Macc 8:33). After Judas‘victoryoverthe

Syrian general Nicanor, Callisthenes and others of the Syrian army who had taken refuge in a small house 

were burned alive by the Jews for their part in setting fire to the gates of the Temple. This episode may be 

referred to in 2 Macc 1:7–8, in which case Callisthenes would have been a follower of Jason the Oniad. 

Goldstein (2 Maccabees AB, 338–41) notes that v 33 must continue the description of the victory over 

Nicanor and Gorgias which has been interrupted by vv 30–33, an account of the victory over Timotheus 

and Bacchides. The death of Callisthenes and his followers was considered divine recompense, a favorite 

theme of Jason of Cyrene. Goldstein (2 Maccabees AB, 256, 341) cites other examples in 2 Macc 5:9–10; 

9:5–6, 28; 13:6–8; 14:32–33. In Psalm 74:3–6 —(Eng 74:4–7) the setting on fire of the sanctuary has 

been associated with this event. However, most commentators stress that the description of this event in 

the psalm is too ambiguous to date historically (Anderson Psalms NCBC, 537–45; Kraus Psalmen BKAT, 

514–15; Weiser Psalms OTL, 518–20).  

RUSSELL D. NELSON  

CALNEH (PLACE) [Heb kalnēh (ַכְלֵנה)]. Var. CALNO. A city in Syria in the vicinity of Arpad and 

Aleppo (Isa 10:9; here Calno, Heb kalnô). The conquest of Calneh by Tiglath-pileser III in his 8th year of 

reign (738 B.C.) was of such significance that it served as the Assyrian eponym designation for that year. 

This was the same year in which Menahem of Israel gave tribute to Tiglath-pileser III, and it is therefore 

not remarkable that this crucial conquest is commemorated in the words of both Amos and Isaiah, who 

perceivedCalneh‘sdefeatinrecenthistoryasaneventwhichbothforebodedthedestructionin722B.C. 

of a less significant Israel (Amos 6:2) and prompted Assyria to self-delusions of invincibility (Isa 10:9). 

Located 300 miles N of Israel in Syria and thus closer to Assyria, it was inevitable that Calneh would 

experience the Assyrian threat earlier than Israel. The subsequent incorporation of Calneh into the 

Assyrian empire, with the accompanying payments and supplies which she was required to provide to 

Assyria, parallels the similar experience of Israel.  

The exact location of Calneh remains unconfirmed, possible sites including Kullan Köy and Tell 

Ta˓yinat.Inlate8th-century Assyrian texts the name appears as Kulni (a)/Kullani (a) and is probably to 

be identified with the Ki/unali/ua of earlier Assyrian texts, the capital and most important city of the state 

of Unqi (see J. D. Hawkins RLA 5: 597–8; 6: 305–6). If this identification is correct, then the site of 

Calneh is to be located somewhere in the Antioch plain on the basis of a 9th-century B.C. itinerary 

recording an Assyrian march through Syria (GARI 2, §584–85). This identification provides further 

parallelstoIsrael‘sexperience,fordeporteesfromotherAssyriancampaignswererelocatedandsettledin

this the former capital of Unqi. The vocalic fluctuation evident in Assyrian sources (even the reduction of 

the second vowel) accounts for the different spellings in Amos (kalnēh) and Isaiah (kalnô), even though 

the initial patah (―a‖vowel)inbothremainsunaccountedfor. As elsewhere, the name of the new 

Assyrian province was derived from the name of the most important city in the province. The Canneh of 

Ezek 27:23 which some scholars identify with Calneh is probably a different locale.  

Although a Calneh appears in the Hebrew text of Gen 10:10 (identical in form to Amos 6:2), the S 

Mesopotamian context suggests that this city attributed to Nimrod should be located near the renowned 

cities of Babylon, Uruk, and Agade and not the Syrian location of Amos 6:2. This awareness no doubt 

generated traditions that the Calneh of Gen 10:10 is to be identified with sites such as Nippur (b.Yoma 

10a), but there is no Calneh attested in well-documented S Mesopotamia, let alone of significant 

reputation to match the other three cities. Since a textual corruption is likely, possibly one should 

revocalizethetexttoread―andallofthem‖wĕkullānâ (RSV).  

SAMUEL A. MEIER  



CALVARY (PLACE). See GOLGOTHA (PLACE).  

CAMEL. From the order Artiodactyla and the family Camelidae (even-toed ungulates). In the family 

there are six living species with two in the Old World: the dromedary (or one-humped camel: C. 

dromedarius) and the bactrian (or two-humped camel: C. bactrianus). (For distinctive zoological 

characteristics, see Clutton-Brock 1981: 121–23.) The family is generally considered to have originated in 

North America but migrated to Asia by the end of the Pliocene, ca. 2 million B.P., since the earliest 

recovered fossils from the Siwalik Deposits in India belong to this period (for recent summaries, see 

Howell et al. 1969; Grigson 1983). It is difficult to determine which modern species inhabited SW Asia or 

what the early Holocene range and distribution might have been, but for the sake of practicality, most 

authors have suggested that the dromedary was the species characteristic of SW Asia (Arabian peninsula) 

as opposed to the Inner Asian range of the bactrian (see Compagnoni and Tosi 1978 for suggested early 

Holocene ranges). Human association with camel remains in the Levant goes back to the Lower 

Paleolithic based on sparse finds at Ubeidiya in the Dead Sea area (1 million B.P.) and the Acheulean at 

Latamne, Syria (ca. 250,000 B.P.). Camel remains are more numerous at selected Middle Paleolithic sites 

such as Doura Cave in Syria (Takai 1974: 170) and Azraq in E Jordan (Clutton-Brock 1970). (For a 

summary of Paleolithic finds in general, see Grigson 1983: 312.) Later remains have been reported from a 

Pre-Pottery Neolithic B context at Ain al Assad in Azraq (Kohler 1984: 201), and from the Pottery 

Neolithic at Shar-ha-Golan (Stekelis 1951: 16). At no site, however, are the remains particularly 

numerous or widespread enough to suggest that camels were ever a dietary staple in early human context 

in the Near East (for overall treatments, see Ripinsky 1975; Zarins 1982). (For rock art depictions from 

the 7th–5th millennia B.C., showing speared camels from SW Arabia, see Anati 1968: 110 and fig. 74; 

Anati 1974: 234 and fig. 243; Zarins, Murad, and al-Yish 1981: pls. 36B, 34E, 35F, 11A.) By the advent 

of the Bronze Age, ca. 3000 B.C., wild camels seem to have disappeared or to have been driven out of 

their natural habitat into the more inhospitable reaches of the Arabian peninsula and our understanding of 

their behavior patterns and ecological preference remains unclear (Grigson 1983: 313).  

Biblical references to camels are still considered controversial, especially in the Genesis passages. Table 

1 lists the occurrences in Old Testament usage:  

Table 1  

Text  Person/Period  Context  
Sugg. 

Date  

NEH 7:69  Iron III  return from exile with camels  
c. 530 

B.C.  

Ezra 2:67  Iron III  return from exile with camels  
c. 530 

B.C.  

Isa 21:7  Iron II/III  camel riders from desert  
c. 600 

B.C.  

30:6  
 

camelsamong―beastsoftheNegev‖ 
 

60:6  
 

Midianite camels  
 

Ezek 25:5  IronII/III  ―PeopleoftheEast‖andAmmoniteswithcamels 
c. 600 

B.C.  

Jer 49:29  Iron II/III  camels of Qedar  
c. 600 

B.C.  

49:32  
 

camels of the inhabitants of Hazor  
 

2 Kgs 8:9  
Hazael/Ben 

Hadad  
camel loads of goods  

c. 850 

B.C.  

1 Kgs 10:2  Solomon  camels of Sheba bearing spices  c. 950 



B.C.  

1 Chr 27:30  David  camels of Obil the Ishmaelite  
c. 1000 

B.C.  

12:40  
 

camels used as pack animals  
 

5:21  
 

camels as booty from Hagrites  
 

1 Sam 30:17  David  the camels of Amalekites  
 

27:9  
 

camels as booty from Shur  
 

[Job 1:3, 1:17]  
 

―Chaldeans‖raidingJob‘scamels 
 

1 Sam 15:3  Saul  camels of Amalekites  
c. 1050 

B.C.  

Judg 6:5  Gideon  camel attacks of Midianites  
c. 1150 

B.C.  

7:12  
 

camel attack of Midianites  
 

8:21, 26  
 

camels of Zebah and Zalmunna  
 

[Lev 11:4 = 

Deut 14:7]  
Mosaic Law  prohibition against eating camel meat  

 

Exod 9:3  Moses  Pharaoh‘scamelsareplaguedalongwithotherherdsinEgypt 
c. 1250 

B.C.  

Gen 37:25  Joseph  Midianites/Ismaelites going to Egypt with camel caravans  
c. 1300 

B.C.  

Gen 32:15; 

31:34; 

30:43  

Jacob  
Jacob‘sflockswithLabanincludecamelsaswellasherd

animals for Esau in the Seir area   

Gen 24:10–67; 

12:16  
Abraham  

camels used for trip to Syria, included as bride price; Abraham 

in Egypt owns camels as part of larger herds  
c.?  

From this brief look, we can see that references to camels in the OT fall into three groups. The third 

period, the latest, corresponds to the Iron Age II–III periods. The occurrence of camels in the greater Near 

East during this period, 900–400 B.C.,iswelldocumented(Eph˓al1981). The second period, covering the 

use of camels from Joseph to Solomon, should fall within the archaeological periods labelled LB III and 

Iron I (1300–950 B.C.). In the OT, camels are consistently associated with people called Ishmaelites, 

Midianites, and Amalekites, located to the S and E of Israel and Judah proper. Therefore, it may be the 

case that domesticated camels were in use in the northwestern portion of the Arabian peninsula sometime 

in the mid-2d millennium B.C. among pastoral people with whom the Israelites had some acquaintance.  

This idea (already noted by Albright FSAC, 257, 287; ArchPal 206–7), can be affirmed from both 

independent inscriptional and archaeological data. The earliest mention of the camel as a domesticated 

animal occurs in the inscriptionsofAššur-bel-kala (1074–1057 B.C.) from Assyria. In an account dated to 

1069 B.C., herds of camels are mentioned as if they are curiosities to the people of Assyria (GARI, 55). It 

would appear then that the Assyrians were not familiar with domesticated camels much earlier than the 

late 2d millennium B.C. This is supported by other lines of evidence. For N Arabia and the S Levant, the 

occurrence of osteological camel remains follows the development of cultures involved in the S Arabian 

overland spice trade. This largely supports the pattern derivable from the Biblical references in Table 1. 

With direct Midianite association, however, we have only a sherd depicting a camel from Qurayya 

(Ingraham et al. 1981: pl. 79/14); but this sparse attestation is due to the lack of excavation. In the Wadi 

Arabah at Site 2, at a copper smelting camp dated to the Ramesside period (c. 1350–1150 B.C.),―several

camelbones‖werefoundwithotherfaunalremains(Rothenberg1972:105;Hakker-Orion 1984: 209). In 

a laterreport,theexcavatorsmentionthata―largequantityofcamelbones‖wasuncoveredatthe13th–



12th-century-B.C. sites of Timna (Rothenberg and Glass 1983: 122, n. 50). From Tell Jemmeh on the 

Gaza Strip, Wapnish identifies only seven camel bones from levels attributable to the 14th–10th centuries 

B.C. (Wapnish 1982: 2; 1984: 171). Similarly at Heshbon in Jordan, camel remains are very infrequent 

from the earliest levels, 1230–1150 B.C. (Weiler1981:table4).TwoearlyIronI―fortress‖sites(Har

Saad, Kadesh Barnea) found in the Negev and northern Sinai dating to ca. 1000 B.C. have been interpreted 

to represent a fundamental shift among pastoral nomads in the region, perhaps brought on by the advent 

of domesticated camels (Finkelstein 1984: 200 n. 4). This may be confirmed by Hakker-Orion, who states 

that camel bones in some quantity were found at Har Saad and Kadesh Barnea (1984: 210).  

However, for our first phase, represented by the early Genesis accounts, the evidence for camel 

domestication remains frustratingly elusive. Part of our problem lies in the attempts to delineate domestic 

from wild camels on the basis of morphological change in the skeleton alone. This is not yet possible 

(Hoch 1979: 607; Clutton-Brock 1981: 126; Hakker-Orion 1984: 209). Secondly, the region where this 

transition may have occurred first is far removed from the S Levant and N Arabia. Our best evidence to 

date comes from E Iran. From the site of Shahr-i-Sokhta, the excavators recovered not only osteological 

remains but also hair and dung. Found in a context datable to 2700 B.C., the remains led the excavators to 

argue that camel domestication began in Turkmenia and spread south (Compagnoni and Tosi 1978: 95–

99). The domestic camel was apparently known to the inhabitants of the Indus Valley Civilization by 

2300 B.C., although the species utilized remains open to question (Meadow 1984: 134 and references).  

From the Arabian peninsula proper, at the site of Umm-an-Nar, analysis of the osteological camel 

remains suggests tentative steps toward domestication. This idea is based on the unusual number of camel 

bones found, the age distribution of recovered material, and the cultural context (Hoch 1979: 613). This 

stimulus toward domestication may well have come from the Indus Valley (Zarins 1978). Camel remains 

from S Arabia, supporting the thesis that the center of domestication lay in the south, are not common, but 

again survey and excavation have been limited (Bulliet 1975: 28–56). From Sihi, a shell midden on the S 

Red Sea coast, camel remains have been recovered in a late 3d–early 2d–millennium B.C. context or 

earlier (Zarins and Badr 1988; Grigson et al. fc.). The likelihood that camel remains will turn up at other 

sites of the 3d or 2d millennium B.C. is great with the recent archaeological activity along both the Red 

Sea coast (Tosi fc.) and highland Yemen (De Maigret 1981, 1984). Several bedouin sites from S Arabia 

dating to the mid–2d millennium B.C. have also yielded camel remains (Zarins et al. 1981: pls. 43A–B; 

Zarins et al. 1980: 23 n. 6).  

Based on this observed pattern it appears that domesticated camels arrived en masse in N Arabia and the 

S Levant only by the latter part of the 2d millennium B.C. Essentially, this confirms the biblical evidence 

outlined above in Table 1. However, the problem of the earlier Genesis accounts is unresolved. Third-

millennium B.C. camel remains from the S Levant are very rare. From Arad in an EB I context (ca. 2900 

B.C.), a few bones have been found (Lernau 1978: 87); and from Bir Resisim in the N Negev in an EB IV 

context (ca. 1900 B.C.), several fragments have been reported (Hakker-Orion 1984: 209). It is unlikely that 

in both of these cases the remains represent domestic camels. Nonetheless, if we hold that the patriarchal 

stories are essentially historical in outlook, we would not be totally amiss in suggesting that domestic 

camels may have been known to the inhabitants of Syria-Palestine as early as the turn of the 3d 

millennium B.C. Conclusions concerning the utilization of the camel within the Arabian peninsula are 

summarized in Table 2.  

Table 2  

Suggested Domestication and Developmental Model for Camel Nomads of the Arabian Peninsula (After 

Zarins 1988)  

Phase  Camel Utilization  Date  Cultural Evolution  

V  North Arabian saddle (Shadad) Thamudic  500 B.C.  
rectangular goat hair tent; minimal use of 

stone  

IV  South Arabic cushion saddle  1000 rectangular, stone-outlined structures, 



B.C.  tapered structures  

III  

South Arabic saddle (Hawlani/Hadaja) pack 

animals; overland incence trade; change in 

camel status  

1500 

B.C.  
troughs, horseshoe-shaped structures  

II  
nonriding; herds for milk; little group 

movement  

2200–

1200 

B.C.  

Umm-an-Nar, Subr, Sihi; Phase II rock art 

in southwest Arabia. Arad and Bir Resisim 

remains from the Levant?  

I  wild cammel hunted  

6000–

2000 

B.C.  

Phase I rock art in southwest Arabia; 

osteological remains; Chalcolithic sites in 

Levant  
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JURIS ZARINS  

CAMEL BRANDS. See WASM (CAMEL BRAND).  

CAMEL’S HAIR. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION.  

CANA OF GALILEE (PLACE) [Gk Kana (Κανα)]. A village mentioned in the gospel of John. It 

wascalled―ofGalilee‖probablytodistinguishitfromtheKanahofAsherintheterritoryofTyre(Josh 

19:28).  

1. Cana in the NT. Cana appears only in the fourth gospel. In John 2:1–11 Jesus performed his first 

―sign‖there,turningthewatertowineataweddingfeast.From the text we cannot infer any 

topographical features of Cana, only that the home belonged to an anonymous Jewish family (v 6). 

However, from the incident of the healing of the sonofthe―royalman‖or―king‘sman‖(basilikos) at 

Cana in John 4:46–54 we can infer that Cana may have been administered by a royal representative (Avi-

Yonah 1977: 94). This man petitioned Jesus to come to Capernaum to heal his son, which suggests that 

Capernaum must have been more or less directly accessible from Cana. Thus, Cana lay on a major road to 

Capernaum. Yet the father could not get to Capernaum from Cana between 1:00 P.M. (the seventh hour, v 

52) and sundown, which suggests that the way to Capernaum was rugged. Nathaniel, one of the Twelve, 

was from Cana (John 21:2).  

2. Identification. Three sites have been suggested as the probable location of Cana of Galilee: Ain 

Qana, 1.5 km N of Nazareth next to the village of Reina (Thomsen 1907: 77); Kafr Kanna, also known as 

Kefr Kenna, a major village about 5 km NE of Nazareth (Bagatti 1971: 42–47); and Khirbet Qana, a 

small ruin on a prominent mountain spur about 14 km N of Nazareth (Robinson 1841: 204; Dalman 

1924). Of the three, only Khirbet Qana (M.R. 170070) has the consensus of scholarship since Dalman. 

All thefactsofparagraph1wouldfitanyoftheproposedsites.Yetthename―Cana‖means―reed‖in

Hebrew. Kafr Kanna appearstomean―thevillageoftheroof,‖andhasnolinguisticconnectionwiththe

name qana. ―Reed‖fitsbesttheCanainthePlainofAsochis(today‘sBethNetofavalley)mentionedby

Josephus:―IspentsometimethereinavillageofGalileewhichiscalledCana‖(Life 86, 206). The plain 

of Asochis favored the growth of reeds during and after the winter rains, as it does to this day, particularly 

in its eastern lower half. When the Romans destroyed Jerusalem in 70 A.D., the priestly course of Eliashib 

settled at ―Qana‖ (Klein 1909, Mishmaroth 11), not ―Ain Qana.‖  

3. Cana in Later Tradition. That the priestly course of Eliashib settled in Cana suggests that Cana was 

a Jewish village, not a gentile or mixed village. By 200 A.D. there was a question of ritual cleanliness 

about a certain ―Qini.‖ ―…butRabbi(JudahthePrince)andhislawcourtvotedtodecideabout‗Qini‘ 

[Cana?]anddeclareditclean‖(m. Ohol. 18.9; Neubauer 1868: 276). Cana is mentioned in the Jerusalem 

Talmud (j. Ter. 46b) as the village of origin of a famous 3d-century robber, Eli of Cana (Klein 1928: 49). 

There is no doubt from the citations in the Christian pilgrim literature, which flourished from the 4th 

century onward, that Cana came to be identified with Kafr Kanna, perhaps because it was close to 

Nazareth. Eusebius in the 4th century A.D. confusedCanaof―SidontheGreatofthelotofAsher‖with 

Cana of Galilee (Onomast. 116.37r). In the 5th century, Jerome, although he followed Eusebius in this 

confusion (Onomast. 117.3f), seemed to believe that Cana was near Nazareth (Wilkinson 1977: 153). The 

Pilgrim of Piacenza (570 A.D.) found Cana only 3 miles from Sepphoris-Diocaesarea on the road to 

Nazareth (Wilkinson 1977: 79), which fits Kafr Kanna. This is the town that pilgrims visit to this day.  

4. Archaeological Remains at Cana. Visitors to Khirbet Qana in the 19th century found the remains of 

a largevillageonalowspurof―Mt.Cana‖(Jebel Qana, apparently modern Mt. Shekhanya) on the N 

side of the Beth Netofa valley. The records of many visits, including scientific survey in 1982, indicate 



that Cana was laid out on the points of the compass. An enormous building on the NW side of the village 

dominated the site. Rock-cut tombs are to be found S and SE of the village on the lower slopes of the hill. 

The top of the spur is virtually honeycombed with caves and cisterns. The cisterns guaranteed a good 

supply of water for the village, as there are no remains of an aqueduct. A long wall runs the length of the 

site on the W side (Bagatti and Loffreda 1969). The entire site is in a very advantageous geographical 

positiontohousea―king‘sman‖or―royal man‖toadministertheroyalestatesoftheValleyofAsochis,

as it is situated about 100 m above the valley floor. A major E-W road ran from Ptolemais-Acco in the W 

through the Valley of Asochis E through the Wadi Hammam to the W shores of the Sea of Galilee. From 

there it was easy access N and E to Capernaum or S to Tiberius. Pottery and coins from the surface of 

Khirbet Qana suggest occupation from the early Roman to the Byzantine period. A second ruin halfway 

down the slope on the S side appears to be a more recent ruin built from stones of the Roman-Byzantine 

village. This latter village was occupied as late as 1838 (Conder and Kitchener SWP 2: 313).  
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JAMES F. STRANGE  

CANAAN (PERSON) [Heb kĕna˓an (ְכַנַףן)]. The fourth son of Ham and the father of Sidon and ten 

other families of the Canaanites (Gen 10:6). When Noah learned what Ham, his youngest son, had done 

(seeing his father uncovered and telling his brothers of it); Noah cursed Canaan, the son of Ham (Gen 

9:18–27). Accordingtothecurse,CanaanwouldbeaslavetoHam‘sbrothers,ShemandJapheth.Fora

discussion of the meaning of the name Canaan, and the peoples and lands encompassed by that term, see 

CANAAN (PLACE). Two problems emerge from the mention of Canaan in Genesis 9: why is Canaan 

cursed rather than the apparent perpetrator Ham; and what is the implication of the curse for Canaan and 

his descendants?  

A composite text, in whichthenarrativeandthecursewereoriginallydistinct(the―youngestson‖of

9:24 would then refer to Canaan, rather than Ham, and would be connected with the curse which follows) 

and preserved in two separate traditions, might explain origins (Neiman 1966: 133; Westermann Genesis 

1–11 BKAT, 650–51), but does not explain the present text. Some have attempted to solve the problem of 

why Canaan was cursed by eliminating two Hebrew words in vv 18 and 22 (―Ham,thefatherof‖),sothat

Canaan, rather than Ham, becomes the principal actor in the narrative (Gunkel Genesis HKAT 3: 69–70; 

Skinner Genesis ICC, 182; Schottroff WMANT 30: 148 n. 3; von Rad Genesis OTL, 135). But this lacks 

textual support. The same is true of attempts to portray Ham as involved in incestuous relationships with 

his mother (Bassett 1971: 235) or with his father (Phillips 1980: 41). Commentators have noted how these 

(and other similar explanations of sexual misconduct) were intended to symbolize the sinful practices of 

the Canaanites (Cassuto 1964: 154–55; Wenham Genesis 1–15 WBC, 201). The emphasis upon the 

identification of Ham as the father of Canaan has led to the suggestion that Ham learned how to do the 

evil deed from Canaan (Jacob 1934: 262–65).  

OlderexplanationswhichobserveNoah‘sblessinguponhissons(Gen 9:1) as irreversible have been 

used toexplainNoah‘sinabilitytocurseHam.IthasfurtherbeensuggestedthatsinceHamwasthe

youngestofNoah‘ssons,thecursewouldbetransferredtotheyoungestofHam‘ssons,Canaan(cf.

Cassuto 1964: 153).  



Much speculation has centered around the particular circumstances represented in the figures of 

Japheth, Shem, and Canaan; and reflected in the curse (Schottroff WMANT 30: 149–50). Attempts have 

been made to date the events (or a desire for their realization) in the pre-Israelite period; e.g., that of 

Gunkel (Genesis HKAT3:73),where―Canaan‖representstheAmoritesandHittites,whoopposethe

HebrewsandtheAramaeans,representedby―Shem.‖Skinner(Genesis ICC, 187) also argues for an early 

period.Forhim―Canaan‖istheAmarnaCanaanites, who oppose the Apiru and their allies, represented 

by Japheth and Shem. Note also Cassuto (1964: 168), who finds the fulfillment of this curse in the 

account of Genesis 14. Many scholars choose the time period of Joshua/Judges.Inthiscase,―Canaan‖

(i.e.,theCanaanites)opposetheIsraelites(=―Shem‖)andthePhilistines/―Sea-Peoples‖(=―Japheth‖

[Speiser Gen AB, 62–63; von Rad ROTT 137–39; Neiman 1966: 121–33; Bassett 1971: 232; Bastomsky 

1977]). The period of the Israelite Monarchy is the one chosen by Hoftijzer (1958). In his view the 

Israelites,representedby―Canaan,‖standagainst―Japheth,‖i.e.,thePhilistines/Assyrians/Babylonians.

The underlying assumption in all such theories is that each of the figures mentioned in the curse are 

intended to represent peoples or groups of peoples, rather than the individuals Canaan, Shem, and Japheth 

(cf. however Westermann Genesis 1–15 WBC, 657–60).  
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RICHARD S. HESS  

CANAAN (PLACE) [Heb kĕna˓an (ְכַנַףן)]. CANAANITES. A term designating the land along the E 

shore of the Mediterranean encompassing modern Lebanon, part of S Syria, and most of Palestine W of 

the Jordan. The ethnicon derived from the geographic term designates the indigenous and assimilated 

inhabitants of the area in antiquity, and, secondarily, the group of related Semitic languages 

characteristically spoken there. The substantial identity of Canaan with the land occupied by the Israelites 

is a central theme of the OT. (For a discussion of the prehistory and material culture of this region, see 

PALESTINE, ARCHAEOLOGY OF.)  

The geographic name―Canaan‖isspelledkn˓n in Northwest Semitic alphabetic texts (Ug, Heb, Phoen-

Pun). The Masoretic vocalization is kĕna˓an, accented on the second syllable; transliterates Chanaan, the 

Vulgate Chanaan. The name is found syllabically written in Akkadian Ki-na-aḫ-num (gentilic), with the 

pharyngeal consonant represented by ḫ, and Ki-in-a-nim, with the pharyngeal unrepresented. The 

Egyptian spellings K-i-n-˓-nw and K-ʒ-n-˓-n-ʒ consistently represent the pharyngeal consonant. Western 

peripheral Akkadian texts of the 2d millennium most frequently attest the name with a reduced base 

Kinaḫḫ-, indicating that the final -n of the alphabetically written examples is probably an affixational 

morpheme.  

Theetymologyoftheword―Canaan‖remainsobscure.Ifitisof W Semitic origin, it probably derives 

from the root kn˓ ―tobend,tobow‖withtheafformative-n; themeaning―Occident‖hasbeenproposed

on the basis of such a derivation (Astour 1965: 348). E. A. Speiser (1936) constructed an etymology from 

a putative word kinaḫḫu, designating blue-dyed cloth in cuneiform texts from Nuzi, and probably 

representing a Hurrian adoption of a Mediterranean term related to Akk uqnû and Gk kyanos. But the 

Hurrian word (properly spelled qinaḫḫu) has been shown to have an entirely different history than Speiser 

proposed (Landsberger 1967: 166–67). Improved attestation of 3d-millennium geographic names from 



Syria-PalestinehaslessenedthelikelihoodofaHurrianetymologyfor―Canaan‖;itsmeaningshould

probably be sought in the Semitic lexicon (see Astour 1988).  

―Canaan‖isfirstattestedasageographicnameincuneiformtexts.Theethnicon―Canaanite‖isfoundin

a text from Mari (Dossin 1973; Sasson 1984; 
lù

ki-na-aḫ-num). The 15th-century autobiographical text of 

Idrimi (from Alalaḫ)mentions―AmmiainthelandofCanaan,‖(ANET, 557; Akk ki-na-nim). Ammia is to 

be identified with modern Ammiun near Tripoli. Later cuneiform texts from Alalaḫ mention Canaan as 

well. An economic text from Ugarit written in the wedge alphabet (UT 311.7; KTU 4.96.7) includes a 

Canaanite (kn˓ny) in a list of foreign merchants. This indicates that Ugarit did not include itself in the 

Canaanite sphere (so Rainey 1965). The Amarna correspondence refers to Canaan as an Egyptian 

province (pīḫatu, EA 36.15) that includes Tyre (EA 148.46), Byblos (EA 109.46; 131.61; 137.76), other 

coastal cities, and Ḫinnatūni(HANNATHON [PLACE], Josh 19:14) in the Galilee. (The name of the 

divinity 
d
Be (BAD) ga-na-na found in 3d.3d-millennium cuneiform texts from Ebla [ARET 3: 31 r. II 13; 

42 III 6; VII 6; 769 II 1; ARET 4: 23 v. VIII 4] was alleged by Pettinato [1979: 103] to include the 

geographic name Canaan, but subsequent study of the texts has not supported this interpretation [contra 

Stolz, TRE 17: 540].)  

The earliest mention of Canaanites in an Egyptian text is found in a list of booty from the Asian 

campaign of Amenhotep (Gk Amenophis) II (ANET, 246) late in the 15th century. The 13th-century 

―Israelstela‖ofMerneptahlistsCanaanamongthevanquished(ANET, 378; AEL, 77).  

It is generally agreed (following Helck 1971: 246–55) that Egypt administered Syria-Palestine as three 

provinces: Amurru, Upi, and Canaan (Weinstein 1981; on the history of Upi, see Pitard 1987: 49–80, esp. 

pp. 59–60; for details see EGYPTIAN RELATIONS WITH CANAAN; Wright 1988; Dever 1987; 

Leonard 1989). Amurru, the northernmost province, passed to Hittite rule after the Egyptian defeat at 

Kadesh. Egyptian texts after this period sometimes refer to the area encompassed by Canaan and Upi by 

the general designation Ḫurru.AftertheinvasionoftheSeaPeople,―Canaan‖comestobeusedinamore

restrictedsensetodesignateSPalestine,andtheexpression―thecityofCanaan‖canreferspecificallyto

Gaza (Alt 1944: 4–6; RLA 5: 353). The latest Egyptian reference to Canaan, the 22d-Dynasty inscription 

ofan―envoytotheCanaanfromPhilistia‖(soWeippert1974:429),hasoccasionedvarious

interpretations (RLA 5: 354 with bibliography).  

Theword―Canaan‖wassometimestransliteratedChanaan in Greek sources (PW 3: 2109), and 

frequently in LXX (e.g., Gen 9:22, 25; Jdt 5:9–10; 1 Macc 9:37).―Canaan‖istransliteratedtwiceinthe

NT (Acts 7:11; 13:9). More frequently, however, Canaan is indicated in Greek by the designation 

―Phoenicia‖andtherelatedethnicon―Phoenician.‖Theequivalenceofthetwotermsisestablishedbythe

legends of 3d-century coins from the Beirut mint: the Phoenician text l˒dk˒ ˒š bkn˓n ―Laodiceawhichisin

Canaan‖correspondstoGreekLaodikeia he en Phoinikē ―LaodiceawhichisinPhoenicia‖(RLA 5: 354 

with bibliography). The equivalence is reflected in the NT, which employs the ethnicon Chananaia once 

(Matt 15:22); the rare word Syrophoinikissa is used in the parallel account (Mark 7:26).  

A difficult passage in the Phoenician History of PHILO OF BYBLOS identifies a certain Chnâ as the 

firsttocarrythename―Phoenician‖(AttridgeandOden1981:60–61 and n. 144). Herodianus 

Grammaticus (2d century C.E.; Lentz 1868: 913) and Stephanus of Byzantium (s.v. Chnâ) indicate that the 

Phoenicians were formerly called Chnâ. The reduced form of the name Canaan, written Kinaḫḫ- in 

Akkadian texts of the 2d millennium, may be represented in Gk Chnâ.  

Thedistributionofthegeographicalname―Canaan‖intheOTprovidessomemeasureofthe

significance ofthiswordinbiblicaltexts.Theword―Canaan‖occurs80timesintheMT.Mostfrequently

(64x, or 80 percent of its occurrences) it is found in the construction ˒ereṣ kĕna˓an, ―landofCanaan.‖

This construction is most frequent in Genesis, but also occurs in Exodus (6:4; 16:35), Leviticus (14:34; 

18:3; 25:38), Numbers (12x), and once in Deuteronomy (32:49). In the Deuteronomistic History, the word 

―Canaan‖isrestrictedtoJoshuaandJudges,mostoftenintheconstruction―landofCanaan.‖Thusthe

Primary History accounts for88percentoftheword‘suse. 

Theword―Canaan‖isfoundinpassagesassignedbyliterary-critical analysis to the J, E, and P sources. 

See TORAH (PENTATEUCH). Its concentration in the sections of the Pentateuch which introduce and 



develop the theme of promise of land to the Patriarchs (i.e., Genesis 12–50; largely in passages attributed 

to P), and in narratives of the conquest and settlement (Joshua-Judges), which are viewed in the Bible as a 

fulfillmentofthepromisetothePatriarchs,showshowcloselyboundtheword―Canaan‖iswiththe

theme of promise and fulfillment (Clements 1967; Lohfink 1967). Thus, for example, the divine promise 

to Abraham that he andhisdescendantswouldbegiven―allthelandofCanaan‖hasbeencalled(by

Brueggemann1977:21)the―focalverse‖ofthepatriarchalpromisethemewithinthePentateuch(seealso

Clines 1978: 36). With the cessation of the settlement theme in Judges, the term disappears from the 

Primary History.  

Reference to Canaan is infrequent outside the Primary History. The name is found in two prophetic 

books (Isa 19:18; 23:11; Zeph 2:5) and in the Psalms (105:11 [= 1 Chr 16:18]; 106:38; 135:11). In select 

passages, constructions using the word have been taken (see Maisler 1946) to have the meaning 

―merchant‖(Job 41:6),―trade‖(Ezek 16:29; 17:4),or―trader‖(Hos 12:7; Zeph 1:11). In the Apocrypha, 

―Canaan‖isasimplegeographicalname(Jdt 5:9, 10; Bar 3:22; 1 Macc 9:37), but also carries an implicit 

moralcontrastwith―Judah‖(Sus 1:56). The two references to Canaan in the NT are in recitations of the 

Joseph story (Acts 7:11) and the conquest theme (Acts 13:19).  

Theboundariesoftheregioncalled―Canaan‖undoubtedlychangedovertime.Num 34:3–12 gives the 

boundaries of the land that would fall to the Israelites as an inheritance, with the implication (the syntax 

of v 2 isvague)thatitcomprehendsallofthe―landofCanaan.‖Theboundarylistmustbeviewed

together with similar lists elsewhere in the OT (IDBSup, 922). The S boundary of Canaan listed in Num 

34:3–5 (attributed to P) precisely matches the S boundary of Judah given in Josh 15:2–4 (moving E to 

W): from the S end of the Salt Sea (= Dead Sea) to the ascent of Akrabbim, to the wilderness of Zin, S of 

Kadesh-barnea, Hazar-addar,toAzmon,alongtheBrookofEgypt(probablytheWâdīel-˓Arišh[see

EGYPT, BROOK OF (PLACE)]) to the sea (= Mediterranean). This border is essentially the same as that 

prescribed in the book of Ezekiel (47:19) as the S boundary of the restored Israel. The N boundary in 

Num 34:7–9 corresponds to Ezek 47:15–17, and seems to correspond to the boundary implicit in the 

Idrimiinscription,ifthe―entranceofHamath‖isidentifiedasmodernLebweh(seeHAMATH, 

ENTRANCE OF (PLACE)), an inland site not far S of Tripoli.  

The literary-critical questions raised by the similarity of these lists are difficult to resolve. Josh 15:2–4 

was formerly attributed to P (e.g., Eissfeldt 1965: 251); it is part of a section (Joshua 13–22) considered a 

later addition to the Deuteronomistic history (NDH, 40). The essential identity of lists in Numbers 34, 

Joshua 15, and Ezekiel 47 suggests that the Pentateuchal lists may be retrojected from a later period (for 

detailed discussion, see Keel, Küchler, and Uehlinger 1984: 1.245–50; Kallai [HGB, 279–83] dates them 

to the period of David and Solomon). A later date is in keeping with the distributional evidence that the 

word―Canaan‖isa theologoumenon in the Primary History.  

Some of its uses are, however, early and nontheological. In the archaic poem known as the Song of 

Deborah occurs the phrase malkê kĕna˓an, ―kingsofCanaan‖(Judg 5:19), recalling the Akkadian 

expression šarrāni ša kinaḫḫi, ―kingsofCanaan,‖fromtheAmarnaletters(EA30.1;109.46).Thisis

approximated in the later Hebrew phrase malkê hakkĕna˓ăni ―kingsoftheCanaanites‖(Josh 5:1) using 

the gentilic form of the name. Reflected in this phrase is the movement from a political-geographical 

referencefor―Canaan‖toasocialandideologicalreferencefor―Canaanite.‖InJosh 17:16, 18 

―Canaanites‖areownersofironchariotsandthusamilitaryelite.Thisisreminiscentofthecollocationof

Canaanites and maryanna (chariot-owning nobility; see Leonard 1989: 8) in a list of booty taken in 

Palestine by the Pharaoh Amenhotep II (mid-15th century B.C.E.; ANET, 246).  

InthePentateuch,theword―Canaanite‖isfoundprincipallyintextsattributedtoJ(e.g.,Gen 10:18, 19; 

12:6; 13:7; 15:21; 24:3, 37, etc.; Exod 3:8, 17; Num 13:29; 14:25, 43, 45; 21:1, 3).Theword―Canaan‖

never occurs in D (Deut 32:49 isattributedtoP),but―Canaanite‖ occurs four times in D (Deut 1:7; 7:1; 

11:30; 20:17). It serves as a general designation of the pre-Israelite inhabitants of the land (Gen 50:11; cf. 

Neh 9:24),ofteninalistof―nations‖previouslyoccupying Israelite territory (e.g., Gen 15:21; 34:30; 

Exod 3:8; 23:23, 28; 33:2; 34:11,etc.).The―Canaanites‖areviewedasdoomedtoexpulsion(Exod 33:2) 

or, from the Deuteronomic perspective, extermination (Deut 20:17). The persistence of Canaanites within 



Israelite territory was a theological problem variously addressed by biblical writers. The Canaanite 

elements of the Yahwistic cultus were largely unperceived (see SACRIFICE AND SACRIFICIAL 

OFFERINGS [OLD TESTAMENT]), and prophetic castigations of the cult arise from ethical rather than 

ethnic concerns (Amos 5:21–25). Elements of the cult involving Canaanite deities other than Yahweh and 

practices exceptional to the Judean cult were more openly criticized by biblical writers and actively 

suppressed by some rulers. See CANAAN, RELIGION OF; PHOENICIAN RELIGION; HEZEKIAH 

KING OF JUDAH; JOSIAH (PERSON). The essential unity of the Canaanite languages was recognized 

by their speakers (Isa 19:18), even if regional differences could be the occasion of conflict (Judg 12:6; see 

also LANGUAGES [INTRODUCTORY SURVEY]).  
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PHILIP C. SCHMITZ  

CANAAN, CONQUEST OF. See ISRAEL, HISTORY OF (PREMONARCHIC PERIOD)  

CANAAN, EGYPTIAN RELATIONS WITH. See EGYPTIAN RELATIONS WITH 

CANAAN.  

CANAAN, RELIGION OF. Thegeneralgeographicallimitationsoftheancientterm―Canaan‖are
the territories of the modern states of Lebanon, Israel, Jordan, and a portion of S Syria. For a more 

specific discussion of the geographical range of Canaan, see CANAAN (PLACE).  

———  

A. Sources  

B. The Canaanite Pantheon  

1. Second-Millennium Ugarit  

2. First-Millennium Phoenicia  

C. Religious Practices and Beliefs  

1. Festivals, Sacrifice, Prayer  

2. Afterlife and Cult of the Dead  

D. Canaanite Religion and the OT  

1. El and Yahweh  



2. OT Use of Baal Motifs  

3. The High Places, Sacred Prostitution, and the Molech Cult  

4. Israelite Calendar and Kingship  

———  

A. Sources  

Prior to the rise of Near Eastern archaeological work, our sources for Canaanite religion were confined 

to allusions in the OT and various classical authors, especially Philo of Byblos (preserved in excerpts in 

Eusebius) and Lucian of Samosata. Since then, numerous texts as well as objects have been found which 

shed direct light on the religion of the Canaanites. Pride of place goes to the mythological texts from 

Ugarit (modern Ras Shamra), a site on the Syrian coast, which though outside Canaan proper nevertheless 

shared in the Canaanite culture. More recent discoveries have revealed the nearby site of Ras Ibn Hani, 

and antecedents of some of the Ugaritic deities have been found in the 3d-millennium texts from Ebla 

(modern Tell Mardikh). Phoenician and Punic inscriptions reveal deviations from (as well as similarities 

to) the Canaanite religion attested at Ugarit. Texts from Egypt as well as other countries also shed light on 

Canaanite religion. In addition to texts, the discovery of temples, images, and other cultic paraphernalia 

have increased our knowledge of Canaanite religion.  

B. The Canaanite Pantheon  

1. Second-Millennium Ugarit. Canaanite religion in all its manifestations was always polytheistic. 

Many of the Ugaritic deities are in the Ugaritic pantheon list, which is attested in both Ugaritic (Ugaritica 

V.18B = CTA 29 = KTU 1.47) and Akkadian (Ugaritica V.18A) versions. The supreme Canaanite deity 

wasthegodEl.Hewasthecreatoroftheearthandofman,andwasthebegetterofthegods(the―sonsof

El‖)whoaresaidtobeseventyinnumber.PresumablyElwasalsothecreatorofthewholeuniverse,

though we lack a creation account. Hewasanageddeity,called―fatherofyears‖(˒ab š nm), and 

appropriately had gray hair, and in keeping with this he was noted for his wisdom. Kindness and 

benignity are also mentioned among his attributes. There is no reason to suppose that the more violent El 

depicted in the late Philo of Byblos represents an earlier stage of Canaanite religion than the milder El of 

the 2d-millenniumUgaritictexts.El‘sdwellingplacewas―atthesourceoftherivers,amidthespringsof

thetwooceans.‖Wherethisactually was is disputed, though it should be noted that in the Hittite-

CanaaniteElkuniršamyth,El(orElkuniršaasheiscalled,anamederivingfrom˒l qn ˒rṣ, ―Elcreatorof

theearth‖)dwellsatthesourceoftheriverEuphrates(Mala).Onemaycomparethe location of the 

Garden of Eden at the source of the rivers Euphrates and Tigris in Gen 2:10–14.  

El‘sconsortwasthegoddessAthirat.Herfulltitlewas―LadyAthiratofthesea‖(rbt ˒atrt ym). The 

popular view thatthisepithetshouldberenderedrather―Shewhotreadsonthesea‖isinvalid,sincethis

presupposestheoriginalityofthelongerform,whereastheoccurrenceoftheshortform(Ašratum)occurs

in Akkadian already as early as the 1st Dyn. of Babylon. Athirat was the mother of the gods. She is 

sometimes called Qdš (―holy‖or―sanctuary‖)intheUgaritictexts,anamewhichalsooccursin

connection with Egyptian depictions of a nude goddess wearing a Hathor headdress; Canaanite plaques 

with similar representations likely represent Athirat. Baal used her as an intermediary in order to get El to 

grant him a palace/temple, and along with Rḥmy she is described as having sexual intercourse with El, 

thereby giving birth to the gods Shaḥar (Dawn) and Shalem (Dusk). Her cult symbol, a wooden pole of 

somekind,perhapsastylizedtree,isalludedtoanumberoftimesintheOT(―theAsherah‖),andthis

seemstobethepointofthereferencetotheAsherahintheinscriptionsfromKuntillet˓AjrudinNSinai

(―YahwehandhisAsherah‖).SeeASHERAH (DEITY).  

Although El is the chief god in the Canaanite pantheon, as attested at Ugarit, Baal is clearly the most 

active.Heisthebringeroftherain,onwhichthefertilityofthesoildepends.Heiscalled―theriderofthe

clouds‖(rkb ˒rpt) in Ugaritic, and is responsible for the thunder and lightning, which herald the coming of 

therain.Baal(―lord‖)wasoriginallyanepithetofthegodHadad(―thunderer‖).Hadadappearsalreadyat

Eblaunderthename˒Ada.IntheUgaritictexts,theBaalcycle(KTU 1.1–6 = CTA 1–6) consists of three 

main parts: (1) his conflict with the god of the sea, Yam (KTU 1.1–2 = CTA 1–2), (2) the subsequent 

buildingofBaal‘spalace/temple(KTU 1.3–4 = CTA 3–4),and(3)Baal‘sconflictwithMot(―Death‖),in



the course of which Baal dies and rises again. There is debate how far the Baal myth should be interpreted 

in seasonal terms. Although attempts to interpret the Baal myth as a panorama representing a complete 

year seem too sweeping, it is difficult to deny the presence of seasonal elements in the Baal-Mot cycle. 

See BAAL (DEITY).  

Another question concerns the relation between Baal and El. The extreme view that Baal and El are in 

conflict is to be rejected, since there is evidence that Baal was appointed king by El, and El clearly regrets 

Baal‘sdeathatthehandsofMotandrejoicesathissubsequentresurrection;however,occasionsof

tensionsdoexist.MoreexplicitsignsofhostilityoccurbetweenBaalandthesonsofAthirat.Baal‘s

dwelling place was on Mt. Ṣpn (probably vocalized Ṣapān),themountainknowninclassicaltimesasMt.

Casius, and today as Jebel el-Aqra˓,amountainnearUgaritandappropriatelythehighestmountainin

Syria. Ṣapānwasitselfregardedasagod. 

Baal‘schiefconsortisthegoddessAnat.SheisconstantlybyBaal‘ssideandisdevotedtohim.She

cuts up Mot like corn, is said to have defeated the dragon (i.e., Leviathan), and in one particularly 

gruesome scene is depicted wading through blood. See ANATH (DEITY). Also appearing as a consort of 

Baal in the Ugaritic texts is the goddess Astarte, though she is less prominent in that role than Anat. 

However, in Phoenician inscriptions and the OT Astarte rather than AnatappearstobeBaal‘sconsort,her

name having been distorted to Ashtoreth (with the vowels of bōšet, ―shame‖)intheOTbylaterscribes.

See ASHTORETH (DEITY).  

Baal‘sfatherisusuallyrepresentedasDagon, but occasionally El is designated as such. Perhaps Dagon 

wasBaal‘sliteralfathersinceDagonislistedbetweenElandBaalintheUgariticpantheon;itis

conceivable that Baal was actually the grandson of El. Although Dagon is frequently mentioned as the 

father of Baal and he appears in a number of sacrificial lists, he does not figure in any mythological texts 

from Ugarit. However, his dwelling place, Tuttul (in NE Syria), is mentioned in a Ugaritic snake charm 

text. His name suggests that he was a corn god. This deity is already attested at Ebla and was prominent 

among the Amorites at Mari and the OT indicates that he was worshiped by the Philistines, who must 

have appropriated him from the Canaanites. See DAGON (DEITY).  

The craftsman of the gods, comparable to the Greek Hephaetus, was Kothan-and-Ḫasis(―skilfuland

clever‖).AmongotherthingshemadethemagicclubswithwhichBaaldefeatedYamandbuiltBaal‘s

palace/temple. His dwelling place was both Crete and what is probably Egypt. He appeared at Ebla under 

thenameofKašalu. 

At Ugarit the sun was worshiped as a goddess, Shapash. For the unusual spelling of the name at Ugarit 

we may postulate the development šamšu →šampšu →šapšu (employing the form of the name with the 

nominative ending). Her epithet is nrt ˒ilm, ―luminaryofthegods.‖Amongotherthings,shescorchesthe

earthduringBaal‘sstayintheunderworld(asbefitsthesummermonths)buttellsMottostopstruggling

with Baal when the time is up. Her nocturnal trip in the underworld is reflected at the end of the Baal 

myth, where she is found amid the rp˒um (the underworld shades). The moon does not appear to have 

played a particularly prominent role in Canaanite mythology, though its name is preserved in such place 

names in Palestine as Beth-yeraḥ and Jericho. From Ugarit we possess a text (KTU 1.24 = CTA 24) which 

celebrates the marriage of the moon god, Yarikh, and the goddess Nikkal. Two other deities associated 

with the sky in some way are ShaḥarandShalem,whosenamesmeanrespectively―Dawn‖and―Dusk.‖

KTU 1.23 (= CTA 23)attributestheirbirthasaresultofEl‘ssexualintercoursewithAthiratandRḥmy. 

Sometimes it has been supposed that Shaḥar and Shalem represent respectively Venus as the morning and 

the evening star. However, the equivalence of Astarte with Ishtar as well as later with Aphrodite makes it 

virtually certain that she herself was equated with Venus. Maybe Athtar (the equivalent masculine form) 

was the morning star and Astarte the evening star, though explicit evidence for this in Canaanite sources 

islacking.IntheBaalmythAthtarisrepresentedasbeingappointedtoruleinBaal‘ssteadwhenBaalis

in the underworld, but he is said to be too small to fill the throne and so has to step down, though he still 

becomes king over the earth. It has often been supposed that at this point Athtar represents the waters of 

artificial irrigation (e.g., Gaster 1961: 127). This may be so, but the Arabic evidence to which appeal is 

made is ambiguous.  



Although Mot is the primary deity associated with the underworld at Ugarit, he is not the only one. 

Another is the god Resheph, appearing already as Rasap at Ebla. At Ugarit his underworld character is 

indicated by his equation with Nergal, the Mesopotamian underworld god, and this is fully borne out by 

otherUgariticevidence.Thus,heisreferredtoasthesungoddess‘porteratthetimeofhersetting

(suggesting a location at the entrance of the underworld). His dwelling place is stated in a serpent charm 

text to be at Bbt.  

Various other deities were also worshiped as part of the Ugaritic and wider Canaanite pantheon. A 

number of the Canaanite deities were worshiped in Egypt, especially during the New Kingdom, including 

Baal (equated with Seth), Anath, Astarte, Qdš (= Asherah), Resheph, and Ḥoron. (The precise function of 

Ḥoron, also attested at Ugarit and elsewhere, is unclear.)  

2. First-Millennium Phoenicia. The name Phoenicia is given to that area N of Palestine where the 

Canaanites were not dispossessed by the Israelites but maintained their separate identity. The religion is 

partly known from inscriptions from the 1st millennium B.C. and partly from later classical sources. It 

shows some continuity with Canaanite religion elsewhere, but also has some distinctive features of its 

own.  

AnimportantgodatTyreand,becauseofTyre‘ssupremacy,aleadinggodofthePhoeniciansgenerally

(including Carthage) was Melqart. It has sometimes been supposed that Melqart was a form of the god 

Baal; however, we have no evidence to equate Melqart with Baal prior to a 2d-century-B.C. inscription 

fromMalta,whereheiscalled―theBaal[orlord]ofTyre‖(KAI 47:1). The 7th-century-B.C. treaty 

between Baal king of Tyre and Esarhaddon king of Assyria clearly distinguishes Melqart on the one hand, 

and Baal-shamem and two other Baal deities on the other, the latter (unlike Melqart) manifesting 

themselves in the storm. It is possible that Melqart was originally a chthonic deity—he is identified with 

the underworld deity Resheph in a Punic inscription from Spain and with the Mesopotamian underworld 

god, Nergal, at Palmyra. In classical times he seems to have taken some attributes of the sun god (he 

sleeps during winter) and also has connections with the sea. He was commonly equated with Heracles in 

the classical era (e.g., CIS I 122; Eusebius, Praep. Evang 1.10.27).  

Baal-shamem(lit.―Baaloftheheavens‖)wasanotherimportantgodatTyre,aswellaselsewhere.The

evidence implies that he is simply the well-known Canaanite storm god, Baal, attested in the OT and the 

Ugaritic texts. Thus, in the 7th-century-B.C. treaty between Esarhaddon and Baal king of Tyre he is 

associated with the storm and in the 8th-century-B.C. hieroglyphic Hittite version of the Karatepe 

inscription he is represented by a sign for the Hittite storm and thunder god Tarḫunt.  

The chief god of Sidon was Eshmun, but he is also attested elsewhere (e.g., at Carthage). He is first 

mentioned in the treaty between Esarhaddon and Baal king of Tyre, and was identified by the Greeks with 

Asclepius, the god of healing. However, not much is known about the character of the god and the 

meaning of his name remains uncertain.  

Adonis was the Greek name of a Phoenician deity, and must be based on the Semitic word ˒ad n, ―lord,‖

though strangely it has not appeared as the name of a god in Phoenician inscriptions. Classical sources 

indicate that he was a fertility god and his death (from a boar) and resurrection signified the annual death 

and rebirth of vegetation. He had to spend half the year in Hades with Persephone and was allowed to 

spend the other half of the year with Aphrodite. One important center of his worship was at Byblos, and 

Lucian of Samosata (2d century A.D.) reveals that some believed the reddish color of the river Adonis 

(NahrIbrahim)wasduetothebloodofAdonis.The―GardensofAdonis‖wereafeatureofhiscult—seed 

boxes with plants that grew quickly and speedily withered (cf. Isa 17:10–11).  

Other deities that the Phoenicians worshiped include other forms of Baal, and El, Baalat, Astarte, and 

Resheph.  

The leading Punic deities (i.e., the deities of the Phoenician colonies in the W Mediterranean such as 

Carthage) were clearly the god Baal-ḥammon and his consort, the goddess Tinnit. It has been thought that 

Baal-ḥammon is a form of the god El, but it seems more likely that he is, as his name suggests, a 

manifestation of Baal. Sometimes in Punic dedicatory texts he is simply called Baal, which suggests that 

thisishisnameandnotmerelyanepithet,―lord.‖Moreover,inLatininscriptionsheiscalledfrugifer and 



deus frugum, whichsuitBaalbetterthanEl,andhisconsortTinnitisequatedwithAstarte(Baal‘swife)in

a text from Sarepta in Phoenicia. But whereas Punic sources refer to the recipient of human sacrifice as 

Baal-ḥammon, classical texts regularly refer to the recipient as Kronos, the common classical equivalent 

of El. However, Kronos is occasionally referred to as Baal as well as El, and Baal-ḥammon seems to be 

called Zeus (the more usual equivalent of Baal) in Polybius (7.9.2–3), which recordsHannibal‘soathin

connection with his treaty with Philip V of Macedon. (On this treaty see Barré 1983.) It seems probable 

thatKronos‘devouringofhisownchildrenledtohisequationwithBaal-ḥammon, the god of child 

sacrifice. There are two main views as to the meaning of the name Baal-ḥammon: one interpretation 

understandsittomean―Baal[lord]oftheincensealtar‖(Day1989:37–40) while the other takes it as 

―lordofAmanus‖(CrossCMHE 24–28, 35–36). The former view is more likely, since a number of 

depictions of Baal-ḥammon‘scultfeatureanincensealtar,whereasMt.AmanusinNSyriawasremote

even from the original Phoenician homeland.  

Baal-ḥammon‘sconsort,Tinnit,themostprominentPunicgoddess,whoissometimesreferredtoas―the

faceofBaal,‖hasnotbeenfullyexplicated.SomehavethoughtthatshewasofNAfricanorigin,but

several early attestations in Phoenicia (e.g., at Sarepta) have clarified her E origin. There is, however, 

uncertainty about her precise relationship to the other Canaanite goddesses and what her name means. On 

the supposition that Baal-ḥammon was El, it has sometimes been presumed that she was Athirat 

(Asherah). However, this view of Baal-ḥammon is unlikely, as we have seen. Moreover, Tinnit is known 

to have been equated with Astarte. We cannot be certain, but possibly she was a variant of Anath or she 

could have been a completely independent goddess.  

Other deities worshiped in the Punic world include Melqart, Eshmun, and Resheph (see above).  

One traditionalsourceforancientPhoenicianreligionisPhiloofByblos‘Phoenician History (ca. A.D. 

100) which declares itself to be dependent on a much earlier Phoenician author, Sanchuniathon. Excerpts 

fromPhilo‘sworkhavebeenpreservedbyEusebiusofCaesarea in his Praeparatio Evangelica. Scholarly 

evaluationofPhilo‘sworkasanaccountofancientPhoenicianandCanaanitetheologyhaspassed

through different stages during the course of the last century. See PHILO OF BYBLOS. In the 19th 

century his work was often denigrated, but with the discovery of the Ugaritic texts, revealing the names of 

a number of deities mentioned by Philo, he underwent a considerable rehabilitation. In more recent years, 

as witnessed by the work of such scholars as J. Barr (1974) and A. I. Baumgarten (1981), there has been 

anincreasingawarenessthatthoughPhilo‘sworkshowsacquaintancewithPhoeniciantraditions,these

date from a late stage when they were subject to considerable Hellenistic influence. This Hellenistic 

influenceisespeciallyprominentinPhilo‘scosmogony.Itistruethathehasknowledgeofafairnumber

ofgenuineCanaanite/Phoeniciandeities‘names,e.g.,Elos(El),Beelsamen(Baal-shamem), Zeus Belos 

(Baal), Adodos (Hadad) Dagon, Astarte, Chousor (Kothar-and-Ḫasis), and Elioun father of Ouranos 

(Heaven) and Ge (Earth) (cf. Gen 14:19, 22,where―El-Elyon‖iscreatorofheavenandearth). However, 

the overall picture which he gives does not correspond closely with genuinely ancient sources—he lacks 

the important motif of Baal as a dying and rising god who was engaged in conflict with Mot, and his 

depiction of El as a violent god is quite different from that of the benevolent figure of the Ugaritic texts.  

C. Religious Practices and Beliefs  

1. Festivals, Sacrifice, Prayer. In spite of the considerable information available about the members of 

the Canaanite pantheon the details of the various Canaanite festivals and their accompanying rituals and 

liturgies remain scarce. It appears that the OT feasts of Tabernacles, Unleavened Bread, and Weeks had 

Canaanite prototypes (cf. Judg 9:27) and that these were essentially agricultural festivals. It is plausible to 

supposethatBaal‘senthronementaskingwascelebratedattheCanaanitefeastofTabernacles,but

detailed reconstructions (e.g., de Moor 1972) must remain speculative.  

An important part of Canaanite religious practice consisted of sacrifice to the gods. The beginning of the 

Aqhat text, which describes Daniel as feeding the gods, indicates that sacrifice could be thought of as 

food for the gods. A number of Canaanite sacrificial terms are known, many of which are paralleled by 

similar expressions in the OT, though we cannot be certain that the meaning in every case is identical or 

that the Israelites appropriated the terms from the Canaanites, although this may be the case. Among the 



parallel terms are Ugaritic dbḥ (Heb zebaḥ ―sacrifice‖),š rp (Heb ˓ lâ, ―burntoffering‖),š lm (Heb 

š elem, ―peaceoffering‖),š npt (Heb tĕnûpâ, ―wave[or―elevation‖]offering‖)andndr (Heb neder and 

nēder, ―vow‖).OthertermsfoundinPunicmayalsobecompared—cf. Punic kll (Heb kāl  l, ―wholeburnt

offering‖)andmtnt (Heb mattānâ, ―gift‖). 

There is evidence that human sacrifice was practiced within the Canaanite world, although we have no 

indications of it at Ugarit. There are a number of references to child sacrifice in the OT, especially in 

connection with the Canaanite god Molech in the valley of Hinnom outside Jerusalem (see Heider 1985; 

Day 1989), and classical sources attest child sacrifice among the Phoenicians. The most abundant 

evidence, however, is in the Punic world: not only do various classical authors attest its practice among 

the Carthaginians, but archaeological discoveries have revealed cemeteries of sacrificed children 

(commonlyreferredtobyscholarsunderthebiblicalnameof―topheth‖)atMotya(Mozia) in Sicily, 

Monte Sirai, Nora, Tharros, and Sulcis in Sardinia, and at Carthage, Sousse (Hadrumetum), and Cirta 

(near Constantine) in N Africa.  

Another practice for which we have evidence among the Canaanites but is not certainly attested at 

Ugarit is sacred prostitution (see below). However, Ugarit has revealed some traces of the practice of 

divination, where models of livers and lungs probably linked to hepatoscopy have been found (models of 

livers are known from Hazor and Megiddo). A text written in Ugaritic containing omens based on 

unnatural births of animals has also been discovered, analogous to the Mesopotamian šumma izbu texts. 

(KTU 1.103 + 1.145 = Ugaritica VII, RS 24.247 + 24.265 + 24.268 + 24.287 + 24.328A + 24.328B.)  

Not surprisingly, prayer was employed as a means of communication with the gods. An interesting 

example is known from Ugarit requesting deliverance should the city be under attack (KTU 1.119.26–36): 

―Ifastrongoneattacksyourgate,awarrioryourwalls,raiseyoureyestoBaal[praying]:‗OBaal,please

drive away the strong one from our gate, the warrior from our walls! The bull, O Baal, we will consecrate; 

the vow, O Baal, we will fulfill. The male [animal], O Baal we will consecrate; the sacrifice, O Baal, we 

will fulfill; the libations, O Baal, we will pour out. Let us go up to the sanctuary of Baal, let us walk to 

andfroonthepathstothehouseofBaal!‘ThenBaalwillhearyourprayer—he will drive away the strong 

onefromyourgate,thewarriorfromyourwalls.‖Clearlythisprayer,disregardingBaal‘simportanceasa

nature god, sees him as an agent in history.  

2. Afterlife and Cult of the Dead. Although we lack precise details, it is clear that the Canaanites 

envisaged a post mortem existence. In the OT the shades of the dead are often referred to as the rĕpā˒  m, 

and they are similarly termed in Phoenician (rp˒m) and Punic (˒r˒p˒m). It is now clear that the rp˒um in 

Ugaritic also denote the shades of the dead, and that these are deified. The most explicit text is KTU 

1.161, where the rp˒um are invoked, and these include a number of deceased Ugaritic kings. Again, at the 

end of the Ugaritic Baal myth, we find the expressions rp˒im/˒ilnym in close parallelism with ˒ilm/mtm, 

‗gods/dead‘(KTU 1.6.VI.46–48 = CTA 6.VI.45–47), thus supporting the view that they are the deified 

dead. It now seems that this is the meaning of rp˒um in all its occurrences in Ugaritic (Caquot and 

Sznycer 1980: 19–20) and that it is wrong to seek a temporal reference in certain instances (e.g., the so-

called Rephaim text, KTU 1.20–22 = CTA 20–22, contra Gray 1965: 126–30). In one Ugaritic text (KTU 

1.108.1–3 = Ugaritica V.2.1–3) it seems that we have an allusion to rp˒u (a shade of the dead) drinking 

with Hadad the shepherd and Astarte; if this is the correct understanding (see ASHTAROTH [PLACE]), 

it bears comparison with the 8th-century B.C. Aramaic Panammua text, where the hope is expressed, 

―MaythesoulofPanammuaeatwithHadad,andmaythesoulofPanammuadrinkwithHadad‖(KAI 

214: 21–22).  

One institution which has attracted increased attention in recent years (cf. Greenfield 1974) is the 

marzēaḥ, which is attested in the Canaanite world at Ugarit (both in Akkadian and Ugaritic texts), the OT 

(Jer 16:5; Amos 6:7), at Elephantine, and Piraeus, and in Nabatean, Palmyrene, Punic, and rabbinic texts. 

It took the form of an association involving banquets and there is evidence from Ugarit (the Rephaim 

text), Jer 16:5, a Nabatean text, and rabbinic tradition that these could be associated with the cult of the 

dead. However, other purposes may have been involved. (See DEAD, CULT OF THE; ANCESTOR 

WORSHIP.)  



There is evidence that the Ugaritic kings were thought of as divine after their death, and probably they 

were also considered divine during their earthly reign. The list of Ugaritic kings (KTU 1.113) precedes 

each name with the word ˒il ―god,‖butthiscouldsimplyalludetotheirposthumousdeification.However,

in the Keret text, words are expressed which suggest that king Keret (admittedly not king of Ugarit) was 

considereddivineduringhislifetime.Asonofhisdeclares,―Howcanitbesaid[that]KeretisasonofEl,

the progeny of Laṭipan and Qdš? Or shall gods die? Shall the progeny of Laṭipan not live?‖(KTU 

1.16.I.20–23 = CTA 16.I.20–23).Keret‘sdaughterThitmanatexpressessimilarsentimentsinKTU 

1.16.II.43–44, 48–49 (= CTA16.II.105–6,110–11).Furthermore,ElsaysthatKeret‘s(presumablyeldest)

son Yaṣṣib…willsuckthemilkofAthirat…drainthebreastofthevirgin[Anath],thesucklingnursesof

[thegods]‖(KTU 1.15.II.25–28 = CTA 15.II.25–28).  

Theking‘sroleinthecultincludedaritualpurificationbath(e.g.,Ugaritica V.12.6; CTA 36.10; KTU 

1.119.5). In addition, Tabnit and Eshmunazar, two kings of Sidon, also served as priests of Astarte (KAI 

13.1, 2). It is clear that as in ancient Israel, a high ethical ideal was expected of the king, since it was his 

duty to protect the poor, the widow, and the fatherless (cf. KTU 1.16.VI.45–50 = CTA 16.VI.45–50).  

D. Canaanite Religion and the OT  

The relation of the religion of Israel to the religion of Canaan consists of two parts. On the one hand, the 

OT stands steadfastly opposed to the polytheism and fertility cult practices of the religion of Canaan and 

firmly in favor of the exclusive worship of Yahweh, the God of Israel. On the other hand, the OT has 

appropriatedelementsfromthereligionofCanaan,baptizingtheminaformcompatiblewithIsrael‘s own 

distinctive faith.  

1. El and Yahweh. The chief god of the Canaanites, El, is equated in the OT with Yahweh. Thus, the 

patriarchal narratives depict them as worshiping various manifestations of El—El-Shaddai in particular, 

but also El-Bethel, El-Olam, El Elohei Israel, El-Roi, and El-Elyon—and these are understood as 

revelations of Yahweh (e.g., Exod 6:2–3). It has even been suggested by F. M. Cross (CMHE, 68–71) that 

the name Yahweh derived from part of a cult name of El, ˒il dū yahwī ṣaba˒ t, ―Elwhocreateshosts.‖

However, against this hypothesis it may be argued: (1) the formula in question is nowhere attested and is 

highly speculative; (2) the character of El is uniformly benevolent in the Ugaritic texts, whereas Yahweh 

hasafiercesideaswellasakindone;and(3)thisviewpresupposesthatthenameYahwehmeans―he

creates‖(understoodasaHip˓il),whereasitmorelikelymeans―heis‖(theverbhyh, ―tobe,‖isnowhere

attested in the Hip˓il in Hebrew). Perhaps in the time of Moses, as certain biblical references suggest, El 

was equated with Yahweh, who probably was originally the Midianite god of Mt. Sinai. Whereas the OT 

abominated Baal, it was happy to equate Yahweh with El, who was the supreme creator god noted for his 

wisdom, and was not associated with the fertility cult in the way that Baal was.  

InhisidentificationwithEl,Yahwehalsoappropriated―thesonsofEl,‖sothat―thesonsofGod‖

formed his heavenly court (cf. Job 1:6; 2:1). The notion that they were seventy in number lived on, since 

Deut 32:8 statesthat―theMostHigh…fixedtheboundsofthepeoplesaccordingtothenumber of the 

sonsofGod‖(soLXX;4QDeut),fromwhichevolvedinJewishapocalypticliteraturethenotionof

seventy guardian angels of the nations. Thus, as absolute monotheism took over from monolatry in Israel, 

those who had originally been in the pantheon of the gods were demoted to the status of angels.  

InbeingequatedwithEl,itisnotsurprisingthatinsyncretisticcirclesYahwehalsoappropriatedEl‘s

consort Athirat, or Asherah as she is known in the OT. Her cult symbol, known as the Asherah, was a 

wooden pole, perhaps in the form of a stylized tree. It is mentioned in the OT a number of times and 

appearstobethepointoftheinscriptions,―YahwehandhisAsherah‖fromKuntillet˓AjrudinNSinai. 

2. OT Use of Baal Motifs. Although the OT condemns the Baal cult, it nevertheless adopts some of its 

motifs. Hosea, who is at pains to emphasize that Yahweh, not Baal, brings fertility to the land (Hos 

2:10—Eng 2:8),appliestheimageryofdeathandresurrectiontoIsrael‘scomingexileandrestoration

(Hos 5:14–6:3; 13:1–14:7). That this imagery is actually derived from the fertility cult of Baal is 

supported by the allusion to the coming of the rain in connection with the resurrection imagery in Hos 6:3 

and the evident ironyofthefactthatHoseadeclaresthatIsrael―incurredguiltthroughBaalanddied‖

(Hos 13:1).  



TheOTalsoappropriatesthemotifofBaal‘sconflictwithLeviathan(alsocalled ―dragon,‖―twisting

serpent‖)andYamandappliesittoYahweh.Sometimestheimageryisassociatedwiththecreationofthe

world (e.g., Ps 74:12–17), and this can also be demythologized so that it is simply a caseofGod‘s

controlling (rather than fighting with) the waters, as in Genesis 1. Sometimes the imagery is historicized, 

so that the sea becomes a term for the hostile nations (cf. Ps 144:7) and the dragon can symbolize a 

particular nation, such as Egypt or Babylon (e.g., Isa 30:7; Jer 51:34). Again, the imagery can be 

projected into the future and eschatologized (cf. Isa 27:1; Daniel 7). A related theme to that of the divine 

victory over the waters is divine kingship. Just as Baal became king following his victory over Yam, so 

theOTassociatesYahweh‘skingshipwithhisdefeatofthechaoswaters(cf.Ps 74:12; 93:1–2). The name 

ofBaal‘ssacredmountain,Mt.Ṣapān,isappliedtoMt.Zion,theseatof Yahweh‘sdwellinginPs 48:3—

Eng 48:2,―theheightsofZaphon‖(cf.Isa 14:13).Moreover,thedescriptionofYahweh‘smanifestation

in the thunderstorm tends to echo that of the storm god, Baal, and this is particularly striking in Psalm 29.  

3. The High Places, Sacred Prostitution, and the Molech Cult. The Asherim formed part of the cultic 

paraphernaliaofthe―highplaces‖(bāmôt) (see also HIGH PLACE), the local sanctuaries where a 

Baalized Yahweh cult was practiced in ancient Israel until their abolition by Josiah in 621 B.C. They were 

frequently located onhillsandthecultpracticesassociatedwiththemaredescribedastakingplace―on

everyhighhillandundereverygreentree‖(e.g.,2 Kgs 17:10). In addition to the Asherim, stone pillars 

(maṣṣēbôt) symbolizing the male deity, altars, and incense altars were among the characteristic features of 

these sites. The OT also suggests that rites of sacred prostitution were characteristic of the Baalized 

Yahweh worship, presumably a form of imitative magic in order to encourage the fertility of the land. 

That sacred prostitution was a feature of the religion is indicated by the parallelism of the word z n , 

―prostitute,‖withqĕdēšâ, lit.―holyone,‖inDeut 23:18–19 and Gen 38–15, 22–23 and of zōñt, 

―prostitutes,‖withqedēš t, lit.―holyones,‖inHos 4:14. The masculine form qādēš (Deut 23:18—Eng 

23:17; 1 Kgs 14:24; 22:47—Eng 22:46), plural qĕdēš  m (1 Kgs 15:12; 2 Kgs 23:7) must therefore allude 

to male cult prostitution. It is not certain whether the qdš m mentioned in the Ugaritic texts were similarly 

cult prostitutes. Outside the OT, classical allusions confirm the practice of sacred prostitution among the 

Phoenicians. See PROSTITUTION (CULTIC).  

The OT sometimes makes reference to a god called Molech, to whom gruesome rites of child sacrifice 

are made. Some scholars have denied that Molech is the name of a god, claiming it to be a sacrificial term 

cognate with Punic molk (Eissfeldt 1935), while others maintain that no human sacrifice was involved but 

simply a dedication in fire (Weinfeld 1972). However, both these views are forced. There is evidence that 

mlk was the name of a Canaanite god (e.g., at Ugarit), and it is most likely that OT Molech is a reference 

to him, the vowels having been distorted with those of the word bōšet, ―shame‖(cf.howtheOTformof

Ashtart is likewise distorted to read Ashtoreth; so Day [1989]). Probably he was an underworld god 

(Heider 1985; Day 1989). Another Canaanite underworld god who has left traces in the OT is Resheph 

(e.g., Ps 78:48–49; Hab 3:5),whoseemstohavebecomeadestructiveangelinYahweh‘sentourage. 

4. Israelite Calendar and Kingship. The important dividing line in the agricultural year in Canaan 

comes with the autumn when the rainy season commences following the months of dryness and summer 

sun. This must have been the time of the Canaanite new year, just as it was in preexilic Israel (cf. Exod 

23:16; 34:22), prior to the adoption of the Babylonian spring new year calendar at the time of the Exile or 

just before. The festival in the autumn was the feast of Tabernacles, when the corn, wine, and oil were 

gathered. The Canaanite equivalent of this feast is recorded in Judg 9:27. The other major feasts, those of 

Weeks and Unleavened Bread, being in origin agricultural festivals, must also have been appropriated 

from the Canaanites. Some sacrificial practices may well have been adopted (see above).  

It was not until about 1000 B.C. that the Israelites adopted the institution of kingship. Since kingship was 

a new institution for them, it is to be expected that features should be borrowed from the surrounding 

nations (cf. 1 Sam 8:20). Influence from the Canaanite kingship ideology cannot be denied. The most 

explicit evidence for this comes from Ps 110:4,wheretheDavidickingishailedas―apriestforeverafter

theorderofMelchizedek.‖SinceMelchizedekisrepresentedasapre-Israelite, Jebusite priest-king in 

Jerusalem in Gen 14:18–20, it appears that Ps 110 involves a fusion of Israelite with the Jebusite royal 



ideology. This is most naturally understoodashavingcomeaboutsoonafterDavid‘sconquestof

Jerusalem. The Jebusite deity, (El-)Elyon (Gen 14:18, 19, 22), became fused with Yahweh, though it 

shouldprobablynotbesupposedthatDavid‘spriest,Zadok,wasoriginallyaJebusitepriest.Ifhehad

been,thenneitherofDavid‘stwochiefpriests(Zadok,Abiathar)wouldhavebeenanative southern 

Israelite, which would be surprising. 1 Chr 12:28 maysupportF.M.Cross‘view(CMHE 207–15) that 

ZadokhadalreadybeenDavid‘spriestatHebron. 

In various ways, therefore, it is apparent that Canaanite religion has exerted an influence on the OT, in 

spite of the condemnation of that religion which the OT often expresses. For further discussion see 

Albright ARI, YGC; Donner and Röllig KAI; Eissfeldt KlSchr; Gibson TSSI; and Gordon UT.  
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JOHN DAY  

CANAANITE LANGUAGE. See LANGUAGES (INTRODUCTORY SURVEY).  

CANDACE (PERSON) [Gk Kandakē (Κανδακη)]. Title of the person who employed the Ethiopian 

eunuch converted by Philip (Acts 8:27–39). Candace is not a proper name but a title (like the word 

―Pharaoh‖);infact,itwasoneofthefirstEthiopicwordsclearlyidentifiedbyscholars.ItmeansQueen,

though it also seems to have referred to the Queen Mother. Bion of Soli, who wrote a work on Africa 

probably in the 2d century B.C., says that the Queen Mother, called the Candace, was the real head of the 

government of the so-called kingdom of Meroe, not in modern Ethiopia proper, but rather along the Nile 

in modern Sudan. The title Candace may have been a hereditary one, since it is attested in various periods 

before and after the NT era in the relevant classical literature (cf. Strab. 17.1.54; Dio Cass. 54.5.4–5; Pliny 

HN 6.35.186; Ps.-Callisth. 3.18). Thus, the Candace mentioned only once in the NT (Acts 8:27) cannot be 

clearly identified because we are not given a proper name (Cadbury 1955: 15–18). Eunuchs were 

frequently used in ancient Near Eastern courts as guards of the harem or sometimes of the treasury (see 

ETHIOPIAN EUNUCH).  
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BEN WITHERINGTON, III  

CANNEH (PLACE) [Heb kannēh (ַכֵנה)]. A N Mesopotamian city with whom Tyre traded in textiles 

(Ezek 27:23). Assyrian texts of the 8th and 7th centuries B.C. contain numerous references to individuals 

involvedineconomictransactionswhoarefromKannu˒,acitywhoseprecisegeographicallocationis

unknown (see Postgate RLA 5: 390). Since this city provides the most likely counterpart to the Canneh of 

the MT in Ezek 27:23 (once improperly identified with Calneh), one learns from Assyrian sources that it 

was strategically located on a royal Assyrian highway which facilitatedthecity‘sdevelopmentasacenter

of trade. Citizens of Canneh are attested long before the time of Ezekiel transporting hundreds of horses 

for the Assyrian empire (Waterman 1930–36: 529) and engaging in slave sales. Because the city is listed 

in Ezek 27:23 between the two other well-known locales Haran and Eden (i.e., Beth-eden), Canneh also 

must have achieved some international stature as a comparable commercial center. The Assyrian evidence 

indicates that thecitywasacenterforthecultofthegodApladad.TheetymologyofKannu˒/Canneh

remains unclear, for a proposed Aramaic etymology from ganno˒ ―theenclosure‖wouldappearin

Hebrew with an initial voiced consonant. The Targum equates Canneh with Nisibis.  
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SAMUEL A. MEIER  

CANON. Theword―canon‖comesfromtheGkkanōn, ―measuringstick.‖Byextensionitcameto
mean―rule‖or―standard,‖a tool used for determining proper measurement. Consequently, the word has 

come to be used with reference to the corpus of scriptural writings that is considered authoritative and 

standardfordefininganddetermining―orthodox‖religiousbeliefsandpractices. Books not considered 



authoritativeandstandardareoftencalled―noncanonical‖or―extracanonical.‖Generallyspeaking,the

corpusofauthoritativebooksiscalledthe―Bible,‖althoughobviouslytheChristianBible(orcanon)

differs from that of Judaism. This entry consists of two entries: one covering the canon of the Hebrew 

Bible(i.e.,theChristian―OldTestament‖),andanothercoveringthespecificallyChristianwritings

comprisingthe―NewTestament.‖SeealsoAPOCRYPHA (OT and NT) articles.  

HEBREW BIBLE  

———  

A. Introduction  

1. Canon in Judaism and Christianity  

2.EtymologyoftheWord―Canon‖ 

3. Other Terms Used  

4.BasicUsesoftheWord―Canon‖ 

B. External Shape of Canon  

1. Extrabiblical References  

2. Masoretic Text  

3. Jabneh  

4. Septuagint  

5. Dead Sea Scrolls  

6. Sociopolitical Factors and Community Needs  

7. Stabilization of Text and Canon  

C. Internal Shape of Canon  

1. Canon as Context  

2. Canon and One God  

3. Canon and (Hi)story  

4. Torah and Prophets  

5. One God and (Hi)story  

6. One God and Hagiographa  

7. Septuagint  

D. Canon as Function  

1. Canon as Process  

2. Textual Fluidity  

3. Adaptability and Stability  

4. Canonical Hermeneutics  

5.Godand―Powerflows‖ 

E. Canon and Inspiration  

———  

A. Introduction  

1. Canon in Judaism and Christianity. Someofthereligionsoftheworldare―scriptured‖such as 

Judaism, the Samaritans, Christianity, Islam, Confucianism, Taoism, Buddhism, Hinduism, and 

Zoroastrianism; others are not (W. C. Smith 1977). Judaism and Christianity claim to have Holy 

Scriptures inspired by God; the Christian includes the Jewish, but the Jewish does not include any of the 

peculiarlyChristian―Second[orNew]Testament.‖Thatwhichiscommontothetwo,thoughina

differentorderofcontents,inmostProtestantBiblesistraditionallycalledthe―OldTestament‖by

Christians but simplythe―Bible‖byJews.TheBibleoftheSamaritansislimitedtothePentateuch.The

Bible of the early church before there was a NT canon, that which was most often cited in NT and most 

Christian literature, was a Greek version of the OT containing many more books than the current 

ProtestantOTorJewishBible.TheProtestant/Jewish―FirstTestament‖isofteninexactlycalledthe

Hebrew Bible. In more accurate terms the OT (whether referring to the LXX or the current Protestant OT) 

may also be called the First Testament. Until recent times the Christian OT, whether Orthodox, Catholic, 

or Protestant, included more books than the Jewish Bible included; it was not until the late 19th century 



that Protestants began to exclude the Jewish so-called apocrypha, or deuterocanonical books, which 

surviving Pharisaic-rabbinic Judaism had excluded from its Bible at least by the end of the 1st century of 

the common era. Samaritans, also heirs of ancient Judaism, accept only the Pentateuch (Torah) as canon. 

Muhammad, apparently the single author of the Koran, adapted traditions from both Bibles or testaments 

into the 7th-century-C.E. Bible of Islam; by contrast, both Judaism and Christianity have accepted the fact 

of multiple authorship of their canons as well as pseudonymity of some of the books in each. Whereas the 

Koran is viewed in Islam as a direct revelation from God, the Jewish and Christian canons are viewed as 

humantestimoniestoGod‘srevelations(Pokorny1984:486–96).Whenoneusestheword―canon‖one

must specify to which denomination or community of faith it refers even within Judaism and Christianity; 

within both there is now and was in antiquity more than one canon in the sense of limited lists of sacred 

books considered canonical. The Church of Latter-Day Saints is perhaps the latest to claim the Christian 

canon to be open-ended(Davies1986).Andinrecenttimestheword―canon‖isusedtorefertothe

rabbinic corpus in addition to the Bible or even instead of the Bible (Neusner 1987: 43–51).  

2. Etymology of the Word ―Canon.‖ Theword―canon‖comesfromtheGreekkanōn which was 

derived from a Semitic root (Hebrew qāneh, Assyrian qaň, [Sumerian-]Akkadian qin, Ugaritic qn). It 

passed into Greek as kanna or kanē, into Latin as canna, and English as cane. Itoriginallymeant―reed‖

(English―cannon‖)andcametomeansomethingfirmandstraight.InGreekthewordwasusedto

indicateastave,aweaver‘srod,acurtainrod,abedpost,andastickkeptfordrawingastraightlineoras

a constant reference for measuring such as level, plumb line, or ruler. It then took on metaphoric 

meanings such as model, standard, paradigm, boundary, chronological list, and tax or tariff schedule. In 

theNT―canon‖meansrule,standard(Phil 3:16 in some mss; Gal 6:16), or limit (2 Cor 10:13, 15–16). In 

early church literature it came to be used to refer to biblical law, an ideal person, an article of faith, 

doctrine, catalog, table of contents, a list of persons ordained or sainted (Metzger 1987: 289–93). Origen 

(d. 254) may have used the word in the sense of a list of inspired books, but Athanasius (d. 373) was the 

first known to have done so and the first in his Easter letter of 367 to include the 27 books of the NT.  

3. Other Terms Used. TheBible(OT)oftheearlychurcheswasreferredtoas―Scripture‖(John 2:22; 

Acts 8:32; 2 Tim 3:16;etc.)or―thescriptures‖(Mark 12:24; 1 Cor 15:3–4, etc.). Other terms used were 

―holyscriptures,‖―thewritings,‖―thesacredscriptures,‖―thebook,‖―thesacredbooks.‖Useofsuch

terms does not, however, indicate exactly which books were meant beyond the Law and the Prophets in 

the Jewish tripartite canon (Law, Prophets, and Writings). And doubt has been expressed as to whether 

theterm―Scripture‖wassynonymous with―canon‖(SundbergIDBSup, 137; cf. Metzger 1987: 30).  

ThesameistrueoftermsusedinJudaismwheretheword―books‖(sĕpār  m) meant sacred writings but 

without precise definition (Dan 9:2;Mishnah,etc.).Theterm―holybooks‖(siprê haqqōdeš), used in 

medieval commentaries, was also indefinite in reference in that it was used to refer to all Jewish religious 

literature. In the Greek prologue to Ecclesiasticus (Ben Sira), which was translated (traditionally 132 

B.C.E.)bythegrandsonoftheauthor,thephrases―theotherbooksofourfathers‖and―therestofthe

books‖arealsoindefiniteinreference.InTannaitictimestheterm―outsidebooks‖(sĕpār  m h  tzōn  m) 

was coined to refer to books not in the Jewish canon (Sanh. 10:1), but even then it was used mainly to 

refer to non-Jewish or nonrabbinic literature, not specifically to refer to Jewish writing outside the Jewish 

Bible.  

More precise in designation, though not content, is the word miqrā˒ (―reading‖;seeArabicqur˒an) 

referring to Scripture and based on the custom of reading aloud for the assembled faithful in a dominantly 

oral culture, continued today as oral lectionary readings in most worship services Jewish and Christian; it 

was and is frequently used to indicate Scripture, as against Mishnah, Midrash, or other Jewish literature.  

Anotherterm,―holywritings‖(kitbê haqqōdeš), is used to refer to holy or inspired writings but not 

exclusively to the Bible (Šabb. 16:1; B. Bat. 1: end; t. Beṣa 4 [Blau JEnc, 141]), another indication of the 

necessitytodistinguishbetween―inspired‖and―canonical‖(Leiman1976:127;Metzger1987:254–57); 

the term is reflected in Greek in Rom 1:2; John 5:47; 2 Tim 3:15–16; Ant 1.13; 10.63; etc.  

Theword―Torah,‖likemanyothersinearlyJewishliterature,hasbothanarrow(sensus strictus) and a 

broad meaning (sensus latus). While it can refer strictly to the Pentateuch it may also refer to the whole 



Bible; but it may quite broadly refer to all Jewish religious literature, or indeed be used as a virtual 

synonym of Judaism itself (Sanders 1987: 111–14). Similarly the word nomos in the NT and elsewhere 

maymean―law,‖oritmaymeancustom,instruction,ordoctrine(Pasinya1973).ThePentateuchitselfis

basically a blend of narrative and law (Sanders 1987: 43–60, 115–23); indeed one great Jewish 

philosopher (Heschel 1972) believed that Judaism itself is made up of halākāh and haggādāh (law and 

narrative).  

Another term used of Scripture is hakkātûb, ―thatwhichiswritten,‖butthetermisusuallyaccompanied

by the name of a bookoftheBible;―allthatwhichiswritten‖orperhaps―allScripture‖isearlyandmay

be reflected in 2 Tim 3:16 (pasa graphē).Theterm―covenant‖or―testament‖seemstohavebeen

principally a Christian term of reference for the OT (2 Cor 3:14),thoughSirachapparentlyused―bookof

thecovenant‖(24:23) to refer to the Pentateuch (cf. Exod 24:7; 2 Kgs 23:2, 21 where the same Greek 

term translates the Hebrew sēper habber  t).  

Othertermsusedincludetheexpression―those[books] thatsoilthehands‖(Yad. 3:5; 4:5, 6), which is 

ascloseperhapsasmaybefoundtowhatiscommonlymeantbytheterm―canon‖;andyetitisnotreally

clear how the term arose (JEnc 1:141)orevenifitwasusedtomean―canonical‖in sensu stricto 

(Leiman 1976: 102–20).  

Finally, one of the most common terms used to refer to the Bible in Talmud and Midrash, and perhaps 

the most common in Jewish speech in any modern language, is Tanak, an acrostic made up of the first 

letters of the three divisions of the Hebrew or Jewish Bible: T ōrāh (Pentateuch), N eb  ˒  m (Prophets), and 

K etûb  m (Writings or Hagiographa).  

4. Basic Uses of the Word ―Canon.‖ Therearetwobasicusesoftheword―canon‖:theonerefersto

the shape of a limited body of sacred literature; the other refers to its function. Traditionally it is viewed 

as both an authoritative collection of books (norma normata—shape) and a collection of authoritative 

books (norma normans—function; Metzger 1987: 282–88).Theword―shape‖refers,however, to more 

thanthenumberandorderofbookscontainedinacommunity‘scanon;andtheword―function‖refersto

more than how a community used its canon. Both terms include consideration of pre- and proto-canonical 

literary and historical factors as well as factors resulting from eventual stabilization of text and canon.  

B. External Shape of Canon  

1. Extrabiblical References. Thedesignation―Tanak‖accuratelysuggeststhebasictripartiteshapeof

the Jewish Bible: Torah, Prophets, and Writings. Beginning in the 2d century B.C.E. the third division was 

vaguelyindicatedintheprologuetoEcclesiasticus(BenSira)writtenbytheauthor‘sgrandsonin132

B.C.E. (or 116 [Kahle 1959: 216]; or 110 [Bickermann 1944: 344]). He apparently knew only paraphrastic 

expressionssuchas―…andtheothersthatfollowedthem,‖or―…theotherbooksofourfathers,‖or―…

andtherestofthebooks.‖MuchhasbeenmadebysomeofthevagueexpressioninPhilo‘sVita Cont 25 

whichmentions―lawsandoraclesdeliveredthroughthemouthofprophets,andpsalms…‖;orthephrase

―Theyreadtheholywritingsandseekwisdomfromtheirancestralphilosophybytakingitasanallegory

…‖(Vita Cont 28). Such expressions can be taken to indicate a closed canon of the third division, the 

Writings, in pre-Christian times only by inference; the evidence is not clear (cf. Leiman 1976: 131–32; 

Beckwith 1985: 110–11).  

The first two divisions, the Law and the Prophets, are attested to in the Second or New Testament (Matt 

5:17; 7:12; 22:40; Luke 16:16; John 13:15; 24:14; Rom 3:21 [see―MosesandtheProphets‖inLuke 

16:29, 31]), but the third division remained amorphous (without clear shape) in all such designations until 

the end of the 1st century C.E.;infactitisnotclearwhentheterm―Tanak‖itselffirstappeared(Aicher

1906: 1–53). Recent in-depth study of the function of Scripture in the Mishnah affords no evidence of the 

tripartite canon in the ways in which Scripture is cited or alluded to beyond the Torah (Pettit 1988). The 

tripartite division, with the third section clearly not yet having a stable title such as Writings (or 

Hagiographa), is also indicated in Sirach 39:1; 2 Macc 2:13–14; and Luke 24:44. In Luke 24:44 the 

phrase―…LawofMoses,ProphetsandPsalms…‖isreportedsaidbytheresurrectedJesustothe

disciples in one of his last meetings with them. The inarticulate psalmois in the Lukan phrase could 

indicate any collection of Jewish religious hymns, but it probably designated a collection of psalms such 



as we know in the biblical book of Psalms, but not in all probability the stabilized Psalter witnessed in 

4th–5th-century-C.E. and later LXX mss or in 10th-century-C.E. and later Masoretic mss, as the various 

scrolls and fragments of psalms among the Dead Sea Scrolls would suggest. If one took Philo or others as 

witness to the canon there might be doubt as to how far it extended at the turn of the era beyond the 

Pentateuch (Barthélemy 1984: 10–14); but if one took the Qumran library or the NT as witness in the 

same time frame one might wonder if indeed the number of books considered functionally canonical were 

not still indefinite (Barthélemy 1984: 15–19).  

The long encomium to famous men in Ben Sirach 44–49 indicates that the author of Ecclesiasticus 

knewtheLawandtheProphetsaswehavethem,eventhetitle―TheTwelveProphets‖;andheseemsto

cite Mal 3:23. He also apparently knew a good portion of the Writings. He reflects the very old tradition 

(Amos 6:5)thatDavidwasamusician:―In all his works he praised the Holy One Most High with words 

of glory; with his whole heart he sang (húmnēse) and loved Him that made him. He also set singers before 

thealtar…‖(Sir 47:8–9).HealsoknewtheoldtraditionthatforeignerswonderedatDavid‘ssongs,

proverbs, parables, and interpretations (47:17). But he does not thereby indicate, except by the broadest 

stretch of will (as some have claimed: Leiman 1976: 29; Beckwith 1985: 73), that Ben Sira knew the 

Psalter as we have it in medieval Masoretic mss.  

2 Maccabees explicitly mentions the covenant with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob (1:2), as well as 

traditions about Moses and Solomon (2:4–12), and then deals considerably with the work (1:20–2:15), 

writings, and commentaries of Nehemiah (2:13); it also reflects on the prior prophecies of Jeremiah (2:1–

7). The crucial passage states that Nehemiah founded a library collecting literature dealing with official 

actsormatters―concerning kings and prophets, as well as concerning David, and correspondence of kings 

concerningsacredgifts‖;thatJudasMaccabeusrecoveredthecollectionscatteredbecauseofthewar

(168–165 B.C.E.);andthatitwasstillextantinthewriter‘stime(2:13–14). To deny double-duty to the 

earlier preposition peri functioning in the expression ta tou David in 2:13, and therefore to understand the 

neuterpluralphraseas―thepsalmsofDavid,‖isunwarranted;2 Macc 2:13 refers to royal records, 

probably Samuel and Kings, and quite possibly a Davidic collection of psalms (cf. Beckwith 1985: 150–

52). But broad claims about the Psalter and the whole Hagiographa as we know them being already in the 

shape we have them or already canonical when Judas engaged in his literary restoration (Beckwith 1985: 

434–37) cannot be founded on 2 Maccabees.  

The stabilized Jewish canon attested to by the end of the 1st century C.E. included 24 books (4 Esdras 

14:44–46). The textus receptus or early printed editions of Jacob ben Hayyim based on European Hebrew 

Bible mss of the time (Blau 1902: 141, 144, col. viii) had the following order: the 5 of the Pentateuch; the 

8 of the Prophets (Joshua, Judges, Samuel, Kings, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and the Twelve Minor 

Prophets); and the 11 of the Writings (Psalms, Proverbs, Job, Song of Solomon, Ruth, Lamentations, 

Ecclesiastes, Esther, Daniel, Ezra-Nehemiah, and Chronicles).  

There is a different order in the third section in earlier Tiberian Masoretic mss on which current printed 

editions (cf. Yeivin 1980: 38, §71) of the Hebrew-Aramaic Bible are based, as we shall see; but the count 

of 24 remains the same. Josephus (AgAp 1.39), Origen (Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.25), and Jerome (but only 

in his preface to Samuel and Kings) counted 22 books, the number of the letters of the Hebrew alphabet; 

and such a tradition may have been fairly widespread at one time. Such a count would be possible if Ruth 

were included on the same (Greek translation or even Hebrew) scroll with Judges (or with Psalms), and 

Lamentations with Jeremiah (JEnc 1: 142; Leiman 1976: 133–34). On the other hand, in the case of 

Josephus there may simply have been only 22 books to count as canonical by the beginning of the fourth 

quarter of the 1st century C.E. (Talmon1987:68).ItisclearthattoomuchcertaintyaboutJosephus‘

canon has been drawn from AgAp 1.37–43 (Leiman 1976: 31–34; but see n. 155!). The tradition in most 

Jewish communities after the 1st century C.E. was consistently a count of 24 books except in a very few 

Midrashim (e.g., Num. Rab. 18:21) where the Minor Prophets were separately counted to render 35. 

Ezekiel, Proverbs, the Song of Songs, Ecclesiastes, and Esther were disputed as late as the early 2d 

century but eventually won full acceptance in the canon. In the opinion of some (Leiman 1976: 119–20; 

Beckwith 1985: 318–23; and Talmon 1987: 75–79) the five books were already considered canonical and 



the passages in rabbinic literature which record the debate assume that they were; the same passages have 

been read by most others to indicate a genuine debate about their canonical status.  

2. Masoretic Text. The order of books beyond 2 Kings has varied to some extent even down to the 20th 

century as may be noted in the fact that the current student editions of the Hebrew Bible (BHK and BHS) 

still place Chronicles at the end of the third division, or Writings, even though the editors claim to use 

exclusively the Leningradensis ms, the oldest full codex of the Tanak in existence dating to the late 

10th/early 11th century, which like its older (though incomplete) mate, Aleppensis (925 B.C.E.), and 

numerous other mss dating before the 12th century and after, has Chronicles as the first book in that 

division (see BHS xi), as well as a generally different internal order. The third section aside from 

Chronicles always begins with Psalms and ends with Daniel and Ezra-Nehemiah, no matter whether 

Chronicles was placed first before Psalms or last after Ezra-Nehemiah.  

It is probable that the sequence Genesis through 2 Kings was stabilized in content and order probably by 

the middle of the 6th century B.C.E. (Freedman IDBSup, 131–32), certainly by the middle of the 5th when 

the Pentateuch or first five books in that sequence wasrecognizedby―allthepeopleasoneperson,‖that

is,bythewholecommunity,asthe―BookoftheTorahofMoses‖(Neh 8:1)or―TheTorah‖(Neh 8:2) in 

what was undoubtedly quite an elaborate ceremony in the Water Gate Square in Jerusalem in the middle 

(458? B.C.E.) of the 5th century. The Pentateuch (and not the Hexateuch or even Octateuch—that is, 

Genesis to Deuteronomy and not Genesis to Joshua or even Kings) became the Torah for Judaism for all 

time because of the triumph of the book of Deuteronomy and the school of thinkers, writers, and editors 

which its triumph spawned in the exilic 6th-century period (the Deuteronomists and others; Sanders 1972: 

9–20). The Torah which was read that day in Jerusalem had been brought there by Ezra from the large 

exilic community in Persian-occupiedBabylonia.ButthesequelGenesistoKings,nomatterthatEzra‘s

Judaism needed to break it into two liturgical divisions (called Torah and Early Prophets), was 

undoubtedly a stabilized written (hi)story fairly much as we now have it in the Tanak by the middle of the 

6th century B.C.E. Since that sequence of books, in contrast to all that follows in the Jewish canon, is 

clearly a story line beginning with creation and ending with the Babylonian destruction of Jerusalem and 

the exile, the order of the books Genesis to Kings was secured early on even when the text was written on 

scrolls, well before the invention of the codex in the 1st centuries C.E. Beginning with the Latter Prophets 

ortheBooksoftheThree,therehasbeenconsiderablevariation.―TheorderoftheBooksintheTorah

and the Former Prophets has been established from earliest times; however the order of the books in the 

LatterProphetsandtheWritingsisnotfixed‖(Yeivin1980:38). 

The two great Tiberian mss, Leningradensis and Aleppensis (A), dating to the early 10th and 11th 

centuries, where A is extant agree on the following order after Kings: Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and the 

Twelve Minor Prophets (the order indicated already in Sirach 48:22 and 49:6–8); Chronicles, Psalms, Job, 

Proverbs, Ruth, Song of Songs, Ecclesiastes, Lamentations, Esther, Daniel, Ezra-Nehemiah. By contrast, 

a Baraita in the Talmud (B. Bat. 14b), which at the earliest dates to the 2d century C.E., and a number of 

mss later than the Tiberian (Blau 1902: 143–44) agree on the order: Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Isaiah, and the 

Twelve; Ruth, Psalms, Job, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of Songs, Lamentations, Daniel, Esther, Ezra-

Nehemiah, Chronicles.  

Even the practice of grouping the Five Scrolls together (Megilloth—Ruth, Song of Songs, Ecclesiastes, 

Lamentations, Esther) was sometimes abandoned in favor of placing Ruth at the beginning of the 

Writings. The order of the Five Scrolls varies considerably in the various manuscripts with no apparent 

pattern evident. With the advent of printing, early editions of the Jewish Bible placed the five in the 

calendar order of the four feasts and one fast at which each was read: The Song of Songs (Passover), Ruth 

(Weeks), Lamentations (9th of Ab), Ecclesiastes (Tabernacles), and Esther (Purim) (see JEnc, 144 and 

IDB 1: 509); but apparently no medieval mss so ordered them.  

Clearlyonehastobecautiousinconstructingtheoriesabout―theshape‖oftheJewishcanonbeyondthe

very secure (hi)story line beginning with the Torah and ending in 2 Kings, and the fact that the books of 

the three Major Prophets and the Twelve Minor Prophets always followed the record of that (hi)story; but 

even the order of these within the two categories may have been due as much to lengths of the books as to 



chronological order or any other factor (JEnc, 143; Metzger 1987: 295–300; see the convenient lists in 

Beckwith 1985: 450–64.)  

3. Jabneh. In the past century, since the work of Graetz (1886: 281–98) but especially Buhl (1892: 24), 

it has been commonplace to refer to the gathering of rabbis at the Palestinian coastal town of Jabneh 

(Jamnia in Greek) as an authoritative council at which the canonization of the Tanak was completed. For 

some six decades in the first part of the current century a sort of formula was passed from one student 

generation to another: the Pentateuch was canonized by 400 B.C.E., the Prophets by 200 B.C.E., and the 

Writings at Jamnia by about 90 C.E. (Pfeiffer 1948: 64; IDB 1: 501–14; Jepsen 1959: 114). The discovery 

of the Dead Sea Scrolls, both the Qumran literature and other scrolls and fragments from other caves in 

the area, changed all that.  

A pivotal study published in 1964 by J. P. Lewis exposed the misunderstandings and misreadings by 

Graetz and others of the rabbinic evidence concerning Jabneh. Lewis investigated each passage and came 

to the conclusion that while there was a gathering at Jabneh it did not function as an authoritative council, 

inthelatersenseofthegreatchurchcouncils,whichsomehowforalltimeclosedthecanon.Lewis‘work

has gained wide acceptance even though it has been used to argue otherwise opposing points of view 

(Sanders 1987: 9–39; Freedman IDBSup, 135; Leiman 1976: 120–24; Barthélemy 1984: 9–45; Beckwith 

1985: 276–77; Talmon 1987: 71). For some (Sanders, Barthélemy, Talmon) it means that factors other 

than conciliar or official decisions must be sought in the sociopolitical realm; for others (Leiman, 

Beckwith) it has meant that the canon was officially closed up to two centuries earlier and that discussions 

reportedconcerningwhat―soiledthehands‖bytheendofthe1stcenturyC.E. were about books already 

canonized.  

4. Septuagint. The so-called Septuagint (LXX) presents quite a different picture of the shape of the OT 

canon. Greek translations of the Jewish Bible seem to have begun in the 3d century B.C.E., first apparently 

the Torah and then the other books, and some of the others seem to have been in existence by the time of 

the translation of Ben Sira into Greek (see above). Most Greek First (or Old) Testament mss and most 

available early lists (see Swete 1902: 201–10) indicate that the (hi)story sequence Genesis through 

Chronicles was fairly constant. There is little to suggest in the LXX mss or early church lists that the 

Pentateuch (Torah) was thought of as a separate entity; it was primarily (hi)story in the same sense as the 

books that followed. Ruth often followed Judges and preceded the four books of Kingdoms (i.e., 1–2 

Samuel plus 1–2 Kings), which were immediately then followed by the revisionist (hi)story of all that had 

been recounted up to that point, supplied by Chronicles (Paraleipomena).  

In fact, there is no tripartite division in the Greek First Testament, as in the later Hebrew-Aramaic mss 

and lists noted above, suggesting that such a division after the Pentateuch was either not yet known, or 

more likely, not of full canonical status by the time of the Roman destruction of Jerusalem and the break 

of Christianity from Judaism. The further fact that after Chronicles the order of books in the LXX varied 

widely and without a clear pattern would also indicate that by the time of that break the full canonical 

process was not yet complete—unless some convincing polemical reasons could be advanced for the 

varying orders, or for the fact that libertarian variance took place at all; and none has been advanced. All 

the Greek OT mss were preserved by the churches (Kraft 1978: 225) and might possibly reflect an 

undetected polemic of order of books. All the principal Greek OT mss were in codex form and hence 

relatively (though not absolutely) stable in terms of order of books within the mss (Beckwith 1985: 194).  

The Twelve Minor Prophets in Hebrew mss were always copied on one scroll; the order of them was 

fairly stable, usually beginning with Hosea and ending with Malachi in the order found in modern 

translations. But Greek OT translations and lists show variance within the Twelve; Codices B (Vaticanus) 

and A (Alexandrinus), e.g., both put Amos and Micah after Hosea before Joel; and the order Hosea, 

Amos, Joel, Obadiah, Jonah, Micah, Nahum, etc. is also found (Swete 1902: 202); beginning with Nahum 

the order seems quite stable through to Malachi.  

The three Major Prophets with Daniel may appear after the Twelve (B and A) or before them 

(Sinaiticus); or they may be separated by the Twelve with Daniel and Ezekiel following the Minor 

Prophets(Melito‘slist).The(hi)storicalbooksbeginningwithGenesismaygothrough4 Maccabees 



(Sinaiticus) before the Prophets, or Maccabees may be put last (Origen). Other such observations could be 

made, but all would support the view that there was no Alexandrian canon in the sense that the term 

normally conveys with regard to shape or structure (Sundberg 1964; Freedman IDBSup, 135).  

5. Dead Sea Scrolls. The so-called Dead Sea Scrolls, discovered between 1947 and 1961 (with perhaps 

others yet to come in), include the scrolls and tens of thousands of fragments of scrolls found in the 

eleven caves just N of the Wadi Qumran at the NW end of the Dead Sea, as well as others found in 

Judeandesertcaves(Murraba˓at,Ḥever, Ṣe˒elim,Mishmar)containingliterature dating between the two 

Jewish Revolts (70 to 135 C.E.), in the Palace/Fortress at Masada (68–73), and in caves in the Wadi ed-

Daliyeh SE of Nablus (4th century B.C.E.; see Sanders 1973b and Wise 1986a; 1986b). Their discovery 

has caused a review of nearly every aspect of biblical study including that of questions relating to the 

canons of Judaism and Christianity and denominations and groups within them. All of the literature 

emanating from the Qumran caves (except for the few found in caves 3 and 7, and maybe 6) seems to 

have originally been part of a denominational, theological library belonging to a single Jewish group 

which treasured them in the period between its founding in the middle of the 2d century B.C.E. until its 

disintegration and dispersion at the hands of Roman troops in the spring of 68 C.E.  

All of the discoveries from all of the areas noted date from before the development of codices; all of it, 

with the very few exceptions of writing on ostraca and wood, was found or was originally in scroll form 

whether written on leather or papyrus, and in one case on copper (Cave 3). This makes the question of the 

shape of the canon at Qumran, even indeed in Judaism during the time of the writing, copying, and 

reading of the scrolls, difficult to discern; this is the reason, as noted above, that opinions about the shape 

of the Jewish canon precisely during the period of the scrolls still vary considerably.  

Every book of the Jewish Bible with the single exception of Esther has been identified among the 

scrolls and fragments from the eleven Qumran caves. Some 30 copies of a Psalter or Psalters have been 

identified, about 25 copies of Deuteronomy, 20 of Isaiah, 15 of Genesis, 15 of Exodus, 8 of Leviticus, 6 

of Numbers, 8 of the Minor Prophets, 8 of Daniel, 8 of Numbers, 6 of Ezekiel, 5 of Job, 4 of Samuels, 4 

of Jeremiah, 4 of Ruth, 4 of Song of Songs, 4 of Lamentations, 3 of Judges, 3 of Kings, 2 of Joshua, 2 of 

Proverbs, 2 of Qohelet, and a single fragment each surviving of Ezra-Nehemiah and of Chronicles (cf. 

Barthélemy 1984: 15).  

Caution is in order. One might be tempted to suggest that even the Pentateuch was out of shape at 

Qumran because of the great popularity, apparently, of Genesis, Exodus, and Deuteronomy, but fewer 

examples of Leviticus and Numbers. We simply do not know if we have everything they had in their 

library, probably indeed not. The great interest in laws of holiness and purity evident in their own 

denominational literature would indicate considerable interest in Leviticus. The complete lack of a 

representative fragment of Esther may or may not be significant with regard to whether that book was 

included in the Qumran biblical canon, or yet at the time in the general Jewish canon; even the fact that it 

was one of the five books disputed after the fall of Jerusalem in 70 may or may not be emphasized now by 

the lack of Esther at Qumran. Failure to find evidence of the presence of Psalm 110 in any of the many 

Psalter copies represented is mitigated by the fact that the figure of Melchizedech, important in Psalm 

110, was prominent in the angelology of Qumran thinking; yet, Psalm 110 is not needed to deem 

Melchizedech a canonical figure since he is prominent also in Genesis 14 (cf. Hebrews 6–7). Psalm 111 is 

also lacking representation.  

More interesting is the shape, or perhaps lack of it, of the Psalter at Qumran. Even though there were 

apparently more copies (30) of the Psalter at Qumran than of any other book, 35 of the 150 psalms in the 

Masoretic canon are lacking even on fragments (Sanders 1967: 143–49); and there seems to be no pattern 

to the lack. There is no block of Masoretic psalms missing (Sanders 1967: 146–48). Even more striking is 

the fact that the longest, most continuous scroll of Psalms, 11QPsª, contains not only 41 psalms known 

from the Masoretic (familiar) Psalter, but also contains 8 compositions heretofore either unknown (4) or 

known in Greek and/or Syriac translations (4). The scroll is about 4.75 m (almost 15.5 ft) long, containing 

33 columns, with the order of at least 46 of the 48 compositions contained in the extant leather beyond 

doubt. This makes the Cave 11 Psalms Scroll one of the longest and best preserved of all the Qumran 



Scrolls; even though the bottom third of each column is lacking (due to decomposition over the 1900 

years in the cave), careful measurement of the lacunae indicates the order and sequence of psalms on the 

scroll is certain except for the precise placement of one of the fragments of the scroll (fragment E), and 

even that is virtually certain.  

11QPs
b
, though surviving in only six fragments, appears to be a copy of the same Psalter; it includes 

one of the non-Masoretic psalms also in 11QPs
a
 and has the same non-Masoretic order as the latter of the 

traditional psalms preserved in it. 4QPs
f
 includes another of the non-Masoretic psalms also in 11QPs

a
, 

though not the same, and has Masoretic psalms as well. 4QPs
b
, 11QPs

g
, and 11QPsAp

a
 also exhibit 

evidence that the Psalter as we know it was not yet stabilized or that the folk at Qumran had not endorsed 

it for themselves (Talmon 1987: 73). It is clear that the folk at Qumran knew and used many non-

Masoretic psalms of the biblical type (4Q380 and 381 in Schuller 1986: 61–265) as well as others familiar 

to us now only from Qumran such as the Hodayot (4QH) and the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice (4Q400–

407 and 11QShirShabb in Newsom 1985: 85–387).Itisdifficulttoknowhow―canonical‖theselatter

were considered by the folk at Qumran, but they figure in discussions of canon only in a broad sense of 

what was available to a Jewish denomination in the time before the stabilization of the Masoretic is 

certain. Those collections, however, like 11QPs
a
 and the others noted above, do indeed enter into 

consideration of stabilization of the proto-MT Psalter. Either they are viewed as evidence of the last 

stages before stabilization (Sanders 1967: 9–21; 1968: 284–98 [esp. n. 10]; 1973a: 134–48; 1974: 79–99; 

Meyer 1968: 213–19; Wilson 1985; Wise 1986a: 143–48; Barton 1986: 86), or they are viewed as 

liturgical collections drawn from an already canonized Psalter with noncanonical compositions mixed in 

for specific liturgical purposes (Goshen-Gottstein 1966: 22–23; Talmon 1966; Skehan 1973) which are as 

yetunclear.―ThePsalterprovidesusasort of revealing microcosm of the fluidity existing on the frontiers 

ofwhatbooksweresacredatcertaintimesandforcertainmembersofthecommunityatQumran‖

(Barthélemy 1984: 19). Psalters of up to 200 psalms are reported as late as the middle ages (Sanders 1967: 

157–58; 1968: 294).  

Just as the Psalter at Qumran seems not yet to have been stabilized in terms of content and order, so also 

the third section of the canon, the Writings, would appear to have been still open, parallel to the witness of 

the LXX. The Qumran library contained much in the original languages of what are called apocrypha and 

pseudepigrapha (Sanders 1973a; fc.; Fitzmyer 1977) as well as literary works heretofore unknown. It is 

simply not possible to be sure how many of these were considered canonical in function in the thinking of 

the Qumran faithful. Superficial criteria such as care in copying, mode of format in terms of column width 

and length, practice of using paleo-Hebrew script, whether or not a pesher-type commentary was written 

only on what was there considered canonical, or any other such, are not determinative. In eastern 

Christian churches the lengths of canons vary still, up to 81 books in the Ethiopian Orthodox canon 

(Cowley 1974: 318–23; Kealy 1979: 13–26; Sanders 1984a: 12; cf. Beckwith 1985: 478–505).  

6. Sociopolitical Factors and Community Needs. One point on which there is clarity and general 

agreement is that the gathering of rabbis at the Palestinian coastal town of Jabneh (Jamnia) after the fall of 

Jerusalem up to about 90 C.E. cannot be considered a canonizing council (Lewis 1964: 125–32; Sanders 

1987: 13; Leiman 1976: 120–24; Beckwith 1985: 4–7). The significance of that general conviction, 

however, varies. For the most part it is taken to mean that such conciliar bodies simply did not exist in 

early Judaism and that to understand Jamnia as such is a reading back of the hierarchical authority of later 

church councils. The canonical process was more realistically one of bodies of literature passing the tests 

of time and space in terms of their value for many scattered believing communities. Canonicity was 

recognized by communities of faith with common identity as having in effect already taken place because 

of sociopolitical factors and community needs (Sandmel 1966: 207; Sanders 1987: 125–51; 1984a: 1–20; 

Barthélemy 1984: 30–37; Talmon 1987: 67–72) and not because of deliberate or conciliar decisions; 

councils for the most part only ratify what has already happened among the people. But it has also been 

taken more radically to mean that canonization of the Writings had already taken place either de facto 

(Leiman) or de jure (Beckwith) by the 2d century B.C.E., and that variance from that canon, whether in the 

Dead Sea Scrolls or the LXX, should be taken as benign aberration. It is more likely that surviving 



Pharisaic-rabbinic Judaism after 70 C.E. trimmed the lush growth of apocalyptic and other literature 

(Freedman IDBSup, 135; Kaestli 1984: 71–102), which had become erratically diverse and in danger of 

abandoningJudaism‘sbasicmonotheizingfaith.Apartofthatlushgrowth,fromthestandpointof

Pharisaic-rabbinic Judaism, may have been early Christian literature and practice. Clear evidence for a 

date earlier than the end of the 1st century C.E. is at best weak and unconvincing (cf. Talmon 1987: 74–

79).  

7. Stabilization of Text and Canon. Parallel to stabilization of canon was stabilization of the text of 

books after the Pentateuch. The Torah, whether in text or versions, exhibits remarkable stability in all the 

witnesses available. Even the some six thousand variants in the Samaritan Pentateuch are, except for a 

few, largely minor and fall within a range of relative stability. While the actual books of the prophetic 

corpus may well have been set in an early form about the same time the Torah was being edited, or even 

perhaps earlier (Freedman 1962: 250–65), the stabilization of the text of the prophetic corpus has been 

convincingly described as having taken place during the 1st centuries B.C.E. and C.E. (Greenberg 1956: 

157–67; QHBT, 1–41, 321–400; Barthélemy IDBSup, 878–84; Albrektson 1978: 49–65). The variance of 

texts in the prophets has been understood both as exhibiting distinct families of text types (QHBT, 177–

95, 306–20; Ulrich 1978) and as simply indicating textual fluidity and variety (Goshen-Gottstein 1965: 

17; Sanders 1987: 125–51; Talmon 1987: 45–79; Tov 1988: 28–37) up to what apparently was full 

stabilization of the text by the middle of the fourth quarter of the 1st century C.E., as witnessed by the 

proto-Masoretic texts from the Judean desert sites other than Qumran and by the more literal translations 

into Greek at the end of the 1st century C.E. Stabilization of the Writings in the proto-Masoretic tradition 

seems to have been complete by the end of the 1st century C.E. (Barthélemy IDBSup, 878–84; Tov 1982: 

19–27; 1986: 181–85).  

C. Internal Shape of Canon  

1. Canon as Context. Recent discussions about the shape of the canon have moved beyond issues of 

fluidity and stability of text and canon to observations about how the shape of a canon provides a context 

in which to read the individual contributions contained in it. The juxtaposition in the order, where stable, 

of those contributions, whether sources within a book or the books interrelating among themselves, can 

influence how each is read. Context influences understanding of text. Canon in this sense is the primary 

and most authoritative context in which to read the various parts of it (Childs 1978; IOTS). There are 

other contexts in which it is read and these are important as well: these include the community of faith 

and cultic setting in which a text was and is read, as well as the historical and sociopolitical situation or 

setting in which a text is composed and in which it is later read and reread; equally important is the 

hermeneutical context in which a text is heard or read. Whenever a text is read three factors must be kept 

in mind: the text itself; the sociopolitical situation in which it arose and in which it is read; and the 

hermeneutics by which it is caused to function when repeated/recited (Sanders 1984a: 77–78). The 

internal shape of canon focuses on the literary and intertextual chemistry, as it were, of texts in their 

relation to other texts which had arisen out of different original contexts but are now, in canon, 

compressed into a canonical-literary whole.  

One might contrast the Koran to the Bible. The Koran is the record, supposedly, of a direct revelation of 

God to a humanandtohumans;theBibleistherecordofhumanresponsestoGod‘srevelations.The

Bible comes from many different human hands over a 1500-year period of formation from the Bronze 

Age to the Roman Period. Most of recent biblical criticism has attempted to discern the provenance and 

source of each literary unit in it as well as the messages of each unit as originally intended. This is in 

effect a deconstructionist exercise; the original parts are unraveled and examined each in its own right, 

and only subsequently in the immediate context of the larger literary unit or book to which it belongs. But 

the Bible is a text in itself. It all hangs together in a larger literary context so that each of the discernible 

units small and large, including books, may take on new hues and connotations within the whole. 

Sometimes this resignification of texts may be attributed to an editor, or redactor, who may or may not 

have altered the sources used to integrate them into a new discernible literary unit; but sometimes it is due 

to the intertextuality of canonical context (IOTS, 46–83).  



2. Canon and One God. The (hi)story which begins in Genesis and ends in 2 Kings is made up of a 

number of ancient sources which are woven together to recount a rather remarkable story focused on the 

purposes, will, and acts of One God, Creator of heaven and earth and all that in them is. The views in the 

smaller units of who and what God was or is vary considerably, but they are all woven together in such a 

way as to present a monotheizing view of the One God who is made up quite clearly of various 

communities‘viewsofnumerouslocal,tutelary,high,earthly,andheavenlydeities,gods,andgoddesses,

exhibiting their various characteristics and activities (e.g., Gen 6:1–4; Deut 32:8; Hos 2:10—Eng 2:8; 

etc.). The result is that the God who emerges in the resultant (hi)story is both a high god and a local deity, 

both a moving and a stationary god, both male and female (e.g., Gen 1:26–28; Jer 31:32), both national 

and international: creator, sustainer-nurturer, judge, and redeemer. The various surviving names of God in 

the text become epithets or occasional names; there is a tradition that God has seventy names.  

3. Canon and (Hi)story. Beginning with Genesis 12 the story begins to focus on one family, the 

progenitors of which were Abraham and Sarah. Modern critical study has shown that the stories of the 

patriarchs and matriarchs in Genesis stem from various ancient sources, but in the Genesis text they are 

presented as succeeding generations of the Abraham-Sarah family promised in Genesis 12 and 15. Exodus 

tells of a slave rebellion organized and led by a person named Moses, heir of the same family; in fact the 

slaves though diverse in background are presented as descendants in the same family. The story as woven 

incorporates a long stop at the foot of Mt. Sinai and a trek of 40 years in the Sinai desert with efforts to 

enter the Promised Land of Canaan thwarted until the escaped slaves find themselves on the E bank of the 

Jordan in the plains of Moab listening to a very long speech by Moses just before his death (most of the 

Book of Deuteronomy). The (hi)story continues on into the book of Joshua with the settlement in the land, 

the book of Judges and the Philistine threats to the whole venture, the establishment of a monarchy in 

Samuel under Saul and David, and then the greatest rise and fall in the Bible of earthly success followed 

bythesplitofSolomon‘skingdomandthetotaldemiseoftheHebrewmonarchyattheendoftheBook

of Kings. The Abraham-Sarah family finds itself at the end of the (hi)story in destitution. That which had 

started with great promises which indeed were fulfilled in the glorious climax of the reigns of David and 

Solomon (2 Samuel 5 to 1 Kings 10) ends ignominiously. How so?  

The only answer to that question lies in the full canonical text, and that fact was recognized in every 

shape of the canon noted above. It is still recognizable today but only if all the sources woven together are 

read as the text is inherited. Scholarship has discerned and tried to name some of the sources which are 

woven together to make the story: a Jahwist source (J) which was basically southern or Judean; an Elohist 

source (E) which was northern or Ephraimitic; the book of Deuteronomy (D) and a school of editors and 

writers which the book spawned, called Deuteronomist (Dtr); perhaps a source or perhaps only editors 

who seem to have a priestly perspective (P); records from the courts of both N and S; and various other 

minor sources. Efforts have been made to extricate some of the sources by unraveling the woven 

canonical text to discern earlier views of the (hi)story (such as Coote and Ord 1988); and they are viable 

efforts insofar as reconstruction of the sources, or even perhaps the actual history, is concerned. But none 

of them alone can answer the above question, only the full text as finally shaped.  

The answer to the question of the apparent failure lies first in the affirmations found several times but 

especially in some of the great hymns, such as the Songs of the Sea (Exod 15:1–7), of Moses (Deut 

32:39), and of Hannah (1 Sam 2:6–7): that God is the God of the risings and the fallings of the powerful 

as well as the God of death and of life, of victory and defeat (the same theme is at the heart of the Song of 

Mary [Luke 1:46–55] in which Luke situates the failure of Jesus as a political messiah). The fulfillment of 

the promises as well as the demise of the two kingdoms is set in the larger theocentric and monotheizing 

perspective which no one source alone can provide, not even the most monotheizing book of the Bible, 

Deuteronomy. The God who emerges from the whole can no longer be identified with any one deity of 

anyofthesourcesbutistheGodofalllife‘sexperiences, what humans would call good as well as what 

they would call bad—such as defeats and failings. In the same manner the story that emerges cannot be 

found in any one of the sources alone. Just as the genre called gospel arose at a later time to explain the 

apparent failure of the ministry of a wisdom/prophetic teacher from the Galilee in a theocentric 



monotheizing mode, so the (hi)story which begins in Genesis and moves on through Kings had no exact 

parallel. And it is difficult to identify one grand, final redactor who did it all because some of the most 

primitive materials in the story adumbrate the message of the story as a whole. The answer lies in the 

whole and not in the parts, not even in the intentionality of one final genius, some supposed final redactor.  

The answer may be put in the following way: (a) it is not God who let us down in the defeats; (b) it is 

we by our sins who had let God down in disobedience and polytheistic rebellion; (c) God had in fact sent 

prophets early and betimes to tell us that is the way it is in the divine economy; (d) but if in destitution we 

take it to heart that God meant what Moses and the prophets had been saying, then God will be more than 

pleased to restore Israel, even though in a transformed state if need be.  

4. Torah and Prophets. These four points are not stated as such in any one passage in the story 

(Brueggeman and Wolff 1982: 101–41); they emerge from the whole. The tripartite Jewish canon is 

shaped in such a way that these four points are celebrated over and over again. After the story is told and 

the defeat is underscored by the ignominy of the one surviving king of the Davidic dynasty living under 

house arrest in Babylon (2 Kgs 25: 27–30), then 15 case histories are presented in the Latter Prophets to 

illustrate the points made: Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Hosea, etc. (i.e., the Books of the Three Prophets 

plus the Book of the Twelve), which follow the Genesis-to-Kings (hi)story. Israel had indeed been warned 

often and betimes, and well before it all happened. But even these 15 prophetic messages had been well 

anticipated by the messages of the prophets who showed up from time to time in the (hi)story itself: 

Samuel, Nathan, Ahijah, Elijah, Elisha, Micaiah ben Imlah, and others in the Former Prophets (Judges to 

Kings)anticipatedbySamuel‘smother‘shymn(1 Sam 2:1–10).  

Mostofthe15speakbothofGod‘sbeingGodofrisingsandGodoffallings,fallingsandrisings.Most

of them end with the fourth point of the answer stressed: God can and will effect restoration if Israel 

accepts divine discipline, the purging and the cleansing (Sanders 1955: 101–4, 117–19), even the open-

heart surgery to be effected by God in the adversity (Hos 5:15–6:1; Jer 30:17; 31:31–34; Ezek 36:26–27). 

This had been anticipated already in Torah: whereas Jeremiah early in his ministry, and indeed an early 

level of Deuteronomy, exhorted the people to circumcise their hearts (Jer 4:4; Deut 10:16), Deuteronomy 

finally says that if the people do indeed in destitution take the whole lesson to heart, God himself will do 

the circumcising (Deut 30:6) even though the people had failed to do so. Suffering was understood both 

asGod‘spunishmentforsinsandasGod‘s restorative and re-creating activity (Sanders 1972: 73–90).  

The prophets also make the point time and again that God is the God of the risings and fallings of other 

peoples as well as of Israel. This is explicitly stated in Amos 9:7, but it is underscored in the so-called 

oracles against the nations contained in most of the prophetic books. Nahum and Obadiah cannot finally 

be read in isolation from the rest of the corpus, but should be read on the contrary as oracles against 

foreign nations in the same sense as the collections of such in the other prophetic books. No one book, 

especially of the Twelve Minor Prophets, tells the whole story; each must be read in the light of the 

whole.Amos‘greatsermonatBethel(Amos 1:3–3:2) as received in the Amos text starts with oracles 

againstIsrael‘sneighborsandendswithsimilarindictmentsandsentencesagainstJudahandIsrael,as

well as a theologicaldefenseofGod‘sbeingIsrael‘sjudge(Amos 2:9–3:2)aswellasjudgeofallGod‘s

creation (Amos 9:2–6). None of the points Amos makes, when the book is read in its canonical order 

(even given the slight variations in order in the Minor Prophets), are a surprise since they have already 

been made in numerous ways in the basic Torah story. Nahum and Jonah speak in solid canonical 

cadencesofGodasbothjudgeandredeemerofNineveh,thecapitalofoneofIsrael‘sworstenemies.

Each can and should be read for itself in terms of the needs of the community doing the reading; but 

theologically they are complementary.  

5. One God and (Hi)story. The Bible comes from differing sources over a 1500-year period ranging 

from the Bronze Age to the Hellenistic-Roman. This is surely the case with the Christian Bible as a 

whole, but it is also the case with the LXX and arguably the case with the Jewish Hebrew/Aramaic Bible. 

It is written in the mores and idioms of the five culture eras of those 1500 years. While it is not strictly 

speaking a monotheistic literature, the Bible is a monotheizing literature in the sense of exhibiting in all 

the periods of its formation a struggle against the various forms and expressions, mores and idioms, of the 



polytheisms of those times. One of the reasons the canonical shapes of the canons, Jewish and Christian, 

which eventuate from the canonical process are important is that it is only from the whole that we learn 

how to read the parts. It is important never to absolutize the primary religious language of any of the texts 

it contains, especially those which exhibit pretty clearly early tribalistic views of the deities (Exod 4:24–

26; 1 Sam 15:2–3) in the divine compression called God.  

That which the great hymns call the risings and fallings of empires and mighty people, over which God 

isLordofhistory,mayalsobecalled―powerflows.‖FormostofIsrael‘searlyhistoryEgypthad

hegemony over the Palestinian area and the peoples that inhabited it, especially Israel and Judah. Then, 

about the middle of the 8th century B.C.E.,Egypt‘spowerwanedwhileAssyria‘swaxedinthearea.

Toward the end of the 7th century, while Egypt tried to reassert hegemony, it was Babylonia which 

gained the day and remained so until the middle of the 6th century when Persia dominated the whole area, 

even some of the Greek cities. Persia then had hegemony over the whole area until Alexander the Great 

came out of Macedonia and conquered the known world. The Greek conquest of the Semitic and non-

Semitic worlds of the East created a phenomenon called Hellenism which came to influence Judaism as 

profoundly as any culture in all its history. Rome then began to assert itself and became the dominant 

power in Jerusalem from 63 B.C.E. for centuries to come.  

The biblical assertion that the one true God is the Lord of history takes on poignant significance when 

seen in the light of such an overview. All of those cultures contributed to an understanding of the one God 

(Mendenhall 1973: 198–214) and contributed to attempts to verbalize that understanding through the 

mores and idioms of those cultures. Such pluralism within a canon provides a self-corrective apparatus 

within its bounds; no one group of idioms should be absolutized over another. Recognition of this 

canonical given, or gift, would deter the pervasive tendency to locate a canon within the canon and then to 

abuse the rest by insisting that it all agrees with the parts chosen. This is one reason it is very important 

not to decanonize the NT by focusing only on a synchronic understanding of its literature within the 

Hellenisticcultureonly.SuchacanonicaloverviewoftheBible‘sshapeisalsoimportantin

understanding its assertions that God is the God of death and life, the risings and the fallings of empires. 

No government lasts so long, not even the eventual Roman empire, as to escape the observation that the 

God of the canon is not stumped by the failings nor particularly impressed by the successes.  

Judaism as we know it arose (Ezekiel 37) out of the failure of the two kingdoms, and it still exists 2600 

years later. And it does so in great measure because of the theological history that is related in Genesis to 

Kings. The great prophets whose ministries are described in the 15 books of the corpus called Latter 

Prophetslived,beginningwithAmos,whenthe―powerflows‖intheANEhadtheirgreatesteffectonthe

Abraham-Sarah folk. When Persia then became dominant over two centuries later, prophecy reached its 

zenith with the Isaiah of the exile (Isaiah 40–55) and was believed to have ceased completely with the 

introduction of the Torah to Jerusalem which Ezra brought back with him from Babylonia (Nehemiah 8) 

where it had been edited into the short version of the story we call the Pentateuch. It was because of the 

now-firm belief that God is God in fallings as well as risings, and can wrest life out of death (Deut 32:39), 

that the story of the settlement in the land of Canaan could be left out of the Pentateuch. One could be an 

observant, believing Jew without having to live in Palestine, as much a hope as that would always remain 

(Sanders 1972: 1–53). The function of canon, as we shall see, is to provide ever-new generations with 

identity (faith) and direction for life (obedience). Hence the practice arose very early in Judaism of 

reading the Torah in annual (rarely triennial) cycles so that the people could identify with the Abraham-

Sarah call and venture. One could indeed continue to live in Babylonia (the largest Jewish community in 

the world until the Middle Ages, and the community which gave Judaism its official Talmud) and still be 

a faithful Jew.  

6. One God and Hagiographa. The Jewish canon does not end, as does the Christian First Testament, 

with the prophetic corpus. On the contrary, there is still the third section, the Hagiographa. In the majority 

of the best Tiberian and Spanish mss, this section begins with Chronicles, a revisionist history of the 

whole story focusing on the Temple and Temple worship of God, with emphasis on David and Solomon, 

and with a retelling of many episodes giving hope that one can indeed be obedient. The Genesis to Kings 



(hi)story had as its major burden its explanation of the failures and defeats and hence gives a fairly 

pessimistic picture of human efforts at monotheizing obedience and loyalty to God. Chronicles has a quite 

different perspective on human capacity to obey. Some of the realism of Samuel and Kings is retuned to 

give hope that Jews, wherever they might be, hopefully in and around Jerusalem, could please God. A 

Jew is called to the service of God and Judaism is the expression of that service (Neusner 1984: 90–98). 

The center and heart of Judaism is ˓abôdāh, ―service‖inbothsenses:worshipandobedience.ManyJews,

precisely the remnant that did not assimilate to a dominant non-Jewish culture in which they lived, must 

have asked many times how they could live so as to serve and please God. One needs to have hope, first 

and foremost, that it is possible to live a meaningful, that is, an obedient life.  

While Judaism, like that of old Israel and Judah, is community- and covenant-oriented, it also is largely 

family-oriented and considerably more focused on the individual. Jeremiah and Ezekiel had both prepared 

the remnant for understanding individual responsibility (Jer 31:29–34; Ezekiel 18) and for the hope it 

could bring; individuals would not have to bear responsibility any longer for all the old sins of the earlier 

generations (Isa 40:1–3) despite the realism in the old view (Exod 34:7). Chronicles not only offers hope 

and some examples of obedience, in its review of the old history, it ends on a note of real hope, the edict 

of Cyrus, King of Persia, that Jews could return to Jerusalem and rebuild the temple (2 Chr 36:22–23). In 

many of the best mss the Psalter begins immediately after Chronicles with Psalm 1 on the same column as 

thehappyaccountofCyrus‘edict:―Happyisthepersonwhowalksnotinthecounselofthewicked…

but whose delight is in the Torah of God on which hemeditatesdayandnight‖(Ps 1:1–2). Many of the 

old royal and community psalms in the Masoretic Psalter are resignified in their canonical context into 

psalms the individual or the family can identify with no matter their original intent or use.  

In those same mss the Psalter is followed by Job and Proverbs, then the five scrolls, and finally (hi)story 

is resumed with Daniel and Ezra-Nehemiah closing the Jewish canon. In such a shaping there is a return 

to recounting (hi)story and a closing of the ranks to avoid extinction of Judaism by assimilation, but the 

emphasis is on hope and the opportunity for individuals and families to live obedient lives. It has been 

suggested that the Writings in their canonical shape, no matter in what order the individual books are 

found, provided for Judaism a way to live and exist in stasis (Morgan 1990), in community, in whatever 

locale Judaism was practiced. But its steady assumption is belief in One God. Job takes monotheism more 

seriously perhaps than any other book dealing with undeserved suffering. The 31 chapters of the Book of 

Proverbs provide all kinds of suggestions for living obedient lives under One God in all the areas which 

the laws in the Pentateuch perhaps do not touch.  

The five scrolls are read during annual feasts and a fast and deal with ways to understand living under 

One God (even if God is not mentioned, as in the Book of Esther) on the heights as well as in the dark 

passages of life. Qohelet says it is normal to question how anyone can believe in One God, and it is 

important to do so. Doubt is an essential part of faith, otherwise it may be only superstition. The Song of 

SongscelebratesGod‘sgiftofnepeš or eros and resonates both with the first commandment in the Bible, 

to be fruitful and multiply (Gen 1:22 and 28), and with the Shema˓, in which is the command to love God 

with all the nepeš or self (Deut 6:5). Daniel looks at the larger picture of fortunes rising and falling and 

how a Jew who truly believes in One God can tolerate living under oppression and even persecution.  

7. Septuagint. The LXX provides a quite different context for everything after the Pentateuch. The 

theological history expressed in the Jewish canon is considerably resignified by the different number and 

order of books in LXX manuscripts, but there is a strong sense of (hi)story nonetheless. While it is 

undoubtedly true that there was no Alexandrian canon as such (Sundberg 1964; IDBSup, 136–140), 

codices of the LXX provide interesting contexts for reading the different books in them. Whereas the 

tripartiteMasoreticcanonopenlystressesapropheticunderstandingandperspectiveonnations‘risings

andfallings,especiallyIsrael‘s,undertheaegisoftheonetrueGod,andthenhowsurvivingJewscanlive

lives of service and obedience, the LXX mss tend to put the historical books together in the order of 1–4 

Kingdoms (Samuel-Kings), Chronicles, Ezra-Nehemiah, Esther (Sinaiticus; cf. Vaticanus and 

Alexandrinus). Ruth is placed right after Judges, or in some just before it. Tobit, Judith, and 1–4 

Maccabees are in nearly all LXX mss and extend the sense of history into the Hellenistic-Roman period. 



It, too, is a theological history in a monotheizing mode but the accents are different and history tends to a 

speculative perspective with accommodation to the messianic and apocalyptic view of the goals of 

history. Daniel is grouped with the prophets, often after Ezekiel.  

The LXX, while originating in Jewish communities where Greek was the principal language and 

Hebrew and Aramaic were less well known, was ultimately preserved by Christianity (Kraft 1978). The 

so-called LXX was the Bible of the early church (Sundberg 1964; McDonald fc.) until the formation of 

the strictly Christian canon which was by the 4th century C.E. made upoftheGreekFirst(or―Old‖)

Testament (of varying content and order after the Pentateuch) and the peculiarly Christian Second (or 

―New‖)Testament(ofvaryingcontentandorder—Metzger 1987: 191–250, 295–300). It was not until 

Jerome devoted 35 years of his life (d. 420 C.E.) to learning and translating Hebrew/Aramaic mss of the 

First Testament with a rabbi in Bethlehem that the kind of stability represented by mss of the Vulgate 

entered the picture, and even then not until well after his death. While Jerome did not adopt the content 

and order of the Jewish canon but kept those of the LXX as he knew it, by translating a clearly proto-

Masoretic copy of the text of the Jewish Bible he in large measure brought the Vulgate into closer textual 

(though not canonical) relation to what we know as the MT, undoubtedly because of the proto-MT 

biblical mss of his Bethlehem mentor. From the end of the 1st century of our era up to that point the 

Greek First Testament was a peculiarly Christian tradition and may well reflect Christian interests if not in 

the actual texts then in the inclusion and order of books after the Pentateuch (Kraft 1978: 207–26). Jerome 

not only succeeded in regard to the Roman Catholic Church (though not the Eastern churches), his 

attitude of pursuing the Hebraica Veritas of the text was adopted by the 16th-century Reformers in 

Europe; in fact Protestantism, while keeping a generally LXX sense of the order of books after the 

Pentateuch, limited the content to that of the Jewish canon, even bracketing the so-called 

deuterocanonicals or apocrypha in a kind of appendix. As noted above, it was not until the 19th century 

that any editions of the Protestant Bible were published with only the content, though still not the order, 

of the Jewish canon in the First Testament.  

D. Canon as Function  

1. Canon as Process. Theothermeaningof―canon,‖norma normans, or―collectionofauthoritative

books,‖withfocusonhowthecanonfunctionsinthebelievingcommunitiesthatfindtheiridentityina

canon and base programs of obedience on it, has also received attention in recent study (Sanders 1975; 

1984a; 1984b; 1987; Knight 1975; Fishbane 1985). This aspect of study of canon does not totally ignore 

questions of inclusion/exclusion and the juxtaposition of the contents of a canon, but its focus is on early 

traditioning processes and the role they played in development of the concept of canon and its function in 

believing communities, and hence may cut across and challenge readings done in canonical context (see 

C.1.–C.4. above). Canon understood as process valorizes biblical pluralism and intracanonical dialogue.  

It has often been observed that the event of discovery of the scroll of Deuteronomy in 621 B.C.E. and its 

adoption by King Josiah as the authority for his reformation (2 Kings 22–23) was the beginning of the 

actual canon (Pfeiffer 1948: 50–70; IDB 1: 502–7). There is recorded in the Bible itself royal and official 

activity by Josiah that suggests a recognition of the authority of the scroll by the community in Jerusalem 

underJosiah‘ssponsorship(2 Kgs 22:8–16; 23:1–3); the scroll functioned as legitimizing authority for 

Josiah‘sreformationandseemstohavebeenadoptedasauthoritativeatleastthroughoutJosiah‘sreign,

but apparently not thereafter as long as the monarchy lasted, which was almost another quarter century (2 

Kgs 23:25). After the kingdom of Judah was destroyed (587 B.C.E.) when those in exile (especially in 

Babylon) began to reflect on what had happened (Sanders 1987: 18–30), Deuteronomy became the 

cornerstone of the eventual canon (Sanders 1987: 175–91). Its position as the climax of the eventual 

Torah with its massive emphasis on belief in One God (Lohfink 1963) gave it pride of place in the whole 

eventual canon with influence backward to Genesis and forward through the rest of the whole canon, 

whether MT or LXX (Sanders fc.). But the prehistory of canon as function antedates Deuteronomy. 

Deuteronomy could function as it did for Josiah and the whole community of Judah because there had 

been authoritative traditions functioning in a similar manner well before it. When the Pentateuch as Torah 

came into being on the demise of prophecy in the time of Ezra, with Deuteronomy as its capstone, it 



functioned as canon (norma normans) for Judaism well before canon as an authoritative collection of 

books came into being (Aicher 1906: 10; Sanders 1972: 1–9).  

Canon as function antedates canon as shape. The function of a written canon has antecedents in the very 

process by which the concept arose, that is, in the function of authoritative traditions when there was as 

yet no written literature deemed canonical in the sense of norma normata, or shape. One of the results of 

form-criticalstudyoftheFirst(―Old‖)Testament has been recognition of the function of early recitals of 

Israel‘searlyandformativehistoryunderGod(vonRadPHOE 1–78; Wright 1952; Sanders 1972: 1–30; 

1975: 75–106; Groves 1987: 7–62). It has long been recognized that most all texts build on earlier texts 

and traditions. This, too, is properly called intertextuality. We used the term above to refer to how reading 

a text within an intertextual context such as canon may be different from reading that same text as a 

totally independent literary unit, as is done in historical, form, and even redaction criticism. But 

recognitionofhowalatertext―ringsinthechanges,‖asitwere,onearliertraditionsandtextsbyciting,

paraphrasing, alluding to them, or imitating their form, is also intertextuality. In a sense all texts are to 

some degree intertextual since all new texts in order to be read with understanding presuppose what has 

gonebeforeinthecommunity‘straditions,oralorwritten.Thisisrecognizedaswellbyothersthanform

critics in the case of the Jewish Bible (Sandmel 1961: 105–22; Fishbane 1985: 91–524).  

2. Textual Fluidity. All such observations point to the early function of traditions and texts in nearly all 

parts and forms of literature within the Bible. One of the most interesting aspects of intrabiblical 

intertextuality is the fluidity of citation and allusion. Exact quotation is rare such as the verbatim citation 

of Micah 3:12 in Jer 26:18; attribution is also rare within the Jewish canon (outside the historical books 

where even so it is not commonuntilChronicles)suchasthementionofJeremiah‘sprophecyinEzra 1:1. 

But fluid references to earlier traditions abound, and these include reference to the authoritative traditions 

known from the biblical stories relating the great episodes in the Hexateuch as well as in the Davidic 

traditions (Sanders 1972: 1–30). When they were alluded to or cited for the most part it was done for the 

authoritative value in them recognizable by the believing community for which the new speech or text 

was being composed. They were brought to mind to argue a point. And because a great deal of the Bible 

in its early forms was oral, fluidity presented a great advantage; the tradition referred to could be shaped 

to fit the new argument. It did not have to be an exact citation. This situation continues to be the case right 

on through the literature of Early Judaism, Apocrypha, Pseuepigrapha, Dead Sea Scrolls, even Philo and 

Josephus, including the Christian Second Testament. It should be clearly understood that the fluidity of 

citation one sees in all that massive amount of literature is not primarily to be attributed to poor memory, 

which was not a truly pertinent factor (Balch 1988). Relative fluidity and adaptability were major 

characteristics of the whole history of formation of the Bible from earliest times through to the 

stabilization of texts discussed above complete by the end of the 1st century of our era, including citations 

(Sanders 1987: 9–40; 125–51). Being a written text and officially adopted by King Josiah as the 

foundation of national policy, Deuteronomy began a process of shift from relative fluidity to relative 

stability that still was not finally complete by the end of the 1st century C.E. (Sanders 1987: 175–91).  

3. Adaptability and Stability. Adaptability is a major characteristic of the very concept of canon. 

Throughout the period of canonical process in antiquity up to stabilization of text and canon, and even to 

a limited extent beyond it down to today, a canon is marked by its malleability; citations and allusions 

throughout the literature of Early Judaism including the Second Testament exhibit the relative adaptability 

of authoritative texts and traditions. Free choice among numerous modern translations of the Bible is an 

exponent of fluidity of text today. Rewriting of earlier authoritative texts was common, and so was 

reshapingthemabittofitthenewargumentoraffirmationoffaith.Tocallatraditionortext―canonical‖

is to say it will be available for later communities to apply to their new situations. Even when stabilization 

of text became a major factor, ways were found to get canonical texts to fit later problems, and the need to 

render the stable adaptable induced hermeneutical regulations to control the exercise (Sanders 1987: 142–

51).  

Butacommunity‘sneedtoadaptwhathadbeenacceptedasauthoritativemeantthatthosetexts

exhibiting multivalency were appealed to time and again, and thus acquired a special, and eventually a 



canonical, status (Talmon 1987: 67–69). Another characteristic of canon, at least in the case of both the 

Jewish and the Christian, in contrast perhaps to the Koran, is the compression, noted above, of various 

genres and kinds of literature by many different authors over almost 1500 years. Of necessity that very 

fact of compression of such diverse literature renders the canon pluralistic to a limited extent. The 

adaptability of canonical literature may therefore be found in its internal contradictions. When the 

community later needed the challenge of one portion it was there; when it needed the comfort of another, 

that too was there. When the community needed to settle and build, when it faced the challenges of peace 

and political stability, there were portions to call on to validate the activity; when the community faced 

upheaval and disruption and had once more to be uprooted, there were portions to call on to validate the 

activity. Multivalency of a single passage, and the pluralism of the whole, meant that accuracy of citation, 

when that became a necessity in itself after full stabilization, did not curtail the ability of a community to 

adapt the canonical to new phases of life. Even so, if need be, mixing and matching of passages from 

different portions of Scripture could yield the adaptability needed. The limited pluralism that is in a canon 

also provides it with a built-in self-corrective, a sort of prophetic, apparatus. For example, a policy or 

program might be constructed on certain portions of Scripture; then, when it would need modifying, 

corrections could also be rooted in Scripture (Sanders 1984b: 341–62).  

One of the most interesting observations of community use of canon is the pervasive tendency to deny 

its pluralism. It is supposedly thought that to be honest aboutacanon‘spluralismwouldbetodenyits

authority. God cannot be self-contradictory, it is argued (as though limited human experience and 

intelligence is capable of judging the fullness of the Integrity of Reality, that is the Oneness of God). 

Canons, precisely because they are human responses to divine revelation, of necessity reflect the 

ambiguity of reality. Denial of this point, supposedly out of fear of loss of canonical authority, has 

sometimes led to the danger of idolatry of the Bible, precisely worshiping what is believed to be a gift of 

God instead of worshiping God the Giver of all gifts; that tendency in some communities of faith has been 

calledbibliolatry.TodenytheBible‘spluralismistodenyitspropheticvoicewhenachallengetowhat 

has been constructed on it might later be needed, its built-in self-corrective apparatus.  

4. Canonical Hermeneutics. The mid-term between the fluidity or adaptability of traditions and texts 

and their stability is hermeneutics (Sanders 1987: 61–73). It is always important to ask how the text or 

traditionwasbeingreadinthenewsituation.Jesusisreportedtohaveaskedacontemporary,―Whatis

written in Torah and how do you read it [Luke 10:26]?‖Whatisthepertinenttextandbywhat

hermeneutic do you read it? What is the conceptuality lying back of the (newer) text being studied and 

what is the view of reality at play when the older tradition is being called upon? These are crucial 

questions, and they need to be asked whenever intertextuality is identified in study of a text (Neusner 

1983: 43–51). The prophets often surprised, even shocked their contemporaries by the ways in which they 

caused a tradition to function (Sanders 1987: 87–105) in their arguments and challenges to their people. 

Study of controversy passages including the disputations between so-called true and false prophets is very 

revealing in terms of how hermeneutics can cause a text or tradition to be applied to a new situation in 

two opposing ways.  

a. Challenge. Amos‘fluidcitationofthebasicTorahstoryin2:9–11 points to a contrast between the 

people‘scurrentactivityandwhatGodhaddoneforthemintheExodus-to-Entrance story; in fact, the 

contrast is highlighted by the Amos text having God refer first to the divine gift of land (v 9), precisely 

becauseAmos‘indictmentofhiscontemporaries focused on their maltreatment of the poor and the needy 

in the land which God had given them (2:6–8).TheforceofGod‘s―remembering‖that(aswellasGod‘s

lifting their heads out of the dust of the earth [cf. 2:7] of Egypt when they were the poor and needy) is 

poignantindeed.ButwhenthenahearerapparentlyintervenedcontradictingAmos‘useofthose

authoritative traditions, Amos agreed with the main point made, namely that they were the only family on 

earth God knew in the way he knew Israel, but went on to claim that authoritative tradition as the very 

base of his argument that God would therefore punish them for their iniquities (3:2). The opponent had 

assumed that the tradition meant that God was their God and would take care of them no matter what. The 

difference in hermeneutics is that Amos understands God also to be the Creator God of all peoples (9:2–7) 



and hence free to judge Israel as well as others. The same distinction in hermeneutics, or how the so-

calledtrueprophetsreadIsrael‘scommonauthoritativetraditions,canbetracedthroughouttheprophetic

corpus: God is both Redeemer of Israel and Creator of all peoples, hence free to express grace to Israel 

and to others, and free to judge Israel as well as others (Sanders 1987: 87–105).  

Hermeneutics make a difference no matter what tradition is being called on, as Isaiah showed in 

adducing the Davidic royal traditions in a challenging way in his time (Isa 1:21–27; 28:9–22; et passim). 

What must be kept in mind is that there are three factors always at play in adapting authoritative 

traditions, hence canon: (1) the text or tradition called on; (2) the sociopolitical and historical situation to 

which the text is being adapted; and (3) the implicit hermeneutics used to apply the tradition or text. If one 

denies the importance of any one of the three the very canonical dimension of the exercise may be missed. 

This is especially the case when the historical provenance of a text, such as the ones just noted in Amos 

and Isaiah, is bracketed or reduced in importance (IOTS, 56–57); to reduce canonical context to its literary 

aspect only, as important as that is (see C.1. above), is to reduce the very canonical dimension of the text 

(Sanders 1987: 153–74), and may indeed reduce its relevance or adaptability to later settings by focusing 

only on the hermeneutic moves on the literary level. The application of the tradition about the call of 

AbrahamandSarahandGod‘spromiseofland,which the people cited to Ezekiel to offer themselves 

hope upon receipt of the news of the fall of Jerusalem, is refuted by Ezekiel (33:23–29) but affirmed by 

the prophet of the exile (Isa 51:1–3). Sociopolitical and historical context has to be carefully discerned as 

to what the needs of the community are in order to choose a text or tradition to apply and then choose the 

hermeneutics by which to apply it. The ancient and the new sociopolitical contexts have to be exegeted as 

carefully as does the text (Gottwald 1985: 301–21).  

b. Comfort. The pluralism characteristic of the Bible means that we should be cautious in using the 

terms―true‖ or―false‖withregardtotheprophetsinthecontroversypassagesortotheirtheology,for

thatwhichis―false‖inonehistoricalsettingmaywellbetrueinanother.Thereisanancient,anonymous

saying to the effect that the same text may afflict the comfortable and also comfort the afflicted. The 

prophetic corpus as well as the Gospels are full of passages which indicate that the older text or tradition 

read or cited or alluded to could be understood by the people as comforting but is applied by the prophet 

or Jesus so as to challenge (Luke 4:16–30; Sanders 1975: 75–106).  

The hermeneutic that emerges from study of the implicit hermeneutics in most passages which exhibit 

such intertextuality is a theocentric monotheizing hermeneutic, that is, the focus is on what the One God 

of All has done in given human situations and then what God would yet do in another. There are passages, 

however,inwhichGod‘sdominionoverallcreation is not the view of reality underlying the individual 

text. There are texts in both testaments which seem to present a tribal view of God; these are often the 

ones called on by communities of faith when out of fear they feel they need to battle an enemy of some 

sort or need to feel they are right and others wrong. Judaism and Christianity have often called on such 

texts in time of conflict; and they are there.  

The question then arises as to whether it is canonically legitimate to read such passages with a 

hermeneutic different from the one implicit in the text. Is it canonically fair to superimpose a hermeneutic 

that seems to emerge from most biblical passages upon those that do not? Is it canonically legitimate to 

read the parts in the light of the whole? The answer is Yes (see C.1.–C.7. above). Most of the prophets did 

so; Jesus did so. The hermeneutical move is first to theologize in reading all passages, using a theocentric 

monotheizing view of reality, and then only thereafter to moralize, or ask what it means for the new 

situation in which it is being read. To do so would, in a prophetic manner, turn the passage inside-out, as 

it were, and expose modern tendencies to tribalize God just as the old text seems to do. The next move 

would then be to ask if the One God of All was instead commanding the enemy to challenge us. Very 

important in reading any passage is to be conscious of the particular party in it with which we readers are 

identifying. Nathan in effect told David that he should identify with the rich man in the mirror of the 

parable he had told, enabling David to judge himself (2 Sam 12:1–14). Jeremiah castigated the 

slaveholders in his time for reenslaving their slaves after they had freed them, and he did so by preaching 

on the tradition we know in Genesis about Abraham and the covenant between the pieces of the carcasses 



of the sacrificial animals (Gen 15:17–21). Normally the people would, without thinking, use the 

hermeneutic of God as the covenant God of Israel and hence their God; that is, normally they would 

identify with Abraham in reading or hearing the tradition. But Jeremiah, on the contrary, said they should 

identify that time, in that situation (not at all times), with the carcasses cut in two, for that is what would 

happen to them (Jer 34:17–22). Isaiah agreed with his contemporaries that God had indeed risen as Holy 

Warrior to assist David in his battles with the Philistines on Mt. Perazim and in the Valley of Gibeon (2 

Sam 5:17–25; 1 Chr 14:8–16) and also agreed that God was still Holy Warrior, but in their time (probably 

701 B.C.E.) God would instead be at the head of the enemy troops entering Israel (Isa 28:21–22). Jesus 

agreed that God was sending the messiah to announce good news to the poor and release to captives; but 

in contrast to the way Isa 61:1–2 was typically understood by his contemporaries (as comfort for their 

national suffering under Roman oppression), Jesus believed God was free instead to extend grace and 

comfort to whomever (Luke 4:16–30).  

ThetriumphoftheDeuteronomicemphasisonGod‘sbeingtheOneGodofAll,whenlinkedupinthe

canonical compression of all the Bible with such implicit hermeneutics as seen in the above examples, is 

also canonical warrant for reading the parts in the light of the whole. This means that the original 

―intentionality‖ofindividualauthorsmaycanonicallybeoverriddenintheadaptationofapassagetoa

new situation. This is in part what is meant by understanding the Bible as canon. It would mean reading 

the NT not only synchronically in its Hellenistic context, though that is important to do, but also reading it 

diachronically or canonically in the light of the monotheizing hermeneutic of the canon as a whole.  

It does not mean, however, that authorial intentionality is denied altogether. On the contrary, careful 

exegesis of individual passages is a part of the ongoing canonical process of intrabiblical dialogue; and 

the one applying a passage may decide that the need of the community for comfort is greater than its need 

for challenge. Prophetic imagination (Brueggeman 1978) requires that the preacher or teacher doing the 

adapting ask who, in an increasingly smaller world today, is being threatened when comfort forone‘sown

community is being affirmed. It may indeed be decided that comfort is important, as the Isaiah of the exile 

knew. One cannot deny the hermeneutics of the so-called false prophets in the preexilic period without 

denying the very same hermeneutics used by the Babylonian Isaiah (chaps 40–55) when Israel was on the 

verge of extinction. There is richness in the dialogue between disagreeing colleagues in the same 

situation, just as there is richness in the pluralism of the canon as a whole.  

5. God and ―Powerflows.‖ The canon as a whole indicates clearly that God is the God of both the 

risings and the fallings of life, the victories and the defeats, life and death, the great reversals of which life 

is made—allthehuman―powerflows‖andallthepluralismoftheambiguityofreality.Butinand

through it all the Bible as a whole, as canon, celebrates the Oneness of God, that is, the Integrity of 

Reality. That Integrity is not measurable by any human means (Isa 40:12–26; Job 28). It may not be 

possible even to comprehend it just as perhaps no one contributor to the whole could understand the full 

canonical Reality. It may be that only a faith based on these compressed texts as canon can even 

apprehend it.  

God‘sOnenessorReality‘sIntegrityisbothontologicalandethical.ItisaOnenessbothinbeingandin

character, and just as there may be no human means of measuring the being so there may be no human 

means (as the Book of Job seems to say) to affirm, in any one generation, the ethical integrity of God as 

Reality. A thorough reading of the Bible as canon induces the belief that there is moral fiber to the 

universe despite all the obvious and evident injustice. God did not just create the world and leave it be. 

God did not just liberate some slaves from Egyptian bondage and leave them be. God became involved 

and addressed an assembled community on a mountain, more than once perhaps (Matthew 5–7), with 

clear suggestions as to how to integrate their own lives with respect to the divine will. God is not only 

Creator and hence free; God is also Redeemer and hence involved with creation. God made justice the 

line and righteousness the plummet (Isa 28:17) every bit as much as God made the world in the first 

place. The Bible as text compressed into canon gives, in multiple and widely varying situations, 

hermeneutic clues on how to apply those suggestions in ever-new situations as they arise. To call a Bible 



acommunity‘scanonistosay that it continues to be relevant and adaptable to the needs of that 

community, and of the world.  

E. Canon and Inspiration  

ThetraditionalviewoftheinspirationofScriptureholdsthatGodorGod‘sHolySpiritinspiredthe

individual writers and contributors to the scriptural canon. This seems to receive support in the believed 

authorship of Moses, first of the scroll found in the Temple in 621 B.C.E. (even though the account in 

Kings is not clear on the point [2 Kgs 23:25]), and then of the fully compiled Torah Ezra brought with 

him from Babylonia to Jerusalem (Neh 8:1). Josephus lends credence to the view in his defense of the 

source he principally used in writing his first work, The Jewish War. In the defense he notes that the 

authors of his source, the 22 books of Jewish Scripture, were prophets inspired by God (AgAp 1.37). In 

this line of thinking tradition developed the view that all the authors of Scripture lived before the demise 

of prophecy and hence of such inspiration (Leiman 1976: 128; Talmon 1987: 58–59).  

Ithasbeenrecognized,however,that―inspired‖and―canonical‖arenotsynonymous terms (Leiman 

1976:127).Onthecontrary,manyinJudaismandChristianityaresaidtohavebeen―inspiredbyGod,‖

yettheirwritingsarenotinanycommunity‘scanon(Metzger1987:254–57); whether or not these can be 

called Scripture is disputed (Sundberg, IDBSup, 139; cf. Metzger 1987: 30). In any case, the concept of 

inspiration is a broader one than that of canon. Jewish views of the broad concept of Torah, Roman 

Catholic doctrine, and even such a traditionist as John Calvin insist on a far broader activity of divine 

inspiration than only on a canon. Even the most traditional statement in the NT on the matter (2 Tim 3:16; 

cf. John 11:51) is not exclusivist; in fact, it is ambiguous.  

Nonetheless, the view persists in many circles, openly in some conservative Protestant groups but also 

covertly in some scholarship, that inspiration of Scripture means divine inspiration of the individual 

contributors in antiquity. The image has been that of God or the divine spirit impacting each individual 

whose words were then more or less accurately heard, understood, transmitted orally, and/or recorded for 

posterity. This focus on the ancient individuals is even evident in deconstructionist scholarship that 

unravels the several contributors to various literary units and books, labeling certain portions of the Bible 

―primary‖(orgenuine)and―secondary‖(orevenspurious).Thishasunfortunatelycaused otherwise 

honest, serious (but conservative) students of Scripture to overlook any number of important data in order 

to continue to sponsor single-person authorship of certain canonical books.  

There is nothing, however, in Jewish or Christian Scripture or even tradition to hinder a different, more 

realistic view of the inspiration of Scripture, particularly of a canon of a given community of faith. That 

view (Sanders 1984a: xv–xviii; see Knight 1975: 5–54) has its roots in Scripture and tradition, both 

JewishandChristian.TakinguptheverytraditionalviewoftheworkofGodorGod‘sSpirit(Shekinah in 

Hebrew) being far broader than on a canon only or only on certain individuals, one can just as faithfully 

affirm the work of the Spirit all along the path of formation of the Bible, or a canon, as on those 

individualswhosenameshappentoberecorded(Simon1685:―Prefacedel‘auteur‖). 

The broader pneumatic activity would include the so-called secondary passages as well as the so-called 

primary ones. It would include the work of editors and redactors and scribes. It would include the 

pseudepigraphic writings now recognized to pervade both biblical testaments (Pokorny 1984: 496; 

Metzger 1987: 284–85). It would include recognition of how much ancient Israel and the early church 

learned from others through international wisdom and of the hermeneutics by which such wisdom was 

adaptedintoIsrael‘sandJudaism‘smonotheizingstrugglesthroughoutthehistoryoftheformationofthe

canon. It would include recognition of how the traditioning process through that history included dialogue 

with the wisdom and thinking of others, and celebration of how the same process continues to the present. 

It would include the canonical process of repeating, reciting, and recommending to the next generation 

and to neighboring communities certain texts (Sanders 1987: 160–66), the broad acceptance of which 

favoredtheseforfinalincorporationinthecommunity‘scanon(Talmon1987:67–68). It would exclude 

the untenable effortonthepartofabelievingcommunitytolimittheworkofGodorofGod‘sSpirit,and

would challenge the tendency in some so-called fundamentalist circles toward bibliolatry, which is an 

abuse of the concept of canon, and is itself a form of idolatry.  



Understanding canon as having been guided by the Spirit through all its stages of formation permits it to 

continuefunctioningforabelievingcommunityasparadigmofhowthatRealitycalled―God‖impacted

the vision and thinking of ancestors in the faith—and how it may continue to do so in the present.  
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A. Introduction  

InreferencetotheNT,theterm―canon‖callsspecialattentionbothtoitsform,thatis,afixed

collection of precisely 27 early Christian documents, and to its function, that is, literature that is 

normative for the faith and life of the Christian community. Both of these connotations belonged to the 

Greek word kanōn: fromitsfundamentalsense,―atoolformeasurement,‖therearose the extended 

meanings―list,‖―catalog‖(probablyderivedfromtheseriesofcalibrationsonameasuringtool),andalso

―norm,‖―standard.‖Whenthetermbeganinthe4thcenturytobeappliedtoChristianwritingsitwas

withthesenseof―list‖:a documentwassaidtobe―inthecanon‖or―canonical‖ifitwas―onthelist‖of

those writings which were read, or were permitted to be read, in Christian assemblies of worship. The 

word―canon‖hadpreviouslybeenusedinChristianasinsecularcircles alsointhesenseof―norm‖or

―standard,‖andthoughthiswasnotitsinitialmeaninginreferencetoChristianwritings,itfollowedclose

behind, since those writings which were used for liturgical reading were certainly regarded as 

authoritative.  

It is customary in modern discussion and necessary for clarity to observe a distinction between the 

concepts―scripture‖and―canon.‖―Scripture‖signifieswritingsthatareconsideredreligiously

authoritative, without regard to their precise number or a fixedcollection;―canon,‖however,isamatter

of a definitive, closed list of such writings. Thus the availability of scripture does not imply a canon, but a 

canon presupposes scripture and delimits its scope. At its inception Christianity inherited from Judaism a 

rich trove of scripture, including the Law of Moses, the prophetic books, and a great variety of other 

writings that were authoritative for various groups of Jews, but it did not inherit a canon, for Judaism had 

not in the 1st century made a list or collection setting limits to its scripture. Christianity, in turn, produced 

a large body of its own literature (letters, gospels, narratives of apostolic acts, apocalypses, church orders, 

etc.), much of which became authoritative for various Christian groups, and so came to be regarded as 

scripture alongside Jewish scripture. But Christianity did not for a long time attempt to create a canon. 

Not until the end of the 2d century did Christians begin to take an interest in defining the scope of 

authoritative Jewish writings (Melito, in Eusebius Hist. Eccl. 4.26.13–14) and thus begin to think in terms 

ofan―OldTestament‖canon,anissuethatcontinuedtobedebatedintothe5thcentury.Andnotuntilthe

4th century did Christians begin to draw up lists of authoritative Christian writings and thus attempt to 

forma―NewTestament‖canon,theextentofwhichwasnotfullyagreedeveninthe5thcentury.Hence

during most of its first four centuries, the church had scripture, but no set canon.  

The designations―OldTestament‖and―NewTestament‖bywhichtheChristiancollectionsofJewish

and Christian scripture came to be known are obviously correlative, implying each other. But originally 

these phrases had nothing to do with such writings; they referred instead to the covenant (Gk diathēkē; 

Lat testamentum)ofGod,firstwithIsrael,thenwiththeChristiancommunity.Althoughthe―old

covenant,‖byvirtueofhavingalaw,couldbesaidtobe―written‖and―read,‖the―newcovenant‖didnot

have a literary dimension (2 Cor 3:4–18). When in the late 2d century covenant terminology began to be 

applied to Jewish and Christian scripture (Melito, Clement), the sense was that these were books 

pertaining to or belonging to the old or the new covenant, not that these books were themselves the 

covenants.  

B. History of the NT Canon  

1. General. Although Christianity had recourse from the beginning to Jewish scripture, Christianity was 

not originally a scriptural religion in the same sense as Judaism. The faith of the earliest Christian 

community was evoked by and centered on a person, Jesus of Nazareth, and he was apprehended by them 



not first of all in texts but in preaching, in oral traditions of his words and deeds, and in charismatic 

experience. Only secondarily were the scriptures of Judaism called into service for the exposition and 

defense of the Christian faith; they did not constitute its basis. The primary authorities for earliest 

Christianitywererather―theLord‖(Jesus‘teachingandacts,preservedmainlyinoraltraditions)and―the

apostles‖(theteachingsofthewitnessestoJesus).TheappealtoJewishscripturewasmadeonlyinthe

light of these, and consequently the early Christian use of Jewish scripture was selective in both content 

and method of interpretation, stressing its prophetic and messianic elements.  

Christian writings began to be composed by the middle of the 1st century, and gradually increased in 

number and variety, but none of them was composed as scripture. Though some religious authority might 

be claimed by their authors (when they were not anonymous) or might lie in their content (when it was 

traditional), this did not constitute them as scripture for their authors or their readers. Throughout the 1st 

century and far into the 2d, whenever scripture (graphe) was mentioned or cited, it was the Jewish 

scriptures that were in view. Only very gradually, through their use in worship and teaching alongside the 

Jewish scripture, did Christian writings acquire the status of scripture in the church. And only after a large 

number of writings had come to be valued in this way was it necessary to define their number and to fix a 

canon. The history of the NT canon, then, was a process extending from the composition of Christian 

literature in the 1st and early 2d centuries, through the spread, use, and progressive esteem of these 

writings in the 2d and 3d centuries, to the determination of a fixed list of authoritative Christian scripture 

in the 4th and 5th centuries. This process was not only lengthy but also uneven, moving at a different pace 

and even in somewhat different directions among the religional constituencies of the ancient church. 

Further, the process was not always deliberate or self-conscious, but was often influenced simply by 

historical circumstance. Indeed it is remarkable how little explicit evidence remains about the 

development of the NT canon. To reconstruct its history it is necessary to rely on (1) the actual use of 

early Christian documents by Christian writers of the 2d through the 5th centuries, noting the frequency 

and manner of their citations and inferring the value they attached to them; (2) explicit discussions and 

judgments by individual writers or ecclesiastical councils about the authority of various documents; and 

(3) the contents and arrangements of ancient manuscripts, together with the various aids (concordances, 

prologues, etc.) they include. All of these must be evaluated in the light of what is otherwise known about 

the history of the ancient church, of which the history of the canon is a part, and to which it is deeply 

indebted.  

2. The History of Component Collections. The NT canon is not so much a collection of individual 

documents as it is a collection of collections: its major components are a collection of gospels, a 

collectionoflettersofPaul,acollectionof―catholicepistles.‖Outsidethesestandonlytwodocuments,

Acts and Revelation. Each of these smaller collections had its own distinctive history, and must be treated 

individually.  

a. The Letters of Paul. Paul‘sletters,theearliestsurvivingChristianwritings,werealsotheearliestto

be collected. They were unlikely candidates for scriptural regard because they are actual letters closely 

tailored to the particular circumstances of the individual congregations to which they were sent, and their 

general relevance and value were not clear to all (Dahl 1962). On the other hand, Paul was reputed over a 

wide area, and his lettersdidclaimtheauthorityofanapostleofChrist.Bytheearly2dcenturyPaul‘s

letters had been gathered up and were known as a group by Ignatius, Polycarp, and the author of 2 Peter 

(3:15–16). It is not clear how much this development owed to an informal exchange of the letters among 

Paul‘schurches(cf.Col 4:16; Mowry 1944), and how much it was due to the careful efforts of an 

individual (Goodspeed 1933; Schmithals 1972)oragroupofPaul‘sassociatesandadmirerswhoafterthe

apostle‘sdeathsoughttopromotePaul‘steachingbypreserving,collecting,anddisseminatinghisletters

(Schenke 1975), but the last possibility gains plausibility from the presence in the collection of 

pseudonymous writings and evidence of editorial reworking.  

TheearliestknownformofthecollectionofPaul‘sletterscontained10letters,omittingthePastorals.

These10letterswerepresentedas―letterstosevenchurches,‖lettersto the same community being taken 

together (1–2 Corinthians, 1–2 Thessalonians, Colossians, Philemon). This collection seems to have been 



available in two different editions, one with the letters arranged by decreasing length, giving the order 

Corinthians, Romans, Ephesians, Thessalonians, Galatians, Philippians, Colossians (+ Philemon) 

(Finegan 1956; Frede 1969; Dahl 1978), and the other, apparently attempting to order the letters 

chronologically, giving the order Galatians, Corinthians, Romans, Thessalonians, Ephesians 

(=Laodiceans), Colossians [+Philemon], Philippians (Frede 1964; Dahl 1978). The latter order is attested 

for Marcion (ca. 140) but also for Syrian sources and is presupposed by the prologues to the Pauline 

epistles that occur in many Latin manuscripts. This order was once thought to be a creation of Marcion, 

but it is now clear that Marcion simply took over a preexisting edition of the letters of Paul, retaining its 

sequence (Dahl 1978) as well as many of its peculiar textual features (Clabeaux 1989). The collection of 

10 letters was eventually, but already in the 2d century, superseded by a collection of 13 letters, the 

Pastoralsbeingadded.Inthiseditionthe―sevenchurches‖rubricwasabandoned,andtheletterswere

ordered individually longest to shortest, with the personal letters being placed after the community letters. 

This resulted in the sequence familiar to modern readers of the New Testament.  

InspiteoftheavailabilityofPaul‘scollectedlettersbytheearly2dcentury,mostChristian writers of 

the 2d century show little knowledge or use of them. Only Marcion and the gnostics seem to have relied 

heavily on them. This circumstance has sometimes been thought to show that Paul became discredited by 

heterodox appeals to his letters and so was ignored by more traditional writers. But this is not likely. No 

Christian writers of this period show an animus toward Paul and his letters; the issues and genres of 2d-

century Christian literature did not encourage strong dependence on Paul; and there is a progressive 

tendency in the period to an ever greater use of the letters (Rensberger 1981; Lindemann 1979). By the 

endofthe2dcenturyPaul‘sletterswereheavilyinvokedbyClementofAlexandria,TertullianinNorth

Africa, and Irenaeus in Gaul, and had attained fully scriptural status over a very wide area, a fact which 

implies their long and broad usage through most of the 2d century.  

The Epistle to the Hebrews, which even the ancient church doubted was written by Paul, nevertheless 

came ultimately to be attached to the collection of Pauline letters, ordinarily at the end, after the personal 

letters. This document had been respected and used in the Egyptian church from an early time, and it 

appears within the Pauline collection (standing second after Romans) in the earliest extant manuscript of 

the Pauline collection, P
46

 (which has an Egyptian provenance). In the Western church, however, Hebrews 

had little popularity, and its authority did not become established there until the 4th century. Hebrews did 

notbelongtotheearliesteditionsofPaul‘sletters(cf.Anderson1966;Aland1979). 

b. The Gospels. FromthebeginningChristianityattributedthehighestauthorityto―theLord,‖

preserving in memory and transmitting by word of mouth accounts of his teachings and acts. The earliest 

gospels are partial deposits of this oral tradition, but the oral tradition was so rich in content and 

established by custom that it persisted well beyond the first written gospels and was respected, and often 

preferred to written accounts, until about the middle of the 2d century (Koester 1957; Kürzinger 1983). 

Drawing on it, gospels continued to be written during the 2d century (Koester 1980; Cameron 1982). The 

composition of written gospels was an effort, on the one hand, to collect and codify Jesus-traditions, but, 

on the other, also to interpret them for particular situations. No less than the letters of Paul, the gospels are 

occasional documents, composed in and directed to specific local Christian groups, and so each has a 

distinctive character. Accordingly, it was at first customary for a given Christian community to know and 

use only one such document.  

It was somewhat contrary to their character as interpretations of Jesus-traditions that the gospels were 

valued first as historical records, not as scripture. This view became problematic as Christian communities 

became acquainted with multiple gospels and noticed discrepancies among them that were not easily 

reconciled. This, together with the custom of using only one gospel and the idea that the Christian 

message(itselftraditionallyknownas―thegospel‖)wasunitaryandcoherent,workedagainstanyeasy

acknowledgment of numerous gospels. Thus the history of gospel literature in the 2d century was 

governed by two opposing tendencies: the desire for a comprehensive and theologically adequate gospel 

led to a proliferation of such writings, but the desire for a single, self-consistent gospel worked to reduce 

the number, either by advocating one gospel against others or by conflating several such documents into 



one (Cullman 1956; Merkel 1971; 1978). The prime example of this last tendency is the Diatessaron of 

Tatian (ca. 170), which ingeniously weaves together in one narrative most of the contents of Matthew, 

Mark, Luke, and John, and adds some elements from oral tradition. This effort (and its broad popularity) 

symptomizes the problem posed by multiple gospels, and shows also that although the gospels were much 

valued for their contents, they had not acquired sacrosanct status as individual texts. Their texts were not 

beyond alteration in the earlier 2d century either, as significant additions were clearly made to Mark (the 

various longer endings after 16:8) and John (chap. 21, and 7:53–8:11).  

Justin Martyr (ca. 150) is the first Christian writer to show a knowledge and appreciation of several 

gospels,whichhecalled―memoirs‖(apomneumonēmata) of the apostles, thus revealing his historical 

estimate of them. But he seems not too have known John, and draws often on oral tradition or on other 

gospels not known to us, and so did not invest exclusive authority in the gospels that ultimately became 

canonical. John was little known or used by 2d century Christian writers, except among gnostics, who 

valued it highly (J. N. Sanders 1943; Hillmer 1966). This may explain its unpopularity, but perhaps the 

strongest reservations about John arose from recognition of its extensive differences in outline, substance, 

and style from other, more popular gospels. Rather than try to reconcile these, it was easier to neglect 

John altogether.  

The collection of four gospels (Matthew, Mark, Luke, John) which came to be incorporated in the canon 

arose only near the end of the 2d century, and first in the Western church. Irenaeus (ca. 180) had to argue 

inventively for it (Haer. 3.11.8–9), while in the Eastern church much use was still being made of other 

gospels (e.g., Clement [Ruwet 1948], Serapion [Eus. Hist. Eccl. 6.12.2]). This collection was a 

compromise among the competing tendencies, resources, and needs of earlier usage, and struck a balance 

between an indefinite plurality of gospels and exclusive use of one gospel. The collection as such was 

thought of and entitled as the gospel, and each member of the collection was known as the gospel 

according to itsputativeauthor.Inthis―fourfoldgospel‖thetensionbetweenpluralityandunitywasnot

resolved, but was perpetuated in manageable form. It is notable that the Gospels acquired their scriptural 

standing as a group and not individually, and that religious authority was vested in their collective 

witness.  

The collection of four gospels rapidly gained acceptance, and seems to have been broadly established by 

the middle of the 3d century, but its arrangement varied for some time. The Western church preferred the 

order Matthew, John, Luke, Mark, thus giving precedence to the two gospels supposedly composed by 

apostles over those supposedly composed by disciples of apostles. The Eastern church sponsored the 

order Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, possibly intending a chronological arrangement. The adoption of the 

Eastern order by Jerome for the Vulgate led to its subsequent dominance also in the West.  

c. The Catholic Epistles. The third collection component of the canon was the latest to coalesce. Of the 

various documents in this collection only 1 Peter and 1 John had much currency in the 2d and 3d 

centuries. The rest (James, 2 Peter, 2–3 John, Jude) had only local and regional use, and in spite of the 

claims of some of them, there was no early or strong acknowledgment of their apostolic authorship, and 

so they remained obscure and questionable well into the 4th century. It is from Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 

2.23.25) that we firsthearof―CatholicEpistles‖asagroupof7letters,andsuchacollectionprobably

arose only in the 3d century. It may have been formed in an effort to document a common witness of 

primitiveapostles,perhapsespeciallyofthe―pillarapostles‖(cf.Gal 2:9; Lührmann 1981), and to 

balancetheimposingcollectionofPaul‘sletters. 

d. Acts and Revelation. Although the gospel of Luke and the Acts of the Apostles were composed as 

two volumes of a unitary work, they were early separated and had distinctive subsequent histories. Acts 

came into general usage later than Luke. Justin Martyr is the first writer to show any knowledge of it, but 

it was only near the end of the 2d century that real importance began to accrue to Acts, possibly as a result 

of conflicts with Marcionite and gnostic groups. Acts served to underline the view of mainstream 

Christianity in the late 2d century that the apostles acted and taught with authoritative consensus, and that 

Paul was at one with the collective apostolic witness. Thus Acts became useful in documenting the 

concept of apostolic tradition. The position of Acts among other documents in early canon lists and 



manuscripts varies considerably. It is often placed with the Catholic Epistles (before or after), often with 

the Pauline letters (before or after), and sometimes with the four gospels (always after).  

The Revelation to John had a controversial career in the ancient church. In the Western church it was 

well received and by the end of the 2d century was widely cited as scripture. It was also current and 

respected in the East in the 2d century, but was generally interpreted allegorically. In the 3d century, 

however, a dispute arose in Egypt as to whether the book should be read literally or allegorically. 

Dionysius,bishopofAlexandria,defendedtheallegorists‘view,andwasledbymanyacuteobservations

to deny the apostolic origin of the book (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 7.25). Subsequently, Eastern Christians tended to 

reject Revelation. Even in the West the authority of Revelation came into dispute because of its use by 

Montanists, and both the authenticity and authority of Revelation (as well as the gospel of John) were 

strongly questioned by the Roman churchman, Gaius, in the early 3d century, but without much effect on 

Western usage. The full recognition of Revelation in the East did not come about until the late 4th 

century, and even then with the understanding that it was to be interpreted in nonmillennial terms.  

e. Other Writings. Even though the NT canon came to be constituted mainly by bringing together 

smaller collections that had evolved in the first three centuries, it must be emphasized that the history of 

the canon was selective as well as collective, and that the canon which finally emerged contained only a 

fraction of the Christian literature that had been produced in the early period. Many other writings 

(gospels, acts, letters, and apocalypses) achieved wide currency and attained the status of scripture in 

some areas without in the end becoming canonical. So, for example, the Apocalypse of Peter and the 

Shepherd of Hermas were scarcely less popular than the Revelation to John in the 2d century; the Gospel 

of Thomas and the Gospel of Peter were reckoned by some no less authoritative than any other gospel; the 

letters known as 1 Clement and Barnabas were esteemed and quoted as scripture by many; the Acts of 

Paul also was held in high regard in some areas, as was the manual of church order known as the 

Didache. But any or all of these, and perhaps some others, might have been included in the canon but for 

various reasons were not.  

3. Developments in the 4th and 5th Centuries. By the end of the 2d century a considerable amount of 

early Christian literature was in broad circulation. The collected letters of Paul were well established, 

widely used, and considered to have scriptural standing. The collection of four gospels had more recently 

been formed and was gaining recognition. 1 Peter and 1 John were highly respected as scripture, but 

belonged to no collection, and many other writings had broad currency and scriptural or quasi-scriptural 

status. But there was as yet no canon of Christian scripture, for no effort had been made to define the 

scope of authoritative literature. This situation prevailed throughout the 3d century and into the 4th. Only 

in the 4th century did attempts begin to evaluate the legacy of early Christian literature as a whole and to 

determine precisely what documents commanded the authority to be used in the church, and what did not. 

The 4th and 5th centuries therefore are the period of canon formation proper, when actual lists of 

authoritative books were drawn up. The most important of these are the following:  

a. The Muratorian Canon. The date and provenance of this list are in debate. For a long time the 

Muratorian Canon was taken to be a Roman (or at least Italian) product of the late 2d or early 3d century, 

but it would be unique at such an early time, and there are good reasons to consider it an Eastern list of 

the 4th century (Sundberg 1973; cf. Ferguson 1982). The document is fragmentary and badly translated 

into Latin, but lists the following books: four gospels, Acts, 13 letters of Paul (omitting Hebrews), Jude, 

1–2 John, the Wisdom of Solomon (?), Revelation, Apocalypse of Peter. The omission of most of the 

―CatholicEpistles‖isnotable,andsoistheinclusionoftheWisdomofSolomoninalistofChristian

books. Specifically rejected, on the other hand, are the Shepherd of Hermas, a pseudo-Pauline letter to the 

Laodiceans and another to the Alexandrians (both attributed to Marcionites), and some unnamed books of 

heterodox groups. We have here, then, a list of 24 documents accepted for reading in the church, 

including two that did not finally become canonical, but excluding five that did.  

b. Eusebius. In his Church History, written in the first decades of the 4th century, Eusebius variously 

comments on the uses made of early Christian writings by previous Christian figures, but in Hist. Eccl. 

3.25 he provides a summary list of these writings in three categories: (1) acknowledged books 



(homologoumenoi), i.e., those accepted without qualification; (2) disputed books (antilegomenoi), i.e., 

those whose genuineness or authority is questioned; and (3) heretical works, i.e., those that are firmly 

rejected. The acknowledged writings include four gospels, Acts, the (14) letters of Paul, 1 John, and 1 

Peter. He also allows that Revelation may beplacedinthisgroup―ifitseemdesirable.‖Thedisputed

books are James, Jude, 2 Peter, 2–3 John, the Acts of Paul, the Shepherd of Hermas, the Apocalypse of 

Peter, the Epistle of Barnabas, and the Didache. He also allows that Revelation may be classed among 

thesebooks―ifthisviewprevail,‖andnotesthatsomewouldplacethe gospel of the Hebrews also in this 

category. Rejected books are the gospels of Peter, Thomas, and Matthias, among others, and the Acts of 

Andrew, John, and others. The acknowledged books, then, are 21 (22 with Revelation), and the disputed 

books are 10 (11 with Revelation). This list must reflect what Eusebius took to be the situation obtaining 

in his time and among the churches of his acquaintance. The ambiguity about Revelation was felt widely 

in the East, and surely also by Eusebius himself.  

c. Other Canonical Lists. Another list is found in codex Claromontanus, a 6th-century Greek-Latin 

manuscript of the Pauline letters. The list it contains is much earlier than the manuscript itself, and 

probably derives from the 4th century and an Eastern setting. It contains, in order, the following items: 

four gospels, 10 letters of Paul (omitting Philippians and 1–2 Thessalonians, certainly accidentally), the 

seven―CatholicEpistles,‖Barnabas, Revelation, Acts, the Shepherd of Hermas, the Acts of Paul, and the 

Apocalypse of Peter. Here are 30 documents (if we include the 3 neglected Pauline letters). (Hebrews may 

also have been unintentionally left out.) Of these 30, four were not ultimately to become canonical.  

The so-called Cheltenham Canon, a further list of authoritative Christian books, probably was drawn up 

in North Africa near the mid-4thcentury.Itoffers24books,withtheclaimthat―ourfathersapprovedthat

thesebooksarecanonicalandthatthemenofoldhavesaidthis‖:fourgospels,13lettersof Paul, Acts, 

Revelation, 1–3 John, and 1–2 Peter. Thus James, Jude, and Hebrews lack.  

Of special note is the list of canonical books given by Athanasius, bishop of Alexandria, in his 39th 

Festal Letter issued on Easter of 367, for this list is the first to name as exclusively authoritative precisely 

the 27 documents that finally came to constitute the New Testament as we know it. He was the first 

Christian writer after Origen to affirm the full authority of Revelation, and must have been influenced in 

this by his many contacts with the Western churches, especially in Rome.  

Athanasius‘viewswerenotdecisivefortheEastasawhole,however.Tatian‘sDiatessaron continued 

to have considerable popularity in the East, especially in the Syrian churches, which tended still in the 4th 

and 5th centuries to admit in addition only Acts and the Pauline letters, though late in the 4th 

(Chrysostom) and early in the 5th (the Peshitta, Theodoret) recognition was extended to James, 1 Peter, 

and 1 John. Even so, the Syrian church typically admitted only 22 books as canonical.  

Among the 4th-century lists there was still notable variation, especially in the regard for Hebrews, 

Revelation, 2–3 John, 2 Peter, and Jude, and other writings occasionally claim attention. It is interesting, 

for example, that one of the oldest and most important manuscripts of the entire NT, codex Sinaiticus (4th 

century), contains, along with the 27 books of Athanasius, the Epistle of Barnabas and the Shepherd of 

Hermas. So although the four gospels, Acts, the letters of Paul, 1 Peter, and 1 John were almost 

universally accepted, everything else was to some degree questionable. The resolution of such 

uncertainties fell largely to ecclesiastical councils of the late 4th and early 5th centuries. The Council of 

Laodicea(363)heldthat―thecanonicalbooks‖were26innumber(omittingRevelationintheEastern

manner), while the North African councils of Hippo (393) and Carthage (397) named the 27 books of our 

New Testament, but in accepting Hebrews distinguished it from the letters of Paul. It is worth stating, 

however, that no ecumenical council of the ancient church ever undertook to define the scope of the 

canon.  

4. Influences in the Formation of the NT Canon. A process that extended through four centuries will 

obviously have been subject to many influential factors. So long as it was (wrongly) supposed that the 

canon had virtually come to full form by the end of the 2d century, the tendency was to see its chief 

causes in the conflicts with heterodox movements of the 2d century. It has been held, for example, that 

Marcion, who based his teaching on an edition of the Pauline letters plus a form of the gospel of Luke, 



forced the church to form its own canon in response. It has also been claimed that the gnostics, who 

produced many writings of their own and appealed to secret apostolic traditions, were opposed by the 

shaping of a canon that excluded their documents and presented instead a set of broadly recognized and 

accessible writings containing apostolic and catholic teaching. And it has been maintained that the 

Montanists, by their claim of charismatic authority and new revelations, provided the motivation for the 

church to close its canon and restrict revelation to traditional authoritative documents. But none of these 

argumentsisvalid:Marcionwasnota―firstcause‖ofcanonformation,butacaseofarrested

development,sincePaul‘slettershadpreviouslybeencollectedandwerewidelyvaluedbeforehim;the

gnostic groups tended to value most of the same literature as other Christians, and differed rather in the 

philosophical assumptions and interpretive methods with which they approached this literature; and in 

response to the Montanists the church did not deny the continuing activity of the spirit or limit revelation 

to a limited number of books. Although the heterodox movements of the 2d century threw into relief the 

question of the resources, authorities, and boundaries of the Christian faith, they do not appear to have had 

any direct impact on the history of the canon.  

Thechiefdeterminantsofthehistoryofthecanonwere,rather,thehistoricaloriginsofthechurch‘s

faithandthetraditionalusagesofthechurch‘sworshipandteaching.SinceChristianityvested revelatory 

and redemptive significance in a particular historical person and a specific historical period, the church 

had always to hark back to Jesus and the events of his life, death, and resurrection. This resource was at 

first available in the direct testimony of apostles and in a lively and authoritative oral tradition. But with 

the lapse of time, the demise of the apostolic generation, and the dissipation of oral tradition, it was 

increasingly necessary to value written materials. This led to the preservation of some early literature 

(e.g.,Paul‘sletters)andtothecompositionofadditionalliteraturedeeplyindebtedtoearlytradition,and

elevated the importance of these documents as means by which the church sustained its access to the 

events and to the witness which constituted its raison d‘etre. The question, however, as to which 

documents provided this access, and therefore were authoritative, was answered by reference to the actual 

experience of the church with this literature. Those writings that proved, over time, to be most useful in 

sustaining, informing, and guiding the church in its worship, preaching, and teaching came to be the most 

highly valued, and gained a special authority in virtue of their usefulness.  

Given this basic impulse and the context in which it played out, there were many specific factors that 

conditioned the history of the canon. The judgments of respected theologians, for example, Origen and 

Athanasius in the East, and Jerome and Augustine in the West, were influential, especially for the fates of 

particularbooks.Athanasius‘sponsorshipofRevelationintheEastfinallyovercamethereservations

fosteredbyDionysius‘criticisms,andtheacceptanceofHebrewsintheWestwaslargelytheresultofits

use by Hilary, Ambrose, Rufinus, and Jerome. Also visible are the effects of the great ecclesiastical 

centers, Antioch, Alexandria, and Rome. The conservatism of Antiochene Christianity and its tendency to 

literal-historical interpretation are reflected in the rather narrow collection of scriptures that persisted so 

long in that region. The open, speculative bent of Alexandrian Christianity and its penchant for allegorical 

exegesis are mirrored in the expansive body of literature valued as scripture in Egypt. In the history of the 

canon, as in doctrinal matters, Rome tended to take a middle way between these extremes. Further, 

particular doctrinal or disciplinary issues sometimes affected the status of certain books. Hebrews, 

because of its teaching against a second repentance after baptism, was disadvantaged by developing 

penetential practices in the West; Revelation was called into question in the East and West because of its 

use by millennialists (Hist. Eccl. 7.25; 3.28.1–5); John was once disputed in the West as a result of 

Montanist appeals to its teaching about the paraclete, and the Gospel of Peter was rejected in Syria 

because of alleged docetic elements (Hist. Eccl. 6.12.2). The experience of persecution, which sometimes 

involved the confiscation and destruction of Christian scriptures, perhaps provided occasion to 

discriminate between those books held to be sacred and preserved from the authorities, and those that 

might be surrendered under duress. Even so mundane a matter as the technology of book manufacture 

may have played a role, for almost from the beginning Christianity made use of the codex (leaf book) 

rather than the roll in transcribing its scripture (Roberts and Skeat 1983). But it was not until the 4th 



century that codices were produced that were large enough to encompass most or all of Christian 

scripture, and it may not be mere coincidence that the canon acquired a relatively fixed content only when 

it was possible to transcribe the various writings in a single book. And, so far as canonization is 

understood as a matter of devising a fixed and closed list of scriptures, the decisions of ecclesiastical 

councils had their effects. No such decisions are known before the 4th century, by which time many 

documents had secured such established use that councils could only ratify their standing. But 

ecclesiastical mandates were important in bringing some disputed writings (e.g., Hebrews, Revelation, 2 

Peter, Jude) to full canonical regard, and in discounting others. But perhaps the preeminent factor was the 

actual historic practice of leading churches. The determination of a list of writings which might be read in 

liturgical assembly was largely a matter of making regulative what had long been merely customary. Only 

in cases where custom differed were specific decisions required.  

All of this indicates that the history of the canon was not an isolated process, but belonged fully to the 

ongoing life of the ancient church and was in its own ways responsive to the forces broadly operative in 

the early history of the church.  

5. Criteria of Canonicity. Though it was indebted to historical forces, the formation of the canon was 

not haphazard. The church also reflected critically on its literature and, in setting certain documents apart 

as peculiarly authoritative, it invoked various principles (Flessemann-van Leer 1954; Ohlig 1972). 

Prominent considerations were that canonical documents should be apostolic, catholic, orthodox, and in 

traditional use.  

The apostolic character of a writing was often articulated in terms of authorship by an apostle, but it was 

actually a broader concept than this, and could signify, besides actual authorship, derivation from the time 

of the apostles, or even simply agreement with what the church took to be apostolic teaching. Even the 

ancient church did not claim that every authoritative document was written by an apostle, but it did 

consider that canonical writings should come from the earliest times of the church. For a writing to be 

catholic, it had to be relevant to the church at large. This criterionembodiesthechurch‘spreferencefor

broadly accessible and pertinent documents as opposed to esoteric ones. But this preference did not, 

obviously, exclude documents originally addressed to strictly local churches or even to individuals. It was 

rather a matter of their availability and their utility to the whole church. The criterion of orthodoxy 

signified that no document could be acknowledged as authoritative unless it conformed to, or at least did 

not contradict, what the church took to be its proper teaching. This presumes that the true faith of the 

churchcouldbeknownindependentlyofScripture,specificallyinwhatwasknownas―theruleoffaith‖

(regula fidei), a traditional summary statement of the basic Christian confession. Hence there was no idea 

that Scripture was the sole repository of authoritative teaching. Rather, the authority of Scripture could be 

gauged against authoritative but unwritten tradition. No less important was the criterion of traditional 

usage, that is, whether a writing had been employed from an early time and in most churches. This 

principle came strongly into play only in the 3d and 4th centuries when the church had a retrospect on its 

past. But in fact customary usage had been the major force in promoting the authority of various 

documents before it was articulated as a principle of canonicity.  

Noneofthesecriteria,however,wasabsolutelydefinitive.ThuswhilePaul‘sletterswereundoubtedly

apostolic in the strictest sense, because of their particularity they did not satisfy very well the ideal of 

catholicity. Or, although there was a persistent uncertainty about the apostolic authorship of Hebrews, it 

was acknowledged as canonical nevertheless. Or again, although Jude and 2 Peter, for example, had not 

enjoyed a longstanding tradition of use, this did not finally count decisively against them. Clearly, then, 

the criteria of canonicity were not applied with great rigor or consistency, and were not narrowly 

understood. While their use indicates a measure of deliberation and judgment in the history of the canon, 

it is difficult to regard apostolicity, catholicity, or orthodoxy as the effective reasons why any document 

gained canonical status. The criterion that was most fully operative was traditional use, and this has 

referencenottotheintrinsiccharacterofawritingbuttothechurch‘sactualpractice. 

It remains to be noted that inspiration was not a criterion of canonicity in the ancient church. It was not 

claimed that the canonical documents were uniquely or exclusively inspired. The reason for this was the 



conviction that inspiration characterized the church as a whole. Since the concept of inspiration was much 

broader than the concept of scripture, it provided no basis for distinguishing among writings produced 

within the church (Kalin 1967; Sundberg 1975).  

C. The Theological and Hermeneutical Significance of the NT Canon  

The theological and hermeneutical significance of the canon has come under reassessment as a result 

both of the history of the canon and of modern exegesis of the canonical documents. Of the various issues 

that have arisen in modern discussion the following are the most prominent.  

1. The Scope of the Canon. The traditional contents of the canon are difficult to justify in the light of 

modern knowledge. The canon as we know it resulted from a complex interplay of contingent factors, and 

from a historical point of view its limits seem fortuitous. It is easily conceivable that the canon might have 

been larger or smaller, and that it might have contained other documents instead of or in addition to those 

that stand in it. Further, the contents of the canon cannot be fully defended on the criteria adduced by the 

ancient church, for not all of them are apostolic or catholic in any strict sense, and some of them had not 

enjoyed broad and longstanding use. Finally, the limits of the canon were never officially defined by the 

ancient church, and have never constituted an article of doctrine. In this situation, two different claims 

have been made on behalf of the traditional scope of the canon. Protestant scholars have often maintained 

that the canonical documents possess an intrinsic and self-authenticating authority, and that the canon 

evolved more or less spontaneously through the religious intuition and experience of the early Christian 

communities. Catholic scholars, on the other hand, have claimed that the authority of the canonical 

documents derives from their recognition by the church in accordance with its own tradition and teaching. 

At issue is the relationship between the authority of the canon and the authority of the church. In fact, this 

relationship is historically ambiguous. The judgments about the limits of the canon by bishops and 

councils in the 4th and 5th centuries did not merely ratify a status which the documents had already 

acquired for themselves, for some of the writings then designated canonical had not previously been 

widely taken as authoritative. Yet the very high regard in which the gospels or the letters of Paul were 

held from an early time owed nothing to ecclesiastical decisions, and the church could only acknowledge 

their authority, not decide it. So, as a closed collection and with a view to its outer limits, the canon is 

very much a product of the church, but much of the contents of the canon rose to authority by virtue of 

their self-evident value.  

In the interest of maintaining the critical independence of the canon of Scripture over against the church, 

some Protestant scholars have argued that in principle the canon remains open to revision, even if no 

change in its scope is actually envisioned. Catholic scholars, however, fully affirm the traditional 

boundaries of the canon as the authoritative work of the ancient church, and thus conceive the canon of 

Scripture and the teaching authority of the church to be indivisible. Here it is clear that the theological 

authority of the canon is differently conceived in different confessional traditions of Christianity.  

2. Scripture and Tradition. The same question emerges in a different guise when the relation of 

Scripture and tradition is explored. The history of the canon shows that the contents of the canon were 

largely determined by ecclesiastical tradition (traditional usage, traditional ideas of authorship, and the 

appeal to traditional teaching), such that to acknowledge the authority of the canon is to acknowledge the 

authority of the tradition which gave rise to it. This point is now freely conceded by Protestant scholars 

(Cullmann 1956b; Ebeling 1968b). For its part, exegesis has shown further how deeply individual 

documents of the canon are themselves indebted to earlier kerygmatic, liturgical, parenetic, and exegetical 

traditions, and indeed exhibit the development of tradition among themselves (e.g., the elaboration of 

Pauline teaching in the pseudonymous Pauline letters). Thus it can be said that tradition precedes 

Scripture, is presumed by Scripture, and persists in Scripture. It is appropriate enough, then, to see 

Scriptureitselfas―aspecificformoftradition‖ oras―atranscriptionoftraditionataparticularstage‖

(Ebeling 1968b; Best 1979; Hahn 1980). For these reasons it has become impossible any longer to 

juxtapose Scripture and tradition as alternatives. Rather, they stand in an organic relationship which 

precludes the exaltation of either against the other as a theological authority.  



3. The Function of the Canon as a Norm. The use of the canon of scripture as a theological norm has 

required rethinking as a result of exegesis. The historical-critical exegesis of canonical documents has 

revealed among them a great diversity of theological orientations which are not easily reconciled with 

each other: Jewish Christianity, various types of Hellenistic Christianity, apocalyptic Christianity, and 

early Catholic Christianity, to name the most obvious. In this respect the canon seems accurately to reflect 

theological variegations characteristic of the early church (Dunn 1977). But because it presents no 

thorough theological consistency, the canon as such, and taken as a whole, cannot serve as a sharply 

effective theological norm (Käsemann 1964). Once a wholistic, formal conception of the canon is given 

up in view of its inner diversity, its authority must be conceived in a different way. This is often done, 

especiallybyProtestantthinkers,byappealingtoa―canoninthecanon,‖thatis,aprincipleorcenter

which is taken as the essential and controlling element within the larger canon, and which may serve as an 

interpretive criterion of the whole. Efforts to formulate such a principle have been various (Schrage 

1976), including, among others, the original preaching of Jesus, the oldest recoverable form of the 

kerygma, and the Pauline theme of the justification of the ungodly. Other, mostly Catholic, scholars have 

criticized this approach as reductive, selective, and arbitrary, and have insisted on affirming the unity and 

coherence of the canon as a whole (Küng 1963). In their view the meaning of Scripture is sufficiently 

mediated by the tradition and teaching office of the church. But each view is in its own way an assertion 

that the formal canon cannot of itself function as a theological norm.  

What needs special recognition in this debate is that the canon is pluralistic in principle. The effort to 

discover in it a uniform and coherent norm would seem to be contrary even to the intentions of the ancient 

church, which canonized no single theological position but a range of theological viewpoints. This is 

indicatedwellenoughbytherepudiationofMarcion‘sexclusivelyPaulinecanoninfavorofabroaderbut

lessconsistentcollection,andtherejectionofTatian‘sDiatessaron in favor of the multiple witness of 

four gospels. It remains true that every interpreter of the NT and every confessional standpoint within 

Christianity proceeds, tacitly or explicitly, with an interpretive principle or perspective which elicits from 

the canon a particular pattern of meaning. This is inescapable if the canon is to inform theological 

reflection and not remain diffusely meaningless. But just here the importance of the canon as a whole, in 

all its diversity, can be seen: although it requires a limitation and specification of its meaning to exercise a 

normative function, it nevertheless resists the absolutizing of any particular appropriation, and thus 

maintains the potentialities of interpretation against narrow, ideological foreclosures.  

4. The Hermeneutical Value of the Canon. The historical-critical study of the canonical documents 

has customarily approached them in disregard of the canon. Its interest is in individual writings 

interpreted in terms of the diverse, particular circumstances in which they arose. Their literary context in 

the canon is not relevant to that aim. But in recent years there has been a growing interest in the relevance 

ofthecanonfortheologicalexegesis,andthisapproachhasgainedthename―canonicalcriticism.‖This

enterprise has taken two main forms. One has urged that the theological interpretation of Scripture is 

properlyattentivetothecanonwhenittakesasitsbasisthe―final[canonical]form‖ofagiventext,as

distinct from sources that can be identified behind the text or as distinct from an original form of the text, 

andinterpretsthattextintermsofits―fullcanonicalcontext,‖asdistinctfromitsoriginalhistorical

context. Thus the literary and theological context furnished by the canon itself is made the touchstone of 

interpretation. No document, on this view, should be read in isolation; rather each should be read with a 

view to the interrelationships established by the canon between it and other canonical documents. What 

arises from such a reading isthe―canonicalsense‖ofthetext,whichistakentobethetheologically

normative meaning of the text (Childs 1979; 1984). Another form of canonical criticism attends not to the 

final form of a text or its intracanonical relationships, but to the canonical process exhibited within the 

texts, that is, the hermeneutical dynamics by which authoritative (preliterary) traditions were not only 

stabilized in writing, but were subsequently and repeatedly revised and adapted, reformulated and 

rewritten, so as to make them freshly relevant to the changing circumstances and needs of the religious 

community. The interpretive paradigms that can be observed in this process as it is enshrined in and even 



continued by the canonical literature may then become useful means for the modern appropriation of the 

canonical documents themselves (J. A. Sanders 1976; 1984).  

It is assuredly true that the formation of the New Testament canon held hermeneutical consequences for 

the documents that were included in it: new meanings accrued to the texts by their placement in that new 

context.Whilethis―canonicalsense‖deservesrecognition,itisnotusuallyeasytoidentify,andisoften

merelyimpressionistic.Furthermore,itisnotatallclearthatthealleged―canonicalsense‖of a document 

has or ought to have a better claim to theological authority than the meaning that attaches to an individual 

document taken by itself or in connection with a smaller group of related documents. For it was these 

latter meanings that commended the documents to the church and resulted in their incorporation into the 

canon. An adequate hermeneutic of the canon cannot therefore be indifferent to detailed historical 

criticism or to the history of the canon. At the same time, the canon is something both more and different 

than the sum of its parts, and historical criticism cannot fully illumine the NT without reflecting on the 

hermeneutical significance of the canon.  
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HARRY Y. GAMBLE  

CANON, MURATORIAN. See MURATORIAN FRAGMENT.  

CANONICAL CRITICISM. Theterm―canonicalcriticism‖doesnotadequatelyconveytherange
of approaches or the variety of methodologies employed by scholars who are often associated with it. 

Even scholars who have come to reject the term, e.g., Brevard Childs, may still be regarded by other 

scholars as its leading practitioners. What is clear is that canonical criticism is less a formal―criticism‖

than an approach or series of approaches that seeks to raise neglected questions about the form and 

function of scripture, both Jewish and Christian.  

———  

A. Introduction  

B.―Canon‖andCanonicalApproaches 

1. Canonical Dimension and Biblical Interpretation  

2.―Shape‖ofBiblicalBooks 

3. Examples of a Canonical Approach  



C. Conclusion  

———  

A. Introduction  

Approachescurrentlyassociatedwith―canonicalcriticism,‖regardlessofhowitisspecifically defined, 

presuppose the triumph of historical criticism over premodern historical notions about the authorship and 

formation of biblical books. While many of the proposals associated with a canonical approach rejuvenate 

traditional questions about the nature and authority of scripture, they do so only through significant 

innovation and with the hope of a greater degree of historical precision than one could have expected of 

similar premodern treatments. In this way, biblical fundamentalists find that some subjects neglected by 

older historical critics are taken up once again, though expressed in the light of critical historical 

conclusions alien to fundamentalist views regarding the history of the Bible. Canonical criticism, 

regardless of the theological spectrum that may find it appealing, is a response from within a more liberal, 

rather than a conservative, assessment of the biblical prehistory.  

Canonical approaches in general strive to articulate a perspective on the relationship between biblical 

studies and the study of religion and theology. In premodern Christian studies of the Bible, both Roman 

CatholicsandProtestantsagreedthatthe―literalsense‖ofscriptureprovidedtheprincipalauthorityfor

Christian doctrine and that this sense, asdistinguishedfrom―spiritualsenses,‖couldbeidentified,atleast

inpart,withthe―author‘sintent.‖Sincethe15thcentury,NicholasofLyraandmanyotherChristian

exegetesresortedtotheideaofadouble―literalsense,‖especiallyfortheOT: one aimed at a 

grammatical, historical, and religious dimension common to both Jews and Christians; the other based on 

the role of the OT within Christian scripture as a norm of distinctly Christian doctrines. In the early 

modern period, biblical scholarsfrequentlysoughtthrougha―historical‖approachtosecureneutral,

scientificconsensusregardingwhatabiblicaltext―meant‖distinctfromecclesiasticalorsectarian

assessmentsofwhatit―means.‖ThisallegedlyneutralmeaningoftheBibleoftenbecame identified with 

thetraditionalreligiousgoalofdescribingthe―literalsense‖ofscriptureasapriorsteptotheological

interpretation.  

In the past few decades, the confidence that the literal sense of scripture can be equated with the results 

of historical criticism has been seriously reexamined. At the outset, biblical criticism has convincingly 

shown that the Bible is a multilayered, editorial composite of diverse texts and traditions. Any effort to 

describethe―original‖historicaltraditions,asagainstthe―secondary‖onenowpreservedwiththemin

the Bible, is highly speculative and, more significantly, must isolate older traditions away from their 

context within scripture. Such historical analysis leads properly to an effort to recover the―original‖form

and function of ancient Israelite traditions and to conjecture about the original prebiblical social settings 

inwhichtheywereonceheardorread.Ifthe―literalsense‖isidentifiedrigorouslywiththeintentofthe

first―authors‖of such traditions, then the intent will, in most instances, be prebiblical in so far as these 

authorsrarely,ifever,―intended‖towrite―biblical‖traditions.Manyofthesetraditionsonlybecame

identifiedas―biblical‖atalatertimeandwerepublically established as such when they were assigned a 

placewithinascripturebyeditors.Consequently,the―meaningofthebiblicaltext‖cannotbeequated

uncriticallywiththehistoricalintentofamodernconceptionofthe―original‖authors,withoutlosing 

precisely what the traditional formulation sought to preserve.  

A modern understanding of the form and function of a scripture implies a shift in the semantic import of 

its antecedent traditions. The canonical context of the Bible exhibits moments of both formal preservation 

and contextual modification, both historical retention and ahistorical, or topical, reorientation. Just as the 

semantic force of words is not secured solely by appeal to their etymologies but gains specific import 

within the context of a particular sentence, so the context of scripture inevitably influences how earlier 

traditions come to make sense as a part of scripture. This transformation in the meaning of texts and 

traditions occurs through a complex, sociopolitical process of literary production leading to the public 

recognition of both a particular religion and the canonization of its scripture. This process is historically 

serendipitous, but reflects in general terms a dialectical relationship between canon and community, 

between the formation of a scripture and the identification of the community of faith that treasures it. In 



sociological terms, a scripture may be considered a social contract between differing groups that assume a 

common purpose and status before God. While the context of a scripture establishes a restrictive 

framework in which religious interpretation takes place, the context itself is composed of the favored 

traditions of different groups, ordered in, at times, a remarkably unharmonized fashion.  

In sum, the semantic function of a scripture often exceeds or contravenes the original intent of various 

historical authors/redactors who can be reconstructed within the prehistory of the canon. In the place of a 

modern reconstruction of historical authors, Jewish and Christian scripture presents key figures—Moses, 

David, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Luke, John, Paul—as―biblical‖personswhose―intents‖canonlybefoundinthe

canonical context. The very realism of these biographical presentations, together with some degree of 

modern historical support for their historicity, may tempt interpreters to replace the biblical portrayal with 

morehistorically―accurate‖biographies.However,suchasubstitutionusuallysacrificesthecontextof

scripture and misses the possibility of a biblical anthropology. Only the biblical context warrants such a 

wedding of word and persona that presumes to render the nature of ultimate reality through the reception 

of scripture as a human witness to divine revelation.  

B. ―Canon‖ and Canonical Approaches  

Asearlyasthe2dcentury,ChristianscouldspeakoftheBibleas―canonical,‖aswellasdivinely

―inspired.‖OnlylaterdidAthanasius(ca.350C.E.) identify ta biblia (―thebooks‖ofscripture)withthe

noun kanon (a list of normative books). The same usage in Judaism belongs only to the modern period, 

though, as in Christianity, Jewish scriptures possesses a special normative quality—itis―spokenbyGod‖

and―defilesthehands.‖InbothChristianityandJudaism,the identification of books belonging to 

scripture preceded by several centuries the determination of a textus receptus, or fixed textual tradition. 

Prebiblicalusesoftheword―canon‖reflectwelltheambiguitiesattendanttotheformationofa

―normative‖scripture.  

AsaSemiticloanwordtransliteratedintoGreekandLatin,―canon‖candenote(1)anideal,standard,

centralcriterion,oressentialsummationand/or(2)alist,catalog,ormeasure.Something―canonical‖may

not yet be situated in a fixed list or collection of similar canonical things. So, biblical traditions and even 

wholebooksmaybeviewedas―canonical‖longbeforetheybelongtoafixed―canon‖orlistofsuch

books. A scripture is, of course, only one special type of canonical text or tradition. Other canons may 

include oral Torah, magisteria, special exegetical traditions, the inspired interpretation of a rabbi, or a 

contemporary word of Christian prophecy. These extrabiblical canons may seem more immediately 

influential for practical religious life than the scripture. The practice of religion is, of course, further 

subject to still other secular authorities or canons. Nonetheless, scripture is, at least in theory, assigned a 

superior place as a norm of faith within Judaism and Christianity.  

Premodern handbooks or introductions usually began by considering the subjects of text and canon. As 

the more rigorous historical orientation of the modern period came to dominate, canonical issues seemed 

to belong only to the last steps in a long process, at great distance from the original historical events upon 

which the revelatory claims of a religion depends. Therefore, modern scholars, whether conservative or 

liberal on questions of biblical history, tended to shift the treatment of these subjects to the back of 

introductions, following the lead of such major orthodox interpreters as J. G. Carpzov (1721). This same 

priorityofbiblicalhistorytobiblicaltextinformedmuchoftherecent―BiblicalTheologyMovement‖

which often focused the theologicalworthoftheBibletothe―actsofGodinhistory‖ordefinedthe

biblicalwitnessintermsofan―actualized‖reportaboutahistoricalevent.Thecanoncouldbeviewed,

according to this model, as merely a late and flawed premodern effort to preserve efficacious 

―confessions‖abouthistory.Acanonicalapproachchallengestheassumptionthattheearliesthistorical

events play such a determinative role in the capacity of scripture to have authority or to render reality. 

Without denying the value of information gained by means of any critical investigation, a canonical 

approach seeks to understand a different issue: how a biblical text is normative within religious 

interpretation, that is to say, how the context of ancient traditions within scripture functions as an arena in 

which certain religious questions are asked and answered. In this approach, one seeks to recognize the 

textual warrants and rules whereby a scripture makes specific religious claims, perpetuates paradoxical 



and ambiguous expressions of faith, engenders the need for repeated interpretation, and imposes upon the 

reader a vision of the world that God has made.  

Though various canonical approaches explore the same neglected perspective on the nature of a biblical 

text, their chief interpreters do not always agree on terminology, on methods of analysis, or on the 

practical implications for the future of biblical interpretation and commentary. James Sanders first coined 

theterm―canoncriticism‖andpopularizeditthroughhisTorah and Canon (1972). Through the study of 

interpretationswithintheBible,whichhecalls―comparativemidrash,‖Sanderssoughttofinda

―canonicalhermeneutic‖thatwouldexplainwhythesamenormativetraditionscouldproperlybe

interpreted with contradictory implications at different times and places. Later, in Canon and Community 

(1984)hechangedtheterminologyfrom―canoncriticism‖to―canonicalcriticism,‖stressingits

alignment with other critical methods. Brevard Childs, for one, initially used the term―canoncriticism‖in

the 1970s (e.g., Exodus OTL) but dropped it as a misleading label for his own approach. It does not occur 

in either his Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture (IOTS) or The New Testament as Canon 

(NTC).ForChilds,―canon criticism‖wronglysuggesteda―criticism‖paralleltootherstandardbiblical

methodologies (e.g., source, form, and redaction criticism).  

Childspreferstospeakofa―canonicalapproach,‖highlightinghow―thecanonicalshape‖ofabiblical

book established possibilities and limits to its interpretation as a part of Jewish and Christian scripture. He 

startswith―thefinaltext‖ofscripture,withoutuncriticallyacceptingthetextus receptus, and makes 

observations about how diverse, even contradictory, traditions share a canonical context together. Rather 

than allowing the reader to pick and choose what elements of traditions seem the most appealing, this 

canonical context deepened the demand for interpretation in specific ways and in certain significant 

theologicaldirections.LeaningmoreinthedirectionofChildsthanSanders,RolfRendtorff‘sThe Old 

Testament: An Introduction (1983,ET1986)findsevidenceofadditionalunifying―literary‖featuresina

Kompositionsgeschichte (―compositioncriticism‖or―historyofcomposition‖)foreachbiblicalbook.

Rendtorffstressestheinabilityofformcriticismtoaccountforhowthe―literary‖dimensionofthe

biblical text extended the audience and often detached traditions from their historical moorings for the 

purpose of establishing another theological way of receiving these traditions within Judaism and 

Christianity.  

RelatedstudiesincludeI.L.Seeligmann‘sseminalstudyof―canonconscious‖exegesiswithinthe

Bible. Nahum Sarna and Michael Fishbanehaveelaboratedcasesof―inner-biblical‖interpretationthat

similarly presume plays upon fixed normative traditions, anticipating in some instances later types of 

Jewishmidrashicinterpretationofscripture.Moreradically,theFrenchschoolof―anthologicalmidrash‖

(e.g., A. A. Robert, R. Bloch DBSup 5: 1263–81) sought to describe a particular type of inner-biblical 

interpretation that reemploys words and phrases from canonical traditions in order to compose whole 

portions (e.g., parts of Proverbs 1–9) of some late biblical books. A number of redaction-critical studies, 

such as those of Ackroyd, Blenkinsopp, Clements, and Sheppard, have called attention to the special 

nature of canonical traditions from the perspectiveoflatereditors.Certain―canonconscious‖redactions

tell readers how some biblical books should be read in the context of others (Sheppard EncRel 3: 62–69). 

Aneditor‘suseofcertainesoterictechniquesinthealterationandplacementofatradition suggest self-

conscious terms of restriction and freedom in how biblical authors/editors handled the preceding 

normative traditions. These traditions can be seen to function within the formation of the Bible with a 

special―semanticdepth‖(Clements),―vitality‖(Ackroyd),―adaptability‖(Sanders),orwithinanimplicit

―scripturalvision‖(Fishbane),orwithaspecialpotentialfor―actualization‖(Childs).Thishighly

tendentioussketchofscholarlyactivitiesthatareoftenassociatedwith―canon criticism‖illustratessome

of the diversity in the present debate. In order to convey what is at stake in these newer approaches, a 

more general discussion of the canonical dimension will be followed by some examples of implications 

for assessing biblical literature.  

1. Canonical Dimension and Biblical Interpretation. The present diversity in canonical approaches 

hasledtoavarietyofproposalsregardingthefutureofbiblicalinterpretation.Sanders‘andFishbane‘s

concernwith―inner-biblical‖interpretation suggests a continuity between the prebiblical interpretation of 



normative traditions and the later postbiblical interpretations of scripture in Judaism and Christianity. As 

Fishbane finds anticipations of later Jewish midrash, so Sanders detects a midrashic―canonical

hermeneutic,‖alreadyforgedamongIsrael‘sancientprophetsandcontinuingintothepostbiblicalperiod.

Sanders argues that contemporary theological exegesis should employ the same hermeneutic he has found 

here and there in ancient Israel and throughout the process of canonization. In religious terms he identifies 

thishermeneuticwith―theancientstrugglesofourancestorsinthefaithtomonotheize,topursuethe

oneness of God, over against all kinds of polytheisms and fragmentationsoftruth‖(1984:17).The

canonization of scripture represents the freezing of only one imperfect moment within that same process 

ofinterpretation.InSanders‘view,thishermeneuticalcriterionallowsonetodistinguishtruefromfalse

prophecy in ancient Israel and can be applied similarly today to discern true and false biblical preaching 

in Christian churches.  

Conversely, Childs, Rendtorff, and Sheppard have emphasized elements of discontinuity between the 

prescriptural functions of ancient traditionsandthenewrolestheyplaywithin―thecanonicalcontext‖of

Jewish and Christian Bibles. While acknowledging different levels of authority and canonicity in the 

prehistory of the Bible, these scholars start with the canonical context as a way to assess how earlier 

traditions have been put together to form a new literary entity. Because the historical forces behind the 

formationofbiblicalbooksaresoheterogeneous,Childsconcludes:―Thehistoryofthecanonicalprocess

does not seem to be an avenuethroughwhichonecangreatlyilluminatethepresentcanonicaltext‖(IOTS 

67).Onlythepresent―shape‖(Childs)or―composition‖(Rendtorff)ofabiblicalbooksurvivesas

evidence of how the community of faith ordered past traditions as a normative witness to divine 

revelation. Besides indicating a specific inner-textuality and a unity of subject matter, the canonical 

context, also, gives permanence to unresolved differences between traditions, delimits functional 

ambiguities, and perpetuates undecodedsymbolismintegraltoareligion‘sunderstandingofdivine

mysteries yet to be fully revealed. Clearly, many ancient historical features are retained within this later 

context,thoughtheformationofscripturetendstoinsurethat―textsarelessboundup with particular 

eventsandsituations‖(Rendtorff1986:125). 

The hermeneutical significance of the canonical context of scripture depends partly on how a religion 

construes the relation between the biblical witness and its revealed subject matter. Rabbinic Judaism 

sought to interpret the written Torah of scripture chiefly through midrashic methods, honoring the parallel 

testimony of oral Torah (Mishnah and the Talmud[s]). Christianity moved in another hermeneutical 

direction.Withtheadditionofa―NewTestament‖andthetransformationofHebrewscriptureinto―Old

Testament,‖anewliteraryhorizonemerged.Atleastbythemiddleofthe2dcentury,Christianleaders

assertedthatpriorityindogmaticdisputesshouldbegiventoanonmidrashic,―plain‖ or―literalsense.‖

Similarly, Christians sought to understand the relation of the Torah to the Gospel. A prophetic 

interpretation often predominated and certain texts lent themselves more readily than others to Christian 

messianic explication. Though Christianity did not share the oral Torah of Judaism, it did not lack its own 

extrabiblical authorities in the form of creeds, binding church decisions, local ecclesial laws, and so forth. 

Though the practice of biblical interpretation differs between Judaism and Christianity, both frequently 

showasimilarconcernforwarrantsimplicitwithinthecanonical―shape‖ofbooks.Inthisrespect,crucial

religious features of the Hebrew Bible are fully retained in Christian scripture in spite of the semantic 

transformationthattakesplacewhenChristiansappropriatetheHebrewBibleasthe―OldTestament‖

withinthecontextofthe―New.‖Ataminimum,thecanonicalcontextisahighlysignificantfactor,but

not the only one that may influence the nature of biblical interpretation.  

2. ―Shape‖ of Biblical Books. Childshaschosentheterm―shape‖todescribethedistinctivefeaturesof

biblical books when they are read as scripture. This trope may connote too readily a trait of harmony or 

full coherence of traditions in books, comparable to geometric symmetry. Nevertheless, Childs uses 

―shape‖carefullytodescribetheboundariesandorchestrationofsemanticpossibilitiesoftraditions

within a biblical book from the perspective of its form and function as scripture. From the 1st centuries of 

Christianity up to the modern period, Christians have often sought to preserve the same scriptural 

dimensionbyanappealtothe―scope‖ofabiblicalbook.Attimes,the―scope‖(skopos) has pertained to 



an element in the church‘s―ruleoffaith,‖asinAthanasius‘refutationoftheArians‘useofProverbs;at

other times, it denoted a more literary appeal to the beginnings and endings of biblical books, to titles, and 

other transitional markers within a biblical text. The latter usage can be readily seen in the rules of Flacius 

in the middle of the 16th century and commonly among English Protestants in the late 16th century until 

the end of the 19th. The indices of the scope of a text were supposed to provide clues regarding the 

normative―purpose‖ofthetext,coincidingwiththe―intent‖oftheinspiredauthor. 

In the premodern period, Christian interpreters commonly assumed that the literal sense of scripture was 

identicalwiththebiblicalauthor‘s―intent.‖Whatbecomesobvious is that in these formulations the 

―biblicalauthor,‖thecentralfigureassociatedwithaparticularbook,isnotidenticalwitha―historical

author‖reconstructedbymodernhistoricalcriticism.Acanonicalapproachcantrytoexpresswhatthe

older formulation sought to describe in another way, informed by a modern understanding of history and 

religion. This alternative expression of how the biblical text relates to its subject matter must take into 

account a different perception of diachronic dimensions and involves a critical awareness of the semantic 

import of traditions shifted from their origins, through transmission and editing, to their later places 

among biblical texts. The shape of a biblical book and its canonical context within scripture provide an 

essential guide as to how the intents of various historical authors and editors pertain to the presentation of 

a biblical author and a biblical book. Moreover, the canonical context indicates how the presentations of 

key biblical figures have beenlinkedtothe―canonicalintention‖ofthebiblicaltext.Inthesetwoways,

theaimoftheolderidentificationofliteralsensewiththeauthor‘sintentismaintainedbutexpressedin

new ways that respond to the impact of historical criticism and the contemporary perception of 

differences in a biblical text.  

3. Examples of a Canonical Approach. TheformofthePentateuch(―thebookofMoses,‖Josh 1:7) 

correspondstoitsfunctionasscriptural―Torah‖invariousways. First, as Sanders has eloquently shown, 

it situates the law of God prior to the actual conquest of the land. The Torah could be received by future 

readers of the Jewish Diaspora as an address to people who themselves yearn to enter into a promised 

land. The laws, regardless of what we may say about their original historical settings, refer in this context 

to a revealed Torah rather than to law codes that reflect merely compromises to the experiences of life at 

various times in the land.  

Second, while ―theTorah‖denotesasingle,coherentinstructionfromGod,itisrepresentedinthe

narrative form through different Mosaic mediations: as shown in the legal collections of Exodus, 

Leviticus, Numbers, and, then, those of Deuteronomy. While each of these collections now shares 

substantially the same Decalog (Exod 20:2–14 and Deut 5:6–18), the other laws contain many 

disagreements, even within laws governing the same offense. While historical criticism can provide one 

account for these differences, the canonical context now relates them according to another religious 

implication. In the context of the Mosaic Torah, the laws found in Exodus, Leviticus, and Numbers 

belong to the legislation as given to Moses in the region of Sinai, while the laws presented in 

DeuteronomybelongtoMoses‘subsequent―interpretation‖ofthemontheplainsofMoabtothenext

generation (Deut 1:5). Based on the role of these laws in scripture, the historical etymology of these 

traditionsislessimportantthanthecanonicalcontextwhichdepictsMosesas―interpreting‖theearlier

laws to the changing circumstances of a later generation. This contextual precedent was recognized by 

rabbinic Judaism and perpetuated by the acceptance of the oral Torah (the Mishnah and Talmud[s]), that 

accompanies the interpretation of the written Torah. It was also allegedly perpetuated by Moses through 

the Elders.  

Third, Moses appears in these books as a vivid flesh-and-blood figure with strengths and weaknesses 

like our own. Genesis elaborates the genealogical record leading to his birth in Exodus, and the five-book 

Torah concludes in the last chapters of Deuteronomy with an account of his death. This presentation of his 

life provides a key unifying feature corresponding to the unity of the revealed Torah which this five-book 

collectionmediates.Moses‘unique status as the prophet par excellence (Deut 34:10–12) indicates the 

special role these books play within the scripture as a whole. Though modern critics suspect correctly that 

a historical Moses could not have written all of these traditions, the biblical portrayal of Moses and the 



events of his life belong to the very syntax of these books in their form and function as scripture. Modern 

critics have often sought to improve on the historical elements in this presentation by searching for the 

―historical‖Moses.Ifsuchasearchclaimstopursue―biblical‖faith, then it has confused uncritically the 

mode of understanding congruent to the realism of a scripture with the mode of understanding congruent 

toarealismpertainingtoconceptionsofamodern―history.‖ 

As Judaism now finds in scripture and in oral Torah different literary manifestations of law as inspired 

human witnesses to the one Torah that God has given to a chosen people, so Christianity possesses in the 

NT four different Gospels, as well as Romans and James, despite the confession that there is actually only 

one Gospel of Jesus Christ. From this perspective the biblical canons do not end interpretation by 

harmonizing as much as they ground and perpetuate the need for fresh interpretation of the Bible by each 

generation of believers. Though both Judaism and Christianity resist the expansion of scripture by new 

revelation, each generation seeks to express the Torah or the Gospel, with the aid of scripture, more 

precisely and in pragmatically more pertinent ways than preceding generations. Therefore, the scripture 

harborsinitsowncontextualambiguitiesthepotentialforacriticismofeachbeliever‘scurrentruling

metaphors while, at the same time, it delimits a specific arena in which a grand quest for the revelation of 

reality can take place.  

In both the OT and NT, collections of tradition outside of the Mosaic Torah and the Gospels have been 

assigned a special context and function together as parts of scripture. What might be regarded as historical 

anachronisms frequently contribute to the canonical context and religious import of ancient traditions. 

Though the activity of many of the OT prophets precedes historically the period when the present Mosaic 

Torah was formed, the traditions of the prophets have been edited together as scripture in a manner that 

allows the prophetic books now to be read as commentary on the Torah of Moses. So, too, the Pauline 

Epistles, many of which precede the time when the Gospels were composed, now are found after the 

writtenGospelsasapartofacollectionof―PaulineLetters‖andprovideacommentaryuponthesame

essential message found in the four Gospels.  

The Solomonic books offer a vivid example of how the canonical context alters our vision and reception 

of ancient traditions when read as scripture. Modern criticism properly questions a direct connection 

between the historical Solomon and the books of Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and Song of Songs. 

Nevertheless, the context of scripture identifies these books in a highly significant manner as Solomonic 

―wisdom‖within Hebrew scripture. Because of its association with Solomon, biblical wisdom cannot be 

equateduncriticallywithastrictlyhistoricalconceptionofancientIsraelite―wisdom‖intheNearEast.

The canon-contextual presentation of Solomon delimits some crucial distinctions between the biblical 

wisdom traditions and those of the Mosaic Torah. For instance, Solomon epitomizes the wisest person 

who ever lived (1 Kgs 4:29–31), but he must, also, obey the Torah of Moses as did his father (1 Kgs 

3:14).Furthermore,byassigningthis―wisdom‖literaturetoSolomon,thecanonicalcontextprovidesits

own account for why wisdom literature appears to bracket out self-consciously the idiosyncratic language 

of faith about the Exodus, the giving of the law of God at Sinai, the covenant, and other historical details 

regardingIsrael‘sfaithinYahweh.Partofthe religious genius of biblical wisdom lies in its affirmation of 

an international collection of sayings that borrows from and rivals that of other nations, without resolving 

issues of conflict between different religions. It is the sort of knowledge that inspires the Queen of Sheba 

to travel to test Solomon with riddles. Biblical wisdom lends itself to an international cooperation in 

understanding territories not explicitly addressed by the Torah but shared by the wisdom of other 

religions. This demarcation of wisdom in association with Solomon, distinct from other parts of scripture, 

naturally invited a debate over how the parts of scripture relate to each other as a guide to the obedient 

life. Prior to Christianity, Judaism overtly affirmed that the Torah and Wisdom complemented one 

another and that the one could be read as a resource for refinements in the understanding of the other (cf. 

Sirach 24 and Bar 3:9–4:4). The manner in which wisdom relates to the Torah and to the Prophets, and 

how wisdom relates to all of these and to the Gospel, becomes part of the vocabulary that continues to 

inform the response of both Judaism and Christianity to issues of practical knowledge, scientific inquiry, 

psychology, and many other areas of common life.  



C. Conclusion  

Canonical criticism has become a popular, though debated, label for a variety of approaches that inquire 

into the form and function of the Bible as scripture. A canonical approach assumes a particular 

perspective by which biblical studies can understand the nature of scripture and its relation to the history 

ofreligiousinterpretationandtheology.AsshownbyChilds‘commentaryonExodus,thisperspective

encourages a critical examination of the history of interpretation, both ancient and modern. In my view, 

attention to the canonical context of scripture is essential for an appreciation of how religions construe 

reality and how competence in biblical interpretation is recognized in earlier periods. In the larger task of 

contemporary Christian theological interpretation, canonical approaches offer foundational descriptions of 

the context of scripture and detect warrants for a reading of the diverse traditions as multiple human 

witnesses to the same subject matter of faith and revelation.  
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GERALD T. SHEPPARD  

CANOPY. Four different Hebrew words are rendered ―canopy‖inEnglishversions.Thefirst,škk , 

derives from the root skk, whichmeans―toweavetogether,‖thusformingathickmaterialthatcanbea

shelter,asinthe―booths‖madeofboughsthatservedastemporarydwellingsduringharvesttime.This

noun is used in 1 Sam 22:12 and Ps 18:12 [—Eng 18:11]torefertoYahweh‘sheavenlyshelterandto

enrich the dramatic language of divine theophany in these two passages. Another term, ˓ōb, is found 

twice: once in an obscure reference to some part of the pillared forecourt (˒ûlām)toSolomon‘s―Hallof

Pillars‖(1 Kgs 7:6); and once in a description of a shelter in front of the forecourt (˒ûlām) of the Temple 

(Ezek 41:25).Thelatterreferenceuses―wood‖with˓ōb, thus indicating a more solid architectural 

element than a woven canopy.  

A third Hebrew word for canopy, ḥûppâ, is from ḥpp, meaning―tocover.‖Theactofcoveringrather

than the material itself is basic to this term, which appears in Isa 4:5 to refer to the way smoke and fire by 

dayandnightwillprovideacover(―canopy‖)overtherestoredMountZionanditsassembliesinthe

glorious future. Finally, the word š apřr (or š aprĦr, Qere) which appears only once in the Hebrew Bible 

(Jer 43:10), apparently denotes a royal pavilion or canopy being spread out by Nebuchadnezzar over his 

throne. Related to Akkadian š uparruri, it might also indicate a carpet being stretched out. In either case, 

this too appears to be a textile rather than a solid structure.  



Allthewordsrendered―canopy,‖alongwith―pavilion‖andotherterms,arepartoftherichHebrew

vocabulary dealing with shelters, both temporary and permanent. Such terms designate both actual 

sheltersandarealsousedsymbolicallytoindicateGod‘ssheltering,protectivepresence. 

CAROL MEYERS  

CANTICLES, BOOK OF. See SONG OF SONGS, BOOK OF.  

CAPE. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION.  

CAPERNAUM (PLACE) [Gk Kapharnaoum (Καυαπναοτμ)]. A place on the NW bank of Lake 

Tiberias (M.R. 204254). Josephus renders the Heb kĕpar naḥum as kapharnaoum (JW 3.10.8), as does the 

NT. The Arabs of the region call the spot Talhum or Tell Hum.  

After Jesus began his ministry, he moved to Capernaum (Matt 4:13; Mark 2:1). Capernaum had a 

synagogue which had been built with the sponsorship of the local centurion (Luke 7:2–5). While in 

Capernaum, Jesus healed several people (Matt 8:5; Mark 1:21–28; 2:1–12; Luke 7:1–10; John 4:46–54) 

and taught in the synagogue (Luke 4:31–38; cf. John 6:22–59). The city, however, eventually received a 

scathing denunciationwhenJesuscondemneditsstubbornnessasworsethanSodom‘s(Matt 11:23–24). 

Later, during the First Jewish Revolt, Josephus was taken to Capernaum for his initial medical treatment 

after he was injured in battle (Life 72).  

After having been abandoned and completely forgotten for centuries, Capernaum reemerged in 1894, 

when the ruins of the site were acquired by the Franciscan custody of the Holy Land from the As-

Samakiyeh Arabs. The first exploratory excavations were conducted in 1905 under the direction of H. 

Kohl and C. Watzinger. Their probes were in the central and eastern naves of the synagogue, with a 

number of additional trenches in the western nave; these allowed a reconstruction of the plan of the 

building. In the same year, other excavations were conducted under the direction of F. V. Hinterkeuser, 

which continued until the outbreak of World War I. After the war, excavations resumed until 1921 by P. 

G. Orfali, who not only published a monograph, Capharnaum et ses ruines, but also began a restoration of 

the synagogue; this work, however, was not completed because of his tragic death.  

In April of 1968, V. Corbo and S. Loffreda reopened the excavations of Capernaum and conducted 18 

campaigns up to 1985; these excavations led to the discovery of many of the insulae of the city and to the 

rediscovery of the house of Simon Peter. They also led to the discovery of the synagogue of the Roman 

centurion beneath the foundations of the synagogue of the 4th–5th century.  

A. The City  

Until 1968, no remains of the city of the time of Jesus were visible; since then many insulae have been 

excavated. The city was laid out according to the orthogonal, or Hippodamian, urban plan, which 

consisted of a cardo maximus or via principalis (e.g., main N–S thoroughfare) and numerous decumani 

(e.g., E–W intersecting streets). Within the grid pattern of the streets, the dwellings were grouped in 

insulae. The use of this plan, along with the archaeological finds have allowed the excavators to date the 

origins of this city to the Hellenistic period. The city continued developing along this same plan until its 

abandonment in the 7th century C.E., when the Islamic invasion occurred. However, under the pavement 

of the synagogue, there are remains of an LB dwelling which appears to date to the 13th century B.C.E. 

During the campaigns of 1984–1985 in the lowest levels of the excavation, the archaeologists began to 

encounter dwellings with ceramics both of the Persian (538–332 B.C.E.) and of the MB Ages (1900–1550 

B.C.E.). These dwellings were enveloped in the Hellenistic urban plan.  

B. The Dwellings  

In the insulaeoftheHellenisticcity,thearchaeologistsfounddwellingsoftwotypes:―clan‖dwellings

andindividualdwellings.The―clan‖dwellingswerearrangedaroundinternalcourts,whichnumberedat

times as many as three; around these courts were rooms which faced inward. There was a single entrance 

to the house, which faced the street and had a threshold and jambs with pins for the wooden door. The 

windows of the rooms opened onto the internal courts and never on the streets. Family life took place in 

the courts, where there were hearths, millstones for the grain, and handpresses. Also situated in the courts 



were stairs which allowed access to the roofs, which were made with wooden beams and covered with a 

layer of packed mud.  

Household furnishings included vases in white stone for holding water; basalt mortars; various basalt 

containers and vessels of a whole range of forms and sizes, and much ceramic pottery. The ceramics 

included lamps, plates, bowls, pans, amphorae, pots, and cups.  

The houses were constructed with walls made of blocks of basalt dry-set; the interior faces of the walls 

were finished with ornamental patterns of pebbles. Seldom were there masonry walls, and then they were 

almost always of late date. The floors were made of basalt pebblework, sometimes covered with a layer of 

yellowish earth. The windows of the rooms were set in series on stylobate walls, and were formed of 

jambs supporting architraves which were crudely carved.  

C. The House of Simon Peter  

The house of Simon Peter at Capernaum is mentioned many times in the Gospels, so much so that in 

referring to his house, the Evangelists do so with or without the article (Matt 17:25; Mark 2:1; 3:20; 9:33); 

alternatively they refer to it with the name of Peter (Matt 8:14) or of Simon and Andrew (Mark 1:29).  

The house of Simon Peter was found in 1968 in the first campaign of the excavations. It is situated in 

the SE corner of a vast insula which extends from the shore of the lake to the Hellenistic decumanus. Its N 

side lies under the balcony of the synagogue; its E side faces an open area which adjoins the cardo 

maximus and to which reference is made in Mark 1:33 and 2:2. The archaeological finds show that this 

house had already been built in the Hellenistic period, and that therefore, Simon Peter must have acquired 

it when he settled with his clan at Capernaum. The entry to the vast dwelling was from the open space to 

the E. See Fig. CAP.01. The plan of the house had three courts, around which were arranged the 

numerous living rooms. Among these rooms were two situated on the S side of the N court, which was the 

court into which one entered from the street. These two rooms were transformed in the apostolic period 

intoa―housechurch‖;here the excavators found part of the paving of the floor, which was surfaced with 

lime plaster—the same type of paving, in fact, which was found some years later in the triclinia of the 

palace of Herod at Macheron. The walls of the house–church were likewise covered with plaster and had 

painted decorations consisting of Judeo–Christian emblems. Christian pilgrims of the first centuries 

scratched on these plastered walls sacred and devotional graffiti in Greek, Latin, Syriac, and Aramaic (cf. 

Testa 1972).  

The house of Simon Peter underwent a radical restructuring in the 4th century C.E. when, at the initiative 

of Count Joseph of Tiberias, a friend of Constantine the Great, the house–church was restructured on the 

interior with the addition of an arch supporting a new roof. The floor was also resurfaced; a new sacristy 

was added on the N side, while on the E flank a portico was built. The original entrance of the house, 

which had opened onto the cardo maximus, was closed, while there were opened two new entrances in the 

sacred wall—one on the S toward the shore of the lake and one on the N on the new decumanus which 

had been cut through the insula. This 4th century arrangement was seen by the pilgrim Egeria.  

D. The Octagonal Church  

In the second half of the 5th century, under the influence of the Gentile church, which, with its clergy of 

Greek culture, was progressively consolidating its influence in the Holy Land, the house of Simon Peter, 

including the house–church of the 1st to the 4th centuries, was razed. On the same spot, about 2 m above 

the earlier house–church, there was erected an octagonal church to mark in perpetuity the spot of the 

house of Simon. See Fig. CAP.02. The church consisted in fact of two concentric octagons, with porticos 

on five sides. The central octagon had eight pilasters which supported a roof covered with tiles. The 

paving of both octagons was wholly in mosaic: that of the central octagon showed a peacock fanning its 

tail, while in the large octagon were found the remains of a nilotic mosaic. The portico had mosaics with a 

woven-reeddesignlaidincircles.Thisisthechurchseenbythe―AnonymousPlacentinus‖in570C.E.  

With the Islamic invasion of Palestine in 638, Capernaum was abandoned, and the two sacred buildings 

of the city, the church of the house of St. Peter and the synagogue, began to fall into ruin. The later Arab 

inhabitants who settled within the bounds of the city which had been abandoned in the time of the 

Omayyads (661–750) had no interest in the Christian and Jewish edifices, and began to despoil them.  



E. The Synagogues of Capernaum  

The excavations have brought to light two synagogue buildings. In 1905, Kohl and Watzinger partially 

excavated the later building, which had been seen in ruins by the first explorers in the 19th century. The 

excavation begun by the two German archaeologists was taken up by the Franciscan custody of the Holy 

Land. In 1921, Orfali completed the excavation and also tried a partial reconstruction. This synagogue in 

white stone, the most beautiful and grand of those which have been excavated in the Holy Land, has been 

variously dated. The two German archaeologists dated it to the 2d and 3d centuries C.E.; Orfali, on the 

other hand, put it in the time of Jesus. With the reopening of the excavations in 1968, the problem of the 

dating of this building was addressed once more, and based on remains found under the paving, it was 

attributed to the 4th–5th century C.E.  

1. The Late Synagogue. This building is composed of two edifices—the prayer room, and a vast court. 

The prayer room is in basilican form without an apse (24.34 × 17.25 m), and has a central nave 

surrounded by three lateral naves in the form of a horseshoe (on the E, N, and W sides) with Corinthian 

columns on plinths. On the W and E walls were benches, while on the S side were the ark and the chair of 

Moses.Itprobablyneverhadawomen‘sbalcony.OntheEside,thesynagogueadjoinedavastcourtwith

a portico on three sides (the S portico was the shortest—11.26 m). On the outside it measures 24.34 × 

13.34 m. The portico area faced the cardo maximus with three large windows, while on the N and S sides 

were two or three portals. The court was constructed after the synagogue had already been completed. The 

synagogue was visited toward the end of the 4th century by the pilgrim Egeria (cf. Petrus Diaconus, 

Geyer,112)whoreferredtoitashaving―manysteps‖andwallsof―square-hewnstones.‖ 

2. The Synagogue of the Roman Centurion. In 13 years of patient research (1969–81), the area under 

the late synagogue was explored. On the basis of this research, it was possible to ascertain the chronology 

of the late synagogue; the researchers also discovered the remains of the synagogue constructed by the 

Roman centurion (cf. Luke 7:5) atop a very ancient dwelling. Under the paving of this earlier synagogue 

and the adjacent houses were found ceramics of the MB, LB, Persian, Hellenistic, and first Roman 

periods.  

The synagogue of the centurion has a rectangular plan with a slight displacement of the axis with 

respect to the synagogue of the 4th–5th century. The external perimeter of the first synagogue is the same 

as that of the later synagogue. The internal area of the synagogue of the centurion, however, is a little 

smaller, because of the considerable thickness of the wall, which are made of blocks of basalt (120–30 

cm). On the inside, on the E wall, there was a sort of atrium, while the wall-bench must have occupied the 

whole length of the W wall. The paving was of basalt pebblework.  
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VIRGILIO C. CORBO  

CAPHAR-SALAMA (PLACE) [Gk Chapharsalama (Χαυαπςαλαμα)]. The location of an ambush of 

the Seleucid army conducted by Jewish rebels ca. 163 B.C. (1 Macc 7:31). This encounter may be the 



same as that recorded in 2 Macc 14:16 as occurring at Dessau. The Seleucid army led by Nicanor was sent 

to Judea upon the request of Eliakim, the Seleucid candidate for high priest. This priest had ordered the 

executionof60piousJewsandasaresultofhisaction,theMaccabeesralliedoppositiontoEliakim‘s

religious and administrative activities.  

Nicanor was an experienced general who had previously confronted the Judean rebels. He safely 

brought his army to Jerusalem but reportedly lost 5,000 men when he was ambushed at Caphar-salama. 

Subsequently he was forced to retreat to Jerusalem and to call for additional troops from Antioch to 

suppress the rebels.  

The location of the ambush is not positively identified; however, it clearly took place near Jerusalem 

whichwasNicanor‘sbaseofoperations.Alternatelocationsofthebattlesitehavebeenproposed,but

Khirbet Selma (M.R. 167140), located halfway between Jerusalem and the Beth-horon pass, is frequently 

identified as the site (Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 339–340). This argument is based upon the 

etymological similarity of the name and the geographic situation. The site is located near Jerusalem and 

would have provided the context for an ambush.  

ROBERT W. SMITH  

CAPHTOR (PERSON) [Heb kaptor (ַכְפָתר)].CAPHTORIM.Theseventh―offspring‖ofEgypt

(Gen 10:13). The Caphtorim are described as originating in Caphtor and as displacing the Avvim along 

the coast as far as Gaza (Deut 2:23). They are explicitly associated with the Philistines in Jer 47:4 and 

Amos 9:7. Thus there is conjectured, without textual basis, the association of the phrase in Gen 10:14, 

―whencecamethePhilistines,‖with the Caphtorim rather than its grammatically closer subject, the 

Casluhim (so BHS; IDB 1: 534; Skinner Genesis ICC, 213; Speiser Genesis AB, 68; Strange 1980: 35 n. 

132; Westermann Genesis BK, 519). Others accept the text as it now stands and apply the phrase to the 

Casluhim (cf. Cassuto 1964: 206–208; Kitchen 1973: 53; Rendsburg 1987; Wenham Genesis WBC, 225). 

In Jeremiah 47, the prophecy promises the destruction of Tyre, Sidon, and the Philistines from Caphtor. 

This passage also identifies Caphtor as an island or coastland. The possibility of the relation of the 

CaphtorimtotheCherethitesisstrengthenedbythelatter‘sassociationwiththePhilistines. 

A problem associated with Caphtor is its identity. Its traditional identification with Crete (Vercoutter 

1956) has been challenged with the proposal of Cyprus (Strange 1980; Merrillees 1982). The issue has 

been addressed in three areas: archaeology, philology, and geography. As to the archaeology, the absence 

of Cretan ceramic wares after the mid-15th century B.C. in Egypt and Ugarit, despite the presence of 

textual citations for Caphtor/Keftiu until the mid-14th century in Egypt and the mid-13th century at 

Ugarit, has been used to argue against Crete as an identification (Merrillees 1982: 247–48). However, a 

similar argument could be made for the Cypriote ware in Egypt (exclusive of Amarna) at the same time 

(Knapp 1983: 285–86; 1985). Further, the textual and pictorial evidence in the chapel of Rekhmire is 

closely tied together (Vercoutter 1956: 185–88)sothatattemptstoseparatetheKeftiufrom―theislesin

themidstofthesea‖andfromtheMinoandresswornbythefigures(Strange1980:44–70) seem strained 

(Görg 1982; Kitchen 1983).  

As to philology, the identifiable―offspring‖ofEgyptinGenesis 10 appears to reflect place names or 

people who lived in or near Egypt. The order of the names seems to be according to the number of 

consonants in the root, beginning with two (LUD) and proceeding to four (NAPHTUHIM and all the 

names of v 14). Thus the order of the names is probably not intended to follow a geographical sequence 

(Wenham Genesis WBC, 224). Caphtor is also mentioned in Egyptian (kftiw, kftyw), Akkadian (kap-ta-

ra), Ugaritic (kptr), and Greek (kabdēros) texts (Vercoutter 1956; Strange 1980: 16–112). The 18th 

dynasty list of names from Egypt,withthetitle―tomakenamesofKeftiu‖hasbeenusedtoargueanon-

Greek, ancient Near Eastern environment more like Cyprus than Crete (Strange 1980: 94–96, 166). 

However, there can be no certainty as to what the list was intended to reflect (Astour 1982: 395) nor as to 

the accuracy of the analysis of the names (Vercoutter 1956: 46–47; Kitchen 1983).  

A Theban topographical list of Amenophis III (Kitchen 1965: 5–6; Edel 1966: 33–60; Faure 1968) is 

best identified as a list of cities in the regions of kftyw and of tny, the latter to be identified with the 



Danaoi, i.e., Greeks of the Argolid (Faure 1968: 145–47; Helck 1971: 306–7; Kitchen 1973: 54; 1983: 

159) rather than Rhodes (Edel 1966: 54–55; Vercoutter 1956: 56) or Adana in Cilicia (Strange 1980: 22). 

This identification is preferred due to the agreement of the remaining names with places in Crete (e.g., 

Amnisos, Knossos, and Lyktos) and the Danaoi region (Astour 1966; Edel 1966: 33–60; Kitchen 1966). 

Thus the text suggests an equation of kftyw with Crete.  

The remaining issue is geographical. To place Caphtor in Cyprus it is necessary to relocate Alashiya, 

which has traditionally been associated with that island. Either it becomes a part of the island or it is 

located near Alalakh (Strange 1980: 172, 183). This latter possibility has been denied by Astour (1982: 

395) and Muhly (1972: 202), who find no room for such an important kingdom on the Syrian coast. Thus 

the identification of Caphtor with Crete remains a probability.  
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RICHARD S. HESS  

CAPITAL [Heb kaptôr ( רַכְפתו ); koteret (ָכֶתֶרת)].OfthetwoHebrewtermstranslated―capital,‖
one always denotes a part of the Tabernacle menorah, except for two uses in prophecy; and the other 

signifiesanarchitecturalelementofSolomon‘sTemple. 

The term kapt  r is used repeatedlyinthetabernacletextsofExodusinjuxtapositionwith―flower‖

(peraḥ). The former word may have an architectural meaning, in that it is used twice elsewhere (Amos 

9:1; Zeph 2:14) in contexts that suggest a major building element. The ancient versions all indicate a 

spherical or rounded object, like a kind of fruit (as in the Peshitta and Targums). These renderings may be 

derived from theroundedshapeofasimplecapital.However,takentogetherwith―flower,‖itformsa

hendiadys. The two words together denote a floral, or more specifically, a lily capital, since peraḥ most 

likelymeans―lily‖(Meyers1976:24–26). This decorative, architectonic element is repeated three times 

on each of the six branches of the Tabernacle menorah; and the central stand of the menorah features four 

such arrangements (see Exod 25:33, 35 = 37:19, 21; 25:31, 34 = 37:17, 20; 25:36 = 37:22).  

The other word for capital, koteret, signifies the elaborate architectural feature surrounding the columns 

Jachin and Boaz, which were set at the entrance to the forecourt (˒ûlām) of the Solomonic Temple (1 Kgs 

7:16ff. = 2 Chr 4:12, 13; 2 Kgs 25:17 = Jer 52:22). These capitals, or double capitals, were made of 

bronze and were exceptionally ornate and large (at least five cubits high). Because they were decorated 

withfloralforms(―lily-work‖and―pomegranates‖),theycanbeconsideredpartofthefloralcapitalsthat

were characteristic features of monumental architecture in the ancient world. The size, material, and 



decoration of the capitals contributes to the role of Jachin and Boaz as gateposts to the entrance of 

Yahweh‘searthlydwelling(seeMeyers1983). 
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CAROL MEYERS  

CAPITOLIAS (PLACE). See BEIT RAS (M.R. 230222).  

CAPPADOCIA (PLACE). The great plateau which dominated central Asia Minor contrasted 

markedly with its surroundings. Flat, treeless, ringed by forested mountains, broiling in summer and gelid 

in winter, it constituted a land apart, difficult to reach but then easy to traverse. Its climatic extremes 

limited most agriculture to cereals and some fruits; most of its surface lay in pasture.  

One long river, the Halys, traversed Cappadocia; another, the Euphrates, formed its eastern boundary; 

beyond lay Sophene, Atropatene, and the Parthian Empire. The Euphrates came to be regarded as the 

boundary between Parthia and the Roman Empire, beginning with a dramatic meeting at the Euphrates 

between Sulla and a Parthian representative of Mithridates II, with the Cappadocian king in attendance.  

The Taurus and Antitaurus ranges on the south limited access to and from the Levant; just beyond these 

ranges lay Cilicia and Commagene. Boundaries to the west and north provided easier passage, leading to 

struggles with adjacent dynasties, especially in the 1st century B.C.  

Cappadocia was notorious for possessing few cities, only two at the time of Christ. In Christian times 

this resulted in an unusual type of organization, based not on cities but on large districts containing 

numerous towns or villages.  

Persian occupation of Asia Minor for centuries created an Iranian aristocracy ruling the native 

population. Local kings claimed descent from Darius the Great. After Alexander, the Ariarathid dynasty 

continued this claim and added Seleucid Greek lineage.  

As the Seleucid Empire began to weaken in the mid-2d century B.C., Rome was drawn toward 

Cappadocia among others. Quarrels with the neighboring Galatians led to Roman mediation in 164 B.C. 

KingAriarathesIVwasdescribedatthistimeas―oneofthetruefriendstotheRomans‖(Polyb.31.7–8). 

About160,envoystoRomefromCappadociaspokeof―thefriendlyattitude‖ofKingAriarathesV

(Diod. 31.28). The alliance between Rome and Cappadocia bore one unusual feature; instead of being 

with the king alone, itwas―jointlywiththeCappadociankingandwiththetribe[ethnos]‖(Strabo

12.2.11.540). That distinction probably arose from the unusual organization of the country into 10 

administrative districts termed strategiai, one of them controlled by the powerful priest of Comana 

(Strabo12.1.2.533).Thenoblesdweltin―fortresses‖andusuallyresistedcentralizedcontrol. 

To the north, the kingdom of Pontus arose from territory previously claimed by Cappadocia. By the late 

2d century B.C., the expansionist monarch Mithridates VI Eupator of Pontus constituted a clear threat to 

Cappadocia, which he tried to control through a sister who became queen of Cappadocia, and then 

through a son who became king.  

The Ariarathid line of kings ended early in the 1st century B.C. and Cappadocians elected a new royal 

house, that of Ariobarzanes I (Strabo 12.2.11.540; Justin 38.2.6–8).  

Mithridates continued his interventions and drew Romans into Asia Minor to reinforce Cappadocian 

resistance. Two Roman allies already bordered Cappadocia, the kingdom of Bithynia and the country of 

the Galatians. A long struggle began about 95 B.C., which was aimed at adding Cappadocia to the roster 

of reliable Roman allies.  

The Mithridatic Wars between Rome and Mithridates Eupator lasted some 25 years (89/88–63 B.C.) and 

led to fundamental alterations in the political map of Asia Minor. At the outset of the wars, Mithridates 

could order massacres of Romans along the Aegean coast and conduct operations as far west as Athens. 

He could rely on the assistance of his son-in-law, Tigranes the Great of Armenia, and of allies as far north 

as the Crimea. By the close of the wars, Mithridates was dead, Tigranes defeated, and part of Pontus a 

Roman province, with an allied king ruling the remainder.  



Ariobarzanes I survived some five exiles at the hands of Mithridates or Tigranes, and handed over his 

kingdom to his apprehensive son about 63 B.C. In the next years, internal disruptions and a new external 

threat—Parthia—kept Cappadocia unsettled. Ariobarzanes II fell by assassination. His successor required 

the assistance of Cicero against enemies from within, and his kingdomappeared―strippedbare‖by

Roman creditors. Invasions were threatened from the directions of Pontus (Pharnaces II), Armenia 

(Artavasdes II), and Parthia (Orodes II; Pacorus I).  

Perhaps against the odds, Cappadocia weathered these political storms and those of the Roman civil 

wars, too. In 47 B.C., Caesar came through Cappadocia, saw Pharnaces II, and conquered him at Zela. In 

theaftermathofCaesar‘smurderin44B.C., Cassius killed King Ariobarzanes III (Dio 47.33).  

During the reign of his successor, Ariarathes X, a Parthian invasion of Asia Minor in 40 B.C. reminded 

Cappadocians of their vulnerability. A complicated internal struggle and intervention by Antony replaced 

this last member of the house of Ariobarzanes with a new king, familiar from Judean history: Archelaus I 

(Dio 49.32; Sullivan ANRW 2/7/2: 1149–61).  

Archelaus enjoyed a long reign, over half a century from about 36 B.C. to A.D. 17. His father had held 

the powerful priesthood at Comana, and his grandfather had served as general in the Pontic army. Antony 

muchadmiredArchelaus‘mother,Glaphyra. 

AugustusreconfirmedArchelausdespitehistakingAntony‘ssideatActium(Dio51.2).Someinternal

trouble is recorded (Jos. JW 1.507; Dio 57.17). However, Archelaus became an important king in the East, 

receiving additional territory to rule in Cilicia Tracheia and Armenia Minor (Dio 54.9; Strabo 

12.2.11.540). Honors given him, his mother, or his son and daughter were recorded on stone in Athens, 

Olympia, Magnesia, Comana, and elsewhere (OGIS 357–63).  

To judge from claims exercised by his descendants, Archelaus married a princess from the Armenian 

royal house. He passed on claims to the throne of Armenia to his grandson, Tigranes V (ex regio genere 

Armeniorum in the words of Augustus, Res Gestae 27). His daughter, Glaphyra, boasted of descent on her 

mother‘ssidefromDariustheGreat(Jos.JW 1.476).  

BymarryingQueenPythodoris,widowofPolemoIIofPontus,ArchelauslinkedtwooftheEast‘s

largest kingdoms (Strabo 12.3.29.556). Under the rule of this pair now fell a large territory in eastern Asia 

Minor, running from the Black Sea to the Mediterranean off Syria.  

Archelaus also became an advisor to the Judean royal house, or a mediator in time of crisis (Jos. JW 

1.507; 1.538; Ant 16.357).HerodcametoviewArchelaus―asoneofhisdearestfriends‖andinfact

helped reconcile him with the Roman governor of Syria, Marcus Titius, after an unspecified argument 

(Jos. Ant 16.270).  

Ultimately a marriage cemented these good relations. His daughterGlaphyraweddedHerod‘sson

Alexander.Glaphyra‘sfreelystatedconvictionthatsheoutrankedtheotherwomenattheJudeancourt

through superior genealogy caused predictable friction. So did the habit Archelaus developed of 

intervening in Judean politics, as when he assisted two sons of Herod against their father. By 7/6 B.C., 

afterArchelausexecutedGlaphyra‘shusband,Herodreturnedherandherdowry(SullivanANRW 2/7/2: 

1161–65).  

The children of Glaphyra remained in Judea, and both her son Tigranes V and her grandson Tigranes VI 

attempted to rule Armenia. Her great-grandson, King Alexander (PIR² J 136), became the last royal ruler 

of Cilicia under Vespasian.  

Glaphyra herself went next in marriage to King Juba of Mauretania (Jos. Ant 17.349). She returned once 

more to her father. Next, Herodes Archelaus, another son of Herod, married her, violating Jewish law. She 

died soon afterward.  

Archelaus fell into disfavor with the emperor Tiberius on a charge of plotting revolution (Dio 57.17). 

He was summoned to Rome, tried before the senate, and probably condemned; at any rate, he died soon 

after that, most likely in A.D. 17. (Tac. Ann. 2.42). His son, Archelaus II, ruled a portion of Cilicia, at least 

until A.D. 36 (Tac. Ann. 6.41).  

Cappadocia itself became a Roman province under Tiberius and remained that way. Vespasian grouped 

Cappadocia with several other regions in A.D 72, and Trajan later divided that grouping, joining 



Cappadocia to Armenia Minor and Pontus. Diocletian divided the group again, leaving Cappadocia in two 

parts, only the western still called by that name. Late in the 4th century it was subdivided again, and the 

ecclesiastical boundaries—disputed between the bishops of Caesarea and of Tyana—ceased to coincide 

with the civil (Jones 1971: 183ff.). The ancient Cappadocian problems of central administration continued 

at least until Justinian, who complained that public lands there had frequently been alienated by private 

lessees.  

The main lines of royal administration continued to be followed during the first centuries of the 

province, and the core of the previous kingdom remained permanently bereft of cities, which grew up on 

the Euphrates and along the trade routes from Cilicia but did not penetrate the interior.  

Cappadocia retained a distinctive character for these thousand years (400 B.C.–A.D. 600). Its great size 

and important location made it a factor in Hellenistic and Roman history, as well as in the early spread of 

Christianity.  

Bibliography  
Frank, T. et al. 1939–40. An Economic Survey of Ancient Rome. Vol. 4, pt. 4. Baltimore.  
Gwatkin, W. 1930. Cappadocia as a Roman Procuratorial Province. Princeton.  

Jones, A. H. M. 1971. The Cities of the Eastern Roman Provinces. 2d ed. Oxford.  

Sullivan, R. D. 1989. Near Eastern Royalty and Rome, 100–30 BC. Toronto.  

RICHARD D. SULLIVAN  

CARABASION (PERSON) [Gk Karabasiōn (Καπαβαςιων)]. A descendant of Bani who divorced his 

foreignwifeduringEzra‘sreform(1 Esdr 9:34). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have been 

compiled from Ezra, Carabasion does not appear among the list of names in Ezra 10. Omissions such as 

this also raise questions about 1 Esdras being used as a source by Ezra. Furthermore, problems associated 

with dating events and identifying persons described in 1 Esdras have cast doubt on the historicity of the 

text. Heltzer (1977: 68) argues that Carabasion is a Gk rendering of the Heb qrb˓šh.  
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CARAVAN. See TRAVEL AND COMMUNICATION.  

CARIA (PLACE) [Gk Karia (Καπια)]. Rugged, mountainous region of southwest Asia Minor, bordered 

on the west by the Aegean Sea, the southwest by the Mediterranean Sea, along the Meander River by 

Lydia, and to the east by Phrygia and Lycia (1 Macc 15:23).Caria‘searlypoliticalhistorywasdominated

by independent cities of which Halicarnassus (the birthplace of Herodotus), Miletus (Acts 20:15–17; 2 

Tim 4:20), and Onidus (Acts 27:7) were chief. Caria was ruled successively by Persia and later Rhodes 

(cf., Ptolemy 5.2), until Rome restored its freedom in 167 B.C.E. (Polyb. 30.5.12–16, 21.3–5, 31; Livy 

45.25). In 139 B.C.E., the Carians were granted Roman citizenship (Livy 49.15) and in 129 B.C.E., Caria 

became part of the Roman province of Asia.  

The coastal cities of Caria were populated primarily by Greeks, but the rest of the region had a mixed 

population which included a high density of Jews, evidenced by a number of Jewish inscriptions, epitaphs 

and synagogues from the region. According to 1 Macc 15:23, the Roman senate sent a letter in 139–138 

B.C.E. favoring the Jews of Caria and the cities of Myndus, Halicarnassus, and Knidos, which, at the time, 

were independent enclaves within Caria. According to Josephus (Ant 14.244–46), the Romans intervened 

on behalf of the Jews of Melitus, guaranteeing their right to observe the Sabbath and to live according to 

theircustoms.ThecitiesofCariawereonlymentionedintheNTinconnectionwithPaul‘smissionary

travels at which time they were certainly evangelized. Ignatius of Antioch addressed a letter to a church in 

the Carian city of Tralles.  

SCOTT T. CARROLL  

CARITES [Heb kār   (ָכִרי)]. A group of mercenaries loyal to the Davidic house (2 Kgs 11:4, 19). In 

the account of the revolt against Queen ATHALIAH (2 Kings 11), they were one of the groups called on 

by JEHOIADA the priest to protect the Davidic scion JOASH, to seize and execute the usurper Athaliah, 



and to rid the land of the foreign cult of Baal. The Carites are not mentioned in the parallel account in 2 

Chr 22:10–23:21. They appear to be mentioned in the Heb consonantal text of 2 Sam 20:23. However the 

MTmarginalQere―CHERETHITES‖(achangefromkry to krty) is followed by the majority of scholars 

(e.g., McCarter II Sam AB, 433; but see Delcor 1978: 415 n. 21) on the basis of its standing in parallel 

with PELETHITES and of the LXX (B: cheleththi; A: chereththi).  

Attempts have been made to identify the biblical Carites with the Carians, a people of the 1st 

millennium B.C.E. whose homeland CARIA lay in SW Anatolia. Carians are known to have served as 

mercenaries in Egypt and Nubia under pharaohs Psammetichus I and II. However, the attempt to link 

them with the biblical Carites has been called into question on linguistic grounds (see Cogan and Tadmor 

II Kings AB, 126 and Schmitt RLA 5: 424). Although the suggestion has been made that the Carites as a 

royal guard were descended from the Cherethites (e.g., Greenfield IDB 1: 557), the evidence for this 

remains inconclusive at best.  
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CARKAS (PERSON) [Heb karkas (ַכְרַכס)]. See MEHUMAN (PERSON).  

CARMEL (PLACE) [Heb karmel (ַכְרֶמל)]. A town in the Judean wilderness (Josh 15:55) located 

approximately eight miles southeast of Hebron (M.R. 162092). Carmel was the site of a monument built 

by Saul (1 Sam 15:12); the location of the sheepshearing business of Nabal (1 Samuel 25); and the home 

of Abigail the wife of David, formerly married to Nabal (1 Sam 27:3; 30:5; 2 Sam 23:35; 1 Chr 11:37).  

The monument Saul erected in Carmel following the defeat of the Amalekites was probably a victory 

stela signifying that he claimed authority over the region around Carmel (HAIJ,138).Nabal‘sresponseto

David‘srequestforsupplies(1 Sam 25:9–11) implies that the local inhabitants in the area of Carmel 

recognizedSaul‘sauthorityasopposedtoDavid‘s(HAIJ, 166). Aharoni suggested that David made 

incursions into the area, to Carmel and other sites (1 Sam 23:15, 24b; 25:2), from a base of operation, a 

fortress, perhaps Masada, a likely candidate because Iron Age sherds have been found at the site (LBHG 

289–90, n. 9). While the reference to Carmel in the context of Josh 15:21–62 appears to provide 

information concerning the tribal period, many scholars suggest it reflects the administrative districts and 

towns during the time of the Judean Monarchy (LBHG 347), a period when Carmel was a part of the 

district of Ziph (LBHG 354–55). During the biblical period, Carmel was a fortification and an important 

part of the defense system of the Judean desert. Though the region appears to be a useless wasteland, on 

the contrary, in ancient times it was a politically strategic area with an economy based on animal 

breeding. For these reasons, the Judean desert had two lines of fortifications protecting the highways of 

the area, one located along the Dead Sea, the other several miles west. Carmel was a part of the western 

line of fortresses (Har-El, 1981: 13–14). The modern name el-Kirmil, the biblical Carmel, illustrates how 

the ancient name has been preserved, though the modern Arabic name includes the definite article (LBHG 

121).  
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LAMOINE F. DEVRIES  

CARMEL CAVES (M.R.146230).PrehistoriccavesinMountCarmel.Theterm―MountCarmel

Caves‖unmistakablyreferstothethreewhichwereexcavatedunderthedirectionofD.Garrodbetween

1929–34: Tabun, Skhul, and El-Wad. The three are located in a rock cliff on the S bank of Nahal Mearot, 

or―theRiveroftheCaves,‖withafourthone,thecaveofGamalwhichyieldednoancientremains.The

cliff is some 20 km S of Haifa, at the border between Mt. Carmel and the coastal plain. The Tabun 

excavations were renewed by A. Jellinek between 1967–71, then by A. Ronen (1973–84). A test 

excavation at El-Wad was carried out by O. Bar-Yosef in 1981.  

A. Tabun  



The cultural deposits in Tabun were about 25 m thick, a long record with few parallels in the world. 

Two major units were present: Lower and Middle Paleolithic, each occupying approximately half of the 

deposits.  

The Lower Paleolithic consisted of an Acheuleo-Yabrudian sequence (layers G[?], F, and E) and an 

Amudian episode located near the top of layer E. The material from layer G was too poor to be indicative. 

The Acheuleo-Yabrudian had hand axes and sidescrapers as its main tool types, with ratios varying from 

almost exclusively hand axes to almost exclusively sidescrapers. The dominant technology was flake 

production, non-Levallois. The Amudian episode was very different: typical tool types were burins and 

knives—typically Upper Paleolithic tools; the technology used in the Amudian was a highly sophisticated 

blade production, also typical of the Upper Paleolithic. There also appears an original and exclusive 

phenomenon of reusing older tools for shaping new ones.  

The Middle Paleolithic consists of the Mousterian culture (layers D, C, and B), with two main phases. 

The lower (D) has typically long flakes and long points, the younger (layers C, B) has mainly large flakes 

and large points. The Levallois technique is widely used throughout the Middle Paleolithic sequence of 

Tabun.  

During layer C, a shaft (or chimney) started to open in the ceiling of Tabun (hence its name, which 

means―theOven‖);iteventuallywidenedtosuchapointthatitrenderedthecaveuninhabitable.

Afterward (layer B), the cave became a trap into which deer were driven and butchered. The accumulation 

of layer B may have ended some 40,000 years ago. After that only scattered remains were deposited 

ranging from the last 10,000 years (layer A), which marks the end of the Paleolithic occupation of the 

cave.  

The Lower Paleolithic levels in Tabun are made of quartz and sand; the Middle Paleolithic levels are silt 

and clay, with a transitional zone between the two sediments (in layers E and D). The changing sediment 

probably indicates fluctuations in the sea level, which was probably high during the accumulation of sand, 

and low during the accumulation of silt and clay. See Fig. CAR.01. These fluctuations are attributed to 

Isotope Stages 5 and 4 respectively, or the last episode of high sea stand (130,000–80,000 years ago, 

possibly 20 m above present level), followed by the last glacial period with its very low sea stand (100 or 

more m below its present level). Some palynological evidence indicates a dry period, with few trees, 

when the sand accumulated, followed by a wetter climate, and hence a forested landscape, during the silt 

and clay layers. This theory still needs confirmation.  

A Neanderthal burial was found in the Middle Paleolithic of Tabun, a female of 30–40 years of age who 

was placed in a contracted position. The precise Mousterian layer to which the burial belongs is unclear. 

Additional fragments of human bones were also found in the Mousterian of Tabun.  

B. Skhul  

This is the easternmost in the group of Carmel Caves, and had two cultural phases. The lower (layer C2) 

was a sandy deposit with Acheuleo-Yabrudian (?) remains and was preserved only in small, thin patches 

with very scanty remains (including hand axes) which do not permit a definite analysis. Above it were 

some 2.5 m of Middle Paleolithic remains in a reddish silty clay (layers C1 and B). The tools were like 

those of the younger Mousterian in Tabun, with abundant Levallois technique. The most important find in 

Skhul was its cemetery (layer B) with 10 fairly well preserved individuals. There were isolated remains of 

other individuals. These burials contain the remains of anatomically Modern Man, or Homo sapiens, as 

distinguished from the Neanderthal found in the nearby cave of Tabun. The precise chronological 

relations between these two neighbor populations remains unclear. In Skhul, like in Tabun, the Paleolithic 

occupation ended with the Mousterian. The upper layer (A) contained the mixed remains of the last 

10,000 years.  

C. El-Wad  

El-Wad is the longest cave in Mount Carmel, penetrating some 50 m into the rock. At its base it 

contained the remains of Mousterian culture (layer G), overlain by Upper Paleolithic (layers F, E, D, and 

C) and Natufian (layer B; 12,000–11,000 years ago). El-Wad was then unoccupied except for occasional 

visitors and shepherds of the last 10,000 years (layer A). The entire sequence is 2–3 m thick.  



The Mousterian at the base of El-Wad resembles that of Skhul and the upper part of Tabun, but the 

precise temporal relations between the three Mousterian occupations is unknown. El-Wad is the only cave 

among the Mount Carmel classics to have Upper Paleolithic and Natufian cultures.  

The Upper Paleolithic starts with an Ahmarian phase, rich in retouched and pointed blades, and poor in 

grattoirs (end scrapers) and burins (layers F, E). This phase is followed by the Levantine Aurignacian 

culture, with its typical steep scrapers and abundant burins (layers D, C). In layer B, in a reddish silty 

clay, the Natufian cultural remains were found. The dominant tools (80–90 percent of the total) are tiny 

implements called microliths, mainly in the shape of lunates. Besides these there are some burins and 

scrapers, together with a new invention, the sickle blade, with its typical luster due to grass cutting. The 

Natufian of El-Wad yielded stone structures, mortars and pestles (in basalt or limestone), and a cemetery 

containing about 80 burials of anatomically Proto-Mediterranean man. A few individuals had decorations 

made of bone and seashell. Some had art objects associated with them (i.e., a human head covered in 

stone and a deer made of bone). The Natufian culture represents the earliest sedentary society in the Near 

East, and possibly in the world.  

As with the other Carmel Caves, the upper layer (A) had mixed remains from the Neolithic period till 

the present.  

AVRAHAM RONEN  

CARMEL, MOUNT (PLACE) [Heb har hakkarmel (ַהר ַהַכְרֶמל)]. A range of hills and 

mountains running SE from modern Haifa on whose promontory occurred the cataclysmic encounter 

between Elijah and the prophets of Baal (1 Kgs 18).Carmel,acommonnoun,means―garden,‖

―vineyard,‖or―orchard‖(Isa 10:18; 16:10;etc.).ThenamemayreflectthefertilityofMt.Carmel‘s

slopes which catch the Mediterranean moisture in the westerly sea breezes. Baly gives the annual rainfall 

as 28 inches (GB, 58). The abundance of these mountain slopes is reflected in modern times by the 

remnants of forests (mentioned by Baly GB, 81, see also Isa 33:9; Jer 46:18), by the presence of olives 

and grain, and by vineyards which produce the famous Mt. Carmel wine. Even today something of the 

slopes‘beautymaybeseenintheBahaigardenshrine.Mt.Carmel‘sbeautyiscertainlycelebratedinthe

Bible. Cant 7:5 saysthelovedone‘s―headcrownsyoulikeCarmel,andyourflowinglocksarelike

purple.‖Mt.CarmeliscomparedtothePlainofSharon,Lebanon,Tabor,Bashan,andGilead(Isa 35:2; 

Jer 50:19). In reversal, a drought makes Mt. Carmel an area of desolation (Isa 33:9; Amos 1:2; Nahum 

1:4).  

What is usually called Mt. Carmel, Jebel Kurmul or Jebel Mar Elyas, is a headland that juts out into the 

Mediterranean Sea and helps to form to the N the Bay of Acre together with the modern harbor of Haifa. 

It appears on maps as a sharply pointed cape on an otherwise mostly smooth coast all the way to Egypt. 

The headland is the NW end of a 13-mile long, 5- to 8-mile-wide range of hills of hard Cenomanian 

limestone (formed ca. 55 million years ago). This limestone weathers into a rich red terra rossa soil, 

addingtotheareas‘fertility.Theheadlanditselfrisestoca.556feetandtherangereachesca.1800feet

near its southeastern end. On the N, overlooking the Esdraelon Valley and the Kishon (Mugatta) River 

(Judg 4:7), the slope tends to be steeper than the S which slopes more gradually toward the Plain of 

Sharon. The range actually splits Palestine S–N with Sharon and Philistia to the S and Esdraelon and the 

coastal plain of Acco to the N. Though a narrow beach goes along the sea, traffic of antiquity normally 

turned inward and went through passes like the ones near Jokneam (Josh 12:22) and Megiddo.  

Mountain caves such as those in Wadi el Mugharah (Valley of the Caves) overlooking Sharon, were 

inhabited from the Lower Old Stone Age through the Middle Stone Age (150,000–10,000 B.C.). Towards 

the end of this time, the Natufian period included the earliest art found in Palestine—carved animal heads 

of tool handles, a human head carved in limestone, pendants and beads of dentalium shells, etc. 

Palestinian Man, Palaeanthropus Palestinus, viewed by some as a hybrid of Neanderthal man and 

modern Homo sapiens, inhabited the caves. Others claim there are 10,000 years between the two types. 

These caves and mountains appear to hold prehistoric significance as the cradle of human development in 

Palestine (EAEHL 1: 290–98; see CARMEL CAVES).  



Historically, Mt. Carmel has been mentioned in the writings of both Egypt and Mesopotamia. An 

indirect reference may be found in the records of the Egyptian pharaoh Pepi, ca. 2350 B.C. They mention a 

mountain running down to the sea,called―theNoseoftheGazelle‘sHead,‖behindwhichtroopslanded.

Mt. Carmel appears as Roš Qadeš, ―HolyHead,‖intheEgyptianrecordsofThutmoseIII(1490–1436 

B.C.; as No. 48 in his topographical list), Ramses II (1301–1234 B.C.) and Ramses III (1195–1164 B.C.). 

This suggests that at least in the 2d millennium Mt. Carmel may have been a holy place or sanctuary. 

Aharoni (LBHG, 99, 171) identifies the Egyptian Mount User (e.g., wsr ―strong,mighty‖)withMt.

Carmel in Papyrus Anastasi I from the time of Ramses II. In the annals of the Neo-Assyrian King, 

Shalmaneser III (841 B.C.),Mt.CarmelappearsasBa‘li-ra‘si(Safar1951:19).ItisherethatTyreand

Jehu, King of Israel, paid tribute to Shalmaneser.  

This payment of tribute raises the issue of boundaries. The Mt. Carmel area seems to have formed a 

natural barrier that placed it in a border region. In the tribal boundaries of Joshua, the forest hills of Mt. 

Carmel form the southern boundary of the Tribe of Asher (19:26). Some say Mt. Carmel itself was part of 

Asher while others maintain that it was included in the northern border of western Manasseh (Kallai 

HGB, 176–77; GTTOT, 189 n. 173—thebordersofAsher―touched‖Mt.Carmel).Josephusincludeditin

the tribal territory of Issachar (GTTOT, 352). Mt. Carmel may have also marked the border between Tyre 

and Israel during the period of the divided monarchy. Based on the Neo-Assyrian evidence for the 

location of the payment of tribute by Jehu and Tyre noted above, Astour (IDBSup, 141) maintains (1) that 

this confirms Mt. Carmel as the border between Tyre and Israel (Sidon and Israel says Simons [GTTOT, 

87]); (2) that an Assyrian Army crossed Israel as early as 841 B.C. and provides that background for 

Jehu‘sseizureofpowerthatyear;andthatCarmelwasasacredmountain,dedicatedtothe―Baalofthe

Promontory‖(IDBSup, 141).  

This evidence together with the Egyptian evidence cited above indicates the religious significance of the 

mountain and also a possible explanation for the choice of this site by the biblical writers as a background 

for the Elijah-Elisha cycle. In 1 Kings 18, Mt. Carmel is selected for the famous duel between Elijah and 

the 450 prophets of Baal and the 400 prophets of Asherah. There Elijah rebuilds an old altar and lifts a 

challenge to see whose deity would prevail. In this story, as the extrabiblical evidence would suggest, 

BaalisdefeatedbyYahwehonBaal‘sownground(deVauxAncIsr, 280–81). However, one must note 

that Baal worship, though dealt a significant defeat in the biblical story, was not eliminated in Israel. The 

exact location of the subsequent slaughter of the prophets of Baal is not known. One tradition locates it at 

el-Muragen (KartenKarmel),―theplaceofburnedsacrifices‖intheSE,whileanotherreferstoTellel-

Qassis,―themoundofPriest‖NEofMt.Carmel.Thishasbecomethetraditionalsite.Subsequenttothese

momentous events, the Elijah cycle narrates the flight of Elijah to Mt. Horeb because of the wrath of 

Jezebel (1 Kgs 19:1–18). There he discovers a cave (v 9) where he encounters the Lord, the God of Hosts 

ina―stillsmallvoice‖(v 12). Some attempts have been made to add to the religious significance of Mt. 

Carmel by identifying this cave with a grotto on the SW corner of the Mt. Carmel cape. This grotto is part 

of the antiquities site of Tel Shiqmona (LB–Byzantine period; includes a Byzantine monastery plus later 

Arab occupation; EAEHL 4: 1101–9). The religious significance of Mt. Carmel is perpetuated also with 

Elisha,Elijah‘sdisciple.In2 Kgs 2:25 and 4:25, the area seems to serve as a spiritual retreat for Elisha.  

Mt. Carmel continues as a religious site into the Hellenistic and Roman periods. Pseudo-Skylax (4th 

century B.C.) records a temple to Zeus on Mt. Carmel (Aharoni LBHG, 361). Pythagoras meditated there. 

Vespasian and Trajan sacrificed there to the deity, Carmel. Tacitus notes that the priests of the Carmel 

oracle assured Vespasian that he would become master of the world. The sacredness of the area is 

indicated by a stone foot, discovered by Avi-Yonah in 1952 while visiting the museum of the Monastery 

ofElijah.Theinscriptionofthefootreads,―ToHeliopoleitanZeusCarmelfromGaiusJuliusEutychas,

citizenofCaesarea.‖Thefootwasnotpartofastatuebutavotiveofferingtothedeity,Carmel,whois

identified with Zeus.  

Within the Christian period, Mt. Carmel has been equated with the monastic tradition. Monasteries were 

located on the summit for centuries and the mountain gives its name to the Carmelite monastic movement 



originating from a group of hermits who came under the supervision of St. Berthold ca. 1150. A 19th-

century monastery of St. Elias continues this ancient tradition.  

In modern times, the sacred character of the mountain also continues in the Bahai garden shrine with the 

tombs of the Bahai leaders Bab-ed-din (d. 1850) and Abdul Baha (Abbas Effendi, 1844–1921). Baly 

furthernotesthatinthe1930speoplestillspokewithaweofthe―FortyOaks,‖asacredgrovestill

standingontheheightsofMt.Carmel.Subsequentlythissacredaurahasbeenlostfor―inJanuary,1970,

it wasasorrymess,‖accordingtoBaly(GB, 173 n. 11).  
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HENRY O. THOMPSON  

CARMI (PERSON) [Heb karm   (ַכְרִמי)]. CARMITES. 1. The fourth son of Reuben. He went down to 

Egypt with his father when the family of Jacob migrated from Canaan to Goshen (Gen 46:9; Exod 6:14; 1 

Chr 5:3). He was the ancestor of the family of the Carmites (Num 26:6).  

2. A man from Judah, he was the son of Zabdi (Josh 7:1, 18). Carmi was the father of Achan, the man 

who violated the religious ban imposed by Joshua upon the city of Jericho (Josh 6:17–19). Noth (NHI 64) 

has identified Carmi, the father of Achan, with the Reubenite family of Carmi (Num 26:6). In 1 Chr 2:7 

thesonofCarmiislistedasAchar,―thetroublerofIsrael.‖Thisvariationinnamewasprobablya

deliberate effort to bring out a play on the Hebrew word for trouble: ˓ākār ˓ kēr yišrāēl, ―Achar,the

troublerofIsrael.‖ 

In 1 Chr 4:1 Carmi, Perez, Hezron, Hur, and Shobal are listed as the sons of Judah. Of these, however, 

onlyPerezwasJudah‘sson(1 Chr 2:4). Hezron was the son of Perez (1 Chr 2:5); Hur was the son of 

Caleb (1 Chr 2:19), who was the son of Hezron (1 Chr 2:18). Shobal was the son of Hur (1 Chr 2:50). 

Carmi should be reckoned as a descendant of Judah through Zerah and his son Zimri (1 Chr 2:5). The 

LXX identifies Zabdi, the father of Carmi, with Zimri (see Josh 7:1 where the LXX reads Zambri). For 

this reason, BHS proposes to read Caleb (1 Chr 2:18) or Chelubai (2 Chr 2:9) in place of Carmi in 1 Chr 

4:1, thus presenting six generations of Judahites, from Judah to Shobal.  

CLAUDE F. MARIOTTINI  

CARMONIANS [Lat Carmonii]. A people referred to in the apocalyptic visions of war and calamity 

that constitute chaps. 15–16 of 2 Esdras (15:30). The Carmonians appear in the E, devastate the land of 

Assyria,andthenengageinbattlewiththe―dragonsofArabia.‖TheCarmonianswereapeopleculturally

related to the Medes and Persians, who resided in the province of Carmania N of the Strait of Hormuz on 

the Persian Gulf (cf. Kerman in SE Iran). The vision in 2 Esdras 15:28–33 in all likelihood contains veiled 

allusions to the A.D. 259–60 campaign of the SassaniankingShapurI(i.e.,―theCarmonians‖),who

devastatedSyriaandCappadocia(i.e.,―thelandoftheAssyrians‖)andcapturedtheRomanemperor

Valerian. The Palmyrene prince Odenathus, husband of the famous Zenobia, then attacked Shapur, 

apparently in a vain attempt to liberate Valerian. For a detailed discussion of these events, see Myers, 1–2 

Esdras AB, 349–51.  

GARY A. HERION  

CARNAIM (PLACE) [Gk Karnaim (Καπναιμ)]. One of five cities in Gilead in which Jews were taken 

captive by the Gentile citizens (1 Macc 5:26).ThecityiswidelyidentifiedwithmodernSheihSa‘ad

―becauseofitsancient city walls and also on account of its especially suitable situation as a place of 

refuge at the confluence of nahr el-aḥreir (ḥarīr)andwadiezrā˓‖(GTTOT, 425). Goldstein (1 Maccabees 

AB, 303) thinks the site is the same as Ashtoreth-karnaim mentioned in Gen 14:5; Josh 9:10, 12:4; and 

Amos 6:13, and that the name implies that the goddess Ashtoreth (Ashtaroth) was worshipped in the 

city‘stempleintheformofagoddesswithhorns. 

TheMaccabeanRevoltmetwithearlysuccess,leadingtotheJews‘retakingtheTemplein164B.C. 

Gentiles retaliated in Gilead under a military leader named Timothy. Many Jews in Gilead fled to a 



stronghold at the city of Dathema, from which they sent to Judas for aid. En route to rescue the refugees, 

Judas learned from a group of Nabateans that Jews were also under attack in the cities of Bozrah, Bosor-

in-Alema, Chaspho, Maked, and Carnaim, as well as other cities (1 Macc 5:24–27). The last of these Jews 

to be liberated were those living in Carnaim. Judas attacked Timothy and his Arab mercenaries on the 

bank of a tributary of the Yarmuk River, causing the enemy to retreat to nearby Carnaim (5:43–44; cf. 2 

Macc 12:21, 26). There they took refuge in the Temple of Ashtaroth, perhaps thinking the Jews would not 

attack a temple, even though dedicated to a pagan goddess, or hoping the goddess would save them 

(Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 303). If so, they were fatally mistaken, for Judas captured the city and 

burnedthetempleandTimothy‘sarmy. 
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PAUL L. REDDITT  

CARPUS (PERSON) [Gk Karpos (Καππορ)]. A resident of Troas and presumably a Christian, with 

whom Paul left some of his belongings (2 Tim 4:13). It may have been at the house of Carpus that the 

ChristiansofTroasheldtheirgatherings,andperhapsCarpuswasPaul‘shostontheoccasionofhisvisit

and preaching when Eutychus fell asleep and tumbled out of the window (Acts 20:7–12). For some 

reason, before one of his departures from Troas (apparently referred to in Acts 20:13), Paul had left a 

cloak, books, and parchments with Carpus, items Timothy was later asked to retrieve and bring to Paul in 

his imprisonment.  

In anticipation of winter (cf. 2 Tim 4:21), Paul needed the cloak (called in Greek a phailonēs, usually 

understood as the equivalent of the Lat paenula—i.e., a seamless overcoat with a hole for the head and 

woven to resist rain—Johnson 1950: 8). Such overcoats (and other types) are known to have been made 

from black glossy wool. This wool, world-famous at the time, came from the region near Laodicea where 

itwaswoven,althoughitisuncertainwhetherthecolor‘ssourcewasaspecialbreedofblacksheepor

dyes. Paenulae later became popular in Rome and eventually developed into the ecclesiastical chasuble.  

Paulwasalsoconcernedtohave―thebooks,andabovealltheparchments‖(4:13).―Books‖(biblia) is 

normallyinterpretedasthemoregeneraltermwhichincludesthe―parchments‖(membranai). But Skeat 

translates:―thebooks—Imeantheparchmentnotebooks‖(1979:174).Theparchments,mostlikelyin

scroll form, were made from sheepskin and goatskin and naturally were more expensive than the papyrus 

rolls which would have made up other types of books. Papyrus was still the usual writing material at the 

time.ManysuggestionshavebeenadvancedconcerningthecontentsofPaul‘sbooks(e.g.,letterstohim,

copies of his own correspondence, sacred books) and parchments (e.g., OT writings, official copies of the 

Lord‘swords,Paul‘scertificateofcitizenship),butthereisnowayofknowingwhattheycontained.Ithas

been pointed out, however, that while membranai means―parchments,‖itisactuallyatransliterationinto

Greek of the Latin term membrana by which the Romans meant specifically a parchment notebook (in 

page form) used for notes, memoranda, or rough drafts (Skeat 1979: 173). Thus, if Paul were using the 

term in that sense he could have been referring to notebooks he especially valued, perhaps containing lists 

of Christians in various communities. Whatever their contents, Carpus was trusted by Paul to keep them 

until he sent for them.  
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FLORENCE MORGAN GILLMAN  

CARSHENA (PERSON) [Heb karšĕnā˒ (ַכְרְשָנא)]. One of the seven princes of Persia and Media 

who were the advisers of King Ahasuerus (Esth 1:14). These men were the most prominent at the court 

(lit.―satfirstinthekingdom‖)andhadtheprivilegeofpersonalaudiencewiththeking(lit.―sawthe

king‘sface‖). That such a council of seven prominent nobles customarily advised the Persian monarch is 



well known from extrabiblical sources (for references see Paton Esther ICC, 153 and especially ISBE 3: 

971). Based on the MT form, the name is very likely Persian (see the arguments of Millard 1977: 481–88, 

who counters the excessive caution of Moore [Esther AB, 41–44] regarding the Hebrew spelling) and 

probably identical with the name kur-iš-na (Zadok 1976: 246) occurring in the Persepolis Fortification 

Tablets (see Mayrhofer1973:8.785).Theetymologyisuncertain.Millard(1977:485)notesMayrhofer‘s

analysis into Avestan Karša ―furrows‖plusthepatronymicsuffix-ina. Zadok (1976: 246) offers the 

alternative explanation that it is from Sogdian kršn ―(beautiful) form.‖Itwouldappearthattheformof

the name in the LXX, arkesaios, omits the patronymic (Millard 1977: 485).  
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FREDERIC W. BUSH  

CARVING. See ART AND ARCHITECTURE.  

CASEMATE. See FORTIFICATIONS.  

CASIPHIA (PLACE) [Heb kāsipyā˒ (ָכִסְפָיא)]. A place in the vicinity of the Ahava River (N 

Babylonia),wheresomeJerusalem―templeservants‖apparentlyhadbeenlivinginexile;Ezrasenta

delegationtoIddo,―theleadingmanattheplaceofCasiphia‖(Hebhārō˒š bĕkāsipyā˒ hammāq m) to 

solicit volunteers to return with him to Jerusalem where they could presumably resume services as 

―ministersforthetempleofGod‖(Ezra 8:15–20). Early versions reflect uncertainty about whether 

Casiphia (mentioned twice in v 17) was a proper (place) name or a common noun related to Heb kesep, 

―silver,money.‖LXX-AassumesthatIddowasaleadingmanat―theplaceofthetreasury‖(en tō topō 

tou gazophylakiou, 1 Esdr 8:44–45 [—Eng 45–46]), while LXX-B assumes that Ezra sent the delegation 

totheleaders―withmoneyoftheplace‖(en argyriō tou topou, i.e., with money presumably of Ahava, 

8:17). The place of Casiphia is unknown, although Winckler (1901: 509–30) suggests that it might be 

identified with Ctesiphon on the Tigris River ca. 20 miles SSE of Baghdad. See also MERARI 

(PERSON) and SHEMAIAH (PERSON).  
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CASLUHIM [Heb kaslūḥ  m (ַכְסֻלִחים)].Sixth―offspring‖ofEgypt,concerningwhomitissaid,
―whencecameACommentaryontheBookofGenesis‖(Gen 10:13–14). On the basis of the plural suffix 

marker, -îm, this figure seems to be the name of an ethnic group. The order of the names appears to be 

according to the number of consonants in the root, beginning with two (LUD) and proceeding to four 

(NAPHTUHIM and all the names of v 14). Thus the order of the names is probably not intended to follow 

a geographical sequence (Wenham Genesis 1–15 WBC, 224).  

There are two problems surrounding the Casluhim: who are they, and is the gloss concerning the origin 

of the Philistines meant to apply to them? As to the first, Pseudo-Jonathan identifies the origin as 

penṭapôl  ṭ  , i.e., of Cyrene (cf. pnṭsk (y)n˒y of two of the fragmentary targums). However, the two 

problems are related since those who compare Amos 9:7 (as well as Jer 47:4 and Deut 2:23) and transfer 

the gloss to the following name, Caphtorim, tend to associate the Casluhim with some part of Egypt (cf. 

Skinner Genesis ICC, 213, whose review of the options includes the nomadic Libyans of Herodotus, 

nasamōnes near the oasis of Amon) or provide no identification (Speiser Genesis AB, 68–69; 

Westermann 1984: 519).  

On the other hand, those who retain the natural Hebrew grammar and associate the Casluhim with the 

home of the Philistines, attempt to reconcile the text by: (1) separating the Philistines of Caphtor from an 

earlier wave of Philistines from Casluhim (Cassuto 1964: 208; Kitchen 1973: 56; Wenham Genesis 1–15, 

225); or (2) assuming that, by identifying the Pathrusim as Upper Egyptians and the Naphtuhim as Middle 



Egyptians (or, more likely,―theyoftheDelta‖or―theyoftheoasisland‖asinKitchen1980:1054,since

Middle Egypt did not exist as a separate unit in ancient Egypt), the Casluhim must be Lower Egyptians 

who migrated to Crete before coming to the Levantine coast as Philistines (Rendsburg 1987); or (3) 

assuming a metathesis from sklḥ (m), which is related to the Tjekker of the Egyptian sources, with the 

addition of a non-Semitic suffix -ḥ (Kitchen 1973: 70 n. 3).  
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RICHARD S. HESS  

CASPIN (PLACE) [Gk Kaspin (Καςπιν)]. A fortified town in the Hauran Plain captured ca. 161 B.C. by 

Judas Maccabeus (2 Macc 12:13).Judas‘8,000-man contingent of the Hasmonean army advanced into the 

region E of Galilee in order to rescue the Jewish populace from the hostilities of the Hellenistic Gileadite 

forces led by Timotheus. Caspin is equated with CHASPHO inasecondaccountofJudas‘Gilead

campaign recorded in 1 Macc 5:9–54. The account in 2 Macc 12:10–31 contains fuller detail but is 

chronologically disjointed and suffers textual difficulties. The account in Josephus (Ant 12.8.3 §340) and 

that in Maccabees vary greatly, probably the result of the name being transliterated from a Semitic dialect 

into Greek (Goldstein 1 Maccabees 301).  

Caspin was identified by a band of Nabateans as one of the five fortified towns in Gilead where Jews 

were being held captive (1 Macc 5:24–27). These towns included Bozrah, Bosor in Alema, Chaspho, 

Maked, and Carnaim. Caspin was the site of one of the earlier confrontations of the Gilead campaign. It 

wasattackedafterJudas‘armyforcedTimotheusandhisforcestobreaktheirsiegeonaJewish 

stronghold at Dathema (1 Macc 5:30–34).  

The residents of Caspin were from a variety of ethnic groups and were well-disposed towards 

Hellenism. They were confident in theabilityoftheirfortificationsandprovisionstowithstandJudas‘

attack. However, their tauntings and curses were repaid with the slaughter of the residents of the city 

whichwascapturedwhenTimotheus‘forceswereregrouping.Anearbylakereportedly turned red with 

thebloodfromthecarnage.AtthetimeofJudas‘siegetherewereapparentlynosurvivingJewish

residents in the city.  

The location of Caspin has not been substantiated archaeologically. Proposed sites include Khisfin 

(M.R. 226250), 14 km E of the Sea of Galilee, and El Muzerib in the Wadi Yarmuk.  

ROBERT W. SMITH  

CASSIA. See PERFUMES AND SPICES; FLORA.  

CASTANETS. See MUSIC AND MUSICAL INSTRUMENTS.  

CAT. See ZOOLOGY.  

CATHOLIC EPISTLES. See EPISTLES, CATHOLIC.  

CATHOLIC VERSIONS. See VERSIONS, CATHOLIC.  

CATHUA (PERSON) [Gk Kathoua (Καθοτα)]. A temple servant whose descendants returned from 

Babylon with Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 5:30). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have been compiled from 

Ezra and Nehemiah, this family does not appear among their lists of returning exiles (cf. Ezra 2:47; Neh 

7:49). Omissions such as this also raise questions about 1 Esdras being used as a source by Ezra or 

Nehemiah. Furthermore, problems associated with dating events and identifying persons described in 1 

Esdras have cast doubt on the historicity of the text.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

CATTLE. See ZOOLOGY.  



CAUDA (PLACE) [Gk Kauda (Κατδα)]. A small island (modern Gozzo or Gaudos) located 

approximately 23 miles S of Crete (34°50´N; 24°05´E) mentioned in Acts 27:16. Julius the centurion, 

Paul, and other prisoners boarded a large Alexandrian grain ship bound for Rome at Myra. Strong winds 

forced the ship to sail to the lee side (E) of Crete, and they set sail for the port of Phoenix where they 

intended to spend the winter. The ship, however, was forced off of its course by a wind of hurricane force 

called Euroquiloa or ―northeaster.‖ The ship could not head into the wind so it was forced to be driven 

along by the wind. The ship soon came to the lee of the island of Cauda, which provided enough 

protection for the crew to make some preparations for the storm. The crew stowed a lifeboat which was in 

tow and hindering steering, undergirded the ship with ropes, and lowered the anchor.  

The exact spelling of the name of this island is problematic. Several manuscripts rendered it Klauda. 

The form Cauda is found in many of the most ancient manuscripts, and the Latin Vulgate rendering as 

Gaudus (see also Pliny HA 4:12), as well as the modern names, both the Greek Gaudos and the Italian 

Gozzo, give credence to this spelling.  

The small island could only have supported a limited population. Cauda, however, did merit a bishopric 

during the Byzantine period, but this was undoubtedly due to its association with the apostle Paul. See 

Smith 1979: 95–96, 110–13; Jackson and Lake 1965: 332.  
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JOHN D. WINELAND  

CAVALRY. See MILITARY ORGANIZATION IN MESOPOTAMIA.  

CEDAR. See FLORA.  

CEILING. RSV rendering of the Heb verbal wayyīspōn, ―tocover/panelover‖(1 Kgs 6:9).  

CELIBACY. Votive abstention from marriage and sexual relations—unknown unless alluded to in 

Matt 19:12.  

CELSUS (PERSON). Celsus was a late 2d-century Middle Platonist and vigorous opponent of 

Christianity. Nothing is known about him except what can be inferred from excerpts from his otherwise 

lost True Doctrine (TD) whichareembeddedinOrigen‘smid-3d-century work in eight books, entitled 

Against Celsus (c. Cel.). Origen‘sattemptstoidentify him with a known historical figure are 

contradictory and fail under close scrutiny.  

———  

A. The True Doctrine  

1.TheTrustworthinessofOrigen‘sQuotations 

2. Date  

B. Celsus the Person  

1. Identity  

2. Philosophical Views  

3. Scope of His Polemic  

C. Celsus and Christian Literature  

1. Old Testament  

2. New Testament  

3. Apologists  

4. Sects  

a. Marcionites  

b. Gnostics  

D.Celsus‘PictureofChristianity 

———  

A. The True Doctrine  



1. The Trustworthiness of Origen’s Quotations. Although earlier scholarship was mixed on the 

reliabilityofOrigen‘spreservationoftheoriginalTD, more recent studies have concluded in favor of 

Origen‘scareandgeneralobjectivityinhisquotationsfromtheTD. He preserved the larger part of the 

TD in some form, most of it in direct quotations. These citations were presented with a remarkable degree 

of exactness and absence of alteration for apologetic purposes. Further, in almost every instance, the 

original order of the TD isreflectedinOrigen‘s quotations.  

2. Date. More than a century ago Keim (1873) argued so convincingly that the TD was written in the 

year 178 C.E. that his dating became the scholarly consensus. Certain recent studies, however, have 

exposedmajorflawsinKeim‘sinterpretation of key passages and have, in effect, reopened the date 

question.If,astheyshouldbe,Keim‘sargumentsarerejected,theTD can be dated no more precisely than 

the last third of the 2d century.  

B. Celsus the Person  

1. Identity. A substantial number of men of letters and position in the first two Christian centuries bore 

the cognomen (familyname)―Celsus.‖Unfortunately,Origen,whodidnotknowtheidentityofhis

opponent,suppliednoinformationoneitherCelsus‘praenomen (first name) or his nomen (clan name), so 

nothingabouthisnationalityorcountryofresidencecanbeinferredfromhisname.Celsus‘bookreflects

a broad acquaintance with the Mediterranean world but none of his ideas betray a narrow ethnic or 

national bias. Efforts to connect him specifically with Rome have failed and little else is known except 

that he at least traveled in the East. Celsus, thus, cannot at present be identified with any other known 2d-

century figure.  

2. Philosophical Views. The belief that Celsus was an Epicurean who lived during the reign of Hadrian 

was first championed (c. Cel. 1.8) then abandoned by Origen. In modern times a number of scholars have 

identified Celsus with the Epicurean to whom Lucian of Samosata dedicated his Alexander the False 

Prophet. This conjecture has rightly been criticized on the basis of the overt Platonism of the author of the 

TD, coupled with the incompatibility of Middle Platonism and Epicureanism during this period. Clearly, 

Celsus was in the mainstream of 2d-century Middle Platonism. This made him all the more powerful an 

antagonist of Christianity because he moved in the same intellectual milieu as his Christian apologist 

adversaries.  

3. Scope of His Polemic. Celsus‘arsenalcontainedanimpressivearrayofweapons,fromanimaginary 

Jew (the first two books) to Greek philosophy and mythology. He even pitted competing Christian groups 

against each other. Almost nothing about Christianity escaped his assault. Celsus attacked the person and 

teachings of Jesus and his original followers. Subsequent doctrines and practices were no less culpable to 

him. Christianity was hopelessly divisive, and its underhanded evangelistic methods attracted only the 

simpleminded. Christians were worthless as citizens and could not be counted on to defend the empire.  

Encyclopedic in his knowledge of Christianity, Celsus left no type of Christian group untouched. Jewish 

Christians, various gnostic sects, and Marcionites were all targets of his scorn. The majority of his 

polemic, however, including virtually every attack preserved in the first five books of c. Cel., was directed 

against―orthodox‖ChristianityorwhatCelsuscharacterizedasthemainstream(―thoseofthemultitude,‖

c. Cel. 5.61). Only in 5.61–64 and 6.24–52 did Celsus focus on the sects, some of which have left no other 

trace of their existence. Elsewhere their theology surfaces only in scattered fragments in passages that 

deal predominantly with rather standard orthodox matters.  

C. Celsus and Christian Literature  

Celsus read widely in Christian writings and, in some cases, especially in biblical books, the literary 

source of his information can be established with a reasonable degree of certainty. In other passages his 

comments accurately represent the content of various types of Christian books but definite literary 

dependence cannot be demonstrated.  

1. Old Testament. Although Celsus drew some of his information on the Judeo–Christian cosmogony 

from Marcionite (6.52–53) and Ophite (6.27–28) sources, in 4.20–53 he exhibited an in-depth 

acquaintance with the content of the book of Genesis which can only be explained adequately by his 

having read the book directly. In 4.20–21 he cited examples of divine intervention in the order in which 



they occur in Genesis and connected one of them withMosesasthesource.Celsus‘critiquein4.36–47 

covers the entire scope of Genesis, beginning and ending where Genesis does and presenting the material 

inthepropersequence.Celsus‘allusionstomaterialfoundintherestofthePentateuchandtheprophets, 

on the other hand, are too brief and commonplace to determine their direct source.  

2. New Testament. Celsus never quoted a NT book or author by name, but at several points ample 

evidence exists to conclude that he was directly dependent on certain NT documents.  

Possible allusions to the Gospels present a methodological difficulty, because two thirds of them occur 

in 1.28–2.79, where Celsus put his anti-Christian argument into the mouth of a Jew. Because of the 

probable Jewish sources of this section, evidence for direct dependence on the Gospels must be limited to 

the rest of the TD.  

While many references to the TD are easily explicable on the basis of direct knowledge of all of the four 

canonical Gospels, rarely can direct dependence be proven. Only in 5.52 was Celsus clearly dependent on 

Matthew (1:20, 2:13, 28:1–5), but the fact that material was drawn from widely separated passages to 

support a single line of reasoning suggests more than a casual acquaintance with the book. Similarly, in 

7.18 Celsus betrayed familiarity with widely dispersed passages in Luke, thus suggesting that he was 

conversant with major portions of the work. No demonstrable allusions to Mark or John occur. Numerous 

additionalstatementscanbeexplainedonthebasisofCelsus‘havingreadotherNTbooksbutonlyinthe

case of the middle portion of 1 Corinthians is the evidence strong enough to suggest direct dependence 

(8.21–37).  

3. Apologists. Celsus was well acquainted with the type of Christianity reflected in the 2d-century 

apologists. In fact, extensive arguments have been formulated to establish his dependence on Justin 

(Andresen 1955) and to a lesser extent Aristides (Harris 1893; 1921), the Kerygma Petrou (Robinson 

1893), and certain other apologists. While all of these efforts fall short of proving a direct literary 

dependence on any extant 2d-centuryapologist(Burke1985),Celsus‘knowledgeofthereligion of the 

apologists was so extensive and accurate that such a dependence cannot be ruled out and remains a 

distinctpossibility.Ironically,thesoleapologeticwritingCelsusactuallynamed,the―DisputeBetweena

CertainPapiscusandJason‖(4.52),has only survived in three late fragments, the largest of which 

contains a mere seven words.  

4. Sects. In 5.61–62, Celsus mentioned by name several sects which he was able to distinguish from 

whathecalled―thoseofthemultitude.‖ 

a. Marcionites. Elsewhere he alluded to specific Marcionite teachings (5.54 and 6.74) without 

identifying them as such and in other passages he made possible allusions (6.29, 52–53, 73, 7.2, 18). In no 

case, however, did Celsus indicate whether or not his sources were Marcionite documents. Two passages, 

however,areofspecialinterest.In7.18theformulationofCelsus‘argumentsoresemblestheapproachin

Marcion‘sAntitheses thatheseemstohavebeenfamiliaratleastwithMarcion‘spracticeofformulating

antitheses, if not with the Antitheses themselves. The fact that the quotation from the Heavenly Dialogue 

in 8.15 is consistent with Marcionite thought has led some (Aubé 1878: 374; Patrick 1892: 76) to 

conclude that it was a Marcionite document, but his citation is too short to make a positive identification. 

Hence, while Celsus knew Marcionites by name and theology, his direct acquaintance with their literature 

remains to be established.  

b. Gnostics. Celsus treated the gnostic sects primarily in 5.61–64 and 6.24–52. Nowhere did he make 

any clear references to specific gnostic documents which are now known to exist or to have existed, but 

there are numerous parallels with statements in the anti-heretical writings of the Church Fathers and in 

extant Coptic gnostic writings. In 5.61–64 Celsus specifically mentioned by name Gnostics, Sibyllists, 

Simonians, Helenians, Marcellians, Harpocratians, and followers of Mariamme and of Martha. He seems 

to have alluded also to Valentinians, Ebionites, and possibly to Carpocratians, assuming that his mention 

of Harpocratians was not already a reference to that sect. All of this was treated superficially, so no source 

determination can be made. In 6.24–38 Celsus described a nonextant Ophite diagram which he had seen 

along with a written explanation of it. Some of his information about the diagram even came from 

conversations with sect members.  



D. Celsus’ Picture of Christianity  

Celsus is himself a valuable source on certain aspects of late-2d-century Christian life and piety because 

his knowledge of Christianity was not limited to written sources. He drew much of the standard anti-

Christian caricature but also exhibited a sophistication that is best explained by his extensive contact with 

and observation of Christians. Celsus discussed sectarian documents and theology with Ophites (6.25, 

40). He observed Christian evangelistic and group teaching activities (3.72–78; cf. 3.44) and was on 

occasion even the object of efforts to convert Ophites (1.9, 12).  

The following picture emerges from his vast reading of Christian literature and experience with 

Christians. Christians were, with few exceptions, illiterate members of the lower classes. Their teachers, 

even the relatively better educated ones (3.44), sought to attract the gullible, uneducated masses by 

discouraging any kind of rational thought or questions (1.9, 12; 3.49–50, 55; 6.10–14). The fact that such 

professions as woolworker, cobbler, and laundry worker (3.55) were common was further evidence of 

Christians‘lowsocialstatus.Because of his philosophical rejection of the notion that people can undergo 

radical moral change (3.65), Celsus was appalled by the fact that Christians consciously attempted to 

attract sinners (3.59, 62). Significantly, however, he did not repeat the oft-heard charges of immoral acts 

and, in fact, treated Christian ethical teaching as commonplace (1.4).  

In sum, Celsus portrayed Christianity as a movement with no innate value or status in society. The great 

masses of Christians were of no consequence whatever and did not deserve to be taken seriously. Yet, 

Celsus did take them seriously and wrote no small book to discredit the movement. The danger rested 

preciselyinChristianity‘sappealtothemasses.TotheextentChristianscouldwinthegreatbulkof

society, pagan culture as it had been known for more than a millennium was in danger of being eroded. 

To his credit, Celsus perceived ever so clearly what eventually happened. His is one of the few and most 

articulate surviving voices from the side of the struggle which ultimately lost.  
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GARY T. BURKE  

CENCHREAE (PLACE) [Gk Kenchreais (Κενφπεαιρ)]. The E seaport of Corinth, located on the 

Saronic Gulf ca. 11 km E of the city and ca. 4 km S of Isthmia. Two NT references (Acts 18:18 and Rom 

16:1) confirm the existence of an early Christian community at the site and the name of one Phoebe, a 

deaconess of the church. Much later in its history, ca. 4th century C.E., a large Christian complex arose at 



the S end of the harbor, eventually absorbing and incorporating earlier structures including the Isis 

sanctuary. It was apparently inuseuntiltheport‘sdestructioninthe580sandpossiblyevenbeyond.The

modern name of the village in the proximity of the ancient site is Kechriais.  

A. History  

The ancient site of Cenchreae is mentioned infrequently in surviving texts. Its raison d‘être was to serve 

asCorinth‘sEportaltotheMediterranean.Itsfatewasinexorablylinkedtothehistoryofthecityit

served,sufferingandenjoyingCorinth‘schangesoffortune.  

Little is known of Greek Cenchreae from either extant literary texts or archaeological data, although it 

was certainly in existence by the Peloponnesian War (Thuc. 4.42). The site may have been in continuous 

useuntilitsdestructionorabandonmentfollowingMummius‘devastationofCorinthin146B.C.E. When 

Corinth was revived by Julius Caesar in 44 B.C.E.,Cenchreae‘ssituationimproved.Newharborfacilities

werebuilttoaccommodateCorinth‘srisingimportanceasanemporiumoftheERomanempire

(Hohlfelder 1976). Two artificial rubble breakwaters were constructed to provide a deep-water anchorage 

that was available for use during the normal sailing season (approximately April to early October), and 

thatwasbothlargerandmoresuitableforRomanCorinth‘sexpandedeconomicrole(Hohlfelder1985). 

Its international prominence and prosperity probably peaked in the 2d century C.E. Although damaged 

by earthquakes and seismic sea waves in 365 and 375 C.E., the port revived and continued to play a 

significant role until Cenchreae was finally destroyed by marauding Avars and Slavs in the 580s. In the 

face of these attacks and subsequent vicissitudes, its population apparently fled to safer regions, ending 

urban life at the site (Hohlfelder 1973; 1975). Thereafter, it may have been occasionally occupied and the 

ancient harbor area even used intermittently as a fair-weather roadstead, but Cenchreae never again 

rivaled its earlier glory.  

In addition to the artificial breakwaters, which are now submerged because of subsidence and/or a 

relative sea level rise of ca. 2 m since their construction, the Roman harbor was distinguished by various 

warehouses and support buildings, monumental statues, and several temples, the most notable being a 

sanctuaryofIsismentionedinApuleius‘Metamorphosis. An apsidal basin of this structure located on the 

S breakwater was excavated to reveal more than 100 glass opus sectile panels, dating from approximately 

the reign of Julian (361–363 C.E.). They were intended for a renovation that was planned, perhaps started, 

but never completed (Scranton 1967; Hohlfelder 1976).  

B. Archaeology  

Excavations were conducted at the site in 1963–1964 under the direction of R. L. Scranton and E. S. 

Ramage, and in 1965 under Scranton alone. J. W. Shaw led the underwater excavations, one of the earliest 

ancient harbor explorations and one that pioneered many survey and excavation techniques still in use 

(Shaw 1967). Fieldwork was conducted from 1963 through 1968 (excepting 1966), but was limited 

primarily to the Roman site. An adjacent alluvial plain, which has not been excavated, is believed to 

conceal the earlier Greek harbor. Five volumes of final reports have appeared to date (cf. Scranton, Shaw, 

and Ibrahim 1978; Ibrahim, Scranton, and Brill 1976; Hohlfelder 1978; Adamsheck 1979; and Williams 

1981) with several more in preparation.  
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ROBERT L. HOHLFELDER  

CENDEBEUS (PERSON) [Gk Kendebaios (Κενδεβαιορ)]. Governor of the coastal plain, who attacked 

Judea, under the orders of the Seleucid king, Antiochus VII Sidetes (1 Macc 15:37–16:10).Cendebeus‘

name seems to be of Thracian origin. He was a supporter of Antiochus Sidetes. Josephus (Ant 13.225) 

assumed, maybe rightly, that he belonged to the philoi (the―Friends‖inthecourthierarchy).Heisoneof

a line of governors of the coastal plain, the Paralia, which existed as a separate province since Antiochos 

V up to at least Antiochos VII. Cendebeus fortified Kedron, in the S coastal plain and harassed Judea 

(Bengston 1964: 176–81). Simon, with two of his sons, Judas and John, attacked him and won a battle at 

theSWcornerofJudea,anddroveawayCendebeus‘forcesasfarasKedron.SeeGoldstein(1 Maccabees 

AB) for new suggestions.  
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CENSERS. Hand-held devices in which incense was placed along with burning coals; the burning 

spices would provide a pleasing odor. These devices could be either cup-shaped vessels at the end of a 

long handle, or bowls set onto an upright pedestal. The former is probably indicated by maḥtāh (Lev 10:1, 

etc.); the latter is called a miqṭeret (Ezek 8:11). The term maḥtāh can also be used here specifically for 

varioustemplevesselsthatcouldcarrycoalsandthusbeusedtoburnincense(e.g.,RSV―firepans,‖Exod 

27:3, and ―snuffers,‖Exod 25:38). A word in Ezra 1:9 rendered―censer‖inRSVprobablymeans

something else, but its meaning is uncertain. See also FIREPAN; SNUFFERS.  

The cultic use of incense offered in censers may be Egyptian in origin. Its use in Egypt apparently 

served apotropaic purposes. Worshippers would carry censers in processions to keep away the evil forces 

associated with impurity (Haran 1978: 239–40). The use of incense in ancient Israel seems to have had 

similar apotropaic functions, as when Aaron is said to have halted an outbreak of disease by standing, 

withacenserofburningincense,―betweenthedeadandtheliving‖(Num 17:11–13 [—Eng 16:46–48]).  

Most references to censers in the Hebrew Bible are in cultic contexts, and they indicate problems in the 

proper use of censer incense. Nadab and Abihu (Lev 10:1–3) met difficultieswhentheyused―strange

fire,‖apparentlycoalsfromoutsidethealtarareaandhencelackingrequisitesanctity.Korah‘scompany

of 250 (Numbers 16) also apparently used improper incense; but their attempt to take over priestly 

functions, by using the censers, was an even worse misdeed, for which they were punished by being 

swallowed up by the earth. Similarly, Uzziah (2 Chr 26:19) contracted leprosy when he tried to take from 

theprieststherighttoburnincenseinacenser.Finally,the70eldersholdingcensersinEzekiel‘svision

are called an abomination (Ezek 8:11–13). Clearly, the cultic use of censers was a prerogative of priests—

or of angels (Rev 8:3, 5).  
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CAROL MEYERS  

CENSUS. This entry consists of two articles, one surveying the census in the ancient Near East, and the 

other exploring the census in Roman times, particularly with reference to the census reported in the gospel 

of Luke.  

ANCIENT NEAR EAST  

Census,asweunderstanditinourday(―anofficialenumerationofinhabitants,withdetailsastoage,

sex,pursuits,etc.‖orthe like) does not find a concrete application in the societies and cultures of the 

ANE. As is well known, a variety of administrative and economic clay tablets in cuneiform script from 



Mesopotamia and outlying regions, from the 3d to the 1st millennium B.C., provide partial population 

listings and counts from various cities and territorial entities. What is lacking, on the other hand, are 

recordings of the overall size of the population in these places: recordings planned by the central 

administrations of the ANE in terms of fixed geographical limits and regular spans of time.  

In most types of state-formation of the ANE during the Bronze Age, a certain number of contingent and 

practical needs—from the distribution of rations to fiscal revenues to military levies—constituted the 

main occasions for drawing up inventories of specific sectors of the population. Thus, e.g., the texts from 

Ebla (Syria, 24th century B.C.) leave us a list of food provisions for 260,000 people—but it is quite 

unlikely that this was a ―headcount‖ofthelocalpopulation.Ontheotherhand,thearchivesofAlalakh

(level 4) and Ugarit in Syria (15th–14th century B.C.) present numerous registers of male individuals 

according to their village of origin and to their social grouping, essentially for the supply of military 

contingents. And finally, the many interconnecting legal documents from Sippar in lower Mesopotamia 

allow us to reconstruct the inner organization of this city in full for the period ca. 1900–1600 B.C., from 

settlement patterns to social mobility, including the career stories of men and women alike—but few, if 

any, numerical and statistical data and frameworks may be called upon for this picture.  

The perspective changes somewhat for the period 1000–500 B.C., when the Mesopotamian states (first 

Assyria, then Babylonia) engage in the construction of universal empires. Figures on vanquished and 

deported populations begin to be quoted by the Assyrian kings in order to emphasize imperial might: a 

statistical study of these data has yielded a sum total of about 4.5 million deportees during the period ca. 

930–630 B.C. Great care must be taken, however, in evaluating these materials, as the possibility for 

fictitious numbers (i.e., numbers inflated for ideological reasons) cannot be ruled out in various cases. On 

the other hand, partial calculations on these deportees, when proved to be likely, usually refer to an 

overall count of population—men, women, and children—similar to an actual census appraisal. Thus, e.g., 

it is of general statistical interest to note that Shalmaneser III (858–824 B.C.) reckoned at 110,610 the total 

of deportees during 20 years, and that Tiglathpileser III (745–727 B.C.) gives the sum total of 13,520 

captives from N Palestine alone.  

A group of tablets from the same general period, discovered in the archives of the Assyrian capital 

Nineveh,comesadmittedlyclosesttoadefinitionof―census‖fortheANE,aswasstated—with great 

enthusiasm—bythefirsteditor,C.H.W.Johns:―…asaCensus,thiswillbearcomparison with the 

CensusinEgypt,ortheRomanCensus,ortheDoomsdayBook,whichlatteritmostresembles‖(1901).

The 21 tablets of the so-called Assyrian Doomsday Book, which are in a fair state of preservation, present 

divisions in columns and sections. Each section is opened by a list of people in family groups, enumerated 

in a rigid sequence by age and sex. First come the adult males (whose personal names and professional 

designationsaregiven),thenthe―sons‖(namesbutnoprofessiongiven),followed by the adult women 

andthe―daughters‖(nonames,noindividuallistings,justthetotalforeachsubgroupgiven).Thesons

anddaughtersarefurtherdescribedbytheirheightin―half-cubits‖or―spans,‖asamarkeroftheirrelative

age before adulthood.Totalsofthetype―inall,n (people)‖endthehumanenumeration. 

The list continues with measurements of land parcels with specified destinations (barley cultivation, 

vineyard, orchards), and at times with mentions of further commodities forming part of the farm or tied to 

it (from animals to threshing floors to living quarters). A geographical setting for the plots concludes each 

section: and all such localizations point to the province of Harran or bordering  

regions in the NW corner of Mesopotamia. It is also clear, despite the fragmentary character of most texts, 

that general totals of some type were provided at the end of each document. These totals refer to persons 

outside of the register itself, at times provided with professional names identifying them as medium-to-

high-ranking palace officials.  

These clues are sufficient to conclude that not even the well-structured tablets of the Assyrian 

Doomsday Book may be considered to pertain to a veritable census of population in the modern sense of 

the word. Rather, it would seem that the interest for listing people and land around the old and famous 

city of Harran stemmed from a specific policy undertaken by Assyrian kingship: the overall tax-

exemption decreed for a few choice sites of the Assyrian empire by Sargon II (721–705 B.C.). The list of 



villages or other units of settlement, comprising the (servile and forcedly resident) population employed 

in agriculture, and the land itself with various commodities or fixtures, was drawn up in order to establish 

the amount of landed property belonging to this or that courtier or official, who was to be exempted from 

revenues and services otherwise owed to the state. The fact that the archives of Nineveh also yield larger 

digests, registering all the plots owned by particular officials, validates this theory, and implicitly shows 

the limits of censual interests in the ANE as consistently tied to here-and-now, practical and ephemeral, 

perspectives.  
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FREDERICK MARIO FALES  

ROMAN CENSUS  

The violent transition of Roman government from the late republic to the principate (inaugurated in 27 

B.C.E. withOctavian‘sacceptanceofthetitleAugustusanditsattendantimperialprerogatives)was

marked by innovations in fiscal policy. Significant among these was the institution of the provincial 

census. Caesar Augustus began the practice of a regular and periodic count (Lat census, Gk apographē) of 

the population of all the provinces of the Roman Empire, and a valuation of individually and corporately 

held property (Gk apotimēsis), for the assessment of tax liabilities. Revenues which the imperial 

government extracted from the provinces included taxes on land and usufruct (Lat tributum soli), 

variable-rate taxes on chattel and a fixed tax on each liable individual (Lat tributum capitis), rents on 

imperial and public property, percentage taxes on Roman citizens, and extraordinary levies (Neesen 

1980). Taxes were variously payable in kind or in cash. In addition to individual liabilities were a variety 

of communal liabilities incumbent on cities. Public corporations formed for the collection and 

transmission of taxes became powerful and (at least in reputation) corrupt; but by the time of the 

principate, tax collection in the province of Judea was administered directly by Rome (see TAX 

COLLECTOR).  

Two NT passages, both of them Lukan, refer to the Roman census. Both are synchronisms linking 

events in thenarrativeofJesus‘life,anditsperduringeffects,tothelargerspanofsecularhistory.Both

raise difficult questions about the accuracy of the chronological details in the gospel of Luke and the Acts 

of the Apostles.  

The first reference to the census marks a transition from the narrative of the wonders surrounding John 

theBaptist‘sconception,gestation,andbirth(Luke 1:5–80)totheetiologyofJesus‘nativityinBethlehem 

(2:1–8). The infancy narrative concerning John (which may derive from a pre-Lukan source, possibly in 

Hebrew or Aramaic) is set en tais hemerais Herodou ―inthedaysofHerod‖(Luke 1:5), the latest date for 

whichwouldbetheyearofHerod‘sdeath,4B.C.E. The Bethlehem story is set in motion by a decree of 

Caesar Augustus apographesthai pasan tēn oikoumenēn ―thatalltheworldshouldbeenrolled‖(Luke 

2:1). It is further specified that this census took place while Quirinius was governor of Syria (2:2; on the 

syntax and related matters see Fitzmyer Luke I–IX AB, 399–400).  

The distinguished career of P. Sulpicius Quirinius is reasonably well documented from contemporary 

inscriptions as well as Latin and Greek historical writers (the sources are collected in HJP², 259), chief 

among them Josephus. In all of the five Josephan passages in which Quirinius plays a part, he is 

associated with a valuation (Gk apotimēsis) of the Judeans and its political consequences (see 

ZEALOTS); the event is called an apographē (Ant 18.3; JW 7.253). In one passage (Ant 18.26), 

Quirinius‘administrationofthecensusissetinthe37thyearafterthedefeatofAntonyatActium,and

thus in the year 6/7 C.E. The decade separating the death of Herod from the census decreed by Augustus 

andcarriedoutbyQuiriniusisthesourceofthedifficultiescriticalreadershaveinrelatingtheBaptizer‘s



infancy narrative to that of Jesus, since the pregnant mother of Jesus figures as a character in both. In 

addition, there are several potential difficulties involved in relating the journey of Joseph and Mary to 

Bethlehem to reconstructions of how Roman censuses were conducted.  

The chronological uncertainties are compounded by the complex synchronism of Luke 3:1 and the 

referencetoJesus‘agein3:23.ThesepassagesimplythatJesuswas―about30yearsofage‖(3:23) in the 

15th year of Tiberius Caesar (26/27 C.E.). This age accords with a date of birth ca. 4 B.C.E., but not with a 

birth in 6 or 7 C.E.  

TheapparentlyincompatiblechronologiesofthesenarrativesinLuke‘s―orderlyaccount‖(1:3) of the 

Jesus story have provoked an enormous literature of controversy. Some of the most significant 

contributions to this literature were made late in the 19th and early in the 20th centuries, at a time when 

the relevant primary sources were acutely studied (the discussion in HJP², 399–427 is fully documented 

from 1840 to 1972; more recent opinions are voiced by Stern 1974: 372–74; Brown 1977: 547–56; and 

Fitzmyer Luke I–IX AB [1981], 399–405).  

Classical scholars are convinced that there is no evidence for a simultaneous census of every province 

of the empire (Neesen 1980: 39–42;Brunt1981:163),anditwouldbewoodentoinsistthatLuke‘suseof

thephrase―alltheworld‖(2:1) is any less hyperbolic than its use in imperial decrees (TDNT 5:157). The 

rhetorical concern of the passage is to introduce the census in Judea; Luke did not necessarily understand 

the Augustan decree to have been carried into effect at once throughout the empire.  

Proposed solutions to the chronological problem have attempted to separate Quirinius from the census 

by means of historical and linguistic arguments. The historical argument posits a census previous to that 

of 6/7 C.E., at some point late in the reign of Herod. Judea under Herod was a client kingdom (see 

CLIENT KINGS) not incorporated in the provincial system of the Roman Empire. It is thus unlikely, 

though not impossible, that a Roman census wouldhavebeenconductedduringHerod‘slifetime.

Relations between Augustus and Herod deteriorated over time, and Augustus threatened at one point to 

treat Herod as no friend but a vassal (Ant 16.9.3). The ensuing political tensions, it has been argued (e.g., 

by Stauffer 1960: 31–33), would have provided an opportunity for Roman punitive interference by means 

of a census and associated taxation; but nothing indicates that Augustus ever carried out his threat 

(Bammel 1968).  

The grammatical argument necessitated by any separation of Quirinius from the census interprets the 

Lukan clause hautē apographē protē egeneto (2:2)adverbiallyas―thiscensuswasthefirst‖(oftwomade

byQuirinius)or―thiscensuswasbefore‖(another made by Quirinius) (Turner 1963: 32). It fails to 

account for the following genitive absolute, and is therefore unsatisfactory.  

Yet another approach has been to speculate that Quirinius held an earlier term of office as legate to 

Syria during which he conducted a census previous to the one with which Josephus concerns himself. 

VariousinscriptionshavebeenappealedtoinsupportofsuchareconstructionofQuirinius‘career,but

classical scholarship remains unconvinced (see CHRONOLOGY (NT); QUIRINIUS).  

The census is mentioned again in Acts 5:37 in the course of a speech by Gamaliel to the Sanhedrin. 

Here it is associated with the uprising instigated by Judas of Galilee, an association made repeatedly by 

Josephus (see JUDAS (PERSON) #10; ZEALOTS). A revolt by THEUDAS mentioned in the previous 

verse (Acts 5:36) with the apparent implication that the two were contemporaries has been the source of 

furtherquestionsaboutLuke‘schronologicalprecision. 
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PHILIP C. SCHMITZ  

CENTURION [Gk Kentyriōn (Κενστπιων)]. See ROMAN ARMY.  

CEREMONIAL LAW. See LAW, (BIBLICAL AND ANE).  

CERINTHUS (PERSON) [Gk Kerinthos (Κεπινθορ)]. A gnostic teacher who lived in Asia Minor 

about 100 A.D. Irenaeus (Haer. 1.26.1) says that Cerinthus believed the world was created by a Power 

separated from and ignorant of the true God. He also taught that Jesus was the son of Joseph and Mary. At 

baptism the Christ descended on Jesus from the true God. He then proclaimed the unknown Father and 

performed miracles. Since Christ was a spiritual being incapable of suffering, he left Jesus before the 

crucifixion. Jesus suffered and rose again.  

Hippolytus (Haer. 7.33.1–2, 10.21.1–3) differs little from Irenaeus. He claims that Cerinthus was 

trained in the teaching of the Egyptians (see discussion in Wright, 1984) and that he called the Power that 

created the world an angel. Pseudo-Tertullian (Haer. 3) adds that Cerinthus believed the Law was given 

byangels.AccordingtoEusebius‘sources(Hist. Eccl. 3.28. 1–6; 7.25. 1–3) Cerinthus taught that the 

kingdom of Christ would be set up on earth with its center in Jerusalem. Several sources associate 

Cerinthus with SIMON MAGUS or Carpocrates.  

Irenaeus also reports that John wrote his gospel against the teaching of Cerinthus (Haer. 3.11.1). He 

quotes Polycarp as saying that one day when John was going to the bathhouse at Ephesus he heard that 

Cerinthus was there. John rushed out saying he was afraid the bath-house would fall because the enemy of 

truth was inside (Haer. 3:3.4). Eusebius knew some who claimed that Cerinthus wrote the Apocalypse of 

John (Hist. Eccl. 3.28.3–4). Epiphanius refuted those who held that Cerinthus wrote the Apocalypse and 

the Gospel of John (Adv. Haeres. 51.3.6).  

Later writers tended to associate Cerinthus with the EBIONITES and describe him in Jewish–Christian 

terms. Epiphanius (Adv. Haeres 28.1–8) says that Cerinthus believed the Law and the Prophets were both 

given by angels, one of whom was the creator of the world, and that Cerinthus partially adhered to 

Judaism. He describes Cerinthus as one of the false apostles who promoted circumcision and opposed 

Paul in the early church.Cerinthus‘followersaresupposedtohavehadaneditedversionofMatthew‘s

gospelwhichtheyusedtoarguethatChristiansshouldkeeptheLaw.ThereliabilityofEpiphanius‘

information is questionable.  

Primary sources for Cerinthus with English translation are included in the selections from the Church 

Fathers in Klijn and Reinink (1973: 101–273). Klijn and Reinink also have a good discussion of these 

sources (3–19).  
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GARETH LEE COCKERILL  

CHABRIS (PERSON) [Gk Chabris (Χαβπιρ)]. One of the elders of Bethulia (Jdt 6:15; 8:10; 10:16). He 

is also identified as the son of Gothoniel. The name Chabris is confined to the book of Judith, where at 

least 13 spelling variants are attested in the various Gk manuscripts. Given the number of variants, Moore 

(Judith AB), among others, has suggested that the name has been translated into Greek from a Hebrew 

name (possibly ḥbry?). This is possible but unproven. Chabris always appears with his fellow elder 

Charmis.Hecannotbeidentifiedwithanyhistoricalpersonage;theauthor‘spurposeinusing the name 

appears to have been to add interest and detail to the narrative. This is in keeping with the genre of the 

book of Judith.  

SIDNIE ANN WHITE  



CHADIASANS [Gk Chadiasai (Χαδιαςαι)]. A family which returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel 

(1 Esdr 5:20). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have been compiled from Ezra and Nehemiah, this 

family does not appear among their lists of returning exiles (cf. Ezra 2; Neh 7). Omissions such as this 

also raise questions about 1 Esdras being used as a source by Ezra or Nehemiah. Furthermore, problems 

associated with dating events and identifying persons described in 1 Esdras have cast doubt on the 

historicity of the text. Turner (IDB 1: 549) and LaSor (IDB 1:629)suggestthatthefamily‘splaceof

origin may have been KEDESH (Josh 15:23).  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

CHAEREAS (PERSON) [Gk Chaireas (Χαιπεαρ)]. Commander of the city of Gazara, brother of 

Timotheus (2 Macc 10:32, 37). It is reported that Chaereas was killed with Timotheus and Apollophanes 

when Judas Maccabeus burned Gazara (2 Macc 10:32–38). This would suggest that Timotheus attacked 

Judea and then fled W to Gazara (biblical Gezer). However, the parallel account in 1 Macc 5:1–8 

describes Judas as attacking Timotheus in his own territory of Ammon. The last city mentioned in this 

attack is Jazer in Ammon. Goldstein (2 Maccabees AB, 393–94) presents a convincing argument that the 

correct reading behind the text of 2 Macc 10:32 is Jazer and not Gazara. Chaereas would then be the 

commander of Jazer, a city under Ammonite control. Josephus (Ant 12.8.1 §129) also follows 1 

Maccabees 5 and supports this conclusion.  

RUSSELL D. NELSON  

CHALDEA (PLACE) [Heb kaśd  m (ַכְשִדים)]. CHALDEANS. Biblical name for S Mesopotamia, the 

area associated with Babylon.  

A. The Form of the Name and Its Appearance in Genesis  

The distinction between the Heb kaśd  m (cf. also Aram) and the Gk chaldaioi (cf. also Akk kaldu) may 

be explained linguisticallyeitherasthe―sibilant+d‖beingassimilatedtold in Akkadian (Millard 1977: 

70–71),orasanoriginalArabic(?)consonant―ḍ‖lyingbehindbothforms(EdzardRLA 5: 296). The 

LXX follows the Akkadian rather than the Hebrew/Aramaic spelling. The Chaldeans are associated with 

Ur, where Haran, brother of Abram, died, and whence Terah, Abram, and their family set forth for Harran 

and Canaan (Gen 11:28, 31; 15:7; Acts 7:4).ToNahor,Abram‘sotherbrother,wasbornKemuel,father

of Aram, and Chesed (Gen 22:22; cf. however Saggs 1960: 208–09). The Hebrew consonants of Chesed 

and kaśd  m are identical. The association of Aram and the Chaldeans is also to be found in Jer 35:11, 

whereNebuchadnezzar‘sarmyincludesthearmyoftheChaldeansandthearmyofAram.  

B. Other Biblical References  

The Chaldeans were a people with whom Judah sought an alliance which the prophets condemned using 

images of lust and harlotry (Ezek 16:29; 23:14–16). The Chaldeans were understood to have been brought 

against the people of God as a judgment (Job 1:17; Ezek 23:23; Hab 1:6). The term is applied to the Neo-

Babylonian army which brought to an end the kingdom of Judah (2 Kgs 24:2; 25: 4, 5, 10, 13; 2 Chr 

36:17; Jer 21:4; 22:25; 32:4–5, 24–25, 28–29; 33:5, 43; 37:5, 8–11, 13–14; 38:18–19, 23; 39:8; 43:3; 

52:7, 17) and who supervised the land afterward (2 Kgs 25:24–26; Jer 40:9–10; 41:3, 18). On the other 

hand, in Jer 21:9 and 38:2, the Chaldeans are viewed as a source of life for the besieged inhabitants of 

Jerusalem who are willing to surrender. Associated with Babylon in the prophetic oracles against that city, 

the Chaldeans regard Babylon with pride (Isa 13:19).  

The land of Chaldea is used in parallelism with Babylon (Isa 47:1, 5; 48:14; Jer 25:12; 50:1; 51:35). It is 

the land to which the Judeans are sent (Ezek 12:13), where as exiles they reside (Ezek 1:3; 11:24), whose 

language and culture they are taught (Dan 1:4), and from whence they will return (Isa 48:20; Jer 24:5; 

50:8) after God punishes it (Isa 43:14; Jer 50:10, 25, 35, 45; 51:4, 24, 54). In the MT, Isa 23:13 refers to 

the destruction of Chaldea by Assyria who used it for ships. The Chaldeans appear in Daniel where Darius 

is made king over Chaldea (Dan 9:1). The Chaldeans are among the royal counsellors of the Babylonian 

court (Dan 2:2, 4, 5, 10). In the Deuterocanonical narrative of Judith, the Chaldeans are a polytheistic 

people from whom Israel is descended (Jdt 5:6–7).  



C. Chaldean History  

As a distinct people, the Chaldeans appear in the 9th century B.C. in the land lying to the S of Babylonia 

and reaching to the borders of Elam (Oppenheim IDB 1:549–550). Although they are already well 

established when they appear (Brinkman CAH³: 287), their earlier origins are uncertain. Neither the 

possible relationship of Chaldean with a Kassite name for Babylon, Karduniash, nor the presence of West 

Semitic personal names alongside the Akkadian ones, from the earliest 9th and 8th century sources, have 

proven conclusive (Brinkman 1968: 265–266). In Assyrian and later cuneiform sources the name appears 

as kal-da-a-a; kal-di; kal-du; ka-al-du; and kal-da-ni (Parpola 1970: 188–190; Zadok 1985: 191–192). 

Like their neighbors, the Arameans of S Babylonia (Dietrich 1970; Brinkman 1977), the Chaldeans 

possessed a tribal form of social organization, and in the Neo-Babylonian period no clear distinction can 

be made between the personal names of many of the Chaldeans and those of the Arameans; both may be 

identified as West Semitic (Zadok 1977: 10). However, the Chaldeans, with only five tribes (each of 

which was ruled by an individual tribal leader), were distinct from the Arameans (Brinkman 1977: 306–

307); the Chaldeans were wealthier, involved in trade and politics, and more urbanized (Brinkman CAH³: 

288–90; cf. Edzard RLA 5: 291–92 for a survey of the opinions on the relationship of these two groups).  

During the Neo-Assyrian period, when Babylon was politically and militarily dominated by Assyria, the 

Chaldeans often found their interests in opposition to the Assyrians. Because of the presence of 

marshlands, Chaldea, known as the Sealand, made an ideal center from which to wage a guerilla war 

against the rulers of the Neo-Assyrian empire (Brinkman 1979: 244–25, 235–36). Often allied with Elam, 

Chaldean leaders were able to rise to positions of leadership in Babylon during periods of Assyrian 

weakness. One of the greatest of these figures was Merodach-Baladan II, who united the tribes of the 

Chaldeans and twice occupied the throne of Babylon during the latter 8th century B.C. He was able to lead 

delegations to other states such as Judah (2 Kgs 20:12–19), probably in order to organize a more 

widespread revolt against Sennacherib and the Assyrian empire of their day (Brinkman 1964: 33). By this 

time, the words Chaldean and Babylonian were becoming synonymous in biblical and other texts; indeed, 

in terms of language and writing, the Chaldeans were not distinct from the Babylonians. The 8th century 

rise of the Chaldeans, their association with Babylon, and their international policy coincide with their 

earliest mention in the Hebrew prophets (cf. Saggs 1960: 205–7).  

Assyrian dominance in the later 8th century is attested by deportations of nearly 250,000 Chaldeans 

during the reigns of Tiglath-Pileser III and Sargon II; deportations which continued with Sennacherib 

(Brinkman 1979: 227). Although Assyria retained the upper hand, the domination was not to outlast the 

7th century. With the weakening of the empire following the death of Ashurbanipal, the Chaldeans under 

Nabopolassar gained the upper hand in Babylonia, allied with the Medes, and drove the Assyrians W to 

Harran and Carchemish where they were defeated in 605 B.C. Under his rulership, a Chaldean dynasty in 

Babylon ushered in the Neo-Babylonian empire (Wiseman 1956; 1985). It was this empire that brought 

about the downfall of the Judean state in 587/586 B.C.  

The Chaldeans remained an influence in the administration of affairs in the empire and seemed to have 

gained a reputation for wisdom and counsel throughout the Persian and even into the Hellenistic periods. 

We may observe the later tradition of Merodach-Baladan, who was said to have maintained a garden of 

exotic plants (supported by a contemporary list of 67 plants belonging to his garden) and to have had an 

observatory in Babylonia for purposes of astronomy (Brinkman 1964: 37, 40). Further, the beginning of 

careful historical, economic, and astronomical record keeping in Babylon in 747 B.C., roughly coincides 

with the rise of Chaldean influence, two events which later traditions were to relate to one another (Oates 

1979: 112–113).  
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RICHARD S. HESS  

CHALKSTONES. See GEOGRAPHY AND THE BIBLE (PALESTINE).  

CHALPHI (PERSON) [Gk Chalphi (Χαλυι)]. Father of Judas, a commander of elite troops under the 

Hasmonaean Jonathan (1 Macc 11:70). Nothing is known about the ancestry or descent of this family. 

Even the rendering of this name in Greek and its derivation is uncertain. Josephus (Ant 13.5.7.161) 

renders the name Chapsaios. Scholars have taken the Greek to be derived from the Hebrew root ḥlp, 

meaning a child given in birth as a substitute for another (Swaim IDB 1: 551). Another possibility would 

be a native of the town Heleph in Naphtali (Josh 19:33). It is further debated if the NT name Alphaeus 

(Gk alphaios), applied to the father of either Levi (Mark 2:14) or of James (Matt 10:3; Mark 3:18; Luke 

6:15; Acts 1:13), is derived from the same Hebrew root as Chalphi (Swaim IDB 1: 551), or a Hebrew root 

hlp (BAGD, 41), or is a purely Greek name (Norris IDB 1: 96).  

RUSSELL D. NELSON  

CHAMPION. See DAVID‘S CHAMPIONS.  

CHAPHENATHA (PLACE) [Gk Chaphenatha (Χαυεναθα)]. A name given to part of the wall of the 

city of Jerusalem on the valley to the E which is the Kidron (1 Macc 12:37). The actual location of the 

place is uncertain, and the exact derivation of the name is unknown. This opens the topic to speculation 

and scholars offer various solutions. Torrey (1934: 32–33) reads caph henatha as―thebendofthe

fountains‖andidentifiesthespotwiththecurvedportionofthewallwhichranfromtheVirgin‘s

Fountain to the Pool of Siloam which was commonly referred to as a fountain (Neh 2:14; 3:15). Odelain 

and Seguineau (1981: 82, 283) think it possibly means a new quarter NW of the temple to which the city 

expanded (2 Kgs 22:14; Zeph 1:10). In the time of the Maccabean War, Jonathan (160 B.C.E.) sought to 

fortify Jerusalem and to build a rampart between the city and the citadel to prevent the garrison from 

having commercial transaction with the city (1 Macc 12:35–37). The suggestion of Goldstein (1 

Maccabees AB,465)thatChaphenathaderivesfromanAramaicrootmeaning―hunger,‖maysuggestan

attempt to starve out the citadel, but this is purely speculation. Josephus does not speak of this wall by 

name, though he refers to Siloam as a fountain of sweet and abundant water (JW 5.4.1 §140).  
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BETTY JANE LILLIE  

CHARAX (PLACE) [Gk Charax (Χαπαξ)]. Ostensibly a town or city located in Gilead. The name 

appears only in 2 Macc 12:17 as a place where Jews known as Toubiani lived or had sought refuge, whom 

Judas Maccabeus subsequently transported to Judah for their safety during the early years of the 

Maccabean revolt (2 Macc 12:13–28; cf. the corresponding account in 1 Macc 5:24–51). The Gk common 

noun charax hasthebasicmeaningof―stake‖and,byextension,―palisade;‖itwasusedtodesignate

either a fort or a siege-enclosure (the latter in Luke 19:43, the only occurrence of the word in the NT); and 



in the LXX charax translates any of several Heb words relating to fortifications or siegeworks. In the 

Greco–Roman world military camps and marketplaces occasionally bore this name (see L. Bürchner et 

al., PW 3:2121–2124). If the place name had a strictly Greek origin, it may have been a Seleucid 

fortification that later developed into a regional market town. By coincidence there was, however, a 

semitic noun karak (a) (from the root krk, ―toencircle,fortify‖),meaning―fortification,‖―city,‖―capital,‖

or―mercantilecenter,‖whichoccasionallyappearsasaplacenameintheLevant,e.g.,theMoabite

capital of Karak Moab, transliterated in Greek texts as Charachmōba (or Charakmōba). The similarity of 

the two terms in both sound and meaning may have given rise to some confusion in antiquity. Abel (1949: 

98, 436) identifies the site referred to in 2 Maccabees as the present village of el-Kerak (M.R. 217066). 

Goldstein (2 Maccabees AB, 440) argues that 2 Maccabees does not refer to a place named Charax at all, 

buterroneouslyalludestothe―palisadedcamp,‖i.e.,fortresspalace,atAraqel-Emir, the seat of the 

Tobiad dynasty in Ammonitis.  
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CHAREA (PERSON) [Gk Charea (Χαπεα)]. See HARSHA (PERSON).  

CHARIOTS. Two-wheeled vehicles used throughout the ANE in warfare, hunting, and travel.  

———  

A. Egyptian Chariots  

B. Levantine Chariots  

C. The Origin and History of the Chariot  

———  

A. Egyptian Chariots  

The basic design of the first chariots mentioned in the Bible, the Egyptian chariots of Gen 41:46; 46:29; 

and Exodus 14, must have been very similar to that of the chariots of the immediately preceding 18th 

Dyn.—the only chariots that have been preserved. These are the six from the tomb of Tutankhamen, the 

chariot box of Thutmosis IV, and the chariot of Yuia and Tuiu, which, although smaller and apparently 

hand-drawn, is constructed on the same principal. All of them are in the Egyptian Museum in Cairo. To 

this list should be added a chariot from an unknown tomb at Thebes, now in the Museo Archeologico in 

Florence, and a wheel hub with fragmentary spokes from the chariot of Amenophis III, in the Ashmolean 

Museum, Oxford. Further information is furnished by temple and tomb reliefs and wall paintings, 

showing such vehicles primarily in military or hunting scenes (Littauer and Crouwel 1985: 1–2, 67–69, 

69: n. 4). Although there are no actual remains of chariots from the Ramesside period, reliefs of the era 

depict vehicles identical with the 18th-Dyn. ones, varying only slightly in the armament they carry (Yadin 

1963: 232).  

These chariots were light, open vehicles, with two spoked wheels; they were drawn by a pair of horses 

placed under a yoke at the end of the draft pole. There was just enough room for two men—the driver and 

the archer—to stand abreast. The floor plan was in the form of a capital D approximately 1 m wide by 0.5 

m deep (from front to back). The floor was framed by one or two curved, heat-bent members and a 

straight, rear floor bar. The chariots were entirely open at the rear for ready access and egress. The light 

breastwork was framed by a rail of heat-bent wood that usually reached hip height.  

The wooden axle ran under the rear of the vehicle (although in some representations it was convenient 

to show it somewhat farther forward). The wheels, which revolved freely on the axle, were of unique 

construction. The spokes were formed by the two equal sides of an isosceles triangle (with an apex of 60° 

for a six-spoked wheel or 90° for a four-spoked one). The legs of the angle (the half spokes) were joined 

back-to-back with those of the adjacent angles to form whole spokes, elliptical in section. The apices of 

the triangles either formed an integral part of the nave, as in the Ashmolean fragment (Western 1973), or 

they nestled in the bays of a casing surrounding the nave, as in the chariots in Cairo. The naves were 

further extended on either side of the wheel by flanges. The spoke ends were morticed into the rim, or 



felloe, which was composed of two unequal lengths of heat-bent wood, beveled and overlapping at the 

ends. The nave and spokehead area was consolidated by glue and rawhide; the latter, when applied wet, 

has a compressing effect as it dries. The felloe ends were bound at their overlaps with rawhide. A rawhide 

tire, also undoubtedly shrunk on, helped to consolidate the whole, as well as to protect the tread of the 

wheels.Insomecasesthelatterwerealsoprotectedbyawooden―tire‖insections,flushwiththerimand

with a rawhide tire outside it (Littauer and Crouwel 1985: 76–79).  

Rawhide again was the material used to lash the parts of the floor frame and the rear floor bar together, 

and the interwoven thongs formed a light, resilient flooring in an otherwise springless vehicle. This 

webbing also maintained tension on the bent wood of the floor frame and helped it to keep its shape.  

It is noteworthy that such a construction method would have been practical only in a dry climate, since 

rawhide is susceptible to dampness. Protection against moisture is indeed implied by the birchbark 

covering of the rawhide bindings on certain chariots, birchbark having waterproofing properties. Since 

this material is not native to Egypt, the nearest source being E Anatolia, it seems likely that this design of 

wheel originated farther E and N as did, indeed, the chariot itself.  

The wheels were secured on the axle arms by linch pins of wood, boiled leather, or bronze. The latter, 

the bronze nave hoops on some wheels and the bronze wire sometimes used to bind the ends of felloes 

with wooden tires, constitute the only metal parts of the chariot itself that were not purely decorative. 

Thus the vehicle was held together by a tough, resilient bonding material—rawhide—that could not be 

jolted loose in rough going, as could metal parts.  

To compensate for the instability resulting from the lightness of the vehicle, the track was very wide 

(1.51–1.8 m). This also permitted long naves (0.32–0.44 m). These helped to reduce the tendency of a 

wooden wheel to wobble on a wooden axle, where it would not fit as snuggly as modern wheels with 

metal-lined naves can fit on metal axle arms. To help reduce friction and squeaking, the naves were lined 

with leather and appear to have been greased.  

The chariot body had a siding around the front and the two sides; this was fenestrated in a manner that 

madeitresembleabutcher‘sapron. In the majority of chariots this siding was probably of leather, of 

which traces remain; in the parade chariots it was of thin wood, which was coated with gesso molded in a 

design and gilded (two chariots of Tutankhamen) or silvered (chariot of Thutmosis IV) (Littauer and 

Crouwel 1985: pls 9, 17, 47).  

The draft pole ran back all the way under the chariot floor, its flattened end fitting in an open, 

horizontal, U-shaped socket beneath the rear floor bar. This prevented horizontal movement and the 

consequent stress on the only area of attachment, which was to the floor frame at center front. Here it was 

secured by rawhide bindings and, after describing a flattened S curve, ran forward and upward to the 

yoke. Slender wooden rods joining the front rail to the pole a short distance before the body provided 

support for the front breastwork and reinforced the attachment of pole to chariot, which was susceptible to 

stress—particularly in rough going or on turns. Sometimes, however, if we are to judge from 

representations, the connection was of leather and could have served only the latter purpose.  

The pole ran forward diagonally to a yoke, which was secured on top by a peg and lashings. A pair of 

straps ran out from an area on the pole, one to either arm of the yoke, and kept it from swiveling on the 

pole. The yoke, originally devised for bovid draft, lay on the neck directly in front of the withers, and was 

adaptedtohorses‘conformationbyyokesaddles(Littauer1968:27–31). These were lashed by their 

―handles‖totheyokearms,andtheir―legs‖layalongthehorses‘shouldersandtookmuchofthepull.

Their ends were joined by a crescentic strap that crossed the front of the neck and kept the saddles in 

place. A slack strap ran from each outer yoke-saddle endandunderthehorse‘sbellytoapointnearthe

end of the pole. This served as a backing element, since there was no breaching strap (Spruytte 1983: 28).  

The 18th-Dyn. Egyptian chariots carried as armament two bow cases; to these were added under the 

Ramessides a pair of short spears or javelins—never shown in use. They may have been for close fighting 

should the chariot be brought to a standstill. The warrior wore a long, protective tunic of lamellar armor; 

his head was bare. The driver carried a small rectangular shield. In battle, the reins were tied around the 

warrior‘ships,whilethedriverwithonehandheldupasmallshieldtoprotecthiscompanion‘sfaceand,



with the other hand, exercised directional control over the reins in front of the warrior. Both, in a sense, 

―hungonbythehorses‘mouths.‖(Metalhorsebits—either of plain bar or jointed-shaffle type—begin to 

be documented in this period.)  

B. Levantine Chariots  

Levantine chariots, shown in battle or brought as booty or tribute to Egypt, usually appear almost 

identical to the Egyptian ones. Those of the Hittites or their Levantine allies at the battle of Kedesh 

(1286/1285 B.C.) are, however, shown as carrying three men: driver, shield bearer, and javelin thrower. 

They must have been deeper front-to-back than the Egyptian ones and their sidings are not fenestrated but 

solid.  

The close relationship of chariots in the Egyptian/Near Eastern area may be materially supported by a 

recentfindoftheremainsofawheeloftheunique―Egyptian‖construction,ina13th-century B.C. context 

at Lidar in SE Anatolia (H. Hauptmann, personal communication). From about the same period we also 

have evidence of a simpler and more familiar wheel construction. Wheels found in water-logged burials 

on the shores of Lake Sevan in Armenia had 28 spokes merely morticed into a barrel nave, although their 

felloes still consisted of two lengths of heat-bent wood. They belonged to light carts in which the 

occupants apparently sat, and which could not properly be called chariots (Piggott 1983: 95–96).  

C. The Origin and History of the Chariot  

These superbly designed Late Bronze Age chariots could not have come into existence without a long 

line of development behind them that stretched back at least to the Uruk period in S Mesopotamia in the 

later 4th millennium B.C. Here we find our first evidence of wheeled vehicles, in the form of pictographs 

on clay tablets. The latter show both sledges and what appear to be sledges mounted on four disk wheels 

(Littauer and Crouwel 1979: 12). More detailed information comes from the ED period (first half of the 

3d millennium B.C.) in the form of bas-reliefs, painted pottery, shell mosaics, or models in the round. 

From this period also come the first remains of buried vehicles (chiefly in the form of impressions in the 

soil) in tombs at Kish and Ur. The wheel area has furnished the most definite—and certainly the most 

important—information. It reveals technical advances that suggest an earlier, intensive, trial-and-error 

period. The wheels already revolve differentially on a fixed axle, instead of being fixed on a revolving 

axle—the more primitive system. This not only facilitates turning, but helps to cope with uneven terrain. 

The disk wheels, moreover, were no longer made of single pieces, whether of slices cut across the grain or 

with it. A disk cut across the trunk would probably have been the first thing to suggest itself. Owing to the 

nature of tree growth, however, with its spongy heart wood, annual rings, and exterior sapwood and 

cambium, this method would soon have proven impractical. It would, moreover have limited wheel 

diameters to the size of trunks that could be worked with the means available. A solid cut lengthwise of 

the trunk (i.e. with the grain), while quite viable, would have been limited in size for the same reason. 

Hence a technique was worked out by which the wheel was made from three pieces of wood vertically 

cut: a wide central plank, through the center of which the axle arm passed, and two quarter moons 

flanking it on either side, the whole held together by external battens or thongs.  

There were four-wheeled vehicles and two-wheeled ones, none of which could yet properly be called 

―chariots.‖Thefour-wheelers are indeed often depicted in battle scenes, but more than one factor must 

have discouraged this use, and after the middle of the 3d millennium B.C., they are no longer shown in 

military contexts. Without a horizontally swiveling front axle, the rear wheels of a four-wheeler cannot 

follow in the tracks of the front ones and are forced to skid, unless the turning is in a very wide arc. To 

keep the skidding to a minimum, the vehicles were made very short and narrow. There was just room for 

the driver and warrior to stand one behind the other, the driver necessarily in front. This would hardly 

make for an efficient instrument of war. Moreover, although the psychological impact of the first use of 

wheeled vehicles in battle may originally have had a daunting effect on the enemy, this would have worn 

off with familiarity. The frequently drawn parallel between these four-wheelers and modern tanks is quite 

invalid. In the tank the personnel and the motive power are both protected, whereas here both men and 

animals were highly exposed. While the tank can negotiate a variety of rough terrain, these vehicles were 

limited to smooth and level ground (Littauer and Crouwel 1979: 32–33).  



The two-wheelers, of which there were two body types, are never shown in unquestionably military 

contexts, and since they could carry only one person, this is not surprising (Littauer and Crouwel 1979: 

21).  

Draft power in the 3d millennium B.C. consisted—apart from bovids—of teams of (usually) four equids 

under yoke, attached to a central draft pole. These were either domesticated donkeys (of which there is 

already evidence at this time) or hybrids. The latter are most likely to have been donkey crosses—either 

with a small local equid, Equus hemionus (similar to an onager), or with true horses. The latter animal 

was beginning to make its way S from the Pontic steppe, where it had been domesticated in the previous 

millennium (Littauer and Crouwel 1979: 23–28, 41–43).  

It was just before and around 2000 B.C. that new types of wheels and vehicles began to appear and to 

develop rapidly. The first evidence of an attempt to lighten the clumsy disk wheel was found on a cylinder 

seal from Tepe Hissar in north-centralIran(LittauerandCrouwel1979:fig.21).This―cross-bar‖wheel

was not yet a spoked one, nor did it prove suitable for speed, but it is still in use today with slow-moving, 

ox–drawn vehicles in several parts of the world (Littauer and Crouwel 1977: 95–105). By about the turn 

of the millennium, this type of wheel was also used in central Anatolia, along with the first, truly spoked 

wheel. At the same time, a two-wheeler, with a light, railed body of different design from the previous 

ones, appeared. It was drawn by a team of only two equids that seemed to be horses rather than donkeys 

or hybrids. By the 18th–17th centuries B.C. Syrian cylinder seals began to show a variety of such light, 

horse-drawn vehicles with two-spoked wheels, demonstrating a period of lively experiment and 

advance—all tending toward the Late Bronze Age chariots we have described. For the first time, a chariot 

carried a man with a bow—that chariot weapon par excellence. And a chariot in which two could stand 

abreast—a requisite for efficient military performance—appeared. These developments took place in the 

Near East itself; there is no need for the popular theory of an invasion of horse-drawn chariots from the N 

steppe (Littauer and Crouwel 1979: 68–71).  

The light, fast chariots of the period of the Exodus in the Near East and Egypt were used for warfare, 

hunting, parade, and travel. In warfare, when manned by archers, as they very often were, they constituted 

a mobile platform from which to fire volleys of arrows—particularly effective in softening up enemy 

infantry. Javelins or short, light spears could also be used as distance weapons and could serve for 

thrusting if the chariot were brought to a standstill. In both cases the chariots served as flanking and 

pursuing arms. It should be emphasized that frontal attacks by squadrons of chariots would have been 

self-defeating, with easily injured animals and wheels locking with enemy wheels (the long naves here 

would be a liability). Fairly smooth and level terrain was essential for the deployment of chariots. This 

limitation also applied to hunting use. Game would be driven by beaters across the path of the chariot 

over chosen ground. In Egypt, the Pharaoh and royal family were conveyed in chariots in a procession to 

the temple on a feast day. While travel is implied by various texts (many of them nonbiblical), its 

practicality, and certainly its comfort, may be questioned for periods before the introduction of the front-

to-back division (see below). But to travel on animal back was considered beneath the dignity of members 

of a privileged class, and man will suffer much to preserve his status and prestige.  

Later actual chariot remains in the Near East are scanty or, at best, only fragmentary, and pictorial 

evidence is largely wanting for something over 200 years after Ramesses III in the early 12th century B.C.  

During the tribal period, the Israelites had neither use for nor the means of producing and maintaining 

chariotry. The rugged interior terrain they occupied would have been as unsuitable for their own chariots 

as for those of the enemy. Only the important states of the time, with their resources, organization, and 

technical skills, could have produced and sustained a chariot corps, with its specially trained 

wheelwrights, drivers, warriors, and draught teams. Hence the first chariots mentioned after the Egyptian 

onesofExodusarenotIsraelite,butthe―iron‖chariots of Sisera and the Canaanites and their allies 

(Joshua 11, 17, 24; Judges 1, 4, 5). We would assume that the chariots of this period would still be very 

like those illustrated under Ramesses III, although there was a development toward what we see in 9th 

century B.C. Assyria,andperhapsratherrapidly.Therepeatedstresson―iron‖is puzzling, but must 

reflect some actual iron component of the chariot—no matter how small. This may have seemed 



remarkable to the Israelites, who had no iron themselves at the time (CAH 2/2: 516), and to whom even a 

small amount might have been sufficient to categorize the whole vehicle.  

As we have seen, metal (even bronze) was rarely and sparingly used in Egyptian chariots, and iron was 

in general use in Egypt only very late. We should look in the opposite direction for this innovation—to 

the Neo-Hittite states of N Syria and to Assyria, in close proximity to Anatolia, where iron was already 

mined and used. Unfortunately, our earliest satisfactory chariot representations from these regions do not 

appear before the early 9th century B.C. The most suitable areas in the chariot for reinforcement by iron 

were the wheels and the pole-and-chariot-front connection. These were precisely the parts where iron may 

have been used on chariots under the Assyrian king Ashurnasirpal II (883–859 B.C.). Three wide wooden 

tires or felloes appear to have been set around a grooved rim so narrow it was more likely to have been of 

metal than of wood. Its outer face would have been channeled to receive the felloes, just as the surviving 

wheels of some cult vehicles from W Europe had channeled bronze rims for this purpose. The short, 

rodlike connection between the chariot front and the pole could also be of iron, adding greatly to its 

strength in this area of stress. It is doubtful that much more iron than this was employed. Iron was not yet 

a cheap commodity and its added weight in the chariot might not have been welcome. May we then 

assume that the chariots of Sisera resembled the 9th-century B.C. Neo-Hittite and Assyrian ones in 

general? It is impossible to say.  

If the Israelites themselves had chariots, it was no earlier than the reign of David; their mention in 1 

Samuel may not indicate anything more than the personal chariots appropriate to the status of oriental 

royalty (Yadin 1963: 284–85). It is clear that Solomon made efforts to build up an important chariotry. 

However,thediscrepanciesbetweenthe40,000―stallsforhorsesandchariots‖of1 Kgs 4:26, the 4000 of 

2 Chr 9:25, and the 1400 chariots of 1 Kgs 10:26 are confusing and certainly point to the hyperbola 

typical of the scribes of the period. Yadin (1963: 286) suggests a force of 500 chariots, although 

Schulman (1979: 142) accepts the 1400 in a study that in general tends to deflate the numbers of Egyptian 

andNearEasternchariotry.AyetthornierquestionisthatofSolomon‘s―chariotcities‖(i.e.hisstables

and carriage houses). The building at Megiddo originallyidentifiedas―Solomon‘sstable‖isnowknown

to belong to the period of Ahab (Yadin 1963: 286). The same function has been attributed to several 

smaller buildings of similar construction at other sites, but this hypothesis has been challenged (Pritchard 

1970: 268–76, Herzog 1973: 23–30).  

The largest body of documentation for 9th to 7th centuries B.C. comes from Assyria. Aside from texts, 

this consists of extensive bas-reliefs, a few painted murals, several ivory plaques and cylinder seals, all of 

which are in strict profile view. Thus some of the proportions have to be extrapolated from models in the 

round or from fragmentary remains of similar vehicles found in Cyprus and elsewhere dating from the 8th 

century B.C. and later.  

The chariots of the reigns of Ashurnasirpal II (883–859 B.C.) and Shalmaneser III (858–824 B.C.) appear 

in Assyrian reliefs as identical. They preserved the features of the Egyptian chariot listed above, but 

varied from these in having a solid siding and smaller wheels with wider felloes. Since axles were placed 

directly beneath the floor, the reduced wheel diameter would have lowered the chariot. The body, to judge 

from models found in Cyprus, the Levant, and Transcaucasia, was strengthened by a support down the 

center. This bar ran from the front breastwork back to a vertical post or loop rising from the rear floor bar 

(Littauer 1976: 221–22), which provided a handhold for mounting and helped to prevent the crew from 

jostling each other. The loop or post at the rear seems often to have carried an extra shield, which may 

have provided partial rear closure.  

The two-horse team of earlier times had disappeared. These chariots had teams of three or four, with 

only two horses under yoke, and the extra horse(s) attached loosely as outriggers. The chariots, however, 

still appear to function as fast, mobile platforms in warfare. Crossed quivers contained bows, arrows, and 

sometimes axes, and a short spear was carried at the rear of the vehicle; the latter two (close-range) 

weapons were for use dismounted or from a standing chariot, as was probably the shield carried at the 

rear. Both crew and horses might have worn protective armor.  



By the time of Tiglath-Pileser III (744–727 B.C.), chariot bodies became rectangular and may have been 

covered with metal. Wheels were larger and usually had eight spokes. The quivers were hung vertically at 

each front corner of the body, and although the spear was still carried at the rear, there was no sign of the 

shield. There may have been a door at the rear and the shield may have been carried inside. The chariots 

had a complement of three—a driver and two warriors.  

Chariots of Sargon II (721–705 B.C.), Sennacherib (704–681 B.C.), and Ashurbanipal (668–627 B.C.) 

were almost identical. They did not differ greatly from those of Tiglath-Pileser III except in having a 

larger body and an undoubted door closure at the rear. The wheels were larger and their treads were often 

studded. War and hunting chariots may have carried a complement of four, in the former case consisting 

of a driver, an archer, and two shield bearers. Although only one horse is shown in some depictions, these 

were four-horse chariots with a single draft pole and a fitted yoke, as we know from the depictions of 

unharnessed vehicles.  

The Assyrian chariots of the later 8th and 7th centuries B.C. still appeared to be primarily firing 

platforms for archers in warfare, although less mobile than before as a result of increased size, heavier 

construction, and the limitations imposed by four horses under yoke. Better armed and protected, they 

were sometimes depicted as stationary firing platforms. Mounted troops were by now taking over the 

traditional role of the light, fast chariotry.  

Royal chariot hunts were still taking place, with the aid of beaters and even special game parks. Chariots 

were also used for ceremonial purposes, sometimes carrying a parasol—the prerogative of royalty.  

Unfortunately, despite all the references to chariots in the OT, there are not even fragmentary remains 

from Palestine. And the only representation of a Palestinian chariot is on an Assyrian relief of the 

conquest of Lachish by Sennacherib. Here, a chariot being carried off as booty by Assyrian soldiers is 

shown as indistinguishable from the Assyrian chariots. It is impossible to tell how accurately the Assyrian 

artist rendered a foreign chariot. In periods of active warfare, however, enemies were apt to copy each 

other‘sdevelopmentsinmilitarymaterial.Moreover, there is recent textual evidence that horses from 

Kush (Nubia) were being imported by Assyria in the late 8th and 7th centuries B.C. via Samaria, where 

they were being trained specifically for chariot use (Dalley 1985: 43–48).  

From the Persian period, the Levant offers only meager documentation in the form of representations of 

chariots on coins struck at Sidon under the Achaemenid domination. These resemble the Persian chariots 

on the reliefs at Persepolis and on some Persian cylinder seals. The floor plan is rectangular, the body 

spacious, the siding solid. The axle is fixed close to the rear and the large wheels are twelve-spoked. From 

models in the round we know that the front-to-back division down the center still obtained and was indeed 

broad enough at this time to furnish a seat on which one could sit sideways. The adaptation of this feature 

to sitting may possibly go much farther back. There is mention in 2 Kings 5 (among other places) of what 

seems to be simply traveling in a chariot. This could be very fatiguing if one had to balance standing for 

hours in a jolting vehicle without the stimulus of battle to keep one alert.  

Of the Persian and Seleucid chariots with scythed wheels, mentioned in texts, which have fascinated 

posterity, there are no representations. Indeed, their role at the time must have been more psychological 

than practically effective, to judge from accounts of such battles as Cunaxa (401 B.C.) and Gaugamela 

(331 B.C.). In the former, they faced Greek mercenaries under Cyrus the Younger, and in the latter, 

Alexander‘stroops,butbeingheavyandclumsy,theywereeasilyoutmaneuveredanddestroyed.These

scythed and armored chariots represented an unsuccessful attempt to cope with the greatly increased 

number and importance of mounted troops. The military chariot was on its way out.  

Under the Seleucids, the heirs of Alexander, who occupied Palestine from 199–165 B.C., Greek games 

were held, and these must have included chariot racing. These games were continued by at least some of 

the Roman governors, for Herod held them quinquennially. The Roman circus, with its permanent and 

monumental structure, only came to the Levant in the early 2d century A.D. (Humphrey 1986: 477, 529–

33).  

Travel by chariot was perhaps more convenient, with a seat when needed, and there were probably 

better routes. On the other hand, covered two-wheeled carts and four-wheeled wagons are attested in the 



Near East, dating as far back as the 3d millennium B.C. and seem to have offered an alternative—if 

slower—travel conveyance (Littauer and Crouwel 1979; Crouwel 1985).  
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MARY AIKEN LITTAUER  

J. H. CROUWEL  

CHARISMATA. See HOLY SPIRIT; GIFTS, SPIRITUAL.  

CHARITY. See LOVE (NT AND EARLY JEWISH LITERATURE).  

CHARMER. See MAGIC (OT).  

CHARMIS (PERSON) [Gk Charmis (Χαπμιρ)]. One of the elders of Bethuliah (Jdt 6:15, 8:10, 10:6). 

He is also identified as the son of Melchiel. His name is a translation into Greek of the Hebrew name 

―Carmi‖(Hebkarmî), which appears in, e.g., Gen 46:9, Josh 7:1, Exod 6:14. He always appears with his 

fellowelderChabris.Charmiscannotbeidentifiedwithanyhistoricalpersonage;theauthor‘spurposein

using the name appears to have been to add detail and interest to the narrative. This is in keeping with the 

genre of the book of Judith.  

SIDNIE ANN WHITE  

CHASING. See JEWELRY.  

CHASPHO (PLACE) [Gk Chaspho (Χαςυο)]. One of five cities in Gilead in which Jews were taken 

captive by the Gentile citizens (1 Macc 5:26). The location of Chaspho is not definitely known, but two 

sites are often suggested: el-Mezerib on the Yarmuk (cf. Simons, GTTOT, 423–24; and Abel 1923: 519) 

or Khisfin, E of the Sea of Galilee (MBA, map 189; and Grollenberg 1956: map 31). The city is probably 

the same as Caspin, whose destruction is detailed in 2 Macc 12:13–16. Goldstein (1 Maccabees AB, 301) 

suggests that the uncertaintyoverthefirstletterofthecity‘sname(kappa or chi) derives from Greek 

transliterations of the original name kspw. Heb and Aram kap is usually transliterated by Gk chi, but the 

local inhabitants may not have aspirated the consonant when pronouncing the name of their town, giving 

rise to an alternate spelling with a kappa. The same lack of aspiration may have given rise to differences 

in transliterating the pe aswell.Thefinal―-in‖ofKaspinmaybeanArabicformofthefinalwaw.  

The Maccabean Revolt met with early success, including retaking the temple in 164 B.C., which led to 

Gentile reprisals. Many Jews in Gilead fled to a stronghold at the city of Dathema, from which they sent 

word to Judas for help. En route to rescue the refugees, Judas learned from a group of Nabateans that 

other Jews were under attack in the cities of Bozrah, Bosor-in-Alema, Chaspho, Maked, Carnaim, as well 

as other cities (1 Macc 5:24–27). Judas defeated the Gentiles in Bozrah and Dathema before turning his 

attention to Chaspho. Assuming Kaspin in 2 Macc 12:13–16 to be Chaspho, one finds elaborations upon 

the defenses of the town and the extent of bloodshed in the battle. That account, however, makes no 

mention of Gentile persecution in Gilead and moves awkwardly from an account of victories at Joppa and 

Jamnia to a battle with Arabs and the attack upon Kaspin. The differences in the accounts in 1 and 2 



Maccabees may be due to special pleading on the parts of the authors (i.e., 1 Maccabees was written by a 

Hasmonean propagandist, while 2 Maccabees was more open to contacts with Greeks) or defective 

accounts received by the author of 2 Maccabees (Goldstein 2 Maccabees AB, 432–35).  
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PAUL L. REDDITT  

CHEBAR (PLACE) [Heb kĕbār (ְכָבר)]. A Mesopotamian watercourse mentioned eight times in the 

book of Ezekiel (1:1, 3; 3:15, 23; 10:15, 20, 22; 43:3). The Hebrew phrase in which it always occurs, 

nĕhar kĕbār, istranslated―riverChebar‖inRSV,buttheChebarwasactuallyacanal.Itsancientcourse

left the Euphrates River N of Babylon and flowed 60 miles SE through the vicinity of ancient Nippur, 

rejoining the Euphrates S of Warka (biblical Erech).  

It was beside the Chebar canal, as a member of a settlement of Judean exiles there (Ezek 1:1), that 

Ezekiel had the vision inaugurating the book of his prophecies (1:4–16). This or another settlement of 

exiles near the Chebar was called TEL-ABIB (3:15). The Chebar was undoubtedly one among the 

nahărōt bābel ―watersofBabylon‖bywhichJudeanexileswept(Ps 137:1).  

The canal is referred to in cuneiform documents of the 5th century B.C.E. from the Nippur region (see 

MURASHÛ, ARCHIVE OF), spelled ka-ba-ru (Hilprecht and Clay 1898 [= BE] text no. 9.84; on the 

texts, see Zadok 1978: 287). Large manors and date palm groves were located along its course, and the 

names of several settlements near the Chebar are attested. The Chebar is probably the modern Shatt el-

Nil, a silted-up watercourse that once ran E from Babylon and merged with a canal coming down from the 

Sippar region near Baghdad, continuing S to Nippur and Warka (Vogt 1958: 212). It was probably 

navigable at one time.  

The Chebar is not the same as the Ḫabur River (sometimes spelled Khabur), a tributary of the Euphrates 

in N Mesopotamia (see HABOR).  
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HENRY O. THOMPSON  

CHECKER WORK. An English term that translates three Hebrew words. Two of these are 

apparently derived from the root šbṣ, which in Late Hebrew means to decorate something with a pattern. 

In Exod 28:4 (tašbēṣ) and 28:39 (Pi˓el perfectverb)―checkerwork‖designatesanornamentalaspectof

the tunic worn by the high priest. It may indicate some texture-giving process, such as embroidery. In any 

case,thisornamentationisusedonlyforAaron‘sgarmentandsocontributestothepresentationofspecial

priestly garb, of the best quality, reserved only for the high priest, the holiest of the servants of Yahweh in 

thetabernacle.Thethirdwordrendered―checkerwork‖(Hebśĕbākâ; 1 Kgs 7:17) also represents an 

artistic decoration, the exact nature of which cannot be determined. The temple texts in 1 Kings describe 

theelaboratecapitalssurmountingJachinandBoazattheentrytothetemple‘sforecourt.Theselargeand

symbolicarchitecturalfeaturesareheavilyadorned,includingwith―checkerworkwithwreathsofchain

work.‖ 

CAROL MEYERS  

CHEDORLAOMER (PERSON) [Heb kedorlā˓ōmer (ֶכָדְרָלעֶֹּמר)]. King of Elam (Gen 14:1, 4, 5, 

9, 17) and the leader of a coalition of four kings (the other three were Amraphel king of Shinar, Arioch 



king of Ellasar, and Tidal king of Goiim). The kings of Sodom, Gomorrah, Admah, Zeboiim, and Bela 

(Zoar) had served him twelve years before rebelling in the thirteenth year. In the fourteenth year, 

Chedorlaomer and his three allies came and defeated the Rephaim, Zuzim, Emim, Horites, Amalekites, 

Amorites, and finally the aforementioned five kings in a battle in the Valley of Siddim. They plundered 

SodomandGomorrahandtookawayAbram‘snephewLot,butontheirwaybackweredefeatedby

Abram and lost all of their booty.  

A. The Name  

The very peculiar Genesis 14 has long attracted the attention of biblical scholars and historians of the 

ANE who have tried to identify the four eastern kings and to clarify the historical background of the 

narrative.Thename―Chedorlaomer‖(which,asshownby the form in LXX, chodollogomor, was 

pronounced with a ġayin) was found to be genuinely Elamite; both of its elements, kudur (Akk rendering 

of Elamite kutir) and the DN Lagamar, occur in Elamite royal names. But no king of Elam named 

*Kutir/Kudur-Lagamar is attested, nor is there the slightest evidence of Elamite political or military 

engagement in Palestine at any time in history. The key to understanding this name (as well as the names 

of his three confederates) is provided by the so-called―Chedorlaomertexts‖(or―Spartolitablets‖). 

B. The ―Chedorlaomer Texts‖  

1. General Description. Th. G. Pinches (1897) published, from a collection of late Babylonian tablets 

in the British Museum purchased from a dealer named Spartoli, three tablets (Sp. III:2; Sp. 158+II, 962; 

Sp. II, 987) containing personal names, three of which were in some way reminiscent of three of the four 

eastern kings in Genesis 14. The tablets date from the Parthian period (after 142 B.C.) but were no doubt 

copied from earlier (7th or 6th century B.C.) originals. One of the tablets is a prose summary, while the 

other two are fragmentary poetic presentations of the same events. They are written in a metaphorical, 

allusive style not unlike that of QL or the Sibylline Oracles.  

These texts deal with four kings who, in consecutive turns and according to divine will, sacked, 

destroyed, flooded, or at least oppressed Babylon and its holiest shrine, Esagila, and carried away the 

statues of its gods. Afterward, three of them were murdered by their own sons, while the fourth was 

chased into the sea and died there. The names of these kings were intentionally disguised under 

pseudonyms or cryptic spellings based on the use of rare ideograms and on the play of polyphones. These 

names are: (1) 
m

KU.KU.KU.MAL (in one tablet) or 
m

KU.KU.KU.KU.MAL (in the other two) king of Elam, the 

only one whose country is plainly spelled out; (2) 
m

BÀD.MAḪ-
d
MAŠ (var. 

m
DUR.MAḪ-

d
MAŠ, incorrectly read 

by Pinches [1897] and Jeremias [1917] as Dūr-maḫ-ilāni) son of 
m

ÌR-
d
É-a-ku, var. 

m
ÌR-É-ku-a (in which ÌR 

could be read èri); (3) 
m
Tu-ud-ḫul-a son of 

m
GAZ.ZA. […];and(4)

m
I-bil-

d
Tu-tu. Pinches tried to read the 

first name 
m
Ku-dúr-laḫ-mal or 

m
Ku-dúr-laḫ-ga-mal and equated it with the Chedorlaomer of Genesis 14. 

He saw in the patronymic of the second king, 
m

Èri-
d
É-a-ku, the prototype of Arioch; and in the name of 

the third king, 
m
Tu-ud-ḫul-a, the prototype of Tidal (Heb tid˓al, originally, with LXX, *tadġal), both of 

which are also mentioned in Genesis 14. This triple onomastic resemblance, as well as the general tenor 

of the Chedorlaomer texts (which is somewhat similar to the Deuteronomist historiography [see below]), 

make it highly probable that the author of Genesis 14 was acquainted with some earlier versions of these 

Chedorlaomer texts. This raises two questions: (1) what historical characters are hidden behind the cryptic 

names of the Chedorlaomer texts? and (2) what relationship, if any, exists between the events alluded to 

in these texts and the story of Genesis 14?  

2. The Cryptic Names. Jeremias (1917), proceeding from the ample description of the destructions and 

atrocities perpetrated by 
m

KU.KU.KU.(KU.)MAL in Babylon and other cities of Babylonia, identified him 

with the Elamite Kutir-Naḫḫunte (Akk Kudur-Naḫḫundu) II, who took part in the conquest of Babylonia 

by his father, King Shutruk-Naḫḫunte (1185–1155 B.C.), and was left behind as its viceroy (1160–1155). 

He also defeated and captured the last Kassite king of Babylonia, and deported him to Elam. In the words 

of a Babylonianhistoricalinscription,he―sweptawayallthepeopleofAkkadlikeadeluge,turned

Babylonandtheotherfamousshrinesintopilesofrubble,‖andcarriedawaytoElamthestatueof

Marduk along with masses of Babylonians. Kutir-Naḫḫunte succeeded his father in 1155 but died after 

only four years on the throne. Jeremias read 
m

KU.KU.KU.KU.MAL as 
m
Ku-dúr-náḫ-ḫun-*te, in which only 



the value of the last sign is hypothetical. This identification was accepted by Cameron (1936: 111), 

Albright (1942: 34), and Hinz (1972: 127). Earlier, Albright (1921: 71 n. 4 and 1926: 233 n. 8) showed 

that by a different decoding of the cryptic writing of the name it could be read 
m
Ku-dúr-laḫam-mal, a 

decoding from which the biblical form of the name derived.  

AfterBöhl‘swidelyaccepted,butwrong,identificationof
m
Tu-ud-ḫul-a with one of the Hittite kings 

named Tudḫaliyaš,Tadmorfound the correct solution by equating him with the Assyrian king 

Sennacherib (see TIDAL). Astour (1966) identified the remaining two kings of the Chedorlaomer texts 

with Tukulti-Ninurta I of Assyria (see ARIOCH) and with the Chaldean Merodach-baladan (see 

AMRAPHEL). The common denominator between these four rulers is that each of them, independently, 

occupied Babylon, oppressed it to a greater or lesser degree, and took away its sacred divine images, 

including the statue of its chief god Marduk; furthermore, all of them came to a tragic end.  

3. Relationship to Genesis 14. All attempts to reconstruct the link between the Chedorlaomer texts and 

Genesis 14 remain speculative. However, the available evidence seems consistent with the following 

hypothesis: A Jew in Babylon, versed in Akkadian language and cuneiform script, found in an early 

version of the Chedorlaomer texts certain things consistent with his anti-Babylonian feelings. Among 

these were the following: (1) the depiction of history as a recurring cycle of sinfulness, divine wrath, and 

punishment by invasion and destruction, followed by repentance, divine forgiveness, and restoration; (2) 

stark images of violence and devastations visited upon Babylon, which must have been read with a 

gloating anticipation of their imminent repetition (compare Isaiah 47; Jeremiah 50–51); and (3) the 

recurring motif of deluge, flood, and the submergence of Babylon by water. This latter feature of the 

Chedorlaomer texts evoked the popular legend of the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah, which was 

already being associated with the imminent destruction of Babylon in various prophecies of the exilic 

period (Isa 13:19; 14:22–23; Jer 50:39–40; 51:41–42). The writer of Genesis 14 replaced Babylon with 

Sodom and Gomorrah, and had them sacked by the same four kings simultaneously (rather than 

consecutively as in the Chedorlaomer texts). In addition, he depicted the four kings victoriously traversing 

the territory between Dan and Elath (El Paran), eventually to be defeated by Abram, who received a 

blessing from Melchizedek, king of Salem. This implies that the land legally belonged to Abram and his 

descendants, and that Salem (i.e., Jerusalem), in the person of its priest-king Melchizedek, exercised a 

religious supremacy over the country from the earliest time.  
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MICHAEL C. ASTOUR  

CHEETAH. See ZOOLOGY.  

CHELAL (PERSON) [Heb kĕlāl (ְכָלל)]. A descendant of Pahathmoab and one of the returned exiles 

who was required by Ezra to divorce his foreign wife (Ezra 10:30). His name does not appear in the 

parallel list in 1 Esdr 9:31.Whiletheetymologyofthename―Chelal‖isnotcertain,itisprobablyderived

from the root kll, meaning―tobeperfect.‖Chelal was a member of a family from which groups of exiles 

returned with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:6; Neh 7:11) and later with Ezra (Ezra 8:4). For further discussion, see 

BEDEIAH.  



JEFFREY A. FAGER  

CHELLEANS [Gk Cheleōn (Χελεων)]. An otherwise unknown people mentioned in the book of 

Judith (Jdt 2:23). It should be noted that the Greek manuscripts show a wide variation in spelling 

(chaldiaōn, chellaiōn, chaldaiou, etc.).Thereading―Chaldeans‖shouldbeunderstoodasascribalerror.

The definite article occurs as both a singular or a plural (tēs or tōn). Enslin suggests that the singular tēs 

understands an omitted gēs (―earth‖),whileMoore(Judith AB) translated the phrase as a place name 

(―southofCheleon‖),andidentifiesitwithancientCholle(modernel-Khalle), located between Palmyra 

and the Euphrates. If the phrase is translated to refer to a people, they are located to the N of the children 

of Ishmael, above the desert. This location would still allow them to be connected with ancient Cholle. It 

is not clear whether or not the author intended them to be related to the site CHELOUS in 1:9.  
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CHELOUS (PLACE) [Gk Chelous (Χελοτρ)]. A site in the book of Judith, located in the vicinity of 

Jerusalem (Jdt 1:9). Two possible identifications have been proposed for this site. The first identification 

is with HALHUL (M.R. 159110) located 4 mi to the N of Hebron. This town is mentioned in Josh 15:58 

as one of the towns of the tribe of Judah. The second identification is with Chalutṣa (M.R. 117056), 

modern Khalasa, which is located to the SE of Beersheba. It should be noted that, given the genre of the 

book of Judith, the name may be fictitious. It is not clear whether or not the author of Judith intended to 

relate the site Chelous with the CHELLEANS mentioned in 2:23.  

SIDNIE ANN WHITE  

CHELUB (PERSON) [Heb kĕlûb (ְכלּוב)]. 1. Brother of Shuhah, father of Mehir, and grandfather of 

Eshton (1 Chr 4:11). None of these persons are mentioned elsewhereandChelub‘sownparentsarenot

identified. In 1 Chr 4:12,theentiregroupistermed―themenofRecah‖(LXX―Rechab,‖i.e.,Rechabites).

TheLXX,Vg,andSyriacversionsread―Caleb‖insteadof―Chelub‖(seeWilliamson 1 & 2 Chronicles 

NCBC, 60; Braun 1 Chronicles WBC, 55–58).Inaddition,theLXXreads―thefatherofAscha‖inplace

of―thebrotherofShuhah,‖avariationwhichreinforcestheidentificationwithCalebwhoinJosh 15:16–

17 (= Judg 1:12–13) gives his daughter Achsah to Othniel after he defeated Kiriath-sepher (= Debir). 1 

Chr 2:9 mentions a person named Chelubai whose extended family does overlap partially with the 

extended family of Caleb (2:18, 42). In 1 Chr 4:11, however, the compiler seems to distinguish Chelub 

from Caleb, for the latter is included subsequently among the references to Kenaz (4:13–15).  

2. The father of Ezri, who was a steward of royal property appointed by David (1 Chr 27:26). His name 

appears in a list of stewards of crown property (1 Chr 27:25–31).  

RICHARD W. NYSSE  

CHELUBAI (PERSON) [Heb kĕlûbāy (ְכלּוָבי)]. See CALEB.  

CHELUHI (PERSON). A descendant of Bani and one of the returned exiles who was required by Ezra 

to divorce his foreign wife (Ezra 10:35). His name does not appear in the parallel list in 1 Esdr 9:34. The 

Hebrew text is uncertain (K klhy, Q kĕlûhû). The LXX (chelia) may indicate a corruption of an original 

kĕlāyāh, meaning―Yahwehisperfect‖(Williamson,Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 144). Cheluhi was a member 

of a family from which a group of exiles returned with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:10). For further discussion, see 

BEDEIAH.  

JEFFREY A. FAGER  

CHEMOSH (DEITY) [Heb kĕmôš (ְכמוש)]. The national deity of the Moabites. Like several other 

small kingdoms, the Moabites lost their independence during the Neo-Babylonian expansion in the early 

6th century B.C. The Moabite state never reappeared, and the subsequent mixture of peoples and religions 

(e.g., Nabatean, Greek, Roman, Christian) led to the extinction of Moabite religion. Some of its features 



persisted after the kingdom of Moab collapsed, even as some religious elements from the Bronze Age had 

undoubtedly survived in the beliefs and practices of the Moabites in the Iron Age. The position of the god 

Chemosh(hereafterKemosh)remainedsignificantthroughoutMoab‘shistory;thisdeityisthe

fundamental datum in the study of Moabite religion.  

Unfortunately, the extant sources that enable us to reconstruct Moabite religion are relatively meager. 

As in the study of other ANE religions, relevant data come from two kinds of sources, textual and 

archaeological. Naturally, many of the archaeological data are subject to a broad range of interpretation, 

and conclusions based on such evidence remain tentative. There is occasional uncertainty in the scholarly 

interpretations of written sources pertaining to Moabite religion. Few texts relate directly to the religious 

beliefsoftheMoabites,andsomeofourknowledgeaboutthispeople‘sreligionisderivedfromnon-

Moabite texts.  

The most important sources of information on Moabite religion are the OT and the Mesha Inscription. 

Although the Hebrew scriptures are critical of the religion of Moab, these incidental references should not 

be dismissed in a cavalier manner. Undoubtedly, the most important source for the study of Moabite 

religion is the Mesha Inscription, a 34-line text which was written ca. 830 B.C. This inscription is a 

memorialstelethatcommemoratesMesha‘striumphoverIsrael,avictorythatwasattributedtothefavor

ofKemosh,Moab‘sprincipaldeity.Accordingtothestele(lines3–4), Mesha commissioned the 

inscription to coincide with his dedication of a high place (bamah) in honor of Kemosh.  

Many scholars have come to assume that Yahweh, Milcom, Kemosh, and Qaus were the leading deities, 

the national gods, of Israel, Ammon, Moab, and Edom, respectively. Clearly, these peoples held many 

religious beliefs and practices in common, so much so that the theologies and functions of these various 

deities were somewhat interchangeable. Even though the Hebrew Bible and the Mesha Inscription 

indicate that Yahweh and Kemosh and their peoples were in conflict with each other, the similarities in 

the theology and cult of these two deities are remarkable. Simply put, everything we know about the 

Moabites‘perceptionofKemoshfindsitsparallelinHebrewreligion.Indeed, one scholar has suggested 

thattheMeshaInscription‘streatmentofKemoshreadslikeachapterfromtheBible. 

The logical place to begin any detailed discussion of Moabite religion is with the nature and function of 

Kemosh. There seems to be little doubt that Kemosh was perceived as the national god of the Moabites, 

although it is likely that the people of ancient Moab practiced henotheism throughout their history (i.e., 

they worshiped Kemosh as their leading deity but recognized other deities as well). It is probable that the 

Moabites were polytheistic in some periods, which could reflect the Canaanite background of this region 

andthepolytheismofMoab‘sneighborsduringtheLateBronzeAgeandIronAge. 

Kemosh was, of course, very important to the Moabites, but their deity was also worshiped by other 

ancient peoples before the establishment of the Moabite kingdom and outside of Moab. A god named 

Kamish (
d
ka-mi-iš) appears in deity lists on tablets from Tell Mardikh (ancient Ebla), the Syrian city-state 

whose royal archives date to ca. 2600–2250 B.C. Thereseemstobelittledoubtthatthisname―Kamish‖is

an archaic form of Kemosh. Not only is Kamish listed among the 500 deities acknowledged at Ebla, but 

he was regarded as one of the principal gods of the city, with his name appearing in the name of a month, 

inpersonalnames,andintheplacename―Carchemish‖(kar-kamiš). There was a temple for Kamish at 

Ebla; Kamish was also the recipient of offerings. Of great importance is the way in which the Eblaite 

spelling 
d
ka-mi-iš, or 

d
ka-me-iš, may explain the variant spelling k

e
miš in Jer. 48:7, since the other seven 

appearancesofthisgod‘snameintheOTarereadk
e
moš. Textual critics have eagerly amended the 

consonantal kmyš of Jer. 48:7 to kmwš, but this is no longer necessary, since the former spelling may 

reflectthemoreancienttradition.TheMeshaInscriptionspellsthisgod‘snamekms, which is usually 

vocalized Kemosh.  

Evenbeforetherecoveryofthename―Kamish‖atTellMardikh,agodwiththecompoundname―mud‖

or―clay‖+kam (m)ut (ṭṭ or ṭ + kmt) was known from the Ugaritic tablets. A little circular reasoning, 

based on this reference, allows us to infer that Kemosh was a god of infernal nature. This perception of 

Kemosh‘scharacterisreinforcedbytheequationbetweentheMesopotamiandeity,Nergal,and
d
ka-am-

muš in an Assyrian god list. Clearly, these ancient and extra-Moabite references to names similar to 



Kemosh indicate that Kemosh, the leading Moabite deity, was part of an older Semitic pantheon with 

which a number of Near Eastern peoples were acquainted.  

Whiletheetymologyofthename―Kemosh‖remainsuncertain,knowledgeabouttheMoabite

understandingofKemosh‘snatureandfunctioncomesfromavarietyofsources.TheOTmentionsthis

god by name eight times (Num 21:29; Judg 11:24; 1 Kgs 11:7; 11:33; 2 Kgs 23:13; Jer 48:7, 13, 46), 

always recognizing that Kemosh was the national deity of Moab and that his cult, though similar to 

Yahweh‘s,wasarivaltothefaithofIsrael.TheonepossibleexceptiontotheBible‘sacknowledgment

that Kemosh was the god of Moab exclusively is the puzzling and intriguing reference to this deity in 

Judg 11:24, a verse that has been interpreted in a variety of ways. In this text, Jephthah makes reference to 

Kemoshgivinglandtohis(i.e.,Kemosh‘s)people,theAmmonites. The problem has been variously 

solved by assuming that the verse contains a Kemosh-Milcom equation, a Moabite-Ammonite equation, 

an ad hominem argument, an interpolation, a scribal blunder, or an example of diplomatic protocol. 

Whatever the correct interpretation may be, the important thing to notice is that the text suggests that it 

was the prerogative of Kemosh to give land to his people.  

Another source of informationaboutKemosh‘snatureandfunctionis,ofcourse,theMeshaInscription

itself.ThisMoabitetextreferstoKemoshadozentimes,ifoneincludesthetheophoricnameofMesha‘s

father, usually restored as Kemosh-yat (line 1), and the compound name of Ashtar-Kemosh (line 17). The 

precise meaning of the latter remains elusive, though many explanations have been proposed. A number 

of scholars have suggested that Ashtar-KemoshisthenameofKemosh‘sconsort,thegoddesswhowas

considered the female counterpart of Kemosh; Ashtar-Kemosh has been connected with Ishtar or Astarte. 

Among other evidence that supports this interpretation is an Aramaic inscription from Kerak that dates to 

theHellenisticperiod;thislatetextidentifiesKemosh‘sasSarra.Reference should also be made to the 

presenceofagodandagoddessonthefamousBalu˓Stele,whichprobablydatestothe12th–11th 

centuries B.C.  

Another group of scholars suggest that Ashtar-Kemosh was simply a compound name for the leading 

deity of Moab.Theelement―Ashtar‖isassociatedwiththeCanaanitegodAthtaror˓Attar,theVenus

star; the compound name may have been an epithet or hypostasis of 
c
Attar. Therefore, according to this 

argument, the Mesha Inscription indicates that the two deities were either identified or assimilated. Since 

the text refers to Kemosh eleven other times, however, it is likely that Ashtar-Kemosh was simply another 

nameofMoab‘snationalgod.Inthefinalanalysis,itmustbeadmittedthattheuniqueappearanceofthis

compound name makes it impossible for us to be certain about the meaning of Ashtar-Kemosh.  

In addition to the 34-line Mesha Inscription, another reference to Kemosh comes from another 

inscription from Dhiban, a fragmentary text whose last line can be restored as bt kmš, ―templeof

Kemosh.‖ThistextiscontemporaneouswiththeMeshaInscriptionandclearlyreferstoaKemosh

sanctuary in ancient Dibon. A fragmentary text from Kerak, dating to the same period, mentions Kemosh 

twice. One use of Kemosh appearsinthetheophoricnameofMesha‘sfather,Kemosh-yat; Kemosh is 

also mentioned in this text in association with a cultic installation, perhaps a temple.  

In addition to the preceding biblical and nonbiblical texts, there are several artistic representations that 

may (or may not) relate to Kemosh. Because of the description of Kemosh on the Mesha Inscription, it is 

perhaps natural to view this deity as a god of war. Indeed, this warlike character and the presence of a 

town named Areopolis (modern Rabba) in the center of Moab have led some scholars to link Kemosh 

with Ares, the Greek god of war, and to identify the figures on a Greek coin from Areopolis and on the 

Shihan Warrior Stele as Kemosh. It is possible that some of the small human figurines found in Moab and 

a recently published seal depict Kemosh, but it must be admitted that there is no representation that can be 

identifiedasKemoshwithcertainty.ItislikelythatsuchartisticrepresentationsofMoab‘snationalgod

were made, however, as may be implied in Jer 48:7.  

While the Mesha Inscription was intended to celebrate the achievements of Mesha, there is no doubt 

that the text also reflects an attitude of loyalty and thanksgiving to the Moabite national god. The OT 

writersregardedtheMoabitesasthe―peopleofKemosh‖(Num 21:29; Jer 48:46), a designation that was 

probably used by the people of Moab themselves. The frequent references to Kemosh in the Mesha 



Inscription indicate that he was thought to display a wide range of emotions in his control over and 

involvementwithMoab.WhileitislikelythattheMoabitessoughtKemosh‘sfavorinmany aspects of 

life, the Mesha Inscription is most emphatic on his intervention and specific guidance in times of war, as 

isclearintheMoabites‘practiceofḥerem.  

GERALD L. MATTINGLY  

CHENAANAH (PERSON) [Heb kĕna˓ănâ (ְכַנֲףָנה)]. A great-grandson of Benjamin according to 

one Benjaminite genealogy (1 Chr 7:10).HeisoneofthoseBenjaminitesdescribedas―mightywarriors

…readyforserviceinwar,‖adesignationparticularly given to the descendants of Benjamin through 

Jediael. The genealogy in which Chenaanah is found belonging to Benjamin (1 Chr 7:6–12) has been 

considered by some scholars as mistakenly attributed to Benjamin. Guthrie (IDB 1: 556) suggests that the 

list more likely belongs to Zebulun. This suggestion is made on the basis that 1 Chronicles 8 gives a 

longer and very different genealogy of Benjamin, while Zebulun is lacking in the genealogies given by 

the Chronicler. Williamson (Chronicles NCBC, 77) calls attention to this and other features of the smaller 

list which have caused some scholars to view it as a corrupt genealogy of Zebulun, but he concludes that 

the names are probable in a Benjaminite context, and that the textual emendations proposed by those who 

wishtoattachthelisttoZebulunare―tooviolenttoinspireconfidence.‖Myers(1 Chronicles AB, 53, 59) 

likewiseseesnoreasontoattributetheshortergenealogytoZebulun,statingthatitisfoundinits―proper

place‖intheChronicler‘sarrangementoftribalgenealogies. 

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  

CHENANI (PERSON) [Heb kĕnān   (ְכָנִני)]. A Levite present at the public reading of the Law by Ezra 

(Neh 9:4). A shortened form of a name (Heb kēnanyāhû)meaning―Yahwehhasmadefirm‖(Brockington

Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 171).  

FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT  

CHENANIAH (PERSON) [Heb kĕnanyāhû (ְכַנְנָיהּו), kĕnanyâ (ְכַנְנָיה)]. Two individuals in the OT 

bear this name. It is a theophoric name composed of two elements: knn =―befirm/substantial‖andyh = 

divinename―yah‖/―yahu‖forYahweh.Thenamehasbeentranslatedeither―Y.isfirm‖(FowlerTPNAH, 

76)or―Y.strengthens‖(NothIPN, 179).  

1. Leader (śar)of the Levites in 1 Chr 15:22, 27. In v 27 Chenaniah is clearly understood as the leader of 

thesingersintheentouragewhichbroughtthearktoJerusalem.Chenaniah‘sroleinv 22, however, is not 

as clear (for divergent opinions on the relation of vv 22 and 27 and thus the role of Chenaniah, see 

Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 125 and Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 122). The issue turns on the 

interpretation of bammaśśā˒,lit.,―intheliftingup,‖inv 22.Ifitsobjectisunderstoodtobe―songs,‖asin

v 27, Chenaniah was an expert in and leader of the music. If, however, its object is the ark, as is clearly 

the case at 2 Chr 35:3, then his expertise was in the proper manner of carrying the ark (see 1 Chr 15:2, 

13–15). If, on the other hand, maśśā˒ istobeunderstoodas―oracle,‖asin2 Chr 24:27, then Chenaniah 

was a leader who was learned in the art of giving oracles (Mowinckel 1923: 18).  

2. An administrative official in 1 Chr 26:29. His Levitical roots are traced through Izhar, the son of 

Kohath.Heandhis―family‖wereappointedtoseculartasks as judges and administrative subordinates to 

higher officials (van der Ploeg 1954).  

Bibliography  
Mowinckel, S. 1923. Psalmenstudien III. Kultprophetie und Prophetische Psalmen. Kristiana.  
Ploeg, J. van der. 1954. Les šōṭĕr  m d‘Israel.OTS 10: 185–96.  

J. S. ROGERS  

CHEPHAR-AMMONI (PLACE) [Heb kĕpar hā˓amōnāy (ְכַפר ָהַףמָֹּני)]. A village that was listed 

among the cities of the tribe of Benjamin (Josh 18:24). The Hebrew text reading tradition (Qere) 

presented the name of this village as kĕpar hā˓amōnâ while the writing tradition (Kethib) presented it as 



kĕpar hā˓amōnāy or kĕpar hā˓amōn  . This final presentation supports the conclusion that the village (Heb 

kĕpar) was one inhabited by Ammonites. Press (1952: 482) suggested its founder may have been Zelek 

theAmmonite,oneofDavid‘smightymen(2 Sam 23:37). Although the root kpr appears in 1 Sam 6:18 to 

indicate unwalled villages, Albright (1924: 154) noted that the term was not used in place names in the 

preexilicperiod,makingit,therefore,unlikelythatthenamemeant―villageoftheAmmonites.‖He

posited that two cities were indicated by Chephar-Ammoni, Chephirah (a mistaken repetition from Josh 

18:26), and Ammoni. Three major Greek versions (Vaticanus, Alexandrinus, and Luciani) do not translate 

kpr as―village,‖butinsteadtransliteratekfr with the place name. Codex Vaticanus separates kfr from 

Moni as if they were separate villages (Gk Kephira kai Moni). The Vulgate, however, renders it, villa 

Elmona. Though it has been suggested that the presentKhirbetKafr˓Ana(M.R.173153)isthesiteof

Cephar-Ammoni (GP, 92; Press 1952: 482), this identification is not generally accepted by scholars. 

Kallai (1960: 33–34) noted that several of the names that are in this part of the list of Benjaminite cities 

actually lie outside the boundaries of Benjamin as described in the boundary descriptions (Josh 18:12–

21). Both Beth-Hoglah and Beth-Arabah lay in the district of Judah. Zamarim, Bethel, Ophrah, and Geba 

(Geba of Ephraim) lay in the district of Ephraim. Chephar-Ammoni, like its neighbors in the list, probably 

layinEphraim(asdoesKhirbetKafr˓Ana).ThepresenceofallofthesecitiesinaBenjamincitylistis

best explainedasreflectingtheterritorialsituationfollowingAbijah‘sconquestsinMountEphraim(2 

Chr 13:19; HGB, 398).  
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SUSAN E. MCGARRY  

CHEPHIRAH (PLACE) [Heb kĕp  râ (ְכִפיָרה)]. A town in the territory of Benjamin (Josh 18:26). 

Chephirah was one of the four Hivite cities whose inhabitants deceived Israel, making peace with Joshua 

on the pretense that they were from a distant land (Josh 9:17). The inhabitants of Chephirah and the other 

three Hivite towns (Gibeon, Kiriath-jearim, and Beeroth) were thus spared annihilation and were allowed 

to live among the Israelites as woodcutters and water carriers (Josh 9:26–27). The town was incorporated 

into the tribal territory of Benjamin (Josh 18:26), and later its inhabitants were among those who returned 

from Babylonian Exile (Ezra 2:25; Neh 7:29).  

Edward Robinson (1867: 146) was the first modern scholar to identify Chephirah with Khirbet el-

Kefireh (M.R. 160137), a 4–6-acre tell located about 1.5 mi N of Kiriath-jearim and 5 mi WSW of 

Gibeon (el-Jib). Virtually all scholars agree with this identification (GP 2:92, 120, 298; Kallai EncMiqr 

4:228–29; Yeivin 1971: 141, LBHG, 433; etc.). Kh. el-Kefireh has not been systematically examined. 

Garstang (1931: 166, 369) visited the site and found LB pottery there. The site is located on a steep, high 

spur, bounded on the N and S by two wadies that join just W of the ruin to form Wadi Qotneh, which 

descends to the Aijalon Valley. During biblical times Chephirah guarded the midpoint of a secondary road 

that connected the cities of Gibeon and Aijalon, the main connecting road being the famous Beth-horon 

Ascent, located about 3–4 miles farther N.  

Bibliography  
Garstang, J. 1931. Joshua, Judges. London. Repr. 1978.  
Robinson, E. 1867. Biblical Researches in Palestine and the Adjacent Regions. 3d ed. 3 vols. London. Repr. Jerusalem, 1970.  

Yeivin, S. 1971. The Benjaminite Settlement in the Western Part of Their Territory. IEJ 21: 141–54.  

DAVID A. DORSEY  

CHERAN (PERSON) [Heb kĕrān (ְכָרן)]. A clan name in the genealogical clan list of Seir the Horite. 

This person appears in Gen 36:26 as well as in the matching genealogy in 1 Chr 1:41. He is said to be the 

fourth son of the clan chief DISHON and is thus the grandson of Seir. These relationships may reflect 

tribal affiliation or alliance rather than blood kinship. For discussion of the Horite clans, see JAAKAN.  



VICTOR H. MATTHEWS  

CHERETHITES [Heb kĕrēt   (ְכֵרִתי); kĕrēt  m (ְכֵרִתים)]. A people of presumably Aegean origin 

who settled along the SW coast of Palestine and from whose ranks David drew the core of his personal 

guard (1 Sam 30:14; 2 Sam 8:18; 15:18;etc.).Theterm―Cherethite‖isfirstencounteredinreferencetoa

region of the Negeb in the account of the sick Egyptian slave abandoned by his Amalekite master and 

found by David (1 Sam 30:14). The Cherethites are most frequently mentioned in conjunction with the 

PELETHITES. Together they formed a mercenary unit under the command of Benaiah which was distinct 

from the regular army (2 Sam 8:18; 20:23 [Qere; about the Kethib kry see CARITES] 2 Kgs 11:4, 19; 1 

Chr 18:17; see also de Vaux AncIsr, 123, 219–22). They owed their allegiance to David and showed him 

great loyalty in times of crisis.  

The Cherethites and the Pelethites accompanied David on his flight from Absalom (2 Sam 15:18); they 

went out in pursuit of Sheba during his revolt against David (2 Sam 20:7); and they were instrumental in 

Zadok, Nathan,andBenaiah‘seffortstocrownSolomonking(1 Kgs 1:38, 44). After the death of David, 

the Cherethites and the Pelethites disappeared from the biblical record. Albeit there are two references to 

the Cherethites as a people in poetic parallel with the Philistines in prophetic oracles (Ezek 25:16; Zeph 

2:5).  

Research on the Cherethites has tended to focus on the questions of their geographical origin and ethnic 

affiliation. Although the island of Crete is named Caphtor in the Hebrew Bible (Deut 2:23; Jer 47:4; etc.; 

Akk Kaptara, Eg Keftiu; see CAPHTOR), most scholars view the Heb kĕrēt   as meaning Cretan and seek 

theCherethites‘rootsontheislandofCrete(GkKrētē; Albright 1920–1921; Delcor 1978; but see 

Virolleaud [1936: 8–10] who views the Ugaritic hero Keret as the eponymous ancestor of the kĕrēt  m; 

arguments against this latter view can be found in Delcor 1978: 414–15).  

The exact relationship between the Cherethites and the Philistines is unclear. Since the Hebrew Bible 

ascribesthePhilistines‘origintotheislandofCaphtor(Amos 9:7), it would appear that the Cherethites 

and the Philistines came from the same region of the Aegean. In spite of poetic passages such as Ezek 

25:16 and Zeph 2:5 in which the Cherethites and the Philistines are juxtaposed, it cannot be determined 

whether the Cherethites were identical with the Philistines, a subgroup of the Philistines, or a separate 

ethnic entity. Owing to the absence of their name among the Sea Peoples in the Medinet Habu inscription 

of Ramses III (ANET, 262–63), Albright (1920–21) surmised that the Cherethites were foreign 

mercenaries already in Egyptian employ before the mass movements of Sea Peoples at the end of the 

Bronze Age and the beginning of the Iron Age which brought the Philistines to Canaan. Hence they were 

unrelatedtothePhilistinesandabletoenterDavid‘sservice,inwhichtheypresumablyfoughtagainstthe

Philistines. Using the same evidence, Delcor (1978: 421) concluded that the Cherethites must have arrived 

on the scene at about the time of David, or shortly before. In his opinion they either merged with or 

formed a subgroup of the Philistines. The area of Cherethite settlement was in the Negeb to the S and SE 

of Gaza (Aharoni 1958: 28–30).ItmayhavebeenduringthetimeofDavid‘sservicetoAchish,kingof

Gath, at Ziklag (1 Samuel 27; 29) that he hired the loyalty of the Cherethites and formed them into his 

personal bodyguard (McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 435).  
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CARL S. EHRLICH  

CHERITH, BROOK OF (PLACE) [Heb naḥal kĕr  t (ַנַחל ְכִרית)]. A stream on the E side of the 

Jordan River where Elijah hid from Ahab and Jezebel during the drought in Israel; he remained there until 

the spring dried up (1 Kgs 17:2–7).  



Ever since the Middle Ages, scholars have been divided as to which side of the Jordan River this stream 

should be located. Those who have preferred a location on the W side have argued that the Hebrew word 

˓al-pĕnê shouldbetranslated―before‖or―toward‖theJordan(e.g.,Gen 25:18; 18:16). Scholars 

preferringthistranslationincludeMarinusSanutus(1321),whosuggested˓AinFusail(Phasaelis of NT 

times) just N of Jericho, andE.RobinsonwhopreferredtheWadiQeltnearHerodianJericho.Robinson‘s

argument was based on the idea that the Arabic Qelt could have been derived from the Heb kĕr  t. A major 

difficulty with this location is that it is hardly an isolated stream, being one of the main routes connecting 

the two heavily populated centers of Jerusalem and Jericho.  

Most scholars have preferred to locate the stream on the E bank, arguing that the most obvious reading 

of ˓al-pĕnê is―eastof‖theJordan(e.g.,Eusebiusin the Onomast. p. 174). Although Thenius argued for 

the Wadi Rajib or Ajlun, a number of scholars, beginning with Benjamin of Tudela and including F. Abel 

(GP 1: 484–85) and N. Glueck (AASOR 25–28), have preferred the Wadi el-Yubis in the highlands of N 

Gilead. This suggestion may make the most sense in view of the fact that Elijah was a Gileadite (1 Kgs 

17:1). This wadi empties into the Jordan about 8 km S of Pella.  

RANDALL W. YOUNKER  

CHERUB (PERSON) [Gk Charaath (Χαπααθ)]. The leader of a group of exiles returning from two 

Babylonian locations, Telmelah and Telharsha, who were unable to prove their genealogies (1 Esdr 5:36). 

While Cherub represents a personal name in 1 Esdras, in the parallel texts (Ezra 2:59 = Neh 7:61 [LXX 

charoub] it is a geographic location. See CHERUB (PLACE). Moreover, in 1 Esdras, Cherub and Addan 

have been combined in many manuscripts, among them Codex Vaticanus (Gk charaathalan) and the Vg 

(Lat carmellan). Variations such as these raise questions about the sources of and literary relationship 

among 1 Esdras, Ezra, and Nehemiah.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

CHERUB (PLACE) [Heb kĕrûb (ְכרּוב)]. An unknown Babylonian site from which exiles returned to 

Jerusalem with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:59 = Neh 7:61 [LXX charoub]). According to Ezra and Nehemiah, 

those returning from Cherub, as well as from Telmelah, Telharsha, Addon, and Immer, were unable to 

establish their genealogies, or prove that they belonged to the people of Israel. In the parallel text of 1 

Esdr 5:36, however, Cherub (Gk charaath), Addan, and Immer appear as the names of the leaders of the 

people who returned from Telmelah and Telharsha.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

CHERUBIM [Heb kĕrûb  m (ְכרּוִבים)].Theterms―cherub‖(sing.)and―cherubim‖(pl.)occurover
90 times in the Hebrew Bible (and only once in the NT, in Heb 9:5) in reference to fanciful composite 

beings. Although all of these references are in sacral contexts, there is no uniformity as to the nature of 

the strange creatures involved except for the fact that they are all winged beings. From a graphic 

perspective, the biblical description of cherubim can be divided into two major groups: those that were 

two-dimensional, as they appeared woven into textiles, or in low relief; and those that were free-standing 

either as modeled, three-dimensional forms or as living, moving creatures.  

The two-dimensional or low-relief images of cherubim were those found in the sacred structure of 

ancient Israel. In the tabernacle, the inner curtains and the veil that closed off the inner sanctum or holy of 

holies were adorned with cherubim (Exod 26:1, 31; 36:8, 35). These decorated fabrics, made of a woolen-

linen mixture and crafted in special (ḥ šēb) workmanship, were part of the innermost and holiest part of the 

tabernacle complex. The Jerusalem temple, which was constructed of walls and not hangings, featured 

carved cherubim, covered with gold, on the corresponding elements: the sanctuary walls (1 Kgs 6:29; cf. 

2 Chr 3:7 and Ezek 41:18–20) and on the doors separating the internal chambers (1 Kgs 7:32, 35; cf. Ezek 

41:25). In addition, the temple had cherubim carved into panels that formed the base and part of the top of 

the stands for the lavers (1 Kgs 7:28, 36).  



Three-dimensional cherubim were also part of the holiest elements of both tabernacle and temple. Two 

golden cherubim with wings extended were part of the covering of the ark, within the holy of holies of the 

tabernacle (Exod 25:18–22; 37:7–9). In the Jerusalem temple, two enormous olivewood cherubim, 

overlaid with gold, virtually filled the innermost chamber (1 Kgs 6:23–28) as a covering for the ark (1 

Kgs 8:6–7). In both these instances, the cherubim apparently constituted a resting place, or throne, for 

God‘sinvisiblepresenceorglory(e.g.,2 Kgs 19:15 = Isa 32:16; 1 Sam 4:4; 2 Sam 6:2). As part of the 

cultic furniture for God in the divine dwelling place on earth (see Haran 1978: 254–59), these cherubim 

are to be related to figures attested in several biblical texts which envisage God riding upon living 

composite beasts (e.g., Ps 18:10 = 2 Sam 22:11)orinwhichGod‘sgloryrestsuponthecreatures(Ezekiel 

10). Finally, the close connection between God and cherubim is present in their appearance as guardians 

of the garden of Eden (Gen 3:24).  

The many variations of cherubim represented in the Bible—examples with one or more faces; with 

human, leonine, bovine, or aquiline faces; with two or four legs—correspond to various forms of 

composite beasts depicted in ANE art, particularly the art of Assyria (TWAT 4: 330–34). In ancient Israel 

and its contemporary world, cherubim were characterized by mobility, since they all had wings. By virtue 

of their combining features of different creatures or having more of such features than real animals or 

persons, they were unnatural. These characteristics made them apt symbols for divine presence, since 

deities moved where humans could not and were something other than either animals or humans. The 

cherubim of the Bible are hardly the round-faced infant cherubim known in Western art.  
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CHESALON (PLACE) [Heb kĕsālôn (ְכָסלון)]. One of the towns along the N boundary of Judah, 

bordering on Dan (Josh 15:10). Eusebius, like LXX A, has chasalōn, while LXX B reads chaslōn. The 

imprecisionindescribingJudah‘sterritoryatthispointprobablystemmedfromdifficultiesencountered

by the biblical writer when attempting to define an evidently unsettled region. Eusebius (Onomast. 

172.16) describes Chesalon in the 4th century C.E. as a large village in the territory of Aelia (Jerusalem), 

whereas Jerome says it lay in Judah. But neither writer defines its true position. Following the 

identification of Edward Robinson (1856: 2.30; 3.154), the biblical name is now generally agreed to be 

preserved in the ruin of Kesla, ca. 20 km/12 mi W of Jerusalem (M.R. 154132), and situated at 641 

m/1920 ft above sea level. Chesalon was never a fortified town and consequently does not possess a tell. 

Its bare rock summit, though, is easily detectable in a region inhabited then, as today, by oak forests. A 

surface survey conducted there revealed pottery from the Iron Age II period and later (Gafni 1984: 26). 

The Bible locates Chesalon between Mt. Seir and Beth-shemesh, where it is mentioned as an alternative 

namefortheshoulderofMt.Jearim,meaninga―woodedmountain.‖Whenreferringtoasiteinthehills,

―shoulder‖meanstheedgeofaridgeorarange(HGB, 128). According to the biblical description, the 

border ran seaward from Kiriath-jearim to Mt. Seir. There it turned S, skirting along the edge of the Mt. 

Jearim range toward Beth-shemesh, including both Mt. Seir and Chesalon within the territory of Judah 

(HGB, 122). A corrupted form of Chesalon may appear in an LXX supplement to Josh 15:59 in the name 

of koulon (HGB, 392).  
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R. A. MULLINS  

CHESED (PERSON) [Heb keśed (ֶכֶשד)]. The fourth son of Nahor and Milcah (Gen 22:22). Although 

it occurs only once in the Bible, this name has been associated with the people known in the Bible as the 



Chaldeans. Chesed is orthographically and phonologically related to the Kasdim (Heb kaśd  m), and this 

group is identified throughout the Bible with the Chaldeans (e.g. Gen 11:28; Job 1:17; and elsewhere). 

The Old Babylonian term kasdu, which became kaldû in Assyrian documents, is the equivalent of this 

term, which the LXX translates chaldiōn. A connection could be drawn between the clan of Chesed and 

theseMesopotamian―Chaldeans,‖buttodosobasedonthesimilarityoftermsonlyisunadvisable. 

JOEL C. SLAYTON  

CHESIL (PLACE) [Heb kĕs  l (ְכִסיל)]. A town in Judah located in the extreme S (Negeb) near 

Hormah and Ziklag and toward the boundary of Edom (Josh 15:30). In other lists of S Judean towns, it is 

replaced with Bethul (Josh 19:4) and BETHUEL (1 Chr 4:30). Also, 1 Sam 30:27 refers to a BETHEL in 

SJudah,inconnectionwithDavid‘sexploits in the area around Ziklag and Hormah. Thus, it is impossible 

to be certain not only about the location but also about the precise name of this town.  

GARY A. HERION  

CHESTER BEATTY PAPYRI. The papyri named after Sir Alfred Chester Beatty (1875–1968), 

an American collector who in 1950 settled in Dublin, Ireland. The library which he founded, now called 

the Chester Beatty Library and Gallery of Oriental Art, was bequeathed to the Irish people at the time of 

Beatty‘sdeath. 

A. The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri  

The appellation refers in the first instance to the famous Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri, the largest and 

most sensational discovery to date of Greek biblical mss written on papyrus, acquired by Beatty in 1930–

31.  

1. The Discovery. AnnouncementofChesterBeatty‘sacquisitionwasmadebySirFredericKenyon,

the Times (London), November 19, 1931. Though the original announcement mentioned twelve codices, 

the figure was lowered to eleven when it was found that Pap. IX (Ezekiel, Esther) and Pap. X (Daniel) 

form part of the same codex. Though the exact place of discovery is unknown, some Christian church or 

monastery near Aphroditopolis (Carl Schmidt) or perhaps less likely in the Fayum (Kenyon) has gained 

general acceptance. Although Chester Beatty managed to make a second acquisition from the discovery, 

in 1935, by no means all parts of the eleven codices found their way to his collection. Substantial 

segments were acquired by John H. Scheide (Princeton), the Universities of Michigan and Cologne, and 

the Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas of Madrid. Fragments are in Barcelona and Vienna. 

(Forallpresentlocationsof―ChesterBeattyPapyri,‖consulttheBibliography.Inwhatfollowsallwillbe

counted as Chester Beatty Papyri).  

2. Popular Designation. Inspiteoftheofficialdesignation,―ChesterBeattyBiblicalPapyri,‖

individualPapyriarenormallycitedasP.ChesterBeatty…inconformitywithstandardpapyrological

practice.  

3. The Manuscripts. Since the Papyri must be dated on the basis of paleography, no absolute unanimity 

among experts has been achieved. Nevertheless, at least the century to which each document was assigned 

by its chief editor still meets with general approval. Hence the dates range from the 2d (Pap. VI) to the 4th 

(XI, XII) centuries, with the majority falling in the 3d.  

a. Papyrological Importance. At the time of their discovery, prevailing opinion was that the papyrus 

codex did not gain general acceptance among Christians until the 4th century. The evident date of most of 

the Papyri altered that opinion. Along with the earlier date for the general use of the codex form, they also 

supplied an abundance of information on how the papyrus book was constructed. Formats are as 

numerous as the Papyri. Page size ranges from about 18 by 33 cm (Pap. VI) to 14 by 24.2 cm (III). 

Similarly, the makeup of individual codices shows much diversity, some being constructed of a single 

gathering (quire) of papyrus sheets (Pap. II, VII, IX + X), while in others the gathering varies from a 

single sheet (I) to five (V) or seven (VII). The largest codex among them (Pap. IX + X) must have 

counted at least 236 pages.  



One of the most interesting aspects of scribal practice concerns the nomina sacra. In the Papyri we find 

diversity not only on which names are contracted and how, but also early evidence of sacral treatment of 

nonsacralnames.So,forexample,alreadyinthe2dcentury(Pap.VI)―Joshua=Jesus‖wastreatedasa

nomen sacrum, suggestingthatthesacraltreatmentof―Jesus‖hadbecomeroutine. 

b. Textual Importance. No less than their papyrological significance is the textual importance of the 

Papyri. Since all but two (Pap. XI, XII) of the eleven codices are dated earlier than the 4th century, they 

present important evidence for the text of the Greek Bible as it existed in Egypt prior to the traditio 

codicum (the―turningin‖ofChristianbooksduringtheDiocletianicpersecutions)andacenturyormore

earlier than the great vellum codices of the 4th century, namely Vaticanus (B) and Sinaiticus (S). 

Although the Papyri supply a wealth of new information on textual detail, they also demonstrate 

remarkable stability in the transmission history of the biblical text. In terms of textual affiliation, they can 

only be described as mixed or unaligned. Only if great latitude is allowed can they be counted as members 

of textual groups or representatives of particular text types. For the Greek OT, their great significance lies 

in the fact that their text is pre/nonrecensional, that is to say, their text is untouched by the systematic 

revisionary activity of Lucian (III–IV) and of Origen (III) as well as other more shadowy or entirely 

unknown revisers.  

(1) OT Papyri. Even though two of the Papyri (VIII [containing Jer 4:30–5:24]; XI [Sir 36:28–37:22; 

46:6–47:2]) give relatively little text, so as to make textual analysis precarious, they nonetheless are the 

most extensive early (3d/4th cent. A.D. and before) witnesses for their respective books.  

Pap. IV (Gen 9:1–44:22) and V (Gen 8:13–9:2; 24:13–46:33) between them preserve four fifths of the 

book of Genesis, a book almost absent from both B and S. Together with the only other substantial 

papyrus, 911, they are our chief early witnesses to LXX Genesis. Only sporadic corrections to the Hebrew 

text are in evidence.  

Pap. VI (Num 5:12–36:13; Deut 1:20–34:12), though the earliest among the Papyri, postdates P. Fouad 

266 (847, 848) and P. Rylands 458 (957) by several centuries. Its text, however, is much more extensive 

and it exhibits few readings which need have arisen under Hebrew influence.  

Pap. VII (Isa 8:18–19:13; 38:14–45:5; 54:1–60:22) has a very low number of unique readings and is an 

exceptionally good witness to the original text of LXX Isaiah. Its chief claim to fame, however, lies 

perhaps in its annotations in Old Fayumic. Most interesting among the OT Papyri is Pap. IX–X. Its 3d-

century date makes it the earliest substantial witness for all three books it contains: Ezekiel, Daniel-Bel-

Susanna, Esther.  

Ezekiel (11:25–fin.). Though clearly nonhexapharic, the text of IX–X gives evidence of having 

undergone correction toward the Hebrew, but whether the equation kyrios ho theos = adonai-yahweh is to 

be counted as such is controversial.  

Daniel (1:1–12:13)-Bel (c. 4–39)-Susanna (5-subscriptio). Since the popular text in antiquity was not 

LXX Daniel but the so-called Theodotionic version, the former is extant in but few witnesses, two of 

which are hexaplaric (88-Syh), while several others are very fragmentary. Pap. (IX–)X is the earliest by at 

least two centuries and, because of its age and extent, is the most important witness to LXX Daniel. 

Though not hexapharic, the Papyrus contains sporadic pre/nonhexaplaric corrections to the Hebrew. 

Uniquely, Daniel 7–8 precede 5–6, and 4:3–6, 5:18–22, 24–25 are lacking as in 88-Syh but against MT. 

Ofconsiderableinterestistheorderofthe―books‖and,accordingtothesubscriptio,thatBelandSusanna

were regarded as belonging to Daniel.  

Esther (1:1a–8:6). Not unexpectedly, the Papyrus contains the LXX rather than the so-called L version 

which is attested in only a small minority of witnesses. Additions A–D are attested in their usual locations 

in Greek mss.  

The chief importance of Pap. XII lies in the newness of its contents.  

Enoch (93:12–13; 94:7–8; 97:6–104:13; 106:1–107:3). The chief text is in Ethiopic translation. For 

Book V (91–105) and the concluding fragment from the book of Noah (106–107), the Papyrus supplies 

our only Greek text. Chapters 105 and 108 were never part of the text, and have been regarded as 



secondary. The former chapter, however, is represented among the Aramaic fragments from Qumran 

(4QEn˓).Thesubscriptioreads―EpistleofEnoch.‖ 

Melito of Sardis, Peri Pascha. Though at the time of its discovery, Pap. XII constituted the only 

(original) Greek text of this treatise, it has since been supplemented by P. Bodmer XIII and P. Oxy. XIII 

1600.  

Apocryphon of Ezekiel. Though cited by Clement of Alexandria (Paedagogus I. ix. 84.2–4) Pap. XII 

supplies the only ms evidence of this work.  

(2) NT Papyri. Pap. I (Matt 20:24–Acts 17:7) challenged the prevailing view at the time of the 

discovery of the Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri that, prior to the 4th century, each Gospel had circulated 

separately. The order of the individual books in the codex was apparently the so-called Western order: 

Matthew, John, Luke, Mark, Acts.  

Pap. II (Rom 5:17–16:23, Heb, Cor, Eph, Gal, Phil, Col, 1 Thess). The placement of Hebrews among 

the Pauline epistles at a time when it was widely regarded as uncanonical is remarkable, and its location 

after Romans is virtually unique. Equally uncommon is that Ephesians precedes rather than follows 

Galatians. Perhaps the object of greatest textual interest is the doxology of Rom 16:25–27, which in our 

Papyrus closes chap. 15. That the Pastoral Epistles were not included seems certain but does not 

necessarily reflect doubts about their Pauline authorship, as some have suggested.  

Pap. III (Rev 9:10–17:2). As is the case for most of Genesis (cf. Pap. IV and V), ms B is not extant for 

Revelation. Moreover, Pap. III is at least a century older than S and, of our early (3d/4th cent. and before) 

witnesses, is the most extensive.  

B. Other Chester Beatty Papyri. AlthoughtheBiblicalPapyriarethecenterpieceoftheLibrary‘s

holdings in early biblical mss, they were neither Beatty‘sonlynorhisearliestacquisitionsinthisfield. 

1. Coptic Vellums. In 1924–25 Chester Beatty acquired three Coptic (Sahidic) volumes evidently 

produced in the monastery of Apa Jeremias at Saqqara. (Two more of the same find were bought by the 

University of Michigan.) All three volumes were in their original bindings, and written, not on papyrus, 

but on vellum. P. Chester Beatty 2003 (=813) contains the Pauline Epistles (Rom, Cor, Heb, Gal, Eph, 

Phil, Col, Thess, Tim, Phlm) and the Gospel of John; P. Chester Beatty 2004 (=814) has Acts and the 

Gospel of John, and P. Chester Beatty 2005 (=815) the first fifty psalms plus Matt 1:1–2:1 (ined.).  

2. Manichea. Roughly contemporaneous with the Biblical Papyri was Beatty‘sacquisitionof

Manichean mss in Coptic (Sub-Achmimic) translation (ca. 400+ A.D.). Though part of the find of papyrus 

codices, reputedly from Medinet Madi in the S Fayum, ended up in Berlin (and Vienna), Chester Beatty 

gained possession of the Homilies and the Psalm Book. Part I of the latter remains to be edited, as well as 

the Synaxeis Codex now in Berlin.  

3. Later Acquisitions. Acquisitions of papyri (and some parchments) continued, notably around the 

middle 1950s. Not only were some of these materials bought through the same dealer Martin Bodmer 

engaged, but like the bulk of the BODMER PAPYRI, they were from the discovery near Dishna in 1952. 

In two instances, a fragment each from Bodmer Papyri was bought by Beatty, namely from P. Bodmer II 

(John 19:25–28, 30–32) and from P. Bodmer XX (Apology of Phileas 135, 13–16 and 136, 14–17). In a 

third case, a substantial portion was acquired by Beatty: P. Bodmer XXI = P. Chester Beatty 2019. It is 

not clear which and how many mss in the possession of the Chester Beatty Library also derive from the 

Dishna discovery.  

a. Greek Biblical Papyri. The series of Biblical (but cf. Pap. XII) Papyri launched by Kenyon has been 

continuedforGreek―biblical‖papyriacquiredatlaterdates:P.ChesterBeattyXIII(Ps 72:6–75:13; 77:1–

88:2), XIV (Ps 31:8–11; 26:1–6, 8–14; 2:1–8), XV (Acts of Phileas plus Ps 1:1–4:2), XVI (Apocryphon of 

Jannes and Jambres [ined.]), XVII (Luke 14:7–14, XVIII (Job 9:2–3, 12–13. Chester Beatty accession 

no. (hereafter acc.) 1499 is a Greek grammar, and a Graeco-Latin lexicon on Romans, 2 Corinthians, 

Galatians, and Ephesians and is being edited.  

b. Coptic Texts. (1) Biblical and related. P. Chester Beatty 2018 (Apocalypse of Elijah), 2019 (Josh 

1:1–6:16; 6:25–7:6; 22:2–19; 23:7–15; 24:23–33 plus Tob 14:13–15), 2021 (John 10:8–13:38 in Sub-

Achmimic plus mathematical exercises in Greek), 2023 (Gen 7:13–23, 27:23–25, 27–32), 2024 (Luke 



1:63–9:31, 11:1–12:48, 18:8–15, 2 Cor 1:1–12:12 [ined.]), 2025 (lectionary containing at least Ps 31:1–4, 

96:3–4, Mark 8:34, Acts 13:28–29, 31–33, 1 John 4:14–16 [ined.]).  

(2) Hagiographica: P. Chester Beatty 2022 (Cephalon), 2028 (Herai), 2029 (Phoebammon), 2030 

(Hermauo).  

(3) Pachomiana: Chester Beatty acc. 1486 (Letter 2 of Theodore [on parchment]), acc. 1494 (Letter 3 

ofHorsiesius[ined.]),W.145(Greektrans.ofPachomius‘Letters1,2,3,7,10,11
a
 [on parchment]), acc. 

1495(Letter4ofHorsiesius[ined.]),no.54(Pachomius‘Letters11
b
, 10, 11

a
, 9

a
, 9

b
).  

(4) Miscellanea: P. Chester Beatty 2026 (nonbiblical fragment about Moses and Pharaoh [ined.]), 2027 

(nonbiblical fragment about Pilate [Bohairic; ined.]), 2031 (tale featuring Pshoi s. of Jeremiah [ined.]). 

Various other bits and pieces still await identification.  
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ALBERT PIETERSMA  

CHESULLOTH (PLACE) [Heb kĕsûlōt (ְכסּוֹלת)]. A town in the territory of Issachar (Josh 19:18). 

The name is apparently a variant of CHISLOTH-TABOR.  

CHEZIB (PERSON) [Gk Chaseba (Χαςεβα)]. A temple servant who was the progenitor of a family 

which returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 5:31). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have 

been compiled from Ezra and Nehemiah, this family does not appear among their lists of returning exiles 

(see Ezra 2:48; Neh 7:51). Omissions such as this also raise questions about 1 Esdras being used as a 

source by Ezra or Nehemiah. Furthermore, problems associated with dating events and identifying 

persons described in 1 Esdras have cast doubt on the historicity of the text.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

CHEZIB (PLACE) [Heb kĕz  b (ְכִזיב)].AcityinSCanaanwhereShelah,oneofJudah‘ssons,was
born of a Canaanite woman (Gen 38:5). The context of the biblical reference implies that the town was 

near Adullam (cf. Gen 38:1). The consensus is that the site is the same as ACHZIB [Heb ˒akz  b] in Judah 

(Josh 15:44; Mic 1:14), which results from the addition of a prosthetic ˒alep to kĕz  b (GKC ¶19m). 

Eusebius‘(Onomast. 172) identification of Achzib with the town of Chasbi further preserves the 

consonantal tradition. Chasbi is now known as Tell el-Beida (M.R. 145116), which is near Adullam. 

Saarisalo (1931) visited the site, and although he identified Tell el-Beida as Moresheth-gath, he described 

a typical tell configuration with early Iron I and II potsherds on its surface; otherwise no archaeological 

work has been done at the site.  

TheMTstatesthat―hewas‖(i.e.,Judah)inChezibwhenthewomanboreShelah; however the RSV 

followstheGkwhichstates―shewas‖(i.e.,theCanaanitewoman)inChezibwhenshegavebirth.

Speiser‘stranslation(Genesis AB, 295) essentially conflates the two traditions and renders the phrase: 

―theywereatChezib…‖TheHebrew text, furthermore, implies that only Shelah was born in Chezib, 

whiletheGkimplies(―whensheborethem‖)thattheresheboreallofthesons—Er, Onan, and Shelah. 

While the Gk may preserve the more accurate information, the first two sons, Er and Onan, became 

irrelevant as far as inheritance purposes were concerned, since they both died childless. The descendants 

of Shelah, however, would need this information (cf. Num 26:19–20). Perhaps the Hebrew text 

accommodates only the essential information (cf. Keil and Delitzsch n.d.: 339–340).  
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DALE W. MANOR  

CHI. The twenty-second letter of the Greek alphabet.  

CHIASM, CHIASMUS. See PSALMS, BOOK OF.  



CHICKEN. See ZOOLOGY.  

CHIDON (PERSON) [Heb k  dōn (ִכידֹּן)]. An alternate form of NACON.  

CHIDON (PLACE) [Heb k  dōn (ִכידֹּן)]. The name of the threshing floor where Uzzah was struck dead 

for touching the ark of the covenant while it was being transported to Jerusalem by oxcart (1 Chr 13:9). 

David then renamed the spot PEREZ-UZZAH,preservingitinnationalmemoryastheplacewhereGod‘s

wrath―brokeout‖againstUzzahforhisirreverantact(1 Chr 13:11 = 2 Sam 6:8). 2 Sam 6:6 calls the 

place―thethreshingfloorofNacon.‖Josephus,liketheLXXA,writescheidōn (Ant 7.4.2). LXX B omits 

―ofChidon.‖Itisnotclearfromthetextwhether Chidon was the name of the place or its owner. Some 

have tried to identify the spot with the threshing floor of Araunah or Ornan the Jebusite (cf. 1 Chr 21:15). 

In Ugarit, threshing floors were often associated with cultic activity. Thus, Coggins (1 and 2 Chronicles 

CBC, 79) has suggested that the location may have been significant in the earlier form of the story, 

although it is likely that here the Chronicler was simply following his source. While no name resembling 

Chidon or Nacon has been preserved, there are two plausible routes for the transport of the ark to 

Jerusalem. The most direct, but more difficult access would have been to go somewhere along the line of 

the present Jerusalem–Tel Aviv highway, a distance of about 13 km/8 mi. The easiest, but longer way 

would have been to go from Kiriath-jearim to Gibeon (el-Jib); and then on to Jerusalem via Gibeah of 

Benjamin (Tell el-Ful). Thus the ark would have been brought through Benjamin in full view of the local 

population. Given the political tensions between the Benjaminite house of Saul and the Judean house of 

David, this would have served as a bold statement by David that he is now the one in charge. This latter 

route also has the benefit of high ground exposed to westerly winds needed for threshing grain. Several 

threshing floors still exist in the region today.  

R. A. MULLINS  

CHIEF. See PALESTINE, ADMINISTRATION OF JUDEAN OFFICIALS (POSTEXILIC).  

CHILD, CHILDREN. IntheOT,childrenareagiftfromGod,instrumentsofGod‘s activity, and 

symbolically a guarantee of the covenant between God and the people of Israel. In the NT, children are 

principally a model or image for the believer to emulate.  

———  

A. Children in the OT  

B. Children in Mark  

C. Children in Matthew  

D. Children in Luke  

E. Children in John  

———  

A. Children in the OT  

God‘sgreatestgiftandguaranteeofthecovenantwithIsraelwasthatofchildren.Despiteeveryother

gift, Abraham felt at a complete loss without children (Gen 15:1–3).God‘spromiseofanumerous

posterity to Abraham and Sarah was at the root of the biblical covenant (Gen 12:1–3). In the creation 

account,thefirstwomanwascalledEve,becauseshewas―motherofallliving‖(Gen 3:20) and thus 

source of hope for the fallen first parents. In view of the primacy of children, a favorite image was that of 

father, mother, and numerous children around a table (Ps 128:3–4). While every birth was considered a 

divine miracle, those with extreme difficulty or seemingly impossible due to old age were attributed to 

extraordinary divine intervention (Gen 17:17; 21:6). In the early biblical period, immortality was linked to 

living on through children who carried on the name of their parents (Gen 48:16). When there were no 

offspring, the Levirate law provided for carrying on this name and for continuity through the nearest 

relative (Deut 25:5–10). Children were important in worship, prayer, and ritual (Exod 13:8, 14; Deut 4:9; 

6:7). The Bible attaches special significance to the blessing of children, especially before the death of 



parents (Genesis 27, 48, 49). The ancient Jewish custom of blessing children follows the ritual of these 

texts. The priestly blessing is also used for them (Num 6:24–26).  

Despite this special esteem for children, they were the powerless ones on the bottom rung of Hebrew 

and other ancient societies. Tradition and custom allotted the most important place to older people (Prov 

16:31; Job 12:12; Sir 25:4–6). Parents had almost absolute authority over children, who were educated 

through strict obedience often enforced by severe physical punishment (Prov 13:24; 19:18; 22:15; 23:13; 

Sir 30:1, 12). The law reinforced parental authority with its own strong sanctions (Exod 21:17; Lev 20:9).  

Yet in contrast to human ways, the Bible presents God as acting in a surprising way through children 

and young people. Wisdom is a special gift from God (Prov 2:6–7) granted even to little ones. God gives 

the young Joseph the gift of interpreting dreams and ruling the land of Egypt (Gen 41:38). The young 

Solomon asks God for wisdom through the gift of a listening heart (1 Kgs 3:5–9). The book of Wisdom 

expands on this story and describes Solomon as asking for wisdom as a child and pursuing it throughout 

his youth as if searching for a bride (Wis 6:3–7; chaps. 7, 8). In regard to creation, the Psalmist declares 

thatevenlittlechildrenareabletoperceiveandpraisethewondersofGod‘suniverse(Ps 8:2).  

As if to turn the tables on ordinary human expectations, the Bible focuses on examples where God 

works through the young and little ones. He favors not Cain the firstborn son of the human race but the 

younger Abel (Gen 4:4–5).WhenRebekah,Jacob‘smother,consultstheLord,shereceivesananswer

that the elder shall serve the younger (Gen 25:23). Before death, Jacob blesses his eleven sons, but gives a 

double blessing to the youngest, Joseph (Gen 48:1–22; 49:22–26).JosephinturndesiresJacob‘sspecial

blessing for his older son Manasseh; instead it is granted to the younger, Ephraim (Gen 49:13–20). When 

the prophet Samuel searches for a new king to replace Saul, he meets Jesse and his seven sons at their 

home. However, God tells him that despite their impressive strength and appearance none will be the 

anointedone.Instead,itwillbeDavid,a―littleone‖andshepherdoutinthefieldsdoingtheworkoften

allotted to children (1 Sam 16:1–13). God enables David, too young even for battle, to overcome the 

Philistine champion Goliath (1 Sam 17).  

The image of a child plays an important part in messianic expectations. The prophet Isaiah announces a 

future child ofDavid‘slinewillbethehopeofhispeopledespitemuchsuffering(7:14, 16; 9:16). The 

same prophet also describes this future in terms of an idyllic return to the childlike innocence of the 

garden of Eden (11:8–9). The prophet Zechariah has a vision of the messianic era as a time of peace and 

joywhen―thestreetsofthecityshallbefullofboysandgirlsplayinginthem‖(8:5).  

B. Children in Mark  

Mark writes for an audience oppressed and persecuted by abusive Roman authority. In response, some 

Christian leaders and prophets proclaimed an imminent powerful return of Jesus and substantiated their 

message through miracles and signs (13:6, 21–22). To counter these views, Mark presents children as 

models of discipleship. Two stories about Jesus and children form an important literary frame for 

illustrating true discipleship in a central teachingsectionformedaroundJesus‘threepredictionsofhis

passion and death (8:31; 9:31; 10:32–34). As Derrett has shown (1983), these children‘sstoriesshouldnot

beunderstoodmerelyasexamplesofJesus‘compassionforlittleonesorasasupportfortheexistenceof

infant baptism in the early church. Instead, they should be studied in light of their context and the 

importanceofJesus‘blessing, which follows OT biblical models (Genesis 48–49).  

The first story (9:33–37)followsJesus‘secondpredictionofdeath in 9:31 and the connected pericope 

aboutthedisciplesarguingoverwhowouldbethegreatestamongthem.(HereMark‘saudiencewould

probably think of succession to Jesus in view of the statement about his departure.) There is a direct 

confrontation with the twelve, who are thinking in terms of power and authority. Jesus illustrates his own 

responsebyactionsaswellaswords.He―takesthechildinhisarms‖asagainintheliteraryframe

closure in 10:16. Derrett (1983: 5–10) has argued from OT parallels that this is part of an adoption ritual. 

Jesus then confirms this action by words, and announces that those who receive children receive him, thus 

introducing a succession motif with words similar to Matt 10:40 and John 13:20. Without a break in the 

scene, Jesus again confronts John, who wants to forbid someone outside the twelve from working in 



Jesus‘name(9:38). Then Jesus once more gives priority to the child in their midst by stressing the danger 

of leading little ones into sin (9:42).  

Theendofthechildren‘sliteraryframe (10:13–16) occurs at a significant point after Jesus has 

confrontedthePhariseesinregardtodivorce.Jesus‘own disciples also find this difficult and question 

him in the house. Here there is an even stronger confrontation between Jesus and his disciples, who had 

rebuked those bringing children to him. Jesus is visibly indignant and publicly contradicts the disciples by 

saying,―Letthechildrencometome,donothinderthem;fortosuchbelongsthekingdomofGod‖

(10:14). Then Jesus states the necessity of receiving the kingdom as children (10:15). In this second text, 

childrenarenotonly―owners‖ofthekingdombutmodelsoftotalchildlikereceptionofJesus‘teaching.

ThetwopericopesendwithJesus‘blessing.ThisisespeciallysignificantgiventheOTparallelsDerrett

has pointedoutandthepowerofJesus‘concludingblessingasseeninLuke 24:50.  

ChildrenandyoungstersalsoplayadistinctroleinMark‘sdramaticsequence.Jesus‘greatestmiracleis

the raising of the twelve-year-old daughter of Jairus (5:35–43). The longest gospel miracle account is that 

of the young boy afflicted with a life-threatening illness resembling epilepsy (9:14–29). In the passion 

account,onlyMarkrelatesthatayoungmanoryoungster―closelyfollowed‖(Gksynēkolouthei) Jesus 

after all the other disciples had fled (14:50–51). Yet even this person fled away naked after the soldiers 

seized him, grabbing hold of the linen cloth around him.  

Scholars have not agreed about the relationship of this disciple to the young man at the empty tomb who 

proclaimsJesus‘resurrection(16:6). However, the following textual details suggest an identification as 

wellasakeyroleinMark‘sgospelconclusion.WhenMaryMagdaleneandtheotherwomencameto

Jesus‘tomb,theysaidtooneanother,―Whowillrollawaythestoneforusfromthedoorofthetomb?‖

(16:3). Then the text notes that the women entered the tomb, found the young man sitting there, and were 

amazed. The sequence suggests that their amazement was due to their perception that the young man was 

the only one who could have performed the prodigious feat of moving the huge stone.  

The following arguments support this view and point to the young man as part of a surprising climax of 

Mark‘sgospel:(1)Thecentralimportanceoftheresurrectionproclamationneedssupport by a special 

sign, as customary in Mark and in prophetic OT proclamations (Mark 11:1–5; 14:12–16; Isa 7:10); (2) 

The Markan audience would look for an important biblical parallel to such a sign. This is found in the 

storyofJacob‘sarrivalatthewellinPaddan-aram (Genesis 29). Jacob proves God is with him and 

identifies himself to his future wife Rachel by miraculously rolling a huge stone from the well to water 

herflocks.Theverb―rollaway‖(inregardtoastone)isfoundonlyintheLXXofGen 29:3, 8, 10. In 

addition,thesamedescriptionofa―largestone‖occursinbothGen 29:2 and Mark 16:4.Jacob‘sfeatwas

reallyaformativemiracleofIsrael,forafterthiswehearaboutJacob‘smarriageandthebirthofhis

children. It would thus parallel a similar formative miracle in Mark announcing a new beginning.  

The above considerations would prepare the audience for a final dramatic surprise: the previously weak 

youngster who had fled away naked (14:51–52)hasbecomethemiraculouslystrongproclaimerofJesus‘

resurrection.ThushesummarizesMark‘sthemethatGodreverseshumanexpectationsbyworking

through the powerless, children and little ones.  

C. Children in Matthew  

InthestoriesofJesus‘birthandchildhood,Matthewintroducessomeofhiscentralgospelthemes. 

Jesus‘birthandthefollowingeventsidentifyhimwiththechild promised through Isaiah the prophet (Isa 

7:14, 16). The child Jesus is called Emmanuel to fulfill these prophecies (Matt 1:23). This child will be 

thehopeofthegentileworld,asillustratedbytheMagi‘sjourneyguidedbyGodthroughastarandby

dreams. The child is also one with his suffering people in history, especially in their exile in Egypt. The 

JewishkingHerodtriestokillthe―newlybornking,‖afraidthathehimselfmaybesupplantedby

another. The experiences of the child Jesus are also remarkably similar to those of Moses, who was saved 

fromdeathfromPharaohbyGod‘sintervention.JustasMosesliberatedhispeopleattheriskofhislife,

so the child Jesus identifies with his people by suffering, exile, and danger.  

Like Mark, Matthew also constructs a literary frame around two stories about children in his 

discipleship section (18:1–5; 19:13–15). However, unlike Mark, there is no sharp contrast to the twelve, 



but a simple question addressed to Jesus about who is the greatest in the kingdom (18:1). Yet Matthew 

enhances the place of children by making this story an introduction to a whole discourse on church 

discipline (18:1 to 19:1). Thus children will stand as a model for a much larger group in the church. The 

firstimageisthatofconversion:―Unlessyouturnandbecomelike little children, you will never enter the 

kingdomofheaven‖(18:3).Thesecondisthatofhumility:―Whoeverhumbleshimselfasthislittlechild

isthegreatestinthekingdomofheaven‖(18:36).Thethirdisthatof identification with Jesus: receiving a 

child in his name (18:5) and the very opposite, causing a little one to sin. Here Matthew emphasizes the 

identification-with-Jesus theme that is central to his gospel. Jesus then highlights the importance of little 

ones by declaring that each has a special guardian angel assigned to them by God (18:10).  

In this discourse, Matthew expands the image of children or little ones to include first of all lost 

community members. The audience should search for them like a shepherd looking for a single lost sheep, 

sinceitisnottheFather‘swillthatasinglelittleoneperish(18:14). The evangelist then gives two other 

examples of the search for little ones: first, the case of a serious transgression within the community 

where every possible effort should be made to have the transgressor realize what he has done. An initial 

step is a secret one-to-one talk, then two or three witnesses, and finally the whole community should try 

to win over the lost person (18:15–20). In regard to the weak backslider, forgiveness must be extended 

withoutlimit,upto―seventytimesseven‖(18:22).Thechildren‘sliteraryframeendsin19:13–15. 

MatthewdoesnothaveMark‘ssignificantblessing.However,hehasJesustwicelayhishandsonthe

children. This could have special significance given the importance of the laying on of hands in the early 

church.  

The theme of children/little ones is also important elsewhere in this gospel. Following the OT wisdom 

motif, Jesus praises God who has hidden things from the―wiseandunderstandingandrevealedthemto

babes‖(11:25). When Jesus enters the temple for the last time, Matthew contrasts the indignant attitude of 

the chief priests and scribes to that of children who saw Jesus‘wonderfuldeedsandcriedouttohim,

―HosannatotheSonofDavid‖(20:15).WhentheJewishleadersobjectedtothechildren‘swords,Jesus

replied to them by quoting Psalm 8:2,whichdescribeschildrenasopentothewondersofGod‘suniverse.

The Last Judgment scene in 25:31 sumsupMatthew‘sthemeofJesus‘identificationwiththelittleones

and least of the kingdom, who now include the poor, sick, hungry, and homeless in the world. Jesus 

declares,―TrulyIsaytoyou,asyoudidittooneoftheleastofthesemybrethren,youdidittome‖

(25:40).Incontrast,whatwasnotdoneto―oneoftheleastofthese‖isnotdonetoJesus(25:45).  

D. Children in Luke  

Lukecouldwellbecalledthe―gospeloflittlechildren.‖ThestoriesofJesus‘birthandchildhood

introduce central motifs found later in that gospel. As in Matthew, the child Jesus is the promised 

descendant of David. The nativity stories resemble Scripture meditations on the OT. There God directed 

theprophetSamueltochoosea―littleone‖asthefutureking,theyoungsterDavidwhowasout

shepherding the flocks (1 Sam 16:1–13). In a similar manner, the promised child is discovered by 

shepherdsinarusticsettingnearDavid‘sowncityofBethlehem.Theshepherdsrecognize the child 

throughIsaiah‘ssignofthemanger(1:1–2; Luke 2:7, 12, 16).Thechild‘splaceinafeeding crib 

symbolizes he will be a shepherd and source of nourishment for his people. This prepares the way for a 

gospel climax in which Jesus will be recognized in the breaking of bread (24:30–31). The lack of 

hospitalityatJesus‘birthcontrastswiththehospitalityshowntothemysteriousstrangerattheendofthe

gospel who proves to be the risen Jesus (24:28–32). The two childhood wisdom summaries (2:39, 52) are 

significant in presenting Jesus as a wisdom child in view of the OT wisdom scriptures. Later, Luke will 

takeupthethemeofGod‘sgiftofwisdombestowedonlittleones, even infants (10:21–22). At the Last 

Supper, Jesus teaches that the greatest of the disciples should be like the youngest (22:26).  

Luke‘sgospelisuniqueinhavingaspecial journey section, beginning in 9:51, where most of his 

special material is found. He introduces it by focusing on children as the model for the new teachings on 

discipleship that he will present. J. Kodell (1987) hasstudiedtheliterarychildren‘sframeworkinthe

journey section and shown how Luke teaches through opposing pairs based on the model of children and 

little ones. Jesus teaches that the disciples must receive children as himself and that the least among them 



is the greatest (9:47–48). The first opposing group is the disciples who argue about first places in the 

kingdom (9:46–48). The second is the attitude of John forbidding someone outside the twelve from 

castingoutdevilsinJesus‘name.ConnectedtothisepisodeisJesus‘oppositiontobothJohnandJames

in their response to Samaritans (9:49–56).Theclosingchildren‘sstoryisneartheendofLuke‘sjourney

section (18:15–17). Here the emphasis lies on receiving the kingdom as a child (18:17). Luke expands this 

to include the least and lowliest in the kingdom. The opposing pairs are the Pharisee and tax collector as 

well as the rich ruler and Pharisees (18:9–30).  

E. Children in John  

The gospel prologue announces the Word came down from heaven so that those who believe in Jesus 

might become children (Gk tekna) of God. In the Nicodemus episode, Jesus states the necessity of being 

born again (or from above) to enter the kingdom of God. While the Synoptic Gospels present children as 

models for this new birth, John appears to present this model through an actual person (Brown 1979: 31), 

the beloved disciple, although some scholars consider him to be an idealized disciple or model for the 

audience.  

This beloved disciple (BD) seems to be a youngster, for there was a reported saying of Jesus that he 

would still be alive when Jesus returned (21:22–23).AlsohispositionatJesus‘bosomatthelastsupper

suggests a young age. His relationship to Jesus seems modeled on that of Jesus to the Father. Jesus reveals 

hisFather‘ssecretsbecauseheisinhisFather‘sbosom(1:18).Correspondingly,theBDatJesus‘bosom

learnsfromhimthesecretofJudas‘betrayalandtellsittoPeter.TheBD‘sspecialplaceatJesus‘side

suggests that he will be his special successor, since chaps. 13–17 treatofJesus‘departureandhis

continued presence. The gospel presents the BD as the authority behind its views of Jesus‘andhis

teaching.HencetheBDispresentedasJesus‘successoreitherasafavoritediscipleorasanadoptedson,

perhaps modeled on Joseph, the favorite son of Jacob, who receives a double blessing (Gn 49:22–26), and 

whosechildrenEphraimandMannasehareadoptedasJacob‘sown(48:1–22).  

The following are ways that the BD appears as models for the gospel audience: (1) He is a model for the 

gospel‘semphasisontheParacleteorHolySpiritastheinnersuccessorofJesus(Culpepper1983:123–

24). As the Paraclete is the Spirit of truth (14:15) so the BD also proclaims the truth (19:35). As the Spirit 

bears witness, so does the BD (15:26; 19:35). They both teach and bring into remembrance what Jesus has 

said (14:25; 2:20–22).(2)The―one[ordisciple]whomJesusloved‖istheprincipaldesignationofthe

BD in this gospel (13:23; 19:26; 20:2; 21:7, 20). Thus he is a model for every disciple who is likewise 

loved by Jesus. This love is parallel to and modeled on the love of the Father for Jesus. This is shown in 

statementslike,―theFatherlovestheSon,andhasgivenallthingsintohishand‖(5:20; also 10:17; 15:9). 

Aprominentexampleofthisloveisthe―familyrelationship‖ofJesuswithLazarus,Martha,andMary.

The gospel describes each of them as loved by Jesus (11:3, 5, 36). The quality of this love receives special 

notice, for Jesus risks his life to save Lazarus by being willing to go into Judea (11:8). In response, the 

family gives a reception for Jesus at Bethany, where Lazarus is seated at table, Martha fulfills her role in 

serving, and Mary affectionately anoints his feet with oil and dries them with her hair as an extraordinary 

sign of hospitality (12:1–3). (3) The BD is a model of faith for the audience. On hearing from Mary 

Magdalene that the tomb was open, the BD ran with Peter, noticed that the tomb was empty, and believed 

without any accompanying sign or confirmation.  
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JOSEPH A. GRASSI  

CHILEAB (PERSON) [Heb kil˒āb (ִכְלָאב)]. The second son of David, born at Hebron (2 Sam 3:3). 

He was the firstborn of David and Abigail, the Carmelite, whom David had taken as a wife upon the death 



of her foolish husband Nabal (1 Samuel 25).Presumablyhehaddied,alongwithDavid‘sfirst- and third-

bornsons,AmnonandAbsalom,whenDavid‘sfourthsonAdonijahattemptedtoseizethethroneinthe

last daysofhisfather‘slife(1 Kings 1–2).Heiscalled―DANIEL‖in1 Chr 3:1, and this—or some form 

suchas―Daluiah‖(seeMcCarter2 Samuel 101)—was most likely his correct name. In 2 Sam 3:3, 

4QSamª has dl[ ], the OG has Dalouia, and an OL fragment has da[ ]; a textual corruption is easily 

postulated here, since the last three letters of the Hebrew—l˒b—are identical to the first three of the next 

word and since the letters k and d could have been easily confused.  

DAVID M. HOWARD, JR.  

CHILIASM. The materialistic and sensual aspect of millenarianism, the belief in an earthly paradise 

lasting about one thousand years. Illustrative of this belief is 2 Baruch 29–30, a Jewish work of the early 

2d century C.E. Itsaysthattheearthwillyield―tenthousandfold,‖the vine will have a thousand 

branches, one grape will produce a cor (= 55 gallons) of wine, and manna will fall from heaven. This 

concept is employed and developed by a number of early Christians. Eusebius of Caesarea (ca. 260–ca. 

340) states that the gnostic Cerinthus (ca. 100) taught a crude chiliasm which included belief in an earthly 

kingdomrepletewithsumptuousbanquets,maritalbliss,feasts,―sacrificesandslaughterofvictims‖

(thysiais kai hiereion sphagais): presumably he means animal sacrifices (Hist. Eccl. 3:28; 7:25). Here 

Eusebius is quoting Dionysius of Alexandria (died ca. 264), who opposed the teaching of Cerinthus. 

Teaching similar to Cerinthus is attributed to Nepos of Arsinoe (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 7:24). He thought that the 

―divineScripturesshouldbeinterpreted‖―afteramoreJewishfashion‖(Joudaïkoteron), that is, according 

to the model of certain Jewish interpretations which anticipated an earthly paradise. Another exponent of 

chiliasm was Apollinarius (ca. 310–390). Epiphanius (anac. 77:36–38) states that Apollinarius expected 

persons to rise with resuscitated physical bodies and to observe both male circumcision and the Jewish 

dietary laws. Chiliasm is found in one of its most crass forms in Lactantius (ca. 224–ca. 320). He states 

that the righteous will have multiple offspring; celestial bodies will shine seven times more brightly than 

in this world; mountains will drip with honey; there will be streams of wine and milk and animals will 

cease to be carnivorous; there will be no need for commerce or agriculture. Dyeing of wool will not be 

necessary because the sheep will be of different colors (Lactant. Div. Inst. 7:24; cf. Verg. Ecl. 4:21–45). 

Commodianus (3d century or later) takes an approach similar to Lactantius and adds that there will be no 

rain or cold and that Jerusalem will be 12,000 furlongs square and reach as high as the heavens. The 

righteous shall beget children for one thousand years. Methodius of Olympius (died ca. 311) in Banquet 9 

views the millennium as the fulfillment of the Jewish feast of Tabernacles. However, he states that there 

will be no begetting of children. The author of the Apocalypse of John the Theologian (von Tischendorf 

1966: 70–94) takes a materialistic view of the renewed earth and also argues that there will be neither 

yellownorrednorblackraces,neitherNegronor―differentface,‖andallwillbeabouttheageofthirty.

However, although his statements refer to a paradise on a renewed earth, he does not mention a thousand 

years per se.  
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J. MASSYNGBAERDE FORD  

CHILION (PERSON) [Heb kilyôn (ִכְליון)]. Son of Elimelech and Naomi, husband of Orpah (Ruth 

1:2, 5; 4:9). Chilion and his family migrated to Moab, where he married Orpah (4:9–10) and later died 

with his brother Mahlon and their father (1:4–5). Chilion is always paired with his brother in the story. 

The initial order of Mahlon followed by Chilion (1:2, 5) is inverted at the gate scene by Boaz (4:9) but not 

for the reason of chiasmus since 1:5 would interrupt this sequence. The inverted order presented by Boaz 

hasbeenexplainedonthebasisthattheolderbrother‘ssenioritywouldrequirehimtobenamed first in 

such a commercial transaction and therefore it is assumed that Mahlon is the elder. The reason for the first 

pairingisunclear.Gordis(1986)attributesittothesymbolicmeaningofthenames―sickness‖(Mahlon)



and―death‖(Chilion),which together sum up the destitute condition of the family in Moab. See 

MAHLON.  

Theetymologyof―Chilion‖isuncertain,butmanyrelateittothenounkillāỹn (masc.) from kālâ; thus 

thenameisinterpreted―destruction,‖―annihilation,‖or―failing‖(cf.spellingskelaion, chelaion, and 

chellaion).Noth,however,prefers―consumption,awastingdisease‖(IPN, 11). Those who take the 

characters as historical point out that the names in the story are plausible, some being attested in ANE 

onomastica.Thisisevidencedfor―Chilion‖inUg(klyn), Phoen (kly), and Palmyrene kylywn, kyly).  
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KENNETH A. MATHEWS  

CHILMAD (PLACE) [Heb kilmad (ִכְלַמד)]. A trading partner with Tyre mentioned only in the MT 

of Ezekiel‘slamentoverthatcity(Ezek 27:23). The name is last in a list of five places, three of which are 

well attested: HARAN, EDEN (=BītAdini),andASSHUR; CANNEH is otherwise unattested, but may 

be the same as CALNEH. Chilmad is obscure, and has given rise to speculative interpretations. LXXreads 

Charman, a puzzling name, and the Vulgate simply transliterates MT to give Chelmad. The Targums 

reanalyzed the consonantal text as kl md[y] ―allMedia,‖followedbysomemoderncommentators(e.g.,

Eichrodt Ezekiel OTL, 381; Zimmerli Ezekiel Hermeneia, 50) and translators (NEB).  

The trade with Tyre engaged in by Haran, Canneh, Eden, Asshur, and Chilmad (?) seems to have 

involved the export of textiles and other woven goods (Ezek 27:24). The three known places are located 

in Syria and N Mesopotamia, and this has induced suggestions of Mesopotamian and Syrian 

identifications for Chilmad. Among these are Charmon (Charmande) on the Euphrates near Babylon 

(Xen. An. 1.5.10), Kalwada near Baghdad (Smith 1872: 61; now generally rejected), and Kulmadara in N 

Syria (Astour IDBSup, 145, supposing omission of an r by haplography). Simons (GTTOT 457) observes 

that LXX Charman may reproduce the name of the Persian province Kirman; if so, the Greek translator 

may have already made implicitly the analysis of MT as a reference to Media followed by the later 

Targums. He further notes (Simons GTTOT,488)thatthe―sonsofCheleoud‖inJdt 1:6 (RSV: 

―Chaldeans‖)havealsobeenassociatedwithChilmad. 

The revocalization kĕlimmād ―likeanapprentice‖isatleastasoldas David Kimḥi (ca. 1160–ca. 1235) 

and was followed by some critics in the 19th century.  
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CHIMHAM (PERSON) [Heb kimhām (ִכְמָהם)]. Son of Barzillai the Gileadite who resided with 

King David after the unsuccessful revolt of Absalom (2 Sam 19:38–39, 41—Eng 19:37–38, 40). On 

David‘sreturntoJerusalemafterquellingAbsalom‘srebellion,hewishedtorewardfaithfulBarzillaiwith 

a place at the royal residence in Jerusalem. Since he was eighty years old, Barzillai politely declined and, 

instead,askedthefavorfor―yourservant‖Chimham.DavidcompliedandChimhamreturnedto

Jerusalem with him.  

Although it is not stated that Chimham was the son of Barzillai, this can be reasonably inferred. Some 

GreekversionsandtheSyriacadd―myson‖toChimham‘snamein2 Samuel 19, and Josephus (Ant 

7.11.4) believed that Chimham was the son of Barzillai. As one of his last requests, the dying David asked 

SolomontocontinuetoshowfavortoBarzillai‘s―sons‖wholivedattheroyalresidence(1 Kgs 2:7). It 

can be assumed that others had joined their kinsman (lit. brother) Chimham there.  

The name also occurs in the place name, GERUTH-CHIMHAM (Jer 41:17). Since the name probably 

means―lodgingplaceorfiefofChimham,‖andislocatednearBethlehem,somecommentatorsbelieve



that David awarded Chimham a grant of land from his patrimony. For further discussion see Williamson 

Chronicles NCBC.  

STEPHEN G. DEMPSTER  

CHINNERETH (PLACE) [Heb kinnāret (ִכָנֶרת)]. Var. CHINNEROTH. Chinnereth was identified 

by W. F. Albright and G. Dalman with Tell el-˓Oreimeh (Tel Kinrot M.R. 200252) on the W shore of 

Lake Chinneroth, N of the el-Ghuwayer Plain. It comprises a small tell on top of a natural hill clearly 

visible from the S and the W, and of a lower city covering great parts of the slope extending to the shore 

ofthelake.Theprimarywatersourceis˓Ēnet-Tine, a spring located at the S foot of the hill underneath a 

steep cliff.  

The identification agrees with the literary sources. Chinnereth is first mentioned in the list of Thutmose 

III as number 34, the last of four cities in the upper valley of the Jordan, after Laish, Hazor, and Peḥel. 

The importance of the town during the 18th Dyn. is further documented by the fact that Chinnereth is 

listed in Papyrus Petersburg 1116 A, together with ten other Canaanite cities, among which are Megiddo, 

Taanach, Ashkelon, and Hazor. During the later part of the 18th Dyn. no further reference to the town is 

made. In the Bible, Chinnereth appears one time in Josh 19:35 as one of the cities of Naphtali. However, 

it must have been an important city in the time of the monarchy, since the lake was named after the town 

(cf. Num 34:11; Deut 3:17; Jos 12:31; 13:27). In Josh 11:2 and 1 Kgs 15:20, Chinneroth probably 

designates the region S of Chinnereth, i.e., the el-Ghuwayer Plain. After the Assyrian conquest of the N 

Kingdom, the city was abandoned, and in Roman and Byzantine times it was replaced by the new 

settlement called Gennesaret (cf. Matt 14:34), which appears as Ginnosar in the Jewish tradition and can 

most probably be located in the vicinity of Kh. el-Minya, just.5 km S of Tell el-˓Oreimeh.  

At the W edge of the tell, a city wall and part of a house were excavated that can clearly be dated to the 

EB II. But the pottery from various fills is a mixture of different wares from EB I and II. Common are 

sherds decorated in the band-slip or grain-washed technique, as well as sherds of red-burnished ware, both 

typical of EB I, suggesting that a settlement already existed during this period. Not a single sherd of 

KHIRBET KERAK WARE has been found, suggesting that the site remained unsettled from EB III until 

MB II.  

From the MB and LB ages only scattered remains have been found, so that nothing conclusive may be 

said about the fortification and extension of the town during the 2d millennium. Habitation during the MB 

II and LB is indicated by sherds from different loci, including fragments of imported vessels such as 

Mycenaean bowls and Cypriot milk bowls.  

The site was probably not settled during the Iron Age I. A new settlement was founded during the 10th 

century B.C., replaced by a city covering approximately 6 acres. The earliest city was defended by a 

massive wall system up to 11 m wide.  

At the end of the 9th or the beginning of the 8th century B.C., the city was reduced in size. The city wall 

encircled only the upper part of the mound, protecting an area of about 2 acres. An entirely new city wall, 

3–4 m wide, was built, partly founded on the earlier wall. At the S side, a citadel was separated from the 

rest of the city, which could be entered from the city in the N. The small two-chambered city gate stood at 

the E side, and beside it was a pillared building. The whole gate was filled with burnt mudbrick material 

and ashes to a depth of ca. 2 m, indicating a heavy and sudden destruction. According to the pottery from 

the rooms adjoining the gate, the destruction can be dated into the second half of the 8th century B.C., and 

may be attributed to the conquest of Tiglath-pileser III in 733 B.C.  

During the Hellenistic period, most of the tell remained uninhabited. Only in the central depression were 

a few houses erected, and they are badly preserved. They were probably built by local farmers who used 

the slopes for agriculture. The rooms were entirely empty, with only some scattered fragments of 

Hellenistic pottery (such as bowls, cooking pots, lamps, and uguenteriae) found in the debris. Two bronze 

coins of the Ptolemaic period indicate that this farming activity started during the 3d century B.C. It 

probably did not last longer than early Roman times, and most likely came to an end during the war from 

66–70 A.D.  
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V. F.  

CHINNERETH, SEA OF (PLACE) [Heb kinneret (ִכֶנֶרת)]. See GALILEE, SEA OF.  

CHIOS (PLACE) [Gk Chios (Χιορ)]. A large mountainous island of volcanic origin in the Aegean Sea 8 

mi W of Asia Minor (Strabo 14.1.35; Acts 20:15).Theisland‘snamewaseitherderivedfromtheGreek

word for snow, because its mountains are perennially snow-covered, or from a Syrian word for mastic, 

because its forests abound with mastic. Chios is situated between the islands of Lesbos and Samos and is 

a principal island in the Ionian Archipelago.  

Theisland‘sprincipalancientcitywasnamedChios also and had the advantage of a good harbor which 

could contain 80 ships (Strabo 14.1.35; Herodotus 6.8; Thucydides 8.15). Evidence of Chios exports have 

been found in large quantity in Naucratis, the Black Sea area, and Massilia, but rarely in the Greek 

peninsula. The men of Chios made slave trade a chief pursuit. Underwater archaeologists have found a 

number of amphoras testifying to the significance of the Chios wine trade (Strabo 14.1.15; 14.1.35; 

14.2.19).  

Emporio was the earliest fortification on the island (C-14 date 2075 B.C.E.) and the site was later settled 

by the Mycenaean. The site was destroyed by fire about 1100 B.C.E. and was left abandoned until about 

750 B.C.E. at which time the population of the island gradually began to grow. The inhabitants of Chios 

were subject to the Ionians and in 546 B.C.E. fell with Asia Minor to the Persians. The Chians and the 

Miletians rebelled against the Persians and fought gallantly off the island of Lade with 100 ships only to 

fall again to the Persians. After the battle of Mycale in 479, the Chians joined the Athenian confederacy 

and in 412, they sided with the Spartans in the Peloponnesian war against their former allies, the 

Athenians. The Athenians retaliated by devastating the island of Chios. After the battle of Naxos in 376, 

the Chians revolted against the Spartans allying themselves again with Athens. In 363, the Chians joined 

forces with Thebes and successfully defeated the Athenian general Chares in battle. Athens recognized 

theisland‘sindependence in 355. The island later befriended Rome and subsequently had to surrender 

theirshipsand2000talentstothePontickingMithidates.TheRomansrecognizedChios‘independence

and probably never made the island part of the province of Asia (Pliny 5.38; 16.6).  

Chios was renowned for its red wine (Pliny 14.9; 17.34.22; Horace Od 3.19.5; Virgil Ecloques 5.7; 

Athenagoras 4.167; 1.32), mastic (Pliny 12.36; 24.74; Dioscor. 1.90), and marble. The island was also one 

of the reputed birthplaces of Homer. According to legend, Homer gathered his pupils to himself at the 

foot of Mt. Epos on the coast of Chios, which was probably the same location of an ancient sanctuary of 

Cybele.  

InJosephus‘accountofHerod‘svoyagetotheBlackSeatomeetMarcusAgrippa(Ant 16.2.2), he 

recorded that Herod was detained for some time by north winds at Chios. During his delay, Herod gave a 

generous sum of money for the restoration of public works on the island, which had been destroyed 

during the Mithridatic war.  

Paul anchored off the island for a night while returning to Jerusalem after his third missionary journey 

(Acts 20:15), but never went to shore. Isidorus, an Alexandrian Christian and soldier in the Roman army, 

went with his fleet to Chios, where he was accused for his beliefs and martyred in 251 C.E. There is 

evidence of Christianity on the island by the 4th century, with a Bishop of Chios (who was not present at 



the Nicaean Council) and post-Constantinian basilicas at Chios and Phana (on the southern end of the 

island).  

SCOTT T. CARROLL  

CHISLEV [Heb k  slēw (ִכְסֵלו)]. The ninth month of the Hebrew calendar, roughly corresponding to 

November and December. See CALENDARS (ANCIENT ISRAELITE AND EARLY JEWISH).  

CHISLON (PERSON) [Heb kislôn (ִכְסלון)]. A Benjaminite, and the father of Elidad (Num 34:21). 

The latter was selected from the tribe of Benjamin to help oversee the distribution of the land of Canaan 

W of the Jordan among the ten tribes who would occupy that territory.  

Several meanings have been suggested for the name―Chislon.‖Johnson(IDB 1: 562), following Noth 

(IPN 227),suggested―slow‖or―heavyofmovement,‖relatingthenametoanArabiccognate.Others

haveproposed―hope‖or―aspiration‖andhavesuggestedaderivationfromoccurrencesoftherootksl in 

Ugaritic sources (EncMiqr 4:222). There are also several cities mentioned in Scripture whose names 

recall that of Chislon: Chesalon (Josh 15:10), Chisloth-Tabor (Josh 19:12), and Chesulloth (Josh 19:18).  

RAPHAEL I. PANITZ  

CHISLOTH-TABOR (PLACE) [Heb kislōt tābōr (ִכְסֹלת ָתבֹּר)]. Var. CHESULLOTH. A town 

on the S border of the territory of Zebulun (Josh 19:12). It is apparent that Chesulloth (Heb kĕsûlōt) in the 

territory of Issachar (Josh 19:18)isavariantnameofthistown.Eusebiusstatesthatitis―calledChsalous,

a village in the valley by Tabor8milesfromDiocesareaeastwards‖(Klosterman1904:28,lines23–25). 

Josephusmentionsittwice,onceas―Xaloth‖(JW 3.3.1) as the S border of Lower Galilee, and again as 

―Exaloth‖(Life 44). In a homiletical interpretation of Gen 49:14, Gen. Rab. (98:12) describes Issachar as 

amountainbetweentwovalleys,thatof―Iksalo‖andthatof―Jezreel.‖ 

As already recognized by Eshthori ha-Parhi (Edelman 1852: 47) and again by Guerin (1880: 108–9) and 

the Survey (Conder and Kitchener 1881: 365), the village of Iksal (M.R. 180232) 5 km W of Mt. Tabor 

retains this ancient name. However, no Iron Age sherds have been reported from Iksal, but neither has an 

alternative site been found in the immediate vicinity. The position of the four places mentioned in 

conjunction with Chesulloth in Joshua 19—Sarid, Daberath, Jezreel, and Shunem (the names of which 

having all survived in modern place names)—confirms the identification of Chesulloth/Chisloth-Tabor 

with Iksal.  

Iksal‘spositionshowstheborderbetweenIssacharandZebuluntohavebeenatthefootofthehills,and

also that in JW 3.3 Josephus excluded the Jezreel valley from Galilee.  
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RAFAEL FRANKEL  

CHITLISH (PLACE) [Heb kitl  š (ִכְתִליש)]. A town situated in the Shephelah, or low country, of 

Judah (Josh 15:40), within the same district as Lachish and Eglon. The only reference to this settlement 

occurs in the list of towns within the tribal allotment of Judah (Josh 15:21–62; see also BETH-DAGON). 

The location of the ancient settlement is unknown. It has been suggested (Boling and Wright Joshua 386) 

that Chitlish may be the same place as Kentisha of the list of Thutmose III, and k-n-ti-sa, mentioned on a 

hieratic ostracon discovered at Lachish.  
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CHLOE (PERSON) [Gk Chloē (Χλοη)]. A woman singled out for mention by Paul in 1 Cor 1:11 

becauseher―people,‖literally―thoseofChloe,‖had reported to Paul about quarreling among the 

Corinthians.Chloe‘s―people‖werepresumablyeitherfamilymembers,orslaveorfreedmember

employees of her household. The information they conveyed to Paul, who was in Ephesus, could have 

been delivered eitherbyaletterfromtheCorinthiansorbywordofmouth.ItisunclearwhetherChloe‘s

people resided in Corinth or in Ephesus at the time. An Ephesian rather than a Corinthian base for the 

household of Chloe seems more probable since Paul probably would not have been so tactless as to 

identify his informants in remarks to their local Corinthian brothers and sisters. On the other hand, since 

Chloe herself is apparently known to the Corinthians, she and her people may well have lived in Corinth. 

But in view of the conjecture above, it is more likely that they resided in Ephesus where, probably as a 

person of means, Chloe ran a business which required sending emissaries to Corinth and resulted in her 

being acquainted with residents there.  

Chloe‘speoplewere obviously Christian. But the same cannot be said with certainty about Chloe. It has 

been noted, however, that the Greek phrase describing her people as hoi tōn chloēs lit.―thoseofChloe‖

contrasts with references to Christian members of other households, e.g., hoi ek tōn ˒Aristoboulou, hoi ek 

tōn Narkissou lit.―thosefrom(of)Aristobulus,thosefrom(of)Narcissus‖(Rom 16:10–11). The absence 

of the Gk preposition ˒ek (from) in the phrase mentioning Chloe may imply that the whole of her 

householdincludingChloewasChristian(Meeks1983:217,n.54).OnecanalsosurmisethatPaul‘s

identificationofhisinformantsbyusingChloe‘snamecouldreflectsomefamiliaritywith her, perhaps 

acquired through business, but just as likely through membership in the Christian community. Chloe may 

well have been known to Paul as a believer along with her whole household. In that sense she would be 

reminiscent of Lydia of Philippi and, together with Lydia, might be cited as one type of woman who 

belonged to the Pauline communities: female heads of households and businesses, women thus 

accustomed to social leadership and decision-making roles.  
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CHOBA (PLACE) [Gk Chōba (Χωβα)]. Var. CHOBAI. A site in the book of Judith, located in Israelite 

territory (Jdt 4:4, 15:4, 15:5). The location of the site is uncertain, and given the genre of the book of 

Judith, the name may be fictitious. It is even unclear whether 4:5 and 15:5 are referring to the same place 

(15:4 gives the probable variant spelling chōbai). The Choba in 4:4 is located to the N of Jerusalem, but 

seemingly S of the area of Samaria, while in 15:5 it seems to be a border town. In 15:5 the mention of 

Damascus has led some to draw a connection with the Hobah in Gen 15:14, the place to which Abraham 

pursues the captors of Lot. However, that Hobah is located N of Damascus, so the connection does not 

seem fruitful. Aharoni and Avi-Yonah (MBA) have identified Choba with el-Marmaleh (M.R. 196163), 

which is located 30 mi S of Scythopolis and 3 mi W of the Jordan. Moore (Judith AB) suggests an 

identification with el-Mekhubbi, which is located between Tubas (biblical Thebez M.R. 185192) and 

Besan. See Abel GP.  

SIDNIE ANN WHITE  

CHORAZIN (PLACE) [Gk Korazin (Κοπαζιν)]. Chorazin was a Galilean town rebuked by Jesus for its 

rejection of his message, although it had witnessed his miracles (Matt 11:21; Luke 10:13). Ancient Jewish 

sources describe it as a medium-sized town (t. Mak. 3:8) noted for its remarkable wheat production (b. 

Menah. 85a).  

Eusebius (Onomast. 174.23) and Jerome (De Situ et Nom. Loc. Hebr. 194) located the ruins of the town 

2miNofCapernaum.C.W.M.VandeVelde‘sidentificationofKhirbetKarazeh(M.R.203257)as

ancient Chorazin in the 1850s has been generally accepted (Yeivin 1987: 24).  

Located in the hills overlooking Capernaum and the N shore of the Sea of Galilee, this town thrived in 

the 2d century A.D. when the population of the region expanded as a result of the Bar Kokhba rebellion. 

The imposing basalt ruins have been subjected to some architectural clearance by the Department of 



Antiquities ofPalestinein1926,andmorerecentlyZe˒evYeivinhasconductedexcavationsfortheIsrael

Department of Antiquities and Museums 1962–65, 1982–86. Domestic complexes, a public building, and 

a synagogue have been exposed. The well-preserved architectural fragments of the 4th-century 

synagogue, which include friezes adorned with geometrical, floral, and even anthropoid imagery, make it 

an important site for the study of post-temple Judaism and synagogue architecture. The discovery of 

numerous coins on the floor of the synagogue has been interpreted as indicating that the town was a stop 

onthejourneyofChristianpilgrimswhocametowitnessthefulfillmentofJesus‘reproachandwho

tossed coins into the ruins.  

Archaeological excavations as of yet have not unearthed evidence of occupation prior to the 2d century 

A.D. atKh.Karazeh,althoughChorazin‘searlierexistenceisattestedintheliteraryevidence.Onlyasmall

percentage of the site, which covers over 80 acres, has been excavated. The remains of 1st-century 

Chorazin remain to be discovered. See also EAEHL 1: 299–303.  
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CHORBE (PERSON) [Gk Chorbe (Χοπβε)]. The head of a family in a list of returnees from exile in 

Babylon (1 Esdr 5:12 = Ezra 5:9; Neh 7:14). This section of the list (5:9–15) identifies laymen by family 

relationship rather than by town of origin. 1 Esdr 5:7–46 is based on the parallel in Ezra 2:1–70 rather 

than on Neh 7:6–73.However,bothparallelversesinEzraandNehgivethename―Zaccai,‖whicheither

means―pure‖orisacontractionofZechariah(―Yahwehremembers‖).SincetheGktextof1Esdras

contains many corruptions of the Hebrew Vorlage, W. Rudolph (Esra und Nehemiah HAT) considers 

Chorbe to be a corruption of zobbei, a Gk transliteration of the Hebrew word zabbai. Some manuscripts 

interchange Zaccai and Zabbai in Neh 3:20, so it is possible for Zaccai to have been corrupted to Zobbei 

and then to Chorbe. One Gk manuscript of 1 Esdras has Zakchai instead of Chorbe. Nothing is known 

aboutthisperson,thoughastampdiscoveredbyMoscaticontainsthename―Zaccai.‖(SeeMyersEsdras 

AB.)  

MITCHELL C. PACWA  

CHOSAMAEUS (PERSON) [Gk Chosamaios (Χοςαμαιορ)]. A name associated with Simon, a son of 

Annan,whodivorcedhisforeignwifeduringEzra‘sreform(1 Esdr 9:32). Although the RSV follows the 

LXX by listing Simon Chosamaeus as the last of the five sons of Annan, the apparently parallel account 

in Ezra 10:31–32 mentions eight sons of Harim, of which the fifth, Shimeon, is often assumed to be a Heb 

variant for Simon in 1 Esdras. Chosamaeus is lacking in the Ezra parallel. However, Fritsch (IDB 1: 563) 

arguesthat―thenameChosamaeusprobablyaroseastheresultofascribalerrorincopyingthethree

GreekpropernamesfollowingShimeon‖inEzra 10 (i.e., Benjamin, Malluch, and Shemariah). 

Differences such as this raise questions about the sources of and literary relationships among 1 Esdras, 

Ezra, and Nehemiah.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

CHREIA [Gk Chreia (Χπεια)]. Isocrates used to say that the root of education is bitter, but its fruits 

sweet(AphthoniusinHockandO‘Neil1986:224).Diogenes,onbeingaskedwhypeoplegivetobeggars

butnottophilosophers,said,―Becausetheythinkthattheymightbecome lame or blind, but they never 

thinkthattheywilltakeupphilosophy‖(D.L.6.56).Theformsofthesetwoanecdotes—So-and-so said 

…,andSo-and-so,onbeingasked…,said…—represent two of the most popular varieties of a literary 

form known in antiquity as the chreia, itself a very popular form in Greco-Roman literature. Indeed, one 

estimate of the number of chreiai attributed to Diogenes alone is perhaps a thousand (Fischel 1968: 374), 

and thousands more, attributed to other philosophers as well as to kings, generals, sophists, even 

courtesans, are scattered across the pages of Athenaeus, Diogenes Laertius, Plutarch, and Stobaeus, to 

name only a few writers who made extensive use of this form. In short, preserving the wisdom and wit of 

an Isocrates or a Diogenes by casting it as a chreia was a widespread habit among ancient writers, one that 

was learned early on, for the chreia was used in grammatical and compositional exercises in school.  



The educational use of the chreia, however, assured more than its popularity; it also assured it of 

receivingasustainedandsophisticatedanalysis,asthechreiawastakenup,alongwithabaker‘sdozenof

otherliteraryforms,intothoseteachers‘manualsonelementarycompositionandargumentationknownas

Progymnasmata. The earliest surviving example of these manuals is that by Aelius Theon of Alexandria 

in the late 1st century C.E. (Stegemann PW 5A: 2037–54; Butts 1986), who was followed in the late 2d 

century by Hermogenes of Tarsus (Radermacher PW 8: 865–77; Rabe 1913), in the late 4th century by 

Aphthonius of Antioch (Brzoska PW 1: 2797–2800; Rabe 1926), and in the 5th by Nicolaus of Myra 

(Stegemann PW 17: 424–57;Felten1913;seealsoHockandO‘Neil1986).Thesemanualssubjecteach

form—fable, narrative, chreia, maxim, encomium, comparison, and so on—to a relatively standard 

analysis which emphasizes matters of definition and classification, and to various compositional exercises 

which would allow students who had just finished with their literary studies to learn the compositional 

skills and techniques necessary for writing speeches and declamations (Bonner 1977: 250–76; Hunger 

1978: 92–120; Russell 1983). The terms of this analysis and the techniques of composition in these 

manuals thus provide a complex as well as a contemporary perspective from which to view these forms 

and the chreia in particular—a perspective that will organize and inform the following discussion of the 

chreia.  

All the manuals define the chreia—and without substantialdisagreement.Aphthonius‘sdefinitionis:―A

chreiaisaconcisereminiscenceaptlyattributedtosomecharacter‖(HockandO‘Neil1986:225).The

keytermis―reminiscence,‖whichTheonsaysis―anactionorsayingthatisusefulforliving‖(Hockand

O‘Neil1986:83).ButsinceareminiscencemightbequitelongaccordingtoTheon(HockandO‘Neil

1986:83),theword―concise‖isnecessarytodistinguishthechreiafromitslongerrelative.Inanycase,

the saying or action must also be attributed to some Gk prosōpon, whether to an individual person (e.g., 

Diogenes) or to an identifiable character (e.g., a defiant Laconian). In either case, however, the attribution 

mustbe―aptly‖made,be―incharacter,‖asitwere.Forexample:ALaconianwoman,onbeing sold into 

slaveryandaskedwhatsheknewhowtodo,said,―Befree‖(Stobaeus3.13.58). 

Classifying the chreia according to species and subspecies serves to refine the definition further. All the 

manuals identify and illustrate the simple classification of three species: sayings-chreia, action-chreia, and 

mixedchreia(HockandO‘Neil1986:85,175,225,255).Thepointofthechreia,accordingly,ismadeby

a saying, an action, or both. The chreiai quoted at the outset thus become sayings-chreiai. An example of 

an action-chreia is: In response to the person who said there is no motion, Diogenes got up and walked 

around (D.L. 6.39). A mixed chreia: When Plato defined man as a two-footed, featherless creature and 

was highly esteemed for it, Diogenes pluckedarooster,carrieditintotheschool,andsaid,―Thisis

Plato‘sman!‖(D.L.6.40). 

Only Theon provides a detailed discussion of the subspecies of chreiai and indeed provides two such 

classifications, though both are largely of sayings chreiai only. Inone,he(HockandO‘Neil1986:85–87) 

distinguishes between chreiai whose saying is simply a statement (apophantikai) and those whose saying 

is a response to some remark, usually a question (apokritikai). The Isocrates chreia quoted at the outset 

thus becomes an example of a statement sayings-chreia; he simply said that the root of education is bitter 

and so on. The Diogenes chreia quoted at the outset is therefore a responsive sayings-chreia, as his saying 

about giving to beggars but not to philosophers is the response to a question. In the other way of 

identifyingsubspecies,Theon(HockandO‘Neil1986:89–93) restricts himself to classifying the formal 

features of the saying: maxim, demonstration, joke, syllogism, enthymeme, example, wish, symbol, 

figure, double entendre, change of subject, and a combination of two or more of these. Thus a saying with 

a syllogistic style, i.e., having clauses introduced by ei men …ei de …(―Nowif…,butif…‖),is:Tothe

one who asked at what hour lunch should be eatenDiogenessaid,―Nowifyouarerich,wheneveryou

want,butifyouarepoor,wheneveryoucan‖(D.L.6.40). 

John Doxapatres, an 11th-century commentator on Aphthonius, illustrates how a chreia is classified 

accordingtospeciesandsubspecies.―Plato used to say that the off-shoots of virtue grow by sweat and 

toil. This is a sayings-chreia, with its statement made voluntarily, and it is figurative. It is a sayings-chreia 

because it discloses its benefit by means of a saying. It is a voluntary statement because Plato was not 



prompted by some circumstance to utter this saying. And it is figurative because it has metaphorical 

language‖(DoxapatresinWalz1835:230).Suchthenisabrieftreatmentoftheclassificationofthe

chreia; more detailed treatmentsareavailableinHockandO‘Neil(1986:27–35) and Robbins (1988).  

The placement of the chreia in the series of progymnasmata varies. In Theon it holds first position, but 

bythetimeofHermogenesithasmoveduptothird(HockandO‘Neil1986:65–66), and while either 

position is quite early in the sequence and thus called for rather simple exercises to be performed on it, the 

move from first to third changed the difficulty of the exercise perceptibly. In Theon the chreia still has 

grammatical purposesintheexerciseknownas―declension‖(klisis), since students were asked to write 

the chreia by declining the character in it through the various cases and numbers. Thus in the nominative: 

Diogenesonbeingasked…,inthegenitive:ThesayingofDiogenesonbeingasked…,inthedative:It

occurredtoDiogenesonbeingasked…,intheaccusative:TheysaythatDiogenesonbeingasked…,and

thevocative:YouDiogenes,onbeingasked…(TheoninHockandO‘Neil1986:95–99).  

Other exercises with the chreia in Theon are more compositional. Included here are: recitation, or 

writing an assigned chreia in different words but without changing the meaning; commenting, or adding a 

single sentence to the effect that the recited chreia is true, noble, advantageous, or in keeping with the 

opinions of other distinguished persons; and expanding a concise chreia into a paragraph or condensing it 

backtoitsconciseform(TheoninHockandO‘Neil1986:99–103). To illustrate only the last two: In the 

Gospel of Mark the so-called―CleansingoftheTemple‖incidentiscastintheformofanexpanded

chreia.―Jesus,onenteringtheTemplebegantoevictthosewhoboughtandthosewhosoldintheTemple,

and he overturned the tables of the money-changers and the seats of those who sold pigeons. And he 

taughtandsaidtothem,‗Isitnotwritten,―Myhouseshallbecalledahouseofprayerforallnations‖?

Butyouhavemadeitacaveforbrigands‘ ‖(Mark 11:11–15). Luke, however, has condensed this 

expandedchreiabacktoaconciseone:―Jesus,onenteringtheTemplebegantoevictthesellersandsaid

tothem,‗Itiswritten,―Myhouseshallbecalledahouseofprayer,‖butyouhavemadeit a cave for 

brigands‘ ‖(Luke 19:45–46).  

Once the chreia is in third position, however, as it is in Hermogenes, Aphthonius, and Nicolaus, the 

compositional skills taught become more advanced. Now the chreia itself is no longer declined, recited, 

commented upon, or expanded and condensed; instead, it becomes the basis for a short essay explaining 

the meaning and truth of the saying or action in the chreia. Aphthonius is fullest at this point. He identifies 

eight―headings‖(kephalaia) under which the student was to organize the essay: (1) an encomium of the 

one who spoke or acted in the chreia, (2) a paraphrase of the chreia itself, (3) the rationale for the point 

made in the chreia, (4) an argument that the opposite or converse point is also true, (5) an analogy from 

other spheres of life, (6) historical examples which illustrate the truth of the saying or action, (7) a citation 

from an ancient authority which agrees with the point of the chreia, and (8) a brief epilogue (Aphthonius 

inHockandO‘Neil1986:225).Aphthoniusprovidesasampleessayon the Isocrates chreia quoted at the 

outset(HockandO‘Neil1986:225–29), and many other such essays are extant, especially in Byzantine 

rhetorical texts (Hunger 1978: 98–100).TheseallshowthedecisiveinfluenceofAphthonius‘smodel

essay, down to phraseology and figures of speech, but the outline is much older, perceptible already in the 

1st century B.C.E. Rhetorica ad Herennium (4.44.56–57). Consequently, it is not surprising that the 

Gospel writers not only expanded and condensed chreiai but also organized longer blocks of teaching 

material according to this outline (Mack 1988: 161–65; Robbins 1988: 19–21).  
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RONALD F. HOCK  

CHRIST. The word entered English from Lat Christus, which transliterates Gk christos. Outside the 

LXX, NT, and early Jewish and Christian writings, christos isanadjectivemeaning―rubbedon‖or―used

asanointmentorsalve.‖Itmodifiesthewordindicatingthesubstancesoapplied,asintheexpressionto 

elaion to christon ―theanointingoil‖(Lev 21:10, 12 [LXX]).  

ElsewhereintheLXX,thetermisonlyusedinconnectionwithpersonsinthemeaning―anointed,‖

translating Heb māš  aḥ. This is also the case in early Jewish writings. In the books of the NT, christos is 

usedgenerallyofthecoming―anointedone‖(―Messiah‖)ofJewishexpectationorspecificallyofJesus,

believedtobethis―Messiah.‖IntheGreektextofJohn 1:41—―WehavefoundtheMessiah (which 

meansChrist)‖—the Greek messias and christos are used (cf. John 4:25).  

The word christos occurs about 350 times in the NT (exact figures are difficult because of the many 

variants in the manuscript tradition, particularly in the case of Jesus). It is often found in the combinations 

―JesusChrist‖and―ChristJesus,‖andsometimesfunctionsasasecondname.Inaconsiderablenumber

of cases it cannot be demonstrated that christos carriesthemeaning―Messiah‖orhasmessianic

overtones.  

———  

A. Christos in the LXX and in Early Jewish Sources  

B. The Use of Christos in the NT  

1. Central Questions  

2. The Letters of Paul  

3. The Deutero-Pauline Writings  

4. The Gospel of Mark  

5. The Gospel of Matthew  

6. Luke-Acts  

7. The Johannine Corpus  

8. Other NT Writings  

C. The Use of Christos for Jesus  

———  

A. Christos in the LXX and in Early Jewish Sources  

In the LXX christos is the regular term to translate the Hebrew word māš  aḥ in the OT. Anointing was 

part of the investiture of kings and priests in Israel, and holders of these offices were regularly referred to 

as―anointed‖withreferencetothissymbolicact.SeeMESSIAH. The expression is used once of the 

patriarchs in Ps 105:15 (= 1 Chr 16:22), where Heb mĕš  ḥāy ―myanointedones,‖usedoddlyinparallel

with―myprophets,‖istranslatedintoGreekton christon mou (Ps 104:15 [LXX]).  

Theexpression―theanointedpriest‖isfoundinLev 4:5, 16; 6:15 (RSV 6:22); the Greek term found 

here is christos. In Lev 4:3, the LXX uses the participle kechrismenos, with the same meaning. Elsewhere 

inbiblicalHebrewusage,theterm―theLord‘sanointed‖and thecorrespondingexpressions―my/your/his

anointed‖areusedonlyofkings;comparealsotheexpression―theanointedoftheGodofJacob‖in2 

Sam 23:1. In the two cases where the Hebrew Bible uses māš  aḥ absolutely but without article (Dan 9:25, 

26), the two Greek versions give different translations. In v 25 only Theodotionhasthephrase―untilan

anointedone,aleader‖;inv 26 bothTheodotionandLXXspeakof―ointment‖insteadof―ananointed

one,‖whileLXXaddsthatagentilekingdomwilldestroythecityandthewholeplace meta tou 

christou—either―withtheanointedone‖(Theod.―withthecomingleader‖)or―withthatwhichwas

anointed.‖ 



In the apocryphal books of the OT christos occurs in Sir 46:19 wheretheexpression―theLord and his 

anointed‖isfoundinareferenceto1 Sam 12:5. In 2 Macc 1:10 Aristobulusissaidtobe―ofthefamilyof

theanointedpriests.‖IntheGreekpseudepigraphawenotetheexpression―ananointedlord‖(usedofthe

expected ideal Davidic king) in Pss. Sol. 17:32. In view of Pss. Sol. 18:5 (and 18:7 with the superscription 

ofthispsalm),thispassageisprobablytobeamendedto―theanointedoftheLord.‖In the Testaments of 

the Twelve Patriarchs we find the word christos in T. Reub. 6:8thatspeaksof―(thetimesof)the

anointedhighpriest,ofwhomtheLordspoke‖;thepassageinitspresentformisundoubtedlyChristian. 

Not only in Greek sources, but alsointhosepreservedinotherlanguages,theterm―theanointedone‖

seldom occurs (see MESSIAH). References to a future royal figure predominate but differ in many 

details. Only in the Qumran Scrolls do we find the expectation of an anointed high priest in the future, and 

onereferencetoaprophetic―anointedoneoftheSpirit‖in11QMelch18.ThelateapocalypsesofBaruch

(2 Bar. 29:3; 30:1; 72:2) and Ezra (4 Ezra 12:32)aretheonlyonesthatusetheterm―theanointed‖inan

absolute sense to denote the expected future king. This use of the term is common in the writings of the 

NT, also to characterize the central figure in Jewish expectation (Mark 12:35; 15:32; 7:27, 42; 12:34). 

Discussions between Jews and Christians mentioned in Acts (9:22; 18:5, 28) center around the nature of 

the expected messiah and whether Jesus is the awaited one. In these instances the designation ho christos 

is used without any further addition.  

Josephus uses the expression ho christos twice, in two much-disputed passages about Jesus as the 

Messiah (Ant. 18.63–64 and 20.200).  

B. The Use of Christos in the NT  

1. Central Questions. The discrepancy between the frequent Christian use of the term christos as a 

central designation for Jesus and the very restricted use of the term in Jewish contemporary writings is 

striking.Whywasthecategory―anointedone‖/―Christ‖consideredappropriatetocharacterizeJesus?

Who were the first to usethisdesignationinconnectionwithJesus?WasJesuscalled―Christ‖byhis

followers only after his death and resurrection, or did his disciples apply the title to him during his 

lifetime? Did Jesus himself accept this title or did he avoid it? Scholars have given many different 

answers to these central questions, which can only be addressed after a careful and detailed analysis of the 

occurrencesoftheterm―Christ‖inearlyChristianwritings.  

2. The Letters of Paul. An analysis of the early Christian use of the word christos will have to start 

with the earliest written evidence, the letters of Paul. In Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians, 

Philippians, 1 Thessalonians, and Philemon, commonly regarded as genuine, the term occurs 270 times. 

Thus over half of the instances are found in about one sixth of the NT. Paul uses christos alone, with or 

without the article, but nowhere with a clear difference in meaning. He also uses it in combination with 

otherwords:―JesusChrist,‖―ChristJesus,‖―Jesus Christthe/ourLord‖or―the/ourLordJesusChrist.‖

Theredoesnotappeartobeadifferenceinmeaningbetween―JesusChrist‖and―ChristJesus‖;thelatter

expression is sometimes preferred for grammatical reasons. We may compare here the case of Jesus‘

discipleSimon,whoreceivedthenameCephas/Peter(―manoftherock‖)andisreferredtoasSimon,

Cephas/Peter and Simon Peter alike. The combination of christos with kyrios ―Lord‖isavoidedbyPaul

(though it is found in Luke 2:11). In Rom 16:18 theexpression―ourLordChrist‖isprobablyusedto

contrast between serving the Lord and serving other lords (cf. Col 3:24). When kyrios is used by Paul 

togetherwith―ChristJesus,‖itfollowsthatexpression(Rom 6:23; 8:39; 1 Cor 15:31; Phil 3:8).  

The fact that a direct combination of Christ with Lord is avoided in the Pauline letters shows that Christ 

is not a proper name. Nor does Paul use christos as a general term; it is always and exclusively a 

designation for one person, Jesus. The word is nowhere used as a predicate. Paul never finds it necessary 

tostate―JesusistheChrist.‖Expressionsofthetype―JesustheChrist‖arenotfound,nordoestheOT

expression―theanointedoftheLord‖occur.Thedesignation―Christ‖receivesitssemanticcontentnot

through a previously fixed concept of messiahship but rather from the person and work of Jesus.  

YetPaul(andhisreaders)knewverywellwhatthetermmeanttoJews.InalistofGod‘sprivileges for 

Israel,Paulstates:―oftheirrace,accordingtotheflesh,isho christos‖(Rom 9:5); the titular use of the 

term is evident. Use of Christ as a title may also be intended in a number of other passages (Rom 15:7; 1 



Cor 1:23; 10:4; 15:22; 2 Cor 5:10; 11:2–3; Gal 3:16; Phil 1:15, 17 and 3:7). We may note in passing that 

in Rom 1:3–4 Paul quotes a formula that states that Jesus was descended from David. But in all these 

cases it is not necessary to know that christos has―messianic‖connotations.InvariablyPaulspeaksabout

the one Christ, Jesus, and even in Rom 9:4 his point is equally valid for those readers who do not realize 

thatheisusinga―technical‖term.In2 Cor 1:21 theGreeksuggestsaplayofwordsbetween―Christ‖and

―anointing‖(―ItisGodwhoestablishesuswithyouinChrist,andhasanointedus‖)—but significantly the 

verb chriō is applied to those united with Christ in baptism, not to Jesus himself. Paul also emphasizes 

that the crucified Christ of whom he preaches is a stumbling block to the Jews (1 Cor 1:23; Gal 5:11). 

Here and in Gal 3:13 we may detect biographical overtones; a crucified messiah was unacceptable for 

Paul before he found himself called to be an apostle of the one whom he persecuted. Yet in his letters he 

regards it as unnecessary to argue explicitly that Jesus is the christos whom Israel expected or why this is 

thecase;Paulandhisreaderswereconvincedhewas.WhenearlyChristiansspokeabout(the)―Christ,‖

they meant Jesus in whom they believed; they did notnecessarilyintendtoconveythe―messianic‖

connotations of the term.  

It can be shown that Paul refers to earlier formulas familiar to his readers in which christos is used of 

Jesus.Theexpression―Christdiedforus/you‖issuchafundamentalstatement; it is found (with 

variations) in Rom 5:6, 8; 14:15; 1 Cor 8:11; 2 Cor 5:14–15; 1 Thess 5:9, 10, and is clearly presupposed 

in 1 Cor 1:13; Gal 2:21; 3:13.―Christ‖isnotregularlyusedinformulasreferringtotheresurrection,butit

occursinanumberofformulasspeakingaboutJesus‘deathandresurrectionjointly:1 Cor 15:3–5; 2 Cor 

5:15; Rom 8:34; 14:9;―Christ‖usedabsolutelyinPaul‘sdisquisitiononbaptisminRom 6:3–11.  

Introducing the statement in 1 Cor 15:3–5, Paul makes clear to his readers that its message constitutes 

the heart of the gospel which he preaches and which he himself received. Here and in 15:12–19 it is 

evidentthattheword―Christ‖(denotingJesus,whodied―forusandforoursins‖andwasraisedagain,

according to the Scriptures) indicates the core of what is believed and proclaimed as the gospel of 

salvation. It can beshownthatinPaul‘slettersitisusedrepeatedlyincombinationwithbelieving/faith

(Gal 2:16; Phil 1:29), preaching (1 Cor 15:11–14; Rom 10:14–16),andgospel(seefortheexpression―the

gospelofChrist‖Gal 1:7; 1 Thess 3:2). This, too, may reflect pre-Pauline usage. As to Paul himself, he 

regularly introduces himself as the apostle or servant of Christ (Jesus), particularly in the prescripts of the 

letters, and emphasizes that Jesus Christ died on the cross (1 Cor 1:13, 17–18; 2:2, 8; 2 Cor 13:4; Gal 3:1; 

6:12, 14; Phil 2:8; 3:18).  

ForPaulandthetraditionbeforehim,thedesignation―Christ‖wasthuslinkedwithJesus‘deathand

resurrection and their salvific effects. It is relatively seldom found in texts speaking about the parousia, 

whichseemstobetraditionallylinkedwiththedesignation―Lord.‖OnlyinPhilippiansdoesPaulusethe

expression―thedayofChrist‖(1:10; 2:16;cf.―theday ofJesusChrist‖inPhil 1:6).  

AmongotherinstanceswherePaulclearlypreferstheterm―Christ‖tootherdesignationsandtitlesof

Jesus, we may note a number of cases where the term is used in connection with Christ‘sfollowers

regarded as a close community united with him. In 1 Cor 1:10–16 Paul argues that there is only one Christ 

crucified for those who believe and in whose name all were baptized (this is implied in vv 13, 15). They 

nowbelongtoChrist,are―ofChrist‖(v 12; 3:23; 15:23; 2 Cor 10:7; Gal 3:29; 5:24; Mark 9:41); they 

therefore form a unity and should live in harmony. Gal 3:26–28, using corporate language, emphasizes the 

unityofbelieversinChrist:―forinChristJesusyouareallsonsofGodthroughfaith.Forasmanyof you 

as were baptized into Christ have put on Christ. There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither free nor 

slave,thereisneithermalenorfemale;foryouarealloneinChristJesus.‖Believersare―inChrist

Jesus‖;theyarethereforeone.In1 Cor 12:12–31, Paul, in a plea for unity and diversity within the 

ChristianCommunity,callsit―thebodyofChrist.‖InRom 6:3–11,―baptismintoChristJesus‖implies

being ―baptizedintohisdeath‖andsharinginhisnewlife.―Soyoualsomustconsideryourselvesdeadto

sinandalivetoGodinChristJesus‖(v 11). Similar corporate language is found in Rom 8:9–11; 2 Cor 

5:14–15; Phil 3:7–11 (the figure of death and life is also central to Col 2:12–13; 2 Tim 2:11–12). 

CorporatenotionsoccupyaveryimportantplaceinPaul‘sthinkingaboutthepresentandfutureeffectsof

Jesus‘deathandresurrectiononthosewhoareunitedwithhim.Itisnotquite clear to what extent he 



makes explicit here what was experienced by early Christians who underwent the ritual of baptism; it is 

likely,however,thattheterm―Christ‖wasconnectedwithbaptismfromearlytimesonward. 

Baptismal language, with its imagery of death and rebirth, is brought into proximity with the Christian 

hopeoffutureredemptionintheexpressions―inChristJesus‖and―inChrist,‖bothofwhichoccurwith

some frequency in the Pauline corpus. In many cases the expressions serve to connect the salvation 

offeredbyGodandexperiencedbyChristiansexplicitlywiththecentraleventofChrist‘sdeathand

resurrection (as in Rom 3:24 ―theredemptionwhichisinChristJesus‖;Phil 3:14 ―theupwardcallofGod

inChristJesus‖;Gal 2:16 ―tobejustifiedinChrist‖;1 Cor 15:22 ―inChristshallallbemadealive‖).In

many other cases the terms are connected with the Christian community (Rom 8:1 ―thereisno

condemnationforthosewhoareinChristJesus‖;Rom 12:5:―So we, though many, are one body in 

Christ‖;Gal 3:26–28; Rom 6:11). It is often difficult to determine the exact nuance of the Greek 

preposition en that is used in these contexts, and generally impossible to choose between an instrumental 

meaning and a locative one (implying corporate imagery). Essential is the fact that Christians live in close 

communion with Christ, the effects of whose death and new life determine their existence.Withthe―we

…inChrist‖correspondsthe―Christinus‖(Gal 2:20; Rom 8:10; 2 Cor 13:5; Col 1:27—where―inyou‖

mayalsomean―amongyou‖;Gal 4:19; 2 Cor 13:3; Gal 2:8).  

The other instances where ―inChrist(Jesus)‖occurscannotbesubsumedunderasingleheading.The

expression is used there to characterize individual persons, specific activities, or situations. In all cases 

there is again a connection with the central message about Christ, though the term may sometimes be used 

ratherloosely.Thereisnotalwaysacleardistinctionbetween―inChrist‖and―intheLord,‖anexpression

used by Paul predominantly in exhortations and commands.  

Finally, christos is found in parenetical statements whichstressthatChrist‘sconductformsthe

foundationofthebelievers‘conducttowardothersanddeterminesit(1 Cor 8:12; Rom 14:15). Related 

admonitionsusethe―conformitypattern‖(Rom 15:2–3 and Rom 15:7),themuchdiscussed―havethis

mind among yourselves which you have inChristJesus‖(Phil 2:5),aswellastheexpressions―inaccord

withChristJesus‖(Rom 15:5)and―Beimitatorsofme,asIamofChrist‖(1 Cor 11:1). Paul can speak of 

fulfilling―thelawofChrist‖(Gal 6:2)anddescribehimselfasone―underthelawofChrist‖(1 Cor 9:21).  

3. The Deutero-Pauline Writings. Of those letters that are commonly regarded as written not by Paul 

himself but by authors standing in the Pauline tradition, Colossians and Ephesians use christos in much 

thesamewayasPaul.Thereareno―messianic‖overtones. 

InColossianswefindtheexpressions―apostle/servantofChrist(Jesus)‖(1:1, 7; 4:12; cf. 3:24 

comparable to Rom 16:18),―peaceofChrist‖and―wordofChrist‖(3:15 and 16). Interesting is the 

expression―todeclarethemysteryofChrist‖(4:2),tobeconnectedwith―theknowledgeofGod‘s

mystery,Christinwhomarehidallthetreasuresofwisdomandknowledge‖(2:2–3). Elsewhere the 

authorspeaksof―thismystery,whichisChristinyou,thehopeofglory‖(1:27). This mystery, hidden for 

generations,hadbeenmademanifestto―hissaints‖towhominparticularGentilesbelong.Themystery

of Christ forms the content of the proclamation of the community of believers (1:24–29).Theyare―in

Christ‖(1:2);theirfaithis―inChrist‖(1:4; 2:5).They―receivedChristJesustheLord‖(2:6) and live 

therefore―accordingtoChrist‖(2:8) and not according to the rules of the elemental spirits of the universe. 

Thechurchconstitutesthe―bodyofChrist‖(1:24, also 1:18 and 2:19 [Christ is the head of the body]). 

Much attention is paid to the idea of incorporation in Christ, with an emphasis on the present salvation 

enjoyed in communion with Christ (2:20; 3:1–4, 11; cf. 1:24).  

InEphesianstheword―mystery‖recurs,againcentered around what has been effected by and granted 

in Christ (1:9; 3:3–13; 5:32; 6:19). Particular emphasis is laid on the unity of Gentiles and Jews in Christ 

(2:11–22; 3:3–13). Again we find the notion of being raised with Christ (after being dead in sin) and 

being exalted with him (2:1–6; cf. Col 3:1). In 5:14 thephrase―Awake,Osleeperandarisefromthedead,

andChristshallgiveyoulight‖seems to have been taken from a baptismal hymn. Often the author uses 

―inChrist‖and―inChristJesus,‖andmuchattentionispaidtothelifeofthecommunityasthatofabody

of which Christ is the head (1:23; 2:16; 4:4, 12–16). The relation between Christ and the church is an 

example for relations between husband and wife (5:21–33).  



In2Thessalonians―Christ‖occursonlyinthefixedexpression―the/ourLordJesusChrist‖withthe

soleexceptionofthephrase―thesteadfastnessofChrist‖(3:5). In the Pastoral Epistles (1–2 Timothy, 

Titus), we find stereotyped language, both in sentences using earlier christological formulas and in free 

composition.―ChristJesus‖isusedtwenty-sixtimes,fourtimestogetherwith―the(our)Lord,‖andthree

timeswith―oursavior‖);fivetimeswefind―JesusChrist‖oncewith―ourLord,‖andoncewith―our

savior‖),andonlyonce―Christ‖(1 Tim 5:11). The frequent use of Christ Jesus (in all grammatical 

constructions) is striking. It may show awareness of the fact that Christ is more than just a name. The 

author may have been influenced by the earlier formulas he uses; their exact date cannot be determined 

and may differ from case to case. But 2 Tim 2:8 (which resembles the ancient formula found in Rom 1:3–

4)mentionsJesusChrist‘sdescentfromDavidanditispossiblethat1 Tim 1:15, 2:5–6, and 6:13 betray 

earlierformulaicusageoftheterm―Christ.‖ 

4. The Gospel of Mark. In this gospel, commonly regarded as the oldest of the three Synoptics, the 

word christos is used seven times. In 1:1 theevangelistcharacterizesthestoryheisgoingtotellas―the

gospelofJesusChrist.‖Importantmanuscriptsadd―theSonofGod,‖bringingoutanessentialfeature of 

Markanchristology:Jesus,whoiscalledtheChrist,andwhooftenreferstohimselfas―theSonofMan,‖

isGod‘sSon.Demonsrecognizehimassuch(3:1; 5:7), as does the Roman officer present at the 

crucifixion (15:39). Jesus accepts this designation during his trial before the Sanhedrin (14:61, cf. 8:38; 

12:6–8; 13:32), and most significantly God himself is introduced in the story twice with a solemn 

declaration:―youare/thisismybelovedson‖(1:11; 9:7).  

Intheexpression―gospelofJesusChrist,‖Markusestraditionalterminology(cf.theuseof―gospelof

Christ‖andof―JesusChrist‖inthelettersofPaul).Alsoin9:41, where disciples are characterized as 

―beingofChrist,‖isconventionallanguage.Inthefiveremaininginstances,however,theoriginaltitular

meaning of the term is evident.  

In 8:29 the disciples,throughPeter,confess,―YouaretheChrist.‖ForMarkandhisreaders,thisisa

well-knownconfessionanditdoesnotcomeasasurprise.PeteruttersitafterhavingwitnessedJesus‘

activity in Galilee as preacher, teacher, healer, and exorcist. It is understandable that outsiders regard 

Jesus,theheraldofGod‘skingdom(1:14), as a revived John the Baptist, or Elijah, or one of the prophets 

(8:28); his disciples call him―theChrist.‖Atthemomenttheysaythis,theydonotyetknowthewhole

story. Immediately after, Jesus enjoins his disciples to keep silent about him (8:30). He announces his 

suffering, death, and resurrection, referring to himself as Son of Man (8:31, repeated in 9:31; 10:32–34). 

He declares that those who follow him must be ready to lose their lives―formeandthegospel‖(8:35); 

thattheywillbevindicatedwhentheSonofManreturns―inthegloryofhisfather‖tointroducethe

kingdom of God with power (8:38–9:1). ThestoryofJesus‘transfigurationfollows(9:2–8)withGod‘s

solemnpronouncement―thisismybelovedSon‖(9:7) and another command for secrecy (9:9).  

In 12:35–37 Jesusintroducesthethesis―theChrististheSonofDavid‖asatypicalopinionofthe

scribes. Similarly, in the crucifixion story the chief priests and thescribesspeakabout―theChrist,the

kingofIsrael‖(15:32).Earlierinthegospel,Jesusistwiceaddressedas―SonofDavid‖byBartimaeus

(10:46–52), and he is associatedwith―thecomingkingdomofourfatherDavid‖bythosewhohailhimat

his entrance into Jerusalem (11:1–11). In 12:35–37 Jesus quotes Ps 110:1 and remarks that David 

addressestheonewhoissaidtobehissonas―lord.‖ThetruesonofDavid—Christ—is different from 

what the scribes expect.  

This becomes very clear in 14:61–62, where Jesus, standing before the Sanhedrin, acknowledges that he 

is―theChrist,theSonoftheBlessed,‖butadds―youwillseetheSonofMansittingattherighthandof

Power, and coming with the clouds of heaven (an allusion to Ps 110:1 and Dan 7:13). Jesus the Son of 

ManwillreignastheSonofDavid/Christ/SonofGodwhenGod‘skinglyrulewillbeestablishedon

earth (8:38–9:1; 13:26).InthestoryaboutthetrialbeforePilateandthecrucifixion,thedesignation―king

oftheJews‖standscentral(15:2, 9, 12, 18, 26, cf. v 32). Its thematic importance is that Jesus is not a king 

in the political sense; even less is he a bandit like the ones crucified with him, or an insurgent like 

Barabbas. His royal rule will only be revealed at the parousia when the crucified Christ will be shown to 

be triumphant.  



Mark 15 reflects the political tensions before, during, and after the war between the Jews and the 

Romans, culminating in the destruction of Jerusalem and its temple in A.D. 70. This is also clear in chap. 

13,whereJesus‘followersarewarnedagainstpeoplewhosay―Look,hereistheChrist‖or―Thereheis.‖

False messiahs and false prophets will arise to lead astray the elect (vv 21–22). They need not waver, 

however,fortheyknowwhomtheymayexpect:―theSonofMancomingincloudswithpowerand

glory‖(v 26).  

5. The Gospel of Matthew. The two other Synoptic Gospels bring out more clearly what Mark wanted 

to convey. In doing so they could only rely on Mark and on general early Christian usage, but not on Q, 

the sayings-source commonly thought to have been used by Matthew and Luke. Mark uses christos very 

sparingly, but in the sayings attributed to Q it is not used at all.  

Matthew knows Jesus Christ as a double name (1:1, 18 and 1:16; 27:17–22). Straightaway he explains 

to his readers that Christ denotes the Messiah, Son of David, king of Jews (2:1–6). It is clear, however, 

thatHerod‘sinterpretationofthetermiswrong.WhileGentilesworshipthenewborn―kingoftheJews‖

(2:9–12; they are the first to do so), Herod tries in vain to destroy a potentially dangerous political 

opponent (2:13–18). Chap. 2 prepares the reader for the misunderstandings apparent in chap. 27 (= Mark 

15). Matthew also stresses that Jesus is the Son of David (1:1–17; 1:20; 21:9; 22:41–46). He uses this 

term in particular in stories about healing (9:27–31; 12:22–23; 15:21–28; 21:14–17 plus the Bartimaeus 

story in 20:29–34).  

Thetitle―Christ/Messiah‖receivesmoreemphasisinthestoryofPeter‘sconfession(16:16,―youare

theChrist,theSonofthelivingGod‖;and16:20,―…hestrictlychargedthedisciplestotellnoonethat

hewastheChrist‖).―TheChrist‖(withthedefinitearticle)issignificantin11:2 where―theworksofthe

Christ‖referstoJesus‘healingsandhispreaching of the gospel, as also in 23:10 (―youhaveonemaster,

theChrist‖).In24:5 and 26:68 Matthew adds the designation in contexts where it was already used by 

Mark.  

6. Luke-Acts. In Luke-Actswefindthephrase―theLord‘sAnointed‖(Luke 2:26, Acts 4:26)and―the

AnointedofGod‖(Luke 9:20; 23:35); the genitive refers to the One who anoints, as in the Old Testament. 

Luke specifies that God anointed Jesus with the Spirit (see the quotation from Isa 61:1–2a in Luke 4:18; 

Acts 10:38; also 4:27).Atthesametime―Christ‖and―Lord‖arefoundasparallelsinLuke 2:12 (―a

SaviorwhoisChristandLord‖)andActs 2:36 (―GodmadehimbothLordandChrist‖).As

Christ/Messiah Jesus is Son of David (Luke 1:32; 2:4, 11; 3:31; cf. 1:69).Heis―KingofIsrael/theJews,‖

but does not exercise political power (brought out very clearly in Luke 23:3, 39; cf. Acts 17:7). There will 

be no end to the reign of this Son of David, who is at the same time Son of the Most High (Luke 1:32–33; 

cf. 1:69). The emphasis is on his reign after his exaltation in heaven (Luke 22:67–69; 23:42–43; Acts 

2:36; but see also Acts 3:19–21, which connects the designation Christ specifically with the parousia).  

Another feature of the Lukan use of christos has to be singled out. The word is used in a typical variant 

ofthedoubleformulaspeakingaboutJesus‘deathandresurrection/exaltation.Thefirstpartspeaksabout

―thesufferingofChrist‖(Luke 24:26, 46; 26:23; Acts 17:3; 26:23; cf. 3:18; 25:19, see also below on 1 

Pet 2:21; 3:18). In Acts 17:1–3 it is made clear that this central element in the Christian message forms a 

specialpointofdebateindiscussionswiththeJews.InthesynagogueofThessalonica,Paulexplains―that

it was necessary for the Christ to suffer and to rise from the dead‖beforetestifyingthatJesusisthe

Christ.InthenarrativeofActs,thecoreofPaul‘smessage(andthatofApollos)maybereducedto―Jesus

istheChrist‖(9:22)or―theChristisJesus‖(18:5; 18:28).Itmayalsobesummedupas―JesusistheSon

ofGod‖(9:20);alsoelsewherethedesignations―Christ‖and―SonofGod‖arecloselyconnected(Luke 

1:32–33; 4:41; 8:28; 22:67–69).  

Finally it should be pointed out that according to Acts 11:26 (cf. 26:28 and 1 Pet 4:16), the designation 

―Christians‖wasfirstusedforthefollowersofJesus in Antioch. This implies that they formed a separate 

group, the identity of which was determined by their allegiance to one who was commonly called christos 

(see CHRISTIAN).  

7. The Johannine Corpus. Apart from 1:17 and 17:5,wherewefindtheexpression―JesusChrist,‖all

instances of the use of christos in the Gospel of John presuppose the titular use of the term. The Gospel 



wants todemonstratewhatitmeanstobelieve―thatJesusistheChrist,theSonofGod‖(20:31). The 

confession―JesusistheChrist‖formedthebreakingpointwiththesynagogue(9:22), and followers of 

Jesus should therefore consider very carefully what constituted the core of their faith and what should be 

keptinmindinongoingdiscussionswith―theJews.‖ 

John the Baptist, introduced as prime witness for Jesus, denies that he himself is the Christ (1:20, 25; 

3:28).TwoofhisdisciplesfollowJesusandoneofthem,Andrew,tellshisbrotherSimon:― ‗Wehave

found the Messiah‘(whichmeansChrist)‖(1:41). Here and in 4:25 the Greek transliteration of the 

Hebrewtermisintroducedtoillustratethemeaningofthedesignation―Christ.‖In4:4–42 a Samaritan 

woman,afterlisteningtoJesus,identifieshimwiththeMessiahofSamaritanexpectation,who―willshow

usallthings‖(4:25; cf. v 29; see also MESSIAH).Jesusanswers―Iwhospeaktoyouamhe‖(v 26). In a 

discussion with his disciples, he makes clear that his task is to accomplish the work of God who sent him, 

in complete agreement with the divine will (vv 31–38). After further contacts with the Samaritans of the 

woman‘scity,theydeclare,―weknowthatthisisindeedtheSaviouroftheworld‖(vv 39–42).  

In the debates between Jesus and the Jews and the discussions among the people in Jerusalem narrated 

in John 7,Jesusiscalled―theChrist‖(vv 26, 27, 31)and―theprophet‖(v 40, and an important variant 

reading in v 52). This chapter is important because here, as in 12:34, several aspects of the Jewish 

expectations concerning the Messiah are mentioned (see MESSIAH). But the Johannine Jesus puts all 

emphasis on his unique unity in will and work with the Father who sent him. In this light the Davidic 

descent of the messiah and his birth in Bethlehem are irrelevant (7:40–44). When in 10:24 the Jews ask 

Jesus,―IfyouaretheChrist,tellusplainly,‖Jesusanswerswithashortdiscourseontheintimateunionof

theFatherandhimself,endingwiththestatement―IandtheFatherareone‖(vv 25–30). Martha therefore 

confesses Jesus as the Christ, the Son of God (11:27); this is the message the Gospel is intended to bring 

to its readers (20:31).  

The First andSecondLetterofJohnaddressadifferentsituation.Christiansbelievein―JesusChrist,the

SonofGod‖(1 John 1:3; 3:23; 5:20; 2 John 3).Confessingthat―JesusistheChrist‖(1 John 5:1) stands 

parallelwithconfessingthat―JesusistheSonofGod‖(1 John 4:15; 5:5, 10, 13). Denying that Jesus is 

the Christ means denying Father and Son, according to 1 John 2:22 (2 John 9). This implies that the 

designations―Christ‖and―SonofGod‖havebecomevirtuallyinterchangeable.Thefalseteachers

combated in the two Johannine letters believe in the Christ as the Son of God but fail to take seriously that 

this Christ is a human being of flesh and blood. Hence the emphasis on the part of the authors of the 

Lettersontheconfessionthat―JesusChristhascomeintheflesh‖(1 John 4:2,3; 2 John 7).  

JesusChrist,headds,―camebywaterandblood‖(1 John 5:6).Thisisthesound―doctrineofChrist‖(2 

John 9)inwhichtruebelievershavetoabide.ThedogmaticemphasisonJesus‘corporealsubstance

appearstoaddressthebeliefsofsomegroupsof―Johannine‖Christianswho,perhapsbyinductionfrom

their faith in the Son of God who exists and acts in complete unity with the Father, arrived at a conception 

ofChristthatcompletelyneglectedJesus‘humanlife,work,suffering,anddeath.Theauthorsof1 and 2 

John want to redress this neglect; in their contribution to the ongoing debate they do not try to explain the 

backgroundoftheterm―Christ,‖butratherstressamorespecificconfessionalstatement:―JesusChrist

hascomeintheflesh.‖ 

Interestingly,theauthorsrefertotheexpectationthat―Antichristiscoming‖(1 John 2:18) to 

characterizeopponentsas―antichrists‖(1 John 2:18, 22; 2 John 7) or false prophets inspired by the spirit 

of the Antichrist (1 John 4:3).Specificto1Johnisalsotheuseoftheterm―anointing‖assourceoftrue

knowledge of the (true) believers (1 John 2:20, 27; cf. 2 Cor 1:21–22).  

8. Other NT Writings. Of the other writings in the NT, the Letter to the Hebrews, the First Letter of 

Peter, and the RevelationtoJohnrequireourattention.Inthefirsttwowritingswefindno―messianic‖

overtones. In Revelation we find a few instances where christos is used as a title. Central in the argument 

ofHebrewsisthenotionthatJesusChrist,―thesameyesterdayandtodayandforever‖(13:8), is the 

eternal Son of God and (high) priest after the order of Melchizedek forever (chap. 7). The eternal 

kingdom of the Son is emphasized by a citation (Heb 1:8–9) of Ps 45:6–7 (LXX Ps 44:7–8), including the 

sentence―thereforeGod,thyGod,hasanointedtheewiththeoilofgladnessbeyondthycomrades.‖A



subsequent concatenation of Psalm quotations (Ps 2:7 and 110:4, cited at 5:5–6) establishes that Christ did 

notarrogatehighpriesthood,butwasdivinelyappointedtothatoffice.Thedesignation―Christ‖isstill

used to indicate the central content of the Christian message. In 6:1 theauthorspeaksabout―the

elementarydoctrinesofChrist‖;hedescribesthebelieversasthehouseofChrist(3:6) and as sharing in 

Christ (3:14).Thespecialconnectionbetweenthedesignation―Christ‖andJesus‘deathforotherscomes

out clearly in 9:11–28 (see v 11; v 14 ―thebloodofChrist‖;v 24 and v 28 ―Christ,havingbeenoffered

oncetobearthesinsofmany‖;cf.10:10).ButtobringouttheessentialmeaningofChrist‘sdeaththe

author, here and elsewhere, sets forth the implications of the fact that he is high priest after the order of 

Melchizedek.  

The use of the word christos in 1 Peter shows many similarities with its use in the letters of Paul. The 

designationoccursinconnectionwithJesus‘sufferinganddeathorwithhissuffering/deathandthe

following resurrection with an outlook on his present and future glory. At the same time the communion 

between Christ and the Christians (the term is used in 4:16) is emphasized. By way of example, we may 

mention 1:18–19 ―youwereransomed…withthepreciousbloodofChrist,likethat of a lamb without 

blemishorspot‖(cf.1:2); 2:21 ―Christsufferedforyou,leavingyouanexample,thatyoushouldfollow

inhissteps‖(cf.3:15).The―SpiritofChrist‖speakingtotheprophetoftheolddispensationrevealedto

themthattheirmessage―predictingthesufferingsofChristandthesubsequentglory‖wasintendednot

for their own, but for the present generation (1:10–12). In 3:18–22 we find a complete confession of faith, 

consistingofmanyoldelements:―Christsuffered[or:died;becausetheGreekwordsareverysimilarthe

manuscripts differ here and at 2:21] for sins once for all, the righteous for the unrighteous, that he might 

bringustoGod,beingputtodeathinthefleshbutmadealiveintheSpirit…preachedtotheSpiritsin

prison…,hasgone into heaven and is at the right hand of God, with angels, authorities and powers 

subjecttohim.‖Christians,therefore,mayliveinhopethroughJesusChrist‘resurrection(1:3), looking 

out for his final revelation (1:7,13). They share in his sufferings (4:13–16; 5:10; cf. 5:1), but may be 

confident that they will share in his glory (4:13; 5:1, 10).Inthemeantime,knowingthatChrist―boreour

sins in his bodyonthetree,thatwemightdietosinandlivetorighteousness‖(2:24, cf. Isa 53:4, 12), 

maintaining good conduct as aliens and exiles among the Gentiles (4:1–6; 2:11–12; cf. 1:1, 17). Christians 

are―inChrist‖(5:14).  

IntheRevelationtoJohnthedesignation―JesusChrist‖isfoundthreetimesintheintroductoryverses.

The word christos alone is found four times, in 11:15 and 12:10 speakingabout―his(theLord‘s,God‘s)

anointed‖andin20:4, 6 where―his‖isnotfound,butthetitularmeaningofchristos is certainly present. 

In all four cases, Jesus is referred to.  

The book contains the revelation of Jesus Christ to John (1:1)―whoborewitnesstothewordofGod

andtothetestimonyofJesusChrist‖(1:2). In v 5aJesusChristiscalled―thefaithfulwitness,thefirstborn

ofthedead,andtherulerofthekingsoftheearth.‖Verses 5b–6 (perhaps using ancient baptismal terms) 

praise―himwholovesusandhasfreedusfromoursinsbyhisbloodandmadeusakingdom,prieststo

hisGodandFather.‖ 

In chap. 5 theseer,afterhavingheardtheannouncementthat―theLionof the tribe of Judah, the Root of 

Davidhasconquered‖(v. 5, cf. 3:7; 22:16) sees a Lamb standing near God‘sthrone―asthoughithad

beenslain‖(v. 6; cf. 7:9, 17; 12:5). This Lamb clearly is the victorious Lion of Judah; in hymns, God who 

sits on the throne and the Lamb are glorified together (5:13; 7:10). In 17:14 the victorious Lamb 

(accompaniedbythosewho―arecalledandchosenandfaithful‖(cf.3:21)iscalled―theLordoflordsand

Kingofkings‖;thesamenameisinscribedontherobeandthethighoftherideronthe white horse in 

(19:11–16), whose victory introduces the last series of eschatological events described in this book. In the 

first hymn to the Lamb in 5:9–10 we find a clear reference to 1:5b–6:―thouwastslainandbythyblood

didst ransom men for God from every tribe and tongue and people and nation, and hast made them a 

kingdom and priests to our God, and they shall reignonearth.‖ 

In 11:15 voicesinheavenannounce:―ThekingdomoftheworldhasbecomethekingdomoftheLord

andhisAnointed[RSV:hisChrist],andheshallreignforever.‖Theterminologyisinfluencedbythatof 

Ps 2:2 (cf. v 18, reminiscent of Ps 2:1–2, 5, 12 and Ps 99:1).TheemphasisisonGod‘ssovereignty,asvv 



17–18, which speak only about God, show. In 12:10 anotherloudvoiceinheavendeclares,―Now the 

salvation and power and the kingdom of our God and the authority of his Anointed [RSV: his Christ] have 

come.‖Satannolongerhaspowertoaccuse―ourbrethren‖(cf.v 9)ofwhomitissaid,―Theyhave

conquered him[i.e.,Satan]bythebloodoftheLambandbythewordoftheirtestimony‖for―theywere

willingtogivetheirlivesanddie‖(TEV).Theconnectionwith5:9–10 (cf. 7:14) is obvious.  

The final reign of the faithful who give their lives for their testimony to Jesus and for the word of God is 

described in 20:4–6. They will come to life ahead of others, and will reign with the Anointed/Christ for a 

thousandyearsas―priestsofGodandofChrist‖(cf.5:9–10). The pericope 20:4–6 describes one of the 

many episodes of the End; those who have resisted actively in the fierce struggle against Satan and his 

servants on earth will take part in the first resurrection, and reign with Christ on earth. The final judgment 

and another resurrection follow (20:11–15). In the new Jerusalem, descending on the new earth, there will 

be no temple (21:22)andthereforenopriests.But―thethroneofGodandtheLambwillbeinit,andhis

servantsshallworshiphim‖(22:3);―theyshallreignforeverandever‖(22:5).  

The use of christos in Revelation is interesting, because it shows that its original messianic meaning 

was still known. In the time of distress caused by discrimination and persecution in the nineties, 

Christians in Asia Minor associated this designation with the final triumph of God and the reign of Jesus 

as―theLord‘sAnointed,‖asDavidickingonearthafterthedestructionofallhostilepowers.Atthesame

time it is made very clear that this future king is Jesus Christ, who redeemed the faithful by his death and 

rose from the dead; also the close relationship between Jesus Christ and the faithful receives emphasis: 

They share in suffering in order to share in the final victory.  

C. The Use of Cristos for Jesus  

From the Pauline Letters and the ancient formulas contained in them, it is clear that from a very early 

period the word christos wasusedin―Christian‖circlesasthecentraltermtodenoteJesus.Itisusedvery

often, and it received its content not through a previously fixed concept of messiahship but rather from the 

person and work of Jesus. The term is especially used in connection with his death and resurrection, the 

salvation effected by him, and the intimate bond between him and the believers. Although awareness of 

theoriginaltitularmeaning―Messiah‖persists,thereisnolongeranyneedtostateexplicitly―Jesusisthe

Christ.‖  

In later writings (the Deutero-Pauline letters, 1 Peter, Hebrews) the same usage prevails. Speaking about 

Jesus, one usestheword―Christ,‖especiallyinspecificcontexts.JesusChristfunctionsvirtuallyasa

doublename.YetinRevelationtheOTdesignationofthekingas―theLord‘sAnointed‖returnsin

connection with the final triumph of God and the reign of Jesus as Davidic King.  

At the time the Gospel of Mark was written, it was clearly necessary to remind the readers how their 

confession―JesusistheChrist‖shouldbeunderstood.Theemphasisisonhisimpendingsufferingand

death, and on the nonpolitical nature of his kingship. Matthew essentially underlines what is found in 

Mark. In Luke-Acts,Jesus‘messiahshipisthecentralissueinthedebatebetweentheearlyChristiansand

the Jews, bringing with it a discussion about the true meaning of predictions concerning the Messiah in 

the Scriptures. Two other features in Luke-Actsareofinterest:acertainemphasisonJesus‘reignafterhis

exaltation in heaven, and the explicit statement that God anointed Jesus with the Spirit. The latter is found 

inJesus‘first public speech, related in the gospel as having taken place in his home town Nazareth (Luke 

4:18).  

The Gospel of John, a late NT book, presents an interesting picture. On the one hand, it stresses that 

Jesus the Christ is the Son of God living in a unique unity with the Father; it does so to such an extent that 

later Johannine Christians have to be reminded that the Son of God in whom they believe really led a 

human life once. On the other hand, it pictures Jesus in an ongoing debate with Jewish opponents, a 

debate from which features of Jewish messianic expectation emerge.  

Can we explain how the term christos, rarely found in contemporary Jewish literature, became so 

important to early Christians that it could receive a specific Jesus-centered Christian content and meaning 

very soon? In Jewish sources, the term is mostly used for a royal figure as agent of divine deliverance. 

The same notion seems to be present or presupposed where the Christian use of the term in connection 



with Jesus is made explicit. Only in Luke-Actsdowefindthenotionof―anointingwiththeSpirit‖(also

found in 11QMelch 18). The idea of an anointed high priest, very important in the Qumran Scrolls, is not 

found in the writings of the New Testament. In Hebrews there is no emphasis on the anointing of Jesus as 

high priest; at the same time it is made very clear that the new high priest is of a completely different 

order than the Levitical (high) priests before him.  

Why, then, was this term with its royal connotations used of Jesus? How did it become a very central 

designation?  

In the oldest pre-Paulinetradition,thedesignationwasespeciallyusedinconnectionwithJesus‘death,

and according to Luke-Acts it remained necessary to explain, to insiders and outsiders, that his death, 

followedbyhisresurrection,was―inaccordancewiththescriptures‖(1 Cor 15:3, 4). In the pre-Pauline 

formula Rom 1:3, 4 Jesus‘Davidicdescentreceivesemphasis,andthemotifofJesus‘royallineagerecurs

in the latest books of the NT (e.g., 2 Tim 2:8; Revelation). In Mark (12:35–37; 14:61–62), it is made clear 

that the royal dominion of this Son of David/Son of God/Son of Man only becomes evident after his 

exaltation to God and will be fully realized with the coming of the kingdom of God in power—that is, 

God‘sdefinitiveinterventioninhumanaffairs.YettheSynopticsandJohnseemtoprefertheterm―Son

ofMan‖in passages speaking about this future, and in the Letters of Paul the term kyrios predominates in 

suchpassages.―Christ‖isusedonlyseldominconnectionwiththeeschatologicalrule(Phil 1:6, 10; 2:16; 

1 Cor 15:23–28; cf. Acts 2:36; 3:20–21; and Revelation).  

ItisclearthatMark‘sstoryofthetrialbeforePilateandthecrucifixion(chap. 15) combats the 

misunderstanding that Jesus, the Christ, the king of Israel, wanted to exercise political power. As chap. 13 

shows, this misunderstanding will have been particularly acute in the troubles of the sixties when tension 

mounted in Palestine, finally resulting in the explosive Jewish war.  

It is often argued that Mark 15 reflectsthehistoricalcircumstancesprecedingJesus‘deathonthecross.

That Jesus was crucified is beyond doubt, but that he was crucified on the charge that he claimed to be 

―thekingoftheJews‖(Mark 15:26) is much more difficult to substantiate. Scholars have pointed out, 

however,thatthestoryofJesus‘activitiesinGalilee and Jerusalem shows hardly any royal-messianic 

features. If we dismiss the unlikely hypothesis that they were there originally but were removed later, it 

must be assumed that in the events leading up to his crucifixion, accusations by his opponents that Jesus 

did in fact have royal-messianic claims, and was therefore a dangerous person, played a significant role. 

BecausehewascrucifiedasKingoftheJews,hisfirstfollowerstookuptheroyaldesignation―Christ,‖

particularly in connection with his death and resurrection.  

According to this view, the opponents accused Jesus of royal-messianic pretensions because of the 

messianic hopes of his followers, his teaching with authority resulting in a sovereign attitude toward the 

Law and Jewish rules, and perhaps also his behavior in the temple (reflected in Mark 11:15–19). Jesus 

himself could not deny this charge without putting in question the final eschatological validity of his 

whole message. Whether he himself would have chosen this designation to express the essence of his 

mission and did, in fact, use it, remains uncertain.  

It is difficult to verify the various constituent parts of this historical reconstruction; an unsatisfactory 

aspect of it is that it assignsadecisiveroletoJesus‘opponentsinthechoiceofthetermcharacterizing

Jesus‘publicimage.Anotherapproachtothesolutionofthisproblemiscalledfor. 

Itisdifficulttobelievethattheterm―Messiah/Christ‖cametotheforeonlyatthevery last stage of 

Jesus‘ministrybecauseoftheaccusationsofhisopponents,andthatitwasonlybecauseofits

prominence at the trial and the crucifixion that later Christians used it as the central designation for Jesus. 

Should we not assume that Jesus‘disciplescametoregardhimas(aspecial)Messiahalreadyduringhis

lifetime, that this designation was misconstrued in a political sense by his opponents, but that it was taken 

up again in a nonpolitical manner (with emphasis on his suffering and his death) by his disciples after 

Golgotha? There is much to be said for this theory.  

TheGospelofMarknotonlyusesthedesignation―Christ‖(withSonofGod,SonofMan)in

connectionwithJesus‘futurekingship,butitalsohasPeterconfessJesusasthe Messiah in 8:29 on the 

strengthofJesus‘activityas(unique)preacher,teacher,healer,andexorcist.ForMark,Jesusisthe



Christ: on earth, a charismatic Spirit-inspired figure; at the final realization of his kingdom,kingonGod‘s

behalf. Looking at Mark 10:46–52; 12:35–37; and 14:61, 62, we may say that his actions are those of a 

true Son of David.  

IthasbeenarguedthattheGospelofLuke,whichcorroboratesMark‘spicturebyexplainingthatJesus

couldbecalled―theAnointedOne‖becausetheLordanointedhimwiththeSpirit(Luke 4:16–30), 

reflectsJesus‘ownopinion.Unfortunately,thishypothesiscannotbesubstantiated.TherelatedQ-passage 

(Luke 7:18–23 [= Matt 11:2–6]) does not use christos, so that we cannot be sure that the early Christian 

use of christos was connected with the notion of anointing with the Spirit before Luke.  

Interestingly, contemporary sources portray David not only as king but also as a prophet. On the 

strength of 1 Sam 16:13 and the directly following passage 16:14–32, Josephus emphasizes that 

immediately after the divine Spirit had moved to David, the latter began to prophesy and to exorcize the 

demons which troubled Saul (Ant 6.166–68).Wemaycomparethestatement―Davidwasaprophet‖in

Acts 2:30 (cf. 1:16; 4:25) and 2 Sam 23:1–2, as well as Ps-Philo, L.A.B. 59–60describingDavid‘spsalm-

singing for Saul after his anointing by Samuel. A Qumran fragment, 11QPs
a
 David‘s compositions, 

attributes 3600 psalms to David and no less than 450 songs, 4 of which were songs for making music over 

the stricken; it emphasizes that David spoke all these things through prophecy. It should be added that 

also in texts like Pss. Sol. 17 that picture the future Son of David as a king, that king is not simply a 

military or political figure, but a wise and discerning ruler; Isa 11:1–5 exercised a great influence on 

Jewish expectations concerning the coming Son of David.  

In view of this, it is quite plausible that in the eyes of his earliest followers, if not in his own, Jesus was 

atrueSonofDavidwhocouldproperlybecalledtheLord‘sAnointed,notonlyinviewofhisfuturerole

whenGod‘skingdomwouldrevealitselfinpower,butalreadyinthepresentwhileGod‘ssavingand

liberatingpowermanifesteditselfinJesus‘wordsandactions.ConsideringMark‘sveryrestricteduseof

thedesignation―Christ,‖itisprobablethatthehistoricalJesus did not widely advertise any christological 

self-designations. If he used them, he used them creatively, in his own way, and he must have tried to 

avoid misunderstandings.  
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MARINUS DE JONGE  

CHRIST, BODY OF. TheNTusageofthephrase―bodyofChrist‖anditsparallelexpressions
divides naturally into three categories: (1) the physical body of Jesus Christ, (2) the references to the 

breadintheLastSupperandLord‘sSupper,and (3) as a description of the relationship between the 

resurrected Lord Jesus and His ekklēsia.  

A. Physical Body of Jesus  



This concrete meaning is foundational, serving as the basis of comparison for the other categories 

(Gundry 1976; Hoehner 1984; Robinson 1952). A study of the Gospels yields a vast and varied amount of 

data pointing to the true humanity of Jesus (John 1:14; Luke 2:52). There is nothing to indicate that his 

physical being was other than a normal human body, with its needs and limitations (e.g. John 4:6–7; 

19:28). The specific usage of the concept of the―bodyofJesus[Christ],‖however,isfocusedonhisdeath

and burial (Matt 27:58–59, and par; Col 1:22; Heb 10:10) (Robinson 1952:34–48). Relatedly, passages 

dealingwithJesus‘resurrectedbody(e.g.John 20:19–29), ascension (Acts 1:9–11), and later appearances 

(e.g. Acts 9:3–6 = 22:6–8 = 26:12–15) imply both significant continuity and discontinuity with his pre-

cross physical state.  

B. Bread in the Communion Meal  

TheSynopticGospelsrecordthat,attheLastSupper,Jesusmadetheintriguingassertion―Thisismy

body‖afterthebreakingofthebread(Matt 26:26 = Mark 14:22 = Luke 22:19). This statement has been a 

notable crux interpretum, along with (perhaps) its earliest canonical echo in 1 Cor 11:24. Varied 

understandingsoftherelationbetweenJesus‘actualpersonandthebreadoftheEucharist(whichHewas

instituting) have proliferated over the centuries, although such views can be generally categorized as 

―literal‖/physical,metaphorical/spiritual,orsomevia media or combination approach (Küng 1967: 211–

24; Ridderbos 1966: 373–76).  

Of these historic options, careful exegesis of the 1 Corinthians 11 pericope indicates that the 

metaphorical,andthusspiritual,understandingof―bodyofChrist‖inrelationtothebreadofcommunion

isbest.ThecontinuedPaulinereferencesto―thebread‖atthepointoftheindividual‘sreceptionofthe

element (1 Cor 11:26–28) would be strange if there were any physical transformation involved. Certainly 

thereisacloseidentificationherewiththephysical―bodyofChrist,‖astheCorinthianchurchwas urged 

toproperlyconsiderthemeaningandsignificanceofJesus‘death(1 Cor 11:27–29). However, such 

identification clearly stops short of full identity, as a physical understanding requires.  

Similarly, in John 6,Jesusrefersstrikinglytohimselfas―thebreadoflife‖(6:34, 48,NIV),―thebread

thatcamedownfromheaven‖(6:41),and―thelivingbread‖(6:51). Even though the last usage is said by 

Jesustobeinreferenceto―myflesh‖(6:51,NIV),thereisnoclearreferencetotheLord‘sSupperhere.It

isnomoreintendedforaliteralunderstandingthan―Iamthelightoftheworld‖(John 8:12; 9:5)or―Iam

thedoor[ofthesheep]‖(John 10:7, 9). That is especially seen to be the case in John 6 when it is noted 

thatthereceivingof―thebreadoflife‖theretakesplacebybelievinginJesus(John 6:35, 40, 47).  

C. Relationship between Christ and His Church  

Within the Pauline corpus interpreters encounter a number of powerful expressions that picture the 

intimate connection between the resurrected Savior and His ekklēsia. Notable among these are references 

to the Church as the bride of Christ (Eph 5:23–32), the temple of the Holy Spirit (1 Cor 3:16; Eph 2:21), 

and the household of God (Gal 6:10; 1 Tim 3:15).  

ThemostcommonandwelldevelopedofsuchexpressionsviewstheChurchas―thebodyofChrist.‖

The idea is utilized in different ways in different contexts, however. For example, in 1 Cor 12:12–27 and 

Rom 12:4–8 the emphasis is on the unity of the Church amid the rich diversity of its members. A related, 

but distinct, usage is seen in passages like Eph 4:4, 12–16 and Col 1:18–22; 3:15. There the focus is on 

Christasthe―head‖ofhisbody, the Church (Ridderbos 1966: 369–87).  

Again, there is significant difference of interpretive opinion in regard to whether the idea of the Church 

asthe―bodyofChrist‖shouldbetakenasspeakingofvirtualidentity(thecounterpartofthe―physical‖

view of the Supper) or strong identification (Radmacher 1978: 223–37; Küng 1967: 224–41). To view the 

Church as an extension of the Incarnation might seem the implication of 1 Cor 12:12:―Thebodyisaunit,

though itismadeupofmanyparts…SoitiswithChrist‖(NIV;Robinson1952:58–59). However, the 

entirecontext,includingtherecapitulatorywords―NowyouarethebodyofChrist,andeachoneofyou

partofit‖(1 Cor 12:27, NIV) argues for a close bond or link that is less than the fullest identification 

(Best 1955: 95–105; Ridderbos 1966: 369–71).  

Thus, since the other passages assume (with minor variations) the same central sense for the imagery of 

the―bodyofChrist,‖itispreferabletounderstanditinametaphoricalway.TheChurchisnotChristin



the sense of embodying his authority and infallibility. Rather, it draws its direction and empowering from 

him as its head, as does a human body (Eph 4:15–16).  

AfinalimportantconsiderationhastodowiththeoriginofthePaulinephrase―thebodyofChrist.‖

Various plausible backdrops for the idea have been postulated, arising out of Hebrew, Greek, Gnostic, and 

Eucharistic contexts (Best 1955: 83–93). However, the likeliest point of origin is the words of the risen 

ChristontheDamascusRoad.―Saul,Saul,whydoyoupersecuteme?‖(Acts 9:4 = 22:7 = 26:14; Kim 

1981).IndeliblyetchedinPaul‘sthoughtpatterns,thesewordsbestexplainthecloseidentification and 

communionbetweentheLordJesusandHischurchas―thebodyofChrist‖in1 Cor 12:12, 27.  
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A. BOYD LUTER, JR.  

CHRIST, DAY OF. See DAY OF CHRIST.  

CHRIST, DEATH OF. The death of Jesus of Nazareth by crucifixion is generally accepted as 

historical fact. The circumstances of his execution admit a variety of questions of a historical character, 

and the centrality of the event in early Christian belief and practice necessitates theological reflection.  

———  

A. The Condemnation of Jesus  

1. By Roman Authorities  

2. By Jewish Authorities  

B.Jesus‘Understanding of His Death  

1. During His Ministry  

2. In the Face of Death  

C.InterpretationsofJesus‘Death 

1. The Gospels  

2. Pauline Writings  

3. Other NT Writings  

———  

A. The Condemnation of Jesus  

1. By Roman Authorities. Although many of the circumstances surrounding the trial and death of Jesus 

are disputed, there is little doubt that Jesus of Nazareth was crucified under Pontius Pilate, the Roman 

procurator of Judea from 26–36 A.D. Crucifixion was a Roman penalty practiced upon violent criminals, 

political rebels, and slaves (Hengel 1977:46–63).Tacitussaiditwas―thepunishmentusuallyinflictedon

slaves‖(His. 4.11),andCiceroreferredtoitas―themostcruelanddisgustingpenalty‖(Verr. 2.5.165). 

Thechargeonthecross,―theKingoftheJews‖(Mark 15:26), and the crucifixion of Jesus between two 

rebels (Gk lēstas, Mark 15:27) suggest that Jesus was put to death by the Romans as a political insurgent.  

Precisely why Pilate condemned Jesus as a political rebel is more difficult to determine, especially since 

theRomansdonotseemtohavearrestedandpersecutedJesus‘followersafterhisdeath.Theclearest

expression of the charges against Jesus is in Luke 23:2. From the point of view of the Evangelist, these 

chargesarefalse,buttheymayprovideacluetohowtheRomansviewedJesus.AttheheartofJesus‘



message was his proclamation that the Kingdom of God was at hand (Mark 1:15), and in the final days of 

his life Jesus made a triumphal entry into Jerusalem and cleansed its temple (Mark 11:1–19). This action, 

as well as the proclamation of a kingdom, might well have led the Romans to accept Jewish reports about 

Jesus, given the volatile atmosphere of 1st-century Palestine.  

TheGospelsportrayPilateasweakandvacillatingduringJesus‘trial,seekingawaytoreleasehim.But

this characterization of the governor does not correspond with what we know of him from other sources 

(JW 2.9.4 §175–77). It is probable that the Gospel portrayal of Pilate is part of a Christian apologetic to 

placetheburdenofguiltforJesus‘deathupontheJews,especiallytheirleaders.Inalllikelihood,Pilate

assumed a decisive role in the trial, condemning Jesus as a political insurgent. Consequently, the early 

Church had to deal with the scandal of the cross (1 Cor 1:23): Jesus was a crucified Messiah, condemned 

to death as a political rebel.  

2. By Jewish Authorities. It is even more difficult to identify the precise reason why the Jewish 

authorities condemned Jesus and handed him over to Pilate. The events surrounding the Jewish trial of 

Jesus—if indeed there was a formal trial before the whole Sanhedrin—present one of the most 

complicated problems of NT scholarship (Blinzler 1969: 15–38). Matthew and Mark report a night trial 

during which false witnesses testified that Jesus threatened to destroy the temple (Matt 26:61; Mark 

14:58), but then the Sanhedrin condemns Jesus on the grounds of blasphemy (Matt 26:65–66; Mark 

14:64). In Luke the trial takes place in the morning, the temple charge is not mentioned, and the issue is 

Jesus‘messiahship,butthereisnoformalcondemnation(Luke 22:71). John reports only an informal 

hearing before Annas during which the former high priest questions Jesus about his disciples and his 

teaching (John 18:19), passing over the trial reported by the Synoptics and focusing upon the trial before 

Pilate instead. Given the conflicting nature of the Gospel trial accounts, the reason for the Jewish 

condemnationofJesusshouldbesoughtinthebroadercontextofJesus‘ministry. 

Since Jesus was not a scribe by profession and did not belong to the party of the Pharisees or Sadducees, 

he stood outside the professional religious establishment. Nonetheless the Gospels portray him as one 

who taught and acted with supreme authority (Gk exousia, Mark 1:22, 27; 2:10; 11:28). In the Sermon on 

the Mount, Jesus pits his interpretation of the Law against the traditional interpretation (Matt 5:21–48), 

making himself the mouthpiece of God. On several occasions he apparently violated the Sabbath (Matt 

12:1–14) and challenged the traditions of the elders (Mark 7:1–23). He assumed the divine prerogative of 

forgiving sins (Mark 2:1–11), and on a regular basis he shared table fellowship with tax collectors and 

sinners (Luke 15:1–2; 19:1–10). It is doubtful that Jesus offered the wicked forgiveness without requiring 

repentance [as E. P. Sanders has argued (1985: 174–211)], but he may well have given the appearance of 

doingso.Mostimportantly,JesusconfidentlyproclaimedthatGod‘sKingdom was at hand, thereby 

establishinghimselfasGod‘seschatologicalmessenger. 

Such activity on the part of Jesus would have inevitably raised the question of his authority. Was Jesus 

an authentic prophet, or was he a false prophet (Deut 18:20–22; Jer 23:9–40), a rebellious son (Deut 

21:18–21), a beguiler who led the people astray (Deut 17:1–13)? On several occasions, it appears that the 

religious leaders viewed Jesus as a false prophet who led the people astray (Schillebeeckx 1981: 312–18). 

He is accused of being in league with Beelzebul (Mark 3:22) and of being possessed by an unclean spirit 

(Mark 3:30). In Matt 11:19 Jesus laments that he is viewed as a rebellious son (cf. Deut 21:18–21). And 

both in Matthew (27:63) and John (7:12, 47), he is described as one who deceives the people. Some of the 

religious leaders, therefore, must have viewed Jesus as a false prophet and beguiler who assumed 

authority to himself.  

The proximate occasion for the religious leaders to condemn Jesus, however, is related to his temple 

ministry. The Synoptic Gospels report that, during the final week of his life, Jesus provoked the religious 

leaders by cleansingthetemple.JohntransposesthisincidenttothebeginningofJesus‘ministry,but

notesitsintimateconnectionwithJesus‘death(John 2:17). For Jesus, the cleansing may have been a 

prophetic action pointing to the coming kingdom and a temple not made by human hands (cf. Mark 

14:58) which God would establish. But for the religious leaders his action would have been perceived as 



an assault upon their authority by one whom some of them already viewed as a false prophet and 

deceiver. The temple cleansing, then, provided the most important motivation to do away with Jesus.  

If this scenario is correct, the religious leaders saw Jesus as a threat to the nation (John 11:45–53) on 

two counts: deceiving the people and threatening the temple. Since, according to John 18:31, the Jewish 

leadership did not have the power to inflict the death penalty, they brought him to Pilate as a messianic 

pretender, who claimed to be the King of the Jews, a political insurgent. It was on the basis of this charge 

that Pilate condemned Jesus. The Jewish responsibility probably lies with an inner circle of chief priests 

who viewed Jesus as a false prophet and deceiver rather than with the whole Sanhedrin or people of 

Israel.  

B. Jesus’ Understanding of His Death  

1. During His Ministry. ThewritingsoftheNTprovideacomprehensiveinterpretationofJesus‘death,

but the process of interpretation was initiated by Jesus himself. Although he proclaimed the imminent 

arrivalofGod‘sKingdom,heseemstohavereckonedat an early stage with the probability of his own 

violent death (Léon-Dufour 1986: 49–77). The death of the Baptist must have alerted Jesus that he faced a 

similarfate.MatthewreportsthatJesuswithdrewtothewildernesswhenheheardofJohn‘sdeath

(14:13),andMarknarratesaconversationinwhichJesusspeaksofhisdeathinconnectionwithJohn‘s

(9:9–13).  

The Gospel of John notes that after the feeding of the 5000 in Galilee, Jesus withdrew from the crowd 

because he knew that they wanted to make him king (6:15). If this remark is correct, it may explain the 

text of Luke 13:31–33 in which the Pharisees warn Jesus to flee because Herod Antipas, the ruler of 

Galilee and the murderer of John, sought to kill Jesus as well (Bammel 1984: 211–40). Like John, Jesus 

attracted large crowds who viewed him as a messianic figure; he was a political threat not only to the 

Romans but to petty rulers such as Herod. Faced with the growing prospect of a violent death, Jesus 

seems to have viewed his fate as an inescapable part of his prophetic vocation (Luke 13:32–33; Matt 

23:29–36).  

Jesus‘predictionsofhispassion,death,andresurrection(Mark 8:31; 9:31; 10:32–34) also witness to a 

realization on his part that he faced a violent death. Although the predictions, in their present form, were 

composed in the light of Easter, several authorshaveconvincinglyarguedthattheyaregroundedinJesus‘

ownconvictionthathisdeathwaspartofGod‘splanandthatGodwouldvindicatehim(Bayer1986:

149–218; Jeremias 1971: 276–99).  

2. In the Face of Death. Jesus‘mostcompleteinterpretationof his death is given at the Last Supper. 

The eschatological prospect of Mark 14:25 proclaimsJesus‘faith that he will share table fellowship with 

the disciples in the kingdom of God despite his imminent death. The Eucharistic words, handed down in 

two different traditions (Matthew and Mark, Luke and Paul) indicate that Jesus attached redemptive value 

to his death. According to the first tradition (Matt 26:26–29; Mark 14:22–25), the shedding of his blood 

will establish a covenant on behalf of many (Gk hyper pollōn) as was done on Sinai (Exod 24:8). 

According to the second, the cup is the new covenantinJesus‘blood(Luke 22:20; 1 Cor 11:25) promised 

in Jer 31:31–34.AlthoughscholarsdisputeJesus‘precisewording,manyagreethatheunderstoodhis

death as having redemptive value.  

C. Interpretations of Jesus’ Death  

1. The Gospels. TheGospelpassionnarrativesarethemostsustainedpresentationsofJesus‘death.

Mark‘saccountappearstobetheoldestandMatthewandLukearedependentuponit.The account of 

John is remarkably similar to the Synoptics, but not all scholars are convinced that John is dependent 

upon them.  

ItislikelythatanaccountofJesus‘passionwascomposedatanearlystageforliturgicalusage.Sucha

composition probably presented Jesus as the righteous sufferer as found in the psalms of lament (e.g., Pss 

22, 38, 69) and the book of Wisdom 2:12–20; 5:1–7. By the NT period it was an accepted fact in some 

Jewish circles that the righteous person is bound to suffer but that God will vindicate him (Ruppert 1972: 

23–28). In addition, the servant text of Isa 52:13–53:12 played a role although not as great a role as did 

the psalms.  



In their present form, the passion narratives clearly portray Jesus as more than a righteous sufferer. In 

Matthew and Mark, Jesus dies as the abandoned Son of God, the crucified Messiah. In Luke, the focus is 

uponhisinnocence;hediesasGod‘srighteousSon,andhisdeathleadspeopletorepentance(23:39–43, 

48).InJohn,Jesus‘deathbecomeshisexaltation(3:14; 8:28; 12:34), his return to the Father (13:1), and 

his glorification (17:1–5).  

Intermsofsoteriology,MatthewandMarkviewJesus‘deathasaransom(Gklytron, Matt 20:28; Mark 

10:45). His death leads to the forgiveness of sins (Matt 26:28). The tearing of the temple veil (Matt 27:51; 

Mark 15:38)suggeststhattheMessiah‘sdeathreplacesthetemplecult;thereisnoneedforfurther

sacrifice (Hengel 1981: 47–55).InLuke,Jesus‘promiseofsalvationtotherepentantthief(23:43) 

indicates the salvific aspect of his death. John focuses upon Jesus the Good Shepherd who freely lays 

down his life on behalf of (hyper) the sheep (10:1–18).  

2. Pauline Writings. ThePaulinecorpusfocusesmoreuponthebenefitsofChrist‘sdeaththanuponthe

historical circumstances surrounding it. Employing a number of phrases with the preposition hyper (―for,‖

―onbehalfof‖),theApostlestressesthatChristdiedfororwasputtodeathonbehalfofus.Intwoof

these texts (1 Cor 15:3; Gal 1:4), he explicitly notes that Christ died or gave himself for our sins. In 

Romans he says that Christ died for the ungodly (5:6); he died for us while we were still sinners. In Gal 

3:13 he notes that Christ redeemed us from the curse of the law, becoming a curse for us by being 

crucified (see Deut 21:23). And in 1 Thess 5:10 he writes that Christ died for us that we might live with 

him.  

At other times Paul speaks of God sending or giving up his Son (Rom 8:3). God did not spare his own 

Son but handed him over for us all (Rom 8:32).GodsenthisSon,bornofawoman―toredeemthosewho

wereunderthelaw‖(Gal 4:4–5). In other places, Paul speaks of Christ giving himself for us (Gal 1:4; 

2:20).  

In addition to these formulas, Paul describes God as setting forth Christ as an expiatory sacrifice, 

making him the new mercy seat (Rom 3:21–26).TheeffectofChrist‘sdeathisuniversalinscope(Rom 

5:12–21); it overcomes the power of sin which enslaves the whole of humanity.  

In the Deutero-Pauline writings of Colossians, Ephesians, and the Pastorals, there is a subtle shift of 

emphasis, as A. Hultgren (1987: 91–112) has shown. Whereas Paul concentrates upon the redemption 

accomplished in Christ, making God the active agent, these writings point to the redemption won by 

Christ, making him a more active agent of salvation. So the authors of Ephesians says that Christ broke 

down the dividing wall separating Gentile and Jew and reconciled them through the cross (2:14–18). He 

gave himself for the Church (5:25). In Colossians we learn that Christ canceled the bond against us by 

nailing it to the cross, thereby disarming the powers and principalities (2:13–15). And the author of the 

Pastorals says that Christ came into the world to save sinners (1 Tim 1:15), giving himself as a ransom for 

all (1 Tim 2:6), giving himself for us to redeem us from all iniquity (Tit 2:14).  

3. Other NT Writings. OftheremainingNTwritings,themostimportantforunderstandingChrist‘s

death are Hebrews, 1 Peter, 1 John, and Revelation. Hebrews offers a profound theological reflection on 

the death of Christ. Jesus is presented as the great high priest who has entered the heavenly sanctuary 

(6:19–20). The mediator of a better covenant, he has no need to offer daily sacrifice, since he offered 

himself as a sacrifice once for all (7:27), obtaining redemption through his blood (9:12). This sacrifice has 

accomplished purification from sins (1:3), the forgiveness of sins (10:12), and is expiatory in nature 

(2:17). Most importantly, this sacrifice, universal in scope (2:9), need never again be repeated (7:27; 9:12, 

26, 28; 10:10).  

Theauthorof1PeteralsostatesthatChrist‘ssufferingneednotberepeated(3:18). Comparing Christ to 

an unblemished lamb (1:19),heremindshisreadersthatChrist‘sdeathhasransomedthemfromtheirpast

conduct (1:18). The most important statement, however, comes in a hymnlike passage (2:21–25) which 

compares Christ to the servant of Isaiah 53. Christ suffered on behalf of (hyper) us (2:21), bearing our 

sins in his body on the tree of the cross, so that we are healed by his wounds (2:24).  



In1JohntheauthormakesexplicitstatementsabouttheatoningnatureofChrist‘sdeath.Thebloodof

Jesus cleanses us from all sin (1:7); he was revealed to take away sins (3:5)anddestroythedevil‘swork

(3:8). Most importantly, Christ died as an expiation (hilasmos) for (peri) our sins (2:2; 4:10).  

Like the three writings mentioned above, the book of Revelation focuses upon the redemptive value of 

Christ‘sbloodshedonthecross(1:5). Comparing Christ to a lamb (arnion), the author states that he 

ransomed―menforGodfromeverytribeandtongueandpeopleandnation‖(5:9),makingthem―a

kingdomofprieststoourGod‖(5:10). As the people of the old covenant washed their garments in 

preparation for the theophany at Sinai (Exod 19:10, 14),sothepeopleofthenewcovenant―havewashed

theirrobesandmadethemwhiteinthebloodofthelamb‖(7:14). The scandal of the cross has become 

the center of NT theology.  
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FRANK J. MATERA  

CHRISTIAN [Gk Christianos (Χπιςσιανορ)].Although―Christian‖isthemostcommonnameused
today to designate followers of Jesus Christ, it occurs only three times in the NT: Acts 11:26; 26:28; 1 Pet 

4:16. Most scholars agree that the formation of this term is Latin in origin. Christianus (pl. Christiani) is a 

second declension masculine Latin noun found in Tacitus, Suetonius, and Pliny the Younger. A common 

practice of the 1st century for identifying adherents was to attach the termination -ianus (pl. -iani) to the 

name of the leader or master (e.g., Pompeiani, Augustiani, Ceasariani). Early Hellenistic practice 

paralleled this by attaching -ianos (pl. -ianoi) to the name of a leader or master (e.g., Herodianoi, Matt 

22:16; Mark 3:6; 12:13; Joseph. Ant 14.15, 10). Hence, whether in Lat (Christianus) or in Gk 

(Christianos) thetermisformedfromChristandindicatesChrist‘sadherents,thosewhobelongto,orare

devoted to, Christ.  

The origin of the term, according to Acts 11:26, was in Antioch, dating in the Lukan chronology 

somewhere between A.D. 40–44:―…inAntiochthediscipleswereforthefirsttimecalledChristians‖

(RSV). The infinitive chrēmastisai has been interpretedtomeanthatthedisciplesfirst―borethetitle‖

Christians in Antioch (e.g., Bickermann 1949: 355), suggesting that the term was coined by the church to 

give expression to their own self-consciousness in the new age of the Messiah. But Haenchen has 

demonstrated that, while possible, usage in Philo and Josephus shows that the infinitive should be 

rendered―werecalled,‖indicatingthatthenamewascoinedbythoseoutsideofthechurch(1971:367–68 

n. 3). Of those outside, the Jews were not likely to have referred to the disciples as Christians, followers of 

Christos, theMessiah,sincethiswouldhavevalidatedJesus‘claimtothattitle(seethedisputedpassage

in Josephus where Christos and Christianoi are used in this manner [Ant 18.63–64). The Jews instead 

referredtothedisciplesofJesusas―thesectoftheNazarenes‖(Acts 24:5).Hence,thename―Christian‖

must have originated within the Gentile population of Antioch. In the large metropolis of Antioch, with its 

many competing cults and mystery religions, those who spoke so much about Christos were soon called 

Christianoi, Christ‘s people. The term would have then distinguished the disciples from uncoverted 

Gentiles as well as from Judaism.  



The reason for the origin is problematic. The term Christianoi may have been coined by the Antiochian 

governor‘sstafftoindicateofficialRoman registry. Or the use of the term may have been intended 

satirically by the Antiochian people to mock those who believed in Jesus as Messiah, paralleling the 

mockery directed toward the Augustiani, the official enthusiasts of Nero (Mattingly 1958). Or more 

likely, the term may have arisen generally among the populace as a slang term to indicate those who were 

followers of their God Christos, and who were regarded as a sort of mystery fellowship (Grundmann 

TDNT 10:537). The name Christos, Messiah, meant nothing special to the Gentiles, sounding more like a 

second personal name for Jesus than a religious title.  

In all three NT passages the variant Chrēstianoi occurs in the uncorrected Codex Sinaiticus; remarkably 

persistent textual testimony that Gentiles often confused the term Christos with the homophone, chrēstos, 

―kind,useful.‖Chrēstos was a common proper name, especially for slaves, and apparently Gentiles 

tended to think that the disciples were followers of one called Chrēstos. This is the likely reason why the 

Latin historian Suetonius says that Jews were expelled from Rome because of disturbances made at the 

instigation of one called Chrēstus (Claud. 25.4). Tacitus, in one of the earliest extrabiblical testimonies to 

the term (ca. A.D. 115), appears to correct for his readers the common mistake among the Roman 

populace of A.D. 64 of confusing Chrēstianoi with Christianoi (Ann. 15.44).  

While the occurrence of the term in Acts 11:26 indicates, at the very least, the recognition by Gentiles 

that believers in Christ were an entity separate from both pagan Gentiles and Judaism, the other two 

occurrences in the NT possibly indicate that elements of contempt (Acts 26:28) and hostility (1 Pet 4:16) 

were attached to the term by the early use of those outside of the church. There is no NT evidence that the 

term was commonly used as a self-designationbytheearlychurch.Luke‘sanachronisticreflectionin

Acts 11:26 implies that the common term for believers at the time of the origin of Christian was 

―disciples‖(mathētai), and othertermssooncametobeusedbytheearlychurch,suchas―believers‖(hoi 

pisteuontes; hoi pistoi) (Acts 5:14; Rom 1:16; Acts 10:45; 1 Tim 6:2),―brothers‖(adelphos) (Acts 6:3; 

Jas 2:15),and―saints‖(hoi hagioi) (Acts 9:13; 1 Cor 1:2).  

Christianos appears for the first time as a self-designation in Did. 12:4, and is commonly used by 

Ignatius for a member of the believing community (late 1st/early 2d century), but the name does not occur 

in abundance elsewhere in the writings of the early church fathers. In the middle of the 2d century, 

Polycarp calls himself a Christianos (Ep. 10:1; 12:1), and in the Apologists the term was used as a self-

characterization of one who followed Christ into the death of martyrdom. The reason for the scarcity of 

the term in the early church fathers may be found in a letter by the Roman governor Pliny the Younger to 

Emperor Trajan (ca. A.D. 112). Those accused of believing in Jesus Christ were asked whether or not they 

were―Christians.‖Iftheyadmittedtothename,theywereputtodeath, or else, if they were Roman 

citizens, sent to Rome for trial (Letters 10.96). In the days of persecution of the early church, the use of 

the term was dangerous, because it clearly marked them out in the minds of the Romans as believing in a 

god who was in opposition to the emperor. But nonetheless, in the church, as early as 1 Pet 4:16, honor 

was associated with those who suffered because they bore the name of their Messiah, since suffering as a 

―Christian‖glorifies God.  
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MICHAEL J. WILKINS  

CHRISTIAN ART, EARLY. See ART AND ARCHITECTURE (EARLY CHRISTIAN).  

CHRISTIAN ATTITUDE TOWARD ROME. See ROME, EARLY CHRISTIAN 

ATTITUDES TO.  

CHRISTIAN LITERATURE, EARLY. See LITERATURE, EARLY CHRISTIAN.  

CHRISTIAN MINISTRY. See MINISTRY IN THE EARLY CHURCH.  



CHRISTIAN PAPYRI. See PAPYRI, EARLY CHRISTIAN.  

CHRISTIAN-JEWISH RELATIONS. See JEWISH-CHRISTIAN RELATIONS (70–170).  

CHRISTIANITY. This entry consists of eight separate articles covering various aspects of the 

emergence of Christianity in the various regions of the Mediterranean world. The first entry explores the 

early social life and organization of Christianity, and the second deals with early Jewish Christianity. The 

subsequent articles generally explore the origin and development of Christianity in Asia Minor, Egypt, 

Greece, North Africa, Rome, and Syria.  

EARLY SOCIAL LIFE AND ORGANIZATION  

The movement that emerged around the figure and memory of Jesus of Nazareth did not burst onto the 

Roman world as a fully developed religious institution, the Church. It began rather as one or more small 

sects in an out-of-the-way province. Yet within a few centuries the movement would find its way into the 

very center of Roman society, a process already being recognized, albeit grudgingly, by the Roman 

historian Tacitus in the early 2d century (Ann. 15.44). The course of this growth, viewed by some of the 

oldRomannobilityasa―plague,‖wasseenbyChristianapologistsandhistoriansasthedivinelyordained

―triumphoftheGospel‖(Eusebius,Praep. Evang.) Nonetheless the process was conditioned by the social 

environment of the Roman world in and through which diffusion and organizational development took 

place.  

———  

A. Early Diffusion of the Christian Movement  

1. Sectarian Origins of the Jesus Movement  

2. Early Diffusion: The Jewish Mission  

3. Phases of Growth and Paths of Diffusion in the Roman World  

B. Social Life of Christian Groups  

1. Social Location of Christian Groups  

2. Relations to Society  

C. Organization and Development of the Christian Movement  

1. Models from the Environment  

2. The House Church Setting  

3. The Beginnings of Institutionalization: Offices, Orthodoxy, and Heresy  

———  

A. Early Diffusion of the Christian Movement  

1. Sectarian Origins of the Jesus Movement. Jesus did not begin as a founder of a new religion, but 

rather as a reforming preacher within the apocalyptic environment of 1st-century Palestine, while Rome 

perceived that Jesus was promoting sedition (Matt 10:34–35 = Luke 12:51–53). The group that originated 

around Jesus, likewise, appears as one among many reforming sects, or splinter religious groups, within 

the diverse spectrum of Palestinian Jewish society.  

The earliest forms of the Jesus movement must have looked much like other Jewish groups known from 

the time. Much like the picture of disciples at table with Jesus, there were Pharisaic haburoth 

(―fellowships‖)whichmettostudyandeattogetherinpiety,oftenintheupperroomsofhouses

(m.Shabb. 1.4; b.Menah. 41b; cf. Luke 22:12, Acts 1:13). At the same time, as a reforming sect, the 

movement would have offered alternative forms of organization and participation to individuals and 

groups, including dissidents, women, and marginal groups, that would have felt left out of the traditional 

power structure. Some references suggest that one early form of the Jesus movement was vested in 

wandering preachers or prophets of the coming apocalyptic kingdom (Matt 10:9–14 = Mark 6:8–11; Luke 

9:2–5; 10:4–11). In these passages an ideal of homelessness and poverty is stressed as a reaction against 

the normal constraints of society (cf. Theissen 1978: 8–16). While the role of men alone has been 

preserved in the later form of the mission tradition, it reflects a more fundamental renunciation of family 

and normal social structures as the center for a new self-understanding (Schüssler Fiorenza 1983: 72–76; 

144–49). Reflections of this early form of the movement were still visible in the 2d century, probably still 



in the Syrian region, in the instructions of the Didache on the proper respect as well as caution to be 

afforded traveling teachers and prophets (Did. 11–13). It suggests, therefore, that a fundamental tension 

persisted from the earliest days of the movement between a traditional familial model of religion and 

claims to new modes of social relationship based on nonfamilial or antifamilial structures. This tension 

goes back to early dominical sayings predicated on apocalyptic midrash of Mic 7:6, the shattering of the 

household (cf. Luke 12:51–53 [Q]).  

Initially, at least, the missionary impulse of the Jesus movement was directed toward proclaiming the 

imminent apocalyptic kingdom exclusively to other Jews (Matt 10:5–6; 22). There was no need for a 

more firmly established institution apart from the framework of Judaism, it would seem, since the 

kingdom was expected soon (Mark 9:1 = Matt 16:28). Thus, it was possible for the earliest Christian 

groups to remain within the bounds of Jewish piety and practice, though they, like the ESSENES and 

others, might have decried and opposed perceived impiety among other Jews. In the earliest stages there 

were several different arenas of interaction with the larger Jewish society and its diverse religious 

spectrum. In addition to the nonlocalized efforts of wandering charismatics, some followers of the Jesus 

movement maintained traditional temple worship in Jerusalem while at the same time meeting for 

devotion and study in private homes (Acts 2:46, 5:42, 12:12). Thus, it is likely that there was some 

tension between the ideals of piety reflected in the homelessness of itinerant prophets and in the localized 

tradition preserved around the images of women disciples, but tended to be subsumed under household 

structures (Schüssler Fiorenza 1983: 144–51). In this way they corresponded to the ranges of apocalyptic 

sectarianism seen elsewhere in Judean society prior to the debacle of the First Revolt (cf. Meeks 1986: 

97–107; Cohen 1987: 124–36, 164–68).  

In defining the earliest Jesus movement as a sectarian phenomenon, or what some would call a 

revitalization movement, several cautions must be kept in mind. While Jewish religion and society in the 

last century of the Second Temple Period were extremely diverse, not all of its groups or currents were 

sects in the strict sociological definition of the term. A sect, in this sense, refers to a group which 

separates itself to some degree from the rest of a particular society in order to reform or purify the society 

from within. Despite passionate denunciation of the ills of society, the sectarian group shares the same 

basic belief system and values as the parent culture (White 1988: 12–15). This tension over the religious 

definitionofthesocietyproducesaconflictofstandards,asenseof―twoways‖(goodandevil,lightand

dark). They are assumed to determine the fate of the society. From the perspective of the sectarian group, 

faith,piety,andproperobservanceareinvariablemarkersofthetrue―wayofGod‖overagainstthe―way

oftheworld.‖Within1st-century Judea, therefore, some groups (like the Essenes) more clearly represent 

sectarian organization and attitudes, while others (such as the SADDUCEES) do not. Indeed, despite the 

extreme diversity of religious sympathy and the escalating social and religious protest (cf. Horsley and 

Hanson 1985: 244–47), the vast majority of Jews would not have been attached to any particular sect. It is 

also likely that in the earliest period new religious groups, such as the Pharisees or the Jesus movement, 

might have exhibited greater or lesser sectarian tendencies from cell to cell or time to time. The peculiar 

features of sectarianism in 1st-century Judea were a result of the dominant apocalyptic milieu, which 

included, among other things, diverse expectations of an imminent transformation of the present social 

order and the establishment of a new messianic age on earth (Meeks 1986: 100).  

So long as the emergent Jesus sect remained clearly within the realm of Palestinian Judaism, then its 

message and appeal were determined within this realm as well. Thus, the earliest mission was not to 

convertthegentiles,buttogoinstead―onlytothelostsheepofthehouseofIsrael…saying,‗The

kingdomofheavenisathand‘ ‖(Matt 10:5–7). These were messianic Jews preaching Jesus to other Jews. 

Consequently, conversion and boundary definition must be thought of differently than for Jews 

proselytizing non-Jews. The rituals by which one was admitted into membership as well as strict 

standardsofbehaviorwereinitiallywaysofmarkingoffthesectfromthe―world,‖meaningthelarger

Jewish society. Yet the basic criterion of membership in the congregation of the faithful, the 

eschatological community or new Israel, was held by all Jews by right of birth. Conversion, therefore, 



largelymeantcomingtoareformedvisionorunderstandingofwhatitmeant,atleastwithinthesect‘s

definition of things, to be a true Jew and conforming oneself to this vision.  

Asect‘sreligiousvisionof the new order arises out of its experiences of tension and protest over the 

perceived ills of its society. Often, it seems, such groups tend to emerge from conditions of social or 

economic deprivation or from some experience of political oppression. The particular form of 

disenfranchisement or deprivation, such as in the marginalized position of certain individuals or classes in 

society, may then be conceived as the embodiment of evil and the symbol of the abuse that needs reform. 

The group looks for a remedy to these social ills in terms of religious redefinition of the social order. Far 

from calling for a radical destruction of the society, however, such sectarian rhetoric tends to preserve 

some of the basic social structures, but with new means of access or empowerment for the previously 

downtrodden and powerless. The new image embodies some of the resonant sense of tension with the old 

order as fundamental to the idealization of the new. Thus the language of radical status reversal (Matt 

20:26–27, 23:12; Mark 10:43–44; Luke 22:26, 14:11) may reflect some early expectations of the Jesus 

sect for new social order in a coming earthly kingdom (cf. Luke 4:14–16). At the same time, the tensions 

witha―worldly‖societywouldnothavepreventedsubstantialareasofinteractionwiththesociety,

depending upon how far any particular sectarian group went in distancing itself from the world. A total 

renunciation of the world, such as that at Qumran, was rare. Even so, at Qumran the apocalyptic ideal of 

the pure community retained very traditional priestly categories (see also ESSENES). It would have been 

more common to seek new ways of working out a life in the world, while maintaining some sense of 

tension with it. Stricter social ethics (such as those reflected in Matt 5:17–20 and in the following sections 

for internalizing and strengthening the commands of the Law) are patently Jewish boundary markers for a 

particular Jesus sect over against the normal patterns of religiously defined Jewish social behavior. Even 

the ultimate disciplinary sanctions within the Jesus sects could be framed in terms of Jewish identity, 

sincetobe―castout‖ofthesectwastantamounttobecomingnolongeraJewatall,butrathera―Gentile

and tax-collector‖(Matt 18:17).  

2. Early Diffusion: The Jewish Mission. The original social location of the Jesus movement was as 

diverse sectarian groups within Palestinian Jewish society. They sought to draw adherents exclusively 

from among fellow Jews, and they expected an imminent apocalyptic consummation of history and the 

establishment of a new, messianic social order. Even so, there was considerable diversity of expectation 

possible within different streams of the Jesus movement. Both the timing and the nature of the coming 

messianic kingdom were open to varying interpretations. Within a relatively short time, however, one 

finds that the Jesus movement had begun to spread beyond these original bounds. In part, the initial 

impulse toward diffusion may have come from the activities of the wandering charismatic prophets, who 

commissioned localized cells as well (Matt 10:11–13). At the same time, it must be recognized that the 

traditional picture of a unified, concentric mission based exclusively on the Twelve at Jerusalem is an 

idealization of Acts (cf. Hengel 1979: 65, 75–77). Other references clearly indicate early centers of the 

movement, such as the Galilee, that were not derivative from Jerusalem (Mark 16:7 = Matt 28:7–10, 16). 

The early diffusion of the movement was a product of new impulses operating within the diverse social 

circumstances of individual groups.  

One such impulse toward diffusion might have come from an early sense that the imminent expectations 

for a new social order had failed. On this suggestion, some early Christian groups would have closely 

resembled adventist millenarian movements, that is, groups which make predictions of the end of the 

world (Gager 1975: 20–27). A crisis occurs for such groups when their predictions do not come to pass, 

and this radical disconfirmation tends to produce heightened activity and new directions of outreach 

(Gager 1975: 37–41). Increasing agitation over the delay of the eschatological consummation began to 

produce cognitive anxiety among early Christians, especially in the wake of the failure of the First Revolt 

(cf. Mark 13) and increasingly so in ensuing decades (2 Pet 3:3). Rethinking their eschatological 

expectations was perhaps a contributing factor in further diffusion of the movement.  

Another impulse toward diffusion might have come from the establishment of cells among Jewish 

communities in urban settings where contact with gentiles would become more of an issue. A number of 



cities in the Galilee and the Decapolis were highly hellenized urban centers. In Acts, too, it was among 

theJewishcommunitiesofAntiochthatthedisciplesfirstcametobeknownas―Christians.‖Thename

itself seems to reflect a slur on this odd Jewish messianic sect, now promoting a new piety in the 

syncretistic urban environment of Roman Syria (cf. Meeks and Wilken 1978: 13–15). Paul, too, it would 

appear, encountered the new directions of the Jesus movement among Jewish communities in Roman 

Syria, first in Damascus and later in Antioch.  

3. Phases of Growth and Paths of Diffusion in the Roman World. By the time Paul began to work 

out the initial lines of a gentile mission in Antioch, a new phase of diffusion was on the horizon. It would 

probably be a mistake to try to fix the dates for this change too narrowly, but the circumstances 

surrounding the so-called Jerusalem Council reflect something of this phase. The greatest danger in using 

such a dating mechanism lies in the false assumption that all early Christian groups were equally 

influenced by the circumstances and decisions reflected in the stories of the Council. The accounts of Paul 

(Gal 2:1–10) and Acts 15 vary sharply regarding the nature of the dispute and its resolution. Clearly, there 

was great diversity. Yet the accounts of the Jerusalem Council probably do signal a significant parting of 

the ways in the paths of diffusion for the Christian movement at Antioch. The main question which was 

being addressed was whether and how gentiles might be brought into the Jesus sect, given its strictures on 

Jewishness. Some Christians seem to have advocated full proselyte conversion before a gentile could be 

considered legitimately a Christian, while others began to argue for a less stringent position.  

Though he was not likely the first, Paul became one of the chief advocates of the latter position. After a 

significant falling out with the conservative Jewish faction among the Christians at Antioch, led by Peter 

(Gal 2:11–16), Paul apparently left Antioch for good to embark on a mission to gentile converts in Asia 

MinorandGreece.TheCouncilandthebeginningofPaul‘smissionmaybedatedbetween44/45and49

C.E., or roughly twenty years after the inception of the sect at the death of Jesus. In his mission preaching 

to gentile converts in Asia Minor and Greece, Paul did not finally consider the Christian movement as a 

separate organism from the Jewish religion, even though his synthesis might have helped to induce the rift 

(cf. Sanders 1983: 207–10). His elaborate use of commonplaces and models from Greek culture and 

popular philosophy did not force him to abrogate an apocalyptic worldview. Nonetheless, the social 

location of Christian groups would vary markedly in the urban environment of the Greek east. Paul and 

others had to begin to work out a synthesis for Jewish and gentile Christians to live within that society. 

Given this difference, it is better to think of this phase of the Christian movement as a kind of syncretistic 

Jewish cult relative to the larger Greco-Roman culture, while at the same time it maintained its sectarian 

tensions in relation to traditional Jewish culture (White 1988:16).  

The institutional separation of the Christian movement away from Judaism did not really commence 

until after the failure of the First Revolt against Rome (66–74 C.E.). Simultaneously, then, sectarian 

tensions with the larger Jewish cultural heritage had continued while Christians (and other Jewish groups) 

were also forging a cultural synthesis and social self-definition with Greco-Roman culture. The first clear 

recognition on the part of Roman authorities that Christians marked something of a separate religious 

group from Jews comes in the letters of Pliny (Ep. 10.96) and the histories of Tacitus (Ann. 15.44). Both 

were written after the year 110 C.E. and after recognition of Christian activities in Asia Minor and Rome. 

Other reflections of this growing tension with its Jewish heritage are found in Christian literature of the 

post-70 period (including Matthew and Luke-Acts). The tension is also reflected in Jewish traditions 

concerning the Rabbis of Jabneh (Cohen 1984) and in the introduction of the Birkhat ha-minim (or curse 

against the heretics) into the Shemonah esre. Both traditions probably come from the period between 

100–150 C.E. in their final form (cf. Schiffman 1981: 115–23; Kimelman 1981: 226–44). In some cases, 

however, Jewish-Christian groups maintained their place within the Jewish cultural framework much 

longer, and groups such as the Ebionites were known down to the end of the 4th century. At the very 

least, it would probably be best to say that the full-scale recognition of a separation of Greek-speaking 

Christianity from Judaism did not occur until after the failure of the Bar Kokhba revolt (132–135 C.E.), 

which is in all probability where the Pella tradition (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 3.5.3; Epiphanius, Pan. 29.7.7, 

30.2.7) ought to be dated as well (cf. Lüdemann 1980: 169–73).  



This schematic overview of the phases of growth and diffusion suggests that one must keep in mind the 

diverse nature of Christian groups in the environment of the Roman Levant. In addition to theological 

areas of self-definition away from Judaism and of synthesis toward Greco-Roman culture, there are 

several social factors that need to be considered. The first is the diversity itself. The Christian movement 

was not a unitary religious phenomenon from the moment of inception, and it varied sharply according to 

the diverse geographical diffusion it enjoyed. Jewish communities, especially in the Greek-speaking 

Diaspora, were equally diverse both in social location and in social makeup, and relations between Jewish 

and Christian cells in any given locality would have been determined by a range of local conditions. 

Second, it must be kept in mind that both Jewish and Christian groups outside the homeland tended to 

circulate around and settle in major urban centers in the Roman empire. Hence patterns of social life and 

organization for both groups were largely determined by conditions in the local urban environment.  

B. Social Life of Christian Groups  

1. Social Location of Christian Groups. While in late Medieval and Renaissance art, the mendicant 

orders notwithstanding, it was common to portray the 1st-century Christians in Venetian high fashion, 

since the Enlightenment the vogue has gone in the opposite direction. The Christian movement has 

typically been portrayed as a movement of the dispossessed, a proletarian revolt, or a social reform. In 

consequence, the models of institutionalization in the area of church order insinuated the change of social 

location from a persecuted sect to a state religion and from peasant revolt to aristocratic oligarchy. Most 

of these have started with the portrayal of Jesus and his disciples as common folk out of the Galilean hills 

and with the statements of Acts 2–5 that the members of the earliest Jerusalem church sold all their 

possessions,gavetheirmeansentirelytotheapostles,and―heldallthingsincommon‖(Acts 4:32). In 

addition to such utopian portrayals, older sect typologies tended to portray all such reform movements as 

located among the dispossessed of society (White 1988: 7–9). Both types of romanticized portrayals have 

been used to advance theological interpretations (cf. Malherbe 1983: 4–13). The picture in Acts, however, 

is highly idealized, likely for various apologetic purposes, and cannot be used to create a historical 

generalization of the social location of the early Christians. The story in Acts itself (5:42; 12:12) 

presupposes that at least some of those early Christians retained their possessions and used them for 

hosting Christian assembly in their homes.  

As has been suggested, at least some forms of the earliest Jesus movement adopted an ethos of rejecting 

home, possessions, and society (Gager 1975: 23–37; Theissen 1978: 8–15). On the other hand, it is likely 

that these do not represent the whole of the early movement, but only some of its nascent forms. 

Nonetheless, these various forms persisted and grew up alongside one another in the early generations of 

the movement.  

In recent work, focus has shifted to the diffusion of the movement outside of the original Jewish 

moorings, and here one gets a slightly different perception of its social location (Malherbe 1983: 31–37). 

In a key statement, Paul alludes to the social status of members of the Christian community at Corinth in 

such a way that it is clear that at least some were wealthy, educated, and highborn (1 Cor 1:26–28). It is 

also likely that such status distinctions are correlated with the leadership by house church patrons, both 

men and women. Rather than a proletarian movement, the urban Christian communities of the Aegean 

more likely represented a cross section of the highly stratified society in which they lived (Meeks 1983: 

51–63).  

This recognition has been used to reconsider a number of the issues in the Pauline letters. Travel, letter 

writing, and hospitality were functions occasioned out of the geographical and social mobility of Roman 

society in the 1st century (Malherbe 1983: 35–49, 67–70). The divisive circumstances of the several 

house churches at Corinth (1 Cor 1:11) may be directly attributable to conflicts over wealth and status 

among its members (Theissen 1982; Malherbe 1983: 71–83). Areas where such status distinctions likely 

produced dissension and quarreling were in Christian communal dining (1 Cor 11:17–34), in social 

interaction (dining) with pagans (1 Corinthians 8–10), and in relations to the gifts of house church patrons 

to other apostles (2 Cor 11:7–11). It has been suggested that the social pretensions of the wealthier 

members of theChristiancommunitieswereinfactheightenedbyPaul‘sownpreachingof―freedom‖in



Christ.YetinseveralinstancestheexerciseofindividuallibertywasatoddswithPaul‘sownsenseof

solidarityor―fellowship‖(koinonia) in―thebody,‖thatis,the Church (cf. Meeks 1983: 68–73; 157–63).  

HowfarcanonegoinprojectingfromthedescriptionofPaul‘schurchesontothegeneralsociallevelof

the early Christian movement is problematic. One should guess that local communities faced different 

socioeconomic circumstances, depending upon the establishment, relations to local Jewish groups, the 

ability to rely upon or attract wealthy patrons, and competition with other indigenous groups. It is likely 

that the networks of social interaction by which diffusion occurred had a lot to do with establishing the 

social placement in the early years for any given locality. For each locality, whether Edessa, Alexandria, 

Carthage, or Rome, one must attempt to evaluate the social placement and the interaction of Christians on 

the basis of available evidence for the local conditions. Even the degree of wealth and social pretension at 

CorinthinPaul‘sdaysuggestthattheupperreacheswereyetbelowtheoldRomanaristocracy,the

pinnacle of the social pyramid. Christian membership came instead from artisan classes, local 

entrepreneurs, and at best, the local decurionate, but also contained many from the other end of the social 

spectrum. Thus, the forms of social organization likely reflect some of this stratified social mix. 

Ultimately, one does find Christians among the elite segments of Roman society by the end of the 2d 

century (in provincial cities) and in the 3d century (in Rome itself). The gradual social acceptance of 

Christians among the population probably did not come from the sheer number of conversions alone, but 

through a gradual diffusion of Christian affiliations through the networks of power and wealth and a 

gradual acculturation of Christian practice and social life. At least one area in which such socioeconomic 

impulses can be seen is in the gradual development of Christian architecture out of the original house 

church meetings. In such cases patronage continued to play a major role in the process and furthered the 

public growth and awareness of the Christian movement through the first centuries.  

2. Relations to Society. As an apocalyptic sect, the earliest Jesus movement stood in direct tension with 

its parent culture, since it was viewed as inherently flawed, under the evil forces of Satan and the 

oppressionofoutsiders.Beinginthe―KingdomofLight‖meantpreparingtofight(militarily,if

necessary) the enemy and removing oneself in some measure from the pollutions of the world, the 

―KingdomofDarkness.‖Thissectarianself-consciousness, clearly visible at Qumran, is yet discernible in 

some of the boundary maintenance language of the early Jesus movement. It may be preserved, for 

example, in the fragment of apocalyptic exhortation in 2 Cor 6:14–7:1. On the other hand, such sects look 

toward the moral reformation of society and so seek to enact presently, at least in some provisional way, a 

future ideal. In the case of the Pharisees, then (though not a sect in all cases in the pre-70 period), 

democratizing temple purity by making the law livable may be viewed as a sectarian ideal of hasidic 

reform (see PHARISEES). Likewise, there are vestiges of such an ideal social order in the portrayal of 

Jesusattablewith―sinnersandtaxcollectors‖(Matt 9:10 = Mark 2:15 = Luke 5:27) and especially in 

connection with the wisdom tradition sayings (Matt 11:16–19 = Luke 7:31–35 [Q]). The sense of tension 

arises in maintaining the proper balance with society, especially as such sects tend, if they survive, to 

move toward some accommodation to the parent culture (cf. Meeks 1986: 102–4; White 1988: 19).  

In the development of the Jesus movement, one sees different attempts to work out such balance 

depending upon the particular circumstances of each Christian group. For example, the community 

reflected in the gospel of Matthew, which was probably situated somewhere in the highly acculturated 

areas of the Galilee or nearer Syria, shows signs of sectarian self-definition over against its pharisaic 

neighbors (Matt 23:1–36). Part of this debate centers on similarly pharisaic ways of erecting boundaries 

against the world through patterns of Torah observance, fasting, alms, and prayer (5:17–21; 6:1–8, 16–

18). At the same time the Matthean community was attempting to work out the strictures of both an 

internal church order (18:15–20) and an external gateway for non-Jewish converts (28:18–20) in the 

period after the First Revolt. Ultimately, the Matthean church retained its essentially Jewish markers of 

identity and social customs (18:17; 22:1–14).  

By way of contrast, Pauline churches situated in the cosmopolitan urban environment of the Aegean 

effectedadifferentbalancewithitsculturalhost.Indeed,thesocialmakeupofPaul‘schurchesmoved

them more toward a cult-culture self-definition. Thus, at Corinth one finds Paul himself redefining 



traditional sectarian boundary markers against society to allow some, though not all, interaction (1 Cor 

5:9–11; 6:1–6). Of course, a chief factor in this redefinition came in regard to matters of Torah 

observance for non-Jews; now they were accorded full status within the community without enforcing 

circumcision. While still retaining a strict sense of community ethics and moral discipline in terms of 

apocalyptic ideas (5:1–5; 6:9), Paul nonetheless permitted marriage to nonbelievers (7:13–15) and dining 

in pagan social contexts (8:10; 10:27) as part of the new social order. It is clear, too, that within the house 

church context new social relations were being explored, as in the status and leadership of women 

charismatics and patrons (11:3; 16:19; cf. Rom 16:1–2). Nor is it likely that either Jewish or gentile 

Christians would have recoiled uniformly from these new freedoms. It would appear, however, that Paul 

at other times backed down from some of the more radical social implications of earlier preaching (7:1, 

21), especially in regard to the sense of new order reflected in the so-called baptismal reunification 

formula (12:12; cf. Gal 3:28; Col 3:11).  

In many ways Pauline churches were encouraged to enact a moral paradigm that was very close to that 

of the surrounding culture. So Christians (perhaps like other Diaspora Jewish communities, but in sharp 

contrast to traditional apocalyptic rhetoric) were to respect the Roman government and pay proper taxes 

(Rom 13:1–7) and to practice almsgiving and hospitality (12:13). Indeed, many of the typically Pauline 

exhortationsfortheethicallife―inChrist‖arebuiltaroundstandardcatalogsofvirtuesandvices(Phil 

4:8–9; Col 3:5–17) derived from commonplaces in the Hellenistic moral philosophers (cf. Malherbe 1987: 

61–95).  

In sum, Pauline tradition began to move the center of Christian social identity much closer to a 

Hellenistic-Roman cultural ideal, even though Paul himself never seems to have conceived of this shift as 

a move to a non-Jewish self-definition. Later Pauline tradition, however, appropriated even more of the 

standard social mores from the larger Roman culture. A good example is the introduction of the Haustafel 

(or―householdcode‖),whichderivesfromGreekphilosophy(Col 3:19–4:1; Eph 5:22–6:9; 1 Tim 2:8–15, 

6:1–2; Tit 2:1–10; 1 Pet 2:13–3:7). In Aristotle (Pol. 1,1253b; Eth. Nic. 8,1162a), for example, the order 

of the family is likened to that of the polis or state. Already in Philo one finds it appropriated for Jewish 

ethics in the Greco-Roman world (Jos. 38; Dec. 165). The overtly hierarchical and patriarchal order of 

this paradigm may have been intended (as in Joseph. AgAp 1) as an apologetic against pagan claims that 

Christians disrupted households, as seen in older apocalyptic slogans (so Balch 1981: 65–80). As such it 

probably facilitated the acculturation of the Christian cult to pagan culture. At the same time, it created 

new hierarchical orders within the church community and a consequent tightening of leadership roles, 

especially for women (Schüssler Fiorenza 1983: 251–70). It is noteworthy, too, that this move in the area 

of social ethics corresponds, both in time and in social impact, to the hierarchical ordering of offices 

under the bishopric in the area of organization.  

By the end of the 2d century, one finds that Christians in most urban areas of the Roman empire were 

moving more and more into the mainstream of social life. The pace of such acculturation would, of 

course, be different, owing to local conditions and circumstances relative to each Christian community. 

Even though there were sporadic persecutions and one hears of pagan charges against antisocial behavior, 

on the whole these were tensions created as the Christian movement became more acculturated to its host 

culture.Thus,inOrigen‘srefutationofCelsus,onestillfindsclaimsthatChristiansproselytizeonly those 

individuals on the margins of society: women, children, slaves, and illiterate yokels (Cel. 3.55; cf. Wilken 

1984: 95–100). But in Tertullian (Apol. 39) and, to an even greater degree, in Clement of Alexandria 

(Paed. 3), one sees the efflorescence of an active Christian social life that would eventually become a 

prevalent and fully accepted part of the Roman world.  

C. Organization and Development of the Christian Movement  

1. Models from the Environment. In order to understand the organization of Christian groups, one 

may consider their appearance within the context of the urban environment of Greco-Roman cities. It has 

been suggested that local Christian congregations followed or emulated models of other small cells or 

associations (Meeks 1983: 75–81; 1986: 108–14). Hence, the household or private house associations 



served as one model for organizing Christian groups alongside Diaspora synagogues, voluntary clubs (or 

collegia), and philosophical schools.  

Given the sectarian origins of the movement, the synagogue provided a natural avenue of Christian 

diffusion, once it had moved to urban Jewish centers of the Diaspora. Thus, too, the organization and 

social experience of synagogue communities paved the way for Christian groups to establish their own 

identity in the alien environment of the Diaspora. Diaspora Jewish communities are known from literary, 

epigraphic, and archaeological remains throughout the Mediterranean, especially in the major cities of 

Egypt, Asia Minor, and Greece, as well as Italy (including Rome and Ostia) and North Africa. 

Nonetheless, some caution must be exercised in two regards. First, one should not assume as universal 

fact the presentation in Acts, that the earliest Christian mission commenced in synagogues only to open 

out to gentiles after being expelled. Second, one should not assume that all synagogues followed the same 

organization and plan, especially in the Diaspora, or that there was a normative synagogue structure for 

the first several centuries of the Common Era (Kraabel 1981: 81–91).  

The development of the early synagogue owes in large measure to the experience of Jews in the alien 

environment of the Diaspora. The need to preserve their heritage, the sense of belonging to the heritage of 

Israel, might result in the formation of a closed cultic community against the alien world outside. At the 

same time, dealings with their pagan neighbors in business and daily life resulted in social interaction and 

acculturation. The synagogue served as a way of mediating these tensions with the Greco-Roman culture, 

especially while the temple still stood at Jerusalem. It is significant, therefore, that most of the earliest 

synagogue buildings were renovated from private homes which had been owned by leading members of 

the Jewish congregation, while others also reflect considerable social acceptance and support by non-

Jewish sympathizers (Kraabel 1981: 87–90). The social structures as well as the worship and architecture 

of these early Diaspora synagogues was still very much determined by local conditions and cultural 

relations. So, too, one finds that women and non-Jews often held substantial positions within the life of 

these Jewish communities (Brooten 1982: 139–48; White 1987: 153–55). Also, there might have been 

several synagogue cells or congregations in any of the larger cities differentiated by language, 

socioeconomic status, relations with locals, or theology.  

In many cases local synagogue groups were also organized after the fashion of collegia. This common 

form of social club or voluntary association in Greco-Roman city life would have offered a ready legal 

model for establishing community organization. The clubs themselves, even the smallest ones, often aped 

the titles and structures of official municipal organizations. Trade guilds and professional organizations up 

and down the social ladder followed these lines. In the larger cities one could expect that associates would 

agglomerate on ethnic lines as well as by trade or craft, all reflecting some need for a community tie, a 

sense of rootedness, within the pluralistic hubbub of the city. Still, it is worth noting that both house cults 

and foreign religious groups were often organized after collegial models.  

Finally, it has been suggested that early Christian groups also followed the model of a philosophical 

school. While it is a clearer comparison to make by the middle of the 2d century (as in Justin Martyr, cf. 

Wilken 1984: 72–83) a similar organization has been suggested for the Pauline mission, at least as regards 

Paulandhisimmediatecircleof―fellow-workers‖(Meeks1983:81–83). The comparison is more apt 

when one looks at the tradition of teaching and pastoral care among the moralist philosophers or at the 

social organization of Epicurean communities (Malherbe 1987: 7–13, 95–105) (see APOSTLE, 

CONCEPT OF).  

Despite the high degree of acceptance of each of these models, there was great diversity and fluidity in 

the actual form of communal associations. Synagogues and other cults could be organized as collegia and 

most of the voluntary associations had religious affiliations or patron deities. Yet one of the most 

significant areas of social intersection lies in the fact that all these groups could use the private home 

setting or the household model either as the locus of its activities or as the core of its communal 

organization.  

2. The House Church Setting. The picture in Acts (2:42) pushes the communal dining and study of 

Christians at home back to the very beginning of the movement. Acts then pushes forward in its model of 



the mission by following conversions especially through household lines. Both of these features seem to 

be Lukan idealizations for apologetic interests, which may color over a more diverse social picture. 

Nevertheless,bythetimeofPaul‘smissionintheAegeanregion,astandardformofaddresswastothe

―churchinthehouse‖(he kat‘ oikon ekklesia) of someone (Col 4:15; Rom 16:5; 1 Cor 16:19). It is likely 

that household networks and organization were already operative in the initial diffusion through Jewish 

communities of the Diaspora, since synagogues likewise employed the household setting. Thus, despite a 

high degree of idealization of the picture in Acts, the basic reflection of the setting in Corinth (18:7–8) 

may be indicative, since it assumes a synagogue in residential areas and under patronage leadership, 

contiguous to a house where the Christians began to meet. Within the Pauline letters themselves the 

assumed setting of Christian assembly is even more firmly rooted in private homes and attendant social 

conventions (Malherbe 1983: 60–91; Meeks 1983: 75–77; 1986: 110–13; Schüssler Fiorenza 1983: 175–

84).  

The house church setting provided avenues both for diffusion and social organization of Christian 

communities. Conventions of hospitality were very important in Greco-Roman society. They could be 

applied to travelers and to the hosting of guests for dinners and other social functions. Thus, the technical 

language of hospitality is to be found in Pauline usage, especially in writing letters of recommendation for 

his traveling co-workers, such as Phoebe (Rom 16:1–2; cf. Malherbe 1983: 94–97). Here, Paul was asking 

that she be received hospitably within the various house church cells at Rome, just as she, as house church 

patron, had hosted others (including Paul himself) at Cenchreai. Letter writing, hospitality, and patronage 

were bound up together in the organization of these house church communities.  

InPaul‘schurches,atleast,hostingtheassembledcongregationseemstohavefallentoafewleading

individuals who would have owned houses large enough for such a gathering. House church patronage 

and social mobility were exhibited by the artisan couple Prisca and Aquila as they moved about within the 

Aegean region and eventually to Rome. Paul was heavily dependent upon the financial support of these 

house church patrons, who not only hosted the congregation but afforded lodging and assistance for Paul 

and his co-workers (Rom 16:2, 23; Phlm 2, 22; Phil 4:14–19). The house church setting also meant that 

there were likely several meetings or cell groups in any of the larger urban centers, such as Corinth, 

Ephesus, or Rome (even though Paul had not organized the community at Rome). Hence diversity or 

friction could easily develop within a given locale, partly as a result of these house church relations (1 Cor 

1:11–16; 2 Cor 11:7–11). Moreover, the household in Greco-Roman urban life comprised a wider circle 

than the nuclear family. Members of the household also included other relatives, friends in residence, 

domestic slaves, and clients or business associates. In the structure of the society at large all were attached 

and obligated to the head of the household, usually meaning the pater familias. In growing numbers 

during the Roman period women, too, held the property and the status of head of the household. Cultic 

associations, such as that under the household of Agripinilla at Tusculum, reflect the merging of religious 

organization also under the patronage of women. Likewise, in Jewish groups one hears of women who 

servedas―motherofthesynagogue,‖meaningitspatronbothinhonorificterms and in functional 

leadership. In the Pauline churches there were not as yet any leadership offices (such as bishops or 

elders); therefore, one of the natural lines of organization and authority fell to the house church patrons, 

both women and men. Paul himself as itinerant apostle was dependent upon the patronal beneficence and 

authority of individuals such as Prisca, Phoebe, Gaius, or Philemon (Schüssler Fiorenza 1983: 181–82; 

Meeks 1983: 68–69, 134–36).  

Numerous features of church life must be understood in the light of this social setting. Paul himself 

communicated with his congregations by means of letters and emissaries moving within the house church 

network. Christian assembly meant gathering in the home of a leading member, usually around the dinner 

table as the center both for a communal meal (1 Cor 11:17–34) and for mutual exhortation (1 Cor 14:26). 

It is not likely, however, that all Christians in a large city like Corinth gathered in one place on a regular 

basis, not even for the eucharist. Women and men, drawn from the wider circles of household networks 

and other social relations, participated equally in these gatherings, depending upon their sense of spiritual 

gifts (1 Cor 11:5; 14:23–26). Paul himself resisted the tendency to allow such fellowship to replicate the 



class structure of the society at large, even though it was based in that structure. This tension could not 

always be escaped, as Paul had to allow for Christians to continue to associate fully in normal social 

activities (1 Cor 5:9; 10:24–28), and he did not always go as far as some might have hoped in moving 

toward radical social change (Gal 3:28; 1 Cor 7:22; 11:27–33; Phlm 17).  

3. The Beginnings of Institutionalization: Offices, Orthodoxy, and Heresy. As a sect within the 

framework and worldview of Judaism, the Jesus movement implicitly held ideas of religious institution 

from the dominant cultural models, but felt tensions enough to question and in some cases reject them. As 

a cult phenomenon in the Greco-Roman culture, however, there may have been different impulses at 

work, since foreign cults tend rather to emulate the organizational models of the host culture and to 

rationalize assimilation. The Christian movement, in particular cases, likely felt certain internal tensions 

in this regard, since it maintained much of its basic sectarian attitude toward its Jewish heritage while 

simultaneously pursuing cultic assimilation toward Greco-Roman culture. Once again, a keynote is the 

recognitionofdiversity.InPaul‘scasetherearoseseveraldebatesoverapostolicauthority.Intheearlier

situation at Antioch (Gal 2:11–14), Paul claims to have faced Peter down over issues of communal 

fellowship with gentiles. Later, the case of the so-called superapostles (2 Cor 11:5–6, 13) further called 

intoquestionPaul‘sownapostolicauthorityinthelightoftheirclaimstosuperlativecharismaticgiftsand

apostolic authority, even though neither party was among the core of original disciples of Jesus (Meeks 

1983: 131–34) (see APOSTLE, CONCEPT OF).  

WhileauthorityquestionscameoutinPaul‘sday,itissignificantthatthemainsourcesofdebatearose

from the power to preach and the governance of Christian ethical behavior. In cases of disciplinary 

sanctions the extreme action seems to have been focused largely on matters of unsuitable behavior (Matt 

18:15–17; Heb 6:4–6, 10:26). As in the case of sexual immorality in 1 Cor 5:1–11, the normal response 

was to exclude the offender from the communal fellowship. While in later development of penitential 

discipline this was viewed as a temporary excommunication from the eucharist, in 1 Corinthians it more 

clearly denotes sanctioning out of the dining context of the house church assembly. There is little or no 

concernoverwhatcouldbecalledorthodoxyindoctrineorliturgy.Theneedtoguardthe―depositof

faith‖throughdisciplinaryexcommunicationbeginstoappearonlyinthelaterwritingsoftheNew

Testament and more consistently in the literature of the 2d century (1 Tim 1:20, 6:3–4; 2 Pet 2:1; 2 John 

7–11). Governance over the authority to teach and the power to exercise discipline was viewed in terms of 

emerginginstitutionalauthoritystructuresor―offices‖inthecommunities.Henceapostles,prophets,

teachers, and patrons in the earliest days gave way to bishops, elders, and deacons by the 2d and 3d 

centuries (1 Cor 12:28; cf. Eph 4:11; 1 Tim 3:1–13; Ign. Eph. 4:1–2; Ign. Mag. 6:1).  

Byfocusingon―offices,‖thetraditionalpicturesofdevelopmentinearlyChristianorganizationhave

tended to follow one of several straight-line models of development toward hierarchical institutional 

order. The Great Church model, largely derived from the picture of Jesus commissioning Peter with the 

―keysofkingdom‖(Matt 16:17–19) and preserved in much of Western iconography, asserts the tradition 

of the twelve disciples as the basic authority structure of the church from the moment of inception. An 

alternative sociological model, usually associated with Max Weber and Ernst Troeltsch, tries to account 

for the noninstitutional sectarian origins. It assumes that there was a necessary process of development 

from the fluid charismatic leadership of the earliest sect toward a routinized leadership in ecclesiastical 

offices of bishop, elder, and deacon (so von Campenhausen 1969; cf. White 1987b: 209–13). Inherent in 

both models is an essentially hierarchical and patriarchal notion of authority vested in later notions of 

ordination and priesthood.  

It is possible to suggest that there were really four intersecting lines of authority structures which came 

into play in diverse combinations depending upon the local circumstances of Christian communities. The 

first derived from the gradual separation from Judaism in the generations after the First Revolt. Here two 

factors can be seen. The loss of the temple itself as a central institution created a vacuum in authority 

structure which had traditionally been lodged in a priestly ideal. The sense of loss called for 

rationalization, and of course, Judaism itself had to face this same dilemma. Separation from Jewish 

identity, however, demanded an authority which stood outside of the emerging reconstruction under the 



Rabbinic academy (cf. Stendahl 1968). The second derives from the lines of patronal authority seen both 

in the Diaspora synagogue and in the house church setting, especially in the Greco-Roman urban setting. 

Here it is worth noting that authority was invested after the cultural model of obligation of a client toward 

a benefactor as regularly applied both in interpersonal bonds and in the organization of clubs and other 

cults (White 1987b: 218–21). While it derived much of its symbolism from the paterfamilias, nonetheless 

women increasingly exercised such patronal roles in cults or associations and even in official civic 

functions or the imperial cult (Schüssler Fiorenza 1983: 180–83). The third is related but distinct in social 

application and derives from the metaphorical use of the patriarchal family as a model for understanding 

the order of the state or society, seen most clearly in the later ethical model of the HAUSTAFELN (or 

―householddutycodes,‖cf.Eph 5:21–6:9; Col 3:18–4:1; 1 Pet 2:18–3:7). The fourth is charismatic 

leadership and derives from the apocalyptic sectarian consciousness of challenging worldly authority 

through the idealized image of inspired prophets, who interpreted the divine will against the prevailing 

social order.  

Gradually, over time and in different combinations one sees the Christian movement adopting an 

amalgam of these four into the various notions of ordained offices and church order. Gradually, too, there 

was a sharp diminution in the leadership roles available to women and others who had found expression 

in the earlier generations, just as Jewish heritage itself was restricted. In particular the role of charismatic 

power was sharply curtailed since it was increasingly difficult to keep under control, and it was replaced 

instead with the authority of the episcopal offices as a combination of several lines of power. The 

continued lines are seen in the so-called―NewProphecy‖orMontanistmovementin2d-century Phrygia, 

since it perpetuated an ideal of female charismatic gifts. What would eventually emerge as the dominant 

form was a hierarchical church order of offices ranging from the bishop (or priest) to the elder (or 

presbyter) and to the deacon (1 Tim 3:1–13). In earlier usage bishops and elders were interchangeable, but 

by the early 2d century (especially in the writings of Ignatius of Antioch) there were indications of a 

further move toward a single bishop at the top of a pyramidal order. Women (in particular the widows) 

were placed in a special category which removed them from this dominant hierarchical structure.  

The sense of order implied in this organizational development also carried over into two other areas of 

church life. The first was the ordering of worship and, hence, the development of liturgy. By the early 2d 

century the free-flowing love feasts of the early period seem to have been more formalized and restricted. 

Eventually it would lead to a complete segregation of the eucharist (or Mass) from the dinner setting by 

the beginning of the 3d century. The Didache, one of the earliest pieces of church order literature dating 

from the first half of 2d century, makes special provision for the proper conduct of the eucharistic meal 

and for who could preside. Second, as time went along, the diversity of traditions became increasingly a 

problem, at least to some. The result was to delimit more narrowly the range of acceptable teaching and 

belief, or the beginnings of doctrinal formulation (as seen both in the Pastoral epistles and in Ignatius). It 

is important to note, however, that regional variations in Christian development (depending in large 

measure on local social circumstances) tended to be treated as heresy. The result was that an imperialist 

tradition, under the aegis of Roman authority, actively superimposed a notion of orthodoxy and heresy on 

these local variations (cf. Bauer 1971; Koester 1972). Notions of apostolic succession were used from as 

early as the 2d century (Hegesippus, preserved in Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 4.22.1) to claim the authority of 

bishops in a specific line to govern in such matters of orthodoxy and liturgy.  
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L. MICHAEL WHITE  

EARLY JEWISH CHRISTIANITY  

Whenthequalifyingphrase―earlyJewish‖isappliedtoChristianity,thetemptationarisestocontrastit

with―earlygentile‖Christianity.ThiscontrastbetweenJewishandnon-Jewish forms of Christianity 

seems to have arisen later, and was then retrojected into the earlier periods, resulting in an anachronistic 

distortion of early Christianity. It is only when we understand the earliest Jesus movement and the first 

post-Easter Christianity as a phenomenon within Judaism that the historical development of Christianity 

can be clarified.  

———  

A. Definition  

B. Sources and Methods  

C. Origins and History  

D. Traditions and Theology  

E. Summary  

———  

A. Definition  

There is little doubt that Jesus himself was firmly rooted within the Jewish faith, and that with him arose 

a movement that was first and foremost an inner-Jewishphenomenon.ButJesus‘idiosyncraticattitudes

with respect to fundamental Jewish theologumena like law, sabbath, the traditions of the elders, etc., 

meant that early Jewish Christianity was, after Easter, a broad movement comprised of (about 500? 1 Cor 

15:6) people with very different opinions and likely no generally recognized organization. The idea of a 

homogeneousprimitivechurch(―Urgemeinde‖)fromwhichChristianityarose(asdepictedinActs)isa

simplifyingLukanconstruct.Thustheterm―JewishChristianity‖mustbeusedcautiouslywhen

discussing the earliest periods. Groups that gradually contracted toward Jewish thought and emerged in 

latertimesasan―Ebionitism‖(seeEBIONITES)aredefinedhereas―JudaisticJewishChristianity.‖

Groupswhichpracticedbaptismareheredefinedas―PrimitiveBaptist.‖Thelabel―MissionaryJewish

Christianity‖referstogroupswithaprogramofmission.Mostofthetraditionsthatbecamecanonizedin



theNTcanbeassignedtothisearly―MissionaryJewishChristianity.‖Butevenherethereisagreat

difference between groups which addressed gentiles (Paul, most NT writings) and groups which felt 

particularly obliged to address mainly fellow Jews (Peter, see also Gal 2:8ff. and Matt 10:5–23 and 

15:24).  

B. Sources and Methods  

The NT is our basic source for the origins of Jewish Christianity, but we must keep in mind that most 

NTtraditionshavebeenhandedtousfromthe―missionary‖groups.Strictlyspeaking,―Judaistic‖

traditions are often preserved only in fragments, or we have to reconstruct them from sources that sought 

to refute their claims (e.g., Galatians). Our sources for the groups which eventually emerge as Ebionitism 

are not very reliable. Previous attempts to ascertain the roots of Jewish Christianity have been hampered 

because scholars tended either to import subsequent distinctions between Jewish- and gentile-Christianity 

into the earlier period or to rely largely on the book of Acts for a straightforward account of the evolution 

oftheprimitiveChurch.Onecouldsupportone‘sconclusionsbyappealingtothepseudo-Clementines 

(Schoeps 1949; 1956) or to specific traditions of the Church concerning the alleged Jewish-Christian 

sources (Danielou 1964). However, the notion of a vast body of ancient Jewish-Christian writings cannot 

be verified (Torrey 1952–53: 205ff.).  

Theisolationofthe―Q‖sourceasaproductofearlyJewishChristianity(seeQ [GOSPEL SOURCE]) 

promises to help correct the deficiencies in our earliest sources, but it must not be forgotten that Q is a 

―hypothesis,‖notarealsource(andmayitselfcontainvarious layers). But this appeal to Q constitutes a 

step in the right direction: if we want to identify the beginnings of Jewish Christianity, we must consider 

thehistoryofthetraditions(―Traditionsgeschichte‖)underlyingtheNT. 

Traditionsgeschichte is a complicated method, often leading at best to conclusions that must be properly 

qualifiedastotheirlevelof―probability.‖Redaction-critical research has demonstrated that in this 

endeavor the topographical references must be considered carefully (Lohmeyer 1936). Topographical 

statements sometimes have for an evangelist a highly theological importance (e.g., Galilee in Mark). But 

not all geographical references are charged in this way. A great many of them are deeply rooted in 

specific traditions; therefore they must be explained in terms of the history of that tradition. When this is 

done (Schille 1957), we discover that primitive materials oriented more to the north (Galilee and 

environs)oftenhave―missionary‖tendencies,whereastraditionsclosertoJudea represent a more static 

Christianity (distinguished by an emphasis on the Jewish cultic calendar).  

This is reinforced by an examination of primitive christology. It is noteworthy that christological titles 

are used differently in the earlier traditions than in subsequent NT traditions. For example, the 

christologicaltitles―KingoftheJews‖(Passiontradition)and―SonofMan‖(alsoinPassiontradition,in

Mark 13, and in the sayings of Jesus) are connected to―Judaistic‖traditions;―SonofGod‖(traditions

aboutthebaptismandtemptationofJesus)areconnectedto―Baptismal‖traditions;and―Lord‖(Gk

kyrios; inPaulandinthemiraclestraditions)areconnectedto―Missionary‖traditions. 

C. Origins and History  

Jesus carried out his preaching and his work within the Judaism of his day. On the other hand, he 

reserved for himself the freedom to eliminate all possible restrictions to religious community. We can see 

this, for example, in his selection of companions: tax collectors (Mark 2:14ff.), outcasts (5:2ff.), women, 

and political radicals (e.g., Simon the Canaanean). Similarly, he had little regard for national or ethnic 

boundaries (Matt 8:5ff.; Mark 7:24ff.). Also, he invoked as a model the child (Mark 10:15), who was not 

yetgrantedpermissiontoparticipateintheorthodoxJewishliturgicalceremonies.Jesus‘followersseem

to have accepted the main features of his teachings and example. Therefore, we have to consider the Jesus 

movement as an inner-Jewish phenomenon, taking into consideration the probability that it extended 

beyond earlier Jewish regions into the Hellenistic Decapolis, Samaria, and beyond the Jordan (where a 

pre-Easter preaching activity had begun).  

Jesus‘crucifixioncertainlyfailedtodestroythismovement(1 Cor 15:6 attestsamassmeetingofJesus‘

followers at the time of his resurrection). Visions of the risen Lord likely had the effect of reinvigorating 

the disciples to their task of proclamation, and of converting the uncommitted and even the occasional 



opponentsuchasPaul.However,whatarosewasnotauniform―Christianity‖butratheracharismatic

movement with diverse preachers and different organizations. Individual charismatics or groups would be 

proclaiming Jesus as Savior in their respective homelands (cf. Mark 5:20). Thus the movement from the 

very beginning was very diverse, as is evident in the christological titles. Only gradually did certain titles 

(e.g.,―Lord,‖―SonofGod,‖―SonofMan‖)risetopredominateoverearlierones(―KingoftheJews,‖

christos [―anointedone‖]).Theveryearliestchristologicalterms(e.g.,―theholyoneofGod,‖―prophet‖)

are often mentioned only obliquely in Scripture. That the earliest Christianity was a self-conscious inner-

Jewish phenomenon is evident in the fact that initially the mark of a Christian was not membership in an 

organized body (the church; against this, see Mark 9:38ff.) but rather being a disciple of Jesus the 

Messiah.Thisdidnotpreclude―Baptismal‖groups (such as those descended from John the Baptist) from 

continuingtostressbaptism(indeed,John‘seschatologicaldippingdidnotleadhimoranyoneelseaway

fromJudaism).Similarly,itdidnotpreclude―Missionary‖groupsfromcrossingoverintoregions that 

were not principally Jewish (e.g., Paul was baptized in Damascus; consequently this boundary had already 

beencrossedearlier).Thus,neitherbaptizingnorpreachingoutside―proper‖Jewishgeographical

boundaries distinguished early Christianity from Judaism, as long as the focus of these activities was 

understood as a concentrated appeal to Israel, the people of God.  

The christology which is often invoked as the reason for the separation of Jews and Christians did not 

initially separate anyone from Judaism, since the earliest christological titles describe the person of Jesus 

within the accepted framework of Jewish messianism. Thus, anyone who believed himself to live in the 

―messianicage‖could(andwasinfactallowedto)believethattheJewish law had been fulfilled in a way 

consistentwithJewishnotions.Similarly,Paul‘sbeliefinfreedomfromthelawwouldnotnecessarilybe

inconsistent with basic Jewish thought of his day.  

However,itmustbeconcededthat―Baptismal‖and―Missionary‖groupsinitiallywouldbemorelikely

to accept the freedom inaugurated through Jesus than those groups advocating a stricter adherence to 

traditionalJewishnorms.Itispossible,however,tosuggesta―Christian‖theologicalmotivebehindthis

more conservativeadherencetoJewishnorms.Whilethe―Baptismal‖traditionmightemphasizethe

Christianassomeonesavedinthetimeoffulfillment(―timeofthebridgegroom‖inMark 2:18–20) and 

the―Missionary‖tradition might stress the miracles and the proclamations of Jesus as a fulfillment of 

prophecy (of Isa 35:5, for example; see Matt 11:4–5 and par.), for others the turn of the era would be 

associated rather with the return of the Son of Man. Thus, one interpreting his own time as a period of 

apocalyptic world travail could certainly see himself approaching the turn of the era without considering 

the present moment to be that time of fulfillment. Therefore, such a person could legitimately insist on 

continued obedience to Jewish norms until that time of fulfillment had actually arrived. Thus, in the 

beginning, the dispute over adherence to Jewish norms was not between Jewish and non-Jewish 

Christians, but existed entirely within Jewish Christianity itself (see Galatians), although it was this 

dispute that eventually led to the separation of Christianity from Judaism. But at this early stage we see 

hereonlytheprimarydistinctionbetween―JudaizingJewishChristianity‖and―MissionaryJewish

Christianity‖(whichlaterwasidentifiedwithgentileChristianity). 

This issue soon embroiled the various parties concerned; in the Jerusalem council (Acts 15) the apostles 

wereforcedtodealwithit(seeBornkamm1971).The―Missionary‖groups(andonlythesewere

represented!) united in order to distinguish their respective tasks (Gal 2:7–10): Peter would himself return 

topreachingamongtheJews(the―circumcised‖),andtheAntiochenestopreachingamongthegentiles

(the―uncircumcised‖).Notlongafterward a dispute broke out among the formerly united missionaries 

(Gal 2:11–14) centering around the question of the kosher table (a ritual norm that had always been a 

focal point for theological reflection; see Mark 7; Acts 10). Paul claimed freedom from circumcision and 

from the Jewish law (Galatians). The letter quoted in Acts 15:23–29 proposed a compromise, 

recommending the Noachic orders (cf. Gen 9:3–4) of the Diaspora (rather than the Mosaic orders of 

Judea) to facilitate fellowship between Jews and non-Jews.  

Radical Hellenistic groups within the Jesus movement apparently contributed to the growing alienation 

between―Missionary‖and―Judaistic‖JewishChristians.Actually,weknowtoolittleaboutthe―Stephen



circle‖andthe―Hellenists‖ofActs 6ff. to appreciate fully their historical impact. We cannot be sure 

whether these groups drew upon religious themes similar to those expressed at Qumran (Cullmann 1955) 

or upon the traditions of Diaspora Judaism that tended to be more critical of the temple (Simon 1958), if 

either. The traditions within Acts, however, suggest that these groups tended to proliferate outside the 

region of Jerusalem (e.g., in Samaria in the south and in Caesarea on the coast; see Acts 8:40 and 21:8ff); 

only the martyrdom of Stephen is located in Jerusalem.  

A Christian enclave was gradually forming within Jerusalem, despite initial difficulties (e.g., the 

martyrdom at least of James, see Acts 12:1ff.). Owing to the idealized representation of Luke, the size of 

this Jerusalem enclave has often been overestimated (Paul found in Jerusalem practically nobody except 

Peter and James, the brother of Jesus, see Gal 2:19). The traditions about Jerusalem contained in Acts are 

mostlysubsequentmaterialsfromalatertime(althoughseveraltraditionsgobacktothetimeofPeter‘s

leadership; Acts 12:17 describes etiologically the transfer of this leadership from him to James, the 

brother of Jesus). Here the parish approaches a size (120 people, Acts 1:15) which had allowed the 

organization its own jurisdiction under Jewish premises. But James, the brother of Jesus, was initially a 

―Missionary‖(see1 Cor 9:5 for all the brothers of Jesus), and Josephus informs us about his martyrdom 

in A.D. 62 (Ant 20.200). Later, kinsmen of Jesus apparently played a leading rolewithin―JudaizingJewish

Christianity‖(Euseb.Hist. Eccl. 3.20.6), but this should not be accepted uncritically (Brandon 1957; 

Elliot-Binns 1956). After the failure of the Bar Kokhba revolt (A.D. 135) there probably no longer existed 

a Jewish-Christian parishinJerusalem.Afterwardouralreadydeficientdataon―JudaizingJewish

Christianity‖disappearsaltogether,andweareleftonlywithmarginalnotesfromthe2dcentury

describing Jewish Christianity, now considered a full-blown heretical movement (see Koester 1982, 2: 

86–89, 198–201).  

We must regard the earliest theological discussion at the time of Paul as a debate within Christianity. 

But soon (for the earlier period, see 1 Thess 2:14)—especially shortly before and after the Jewish War 

(A.D. 66–70)—Judaism itself was influencing developments. A more orthodox Jewish defense was 

gradually developing against some general Christian theologumena leading finally to the exclusion of 

Christians from the synagogues (see John 16:1–4). Luke, who retrojected these explanations 

anachronistically to the earliest days, refers to an original and uncompromising rejection of Christian 

preaching throughout Judaism. Similarly, the stereotypical opposition of the Pharisees to Jesus depicted in 

the Gospels probably distorts the facts, reflecting an opposition that existed not so much in the time of 

Jesus but actually a generation or more later. This finally culminated in the addition of the Christians to 

the Jewish curse of heretics in the Shemonah-esre of the Diaspora.  

―JudaizingJewishChristianity‖wasdevastatedbythisstrongreactionfromtheirnon-Christian Jewish 

brethren, since now one of its essential premises was being denied; i.e., that it was possible to incorporate 

one‘sownfaithinJesuswithinthetraditionalframeworkofJudaism(Matt 5:23 presupposes participation 

in the sacrificial rites of the temple; and Matt 24:20 implies a strong respect for the sabbath ordinances). 

―JudaizingJewishChristianity‖couldonlysurvivebydevelopingitsownformofparticularnorms. 

D. Traditions and Theology  

In trying to ascertainthetraditionsandthetheologyofsuchadiversephenomenonas―Jewish

Christianity,‖wemustattempttoidentifywhichspecificelementsderivefromwhichoriginalgroupsof

the Jesus movement. Lohmeyer (1936) tried to distribute the traditions between Jerusalem and Galilee, 

but now we know that this distribution is overly dependent upon the Lukan view of history. When we 

movebeyondLuke‘sidealizedreconstruction,wecanactuallydistinguishthecontributionsofthethree

major groups (see above).  

Oneofthesewasa―Baptismal‖groupofJewishChristiansprobablylocatedintheJordanRiftValley

and associated with followers of John the Baptist (John 3:22–30). This group promoted especially the 

faith in the risen Lord (reflected in the earliest hymns), Christian freedom (rooted in the view that the 

present age is a time of fulfillment; Mark 2:18), as well as baptism and a few other statements reminiscent 

of the Qumran beliefs that were being articulated at the same time in the same general area (see, above all, 

Eph 2:5ff: rising with Christ). The two Jericho narratives (Mark 10:46–52; Luke 19:1–10) possibly belong 



to this group. There also seems to be some connection with some of the traditions in the Lukan special 

material (e.g., the prodigal son parable, Luke 15:11–32).  

Anotherofthesewasa―Missionary‖groupofJewishChristianswhosetraditionsarereflectedaboveall

in the call narratives (Mark 1:16–20; 2:14; Luke 5:1–11) and in the miracle and exorcism narratives. 

Traditions such as these deal with the ever-relevant question concerning the right to cross the boundaries 

delimiting the people of God (Mark 7:24–30; Matt 8:5–13; and many narratives in Acts). It is possible 

that the meal narratives (Mark 6:35–44; 8:1–8) also circulated primarily among this group.  

Theotherwasa―Judaizing‖groupofJewishChristians.Tothisgroupbelongedaboveallthetradition

ofJesus‘Passion,amultitudeofJesussayings, and the apocalyptic consolation sayings (Mark 13). Here 

Jesuswascalled―KingoftheJews‖andthe―SonofMan‖(i.e.,thecomingjudgeoftheworld,according

to Daniel 7). Mark 14 depicts Jesus in his last night as a prophet making several predictions that were 

fulfilledimmediately,andwemightwonderwhetherthechristologicaltitle―prophet‖(alreadyrepudiated

in Mark 6:15)isultimatelytraceabletothisgroup.This―Judaizing‖groupwasprobablymostsuccessful

in establishing an early Christian regiment of cultic observances (see the criticism in Gal 4:10 and Col 

2:16). In addition to participation in the traditional Jewish liturgical order, they gradually established their 

own festivals, mostly rooted in existing Jewish rites(e.g.,theLord‘sSupperwasoneoftheirearliest

creations). Prayer was also formulated by this group with respect to existing Jewish customs (cf. later 

Didache 8). The narratives of the empty tomb and of the Ascension (Acts 1:9–11) as well as the narrative 

about Pentecost (Acts 2:1–4) also came from this group. The development of such etiological tales to 

explain liturgical celebrations are characteristic of static groups, since ceremonies and celebrations tend to 

be stabilizing elements in the life of communities.  

Insummary,this―Judaizing‖groupnotonly―Christianized‖theJewishliturgicalcalendarbutalso

collected and secured important memories about Jesus (especially the logia as derived from elements of 

Jesus‘teachings).ItthusbecomesclearthatthisrelativelymodestgroupintheimmediateareaofJudea, 

soontobeovershadowedbythe―Missionary‖groupsoperatingabroad,playedanintegralroleinthe

development of Christian traditions and theology, an insight that often gets underestimated when our 

research focuses mainly on Paul.  

E. Summary  

It should be obvious that these early Jewish Christian groups were instrumental in establishing the 

Christian Church and in arranging important Christian traditions. But if they were asked to evaluate the 

overall significance of their special contributions (vis-à-vis those of gentile Christians), the answer would 

be rather complicated. It is certain that the program of mission to the gentiles led to the formation of 

fellowship groups and, through that, to the question of what constitutes the unity of the movement.  

There is little doubt that the NT canon is essentially a Deutero-Pauline work; its supplementation with 

theJohanninetraditions(withitssubsequentbaptismaltradition)andseveral―apostolic‖writingstook

place relatively late. There was practically no―Judean‖traditionintheNTcanon.Ifwehadtoreconstruct

the developments of early Christianity by means of this canonical end product, we would be forced to 

concludethat―JudaizingJewishChristianity‖played,atbest,aninsignificantroleinthe history of 

Christianity and Christian tradition.  

Butonthecontrary,this―JudaizingJewishChristianity‖actuallymediatedthecentraltheologicalideas,

without loading on to them more novel ideas about mission and baptism. Being an essentially static 

group,these―Judaizers‖createdtheworshipandliturgicalorders(Lord‘sSupper,prayers)andhad

initiated theological reflection into the death of Jesus (Passion narrative). Furthermore, this group played 

an important literary role insofar as it nurtured the sayings tradition that became the primary basis for 

understanding the teachings of Jesus. Strictly speaking, it was a small and sociologically unimportant 

group(the―poor‖inGal 2:10) within the rapidly expanding Christian movement; nevertheless it played a 

critical and decisive role.  

Gradually, Christians who were not Jewish had to make a decisive break with the stricter norms of those 

who were Jewish, eventually relegating Jewish Christianity to the (heretical) fringe. There were logical 

reasonsforthis.EvidentlyrestrictingtheChristianproclamationonlytoGod‘selectpeopleIsraelcameto



be seen as fundamentally incompatible with the freedom inaugurated through Jesus, indeed a freedom that 

could be found in the very teachings of Jesus that Jewish Christianity had valued and preserved. Thus, 

limiting the Christian program to the Jews in the name of Jesus had the effect of diluting or annulling the 

full force of the gospel message and Christian identity. In the long run, the self-imposed limitations of 

Jewish Christianity had much more influence on the eventual development of Islam than it did 

Christianity.  
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GOTTFRIED SCHILLE  

CHRISTIANITY IN ASIA MINOR  

Asia Minor, the peninsula of the Asian continent bounded by the Mediterranean Sea, the Aegean Sea, 

and the Black Sea (and today known as Turkey), was an early center of Christianity. The particular 

character and history of the churches of Asia Minor is considered in this article.  

———  

A. Introduction  

B. Methods and Sources  

1. Methodology  

2. Sources  

C. Contexts  

1. Geography  

2. History  

3. Religions  

D. General Characteristics of Anatolian Christianity  

1. Heterogeneity  

2. Households  

3. Heresy  

E. Major Issues Facing Anatolian Christianity  

1. Folk Religion and Superstition  

2. Jewish Issues  

3. Christian Gnosticism  

4. Persecution and Social Harassment  

F. Conclusion  

———  

A. Introduction  



Even though the eastern seaboard of the Mediterranean was the birthplace of Christianity, it was in the 

region of Asia Minor that this fledging religion of the East experienced growth and maturation. For more 

than a century (50s–200) this region played host to some of the most significant individuals in the history 

of nascent Christianity. In addition, Asia Minor served as the land bridge over which the Christian 

movement passed in its westward expansion as its focus shifted from Syria-Palestine to the imperial 

capitalofRome.DuringthisperiodofAsiaMinor‘sapogeeinearlyChristianhistory,certainuniqueand

irreversible historical events were happening which shook the roots of this new religion. Historical events 

which ripped the roots of early Christianity from the soil of Judaism include the martyrdom of Peter, 

James, and Paul; the destruction of Jerusalem and the subsequent diminution of the hegemony of Judaistic 

Christianity and the Jerusalem church (pace Jervell 1984); and the suppression of the Jewish Revolt 

duringHadrian‘sreign.ThissameperiodalsosawtheemergenceofdiverseChristianliterarycorpora

and, as a consequence, a multiplication of theologies and canons. Finally, it was during this time frame 

that the church became a visible entity to the populace and to Roman administrators and this visibility, in 

turn,foreverchangedtheState‘sattitudeandbehaviortowardChristianity.  

B. Methods and Sources  

1. Methodology. Even though Christian authors provide the greatest number of texts for the study of 

early Christianity in Asia Minor, these texts are as diverse in occasion, genre, and content as the 

geography of Asia Minor is in its terrain. Only in recent years have scholars begun to realize the full 

significance of the fact that all of the documents of the early Christianity are occasional in nature. The 

necessary consequence of this is that these sources fundamentally defy scholarly attempts to arrange them 

into homogeneous and well-ordered categories. Complex and often irresolvable issues regarding the dates 

and authorship of these documents frustrate efforts at exact postulations. In addition, the randomness of 

the extant corpus of Anatolian texts is so high that this corpus cannot bear the weight of many of the 

interpretations often foisted upon it by scholars of numerous theological and methodological schools of 

thought. Methodologies, therefore, which either rely upon anachronistic formulations of later orthodoxy 

or which project trajectories of evolutionary development in the formation of Christian communities, even 

by geographical areas, are susceptible to the accusation of subjectivity. Obviously studies of discrete 

documents or individuals can be quite productive for the reconstruction of various individual facets of 

Anatolian Christianity. It has been, however, the attempts at a grand scheme or comprehensive synthesis 

that usually belie the historical evidence andhavebeen,moretimesthannot,guiltyof―reconstructingthe

lionfromasingleclaw.‖  

2. Sources. a. Christian Sources. The majority of the extant primary sources shedding light upon 

Anatolian Christianity are associated with the names of Paul, John, Peter, Ignatius, and Polycarp. While 

no scholarly consensus exists regarding the dating, authorship, or occasion of all of the documents 

associated with these names, most would agree that these documents do shed important light upon 

Anatolian Christianity, regardless of author. The following table gives, by traditional arrangement, the 

most prominent texts addressed to individual Christians or Christian communities in Asia Minor.  

Paul: Galatians, Colossians, Philemon, Ephesians, 1 and 2 Timothy  

Peter: 1 and 2 Peter  

John: Gospel of John; 1, 2, and 3 John, Revelation  

Ignatius: Ephesians, Magnesians, Trallians, Philadelphians, Smyrnaeans, Polycarp  

Polycarp: Martyrdom of Polycarp, Letter to Philippians  

Melito of Sardis: Paschal Homily  

A corpus of secondary sources related to Asia Minor includes sections of Acts (chaps. 13–14; 16; 19–20) 

and numerous fragmenta of 2d century leaders (conveniently collected in Grant 1946) preserved in 

Eusebius‘Church History.  

b. Pagan Sources. Unfortunately, there is a dearth of pagan sources for Anatolian Christianity in the 

early period. The extant sources include the Imperial Rescripts of Trajan, Hadrian, and Aurelius 

(Coleman-Norton 1966: 1–13).Lucian‘saccountsofPeregrinus(Death of Peregrinus) and Alexander of 

Abonuteichos explicitly relate to Anatolia (Alex. 25; 38), while the comments of Galen (Walzer 1949: 56–



74) and Aelius Aristides (Orat. 3.671) probably reflect their respective experiences of Christianity in Asia 

Minor.  

C. Contexts  

1. Geography. Theterm―AsiaMinor‖(Mikra Asia) occurs as early as the 2d century A.D. (Ptolemy 

Tetrabiblos 2.3.17).Onoccasiontheword―Asia‖wasusedasasynonymforAsiaMinorinbothGreek

authors (e.g., Strabo Geog. 2.5.24) and in the New Testament (e.g., Acts 27:2). This region was described 

in some detail by the ancientauthorsAristotle,StraboandPtolemy.Modernusageoftheterm―Asia

Minor‖usuallyreferstothatpeninsulaoflandboundedonthenorthbytheBlackSea,onthesouthbythe

Mediterranean Sea, on the west by the Aegean Sea, and on the east by the upper part of the Euphrates 

River. This region contained an area of approximately 275,000 square miles, most of which was a central 

plateau with mountain peaks at its extremities attaining 9000 ft. on the north, 5000 ft. on the east, 10,000 

ft. on the south, and 2500 ft. on the west. The diversity between the coastal regions and the extensive 

interior in regard to topography, geology, climate, and natural resources fostered a long-standing 

condition of cultural and political heterogeneity of the peninsula. Even the inexorable imperialism of 

Alexander the Great and the later Roman Caesars could not totally overcome the physical realities of 

nature and geography. As was the case with all the continents surrounding the Mediterranean Sea, the 

greatest extent of Roman influence upon Asia Minor was on the edges which touched the Mediterranean 

itself. Even more than the great highways of antiquity, the sea enhanced the possibility of intercourse 

between Rome and its various provinces and allies, and thereby promoted cultural homogeneity, 

understood in a broad sense, in seaboard areas. If the survival of indigenous languages is any indication 

(ANRW 2/29/2: 565–70 see also LANGUAGES [INTRODUCTORY SURVEY]), the farther eastward 

and toward the interior one traveled in Asia Minor, the less the penetration of Greco-Roman influence 

wouldbefound(Tarn1952:160).DavidMagie‘sobservationthat―the veneer of Hellenism tended to 

grow thinner in proportion to the distance from the Aegean seaboard or from the great routes which led 

intotheinterior‖(Magie1950:120)holdstruelikewiseforRomaninfluenceinAsiaMinorattheperiod

of nascent Christianity, though Roman influence was more pervasive than earlier Greek influence had 

been.  

The following is a listing of the names of the Roman provinces, geographical regions and prominent 

cities located in this peninsula.  

Provinces: Asia, Cappadocia, Cilicia, Galatia, Lycia, Pamphylia, and Bithynia-Pontus  

Regions: Caria, Commagene, Ionia, Lycaonia, Lydia, Mysia, Paphlagonia, Phrygia, and Pisidia  

Important cities: Alexandria Troas, Amastris, Amisus, Ancyra, Apamea, Attaleia, Byzantium, Caesarea, 

Comama, Cyzicus, Ephesus, Heraclea, Iconium, Melitene, Miletus, Nicea, Nicomedia, Pergamum, 

Prusa, Rhodes, Samosata, Selinus, Smyrna, Tarsus, and Tyana  

Many of these names are well known to the student of early Christianity. It must be kept in mind that the 

letter to the Galatians, the Revelation of John, and 1 Peter were explicitly designated as circular letters, 

thereby increasing the number of Christian sites that can be inferred from early Christian literature. In 

addition to the primary evidence of these documents, there is also the invaluable geographical material 

preserved in the accounts and sources incorporated into both the Acts of the Apostles and the Church 

History of Eusebius. The tabulation of Anatolian cities available from combining the evidence of both the 

histories of Luke and Eusebius on the one hand and the letters of Ignatius and the Revelation on the other 

hand produces an impressive list of cities. In addition, there were scores of cities whose names were never 

mentioned in the ancient sources even though one could find Christian communities there (e.g., those 

referredtoinPaul‘sLettertothechurchesofGalatiaandPliny‘scommenttoTrajanthatChristianshad

infected the cities, villages, and farms of Bithynia-Pontus [Ep. 10.96]). The following is a list of 

Anatolian cities of the 1st and 2d centuries where Christian communities were established (Meer and 

Mohrmann 1958, map no. 5).  

Amastris  Iconium  Perge  

Ancyra  Ionopolis  Philadelphia  



Antioch of Pisidia  Laodicea  Philomelium  

Apamea  Lystra  Sardis  

Byzantium  Magnesia  Scepsis  

Caesarea (Cappadocia)  Miletus  Sinope  

Chalcedon  Myra  Smyrna  

Colossae  Nicomedia  Tarsus  

Derbe  Otrus  Thyatira  

Ephesus  Parium  Tralles  

Eumenea  Pepuza  Troas  

Hierapolis  Pergamum  Tymian  

Hieropolis  
  

2. History. In viewing the history of ancient Anatolia, one must not overlook the clear fact that in the 

1st millennium B.C., the indigenous alphabets, languages, and cultures of Asia Minor (e.g., Lydian, 

Lycian, Carian, Neo-Hittite) were as diverse as in any Mediterranean region. In addition to this fact, one 

must also reckon with the imposition of various immigrant as well as occupation cultures, the most 

important of which included the Greek, Celtic, Persian, and Roman. Since each of these left its own 

indelible mark on the character of the area where it dwelt, no one of these cultures can be ignored in 

tracing the historical and cultural patterns which formed the backdrop of early Christianity in Asia Minor.  

Significant Greek influence in Anatolia began with the colonization of the western seaboard in about 

1000 B.C. By the 7th century B.C., the most important Greek cities of western Asia Minor (e.g., Miletus) 

were already sending Greek colonists to other regions to spread Greek culture (Boardman 1980). The 

Ionian seaboard nurtured outstanding Greek philosophers and littérateurs in the classical period, presaging 

a similar zenith of rhetoric and erudition in the Sophistic movement of the 1st and 2d centuries A.D. The 

city of Troy, immortalized in Greek literature by Homer, brought fame to Anatolia by its location on the 

northwestern coast. The political and military impact of Greece on Anatolia was no less profound than its 

culturalinfluence.NotonlyweretheGreeksresponsibleforthe―liberation‖ofAsiaMinorfromaPersian

occupation, but the later victories of Alexander the Great were to set in place the political structures which 

were to foster rapid urbanization and to stabilize the new régime of Hellenism until the arrival of the 

Romans approximately two centuries later in 133 B.C. Although several indigenous tongues were still in 

use in both the early (Acts 14) and late Empire, Hellenism provided the area with a lingua franca which 

served all participants of Anatolian civilization, pagan, Jew, and Christian alike. In addition, the 

veneration expressed toward the political successors of Alexander the Great was to have a strong 

influence centuries later upon the Roman ideas of emperor worship. The eventual Roman assimilation of 

these notions of ruler veneration was to set in motion great forces of conflict between Christianity and 

devotees of the imperial cult.  

The true impact of the imposition of Persian rule from 546 B.C., the capture of Sardis, to the advent of 

Alexander the Great in the early months of 334 B.C. is debated by scholars (CAH
2
 4:211–33). Some opine 

thatPersianhegemonyconsistedof―nomorethanmilitaryandadministrativecontrol‖(H.Metzger

1969), while others have assembled a rather impressive group of archaeological and literary data that 

suggests Persian influence was neither superficial nor ephemeral (CHI 2:292–391; CHI 3/1:100–15). The 

factthattheresidualinfluenceofPersiancultandmythologycenturiesafterAlexander‘svictoryoverthe

Persians in Asia Minor should not be discounted is evident in the remains, from extreme east to extreme 

west respectively, at Nemrud Dagh (Dörner 1975) and in the early imperial Sardian epigraphy regulating 

worship in the Persian cult of Ahura Mazda (Robert 1975; NDIEC 1:21–23).  

The Celtic invasion of Asia Minor in the early 3d century B.C. was a major event in the political history 

oftheregion.TheCelts‘dominationoftheareawasseverelycurtailed,however,whenAttalusIof

Pergamum (230 B.C.) defeated them. Thereafter their influence was limited primarily to the central 



Anatolian region of Galatia. In all probability, this Greek victory over the barbaric Celts provided 

inspiration decades later for the construction of the magnificent Altar of Zeus at Pergamum in the early 2d 

century B.C. (Havelock 1981: 192). The eastward expansion of Rome and its ability to consolidate its 

influence in the east was greatly accelerated by the acquisition of the Pergamene empire in 133 B.C., fully 

150 years prior to the advent of Christianity there. The inestimable possession was acquired with little 

effort at the death of the last king of the Pergamum empire, Attalus III, when he bequeathed his entire 

nationtotheRomansinhiswill.WhilethiswasnotbyanymeansRome‘sfirstinvolvementinAsia

Minor, this gift gave the Romans an unquestioned hegemony in the peninsula and a base for further 

implementationofitsmanifestimperialismintheEast.Asisoftennoted,Rome‘suniquecontributionin

the East was its military, legal, and administrative genius, but the spirit and soul of the culture was that of 

Hellenism. Accordingly, the most important impact of Rome upon Asia Minor was its attempt to 

administer this culturally and geographically diverse region which was both rich in natural resources and, 

equally important, served as a strategic buffer between Rome and the ever threatening Parthian Empire to 

the east. Building upon the efforts of previous Hellenistic urbanization, the emperors established 

strategicallylocatedcolonies,e.g.,PisidianAntioch,whichwereestablished―primarilyforsecurity 

reasons‖(Levick1967:187).Consequently,theearlygenerationsofAnatolianChristianitytranspiredin

thecontextofPaxRomanaand,historicallyviewed,relativeculturaleuphoria(e.g.,forAeliusAristides‘

praise of Rome see Oliver 1953).  

3. Religions. The religious situation of Anatolia was a true microcosm of the entire eastern 

Mediterranean, with a rich mixture of Greek, Roman, Anatolian, Jewish, Persian, and other Eastern cults 

represented.Notwithstandingthepotentialdangersof―parallelomania‖(Sandmel1962;B.Metzger

1955), one may not ignore the analogies and parallels between numerous institutions, values, and formal 

beliefs of early Christianity and contemporary Anatolian piety. The number of similarities abounds, in 

part, because nascent Christianity in this region was itself so diverse and, when taken as a whole, 

possessed a plethora of religious institutions, values, and beliefs. From this multifaceted background to 

Anatolian Christianity, three components of Anatolian religious life are especially important to highlight, 

i.e., folk religion, pagan religious associations, and Jewish religion and institutions.  

a. Folk Religion. In many ways this term defies precise definition. It connotes an ethos of religious 

values and beliefs rather than one particular mythology or cult. Moreover, folk religion was not 

idiosyncratic to any region or to any established social, economic, political, or religious stratum of 

antiquity. Nevertheless, this folk religion worldview germinated and thrived with special vigor in Asia 

Minor (GGR 2: 578–81). This worldview was frequently designated by ancient writers as deisidaimonia 

(Koets 1929; Theophr. Char.; Plut. De Superst.; Meijer 1981: 259–62; GGR 2: 102–120; Hadas 1972: 

182–211). Deisidaimonia was a superstitious, even magical, approach to the gods which influenced every 

religion and cult in the Greco-Romanworld,andhadhaditsdetractorssincePlato‘scriticismofOrphic

evangelists of his own day (Resp. 364B–365A). The hallmarks of this religious outlook, particularly in 

Easterncults,wereitsemphasesuponthe―fearofGod‖anduponachievingsuperiorreligiositythrough

supererogative rituals and ascetic practices (Superst. 166A–B; 168D; 171B; RAC 1: 753–58), sometimes 

in conjunction with long-established shrines, and sometimes not. Spiritual tranquility was predicated upon 

such things as public confession of sins (hamartia) committed against the deity (Superst. 168D, 171B; 

Pettazzoni1937;Steinleitner1913;Hermann1986).Termssuchas―ransom‖and―sinner‖werenot

unknown in this context (NDIEC 1:32–33; 2:90, 100f; 3:20–31) and immersion rites in water abounded 

(Superst. 166A, baptismous). Sins often consisted of violating taboos regarding what one ate and drank 

(Superst. 168D; 170D), in lying to the deity (Malay 1988: 150; MacMullen 1981: 58), in sexual 

immorality (Petzl 1988), or in the failure to worship properly on a holy day (Superst. 169D–E). 

Inordinate, some would say pathological, interest in the performance of punctilious acts of asceticism to 

prepare one for a mystical experience of the deity were typical (Behr 1968; e.g., glossolalia Superst. 

166B). The superstitious devotee was especially desirous of prophetic oracles and their correct 

interpretation. Deisidaimonia was also characterized by a concern about the spirit world and attacks from 

spirit beings and the heavenly hosts (Superst. 168C). Divine retribution, threats of eternal punishment 



(Superst. 167A), and punitive miracles from particular gods and goddesses were of the gravest concern to 

this religious type of personality. Individuals, and their number was legion, caught in the web of 

deisidaimonia tendedtobeecumenicalinoutlook.Theyweredrivenbyapragmatist‘sapproachto

religion and consequently imbibed the strangest concoctions of syncretism.  

b. Religious Associations (Poland 1909: 173–270; 499–513). Anatolia during the Roman era was 

replete with formal and informal guilds and associations (synodos, thiasos, collegium). Typical were the 

labor guilds which provided comradeship in the midst of the harsh realities of everyday life and offered 

some social services for its members (Dill 1964: 251–86; Wilken 1971: 279–88; Meeks 1983: 77–80). 

Beyond the labor unions, there were the religious associations which focused their attention more 

narrowly on religious ceremonies. They often existed under the tutelage of a particular god or goddess, 

perhaps related to a common trade (e.g., the Dionysiac guild of performers and entertainers), would use 

their particular deity as one avenue to the world of Greco-Roman religious life, experiences, and benefits 

(e.g., safety, morality, answered prayers, protection from Fate). Of special interest in this regard is a 

religious association that existed in the city of Phildelphia in the Roman province of Asia. The epigraphic 

testimony of this association is especially didactic in demonstrating the existence of pagan associations 

which placed an emphasis upon morality. This association was created and regulated by the divinely 

revealedstatutesofZeus.Itmetinapatron‘shouse,wasopeninitsmembershiptobothmaleandfemale,

free and slave, and its members committed themselves by oath to eschew acts of sexual immorality, 

murder, abortion, etc. (Horsley and Barton 1981). On occasion, these private associations might be 

viewed as competitors to the longer established public temples where, in some cases, the same deity was 

worshiped (cf. Serapis on Delos, SIG no. 664; cf. Pl. Leg. 909e). Like the large temples, these private 

pagan associations would often have officers such as prophet (ess), deacon (ess), herald, and preacher of 

the divine story. These collegia often maintained a common treasury and held regular gatherings for 

worship and communal meals. It is not to be overlooked that in many instances a private religious 

association would assemble in the house (oikos) of one of its members. Consequently, matters such as the 

Greco-Roman concept(s) of household religion, personal relationships in the family, social functions of 

homes, etc. (Malherbe 1983) become relevant for the background to the ubiquitous institution of religious 

―houseassemblies‖(Klauck1981). 

c. Jewish Religion and Institutions. Recent years have witnessed new and vigorous discussion 

regarding Judaism and its relationship to Christianity in the Roman era. The points under consideration 

include the nature and activity of Jewish Christianity, the attraction to synagogues of gentiles who 

remained uncircumcised, and the existence and extent of pagan anti-Semitism. All of these bear directly 

uponone‘sviewofAnatolianChristianitysincetheseareasrelatedirectlytoissuessuchascontinuing

gentile attraction to Jewish Christianity, Jewish-Christian heterodoxy (Klijn and Reinink 1973 for patristic 

references; Daniélou 1964), Christian evangelism among synagogues, gentile churches drifting from their 

Jewish roots because of anti-Semitism, and Jewish collaboration with pagans in the harassment of 

Christians (Frend 1965).  

A storm center of current debate centers on the meanings and use of the Greek words theosebes and 

sebomenoi (and phoboumenoi) and what, if anything, these phrases depict about gentile sympathizers 

toward Judaism. A. T. Kraabel is a proponent of a new view that is characterized by questioning the very 

existenceoftheancientgentilegroupknownas―God-fearers‖(Kraabel1981).Thetraditionalview

maintainedthat―God-fearers‖weregentileswhowerenotyetproselytes,i.e.,circumcised,toJudaism,

but who were very sympathetic to many of the beliefs of ancient Judaism. This group, it was said, 

providedthepoolfromwhichearlyChristianitydrewmanyofitssynagogueconverts.ItisKraabel‘s

conclusion that such a group was a fiction created by the author of the Acts of the Apostles (MacLennan 

and Kraabel 1986). This effort to discount both the Lukan view as well as the view traditionally supported 

by many ancient historians experienced a setback with the recent discovery of an inscription at the Carian 

site of Aphrodisias (Reynolds and Tannenbaum 1987, esp. p. 47 and text B l. 34 theosebeīs) that seems to 

substantiate the more traditional reading of the Greco-Roman literature and archaeological data regarding 

theexistenceandvitalityofthe―God-fearers.‖EventhoughthisnewperspectiveofKraabel‘sisnot



likely to win the day in completely changing the mind of the majority of those in the scholarly 

community, it has correctly demonstrated that the traditional view has been naïve at times in both its 

philological analysis of the terms theosebes and sebomenoi (and phoboumenoi) as well as its monolithic 

reconstructionofancientJudaismandits―missiology‖(cf.Cohen1987:419).Regardlessoftheprecise

labels used to refer to these adherents, most scholars will probably continue to agree thatthe―evidence

shows beyond reasonable doubt that Judaism in the Roman Diaspora did win adherents who stopped short 

ofcircumcision‖(Collins1985:183–84; Cohen 1987: 419).  

Another important topic that has emerged in recent scholarship relates to the topic of anti-Semitism in 

antiquity. John Gager (1983), according to whom anti-Semitism was not primarily a pre-Christian 

phenomenon as has been thought by most scholars, argues that the literary evidence shows that virtually 

all the pogroms against ancient Jews were isolated and should not be used as a foundation upon which to 

formulate a widespread anti-Semitism. His conclusion is that it was Christianity, and not paganism, that 

initiated thoroughgoing anti-Semitism in antiquity. Once again, this attempt to recast the numerous 

historical sources in a totally new light has not appeared cogent to many scholars (Goldenberg 1985: 335–

36).Gager‘sworkhascorrectlyhighlightedsomeofthepopularmisconceptionsregardingthenatureand

extent of anti-Semitism in the Greco-Roman world, but it has not been able to explain away the fact that 

the Jewish apologists of antiquity themselves, prior to the advent and dissemination of Christianity, surely 

thought that they were the object of widespread, though not continual or universal, discrimination (e.g., 

Josephus Ant 14.213–44ff).  

The salient facts of Anatolian Judaism (Appelbaum 1974; Tcherikover 1970; Kraabel 1968 must be 

used carefully since it encompasses evidence two and three centuries later than the period under 

consideration in this article) for the period of the early empire include the following: (1) what was true of 

Anatolian Judaism may not have been true of Judaism in its environment at Rome or at Alexandria; (2) 

the cultural origins of Anatolian Judaism were largely Babylonian and not Palestinian; therefore, one must 

not read it necessarily in light of ostensibly conservative Palestinian Judaism; for example, certain 

Anatolian Jewish women served as head of the synagogue (Smyrna CIJ 741 = Brooten 1982: 5); (3) its 

commitment to send the temple tax to Jerusalem evidences a recognition of the hegemony of the 

Jerusalem cultus; (4) its legal status as an ethnic and religious collegium was recognized and protected by 

the Romans; (5) some Anatolian Jews were participants in urban civic and political institutions, thereby 

providing evidence of partial assimilation to Greco-Roman culture (Kraabel 1968; Ramsay 1895–97: 

621–76); and (6) though certain gentiles were sympathizers and adherents (for a variety of reasons) to 

Anatolian Judaism, there were, nevertheless, underlying currents of anti-Semitic prejudices in some 

quarters.  

D. General Characteristics of Anatolian Christianity  

1. Heterogeneity. Although Paul has often been viewed as the founder of the Christian mission outside 

Palestine, that could hardly be the case. Neither Acts nor the Pauline Corpus even suggests such. On the 

contrary, the Pentecost discourse (Acts 2:9–10) states that Jewish pilgrims from Asia Minor were among 

the first to accept Jesus as the Christ. Moreover, the Acts of the Apostles makes it abundantly clear that 

Paul was not the first to bring the Gospel to sites such as Ephesus, Corinth, or Rome. The realization that 

Paul was neither the first nor necessarily the premiere missionary in Asia Minor also affords optional 

explanationsfortheexistenceof―non-Pauline‖churchesinAsiaMinor(e.g.,thoseofRevelationand1

Peter)withoutresortingto―earlyCatholic‖theories,whichareessentiallyanachronisticandProtestant

(Murray 1982: 197). From the outset the Christian communities of Asia Minor were filled with converts 

whose beliefs and practices bore the almost indelible imprint of their pre-Christian worldview. One 

cannot truly understand the genesis of the heterogeneity of early Anatolian Christianity without first 

recognizing the steadfast influence of the cultural heritage of each convert. This influx of religious variety 

led the Christian movement, in a quantum step, into a world of new challenges. To be sure, this step was 

not synchronized throughout Asia Minor, nor was it always a step in the same direction. Some 

congregations and regions took this step later than others. It was, nevertheless, because of both the 



frequency and the magnitude of the new challenges that Anatolian Christianity encountered that in the 

decades of the 50s to 200 this region was without peer in its historic significance.  

2. Households. The household was a basic social context for the early Christian communities. This is 

seen in references to the Anatolian assemblies occurring in the homes of Aquila and Prisca (1 Cor 16:19), 

Nympha (Col 4:15), and Philemon (Philemon 2). By extension, the entire Christian community was 

embracedinametaphoricalsenseinthephrases―householdoffaith‖(Gal 6:10)and―membersofthe

householdofGod‖(Eph 2:19; 1 Pet 4:17). The Haustafeln ethical paradigm (in general Balch 1981; Col 

3:18–4:1; Eph 5:21–6:9; 1 Pet 2:18–3:7) points to the same domestic social realities. As a place of 

Christian instruction the home had to be protected from serving as a channel for the propagation of 

heterodox teaching (2 John 10; 2 Tim 3:6; Malherbe 1977). In the same line of thought, the properly ruled 

―householdofGod‖imageryof1Timothyisclearlyemployedasadefensivestrategyagainstunsound

doctrine (1 Tim 3:14–15) and is constructed as a metaphor on the basis of the Greco-Roman household 

(cf. 1 Tim 3:4–5, 12; 5:14; 2 Tim 2:20). The significance of the household stands out in the references to 

theminthelaterIgnatiancorpus.AmongtheSmyrnaeans,Ignatius―greetsthehouseholdsofmybrethren

withtheirwivesandchildren‖(13:1)aswellasthe―householdofTavia[awoman]‖(13:2).Inhisletterto

the bishop of Smyrna (Polyc. 8:2),Ignatiusgreets―thewifeofEpitropuswithherwholehouseholdand

herchildren.‖Interestingly,thephrase―corruptersofhouses‖isadesignation for false teachers (Eph. 

16:1), thereby highlighting the household as an important locus for Christian teaching.  

3. Heresy. One‘sknowledgeofAnatolianChristianityisprimarilydependentoncontemporarysources

that were written by leaders engaged in battles to correct aberrant views and/or practices. While these 

early contemporaneous sources are not without difficulties, they are far superior to later heresiological 

summaries by writers such as Eusebius (Lawlor and Oulton 1954, vol. 2; Grant 1980; Barnes 1981). 

When one focuses upon the occasion of these documents themselves, it becomes immediately clear that 

any history of Anatolian Christianity must be conducted in light of the endemic controversies there. The 

standard works of A. Hilgenfeld (1884), W. Bauer (1934; ET 1971), and H. E. W. Turner (1954) represent 

significant investigation into ancient issues of orthodoxy and heterodoxy, including those issues as they 

were manifest in Anatolia. In this century Bauer in particular has set the tone for discussion of heresy and 

heresiology in Asia Minor. His goals, methods, and general characterizations of the evidence are still 

attractive to many scholars (e.g., Koester 1971; in general, Strecker and Kraft 1971: 286–316), but clearly 

not to all (Turner 1954;Hawkin1976).Unfortunately,theinfrastructureofmuchofBauer‘sworkbelongs

to a scholarship of an earlier day, particularly reflecting the presuppositions and schematizations of 

German Protestant theology of the late 19th and early 20th century. A chief concern of Bauer was to 

overthrow the naive view of the evolution of the Christian mission and history which affirmed that the 

―developmenttakesplaceinthefollowingsequence:unbelief;rightbelief,wrongbelief‖(Bauer1971:

xxiii). Most New TestamentscholarstodaywouldagreethatBauer‘sconvictionatthispointcouldbe

supportedeasilybyevenanelementaryreadingoftheNewTestament.AmisfortuneofBauer‘sworkwas

that in order to reach his goal he forced many texts into Procrusteans beds, a procedure which resulted at 

times in a distorted and truncated reconstruction of Anatolian Christianity (Norris 1982: 365–77 and 

1976: 23–44;Robinson1988).OneofthelegaciesofBauer‘sworkisthecurrentsympathy,attimes

apologetic zeal, towardearlyChristianheterodoxy.Somescholarsappeartobe―enamoredofancient

heresies‖(Henry1982),andothersbelievethatgenerallytheorthodoxcharacterizationsoftheopponents

were, in fact, often only caricatures (Wisse 1971; Karris 1973; Grant 1981).  

When examining the matter of orthodoxy and heterodoxy in Anatolian Christianity, it is extremely 

importanttoincludeinone‘staxonomyofthe―orthodoxy-heresy‖phenomenonthematterofwhether

attacks against heterodoxy by soon-to-be―canonical‖writers were primarily defensive or offensive. The 

epistletotheGalatiansisinstructiveinthispoint.ItwaspatentlyPaul‘sopponentswhowerethefirstto

invoketheconceptof―orthodoxy‖againstfellowbelievers.Theonlyplausibleexplanationforthe 

circumcisionofPaul‘sconvertsafterhisdeparturewasthattheywereconvincedby―thosefromJames‖

thattheirstandingwithGodandtheirreceptionofAbraham‘sblessingswereindoubtbecausetheywere

failing to carry out the scriptural requirements of circumcision, feast days, Sabbaths, etc. (4:10). It was 



Paul‘sopponentswhointroducedtheconceptoftheimprecation(3:10–14) upon those who disagreed 

with their own Jerusalem standard of orthodoxy. Like his opponents, Paul held to orthodox convictions, 

the truth of the Gospel (2:14), as he called it, but thought that orthodoxy excluded, rather than included, 

the requirements of circumcision, feast days, Sabbaths, etc., for gentile believers. Another example of a 

defensive concern for orthodoxy is found in Colossians. The internal evidence for this polemical milieu 

includes the following:  

1.Theconditionalityofsalvation:―If you continueinthefaith…not shifting from the hope of the 

gospelwhichyouheard‖(1:23).  

2. The cluster of pejorative terms used to depict the slogans and views of the heterodox teachers:  

a. Beguiling speech (2:4).  

b. Philosophy and empty deceit (2:8).  

c. Human tradition not according to Christ (2:8).  

d. Elemental spirits of the universe (2:8, 20).  

3. Statements of concern.  

a. Warning and teaching every man (1:28).  

b. I say this so that no one may delude you (2:4).  

c.―Seetoitthatnoonemakesapreyofyou‖(2:8).  

d. Why do you live as if you still belonged to the world (2:20)?  

It is clear that the false teachers were demanding submission to ascetic dietary rules (2:20), viewed by the 

author as a worldly and carnal demand (2:20, 23). Furthermore, they were making religious judgments 

againstthenonconformistswhodidnotsubmitto―holydays‖religiosity(2:16) and they were 

denigrating, if not negating, the spiritual status of their nonconformist fellow Christians (2:18). Based 

upon the historical reconstruction made possible through the details of 2:1–23,itappearsthattheauthor‘s

point of departure for attacking the Colossian opponents was a defensive one in response to the 

opponents‘prioroffensiveinitiativewhentheydeclaredthattheirownspiritualunderstandingand

devotional practices were the standards for orthodoxy.  

A similar pattern of the use of orthodoxy in self-defense is apparent in sections of the Pastorals which 

eithercombatasceticismoremphasizeconfidenceinone‘ssalvationinthelightofdetractors(2 Tim 

2:18–19). Similarly in the Johannine epistles (Bogart 1977; Brown 1979), the attacks upon those who 

both voiced perfectionistic slogans and advanced aberrant Christology were constructed out of a sense of 

self-defense. It would be a distortion to suppose that the gnostics of the 2d century were only a group of 

unassumingintellectualsattackedpreemptivelybyorthodox―witchhunters.‖Oneoughtnotforgetthat

even in the 2d century and later, the soon-to-be―orthodoxchurch‖wasaccusedbyvarioussectarian and 

gnostic Christians as being itself heretical (Koschorke 1978). In fact, it may well have been the case that 

the orthodox canon (Campenhausen 1972; B. Metzger 1987), the ultimate weapon of the Great Church, 

was in part compiled, particularly in Asia Minor, out of self-defense against Marcion, Montanus, and 

Gnostic leaders. A frequent topic for research into Anatolian heresiology is the issue of church 

government, especially the bishopric, and its duties to oppose heresy. While the household supplied the 

socialandliturgicalframeworkforChristiancongregationsandsomeofthechurch‘svocabularyforits

self-identity,thetitlesforthecongregations‘rulersseemedtohaveoriginatedinotherspheres.The

information, admittedly sparse, points to the existence of various religious offices in the Christian 

communities of Asia Minor, some of which may have been modeled, at least in name, on synagogue 

practice, or on existing urban models of government (Hatch 1882), or upon organizational structures 

present in Greco-Roman collegia (Meeks 1983: 80). Moving beyond the issue of nomenclature to the 

issue of the matrix of the increasing authority and regimentation in the bishopric, there is renewed effort 

to locate this development in the social structures of the household (Schöllgen 1988). Since Philippians 

(1:1) testifies to the early presence of bishops (episkopos) and deacons within Pauline communities, there 

are no grounds for an a priori rejection of the Lukan reference to the appointment of elders (presbuteros) 

in the churches of central Asia Minor (Acts 14:23). At Acts 20:17 ―Thesamepersonswhoare here called 

presbuteroi are described in vs. 28 as episkopoi‖(LakeandCadbury1932:259)andlater(20:28) are 



associated with the ministry of shepherding (poimaino). The charismatic nature of this ruling ministry is 

attested in the Lukan account (Acts 20:28) as well as in Eph 4:11. In other Anatolian literature a 

synonymoususeoftheterms―elder‖and―shepherd‖isseenin1 Pet 5:1–5, while presbuteroi and 

episkopoi aretightlyknitin1Timothy‘sdescriptionoftherulersofthecommunity(1 Tim 3:1–7; 5:17–

22).J.B.Lightfoot‘sargumentthattheterms―elder‖and―bishop‖wereused―inthelanguageoftheNew

Testament‖toreferto―thesameofficerintheChurch‖isstillcogent(Lightfoot1913:95).The

ApocalypseofJohnisnotparticularlyinformativeinthismatter.Sincetheterm―elder‖inRevelationis

usedregularlyintheidiom―twenty-fourelders‖(e.g.,4:4; 5:8; 11:16; 19:4), it is not likely that this use 

mirrors any particular practice within Anatolian Christian communities. With the Ignatian correspondence 

the use of the terms presbuteroi and episkopoi undergoes transformation. By the time of the journey of 

Ignatius from Antioch via Asia Minor to Rome in 110, each church of Asia Minor, at least those 

addressed by Ignatius, was governed by a single bishop (e.g., Magn. 6:1). In the Ignatian hierarchy a 

council of presbyters served under the single bishop, and below the presbyters served the deacons. In 

more than one letter Ignatiussetsforthachurchpolitywherein―Thebishopsareregularlycomparedwith

GodorChrist‖and―Thepresbytersoreldersareregularlycomparedwiththeapostles‖(Schoedel

Ignatius Hermeneia, 112).  

Scholars have not agreed on how the office of the bishop evolved in relationship to the control of 

heterodoxy. That is, was the development of the monarchical episcopacy an inexorable process (Hatch 

1882: 83–111) or was it a regional ad hoc response to acute heresy? The texts of Acts are extremely 

difficult to interpret since that work is notoriously silent in general regarding even the existence of heresy 

in the early communities of faith. There are only two texts in Acts that mention elders in Asia Minor, 

namely, 14:23 and 20:17–35. The first text is totally silent on the anticipated function of the eldership, but 

the second text reveals clearly that the bishops are to oppose lupine heretics who will attack the flock. 

Even the eldership itself will engender errorists who will teach perverse doctrines. Ephesians also portrays 

the pastor in a role which promotes doctrinal stability in the congregation (Eph 4:11–14). A somewhat 

different picture is seen in the treatment of the bishops in 1 Timothy. While that text gives numerous 

qualities for those in the bishopric, there is no mention of their role as preservers of the faith and 

promoters of sound doctrine (cf. Tit 1:9), though some have suggested that heresy in the Ephesian 

eldership was the occasion for the writing of 1 Timothy (Fee 1984). In any case, it is Timothy who is 

given the duty of constraining false teachings (1 Tim 1:3–7).Iftheratheruniqueuseoftheterm―elder‖in

2 John 1 and 3 John 1 is viewed in light of its milieu of opposing antichrists, then the author may have 

chosentheword―elder‖intentionallybecauseofitsauthoritativeconnotations(Smalley1, 2, 3 John 

WBC, 316–18). When turning toIgnatius,hisvoiceisclarioninthematterofthebishop‘suniquerolein

achieving unity and attacking heterodoxy (e.g., Eph 3:2–6:2; Mag 3:1–2, 6:1–2, 7:1–2, 13:1–2; Trall. 2:1–

3; Phil 3:1–3; Poly 6:1–2).TheimplicationandimpactofIgnatius‘belief regarding the singular role of 

thebishopispreservedinthefollowingthoughts:―AllofyouaretofollowthebishopasJesusChrist

followstheFather…Apartfromthebishopnooneistodoanythingpertainingtothechurch.Avalid

Eucharist is to bedefinedasonecelebratedbythebishop.…Itisnotrighteithertobaptizeortocelebrate

the agape apart from the bishop; but whatever he approves is also pleasing to God, so that everything you 

domaybesecureandvalid…ItisgoodtoknowGodand the bishop. He who honors the bishop has been 

honoredbyGod;hewhodoesanythingwithoutthebishop‘sknowledgeworshipsthedevil‖(Smyr. 8:1–

9:1, trans. by Grant 1966, ad loc.).ThesepronouncementsmirrorIgnatius‘strategyofmaintainingthe

churches‘orthodoxybycomprehensivelycontrollingitsliturgyandactivitiesthroughanorthodox

episcopacy (Wiles 1982). Though not a shepherding office, the ministry of deacons is also documented in 

various Christian communities in Asia Minor. Deacons (1 Tim 3:8–10, 12–13) as well as deaconesses (1 

Tim 3:11; Pliny Ep. 10.96) are mentioned.  

E. Major Issues Facing Anatolian Christianity  

The collection of Anatolian Christian sources reveal at least four salient and recurring issues of conflict. 

These are: (1) folk religion and superstition, (2) Jewish issues, (3) Christian Gnosticism, and (4) 

persecution and harassment.  



1. Folk Religion and Superstition. The general theme of the epistle to Colossae has been generally 

summarizedasthe―allsufficiencyofChrist.‖Althoughmostwouldfundamentallyagreewiththis

summary, the historical background to the occasion of Colossians remains hotly disputed. One scholar has 

championed the view that there were no false teachers (Hooker 1973), but others, the vast majority, have 

argued that the opponents were influenced either by the religious outlook of Essenes, or gnostics, or 

devoteesofmysteryreligions,orJewishChristianmysticism(O‘BrienColossians, Philemon WBC, xxx–

xxxviii).  

Although the language of Colossians is not as vituperative as Galatians, the letter is clearly concerned to 

correct heterodoxy and heteropraxy at Colossae, which the author had probably heard about from 

Epaphras (2:8). The Colossian opponents surely included Christians. It is doubtful that they would have 

understoodandgrantedPaul‘sworkingassumptionthattheirapproachtospiritualgrowthandattainment

to the fullness of God encroached upon an orthodox christology. Although the Colossian heresy 

manifested itself partially in OT acts of piety (2:16), it was clearly not the same cluster of issues which 

Paul attacked in Romans or Galatians or which Luke depicted in Acts 15. Colossians lacks all of the 

lexicographic and rhetorical resources necessary to carry out attacks against Judaizers. It lacks, for 

example, both the usual diatribe and numerous terms such as Law, commandment, covenant, Abraham, 

Moses, righteousness, to justify, and Israel. Moreover, certain aspects of the opponents‘practicesand

theology were not rooted in Jewish Scripture or in distinctive Jewish practices (2:18). Even the veneration 

of angels need not be Jewish since it was a part of pagan Anatolian piety in the Roman era (Sokolowski 

1960; Sheppard 1980–81). The foundational worldview that animated the ritual and ascetic approach of 

the Christian heresy at Colossae was neither classic Gnosticism nor the stereotypical Jerusalem Judaizers, 

but rather deisidaimonia. The outlineoftheopponentsinColossiansfitsperfectlyPlutarch‘sdescription

of superstition, with its attentiveness to ways to achieve piety and superior religiosity through channels of 

prescribed rituals, ascetic practices, and divine revelations. It was this punctilious ceremonial approach to 

spiritual attainment, to purification from sins, to divine wisdom, to revealed knowledge, and to the 

experience of the fullness of deity which had attacked the Pauline view of the gospel. Deisidaimonia 

could not tolerate the all sufficiency ofGod‘sworkthroughChristasaffirmedbyPaul. 

The fight against superstitious asceticism was not limited in Asia Minor to the evidence of Colossians. 

The Pastoral letters indicate the presence of related issues in the churches where Timothy worked (1 Tim 

1:3). In particular, 1 Tim 4:1–10 highlight three areas of asceticism about which Timothy should be 

concerned. These are: (1) prohibition of marriage and sexual relations in it, (2) dietary asceticism, and (3) 

asceticmistreatmentofthebodyundertheguiseof―training‖(cf.Epictetus,Diss. 3.12). The first two 

issues are condemned outright as being demonic in origin, and caution is expressed concerning the third. 

All three of these approaches to spirituality were evident in the superstition of Greco-Roman Anatolia. An 

Anatolian Christian leader of the 2d century, noted for his mercurial piety, was Peregrinus Proteus 

(Lucian Peregr.) In light of his abiding interest in piety (some would say notoriety) through asceticism, 

punishment of the body by flagellation, and Cynic self-denial, it is significant that Proteus, at one time in 

his life, felt at home among and was a hero to the Christians of Asia Minor. The attitudes and demeanor 

that served as the common denominator throughout his public life, irrespective of his religious affiliation, 

were his total commitment to departure from the status quo,his desire for imprisonment, and his 

demonstration of his indifference to his own physical comforts. His life ended with a suicidal leap onto a 

pyreshortlyfollowingtheOlympicGames.Peregrinus‘attraction for suicide was not without parallel. 

Anatolian Christianity of the 2d century was itself involved in the debate over the virtue of a form of 

suicide, namely, voluntary martyrdom. That a Christian theology of martyrdom could have been 

influenced by pagan deisidaimonia is not beyond probability. Since the veneration of the relics of 

Christian martyrs began quite early in Asia Minor (Martyr. Pol. 18.3) and was very widespread there, this 

aspect of Christian martyrdom may reflect pre-Christian concepts of superstition and hero veneration 

(modern discussion given by Baumeister, RAC 14:102–35). The martyrdom of Polycarp, bishop of 

Smyrna, has been investigated in regard to the question of whether his death was voluntary or not 

(Tabbernee 1985). In the accountofPolycarp‘sdeath(Martyr. Pol. 4), there is an interesting reference to 



thefactthatsomeChristians,thoughlaterchangingtheirminds,pursuedmartyrdom―oftheirownfree

will.‖TheparticulargroupmentionedwasfromPhrygia.Fortheauthor of the Martyr. Pol. to mention 

that―wedonotpraisethosewhosurrenderthemselves[formartyrdom],sincetheGospeldoesnotteach

usthis,‖thisquestionwassurelyalreadyamatteroftheologicalreflectionatthetime.Perhapsthe

physician Galen of Pergamum (ca. 125–200) had ascetic Christians from Asia Minor in mind when he 

made his remarks about Christians having contempt for death and exercising great self-control in matters 

of food and drink. The late 2d century (ca. 170, Barnes 1970) Anatolian schismatics known as Montanists 

(after their founder Montanus) or Cataphrygians (after their Phrygian provenance) have been a constant 

enigma to modern historians (Klawiter 1975). Consequently, many attempts have been made to locate the 

religiohistorical matrix of this Anatolian Christian movement. Scholars have sought to discover whether 

its origins and theology were rooted in Anatolian, specifically Phrygian, pagan cults. Although some 

scholars continue to look for partial Phrygian influence (Freeman 1950; Daunton-Fear 1982), most have 

abandoned this perspective based upon the earlier conclusions of Schepelern (1929). Some have seen 

Montanism as an antagonist to Gnosticism, while others (Froehlich 1973) have viewed it as quite similar 

to Gnosticism. A Jewish or Jewish-Christian matrix for this movement has also been advocated 

(Schwegler 1841; Ford 1966). Even though this schism endured several centuries (the most complete 

collection is that of de Labriolle [1913]; the best critically evaluated and arranged edition is Heine 

[1989]), it is its first generation that pertains distinctively to an Anatolian situation (Aland 1955). When 

dealing with Anatolia, it is crucial not to confuse the mutation of Montanism in Rome (Heine 1987–88: 

11–16) or its appearance in Tertullian (Powell 1975) with the first generation of 2d century Montanists 

(Grant 1946: 94–108) who were Anatolian and whose history and beliefs are best reconstructed from 

quotations and testimonia preserved in Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 5.16.1–5.19.4) and Epiphanius (Haer. 48.1–

13). The so-called―ChristiansforChristians‖inscriptions(Gibson1978)fromAnatoliaarebothlaterthan

thescopeofthisstudyandveryprobably―thereisnoargumentinfavourofaMontanistinterpretation‖

(Pleket 1980: 198) of these epigraphical documents. Even though any conclusion about the origins, 

practices, and beliefs of Montanism ought to be stated with caution, it is necessary to point out that many 

of the traits and theological convictions that separated later Montanism from the Great Church (e.g., 

penchant for martyrdom, eschatology, emphasis upon the Paraclete) cannot be reliably documented from 

the sparse records of 2d-century Phrygian Montanism. What does seem to characterize the early Anatolian 

Montanists (Heine 1987–88) was their predilection for uncontrolled and ecstatic prophecies and oracles 

(―abnormalecstasy,insomuchthathebecamefrenziedandbegantobabbleandutterstrangesounds,‖

anonymous in Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 5.16.7). The orthodox writers of the time had no problem with prophecy 

itself, just its misuse characterized by techniques of pagan oracles and prophecy. Another manifestation of 

the falseness of the prophecies of Montanus was his practice of engaging in this spiritual gift in exchange 

for remuneration. Finally, the orthodox church attacked the Montanists because they mandated spiritual 

asceticdisciplines(―Montanustaughtdissolutionsofmarriages‖…and―laiddownlawsonfasting,‖

Apollonius in Hist. Eccl. 5.18.2) rather than allowing or suggesting them. In light of these traits of 

Anatolian Montanism, it seems that deisidaimonia (whether mediated through Jewish, Christian, or pagan 

media) offers a plausible matrix for the emphases of Montanus and his followers. If the emphases of 

Montanus (i.e., frenzied oracles, rigid asceticism, and paid thaumaturgy) had been recounted by the pagan 

authors Juvenal, Lucian, or Plutarch rather than Eusebius, they would have been clearly labeled as 

superstition and deisidaimonia rather than false doctrine or heterodoxy. Modern authors have also noted 

the similarities (Klawiter 1975: 130–55).  

Various documents of Anatolian Christianity reveal a seemingly widespread problem among Christian 

communities with another component of superstition, namely, magic and the occult. The condemnation of 

this quintessential dimension of folk religion is evident in the list of the works of the flesh given to the 

numerous (Gal 1:2) Christian communities in central Asia Minor (Gal 5:20) when Paul mentions 

pharmakeia. Turning to other regions of Asia Minor, the oracles of judgment found with the Revelation 

of John contain several references to the divine wrath awaiting those who work magic (pharmakeia and 

cognates, e.g., 9:21, 18:23, 21:8, 22:15). The city of Ephesus provides a clear example of a society (Acts 



19) where pagan magic had penetrated into Christian faith and practice. It is significant that the generic 

name for the collection of magical spells and incantations in the Roman period was Ephesian Letters 

(Ephesia grammata). The Pastoral epistles reflect a similar interest in condemning the practice of magic 

byChristians.Sincethenames―James‖and―Jambres‖wereassociatedinJewishtraditionwiththe

magicians who opposed Moses (Exod 7:11), it is highly probable that they were used in 2 Tim 3:8 as a 

prototypical opponents in order to combat magical practices associated with heterodox teachers. This 

interpretation is supported by the occurrence of the Greek term goes (lit. magician) in the same context (2 

Tim 3:13). Acts 19:11–20, esp. 19:18, depicts the strong grip that folk religion had on many believers 

there, even influencing the interpretation of the Pauline miracles (19:11–12). Moreover, it is noteworthy 

that the Ignatian collection of letters uses the term mageia (magic) only once, and that in his letter to the 

Ephesians (19:3, Christ destroyed all magic). An indication of the continuing struggle against the 

influence of deisidaimonia among the Christian communities of Anatolia is reflected in the content of the 

two mid-4th century Anatolian Councils of Gangra and of Laodicea (Hefele 1876). Both of these attest 

the ongoing belief among Anatolian Christians in ascetic spirituality achieved through dietary and sexual 

deprivation.  

2. Jewish Issues. There is an increasing awareness of the social and theological diversity that existed 

among Greco-Roman Jews in general and Anatolian Jews in particular (cf. Kraabel 1968; HJP² 3/1). 

Judaism did not, even in Palestine, possess only one self-definition (Sanders et al. 1981; Hengel 1974). In 

all probability the first Christians in Asia Minor lived, worshiped, and studied Torah in the context of 

Anatoliansynagoguecongregations.InthecaseofPaul‘seffortsasanapostolos, his foremost energy was 

spentinfulfillinganIsaianicmissiologythatledhimtogentilesthroughrestoredIsraelites(=―converted‖

Jews). This is the only plausible explanation for the habitual Pauline modus operandi best captured in the 

phrase―totheJewfirst‖(Rom 1:16, 2:9–10; 1 Cor 9:20; Acts 17:2). In line with this outlook, there was 

the conviction that the Israel of God consisted of those who were, by faith, heirs of Abraham, irrespective 

of their race (Gal 6:16). Regarding the synagogue attitude toward circumcision, which was the essence of 

the problem among churches in central Anatolia in the mid-1st century, there was no standard practice. 

The fact that as a Jewish boy Timothy had not been circumcised (Acts 16:1) provides an Anatolian 

example of a fact already known from Hellenistic Jewish authors, namely, that the issue of the 

requirement of circumcision for membership in Israel, both for Jews and proselytes, was unsettled among 

1st-century Jews. Evidence of diversity in other matters is seen in the coexistence of a Samaritan/Gerizim 

synagogue and a Jewish/Jerusalem synagogue on the nearby island of Delos in the Hellenistic period 

(White 1987). It is quite natural to assume that this ubiquitous Jewish theological diversity had an 

appreciable impact on Christian believers both before and after the major rift between the church and 

synagogue. For example, this type of Jewish diversity regarding the necessity of circumcision provides a 

significant context for early Christian struggles with the same issue (e.g., Galatians). It is quite evident 

that the theology of Anatolian Judaism contributed to the theology of Anatolian Christianity, its offspring. 

EvenaftertheJewishfaithhadreluctantlygivenbirthtothechurch,thechurch‘sumbilicalcordto

Judaism was never entirely severed, with the possible exception of the Marcionite churches. The most 

obvious example of this would be in the heavydependenceupontheJewishScriptures(e.g.,Acts‘

depiction of the Pauline sermons in Asia Minor, Galatians, Ephesians, 1 and 2 Timothy, Revelation, 1 

Peter,IgnatiusofAntioch,Justin‘sDialogue with Trypho). It is equally important to observe the reverse 

side of this relationship, namely, that many of the schisms, aberrations, and heresies occurring within 

Anatolian Christianity can be traced to the abiding influence of Jewish faith and practice, especially 

among gentile converts. The list of Christian authors who deal with this issue of Jewish influence and 

competition is impressive and reflects the strength of the attraction that Jewish ceremonies and faith had 

for many gentile converts. The internal debate with stereotypical Judaising Christians in Asia Minor is 

well known and well documented in the texts of Galatians and Acts 15. The epistle to the Colossians 

explicitly labels as aberrant the requirement of Sabbath observance by the Christian community there.  

1 and 2 Timothy, however, are not as significant in this regard as is often assumed. It is routine for 

scholars to point out that the epistles of 1 and 2 Timothy contain censure against Jewish intrusions into 



the Christian community in Ephesus by its referencetothosewho―wanttobeteachersofthelaw,butdo

notknowwhattheyaretalkingabout‖(1 Tim 1:7). However, this is not necessarily the case. When all the 

characteristicsoftheoppositiontoPaul‘sgospelaretakenfromallthreePastoralLettersandareputinto

onelump,―theeffectistorobeachletterofitsdistinctiveness.Specificanddifficulttextsarereplacedby

aneasygeneralization‖(Johnson1987:8).Unless one subscribes to a theory of synoptic harmonization 

among the Pastorals, and thereby harmonizes 1 and 2 Timothy with Titus, even though they are addressed 

to different geographical regions (Ephesus and the island of Crete), then it is not a foregone conclusion 

that―teachersofthelaw‖(1 Tim 1:7)shouldbeequatedwith―thoseofthecircumcision‖(Tit 1:10). In 

fact, 1 Tim 1:8–11 makesitclearthattheauthor‘suseoftheterm―law‖pointstoanalmostgenericmoral

meaning of the term. Furthermore, even though the genealogies of 1 Tim 1:4 could be Jewish, they need 

not be since the use of genealogies was widespread in antiquity (RAC 9: 1145–1268).  

Turning to the Johannine materials, it is usually acknowledged that there is cogent evidence for locating 

the origin of the gospel of John in Asia Minor, at least in its final form (RGG
3
 3:849; Martin 1975: 282; 

Robert and Feuillet 1965: 648). It is likewise clear that the fourth gospel reflects, in part, the church-

synagogue debate of the late 1st century (Pancaro 1975). This debateisreflectedinthegospel‘sredaction

ofJesus‘frequentstatementsregardingtheJews(inthethirdperson,passim)andintheuseofthephrase

―yourLaw‖and―theirLaw‖(8:17; 10:34; 15:25). The Revelation of John also mirrors the fierce 

competition between the churches and synagogues of western Asia Minor. When John denounces the 

Jewish synagogues at Smyrna and Sardis (Noakes 1975) withreferencesto―thosewhoclaimtobeJews

andarenot‖andtothe―synagogueofSatan‖(2:9, 3:9), it is obvious that at least in these two cities the 

churches‘self-identification and survival depended in part on its ideological victory over the local 

synagogue. Particularly revealing in this regard are the comments of Ignatius that reveal, a decade or so 

later than the Apocalypse, the abiding influence of Jewish ceremonial practices upon certain Christians in 

western Asia Minor. In his communication with the Magnesians, one discovers the continuing threat of 

Jewishwaysinremarkssuchas―ItisstupidtospeakofJesusChristandtopracticeJudaism.For

Christianity did not relyuponJudaism,butJudaismuponChristianity‖(10:3; cf. 8:1; 9:1). In another text 

Ignatius portrays a peculiar situation wherein the presence of both orthodox Jewish Christians and 

uncircumcised advocates of non-Christian Judaism are mentioned (Phil. 6:1). This somewhat enigmatic 

and provocative text (Barrett 1976) reads,―ItisbettertohearChristianityfromamanwhoiscircumcised

(=JewishChristian)thanJudaismfromonewhoisuncircumcised.‖Anequallyintriguingtextisfound

laterinthisPhiladelphiancorrespondence.ItisnotknownwhetherIgnatius‘opponents mentioned in 

Phil. 8:2 are Christians or non-Christians. What is noteworthy is that he admits the hermeneutical 

problems he encounters when attempting to argue with these individuals from the OT. These people 

apparently do not accept the presuppositionswhichallowIgnatiustodiscoverChrist‘scross,death,and

resurrection in the Jewish Scriptures (cf. Phil. 9:1–2).  

Melito of Sardis (annotated bibliography, Drobner 1982) castigates with trenchant invective (Pass. 72–

99) the unbelieving Jews who crucified the Lord. Little is known of the church in Sardis before the 

writings of Melito, though unquestionably it was significantly smaller than the synagogue community 

there (Josephus Ant 12.147–53). Since, however, Melito is consistent in his pejorative use of the term 

―Israel‖andhisbeliefthatIsraelhad―beenreplacedbythechurch,astheLawhasbeenreplacedbythe

Gospel‖(Noakes1975:249),somearguethattheaffluenceandsuperiorsocialinfluenceofSardian

Judaism precipitated Christian reaction (and perhaps anti-Christian persecution) which in turn ignited 

vitriolicChristianfulminationslikethatofMelito‘s(Kraabel1971;Manis1987).Some,however,have

notyetbeenconvincedbywhatappearstobea―sociopolitical‖interpretationthatisremiss about 

Melito‘stheologicalconcerns(Norris1986). 

The Quartodeciman controversy, which continued for over two centuries in Asia Minor (Canon no. 7 of 

the Synod of Laodicea, ca. 350), testifies with clarion voice to the perennial desire of many Anatolian 

Christians to maintain the Jewish heritage of the Christian observance of Easter/Passover. Easter was 

celebrated in the earliest church at each and every Sunday assembly (RGG
3
 4: 1960). While the Sunday 

liturgical ceremonies from Asia Minor recorded in Acts 20:7 andPliny‘sdescriptionofChristianworship



(Ep. 10.96) both point to nocturnal celebrations (Staats 1975), this need not have been the normal 

procedure on each Sunday. It is in the 2d century that the annual celebration of Easter began. At that time 

some Christians, primarily from Asia Minor and Syria, believed that they should keep the annual 

Easter/Passover celebration in accordance with the Jewish reckoning of the Passover, while Christians in 

Italy and Egypt preferred to celebrate this annual rite on the following Sunday. Moreover, those who 

preferred the Jewish calculation of the 14th (= quartusdecimus = Quartodecimans) of Nisan for Easter 

also accompanied it with a fast, which caused conflict with those wishing to observe Easter on the 

following Sunday (von Campenhausen 1974). In this context it is not germane to delve into the intricate 

arguments concerning the origin, date, literary references, and distinctiveness of the Quartodeciman 

celebration of Easterinthe2dcentury(Huber1969)orwhetheritwasinpart―ananti-Marcionite and 

anti-gnosticinstitution‖(Hall1984)orifinfactthereweredistinctgroupswithintheQuartodeciman

camp (Richardson 1973). What is noteworthy is the number of significant church leaders and bishops in 

Asia Minor (e.g., Melito of Sardis; Irenaeus; Apollinarius of Hierapolis; Polycarp, Bishop of Smyrna; and 

Polycrates, Bishop of Ephesus) who were Quartodecimans and thereby advocated a liturgical calendar 

which had not yet given in to gentile Christian pressure to jettison older Jewish dimensions of the annual 

Easter/Passover rite.  

In a similar fashion, the widespread advocacy of chiliasm (RAC 2:1073–78) in Anatolian Christianity is 

most likely a reflection of the impact of Jewish apocalypticism upon Christianity there (Daniélou 1964). 

Although the idea is still undeveloped, the terminology of the 1000-year reign first occurs in Anatolian 

literature in the Revelation of John (20).Thoughitlaterfellintodisrepute(e.g.,Eusebius‘sdisdainforit),

the millennial age concept had among its proponents in Asia Minor the following Christian luminaries: 

Papias of Hierapolis (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 3.39); Irenaeus (Haer. 5.35); Justin Martyr (Dial. 80); Cerinthus 

(Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 3.28);John‘sfollowers(Iren.Haer. 5.33.3); and Montanus (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 5.18.2; 

Tertullian Adv. Marc. 3.4.5).Stillinthe3dcenturytracesofthisdoctrine‘sinfluenceareseenin

Anatolian authors such as Methodius (The Banquet 9.5).  

Thoughonecannotbecertain,thetoneheardinJustinMartyr‘sextendedexegeticalargumentsand

counterarguments, even over textual variants (Skarsaune 1987), with the Jewish Rabbi Trypho (Dial.) 

may reflect the situation in mid-2d century Anatolia. With the passage of time and a shift in the 

missiologicaloutlookoflaterChristianleaders,thechurch‘sinteractionwithJudaismhadbecomeless

and less intramural. Conversions, which were occurring in both directions, took place in an increasingly 

trenchant context. The active involvement of Jews in the harassment and occasionally in the public clamor 

against Christians in Asia Minor is incontestably attested in the Christian sources of the 2d century (Wilde 

1949: 141–47; Frend 1965). A significant testimony to the enduring influence of Judaism upon the 

churches of Anatolia is easily seen in the regulations from the 4th-century Council of Laodicea. At this 

council the Christian leaders of Anatolia believed it necessary, still in ca. 350, to prohibit Christians from 

keeping the Passover/Easter feast according to Quartodeciman ordinances (Canon 7), honoring the 

Sabbath rather than Sunday (Canon 29), attending a Jewish festival with a Jew (Canon 37), and accepting 

unleavened bread from Jews or heretics (Canon 38).  

3. Christian Gnosticism. Since the study of Christian Gnosticism is beset with numerous 

methodological problems regarding definition, sources, and chronology (TRE 13: 535–50), it is no 

wonder that at times speculation (e.g., Bultmann 1956) has outrun the evidence. Even the discovery of the 

Nag Hammadi texts has not always clarified the issues. In fact, it is not completely clear to all scholars 

thatthesetextsareevengnostic.Asonewriterobserved,these―individual tractates can no longer be 

assumedtobeGnostic…ThusasignificantnumberofNagHammaditextscannolongerserveas

primaryevidenceofGnosticism‖(Wisse1983:138).Amoresoberestimationofthepossiblesignificance

of Gnosticism upon the theology of Paul, John, and the documents of the New Testament in general and 

its supposedly early date (Yamauchi 1983) is now forming among scholars. Since occurrences in the New 

Testament of the word gnosis, or other later gnostic technical vocabulary, are alone no longer regarded as 

adequate evidence for the presence of Gnosticism understood in its 2d-century sense, scholars are not so 

ready to posit automatically this phenomenon as the background of the opponents of the Prison Epistles or 



even the Pastorals. For example, the unsound doctrine of a Hymenaeus and Philetus (2 Tim 2:17–18) 

which emphasized the present reality of the resurrection can be explained in terms of the similar 

eschatological error in 2 Thess 2:2 or in terms of a misunderstanding of the resurrection accomplished in 

baptism (e.g., Eph 2:6) rather than by relying facilely upon later gnostic views of the resurrection (Fee 

1984, ad 2 Tim 2:17–18). The fact that a later Christian writer such as Irenaeus quotes the Pastorals and 

assumes that their author was fighting heretics identical to those he was fighting hardly proves the case 

for 1st-century Gnosticism, unless one wishes to assume that later Christian authors were never guilty of 

employing anachronisms. With justification, scholars no longer allow later Christian writers, whether it be 

Marcion, Irenaeus or Heracleon, to pronounce themselves, without cogent demonstration, as the spiritual 

successors of NT authors.  

The evidence for signs of embryonic Gnosticism is stronger, however, when the materials in the 

Johannine Gospel and epistles are investigated (cf. Yamauchi 1981 with MacRae 1986). The term 

―docetism‖isthemostfrequentlyusedlabeltoidentifythehereticalgroupagainstwhichtheJohannine

author writes, though scholars still debate whether its origins are Jewish or not (Davies 1962). Although 

docetism is neither a synonym for Gnosticism nor a necessary criterion to establish its presence, this 

christological heresy is normally regarded as evidence for the presence of certain strains of Gnosticism. In 

brief, docetic Christology advocatedarather―high‖christology,baseduponastarkcontrastbetweenthe

Redeemer from heaven and the earthly man Jesus (TRE 16: 726–28), while stressing the glorification and 

divinity of Christ at the expense of his humanity and his full participation in the flesh. Once it has been 

established that the community which John addressed in the gospel was also among the recipients of the 

epistles, it is fairly easy to detect polemic against a heretical christology throughout much of the 

Johannine corpus (Brown 1979; Epistles of John AB). This docetic background of the Johannine material 

makes the best sense out of the unique logos christologyinthefourthgospel‘sprologue(1:1–18) and 

explicitly fits into the doctrinal denunciations of 1 John 4:1–3 and 2 John 7–11 where the bearers of this 

doctrine, denying that Jesus came in the flesh, are attacked as antichristoi. Regardless of whether the 

vignetteregardingtheencounterbetweenthe―gnostic-docetist‖Cerinthus(Iren.Haer. 1.26.1) and the 

Apostle John (Iren. Haer. 3.3.4) is factual, the letters of Ignatius, written within approximately a decade 

of the Johannine letters, document the growing problem the churches of western Anatolia were having 

withdoceticchristology.Ignatius‘antidoceticpolemicisimplicitinaffirmationssuchasGod‘s

manifestation in humanness (Eph. 19:3)andinreferencestoChrist‘sbeingtruly crucified and truly 

partaking of food (Trall. 9:1–2; Smyrn. 1:2). Explicit indications of the presence of docetism are 

contained in his allusions to heterodox slogans that Christ only seemed (dokein) to suffer (Trall. 10:1; 

Smyrn. 2:1; 3:1–3;4:2).AtonepointIgnatiusargues,―Forhowisoneassistingme,ifhepraisesmebut

blasphemes my Lord by denying that he is a bearer of the flesh (sarkophoros)? And the one who does not 

make this confession has completely denied him [Christ], and made himself a bearer of a corpse 

(nekrophoros).‖YearslatertheAsianbishopandmartyrPolycarpalsoidentifiedtheantichristsasthose

who did not confess that the Christ came in the flesh (Phil. 7:1).  

Even though Italy and Egypt provided the context for most of the major Gnostic teachers and schools of 

the 2d century, the early role of Asia Minor should not be overlooked. Later orthodox authors such as 

Irenaeus saw Asia Minor as a battleground where the true tradition and gospel of the church were 

vigorously maintained through the efforts of the apostles and their pupils (Zahn 1900). Irenaeus, whose 

theological roots were planted deeply in the soil of his native Anatolia (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 5.20.5), is 

exemplaryinhismanyargumentsagainsttheGnostics(Vallée1981)that―alltheAsiaticchurches

testify‖(in Asiae Ecclesiae omnes 3.3.4) to orthodox doctrine and apostolic parentage. Later comments by 

Eusebius provide little substantive information previously unknown on this matter since he basically 

knowsonlywhatisavailableinthesourceshequotes(e.g.,Irenaeus)andwashimself―nostudentof

heresy‖(Grant1980:86–87).  

4. Persecution and Social Harassment. Several of the leading personalities associated with Anatolian 

Christianity were criminals. A list of these offenders would include Paul, the author of the Apocalypse, 

Ignatius, and Polycarp. Behind these few names stood scores of unnamed Christian convicts whose 



crimes and capital punishment are mentioned in works such as the Apocalypse of John and the 

correspondence between Pliny and Trajan. Furthermore, the majority of the literature pertaining to early 

Christianity in Asia Minor was penned by authors after their arrests (e.g., Prison Epistles, Pastoral 

Epistles, and Ignatian Epistles). In a less extreme form, Anatolian Christians knew of sporadic outbursts 

of social and legal harassment which might or might not have eventuated in imprisonment. The Lukan 

accountofPaul‘sworkinAsiaMinor(Acts 13–14; 19–20) reflects the presence of opposition and 

pogroms against the Christian missionthroughuseofphrasessuchas―throughmanytribulationswemust

enterthekingdomofGod‖(Acts 14:22)and―…withtearsandwithtrialswhichbefellmethroughthe

plots oftheJews‖(Acts 20:19) and through vignettes such as the urban protest against Christianity 

engendered by a discontented labor union (Acts 19).  

The epistle of 1 Peter is directed to Christian communities in Asia Minor (1:1) and gives significant 

attention to the matter of Christian suffering (2:11–4:19). Scholars are not of one mind regarding this 

epistle‘shistoricalmatrix.Contemporaryscholarshipislesssympatheticwiththeearlierviewof,among

others, F. W. Beare (1947), who postulated that the situation depicted by the Pliny-Trajan letters (A.D. 

110–15) was one of imperial persecution and that this was the appropriate context in which to interpret 

the epistle of 1 Peter. It is no longer evident to many scholars (Talbert 1986: 13–14) that the situation 

depicted in the Pliny-Trajan letters is one of official persecution or that this Christian epistle, whenever 

penned, should be read against the background of any supposed official persecution, whether instigated at 

either the imperial or provincial level. Scholars also differ on whether or not 1 Peter was exhorting the 

Christian communities to maintain themselves in times of harassment through means of sectarian 

principles such as internal group identity, cohesion, and boundary maintenance (Elliot 1981), or whether 1 

Peter represents, at least in its Household Codes, a more open and assimilated posture (Balch 1981). In 

terms of the development of anti-Christian harassment, several points stand out in 1 Peter, particularly in 

regard to its place in the history of Anatolian Christianity. Of particular interest is the awareness that the 

―nameofChrist‖isasourceofanimosityandalsothatindividualsaresufferingas Christians (4:14–16), 

a situation already present in Rome under Nero. Possible arrests and incarcerations are implied by 

statements in 1 Peter (2:12, 16; 4:15). The rhetoric of the epistle is cast in dualistic e.g., Babylon, 5:13) 

and eschatological tones (4:17), but there is no general designation of the State or emperor cult as Satanic 

(ANRW2/23/1: 205), nor are there any allusions to the imperial cult. In fact, both the emperor and his 

minions are granted the status of authority and honor (2:13–17), and the author indicates that the fiery 

ordeal and sufferings that the Christians are experiencing are part of the normal Christian life throughout 

the empire (4:12; 5:9b).TheimmediatesourceoftheChristians‘sufferingseemstocomefrompagan 

outrage (4:4) at the sectarian lifestyle and ideology that is typified in the Christian demeanor (Goppelt 

1978).  

Severalimportantdevelopmentsbothintherelationshipbetween―Church‖and―State‖and in the 

suffering of early Christians appear for the first time in the Apocalypse of John (ANRW 2/23/1: 215–26). 

Among the new developments is the presence of a large number of martyrs. No longer is it just a matter of 

tribulations and suffering, but nowJohnreferstothose―whohadbeenslainforthewordofGod‖(6:9) 

andto―thebloodoftheprophetsandofsaints‖(18:24)andto―thesoulsofthosewhohadbeenbeheaded

for theirtestimonytoJesusandforthewordofGod‖(20:4). A second development is the explicit 

evidencethataChristian‘simpiousattitudetowardthecultoftheemperor(bibliographyonimperialcult

in ANRW 2/16/2: 833–910) was grounds for martyrdom (13:15). This is not at all surprising in light of the 

long-standing presence in Asia Minor of cults to the goddess Roma (Mellor 1975), in light of the rapid 

reception of Augustus as a deity in Asia Minor (Bowersock 1965), and in light of the ubiquitous and 

beneficent presence of the imperial cult in Roman Asia Minor (Price 1984). The architecture, the rituals, 

the festivals and games, the swearing by the divinity of the emperor (Hermann 1968), and the pledges of 

allegiancetotheimperialfamily(Weinstock1962)allmakeitveryclearthatinAsiaMinor―theimperial

cultwasnotsimplyagametobeplayedinpublic‖(Price1984:120).Rather,it―wasamajorpartofthe

web of power thatformedthefabricofsociety…[and]alongwithpoliticsanddiplomacy,constructed

therealityoftheRomanempire‖(Price1984:248).Accordingly,thepersecutionoftheChristianswasa



response not only to their antipathy toward concerns of Roman jurisprudence but also to their violation of 

matters of Roman religion and piety (RAC 2: 1159–1208; Vogt 1962). A third development was the 

dualistic framework in which the author of the Apocalypse perceived the Roman State and provincial 

government. Even though contemporary pagan authors could use animal epithets (Pliny Pan. 48.3 

immanissima belua, fearfulmonster)todescribeDomitianortostatethatDomitian―wasinrealityanevil

demon‖(daimona poneron, Dio Chrysostom Orat. 45.1), these do not approach the dualism employed in 

the Apocalypse (chap. 13). Clearly John views the government and imperial cult as a manifestation of 

Satanicoppressionandinfluence.Ofcourse,theState‘sestimationofJohnwouldnotbemuchhigher.In

light of the early imperial policy to destroy prophetic books which contained damning and foreboding 

oracles (e.g., Suet. Aug. 31), one can anticipate how the government would look upon the sedition 

reflected in the prophecies of the fall of Babylon (Revelation 18), especially penned by an exiled dissident 

(in general MacMullen 1966; cf. Juvenal Satires 6.553–564). In order to contextualize more accurately 

thechurch‘streatmentbytheRomanStateatthatperiod, it must be observed that Christians were not the 

only group regarded as a counterculture which was to be harassed by Domitian and his policies (Cuss 

1974).Forexample,Domitian‘spogromsagainstindividuals,evenfamilymembers,guiltyofadopting

―Jewishways‖iswellattestedinancientliterature(Smallwood1976:376–85). Domitian also banished 

philosophersandmoralpreachersfromItaly,atleastthosewhomheperceivedtobeseditious,and―put

manySenatorstodeath‖(Suet.Dom. 10). Disdain for Domitian was so intense that after his assassination 

his name was erased from many Anatolian monuments (Suet. Dom. 23; Magie 1950: 1440–41 n. 30). 

GiventhegeneralcrueltyandparanoiawhichcharacterizedDomitian‘sreignofterror,oneshouldregard

the State‘sactivepersecutionagainstAnatolianChristianityinthelightofnumerousbarbaric

idiosyncrasies of Domitian rather than as a manifestation of constant imperial policy.  

InlessthantwodecadesafterDomitian‘spogromagainstthechurchesofwestern Asia Minor, the 

Pliny-Trajan Letters (10.96–97) detail occurrences of the sufferings and criminal punishment of 

Christians in the Roman area of Bithynia-Pontus. This official exchange enhances the picture of the 

State‘scomportmenttowardChristianityunder Trajan, but reveals little of the attitudes held by the 

diverse Christian population of north-central Anatolia (Keresztes ANRW 2/23/1: 273–87 surveys various 

schools of interpretation of the Pliny-Trajan Letters and their reflection of current Roman law). Pliny 

reports that the Christians were accused by public detractors, probably on two counts. The first point of 

accusation was that of crimes associated, at the very least by rumor, with the name of Christian (flagitia 

cohaerentia nomini). These crimes were in all probability the disgusting and bizarre accusations discussed 

by the 2d-century apologists (ANRW 2/23/1: 579–604; Henrichs 1970) rather than the more mundane 

crimes of theft and murder mentioned in 1 Peter. The second point of accusation, and one that seemed 

quiteenigmatictoalegalmindlikePliny‘s(10.96.1),wasthatthe―nameofChristian‖wasillegal.

Whether Roman jurisprudence could legally approbate such evidence in a court of law was the question 

which motivated the governor Pliny to inquire of the emperor. No clear answer was given, in part because 

otherlegalissuessurfacedbetweenthetimeoftheoriginalaccusationsandtheendofPliny‘slegal

examination of the accused. In particular, criminal contumacy, as Pliny defines the attitude of numerous 

believers he questioned (10.96.3), was a serious crime (Sherwin-White 1966: 699, 784). The point that 

PlinymakestoTrajanisthathehadtheseChristiansexecuted,inpart,becauseoftheir―stubbornnessand

unshakeableobstinacy‖(10.96.4). As in the case of the martyred Christians of the Apocalypse, these 

Christians were summarily executed by decapitation. Pliny employs the use of oaths to the gods, 

sacrifices to the cult statue of the emperor (Scott 1932; Kruse 1934), and denunciation of Christ to 

distinguish between those who were real Christians (vera Christiani) and those who were only nominal, 

orinsomecasesformer,believers(10.96.5).Inhisresponse,Trajansupportsthegovernor‘sprevious

actions (10.97.1) and also through his counsel reveals his convictions about the potential danger of this 

depravedreligion.Theemperor‘sprimedirectivetoPlinyisthatChristiansmustnot be sought out by the 

government (conquirendi non sunt). Moreover, when they are accused, their trials must be conducted 

within the guidelines of enlightened Roman jurisprudence, a policy not followed by his predecessor 

Domitian. Moreover, if they repent of their Christian past, all must be forgiven.  



ContemporarywithPliny‘streatmentofChristiansinnorthern Anatolia is the famous journey of 

Ignatius. Since he was arrested in the province of Syria and not the region of Asia Minor, the details of his 

arrest are not germane. It is instructive, however, to observe that the Roman guards who were 

accompanying him had ample opportunity to arrest or accuse numerous Christians en route with whom 

Ignatius shared fellowship and social intercourse. Even though Ignatius was soon to be martyred, it is 

patently evident that neither he nor his guards believed that the dozens of Christians whom he calls by 

name in the numerous Christian communities he addresses are in any danger legally. Clearly, there is no 

evidence in the Ignatian correspondence to support the idea that it was a crime to be a Christian or that 

there existed legislation, either in the provinces or in Rome, that outlawed Christianity (Millar 1973: 145–

75). A decade following the official exchange between Trajan and Pliny, the emperor Hadrian sent 

official correspondence about the same matter. Silvanus Granianus, governor of Asia, wrote Hadrian 

aboutthe―Christianproblem‖(A.D. 121–22),andtheemperor‘sreplywassenttothegovernor‘s

successor Minicius Fundanus (A.D. 122–23)andlaterpreservedinJustin‘s1 Apology (68).Hadrian‘s

reply―denouncedinformers, eager to blackmail their victims, and insisted that charges had to be proved 

incourt,notsimplyinitiatedbypetitionsorpopularclamor,‖whileatthesametime,it―didnotrevoke

the penalties against convicted Christians but did require orderlyprocedure‖(Grant1988b:34). 

Fragments of Anatolian Christian writers of the late 2d century depict a new development in the 

Church‘sefforttocarveoutaworkablepeacewiththeRomanState.Twoprominentapologistswho

articulated a theology of a synergistic relationship between the Roman State and the Christian Church are 

Apollinaris, bishop of Hierapolis, and Melito, bishop of Sardis. In approximately 176 both men wrote to 

the emperor Marcus Aurelius, writings now partially preserved in Eusebius‘Church History (Apollinaris, 

5.5.4; Melito, 4.26.5–11). It was during the Marcomannic Wars that the troops of the emperor engaged the 

Quadi,aGermanictribe.TheQuadi‘ssiegemachinewasdestroyedbylightning.Lateramiraculousrain

storm invigorated a fatigued Roman army and helped them become victorious. Virtually every one, except 

the Germans, regarded these miraculous occurrences as the providential intervention of deity. For 

example, the pagan miracle worker Alexander of Abonuteichos, an Egyptian priest named Arnuphis, 

Roman priests, Christian soldiers, and others all claimed some type of credit for these miracles. The 

Christian bishop of Hierapolis, though partially misrepresented by Eusebius, apparently used this 

miraculous event a part of an apology. Specifically, he argued that the victory was given to the Roman 

troops because a legion of Christian soldiers had been prayerful on behalf of the empire. Needless to say, 

this was also a way to demonstrate to the emperor and his provincial leaders that the church was not 

seditious. The thrust of the apology of Melito was that the proof of the divine origin of Christianity is 

demonstrated by the fact that it appeared simultaneously with the advent of Augustus. Christianity, 

according to Melito, was nursed in the cradle of the Roman Empire. Moreover, the general prosperity and 

longevity of the Roman Empire can only be attributed to the peaceful coexistence (with a few exceptions) 

ofRomeandthechurch,bothcreatedandprotectedbytheChristians‘God. The historical realities of the 

late 2d and 3d centuries indicate that the apologetic efforts of these two Anatolian bishops was not 

particularly effective. According to R. M. Grant, the greatest effectiveness of these apologetic pleas was 

within the ChristiancommunityitselfasameanstoundergirdtheChristian‘stheologyofculture,

morality, and politics (Grant 1988a: 14).  

F. Conclusion  

Since the content of the historical sources themselves are controlled by specific occasions, one should 

not expect to arrive at more than a partially distorted reconstruction. Working within the boundaries of 

this fact, one can, nevertheless, conclude that the first two centuries of Anatolian Christianity 

demonstrated several important features. An obvious feature is that Christianity in Asia Minor, at least in 

the eyes of its leaders, was characterized by conflict. The sources of the conflict were at times internal and 

at times external; there were few times, however, when there was not an open conflict. A second feature 

was that the conflicts were often accurate reflections of the points of collision between the Christian 

gospel and various facets of Anatolian culture. Another characteristic of the early history of Christianity 

in Asia Minor is its dynamic development. Whether it be orthodox or heretical developments, the 



Christian churches were, though not always consciously, adapting and modifying its message and 

teaching. The final feature is the dominant role that Anatolia played in providing the regional context for 

the growth and training of prominent Christian individuals and in setting the stage for the occasions, 

developments and articulation of most of the important issues and doctrines of early Christianity 

throughout the Roman world.  

Bibliography  
Aland, K. 1955. Der Montanismus und die kleinasiatische Theologie. ZNW 46: 109–16.  
Applebaum, S. 1974. Legal Status of the Jewish Communities in the Diaspora. vol. 1,pp. 431–63 in The Jewish People in the 

First Century, ed. S. Safrai and M. Stern. CRINT. Philadelphia.  

Balch, D. 1981. Let Wives Be Submissive: The Domestic Code in 1 Peter. SBLMS 26. Chico, CA.  

Barnes, T. D. 1970. The Chronology of Montanism. JTS n.s. 21: 403–8.  

———. 1981. Constantine and Eusebius. Cambridge, MA.  

Barrett, C. K. 1976. Jews and Judaizers in the Epistles of Ignatius. Pp. 220–44 in Jews, Greeks and Christians: Religious 

Cultures in Late Antiquity, ed. R. Hamerton-Kelly and R. Scroggs. SJLA 21. Leiden.  

Bauer, W. 1971. Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity. 2d ed. Trans. R. A. Kraft and G. Krodel. Philadelphia.  

Beare, F. W. 1947. The First Epistle of Peter. Oxford.  

Behr, C. A. 1968. Aelius Aristides and the Sacred Tales. Amsterdam.  

Boardman, J. 1980. The Greeks Overseas. 2d ed. London.  

Bogart, J. 1977. Orthodox and Heretical Perfectionism in the Johannine Community as Evident in the First Epistle of John. 

SBLDS 33. Missoula, MT.  

Bonner, C. 1940. The Homily on the Passion by Melito Bishop of Sardis. SD 12. Philadelphia.  

Bonwetsch, G. N. 1881. Die Geschichte des Montanismus. Erlangen.  

Bowersock, G. 1965. Augustus and the Greek World. Oxford.  

Brooten, B. J. 1982. Women Leaders in the Ancient Synagogue. Brown Judaic Studies 36. Chico, CA.  

Brown, R. E. 1979. The Community of the Beloved Disciple. New York.  

Bultmann, R. 1956. Primitive Christianity in Its Contemporary Setting. New York.  

Campenhausen, H. von 1972. The Formation of the Christian Bible. Philadelphia.  

———. 1974. Ostertermin oder Osterfasten? Zum Verständis der Irenäusbriefs an Viktor (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 5.24.12–17). VC 

28: 114–38.  

Cohen, S. J. D. 1987. Respect for Judaism by Gentiles According to Josephus. HTR 80: 409–30.  

Coleman-Norton, P. R. 1966. Roman State and Christian Church: A Collection of Legal Documents to A.D. 535. 3 vols. 

London.  

Collins, J. J. 1985. A Symbol of Otherness: Circumcision and Salvation in the First Century, Pp. 163–86 in ―To See Ourselves 

as Others See Us.‖ Christians, Jews, ―Others‖ in Late Antiquity, ed. J. Neusner and E. S. Fredrichs. Chico, CA.  

Cuss, D. 1974. Imperial Cult and Honorary Terms in the New Testament. Paradosis. Contributions to the History of Early 

Christian Literature and Thought 23. Freiburg.  

Daniélou, J. 1964. The Theology of Jewish Christianity. The Development of Christian Doctrine before the Council of Nicaea, 

1. Chicago.  

Daunton-Fear, A. 1982. The Ecstasies of Montanus. StPatr 17/2: 648–51.  

Davies, J. G. 1962. The Origins of Docetism. StPatr 6/ 4: 13–35. TU 81. Berlin.  

Dill, S. 1964. Roman Society from Nero to Marcus Aurelius. New York.  

Dodds, E. R. 1965. Pagan and Christian in an Age of Anxiety. New York.  

Donahue, P. J. 1978. Jewish Christianity in the Letters of Ignatius of Antioch. VC 32: 81–93.  

Dörner, F. K. ed. 1975. Kommagene. Geschichte und Kultur einer antiken Landschaft. (Essays by various authors collected in 

one volume of Antike Welt. Zeitschrift für Archäologie und Urgeschichte. Sondernummer 6).  

Drobner, H. 1982. 15 Jahre Forschungen zu Melito von Sardes (1965–1980). Eine kritische Bibliographie. VC 36: 313–33.  

Elliott, J. H. 1981. A Home for the Homeless: A Sociological Exegesis of 1 Peter. Philadelphia.  

Fee, G. 1984. 1 and 2 Timothy, Titus. GNC. San Francisco.  

Feldmann,L.1950.Jewish―Sympathizers‖inClassicalLiteratureandInscriptions.TAPA 81: 200–8.  

———. 1986. The Omnipresence of the God-Fearers. BARev 12: 58–63.  

Ford, J. M. 1966. Was Montanism a Jewish Christian Heresy? JEH 17: 145–58.  

Freeman, G. 1950. Montanism and the Pagan Cults of Phrygia. Dominican Studies 3: 297–316.  

Frend, W. H. C. 1965. Martyrdom and Persecution in the Early Church. Oxford.  

Froehlich, K. 1973. Montanism and Gnosis. In The Heritage of the Early Church, Ed. D. Neiman and M. Schatkin. OCA 195. 

Rome.  

Gager, J. 1983. The Origins of Anti-Semitism. Oxford.  

Gibson, E. 1978. The ―Christians for Christians‖ Inscriptions of Phrygia. HTS 32. Missoula, MT.  

Goldenberg, R. 1985. Review of Gager 1983. RelSRev 11: 335–37.  



Goppelt, L. 1978. Der erste Petrusbrief. 8th ed. MeyerK 12/1. Göttingen.  

Grant, R. M. 1946. Second Century Christianity. London.  

———. 1966. The Apostolic Fathers, vol. 4. Ignatius of Antioch. London.  

———. 1980. Eusebius as Church Historian. New York.  

———.1981.Chargesof―Immorality‖againstVariousReligiousGroupsinAntiquity.Pp.161–70 in Studies in Gnosticism 

and Hellenistic Religions, ed. R. van den Broek and M. J. Vermaseren. Leiden.  

———. 1988a. Five Apologists and Marcus Aurelius. VC 42: 1–17.  

———. 1988b. Greek Apologists of the Second Century. Philadelphia.  

Green, H. A. 1977. Gnosis and Gnosticism: A Study in Methodology. Numen 24: 95–134.  

Hadas, M. 1972. Hellenistic Culture: Fusion and Diffusion. New York.  

Hall, S. G. 1984. The Origins of Easter. StPatr 15 1:554–67. = TU 128. Berlin.  

Hatch, E. 1882. The Organization of the Early Christian Churches. 2d ed. London.  

Havelock, C. M. 1981. Hellenistic Art. 2d ed. London.  

Hawkin, D. J. 1976. A Reflective Look at the Recent Debate on Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity. EgT 7: 367–78.  

Hefele, C. J. 1876. A History of the Councils of the Church. Vol. 2 (A.D 326–A.D. 429). Edinburgh.  

Heine, R. E. 1987–1988. The Role of the Gospel of John in the Montanist Controversy. SecondCen 6: 1–19.  

———. 1989. The Montanist Oracles and Testimonia. North American Patristic Society Patristic Monograph Series 14. 

Macon, GA.  

Hengel, M. 1974. Judaism and Hellenism. Philadelphia.  

Henrichs, A. 1970. Pagan Ritual and the Alleged Crimes of the Early Christians. Some New Evidence. Vol. 1, pp. 18–35 in 

KYRIAKON: Festschrift Johannes Quasten, Ed. P. Granfield and J. A. Jungmann. Münster.  

Henry, P. 1982. Why Is Contemporary Scholarship So Enamored of Ancient Hereses? Pp. 123–26 In Proceedings of the 8th 

International Conference on Patristic Studies, Ed. E. A. Livingstone. Oxford.  

Hermann, P. 1968. Der römische Kaisereid. Hypomnemata 20. Göttingen.  

———. 1986. Sühn-und Grabinschriften aus der Katakekaumene im archäologischen Museum von Izmir, Anzeiger der 

österreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Phil.-hist. Klasse 122: 248–61.  

Hilgenfeld, A. 1884. Die Ketzergeschichte des Urchristentums. Leipzig.  

Hooker, M. 1973. Were There False Teachers in Colossae? Pp. 315–31 in Christ and Spirit in the New Testament, Ed. B. 

Lindars and S. S. Smalley. Cambridge.  

Horsley, H. G. R., and Barton, S. C. 1981. A Hellenistic Cult Group and the New Testament Churches. JAC 24:7–41.  

Huber, W. 1969. Passa und Ostern. BZNW 35. Berlin.  

Irenaeus. 1974. Irénéé de Lyon. Contre les Hérésies Livre III. 2 vols. Ed. A. Rousseau and L. Doutreleau. SC 211. Paris.  

Jervell, J. 1984. The Unknown Paul. Minneapolis.  

Johnson, L. T. 1987. 1 Timothy, 2 Timothy, Titus. Knox Preaching Guides. Atlanta.  

Karris, R. J. 1973. The Background and Significance of the Polemic of the Pastoral Epistles. JBL 92: 549–64.  

Klauck, H.-J. 1981. Hausgemeinde und Hauskirche im frühen Christentum. SBS 103. Stuttgart.  

Klawiter, F. C. 1975. The New Prophecy in Early Christianity. Ph.D. diss. Chicago.  

Klijn, A. F. J., and Reinink, G. J. 1973. Patristic Evidence for Jewish-Christian Sects. NovTSup 36. Leiden.  

Koester, H. 1971. GNOMAI DIAPHOROI: The Origin and Nature of Diversification in the History of Early Christianity. Pp. 

114–57 in Robinson and Koester 1971.  

Koets, P. J. 1929. Deisidaimonia: A Contribution to the Knowledge of the Religious Terminology in Greek. Purmerend.  

Koschorke, K. 1978. Die Polemik der Gnostiker gegen das kirchliche Christentum. NHS 12. Leiden.  

Kraabel, A. T. 1968. Judaism in Western Asia Minor under the Roman Empire, with a Preliminary Study of the Jewish 

Community as Sardis, Lydia. Diss. Harvard Divinity School.  

———. 1971. Melito the Bishop and the Synagogue at Sardis: Text and Context. Pp. 77–85 in Studies Presented to George M. 

A. Hanfmann, Ed. D. G. Mitten, J. G. Pedley and J. A. Scott. Harvard University Monographs in Art and Archaeology 2. 

Cambridge, MA.  

———.1981.TheDisappearanceofthe―God-Fearers.‖Numen 28: 113–26.  

Kruse, H. 1934. Studien zur offiziellen Geltung des Kaiserbildes im römischen Reiche. Studien zur Geschichte und Kultur der 

Attertum 19/3. Paderborn.  

Labriolle, P. C. de. 1913a. La crise montaniste. Paris.  

———. 1913b. Les sources de l‘histoire du Montanisme. Collectanea Friburgensia n.s. 15. Freiburg. Repr. New York, 1980.  

Lake, K., and Cadbury H. 1932. The Acts of the Apostles. Vol. 4 in The Beginnings of Christianity. London.  

Lane, E. 1971–78. Corpus monumentorum religionis dei Menis (CMRDM). 4 vols. EPRO 19. Leiden.  

Lawlor, H. J., and Oulton, J. E. L. 1954. Eusebius, Bishop of Caesarea. 2 vols. London.  

Levick, B. M. 1967. Roman Colonies in Southern Asia Minor. Oxford.  

Lightfoot, J. B. 1913. Saint Paul‘s Epistle to the Philippians. London.  

MacLennan, R. S., and Kraabel, A. T. 1986. The God-Fearers—A Literary and Theological Invention. BARev 12: 46–53.  

MacMullen, R. 1966. Enemies of the Roman Order. Cambridge, MA.  

———. 1981. Paganism in the Roman Empire. New Haven.  



MacRae, G. W. 1986. GnosticismandtheChurchofJohn‘sGospel.Pp.89–96 in Nag Hammadi, Gnosticism and Early 

Christianity, ed. C. W. Hedrick and R. Hodgson. Peabody, MA.  

Magie, D. 1950. Roman Rule in Asia Minor, To the End of the Third Century after Christ. 2 vols. Princeton.  

Malay, H. 1988. New Confession-Inscriptions. Zeitschrift für Papyrologie und Epigraphik 12, 147–54.  

Malherbe, A. J. 1977. The Inhospitality of Diotrephes. Pp. 222–32 in God‘s Christ and His People: Studies in Honour of Nils 

Alstrup Dahl, ed. J. Jervell and W. Meeks. Oslo.  

———. 1983. Social Aspects of Early Christianity. 2d ed. Philadelphia.  

———. 1986. Moral Exhortation: A Greco-Roman Sourcebook. Library of Early Christianity. Philadelphia.  

Manis, A. M. 1987. Melito of Sardis: Hermeneutic and Context. GOTR 32: 387–401.  

Martin, R. P. 1975. New Testament Foundations: A Guide for Christian Students. Vol. 1. Grand Rapids.  

Meeks, W. 1983. The First Urban Christians. New Haven.  

Meer, F. van der, and Mohrmann, C. 1958. Atlas of the Early Christian World. London.  

Meijer, P. A. 1981. IV. Deisidaimonia, in Philosophers, Intellectuals and Religion in Hellas. In Faith, Hope and Worship: 

Aspects of Religious Mentality in the Ancient World, ed. H. S. Versnel. Studies in Greek and Roman Religion 2. Leiden.  

Mellor, R. 1975. THEA RHOME. The Worship of the Goddess Roma in the Greek World. Hypomnemata 42. Göttingen.  

Metzger, B. 1955. Methodology in the Study of the Mystery Religions and Early Christianity. HTR 48: 1–20.  

———. 1987. The Canon of the New Testament. Oxford.  

Metzger, H. 1969. Anatolia II: First Millennium B.C. to the End of the Roman Period. Geneva.  

Millar, F. 1973. The Imperial Cult and the Persecutions. In Le Culte des Souverains dans l‘Empire Romain. Entretiens sur 

l‘Antiquitéclassique19. Geneva.  

Murray, R. 1982. Jews, Hebrews and Christians: Some Needed Distinctions. NovT 24:194–208.  

Nilsson, M. P. 1961. Greek Folk Religion. New York.  

Noakes, K. W. 1975. Melito of Sardis and the Jews. StPatr 13 2: 244–49 = TU 116. Berlin.  

Norris, F. W. 1976. Ignatius, Polycarp, and I Clement: Walter Bauer Reconsidered. VC 30: 23–44.  

———. 1982. Asia Minor before Ignatius: Walter Bauer Reconsidered. SE 7: 365–77.  

———.1986.Melito‘sMotivation.ATR 68: 16–24.  

Oliver, J. H. 1953. The Ruling Power. TAPhS n.s. 43/4. Philadelphia. Repr. 1980.  

Pancaro, S. 1975. The Law in the Fourth Gospel. NovTSup 42. Leiden.  

Pettazzoni, R. 1937. Confessions of Sins and the Classics. HTR 30: 1–14.  

Petzl, G. 1988. Sünde, Strafe, Wiedergutmachung. Zeitschrift für Papyrologie und Epigraphik 12: 155–66.  

Pleket, H. W. 1980. Review of E. Gibson. The ―Christians for Christians‖ Inscriptions of Phrygia in VC 34: 197–98.  

Poland, F. 1909. Geschichte des griechischen Vereinswesens. Leipzig.  

Powell, D. 1975. Tertullianists and Cataphrygians. VC 29: 33–54.  

Price, S. R. F. 1984. Rituals and Power: The Roman imperial cult in Asia Minor. Cambridge.  

Ramsay, W. M. 1895–97. Cities and Bishoprics of Phrygia. 2 vols. Oxford.  

Reynolds, J., and Tannenbaum, R. 1987. Jews and God-Fearers at Aphrodisias. Cambridge Philological Society Sup 12. 

Cambridge.  

Richardson, C. C. 1973. A New Solution to the Quartodeciman Riddle. JTS 24: 74–84.  

Robert, A., and Feuillet, A. 1965. Introduction to the New Testament. New York.  

Robert, L. 1975. UnenouvelleinscriptiongrecquedeSardes.Règlementdel‘autoritéperserelatifáuncultedeZeus. CRAIBL 

306–30.  

Robinson, J. M., and Koester, H. 1971. Trajectories through Early Christianity. Philadelphia.  

Robinson, T. A. 1988. The Bauer Thesis Examined: The Geography of Heresy in the Early Christian Church. Lewiston, NY.  

Sanders, E. P., Baumgarten, A. I., and Mendelson, A., eds. 1981. Jewish and Christian Self-Definition. Vol. 2, Aspects of 

Judaism in the Graeco-Roman Period. Philadelphia.  

Sandmel, S. 1962. Parallelomania. JBL 81: 1–13.  

Schepelern, W. 1929. Der Montanismus und die phrygischen Kulte. Trans. W. Baur. Tübingen.  

Schöllgen, G. 1988. Hausgemeinden, OIKOS-Ekklesiologie und Monarchischer Episkopat. JAC 31: 74–90.  

Schwegler, F. C. A. 1841. Der Montanismus und die christliche Kirche des zweiten Jahrhunderts. Tübingen.  

Scott, K. 1932. The Elder and Younger Pliny on Emperor Worship. TAPA 63: 156–65.  

Sheppard, A. R. R. 1980–81. Pagan Cults of Angels in Roman Asia Minor. Talanta 12–13: 77–101.  

Sherwin-White, A. N. 1966. The Letters of Pliny. Oxford.  

Skarsaune, O. 1987. The Proof from Prophecy: A Study in Justin Martyr‘s Proof-Text Tradition. NovTSup 56. Leiden.  

Smallwood, E. M. 1976. The Jews under Roman Rule, from Pompey to Diocletian. SJLA 20. Leiden.  

Sokolowski,F.1960.Surleculted‘angelosdanslepaganismegrecetromain.HTR 53: 225–29.  

Staats, R. 1975. Die Sonntagnachtgottesdienste der christlichen Frühzeit. ZNW 66: 242–63.  

Steinleitner, F. 1913. Die Beicht im Zusammenhange mit der sakralen Rechtspflege in der Antike. Leipzig.  

Stern, M. 1976–84. Greek and Latin Authors on Jews and Judaism. 3 vols. Jerusalem.  

Strecker, G., and Kraft, R. A. 1971. Appendix 2. The Reception of the Book. In Bauer 1971.  



Streeter, B. H. 1929. Lecture IV. The Church in Asia. Pp. 103–41 in The Primitive Church: Studies with Special Reference to 

the Origins of the Christian Ministry. New York.  

Tabbernee, W. 1985. Early Montanism and Voluntary Martyrdom. Colloquium 17: 33–44.  

Talbert, C. H., ed. 1986. Perspectives on First Peter. NABPR Special Studies Series 9. Macon, GA.  

Tarn, W. W. 1952. Hellenistic Civilization. 3d ed. New York.  

Tcherikover, V. 1970. Hellenistic Civilization and the Jews. New York.  

Turner, H. E. W. 1954. The Pattern of Christian Truth. London.  

Vallée, G. 1981. A Study in Anti-Gnostic Polemics. Studies in Christianity and Judaism 1. Waterloo, Ontario.  

Vogt, J. 1962. Zur Religiosität der Christenverfolger im römischen Reich. SHAW, phil.-hist. kl. 1. Heidelberg.  

Walzer, R. 1949. Galen on Jews and Christians. London.  

Weinstock, S. 1962. Treueid und Kaiserkult. Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts. Athenische Abteilung. 77: 

306–27.  

White, L. M. 1987. The Delos Synagogue Revisited. Recent Fieldwork in the Graeco-Roman Diaspora. HTR 80: 133–60.  

Wilde, R. 1949. The Treatment of the Jews in the Greek Christian Writers of the First Three Centuries. Catholic University of 

America Patristic Studies 81. Washington, D.C.  

Wiles, M. F. 1982. Ignatius and the Church. StPatr 17 2: 750–55.  

Wilken, R. L. 1971. Collegia, Philosophical Schools, and Theology. Pp. 268–91 in The Catacombs and the Colosseum. The 

Roman Empire as the Setting of Primitive Christianity. Ed.S.BenkoandJ.J.O‘Rourke.ValleyForge,PA. 

Wisse, F. W. 1971. The Nag Hammadi Library and the Heresiologists. VC 25: 205–23.  

———. 1983. Prolegomena to the Study of the New Testament and Gnosis. Pp. 138–45 in The New Testament and Gnosis, ed. 

A. H. B. Logan and A. J. M. Wedderburn, Edinburgh.  

Yamauchi, E. M. 1981. Jewish Gnosticism? The Prologue of John, Mandaean Parallels, and the Trimorphic Protennoia. Pp. in 

Studies in Gnosticism and Hellenistic Religions, Ed. R. van den Broek and M. J. Vermaseren. EPRO 91. Leiden.  

———. 1983. Pre-Christian Gnosticism: A Survey of the Proposed Evidences. 2d ed. Grand Rapids.  

Zahn, T. 1900. I. Apostel und Apostelschüler in der Provinz Asien. Forschungen zur Geschichte des neutestamentlichen 

Kanons und der altkirchlichen Literatur. Pt. 6:3–224. Leipzig.  

RICHARD E. OSTER, JR.  

CHRISTIANITY IN EGYPT  
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A. Eusebius on Christian Origins in Egypt  

The earliest historical treatment of Christianity in Egypt of any consequence is that of Eusebius of 

Caesarea in his Ecclesiastical History (first edition ca. 311 C.E.). To be sure, Eusebius does not 

concentrate in any way on Egypt; instead he intersperses his discussion of the developments in Egypt with 

hisdiscussionofevents,persons,etc.,elsewhere.Evenso,onecanstringtogetherEusebius‘isolated

reports so as to get a running account of his version of the origins and development of Christianity in 

Egypt. That account, tendentious as it is, can be condensed and paraphrased as follows (ending at the 

beginning of the 3d century):  



1. Eusebius’ Account. Mark,afterrecordinginhisgospelPeter‘steaching in Rome (2.15), was sent to 

Egypttoproclaimthisgospelandwas―thefirsttoestablishchurchesinAlexandriaitself‖(2.16;trans.

Lake1926:145).TheasceticandphilosophicallifestyleofMark‘sconvertsisdescribedatlengthbythe

Jewish philosopher Philo, who is also reported to have visited Peter in Rome in the days of Claudius 

(2.16.1–17.1).PhiloreferstotheAlexandrianChristiansas―Therapeutae‖(2.17.3–24; cf. Philo Vit. 

Cont.).ItisclearfromhisdescriptionthatPhilo―welcomed,reverenced, and recognized the divine 

mission of the apostolic men of his day, who were, it appears, of Hebrew origin, and thus still preserved 

mostoftheancientcustomsinastrictlyJewishmanner‖(2.17.2). 

―IntheeighthyearofthereignofNero(62C.E.) Annianus was the first after Mark the Evangelist to 

receivechargeofthedioceseofAlexandria‖(2.24).ThebishopswhosucceededAnnianuswereAbilius

(85–97/98), Cerdo (98–109), Primus (109–20), Justus (120–31), Eumenes (131–44), Mark (144–54), 

Celadion (154–68), Agrippinus (168–80), Julian (180–89), Demetrius (189–232; Eusebius 3.14, 21; 4.1, 

4, 5, 11, 19; 5.9, 22; 5.26). (There are some minor discrepancies in the datings of some of these bishops 

betweenEusebius‘Ecclesiastical History and his earlier Chronicle. The dates are established with 

reference to regnal years of the emperors.)  

During the eighteenth year of Emperor Trajan (115 C.E.),―thetragedyoftheJewswasreachingthe

climaxofsuccessivewoes.‖ArebellionbrokeoutinAlexandriaand in the rest of Egypt and Cyrene, 

bringing great devastation to the Jews there (4.2).  

―Likebrilliantlampschurcheswerenow[inthetimeofHadrian,117–38 C.E.] shining throughout the 

world,‖butthedevilwasalso―turn[ing]hisdevicesagainstthechurch‖byfomentingheresies.Fromthe

teachings of Menander (cf. 3.26) there developed in Antioch the sect of Saturninus, and in Alexandria that 

ofBasilides.Basilides‘mythologywasmetwithrationalrefutationsonthe orthodox side in Alexandria, 

of which a most powerful example was that of Agrippa Castor (4.7.1–8).  

Carpocrates, a contemporary of Basilides, was father of the so-called―Gnostic‖heresy.The

Carpocratians engaged in shocking obscenities, and it is on their account that calumnies have been spread 

about Christians among the unbelievers (4.7.9–11).  

Valentinus, the founder of a special heresy, came to Rome in the time of Bishop Hyginus (138–41). 

(Eusebius does not say where Valentinus came from, but he was presumably not unaware of his prior 

activity in Alexandria.)  

In the days of Emperor Commodus (180–92) and Bishop Julian (180–89), the famous Pantaenus was a 

leader among the Alexandrian faithful in the school of sacred doctrine that had existed there from ancient 

times. Pantaenus, formerly trained in Stoic philosophy, had gone on a missionary journey as far as India. 

There he found a copy of the gospel of Matthew in Hebrew, left among the Indians by Bartholomew. 

Pantaenus was head of the school in Alexandria until his death (5.10).  

The famous Clement was a student of Pantaenus (5.11), and succeeded him as head of the school, 

serving in that capacity into the reign of Emperor Severus (193–211;6.6).AnotherstudentofPantaenus‘

was Alexander, who later became Bishop of Jerusalem and was involved in the ordination of Origen to 

the priesthood (6.8.4, 7; 11.1–2;14.9).AmongClement‘spupilswereOrigen(6.6)andthe

aforementionedAlexander,alsoastudentofOrigen‘s(6.14.9).Origenbecameheadofthecatechetical 

school at the age of eighteen (in 204), during a time of persecution (6.3.3).  

During the Easter controversy many conferences of bishops were held in various places, including one 

in Palestine over which Bishop Theophilus of Caesarea and Bishop Narcissus of Jerusalem presided. A 

letter was formulated in the conference defending the view that Easter should be celebrated only on a 

Sunday (5.23). In that letter, meant to be read in all the churches, it was reported that the Alexandrian 

church also celebrated on the same day as the Palestinians, and that letters had been exchanged between 

Alexandria and the Palestinian churches on the question (5.25).  

The persecution of the Church under Severus (203 C.E.) was especially severe in Alexandria, where 

many martyrdomstookplace.―God‘schampions‖werebroughttherefromEgyptandthewholeThebaid

for torture and death. Among the martyrs of that persecution was Leonides, father of Origen (6.1).  



2. Eusebius’ Sources. Where did Eusebius get his information, and how reliable is it? We shall for now 

skipovertheMarklegend(seebelow).Eusebius‘equationoftheJewishTherapeutaewiththeearliest

AlexandrianChristians,andthestoryofPhilo‘svisitwithPeterinRome,couldhavebeenbasedonhis

own reading of Philo and/or on a local Alexandrian tradition. In either case there is no real substance to 

this account.  

Eusebius‘informationontheearlybishopsofAlexandriaisbasedonalistofAlexandrianbishops

probably taken from the lost Chronographies of Julius Africanus (Harnack 1897: 123–40). Those named 

between Mark and Demetrius are mere ciphers; no information is related about them, for none was 

available to Eusebius. Demetrius (189–232) is therefore the first Alexandrian bishop of whom anything 

concrete is known. Julius Africanus had visited Alexandria (6.31.2) and presumably got his list of 

Alexandrian bishops during that visit, either from Demetrius or his successor Heraclas (232–247/48). The 

original source of the list is unknown, and nothing can be ascertained as to its historicity.  

While Eusebius has a good deal of information about Bishop Demetrius, particularly on his stormy 

relationship with Origen, Eusebius says nothing of the pivotal role apparently played by Demetrius in the 

development of the Egyptian hierarchy. An interesting detail is provided in a much later source. 

Eutychius, a Melchite patriarch of Alexandria who wrote in Arabic in the 10th century, reports in his 

Annals that until the time of Demetrius there was no other bishop in Egypt than the one in Alexandria. 

Demetrius appointed three bishops, and his successor Heraclas (232–247/48) appointed twenty more 

(P.G. 111: 982; cf. Kemp 1955: 138).  

Eusebius‘accountoftheJewishrevoltunderTrajan(115–17) seems to be based on solid sources. The 

―Greekauthors‖hementions(4.2.5)arenowunknown(butcf.CassiusDio68.32andthecommentaryin

Stern 1980: 385–89). The virtual annihilation of the Jewish communities in Alexandria and elsewhere in 

Egypt must have had a profound effect on the development of Christianity there, but we have no 

knowledge of what role, if any, was played in the events by Christians, Jewish or gentile.  

Eusebius names his sources for his discussion of the heretics: Agrippa Castor for Basilides (4.7.6), 

Irenaeus for Carpocrates (4.7.8; cf. haer. 1.25) and Valentinus (4.10.1; cf. haer. 3.4.3). We know nothing 

moreofAgrippaCastor‘srefutationofBasilidesthanwhatisreportedbyEusebius,nordoweknowwhen

it was written.  

It should be noted that Eusebius had at his disposal little reliable information on the Alexandrian church 

for the period before ca. 180, when Pantaenus was flourishing as head of the Christian school (5.10; cf. 

5.9). Of the persons named in the earlier period, it is only the aforementioned heretics concerning which 

we have any solid information. For the time from Pantaenus on, Eusebius had at his disposal the writings 

of Clement, Origen, and other Alexandrian churchmen; other sources may have come from the libraries of 

Caesarea and Jerusalem, such as the letters of the former Alexandrian, Bishop Alexander of Jerusalem, 

and the letter from the Palestinian churches on the question of Easter.  

It is also to be noted that, in his discussion of people and events in Egypt, Eusebius deals exclusively 

with Alexandria until he comes to the persecution under Severus (203), when suddenly Christian martyrs 

arenamedwhosehometerritoryincludes―EgyptandthewholeThebaid‖(4.1.1).ThatChristianityhad

expanded as far as Upper Egypt by the end of the 2d century is likely. Unfortunately Eusebius is not able 

to tell us the story of that expansion. (On the expansion of Christianity in Egypt up to 325 C.E., see 

Harnack 1924a: 705–29).  

B. The Mark Legend  

Until the publication of the fragmentary letter to Theodore by Clement of Alexandria (Smith 1973), 

Eusebius was our earliest extant source for the tradition that connects Mark with the early history of the 

Alexandrianchurch.AccordingtoClement‘sletter,whoseauthenticityiswidelybutnotunanimously

accepted, Mark came to Alexandria after the martyrdom of Peter. There he expanded the gospel that he 

hadwrittenearlier,duringhissojournwithPeterinRome,producinga―morespiritualgospel‖forusein

the Alexandrian church (the Secret Gospel of Mark). Unfortunately the Carpocratian heretics eventually 

acquired this gospel and falsified it for their own purposes (text and translation in Smith 1973: 446–52).  



Clement‘slettersaysnothingofMark‘sroleasfounderoftheAlexandrianchurch.Indeed,itimplies 

thatthechurchtherewasalreadyinexistencewhenMarkarrivedfromRomeafterPeter‘sdeath.Nothing

is said of any earlier sojourn of Mark in Alexandria, though the wording of the fragment does not exclude 

that possibility. Eusebius, in his Chronicle, datedMark‘sarrivalinAlexandriatothethirdyearof

Claudius, i.e. 43 C.E. (Jerome‘sLatinversion,Helm1956:179).DidMarkmakemorethanonevisitto

Alexandria? (cf. Pearson 1986a: 139). In any case, the Mark legend as reflected in Eusebius, who 

probably got it from Julius Africanus, goes back at least to the 2d century, to the time of Demetrius or 

earlier.  

The Mark legend is filled out in the Acts of Mark (Passio, April 25). In the Acts, which is preserved in 

two Greek recensions (see P.G. 115, 164–69; Acta Sanctorum 12: April, 3:xxxviii–xl) and several 

versions (for an English translation of the Ethiopic version see Haile 1981: 117–34),Mark‘sfirstconvert

was a cobbler named Ananias (Annianus), whom he eventually ordained as bishop. Three presbyters were 

also ordained by Mark: Milius, Sabinus, and Cerdo (cf. the episcopal succession list: Annianus, Abilius, 

Cerdo, Primus). According to the Acts, the first church in Alexandria was located in a place called 

Boukolou (later associated with Arius), where Mark was buried following his martyrdom. The Acts, 

which goes back to the 4th century, preserves some local Alexandrian traditions, but the material is 

essentially legendary (for discussion see Pearson 1986a: 140–44).WhetherornotMark‘s association with 

the Alexandrian church is a historical fact remains an open question (cf. Smith 1973: 279–81). The exact 

nature of that association, if it is a fact, is impossible to ascertain.  

C. Miscellaneous Traditions and Allusions  

The New Testament provides few hints of a Christian mission to Egypt. One does find references in the 

bookofActstopersonsfrom―EgyptandthepartsofLibyabelongingtoCyrene‖inthePentecost

narrative (Acts 2:10), and a Jerusalem synagogue of Alexandrians whose members disputed with Stephen 

(Acts 6:9).Thereisalso,moreimportantly,thedescriptionofApollos:―AJew…anativeofAlexandria

…aneloquentman,powerfullytrainedinthescriptures‖(Acts 18:24). According to the Western text, 

Apollos―hadbeeninstructedinthewordinhishomecountry.‖SomethingofthenatureofApollos‘

teachingcanprobablybeextrapolatedfromtheapostlePaul‘scommentsintheearlychaptersof1

Corinthians (Pearson 1983: 81–83; 1986b: 215).  

Mark‘scousinBarnabas(Col 4:10) is associated with the earliest history of the Alexandrian church in 

the Pseudo-Clementine literature. In the first Homily the young Clement, newly arrived from Rome, is 

instructed in the Christian faith in Alexandria by a Hebrew from Judea named Barnabas (Hom. 1.8.3–

15.9).ItispossiblethatthisstoryofBarnabas‘preachinginAlexandriaissomehowrelatedtothe

diffusion of the Epistle of Barnabas, which is probably of Alexandrian origin (Pearson 1986a: 136–37; cf. 

Trevijano 1975).  

A well-known document bearing upon Judaism in 1st-centuryAlexandria,EmperorClaudius‘letterto

the Alexandrians (PLond. 1912, dated 10 Nov. 41 C.E.), has sometimes been thought to allude to the 

coming of Jewish Christian missionaries to Alexandria. In his letter, Claudius prohibits the Alexandrian 

JewsfrominvitingintoAlexandria―JewscomingfromSyriaorEgypt.‖IfsuchJewsincludedJewish

ChristiansfromPalestine,Claudius‘letterwouldconstitute―thefirstallusiontoChristianityinhistory‖

(Reinach 1924). However, most scholars reject such an interpretation of the letter (Tcherikover, Fuks, and 

Stern 1960: 36–55; cf. Pearson 1986a: 134–35).  

D. Early Alexandrian Christian Literature  

The best possibility for understanding the nature of early Egyptian Christianity in its various 

manifestations is to examine the literature produced by Christians there. Unfortunately the evidence is 

ambiguous, for it is not easy to determine the provenience of early Christian writings, and scholarly 

opinion is in many cases divided. (For more detailed treatments, see the articles on these early Christian 

writings.)  

1. Noncanonical Gospels. The early Christian writings for which an Egyptian (Alexandrian) 

provenience can be established with relative certainty are noncanonical gospels: the Gospel of the 

Hebrews, the Gospel of the Egyptians, and the Secret Gospel of Mark. None of these gospels is fully 



extant; they are known only through quotations by Clement of Alexandria and other writers within the 

Egyptian church. Another gospel, represented by Papyrus Egerton 2 (see Koester 1982: 181–83; 222), 

could have been brought into Egypt from somewhere else, as is the case with numerous other canonical 

and noncanonical writings (e.g. the Gospel of Thomas).  

The three Alexandrian gospels mentioned represent various traditions and could be taken to reflect the 

existence, already at the end of the 1st century, of different Christian groups. The Gospel of the Hebrews 

has a strong Semitic flavor and, as its name suggests, circulated among the Jewish Christians (Christian 

Jews) for whom the symbolic authority of James, brother of Jesus, was an important feature. It contained 

both narrative and sayings material, the latter representing sayings found also in the Gospel of Thomas 

(cf. Hennecke and Schneemelcher 1963: 158–65; Koester 1982: 223–24).  

The Gospel of the Egyptians (not the writing with the same title in the Nag Hammadi corpus; cf. 

Hennecke and Schneemelcher 1963: 166–78), of which only sayings material is preserved, shows a strong 

encratic flavor and, like the Gospel of the Hebrews, contains tradition that overlaps with the Gospel of 

Thomas (cf. Koester 1982: 230). Its name indicates that it circulated among (Greek-speaking) native 

Egyptians, and it was probably first compiled for Christians living in the Rhakotis district of Alexandria 

(Pearson 1986a: 150).  

Of the Secret Gospel of Mark, one complete pericope is preserved, a story about a young man raised 

fromthedeadbyJesus.AccordingtoClement‘sletter,Secret Mark wasintendedtoberead―onlytothose

whoarebeinginitiatedintothegreatmysteries‖(Smith1973:446).This―morespiritualgospel‖was

therefore intended to be understood as a cultic allegory, symbolically associated with the sacramental life 

of the Christian community (cf. Smith 1973: 167–85).PresupposedinClement‘sletteristhepublicusein

Alexandria of canonical Mark, as well as a later heretical expansion of Secret Mark by the Carpocratians. 

WhetherornotClement‘sunderstandingofthedevelopmentofthesevarious―Markan‖gospelsis

historically accurate is still under debate (see e.g. Schenke 1984).  

2. Miscellaneous Nongnostic Writings. It should be stressed that, at the same time as the 

aforementioned gospels were being used in Alexandria, other literature, including literature later 

canonized in the Catholic church, was being introduced to the Christians in Alexandria. By the time that 

the heretics mentioned by Eusebius were flourishing in Alexandria during the time of Hadrian (see 

above), a substantial number of Christian writings were already in use there. The heretics themselves 

freely used Christian writings later accepted in the Catholic church as canonical. For example, the extant 

fragments of Valentinus, which presumably stem from his Alexandrian period, reflect not only the use of 

gnostic mythological writings but also of the epistles of Paul and the gospel of Matthew (cf. Layton 1987: 

229–49). Basilides knew and used the epistles of Paul and, perhaps, 1 Peter (fragments in Layton 1987: 

427–44).  

Returning now to other early Christian writings composed in Egypt, at least two would seem to qualify 

as coming from the time before (or at least during) the floruit of the aforementioned heretics: the Kerygma 

of Peter and the Epistle of Barnabas. The former is an apologetic work, pseudonymously attributed to the 

apostlePeter,whichcharacterizesthepeopleofthe―NewCovenant‖(Christians)asa―thirdrace‖(cf.

Hennecke and Schneemelcher 1964: 94–102). The latter is charged with apocalyptic fervor and devoted to 

a specifically Christian reinterpretation of older Jewish exegetical and ethical traditions (Kraft 1965: cf. 

Pearson 1986b: 211–14).  

Other (nongnostic) Christian writings probably composed in Egypt during the first half of the 2d 

century are 2 Clement (Koester 1982: 233–36), the Apocalypse of Peter (not the writing with the same 

title in the Nag Hammadi corpus), and the Protevangel of James. It is also possible that the canonical 

epistles of Jude and 2 Peter were written in Egypt (Gunther 1984). It is quite probable, too, that Christian 

redactions of Jewish pseudepigrapha were already being made in Egypt during this period, e.g. the 

Ascension of Isaiah, the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, the Sibylline Oracles, the Apocalypse of 

Elijah, and the (lost) book of Jannes and Jambres. Of the Christian literature now lost to us, I would 

mention here especially the Traditions (or Gospel) of Matthias (Hennecke and Schneemelcher 1963: 308–

13) and the letter of Paul to the Alexandrians named in the Muratorian canon list (Hennecke and 



Schneemelcher 1963: 44; cf. 1964: 91). The latter is said to have been forged by the Marcionites, and may 

have been used in the early states of a Marcionite mission to Alexandria (Harnack 1960: 134*). Pace 

Koester (1982: 236–38) and others, I would regard the Epistula Apostolorum as a product of Asia Minor 

rather than Egypt (cf. Pearson 1986a: 149).  

Two writings probably composed in Egypt shortly after the middle of the 2d century should also be 

mentioned here: the Sentences of Sextus and the Teachings of Silvanus, two of the nongnostic tractates 

included among the Coptic papyri discovered near Nag Hammadi in Upper Egypt in 1945. The Sentences 

of Sextus (NHC XII,1), a collection of gnomic sayings, is strongly influenced by Greek ethical philosophy 

and is marked by a mild asceticism (cf. Edwards and Wild 1981). The Teachings of Silvanus (NHC VII,4) 

is a book of Christian wisdom akin to the Wisdom of Solomon both in form and content. Explicitly 

antignostic, it is an important link in the chain of tradition that runs from Philo, and probably Apollos, to 

the great Alexandrian teachers Clement and Origen (cf. Pearson 1986b: 211–15).  

3. Gnostic Writings. TurningnowtothewritingsoftheGnostics,wenowhaveawhole―library‖of

gnostic works discovered in Egypt, the NAG HAMMADI CODICES. The problem we confront in this 

case, however, is how to determine which of the tractates, all of them composed originally in Greek, are 

of Egyptian provenience, and when they were written. Can any of the Nag Hammadi writings be dated to 

the time of Basilides and Valentinus or before? Were they produced in Egypt, or brought there from 

somewhere else?  

The Gospel of Truth (NHC I,3; IXX,2) is the only Nag Hammadi tractate which can safely be attributed 

to one of the great heresiarchs, viz. Valentinus (Layton 1987: 250–64). This marvelous work of Christian 

mysticismcouldeitherhavebeenwritteninAlexandria,orinRomeafterValentinus‘departure from 

Egypt.  

Valentinus,asaChristian―reformer‖ofthegnosticreligion,certainlybasedhismythologyona

previously existing gnostic myth (cf. Layton 1987: 5, 217–27). There can hardly be any doubt that the 

myth found in the Apocryphon of John comes closest of any of the Nag Hammadi writings to the one used 

and modified by Valentinus and his disciples. The same myth is also partially represented in Irenaeus, 

haer. 1.29. However, that is not to say that Valentinus, or even Irenaeus, knew and used the Apocryphon 

of John, which in its extant form is a composite document probably later than Valentinus (cf. Pearson 

1986c: 19–25). The myth in question, therefore, is a common source used by the author of the 

Apocryphon of John and by Valentinus.  

Where did that myth originate, Egypt or Syria? Syria is often regarded as the birthplace of Gnosticism, 

and some scholars even locate some of the most important Nag Hammadi texts there, including the 

Apocryphon of John itself (e.g. Koester 1982: 209–14; the others named by him are Apocalypse of Adam 

[V,5], Hypostasis of the Archons [II,4], First Apocalypse of James [V,3], and Second Apocalypse of 

James [V,4]). It should be noted that the system of Saturninus summarized by the heresiologists (Iren. 

haer. 1.24.1–2) evidently presupposes the same myth as that of the Apocryphon of John (Layton 1987: 

159–62). Saturninus was active in Syrian Antioch. It is therefore likely that the myth used by Valentinus 

was brought to Egypt from Syria early in the 2d century, if not before.  

However, there is also good reason to posit an Alexandrian origin for some of the early Nag Hammadi 

texts, both Christian and non-Christian. The most important one in the latter category is Eugnostos the 

Blessed (III,3; V,1), a theological treatise of Jewish gnostic origin. Its version of the Anthropos-Sophia 

mythprobablycontributedtoValentinus‘doctrineofthePleroma(vandenBroek1986:195–201). The 

Christianized expansion of Eugnostos, the Sophia of Jesus Christ (III,4; BG,3), was also, no doubt, 

produced in Egypt. Another Christian text, the Apocryphon of James (I, 2), preserving valuable gospel 

tradition, reflects the kind of Jewish Christianity that is also found in the Gospel of the Hebrews (Koester 

1982: 224–25). Its relationship to Gnosticism is difficult to ascertain, though it is sometimes thought to 

reflect some Valentinian influence (cf. Williams 1985).  

The origins of Egyptian Gnosticism are just as obscure as the origins of Egyptian Christianity, and this 

is not the place to discuss Gnosticism and the Nag Hammadi texts. (See GNOSTICISM; NAG 

HAMMADI [Codices].) Suffice it to say here that the Nag Hammadi corpus does not provide us with 



much information on the origins either of Egyptian Christianity in general or of Egyptian Gnosticism. It 

does serve as evidence of the proliferation of Gnosticism in Egypt in the 2d century and its persistence 

into the 4th century in upper Egypt. It is clear from such evidence that definite borderlines between 

―orthodoxy‖and―heresy‖wereestablishedinEgyptratherlate(cf.Koester1982:239). 

Thelastobservationimplies,ofcourse,thatnoclearborderlinesbetween―orthodoxy‖and―heresy‖

existed in the early period either. The basic question at issue here is the relative strength and antiquity in 

Egyptian Christianity of those varieties of the Christian religion that later came to be identified as 

―heretical‖or―orthodox.‖Verydifferentanswers have been put forward by scholars in attempting to 

answer this question.  

E. Christian Origins in Egypt: Two Theories  

1. Originally ―Heretical‖: Walter Bauer. In his pioneering work, Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest 

Christianity (1934, ET 1971), Walter Bauer subjected to vigorous critical scrutiny the ancient and still 

commonviewthat―orthodoxy‖alwayspreceded―heresy‖inthehistoryofthechurch,andwasinevitably

invincible in theological struggles over belief and practice as they broke out in the church. The method 

Bauer used was to examine the available evidence for the development of Christianity in various 

geographicalareas.Whathefoundwasthat―heresies,‖aslaterdefinedinecclesiasticalcircles,wereoften

the original and only formsofChristianityinmanyareas.The―orthodoxy‖thateventuallycameto

prevail in such areas did so under the later influence of the Roman ecclesiastical establishment.  

WhileBauer‘sviewshaveoftenbeencriticized,particularlywithregardtocertain geographical areas, it 

is fair to say that they have gained most acceptance in the case of Egypt. Bauer starts with the assumption 

that the very absence of solid evidence for the earliest history of Egyptian Christianity in ecclesiastical 

sources is itselfsuggestive.Evidencetheremustsurelyhavebeen.Thequestionis:―Whatreasoncould

[churchmen] have had for being silent about the origins of Christianity in such an important center as 

Alexandriaiftherehadbeensomethingfavorabletoreport?‖(Bauer 1971: 45). Answer: The earliest form 

ofChristianityinEgyptwasnot―orthodox‖but―heretical,‖specifically―gnostic.‖Theonly

representatives of early Alexandrian Christianity of which we have any solid knowledge are all gnostic 

heretics: Basilides and his son Isidore, Carpocrates, and Valentinus (48).  

AccordingtoBauer,thetenbishopsenumeratedbyEusebiusafterMark―areandremainforusamere

echoandapuffofsmoke‖(1971:45).AsforMark,itwasprobablytheRomanchurchthatlentto

orthodoxAlexandriathefigureofPeter‘s―interpreter‖asachurchfounderandanapostolicinitiatorofa

successionofbishops(60,117).Theearliestrealglimpsethatwegetof―ecclesiastical‖Christianityin

Alexandria is with Demetrius, under whose episcopal rule (189–232)an―orthodox‖formofChristianity

first developed (53–54), and to whom the succession list of Alexandrian bishops must be attributed (55).  

Inorderforhimtomaintainhistheoryoftheheretical(―gnostic‖)originsofEgyptianChristianity, 

Bauer must assess the earliest Egyptian Christian literature consistently with that theory. Thus, the Gospel 

of the Hebrews and the Gospel of the Egyptians bothbecomeproductsof―movementsrestingon

syncretistic-gnosticfoundations‖(1971:50–53). The Epistle of Barnabas, givento―athoroughly

grotesqueallegorization,‖isessentially―gnostic‖(47),withaChristologythat―seemsdocetic‖(48).

These characterizations, when compared with the evidence (the texts themselves!), are enough to cast a 

largeshadowofdoubtoverBauer‘sentirereconstructionofearlyEgyptianChristianity.(Cf.discussionof

these and other texts above.)  

2. Originally Jewish: C. H. Roberts. A different approach is taken by C. H. Roberts in his important 

study, Manuscript, Society, and Belief in Early Christian Egypt (1979). Roberts, an eminent papyrologist, 

bases his study on evidence not taken into account by Bauer, viz. early Christian papyri. Since 

documentary papyri provide no useful evidence before the 3d century (on the 3d and 4th century 

documents see Judge and Pickering 1977), Roberts concentrates his attention on the earliest Christian 

literary papyri.  

Roberts‘surveyoftheextantChristianmanuscriptsdiscoveredinEgyptthatdatetothe2dcentury

(therearenoneearlier)yieldsverysignificantresults.Ten―biblical‖manuscriptsarelisted:sevenOld

Testament (Genesis, Exodus, Numbers, Deuteronomy, Psalms) and three New Testament (Matthew, 



Luke,John,Titus).Four―nonbiblical‖manuscriptsarelisted: the Egerton gospel, The Shepherd of 

Hermas, P. Oxy. 1 = Gospel of Thomas (possibly early 3d century), and Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses 

(Roberts 1979: 12–14; all are codices, except Hermas and Irenaeus). Manuscript finds are, of course, 

haphazard, but it isworthnotingthatthisevidenceprovidesnosupportwhatsoeverforBauer‘sviewthat

Gnosticism was the earliest and, for a long time, most dominant form of Christianity in Egypt.  

Roberts‘mostimportantcontributionishisdiscussionofnomina sacra in early Christian manuscripts, 

i.eabbreviations,withsuperlineation,of―sacred‖wordssuchasIesous, Christos, kyrios, theos, and others 

(fifteen in all, 1979: 26–27). The starting point for the development of nomina sacra, a Christian scribal 

invention, is the name Iesous. Early forms of the nomen sacrum are IE (a suspended form), and IES and IS 

(contracted forms, the latter becoming standard). The form IE occurs in the Egerton gospel and is 

presupposed in the Ep. Barn. 9.8 (35–37). Roberts argues persuasively that the use of nomina sacra in 

Christian manuscripts originated in the Jerusalem church (41–46).Thechoiceof―sacred‖wordstobe

specially treated in manuscripts as nomina sacra reflects a primitive Jewish Christian theology such as is 

found in early Alexandrian Christian literature. The conclusions to be drawn from this are that Jerusalem 

is the source of the earliest Egyptian Christianity, a Christianity which was essentially Jewish. The earliest 

Christians in Egypt would have been an integral part of the Jewish community of Alexandria (49–73).  

Roberts points to the Jewish war of 115–17 C.E. as a watershed in the history of Egyptian Christianity. 

After117,―thereisgoodreasontothinkthattheEgyptianChurchwasassistedfromwithoutandlooked 

lesstoJerusalemandSyria,asitprobablyhadearlier,andmoreandmoretoRome‖(1979:59).Aside

from the regular contacts existing in all areas of life between Rome and Alexandria, Roman Christianity 

itself,whichthenwas―stronglyJewish,‖can be expected to have exerted its influence. This observation 

is reinforced by the 2d-century Fayum fragment of the Shepherd of Hermas and the 2d-century fragment 

ofIrenaeus‘Adversus Haereses found at Oxyrhynchus (59,53).  

Roberts has abandoned his earlier view that the adoption of the papyrus codex for Christian literature in 

place of the scroll was associated with the production and propagation of the gospel of Mark, a view 

which also took into account the tradition of the founding of the Alexandrian church by Mark (Roberts 

1954: 187–89; cf. 1979: 59 n.5; Roberts and Skeat 1983: 54–57). He now looks to Jerusalem or Antioch 

as the place where the codex was adopted for Christian literature. This development undoubtedly occurred 

already in the 1st century, and would have spread early to Egypt, where our evidence begins with the 2nd 

century examples cited. Indeed, the Christian codex and the nomina sacra should probably be considered 

as related developments (Roberts and Skeat 1983: 57–67).  

F. Summary and Conclusions  

How, then, do we finally assess the evidence for the origins and development of Christianity in Egypt? 

As we have seen, it is scanty and ambiguous, and has been subjected to diametrically opposed 

interpretations.  

Roberts is undoubtedly correct in stressing the Palestinian and Jewish origins of Christianity in Egypt, 

something that was intuitively affirmed by Eusebius (2.17.2, above). The earliest Christianity in Egypt 

wascertainlynot―gnostic,‖asBauerargues.Norisitusefultoapplytoearliest Christianity, whether in 

Egyptorelsewhere,thecategories―heresy‖and―orthodoxy.‖SomethingoftheflavorofJewish

Christianity in Alexandria can be extrapolated from Barnabas and the Gospel of the Hebrews. The 

writings of Philo were probably utilized early by philosophically oriented Christians, and resulted in the 

kind of Christianity that is later exemplified by the Teachings of Silvanus and Clement of Alexandria. 

Probably already in the 1st century early Jewish forms of Gnosticism were being adapted to the Christian 

message by some Alexandrian Christians.  

The war of 115–17 resulted in the final break of Christianity from the larger Jewish matrix. From that 

time on, Gnosticism became a powerful influence in Alexandrian Christianity, as is illustrated especially 

by the activities of Valentinus and Basilides, who were quite willing to appropriate to their own purposes 

the Christian books used by nongnostic Christians. It is to be stressed that the very structure of 

Valentinian and Basilidian ecclesiology presumes the numerical superiority of ordinary, nongnostic 



Christians. Even so, Gnosticism gained a very strong foothold in Alexandrian Christianity during the 2d 

century, and certainly dominated its intellectual life until the time of Pantaenus.  

Bauer is correct in stressing the pivotal role played by Demetrius in the development of an orthodox 

ecclesiasticalestablishment.Properlycalled―theSecondFounderofthechurchofAlexandria‖(Telfer

1952:2),hewasclearlythefirst―monarchical‖bishop of Alexandria. However, it is doubtful that the 

impetus for this development came from Rome, for the monarchical episcopacy was as late in coming to 

Rome (with Victor, bishop 189–99) as it was in coming to Egypt (cf. La Piana 1925). The writings of the 

Gallican bishop Irenaeus (himself a native of Asia Minor) would certainly have served Demetrius well in 

the promotion of orthodoxy (the Oxyrhynchus fragment of Irenaeus already cited dates to the time of 

Demetrius), and were probably transmitted to Alexandria via Rome. But there must presumably have been 

sufficient―orthodoxy‖inAlexandriabeforeDemetriusforIrenaeus,writingabout180,toincludethe

church in Egypt among the churches scattered throughout the world that preserve the catholic faith with 

―oneheartandonesoul‖(haer. 1.10.2).  

It is probable that the catechetical school of Alexandria played a large role in the development of a 

theological orthodoxy, at least from the time of Pantaenus. Roberts suggests that it was Pantaenus who 

purged the school of the influence of the Gnostics (1979: 54). It was, of course, under Demetrius that the 

school came under the control of the bishop.  

Finally,theexpansionofChristianityinEgyptoutsideofAlexandria,implicitinEusebius‘reportofthe

Severan persecution (6.1.1, above), is documented by the 2d-century manuscript evidence already cited. 

The places where the manuscripts have turned up include, in addition to Oxyrhynchus and the Fayum, 

Qarara (Hipponon), Antinoopolis, and Coptos in Upper Egypt (in several cases the provenance is 

unknown; cf. van Haelst 1976: nos. 462, 33, 12, 52, 179, 224, 151, 336 + 403, 534, 372, 586, 657, 594, 

671; and Roberts 1979: 13–14). The expansion thus documented applies only to Greek-speaking 

Christianity. The expansion of Christianity among Egyptian-speaking natives is documented from the 3d 

century on, though it can be presumed to have begun earlier. The development of a native Egyptian 

Christianity is coterminous with the development of the Coptic language, the latest form of the tongue of 

the ancient Pharaohs.  
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BIRGER A. PEARSON  

CHRISTIANITY IN GREECE  

This article will trace the origins, growth, and development of Christianity in Greece, beginning with 

the missionary efforts of Paul, recorded in the NT, through the empire-wide decrees of Constantine.  

———  

A. Sources  

B. The First Century  

C. The Second Century  

1. Polycarp  

2. The Greek Apologists  

3. Dionysius of Corinth  

4. Bacchyllus  

5. Melito of Sardis  

6. Theodotus  

7. The Letters of Serapion  

D. The Third Century  

E. The Fourth Century  

1. The Diocletian Persecution  

2. The Martyrs  

3. The Conversion of Constantine and the Edict of Milan  

4. The Council of Nicea (325)  

5. The Churches in Greece  

6.Constantinopleasthe―NewRome‖ 

———  

A. Sources  

The primary sources which deal with the development of Christianity in Greece are quite limited, 

especially before the time of Constantine. The scriptural sources which focus almost exclusively on the 

ministry of Paul in Greece include Acts 16–20, the epistles of Paul to the churches at Corinth, Philippi, 

and Thessalonica as well as a few brief references in other NT epistles (Rom 15:26; 16:1; Titus 1:5; 3:12). 

Scholars do not agree on the historical reliability of those sources, especially in the case of Acts and the 

epistle to Titus, but the chronological sequence of the journeys of Paul in Greece in Acts is not in doubt, 

nor that he was the first to found churches in the places mentioned in Acts. The epistle to Titus, which in 

its present form did not come from Paul, nevertheless gives a reliable tradition that Paul had some 

influence on the starting of the churches in Crete (1:5) and that he spent a winter in Nicopolis in Epirus 

(3:12). This information is not such that would be fabricated in the ancient sources.  



Besides these scriptural references, there are a few brief comments, mostly incidental, from the Church 

Fathers indicating the presence of churches in Greece before Constantine, but they are not sufficiently 

detailed to provide a clear picture of the size or impact of those churches. These references, however, do 

permit us to see that Christianity not only was still growing in Greece in the first four centuries, but also 

had become fairly widespread among the local people without much opposition from them. It is also clear 

that the churches had organized themselves into a strong episcopal body which included parts of 

Macedonia, Thessaly, Epirus, Thrace, most of the southern province of Achaia, and many of the Greek 

islands. The primary sources for reconstructing the history of Christianity in Greece before the time of 

ConstantineincludeEusebius‘Historia Ecclesiastica (ca. 330–40) and also his De Vita Constantini, 

Hippolytus‘Philosophoumena (ca. 220–30), the ecclesiastical histories of both Socrates (ca. 439–50) and 

Sozomen (ca. 435), the various collections of the accounts of martyrdoms in the ancient churches 

(especially the Acta Sanctorum),andJerome‘sDe Viris Illustribus (ca. 392–95). References to the growth 

and development of the church in Greece are also found in incidental comments from 1 Clement (ca. 95), 

the so-called 2 Clement (ca. 120–70), The Apostolic Constitutions (ca.350),Polycarp‘slettertothe

church at Philippi (117–20), the writings of Origen, especially Contra Celsum (ca. 230), and Porphyry, 

Philosophy from Oracles and Against Christians (ca. 260–63).  

B. The First Century  

The Christian proclamation first came to Greece through the missionary activities of the Apostle Paul 

(Acts 16:9–40; 2 Cor 2:12–13) ca. 50. After landing at Neapolis (Acts 16:11), Paul began his first church 

in Greece at Philippi (Acts 16:12–40), a Roman colony where Latin was the official language of the 

courtsandthecommonpeople.Paul‘sreceptionatPhilippiwasmixed,butanimportantchurchwas 

started there which later contributed to his needs while he was ministering elsewhere in Macedonia, 

especially in Thessalonica (Phil 4:15–16). After a brief imprisonment in Philippi, Paul departed for 

Thessalonica, passing through Amphipolis and Apollonia (Acts 17:1–9), but again he encountered strong 

opposition. This time, however, it was the Jewswhoopposedhisministryandforsafety‘ssakehehadto

leave the city (Acts 17:5–7, cf. 1 Thess 2:14–16), but not before he started an important church. In a 

matter of months the Thessalonian Christians were evangelizing the Macedonian province and had even 

become an example to the churches in Achaia in the south (1 Thess 1:7–8). From Thessalonica he went 

southwest some forty-five miles to Beroea and enjoyed considerable success before a Jewish contingent 

of opponents from Thessalonica came and again forced him to leave (Acts 17:10–13). According to the 

Apos. Con. 7:46, the first bishop of Beroea was Onesimus, the runaway slave of Philemon (cf. Phlm 10). 

After leaving Beroea, Paul went to Athens, but had little success in his mission there (Acts 17:16–34). 

One of his Athenian converts was Dionysius the Areopagite (Acts 17:34), who later was called the first 

bishop of Athens by bishop Dionysius of Corinth (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 4.23.3). Departing from Athens, Paul 

went to Corinth (ca. 51–52, depending on the dating of the famous inscription from Delphi which locates 

Gallio in Corinth for a brief stay, cf. Acts 18:12–17) and founded his most significant and influential 

church in Greece (Acts 18:1–17). Almost from the beginning this church had problems and even serious 

divisions (see 1 Cor 1:11–15; 3:1–3), but there was an important response to the Christian proclamation at 

Corinth. After some eighteen months of ministry in Corinth (Acts 18:11), Paul departed through the 

seaport village at Cenchreae, where he completed a Jewish vow (Acts 18:18). Acts does not say whether 

Paul founded a church there, but in the appendix of his letter to the Romans, he commends Phoebe, a 

deacon in the church of Cenchreae, and encourages the Romans to help her along her way (Rom 16:1–2). 

According to the Apos. Con. 7.46, Lucius was appointed by Paul as the first bishop of Cenchreae.  

In Titus 1:5 we read that Paul founded churches on the island of Crete and left Titus behind to give 

leadership and direction to the churches. Those churches included at least the ones at Knossos and 

Gortyna.AlsointhatepistlethereisabriefreferencetoPaul‘splans to spend the winter in Nicopolis. It 

may be that Paul started a ministry there, but it cannot be confirmed. It is also possible that he stayed the 

winter at Nicopolis in preparation for his ministry in Illyricum (Rom 15:19). If one were to include the 

impact of Christianity on the whole of the Hellenistic peninsula, then Illyricum on the northwestern part 

of the Grecian peninsula must also be added to the missionary activities of Paul. The departure of Titus 



from Paul to the province of Dalmatia in Illyricum (2 Tim 4:10) also implies the presence of a church 

there, though nothing more is known of eitherhisorPaul‘slaborsinthatregion. 

Besides the Apostle Paul, the most influential companions who were involved with him in his mission 

in Greece were Timothy, Silas, Luke (probably), Priscilla and Aquila, and Apollos. Dionysius, bishop of 

Corinth, claimed that the Apostle Peter joined with Paul in founding the church at Corinth and labored 

side by side with him (Hist. Eccl. 2.25.8), but this has no other ancient support. The problem of the 

division of loyalties in Corinth (1 Cor 1:12) has suggested to some commentators that Peter actually 

ministered in Corinth; however, this could mean simply that Peter, as a founding pillar of the church, was 

appealed to for justification for some form of Jewish Christianity present in Corinth. Finally, there is a 

strong multiple tradition from the 2d to the 6th centuries which points to the ministry of the Apostle 

Andrew in Scythia, Thrace, Epirus, Macedonia, and Achaia. That tradition also reports that Andrew was 

crucified in the Achaian city of Patras at the direction of the proconsul Aegeas (see Acts of Andrew, 

Passio, AcApos 56:586; Philasterius De Haeresibus 88; Jerome Ad Marcellum, Breviarium Apostolorum, 

Martyrologium Romanum; and Epiphanius Haer. 61.1,63.2).AccordingtoJerome,Andrew‘sboneswere

transferred from Patras to Constantinople by Constantius II, Roman emperor 337–61 (De Vir. Ill. 7).  

At the end of the 1st century, Corinth is mentioned again because there was quarreling going on in the 

church which led to the expulsion from office of several of its presbyters. Clement of Rome wrote to them 

encouraging them toward peace, humility, and obedience to their leaders (1 Clem. 4–20, 44–46).  

It is likely that there were other churches in Greece in the 1st century at Larissa, Patras, and Aegina 

(according to Apos. Con. 4.46, Crispus, presumably of 1 Cor 1:14, was the first bishop of Aegina), and 

probably elsewhere owing to the evangelistic spirit of the churches in Macedonia (1 Thess 1:7–8).  

C. The Second Century  

Because the sources for understanding the development of Christianity in Greece in the 2d century are 

morelimitedthanthoseforthe1st,evenabroadoutlineofthechurch‘sactivityinGreeceforthaterais

difficult to produce. The following references, though limited, are essential for any description of the 

ecclesiastical climate in 2d-century Greece.  

1. Polycarp. Around 117–20 Polycarp, bishop of Smyrna, wrote a letter to the Christians at Philippi 

partly to prepare them for an impending visit of Ignatius of Antioch, who was on his way to Rome for 

martyrdom, but mostly to warn them against disorders and apostasy (Ep. Pol.). He rejoiced with them that 

their faith had deep roots and that it was still bearing fruit (1:2).  

2. The Greek Apologists. At nearly the same time Quadratus of Athens, the first Christian apologist, 

wrote a defense of the Christian faith to the Emperor Hadrian (ca. 124–25), answering the objections of 

both Jews and pagans (Hist. Eccl. 4.3.1–2). Aristides, also from Athens, sent another apology to Hadrian 

(ca. 125), defending both the existence and eternity of God as well as the superiority of the Christian 

understanding of God (Hist. Eccl. 4.3.3).Somescholarslocatebothoftheseapologists‘writingcareers

ca. 160 during the reign of Antonius Pius (138–61), but that view is difficult to establish. The most 

distinguished 2d-century apologist from Athens was Athenagoras (ca. 170–80), who set forth the earliest 

defense of the Christian doctrine of God as three in one. Whether there was a Christian philosophical 

school in Athens during the 2d century which trained these apologists is not known, but the fact that they 

all came from Athens in the 2d century is suggestive.  

3. Dionysius of Corinth. The most influential bishop in Greece in the 2d century was Dionysius (ca. 

170), who wrote letters to several churches and individuals encouraging them in the Christian faith. 

Among the eight letters referred to by Eusebius, he wrote to the churches at Athens, Lacedaemon, and to 

Gortyna and Knossos in Crete (Hist. Eccl. 4:23). He rebuked the Christians at Athens for their tendency 

toward apostasy following the death of their bishop (Publius), but rejoiced that their new bishop 

(Quadratus—not the apologist) had brought them back to the faith. The church in Lacedaemon shows that 

the Christian message had reached the southernmost part of the Peloponnese by 170. The significance of 

this city is not known during the 2d century—it may have been a small country community and may also 

have been an alternative name for Sparta, as some have suggested—but by the 4th century its importance 

both socially and politically is seen by its inclusion, along with Corinth and Athens, in the request from 



theemperorJuliantohelphiminhispoliticalreforms.Dionysius‘exhortationtoPinytus,thebishopof

the church at Knossos in Crete, to cease imposing his strict views of continence on the church there shows 

an early tendency toward asceticism in the churches of Greece (Hist. Eccl. 4.23.7). After mentioning his 

lettertoSoterofRome,EusebiuscallsattentiontoDionysius‘complaintaboutthealteringofsomeofhis 

letters by his opponents, possibly the Marcionites, whom he condemned in his letter to the church at 

Nicomedia (Hist. Eccl. 4.24.4).  

4. Bacchyllus. Following Dionysius, Bacchyllus became bishop of Corinth (ca. 185–90) and was an 

active participant in the Easter (Quartodecimian) Controversy, writing an influential letter on the matter 

(Hist. Eccl. 5.22.1; 5.23.4; see also Jerome De Vir. Ill. 44).  

5. Melito of Sardis. Eusebius tells of a letter from Melito of Sardis (ca. 180) to the emperor Marcus 

Aurelius, or Antonius Verus, (emperor, 161–80) and his son Commodus, imploring them to send a letter 

to the magistrates of Asia not to take further actions against the Christians. He reminds the emperor that 

his father, the emperor Antonius Pius (138–61), had written similar letters to the cities of Larissa, 

Thessalonica, and Athens directing them to do no further harm to the Christians (Hist. Eccl. 4.26.7–11).  

6. Theodotus. Among the defectors from the Christian faith during the 2d-century persecutions 

(probably those of Marcus Aurelius, 161–80), Theodotus of Byzantium was condemned by Hippolytus of 

Rome (ca. 190) for his denial of the faith (Philosophoumena 7:7). He was later excommunicated by 

Victor of Rome (192–202) for his Arian doctrines about Christ (Epiph. Haer. 54.1).  

7. The Letters of Serapion. A final witness to the growth and development of the church in Greece in 

the late 2d and perhaps early 3d centuries comes from Eusebius. While describing the letters of Serapion 

ofAntiochagainstheresy,hementionsthenamesofvariousbishopswhosignedSerapion‘sletters,

signifying approval of the contents. Among these bishops was Aelius Publius Julius, bishop of Debeltum, 

a colony of Thrace (Hist. Eccl. 5.19.3). This story also provides evidence that a Thracian provincial synod 

was held toward the end of the 2d century in order to discuss the Montanist controversy, showing the kind 

of cooperation existing among the various churches both in and outside Greece.  

D. The Third Century  

The few ancient sources that do exist for the reconstruction of the growth and development of 

Christianity in Greece in the 3d century are mostly concerned with the persecutions initiated by Decian. 

About all that is otherwise known is the visit of Origen to Nicopolis near Actium in Epirus (ca. 230), 

where he found a copy of the Scriptures (presumably the OT). Both his stay there and his finding a copy 

of the Scriptures obviously suggests that a Christian community was situated in Nicopolis (Hist. Eccl. 

6.13.2). About the same time, Origen also spent some time in Athens in order to finish his commentary on 

Ezekiel (Hist. Eccl. 6.32.2).HedescribedthechurchinAthensasa―peaceful and orderly body, as it 

desirestopleaseAlmightyGod‖(Origenc. Cels. 3.30). He also spoke along similar lines about the 

church at Corinth.  

The life of the churches in Greece in the middle of the 3d century was dominated primarily by the 

Decian persecution. The Roman emperor Decius saw the Christians as a threat to the unity of the empire. 

Theywereemergingasanempirewithintheempire,andtheywereevenreferredtoasa―nation‖(Gk

ethnei) by Jovius Maximinus Augustus in a letter to Sabinus (see Hist. Eccl. 9.9a.1, 4). The text (written 

ca. 312–13) clearly shows the perceived threat Christianity posed to the Roman Empire. The growing 

number of Christians and the consequent abandonment of the state religion by many was taken with 

utmost seriousness. With his edict in January of 250, Decius began the first empire-wide persecution of 

the Christians, starting with the execution of Fabian, bishop of Rome. The persecution lasted about 

eighteen months until Decius was killed. Valerian, his successor, resumed the persecutions in August of 

257 and they continued until his capture by the Persians in June of 260. His son, Gallienus, reversed the 

edict of Valerian in July of 260 and for the next forty years the Christians throughout the empire lived in 

relative peace and freedom to practice their religion (Hist. Eccl. 7.11–13). Our information about the 

persecutions from 250–60 is more complete for cities like Rome, Carthage, and Alexandria, where the full 

force of the persecutions and executions was felt, but there were many other Christian martyrs throughout 

the empire during this period of which only a few names have survived. The fragmentary literature that 



has survived this era is indicative of the severe nature of the persecutions which the Christians endured in 

Greece and especially in Achaia. Among the Greeks known to have been martyred are Leonides, bishop 

of Athens, and his eight companions from Corinth (ActSS April 2; Bibliotheca Hagiographica Graeca 

[BHG] 2:54–55); Quadratus and his Corinthian companions (BHG 1: 119); and Irene and Adrian from an 

unnamed city in Achaia whose feast day was kept on March 10 (ActSS March 2). Unfortunately, there is 

no surviving evidence that the churches in Greece produced any great leaders, scholars, writers, or 

spokespersons during this time comparable to those found elsewhere in the Roman Empire in the 3d 

century (e.g., Origen, Ambrose, Fabian, Dionysius of Alexandria, and Cyprian). Eusebius is usually quite 

detailed in his descriptions of the most prominent persons in the church, but is silent about church leaders 

from Greece during this period. See Hist. Eccl. 6–7,wherehefocusesonthisperiodofthechurch‘slife,

but says almost nothing about the church in Greece or its leaders.  

Throughout the 3d century, apart from the period of intense persecution, there was essentially complete 

freedom to preach the Christian message. It is clear from the catalog of bishops from Greece representing 

their churches at the Council of Nicea (see the lists below) that significant evangelization had taken place 

throughout Greece, especially in Achaia. (See Sozomen Hist. Eccl. 7.7 for further evidence of numerous 

well-organized Greek churches in the 4th century.) Eusebius also makes it clear that the period of relative 

ease for the church also produced a time of moral laxity which, he believes, led to the Diocletian 

persecution in the early 4th century (Hist. Eccl. 8.1.7–8.2.3).  

E. The Fourth Century  

By the 4th century, much of Greece was already Christianized and evidently without significant 

opposition from the local residents. The Greeks in the Peloponnese, by and large, had embraced 

Christianity, and as can be seen from the number of bishoprics there, their churches were well organized. 

Churches elsewhere in Greece were also apparently numerous and well organized as the large number of 

bishops at the Council of Nicea in 325 from both prominent and insignificant Greek communities 

suggests. Sozomen gives evidence of the strong organization of the Greek churches when he describes the 

Macedonian christological controversy in the 4th century. He relates how the Macedonian bishops 

rejected the notion that the substance of the Son was the same as that of the Father and they exhorted their 

churches not to conform to the doctrines of Nicea (Hist. Eccl. 7.7).  

Probably as a result of the rapid growth of the church both in Greece and elsewhere, the church was set 

on a collision course with Rome.  

1. The Diocletian Persecution. On February 23, 303, after some forty years of peace and prosperity for 

the church, Diocletian, the Roman emperor, launched the last great empire-wide persecution of the 

Christians. In a series of four edicts between 303 and 304 Christianity, in effect, became an outlawed 

religion in the empire. Its Scriptures were destroyed, its properties destroyed or confiscated, and its 

ministers were imprisoned and forced under penalty of death to offer sacrifices to the pagan gods. The 

causes for the persecution are not given in the edicts, but the social context of the day gives a major clue.  

First, the Christian community had increased considerably in the pagan world in the last quarter of the 

3d century. Porphyry wrote fifteen volumes against the Christians because he saw them as a major threat 

to the empire. He feared that none of the Christian converts could be reconverted to the state-recognized 

religion (Philosophy from Oracles, ca. 263), and he was especially concerned about the influx of educated 

women into the church. He spoke with alarm and disappointment that the Christians were building up 

their―greathouses‖toassembleforprayer(Against Christians 2.63–64). Eusebius agrees with such 

claims and speaks with pride of the growth of the church and its rising prestige in the last decades before 

the Diocletian persecution. He gives several examples of the many Christians who held high offices in the 

imperial service (see Hist. Eccl. 8.11.2; 8.6.1; and 8.9.7–8).  

Second, at the same time that the Christians were improving their image and gaining converts almost 

everywhere, Rome, its government, and its religion, were clearly on the decline in public sentiment. 

Disloyalty and disrespect for the government was on the rise. This was due in part to the many foreign 

invasions in both Britain, Germany, and elsewhere, as well as the consequent need for heavier taxation to 

support an even larger military necessary to suppress the unrest in the empire. Both the Decian and 



Diocletian persecutions as well as their reforms had little effect on bringing the necessary changes in the 

empire. Theimmoralityofthehigherclassescontinuedtounderminethepeople‘sconfidenceinRome.

Lack of loyalty for the empire can be seen in the fact that the majority of the Roman army was made up of 

mercenaries,andneglectofpayingone‘staxeswaspraisedamong the common people. Further, unequal 

distribution of justice, i.e., the rich were getting richer and the poor poorer, along with a moral laxity 

especially among the highest leaders of the empire, led to a growing lack of respect for leadership. The 

opulence of the emperors and their favored lieutenants came at the expense of the already increasingly 

poor population. (See Finlay 1877: 1.99–114 for a detailed discussion of the social climate of the Roman 

empire in the late 3d and early 4th centuries.)  

The empire was deteriorating and Diocletian was painfully aware of it. Before him, Aurelian (270–75) 

and Probus (276–82) had tried to reform the empire, but without success. Diocletian, in the same spirit, 

tried to set the clock backward, and again it did not work. His solution was to return to the stability of the 

former generations through loyalty to the gods of the state and unity within the empire brought about by a 

stronger military. Eusebius indicates the Roman concern that the Christians were not loyal citizens (De 

Vita Constantini 2:50), and also that the Christians were excluded from military service at the beginning 

of the Diocletian persecutions (Hist. Eccl. 8.1.7).  

The Christians, on the other hand, assumed that the empire would not and could not last because it had 

stood for evil, unequal justice, promiscuity, and immoral behavior in the upper classes. The Greeks, long 

imbued with a sense of equality and the feeling of a moral code which applied to both superiors and 

inferiors, generally embraced Christianity because it enforced the observance of the moral duties on every 

rank of society without distinction. The general demoralization of women in the empire compared to the 

morality taught by the Christians with respect for women led many women to convert to Christianity. It is 

not surprising, therefore, that the Roman emperors should have seen Christianity as a threat. The church 

stood for the morality that the populace was coming to appreciate. The loyalty and fervency of faith 

common among the Christians were sorely lacking in the Roman hierarchy and in their religious practice. 

The church was well established and highly organized in the early 4th century and their political clout was 

doubtless a key factor in their being persecuted. The fear of the continued growth of the Christians is 

noted in the letter of Jovius Maximinus Augustus to Sabinus in which he justified the persecution of 

Christiansbecause―almostallmenhadabandonedtheworshipofthegodsandassociatedthemselves

with the nation oftheChristians‖(Hist. Eccl. 9.9a.1).Theterm―nation‖(Gkethnei) suggests the 

solidarity with which the emperor viewed the Christians and not without reason. The authority of the 

bishops over the people in their congregations was powerful and effectivenotonlyinthechurch‘s

ministries, but also in daily social discourse.  

The exact reason for the Diocletian persecution is not clear, but the hatred for the Christians by one of 

his closest lieutenants, Galerius, is well known and both were together in Nicomedia at the time of the 

outbreak of hostility toward the church. At any rate, the Diocletian persecution was quite severe and 

lasted for some ten years. In Greece especially, where Galerius had a home in Thessalonica and exercised 

great influence, the persecution was carried out with extreme cruelty as the various accounts of the 

martyrdoms there show.  

2. The Martyrs. Evidence for a strong church in Greece in the early 4th century can be found in its lists 

of martyrs. One of the most dramatic examples shows that young and even pregnant women were not 

immune from torture and death by the Roman authorities (ActSS April 2: Agape, Irene, and Chione at 

Thessalonica sec. 4). The notices of martyrs in Adrianopolis, Drizipara, Epibata in Thessaly, Buthrotum 

in Epirus, and Pydna testify to the vibrant faith of the Christians in Greece. These persecutions also 

included the burning of sacred Christian literature and the destruction of their properties and places of 

worship (see ActSS March 2 and April 2, and Hist. Eccl. 8.2.1–5). The destruction of Christian literature 

nodoubthadasevereeffectupontheChristians‘abilitytokeepaccuraterecordsofthegrowthoftheir

mission (see the solicitation of Christian books in Gesta apud Zenophilum 26), especially in Greece, 

where Galerius resided and was actively involved in the persecution of Christians until shortly before his 

death in 311 (Hist. Eccl. 8.17.1).  



3. The Conversion of Constantine and the Edict of Milan. Without question the most important event 

for Christians throughout the Roman Empire in the early 4th century was the conversion of Constantine to 

the Christian religion and his subsequent Edict of Milan in 313, which gave complete religious freedom to 

the Christians. Even before the edict was issued, Constantine had given Christians freedom to worship in 

safety in Macedonia and Illyria (Sozomen Hist. Eccl. 1:2). After the Edict of Milan, there were only a few 

months of persecution by Licinius in the East and again just briefly during the reign of Julian (361–63).  

4. The Council of Nicea (325). The listing of the names and home cities of the bishops who attended 

the Council of Nicea offers evidence for the considerable number of churches in Greece by the early 

decades of the 4th century. According to Sozomen there were three hundred and twenty bishops attending 

the council (Hist. Eccl. 1:17). Those from Greek cities of which we are aware include Bishop Pistus of 

Athens, Bishop Strategius of Hephaistia on the island of Lemnos in the Aegean Sea, Bishop Claudian of 

Larissa in Thessaly, Bishop Eustathius of Beroea, who was voted by the other bishops to fill the apostolic 

throne at Nicea (Sozomen Hist. Eccl. 1:2), Bishop Paederus of Heraclea of Thrace, Bishop Budius of 

Stobi in Macedonia, Bishop Cleonicus of Thebes in Thessaly, Bishop Ballachus of Pele and also of 

Thessaly, Bishop Dakos of Scupi in Dardania, whose bishopric included Macedonia, and Bishop Marcus 

from Chalcis on the island of Euboea. Eusebius, commenting on the wide representation at the council, 

claimsthat―thoseintheremotestdistrictsofThraceandMacedonia,ofAchaiaandEpirus…werein

attendance‖(De Vita Constantini 3:7). There was no mention of representative churches in Crete at Nicea, 

which was probably an oversight since churches were known to have been established there in the 1st 

century at Knossos and Gortyna. There were also other representatives from the Christian communities on 

several Greek islands such as Corcyra, Cos, Lemnos, Rhodes, and presumably Patmos. It is clear that by 

the 4th century, Christianity had reached the Greek settlements on the northern coasts of the Black Sea 

and in the Crimean settlements since two bishops from that region (Theophilus of Gothia and Cadmus of 

Bosphorus) were also in attendance at the council.  

5. The Churches in Greece. Both before and following the Diocletian persecutions, the churches in 

Greece were stable and well organized. That continued to be the case up to the time when the emperor 

Theodosius I (The Great, 379–75) established Christianity as the religion of the empire. There was 

solidarity not only within Greece, but also with other churches throughout the empire. The episcopal form 

of church government also seems to have taken hold throughout Greece, and as is clear from the 

correspondence of Dionysius to Soter, bishop of Rome, there was a growing appreciation of the value of 

ancient correspondence in the churches. This was especially so after the edicts to burn this material. The 

readingofClementofRome‘slettertotheCorinthians in worship as a means of drawing admonition from 

it, even some seventy years after it was written, was the very practice which led ultimately to the 

recognition of Christian writings themselves as Scripture (Hist. Eccl. 4.23.11).  

In the 4th and 5th centuries, Athens continued to be the stronghold of the non-Christian philosophies 

long after Constantine had declared that the city corrupted the people who continued to flock from all 

over the empire to its teachers of philosophy. Later, during the reign of the emperor Julian (361–63), 

pagan sacrifices at Athens were still tolerated, but by the middle of the 6th century, Justinian closed the 

philosophical schools in Athens and discontinued the pagan sacrifices. The Athenian philosophical 

schools nonetheless continued to have an important influence on the people centuries later, not only in 

pagan communities, but also in the Christian church. It is important to note that the Christian doctrine of 

the Trinity was framed within Platonic philosophical categories. Both Plato and Aristotle had a significant 

impact on the theologies of the Church Fathers, especially Boethius (480–524) and Thomas Aquinas 

(1225–74). Although Athens never had a prominent Christian church, it continued to be revered by the 

Romans and the entire Hellenistic world for its focus on education and philosophy. However, whatever 

the strength or character of the church in Athens, it had little impact upon the moral and social climate of 

its day.  

Corinth, on the other hand, was the ecclesiastical metropolis of Achaia, having preeminence over the 

church in Athens well into the 4th century. While Corinth was one of the most flourishing commercial 



centers of antiquity, the church there was composed primarily of lower-class individuals (1 Cor 1:26–29), 

at least at first. It was also concerned with the evangelization of the Peloponnese (Hist. Eccl. 4.23.1–8).  

6. Constantinople as the ―New Rome.‖ In the early part of the 4th century, Heraclea, which had been 

the metropolis of Thrace, was surpassed by Byzantium, which became the capital of the Eastern empire 

and was renamed Constantinople in 326. The removal of the capital from Rome was an astute move on 

the part of Constantine. Since Greece was already predominately Christian and Rome was not, the 

Hellenistic peninsula was a much more favorable climate to relocate the capital of the empire, especially 

when the emperor wanted to wed the empire with thechurch.Finlayhasrightlyobservedthat―whenthe

emperor, by becoming a Christian, was placed in personal opposition to the Roman Senate, there could be 

no longer any doubt that Rome became a very unsuitable residence for the Christian court. Constantine 

wascompelledtochooseanewcapital‖(Finlay1877:1.139).Thepowerthechurchhadacquiredin

GreecenodoubtinfluencedConstantine‘schoiceofrelocation,butthestrategiclocationofByzantium

must also have influenced his thinking. From there he was able to solidify the Eastern empire and 

organize the whole of it into four major sectors with the leadership of each reporting to Constantine in 

Constantinople.Theproblemsoftheempirewerenotfullysolvedbythismove,buttoConstantine‘s

credit, there was once again widespread unity in the empire. When he became the recognized head of the 

church, he also involved himself in its affairs to the point of calling church councils and settling disputes 

of doctrine. His overriding passion for the empire was unity and conformity and this affected his dealings 

with the church (see examples of this in Eusebius, De Vita Constantini 2.61, 3.6–18, 37; 4.41–43). When 

Constantinoplebecamethe―NewRome,‖Latinwastheofficiallanguageofthecity,butGreek was still 

the dominant language of the people. Only later when the problem of communication persisted between 

the two great centers in Rome and Constantinople was the separation between the Eastern and Western 

empires completed. After Constantinople became the capital of the Eastern empire, it also became the 

focal point of church hierarchy in the East, which has lasted unto this day.  

Elsewhere in Greece, pagan temples were converted by Christians for use in worship and ministry. 

Many monks also took possession of pagan shrines after Constantine had declared that full restitution be 

paid to the Christians for their suffering and loss during the persecutions. Nowhere else in the ancient 

world is there so much evidence of Christians building their churches on the sites of pagan temples and 

shrines than in Greece. An ancient mausoleum in Thessalonica, for example, which was originally built 

for the emperor Galerius (d. 311) to entomb his body and to be a pantheon, was converted into a church 

no later than the lastquarterofthe4thcentury.Itisstillstandingandisnowcalledthe―Rotunda‖or

―AgiosGeorgiosChurch.‖ 
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LEE MARTIN MCDONALD  

NORTH AFRICAN CHRISTIANITY  

It is one of the ironies of history that although Christianity in the Roman West is defined by such 

African luminaries as Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Tertullian, Cyprian, and Augustine, its introduction 

to and earliest development on that continent remain hidden. The first indications of contact are found in 



the book of Acts. According to Acts 2:10,thewitnessestoPentecostinclude―Jewsandproselytes‖from

―EgyptandthepartsofLibyabelongingtoCyrene.‖Thehistoricity is questionable for, in addition to the 

doubtfulness of the event, the list of nationalities presented anticipates the later church universal. 

Alexandrines and Cyrenians are also mentioned at Acts 6:9, as opponents of Stephen. Acts 18:24 speaks 

of a certain Apollos, who is called a native of Alexandria; 5th-century Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis (D) 

adds an interesting gloss, stating thathewas―taughtthewordoftheLordinhisnativecountry.‖If

Bezae‘sreportiscorrect,thenitwouldmeanthatChristianitywasalreadywinningconvertsinEgyptby

themiddleofthe1stcentury.Philip‘sbaptismoftheEthiopianeunuch(Acts 8:26–40) represents another 

link (probably symbolic; cf. v. 39b) with Africa. Our survey concentrates on Egypt (centering on 

Alexandria) and North Africa (centering on Carthage).  

No single person is linked with the founding of Egyptian Christianity until the 4th century, when 

Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 2.16)statesthatMarktheevangelistwas―thefirstmantosetoutforEgypt,‖and

was―thefirsttoestablishchurchesinAlexandriaitself.‖InhisChronicle, Eusebius says Mark arrived in 

Alexandria in 43 C.E. The report of Marcan foundation must, however, be read in light of the well-known 

propensity for important sees to claim foundation by an apostleorevangelist.Mark‘sconnectionwith

Alexandria may be nothing more than another example of this mythmaking. While not linking him with 

the introduction of Christianity in Alexandria—its existence prior to his arrival is implied—a recently 

discovered letter (Smith 1973) attributed to Clement of Alexandria (and thus dating from ca. 200 C.E., if 

genuine)statesthatafterPeter‘smartyrdom,MarkwenttoAlexandria.Opiniononthequestionof

Marcan foundation is divided: W. Bauer (1977: 53–58; 60) feltthatEusebius‘storywasafabrication,

introduced in the late-2dcenturytosupportthefoundingofan―orthodox‖monarchicepiscopate;

recently, B. Pearson (1986: 137–45), while not giving credence to the story, has been reluctant to dismiss 

it out of hand: in dubito pro traditio.  

If one probes behind piety and examines the literary remains and theology, one fact emerges from recent 

studies of earliest Egyptian Christianity: it was dominantly Jewish, essentially another sect within 

Judaism. Therefore, it seems only natural to assume that the channels through which Christianity first 

spread beyond Palestine were Jewish. Trade, professional, and family connections would have carried this 

new Jewish sect of Christianity to the various Diaspora communities. These included, of course, the old, 

well-established Jewish communities in Africa. Eusebius also supports this analysis, for elsewhere he 

ascribestheoriginsofEgyptianChristianityto―theJews‖andstatesthat,―forthegreaterpart,‖it

followed―ancientJewishcustoms‖(Hist. Eccl. 2.17.2–3; cf. Klijn 1986: 164).  

Part of the difficulty in discerning traces of early Christianity in Egypt stems to the fact that the earliest 

Christians still regarded themselves as Jews. The writings of Philo (10 B.C.E.–50 C.E.) evidence the 

diversity of Jewish thought present in Egypt in the 1st century. As elsewhere, the estrangement between 

Christian and Jew developed incrementally, and only became final and decisive—manifesting itself in 

recoverable evidence—after the end of the 1st century. Second-century Egypt yields a rich trove of 

canonical as well as noncanonical Christian literature: papyrus fragments of Matthew and John (but not 

Mark!),aswellasthe―unknowngospel‖oftheEgertonPapyri(BellandSkeat1935), the Shepherd of 

Hermas and portions of the Gospel of Thomas (in the Oxyrhynchus Papyri). These findings confirm the 

pluriformity of early Egyptian Christianity, its eclectic tastes, and its close relationship with Alexandrian 

Judaism, especially as reflected in Philo. Gnostic currents are evident, probably related to or parallel with 

similartendencieswithinPhilonicJudaism.TraditionalJewishmotifs,suchasthe―twoways‖teaching,

are also evident. Another sign of the link with Judaism is the fact that the two earliest Alexandrian Fathers 

of note, Clement (Str. 2.9.45) and Origen (Io. 2.12; Hom. Ier. 15.4; cf. Jerome, de vir. inl. 2), both know 

and cite without prejudice the Judaic-Christian Gospel according to the Hebrews.  

The role of Alexandrian Christianity in the development of Christian literature, thought, and doctrine 

cannot be overemphasized. Because of its library (founded by Ptolemy Soter I), the literary arts of editing 

and interpretation reached heights unequaled in the ancient world (Reynolds and Wilson 1974: 5–15). The 

most polished recension of the NT gospels, the so-called―Alexandrian‖text,exemplifiedinCodex

Vaticanus (B) and P
75

, is the work of Christian scribes of the generation of Clement of Alexandria. 



Hellenism was the dominant cultural influence in Egyptian life during this period; Greek was the 

dominant language. Clement himself is a sophisticated, urbane writer, who attempted to meld Greek 

philosophy and Christianity. His successor in the catechetical school in Alexandria, Origen, became one 

of the most famous scholars in antiquity. Pagan scholars in Alexandria had developed the art of 

allegoricalexegesisforinterpretingportionsofHomerandHesioddeemed―offensive‖tocurrenttastes;

later, the Jew Philo borrowed the technique and applied it to embarrassing or awkward portions of the OT. 

Clement and Origen borrowed the technique and applied it to the Gospels (see ORIGEN).  

In addition to the likes of Clement and Origen, 2d-century Alexandria also produced Valentinus, 

Basilides, and Carpocrates, all later deemed heresiarchs. In the 3d and 4th centuries, Alexandria was 

home to Arius, leader of the Arians, as well as his opponent, Athanasius. This unparalleled crop of 

theologians represents leaders on both sides of the two major heresies of the early church: Gnosticism and 

Arianism; it is proof of the diversity and fluidity of early Christianity in Egypt.  

Egyptian Christianity is characterized by its intellectual activity, relative openness, and syncretistic 

speculation. Whether gnostics working with Greek or Jewish ideas, or Clement and Origen adapting 

Greek philosophy and exegetical methods, it was an intellectual enterprise. Clement reflects that view 

when he defends philosophy (―itisimpossibleforamanwithoutlearningtocomprehendthethingswhich

aredeclaredinthefaith,‖(Str. 1.6)anddisparagesthosewho―demandbarefaithalone,asif(itwere

possible) without bestowing any care on the vine, straightway to gather clustersfromthefirst‖(Str. 1.9).  

Klijn (1986: 170–75) has pointed to certain theological themes which emerge in early Egyptian 

Christianity: a logos christology, in which Jesus is the intermediary between God and man; the 

immutability of the logos; an interest in the wonders worked by the incarnate logos, which demonstrate 

thathispowersarenotmitigatedbyhishavingtakenonflesh.This―high‖christology,emphasizingthe

divinity of the incarnate one of his immutability, distinguished the so-called ―AlexandrianSchool,‖as

opposedtothe―AntoicheneSchool,‖whichsoughttopreservethehumanityofJesus(Sellers1954).

These differences set the stage for the christological and trinitarian controversies which were to follow, in 

which Alexandria and its theologians played such key roles.  

Moving west from Egypt along the coast of the Mediterranean Sea, one encounters the Roman 

provinces of Cyrenaica (roughly corresponding to present-day eastern Libya), Tripolitana (western 

Libya), Africa (Tunisia), Numidia (eastern Algeria), Mauretania Caesariensis (western Algeria), and 

Mauretania Tingitana (Morocco). Research into the introduction of Christianity in these regions centers 

on Carthage, the capital of the Roman province of Africa. Here, too, the imprint of Judaic Christianity is 

found. It seems reasonable to assume that Jewish lines of communication first brought word to Jews that 

their Messiah had come in the person of Jesus; the large Judaic-Christian community in Rome may well 

have been the source of this datum.  

Documentary evidence begins in the 2d century, with the Acts of the Scillitan Martyrs. These twelve 

martyrs, from the obscure village of Scillium, near Carthage (or, perhaps, Scilli, in Numidia), were 

executed in Carthage on July 17, 180 C.E. Their Punic and Latin names are taken as indicators of their 

backgrounds: they are rustics, from the small villages, Latin-speaking, with ethnic ties to the land. 

Perhaps the most striking detail is that when they are questioned by the Proconsul Saturninus about the 

contentsofasatchel,oneofthemartyrs,Speratus,statesthatitcontains,―BooksandlettersofPaul,ajust

man.‖Hence,weknowthatportionsofthePaulinecorpushadreachedNorthAfricaby180;furthermore,

it is presumed that the documents were in Latin, for it is doubtful if the education of a commoner would 

have included Greek. (It is often argued that one of the first Latin translations of the Gospels was done in 

NorthAfrica;the―afra‖familyofmssintheVetusLatinaarerepresentatives of this effort.) Implicit in 

this first notice of Christianity in North Africa is a period of development: time for converts to be made in 

rural areas and among the indigenous population, for literature to be translated and disseminated, and for 

friction to arise with the authorities, necessitating persecution. We have no sources, however, to take us 

behind these events of July 180.  

Already at this date, the Scillitan Martyrs display a Latin practicality and stubbornness which will 

become a hallmark of North African Christianity. They are absolutely unwavering in their devotion to the 



faith,andseemalmosteagertodieamartyr‘sdeath.Thereisnosecond-guessing, no philosophical 

hairsplitting or reflection. About twenty years later, Tertullian willechothisstolidpietybyasking:―What

hasAthenstodowithJerusalem?WhatconcordistherebetweentheAcademyandthechurch?…Away

with all attempts to produce a mottled Christianity of Stoic, Platonic and dialectic composition. We want 

no seriousdisputationafterpossessingChristJesus‖(De praescr. haeret. 7.9–11). Despite such 

sentiments, the view that North African Christianity was wholly anti-intellectual is confounded by the 

carefully styled, philosophically slanted writings of scholar-churchmen such as MINUCIUS FELIX (if an 

African), Augustine, and Tyconius.  

If heresy was the plague of the Egyptian church, then schism was the bane of the North African church. 

The same rigorist tone noted in the Acts of the Scillitan Martyrs and Tertullian later manifests itself in the 

Donatist schism, which split the church in 312. The Donatist party consisted of those who had survived 

the Diocletian persecution (303–305 C.E.) without recanting the faith. They objected to the readmission of 

traditores into the church, especially the installation of Majorinus, who had allegedly surrendered 

Scriptures during the persecution, as bishop of Carthage.  

Christian inroads in North Africa during Roman times seem to have been limited to the coastal 

regions—in other words, to the territory within Roman frontiers. Converts seem to have come largely 

from the two uppermost layers of society, the Greco-RomanpopulationandthePunic―middleclass.‖The

lowest stratum, the Berbers, remained largely untouched (Groves 1948: 64–65). The death of Augustine 

(430) and the establishment of a Vandal kingdom in Africa (442) mark a watershed in the history of North 

African Christianity. After that point, the transition from the early period to the middle ages has begun. 

TheVandalswereArianChristians;consequently,thestagewassetfornewconflictsbetweenthe―old‖

churchofTertullian,Cyprian,andAugustine,andthe―new‖Arianchurchbroughtbytheconquering

Vandals. After a period of decline under the Vandals, Christianity experienced a renaissance when 

Byzantium gained control over North Africa in the 530s. This relative calm was shattered by the 

appearance of Islam, which once again put the church into a period of decline, commencing with the 

conquest of Egypt in the 640s; Carthage fell in 698. Although the Coptic church survived in Egypt, the 

North African church appears to have virtually vanished with the arrival of Islam.  

The introduction of Christianity into the sub-Saharan regions of the African continent did not 

commence until the Portuguese voyages south, along the West coast of Africa, on their way to India and 

the Spice Islands in the 15th century.  
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WILLIAM L. PETERSEN  

CHRISTIANITY IN ROME  

The presence of Christianity in Rome goes all the way back to the 1st century. Rome eventually became 

the most significant city for the growth of Western Christianity.  

———  

A. Origins  

1. Paul at Rome  

2. Peter at Rome  

B. Rome in Early Christian Literature  

C. Key Issues in the Church at Rome  

D. Onomastic Data  

E. Organization  

F. Theology  

———  

A. Origins  

The presence of a sizable Jewish community in Rome made it inevitable that Christianity would appear 

there quite early. Possibly as many as thirteen synagogues existed in primarily the Trastevere (west across 

the Tiber River) area of Rome. Presumably the first Christian house churches began in these Jewish 

sectors. It is not known when this occurred. According to Acts, Jewish visitors from Rome were present at 

Pentecost, but the narrative does not imply that the new faith was carried back to the Roman Jewish 

community (Acts 2:10).  

Whatever the means by which Christianity was introduced to Rome, it is widely assumed that it was 

already known there by the middle of the 5th decade. Suetonius (Claud. 25) tells us that the emperor 

Claudius―expelledtheJewsfromRomebecausetheywerecontinuallyriotingimpulsore chresto.‖If

Chrestus actually refers to Christ, the agitation may have been caused by the incipient Christian 

community or, perhaps, preaching about Christ. The date of the expulsion of the Jews has minimal 

attestation, but the relationship of Acts 18:2 with the fairly firm date for the arrival of Gallio in Corinth 

(Acts 18:12) indicates some time during or prior to the year 49 C.E.  

Paul‘s letter to the Romans reflects the condition of the Roman church about 56 C.E. The church at 

Rome met primarily in its house churches. Priscilla and Aquila utilized their house for that purpose (Rom 

16:3–5). Verse 16:15 may refer to yet another location. It is not clear when, if ever, the local house 

churches met as a metropolitan unit (note Col 4:16). The house churches involved both Jewish Christians 

(Rom 4:16) and gentile Christians (Rom 11:13). An onomastic analysis of Romans 16 indicates the 

presence of all levels of Roman society: slave and/or freed (e.g., Ampliatus [in Roman nomenclature a 

virtuename,like―ample,‖usuallyreferredtoaslave],Urbanus); Jews, Romans, and Greeks (e.g., 

Andronicus, Junia, Mary); and male and female.  

1. Paul at Rome. The church at Rome claims as its apostolic foundation the two apostles, Paul and 

Peter. The presence of these two apostles at Rome has become a highly complex problem in which 

traditional, historical, and archaeological data are intertwined. Paul first came to Rome as a result of the 

decision of Festus (Acts 25:11–12). Paul must have arrived in Rome about the year 61. Some traditions 

would have Paul write the so-called Captivity Epistles while imprisoned at Rome and, after a missionary 

journey to Spain, the Pastoral Epistles during yet another imprisonment. Other sites (Ephesus, Caesarea 

Philippi) have been suggested for the provenance of the Captivity Epistles. The Pastoral Epistles are not 

generally considered original letters of Paul. Paul was likely martyred under Nero about the year 63. The 

first veneration of Paul occurred at the memoria apostolorum, ―thememorialoftheapostles,‖ontheVia

Appia (present-day S. Sebastiano). There on the graffiti (east) wall of the triclinium, or eating room, can 



be found numerous prayers to Paul and Peter (ca. 250 C.E.). Whatever happened between 250 and ca. 330, 

the veneration of Peter shifted to the Vatican site and the veneration of Paul shifted to Via Ostia (S. Paolo 

fuori le Mura).  

2. Peter at Rome. According to tradition, Peter also spent the last days of his life in Rome. Tradition 

places his martyrdom to the northwest of the city at the circus of Nero, but the apostle Peter also was 

venerated at the triclinium on the Via Appia. Only after the accession of Constantine did the veneration of 

Peter at the memoria apostolorum cease. Yet even prior to the construction of the triclinium Peter was 

honored (with no sign of cultic veneration) at the Vatican site near the Neronian circus. A monument had 

appeared at the Vatican cemetery (a niche in the red wall of Campo P) about the year 160. Shortly 

thereafter an aedicula or small monument was built into the niche. Its exact date cannot be determined but 

about200apresbyterGaiuswrote,―Icanshowyouthemonuments[tropaia] of the apostles, for if you 

will go to the Vatican or to the Ostian Way, you will find the monuments of those who founded this 

church‖(Eusebius,Hist. Eccl. 2.25.6,7). Though no signs of Christian cultic activity appear at the 

Vatican, eventually the emperor Constantine built the edifice S. Pietro over the aedicula. In one wall (the 

graffiti wall) of the aedicula was placed a marble box which presumably held the remains of the apostle.  

According to tradition, the letters of Peter were written by him from Rome (1 Pet 5:13). More likely 1 

Peter comes from a Petrine group in Rome, perhaps the first attempt of certain persons in the Roman 

church to advise the church catholic. 2 Peter was written much later in the 1st century.  

B. Rome in Early Christian Literature  

Tradition placed the NT book of Hebrews from Rome (13:24) near the end of the 1st century, though its 

similarity to Hellenistic Jewish thought makes Egypt attractive as the provenance, or an Alexandrian as 

the author. About 98 C.E. Clement of Rome wrote to the church at Corinth on behalf of the church at 

Rome (1 Clem., Salutation). Clement does not claim authority to intervene at Corinth, nor does he evoke 

the power of the two apostles. See CLEMENT, FIRST EPISTLE OF. But Ignatius, writing to the church 

at Rome about 117, speaks of the church there as presiding over the Christians of Italy (Ign. Rom., 

Inscription). Eventually the authority of the capital of the empire shifted to Rome as the central city of the 

universal church. And apostolic authority fell on the leader, Peter, rather than the theologian, Paul.  

Much of the literature emanating from Rome does not actually reflect, it would appear, the condition of 

the church at Rome. A Gnostic school was formed in Rome before the middle of the 2d century. Its most 

famous scholar was Valentinus (in Rome ca. 136–60), quoted frequently by Clement of Alexandria and 

Irenaeus. His (or his followers‘)Gospel of Truth was a key find in the Nag Hammadi Library. Another 

school was formed by JUSTIN MARTYR. His two Apologies were written in Rome and addressed to the 

emperor Antoninus Pius (136–61). His description of the sacraments and Christian life in the first 

Apology (64–67) probably reflect the situation at Rome during the middle of the 2d century. The 

anamnesis or remembrance-style eucharist reflects the urban tradition of Rome in contrast to the more 

suburban,popular―agape‖ofHippolytus(The Apostolic Tradition).  

Literature from Rome during the first three centuries was written primarily in Greek, but the shift 

toward Latin can be seen in the writing of Minucius Felix. His remarkable apology, Octavius, written in 

Latin about 240, defends the Christian faith just prior to the Decian persecution (249–59). Octavius was 

used by another Roman, a pupil of Hippolytus, Novatian, in his de trinitate (ca. 250). Hippolytus himself, 

however, the most prolific of Roman writers prior to Constantine, wrote in Greek.  

C. Key Issues in the Church at Rome  

During the 2d and 3d centuries serious issues of the Christian life were addressed at Rome. In about 

140, MARCION of Sinope came to Rome and proposed a radical ethic of love based on an attenuated 

―NewTestament‖canon.ThechurchrespondedwithacanonwhichincludedtheOldTestament,with

judgment as well as love. Incorrectly labeled a gnostic, Marcion was expelled from Rome in July 144. By 

the end of the 2d century the Roman church itself responded with a fuller canon which probably formed 

the basis for the Muratorian Canon. About the same time the author of the Shepherd of Hermas proposed 

a system of penance and at least a modicum of leniency in the readmittance of repentant apostates to the 

faith community. The issue of apostasy continued to plague the Roman community. At the end of the 2d 



century a powerful deacon named Callistus also favored a more lax attitude toward those who sinned or 

left the faith under pressure (the origin of John 7:53–8:11?). Callistus was opposed by the more 

demanding Hippolytus (Philosophumena 9). The issue was postponed by the failure of the Hippolytan 

group to elect a dissident bishop once the persecution of Decius had started, though the followers of 

Novatian continued to oppose leniency for those who apostasized during the persecution. Bishop Fabian 

(martyred under Decius on January 20, 250) took the opportunity to initiate veneration of the bishops of 

Rome instead of the martyrs. This shift in power toward the urban, pastoral types vis-à-vis the more 

unbending, populist type resulted finally, under Damasus, in a hierarchical Roman Christianity centralized 

under an episcopal authority based on the dual apostolic authority, especially that of St. Peter (Hic 

habitasse prius sanctos cognoscere debes; nomina quisque Petri pariter Paulique requiris, ―Youwho

seekthenamesofbothPeterandPaul,youshouldknowthatthesesaintsoncedwelledhere‖[inscription

of Damasus at S. Sebastiano]).  

D. Onomastic Data  

The later Roman church understood itself to be the heir of some early well-placed patrons. At the end of 

Domitian‘sreignanumberofnoblefamilieswerebanishedorputtodeath(ca.95).Aconsul,Flavius

Clemens, cousin of Domitian, was executed. His wife, Domitilla, was sent into exile. The catacomb of 

Domitilla is reputedly named for this noblewoman. A former consul, M. Acilius Glabrio, was also 

executed, and the catacomb of Priscilla reputedly derived from his wife.  

It is not known how many house churches were formed in Rome. Eventually the later church claimed 

twenty-five titular churches which reputedly came from the earlier centuries. For example, the title church 

S. Clemente presumably evolved from the domicile of the so-called successor of Peter, Clement. These 

connections have not been proved. Nevertheless onomastic studies of early Christians in Rome do 

indicate that a broad spectrum of society adhered to nascent Christianity. One sample survey of 

inscriptions (StadtrChr) shows that before Constantine 10.5 percent of Christian men were designated by 

a tria nomina system; 32 percent of the men and 50 percent of the women were designated by a duo 

nomina system; and the rest were known only by a cognomen. Persons with two or three names must have 

been from Roman families, while the single-named persons (ca. 50 percent) must have been slaves or 

freed.Afterthe―peace,‖Romanfamilynamesnearlydisappeared.TheRomanchurchparticipatedin,or

perhaps facilitated, an increasing democratization of Roman society. A similar phenomenon is observable 

with respect to slave names. While 3 percent of Roman inscriptions mentioned the status of slavehood, 

practically no such inscriptions can be found among Christian collections, even though 50 percent or more 

of the Christian population either were slaves or had been slaves. Christian or biblical names (e.g., Agape 

or Paulus) appear late (middle 3d century). Until that time Christians were primarily converts. There was 

little use of Christian birth names prior to Constantine.  

E. Organization  

The earliest organization of the church at Rome can only be ascertained obliquely. There are remarkably 

few references to offices in the inscriptional data. Shepherd of Hermas (8.3) refers to presbyters, apostles, 

bishops, teachers, and deacons (some still living) who formed the foundation of the church. Near the end 

of the 2d century a system of organization becomes evident. Bishop Victor (189–99) emerged as a very 

strong monarchical bishop. In the controversy over the date of Easter (Rome and others held to the first 

Friday through Sunday after the 14th of Nisan; the church of Asia kept the 14th of Nisan regardless of the 

day of the week), Victor even attempted to excommunicate the Asian churches. The next bishops of 

Rome, Zephyrinus (199–217) and Callistus (217–22), followed the same pattern.  

About the turn of the century the deacon Callistus was given supervision of the catacombs. 

Underground Christian burials were legally registered by this time, so the Roman organization took on an 

institutional character. At the same time (ca. 200) the fossores, catacomb diggers, formed a legal society. 

Their insignia can be seen on a number of marble slabs from the catacombs. It was the bishop Zephyrinus, 

an opponent of Hippolytus (Philosophumena 9), who appointed Callistus as bishop of Rome. During that 

time a few people, likely connected with the suburban cemetery group, elected Hippolytus bishop. The 

schism continued through Urban (222–30), Pontianus (230–35), and Anteros (235–36). In August 236 or 



237 the opponents Pontianus and Hippolytus were buried as martyrs in Rome, apparently reconciled. In 

any case, a process of replacing sporadic martyrs with church leaders had begun. In addition to presbyters 

and fossores theremayhavebeenawomen‘sorganization. The Shepherd of Hermas (78–110) mentions 

women Christians as if they performed certain pastoral functions; one Roman inscription (SICV no. 166; 

Snyder no. 3) hints at a nurturing function of women (nonnae dulcissima ―mostsweetnurse‖). 

The church at Rome was much occupied with persecution from the beginning of the Decian attacks in 

249 through that of Diocletian (starting February 23, 303). Pressured by a fatal illness, the emperor 

Galerius issued an edict of toleration in April 311. The churches moved from toleration to acceptance 

when Constantine received his famous vision at the Milvian bridge on October 26, 312. In June 313 the 

Edict of Milan, granting full benevolence to Christians, was published under the names of both 

Constantine and Licinius.  

F. Theology  

Unlike other urban Christian centers, no distinctive theology appeared in Rome before Constantine. The 

Shepherd of Hermas reflects a popular two-way or, more specifically, a two-spirit theology. In either case, 

like the authors of Didache and Barnabas, Hermas calls (Shep. Herm. 35–39) for the local Christian to 

choose between the way of righteousness and the way of evil. Marcion presented a radical ethic opposing 

grace and love to judgment, while Valentinus held to a sharp gnosticism with its dualistic view of the 

world. Both Justin Martyr and Minucius Felix defended Christianity in terms of Greek philosophy. At the 

time of Victor, a theology of Modalism (the trinity represents God the Father in three different historical 

modes) appeared in Rome, but the great writer Hippolytus described the trinity with an emphasis on 

function.  

The intellectual energy of the church at Rome involved order. Its literature reflects primarily issues of 

rigidity and laxity in regard to church order. On the other hand, the popular material (such as art) reflects 

a theme of deliverance from threatening circumstances (Hebrew Scripture scenes such as Noah, Daniel, 

Jonah, and the three young men in the fiery furnace). The deliverer is portrayed as a young Jesus who 

functions as wonder worker (New Testament scenes such as healing miracles and the resurrection of 

Lazarus). There are very few allusions to a kerygmatic theology (death and resurrection of Jesus) or a 

creation theology (the ordering function of God).  
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GRAYDON F. SNYDER  

CHRISTIANITY IN SYRIA  

This branch of the Christian tradition is identified through the predominance of the Syriac language (a 

form of Aramaic developed primarily at Edessa) in theological and liturgical expression. The 

geographical boundaries of Syriac-speaking Christianity have varied with the vicissitudes of Middle 

Eastern history. Centering in what is now northern Iraq and eastern Turkey, Christians with this linguistic 

and cultural identity were active in areas now denominated by Syria, Lebanon, Iran, India (especially 

South India), China, parts of Georgia and Armenia, and the Gulf States. This article indicates the early 

development of Syriac-speaking Christianity with special attention to the history of exegesis.  

———  

A. The Mythology of Origins  

B. The Earliest Evidence for Christianity in Syria  

1. The Aberkios Inscription and the Life of Aberkios  

2. Tatian  

3. Bardaisan  

4. The Chronicle of Edessa  



5. The Chronicle of Arbela  

6. Marcionite Christianity  

7. Other Early Documents of Syriac-speaking Christianity  

8. The Early Syriac-speaking Church before the 3d Century  
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1. The Peshitta of the OT  
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3. The Old Syriac (Vetus Syra)  
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E. The Fourth Century  
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2. De Recta Fide of Adamantius  

3. The Anti-Marcionite Commentary on the Lukan Parables  

4. Aphraates, Persian Theologian  

5. Ephrem of Syria, Theologian at Nisibis and Edessa  
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F. Subsequent Development of Syriac Exegetical Traditions  

G. Texts  

———  

A. The Mythology of Origins  

Theories about the origins of Christianity in Syriac-speaking regions have focused on Edessa. Most 

scholars suspect that some Christian evangelistic activities were carried out there during the 1st century of 

the Christian era. Edessa was at that time capital of Osrhoene, a buffer state between the Parthian and the 

Roman empires. The theory recurring in early Syriac literature is that Edessa and territories to the east (as 

far as India) were evangelized by the Apostle Thomas. This datum is found in various 4th-century writers 

including Ephrem of Syria (Hymn on Nisibis 42), Cyrillonas (Hymn of the Huns, written ca. 396 C.E.), 

Gregory of Nazianzus (Oration 33.11), and Ambrose (Narration on the Psalms 45.21). The tradition, 

which apparently originated at Edessa during the early 4th century when major cities of the Roman 

Empire were attempting to achieve legitimation and stature by claiming apostolic origins for their 

Christian communities, is developed most extensively in the anonymous Acts of Thomas.  

The second theory, not necessarily at odds with the Thomas tradition, is that of Addai, the Thaddaeus of 

the gospel narratives. In a tradition canonized by Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 1.13), an exchange of letters took 

place between King Abgar V of Edessa and Jesus. Abgar begged Jesus to visit Edessa and offered him 

refuge there from his Jewish persecutors. Jesus gave Abgar a portrait and eventually sent Addai to 

become court evangelist and healer. This correspondence is extant in Syriac, Greek, and Armenian and 

has been noted by various early historians. This tradition has provoked much scholarly debate. Drijvers 

(1984) suggested it is a late 4th-century forgery used to fight the Manicheans (see below). Others, 

especially Chaumont (1988), have suggested there may be some historical basis to the story. The 

problematic Doctrina Addai is at the center of the controversy as are the Acts of St. Mari the Apostle, the 

reputed successor of Addai. At present, there is little contextual material by which to evaluate the claims 

of the documents or their interpreters. Most probably, both traditions, in the form now extant, are of late 

4th-century provenance, written on the basis of oral traditions, and tell us little about the actual origins of 

Christianity in Syria.  

Another theory (Vööbus 1958; Neusner 1971, and others) suggests that Christianity in Northern 

Mesopotamia first developed within the Jewish community. This theory would appear to find support in 

the Chronicle of Arbela which describes a Christian presence in the city of Arbela from ca. 100 C.E. 



However the Chronicle of Arbela (see below) is of disputed authenticity and one must hesitate to use its 

contents for information about the early 2d century.  

Once again there is little data from earlier than the 4th century with which to test this theory. Probably 

thepositionofEdessaandNisibisasimportantpointsonthe―SilkRoad,‖themainarteryofcommerce

between the Roman Empire and the East (China, India, Parthia) and the involvement of Arameans in that 

commerce meant that Christianity traveled with the traders from Antioch toward the East. The 

demographics of Christianity within the Roman Empire would make it very plausible that the earliest 

converts were from Judaism. It is also probable thatChristianitytraversedthe―SilkRoad‖atanearly

date. It is unclear whether Christianity in the Syriac-speaking areas was first structured in Aramaic 

(Syriac) or in Greek. Certainly at Dura Europas, the Christian community of this Roman military center 

appears to have been Greek-speaking; the 3d-century fragment of the Diatessaron found there is written 

in Greek.  

B. The Earliest Evidence for Christianity in Syria  

There is a paucity of documentation for Christianity in Syria before the 4th century. The most important 

documents are the Aberkios Inscription, the works of Tatian, the Socratic dialogue attributed to 

Bardaisan, the Chronicle of Edessa, and the problematic Chronicle of Arbela. There is some evidence 

regarding the Marcionites in Northern Mesopotamia.  

1. The Aberkios Inscription and the Life of Aberkios. The earliest evidence for the development of 

Christian communities in Northern Mesopotamia is the Aberkios inscription from Asia Minor. This burial 

inscription, datable from before 216 C.E., recounts the visit of Aberkios to Nisibis where he encountered 

Christian co-religionists.Thetextrecounts,―MynameisAberkios,thediscipleofthechastepastorwho

pastures his flock on themountainsandintheplains…IsawtheplainofSyriaandallthevillages,

NisibisacrosstheEuphrates.EverywhereIfoundpeoplewithwhomtospeak…thefaithprecededme

everywhere‖(Abel1926).Thisinscription,withoutdoubtauthentic,providesno information as to the 

identity of the Christian groups in Syria, no indication of theological persuasion, and no names of persons 

met during the journey. On the basis of this inscription, a late 4th- or 5th-century writer composed a Life 

of Aberkios (edited by Nissen 1912) which provides a detailed account of the travels, miracles, exorcisms, 

struggles, and victories of the peripatetic sage as well as a purported verbatim of a discussion between 

Bardaisan (see below) and Aberkios. In this dialogue, Bardaisan‘swordsasrecordedinThe Book of the 

Laws of the Countries are placed in the mouth of Aberkios. Drijvers (1966; 1984) has argued that the 

account of the meeting between Aberkios and Bardaisan is historically accurate but such an optimistic 

assessment of the Life of Aberkios is clearly unwarranted (Bundy 1990).  

2. Tatian. Tatian, author of Oration to the Greeks (Whittaker 1982) and compiler/translator of the 

Diatessaron, was born in Assyria (Oration 43.10–11). He studied in Rome (Oration 37.1) and was active 

in the church there before returning to Mesopotamia, perhaps to Palmyra or Adiabene, ca. 172 C.E. 

probably because of a dispute with that church over its disregard for rigorous asceticism (Eusebius, Eccl. 

Hist. 4.9). It is unclear when the Oration was written, but its perspective is remarkably congruent with 

later Syriac thought and with the tendencies of interpretation in the Diatessaron. He presents a vision for 

anintellectualtradition―unmarredbypartydivisions‖(Or. 27.3–5). He describes thechurch:―wereject

allthatisbasedonhumanopinion[and]taboo‖(Or. 33.4–11). Within the church, the individual must 

striveto―obeyGod‘swordandnotdissipateourselves‖(Or. 30.20–21),―lesttheconstitutionof

wickedness…growstrong‖(Or. 30.18–19).Itistheworldwhich―dragsusdown,anditisweakness

whichmakesmeturntomatter‖(Or. 22.10–11).Mankindisto―advancebeyondhishumanitytowards

Godhimself‖(Or. 16.14–16). The divine spark in humans, aided by God, disciplined by the free will, 

arrives at a knowledge of God (Or. 14.12–16)aswellasof―thepreceptsanddoctrineofasinglerulerof

theUniverse‖(Or. 30.10–11). The theological analysis is aimed against both Greek pagan and Marcionite 

theology.  

The life which will nurture the spirit is characterized by sexual rectitude (his main critique of Greco-

Roman society), by trust in God for all needs, including healing, and by study of the Scriptures. There is 

to be a rejection of Greco-Roman values and culture in favor of Scriptural values. This rigorous 



asceticismprobablyformstheideologicalbasefor―SonsandDaughtersoftheCovenant,‖agroupof

perfectionisticChristianswhobytheirspirituality,celibacy,andasceticismattemptedtolivethe―ideal‖

Christian life. The celibacy and other encratic practices of self-denial for spiritual development, as 

expressed in known Diatessaron fragments, have been discussed by Vööbus (1951a), Messina (1943), 

and Leloir (1956).  

The Diatessaron wasTatian‘smost influential work. This effort to harmonize the divergent and 

contradictory accounts of the life of Jesus as recounted in the four canonical Gospels circulated in both 

Greek and Syriac. Because of later Manichean use of the text, it was first corrected on the basis of the 

Greek gospels and then abandoned and systematically destroyed. It was translated into Arabic, Persian, as 

well as Western European languages (Metzger 1977). It provided the early Syriac church with a unique 

Scripture and certainly aided the process of development of the Syriac-speaking Christian subculture. The 

onlyextantremainsinSyriacareinEphrem‘sCommentary on the Diatessaron (Leloir 1963) and 

occasional citations in early Syriac language writings.  

3. Bardaisan. Bardaisan is known from a dialogue recorded by his disciple Philippus, The Book of the 

Laws of the Countries (BLC) (Nau 1907), a reference to his skills as an archer by Sextus Julius Africanus 

(Thee 1984: 147–48), the approbation conferred by Eusebius for his erudite anti-Marcionite texts (Hist. 

Eccl. 4.30.1–2),andtheangrydiatribesofEphremofSyriaaboutBardaisan‘ssyncretismandexpensive

clothes and jewels (Prose Refutations; Hymns against Heresy).  

He was born at Edessa, ca. 155 C.E., into the royal family of Osrhoene. Educated under a pagan priest at 

Mabbug (Hierapolis), he became the first author of whom it is certain that he composed his writings in 

Syriac. According to legend, he and his son Harmonius wrote hymns which Ephrem and others felt 

obliged to counter with hymns of their own. Although writers centuries later would cast aspersion on 

Bardaisan‘sorthodoxy,hewaspresentedbyPhillipusasanapologistforanunderstandingofChristianity

which stood over against Marcion, regional astrological systems, and Greek theologies.  

In BLC, Bardaisan argues against determinism and for freedom of the will. This freedom and the 

dominion of creation constitute the image of God (BLC 11). After recounting the divergent customs and 

laws of various countries to prove theirdiversity,hecharacterizesChristiansas―thenewpeople…that

theMessiahhascausedtoariseineveryplaceandinallclimatesbyhiscoming‖(BLC 58–60). They are 

calledChristiansaftertheMessiah,onthefirstday,―wegathertogether,‖onappointed days they fast 

(BLC 60). He provides a list of examples where Christian ethics differ from un-Christian ethics (seven of 

ninedealwithsexuality).―Butinwhateverplacetheyare…thelocallawsdonotforcethemtogiveup

the law of their Messiah, nor does the fate of guiding signs force them to do things which are unclean for 

them‖(BLC 60.12–15). Bardaisan insisted, as did all Syriac writers, that sexual rectitude was essential to 

the Christian life. However, Bardaisan did not see sex within marriage as illegitimate or indicative of an 

inferior level of spirituality as did others such as Tatian (BLC 34.15–25, see Bundy 1985a).  

References to the changes of laws in Edessa after the conversion of King Abgar (BLC 58.21–22) 

suggestthatBardaisan‘schurch was sanctioned by the government. The relatively upper-class nature of 

thechurchisevidentfromEphrem‘sattacksonthe―worldliness‖oftheBardaisanites(Hymns against 

Heresy 1.12) of the late 4th century. After the conquest of Osrhoene by Rome, Bardaisan and others 

appear to have taken refuge in Armenia.  

The interpretation of Bardaisan in Christian history has been prejudiced by his inclusion in early 

WesternlistsofhereticsandbyEphrem‘sscathinganalyses.Moderndiscussionhasfocusedonhis 

adaptation of indigenous philosophical structures to articulate Christian doctrine. His syncretistic 

tendencies have been viewed positively (Drijvers 1966) and negatively (Jansma 1969). However, the 

questionofBardaisan‘sintellectualstructureshasnot been definitively resolved.  

4. The Chronicle of Edessa. This text is a chronological listing, composed sometime during the 6th 

century from earlier sources, of the most significant events of Edessa and surrounding towns, especially 

Nisibis. It notes thata―ChurchoftheChristians‖wasdestroyedin201C.E. by flood waters. The next 

referenceistothe―foundationofthechurchinEdessa‖byBishopKunein313C.E. which was completed 



byhissuccessor,BishopScha‘ad.BishopAithallahwhorepresentedEdessa at Nicea is said to have built 

the cemetery and expanded the east side of the church in 324–25 C.E.  

The validity of this data was rejected by Bauer (1934; ET 1971) and accepted at face value by Turner 

(1954) and Segal (1970). It would appear that Bauer‘sdevaluingoftheChronicle of Edessa is too severe. 

It is probable that, with royal patronage or at least tolerance during the last decades of the Kingdom of 

Osrhoene, a church building did exist at Edessa before 201 C.E.  

5. The Chronicle of Arbela. This chronicle is devoted to the city of Arbela in the buffer state of 

Adiabene, which was ruled by a Jewish monarchy until the invasion of Trajan, 115/16 C.E. It recounts the 

lives, in later hagiographical form, of the early bishops of Arbela, beginning in about 100 C.E. The second 

bishop, Bishop Samson, was martyred by the Parthian king Xosroes, during a period of Parthian 

occupation. The first publication of the text (Mingana 1907) produced a flurry of scholarly activity. 

Assfalg (1966) and Fiey (1967) argued against its authenticity and suspected it to be a forgery of the 

editor. Brock (1967) was less certain that it was not a medieval composition. The most recent editors, 

Kawerau (1985) and Chaumont (1988), believe it to have historical value, as did Neusner (1966) and 

Sachau (1915).  

If the Chronicle of Arbela gives an accurate rendition of earlier sources, it may mean that Christianity in 

Syriac-speaking areas first developed in Arbela and that Syriac (or a related form of Aramaic) began to be 

used as a liturgical and biblical language there. Even if the dates and names are accurate, the interpretive 

framework of the Chronicle is of a later century, certainly no earlier than the 6th or 7th.  

6. Marcionite Christianity. The importance of the Marcionite tradition in the evangelization of Syria is 

well known. Much of the literature of other Christian groups, from Bardaisan to Ephrem, was written to 

counter Marcionite influence (Bundy 1988). In many areas of northern Mesopotamia, Christian meant 

Marcionite. The emperor Julian mentions (Letter 41) pogroms by his predecessors against Marcionite 

villages after the advent of imperial Christianity. Unfortunately, there is no data about the beginnings and 

development of this tradition.  

7. Other Early Documents of Syriac-speaking Christianity. There are a variety of undated (and 

perhaps undatable) documents which circulated early in Syriac-speaking areas. These include the Odes of 

Solomon, the Gospel of Thomas (here the evidence is less than clear), the Pseudo-Clementine corpus, the 

Didascalia Apostolorum (and perhaps the Didache), the Acts of Judas Thomas, and the intriguing but 

relatively unexamined Apology of Pseudo-Melito. The use of these texts to illumine the early period of 

Syriac-speaking Christianity is problematic. For example, Murray (1975) suggested the Odes of Solomon 

are the earliest extant Syriac sources. Drijvers (1981; 1984), on the other hand, argues that the present 

form of these hymns dates from the 3d or 4th century and reflects the struggle with Manichaeism. Lattke 

(1986)rejectsDrijver‘stheory,arguingforanearlierdate.Theissuesofdateandprovenanceofthis

collection of hymns (and of the other texts mentioned) are far from settled.  

8. The Early Syriac-speaking Church before the 3d Century. The chronological and 

prosopographical data about the origins of Christianity in Syriac-speaking areas of northern Mesopotamia 

areuncertain.Thereligiousvisionisnotuniform,vacillatingbetweenthepolesofTatian‘srejectionof

Greco-Roman cultureandBardaisan‘sacceptanceofcontemporaryscienceandcosmology.Eachtextis

fraught with interpretive and/or authenticity problems. It is not possible to construct a traditional historical 

narrative of the early development of Christianity in this region.  

C. Early Biblical Texts  

The Syriac versions of the Bible have posed many scholarly problems. These concern the relationships 

between the various translations, their places of origin, and their exegesis. The primary efforts at biblical 

translations include the Peshitta of the Old Testament, the Diatessaron, the Old Syriac (Vetus Syra), the 

Peshitta translation of the NT, the Philoxenian and/or Harklean version, and the Palestinian version. A 

discussion of the NT versions can be found in Metzger (1977).  

1. The Peshitta of the OT. The origin of this translation is unknown. Its connections to Jewish 

targumic literature suggest that it evolved in a Jewish milieu. Kahle (1959) argued that it was made in 

Adiabene as an effort to adapt the Palestinian targum for new converts. This theory has been accepted by 



Murray (1975: 10), inter alia. The problem is that there are also readings shared with the Targum Onkelos 

of Babylon. The Adiabene theory is plausible, but with no philological or historical evidence. In addition 

to the problem of provenance, there is no possibility of dating the translation with any precision. The 

earliest citations are from 4th-century texts.  

The text is remarkably consistent throughout its transmission history as has been demonstrated by 

Koster (1977) and Dirksen (1972). A definitive critical edition, Vetus Testamentum Syriace (1972–), is 

being published by the Peshitta Institute of Leiden. Later commentators would indicate variant readings 

with the LXX traditions and occasionally the Hebrew text, but it appears that little emmendation was 

attempted.  

2. The Diatessaron. This harmony of the gospel composed by Tatian has been mentioned above. The 

original language (Greek, Syriac, or Latin), theological tendencies, and function in the churches has been 

extensively discussed. For a summary of the various points of view, see Metzger (1977). There are 

witnesses to the text in Old Dutch, Old Italian, medieval German, Persian, and Arabic. In Greek there is 

only the fragment found at Dura Europas (see above). In Syriac and Armenian, the most extensive witness 

is the Commentary on the Diatessaron attributed to Ephrem of Syria (306–73). Lyonnet (1950) has 

demonstrated that the earliest translations of the Gospels into Armenian owed much to the Syriac 

Diatessaron. Extensive quotations are found in such writers as Aphraates, Ephrem, Eznik, Marutha 

Maipherkatensis, Agathangelos, Rabbula, and the author of the Liber Graduum. See also 

DIATESSARON.  

3. The Old Syriac (Vetus Syra). This version is known primarily from two manuscripts. Both contain 

only the four canonical Gospels. No Old Syriac of the Pauline or general epistles has been found, 

although citations of those texts in Armenian translations of Syriac literature suggest these may have 

existed. The first is in the British Library (B.L. 14451). Discovered by William Cureton, it was 

definitively edited by F. C. Burkitt (1904) with additional pages of the same manuscript found in the 

Royal Library of Berlin. The second manuscript was discovered by Agnes Smith Lewis and Margaret 

Dunlop Gibson at St. Catharine Monastery on Mt. Sinai. The manuscript had been reused, as a manuscript 

for lives of women saints, by imperfectly cleaning off the biblical text. After two less than adequate 

efforts by scholars to decipher the manuscript, A. S. Lewis made several trips to Sinai and was able to 

publish what remains the best edition (1910).  

The text of the Curetonian and Sinaitic manuscripts do not agree at all points, although they clearly 

stand alone and close together in the larger world of Syriac NT translations. Scholars have generally 

assumed either that the two are revisions of a common source or that they are independent translations 

made during the same period. Linguistic peculiarities shared by the two manuscripts suggest that they 

may be the effort of individuals to gain access to the Greek tradition which lay behind the Syriac 

Diatessaron. Matthew Black (1972) argues for dating these efforts to the 4th century. For a detailed 

survey of the discussion of scholarly work on the Old Syriac, see Black (1972) and Metzger (1977). The 

effort of Vööbus (1951b; 1951c) to marshal evidence from the Letter of Aithallah in support of his theory 

of early 4th-century prominence of the Vetus Syra at Edessa has been demonstrated to be incorrect 

(Bundy 1987).  

4. The Syriac Peshitta. Theword―peshitta‖hasgenerallybeenunderstoodas―simple‖or―clear,‖not

unliketheterm―vulgate‖appliedtothereceivedLatintranslation.This version of the New Testament is 

used by both East Syrians (Nestorians) and West Syrians (Jacobites) and therefore certainly predates the 

division of the Syriac church along political, geographical, and theological lines during the mid-5th 

century. More precise dating of the translation has provoked controversy. Some have dated it as early as 

the late 1st or early 2d century. Burkitt (1901) argued that it was from the early 5th century and later 

suggested that it was translated by Rabbula of Edessa (Burkitt 1904). This conclusion has been contested 

by Vööbus (1951b), who argued that it was much older although slow to achieve dominance in the 

Syriac-speaking church.  

The manuscript tradition is quite uniform. There are remarkably few variants in the Peshitta as 

compared to the Old Syriac or Greek versions. Its textual tradition is well documented by the hundreds of 



manuscripts preserved, the earliest manuscript (ca. 460–464) probably being Paris Syriac 296.1 in the 

Bibliotheque Nationale which contains Luke 6:49–21:37. No adequate critical edition of the entire NT in 

the Peshitta version has been published despite the fact that the first printed edition was done at Venice as 

early as 1555. The best text available, based on earlier editions which were themselves only partial 

collations of the manuscript evidence, is published by the Bible Society as The New Testament in Syriac. 

This printing has no critical apparatus. It also contains the Apocalypse and General Epistles, which were 

not part of the Peshitta translation, but based on the Philoxenian version.  

5. Later Syriac Translations. The Philoxenian version was prepared at the direction of Philoxenos of 

Mabbug (Hierapolis) by a certain Polycarp in 507–8 C.E. An effort to bring the Syriac more in line with 

the Greek, it also provided, probably for the first time in Syriac, 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, Jude, and the 

Apocalypse. A century later (616 C.E.) the version of Thomas of Harkel, assistant to the famous translator 

of the OT Paul of Tella, was produced. The Harklean version has been variously considered either a 

revision of the Philoxenian or a new translation. For a history of this debate, see Metzger (1977).  

The Palestinian Syriac version is actually a different version of Aramaic. It is closer to Jewish 

Palestinian Aramaic than to the Syriac of Edessa and northern Mesopotamia.  

6. The Early Versions. Apart from the Diatessaron, the early Syriac biblical texts are difficult to date. 

There is no concrete evidence of their existence before the 4th century, although it is probable that at least 

the OT was available in Syriac early in the Christian period. The Diatessaron exerted a strong influence 

on the development of early Syriac theology and praxis. The Peshitta displaced the Diatessaron slowly at 

first because of pressure from the Greek church and the problems posed by Manicheans finding readings 

that lent support to their understanding. The major blow came in the late 4th century when Theodoret of 

Cyrus,becauseofTatian‘sreputationas a heretic in the Western church, gathered and destroyed over 200 

copies after replacing them with copies of the individual Gospels.  

D. The Third Century  

There was significant sociopolitical upheaval in northern Mesopotamia during the 3d century. Rome 

continued to push its interests eastward. Trajan had conquered Adiabene in 115/16 C.E. as well as 

Osrhoene. The local dynasty has been allowed to remain in Osrhoene (Abgar et al.) but as tributary clients 

of the Roman state. Lucus Verus (165–66) had extended Roman control at least as far east as Nisibis. 

Dura Europos came into Roman hands and was made a frontier fortress city. Septimius Severus (d. 211), 

mentor of the Christian scholar Sextus Julius Africanus, married Julia Domna, daughter of the high priest 

of Emesa.  

After 226 C.E., the Sassanid Empire, which replaced the Parthian, began to look westward. Shapur I 

(240–72) set out to reduce Roman influence in the eastern provinces. A series of campaigns allowed him 

to incorporate Roman fortifications on the Euphrates (including Dura Europos, 256), Emesa, and parts of 

Cilicia as well as Antioch, which appears to have been occupied in 256 C.E. Many Greek and 

Aramean/Syriac-speaking Christians were among the many thousands of civilians deported to weaken the 

economic and military base of Roman Syria and strengthen that of the Persian Empire. The Christians 

among the exiles brought with them their ecclesiastical structures, and in several villages, both Syriac and 

Greek languages churches were organized (Chaumont 1988). From this series of deportations comes one 

of the traditions of the ecclesiastical identity of Mesopotamian leaders, namely that early on they were 

ordained by and in submission to the Bishop of Antioch.  

Palmyra, a city-province to the south of Edessa, took advantage of the power vacuum in Syria to assert 

its independence and to expand its influence toward Palestine and Egypt. This brought Palmyra into direct 

confrontation with Rome and the emperor Aurelian conquered Palmyra in 271 and sacked the city, after a 

revolt, in 272. Among the advisors (Procurator Ducenarius) of Queen Zenobia of Palmyra was Paul of 

Samosata, Bishop of Antioch from 260 until his removal in 268 by a synod of Antioch for supposed 

heretical teachings which were later, anachronistically, credited with being foundational to Nestorianism. 

His civil power was probably the main root of the theological controversy (Eusebius, Eccl. Hist. 7.27–30). 

None of his writings have been preserved.  



Probably because of the social and theological turmoil, no Syriac language documents have survived 

between the writing of Bardaisan (ca. 212 C.E.) and the early decades of the 4th century.  

Religious life in northern Mesopotamia was complicated by the arrival of Manichaeism with the Persian 

armies. See also MANICHEANS.Manichaeismwasaresultofthe―mission‖ofMani,whounderstood

himselfastheParacletepromisedintheGospelofJohnandasan―apostleofJesusChrist.‖Mani was 

apparently part of the entourage of Shapur I and used his travels to spread his religious perspective. He 

left behind a vigorous movement. From ca. 240 C.E. Manichaeism became a powerful contender for the 

minds of the inhabitants of northern Mesopotamia. It appealed to people because of its rigorous asceticism 

with respect both to food and sexuality (not unlike Tatian), a clearly defined cosmology and divinization 

program (which drew on Bardaisan and popular philosophy), and its carefully crafted hymnody and 

liturgy which were not unlike the established Christian patterns.  

Several of the texts mentioned above including elements in the Odes of Solomon, the Abgar 

correspondence, and the Doctrina Addai may be efforts of established Christian groups to use the 

language, imagery, and history of Manichaeism against it (Drijvers 1984).  

Manichaeism was not the only competitor for what would be recognized as imperial Christianity in the 

4th century. The Marcionite communities continued to wield influence and attract the attention of 

apologists (Bundy 1988). Roman, Greek, and regional pagan cults continued to flourish. There was also 

influence from astrological myths and science.  

E. The Fourth Century  

At the turn of the 4th century, there is once again evidence of Christian activity in Edessa, Nisibis, and 

the Persian Empire. The earliest data is of Nisibis. Ephrem (306–73 C.E.), writing at Nisibis, describes the 

life and work of James of Nisibis, who served as Bishop from 308–38. He attended the Council of Nicea 

as did Bishop Aithallah of Edessa.  

1. Nicea. The Council of Nicea changed the balance of power within Syriac Christianity. Imperial 

Christianity, that is, one version of Christian doctrine and praxis as the unifying ideology of empire, 

determined and enforced from the center of political power, authenticated the tradition of Palut (the 

earliest―orthodox‖bishop)ratherthanthatofBardaisan.TheMarcioniteswerenowprescribed.Christian

emperors would actually eradicate Marcionite villages in northern Mesopotamia. It is no accident that the 

Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius was almost immediately translated into Syriac.  

2. De Recta Fide of Adamantius. The earliest text is, probably, the dialogue of Adamantius, De recta 

fide (for centuries mistakenly thought to be by Origen) against two disciples of Marcion, Megethius and 

Marcus (parts 1–2) and against Marinus, a contrived follower of Bardaisan (parts 3–4). The essay cites 

Methodios of Olympus (d. ca. 311) and was translated into Latin by Rufinius. It is uncertain that it existed 

inSyriacbutdefinitelyseemstobefromnorthernMesopotamia.ItispossiblethatpartsofBardaisan‘s

dialogues against Marcion are preserved in this text.  

3. The Anti-Marcionite Commentary on the Lukan Parables. Also from the first 3d of the 4th 

century is the anti-Marcionite apology which is a commentary on the Lukan parables, known as Pseudo-

Ephrem A. It has been attributed to Ephrem but was definitely not written by him (Bundy 1988). The 

chosen ground of discussion is the parables found in the Gospel of Luke discussed (with the exception of 

one reversal) in the order they appear in the Diatessaron. The author cites, on occasion, Matthew and 

John but is aware that they are not in the Marcionite canon. Only Pauline texts accepted by Marcion are 

cited. The piety, ecclesiology, and spirituality are not attacked. The issue is one of scriptural interpretation 

(withmorethanLuke‘sgospel,onecanknowmore)andbelongingtotheauthor‘s(―true‖Christian)

community. The tone is respectful and moderate.  

4. Aphraates, Persian Theologian. The same can be said of the works (Demonstrations) of Aphraates, 

a Persian writer who wrote in Syriac. An unverifiable tradition recorded in the title of Demonstration 23 

says he was known as Jacob and that he was from the Mar Mattai Monastery east of Mossul. Nothing is 

known of his life but he did write a letter on behalf of a Synod (Dem. 14). The dates of several of the 

essays are known: Dem. 1–10 (336–37 C.E.); Dem. 11–22 (344 C.E.); and 23 (344–45 C.E.) during the 

persecution of Shapur I. Aphraates is aware of the Marcionite church but is more concerned with 



Valentinianism, Manichaeism, and Judaism. The latter is viewed as potentially most seductive to his co-

religionists. Discussions of Judaism and the Jewish understanding of the OT dominates Dem. 11–13, 15–

19,21,and23.Neusner(1971)hasarguedthatAphraates‘debatewiththeJewsisremarkablyfreefrom

anti-Semitism and that the argument is conducted around the focus of arguments about the interpretation 

of biblical-historical data rather than about theological concerns.  

The other Demonstrations offer explanations of Christian life and theology. It is a perspective distinct 

from that found within the church inside the Roman Empire of the period. Christological debates 

provoked by the Arian controversies are absent. Instead the effort is to argue that the concepts of God and 

Son are not incompatible with monotheism. The Creed of Aphraates (Dem. 1.19) is unique among early 

Christian creeds: ―Thefaithis,whenonebelieves:inGod,theLordofall,whomadetheheavens,the

earth, the sea and all that they encompass; He made Adam in his image; He gave the Law to Moses; He 

sent his Spirit upon the prophets; He sent moreover his Christ into the world. Furthermore, that one 

should believe in the resurrection of the dead; and should furthermore believe in the sacrament of 

baptism.ThisisthefaithoftheChurchofGod.‖Inadditiontothispositivestatement,thereisaseriesof

negative statementswhichinsistthebelieveravoidastrology,numerology,―Chaldeanartsandmagic,‖

adultery, fornication, and lying.  

Aphraates provides the earliest references to an institutional feature of early Syriac Christianity, the 

―SonsoftheCovenant‖(benai qyama) and―DaughtersoftheCovenant‖(benat qyama). The exact nature 

of these groups of believers within the Church has perplexed scholars. Some (e.g., Vööbus 1958) have 

wanted to see it, anachronistically, as a precursor to monasticism because of the solitary living, abstinence 

from sexual relations even within marriage, and ascetic food practices. Others (e.g., Brock 1973) have 

more plausibly argued that they functioned as diaconal clergy or as ascetics within everyday society. 

Without doubt, this structure for Christian spirituality antedated Aphraate, but its origins are unknown. It 

wouldappearthatEphremofSyria,ournextsubjectofdiscussion,wasamemberofthe―Sonsofthe

Covenant.‖ 

5. Ephrem of Syria, Theologian at Nisibis and Edessa. a. Nisibis. Nisibis during the 4th century had 

the dubious advantage of being situated on the frontier between the Roman and Persian empires as the 

most significant trading center between those two usually hostile states. Situated on the so-called―Silk

Road‖over which goods and people traveled between the Roman Empire and China and India, there were 

economic benefits as the anonymous northern Mesopotamian writer of Expositio totius mundi et gentium 

(written ca. 359 C.E.)explains:―They[Nisibeans]arerichand supplied with all goods. They receive from 

the Persians that which they sell in all of the lands of the Romans and that which they purchase, they in 

turn sell to them, except bronze and iron, because it is forbidden to give bronze and iron to the enemies.‖ 

Ephrem provided an interpretive analysis of life and morality in Nisibis. His Hymns on Nicomedia, 

ostensibly written as reflections on the earthquake of Nicomedia (358 C.E.), are actually a detailed portrait 

of Nisibis. They provide insights into the nature of the cultural and social pressures which Ephrem and his 

co-religionists were facing. Ephrem describes the fields, vineyards, gardens and farms, as well as the 

artisans, weavers, metal workers, and tailors and notes the governmental infrastructure. The prosperity 

described reflects the observation of the author of Expositio totius mundi et gentium that―…theyleada

goodlife.‖EphremislesssanguineaboutthenatureofreligiouslifeinNisibis.Hecondemnstheavarice

of businessmen and government officials. He discounts the results of pagan science and culture, scorning 

those Christians who consult magicians and astrologers for help in healing illnesses and sterility. He 

criticizesthehusbandsof―piouswomen‖whorefusetoaccepttheirwives‘vows of celibacy and turn to 

Arab women as concubines and prostitutes. Socially, Nisibis is portrayed as a quintessential frontier 

commercial center.  

The major drawback to the location is seen in the siege of Nisibis by the Persians in 338. The city 

resisted the siege. Ephrem attributed this to the prayers and leadership of Bishop Jacob of Nisibis. Jacob 

became a legend in Syriac, Armenian, and Greek Christianity and paradigmatic of the ascetic, devout, 

politically active Christian bishop. Little is known of his career except for the fact of his participation at 

Nicea and the narratives of his pastoral activities and prayers for the deliverance of Nisibis recorded in 



Ephrem‘sHymns on Nisibis. The data in Armenian sources and in Theodoret of Cyr are unreliable. Even 

less is known of the other three 4th-century bishops mentioned by Ephrem: Babou (d. 346), Vologese 

(346–61), and Abraham (361–?).  

b. Who Was Ephrem (306–73)? Ephrem‘s influence in the Syriac-speaking churches was perhaps the 

most important factor in their intellectual and spiritual development. His work largely determined the 

relationships between theological investigation, spirituality, and liturgy. His poetry, written exclusively in 

Syriac, was translated into Armenian, Georgian, Arabic, Ethiopic, Paleo-Slavic, Latin, and Chinese. No 

other writer is as extensively represented in the Greek manuscript tradition. Despite his fame and 

influence, little is known about him. Supposedly a student, a certain Symeon of Samosata, wrote a 

biography, but if so, it is lost. All we have are the accounts of Palladius and Sozomenos, which have 

served generations of hagiographers. From the Syriac world, the earliest is a eulogy by Jacob of Serug, 

deliveredmorethanacenturyafterEphrem‘sdeathanddevoidofdetail.Theonlyauthenticsourcesare

the occasional autobiographical allusions in his own work. The fact that these contradict the traditional 

storiesofEphrem‘slifeaddscredibility to the statements.  

FromcommentsinEphrem‘sworks,itappearsthathewasbornintoaChristianfamily,becamea

Christian believer at an early age, and was baptized, probably in his early teenage years. He was a 

participantinthe―orthodox‖church of Nisibis. He was not ordained, but was a member of the lay order, 

the benai qyama (Sons of the Covenant), which required vows of asceticism, poverty, and contemplative 

lifestyle. The oft-cited date of his birth, 306 C.E., cannot be verified.  

After the surrender of Nisibis to the Persians by the emperor Jovian in 363 C.E., Ephrem became a war 

refuge. He apparently made his way to Edessa, where he entered the service of Bishop Barses. There he 

wrote extensively, taught choirs of women to sing his hymns against heresies, and involved himself in 

relief work. He died in the famine of 373 C.E. onJune9.OnEphrem‘slife,seeBrock(1975)andBundy

(1986).  

c. Ephrem as a Writer and Theologian. Ephrem was a prolific author. He used several genre: prose 

(commentaries on the Bible, sermons, letters refuting heresies); memre (verse homilies), and madrase 

(hymns).  

(1) Commentaries. Of the prose works, the commentaries are important for our discussion. The 

Commentary on the Diatessaron (Leloir 1963) quotes extensively from the Diatessaron and preserves 

more of the text of the Syriac Diatessaron thananyothersource.Ephrem‘scommentarywastranslated

into Armenian, probably during the 5th century.  

TheexegesisofthecommentaryreflectsseveralofEphrem‘sconcerns. First, there is both a level of 

linear historicity and the level of symbolism. In many passages there is the recognition that the basic data 

of the life of Jesus and others as encountered in the text are phenomena to be examined, systematized, and 

clarified. However, the focus is on the significance of the Gospel text in what Brock (1985) has described 

as―sacredtime.‖Second,thereisanefforttobalancetheOTandNTimagesandsymbolstodemonstrate

the convergence of the OT toward the NT. Third, itreflectsEphrem‘sconvictionthatnatureisrevelatory

ofGodandofGod‘sintentionfortheworld. 

The same pattern is seen in the Commentary on the Pauline Epistles. This corpus is preserved only in an 

Armenian translation. The structure of the commentaries is scholiastic. That is, a Pauline phrase is quoted 

and then followed immediately by an explanation. Because of the provisional nature of the edition and the 

linguistic difficulties, this text has been rarely studied.  

The Commentary on Genesis and Exodus preserved in a single Syriac manuscript from the Vatican 

Library (Vat. Syr. 110)isanimportantwitnesstoearlyChristianexegesis.AswithEphrem‘sother

commentaries, it reflects a tradition of exegesis with significant divergences from the Western tradition. It 

reflects an awareness (probably indirect) of the results of Rabbinic exegesis of Genesis and Exodus. Hidal 

(1974) and Kronholm (1978) have demonstrated the congruence of this commentary with the rest of the 

Ephrem corpus.  

Other commentary material attributed to Ephrem preserved in Syriac, Armenian, Ethiopic, Arabic, and 

Georgian has not been definitively examined, but is probably not directly from Ephrem although it may 



depend on his work or be part of the production of the so-called―SchoolofEphrem.‖Thiscorpusof

dubia includes commentary on the entire OT and the separate Gospels.  

(2) Prose Sermons, the Letter to Publius and Refutations of Heresies. The magnificent, magisterial 

Homily on Our Lord is the only prose homily attributed to Ephrem which is certainly authentic. Other 

sermons preserved under the name of Ephrem are highly dubious or spurious. Brock (1976), who 

provided an edition and translation of the Letter to Publius, argued that it is probably authentic. It 

discusses eschatology and judgment and offers surprising divergences with Western views on these 

subjects.  

The prose Refutations of Heresies, written in the form of letters, provide insights into the debates in 

which Ephrem engaged. He argued against four primary competitors: the Marcionites, Bardaisanites, 

Manicheans, and Arians. Against the Marcionites he contended that their dualism and determinism 

(Ephrem was a firm believer in freedom of the will) led to an understanding of matter and humanity as 

inherently evil. This led Marcionites to a docetic christology and denial of the resurrection of the human 

body, soul, and spirit. The critique of Bardaisan was at two levels. He found their lack of asceticism and 

confidence in northern Mesopotamian science unfortunate. More serious was the conception of 

monotheism with attendant ideas of emanations which he felt verged on polytheism.  

The Manicheans were radically dualistic and deterministic. Both of these concepts were alien to Ephrem 

as was the Manichean ascription of a revelatory role to Mani. Ephrem accused Mani of having taken over 

the Greek understanding of matter and Indian dualism. Arians were criticized for having accepted a Greek 

philosophical framework for articulating the gospel message and for abandoning faith in scriptural 

testimony. This resulted, according to Ephrem, in excessive speculation about God, Christ, and the world. 

Themostdireconsequenceoftheir―deviation‖wasunderstoodtobeitseffectonthemissionofthe

church,thedissensionwhichmakesthechurchappearridiculoustothe―pagans‖outside. 

(3) Hymns (Madrase) and Metrical Homilies (memre). FromEphrem‘spenabout450madrase have 

been preserved. These were gathered into loosely defined cycles: On the Nativity (28 hymns), On Faith 

(87 hymns), On Virginity (52 hymns), On the Church (52 hymns), On Nisibis (77 hymns), Against 

Heresies (56 hymns), On Unleavened Bread (21 hymns), On Paradise (15 hymns), On the Fast (10 

hymns), Against Julian (4 hymns), and 51 hymns preserved only in Armenian. In many cases the hymn 

tune name has been preserved, but there is no evidence about the music. Other hymn cycles existed at an 

earlier date but have been lost through the vicissitudes of northern Mesopotamian history.  

The memre include at least 27 items which are of reasonable authenticity: On Nicomedia (16 memre), 

On Faith (6 memre), On Reprehension (4 memre), and On Nineveh and Jonah (1 memra). Other memre 

attributed to Ephrem are probably inauthentic. The authentic madrase and memre reflect an exegetical 

method congruent with the authentic commentary material discussed above. On the theology of Ephrem, 

see Beck (1949), (1980), (1981), and (1984).  

6. Ephrem’s Disciples. Works by several disciples of Ephrem are found in the literary fragments of late 

4th- and early 5th-century Syriac Christianity. From the pen of Zenobius there are three sermons 

preserved in Armenian: two on the traditions of the Jews and one in praise of Melitius, the martyr. 

Fragments of a verse homily or homilies by Aba is preserved in a Sinaitic Syriac manuscript. Six hymns 

attributed to Cyrillonas have survived. These deal with a variety of topics including the invasion of the 

Huns (396 C.E.), the conversion of Zacchaeus, the anointing of the feet of Jesus, the passion of Christ (2 

hymns),andthe―WiseOnes.‖AnanonymousvitaofEusebiusofSamosata(d.380)isdatedbyOrtizde

Urbina (1965) to this period. The exegetical traditions of Ephrem continued to be used and preserved and 

expanded as can be seen from the Severian catena. The rest of the writings from what appears to have 

been a rich literary period have been lost.  

F. Subsequent Development of Syriac Exegetical Traditions  

After the division of Syriac Christianity into two competing traditions ca. 428 C.E., owing to 

sociopolitical and theological considerations, the exegetical traditions of East (Nestorian) and West 

(Jacobite) Syrians developed with different influences. In the West, the main sources were Cyril of 

Alexandria and Chrysostom translated from Greek with Ephrem of Syria and scholia attributed to him. 



These have been preserved most extensively in the Exegetical Catena of Severus of Edessa, compiled in 

861 C.E. The influence of this material would extend into Cilician Armenia. Most notably this catena 

servedasasourceforthehugecommentaryofGēorgSkewṛaçi on Isaiah (Bundy 1983a). After Ephrem, 

the most influential West Syrian exegetes included Jacob of Edessa, Moses bar Kepha, Dionysius bar 

Ṣalibi, and Barhebraeus.  

In East Syrian exegesis, the commentaries of Theodore of Mopsuestia, translated from Greek ca. 428, 

served as models and sources. The East developed a rich exegetical tradition, some of which (e.g., Mar 

Aba, Seharbokt, Henanišo,GabrielQatraya,DanielbarTubanita,Sabrišo´barPaulos)isknownonly

from fragments preserved in the large Gannat Bussame (Garden of Delights), a collection of biblical 

exegetical material organized around the liturgy (Reinink 1979). Significant amounts of material of 

TheodorebarKoni,Išo´barNūn,andIšo´dadofMervhavebeenpreserved.Fortrendsinthe

development of Syriac exegesis, see Bundy (1983b).  

G. Texts  

Editions of Syriac texts may be found, usually with translation, in the Patrologia Orientalis, Corpus 

Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium, and the Patrologia Syriaca. Here one can find texts of Aphraates, 

Bardaisan,andEphremmentionedabove.Ephrem‘sProse Refutations are available, with English 

translation in C. W. Mitchell (1921). Bibliography and articles about personages and events in early 

Syriac Christianity can be found in Baumstark (1922), Ortiz de Urbina (1965), Dictionnaire de 

Spiritualité, Dictionnaire d‘histoire et de géographie ecclésiastiques, and Assfalg and Kruger (1975). For 

extensive, more recent bibliography see Bundy (1985b), Brock (1981–82), and Brock (1987).  
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DAVID BUNDY  

CHRISTIANITY, SOCIOLOGY OF EARLY. See SOCIOLOGY (EARLY CHRISTIANITY).  

CHRISTIANS, PERSECUTION OF. See PERSECUTION OF THE EARLY CHURCH.  

CHRISTOLOGY (NT). The main object of NT christology is to trace the emergence of 

Christianity‘sdistinctiveclaimsregardingChristasdocumentedinthewritings of the NT.  
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A. Introduction  

1. Aim. PriortoJesus‘ministry,wecanspeakonlyofadiverseJewishhopeofanewageoften

involving one or more intermediary or redeemer figures—messiah, prophet, exalted hero, archangel, even 

God himself. A century later all these categories and more were either superseded or focused in one man, 

JesusChrist.IgnatiusspokeofJesusinstraightforwardtermsas―ourGod,Jesus(the)Christ‖(Eph. 18:2; 

Rom. 3:3), and showed how Christology was well on the way toward the classical credal statements of the 

ecumenicalcouncils.―Thereisonephysician,whoisbothfleshandspirit,bornandyetnotborn,whois

God in man, true life in death, both of Mary and of God, first passible and then impassible, Jesus Christ 

ourLord‖(Eph. 7:2). In the course of that hundred years, the claims of Christianity appeared and began to 

take definitive shape. The NT contains that first flowering and enables us to appreciate a good deal of 

how and why it came about and took the forms it did.  

2. Method. Since a transition is involved, at the very least, from Jewish expectations to Christian faith, 

a developmental approach has been chosen. This assumes that a tradition-history analysis is able to 

uncoverthemainoutlinesofJesus‘ownconvictionsandteaching,andsimilarlythatsufficiently reliable 

information can be had about the beliefs of the earliest Christian congregations. Thereafter we can trace 

the teaching and emphasis of the individual NT writers themselves, following consensus dating and 

location where necessary. This approach, of course, will not reveal all that Christians said about Christ 

during that period, but the NT writings were obviously regarded as of more than passing significance 



from the first and therefore can be said to have preserved the most influential material from the 

foundational epoch.  

NT christology could properly confine itself to a description of the christology of each individual 

document, seeking to demonstrate such correlation and coherence as seems appropriate. Several standard 

treatments have focused on titles; and though titles cannot tell the whole story, the emergence and use of 

certain titles can tell us a good deal. Dissatisfaction with an excessive emphasis on titles has more recently 

resulted in calls for different approaches—motif-centered, transformation of categories, conceptual 

trajectories, and the like. The following analysis will use all these methods, as seems appropriate.  

Most attempts to write a NT christology also use the benefit of hindsight and global perspective to trace 

the larger patterns and developments of which individuals were a part. They describe the process by 

whichtheearliestchristologicalformulationscametoexpression,asitwere,from―outside.‖Thedanger

of such an approach is that it reads back later developments into the earlier material; it fails to respect the 

inevitably more limited horizons of the writers themselves. We will attempt the more difficult task of 

describingtheprocessfrom―inside.‖Thatshouldnotpreventusfromrecognizinganyneworpreviously 

unexpressed formulation. On the contrary, we should be better able to distinguish the genuinely new from 

mere variation or transfer categories.  

3. Chief Impulses. The principal stimulus in the formulating of NT christology was threefold: (1) the 

impact of Jesus, including the impact of his ministry in style and content as well as of his teaching in 

particular; (2) the impact of his death and resurrection; (3) the experience of (many of) the first Christians 

in which they recognized further evidenceofJesus‘powerandstatus. 

ThematerialwithwhichNTchristologyworkedwasagainprimarilythefirstChristians‘memoriesof

Jesus and their own experience. But a principal tributary was the various main features of Jewish hope 

seen to cohere in Jesus. Also of increasing importance over the hundred-year period under review were 

various categories of wider currency in the Greco-Roman world.  

B. Christological Claims Attributed to Jesus  

Did Jesus have a christology? That is, did he make significant claims regarding himself? The Synoptics 

andJohn‘sgospelaremostmarkedlydifferentatthispoint.WhereasinthelatterJesus‘claimsforhimself

are a prominent feature chapter after chapter, in the former he seems on the contrary to want to avoid 

drawing attentiontohimself.SinceJohn‘schristologyissodistinctiveincomparisonwiththeothers,itis

best to confine attention here to the Synoptics and treat John separately below.  

1. Jesus and Jewish Expectation. At the time of Jesus, Jewish hope embraced a variety of messianic 

and/or prophetic categories.  

a. Royal Messiah. Son of David (as in Isa 11:1–5; Pss. Sol. 17:23; 4QFlor 1:10–13). This was probably 

the figure of the popular hope—a new king to restore Israel‘sindependenceandgreatness.Itislikelythat

anyone who roused the sort of popular interest and excitement which John the Baptist and Jesus provoked 

would have been regarded as a candidate for such a messianic role (cf. John 1:20, 6:15). And a basic fact 

is that Jesus was executed as a messianic pretender—King of the Jews (Mark 15:26 pars.). In the hearing 

before Caiaphas the question wasalsoprobablyraised,―AreyoutheMessiah,sonoftheBlessed?‖—on 

the basis of the accusation about destroying and rebuilding the temple seen in the light of 2 Sam 7:13–14, 

interpretedmessianically(asin4QFlor).ThedistinctivefeaturesofJesus‘entryintoJerusalemandofhis

symbolicactioninthetemple(―thecleansingofthetemple‖)wouldalmostcertainlyhaveraisedthesame

issue in broad (eschatological) or specific (royal messiah) terms. It would hardly be surprising then if his 

closest followers had themselves raised the question at an earlier stage of his ministry, particularly in the 

light of the success and popularity it clearly enjoyed (so Mark 8:27–30. pars.).  

The key question, however, is how Jesus reacted when this option was put to him. And the answer of 

the earliest traditions seems to be, not very positively. He never once laid claim to the title on his own 

behalf or unequivocally welcomed its application to him by others. Mark 6:45 strongly suggests that he 

rejected the messianic role of popular anticipation (cf. John 6:15), and Mark 8:30–33 and the entry into 

Jerusalemportrayaratherdifferentmodel.Sofaraswecantell,hedidnotrejectthetitle―Messiah‖

outright when put to him (Mark 8:30, 14:62, 15:2), but as currently understood it was evidently unsuited 



to describe the role he saw for himself. It needed the events of the cross and resurrection to reshape and 

fill the title with new content for the first Christians.  

b. Priestly Messiah. In one or more strands of pre-Christian Judaism a priestly messiah was accorded 

greater significance than the royal messiah (e.g., T. 12 P.; 1QSa 2:11–22). But apparently this was never 

seen as an option for Jesus, presumably because he was known to be of a tribe other than the tribe of Levi.  

c. The Prophet. Jewish expectation took various forms here—the return of Elijah (Mal 4:5; Sir 48:9–

10), the prophet like Moses (Deut 18:15, 18), and an unnamed or eschatological prophet (Isa 61:1–2; 1QS 

9:11; 11QMelch). Whether these were different expectations or variants of a single expectation is not 

clear, and probably was not clear then either. What is clear, however, is that there was a readiness to 

recognize Jesus as a prophet or the prophet (Mark 6:15 par.; 8:28 pars.; John 6:14; 7:40, 52), though it 

should not be forgotten that others were accorded the same title in this period (Mark 11:32; John 1:21; 

Joseph., Ant 18:85–87; 20:97f., 167, 169–72, 188).  

Jesus himself seems to have accepted the designation in some degree (Mark 6:4 pars.; Luke 13:33) and 

in particular to have used Isa 61:1–2 as a program for his mission (Matt 5:3–4 = Luke 6:20–21; Matt 11:5 

= Luke 7:22; Luke 4:18–19). He also seems deliberately to have engaged in prophetic or symbolic actions 

(particularly the action in the temple and the Last Supper). But at times there are hints that he saw his role 

as transcending that of the normal prophetic figure—Mark 12:1–9,theclaim,―Icame,‖ratherthan,―Iwas

sent‖(asinMark 2:17 pars.);andtheuseoftheformula,―ButIsay,‖ratherthanthemoretypically

prophetic,―ThussaystheLord.‖ 

d. Healer. Although miraculous restoration of physical faculties was expected to be a mark of the new 

age (Isa 17–19, 35:5–7), it was not particularly associated with any of the above figures. Healings and 

exorcisms were widely practiced in the ancient world, by pagans and Jews (Mark 9:38–39, Acts 19:13–

19; Josephus, Ant 8:45–49). So although it is beyond dispute that Jesus was known as a successful healer 

and exorcist, it is not clear whether much significance would have been read into this activity by his 

contemporaries.  

Jesushimself,however,seemstohaveseeninhisownministryclearevidencethatGod‘sfinalrulewas

already beginning to operate through his exorcisms (Mark 3:23, 27; Matt 12:28 = Luke 11:20; Luke 

10:18) and healing (Matt 11:5–6 = Luke 7:22–23). This self-estimate included a claim to a plenary 

anointingbyGod‘sspirit,whichmarkedouthisministryasdistinctiveandwhichshouldhavebeen

sufficiently clear to his critical onlookers (hence also Mark 3:28–29 pars.). Also distinctive was his 

exorcistic technique, since he seems neither to have used physical aids nor to have invoked some higher 

authority in a formula of adjuration. We may properly infer a consciousness on his part of his own 

authority or of an immediacy and directness of empowering from God (Mark 11:28–33 pars.).  

e. Teacher. Jesus is regularly called teacher in the tradition (Mark 5:35; 9:17, 38; 10:17, 20, 35; etc.), 

andhischaracteristicstyleasa―parabolist,‖onewhospokeinparablesandpithysayings,isclearly

enshrined in the Synoptics. This would be relatively unremarkable in itself, except that the authority with 

which Jesus taught seems to have provoked surprise and question (Mark 1:27 par., 6:2 par., 11:28 pars.). 

In a large part this must have been because of the same immediacy and directness which his teaching style 

embodied—thelackofappealtopreviousauthorities,thetypical―Amen‖withwhichheoftenbegana

saying, and not least his readiness to dispute established rulings even if given by Moses himself (as in 

Matt 5:31–42).  

AsJesusevidentlysawhimselfasGod‘sambassadorandspokesman(Mark 9:37 pars.) and as the 

climax of the prophetic tradition, so he may have seen himself not simply as a teacher of wisdom but as 

the eschatological emissary of divine Wisdom (Luke 7:31–35 par.; 10:21–22 par.; 11:49–51 par.). Such 

self-understanding must lie behind his pronouncement of sins forgiven without reference to the sacrificial 

cult (as in Mark 2:10) and the exclusiveness of the claim he made for his teaching and call (Matt 7:24–27, 

10:32 pars., 10:37 par.).  

In short, none of these various categories available or applied to Jesus seem to have proved entirely 

suitable to describe the role Jesus saw for himself. Four of the five caught aspects of his work, but only 

aspects.  



2. Jesus’ View of His Own Role. The evidence reviewed above indicates that Jesus saw his ministry as 

having a final significance for his hearers. He saw himself as the eschatological agent of God. This self-

understanding seems to have been encapsulated in two modes of self-reference.  

a. Son of God. This title, which eventually became the title for Christ in the classic creeds (God the 

Son), at the time of Jesus had a much broader reference and simply denoted someone highly favored by 

God. Hence it could be used of Israel (as in Exod 4:22), of angels (as in Job 1:6–12), of the king (as in 2 

Sam 7:14), of the righteous man (as in Wis 2:13–18), or of (other) charismatic rabbis (m. Ta˓an. 3:8). The 

process by which the first Christians commandeered this title and gave it exclusive reference to Jesus is 

reflected in its increasing significance in the Gospel traditions during the second half of the first century—

asindicatedbythenumberoftimesJesusspeaksofGodashisfather(Mark3times,Q4,Luke‘sspecial

material4,Matthew‘sspecialmaterial31,Johnover100). 

There is sufficient indication that the process that permitted Christians to call Jesus Son of God had 

alreadybegunwithJesushimself.ThebasicdataisJesus‘habit,asitappearstohavebeen,ofaddressing

Godas―Father‖inhisprayers(asinMatt 11:25–26 = Luke 10:1–22; the only exception being Mark 

15:34). The word used was almost certainly the Aramaic ˒abbā (so Mark 14:36), since it was evidently 

remembered and treasured in the Greek-speaking churches as characterizing the sonship of Jesus (Rom 

8:15–16; Gal 4:6).Thepointisthat―abba‖isafamilyword,expressiveofintimatefamilyrelationship.

So the deduction lies close to hand that Jesus used it because he understood (we may even say 

experienced) his relationship to God in prayer in such intimate terms. And though he evidently taught his 

disciples so to pray (Luke 11:2), the same Pauline passages clearly indicate that this mode of prayer was 

seen as something distinctive of the Christians in their dependence on the Spirit of the Son. To that extent 

at least we can say that the process of narrowing the concept of divine sonship by reference to Jesus did 

indeed begin with Jesus. Whether Jesus made this a subject of explicit teaching, however, may be 

doubted, since Matt 11:27 and Mark 13:32 in particular may already evidence some of the christological 

intensification which comes to full expression in the fourth gospel. But at least we can say that the 

directness and immediacy of his relationship with God noted above seems to have cohered for Jesus in his 

―abba‖prayer. 

b. Son of Man. As our records stand, this seems to be the most obvious example of a self-chosen self-

designation (e.g., Mark 2:10, 8:31, 14:62). But the significance of the phrase has been disputed in NT 

scholarship throughout this century.  

Certainly the phrase must go back to Jesus in some form. It belongs almost exclusively to the Gospels 

(82 out of 86 times), and in the Gospels it appears in effect only on the lips of Jesus. Apart from Acts 7:56 

wecannotspeakofa―SonofManchristology‖outsidetheJesustradition.Themostconsistent

explanation is that the usage originated in the Jesus tradition, and that means, in this case, with Jesus 

himself. That is not to exclude the likelihood that a number of particular examples within the Jesus 

tradition reflect some editorial reworking of the tradition (as in Matt 16:28). But even that reworking 

follows what was probably the established and therefore original pattern of a speech usage confined to 

Jesus‘ownwords.ItmusthavebeenafirmandclearcharacteristicofJesus‘speech. 

In some instances at least he seems to have used the phrase in the normal Aramaic idiom—―sonofman‖

= man (cf. Ps 8:4), though with something of a self-reference (the polite English style of referring to 

oneself by the general ―one‖isausefulparallel).Thisusageisprobablyreflectedinsuchpassagesas

Mark 2:10 (the use of the phrase occasions no surprise or offense in the story) and 2:28, and the variant 

traditions of Mark 3:28–29 pars. are best explained by an ambiguous son of man/man formulation in the 

originalAramaic.Itwouldalsoexplainwhy―I‖appearsinplaceof―theSonofMan‖inotherparallel

traditions (as in Luke 6:22 = Matt 5:11; Luke 12:8 = Matt 10:32). In such cases, of course, the phrase 

would not have had a titular significance to start with.  

The alternative suggestion that the phrase was already firmly established in Jewish thought as a title for 

a heavenly redeemer figure is not securely grounded. In Dan 7:13 it is not title: the manlike figure 

representsIsraeloveragainstthebeastlikefigureswhichrepresentIsrael‘senemiesinacreativereuseof

the familiar creation mythology—thesaintsofthemosthighfulfillingAdam‘sroleofdominionoverthe 



rest of creation. Jewish apocalyptic writers certainly interpret the Dan 7:13 vision with reference to a 

heavenly redeemer, but in each case (Similitudes of Enoch and 4 Ezra) the implication is that this is a 

fresh interpretation of the Daniel passage. The date of the Similitudes is disputed but a date prior to Jesus 

cannot be assumed, and 4 Ezra is certainly later than A.D. 70 (see ENOCH, FIRST BOOK OF; EZRA, 

GREEK APOCALYPSE OF). Nor is there any indication whatsoever that Jesus was thought to have 

identified himself with an already known redeemer figure of Jewish expectation or that such an 

identification needed to be confessed or defended. The likelihood that it was Jesus himself who first drew 

upon Dan 7:13 to interpret his own role is part of the larger question which follows.  

3. Jesus’ View of His Death. It is highly probable that Jesus foresaw the likelihood of a violent or 

ignominious death. This was the typical fate of prophet and righteous man in Jewish tradition (Wis 5:1–5, 

Matt 23:29–37 par.), as his immediate predecessor (John the Baptist) showed all too well. The hostility 

which resulted in his eventual crucifixion must have been evident some time before that (cf. Mark 3:22 

pars., 14:8 pars., Matt 23:37 = Luke 13:34), and the prophetic action in the temple certainly invited the 

retaliation which soon followed. The sayings tradition which can be traced back to Jesus with some 

confidencesuggeststhatJesussawafullersignificanceinhisdeath.The―cup‖sayings(Mark 10:38 par., 

14:36 pars.) evoketheOTimageofthecupofGod‘swrath(asinIsa 51:17–23),andthe―baptism‖and

―fire‖sayings(Mark 10:38, Luke 12:49–50)probablytakeuptheBaptist‘smetaphorofafierybaptismto

represent the final tribulations which would introduce the end. In applying such images to himself, Jesus 

presumably implied that his death was to have some sort of representative or vicarious meaning.  

If, in addition, the Son of Man passion predictions (Mark 8:31, 9:31, 10:34) already contained, in their 

originalform,anallusiontothemanlikefigureofDaniel‘svision,anevenmoreexplicitrepresentative

significancewouldbehardtoexclude(=―thesaintsofthemosthigh‖).Similar implications are involved 

in Mark 10:45 and 14:24, though a more direct allusion to the suffering servant of Isa 53 is harder to 

sustain at the earliest level of the tradition.  

It is also highly likely that Jesus expected to be vindicated after his death. The pattern was already well 

established in Jewish reflection on the suffering of the righteous (Isa 53:10–11; Dan 7; Wis 5:1–5; 2 Macc 

7:23), and hope of vindication after enduring the eschatological tribulation would be an obvious way to 

correlatehisexpectedsufferingwithhisconfidenceinGod‘scomingreign(asMark 14:25 confirms). If 

he did express this hope in terms of resurrection (Mark 8:31; 9:31; 10:34), it would presumably be the 

final resurrection he had in mind, since the concept of the eschatological resurrection of an individual 

seems to have emerged as a Christian perception of what had happened to Jesus.  

In short, while we cannot say that Jesus placed himself at the center of his own message or called for 

faith in himself as such, neither can we say that Jesus simply saw himself as the eschatological proclaimer 

ofthekingdomofGod.TheclaimtobethemediumofGod‘srule,thesenseofanimmediacyand

directness in his relation with God, and the expectation of representative death and vindication is well 

enough rooted in the Jesus tradition. It is also the sort of base we both need and anyway expect if we are 

to explain the subsequent development of christology.  

C. The Beginnings of Christology Proper  

Despite what has just been said, it is highly doubtful whether the movement begun by Jesus during his 

lifetime would have amounted to anything without the resurrection and the experience of the Spirit.  

1. The Resurrection of Christ. The belief that God had raised Jesus from the dead was clearly 

foundational in shaping christology. It is the most prominent feature in the sermons in Acts, reflecting the 

emphasis both of Luke and of the material he uses (Acts 2:24–32; 4:1–2, 33; 10:40–41; 13:30–37; 17:18, 

30–31). The pre-Paulineformula,―Godraisedhimfromthedead,‖mayjustlybedescribedastheearliest

Christian creed (Rom 10:9, 1 Thess 1:10, Rom 8:11 (twice), Gal 1:1, Col 2:12, Eph 1:20, 2 Tim 2:8). The 

centralityofChrist‘sresurrectionforPaulhimselfisunderlinedin1 Cor 15:12–20, particularly 15:17, and 

Phil 2:9–11. In all the Gospels the resurrection forms the climax to the whole presentation of Jesus. Its 

watershed character in determining christology is indicated variously: in Mark it resolves―themessianic

secret‖(Mark 9:9); similarly it is the hermeneutic key in John (John 2:22); Luke carefully monitors his 

useofthetitle―Lord‖inreferencetoJesusinacknowledgmentofthefactthatthetitleonlybecamehisby



reason of the resurrection; and in Matthew it is only with the resurrection that the commission of Jesus 

becomes universal (Matt 28:18–20; cf. 10:5–6).  

Evenwheretheconcept―resurrection‖isnotprominent,thesignificanceofwhathappenedtoJesus 

after his death is central in assessments of Christ and his significance, as in Hebrews (e.g., 9:11–12) and 

Revelation (e.g., 5:5). And elsewhere there seems to be no attempt to distinguish resurrection from 

exaltation (e.g., Acts 2:32–33; Phil 2:9; 1 Pet 3:21–22; John 12:32). Nevertheless, it remains a striking 

factthattheconceptof―resurrection‖becameestablishedfromthefirst,ratherthanwhatmightotherwise

have been the more obvious and recognized category of vindication in heaven of the dead hero (see 2:2b 

above).IndeedtheearliestformulationsseemtohaveassumedthatJesus‘resurrectionwasthebeginning

of―theresurrectionfromthedead‖ingeneral(1 Cor 15:20; cf. Matt 27:51–53).  

2. The Experience of the Spirit. That the outpouring of the Spirit expected for the last days was 

already a factor of their experience seems likewise to have been a basic and unifying claim of the earliest 

Christians. What is most relevant here is that the perceived influence of the Spirit seems also to have been 

adeterminativefactorinshapingchristology.TheBaptist‘spredictionthatthecomingone‘sministry

would be characterized by baptizing in Spirit is retained by all forms of the Gospel tradition (Mark 1:8 

pars.). The Pentecost outpouring is attributed explicitly to the exalted Jesus (Acts 2:33). The identification 

oftheSpiritas―theSpiritofChrist‖evidentlybecamesoonestablished(Acts 16:7, 1 Pet 1:11, on Paul 

see below). So, too, the understanding of the Spirit as witness to Christ (Acts 5:32, Heb 2:4, 1 Pet 1:12, 1 

John 5:7, Rev 19:11; on John see below). In Revelation the seven spirits of God (= the Holy Spirit) are 

depicted as the eyes of the Lamb (Rev 5:6).  

3. Other Features of Early Christology. The search for scriptural explanations of what had happened 

must inevitably have been a primary objective for the first Christians. To show that Jesus was Messiah 

despite his shameful death would have been an urgent necessity, reflected in such passages as Luke 24:26, 

46 and Acts 3:18,intheearlyformula―Christdied‖(Rom 8:34, 14:9; 1 Thess 4:14), and in the 

establishedPaulineemphasison―Christcrucified‖(1 Cor 1:23, 2:2, Gal 3:1). Isaiah 53 undoubtedly came 

early into play (as in Rom 4:25, 1 Cor 15:3, 1 Pet 2:24–25), though allusions in Acts 3–4 highlight the 

suffering-vindication theme rather than that of vicarious suffering.  

OnthethemeofJesus‘exaltation, Ps 110:1 quickly became a basic proof text (as, e.g., in Acts 2:34; 

Rom 8:34; 1 Cor 15:25; Heb 1:3, 13; 1 Pet 3:22). Also, to lesser extent, Ps 2:7 (as in Acts 13:33, Heb 

5:5).Theconsequenceofsuchusagewastogivewhatcouldbelaterregardedasan―adoptionist‖ringto

some early formulations (Acts 2:36, 13:33, Rom 1:4). More important, however, was the fact that these 

texts gave added impulse to the two titles for Jesus which were most capable of providing a bridge of 

communication for the Gospel from Judaism to the wider Hellenistic world—Jesus as Lord (1 Cor 16:22, 

Jas 5:7–8, and Acts 11:20, Rom 10:9 = pre-Pauline baptismal confession; Phil 2:9–11), and Jesus as Son 

of God (Acts 9:20, 1 Thess 1:9–10, Heb 4:14).  

The early Christian use of these same texts left its mark on the Jesus tradition itself (as in Mark 1:11, 

12:35–37, 14:24, 62, Luke 22:37), obscuring the issue of whether Jesus himself referred to them. The 

transformationofvarious―sonofman‖sayingswithintheJesustraditioninto full titular self-references 

with consistent if often implicit reference to Dan 7:13 must also have happened early on.  

At the same time the use and reuse of the Jesus tradition throughout this whole period is sufficient 

indicationofalivelydesiretorecallthewordsandcharacterofJesus‘ministrybecauseoftheir

continuing relevance. This remains a compelling deduction despite the relative lack of interest shown in 

the content of the Jesus tradition outside the Gospels. The Q collection, for example, reflects a strong 

concern to present Jesus as (eschatological) teacher of wisdom (particularly Luke 7:35; 10:21–22, 11:31, 

49; 13:34). Besides this, it is inconceivable that substantial elements of the Jesus tradition were not passed 

on to newly established congregations (cf. Acts 2:42; 1 Cor 11:2; Col 2:6; 2 Thess 2:15). Such traditions 

must have provided a common ground between writer and readers to which allusion need only be made 

(e.g. Rom 13:8–10, 2 Cor 10:1, 1 Thess 5:2, Jas 5:12).  

A strong feature of the earliest period was also the expectation of the imminent return of Christ. It was 

thecorollaryofthebeliefthatChrist‘sresurrectionwasthebeginningofthefinalresurrection(see



above), and is reflected in such early formulations as Acts 3:19–21, 1 Cor 16:22, and 1 Thess 1:9–10. The 

Son of Man material used by Q also reflects a keen interest in his coming in glory and judgment (Matt 

19:28 par.; 24:27, 37, 44 par.). Such imminent expectation was slow to disappear, as the early letters of 

Paul demonstrate (1 Thess 4:13–18, 1 Cor 7:29–31), and retained a particular vitality in Jewish-Christian 

circles (Jas 5:7–8, Rev 22:20).  

TheshorttimelaganticipatedbetweenJesus‘exaltationandreturnmaybesufficienttoexplainwhyno

interim function in heaven seems to be attributed to Jesus in the Acts material. On the other hand, the 

understanding of Jesus as heavenly intercessor must have emerged early, prior to its development in 

Hebrews (Rom 8:34), since the idea of heavenly intercession was already well established in Judaism (e.g. 

Tob 12:15; T. Levi 3:5, 5:6–7).  

While it is impossible then to gain a detailed picture of this earliest stage of christology, a sufficiently 

clear and coherent outline can be reconstructed.  

D. The Christology of Paul  

The backgroundofPaul‘schristologyhasalreadyineffectbeengivenabove.Theimpactofthe

Damascus road experience should not be underestimated (in view of 2 Cor 4:6 and Gal 1:16), though it 

canaseasilybeexaggerated.Likewisehiscontinuingexperienceofbeing―engraced‖or―enChristed‖

was fundamental (see section D.3. below). The most important other influences came through Hellenistic 

Judaism (see section D.2.). The 20th-century entrancement with the hypothesis that Paul adopted an 

already widely spread Gnostic redeemer myth is neither justified by the pre-Pauline sources nor 

necessitated by the Pauline material itself.  

The distinctive Pauline contribution can be summarized under three heads.  

1. Adam Christology—Christ as Man. It is a fundamental conviction of Paul that in his life and death 

Jesus was one with humanity in his fallenness and that his resurrection inaugurated a new humanity. The 

latter is explicit in the passages in which he sums up the whole sweep of human history in the two epochs 

of Adam and Christ (Rom 5:12–21; 1 Cor 15:20–22, 45–49). The former is implicit in his use of Ps 8:4–6 

(1 Cor 15:27, Eph 1:22, Phil 3:21), as its fuller exposition in Heb 2:6–9 indicates. But it also comes to 

expression in Rom 8:3 (―theactuallikenessofsinfulflesh‖),Gal 4:4 (―bornofwoman,bornunderthe

law‖),2 Cor 8:9 (―hispoverty‖),andPhil 2:7 (―formofaslave…asman‖),thoughthemajorityof

scholars would question whether these last verses are properly to be seen as expressions of Adam 

christology.  

As manyoftheabovereferencesalsoindicate,thisrepresentativefunctionofChrist‘slifeachievesits

point particularly in his death; if this one man dies, then all die (2 Cor 5:14).ThisdovetailswithPaul‘s

readinesstointerpretChrist‘sdeathunderthecategoryof―sacrifice‖or―sin-offering‖(Rom 3:25, 1 Cor 

5:7).Asseveralpassagesclearlyimply,Paulsawthe―mechanism‖ofsacrificeintermsofrepresentative

―interchange‖(2 Cor 5:21; Rom 8:3; Gal 3:13, 4:4–5). That is, the sinless one suffers the full effects of 

human sin (death) in order, not that death might be escaped (= substitution), but that the finality of death 

might be broken through a sharing in his death leading to resurrection (Rom 6:5–8, 8:17, Phil 3:10–11).  

SincetheobedienceofhisdeathwasprimarilyanundoingofAdam‘sdisobedience(Rom 5:19, Phil 

2:8),avoluntaryembracingofthehumanlotwhichwastheconsequenceofAdam‘sfolly,itismore

accuratetospeakofChrist‘sroleasinauguratorofanewhumanityasstemmingfromtheresurrection(1 

Cor 15:21–22, Rom 8:29, Col 1:18).Itisasresurrected,as―spiritualbody,‖thatChristis―lastAdam‖

and pattern of the humanity which at last fulfills the divine purpose in creating humankind (1 Cor 15:45–

49).  

Somewhatsurprisingly,someofPaul‘sotherdistinctiveemphasescanbeincludedunderthishead.In 

particular,hisintensiveuseof―Christ‖(alreadyestablishedasapropername)incorporateimagery—the 

characteristic―inChrist‖(about80times),―intoChrist‖(asinGal 3:27),―withChrist‖(asinGal 2:20), 

and―throughChrist‖(morethan20times),nottomentionthe―bodyofChrist‖(asinRomans 12 and 1 

Corinthians 12).ThelanguagereferstotheidentificationwithChristmadepossiblebyChrist‘s

identification with fallen humanity—the process of salvation understood as a growing participation in 

Christ‘sdeathwithaviewtoacompleteparticipation in his resurrection as the final goal (Rom 6:3–6; 



hencealsothecreationmotifof―oldnature/newnature‖inCol 3:9–11, Eph 4:22–24). The Adam 

christology corresponds with the understanding of the process of salvation as corporate, more than 

individual (cf. Eph 2:15, 4:13).  

OtherfacetsofPaul‘schristologyalsocohereeffectivelyunderAdamchristology.Forobviousreasons

thisappliestotherelativelylessimportantthemeofJesusasGod‘sSon,astheprominenceofthistitlein

some of the material reviewed above makes clear (Rom 8:3, 15–17, 29; Gal 4:4–7; Col 1:13)—the risen 

Christ as the eldest brother in the eschatological family of God. But it applies even more to an important 

aspectofPaul‘smostprominentdesignationforJesus,thatis―Lord,‖sinceitisonlyasrisenLordthat

ChristfulfillsGod‘soriginalintentionincreatingthefirsthuman—―toputallthingsunderhisfeet‖(1 

Cor 15:25–27 referring to Ps 8:6).Thismayincludethe―Christusvictor‖themeofCol 2:15.  

2. Wisdom Christology—Christ as Divine. Perhaps the most enduring development was the 

application of Wisdom categories to Jesus. Divine wisdom had long served as one of the most important 

bridge concepts for a Judaism seeking to present itself intelligibly and appealingly within the context of 

the wider religiophilosophic thought of the time. Within Judaism itself, Wisdom (along with Spirit and 

Word) was one important way of speaking of God in his creative, revelatory, and redemptive imminence 

(Proverbs,Sirach,Wisdom,Philo).Judaism‘sdistinctive claim was that this wisdom was now embodied 

in the Torah (Sir 24:23; Bar 4:1).  

Already with Paul the equivalent association is being made between Wisdom and Christ (1 Cor 1:30)—

that is, Christ as the embodiment of divine Wisdom and thus as the definitive self-expression of God (Col 

1:19; 2:9). He uses Wisdom terminology boldly of Christ, particularly in speaking of his role in creation 

(1 Cor 8:6; Col 1:15–17). Whether he means by this that Christ himself was preexistent, as most 

conclude, or, more precisely, that Christ has assumed the role of preexistent Wisdom without remainder, 

is less clear. At all events, he has no doubt that it is Christ crucified who is the definition of divine 

Wisdom (1 Cor 1:24), the determinative revelation and redemptive act of God (2 Cor 5:19).  

Theelementofambiguityhereisnotresolvedbyotherreferences.TheconceptofJesus‘divinesonship

provides an important bridge between Adam and Wisdom christologies, but the usage in Rom 8:3 and Gal 

4:4 seems as close to the imagery of Mark 12:6 as to that of the Fourth Evangelist. Potentially more 

revealingisthetitle―Lord,‖sinceitwassuchanimportantindicatorofChrist‘sstatusforPaul(note

particularly Rom 10:9 and 1 Cor 12:3; well over 200 times in reference to Christ). Its use in Hellenistic 

religion for the cult god made it an important evangelistic and apologetic tool. Over against Hellenistic 

tolerantsyncretismPaulclaimedexclusivityforChrist‘sLordship(1 Cor 8:5–6, Phil 2:9–11, 1 Cor 

15:25). In so doing he did not hesitate to apply OT texts referring to Yahweh to the Lord Christ (Rom 

10:13; 1 Cor 2:16; Phil 2:10–11—using the strongly monotheistic Isa 45:22–23). Yet, at the same time, 

Paul evidently did not see such usage as an infringement on traditional Jewish monotheism (1 Cor 8:6; 

also 3:23; 11:3; 15:24, 28). To call Jesus Lord was as much a way of distinguishing Christ from the one 

GodasofattributinghimtoGod‘sagency.Hencethefrequentreferenceto―theGodandFatherofour

LordJesusChrist‖(Rom 15:6; 2 Cor 1:3, 11:31; Eph 1:3, 17; Col 1:3).  

ThequestionwhetherPaulcalledJesus―God‖doesnotprovidemuchhelponthispoint.Foronething,

―God,‖like―sonofGod,‖didnothavesuchanexclusivereferenceatthisstage,eveninJewishcircles

(cf. Ps 45:6; 82:6; Philo, Sacr 9; Quaes Gen II. 62). And for another, the only clear occurrence comes in 

the late or Deutero-Pauline literature (Tit 2:13). In the strongly Jewish context of the earlier Rom 9:5 it is 

unlikelythatanyJewwouldhavereadthebenedictionasdescribing―themessiah‖as―Godoverall.‖The

fact that Paul evidently offered his prayerstoGod―throughChrist‖(Rom 1:8, 7:25; 2 Cor 1:20; Col 3:17) 

confirmsthatforPaulChrist‘sroleischaracteristicallyasmediator.Inotherwords,neitherAdam

christology nor Wisdom christology should be emphasized at the expense of the other.  

3. Spirit Christology—Christ as Spirit. Although―Spirit‖wasvirtuallysynonymouswith―Wisdom‖

in pre-Christian Judaism (as in Wis 9:17), Paul did not take what might have appeared to be the logical 

step of identifying Christ with the divine spirit in the same way as he had identified Christ and Wisdom. 

TheidentificationwithWisdomtookinWisdom‘sroleincreation;buttheidentificationwithSpiritis

datedonlyfromChrist‘sresurrection(Rom 1:4, 1 Cor 15:45; but not 2 Cor 3:17,where―theLord‖isthe



Lord of Exod 34:34). Hence the strong degree of synonymity between Christ and Spirit in passages 

dealing with Christian experience (particularly Rom 8:9–11 and 1 Cor 12:4–6): it is in Christian 

experience of the divine that Christ and Spirit are one; Christ experienced not independently of the Spirit 

but through and as the Spirit.  

This also means that for Paul christology becomes a controlling factor in pneumatology. Paul takes it 

for granted that the Spirit of God is known now only by reference to Christ—―theSpiritofsonship‖

voicingJesus‘prayer,―Abba,Father‖(Rom 8:15),theSpiritknownbytheconfession―JesusisLord‖(1 

Cor 12:3), the Spirit who transforms us into the image of Christ (2 Cor 3:18). The Spirit can now be 

definedas―theSpiritofChrist‖(Rom 8:9, Gal 4:6, Phil 1:19), and spirituality must be measured against 

the pattern of Christ crucified (2 Cor 4:7–5:5, 13:4; Phil 3:10–11). The Spirit is thus redefined as the 

mediumofChrist‘s relationship with his people (1 Cor 6:17). Beyond that it is much less clear that we 

can properly speak of an identification between Christ and Spirit. The Spirit is still preeminently the Spirit 

of God (Rom 8:9, 11, 14; 1 Cor 1:11, 14; etc.) and given by God (1 Cor 2:12; 2 Cor 1:21–22, 5:5; etc.). 

To speak of Christ as Spirit was evidently not the same as speaking of him as Wisdom and Lord. Judging 

by the convoluted syntax of Rom 8:11, Paul did not perceive the relation between Christ and Spirit in 

such clear-cut terms as that between Christ and Wisdom. In other words, even at this early stage, the 

redefinition of God in his immanent self-revelation, which developing christology was already 

occasioning, was throwing up factors which were not going to find easy resolution either in simple 

polytheismorinsomemoresophisticated―binitarianism‖(theworshipoftwoofthepersonsofthe

trinity).  

E. Varied Emphases in Second-Generation Writings  

1. Deutero-Pauline Letters. In Ephesians a distinctive note is struck immediately in the long opening 

benediction focusing on the theme of Christ as the predetermined redeemer and focus of cosmic unity in 

―thefullnessoftime‖(Eph 1:3–14). The ideaofChristastherevelationofGod‘shithertomysterious

purpose, already developed in Colossians (1:26–27, 2:2), is taken further and spelled out in still more 

emphatic terms (Eph 2:11–3:13).AllthisisavariationofPaul‘sWisdomchristology(Col 2:3, Eph 3:10), 

integratingitmorefullywithPaul‘scentralconcernasapostletotheGentiles.Notealsothefuller

confessional material in Eph 4:4–6 and the more elaborate images of the body of Christ (4:15–16) and of 

Christ as husband of the church (5:23–27).  

The Pastorals do not mark much further development in ways of speaking about Christ. The talk is still 

ofChrist‘spredeterminedappearingtofulfillGod‘spurposeofsalvation(2 Tim 1:9-10, Tit 1:2–3), and in 

Tit 2:13 thereferenceisnottoJesusasasecondGodbutratherto―theappearanceofthegloryofour

greatGodandSavior‖—Jesus‘comingasthemanifestationofthegloryoftheoneGod.Thetitle

―Savior‖ismuchmoreprominent than in the earlier Paulines and is used equally of Christ as of God 

(especially Tit 1:3–4; 2:10, 13; 3:4, 6). But otherwise the christology is characteristically contained in 

what are already well-established credal and hymnic formulae (1 Tim 1:15, 2:5–6, 3:16, 6:13; 2 Tim 2:8; 

Tit 3:5–7),―theteachingwhichaccordswithgodliness‖(1 Tim 6:3). So, too, the talk of the second 

appearing has already assumed the more measured tones of a hope which no longer expects imminent 

fulfillment (1 Tim 6:14; 2 Tim 4:1, 8; Tit 2:13).  

2. The Wider Circle of Pauline Influence. In 1 Peter we find the same conviction that Christ had been 

―predestinedbeforethefoundationoftheworld‖and―manifestedattheendofthetimes‖(1:20)—clearly 

a widespread christological emphasis at this period. But distinctive of 1 Peter is the continual focus on 

suffering,andthisdeterminesthemainchristologicalconcern.TheSpiritisdesignated―theSpiritof

Christ‖ashavingpredictedthepropheciesofChrist‘ssufferings(1:11). Christ was the spotless sacrificial 

lamb (1:19). In the fullest use of Isaiah 53 intheNT,Christ‘spatienceinsufferingisheldupasan

example (2:21–25; similarly 3:17–18).InechoofthecharacteristicPaulineemphasis,experienceof―the

Spirit ofglory‖islinkedwithsharinginChrist‘ssufferings(4:13–14).ThevicariouseffectofChrist‘s

sufferinganddeath,however,wasevidentlylinkedintheauthor‘smindwithChrist‘sresurrection,which

he also regards as a medium of salvation (1:3, 3:18–21). At the same time he gives evidence of the earliest 

speculationaboutChrist‘sministrybetweendeathandresurrection—preaching to―thespiritsinprison‖



(3:18–20, 4:6). 1 Peter also contains one of the best examples of a collection of OT texts used for 

evangelistic or apologetic purposes—the―stonetestimonia‖(1:6–8).  

Next to the Fourth Gospel, Hebrews has the most carefully worked out and sustained christology in the 

NT. It includes two of the most developed expressions of Wisdom and Adam christologies (1:2–3; 2:6–

17). But its main objective is to present Christ as superior to all other potential mediator figures—superior 

as Son to the prophets (1:1–2), to the angels (1:4–16), and to Moses (3:1–6). The principal thrust, 

however, comes in the presentation of Christ as High Priest—notofAaron‘sline,thoughsharingthevery

human characteristics required of a good high priest (5:1–10), but of the order of Melchizedek (Ps 110:4) 

―bythepowerofanindestructiblelife‖(7:16). As such he is superior to the Levitical priesthood as a 

whole.  

This central thesis is worked out in 8–10 by means of a magnificent blend of Platonic idealism and 

Hebraic eschatology. As also in Philo, the earthly world of everyday perception is only a shadow and 

imperfect copy of the real heavenly world. So the tabernacle with its priesthood and sacrifice is only a 

shadow of the real heavenly sanctuary, and Christ is the real High Priest and his sacrifice (of himself) the 

sacrifice which alone suffices to purify the conscience and make the worshiper perfect. In the blend with 

Hebraiceschatology,theshadowy―herebelow‖isidentifiedwiththepreparatory―then‖oftheold

covenant, and theheavenlyrealwiththeeschatological―now‖ofthenewcovenant.Thuspriesthoodand

cult are shown to belong to the outmoded age of imperfect and preparatory shadow. Christ has opened the 

wayonceforallintotherealinnersanctumofGod‘spresence.By such sophisticated means the writer 

clearly hopes to discourage his readers from harking back to the tangibility of the Jewish cult and to 

persuade them of the virtues of a Christianity whose only priest and atoning sacrifice is Christ, even if it 

means social ostracism (13:8–16).  

Of the Gospels, Mark most closely shares Pauline concerns. His aim is to present Jesus as Christ, Son of 

God (1:1, 11). But if this claim is understood in terms simply of mighty works (as in 3:11 and 5:7), it is 

misunderstood (so also 13:22). Hence the secrecy motif (as in 3:12 and 5:43) and the theme of the 

disciples‘dullness(asin4:13 and 8:14–21). Hence, too, at what is obviously the center and turning point 

ofthegospel,JesusrespondstoPeter‘sconfession,―YouaretheChrist,‖byrepeatingthecallforsecrecy,

and immediately goes on to teach that the Son of Man must suffer and be killed (8:30–31). The second 

halfbeginswiththeheavenlyvoiceonceagainhailingJesusasGod‘sSon(9:7), giving the stamp of 

divine approval to the christology and its consequences for discipleship just expressed (8:31–9:1). 

Thereafter the movement of the narrative is all toward Jerusalem, with repeated predictions of the 

imminent passion (9:12, 31; 10:33–34, 38–39, 45; 12:8; etc.). In the climax to the whole, the high priest 

posesthequestionofJesus‘messiahshipanddivinesonshiponlytorejecthim(14:61–64), whereas, with 

supreme dramatic effect, it is the Roman centurion who at lastmakestherightconfession,―Trulythis

manwasGod‘sSon‖—speaking of the crucified Jesus who has just died (15:39). In the light of this, 

several have concluded that Mark wrote his gospel with an object similar to that of Paul in 2 Corinthians 

10–13—to correct a christology of glory (a so-called―divineman‖christology),whichemphasizedtoo

much the mighty works of Jesus, by means of a christology of the cross.  

3. Luke-Acts. Any study of the theology of Luke must take account of the fact that he wrote two 

volumes. The significance of this fact is not reducible to the tracing of structural parallels (e.g. the two 

prologues and inaugural Spirit anointings—Luke 1–2 = Acts 1 and Luke 3:21–22 = Acts 2:1–4; the 

journey framework for narrative). Rather it implies that there is a continuity and interconnectedness 

betweenthetwopartsofLuke‘stwofoldcompositionwhichshouldprohibitusfromdrawingconclusions

regardingLuke‘schristologyfromonlyonepart,orfromonepartindependentlyoftheother.So,e.g., 

Luke evidently did not think it necessary to include much reference to the ministry of Jesus in the 

sermons in Acts (only 2:22 and 10:36–39), since he could presume that his readers already knew the 

gospel.  

In particular, the two-volumescopeofLuke‘stheologyenablesustorecognizethegoverningclaimof

hischristology:thatJesusChristisboththeclimaxofGod‘spurposethroughIsraelandthecenterof

history. Hence the counterpoint themes of continuity and discontinuity by which Jesus both links and 



separates the epochs which precede and succeed him. On the one hand, the climactic note of fulfillment 

which marks not least the periods of transition from one epoch to the other (from Israel to Jesus—Luke 

1:67–79, 3:4–6, 4:16–22; from Jesus to church—24:26–27, 44–48; Acts 1:16–20; 2:16–21, 25–36). 

Likewise the subtle evocation of the Exodus theme in Luke 9:31 and 11:20, and the maintenance of a 

Moses/prophet christology across the divide of his two volumes (Luke 24:19; Acts 3:22, 7:37). With 

similar effect, and even more marked, his emphasis on the spirit, as both heralding the coming of the 

Christ (Luke 1:15, 41, 67; 2:25), as distinguishing his ministry in special measure (3:22; 4:1, 14, 18; 

10:21; Acts 1:2, 10:38), and as poured out in eschatological fullness on the first believers (Acts 1:5, 8; 

2:4, 17–18, 33; etc.).  

On the other hand, the period of Israel becomes increasingly superseded. The Jerusalem temple, which 

provides an important focus of continuity (Luke 1:8–23; 2:22–51; 24:52–53; Acts 2:46; 3:1–10; 5:20–21, 

42),isattackedbyStephenas―madewithhands‖(7:48; cf. v 41)andbecomestheoccasionforPaul‘s

final rejection and arrest (21:7–36; 26:21),adevelopmentcomplementedbyPaul‘sownincreasing

turningawayfrom―theJews‖andtothegentiles(9:15, 13:45–50, 22:21–22, 28:25–28). The 

discontinuity between epochs is also marked christologically, in the depiction of the successive modes of 

relationship between Jesus and the Spirit—first, as the one whose human life is created by the Spirit 

(Luke 1:35), second, as the one who is uniquely anointed by the Spirit (3:22, 4:18; Acts 10:38), and third, 

as the exalted one who in his exaltation has received divine power to bestow the spirit (Acts 2:33), so that, 

aswithPaul,theSpiritcanbedesignated―theSpiritofJesus‖(Acts 16:7). The attempt to mark off the 

epoch of Jesus from the epoch of the Spirit by limiting the resurrection appearances to forty days so that 

there is a ten-day gap between ascension and Pentecost (Acts 1) is particularly noticeable.  

An important factor in this reshaping of the christological focus of salvation history is the delay of the 

parousia. The extent of the delay envisaged by Luke should not be exaggerated: he still uses the language 

of imminent expectation in Luke 10:9, 11, 18:7–8, and 21:32. Nevertheless he does inject clear warnings 

of delay into the earlier tradition at Luke 19:11, 20:9, and 21:8, and in Acts a longer time scale does seem 

to be envisaged for the mission (Acts 1:6–8),withthetalkofChrist‘sparousiareadingmorelikea

doctrine of the last things than a threat pressingly close (Acts 10:42, 17:31, 24:25). This stretching out of 

theperiodbetweenexaltationandparousiareinforcestheimpressionthatActshasan―absentee

christology,‖withnofurtheractivitypredicated of him other than through his name (Acts 3:6, 16; 4:10–

12, 30; 10:43) or in visions (Acts 9:10, 18:9, 22:17–21, 26:13–19), in some contrast to the more intimate 

―inChrist‖andmutualindwellingemphasesofPaulandJohn. 

OtherdistinctivefeaturesofLuke‘schristologyincludehisfocuson―salvation.‖OftheSynoptic

Evangelists, onlyLukecallsJesus―Savior‖(Luke 2:11; in John only at 4:42)andattributes―salvation‖to

him (Luke 1:69, 2:30, 3:6, 19:9). The same emphasis is continued in Acts, in the use of both nouns (Acts 

4:12; 5:31; 13:23, 26; 28:28) and of the verb (particularly 2:21, 4:12, 15:11, 16:31). Equally striking is the 

surprising lack of any clear atonement theology in Luke-Acts. As already noted, the references to the 

deathofChristintheActsspeeches,includingtheallusionstoJesusas―Servant,‖emphasizethe

suffering-vindication theme rather than the motif of vicarious suffering (Acts 3:13, 26; 4:27, 30; 5:30; 

10:39–40; 13:29–30).TheimpressionthatthisfeaturemaybeindicativeofLuke‘sowntheologyofthe

cross is strengthened by the absence of the clearest Markan expression of atonement theology (Luke 

22:27; cf. Mark 10:45) and by the textual confusion at the other two most sensitive points in the narrative 

(Luke 22:19b–20, Acts 20:28).FinallywemaynotethatLuke‘sdepictionofthesubstantialandobjective

natureofChrist‘sresurrectionappearances(Luke 24:39–43; Acts 1:3), which in part at least may be 

simply the result of his own perception of the tangible character of spiritual phenomena (e.g., Luke 3:22; 

Acts 4:31, 8:18–19, 12:9), enables him to emphasize still further the contrast between the epoch of Christ 

and that of the Spirit and marks off the ascension from the resurrection in a way that is unparalleled 

elsewhere in the NT.  

4. Outside the Circle of Pauline Influence. James almost seems to lack any christology worth 

speaking of, Christ being explicitly referred to only twice (1:1; 2:1),thoughtheambiguous―Lord‖of5:7–

8 probably also refers to Jesus. But he does draw directly on the Jesus tradition (e.g., 1:5, 22–23; 4:12; 



5:12)andmayrefertoJesusas―therighteousone‖(5:6) in a fine blend of Jewish wisdom teaching and 

prophetic fervor against social injustice. This can quite properly be called an implicit christology, since it 

showshowtheseemphasesofJesus‘ministryweremaintained,withoutnecessarilyhavingtobeheld all 

the time within a Markan passion framework (as in all the Gospels).  

The two-fold emphasis of the birth narratives also provides Matthew with his principal christological 

themes—Jesus as Son of David and messiah (1:1, 17, 20; 2:4), but also Son of God (1:18, 20; 2:15). 

EvidentlywithinamoreJewishcontexttheassertionofJesus‘messiahshipwasstillamatterof

apologetic importance (hence the redactional insertions at 11:2, 16:20, 23:10, 24:5). Matthew also makes 

moreuseofthe―SonofDavid‖titlethananyotherNTwriter(9:27; 12:23; 15:22; 20:30–31 pars.; 21:9, 

15).But―SonofGod‖is clearly the more important designation. For Matthew not only retains the high 

pointsofMark‘spresentation(3:17, 8:29, 17:5, 26:63, 27:54) but takes pains to extend the motif (14:33; 

16:16; 27:40, 43; 28:19).  

Ontheonehand,thismeansthatChristrecapitulatesIsrael‘shistorytocompleteGod‘spurposefor

Israel (2:15; 4:3–6 = midrash on Deuteronomy 6–8)—anIsraelchristologyratherlikePaul‘sAdam

christology. Hence also the implicit Moses typology (Jesus gives the first of five blocks of teaching on a 

mountain) and the sustained fulfillment of prophecy theme (1:22–23; 2:15, 17–18, 23; 4:14–16; 8:17; 

12:17–21; 21:4; 27:9–10). But even more, this means that Jesus, Son of God, is the divine presence 

among his people (1:23; 18:20; 28:20).Theprocesswhereby―SonofGod‖gainsinchristological

significance is already well advanced—asreflectedalsointhemarkedincreaseinJesus‘referencetoGod

as―Father‖(asin7:21; 10:32–33; 12:50; 16:17; 18:10, 19). Hence, too, the evidently deliberate Matthean 

redaction whereby Jesus is presented not merely as the eschatological emissary of Wisdom but as 

Wisdom herself (11:19, 25–30; 23:34–36, 37–39).  

The most striking feature of the christology of the Revelation of John is the relation envisaged between 

God and the exalted Christ—although the full force of the christology involved remains unclear since the 

apocalyptic imagery is open to diverse interpretations. The description of the initial vision of Christ is a 

fascinating mixture of elements drawn from previous apocalyptic visions (particularly Ezek 1:24, 8:2; 

Dan 7:13, 10:5–6), and is of a piece with the tradition of Jewish apocalyptic (or merkabah mysticism) in 

which a glorious angel seems to have the appearance of God (as in Apoc. Abr. 10). The difference is that 

elsewhere in the tradition the angel forbids the offer of worship, whereas in Revelation, Christ is as much 

the object of worship as God (5:13, 7:10).  

Christ, initially introduced as the Lion of Judah and Root of David, conqueror of death and lord of 

history (5:5), is referred to thereafter as the Lamb once slain (5:6, 8, 12–13; 6:1; etc.), whose blood 

enables his followers to conquer and who is the executor of divine wrath (6:16, 7:14, 12:11). More 

significantisthefactthattheLambisalsosaidtobe―inthemiddleofthethrone‖(5:6; 7:17), whereas 

elsewhereitisGodwhoisdescribedas―hewhoisseatedonthethrone‖(4:9–10; 5:1, 7, 13; 6:16; 7:10, 

15; 19:4; 21:5). The one throne is evidently shared by both God and the Lamb (22:1). So, too, each can 

equallybecalled―theAlphaandtheOmega‖(1:8, 21:6, 22:13). In other words, Christ has not simply 

been exalted alongside God as a second divine power in heaven, but in the visionary imagery of the seer is 

somehow merged with God. This makes the promise of salvation as a being given to sit on the same 

throne and as a being given in marriage to the Lamb all the more profound (3:21; 19:7–8; 21:2, 9–14).  

F. The Christology of John  

The Fourth Gospel has the most fully developed christology in the NT. The contrast with the Synoptics 

is at once apparent in the public roll call of titles which climaxes chap. 1 (―LambofGod,‖―Messiah,‖

―SonofGod,‖―KingofIsrael,‖―SonofMan‖).ThestyleandcontentofJesus‘teachingisstrikingly

different: in the Synoptics, Jesus speaks in epigrams and parables, principally about the kingdom of 

God/heaven and very little about himself; in John, Jesus speaks in long, often involved discourses, 

principallyabouthimselfandverylittleaboutthekingdom.Jesus‘consciousnessofhavingpreexisted,as

Son with the Father, as Son of Man descended fromheaven,astheeternal―Iam,‖confrontsthereader

throughout.ThereissufficientevidencethatJohn‘spresentationisrootedingoodtradition(cf.,e.g.,John 

6:20 with Mark 6:50; John 6:51–58 with Mark 14:22–24 = Luke 22:19–20; John 10 with Luke 15:4–6), 



but the above emphases are so consistent in John and so lacking in the earlier Jesus tradition that they 

have to be attributed to a developed reflection on that earlier tradition.  

The chief objectives of the Fourth Evangelist are clearly marked in the Prologue, which must have a 

programmatic function since it matches the subsequent emphases so closely, and in 20:31.  

1. The Word Incarnate. In the Prologue the line of the earlier Wisdom christology is extended. The 

concept―Word‖isgivenpreferenceover―Wisdom,‖perhapssimplybecausethemasculineconcept

seemedmoreappropriate,butprobablymainlybecause―Word‖wasthemoreserviceableconceptto

provide a bridge of communication between Jewish monotheism and Greek religious philosophy (as with 

Philo). In the line of Jewish Wisdom theology, the Word is not thought of as being other than God, but as 

God in his self-revelation, God insofar as he may be known by man. The Word was not a redemptive 

―afterthought‖butwas―inthebeginning‖(1:1–2),God‘sownpowerputforthincreationandrevelation

(1:3–5, 9–10). Jesus Christ is this Word become man, embodying the divine glory (1:14). He alone 

reveals God (1:18).  

Althoughtheconcept―Word‖disappearsafterthePrologue,what follows is in effect a massive 

elaboration of Word/Wisdom christology. In varied ways the message is constantly repeated—Jesus is the 

onewhohasfinallyanddefinitivelyrevealedGod.Nathanaelisa―trueIsraelite‖(=―onewhoseesGod‖)

because he will see the Son of Man as the ladder between heaven and earth (1:47–51). No one has 

ascended to heaven; only the Son of Man who descended from heaven can bear witness to heavenly 

things (3:11–13). He who comes from above is above all whose witness is from God (3:31–33). Only he 

who is from the Father has seen the Father (6:46).The―Iam‖statementsunique to John pick up Wisdom 

language(shepherd,light,etc.)andinechoingthe―Iam‖ofYahweh(Exod 3:14; Isa 43:10; etc.) make 

the claim even more emphatically—Jesus is the self-revelation of the covenant God (John 6:35; 8:12, 24, 

28, 58; etc.), the definitive manifestation of that divine reality (1:14, 17; 14:6). Isaiah saw Christ because 

he saw God in his glory, God as manifested to man (Isaiah 6; John 12:41). Hence the charge leveled 

againsttheJohannineJesusby―theJews‖:hemadehimselfequalwithGod,madehimselfGod(5:18; 

10:33). John does not dispute the charge; rather he makes it an article of faith on his own account (1:18; 

20:28); only, Jesus as God must not be understood as another, a second God, but as God himself 

incarnate, God making himself present and known to man so far as that was possible within the confines 

of human experience.  

ThisalsoisthefunctionofthedominantcategoryofJohn‘schristology—Son of God. Although the 

designation―Messiah‖isstillimportant(note1:41 and 4:25), it is clear that he wants the Christ title to be 

understood in the light of the Son of God title (11:27; 20:31). The reason is also clear from the 

characteristicJohannineelaborationoftheSonlanguage:―Son‖expresseswelltheintimaterelation

betweenJesusandGodandtheauthorityofJesus‘revelationofGod.As―SonofGod,‖Jesusisunique:

he is the monogenēs, ―oneofakind‖(likenootherson),(1:14, 18; 3:16, 18); his sonship cannot be shared 

(healoneis―son‖;believersare―children‖;contrastPaul).As―theSon,‖heisnotadifferentdivinebeing

from the Father, but God making himself visible to men: he and the Father are one (10:30); to have seen 

him is to have seen the Father (14:9). Hence also the repeated note usually taken subsequently as 

emphasizingtheSon‘ssubordinationtotheFather,butbetterunderstoodashighlightingthecontinuity

between Father and Son and the authorityoftheSon‘switnessontheFather‘sbehalf(e.g.,5:19–23, 26–

27; 6:35–40, 57; 10:25, 37–38; 14:25–31; 15:26).  

WiththisasthechiefemphasisofJohn‘schristology,theChristianredefinition of Jewish monotheism 

can be said to be already well under way. Clearly evident, too, are the strains which caused rabbinic 

Judaism to reject such redefinition as in effect an abandoning of the unity of God. The danger of an 

overemphasis on Jesus as God on earth is also evident, but John was aware of it and took steps to guard 

against it.  

2. The Son Glorified. Although the Fourth Evangelist has nothing like the Adam christology with 

which Paul balanced his Wisdom christology, a somewhat different balance is nevertheless provided by 

important other strands of the gospel. In particular, John takes pains to exclude the impression that Jesus 

wassimplyGodinhumanappearance,notreallypartofthehumanspecies.TheWordbecame―flesh‖



(1:14), that which constitutes the human born (1:13; 3:6). To have eternal life one must believe in Jesus, 

that is, must accept his fleshliness in all its earthliness (6:53–56). He really died on the cross, as 

eyewitness testimony confirms (19:34–35). The emphasis is not prominent, but it does come at critical 

points in the gospel, and John presumably thought the line was clearly enough drawn.  

ThesubjectofJesus‘rejectionanddeathis,infact,moreintensivelyelaborated,initsownway,thanin

any other gospel. The theme of the light opposed by the darkness, of the Word rejected by his own, first 

announced in the Prologue (1:5, 11), becomes a leitmotif of the whole gospel. The light inevitably has a 

critical or divisive role, since some accept it but many hate it (3:19–21).―Judgment‖asasiftingprocess

separatinginto―for‖and―against‖is the thread which holds together the central section of the gospel (6–

12), with only the inner circle left before Judas, too, goes off into the night (13:30). The mention of ―the

hour‖soundsasteadydrumbeatthroughouttheheraldingofthecomingpassion(2:4; 7:30; 8:20; 12:23, 

27; 13:1; 17:1).ThesoteriologicalsignificanceofJesus‘deathisstillprominent(1:29, 6:51, 12:32, 13:10, 

19:34), but more prominent is the christological point that his death forms a theological unity with his 

resurrection and ascension—asingleactofbeing―liftedup‖(3:14, 8:28, 12:32), of ascension (3:13, 6:62, 

20:17), and particularly of glorification (7:39; 12:16, 23; 13:31; 17:1). As with Paul, the glory of Christ 

does not come into focus apart from the cross.  

As with Paul, the concept of the Spirit is drawn into close correlation with christology. Despite the 

powerful Word/Wisdom christology, the Spirit is still depicted as given to Jesus at Jordan, but given to 

―remainonhim‖and―withoutmeasure‖(1:32; 4:34). More to the point, the Spirit is now clearly a gift to 

be given by Christ (1:33; 4:10, 14; 4:34(?); 7:39; 15:26; 16:7; 19:34); and here, too, the unity of the 

salvationclimaxofJesus‘ministryisunderlined,sinceJesus―handsover‖theSpiritonthecross(19:30) 

and the (Pentecostal) bestowal of the Spirit for mission is effected on the day of resurrection (20:21–23). 

Mostdistinctiveofall,theSpiritisdescribedasthe―Paraclete‖orCounselor,ormoreprecisely,as―the

otherParaclete‖(14:16).Thatistosay,theSpiritisJesus‘successorandtakesJesus‘place,sothatthe

promiseofJesus‘returntodwellinhisdisciplescanbeimmediatelylinkedtothecomingandindwelling

of the Paraclete (14:15–26)—one of the most striking features ofJohn‘s―realizedeschatology.‖

Significantly,theParaclete‘sprimaryroleistomaintainandcompletetherevelationofChrist(14:26; 

15:26; 16:7, 10),toglorifyChristbytakingwhatisChrist‘sandreproclaimingittohisdisciples(16:12–

15).Yetonceagain,aswithPaul,allthisdoesnotmeanthatJohn‘s christology has absorbed the concept 

of Spirit without remainder, as it has the concepts of Wisdom and Word (see PARACLETE). For distinct 

functions are still attributed to both—to the Spirit in worship and to Christ apart from the Spirit: despite 

his realized eschatology, John retains the promise of a still future parousia (14:3); and despite having 

already given the Spirit and ascended Christ reappears to Thomas a week later (20:26–29).  

3. 1 and 2 John—Crisis over Christology. 1 John was probably written after the gospel and reflects a 

situation of some crisis in the Johannine congregations which the gospel and its presentation of Christ 

may have helped bring about. A number of erstwhile members had evidently left (1 John 2:19), and the 

breaking point seems to have been a matter of christology, since they aredescribedas―antichrists‖and

accused of failing to confess or acknowledge Christ (2:18, 22; 4:3; 2 John 7). In particular, they claimed 

that Jesus Christ had not come in the flesh (1 John 4:2–3; 2 John 7), a form of docetism which, 

conceivably, they may have derived from or defended by means of a lopsided reading of the gospel (cf. 

6:1 above). Consequently this second member of the Johannine school draws back somewhat from the 

bolder synthesis attempted in the gospel. The opening verses clearly recall the prologue to the gospel, but 

they also recall the older idea of Christ as the content of the word of preaching (cf. 1 John 1:1–3 

particularly with Luke 1:2 and Acts 10:36). And 1 John 5:20 probablyreferstoJesusas―thetrueGod‖

(cf. particularly John 1:18). But the balancing emphasis is more clearly and sharply drawn: the word of 

life had a tangible historicity (1 John 1:1);theconfessionthat―JesusChristhascomeintheflesh‖isthe

key criterion for testing the spirits (4:1–2); any suggestion that the Christ did not really die is emphatically 

ruled out (5:6–8).  

In short, 1 and 2 John provide vivid indications of the hazardous frontiers of reproclamation which 

christology at the end of the first century was beginning to explore.  



G. Conclusions  

1. Continuity with Judaism. Throughout the various NT writings there is never any slackening of a 

central claim: Jesus was a Jew and must be understood within the terms provided by Judaism and its 

sacred scriptures. Most striking is the way in which a range of diverse categories is focused on Jesus—

Messiah and son of man, Lord and son of God, Wisdom and Word, atoning sacrifice and priest, Adam 

and Spirit, Servant and Lamb, Savior and God. Of course, most of the categories are redefined in one 

degree or other—son of man becomes Son of Man, son of God becomes only-begotten Son of God, Spirit 

becomes Spirit of Christ, and so on. But the categories remain essentially Jewish, even when they had 

wider currency in the Greco-Roman world, and it was evidently understood to be important, even if not 

stated explicitly, that Jesus should continue to be comprehended in Jewish terms—important that Jesus 

should be seen in continuity with the purposes of God from creation and in the calling of Israel. Clearly 

thenthefirstChristiansfeltthatJesuswassomuchthedecisiveanddefinitivefulfillmentofIsrael‘s

hopes that his significance could not be adequately expressed without pulling in all available categories 

providedbyJesus‘ownJewishfaith.  

2. Continuity with Jesus’ Own Self-Understanding. This second aspect is not so easy to recognize. 

The important reason is that so much of NT christology turns on the event of the cross and resurrection. 

That event so decisively reshaped the categories applicable to Jesus that their occurrence on either side of 

that event is not strictly comparable. For example, it is only as Christ crucified that the Messiah claim can 

beincorporatedintochristology.Itisonlyaspriest―intheorderofMelchizedek,‖―bythepowerofan

indestructiblelife,‖thatthecategoryofpriestcanbetakenover.Itisonlyasthemanwhoseobediencein

death reverses the disobedience of the firstmanthatthetitle―Adam‖canbegiventotheexaltedChrist.

Nevertheless, there are sufficiently clear antecedents within the historical Jesus tradition itself that a 

continuity can properly be claimed—particularlyinJesus‘consciousnessofintimate sonship, his 

premonition of suffering in a representative capacity, and his hope of vindication following death. 

ConsequentlytheclaimcanjustlybemadethatthecrossandresurrectionwasnotadistortionofJesus‘

own claims for himself but an appropriate outworking of them. So also the subsequent claims of NT 

christologycanfairlybeseennotasawhollynewdeparturewithoutfoundationinChrist‘sownministry,

but a fuller insight into the reality of that mission in the light of the cross and resurrection.  

3. Unity and Diversity in NT Christology. At the heart of NT christology is the claim that the man 

Jesus was raised from the dead to a status of supreme exaltation. This is the most constant element 

throughout all the NT documents. In its more expanded form, it takes on a double aspect—Christ as the 

culminationofGod‘spurposeforman(andIsrael)increationandsalvation,andChristasthedefinitive

revelation of God to humankind. The latter comes to increasing prominence in the later writings, 

explicitlyasadoctrineofincarnationinJohn‘sgospel,butnotatthecostofremovingtheearlier

emphasisonJesus‘deathandresurrectionasadecisivemomentnotonlyforChrist‘sworkbutalsoforhis

person. Neither aspect can be neglected and neither emphasized at the expense of the other in any 

christology which claims to be rooted in the NT, but consistently in the NT writings it is the fact and 

characterofChrist‘sdeathandresurrectionwhichprovidedthecriterionandcontrolforchristology.  

Particular emphases of the individual writers by no means reflect a uniform expression and weighting of 

this central core. Even the core itself is something of an abstraction, since no two writers express it in 

precisely the same terms. The differences of the writers themselves and the differences of the situations 

they addressed inevitably made for a rich diversity of expression of what nevertheless can be called a 

common faith in Christ. But beyond that core the range of presentations includes a wide-ranging diversity 

of motif, form, and image—wide enough to include the differences of Mark and Matthew, the absence of 

significant christological features in James and Acts, and the idiosyncratic elements in Hebrews and 

Revelation. Evidently the individualwritersfeltfreetoreexpress(―reproclaim‖isJohn‘sword)thegospel

that is Jesus in different ways and with different emphases to speak more pertinently to their own diverse 

situations. In all cases that included a concern to be true to the insights which had already become 

established. In some cases that concern dominated largely to the exclusion of all else (particularly the 

Pastorals). For the most part, however, christology was seen as no mere transfer of set traditions from one 



church to another, but as a creative response to the exalted Christ and his Spirit, which could sometimes 

have unpredictable results. But that, too, is part of NT christology.  

4. The Foundation for Subsequent Christology. The context-specific and at the same time developing 

character of so much of NT christology made it inevitable that not all elements within NT christology 

would be carried forward—particularlythe―adoptionist‖—like notes in some of the earliest formulations, 

and idea of Wisdom as created which came in as part of the pre-Christian Jewish Wisdom tradition. Some 

elements were caught up spasmodically—Paul‘sAdamchristologyistakenupinIrenaeus‘doctrineof

―recapitulation,‖Luke‘sschematizationoftheepochofChristfollowedbytheepochoftheSpirit

reappears in corrupt form in Montanism and modern dispensationalism, and the visionary magnificence of 

the Revelation of John retains its impact in the Byzantine Pantocrator. But the main highway into the 

future was provided by the Wisdom/Word christologies of Paul and John. That way was by no means 

smooth.TheconceptofChristasGod‘sself-revelation not only had to skirt around docetism (already in 

1–2 John), but also resulted in an outright breach with Judaism over the question mark it seemed to pose 

to the unity of God (already foreshadowed in John), and it also gave scope to a modalist interpretation 

later in the second century. In the event, as it happened, the NT writing contained sufficient safeguards to 

prevent Christianity from abandoning monotheism (Christ as God incarnate), but also sufficient dynamic 

in the relationships implied between God, the exalted Christ, and the Spirit of Christ to require 

redefinition of that monotheism in a trinitarian direction. Whether subsequent formulations managed to 

take sufficient account of all the balancing elements in NT christology, however, remains an open 

question.  
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JAMES D. G. DUNN  

CHRONICLES OF THE KINGS (ISRAEL/JUDAH), BOOK OF THE [Heb sēper dibrê 

hayyam  m lĕmalkê (ֵסֶפר ִדְבֵרי ַהַיִמים ְלַמְלֵכי)]. A book or books not extant but cited by the author 

of 1–2Kings.Thetermliterallymeans―thedailyaffairsfor[orbelongingto]thekingsof[Israel/Judah],‖

but it is most often translated as either the Chronicles of or the Annals of the Kings of Israel/Judah. The 

Chronicles of the Kings of Judah is mentioned fifteen times (1 Kgs 14:29; 15:7, 23; 22:46—Eng 22:45; 2 

Kgs 8:23; 12:20—Eng 12:19; 14:18; 15:6, 36; 16:19; 20:20; 21:17, 25; 23:28; 24:5) in reference to every 

post-Solomonic ruler except Ahaziah, Athaliah, Jehoahaz, Jehoiachin, and Zedekiah. The Chronicles of 

the Kings of Israel is mentioned eighteen times (1 Kgs 14:19; 15:31; 16:5, 14, 20, 27; 22:39; 2 Kgs 1:18; 

10:34; 13:8, 12; 14:15, 28; 15:11, 15, 21, 26, 31) in reference to every king of Israel except for Jehoram 

and Hoshea. These citationsincludeastandardformula:―…therestoftheactsof___howhe[or―andall

thathedid‖]___,behold,theyare[or―aretheynot‖]writteninthebookoftheChroniclesoftheKingsof

Israel[orJudah].‖ 

The author of Kings also refers to a book of the Affairs of Solomon (Heb sēper dibrð šĕlōmōh), which 

is normally translated as the book of the Acts of Solomon (1 Kgs 11:41). Among the numerous sources 

mentioned in the OTbookofChroniclesare―thebookofthekingsofIsraelandJudah‖(2 Chr 27:7),―the

bookofthekingsofJudahandIsrael‖(2 Chr 16:11),―thebookofthekingsofIsrael‖(2 Chr 20:34), and 

―thechroniclesofthekingsofIsrael‖(2 Chr 33:18). Most scholars agree that these probably are 

descriptive terms rather than titles and most likely all refer to the same work. Disagreement exists as to 

whether these are the same books mentioned in 1–2 Kings. In addition, a book of chronicles (Heb sēper 

dibrð hayyamĦm) is mentioned incidentally in Neh 12:23 as being a book in which the heads of Levite 

families are registered, but few scholars have connected this to the books mentioned in 1–2 Kings. The 

only other use of a similar term in the OT occurs in Esth 10:2 which, using the same formula used in 1–2 

Kings, refers to the book of the Chronicles of the Kings of Media and Persia.  

Though the author of Kings specifically refers to the books of the Chronicles of the Kings only as 

sources for further information, it is widely assumed that he used these books as sources for his own 

writing (NDH, 57). Scholars who do not make this assumption generally conclude, on the basis of the 

titles, that they were the official court annals of the two kingdoms. For four of the kings of Judah and 

seven of the kings of Israel,theformulaincludesamplifyinginformation(―howhe___‖)whichwould

then be the only basis for judging what might have been their content. Indeed, ten of these eleven cases 

referspecificallytomilitarycampaigns,―conspiracies,‖orbuildingprojects. This corresponds well to 

known Mesopotamian court annals which typically include brief, highly stylized reports of military 

campaigns, building projects, and hunting exploits.  



The majority of scholars who assume that the author of Kings utilized these chronicles as a primary 

source for his own writing note that although certain idiomatic phrases suggest derivation from official 

annals (Montgomery 1934), much of the material in Kings is clearly not of the sort included in official 

annals. Thus they conclude that the Chronicles of the Kings must have been unofficial histories based on 

official annals but with substantial amplification.  

Prominent hypotheses regarding the Chronicles of the Kings include the following: (1) They were 

unofficial histories composed by prophets based upon official annals and prophetic writings (Keil 1876: 

12–14). (2) The chronicles for both Israel and Judah and the Acts of Solomon were probably a single 

annalistic work written by a priest of Jerusalem in the time of Manasseh (Jepsen 1956: 54–60). (3) They 

were unofficial histories based on official annals: the author drew upon the Judean chronicles for 

information about the temple, royal succession, and political events, but took little from the chronicles of 

Israel apart from its chronological framework (NDH, 63–74). (4) They were the official annals of the 

court of Jerusalem—a single work in two columns, one for Israel and one for Judah (Mettinger 1971: 36–

42). (5) If official annals of the court of Israel ever existed, the author of Kings did not use them. The 

Chronicles of the Kings of Judah included the core of the material attributed to the Acts of Solomon. 

These three titles should not be viewed as actual works, but as a literary device representative of the 

author‘shistorical perspective (Garbini 1981).  
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DUANE L. CHRISTENSEN  

CHRONICLES, BOOK OF 1–2. Final books in the third major division (Hagiographa, Sacred 

Writings) of the Hebrew Bible. Its position in English Versions derives from the LXX, where it is placed 

between Kingdoms and Ezra-Nehemiah.  

———  

A. Name  

B. Canonicity  

C. Extent of the Book  

1. Relationship to Ezra-Nehemiah  

2. Secondary Elements within Chronicles  

D. Date and Place of Authorship  

1. Internal Clues  

2. Historical or Theological Situation  

E. Text  

1. Text of Chronicles  

2. Text of Samuel-Kings Used by the Chronicler  

F. Sources  

1. Canonical Sources  

2. Noncanonical Sources  

G. Historical Value of Chronicles  

H. Some Characteristic Features of Chronicles  

1. Royal Speeches and Prayers  

2. Prophets  

3. Levites  

I. Theology  

1. Monarchy, Cult, and Temple  

2. Retribution  



3. Attitude toward the North  

———  

A. Name  

In the Hebrew Bible this work carries the title dibrê hayyām  m, ―theeventsofthedays.‖Thetitle

―Chronicles‖canbetracedbacktoJerome,who,inhisPrologus Galeatus (a preface to the Books of 

Samuel and Kings), provided a more appropriate title, Chronicon Totius Divinae Historiae, or Chronicle 

of the Entire Divine History. In his German translation of the Bible, Luther called the book Die Chronik, 

whichledtothefamiliar―Chronicles‖inEnglishBibles.In the LXX, Chronicles is called Paraleipomena 

(hereafter Par.),thatis,―thethingsomitted‖or―passedover.‖ThechurchfatherTheodoretinterpreted

this to mean that Chronicles assembled whatever the author of 1–2 Kings omitted, though this view does 

not indicate that Chronicles has also omitted much of what is contained in the biblical books of Kings. 

The division into two books appears first in the LXX and has been standard in Hebrew Bibles since the 

15th century.  

B. Canonicity  

It is frequently asserted (e.g., Curtis and Madsen Chronicles ICC, 3), apparently incorrectly, that the 

position of Chronicles at the end of the Hebrew Bible indicates its late acceptance into the canon. 

Actually, there does not seem to have been much discussion about canonicity, perhaps because Chronicles 

included so much material found elsewhere in the canon (Willi 1972: 179); the book may have been 

granted canonical status at the same time as Ezra-Nehemiah. In some Hebrew manuscripts from Spain it 

appears as the first book among the Writings, where its worship emphases provide a fitting introduction to 

the following book of Psalms. Its now standard position at the end of the canon follows the practice of the 

Jewish community in Babylon. In the Septuagint and associated translations (e.g., Vulgate, Ethiopic), the 

order is Kings, Chronicles, 1 Esdras, 2 Esdras (= Ezra-Nehemiah).  

C. Extent of the Book  

1. Relationship to Ezra-Nehemiah. Since the time of Leopold Zunz (1832), Chronicles has been 

considered by the majority of scholarstobepartoftheChronicler‘sHistory,consistingof(allormostof)

Chronicles and (all or parts of) Ezra-Nehemiah. Because this hypothesis has important implications for 

the date and meaning of Chronicles, and because it has been sharply called into question in recent years, 

the arguments for and against it must be reviewed and assessed. Arguments for the unity of Chronicles-

Nehemiah include (Japhet 1968: 331–32): (a) The presence of the first verses of Ezra (1:1–3a) at the end 

of Chronicles (2 Chr 36:22–23). (b) The book of 1 Esdras, which duplicates 2 Chronicles 35–36, Ezra 1–

10, and Nehemiah 8. (c) The linguistic resemblance of the three books, e.g., their common vocabulary, 

syntactic phenomena, and stylistic peculiarities. (d) The common point of view from which the history is 

treated, the method followed in the choice of materials, and the preference demonstrated for certain 

topics.  

While in argument (a) the overlap may indicate where the story is continued, it does not in itself demand 

unity of authorship. The overlap can be understood equally well as support for diversity of authorship of 

Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah (Welch 1935: 186).  

1 Esdras, as noted in argument (b), is a fragment that breaks off in mid-sentence (= Neh 8:13); it 

probably once began at a point other than 2 Chr 35:1 as well. Those who argue that it is a translation of an 

earlierversionoftheChronicler‘sHistory,towhichtheNehemiahMemoirshadnotyetbeenadded,posit

a beginning at 1 Chronicles 1 (Pohlmann 1970) or at 1 Chronicles 10 (Cross 1975). Williamson (1977b: 

12–36; criticized by McKenzie 1985: 20–23) holds that 1 Esdras is both a fragment and a secondary 

compilation, and he argues that the text of 1 Esdr 9:37 shows knowledge of Neh 7:72—Eng 7:73. Hence 

the compiler, in his judgment, was following a Vorlage in which Nehemiah 8 followed Nehemiah 1–7, 

not Ezra 10. He also maintains that it is unlikely that Par. and 1 Esdras, which derive from the same time 

(2d century) and place (Alexandria), would both include the entire text of Chronicles. One can, of course, 

still argue from 1 Esdras that at least a part of Jewish tradition in the 2d century associated Chronicles, 

Ezra, and Nehemiah 8 with one another and interpretedthemalongthelinesofaChronicler‘sHistory. 



Japhet (1968) focused her attention on the linguistic differences between Chronicles and Ezra-

Nehemiah while acknowledging general linguistic similarities. She found differences that could be 

classified as linguistic opposition, variation in technical terms (with Chronicles showing a stage in the use 

of these terms later even than the latest stratum of Ezra-Nehemiah), and stylistic traits peculiar to 

Chronicles and to Ezra-Nehemiah respectively. Cross (1975: 14, n. 58) and Polzin (1976: 55), however, 

hold that much of the linguistic opposition can be accounted for by arguing that the scribal tradition lying 

behind Chronicles was more consistent than that lying behind Ezra-Nehemiah (Throntveit 1982a: 203–4). 

Mosis (1973: 215, n. 23) believed that Japhet did not distinguish adequately between the linguistic usage 

of the Vorlagen taken over by the Chronicler, the pieces composed by the Chronicler himself, and 

secondary additions to his work.  

Williamson (1977b: 37–59) investigated a list of 140 items (first drawn up by S. R. Driver [1913: 535–

40] and later expanded by E. L. Curtis and A. A. Madsen [Chronicles ICC, 27–36]) that show similarities 

in style between Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah (the third argument for the unity of these books) and was 

able to eliminate all but six of these stylistic features as either irrelevant to the question of unity of 

authorship or as actually favoring diversity of authorship. In a recent study, Throntveit has shown that 

Polzin was only able to add two additional grammatical or syntactic features to the evidence for similarity 

ofauthorship.Heconcluded,―WhileJaphetandWilliamsonhaveprovidedstrongargumentsagainstthe

ability of linguistic analysis to prove common authorship, they have not shown separate authorship on 

thesegrounds‖(1982a:215). 

While the priestly point of view, a focus on the temple and the cult, and a favoritism toward the Levites 

are among the themes shared by Chronicles with Ezra-Nehemiah, recent discussion has also identified 

possible theological differences between the two works, among which the following seem most 

convincing: (1) The concept of retribution and the terms related to it in Chronicles are almost entirely 

lacking in Ezra-Nehemiah (Braun 1979: 53–56; Williamson 1977b: 67–68). (2) The two works differ in 

their attitude toward the northern tribes, and in particular the Samaritans (Braun 1979: 56–59; Williamson 

1977b: 60–61). (3) Chronicles places a greater emphasis upon the Davidic monarchy (Braun 1979: 63). 

(4) In Ezra-Nehemiah there is mention of the election of Abraham and the Exodus, while in Chronicles 

there is a concentration on the patriarch Jacob (who is always called Israel) and a deemphasis on the 

Exodus (Williamson 1977b: 61–66). (5) The frequent references to prophets in Chronicles make it a 

prophetic history; in Ezra-Nehemiah, by contrast, the prophetic influence has virtually ceased 

(Williamson 1977b: 68). (6) The nĕt  n  m (―templeservants‖)andthesonsofSolomon‘sservants appear 

throughout Ezra-Nehemiah, but are absent from Chronicles, with the exception of 1 Chr 9:2 (Japhet 1968: 

351–54; Williamson 1977b: 69). (7) In Chronicles, Israel comprises all twelve tribes, whereas in Ezra-

Nehemiah Israel is Judah and Benjamin (Williamson 1977b: 69).  

ThreemainpositionsareheldtodayontheexistenceoftheChronicler‘sHistory:(a)Someaffirmit,

including all or parts of Ezra-Nehemiah within the history (e.g., Ackroyd CHJ 1: 130–61; Clines Ezra, 

Nehemiah, Esther NCB; Cross 1975; Freedman; Mosis); (b) others (most notably Japhet and Williamson) 

believe that Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah are separate works by separate authors; and (c) still others 

(e.g., Welten, Willi) believe that the books are separate works by the same author. The ideological or 

theological differences between the books are perhaps the most convincing argument for diversity of 

authorship. While the question is by no means closed, the discussion that follows will assume the diverse 

authorship of these books.  

2. Secondary Elements within Chronicles. SinceM.Noth‘sseminalworkin1943(ÜgS) the dominant 

opinion has been that one author was responsible for the book of Chronicles with some subsequent 

glossing of the text (Noth NCH 29–42; Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 1–3). Much secondary Levitical 

material has also been detected in 2 Chronicles by Willi (1972: 196–204). Major passages still in dispute 

include the following:  

a. The Genealogies in 1 Chronicles 1–9. Welch (1939: 185–86) and Cross (1975: 4–18; cf. McKenzie 

1985: 30, n. 32) have proposed that the entire genealogical preface is secondary. Noth and Rudolph 

argued for the originality of a basic genealogical scheme later enriched with various secondary additions. 



InRudolph‘scasethesecondarymaterialsamountedtomorethan75percentofthetext. Williamson, 

however, defends the substantial unity of 1 Chronicles 1–9 as part of the original book of Chronicles, 

though he does detect a few additions (e.g., 6:35–38—Eng 50–53). These genealogies, like the rest of the 

book, show a concern for all Israel, for David and his dynasty, for the centrality of Judah and Jerusalem, 

and for immediateretribution.TheycallthepatriarchJacob―Israel‖andshowlittleinterestinMosesand

the Exodus.  

b. Portions of 1 Chronicles 15–16. Rudolph considers 15:4–10, 16–21, 22–24; and 16:5b–38, 42 

secondary (Chronikbücher HAT, 2; cf. Noth NCH, 35). Williamson (Chronicles NCB, 122–32) finds a 

priestly, secondary redaction in parts of 15:4, 11, 14, 18, 24 and 16:6, 38, 42.  

c. 1 Chr 23:3–27:34. Noth (NCH, 31–33) and Rudolph (Chronikbücher HAT, 3) dismiss all of this 

materialdealingwithDavid‘sorganizationoftheLevites.Williamson(Chronicles NCB, 158) detects a 

primary stratum in 23:3–6a, 6b–13a, 15–24; 25:1–6; 26:1–3, 9–11, 19, 20–32, assigning the rest of chaps. 

23–27 to a pro-priestly reviser who flourished about a generation after the original author.  

d. 2 Chr 36:22–23. Japhet retains this doublet of Ezra 1:1–3a, but Williamson declares it secondary 

(NCB, 419) and so argues that the original book ends with 2 Chr 36:21.  

D. Date and Place of Authorship  

Jerusalem is clearly the place of authorship. If there was a Chronicler‘sHistory,includingallorpartsof

Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah, then the Chronicler must be subsequent to the work of Ezra (458 or 398 

B.C.E. [7th year of Artaxerxes I or Artaxerxes II]) and Nehemiah (445–432 B.C.E.). Internal clues in Ezra-

Nehemiah, such as the list of high priests in Nehemiah 12, also figure in this argument, unless this list or 

theNehemiahMemoirsingeneralareheldtobesupplementarytotheoriginalChronicler‘sHistory.

Those who find the genealogical preface of 1 Chronicles 1–9 secondary (e.g., Welch, Cross), or who find 

at least chap. 3 secondary, are not bound by the chronological implications of 3:17–24, which includes the 

exilic and postexilic line of David.  

The evidence for dating the books of Chronicles apart from Ezra-Nehemiah rests on the following types 

of evidence. (1) The mention of the rise of the Persian kingdom (2 Chr 36:20) makes 539 the earliest 

possible date. (2) Par. is cited in Eupolemus, ca. 150 B.C., and the translation of 1 Esdras, containing 2 

Chronicles 35–36, also dates to the 2d century. Since some time would elapse between the composition of 

a book and the need for a Greek translation, a date of composition after 200 would seem to be impossible. 

Note also that Sir. 47:8–10 (ca. 190 B.C.E.)presupposesChronicles‘descriptionofDavid.Decisionson

the following evidence can narrow this three-century range:  

1. Internal Clues. a. 1 Chr 3:17–24. This genealogy of the sons of Jeconiah (= Jehoiachin, exiled in 

597 B.C.E.) extends for six generations following MT or eleven following Par. (see the commentaries). 

Depending on how many years one allows per generation, MT suggests a date between 400–350, and the 

LXX a date about 250. The assumption is that the author recorded the genealogy down to his own day.  

b. 1 Chr 29:7. The mention of darics, a Persian coin not minted before 515 B.C.E., in the reign of Darius 

I, is here used anachronistically of contributions for the temple in the time of David. Presumably enough 

time would have to pass after 515 for an author to employ this anachronism. Mosis (1973: 105–6) and 

Throntveit (1982b: 128), however, believe this verse is secondary.  

c. 2 Chr 16:9. Theclause―TheeyesoftheLordruntoandfrothroughoutthewholeearth‖appearsto

be a citation of Zech 4:10. Since the prophet flourished in 520–518, a date for Chronicles must be 

somewhat later, though it is a matter of judgment as to how much time would have to elapse before the 

prophet could be referred to in such an authoritative manner.  

d. The Language of the Book. Polzin (1976: 27–75) classifies the language of Chronicles, Ezra, and 

Nehemiah (exclusive of the Nehemiah Memoirs) as Late Biblical Hebrew, subsequent to P. However, it is 

doubtful whether the language by itself can be dated precisely within the postexilic period since he has 

only shown similarity of language, rather than similarity of authorship, in the three documents (Throntveit 

1982a: 215). The absence of Greek words and Hellenistic influence might favor an earlier date within this 

period.  



2. Historical or Theological Situation. a. The Schismatic Samaritan Community. Noth believed that 

the rival Samaritan cult was set up about the time of the fall of the Persian Empire and that the 

Chronicler‘sworkwasaresponsetothisinthe3dcentury.Recentstudies,however,have changed the 

understanding of the Jewish and Samaritan schism. First, it is now widely held that the decisive break 

between the Jerusalemite and Samaritan communities did not take place before the time of John Hyrcanus 

at the end of the 2d century (Cross 1966; Purvis 1968; cf. Coggins 1975). Hence, to call the Chronicler 

anti-Samaritan is anachronistic. Secondly, the questioning of the unity of Chronicles-Nehemiah has led to 

the observation that the more exclusivistic claims are contained in Ezra-Nehemiah and not in Chronicles. 

Coggins has proposed that even in Ezra-Nehemiah we can detect only an anti-Samarian, rather than an 

anti-Samaritan attitude. Thirdly, the attitude toward the North in Chronicles is positive.  

b. The Era of Zerubbabel. Freedman proposed that the Chronicler structured his history around the 

figure of David and his dynasty and defended the claims of the house of David in its authoritative 

relationship to temple and cult. The occasion for the book was the return from exile and the rebuilding of 

the temple under the leadership of Zerubbabel and Joshua (parallel to David and Zadok respectively). 

ThoughtheexactendingoftheChronicler‘sHistoryisunknown,accordingtoFreedman,itincludedat

least Ezra 1–3 and possibly Ezra 6:19–22 (1975: 183). The narrative of Zerubbabel and the temple has 

been supplanted by an Aramaic record (4:6–6:18) in the present work, which brings the picture down to 

515 (1961: 441).  

Cross (1975) proposed a modified version of this reconstruction, which postulates three editions of the 

Chronicler‘sHistory.Thefirstedition(1 Chronicles 10 through 2 Chronicles 34 plus the Vorlage of 1 

Esdr 1:1–5:65 [= 2 Chr 35:1–Ezra 3:13]) was composed in support of the restoration of Davidic rule, the 

building of the temple, and the establishment of the cult shortly after the founding of the temple in 520 

and before its dedication in 515. The second (1 Chronicles 10–2 Chronicles 34 plus the Vorlage of 1 

Esdras [2 Chr 35:1–36:23; Ezra 1–10; Nehemiah 8;andthestoryofZerubbabel‘s wisdom and piety in 1 

Esdr 3:1–5:6]),waswrittenafterEzra‘smission,in450.Thefinaledition(1–2 Chronicles; Ezra-

Nehemiah), dated to 400 or a little later, incorporated the genealogies of 1 Chronicles 1–9 and the 

NehemiahMemoirs,butsuppressedthetitle―servantoftheLord‖forZerubbabelinEzra 6:7 and the 

storyofZerubbabel‘swisdomandpiety(=1 Esdr 3:1–5:6). The 400 date is established by the Davidic 

genealogy in 1 Chr 3:17–24, the reference to Darius II (423–404) in Neh 12:22, and the references to the 

high priests Yohanan II and Yaddua II (late 5th century) in Nehemiah 12–13. McKenzie (1985: 189–206) 

suggests that the earliest edition (= Chronicles 1) was based on Dtr 1, the preexilic version of the 

Deuteronomistic History (hereafter DH).  

c. Conditions of the 4th Century. Japhet (EncJud 5: 533–34) points to the absence of Greek influence 

in the books of Chronicles, but also holds that they were composed after Ezra-Nehemiah. Williamson 

relates the emphasis on faith in Chronicles to the aftermath of the Persian suppression of the revolt led by 

the Sidonian Tennes (351–348 B.C.E.), though he admits the dating is only probable. Since he dates the 

pro-priestly reviser of Chronicles to very late in the Persian period (1979: 268), the original Chronicler 

may be placed a generation earlier.  

d. Conditions of the 3d Century. Welten (1973) and Willi (1972), who believe that Chronicles and 

Ezra-Nehemiah were written by the same person but not as one work, are forced to a date after Ezra. 

Welten points to the growing tensions between Jerusalem and Samaria in postexilic times and claims that 

the time of Ezra and Nehemiah was far in the past when Chronicles was written (1973: 200). The war 

reports, in his judgment, reflect the conflicts between the Ptolemies and the Seleucids in the first half of 

the 3d century. His appeal to the use of catapults in 2 Chr 26:14–15 as a war machine first in general use 

in the 3d century is mistaken since the passage in question refers to a platform on city walls from which 

stones and arrows could be fired (Williamson Chronicles NCB, 338).  

The suggested correlations with historical periods either seem tenuous or presuppose highly debatable 

literary-critical judgments (such as the original connection of part of Ezra with 1–2 Chronicles). The three 

internal clues from 1 Chr 3:17–24; 29:7; and 2 Chr 16:9 are more specific, suggesting the late 5th or 4th 

century.ThisfitswellwithChronicles‘relationshiptotheDtr,whichunderwentitsfinalredactioninthe



mid 6th century and must have passed through several manuscript generations before it was used by the 

Chronicler.Hanson(1975:270)hasarguedforadatearound400toaccountforthebook‘sevenhanded

approach toward the Levites following a period of great hostility in the 6th and 5th centuries.  

Though a 4th-century date seems likely, the uncertain nature of the evidence suggests caution when 

tyingone‘sinterpretationtoanythingmorehistoricallyspecificthanthegeneralsituationofpostexilic

times.  

E. Text  

1. Text of Chronicles. Since only four complete words from Chronicles are preserved in the Dead Sea 

Scrolls, the primary witnesses to the text, apart from MT, are two Greek translations and their respective 

daughter versions (e.g., Ethiopic, Bohairic, Old Latin, Armenian, Syro Hexapla, etc.). 1 Esdras contains 

only chaps. 35–36 from the book of 2 Chronicles and was written in 2d-century Egypt. Though its elegant 

Greek style is paraphrastic, making reconstruction of the Hebrew Vorlage more difficult than elsewhere in 

the LXX, it bears witness to an older and often shorter form of the text, differing both from the MT and 

the other Greek translation (Klein 1966).  

This second translation (Par.) is also now dated to 2d-century-B.C.E. Egypt, primarily because the 

translation seems to have been known by Eupolemus (ca. 150) and shows Ptolemaic Egyptian coloring 

(Allen 1974a: 12). This translation is best preserved in the G family of texts (Vaticanus [=B]; cf. 

Sinaiticus and miniscule c
2
), of which the L, R, and O families are revisions (Allen 1974a: 65–108). G 

itself has been extensively revised (Allen 1974a: 142–74), so that its fairly close approximation to MT 

may result to a large extent from the recensional process. 1 Esdras may provide more direct access to the 

state of the Hebrew text in the 2d century. Par. does not seem to be a full part of the kaige recension since 

it does not share fully 10 of 19 translation characteristics, and its use of the other characteristics is 

sporadic and inconsistent (Allen 1974a: 137–41).C.C.Torrey‘sopinionthat Par. was written by 

Theodotion depended almost exclusively on the use of transliterations and is now generally rejected.  

In synoptic passages, Par. often agrees with Samuel-Kings (Hebrew and/or Greek) against the MT of 

Chronicles. Allen argues extensively (1974a: 175–218) that Par.‘sVorlage and, occasionally, Par. itself 

have been assimilated to the Samuel-Kings text, thus removing changes introduced by the Chronicler. He 

concedesthatinsomeofthesecasesChronicles‘MTitselfmaybecorrupt,andtheproportion of such 

cases may be higher than he suggests. Allen considers Par.‘sVorlage to be a popular (vulgar) text 

(1974b: 167–68).  

2. Text of Samuel-Kings Used by the Chronicler. Great text-critical interest has focused on the 

character of the text of Samuel and Kings that lay before the Chronicler himself (Cross 1961: 188–92; 

Lemke 1964; 1965; summary in Klein 1974: 42–50). Earlier scholars had assumed that the Chronicler 

used a text much like the MT of Samuel-Kings, though now it is clear that what he had was the 

Palestinian text of Samuel-Kings attested by Qumran mss (especially 4QSam
a
), the Old Greek and the 

proto-Lucianic recensions of LXX, and Josephus. In a number of cases, historical or theological changes 

ascribed to the Chronicler have been shown to be part of the textual history of Samuel-Kings (examples in 

Klein 1974: 42–46; Lemke 1965). McKenzie (1985: 119–58) distinguishes between Samuel and Kings, 

andclaimsthattheChronicler‘sVorlage in Kings was a proto-rabbinic text type.  

This is not to deny the extensive rewriting of the Deuteronomistic History which the Chronicler 

undertook. But it does mean that before a change can be credited to the Chronicler, one must be sure of 

the textual shape of his Vorlage. Micheel (1983: 25), for example, detected the theological hand of the 

Chronicler in the notice in 2 Chr 18:31 thatJehoshaphat‘scrywasansweredbytheLord‘ssavinghim

since the reference to salvation is not mentioned in 1 Kgs 22:32. This reference, however, is contained in 

the (proto-) Lucianic text and therefore in the text of Kings that lay before the Chronicler. Many other 

variations between Chronicles and Samuel-Kings, to which no historical or theological significance has 

been ascribed, are also now explainable in this fashion (Klein 1974: 47–50).  

F. Sources  

1. Canonical Sources. The author of 1 Chronicles 1 drew his genealogies from the book of Genesis. 

Other genealogical notices in 1 Chronicles 2–8 show strong ties to Genesis, Exodus, Numbers, Joshua, 



Samuel, and Ruth. Psalms 96, 105, and 106 are cited in 1 Chronicles 16. There are also allusions to or 

evident knowledge of the books of Isaiah (2 Chr 28:16–21), Jeremiah (2 Chr 36:21), and Zechariah (2 Chr 

36:9). But clearly the most frequently used canonical source is the Samuel-Kings corpus from the 

Deuteronomistic History. (For a convenient list of parallels see Myers [2 Chronicles AB, 227–31].) A 

recent attempt by Halpern (1981: 52) and Macy (1975) to show that both Kings and Chronicles were 

dependentonacommon,Deuteronomisticsourcehasnotbeensuccessfulinmyjudgment.McKenzie‘s

proposal (1985: 189–206) that the Chronicler knew the Deuteronomistic History only in its preexilic 

redaction (Dtr 1) is also not persuasive. When Chronicles contains parallels to passages commonly 

assigned to the exilic edition of DH (Dtr 2), McKenzie either denies the exilic date of these pericopes 

from Kings or alleges that the passages in Chronicles (2 Chr 7:19–22 and 34:22–27) are themselves 

secondary. His argument, thus, appears to be circular.  

TheChronicler‘suseofSamuel-Kings is, of course, selective. For his depiction of David he utilized 

thosematerialsfromtheDHthatwouldenhanceDavid‘squalificationsasbuilderofthetempleor

highlight his position as a victorious and powerful king. Thus he omitted most of the narrative commonly 

knownastheHistoryofDavid‘sRise(1 Samuel 16–2 Samuel 5), in which David gradually gained 

ascendancy over Saul and kingship over all Israel, and almost all of the Succession Narrative (2 Samuel 

9–20; 1 Kings 1–2).ThereaderofChroniclesisnottoldaboutDavid‘sadulterywithBathsheba,his

murder of Uriah, or the revolt of Absalom. These omissions are probably not the cover-up they are 

sometimes portrayed to be, since the Chronicler could have presupposed that his readers already knew 

these stories. Rather, the Chronicler selected only those passages for his account of David that fit his 

positive agenda. Similarly, passages about the northern kingdom were omitted unless interaction with the 

south required their inclusion (e.g., 2 Chr 18:2–34, the joint campaign of Ahab and Jehoshaphat).  

At times his selective citations ignored the original context. For example, 1 Chr 14:3–7 begins,―And

DavidtookyetmorewivesatJerusalem‖(=2 Sam 15:13–16), although 2 Sam 3:2–5,towhichthe―yet

more‖refers,isomittedby the Chronicler. He also picked up the story of the people of Jabesh-gilead 

caring for the body of Saul (1 Chr 10:11–12 = 1 Sam 31:11–13), but omitted 2 Sam 2:4b–7, the real goal 

of this narrative, where David congratulates the people of Jabesh-gilead on their actions and invites them 

to recognize his kingship (Noth NCH, 90, for other examples).  

The Chronicler also sometimes rearranged the order of items from Dtr to serve his own interests. For 

example,thelistofDavid‘smightymenwastakenfrom2 Sam 23:8–39, where it forms part of an 

appendix to 2 Samuel identifying acts of heroism. In 1 Chr 11:10–47, however, this list is placed within a 

series of lists of those from all Israel who gave David unanimous support in the early days of his 

kingdom.  

Finally, the Chronicler combined items from his sources in order to avoid the unfavorable implications 

of the tradition. According to 1 Kgs 3:4–15, God appeared to Solomon at the high place of Gibeon, but 

the Chronicler added in 1 Chr 16:39 and 2 Chr 1:3 that the Tent of Meeting from the wilderness period 

stood at that site until the completion of the temple. Hence the possible impression that God had appeared 

at an illegitimate sanctuary was avoided (Noth NCH, 94–95).  

2. Noncanonical Sources. a. Explicit Source References. The Chronicler refers the reader to sources 

attheendofvirtuallyeveryking‘shistory. Typical references include: (1) 2 Chr 9:29 ―Therestoftheacts

of Solomon, the first and the last, are they not written in the acts of Nathan the prophet, in the prophecy of 

AhijahtheShilonite,[and]inthevisionofIddotheseerconcerningJeroboamthesonofNebat?‖(cf.1 

Kgs 11:41). (2) 2 Chr 24:27 ―Accounts of his sons, and of the many oracles against him, and of the 

rebuilding of the house of God are written in the Commentary [Heb midraš]ontheBookoftheKings‖

(cf. 2 Kgs 12:20). (3) 2 Chr 27:7 ―TherestoftheactsofJotham,andallhiswars,andhisways,behold

theyarewrittenintheBookofthekingsofIsraelandJudah‖(cf.2 Kgs 15:36).  

While the names of the recorded sources may vary in Kings and Chronicles in these and other cases, we 

should probably not suppose that the Chronicler here referred to extant records which were available to 

him or his readers. Rather, these source references are paraphrases or interpretations of source references 

from DH. The following four observations may be made:  



All of the references are found at the same place in Kings and Chronicles, even when the source 

reference does not come at the exact end ofaking‘sreign(e.g.,2 Chr 16:11; 20:34; 25:26). This makes 

unlikely the proposal that these source notices themselves come from sources other than the book of 

Kings (McKenzie 1985: 174). The unique addition of a source reference for David at 1 Chr 29:29 

attributes the materials drawn from the Dtr account of David to the three prophets associated with David 

(Samuel, Nathan, and Gad), even though Samuel died before David took office.  

Other references to such sources as the acts, prophecies, or visions of a variety of prophets are merely 

new titles for the source references already contained in DH, indicatingthatintheChronicler‘sjudgment

the earlier history (DH) was a prophetic history (Nathan, Ahijah, Iddo, 2 Chr 9:29; Shemaiah and Iddo, 2 

Chr 12:15; Iddo, 2 Chr 13:22; Jehu ben Hanani, 2 Chr 20:34; Isaiah, 2 Chr 26:22; 32:32). The mention of 

prophets in the source references occurs only for those kings who play an important role within the 

dynasty or in fostering the cult, that is, for those kings who are evaluated positively, in whole or in part, 

by the Chronicler. The sourcereferenceattheendofSolomon‘sreign(2 Chr 9:29) refers to three 

―prophetic‖recordsinsteadof―thebookoftheactsofSolomon‖of1 Kgs 11:41, even though all the 

materials in 2 Chronicles 1–9 are drawn from 1 Kings 1–11, with no evidence for information from 

additional sources.  

The reference to―thebookofthekingsofJudahandIsrael‖(2 Chr 16:11; cf. 20:34; 25:26; 27:7; 28:26; 

32:32; 33:18; 35:26; 36:8 withminorvariationsinthenameofthesource),insteadof―thebookofthe

chroniclesofJudah‖(1 Kgs 15:23,etc.),showstheChronicler‘sinterestinpointingoutthat Judah was 

part of that inclusive Israel which he maintained before his readers as an ideal (Williamson 1977b: 106–7, 

128).  

Thereisnoneedtothinkof―themidraš ofthebookofthekings‖(2 Chr 24:27) as anything other than a 

rephrasing of the source reference in 2 Kgs 12:20—Eng 12:19.  

b. Implicit Source References. The question of the availability of additional sources is related to, 

thoughnotidenticalwith,thequestionofthehistoricalvalueoftheChronicler‘sadditionalinformation. 

Most scholars agree that the genealogies in 1 Chronicles 1–9 came to the Chronicler from a variety of 

sources. Note the varieties of genealogical genres in these chapters (horizontal and vertical genealogies; 

somegenealogiesfeaturetheword―begat,‖while otherslinkthegenerationswith―hisson‖or―thesons

of,‖etc.),thevaryingamountofmaterialforthevarioustribes,thementionofevents(4:41; 5:10) not 

recorded elsewhere in the Bible, and the general obscurity of many of the names. (The same line of 

argumentation is probably applicable to many of the other lists of names in the book [e.g., 1 Chronicles 

12, apart from redactional elements; chaps. 23–27].) 1 Chr 4:24–5:22 seems to have been drawn from a 

genealogy that included intertribal history and geography, while chap. 7 was once a military census list.  

ThereferencetoHezekiah‘stunnelin2 Chr 32:30 andtoNeco‘sgoalinhisbattleagainstJosiah(2 Chr 

35:20), though not attested in the parallel passages in Kings, are regarded as historically reliable 

additional information that could not arise from exegesis of Dtr (Noth NCH, 57–58). Again, the reference 

to the fortifications of Rehoboam in 2 Chr 11:5–10, which fits awkwardly in the context, must have been 

available in some kind of source. Williamson believes that the descriptions of armies in 2 Chr 14:8; 

17:14–19, 25:5, and 26:11–15 are from a source (Chronicles NCB, 261–62; contra Welten 1973: 79–114). 

The interpreter of Chronicles in each case must decide whether the additional material in Chronicles 

comes from a source, and, if so, what the historical value of that additional information may be. The 

speeches and prayers of the kings and prophets are best understood as the Chronicler‘sowncompositions

(see I. 1 and 2 below).  

G. Historical Value of Chronicles  

Opinionsonthisquestionvarywidelyinthescholarlyliterature.Wellhausenremarked:―Seewhat

Chronicles has made out of David! The founder of the kingdom has become the founder of the temple and 

the public worship, the king and hero at the head of his companions in arms has become the singer and 

masterofceremoniesattheheadofaswarmofpriestsandLevites…Itisonlythetraditionoftheolder

source [Samuel-Kings]thatpossesseshistoricalvalue‖(WPHI, 182). Among critical scholars, a quite 

opposite position was held by W. F. Albright (1950: 66–69). He believed the Chronicler was correct in: 



(1) attributing a 10th-century origin to the guilds of temple singers; (2) in listing towns fortified by 

Rehoboam in 2 Chr 11:5–10; (3) in the regnal years assigned to Asa; and (4) in his report of a judicial 

reform under Jehoshaphat. Albright admitted, of course, that the evidence was not one-sided and that it 

was―moredifficultthanevertoacceptthestoriesofthewarsofAbijah(II Chron. 13), Asa (II Chron. 14), 

and Jehoshaphat (II Chron. 15) ‗au pied de la lettre‘ since we know that the numbers are exaggerated out 

ofallrelationtothepossiblefacts‖(1950:68–69). (For examples where the historical value of Chronicles 

is supported by archaeology and related studies, see Hasel ISBE 2: 668–69.)  

Inrecentyears,emphasishasfocusedmoreontheChronicler‘suseofadditionalmaterial,ratherthan

uponthatmaterial‘shistoricalvalue.AlthoughWelten‘slargelynegativehistoricaljudgmentsaboutthe

building activities of various kings have not been unanimously accepted, he has found a wide following in 

his observation that the seven paragraphs dealing with building activities of a king in 2 Chronicles 10–36 

are always included for kings whom the Chronicler judges positively (2 Chr 11:5–12 [Rehoboam]; 14:5–6 

[Asa]; 17:12–13 [Jehoshaphat]; 27:3–4 [Jotham]; and 32:5–6a [Hezekiah]) or, if a king has both positive 

and negative periods, within the positive part of his reign (2 Chr 26:9–10 [Uzziah]; 33:14 [Manasseh]).  

Welten also evaluated the five reports of successful wars in Chronicles that have no parallel in Kings (2 

Chr 13:3–20 [Abijah]; 2 Chr 14:8–14—Eng 9–15 [Asa]; 2 Chr 20:1–30 [Jehoshaphat]; 2 Chr 26:6–8 

[Uzziah]; and 27:5–6 [Jotham]). He pointed out that all the kings involved were positively evaluated by 

theChronicler,atleastfortheportionoftheirreignwhentheallegedwartookplace.Welten‘sown

historical judgment is negative, believing that the Chronicler is merely giving a graphic description of the 

animosities that beset his 3d-century community. The only historical source he allows in these accounts is 

in 2 Chr 26:6a.  

In his recent commentary Williamson also deals with these five war accounts. He notes how these 

reportsofsuccessfulwarsand/ortributeillustrateaking‘sfaithfulnessandcompleterelianceonGod,his

self-humbling repentance, or the fact that a kingwasunderGod‘sblessing.Healsoconcedesthatthe

Chronicler has in almost every case expressed the account in his own language, complete with the 

ideology of Holy War. When it comes to historical judgments, Williamson opts more often than Welten 

for some kind of historical kernel. On Abijah he cites the authentic-sounding place names in 2 Chr 13:19 

(though see now Klein 1983) and wonders whether the Chronicler would have arrived at a favorable 

evaluation of AbijahhadhenothadsomepreviousaccountofhisvictoryovertheNorth.HeseesAsa‘s

reportedbattleagainstamillionEthiopiansasanexaggerationofalocalbedouinraid.Jehoshaphat‘swar

is interpreted, following Noth and Rudolph, as the magnifying (for didactic purposes) of an incident that 

originallywasfairlyinsignificant.HefindstheaccountofUzziah‘swarconcise,specific,andhistorical,

withouttheChronicler‘susuallengthyexpansions,thoughhedismisses2 Chr 26:6b for textual reasons. 

Finally,onJotham‘swarhewithholdshistoricaljudgmentforlackofdata. 

This comparison of Welten and Williamson indicates that there is a tendency in current scholarship to 

recognize the extensive theological contribution of the Chronicler, whether the event is historical or not; 

that archaeological and form-critical judgments are reaching new levels of sophistication (documented 

more in the works of the two scholars than in the above summary); that in many cases a positive or 

negativehistoricaljudgmentreflectsinpartagivenscholar‘soverallevaluationofthehistoricalvalueof

Chronicles; and that in some cases there is no hard data that justifies a historical judgment one way or the 

other. Thus, Wellhausen‘sviewsonDavidinChroniclesseemmisdirectedbytoday‘sstandards. 

TheChronicler‘smagnificationofanaccountfortheologicalreasonscanbeseeninhisuseoflarge

numbers. Abijah, accompanied by an army of 400,000, attacked the army of Jeroboam, which was 

800,000 strong and inflicted some 500,000 casualties (2 Chronicles 13).Abijah‘ssuccessor,Asa,

supported by an army of 580,000, was able to stave off an invading horde of one million Ethiopians. 

These and similar numbers are totally out of line with what we know about ancient military forces, and 

they are in excess of what could have been mustered from the population of Israel or Judah. There has 

been a recent attempt to rationalize these numbers by understanding the word ˒elep as meaning not 1,000 

but a tribal subsection and the military unit that went to war from this subsection (Mendenhall 1958; 

Myers Chronicles AB). In the usual reading of chap. 12 of 1 Chronicles, 340,822 men made their way to 



Hebron to make David king, but Mendenhall reduced the number through his understanding of ˒elep to 

15,290. However, this attempt to lend plausibility to the numbers in Chronicles has not been successful, 

however valid it may be for early Israel. When Chronicles and DH both have large numbers, slight 

differences between the texts allow us to conclude that the Chronicler understood these figures as true 

thousands and not as military units (e.g., 1 Chr 19:7 = 2 Sam 10:6; 1 Chr 21:15 = 2 Sam 24:9; 2 Chr 2:1, 

16, 17—Eng 2:2, 17, 18 = 1 Kgs 5:29, 30—Eng 5:15, 16). The proposed new understanding of ˒elep does 

not seem appropriate in a monarchical setting, nor does it offer an adequate interpretation of the tribal 

numbers within Chronicles (e.g., the sons of Bela in 1 Chr 7:7 number 22,034, but it is meaningless to 

speak of 22 military units with an average number per unit of 1.5 men). Note also the impossibly large 

numbers for other objects in Chronicles where the tribal/military interpretation of ˒elep is irrelevant (1 

Chr 22:14—100,000 talents of silver and 1,000,000 talents of gold).  

H. Some Characteristic Features of Chronicles  

1. Royal Speeches and Prayers. The speeches and prayers of kings and prophets in Chronicles are 

frequently referred to as Levitical sermons (von Rad ROTT). Recent studies, however, have raised doubts 

about whether the Levites were specialists in preaching and whether these speeches should be classified 

as sermons (Mathias 1984). Von Rad believed that the Chronicler was using a well-established genre and, 

apparently, actual sermons that were available. But the theological themes in these speeches are those of 

the Chronicler elsewhere, and von Rad disparaged unnecessarily the literary ability of the Chronicler 

(ROTT, 277). Perhaps the most significantpartofvonRad‘sworkwashisobservationofthewayin

which these speeches base their appeal on an authoritative scriptural text (for 2 Chr 15:2–7, cf. Jer 19:14; 

31:15; for 2 Chr 16:7–9, cf. Zech 4:10; for 2 Chr 19:6–7, cf. Deut 10:17; Zeph 3:5, etc.).  

Throntveit (1982b: 25–63), building on Braun, has distinguished the following genres in the royal 

speeches: (a) Edicts. A specific audience is addressed with an imperative that is to be immediately carried 

out (1 Chr 15:12–13; 22:5; 29:20; 2 Chr 29:31; 35:3–6). (b) Rationales. There is no specific audience, 

imperative, or reported action, but the speech provides some rationale for a cultic action (1 Chr 15:2; 

22:1; 2 Chr 8:11; 23:25–32; 28:23). (c) Orations. Similar to edicts, but these speeches make frequent use 

of historical retrospects (1 Chr 13:2–3; 29:1–5; 2 Chr 2:2–9; 13:4–12; 14:6; 29:3–11; 30:4–9).  

The royal speeches and prayers play a significant role in the structuring of Chronicles. The three 

speeches (22:7–16, 18–19; 28:2–8, 9–10, 20–21; 29:1–5) and the prayer of David (29:10–19) serve to link 

him with Solomon closely and place great emphasis on the temple as the joint project of the two kings and 

aunitedIsrael.David‘sparticipationinthebuildingofthetempleisbracketedatthebeginning(1 Chr 

17:16–27) and at the end (1 Chr 29:10–19) by prayers. Similarly, the period of the Divided Kingdom is 

enclosed within speeches calling for repentance by Abijah (2 Chr 13:4–12) and by Hezekiah (2 Chr 30:6–

9).BothspeechesindicatetheChronicler‘sopennesstoNorthernparticipationintheJerusalemcult. 

2. Prophets. The references to prophets, seers, and men of God in Chronicles can be divided into three 

groups (much of the following is drawn from Micheel 1983). The first group are those taken from parallel 

accounts in Samuel-Kings (Nathan [1 Chronicles 17]; Gad [1 Chronicles 21]; Shemaiah [2 Chronicles 

11]; Micaiah [2 Chr 18:4–27]; and Huldah [2 Chr 34:22–28]).  

AsecondgroupispartofChronicles‘additionalmaterial(Shemaiahinasecondappearance[2 Chr 

12:5–8]; Azariah [2 Chr 15:1–7]; Hanani [2 Chr 16:7–10]; Jehu ben Hanani [2 Chr 19:2]; Jehaziel [2 Chr 

20:14]; Eliezer [2 Chr 20:37]; Elijah active in Judah [2 Chr 21:12–15]; Zechariah [2 Chr 24:20–22]; Oded 

[2 Chr 28:9–11]; an anonymous man of God and prophet [2 Chronicles 25]; Jeremiah [2 Chr 35:25; 

36:22]). With the exception of Shemaiah, Hanani, Jehu ben Hanani, Elijah, and Jeremiah, these 

individuals are unknown from other contexts. According to the Chronicler, the attitude shown toward the 

prophetsalsorevealsone‘sattitudetowardYahweh:―BelieveinYahwehyourGod,andyouwillbe

established;believehisprophets,andyouwillsucceed‖(2 Chr 20:20). These prophets often link the 

resultsinaking‘sdomesticorforeignactivitieswithhisrelationshiptoYahweh, although in a few cases 

successorfailureislinkedtothewholepeople‘sbehavior(e.g.,Zechariah,Oded). 



While some believe that all the words of these prophets were created by the Chronicler (e.g., Micheel), 

others hold that at least some of them were present in the traditions available to him (e.g., Westermann 

1967: 163–68).  

A third context is the source references which mention prophets or seers in connection with certain 

kings (see F.2.a above).  

3. Levites. The Levitical genealogies can be described as follows:  

a. 1 Chr 5:27–41—Eng 6:1–15. Two sets of Aaronic high priests, from Aaron to Ahimaaz, and from 

AzariahI(thepriestinSolomon‘s temple) to Jehozadak (who was exiled).  

b. 1 Chr 6:1–15—Eng 6:16–30. Each of the three sons of Levi (Gershom, Kohath, and Merari) is 

provided with a vertical genealogy of seven generations of ordinary Levites that connects to them through 

their oldest son. A seven-generation genealogy of Samuel and his sons has been inserted into the Kohath 

genealogy.  

c. 1 Chr 6:16–32—Eng 6:31–47. Kohath, Gershom, and Merari are each provided with a vertical 

genealogy of 14 generations of Levitical singers, ending with Heman, Asaph, and Ethan, the chief singers 

at the time of David.  

d. 1 Chr 6:39–66—Eng 6:54–81. No completely satisfying understanding of this list of Levitical cities 

or of its date is yet established. Mazar (1960) dated it to the time of the United Monarchy when there was 

an attempt to strengthen government control by stationing Levites in strategically significant 

administrative areas. Peterson (1977) proposed an 8th-century date and believed that the Levites in these 

cities taught the people the Mosaic covenant. According to Spencer (1980), this list is a fictitious 

composition designed to explain the appearance of the Levites and their secondary role in the postexilic 

period.  

e. 1 Chronicles 23–26. 1 Chr 23:3–6a: Four types of Levites, whose organization is credited to David; 

23:6b–13a, 15–24: a genealogically based list of those in charge of the work of the house of the Lord; 

25:1–6: a list of singers installed by David; 26:1–3, 9–11, 19: a list of gatekeepers; 26:20–32: a list of 

judges and officers. The Chronicler wanted to give Davidic authority to the role of the Levites in the 

temple of his day.  

In five places (1 Chronicles 25; 2 Chr 20, 29, 34:30, and 35:15) the Chronicler identifies the singers as 

prophets or as performing prophetic activities. Petersen (1977) argues that the Chronicler hoped through 

these accounts to substantiate the Levitical singers‘claimtoculticauthorityasprophetsinpostexilic

society. This role is not (contra Mowinckel) a remnant of preexilic cult prophecy.  

ThestandardterminologyforculticpersonnelintheChronicleris―thepriestsandtheLevites.‖The

priests are sonsofAaronanddescendantsofZadok.Theterm―sonsofAaron‖seemstobeusedinplace

of―priests,‖especiallywhentheirrightsoveragainsttheLevitesarebeingstressed(2 Chr 26:18; 29:21).  

The Levites consist of a wide variety of minor clergy, and any group that wanted to be a part of this 

minor clergy claimed to be a Levite, usually through the Kohathite Korah. Groups like the singers (1 Chr 

6:16–24), the gatekeepers (1 Chr 9:17–26; 23:3–5; and 26:1, 19), and even the bakers (1 Chr 9:31–32), 

which in the sources used by the Chronicler were not identified as Levites, became Levites in the 

Chronicler‘sinterpretation. 

Among the many tasks of the Levites was teaching. The blessing of Moses (Deut 33:8–11) describes 

them as teaching legal ordinances to Israel. The Chronicler reports their teaching mission in Judah at the 

time of Jehoshaphat when they took with them the book of the law of Yahweh (2 Chr 17:7–9; cf. also 2 

Chr 35:3; Neh 8:7). They also were in charge of various holy objects and prepared things such as the 

shewbread (1 Chr 9:28–32; 23:29–31; 2 Chr 29:34). Jehoshaphat appointed them to be judges in 

Jerusalem (2 Chr 19:8–11), and they also served as scribes (1 Chr 24:6; 2 Chr 34:13). In addition, they led 

in singing and praise (1 Chr 15:16–24; 16:4–42; 2 Chr 5:12–13; 8:14; 20:19–22; 23:13, 18; 29:25–30; 

35:15).  

I. Theology  

1. Monarchy, Cult, and Temple. The Chronicler devotes an extraordinary amount of attention to 

David and Solomon, and in fact treats the two of them in equal or parallel fashion. David is approved by 



all Israel right after the death of Saul, with no reference to his conflicts with Saul (cf. 1 Samuel 16–30) or 

the divided character of Israel early in his reign (2 Sam 1:1–5:3). His first act as king was to capture 

Jerusalem, the future site of the temple (1 Chr 11:4–9), to which he brought the ark (1 Chr 15:25–16:3). 

David arranged for the ordering of the priests and Levites, and assigned the latter a role as singers after 

their requirement to carry the ark had become obsolete (1 Chr 16:4–7, 37–42; 2 Chr 7:6; cf. 1 Chronicles 

23–27). He designated the site for the temple (1 Chr 22:1) after Yahweh had indicated his own approval 

for it by sending fire from heaven (1 Chr 21:26–30). He also made massive preparations for the building 

of the temple before his death (1 Chr 22:2–5; 29:2–5; cf. 28:12–18, which may be secondary).  

Solomon, too, receives unanimous approval, even from the other sons of David (1 Chr 29:23–25). He 

makes his own preparations for building (2 Chr 2:2–16)anderectsthetempleonDavid‘ssite.Heputsthe

ark in the temple (2 Chr 5:2–14) and installs the priests and Levites in their offices (2 Chr 8:14–15). 

While David had been prevented from building the temple because he had shed blood and waged wars, 

Solomon was a man of peace and rest (1 Chr 22:8–10). Designated by David, he was also the one chosen 

by Yahweh specifically for the building of the temple (1 Chr 28:10; 29:1). The Chronicler is the only 

writer in the OT to designate any king after David as chosen.Solomon‘sidolatryasreportedin1 Kings 

11 is omitted in Chronicles. Braun (1971b; 1976) has made clear that the speeches in 1 Chronicles 22, 28, 

and 29 tie together the two most significant parts of the history, the reigns of David and Solomon.  

The work of David and Solomon centered on the building of the temple, with its completion 

appropriately noted in 2 Chr 8:16. These two kings alone were recognized by all Israel just as they alone 

ruled all Israel. The two of them were concerned both with the ark and the temple. Their words and efforts 

gavelegitimacytotheJerusalemtempleastheonlyappropriateworshipsite.TheNorth‘sapostasy,

according to the speech of Abijah, consisted primarily in its rejection of the temple (2 Chr 13:4–12). 

When Hezekiah appealed to Israel and Judah to repent, he called for a return to the sanctuary which God 

had sanctified forever (2 Chr 30:6–8). Hezekiah, in fact, is a kind of second Solomon. His passover is the 

first of its kind since Solomon (2 Chr 30:26), and its fourteen-day duration (2 Chr 30:23) echoes the 

duration of the temple dedication under Solomon (2 Chr 7:8–9). Apparently, the Chronicler was calling 

on all Israel of his day, including especially the North (see below), to join in recognizing the legitimacy of 

the Second Temple in Jerusalem, the heir of the temple erected by David and Solomon. The rebuilt temple 

couldbeseenasthemajorfulfillmentofGod‘spromisetoDavidthroughNathan(2 Chr 6:10–11; cf. 1 

Chronicles 17).  

Is the significance of the monarchy only to be found in its legitimation of the postexilic theocracy and/or 

the postexilic temple? Or does the Chronicler hope for a restoration of the monarchy? Note that kingship 

in Israel is equated with the kingdom of God (1 Chr 28:5; 29:23; 2 Chr 13:8) and that it is inalienably 

linked to the Davidic dynasty (1 Chr 17:13).  

Otto Plöger believes that David and Solomon created for the temple those ordinances on which the 

acceptable worship of the present community depended, and that the work itself is antieschatological. 

Freedman, Cross, and Newsome, on the other hand, detect in the Chronicler hope for a restoration of the 

monarchy under Zerubbabel. For Freedman and Cross, this also entails including parts of Ezra in the 

original book of Chronicles, an interpretation we have decided not to follow.  

Mosis (1973) proposes an alternate eschatological scenario, viewing Saul, David, and Solomon as 

symbolic representations of the exile, the restoration, and the ideal eschatological future respectively. His 

case falls, among other reasons, because of the unity between David and Solomon noted above, and also 

because it presupposes the unity of Chronicles-Nehemiah.  

Williamson(1977a)detectsasubtle,―royalist‖eschatologyin2 Chr 6:41–42 (a modification of the 

Vorlage we know as Psalm 132:8–10). Verse 42 reads:―RememberthysteadfastloveforDavidthy

servant.‖This verse is a reapplication of Isa 55:3, which had broadened the promise to David to include 

all of Israel. Now this promise is again understood dynastically, suggesting that the prophecy of Nathan 

was only partially exhaustedwiththecompletionofthetemple.IntheChronicler‘sview,thedynastic

promise had become unconditional thanks to the promise of God and the carrying out of the conditions of 

this promise by Solomon, particularly in the building of the temple (cf. 1 Chr 28:7, 9; 2 Chr 6:16; 7:17–



18). The Chronicler believed that a brighter future lay in store for an obedient people, and a restoration of 

themonarchymaywellhavebeenpartofhisfuturehope.ImmediatelyafterSolomon‘sprayerforGodto

remember his promise to David, fire came down from heaven and consumed the sacrifices in the temple 

(2 Chr 7:1).ThiswouldseemtobeanimplicityestoSolomon‘sprayer(cf.also2 Chr 7:21–22; 13:5–8; 

21:7).  

2. Retribution. The Chronicler often interprets divine punishments or blessings as a retributive 

responsetoaking‘sbehavior(WellhausenWPHI, 203–8; cf. von Rad ROTT, 348–49). Rehoboam, for 

example, was attacked by Shishak I in his 5th year (1 Kgs 14:25–26) because he had forsaken the law of 

Yahweh the previous year (2 Chr 12:1). Asa became seriously ill in his old age (1 Kgs 15:23) because he 

had not relied on Yahweh in a war with Baasha and had imprisoned a prophet who rebuked him (2 Chr 

16:7–10). Afflicted with leprosy, Azariah/Uzziah had to abdicate (2 Kgs 15:5), but it is only in Chronicles 

that we learn that his illness resulted from his pride and his assumption of the right to burn incense (2 Chr 

26:16–21). In each of the above cases, the Chronicler has provided a theological rationale for an event 

reported in the books of Kings. Retribution is immediate, with the consequences befalling the evil or 

righteous king during his own lifetime. This threatens to break down the unity of history achieved by Dtr 

into a large number of single actions of Yahweh (von Rad ROTT, 350).  

Inhisdescriptionsofpositivebehavior,thewriterdelightsinwordslike―seek‖(Hebdāraš)or―rely

on‖(šā˓an; Braun 1979: 53–54).DavidsaystoSolomon,―Ifyouseekhim,hewillbefoundbyyou‖(1 

Chr 28:9). For negative behavior, the Chronicler charges that the person in question forsakes Yahweh, his 

law,orthetemple;actsunfaithfully;engagesinforeignalliances;andfailstogiveheedtoYahweh‘s

prophets (Braun 1979: 54). Faithful royal behavior is accompanied by many children, building projects, a 

well-equipped army, victory in war, cultic reforms, or tribute from the nations (Welten 1973). A wicked 

kingexperiencedGod‘swrath,war,defeatinbattle,disease,orconspiracy.NotetheChronicler‘s

summationofSaul‘sreign:―SoSauldiedforhisunfaithfulness;hewasunfaithful to the Lord in that he 

didnotkeepthecommandoftheLord…anddidnotseekguidancefromtheLord.ThereforetheLord

slewhim‖(1 Chr 10:13–14). The concept of retribution and the specific terms associated with it are 

almost entirely absent from Ezra-Nehemiah, an argument noted by those who favor separate authorship.  

This retribution, however, is not mechanistic or inescapable. A king like Rehoboam who repents (2 Chr 

12:13; cf. 2 Chr 7:14 anditsreferencestohumblingoneself,praying,seekingGod‘sface,andturning)

experiences some deliverance (2 Chr 12:7) and is not completely destroyed (2 Chr 12:12). Prophets are 

often sent to warn the king before a judgment falls, sometimes with success (cf. Rehoboam above) but 

often without (e.g., 2 Chr 16:10–12).ThrontveitnotesthatthetenpropheticspeechesbetweenAbijah‘s

sermon in 2 Chronicles 13 andHezekiah‘sappealtotheNorthin2 Chronicles 30 all enunciate the 

doctrine of retributive justice (1982b: 163–65). Retribution is more than a grid spread out over Israel‘s

history;itisalsoacallforfaithaddressedtotheChronicler‘saudience.Justasrepentanceinthepastled

todivinefavor,sofaithfulnessinthewriter‘spresentwouldhavesimilarpositiveresults.Thisaspectof

his theology seems well summed up in 2 Chr 20:20:―BelieveintheLordyourGod,andyouwillbe

established;believeinhisprophetsandyouwillsucceed.‖ 

3. Attitude toward the North. Earlier scholars (e.g., Torrey, Noth, and Rudolph) found one of the 

principal themes of the book to be its anti-Samaritan attitude. This has now been called into question 

because of the late date currently assigned to the Samaritan schism and the distinction between Chronicles 

and Ezra-Nehemiah. There is also a far more open attitude to the North in Chronicles than was previously 

recognized (Mosis 1973: 169–72, 200–1, 224, 232). Those willing to return to the Lord and come to his 

sanctuary are to be welcomed (2 Chr 30:7–8).  

Shortly after the division of the kingdom, priests and Levites from the North, together with 

representatives from all the tribes of Israel, came to Jerusalem for sacrifice (2 Chr 11:13–17). From the 

very start, therefore, there were people who were willing to repent and acknowledge the Jerusalem 

sanctuary. While Abijah accuses the North of rebellion against the Davidic dynasty, idolatry, and a 

generally improper cult (2 Chr 13:4–12)—surelyoneofthemost―anti-Northern‖passagesinthebook—

he also admonishes them as if repentance was possible (vv 4, 8, 12). In the reign of Asa, great numbers 



from Ephraim, Manasseh, and Simeon deserted to the Southern king (2 Chr 15:9) and were part of those 

who entered into a covenant to seek Yahweh (2 Chr 15:9–15). Prophets were active in the North, 

including Oded, who persuaded Northerners during the reign of Ahaz to release their Southern prisoners 

(2 Chr 28:8–15). A number of Northern leaders openly confessed their sin on this occasion (v 13).  

Hezekiah, according to the Chronicler, was the first king after the fall of the N kingdom and so was the 

firstsinceSolomontoruleaunitedIsrael.Theking‘sinvitationtothePassoverwas,tobesure,rejected

in parts of the North, but individuals from Asher, Manasseh, and Zebulun did humble themselves and 

come to Jerusalem (2 Chr 30:11).Hezekiah‘sdescriptionofamercifulGod—―FortheLordyourGodis

graciousandmerciful,andwillnotturnawayhisfacefromyou,ifyoureturntohim‖(2 Chr 30:9)—is 

nowhere withdrawn in Chronicles. His united Passover celebration was unique in its inclusion of the 

North for the first time since Solomon (2 Chr 30:26; cf. the similar celebration under Josiah in 2 Chr 

35:17–18). His reform activities broke down cultic institutions not only in Judah and Benjamin but also in 

Ephraim and Manasseh (2 Chr 31:1). Josiah carried on reforming activities in Manasseh, Ephraim, and as 

far as Naphtali (2 Chr 34:6), making all Israel serve the Lord (2 Chr 34:33).  

The Northerners, therefore, were not a people to be shunned, though they and all others who rejected the 

sole legitimacy of the Jerusalem temple are criticized by the Chronicler. Even at the division of the 

kingdomShemaiahreferstotheNorthernersasbrothersandtothedivisionitselfasGod‘swill(2 Chr 

11:1–4).FromtheChronicler‘spointofviewthereweregoodreasonsforIsrael‘srefusaltoendurethe

rule of the Judean king. The Chronicler seems to be inviting Northerners and, perhaps, other 

unidentifiable groups in Israel to acknowledge the claims of the temple in Jerusalem and participate in its 

cult.  
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CHRONOLOGY. Numerous problems often arise when one attempts to assign approximate (much 

less exact) dates to persons and events mentioned in the biblical corpus. This entry attempts to survey 

those problems. It consists of two articles, one focusing on the chronology of the Hebrew Bible/Old 
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A. Introduction: Premodern Views  

The generally chronological arrangement of the historical books of the Bible (Pentateuch-Kings) and the 

calendric superscriptions of most of the prophetic books show that the final redactors of the Hebrew Bible 

had a sense of chronology; yet, no all-encompassing chronological system is in use throughout the Bible. 

In some traditions, the Exodus from Egypt served as a pivotal point of reckoning (cf. Num 33:38; Judg 

11:26; 1 Kgs 6:2). But it was not until the Hellenistic period, when the method of counting years by 

―eras‖(Lat265 aera, ―number‖)wasintroduced(Bickerman1968:70–77; CHJ 1: 60–69; Hallo 1984–85; 

1988: 185–90) and the biblical canon was more or less set, that the first steps were taken to integrate the 

heterogenic chronological data.  

In order to show the Bible to be reliable as history and so worthy of respect within Greek circles, its 

chronological picture was often found to need amplification or clarification. The earliest example is the 

extant fragments of Demetrius (early 3d cent. B.C.E., Alexandria) who dated events by reference to Adam 

and the Flood. Several centuries later, Josephus is found complementing the biblical record with 

information and nonbiblical dates gleaned from the works of other historians (mostly Menander and 

Berosus) and summarizing historical periods, e.g., the Temple of Jerusalem lay waste for 50 years (AgAp 

1.154); in some of these matters, Josephus showed an acquaintance with chronological topics which are 

discussed in later rabbinic sources.  

Chronological discussions in the Talmud often associate Rabbi Yose ben Halafta with the work Seder 

Olam (―OrderoftheWorld‖)(e.g.,b. Šabb. 88a; b. Nid. 46b), and it seems that the tanna R. Yose both 

compiled and authored sections of this major midrashic chronography which treats events from Adam to 

theBarKokhbarebellion.Thoughoftencreditedwithbeingthefirsttousethe―EraofCreation‖(Heb

minyan layyĕṣ  râ; Lat anno mundi), Seder Olam in actuality set dates by sabbatical and jubilee cycles 

(e.g., 11:50; 15:14; 23:83; 24:24; 25:54) and in so doing, adopted a practice already found in Josephus 



and occasionally in the Talmud. The main concern of Seder Olam was―theestablishmentofa

chronologicalcontinuumfromthebeginningofthebiblicalstoryuntilitsend‖(Milikowsky1981:4),

achieved by calculating the intervals between events and harmonizing conflicting traditions; its eclectic 

methodology embodies the essence of rabbinic rationalization of the biblical data (cf. Heinemann 1978). 

(The―EraofCreation,‖togetherwiththeregulated19-year cycle of intercalation, the basis for the current 

Jewish festival calendar, is traceable to the 9th century.)  

The reworking of biblical chronology in the book of Jubilees is exceptional in the freedom displayed by 

assigning days, months, and years to recorded events. This sectarian work of the so-called―Enochcircle‖

(ca. 1st century B.C.E.), known to have influenced the Qumran order, was based upon an essentially solar 

calendar of 52 weeks with an even number of 364 days in each year (cf. Jaubert 1953); epochs were 

counted by sabbatical and jubilee cycles; thus, e.g., Jacob arrived in Egypt in the 45th jubilee cycle (since 

creation), in its 3d sabbatical cycle, in the 2d year of that cycle, on the 1st day of the 4th month (Jub. 

45:1).  

Early Christian writers were the first to synchronize biblical dates with secular calendars, e.g., Julius 

Africanus used the era of the Olympiads as a frequent reference point, later taken over by Eusebius in his 

Chronicle. Eusebius‘opus,bestpreservedinJerome‘sLatintranslation,workedthroughthedatafrom

Adam to the rebuilding of the Temple in the second year of Darius, and then through the life of Jesus until 

the destruction of Jerusalem.  

While viewing the biblical text as sacred scripture, some medieval Jewish exegetes took an approach 

independent of Seder Olam and reinvestigated critically several of the numerical calculations which by 

then had become traditional, cf., e.g., Abarbanel to 1 Sam 13:1 withreferencetothelengthofSaul‘s

reign. In the 12th-century history Sefer Ha-Qabbalah (―TheBookofTradition‖) by Abraham Ibn-Daud, 

chronology was made to conform to a preconceived notion of the symmetry of history, perceivable in 

recurring cycles set in time by divine providence. Now and then, the figures given in the biblical text were 

abandoned in order to savethepattern,e.g.:―BeholdhowtrustworthyaretheconsolationsofourGod,

blessed be His name, for the chronology of their exile corresponded to that of their redemption. Twenty-

one years passed from the beginning of their exile until the destruction of the Temple and the cessation of 

the monarchy [—contrast the biblical calculation of 11 years—2 Kgs 24:12 and 25:8]. Similarly, twenty-

one years passed from the time its rebuilding began until it was completed [—the exact figure is 

uncalculablefromthebiblicaldata]‖(Cohen1967:10). 

In the English-speaking world, the chronological calculations of Bishop James Ussher (published 1650–

54) were for centuries the best known biblical dates, due to their publication in the margin of some 

editions of the KJV of the Bible. Ussher arrived at 4004 B.C.E. as the date of creation by following the 

Hebrew text and principles not unlike those which guided the author of Seder Olam.  

A survey of the chronological issues regarding the major periods of biblical history as understood in 

critical circles follows.  

B. Primeval History  

Two ages of ten generations each, separated by the great Flood, open the biblical account of primeval 

history. The first age, the Age of Creation, is presented in two parallel traditions (Gen 4:17–26—―J‖

tradition; Gen 5:1–32—―P‖tradition);thesecond one contains chronological data embedded within a 

genealogicaltablecomposedinadistinctliteraryform(―a lived x years and he begot b; a lived y years 

after begetting b; the total years of a were x + y‖).Thetotalnumberofyearsforthisageis 1656, with 

most of the antediluvians living extraordinarily long lives, e.g., Jared, 962 years (Gen 5:50); Methuselah, 

969 years (Gen 5:27). The second age, the Age of the Dispersion (Gen 9:28–29; 11:10–26—both―P‖),

numbers290years,withthelifespansofthepostdiluviansgraduallydiminishingtonear―normal‖lengths

as the age ends (Terah, 205 years; cf. Gen 11:32).  

Table 1.  

The Age of Creation (Gen 5:1–32)  

 
Age at Birth of son  Total Years Lived  



Adam  130  930  

Seth  105  912  

Enosh  90  905  

Kenan  70  910  

Mehalalel  65  895  

Jared  162  962  

Enoch  65  365  

Methuselah  187  969  

Lamech  182  777  

Noah  500  950  

(age at Flood)  (600)  
 

Total  1656  
 

Table 2.  

The Age of the Dispersion (Gen 11:10–26)  

 
Age at Birth of Son  Total Years Lived  

Shem  100  600  

Arpachshad  35  438  

Shelah  30  433  

Eber  34  464  

Peleg  30  239  

Reu  32  239  

Serug  30  230  

Nahor  29  148  

Terah  70  205  

Total  290  
 

The numerical variants found in the LXX and the Sam. Pent. cannot be taken as more reliable than those 

given by the MT, because they may be rational corrections of items in the received text considered 

illogical and/or sectarian doctrinal manipulations made during the postbiblical period (Larsson 1983). 

E.g., in the Sam. Pent., Jared, Methuselah, and Lamech all die in the year of the Flood; in LXX, the ages 

of most postdiluvians at the birth of their firstborn is higher by 100 years so that none of them outlive 

Abraham (as in MT).  

Moreover, no systematic pattern has been discovered in these figures. A suggestion to derive the total 

1657 years (1656 years + 1 year of the Flood—Gen 8:13) by means of calculations based on the 

sexagesimalsystemaugmentedbythenumber―seven‖.(600,000days=1643yearsof365dayseach+2

× 7 years = 1657 years), though tempting, remains speculative (Cassuto 1972: 253–62). At the same time, 

individual lifespans may signal special personages, e.g., the seventh worthy in the list of Genesis 5, 

Enoch,who―walkedwithGod,‖lived365years(equivalenttothedaysinasolaryear). 

The biblical periodization of primeval times seems to derive ultimately from ANE tradition. For 

example,Sumeriansourcesrecordthattheworld‘sfirstrulerslivedtensofthousandsofyearsbeforethe

Flooddestroyedall,e.g.,―8kings[variant:10]reignedthere241,200years.TheFloodsweptthereover.‖

(Jacobsen 1939: 77). In the period following, the rulers still attained long lives, but not those of their 

ancestors. See also PRIMEVAL HISTORY. As to the dynastic and regnal years in the Sumerian king list, 

all of which are of extraordinary duration, some seem to be artificial constructions demonstrating the 



expertise of the ancient mathematicians (Young 1988a); and ultimately may have influenced the figures in 

the biblical scheme (Young 1988b).  

C. From the Patriarchs to the Exodus  

The chronological data of this period consists, for the most part, of general statements and schematic 

numbers—multiples of 5 and 60, plus 7—and thus is of questionable value for historical purposes.  

Table 3.  

The Patriarchs  

 
Age at birth of son  Total Years Lived  Sources  

Abraham  100  175  Gen 17:17; 25:7  

Sarah  90  127 (2 × 60 + 7)  Gen 17:17; 23:1  

Isaac  60  180 (3 × 60)  Gen 25:26; 35:28  

Jacob  
 

147 (2 × 70 +7)  Gen 47:28  

Joseph  
 

110  Gen 50:22  

A total of 215 years elapsed from the migration of Abraham (aged 75) to Canaan until the move of 

Jacob and his family to Egypt (Gen 12:4; 21:5; 25:26; 47:9). The Israelite sojourn in Egypt lasted 430 

years (Exod 12:40), a statement that does not accord with the promise to Abraham in Gen 15:13 that his 

progeny would be enslaved in a foreign land for 400 years, the fourth generation returning to the 

Promised Land (15:16).Thetraditionthatthe―fourthgeneration‖wasliberatedfromEgyptissupported

by most of the genealogical lists in the Pentateuch, in which Moses appears as the great-great-grandson of 

Jacob (Exod 6:16–20; Num 26:57–59). In order to harmonize this with a 400- (or 430-) year enslavement, 

the entire period from the Covenant with Abraham in Genesis 15 until the Exodus has to be included in 

the tally. (Thus, and Sam. Pent. read in Exod 12:40:―ThetimethattheIsraelitesand their fathers stayed 

in the land of Canaan andinEgypt,‖cf.too,therabbinicsources, Gen. Rab. 63. 3; Mek. 1.14.7; y. Meg. 

1.11.) Note, however, that the genealogies may not be trustworthy as they apparently telescope many 

generations in a three-memberscheme,namingonlyaperson‘simmediatefamily,clan,andtribe,sothe

true number of intervening generations in each stage is incalculable (cf. the ten-member line of Joshua in 

1 Chr 7:20–27 for this same period).  

No absolute dates for the patriarchal age are available since the events related in Genesis and Exodus 

cannot be synchronized with extrabiblical fixed chronology. Despite all that is known of the ANE, the E 

kings who joined battle in the Valley of Siddim/Dead Sea (Genesis 14) cannot be identified with 

certainty. See CHEDORLAOMER (PERSON). Nor does the tradition concerning the founding of Hebron 

―sevenyearsbeforeTanisinEgypt‖(Num 13:22), often associated with the 400th anniversary of the cult 

of the god Seth at Tanis (cf. Haremhab Stele, ANET, 252–53), provide a fixed reference point to any 

biblical event.  

Many scholars would place the Patriarchs in the MB I period (2000–1800 B.C.E.), a conjecture based on 

the putative similarities between their seminomadic lifestyle as described in Genesis and the Amorite 

movements known from archaeology and the Mari documents. A few place them in the LB Age (1550–

1200 B.C.E.), considering the affinities between the social customs in the patriarchal stories and the Nuzi 

texts (cf. Dever IJH, 92–102).  

There is also no agreement as to the identity of the Pharaoh of the enslavement. The reference to the 

garrison cities Pithom and Raamses, built by the enslaved Israelites (Exod 1:11), indicates Rameses II, the 

resplendent ruler of the 19th Dynasty (1290–1224 B.C.E.). But this oft-proffered identification conflicts 

with the date in 1 Kgs 6:1:SolomonbegantobuildtheTemple―480yearsaftertheIsraelitesleftEgypt,

inthefourthyear‖ofhisreign.SinceSolomon‘sfourthregnal year is dated ca. 964 B.C.E. (see E.7 

below), this would place the Exodus in the year 1444 B.C.E., almost two centuries earlier than the most 

plausible dating of the Exodus (i.e., the end of the 13th century B.C.E., the age of Rameses II–Merneptah. 

(On theliterarynatureofthe―480years,‖seefurtherbelow.) 

D. From the Conquest to the Monarchy  



According to the biblical data, after a 40-year period of wandering (Num 32:13), the Israelites entered 

the land under the leadership of Joshua, who led them in battle for 5 years (Josh 14:10). This initial stage 

was followed by the dispersal of the tribes to their territorial allotments throughout Canaan, after which 

they suffered alternating periods of oppression and deliverance lasting, according to Judges, some 470 

years.  

Table 4.  

The Judges  

 
Years of Oppression  Years of Deliverance  Source  

Cushan-rishathaim  8  
 

Judg 3:8  

Othniel  
 

40  Judg 3:11  

Eglon  18  
 

Judg 3:14  

Ehud  
 

80  Judg 3:30  

Jabin  20  
 

Judg 4:3  

Deborah  
 

40  Judg 5:31  

Midianites  7  
 

Judg 6:1  

Gideon  
 

40  Judg 8:28  

Abimelech  
 

3  Judg 9:22  

Tolah  
 

23  Judg 10:2  

Jair  
 

22  Judg 10:3  

Ammonites  18  
 

Judg 10:8  

Jepthah  
 

6  Judg 12:7  

Ibzan  
 

7  Judg 12:9  

Elon  
 

10  Judg 12:11  

Abdon  
 

8  Judg 12:14  

Philistines  40  
 

Judg 13:1  

Samson  
 

20  Judg 15:20  

Eli  
 

40  1 Sam 4:18  

Samuel  
 

20+  1 Sam 7:2  

Innumerable attempts have been made at reconciling the total years recorded in Judges with other data 

concerning the premonarchic settlement period gleaned from Joshua and Samuel. The years of 

deliverance, during which the Israelite tribes were ruled by whatscholarstermthe―major‖judges,are

expressedintypologicalnumbers―20,‖―40,‖―80‖andarelikelytobefromthehandofthe

DeuteronomisticeditorofJudges;theunevenyearsofjudgeshipoftheremaining―minor‖tribal

chieftains appear to have been drawn from a traditional listing of unknown origin. But while the final 

edition of Judges may be the work of Deuteronomistic historiographers, there is no explicit indication that 

thebook‘schronologywascoordinatedwithanyoftheothercalculations in the overall Deuteronomistic 

historyJoshuathroughKings.TheroundfigureofIsrael‘s300-year settlement in Transjordan (Judg 

11:26) is not helpful in this regard. And the 480 years of 1 Kgs 6:1 is too large to cover the years recorded 

for the period of the Exodus until the founding of the Temple; only by assuming overlapping figures for 

the Philistine oppression and certain late interpolations can one approach the total given in 1 Kgs 6:1 (so, 

e.g., NDH, 18–25). The figure 480 most likely comprises 12 generations of 40 years each, based on 

twelve leaders of Israel between the Exodus and the building of the Temple; e.g., Moses, Joshua, Othniel 

(Judg 3:11), Ehud (Judg 3:30), Deborah (Judg 5:31), Gideon (Judg 8:28), Samson (Judg 16:31), Eli (1 

Sam 4:18;cf.LXX:―twenty‖),Samuel(1 Sam 7:2, 15), Saul (1 Sam 13:1; cf. Acts 13:21; Ant 6.378), 



David (2 Sam 5:4; 1 Kgs 2:11), Solomon (1 Kgs 11:42) (cf. Rowley 1950: 77–96). Priestly traditions 

preserved in the book of Chronicles similarly counted 12 generations from Aaron, brother of Moses and 

Israel‘sfirstHighPriest,toAzariah,thepriestwhoservedinSolomon‘sTemple(1 Chr 5:29–36).  

BecausemostoftheeventsdescribedfortheperioddowntoSamuel‘s judgeship were local, absolute 

dating has to reckon with the possibility that a number of judges were contemporaries, though the 

Deuteronomisticeditorsportrayedthemasruling―allIsrael‖insuccession.Davidbeganhisrulein

Hebron ca. 1005 (see E.7 below); hence the events depicted in Joshua–Samuel fall during the 

approximatelytwocenturieswhichseparatetheExodusfromDavid‘srisetopower. 

E. The Monarchic Period  

The chronological presentation in the book of Kings is the most systematic of any in the Bible. The 

editorial framework gives the following data for each king of Judah and Israel: his age at accession, the 

length of his reign, and a synchronic note concerning the regnal year of his royal contemporary in the 

neighboring kingdom.  

It has often been pointed out that 430 regnal years are recorded for the Davidic kings from the 

beginning of the construction of the Temple under Solomon until its destruction during the reign of 

Zedekiah, and that this figure, together with a supposed 50-year exile, constitutes a second 480-year 

period (cf. 1 Kgs 6:1; and see D above) which marked the epoch from the First to the Second Temple (so, 

e.g., Koch 1978). But if such indeed was the intention of the ancient chronographer, it is nowhere stated 

nor is the sum of years ever given (cf. Begrich 1929: 14–16). (Note, though, that Ezekiel counted 430 

sinful years for which Israel and Judah would have to do penance; Ezek 4:5–6.)  

1. History of Research. Scholars of the late 19th century were skeptical regarding both the historical 

value of the synchronisms and the fidelity of the textual tradition of the regnal year totals (cf. Wellhausen 

1875). A more just appreciation of the biblical dataisnowpossibleasancientIsrael‘schronological

reckoning is illuminated by the practices of its neighbors. Mesopotamian examples of synchronic 

chronologies have lent credibility to biblical synchronisms (Lewy 1927). Studies by Kugler (1922) and 

Begrich (1929) treat the Assyrian-Israelite synchronisms as pivotal points in their reconstructions. Though 

he leaned heavily upon extrabiblical data, Albright was less sanguine about the possibility that the 

numberswere―handeddownthroughsomanyeditorsandcopyistswithoutoftenbecomingcorrupt,‖and

so―corrected‖itemsinseveralkeyreigns(Albright1945:17;cf.Mowinckel1932:163–64).  

Contrariwise, the major work of E. R. Thiele (1983) proceeds from the assumption of the basic 

soundness of the Hebrew text. This entails an elaborate system of calendrical and regnal patterns which 

were operative at different times in the two kingdoms. H. Tadmor (EncMiqr 4: 245–310) bases his 

chronology upon considerations similar to those of Begrich and Thiele, but assumes far fewer systemic 

fluctuations; items which are inexplicable are regarded as late editorial calculations or errors.  

Thiele‘sworkhasbecomeacornerstoneofmuchrecentchronologicaldiscussion(cf.DeVriesIDB 1: 

580–99; IDBSup: 161–66); but his harmonizing approach has not gone unchallenged, especially because 

of the many shifts in the basis of reckoning dates that it requires (e.g., Jepsen 1968: 34–35)—shifts which 

were unlikely in actual practice. The numerous extrabiblical synchronisms he invokes do not always 

reflect the latest refinements in Assyriological research (cf. E.2.f below). In many cases, he posits an 

undocumented event in order to save a biblical datum (e.g., the circumstances surrounding the 

appointment of Jeroboam II as coregent; Thiele 1983: 109). While also somewhat conservative in his 

approachtothefiguresinMT,Tadmor‘spragmaticreconstructiondelvesintotheprocessbywhichthe

redactor(s) of Kings compiled their chronological framework from heterogeneous materials, sometimes 

leaving traces in textual inconsistencies (Tadmor EncMiqr 4: 45).  

2. Terminology. The key terms in the discussion of monarchic chronology are: (a) regnal year, (b) 

accession year, (c) accession year (or postdating) system, (d) nonaccession year (or antedating) system, 

(e) coregency, and (f) absolute dates.  

a. Regnal Year. Theofficial―royalyear‖wasreckonedfromthestartoftheNewYear.Themonthof

Nisan (March–April) is the first month of the cultic year (cf. Exod 12:2; Num 28:16); the month of Tishri 

(September–October) marks the start of the agricultural year with the onset of the rainy season (Exod 



23:16; 34:22. Note that the terms used in these verses, ṣē˒t haššānâ, ―theendoftheyear‖andtĕqûpat 

haššānâ, ―theturnoftheyear,‖refer to the seasons of the year and are not calendrical terms, as is the 

synonymous expression tĕšûbat haššānâ,―theturnoftheyear,‖2 Sam 11:1; 1 Kgs 20:22, 26; 2 Chr 

36:10;cf.Clines1974).TheMishnahrecordsthattheNewYear―forkingsandpilgrimagefestivals‖was

counted from Nisan (m. Roš. Haš. 1:1), as was the practice in Mesopotamia, but this statement has often 

been taken to reflect postbiblical practice. Some scholars hold that the regnal year ran from Tishri to 

Tishri (Mowinckel; Thiele); others from Nisan to Nisan (Kugler; Lewy; Tadmor); while still others argue 

for different calendars in Judah and Israel, with shifts made at certain junctures (Begrich; Morgenstern).  

Though the evidence is inconclusive, it appears that a Nisan calendar was in use in S Judah, while in N 

Israel, a Tishri calendar was used. The posited half-year difference between the two kingdoms can be seen 

in the notice of the 6-month reign of Zechariah of Israel (2 Kgs 15:8) which is synchronized with the 38th 

year of Azariah of Judah; while the 1-month reign of his successor Shallum is in the 39th year of Azariah 

(2 Kgs 15:13). In Judah, the regnal New Year had passed, while in Israel, the regnal year had not yet 

ended; if it had, Zechariah would have been credited with 2 years (by nonaccession reckoning, see d 

below).  

ThecountingofNIsrael‘sregnalyearsfromTishriratherthanNisanmayhavebeenpromptedbya

desiretobeindependentofJudah‘spractice.On the other hand, the shift of one month in the celebration 

of the autumn festival, from the 7th to the 8th month, proclaimed by Jeroboam I (1 Kgs 12:32), looks like 

an accommodation to local tradition (according to Talmon 1958, based upon climatic considerations), 

Deuteronomistic editorial criticism notwithstanding.  

b. Accession Year. The―accessionyear‖istheperiodfromtheking‘stakingthethroneuntilthestartof

the New Year (Akk rēš šarrūti; Heb šĕnat molk ; cf. 2 Kgs 25:27; not equivalent to the nonchronological 

Hebrew term rē˒šit mamleket,―thebeginningofthereign,‖Jer 28:1; cf. Tadmor EncMiqr 4: 49).  

c. Accession-year (or Postdating) System. Thissystemcountstheyearsofaking‘sreignonlyfromthe

firstfull―regnalyear‖afterhisaccessionyear.AssyrianandBabyloniantextsemploythissystemof

postdating throughout.  

d. Nonaccession-year (or Antedating) System. This system does not recognize an accession year, and 

socountsthefirstyearofaking‘sreignfromhisactualtakingthethrone;thus,intheantedatingsystem

the last year of the deceased king and the first one of his successor, which are the same year, are counted 

twice. Antedating was employed in Egypt for most of its history.  

In Judah and Israel, the chronological data can, for the most part, be understood on the assumption that 

the nonaccession system in counting regnal years was in use. However, toward the middle or end of the 

7th century, under the strong assimilatory pressures of the Mesopotamian empires, Judah apparently 

adopted the accession-year system.  

e. Coregency. This term refers to the designation of a royal heir during the lifetime of the reigning 

monarch. Coregency seems not to have been the regular practice in either Israel or Judah; generally, 

unusual historical circumstances led to such an appointment which sought to insure the continuity of the 

rulingfamilyonthethrone(contrastNa˒aman1986:83–91). The number of cases of coregency explicitly 

recorded in Kings is not great; sometimes the synchronisms lead one to suspect a period of coregency—an 

overlap counted in the total regnal yearsofbothkings.Thus,e.g.,Jothamjudgedthe―peopleoftheland‖

ascoregentfollowingAzariah‘sleprosy(2 Kgs 15:5). Azariah himself was coregent with his father 

Amaziah (2 Kgs 14:21).  

f. Absolute Dates. Absolute chronology can be achieved through correlation of biblical dates with 

extrabiblical ones that are fixed astronomically. Most reliable are the Assyro-Babylonian dates, preserved 

in eponym (Akk līmu—a high official after whom the year was named) and king lists, and chronicles. 

Thus, e.g., the three-month reign of Jehoiachin at the end of which Jerusalem was captured by 

Nebuchadnezzar (2 Kgs 24:8, 12) can be set in December 598–March 597 B.C.E. by reference to the 

precise dates recorded in the Babylonian Chronicle (see Table 5).(SeveralofNebuchadnezzar‘sregnal

years are noted in the concluding sections of Kings, no doubt under the bureaucratic influence of his 

hegemonyoverJudah‘saffairs[2 Kgs 24:12; 25:8, 27; cf. Jer 52:30].)  



Egyptian dates, on the other hand, are still in question at certain crucial historical junctures. E.g., the 

invasion of Shishak in the fifth year of Rehoboam (1 Kgs 14:25), the only recorded Egyptian-Israelite 

synchronism, is primarily dated by reference to biblical coordinates (Kitchen 1973: 72–76).  

A list of absolute dates, indicating their sources follows:  

Table 5.  

Absolute Dates for Events during the Monarchy  

Event  Date  Source  
Biblical 

Citation  

Ahab participates in Battle of Qarqar 

against Shalmaneser III  
853  

  

Jehu renders tribute to Shalmaneser 

III  
841  

  

Joash renders tribute to Adad-nirari 

III  
796  

Monolith Inscription 6th year of Shlmaneser 

III (ANET, 278–9)   

Menahem renders tribute to Tiglath-

pileser III  
740  

Annals: 18th year of Shalmaneser III (ANET, 

280)   

 
738  

Annals: 8th year of Tiglath-pileser III (ANET, 

283)  
2 Kgs 15:19  

Ahaz renders tribute to Tiglath-

pileser III  
734  

Summary inscription Tiglath-pileser III 

(ANET, 282)   

Pekah removed; Hoshea ascends 

throne is Isreal  
732  

Summary inscription Tiglath-pileser III 

(ANET, 284)  

2 Kgs 15:30; 

17:1  

Fall of Samaria  722  
Babylonian Chronicle: 5th year of 

Shalmaneser V (Grayson 1975: 73: 27–31)  
2 Kgs 17:6aα  

Recapture of Samaria and exile of 

inhabitants  
720  Annals: 2nd year of Sargon II (ANET, 285)  

2 Kgs 

17:6aβ-b  

Assyrian Campaign to Judah  701  Annals: Sennacherib (ANET, 287–88)  
2 Kgs 18:13–

19:36  

Mannasseh renders tribute and 

service to Assyria  

ca. 

674  
Prism B: Esarhaddon (ANET, 291)  

 

 

ca. 

668  
Annals Priam C: Ashurbanipal (ANET, 294)  

 

Battle of Carchemish  605  
Babylonian Chronicle: 21st year of 

Nabopolassar (Grayson 1975: 99: 1–5)  
Jer 46:2  

Capture of Jerusalem  597  
Babylonian Chronicle: 7th year of 

Nebuchadnezzar (ANET, 564)  
2 Kgs 24:12  

Release of Jehoiachin  561  
Accession year of Amel-Marduk (Parker-

Dubberstein 1956:12)  
2 Kgs 25:27  

Besides pinpointing individual events, these absolute dates determine the limits of scholarly conjecture. 

Menahem‘sreigncouldnothaveendedin742,asThielesupposes(1983:139–62), if Menahem is listed 

among the kings who rendered tribute to Tiglath-pileser III four years later in 738. Similarly, a widely 

accepted interpretation of Assyrian inscriptional data from the days of Tiglath-pileser III which led to the 

identificationofAzariahofJudahwithacertainAzriyauhasbeenrefuted(cf.Na˒aman1974); as a result, 

anabsolutedateforAzariah‘sreignisnolongeravailable. 

3. The Sources and Their Editing. The précis of monarchic chronology which follows is based upon 

these premises:  



(a) The lengths of reigns and the synchronisms recorded in Kings ultimately derive from king lists and a 

synchronic chronicle. We cannot say whether the Deuteronomistic editor had access to the original 

materialsorwhetherthedatawasalreadyincorporatedin―theAnnalsoftheKingsofJudah‖and―the

Annals of the KingsofIsrael‖—those composite works he so often refers to (Lewy 1927: 7; Begrich 

1929: 173–74).Nothingisknownaboutthese―annals,‖theirrelationtoarchivaldata,ortheir

comprehensiveness. The material concerning the N kingdom likely reached Jerusalem in compiled form 

soon after the fall of Samaria in 722 B.C.E. The Judean royal archives were accessible at the time the first 

edition of Kings was prepared, presumably during the reign of Josiah. The editorial attempt to integrate 

such diverse sources, and at the same time remain faithful to their differences, explains some of the 

conflicting chronological figures now in Kings.  

(b) Some of the Judean synchronisms appear to be late calculations of the Deuteronomist who had no 

firsthand knowledge of the history of the N kingdom (cf. Aharoni 1950). This explains the 

synchronization of the reigns of the Judahite kings Jotham (2 Kgs 15:32) and Ahaz (2 Kgs 16:1) and the 

bloated figure of a 20-year reign for the Israelite Pekah (2 Kgs 15:27), who actually reigned just 2 years 

(seeE.5below).Similarly,thesynchronizationofHezekiah‘s6thyear,theyearthatSamariafell,with

Hoshea‘s9thyear(2 Kgs 18:10) proves to be an erroneous assumption (as shown by the absolute dates 

forIsrael‘slastdecade). 

4. From the Fall of Samaria to the Fall of Jerusalem. The number of years between these two 

landmark events is reckoned in the Bible with respect to the reigns of the kings of Judah (see Table 6).  

Table 6.  

From the Fall of Samaria to the Fall of Jerusalem  

 
Total reign  Sources  

Hezekiah  29  2 Kgs 18:2  

Manasseh  55  2 Kgs 21:1  

Amon  2  2 Kgs 21:19  

Josiah  31  2 Kgs 22:1  

Jehoahaz  3 mths  2 Kgs 23:31  

Jehoiakim  11  2 Kgs 23:36  

Jehoiachin  3 mths  2 Kgs 24:8  

Zedekiah  11  2 Kgs 24:18  

Working from the absolute dates provided above, it appears that the accession-year system was in use 

during the final decades of Judah. Jehoiachin surrendered to Nebuchadnezzar in March 597 B.C.E. His 

father Jehoiakim had come to the throne in 609/8 (according to the Babylonian Chronicle and the date in 

Jer 46:2 forthebattleofCarchemishintheking‘s4thyear=605/4).Inthatsameyear,609B.C.E., Josiah 

met his death at Megiddo and Jehoahaz was deported to Egypt after a short 3-month reign. Accordingly, 

Josiah reigned from 639–609. Thus, keeping in mind that Samaria was captured in the 6th year of 

Hezekiah, 83 years had elapsed from the fall of Samaria to the accession of Josiah (722–639). The total 

for the three kings who reigned during this period, however, adds up to 81 years. The missing two years 

may be accounted for by assuming that the chronographer disregarded the partial years of these kings, 

though if the nonaccession-year system were then still in use, he should have included them in his 

counting.  

The datum given in 2 Kgs 18:13 thatSennacheribattackedJudahinHezekiah‘s14thyearhasgenerated

much controversy. Assyrian inscriptions indicate an attack in 701, thusHezekiah‘sreignwouldhave

begun in nonaccession year 714 or accession year 715 (Mowinckel; Albright; Thiele). This calculation not 

only contradicts the synchronism in 18:10 inwhichtheyearofSamaria‘sfall(722)wasHezekiah‘s6th

year, but the 715/14 date requires extending the reign of Ahaz his father and shortening that of his son 

Manasseh (Albright 1945: 22) or positing a coregency for Manasseh (Thiele 1983: 174). Preferable is the 



alternate solution which takesthe―14thyear‖dateasbelongingtothepropheticstoryofHezekiah‘s

illness (2 Kings 20) which tells of the promise to the king of an additional 15 years of life (20:5), thus 

giving Hezekiah a 29-year reign (cf. 18:2). The present position of the date in 18:13, rather than its 

original one at the head of 2 Kings 20, is likely due to late editing of all the traditions concerning 

Hezekiah (cf. Cogan and Tadmor 2 Kings AB). The mention of the Egyptian Taharqa in 2 Kgs 19:9 as 

having fought against Sennacherib was once thought to be decisive in restoring a second Assyrian 

campaign in the second decade of the 7th century (Albright; Thiele); for if Taharqa became king in 690 at 

age 20, he could not have fought the Assyrians in 701. But this interpretation of the Egyptian evidence is 

unwarranted (Kitchen 1973: 161–72) and leaves modern historians with a single campaign to Judah in 

701 B.C.E.  

The date of Jerusalem‘sfallandthedestructionoftheSolomonicTempleisalsoindispute.According

totheBabylonianChronicle,ZedekiahwasappointedkinginMarch597,Nebuchadnezzar‘s7thyear;

thusZedekiah‘s11thyear,theyearJerusalemwastaken(2 Kgs 25:2), was the summer of 587 (cf. 

Freedman).ButifJehoiachinwasdeportedonlyinNebuchadnezzar‘s8thyear(as24:12),thenZedekiah‘s

accessionyearwouldhavebeen597/96.WhetherZedekiah‘s1stregnalyeariscountedfromTishri597

(Thiele, Malamat) or Nisan 596 (Tadmor), in both cases Jerusalem fell in 586.  

5. From Jehu until the Fall of Samaria. The assassination of Jehoram of Israel and Ahaziah of Judah 

by the usurper Jehu (2 Kgs 9:21–28) provides a convenient point for calculating the chronology of both 

kingdoms since new rulers took their respective thrones simultaneously.  

Table 7.  

From Jehu until the Fall of Samaria  

 
Total Reign  Source  

ISRAEL  
  

Jehu  28  2 Kgs 10:36  

Jehoahaz  17  2 Kgs 13:1  

Joash  16  2 Kgs 13:10  

Jeroboam  41  2 Kgs 14:23  

Zechariah  6 mths  2 Kgs 15:8  

Shallum  1 mth  2 Kgs 15:13  

Menahem  10  2 Kgs 15:17  

Pekahiah  2  2 Kgs 15:23  

Pekah  20  2 Kgs 15:27  

Hoshea  9  2 Kgs 17:1  

Total  143 yrs 7 mths  
 

JUDAH  
  

Athaliah  7  2 Kgs 11:4  

Jehoash  40  2 Kgs 12:2  

Amaziah  29  2 Kgs 14:2  

Azariah  52  2 Kgs 15:2  

Jotham  16  2 Kgs 15:33  

Ahaz  16  2 Kgs 16:2  

Hezekiah  [6]  2 Kgs 18:10  

Total  166 yrs  
 



Jehu paid tribute to Shalmaneser III in 841 (see Table 5), which may have been a year or so after he 

seized the throne (cf. 2 Kings 9–10). Between 842 and 722, a period of 120 years had lapsed. But the total 

regnal years listed for both N Israel and S Judah are too high (for Israel: 143 yrs, 7 mths; for Judah: 166 

yrs). By assuming a number of coregencies and overlapping reigns, as is explicitly stated of Jotham (cf. 2 

Kgs 15:5), most of the figures can be accommodated.  

a. Israel. The synchronisms in 2 Kgs 13:1 and 13:10 show that the 17-year reign of Jehoahaz includes a 

3-year coregency with his father Jehu. Similarly, Jeroboam had a 4-year coregency with his father 

Jehoashwhichisincludedinthetotal41yearsofJeroboam‘sreign(cf.2 Kgs 14:17, 23; 15:8). The 

Judean synchronism in 2 Kgs 15:1 would give Jeroboam a reign longer than listed, 53 years instead of 41 

and seems to be an error (cf. Josephus, Ant 9 §216, for a different synchronism).Pekah‘s20years(2 Kgs 

15:27) are more difficult to explain. He was removed from the throne in a coup led by Hoshea in 732 (see 

Table 5), and if he took the throne in Azariah‘s52dyear(2 Kgs 15:27) (= 734/33), then Pekah actually 

ruledinSamariaforalittlemorethan2years.Thefigure―20‖hasbeenthoughttoincludetheyearshe

ruled―inGileadaspretendertothecrownofIsrael‖aswellasthoseofhis―official‖ruleinSamaria

(Vogelstein; Thiele; Tadmor). Hoshea, who came to the throne in 732/31 with the approval of his 

overlord Tiglath-pileser III, ruled for 9 years until the winter of 724, after which Samaria continued 

without a monarch during the 3-year siege by Shalmaneser III.  

b. Judah. Azariah served as coregent for 15 years with his father Amaziah (2 Kgs 14:17), after 

Amaziah had been defeated and taken captive by Jehoash of Israel (14:13). When Azariah was stricken 

withleprosy,hissonJotham―judgedthepeopleoftheland‖(15:5)inhisstead.AllofJotham‘srule

(preserved in two conflicting traditions: a 20-year reign in 15:30; a 16-year reign in 15:33), as well as part 

of the years of his son Ahaz, overlapped with the 52 years credited to Azariah. In one instance, 

synchronisms show that Jehoash of Judah ruled just 39 years which were rounded off to the typological 

number―40‖(2 Kgs 14:2, 23).  

6. From the Division of the Monarchy to Jehu. Upon the death of Solomon, the kingdom split into 

two (1 Kings 12), and assuming that this event occurred close to the accession of Rehoboam son of 

Solomon, the period from the secession of N Israel down to the revolt of Jehu is of equal length in both 

Israel and Judah (since Jehu assassinated both Joram of Israel and Ahaziah of Judah; 2 Kgs 9:24, 27). Yet 

the total regnal years for the two kingdoms do not bear this out. While some synchronisms show that the 

totals can be reduced, other synchronisms are contradictory. Furthermore, an excessive number of years 

emerge from the biblical data for the 13-year period delimited by the absolute dates 853–841 B.C.E. (see 

E.2.f above).  

Table 8.  

From the Division of the Monarchy to Jehu  

 
Total Reign  Source  

ISRAEL  
  

Jeroboam  22  1 Kgs 14:20  

Nadab  2  1 Kgs 15:25  

Baasha  24  1 Kgs 15:33  

Elah  2  1 Kgs 16:8  

Zimri  7days  1 Kgs 16:15  

Omri  12  1 Kgs 16:23  

Tibni  
 

1 Kgs 16:23  

Ahab  22  1 Kgs 16:29  

Ahaziah  2  1 Kgs 22:52  

Jahoram  12  2 Kgs 3:1  



Total  98 yrs and 7 days  
 

JUDAH  
  

Rehoboam  17  1 Kgs 14:21  

Abijam  3  1 Kgs 15:2  

Asa  41  1 Kgs 15:10  

Jehoshaphat  25  1 Kgs 22:42  

Jehoram  8  2 Kgs 8:17  

Ahaziah  1  2 Kgs 8:26  

Total  95 years  
 

a. Israel. From the synchronisms (1 Kgs 16:15, 23),itcanbedeterminedthatOmri‘s12yearsinclude 

the 4-year struggle with Tibni over the throne of Israel; the notice of his 6-year residence in the capital 

Tirzah (16:23)pointsinthesamedirection.Ahab‘s22yearsincludea2-year coregency.  

The synchronism in 2 Kgs 1:17 of Jehoram son of Ahab with Jehoram son of Jehoshaphat of Judah 

belongs to the chronological system (see E.8 below); it contradicts 3:1 which fits the other data in the MT 

and so would seem to be a posteditorial addition.  

The surplus of regnal years for 853–41 (from Qarqar to the death of Ahab at Ramoth-gilead = approx. 

one year; 2-year reign of Ahaziah; 12-yearreignofJehoram;Jehu‘scoup=approx. one year) necessitates 

shortening the reign of Jehoram to about 10 years (cf. Tadmor EncMiqr 4: 59; contrast Thiele 1983: 76–

77).  

b. Judah. The synchronisms for Jehoshaphat show that he served as coregent for 3 years (1 Kgs 22:52) 

and that Jehoram his son was likewise coregent for 4 years (2 Kgs 8:17).  

7. The United Monarchy. The chronological traditionsconcerningIsrael‘sfirstthreemonarchsareall

problematic, so that only approximations of the length of their reigns can be offered.  

ThedataonSaul‘sreignintheMTiscorrupt:―Saulwas[…]yearsoldwhenhetookthethroneandhe

reigned[…+]twoyears‖(1 Sam 13:1); the LXX versions are either defective or missing, while Josephus 

(Ant 6 §378; cf. 10 §143) and Acts 13:21 givetheparadigmatic―40years.‖ForDavid,his71/2yearsin

Hebronand33yearsinJerusalemareroundedofftotheparadigmatic―40years‖(2 Sam 5:4).Saul‘sson

Ishbaal is said to have ruled for two years in Transjordan over the survivors of the Gilboa debacle (2 Sam 

2:10),butthisperiodostensiblyparallelsDavid‘searlyyearsinHebron.The40years assigned to 

Solomon (1 Kgs 11:42) looks to be of similar typological origin and there is no way of knowing just how 

long the overlap between Solomon and his failing father lasted (cf. 1 Kings 1).  

Moreover, there are no absolute dates for this period, save perhaps the date for start of the Temple 

constructioninSolomon‘s4thyear(1 Kgs 6:1) which might be correlated with the 12th year of Hiram I 

of Tyre, who took the throne 155 years before the founding of Carthage (Josephus, AgAp 1.126). But 

discrepancy among the classical authors prevents exact dating of the founding of Carthage; most scholars 

date the event to 814 B.C.E.; others, who follow a minor tradition, set it in 825 B.C.E. (Liver 1953). 

Furthermore,doubtshaveevenbeenraisedaboutJosephus‘reliabilityaltogether(Katzenstein1973:80–

83). Therefore, the dates offered in Table 9 have a margin of error wider than usual.  

8. The Chronology of the Monarchy in the LXX. A major divergence from the chronology of the 

Divided Monarchy as presented by MT appears in Lucianic manuscripts of the LXX, especially for the 

period from Omri to Jehu. According to the MT synchronisms of Omri, his 12-year reign includes 4 years 

during which he contended with Tibni over the throne of Israel (cf. 1 Kgs 16:15, 23). An alternate 

construing of the text preserved in the Old Greek translation gives Omri all 12 years as sole ruler, and it 

not only reworks all the succeeding synchronisms with the kings of Judah but it also reorders the 

sequence of their reigns. It also identifies the king of Judah in 2 Kings 3 asAhaziah(asopposedtoMT‘s

Jehoshaphat). It has been argued that the Old Greek chronology is original and that the MT is a secondary 

development adjusted to accommodate the prophetic narratives concerning Elijah and Elisha (Shenkel 



1968; cf. Miller 1967: 281–84); but several of the Greek calculations (e.g., Zimri is assigned 7 years) and 

its repositioned textual units (e.g., 1 Kgs 16:28
a–h

 [= 1 Kgs 22:41–51]) do not recommend themselves as 

original (cf. Gooding 1970). The Greek may represent the earliest preserved attempt at revising imagined 

difficultiesinMT‘schronology(Thiele1983:88–94).  

9. The Chronology of the Monarchy in the Book of Chronicles. Chronicles adopts for the most part 

theregnaldataofKingsconcerningJudah‘smonarchs,whileshuntingthatoftheNkingdomof Israel. In 

butasingleinstanceisthereanyseriousdiscrepancybetweenthetwoworks:inAsa‘s36thyear,hewas

attacked by Baasha of Israel (2 Chr 15:19), who according to Kings was long since dead (in 1 Kgs 15:33 

Baasha began his 24-yearreigninAsa‘s3dyear).CreditingthehigherfigureforBaasha‘sreignrequires

assuming that it was calculated on a system which reckoned dates from the rule of Jeroboam I, as well as 

altering the numbers assigned other monarchs (Albright 1945: 20; cf. Thiele 1983: 84–86).  

A number of dates in Chronicles are used in a literary fashion and have no chronological significance. 

The noticethatHezekiahundertookacultreform―inthefirstmonthofthefirstyearofhisreign‖(2 Chr 

29:1)meansonlythattheking‘sveryfirstactofstateconcernedtheTemple (cf. Cogan 1985). Similarly, 

the dates assigned to the Great Reform of Josiah (2 Chronicles 34–35), spread over 10 years, depict the 

king attending to cultic matters immediately upon reaching his majority (contrast 2 Kings 22–23). Other 

nonchronologicalitemsinChroniclesincludetheformulaicdate―inthethirdyear‖(2 Chr 11:7; 17:7).  

All of the data pertaining to the monarchic period can thus be synthesized to yield a plausible 

chronology for the kings of S Judah and N Israel (see Table 9):  

Table 9.  

Kings of Judah and Israel  

 
Judah  

 
Israel  

 
Saul  ca. 1025–1005  

 

 
David  ca. 1005–965  

 

 
Solomon  ca. 968–928  

 
Rehoboam  929–911  Jeroboam I  928–907  

Abijam  911–908  Nadab  907–906  

Asa  908–867  Baasha  906–883  

Jehoshaphat  870–846*  Elah  883–882  

Jehoram  851–843*  Zimri  882  

Ahaziah  843–822  Tibni  882–878**  

Athaliah  842–836  Omri  882–871  

Joash  836–798  Ahab  837–852  

Amaziah  798–769  Ahaziah  852–851  

Azariah  785–733*  Joram  851–842  

Jotham  759–743*  Jehu  842–814  

Ahaz  743–727*  Jehoahaz  817–800*  

Hezekiah  727–698  Jehoash  800–784  

Manasseh  698–642  JeroboamII  788–747*  

Amon  641–640  Zechariah  747  

Josiah  639–609  Shallum  747  

Jehoahaz  609  Menahem  747–737  

Jehoiakim  608–598  Pekahiah  737–735  

Jehoiachin  597  Pekah  735–732  



Zedekiah  596–586  Hoshea  732–724  

*Includes years as corregent  **Rival rule  
  

F. The Exile and the Restoration  

The Judean expatriates in Babylon counted the years of their exile from the deportation of Jehoiachin by 

Nebuchadnezzar in the spring of 597 (Ezek 1:1, 2; 3:16; 8:1; 20:1; 24:1; 26:1; 29:1, 17; 30:20; 31:1; 32:1, 

17; 33:21; 40:1; cf. Greenberg, Ezekiel 1–20 8–11). The appended note on the release of King Jehoiachin 

from prison in 2 Kgs 25:27–30 counts by the same era. According to the Chronicler, when the Persian 

king Cyrus, in his first year, permitted the rebuilding of the Jerusalem Temple (2 Chr 36:23), it was in 

fulfillmentofJeremiah‘sprophecyofa70-year exile (Jer 25:11–12). But Achaemenid sources count the 

yearsofCyrus‘reignfromhisconquestofBabylonin539,lessthan50yearsafterthedestructionof

Jerusalem.PerhapstheendpointoftheChronicler‘s70-year epoch is the year of dedication of the rebuilt 

Temple, 515 (Ezra 6:15; cf. Zech 1:12).  

In postexilic historic and prophetic literature events are dated by reference to the regnal years of the 

Persian kings, as was common throughout the empire. The assertion that the native Israelite sabbatical 

year cycle, known from late Second Temple texts, was in actual calendrical use in the 5th century 

(Demsky 1985: 43–44), cannot be supported by solid evidence.  

Because a distinction is not made in the biblical record between Persian kings bearing the same name, 

and because the Greek translations and Josephus present a different order of events (especially Neh 7:73–

8:12 relating to the activities of Ezra the scribe, which appears in Greek and in Josephus after Ezra 10 [cf. 

1 Esdr 9:37–55; Ant 11 §154–58]), it is often suggested that, contrary to MT, Nehemiah preceded Ezra. 

Recent papyrus finds at Wadi Daliyeh, though not providing absolute dates, establish the succession of 

the contemporary Samaritan governors and confirm the MT sequence (Cross 1975). Perhaps the principle 

of composition of certain disordered units, e.g., Ezra 4:6–24, was thematic association, rather than 

chronology.  

The identification of the Persian kings in Table 10 assumes that the biblical text is intact (contrast 

Albright 1963: 93); Ezra preceded Nehemiah (as in MT).  

Table 10.  

Persian Kings in Postexilic Literature  

Cyrus (539–530):  Ezra 1:1; 4:3; 5:13; 6:3, 14  

Darius I (521–486):  Ezra 4:5, 24; 5:6; 6:1, 13; Hag 1:1, 15; 2:10; Zech 1:1, 7; 7:1  

Xerxes I (485–465):  Ezra 4:6  

Artaxerxes I (464–424):  Ezra 4:7, 8, 11, 23; 6:14; 7:1; 8:1; Neh 2:1; 5:14; 13:6  

Darius II (423–404):  Neh 12:22  
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MORDECAI COGAN  

NEW TESTAMENT  

Any attempt to reconstruct the chronology of the NT must be tentative at best. The primary intention of 

the Gospels and other NT writings is not historical or biographical—they are documents of faith intended 

to proclaim, teach, and encourage the various early Christian communities. Thus, chronological 

information which may be found in these documents is incidental to their fundamental purpose. In 

addition to this, secular references to NT happenings are minimal and not without their own ambiguities 

and the patristic references to these events are often contradictory and based on data which is frequently 



nonverifiable by the contemporary historian. As a result, what follows is more an introduction to the 

problematic of NT chronology than a solution to the manifold and complex issues raised.  

———  

A. Chronology of the Life of Jesus  

1. The Birth of Jesus  

2. The Beginning of the Ministry  

3. The Duration of the Ministry  
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5. Summary  
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1. Introductory Comments  
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5. Chronological Information Provided by Luke  

6. Summary  

———  

A. Chronology of the Life of Jesus  

1. The Birth of Jesus. a. The Death of Herod. Both Matt 2:1 and Luke 1:5 assert that the birth of Jesus 

took place during the reign of Herod the Great, king of Judea; according to Matt 2:15, 19–20, Herod died 

notlongafterJesus‘birth.Heroddiedinthe34thyearafterhis assumption of power (Josephus Ant 17.8–

9), which would be Nisan, 4 B.C. Further, Josephus states that an eclipse of the moon took place in the 

yearofHerod‘sdeath,12–13 March 750 (= 4 B.C.).Herod‘sdeathin4B.C. provides a relatively certain 

terminus ante quem; accordingly, most scholars place the birth of Jesus in the period 6–4 B.C. As a result 

of a mistake made by Dionysius Exiguus in the 6th century A.D., the calculation of the Christian era is in 

error by several years. One should also note that the common assumption that Jesus was born on 

December 25 stems from the interaction of 3d- and 4th-century Christianity with Roman paganism.  

b. The Lukan Census. According to Luke Jesus was born during the time of a census when Quirinius 

wasgovernorofSyria:―InthosedaysadecreewentoutfromCaesarAugustusthatalltheworldshould

be enrolled. This was the first enrollment, when Quirinius was governor of Syria. And all went to be 

enrolled,eachtohisowncity‖(Luke 2:1–3). According to Josephus (Ant 17.13.5 and 18.1.1), Quirinius 

only became governor of Syria after A.D. 6. As a result, many scholars argue that Luke is guilty of an 

egregious error: he was perhaps correct about the census but wrong about the name of the governor, who 

was, in fact, not Quirinius but Sentius Saturninus (9–7/6 B.C.; Tertullian Adv. Marc. 4.19); his successor 

was P. Quinctilius Varus (7/6–4 B.C.). Further, it has been pointed out that Luke is involved in another 

significant chronological error when in Acts 5:36–37 hestatesthat―JudastheGalileanaroseinthedays 

ofthecensus‖andplacesthiseventaftertherevoltofTheudas.AccordingtoJosephus(Ant 20.5.1) the 

Theudas revolt is dated to the procuratorship of Fadus (A.D. 44–46).  

Some who would wish to defend the accuracy of the information about Quirinius presented in Luke 

2:1–3 point to the existence of a damaged inscription from Tivoli, the lapis or titulus tiburtinus, now in 

the Vatican Museum, which refers to a nameless Roman who was twice governor of Syria. Mommsen, W. 

R. Ramsay, and others argue that the person in question is Quirinius and that his first reign was in the late 

yearsofHerod‘sreign.Ramsayhasalsopointedoutthattherearerecordedoccasionswhentwomenwith

the rank of legatus Caesaris were appointed to one province and that it is possible that Quirinius was 

given some type of extraordinary command alongside the regular governor of Syria. Yet there are 

problems with this defense of Lukan accuracy: (1) there is no evidence that the titulus tiburtinus refers to 

Quirinius; (2) the Latin of the text is wrongly translated. As Fitzmyer and others have shown, iterum does 

not modify optinuit buttheprecedingphrase.Thus,thetextreads:as―propraetoriallegateofDivus

Augustus for the second time, hereceivedSyriaandPhoenicia.‖Further,thereisnoevidencethata

proconsul would become a legate of the emperor twice in the same province (Fitzmyer, Luke AB, 403).  



Some of the factors frequently employed in the debate over these verses include the following: (1) In 

Acts 5:37,asreferredtoabove,Lukestatesthat―JudastheGalileanaroseinthedaysofthecensus‖;from

Josephus (Ant 17.13.5, 18.1.1; JW 2.8.1) it is likely that the resistence of Judas was during the census of 

A.D. 6–7. This would suggest not only that Luke was aware of the census of A.D. 6–7, but also that he was 

attempting to distinguish the nativity census from this and others about which he may have known. The 

use of prote (first) in Luke 2:2 is cited in support of this view. However, the chronological problem 

between Theudas (Acts 5:36) and Judas has already been pointed out and it is perhaps the vagueness of 

thisrecollectionthatleadstoLuke‘sfalsesynchronizationoftheQuiriniuscensusand―thedaysof

Herod.‖(2)Somehaveattemptedtotranslateprote inthecomparativesenseof―former,prior,‖which

would govern the following genitive and render Luke 2:2 as―ThisregistrationwasbeforeQuiriniuswas

governorofSyria.‖Sincethegenitivewhichfollowsprote is a genitive absolute, this interpretation 

cannot be maintained. (3) Those advocatingLuke‘schronologicalaccuracywouldarguethatthesole

censorship of Augustus in 8 B.C. coincides with the Egyptian 14-year census pattern as well as with 

Luke‘stestimonyandthatsuchareconstructionwouldprovidetheyears8–7 B.C. as a terminus a quo for 

the birth of Jesus. This interpretation, however, has fused what must be kept separate. Augustus 

conducted two types of enrollments in the empire: one for Roman citizens (in Italy and in the provinces) 

and one for provincial inhabitants. The first type of census, the census populi, was conducted in 28 B.C., 8 

B.C., and A.D. 14 (Suetonius Aug. 27.5). The second type of census, called by the same term Luke uses in 

2:2, apographē, was administered in individualprovincesandthereforecouldnotinvolve―alltheworld‖

as Luke claims. It is known that in Roman Egypt such a census was carried out every 14 years from A.D. 

34 to A.D. 258 (POxy 2.254, 255, and 256). Similarly, in Gaul such a census was administered in 27 B.C., 

12 B.C., and A.D. 14–16; there are also extant references to such enrollments in Lusitania, Spain, and 

Judea. However, Syria was an imperial province and the emperor appointed the legates, prefects, or 

procurators to carry out the census of the provincial inhabitants, as opposed to the census populi in which 

Augustus was directly involved. The census of the legatus Quirinius was administered in A.D. 6–7, 

following the incorporation of Judea into the province of Syria. (4) It has been suggested that the 

discrepancies can be resolved by the concept of an imperium maius (―greatercommand‖),theargument

being that Quirinius would have been given a special imperial commission to carry out a census in Syria 

while someone else was actually legate there, especially S. Sentius Saturninus (9–6 B.C.). The plausibility 

of this solution founders on the very ambiguity and confusion found in the source it cites: Tertullian 

(compare Adv. Marc. 4.19,10, with Adv. Iud. 8 concerning the birth of Jesus).  

A reviewofthismaterialwouldsuggestthatallthatcanbesaidwithconfidenceisthatJesus‘birthtook

place in the days of Herod, a fact also mentioned in Matt 2:1. Further, following Matt 2:15–19, one can 

state that in all likelihood the birth took place shortly before the death of Herod in 4 B.C.  

c. The Magi. According to Matt 2:1–12, certain Magi (astrologers) from the East came to Jerusalem 

searchingforJesus―forwehaveseenhisstarintheEast,andhavecometoworshiphim‖(v 2). Several 

waysofunderstandingthisreferencetothe―star‖havebeenproposed.(1) In 1606 the astronomer 

JohannesKeplerfixedthedateofJesus‘birthintheyear7/6B.C. on the basis of the triple conjunction of 

the planets Saturn and Jupiter in May/June, Sept/Oct and Dec of 7 B.C., with Mars passing shortly after 

the conjunction of Jupiter and Saturn. Kepler argued that such proximity of Jupiter, Saturn, and Mars 

occursonlyevery805years.WhatisintriguingaboutKepler‘shypothesisisthatsuchaconstellationwas

predicted by Babylonian astronomers and, further, that Jupiter was understood to be the star of kings and 

Saturn both as the star of the sabbath and sometimes even as the star of the Jews. (2) J. Finegan (1964) 

and others date the birth in the year 5/4 B.C.,identifyingMatthew‘sstarwiththatofanunusualnovaor

supernova (a faint star which, as the result of an explosion, gives out much light for weeks or months). 

Although about a dozen novae are noted yearly, there is no record of such a nova or supernova before the 

birth of Jesus. (3) The comet named after E. Halley (d. 1742) occurs every 76 years and has been dated 

back to 240 B.C. inEurope,China,andJapan.AstronomicalcalculationhasindicatedthatHalley‘scomet

made an appearance in 12/11 B.C. Because this hypothesis requires an unusually early dating for the birth 

of Jesus it has not found many advocates.  



Most biblical scholars today recognize the impossibility of reaching firm chronological conclusions on 

suchhypotheticalreconstructions,especiallyifMatthew‘s references to the star are primarily literary and 

theological. Even so, there is no compelling reason why one ought not to allow for the influence of such 

unusual astronomical occurrences in the development of the Matthean account of the visit of the Magi. 

Such occurrences, together with the popularity of astrology (the Aramaic fragments from Cave IV at 

Qumran contain fragments of an astrological treatise) and of magi as a professional class in the period 

(according to the Greek form of Daniel, magoi are active in every possible place in the Babylonian 

kingdom of Nebuchadnezzar) and the fact that many expected a star to attend the birth of a notable 

person,mustbetakenintoaccountinunderstandingthesettingofMatthew‘sassertions.Giventhe

circulation of such prophetic oracles as that of Balaam (Num 24:17)withitspromiseofa―starcoming

fromJacob,‖many,asintheQumrancommunity,anticipatedthatamessiah‘sadvent must be 

accompanied by such a stellar harbinger as Matthew describes.  

2. The Beginning of the Ministry. a. John the Baptist and the Baptism of Jesus. Luke makes an 

extensivechronologicalstatementaboutthebeginningofJohntheBaptist‘spreachingactivity:―Inthe

15th year of the reign of Tiberius Caesar, Pontius Pilate being governor of Judea, and Herod being 

tetrarch of Galilee, and his brother Philip tetrarch of the region of Ituraea and Trachonitis, and Lysanias 

tetrarch of Abilene, in the high-priesthood of Annas and Caiaphas, the word of God came to John the son 

ofZechariahinthewilderness‖(Luke 3:1–2). Except for the first reference, the strokes are indeed broad: 

Pilate was governor of Judea from A.D. 26–36, Herod served as tetrarch of Galilee from 4 B.C. to A.D. 39, 

Philip was tetrarch of Ituraea and Trachonitis from 4 B.C. to A.D. 34, and Caiaphas was deposed from 

office at a Passover festival not later than A.D. 34. The 15th year of the reign of Tiberius, based on the 

yearofAugustus‘death(19AugustA.D. 14) and the use of the Julian calendar, would be August A.D. 28 

to August A.D. 29.  

For those scholars who believe that this date (A.D. 28–29) is too late, one of the most common 

alternatives is to argue that Luke had in mind the date when Augustus allowed Tiberius to serve as 

coemperor. If on the basis of Velleius Paterculus (2.121) this date is assigned to A.D. 11 or on the basis of 

Suetonius (Tib. 21) to A.D. 12,theBaptist‘sactivitywouldthenbeplacedintheperiodA.D. 25–26. Other 

variableswhichaffectdatingincludehowLukewasreckoningTiberius‘regnalyears(didhedistinguish

the accession year from the regnal years, or did he consider the partial accession year as the first regnal 

year?) and the calendar he was using (Julian, Jewish, Syrian–Macedonian or Egyptian).  

AlltheseandotherfactorssuggestthatsinceweareuncertainastoLuke‘sframeofreferenceoneneeds

to be most cautious in using these materials for an exact dating of the appearance of John or for the 

beginningofJesus‘ministry.Thiscautionisfurtherunderscoredbythosescholarswhoholdthatmanyof

Luke‘schronologicalreferencesservemorethehistoricalperspectiveof Lukan theology than exact 

chronological reckoning. Thus, while Luke 3:21–22 suggests that some time elapsed between the 

beginningofJohntheBaptist‘spreachingactivityandthebaptismofJesus,theexactlengthof that 

interval cannot be determined. What is clear, however, is that the baptism and ministry of Jesus could not 

have preceded that of the Baptist.  

b. The Age of Jesus. How old was Jesus when he began his ministry? Once again it is Luke who 

supplies information:―Jesus,whenhebeganhisministry,wasaboutthirtyyearsofage…‖(Luke 3:23). 

What is the force of osei (about)? Given its use in 1:56; 9:14, 28; 22:41, 59; 23:44 it is evident that Luke 

is not intending to be precise in his determination of the age of Jesus (adding thirty to the tentative date 

establishedforJesus‘birthinLukeonewouldarriveattheyearsofA.D. 23–25, which, as will be 

discussed below, is impossible) and that he is consciously presenting the reader with a round number.  

Some have suggested that Luke may be using the number thirty for theological reasons. In 2 Sam 5:3–4 

it is stated that David was thirty at the beginning of his kingship; also Joseph (Gen 41:46) and Ezekiel 

(Ezk 4:1) were thirty when they were called by God. It is possible that Luke is using this number to refer 

to the age of maturity. There is evidence from the Qumran community (CD 17.5.6) that one had to be 

thirty in order to serve in a position of leadership.  



On the basis of John 8:57,―Youarenotyetfiftyyearsold…?‖some(IrenaeusHaer. 2.22.5) have 

concluded that Jesus was in his forties during the ministry. Yet this, too, is intended as a round number 

and the phrase simply wishes to underscore the great time interval between Jesus and Abraham.  

c. The Building of the Temple. In John 2:18 Jesus is in discussion with the Jews and they ask him, 

―Whatsignhaveyoutoshowusfordoingthis?‖Jesusreplies:― ‗Destroythistemple,andinthreedaysI

willraiseitup.‘TheJewsthensaid,‗Ithastaken46yearstobuildthistemple,andwillyouraiseitupin

threedays?‘Buthespokeofthetempleofhisbody‖(vv 19–20). Josephus (Ant 15.11.1) indicates that the 

reconstruction of the Temple began in the 18th year of Herod the Great (20–19 B.C.). This date is 

normally believed to be more reliable than the 15th year of Herod which Josephus records in JW 1.21.1. 

Perhaps this later reference refers to the initial planning for the Temple. Following the reference in Ant, 

46 years would bring us to the Passover (John 2:13) of A.D. 28, a date which coheres with the date 

reached above on the basis of the information provided in Luke 3:1.  

Some wish to find an exact reference to the age of Jesus in the number 46. However, the evidence for 

thisisslimandevengiventheapproximatereferencestoJesus‘ageinLuke 3:23, such a view would 

allow for a substantial contradiction between Luke and John.  

3. The Duration of the Ministry. One looks in vain for a definitive answer to this question. The gospel 

of John is filled with chronological ambiguity and the synoptic gospels give no precise indication as to the 

lengthofJesus‘ministry. In the latter, there is only reference to one Passover (Matt 26:17; Mark 14:1; 

Luke 22:1). At the minimum one can speak of a one-year ministry or, at most, one that approached two 

years.  

Strong advocacy for a one-year ministry was present during the ante-Nicene period, particularly among 

Valentinian gnostics (Irenaeus Haer. 2.22.1), Clement of Alexandria (Str. 1.21), and Origen (Princ. 4.5). 

Key to this interpretation was the chronological interpretation of Luke 4:19 (―theacceptableyearofthe

Lord‖)asspecifyingadurationofoneyear.Mostscholarstoday would doubt that Luke, in citing Lev 

25:10 (LXX), has a literal interest in chronology in mind. The same would hold true of the parable of the 

barren fig tree, found only in Luke 13:6–9:thereferenceto―threeyears‖isnotasubtleindicationofthe

lengthofJesus‘ministry.Manysupportersoftheone-year ministry also claim Mark in their support. 

Mark 2:23–28, the incident of plucking grain on the Sabbath, is said to take place in the early summer, the 

feeding of the five thousand in the spring (Mark 6:39,―thegreengrass‖),andthedeathofJesusduringthe 

Passover season. Such a view, however, involves another assumption which runs contrary to most 

contemporary understandings of Mark, viz., that Mark does not intend to present the reader with a 

consecutive ordering of the ministry of Jesus. Thus, all the texts cited from the synoptic gospels in support 

of a one-yearministrydonotnecessarilyexcludeotherviewsofthelengthofJesus‘ministry. 

Origen (Jo. 4.35) was of the opinion that even the gospel of John could be understood as describing a 

one-year ministry for Jesus, a ministry that begins (John 2:13) and ends (John 11:55) with a Passover. 

Presumably Origen had a text of the Fourth Gospel which lacked the reference to to Pascha in 6:4 (argued 

as the original text by Hort), thus allowing Origen to identify this feast with the Feast of Tabernacles 

referred to in the next chapter of the gospel. For many, however, the gospel of John points in the direction 

of a minimum length of at least three years. Such a position involves two assumptions: (1) that to pascha 

in 6:4 is the original reading, a reading which is today virtually unanimous; (2) that the Fourth Gospel is 

chronologically reliable and following a consecutive order, a position maintained by fewer and fewer 

interpreters today.  

The earliest known supporters of a three-year ministry include Melito of Sardis (ca. A.D. 165) and 

Eusebius,whoallowstheministrytolast―notquitefourfullyears‖(Hist. Eccl. 1.10). Most who move in 

thisdirectionplacetheiremphasisonJohn‘s gospel. Yet the critical question is whether this gospel is able 

to carry such a burden of proof. Key to an adequate answer is the evaluation of the historical reliability 

andintentionofJohn‘sgospel.Sinceitisimpossibletoreviewindetailallthe historical and theological 

issues related to such an evaluation, one dominant, but not universal, perspective will be described: while 

the Fourth Gospel has access to reliable traditions, these are recast substantially to fit its theological 

portrayal of Jesus.OneexampleofthisprocedurecanbefoundinJohn‘saccountofthecleansingofthe



temple (2:13–22). It shares with the synoptic gospels the same account of the cleansing of the temple, but 

while the synoptics (Mark 11:15–18; Matt 21:12–17; Luke 19:45–46) place this incident at the end of 

Jesus‘ministryinconnectionwiththetriumphalentryintoJerusalem,Johnplacesitattheoutsetofthe

ministry, expands the account, and makes the identification between temple and the body of Jesus (v 20). 

His reason for doing so is theological: already at the outset of this gospel Jesus is portrayed as the 

glorified and risen Christ (note, for example, the explicit confession of Andrew in John 1:41, unique to 

thisgospel,―WehavefoundtheMessiah‖). 

The supporters of a minimum three-year ministry use primarily those texts in John which make 

references to feasts. Yet many scholars view the frequent mention of at least some of these feasts as due 

not to genuine historical reminiscence but rather to literary device: the author of the Fourth Gospel often 

usestheoccasionofa―feast‖tobringJesustoJerusalem,asforexample,in5:1. In light of this it 

becomes impossible simply to strip away the theological interpretation of the tradition so that one can 

arrive at reliable chronological facts; to do so will lead to distortion. The genius of John lies not with the 

accurate, consecutive presentation of historical detail but rather in the ability to grasp the central meaning 

of the tradition and, from his perspective, to bring to expression its true meaning.  

Other than the references related to the final Passover season of Jesus, the essential Johannine 

references used in chronological reconstruction of a three-year minimum ministry are found between John 

2:13 and 6:4. Mention will also be made of John 7:2 and 10:22, but these are linked with the final 

Passover to form one liturgical year.  

a. John 2:13. It has already been indicated that the Fourth Gospel has transposed a scene found 

elsewhere in the synoptic gospels. There is also a reference to the Passover in 2:23; however, most 

interpreters understand this reference as being identical to that referred to in 2:13 in the literary structure 

of John.  

b. John 4:35;―Doyounotsay,‗Thereareyetfourmonths,thencomestheharvest‘?‖Sowingtookplace

in Nov/Dec, following the autumn rains. According to the 10th-century-B.C. Gezer calendar, the harvest 

follows the sowing by four months. If this verse is part of an authentic tradition, it is possible that Jesus 

related this proverb at a time of sowing; the barley harvest would then follow in April and the wheat 

harvest in May.  

c. John 5:1. Jesus had returned to Galilee in John 4:43;nowhecomestoJerusalemagain:―Afterthis

there was a feast [the majority of manuscripts omit the article] of the Jews, and Jesus went up to 

Jerusalem.‖TheonlyspecificidentificationofthisfeastisasaSabbath(v 9); anything beyond that is a 

pure speculation since there is no substantial evidence that a chronological sequence has been preserved. 

Thus, the possible identification of this feast as Pentecost, since it follows the Passover referred to in 2:13, 

is without verifiable basis. It is best to take the referenceto―a feast‖asaliterarydevicewhichenables

John to account for Jesus in Jerusalem.  

d. John 6:4,―NowthePassover,thefeastoftheJews,wasathand.‖Thereisnomanuscriptevidencefor

the omission of the name of the festival; therefore this conjecture should be eliminated. Given the 

previous mention of a common Johannine literary technique, it is questionable to read this text as 

referring to the next Passover following that of 2:13. Once again, the Passover is mentioned not for 

chronological but for the theological reasons developed in chapter 6: the Eucharist, the Last Supper, can 

only be understood in a Passover context. That the feeding of the five thousand in John 6 takes place in 

thespring(nearPassover)agreeswiththeevidenceofthesynoptics(―grass,‖―greengrass‖;Mark 6:39; 

Matt 14:19).  

e. John 7:2,―NowthefeastofTabernacleswasathand.‖Ithasalreadybeenpointedoutthatthistext

and the next (10:22),form,fromJohn‘sperspective,acommonliturgicalyearwiththefinalPassover

mentioned in the Fourth Gospel. In this text the double ceremony of the water pouring and the 

illumination of the Court of the Women involved in this autumn feast undoubtedly serve as the 

background for the theological saying of Jesus in 7:37–38 and 8:12.  

f. John 10:22. Here one finds anothertimereference:―ItwasthefeastoftheDedicationatJerusalem.‖

Already in the tradition this scene is bound to the feast of the Dedication for it is hard to believe that this 



was invented. Yet this fact alone does not necessarily allow us to conclude that the chronological 

sequence of this feast—or any in the gospel of John—are accurate as presented.  

g. John 11:55; 12:1; 13:1; 18:28; 18:39; 19:14. All these texts refer to the final Passover of Jesus, viz., 

the time of his death, a topic to be analyzed more fully below.  

Based on this discussion, there is no unambiguous evidence in the gospel of John allowing the 

construction of a minimum three-year ministry of Jesus based on the reference to three sequential 

Passovers in that gospel. In all likelihood these festival references are of a theological rather than of a 

chronological nature. In light of this review of John and the synoptics and the tentative nature of any 

conclusion based on documents intended primarily for proclamation of the faith and not of biography or 

history, the evidence points in the direction of a ministry which may have lasted a minimum of one, or a 

maximum of two, years.  

4. The Conclusion of the Ministry.—The Crucifixion. The basic problem in trying to determine the 

date of the crucifixion is that the synoptic gospels and the gospel of John disagree. According to John 

18:28 and 19:14 the Passover meal was eaten on the Friday evening after the crucifixion. The Jewish day 

began at 6 P.M. and the Passover was eaten in the early evening of Nisan 15. Therefore, according to the 

gospel of John, and it is emphatic about this (19:14 and 16:―Nowitwas the day of Preparation of the 

Passover…Thenhehandedhimovertothemtobecrucified‖),Jesuswascrucifiedonthedaybefore

Passover, i.e. Nisan 14. Mark 14:12 (see also Luke 22:11 and Matt 26:18–19), on the contrary, asserts that 

the Last Supper was the Passover meal. This means that the arrest, trial, death, and burial of Jesus all took 

place on Passover, Nisan 15.  

The Passover account in Mark 14:12–16 is characterized by imprecision. The day of Unleavened Bread 

belongs to the Passover, viz., Nisan 15, yet Mark apparently understands it as having occurred on the 

previous day (Nisan 14), the day the Passover lambs are slaughtered. Such ambiguity is an indication that 

Mark was not well versed in Jewish law and the events of Passover. Further, because the difference in the 

calculation between Jewish and Greek days is not taken into account, Mark misinterprets Exod 12:18 (―In

the first month, on the fourteenth day of the month at evening, you shall eat unleavened bread, and so 

until the twenty-firstdayofthemonthatevening‖).Generallyspeaking,onenot familiar with Jewish 

customs would not be able to reconstruct the flow of events characteristic of the Jewish Passover. Mark, 

not having an exact knowledge of these customs, confuses a meal Jesus had with his disciples during the 

Passover season with the Passovermealitself.AsidefromtheseambiguitiesinMark‘snarrative,thereis

the further question whether all these events would have taken place on such a high holy day as Passover. 

In this case, the Johannine chronology of these final events in the ministry of Jesus is to be preferred.  

Calendaric explanations have been offered to explain the contradiction between the Johannine and 

synoptic contradiction concerning the Last Supper. Some suggest that the Jewish priests were following 

the Sadducean calendar and Jesus the Pharisaic; others urge that the priests followed a Judean calendar 

and Jesus a Galilean. The most elaborate calendaric proposal is that of A. Jaubert (1965). According to 

this Jesus prepared for and ate the Passover meal following an Essene solar calendar; however, his death 

ontheeveofPassover,asintheJohannineaccount,wasaccordingtothe―official‖calendarwhichwas

lunar or lunisolar. Her detailed proposal is illustrated in Table 1.  

Table 1.  

Proposal of Jaupert  

Time of Day  Solar Calendar  
Lunisolar (Official) 

Calendar  

Tues—

before 

sundown  

13 Nisan: preparation for the Passover (Mark 14:12–16)  
 

About 

sundown  
15 Nisan: Last Supper (Passover meal, Mark 14:17–25)  12 Nisan  



Night  
Arrest Interrogation before Annas (Mark 14:53a; John 18:13); 

Peter‘sdenials;ledtoCaiaphas(John 18:24)   

Wed—

before 

sundown  

15 Nisan: first appearance before the Sanhedrin (Mark 14:55)  12 Nisan  

At sundown  16 Nisan  13 Nisan  

Thurs—

before 

sundown  

16 Nisan: second appearance before the Sanhedrin (Mark 15:1a); 

Jesus is led to Pilate (Mark 15:1b); Jesus is sent to Herod (Luke 

23:6–12);peoplearestirreduptodemandBarabbas‘release(Mark 

15:11)  

 

At sundown  17Nisan:dreamofPilate‘swife(Matt 27:19)  14 Nisan  

Fri—before 

sundown  

17 Nisan: Jesus is led to Pilate again (Luke 23:13); Barabbas 

released (Mark 15:15); Jesus delivered to be crucified; death on the 

cross (Mark 15:15–37)  

14 Nisan: Preparation 

for the Passover (John 

18:28)  

At sundown  18 Nisan: Sabbath; Jesus in the tomb (Mark 15:42–46)  
15 Nisan: Sabbath and 

Passover (John 19:31)  

Sat—before 

sundown  
18 Nisan: Sabbath; Jesus in the tomb  15 Nisan: Sabbath  

This resolution of the problem has met with limited enthusiasm. It is pointed out that there is no NT 

evidence that Jesus followed a solar calendar in opposition to the lunisolar calendar, and, further, that 

Jaubert often resorts to a pre-form critical harmonization of the synoptic with the Johannine texts.  

Working on the hypothesis that in this case the Johannine account is the more accurate and following 

the Jewish table of true moons, one is presented with two alternatives for the crucifixion of Jesus: 14 

Nisan = 7 April A.D. 30 or 3 April A.D. 33 (Fotheringham 1934). Given the previously discussed probable 

dates and parameters, the first of these is to be preferred.  

5. Summary. It is likely that Jesus was born between 8–6 B.C. and began his public ministry about A.D. 

28 at the approximate age of 35, a ministry which lasted probably, at the most, not more than two years. 

Death would have come in the year A.D. 30.  

B. The Apostolic and Pauline Period  

1. Introductory Comments. The apostolic and Pauline period in early Christian history is presently 

being reviewed with renewed scrutiny and much vigor. As a result, the chronological options are several, 

although it is possible to reduce the major options for this period to two: (1) the traditional approach, 

heavily dependent on the accuracy of the information and chronological framework found in the Acts of 

the Apostles, whichunderstandsPaul‘sprimaryapostolicworktohavebeguninA.D. 47–48, and; (2) the 

approach pioneered by John Knox and now argued in greater detail by others (Lüdemann 1984), which is 

skeptical of the uncritical dependence on the chronological material provided by Acts, and suggests that 

Paul‘sapostolicworkbeganasearlyas37oratthelatestinA.D. 40. It is thus clear that the decisive issue 

between these two major approaches is the evaluation of the chronological reliability of Acts. But before 

these methodological considerations are discussed, it may be useful to provide a general overview of the 

traditional dating of the Pauline period, recognizing, of course, that individual scholars sharing this 

overall perspective may vary from this outline at some points.  

Table 2.  

Events  Dates (A.D.)  

Conversion of Paul  33  

First visit to Jerusalem  36  

Famine visit  46  



First missionary journey  47–48  

Apostolic conference  49  

Paul‘sarrivalinCorinth 50  

Paul leaves Corinth  autumn 51 or spring 52  

Paul‘sarrivalinEphesus autumn 53  

Paul leaves Ephesus  summer 56  

Paul‘sarrivalinCorinth late 56  

Paul in Philippi  Passover 57  

Paul‘sarrivalinJerusalem Pentecost 57  

Paul before Festus  summer 59  

Paul‘sarrivalinRome spring 60  

2. Methodological Considerations. Given the remarks just made and the lack of consensus in 

evaluating the chronology of the apostolic and Pauline period, careful attention needs to be given to the 

issue of methodology in attempting to reconstruct the chronology of this period. To begin, it must be 

recognized that there are essentially only two sources for our knowledge of the Pauline period: the letters 

of the apostle himself and the events recorded by Luke in the Acts of the Apostles. Most NT scholars 

today give clear priority to the Pauline letters since Paul himself stands closest to the events he records. It 

is increasingly recognized that Luke in writing his second volume reshapes many traditions, just as he 

does in the Gospel, to cohere with his overall theological purpose. Thus, for those scholars who maintain 

suchaviewofLuke‘spurpose,Actsbecomesalessusefulsourceforexactchronologicalinformation

since much of this information has been subjected to a larger theological program. While Acts can still be 

a valuable source of detailed and accurate information when separated from its programmatic framework, 

it should never be given priority over the documents stemming from Paul and should only be used when it 

does not contradict assertions made by the apostle.  

Although implementing this critical methodology is, according to its adherents, a requisite of rigorous 

historical research, its adoption does not make the task of establishing a chronology of the Pauline period 

easier. If anything, it reveals how tentative and speculative previous attempts have been and how tenuous 

all reconstructions must be. For when all is said and done, Paul gives us not one specific date. Inevitably, 

if one is to establish a possible chronology of this period, there will have to be some dependence on Acts. 

Recognizing this, one should be cautious to use Acts in a way which is both critical and plausible. Yet it 

must be acknowledged that no matter from what perspective one views the data, there can be no 

absolutely definite chronology of this period; all attempts must be tentative and subject to correction and 

revision.  

Allscholars,nomatterwhichchronologicaloptiontheyfollowintheirreconstructionofPaul‘scareer,

find it useful to distinguish carefully between the information found in the Pauline letters and that in the 

Acts of the Apostles. The first step will be to isolate certain information found in the Pauline 

correspondence which may have chronological implications.  

3. The Pauline Correspondence. The information found in these letters might best be summarized in 

the following way: (a) the revelation of the Risen Jesus to Paul in Damascus (Gal 1:12–16); (b) the visit to 

Arabia and the return to Damascus (Gal 1:17);(c)―then[epeita]afterthreeyears‖thefirstvisitto

Jerusalem for 15 days (Gal 1:18)—the so-called―acquaintancevisit‖;(d)then(epeita) activity in the 

regions of Syria and Cilicia (Gal 1:21); (e) then (epeita) after 14 years a second visit to Jerusalem (Gal 

2:1)—the so-called―conference‖visit;(f)activityinthechurchesofGalatia,Asia,Macedonia,and

Achaia with special emphasis on the collection of the offering for Jerusalem (Gal 2:10; 1 Cor 16:1–4; 2 

Cor 8–9; Rom 15:25–32); and (g) the final visit to Jerusalem (1 Cor 16:3; Rom 15:25–32)—the so-called 

―offering‖visit.LetusexaminetheseindividualpiecesofinformationprovidedbythePaulineletters

more closely.  



(a) The revelation of the Risen Jesus to Paul in Damascus (Gal 1:12–16). This is often referred to as 

Paul‘s―conversion,‖yetoneshouldbemosthesitantinusingthistermsinceitisnotfoundanywherein

the text. In language reminiscent of prophetic imagery, the apostle declares that the God who had set him 

apartbeforehewasborn―revealedhisSontome,inorderthatImightpreachhimamongtheGentiles.‖

Mostaccuratelywehaveherea―commissioning‖event—the commissioning of Paul as one who is to 

preach Jesus Christ to the Gentiles.  

In order to understand the context in which these remarks about commissioning, travel, and chronology 

aremade,onemustrememberthatPaulisattemptingtodocumentthethesisthat―Ididnotreceiveit[the

gospel] from man, nor was I taught it, butitcamethrougharevelationofJesusChrist‖(Gal 1:12). One 

aspect of the argument that this Pauline gospel is not dependent on any human authority is for the apostle 

to insist on his independence from Jerusalem. That is exactly the point which follows upon this 

―commissioning‖scene:―Ididnotconferwithflesh and blood, nor did I go to Jerusalem to those who 

wereapostlesbeforeme‖(Gal 1:16–17). Not unimportant is to observe the word eutheos (―immediately,

atonce‖)inthe text—―Ididnotconferimmediately withfleshandblood.‖Tounderstandverycarefully

this context is critical for an accurate perspective in interpreting the information which is to follow in the 

succeeding verses, viz., that Paul is primarily attempting to show his independence from Jerusalem and 

not to give detailed chronological information.  

(b) The visit to Arabia and the return to Damascus (Gal 1:17). To underscore the independence of 

his gospel and to insist that it came to him through a revelation of Jesus Christ, Paul asserts that following 

thisrevelation,hedidnotgoimmediatelytoJerusalembutrathertoArabiaand―againIreturnedto

Damascus‖(Gal 1:17). This Pauline description allows one to conclude that the location of the original 

commissioning was in Damascus, a fact which coheres with the embellished description of this event in 

the book of Acts (9:3ff.; 22:5ff.; 26:12ff.). How long Paul was in Arabia or why he went there is 

unknown; how long he spent in Damascus is dependentonhowoneinterpretsthe―then‖ofGal 1:18. 

From the text before us it is likely to conclude that Paul spent his time in Damascus in the midst of a 

Christian community, a view that also coheres with the information provided in Acts 9:19–22.  

(c) ―Then [epeita]after three years‖ the first visit to Jerusalem for 15 days (Gal 1:18)—the so-

called ―acquaintance visit.‖ Towhatdoesthe―then‖refer—toPaul‘scommissioningortohisreturnto

Damascus? (Of course, if his stay in Arabia was a brief one, as it probably was, the commissioning event 

and his return to Damascus might be relatively close in time.) However, since this is not the only 

occurrenceoftheadverb―then‖inthesequenceofeventstobedescribedinGalatians,theinterpretation

of this word assumes great importance. Many interpreters see it consistently as referring back to the 

commissioning event; many others see it as consistently referring back to the immediately preceding 

event. The latter interpretation is strengthened by the parallel use in 1 Cor 15:6 and 7. Interpreted in this 

way, Paul remained with other Christians in Damascus for about three years (either two or three as a 

result of the ancient method of calculation) before making his first visit in Jerusalem since his call to 

preach Jesus Christ to the Gentiles. In keeping with his main thesis in this section, the apostle describes 

that he was only in Jerusalem with Cephas (Peter) for 15 days and saw no one else except James the 

Lord‘sbrother. 

(d) Then (epeita)activity in the regions of Syria and Cilicia (Gal 1:21). In light of what has just been 

discussed, epeita (―then‖)islikelytorefertotheimmediatelyprecedingevent:―IwenttoJerusalem,then

I went into the regions ofSyriaandCilicia.‖Thattheepeita refers back to the commissioning event is 

hardly possible.  

The critical question with regard to this verse in Galatians is not, then, the referent of epeita but rather 

what is meant by the reference to the activity in Syria and Cilicia. Syria includes Christian centers in 

Damascus,theplaceofPaul‘scommissioning,andAntioch,anareawhere,byPaul‘sowndescription,he

had worked (Gal 2:11) and a city extensively referred to in Acts (11:19; 13:1, 14; 15:22; 18:22). In 

addition, Cilicia includes Tarsus, which according to Acts 22:3 isPaul‘snativecity.Istheintentionof

this reference to suggest that Paul spent some 11 to 14 years (see (e) below) only in Syria and Cilicia? Or, 

giventheoverallcontextofPaul‘sdesiretodistancehimselffromJerusalem,doeshemerelywishtosay



that―then,afterleavingfrommy15-day stay in Jerusalem, I did not stay around that area but I began 

moving as far away as Syria andCilicia‖withoutinanywaywishingtosuggestthatheworkedonlyin

this area? How one interprets this reference to Syria and Cilicia will be crucial for the reconstruction of a 

chronology of the Pauline period. For those scholars who understand the reference to Syria and Cilicia as 

notlimitingPaul‘sactivitytotheseregions,theapostlewasinvolvedinmissionaryworkasfarawayas

Philippi, Thessalonica, Athens, and Corinth very early in his career. They would urge that the reference in 

Phil 4:15 to―thebeginningofthegospel‖literallyreferstothebeginningofPaul‘sindependent

missionary work in Philippi and that 1 Thess 3:1 referstoPaul‘scontinuingworkduringthis period in 

Thessalonica, Athens, and Corinth. This interpretation, to date not the majority one, allows for an 

―uncrowding‖ofPaul‘smissionarywork,forthematuringofhisapostolicministryandthedevelopment

of his theology. Rather than an extended period of some 11 to 14 years in Syria and Cilicia, this 

perspective allows for the beginnings of the European mission at a much earlier point in his apostolic 

career and does not reduce the remainder of his activity to such a severely limited time frame. If one 

accepts this reading of the evidence then it is probable that 1 Thessalonians stems from this period prior to 

the conference visit in Jerusalem.  

(e) Then (epeita)after 14 years a second visit to Jerusalem (Gal 2:1)—the so-called ―conference‖ 

visit. In Gal 2:1 PaulindicatesthathemadethissecondvisittoJerusalem―byrevelation‖as opposed to 

being summoned by any human authorities. At the end of this meeting with James, Cephas, and John, 

Paulrelateshowthey―gavetomeandBarnabastherighthandoffellowship,thatweshouldgotothe

Gentiles and they to the circumcised; only they would have us remember the poor, which very thing I was 

eagertodo‖(Gal 2:9–10).  

Paul uses epeita here for the third time. To what does it refer—back to his commissioning or back to the 

initiation of his activities in Syria and Cilicia? In view of the remarks made above, the more likely is the 

latter. Since his work in Syria and Cilicia began so very soon after his brief visit in Jerusalem, the 14-year 

period can accuratelybesaidtodescribethetimebetweenthefirst(―acquaintance‖)andthesecond

(―conference‖)visittoJerusalem. 

(f) Activity in the churches of Galatia, Asia, Macedonia, and Achaia with special emphasis on the 

collection of the offering for Jerusalem (Gal 2:10; 1 Cor 16:1–4; 2 Cor 8–9; Rom 15:25–32). A 

general review of the Pauline letters suggests that his activities in this postconference period were 

concentratedinGalatia,Asia,Macedonia,andAchaiaandthatoneimportantfocusoftheapostle‘swork

was in collecting the offering for the poor in Jerusalem, which was a request made at the end of the 

Jerusalem meeting with James, Cephas, and John.  

ThemajorcenterforPaul‘sactivitiesduringthisperiodwasEphesus(1 Cor 16:10–11) and it is from 

here that Galatians, Philippians, Philemon, and 1 Corinthians were written. From here he traveled to 

Macedonia with Timothy, making a first stop in Philippi (1 Cor 16:5; 2 Cor 2:13) where they met Titus (2 

Cor 7:5). If one sees 2 Corinthians as a composite document then it is possible that much, if not all of it, 

was written from Philippi. From Macedonia, which may have included a stop in Thessalonica, Paul heads 

on toward Corinth (2 Cor 9:3ff.; 12:4; 13:1). Finally, from Corinth, where the apostle writes Romans, he 

makes his final trip to Jerusalem.  

(g) The final visit to Jerusalem (1 Cor 16:3; Rom 15:25–32)—the so-called ―offering‖ visit. The last 

partofPaul‘smissionaryactivities that can be documented from his letters is this final trip to Jerusalem, 

althoughActscontinuesonbeyondJerusalemuntiltheapostleisplacedinRome.Paul‘sintentionin

makingthislasttriptoJerusalemisto―makesomecontributionforthepooramong the saints at 

Jerusalem‖(Rom 15:26). That Paul is anxious about this trip is evident from his request for the prayers of 

theRomans―thatImaybedeliveredfromtheunbelievers in Judea, and that my service for Jerusalem 

maybeacceptabletothesaints…‖(Rom 15:31). There is no precise indication from the letters 

concerning the length of the periodbetweenthe―conference‖visitandthe―offering‖visittoJerusalem. 

The result of this rapid survey of chronological information provided us by the Pauline letters is that 

only two (other than the reference to 15 days) references are given: three years between the return to 

Damascus and the first, acquaintance visit in Jerusalem, and 14 years between the first and second visits 



to Jerusalem. This is where firsthand information from Paul ceases. From the letters there is no 

information whatsoever as to the year in which any of these visits or activities take place. The next task is 

to turn to Acts cautiously and critically to see whether reliable information can be found there which 

coheres with and does not contradict the primary evidence which has been derived from the Pauline 

letters.  

4. The Acts of the Apostles. The relevant information in Acts having a possible bearing on Pauline 

chronology may be summarized as follows: (a) the revelation of the Lord to Saul and his subsequent 

commissioning in Damascus (Acts 9:1ff.—but notice the repetition of this event in 22:5 and 26:12); (b) 

first visit to Jerusalem to meet with the apostles (9:26); (c) preaching in Jerusalem followed by departure 

for Tarsus (Cilicia) and return to Antioch (9:28–30; 11:25–26); (d) second visit to Jerusalem to bring 

relief in time of famine (11:29–30; 12:25); (e) activity in Syria, Cyprus, and Galatia (Acts 13–14; the so-

called―firstmissionaryjourney‖);(f)thirdvisittoJerusalemfortheapostoliccouncil(15:1–29); (g) 

activity in Galatia, Macedonia, Greece, and Asia (15:36–18:21); the so-called―secondmissionary

journey‖);(h)fourthvisittoCaesareatogreetthechurch,Jerusalem(?),Galatia,andPhrygia(18:22); (i) 

activity in Syria, Galatia, Asia, Macedonia, and Greece (18:23–21:14; the so-called―thirdmissionary

journey‖);and(j)fifth(final)visit to Jerusalem (21:11ff.).  

In order to compare this information with that found in the Pauline letters and to resolve the apparent 

contradiction concerning the number of visits to Jerusalem, it will be useful to examine this outline of 

Acts more closely.  

(a) The revelation of the Lord to Saul and his subsequent commissioning in Damascus (Acts 9:1ff.; 

22:5ff.; and 26:12ff.). Although Luke greatly embellishes the material found in Galatians 1, this event 

corresponds to item 3. (a) in the Pauline correspondence (see above).  

(b) First visit to Jerusalem to meet with the apostles (9:26). This information coheres well with item 

3. (c) above.  

(c) Preaching in Jerusalem followed by departure for Tarsus (Cilicia) and return to Antioch 

(9:28–30; 11:25–26). This agrees only partially with item 3. (d) above in terms of the departure, and then 

differs substantially with the letters in terms of a return to Antioch followed by item (b), the second visit 

to Jerusalem.  

(d) Second visit to Jerusalem to bring relief in time of famine (11:29–30; 12:25). There is no parallel 

for such a visit in the Pauline letters. This reference to a visit to Jerusalem is one of the two additional 

visits to Jerusalem which is described by Acts. When we discuss item (j) (below), we will observe that 

Luke gives no reason for this final visit to Jerusalem, a visit which in the letters is clearly described as the 

offering visit. One solution to the extra visits in Acts would be to suggest that the final offering visit is 

moved to this much earlier and likely incorrect position of Acts. Some (Knox, Lüdemann) would argue 

that although the tension between Jewish and Gentile Christians continued and perhaps intensified even 

intothelaststagesofPaul‘sapostolicministry,Lukewishedtosuggestthatthesedifferenceswere

essentiallyovercomeatanearlydate.ThisistherealmotivationforLuke‘srearrangementand

modificationofPaul‘svisitstoJerusalem. 

(e) Activity in Syria, Cyprus, and Galatia (Acts 13–14; the so-called ―first missionary journey‖). It 

isdifficulttocoordinateActs(c),(d),and(g)withPaul‘s(d)above. Given our previous discussion that 

for Paul the reference to Syria and Cilicia was possibly only the starting point for activities that took him 

as far as Macedonia and Achaia, then it appears that Luke is fragmenting one longer visit into some 

smaller ones so that the Jerusalem visits can be rearranged according to his schema.  

(f) Third visit to Jerusalem for the apostolic council (15:1–29). The majority of NT scholars today 

would hold that this visit to Jerusalem corresponds with item 3. (e) above, the so-called―conference‖

visit, although holding that Galatians describes a private meeting between Paul and the Jerusalem 

authorities, while Acts intends to describe a more public form of this meeting. If this correspondence is 

abandoned,thenoneisfacedwitha―jungleofproblems‖(Haenchen)aswellasajungleofsolutions.

These include: (1) Gal 2:1–10 does not describe the same Pauline visit to Jerusalem as Acts 15. Rather, 

the meeting referred to in Galatians is to be identified with the visit in Acts 11:27–30 (the famine visit) or 



with 18:22 or with a visit not mentioned in Acts. (2) Gal 2:1–5 and 6–11 represent separate Pauline visits 

to Jerusalem, which are then identified with any of the three to five visits to Jerusalem by Paul described 

in Acts.  

If one holds to the majority identification of Acts 15 with Galatians 2, then for Luke this is a third visit 

to Jerusalem while for Paul only a second. In view of the fact that in Acts 18:22 [ (h)] that visit to 

Jerusalem is totally unmotivated and fits into its context very awkwardly, it has been suggested that the 

original location for this visit was at 18:22 and that Luke retrojected it back to chapter 15 [ (f)] for 

theological reasons: for the sake of the unity of the church this controversy had to be settled early, before 

he went to Asia Minor, Macedonia, and Achaia. If this suggestion is correct, then after the elimination of 

(d) and (f), the activities describedbyLukein(c),(e),and(g)allfallintoplaceaspartofone―missionary

journey.‖ 

(g) Activity in Galatia, Macedonia, Greece, and Asia (15:36–18:21; the so-called ―second 

missionary journey‖). As we have noted, it is possible that (c), (e), and (g) are part of what took place 

during the 14-year activity described by Paul in item 3. (d) above.  

(h) Fourth visit to Caesarea to greet the church, Jerusalem (?), Galatia, and Phrygia. Aside from 

the fact thatnoreasonwhatsoeverisgivenwhyPaul―wentupandgreetedthechurch‖(Acts 18:22) it is 

striking that in Acts 18:21 Paul is in Ephesus and then in v 24, after having traveled to Caesarea, probably 

Jerusalem (many commentators argue that it is unlikely that the original, pre-Lukan itinerary did not 

mention a visit to Jerusalem if Paul had already traveled as far as Caesarea), Antioch, and through the 

region of Galatia and Phrygia (all in three verses!), he is back in Ephesus. It is indeed possible that 18:22 

was the original location for the conference visit which is now described in Acts 15:1–29 [ (f.)]  

(i) Activity in Syria, Galatia, Asia, Macedonia, and Greece (18:23–21:14; the so-called ―third 

missionary journey‖). This material coheres well with item (f) in the Pauline section (above), although it 

is noteworthy that Luke eliminates what was so prominent for Paul in this period of his apostolic ministry: 

the collection. At this point one notes the consistency of Luke: not only does he eliminate the real reason 

for the final visit to Jerusalem in 21:11ff., viz., to present the collection in Jerusalem, but he also omits the 

collectionasaprimaryobjectiveduringPaul‘sfinalactivityin the areas described here in (i).  

(j) Fifth (final) visit to Jerusalem (21:11ff.) As we have already observed, this final visit is in 

agreementwithPaul‘s final visit described in item 3. (g), although Luke omits the association with the 

offering and, as we suggested previously, retrojects this motivation to (d) (Acts 11:29–30; 12:25)—the 

―famine‖visit. 

HoweveroneresolvesthedifferencesbetweentheActsaccountofPaul‘sactivitiesandPaul‘sown

account—and we have suggested only one general possibility here—all scholars will have to 

acknowledge that these apparent contradictions require explanation. Although a comparison of those 

events in the Pauline literature and Acts which have possible chronological implications have allowed an 

overview of their similarities and dissimilarities, one is still not in possession of concrete and precise 

chronological data. Therefore, it will be necessary to examine Acts to see what other specific data it may 

provide and whether such evidence may be useful for determining the more exact limits of Pauline 

chronology, remembering the cautionary remarks already made concerning the transference of such 

information.  

5. Chronological Information Provided by Luke. a. The Gallio Inscription and the Edict of 

Claudius. Reference is made in Acts 18:12 toPaul‘svisittoCorinth:―ButwhenGalliowasproconsulof

Achaia,theJewsmadeaunitedattackuponPaulandbroughthimbeforethetribunal…‖Althoughthe

precise details, implications, and context of the events described are disputed, there is little doubt that 

Paul made one of his visits to Corinth at the time that Gallio was proconsul of the province of Achaia; 

mostscholarsplaceGallio‘stermofofficeintheyearsA.D. 51–52 in light of the epigraphical evidence 

now in hand. While at first glance Acts 18:12 appears straightforward, caution must be exercised: was 

Paul‘svisittoCorinthinthevicinityofA.D. 51–52 his first visit or does it refer to a subsequent one? Acts 

18 may well conflate two or more Pauline visits to that city into one. Among the several factors pointing 

in this direction is the fact that in Acts 18:8 Crispus is the ruler of the synagogue and in 18:17 the 



reference is to Sosthenes as the ruler of the synagogue. It is fully possible that if Acts 18 is conflating at 

least two visits of Paul to Corinth that he may well have been in the city at a much earlier date.  

Another piece of information relating to secular history mentioned in Acts and which may be useful in 

reconstructing Pauline chronology is the reference to the edict of Claudius in Acts 18:2. There it is stated: 

―AfterthisheleftAthensandwenttoCorinth.AndhefoundaJewnamedAquila,anativeofPontus,

lately come from Italy with his wife Priscilla, because Claudius had commanded all the Jews to leave 

Rome.Andhewenttoseethem…‖ItislikelythatSuetonius(Claud 25) is referring to this edict: 

―Iudaios impulsore Chresto adsidue tumultuantes Roma expulit.‖SinceSuetoniusdoesnotdatethisedict,

one cannot be certain whether it is referring to one issued by Claudius in A.D. 41 or whether it is referring 

todisturbanceslaterinhisreign.ThosewhowouldargueagainsttheearlydatingciteDioCassius‘

reference (60.6.6) that the large number of Jews effectively ruled out their expulsionandpointtoOrosius‘

reference(7.6.15)thattheedictoccurredinClaudius‘9thyear(=A.D. 49). Yet these references in 

themselves do not settle the issue. In the first place, there need not be any contradiction between Dio 

Cassius‘assertionsandLuke‘scharacteristicallyexaggerateduseofpas (theLukan―all‖)inActs 18:2 

and elsewhere. Further, there is the critical issue about the reliability of the information provided by 

Orosius, a 5th-century church historian.  

If the Claudius edict is dated in A.D. 41thenonewouldhavestrongevidenceforthedatingofPaul‘s

first visit to the city at some point after the arrival of Aquila and Priscilla from Italy. If the more usual 

dating of this edict in the year A.D. 49 is to be accepted, this in and of itself would not speak against an 

earlier visit of Paul to Corinth, for it is difficult to know how thoroughgoing is the conflation in Acts 18. 

For example, a case could be made that Acts 18:1 had its original continuation in v 5 and that vv 2–4 are a 

retrojection made from a later period.  

ToplacePaul‘sfirstarrival in Corinth as early as A.D. 41 is possible; yet some flexibility is in order 

since one does not know how long it took Aquila and Priscilla to travel to Corinth, nor if they went there 

directly.OnthisreckoningPaul‘soriginalvisittoCorinthmayhave taken place sometime between the 

approximate period of A.D. 41–44. Additionally, it is most probable that he was also in Corinth during the 

years that Gallio was proconsul in A.D. 51–52. Some would place a visit by Paul to Corinth, usually his 

first, just before the Jerusalem Conference (Jewett 1979) and some just after (Lüdemann 1984—an 

intermediate visit). Thus, the Jerusalem Conference would be dated either in ca. A.D. 50–51 or A.D. 52. If 

his first visit to Jerusalem was 14 years before this conference visit, the date of that first visit would be 

between ca. A.D. 36–38, and his commissioning three years prior to the first visit would then be placed 

between ca. A.D. 33–35. Since in the view of this writer it is more likely that Paul was in Galatia, rather 

than Corinth, prior to the Jerusalem Conference, the first sequence of dates is preferred: ca. A.D. 33, 

commissioning of Paul; ca. A.D. 36,Paul‘sfirstvisittoJerusalem;ca. A.D. 50, the Jerusalem Conference; 

ca. A.D. 50–52, intermediate visit to Corinth.  

b. Aretas. In 2 Cor 11:32–33 Paulstatesthatat―Damascus,thegovernor[Greek:theethnarchof]under

King Aretas guarded the city of Damascus in order to seize me, but I was let down in a basket through a 

windowinthewall,andescapedhishands.‖ThekingreferredtoisAretas(Arabicḥarita) IV, who 

reigned at Petra over the Nabataean Arabs from 9 B.C. to A.D. 40. Although his kingdom extended to the 

vicinity of Damascus and although this city had been subject to his predecessors until the Romans took 

control of the city in B.C. 64, there is no definitive way of knowing when Damascus became subject to 

Aretas. One recent proposal (Jewett) suggests that such control over Damascus was only given to Aretas 

in A.D. 37. If this is the case, then the terminus a quo for the references in 2 Cor 11:32–33 would be A.D. 

37 and the terminus ad quem would be A.D. 40,theyearofAretas‘death.Yet, the text in no way suggests 

that Aretas controlled Damascus nor is this in any way necessary. 2 Corinthians 11 asserts only that this 

leader was the representative (513 ethnarches—ethnarch) of King Aretas. In this case no terminus a quo 

can be reached. All that can be asserted is that this event took place before A.D. 40.  

The―governor‖(ethnarch)towhomPaulreferswas,inalllikelihood,theleaderofthesemiautonomous 

Nabataean community in Damascus, a community which had been organized as an ethnos within the city, 

much as the Jews of Damascus would have been organized following the pattern of the Jews in 



Alexandria, viz., functioning as an ethnos within the city and under the leadership of an ethnarch (Strab. 

17.798; Jos. Ant 14.117). In Gal 1:17 it is asserted that immediately following his call to proclaim the 

gospeltotheGentiles,Paul―wentawayintoArabia‖(presumablytoevangelize the Nabataeans) and 

thereafter―returnedtoDamascus.‖PresumablytheNabataeancommunityinDamascusandtheirleader

tookthisopportunitytoexpresstheirdispleasureattheapostle‘sactivityintheterritoryoftheNabataean

Arabs.  

A similar account is found in Acts 9:23–25. There is, however, one substantial difference: in Acts it is 

the Jews, while in 2 Corinthians it is the ethnarch of the Nabataeans, who plots against Paul. Given the 

well-documented emphasis of Luke to portray the Jews as those hostile to the early Christian mission, the 

account of Paul is to be preferred.  

c. The Great Famine under Claudius. In Acts 11:28 Lukewritesthat―oneofthemnamedAgabus 

stood up and foretold by the Spirit that there would be a great famine over all the world; and this took 

placeinthedaysofClaudius.‖Thiseventiscitedasthebackgroundofthefirstcollectionforthereliefof

the Jerusalem church. Although both Suetonius (Claud 19) and Tacitus (Ann 12.43) refer to widespread 

scarcityunderClaudius,therewasnofamineover―alltheworld‖underClaudius;thisphraseis

undoubtedly an exaggeration. Either Acts is referring to a more local crisis or it has intentionally 

retrojected an event which took place after A.D. 51 to this early point in the narrative.  

d. The Death of Herod Agrippa I. The death of Herod Agrippa I, which occurred in A.D. 44, is 

mentioned in Acts 12:23. The narrative continues in v 25 withthereferencethat―BarnabasandSaul

returnedfromJerusalemwhentheyhadfulfilledtheirmission…‖Thisiscertainlyredactionaland

provides no firm chronological information.  

e. Sergius Paulus. During the time that Paul and Barnabas were in Paphos on the island of Cyprus, they 

encountered a certain Bar-Jesuswho―waswiththeproconsul,SergiusPaulus‖(Acts 13:7). Unfortunately 

theextantsourcesareambiguousanddonotprovideaprecisedateforthisproconsul‘stermofoffice.It

has been shown that the famous inscription from Soli (D. G. Hogarth, Devia Cypria, 114) on the north 

coast of Cyprus, which refers to a certain Proconsul Paulus, should probably be identified with Paullus 

Fabius Maximus, who was a consul in 11 B.C. Among the various inscriptions which may refer to a 

Sergius Paulus there is one from Pisidian Antioch with the name L. Sergius Paullus; however it is dated 

between A.D. 60–100. Another inscription (CIL VI 31 545) placed in Rome between A.D. 41–47 also 

refers to a certain L. Sergius Paullus who was the Curator of the Tiber; however, this reference does not 

specifically relate him to Cyprus. If he went to Cyprus after serving as one of the Curators of the Tiber, 

perhapsinthelatethirties,thistimeframewouldcoincidewithwhatweknowelsewhereaboutPaul‘s

travels.  

f. The Trials under Felix and Festus. Acts 23:23–24:27 relatePaul‘strialandimprisonmentunderM.

Antonius Felix, procurator of Palestine. According to 24:27 the minimum period of time which elapsed 

was two years. The continuation of this situation is recounted in Acts 25:1–26:32. Here Porcius Festus has 

succeeded Felix; in addition, Paul has an opportunity to present his case to King Herod Agrippa II. If the 

testimony of Josephus (JW 2.12.8; Ant 20.7.1) is accepted, Felix arrived in Palestine during the summer of 

A.D. 53 and continued in office until the summer of A.D. 55 when he was succeeded by Festus. This would 

place the trial of Paul in the year A.D. 55. But once again the evidence is contradictory (cf. Tacitus Ann. 

12.54) and it is possible that Festus succeeded Felix at a later date and a terminus ad quem of A.D. 60–61 

hasbeenargued(Jewett1979).ThislaterdatingissupportedbyPlooij‘sreadingofEusebius‘Chronicle 

where the transfer of the procuratorship is placed in the 10th year of Agrippa II (A.D. 59). If this later 

dating is accepted, it would cohere nicely with the view that Ananias, the high priest who censured Paul 

during his appearance before the Sanhedrin (Acts 23:1–5; 24:1), was probably replaced as high priest by 

Agrippa II in A.D. 59 (Josephus Ant 20§179).  

6. Summary. Given the range of dates just discussed in Acts and the approach championed by J. Knox 

and most recently especially by G. Lüdemann, an alternative chronology to that given in Table 2 would be 

as follows, once again remembering that advocates of a similar approach may vary from another in some 



details. Since this approach insists on the radical priority of the Pauline correspondence, it is important to 

follow the sequence of events found in the Pauline letters.  

Table 3  

Event  
Date 

(A.D.)  

1. The revelation of the Risen Jesus to Paul in Damascus (Gal 1:12–16)  ca. 33  

2. The visit to Arabia and the return to Damascus (Gal 1:17)  ca. 33  

3.―Then[epeita] afterthreeyears‖thefirstvisittoJerusalemfor15days(Gal 1:18)—the so-

called―acquaintencevisit‖ 
ca. 36  

4. Then (epeita) activity in the regions of Syria and Cilicia (and beyond) (Gal 1:21)  
ca. 36–

50  

5. Then (epeita) after 14 years a second visit to Jerusalem (Gal 2:1)—the so-called―conference

visit‖ 
ca. 50  

6. Activity in the churches of Galatia, Asia, Macedonia, and Achaia with special emphasis on the 

collection of the offering for Jerusalem (Gal 2:10; 1 Cor 16:1–4; 2 Cor 8–9; Rom 15:25–32)  

ca. 50–

56  

7. The final visit to Jerusalem (1 Cor 16:3; Rom 15:25–32)—the so-called―offeringvisit‖ 
ca. 56–

57  

If one were to assume that the general sequence of the subsequent events outlined in Acts is accurate—

two-year Caesarean imprisonment, hearing before Festus, and arrival in Rome—then the dates ca. A.D. 

57–59 for the first of these and a date of ca. A.D. 60forPaul‘sarrivalinRomewouldagreewiththe

parameters of possible dates reviewed above.  

While the traditional dating exhibited in Table 2 is still held by many, the chronology itemized in Table 

3 is a viable alternative. It has these advantages: it incorporates the recent redaction-critical studies of 

Luke-Acts initsanalysis;iteliminatesthelongandproblematic―silentperiod‖earlyinPaul‘scareerand

intelligentlyexplainstheshapeofPaul‘sapostolicactivityinthatperiod;it―uncrowds‖theentirecareer

of the apostle and provides the context for a ministry that actively spanned a much longer period, thus 

allowing for the possibility of growth and development both in the apostolic ministry and theology of 

Paul.Suchanapproachwouldallowonetomorereadilyspeakofan―earlyPaul‖anda―latePaul,‖andit

would permit placing the concrete, contingent letters of Paul against a broader and wider spectrum of time 

and activity resulting in a more coherent understanding of the theology of this often complex and 

paradoxical apostle.  

Bibliography  
Brown, R. E. 1977. The Birth of the Messiah. Garden City, NY.  
Finegan, J. 1964. Handbook of Biblical Chronology. Princeton.  

Fotheringham, J. K. 1934. The Evidence of Astronomy and Technical Chronology for the Date of the Crucifixion. JTS 35: 

146–62.  

Hyldahl, N. 1986. Die Paulinische Chronologie. Leiden.  

Jaubert, A. 1965. The Date of the Last Supper. Staten Island.  

Jewett, R. 1979. A Chronology of Paul‘s Life. Philadelphia.  

Knauf, E. A. 1983. Zum Ethnarchen des Aretas 2 Kor 11, 32. ZNW 74: 145–47.  

Knox, J. 1987. Chapters in a Life of Paul. Rev. Ed. Macon, GA.  

Lake, K. 1966. The Chronology of Acts. Pp. 445–74 in The Beginnings of Christianity I. Vol. 5, ed. F. J. Foakes Jackson and 

K. Lake. Grand Rapids.  

Lüdemann, G. 1984. Paul Apostle to the Gentiles: Studies in Chronology. Philadelphia.  

Moehring, H. R. 1972. The Census in Luke as an Apologetic Device. Pp. 144–60 in Studies in New Testament and Early 

Christian Literature: Essays in Honor of Allen P. Wikgren, ed. D. E. Aune. NovTSup 33. Leiden.  

Ogg, G. 1940. The Chronology of the Public Ministry of Jesus. Cambridge.  

———. 1968. The Chronology of the Life of Paul. London.  

Plooij, D. 1918. De Chronologie van het Leven van Paulus. Leiden.  

Suggs,M.J.1960.ConcerningtheDateofPaul‘sMacedonianMinistry. NovT 4: 60–68.  



KARL P. DONFRIED  

CHURCHES, SEVEN. See SEVEN CHURCHES.  

CHUSI (PLACE) [Gk Chous (Χοτρ)]. A site mentioned in the book of Judith, whose exact location is 

unknown (Jdt 7:18).Thename―Chusi‖appearsonlyhereinthebiblicalliterature.Itmaypossiblybe

identified with the modern village of Quzeh (M.R. 174171), six miles south of Nablus, which, as Torrey 

points out, is on the directroadtoJerusalem.However,thatlocationignorestheverse‘sspecificreference

totheWadiMakhmur(―nearChusibesidethebrookMochmur‖).Takingthatintoconsideration,Aharoni

and Avi-Yonah (MBA) identify Chusi with modern Kuzi on the Wadi Makhmur, one of the tributaries of 

the Jarkon river. See MOCHMUR (PLACE). Of course, given the genre of the book of JUDITH, it is 

entirely possible that the name is fictitious.  
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CHUZA (PERSON) [Gk Chouzas (Χοτζαρ)]. A steward (epitropos) of Herod Antipas whose wife, 

Joanna, followed Jesus and supported him with her means (Luke 8:3).Mostlikely,ChuzawasHerod‘s

businessmanager,buthemayhavebeensomekindofpoliticalappointeesincetheGktermfor―steward‖

may refer to a political office. The fact thatthename―Chuza‖occursinNabateanandSyrianinscriptions

(see Fitzmyer Luke 1–11 AB, 698) may mean that Chuza was a Nabatean married to a Jewish woman. 

Chuza may have been the royal officer who, along with his entire household, believed after Jesus healed 

his son from a distance (John 4:46–53). If this were the case, it might help explain why Chuza permitted 

his wife to travel with Jesus and minister to his needs. The special knowledge of Herod and his court 

reflectedinLukemayhavecomethroughChuza.Luke‘smentionofChuzaandhiswifeoffersevidence

of Christianity within the aristocracy from the very beginning (Marshall Luke NIGTC, 317).  

VIRGIL R. L. FRY  

CILICIA (PLACE) [Gk Kilikia (Κιλικια)]. A province mentioned in Judith 1:12; 2:21–25 as an object 

of the ire of Nebuchadnezzar, who dispatched his general Holofernes with the army to punish the 

inhabitants for their insubordination. It is later mentioned in 1 Macc 11:14 as the location where 

Alexander Balas had gone to put down a rebellion and in his absence, Ptolemy usurped his throne. In the 

NT, the province is most noted as the homeland of the apostle Paul (Acts 21:39; 22:3; 23:34), and which 

was included in some of his evangelistic efforts (Gal 1:21–23; cf. Acts 15:23, 41).  

Cilicia is on the SE coast of Anatolia and consists of two major divisions: Cilicia Tracheia (or Aspera) 

in the mountainous region W of the Lamus River as far as Syedra in Pamphylia, and Cilicia Campestris 

(or Pedias), the fertile plain S of the Taurus and W of the Amanus mountains. A limestone ridge, 

Cebilinur, running S from the Taurus to the coast at Karatas, divides the plain into an E section, where are 

located Misis and Anazarbus, and a larger W section, accommodating Adana, Tarsus, and Mersin.  

———  

A. Geography  

B. Prehistory and Bronze Age  

C. Iron Age  

D. Persian Empire and Hellenistic Period  

E. Roman Period  

———  

A. Geography  

Cilicia Campestris is a well watered alluvial plain formed by the deposits of the Ceyhan River (ancient 

Pyramus) in the E and the Seyhan and Tarsus Cay (Sarus and Cydnus Rivers) in the W. The Göksu 

(Calycadnus) flows through Cilicia Aspera reaching the Mediterranean at Selifke (ancient Seleucia on 

Calycadnus). These rivers made Cilicia a fertile region for producing grapes, cereals, grain, and flax in 

ancient times. In ancient times Cilicia had additional economic importance because of its access to rich 

metal producing areas in the Taurus and Anti-Taurus mountains. The plain also provides a comparatively 



easy link between Syria-Mesopotamia to the E and Cappadocia-Phrygia on the Anatolian plateau to the N 

and W. The Bahce and Beilan Passes, the former being more frequently used in ancient times, provided 

access to Syria through the Amanus mountains. The Anatolian interior is usually reached from Cilicia 

through the Taurus mountains at the Cilicia Gates, but also from Selifke up the Göksu River, and passes 

in the watershed of the Seyhan River N into E Cappadocia in the Anti-Taurus mountains. These passes, 

the fertile plain, and the proximity of metal ores in the surrounding mountains gave Cilicia strategic 

importance in ancient times. The excavations at Mersin and Tarsus testify to the long and continuous 

habitation of the Cilician plain. Numerous ancient mounds extending along a trunk line from the Bahce 

pass westward to the Lamus River with northern branches from Misis along the Seyhan River and from 

Tarsus toward the Cilicia Gates indicate extensive village occupation as well as the use of Cilicia as a link 

between Cappadocia and Syria throughout the ancient period (Seton-Williams 1954).  

B. Prehistory and Bronze Age  

In the Neolithic period, cultural influences from the Konya plain in the N and from Syria in the E are 

both apparent in the archaeological strata at Mersin and Tarsus. Cilicia appears to have been a cultural and 

political crossroad for the Bronze Age as well. Sargon of Akkad, the founder of the first Mesopotamian 

empire (ca. 2370 B.C.) claimed to control the NW regions as far as Cedar Forest and Silver Mountain. The 

latter could be any one of several rich silver deposits in the mountain perimeter N of the Cilician plain, 

while Cedar Forest is likely the Amanus mountains. In the 17th century B.C., the Hittite king, ḪattušilisI

(ca. 1650–1620), marched through Cilicia, and may have been responsible for the artificial rock cut which 

resulted in the present passage through the Taurus mountains at the Cilician Gates. Hittite domination in 

thisregiondeclinedfollowingthereignofMuršiliI(ca.1620–1595), and Hurrians pushed into Cilicia.  

In the LB Age Cilicia briefly was ruled by independent kings, at least three of whom were allied by 

parity treaties with Hittite kings who referred to the region of E Cilicia as Kizzuwatna. Finally in the reign 

ofŠunaššruaofKizzuwatna,CiliciabecameavassalkingdomintheHittiteempirethenruledby

Šuppiluliuma(ca.1375–1335). The Amarna letters from Egypt, as well as the letters from Ugarit, reflect 

an interest in Cilician. Analysis of ceramic evidence from Tarsus and elsewhere in Cilicia for this period 

suggests a Mycenaean presence with close contact with the Mycenaean mainland especially in the Late 

Helladic III C period (Mee 1978).  

C. Iron Age  

In the early Iron Age, Cilicia appears to have had a cultural and social pattern similar to other small, 

contemporary Neo-Hittite states which emerged throughout SE Anatolia, Syria, and N Mesopotamia, 

whose development was triggered by the collapse of the LB Age empires, population migrations, and 

invasions. The E plain of Cilicia appears to have been inhabited by a mixed population including Hurrian, 

Luwian, and Phoenician elements.  

This condition is illustrated by the bilingual inscription found at Karatepe in the hills NE of the Cilician 

plain where the Taurus mountains meet the Amanus. The inscription is on stone steles and sculptures 

which line two gateways to a fortress citadel, and is written in hieroglyphic Hittite (a script used to write 

the Luwian language) and in Phoenician. Its Phoenician text is the longest Phoenician inscription found to 

date. The inscription and associated sculptures have been variously dated from the 9th to the 7th centuries 

B.C. While some of the material found at Karatepe may date to the 9th century, it is most likely that the 

inscription and its author, Azatiwatas, date to the late 8th or early 7th century B.C. (Winter 1979; Hawkins 

and Davies 1978).  

The independent Neo-Hittite states of Cilicia, like other similar small states in the surrounding regions 

were eventually annexed into the Assyrian Empire in the 7th century B.C. The Assyrians called the 

Cilician plain Que, and part of the mountain perimeter to the N and W Ḫilakku. Shalmaneser III (858–824 

B.C.) was the first Assyrian king to subjugate Cilicia after several annual campaigns against its border 

defenses. Cilicia continued to be a difficult region to control because of local resistance and the interest 

taken in the area by Phrygia, Urartu, Phoenician, and Greek traders and colonists who wanted to limit 

Assyria‘spower.SargonII(721–705 B.C.) used Cilicia as the base for extensive military campaigns into 

the Anatolian interior which resulted in the submission of the Phrygian king to Assyria (Postgate 1973).  



With the collapse of the Assyrian Empire, a period of political balance ensued between Lydia, Egypt, 

Neo-Babylonia, and Media. The treaty on the Halys River in 585 B.C. between Lydia and Media which 

was arbitrated by Labynetus, a Babylonian, and Syennesis of Cilicia illustrates the political balance of this 

period (Hdt. 1.74). Possibly at this time Cilicia or parts of it became politically independent. But Neo-

Babylonian sources indicate that the Cilician plain (Ḫume in Neo-Babylonian) was under Babylonian 

control. From this territory Babylonia obtained high quality iron. Nebuchadnezzar conquered the Cilician 

plain ca. 592 B.C., and Neriglissar reasserted Babylonian control over the region in 557/556 B.C., not long 

before Cyrus the Great brought Cilicia into the Persian Empire.  

D. Persian Empire and Hellenistic Period  

In the 5th century B.C., the Persians controlled Cilicia through a series of semi-independent vassal kings 

called Syennesis, and this region served as a mobilization area for military expeditions against the Danube 

region, Ionia, and Greece. The seizure of Cilicia was an important phase of the expedition of Cyrus the 

Younger in his revolt against his brother, Artaxerxes, in 401. As a result ofSyennessis‘scooperationwith

Cyrus, Cilicia was annexed as a province (satrapy) to the Persian Empire. During the 4th century B.C., a 

series of satrap generals issued coins in Cilicia which were used to pay mercenary soldiers and other 

military expenses. The legends of these coins are written either in Greek or Aramaic.  

TheoccupationofCiliciawasalsoacrucialphaseofAlexander‘s conquest of the Persian Empire. In 

addition to the good fortune of taking the undefended Cilician Gates, Alexander also fought his first battle 

against Darius III at Issus on the E edge of the Cilician plain in 333 B.C. The Macedonian king established 

his first imperial mint outside of Macedonia at Tarsus, the site of Persian satrapal mints as well as the 

capital of this Persian province. During the struggles of the successors of Alexander (Diodochi), Cilicia 

often played a military or financial role because of its strategic location between Asia Minor and Syria, its 

coastal position, and proximity to silver deposits in the surrounding mountains.  

In the Hellenistic period, the Seleucids acquired control of the Cilician plain but were challenged by the 

PtolemiesforpossessionofCiliciaTracheiaduringthe3dcentury.AntiochusIII‘snavalexpeditionin

197 eclipsed Ptolemic influence on the W coast of Cilicia. With the Treaty of Apamea, Antiochus retained 

control of both districts of Cilicia, but had restricted access to Cilicia Tracheia because his naval activity 

was limited to the coast E of the Calycadnus River. The Cilician plain remained under Seleucid control 

for the next hundred years. The Seleucid kings pursued a continuous policy of urbanization and 

hellenization in Cilicia, with many of its towns receiving names in honor of their Seleucid patrons. 

Antiochus IV Epiphanes (175–164) was especially active in this regard, adding to the already hellenized 

Tarsus (Antiocheia-on-Cydnus), Mopsuestia (Seleucia-on-Pyramus), and Silifke (Seleucia-on-

Calycadnus) the towns of Adana (Antiocheia-on-Sarus), Mallus/Magarsus (Antiocheia-on-Pyramus), 

Oeniandus (Epiphaneia), and Castabala (Heiropolis). Seleucid control over Cilicia weakened after 

Antiochus IV, and Cilicia Tracheia came increasingly under the influence of local lords engaged in 

brigandage who were secure in their mountain fortresses. This region was geographically conducive to 

outlaws on land as well as by sea (Strabo 14.671). Pirates exploited the timber in the mountains and the 

numerous small protected coves along the coast with fertile valleys nearby. The region became so infested 

withpiratesthat―Cilician‖becamepracticallysynonymouswith―pirate‖(Appian,Mith. 92).  

E. Roman Period  

Pompey annexed Cilicia Tracheia into the Roman empire during his campaign against the 

Mediterranean pirates in 67 B.C. He colonized defeated pirates in Cilicia Campestris at Soloi (refounded 

as Polpeiopolis), Mallus, Epiphaneia, and Adana, and annexed the Cilician plain at the conclusion of the 

war against Mithridates VI, king of Pontus. The two regions of Cilicia were joined to the already existing 

province of Cilicia which consisted of Pamphylia and Isauria. The region E of the Pyramus River 

remained under control of Rome‘sfriendandally,thelocaldynastTarcondimotus,whosecapitalwasat

Castabala (Hieropolis-on-Pyramus).  

Roman republican administration of Cilicia was generally corrupt despite the best efforts of the 

provincial governor, Marcus T. Cicero (51 B.C.), to rectify the maladministration of his predecessor. 

Conditions in the province worsened during the Roman civil wars which were largely fought in the E. 



Cassius imposed severe economic penalties on Tarsus in 43 B.C., and political instability, severe 

requisitions,andtaxesfollowedMarkAntony‘sgiftofCiliciaAsperatoCleopatra.Bytheearly

principate, Cilicia Aspera was joined to the province of Lycaonia while the Cilician plain was linked to 

Syria. Two client kings ruled portions of Cilicia: the temple state of Olba in the W, while the region E of 

the Pyramus came under the control of Archelaus, king of Cappadocia, following the death of 

Tarcondimotus.  

The emperor Vespasian joined Cilicia Tracheia and Campestris to form the province of Cilicia. This 

emperor as well as Trajan improved roads in Cilicia connecting this region to its neighboring provinces. 

The Flavians and Antonines promoted urbanization and hellenization within the province, and Hadrian 

and Antoninus Pius enlarged Cilicia with the addition of Lycaonia and Isauria. These policies were 

probablydesignedtostrengthenCilicia‘smilitaryfunctionswithintheempire‘sdefensivesystem.Road

improvements in the reign of Alexander Severus (ca. A.D. 230) further strengthened Cilicia as a conduit 

for troop movements and a source of military provisions. Many of the governors of the province are 

known from the Flavian through the Severan dynasties, and a study has been made of their previous and 

subsequent positions in the imperial administration (Pflaum 1966).  

Following the capture of Valerian by the Persians, about A.D. 260, this new aggressive enemy of Rome 

overran the provinces of Syria and Cilicia. These provinces were recovered for Rome as a result of the 

counterattacks of Callistus (or Ballista) who was in charge of Roman military supply at Samosata. Due to 

his efforts, the Roman frontier was restored on the upper Euphrates—part of a broader policy of 

restoration accomplished by the barracks emperors of the late 3d century culminating in the imperial 

reunification and reforms of Constantine (A.D. 306–37). As part of these reforms, the administration of 

Cilicia was divided with Cilicia Tracheia becoming part of the province of Isauria, while the Cilician 

plain constituted the province of Cilicia. Both Isauria and Cilicia belonged to the diocese of Oriens which 

also included Arabia, Palestine, Syria, and NW Mesopotamia.  

References in the NT to Cilicia consistently link it to Syria reflecting the administrative unity of these 

two areas during the early principate (Acts 15:23, 41; Gal 1:21; also Acts 27:5). The apostle Paul came 

from Tarsus, and probably belonged to a prominent Jewish family of that city, holding both local and 

Roman citizenship (Woloch 1973). The fact that he was a tent maker fits with other evidence which 

indicated that textile manufacturing was an important industry in Tarsus during the Roman period.  
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J. DANIEL BING  

CIMMERIANS [Gk Kimmerioi (Κιμμεπιοι)]. The Greek name of a group of Indo-European nomadic 

peoplepossiblytobeidentifiedwiththedescendantsofthebiblicalGomerinthe―TableofNations‖(Gen 

10:2–3) and mentioned as providing part of the forces of Gog (Ezek 38:6). The Cimmerians, as they are 

called in Classical literature, lived on the steppes of Russia. Josephus wrongly equates the Gomerians 

with the Celtic Galatians (Ant 1.123). Homer indicates that the Cimmerians were from a foggy land 

possibly located along the northern shore of the Black Sea on the Crimean peninsula (Od. 11.13–19; cf. 

Strabo 7.4.3).  

There is much debate over the history of the Cimmerians prior to the 8th century B.C. It is thought that 

they occupied the steppes north of the Caucasus Mountains from the 18th to the 13th century B.C. Then it 

is likely that they moved south to the area of the Caucasus mountain range and resided there from the 13th 



to the 8th century B.C. The Cimmerians were pushed south from the Ukraine region of Russia by the 

Scythians who, in turn, were being pressed westward by other peoples from farther east.  

Several cuneiform texts from the late 8th to the early 7th centuries B.C. record Cimmerian conflicts with 

Urartu and the Assyrians. The Cimmerians attacked the Urartians twice, once during the reign of Rusa I, 

king of Urartu (734–714 B.C.) and a second time in 707 B.C. These attacks weakened the Urartians and 

allowed the Cimmerians to move farther west into eastern Turkey. The threat of the Cimmerians worried 

the Assyrians and an elderly Sargon II (722–705 B.C.) led an attack against them during his campaign in 

Tabal. In 679 B.C. Esarhaddon managed to defeat them near Tabal.  

The conflict with the Assyrians caused most of the Cimmerians to move further west to central 

Anatolia. There they attacked Sinope, a Greek colony located along the shore of the Black Sea. In ca. 676 

B.C. they destroyed Gordion, the capital of the Phrygian kingdom and home of the legendary King Midas. 

StraborecordsthatMidas,distraughtoverthedefeat,committedsuicidebydrinkingbull‘sblood(Strabo

1.61).  

The Cimmerians led three attacks against Gyges, king of the Lydians, the first being between 668 and 

665 B.C. It was after this first attack that Gyges pleaded for military aid from the Assyrians. The second 

Cimmerian attack against Lydia came in 657 B.C. The death of Gyges and the fall of Sardis, the Lydian 

capital city, came as a result of the third and final Cimmerian attack. The Cimmerians pushed on into 

Ionia and attacked Smyrna, Magnesia, and Ephesus.  

The Cimmerians, under the leadership of Lygdamis (Strabo 1.61; known as Tugdamme in cuneiform 

sources), then attacked Cilicia in southeastern Turkey. The Assyrian king Ashurbanipal (668–631 B.C.), 

reportedly killed Tugdamme in battle. Shandakshatru, the son of Tugdamme, then submitted to Assyrian 

authority and the Cimmerians were no longer an independent entity. The name Gimmiraia, however, 

survives in the Akkadian portion of the Behistun inscription. Cappadocia, later called Gomir by the 

Armenians, may have been the home of some Cimmerians after their submission to the Assyrians.  

Bibliography  
Sulimirski,T.1959.―TheCimmerianProblem,‖Bulletin of the Institute of Archaeology 2: 45–64.  
Wiseman, D. J. 1958. The Vassal-Treaties of Esarhaddon. London.  

Yamauchi, E. 1982. Foes from the Northern Frontier: Invading Hordes from the Russian Steppes. Grand Rapids.  

JOHN D. WINELAND  

CINNAMON. See PERFUMES AND SPICES; FLORA.  

CIRCUMCISION. In the ancient Near East circumcision was widely practiced in two distinct forms: 

certain classes of Egyptian men, especially priests, slit the foreskin to let it hang free; many men from 

western Semitic groups in Syria and Palestine removed the foreskin altogether. The origins of the practice 

are irretrievable. Herodotus (5th century B.C.E.) speculated that circumcision had originated in Egypt and 

then moved E and N around the Mediterranean to Phoenicia. Although his view prevailed among modern 

scholars until recently, archaeological discoveries have required a reassessment of the evidence. 

Depictions of Syrian warriors circumcised in the W Semitic manner unearthed in Syria and Egypt date 

from early in the 3d millennium B.C.E. (Sasson 1966: 473–76). The Egyptian practice of circumcision first 

surfaces in the 23d century: a stele describes a group rite in which 120 men were circumcised (ANET, 

326). On the basis of this evidence, Sasson argued that the practice began among NW Semites and moved 

S where Egyptians adapted it. His assessment accounts for the data currently available.  

Hebrews adopted the W Semitic practice of circumcision as they moved into Palestine (Genesis 17; 

Josh 5:2–9). Because circumcision occupied a central place in the Hebrew sense of cultural and religious 

identity, each generation had to appropriate and interpret it. As a result, the Hebrew understanding of the 

rite‘ssignificancebecameextraordinarilyrich.Thesubjectdividesneatlyintothreedivisions:Hebrew

writings, JewishwritingsauthoredbetweenAlexander‘sconquest(333B.C.E.) and the Bar Kokhba Revolt 

(132–35 C.E.), and early Christian writings.  

———  

A. Hebrew Writings  

1. Circumcision behind the Stories  



2. The Bloody Bridegroom (Exod 4:24–26)  

3. Circumcision of Abraham  

4. Circumcisions at Gilgal (Josh 5:2–9)  

B. Greek and Roman Periods to the Bar Kokhba Revolt  

1. Consolidating Circumcision  

2. Explaining Circumcision to the Greeks  

3. Neglecting Circumcision  

C. Early Christians and Circumcision  

1. Circumcision Is Necessary  

2. Circumcision Is Irrelevant  

3. Jews Should Circumcise; Gentiles Should Not  

4. Literal Circumcision Is Abolished  

5. Circumcision Used Positively  

———  

A. Hebrew Writings  

The stories concerning circumcision as told in the Hebrew scriptures already show the richness which 

results from long reflection. Differing conceptions intertwine below the surface of these stories. Although 

disentangling these conceptions will not suffice to interpret the stories from which they come, it can 

isolate ideas significant for the Hebrew understanding of circumcision.  

1. Circumcision behind the Stories. Circumcision was a marriage or fertility rite. Israelites cannot 

marry Shechemites until Shechem circumcises himself and all his men (Genesis 34). Zipporah announces 

thatcircumcisionhasmadesomeonea―bloodybridegroom‖toher(Exod 4:25). Whatever her enigmatic 

phrase means, it implies connection between marriage and circumcision even if it loses that significance 

in the Exodus account. The story of Abraham presupposes a rationale for uniting a marriage with 

circumcision:OnlyafterAbraham‘scircumcisioncanSarahbearachildorcanAbrahamhavetheright

child who will be blessed by God. Circumcision is a fertility rite to ensure a goodly number of offspring 

blessed by God.  

Circumcision was also an apotropaic rite, that is, a ritual to ward off evil. In a Phoenician myth El 

escapes grave danger by sacrificing his only son, then circumcising himself and his confederates (Euseb. 

Praep. Ev. 1.10.33, 44; cf. Flusser and Safrai 1980: 46). Although this passage is late (from Philo of 

Byblos, ca. 100 C.E.) it probably preserves an ancient Phoenician belief that circumcision turns evil away. 

In Exod 4:24–26 an act of circumcision turns aside a threat of death. Conversely, uncircumcision delivers 

kings and armies to the fullest possible experience of death, relegating them to the deepest corner of Sheol 

(Ezek 28:10; 31:18; 32:19–32; Lods 1943: 271–83). When later Jews, by analogy with Passover blood, 

attribute to circumcision sacrificial value to thwart the destroying angel (Flusser and Safrai 1980; Vermes 

1958), they elaborate ideas long implict in the Hebrew conception of circumcision.  

E. Isaac (1965) argues that circumcision served as a knife rite to ratify a covenant. Parties to a covenant, 

after killing an animal, swore by imprecation: if I fail to keep this covenant may the knife turn on me. The 

Abraham story associates circumcision with a covenant (Genesis 17). Similarly circumcision is associated 

with an agreement between Israel and the Shechemites (Gen 34:14–17). Perhaps the circumcisions at 

Gilgal (Josh 5:2–9) occurred at a covenant renewal ceremony. Yet this motif lies below the surface and 

was not developed in later Hebrew literature.  

Although many of the surrounding nations practiced it (Jer 9:25–26), circumcision gave Hebrews a 

senseofnationalidentity.ThisusagepeakedwhentheHebrewsconfronted―uncircumcised‖nations,the

Philistines (Judg 14:3; 15:18; 1 Sam 14:6; 17:26, 36; 31:4 [cf. 1 Chr 10:4]; 2 Sam 1:20), the Babylonians 

and the Greeks.  

The heart (Deut 10:16; 30:6; Lev 26:41; Jer 4:4; 9:25–26), the lips (Exod 6:12, 30), the ears (Jer 6:10, 

and even fruit trees (Lev 19:23–25) are called circumcised or uncircumcised. What are the connotations 

on which these metaphors rely?  



Passages which use the metaphor of the circumcised heart cluster in the Exile and in the years 

immediately preceding it. The heart is the thinking, willing part of a human being; hence the passages 

hold up the ideal of a circumcised mind, one which delights in the obedient love of God (Deut 10:16; 

30:6). An Israelite with an uncircumcised heart differs not at all from a Gentile whose nation practices 

circumcision (Jer 9:25–26). Only those with a circumcised heart can experience the blessings of the 

covenant of Abraham (Jer 4:4; cf. 4:2) or return from exile (Lev 26:41; Deut 30:6) or enter the rebuilt 

temple (Ezek 44:7, 9). A circumcised heart is a mind of the right kind, one able to participate in a 

covenant with God. Human beings ordinarily circumcise their own hearts, but God promises to do so after 

the exile (Deut 30:6).  

Mosescomplainsthathehasuncircumcisedlips:hedeliveredGod‘smessagetothepeopleandtheydid

not respond (Exod 6:12, 30). Again the metaphor concerns ability for participation in what God is doing; 

sincetheproblemcannotbewithGod‘sword,itmustbewithMoses‘lips.Inthesubsequentnarrative

God responds by giving Moses heightened ability for the task: God will make Moses like God to Pharaoh 

(7:1).  

Jeremiah speaks of uncircumcised ears which cannot hear the warning God issues through him (Jer 

6:10).TheseareearsunabletoparticipateinwhatGodisdoing;theycannothearGod‘smessage. 

Israelites must not eat from newly planted trees for their fruit is uncircumcised (Lev 19:23–25). This 

injunctionisaspecificinstanceofthecommand,―YoushallbeholyforItheLordyourGodamholy‖

(19:2).UncircumcisedfruitisunsuitableforapeopleparticipatinginGod‘sholiness. 

In the Hebrew Scriptures the metaphorical use is consistent. Circumcision connotes suitability for 

participation in what God is doing. It follows that physical, literal circumcision also carried this meaning. 

Circumcision made Israel fit to participate in God‘sactivityasGod‘speople.Thismeaningforliteral

circumcision lies behind the requirement that only the circumcised may eat Passover (Exod 12:43–49).  

Hence Hebrews could draw from a plethora of significances when interpreting stories about 

circumcision. They could emphasize connotations of marriage and fertility, of covenant making, of 

deliverancefromevil,ofsuitabilityforparticipationwithinGod‘sactivity,and of national identity. Of 

course, few stories make use of all of these ideas. We now turn to several of the more important stories to 

see how these ideas intertwine.  

2. The Bloody Bridegroom (Exod 4:24–26). The most vexing of all stories about circumcision is that 

ofZipporah,herson,andthe―bloodybridegroom‖(Exod 4:24–26). The many puzzles of this passage 

reducetotwo:Whatdoesthephrase―bloodybridegroom‖mean?DoesGodseektokillMosesorMoses‘

son?  

ThefirstpuzzlestemsfromtheordinarymeaningoftheHebrewwordtranslated―bridegroom‖(ḥātān). 

Since Moses and Zipporah have at leastonechild,―bridegroom‖describesMosespoorly.Applying

―bloodybridegroom‖toZipporah‘ssonfaresevenworse.InArabicḥatan can also denote one who is 

circumcised.PerhapsZipporahdeclares,―Youareablood-circumcisedoneforme‖(Kosmala1962: 27). 

Whetherornotthestorypresupposesthemeaning―circumcisedone,‖thelastverseofthestoryshows

howthefinaleditorwantsthereadertounderstandthephrase:―Shesaid‗ḥătan dām  m‘concerning

circumcision‖(Exod 4:26)asiftosay―Don‘tworryaboutthispuzzlingphrase;Zipporahwastalking

aboutcircumcision,nothingmore.‖ 

The second puzzle concerns antecedents of the pronouns in the passage. Do the masculine pronouns 

refertoMosesorZipporah‘sson?AlthoughthestorydoesnotmentionMosesbyname(theRSVclarifies

thetextbyintroducingMoses‘namein4:25), ambiguous masculine pronouns most naturally refer to him. 

But God has just charged Moses with a message and sent him to deliver it to Pharaoh. Why would God 

immediately waylay his messenger? If God attacks Moses, the story hardly fits its context.  

WhatifGodseekstokillMoses‘son?Thisrequiresmentalagilityfrom the reader, but, once the reader 

makes the required leap the story not only fits the context but makes a positive contribution to the 

argument.ThemessagewithwhichMoseshasbeenentrustedthreatensPharaoh‘sfirstbornsonwith

death (Exod 4:23).Ifuncircumcised,Moses‘ownsonisasonofEgypt,unabletoliveoncetheprophetic

wordhasgoneforthagainstEgypt‘sfirstborn.Zipporahwardsoffthethreatofdeathbycircumcising her 



son and daubing him with the blood. The story not only foreshadows the later events of Passover but also 

confirmsthecommissionGodhasjustgivenMoses.ThenarrowescapeofhissonisasignthatMoses‘

messageistrue:notevenMoses‘ownson is safe apart from the covenant of circumcision; how much less 

Pharaoh‘s! 

SincethestoryfitsitscontextbetterifthepronounsrefertoMoses‘sonthaniftheyrefertoMoses,

probably this is the intention of the final author. Perhaps the author has made some attempt to narrow the 

gap the reader must leap. After all the author has most recently been writing not about Moses but about 

firstborn sons. Perhaps he gave another clue that is now obscured. Changing one letter in the Hebrew 

phrase―intheway‖(bdrk) yields―yourfirst-bornson‖(bkrk). Thetextmayoriginallyhaveread―When

his first-bornsonwasatthelodging,Godmethimandsoughttokillhim‖(Exod 4:23). Other 

interpretations of this difficult story have been well defended. See Childs (Exodus OTL, 90–107), 

Kosmala (1962), Kaplan (1981), and the literature they cite.  

The Zipporah story draws upon a number of the themes discussed above. Circumcision incorporates 

Moses‘sonintoIsrael,God‘sfirstborn.Itwardsoffdeathfromhimasanapotropaic,sacrificialrite.It

fits him to partake in what God is doing.  

3. Circumcision of Abraham. The authors of Genesis 17 lived in a culture, probably during the Exile, 

which did not practice circumcision. They had to explain why Israelites should circumcise their children. 

They drew gladly upon traditions which claimed that circumcision ensured many offspring who would be 

blessedbyGodandwhowouldexperiencewhatGodwasdoingforhispeople.BeforeAbraham‘s

circumcision Sarah is not fertile; afterward she is. Before his circumcision Abraham can only beget 

Ishmael; afterward he can beget Isaac, the child blessed by God. The chapter generalizes the principle: to 

experiencethepromiseofmanychildrenblessedbyGodintheland,Abraham‘schildrenthroughIsaac

must be circumcised on the eighth day (Gen 17:8, 14). But, since they were uncomfortable with the 

magical associations these claims had, the authors invented a new mode of operation: circumcision does 

not bring about these blessings; God has promised them. Circumcision is a mnemonic sign of the 

covenantwithGod.ItremindsbothGodandIsraelitesthattheyareGod‘sandheistheirs;thathehas

chosen them and that they are in the sphere of his working (Fox 1974). With circumcision Israelites 

commit themselvestolivinginthissphere;hence,toneglectitistoreadoneselfoutofGod‘speople.

Since circumcision denotes the beginning of this new sphere of existence, both Abraham and Sarah 

change names. Although Abraham, like Phoenician El, both circumcises himself and seeks to offer his 

son as a sacrifice, Genesis no longer assumes that circumcision completes the sacrifice of an only son. 

However, the stories may be connected at another level (Flusser and Safrai 1980; Alexander 1983).  

4. Circumcisions at Gilgal (Josh 5:2–9). Editors of the Joshua story wondered why the Israelites were 

not circumcised already and gave three answers: (1) Israelites were already circumcised but are 

circumcised a second time. Sasson (1966) suggests a plausible background for this explanation: They had 

beencircumcisedintheEgyptianmanner;nowtheymadetheincisionallthewayaround,―rollingoff‖

(from the same root as Gilgal) the reproach of Egypt (Josh 5:2, 9). (2) The children of those who had 

disobeyed God and hence wandered in the wilderness had not been circumcised but were circumcised at 

Gilgal so they could eat Passover (cf. Exod 12:44–48). (3) The LXX preserves a different explanation: 

some of them had not been circumcised in Egypt.  

The authors may have included the story because it connects circumcision with entering the land. 

Probably the backdrop is exilic. Why should we circumcise? Because only the circumcised can participate 

in what God is doing, only they can enter the land and take it. Their parents, who had neglected 

circumcision, could not.  

B. Greek and Roman Periods to the Bar Kokhba Revolt  

With the arrival of the Greeks came strong cultural pressure against circumcision. Greek sensibility 

accepted public nudity but strongly recoiled against removing the foreskin. Greeks considered a bare 

glans so repugnant, perhaps indecent, that those born with a defectively short foreskin frequently 

submitted to epispasm, surgery designed to restore the foreskin to its natural shape (Celsus Med. 7.25.1; 

Soranus Gynecology 2.34; Dioscorides 4.153; Hall 1988). Even those adequately endowed frequently 



secured the foreskin in place with a string or a pin (fibula), a practice called kunodesme in Greek, 

infibulation in Latin (Kreuls 1985; Celsus Med. 7.25.2), lest the glans inadvertently be revealed. Since the 

Romans shared the Greek repugnance toward circumcision, circumcision became the target of horror, 

contempt, scorn, and ridicule (Martial Epigrams 7.35, 82) throughout the period.  

Cultural pressure against circumcision manifested itself in several ways. Since Jews were widely known 

to be circumcised, they were frequently ridiculed and ostracized. The Greek gymnasium or the Roman 

bath, both favorite institutions of those who could afford them, presupposed public nudity. The severe 

social stigma against circumcision discouraged Jews from participating. Greek athletics offered lower 

class boys of ability one of the readiest avenues for social and economic advancement, but since athletes 

competed naked, those who were circumcised could not compete. In Alexandria and probably other cities 

organized on the Greek pattern, citizenship hinged on Greek descent and successful completion of 

training as an ephebe. Since ephebes regularly exercised in gymnasia, circumcised Jews had to dispense 

with the privileges of citizenship. After the Jewish War (66–72 C.E.), Rome levied a tax on all 

circumcised Jews to support the worship of Jupiter Capitolinus. The tax not only imposed a financial 

burden; it also made it impossible for Jewish men to avoid the stigma of being Jewish by ceasing to 

practice Judaism. Suetonius tells with sympathy how an elderly man, who for years had not lived as a 

practicing Jew, was stripped in court, found to be circumcised, and forced to pay (Dom. 12.2). Two rulers 

outlawed circumcision on pain of death: Antiochus IV Epiphanes, a Greek Seleucid ruler (ca. 160 B.C.E.), 

hurled mothers and their circumcised babies from the walls of Jerusalem (1 Macc 1:48, 60–61; 2 Macc 

6:10; 4 Macc. 4:25); Hadrian, a Roman emperor, considered circumcision the moral equivalent of 

castration and outlawed both, precipitating or responding to the Bar Kokhba revolt (Smallwood 1959).  

This stiff resistance to circumcision produced several responses among Jews. Some consolidated the 

traditional emphasis on circumcision so that circumcision became even more important than before. 

Some, educated in the Greek mode, retained circumcision and sought to explain it in ways acceptable to 

Greek sensibility. Some Jews, abandoning circumcision but not Judaism, allegorized circumcision and 

practiced a Judaism consonant with the best ideals of Greek culture. Some abandoned Judaism with 

circumcision and faded entirely into their cultural surroundings. We will examine these groups in turn.  

1. Consolidating Circumcision. As Jubilees, written shortly after the Hellenizing reforms of Jason the 

High Priest (175–172 B.C.E.), takes a rigid stance against Greek culture, so it staunchly supports the 

necessity of circumcision. Those who are circumcised live in the godly sphere of existence; the 

uncircumcised live in a sphere dominated by evil. After narrating the ancient institution of circumcision 

by divine command to Abraham, an angel reveals to Moses the necessity of circumcision. Evil spirits rule 

the nations to deceive and annihilate them, but God rules Israel. Circumcision removes Israelites from the 

dominionofevil,placesthemunderGod‘sreign,andsanctifiesthemtoexperienceGod‘spresencewith

the holy angels who were created circumcised (Jub. 15:25–34). Circumcision determines the sphere in 

which one lives: the uncircumcised are dominated by evil, the circumcised, being ruled by God, 

experience his blessing. A paraphrase of the Shechem story demands that Israelite daughters not be given 

to the uncircumcised (Jubilees 30). To do so wouldplacethemoutsidethesphereofGod‘sactivity.Since

noteveryonephysicallycircumcisedfitsinGod‘ssphere,circumcisionoftheheartisnecessaryaswell.

When people repent God will circumcise their hearts and include them in his sphere as his children (Jub. 

1:23–25).  

The community at Qumran, which owned several copies of Jubilees, elaborated the doctrine of 

circumcision found in Jubilees and added a thrust of its own. Circumcision removes one from the wicked 

sphere and places one in the sphere of God:enteringthecommunityresemblesAbraham‘scircumcision

in that it frees one from the Angel of Enmity (CD 16:4–6). Those ruled by the spirit of truth in the 

community circumcise the foreskin of inclination (1QS 5:5). From the Qumran writings, metaphorical 

circumcision signifies the ability to receive or impart revelation. Circumcised ears can hear God speak the 

truth(1QH18:20);uncircumcisedlipscannotspeakGod‘smessagetruly(1QH2:7,18).Becausethoseat

Qumran viewed the rest of Israel as apostate, they used circumcision metaphorically rather than literally 

to define the sphere where God works. Yet in doing so they follow a path blazed by Jubilees.  



Flusser and Safrai argue that the traditional Jewish blessing for the rite of circumcision praises God for 

instituting circumcision to save Abraham and his kin from destruction. If so, this blessing draws upon the 

same circle of ideas: circumcision removes one from the sphere of evil. Levi presupposes the same 

conception of circumcision when he arguesagainstcircumcisingtheShechemitessinceGod‘swrath

burned against them (T. Levi 6:3).  

TheLXXandtheTargumsinterpretZipporah‘scircumcisionofhersonasasacrifice.Thebloodof

circumcision atones for the guilt of Moses, thus warding off the angel of destruction who seeks to kill him 

(Exod 4:24–26 in LXX, Tg. Onq.; Frg. Tg., Tg. Neof., Tg. Ps.-J.; Vermes 1958). Somewhat later than the 

period of interest here, the Mishnah and Talmud elaborate the sacrificial significance of circumcision and 

speakofthebloodwhichratifiesthecovenant(forreferencestocircumcisioninthelaterworksseeBetz‘s

remarks: TRE 5: 717–19).  

Other books emphasize the necessity of circumcision without offering a rationale. Judith and Esther 

pointedly mention circumcision of proselytes (Jdt 14:10; Esth 8:17 [LXX]). The Hasmoneans regularly 

permitted residents of conquered territory to remain only if they submitted to circumcision (1 Macc 2:46; 

Joseph. Ant 13.257, 318–19, 397). As in Jubilees Hebrew daughters should only marry circumcised men 

(Joseph. Ant 20.139, 145). In the LXX recension of the book of Esther, the heroine abhors the bed of the 

uncircumcised (Esth 14:15). Moses is blessed by what the Greeks abhorred; like the angels in Jubilees, 

Moses was born circumcised (L. A. B. 9:13).  

All of these works counter the Greek threat against circumcision by reasserting its necessity or 

explaining its significance. Circumcision atones for guilt as a sacrifice, transfers one from the realm of the 

deceiving, destroying angels to the realm of blessing, and sanctifies one for participation in heavenly 

worshipinGod‘spresence.Itisfollytoneglectit,follyinspiredbythedemonicrulersofthe

uncircumcised.  

2. Explaining Circumcision to the Greeks. Jews who wanted to participate in Greek culture as fully as 

possible had to deal with the Greek prejudice against circumcision. Josephus and Philo, from the 1st 

century, and Artapanos, who wrote somewhat earlier, probably fit in this category.  

Although Josephus projected but did not complete a book on the customs of the Jews, his existing works 

offersomeclues.GodgavecircumcisiontokeepAbraham‘sposterityfrommixingwithothers(Ant 

1.192). As Jews circumcise ontheeighthdaytofollowIsaac‘sexample,soArabsfollowIshmaelin

circumcising in the thirteenth year (Ant 1.214). Apion, an Egyptian, abuses the Hebrews for practicing 

circumcision and teaching the practice to others. Josephus, by pointing out that Egyptians circumcised 

priests and, according to Herodotus (2.104), taught others to follow their example, turns the tables on him 

(AgAp 2.141–44).  

Artapanos claims that Moses originated Egyptian and Ethiopian as well as Israelite customs. Moses 

established (pagan!) deities for the various nomes within Egypt. When he heads an army against the 

Ethiopians, his enemies emulate his circumcision (Eus. Praep. Ev. 27.10). Artapanos hopes to defend and 

honor the customs Moses established, especially circumcision. If Egyptians and Ethiopians still obey the 

customs Moses gave them, why should not the Hebrews obey him as well?  

When specifically replying to ridicule against circumcision (Spec Leg 1–11), Philo divides his defense 

of circumcision into two parts. In the first of these, attributed to divinely gifted men of old, Philo lists four 

reasons justifying circumcision: (1) it renders one less susceptible to disease, (2) it promotes that 

cleanliness of the whole body is necessary for priestly sanctification, (3) it likens the circumcised member 

to the heart (since the heart begets thought, the highest excellence to issue from human beings, it is fitting 

for the member which alone begets sensible things to resemble the heart as much as possible), (4) 

circumcision, by clearing the way for the seed, enhances fertility (Spec Leg 2–7). To these Philo adds two 

allegorical reasons: since the mating of man and woman is the most imperious of pleasures, circumcision 

tokens the excision of those pleasures which bewitch the mind. Since human beings readily arrogate to 

themselves the power to produce children, circumcision shows in the begetting member that the 

prerogative belongs to God alone (Spec Leg 8–11; cf. 304–5; Migr 92). Philo further elaborates his ideas 

in his commentary on Genesis 17 (Ques Gen 3.46–62).  



3. Neglecting Circumcision. Every religious or cultural tradition has its dropouts. In the face of the 

severe social pressure against circumcision in the Greco-Roman period, many Jews quietly bowed out and 

joined the dominant culture, ceasing to practice circumcision. So much cannot be disputed, but dispute 

does arise over whether some Jews created a Jewish theology capable of offering a rationale for 

neglecting the practice of circumcision. This dispute, when reduced to the least common denominator, 

concernswhetheraJewwhodoesnotpracticecircumcisionisapostate.Recognizingthat―apostate‖

applies differently within differing confessional groups, we will sidestep this question by applying the 

term―Jewish‖toanytheologyheldbythoseclaimingtoliveasJews. 

Evidence for compromise with Greek sensibility is strong. Martial twice mentions Jews who have 

hidden their circumcision by infibulation (Epigrams 7.35, 82). Celsus describes an operation (epispasm) 

to restore the foreskin of those who were circumcised (Med. 7.25.1). References to Jews who had 

submitted to epispasm begin about 150 B.C.E. and last throughout the period of interest here (1 Macc 1:15; 

cf. Joseph. Ant 12.241; T. Mos 8.3; 1 Cor 7:18; m. ˒Abot 3.16; Epiphanius Mens. 16; frequent in 

Babylonian Talmud; Hall 1988). Jub 15:33, written in the middle of the 2d century B.C.E., mentions two 

ways Israel transgresses circumcision: by cutting off too little of the foreskin, by leaving their sons just as 

they were born. Removing too little of the foreskin clearly concedes to Greek sensibility; not only would 

it facilitate infibulation and epispasm, but a sufficiently small cut would hardly show even without these 

expedients. Both forms of neglect were problems throughout the period. Mattathius forcibly circumcised 

uncircumcised Jewish boys (1 Macc 2:46) as, perhaps, did Bar Kokhba (t. Šabb. 15:9; b. Yebam. 72a). 2 

Baruch 66:5, in attributing a similar action to good King Josiah, presupposes that the problem of 

uncircumcised Jews was ever present. The Mishnah must stipulate removal of the entire foreskin for 

circumcision to be valid (b. Šabb. 137a–b).  

Some references to neglect of circumcision presuppose a rationale. Those Jewish parents who cut off a 

minuteportionoftheirson‘sforeskinsshowasmuchconcernforJewishtraditionastheydoforGreek

sensibility. After all, their quarrel with other Jews concerns not whether circumcision should be done but 

what constitutes circumcision, a matter of interpreting traditions which were vague when the question first 

arose.  

Some Jews required proselytes to be baptized but not circumcised. Sibylline Oracle 4.163–170 pleas for 

all mortals everywhere to repent and be baptized but does not mention circumcision. Ananius, a Jewish 

merchant (ca. 50 C.E.), after working hard to convert Izates, Prince of Adiabene, tried to dissuade him 

from offending his subjects by being circumcised. Ananius argued that, in his case, keeping the 

ordinances of God in a general way sufficed (Joseph. Ant 20.38–48). Although the rabbis staunchly 

supported circumcision of proselytes, a debate between Eleazer, who maintained that circumcision alone 

could make a proselyte, and Joshua, who maintained that baptism alone sufficed, may reflect issues raised 

first by those who thought circumcision of proselytes unnecessary. Philo, although he probably wished 

proselytes to submit to circumcision (Migr 92), says that the real proselyte circumcises not his 

uncircumcision but his passions (Quaes Ex 2.2).Suchthinking,inothermindsthanPhilo‘s,probably

justified allowing proselytes to remain uncircumcised.  

Philo criticizes Jews who so allegorized the law that they robbed it of its literal meaning. They 

repudiated sabbaths, feasts, the temple, and circumcision, among many other things (Migr 89–93). ˒Abot 

denies a portion in the world to come to those with a similarly defective practice (˒Abot) 3.16; cf. a similar 

list in b. Yoma 85b). Ignatius warns the Philadelphians against listening to Judaism taught by those who 

were uncircumcised (Ign. Philad.6.1). Such passages imply that some Jews dispensed with practices 

offensive to Greeks by interpreting them allegorically. Since they still valued the law and other Jewish 

traditions, they represent a Jewish theology which found circumcision unnecessary. (For further 

consideration of this topic see Collins 1985.)  

C. Early Christians and Circumcision  

Like Jews of the same period, early Christians differed in their stances toward circumcision. The issue 

certainly threatened and probably fractured the unity of the early church. One question dominated the 

dispute: how could Christians inherit the blessings regularly associated with circumcision? This question 



broke down into several others: Was circumcision necessary for Christians? What does circumcision 

mean?HowdoeswhatGodisdoinginChristfitwithwhatGoddidinthepastthroughAbraham‘s

covenant of circumcision? Answers to these questions took several forms: (1) what God has done in 

ChristispartofthewonderfulthingGoddidinAbraham,hencecircumcisionisnecessaryforall(Paul‘s

opponents); (2) what God is doing in Christ surpasses anything he did in the past, hence circumcision, 

valuable in itself, now is irrelevant (Paul); (3) in Christ the plan of God has widened to include the 

gentiles; Jews should circumcise, Gentiles should not (Luke-Acts); (4) a proper reading of Scripture 

shows that literal circumcision is abolished (Ephesians, Barnabas, Diognetus, 4 Ezra 1–2); (5) others 

sidestep the central questions to use the imagery of circumcision to illustrate a point (John, Odes of 

Solomon, Gospel of Philip).  

1. Circumcision Is Necessary. Although no early Christian writing advocating circumcision for all 

Christians has survived, Luke describes a group of Judean Christian Pharisees who find circumcision and 

observance of the Law of Moses necessary for salvation (Acts 15:1, 5). Paul faces similar opponents in 

Galatians.SincePaularguesthatthedecisivemovefromthesphereofeviltoGod‘ssphereoccursin

Christ, his opponents probably made a similar claim for circumcision. In analogy with the claims in 

Jubilees andotherworks,Paul‘sopponentsprobablyclaimedthatwithoutcircumcisiontheGalatians

belonged in the present evil age (Gal 1:4)enslavedto―elementalspirits‖or―beingsnotgods‖(Gal 4:1–

11) and that they could not partake of the heavenly blessings belonging to the descendants of Abraham 

(Gal 4:21–5:1). The opponents in Colossians, whether they have elaborated the spirit world in Essene or 

Pythagorean directions, adapt similar ideas. In Phil 3:1–21 Paul does not counter a heavenly mythological 

thrust: those who advocate circumcision are concerned only with earthly things (3:19). Hence some early 

Christians saw what God was doing in Christ as part of what God had done in Abraham; therefore, they 

required circumcision. A subset of this group adapted older and current Jewish arguments to explain the 

necessity of circumcision. Since circumcision removed human beings from the dominion of evil and 

included them in the rule of God where Christ was, and since circumcision fit them for the heavenly 

JerusalemwhereChristwasatGod‘srighthand,circumcisionwasnecessaryforsalvation.  

2. Circumcision Is Irrelevant. Paul and his followers argue that advocates of universal circumcision 

have failed to grasp what God is doing. Contrary to the kind of thinking preserved in Jubilees, not 

circumcision but faith in Christ assures acceptance before God. Since the heavenly court reckoned 

Abrahamrighteousbyfaithbeforehereceivedcircumcision,andsinceGod‘spromisemadeAbraham

father of many nations, not of Jews alone, circumcision does not produce acceptance with God but only 

signifies it (Rom 4:9–12; cf. 15:8–9). Reliance upon circumcision obligates one to keep the rest of the 

law; failing that, circumcision becomes uncircumcision (Gal 5:3; Rom 2:25–29; cf. Jer 9:25–26). But the 

law, only a temporary restraining injunction handed down by the heavenly court, sentences everyone to 

death (Rom 3:9–19). Justification and acceptance before the heavenly court comes in Christ and is 

awarded to faith as with Abraham (Rom 3:21–5:5). Hence circumcision, far from assuring acceptance 

before God, actually condemns anyone who trusts it. Those who exalt circumcision seek salvation from a 

partofGod‘splandesignedtogivecondemnation.NotcircumcisionbutChristmakesonefittostand

before the heavenly court.  

As Christ, not circumcision, assures acceptance with God, so Christ, not circumcision, assures 

deliverance from the reign of evil powers. Not those in the covenant of circumcision but those in Christ 

are children of Isaac through Sarah, born for freedom not slavery (Gal 4:21–5:1). Not those circumcised 

andkeepingthelawarefreefromthe―elementalspirits‖and―beingsnotgods‖butthoseinChrist(Gal 

4:1–11). It is Christ who delivers from the present evil age (Gal 1:3–4) and makes a new creation (Gal 

6:15).  

Concern for literal circumcision shows a mind set on the flesh, on the earth, on the old age, not on the 

Spirit or on heaven (Gal 6:1–13; Phil 3:2–21; Col 3:11). Real circumcision is of the heart; it is spiritual 

not literal and belongs, in Christ, to Christians (Rom 2:25–27; Phil 3:2–5; Col 2:11–13) who worship God 

in Spirit, who glory in Christ, and who put no confidence in the flesh (Phil 3:3).  



Paulsumsuphisthinkinginaseriesofalliedstatements:circumcisionisirrelevant:―neither

circumcisionnoruncircumcisionisanything,butanewcreation‖(Gal 6:15; cf. Gal 5:6; 1 Cor 7:19). A 

circumcised man should not seek epispasm; an uncircumcised man should not seek circumcision; each 

should remain as God called him (1 Cor 7:18–19). Circumcision has its place, even its value (Rom 3:1–2), 

butitneitherremovesonefromtherealmofevilnorfitsoneforGod‘spresence.OnlyChristdelivers

human beings from this present evil age and reconciles them to God.  

3. Jews Should Circumcise; Gentiles Should Not. Luke-ActschroniclesthetransitioninGod‘splan.

Jesus reveals the plan at the climax of the work: Christ must be rejected, suffer, and rise; repentance and 

forgiveness must be preached to all nations; you are witnesses of this plan (Acts 2:14–42; Luke 24:46–

48). The transition in the plan begins squarely within the promise to Abraham: both John the Baptist and 

Jesus are circumcised, and, like Abraham, receive significant names at their circumcision (the giving of 

namesatcircumcisiondoesnotappeartobetheusualJewishcustom).Stephen‘sspeechmakesacrucial

transition: Abraham receives the promise along with circumcision (Acts 7:8)andrecognizesGod‘s

fulfillment of it by circumcising Isaac. But the rest of the speech proves that Israel never recognizes the 

fulfillmentofGod‘spromises.Stephenconcludes:despiteitscircumcision,Israelisuncircumcisedin

heart and ears; Israelites always resist the Holy Spirit. If resisting the Spirit implies that circumcision has 

become uncircumcision, receiving the Spirit implies that the uncircumcised have entered the plan of God 

(Acts 10:45, 11:2–3). This raises a question: Must Gentiles be circumcised to be saved (Acts 15:1, 5)? 

The council under the Holy Spirit (Acts 15:28) discerns that the plan of God includes Gentiles as the are 

and Jews as they are. Hence Jews must circumcise and keep the law of Moses; Gentiles must keep only 

the Noachic commands binding on all human beings (Acts 15:19–29). The principle is illustrated when 

Paul circumcises Timothy, who has Jewish blood, and when Jerusalem Jews are suspicious of Paul not 

because he teaches Gentiles not to circumcise but because they erroneously suppose he teaches Jews not 

to circumcise their sons (Acts 21:21). Luke thus endorses a mediating position: the newly revealed plan of 

God includes Jews as Jews and Gentiles as Gentiles. Brown (1983) probably does not have quite enough 

evidencetolabelthisnewview―Hellenist‖;IwouldcallitLukan. 

4. Literal Circumcision Is Abolished. Ephesians asserts the view of circumcision current among Jews 

of the 1st century but rigorously limits it to the past. Circumcision once effectively separated Jew from 

Gentile, uniting the former to Israel, to the covenants, and to God, but denying all hope to the latter (Eph 

2:11–12). By abolishing circumcision among other such commands, Christ has included Gentiles and 

Jews in one new body with access to the Father (Eph 2:13–22). In part because circumcision is nullified, 

Ephesians readily announces that Gentiles are no longer sojourners (proselytes?) but full-fledged citizens 

(Eph 2:19).  

The Epistle of Barnabas indulges in full-blown allegorical interpretation to assert a much less 

sympathetic view of circumcision. Circumcision of the flesh has been abolished. Not those who are 

uncircumcised but those who require circumcision are deceived by an evil angel (Ep. Barn. 9:4). 

Christians, however, have received true circumcision of heart and ears which reveals to them what 

scripture really says (Ep. Barn. 9:1–3, 9; 10:12). Ep. Barn. presents a mirror image of Qumran: although 

it equates circumcision of heart and ear with revelation as do the Qumran writings, it assumes that the 

angel of error inspires the literal practice of circumcision, instead of apostasy from the law.  

In the Gospel of Thomas, Jesus denies the value of literal circumcision but upholds an unspecified 

spiritual value of true circumcision (Gos. Thom. 53). Later Christian writers view circumcision as silly 

(Diognetus 4.1, 4) or as ineffectual with God (4 Ezra 1:31).  

5. Circumcision Used Positively. As it is right to circumcise on the Sabbath, so it is right to heal on the 

Sabbath (John 7:21–24). Though this argument is similar to a rabbinic one (m. Ned. 3.11), John invests it 

with special nuances. The argument presupposes that circumcision retains the connotations of blessing it 

commonly has in Jewish works and on this basis sets up a typical Johannine contrast between Moses and 

Jesus. You do not delay the blessings of circumcision, how much less the far greater blessings of what 

Jesus does. Circumcision from Moses cures in part; healing from Jesus cures completely.  



In Odes of Solomon 11 circumcision is a metaphor for salvation which opens the odist to God and 

enables him or her to receive revelation and to experience a heavenly trip. Here common Hebrew notions 

of circumcision form a complex metaphor with many connotations. As at Qumran or in Jubilees 

circumcision fits the odist for the experience of God and enables the reception of revelation, but the odist 

speaks of something more than physical circumcision. He speaks of an act of the Holy Spirit which 

uncovers himself toward God.  

A positive use of circumcision persists as late as the Gnostic Christian Gospel of Philip (Gos. Phil. 

82.26–29). As Abraham circumcised himself when he received revelation it is proper for others likewise 

to destroy the flesh (Jewett 1971: 199, 212).  

The use and significance of circumcision in ancient Hebrew and Christian writings is rich with 

diversity. As common with other religious practices, the meaning of circumcision resists reduction to a 

least common denominator. The foregoing review illustrates both the consistency and complexity of 

circumcision as a religious concept in the Judeo-Christian tradition.  
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ROBERT G. HALL  

CIRCUMLOCUTION. A rhetorical device (often employed in the Bible) involving deliberate 

evasiveness in speech or writing, talking around a delicate subject rather than using straightforward 

references.Forexample,defecationissometimesreferredtoas―coveringone‘sfeet‖(Judg 3:24; 1 Sam 

24:3). See BIBLE, EUPHEMISM AND DYSPHEMISM IN THE.  

CISTERN OF SIRAH (PLACE). See SIRAH, CISTERN OF (PLACE).  

CISTERNS. See AGRICULTURE.  

CITIES. There is no single definition of a city. As a cultural phenomenon, the nature of a city depends 

on the social and historical context within which it evolved (Eisenstadt and Shachar 1987). Generally 

speaking, however, a city is a permanent settlement which serves as a center for a large region and whose 

population is engaged in activities additional to agriculture. This entry consists of two articles that treat 

this subject. The first surveys cities in the Levant, particularly focusing on the emergence of the Israelite 

city in the Iron Age. The second surveys cities in the Greco-Roman world, focusing especially on the 

model of the Greek polis.  

CITIES IN THE LEVANT  

Urbanism in the Levant, as in other regions, is a cyclical process that reappeared roughly every 

millennium: in the Early Bronze Age (ca. 3000 B.C.E.), in the Middle Bronze (ca. 2000 B.C.E.), and in 

the Iron Age II (ca. 1000 B.C.E.). Each of these urban phases was preceded by a period of village life and 

pastoral nomadism. Emergence of cities is therefore an adaptive process rather than a result of diffusion 

of ideas or population.  



———  

A. Steps Toward Urban Life: The Chalcolithic Period  

B. The First Cities: The Early Bronze Age  

C. Gap in Urban Life: The Early Bronze Age IV  

D. Second Urban Period: The Middle Bronze Age  

E. The Decline of the Canaanite City: The Late Bronze Age  

F. Emergence of the Israelite City: The Iron Age  

1. Variety of Settlement Forms in Iron Age I  

2. Iron Age II: Criteria of Planning  

3. Hierarchical Order of Cities  

4. Assyrian Provincial Capitals  

———  

A. Steps Toward Urban Life: The Chalcolithic Period  

Before the Chalcolithic Period, evidence for urbanization is minimal and ambiguous. Pre-Pottery 

Neolithic Jericho is usually given the status of a city on account of its defensive wall. However, that 

position needs to be modified in light of Bar-Yosef‘sconvincingdemonstration(1986)thatthewallwas

in fact a retaining wall against floods, built only at one side of the village. Therefore the first solid 

evidence for urbanization is found in the Chalcolithic Period, at which time large communities 

demonstrated the characteristics of a stratified society, such as the production of prestige goods and the 

establishment of ceremonial centers. The need for a centralized institution arose, possibly, from the 

unpredictability of agricultural yields and the deterioration of economic conditions at the end of the 

Chalcolithic period (Horowitz 1978). The cultic elite, which established itself around ceremonial centers, 

was the only entity that could control the storage and redistribution of cereals and cope with the difficult 

economic situation. One city in this period, Tuleilat-Ghassul, appears to be one continuous settlement of 

about 20 hectares with a temple surrounded by a ceremonial temenos. Other such centers arose, such as 

Gilat, a settlement of about 10 hectares in the northern Negeb, and En-Gedi in the Wilderness of Judah. A 

complete picture of the development of a ceremonial center into an urban one is offered so far only at 

Megiddo; this took place in the next stage, the Early Bronze Age I. A temenos with twin temples was 

erected above a village in Stratum XIX, followed by a fortified settlement in Stratum XVIII.  

B. The First Cities: The Early Bronze Age  

1. Early Bronze Age I. The first clear representation of a city in the Levant is Hububa Kabira on the 

Upper Euphrates dated to the late 4th millennium. See Fig. CIT.01. The city has a preplanned rectangular 

layout, a developed system of fortifications, a network of streets and, on a raised elevation, separated 

buildingsconstructedforthecity‘selite.TheearliesturbancenterinIsrael,roughlycontemporarywith

HabubaKabira,isfoundintheEarlyBronzeAgeIatTel‘Erani,intheSouthernCoastalPlain

(Kempinski and Gilead 1988). However, very little is known of this city so far. It covered about 15 

hectares and contained public structures, a city wall and square towers. The complex process of 

urbanization seems to have gained momentum during the later part of the EB I, as indicated by the 

presence of fortifications at sites like Aphek, Tell Shalem, and Tell el-Far˓ah(north)and˓Ai.  

2. Early Bronze Age II. The general nature of an urban center in Israel may be studied from the 

detailed information on cities of the EB II, such as Arad and Megiddo.  

The city of Arad, located at the southern edge of the Judean Hills and bordering the valley of Beer-

sheba, is the best preserved and most widely exposed city in Early Bronze Age II. Like previous 

Chalcolithic and EB I villages at the site, the city occupied several elongated hills in a horseshoe shape 

around a central depression, in which runoff water was collected and stored. On the crest of the 

surrounding hills a modest city wall, 2.25 m wide, was constructed, from which semicircular towers 

projected;thewallwassegmentedbyamaingateandseveralsecondarygates.Theexcavator‘s

interpretationof―agridofstreets,whichincludesstreetsrunningparalleltothewallandradialstreets

leadingintothecitycentre‖(Amiran 1980: 6) cannot be observed on the plan. The inner urban matrix of 

Arad is rather determined by the shape of its dwelling units. These are compounds created by the 



arrangement of the dwellings, storage units and fences encircling a central open space (such compounds 

arecalled―Huerdenhaus‖byHeinrich(RLA 4: 173–220). Each compound covers about 150–200 m
2
 and 

includesatleastonebroadroomdwelling(the―AradHouse‖)andseveralworkingandstorage

installations. Part of the central courtyard was probablyusedtopentheflocks.The―streets‖aresimply

the open spaces between the compounds. See Fig. CIT.02. Besides the city wall, the only other public 

structureisarectangular―fort‖whichdominatesthecentralwaterreservoir.Twoofthelarger but 

otherwise unremarkable compounds are interpreted by the excavator as palace and temple units. If this 

identification is correct, it indicates that the concentration of power at Arad was not extensive.  

The limited evidence on the early phase of the city (Stratum III) shows many open spaces and numerous 

clustered circular stone platforms, which served as bases for silos. It seems, therefore, that the city was 

erected not as a result of population growth and prosperity, but rather as an adaptation to the economic 

stress of a sparse population, with the aid of a system of redistribution organized by a central authority.  

Cities built in the Early Bronze Age II were uncovered at several sites but, due to later overlying 

occupation layers, they could be exposed only in limited areas. Fortified cities were excavated at Beth-

Yerah, Tell el-Far˓ah(north),KhirbetMakhruk,Megiddo,˓Ai,Jericho,TellYarmut,andBabedh-Dhra˓,

to mention the main ones. They are characterized by very thick city walls (4.00–5.00 m), which, when 

attached to existing walls from the previous phase, could reach a total width of about 10 m or more. 

Semicircular or rectangular towers offered the defender the possibility of aiming flanking fire over the 

―deadarea‖atthefootofthewall. In some instances like at Tell Yarmut a large bastion and a stone 

covered glacis were added.  

Two types of gates were used in an Early Bronze Age city: a main gate more than 2 m wide, which 

allowed the passage of fully laden beasts of burden, and several secondary narrow gates (0.80 to 1.00 m). 

An example of a main gate is the entrance to Tell el-Far˓ah(north)protectedbytwoimpressivetowers.

Secondary(orpostern)gatesareknownfromArad,˓Ai,JerichoandTellel-Far˓ah(north).Itissuggested

that the multiple passages met the requirements of the farmers who inhabited the large cities of the period, 

allowing them direct access to their fields.  

In addition to fortifications, an important communal concern was the water supply. The cities at Arad 

and˓Aitookintoconsiderationthetopographyinsuchawaythatrainwaterwithinthecitywasdirected

into large reservoirs. The water inside the walls was vital in both times of siege and periods of drought. 

The internal organization of the city shows little attempt at planning. Household units arranged in 

compounds were typical at Arad, Tell el-Far˓ahandJericho,butnostreetnetworkscanbeobserved. 

The only remarkable structures inside EB II cities are ceremonial buildings usually called temples. The 

importance of temples in the period is clearly attested by the large scale construction, the thick walls, the 

orthogonallayoutandthesuperbbuildingmaterialsusedfortheseedifices.Thetempleat˓Ai,locatedon

the summit of the mound, was shaped as a broadroom with outer measurements of 22.00 by 9.50 m. In the 

center of the hall were four stone bases for wooden columns which supported the roof. An auxiliary room 

surrounded it on three sides, probably serving as the storeroom of the temple.  

The first clear evidence of a process in which the temple establishment developed into a military-

political power base is in the fortified citadel built in Stratum XVIIIB at Megiddo. The citadel was 

protected by a 4.00-m-wide wall and had a gate guarded by towers. The area inside the citadel, which was 

only partly exposed and poorly preserved, contained part of a broadroom temple. A broadroom temple 

was erected also at Bab edh-Dra˓inEBII,whileitslaterphaseandthecity‘sfortificationsdatetoEBIII.

A large compound at Arad is interpreted by some scholars as a temenos with twin temples and by others 

as the dwelling of an affluent family.  

3. Early Bronze Age III. During the EB III the process of urbanism reached its peak: fortifications 

were expanded, the internal layout of the city became more complex and many new cities such as Hazor 

and Lachish were erected for the first time, although several urban centers, such as Arad and Tell el-

Far˓ah(north),wereabandonedattheendofEBII.Thesedevelopmentsare evident from architectural 

elements related to religious, economic, military and political institutions. The relative importance of 



these elements in the city reflects the crystalisation of the role of the social elite in the urban centers and 

their struggle for power.  

Megiddo is the best example for illustrating the important role of the temple. In Stratum XVI a new 

temenos was constructed, to the west of and higher up the mound than the previous one. The new temple 

is an impressive structure with an innovative plan: a combination of a local traditional broadroom and the 

northern megaron (Ben-Tor 1973); it consisted of a cult room (13.75 by 8.90 m) with two central bases 

and a porch with two pillars before it. Behind the back wall of the temple stood a circular stone platform 

8.00 m in diameter and 1.40 m high, generally interpreted as an altar. Alternatively, it may be considered 

the base of a central granary (Herzog 1986a): it is not located, as other altars are, in front of the temple, its 

size is much larger than that of any known altar, and the fence around it prevented worshippers from 

participating in the ceremony. On a lower terrace than the temple stood a large building which served as a 

palace. Although it was not completely exposed, the palace is a neatly planned unit separated into two 

wings by a narrow corridor and by a street on the three exposed sides. Its inferior topographical position 

and thinner walls show the lower status of the palace in comparison to the temple, or in social terms, the 

superiority of the cultic role of the elite—apparently due to control of the central granary—over its 

political role. In the same phase, the city wall was doubled in thickness and extended over additional 

lower sections of the city, providing an early example of a separately fortified acropolis.  

In Stratum XV at Megiddo, in the latest phase of the EB III period, the city saw an even more dramatic 

increase in the role of the religious establishment, when in addition to the previous temple, another two 

identical megaron-like temples were erected. The temenos with three large temples dominated the whole 

mound and the use of the palace was discontinued. The grandiose appearance of the center was further 

enhanced by a monumental gateway, built over the dismantled remains of the previous palace. The 

gateway contained two straight approaches with stairs, set between three rectangular structures. The 15-

m-long parallel flights of stairs and the relatively thin walls of the flanking rooms point to a ceremonial 

rather than a military function.  

Important information regarding economic organization on the community level comes from Beth-

Yerah, on the southern shore of the Sea of Galilee. A well planned structure covering 1200 m
2
 included 

nine circles, each 8 m in diameter, sunk into a wide stone base. The circles were arranged around a square 

area divided into a courtyard and a room measuring 11.00 by 4.50 m, the roof of which was supported by 

two columns. A corridor 3 m wide led into the courtyard. The building is generally interpreted as a public 

granary and its total capacity was about 2500 m
2
, or 1750 tons of grain. Such a large quantity surely had 

to be gathered from a populous community of farmers, which indicates a complex redistributional 

economy. The broadroom plan of the central room and the column bases very much resemble the typical 

temples of the period. The ceremonial function of the central unit is further supported by the presence of 

several large ovens in the courtyard, in front of the suggested cult room. If this interpretation is correct, 

then Beth-Yerah is another example of the correlation between the religious and economic social 

institutions in the EB III city.  

Another aspect of urban life, emphasized in some cities, are large bastions incorporated into the 

fortifications. Their location, size (about 10 by 20 m) and the thickness of their walls show us that the role 

of the city guard had developed into a powerful and independent institution. The bastions, like those at 

Jericho and Tell Hesi, were undoubtedly several stories high, and their rooms could accommodate 

soldiers, weapons, and food.  

C. Gap in Urban Life: The Early Bronze Age IV  

The decline of urban life was a long and complex process that started already at the end of the Early 

Bronze Age II with the abandonment of important cities such as Arad, Tell Erani and Tell el-Far˓ah

(north). However, by the end of the Early Bronze Age III, most cities in Palestine had ceased to exist. It is 

as yet unclear what the forces were that caused such a drastic social upheaval, forcing large communities 

to abandon their homes in cities and move into small villages or to convert their way of life to pastoral 

nomadism. In cases such as Megiddo or Lachish, where some objects date to the Early Bronze Age IV, 

the poor architectural remains of a rural or nomadic nature demonstrate this great break. The only 



exception known so far is Khirbet Iskander in trans-Jordan, where a 7.5 acre site surrounded by a 2.50 m 

wall is dated to this period. Rich urban centers, such as Hama and Ebla, flourished at this same time in 

northern Syria, indicating that the social change did not influence the entire Levant.  

D. Second Urban Period: The Middle Bronze Age  

Restoration of urban life in ancient Israel was not a revolutionary event. In most sites the first phase of 

occupation was represented by an unfortified settlement. This shows that urbanism was reestablished by 

groups of local farmers and pastoralists who found it worthwhile to live together in towns. Early in the 

Middle Bronze Age I, fully advanced urban centers emerged, first in the coastal and inner plains and then 

in the rest of the country.  

Megiddo serves again as the key site to illustrate the developmental process. The only element in 

Stratum XIIIB is the old temple of Early Bronze Age III, reused in Early Bronze Age IV, now used again 

as a cult chamber with a few poor dwellings around it. In Stratum XIIIA the city is fortified with a 

buttressed wall, a projecting tower and a city gate with stairs leading into a bent-axis gate entrance. The 

houses near the cult area are slightly larger and better arranged, but the dramatic development in the 

acropolis happens in the next phase. In Stratum XII the old temple is finally abandoned and replaced by 

another small cult chamber with a thin fence, but to the west an impressive palace is now constructed, 

built with 2.00-m-thick walls over an area of about 1000 m
2
. Blocks of houses fill the space between the 

palace and the city wall. The houses, which are of medium size, uniformly oriented with straight streets, 

wereprobablyusedasdwellingsbythecity‘swell-to-do families. The order in which the architectural 

elements appeared at Megiddo teaches us how the social institutions were consolidated: at first, when the 

military aspect was of prime importance, the city was fortified, later the political elite expressed its 

ascendancy with a monumental palace, but in both phases the religious aspect is hardly noticeable.  

A similar picture, although less detailed, unfolds in other cities. The dominant structure in MB I 

fortified sites such as Tell Aphek is a courtyard palace, which in this case covers an area of 750 m
2
. Not a 

single temple is known in the excavated urban centers of the period. This fact, which contrasts so strongly 

with the importance of the temple in the previous Early Bronze Age II–III, reflects the change of social 

organization in the cities of the Levant. Clearly the power in this period was no longer in the hands of the 

theocratic elite but had been taken over by the ascendant political-military class. Like other characteristics 

of this urban phase, the palaces, arranged around large courtyards, are obviously inspired by the 

formidable palace complexes in northern Syria, such as those at Mari and Tell Mardikh (Ebla). Large 

courtyard palaces were constructed also in many of the MB IIB cities such as Hazor, Shechem, Lachish, 

AphekandTelSera˓. 

City walls in the Middle Bronze Age were of modest width (about 2.00 m), but various improvements 

indicate that protection of cities was based more on the availability and mobility of professional soldiers 

than on the passive dependence on solid walls. First, towers or bastions were erected along the city walls, 

at intervals of 20.00 to 30.00 m. These could serve both as accommodations for the garrisons and as firing 

platforms. Such installations were excavated at Tell Beit Mirsim, Tel Zeror, Megiddo, Gezer, and Tel 

Poleg. A huge bastion at Tell Mardikh points again to the origin of this defensive feature. A second 

improvement of the MB I fortifications was the systematical maintenance and repair of the glacis 

covering the slopes outside the walls. Smooth, steep slopes made any attempt to climb up to the walls 

very difficult.  

But the most important innovation regarding city planning was the erection of very large cities not on 

previous mounds (which were evidently too small), but on entirely new and flat areas, such as the lower 

cities found at Qatna (100 hectares) and Tell Mardikh (56 hectares) in Syria and Hazor (60 hectares) in 

Israel. These new settlements were surrounded by enormous earthen ramparts, which could reach a width 

of 60.00 m at their base and a height of 15.00 m, as in the western rampart of the lower city at Hazor. In 

front of this rampart was a moat, 15.00 m deep, from which most of the soil for the construction of the 

rampart was taken. Since no city walls were found incorporated into the ramparts, they apparently did not 

serve as fortifications against military attack. Instead, their erection seems to indicate peaceful times, 

when the large communities that settled the new urban centers were satisfied simply with the demarcation 



ofthecity‘slimits.Unlikecitywallswhichrequiredprofessional masons and expensive construction 

materials, earthen ramparts could be piled up by the thousands of unskilled inhabitants within a short 

period.Assuch,therampartsprovidedfastandcheapmeansfordelimitationofthecity‘sborders,and

their steep slopes could prohibit access by thieves or other undesirable elements.  

This interpretation of the earthen ramparts is supported also by the unique design of the city gates 

commonly associated with them. The gates are shaped like strong forts consisting of two large towers and 

a passageway between them, narrowed down by three pairs of piers. Absence of a city wall is seen here 

again: no wall was found attached to the gates but instead they were joined into the ramparts by short 

―anchorwalls.‖Twosetsofdoors, one on the outer and one on the city side, converted this building from 

a simple fortified entry into an independent stronghold (Herzog 1986b). The absence of city walls clearly 

encouraged the introduction of this type of gate. The guards could control the daily traffic through the 

gate and could repel enemies on either side in times of emergency. Gates of this type, associated with 

earthen ramparts, were found at Tell Mardikh, Qatna, Carchemish and Alalakh in Syria, where both 

elements probably originated in the MB I—and at Yavneh-Yam and Hazor in Israel. This gate was 

eventually adopted in cities fortified by conventional walls in Israel, such as Megiddo, Shechem, Gezer, 

Beth-Shemesh and Tell el-Far˓ah(south).Ithadtheadvantageofprovidingtheruling class protection not 

only from foreign enemies but also against internal attempts at revolt.  

A glimpse at the internal organization of a MB I city is provided at Tell el-˓Ajjul. See Fig. CIT.03. The 

city covers an area of 12 hectares and is demarcated by a 3 m high earthen rampart and a 6 m deep glacis, 

without a city wall. On a raised elevation of the city, close to the main approach way, stood the Courtyard 

Palace I covering about 1500 m
2
, built contemporaneously with the first erected City III. The excavations 

of the residential quarter cleared mostly the later City II, which, however, followed the same plan as 

Stratum III. The area was filled with large blocks of houses, erected along straight streets 3–4 m wide, 

bisected by narrower lanes. The buildings in the city were not equal in size: it seems that each block 

included one house occupied by a more affluent family (200–400 m
2
) and the rest were smaller dwellings. 

Towards the end of the Middle Bronze Age II dramatic developments in city planning are apparent, best 

illustrated by Stratum X at Megiddo. Here a new temple was erected above the remains of the previous 

cult place, starting a new tradition of shrines with a long room and thick walls. The temple, which stood 

inside a large temenos, was joined at its west by a large palace, with an entrance from the temple 

courtyard. At the same time, a second palatial center was established on the northern side of the mound, 

anareawhichgraduallydevelopedintothesolelocationofthecity‘spalaces.Here a 6-pier city gate was 

built adjoining the new palaces on either side. These changes may be explained as the result of a final split 

in the structure of the ruling class; at first large palaces were erected near the traditional religious center 

and later they became completely independent. Another important change first observed at Stratum X at 

Megiddo is the absence of a city wall; the city was simply encompassed by a belt of houses, a feature that 

became common in the subsequent Late Bronze Age. Residential areas in all excavated parts of the city 

were well organized and had a common orientation. In the area east of the temple, a grid of perpendicular 

streets is observed.  

E. The Decline of the Canaanite City: The Late Bronze Age  

Cities in the Late Bronze Age show continuation and even elaboration of some aspects of the late 

Middle Bronze Age, but at the same time there is some deterioration in many other elements of the urban 

structure. New palaces, designed apparently as enclosed citadels, are constructed next to the city gate and 

are entirely separated from the temples. Fortification systems, on the other hand, are mostly neglected: 

often the old city wall or earthen ramparts are reused without any repair, but in other instances, such as 

Megiddo and Lachish, the city is surrounded solely by a belt of houses with no city wall at all. The 

religious institution seems to maintain some power, and temples continue the tradition from the MB II 

period; the reduction of their status within the social structure of the city is indicated by their removal 

from the area of the royal palace.  

These developments are especially clear in Strata IX to VII at Megiddo. In area AA the former temple 

of Stratum X was rebuilt and reused throughout the whole period, but the large building on its western 



side was diminished in size and gradually disappeared. Concurrently, the palaces near the gate constantly 

grew in size, in width of walls and in the complexity of their design. The excavated part of the palace in 

Area AA, west of the city gate, covers about 1500 m
2
 and the one in Area DD 1200 m

2
. In view of the 

lack of a city wall, it may be suggested that the gate and the two palaces were actually parts of an 

enclosed royal citadel occupying about 7000 m
2
 and separated from the other cultic and residential 

quarters. This theory is supported by the large palatial citadels found immediately inside the main gates in 

major urban centers like Alalakh and Ugarit. The desire to erect such enclosed palaces stimulated their 

transfer into the gate area. In an unwalled city it was essential to provide the palace complex with a 

defensible entrance. The buttressed outer walls of the palace in Area AA at Megiddo in Stratum VIIB 

were shaped in the Egyptian style and were intended to serve as a symbolic expression of power and to 

camouflage the lack of real military strength.  

Ifthisinterpretationiscorrect,aseparateentrytothe―civilian‖partofthecitymighthavebeen

necessary; in fact, such a passage may be observed in the plans of Strata IX–VII, immediately west of the 

palace, where there is a clear gap between the palace and the outer walls of the adjacent structures. In area 

CC at the southern side of the city a residential quarter was extensively exposed in Stratum VII. The thin 

walls and small size of units in this area stand out in bold contrast to the luxurious palaces in the N citadel 

and demonstrate an extreme lack of socioeconomic equality in the social structure of the inhabitants. See 

Fig. CIT.04.  

No site other than Megiddo is so far available for a comprehensive view of a Late Bronze Age city, but 

similar elements may be recognized even in partly excavated sites. Cities protected by a belt of houses 

instead of a city wall are known, in addition to Megiddo and Lachish, at Tel Batash, Tell Beit Mirsim and 

Jericho. Such conditions probably existed in many other sites of the Late Bronze Age where no city wall 

was found. Large buildings of the Late Bronze Age called forts, fortified palaces or public buildings by 

their excavators were exposed in otherwise unfortified sites, such as Tell el-˓Ajjul, Tell el-Far˓ah(south),

TelSera˓,Ashdod,Ta˓anach,andBeth-shean. It is very likely that these structures were also enclosed 

palaces, separated from the rest of the city occupied by the common people.  

The archaeological data on the nature of cities in the Late Bronze Age exposes the degree of 

exaggeration of the Egyptian records which describe the conquered Canaanite fortified cities; obviously it 

was merely the enclosed palaces that they had to overcome. One of the exceptional cases of a fortification 

wall erected originally in the Late Bronze Age is at Tell Abu-Huwam, where a 2-m-wide city wall is 

attributedtoStratumV.Inthe13thcenturyanewtypeofbuilding,calledthe―governor‘sresidency,‖is

found in several sites with clear Egyptian influence. These were compact forts of about 200–500 m
2
 with 

a small center courtyard surrounded with rooms on three or four sides. Column bases in some of the 

courts probably indicate that half of thespacewasshaded.Governors‘residencieswerefoundatBeth-

shean,TelHesi,TelSera˓,TellJemmeh,Tellel-Far˓ah(south)andTelMasosandservedtheEgyptian

administration that controlled the country. Stronger Egyptian fortresses were built along the main coastal 

road: at Haruvit, Deir el-Balah and Tel Mor (Oren 1984). Many of these centers functioned until the 

termination of Egyptian rule in Canaan, in the middle of the 12th century B.C.E. The intensified activity of 

the Egyptians was generated not by a sudden flourishing of Canaanite culture but by an attempt to 

maintain the economic viability of the land despite the collapse of the local system.  

F. Emergence of the Israelite City: The Iron Age  

1. Variety of Settlement Forms in Iron Age I. In spite of the general decline, urban culture did not 

totally disappear in the Iron Age I, but survived in several cities such as Megiddo Strata VIIA and VIA 

and Lachish Level VI, alongside the above-described Egyptian administrative and military centers. The 

character of the Philistine cities in their initial occupational phases in the late 12th and early 11th 

centuries is not yet clarified due to the limited extent of the excavations of sites such as Ashdod, Tel 

Miqne and Ashkelon. It is only from the late 11th century that the site of Tel Qasila is able to provide an 

indication of the nature of a Philistine town. See Fig. CIT.05. Although relatively small, it has an 

orthogonal layout with a network of perpendicular streets, parallels of which are known from Cyprus 



(Negbi 1986). Functional division inside the town of Tel Qasila includes quarters for craftsmen and 

temple priests. No palace or fortifications were uncovered there.  

New settlements founded in the hinterland in Iron Age I, generally attributed to the Israelites, 

demonstrate different phases of the sedentarization process of pastoral nomads. The sites range from a 

simple camp of huts with storage granaries (Beer-sheba Stratum IX), through groups of enclosures 

(Giloh), to densely occupied villages (Beth-shemesh). All these are unfortified sites without any attempt 

atplanning.Thisconceptisfirstseeninthe―enclosedsettlements,‖suchasthoseatBeer-sheba Stratum 

VII (see Fig. BEE.01) and Izbet Sartah. These settlements are designed with an eliptical belt of dwellings 

arranged around an open courtyard, which apparently served to pen the flocks (Herzog 1983). The large 

site of Tel Masos, identified variously as Israelite, Amalekite, or Canaanite, also seems to incorporate one 

or more enclosed settlements in addition to administrative and commercial buildings.  

2. Iron Age II: Criteria of Planning. In Iron Age II, cities developed into full urban systems, 

organized for the first time under a United Monarchy, which, however, was soon divided into the 

kingdoms of Judah and Israel. Cities were established in both of these states according to an overall 

administrative-hierarchical scheme. Several criteria may be applied for the analysis and interpretation of 

the degree of planning of the city and its role in the system (Herzog 1987; Shiloh 1987).  

a. Size of City. Iron Age cities were of medium size, about 3 to 7 hectares, but the capitals at Jerusalem 

and Samaria grew to be 30 to 50 hectares, attracting a considerable population.  

b. Administrative Buildings. The higher the rank of a city in the hierarchical order, the larger were its 

administrative buildings. They were also more closely grouped together on higher elevations, and had a 

more organized layout. Under this heading are included the palace of the kingorthecity‘sgovernor,the

temple, storehouses, and open spaces for markets and army encampments.  

c. Fortifications and Water Systems. Solid city walls were the most costly. Casemate walls were less 

effective but much more economic in regard to materials and space. The simplest defense was the outer 

belt of houses usually found in cities located at some distance from the border. Cities of higher rank were 

equipped with systems of water supply which enabled them to withstand long periods of siege.  

d. Street Networks. In the better planned cities, streets were of constant width and ran in continuous 

lines, parallel or radial to the city wall. Channels under the streets allowed fast drainage of rainwater and 

reduced the danger of dampness undermining the foundations of the buildings.  

e. Construction Materials. The strongest, most impressive and most expensive construction materials 

were the ashlar stones widely applied in the monumental architecture of this period (Shiloh 1979). More 

ordinary materials were the unhewn stones used for foundations and the mudbricks used extensively in 

the superstructures.  

f. Domestic Architecture. In high-ranking cities, dwellings tended to share a common plan in strictly 

allocated plots of land. In unplanned cities, houses varied in shape and size, resulting in a high percentage 

of unbuilt and wasted space.  

3. Hierarchical Order of Cities. a. Royal Capitals. Of the two capitals of the Iron Age, only the 

acropolis of Samaria, capital of the N kingdom of Israel, is widely exposed, but it provides a remarkable 

illustration of the royal quarter of the city. See Fig. CIT.06. The acropolis was a large rectangular area, 

which extended in its final stage over 2.6 hectares, and necessitated quarrying, leveling, and infilling 

operations on the summit of the hill. It was surrounded by wide casemate storerooms on most of its 

circumference and by a solid wall on the rest. On the S side stood the royal palace with an open courtyard 

in front of it. The N part had a well-planned street grid, occupied by dwellings of the noble families of the 

court (in one of which the Samaria ivories were found). West of the palace was an administrative office 

which contained an archive of ostraca. Although not completely preserved, enough remains of the 

acropolis at Samaria to show its monumental scale, strict planning, and superb ashlar masonry, all 

befitting the superior social status of its occupants.  

Similar features were surely incorporated into the architecture of the acropolis at Jerusalem, which has 

not been archaeologically explored. In addition to the king‘spalaceitalsohousedtheroyalcultcenter:

Solomon‘sTemple.PartofahugesteppedretainingwallexposedinAreaGoftherecentexcavations



probably served to support the wall of the acropolis. Around the raised acropolis, the civic parts of the 

capital were located. Royal acropolises of the same pattern are known from N Syrian capitals such as 

Zenjirli,CarchemishandTellTa˓ainat. 

b. Major Administrative Centers. Cities of the second level in the state hierarchy, which apparently 

served to supervise a single district of the kingdom, were only about 5–7 hectares in size. The 

administrative functions were performed in different sectors of the city and occupied a considerable part 

of it.  

At Megiddo the increasing entrenchment of the bureaucracy is evident when comparing Strata VA and 

IVB. In the first phase of the early 10th century B.C.E., it was still an unwalled city, protected by a belt of 

buildings and entered through a simple gate. Two large structures were dedicated to administrative 

functions. These were Palace 1723 with a large square courtyard and an adjacent building in the S and 

Palace 6000 near the gate on the N. The rest of the area (about 75 percent) was filled with common 

dwellings. In the second phase, in the late 10th century, the city was fortified by a solid wall of the offsets 

and insets type and a large six-roomgatehouse.Morethan80percentofthecity‘sareawasallocatedfor

administrative buildings. They included: the city wall and gate, Palace 338, 17 royal storehouses 

(assumed by some scholars to be stables), large open courtyards apparently used as camping grounds for 

merchant caravans or army units, and an elaborate water system. See Fig. CIT.07. The concentration of 

administrative functions is even greater at Lachish Level III of the 8th century B.C.E. Here at an elevated 

palace, two types of storehouses and an immense rectangular courtyard were exposed. The common 

population was crowded into a few small, miserable dwellings at the foot of the raised palace. As the 

result of the large section allocated for administrative functions in these Iron Age cities, only limited 

space was available for dwellings. For example, apparently only 500–700 people lived at Lachish at this 

time (about 100 per hectare).  

These characteristics indicate that, unlike in the Bronze Age, the Israelite city did not have a large 

population of agriculturalists but rather a limited number of families belonging to the political, military, 

economic and religious elite of the monarchy.  

c. Secondary Administrative Centers. For smaller, economically less important districts another type 

of city plan was followed. The best example is seen in Stratum II at Beer-sheba, a small fortified city (ca. 

1.1 hectare) of the late 8th century B.C.E. See Fig. CIT.08. The administrative units, such as storehouses, 

watersystemandgovernor‘sresidence,werenotconfinedtoaseparatequarterbutwereorganically

integrated with the dwellings. This is evident most clearly in the association of the houses and the 

casemate city wall; the casemates served as the rear rooms of the adjoining dwellings. The complete city 

is neatly planned with two circular streets running parallel to the city wall. Apparently, the entire city was 

a royal administrative center.  

d. Fortified Provincial Towns. In this category are fortified sites in which the city wall is the only clear 

public element. Dwellings inside the settlement are scattered haphazardly in an agglutinative pattern. 

Stratum A at Tell Beit Mirsim is typical of such towns, demonstrating a total lack of planning. Instead of 

streets of equal width as at Beer-sheba, here the spaces between the houses are of uneven size. In the 

initial phase of the stratum no administrative structures were exposed, not even a proper city gate. 

Evidence of light industry such as olive presses, looms, dying installations and pottery kilns, apparently 

related to royal estates, may provide partial explanation of the function of these towns. In addition, the 

fortifications of the town could have served as part of the regional defense framework of the monarchy.  

e. Fortresses. Althoughthesewerenotcities,theyprovideaninterestingviewofa―condensed‖city.

Fortresses such as that at Arad illustrate all the administrative functions: fortifications for military needs, 

stores and industrial quarters for economic functions, a royal temple serving the religious needs, and 

dwellings for the commander and his staff.  

4. Assyrian Provincial Capitals. Stratum III at Megiddo offers a view of the layout of such a city. See 

Fig. CIT.09. It is characterized by an orderly street network, which was, however, more regular for the 

north-south streets than for the east-west ones. Each block was 65–75 feet deep, and the width of the 

street was about 8–10 feet. A full one-third of the city was occupied by several large courtyard palaces. 



Lack of separation between the palaces and the other dwellings may indicate that the whole city was 

occupied by high functionairies of the Assyrian administration, however, no similarly planned Assyrian 

center has yet been found in the Levant.  

Bibliography  
Amiran, R. 1980. The Early Canaanite City of Arad—The Results of Fourteen Seasons of Excavations. Qadmoniot 13: 2–12 

(Hebrew).  
Bar-Yosef, O. 1986. The Walls of Jericho: An Alternative Interpretation. Current Anthropology 27: 157–62.  

Ben-Tor, A. 1973. Plans of Dwellings and Temples in Early Bronze Age Palestine. EI 11: 92–98 (Hebrew).  

Eisenstadt, S. N. and Shachar, R. 1987. Society, Culture and Urbanization. Newbury Park.  

Herzog, Z. 1983. Enclosed Settlements in the Negeb and the Wilderness of Beer-sheba. BASOR 250: 41–49.  

———. 1986a. Social Organization as Reflected by the Bronze and Iron Age Cities of Israel. In Comparative Studies in the 

Development of Complex Societies Volume 2. Southampton and London.  

———. 1986b. Das Stadttor in Israel und in den Nachbarlandern. Mainz.  

———. 1987. City Planning and Fortifications in the Iron Age. Pp. 195–231 in The Architecture of Ancient Israel, ed. H. 

Katzenstein, a.o. Jerusalem. (Hebrew).  

Horowitz, A. 1978. Human Settlement Pattern in Israel. Expedition 20: 55–58.  

Kempinski, A. 1978. The Rise of an Urban Culture. Jerusalem.  

———. 1987. Urbanization and City Plan in the Middle Bronze Age II. Pp. 102–6. in The Architecture of Ancient Israel, ed. 

H. Katzenstein. Jerusalem. (Hebrew).  

Kempinski,A.andGilead,I.1988.Tel˓Erani,1987.IEJ 38: 88–90.  

Negbi, O. 1986. The Climax of Urban Development in Bronze Age Cyprus. RDAC 97–121.  

Oren,E.D.1984.―Governors‘Residence‖inCanaan under the New Kingdom: A Case Study of Egyptian Administration. 

JSSEA 14: 37–56.  

Richard, S. 1987. The Early Bronze Age: The Rise and Collapse of Urbanism. BA 50: 22–43.  

Shiloh, Y. 1979. The Proto-Aeolic Capital and Israelite Ashlar Masonry. Qedem 11. Jerusalem.  

———. 1987. The Casemate Wall, the Four Room House, and Early Planning in the Israelite City. BASOR 268: 3–15.  

Strommenger, E. 1980. Habuba Kabira, Eine Stadt vor 5000 Jahren. Mainz.  

ZE˒EV HERZOG  

GRECO-ROMAN CITIES  

Greco-Roman cities throughout the ancient world were based on the model of the Greek polis. The 

Greek polis was a politically and economically independent community centered around one town, 

usually walled but also including the surrounding countryside (see Fig. CIT.10).  

———  

A. The Classical Greek Polis  

B. The Hellenistic Greek City  

C. The Roman City  

———  

A. The Classical Greek Polis  

The tradition of the polis, the Greek city-state, goes back at least to the 7th century B.C., when local 

tensions between landed aristocrats, poor peasants, and upwardly mobile merchants produced a system of 

independent political units. On the mainland of Greece, on the west coast of Asia Minor, and in colonies 

sent out to the Black Sea and the western shores of the Mediterranean (especially Sicily and southern 

Italy), the geographical boundaries of these poleis varied from narrow mountain valleys of uncertain 

fertility to broad expanses of rich ground.  

The citizen body of a polis was smaller or larger depending on whether the city had an oligarchic or 

democratic constitution, and membership in it was tightly controlled. The citizens met in an assembly to 

hear reports and to register their reactions to proposals which normally originated in a boule, a council 

usually composed of members of the old aristocratic families. A small group of magistrates administered 

the political system and the civic religious rites. They were normally elected or appointed for terms of a 

year.  

Besides the aristocratic elite and the larger group of citizens, the population of most cities included a 

variable number of free resident foreigners and of slaves. In comparison with a modern city, the polis was 

small—the little island of Keos in the 5th and 4th centuries had four separate poleis, the smallest with 



about 700–800 inhabitants, and represents the lower range of population; Athens, with perhaps 40,000 

adult male citizens and a total population of about 200,000 in the 5th and 4th centuries, was the largest 

polis in Greece.  

The financial affairs of the polis show common collaboration of the population in public work. Large 

projectswereassignedtothewealthy,intheformof―liturgies‖[leitourgiai, literally―people-work‖].

These might include the requirement to outfit a warship, pay for a religious procession, or sponsor a 

dramatic performance. Public construction was sometimes undertaken by corvee labor. Other expenses of 

building and maintaining temples and other public structures were paid by income from polis-owned 

farms and mines, and from taxes and tolls (usually levied on foreigners and resident aliens).  

The polis was the whole community of citizens, and the whole land area they possessed. When the 

Atheniansforexamplereferredtoapoliticalormilitaryactionoftheircitytheycalledit,not―Athens,‖

but―thepolis oftheAthenians.‖Thesurroundinghinterlandwasanindispensablepartofthepolis. 

Citizens regularly owned farms in the country, even if they lived in the town where they practiced their 

citizen rights, and the economy of the polis was inextricably tied up with the agricultural produce of its 

fields. The army and citizen assembly were both made up, in the classical era, of farmers. Both (Plato 

Rep. 2.369B–372A) and Aristotle (Pol. 1.1252a26–1253a3) mention self-sufficiency as a characteristic of 

the polis, though even they recognized that imports enrich city life. Grain was often imported from near or 

far during a shortage, and luxury items were traded in small quantities by traveling merchants.  

The Greeks regularly regarded the polis as the natural form of human society. When Aristotle (Pol. 

7.1328b2–23) in the 4th century B.C. names the essential characteristics of the polis, he lists: a supply of 

food, necessary skills and crafts, military supplies, commerce, religion, and a system of justice. Five 

hundred years later, in the second century A.D., Pausanias considers similar needs when he writes (10.4.1) 

that a polis is defined by a municipal office, gymnasium, theater, agora, and public water supply.  

The normal Greek word for the urban sector within the city walls was asty. Certain types of buildings, 

invented to fit the particular needs of polis life, became characteristic of the classical Greek city. The 

agora, a market and gathering place, was the center of public life. It was either located physically at the 

center of town or demarcated by streets and monuments to claim a dominant position. In or near the agora 

stood the essential political buildings: steps or bleachers for the citizen assembly; a bouleuterion, an 

enclosed stepped building to house meetings of the council; and a prytaneion, a houselike structure with a 

symbolic civic hearth, and meeting and eating facilities for the magistrates. Roofed colonnades called 

―stoas‖providedshelter,andallowedthetalk,commerce,andlegal proceedings of the agora to go on no 

matter how hot the sun or insistent the rain. In the agora, and in many other parts of the polis, both inside 

and outside the walls of the asty, were sanctuaries. Sanctuaries were usually defined precincts which 

might be furnished with springs, stoas, statues, commemorative inscriptions, cooking facilities, and 

temples.Normallythemostarchitecturallyelaborateofthecity‘sbuildings,templesprovidedshelterfor

dedications and cult statues. Another prominent architectural complex was the gymnasion, where young 

men were educated intellectually and physically, and where adults continued their education, exercising, 

listening to lectures and readings, and visiting with acquaintances. The gymnasium (of which the 

Academy, Lyceum and Cynosarges at Athens were examples) was frequently located outside the walls 

where there was more space for its sand-covered open-air exercise court (palaistra), its school rooms and 

changing rooms, its colonnades, its shrines, and sometimes its gardens. A stadion also provided place for 

exercise, and for the athletic contests which were an important part of civic festivals. A theater, arranged 

on a hillside to face a circular orchestra (―dancingfloor‖)whereatfestivalschorusandactorsperformed 

at the bottom of the slope, also provided continuing education in the tradition and myths of the polis.  

In the asty, richly appointed public spaces and two or three main streets often contrasted strongly with 

crooked, modest, even squalid alleys leading to houses which were, at least in the face they presented to 

the street, small and unpretentious. In older cities, which had grown organically during the early stages of 

polis development, streets tended to wind casually along the lines of early roads, sheep tracks, and 

property boundaries. In others, new foundations where surveyors were able to begin with a clear plot of 

ground, a grid imposed some regularity on the town plan and the surrounding farm land. Colonies in the 



Greek west (Paestum in Italy, Agrigentum in Sicily, for instance) show a characteristic Greek grid plan: in 

one direction run three or four parallel, widely spaced avenues, intersected by many smaller, 

perpendicular, streets. The grid produced was composed of blocks, their narrow ends facing the main 

streets, their long sides facing the side streets. This rational grid plan was codified in the 5th century B.C. 

It leaves traces in literature at Thurii in Italy (Diod. 12.10.7), and on the ground at Olynthus in Greece and 

Miletus in Asia Minor. Later, during the 4th and 3d centuries, it became standard, as at Hellenistic 

Thessalonica, where the blocks measured 100 × 50 m. At places like Priene in Asia Minor we find it 

imposed on a steeply sloping, not particularly hospitable hillside site.  

This grid plan became identified with the urban theories of Hippodamus of Miletus (Arist. Pol. 

2.1267b–1268a), who in the 5th century B.C. wrote of a utopian polis of 10,000 citizens, composed of 

craftsmen, farmers, and soldiers. He also provided for a rational legal system, and for democratically 

elected magistrates, who were to take care of public property, resident aliens, and orphans.  

The asty was normally bounded by some sort of defensive wall, although Sparta, relying on its soldiers, 

claimed to need no wall. (Plato Leg. 778,recommendedSparta‘smodel,thoughArist.Pol. 1330–1331, 

vigorouslydisagreed,maintainingthatawallwasessentialforacity‘swell-being.) From the 8th to the 

5th centuries, city walls were usually irregular in ground plan, conforming to the local topography, even 

when the town inside was oriented to a strict Hippodamian grid. They were also rather casual in 

construction, since warfare tended toward pitched battles rather than extensive sieges. A change to more 

highly developed types of warcraft at the end of the 5th century B.C. and through the 4th century brought 

with it the necessity for more sophisticated city walls, and a writer on 4th-century strategy (Aeneas 

Tacticus 1–2) discusses arrangements for siege defense which will both protect the walls from direct 

attack and be alert to the constant danger posed by citizens who sympathize with the enemy.  

B. The Hellenistic Greek City  

The campaigns of Alexander the Great, who presented himself as a champion of Hellenic culture, 

marked a turning point in the history of the polis. His empire, and the large-scale kingdoms of his 

successors, helped limit the power of the old individual polis to act independently. On the other hand, the 

traditional polis provided the standard setting for Hellenic culture. As Alexander led his armies through 

Asia Minor, Syria, Palestine, Egypt, Mesopotamia, Persia and Bactria he founded many new cities (Plut. 

Alex. 1.5 gives a probably exaggerated total of seventy), and his successors used the polis as the model for 

new cities throughout the conquered East in the 3d and 2d centuries B.C. These cities attracted Greek 

settlers, veterans, and traders, as well as natives of the lands in which they were located. They were 

beacons of Greek civilization with their theaters, gymnasia, statues, and inscriptions. They were also a 

focus at which Greeks met their oriental neighbors and absorbed features from their cultures. Some served 

as royal capitals for the kings, others as market centers for an extensive hinterland, still others as military 

outposts.  

Royal capitals, like Alexandria and Antioch, were governed by servants of the king, and from the 

Attalid capital of Pergamum in the 2d century B.C. we have a detailed inscription (OGIS 483—cf. Plato 

Leg. 759–66; Arist. Ath. Pol. 50.2) describing the duties of the astynomoi, officials in charge of day-to-

dayurbanadministrationunderthesupervisionofaboardof―generals‖(strategoi). They were in charge 

of buildings on public land, highways, common walls between properties, and had to keep streets open 

and accessible, enforce clean water regulations at public fountains and private cisterns, and maintain the 

public latrines. Older Greek cities tended to keep their traditional constitutions during the Hellenistic 

period, like the board of politarchai typical of Macedonian magistrates mentioned (Acts 17:6–8) as the 

―cityauthorities‖atThessalonica.Oligarchicalgovernmentsflourished,aphenomenonwhichincreased

under the Roman empire, since the Romans were used to an aristocracy at home and found it easier to 

deal with aristocrats in provincial cities. Even at Athens, where the democratic assembly continued to 

meet and pass decrees throughout antiquity, the real government of the city was in the hands of the 

aristocratic council of the Areopagus. The text of the NT hints at the Roman presence hovering over the 

local administration: at Jerusalem for example the presence of Pilate and his soldiers pervades the Passion 

Narratives, and at Ephesus it is a local magistrate (grammateus,―townclerk‖)whodealswiththeriotin



the theater (Acts 19:38–40), but he reminds the unruly crowd that the Roman authorities feel free to 

intervene if things get out of hand, and that the courts of the proconsul administer Roman justice. The 

letters that Pliny the Younger, when governor of the province of Bithynia between A.D. 109 and 111, 

wrote to the emperor Trajan (Ep. 10) also show independent cities like Nicomedia submitting requests for 

permission to undertake public building and for financial help to the Roman authority represented by 

Pliny.  

The population of Hellenistic cities represented a rich ethnic mix. At Alexandria, distinct quarters were 

occupied by the ruling Greeks, the Egyptian natives, and the large Jewish population (which was 

permitted a certain degree of self-government as an autonomous (politeuma, always of course subject to 

the central authority). In other cities too, both in the east and in the west, Greek cities were inhabited by 

descendants of Greek settlers, by highly mobile merchants and craftsmen (exemplified by Priscilla, 

Aquila, and Paul—Acts 18:1–3, 18–28; Rom 16:3–5; 1 Cor 16:19), and by members of the original 

population, attracted to the cities by proximity, business, or the varied opportunities available in an urban 

setting.  

Royal cities were financed from the purse of the kings, who were concerned that their capitals reflect 

the glory of the king in a way that was evident and easy for all to understand. Auxiliary building projects 

might well be undertaken by friendly monarchs eager to make an impression: an example is the project 

which Herod the Great undertook for Antioch in honor of Augustus, paving with marble two Roman 

milesofoneofthecity‘smainstreets.Smallercitiesreliedontraditionalmeansoffinancingtheir

building and maintenance projects: liturgies, taxes, and tolls. During the age of the Hellenistic kings and 

into the period of Roman dominance, many cities vied eagerly for the favor and patronage of kings and 

the Roman senate.  

Prosperity came to some cities because of their location or local industries. A good harbor, as at 

Thessalonica, was important in bringing goods from the roads of the interior to the sea. Dura-Europus, at 

a junction of a major desert road and the Euphrates River, grew into an important caravan city, as did 

Gerasa at the junction of several desert routes. Thyatira, in the western part of Asia Minor, and Tarsus, on 

the south coast, were both known especially for their textile industries.  

In physical appearance, Hellenistic cities resembled those of the classical age, except that buildings 

were often larger, more elaborately decorated, and deliberately sited for dramatic effect. New cities were 

laid out, usually according to a Hippodamian grid, in plains and on hillsides. The agora was often 

surrounded and enclosed by a formal arrangement of stoas, producing a more regular, symmetrical space. 

The traditional buildings—bouleuterion, prytaneion, theater, gymnasium, stadium—were still built, 

bearing witness to the continuity of political and cultural ideas. In royal capitals, palaces were placed in 

dominant positions (on the mountain top at Pergamum, for example, or the riverfront at Antioch, or the 

main harbor at Alexandria). New large theaters, as at Ephesus, where 24,000 could be accommodated, and 

temples proclaimed the prestige of important cities, and were imitated on a smaller scale at more modest 

towns.  

The Hellenized cities of Palestine and the Decapolis were in many ways typical. Some were new 

foundations of the kings, but at most of them the structures and institutions of a Hellenistic polis were 

imposed on earlier non-Hellenic towns and villages. For example, at Samaria, the old capital of the 

northern kingdom of Israel, Herod the Great rebuilt the city on a grand scale (27 B.C.) and renamed it 

SebasteinhonorofHerod‘s patron, the emperor Caesar Augustus [Gk Sebastos]. Among its Hellenized 

features were a new city wall, a temple to Augustus and Rome, a gymnasium, a theater, and a mixed 

population of Jews and Greeks. Caesarea Maritima, built by Herod the Great between 22 and 9 B.C., was 

provided with a big harbor from the start, which made it a center of trade. It was also an administrative 

center, and was eventually a congenial residence for the Roman governors of Judaea (Acts 23:23, 25:6). 

Thecity‘sconstitutionwasalongGreeklines,andapparentlytheJewswhosettledtheredidnotenjoythe

rights of citizenship (Joseph. JW 2.266; Ant 20.173).Herod‘sson Antipas, tetrarch of Galilee and Peraea, 

continued the policy of building and rebuilding cities. Sepphoris (an easy walk from Nazareth) with its 

walls, may have been founded as a polis under Antipas, even though its population seems to have been 



predominantly Jewish; later it minted its own coins, a special sign of the status of a polis. Its wall, theater, 

and water supply may well have been built by Antipas. In A.D. 18, he also built a new city, Tiberias 

(named for the reigning emperor), on the shores of the Sea of Galilee. Its population included both Jews 

and Greeks, and its administration had such typical Greek features as an archon as chief magistrate, a 

board of ten magistrates (dekaprotoi), and a boule of 600 (Joseph. Life 278, 296; JW 2.641). It apparently 

lackedcitywalls,aswellasauthorityoveritshinterland,whichwasruledbytheking‘sministers.

Antipas‘brotherPhilip,tetrarchofAuranitis,Trachonitis,andBatanaea,rebuilttheHellenisticcity

Paneas, site of an important shrine to Pan and the Nymphs, as his capital; he renamed it Caesarea Philippi, 

organized it as a polis, and established a mint there.  

In the Decapolis, some cities may have enjoyed some form of self-government even under the Roman 

domination. At Gerasa, for example, inscriptionsrecordactivitiesoflocalpoliticalunits(―tribes‖)which

show that an active civic life continued at least into the 2d century A.D. Most, however, like Damascus (2 

Cor 11:32–33) were under the control of one or another of the kings and princes. In most of them, Jews 

lived together with the Hellenized gentiles, and were themselves highly Hellenized (Acts 9:20–22, 11:19–

26). The physical remains of most of them show the typical features of a Hellenistic city: walls, fortresses, 

palaces, temples, theaters, and aqueducts. Jerusalem itself took on these features: the Hellenizing which 

preceded the Maccabean revolt was recognizable by the building of that most typical Greek structure, a 

gymnasium (1 Macc 1:14; 2 Macc 4:9–10), and in the time of Herod the Great, Jerusalem boasted such 

standard Hellenistic features as a grid plan, a careful arrangement of aqueducts, and aristocratic houses of 

Hellenistic type.  

C. The Roman City  

The Romans, as they spread their political and military influence throughout the Hellenistic East during 

the 2d and 1st centuries B.C., planted colonies of their own, which served as bastions of Roman power and 

civilization, just as the Greek colonies had proclaimed the political and cultural dominance of the 

Hellenistic kings.  

The special characteristics of Roman cities developed during the 4th and 3d centuries B.C., when 

colonies were sent out to guard the expanding borders of Roman territory. These were of two main types. 

―Citizen‖coloniesweresettledbyRomancitizens,andtheywereconsideredextensionsofRomeitself.

Even political life was dictated by Rome, andcitizenshadtoreturntheretovote.―Latin‖coloniesonthe

otherhandwerejointventuresofseveraloftheLatinpeoples;asRome‘sprominenceanddominance

increased in Italy during the 4th and 3d centuries B.C., it exercised increasing control over such colonies, 

and dealt with them as it did with other Latin cities. They were politically autonomous, were entitled to 

the rights of trade and intermarriage with Roman citizens, and their citizens could under some 

circumstances come to Rome to vote.  

The physical layout of newly established Roman or Latin colonies reflected the orthogonal planning 

learned from the Greeks, including a regular survey of the surrounding farm land into long rectangular 

plots, delimited by north-south kardines (―hinges‖)and east-west decumani (―tenths‖).Whenaflat,

unimpeded site permitted it, the junction of the main survey lines (cardo maximus and decumanus 

maximus) also served as the center of the walled town. Two main streets followed the line of the survey, 

and crossed at the central junction. Here, ideally, was the forum, which like the Greek agora offered space 

for political and commercial functions. A wall normally surrounded the built-up town site, where only a 

small portion of the settlers had their houses or shops. The majority of the population lived in farmhouses 

on their lots in the countryside. By the 1st century B.C., the planting of colonies spread overseas, as 

Roman generals used them to reward their soldiers with land—normally confiscated from defeated 

enemies—in a context of Roman civic institutions that would have been familiar to them. Such colonies 

inevitably displaced native populations, carving up their land into regular plots whose surveyed traces are 

still visible through aerial photography at, for example, Aurasio (Orange) in S Gaul. Towns which the 

Romanshaddestroyedweresometimesrefoundedascolonies,aswasthecasewithJuliusCaesar‘snew

colonies at Carthage and at Corinth. As a special honor, older municipalities sometimes received the 



status of a Roman colony: examples are Caesarea Maritima under Vespasian, and Antioch under 

Caracalla.  

Colonies expressed their ties to Rome by imitating its civic institutions. A Roman colony was governed, 

like Rome itself, by a senate-like council of former magistrates (the curia, or ordo decurionum), and 

administered by committees of magistrates elected for single-year terms. Most commonly these 

magistrates were called duumviri, aediles, and quaestores. The whole citizen body voted for these 

magistrates, although as at Rome voting power was often weighted heavily in the favor of those with 

higher social status. The duumviri attheheadofthecolony‘sgovernmentwerereferredtoinGreekas

strategoi, ―generals,‖asatPhilippi(Acts 16:19–39), where they were assisted by the lictores (in Greek 

rhabdouchoi, ―rod-bearers,‖Acts 16:35, 38) who normally attended Roman magistrates. In Corinth, the 

capital of the Roman province of Achaea, Paul is brought before the Roman governor, Gallio, who 

conducts hearings in the forum of the Roman colony (Acts 18:12–17).  

Along with its political structure, a Roman colony took Rome as its model in topographical details. A 

prominently situated Capitolium housed images of Jupiter, Juno, and Minerva, and recalled the focal 

temple on the CapitolinehillinRome.Theforumofacolonywithcertain―Latin‖rightswasregularly

adorned with a statue of the satyr Marsyas, in imitation of a similar statue in the Forum at Rome. Images 

of the emperor and his family appeared ubiquitously in public places, and certain specific buildings, like 

basilicas and arches, alluded to similar structures in the capital.  

The financial arrangements of Roman colonies were similar to those of other ancient towns. The 

immediate agricultural hinterland produced food and revenues to finance ordinary expenditures, and rich 

patrons both inside and outside the colony were expected to pay for festivals, shows, and new 

construction. When feasible, the local council appealed to the governor of the province, or directly to the 

emperor. Corinth for example had several monuments dedicated by various members of the imperial 

family.  

As the towns grew, they tended to expand in a fairly haphazard way outside the carefully planned grid 

of the original colony, as shops, houses, and cemeteries grew up along roads leading to the next town.  

The physical features of a typical Roman town are similar to those of the Greek polis, but we can make 

a few generalizations about peculiarly Roman characteristics. Where topography permitted, the city wall 

tended to be more regularly rectangular than the walls of Greek towns. Inside, the space was divided by 

streets into residential blocks which generally were more square than their counterparts in Greek towns. 

Plazas and temple precincts also tended to show a sterner symmetry than Greek counterparts. Where a 

Greek town might feature two or three parallel main streets, a Roman town usually focused around one 

main street, and perhaps a single important cross street, the effect of which was to give a stronger axial 

focus to the whole design. The most important street tended to form a thoroughfare, what MacDonald 

(1986)callsan―armature,‖andalongitssidesthemostimportantmonumentswerearranged,not

necessarily concentrated in one spot but distributed throughout its length across the town. Such 

monuments as temples, theaters, porticoes, monumental staircases, and fountains were also typical of 

Greek cities, but during the Roman period they tended to become even more imaginative and elaborate. 

The decorative Corinthian order dominated, colonnades were added to main streets on one or both sides, 

and fountains were transformed into elaborate nymphaea through several stories of attached and 

projecting columns.  

Among peculiarly Roman types of structures we may mention the commemorative arch, marking a 

passage with a large structure decorated with statues, inscriptions and reliefs; the basilica, a roomy 

columned hall adjacent to the forum which housed legal and other business; the amphitheater, a major 

structure near the edge of important towns, to which gladiatorial shows attracted huge crowds; and the 

public or private bath, to which most free urban residents paid regular visits to exercise, wash, visit, see 

and be seen, and hear lectures and readings.  

Such amenities were particularly characteristic of Roman colonies, but during the Empire, as a more 

homogeneous Greco-Roman fabric was woven out of the many cultural strands within the empire, even 

proud, old Greek cities adopted the special features of Roman urbanism. Thus, during the 1st century A.D., 



the main thoroughfares in Antioch (which had been paved with marble by Herod the Great) received 

colonnades, and soon cities like Alexandria, Damascus, and Philadelphia also used rows of columns to 

emphasize their main streets. Technological improvements like aqueducts, roads, masonry drains, and 

building techniques using concrete were quickly adopted. The correspondence of the governor Pliny (Ep. 

10) indicates that the cities of Bithynia must have been vying with each other to add Roman-style 

aqueducts, drainage ditches, theaters, and baths to their urban fabric.  
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JOHN E. STAMBAUGH  

CITIES OF REFUGE. See REFUGE, CITIES OF.  

CITIES, LEVITICAL. See LEVITICAL CITIES.  

CITIZENSHIP. Before the Hellenistic period citizenship did not have the rather technical political 

significance in the biblical world that it thereafter acquired. In the ANE citizenship amounted to little 

more than birth or residence in a particular place; such privileges as it conferred were confined to freeborn 

males. Special prestige attached to citizenship of an outstanding city: thus in Psalm 87 to have been born 

in Jerusalem is something to be proud of. From the LXX of this psalm (especially v 5, Gk mētēr Siōn, 

―motherZion‖)isderivedinpartfromtheNTconceptofcitizenshipintheheavenlycity,―Jerusalem

above‖(Gal 4:26; cf. Phil 3:20; Heb 12:22; Rev 3:12; 21:2, 9–27; 22:1–5).  

The city (polis) was a political entity among the Greeks, and citizenship involved jealously guarded 

privileges. Thus in Athens in the 5th century B.C. only the children of two freeborn Athenians ranked as 

citizens: the child of an Athenian father and a non-Athenian mother was excluded from the register of 

Athenian citizens (Arist. Ath. Pol. 26).  

PaulwasobviouslyproudofhisstatusasacitizenofTarsus,―nomeancity‖(Acts 21:39). He was 

evidently born into a family which possessed the citizenship. For inclusion on the Tarsian citizen roll a 

property qualification of 500 drachmae had been fixed, perhaps ca. 30 B.C. by Athenodorus (Dio Chrys. 

Or. 34.23).  

Paul‘sTarsiancitizenship,however,wasnotnearlysoimportantintheworldofhisdayashisRoman

citizenship by birth, i.e., by inheritance from his father (Acts 22:28).  

Roman citizenship, originally restricted to the city of Rome, was prudently extended to selected non-

Romans as an honor for services rendered to Roman interests. The possession of Roman citizenship was a 

high social distinctionintheNearEast.Onceconferred,itremainedinthefamily.Paul‘sRoman

citizenship, amply attested in Acts, has been questioned (cf. Stegemann 1987), but on no sufficient 

grounds.  

Luke reports Paul as claiming the privileges of a Roman citizen on three occasions. In Philippi (a 

Roman colony) he does so in protest against having been beaten without receiving a fair trial (Acts 

16:37). In Jerusalem he appeals successfully against being flogged by the Roman authorities in an attempt 

to discover the true reason for his being riotously assaulted in the temple precincts (Acts 22:25): a non-



Roman might be examined under torture but citizens were exempt (by a series of Valerian and Porcian 

laws). In Caesarea he exercises the right of a Roman citizen to appeal to Caesar—to have his case 

transferred from the inferior jurisdiction of the governor of Judaea to the supreme tribunal in Rome (Acts 

25:11).  

The question arises of the means by which the claim to be a Roman citizen was validated. The Lex 

Aelia Sentia of A.D. 4 and the Lex Papia Poppaea of A.D. 9 provided for the registration of Roman citizens 

at birth. The father or his agent would receive a certified copy of the entry in the register; if the child on 

coming of age gained personal possession of this copy (a diptych) it may have been carried around and 

produced when necessary (Schulz 1943: 63–64), but some hold that it was more probably kept in the 

family archives (Sherwin-White 1963: 149).  

The picture of Roman citizenship given in Acts is true to the conditions of the mid-1st century A.D. By 

the beginning of the 2d century Roman citizens in the provinces, charged with offenses not covered by 

standard procedure, were sent to Rome almost automatically without formally appealing to Caesar. Thus 

in A.D. 112 Pliny the Younger, reporting to Trajan on his treatment of Christians in Bithynia and Pontus, 

mentionssome―whom,becausetheywereRomancitizens,Imarkeddowntobesenttothecapital‖(Ep. 

10.96.4).  

Thereseemstohavebeenasteadyerosionofthecitizen‘sprivilegesas the 2d century advanced. The 

Roman citizens arrested with other Christians of the Rhone Valley in A.D. 177 were kept in custody until a 

ruling could be obtained from the emperor; even after he had ruled that they should be beheaded and not 

put to death by torture, like the non-citizens, one of them, Attalus, was exposed to the beasts to please the 

mob (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 5.1.44, 50). The special privileges of citizenship lapsed in 212 when Caracalla 

extended it to all freeborn provincials throughout the Roman Empire.  
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F. F. BRUCE  

CITY AUTHORITIES. Where Near Eastern cities formed part of a larger political grouping, their 

internalaffairswerenormallyadministeredbythe―elders‖who―satinthegate‖(cf.Deut 21:2, 19; 25:7; 

Ruth 4:1–2; Amos 5:10, 15).ThisholdstrueintoNTtimes,aswiththe―elders‖(Gkpresbyteroi) of 

Capernaumwhoactedasthecenturion‘smessengerstoJesus(Luke 7:3). In a fortified city final authority 

would lie with the commander of the garrison.  

The rulers of independent city-states (like the kings of cities in the Euphrates-Tigris valley) had greater 

authority. When one such city-stategainedpoweroveritsneighboritsrulerbecamea―greatking‖or

―kingofkings‖(cf.2 Kgs 18:19; Dan 2:37).  

The city as a distinct political institution (Gk polis) was a Greek development. Athens, for example, was 

governed by ten archons, democratically elected, and Sparta by two kings and five ephors. After the 

conquests of Alexander the Great (d. 323 B.C.) the polis, with its civic administration, became a familiar 

feature of the whole Near East.  

Antiochus IV (168 B.C.) failed in his attempt to reconstitute Jerusalem as a Hellenistic polis. Since the 

return from exile, Jerusalem had enjoyed the status of a holy city, centered upon the temple; the temple 

staff, from the high priest downward, exercised authority over the city in general, although the judgment 

of the most influential citizens could not be ignored.  

The titles of city authorities in Hellenistic and Roman times varied from place to place. The NT knows 

of the POLITARCHS (RSV―cityauthorities‖)ofThessalonica(Acts 17:6); this title is attested in 

inscriptions for the chief magistrates of several Macedonian cities. The chief magistrates of cities in 

Thessaly received the similar designation poliarchs. The chief magistrates, even in a free city, were 



responsible to the Roman administration of the province, and ultimately to the emperor, for the 

maintenance of public order and the suppression of sedition.  

Elsewherethecityauthoritiesarereferredtobymoregeneralterms,suchas―theleadingmen(Gk

prōtoi,―first‖)ofthecity‖inPisidianAntioch(Acts 13:50), or ―theprominentmenofthecity‖(hoi 

kat˒exochēn) at Caesarea (Acts 25:23). At Ephesus Luke mentions the town clerk (grammateus), the chief 

executive of the citizen body (dēmos). He, in consultation with the chief magistrates (stratēgoi), drafted 

the decrees to be set before the civic assembly and was also principal liaison officer with the Roman 

government of proconsular Asia.  

Roman colonies like Philippi and Corinth were settlements of Roman citizens, and their administrations 

were modeled on that of Rome. The chief magistrates of Rome from early Republican days were the two 

collegiate consuls; each Roman colony therefore was administered by two chief magistrates. These were 

usually called duumvirs (―twomen‖),butinsomecolonies,suchasPhilippi,theypreferredthemore

grandiloquent title of praetors (Gk stratēgoi,RSV―magistrates,‖Acts 16:20–38). Like the Roman 

consuls, they were attended by lictors (Gk rhabdouchoi,―rod-bearers‖;RSV―police,‖Acts 16:35, 38), 

with their bundles (fasces) of rods and axes as badges of office. The ethos of a Roman colony is well 

illustrated by Acts 16:20–21, where the Philippian citizens are so proud of being Romans, much superior 

to the neighboring Greeks, not to mention Jews. For further discussion see PWSup 13: 483–500.  
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F. F. BRUCE  

CITY NAMES. One major division of city names in the Bible (and other areas of the ancient world as 

well) is the class of cities which have two or more alternate names. Of this group, there is an important 

distinction between those whose alternate names mean the same thing and those that have no more 

functional/semantic connection with each other than New Amsterdam which became New York, due to a 

change of rulers. The first of these two classes is further divided into names where the homosemic 

alternates are in one and the same language and names whose etymons are from different languages.  

A. Names Involving the Roots dbr/šwh  

In the modern period some of the earliest proposals were those of A. Wieder and of G. Mendenhall. 

Wieder (1965: 161–62)sawsuchanequationinthe―gloss‖inGen 14:17 (˓ēmeq šāwēh ȟ˒ ˓ēmeq 

hammelek), ― ‗TheValleyoftheRuler‘whichis‗TheValleyoftheKing,‘ ‖withšāwēh as the older and 

residualNWSemiticwordfor―ruler‖(cognatewithUgtwy ―torule,togovern,‖usedinparallelismwith

dbr ―tolead‖inUg(seeUT3:641,2662).ThoughWieder‘sisavalidconceptualization,mattersare

further complicated by the fact that šāwēh itselfisaHeblexemefor―(level)plain‖andisacomponentin

the place name Šāwēh Qiryātāyim, probably―ThePlainoftheTwo-Cities.‖DeMoor (1973: 89–93) 

launchedasevereattackonWieder‘sproceduresand,whilesomeofhispointsareverywelltaken,itis

always possible that Heb preserves in place names two different nouns šāwēh
1
 ―ruler‖andšāwēh

2
 ―level

plain,‖withtheinitialletter šin corresponding etymologically to Sem *t and *š respectively.  

Mendenhall(1973:76,163,n.60),withreferencetothe―gloss‖inJosh 15:15 (= Judg 1:11), (wĕšēm 

dĕbīr lĕpān  m qiryat sēpēr) ―AndthenameofDebirwasformerly‗City-of-the-Scribe,‘ ‖readsōpēr 

―scribe‖ratherthanMTsēpēr ―book,‖andascribedthemeaning―marshall,ruler‖tosōpēr, saying that 

dĕbir represented Hit dabara ―lord,governor,‖andthattheformerwasatranslationofthelatter(see

Arbeitman 1988: 10–11, 43). Where Mendenhall appealed to NW Semitic for his analysis, some 1500 

years earlier the Rabbis of the Bab. Talm. looked to the east for their interpretation. They explained 



(˓Abod. Zar 2.4b.d) the biblical passage as being based on the semantic equivalency of Aram spr˒ 

(―scribe,‖traditionallyvocalizedas―book‖)withPersdbyr ―scribe.‖Arbeitman(1988)devotesthe

entirety of his study to an examination of these two proposals, which employ identical methodology, and 

of a third proposal: that the equation of the two cited names may involve NW Semitic spr and NW 

Semitic dbr, bothmeaning―tolead‖. 

B. Names Involving the Root ṣph  

Gen 31:44–53 describes the naming of the site where Laban and Jacob made their covenant. Three 

names were given to this place, names which all have the covenant as their referent: Gal˓ēd, Yĕgar 

Sõāhădûtā˒ and Miṣpâ. Arbeitman (1981: 999) suggests that the first two names are mutual translations in 

HebandAramrespectively(―Cairn-of-Witness[ofthecovenantbytherespectivedeities]‖)withthethird

namebeingHebfor―Look-Out[-Point]‖/―Observation[-Place]‖/―view‖/―scope.‖Thispassage is the 

only explicit statement of (a) meaning identity and (b) such identity being in the respective languages of 

the parties, made in the Bible.  

Astour (1975: 319–21),basinghispositionon(a)Eissfeldt‘sidentificationofMt.Ṣpn, Baal Ṣapun, etc., 

with the Classical Mt. Kasion (present-dayJebelAqra˓)and(b)Eissfeldt‘setymologicalderivationofMt.

Ṣpn from the NW Semitic verb ṣph (Heb ṣāpāh ―tolookout‖),concludes(p.321):―Moreover,thesame

meaning is quite conceivable for its other name,‖i.e.,Mt.Ha-zi/Ha-az-zi in cuneiform, ḫz in Ug 

alphabetic spelling. This alternate name is the source of what is represented in classical Mt. Kasion. 

Astour asserts that Ḫaz (z)i is from the Semitic root *ḫzy (Heb ḥāzāh ―tosee‖). 

Grave (1980: 221–26) provides an exhaustive survey of a number of proposals, each of which derives 

Mt. Ṣpn from a different Semitic root. At the same time she discusses other etymological proposals for the 

name Ḫaz (z)i. ShethentakesupAstour‘sproposalandsuggeststhat Ḫazzi might have been taken as 

either a passive or a stative formation of ḫzy andunderstoodas―(amountainthatis)seen/beingsighted‖

andthenthis―oronymcouldhavebeen‗glossed‘bymeansofṢpn …becauseitwasabeaconthatwas

seen/sighted fromthesea.‖Inthistheory,the―glossing‖isbasedonafolkunderstandingoftheoldname

Ḫazzi (probably of non-Semitic origin). She concludes, however, that the oronym Ṣpn (Ṣapānu) does 

derive from the root ṣph, butwithameaning―clearing/visibility‖or,preferably,―theClearer(ofthesky

andair),‖andthattheModernArnameJebel al-Aqra˓, ―theBaldMountain,‖mayrefertothesame

phenomenon,themountain―ashavingbeenshorn/clearedtogetherwiththeskybythenorthwind…‖(see

also ZAPHON, MOUNT).  

Josephus (Ant 11.329)remarksconcerningMt.Scopus:―AtacertainplacecalledSaphein. And this 

name, rendered into the Greek tongue, signifies Skopos.‖As noted in the translation and notes by Marcus 

(Loebed.),Josephus‘Saphein represents Aram ṣāp  n, which corresponds to Heb ṣōp  m. Skopos (Scopus) 

istheGkwordfor―lookout,‖whiletheHeb/Aramwordsmean―(Mount-of)theLookouts‖or―Those

Who Observe.‖Likewise,PhiloofByblosrendersthePhoeniciannameZōphasēmin by Gk ouranoû 

katoptai (seeGesBforsuggestedmeanings).BoththePhoenandGkmean―thosewhocontemplatethe

heavens‖(asLSJM, 929 renders). Josephus wrote the Hebrew words, and Philo of Byblos Phoenician 

terms, in Greek letters. The current Hebrew form (Har) haṣṣōf  m first occurs in the Mishna (EncJud 16: 

1191–92).  

Returning to Gen 31:44–53,throughoutthispericopeboththepairof―witness‖namesgiveninHeband

AramandthesingleHeb―lookout‖namearerepeatedlysuppliedwithetiologicalexplicationsinthetext-

intrinsicglosses.IntherenderingsintheLXXtheexplicationsofthe―Witness‖namesworkbecauseboth

the names and the ―cause‖arerenderedwithasingleGkroot.The―lookout‖namefailstoworkbecause

Gkhasseveralsuppletiverootsfor―see/observe‖;andwhilethesiteisrenderedhorasis (―Seeing/sight‖),

theexplanatoryverbalphrase―May(God)lookatus‖isrendered in Gk with the root id- (in the 

compound epidoi).Asopposedtotheglossesembeddedinthetexts,whichcanbecalled―intrinsic

glosses,‖thetranslationsofplace-namesarebestconsideredas―extrinsicglosses.‖ 

The rest of the occurrences of a set of nouns, miṣpeh
1
, miṣpeh

2
, and miṣpâ (all three spelled in Heb 

mṣph) are to be analyzed as follows. The noun miṣpeh
1
 occurs as a common noun only twice in the Heb 

Bible, (2 Chr 20:24; Isa 21:8),translated―watchtower‖(RSV).InbothlocitheLXXrendersskopia 



―lookoutplace‖asitdoesinIsa 41:9 (no equivalent in the Heb) and in Sir 37:14. Of the occurrences of 

miṣpeh
2
, the proper noun MIZPEH, a place name, the LXX renders one of them, Judg 11:29, as a 

common noun: Heb miṣpeh gil˓ād is translated by skopian Galaad, ―watchtowerofGilead.‖Amongthe

numerous places called Miṣpâ, the LXX renders 1 Kgs (LXX 3 Kgdms) 15:22 geba˓ binyāmīn wĕ˒et 

hammiṣpâ (RSV:―GebaofBenjaminandMizpah‖)bybounon Beniamin kai tēn skopian ―moundof

Benjaminandthewatchtower.‖SimilarlyLXXrendersHos 5:1 kî paḥ hĕy  tem lĕmiṣpâ (RSV:―foryou

havebeenasnareatMizpah‖)byhoti pagis egenēthēte tȩ skopia ―becauseyouwereasnaretothe

watchtower.‖ 

The Qal masc. pl. act. part. of the verbal root (ṣph) of the three nouns of this subsection, ṣōp  m, occurs 

as part of a place name in Num 23:14: śĕdê ṣōp  m (˒el rō˒š happisgâ) (RSV:―thefieldofZophim,tothe

topofPisgah‖)andisrenderedbytheLXXaseis agru skopian epi koryphēn lelaxeumenu (―tothe

watchtowerofthefield,hewnuponthepeak‖).HerethenotegivenintheNJPSVdisplayshowthe choice 

of retaining the Heb name in transliteration offers the benefit of recognition of the place name but also the 

deficit of losing any etiological intention. In contrast to the RSV rendition of the place name Zophim in 

Num 23:14,themuchmoreeffectiveNJPSVoffersinthetext:―Sedeh-Zophim, on the summit of 

Pisgah.‖NJPSV‘salternaterendering,―totheFieldof(the)LookoutPoint,‖approximatesLXX(with

reversalof―field‖and―watchtower/LookoutPoint‖). 

Similarly, in Gen 31:47–48 the NJPSV gives the text (with marginal notes, here provided immediately 

followinginparentheses)―LabannameditYegar-Sahadutha (Aramaic for ‗the mound [or, stone-heap] of 

witness‘ ), but Jacob named it Gal-ed (Heb for ‗the mound [or, stone-heap] of witness,‘ reflecting the 

name Gilead, v 23).‖Thetranslationcontinues(Gen 31:49):―AlsoMizpah,becausehesaid,―Maythe

LORD watch (Heb yiṣeph, associatedwithMizpah)betweenyouandme.‖Thecomparabletranslation

(andnotes)intheRSVgoes:―LabancalleditJegarSahadutha(inAramaic The heap of witness), but 

Jacob called it Galeed (in Heb The heap of witness)‖;RSVcontinues,―And…Mizpah(thatis,

Watchpost),forhesaid,‗TheLORDwatchbetweenyouandme.‘ ‖Thetotaltranslationisalso,aswe

saw in the rendition of Num 23:14, a justified path for comprehension.  

As noted above, the renders the word miṣpeh in this locus by horasis; it renders the two other names 

similarly: kai ekalesen auton Laban Bounos tēs martyrias, Iakōb de ekalesen auton Bunos martys (―And

Labancalledit‗Mound-of-Testimony/Witnessing‘butJacobcalledit‗Mound-Witness‘ ‖;cf.Speiser

Genesis 243, 248–49). The use of Bounos in the for rendering both Heb gal and Aram yĕgar here is like 

the use of the same word to translate Heb geba˓ in 3 Kgdms 15:22.  

Another school considers the name-giving pericope in Genesis 31 to be entirely etiological, arising from 

the creation of stories to explain by folk etymology already existing names, ultimately from different and 

not always comprehensible sources. In this scenario, certainly the mṣph names are common enough. 

Speiser (Genesis 248–49) deems the name Gal˓ēd assuchanetiological―event‖explicatingthetoponym

Gil˓ād, the theater of the conflict and covenant with the mound or cairn (gal) of the Witness (˓ēd) and thus 

supplying the basis for the regional name Gilead. This partoftheetiologyisfromthe―Jsource,‖while

the alternate Mizpah (Heb miṣpâ), a similar connection to the stele (Heb maṣṣēbâ) set up, derives from the 

―E source.‖ 

A modern lexicon (KB) states that Gal˓ēd is actually only such an etymologically etiological product, 

created for the tale by revocalization of Gil˓ād to Gal˓ēd (same Heb consonantal text: gl˓d) and that the 

―true‖derivationofGil˓ād is a root *g˓d, known from Arab ja˓uda ―tobewrinkled/lined‖(saidof

cheeks), with a phonetic development *gi˓˓ad > gil˓ad (an -l˓- medial cluster replacing the original 

geminate *-˓˓-). (Similarly, they explain the toponym Gilbōa˓ as deriving from *gibbōa˓ and thus being a 

―comparativeform‖toGeba˓, withameaningsomethinglike―theHillierHill.‖W.Borée had already 

noted(1930:34n.1)theabsenceofanyanalogyforthispresumed―dissimilation‖ofgeminate-b- to -lb-.)  

C. Names Involving the Root ḥbr  

Arbeitman(1981),basinghimselfon(a)Mendenhall‘smethodology,(b)thecovenantalrelationshipof 

the three name-giving events in Genesis 31,and(c)Borée‘sanalysis,proposedinterpretingtheancient

triad of names, Ḥebr n, (Qiryat) ˒arba˓, and Mamrē˒ in a manner analogous to the interpretation of the 



three names just noted. Each member of this triad of place names has reference to a covenant or treaty 

occurrence at that site. This treaty is noted in the Bible, though not in any way so explicitly as the treaty 

detailed in Genesis 31. It is rather with reference to the implicitly understood treaty between Abraham and 

Ephron in which the former obtains a burial cave from the Hittites. The name Ḥebr-  n is to be explained as 

―theOne-of [=Place-of-] the [Treaty-]-Ally‖inHeb, and ˒arba˓ as an exact Hittite translation (Hit ara- 

―friend,ally‖);thethirdtoponym,mamrē˒, fits in as representing Hit miu-mar ―friendship.‖Theentire

triad of names as applied to one and the same place is displayed ineluctably in Gen 35:27:―AndJacob

came to Isaac, his father, at Mamrē˒, Qiryat ha-˒arba˓, which [is] Ḥebr n where Abraham sojourned and 

Isaac[too].‖Yetsomeotherscholars(e.g.,Mazar[Maisler]1949)havelongbelievedMamrē˒ to be a 

section of the Ḥebr n complex, nearby, but separate. This perspective seems to be inescapably tied in with 

their implicit acceptance of the midrashic (but nonbiblical) explication of qiryat ˒arba˓ as―City-of-the-

Four-Quarters/Sections‖(Arbeitman1981: 895–900).  

Finally, on the basis of Borée (1930: 58 n. 6), Arbeitman perceived the Arabic name of the city, el-

Khalîl (traditionallyconsideredasareferencetoAbrahamas―theFriendoftheMerciful‖[ḫal  l ar-

raḥmān])tofitwiththeHitnametriad when allowance is made for its original application to Abraham as 

the Friend (Heb ḥābēr, Hit ara- [and miu-]) of Ephron (Arbeitman 1981: 955–98).  

D. Names Involving the Elements tad-/pal-  

M.O‘Connor(1988:235–54) examines the alternate names of Tadmōr, the earlier attested name and the 

one used in Semitic language sources, together with the later attested name, used in Classical sources, 

Palmyra.  

O‘Connornotesthatthetraditionalfolketymology,wherein―Tadmōr ‖isdeemedtobeaderivative

fromtheSemiticwordfor―date,‖tāmār, while the later attested name, Palmyra, is simply a 

translation/calque on this in Latin, where palma ―thestretchedout‗palm‘ofthehand‖hasthesecondary

meaning―palmtree,‖runsupagainstseveralvitiatingfactors, both phonological and chronological (1988: 

235). He then suggests that both Tadmōr and Palmyra, farfrombeingrespectivelySemiticand―classical‖

(i.e., Latin) names, are both names left by the important Hurrian element of the population in Syria. 

FollowingthemethodologicalframeworkestablishedbyArbeitman(O‘Connor1988:251n.25)and

adding a wide survey of various other cities with multiple names, he concludes that the alternate Hurrian 

names offer a semantically unimpeachable sense when the second syllable of Tadmōr and Palmyr (-a) is 

separated as representing the well-documented Hurrian suffix -mVr (probably /mar/), the meaning of 

whichisunknown,butnotlikelytobeasuffixformingabstractnouns(O‘Connor1988:249n.18).The

bases that then remain, tad- and pal-, areofthesemanticsphereofcovenantterminology,―tolove‖and

―toknow‖(O‘Connor1988:238). 

In this last regard they resemble the names in Genesis 31 as well as the triad of ancient names involving 

ḥbr.  

E. Dān and Others: Arabic Translations  

Rainey(1978:9)notes:―ExamplesofpuretranslationfromHebtoArabarerare.Onecertaincaseis

that of Tell el-Qâḍī:‗themoundofthejudge,‘representingDān:‗He(who)judges.‘Another may 

possibly be Khirbet el-waṭn:‗Ruinofthehomeland,‘ifitsidentificationwithMôlādāh should be 

substantiated.‖Arabicqâḍ   translates NW Semitic dān ineitherits―real‖meaningoritsfolketymological

understandingbytheHebrewsas―judge.‖ Its actual origin lies with one of the Sea Peoples, the people of 

(A)daniya in Anatolia, as maintained by Arbeitman and Rendsburg (1981: 147–57). (With reference to the 

root ṣph/ṣfw, examined in Section B above, Rainey [1983: 10] provides a necessary word of caution 

againstusingvaguesemanticsimilaritiesforthepurposeofsiteidentification:―Manysuggestionshave

been made for the identification of Libnah. One of the most frequent was Tell eṣ-Ṣâfī;butthenameof

thattellmeans‗bright,shining‘andnot‗white.‘ ‖Forfurtherdiscussionofplacenames,seealso

TOPONYMS AND TOPONYMY.  

Bibliography  



Arbeitman, Y. L. 1981. The Hittite is Thy Mother: An Anatolian Approach to Genesis 23 (Ex Indo-Europea Lux). Pp. 889–

1026 in Bono Homini Donum: Essays in Historical Linguistics in Memory of J. Alexander Kerns, ed. Y. L. Arbeitman and 

A. R. Bomhard. Amsterdam.  
———.1988.Iranian―Scribe,‖Anatolian―Ruler,‖orNeither:ACity‘sRareChancesfor―Leadership.‖Pp.1–101 in FUCUS: 

A Semitic/Afrasian Gathering in Remembrance of Albert Ehrman, ed. Y. L. Arbeitman. Amsterdam.  

Arbeitman, Y. L., and Rendsburg, G. A. 1981. Adana Revisited: 30 Years Later. ArOr 49: 145–57.  

Astour, M. C. 1975. Place Names. Pp. 249–369 in Ras Shamra Parallels II, ed. L. R. Fisher. AnOr 50. Rome.  

Borée, W. 1930. Die alten Ortsnamen Palästinas. Repr. Hildesheim, 1968.  

Grave, C. 1980. The Etymology of Northwest Semitic ṣapānu. UF 12: 221–26.  

Mazar[Maisler],B.1949.Qiryat˒arba˓h  ˒Ḥebrôn, in Sepher Derenburg. Jerusalem.  

Mendenhall, G. M. 1973. The Tenth Generation. Baltimore.  

Moor, J. C. de. 1973. Ugaritic Lexicography. Pp. 61–102 in Studies on Semitic Lexicography, ed. P. Fronzaroli. Quaderni di 

Semitistica 2. Florence.  

O‘Connor,M.P.1988.TheEtymologyofTadmorandPalmyra.Pp.235–54 in A Linguistic Happening in Memory of Ben 

Schwartz: Studies in Anatolian, Italic, and Other Indo-European Languages, ed. Y. L. Arbeitman. Louvain-la-Neuve.  

Rainey, A. F. 1978. The Toponymics of Eretz-Israel. BASOR 231: 1–17.  

———. 1983. The Biblical Shephela of Judah. BASOR 251: 1–22.  

Wieder, A. A. 1965. Ugaritic-Hebrew Lexicological Notes. JBL 84: 160–64.  

YÖEL L. ARBEITMAN  

CITY OF DAVID. See DAVID, CITY OF (PLACE).  

CITY OF DAVID, STAIRS OF. See STAIRS OF THE CITY OF DAVID.  

CITY OF PALM TREES (PLACE) [Heb ˓  r hattĕmār  m (ִףיר ַהְתָמִרים)]. An epithet for the city 

of JERICHO.FromthetopofPisgahofMountNebo,Moseswasshownthelandtobepossessed,―from

the valley of Jericho,thecityofpalmtrees,asfarasZoar‖(Deut 34:3). From this text we can assume that 

Jerichowasalreadycalled―thecityofpalmtrees‖beforeitsdestructionbyJoshua.The name―Cityof

PalmTrees‖wasprobablygiventothiscitybecauseoftheabundanceofdate-palm trees (Phoenix 

dactylifera) watered by the perennial spring ˓ain es-Sulṭan located just east of the OT Jericho mound (Tell 

es-Sulṭan).  

Thename―CityofPalmTrees‖canbeparaphrasedas:―thecitynearwhichdate-palmtreesabound.‖S.

Cohen (IDB 1: 638) thought that this term was used for a place which was a part of Jericho, and that after 

the destruction of the city by Joshua the term probably referred to the―grovesofpalmtreesthatflourished

nearby.‖Itisinconceivable,however,thatthepalmgroveitselfwascalledbythisnamebecausewedo

nothaveanyreasontocallagrovea―city.‖Rather,thedestroyedcitymusthaveretaineditsnames

Jericho and―CityofPalmTrees‖whichalsoincludedthesurroundingarea. 

The Hebrew word for the date-palm is tāmār ―erect,‖likeacolumnorpost(tōmer). This tree has no 

branchesbutitstopisalargecircleofpalmateleaves.(RSV‘suseoftheEnglishword―branches‖with

respect to the palm tree [e.g., Lev 23:40; John 12:13] is imprecise.) So the Heb tāmār ―palmtree‖meant

―erecttree‖andsymbolicallyrepresentedarighteousman(Ps 92:12). The shape of the palm tree at a 

distanceresemblesawomanstanding;therefore,inCant7:17,anobleman‘sdaughterislikenedtothe

palmtree:―Yourstatureis[RSV marg.]likeapalmtree,andyourbreastsarelikeitsclusters.‖ 

Since this tree bears abundant sweet dates, the date-palm was a desirable fruit tree. The date-palm can 

reach a height of about 20 meters; its root is strong and fibrous so that the leaves are always full of sap 

and very green (Ps 92:14). The shape of the palm tree is graceful. Representations of date-palms 

ornamentedSolomon‘stemple(1 Kgs 6:29). These excellent qualities may be the reasons why Tamar, 

―date-palm,‖wasusedasthenameofsomewomenintheBible. 

Many sorts of palm trees, different from each other in taste and name, were watered by the spring at 

Jericho. The better types yielded an excellent kind of honey when they were pressed, not much inferior in 

sweetness to the honey of bees. The Heb n ḥal, generallytranslated―valley,‖mayalsohavebeenthename

of one of the excellent date-palms (Num 24:6; Cant 6:11). Also ˒êl ―whichyouhavedesired‖(Isa 1:29) 

may be a fruit tree like the date-palm. A place south of Judah near the Dead Sea had the name Tamar, 



―Date-palm‖(Ezek 47:19; 48:28) which may be another name for En-gedi, where many date-palm trees 

nowgrow,thoughitmustbedifferentiatedfromthe―CityofDate-palms.‖ 
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CITY OF SALT (PLACE) [Heb ˓  r hammelaḥ (ִףיר ַהֶמַלח)]. A Judean city near the Dead Sea 

mentioned once in the OT (Josh 15:62). Identification of the site is problematic, and the problems are 

reflected in the variant readings of LXX mss. LXX
A
 agrees with MT in reading poleis halōn ―Cityof

Salt,‖whereasLXX
B
 reads poleis Sadōm ―cityofSodom.‖SodomhascommonlybeenthoughttolieEof

the Dead Sea. Conder identified the City of Salt with Tell el-Milḫ (M.R. 152069). The situation of the tell 

attheupperendoftheValleyofSalt(Wâdīel-Milḫ; 2 Sam 8:13; 2 Kgs 14:7) E-SE of Beer-sheba makes 

this identification attractive, but Tell el-Milḫ has more recently been identified as Moladah (Gk Malatha).  

There are six cities listed in Josh 15:61–62 aslying―inthewilderness‖laterknown as the wilderness of 

Judah: (v 61) Beth-arabah, Middin, Secacah, (v 62) Nibshan, the City of Salt, and En-gedi. Of these, the 

only firmly identified site is En-gedi (the Hazazon-tamar of 2 Chr 20:2) on the W side of the Dead Sea 28 

miles S of Jericho. The sites of Middin (Khirbet Abu Tabaq), Secacah (Khirbet es-Samrah) and Nibshan 

(Khirbet el-Maqari) have suggested locations in the Valley of Achor (although Bar-Adon [1977: 22–23] is 

among those who disagree with these identifications).  

The City of Salt is now commonly identified with Khirbet Qumran (M.R. 193127; Noth Joshua HAT
2
, 

100), although Kallai (HGB, 396 n. 143) prefers to identify Qumran with Secacah. Others suggest Ain el-

Ghuweir further S as the City of Salt. Qumran is just E of the Valley of Achor, about 14 miles from 

Jerusalem (on the site, see QUMRAN, KHIRBET).  
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CITY OF THE SUN (PLACE). See SUN, CITY OF THE (PLACE).  

CLAMS. See ZOOLOGY.  

CLAN. See FAMILY.  

CLAROMONTANUS. See CODEX CLAROMONTANUS.  

CLAUDIA (PERSON) [Gk Klaudia (Κλατδια)]. A Christian woman who was in contact with Paul 

during the imprisonment referred to in the Pastorals, probably in Rome, although Caesarea has also been 

defended (2 Tim 4:21). Claudia, along with Pudens and Linus after whom she is mentioned, sent greetings 

to Timothy. Her name suggests that she belonged to the imperial household, perhaps as a slave, or 

possibly as a member of the gens Claudia. The Apos. Con. 7.46 note that a certain Linus, the son or 

husband of Claudia (Gk Linos ho Klaudias), was the first bishop of Rome after the death of the apostles. 

Whether this Claudia and Linus are to be identified with those mentioned in 2 Timothy is not certain, 

although not impossible.  

The supposition that the Claudia and Linus of 2 Timothy were mother and son has led some to assume 

that she was therefore the wife of Pudens. But this leads to the problem of explaining why in the text of 2 

Tim 4:21 Linus is named between them. Redlich (1913: 222) has argued that if Claudia was the wife (or 

sister) of Pudens, she would have been mentioned before Linus and along with Pudens. He concludes that 

―iftheorderofnamessuggestsanything, it points to a closer relationship between Linus and Claudia than 

betweenPudensandClaudia.‖Nevertheless,thosewhosupposeClaudiatohavebeenmarriedtoPudens

draw the further inference that the two were identical to a couple with the same names mentioned by the 

Roman poet Martial (Epigrams 4.13) and to Roman couples named in British (CIL VII.17) and Roman 

(CIL VI.15.066) inscriptions. But since these names were common, there is no persuasive support for the 

linking. See a fuller discussion under PUDENS (PERSON).  
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CLAUDIUS (EMPEROR). Claudius (Tiberius Claudius Nero Germanicus), younger son of the elder 

Drusus and Antonia was born at Lyons on 1 August 10 B.C. and became emperor after the assassination of 

his nephew, Gaius, on 24 January A.D. 41. Although not a member of the Julian family by birth or by 

adoption(unlikehisthreepredecessors),hewas,onhisfather‘sside,thegrandsonofLivia(whomarried

Augustusafterthedivorceofherfirsthusband,Claudius‘grandfather)and,onhismother‘sside,

grandson of Mark AntonyandalsoofAugustus‘sister.Hesufferedthroughouthislifefromsome

physical disability (possibly a form of paralysis) and was an object of scorn to many members of his 

family.―HisgrandmotherAugusta[i.e.Livia]alwaystreatedhimwiththeutmost contempt‖(Suetonius

Divus Claudius 3.2);tohismother,hewasa―monster‖(ibid.).UndertheemperorsAugustusand

Tiberius, he held no public office, even though he was in his mid-fortiesatthetimeofTiberius‘death.

Augustus had been wary of the public‘sreactiontohisseeminglyeccentricbehavior—―theymight

ridiculebothhimandus‖(Suet.Claud. 4.2).Hisfirstsignificantofficewasthe―suffect‖consulshipof

July 37: even this was a lesser award since members of the imperial family always received the 

―ordinary‖consulship,i.e.,theywerethefirstconsulsoftheyear,servinginJanuaryandreplacedsome

monthslaterby―suffect‖consuls. 

His accession was far from normal. Found hiding in the palace behind a curtain, he was dragged off by 

thepraetoriansandproclaimedemperor,whilethesenatorsdebatedwhethertheimperial―system‖should

be abolished and the Republic restored. He soon established his ascendancy, however, though his 

relationship with the senate was never good. Conspiracies against him were many, starting in 42 with that 

of L. Arruntius Camillus Scribonianus. The full extent of the opposition that existed (or that he believed 

existed)againsthimmaybeassessedbySuetonius‘claim(Claud. 29.2) that in his reign thirty-five 

senators and more than 300 knights were executed.  

Despite the hostile literary tradition belittling him and accusing him of succumbing to the power and 

influence of his wives and freedmen, at least some of the substantial administrative achievements of his 

reign were due to his personal intervention. His speech urging the admission to senatorial status of a 

number of Gallic leaders has survived: the irrelevancies and awkward expressions must be his. His 

intentions, though, were sound and consistent with his general belief in the importance of Romanizing the 

empire—note the new cities he created and the colonies established from Britain to Syria. Of some 

importance,too,werehiseffortstoimproveRome‘sgrainsupplybybuildinganewharbor(Dio Cass. 

60.11.1–5) and by establishing greater control over the process of distribution. As well, he was 

responsible for substantial improvements in roads and aqueducts in both Italy and the provinces. He was 

extremely interested in legal matters, from the introduction of measures aimed at greater humanity 

towards slaves to attempts at speeding up the judicial process. However, his preference for trials before 

the emperor and his advisors (intra cubiculum), rather than before the senate, did nothing to lessen his 

unpopularity with that body. His most powerful ministers included the former slaves Narcissus 

(responsible for the official correspondence), Pallas (financial minister), and Callistus (in charge of 

petitions). But the extent of their influence is impossible to assess,especiallyinviewofthesources‘

hostility not only to Claudius himself but also to former slaves in general. There is no reason to doubt 

their efficiency; on the other hand, the argument that, through them, Claudius extended and centralized 

the bureaucracy ought to be regarded with extreme caution, because the evidence for it is slight.  

Claudius was a scholar. In his youth, he was encouraged by the historian Livy: later he composed an 

autobiography, a defense of Cicero, accounts of the Carthaginians and the Etruscans, a history of 

Augustus‘principatefromtheendoftheCivilwarsand,aswell,triedtohavethreelettersaddedtothe

alphabet. His foreign policy was markedly more aggressive than that of his predecessors. A revolt in 

Mauretania was settled and two new provinces were created there. Thrace became a province in 46. Most 

expansion, however, occurred in Britain, where Roman influence had been confined to the south-eastern 



quarter.Claudius‘massiveinvasionforceoffourlegionsmoved rapidly and before long, the Fosse Way 

from Exeter to Lincoln marked the limit of their progress. Britain was now a province.  

HisattitudetotheJewswasmoreenlightenedthanGaius‘.HepostedanedictguaranteeingJews

throughout the empire the right topracticetheirreligion―withoutletorhindrance‖(Josephus,Ant 

19.290).InAlexandria,whereGaius‘policyhadledtoseriousunrest,anedictofA.D. 41 (British Museum 

Papyrus 1912) reprimanded both the Greek and Jewish rioters, urging the former to―actkindlytowards

theJews.‖ThereactionoftheGreeksinthatcityispresumablyrepresentedinacollectionofpapyrus

documentsnowknownas―TheActsofthePaganMartyrs‖whichpurporttogive,inter alia, details of the 

trials in Rome of Greek nationalist leaders: In tone, they are violently anti-Roman and, at the same time, 

hostiletotheJews.Later,though,heexpelledtheJewsfromRome―forconstantriotingattheinstigation

ofChrestus‖(Suet.Claud. 25.4), where at least the reference to Christianity is unambiguous; the 

emperor‘sactionisconfirmedbyanincidentrecordedinActs 18:2, where two Jews, Aquila and Priscilla, 

expelled from Rome, came to Corinth and later met Paul. Finally an inscription said to come from 

Nazareth records a decree (possibly of Claudius) on the violation of tombs: scholars since 1930 have 

debated the possibility of an allusion to the burial and resurrection of Christ.  

Of his four wives, the last two are the best known. At the time of his accession, he was married to 

Valeria Messalina: their children were Octavia (whom Nero later married) and Britannicus (whom Nero 

laterpoisoned).AfterMessalinawasputtodeathin48followingherpublic―marriage‖toSilius,

Claudius married his niece Agrippina who already had a son, Domitius Ahenobarbus, some four years 

older than Britannicus: shortly after the marriage, Domitius was adopted by Claudius and named Nero 

Claudius Drusus Germanicus Caesar, though his young step-brother persisted,muchtoNero‘sannoyance,

incallinghim―Ahenobarbus‖(Suet.Nero 7). Greater honors came to Nero and greater power to 

Agrippina, but, fearing that Claudius might regret his promotion of Nero, Agrippina had him poisoned on 

13 October 54, thereby ensuringherson‘saccession.ScholarshaveattemptedtorehabilitateClaudiusor

at least to moderate the uniformly hostile picture painted by the ancient sources. Yet he remains a 

paternalistic autocrat and a pedantic administrator. The influence exerted over him by his wives and 

formerslaveshasbeenexaggerated:onlyinhislastyearsdidAgrippina‘spowerbecomeexcessive. 
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CLAUDIUS LYSIAS (PERSON) [Gk Klaudios Lysias (Κλατδιορ Λτςιαρ)]. A chiliarch and tribune 

of a cohort of Roman troops in Jerusalem. He was not a Latin, as his Greek cognomen Lysias indicates. 

Perhaps he took on the nomen Claudius when he purchased his emancipation from slavery and became a 

Roman citizen while Claudius was Emperor (Acts 22:28). Claudius and his cohort were quartered in the 

tower of Antonia, northwest of the Temple and connected to the Court of the Gentiles.  

Claudius arrested Paul during his struggle with the Jews in Jerusalem (Acts 21:30–23:35).WhenPaul‘s 

life was threatened by the Jews in the Temple, Claudius had Paul bound and carried to the tower of 

Antonia, thinking initially that Paul was the Egyptian sicarii who had led a recent rebellion against 

Jerusalem (21:38; cf. Jos. JW 2.261–63). See EGYPTIAN, THE (PERSON). When he commanded that 

Paul be examined by scourging to find out why the Jews made such an outcry against him, he was 

deterredbyPaul‘sclaimtoRomancitizenship(22:24–29). Claudius later had Paul examined before the 

Sanhedrin (22:30–23:10).InformedbyPaul‘snephewofaconspiracyagainstPaul‘slife(23:12–22), 

Claudius dispatched a full military escort at night to take Paul from Jerusalem to Caesarea, where Felix, 

the procurator of Judea, was stationed (23:23–35). He sent along a letter to Felix outlining his dealings 

with Paul (23:26–30). The only reference to his name occurs in the heading of this letter (23:26).  



JOANN FORD WATSON  

CLAY. See POTTERY (TECHNOLOGY).  

CLEAN. See UNCLEAN AND CLEAN.  

CLEMENT (PERSON) [Gk Klementos (Κλεμενσορ)]. A PhilippianChristianandoneofPaul‘sfellow

workerswhosenamesarerecordedinthe―bookoflife‖(Phil 4:3). The Latin name, Clement, may 

indicate that his family was among the original, prospering colonists in the Roman colony of Philippi. 

ClementisnamedbyPaul,alongwithEuodia,Syntycheand―trueyokefellow,‖ashavingstruggledside

bysidewithhimtopreachthegospel.―Tostrugglesidebyside‖(Gksunathleō) is an image taken from 

thegamesandsuggeststhatClementwasa―fellowathlete‖strivingtogetherwithPaulintheunitedeffort

of preaching the gospel and sharing the suffering involved in that endeavor. Clement is also described as 

being among those whose names are inthebookoflife.JustasintheOTreferenceismadetoa―bookof

life,‖asakindofregistryofGod‘schosenpeople(Exod 32:32–33; Ps 69:28; 139:16; cf. this expression 

in apocalyptic literature: Dan 12:1; Rev 3:5,20; 1 En 47:3; and in Qumran: 1QM 12:2), and just as in 

cities like Philippi there must have been a civic registry that included all the names of citizens, so also, as 

Paul sees it, the heavenly commonwealth (cf. Phil 3:20)hasinscribedinGod‘sbookoflifethenamesof

believers.Althoughthephrase―namesinthebookoflife‖canindicateinapocalypticliteraturethatthose

people so designated have already died, such an assumption regarding Clement is improbable.  

Tradition from the ancient church, specifically Origen (Jo. 6.36), has identified this Clement from 

Philippi with Clement of Rome, the author of 1 Clem. (ca. 96), a view then transmitted by Eusebius (Hist. 

Eccl. 3.4.9) and taken up by later writers. Irenaeus, writing before Origen, had said that Clement of Rome, 

whomhelistsasthethirdinthelistofPeter‘ssuccessors,wasadiscipleoftheApostles(Haer. 3.3.3), but 

he did not link him explicitly with the Philippian Clement. Nor did Tertullian, who wrote that Clement of 

Rome was consecrated by Peter (De praescr. haeret. 32), mention any connection between Clement and 

Paul.Itisgenerallyjudged,inspiteofOrigen‘sstatement,thatanidentificationofthePhilippianClement

with the Clement of Rome is unlikely because of the geographical and chronological distance that 

separates these two (Lightfoot 1888: 168–71). Also, Clement was a common name in the 1st century.  
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CLEMENT, FIRST EPISTLE OF. An epistle sent in the name of the Apostolic Father Clement 

from the church in Rome to Corinth late in the 1st century C.E.  

———  

A. Tradition and Influence  

B. Principal Sources  

C. Greco-Roman Context  

D. Literary Form  

E. Occasion and Purpose  

F. Authorship  

G. Date  

———  

A. Tradition and Influence  

The so-called First Epistle of Clement was an authority in the early church. For a time, it was part of the 

canon of the churches of Egypt and Syria. Three of the manuscripts in which it is found contain portions 

of the Christian Scriptures: Codex Alexandrinus (5th century), a Coptic papyrus codex (5th century), and 

a Syriac NT (12th century). It appears alongside the Didache in Codex Hierosolymitanus. The Latin 

translation is to be assigned, on linguistic grounds, to the 2d century (Mohrmann 1949). In ca. 150 A.D., 

Dionysius, bishop of Corinth, wrote to his Roman counterpart, Soter, that the epistle sent by Clement was 

still being read from time to time in the Christian assembly (Eusebius Hist. Eccl. 4.23). Eusebius attests 

that the letter was read in the worship services of many churches, in the days of old and in his own time 



(Hist. Eccl. 3.16). Indeed, the letter seems to have been one of the best known writings in the early 

church. Polycarp makes full, if tacit, use of the work (Lightfoot 1890:1.149–52). Irenaeus praises the 

letter and summarizes its first chapters (Haer. 3.3.3). The epistle is frequently utilized by Clement of 

Alexandria, who knew the work when he wrote his Paedagogus (1.91.2), and filled the Stromata with 

explicit quotations (Grant 1965:5–6). The high esteem in which the letter was held contributed, no doubt, 

to the legend of its reputed author, to whom anonymous works were subsequently attributed (2 Clement, 

two epistles De virginitate, the Apostolic Constitutions), making it possible for him to become the hero of 

a 3d-century romance, the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies and Recognitions, and glorifying him with a 

posthumous martyrdom (Martyrium Clementis, 4th century). The reading of the work in the worship 

assembly, the frequent citations in the writings of the fathers, the early translation of the work into three 

languages, the canonical status which the work sometimes enjoyed—these are so many testimonies to the 

authority of 1 Clement in the early church. It is a surprising authority, given the fact that the work made 

no claim to apostolic authorship. How, then, is one to account for the remarkable authority of this text?  

An answer to this question might be sought in the usefulness of the work to the orthodox leaders of the 

church. 1 Clement was a weapon in the struggle against the gnostics; it was understood and utilized as an 

antiheretical writing by Hegesippus and Irenaeus (Bauer 1970: 103–4). Moreover, its teaching on the 

divine origin of church order and the apostolic succession of ecclesial office (40:1–44:6) seemed to lay 

the foundation for the concept of the monarchical episcopate and the claim of the Roman church to 

primacy (Ziegler 1958:102–22). But the usefulness of the work was limited in both respects. For, in fact, 

Clement‘sorthodoxyleftsomethingtobedesired,asPhotiusquicklypointedout(PG 103.408A). It is 

interesting to note, in this connection, that Clement of Alexandria already omits reference to the mythical 

phoenix of chap. 25 and the virtuous pagans of 54:1–55:2. Those who wished to assert Roman primacy 

came, in time, to prefer to cite the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies and Recognitions, or the Apostolic 

Constitutions, since, in fact, 1 Clement says nothing about the primacy of Rome or the monarchical 

episcopate (Peterson 1950: 129–30). The Latin version had to alter the wording of 60:4–61:1 to make it 

clear that it is to the Roman church that God has given authority. As a result, by the late Byzantine era, 1 

Clement had virtually disappeared from sight, until the first edition was published by Patrick Young in 

1633.  

If one seeks to comprehend the authority of the text, one must go beyond its function in the struggle for 

orthodoxy, beyond its influence upon the fathers of the church. In fact, one cannot stop short of the text 

itself. For the letter makes its own claim to authority, which is altogether surprising at this early period. 

One is immediately struck by the naturalness with which the Roman church intervenes, all unbidden, in 

the affairs of another congregation, and not in order to urge both parties to seek peace and reconciliation, 

but to take sides with the deposed presbyters. The author insists upon strong disciplinary measures: the 

exile of the younger persons who had raised the rebellion (54:1–4; 1:1; 3:3), and the restoration of the old 

presbyters to office, apparently against the will of the majority (44:1–6). Astonishing instructions, when 

one remembers that at this time the Roman church possessed neither the means nor the position to effect 

such an intervention. That the author did not possess the authority he claims is evident from the rhetorical 

character of the letter: He must persuade by argument and induce by example; that is, it is not yet his to 

command.  

B. Principal Sources  

What is the source of the authority which the letter asserts? Where is the presumption of its author 

grounded? It is clear that the OT is a warrant for Clement (Wrede 1891: 58–107); it is the book of 

revelations through which God speaks (22:1). It provides instructions for conduct and examples of nurture 

(1:3; 3:4; 40:4–5; 50:5; 58:2). More importantly, it prophesies, typologically, the order of the church, the 

offices of bishop and deacon (42:5, citing Isa 60:17). Like Moses before them (43:1–6), the apostles knew 

that there would be strife over the title of bishop; thus they decreed that, at the death of the bishops, other 

approved men should succeed to their ministry, with the consent of the whole church (44:1–3). The 

presbyters are viewed as cultic officers, on the analogy of the OT priests, and thus are fundamentally 



distinguished from the laity (40–41). Their task consists, in accordance with the priestly example, in the 

offering of sacrifices and in service to the community (44:3–4).  

Christian tradition is a second source of authority. The lives of Peter and Paul are paradigmatic (5). 1 

Corinthians is cited repeatedly (24:1; 35:5–6; 37:5–38:2; 47; 49:5–6). The author calls upon the liturgy to 

give force to his counsel: doxologies (20:12; 43:6; 45:7–8; 58:2; 61:3; 64), trinitarian formulae (46:6; 

58:2), and, above all, the solemn liturgical prayer, with which the work concludes (59:1–61:3), situate the 

advice in the worshipping community and invite its sanction. Moreover, the letter has a homiletical 

character; the first long section (4–39), especially, makes the impression of a sermon. It has even been 

suggested that 1 Clement is composed of old homiletical pieces. One has no difficulty locating the 

accustomed elements of Christian paraenesis: household codes (1:3; 21:6; 21:8), catalogues of virtues 

(62:2; 64), and of vices (30:1; 35:5–6). In keeping with its homiletical character, the epistle makes use of 

rhetoric to a far greater degree than other early Christian writings. The author is more familiar with the 

figures of ancient prose, more sure in his use of diatribal style, than Paul, or than the author of the Epistle 

to the Hebrews. One repeatedly encounters rhetorical questions and imperatives, antitheses, anaphora, 

alliteration, etc. The panegyric on love in chap. 49 draws upon rhetorical models in its attempt to rival 1 

Corinthians 13. Like the synagogue preacher and the political orator, Clement makes frequent use of 

examples to illustrate his admonitions on jealousy and envy (4–8), faith and hospitality (9–12), humility 

(16–18), repentance (51–53), and voluntary exile (55). The agon motif (in chaps. 5–7) is taken over from 

the diatribe (Dibelius 1942: 192–99; Ziegler 1958: 24–37). All in all, the work makes the impression of a 

sermon, permeated with scripture citations and concluded by a solemn liturgical prayer. There can be little 

doubt that the work was intended, from the very beginning, for reading in the assembly, and perhaps in 

churches beyond Corinth (Stuiber RAC 19: 192).  

These are strong warrants—the OT and Christian tradition. But it is not here that the claim of the text is 

grounded. For it is not the content of the tradition which is normative for Clement, but a value which he 

imports from without. For example, the author of the epistle asserts that God saved through Noah the 

living creatures which entered in concord (homonoia) into the ark (9:4). What is peculiar about this 

formulation is that the emphasis falls not on the salvation of Noah and his family, as in 1 Pet 3:20, but on 

that of the animals who entered the ark in concord. There is no tradition, Jewish or Christian, in which the 

animalsaresaidtohaveentered―inconcord.‖ThenotionwasdoubtlesslysuggestedtoClementbythe

―twobytwo‖of Gen 6:10. Behind the curious statement lies the desire to tell the Corinthians, as Knopf 

rightlyobserved,―theanimalswerepeaceable,thehumanswerenot‖(1920:59).Butpreciselythis

purpose is foreign to the text.Thesamemotiveisapparentinchap.11,wherethesinofLot‘swifeissaid

to consist in a difference of opinion with her husband, in her failure to remain in concord (homonoia) with 

him (11:2); thus she was changed into a pillar of salt to make it cleartoallthat―thosewhoaredouble-

mindedfallundercondemnation‖(11:2).ButnowhereisitsaidinthebiblicaltextthatLot‘swifeheld

different opinions from her husband, that she was not in concord with him. Precisely what Clement views 

as essential has been imported into the text from without. So it is everywhere that the OT is cited: the 

specific regulations are not considered normative, but the principle of order as such. And whence this 

principle?  

Nor is Christian tradition the basis for the obedience which Clement demands; it furnishes the occasion, 

or,atmost,thecontentforinstructionswhicharegroundedelsewhere.Clement‘saccountofthetrialsof

Peter and Paul (chap. 5) reflects no knowledge of the actual events of their lives, no acquaintance with the 

autobiographicalportionsofPaul‘sletters;rather,thedescriptionisshapedbytheimageofthe

philosophic athlete, who enters the moral arena to fight for virtue, whose mythological prototype is 

Hercules, the Cynic-Stoic hero (Sanders 1943: 30–31).  

Similarly,ClementaddstoPaul‘shymnonlove,fromwhichhequotesin49:5,preciselywhathe

wishestosay:―Lovecreatesnostrife,lovedoesallthingsinconcord(homonoia).‖WhenClementtakes

upPaul‘simageofthebody(from1 Cor 12:12–27), he gives it a very different significance: Paul meant 

to illustrate the relationship between members, despite their differences; but by stressing the contrast of 

hand and foot, and the collaboration of great and small (37:1–5), Clement preaches subordination, in 



contrast to Paul. Nor does the tradition of Christian worship provide sufficient warrant for the text. 

Contrast the solution which Clement recommends to the crisis in the Corinthian church, voluntary exile 

(chap. 54), with the procedure which Paul directs against the sinner of 1 Corinthians 5. Paul insists upon 

the removal of the man from the community; judgement is to be pronounced in the name of the Lord, and 

thesinneristobedeliveredtoSatan.Paul‘sadviceismodelledupontheprocessforexcommunication

from the synagogue. Neither the vocabulary nor the process has anything in common with what Clement 

suggests.Clement‘smeasuresarenotbasedupon Jewish or Christian precedents; the norm must be 

sought elsewhere.  

C. Greco-Roman Context  

These observations lead one to search for an external warrant for the text. The influence of popular 

philosophical conceptions, like the moral athlete, with their Cynic-Stoic character, has long been noted 

(Sanders1943:13).Onefinds,forexample,inClement‘sdiscussionoftheresurrection,alongsidemuch

that is dependent upon Paul (24:1–5, citing 1 Cor 15:20, 36–37), an argument drawn from natural history, 

the story of the phoenix (chap. 25), in a version which is closely akin to that of Pliny (HN 10.2) and 

Pomponius Mela (Chorogr. 3.8). Military obedience as an example of social order (37:1–3) was a favorite 

topos of the Stoics, as well (Sanders 1943: 82–83). The collaboration of great and small was admired by 

PlatoandEuripides,amongothers(Sanders1943:84).Clement‘suseofthemetaphor of the body (chap. 

37) has more in common with Menennius Agrippa (in Livy) than with the purposes of the apostle Paul 

(Sanders 1943: 85–91). In recommending voluntary exile (chap. 54), Clement follows the precedent of 

Roman politics, in keeping with Stoic teaching (Sanders 1943: 41–50).Clement‘sconceptions,

illustrations, and figures of speech reflect his dependence upon Greco-Roman models.  

But it is not merely a matter of diffuse cultural influence. For the order which Clement seeks to create 

withinthechurchisthatrecommendedbyRomanpoliticalphilosophy;itistheidealof―peaceand

concord,‖visiblyestablishedintheImperiumRomanumandvigorouslydefendedbycontemporary

orators. At the close of the epistle (63:2), Clement describes his workas―anappealforpeaceand

concord‖(Gkenteuksis peri eirēnēs kai homonoias), and expresses the desire that the ambassadors who 

have accompanied the work will be sent back to Rome quickly, in order that they may report the sooner 

―thepeaceandconcordwhichweprayforanddesire‖(65:1).Onenoticeswhatalargeroleisplayedby

―peaceandconcord‖inClement‘saccountofcosmicorderinchap.20:TheheavensaresubjecttoGod

―inpeace‖(20:1);sun,moon,andstarsrollonintheirappointedcourses,―inconcord,withoutswerving

atall‖(20:3);seasonschange,givingplacetooneanother―inpeace‖(20:9);thesmallestanimalsconjoin

―inconcordandpeace‖(20:10).SoClementconcludes:―Allthesethingsdidthegreatcreatorandmaster

of the universeordaintobeinpeaceandconcord‖(20:11).Ifhumanbeingswishtofindtheirplaceinthe

cosmos,ascitizensworthyofGod,theymustaccomplish―virtuousdeedsbeforehiminconcord‖(21:1).

The great liturgical prayer culminates in an appeal for the peace and concord of the earthly rulers (61:1).  

Bytheendofthe1stcenturyoftheRomanempire,―peaceandconcord‖hadbecomeaformulaic

description of the well-being of the state. One encounters the slogan everywhere, in speeches, in histories, 

ingovernmentdocuments,oninscriptionsandcoins.So,forexample,inDioChrysostom‘sthirty-ninth 

oration, On Concord in Nicaea, Upon the Cessation of Civil Strife: ―Butitisfittingthatthosewhosecity

was founded by the gods should maintain peaceandconcordtowardoneanother‖(39.2;cf.Or. 40.26). 

PlutarchconcludesthattheplanofAlexander‘scampaignsdemonstratedthathewasatruephilosopher,

becausehedidnotseektoobtainluxuryforhimself,buttobring―peaceandconcordtoallmen‖(De 

Alex. Fort. 1.9; cf. Plutarch De Garr. 17; Lucian Hermot. 22; Dio Cassius Hist. Rom. 44.23; 44.25; 

Dionysius of Halicarnassus Ant. Rom. 7.60.2). Diodorus Siculus relates how the inhabitants of Euboea fell 

into strife, and how their island was devastated;but―atlonglastthepartiescameintoconcordandmade

peacewithoneanother,havingbeenadmonishedbytheirmisfortunes‖(Hist. 16.7.2).Theterms―peace

andconcord‖arefoundtogetherfromthe1stcenturyB.C. on, mutually defining a conception of the well-

being of the state, in reaction to the bloody civil war (P. Jal 210–31). It is not possible to say whether the 

combination is typically Roman, and has been taken over into Greek literature (P. Jal 221), or whether 

concordia has been influenced by the Greek concept homonoia (Skard 1932). But the origin of the slogan 



does not lie in Stoic circles exclusively (contra Sanders 1943: 129). For the ideal is found on inscriptions 

which record the arbitration of disputes (e.g., SIG 816) and on coinage celebrating the end of strife 

between cities. In urging peace and concord, Clement may be seen to follow the advice which Plutarch 

gave to a young friend who had inquired about the mode of political life appropriate to a citizen of the 

empire,inwhich―the affairs of the cities no longer include leadership in wars, or the overthrow of 

tyrannies,ortheconclusionofalliances…Thereremains,then,forthestatesman,ofthoseactivities

which fall within his province, only this—and it is the equal of the other blessings—always to instill 

concord and friendship in those who dwell together with him and to remove strifes, discords, and all 

enmity‖(Praec. ger. rep. 805A,824C–D).  

D. Literary Form  

The importance of political context is confirmed by consideration of literary form. The most explicit 

descriptionoftheworkisfoundin58:2,intheappealtothereadersto―receiveourcounsel‖(symboulē). 

The letter is conceived, therefore, as a (symboulē), or deliberative discourse, regularly discussed by 

writers on rhetoric after Aristotle (Arist. Rh. 1.3–4.8; Rh. ad Her. 1.2.2; Quintilian 3.4.15; 3.8.6; 

[Aristides] Ars rh. in Spengel 1894: 2.503–504; see the studies of the literary category symboulē by Klek 

1919 and Beck 1970). Epistolary theorists provide definitions of the symbouleutic letter (Ps.-Demetrius 

Typoi Epistolikoi 11 and Ps.-Libanius Epistolimaioi Xaraktēres 5 in Weichert 1910). The purpose of such 

a work is to exhort or dissuade, with reference to some future act; thus, it advocates what is beneficial, as 

opposed to what is harmful (on the goals of deliberative rhetoric, see Aristotle Rh. 1.3.5–4.7; Quint. 

3.8.1–3; 3.8.22; 3.8.33; Alexander in Spengel 1894, 3: 1–2 and the more detailed analysis by [Aristides] 

Ars rh. in Spengel 1894, 2: 503–504). Narrative is kept to a minimum, since the deliberative work is 

concerned with the future and seeks to advise about things to come (Arist. Rh. 1.3.4; Quint. 3.8.6). The 

deliberative orator assigns blame where it is due (Arist. Rh. 1.9.28–37; Quint. 3.7.28) and makes use of 

examples (Rh. 1.4.8–9.39; Quint. 3.8.36). A sub-category of the deliberative discourse is the appeal for 

concord (Isocrates Paneg. 3; Ad Phil. 16; Ep. 3.2; Cicero De Or. 1.56; Dio Chrys. Or. 38.1–2; Dio Cass. 

44.23.3; Aelius Aristides Or. 24.825D,826D,827D; Philostr. VS 1.9.4; Iamb. VP 9.45). A number of 

examples of this genre have fortunately survived, several in the form of epistles (e.g. Thrasymachus Peri 

Politeias Antiphon Peri Homonoias; Isocr. Or. 4; Ep. 3,8,9; Ps.-Plato Ep. 7; Ps.-Demosthenes Ep. 1; 

Socratic Epp. 30–32; Ps.-Sallust Ep. 2; Dio Chrys. Or. 38–41; Aelius Aristides Or. 23–24; [Herodes 

Atticus] Peri Politeias; Ps.-Julian Or. 35). Their authors, generally philosophers or rhetoricians, seek to 

calm the outbreak of faction, within cities or between cities, by dissuading from strife (stasis) and 

exhorting to concord (homonoia).  

The First Epistle of Clement fully conforms to the definition of a deliberative work (van Unnik 1970: 

33–46). The author successfully combines exhortation (protropē) with warning (apotropē), e.g., in 30:3; 

35:5; 58:1. He uses the recommended topics and arguments, appealing to what is beneficial (19:2–21:2; 

35:1–2; 38:6), to what is right and holy, and warning against what causes harm and danger (14:1–2), 

where the terminology of the (symboulē) is especially prominent; on danger as an argument, see also 41:4; 

47:7, and the parallel in Dio Chrys. Or. 48.14). As Quintilian suggests (3.8.36; 3.8.66), Clement argues 

for what is right and lawful (63:1–2). Like other works in this genre, 1 Clement is filled with examples (5; 

6; 46; 55; 63:1). The relative absence of narrative, confined to chaps. 1 and 44, is also explained by 

reference to the genre (Dion. Hal. Rhet. 10.14). Even the theme of cosmic harmony in chap. 20 belongs to 

the topoi of a discourse on concord (cf. Dio Chrys. Or. 48.14–16).  

In existing speeches and letters on concord, one meets with the same complex of ideas and motifs, 

adapted by each author to a particular situation. Is it nevertheless possible to discern a structure? When 

onecomparesseveralworksfromClement‘stime,e.g.DioChrys.Or. 38, [Herodes Atticus] Peri 

Politeias, Ps.-Julian Or. 35, Aelius Aristides Or. 24.28–37, a schema begins to emerge, in which 

introduction is followed by proposition, a general appeal for concord, arguments against strife, specific 

advice, an answer to possible objections, and an epilogue.  

E. Occasion and Purpose  



1 Clement finds its warrant in the ideology of the empire, and utilizes the popular counsel of concord, 

ubiquitous in the 2d century (Bowersock 1969: 68). This discovery allows for several conclusions on the 

occasion and purpose of the work as a whole. First, the fact that Clement draws upon rhetoric and 

ideology does not mean that the situation is fictitious, or that the letter is a crypto-apology for the faith 

(Eggenberger1951).Thereisnoreasontodoubtthat,asClementsays,―afewrashandself-willed 

personshavecausedstrifetoblazeup‖(1:1),andthatseveralpresbytershavebeenremoved from office 

(44:3–6; 46:9; 47:6), replaced, it seems, by younger men (3:3). That the letter deals sparingly with affairs 

in Corinth is dictated by the rules of the genre. In the orations of Dio Chrysostom and Aelius Aristides 

―onconcord,‖thecausesofstrife are seldom reported. In no case is this a reflection of ignorance; it is 

simply in keeping with the aims of the genre (Dion. Hal. Rhet. 10.14; Quint. 3.8.6–10). In light of these 

formal and social constraints, one might even say that Clement has told us too much in chap. 44. Thus it is 

hardly surprising that the background of the conflict is never described, and that the author mentions, as 

the sources of strife, nothing more concrete than jealousy and envy (4–5). One may conclude that it is 

impossible to reconstruct the conflict, or the views of those whom Clement combats. It may well be that 

Lütgertisrightinseeinghereaconflictbetween―SpiritandOffice‖(1911:50–111), or that W. Bauer 

was correct in describing the conflict as a special case of the struggle between orthodoxy and heresy 

(1970: 99–109). But the rules of the genre make it difficult to advance beyond hypotheses.  

Whatever the causes of the conflict in Corinth, money seems to have been involved. Contrasting the 

former humility of the Corinthians with the ambition which has now given rise to strife, the author states 

thattheCorinthianshadoncebeen―satisfiedwiththeprovision(ephodios) ofChrist‖(2:1).Dionysiusof

Corinth, in his letter to Soter, observed that it had been the custom of the Roman church from the 

beginning―tosendcontributions(ephodia) tomanychurchesineverycity‖(Euseb.Hist. Eccl. 4.23.10). 

From the Roman point of view of Clement, the younger generation of leaders at Corinth are dissatisfied 

with the provision for their church. What role did this play in the revolt against the presbyters? Were the 

established presbyters accused of embezzlement? Did the new leaders seek another contribution, to 

replace the funds their predecessors stole? Polycarp reports that the presbyter Valens was deposed from 

officefor―avarice‖(Ad Phil. 11). The unrest of the 1st and 2d centuries almost always had economic 

causes; and the agreements which brought strife to an end usually included concrete provisions which 

served the interests of all parties.  

If one knows less about the situation in Corinth as a result of these insights, one learns more about the 

purposes of the Roman church. The intervention of Rome into the affairs of Corinth is modelled on the 

relations of the capital to the provinces. It is thus an expression of the will to power, and not a fraternal 

correction (Stuiber RAC 19: 192) or a kindly (Lietzmann 1832: 202). There is nothing to suggest that 

Rome‘sinterventionwasinvitedbytheCorinthianchurch,orinitiated by the deposed presbyters. The 

inexactreferencetoa―report‖(akoē) in 47:7 seems rather to exclude the possibility of an official 

communication from Corinth. The Roman church has acted on its own initiative; the division in Corinth 

only furnished the occasion.  

The intervention of the Roman church is modelled on the actions of the Roman senate and the emperor. 

First, the church decided to dispatch a symboulē, in much the same manner that philosophers and orators, 

with the approval, or on the instruction, of the Roman emperor were sent to troubled cities to counsel 

concord.Alongwithitsappeal,thechurchsentthree―witnesses‖(63:3–4; 65:1) to observe and report on 

the restoration of peace. The Roman state proceeded in similar fashion in its efforts to quiet faction in the 

cities. When a class struggle erupted at Rhodes, Aelius Aristides sent a speech on concord in which he 

describedhimselfasa―witness‖(Or. 24.833D). In a symbouleutic discourse ascribed to Julian, but dated 

by Keil (1913) to the 1st century A.D., the author states that a legation (presbeia) will be sent to Corinth 

consisting of two philosopher orators (Ps.-Julian Or. 35; Keil 1913: 39). The senate frequently 

adjudicated disputes between provincial cities, often employing local agents as arbiters (texts and 

commentary in Sherk [1969]; cf. Tod [1913]; Piccirilli [1973]). Finally, the Roman church recommended 

exile. Exsilium was a Roman practice for escaping trial (frequently mentioned in Cicero, e.g., Pro Caec. 

100; cf. Suetonius 5.25.4).Clement‘ssolutionbringstomindthevoluntaryexileofDiounderDomitian.



Thus the Roman church sought a relation with its sister congregation in Corinth like that which Rome had 

with the cities of the empire (Cauwelaert 1935), a relationship like that between mother-city and colony 

(Seibert 1963). In this sense, 1 Clement belongs in the history of the primacy of Rome (Ziegler 1958: 

122).  

In adopting the ideology and strategy of the government, Clement endorsed the Roman imperium. The 

epistle is characterized throughout by a positive attitude toward the Roman state (Wengst 1987). In 37:2–

4theauthorpraisestheRomanmilitary,―thesoldiersinserviceofourleader,‖asamodelofobedience,

inlanguagewhichrecallsAeliusAristides‘Eulogy of Rome (88). In the solemn liturgical prayer with 

whichtheworkconcludes,theauthorasksthatChristians―maybeobedient…toourrulersand

governorsonearth,‖towhomGodhasgiventhesovereignty(60:4–61:1). This prayer for princes is more 

than a show of loyalty; it expresses the conviction that the empire and its rulers have been established by 

God as the earthly counterpart of the heavenly kingdom.  

F. Authorship  

1 Clement represents itself as a writing of the Roman church, and gives no hint of the name or person of 

the author. Yet, it must have been written by a single individual, as the unity of style and content suggest. 

That his name was Clement, as the manuscripts indicate, was the unanimous opinion of the ancient 

church. The earliest witnesses are in the letter of Dionysius to Soter (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 4.23.11) and in 

Hegesippus (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 4.22.1).IrenaeusknowsthattheRomancommunity,―duringhistimein

office,‖sentalettertoCorinth(Haer. 3.3.3). Without referring to the epistle, Hermas mentions a Clement 

who had responsibility for correspondence with the churches without (Vis. 2.4.3). One may see in this 

person the author of 1 Clement. He must have been a leading personality in the church at Rome, the 

official correspondent with other churches. More than this, one cannot know.  

G. Date  

The epistle is customarily dated to the end of the reign of Domitian (95 or 96 C.E.). In the first sentence 

of the letter, the author explains that the Roman church has been delayed in turning its attention to the 

disputeatCorinthby―suddenandrepeatedmisfortunesandhindranceswhichhavebefallenus‖(1:1).

This statement is usually interpreted as an allusion to a persecution through which the church at Rome has 

just been passing. Since chap. 5 speaks of the Neronian persecution as something long past, the sporadic 

assaults of Domitian must be meant. But the language of 1:1 is so vague that one may doubt whether it 

refers to persecution at all (Merrill 1924: 160); and the evidence for a persecution under Domitian is 

tenuous (Merrill 1924: 148–73). In letters and speeches on concord, one often finds an apologetic formula 

like that which introduces 1 Clement; it was customary for one who gave advice on concord to excuse his 

delay by reference to personal or domestic hindrances (e.g. Dio Chrys. Or. 40.2; Aelius Aristides Or. 

24.1; Socratic Ep. 31). The language which Clement uses to describe the causes of the delay, symphorai 

and periptōseis, with the adjectives aiphnidioi and epallēloi, is frequently found in discussions of the 

circumstances which give rise to discord in literary and epigraphic texts (Diodorus Siculus 16.7.2; 4 

Macc. 3:21; Josephus JW 5.32; Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 4.2.1; OGIS 335.15; 339.17; SIG 685.137; 708.7; 

730.20; 731.6). The appearance of terms so closely associated with strife in the preface to 1 Clement 

suggests that the author has cast the conventional apology in the form of a captatio benevolentiae; he 

wished to include himself and the Roman church in the nouthetēsis (admonition), so that they should not 

appeartobelordingitovertheirbrethren.The―misfortunesandhindrances‖ofwhichtheepistlemakes

mention may have been internal dissensions like those which troubled the community in Corinth. But it is 

not necessary to believe that these quarrels had any real existence at all, only that the author found 

allusion to them, by means of conventional expressions, a convenient way of establishing a sympathetic 

relationship between himself and his readers. He wished to say: We are faced with the same problems and 

have need of the same admonition.  

Thus one must rely upon more general statements in the epistle and in tradition. The account of the 

deaths of Peter and Paul in chap. 5 is not that of an eye-witness. The presbyters installed by the apostles 

have died (44:2), and a second ecclesiastical generation has passed (44:3). The church at Rome is called 

―ancient‖(47:6);andtheemissariesfromRomearesaidtohavelived―blamelessly‖asChristians―from



youthtooldage‖(63:3).Thustheepistlecannothavebeenwrittenbeforethelastdecadesofthe 1st 

century. There are references to the letter by the middle of the next century in the works of Hegesippus 

and Dionysius of Corinth (apud Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 3.16; 4.22; 4.23). Thus one may place the composition 

of 1 Clement between A.D. 80 and 140.  
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LAURENCE L. WELBORN  

CLEMENT, SECOND EPISTLE OF. An early Christian epistle transmitted along with 1 

Clement in the biblical Codex Alexandrinus (late 4th century) and the later Jerusalem Codex (1056) 

which includes the Didache, as well as in the Syriac version. It was not written by the author(s) of 1 

Clement and, indeed, is not a letter but a sermon on self-control, repentance, and judgment. The sermon 

beginsabruptly:―Brothers,wemustthinkaboutJesusChristasaboutGod,asaboutthejudgeofliving

and dead; and we must notthinklittleofoursalvation.‖Thepreachertellshis―brothersandsisters‖that

heisreadingthema―petition‖or―plea‖(Gkenteuxis)to―payattentiontowhatiswritten,‖i.e.tothe

scriptures which he frequently cites (along with quotations from―thepropheticword,‖otherwise

unknown,andsomethingliketheapocryphalGospeloftheEgyptians).Hehimselfrefersto―thebooks

(i.e.,theOT)andtheapostles‖asauthorities(14.2). 



Scholarshavenotedthe―synoptic-type‖Jewishpietyofthesermon, perhaps surprising around A.D. 

140–160(theepistle‘sapproximatedate).TheworkappearstorelyontheGospelofJohnaswell,

however, notably in 9:5–6:―IfChristtheLordwhosaveduswasspiritatfirstbutbecameflesh[John 

1:14] and so called us, so we shall receive the reward in the flesh. Let us then love one another [John 

13:34]sothatwemayallcometothekingdomofGod.‖Thekingdomwillcomewhentruthandgood

worksareaccompaniedbyasceticpractise(chap.12).Untilthen,Christiansmustpreservethe―sealof

baptism‖(7:6,8:6)andbelongto―thefirst,spiritualChurch, created [like Israel, according to some 

rabbis]beforesunandmoon,‖forGen 1:27 refers to the male Christ and the female Church, both 

spiritual; Christ is also the Spirit (chap. 14). The theology is not altogether clear, and the author soon turns 

tostatethathehas―givennotrivialcounselaboutself-control,‖leadingintohispracticalappealfor

repentanceandgoingsofarastosaythat―fastingisbetterthanprayer,butalmsgivingisbetterthanboth‖

(16:4).  

Heurgeshishearers―notjusttoseemtobelieveandpayattentionwhilebeingexhortedbytheelders‖

but to remember at home and meet more frequently (17:3). Sinners will be punished in unending fire 

(17:7, cf. 5:4, 7:6).  

Why was it supposed to be from Clement? Three places of origin have been assigned to it because of its 

connection with 1 Clement: Corinth, Rome, and (later) Alexandria; but none is fully convincing. It is 

simplyoneexampleofa―garden-variety‖2dcenturysermon,rhetoricallyinferior to the work of Melito 

of Sardis and Hippolytus.  
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ROBERT M. GRANT  

CLEMENTINES, PSEUDO-. ―Pseudo-Clementines‖isnotprimarilyagenericdesignationusedin

all inauthentic writings attached to the name of Clement of Rome. It refers rather to a specific group of 

pseudonymous compositions that relate a fictitioustaleofClement‘sconversiontoChristianity,ofhis

travels with Peter, and of his recovery of the long-lost and dispersed members of his family. The genre of 

these writings is the ancient romance of recognitions; the Pseudo-Clementines are the first known 

example of Christian adoption en bloc of this literary Gattung. The author has thereby used established 

literary conventions to illustrate his belief that Christian faith leads to the resolution of intellectual 

difficulties as well as hardships in life.  

The main constituents of the Pseudo-Clementines are the Homilies and the Recognitions. The original 

Greek of the Hom. Clem. has survived in two manuscripts from the 11th or 12th and 14th centuries. The 

Greek of the Clem. recogn., in contrast, has been lost except for small fragments preserved in the church 

fathers (listed in Rehm 1965: c–cii). Two ancient versions of this work must be employed in lieu of the 

Greek. A Latin rendering was undertaken by Rufinus of Aquileia in ca. 406 C.E. A Syriac version, 

containing at least books 1 to 4.1.4, was made somewhat earlier. The surviving Greek and Armenian 

fragments reveal that these two translations are of approximately equal text-critical value, though the 

Syriac deserves slight preference. The Hom. Clem. and the Clem. recogn. originated probably in 4th 

century Syria, as traces of the Arian debate indicate.  

These two main recensions of the Pseudo-Clementines have so much material in common that some sort 

of literary relationship must exist between them. Though simple dependency of the one upon the other 

was advocated in the 19th century, the view that both are based on an earlier third writing (the basic 

writing) has gained predominance. It is controversial whether this basic writing was employed 

independently (Waitz, Strecker) or under the influence of the other recension (Rehm).  

There are no undisputed fragments of the basic writing. The most likely candidates are the citations in 

the Chron. Pasch., Origen comm. ser. 1–145 in Mt. at Matt 26:6–13 (series 77, p. 185.18–24), the Opus 

imperfectum in Matthaeum cols. 770–71, and Origen philoc., though Strecker (1981: 260–64, 269) denies 

that any of these derive from the basic writing. Of decisive importance in this regard is whether Origen 



himself knew the basic writing. Beyond the passages already mentioned, one should compare also Origen 

Cels. 1.57, 6.11 with Hom. Clem. 2.23–24 par. The debate on the genuineness of the citation in Origen 

philoc. (see now Stuiber 1973) has been continued by Junod (1976: 25–33), on the one side, and Rius-

Camps (1976: 153–54), on the other; while it is not true that one of the compilers, Basil the Great, did not 

know the Pseudo-Clementines (see Riedinger 1969: 258–59), this citation probably derives from Origen. 

In contrast, the suggestion by Tetz (1968) regarding a new fragment of the basic writing must be flatly 

rejected. Other authors who are likely to have used the basic writing are Epiphanius, the Const. App. 

(contra Wehnert 1983: 289–90), and possibly Lactantius. In sum, these witnesses would indicate that the 

basic writing was composed ca. 220 C.E., and Syria is its probable home.  

Great effort has been exerted in attempts to recover the sources of the basic writing. The most important 

and controversial of these are the so-called Kerygmata Petrou (Preachings of Peter). This hypothetical 

writing, postulated by modern investigators to explain the genesis of the Pseudo-Clementines, quite 

possibly never existed and thus is perhaps only a fiction that has riddled recent scholarship. In any event, 

the emendations of the text in Hom. Clem. 1.20.2 that are used as a main buttress for the theory of this 

source are not legitimate. Another common source-critical theory assumes that much of the material in 

Clem. recogn. 1 derives from (a recension of) the Anabathmoi Jakobou (Ascents of James), a Jewish 

Christian writing described by Epiphanius haer. 30.16.7–9 as containing a vicious lampoon against Paul. 

While a source does seem to be reflected in this section of the Pseudo-Clementines, the similarities with 

the Ascents of James do not extend beyond widespread Jewish Christian notions, while the differences 

(e.g., no elements of the lampoon against Paul as reported by Epiphanius) preclude the identification of 

the Ascents of James as the source.  

The Pseudo-Clementines are significant for biblical studies in a number of ways, but mainly because the 

author of the basic writing was affected by Syrian Jewish Christianity. He has preserved traditions that 

evidently extend back to apostolic times and that have survived elsewhere only fragmentarily. Elements 

of anti-Paulinism in the Pseudo-Clementines led F. C. Baur to employ these writings as a cardinal witness 

to the Jewish Christian wing of earliest Christianity. Early tradition is also reflected in some of the 

unusual sayings of Jesus that find parallels in a variety of sources, especially Justin Martyr. The thesis that 

the Pseudo-Clementines are directly dependent on a harmony of the Gospels (in particular, one 

supposedly used by Justin, as assumed by Kline 1975), however, finds insufficient support in the 

parallels. The history of each saying must be examined independently.  
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F. STANLEY JONES  

CLEODEMUS MALCHUS. A Jewish historian who lived prior to the mid-1st century B.C.E. A 

brief excerpt of his work is first quoted by the pagan author Alexander Polyhistor, possibly in his now lost 

book On Libya. The fragment is preserved in Josephus Ant 1.15.1 §§ 239–41, from which it is later 

quoted in slightly altered form in Eusebius Praep. Evang. 9.20.2–4.  

Theexacttitleofhisworkisnotknown.JosephusonlysaysthatCleodemus―reportedconcerning

(perhaps,narratedthehistoryof)theJews.‖Theone surviving fragment expands on Gen 25:1–4, which 

listsAbraham‘sdescendantsthroughhissecondwifeKeturah.Conflatingthebiblicalaccount,Cleodemus

lists 3 sons of Abraham by Keturah: Iapheras, Sures, and Iaphras (or, as reported by Eusebius, Apher, 

Assouri, and Aphran), after whom he says the city of Ephra (Afra; otherwise unknown), Assyria, and 

Africa were named.  

Cleodemus displays special interest in traditions relating to Libya (the continent Africa) and Africa (the 

region around Carthage), in particular the exploits of the Greek hero Heracles in Libya, which were 

variously reported by ancient authors (cf. Diod. Sic. 1.17.3; 21.4; 24.1–8; 4.17.4–5; Plutarch Sert. 9.3–5). 

EspeciallyremarkableisCleodemus‘claimthatAbraham‘ssonsjoinedHeraclesinfightingtheLibyan

giantAntaeus,andthatsubsequentlyHeraclesmarriedAbraham‘sgranddaughterandfatheredasonfrom

whomdescendedthe―barbarianSophakes‖(perhapsareferencetoNumidiantribesinNAfrica). This 

willingnesstolinkthebiblicalaccountofAbraham‘sdescendantswithpopularlegendscurrentinthe

Hellenistic-Roman world, thereby providing a distinctly Judaized version of the settling and civilizing of 

Libya and Africa, is a specific instance of syncretism that typifies certain Gk-speaking Jewish authors of 

the Hellenistic period, e.g. Artapanus and Pseudo-Eupolemus.  

As to the identity of Cleodemus, virtually nothing is known except that Polyhistor gives his surname as 

Malchus and calls him―theprophet.‖Dependingonhowoneinterpretseachofthesebiographicaldata,as

well as how one assesses his syncretistic tendencies, scholars have variously identified him as Samaritan 

(Freudenthal 1875: 131–36), Jewish (Walter 1976: 116), and pagan (Wacholder 1974: 54, 55), either 

Syrian or Phoenician. The likely Semitic origin of the name Malchus and his demonstrable interest in 

Abraham argue for his Jewish identity. Generally a Palestinian or Samaritan provenance has been 

suggested, although the prominence he gives to N African traditions suggests that he was perhaps a 

member of the Jewish community at Carthage (Walter 1976: 116).  

The only firm indicator of his date is that he is quoted by Alexander Polyhistor (ca. 105–30 B.C.E.). How 

much earlier he flourished is difficult to say. He may have used a Gk translation of Genesis, which would 

suggest that he lived after the mid-3d century B.C.E. Scholars generally date him between 200–50 B.C.E.  
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CARL R. HOLLADAY  



CLEOPAS (PERSON) [Gk Kleopas (Κλεοπαρ)]. One of the 2 disciples whom Jesus joins on their way 

to Emmaus (Luke 24:18). The name Cleopas has been found on a Gk ostracon from Egypt: it is a 

shortened form of Kleopatros (―illustriousfather‖),themasculineformofCleopatra.Itissometimes

identified with Clopas (John 19:25), but the latter is of Semitic origin. The evidence for identifying the 2 

names is not strong. Probably, Luke is working with a tradition (cf. Mark 16:12–13); otherwise, he would 

havealsonamedCleopas‘companion(FitzmyerLuke x–xxiv AB, 1554–55, 1563–64). Cleopas was very 

likelyknowntoLuke‘sreaders.Naturally,therehasbeensomespeculationabouthis unnamed 

companion;Cleopas‘wifeorsonhavebeensuggested.Theformerismorereasonable,sinceiftheson

was later bishop of Jerusalem, he would have been named (Marshall Luke NIGTC, 894). Other 

suggestionsfortheidentityofCleopas‘companioninclude: Peter (unlikely in view of vv 33–34), 

Nathaniel, the deacon Philip, Nicodemus, Simon, Amaon and even Emmaous (Metzger 1980:40–1).  

More important is how Cleopas and his companion function in the narrative. They stand for any 

Christian who was (or is) confused about what happened to Jesus and about where they might now find 

him(Wanke1973:67,122,126).Ofcourse,Jesus‘appearancetoCleopasandhiscompanionandthe

majestic passives express divine initiative and grace (Betz 1969: 34–39,44–46). Cleopas and his 

companionwalkon―theway‖(vv 32,35), a name for Christianity (cf. Acts 

8:26,36,39;9:2;16:17;19:9,23;22:4;24:14,22). Their failure to see represents weakness of faith; thus, Jesus 

describesthemas―foolish…and slowofhearttobelieveallthattheprophetshavespoken!‖(Luke 

24:25). To be sure, they knew that Jesus of Nazareth was a prophet mighty in work and word and that he 

had been delivered up, condemned and crucified by the chief priests and rulers. But they failed to realize 

how well founded was their hope that Jesus was the one to redeem Israel. Now, 3 days had passed, and 

everything was gloomy, except for the confirmed report of the women that the tomb was empty and their 

amazing news that they had seen a vision of angels who said that Jesus was alive. Then, before their blind 

eyes, Jesus opens all the Scriptures. Beginning with Moses and the prophets, he explains everything about 

himself—that the Christ had to suffer all these things and so enter his glory (cf. Luke 16:31). Some 

authors (Betz 1969: 37–41; Perry 1986: 59–68) derive from the story a message about the presence of the 

risen Jesus in every Christian interpretation of scriptures. Koet (1985: 59–73)contendsthat―discuss‖

(synētēo), ―open‖(dianoigō) and―explain‖(diermēneuō) are certainly technical terms for scriptural 

interpretation,andtoalesserextent,―converse‖(homileō). ―Heart‖canbeassociatedwithsuch

interpretation.  

Cleopas and his companion also exemplify hospitality and the recognition of the risen Jesus in the 

Eucharist. When they reached Emmaus, Jesus appeared to be going further. However, Cleopas and his 

companion constrained him to remain with them because it was late. At table, Jesus took the bread and 

blessed it, broke it, and gave it to them. Only then were their eyes opened, and they recognized him (v 31; 

cf. vv 16, 35; Plevnik 1987:94–98), but he vanished. A theme of hospitality (Karris 1987: 58–59; 

Robinson 1984: 485–94) does not explain the similarityofJesus‘wordstothoseoftheLastSupper(Luke 

22:19; cf. 9:11–17)northeparallelwith―PhilipandtheEthiopianEunuch‖(Acts 8:25–40; Dupont 1953: 

361–64). Furthermore, the information that their eyes are opened and their journey ended only at the 

breaking of bread emphasizes that event even more than the correct understanding of scripture. On the 

other hand, Luke does associate the breaking of bread with instruction about himself and the mission 

(Dillon 1978: 105–8).  

Cleopas and his companion recalled how on the way their hearts had burned within them when Jesus 

opened the scriptures. Immediately, they returned to Jerusalem and told the eleven and those with them 

what happened on the way and how they recognized Jesus in the breaking of bread. Yet their news is 

subordinatedtoJesus‘appearance to Peter (Wanke 1974: 186–88), and the return to Jerusalem and the 

eleven marks the formation of the community (Dillon 1978: 93–103).  

Like all Christians, Cleopas and his companion are on the Way. Their inability to see, their lack of faith 

and hope, calls for a correct understanding of scriptures—that Jesus is the redeemer and, as Christ, had to 

suffer and thus enter his glory—and of his presence in the Eucharist. Such an understanding brings 



amazement and joy. Cleopas and his companion also demonstrate the need for grace, hospitality, 

enthusiasmtosharethegoodnewsandjoiningone‘sproclamationtothatoftheChurch(Borse1987:62–

66; Wanke 1973:49–53,114–16).  
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ROBERT F. O‘TOOLE  

CLEOPATRA (PERSON). Although borne by several minor mythological figures, the name 

Cleopatra(―bornofafamousfather‖)cameintoprominenceduringtheHellenisticperiodmainlyasa

result of its close association with the royal house of Macedon. The first Cleopatra of historical note was 

the wife of Perdiccas II of Macedon (ca. 452/35–413 B.C.) and Cleopatra was also the name of the 

daughter of Philip II at whose wedding celebrations Philip was assassinated in 336 B.C.  

It was presumably because of these royal associations that the name later became popular with the 

Seleucid and Ptolemaic dynasts. Several Ptolemies had wives and daughters called Cleopatra and the best-

known bearer of the name—the mistress of Julius Caesar and Mark Antony and last ruler of an 

independent Egypt before her suicide by asp bite in 30 B.C. andthecountry‘sannexationasaRoman

province—was actually Cleopatra VII of that line. There are three previous Cleopatras of this dynasty 

who are of particular biblical interest.  

1. Cleopatra I, born ca. 215 B.C., was the daughter of Antiochus the Great and Laodice. Married to 

Ptolemy V in 194/3 B.C. as part of the peace settlement between the two kings in 195 B.C., she brought as 

her dowry the revenues of Coele-Syria and Palestine (Josephus Ant 12.4.1§154).NicknamedSyra(―the

Syrian‖),sheruledasregentforheryoungsonPtolemyVIafterherhusband‘sdeathin180B.C. She died 

in 176 B.C., leaving 2 sons, Ptolemy VI and VIII, and a daughter Cleopatra II.  

2. Cleopatra II, daughter of the foregoing, was married in 175/4 B.C. to her brother Ptolemy VI. Add 

Esth 11:1 is thought to refer to them. It was to them that Onias IV fled after the installation of the 

hellenizer Alcimus as high priest (Joseph. Ant 12.9.7 §§387–88). In response to his petition citing the 

prophecy in Isa 29:19, they permitted him to construct at Leontopolis a temple similar to the Temple at 

Jerusalem (Ant 13.3.1–3 §§62–73), as well as favouring the Jews in other ways. In 170–164/3 B.C. 

Cleopatra was co-regent with Ptolemy VI and her younger brother Ptolemy VIII, with whom she joined in 

adynasticmarriagewiththelatterafterherhusband‘sdeathin145B.C. Matters deteriorated in 142 B.C. 

when Ptolemy VIII also married her younger daughter Cleopatra III, adding her to the co-regency. A 

confused power struggle resulted, with both Cleopatra II and Ptolemy VIII fleeing into exile on occasion. 

Reconciled in 124 B.C., the three again ruled togetheruntilPtolemy‘sdeathin116B.C. Cleopatra II 

herself died soon afterwards, probably in 115 B.C.  

3. Cleopatra Thea, oldest daughter of the foregoing and Ptolemy VI, was joined in a diplomatic 

marriage in 150 B.C. to Alexander Balas, who had gained the Seleucid throne with the support of Ptolemy 

and of Jonathan Maccabaeus (1 Macc 10:57–58; Josephus Ant 13.4.1–2 §§80–85). He proved 

unsatisfactory as king and in 146 B.C. PtolemyswitchedhissupportandCleopatra‘shandtoarival

claimant, Demetrius II Nicator (1 Macc 11:9–12; Josephus Ant 13.4.7 §§109–110). Demetrius was 

captured while invading Parthia (139/8 B.C.) but Cleopatra continued as queen by marrying his brother 



Antiochus VII Sidetas (138–129 B.C.). Later she ruled in her own right for a short period (126 B.C.) and 

then as regent with her son Antiochus VIII Grypus (125–121 B.C.). Exposed in an attempt to poison him, 

she was forced to commit suicide by drinking the poison herself (Justin 39.2.7–8).  

4. Unrelated is the Cleopatra from Jerusalem, a wife of Herod the Great (Josephus Ant 17.1.3 §21) and 

mother of the tetrarchs Herod and Philip (Luke 3:1). See further in PW 11/1: 738–44, 785–87.  
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JOHN WHITEHORNE  

CLERGY. See MINISTRY IN THE EARLY CHURCH.  

CLIENT KINGS. Rome‘sabilitytoestablishfriendlycontactsandallianceswiththepowersaround
her was fundamental to the success of Roman imperialexpansionandadministration.―Clientkings‖isa

convenient general term employed by modern scholars to denote monarchical rulers who enjoyed such 

relations with Rome, whether those relations were based upon a formal treaty or not.  

A. Terminology and History  

The Roman state termed these rulers its amici (―friends‖)and/orsocii (―allies‖,atermalsoappliedto

provincials). Their kingship was often recognized formally by Roman proclamation (appellatio), 

sometimes, especially under the Republic, with grand ceremony at Rome, as was the case with Herod in 

40 B.C. At the same time, individual Romans developed special personal and family relationships with 

theserulersandmightactuallydescribethemastheir―clients‖(clientes), though here, too, the 

terminologyoffriendshipwasthenorm.Therefore,theterm‗clientking‘isnotaformaltitleora

common designation so much as a metaphor used to express the de facto patronage exercised by Rome 

and Romans over these rulers. Of course, in practice, the actual nature of that patronage varied greatly 

from case to case, especially according to the relative strengths of the contracting parties. Thus, for 

example, the powerful king of Parthia often had a relationship with Rome which, in purely formal terms, 

was indistinguishable from that of a petty client king (such as Herod), but the vastly greater power of the 

Parthian king made the realities of his relationship with Rome entirely distinct.  

The first client kings were insignificant tribal chieftains of Italy whose names have mostly been lost to 

history.AsRomeexpandedintotheHellenisticworld,itgainedgrander―friendsandallies.‖Forthat

reason Hiero II, king of Syracuse (ca. 263 B.C.), is often though erroneously regarded as the first client 

king of Rome. Client kings remained vital to the Roman empire until the fall of the empire in the West in 

A.D. 476 (when a client king of sorts, the Germanic Odoacer, seized power). In the East they continued to 

be vital to the Byzantine state, which could even count kings of Italy among its clients. Yet it is often 

supposed that Rome conceived of client kingdoms as temporary entities eventually to be replaced by 

provinces administered directly by Roman governors. The fact is, however, that although kingdoms 

tended to be annexed over the centuries, there is no evidence that Romans ever thought of such kingdoms 

as temporary; indeed, such long-term thinking was simply not characteristic of Roman government.  

B. Relations with Rome  

The frontier of the Roman empire was in practice a broad, ill-defined area, even where fortified lines 

existed. Within that undefined area, client kings played a crucial role, since most were therefore situated 

on the margins of the territories directly administered by Rome. Due to their marginality, the Romans 

themselvesdisagreedastowhether,strictlyspeaking,clientkingswere―inside‖or―outside‖the

imperium Romanum. On the frontier, client kings joined Roman military campaigns of attack and defense, 

providing large forces, necessary resources, information, and strategic positions. Rome seems to have 

preferred not to tax such kingdoms directly, but rather to leave them as reservoirs upon which she could 



draw whenever required. Moreover, client kings could use their marginal positions to act as intermediaries 

for Rome, though they risked accusations of treachery by so doing (see HEROD ANTIPAS).  

It must be stressed that client kings enjoyed a great measure of independence and real power by virtue 

of their powerful friends in Rome and, more generally, because Rome was simply not interested in 

matters of day-to-day local administration. Rome became genuinelyinterestedinthekings‘activities

primarily when those activities threatened Roman interests directly or indirectly (e.g., when a king 

consorted with an enemy of Rome, or if he created or failed to quell unrest within his kingdom). In 

particular, Rome expected client kings to suppress banditry and piracy within their territories. Should a 

king fail to satisfy Roman expectations he might be deposed, detained, or even executed. On the other 

hand, client kings could call upon Roman support and protection against internal and external threats to 

their kingdoms. Though Rome might refuse to help, usually it was in the interests of its prestige and of 

future deterrence to be seen rallying to the aid of her friends. In the same way, when a king died he 

sometimes left a will that called upon Rome to ensure the succession of his chosen heir. Where no such 

heir existed, kings might bequeath their entire kingdoms to Roman protection and administration.  

The relationships between Rome and client kings were structured (and on occasion undermined) by 

personal and family relationships between kings and leading Romans. These relationships brought great 

military forces into the hands of the most influential Romans, such as Pompey. In the civil wars which 

marked the passage from republic to principate at Rome, client kings played important roles. Juba of 

Numidia and Cleopatra VII of Egypt are the two best-known examples.  

After the Battle of Actium in 31 B.C. and the establishment of the principate under Augustus, the 

patronage exercised over client kings by the Roman state and by individual Romans tended to coalesce, 

becoming simply the patronage of the emperor and the imperial family. Although other Romans 

(especially governors in adjoining provinces) continued to form relationships with kings, the emperor 

took some care to ensure that these did not undermine or contradict his political wishes. Augustus, 

following precedents set by Caesar and Antony in particular, made client kings a more integral part of the 

Roman empire than they had been. Most client kings were now granted Roman citizenship and regularly 

sent their sons to stay with the imperial family at Rome. In their kingdoms, kings founded or refounded 

cities which they named Caesarea, cities which often contained edifices named after members of the 

imperial family. These cities also became centers of the imperial cult, and a few kings, notably in the 

Crimean Bosporus, actually appointed themselves priests of the imperial cult. Coins were minted 

depicting the image of the ruling emperor.  

Emperors used kings to boost their prestige not only in the empire at large but also within Rome itself, 

where great ceremonies could be held to celebrate the conclusion of treaties and formal arrangements. The 

Romans were ambivalent toward these kings, but they nevertheless recognized the exalted status of 

royalty.Itwaseasythereforefortheemperortoclaimhonornotonlyasthe―conqueror‖ofkingsbutalso

as their great patron and protector.  

In the course of the principate, client kings and leading Romans became increasingly indistinguishable. 

In the Roman Senate, provincial elites more and more replaced the members of the old aristocracy, which 

had largely died out. Scions of royal dynasties were very much in the vanguard of this movement into the 

Senate.  
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DAVID C. BRAUND  

CLOISONNE. See JEWELRY.  

CLOPAS (PERSON) [Gk Klōpas (Κλωπαρ)]. Husband (or son or father) of a woman who stood near 

the cross of Jesus during his execution according to John 19:25. The exact relationship cannot be 



determined from the Gk text, becausesheisidentifiedonlyas―theMaryofClopas.‖Hesometimeshas

been identified with Cleopas [Gk Kleopas], one of the 2 travelers to Emmaus with whom Jesus conversed 

after the resurrection according to Luke 24:18. While it is possible that the Semitic name Clopas has been 

transformed into the Gk name Cleopas (abbreviated for Kleopatros), or vice versa, there is no reason to 

assume the identity of the 2 men. No evidence in the Gk texts of Luke and John suggests that the 2 names 

were interchanged during the course of their transmission. But a tradition found in Origen (Cels. 2.62, 68 

and elsewhere) suggests that Cleopas and Clopas may have been equated by Christians as early as the 3d 

century.  

Efforts to identify Clopas as a relative of Jesus based on biblical texts are not convincing. John 19:25 

appearstodepict4womennearthecross:Jesus‘mother―andthesisterofhismother,theMaryof Clopas, 

andMaryMagdalene.‖Althoughthephrases―thesisterofhismother‖and―theMaryofClopas,‖seemto

refer to separate individuals, the ambiguity of the Gk makes it quite possible that only 3 women are 

present.Thusifonetakes―MaryofClopas‖tostandinappositionto―thesisterofhismother,‖then

ClopascouldbeJesus‘cousinorgrandfatheroruncleonhismother‘sside.Thelastpossibilityis

intriguingbecauseEusebiusknowsatraditionfromHegesippusthatClopaswasJoseph‘sbrother, hence 

Jesus‘uncleonhisfather‘sside(Hist. Eccl. 3.11). According to Hegesippus, Clopas was the father of 

Symeon(Simon)whosucceededJesus‘brotherJamesasbishopoftheJerusalemchurch(3.32;cf.3.11;

4.22).  

Reading John 19:25 to refer only to 3 women witnesses (as in Mark 15:40 = Matt 27:56; diff. Luke 

23:49) has led to further speculation that Mary the wife of Clopas was also Mary the mother of James and 

Joses named in Mark 15:40. Based on this identification and the conjecture that the James of Mark 15:40 

was the son of Alphaeus (Mark 3:18 = Matt 10:3 = Luke 6:15; Acts 1:13), Alphaeus and Clopas would be 

one and the same person. But the identification of Alphaeus and Clopas depends upon 3 weak 

presuppositions:(1)theassumptionthatMaryisClopas‘wife;(2)theinferencethatMaryofClopaswas

thesisterofJesus‘mother,whichleadsto the unlikely result that both sisters had the same name; (3) the 

arbitrary identification of the James in Mark 15:40 with the James of Mark 3:18. Moreover, there is 

reason to thinkthat‗MarythemotherofJamesandJoses‘inMark 15:40 refersnottoClopas‘wifebutto

Jesus‘mother,asdoesasimilardescriptioninMark 6:3. If this is the case, then both Mark and John 

would agree in portraying the mother of Jesus as present at the crucifixion, but the Mary of Clopas does 

not readily correspond to any woman in Mark 15:40. (See Platz IDB 1:650; NTApocr 1: 418–32.)  

JON B. DANIELS  

CLOTHING. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION.  

CLOUD, PILLAR OF. See PILLAR OF FIRE AND CLOUD.  

CLUB, WAR. See WEAPONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WARFARE.  

CLUBS. See ASSOCIATIONS, CLUBS, THIASOI.  

CNIDUS (PLACE) [Gk Knidos (Κνιδορ)]. A Greek port on the SW coast of Asia Minor which Paul 

sailed past on his voyage to Rome (Acts 27:7).Cnidus(pronouncedwithasilent―c‖)wassituatedatthe

very W tip of a 40-mile peninsula which juts out into the Mediterranean between the islands of Cos and 

Rhodes,nearthemoderntownofTekir.ThisregionwascalledCaria,andinPaul‘stimewaspartofthe

RomanprovinceofAsia.ActsrelatesthatPaul‘sshipsailedslowlyWfrom Myra to Cnidus, and then was 

forcedbyunfavorableautumnwindstoturnSandsailtoCrete(referenceto―thefast‖in27:9 indicates 

the autumn season). Haenchen detects an error here, claiming that the course was not changed by 

unfavorable winds but rather was the normal route to Rome (1971: 699). Actually, the text does not say 

wherethenormalcourseforfallsailingwas,butsimplythat―thewinddidnotallowustogoon.‖Thisis

not inconsistent with Haenchen‘sclaimthatautumnwindstypicallyforcedwestboundshipstodetourS

from Cnidus to Crete.  

WritinglessthanacenturybeforePaul‘sjourney,StrabodescribedCnidusasacity: 

with two harbours, one of which can be closed, can receive triremes (warships), and is a naval station 

for twenty ships. Off it lies an island which is approximately seven stadia in circuit, rises high, is 



theatre-like, is connected by moles with the mainland, and in a way makes Cnidus a double city, for a 

large part of its people live on the island, which shelters both harbours. (14.2.15)  

ThemilitaryharborfacesNWwhilethelarger,commercialharborwhichPaul‘sshipapproachedfaces

SE. The mountainous island rises W of the city and is connected by a narrow man-made isthmus to the 

mainland E of the city. Modern excavations have revealed that the city itself may have originally been 

built on the island and then spread across the isthmus to the mainland. It boasted 2 theaters, the smaller of 

which seated approximately 4,500 and faced the S commercial harbor. The city also featured numerous 

temples and a necropolis that is one of the largest ever discovered. A circular temple with 18 Doric 

columns crowned the westernmost terrace above the city, overlooking both harbors. This almost certainly 

displayed the famous marble statue of Aphrodite Euploia (the Aphrodite of Fair Sailing) created in the 3d 

century B.C.E. by Praxiteles. Writing during the 1st century C.E., Pliny the Elder described it as the finest 

sculpture in the world, a work of art which had made Cnidus a famous city (HN 36.20–22).  

It was previously hypothesized that ancient Cnidus was founded near modern Burgaz-Datça, about 26 

miles E, and was only moved to the present site during the 4th century B.C.E. (IDB 1:655). Excavations 

have disproved this theory by unearthing pottery fragments at the present site dating from the 6th century 

B.C.E. (Mellink 1978: 324). Anti-Hasmonean Jewish refugees may have fled to Cnidus ca. 142 B.C.E. In 

that year, at Hasmonean request, the Roman consul Lucius wrote to Cnidus requesting that the city 

extradite any Jewish refugees to the high priest Simon (1 Macc 15:21–23). Roughly a century later the 

Romans exempted the city from tribute (Love 1972b: 401). Although Paul sailed past Cnidus, Christian 

missionaries later came to the area, several churches were constructed, and eventually the city became the 

seat of a bishop. During the 5th century C.E., a basilica was constructed on the site of the temple of 

Dionysus (IDB Sup, 169).  
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MARK J. OLSON  

COAT OF MAIL. See WEAPONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WARFARE.  

CODE. See LAW, BIBLICAL AND ANE.  

CODEX. The codex (pl. codices), or leaf book, of which the modern book with pages is a direct 

descendant, came into use as a medium of literature only in the early centuries of the Christian era. 

Although it was not a Christian invention, the codex was early favored in the Christian circles for the 

transcription of Christian literature, and its wide use by Christians popularized it and eventually led to its 

use for the transcription of Greek and Roman literature as well. The replacement of the traditional scroll 

or roll book (Lat uolumen, whenceour―volume‖)bythecodexwasadevelopmentofmajorimportance

in the history of book production in general. Within Christianity the codex played an important role in the 

transmission and collection of Christian writings and contributed to the formation of the Christian Bible.  

This entry consists of 10 articles. The first provides a discussion of what exactly a codex is, followed by 

separate articles on the major codices: Alexandrinus, the Berlin Gnostic codex, Bezae, Brucianus, 

Claramontanus, Ephraemi Rescriptus, Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, Washingtonianus. A discussion of Codex 

Askewianus can be found under PISTIS SOPHIA. See also CANON (NT); CHESTER BEATTY 

PAPYRI; NAG HAMMADI; PAPYRI, EARLY CHRISTIAN.  

THE CODEX  

The codex made of papyrus or parchment apparently evolved from sets of thin wooden boards, either 

whitened to receive writing with ink or slightly hollowed and filled with wax to receive writing with a 

stylus, and then hinged along one edge. Such sets of writing tablets (tabellae, pugillares) had long been 

used as notebooks for jotting memoranda, keeping accounts, doing school exercises, or making rough 

drafts. The term codex derives from them: caudex or codex meantoriginally―apieceofwood.‖When

sheets of papyrus or parchment were substituted for wooden tablets the codex became lighter, easier to 



handle, and far more capacious. Yet it retained its purely functional status as a notebook and was not 

immediately regarded as a proper book, that is, a medium of literature.  

The papyrus codex was constructed either on a single-quire or a multiple-quire method. A single-quire 

codex was produced by cutting sheets from a manufactured papyrus roll, stacking them, folding them 

across at the center, and then fastening them along the crease. Such a codex might contain as many as 50 

sheets (yielding 100 leaves or 200 pages). A multiple-quire codex was formed by folding single sheets or 

small groups of sheets, thus creating a series of gatherings (or quires) which were then stacked and 

stitched together at their folded edges. On either method, the sheets were usually so arranged that facing 

pages always exhibited the same side of the papyrus, whether horizontal or vertical fibers. Most early 

papyrus codices were made as single quires, but the multiple-quire method later prevailed because it 

permitted the construction of larger codices which did not bulge at the outer edge and tend to spring open. 

Extant papyrus codices vary in size, but normally are 6–8―wideand10–12―high.Papyruscodiceswere

almost always higher than wide, and thus typically differ from parchment codices, which closely 

approximate a square shape. Parchment codices could be constructed on the single-quire or the multiple-

quire method, but multiple quires are characteristic. Here too the sheets were arranged so that the facing 

pages showedthesamesideofthematerial,inthiscaseeither―flesh‖or―hairoftheskin.‖Although

parchment codices were much outnumbered in the early evidence by papyrus examples, the evidence does 

not allow a clear determination of what material was originally used for making codices. In the first 3 

centuries papyrus seems to have been preferred, for it was plentiful and inexpensive, but by the 4th 

century parchment predominated, less because of any intrinsic advantage over papyrus than, as some have 

suggested, because of economic decline in Egypt. Once constructed, the codex was often furnished with a 

cover of wood or leather which could be fastened with thongs. Few early covers have survived, but the 

Nag Hammadi codices preserve some fine examples.  

The inscribing of a codex posed problems not encountered in a roll. Whereas in a roll all writing was 

done on the side where the papyrus fibers ran horizontally, in a codex the scribe had to write on both sides 

of each sheet, and thus also where the papyrus fibers ran vertically. A comparable task was posed by the 

parchment codex, where the scribe had to write on the hair side as well as on the flesh side. Also, when 

inscribing a codex it was necessary to calculate carefully in advance how much space would be needed, 

for the codex, if it was constructed before being inscribed, could not be so easily enlarged as a roll. If, 

however, the pages were inscribed before the codex was gathered and bound, the sheets had to be 

carefully maintained in the proper order. Further, whereas rolls were normally inscribed in narrow 

columns, the relatively narrow pages of codices encouraged the inscription of a rather broader single 

column per page, and this is the general rule for extant codices. Some, however, have 2 or more columns, 

but this is more typical of parchment codices with their relatively wider pages.  

The first mention of the codex as a medium of literature, and thus as a book proper rather than a 

notebook, is found in epigrams of the Roman poet Martial in the late 1st century C.E. He refers to the 

availabilityofhisownpoemsinaform―whichtheparchmentconfinesinsmallpages‖(1.2:quos artat 

brevibus membrana tabellis), and mentions the bookseller from whom these could be obtained, so that 

these were commercial products. He refers also to works of other writers (Homer, Virgil, Cicero) which 

are in membranis or in pugillaribus membraneis (14.184–92); at least the latter, but probably all these, 

were parchment codices. Such inexpensive pocket-editions, which are represented as novelty gifts, must 

have been produced by a publishing entrepreneur. But the innovation apparently made no headway 

against the time-honored roll, which continued as the medium of Greek and Latin literature for centuries 

to come.  

It was first of all in Christian circles that the codex gained popularity as a format for literature. The 

remains of Christian manuscripts from the 2d and 3d centuries are predominately in codex form, and 

itemsofChristian―scriptural‖literaturearealmostexclusivelyin codex form, while the remains of non-

Christian manuscripts from this period are by large majority in traditional roll form. The marked departure 

of Christianity from the established standard in book production cannot be plausibly explained simply by 

reference to the practical advantages of the codex over the roll, for though there were advantages 



(economy, portability, ease of reference, comprehensiveness), they would not have been recognized 

exclusively by Christians. Consequently it has been supposed that the codex was promoted into general 

Christian usage by the authority of some particular document originally published in a codex, such that 

the authoritative content of the work carried over to the type of book in which it was known. It has been 

argued that this document was the gospel of Mark (Roberts 1954), or some early gospel-type document, 

such as a collection of sayings of Jesus (Roberts and Skeat 1983). A good case might also be made that it 

was an early collection of Pauline letters. Although such a nonutilitarian stimulus to the Christian 

adoption of the codex is plausible and probable, the practical advantages of the codex for travelling 

missionaries (portability, ease of reference, comprehensiveness) ought not be left wholly out of account 

(McCormick 1985). In any event, the codex early became the standard form of the Christian book, and it 

was undoubtedly under Christian influence that by the late 3d and early 4th centuries the codex gained 

parity with the roll as the medium of non-Christian literature, and thereafter almost entirely replaced the 

roll.  

TheuseofthecodexwithinearlyChristianity,andmostespeciallyforits―scriptural‖literature,maybe

said to imply a functional approach to scripture: this format did not depict its content as cultured 

literature, but as documentary material for regular uses, such as preaching, teaching, and liturgical 

reading. Correspondingly, these codices were inscribed in workaday hands rather than calligraphic scripts. 

And in some ways the codex probably assisted in the conception and formation of a canon of Christian 

scripture. This type of book provided the technical possibility of compassing a series of documents far 

more extensive than any single roll could contain, and by the end of the 2d century certain documents 

were being collectively transcribed on a single codex. Certainly the four Gospels were made available in 

this way, and so also were the epistles of Paul (cf. the CHESTER BEATTY PAPYRI P
45

 [ca. 250], a 

codex containing the four Gospels and Acts, and P
46

 [ca. 200], a codex comprising the epistles of Paul). 

TheideaoftheexclusiveauthorityoffourGospels,orindeedofa―fourfoldGospel,‖couldfindtangible

expression only in a codex that contained these and no others, just as the idea that Paul had written to 

seven churches and no others (and so addressed the church at large) gained concretion by transcribing the 

letters together in one codex. The form in turn probably helped to promote and to standardize such 

collections as well as the rationales behind them. Ultimately, when, in the 4th century, all the writings that 

the Church had come to value as scripture could be transcribed in a single large codex like Codex 

Sinaiticus or Codex Vaticanus, the codex gave forceful physical representation to the concept of a canon 

of scripture, connoting its unity, completeness and exclusivity.  
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HARRY Y. GAMBLE  

CODEX ALEXANDRINUS  

Codex Alexandrinus is a 5th century Gk codex containing both testaments. Because of the early arrival 

of Alexandrinus to England (only 16 years after the release of the Authorized [King James] Version), this 

codex was the first early ms of the Gk Bible to be well-known and consulted by scholars. The interest that 



resulted prompted a search for mss of the Bible, especially of the NT, which has lasted for over 3 

centuries.  

Codex Alexandrinus was sent as a gift to James I of England by the Greek Patriarch of Constantinople, 

Cyril Lucar, although the ms did not actually arrive until after the succession of Charles I in 1627. The 

British Museum became the repository of the codex in 1757 and designated it Royal I.D. V–VIII 

(Gregory-Aland A). Cyril Lucar had been Patriarch of Alexandria before coming to Constantinople, and it 

is believed that he brought the ms with him from Egypt (Finegan 1974: 150). A 13th or 14th century note 

(in Arabic) on the first page of Genesis maintains that the ms belonged to the Patriarchal library in Cairo.  

The plain, large, square uncial script on vellum suggests an early date. No original accent or breathing 

marks occur, but punctuation is provided by the first hand. Ornamentation at the beginning of the books 

and punctuation or end colophons suggest a date later than Codex Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus. 

Material from Eusebius and Athanasius included before the Psalms requires a later date. It is generally 

agreed, therefore, that an early 5th century date is correct (see Milne and Skeat 1938:31).  

The present codex is bound in 4 volumes with a few missing pages and lucunae defects. Three volumes 

(629 pages) contain the entire OT with few exceptions. The final volume (144 leaves) contains the NT 

with the Letters of Clement. Each page measures about 12.6 by 10.4 inches and contains 2 columns with 

49–51 lines/column. The codex is composed of quires, usually 8 leaves, with each page numbered with 

Gk letters in the top center margin.  

The OT includes all the books commonly associated with the LXX; in addition are Psalm 151, 3 and 4 

Maccabees, and (after the Psalms) the 14 Odes or liturgical canticles. Therefore, the ms is an important 

witness to the text of the LXX.  

Appended to the entire text of the NT are the two Epistles of Clement. According to the table of 

contents, the Psalms of Solomon were originally a part of the codex, but they have been lost.  

The type of text of Alexandrinus varies as to section in both testaments. Though opinions vary in the 

OT, primary text types are pre-Hexaplaric Alexandrian, Hexaplaric, and Lucian (Jellicoe 1968:186 ff.). 

The NT gospels contain a Byzantine text; Acts and the epistles are Alexandrian with some Western 

readings. Its greatest textual contributions are in Revelation and some OT books.  
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JOEL C. SLAYTON  

BERLIN GNOSTIC CODEX  

The Berlin Gnostic Codex (abbreviation: BG) is also known by the title given it at the Berlin Museum, 

where it is conserved: Papyrus Berolinensis 8502. It is written in Coptic (Sahidic dialect) and originally 

contained 142 pages of text, all but the last of which were numbered. Numbered pages 1–6, 11–14 and 

133–34 are now missing. Itisappropriatelycalled―Gnostic‖because3ofthe4tractatesincludedinthe

codex are gnostic: The Gospel of Mary ([1.1]–19.5), The Apocryphon of John (19.6–77.7), and The 

Sophia of Jesus Christ (77.8–127.12). The 4th tractate, The Act of Peter (128.1–141.7), probably comes 

from Encratite sources (Parrott 1979: 475). The codex is dated, on the basis of paleography, early in the 

5th century A.D., which places it in the century after the sequestering of the Nag Hammadi Codices (Till 

and Schenke 1972: 7). It was discovered in Egypt sometime in the latter part of the 19th century (the date 

is unknown), and purchased in or near the city of Achmim in 1896 for the Berlin Museum (Schmidt 1896: 

839–47). Carl Schmidt proposed to edit it and, in fact, published Acts Pet. (Schmidt 1903: 1–25). But the 

remainder of the codex was unpublished at his death. Walter Till published the 1st edition of the 

remaining text (1955). Subsequently Hans-Martin Schenke produced a 2d edition of the whole codex 

(1972).  



The cover of BG (presumably leather) is no longer extant. Codicological analysis indicates that the 

sheets used in the production of the volume were about 13.5 cm. high and 21.6 cm. broad (open position). 

Three roles of papyrus were used in its manufacture, which resulted in a volume of 146 pages (J. M. 

Robinson, in Parrott 1979: 36–44). The BG script is bold and square, and is marked by the inconsistent 

use of superlinear strokes—important elements in Coptic writing that, among other things, help the reader 

to correctly identify word grouping and the presence of subvocables.  

It has recently been proposed that the reason the tractates in BG were collected together is that they all 

in some way deal with the question of fate or providence. Further, it has been suggested that their 

arrangement in the codex is determined by that theme, with Ap. John serving as the linchpin (Tardieu 

1984: 19). This view seems doubtful because (1) the theme of fate or providence is found so generally in 

gnostic tractates, (2) it is not clear from the extant remains that Gos. Mary focused on that theme, and (3) 

similar codices (i.e., the Nag Hammadi Codices) appear to lack such a theme organization. Therefore, it is 

likely that the reason for the BG collection could only be discovered if we were to know the special needs 

and interests of the person or persons for whom the codex was copied.  
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DOUGLAS M. PARROTT  

CODEX BEZAE CANTABRIGIENSIS  

Codex Bezae, allocated the letter D
ea 

and the number 05, originally contained the 4 Gospels (in the order 

Matthew-John-Luke-Mark), the Catholic Epistles, and Acts. There are a considerable number of lacunae, 

including all but a leaf of the Epistles, and Acts 22:20 onwards. Out of an original total of 534 leaves, 406 

survive. The manuscript has 1 column of 33 lines on each page. The left-hand side of each opening is the 

Greek text; the right-hand side is an Old Latin version. The lines are of irregular length, with the same 

content in each column.  

The manuscript was written shortly before A.D. 400. The place of writing has long been debated. All the 

evidence points to an E origin—the style of script has important links with the Roman law school at 

Berytus (Beirut), the most important Latin center in the E, and an early corrector of the manuscript (B) 

shows affiliation with a text located in Caesarea. This evidence leads the present writer to favor Berytus 

as the place where it was written. The character of the manuscript makes it plain that it was written for a 

church where the Bible was read in Greek and Latin.  

The relationship between the 2 columns is complex. It seems that the Latin is derived from a Greek text 

closely related to D, but not identical with it. It was later revised to bring it into agreement with the Greek 

column, but with diminishing thoroughness.  

A succession of 9 or more hands made corrections, mainly to the Greek, down to about A.D. 700. The 

manuscript reached Lyons by the 9th century. It stayed there until it passed into the hands of the reformer 

Theodore Beza, who in 1581 presented it to the University of Cambridge, in whose possession it remains.  

In thousands of places the reading of D is unique. A number of factors contribute to its peculiarities.  

Firstly, the basic form of the text is much older than the manuscript. It dates from the 2d century, when 

there was a considerable variety of NT texts.  

IntheGospels,thereareover1,500examplesofharmonization(forinstance,oftheLord‘sPrayerin

Luke to that of Matthew).  

The manuscript is also remarkable for its expansions. One of the more noteworthy is the pericope of the 

man working on the Sabbath (after Luke 6:4), which is found nowhere else. In particular, the text of Acts 

contains many significant additions. It has been suggested that theological motives were instrumental in 

their formation, but there is disagreement as to how distinctive these alleged motives are.  



There are readings in the manuscripts that appear to be Semitisms, as well as some Atticisms, and a 

number of readings that appear actually to introduce Koine idioms into the NT.  

The characteristics of the scribe himself are also significant. Many of his errors are due to the influence 

of the context, where a combination of letters has caught his eye and led him into error. The Gk contains 

many nonsense readings, and frequently interchanges vowels. But in many ways he carefully reproduced 

the spellings and practices of his exemplar.  

While the distinctive readings of this manuscript have only occasionally laid claim to originality, an 

understanding of the character of its text is essential to our knowledge of the way in which the early 

Church handed down the text of the Gospels and Acts.  

The editions of Codex Bezae are Scrivener, F. H. 1864. Bezae Codex Cantabrigiensis, Being an Exact 

Copy, in Ordinary Type … edited with a Critical Introduction, Annotations and Facsimilies. Cambridge. 

Repr. 1978. A facsimile edition was produced by Cambridge University Press in 1899: Codex Bezae 

Cantabrigiensis. Qvatvor Evangelia et Actus Apostolorum Complectens Graece et Latine. 2 vols. 

Cambridge.  
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D. C. PARKER  

CODEX BRUCIANUS  

Codex Brucianus is the designation for Coptic papyri included among manuscripts purchased in about 

1769 in Upper Egypt (perhaps in Medinet Habu) by the Scottish traveler, James Bruce, and eventually 

acquired by the Bodleian Library in Oxford. The papyri contain the only known manuscripts of 2 ancient 

Gnostic works: the so-called First and Second Books of Jeu and an Untitled Text.  

The original total of 78 leaves were unbound when acquired, and already in poor physical condition 

when an early transcription was made, and there has been significant further deterioration. Seven entire 

leaves and large portions of many others have been lost and are accessible now only in the early copy. 

Duetothecircumstancesoftheiracquisition,thepapyricametobetermedcollectivelythe―Bruce

Codex,‖butinrealitythey seem to be the remains of at least 2 independent codices: 31 leaves containing 

the Untitled Text, inscribed in what is probably a single uncial hand; and the remaining 47 leaves 

containing the Books of Jeu. In this latter group, several scribal hands have been identified, and a more 

cursive style predominates. The latter fact could indicate that the Untitled Text is an older manuscript than 

the rest of the Bruce Codex, although the dating of these manuscripts is still very uncertain and in need of 

fresh analysis. Dates ranging from the 3d to the 10th century C.E. have been suggested (Schmidt 1954: 

xxviii). The Coptic text is probably a translation of works that were composed originally in Gk; the 

dialect is Sahidic. In the beginning pages of the Books of Jeu there are slight dialectical divergences from 

standard Sahidic. Walter Till (apud Schmidt 1954: xxix) once ascribed these to Subachmimic influence, 



but they may simply reflect variations deriving from a period before the greater standardization of 

Sahidic.  

Determining the genre of the Untitled Text is complicated by the fact that both the beginning and ending 

have been lost, and there are 5 leaves whose relation to the rest is disputed. The work seems to be a 

Christian gnostic treatise that describes in systematic fashion the unfolding of the transcendent world and 

the ordering of material creation. Here and there the author introduces quotations from, or allusions to, 

bothNTandOTwritings.Thetreatise‘smythologicalpatterns(e.g.,adivineFather-Mother-Son triad), 

names (e.g., the luminaries Eleleth, Daveide, Oroiael, and [Harmozel]), and terminology are closely 

related at many points to such texts as the Apocryphon of John (NHC II,1; III,1; IV,1; Pap. Berol. 8502,1), 

Trimorphic Protennoia (NHC XIII,1), Zostrianus (NHC VIII,1), Three Steles of Seth (NHC VII,5), 

Allogenes (NHC XI,3), Marsanes (NHCX,1),andafewother―Sethian‖gnosticworks,astheseareoften

labeled due to the divine Seth who figures prominently in many of them. In the Untitled Text a divine 

entitycalled―Setheus‖doesplayacentraldemiurgicrole.Theprecisenatureoftherelationshipamong

―Sethian‖gnosticwritings,theirrespectivepositionswithinthehistoryof―Sethian‖gnosticdoctrinesand

practices, and the questionofhowcoherent―Sethianism‖everwasasasectarianmovement,areissues

still in dispute (Layton 1981). The Untitled Text is one of several writings important to this discussion.  

At one point, the Untitled Text appears to allude to works by two Gnostic visionaries, Nicotheus and 

Marsanes (chap. 7; Schmidt and MacDermot 1978: 235). Epiphanius asserts that a gnostic group whom he 

labels Archontics spoke of two prophets, Martiades and Marsianos, who were raptured into heaven and 

returned after 3 days (Pan. 40.7.6). This Marsianos could be the same gnostic prophet mentioned by the 

Untitled Text (Schmidt 1892: 602; Puech 1960: 90), and the author of the latter could be alluding to the 

tractate Marsanes, a Platonizing gnostic work of which we now have a fragmentary copy in the Nag 

Hammadi Library (Pearson 1978: 377; 1981: 229–50). The Neoplatonist Porphyry (Plot. 16) mentions an 

Apocalypse of Nicotheus and an Apocalypse of Zostrianus among other writings already used in Rome in 

the mid-3d century C.E., by gnostic acquaintances of Plotinus. The Zostrianus apocalypse may be the 

same as the Nag Hammadi tractate Zost., which in turn shares with the Untitled Text certain technical 

terminology that Plotinus himself mentions as used by his gnostic opponents.  

The Untitled Text is therefore related to the texts known to this circle of 3d century C.E. Platonist 

Gnostics in Rome. Schmidt (1892: 664) believed that the treatise dated from around 170–200 C.E., but 

comparison of its contents with the related writings available since the Nag Hammadi discovery has 

suggested to some scholars that the Untitled Text may represent a later stage of development, in the 3d or 

4th century (Sevrin 1986: 208; Turner 1986: 85).  

The manuscript containing the Books of Jeu consists of 2 principal parts, at the end of the first of which 

isfoundthetitle,―TheBookoftheGreatMystery-Message‖(cf.thereferenceafewlinesearlierinthe

textto―thisgreatmystery-messageofJeu‖[chap.41]).Thoughadivine―Jeu‖figuresprominentlyinthe 

text, the title 1st and 2d Books of Jeu does not actually appear in the manuscript. This title was applied to 

thetextbySchmidt,whoarguedthatthecontentsaretobeidentifiedwith―thetwobooksofJeu‖

mentioned in the closely related Pistis Sophia (chaps. 99 and 134) in Codex Askewianus. There Jesus 

refers his disciples to mysteries that can be found in the 2 books of Jeu that Enoch wrote, when, in an 

earlier epiphany, Jesus had spoken to Enoch from the trees of Paradise. Early critics ofSchmidt‘s

hypothesis noted the absence of any reference to Enoch in Codex Brucianus, and questioned how closely 

the contents of the manuscript match the description of the teaching that Jesus in Pistis Sophia ascribes to 

the books written by Enoch (Preuschen 1894; Liechtenhan 1901). Most scholars have nevertheless 

inclinedtowardSchmidt‘sidentification. 

The manuscript of the Books of Jeu has the look of a compilation, the history of which is by no means 

certain. The surviving leaves seem to preserve only portions of what were originally 2 somewhat longer 

works, and there are a few extra leaves of uncertain placement, containing fragments of related material in 

different scribal hands and with some dialectical variations.  

The Books of Jeu are significant for the history of gnostic ritual. The first book is framed as a revelation 

dialogue between Jesus and his disciples after his resurrection. Jesus tells them how his Pather brought 



forth―Jeu,thetrueGod,‖andthenmovedJeutoproducefurtheremanations,themselvescalled―Jeus‖or

―fathersofthetreasuries.‖JesusdescribeseachJeuindetail,revealingthesecretnames,numbers,and

diagrams corresponding to each one (chaps. 5–32), and then gives instructions about secret numbers, 

seals, and passwords which will allow the disciples access to each of 60 treasuries of the transcendent 

world (chaps. 33–40). He takes the disciples into the treasuries and leads them in ritual prayers (chap. 41). 

In the second book Jesus initiates the disciples into the mysteries of water baptism, baptism of fire, and 

baptism of the Spirit, each accompanied by elaborate description of the requisite ritual materials and 

procedures (chaps. 45–48). He then describes the future ascent of their souls through the levels of the 

transcendent realm, and for each level there is again instruction about cryptic seals, numbers, and 

passwords to be used in the ascent (chaps. 49–52). Among the most striking features of this manuscript 

are the numerous cryptograms and seals actually sketched in the text and margins, virtually the only 

examples of such pictorial elements in a gnostic manuscript (Phinney 1980: 436–37). This fact renders the 

absence of any facsimile edition of this part of the Bruce Codex all the more regrettable.  

Schmidt (1892: 552–98) argued that the Books of Jeu and at least the last two books of the Pistis Sophia 

were composed in the 3d century C.E. by members of the same ascetic Severian sect (Epiphanius, Pan. 

45), and that this sect had come into conflict with libertine Phibionite gnostics who were near relatives as 

far as sectarian ancestry. Both writings include passages which condemn the ritual consumption of semen 

and menstrual blood (Jeu chap. 43; Pistis Sophia chap. 147), and Epiphanius (Pan. 26) accuses certain 

―Phibionites‖ofasimilarpractice.AliteraryconnectionbetweenPistis Sophia and the Books of Jeu 

remains likely, but a specific link with the Severian gnostics mentioned by Epiphanius is far more 

tenuous. The shared characteristics upon which Schmidt based his identification (e.g., use of the 

demiurgic names Ialdabaoth or Sabaoth; ascetic tendencies, etc.) are now found in several texts from Nag 

Hammadi, and may be too general to allow any narrow identification of the Books of Jeu with a gnostic 

sect that is otherwise so sparsely documented as is the Severian sect.  
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MICHAEL A. WILLIAMS  

CODEX CLAROMONTANUS  



Codex Claromontanus is a 5th- or more likely 6th-century codex containing only the Pauline letters 

(including Hebrews). It is a bi-lingual Gk and Lat manuscript, consisting of 533 vellum leaves (95/8―by

75/8"), with the Gk text of the letters on the left-hand page, the Lat on the right. Each page bears 1 column 

of text with 21 lines of irregular length (corresponding to the pauses in the sense).  

Itisimpossibletodeterminethecodex‘splaceoforigin.Theworkofatleast 9 different correctors has 

been identified (the 4th of these added accent and breathing marks in the 9th century). Theodore Beza, the 

celebrated French scholar who became the successor of Calvin as leader of the Genevan Church, acquired 

the manuscript between 1565 and 1582. He claimed that it was discovered in a convent at Clermont-en-

Beauvais. An edition of the manuscript was published by Tischendorf in 1852.  

Codex Claromontanus is an important early witness in the history of the NT text. Like Codex Bezae, 

which is roughly contemporaneous with this manuscript and contains most of the text of the four Gospels 

and Acts (with a small fragment of 3 John), the type of text in Codex Claromontanus is distinctly 

Western. As Metzger (1968) has noted, however, Western readings in the Epistles are not so striking as 

those in the Gospels and Acts.  

Codex Claromontanus is also important for the history of the Christian canon of scripture. After the text 

of Philemon in this manuscript, and just before the text of Hebrews, there is a stichometric list, in Latin 

only, of OT and NT books. Whereas the OT books are listed without division, the NT books are 

subdividedinto2categories:―TheFourGospels‖and―TheEpistlesofPaul.‖Whatisstrikingisthat

Paul‘slettersarenot distinguished from the Catholic Epistles and other writings which are also indexed. 

There is an obvious omission after the listing of Ephesians: Philippians, 1 and 2 Thessalonians are 

missing. Hebrews is also lacking. The scribe obelizes 4 works at the end of the list: Barnabas, the 

Shepherd of Hermas, the Acts of Paul, and the Apocalypse of Peter. Souter (1954) suggested that these 

horizontal lines indicate that they are not to be regarded as on the same plane as the others. If that is the 

case, the canon list included in Codex Claromontanus, granted its careless omissions, would apparently 

intend to set forth a NT canon of 27 texts.  

The presence of such a list in this codex is curious. Jülicher (1931) thought this catalogue belonged to 

the 4th century and was of W origin. Zahn (1890), however, put forth a compelling argument for a 4th-

century date and an E provenance, perhaps Syria-Palestine. As with the MURATORIAN FRAGMENT, 

how such a list could have come to occupy a place in this codex remains a mystery. Nevertheless, with the 

exception of Hennecke (NTApocr 1) most have followed Zahn in assigning a 4th-century date and an E 

provenance to the canon list, although the codex in which it appears is W and later.  
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GREGORY ALLEN ROBBINS  

CODEX EPHRAIMI RESCRIPTUS  

This manuscript (Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale Gr. 9; designated C throughout, and given the number 

04 for the NT in the Gregory-Aland catalogue) originally contained the entire Bible. It is a palimpsest, 

having been broken up and used by a 12th century monk to copy a Gk translation of discourses by 

Ephraim Syrus. There are 63 OT leaves extant (containing parts of Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Canticles, Job, 

Wisdom, and Sirach) and 145 of the NT (in which every canonical book is represented). It may have been 

written in the 5th century, though Cavallo dates it almost certainly to the 6th. The leaves are 25.6–26.4 × 

31.4–32.5 cm; there is a single column, of between 40 and 46 lines on each page. The NT originally 

contained about 232 (Lyon) or 238 leaves (Kenyon). The OT and NT portions are by separate hands. 

Arguments that allot the NT to several scribes (Traube, Lyon) are based on differences in forms of the 

nomina sacra and orthography between different books, and have no foundation in the character of the 

handwriting. The differences are more likely to be due to the use of several separate exemplars in the 



compilation of the manuscript. This is the appropriate point to note that Oliver has demonstrated that a 

dislocation of a portion of the text in Revelation is due to the leaves of the exemplar having been bound 

out of order.  

Tischendorf suggested that the manuscript was written in Egypt. This is confirmed by Cavallo, who 

argues for the Nitrian Desert, associating the script (he is thinking, it appears, of the NT particularly) with 

those of the Freer manuscript of Deuteronomy and Joshua, the NT uncials 016 (its closest associate) and 

027, and two Homer codices (Papyrus Berolinensis 6794 and the Cureton Homer). It belongs to the period 

ofdecadenceofthebiblicaluncialscript,andwaswritten―withoutparticularcare tobecalligraphic.‖The

copying, it is alleged, was also careless. These 2 points have led to speculation that the manuscript may 

have been written for private use.  

The text has been reworked by 2 correctors who, it is suggested, are to be placed in 6th-century 

Caesarea and 9th-century Constantinople. In the early 16th century the codex was brought to Italy, and 

passed into the possession of Catherine de Medici, with whom it went to Paris, where it has remained ever 

since.  

The great difficulty of deciphering the manuscript has led to its neglect, so that it has been the subject of 

only a very few studies, and only one edition. The text of the NT is placed by K. and B. Aland in their 

Category II (of special quality, but contaminated by alien influences). Their analysis of test passages 

shows that the text of Paul is particularly good. The figures given below show, in order, (a) agreements 

with the Byzantine text, (b) agreements with the same where it has what the Alands consider to be the 

original text, (c) agreements with their original text, (d) and readings where it is unique.  

 
(a)  (b)  (c)  (d)  

Gospels  87,  66,  66,  50  

Acts  12,  12,  37,  11  

Paul  31,  23,  104,  15  

Catholic Epistles  15,  3,  41,  12  
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D. C. PARKER  

CODEX SINAITICUS  

This codex comes from the Sinai, where it was preserveduntilthelastcenturyinSt.Catherine‘s

monastery, which is situated at the foot of Jebel Musa (Mount of Moses) on which, according to ancient 

traditions, the Ten Commandments were given by God to Israel. This Gk copy of the Bible is now housed 

in 4 very different places. Most of it, 347 leaves, are proudly displayed on the 1st floor of the British 

Library (the British Museum). Forty-three leaves are in the University Library at Leipzig. Fragments of 3 

leaves are in Leningrad. These collections wereremovedfromSt.Catherine‘sbyConstantine

Tischendorf: the smaller collection in 1844, the fragments and the major part of the codex in 1859. A fire 

inSt.Catherine‘smonasteryin1975revealedaround4,000manuscripts,includingmorethanadozen 

leaves of this precious codex; some of the leaves look as though they came off the table of the copying 

scribe. These are being prepared for publication by his emminence Archbishop Damianos.  



This 4th-century Gk ms, one of the most precious and ancient manuscripts of the Bible, contains most 

of the OT, the NT, the Epistle of Barnabas, and the Shepherd of Hermas (up to Man. 4.3.6). Scholars 

estimate that the original manuscript contained at least 730 leaves and would have required approximately 

360 goats or sheep to provide the skins. The work was copied by 3 different scribes whose calligraphy is 

so similar that it is probable that they were trained in the same scriptorium. The manuscript could have 

been produced in Rome, Caesarea, or Alexandria.  
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JAMES H. CHARLESWORTH  

CODEX VATICANUS  

Codex Vaticanus (Vatican Library, Cod. Gr. 1209, given the letter B and, for the NT, the numeral 03) is 

one of a small number of extant ancient Greek Bibles containing both the OT and NT (though it never 

contained any of the books of Maccabees). It has been in the Vatican Library since at least 1475, when it 

was listed in a catalogue (Ropes 1926: xxxi; cf. Kenyon 1912: 77n.). During the 15th century, it had 

certain lacunae filled: Gen 1:1–46:26 (copied from the Vatican Codex Chisianus R VI 38, which is 

numbered 19 in the catalogue of LXX manuscripts); Ps 105:27–137:6; Heb 9:14 to the end, the Pastoral 

Epistles, and Revelation (this addition is listed separately amongst NT manuscripts as minuscule 1957). 

Certain embellishments were added at the same period. In addition to these gaps in the ancient 

manuscript, part of a leaf (containing 2 Kgdms 2:5–7, 10–13) has been torn away. It has been suggested 

by Skeat (1984: 463) that B was brought to Rome from Constantinople as a gift by the Greek delegation 

to the Council of Ferrara-Florence in 1438–39, after a hasty restoration. Attempts to link the manuscript 

with Cardinal Bessarion and with S Italy are rightly rejected by Skeat (1984: 454–55),followingŠagi.  

In the 10th or 11th century, the original text was overwritten letter by letter, accents and breathings were 

newly supplied, and some corrections were made. This activity, apart from destroying the great beauty of 

the codex, has greatly impeded precise paleographical analysis, so that dating and placing the 

manuscript‘soriginisverydifficult. 

Cavallo suggests the date ca. 350 (after 328 but before 360). It is most likely to have been written in 

Egypt (Martini 1966: 6; Cavallo 1967: 56). Hatch (1953: xix) suggests Upper Egypt. The attribution to 

Egypt rests on textual grounds and the order of the books, rather than on a paleographical decision. The 

theory that the so-called Coptic form of the letter Mu indicates an Egyptian origin is not tenable.  

It was once a fashionable suggestion that B (with Codex Sinaiticus) was one of 50 copies prepared by 

Eusebius of Caesarea for the Emperor Constantine in the early 330s. This idea must be abandoned, as 

must the idea that it was commissioned from Athanasius in Rome by the Emperor Constantine 10 years 

later.  

Themswaswrittenby2scribes,―A‖and―B,‖ofwhomBwrotetheNT.Thecodexisoffine

appearance, square (27 × 27 cm), composed of 5-sheet quires (quinions), with 3 columns to a page, and 

40–44 lines to a column. The text was corrected by a hand contemporary with the scribes, generally 

identified with the diorthotes (official corrector of the scriptorium).  

This manuscript is, given its extent, textually the best of any. In the OT it forms the basis of the smaller 

andlargerCambridgeeditions.IntheNTitwasthefoundationofWestcottandHort‘stext.Forthemost

part, the OT shows a form of LXX text similar to that used by Origen in the 5th column of his Hexapla. It 

was therefore affected far less than most other manuscripts by the deleterious influence of the Hexapla on 

the LXX. It is least valuable in Isaiah, Jeremiah, the Minor Prophets, and Job. Its text of Judges is very 

distinctive, and generally associated with the Hesychian recension.  



In the NT, its text is of a high quality throughout (the view that in Paul it shows the influence of the so-

called Western text should be treated cautiously). C. M. Martini has demonstrated that the text of B in 

Luke is substantially that found in the beginning of the 3d century in P. Bodmer XIV–XV. Porter has 

shown the same to be true for John. In Paul, according to Zuntz, it represents, along with P. Chester 

Beatty, P. Ann Arbor, and miniscule 1739, the Proto-Alexandrian text of ca. A.D. 200, and preserves the 

ancient tradition stemming from the creation of the Pauline corpus in ca. 100.  

For the story of the early collations, and the first, notoriously inaccurate, full transcription by Mai, see 

Kenyon (1912: 77–79). A photographic reprint of the whole manuscript was made in 1889–90. A reprint 

of the NT alone was made in 1968, for presentation to the more distinguished of those attending the 

Second Vatican Council.  
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D. C. PARKER  

CODEX WASHINGTONIANUS  

SometimesreferredtoastheFreerManuscriptoftheGospels,thismsisdesignated―W‖inthe

Gregory-Aland list of ms sigla. Housed in the Freer Gallery of Art (Smithsonian, Washington, D.C.), it is 

an Egyptian-provenance parchment ms of the 4th/5th centuries containing the four Gospels in the 

―Western‖order(Matt,John,Luke,Mark),with2lacunae(Mark 15:13–38; John 14:25–16:7, owing to 

missing pages). Except for the 1st quire of John (1:1–5:11), it is the work of one scribe. There are various 

indications of formal formatting of the ms for public reading and for study (e.g., punctuation, blank 

spacesbetweenphrases,paragraphdivisions,diacriticalmarks),andseveralcorrectors‘handsare

evidenced. The pages (averaging 81/8 × 55/8") contain a single column of 30 lines in a clear, sloping hand 

(ruled lines between 27–35 letters (approx. 37/8―long).AmajorfeatureofcodexWisthemixednatureof

its text. Matt and Luke 8:13–24:53 reflect the Byzantine text-type. Luke 1:1–8:12 and John 5:12–21:25 

are Alexandrian. Mark 1:1–5:30 (orslightlyearlier)is―Western,‖resembling especially the Old Latin. 

Mark 5:31–16:20 was long thought a witness to an early stage of the Caesarean text, but has been shown 

to be insufficiently related to any main text-type, agreeing with P45 most often and showing numerous 

harmonizations with the other Synoptics as well as deliberate scribal changes, mainly in Markan style. It 

has been suggested that the varying textual complexion of W derives from an ancestor patchwork 

manuscript made up after Diocletian‘sattemptin303C.E. to destroy all Christian sacred books.  



Probably the most noteworthy reading in W follows Mark 16:14, a reading witnessed to also by Jerome. 

The undoubtedly apocryphal reading is as follows:  

Andtheyexcusedthemselves,saying,―ThisageoflawlessnessandunbeliefisunderSatan,whodoes

not allow the truth and power of God to prevail over the unclean things of the spirits. Therefore reveal 

yourrighteousnessnow‖—so they spoke to Christ.AndChristrepliedtothem,―Thetermofyearsfor

Satan‘sauthorityhasbeenfulfilled,butotherterriblethingsdrawnear.AndforthosewhohavesinnedI

was delivered over to death, that they may return to the truth and sin no more; that they may inherit the 

spiritualandincorruptiblegloryofrighteousnesswhichisinheaven.‖ 
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L. W. HURTADO  

COELE-SYRIA (PLACE) [Gk Koilē Syria (Κοιλη Στπια)]. Coele-Syria is a geographical term 

variously used to describe portions of Syro-Palestine, depending on the historical time period and the 

author.Thetermwhichhasbeenwidelyinterpretedas―hollowSyria‖isfirstattestedinitsHellenistic

form in the 4th century B.C. While often used by modern writers to describe the N extent of the Great Rift 

Valley between the Lebanon and Anti-Lebanon Mountains, the name was used by the Hellenistic writers 

to include a large portion of the E Mediterranean seaboard extending E toward to the Euphrates. 

Phoenicia however was held to be separate from Coele-Syria. Under Alexander the Great, Coele-Syria 

was a large administrative unit that included Samaria, which revolted against Andromachus the governor 

of Coele-Syria whom Alexander had appointed (Curtius Rufus 4.8.9). Under the Ptolemies and Seleucids, 

the term continued to be used for an administrative region. Under Antiochus III, the Levant was divided 

into strategia of Coele-Syria and Phoenicia. Coele-Syria in turn was divided into 4 eparchies: Samaria, 

Idumea, Paralia, and Galaaditis (Diodorus 19.95.2). The names of 6 Seleucid governors of Coele-Syria 

have been preserved. One of them, Apollonius of Tarsus, the―governorofCoele-SyriaandPhoenicia‖(2 

Macc 3:5–8), fought the Maccabees and was defeated at Jamnia ca. 147 B.C. (1 Macc 10:69ff.).―Coele-

Syria‖isusedtodescribeSSyriawiththeexclusionofPhoeniciathroughouttheApochrypha(1 Esdr 

2:17, 24, 27; 4:48; 1 Macc 10:69; 2 Macc 4:4; etc.). Diodorus of Sicily in describing the Levant prior to 

the Romans, defined Coele-Syria as being adjacent to Upper Syria, enclosing Phoenicia, and extending as 

far as Egypt (18.6.3).  

Thetoponym―Coele-Syria‖continued to be used after Rome expanded her power into the Levant under 

Pompey. After Herod gained the enmity of the Jews for his harsh rule over Galilee in 47 B.C., he was 

made a general over Coele-Syria (Josephus Ant 14.9.5 §180). In that position Herod apparently had 

authority in Damascus, Samaria, and the Transjordan (Josephus JW 1.10.8 §213); Josephus, however, 

uses the term in a variety of ways. At times it is defined as extending from the Euphrates to Egypt (Ant 

14.4.5 §79).  

Among other classical authors, Strabo in his geographical study included all of the arable land E of the 

Rift Valley in Coele-Syria, with Damascus as its chief city (Geog 16.2.2–22), and Ptolemy included the 

cities of Coele-Syria with those of the Decapolis (Geog 5.14).  

In the 2d century A.D. the cities of the Decapolis such as Abila, Gadara, Philadelphia, and Scythopolis 

retained their ancient territorial description by having an abbreviation for Coele-Syria on their coins. The 

recognition of this region as Coele-Syria was later affirmed by the Roman Emperor Septimius Severus.  

Theetymologyoftheword―Coele‖isdebated.Thewidelyacceptedinterpretation―hollowSyria‖is

challenged by E. Schwarz who has postulated that Coele is the hellenized form of the Heb word kol. His 

position is affirmed by A. Shalit, who maintains that Coele-Syria is identical to the usual expression in Gk 

for―allSyria.‖B.MazarbuttressesthispositionbyarguingthattheGreeksdevelopedthetoponym



Coele-Syriaonthebasisoftheancientterm―all Aram,‖whichwasusedbytheAramaic-speaking 

population, and the word Syria was substituted for Aram (see Mazar 1962: 120 for this discussion).  
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ROBERT W. SMITH  

COHORT, AUGUSTAN. See AUGUSTAN COHORT.  

COHORT, ITALIAN. See ITALIAN COHORT.  

COINAGE. Money is a medium of exchange used to acquire goods or services, and therefore serves as 

a measure of wealth or value. It may also be symbolic of sovereignty or a unit of accounting. Coins are 

minted metal authorized to function as money; they are culturally accepted media for exchange and 

designations of value.  

———  

A. Money in the Hebrew Bible  

B. Money in the Ancient Near East  

1. The shekel  

2. Egypt  

3. Mesopotamia  

4. Biblical and Archaeological Evidence  

C. The Origins of Coinage  

D. The Yehud Coins  

E. Coinage in the Apocrypha  

F. Coinage of Herod and His Dynasty  

G. Coins of the NT  

H. Coins of the First Jewish Revolt  

I. Coins of the Second Jewish Revolt  

———  

A. Money in the Hebrew Bible  

When money is mentioned throughout the Hebrew Bible, the text does not refer to coins. The references 

designate measures of value in goods or in precious metals. The metals are not coined, however, in 

specific weights. Nor are they generally verified by an official stamp of governmental or religious 

authorities to meet certain weight standards. The NT, however, has as its background the coined money of 

the Hellenistic and Roman periods. Coins expressed monetary value more specifically and more easily 

than bullion,butwerestillusedintandemwith―inkind‖transactions,where―money‖stillexistedinthe

form of sheep, goats, birds, grain, oil, or wine. Indeed, some form of money has existed from earlier times 

when people bartered with one another or traded commodities. By the time of Jesus and the Apostles of 

the early Church, coinage was widely accepted and used throughout all lands associated with the Bible. 

Coinage facilitated exchange of objects, measured value, stored wealth, and provided support and taxation 

for governments.  

In the history of the people of the covenant, the first reference to the use of money is the restitution paid 

toAbrahambyAbimelechforthewrongdonetoSarah,Abraham‘swife,inGen 20:14–16. Abimelech 

paysAbraham―sheepandoxen,andmaleandfemaleslaves‖togetherwith―athousandpiecesofsilver‖

servingas―vindication‖forwhathehaddone.InGenesis 23, Abraham purchases a burial place from 

Ephron the Hittite for 400 shekels of silver. A shekel, on the Babylonian standard, was the equivalent of 

approx.8.5gramsofmetal.―AbrahamweighedoutforEphronthesilverwhichhehadnamedinthe

hearing of the Hittites, four hundred shekels of silver, according to the weights current among the 

merchants‖(Gen 23:16). The merchants used the Babylonian standard of weights and measures. To 

―weighout‖thisamountwasto hand over to Ephron the weight in silver of approx. 8 minas, the 

equivalent of 261/2 gold shekels. The silver would have been in the form of small ingots, pieces of silver 



foil, rings or silver wire. This was a substantial amount to be sure, although we cannot accurately estimate 

its value in modern currencies. Ancient measures in grams can be converted to equivalents on the current 

market value of silver or gold, given market fluctuations. If we can assume that precious metals have 

always remained fairly stable in their relative value to other goods and services, then we can estimate in 

late 20th century equivalents what these amounts of money would equal. Clearly, however, this is a 

haphazard procedure and is best avoided.  

The Joseph cycle contains severalreferencesto―money,‖translatingtheHebkesep, which is also the 

wordfor―silver.‖This―money‖included―bundles‖whichwereplacedinthetravelingbagsofJoseph‘s

brothers when they were about to leave Egypt and return to Canaan; the text also mentions the money 

collected to pay for grain from the Egyptian royal granaries. In Genesis 43, Joseph received money which 

must have included gold, silver, bronze, and iron, in rings, bars, ingots, or dust (gold only). These were 

recognizedformsof―money,‖whichwereweighedinspecificamountsandfunctionedasbulliononthe

open market. The metals were weighed in specific ratios to one another for terms of standard commerce 

or taxation. So it is also in Genesis 47,when―Josephgatheredupallthemoneythatwasfoundintheland

of Egypt and in the land of Canaan, for the grain which they bought; and Joseph brought the money into 

Pharaoh‘shouse.‖Whenthismetallicmoney wasdepleted,itwasfreelyinterchangedwithcattle.―So

they brought their cattle to Joseph; and Joseph gave them food in exchange for the horses, the flocks, the 

herds, and the asses; and he supplied them with food in exchange for all their cattle that year‖(Gen 

47:17). Specific numbers of animals were considered equally as valuable as their equivalents in metal. 

Obviously they were harder to handle, but were just as usable in making payments. In Genesis 47, seed 

and its produce function as money when the Pharoah decreed that harvests will go 80% to him and 20% to 

the tenant on the land. So it was according to the tradition, while Israel lived in the land of Goshen.  

Abraham and the other patriarchs counted their wealth in numbers of sheep, goats, and cattle. The same 

was true for Job (1:3). Throughout the period of the patriarchs and into the time of the kings of Israel and 

Judah, the primary means of commerce and trade was barter. Money could be metallic and weighed 

according to accepted local or international standards, or it could be in kind. When Hiram of Tyre 

completedconstructionofSolomon‘sTemple in Jerusalem, he paid with grain and olive oil, according to 

1 Kgs 5:11. Some taxes or forms of tribute were paid in like manner, with grains, oils, wine, sheep/goats, 

or cattle. On Israelite taxes, see specifically 1 Sam 8:15 and Ezek 45:13–16.  

Clearly, transporting herds to administrative or tribal centers to pay tribute or taxes was difficult and 

most inconvenient for the taxpayer and the taxgatherer. This is probably why equivalent values in metals 

came to be weighed out and standardized for such transactions. Values could be more easily computed 

using weights in precious metals as well. For example, if a tax was 10 shekels, or its equivalent of 2 

sheep, and the tax was raised by 20% to 12 shekels, the taxation would then equal 22/5 sheep. Metals 

became the preferred method of payment when available.  

The earliest standards of weights and measures remain unknown. The Bible is mute on the subject, 

simplyreferringtonumbersof―pieces‖or―shekels‖ofsilver(Hebkesep). We are not certain what 

standardthismetalwasweighedon.TheHebrewrenderstheseexpressionsonlyas―silver,‖implyingthat

an accepted standard or measure was used. The lack of exchange of gold within the Hebrew Bible is 

strong evidence to suggest that this metal was available in insufficient quantity for use in commerce. For 

many years, as well, copper was needed for tools, jewelry, or weapons. The copper was mixed with tin 

and made into bronze. With the coming of the Philistines in the period following 1200 B.C.E., iron began 

to replace bronze as the metal most used in implements and other hardware. Iron had been smelted in 

Egypt for many years but had been retained in Egypt; by 1200, its use began to spread.  

An early use for precious metals was jewelry, which provided a safe, mobile means for their movement 

around the country. It is still common for Bedouin women in Palestine to carry all their wealth on their 

persons in the form of gold, silver, and bronze jewelry. They wear metals in bracelets, anklets, rings, 

chains, pins, beads, earrings, or settings for precious or semiprecious stones (see Ezekiel 28). Today one 

is more likely to find strings of coins, pierced and geometrically arranged on necklaces, or coins as 

earrings or pendants. Some of these forms into which metals were made were probably standardized and 



accepted on the open market. Even so, as nearly pure forms of the metals, they could be weighed on 

scales and their value quickly established in commerce if needed, so that they could function as bullion. 

The Hebrew Bible mentions payment using bars of silver or gold, as well as bracelets, which could have 

hadspecificvaluesassignedtothem.Abraham‘sservantgaveRebekaharingofgoldwhichweighed1/2

shekel and 2 bracelets weighing 10 gold shekels (Gen 24:22). In Joshua 7:21, Achan returns from Jericho 

with200shekelsofsilverandagoldbar(lit.―tongue‖)weighing51shekels.CertainlybytheIronI

period, Babylonian weight standards were accepted and current through the lands of the Bible. At Ugarit, 

inthe―TaleofAqhat,‖theheroissaidtohaveshedtearslikequarter-shekels and fifth-shekels. This is 

Ugaritic hyperbole to affirm that Aqhat wept bitterly; the glittering metal likened to tears implies a 

recognizable size and shape, much like money.  

Examples of references to weights of silver or money are numerous. In Judges 16:4, Philistine leaders 

enticeDelilahtofindthesourceofSamson‘sstrengthbyofferingher1,100piecesofsilver(lit.―1000and

100 kesep‖).In1 Sam 9:4, 1/4 shekel of silver is the payment to a seer for a prediction on the future 

success of a journey. When the king of Aramaean Damascus sent a messenger to Israel to seek assistance 

inhealingNaamanofleprosy,thepricewasconsiderablyhigher:10talents(lit.―circles‖fromHeb

kikkār) of silver and 6,000 shekels of gold. A talent was the equivalent of 60 minas, each of which 

equalled 50 shekels of silver. One gold shekel was the equivalent of 15 silver shekels. Later during the 

reign of Azariah in Judah, Menahem reigned for a short time in Samariadoing―whatwasevilinthesight

oftheLord.‖Toconfirmhissuccessionasking,heofferedthesovereignofAssyria1,000talentsof

silver, exacting it in Israel from wealthy men, asking 50 shekels from each (2 Kgs 15:19–20).  

B. Money in the Ancient Near East  

1. The shekel. One silver shekel equalled approximately 8.26 g. Fractional shekels were also regularly 

employed in Palestine and throughout the ANE. A cuneiform text written in Akkadian from the Smith 

College collection, for example, details an exchange of goods from 2 brothers to their creditors from the 

time of Samsuiluna of Babylon (18th cent. B.C.E.), in which 1/6 shekel of silver equalled 240 qa of barley. 

Texts show that oxen were normally valued at 1 gold shekel (equal to 15 silver shekels or approx. 2 tons 

of grain). A ram was worth about 2 shekels according to Lev 5:15. A measure of grain, equal to about 

11/2 pecks,wasvaluedatashekelifitwas―fine‖grain;―common‖grainyieldedsilverdoublethat

amount for a shekel. Hoards of precious metals (silver, gold, and electrum) from Shechem, Megiddo, Beth 

Zur, and Gaza dating from the Late Bronze II through the Iron II periods (ca. 1400 B.C.E. to 600 B.C.E.) 

include pieces of many different weights, including fractions of the standard shekel weight.  

2. Egypt. With its military interests encompassing far-off lands, Egypt amassed huge quantities of 

precious metals during her foreign conquests. Goods were bought and paid for with weights of gold, 

silver, and copper. Undoubtedly, the treasures of the Pharaoh took up much of the metal in the treasury at 

any given time in the form of vessels, decorated furniture, jewelry, and other tomb goods. The scenes 

depicted at Medinet Habu show gold stored in ingots, rings, vases, and dust. The gold was not native to 

Egypt. Gold usually came into Egyptian hands as booty from wars or as tribute from conquered or vassal 

countries in Asia and Africa. The Egyptian treasuries processed the gold and cast it into ingots and rings 

for ease in transportation. Gold dust, however, was apparently left as it was. The Nile Valley, like 

Mesopotamia and the lower Indus River Valley, was not well endowed in precious metals. In the 18th 

Dynasty, gold was obtained from Punt at the S end of the Red Sea (probably modern Somalia). The mines 

of the Sinai were worked from the 12th Dynasty onwards, as were the Red Sea mines. Under Queen 

Hatshepsut and Seti I, and again under Rameses II, the Sinai mines failed. Mining operations were 

dependent upon adequate supplies of water, and since there is no evidence that rainfall fluctuated so 

greatly in these periods, storage systems and cistern networks must have broken down.  

The Egyptians, however, appear to have seen the Asiatic provinces under their influence as unlimited 

sources of gold. Dushratti of Mitanni wrote to his son-in-law,PharoahAmenhotepIV(Akhenaton)―for

wasnotgoldasthedustofthecountry?‖This bit of correspondence from Tell el-Amarna provides some 

insight into the Egyptian attitude toward gold and its availability. This was a time (the LB Age) when 

gold was in short supply in Babylon, where metal work prized in Egypt originated. A Babylonian official 



named Burnaburias wrote to a pharaoh, who hinted that gold would be welcomed in his court. The 

Babylonian indicated he would be glad to comply if ingots were shipped to Babylon to be worked and 

returned to Egypt as finished products. The Egyptian demand for gold periodically caused shortages 

which must have increased the value of silver. Egyptian money was usually gold. Silver was rare, even in 

tomb treasures, until the 1st millennium when it was more plentiful and popular; but gold in ingots, rings, 

bags of dust, or lumps remained the most common form of currency. We know from tomb wall reliefs 

that taxes could be paid in metals or in commodities. Reliefs at Saqqarah also show farmers bringing their 

payments in kind, with animals, grain, oil, and wine.  

3. Mesopotamia. InBabyloniaandAssyriaweightstandards,both―heavy‖and―light,‖wereinuseby

the end of the 3d millennium B.C.E. These systems standardized commercial transactions until the 

Hellenistic period and the new administrative system initiated by Alexander the Great. Silver was 

plentiful in Asia Minor and Persia, and earliest smelting of the metal probably occurred in these regions. 

MediterraneansilvermineswerestillactivewhenEzekielsangthegloriesofTyreandTarshish,―who 

washermerchant‖(Ezekiel 28). Economic texts and receipts for daily commerce are among the most-

common clay tablets found at sites in Mesopotamia and Syria. Silver standards were commonly used in 

local and international trade in the 2d and 1st millennia B.C.E. The Tell el-Amarna letters show evidence 

for this standard in Syria and Palestine in the 15th century B.C.E. By the 6th century B.C.E., silver was still 

the metal of account in everyday life; and Babylon was dependent upon Phoenician merchants for its 

importation. By 550 B.C.E., copper was imported in large quantities from Cyprus and sold at a rate of 33/4 

minas to the shekel of silver (by bulk weight). Dealing in bits and pieces of silver or copper in daily 

commercebecametheacceptednorm.Barsilverwassimply―cut‖tofurnish fractional amounts.  

4. Biblical and Archaeological Evidence. Very little metal money is found at Palestinian sites from ca. 

1300 to 587 B.C.E. A few hoards from major sites such as Gaza, Shechem, Megiddo, and Beth Shan are 

the exceptions. Many examples of other types of metal objects are known, including jewelry and 

weapons. Some of the jewelry undoubtedly functioned as money, since its forms were convenient for 

transport and commerce.  

IntheBible,referencesto―money‖generallyfallinto3categories: (1) prices paid for land; (2) 

prophetic injunctions against corruption in the market place; and (3) obligations to the temple. Some 

examples of the first category have already been cited. Temple taxes were usually paid in kind or with 

money (in metallic form). For example, when a purification rite was required following the birth of a 

child,anofferingwasmadeofa―lambayearold…andayoungpigeonorturtledove…andthepriest

[made]atonementfor[thewoman]‖(Lev 12:6–8). Such rites involved charges to worshipers by religious 

authorities and were common throughout the Near East. The requisite animals could be purchased with 

grain, oil, wine, or the equivalent in silver. Tariff inscriptions from a number of Canaanite and Punic 

sources outline elaborate systems of payment for services rendered by cultic officiants (i.e. the Marseille 

Tariff inscription, Donner and Röllig 1968: 83–87). Analogous Hebrew customs provided monies for 

maintenance of the priests and the upkeep of the Temple.  

Jehoash, king of Israel in the late 9th century B.C.E., formalized support for the Temple using monies 

assessedtoindividualswhichwerebroughttotheTempleofthepeople‘sownfreewillfor―thehouseof

theLord.‖TheprieststhenusedhismoneytorepairtheTemple(2 Kgs 12:4–5). The uncoined metals 

were collected in a box, weighed, and then melted down and cast into bars or ingots according to royal 

standards. The pure metal bars functioned as currency to pay the workmen.  

Prophetic injunctions resulted when metals were weighed or examined for purity, because occasional 

cheating occurred. For example, weights used by merchants were lumps of bronze or iron, or simply 

stones, supposedly conforming to accepted royal standards. In Deuteronomy 23:13–15, the Israelites were 

cautioned not to have different sets of stones, i.e., different weights, in their possession. Amos (8:5) 

preaches against this cheating in the marketplace. Eventually kings verified weight standards with royal 

seals of legitimacy. Royal identification also occurred on officially sanctioned crops of wine and olive oil. 

A series of jar handles stamped in paleo-Hebrew script with the phrase lmlk, ―belongingtotheking,‖

dates first from the late 8th century B.C.E. Whetherthesejarhandlessimplyidentified―royal‖wine or 



certified the quality of a crop for international commerce is unclear. See STAMPS, ROYAL JAR 

HANDLE.  

In 1967, excavations at Nush-i Jan, Iran, unearthed a hoard of silver objects in a bronze bowl buried 

belowthefloorofabuildingidentifiedasa―fort.‖A.D.H.Bivardescribedtheseobjectsas―ingot

currency,‖datingfromca.600B.C.E. Hoards like this one are common throughout the Near East in the 

Persian period, often also containing silver coins from mints in Greece, Anatolia, and Phoenicia. This 

hoard, for example, included coins, entire or subdivided with chisel cuts; fragments of ancient jewelry; 

lengthsofsilverwire;chunksof―cutsilver‖takenofflargerslabsoringots(usuallycalled by German 

writers Hacksilber); rectangular ingots; and flat, circular ingots of different sizes formed by molten metals 

solidifying in the bottoms of jars. This particular hoard is important, because it lacks Greek coins and is 

pre-Achaemenid in date. Any person possessing wealth might have kept a hoard such as this.  

Evidence from Nush-i Jan includes ingots in 2 forms, the flat, circular ingot which appears most often in 

hoards in Egypt, Palestine, and Syria, and the bar ingot, the rectangular form which is more common in 

Mesopotamia and Persia. The contents of this extensive hoard suggest that standards may have been 

variable from locality to locality and from time to time. Although there are many pieces in the hoard 

which closely approximate either the Babylonian standard or the heavier Persic (Achaemenid) standard, 

there are other bits which fall between the two.  

At the same time, there is evidence that Greeks on the Peloponnese were using a currency of iron spits. 

It is unknown if the spits of iron—which must have originated no earlier than the late 8th or early 7th 

century B.C.E.—were a new or reformed currency. They may have provided an official standard if made in 

identical molds. Herodotus (1.68) suggests that iron was not readily available untilGreece‘scolonial

expansion in the 8th century B.C.E. (see Koester 1982: 76–77). The iron spits were used into the 6th 

century, when some Greek and E Greek city states were already striking coins in precious metals. The 

spits, though still in use, were soon to be obsolete. Coinage may have spread more rapidly among the 

Greeks since a form of iron-spit currency was already in use and was accepted throughout much of the 

region.Indeeda―drachma‖wasliterallya―handful‖ofspits(comingfromarootmeaning―tograsp‖;

Grierson 1975: 9–10). The Nush-i Jan hoard, like similar hoards from sites in Palestine, is evidence of a 

medial development between the use of bullion and coined metals. Small chunks of metal show that 

pieces of standard weights were in use by the 8th and 7th centuries B.C.E., previewing the denominational 

systems of true coinage.  

C. The Origins of Coinage  

Literary evidence contemporaneous with the kings of Judah suggests that coinage began in Anatolia. 

Passages from cuneiform tablets imply that payments in Mesopotamia were made with coins or coin-like 

objectscalled―headsofIshtar,‖―headsofShamash,‖or―headsofAshur,‖alltitlessuggestingthe

existence of early stamped currency. Of course, these may be funds belonging to the temples of those 

deities. Barley, gold, and lead are mentioned in texts as media of exchange; but by far, silver was the most 

common. Some silver ingots are known from Zingirli inscribed with the name of Bir-Rekeb, son of 

Panamua, dating to ca. 714–710 B.C.E. and weighing one mina.  

The places where coinage developed are more certain than the dates of the circumstances, however. In 

all probability, the first coins were struck in western Asia Minor as small globular pieces of electrum, a 

natural alloy of silver and gold. The pieces bore a design on one face and a punch mark on the other. 

These coins, produced either in the late-7th or early-6th centuries B.C.E. were correlated to a weight 

standard, recognizing the stamp impressed upon the chunks of metal as official recognition that they were 

legal tender. These early coins bore no inscriptions and did not circulate widely. Their use, however, 

quickly spread to the Persian empire and the East because of the Persian domination of Asia Minor 

beginning in the mid-6th century B.C.E. Croesus, according to Greek tradition (Herodotus 1.94), later 

struck silver and gold coins in the mid-6th century, which probably supplemented and/or expanded the 

earlier use of electrum.  

Some scholars have suggested that the earliest coins were struck by merchants, because the types are 

diverseandoneearlyinscribedcoinreads,―IamthemarkofPhanes,‖presumablyabusinessman



(Grierson 1975: 10; Kraay 1976: 23). However, coinage not only facilitated commerce, it greatly 

simplified payment and receipt of taxes, temple maintenance, payment of mercenaries and soldiers, and 

government expenditures on public works. C. M. Kraay has convincingly argued that conversion from 

bullion to coinage was, therefore, a conscious effort by local communities to simplify monetary 

transactions.InKraay‘sview,coinedmetalsatfirstremainedneartheplaceoforiginandwereusedfor

governmental purposes. Later, they were traded like any other valuable objects. Neighbors of the Greeks 

were slow to accept coinage until the Persian government decided that a unified monetary system might 

weld the empire together. Sigloi were the standard silver coins struck by Darius the Great and subsequent 

Persian kings. They copied coins of E Greek manufacture and were used throughout the E Mediterranean. 

Persian gold darics (probably named after Darius I) were struck by the central government and were the 

standard gold coinage of the realm. The silver sigloi were struck by local authorities in the satrapies. By 

weight, one gold daric was equal to 20 silver sigloi. CoinswiththeGreatKing‘slikenesswerealso

powerful political tools.  

Most classical numismatists argue that coinage was introduced sometime after 650 B.C.E. At first the use 

of coins spread westward from Lydia. Persian satraps and rulers struck silver and gold coins depicting the 

Persian king of kings in the guise of a running archer or an archer in the hunt. See Fig. COI.01 (a). The 

scenes are reminiscent of numerous examples of Babylonian, Assyrian, and Persian glyptic art from the 

1st millennium B.C.E. Old systems of barter and the use of older forms of money persisted in the E for at 

least another century; but the use of coinage spread quickly to Greek communities in the Aegean, on 

mainland Greece, and in the Greek colonial west (Sicily and Italy). Coinage was used in Italy before the 

end of the 6th century B.C.E. and probably reached Marseilles (a Punic colony) by ca. 450 B.C.E. By the 

second half of the 5th century, coinage was in use and being struck in N Africa and at mints throughout 

the E Mediterranean, including the important trading centers of the Phoenician league of city states.  

The coinage of Sidon, Tyre, Aradus, and Byblos began in the 5th century and became normative for 

trade in the Near East in the 4th century, supplemented by coins from Greek and E Greek cities (notably 

Athens whose standard and coinage gained great commercial prominence). Egypt was slow to adopt the 

use of coinage, using globs of weighed gold with the hieroglyphs nefer nub, ―finegold,‖incisedupon

them as payment to Greek mercenaries (Grierson 1975: 11). The Greeks probably insisted on being paid 

in coin, a new concept for the Egyptians.  

Sidon was the leading Phoenician city during the Persian period (ca. 540–332 B.C.E.). Tyre had been 

destroyed by Babylonian armies and Sidon, its N neighbor, picked up the commercial slack. Phoenicia 

provided the navy for the Persian kings and was the critical link in the Persian trading network which 

connected the spice and silk routes of the E with the Greek and Punic west. By the 5th century, more and 

more foreign coins appeared in Gaza, the Phoenician cities, and in Jerusalem, so that local authorities 

sought permission to strike their own coins to make trade simpler and governmental activity more 

efficient.Merchantsnolongerweighedouta―shekel‖ofsilverwhenofficiallystampedcoinswere

available. The Phoenicians struck coins depicting important symbols of each city-state beginning in ca. 

450 B.C.E. Sidon,forexample,depictedagalleyontheobversetypes,symbolicofthecity‘sleadershipin

maritime trade. See Fig. COI.01 (b). The reverse types showed the Persian king riding in a chariot 

followedbytheSidoniankingdressedashighpriestintheGreatKing‘scultatSidon.Inscriptionsfirst

appeared near the end of the 5th century in the form of abbreviations of the names of the Sidonian kings. 

Similar inscriptions were tried in Tyre, Aradus, and Byblos. Indeed from Byblos, much fuller inscriptions 

areknown,listingtheruler‘snameandtitle—milk gubl, ―kingofByblos.‖AtSidonitwascommon

practicetousethe1stinitialoftheking‘snameasanabbreviation:i.e.˓b for˓Abd˓aštart,orbš for 

Ba˓lšallim.Fromaninscriptionpublishedinthe1960‘s,theSidoniankinglistwasgreatlyexpandedso

that an accurate, more precise chronology for the Sidonian coinage of the Persian period was made 

possible. See Fig. COI.01 (c–e).  

These coins were struck on the Phoenician standard, which was directly convertible into the Persic 

standard of the imperial gold darics. It also exchanged easily with coinage of the Attic standard on which 

the Athenian and Greek economies were built. By the early 4th century B.C.E., however, Sidon, Tyre, 



Cyprus,andEgyptrevoltedagainstPersia.Newcointypesdevelopedwhichdepictedthelocalruler‘s

likeness, rather than the traditional scenes with the Persian King of Kings. These coins were short-lived 

because Persia reasserted its control and transferred minting privileges to the Cilician satrap, Mazday, 

whose name appears on the Sidonian coins in Aram script. One result of this revolt, however, is the 

adoption of the Attic standard in the Sidonian and Tyrian mints, probably to facilitate trade with Greece.  

At the same time, coins were also being struck further S along the Levantine coast in either Gaza or 

Ashkelon. Most scholars presume that Gaza was the principal regional mint in this period, imitating Attic 

coins of the 5th century (which depicted Athena on the obverse and the Athenian owl and the Gk letters 

alpha-theta-epsilon [―Athenai‖forAthens]onthereverse;seeFig.COI.01(f)).TheAthenian

tetradrachmas, copied in the mint at Gaza, are among the most beautiful coins of this early period. 

Athenian coins were imitated because they were considered the international monetary standard of their 

time (late 6th through the early 4th centuries B.C.E.); the owl and head of Athena were symbolic of Athens 

and conveyed a confidence built up throughout the E Mediterranean in Athenian commerce and statecraft. 

The Athenians, after all, had been able to withstand the Persian juggernaut at Marathon and Salamis, and 

they maintained a strong navy. The so-called―Philisto-Arabian‖or―Egypto-Arabian‖copiesarenotso

well done. See Fig. COI.01 (g). They were struck in silver, as were most of the Phoenician coins. Only a 

few bronze issues are known from Sidon; they supplemented the silver issues which were subdivisions of 

the more valuable gold darics—the mainstay of the Persian central mint.  

The mint at Gaza or Ashkelon struck many different kinds of coins. Besides the Attic imitations, there 

was a large group which depicted a janiform head—that is, a head of the god Janus which gazes both 

ways. None of these coins exhibits the quality of craftsmanship known from Greece or Phoenicia. The 

owlsdonotmeasureuptoTyre‘sowlorthatofAthens,andnonehasthequalityofengravingcommonto

the Byblian scenes of a lion attacking a bull.  

Suffice it to say, that during the period 450–430 B.C.E., coins were struck along the Levantine coast for 

the first time. These issues were produced with the permission of the Persian government and under the 

authority of local rulers loyal to the Great King. Major silver denominations and their fractions facilitated 

trade and the payment of tribute and taxes to Persepolis and Susa. Each of the coin series depicted local 

scenes and bore ethnics which had some political or religious significance—a common practice at the 

time. All of the Phoenician mints used identifiable types peculiar to their own city mints. For the first 

time,abbreviationsofcities‘orrulers‘namesappearoncoinflans.Theletters,m˒, for example, were an 

abbreviation for mamlakt ˒Arvad, ―thegovernmentofAradus.‖Thesecoinsandnumerousexamplesfrom

Greek and East Greek mints circulated throughout the lands of the Bible as early as the end of the 6th 

century and beginning of the 5th century B.C.E. This was the period of the great reforms of Ezra and 

Nehemiah in Jerusalem, when the Temple was rebuilt and the city wall of Jerusalem was restored. Most 

coins of this time which are known from archaeological contexts, have come from hoards found at sites 

along major trade routes in the Levant and Mesopotamia. Such hoards have come from excavations or 

tombs at sites like Abu Shusheh (near Gezer), Acco, Khirbet el-Kerak, Tel Sippor (near modern Qiryat 

Gat), and Shechem. It was also during this time that coins were first struck under Jewish authority in or 

near Jerusalem.  

D. The Yehud Coins  

Investigation and analysis by L. Mildenberg and the author have produced a new chronological picture 

forthe―Yehud‖coins.ThesecoinscomefromthelatePersianperiod,whichremainsrelatively unknown 

to biblical scholars (the 5th and 4th centuries B.C.E.). Coins bearing the inscription yhd have surfaced for 

many years on antiquities markets and in collections around the world. At first it was thought that they 

were part of the so-called Philisto-Arabian series already mentioned. The Yehud coins have now been 

recognized to be a separate series, emanating from a mint in or near Jerusalem. None of the coins bears a 

mint mark except for the name of the province in paleo-Aramaic or paleo-Hebrew script. When these 

coins are studied within the context of the larger series from Phoenicia, a clearer picture of the 5th and 4th 

centuries in Judah emerges.  



In the markets of Jerusalem, coined money was first used in the 5th century B.C.E. Evidence of coins in 

this early period indicates that they were often cut to test the purity of the metal. Indeed at one time in the 

4th century in Tyre, inflation was so rapidly devaluing the Tyrian stater, that one enterprising ruler 

introduced―sandwich‖coins,whichwas a copper core encased in silver. The coins were obviously lighter 

in weight than pure silver; and following the subsequent public outcry they were withdrawn from 

circulation (Betlyon 1980: 44–46). Many of the so-called Philisto-Arabian and Egypto-Arabian coins in 

the collections of the British Museum and the Bibliothèque nationale display punch marks or cuts 

verifying their purity or weight. Use of officially coined metals, however, made it possible for merchants 

totransactbusinesswithoutweighinga―shekel‖ofsilvertobecertainthattheweightinmetalmatched

the accepted weight in stone. While no coins predating the late 6th century have thus far been found in 

Palestine, the use of metal rings and bars persisted even though the use of coins became more popular. 

Spreading first from coastal cities along established trade routes, coins were quickly utilized for collection 

of taxes, both governmental and religious. According to Ezra 2:68–69, the Israelites not only rebuilt 

Jerusalem, but families made freewill offerings for the rebuilding of the Temple, donating to the treasury 

―61,000golddarics(darkĕm n  m), 5,000minasofsilver,andotherpriestlyaccoutrements.‖ 

From comparative analysis, the first coinsbearingtheethnic―Yehud,‖wereprobablystrucksoonafter

400 B.C.E. They depicted the head of Pallas Athena in typically Attic manner, facing to the right on the 

obverse. On the reverse was an owl with an olive branch and the legend, in paleo-Aramaic, Yehud (yhd), 

i.e., Judah. The craftsmanship is poor. The die engravers copied Athenian types similar to those 

presumably copied in Gaza. The legend appears both as it should and on some examples, in retrograde. 

All of the coins are fractional silver denominations which functioned as small change to complement the 

larger silver coins of Gaza, Tyre, and Sidon.  

By 370 B.C.E., Judah introduced new types including the lily and the falcon with spread wings, again 

with the legend Yehud. Within this group is a coin with the likeness of a local leader, perhaps the high 

priest,towhommintingauthorityhaddevolved.Thecoin,featuringhisbust―inkidaris‖(thePersian

costume) is very similar to issues from Sidon struck during the first revolt of the 4th century against 

Persian hegemony. These Sidonian coins from ca. 365/364–362 B.C.E. featured the local king wearing a 

crown like that of his Persian overlord, identical in style to this example from Judah. The coin stems from 

the revolt, reflecting Judean participation in the rebellion instigated by the Egyptian leader, Tachos. The 

Sidonian˓Abd˓aštartIledtheinsurrectionintheLevant,alongwithanumberofkingsfromCyprus.The

Judeans, always envious of their own freedom from foreign rulers, participated as well, striking coinage 

withtheirownruler‘slikeness.ItisunusualforaJewtohaveagreedtohavehisfaceshownonacoin;the

use of this type, however, was short-lived,probablyduetothepublic‘slackofacceptance.E.Sternhas

summarized the archaeological evidence for disturbances in the first half of the 4th century at a number of 

sites in the Shephelah and the Negeb. These destructions were probably due to armed intervention by 

armies of Artaxerxes II Mnemon, who was doubly anxious when Yohanan, a high priest, killed Yeshua 

within the Temple. As a result of this act, according to Josephus (Ant 11§297–301), a Persian general, 

Bagoses, entered the Temple, defiled it, and imposed a fee upon each Jewish sacrifice, causing the Jews to 

suffer for 7 years. This fee may well have been collected in this silver minutiae.  

A coin from the British Museum, the so-called Yehud drachma, is probably from this period (ca. 360 

B.C.E.) as well. See Fig. COI.01 (h). This unique coin depicts a bearded head in Corinthian helmet on the 

obverse and a bearded figure seated on a winged wheel on the reverse, with a head of the Egyptian god 

Bes(inincuse)totheside.Thelegend―Yehud‖appearsonthereverse.FirstpublishedbyG.F.Hilland

E. L. Sukenik many years ago, the coin was thought by some scholars to illustrate a scene from the 

prophecies of Ezekiel, showing God on the spinning, winged wheel, interpreting Ezekiel 1 and Ezekiel 10 

inwhichGod‘sthroneroomhaswhirlingwheels,oneforeachofthecherubim,wheelswithinwheels.

Although the reverse may indeed depict this scene, it is doubtful that it would have been struck by Jewish 

authorities, given their aversion to depicting God or anything so holy as the cherubim in this early period. 

This would have been a significant affront to religious authorities in this time of neoorthodoxy following 

Ezra‘sreforms.ThecoinwasmorelikelystruckbyasatraplikeMazday,onbehalfofthe Persian 



government, to maintain commercial activity in Judaea following the Tachos revolt. The coin is not 

Jewish in character, and represents a foreign, intrusive element. Since only one example is known, this 

issue must have been intended for limited use.  

The next coins struck by Jewish authorities were issued by Yeḥizqiyyah the governor, with a facing 

head on the obverse and a poorly executed Athenian owl on the reverse. Instead of Yehud, the reverse 

inscription reads yḥzqh hpḥh, Yeḥizqiyyah happeḥah (―governor‖).Thetitleindicatestherankofthe

official granted minting privileges by the Persian government. By 346 B.C.E. parts of Judah once again 

joined in revolt with the Phoenicians and Egyptians against Persia. Yeḥizqiyyah apparently followed the 

Sidonian lead and put his own head on the coins during this revolt. This time Artaxerxes III Ochus put 

down the revolt quickly and harshly. Evidence of destruction is found at Hazor, Megiddo, Athlit, Lachish, 

and Jericho. Diodorus Siculus wrote about this rebellion led by Tennes of Sidon (16.40–46). Scholars 

have argued that Judah also participated in this revolt. There is some archaeological evidence to indicate 

that parts of the province revolted, causing more suffering and a deportation of some Jews to the area of 

the Caspian Sea.  

Following the Tennes rebellion there was probably a period when no coinage was struck in Jerusalem; 

Persian retribution for an indiscretion such as rebellion was swift and sure. Archaeological evidence from 

the period is scanty, and two destructions cannot be easily reckoned anywhere, especially two destructions 

only 10 years apart. It is clear, however, that Judah participated at least half-heartedly in these two revolts, 

so that much of the province had been destroyed at least once by the time that Alexander the Great 

marched his armies into the E Mediterranean in 332/331 B.C.E.  

Following the second revolt (ca. 340 B.C.E.) coins were struck on the same types, but without the 

inscription Yehud or the name of the fallen Yeḥizqiyyah. A small group of poorly made coins from this 

period has been recognized by D. Barag to bear the ethnic inscription yḥnn hkhn, Yoḥanan hakkōhēn, 

 Yoḥananthepriest.‖ThelistingofhighpriestsintheChronicler‘shistorydoesnot include the name of a 

Yoḥanan in the late 4th century. F. M. Cross has argued that the listing in 1–2 Chronicles, Ezra-Nehemiah 

lacks the names of at least 4 high priests, presumably having been dropped off the list because of scribal 

errors when the scroll was recopied (specifically by reason of supposed haplography). It may be, however, 

thattheChronicler‘sfinalhistoryofthisperiodwaseditedbyPersianauthoritiesdeletingthenamesof

rebellious priests, such as Yoḥanan who took authority on himself to strike coins without an official 

Persian imprimatur. Nehemiah and Ezra were both highly praised for their loyalty to Persia, and are given 

special laud for their magnanimity toward the Jews, as Persian officials. The Ezra lists may have been 

used for propaganda purposes, and only after the histories had passed censorship were they acceptable 

within the loyalist Jewish community. After all, the Persian period was a time when talk of freedom and 

revolt was regarded as open rebellion. Zerubbabel, mentioned as a leader in Zechariah 1–8, mysteriously 

disappeared, probably because he advocated a free, strong Jerusalem once too often.  

If this reconstruction of late Persian period history is correct, the high priests apparently had assumed 

great authority, including the minting of coinage. Some measure, therefore, of civil authority was vested 

in the high priest as well as his religious function. This scenario corresponds to a time of Persian 

weakness, ca. 335–332 B.C.E.  

These small coins were followed by a series in which old dies were initially reused under Ptolemaic 

sponsorship following Alexander the Great, with the Aramaic inscription Yehud replaced by the Hebrew 

Yehudah. Likenesses of Ptolemy I and his queen eventually appeared upon the types, indicating that 

secular governmental authorities had taken control of the mint from the high priest. This probably 

occurredimmediatelyafterAlexander‘sconquestofJudahin331B.C.E. Regional mints in Tyre and 

AlexandriastruckthemajordenominationsofsilvercoinageinthisperiodportrayingAlexander‘sown

likeness. Small local mints continued to strike fractional issues such as the Yehud coins found near 

Jerusalem, Bethlehem, and Hebron.  

The Yehud coins are important because they are the first coins struck within the land of Israel and Judah 

by local authorities. The coins have been found as far S as Beth Zur and Tell Jemmeh, nearly to the border 



of Egypt. Judah was a province within the Persian satrapy of Abernahara,i.e.,thesatrapy―acrossthe

river,‖whichincludedSyria,Phoenicia,Palestine,andCyprus. 

E. Coinage in the Apocrypha  

After 332/331 B.C.E. no coins were struck in Palestine except in officially sanctioned mints such as the 

one at Jerusalem where only small minutiae were produced. The major coinage of the period came from 

Acco and Tyre, where Alexander established large Hellenistic mints. No major monetary changes 

occurred; the Athenian standard and coins on Greek types predominated until 168 B.C.E. Coinage and the 

right to produce it were the perquisites of political and military supremacy. As the Ptolemaic and Seleucid 

HellenistickingdomsweakenedinthecenturyfollowingAlexander‘sdeath,rulershadmoreandmore

difficulty dealing with outlying provinces of the kingdoms. Judaea found itself between spheres of 

Hellenistic influence, which resulted in repressive policies from Syrian Greek rulers early in the 2d 

century B.C.E. The immediate result was rebellion led by Judas Maccabaeus. The end result was that 

Jewish authorities were again in control of Jerusalem by 168 B.C.E. Alexander Jannai (ruling from 103–76 

B.C.E.) was the first of the Hasmoneans to strike coins in Jerusalem late in the 2d century B.C.E. with a 

flower (lily?) on the obverse and the ethnic inscription yḥntn hmlk, ―Jonathantheking,‖referringto

himself. These coins were struck mostly in bronze and functioned as supplemental currency with the 

larger coins circulating from the major mints. Silver and gold were in short supply, so Jonathan later 

overstruckhisowncoinsalteringthetitle―king‖to―highpriestandfriendoftheJews.‖TheMaccabees

were slowly equated not with orthodoxy and revolt against Hellenism, but with Hellenism itself. Their use 

of an ethnic inference in Greek may have angered more militant Jews in the 2d century, but it was 

probably a necessary element to insure acceptance of the coins in the marketplaces of the land at the time.  

The first Maccabaean coins struck by Alexander Jannai were in bronze. They were fractions of a shekel 

in weight, including half-, quarter-, and third-shekels. All were minted with similar types and ethnics. 

These coins probably served as Temple taxes as well as for commerce. The sanguinary family quarreling 

which marked the early years of Maccabaean/Hasmonean rule, meant that coins were not minted with 

someone securely in power. In 1 Maccabees 15, Antiochus VII granted to Simon the high priest a letter of 

privileges. It said among other things,―Igiveyouleavealsotocoinmoneyforyourcountrywithyour

ownstamp.‖OnthisbasismostscholarshavearguedthatSimon(Šim˓on, d. 134 B.C.E.) struck the first 

Hasmonean coins. However on a closer reading of 1 Maccabees, it is clear that Antiochus VII went back 

onhiswordandrevokedSimon‘sprivileges.SowhodidstriketheHasmoneancoins? 

The series bears 4 names: Yehoḥanan, Yehudah, Yonatan, and Mittityah. Since the high priestly 

families commonly practiced papponomy, naming the son after the grandfather, each name could 

represent more than one person or generation, when the same names recur again and again within a 

family. The Hasmoneans further complicated this situation, however, because in the 4th generation they 

stopped using their Hebrew names in favor of Greek ones. The work of B. Kanael, A. Kindler, and Y. 

Meshorer leads us to the aforementioned conclusion that Alexander Jannai struck the first Hasmonean 

coins. Seleucid and Ptolemaic coins were circulating at this time throughout Judaea, but by ca. 110 B.C.E., 

the Seleucids had become so weak that subject states and cities often were able to demonstrate autonomy 

by striking their own types. Tyre was minting autonomous shekels by the mid-2d century B.C.E.; but it 

was a large, commercial city-state. Smaller states and cities only later began their mints, including 

renewed coinage from Gaza and Ashkelon, and new coins from Judaea and the Nabataean kingdom. 

Nabataean coins were struck from ca. 80 B.C.E. until about 80 C.E., and regularly circulated in Palestine.  

Approximately20lead―coins‖areknownfromAlexanderJannai(ruledfrom103–76 B.C.E.). The lead 

flans are usually struck on only one side and appear to be experimental efforts at coin production using 

soft metal, according to Meshorer (1967: 56–57). Struck between 103 and 76 B.C.E.,AlexanderJannai‘s

coins usually depicted a flower on the obverse and an anchor on the reverse. The anchor symbolized his 

conquest of several maritime cities on the Mediterranean coast. However, it is very similar to other 

anchors used on the coins of Antiochus VII Sidetes. Some believe that his restriking of coins to delete the 

royaltitle―king‖andreplaceitwith―highpriestandfriendoftheJews,‖wasaconcessiontothe



Pharisees because the Hasmoneans were not of the house of David and had no legitimate right to the 

throne.  

Alexander Jannai struck other types as well, including reverses depicting double cornucopiae and stars 

with 8 rays. John Hyrcanus II (high priest from 63–40 B.C.E.) followed Alexander Jannai striking coins on 

similar types, and repeating the lengthy ethnic—―highpriestandfriendoftheJews.‖Acrestedhelmet

was used on some smaller bronze issues as a reverse type. Judas Aristobulus II (ruled from 66–63 B.C.E.) 

and Mattathias Antigonus (ruled from 40–37 B.C.E.) completed the Hasmonean coin series with strikings 

in 37 B.C.E. No Hasmonean silver is known. Scholars in the last century confused silver from the First 

Jewish Revolt, ca. 67–70 C.E., with Hasmonean coins because of the similar types.  

Hasmonean issues weighed a maximum of 14 g. and a minimum of 0.2 g. They were struck on flans 

which had been cast in open molds. This open mold production method resulted in heavier coins, which 

were the equivalent of 2 coins pressed together. The only coin struck on the closed mold technique was 

that of Antigonus depicting a 7-branched menorah. Meshorer argues that this coin was a special issue 

struck at half the weight of the other issues in 37 B.C.E. when the armies of Herod were laying siege to 

Jerusalem.MattathiasAntigonussawhislittlekingdomslippingintothehandsof―strangers‖—Rome 

and Herod. He used this coin with the menorah to proclaim that it was forbidden for the Temple menorah 

to fall into enemy hands. Meshorer believes that the coin had no economic use, but was intended for 

―propagandavalueonly‖(1967:61–62). Mattathias placed his name in Hebrew on the obverse and his Gk 

name in the genitive, basileos antigonou, ―belongingtokingAntigonus,‖onthereverse. 

F. Coinage of Herod and His Dynasty  

In the 1st century B.C.E., coins of Republican Rome began to circulate in the E, especially after the 

conquests of Pompeii the Great, which established the Roman presence in Egypt and Palestine. With the 

overthrow of the Hasmoneans, Herod brought some changes to minting operations in Jerusalem: 

inscriptions (ethnics) would only be in Greek, no Jewish symbols would appear on coins, and a dating 

system would be attempted for the first time. All of his coins have either a full or abbreviated form of the 

ethnic,―HerodtheKing.‖ 

Herod‘sfirstcoinsaredated;thereaftertheygoundated.Thesymbolismispredominantlypagan,

including a tripod, palm branches, crested helmets, shields, winged caduceus, pomegranate, aphlaston (a 

royal signet), a cross enclosed in a diadem, an anchor, an eagle, and a double cornucopiae. All the coins 

are in bronze and are meant to support silver from regional mints. See Fig. COI.01 (j).  

Herod‘s lands were divided among his 3 sons, Archaelaus, Antipas, and Phillip, after his death in 4 

B.C.E. Archaelaus‘scoinswerestruckfrom4B.C.E. until 6 C.E. and are maritime in type, perhaps because 

the principal ports were in his jurisdiction, including Joppa and Caesarea. These coins were struck at 

Herod‘soldmintofJerusalemandcontinuedthesamecraftsmanship.HerodAntipas,rulingintheGalilee

and Peraea (Transjordan) until 39 C.E., began to strike coins in his 24th year, 19/20 C.E. His coins were 

distinctly Jewish in character, since all the lands he ruled were inhabited primarily by Jews. The designs 

include the palm tree, palm branches, bunches of dates, and reeds. His coins were struck in a new mint at 

Tiberias (founded on the W shore of the Sea of Galilee between 17 and 22 C.E.), and were limited to small 

bronzes which have been found only in N Israel.  

Herod Phillip II ruled areas which were predominantly inhabited by pagans, and his coins show foreign 

influence,includingtheRomanemperor‘sbustontheobverseandaRomantempleonthereverse.These

coins are extremely rare and were probably struck at Caesarea Philippi (modern Baniyas in the Golan 

Heights). He even included the name of the Roman emperor, in Greek, on his coins. These examples had 

a limited, local circulation; only one has surfaced in excavations as far away as Curium, Cyprus.  

Agrippa I ruled in the N from 37–44 C.E., and struck coins beginning in his 2d year at Caesarea Philippi. 

He was a close friend of Claudius who became emperor in 41 C.E. Through his patronage, Agrippa I ruled 

over almost all the lands which once had been ruled by Herod, uniting the land of the Jews and the first 

Christians under a single ruler who was the grandson of Herod the Great and his Hasmonean wife 

Mariamne. Like his contemporaries and his predecessors, his most common issues were peruṭ  t—small 

bronze coins—which he struck in Jerusalem or Caesarea. Some of his coins bear types which were 



intended to circulate in Jewish areas (with types like the canopy); other types, depicting the emperor, 

Agrippa, a quadriga, and a temple, were intended for areas untouched by Judaism. Agrippa I was the first 

Jewish ruler since the Persian period to put his own likeness on a coin flan.  

The final Herodian ruler was Agrippa II, who sat on the throne until 95 C.E., strongly supporting Roman 

rule at all times. His coins have been problematic because they were sometimes dated twice, on differing 

systems; or they bear the names of 2 different emperors. Moreover, the date given by Josephus for his 

accession is incompatible with the dates on the coins. Josephus argued that Agrippa II came to the throne 

ca. 49/50 C.E.; from inscriptions and his coins, H. Seyrig has more correctly argued that he came to the 

throne in 56 C.E. (1964: 55–65). Agrippa struck coins on several new types, depicting 4 emperors, 

including Nero (54–68 C.E.), Vespasian (69–79 C.E.), Titus (79–81 C.E.), and Domitian (81–96 C.E.). He 

also used divine types such as Pan, Nike, and Tyche with cornucopiae.  

During this same period, Roman procurators in Judaea issued coins sporadically between 6 C.E. and 66 

C.E. Of the 13 procurators assigned to Judaea, only 5 struck any coins. Under Caesar Augustus (27 B.C.E.–

14 C.E.), Coponius struck bronzes in 6 C.E. depicting barley and a palm tree. Ambibulus issued coins on 

the same types between 9 and 11 C.E. Under Tiberius Caesar (14–37 C.E.), Valerius Gratus issued a series 

of bronze coins with inscriptions inside a wreath on the obverse and double cornucopiae or lilies on the 

reverse. He struck them between 15 and 19 C.E. and again in 25 C.E. Pontius Pilate, who replaced him in 

26 C.E., struck coins for 3 years, beginning in Caesarea and Jerusalem in 29/30 C.E. New obverse types 

included the simpulum and the lituus, Roman cult objects which were a source of irritation within the 

Jewish community of Judaea. Other symbols used by the procurators were not necessarily Jewish, but 

were less offensive than those chosen by Pilate. The palm tree and a palm branch were most compatible 

with the Jewish community; but coins depicting spears and shields, symbols of Roman military 

superiority, appear on some coins of Antonius Felix, issued in 54 and 58 C.E., in the last years of 

procuratorialmintinginJudaea.SeeFig.COI.01(k).FelixpresidedontheApostlePaul‘sarrest(Acts 

23:26–35). The procuratorial coinage was secondary to imperial and Herodian issues, and was used to fill 

out the denominational system. Dating mechanisms were used on these coins indicating the year of the 

procurator‘sterm.Someearlyscholarlystudiesdescribedsomesilverissuedof the procurators; these 

have proven to be forgeries of the modern era.  

G. Coins of the New Testament  

The coins of the Herodians circulated throughout Palestine during the time when Jesus and the apostles 

travelled those ancient highways. These coins, with those of the procurators, were the pocket change 

supplementing silver coins from imperial mints in Rome, Alexandria, and Antiochia. Among these larger 

silver coins was the denarius whichwastheacceptedsalaryforaday‘sworkbyacommonlaborer.The

denarius was also the annual Temple tax when Jesus was an adult and is probably the coin mentioned in 

Matt 22:21.Jesuswasquestionedconcerningthepaymentoftaxes;hisresponsewas―renderuntoCaesar

that which is Caesar‘s,‖becauselikesomanyoftheothercoins,theemperor‘slikenessappearedonthe

obverse. After the revolt of 66–70 C.E., the Temple tax doubled to a half-shekel (two denarii).  

The coins paid to Judas Iscariot (Matt 26:15) were probably silver shekels of Tyre or Antiochia. Thirty 

pieces would equal approximately 120 denarii, alaborer‘ssalaryforupto4months.Accordingto

Exodus 21:32,however,thissumwasconsideredappropriate―bloodmoney,‖paidincompensationwhen

someone was killed accidentally. In Mark 12:42 thewidow‘smitewasprobablyaGreeklepton, the 

smallest coin then in circulation. It was half a Roman quadrans or Jewish peruṭa, and in diameter would 

have been smaller than any modern U.S. coin. In 30 C.E., any of these coins may have been seen on the 

streets of Jerusalem, which was a cosmopolitan city. The coins varied greatly in weight and size from 8 

mm or 40 mm in diameter. Because of the variations, simple commercial exchanges often required the 

services of a moneychanger.  

The moneychanger functioned as both a banker and a financier. He sat in the gate of the city or the gate 

of the Temple and made his services available for a fee. For example, when Antiochian tetradrachmas 

were exchanged for local shekels, a premium of 4%–8% was exacted. Since coins of different origins 

wereused,themoneychanger‘sserviceswereoften required. The Temple tax of a half-shekel to be paid 



by adult males was specified in rabbinic instruction to be paid in silver didrachmas (= 1/2 shekel) of Tyre. 

According to the Mishna (Šeqal. 1:3), the tax was collected in the month preceding Passover and for 20 

daysimmediatelybeforethefeastwithintheTempleprecincts.WhenJesus―cleansedtheTemple‖(Matt 

21:12–3, Mark 11:15, Luke 19:45–6), moneychangers may have been collecting this tax for the public 

welfare. Sometimes they cheated when assisting in transactions, especially when converting money or 

selling animals for Temple sacrifices. Rabbi Simeon reduced the number of obligatory sacrifices (m. Ker. 

1:7) to eliminate this fraud in the mid-1st century C.E. These same moneychangers also fulfilled the 

banker‘sfunction,payinginterestonmoneyheldbythem,eventhoughtherewerelaws against usury (m. 

Šeqal. 1:6).  

H. Coins of the First Jewish Revolt  

Mints in Palestine and Phoenicia struck coins for Augustus and his successors, Tiberius, Gaius, 

Claudius, and Nero. Mints in Judah, Samaria, and neighboring areas included Jerusalem, Caesarea 

Maritima, Caesarea Samariae (Samaria), Tiberias, Sepphoris, Scythopolis, and Ashkelon. All these mints 

struck bronze coins which supplemented the silver struck at Tyre.  

The monetary situation in the early 1st century C.E. was typical for the Greco-Roman East. Large 

transactions were conducted in terms of talents; that is, in large masses of coined and uncoined silver by 

weight, or by barter in commodities, or by gold (Matt 2:11). C. H. V. Sutherland has argued that although 

there were many mints striking only bronzes, silver remained the principal medium for day-to-day 

transactions (1974: 129–37). Silver was the metal which fed the Temple treasury, settled moderate debts, 

furnished the medium for wage-payment, bought lodging and care at an inn for a wounded and exhausted 

man, covered a mass-purchase of bread for thousands of people, and tempted the traitor. Money was, in 

short, an essential part of life in Palestine in the 1st century. For a person to hold a purse with coins inside 

it was not a mark of wealth, but normal behavior for the day.  

So there was an established monetary system in place when the Jews revolted against Rome in 66 C.E. 

Tyrian shekels had been used as payment for the Temple taxes; and for some reason the Romans shut 

down the Tyrian mint, depriving Jerusalem of this important source of funding for a significant part of its 

Jewish religious life. When Jewish rebels struck coins in Jerusalem, it was natural for them to be linked to 

Tyrian coins by weight and other elements—asymbiosiswhichC.Rothhascalled―areligiousaswellas

apatrioticnecessity.‖ThisrelationshipisclearlyseeninahoardfoundinSilwan,themodernvillageof

Siloam near Jerusalem, dated from 67–68 C.E. ItcontainedJewishpiecesof―year2‖mixedwithTyrian

shekels of the period 13/12 B.C.E. through 64/65 C.E. Another hoard found on Mt. Carmel contained over 

4,500 coins, including 3,400 Tyrian shekels, 1,000 Tyrian half-shekels, and 160 Augustan denarii—some 

have suggested that this hoard was Temple tax which had been intercepted by the Romans en route to 

Jerusalem.  

The coins struck during the First Jewish Revolt against Rome are among the most studied examples in 

the world. Struck in silver and bronze, and dated to years 1–5 of the revolt, they emanated from Jerusalem 

and bore Jewish types. They depicted a chalice, a stem with three fruit (pomegranates?), an amphora with 

2 handles, a vine leaf with tendril, the etrog and lulav, two lulavim, a palm tree, and ethnic inscriptions 

whichincluded―shekelIsrael‖anddenominationaldesignations.SeeFig.COI.01(l).Coinswerestruck

in the shekel, half-shekel, and quarter-shekel denominations. Besides the label šql and yšr˒l, ―shekel

Israel‖orafractionthereof,severalalsobeartheinscription,―Jerusalemtheholy‖(yrwšlym hqdwšh).  

Coins of the revolt have been found all over Judaea, even on Masada. They replaced the Roman coinage 

of the Herodians which had adapted non-Jewish types. Some Roman coins of the half-peruṭah and peruṭah 

denominations were struck in Caesarea during the revolt under one of the procurators. These coins were 

not part of the mass of Jewish coinage coming from Jerusalem. They were an attempt to supply coins to 

the monetary system of Palestine in this time when more currency was needed since 3 extra legions of 

soldiers were in the country. The monetary supply must have reached an apex in 67 or 68 C.E. This was 

especially true in Caesarea, the political capital.  

After the revolt was put down in 70 C.E., silver continued to be struck in Antiochia and Tyre, although 

the old shekel was discontinued in favor of tetradrachmas like those already minted in Antiochia. Bronzes 



appeared under Vespasian (69–79 C.E.) in Ashkelon, and also under Titus (79–81 C.E.) and Domitian (81–

96 C.E.), some coming from Neapolis and Sebaste (Samaria) as well. In the period 71–79 C.E., Vespasian 

and Titus struck several coins commemorating their victory over the Jews. Probably struck first in 

Caesarea by Vespasian in 71, these coins depicted the conqueror on the obverse with Nike (Victory) on 

the reverse with an inscription in Greek, ioudias ealokuias, the equivalent of Judaea capta in Latin. See 

Fig. COI.01 (n). This latter ethnic was used to continue this massive coin series under Domitian in 92–93 

C.E. Titus also struck these coins, which sometimes have on the reverse a trophy with Judaea seated and 

mourning, her hands tied behind her at its foot.  

The coins struck with Gk ethnic inscriptions were intended for the Jewish population of Palestine. The 

Romans of the Flavian dynasty were very proud of their victory, as the continuing issuance of these coins 

has shown. Most of the coins, however, are from Titus and Vespasian. The few coins known from the 

reign of Domitian apparently celebrated the 20th anniversary of the fall of Masada, and probably should 

not be confused with or grouped together with the issues which immediately followed the war. The 

Domitian issues came from Rome. Note also that this was an economically and commercially active time: 

L. Ginzberg has shown that trade from Egypt and Judaea and from Judaea to Rome was extensive, 

because Palestinian wheat was half the price of wheat in Rome, but double the price of Egyptian wheat 

(Sperber 1974: 126–7). Ashkelon, Joppa, and Caesarea were points of transshipment (Smallwood 1981: 

344–351). Some rabbis, to protect the Palestinian markets, went so far as to declare non-Palestinian goods 

ritually impure. Rabbi Simeon ben Shetaḥ (in the 1st century B.C.E.) declared imported metalware impure 

to protect local products (b. Šabb. 14b; j. Pesaḥ 1,6).  

By the end of the revolt, Caesarea had officially become a Roman colony (in 69 C.E.). Roman coins for 

the province of Arabia were struck at mints in Ashkelon, Caesarea, Gadar, Gaza, Neapolis, and 

Philadelphia (Amman). Vespasian introduced a new bronze denomination, the semis which augmented the 

dupondius already widely in circulation. The dupondius was 24–25 mm in diameter and weighed 12.5–16 

grams. The semis was smaller, ca. 20.5–21 mm, weighing about half as much as the dupondius.  

I. Coins of the Second Jewish Revolt  

By 130 C.E. Jerusalem had also become an official Roman colony: Hadrian (117–138 C.E.) built a new 

templetoJupiterandissuedcoinsonthecity‘snewname,AeliaCapitolina.Hadrianofficiallyvisited

Israel as emperor in 130 C.E., whereupon Simon Bar Kokhba and his followers began their revolt against 

Rome.ThisrevoltwasinreactiontoHadrian‘sdecisiontochangeJerusalem‘scharacter.TheJewish

Temple, after all, had been destroyed in 70 C.E. Meshorer argues that the Romanizing of Jerusalem 

preceded outright rebellion, since a hoard was found on the N edge of the Judaean desert containing 35 

denarii of Bar Kokhba and a bronze issue of Aelia Capitolina. They were probably salted away together 

during the war for safekeeping. The contents of the hoard indicate that Jerusalem had been Romanized 

before Bar Kokhba made his move, not afterward as some have claimed.  

The coins of the Second Jewish Revolt were struck under the aegis of Bar Kokhba in an effort to restore 

the Temple and reinstitute Temple services. See Fig. COI.01 (m). Coins dated to year 1 of the revolt 

(132/133 C.E.) depict the facade of the Temple, with a feature (probably the ark of the covenant) in the 

centerandtheinscription,―Jerusalem.‖Thereversedepictsthelulavandetrogandtheinscription―year

one of theredemptionofIsrael.‖Thecoinisasilvertetradrachmaweighingover14g.andis27mmin

diameter. A silver denarius, 18 mm in diameter and weighing 3.2 g., was also struck, with a jug and palm 

branch on the obverse and the ethnic, ˒l˓zr hkḥn,  ˒El˓azarthepriest.‖Thereversedepictsabunchof

grapeswiththesameinscriptionasthetetradrachma‘sreverse.Otherissuesinbronzealteredthereverse

ethnicto Shim˓on,ʷ―Jerusalem,‖or―Shim˓on,princeofIsrael‖(šm˓n ns˒ yšr˒l). Palm trees, vines, leaves, 

and lyres were also shown on the types. Some coins were struck in the 2d year, reusing year 1 dies. New 

typesemerged,includingtrumpets,andanewethnicinscription,―year2forthefreedomofIsrael.‖In

year3,theethnicwassimply―forthe freedomofIsrael.‖BarKokhba‘stroopsprobablyoccupied

Jerusalem in 133–135 C.E. Whentheyfinallyhadtowithdraw,theirsloganbecame―forthefreedomof

Jerusalem,‖hopingtoreversetheirfortunesandreestablishtheTemple.Whilemostofthesecoins were 



undoubtedly struck in Jerusalem, late in the war some coins may have been struck elsewhere (Kindler 

1986–87: 46–8).  

Somescholarshavearguedthatthe―Shimon‖mentionedonthecoinsisnottobeconnectedwithany

real person. However, the papyri from the Naḥal Ḥever prove that this was really Bar Kokhba himself and 

no other. For a short-lived revolt, many different coin types were struck. This was in part possible because 

Bar Kokhba reused coins already circulating throughout Palestine. All of his issues are overstrikes, the 

silver on Roman denarii and Syrian provincial tetradrachmas, and the bronzes on flans from Gaza. At 

least one bronze was found with the countermark of the Roman 10th Legion on the reverse (from the M. 

Rosenberger collection in Jerusalem).SoRomefreelyreusedtherebelcoins.BarKokhba‘stypesinclude

musical instruments used in the Temple (trumpet and lyre) because the Temple was very important to 

him. It was depicted on the coins, along with many articles of cultic importance, i.e., lulav, etrog, 

amphora, etc.  

With these coins, issues of the Jews from the biblical period came to an end. As M. Avi-Yonah has 

written, the Roman government in 135 C.E. attemptedaradicalsolutiontothe―JewishQuestion,‖

expelling those Jews who still survived in and around Jerusalem. Religious practices such as 

circumcision, teaching of the Law, and ordination of rabbis were punishable by death (Avi-Yonah 1976: 

13). These historical developments are well documented in the demise of Jewish coinage.  
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COL-HOZEH (PERSON) [Heb kol-ḥōzeh (ָכל־חֶֹּזה)]. A name mentioned in 2 genealogy lists (Neh 

3:15 and 11:5).Thenamemeans―allseeing‖or―everyone‘saseer.‖Itislikelythatthisnamewasusedin

the list of names to designate the family profession. There is no apparent relationship between the 2 lists.  

GARY C. AUGUSTIN  

COLONIES, ROMAN. See ROMAN COLONIES.  

COLOSSAE (PLACE) [Gk Kolossai (Κολοςςαι)]. Best known as the destination of the epistle to the 

Colossians, this place name occurs in the NT only in the superscription of the letter and in the epistolary 

greeting (Col 1:2). Colossae was located in the territory of Phrygia in the Roman province of Asia Minor 

about 120 miles E of Ephesus. Situated near the Lycus river at the foot of Mt. Cadmus (Honaz Dagi; 

elevation, 8,435 feet), Colossae was only 11 miles SE of Laodicea and 15 miles SSE of Hierapolis. The 

ancient site was discovered in 1835 by explorer W. J. Hamilton. Surveys of the unexcavated site give 

evidence of an acropolis and a theater on the S bank of the Lycus river and a necropolis and the remains 

of other ancient buildings on the N bank.  

The city apparently thrived in the 5 centuries before the Christian era as the principal city of the Lycus 

valley.Herodotus(7.30)referstoColossaeas―agreatcityofPhrygia‖in480B.C., and Xenophon (An. 

1.2.6) describes it as large and prosperous in 400 B.C. (see also Diod. Sic. 14.80.8). In a historical 

retrospect, Pliny (HN 5.145) includes Colossae in a list of famous cities (oppida celeberrima).  

Colossae was still an important city during the Roman imperial period, as evidenced by inscriptional 

data and some extant coins showing the usual public officials (Magie 1950: 2.985–86).BasedonStrabo‘s

inclusion of Colossae in a list of small towns (polismata; Geog. 12.8.13), some scholars have contended 

that by the 1st-century A.D. Colossae had greatly diminished in size and importance. D. Magie has 

correctlyobserved,however,thatthereisagap(lacuna)inStrabo‘stextafterpolismata and it should 

therefore not be inferred that this description applies to Colossae. Nevertheless, Colossae was increasingly 

overshadowed by its neighbors, particularly LAODICEA, which became the most prominent city of this 

valley by the Roman imperial period.  

The economic success of the cities of this valley was derived primarily from their textile industries. 

Colossae was famous for the distinctive purple color of its wool, which was commonly called colossinus 

(Pliny HN 21.51; Strab., 12.18.16). The prosperity of these cities was also enhanced by their position on 

the major trade route leading from the Aegean coast to the hinterland of Asia and on to the E. There was 

probably a fairly large Jewish population in the cities of the Lycus. Some have estimated that as many as 

7,500 Jewish freemen were in the district based upon the amount of Temple tax confiscated by the 

proconsul Flacus in Laodicea in 62 B.C. (see Cic. Flac. 28.68).  

The paucity of inscriptions from the unexcavated site make it difficult to reconstruct any detailed history 

of the city. A number of Colossian coins, however, help to create some impressions about the city, 

especially concerning the gods worshipped at Colossae. Numismatic evidence points most frequently to 

the worship of the Ephesian Artemis and the Laodicean Zeus, but also to Artemis (the huntress), Men, 

Selene, Demeter, Hygieia, Helios, Athena, Tyche, Boule, as well as the Egyptian deities Isis and Sarapis 

(Head 1906: 154–57).  

The fledgling Christian community at Colossae was perceived by Paul (perhaps through the report of 

Epaphras) as facing the threat of dangerous false teaching resembling aspects both of pagan religion as 

well as Judaism (see esp. Col 2:6–23). Making an eloquent case for the sole-sufficiency of Christ in his 

letter, Paul admonishes these believers not to give credence to the claims of the false teachers but to hold 

firmly to the Lord Jesus Christ alone (see COLOSSIANS).  

It is unlikely that Paul had visited the city before he wrote (Col 2:1), although it is not impossible that 

he did stop off there either on his way to Ephesus (Acts 18:23) or during his lengthy stay at Ephesus. The 

Colossian church was probably the fruit of the labor of Epaphras, who also ministered in Laodicea and 

Hierapolis (Col 4:12–13).Paul‘sexpresseddesiretovisitthecitymayhavebeenmetafterhisrelease



from prison (Phlm 22; 2 Tim 3:20). Both Philemon and his runaway slave Onesimus were inhabitants of 

Colossae (Col 4:9; Phlm 10) as were also Archippus and Apphia.  

A severe earthquake rocked this region either in A.D. 60 (Tac. Ann. 14.27) or in A.D. 64 (Eusebius; see 

Magie 1950: 2.1421). Laodicea suffered extensive damage and it is probable that Colossae experienced 

thesamedevastation.Likelyduetothecity‘ssusceptibility to damage from recurring earthquakes, the 

population eventually relocated to the neighboring town of Chonae (Honaz). The comments of Buckler 

andCalderfromagenerationagoconcerningtheunexcavatedsiteofColossaestillapply:―To

archaeological research Kolossai offers attractions similar to those of Sardis: historical renown plus an 

accessiblesitecompletelyunoccupied‖(BucklerandCalder1939:xi). 
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CLINTON E. ARNOLD  

COLOSSIANS, EPISTLE TO THE. Colossians traditionally has been classified as one of the 

Pauline―imprisonmentepistles‖since,likeEphesians,Philippians,andPhilemon,itappearsto have been 

written while the apostle was in jail (Col 4:3, 10, 18; cf. 1:24). The city of Colossae, in SW Asia Minor, 

was evidently destroyed by the same earthquake that devastated the neighboring cities of Hierapolis and 

Laodiceainthe7thyearofNero‘sreign(60–61 C.E.; see COLOSSAE (PLACE)). It is mentioned 

nowhere else in the NT, and Paul seems never to have visited the congregation there (see 2:1).  

———  

A. Structure, Character, and Contents  

B. Principle Affirmations and Appeals  

1. Affirmations  

2. Appeals  

C. The Errant Teaching  

1. Ascetic Practices  

2. Worship of Angels  

3. Cosmic Elements  

4. Full Knowledge of God  

D. Authorship  

1. Presuming Pauline Authorship  

2. Questioning Pauline Authorship  

3. Conclusion  

E. Date and Place of Writing  

F. Occasion and Purpose  

———  

A. Structure, Character, and Contents  

The overall structure of Colossians conforms to that of the typical Pauline letter: After the address there 

is a thanksgiving paragraph; in the body of the letter, affirmations and exhortations are closely related; 

and the letter is concluded with various personal data, greetings, and a benediction.  

Colossians is often described as a polemical writing, since in 2:8–23 false teachings and practices are 

vigorously opposed. However, this letter does not exhibit the kind of argumentation that one finds in 



Galatians where Paul seems to be in constant dialogue with his opponents. Colossians is much more 

admonitory than argumentative, and it is most accurately characterized as a letter of exhortation and 

encouragement (Bujard 1973: 129, 229). The representation in 1:28 of what Paul does could also be a 

description of what the letter itself does; it preaches, it admonishes, and it instructs. In the process, various 

materials from the hymnic (1:15–20), liturgical (2:13–15), and ethical (3:18–4:1) traditions of the church 

are drawn in. It is striking, however, that no scriptural texts are quoted or discussed, and that even 

allusions to Scripture are infrequent.  

The contents of the letter may be outlined as follows:  

I. Letter opening, 1:1–8  

A. Address, 1:1–2  

B. Thanksgiving, 1:3–8  

II. Letter body, 1:9–4:6  

A. Affirmations of the apostolic gospel, 1:9–2:7  

1. Introductory prayer for the knowledge of God, 1:9–12  

2. Affirmation of Christ‘sroleinsalvation,1:13–23  

a. Introductory affirmation, 1:13–14  

b. Hymn in praise of Christ, 1:15–20  

c.AppealtoremainfaithfultoPaul‘sgospel,1:21–23  

3.AffirmationofPaul‘srole,1:24–2:5  

4. Summary exhortation, 2:6–7  

B. Warnings about false teachers, 2:8–23  

1.Generalwarningabout―humantradition,‖2:8  

2. Affirmations in support of the warning, 2:9–15  

3. Specific warnings about worthless regulations, 2:16–23  

C. Exhortations to lead a Christian life, 3:1–4:6  

1. Fundamental appeals, 3:1–17  

a. Seek the things that are above, 3:1–4  

b. Put off the old nature, 3:5–11  

c. Put on the new nature, 3:12–17  

2. Counsels about everyday life, 3:18–4:6  

a. The household, 3:18–4:1  

b. Prayer, 4:2–4  

c. Outsiders, 4:5–6  

III. Letter closing, 4:7–18  

A.NewsandgreetingsofPaul‘sassociates,4:7–14  

B. Concerning the church in Laodicea, 4:15–16  

C. Concerning Archippus, 4:17  

D. Autograph conclusion and benediction, 4:18  

B. Principal Affirmations and Appeals  

Although warnings about certain false teachers and their teachings occupy a prominent place in 

Colossians (2:8–23) the bulk of the letter consists of other kinds of appeals and of the affirmations on 

which they are based.  

1. Affirmations. The principal affirmations of the letter, which are closely related to one another, 

concerningthetruthofthegospel,thesupremacyofChrist,andthepresentrealityofthebeliever‘snew

life.  

(a)Thegospelisvariouslydescribedas―theword‖(4:3),―thewordofthetruth‖(1:5),―thewordof

God‖(1:25),and―thewordofChrist‖(3:16).Itissaidtodisclose―thehopelaidupforyouinheaven‖

(1:5, 23),andtherefore―thegraceofGod‖(1:6).Itisidentifiedwith―themysteryhiddenforagesand

generationsbutnowmademanifesttohissaints,‖andthecontentofthemysteryissaidtobe―Christ‖

(2:2; 4:3), or more specifically, the presence of Christ among the Gentiles (1:27). The awesome scope and 



generativepowerofthegospelreceiveparticularemphasis:―Inthewholeworlditisgrowingandbearing

fruit‖(1:6)for―ithasbeenpreachedtoeverycreatureunderheaven‖(1:23). This universal spread of the 

gospel is to be attributed to Paul himself whose office is to proclaim Christ—―warning every man and 

teachingeverymaninallwisdom‖(1:28)—and who has been strengthened with a divine power for this 

purpose (1:29).  

(b) The supremacy of Christ is affirmed throughout Colossians, most prominently in a hymn (1:15–20) 

which portrays Christ as preexistent with God. Echoing descriptions of Wisdom in the literature of 

HellenisticJudaism,thehymnpraisesChristas―theimageoftheinvisibleGod‖(v 15; 3:10)and―the

first-born,‖bothofcreationandofthosewhoshallrisefromthedead(vv 15, 18b). He is, moreover, the 

onethroughwhom―allthingswerecreated‖(vv 15–16), in whom the whole of creation holds together (v 

17),inwhom―allthefulness[plērōma]ofGodwaspleasedtodwell‖(v 19), and by whom the primal 

unity of creation is reconstituted (v 20)—―thatineverythinghemightbepreeminent‖(v 18). He is thus 

the―head‖ofthewholecosmic―body‖whichaninterpretiveadditiontothehymnidentifiesas―the

church‖(v 18a; 1:24).ThecosmicdimensionsofChrist‘ssovereigntyareparticularlyclearfromv 16, 

whereitisdeclaredthat―allthings,‖not only earthly but heavenly, including all of the supermundane 

powers(―thrones,‖―dominions,‖―principalities,‖―authorities‖),havebeencreatedthroughhim. 

This cosmic christology is not confined to the hymn, however. In 2:9 Christ is again identified as the 

oneinwhomGod‘s―fulness‖dwellsandtheaffirmationin3:11 that―Christisall,andinall‖harksback

to the praise of his role in the creation of all things. The portrayalofhimas―head‖recursin2:10 where 

heisdescribedas―theheadofallruleandauthority,‖and―Head‖isactuallyemployedasachristological

title in 2:19. The use of a creedal statement in 1:13 furtherenhancesthisemphasisonChrist‘scosmic

supremacy,foritsetsthe―kingdom‖ofGod‘sbelovedSonoveragainst―thedominionofdarkness‖from

which believers, since their baptism, have been delivered. Thus, in contrast to 1 Cor 15:23–28 where 

Christ‘sruleisdescribedasstillfutureandoflimitedduration,theconceptionhereisofareignwhichis

already established and enduring. ThisideaiscontinuedinthereferencetoChrist‘senthronementat

God‘srighthand(3:1) which echoes a creedal formulation based on Ps 110:1 (cf. Heb 1:3–4). In 3:15 

Christ‘sreignischaracterizedveryconcretelyastheruleof―peace‖inthechurch(―theonebody‖). 

(c)Affirmationsaboutthepresentrealityofthebeliever‘snewlifearealsoprominent in Colossians. 

Like those about Christ, these affirmations make frequent use of traditional concepts and terms and tend 

tobeformulatedinmoreorlesstraditionalways.Believershavenotonlybeen―delivered‖fromthe

powerofdarkness,but―transferred‖evennowintoChrist‘skingdom(1:13–14); they have not only 

―died‖tothecosmicpowersbywhichtheywereformerlytyrannized(2:20; 3:3),but―havecometo

fulnessoflife‖inChrist(2:10);theyhavenotonlybeen―buried‖withChrist,buthavealsobeen―raised

withhim‖(2:12, 13; 3:1);theyhavenotonly―putofftheoldnature,‖buthavealready―putonthenew

nature‖(3:9–10). Their entrance into this new life has been by way of baptism,whichisdescribedas―a

circumcisionmadewithouthands‖(2:11–13).  

It is through the agency of Christ that believers are able to come into this new life, and his work is 

designatedbothas―redemption‖(1:14)andas―reconciliation‖(1:20, 22).―Redemption‖isspecifically

identifiedas―theforgivenessofsins‖(1:14; 2:13–14; 3:13).―Reconciliation‖isalsocloselyassociated

withforgiveness;throughChrist‘sdeathbelievershavebeenfreedfromdoingthe―evildeeds‖whichhad

oncealienatedthemfromGodandarenowpresented―holyandblamelessandirreproachablebeforehim‖

(1:21–22; 1:28). Although this new lifeisalreadyfullypresent,itwillnotbefullydiscloseduntilChrist‘s

returnwhenbelievers―willappearwithhiminglory‖(3:3–4; 1:12, 27).  

2. Appeals. There are 3 types of appeals in Colossians. Some are of a very fundamental sort, others are 

best described as instructional, and still others are situational.  

(a) Most of the fundamental appeals are quite general: the readers are urgedtobe―rootedandbuiltupin

[Christ]andestablishedinthefaith…,aboundinginthanksgiving(2:6–7),to―seekthethingsthatare

above,whereChristis…‖(3:1–2), and to―doeverythinginthenameoftheLordJesus,givingthanksto

GodtheFatherthroughhim‖(3:17).Theappealstolet―thepeaceofChrist‖and―thewordofChrist‖rule

theirlives,to―admonishoneanotherinallwisdom,‖andtosingtoGodwiththankfulnessintheirhearts



(3:15–16) are only a little more specific. At several points in the letter there are implicit appeals, some of 

which are also of this fundamental sort:thereadersshould―leadalifeworthyoftheLord…‖(1:9–12), 

―continueinthefaith,stableandsteadfast…‖(1:23, 2:5),andbe―knittogetherinlove‖(2:2). Such 

appeals have their origin in the view which is implicit in the affirmation of 1:6,thatthegospel‘s 

worldwide spread is abetted when it bears fruit in the lives of believers (Gnilka Kolosserbrief HTKNT, 

35).  

(b) The appeals in 3:18–4:1 allconveyspecificinstructionsaboutconduct.EversinceMartinLuther‘s 

German translation of the Bible (first completed ed., 1534), in which this section and its parallel in Eph 

5:22–6:9 appearedunderthecaption,―DiechristlicheHaustafel,‖theseandsimilarpassages(1 Pet 2:18–

3:7) have been identified as Christian household codes. Whether or not they are only christianized 

versions of pre-Christian codes, a point on which interpreters are not agreed, it is clear that they belong to 

thechurch‘sfundofcatecheticalmaterials.Otherappealsinvolvethelistingofpracticesorattitudestobe

avoided (3:5, 8–9) or embraced (3:12–14) and thus provide believers with more general instructions about 

an appropriate way of life. The admonitions to devote oneself to regular prayer (4:2–4)andto―conduct 

oneselfwiselytowardoutsiders‖(4:5–6) may also be classified as instructional.  

(c) The specific requests made of the readers in 4:15–17 (toextendPaul‘sgreetings to the Laodiceans, 

to exchange letters with the Laodiceans, and to urge Archippus to fulfil his ministry) may be described as 

situational appeals. The only other such appeals are several warnings about the dangerous beliefs and 

foolish practices of certain false teachers (2:8, 16, 18).  

C. The Errant Teaching  

The appeals and warnings in chap. 2 are issued in response to the threat of errant teachings which seem 

to be getting a hearing in the Christian community to which this letter is addressed. Whether the 

propagandistsaremembersofthatcongregation,andhowwidelytheir―philosophy‖(2:8) may already 

have been adopted there, are questions that cannot be answered with certainty. However, even though a 

detailed reconstruction of the philosophy as a whole is not possible, at least a general idea of its principles 

and practices may be gained from the warnings in 2:8–23 and from certain other passages (1:9–10, 26–28; 

2:2–4).  

1. Ascetic Practices. The aspect of this philosophy which seems to be of most concern in Colossians is 

its teaching about the value of rigorous self-denial. It would appear that the technical term for this has 

been picked up in Col 2:18, 23 wherethereadersarewarnedaboutbeingledinto―self-abasement‖(RSV; 

the Greek word is tapeinophrosynē, which elsewhere in the NT is used of ―humility‖inagoodsense).

Various restrictive rules concerning food and drink (probably including fasting) and perhaps some form(s) 

of sexual abstinence were intended to check the desires of the flesh (2:16, 20b–23), and one was obligated 

to the ritual observance of special festivals and days including the sabbath (2:16). Like the asceticism 

condemned in 1 Tim 4:3–4, this teaching may have involved a rejection of the created order as such, but 

there is no specific evidence in Colossians that this was the case.  

2. Worship of Angels. Itisnotclearexactlyhowthereferenceto―worshipofangels‖(2:18) should be 

interpreted since the phrase itself is ambiguous. Are the angels to be understood as the worshippers 

(Greek: subjective genitive) or as the objects of worship (Greek: objective genitive)? If the latter, as most 

interpreters believe (Lohse Colossians Heremeneia, 117–18; Gnilka, 148–50; Schweizer 1982: 159–60), 

then one may suppose that a cultic veneration of angels was one further act of self-abnegation required by 

the errant teachers. This would suggest, in turn, that the difficult word, ethelothrēskia in 2:23 (RSV:―rigor

ofdevotion‖)shouldbeinterpretedasareferencetothatkindofworship(perhaps―self-chosenworship‖;

Lohse, 126). The alternative interpretation developed by Francis (1973b: 176–81;adoptedbyO‘Brien

Colossians WBC, xxxvi–xxxviii, 142) regards the angels themselves as the worshippers. According to 

this reading, the much-debated phrase (ha heoraken embateuōn)shouldbetranslated,―whichhehas seen 

uponentering,‖andshouldbeunderstoodasareferencetothesortofheavenlyjourneyandparticipation

in the heavenly worship often described in Jewish apocalyptic literature (Francis 1973a, 1973b: 171–76; 

Rowland, 1983).  



3. Cosmic Elements. The ascetic rules, the special calendar, and the veneration of (or worship along 

with)angelsmayallberelatedtoteachingaboutthesignificanceofthe―cosmicelements.‖Theseare

mentioned in 2:8, 20 (RSV:―theelementalspiritsoftheuniverse‖)andareprobablytobeidentifiedwith

―theprincipalitiesandthepowers‖referredtoin2:15. To judge from what is said here in Colossians, the 

readers are being encouraged to believe that deliverance from the control of these cosmic forces is not 

complete without devotion to the specified ascetic, ritual, and cultic practices (2:20–23).  

4. Full Knowledge of God. It may be that these practices were also regarded as necessary for gaining 

accesstothefullknowledgeofGodandofGod‘swill.Thisseemsareasonableinferencefromtherather

polemical way in which Colossians insists on the sufficiency of the knowledge (epignōsis, gnōsis),

understanding (synesis), and wisdom (sophia) that are present and disclosed in Christ and the gospel (1:9–

10, 26–28; 2:2–3; 3:10). It is possible, but by no means certain, that the false philosophy required some 

kind of rite akin to that of the Hellenistic mystery cults (Lohse, 117–20; Gnilka, 151; Schweizer, 161–62). 

At issue is whether the participle embateuōn in 2:18 is a technical term for entering into a mystery 

(Dibelius, 1973) or whether it must be taken here in a more general sense. If the former, the reference 

wouldbetohaving―visions…duringthemysteryrites‖(Lohse,114,117).Ifthelatter,itcouldbetothe

mystical ascent into heaven of an apocalyptic visionary (Francis 1973a, 1973b: 171–76; Rowland 1983).  

There are a number of similarities between these beliefs and practices and those of the Jewish sectarians 

at Qumran, known from the Dead Sea Scrolls; e.g., the strict observance of the sabbath and other special 

days on the religious calendar (CD iii.13–16; x.14–xi.18; 1QS i.14; x.1–9), the emphasis on 

distinguishingbetweencleananduncleanfoods(CDvi.18),theuseofthephrase,―bodyofflesh‖

(1QpHab ix.2; Col 1:22), the interest in angels (1QM x.10–11; Col 2:18), and the concern for special 

religious knowledge (CD ii.3; 1QpHab xi.1; 1QS xi.15–16). Some of these features are also present in 

gnostic teachings as those are known from the NAG HAMMADI CODICES. The notion of a divine 

―fullness‖(plērōma) found in Col 1:9, 19; 2:9, 10 is prominent in gnostic teaching (Ap. Jas. 2, 28–3, 11; 

3, 34–4, 22; 12, 27–31; Schenke and Fischer 1978: 162).  

A few scholars would identify the errant teaching with some form of Judaism (Bruce Colossians 

NICNT, 17–26) or Gnosticism (Schenke and Fischer 1978: 162). With the majority, however, it seems 

best to regard it as a thoroughly syncretistic philosophy (Bornkamm 1973; Francis 1973a, 1973b; RGG 3: 

1727; Lohse, 128) which includes elements drawn from several religious movements (including, perhaps, 

the mystery religions as well as Judaism and Gnosticism), but which may be, in this particular form, 

unique to the community being addressed (Lindemann Kolosserbrief ZBK, 84–85).  

D. Authorship  

1. Presuming Pauline Authorship. Paul‘snameoccursastheauthorofColossiansnotonlyatthe

beginning and at the end of the letter (1:1; 4:18) but also in 1:23. Various other passages, especially those 

inwhichtheapostle‘sfriendsorassociatesarenamed,seemtoimplyhisauthorship(1:7, 25; 4:3, 7–17). 

This is supported as well by the fact that Timothy is named as cosender (1:1; cf. 2 Cor 1:1; Phil 1:1; 1 

Thess 1:1; Phlm 1) and by the similarity in overall structure between Colossians and other letters of the 

Pauline Corpus.  

The earliest external attestation to the Pauline authorship of Colossians is provided by the mere 

existence of Ephesians—writteninPaul‘snamebysomeonewho,becausehedrewsoheavilyuponit,

must have accepted Colossians as apostolic (see EPHESIANS). This attestation is of course only implicit 

andindirect.TheearliestexplicitreferencetoColossiansasPaul‘sisbyIrenaeus(ca.180;Haer. 3.14.1, 

quoting Col 4:14);butMarcion,too,musthaveaccepteditastheapostle‘s,sinceheseemstohavemade

significant use of it (Tertullian, Adv. Marc. 5.19). There is perhaps an allusion to Col 2:14 in the gnostic 

Gos. Truth (NHC I, 20.25–27), but alleged allusions to Colossians in the Apostolic Fathers (1 Clem. 49:2 

and Col 3:14; Ign. Trall. 5:2 and Col 1:16; Polyc. Phil.: 12:2 and Col 1:12, 23)andinJustin‘sDial. (85.2; 

138.2) are by no means certain. Because the Church Fathers seem to have preferred Ephesians to 

Colossians, specific citations of the latter are relatively infrequent in the patristic literature (Frede 1969: 

274).  



2. Questioning Pauline Authorship. The case against the Pauline authorship of Colossians was first 

developed by Mayerhoff (1838), who claimed that significant lexical, grammatical, stylistic, and 

theological differences set it apart from the 6 letters that he regarded as most characteristically Pauline 

(Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Philippians, 1 Thessalonians). He also argued that the author 

has used Ephesians, which Mayerhoff took to be authentic, and that the kind of teaching which is opposed 

inthisletterdidnotariseuntilafterPaul‘sdeath.Thetwolatterpointsnolongercarryanyweight,for

there is now general agreement that Colossians must be earlier than Ephesians and that the teaching 

opposedinColossianscouldwellhaveantedatedtheapostle‘sdeath.However,thevocabulary,style,and

theological viewpoint of this letter still pose problems. A further difficulty, to which Mayerhoff himself 

gavenospecificattention,istheunderstandingofPaul‘sapostolicofficethatfindsexpressionhere.

Finally, some interpreters believe that there is good evidence of the literary dependence of Colossians on 

one or more of the letters which can be safely attributed to Paul.  

a. Vocabulary. Most of the lexical differences between Colossians and the letters that are certainly 

Paul‘sdonotweighveryheavilyagainstPaulineauthorship.ItistruethatColossiansusesatotalof87

words that do not appear in the recognized letters and that 34 of these occur nowhere else in the entire NT 

(Lohse, 85–86). However, the figures for Philippians, a genuinely Pauline letter of comparable length, are 

not much different: 76 words are used in no other Pauline letter and 36 of these are present nowhere else 

intheNT(Percy1946:17).Moreover,onemustallowforthepossibilitythatthe―non-Pauline‖wordsin

Colossians were used by the apostle himself to meet a special situation. Nor is it in itself decisive that 

someimportantPaulinetheologicaltermsaremissingfromColossians(―righteousness‖andrelated

words:―law,‖―freedom,‖―promise,‖―tosave,‖―salvation‖[Lohse,86–87]). It must also be shown that 

these are terms Paul would ordinarily use in addressing the topic at hand. It is more important that a 

number of connective words and inferential articles favored by Paul are missing from Colossians (Lohse, 

87); but this verges on the matter of style.  

b. Style. Mayerhoff‘sconclusionthatColossiansiswritteninastylesounlikePaul‘sthatonemust

assume a different author is not only supported but greatly strengthened in an important study by Bujard 

(1973). Bujard has shown, for example, that the sentences in Colossians are significantly longer and more 

complexthanPaul‘s,becauseconjunctionsareusedlessthanhalfasoftenwhileparticipialconstructions

and relative clauses are employed much more frequently (1:3–8; 2:6–15; Bujard 1973: 74–75); that the 

sentences in Colossians are more loosely constructed, with less attention to the logical development of an 

argument (Bujard 1973: 72–73, 129); and that the use of many synonyms and appositional phrases makes 

the style of Colossians wordy and tautologous (Bujard 1973: 216–17). These kinds of detailed stylistic 

differences cannot be explained as merely modifications required by a different subject matter (against 

Percy 1946: 18–66; see Bujard 1973: 229–30), and they are present throughout the letter, not just where 

one may suspect the use of traditional materials (against Cannon 1983: 175; see Bujard 1973: 224–29).  

c. Theological Viewpoint. Certain ideas that are present in the recognized Pauline letters make an 

appearance in Colossiansaswell.Forexample,Jesus‘death(onthecross,1:20, 2:14) brings 

reconciliation (1:22);believershavebeen―buried‖withChrist in baptism (2:12); faith involves discarding 

one‘s―old‖selfandbecominga―new‖person(3:9–10);thechurchis―thebody‖ofChrist(1:18; 3:15); in 

Christ various kinds of worldly barriers that separate people from one another have been broken down 

(3:11); and all is to be done in love (3:14), with thanksgiving to God (3:17). Although a number of these 

ideaswerealreadypresentinthechurch‘straditionsonwhichPaulhimselfwasdependent,itisclearthat

Colossians stands within the specifically Pauline tradition, even if the apostle himself is not its author.  

Thereare,nevertheless,strikingdifferencesbetweenthetheologicaloutlookofColossiansandPaul‘s

views as they are known from the undisputed letters. (1) The redemptive work of Christ is identified 

aboveallwith―theforgivenessofsins‖(1:13–14; 2:13; 3:13), whereas the apostle thinks of it mainly as 

an act of justification (Rom 3:24; 5:6–9, 15–21).(2)InColossians,Christispraisedasthe―head‖ofthe

body (1:18; 2:19) which includes the whole cosmos (2:10), but in 1 Cor 12:12–26, 27 and Rom 12:4–5 

(where the body in its entirety is identified with Christ), no special status is accorded to the head (v 21), 

and the body has no special cosmic dimension. (3) While traditional eschatological language and motifs 



are not entirely missing from Colossians (1:22; 3:4, 6, 24–25), the emphasis falls heavily upon the 

deliverancethatbelievershavealreadyexperienced.Because―hope‖isidentifiedasthecontentofthe

gospel message, it is understood to be fulfilled in the preaching of Christ (1:5, 23, 27). Hope is not, as in 

Rom 5:2–5 andelsewhereinPaul‘sletters,primarilytheactofhopingitself.WherePaulspeaksofthe

believer‘sfutureresurrectionwithChrist(Rom 6:5, 8; Phil 3:11, 12), Colossians stresses the present 

reality of this (2:12–13; 3:1).Theapostle‘sideaofsalvationas―already‖establishedbut―notyet‖

fulfilled is missing, and there is no hint of his notion that the Holy Spirit is the down payment on that to 

which the believer is heir (2 Cor 1:22; 5:5; cf. Rom 5:5; 8:23). (4) It is often observed that one finds 

nothinginColossiansaboutsuchmajorPaulinetopicsasGod‘sgiftofrighteousness,themeaningof

justification, faith versus works of the law, the function of the law, or the meaning of freedom in Christ. 

The example of Galatians, where Paul is opposing teachings similar to those opposed in Colossians, 

suggests that these are precisely the themes that the apostle himself would have developed in Col 2:8–23. 

That they are not developed there, or anywhere else in Colossians, adds to the difficulty of accepting this 

letterasPaul‘sown. 

d. Paul’s Apostolic Office. The portrait of Paul that emerges from the pages of Colossians is not easy 

to reconcile with what the indisputablyauthenticlettersdiscloseaboutPaul‘sownunderstandingofhis

apostolic status and role. Two points in particular cause difficulty.  

First, Paul is presented here as an apostle without peer in the church. To him alone the preaching of the 

gospel has been entrusted and the universal spread of the gospel is to be credited (1:23, 24; cf. the 

emphasison―everyperson‖in1:28). Thus, he is not just an apostle to those who have heard and received 

his gospel, but also to those who, like the Colossians and Laodiceans, have never even seen him (2:1–2; 

cf.―foryou‖in1:25). His apostleship transcends the particularities of time and place and encompasses the 

world. In the genuinely Pauline letters, however,onemeetsnosuchuniversalistconceptionofPaul‘s

mission; he regularly refers to other apostles (1 Cor 9:5; 12:28–29; 15:7–9; Gal 1:17, 19), he 

acknowledges that he is an apostle especially for the churches of his founding (e.g., 1 Cor 9:2), and he 

does not propose to enter fields into which others have already carried the gospel, or to claim jurisdiction 

over them (2 Cor 10:13–16; Rom 15:20; Gal 2:9).  

AseconddifficultyisthewayPaul‘ssufferingsareinterpretedinColossians.Theletter‘sclosing

admonition,―Remembermychains‖(4:18), leaves no doubt that the readers are to pay special attention to 

these (Lindemann, 78). The reason for this is apparent in 1:24 where the sufferings that Paul endures as an 

apostleareinterpretedashavingavicariousfunction.They―completewhatislackinginChrist‘s

afflictionsforthesakeofhisbody,thatis,thechurch‖whichmeansthattheysatisfythequotaof

sufferingsthatGod‘speoplemustendurebeforetheLord‘sreturn(Lohse69–72). In the acknowledged 

letters, however, Paul interprets his sufferings as manifesting the sufferings and death of Jesus (2 Cor 4:8–

13). He therefore gives them a kerygmatic and not a vicarious interpretation. Moreover, he does not 

understand them as having universal significance; the beneficiaries are, quite specifically, those to whom 

he has brought his preaching of the cross (2 Cor 4:15; Phil 2:17).  

e. Literary Dependence on Other Letters. Colossians has several things in common with the one to 

Philemon. In both, Paul writes as a prisoner and Timothy is named as a co-sender; one of the 2 men being 

sent to the Colossians is Onesimus, on behalf of whom the letter to Philemon is written; 5 of the 6 people 

to whom greetings are sent in Colossians are also greeted in Philemon; and in Colossians a special appeal 

is directed to Archippus, one of the 3 individuals addressed in Philemon. Since there is little question 

about the authenticity of Philemon, it is often argued that these similarities establish the Pauline 

authorship of Colossians as well (Knox 1938; Cope 1985). However, one can also hold that these 

connectionshavebeencontrivedbyalaterauthorwho,writinginPaul‘sname,wishestogivean

apostolic aura to Colossians (Lohse, 175–77; Schenke and Fischer 1978: 167–68). In this case there 

would be a literary relationship between the 2 letters but not necessarily a situational one. Evidence has 

alsobeenadducedfortheliterarydependenceofColossianson5otherlettersthatarecertainlyPaul‘s:

Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians, and 1 Thessalonians. Using carefully formulated criteria for 

identifying verbal agreements, E. P. Sanders (1966) has concluded tht materials drawn from 3 or more of 



these letters have been conflated in Col 1:15–16; 1:20–22a; 1:26–27; 2:12–13; 3:5–11—and in such a way 

that one can think only of the workof―asecondaryimitator‖(Sanders1966:40). 

3. Conclusion. Those who defend the Pauline authorship of Colossians tend to discount the stylistic 

differences from the authentically Pauline letters, and generally argue that the theological differences 

amounttonomorethanchangesinemphasisduetothepeculiaritiesofthesituationinColossae(O‘Brien

Colossians, Philemon WBC, 43–44, 49). However, the stylistic differences run very deep, extending even 

to the manner of argumentation (Bujard); the altered theological outlook that one finds here is no mere 

change of emphasis; and in addition Paul is accorded a status that he himself had neither claimed nor 

achieved.  

Various scholars have attempted to associate Colossians with Paul despite these non-Pauline features, 

but none can be judged to have succeeded. (A) The hypothesis that the author of Ephesians is responsible 

for Colossians in its present form, having greatly expanded an authentically Pauline letter in order to 

conform it to his own work (Holtzmann 1872; Masson Colossiens CNT, 10) overlooks the structural and 

material integrity of Colossians and reduces it to little more than a patchwork of interpolations. Moreover, 

on this view one is required to think of Colossians as secondary to Ephesians, whereas a careful 

comparison of the two letters demonstrates that Ephesians is dependent on Colossians. (B) It is equally 

speculativetoholdthatallormostofColossianswascomposedatPaul‘sdirectionbyoneofhis

associates (Klöpper 1882; Schweizer, 21, 23–24; Ollrog 1979: 219–33, 236–42), perhaps because the 

apostle‘scircumstancesinprisonrequiredthat.HadsomeonelikeEpaphras(Klöpper)orTimothy

(Schweizer)writtentheletteronPaul‘sbehalf,wouldthefirstpersonsingularbeemployedinthe 

biographical notices at 1:23, 24–25, 29; 2:1–5; 4:7–8 (correctly, Lindemann 1981: 116)? And even if one 

coulddemonstratethatthiswasthecase,Colossianswouldstillbea―pseudonymous‖letter,asSchweizer

acknowledges (24).  

In sum, the evidence strongly supports the conclusion that Colossians is not only pseudonymous but 

also post-Pauline (Bornkamm 1971; Lohse, 177–83; Gnilka, 19–26).ThestyleisnotPaul‘s,the

theologicaloutlookisincertainrespectssignificantlydifferentfromhis,andPaul‘sapostolicstatusand

role are presented in a way that would not have been possible during his own lifetime.  

E. The Date and Place of Writing  

If this letter was either written or endorsed by Paul himself, it would have to be dated to some period of 

imprisonment. Since there is circumstantial evidence of an Ephesian imprisonment, one coud date 

Colossians that early (ca. 55?), as do Suhl (1975: 168), Schweizer (25–26), and Ollrog (1979: 241). On 

this view, however, it is almost impossible to explain why the theological outlook of Colossians is at 

points so different from that of Philippians (presumably written about the same time) and Romans 

(writtenlater).The―theologicaldevelopment‖hypothesishasnorealforceunlessColossiansisdatedas

closetotheendofPaul‘slifeaspossible,whichmeanseitherto Caesarea (Acts 23:23–26:32) or to Rome 

(Acts 28:11–31). One thus arrives at a date somewhere between 57 and 60–61 (when Colossae was 

destroyed by an earthquake).  

If Colossians is post-Pauline,onemustallowforthepassageofafewyearsaftertheapostle‘sdeath,

which would put the earliest likely date of writing at about 65. A date much later than 90 is ruled out 

since Ephesians, by whose author Colossians has been used, was probably known to Ignatius, ca. 100. 

Any closer dating of Colossians seems impossible if the letter is taken as post-Pauline. Moreover, in this 

case nothing in it suggests a specific place of composition, not even the portrayal of Paul as a prisoner. 

However, since Colossae and the 2 other cities mentioned, Laodicea (2:1; 4:13, 15, 16) and Hierapolis 

(4:13), are situated in the Lycus River valley, a location in SW Asia Minor is probable.  

F. Occasion and Purpose  

This letterhasbeenpromptedbytheauthor‘sconcernaboutafalsephilosophywhichthreatensto

underminethereaders‘faith,luringthemintopracticeswhicharenotinaccordwithPaul‘sgospel(2:8–

23). The purpose of the letter is stated indirectly in 1:23:Theauthorwantshisreadersto―continueinthe

faith,stableandsteadfast,notshiftingfromthehopeofthegospelwhich[they]heard…‖Thedanger

posed by the false philosophy is certainly in mind here, just as it is in the summary exhortation of 2:6–7, 



tobe―rootedandbuiltupin[Christ]andestablishedinthefaith,justasyouweretaught…‖Theerrant

teaching is more specifically in view in 2:4–5, which may be taken as yet another indirect expression of 

thepurposeoftheletter:―Isaythisinorderthatnoonemaydeludeyouwithbeguilingspeech.For

though I am absent in body, yet I am with you in spirit, rejoicing to see your good order and the firmness 

ofyourfaithinChrist.‖ManyoftheprincipalaffirmationsandappealsinCol 1:9–3:17, and most of the 

more specific counsels in 3:18–4:6, hark back to the missionary preaching and baptismal instruction with 

which the readers would have been familiar, because the author wants to remind them of their original 

commitment―toleadalifeworthyoftheLord‖(1:10; Meeks 1977: 209–10).  

If one regards Colossians as Pauline, then the data that are available concerning its composition and 

dispatch can be readily summarized. Paul, in prison, has heard about the dangerous situation in Colossae 

from Epaphras (1:7b–8), who is himself a Colossian and the founder of the congregation (1:5b–7; 4:12–

13).ThisletterisPaul‘sresponseanditisprobablytobecarriedtoColossaebyTychicusandOnesimus

whoaregoingtotelltheColossiansallaboutPaul‘spresentcircumstancesandbringthemwordsof

encouragement (4:7–9).  

If Colossians is actually pseudonymous and post-Pauline, one must doubt whether it was even intended 

for a congregation in Colossae, since there seems to have been no significant repopulating of the city 

following the earthquake in 60–61 until the second century (Schweizer, 13–14). Lindemann (1981; 

Kolosserbrief ZB, 12–13) argues that the letter was actually intended for the Laodiceans, whose city 

(some 10 miles distant) had been devastated by the same earthquake but quickly rebuilt; and the 

references to Laodicea in 2:1 and 4:15–16 give weight to this hypothesis. Addressing the letter to the 

Laodiceans themselves, Lindemann suggests, would have required the pseudepigrapher to formulate 

Paul‘swordsassomewhatobliquepropheticwarningsandcounsels,providedsomeyearsinadvanceof

the situation that the congregation now faces. But composing it as if it had been addressed to the 

congregation in Colossae allows him to represent the apostle in direct confrontation with doctrines like 

those now proving attractive to the Laodiceans. The pseudepigrapher must hope that the Laodiceans will 

recognizethisandwillhearin―Paul‘s‖warningstoaneighboringcongregationan authoritative word for 

their own (1981: 133; Kolosserbrief, 12–13).  

The names and personal notices in Colossians (1:7–8; 2:1; 4:7–18) cannot be used as evidence of 

Paulineauthorship,sincetheycanbewellenoughexplainedasapseudepigrapher‘sattempttogivehis

letterabelievablesettingwithinPaul‘sministry.Itisnoteworthy,however,thatEpaphrasissingledout

for special commendation both at the beginning and at the end of the letter (1:7–8; 4:12–13), perhaps an 

indication that his standing in the congregation needs bolstering. One could imagine that Epaphras 

himself is the author of this letter (Suhl 1975: 168, n. 93) but this is unprovable. The important thing is 

thattheauthor,whoeverheis,regardsPaulasthechurch‘sonegreatapostleandthathedoesnothesitate

toinvokePaul‘sauthority as he summons the readers to stand firm in their faith, rejecting the teachings 

and practices of the false philosophy.  
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VICTOR PAUL FURNISH  

COLUMBARIA. Shelters or coops for pigeons or doves. See ZOOLOGY.  

COMMAGENE (PLACE). Ancient Commagene lay just N of the centers of biblical activity, with 

which it remained involved. The kingdom arose from ancient roots, successfully uniting a Hellenic, 

Iranian,andSemiticpopulace,andpresentingoneofantiquity‘smostvividexamplesofreligious 

syncretism.  

It lay W of the Euphrates, between Cappadocia and Syria. Further W ran the formidable barrier of the 

Taurus Mountains and Cilicia Pedias, which included cities such as Mopsuhestia and Tarsus. Across the 

Euphrates in Mesopotamia, Commagene fronted Osrhoene and behind it the Parthian Empire.  

So placed, it benefited from trade routes running both E–W and N–S; it also controlled one of the most 

important crossings of the Euphrates. The consequent prosperity made Commagene, by late in the 1st 

century A.D.,richestofthekingdomsalliedtoRome,ladenwith―oldwealth‖(Tac.Hist 2.81.1). This 

background gave it an international influence disproportionate to its size.  

Commagene lay open to influences from its diverse neighbors. At one time, it had been ruled by the 

Orontids of Armenia, and through a marriage it traced its descent back to Darius the Great of Persia 

(OGIS 388; 391). It had formed part of the Seleucid Empire, but rebelled under Ptolemaios, a local 

governor, about 163 B.C. as realignments occurred in much of the East (Diodorus 31.19a). Judas 

Maccabaeus probably made his initial contact with Rome in the preceding year, and events in Bithynia, 

Cappadocia, Media, and Egypt also reflected the growing tendency to involve Rome. The revolt of 

Ptolemaios succeeded, signalled by his adoption of the title of king.  

A son of Ptolemaios, King Samos, succeeded him about 130 B.C. He probably founded Samosata, and 

after a reign of indeterminate length passed on the throne to his son, Mithradates I Kallinikos (OGIS 402). 

A state marriage allowed Mithradates to bring into his court a daughter of the Seleucid monarch, 

Antiochus VIII Grypus. This put Commagene in the top rank of dynastic houses of the East and led to 

further intermarriage, especially in Judaea and Emesa. A marriage into the Parthian dynasty completed 

Commagenian credentials in this regard (Dio 49.23.4; now confirmed by Wagner 1983: 208–224).  

Perhaps as early as 87 B.C., Commagene fell to the fearsome Tigranes the Great of Armenia, by then 

―KingofKings‖assuccessortoMithradatesIIofParthia,whowasintheprocessofestablishingan

empire that stretched from Mesopotamia to Syria. During the 14 or more years that Tigranes ruled Syria, 

Commagene carried on its native dynasty and national traditions. Mithradates continued the religious 

cults begun by his 2 predecessors and destined for completion by his son.  

Our first glimpse of Antiochus I, son of Mithradates, occurs in a context of 69 B.C., the year in which 

Tigranes had to leave Syria to defend his homeland against Lucullus.  

The restored freedom of Commagene, now allied to Rome, allowed Antiochus leisure for his great 

religious expression still visible atop Nemrud Dagh. His remarkable fusions of Greek and Iranian gods 



satisfied the composite population, which could now worship Zeus-Oromasdes (Ahuramazda), Heracles-

Artagnes, and the grandly titled Apollo-Mithras-Helios-Hermes!  

Antiochus trod a narrow path between Parthia and Rome. He came to blows with Pompey and 

capitulated; hisinscriptionsdulybearthetitle―FriendofRome‖(Philoromaios: OGIS 383 ff.). On the 

otherhand,hiscoinageshowshiminanArmeniantiara,whichheassumedasalocal―successor‖to

Tigranes. On at least one occasion, he was accused of partiality to the Parthians. Another coin uses 

Seleucid devices to remind subjects of his lineage on that side.  

Both the disaster which befell Crassus in 53 B.C. and the Parthian invasion of Asia Minor in 51 B.C. 

threatened the stability of Commagene, but it emerged intact. The Roman civil war proved more difficult, 

and by 38 B.C. Antiochus had incurred the displeasure of Antony, who laid siege to Samosata, assisted by 

Herod of Judaea. A bribe sent them on their way.  

Among the successors of Antiochus, Mithradates II supported Antony down to the battle of Actium in 

31 B.C. (Plut. Ant 61). Internal problems suddenly beset the dynasty with a murder and 2 executions. 

Mithradates III, recognized by Augustus, acceded in 20 B.C. This king married the same Atropatenian 

princess—Iotape I—whom Antony had sought for marriage to his son Alexander Helios. The progeny of 

this pair spread into the dynasties of Emesa and Judaea through marriages of the successive Iotapes 

(Sullivan ANRW 2/8: 198–219, 296–354, 732–98). See also IOTAPE (PERSON).  

Antiochus III had the melancholy distinction of losing the kingdom in A.D. 18, when Tiberius made it a 

province (Tac. Ann 2.56; Strabo 16.2.3.749). It remained that way for a decade, but in 38 Caligula 

restored it to the son of Antiochus. The new king, Antiochus IV, had been raised in Rome; with his sister-

wife, Iotape VI Philadelphus, he was to enjoy a long and lively reign, from 38 until 72.  

A mature man, with at least one child nearly of marriageable age, Antiochus assumed his kingdom by 

right of inheritance, as son of Antiochus III (Dio 59.8). He celebrated this connection in his inscriptions 

and sought to strengthen the ties of Commagene to other dynasties. A betrothal of his son, Epiphanes, to a 

Judaean princess collapsed over the issue of circumcision (Ant 19.355; 20.139). His daughter, Iotape VII, 

did marry into that dynasty; her husband, the later King Alexander of Cilicia, boasted descent from 

Archelaus of Cappadocia and from Herod the Great of Judaea.  

Antiochusbeganwell,thankstohispersonalacquaintancewithCaligula,whowas―raisedwith‖several

Eastern princes (Dio 59.24; IGRR IV 145). Besides the paternal kingdom in Commagene, he also 

assumedresponsibilityfor―thecoastalportionofCilicia‖inTracheia(Dio59.8).Partofthisbecame

knownasthe―RegnumAntiochi,‖andcoinsattesthiswideruleinTracheia.Severaltownsfoundedby

him there (e.g., Iotape; Antioch-on-the-Crag) remain largely unexcavated today.  

Antiochus joined a complicated Roman effort to control difficult parts of Asia Minor through native 

kings.(Strabo14.5.6.671.)BesidesAntiochus,this―circle‖involved Archelaus I of Cappadocia and then 

his son; Polemo II of Pontus and his uncle, Zeno-Artaxias, who ruled in Armenia; Sohaemus of Emesa 

and Sophene; the Judaeans Aristobulus, Agrippa, and King Alexander.  

Antiochus ruled his divided kingdom efficiently despite the Roman vicissitudes which kept Eastern 

rulers watchful. For some reason, the warmth Caligula once displayed for him turned to anger, and 

Antiochus found himself deposed. Claudius reversed this, both for Commagene and for some part of 

Cilicia (Joseph. Ant 19.276; Dio 60.8).  

Antiochus joined a meeting of dynasts in 44 hosted by the Judaean Agrippa I at Tiberias (Joseph. Ant 

19.338 ff.). This provoked suspicion by the Roman governor of Syria, for they constituted a powerful 

group: Besides Agrippa, there attended Polemo II of Pontus, Cotys IX of Armenia Minor, Sampsigeramus 

II of Emesa, Herod of Chalcis, and Antiochus of Commagene.  

Random glimpses reveal Commagene active militarily. In A.D. 52, Antiochus fought the wild Cietae in 

Cilicia. In 54, hejoinedNero‘smobilizationagainsttheParthians.In60,heparticipatedinadefensive

partition of Armenia (Tac. Ann 12.55; 13.7; 13.37; 14.26). He helped install the Judaean Tigranes VI 

briefly in Armenia.  



The Jewish War drew Commagenian contingents, led by sons of Antiochus, to assist Vespasian and 

Titus.Thetumultuous―YearoftheFourEmperors‖(A.D. 68–69) saw a Commagenian prince wounded 

while fighting for Otho (Joseph. JW 5.460 ff.; Tac. Hist 5.1; 2.25).  

Despite assistance to Vespasian on his way to the imperial throne, Antiochus could still not relax. 

VespasianhadbeenconcernedaboutaParthianattack―fromtherear‖whileTitusfoughtinJudaea(Tac.

Hist 2.82).Hethereforeworriedabout―theproximityofthekings‖ofCommageneandParthia, realizing 

thatCommageniancontroloftheEuphratescrossingsmightaffordParthians―readypassage‖shouldthey

wishaccesstoAsiaMinor;thismight―involvetheentireRomanEmpireinwar‖outthere(Joseph.JW 

7.222 f.). Euphrates access could also be of importance should Rome wish to try again for control of 

Armenia, where an Arsacid dynast now ruled, having been recognized in A.D. 66 by Nero.  

Accordingly in 72, Antiochus found Romans preparing for war on the charge of intrigue with Parthia. 

Some fighting did occur, and participants referred to it as the Bellum Commagenicum (ILS 9198; 9200; 

JW 7.220 ff.). The 2 sons of Antiochus escaped into Parthia, but Antiochus was taken to Rome. There 

where he had begun his career under the first Julio-Claudians, he ended it in honorable detention under 

the Flavians. He might have lived in the reigns of all 11 Roman emperors from Augustus to Domitian. He 

presided over the final decades of a kingdom by now 235 years old.  

The 2 sons of Antiochus returned, and withthetitleof―king‖theyassumedanhonorableplacein

society. Their sister became the queen of Cilicia for a time, married to King Alexander. Their children, 

especially Julia Balbilla and C. Iulius Antiochus Philopappus, took notable places in the new absorption 

of former kings into the Roman aristocracy. Balbilla accompanied Hadrian to Egypt and left extant poetry 

there. Philopappus became a Roman consul and left a monument on the Mouseion Hill in Athens, where it 

still faces the Parthenon. Continuation of the intermarriage led eventually to the families of the Emperors 

Marcus Aurelius and Elagabalus.  

The kingdom of Commagene had taken an important role in the long transition from Seleucid to Roman 

rule, and had stabilized a crucial region between the Hellenic and Iranian societies. The innovations of 

Antiochus I long influenced religious thought in the vicinity. The old cult-sites remained in use for 

centuries, as attested by archaeological finds and by literary references. The new cities founded by the 

dynasty formed the basis for later ecclesiastical organization there.  

Commagene greatly influenced the larger society around it even after it was gone.  
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RICHARD D. SULLIVAN  

COMMANDMENT. ThecommontranslationoftheHebrewBible‘smiṣwâ and the NT entolē. All 

but8occurrencesoftheBible‘smiṣwâ are translated entolē in the LXX. In the Psalms (esp. Psalm 119, 

LXX), entolē is sometimes found as a translation of the Heb piqqūd  m. Modern English versions of the 

Biblesometimesalsouse―commandment‖or―command‖torenderHebmišpaṭ (Zeph 2:3), ḥōq (Amos 

2:4), and piqqūd  m (Ps 103:18), and Gk epitagē (1 Cor 7:25).  

Ofitself―commandment‖denotesthatwhichiscommandedbyanauthority,hence,anauthoritative

prescription,order,decree,orbyextensionadirectiveorinstruction.―Commandment‖occasionally

occurs in the Bible with a secular meaning (2 Chr 35:10, 16; John 11:57; Acts 17:15; etc.), but its biblical 

usage is predominantly religious:Thecommandmentisadivineordinance.―Commandment‖sometimes

appears, somewhat indiscriminately, as one of a series of legal terms (e.g., Gen 26:5), but more often it is 

used in isolation from other legal terms.  



In the Bible, miṣwâ-entolē emphasizes the authority of the God who commands rather than the content 

ofthecommandmentassuch.ThecommandmentistheexpressionofGod‘swillforhispeople.Rather

than suggesting arbitrary demand or constraint, theterminologyevokesGod‘smoralauthority.Jewish

expressions of the significance of the commandments (i.e., their importance and the reasons for them) 

began to appear during the Hellenistic period (e.g., Let. Aris. 142–144; 4 Macc 5:23–24). From the 2d 

century onward, largely in response to Christian attacks on the Law, many Jewish replies addressed the 

issue of the reasons for the commandments. In medieval times, Maimonides held that all commandments 

had a cause, i.e., a useful purpose.  

Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic literature (including Psalm 119) are the best sources for 

understanding the biblical notion of commandment. Indeed, the terminology appears but rarely in the 

prophetic literature (e.g., Isa 48:18; Exod 18:21; Dan 3:29). Commandment, miṣwâ-entolē, suggests a 

―doublepersonalreference‖(O‘Connell1960:361),i.e.,theloving God who commands and the one to 

whom the commandment is addressed. The proper response to a commandment is not merely external 

compliance,butatotalpersonalresponse(―fromtheheart,‖leb). The virtual interchangeability between 

miṣwâ-entolē and dābār-logos/rhēma, i.e.―word,‖(e.g.,Deut 5:22; 30:14; Esth 9:32) highlights the 

personal quality of the commandment. The ultimate significance of the commandments is to relate people 

to God. Accordingly the commandments are best understood within the covenant context.  

The Pentateuch uses miṣwâ-entolē in reference to particular laws, and sometimes in the plural (e.g., 

Deut 15:5). However, in the Deuteronomic paraenesis of Deut 8:1–20, miṣwâ-entolē is used 

comprehensively for the whole law (Deut 8:1; cf. 5:31; 11:22; 19:9; 30:11–14). This is in keeping with 

theDeuteronomist‘sholisticviewof the relationship between Yahweh and Israel. The commandment, 

whichalsohasarevelatoryfunction,isintendedtomakeofIsraelaholypeople.Israel‘sprosperityis

dependent upon its obedience to the commandment. Keeping the commandments indicates a pattern of 

life, i.e., one of human fidelity to the covenant.  

From this perspective, some authors are inclined to identify the Decalog (the covenant prescriptions of 

Exodus 20 and Deuteronomy 5)asthepreeminentreferentof―commandment.‖Jewishtradition,

however, going back to tannaitic times and shaped somewhat definitively in the school of R. Akiba, 

identifies 613 commandments (taryaq miṣwōt) in the Bible. Of these, 365 are proscriptions and 248 are 

prescriptions,asR.Simlaistates:―613commandmentswererevealedtoMosesatSinai,365being

prohibitions equal in number to the solar days, and 248 being mandates corresponding in number to the 

limbsofthehumanbody‖(b. Mak. 23b). In Jewish writings (e.g., Philo, Dec. 29.154; Num.Rab. 13:15–

16), the biblical commandments are often classified or summarized under the ten headings of the Decalog.  

Reference to the developing tradition of the 613 commandments may be part of the background of 

several pericopes in the synoptic gospels, particularly in their Matthean version (Matt 5:17–20; Matt 

19:16–22 = Mark 10:17–22; Luke 18:18–23; Matt 22:34–40 = Mark 12:28–34; Luke 10:25–28). 

AccordingtoMatthew‘scommandmenttheory,theentirelawandtheprophetsdependonthetwolove

commandments (Matt 22:37–40 = Mark 12:29–31; Luke 10:27; cf. Matt 19:19b). Matthew affirms that a 

similarity exists between these two, most probably because of the presence of agapan (―tolove‖)in

application of the gezerah shavah principle of rabbinic hermeneutics. This principle holds that if the same 

word occurs in two different scriptural passages, one passage may be used to interpret the other. Thus, 

Matthew stresses the organic unity of the commandments and attributes a summarizing priority to the 

two-fold love commandment.  

Matthew‘sowncatecheticaltraditionseemsalsotohaveunderscoredtheimportanceoftheDecalog

among the biblical commandments (Matt 5:21, 27, 33; 15:19 = Mark 7:21–22). As in Deuteronomy, 

Matthew is aware that the commandments are addressed to the free will of human beings (Matt 19:17; cf. 

v 21). Matt 15:1–20 has taken over and somewhat modified the Markan controversy story (Mark 7:1–23), 

inwhichapreceptoftheDecalog,―honoryourfatherandyourmother,‖isidentifiedasacommandment

of God (Matt 15:3b–4; cf. v 6, ―wordofGod‖),distinguishedfromhumanprecepts(Matt 15:9; cf. v 9 

―yourtradition‖).Matthew‘sgospelalsogivessomeevidenceofintra-Christian debates about the 

significance of the commandments (Matt 5:17–20).  



The Fourth Gospel likewise has a particular understanding of the commandments. In John, the term 

entolē, commandment, is used to characterize the task associated with the mission of the Son (John 10:18; 

12:49–50; 15:8).ThenotionnotonlyimpliestheSon‘sobediencetotheFather(John 14:31); it also 

points to the authority with which Jesus fulfills his mission. A specifically Johannine understanding of the 

commandmentsistobefoundintheideaofJesus‘owncommandments(―mycommandments,‖John 

14:15, 21; cf. v 24,―mywords‖).TokeepJesus‘commandmentsistolovehim.Thesecommandments

aresummedupinthelovecommandment,whichisbothJesus‘command(John 15:12, 17; cf. 1 John 

4:21) and his gift (John 13:34).Thelovecommandiscalleda―newcommandment‖becauseofits

christological basis (John 13:34; cf. 15:12). Caught up in an inter-Christian contoversy, the author of 1 

John reaffirms the christological basis of the new commandment while maintaining that the love 

commandment is part of the traditional catechesis. As such it is both old and new (1 John 2:7–8).  

A unitary understanding of the biblical commandments is also to be found in Paul, where the love 

commandment (Lev 19:18) summarizes several precepts of the Decalog (Rom 13:8–10). Keeping this 

commandment fulfills the law. A particularly significant Pauline notion is that the commandment (entolē, 

in the singular, apparently with reference to the 10th precept of the Decalog), although holy, just, and 

good, can be exploited by the quasi-demoniac power of sin (hamartia). The commandment reveals sin to 

be sin, leading to death (Rom 7:7–13).  

In Pauline usage, with but one exception, entolē always refers to the biblical commandments (see Heb 

7:5, 16, 18; 9:19). That exception is to be found in 1 Cor 14:37,wheretheexpression―commandmentof

theLord‖(Kuriou entole)issimilartothephrase―commandmentoftheLord‖(Kuriou epitage) found in 

1 Cor 7:25. In the NT, the use of commandment-epitage is found only in Paul and the Deutero-Pauline 

literature (Rom 16:26; 1 Cor 7:6, 25; 2 Cor 8:8; 1 Tim 1:1; Tit 1:3; 2:15). Although the term admits of a 

variety of usages, it appears to enjoy a comprehensive, salvific connotation in Rom 16:26; 1 Tim 1:1, and 

Tit 1:3. See TWAT 4: 1085–95; EWNT 1: 1121–25; TDNT 2:545–56; and EncJud 5: 760–92.  
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RAYMOND F. COLLINS  

COMMANDMENTS, TEN. See TEN COMMANDMENTS.  

COMMISSION, GREAT. See GREAT COMMISSION.  

COMMUNICATION. See TRAVEL AND COMMUNICATION.  

COMMUNION. See LORD‘SSUPPER; AGAPE MEAL.  

COMMUNITY. This entry consists of two articles, one covering the OT notion of community, the 

other covering the NT notion.  

OLD TESTAMENT  

Community in the Bible is a complex subject, amenable to no simple definition. The notion of 

community not only went through an evolution under the influence of both internal factors and foreign 

pressures, but frequently competing notions of community coexisted, vying for the allegiance of the 

people. Another factor complicates the subject. Israel began as a sacral community, that is, as a people 

organized tribally under the God Yahweh; with the introduction of kingship, however, tribal-theocratic 

structures gave way to the more secular structures of empire. The Yahwistic community therefore was 

obliged to assume the more modest status of a voluntary association within the larger society.  

As in all other areas of biblical study, the subject of community has been enriched by new discoveries 

and new methods of analysis. Whereas an earlier age could study community on the basis of divine 

legislation conferred upon the people at Sinai, scholars today are attentive both to the evidence of social 

ideals and communal structures attested within the broader ancient Near Eastern environment and to 

scholarly reconstructions seeking to correlate such evidence with a critical reading of biblical texts. 



Earlier in the century, Albrecht Alt (1925, 1930) and Martin Noth (1930) rejected as unhistorical the 

biblical view of a military conquest of Canaan and appealed instead to Nabatean inscriptions of the 

RomanperiodandtothestructureoftheGreekamphictyony.TheyarguedthatIsrael‘soriginscouldbe

explained as resulting from the infiltration of nomadic elements into the agrarian-urban culture of Canaan. 

Today social-anthropological studies favor a dimorphic model for understanding the sociology of early 

Israel; that is to say, the tribes of Israel emerged not through the transplantation of desert nomads onto the 

soil of sedentary farmers, but within the perennial flux between urban centers and outlying regions. 

Detribalized elements banded together with disenfranchised city dwellers forming new coalitions and at 

times merging with older tribal units (Rowton 1976).  

As we now examine the shape of Israelite community in its major phases of development, this brief 

reference to an ever-changing scholarly debate will serve as a reminder of the complexity of the task. Any 

critical reading of the biblical evidence must factor in archaeological evidence and take seriously 

methodological insights arising within ancillary disciplines.  

A. Tribal Period  

Bits and pieces gleaned from extrabiblical epigraphic sources can be combined with central themes 

foundinIsrael‘sepicaspreservedinthe Pentateuch to produce the following reconstruction of the origins 

of tribal Israel.  

1. El and Kinship. The patriarchal legends reflect in general terms the migration of the Amorites into 

Mesopotamia and Syro-Palestine during the 2d millennium B.C.E. that is well documented in cuneiform 

sources. The Amorite personal names first studied by Theo Bauer and more recently by Herbert Huffmon 

reflect kinship patterns at home in tribal societies. Moreover, they reflect the centrality of the divine 

kinsman in the life of the tribal groups reflected in the ancestral legends of Genesis that later came to 

constitutetheheartofIsrael‘sconceptofcovenant.Furtherlightisshedonthebackgroundofthedivine

kinsman of the ancestral stories by the deity El of the Ugaritic texts. El, the tent-dwelling, kindly creator-

godandjudge,hasbeenplausiblyarguedtofigureprominentlyintheoriginsofIsrael‘sgodYahwehon

the basis of shared epithets, attributes, and functions (Cross CMHE, 44–60). The conclusion to be drawn 

is this: At the time when Amorite peoples were establishing themselves as heirs to the earlier civilizations 

of Mesopotamia, related clans were sojourning in Canaan. The latter encountered a well-established 

feudal society, living under the hegemony of the royal house of Egypt with local rule exercised by 

Canaanite lords. Unable to supplant the feudal lords of the land, the Amorites (and whatever other 

elements merged with them within the dimorphic social structures of Canaan) were obliged to have their 

patterns of movement and settlement governed by opportunity. What identity they preserved over against 

the local population was likely derived from their kinship patterns; this included identification with the 

divine kinsman El (under one of various epithets).  

2. ˓Apiru. AlsogermanetothediscussionofIsrael‘soriginsasacommunityarereferencestothe

˓apiru/habiru found in various MB documents, with the Amarna Letters prominent among them. See also 

HABIRU/HAPIRU. Though etymologically and sociologically related to the entity referred to in the 

Bible with the gentilic ˓ibrim, the groups designated as ˓apiru were not ethnically bounded. Instead they 

were socially defined by their lack of integration into the feudal system of Canaan and, insofar as the local 

rulers were concerned, by their lawlessness and insubordination. The ˓apiru likely included people from 

different backgrounds, including Amorites, since all that was required to receive this dubious distinction 

was detribalization or marginalization from village or city. The ˓apiru were not confined to Canaan, but 

wandered freely between countries driven by opportunity and hardship (such as famine). Many of them no 

doubt eyed the Hyksos interregnum in Egypt as an opportunity (a situation likely reflected by the Joseph 

legend). With the reestablishment of indigenous rule by the pharaohs of the New Kingdom (cf., Exod 

1:8), the ˓apiru would have suffered the fate of vast numbers of foreigners, though as inscriptions from 

the worker-village of Deir el-Medina indicates, the memory of NW Semitic deities was preserved among 

them.Itisafairassumption,therefore,thattheHebrewslavesofMoses‘generationstillmaintaineda 

sense of separate identity grounded in their ancestral legends and in the sacred stories of their kinsman 

God.  



3. Theocratic Unity. The first mention of Israel outside of the Bible is on the Merneptah Stele of ca. 

1210 B.C.E., and it is noteworthy that the preformative designates Israel as a people, not as a nation. This 

Egyptian encounter with a people identifiable as Israel in 1210 elicits a question: What were the events 

leading from the rather amorphous tribal backgrounds described above to this more focused community 

identity?  

Earliest Israel appears out of the earliest traditions of the Bible as a loosely confederated group of tribes 

whose unity centered around a common story featuring the God Yahweh as the central actor. The most 

likely source of Israel‘scommunitystructureoftribalorganizationaroundthekinsmandeityisits

ancestral prehistory in Canaan. But the earliest hymnic/epic compositions of the people Israel indicate that 

the model was infused with a new narrative content and tied to a new divine epithet by subsequent events, 

namely the story of deliverance from the Egyptian pharaoh effected by the God Yahweh. The 

reappearanceofthisstorywithsuchregularityinIsrael‘searliesthymnodyoffersthefollowingasthe

most plausible answer to the question of what happened between the shadowy Amorite prehistory and 

Merneptah‘sexplicitreferencetoa―peopleIsrael‖:Agroupofslavesbelongingtothesocialcategoryof

˓apiru managed to escape from their bondage in Egypt under the leadership of Moses, an escape they 

attributed to the gracious action of their kinsman God, whom they now called Yahweh. The Moses-Jethro 

story may offer a clue regarding the source from which early Israel derived the divine epithet Yahweh.  

Reciting the story of deliverance became the central cult-act of the People Israel. The substitution of an 

epic in the place of the cult-myth common to most other ANE cultures had a dramatic effect on the 

community ideals that emerged among the new tribal confederacy. The rules governing the life of the 

community, though in part drawn from the common traditions of the pervading culture, increasingly 

includedguidelinesinferredfromtheepicofYahweh‘sgraciousdeliverance.Anopen-ended, historical 

consciousness challenged the more static values of mythopoeic cultures. Ideals and institutions began to 

takeshapethatdrewtheirmotivationfrom―YahwehwhobroughtyououtfromthelandofEgypt,outof

thehouseofbondage.‖Theseidealsandinstitutionsweremixed,tobesure, with those of the 

environment, as illustrated by the earliest collection of laws in the Bible, the book of the Covenant (Exod 

20:21–23:19).  

4. Characteristics of the Community. The chief characteristics of Israelite community during the tribal 

period (i.e., the period of the Judges) can be summarized thus:  

First, the basic unit of community was the extended family under the pater familias, with each family in 

turn fitting into the larger clan and tribe.  

Second, within this patriarchal structure, the status of women was defined by male property rights.  

Third, ancient kinship patterns made the tribes resistant to urban-based monarchies and their tendency to 

aggrandize at the expense of small farmers and pastoralists.  

Fourth, the autonomy preserved by the individual tribes was qualified by acknowledgement of the 

sovereignty of the God Yahweh. Therefore, on the level of cult the Israelite tribes were forged into a 

theocratic unity within 2 contexts: in annual pilgrimage festivals celebrating the common epic of divine 

deliverance, and in war construed in sacral terms.  

Fifth, innovations inspired by the epic tradition coexisted with practices and values drawn from the 

Canaanite environment, just as the worship of Yahweh was practiced alongside of the rituals of the Baal 

cult (cf. the Baal names recurring in the book of Judges and the cult background reflected by the Gideon 

story in Judges 8).  

Sixth, the survival and growth of the Yahwistic community in the period of the tribal league seems to be 

attributable to the religious power inherent in the confession of the God who delivered Hebrew slaves and 

to the ability of those committed to that confession to extrapolate from this context institutions, practices, 

and laws that reaffirmed some and challenged other antecedent religious and social structures and values. 

Among these antecedent structures and values were the ideal of the naḥălâ, i.e., the divinely guaranteed 

right of each family to use of a designated plot of land in perpetuity; protection of vulnerable classes like 

the alien, the creditor, the widow, and the orphan; the ongoing reform of common law on the basis of the 



epic, as seen for example in the extension of manumission to women (cf. Exod 21:1–11 with Deut 15:12–

18) and the proscription of slavery in Leviticus 25.  

Seventh, the most serious structural weakness of the league appeared in the form of centrifugal 

tendencies, fed by the autonomism of the tribes, that threatened to overwhelm the sense of unity essential 

for defense against hostile neighbors. Judges 5 mentions simultaneously both the tribes responding to the 

call to militia duty and those failing to respond to the muster, bearing witness to that weakness. Likewise 

theambiguouslastverseofthebookofJudges:―InthosedaystherewasnokinginIsrael;everyonedid

whatwasrightintheirowneyes.‖Israel‘sdestiny-ridden response to the structural weakness of tribal-

based community was monarchy.  

B. Monarchy  

The most dramatic example of the impact of foreign influence on community in Israel revolves around 

theintroductionofkingship.Themotivegivenintheelders‘request for a king in the narrative of 1 

Samuel 8 statesthispoignantly,―thatwemayalsobelikeallthenations.‖ 

Though variations appear in the different cultures of the ANE, monarchy generally entailed the 

following common characteristics: (1) ascription of special (and usually to some degree, divine) status to 

the king, who was regarded as the earthly representative of the chief deity; (2) a hierarchical organization 

of the society; (3) legitimization of the social system through the cult myth (i.e., the structure of human 

societyreflectsthecosmicstructureestablished―inthebeginning‖bythegods,therebytyingsocialorder

inseparably to the natural order); (4) a static ontology, according to which change, and especially 

revolutionary change, is interpreted as a threat to essential reality; and (5) location of the official cult 

within the central temple of the capital city with the king as patron.  

The open-ended, experimental community ideal that developed over the course of the league period 

came to be viewed as a source of instability when falling under the intense pressure of rising Philistine 

power. The response was recourse to the form of governance most closely associated with military and 

economic might in antiquity: monarchy.  

Embedded in the narrative structure of 1 Samuel 8–11 is a conflict between 2 attitudes toward kingship, 

and although a long and complex history of transmission separates the reader from the events described, 

the divisions raised within the community from the very onset of kingship seem to be accurately reflected 

by the text even in its received form. Chapter 8 is particularly interesting in this connection. Written from 

a critical perspective preserved within prophetic circles, it enumerates the mišpaṭ hammelek, that is, the 

royal ordinance that the king could be expected to impose upon the people. This entailed: (1) Conscription 

of the youth into military and court service; (2) confiscation of agricultural land belonging to the clans for 

use as royal grants awarded to servants of the king (e.g., retiring military officers); and (3) taxation to 

finance an elaborate military and court system.  

Thatfinalentryinthelist,aboutthemilitaryandcourt,driveshomethemainpoint:―andyoushallbe

hisslaves.‖Thatis,thefreedomwonbytheexodusgenerationandfiercelydefendedbythetribesof

Yahweh would vanish. As if the point were not yet sufficiently clear, a final phrase—an ironic echo of 

Exod 3:7–8—is added to indicate that the new generation abdicating its freedom for the security of 

kingship could not expect a second exodus as the response of the deity:―Andinthatdayyouwillcryout

because of your king, whom you have chosen for yourselves; but the Lord will not answer you in that 

day.‖Thecontrastisclear.WhereastheHebrewsinEgypthadnotchosentheirroyaloppressor,the

present generation had. And in so doing they had introduced a deep division into their community, for at 

important points the ideals developed by the league and royal ideology were incompatible.  

Underlying all specific differences was a fundamental dispute over authority stemming from the 

struggles of the league period. The tribes had acknowledged only one qualification of their autonomy, 

namely, the claims of the divine suzerain Yahweh that governed Holy War, religious festivals, and the 

growing tradition of common law defining the moral structure of the community. The delicate balance 

between unity and freedom upon which the league system was based was safeguarded by the insistence 

that there could be no king but Yahweh; that is, there could be no human person claiming a privileged 

position of power and authorized to determine the laws and institutions of the land (Judg 8:23). Because it 



introduced a human claimant to permanent divine authority, kingship was regarded by many as a direct 

threat to the central ideals of the community.  

In the narratives describing the conflicts that plagued the monarchy, the key issues revolve 

conspicuously around the question of final authority, as for example: Is the king lord over the fate of his 

subjects (2 Samuel 11–12)? Is the king authorized to build a temple (2 Samuel 7)? Can the king 

reorganize the tribes into rational tax districts (2 Samuel 24)?  

The result of the introduction of kingship was epoch-making. The community ideal deriving from the 

epic of divine deliverance and land conferral was removed from the central position that it had enjoyed in 

the tribal theocracy and became one religious option competing with others. But that ideal did not enter its 

new phase quiescently. As indicated by a prophetic rumination on the relation between kingship and true 

Yahwistic faith in 1 Samuel 12, the historical fact of monarchy was not denied in prophetic circles, but it 

was deprived of all of its mythologically grounded sanctity and ultimacy. Kingship was viewed as a 

product of human sinfulness, and therefore it possessed no final authority. For the prophets, the viability 

of the nation continued to be dependent on the archaic Yahwistic principle stemming from the league, 

obediencetoGod:―OnlyfeartheLord,andservehimfaithfullywithallyourheart…‖(1 Sam 12:25a).  

This principle represented a fundamental qualification of royal ideology that few kings were willing to 

accept. One detects in David an honest attempt to strike a balance, but divisions within the nation were 

only deepened by the Bathsheba affair, by strife over the census, and above all, by the struggle over the 

issue of dynastic succession. Solomon emerged from court intrigue as a close replica of the ANE absolute 

monarch, and it is not accidental that his reign shaded into civil war. In the conflict between Rehoboam 

and Ahijah, the lines were drawn between a community ideal predicated on the authority of Yahweh and 

an imperial ideal resting on royal pretension.  

C. Prophecy  

1. Concept of Community. Prophecy emerged out of this struggle as a movement committed to 

preserving the essential values of the older Yahwistic ideal of community within the setting of kingship. 

Prophecy itself is a complex phenomenon, and the method of carrying out this mission varied from 

prophet to prophet. In cases like those of Elijah, Hosea, Amos, and Jeremiah, the primary modus operandi 

was opposition to the king. In the case of Isaiah, we find the attempt to redefine kingship along strictly 

Yahwistic lines. The underlying principle of divine authority led, nevertheless, to a remarkable 

consistency within the teachings of the prophets regarding the ideals of community and the relation of the 

king to them: (1) The king did not stand above the moral standards of the community, but was bound to 

itslaws.(2)Allmembersofthecommunitywereequal,anditwastheresponsibilityofthenation‘s

leaders to prevent the exploitation of the weak and the poor by the powerful and the wealthy and to 

protect the rights especially of vulnerable members of the community. (3) Social order was not 

identifiable with the natural order established by conflict among the gods, but was to be inferred from the 

historicalexampleofGod‘sdeliveryofslavesfromtheirbondage.(4)Thecultdidnotbelong to a 

heavenly order transcending time, but was subservient to the traditional divine mandates of compassion 

and justice.  

2. Reform Movement. The development of the notion of community as the gathering of those 

respondingtoGod‘scalltoobedienceand service thus continued into the monarchial period as a reform 

movement within the larger society. The degree to which the prophets regarded the dominant society to 

have strayed from the Yahwistic ideal of community is indicated by the preponderance of indictments and 

judgments in their recorded words. This negative assessment of society was accompanied by a sober 

anthropology,epitomizedbyJeremiah‘swords:―Theheartisdeceitfulaboveallthings,anddesperately

corrupt;whocanunderstandit?‖(Jer 17:9). Against this bleak assessment of society, the faithful 

community came to be viewed increasingly in terms of a remnant, preserved by God as a witness to 

divine purpose and as agent in the final redemption intended by God.  

The reform efforts of the prophets and their followers were not entirely in vain. Asa, Jehoshaphat, 

Hezekiah, and Josiah paid attention to the traditional Yahwistic ideals, and placed the crown behind 

efforts to bring the nation into closer conformity with divine law. The tradition of pessimism that seemed 



to accompany the prophetic movement apparently was vindicated by events, however, for even so godly a 

kingasJosiahfailedtosecuretheland.Jeremiah‘sbleak outlook (Jer 4:23–26) was supported by that of 

Ezekiel, who announced that disobedience leading to destruction was written ineluctably on the soul of 

the nation (Ezekiel 23). The Babylonian destruction of Jerusalem and its temple secured the pessimistic 

prophetic view against the more self-confident views of kings and prophets like Hananiah, and forced the 

exilic community that survived the national calamity into a period of reassessment.  

D. Exile  

Displaced from the familiar setting of temple and land and the traditions associated with them, exilic 

groups made various efforts to salvage materials for rebuilding their community: (1) Monumental 

achievementswereaccomplishedbya―priestly‖groupincollectingtraditionallawsandplacingthemin

an epic-narrative framework. (2) A prophetic circle associating itself with the name of Isaiah embraced a 

vision of restoration that broke out of the discredited royal nationalism in the direction of a more universal 

Yahwism; according to this, the remnant community would act as the servant of divine purpose in a 

coming age of salvation (Isaiah 40–55). (3) Deuteronomistic tradents adapted their David/Zion centered 

historiography to the harsh new realities of exile, as indicated by the editorial additions found in 1 and 2 

Kings and Jeremiah. (4) Ezekiel and his disciples promulgated a program of restoration based on Zadokite 

temple theology and conceding a modest role to the royal house (Ezekiel 40–48).  

E. Second Temple Period  

AfterthereturnofasignificantnumberofexilesfollowingCyrus‘Edictof538B.C.E., the initiative in 

rebuildingasenseofJewishcommunitywastakenbyagroupsubscribingtoEzekiel‘sprogram.

Benefiting from the support of the prophets Haggai and Zechariah, this group emphasized the centrality of 

a Zadokite-led temple cult as the key to communal vitality. Zechariah sounded a prophetic theme 

reminiscent of Isaiah that bound cult to faithful observance of the moral commandments. Chapters 56–66 

of Isaiah preserve traces of a dissident group highly critical of the Zadokite temple theology and 

announcing imminent divine judgment on alleged unrighteousness of the majority of the community. The 

Second Temple Period thus began with competing perspectives on what constituted true community.  

Conditions within the Jewish community did not soon improve, judging from the grim pronouncements 

found in the book of Malachi. Low professional standards within the Zadokite priesthood conspired with 

even lower standards of morality among the people to undermine community vitality. This bleak picture 

is confirmed by the books of Ezra and Nehemiah. There we find that the internal weakness of the Jewish 

community even elicited the attention of the Persian government, concerned as it was with maintaining 

reasonably stable buffer states between it and its major adversaries. Proponents of strict measures of 

reformbasedonthetraditionallawscollectedintheexilebythe―priestly‖groupthusfoundan

unexpectedallyinthePersiangovernment.Ezra‘sbeingsentbythatforeignpoweras―thescribeofthe

lawoftheGodofheaven‖marked an important turning point in the history of the Jewish community. As 

a result of his activities, that community received a clear charter that was to become the foundation of its 

survival through the next 500 years. Torah together with an interpretive process guided by the 

hermeneutic developed by Ezra and his successors (cf. Nehemiah 10) enabled the community to emerge 

in a vital new form that adumbrated many of the essential marks of classical Judaism.  

This new formulation of community did not give equal emphasis, of course, to all earlier traditions. 

Conspicuously absent were certain themes favored by earlier visionary circles, such as messianic 

expectations and announcements of impending divine intervention in judgment and salvation. An 

orientation favoring careful application of Torah to all aspects of everyday life eclipsed more 

eschatological themes.  

The powerful resurgence of apocalyptic themes in the 2d century B.C.E. indicates that visionary streams 

were not supplanted, but were merely suppressed by the scribal community. The oppressive measures of 

the Seleucids forced back to the surface concepts of community emphasizing the fallenness of the 

majority of the world (including the preponderance of the Jewish population) and the impending 

intervention of God to cleanse the earth and reestablish the community of the faithful (e.g., Daniel and 1 

Enoch).  



In the 2d century B.C.E., therefore, a century well documented by writings from the Bible, the 

Apocrypha, the Pseudepigrapha, and the Dead Sea Scrolls, we are able to recognize the interplay of 

several competing notions of community, ranging from the apocalyptic other-worldliness of Qumran to 

the conservative this-worldliness of the Sadducees, with an increasingly popular proto-Pharisee party in 

between. It is from this wide range of alternative notions that emergent Judaism and Christianity would 

begin to forge their own definitions of community during the Roman period.  
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PAUL D. HANSON  

NEW TESTAMENT KOINŌNIA  

Biblical faith forms a community of those who worship God, who share with one another a common 

experienceofGod‘ssalvationandacommoncalltobearwitnesstoGod‘ssalvation-creating power in the 

world. The diverse descriptions of community found in Scripture reflect the changing religious, social, 

and political environment in light of which faith and life are constantly being adapted in new and 

meaningful ways. However, the biblical idea of community is always situated on a theological axis 

balanced by two convictions: first, that a good God finds forsaken persons who are alienated from all that 

makes for hope and well-being, and calls them into a covenant people reconciled to all that makes for 

peace and freedom; and, second, that this redeemed people then responds to God by embodying their 

experienceofGod‘ssalvationintheirrelationswitheachother.  

The development of the idea of community within the biblical tradition is further understood as 

dynamicand―self-correcting‖;indeed,themaintenanceofaproperbalancebetweenanappreciationof 

divine grace (orthodoxology) and human responsibility (orthopraxis) is at best tenuous. Throughout the 

histories of Israel and the Church, specific notions of community were developed to correct certain 

imbalancesinthefaithorlifeofGod‘speople.These different notions of community, enshrined within 

Scripture, form a whole, greater than the sum of its parts, which provides the current people of God with a 

normativecontextforunderstandingwhatitmeansto―be‖communityandtodoasthisparticular 

community ought.  

———  

A. The OT Idea of Community  

B.TheNTGospelandJesus‘IdeaofCommunity 

C. The Acts of the Apostles and the NT Idea of Community  

D.ThePaulineIdeaofthe―BodyofChrist‖ 

E. Community as koinōnia and the Post-Pauline Situation  

F. The Community of Pilgrims and the Non-Pauline Letters  

G. The NT Community and the Church Today  

———  

A. The OT Idea of Community  
The essential features of the NT idea of community are found in the OT. While influenced to some 

degree by pagan notions, primitive Christianity sought to understand its founding and formative events in 

light of biblical teaching, and believers assumed a fundamental continuity between their ekklēsia and the 

OT idea of a covenant people, Israel.  

From its beginning as a tribal confederacy, Israel understood itself as a community covenanted to God 

and to each other by virtue of the Exodus event. See COVENANT.IsraelexperiencedGod‘sliberating

grace as a people, and as a people who were called together to give adequate response to the God who 



delivered them from slavery and set them on a course to freedom and šalôm. Community was first 

formed,then,toworshipGod―astheonewhoactedinaspecificeventofhistorytodelivertheoppressed 

fromtheiroppressor,therebyrevealingselfastheincomparableGod,majesticinholiness‖(Hanson1986:

28).  

As Israel sought to live for God in its world of competing deities and nations, its self-understanding as a 

community rightly related to its redeeming God developed to include an ethical dimension. The 

compassionofGodexactedademanduponGod‘speopletoresistinitsownlifetheveryoppressionand

exploitation from which God had liberated them. In this sense, the worshipping community was also a 

witnessing community, called forth to reflect in its common life the very character of its transcendent 

God.Eventually,Torahbecametheinstrumentbywhichthecommunity‘slifeofworshipandwitnesswas

informed and so formed into a particular people, whose obedience to the Torah of a particular God made 

clearandconcreteGod‘sloveandholinessinapluralisticworld. 

As the social and political structures of Israel came to be defined by its monarchy, so too was its idea of 

community. Evenascharismaticselectionoftheconfederacy‘sleadershiphadgivenwaytodynasticrule,

soalsoweretheoldconvictionsaboutGodattachedtonew,―royalistic‖forms.David‘scovenantwith

God, and not the Sinaic covenant, became central to how Israel understooditself:God‘srulewas

mediatedthroughIsrael‘sking.Theformerconfederacy,tiedtogetheronlybyitsworshipofoneGodand

by its muster for holy war on behalf of God, became a nation whose future was determined by political 

alliance and societalsyncretism,oftenatGod‘sexpense.TheworshipofGodwasinstitutionalizedduring

the reign of Solomon, who built a temple for God in order to compete with other national religions in the 

ANE. Under the pressures of international relations, then, thecommunity‘switnesstoGodwas

domesticated. The worshipping community became an established cult, and its official priesthood helped 

thekingasrepresentativesofGodonearth.Israel‘sreligionwasinstitutionalizedasacriticalpartofthe

social order,sothatnowGod‘scovenantblessingwasconstruedintermsofnationalpeaceand

prosperity.Accordingly,God,broughtfromheavenandplacedwithinSolomon‘stemple,wasworshipped

asearth‘sCreatorandastheking‘sGod,morethanastranscendent Redeemer of a people. God was now 

worshippedasaGodoforder,whosecreation,liketheking‘srealm,assumedacertainhierarchyinto

which all persons must fit without fuss.  

Besidesthedeuteronomist‘s history of the monarchy, the priestly theology of the official cultus, and the 

adviceofferedbytheprophetstiedtotheking‘scourt,thiscommunityqua theking‘snationisenvisaged

byOTWisdom.AccordingtoIsrael‘ssages,thecommunitymadewisebyits―fear‖ofGodis

characterizedbythosesameattributescalledforinTorah.However,thedeeperlogicofIsrael‘ssapiental

tradition, especially clear in its preexilic stage (e.g., Proverbs 10–28), moves less from the God whose 

compassionforaspecialpeopleisrevealedintheeventsofsalvation‘shistory,rememberedand

interpretedbyIsrael‘ssacralinstitutions,thanfromhumanexperienceandinsightintothenatureof

human relations (von Rad). Attention is now directed toward basic human living—how to cope and how 

tosucceed.Thecommunityisinformedbythesage‘sobservationsofthoseconventionswhichmaintain

the social order and thus enhance the prospects for political šalôm and economic prosperity—the very 

interests of the king.  

Further,becauseDavid‘scovenantwithGodfocuseduponanindividual‘s(i.e.,theking‘s)relationship

withGod,soalsodidthesage‘s(Brueggemann1972).Corporateconcernswerereplacedby

individualistic ones, so that the wise individual assumes the primary responsibility to bear witness to God 

bythosevirtuousactionswhichsecurehispositionwithinthenation.Thelogicofsuch―enlightenedself-

interest,‖ofcourse,isthatthewholeIsraelis the sum of its individual constituents, especially those from 

its more affluent and influential classes (Gordis 1944). Such an idea of community is more static and 

secularpreciselybecauseitismorehierarchalandinstitutional;likethemonarchy,theconcernofIsrael‘s 

wisdomisfor―lawandorder‖andagainstthoseevilswhichpromotesocialchaos,economicexploitation,

and political uncertainty.  

The prophetic idea of community, also envisaged by the OT, emerged on the fringe of the social order 

to challenge what Israel‘sprophetsperceivedasIsrael‘s―royalconsciousness‖whichwasgeneratedby



sapiental and sacral impulses alike. According to Brueggemann (1978), Israel, under the aegis of its kings, 

moved in 3 dangerous directions: (1) a concern for the well-being of the affluent led to the economic 

exploitation of the rank-and-file; (2) an enforced social hierarchy led to the political oppression of some, 

especially the social deviant, for the benefit of the state; and (3) the establishment of an official and 

syncretistic cultus, adopted to serve the king and his political alliances, led to the domestication of God.  

The prophetic movement, and the idea of a counter-community it shaped, had two tasks: diagnostic and 

prognostic. The foundation of both tasks was the covenantal tradition of Moses which forged a 

community whose life and faith was in marked contrast to the established social order. In order to criticize 

Israel‘ssocialorder,theprophetofGodappealedtotheTorahofMosesforanalternativevisionof

community whose life and faith are rooted in an economics of equality, a politics of justice, and a religion 

of divine transcendence. The prophetic call to repent enshrines, then, a reactionary agenda: It recognizes 

that what bourgeois Israel had become under its kings and their counselors is fundamentally opposed to 

God‘sintentionsrevealedintheExoduseventandtheministryofMoses.Assuch,theworshipping

community bears witness in its particularity, on the margins of the mainstream, to a God who cannot be 

manipulated by those who manage the social order.  

This tensive dialogue between prophet and sage which emerges within the OT can be profitably viewed 

as self-correcting (Wall 1987b). It is not, however, a conversation between equals. Unlike the shape of 

Israel‘shistory,thefinalformoftheOTcanonismorepropheticthanroyal,evencontaininga

―prophetic‖reformationoftheWisdomtradition(Spina1983).TheOTideaofcommunityistherefore

centered through its prophetic voice: In reading its history as narrated by its Bible, Israel is shaped into a 

prophetic community.  

Whythenarethecanonicalvoicesofthe―establishment‖retained?Perhapstopreventprophetic(i.e.,

normative) Israel from moving in dangerous directions as well. Indeed, thetraditionofIsrael‘swisdom,

along with its own canonical correctives, reminds Israel that its worship of an immanent God demands its 

witness to (and in) specific cultural settings, characterized by particular sociologies and economies. While 

Israel might continue to live on the margins of the mainstream, its Torah is heard and seen by the 

outsiders as relevant for their time and space. Further, wisdom reminds Israel that a transcendent God is 

also present with the necessary resources of human insight and institutions, which, when responsibly 

used,makeitpossibleforeachIsraelitetoworkoutone‘sownsalvationwithGod.Thedialecticthus

makes clear that the covenant community is formed by a dynamic partnership between a God who freely 

redeems a people,theprophet‘semphasis,andaredeemedpeoplecomposedofthosewhoeachinturn

freelyrespondbyworkingoutone‘ssalvation―inthefearoftheLord,‖whichthesagetaughtwasthe

beginningofwisdomaboutlife‘spossibilitiesandlimitations. 

B. The NT Gospel and Jesus’ Idea of Community  

The earliest Christians were not only a biblical people, who sought to live in continuity with their 

Scriptures; they were also disciples of a person, Jesus from Nazareth. Their worship of and witness to the 

God ofIsraelweredecisivelyinfluencedbytheirconvictionthatJesuswasGod‘sMessiah,andthat

through him God had begun a new Exodus for the restored, eschatological Israel. Because of this, the NT 

notion of community, which was developed and given ecclesialformafterJesus‘deathandresurrection,

shouldbeviewedasadiscreteinterpretationofJewishreligioushistoryinthelightofJesus‘lifeand

teaching.WhileJesus‘ownnotionofcommunitywasoftenatoddswithotherJewishcommunities(i.e.,

Pharisees, Essenes, Zealots, Sadducees) of his own day, there was no disagreement over those constitutive 

elements of a covenant people. He was a teacher, perhaps even a revivalist, in and of the Jewish tradition; 

indeed, many of the themes, especially eschatological, which characterize his ministry place him among 

the apocalypticists of the Second Temple period.  

Although Jesus did not start a new organization, his messianic mission called forth a community of 

discipleswhobelievedinhisteachingasGod‘swordandwhofollowedthepatternofhislifeasGod‘s

will.Accordingtothesynopticevangelists,attheverycoreofJesus‘proclamationofGod‘sGospelwas

theclaimthatGod‘skingdom,andthepromisedsalvationwithit,haddrawnnearthroughhim(Mark 

1:14–15).Inforsakingold,―official‖interpretationsofGod‘sreign,andinbelievingthatJesus‘



interpretation of it was true, the messianic movement formed a people who were called away from 

worldly concerns (Luke 9:57–62) to a singular worship of God (Matt 6:24; cf. 4:9–10).Jesus―thusbegan

with the heart of classical Yahwism, as it earlier had come to expression in the first commandment, the 

šĕma˓, andIsaiah‘scalltotrustinGod‖(Hanson1986:399). 

Luke‘sportraitofJesusintensifiestwoaspectsofJesus‘eschatologicalmessagewhichtransformed

traditionalapocalypticalthemes.First,JesustaughtthatthemessianiccommunitycouldexperienceGod‘s

salvation―today‖(4:21; 19:9; 23:43):ThedayofGod‘sJubilee,envisionedbytheOTprophetsandatthe

centerofapocalypticalfaith,hadalreadydawned.RatherthanawaitingGod‘sfuturesalvationand

viewing the surrounding world in a detached way, the disciples were called to a life of engagement in 

whichevenenemieswereusheredintoGod‘ssalvation(Luke 10:25–42; cf. 6:36). Second, Jesus taught 

thatanyonecouldbelongtothemessianiccommunity.―Official‖notionsofmembership,longtiedtoa

theology of divine election in various Jewish communities, placed social, religious, or ethnic restrictions 

on those admitted to the covenant community. Jesus extended the membership list to the outsider—the 

least, last, lame, and lost of Israel (Luke 4:16–30; 7:36–8:21; 14:12–24; 19:1–10; 23:39–43).  

AccordingtoMatthew‘s gospel, Jesus calls his disciples to a righteous life in obedience to his 

interpretation of Torah (Matt 5:17–48; 7:21–24); the Christian ekklēsia is a people of a new Torah which 

givesexpressiontoGod‘swillforthenewageofGod‘ssalvation.Jesus‘teachingaboutGod‘sTorah,

remembered by the ongoing community of his disciples, provides order for its life (18:15–20). The deeper 

logicoftheethicalinstructionofMatthew‘sJesusfollowsdirectlyfromtheBookoftheCovenant:The

righteousness and mercy of God, disclosed in the (old and new) Exodus events, should now be performed 

by the covenant people; thus, to love God (18:1–14) is to forgive and restore the neighbor (18:21–35).  

ThisisalsotrueaccordingtotheteachingofJohn‘sJesus,althoughherestricts the scope of the 

disciple‘slovetootherdisciples(13:34; 15:12–17) thus forming a more sectarian idea of community 

whose essential mission is to nurture itself (21:15–17). Sharply put, then, Jesus taught that the yield of 

authenticworshipistobearwitnessintheworshippingcommunitytoGod‘ssalvation-creating love. In 

thatJesus‘calculusemphasizesthecommunity‘sloveasa response totheirexperienceofGod‘sreign

rather than as a requirement to enter into it, his teaching holds a tacit challenge to the legalistic (and 

perhaps antinomistic!) tendencies of other apocalyptic communities in Judaism.  

Jesus not only taught by word but by deed. G. Theissen (1978) has called attention to the more 

charismatic expressions of community in the earliest Christianity as stemming from the radical nature of 

Jesus‘ownlifestyle.Thepattern,narratedbythecanonicalgospels—of Jesus wandering on the margins 

of the social order, forsaking protection and possessions, lacking home and family—make vivid the 

eschatologicalclaimsenvisagedbyhisteaching:ThenearnessofGod‘sreignmadeconcernsabout―this

evilage‖irrelevant.ThispatternofJesus‘itinerancy,andtheeschatologicalhopeitenvisaged,was

embodied in the earliest Christian communities which were profoundly influenced by their memories of 

him.  

HoweverimportantTheissen‘ssociologicalanalysisis,itoftenneglectstherelationshipbetweenJesus‘

ownperceptionsofGod‘skingdomandhispersonalcharacterandministryas―Sonofman.‖Infact,his

understanding of a merciful God is disclosed in his forgiveness of and fellowship with sinners and in his 

healing of outcasts;hisfaithfulnesstoarighteousGodisdisclosedinhisobedientlifeasGod‘sservant-

Son;hiseconomicsandpoliticsreflecthiscommitmenttoGod‘svocation,forhimmorethanaself-

conscious response to the conditions of his Palestinian world; and in his execution as an innocent man, he 

makes clear the costs of following God in a world more ordered by ethical casuistry and religious customs 

thanbythenormsandvaluesofGod‘skingdom. 

This radical theocentricity, evident in his teaching and life, isattheverycoreofJesus‘ownnotionof

community. The messianic community is centered by its singular worship of and obedience to the 

mercifulandrighteousGod,whosereignhasbeenbroughtnearinMessiah‘smission.Itslifeis

contretemps, an idealized witness to alternative convictions about the God of the established order. It 

forgivesthosewhomthesocietyforgets;itwelcomesthoseturnedawaybythe―official‖religion;itloves

eventhenation‘senemy;itsharesequallyintheexperienceofGod‘spromisedšalôm; and it obeys the 



Torah as interpreted and incarnated by Messiah. While accommodating itself to changing social realities 

and to developing theological understanding, the post-Easter Church retains these same elements at the 

center of its life: The ekklēsia ofGodiscalledforthinworshiptobearwitnesstoGod‘sliberatinggrace

which is disclosed in the new Exodus of Jesus Christ.  

C. The Acts of the Apostles and the NT Idea of Community  

The NT book of Acts bridges the canonical gospels to the letters, underscoring the continuity of 

ministry from Jesus to the apostles and the Church they founded (Wall 1988). In telling the story of the 

church‘sformation,ActsnotonlyintroducesthemoredidacticdiscussionoftheChristianekklēsia 

contained in the letters which follow, but also qualifies it in 3 ways. First, the Church is a missionary 

community;itsessentialroleistobearwitness,bytheSpirit‘spower,toGod‘sresurrectionoffaithful

Jesus, declaring him both Lord and Christ. Second, the Church is an apostolic community; God has 

authorizedthe12apostlestoruleoverthetribesofanew,eschatologicalIsrael.TheChurch‘sworshipof

GodandwitnesstowhatGodhasdonethroughChristandinChrist‘sSpiritisnowguidedbyapostolic 

lifeandteaching.Finally,theChurchextendsJesus‘messianicmissionbeyondJewstoinclude

Samaritans, proselyte Jews, and Gentiles: Eschatological Israel is characterized by a diversity of people, 

called together by God through a diversity of apostolic missions and kerygmata.  

Yet, the marks of the messianic community have not changed. Disciples are still called together to 

worshipGodandbearwitnesstotheJubileeofGod‘ssalvationwhichhascomethroughChrist.In

Christ‘sabsence,however, his earthly rule is effectively continued by the Spirit through the teaching and 

life of the apostles; their witness to Christ is now normative. Thus, their writings, which follows Acts in 

the NT, which re-present their witness, become the Word of God for the ongoing worshipping and 

witnessing community.  

D. The Pauline Idea of the ―Body of Christ‖  

Pauluseshisimportantcatchphrase―bodyofChrist‖torelateChrist‘sdeathandresurrectiontohis

understanding of the Church as a community of believers.AccordingtoPaul,Jesus‘physicaldeathisthe

messianiceventinthatittestifiestohisdevotiontoGodandGod‘splanofsalvation.Forhim,God‘s

resurrection of Jesus vindicates his scandalous death as truly messianic. The believing community 

actually participates in the Christ-eventbywhichitentersintothepromisedNewAgeofGod‘ssalvation

(Rom 6:4).ThisisthegreatindicativeoftheChurch‘sredemption:ThosewhodependuponChrist‘s

dependableworkarereconciledwithGodandeachother;itcan―now‖experienceaChrist-like life, 

characterized by freedom from sin, from death, from legalism, and from all that alienates humanity from 

God‘slove(Romans 5–8).Thus,thecommunity‘sfaithinJesus‘faithsimplyrestoresasenseof

community between God and humanity, and within humanity (2 Cor 5:11–21; cf. Eph 2:11–22). Second, 

evenasthehistoricalJesusisasingle―body,‖soalsothechurchis―onebody‖inhim.Themergingof

the two bodies, believer with Christ,underscoresthemutualityofthecommunityofbelieversfound―in

Christ.‖Humandistinctionsaredismantled;anegalitariancommunityisformed,fulfillingtheprophetic

vision (Gal 3:14–29).Third,thehistoryofChrist‘sbodilyexistenceisparadigmaticofthechurch‘sown

history.BecauseJesusisfaithfultoGod,expressedmostvividlyontheCross,God‘ssalvation-creating 

righteousness is disclosed in history (Rom 3:21–26),especiallybyGod‘sresurrectionofJesus(Phil 2:9–

11). The same is promised for the eschatological community whose hope is that through its faith in Christ, 

God will recognize and exalt the community at the end of time; and whose commitment during the 

present time is to offer its own body, like the crucified Christ, publicly and concretely in service to God 

rather than in conformity to the current social order (Rom 12:1–2).Finally,―itisthroughthechurchthat

Christ continues to accomplish the final purposeforwhichHeassumedhumannature‖(Whiteley1974:

198). The Church is, in this sense, the ongoing arena for the activity of God on earth. The use of the 

catchphrase―thebodyofChrist‖intendstounderscorethecontinuitybetweenJesus‘messianicmission 

andtheChurch‘smissionwithinthehistoryofGod‘ssalvation.Isnotthisthemeaningofthe―eucharistic

body‖forPaul(1 Cor 10:14–22; 11:23–26)?Partakingin―communion‖asacommonactofworship

recalls the ongoing foundation of the covenant community: All believers gather around the eucharistic 



breadandcuptobearwitnesstoGod‘ssalvationtheycontinuetoexperience together since the death of 

Christ‘sbody.  

Paul‘suseof―body‖tocharacterizethecommunityofbelieversincludestwodifferenttensions.

According to 1 Corinthians, tension is felt when individuals seek to understand the relationship of 

charismatic self to the charismatic community to which self and all the charismata belong. There is no 

swallowing up of human personality for Paul, but rather those individual believers who are equally 

baptized into one Lord (1 Cor 12:12–13) by one Spirit are given different gifts of grace (1 Cor 12:4–11; 

Rom 12:3) in order to effect different ministries for the common goal of edification. The eschatological 

fitnessofthewholebodyisdependentuponthespiritualfitnessofeachbeliever,whousesone‘sdifferent

gifts to prepare the church for the future triumph of God and for its partial realization in the present age.  

The second tension arises within the community which seeks to set limits around its newly found 

freedom in Christ. For example, among the households which comprised the Roman ekklēsia, some 

believersapparentlythoughtthat―stayingin‖thecovenantcommunityobligatedthemtoobservea

vegetarian diet in strict observance to the holiness code. The Paulinists, on the other hand, thought 

themselves free from such legalisms since the inauguration of the New Age (Rom 7:6–8:2). Again, in 

Corinth, where some believers purchased food once offered to pagan idols, other believers, perhaps 

converts from those very pagan religions, thought this to be a capitulation to an enemy of Christ (1 Cor 

8:1–11:1).InToday‘sChurchisasocialinstitution;itnolongerviewsitselfasaneschatological 

community. Like every institution, its ethos and mythoi arelargelyshapedbythesociety‘smoresand

cultural myths; its vision has become secular. Thus, the internal tensions between freedom and 

responsibility, between unity and diversity are inevitablyresolvedforthe―goodoftheinstitution‖rather

than doxologically. Personal freedom is limited by the institution as well, so that individual charisms and 

contributions are swallowed up by the institutional demand for conformity.  

The intent of thisharshcriticismoftoday‘schurchistounderscoreadangerousappropriationofthe

Paulineideaofcommunity.Paul‘scommitmenttotheGentilemissionandhisconvictionthatthefulland

finalinbreakingofGod‘sreignwasimminentleadshimtohandleChristianity‘srelationshipwiththe

surrounding culture in ambiguous ways: He is more concerned about the changes within the community, 

whichdemonstratethebeginningoftheageofGod‘srighteousness,thanheisaboutitsrelationshipwith

the external world.  

The NT collection of non-Pauline writings is clearer in this regard and checks those interpretations of 

Paulwhichmovebelievers―intoand oftheworld‖(Wall1987a).Thepilgrimmotif,whichstressesthe

themes of separation and suffering, sustains a firmer, clearer distinction between Church and society. This 

sectarian impulse allows the whole NT canon to forward a view of the Church as witness to a 

transcendent God: The people of God live and believe in ways which conflict with the idols to Mammon. 

A pilgrim is an alien and finds reconciliation only from those resources found within the community of 

faith.  

The pilgrim motif, which also stresses the themes of pilgrimage and destination, would have the Gospel 

andnottheworldsettheChurch‘sagenda.TheinnerlogicofPaul‘saccommodationprinciplemightlead

onetoacceptthe―adversary‘s‖agendaasatoolofevangelismorevenasameansofsocialacceptance.

The pilgrim community knows its destination, and sets itself on a course which endures to that particular, 

―heavenly‖end.Thistranscendentperspectivechallengesthesocialorderwheneveritinterfereswiththe

community‘sforwardmovement. 

Thus, the pilgrim motif is the built-incorrectiveofPaul‘saccommodationprinciple.Yet,thereverse 

mightalsobetrue(Gager1975).WhenacommunitymaintainsitswitnesstoGod‘sGospelonsociety‘s

margins, it tends to drift toward sectarian chaos, toward religious uniformity, toward legalism, and toward 

a form of witness which is viewed as irrelevant and meaningless by the surrounding society. It becomes a 

communitywhichworshipsGodwithoutwitness.Paul‘snotionofcommunity,forallitspotential

dangers, is better able to handle the cultural and personal diversity of the Church catholic. Further,Paul‘s

idea makes clearer the vocation of a missionary church, called to go to all nations and preach the gospel to 

all persons.  



Bibliography  
Brueggemann, W. 1972. In Man We Trust. Atlanta.  
———. 1978. The Prophetic Imagination. Philadelphia.  

Dunn, J. D. G. 1977. Unity and Diversity in the New Testament. Philadelphia.  

Elliott, J. H. 1981. A Home for the Homeless. Philadelphia.  

Gager, J. G. 1975. Kingdom and Community. Englewood Cliffs, NJ.  

Gordis, R. 1944. Social Background of Wisdom Literature. HUCA 19: 77–118.  

Hanson, P. D. 1986. The People Called. San Francisco.  

Johnsson, W. G. 1978. The Pilgrimage Motif in the Book of Hebrews. JBL 97: 239–51.  

Spina, F. A. 1983. Qoheleth and the Reformation of Wisdom. Pp. 267–79 in The Quest for the Kingdom of God, ed. H. B. 

Huffmon, F. A. Spina, and A. Green. Winona Lake, IN.  

Theissen, G. 1978. Sociology of Early Palestinian Christianity. Trans. J. Bowden. Philadelphia.  

Wall, R. W. 1987a. Ecumenicity and Ecclesiology. CSR 16: 336–54.  

———. 1987b. Social Justice and Human Liberation. Pp. 109–27 in The Church in Response to Human Need, eds. V. Samuel 

and C. Sugden. Grand Rapids.  

———. 1988. Acts of the Apostles in Canonical Context. BTB 18: 16–24.  

Whiteley, D. E. H. 1974. The Theology of St. Paul. Oxford.  

ROBERT W. WALL  

COMMUNITY, RULE OF THE (1QS). 1QS was among the first scrolls discovered by the 

bedouin at the beginning of 1947 in what came to be known as Qumran cave 1. Since the trustworthiness 

of the intermediaries who spread reports about it around Jerusalem could not be assumed, and their 

credibility was further compromised by contradictory statements, there was some initial hesitation 

regarding its authenticity (Trever 1965: 25, 75, 180), but this was quickly overcome. Plates and a 

transcription of 1QS were published with exemplary speed by Burrows, Trever, and Brownlee in 1951, 

and in the same year Brownlee furnished an annotated translation.  

The script of 1QS dates it to the period 100–75 B.C. (Avigad 1958: 71; Cross 1965: 258 n. 116), making 

it one of the 3 oldest copies of the Rule (Cross 1961: 119). None is an autograph, and so the composition 

of the Rule must be pushed back into the 2d century B.C. (Cross 1961: 120). Ten fragmentary copies of 

the Rule were found in Cave 4. They remain unpublished, but Milik (1960: 411–16) has provided a list of 

variants (all minor), noting in particular that 3 mss offer a shorter and more intelligible version of col. 5 

and that 1QS 8:16–9:11 is missing in one ms. 5Q11 contains part of 1QS 2:4–7, 11–14, and 5Q13 iv 2–3 

cites 1QS 3:4–5 (Milik 1962), but since these come from texts that were originally independent of the 

Rule, it is not sure that they represent copies of the Rule.  

The syntax of 1QS has been studied by Leahy, and the most convenient Heb text is that of Lohse (1964: 

4–43), which has a facing German translation. Other important annotated translations are: French 

(Guilbert), English (Leaney 1966; Wernberg-Møller 1957; Vermes 1983; Knibb 1987: 72–144), Italian 

(Moraldi 1971: 113–72), and German (Maier 1960, 1:21–45). Reports on the state of research have been 

published by Bardtke (1973), and in somewhat less detail by Delcor (DBSup, 851–57).  

Bardtke (1973: 263) perceptively highlighted different literary analyses of 1QS as the most important 

contributions; they necessarily exercise a decisive influence on all interpretations. The earliest 

commentators (Dupont-Sommer 1953: 90; Kuhn 1960: 652; Maier 1960, 1:21; Wernberg-Møller 1957: 

56, n. 49) recognized the composite character of 1QS, but went no further. An effort by Guilbert (1959) to 

head off this approach by arguing that 1QS was entirely consistent in style and logical in development 

won no support. In fact, its effect was just the opposite. Close attention began to be paid to the limits and 

definition of the various literary units, and this led to a number of important insights and partial 

hypotheses.  

The pioneer in this respect was J. Becker (1963: 39–42), who highlighted significant shifts in style and 

content, but did not get beyond the level of possibility in explaining their origin. The same is true of 

Leaney‘scommentary,anditisregrettablethattheneweditionofSchürer(HJP² 3/1: 383) has regressed 

to this level. Real progress was made by Denis (1964: 40–44) in his analysis of the crucial cols. 8–9, 

where he discerned 2 interpolations (8:10b–12 and 8:16–9:2). A more detailed examination of the same 

cols. by Klinzing (1971: 50–66) produced much less satisfactory results (Murphy-O‘Connor1972:436–



38). Although it needed some refinement (Duhaime), von der Osten-Sacken‘s(1969:17–27) discovery of 

3 levels in the Instruction on the Two Spirits (1QS 3:13–4:26) was a major breakthrough.  

The first attempt to find a comprehensive explanation for the composition of the Rule was made by 

Murphy-O‘Connor(1969).Rejectingtheviewthatitwasaheterogenouscompilation,anevolutionary

hypothesis involving 4 chronological stages was proposed. The earliest stage was represented by 1QS 

8:1–16 plus 9:3–10:8, followed in order by (2) 8:16–9:2; (3) 5:1–7:25; and (4) 1:1–4:26 and 10:9–11:22. 

This hypothesis was subjected to a book-length critical analysis by J. Pouilly. He found the 4-stage 

evolution to be correct, but convincingly argued that details needed modification. In consequence he 

assigned 8:10–12 to stage 2 and 5:13–6:8 to stage 4. His conclusions, which take into account all other 

contributions to the literary analysis and which have given rise to no serious objections (Davies 1987: 60), 

must be accorded a very high degree of probability, and can be set forth as follows:  

Stage 1: 8:1–10a, 12b–16a; 9:3–10:8.  

Stage 2: 8:10b–12a; 8:16b–9:2.  

Stage 3: 5:1–13a; 6:8b–7:25.  

Stage 4: 1:1–4:26; 5:13b–6:8a; 10:9–11:22.  

Stage 1. This is the manifesto that led to the foundation of the Essene community at Qumran. When 

there have been found 12 men (= the 12 tribes) and 3 priests (= the levitical clans) who live the Law 

perfectly,―theywillbeseparatedfromthemidstofthehabitationofungodlymeninordertogointothe 

desert‖(8:13;9:20).Theretheywillconstituteaspiritualtemple(8:5)andofferspiritualsacrifices(9:4–5) 

to expiate the sins of the land (8:6, 10). The hint of a breach with the Jerusalem temple is confirmed by 

the insistence on the importance of the authentic calendar (10:1–8). In this program the maskil has an 

essential role; he will be responsible for the choice and preparation of candidates (9:12–26). Ultimate 

authority in the future community will belong to the priestly members (9:7).  

Stage 2. The community envisaged in stage 1 has been in existence for some time, and the problems of 

conventual life have manifested the need for basic penal legislation. The integration of such legislation 

into the foundation document indicates that the latter retained its value as a definition of the community. 

The severity of the sanctions is but the other face of the vitality of its idealism.  

Stage 3. The life-situation demanded by the material of this stage is that of a large community at some 

distance from its origins. The redefinition of the community (5:1–6), underscored by the fact that the 

material of this stage was inserted before stages 1–2 in the arrangement of 1QS, clearly manifests the 

institutionalization and democratization characteristic of a late stage of development. The precise rules for 

the conduct of a general assembly (6:8–13) and the admission of new members (6:13–23), when taken in 

conjunction with the casuistry of the penal code (6:24–7:25), confirm this assessment. A significant 

increase in the numbers at Qumran about 100 B.C. is attested by the extensive building program of period 

Ib (de Vaux 1973: 5). See also QUMRAN and ESSENES.  

Stage 4. This stage is the most complex because a number of elements had an independent existence 

before being incorporated into the Rule. Nonetheless, they are ascribed to the same stage because they all 

serve a single purpose, viz. revitalization of the fervor of the community. The intention to infuse a new 

―spirit‖intothe―letter‖oftheRule is particularly evident in the way the redactor brackets stages 1–3 with 

material derived from the liturgy of the renewal of the covenant (1:1–3:12 and 10:9–11:22), whose 

message is that external observance is meaningless without genuine conversion of the heart. The 

Instruction on the Two Spirits (3:13–4:23a) had its own literary history (Duhaime 1977) before being 

adapted to its place in the Rule by the addition of 4:23b–26, which emphasizes the responsibility of the 

individual to choose good rather than evil. The function of the long interpolation 5:13b–6:8a is twofold, to 

insist on the stringent examination of new members and to highlight the importance of community life 

with particular stress on the need for continual study of the Law.  

Besides attesting to the internal evolution of the Qumran community, the Rule is our best witness to its 

institutions, which are a key element in the identificaiton of its members as Essenes.  
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J. MURPHY-O‘CONNOR  

COMPASSION. See LOVE.  

COMPUTERS AND BIBLICAL STUDIES. To achieve a useful level of detail in reasonable 

scope,thisarticleisfocusedintwoways.First,itdealswith―biblicalstudies‖inthenarrowsenseofthe

study of the text, excluding ANE history, archaeology, and geography. Computer science has much to 

offer these ancillary disciplines, and some impressive applications have been developed, but the common 

focus of attention of all biblical scholars is the text, and it is there that we direct our attention. Second, this 

article is methodological, not historical. A history of the application of computers to the Bible would 

benefit those who study biblical studies (in contrast to the Bible itself), but the field is progressing so 

rapidly that such a history would immediately be out of date. Furthermore, because of advances in 

computer science, some of the most important projects historically offer little practical guidance to those 

planning new research efforts today. Instead, we identify the main stages in the exegetical process and 

show how computers have been and may be applied to them.  

———  

A. Introduction  

B. Formulate Hypotheses  

1. Case Grammar  

2. Semantic Nets  



3. Discourse Analysis  

4. Modular Structure  

5. Transformational Grammar  

C. Gather Data  

1. Text Base  

2. Search Program  

D. Analyze Data  

1. Qualitative Analysis  

2. Quantitative Analysis  

E. Present Results  

1. Printed Media  

2. The Computer as Medium  

———  

A. Introduction  

As does any other science, exegesis involves formulating hypotheses, gathering data, analyzing these 

data in the light of the hypotheses, and presenting results. This ordering of events is only suggestive, as 

later stages frequently require repetition of earlier ones. Thus, as one gathers data, an informal analysis 

often takes place concurrently, leading to a reformulation of the underlying hypotheses and a revision of 

the plan for gathering data. Still, the division is useful for our purposes. Data collection always presumes 

some hypothesis about what is interesting or useful to observe and what is not; analysis requires data on 

which to operate; and effective dissemination of results requires an additional step after analysis is 

complete.  

As we consider each of these steps, we will look both to what has been done and to what can be done. 

There is not space to describe each of the hundreds of past and present projects, and mention of one or 

omission of another does not constitute a recommendation or criticism. Surveys of particular projects in 

computer-assisted biblical (Parunak 1989b; Hughes 1987) and other literary studies (Patton and Holoien 

1981), and discussion of technical issues in computer research design for the humanities in general 

(Hockey 1980), are available elsewhere. These references should be consulted for detailed information 

about projects and scholars named but not otherwise documented in this article.  

B. Formulate Hypotheses  

Science never proceeds from a tabula rasa. The scholar always brings to the text some set of ideas to be 

vindicated or disproven. The better articulated these hypotheses are, the more effective the research 

process will be, and the less danger there is of implicit hypotheses prejudicing the results.  

Computer science, and in particular the specialties of cognitive science and artificial intelligence, have 

developed rich theoretical frameworks for describing language and thought. By drawing on these models, 

we can formulate hypotheses about the biblical text with greater precision than was previously possible. 

In each example in the following (nonexhaustive) list, we discuss how an insight from computer science 

has been or can be applied to biblical studies.  

1. Case Grammar. Case grammar (Fillmore 1968; Cook 1979) is a linguistic model that emerged from 

the early machine translation work of the 1950s and 1960s. Case grammar focuses attention on the 

relation between verbs and nouns in sentences. Each verb has associated with it a case frame, which is a 

set of case slots. These case slots, while suggested by the classical cases marked in the surface structure of 

languages like German or classical Greek and Latin, differ in important ways from the classical cases. The 

central difference between the cases in case grammar and classical cases is that between the surface 

structure of a text and the deep structure of meaning that it represents. The surface level of language 

contains elements such as verbs, nouns, and (classical) cases. The world of meaning deals with actions, 

entities, and (case grammar) cases. The relation between these layers is skewed, so that, for example, a 

nounatthesurfacelevel(suchas―death‖)actuallyrepresentsanactionatthedeeplevel. Case grammar 

cases describe the roles that entities fill with respect to actions at the deep level. For example, commonly 

used case slots include agent (the one who does the action), experiencer (the one who undergoes the 



action), and beneficiary (the one who benefits from the action). Case slots are thus characterized 

semantically, in contrast with surface level (classical) cases (such as nominative, dative, genitive, 

accusative, vocative), which are syntactic.  

Because surface level verbs correspond roughly to deep structure actions, one can associate deep 

structure case slots with the verbs corresponding to the associated actions. Verbs differ in the case slots 

theyhave.Forexample,―toache‖hasanexperiencerbutnoagent;―tohit‖hasboth.Atthesurface level, 

a single classical case may correspond on different occasions to different deep structure cases. Thus the 

experiencerof―toache‖andtheagentof―tohit‖arebothrepresentedbyasurfacestructurenominative,

whiletheexperiencerof―tohit‖takesasurfacestructureaccusative. 

Unlike surface structure cases, case slots are invariant under voice changes or shifts such as those 

generatedthroughinflection.Forexample,inboththeactivesentence―Theboyhittheball‖andthe

passive―Theballwashitbytheboy,‖―boy‖isagentand―ball‖isexperiencer. 

Case grammar offers biblical studies a rigorous theoretical framework for lexicography. Once we 

recognize that case frames do not vary with verbal inflection but do vary with the semantics of the verb, 

we can use them to classify the vocabulary of a language. It becomes both natural and provocative to 

classify verbs on the basis of their case frames and the semantic classes of words that can fill them, or to 

classify nouns on the basis of the case slots that they can fill. Because case slots are a deep structure 

phenomenon, they offer a theoretical basis for combining the semantic evidence furnished by verbs with 

that of associated verbal nouns, where the case slots typically appear as surface genitives.  

2. Semantic Nets. The term semantic nets (Brachman and Levesque 1985) refers to a variety of models 

of meaning, all characterized by a collection of nodes (representing concepts) and relationships among 

them. Research in artificial intelligence (AI) has shown that computers need to be able to model large 

fragments of knowledge about the world in order to perform intelligently. An effective way to store this 

knowledge is as a network of concepts connected by relations. Two kinds of concepts (class and instance) 

and two kinds of relations (AKO and ISA) are common to the many individual schemes that have been 

proposed.  

An instance concept corresponds to a single entity in some world, real or imagined, while a class 

concept is a test that canbeappliedtoanyentityandwillsay―yes‖iftheentityisamemberofthe

concept,or―no‖otherwise.Fromanotherperspective,onenamesinstancesbutdescribesclasses.For

example, David, Saul, and Solomon would be instances in a semantic net representing the conceptual 

worldoftheHebrewBible,while―kingofIsrael‖wouldbeaclass.Aclassmayhaveonlyonemember

andstillbeaclassratherthananinstanceifitsfunctionistodescriberatherthantoname.Thus―creator‖

is a class whose sole member in orthodox biblical thought is the instance YHWH. One may even have a 

classwithnomembers(forexample,againinorthodoxbiblicalthought,theclass―godsotherthan

YHWH‖). 

AKO (―akindof‖)relationsjoinrelatedclasses,whileISA (―isa‖) relations assign instances to classes. 

Forexample,theconcept―Prophet‖isjoinedtotheconcept―Person‖withachainofAKOlinks,since

―Prophet‖isasubclassof―Person.‖(Thatis,whateveronecandescribeas―Prophet‖canalsobe

describedas―Person.‖)―Person‖inturnisAKO―livingbeing.‖Toidentifyaspecificindividual(suchas

Isaiah or Jeremiah) as a prophet, an ISA link connects the instance corresponding to that person with the 

―Prophet‖class. 

Semantic nets tend to consist of networks of classes showing the relationships among concepts with a 

fringe of instances dangling from the bottom. For example, Exhibit 1 (Fig. COM.01) shows a fragment of 

asemanticnetrootedattheconcept―LivingBeing.‖Thenodesprintedinlightfontareallclasses, related 

to one another by AKO links (indicated by bold arrows). At the bottom, in bold font, are specific 

instances, linked to their most specific classes by ISA links (dashed arrows). In addition to the links 

actually shown on the diagram, the logicofsemanticnetworkspermitsustodeducethat―Righteous

Person‖isAKO―Person‖(sinceanychainofAKOlinksisequivalenttoasingleAKOlink),and―David‖

ISA―LivingBeing‖(sinceaninstanceofaclassisalsoaninstanceofanyotherclassofwhich the first is 

a subclass).  



The AKO and ISA relations are the most common but are not enough for complete semantic modeling. 

Additional relations among classes (such as part-of and color-of) are often invented ad hoc to satisfy a 

particular need but can be derived in a theoretically more satisfying way from the case frames of case 

grammar.  

Semantic nets offer a methodology and framework for describing a semantic space and studying the 

place of various concepts within it. Together with case grammar, they are an important tool for 

formalizing lexicography. They also offer a powerful model for studying phenomena such as semantic 

parallelism in biblical poetry.  

One popular theory of parallelism ascribes the repeated pairing of certain lexical items to the existence 

of a conventional tradition of pairs from which poets drew acceptable matches. If we collect the matched 

pairs from Ugaritic poetry or the book of Proverbs and arrange the words on a sheet of paper in such a 

way that the distance between two words is proportional to the frequency with which those words appear 

in parallel, the overall pattern falls into clearly delineated regions, each with its own semantic integrity, 

and the association of individual pairs is seen to be only a detail of the larger picture of regions of 

associated terms. Such a pattern is easily explained on the hypothesis that humans store their inventory of 

concepts as a network and tend to associate terms (whether as poetic parallels or in other ways) based on 

their proximity in the overall network. This overall network is the broader context within which theories 

about traditional pairs need to be discussed.  

For example, Exhibit 2 (Fig. COM.02) distributes 66 nouns in two dimensions in such a way that the 

closer two words are on the page the more frequently they occur as poetic parallels to one another in 

Proverbs. Several clear semantic regions are visible. The upper left quadrant, spilling over into the lower 

left, is dominated by names for body parts. Those toward the right of the cluster are the organs of wisdom 

andmorality,suchas―soul,‖―heart,‖and―spirit,‖whilethosetotheleftarepurelyphysical,like―foot,‖

―eye,‖and―hand.‖Acrossthetop,wordslike―Sheol,‖―death,‖length,‖―day,‖―riches,‖and―honor‖

reflect the consequences of various styles of life. A vertical region near the center contains nouns 

descriptiveofrationalbeings(including―Lord,‖twowordsfor―man,‖―son,‖―sinner,‖and―scorner‖).It

also contains adjectives that are commonly used as nounsidentifyingpeople,suchas―wise‖and

―righteous.‖Termsatthebottomofthecolumndescribepeoplewithregardtotheirmoralcondition,

while those at the top reflect wisdom and folly. This column bridges two other clusters, one of wisdom 

terms and the other of morality terms. The rest of the words in the upper right quadrant are the names for 

wisdomandunderstanding,aswellastheiropposite,―folly.‖―Fear‖isherebecauseofitsfrequent

occurrenceinthephrase,―fearoftheLord,‖whichis(as Proverbs often reminds us) the beginning of 

wisdom.Termstowardthelowerrightendofthiscluster,suchas―counsel,‖―discipline,‖and―reproof,‖

deal with the communication of wisdom. Across the bottom, merging with the moral words for rational 

beings,aredescriptionsofmoralityanditsmanifestations,including―pride,‖―perversity,‖―rightness,‖

andseveralmetaphors(―road,‖―track,‖and―path‖)thatdescribethecourseofaperson‘slife.The

existence of such regions is persuasive evidence that parallel pairs are not a stylistic end in themselves but 

the hem of a whole fabric of semantic interrelations, as suggested by a semantic net model.  

The observation that the second member of a poetic pair often intensifies, strengthens, or makes more 

specific the idea of the first member (Alter 1985) reflects the importance in general of AKO relations in 

the structure of conceptual spaces.  

3. Discourse Analysis. Every exegete has diagrammed sentences to analyze the relations among words 

within clauses. Recently, interest has mounted in discourse analysis, which studies the relations among 

clauses and larger linguistic units. Much of the impetus for this study has emerged from workers in 

artificial intelligence, seeking to build formal models for the computational processes underlying human 

language.Oneparticularlyusefulmethodology,called―rhetoricalstructuretheory,‖wasdeveloped

specifically to enable computers to produce text that sounds natural to humans (Mann and Thompson 

1987). Important contributions have also been made by the Bible translation community (Beekman and 

Callow 1974; Longacre 1976; Grimes 1975), but the underlying motivation for this work, as for so much 



research in modern linguistic theory, is the move toward formal models of human behavior inspired by 

computer science.  

The contribution of discourse analysis highlighted here is the formal definition of a set of relationships 

that clauses have with one another. Informally, some of these relations (such as Reason or Means) are 

familiar exegetical categories. The newer contributions offer much more complete sets of these relations 

than exegetes have been accustomed to using (over fifty in some systems). They provide an underlying 

theory for these relations (in one case, drawing on propositional calculus to define them precisely). They 

also show how these relations between clauses can be extended to relations between even larger textual 

units, thus providing a consistent theory of discourse structure at all levels from the clause to the complete 

text.  

4. Modular Structure. The study of literary architecture, tracing patterns of repetition within texts and 

studying phenomena such as chiasm, alternation, and formal transitions (Parunak 1979, 1981b, 1983), 

goes well back before the computer,originatinginLowth‘sstudiesofHebrewverseparallelism.

Computer science offers insights that can strengthen and clarify architectural analyses of texts.  

As computer programs have grown longer and more complex, new computer languages have provided 

sophisticated structuring aids to allow the program to be constructed as a series of segments, each with its 

own identity and function. Without such modularization, people cannot understand long programs, and 

errors become hard to find and correct. Program structures are an accommodation to human cognitive 

limitations. Both a structured and an unstructured program may produce the same result, but the 

structured one is easier for people to understand and manipulate. The development of structure in 

computer languages is thus a window into human cognitive structure in general and provides a model for 

analyzing other products of human cognition, such as extended literary texts.  

For example, a basic rule in structured programming is the principle of locality of access. Variables 

used within one module of a program should not be susceptible to change by another module unless the 

module that owns them explicitly makes them available.Thisrulereflectsthemind‘sneedtopackage

thought into relatively self-contained units and to control the interactions among these units to reduce 

complexity. Studies of literary architecture have identified a number of techniques for defining textual 

units, but the resulting analyses are often criticized by observations that a feature (such as a vocabulary 

item or a grammatical form) appears in several units, outside of the overall pattern of repetition. The 

principle of locality suggests that such repetition need not invalidate the overall modular structure, since 

features that are local to individual modules do not interact with one another. Clearly, this approach 

requires refinement to indicate under what conditions a feature may be considered local and what 

techniques a module uses to make a feature publicly available to establish relations with other modules. 

Just as clearly, the whole framework within which the hypothesis is posed, and the directions along which 

it may be tested and refined, are the results of cognitive tendencies that have been made clear in our 

attempts to program computers.  

5. Transformational Grammar. We have already noted the indirect contribution of early machine 

translation efforts to linguistic theory in the form of case grammar. Another important contribution of 

these efforts is transformational grammar, developed by Noam Chomsky as a result of studies of the 

formal structures of mathematical languages. Transformational grammar models how a single semantic 

representation of an idea inside the mind can emerge as different streams of text. For example, it explains 

how passive and active forms of a sentence are related to a single underlying meaning.  

This particular grammatical theory has been useful in several recent studies of Hebrew poetic 

parallelism(Collins1978;O‘Connor1980;Geller1979),whereithasprovidedaframeworkfor

classifying and analyzing parallel poetic structures with much more discrimination than has previously 

been available. It allows the analyst to identify parallelism not only between words in the surface form of 

the text but also between elements in the underlying or deep structure, and thus provides a theoretical 

foundation for extending the application of parallelism to many poetic lines that at the surface level do not 

exhibit formal parallelism.  

C. Gather Data  



With a hypothesis in hand, we want to gather data from the text in order to test it. In the days before 

computers, biblical scholars collected their data by keeping ad hoc notes on various subjects encountered 

during general reading of the text; by reading the text while looking for a specific phenomenon; or 

through concordances. The computer was early recognized as a way to accelerate this process. Dozens of 

programs are available to support the data-gathering phase of exegesis, far too many for us to attempt to 

review in detail here. Hughes (1987) gives a good survey. We will mention a few that illustrate some of 

the capabilities we describe.  

The two basic components of any computer system for gathering data from the biblical text are the text 

base itself and a search program that manipulates this text base. (These correspond respectively to the 

Bible and the scholar in the pre-computer scenario.) The text base contains at least the text to be studied, 

whichmaybeintheoriginallanguages,translations,orboth.(Someprograms,likeAkiyama‘sBible

Word program, permit users to consult multiple versions of the same text simultaneously.) It often 

includes annotations to the text and sometimes provides indices that speed up the search process. The 

searchprogramisresponsibleforcollectingtheuser‘sspecificationsforasearch,applyingthemtothe

text base, and returning the results to the user in a useful form.  

Data gathering systems differ widely in what is included in the text base, how it is stored, and how the 

search program manipulates it. Some objectives can be achieved either in the text base or in the search 

program. For example, if one needs to retrieve verbs according to their parsing, one might code each verb 

in the text base with its parsing or, alternatively, provide the search program with the capability of parsing 

verbs as it acquires them. In general (but with many specific exceptions), it is faster to store a linguistic 

analysis in the text base than to compute it during search, but a stored analysis strategy requires more 

space for the text base (for instance, a larger hard disk drive) than does one that parses on the run. As 

computers become faster and high-density storage technologies (such as CD-ROM) become less 

expensive, both constraints become less important.  

1. Text Base. Text bases differ from one another in the detail with which they represent the basic text, 

the representation of annotations, and the storage strategy.  

a. Detail of Representation. The degree of detail that needs to be represented in a coded text varies 

depending on the purpose for which the text is intended. In many early projects, texts were coded with a 

specific purpose in mind. For example, scholars interested in lexical and syntactical studies of the OT 

frequently ignore the cantillation of the text and often do not code it in their text base. Some Hebrew text 

bases even exclude the vocalization. The GRAMCORD search language (Miller 1984) does not rely on 

the accentuation of the Greek text, so the text base does not record this accentuation. Some popular 

computer editions of the KJV do not distinguish the italicized words (those inserted by the translators to 

smooth the English syntax) from the rest of the text.  

Within the context of an individual research project with restricted goals, partial texts can reduce the 

cost of recording the data and control storage requirements. Also, it is often easier to design search 

programs if the text base is not cluttered with information (such as cantillation or accentuation) that the 

search program does not use. All too often, though, a researcher who has coded only some features of a 

text finds new questions arising in the course of research that require access to the omitted features. As 

the capacity of storage increases and computers grow faster, and as texts are assembled for general use in 

repositories such as the Center for Computer Analysis of Texts at the University of Pennsylvania and the 

Oxford University Computing Service (to name only two) instead of being custom coded for specific 

projects, text bases will tend to include all of the textual information found in a standard critical edition.  

b. Annotations. Many exegetical questions involve the parsed form of words, rather than the form in 

whichtheyappearinatext.Forexample,ifoneissearchingatextfor―mouse,‖oneoftenwishesto

retrieveatthesametimeoccurrencesofthepluralform―mice.‖Thoughthetextcontainsthestringof

characters―mice,‖theanalystmaywishtomanipulateitasthoughithadthenotation―mouse+plural.‖

Thisanalysisrecordsthe―dictionaryform‖oftheword(theentryinadictionarythatonewouldconsult

to find information about the word), and its parsing or grammatical code. The dictionary form is also 



sometimescalledthe―lemma‖(plural―lemmata‖)andatextthatindicatesthedictionaryformofeach

wordexplicitlyisthuscalleda―lemmatizedtext.‖ 

There is less need for lemmatization in English than in Greek and Hebrew. English words change 

comparativelylittleindifferentcontexts.Internalplurals(suchas―mice‖)aremuchrarerthanthose

formedbyaddingasimplesuffix(―houses‖),andnounsdonothavedifferentformsinsubject,object, 

and indirect object position. Verbs usually retain their basic form, with tense, person, and aspect marked 

through simple endings and helper verbs. Thus a search program for English can retrieve various 

inflections of a desired word just by specifying the beginning portion that is common to the various forms 

of the word.  

This strategy is less successful in Greek and Hebrew. The heavy use of prefixes and suffixes in the 

verbalparadigms,andHebrew‘sagglutinativeuseofprefixedprepositionsandarticlesand postfixed 

pronouns, together with the less regular spelling characteristic of texts circulated in the centuries before 

printing, make it difficult to retrieve with a single search pattern all words that the dictionary classes 

together.  

In principle, parsing can be done by the search program. After all, that is how people read texts. The 

mechanisms that people use, though, are not yet perfectly understood, and what we do know about them 

shows that they depend on context and even on general background knowledge about the world to resolve 

parsing ambiguities. Thus, most systems that permit retrieval by lemma or grammatical analysis code the 

parsing in the text base. Some systems (Morris and James 1975) record only lemmata and grammatical 

codes and omit the textual form of words entirely. Others record the textual form of each word together 

with a code indicating its grammatical analysis (Friberg and Friberg 1981), and still others include also 

lemmata for some (Miller 1984) or all (Radday 1973) words.  

Currently available parsed text bases record surface level information. A rudimentary deep structure 

caseschemehasbeencodedforsomeOTbooksandisusefulforframingquestionsoftheform,―Listall

verbsthattakeGodasapatient.‖Ifoneaugmentsatext base with a semantic network modeling the 

conceptual world of the community within which the text originally circulated, one can then pose 

questionsoftheform,―Whatdoesthistexthavetosayaboutmorality?‖Eveniftheword―morality‖

never appears in the text itself, the semantic network permits identification of subclasses of the concept 

―morality,‖andtheretrievalcanthensearchforthenamesofthesemorespecificconcepts.Forexample,

a text base augmented with the semantic network of Exhibit 1 could be asked to list all verbs of which 

righteouspeopleweretheagent,andasaresultwouldretrievepassageswhere―David‖and―Jeremiah‖

occur.  

One drawback to extensively parsed text bases is the need for large amounts of storage to record the 

analysis. Not every researcher requires the same kinds of analysis, and a text base detailed enough to 

satisfy the needs of all researchers may require so much storage that no researcher can afford to access it. 

―Adaptiveparsing‖isastrategytoaddress this problem. In this strategy, the search engine is able to 

recover a parsing either from a stored annotation to the text base or (more slowly) by computation from 

the textual form alone. Specialized parses are obtained by computation but, once found, are added to the 

text base as annotations. Thus, as one uses the system, it becomes more efficient in retrieving the kinds of 

information that the user has requested in the past and develops into a highly personalized research 

assistant.  

c. Storage Strategy. In a well-designed retrieval system, the details of how the text is stored in the 

computer are hidden from the user. To understand how search programs work, though, and to trace the 

differences among various programs, it is useful to understand three issues concerning textual 

representation and storage: transcription schemes, indexing, and compression.  

The first feature of Greek and Hebrew that strikes the English-speaking novice is that they use alphabets 

different from that of English. They place characters not only in line with one another but over and under 

eachother,andHebrewevenwrites―backward,‖fromrighttoleftinsteadoffromlefttoright.Howare

such features represented inside the computer?  



Though the average person thinks of interaction with computers as carried out in the Roman alphabet, 

this alphabet is no more natural to the computer than is any other. Internally, modern computers represent 

eachcharacterasamemorycell(calleda―byte‖)thatholdsanumberfrom0to255.Tostore the letter A 

in a byte, the computer places the number 65 there. To store the character 3 (not to be confused with the 

number 3), the computer uses the number 51. Even the blank space has a number assigned to it (32). This 

association between numbers and characters is completely arbitrary. To represent Hebrew or Greek, the 

numbers are assigned to Hebrew or Greek characters instead of Roman ones. Since early programs could 

only display Roman characters, the assignment schemes for Hebrew and Greek usually assign characters 

to numbers that also represent Roman letters reminiscent of the Hebrew or Greek letter. For example, Heb 

beth and Gk beta are usually represented by the same number that stands for the Roman character b. In 

some cases (such as the Hebrew accents), two bytes together represent a single character. Internally, the 

computerdoesnotdistinguishbetween―right‖and―left,‖andasuitablyprogrammedterminalcanprint

out Hebrew from right to left just as readily as a conventional one prints English from left to right. Some 

software,suchastheBibleWord,LBase,andGRAMCORD‘sGRAMGREEKutility,candisplayand

print text in Hebrew and Greek fonts as well as in transliteration.  

The Bible is a fairly large text. The KJV, for example, contains about 4,500,000 characters, or nearly 

800,000 words, in unlemmatized form. The addition of lemmata or grammatical codes can more than 

double this figure. Searching such a text by having the computer read it sequentially can be a time-

consuming activity, especially if one is seeking a complex pattern.  

To speed up a search, some programs follow the example of human readers, who typically search for a 

passage containing a particular word by looking up the word in a concordance. A concordance is an 

example of an index. Given the item of interest, it guides one directly to the places in the text that mention 

that item. In the same way, some biblical retrieval systems use indices to the text to speed up processing. 

Some systems allow users to build their own indices from sequential searches and use these to speed up 

future searches. This tactic is a simple version of the adaptive parsing strategy outlined above.  

The size of the Bible requires significant external storage resources. Furthermore, one of the slowest 

operations in a computer is reading information from external storage into memory, so the size of the text 

slows down processing. To avoid these problems, many systems compress the text. One popular scheme 

is to replace common sequences of letters in the text with special byte codes that are not used for ordinary 

characters.Forexample,ifeachofthe930occurrencesof―Jesus‖intheNTwerestoredasasingle

character, 3720 characters could be saved. Compression schemes such as this are one reason that the data 

files used by many popular retrieval systems must be accessed with their associated search programs and 

cannot be manipulated with a standard word processor.  

2. Search Program. The text base is of relatively little use without a search program to retrieve 

information from it. Search programs range from general-purpose text manipulation languages (like 

SNOBOL, Icon, awk, or grep) that can process any ASCII file to programs tailored to the needs of 

biblical scholars. Their objective is to produce lists, counts, and indices of passages that meet criteria set 

by the user. Their most important differences are in the flexibility the user has to describe the passages 

that are to be retrieved, counted, or indexed. These differences concern both the entities out of which a 

search pattern is constructed and the kinds of constraints among these entities that the user can specify.  

a. Search Entities. Every text base contains characters, and general file manipulation languages deal 

with characters as their basic entity. Character patterns are general and flexible, but most exegetical 

questions are not posed at the level of characters but in terms of higher-level entities, such as morphemes, 

phrases, clauses, or literary forms. A search program that manipulates text at the level of characters 

requires the user to translate search requests from the higher-level objects of exegetical interest into low-

level character patterns. A program that explicitly manipulates higher-level groupings is easier to use. If a 

text base is lemmatized, a search program that understands the differences among text, lemma, and 

parsing annotations is needed to take full advantage of it. A particularly flexible implementation of such a 

schemeisSilverMountain‘sLBase,whichpermitstheuser to define an arbitrary number of nested levels 

of analysis.  



b. Pattern Constraints. A search program provides the user with a language to define relations among 

the entities that it recognizes. A description phrased in this language is called a pattern, and the entities 

that the pattern matches in the text are its targets. Some forms of patterns require that the text be divided 

into segments (typically, lines, sentences, or verses) within which a pattern must be satisfied.  

Thesimplestformofpatternisafixedlist.Thusthecharacterpattern―die‖wouldmatchallstringsof

charactersthatincludethesecharactersinthisorder,including―die‖and―died‖(whichtheuserprobably

wants),andalso―audience‖(whichisprobablynotdesired).Afixedlistoffersnowaytoretrieveboth―of

God‖and―ofourGod‖withasinglepattern.Everycharacterinthepatternmustmatchacharacterinthe

target, and in the same order.  

A common enhancement to fixed patterns is boolean combinations. This scheme permits the user to 

build a pattern from two or more simpler patterns (such as fixed lists), and to specify that both of two 

patterns must appear, or that one or another of two must appear, in an acceptable target. For instance, the 

pattern―love‖and―God‖wouldmatcheverysegmentcontainingboththestring―love‖andthestring

―God.‖Itwouldthusretrieve―theloveofGod‖and―thoushaltlovetheLordthyGod,‖andalso―they

loved the praise of men more than the praise of God.‖ 

The next level of complexity after boolean combinations allows the user to restrict the order in which 

the subtargets occur and the material that may occur between them. The most common device for this 

purposeissomesortof―wildcard.‖Forinstance,thepattern―.‖iscommonlyusedtomatchany

character, and * matches any sequence of zero or more occurrences of the preceding character. So the 

pattern―of.*God‖matchesallsegmentscontainingthestring―of,‖followedbyanyseriesofletters, then 

aspace,andfinally―God.‖Itthusmatchesboth―ofGod‖and―ofourGod.‖Avarietyofsuchdevicesare

available in packages like the Bible Word that support the full class of string languages known formally 

as―regularexpression‖(Hopcroft and Ullman 1979).  

Some pattern languages permit the user to constrain the intervening material in various ways. 

GRAMCORD, for instance, permits the user to exclude any specific grammatical category from 

intervening between specified patterns, making it easier for the user to focus in on phrases with a desired 

structure.  

We have been using character patterns to illustrate search. With a search program like LBase that 

reasons with higher-level entities such as morphemes, words, and sentences, one may encounter fixed 

patterns, boolean combinations, and wild card possibilities at those levels too. Particularly powerful 

patterns are possible in a language that allows one to ask (for example) for all verbs that occur within 

threewordsofthephrase―inChrist,‖withoutinterveningverbs.Ahighproportionofthetargets

matching such a pattern will be clauses in which the prepositional phrase in fact modifies the verb.  

All of the patterns we have discussed up to this point match only on the basis of the collocation of 

words in the text, not on the basis of their grammatical relations with one another. A true syntactical 

pattern matcher can retrieve clauses based on words standing in specified relations of modification or 

dependency to one another. This capability requires either a search program that can effectively diagram 

the sentences in the text or a text base that is coded for grammatical dependencies. Both approaches are 

technically feasible, but neither is used in popularly available systems.  

D. Analyze Data  

In our four-phase model of scholarly activity, data analysis is the third phase, comparing the data 

gathered in the second phase with the hypotheses formulated in the first phase. From one perspective, 

analysis is the activity that confirms or disproves a hypothesis. From another perspective, the issue is not 

confirmation but exploration. The deviations between hypothesis and observation are the most important 

product of the analysis stage and fuel the formulation of new hypotheses for the next cycle of research. In 

this second view, a hypothesis summarizes economically the regularities in a set of data and focuses 

attention on the remaining irregularities.  

Analysis can be either qualitative (dealing with categories, themes, and other symbolic, nonnumeric 

information) or quantitative (focusing on numbers extracted from the text). The computer offers tools to 

help with both.  



1. Qualitative Analysis. Two common computer-based tools for qualitative analysis are the 

concordance and the data base management system, or DBMS.  

a. Concordances. A concordance is a list of extracts from a text, ordered according to some linguistic 

feature of each. Usually the feature is the occurrence of a word, and the concordance allows us to see in a 

single place all of the occurrences of that word, together with some context for each one. We have already 

alluded to the use of a concordance as an index to aid in data gathering. A concordance also presents data 

in a form that is convenient for many types of analysis. A wide variety of computer-generated 

concordances is published by Biblical Research Associates in the Computer Bible series.  

Concordances were an important tool for scholars for years before the advent of the computer, but the 

preparation of a concordance for a text the size of the Bible required a lifetime. Now computers collect 

the data for concordances much more quickly, and in various formats tailored to specific exegetical 

problems. The popular Key-Word-In-Context or KWIC format lines up the occurrences of the target word 

downthecenterofthepage(the―gutter‖).Withinthearticleforasingleword,theentriescanbesorted

by preceding or following context, permitting the user to note differences in constructions involving the 

word. Exhibit 3 (Fig. COM.03) shows a portion of a KWIC concordance on the Gk particle ei, ―if,‖from

1 Corinthians, from Morton, Michaelson, and Thompson 1979. Because the context (in this case, the 

following context) is sorted, the entry brings together for convenient study such phrases as ei de, ei de tis, 

and ei de christos.  

Reverse concordances sort words not by their beginnings but by their endings and are useful in 

identifying manuscript fragments that preserve the end of a word. From a fully analyzed text, 

concordances can be prepared that organize words by part of speech or conjugation and declension as well 

as by lemma or textual form. As on-line texts become more widely available and increased computing 

power becomes less expensive, the notion of a printed concordance will give way to concordance-like 

displays prepared as they are needed.  

b. Data Base Management System. A concordance organizes a set of contexts on the basis of a single 

feature. A DBMS permits the user to explore the interaction of several features at once. In its simplest 

form, a DBMS stores information in the form of records, each containing a fixed number of fields. It is an 

automated version of the venerable box of index cards. For example, a data base supporting the lexical 

study of a particular noun might devote a record to each syntactic construction in which the noun occurs. 

One field of each record might record the biblical reference, another the kind of construction in which the 

noun occurs, a third the word in the construction to which the noun is bound, a fourth the kind of 

literature in which the passage occurs, and a fifth a brief definition appropriate to the noun in this context.  

Defining the fields for such a data base amounts to constructing a hypothesis about the kinds of 

information that will prove relevant in determining the meaning of a word in a given context. Once the 

various constructions are recorded, the DBMS permits the user to sort and retrieve them on the basis of 

any field or combination of fields in order to explore correlations among fields. Typically, the result of the 

first day spent perusing such a data base is a redefinition of the fields, reflecting a refinement of the 

original hypothesis and often requiring a return to the data collection phase to fill out the new categories. 

The use of a DBMS permits repetition of this process more frequently and easily than is possible with 

physical index cards.  

2. Quantitative Analysis. Quantitative analysis has gained in popularity among humanists with the 

advent of the computer and the development of packages of statistical software. To many people, 

―computer-assistedbiblicalstudies‖isalmostsynonymouswitheffortstoassesstheauthorshipofbiblical

books from counts of stylistic features, such as vocabulary, vocabulary richness, grammatical usages, and 

idioms (Morton 1978; Radday and Shore 1985).  

Modern statistics offers two classes of tools: confirmatory data analysis and exploratory data analysis. 

While confirmatory analysis has attracted much attention, it is often misapplied. Exploratory data analysis 

offers tremendous untapped potential for biblical studies.  

a. Confirmatory Data Analysis. Confirmatory data analysis (CDA) is a mathematical incarnation of 

the side of analysis that seeks to confirm or disprove a hypothesis. The hypothesis defines a population, 



from which the data purport to be drawn. CDA assesses this claim, by estimating how likely it is that the 

data indeed come from that population.  

For example, in typical authorship studies, the analyst derives characteristicsofanauthor‘sstylefroma

sample of text known to be from that author. One hopes that the characteristics chosen remain fairly 

constant over all works of the author, but vary from one author to another. No one expects an author to 

produce exactly the same value for such characteristics in every text, but the variation among known texts 

can be measured and used to estimate how far the author might deviate from the average values. The 

analyst measures the corresponding characteristics from a text of unknown authorship and computes the 

probability that a population of texts exhibiting the values and range of variation shown by the known 

texts could also include texts with the values shown by the unknown texts.  

CDA is also a useful set of tools for addressing grammatical and structural questions. For example, the 

word―spirit‖occurs26timesinRomans,18oftheminchap. 8. Could such a concentration of vocabulary 

result from a random distribution of words over the text, or does it reflect the thematic structure of the 

book? CDA provides quantitative means to assess the significance of such concentrations.  

Several challenges must be met by studies applying CDA. We will discuss them in terms of authorship 

studies, but similar qualifications exist for any application of these methods. For references and further 

discussion, see Andersen (1976). A model analysis is Mosteller and Wallace (1964).  

The sample used to define the population must indeed be by the author in question. If we have no texts 

known to be by an author, we can hardly establish parameters for qualifying unknown texts.  

If differences between the known and unknown samples are to be attributed to different authors, the 

samples should not differ in other ways(suchasliterarygenre,subjectmatter,periodoftheauthor‘slife,

later editorial activity, or linguistic register). If samples differ in several ways simultaneously, it becomes 

very difficult to determine which of the differences is responsible for differing values of the 

characteristics that the statistician is measuring. Literary studies sometimes seek to circumvent this 

problem by focusing on function words (like prepositions, conjunctions, relative pronouns, and the 

copula) rather than content words(likenouns,verbs,andadjectives)ontheassumptionthatanauthor‘s

usage will show more consistency in function words than in content words. This distinction may be true 

for subject matter but does not address differences in genre or register. For example, it is well known that 

some particles occur much less often in Hebrew poetry than in prose, independent of authorship.  

In statistical studies in general, more data are better than less. The precision of results often tends to 

increase as the square root of the number of observations. To get twice as accurate an answer, one needs 

four times as much data. Landmark authorship studies in nonbiblical literature typically use on the order 

of 100,000 words of text, well beyond the amount of data available for biblical authorship studies.  

Properlyapplied,CDAisanindispensabletool,butthepromiseofa―true-false‖verdictthatitholdsout

is seductive. It is easy to overlook the extensive methodological pitfalls and assume that, if a procedure 

yields a number, the answer is certain. Responsible application of these techniques requires close and 

extended collaboration between exegetes who understand what questions are meaningful in terms of the 

text and statisticians with a thorough grounding in the capabilities and limitations of their tools. 

Accessible introductions to CDA include Mosteller, Rourke, and Thomas (1961) and Mosteller and 

Rourke (1973).  

b. Exploratory Data Analysis. Recent years have seen an explosion of statistical interest in exploratory 

data analysis (EDA). Where CDA epitomizes the view of a hypothesis as a claim to be proven or 

disproven, EDA implements the view that a hypothesis is a partial explanation of the data, whose effects 

need to be understood and removed so that further patterns may be seen. EDA does not render a verdict 

on hypotheses but gives one the mathematical equivalent of a magnifying glass, clarifying the data as 

input to scholarly discretion. Its techniques can reveal structure and order that would otherwise remain 

hidden in data. The cornerstone of EDA is Tukey (1977), together with Mosteller and Tukey (1977).  

These techniques have been used, for example, to explore the distribution of boundary verbs among the 

tribes in Joshua 14–19. Beginning with a table indicating how many times each tribal boundary list uses 

each of the verbs, the EDA techniques of median polish and recoding suggest a strong preference for five 



of the verbs in the boundaries of Benjamin, Judah, Ephraim, and Manasseh, while four other verbs 

dominate the boundaries of Zebulun, Issachar, Asher, and Naphtali. This observation, which would be 

difficult to make without these techniques, can be correlated in various ways with the context of the 

allocation of the land.  

The techniques of Tukey (1977) can be applied with paper and pencil, though computer 

implementations are increasingly common. Other EDA techniques involve massive computations that 

require computer assistance. Among these are cluster analysis and multidimensional scaling (Parunak 

1989a). Both of these techniques give ways to visualize the differences among a number of items (for 

example, vocabulary words or manuscripts). They begin with an estimate of similarity for each pair of 

items. Cluster analysis explores how well these similarities can be explained as arising from a set of 

different categories and seeks to retrieve the underlying categories. Multidimensional scaling (MDS) 

seeks to build a geometrical model of the set of similarities, thus permitting the scholar to view a spatial 

arrangement of the items that corresponds to the underlying similarities. Exhibit 2 (Fig. COM.02) is an 

example of the results of MDS.  

A central tenet of EDA is that one picture is worth a thousand digits. Tables of numbers are difficult to 

understand even if one knows what one is looking for, but an appropriate graph or plot can lead the 

observer to unanticipated hypotheses. Computers can generate plots easily and thus take advantage of the 

insight that a picture can give.  

For example, Linguistic Density Plots (Parunak 1981a) display the distribution of a linguistic 

phenomenon (such as a specific word or a grammatical construction) throughout a text, with location in 

the text on the horizontal axis and concentration on the vertical axis. The result is a series of peaks that 

showwhereinthetextthephenomenonisconcentrated.Suchaplotgivesthescholara―feel‖for

concentrations that is almost impossible to achieve from a concordance list alone. It offers clues to literary 

structure that would be difficult to find without it.  

Exhibits 4–6showthreeDensityPlotsfromPaul‘sEpistletotheRomans.Eachdarkbulletontheplot

represents a separate occurrence of the word being plotted. An integer appears instead of a bullet if two or 

moreoccurrencesareontopofoneanother.Thehorizontalor―REFERENCE‖axisshowslocationinthe

book, with chapter beginnings labeled and each horizontal position representing four verses. The vertical 

or―DENSITY‖axisiscomputedinsuch a way that the higher a point is plotted the closer it is to the 

adjacent occurrences of the same phenomenon.  

Exhibit 4 (Fig. COM.04) shows a dramatic concentration of words beginning with Israel (such as 

―Israel‖and―Israelite‖)inchaps. 9–11. This distribution is not a surprise to anyone familiar with the 

overall structure of Romans. Exhibit 5 (Fig. COM.05), though, of the verb sozo, ―tosave,‖andwords

beginning soter (like―savior‖and―salvation‖),isarresting.Itshowsthatthesewordsalso,whichmany

would suspect to be characteristic of the entire epistle, are concentrated in chaps. 9–11, and suggests that 

the restorationofIsraelcontemplatedinthesechaptersisnotjustanafterthoughttothebook‘s

preoccupation with salvation but an integral element in the discussion. Exhibit 6 (Fig. COM.06) shows 

thatnounsandverbsdescribing―mercy‖alsopredominateinthesethree chapters, this time in 

concentrations that form an inclusio at the beginning and end of the section.  

Not all plots are created equal. Some computer graphics packages create showy graphs that in fact 

obscure rather than clarify data, and some kinds of displays are better than others at showing specific 

kinds of data. The ubiquitous pie chart, for example, communicates the preponderance of one category 

over another, but tests have shown that viewers cannot extract quantitative information from it as reliably 

as they can from a bar chart or a line graph. As another example, a change in the axes of a line graph or 

scatterplot (say, from linear to logarithmic or squared) can dramatically change the intuitions suggested 

by the data. Tufte (1983) and Cleveland (1985) are excellent guides to the graphical presentation of data.  

E. Present Results  

Biblical scholarship involves an ongoing conversation among the past, present, and future students of 

the text. The computer offers new tools for assisting and moderating this conversation, both through 



making more effective use of traditional printed media and as a medium of communication in its own 

right.  

1. Printed Media. The first introduction many humanists have to computers is as word processors. As 

mundane as this application seems, it has led to a dramatic increase in the ease and speed of moving ideas 

from mind to page. Corrections and modifications are much simpler to make than formerly, and many 

publisherscanworkdirectlyfromanauthor‘smachine-readable text, thus avoiding the time-consuming 

and error-prone rekeying of a manuscript for typesetting.  

We have discussed concordances and plots as tools for analysis. The ease with which they can be 

tailored for a specific purpose also makes them attractive as aids to communicate to a reader the evidence 

thatsupportsanauthor‘sarguments,whileimposinganaddedresponsibilityontheauthortoensurethat

they are clear and not misleading.  

2. The Computer as Medium. As well as producing material for printed distribution, computers can 

themselves be the medium of scholarly activity. Perhaps the earliest example of this tendency is 

computer-aided instruction. For basic drill of vocabulary and paradigms in language study, computers 

offer a flexible version of the venerable flash card. More recent technologies that are transforming the 

computer into a medium of the scholarly conversation include networking and hypermedia.  

a. Networking. Networking, the linking of computers together so that they can exchange information, is 

already a major means of daily scholarly interaction in the sciences. Electronic mail (Email) bypasses 

letterhead, secretaries, stamps, envelopes, and postal carriers, carrying messages directly from one 

scholar‘scomputertoanother‘s,withsame-day service even across the ocean. Email is faster and more 

reliable than conventional mail, and (unlike telephone conversation) does not necessitate both parties 

being free at the same time.  

The computer conference or bulletin board is the computer equivalent of a discussion. In its simplest 

form, it consists of a series of comments by participants on a topic of interest. Later participants can read 

the comments of earlier participants and offer their responses and observations. Networking permits 

people who are widely separated geographically to take part in the discussion. The participants usually do 

not take part at the same time. As with Email, the computer conference holds a record of the discussion so 

that at any time participants can review comments and add their own.  

As more scholars prepare their research in electronic form, it becomes increasingly feasible for 

publishers to support submissions by networking. In the sciences, research is actively under way to permit 

the entire process of submission, review, and correction to take place by Email, without the need to 

circulate paper. The next step is the electronic journal, distributed to the final readers by network rather 

than on paper.  

b. Hypermedia. Hypermedia is the generic term for a collection of information items linked together so 

that a user may move from one item to any of several associated with it, depending on need and interest. 

If the information items are restrictedtotext,onespeaksof―hypertext.‖Anencyclopediaisasimple

example of hypertext, with the articles constituting the information items and the movement from one 

item to another guided by cross-references embedded in the articles. The fundamental characteristic of an 

information repository structured as hypermedia is that it helps the user move through it in many different 

sequences, rather than in a fixed linear order, as is customary with books and journal articles.  

Exhibit 7 (see Fig. COM.07) illustrates SymEdit, one application of hypertext technology. Biblical 

literature makes extensive use of symmetrical repetitions of words, grammatical constructions, and ideas 

to define the kinds of structure that paragraph markings and chapter headings provide in modern literature 

(Parunak 1981b). To discover and analyze such structures, scholars commonly photocopy the passage, cut 

it into pieces with scissors, and try to arrange the pieces to bring similar sections close to one another for 

comparison. While the resulting displays are extremely useful, the mechanical manipulations needed to 

produce them are tedious and clumsy. SymEdit permits an analyst to arrange a text in columns 

(corresponding to parallel passages) and rows (which contain repeated features). Rows can be labeled to 

identify the features that they isolate. Individual rows and columns can be collapsed or expanded to bring 

other material closer together for comparison. The exhibit shows the beginning of four panels in 



Deuteronomy 12, each of which follows the same structure in legislating worship at a central sanctuary. 

By expanding the one-dimensional structure of the printed text into two dimensions, SymEdit helps the 

scholar to identify and analyze repetitive structures. SymEdit is also useful in forming critical 

comparisons and in studying parallel narrative accounts.  

While hypertext has existed for years in the form of encyclopedias, computer technology makes it more 

compact, easier to use, and more versatile. The volume of information contained in an entire 20-volume 

encyclopedia can be stored in electronic form on an optical disk less than six inches in diameter and an 

eighth of an inch thick. A computerized hypertext system can jump quickly from one item to another on 

such a disk with the touch of a key, without the need for the user to turn pages or change volumes. 

Because the disk can store sound and graphic images as well as text, such a system can provide full 

hypermedia.  

For example, the CD-Word system currently under development at Dallas Theological Seminary will 

permit a user who is reading a biblical text in electronic form to call up various translations of a verse, to 

jump to a lexicon entry for any word in the text, or to access selected commentaries, grammars, and 

encyclopedias on a passage under consideration. The objective is to provide in a single computer system 

an environment comparable to that provided by a shelf of books and a desk in the conventional study. The 

CELLAR system, a design of the Summer Institute of Linguistics, will enable a linguist to sort field notes, 

organize lexical studies, and compare multiple translations while preparing a new rendering of a biblical 

text. Some designs permit users to add their personal annotations to the network of information, just as we 

now write notes in the margins of paper texts.  

At first, such systems will be stand-alone electronic libraries, but the ultimate vision of hypermedia 

(Nelson 1987) couples the notion of linked information units with computer networking to anticipate a 

world in which the global resource of human knowledge is accessible from any computer.  
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H. VAN DYKE PARUNAK  

CONANIAH (PERSON) [Heb kônanyāhû (כוַנְנָיהּו)]. Var. JECONIAH. The name of three men 

mentionedin2Chronicles.Itmeans―Yahwehestablishesorstrengthens.‖ 

1. A Levite during the reign of Hezekiah who was given charge over the contributions, tithes, and other 

gifts given to the newly rededicated temple (2 Chr 31:12–13). His brother, Shimei, was appointed as his 

immediate deputy along with 10 assistants. One of them was Benaiah, who appears in 2 Chr 35:9 as a 

variant reading but is absent from the MT. The Masoretic marginal note (the kĕt  b-qĕrê) records an 

orthographic variant spelling omitting a waw, which indicates a scribal change from the polal (―Yahweh

isstrengthened‖)totheqal (―Yahwehstrengthened‖)stemoftheverbalrootkwn (HALAT, 444). This 

could be for theological reasons (Yahweh could hardly need to be strengthened or made righteous) or the 

change could be a dialectical difference in the pronunciation between the two vowels ā and ô or a 

historical difference (early vs. a modernized pronunciation).  

2. A second person of that name with the same kĕt  b-qĕrê mentioned above lived during the time of 

Josiah, king of Judah (2 Chr 35:9). He was a leader of the Levites, along with his two brothers (or 

colleagues) and three others mentioned in the text. They contributed 5000 lambs and 500 head of cattle 

fortheLevites‘useduringthefirstcelebrationofthePassoverinJosiah‘sreign.Intheparallelaccountin

1 Esdr 1:9, Jeconiah occurs as an alternate form of this name.  

3. An official and judge from the levitical family of Izhar appointed during the time of David (1 Chr 

26:29). His administrative duties along with his sons specifically had to do with matters outside of the 

temple area in the nation at large (Chronicles ICC, 288). His name is also spelled with a šĕwâ in the first 

syllable with the LXX and Vg apparently reading an original long ā instead.  

KIRK E. LOWERY  

CONCEPT OF OUR GREAT POWER, THE (NHC VI,4). The Concept of Our Great Power 

(NHC VI,4) is the fourth tractate of codex VI (pp. 36–48) of the Nag Hammadi codices. This sole witness 

to the text is well preserved except for minor lacunae at the tops of most pages (Parrott 1979: 6). A Coptic 

translation from a Greek original, the text is written in the Sahidic dialect with minor Subachmimic and 

Achmimic influences (Krause and Labib 1971: 48–52, 63). See also LANGUAGES (COPTIC).  

Great Pow. preserves an apocalyptic presentation of salvation history (Wisse and Williams 1979: 291). 

Inthishistory,ultimatesalvationbelongstothosewhoknow―ourGreatPower,‖thesupremebeing

discussed in the text. Their names will be inscribed in the great light, and they will survive the final 

purification by fire, which will consume the flesh and everything that burns (matter).  

Great Pow. incorporates themes from Genesis, the Jesus traditions, and apocalypticism in a triadic 

periodization of history. The three periods, which are presented in the text in two versions, include the 

aeon of the flesh (antediluvian period), the psychic aeon (the postdiluvian period), and the aeon that is to 

come. The creation of the universe began the aeon of the flesh. This aeon, during which the soul was 

created, drew to a close with the call of Noah and the flood. The presentation of the psychic aeon, which 

then ensues, includes the origin of evil, the appearance of the Savior (Jesus), his descent into Hades to 

humiliate the archons, the rise of an imitator or antichrist, and the final consumption by fire. This 



consumption will usher in the aeon to come, which is the unchangeable aeon. Matter and flesh will be 

consumed by the fire and the pure souls (pneumatic) will be joined by the souls that have undergone 

punishment and become pure (psychic).  

The text has been styled as a Christian gnostic apocalypse (Wisse and Williams 1979: 292). While no 

distinct gnostic cosmogony is outlined, themes and imagery abound which fit into a gnostic world view. 

ThegodofGenesis,forexample,iscalledthe―fatheroftheflesh‖(38,19). 

The clarity of the account is clouded by grammatical and logical inconsistencies, the source of which 

can be traced to the complex literary history of the text (Wisse and Williams 1979: 291–92) and the 

Coptictranslator‘sfailuretofullyunderstandtheGkVorlage (Fischer 1973: 169). The use of the term 

anomoean (40,7;literallymeaning―dissimilarthings‖),ifunderstoodasareferencetotheAnomoean

heresy, offers a terminus a quo after the middle of the 4th century. The reference, however, may be a later 

interpolation (Wisse and Williams 1979: 292, 304). Linguistic analysis has suggested an earlier date for 

the original text (Cherix 1982: 6, 62).  

Great Pow. offers a valuable example of the syncretistic use of Jewish, Greek, and Christian elements in 

the formation of a periodizing apocalyptic salvation history. It illustrates the far-ranging influence of 

apocalyptic ideas in the early Christian era and their compatibility with gnostic beliefs in certain circles. 

The complex literary history of this text, if properly understood, could offer valuable insights into the 

development of apocalyptic ideas in Jewish, Christian, and gnostic circles.  
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JAMES E. GOEHRING  

CONEY. See ZOOLOGY.  

CONFLATE READINGS IN THE OT. Conflation is the combination of readings from different 

texts or parts of a text. More specifically, conflate or double readings in a ms combine two or more 

variants from two or more mss. These alternative readings can be found in the Hebrew ms tradition (MT, 

Dead Sea Scrolls, medieval mss), and/or in the ancient versions of the OT, as well as in biblical 

quotations in Apocrypha, NT, patristic, and rabbinic literature. Conflation by copyists of doubly 

transmitted texts in related to conflation as a redaction technique, by which two or more variant accounts 

of the same subject were synthesized by an editor or redactor. There are numerous examples in the 

Samaritan Pentateuch (e.g., the theophany at Mt. Sinai, Exodus 20), in biblical mss from Qumran (the 

Sabbath Command, 4QDeut
n
 5:12–15), in the ancient versions (the two LXX accounts of the rise of 

Jeroboam in 1 Kgs 11:26–12:24 and 12:24a–z), or in other extrabiblical literature (Jubilees and the 

Temple Scroll).  

Double readings may have developed early in the composition and transmission process of biblical 

books. They may witness to different oral or written traditions or to elements introduced in the process of 

composition or redaction of a biblical book. Conflate readings reflect the textual pluralism that 

characterizes the history of the biblical text before its standardization around the end of the 1st century 

A.D. They prove that copyists had great respect for every existing variant reading transmitted in the mss.  

This phenomenon is frequent in parallel texts (2 Kgs 18:13–19:37 and Isaiah 36–37, or 2 Kgs 24:18–

25:21 and Jeremiah 52), in different versions of a given text (2 Samuel 22 and Psalm 18 contain conflate 

readings), and it is common in the parallel books of Samuel-Kings and Chronicles. Conflate readings 

occur mostly in later texts that combine variants of earlier texts or multiple mss: in Isa 37:9, 1QIsa
a
 wyšm˓ 



wyšwb and LXX kai akousas apestrepse combine MT wyšm˓ (―heheardit‖)and2 Kgs 19:9 wyšb 

(―again‖). 

Double readings are discovered by comparing two or more witnesses of a same text. They are best 

observed when each item is preserved independently in different textual witnesses: in 2 Sam 22:43, the 

MT combines two variants ˒dqm ˒rq˓m (―Icrushedthem,Imashedthem‖).TheLXX
B
 text preserves only 

the first reading and 4QSam
a
 the second. Another characteristic is that one of the two items is sometimes 

ignored in a part of the textual tradition, because it is a secondary development dependent on the older 

item: in Ezek 1:20 the MT adds šm hrwḥ llkt … šmh hrwḥ llkt, repeatingthephrase―whereverthespirit

wantedtogo.‖SomeHebmanuscripts,LXX,andSyriacdonotcontainthesecondphrase. 

A. Classification  

Conflate readings can be classified according to different criteria, such as their sources, the extent of the 

duplication, their location in the sentence, their content, and the particular text-critical phenomenon 

involved. A comprehensive presentation of these different types of conflate readings follows:  

(1) Variant spellings. 1QIsa
a
 (1,1) has the Masoretic reading bymy, ―inthedaysof,‖miscorrected

toward the Aramaic morphology by superscribing a waw above the first yod (Talmon 1964: 78). In 1 Sam 

10:19 the Targum reading lw l˒ (―tohim:‗No!‘ ‖)combinestheMTlw and l˒, the equivalent of LXX 

ouchi.  

(2) Different vocalizations. Two possible vocalizations of the same Heb consonantal text may generate 

two readings. In 1 Sam 11:5 and Gk Lucianic prōi katopisthen tōn boōn (―early,behindtheoxen‖),

followed by the OL (mane—post boves), interprets hbqr as both Heb habbōqer (―themorning‖)andHeb

habbāqār (―theoxen‖). 

(3) Variants in the consonantal text. 1 Sam 10:27 kmḥryš (―likesomeonewhokeepssilent‖)isa

corruption of kmw ḥdš (―aboutamonth‖).Thisreconstructionisattestedby4QSam
a
 and suggested by 

LXX hōs meta mēna, which equals Heb kmḥdš (see F. M. Cross 1980; McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 199–200; 

for a different opinion Barthélemy 1982), however, the Gk Lucianic conflates both readings, kai egenēthē 

hos kōpheuon kai egeneto meta mēna hēmerōn, ―andhewaslikesomeonewhokeepssilentandamonth

later…‖ 

(4) Syntactical alternatives. The MT of 1 Sam 23:20 makes a syntactic break after rd (lrdt rd wlnw, ―to

comedown,comedown!Anditwillbeourtask…‖),whiletheOGagreeswiththeHebreadingof

4QSam
b
 in making no break there (lrdt yrd ˓lynw, ―tocomedown,lethimcomedowntous‖),andtheSyr

essays a conflation of both readings. McCarter (1 Samuel AB, 377) and Barthélemy (1982) come to 

oppositeconclusionsaboutthe―originaltext‖ofthisverse. 

(5) Scribal errors. The OG translation of Judg 1:15,―andCaleb(Hebklb) gave her according to her 

heart (Heb klbh)‖mayhaveresultedfromanaccidentaldittographyinthetraditionrepresentedbythe

OG. The opposite occurrence, haplography, is also possible in the MT. In 2 Sam 19:8, LXX
B
 combines 

MT wr˓h (―andwillbeworse‖)withtheerroneousLXXreadingwd˓h (―andknow‖). 

(6) Juxtaposed synonymous expressions. One expression is sometimes supplemented by another which 

has the same or a similar meaning and which is probably intended somehow to explain the first. In Isa 

51:17 and 22 the hapax legomenon qb˓t (―bowl‖)isfollowedbykws (―cup‖),whichisomittedinthe

LXX and the Syriac and is generally agreed to be an explicative gloss (Elliger 1974: 131). Such conflation 

of synonymous pairs is frequent in the longer text form of the book of Jeremiah transmitted by the MT 

and is missing in the shorter text form reflected by the LXX. MT of Jer 1:15 adds the first item of the pair 

lkl mspḥwt mmlkwt (―alltheclansofthekingdoms‖),whichislackingintheLXXegō sugkalō pasas tas 

basileias (―allthekingdoms‖);theseconditemofthepairqṭr—˓bd is added in MT Jer 44:3, llkt lqṭr l˓bd 

l˒lhym ˒ḥrym (―togotoburnincense,toserveothergods‖),theLXXattestingtheshorterreading,

poreuthentes thumia n theois heterois (―…toburnincensetoothergods‖).Alsotheconflation of 

juxtaposed pronominal and nominal variants is frequent in Jeremiah. Personal names are extensively filled 

out in the MT as in Jer 41:3 ˒tw ˒t gdlyhw (―withhimwithGedaliah‖);OGomitsthenominalvariant.

Occurrences of expressions containing a common and an uncommon word are a particular type of 

juxtaposition: in Isa 11:6 the older Gk reading boskethesontai reflects an uncommon Heb verb, probably 



ymr˒w, ―shallgrowup‖(1QIsa
a
 ymrw); the alternative reading in the same verse kai tauros translates a 

more common noun wmry˒, ―thefatling‖(MT4QIsa
c
).  

(7) Attraction of an associated text. In Gen 17:14,―ifthefleshofhisforeskinhasnotbeencutaway,‖

the SamPent and LXX tȩ  emera  tē ogdoē  add bywm hšmyny, ―ontheeighthday,‖fromLev 12:3 to 

specify the day of the circumcision.  

(8) Assimilation of parallels. In 2 Sam 3:23 the Syr combines MT hmlk (―theking‖)and4QSam
a
 (LXX 

dauid) dwd, ―David.‖Thereading―David‖maybeanassimilationto20:21 (Barthélemy 1982) or, on the 

contrary,MTmayhavesubstituted―theking‖inanticipationofv 24 (Ulrich 1978; McCarter 2 Samuel 

AB, 109).  

(9) Variant locations. Jer 6:13–15 is repeated in 8:10–12, but the OG omits the latter verses.  

(10) Exegetical development. The Gk Lucianic in Ezra 6:4 and the A text in 6:24 kainon enos, ―new

one,‖combine the MT reading ḥdt (Aramaic equivalent of ḥdš, ―new‖)andtheOGhd (―one‖),which

seems to be an exegetical development.  

The components of a double reading may be placed side by side, connected with the copulative w-, or 

could form a single syntactical whole. 1QIsa
a
, ˓d ykyn w˓d ykwnn, ―untilheestablishesandsetsup,‖

preserves two variants connected with w-, of which MT knows only the first. The MT of 2 Sam 22:38–39, 

˓d klwtm w˒klm, embraces two readings which grammatically adjust the text: ˓d klwtm, ―untilfinishing

them,‖and˓d (˒šr) ˒klm, ―untilIfinishedthem.‖Oneofthealternativereadingsmayalsobeplaced

outside the syntactical context at the end of the sentence. Conflate readings could also enter into the text 

from marginal or interlinear notations. In Isa 21:17 1QIsa
a
 has gbwry qdr, ―heroesofKedar,‖butthe

word bny has been inserted above the line, bringing the shorter reading in line with the conflate MT 

gbwry bny qdr, ―theheroesofthesonsofKedar‖(Talmon1964:119). 

The purpose of textual criticism is to establish a critical text by ridding it of all conflation. This is true 

for the LXX translation and for nonbiblical classical literature. But as far as the Hebrew biblical text is 

concerned,thisisbyitsverynaturea―varianttext.‖Itsformativeperiodextendedinsomebooksfor

many centuries and continued even when the textual transmission had already begun. The variant 

interpretations to which the text was subjected have also left their traces in the text. Therefore the task of 

editors and critics is not to reduce the plurality and diversity of variants and doublets but to take account 

of all of them and to try to explain their origin and meaning. Particularly in cases of pairs of synonymous 

readings, which combine expressions used alternatively in a given context (˒dm-˒ys, ―man‖;ntn—śym, ―to

give,toput‖),neithertermcanbesaidtoclaimtextualprimacy.Textualandstylisticaspects are here 

intimately connected (Talmon 1975: 344–57). Conflate readings help the critic in examining phenomena 

that may have occurred at three different levels in the history of the text. It is not always possible to 

decide to which of these three levels a given phenomenon is to be assigned.  

B. Conflation in the Hebrew Text  

Conflation may arise at three different phases in the history of a text. The first is the process of literary 

formation. At times conflate readings derive from parallel traditions. By inserting the words wy˓l ˒bytr, 

―andAbiatharcameup,‖in2 Sam 15:24 the redactor blended two traditions which attributed the honor of 

carrying the ark to different priests, Zadok or Abiathar (Talmon 1960: 189); an editor may also have 

attempted to remove the reference to Abiathar from the context (Wellhausen 1899: 197).  

A second phase at which conflation may arise is the editorial process. The readings of 1 Sam 18:6 

bbw˒m, ―Whentheycame,‖andbšwb dwd, ―WhenDavidreturned,‖areeditorialinsertionsignoredinthe

LXX. Their purpose is to connect the following section with two preceding episodes: (1) women came out 

to meet King SaulonDavid‘sreturnafterslayingGoliaththePhilistine(17:54); (2) women came out at 

the approach of Saul and David after their meeting at court (17:55–18:5, omitted in the OG).  

The third phase is that of textual transmission. In 2 Sam 13:39, the Targum nps˒ ddwyd mlk˒, ―thespirit

ofDavidtheking,‖andGkmssto pneuma tou basileōs Daueid combine the OG to pneuma tou basileōs, 

―theking‘senthusiasm,‖whichisconfirmedby4QSam
a
 řaḥ hmlk, ―thespiritoftheking,‖andMTdwd 

hmlk, ―Davidtheking.‖TheMTreadingisasecondarydevelopment,becausetheverbagreeswithřaḥ 

(feminine),notwiththename―David.‖Different types of textual changes may occur. In 2 Sam 18:3 the 



Targum ˒ry k˓n ˒t … wk˓n, ―foryou…andnow,‖combinestheMTandOGreadingky ˓th = hoti kai nun 

(―fornow‖)andaproto-Masoretic reading ky˒th (―butyou‖),whichisreflectedby
B
 hoti su and seems 

more suitable to the context. Many texts have additions. The Vg of Jer 28:8 reads et de adflictione et de 

fame, which conflates MT wlr˓h, ―andaffliction,‖andwlr˓b, ―andfamine,‖supportedbymanyHebmss.

This variant is due to the influence of the following wldbr, ―andpestilence,‖whichadaptsr˓h to the usual 

pair r˓b and dbr; both words (wlr˓h wldbr) were successively added to an older and shorter text reflected 

by the OG. Enclosed glosses creep into texts, too. The conflate variants in 1 Sam 2:31b mhywt zqn bbytk 

(―sothattherewillnotbeanoldmaninyourfather‘shouse‖)and32b wl˒ yhyh zqn bbytk (―andtherewill

notbeanoldmaninyourhouse‖)formaresumptiverepetitionthatenclosestheglossofv 32a, omitted 

by.  

C. Conflation in the Versions  

The conflate readings present in the versions can have arisen in the Hebrew original/s (Vorlage), in the 

translation process, or along the textual transmission of the version. It is not always possible to establish a 

clear distinction between these different levels.  

Double readings occur in the Hebrew original(s). A translator or a later reviser may have interwoven 

two renderings drawn from different MT variants. In 2 Chr 23:14, LXX kai exēlthen … kai eneteilato 

conflates MT wywṣ˒, ―broughtout,‖and2 Kgs 11:15 wyṣw, ―gaveordersto,‖whichistheolderreading.

One part of the translation may be based on the MT, while another item may translate a divergent non-

Masoretic original. For example, in 2 Sam 18:14, OG dia touto arxomai (Heb lākēn ˒aḥălla, ―thereforeI

shallbegin‖)wassupplementedbytheproto-Theodotionic reviser with a more literal rendition of the MT 

lo˒ kēn ˒ōḥ  lâ=ouch houtōs menō, ―NotthusshallItarry.‖Aparticulartypeofconflationisthatproduced

because of different interpretations of the Hebrew Vorlage: the LXX of 2 Sam 21:22 tōn giganton en geth 

tō rapha oikos, ―ofthegiantsinGath,toRaphaahouse,‖combinestwovariantsbgt, ―inGath,‖andbyt, 

―house,‖byconfusingg and y.  

Double translation is also used as a translation technique. Two alternate renderings or independent 

equivalents in the target language represent a single parallel item in the parent text. This type of change is 

to be distinguished from exegetical amplifications or glosses. In Exod 3:8 the verb lh ˓lwtw mn … ˒l, ―to

bringthemupout…into…,‖istranslated in the Greek with two verbs exagagein and eisagagein in 

order to express the two aspects provided by the Hebrew verb.  

The same Hebrew word may be rendered by two equivalents with the same meaning. These equivalents 

may be: (1) synonymous readings, as in Exod 22:16 where the verb m˒n ym˒n, ―heabsolutelyrefuses,‖is

rendered by two equally appropriate verbs ananeuōn ananeusē kai mē boulētai, ―heabsolutelyrefusesand

doesnotwant‖;(2)arenderingingoodGreek alongside a literal one: In 2 Kings the OG translates the 

Heb yhwh ṣb˒wt, ―Lordofthehosts,‖bykyrios pantokratōr, ―LordAlmighty‖(attestedbytheGk

Lucianic in 2 Kgs 19:15; 20:16), corrected by the proto-Theodotionic reviser to kyrios tōn dynameōn, 

―Lordofthehosts‖(2 Kgs 3:14; 19:31); (3) a regular translation accompanied by a transliteration, 1 Sam 

24:23 MT hmṣwdh, ―thestronghold,‖isrenderedtēn Messara stenēn; or (4) it is replaced by a 

transliteration, 2 Kgs 25:13, 16 mknwt, ―thetrolleys,‖isrenderedbytheOGbaseis, corrected to 

mechonoth in the proto-Theodotionic recension.  

This kind of conflation can sometimes be interpreted in different ways, either as preserving an original 

longer reading or as the result of an inserted gloss. In 1 Sam 16:20, MT ḥâm r, ―ass,‖appearstransliterated

in LXX as gomor, reflecting the vocalization ḥōmer. The Gk Lucianic kai elaben Iessai onon kai 

apetheken auto gomor artōn, ―Jessetookanassandladeneditwithanomerofbread,‖andthesimilarOL

et accepit lesse asinum et imposuit super gomor panis may preserve here an original longer reading ḥmwr 

wyśm ˓lyw ˓mr lḥm (McCarter, 1 Samuel AB,280),ormaycombinetheLXXreading,―tookanomerof

bread,‖andaglossedreadingattestedbytheSyr,―tookanassandladeneditwithbread‖(Barthélemy

1982).  

The same Hebrew word is sometimes translated by two equivalents with two different meanings, either 

for semantic considerations, as in Dan 2:11 yqyrh=barys esti kai epidoxos (―heavy‖and―esteemed‖),or

because of different etymological derivations, as in Prov 6:3 r˓k=kakōn dia son philon (―theevilthrough



yourfellow‖),wherer˓k is derived from r˓˓, ―evil,‖andr˓h, ―fellow,‖oraccordingtotwodifferent

traditions of translation, as in Isa 41:7 ―p˓m=hammer‖and―attherighttime,‖wheretheTargumhas

bqrns˒ zmn˒, ―withthemallet,then,‖andLXXsphurē … pote, ―hammer…then‖(Elliger1974:134). 

A translator who is careful to render his Vorlage as literally as possible is not expected to have recourse 

to double readings. On the contrary, a free or nonliteral translation like the LXX of Isaiah, which borders 

on the Midrashic, may be suspected of using such a technique.  

Double readings arise in the transmission process of the versions. A copyist or reviser may have 

interwoven two renderings drawn from different sources. This conflation is characteristic of the Gk 

recensions, particularly of the Lucianic. In elucidating the priority of one or another of the two renderings, 

Lagarde‘scriterion is applied: the free translation is generally older than the literal one. Similarly, the 

item that translates a divergent Hebrew Vorlage is generally to be preferred to the item based on the MT. 

This is in accord with a tendency present in the later LXX books to produce a more literal rendition and 

with a similar tendency of the Gk recensions to bring the original text in line with the increasingly 

authoritative Hebrew text which served as the base for the Vorlage.  

The components of a double translation are usually located next to each other and connected with a 

copula (kai). Sometimes they appear unconnected, as in 1 Kgs 3:25 hyld, ―thechild,‖=to paidarion to 

thēlazon, ―thechildthesuckingbaby.‖Theymayalsobeinterwovenwithoneanother,creatingagenitive

relation between them, as in Josh 9:22, the MT bqrbnw yšbym=egchōrioi (este) tōn katoikountōn en ēmin, 

―theinhabitantsofthecountry,wholiveamongus.‖ 
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JULIO TREBOLLE  

CONJURING. See MAGIC (OT).  

CONQUEST OF CANAAN. See ISRAEL, HISTORY OF.  

CONSCIENCE. Theideaofahumanconscience―hasexistedoversincethefinalverdictofguiltwas
spokenwithinmanhimself,whenthetrueFurieswererecognizedastheconsciousnessofguilt‖(Dibelius

and Conzelmann Pastoral Epistles Hermeneia, 19). According to Gooch (1987), the Church has 

developed three distinct concepts of conscience (Gk suneidēsis)asmorality‘s―innervoice‖:thereis(1)a

minimalsensebywhichthetermreferstoone‘sself-consciousness (derived from its earlier cognate for 

―consciousness,‖suneidos)orprivateknowledge(fromthereflexiveforknowingone‘sownknowledge,

sunoida emautō); (2) a more robust notion where suneidēsis refersto―thepainofrecognizingthatonehas

donesomethingwrongorbad‖(Gooch1987:245; also Pierce 1955); and (3) the more recent and 



common use of suneidēsis as an autonomous agent; the repository of moral convictions, which legislates 

actionsinaccordwithGod‘swill. 

A. Background  

The first meaning of suneidēsis is also earliest and has its origins in popular Hellenistic usage (Maurer 

TDNT 7:898–907; Davies IDB 1: 671–74). Although not prominently used prior to the 1st century B.C.E. 

(e.g., suneidēsis does not appearinAristotle‘sEthics), the term was used to describe in a general way a 

person‘smoralself-awareness. The conscience was that part of the inner person which continued to judge 

human actions—usuallywrong(a―bad‖conscience;Xen.Ap. 24). Such a judgment derives from a 

rationalnatureanddoesnothaveitsdirectsourceinadeity(althoughone‘s―nature‖maybetracedto

God). Further, conscience bears witness in an immediate sense to a particular act rather than preparing for 

it to do right or wrong.  

From the 1st century on, suneidēsis is used more frequently, especially by the Latin rhetoricians, and 

was taken up into the language of philosophical ethics, most notably by the Stoics (although see Davies 

IDB 1: 671–76). However, its meaning remained essentially the same: an inherent capacity which allows 

apersontoactinaccordtowhatheorsheknowsisright.CiceroandthenSenecadidspeakofa―good‖

conscience (conscientia) as directive toward the happy life—a point also made by Epicurus. While not a 

central notion in Stoicism, Epictetus speaks of conscience as that faculty which helps to override moral 

timidity and do what one knows is good (cf. suneidos, Diss. 3.22.94).  

The term also appears in Hellenistic Judaism, especially with Philo, who uses suneidēsis/suneidos in 

common with the Greco-Romanworld.However,Judaism‘susagecarriesareligiousnuanceandis

informed by their Scriptures. Thus, the conscience bears witness to biblical truth and produces pain when 

Torah is not observed. MaurerfurtherarguesthatPhilo‘spositiveuseofthenotionisinlinewiththe

Wisdom tradition in that the truth to which the conscience bears witness directs, even converts, a person 

onto the path which leads to šalom (911–13).  

Philo did, however, appropriate the language of conscience from its secular usage, since the OT (LXX) 

use of the sunoida family is quite sparse. That the OT does not have a word for conscience astonishes 

somebutcanreadilybeunderstoodbytheBible‘sgeneralresistancetoanintrospective and autonomous 

anthropology (cf. Stendahl 1976): truth is revealed by God and the individual is encircled (and so limited) 

by a community covenanted with God and itself. The RSV does translate the Heb lēb, ―heart,‖as

―conscience‖in1 Sam 25:31, even though the LXX translation is estai soi touto bdelugmos, ―it(the

abomination)will(not)beuponyourself.‖(Themostonecansayisthatestai soi here is perhaps 

idiomatic for moral self-consciousness.) Wolff (1974) contends that lēb ―comestotakeonthemeaningof

‗conscience‘…[inthat]whatisbeingdescribedisthereactionoftheethicaljudgmentformedbythe

conscience‖(51).AccordingtoOTanthropology,lēb is the center of human self-consciousness devoted 

to making decisions in accord with the word of God. In this sense, the essence of the OT idea of lēb is 

compatible with the general conception of suneidēsis in the Greco-Roman world; and it is this conception 

which provides the background for the NT idea of conscience to which we now turn.  

B. Pauline  

The connection between the OT notion of lēb and the NT suneidēsis is nowhere clearer than in Rom 

2:15.ForPaul,conscienceisauniversalhumancapacitywhichcondemnsorrecommendsone‘sfitness

before God against an internalized Torah. As in Hellenistic Judaism, then, Paul ties conscience to the 

word of God (i.e., Torah) as self-conscious judge of and witnesstothecommunity‘sobservanceofit.  

As with most theological and ethical convictions he inherited from Judaism, Paul further qualifies 

consciencebylinkingittohisownapocalypticalgospel,whichisfocusedhereonGod‘seschatological

judgmentatChrist‘sParousia.Thus,humanconscienceevokesasenseofimminentandinward(ta krypta 

tōn anthrōpōn, Rom 2:16)recognition,whetheronestandsunderGod‘swrathbecauseofdisobedience

(which is presumed the case for those outside of Christ, Rom 1:18)orunderGod‘srighteousnessbecause

of obedience which comes by faith (Rom 2:5–11; cf.1:5). With the exception of 1 Cor 8:1–11:1, other 

occurrences of suneidēsis in Pauline texts (Rom 13:5; 2 Cor 1:12; 4:2; 5:11) reflect this more typical and 

only modestly refined use of the idea which was current in the Greco-Roman and Jewish worlds.  



The most important and innovative text in its use of suneidēsis within the Pauline corpus is 1 Cor 8:1–

11:1 (Jewett 1971: 421–32). In this passage, Paul seeks to settle a controversy surrounding the 

permissibility of eating food once offered to idols. His essential point is that under certain circumstances 

some believers should refrain from eating such food because of negative consequences to the spiritual 

nurtureofotherbelievers.Theconscience‘spivotal function is twofold: on the one hand, it detects those 

whoare―weak‖becausetheylackandhaveneedofPaulinegnōsis (8:7); while, on the other hand, it 

guidesthosewhoare―strong‖becausetheyhavesuchgnōsis and who now must use it in ways which 

edify the whole community—tokeepthe―weak‖fromreturningtoidolatry. 

The first two meanings of conscience given by Gooch (1987) are discernible in 1 Cor 8:7–13: the 

scrupulousconscienceofthe―weak‖ispainedbytheapparentlyidolatrousactsofthe―strong‖(vv 7, 12) 

because it has been informed by previous experiences of idolatry and so bears witness to a non-Christian 

morality (v 10)). Conscience, then, marks the consistency of a particular act with a particular standard of 

morality; and when inconsistency to that standard is perceived, pain is produced. Yet the pain produced in 

theconscienceofthe―weak‖isreallytheresultofcompetingconceptionsofgnōsis which have in turn 

produced competing consciences between those who live either in accord with Pauline gnōsis or with 

pagan gnōsis. Thus,theconscienceofthe―weak‖is not itself weak or faulty; rather, it distorts the truth, 

turning an innocent act (according to Pauline teaching) into an evil one, because of a misguided standard 

of truth (or gnōsis contrary to Pauline teaching).  

Paul has, however, already established his working moral principle in 1 Cor 8:1: conscience must bear 

witness to love of others rather than to self-knowledge since the yield of the latter is arrogance (and 

naturally division) and of the former is edification (and so unity; 8:6). The truth by which any particular 

act is apprehended by the suneidēsis is relational and communal rather than individual and juridical, and 

isasmuchaproblemforthetheologically―strong‖asforthe―weak‖—which seems to be the point of 

the ironical 8:10 (Jewett 1971: 422–23). Here, then, Paul redefines the current notion of suneidēsis by 

regardingitsroleassupervisingone‘srelationshipwithothers rather than to a particular gnōsis.  

Thus, in 1 Cor 9:1–10:22 Paul turns to a discussion of those limits to personal freedom which make this 

new standard of truth clearer to his readers. Paul contends that even as he and other Christian missionaries 

adjust their behavior and assessment of personal rights to meet the redemptive needs of others, so also 

certain Corinthian believers must adjust their behavior, even giving up their rights to certain foods, to 

keep other believers from going back into idolatry. The new role of conscience is to regulate this sort of 

moral accommodation which purposes to edify other people—to know when and how long to abstain 

fromthose―lawful‖actswhichmight,however,―causeaco-believertostumble.‖ 

Paul resumes his discussion of suneidēsis at 1 Cor 10:23 and adds yet another meaning to the notion. 

Especially the use of krinō withtheindividual‘ssuneidēsis in 10:29, following the succession of the 

formulaic dia tēn suneidēsin (10:25, 27, 28), suggests an element of autonomy which can help determine 

obedient acts ahead of time (however, see Gooch 1987: 251–52).Thebeliever‘sconscience,nowarmed

by the principle of love and delimited by the demand to preserve the commitment of those prone to 

idolatry,makes―judgments‖whethercertain behaviors will bring glory to God (10:31) by saving the 

many (10:33)inagreementwiththeapostle‘sgentilemission(11:1). The idea of conscience as an internal 

andautonomousmoralagent,fullydevelopedduringtheChurch‘smedievalperiod,hasitsbiblical

mooring here.  

The early catholicizing tendency of the post-Pauline situation is reflected by the use of suneidēsis in the 

Pastoral Epistles (1 Tim 1:5, 19; 3:9; 4:2; 2 Tim 1:3; Titus 1:15; cf. Acts 23:1; 24:16).Theauthor‘s

concerns are more institutional and less apocalyptical than found in earlier Pauline writings. Thus, the 

specialattributesoftheconsciencearethosefoundinthe―manofGod‖whoisa―goodcitizen‖andbest

able to rule over the Church of this world (1 Tim 1:19; 3:9; cf. Acts 23:1; 24:16; Dibelius and 

Conzelmann Pastoral Epistles Hermeneia,20).Further,the―good‖conscienceisshapedbytheChurch‘s

traditions of the historical Paul (2 Tim 1:3), who is chief exemplar of Christian conduct and teacher of 

truth; only that conscience which bears witness to apostolic piety and teaching is able to distinguish 

adequately between orthodoxy and heterodoxy, orthopraxis and heteropraxis (1 Tim 4:2; Titus 1:15). As 



such,the―good‖conscienceoftheChurch‘sleadershipisanelementofecclesiasticalhugiēs (esp. Titus 

1:13–16),―soundness,‖andisthereforeanessentialingredientinmaintainingloyaltyto―thefaith‖andits

codes and creeds not only in a pluralistic world but also within a Church where the authority of Paul is 

being challenged. In this context, then, the institutional function of conscience provides for doctrinal as 

well as moral discernment and stability for the whole Church rather than only for its individual leader.  

C. Non-Pauline  

The concept of conscience in the Pauline corpus is essentially concerned with human relations. This 

also seems true of 1 Pet 2:19 and 3:16, where suneidēsis, boundtoGod‘swill,evaluatesbehaviortoward

outsiders. More than Paul, however, the author is concerned with the particular difficulties of living as the 

Church within an antagonistic (and not simply pluralistic) society; suffering is a real possibility if not 

already a reality. Conscience, then, is the consciousness of a certain moral particularity which belongs to a 

divinelyelectcommunityof―aliensandstrangers‖(1 Pet 1:1–2; 2:9–11) and whose common life resists 

certain sociopolitical standardsofbehavior;itisanawarenessofone‘sowndeviancewiththelikelyresult

ofsuffering.Christianbaptisminauguratesamanneroflifeduringwhichthe―cleansedconscience‖

(3:21) seeks to maintain an undivided and difficult loyalty toward God in a world where Christian 

conduct only marginalizes the people of God. The hope, of course, is that his path of suffering will save 

the baptized soul (1:3–9; 2:21–25).  

The author of Hebrews assumes the essential meaning of suneidēsis in the Hellenistic world: the 

conscience―istheinternalfacultywithinmanthatcauseshimtobepainfullyawareofhissinfulnessand,

as a result, to experienceasenseofguilt‖(Selby1986:148).However,unlikePaul,whoisprimarily

interestedinhumanrelations,theauthorofHebrewsdepictsaguiltyconscienceasthe―onerealbarrierto

anindividual‘sapproachingandlivinginfellowshipwithGod. The guilty conscience is thus the 

impedimenttorealconfidenceandstabilityfortheChristian‖(ibid). 

References to the conscience in Hebrews are gathered together in 9:9, 14 and 10:2, 22, and so at the 

focalpointoftheauthor‘sexpositiononthenewcovenant.Whatis―new‖intherelationshipbetween

God and eschatological Israel is that the workofthepriestlyChristhaspurifiedIsrael‘sconscienceand

hasmadeitpossibleto―drawnear‖toGod(10:22) with inner confidence (10:2; cf.4:16) and to worship 

God forever (9:11–14).Theauthor‘spropheticinterestininternalandspiritualtransformation(against

Judaism‘sperceivedinterestinculticritualand legal rights) only intensifies the importance of a purified 

conscience.Judaism‘spriestlytheocracydoesnotprovidealastingmeansofriddingIsrael‘sguiltand

makingeasyaccesstoGod.BecausethepriestlyChristofferedhimselfuptoGodasa―perfect‖sacrifice

(Heb 7:11–8:13; 10:5–18),theconsciencehasbeencleansedoftheselegalistic―workswhichleadto

death‖(9:1–10; 10:2); indeed, it is the conscience which has now been redeemed in fulfillment of 

Jeremiah‘spromiseofanewcovenant(cf.8:10).  
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ROBERT W. WALL  

CONSTELLATIONS. See ASTROLOGY IN THE ANCIENT NEAR EAST.  

CONSTITUTION. See LAW (IN JUDAISM OF THE NT PERIOD).  

CONSTITUTIONS AND CANONS, APOSTOLIC. See APOSTOLIC CONSTITUTIONS 

AND CANONS.  

CONTRIBUTION FOR THE SAINTS. A project headed by Paul whereby funds from his 

gentile churches were collected for the poor among the believers in Jerusalem (the recipients are variously 

namedas―thesaints,‖―thepooramongthesaints,‖and―thepoor‖). 

A. The Contribution in the Letters of Paul  



TherearereferencestothisprojectinfourofPaul‘sletters(Romans,1and2Corinthians,and

Galatians). It is generally thought that at least the references in 1 and 2 Corinthians and in Romans refer to 

different stages of one great project (Hurd 1965: 205, n. 1).  

In Rom 15:25–32 Paul speaks about the final stage of the collection as he is on his way to deliver it to 

Jerusalem (15:26). If the significance of the collection was as a symbol of the unity of the Church (Knox 

1950:54)itmaybethatPaul‘sworryovertheacceptabilityofthecollection(Rom 15:31) is a concern 

over whether the Jerusalem church might consider that he had failed to provide such a symbol. The 

churches of Galatia, who were involved in the project at some stage (1 Cor 16:1),donotappearinPaul‘s

last reference to the collection (Rom 15:26).  

In 1 Cor 16:1–4 Paul gives instructions about the contribution. He has previously introduced the 

collection project to the Corinthian church, perhaps in the previous letter (Hurd 1965: 233), and is now 

giving more specific instructions about how to proceed, probably in order to encourage a more sizeable 

contribution (Hurd 1965: 202).  

2 Corinthians 8 and 9 are most likely two communications written at separate times (Bornkamm 1965: 

77). Betz (2 Corinthians 8 and 9 Hermeneia, 71) has shown that 2 Corinthians 8 has some of the 

characteristics of a legal contract in which the mandate given to Titus is set out (2 Cor 8:6) along with a 

description of his credentials and the task assigned to him (2 Cor 8:16–23). Paul also commends two 

anonymous brothers (2 Cor 8:18, 19, 22)who,sinceonlyTitusisPaul‘sown partner (2 Cor 8:23b), are 

under the authority of Titus.  

In 2 Corinthians 9,Paul‘ssendingof―thebrothers‖isexplainedasnecessary in order that the gift will 

be ready when he arrives with the Macedonians (2 Cor 9:1–5a). 2 Cor 9:5bexpressesPaul‘sconcernthat

the original intention of the contribution not be lost among the Corinthians (Betz, 96).  

The three main options for explaining the reference in Gal 2:10 are: (1) that it is an exhortation to 

continue a standard practice thataccompaniedPaul‘smissionaryactivity(deBurton1921:99);(2)thatit

refers to the collection that Paul subsequently commenced as evidenced in 1 and 2 Corinthians and 

Romans (Knox 1950: 57); or (3) that it alludes both to the great collection referred to in these letters and 

toPaul‘spreviousefforts,recordedinActs 11:17–30, when he and Barnabas brought aid from Antioch to 

Jerusalem during the famine (Nickle 1966: 59).  

B. The Contribution in Acts  

There are only two references to the contribution in Acts: in 11:27–30, as referred to above, and in 

24:17 where Paul tells Felix that part ofthereasonhehascometoJerusalemistobringtotheJews―gifts

forthepoor.‖ 

C. The Significance of the Contribution  

That Paul considered the collection project to be highly significant is indicated by the fact that he 

continued to push for funds even when faced with lethargic and rebellious responses (2 Corinthians 8 and 

9) and was willing to risk his life to deliver it (Rom 15:31). It is generally taken that the significance the 

contribution for the saints had for Paul was as a symbol of the unity of the Church. The collection was 

meant to represent, primarily to the Jewish Christians in Jerusalem, the unity of both gentile and Jew in 

Christ, and thereby to be a means of reconciling the Jewish and gentile branches of the Church (Knox 

1950: 54). The generosity of the gentile churches was meant to prove the validity of gentile salvation to 

the church at Jerusalem (Nickle 1966: 127).  
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L. ANN JERVIS  

CONVERSION. Theword―conversion‖andtherelatednoun―convert‖andverb―toconvert‖appear
infrequently in English translations of the Bible. When they do, they translate the Heb word šûb (―to

turn‖)andtheGkepistrephein. However, understandings of what conversion involves and what it means 

are conveyed in diverse ways and cannot be confined to the study of particular terms. To explore the 

biblical understandings of conversion involves not only a study of particular words but an examination of 

the varying imagery for conversion.  

TheunclaritythatsurroundstheEnglishword―conversion‖complicatesanydiscussionofconversionin

the Bible. In his classic study of conversion in early Christianity, Arthur Darby Nock defined conversion 

as―thereorientationofthesoulofanindividual, his deliberate turning from indifference or from an 

earlier form of piety to another, a turning which implies a consciousness that a great change is involved, 

thattheoldwaswrongandthenewisright‖(Nock1933:7).Whilethisdefinitionadequatelydescribes 

certain uses of the term, it also implicitly eliminates some changes that are customarily described as 

conversions (e.g., Ruth, whose conversion appears to be a matter of an allegiance to Naomi and her 

customs; the Ethiopian eunuch and Cornelius, neither of whom appears to undergo a radical change of 

consciousness).Iftheterm―conversion‖isappliedmorewidelythanNock‘sdefinitionwouldallow,then

there are numerous biblical texts that warrant consideration as examples of conversion.  

A. Conversion in the Hebrew Bible  

Although the religion of Israel primarily concerned people who were born into Israel, the Bible also 

speaks of those strangers or sojourners (gēr  m) among the people. Restrictions governed their 

participationinIsrael‘sreligious life (Exod 12:43–45), but they could offer sacrifices to God and, on 

condition that males had been circumcised, they could even participate in Passover celebrations (Num 

14:13–15; Exod 12:48–49). The best-knownexampleofasojournerwhotakesIsrael‘sGodforherownis

that of Ruth, who apparently acts out of her relationship to her mother-in-law Naomi.  

InadditiontothismotifofthesojournerwhoconvertstoIsrael‘sworshipistheprominentprophetic

motifofthecallforIsrael‘sreturn(šûb) to God. Two texts that illustrate this motif are Jer 3:1–4:4 and 

Isaiah 55.DespiteIsrael‘sfaithlessness(Jer 3:1–4), she will be allowed to return and will find mercy and 

pardon (Jer 3:12–13; Isa 55:1–9). What is necessary is that the people sincerely repent and return to God 

in truth and justice (Jer 4:1–4),amovethatitselfrequiresGod‘sstrengtheningofIsrael(Jer 3:22) and that 

will in turn lead to a renewed relationship with God. This return is not a conversion in the sense of a 

changeofreligiousaffiliation,butthetransformationcalledforheredoescoincidewithpartofNock‘s

definition.  

B. Conversion in the New Testament  

The Synoptic Gospels portray both John the Baptist and Jesus as preachers of repentance (Gk 

metanoia).WhileMarkcommentsmerelythatJohnpreached―abaptismofrepentancefortheforgiveness

ofsins,‖LukeandMatthewcharacterizeJohn‘spreachingasapolemicagainstthosewhodonotreflect

their repentance through good deeds (Matt 3:7–10; Luke 3:7–9). In common with the prophetic motif of 

repentanceandreturntoGod,John‘spreachingdeclaresGod‘sfinaljudgmentonthosewhodonot

repent.  

WhiletheSynopticGospelsalsopresentJesus‘preaching as a call for repentance (Mark 1:15; Matt 

4:17),itisJesus‘parables that reveal an implicit understanding that repentance involves a converted or 

transformed understanding of God. For example, several of the parables challenge conventional ways of 

understanding God (e.g., Luke 15:11–32; Matt 20:1–16) and thereby encourage the reinterpretation of 

who God is and how God works in the world. The very riddle of the parables presses for new or converted 

ways of thinking and acting in response to God.  

Despite both the vivid accounts in Acts and its well-establishedplaceinChristianimagination,Paul‘s

conversion occupies only a fragment of his letters. Indeed, because Paul says so little about this topic, and 

because he does not speak of changing religions, many students of his letters insist that it is inappropriate 

tospeakofPaulashavingexperienceda―conversion,‖andprefertheterm―call‖inordertocapturethe



motif of the prophetic call that appears in Gal 1:15–16. It has also been suggested that the term 

―transformation‖beusedforPaul‘sparticularconversion,sinceitisnotachangeofreligionsbutaradical

reinterpretation of his understandingofGod‘sactionsinandwillfortheworld.Thisdebateitselfreflects

thepreviouslynotedconfusionabouttheEnglishword―conversion.‖ 

Whatever term is applied to the change Paul experienced, the evidence about it in his letters is slender. 

He indicates that he was a faithful Jew whose zeal surpassed that of his peers (Phil 3:5–6; Gal 1:14). 

Nevertheless, his experience of the risen Jesus (1 Cor 9:1–2; 15:8–10) inaugurated a radical 

transformation (Phil 3:7);containedwithinthattransformationwasPaul‘scallasapostletothegentiles

(Gal 1:15–16; 1 Cor 9:1–2; 15:8–10). While some interpreters still see in Romans 7 an indication that 

Paul was driven to his change by guilt over his inability to keep the law, the predominant view is that 

Romans 7 reflects on some aspect of the human situation and is not an autobiographical reflection. Of the 

dramatic details included in Acts 9, 22, and 26, Paul says nothing, not even that he was traveling to 

Damascus (see, however, Gal 1:17).  

When referring to the conversions of others, Paul often speaks of God as calling (1 Cor 1:2), purchasing 

(1 Cor 6:20), liberating (Rom 6:17–18), or giving grace (Rom 3:21–26) to human beings. This is 

consistent with his conviction that it is God who takes the initiative with the world in a new way in the 

gospel rather than human beings who act to placate or please God. When he does use the language of 

converting or turning to God, it is in very traditional contexts that refer to gentiles taking up the worship 

of the true God, such as in 1 Thess 1:9 (cf. Gal 4:9). More often, he refers to the point at which persons 

acknowledgeGod‘sactioninJesusChristas―faith‖or―belief‖(Rom 13:11), which results in radical 

transformation,atransformationthatisstillGod‘sgift(Rom 12:1–2).  

BecauseLuke‘ssecondvolume,theActsoftheApostles,narratestheformationoftheChurchandits

mission in the gentile world, it is understandable that Acts contains a number of stories of conversion, not 

only the conversion of Saul or Paul (Acts 9, 22, 26) but also the ETHIOPIAN EUNUCH (8:26–40) and 

CORNELIUS (10:1–11:18), as well as large numbers of converts who remain unnamed (e.g., 2:41–42; 

4:4; 9:35, 42). The first story of the conversion of a group of people comes at the event of Pentecost and 

appearstopresentLuke‘sunderstandingofconversion,forPeterconcludeshissermonwiththesewords:

―Repent,andbebaptizedeveryoneofyouinthenameofJesusChristfortheforgivenessofyoursins;

and you shall receive the gift of theHolySpirit‖(2:38). Later stories do not necessarily conform to this 

pattern, however. For example, nothing is said about the Ethiopian eunuch repenting or receiving the Holy 

Spirit (8:26–40).ThestoryofSaul‘sconversionmakesnoreferencetohisrepentance(althoughhis

behavior might be said to reflect such a change). In the Cornelius episode, there is again no reference to 

repentance, and here the gift of the Holy Spirit precedes baptism. This inconsistency indicates that Luke is 

not presenting a systematic interpretation of conversion but is employing the various accounts to weave a 

storyofGod‘sactionsinandthroughtheChurch.Eventhestoriesoftheconversionsof individuals are, 

inLuke‘saccounting,lessaboutthoseindividualsthantheyareaboutGod. 

In addition to the gospel accounts in which John and Jesus call for repentance, the language of 

revelation and transformation in the letters of Paul, and the narratives of Acts, some NT texts use imagery 

of new birth and new life to refer to conversion. This language occurs in both Jewish and pagan literature 

roughly contemporaneous with the NT, so that its use in the gospel of John and in 1 Peter draws on well-

established religious language. The gospel of John includes a story in which Jesus says to Nicodemus: 

―Truly,truly,Isaytoyou,unlessoneisbornanew(gennethe anothen), he cannot see the kingdom of 

God‖(3:3). This statementturnsonawordplay,sincetheGreekwordtranslated―anew‖intheRSValso

means―fromabove.‖WhileNicodemusrespondstotheformermeaningoftheword,whatJesusintends

isclearlythelatter.Asthisbirth―fromabove‖standsinitsJohannine setting, it refers to life that has its 

originintheSpirit,lifeinradicaldiscontinuityfromlifein―thisworld,‖andlifethatinvolvesanew

relationship with Jesus (e.g., John 15:1–7, 18–19; 17:6–10). In 1 Peter the language of new birth (1:3–5, 

14, 23; 2:2)helpstoaffirmthebeliever‘smovementinsidetheboundariesofanewcommunity.Asisthe

case of John as well, new birth in 1 Peter has ethical as well as social and theological implications, since 



those who are in the community are enjoined to be holy in their conduct (1:14–15) and to act out of love 

(1:22–23).  
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BEVERLY ROBERTS GAVENTA  

COOPS, PIGEON. See ZOOLOGY.  

COPPER SCROLL (3Q15). In March 1952 a team of archaeologists discovered in Qumran Cave 3 

a scroll engraved on two copper sheets which had originally formed one whole 2.40 × 0.30 m in size (de 

Vaux 1953: 85–86). In 1955/56 H. W. Baker (1956) at Manchester University in England solved the 

difficult task of opening the brittle and heavily oxidized scroll by sawing it into segments.  

Even before the scroll was opened K. G. Kuhn (1954) examined the visible part of the engraving and 

came to the conclusion that the scroll contained a list of hiding places of the accumulated wealth of the 

Essenes. Upon further examination the scroll was found to list to twelve columns 64 underground hiding 

places in various regions of the land of Israel. The deposits include certain amounts of gold, silver, 

aromatics, scrolls, and also a copy of a more detailed inventory (col. XII, lines 11–13) of the treasures.  

J. M. Allegro (1960), who gained access to the newly opened scroll at Manchester, published a 

transcription and interpretation of it before the official edition was published. His secretive digging 

around Qumran and elsewhere in search of hidden treasures was severely criticized by the official team. J. 

T. Milik (1959), a member of the team, published a translation and commentary of the Copper Scroll and 

maintained that it had no connection with the Qumran Essenes. He declared the scroll a mere compilation 

of legendary treasures concocted by someone around 100 C.E. (cf. Baillet, Milik, and de Vaux 1962: 199–

302). Many scholars were not ready to accept his conclusions. They maintained the reality of the treasures 

but differed as to their origin. Some ascribed them to the Essenes (Dupont-Sommer 1962: 383–89; Pixner 

1983), to the temple of Jerusalem (Kuhn 1956; Rengstrof 1960: 26–28), to the Zealots (Allegro 1964), to 

other Jewish refugees before 70 C.E. (Golb 1980; 1985), to a collection of money for rebuilding the 

destroyed sanctuary (Lehmann 1964), or even to the Bar Kokhba revolt (Laperrousaz 1961; Luria 1963). 

These discussions were summarized by H. Bardtke (1968), Vermes (HJP², 467–69), and M. Wise (1987: 

232).  

Despite the intricate difficulties posed by the interior structure of the Copper Scroll, a decisive argument 

for its dating and origin can be derived from a careful examination of Cave 3Q and its history (Pixner 

1983: 334–35). In its original state the cave contained many jars with a variety of documents, which were 

almost completely destroyed when the outer ceiling collapsed. The few surviving fragments (Baillet, 

Milik, and de Vaux 1962: 94–104) are universally accepted as genuine Qumran documents. The shape of 

the cave and the hiding place of the Copper Scroll in it make it inconceivable that this double scroll could 

have been deposited at a later date while the jars with the other documents were still in place. F. M. Cross 

dated the scroll on paleographical grounds within the broad limits 25–75 C.E. (Baillet, Milik, and de Vaux 

1962: 217–21). Its early Mishnaic Hebrew is not unique among the Qumran documents (Baillet, Milik, 

and de Vaux 1962: 222). The use of a precious material like copper and the prosaic, factual style of the 

Copper Scroll argue against a mere folkloristic composition.  

Dupont-Sommer (1962: 383–84) points out that even the high sum total of the treasures (ca. 4500 

talents) mentioned in the Copper Scroll does not necessarily exclude its reality (contra as J. T. Milik 

1959). Since the Essenes had a community of goods and were preparing for the eschatological war (War 

Scroll) and the rebuilding of the temple (Temple Scroll), the amount of their common wealth is not 

surprising. The various assets of the community could also be considered a substitute or counterbank to 

the temple treasure, which the Essenes shunned (Pixner 1983: 339–40).  



Since the Copper Scroll was meant to be an aide-mémoire for a secretive team of diggers, it apparently 

avoids well-known geographical terms. This fact makes it difficult to pinpoint the described hiding 

places. All scholars believe that some of the hiding places were situated around the monastery of Qumran, 

named Secacah (cf. Josh 15:62) in the Copper Scroll (IV,13–V,14; cf. de Vaux 1973: 93). This is another 

argument for the Qumran relationship of the scroll. Also Jerusalem and its surroundings, e.g., Shiloah 

(X,15–16; cf. John 9:7) and Bethesda (IX,11–14; cf. John 5:2), are generally (except Luria: 1963) 

considered as locations of hidden treasures. While Milik (1959; also in Baillet et al. 1962) and Allegro 

(1964) find that the caches were haphazardly distributed all over Palestine, Pixner (1983) professes to see 

a systematic order in their distribution: nos. 1–17 near the Essene Gate (Jos. JW 5.145) on the SW hill of 

the city, suggesting a special quarter there (Pixner 1983: 342–47; Reisner 1985); nos. 19–34 in and 

around Qumran; nos. 35–47intheYarmukValleyarea(―LandofDamascus‖?; cf. CD VII,15–19); nos. 

48–60 again around the holy city; and nos. 61–64 at diverse locations in the N of the country. The 

solution to the intricate problems of the topography of Copper Scroll could be of utmost interest, because 

it might make us understand the general distribution of Essene centers of settlement. The rather poor 

quality of the original photos has certainly contributed to the divergence of interpretation (Thorion 1985). 

A new set of pictures of Copper Scroll taken with the help of modern techniques could further advance 

the research of this very important document.  
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BARGIL (VIRGIL) PIXNER  

COPTIC LANGUAGE. See LANGUAGES (COPTIC).  

COPTIC VERSIONS. See VERSIONS, ANCIENT (COPTIC).  

COR [Heb kōr (כֹּר); kôr (כור)]. See WEIGHTS AND MEASURES.  

CORBAN [Gk korban (κοπβαν)].Theword―corban‖appearsinMark 7:11 (cf. Matt 15:5),―Asaman

should say to his father or mother, That which you should have had from me is corban, that is, a gift [to 

God]…‖Matt 15:5 has the same basic text, but without the transliterated Semitic word cōrbān. The 

equivalence cōrbān=Gk doron [tou theou],―gift[toGod],‖isalsoattestedbyJosephus,Ant 4.73, where 

he links it with (a) vows and procedures for gaining release from them, and (b) oaths (cf. also AgAp 

1.167). This use is now attested in an Aramaic ossuary inscription from Jebel Hellet et-Turi (Fitzmyer 



1971),whichruns―everythingwhichamanmayfindtohisprofit in this ossuary [is] an offering (qrbn) to 

Godfromtheonewithinit.‖IfitisgiventoGod,thenitisbannedtomen,justasappearsinMark 7:11. 

The terms qrbn and qwnm occur in these senses in the Mishnah and Talmud. Thus, in m. Ned. 1:4 we 

read,―Ifamansaid,MaywhatIeatofthinebetheKorban,or‗asaKorban‘or‗aKorban,‘itisforbidden

tohim.‖Itthusappearsin(a)prohibitionsofuse,and(b)dedicationformulas of the 1st century A.D. 

Further confirmation comes from the finding of a stone jar from the 1st century inscribed with the word 

qrbn, and recalling m. Ma˓aś. Š. 3:10,―IfamanfoundavesselandonitwaswrittenKorban…‖

(Fitzmyer 1971: 96). In Mark 7:11 the word may thus represent either Hebrew or Aramaic. Matt 27:6 

presents the related form, korbanas, probably reflecting the Aramaic emphatic state (qwrbn), meaning 

―treasury‖andthusequivalenttotheGkgazophylakion. The very same use of the term occurs also in 

Josephus, JW 2.175, but so far it does not seem to have been attested in 1st-century Aramaic sources.  
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CORINTH (PLACE) [Gk Korinthos (Κοπινθορ)]. CORINTHIAN. A city on the Peloponnesian coast 

of Greece (35° 56´N; 22° 56´W) where Paul met Aquila and Priscilla and where he spent eighteen months 

preaching and teaching (Acts 18:1–18). He later wrote at least two letters to the congregation at Corinth (1 

Cor and 2 Cor; but cf. 1 Cor 5:9, 11).  

A. Geographic Setting  

The 4-km
2
 site occupies two broad natural terraces that step up from the coastal plain to the height of 

Acrocorinth (575 m). This is limited on the E and W by two of the gullies that drain Acrocorinth. The 10-

km wall follows the optimum defense line along the edges and is anchored by Acrocorinth. The built-up 

area never expanded as far as the walls; in times of danger the extra space could shelter the people and 

flocks of the agricultural area that fed Corinth. Long walls 2.5 km long and 1.2 km apart linked the city to 

the port of Lechaeum. See Fig. COR.01. Its artificial double harbor covered 460,000 m
2
 and was bordered 

by 7 km of quays; only a tiny portion of the harbor area has been excavated(Roux1958:103).Corinth‘s

second port, CENCHREAE, lay some 9 km to the E on the Saronic Gulf. The artificial harbor enclosed 

only 30,000 m
2
. A large building dominated the N breakwater, and four blocks of warehouses were 

aligned along the inner part of the S mole (Scranton, Shaw, and Ibrahim 1978: 14, 41).  

Control of these two harbors, and its position virtually astride the 6-km-wide isthmus linking the 

Peloponnese to mainland Greece, made Corinth the great crossroads of the ancient world (Strabo 8.6.20). 

Set on the edge of a plain whose richness was proverbial, with a tradition of high productivity, and so 

situated as to be able to levy a percentage on both E–W and N–S trade, the coffers of Corinth were always 

full. From the time of Homer (Il. 2.570)theadjectiveassociatedwithCorinthwasalways―wealthy‖ (Dio 

Chrysostom, Or. 37.36). Today the name Korinthos belongs to a small city on the Peloponnesian coast of 

the Gulf of Corinth 2.4 km W of the Corinth Canal. Its origins go back only to 1858 when the old city was 

destroyedbyanearthquake.The―lightof allGreece‖(Cicero,Leg. Man. 5) is now represented by the 

poor village of Archaia (or Palaia) Korinthos, located 5.6 km SW of the modern city.  

B. History of Excavations  

The first excavations at Corinth were conducted by the German Archaeological Institute (Dörpfeld 

1886). In 1896 the American School of Classical Studies at Athens assumed responsibility for the site and 

has conducted excavations there ever since. Preliminary studies appear in American Journal of 

Archaeology and Hesperia, and final reports in the series of volumes entitled Corinth (1930– ). Remains 

of all periods from the Early Neolithic have been brought to light. Elsewhere in the Corinthia, major 

excavations have been carried out at Isthmia (1952–60 and again from 1967 to 1978), and at Cenchreae 

(1963–68). Final reports on Isthmia have been published by Gebhard (1973) and by Broneer (1971; 

1973), and on Cenchreae by Scranton, Shaw, and Ibrahim (1978).  

C. History of Corinth  

The history of Corinth is long and complex, but the fundamental distinction is between the Greek city, 

which came to an end in 146 B.C., and the Roman colony founded by Julius Caesar in 44 B.C.  



The origins of the city in the 5th millennium and its subsequent development to the 4th century B.C. 

have been documented by J. B. Salmon (1984). For long centuries Corinth enjoyed unusual social and 

political stability, partly because of excellent management by the ruling class, who anticipated rather than 

opposed change, and partly because of an exceptionally diversified and productive economy. In addition 

to the celebrated Corinthian bronze (Murphy-O‘Connor1983b),thecitywasrenownedforitsceramics,

textiles, shipbuilding, and architecture. In order to develop E–W trade a canal joining the Corinthian and 

Saronic gulfs was mooted as early as the 6th century B.C. (Diog. Laert. 1.99). When the project came to 

nothing, Periander (ca. 625–585 B.C.) built a paved road (the diolkos) across the isthmus, which permitted 

light ships to be hauled from one sea to the other on a platform running in grooves cut in the pavement. 

Excavations have revealed a dock and 460 m of the road on the W side of the isthmus. The width varies 

from 3.4 to 6 m, and the grooves are 1.5 m apart (Wiseman 1978: 45–46). Repaired many times, it 

remained in use at least until the 9th century A.D., and would also have served for the movement of goods. 

These facilities permitted merchants to avoid the voyage around Cape Maleae, which was so dangerous as 

tobeproverbial:―WhenyoudoubleMaleaeforgetyourhome!‖(Strabo8.6.20). 

Such success inevitably provoked the envy of those less fortunate in their location and less industrious 

in their habits, and so in the 5th–4th centuries B.C., Athenian writers made Corinth the symbol of 

commercialized love. Aristophanes coined the verb korinthiazesthai, ―tofornicate‖(Fr. 354). Philetaerus 

and Poliochus wrote plays entitled Korinthiastēs, ―TheWhoremonger‖(Athenaeus313c,559a).Plato

used korinthia korē, ―aCorinthiangirl,‖tomeanaprostitute(Rest. 404d). These neologisms, however, 

left no permament mark on the language, because in reality Corinth was neither better nor worse than its 

contemporaries.Itwasnotdedicatedtothegoddessoflove,Aphrodite(Saffrey1985),andStrabo‘sstory

of 1000 sacred prostitutes (8.6.20) has been shown to be pure fabrication (Conzelmann 1967).  

The events leading to the destruction of Corinth in 146 B.C. have been summarized by Wiseman (1979: 

450–62). Even though Rome had granted freedom to the cities of Greece after the Second Macedonian 

War (200–196 B.C.) and permitted them to unite in various leagues, it came to see the latter as a threat. In 

defiance of a Roman attempt to break up the Achaian League, of which Corinth was a prominent member, 

the league asserted its independence by going to war to discipline Sparta in 146 B.C. When Metellus 

reached the isthmus from the N after defeating three Achaian armies, he was joined by the fleet of the 

consul Lucius Mummius, who assumed command. Corinth, the bastion of Achaia, had only a ragtag army 

of 14,000 infantry and 600 cavalry recruited from untrained slaves and citizens to face a Roman force of 

23,000 infantry and 3500 cavalry plus auxiliaries. The result of the battle on the plain was a foregone 

conclusion.  

The looting of the city is recorded by an eyewitness, Polybius (preserved only in Strabo 8.6.23), but the 

inference from excavations that the city was neither totally destroyed nor completely depopulated 

(Wiseman 1979: 494–95) is confirmed by Cicero, who visited Corinth between 79 and 77 B.C. (Tusc. 

3.53; cf. Feger 1952). Corinth was too natural a market center ever to be abandoned completely, and those 

citizens who escaped the net cast by Mummius would surely have returned (Dio Cass. 21).  

The establishment of the Roman colony is attributed to Julius Caesar by a number of classical authors 

(all the Greek and Latin references to the colony are conveniently assembled in Murphy-O‘Connor1983a:

1–128), but only Appian gives a precise date, namely 102 years after the sack of Carthage (Hist. 8.136), 

i.e., 44 B.C. Inscriptions show that the new name of the city was Colonia Laus Julia Corinthiensis (Kent 

1966:60,70).Sincetheregionhadbeenpeacefulforoveracenturyandnodangerthreatened,Caesar‘s

concerns can hardly have been military or political. The economic potential of Corinth was well known in 

Rome (Cicero, Leg. Agr. 1.5; 2.51, 87; cf. E. Salmon 1969: 135), and that this was his motive appears to 

be demonstrated by the fact that the construction of a canal across the isthmus was part of the project 

(Suetonius, Iul. 44).  

Strabo‘sassertionthatthenewsettlerswereforthemostpartfreedslaves(8.136)harmonizeswith

Appian‘sviewthattheywereaporoi (Hist. 8.136), provided that this adjective is understood to apply to 

those who felt themselves locked into a certain socioeconomic level through lack of opportunity. Thus 

they were not Romans but had been brought originally from Greece, Syria, Judea, and Egypt (Gordon 



1924: 94–95). In a new colony they had everything to gain. Distance would have made their ties to former 

masters meaningless, and their children would be free. As a group they had the technical, financial, and 

administrative skills to make the project work. Their enterprise and industry are attested by the fact that, 

though they had to begin by robbing graves, they quickly found a lucrative market in Rome for the bronze 

vessels and terra-cotta reliefs that they discovered (Strabo 8.6.23). The great demand for the former 

prompted some of the wilier colonists to recommence the production of bronze (Stillwell, Scranton, and 

Freeman 1941: 273), and other traditional industries were soon reestablished.  

Once the colony was securely based, it attracted entrepreneurs from Greece and the major trading 

countries of the E Mediterranean. Such infusions of new capital in a prime commercial situation 

inevitably generated more wealth, and within 50 years of its foundation many citizens of Corinth were 

men of very considerable means. The clearest evidence of this is an inscription commemorating L. 

Castricius Regulus, who assumed the presidency of the first restored Isthmian Games sometime between 

7 B.C. and A.D. 3. He refurbished the facilities, which had not been used for a century, and offered a 

banquet to all the inhabitants of the colony (Kent 1966: 70). Commercial development demanded banking 

facilities, and by the mid-1st century A.D. Corinth was an important financial center (Plutarch, Mor. 

831A).  

Urbanexpansionisalsoasignificantindicatorofthecity‘sincreasing prosperity (Wiseman 1979: 509–

30). The early colonists displaced the center of the old city to the S of the archaic temple, where a 

racetrack had preserved a large open space. It became the forum (Robinson 1965: 23). A number of 

ancient elements, e.g., the South Stoa, the Well of Glauce, the Peirene Fountain, were incorporated, but 

new structures quickly appeared. Ten monumental edifices were erected before the end of the reign of 

Augustus (31 B.C.–A.D. 14). A further six are ascribed to the long reign of his successor, Tiberius (A.D. 

14–37). Thus, the city center at the time of Paul can be reconstructed with a very high degree of accuracy 

(Murphy-O‘Connor1984).SeeFig.COR.02.Theruinedwallswerestillvisiblebutservedonlyasa

quarry of cut stone. In an era of great political stability their repair was seen as a completely unprofitable 

investment.  

The Corinth that Paul knew was severely damaged by an earthquake in A.D. 77 (West 1931: 18–19). In 

gratitude for imperial aid in rebuilding, the city was renamed Colonia Julia Flavia Augusta Corinthiensis 

(Kent 1966: 42), but the original name returned in the early 2d century A.D. (Edwards 1933: 28–29). The 

tax-free status accorded the city by Hadrian (Wiseman 1979: 507) stimulated a building boom in the mid-

2d century A.D. This was the city depicted (about A.D. 174) by Pausanias in his Description of Greece 

(2.1.1–5.5).  

The most attractive residential and recreational area in Corinth was the suburb of Craneum on the lower 

slopes of Acrocorinth (Plutarch, Mor. 601B). According to legend, it was there that Diogenes the Cynic 

(ca. 400–325 B.C.) lived in his barrel (Dio Chrysostom, Or. 8.5) and asked Alexander the Great to move a 

little to one side because he was blocking the rays of the sun (Plutarch, Vit. Alex. 14). In terms of 

recreational facilities, its only competitor was the Asclepieion and Lerna complex just inside the N wall 

(Roebuck 1951; Lang 1977). The latter offered a fine swimming pool, while the dining rooms of the latter 

could have been the setting for 1 Cor 8:10 (Murphy-O‘Connor1983a:161–67).  

When Achaia was set up as a senatorial province in 27 B.C., Corinth presumably was the capital, but this 

is not confirmed by any direct evidence (Wiseman 1979: 501). In A.D. 15 Tiberius attached Achaia and 

Macedonia to the imperial province of Moesia (Tacitus, Ann. 1.76, 80), but Achaia was restored to the 

Senate by Claudius in A.D. 44 (Suetonius, Claud. 25). Thus, Rome was represented by a proconsul, who 

served for one year from June 1 to May 30 (Dio Cass. 57.14.5). The most celebrated proconsul is Lucius 

Iunius Gallio (June 51–May 52), not because of his personal character or achievements but because he is 

mentioned in Acts 18:12 and so provides the key date in Pauline chronology (Murphy-O‘Connor1983a:

141–52). Since he did not complete his term of office (Seneca, Ep. 104.1), Paul must have met him in 

Corinth in the summer of A.D. 51.  

The municipal government was a miniature of that of republican Rome (Kent 1966: 23). Citizen voters, 

divided into twelve tribes (Wiseman 1979: 497), elected four annual magistrates, who on retirement 



became eligible for membership of the city council. These offices were open to freedmen (Duff 1928: 66). 

The senior magistrates were duoviri iure dicundo, and to date the names of 58 are known (Kent 1966: 24–

26, but the dates there given are subject to revision; Wiseman 1979: 498, n. 224). In addition to juridical 

duties, they were the chief executive officers of the city. Those elected every fifth year were known as 

duoviri quinquennales and had the additional responsibilities of taking the census and naming new 

members of the city council.  

The duoviri were assisted by two aediles (11 are listed in Kent 1966: 27). They functioned as city 

business managers and so presumably were responsible for commercial and financial litigation. An 

inscription in the paving of the square E of the theater, dated to the mid-1st century A.D., mentions an 

aedile named Erastus. The rarity of the name generally and its absence elsewhere at Corinth (Kent 1966: 

99) strengthens the identification of this individual with the Erastus mentioned by Paul as the oikonomos 

of Corinth (Rom 16:23). Oikonomos, ―steward,‖however,isnotastandardrenderingofaedile, and 

Erastus may have occupied a lower office when Paul wrote (Theissen 1982: 79–83). If so, his conversion 

toChristianitydidnotblockErastus‘advancement.Intimesoffoodshortagesacurator annonae was 

appointed to ensure supplies at his own expense (Wiseman 1979: 499).  

The greatest honor that Corinth could bestow was the presidency of the Isthmian Games, which were 

celebrated every two years in the spring at the sanctuary of Poseidon at Isthmia. Responsibility for this, 

the second greatest of the panhellenic festivals, had passed to Sicyon in 146 B.C., but the new colony must 

have pressed the traditional right of Corinth from the beginning, since great economic benefits flowed 

from the presence of huge crowds (Strabo 8.6.20). It would have succeeded in this claim, however, only 

when some of the settlers had become sufficiently wealthy to accept the financially onerous office of 

agonothetes. Paul could have attended the games of A.D. 51 (Kent 1966: 31); it can hardly be coincidental 

that his first use of athletic imagery appears in a letter to Corinth (1 Cor 9:24–27). The fact that winners at 

Isthmia were crowned with withered celery (Broneer 1962a) may have stimulated Paul to think of 

salvation as an imperishable crown (Broneer 1962b).  

In addition to furnishing information on the officials and benefactors of the city, inscriptions also 

document a shift in the official language. Those published by Kent reveal that, of the 104 inscriptions 

dated prior to the reign of Hadrian (A.D. 117–38), 101 are in Latin and only 3 in Greek, while thereafter 

there are 39 in Greek and 17 in Latin. There may have been exclusive use of Latin in the early days of the 

colony, but Greek was the language of trade and commerce, and as the population expanded it would have 

become the most commonly spoken tongue. Its promotion to an official position, however, was delayed 

until the 2d century A.D.  

The religious and ethnic diversity of the population of Corinth is graphically attested by excavated 

remains. The imperial cult is attested by a temple just off the forum (Stillwell, Scranton, and Freeman 

1941: 168–79), but also by additions to the Isthmian Games. A series of competitions known as the 

Caesarea and run on a quadrennial basis was added under Augustus, and the imperial contests appear 

under Tiberius (Kent 1966: 28). Numerous shrines dedicated to Apollo, Athena, Aphrodite, Asclepios, 

Demeter and Kore, Palaimon, and Sisypus witness to the continuity of Greek cults (detailed references in 

2 Corinthians 32A, 15–18). Egyptian influence is documented by the worship of Isis and Sarapis (Smith 

1977). The physical evidence for a Jewish community is late (possibly 4th–5th century A.D.) and meager, 

only a marble impost inscribed with three menorahs separated by lulab and etrog (Scranton 1957: 26, 116) 

and a cornice stone reused as a lintel and bearing the lettering [syna]gōgē hebr[aiōn] (West 1931: 78–79).  

The complete absence of Jewish remains from the early Christian centuries is rather surprising, since 

Philo‘sspecificationofCorinth(andArgos),incounterdistinctiontogeographicalregionsintherestof

his description of the Diaspora, would seem to imply a particularly large and vital Jewish community at 

Corinth (Leg. 281). Jews may have fled to Sicyon in 146 B.C. (1 Macc 15:23). If so, they would have 

returned to join their coreligionists among the settlers of the new colony (2 Corinthians 32A, 20). 

Whether Corinth benefited by the expulsion of Jews from Rome by Tiberius in A.D. 19 (Smallwood 1981: 

201–10)mustremainanopenquestion,andLuke‘shint(Acts 18:2) that Jews came to Corinth as a result 

of the so-called Edict of Claudius in A.D. 41 should be treated with extreme skepticism (Murphy-



O‘Connor1983a:130–40). The community would have increased significantly after A.D. 67 when, 

according to Josephus, Vespasian sent 6000 Jewish prisoners to work on the canal begun by Nero (JW 

3.540). Most of them would have become freedmen eventually, because work on the canal did not last 

long, even though a tremendous amount of work was accomplished (Wiseman 1978: 48–50). Other Jews 

came from Palestine during and after the revolt of A.D. 132–35 (Justin, Dial. 1). On the basis of what is 

known about conditions elsewhere in the Diaspora, the Jewish community at Corinth would have been 

recognized as a politeuma, a corporation of aliens with permanent right of domicile and empowered to 

manage its internal affairs through its own officials (Smallwood 1981: 225). Jews, therefore, enjoyed a 

civic existence but were not citizens in the full sense, though individuals might achieve this status.  

Modern writers adopt a view of the moral character of the colony that derives more from Athenian 

slanders of the 4th century B.C. (see above) and from Athenian envy of the 2d century A.D. (Alciphr. 15 

and 24 [3.51, 60]) than from convincing contemporary data. If we exclude the evidence for gladiatorial 

shows (Apuleius, Met. 10.18), which Dio Chrysostom mentions only to indicate that the situation at 

Athens was worse (Or. 31.121), and the mildly erotic tale of a young man in the toils of a vampire 

(Philostratus, V.A. 4.25),allthatremainsisApuleius‘salacioustaleofawomancopulatingwithadonkey

(Met. 10.19–23), an act that others considered suitable for the theater (10.34–35). The fact that this 

episode is set in Corinth (it does not appear in the original Greek novel) owes less to reality than to 

Apuleius‘sojourninAthens,whereheearnedthetitleofthe―Platonicphilosopher‖(Millar1981).It

speaksmoreofwhathelearnedtherethanofactualconditionsatCorinth.Theproverb―Notfor everyone 

isthevoyagetoCorinth‖isusedbyStraboinasexualsense(8.6.20)but,asHoracemakesclear(Epist. 

1.17.36),theoriginalmeaningreferrednottothedangeroflosingone‘svirginitybuttothedangerof

losingone‘sshirtintheintensecutthroat competition of a boom town.  

In choosing as one of his main missionary centers a city in which only the tough were reputed to 

survive, Paul demonstrated a confidence oddly at variance with his protestations of weakness. Corinth, 

however, offered advantages that outweighed its dangers. In addition to excellent communications, the 

extraordinary number of visitors (Dio Chrysostom, Or. 37.8; Aelius Aristides, Or. 46.24) created the 

possibility of converts who would carry the gospel back to their homelands. In contrast to the closed 

complacency of Athens (Geagan 1979: 378–89), Corinth was open and questioning, eager for new ideas 

butneitherdocilenorpassive,asPaul‘srelationshipwiththeChristiancommunitythereamply

documents.  
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J. MURPHY-O‘CONNOR  

CORINTHIANS, FIRST EPISTLE TO THE. A letter of the apostle Paul to the church at 

Corinth, found as the seventh book of the NT canon.  

———  
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C. Occasion of the Letter  

D. Corinthian Parties and Opposition to Paul  

E. Literary Analysis  

F. Theological Significance  

———  

A. Introduction  

The letter known to us as 1 Corinthians consists of the longest fully extant letter from the 

correspondence between Paul and the church at Corinth founded by him. The entire correspondence, 

however, it not extant. A previous letter mentioned in 1 Cor 5:9 has not survived, and from letters 

subsequent to 1 Corinthians there are one complete and several fragmentary letters now included in 2 

Corinthians (whether 2 Cor 6:14–7:1 originally had anything to do with Corinth is not clear). This 

situation of having substantial parts of an ongoing correspondence is unique as compared with the other 

letters of the apostle because in all other instances we possess only one letter (Galatians, 1 Thessalonians, 

Philemon) or some fragments combined in a letter (Philippians, Romans). Methodologically, this requires 

that all parts of 1 and 2 Corinthians be interpreted not only on their own terms but also within the context 

of the correspondence as a whole, as far as it is extant. This correspondence consists not only of 

successive exchanges of letters but also of personal visits, all of it reflecting an important period in the 

earliest history of the church in Corinth, a period which was decisive for the history of the early Christian 

mission.  

1 Corinthians is characteristically different from the letters included in 2 Corinthians in a number of 

respects. Being not only the longest of the extant letters sent to Corinth, 1 Corinthians also has its own 

literary genre and function. The arguments made in this letter have no parallel in 2 Corinthians, although 

there are many connections between the letters. Issues and events discussed in the later letters (2 

Corinthians) can be properly understood only by comparison with the previous letter of 1 Corinthians. To 

some degree the reverse is also true: 1 Corinthians becomes clearer when one sees from 2 Corinthians 

what happened to the issues and events later.  

1 Corinthians is rich in historical information. The letter reports on the earliest history of the Corinthian 

church and contains some important cluestoPaul‘sownbiographyandcareerasanapostle.Itprovides

justenoughdataconcerningPaul‘sopponentstogenerateaplethoraofhypothesesastothecharacterand

theological views of these opponents. On the whole, 1 Corinthians contains the apostle‘sresponsetothe



first phase of the Corinthian crisis which threatened the very existence of that church. Scholarship, 

especially in the 20th century, has clarified many problems posed by 1 Corinthians, but major challenges 

still need to be tackled. These pertain to the literary and rhetorical aspects in particular: the problems of 

literary genre, function, and composition are still being discussed. Also, a consistent interpretation of the 

letter within the correspondence as a whole is still needed. Considerable progress has been made 

regarding social history (Hock 1980; Theissen 1982; Malherbe 1983; Meeks 1983); history of religions 

(Klauck 1982; Willis 1985); and rhetoric (Bünker 1984; Betz 1986; Welborn 1987; Mitchell 1989).  

1 Corinthians is comparatively well attested in antiquity (Moffatt 1918: 114–16). 1 Clement knows it 

and quotes from it (37:5; 47:1–3; 49:5), as do Ignatius of Antioch (Eph 16:1; 18:1; Rom 5:1; 9:2; Phld 

3:3; see Schoedel Ignatius of Antioch Hermeneia, 9–10) and Marcion (Harnack 1924: 47–48, *79–*96). 

In the Muratorian Canon the two Corinthian letters head the list of the Pauline epistles. Early papyri have 

preserved 1 Corinthians in its entirety (esp. P 46, ca. A.D. 200) or in fragments (Conzelmann 1 

Corinthians Hermeneia, 1–2; Aland 1987: 83–102).  

B. Date and Place of Writing  

The place of composition of 1 Corinthians is clearly Ephesus, as Paul states in 16:8. The same verse 

indicates that the letter was composed in or near springtime, as Paul is awaiting Pentecost at Ephesus, yet 

plans to journey to Corinth and perhaps to winter there (16:6). Beyond the time of year, 1 Corinthians 

gives us no further specific information about its date of composition.  

If we allow evidence from the Acts of the Apostles into the discussion of Pauline chronology, we have 

twootherdatemarkers,notforthecompositionof1Corinthiansperse,butforPaul‘svisit(s)tothecity

of Corinth (Murphy-O‘Connor1983:129–52; Lüdemann 1987: 202–12). However, neither of these two 

date markers is unambiguous.  

In Acts 18:1–2 we are told that Paul, upon reaching Corinth, met Aquila and Priscilla, who had just 

come from Italy because the Roman emperor Claudius (41–54 C.E.) had expelled all the Jews from Rome. 

The Roman historian Suetonius (Claud. 25.4) corroborates the existence of such an event (and adds that 

theseweredisturbancesattheinstigationofa―Chrestus‖)but gives no date. Parallel accounts supplied by 

Dio Cassius (Hist. 60.6.6)andAugustine‘spupilOrosius(Hist. contra Pag. 7.6.15–16) provide 

conflicting testimony in regard to the date and description of such an occurrence involving Claudius and 

Jews at Rome.TraditionallyscholarshavesupportedOrosius‘testimony,whichdatestheEdictof

Claudius in 49 C.E., thus roughly compatible with the term of office of Gallio (Conzelmann Hermeneia, 

13; Jewett 1979: 38). Challenges to this position have recently been made by Luedemann (1984: 170) and 

Murphy-O‘Connor(1983:136),whoprefer41C.E. (with Dio Cassius) for the Edict of Claudius.  

In Acts 18:12–17, Paul is said to have made an appearance before the Roman proconsul of Achaia, 

Gallio, whose name is contained in a fragmentary inscription found at Delphi which is dated to the 26th 

acclamationofClaudiusasemperor.TheGallioinscriptionpermitsustodateGallio‘sterminofficefrom

either 51/52 or 52/53 (Conzelmann, 13). Scholars differ in regard to whether the account in Acts 18 is 

simply historically unreliable (Murphy-O‘Connor1983:140)orwhetherLukehasfusedeventsfrom

more than one Pauline visit to Corinth. G. Luedemann (1984: 162–73) champions the latter position, 

datingPaul‘sinitialvisittoCorinthin41C.E. (coincidingwiththeEdictofClaudius)andplacesPaul‘s

presentation before Gallio in 51/52 C.E. duringPaul‘sthirdvisittoCorinth.Generally,however, scholars 

have tended (with Luke) to fuse the two events and date the founding visit to Corinth (which was at least 

one year and a half in duration according to Acts 18:11) ca. 51 C.E. Proceeding from this date, and 

allowing enough time for Paul to return to Ephesus from the missionary tour of Acts 18:22–23 results in a 

date for the composition of 1 Corinthians in the range of 53–55 C.E. (53/54 Barrett 1 Corinthians HNTC, 

5; 54 Bornkamm 1969: 70; 55 Conzelmann, 4, n. 31; 55/56 Jewett 1979: 104).  

C. Occasion of the Letter  

In 1 Cor 3:6 Paulstatesthathe―planted‖thechurchatCorinth,claiminghimselfasitsfounder,while

Apollos, hesays,―watered‖it.ThisaccordswiththetraditionsaboutthechurchatCorinthpreservedin

Acts 18 and 19. According to Acts 18:1–11, Paul arrived in Corinth and, after meeting Aquila and 

Priscilla, first took his message into the synagogue and persuaded both Jews and Greeks to the gospel. 



Many Corinthians believed and were baptized (cf. Acts 18:8, 10). Paul encountered Jewish opposition 

(18:6, 12–17), and we are told that he stayed with Titius Justus, a God-fearer whose house was next door 

to the synagogue (18:7). Jewish opposition was not unanimous, as two synagogue leaders, Crispus (Acts 

18:8; 1 Cor 1:14) and Sosthenes (Acts 18:17; 1 Cor 1:1), became Christians, but it was serious, as Paul 

was led before the Roman proconsul Gallio (18:12–17).  

After remaining in Corinth for more than a year and a half (18:11, 18), Paul set out for Syria and other 

parts E with Aquila and Priscilla (18:18–22), who stayed at Ephesus when Paul moved on. While Paul 

was on an extended missionary tour (18:18–23), Apollos, an Alexandrian of rhetorical skill, met Aquila 

and Priscilla in Ephesus (18:24–26). After they had correctly instructed him in the Christian faith, 

Apollos, armed with a letter of introduction, journeyed to Achaia and its capital, Corinth (18:27; 19:1). 

Acts 19:1 explicitly states that Paul and Apollos were not in Corinth at the same time. 1 Corinthians itself 

demonstratesthatitpostdatesApollos‘appearanceatCorinth(1:12; 3:4–6; 4:6; 16:12). Acts 19 recounts 

a long sojourn by Paul in Ephesus (19:8, 19). This is usually taken to be the time when Paul wrote 1 

Corinthians (Barrett, HNTC, 5; Hurd 1983: 14).  

1 Cor 5:9 indicates that Paul had written a letter to the Corinthians prior to the letter we know as 1 

Corinthians. Most probably this letter is lost (although some scholars identify it with the letter fragment in 

2 Cor 6:14–7:1).  

Much communication between Paul and the church at Corinth preceded the composition of 1 

Corinthians and in fact instigated it. Sosthenes (usually identified with the leader of the synagogue who 

was persecuted among the Christians in Acts 18:17) is with Paul and is the co-sender of the letter (1:1). 

―Chloe‘speople‖havecomeandreportedtoPaulaboutthedivisionsamongthecommunity(1:11). A 

letter has been sent to Paul (7:1) and Paul has also received another delegation of Corinthians including 

Stephanas, Fortunatus, and Achaicus (16:17). Apollos has left Corinth and is apparently also at Ephesus 

(16:12). It is impossible to tell which if any of these communiqués belong together (i.e., if one of the 

delegationsbroughttheletter,ifChloe‘speople are identical with the group named in 16:17, etc.).  

Within1Corinthians,PaulexplicitlyrespondstothereportbyChloe‘speoplethatthecommunitywas

divided (1:11; cf. 11:18) and to a letter from some members of the church (7:1).ThenewsfromChloe‘s

people(probablyconfirmedbytheothercommuniqués)isthatinPaul‘sabsencethechurchcommunity 

has been divided into various groups. The slogans Paul cites in 1:12 show that Corinthian factions claim 

allegiance to Paul, Apollos, and Cephas, and perhaps Christ. Specific issues are at the heart of this 

divisive scene: sexual morality, civil litigation, marriage, idol meat consumption, hairstyles, proper 

behaviorincommunityworship(theLord‘sSupper,manifestationsofthespirit),andresurrection.Thisis

the situation to which Paul responds in 1 Corinthians.  

D. Corinthian Parties and Opposition to Paul  

ThequestionofPaul‘sopponentsinCorinthhasbeenunderdiscussioneversinceFerdinandChristian

Baur (1845: 259–332; for the history of research, see Räbiger 1847; Hurd 1983: 96–107; Lüdemann 1983: 

103–25). The discussion has led to famous theories not only about Corinth but also about developments in 

early Christianity generally (the so-called Tübingen School). Concerning the opponents in Corinth, 

however,thereisnoreliableevidenceapartfromPaul‘s polemical and apologetic arguments. This 

situation raises the methodological problem of how to reconstruct historical facts from strongly biased 

reports (Berger 1980; Welborn 1987). Basically, these questions must be distinguished: (1) What was the 

origin and nature of the opposition to Paul? (2) How as the anti-Pauline opposition related to the factions 

in the church at Corinth? (3) Do 1 and 2 Corinthians presuppose the same opposition, or has the 

opposition changed after 1 Corinthians?  

(1) 1 Corinthians shows that the opposition to Paul originated because of his own claim to be of the 

same rank as the Jerusalem apostles (1 Cor 9:1–2; 15:3–11).Paul‘sroleasamissionaryapostlemustnot

have raised objections, but his claim to higher authority and even independence must have provoked 

criticism even prior to the writing of 1 Corinthians. See APOSTLE.Theapostle‘sdefensiveremarksin

9:1–2 and 15:8–9 presupposesuchcriticism,ifnotinCorinth,thenelsewhere.Paul‘sself-commendation 

as the model to imitate (4:16; 11:1) may have intensified the opposition to him. Since there is no reason to 



doubt that Paul founded the Corinthian church (1:14–17; and many passages in 1/2 Corinthians, Romans, 

and Acts), this in itself must have looked illegitimate to his opponents. We would know more if more 

information were available about what actually happened at the founding of the church. It appears that the 

opposition was in some way related to rivalry between different house churches. In Corinth there seem to 

have been several house churches (16:15; cf. 11:22) and a full assembly, called ekklēsia (1:2; 11:17–34; 

14:23, 26).  

(2) Since Paul was close to the houses of Stephanas (1:16; 16:15–17) and Gaius (1:14; Rom 16:23), 

perhaps the opposition arose in other house churches unfriendly to Paul (see Klauck 1981). Such rivalries 

may stem from their different histories and resulting outlooks. Was the church a union of several house 

churches? Such a possibility is even suggested by the report in Acts 18:1–17. If this can be assumed, 

Paul‘sgoalforthechurchmayhavebeentosolidifyunionamongdivergenthousechurches,ratherthan

to prevent an already healthy union from breakingupintofactions.Paul‘sexhortationthatthewhole

church should submit to the leadership of Stephanas (16:16) seems to show that no generally accepted 

leadership existed at that time.  

The four factions named by Paul (1:12; 3:4, 22–23), however, do not seem to have existed at the 

beginning but emerged later. Because of this development the original founders (1:14, 16; 16:15–17; Acts 

18:7–8) were reduced to the Paul party and found themselves competing with other parties named after 

Apollos, Cephas, and Christ. Little is known about the party of Apollos (1:12; 3:4–6, 22; 4:6; 16:12; Acts 

18:24; 19:1); there is no evidence that this party was opposed to Paul (differently, Sellin 1982; cf. Hurd 

1983: 97–99). Most likely the Cephas party was the center of the anti-Pauline opposition (1:12; 3:22; cf. 

9:5; 15:5). Since Paul tries to dissociate Apollos, Cephas Peter, and even himself from the parties acting 

in their names, it is difficult to say how much they were involved in the disputes. Although Paul certainly 

was involved,Apollosdoesnotseemtohavebeen(cf.Paul‘scommendationin16:12), while it is not 

certain whether Cephas ever went to Corinth (Barrett, HNTC 1–12; Hurd 1983: 99–101; Vielhauer 1975: 

341–52). No doubt a difficult relationship existed between Paul and Cephas after the conflict at Antioch 

(Gal 2:11–14). The anti-Pauline opposition in Galatia seems to have been connected with similar 

opposition in Corinth, Philippi, and Rome. Greatest is the uncertainty with regard to the Christ party 

mentioned in 1 Cor 1:12 but not in 3:4 and 3:22.InPaul‘sownview,theChristpartywouldbetheoneto

which all Christians belong (1:13; 3:23; also 1:2; 2 Cor 10:7). This party would be identical with the 

―BodyofChrist,‖ofwhichallChristiansare―members‖(1:4–9, 30; 6:15; 10:16–17; 11:3, 27, 29; 12:12–

27). Therefore, did a Christ party exist in Corinth in distinction from the church and in competition with 

theotherparties?OrwastheChristpartyPaul‘sinvention,intendedtoshowtheabsurdityoftheother

parties?Orwastheslogan―butIamChrist‘s‖(1:12) a gloss later inserted by a scribe who had well 

understoodPaul‘spoint?EvenifPaulinventedtheChristpartyitcouldalsohavebeeninventedby

somebody else for the same reason. The fact that this party is mentioned only once in 1:12 makes it most 

likely that it represents an ironic addition by the apostle as he describes the noisy sloganeering (Lüdemann 

1983: 118, n. 48).  

About Apollos we know almost nothing and even less about people acting in his name. The Cephas 

party no doubt subscribed to the Cephas/Peter ideology (3:10–15; cf. Matt 16:17–19; Rom 15: 20). In the 

history of research much attention has been paid to the elusive Christ party (Baur 1845: 261–322; 

Hilgenfeld 1865; Räbiger 1847; Lütgert 1908; Rohr 1911; Schlatter 1914; Weiss 1917: 257–58; Hurd 

1983: 101–6). More recently Walter Schmithals, building on the work of Lütgert, characterized the 

opponents of Paul as gnostics who had an already developed gnostic mythology and theology and who 

identifiedthemselvesas―christs‖(christoi) (Schmithals 1971: 199–208; 374–77). Conzelmann has rightly 

objectedthatthereisnotenoughevidenceforSchmithals‘far-reaching theories. There certainly are 

―tracesofthebeginningsoftheformationofwhatlaterpresenteditselfas‗Gnosticism,‘thatis,

‗Gnosticismin statu nascendi. The Corinthians could be described as proto-Gnostics‖(Conzelmann,15).

Was this incipient gnosticism represented by one of the parties? Or did it characterize the theology of the 

whole church? Or if Reitzenstein (1978: 68–89; 426–500) is right, Paul himself may be the gnostic who 

shared many ideas with the Corinthian enthusiasts, so that the opposition to him may have been anti-



gnostic.IftheoppositiontoPaulwasconnectedwiththeCephasparty,Paul‘scritiqueofgnosticizing

ideas may not be aimed at his opponents but at wrong conclusions drawn by some from his own earlier 

preaching. This assumption would explain why Paul, on the one hand, has no fundamental disagreements 

withtheCorinthian―peopleofthespirit‖(pneumatikoi) while, on the other hand, he criticizes theological 

propositions that could have been derived from his own teaching.  

(3)WhileSchmithalsstilldefendshisviewthattheCorinthiangnosticswerePaul‘sopponentsinboth

letters (Schmithals 1983: 107–24), Georgi (1986) has renewed his thesis that, after 1 Corinthians, 

intruders in Corinth had introduced new opposition. There is no doubt that the letters give the impression 

that the opponents are different in 1 and 2 Corinthians, a fact insufficiently recognized by Schmithals. On 

the other hand, Georgi has difficulties in explaining what connections there must have been between the 

opponents of 2 Corinthians and those of 1 Corinthians. This question, therefore, remains unsolved.  

E. Literary Analysis  

1. Literary Composition. a. Division Theories. Questions regarding the number of letters Paul wrote 

to Corinth and their literary integrity began with Johann Salomo Semler (1725–91) and his students (Betz 

2 Corinthians 8 and 9 Hermeneia, 3–36). During this debate also the unity of 1 Corinthians was 

questioned (for surveys and bibliography, see Clemen 1894; Moffatt 1918: 113–14; Kümmel 1975: 276–

78; Vielhauer 1975: 140–41; Hurd 1983: 45–58). The theories of Johannes Weiss have been of great 

influence. In his commentary (1910: xl–xliii) he proposed that 1 Corinthians is the work of a redactor who 

created the letter out of two letters and who added his own interpolations: Letter A is the epistle 

mentioned in 1 Cor 5:9, sent from Ephesus and containing 2 Cor 6:14–7:1 and then 1 Cor 10:1–23; 6:12–

20; 9:24–27; 11:2–34; 16:7b–9, 15–20. Letter B was sent from Macedonia and contained 1 Cor 1:1–6:11; 

7; 8; 13; 10:24–11:1; 9:1–23; 12; 14; 15:1–16:7a; 16:10–14, 21–22. Redactional glosses and 

interpolations are, according to Weiss: 1:2; 4:17; 7:17; 11:16 (these interpolations giving the letter a 

―catholic‖appeal);and14:34–35; 10:29–30; 11:11–12. While these theories were meant to be merely 

suggestive, they became part of the ongoing discussions. By his last work (Das Urchristentum, published 

posthumously in 1917), Weiss had revised his theory, speaking now of four letters: Letter A, a rigorous 

exhortation to break with paganism, includes 1 Cor 10:1–23; 6:12–20; 11:2–34; 16:7(?), 8–9, 20–21(?); 2 

Cor 6:14–7:1. Letter B-1 was written in response to questions from the Corinthians and included 1 Cor 7–

9; 10:24–11:1; 12–15; 16:1–6, 7(?), 15–19(?). Another letter, B-2, reacts anxiously to bad news arriving 

from Corinth (1 Cor 1:1–6:11; 16:10–14, 22–24[?]). Letters C and D are from sections of 2 Corinthians 

(Weiss 1917: 271–72). While the debate subsided in the thirties, after World War II it was revived by 

Walter Schmithals in a number of important publications. Schmithals also kept changing his theories. In 

his dissertation of 1956 he proposed two letters (Schmithals 1971: 87–110, 332–43): Letter A begins with 

2 Cor 6:14–7:1 and continues with 1 Cor 9:24–10:22; 6:12–20; 11:2–34; 15; 16:13–24. Letter B contains 

1 Cor 1:1–6:11; 7:1–9: 23; 10:23–11:1; 12:1–14: 40 (with chaps. 13 and 14 reversed); 16:1–12. 

Subsequently Schmithals proposed completely different hypotheses, dividing 1 and 2 Corinthians into 9 

(1973: 263–88) and later 13 letters (1984: 19–85). The period between ca. 1950 and 1980 saw the 

emergence of ever changing division hypotheses by Dinkler (RGG
3
 3: 17–21); Schenk (1969: 219–43); 

Suhl (1975: 203–13); Jewett (1978: 389–444); Schenke and Fischer (1978: 92–94; 98–100); and Senft 

(Corinthians CNT, 17–19).  

Thesedivisionhypotheses(alsocalled―partitiontheories‖)respondtothefollowingincongruities

perceived in 1 Corinthians (for discussion of these arguments, see Weiss 1910: xl–xliii; Schenk 1969; 

Schmithals 1971: 87–101; 1973; Conzelmann, 2–5; Suhl 1975: 203–13; Jewett 1978; Senft CNT, 17–19; 

Hurd 1983: 43–47; Merklein 1984):  

(1) Contradictions Between 4:17–21 and 16:5–11. In 4:17 Paul announces that Timothy has been sent, 

but in 16:10 hetalksofTimothy‘s visit conditionally and with a concern for his cordial reception which 

was absent in 4:17. In 4:19 Paulannouncesthathewillcome―quickly‖butin16:8 says that he will 

remain until Pentecost in Ephesus. The section 4:16–21 with its exhortation and travel plans is 

characteristic of a letter-closing formula but inappropriate for the middle of a letter (Schenk 1969: 235; 

Schmithals 1973: 266; Senft, 18). Schmithals has made the same argument in regard to 11:34b (1973: 



281). Weiss also argued that the reference in 15:32 to a past persecution in Ephesus is strange if indeed 

the letter was sent from Ephesus as 16:8 indicates (1910: xli–xlii).  

(2) Different Epistolary Occasions. ThevisitofChloe‘speopleandtheirreportofdivisionsin the 

communityseemstoprovideadifferentreasonforPaul‘swritingfromtheCorinthian‘slettermentioned

in 7:1. In 1:16 Paul refers to the house of Stephanas without further comment, whereas in 16:15–18 he 

suddenly announces the arrival of a delegation including Stephanas. Most importantly, in 1:11 Paul 

knowsfromChloe‘speoplethatdivisionsexist in the church, but in 11:18 seems ignorant of that fact and 

of the seriousness of the situation (Weiss 1910: xli, 278; Schmithals 1971: 90–91). 1 Cor 5:9 speaks of a 

previous Pauline letter to Corinth which is lost if our canonical 1 and 2 Corinthians are unified letters. 

This―lostletter‖hasbeenreconstructedbyscholarsfrom2 Cor 6:14–7:1 and sections of 1 Corinthians 

(Weiss 1910: xli; Schenk 1969: 221–23; Schmithals 1971: 94–95).  

(3) Literary Breaks. It has been argued that all sections of 1 Corinthians beginning peri de, ―and

concerning…‖(7:1, 25; 8:1, 4; 12:1; 16:1, 12)respondtotheCorinthians‘lettermentioned in 7:1, and 

thus must belong to the same letter by Paul, the so-called Antwortbrief (―letterofresponse‖)(Schmithals

1971: 91; 1973: 268–73;Schenk1969:229;Senft,19).Because―itistobeexpectedthatPaul carries 

throughtheansweringoftheletterwithoutanymajordigressions‖(Schmithals1971:91),allsectionsin

chaps. 7–16 not introduced by peri de (9:1–11:1; 13:1–15:58; 16:13–24) must belong to a different letter 

or letters. In general, proponents of division theories have perceived hard transitions throughout 1 

Corinthians, which call the unity of the letter into question (5:1; 6:12; 7:1; 9:1; 9:24; 10:1; 10:23; 11:2; 

12:1; 13:1; 15:1). In particular, dual treatments of idol meat in chaps. 8 and 10 (one lenient and the other 

harsh), and spiritual gifts in chaps. 12 and 14, in each case interrupted by the intervening arguments in 

chaps. 9 and 13, have been of significance for such theories (Weiss 1910: 212; Schmithals 1973: 268–73).  

Each division theory resolves these apparent inconsistencies by dividing 1 Corinthians (and often parts 

of 2 Corinthians) into several distinct letters and constructing a historical scenario to which the letter 

fragments correspond. Schenk (1969: 242–43), Suhl (1975: 203–13), and Jewett (1978: 398–444) have 

attempted to reconstruct the redactional work responsible for our canonical 1 Corinthians. The sheer 

variety of the division theories proposed demonstrates a lack of scholarly consensus as to both proper 

methodology and specific analysis of the text (Barrett HNTC, 17).  

b. Unity Theories. As noted above, the unity of 1 Corinthians went virtually unquestioned until the late 

nineteenth century (Clemen 1894: 19–57). Since the rise of division theories, the unity of 1 Corinthians 

has more often been assumed (Marxsen 1968: 76; Bornkamm 1969: 244) or conceded (Barrett, HNTC, 

14–17; Conzelmann, 2–4) than argued for. The harsh transitions in the letter have been explained as a 

result of pauses in dictation (Barrett, 15; Conzelmann, 3, n. 20; Fascher 1 Korinther THKNT, 44) or of 

fresh news received by Paul (Barrett, 15).  

The first sustained argument in favor of the literary unity of 1 Corinthians was made by J. C. Hurd 

(1983). Hurd contends that the variety in tone and content within 1 Corinthians is a result of the different 

kinds of information Paul had received (1983: 47–58). He distinguishes three stages of oral and written 

communicationbetweenPaulandtheCorinthianspriorto1Corinthians:(1)Paul‘sfirstpreachingin

Corinth and the founding of the church; (2) his previous letter to the Corinthians (5:9–10); (3) 

―Informationinreply, partly oral and partly written, brought to Paul from Corinth by Stephanas, 

FortunatusandAchaicusandbyChloe‘speople.Someofthisinformationwasintheformofquestions

addressed to Paul by the Church; some in the form of comments on the situation at Corinth by some or all 

ofthetravellers‖(Hurd1983:58).Hurdalsoproposes(1983:213–39) that this Corinthian reply provided 

the outline for 1 Cor 7–16, where the apostle responds point by point to the Corinthians‘questionsand

objections to his first letter. In sections where Paul responds to oral information (1:11–6:11 except 5:9–

13a; 11:17–34),thistoneis―aroused,evenangry,‖whereasthesectionswhichreplytotheCorinthians‘

letter (5:9–13a; 7:1–11:16; 12:1–14:40; 16:1–9, 12)are―calmandbalanced‖(1983:61–94).  

Hurd‘s theory is significant in its attempt to prove rather than assume the unity of 1 Corinthians, but 

depends perhaps too much upon historical reconstruction and psychologizing. The assumption behind 

Hurd‘sthesisissurprisinglythesameasSchmithals‘(1971: 91), that by the peri de formula Paul 



respondedpointbypointtotheCorinthians‘letter.Recentworkshavearguedthat,inthearrangementof

topics in 1 Corinthians, Paul was governed by his own rhetorical purposes and was not confined to the 

order of theCorinthians‘letter(Lührmann1986:305;Mitchell1989).Similarly,rhetoricalratherthan

historicalreasonscanaccountforsomeofthe―inconsistencies‖between4:17–21 and 16:5–11, and 

between 1:11 and 11:18. An important critique of the bases of partition theories of 1 Corinthians was 

provided by Merklein (1984: 153–82), who argued for the literary coherence of the letter.  

2. Compositional Analysis. The following brief analysis of 1 Corinthians argues for the unity of the 

letter. 1 Corinthians demonstrates both thematic and rhetorical unity when seen as a deliberative letter 

convincing the Corinthians to be reconciled and end their factionalism (for a detailed argument, see 

Mitchell 1989).  

1:1–3 Epistolary Prescript.  

1:4–9 Epistolary Thanksgiving, forming the exordium, which introduces key terms of Corinthian debate 

and of the epistle (Betz 1986: 26–39). The exordium ends appropriately with a call to unity 

in the koinōnia (―partnership‖)ofJesusChrist. 

1:10–17 Statement of Facts, or narratio, of the argument in the body of the letter. Verse 1:10 is the 

prothesis or thesis statement of the argument of the entire letter, which calls on the 

Corinthians to end their factions and be reconciled with one another. In the brief narratio 

Paulrebutsanyfactionalists‘claimsresultingfrombaptismbytheleaders(1:13–17).  

1:18–15:57 Proof or probatio, in 4 subsections.  

1:18–4:21 First Proof Section, whichcontainsPaul‘sanalysisandinterpretationofthetermsofthe

formula in 1:5 (―richineveryformofspeechandineveryformofknowledge‖).The

conceptsof―speech‖(logos) and―wisdom‖(sophia) are discussed in 1:10–2:16, while 

―knowledge‖(gnōsis) is examined in 3:1–23 (Betz 1986: 26–39). Corinthian boasting, an 

obvious expression of party politics, is rejected (1:26–31; 3:18–23).  

This section lays the groundwork for the rest of the argument in three ways: (1) Paul 

redefines the goals and standards by which the Christian should make decisions (a 

common strategy in deliberative rhetoric); (2) he demonstrates their need for his advice for 

unity by censuring the Corinthians (chaps. 3–4, which contain epideictic elements); (3) 

Paul argues that he is the best one to advise them by describing his own apostolic office 

and responsibility in comparison with the Corinthians (esp. 4:14–16).―Therefore,Iurge

you,brothers,beimitatorsofme‖in4:16 points both backward (it forms an inclusio with 

1:10)andforwardtoPaul‘srhetoricalstrategythroughout1Corinthians.Hewillpresent

himself as the example of the nondivisive behavior he urges the Corinthians to adopt (7:7; 

8:13; 9:1–27; 10:33–11:1; 14:18–19).  

5:1–11:1 Second Proof Section in which Paul treats the specific issues now dividing the community as 

subordinate arguments in his overall argument to convince the Corinthians to be unified. 

This section treats relations between Corinthian Christians and outsiders, and among 

Corinthian Christians within the larger context of the city of Corinth.  

Ch. 5–7 Porneia. These arguments are grouped around the central issue of porneia, ―sexualimmorality‖

(mentioned in 5:1, 9, 10, 11; 6:9, 13, 15, 16, 18; 7:2).  

5:1–13 A case of porneia. Paul begins the second proof section with a discussion of sexual immorality for 

two reasons: (1) porneia stands at the beginning of the list of vices which must have been 

known to the Corinthians from the beginning (5:10, 11; 6:9–10); (2) before arguing for the 

unityofthechurchcommunityPaulmustdefineclearlytheboundariesbetween―insiders‖

and―outsiders‖(5:9–13). Paul executes a legal decision in regard to this man who has 

marriedhisfather‘swife.Heistobeexpelledfromthecommunity(5:13) and thus is not 

included in the unity to which Paul calls the church.  

6:1–11 Court Battles. In 6:1–11 Paulcontinuestodrawdistinctionsbetween―insiders‖and―outsiders‖

(6:1–6). Some persons are taking fellow Christians to civil court. This is another cause and 



manifestation of the divisions within the community. Paul urges the Corinthians to deal 

with such issues within the community and not before outsiders.  

6:12–20 Another discussion of porneia, along with a treatment of the Corinthian definitions of freedom 

which justify such actions (6:12), Paul counters these slogans with an appeal to expediency 

(apartofPaul‘sargumentofredefinition of both freedom and expediency in 1 Corinthians 

(6:12, 19–20; 8:9; 9:1–27; 10:23–11:1).The―bodyofChrist‖imageisintroduced(6:15–

17) as a corrective to Corinthian individualism and divisiveness; image is fully expanded 

in chap. 12.  

7:1–40 Marriage and Status. Thesectionbegins―concerningthethingsyouwrote.‖Thisperi de formula 

(see above) is used also in 7:25; 8:1, 4; 12:1; 16:1, 12, and introduces a new topic for 

discussion. The general principle Paul evokes in each of the various cases in chap. 7 is—

don‘tseektoalteryoursocialstatus(7:8, 17–24, 27, 40) but realize your calling (klēsis) 

(7:15, 17–24; cf. 1:9, 26).  

Ch. 8–10 Idol Worship and Freedom. Since idol worship (eidōlolatria) comes after porneia in the vice 

catalogue (5:10, 11; 6:9), the issues in 8:1–11:1 may be subsumed under this term (see 

10:7, 14; cf. 8:1, 4, 7, 10; 10:7, 14, 19). The two complementary treatments of idol meat in 

chap. 8 and in chap. 10 framePaul‘sself-exemplification of the proper use of freedom in 

chap. 9. The peri de formula in 8:1 does not mean that Paul here responds to the Corinthian 

letter in its order, but is simply a common formula for changing a topic (Mitchell 1989).  

8:1–13 Idolatry, First Treatment. Paul urges love (agapē) over knowledge (gnōsis) as the fundamental 

value. It is true that idols do not exist (8:4–6) but the issue is more complex. 8:9 states a 

generalethicalprinciple:―lestthisyourexousia (―liberty‖)mightbeanoffensetothis

weak.‖Oneshouldsacrificesmallfreedomsforthesakeofthe many (8:13).  

9:1–27 Paul the example of proper use of freedom. Paul establishes that he has the right to support from 

the gospel (9:3–12a) but has freely renounced that right (9:12b, 17). Such self-

renunciation, translated into accommodating social behavior (9:19–23), is what he urges on 

the Corinthians. 9:24–27 stresses the eschatological goal as the fundamental context of 

Christian decision making.  

10:1–22 Idolatry, Second Treatment. AseriesofrebelliousepisodesfromIsrael‘swildernesstraditions

are presented as types (10:6, 11) of Corinthian factionalism and strife. The Corinthians are 

warned not to destroy themselves as the wilderness generation did—by desiring food, 

idolatry, and porneia. The unifying role of the eucharist in establishing the koinōnia of the 

community is appealed to.  

10:23–11:1 This passage provides a conclusion to the second proof section (8:1–11:1). The new ethical 

principle of agapē isstated:―Letnooneseekhis/herownadvantage,butthatoftheother‖

(10:24; cf. 13:5). Paul again presents himself as the example of this nonfactionalist 

behavior (10:33), who is to be imitated, as he imitates Christ (11:1).  

11:2–14:40 Third Proof Section. Manifestations of Corinthian divisiveness when they come together in 

worship are discussed, as Paul continues to appeal for unity.  

11:2–34 Corinthians and Tradition. The two subsections 11:2–16 and 11:17–34 are subsumed under the 

topic of tradition (11:2, 23; cf. chap. 15).  

11:2–16 Hairstyles in Worship. A woman should be veiled in prayer but a man should not (11:4–10). Paul 

rejects the contentiousness which finds expression in the hairstyle controversy (11:16).  

11:17–34 Disorders at the Lord‘s Supper. Corinthian factions manifest themselves in changing the 

celebrationoftheLord‘sSupper.PaulcallstheCorinthianstounityinthesacramentby

appealing to the original tradition (11:23–26). This important text is our earliest witness to 

the tradition history of the eucharistic formula in the early Church.  

12:1–14:40 Spiritual Gifts. Again two treatments of the same topic: spiritual gifts (chaps. 12 and 14) 

frame an exemplary argument, here on love (chap. 13). Paul urges unity and order in 

worship as 14:40 forms the conclusion to the third proof section.  



12:1–31a Spiritual Gifts. First Treatment. Paul applies the political image of the body, theologized into 

the body of Christ, to the factionalism at Corinth. The goal, as in 1:10, is the end of 

schismata, ―divisions‖(12:25). Each person has a charisma, and all are given, not for 

individual, but for the communal advantage (12:4–11).  

12:31b–13:13 Love. This―encomiumonlove‖servestoexemplifythegreatestgift—love (agapē)—by 

which the community will be reunified (see esp. 13:4–7). This chapter plays the same 

rhetorical function as chap. 9, by extrapolating and developing the general unifying 

principle which Paul embodies.  

14:1–40 Spiritual Gifts. Second Treatment. Paul tells them to seek those spiritual expressions which 

promote unity (prophecy and interpretation of tongues, 14:3–5, 13), rather than speaking in 

tongues, which is divisive (14:2, 6–12). Paul exhorts the Corinthians to build up the church 

(14:4–5, 26) and stop their partisanship and separation from one another. He urges peace 

(14:33) and orderliness (14:40) in Corinthian worship.  

15:1–57 Fourth Proof Section. It is only fitting that chap. 15, dealing with the resurrection from the dead, 

stands at the end. Divisiveness is caused by the fact that some at Corinth deny the 

resurrection (15:13),aviewhererefutedbyPaulonthebasisofthetraditionofChrist‘s

resurrection (15:1–11, 12–28), and an argument on the resurrected body (15:35–57). This 

eschatological section highlights the final goal in relation to which the Corinthians should 

make all their decisions. Eschatology plays this role in the exordium (1:7–8) and 

throughout the argument (3:12–15; 4:1–5; 6:3; 9:24–27).  

15:58 Conclusion or peroratio. Paul sums up his argument in 1:10–15:57 by urging the Corinthians as 

they stand in expectation of the eschaton to follow the course of unity, for it will prove to 

betotheiradvantage(―yourworkisnotinvainintheLord‖).Thisconclusioncorresponds

to the exordium (1:4–9), as it should.  

16:1–24 Epistolary Closing, containing travel plans, final admonitions, and greetings.  

16:1–12 Information about forthcoming visits of Paul (16:1–9, including instructions on the collection for 

the saints), Timothy (16:10–11), and Apollos (16:12).  

16:13–18 First Paul reiterates the argument in the letter (16:13–14),―Letallthingsbeyoursinlove‖and

then supplements this general advice for unity with a concrete political dictum: the 

Corinthians are to obey the house of Stephanas (16:15–16).  

16:19–21 Customary epistolary greetings (16:19–20), to which Paul adds his by his own hand, which 

serves as an authentication formula (16:21).  

16:22–24 Solemn curse (16:22a) and the prayer maranatha (―OurLord,come‖[16:22b]). The letter 

appropriately concludes with a two-part final blessing (16:23–24), for grace (charis) and 

love (agapē).  

F. Theological Significance  

Some scholars have criticized 1 Corinthians for its poverty of theological doctrine (Bauer 1971: 219), 

whileothers(Conzelmann,9)havearguedthatthelettercontains―appliedtheology.‖The problem with 

that view, however, is that all the letters of Paul are applied theology. What is then distinctive about 1 

Corinthians? First, there are a number of formal features which make the letter unique: 1 Corinthians as a 

letter is part of a sequence of exchanges, written and oral, and its theology must be derived from the 

sequence as a whole as well as its particular expression in this letter. In this dialogue 1 Corinthians 

representsPaul‘sanswertoanumberofquestionsaddressedtohimbytheChurch (7:1, 25; 8:1; 12:1; 

16:1, 12). Together with preceding (5:9) and following letters (2 Corinthians), messengers and visitors 

coming from and going to Corinth, 1 Corinthians is part of an ongoing process of educating the Church in 

the belief and practice of the new Christian religion (Betz 1986: 26–27). This educational process does 

not simply consist of Paul delivering authoritative doctrines and rules for behavior, but the apostle makes 

his readers partners in a theological debate. His methods of argument show influences from what may be 

called the Socratic tradition (Betz 1972). Paul not only instructs his readers, he also stimulates their own 

thinking and elicits their own answers. At any rate he presumed that the matters regarding Christian belief 



and behavior can be argued in a rational way, especially since rationality was believed to be informed by 

the Holy Spirit.  

In terms of theological doctrines, attention must be given to the situation of the Church in general and of 

the Corinthian church in particular, to the practical and theological problems at hand, to the 

presuppositionsandconclusionsinvolvedoneachsideofthearguments,andtoPaul‘sowndoctrinal

stance as he develops his recommendations. The situation of the Corinthian church provided Paul with a 

novel experience. This church was founded in one of the centers of Hellenistic culture (see the studies on 

social history by Malherbe 1983; Theissen 1982; Meeks 1983). In Corinth the Pauline mission had 

succeeded—seemingly for the first time—in winning converts from the better-educated and cultured 

circles of a prosperous and cosmopolitan city. The congregation had access to material as well as spiritual 

wealth, both proverbial assets of the city of Corinth. From the scarce evidence available to us we can infer 

that the church was diverse in its makeup. There were in it sharp distinctions socially, intellectually, and 

probably ethnically. The considerable number of travelers to the church meant connections with and 

influences from outsiders, relating to various groups inside. Early on, various members of the church 

seemtohaveinterpretedPaul‘sgospelindiverseways.Someseemtohavedevelopeditfurtherin

conformity with Hellenistic religiosity. This must have led to changes in the performance and 

understanding of rituals Paul found disagreeable (1:13–17; 15:29; 11:17–34; Klauck 1982; Willis 1985). 

The older Jewish-Christian ethos as reflected in the moral catalogs (1 Cor 5:9–11; 6:9–10) gave way to 

the lifestyle of the big Hellenistic city, where freedom from tradition and convention, experimentation 

with new ideas, and excitement about spiritual experiences were the standards for achievement. 

Consequently it is not surprising that the values of Hellenistic city life and religiosity dominate the 

discussion.  

The picture of the Corinthian church which Paul depicts shows a bewildering mixture of positive and 

negativedevelopmentsthathavetakenplacesincePaul‘sfoundingvisit.Positively,thechurchwas 

flourishing; negatively, however, internal dissension threatened to tear it apart. Party slogans (1:12; 3:4; 

6:12; 10:23)advocated―politicalrhetoric‖ratherthanthoroughtheologicalthinking.Somechurch

members apparently acted more as an avant-garde, while others expressed a cautious conservatism. One 

group‘sexpressionoffreedommusthavebeen a scandal to other groups. Thus, to the apostle the church 

presented a rather distressing picture: so-called spiritual experiences justifying excesses and abuses of 

freedom in complete disregard for the life of the community, all signs of a disintegrating community.  

Asfaraswecantell,thissituationwaswithoutprecedentinPaul‘smissionaryexperienceandthus

presented him with a new challenge. In 1 Thessalonians and Galatians the apostle had advocated life in 

the spirit without reservations. Confronted with the Corinthian problems, however, he was forced to 

marshal all his available resources in a new way in order to come to grips with the issues. Theologically, 

Paul begins with the self-understanding of the Corinthians as he sums it up in 1:5:―ineverythingyou

havebeenmaderichinhim[Christ],ineveryformofspeechandineveryformofknowledge.‖This

claim of possessing an abundance of speech and knowledge (logos kai gnōsis) becomes the focus of 

Paul‘sargumentation throughout the letter and even in 2 Corinthians (Betz 1986: 26–48). Applying to it 

the christology of the Christ crucified (1:13, 17, 18–25; 8:11) and the doctrine of justification by faith 

(1:26–31), Paul analyzes critically the notions of speech (logos), wisdom (sophia), and knowledge 

(gnōsis) in 1:18–3:23. Originally developed in confrontation with the Jewish doctrines of Torah 

possession and observance, the apostle applies these doctrines to their Greek analog, the claim to possess 

eloquence and knowledge.ThisdemonstratesPaul‘sflexibilityinapplyingtheprinciplesofhistheology

to new and different circumstances and problems.  

Without denying the Corinthians their claimed abundance of eloquence and knowledge, Paul argues that 

their spiritual wealth should not simply be taken to coincide with maturity in Christian faith. In fact, he 

points out, there is an obvious discrepancy between what the Corinthians claim and what they really are. 

While he concedes that they have plenty of eloquence and knowledge, there are serious shortcomings in 

theareaofpractical―deeds‖(erga; 1:7; 3:13–15; 15:58; 16:10). This discrepancy points to a contradiction 

betweenclaimandrealityandrenderstheirfaith―immature‖(3:1–4). As long as there is no balance 



between the claims of eloquence, knowledge, and practice, the goalof―perfection‖(cf.2:6; 3:1, 18; 4:8) 

cannothavebeenreached.Paul‘sargumentationisdesigned so as to advise the Corinthians how to bring 

their praxis (erga) up to the same standards as their eloquence and knowledge. This goal is behind the 

long section of arguments in chaps. 5–15. The key concept in these chapters is that of Christian love 

(agapē; 4:21; 8:1; 13:1–13; 14:1; 16:14, 24),specificallydefinedas―whatwhichbuildsup‖the

community (8:1; 14:4–5; cf. 3:9–15).  

Paul, however, does not attempt to talk the Corinthians out of their spiritual wealth. His goal is, on the 

contrary, to enable them to verify that claim by the practice of the Christian agapē. For this purpose Paul 

develops his lengthy ethical arguments and positions in chaps. 5 and 15. Although several of these 

arguments show signs of their origin in a Jewish-Christian context, in 1 Corinthians they are clearly 

applied to the confrontation of new gentile Christians with their Hellenistic pagan background and past. 

The threat as Paul perceivesitistheir―Hellenization‖inthenegativesenseoftheterm.(See

HELLENISM). Since no agreed standards yet existed, Paul had to develop rules for behavior anew. How 

should the new converts conduct their lives with regard to polytheism and its communal and religious 

practices such as prostitution, the courts of law, the meat markets, invitations to dine in pagan temples, 

and so forth?  

One of the major theological contributions of 1 Corinthians is in the area of ecclesiology. The body of 

Christ image for the Church runs throughout the epistle (1:13; 6:15–20; 10:16–17; 11:29; 12:4–27; for the 

extensive literature on this topic, see sōma in TDNT). Paul confronts the divisiveness of the Corinthian 

community with a political analogy common in Greek and Roman literature for social cohesion, the body 

(for references, see Lietzmann An die Korinther HNT, 61–63, and Conzelman, 211–14), here radically 

Christianized.Thisappropriationprovidesanotherexampleoftheapostle‘sadaptationandtransformation

of Hellenistic concepts in his theological formulations. The Church is the body of Christ, a unified 

structure in which each member has a part and function (12:4–27). This ontological reality has ethical 

implications: the Christian does not own his/her body (6:19), should make decisions on the basis of the 

entire Church and not merely the self (10:23–11:1; 14:5), and must manifest his/her full solidarity with 

the other members in both joy and sadness (12:25–26; cf. 13:6). The ecclesiological doctrine of the body 

of Christ, first introduced by Paul in 1 Corinthians, appears also in Romans (12:3–8) and is later 

transformed in the deutero-Pauline letters into a spiritual-cosmological doctrine in which Christ appears 

as the head of the body (Eph 1:22–23; 4:4–16; 5:22, 30; Col 1:18, 24; 2:16–19).  

Apart from the specific issues discussed in the letter, 1 Corinthians receives its unique importance 

because it is only here that Paul develops his theological ideas about Greek cultural and religious values. 

These values include subjects such as rhetoric, wisdom, and knowledge, that is, the experience of the 

Christian faith as intellectual enlightenment and inspiration, including forms of ecstasy. In the practical 

area Corinthian notions of freedom need to be redefined in terms of new forms of Christian communal 

and individual life (6:12; 8:9; 9:19–23; 10:23–11:1). What Paul is primarily concerned with is the need to 

safeguard the Christian character of what is advocated as the new life in Christ. The most impressive part 

ofPaul‘sdeliberationsistheattempttospelloutrulesforChristianbehaviorvis-à-vis the polytheistic and 

pluralistic environment within which the Church found itself. Christian theology has never made another 

such attempt, so that modernChristianitywhichfindsitselfagaininthissituationwillbecomePaul‘s

advice, even if it is conditioned by the situation of the 1st century.  
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A. Introduction  

The letter we call 2 Corinthians abounds with fascinating insights into the activity and mind of the 

apostle Paul. Some of the passages show how he worked as an administrator, a pastoral adviser, and an 

ecumenical church leader. The careful reader discovers valuable information about historical 

developments in the churches of Corinth and elsewhere, finds data concerning the life and personality of 

Paul, and uncovers aspects of the theologies of Paul and his opponents which do not appear in the 

apostle‘sotherletters.AlltheseperspectivescontributetoanengrossingviewofthePaulinemission.  

2 Corinthians does not yield its information readily and thus poses problems for its readers and 

interpreters. Understanding these problems is indispensable not only for 2 Corinthians but also for the 

interpretation of 1 Corinthians. As with all other correspondence, the letters must be interpreted 

consecutively and in their entirety, for every section has its place in the context of the entire 

correspondence. Earlier statements may explain why later events occurred, just as later statements may 

throw light on what was said earlier. In literary terms, a correspondence contains components of an 

ongoing conversation, the missing parts of which must be reconstructed to as great a degree as possible. 

Such reconstruction is a major task for the interpretation of 2 Corinthians.  

The publication of 2 Corinthians presents the interpreter with a second difficulty. While there is strong 

evidence for an early (1st century) attestation of 1 Corinthians, the second letter is not attested before the 

middle of the 2d century, when its name appears in the canon of Marcion (ca. 140–150; see Harnack 

1924: 96*–102*, 128*). It received a second notice a few decades later in the Canon Muratori. Prior to 

these two lists, however, no external evidence exists for the circulation of the letter. Despite this paucity 

of attestation, no one in antiquitydoubtedtheletter‘sauthenticity.Thusthecircumstanceswhichledto

the appearance of 2 Corinthians remain shrouded in mystery.  

In light of such interpretative difficulties, we are fortunate to have an extensive history of research on 2 

Corinthians. At present, this research is in the midst of a new productive phase. For surveys of the older 

period, see Moffatt (1918: 116–30) and Windisch (1924: 5–31); for recent developments, see Furnish (2 

Corinthians AB, 29–54); Betz (2 Corinthians 8 and 9 Hermeneia, 3–36); Georgi (1986: 333–45), and 

Welborn (1987).  

B. Literary Composition  

Asmostscholarsnowagree,Paul‘ssecondlettertotheCorinthiansisacollectioncomprisedof

fragments from several originally independent letters. The decisive step toward the discovery of these 

constituent letters was taken by Semler (1776), when he recognized seams in the text between both chaps. 



8 and 9 and chaps. 9 and 10. He concluded that 2 Corinthians was composed of pieces of originally 

separate letters.  

SinceSemler‘sdiscovery,thescholarlydebateconcerningthedivisionoftheletter has not ceased. 

Questions remain as to whether the letter should be partitioned and, if so, how many sections there are and 

which passages they comprise (for surveys, see Furnish AB, 30–54; Betz Hermeneia, 3–36). The second 

of these questions is becoming the more important, as few scholars continue to defend the unity of 2 

Corinthians (Hyldahl 1973; Kümmel 1975: 287–93; see Furnish, 33–35, for names and a summary of the 

arguments).  

Important progress in the literary investigation of 2 Corinthians has been made in this century by 

Bornkamm (1961), who divided 2 Corinthians into fragments from six different letters: (1) an earlier 

apology (2:14–6:13; 7:2–4);(2)the―letteroftears‖(10:1–13:10);(3)the―letterofreconciliation‖(1:1–

2:13; 7:5–16; 13:11–13); (4) a letter of recommendation for Titus and his companions (chap. 8); (5) a 

letter to the churches of Achaia (chap. 9); and (6) an interpolated passage (6:14–7:1). Bornkamm assumed 

that the present letter of 2 Corinthians was the creation of a later editor/redactor. This partition theory, 

often in somewhat modified form, is now held by a large number of scholars (for a survey, see Betz, 20–

25). Furnish (35–41), however, supports the two-letter hypothesis previously held by Windisch, Bruce, 

and Barrett: 2 Corinthians consists of parts from two originally separate letters: (1) chaps. 1–9 and (2) 

chaps. 10–13.Ontheotherhand,wehaveSchmithals‘complicatedpartitiontheories.Mostrecently,he

hasproposedthatPaul‘sCorinthian correspondence consisted of thirteen letters which are now found not 

only in 1 and 2 Corinthians but in Romans as well (Schmithals 1984: 19–20).  

As divisions continue to be discussed, the methodological questions prove to be of primary importance. 

Since no existing manuscripts of 2 Corinthians show traces of division, evidence for partitioning must 

come from the internal criteria of philology and comparative literary analysis. Such analyses have been 

proposed by Betz (Hermeneia) for 2 Corinthians 8 and 9 andbyWelborn(1987)forthe―letterof

reconciliation‖(1:1–2:13; 7:5–16; 13:11–13). In addition to careful analyses of the letter fragments, an 

investigation of the methods and ideas of the redactor who was responsible for the final composition of 

what we call 2 Corinthians will also be necessary (for interesting suggestions on the redactor‘swork,see

Bornkamm 1961: 24–32).  

C. The Letter Fragments in Chronological Sequence  

(1)The―firstapology‖(2:14–6:13; 7:2–4) begins with an expression of thanks to God and a description 

oftheapostle‘smissionaryactivityexpressedthroughafieldofmetaphorswhichcreatetheimageofa

triumphal procession (2:14–17). In this procession, Paul functions as the herald (4:5; 5:20–6:2; 6:11–13; 

7:2–4). Embedded in the use of this image are arguments in which Paul defends his adequacy for the 

apostolicoffice.Asanapostle,hedescribeshimselfasa―servantofthenewcovenant‖(3:6), which is 

explained in 3:4–6:10. Although the exact nature of the argumentation is far from clear, Paul additionally 

uses the occasion to present major christological and soteriological doctrines. The conclusion contains a 

plea for acceptance and trust (6:11–13; 7:2–3) as well as a confession of confidence and joy (7:4). Since 

such statements are appropriate to the conclusion of letters, it would seem that only the epistolary pre- and 

postscripts are omitted.  

(2)The―secondapology‖(10:1–13:10),or―letteroftears‖(asitislatercharacterizedin2:4), was 

doubtlessprovokedbyPaul‘sunsuccessfulearlierattempts—in particular the earlier apology—to clear 

himself of suspicion (10:1–2). Yet an escalation must have pushed the matter to a crisis. Facing it, Paul 

realized that if he were to prevail he must mobilize extraordinary rhetorical armaments (Malherbe 1983: 

143–73) and confront the accusers directly (Betz 1986: 40–44). In 10:10, Paul actually quotes from what 

seemstobeacriticalreportconcerninghispresence:―Hisletters,‖he[or:thereport]says,―areweighty

and strong, but his physical presence is weak and his speech is contemptible.‖ 

The origin of this three-pronged personality profile is unknown. Paul attributes it to a person, but it is 

not clear whether that person acted as an individual or as the leader of a faction, whether this individual 

was identical with the unnamed person called―theoffender‖(7:12), and whether he had any official 

function. Was an investigator appointed by the church whose report was communicated to Paul (cf. 13:3)? 



The statement in 10:10 lookslikeasummaryofaninvestigativereportonPaul‘sperformanceasapublic

speaker; it is entirely negative. In order to refute these charges, Paul felt he could only adopt the pose of 

the fool (11:1; 12:11) and deliver a so-called―fool‘sspeech‖(11:1–12:10 [or 12:13]). In this wild and 

brilliant self-parody, the apostle demolishes the presumptions of his adversaries. He restores his 

credibility by discrediting theirs through the use of his entire arsenal of irony, sarcasm, and parody. In this 

fool‘sspeechhedemonstratesthat,ifhewished, he could conform to the standards of his critics but that 

he had good reason not to do so. In the role of the fool he performs—without actually doing—that which 

he judges to be inappropriate.  

If the critics doubt his skills as a rhetorician, he sheepishlyagreeswiththem:―IfIamalaymanin

speech,Iamnotinknowledge‖(11:6).Iftheydemandthe―signsoftheapostle,‖heisreadytodeliver

them (Betz 1972: 70–100). He presents a testimony about ascending into heaven only to bring back 

nothing (12:1–4; see Betz 1972: 89–92) and follows with an appeal to a miraculous healing which turns 

out not to produce the healing (12:7–12; see Betz 1969: 288–305; 1972: 92–100).Paul‘sowncriteriaare

different (12:11–13). He glorifies God in his weaknesses (12:9, 10; cf. 10:1, 10; 11:21, 23–29; 12:21). He 

does not accept financial support from the Corinthians (11:7–12; 12:13, 14:18; see Betz 1972: 100–17), 

and he refuses to be judged in comparison with the other apostles (11:5, 13–15; 12:11–13; see Betz 1972: 

118–32).Afterevaluatinghisfool‘sspeech,Paulturnstothefuture,announcinghisforthcoming third 

visit to Corinth (12:14–21; 13:1–4). Typical of a Pauline letter, the last section contains paraenesis and a 

summary of his concerns (13:5–10). Again, this conclusion suggests that little was omitted by the redactor 

at the close of the letter.  

(3)The―letterofreconciliation‖(1:1–2:13; 7:5–16; 13:11–13) is extant in its entirety and provides the 

frameintowhichtheredactorhasinsertedtheotherletterfragments.Foraninvestigationofthis―letterof

reconciliation,‖seeWelborn1987. 

The letter begins with the epistolary prescript (1:1–2) naming the sender, Paul, with his official title, and 

thecosender,Timothy,withhisrank.Therefollowtheaddresses,thechurchinCorinthand―allthesaints

livingthroughoutAchaia.‖Theprescriptconcludeswiththeusualsalutation. 

The exordium begins with a praise of God, a bĕrakâ or eulogia (1:3–4), rather than with the usual 

prayer of thanksgiving (eucharistia). The main theological concepts of this prayer in praise of God, 

―affliction‖(thlipsis) and―consolation‖(paraklēsis), are them briefly introduced in preparation for the 

roletheywillplayinthemainbodyoftheletter.Paul‘sdesignhereistodescribehis relationship with the 

Corinthians, particularly in terms of the crisis just passed, as a partnership in Christian suffering and 

consolation (1:5–7). In a short narrative (1:8–11), the apostle then demonstrates by his own example—his 

recent escape from almost certain death in Asia Minor—howGod‘sconsolationworksinconcretelife

situations.  

From these theological presuppositions the apostle enters into a lengthy discussion of his previous letter 

(1:12–2:4),the―letteroftears‖(10:1–13:10). After giving assurances of his integrity and friendly 

intentions (1:12–14), he explains apologetically and with some apprehension why he had decided to 

change his travel plans several times and why these changes should not be construed as evidence of his 

unreliability and fickleness (1:15–22), the charges by his critics to the contrary. He explains further why 

hehadpostponedhisthirdvisittoCorinthandwhyinthemeantimehehadwrittenthe―tearfulletter.‖

The intention of that letter hadnotbeentoinflict―distress‖(lypē) on the Corinthians but to make them 

understand his great love for them (1:23–24; 2:1–4). If the letter had caused severe distress among them, 

itwasnotsomuchduetotheletteritselfastotheprovocationsof―theoffender‖(2:5), an unnamed 

person in Corinth who fomented the whole crisis. Since this offender had meanwhile been reprimanded by 

the majority of the church, Paul now generously recommends that they forgive him and, should they do 

so, he, too, would forgive him (2:5–11). The apostle then describes how in great anguish he went to the 

Troad and to Macedonia, where he awaited Titus, who was due to come from Corinth to meet him (2:12–

13, continued in 7:5).Thisterrifying―affliction‖(thlipsis) only ended when Titus appeared with the good 

news of the accomplishment of a reconciliation (7:6–7).  



Thereportthenturnstoatheological(andevenpsychological)analysisoftheexperienceof―distress‖

(lypē), which Paul admits having caused among the Corinthians with his letter. As he points out, this 

distress had a positive result in that it turned the Corinthians around and brought them to their senses 

(metanoia [7:9–10]). This change of mind in turnledtoPaul‘sgreatjoyatlearningofthereconciliation,

which occurrence also confirmed his original confidence in them (7:8–12). In other words, for Paul no 

less than for the Corinthian church, the whole crisis was another experience of affliction turned into 

consolation and thus not to be regretted. Paul is now full of joy, pride, and confidence at things having 

turned out so well (7:13–16), and in these emotions lie the reason for the praise of God at the beginning of 

the letter (1:3–4). A warm and exuberant postscript concludes the letter (13:11–13).  

(4)The―administrativeletter‖of chap. 8 (see Betz 2 Corinthians 8 and 9 Hermeneia, 37–86, 131–39) 

wassenttoCorinthtogetherwiththedelegationconsistingofTitusandtwo―brothers.‖Theletterhastwo

parts, an advisory section regarding the collection for the Jerusalem church (8:1–15) and a legal section 

commending and authorizing the members of the delegation (8:16–23). The letter concludes with a 

peroration (8:24). Compared with literary and documentary parallels, the fragment is similar to letters of 

appointment given to political or adminstrative envoys.  

(5)The―administrativeletter‖ofchap. 9 (see Betz, 87–128, 139–40) is addressed to the Christians of 

Achaia and, like chap. 8, is concerned with the collection for the church in Jerusalem. As a literary unit, 

its purpose is advisory: it seeks to enlist the help of the Achaians in bringing the collection in Corinth to 

completion. Its two main sections contain information and explanation on the delegation sent to Corinth 

(9:2–5) and a theological statement about the purpose of the collection (9:6–14) and it concludes with a 

peroration, an expression of thanksgiving to God (9:15).  

(6) The interpolated passage of 6:14–7:1 reflectsasituationdifferentfrom2Corinthians‘other

components:itdoesnotreflectonPaul‘srelationshipwithCorinthorontheJerusalemcollection.This

difference has resulted in the view held by most scholars today that 2 Corinthians 6:14–7:1 is a non-

Pauline interpolation (see Furnish, 360–68, 371–83, with further references), while Betz (1973) has 

argued that it is even anti-Paulineinitstheology,originatingperhapswith(someof)Paul‘sopponents.If

thispassagedidindeedcomefromPaul‘sopponents,itmightevenreflectthepartyagainstwhichPaul

had to defend himself elsewhere in his correspondence with the Corinthians. Regardless, the piece is a 

carefullycomposedexhortationwarningagainstteamingupwith―unbelievers,‖whoevertheymaybe.Its

theology is strongly dualistic and Jewish-Christian. The origin of the piece is as much a puzzle as is the 

question of how it became mixed up with the Corinthian correspondence.  

D. Historical Developments in Corinth  

The preceding chronological ordering of the letter fragments provides some clarification of the turbulent 

events following 1 Corinthians. In 1 Corinthians 16, Paul mentions certain events he expects to take place 

after the dispatching of that letter. The collection for the church of Jerusalem, begun with Titus during an 

earlier visit (2 Cor 12:16–18; 8:6), will proceed according to the guidelines set forth in 1 Cor 16:1–2. 

After the collection, when it is to be taken up to Jerusalem, Paul plans to visit Corinth for the second time. 

He intends to arrive there from Macedonia, perhaps to spend the winter before going on to Palestine 

(16:6); however, he is undecided whether he himself will lead the delegation which will deliver the gift to 

the Jerusalem church (16:3–4). Meanwhile, until his departure for Macedonia, his presence in Ephesus 

remains crucial (16:8–9). Then he announces the forthcoming visit of Timothy. For reasons we do not 

know Paul fears that Timothy will not find a friendly reception (16:10–11; cf. 4:17). The letter fragments 

in 2 Corinthians, however, show that all of these plans could not be carried out as Paul had hoped.  

When 2 Corinthians says that TimothyisatPaul‘sside(1:1),thereisnomentionofTimothy‘svisitto

Corinth. He probably did go there but upon arrival found the church hostile and in turmoil (see 

Conzelmann 1973: 104; differently Bornkamm 1961: 9) and returned to Ephesus to inform Paul of the 

situation. This information, presupposed in 2 Corinthians, included a complete change in the Corinthian 

situation. While in 1 Corinthians Paul could remain above party factionalism, he now could not avoid 

facing a full-blown rebellion against him. The problems of his legitimacy, incipient in 1 Corinthians 

(15:8–10), had worsened, apparently in connection with the collection, which his opponents saw as 



evidence of a schemetolinehisownpockets.Sincethesechargesarealreadyconsideredinthe―first

apology‖(2 Cor 2:14–6:13; 7:2–4), where Paulrespondstoaccusationsof―inadequacyforoffice‖(2:16; 

3:5–6)and―peddlingthewordofGod‖(2:17; cf. 4:2; 6:3; 7:2; 12:16–17), this letter may be part of his 

firstresponseandwritteneitherbeforeorafterTimothy‘sreturnto Ephesus. Although Timothy may have 

takenthislettertoCorinth,wehavenoevidencetosubstantiatesuchahypothesis.Atanyrate,this―first

apology‖didnotpreventfurtherdeteriorationinPaul‘srelationshipwithCorinth. 

At this point, Paul changedhistravelplans.The―letterofreconciliation‖(2 Cor 1:1–2:13; 7:5–16; 

13:11–13), written after the resolution of the conflict, contains lengthy explanations for these changes. His 

report in 2 Cor 1:15–16, however, indicates that he must twice have altered the plans presented in 1 Cor 

16:5–8, for he says that he intended to go from Ephesus to Corinth, passing through Macedonia, and then 

perhaps to Judea. Upon receiving the bad news about Corinth, he quickly decided to go there directly, and 

apparently unannounced, to face the opposition head on. This visit, the so-called―sorrowfulvisit,‖

resulted in a fiasco for the apostle which he says he would not wish to repeat (2:1–3; 12:21; 13:2). Indeed, 

he postponed his third visit to Corinth (12:14; 13:1) until the conflict had been resolved. At the center of 

this conflictappearstohavebeenonewhomPaulcalls―theoffender‖(7:12) who apparently brought a 

charge of embezzlement against Paul (12:16–18; 8:20; see Betz 2 Corinthians 8 and 9, Hermeneia, 76–

77).SuchsuspicionoffraudofcoursejeopardizedPaul‘swholecredibility.Itispossiblethatthechurch

may even have appointed an investigator, from whose devastating report Paul himself quotes in 2 Cor 

10:10 (cf. 11:6; 13:3, 6).  

Rejected by his own church as a charlatan and a fraud, Paul made a final desperate attempt to regain his 

reputation.Hewrotethe―letteroftears‖(10:1–13:10); most likely after he returned to Ephesus, and sent 

itontoCorinth,probablywithTitusanda―brother‖(12:18).Aswelearnfromthesubsequent―letterof

reconciliation‖(2 Cor 1:1–2:13; 7:5–16; 13:11–13),boththe―letteroftears‖andTitus‘missionwere

successful,althoughPaulwasunawareofthisfactuntilmuchlater.Inastateof―greattribulationand

anguishofheart‖(2:4) he left for the Troad in NW Asia Minor; there, anxiously awaiting Titus, he 

became so restless that he set sail for Macedonia (2:12–13). Titus finally arrived there, bringing with him 

the good news of the reconciliation (7:5–7).Ingreatjoy,theapostlethensentfromMacedoniathe―letter

ofreconciliation.‖ 

One result of the Corinthian crisis, of course, was the collapse of the collection for the church in 

Jerusalem from that city. The Macedonian and Achaian churches had finished their part of the collection 

(8:2–5; 9:2), and at this point the Macedonians proposed to recommence and complete the Corinthian 

collection (8:4–5) with Titus volunteering to return to Corinth to reorganize the drive (8:17). Paul thus 

appointed Titus (8:6, 16–17, 23)andtwo―brothers‖(8:18–23; 9:3–5), a carefully chosen delegation 

representingnotonlyPaulbut―allthechurches‖aswell(8:18). Their letter of authorization is extant in 

chap. 8. In addition, Paul enlisted the aid of the Achaian Christians, who had already completed their part 

in the endeavor (chap. 9).  

From Rom 15:25–31 we learn that the advance team had succeeded in finishing the collection, that Paul 

had arrived, and that a delegation was ready to take the money to Judea. Paul now decided to lead that 

delegation, whose members may be listed in Rom 16:21–23; Acts 20:4 (see Betz 2 Corinthians 8 and 9 

Hermeneia, 51, 56). His departure from Corinth meant that he would never see Greece again (Acts 19:21; 

20:22–25, 36–38).  

This reconstruction of events clarifies the otherwise confusing sequence of visits by Paul and his 

collaborators. Paul made three visits to Corinth, the first being the foundation visit accompanied by 

Silvanus and Timothy (1 Corinthians passim; 2 Cor 1:19; Acts 18:1–18). The second visit, announced in 

1 Cor 16:2–9,wasmadeinhasteandwithoutadvancenotice;itbecamethe―sorrowful‖visit(2 Cor 2:1). 

A third visit had been planned but had to be postponed until the crisis had passed (2 Cor 2:1–3; 12:14; 

13:1–2). This final visit became a reality when Paul arrived in Corinth to head up the Judean delegation 

(Rom 15:25–31). Timothy, named as cofounder of the Corinthian church in 2 Cor 1:19 and Acts 18:5, 

also visited Corinth three times. If his second visit, announced in 1 Cor 16:10–11 (4:17), was carried out, 

his third visit occurred when he accompanied Paul to Judea (Rom 16:21; Acts 20:4).  



Three visits must also be assumed for Titus, whose assignments were closely related to the collection 

efforts (cf. Gal 2:1–10 for his presence at the Jerusalem conference). His first visit must have occurred 

prior to the writing of 1 Corinthians because of the subsequent guidelines for the collection as stated in 1 

Cor 16:1–4. On this visit he began the fund raising (2 Cor 8:6). His second visit was made in the company 

ofone―brother‖(2 Cor 12:18);themainobjectivesappeartohavebeenthedeliveryofthe―letterof

tears‖(2 Cor 10:1–13:10) and the attempt to reconcile the church with its apostle. Paul apparently chose 

Titus rather than Timothy because the Corinthians did not trust the latter (see 1 Cor 16:10–11). Bringing 

the news of the reconciliation to Paul in Macedonia (2 Cor 7:6–7)quicklyledtoTitus‘third visit to 

Corinth,accompaniedbytwo―brothers,‖torestartandfinishthecollection(2 Cor 8:6, 16–23; 9:3–5). 

Having completed this task as well, Titus is mentioned no further and his name is not included in the lists 

of the delegates to Palestine (Rom 16:21–23; Acts 20:4).  

E. Dates  

Scholars disagree as to whether precise dates can be assigned to the events emerging from the letter 

fragments of 2 Corinthians. Such variant views depend primarily on the overall view of the chronology of 

Paul (see CHRONOLOGY (NT)).IfJesus‘deathisdatedearly(27C.E.),Paul‘sconversionfallsinthe

year 30 C.E.;butifJesus‘deathoccurredin30C.E.,Paul‘sconversion and all other events must be dated 

later. For Luedemann, who favors earlier dates (see the chronological chart in Luedemann 1984: 262–63), 

the events involving 2 Corinthians fall in the years 49 (or 52) to 51 (or 54). Jewett (1979; see his 

appended chart) and Furnish (54–55) date these events in the years 55–56.Accordingtothem,Timothy‘s

second visit to Corinth took place in 55 C.E., the year which saw most of the events reported in the letter 

fragments in 2 Corinthians. Paul spent the winter of 55–56 in Macedonia, went to Corinth in 56, and left 

for Palestine in the spring of 57. These dates are probable, but good cases can be made as well for two to 

three years earlier or even for somewhat later (see Schenke and Fischer 1978: 47–63; Vielhauer 1975: 

156).  

F. Paul’s Opponents  

RecentdecadeshaveseenextensivediscussionregardingPaul‘sopponentsin(1and)2Corinthians(for

surveys and references, see Barrett 1982: 60–86, 87–107; Barnett 1984: 3–17; Furnish, 2 Corinthians AB, 

48–54; Georgi 1986: 333–450), and notable clarification of the problems and options has been achieved. 

ItisnowclearthattheissuesconcerningthefactionsandPaul‘sopponentsin1Corinthiansmustbe

distinguishedfromthefactionsandPaul‘sopponentsin2Corinthians.We can no longer assume that both 

letters deal with the same kind of opponents. Earlier, Schmithals had advanced the thesis (1971; still 

defended 1983: 107–24) that there was only one, gnostic, opposition to Paul. Schmithals needs this 

hypothesis to support his thesis that thirteen letters comprise 1 and 2 Corinthians; most scholars, however, 

do not accept it (Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians Hermeneia, 14–16), preferring rather the views of 

Bornkamm (1971: 169–71) and his student, Georgi (1964), who argue that new opponents moved into 

Corinth after 1 Corinthians was written.  

The discovery of these intruders and their efforts at provocation and agitation sent Timothy back to 

Ephesus to inform Paul, who then embarked upon his second, unsuccessful, visit to Corinth. Theapostle‘s

sarcasticpolemicsinthesubsequent―letteroftears‖(2 Cor 10:1–13:10) suggest that these new opponents 

hold views akin to Hellenistic-Jewish conceptsofthe―divineman‖(theios anēr). As was typical of Jews 

(1 Cor 1:22), these rival Jewish-Christian missionaries has succeeded in persuading the Corinthians to 

demand from Paul―thesignsoftheapostle‖(2 Cor 12:1, 7, 12), that is, miracles and revelations which 

serve as evidence that Christ speaks through the apostle (13:3).  

Unfortunately,Paul‘spolemicsdonotyieldmuchdetailontheviewstheseopponentsactuallyheld.To

obtainsuchdata,GeorgihasthereforeinterpretedPaul‘s opponents against the religious background of 

Diaspora Judaism and that branch of the Church which handed down the miracle stories of the gospels 

and Acts. Despite the methodological problems of extracting hard data from polemics and 

counterpolemics, not tomentiontheslimevidentialbasegenerally,Georgi‘sdirectionistherightonefor

future research (see also Betz 1969; 1972; RAC 12: Cols. 231–312; Koester 1982, 1: 126–30; Georgi 

1986).  



If one adopts this line of thought, one immediately sees other questions:DidPaul‘sopponentsin2

Corinthians have any connection with the factions in 1 Corinthians, and, if so, with which faction(s)? Was 

there a connection with anti-Pauline forces in Jerusalem (Käsemann 1942; Barrett 1982)? If there was 

such a connection (2 Cor 11:13–15, 21–23, 24), how do these opponents compare with those against 

whom Paul defends himself in Galatians? In Galatians, the points of contention surround the Torah and 

circumcision, not miracles and revelations; thus these opponents must have been different, despite their 

common goal of discrediting Paul. From the first chapters of the book of Acts it is quite obvious that 

apostles with different outlooks did mission work under the supervision of the Jerusalem church. Unlike 

the opponents in 1 Corinthians, those targeted in 2 Corinthians were intruders from outside the city (2 Cor 

10:13–16; 11:4, 19–20).Yettheadversarycalled―theoffender‖(2 Cor 7:12) was in all probability a 

resident of Corinth. How was he connected with the parties of 1 Corinthians and the intruders of 2 

Corinthians? After the reconciliation, we are told, forgivenesswastobeofferedtothis―offender‖;butit

isinconceivablethatsuchsimpleforgivenesswasgrantedtothe―pseudo-apostles‖and―messengersof

Satan‖(2 Cor 11:13–14). What happened to these intruders after the reconciliation we do not know. These 

and other questions may never be answered without the discovery of new sources.  

G. Perspectives on the History of the Early Church  

The crisis which shattered the relationship between Paul and his church in Corinth had repercussions far 

beyondCorinth.ThisparticularcrisiswasjustonemorepieceofevidencethatPaul‘smainmissionof

bringing the Christian gospel to the gentile world was increasingly threatened from both inside and 

outsidethechurcheshehadfounded.Paul‘sownambiguousbiographyhadbeenasourceof

bewilderment and suspicion from the beginning, and 2 Corinthians shows how well his opponents used 

this,hisAchilles‘heel,tounderminehiscredibility.ThesedoubtsaboutPaul‘sintegritywere

compounded by the self-doubts of the Corinthians concerning their salvation. It was not so much that they 

intended to turn their backs on Christianity altogether as that they had opened themselves up to other 

Christian missionaries hostile to Paul. These missionaries apparently had better credentials from and 

connections with the mother church in Palestine. In addition, they offered religious experiences which 

were more impressive and persuasive in the eyes of people of a Hellenistic religious mentality. Miracles 

andrevelationswereeasierfortheCorinthianChristianstohandlethanwerePaul‘scomplicated

theological discourses.  

The issue that seemed to have become the focus of the alienation, however, was a monetary one, the 

collection that Paul had organized in Macedonia and Achaia for the benefit of the church in Jerusalem. 

Charges, or at least suspicions, of financial irregularities had led the Corinthians to believe that the whole 

fund drive was a scheme designed to enrich the apostle himself. Their mistrust was justified by the fact 

that many religious quacks and swindlers with similar schemes operated throughout the Roman Empire. 

Hadoneoftheseconartistsdupedthem?Paul‘sletterofchap. 9 reveals that the purpose of the collection 

was to maintain a bond of brotherhood between the Greek churches and the mother church in Jerusalem, 

thus forestalling their growing alienation from becoming total separation. See also Gal 2:10; 

GALATIANS.  

Asthestorytellsit,Paul‘sstrugglewasdesperate.HavingbeendrivenoutofCorinth,hehadonlya

slim chance of regaining his former position. Nevertheless, by the sheer skill of his pen and the diplomatic 

talents of his envoy Titus, he managed to turn things around, an accomplishment paralleled only in 

Galatians. Had Paul failed in Corinth, his whole mission work in Greece would have collapsed and passed 

into other hands. The successful completion of the collection, however, as reported in Rom 15:25–31, 

meant that he could conclude his mission work in the East and turn his attention to the West, to Rome and 

Spain (Rom 15:14–24).  

H. Theological Significance  

Theletterfragmentsassembledin2CorinthiansgiveevidenceofPaul‘smethodsindealingwith severe 

crises in his churches. Involving the full repertoire of administrative instruments (visits, envoys, and 

letters) as well as rhetorical strategies, his major goal was that of theological education. Completing what 

had been started in the (lost) letter mentioned in 1 Cor 5:9, the letters of 1 and 2 Corinthians have taken 



the Corinthians through an entire course of theological education. In this course, theological doctrines, 

rhetorical strategies, and practical experiences went hand in hand (Betz 1986). At the end, Paul could 

testify that the Corinthians had learned their lessons well. According to 1 Cor 1:5, they could claim an 

abundance of eloquence and knowledge but lacked mature faith and love. 2 Corinthians can restate this 

claiminadifferentformandaddanotherchallengeaswell:―Asyouhaveabundanceineverything,in

faith and eloquence and knowledge as well as in every kind of zeal and in that kind of love which came 

fromusanddwellsinyou,youshouldhaveabundanceinthisgiftofcharity,too‖(2 Cor 8:7).  

Theological doctrines used in the arguments include here, as elsewhere, those concerned with God, 

Christ,andChristiansalvation,butinthecenterstandsPaul‘speculiardoctrineabouthisapostolicoffice

(see APOSTLE). Much more explicitly than in other letters, Paul devotes two major sections to 

explanationsofhisofficeasanapostle.The―firstapology‖(2:14–6:13; 7:2–4) contains a self-portrait as 

the representativeofthedeathandresurrectionofChrist.The―letteroftears‖(10:1–13:10) goes over this 

ground again but in a highly sarcastic tone and in the form of an ironic self-parody(the―fool‘sspeech‖). 

While in 1 Corinthians the doctrine of justification by faith (see JUSTIFICATION) is applied to the 

claimtopossess―eloquenceandknowledge‖(1 Cor 1:18–31), that same doctrine serves in 2 Corinthians 

(see, especially, in chronological order, 2 Cor 5:17–21; 10:17–18; 12:9–10; 13:3–4; 1:3–7, 18–22) to 

distinguish between true and false claims of legitimacy. Most important, finally, are the statements and 

procedures that Paul sets forth concerning the formation of the Church as a theological community of love 

(see, especially, 2 Cor 5:14; 6:6, 11:13; 11:11; 12:15; 2:4, 8; 13:11, 13; 8:7, 8, 24; 9:6–14).  
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HANS DIETER BETZ  

CORINTHIANS, THIRD EPISTLE TO THE. One of the so-called apocryphal epistles, 

forming the last part of an apocryphal correspondence between Paul and the Corinthians contained in the 

Acts of Paul. It is preserved in several textual traditions of varying quality: in Armenian through several 

NT mss; through five rather fragmentary Latin mss; a 6th-century Coptic translation of the Acts of Paul; 

in Greek from the 3d-century Bodmer papyrus (see BODMER PAPYRI); and is attested in Ephrem the 

Syrian‘scommentary on the Pauline epistles (NTApocr 2: 326–27; Klijn 1963: 2–4). English translations 

may be found in Schneemelcher and in James.  

The Syriac and Armenian churches regarded 3 Corinthians as authentic and included it with the Pauline 

letters. Even though it circulated independently and was quite popular among certain groups of early 

Christians, as early as 1892 Zahn proposed that it was part of the Acts of Paul (Zahn; Enslin IDB, 679; 

NTApocr 2: 326; Klijn 1963: 2–5). Discovery of the Coptic Heidelberg papyrus in 1894 showed Zahn to 

be correct. The Coptic text also indicated that it was written originally in Greek. This was subsequently 

verified by the discovery of a Greek text which was published in 1959 (Klijn 1963: 5).  

While it is now quite apparent that 3 Corinthians is part of the Acts of Paul, opinions vary as to whether 

the author created the correspondence between Paul and the Corinthians or whether he used already 

existing writings (Klijn 1963: 10–16; NTApocr 2: 340–42).  

Establishing the date, place of composition, and the identity of the author of 3 Corinthians is 

complicated by its relationship to the Acts of Paul. Tertullian says (De Bapt. 17; approx. A.D. 200) that the 

Acts of Paul was written by a presbyter in Asia Minor, and the work itself indicates that it was most likely 

written in Asia Minor. A date between 170 and 195 is usually posited for the composition of the Acts of 

Paul (Klijn 1963: 4; NTApocr 2: 351). 3 Corinthians is at least this early. If 3 Corinthians was an earlier 

writing which was used by the author of the Acts of Paul, then it is impossible at this time to establish its 

precise date, place of composition, or the identity of its author.  

3 Corinthians is located within the Philippi episode of the Acts of Paul and forms part of a 

correspondence between Paul and the Corinthians. The Corinthians first wrote Paul telling of two men, 

Simon and Cleobius, who arrived in Corinth and distorted the faith by teaching things they had not heard 

from Paul or the other apostles. They taughtthattheCorinthiansshouldnot―appealtotheprophets,and

that God is not almighty, and that there is no resurrection of the flesh, and that the creation of man is not 

God‘s[work],andthattheLordisnotcomeintheflesh,norwashebornofMary, and that the world is 

notofGod,butofangels‖(NTApocr 2: 374). This letter was delivered to Paul in prison in Philippi by 

Threptus and Eutychus. 3 Corinthians isPaul‘sresponsetotheCorinthians‘requestthatheeithervisitor

write concerning these teachings.  

3 Corinthians begins with a rather typical Pauline greeting, followed by an acknowledgment that his 

own tribulation is a sign that the teachings of the evil one are gaining ground. Paul then assures the 

Corinthians that he taught them what he received from the apostles. This is followed by a refutation of the 

teachings of Simon and Cleobius, which makes up the bulk of the letter. In turn, this is followed by an 

assurance for those who accept his teachings and condemnation for those who do not. The letter closes 

with an urge for them to turn away from the false teachings and a blessing of peace, grace, and love.  
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DANA ANDREW THOMASON  

CORMORANT. See ZOOLOGY.  

CORNELIUS (PERSON) [Gk Kornēlios (Κοπνηλιορ)]. According to the book of Acts, Cornelius is 

the first gentile to become a convert to Christianity (Acts 10:1–11:18, cf. 15:6–11). Although the episode 

occupies a significant place in Luke-Acts, Luke conveys little information about the man himself. Study 

of the episode has concentrated primarily on the historical development and literary composition of the 

narrative and its significance in the unfolding story of Luke-Acts.  

At the beginning of the Cornelius narrative, Luke notes that Cornelius resides in Caesarea and describes 

himas―acenturionofwhatwasknownastheItalianCohort,adevoutmanwhofearedGodwithallhis

household,gavealmsliberallytothepeople,andprayedconstantlytoGod‖(10:1–2). This introduction 

identifies Cornelius in two important ways. First, that he is a gentile may be deduced from the fact that he 

is a Roman soldier, since being in the military was incompatible with the observance of Jewish law 

(Joseph. Ant 18.84).  

Second, with several phrases Luke signals that Cornelius is a religious man. Together with his entire 

household (cf. 11:14) Cornelius fears God. Whether this statement means that Cornelius belongs to a 

distinctgroupofgentilesknownas―God-fearers,‖(i.e.,gentileswhoworshippedtheGodoftheJewsbut

did not become proselytes) is a matter of debate. What is not subject to debate is the positive connotation 

attachedtothisstatementandtheonesthatfollow.Corneliusischaritabletoward―thepeople‖(Gklaos), 

a term Luke often employs for the people of Israel; and he prays to God without ceasing. While Cornelius 

is a gentile, Luke takes care to introduce him as an exceptionally good and pious gentile whose 

conversion almost becomes a response to his behavior. Indeed, the angel who appears to him and instructs 

him to send for Peter says that Cornelius‘behaviorhasbecomeamemorialbeforeGod(Acts 10:4).  

SinceMartinDibelius‘essay(1956)ontheCorneliusaccount,interpretationofthisepisodehas

revolved around his thesis that the story has its origin in an earlier and simpler story of conversion, such 

as Dibelius understood had been preserved in the story of the ETHIOPIAN EUNUCH. Dibelius argued 

that the following elements conflicted with this earlier version of the story and, hence, that they were later 

additions:(1)Peter‘svision(10:9–16) does not appear to be connected with the surrounding narrative, 

since the vision has to do with food laws but the larger story focuses on the inclusion of gentiles; (2) the 

descriptionofthearrivalofPeterandhiscolleaguesatCornelius‘home(10:27–29), which is literarily 

awkward;(3)Peter‘sspeech(10:34–43) appears to be a later addition because, according to Dibelius, 

early conversion stories did not contain speeches and because this particular speech seems to have been 

modeledonPeter‘sotherspeeches;and(4)Peter‘sdefenseofhisactionsinJerusalem(11:1–18), since it 

focusesonPeter‘ssocialrelationswithgentiles,whichDibeliusfindstobeinsignificant in the story itself.  

FollowingDibelius‘essay,otherinterpretersoftheCorneliusepisodesoughttorefinehisthesis.For

example,whileErnstHaenchen(1965)expresseddoubtsaboutDibelius‘assumption that the early 

Church preserved legends about conversions (a criticism more recently revived by Klaus Haacker [1980]), 

Haenchen‘sownsuggestionwasthatLukehadreceivedtheCorneliusstory,intheformDibeliushad

suggested, from traditions preservedatCaesarea.UlrichWilckens(1958)examinedPeter‘sspeechin

10:34–43,contendingthatthisspeechismorecatecheticalthanPeter‘sotherspeechesinActs,whichare

kerygmatic in content. François Bovon(1970)connectedPeter‘svision(10:9–16) with the Jerusalem 

discussion in 11:1–18 and argued that together they suggest that within the Cornelius account a second 

motif pertainstofoodlaws.KarlLöning(1974)hasarguedthatPeter‘svisionisanintegralpartofthe

Cornelius story, even in its earlier forms.  

DespiteLöning‘sattempt,thefeatureofDibelius‘analysiswhichhasbeenmostwidelyacceptedis

almost certainlyhisclaimthatPeter‘svisionisextrinsictothenarrativeandis,hence,anadditiontoan

earlier and simpler account. However, Dibelius neglected two features of ancient narratives that 

undermine his argument. First, numerous narratives in the ancient world use the device of double dreams, 



that is, two characters have separate dreams within one narrative episode (see, for example, Jos. Ant 

11.321–39). The closest example, of course, occurs in Acts 9, where Saul and Ananias each have a vision 

concerning the eventual visit of Ananias to Saul. Thus, there is good reason to suspect that the two visions 

in Acts 10 also belong to the same narrative. The second narrative feature Dibelius neglected is the 

literary role of dreams or visions. Dibelius found the vision of Peter insufficiently related to the larger 

narrative, but that is to overlook the fact that dreams or visions often occur at the beginning of an episode, 

buttheirsignificanceonlyunfoldsasthestoryitselfunfolds.Forexample,inPlutarch‘streatmentofthe

life of Cicero, he tells of a dream in which Cicero sees Octavius, whom he had actually never met; on the 

next day, however, Cicero does meet Octavius (Cic. 44; cf. Cim. 18; Luc. 10.23.3–4; Brut. 20.8–11). 

Similarly,inAchillesTatius‘storyofLeucippe and Clitophon, one of the Hellenistic romances, Clitophon 

dreams that he has been attached to a wife and then the attachment is severed by someone else. When 

Clitophon‘sengagementtoCalligoneisbroken,thedreamisfulfilled,anditisfulfilledyetagainwhen

Clitophon is separated from Leucippe by a series of misadventures. Numerous such examples suggest 

that,whilePeter‘svisiondoesnotexplicitlyaddresstheconversionofgentiles,itmayneverthelessbean

integral part of the narrative.  

The literary structure of the Cornelius account, when read as a unified story, consists of a sequence of 

parallel scenes: (1a) the vision of Cornelius, in which he receives instructions concerning Peter (10:1–8); 

(1b) the vision of Peter, in which he receives instructions concerning Cornelius (10:9–16);(2a)Cornelius‘

agentsarriveatPeter‘shouseandarewelcomedthere(10:17–23a); (2b) Peter and his companions arrive 

atCornelius‘houseandarewelcomedthere(10:23b–29); (3a) Cornelius speaks to explain the events that 

have occurred to him (10:30–33);(3b)PeterspeakstoexplainhisinsightaboutGod‘simpartiality and to 

recount the gospel (10:34–43);(4a)God‘simpartialityisconfirmedbytheHolySpiritandthrough

baptism (10:44–48);(4b)God‘simpartialityisconfirmedbythecommunitygatheredinJerusalem(11:1–

18).  

Luke narrates this particular story in a careful and even dramatic manner, at least in part because it is a 

major turning point in his story of the early Church. Beginning in Acts 1:8 (or even Luke 2:32), Luke has 

laid the groundwork for the inclusion of gentiles within the Christian community. Initially preaching the 

gospel only within Jerusalem, believers leave Jerusalem when they are forced to do so because of 

persecution (8:1). With the conversions in Samaria, the conversion of the Ethiopian eunuch, and the 

conversion of the archenemy Saul, Luke continues to widen the boundaries of the Christian community. 

The similarities in the stories of the Ethiopian, Saul, and Cornelius suggest that for Luke they are part of 

one continuous event.  

NotonlydoestheCorneliusaccountbringtoaculminationmuchofLuke‘sstoryuptothispoint,butit

paves the way for the Jerusalem council in Acts 15. There, during a debate about the restrictions that 

ought to be placed upon gentile Christians, Peter refers indirectly to the Cornelius episode (15:6–9). The 

agreement that thenbecomesthelaunchingpadforPaul‘scontinuedmissionamonggentileshasasits

starting point this conversion of a pious gentile.  

By means of this carefully crafted story, Luke conveys several points that are indicative of his 

theological perspective. Most obvious among these is the understanding that it is God and God alone who 

determineswhattheboundariesoftheChristiancommunityaretobe.InthefaceofPeter‘sthreefold

resistance to the vision (10:9–16)andtheJerusalemcommunity‘scomplainingwhenPeterjoinsintable

fellowship with gentiles (11:3),God‘swillhasitsway.InmultiplewaysLukeinsiststhatthisinclusionis

God‘swill:thevisionofCornelius, the repeated vision of Peter, the gift of the Holy Spirit prior to 

baptismwithwater.Theconclusionisclear:theinclusionofgentileswasthedirectresultofGod‘s

intervention and was not a merely human act. Despite the reluctance with which Peter becomes the 

instrumentofCornelius‘conversion,hisroleinthisstoryalsoconveysanimportantelementinLuke‘s

theological viewpoint. In keeping with the central importance Peter has in the Jerusalem community from 

the beginning of Acts, he alone is the apostle who has the authority to take this bold step. A third 

theologicalissueinthistexthastodowiththenatureofChristianhospitality.CrucialtotheChurch‘s

inclusion of gentiles is the problem of table fellowship. That is an explicit issue, of course, in Gal 2:12, 



but it also plays a role in this story with its recurrent motif of hospitality and the sharing of food (10:23, 

28, 48; 11:3).  
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BEVERLY ROBERTS GAVENTA  

CORNER GATE (PLACE) [Heb să˓ar happinâ (ֲסַףר ַהִפָנה); ša˓ar happôneh ( ר ַהפוֶנהַשףַ  ); 

ša˓ar happĕn  m (ַשַףר ַהְפִנים)]. Gate of Jerusalem first mentioned during the reign of Amaziah (2 Kgs 

14:13; 2 Chr 25:23) that became increasingly strategic to Uzziah (2 Chr 26:9) and to Hezekiah. After the 

destruction of Jerusalem in 586 B.C.E., Jeremiah and Zechariah refer to the Corner Gate (Jer 31:37—Eng 

38; Zech 14:10) as the westernmost boundary of a future Jerusalem. Where the Corner Gate should be 

located greatly depends on whether or not there was an Israelite settlement on the Western Hill of 

Jerusalem and on whether it was included inside the walls of the city (for a full summary, see Simons 

1952: 226–81, 447–58). These questions were, for the most part, answered by the archaeological 

excavations on the Western Hill from 1968 to 1971 with the discovery of pottery, figurines, ostraca, and 

themoresignificant―broadwall‖and―Israelitetower‖datedtothe8th–7th centuries B.C.E. and most 

likely should be attributed to Hezekiah (Avigad 1980: 23–60). It is at the W end of this 8th-century wall, 

built along the Transversal Valley to protect the vulnerable NW approach of the city, that the Corner Gate 

should provisionally be located. The gate most likely began as an avenue of ingress and egress for the 

settlementontheWesternHill.AfterAmaziah‘sdefeatatBeth-shemesh, Jehoash, king of Israel, came to 

Jerusalem and destroyed 400 cubits of a city wall between the Gate of Ephraim and the Corner Gate. 

Uzziah later strengthened the Corner Gate with defensive towers (2 Chr 26:9) to enhance strategically its 

vulnerable position for lack of a valley or ravine to protect the gate. The Corner Gate then became the 

westernmostpointofHezekiah‘s―broadwall.‖ItranE–W along the Transversal Valley from the temple 

enclosure to the Corner Gate where the city wall turned S along the Hinnom Valley (Gibson 1987: 86–

87).Nehemiah‘slackofreferencetotheCornerGatemaybeattributedtohisreinforcingofonlytheold

defensive lines of the smaller City of David and temple area (Avigad 1980: 61–62; Williamson 1984: 85–

87).  
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DALE C. LIID  

CORPORATE PERSONALITY. ―Corporatepersonality‖isatermusedinEnglishlaw.Itrefers
to the fact that a group or body can be regarded legally as an individual, possessing the rights and duties 

of an individual. The membership of such a group may change through the death of members or the 

recruitment of new ones, without affecting the rights and duties of the group as a whole.  

AlthoughWheelerRobinsonin1907hadalludedtotheconceptinhiscommentaryonJoshua,itwasn‘t

until1911thatheintroducedtheterm―corporatepersonality‖intobiblicalinterpretation.Hebelievedthat

it helped to explain features of the OT that were puzzling to modern readers. For example, in Joshua 7, the 

whole household of Achan was destroyed, even though Achan alone had disobeyed the divine command 

not to take spoil fromJericho.IfAchan‘shouseholdwasacorporatepersonality,thewholegroupwas



culpable, even though only one of its members had offended. Again, in some of the psalms (e.g., 44:5–9 

—Eng 44:4–8),thelanguageswitchesabruptlyfrom―I‖to―we.‖Ifthepsalmistbelongedtoacorporate

personality,hecouldthinkofhimself(―I‖)asembodyingthewholegroup;yethissenseofsolidaritywith 

the group allowed him also to employ―we‖language. 

AccordingtoRogerson(1980),Robinsonemployed―corporatepersonality‖inatleasttwodifferent

senses: (a) corporate responsibility (e.g., the Achan punishment) and (b) corporate representation (e.g., the 

corporate―I‖ofthepsalms). Like many scholars of his day, Robinson believed that ancient Hebrew 

thoughtwassimilartothatof―primitive‖societiesandwasimpressedbytheworkofanthropologistson

this―primitive‖mentality,especiallythatofLévy-Bruhl. He believed that the Hebrews analyzed the 

relation between the individual and the group in ways very different from those of modern man. For 

example, the Hebrews did not place limits on their individuality but felt themselves to belong to a group 

in such a way that an individual could be or become the group. Again, a remote ancestor, although dead, 

could embody the group in such a way that a living member of it could feel the closest identity, even 

identification, with the ancestor.  

Although Robinson took the idea of corporate personality from English law, he applied it to the OT in 

an imprecise fashion. In English law a corporate personality cannot be punished for the misdemeanor of 

one of its members. If, however, the offender acted as an authorized representative of the group, then the 

group as such could be indicted. Furthermore, the idea of a bond of consciousness or identity between 

individualandgroup,suchasispresupposedinexplainingthecorporate―I‖ofthepsalms,isforeignto

the legal notion adopted by Robinson in order to describe what he believed to be a basic and primitive 

characteristic of Hebrew thought, one to which modern thought had no parallel.  

Since the 1930s many OT scholars believed that Robinson had discovered an important way of avoiding 

reading modern Western notions of individuality into the OT. Many also believed his work to be 

confirmedbyPedersen‘s(1926)mysticalaccountofhowIsraelites experienced the world. Corporate 

personality was thus used to explain the individual and collective traits of the servant in the four Servant 

Songs of Isaiah 42–53 (Robinson 1955; Eissfeldt 1933), the phenomenon of pseudonymity in apocalyptic 

literature (Russell 1964), the identity between a messenger and the person who sent him (Johnson 1961: 

28), and the close affinity between saga characters and Israelite readers of the sagas (Koch 1969). 

However, the anthropological theories on which Robinson based his notion of Hebrew mentality have 

since been largely abandoned by anthropologists.  

Robinson must be credited, nevertheless, with focusing attention upon an important question: did the 

Israelites regard a group as a collection of individuals or as a body with various members? In some cases 

the answer seems to be that a group is regarded primarily as a body whose members are so bound together 

that they must share a common fate. In Gen 19:22–32, the alternatives are that either Sodom will be 

destroyed or it will be reprieved should it contain ten righteous persons; that the righteous should be 

spared and the wicked destroyed is not an option. The city is dealt with as a collective whole.  

However, care should be taken not to press this principle into service without careful thought. In the 

Achan incident there is clear indication of individual responsibility. Achan is identified as the culprit, and, 

althoughthepeopleasawholehadbeenpunishedbydefeatatAi,itisonlyAchan‘shouseholdthatisput

to death. This punishment need not depend upon corporate personality; it has been explained in terms of 

the need to execute all those who were defiled by contact with spoil devoted wholly to God (Porter 1965). 

It has also been seen as an instance of ruler punishment.  

The classic instance of ruler punishment (Daube 1947) is 2 Sam 24: 1–17,whereDavid‘spunishment

for holding a census results in the death of 70,000 men. Here again, the idea of individual responsibility is 

clear: David erred, but his punishment falls upon his property, the 70,000 men.  

The above examples should serve as a warning against those who attempt to fit OT texts into simplistic 

categories. In OT law the principle of individual responsibility was fundamental from the earliest times. 

Yet some individuals held power over others that might cause them, although innocent, to be punished for 

the actions of the head. In OT religion the fear of defilement of the whole people by the presence within it 

of a group or individual that had violated the boundary separating the sacred from the profane was strong 



enough to require the execution of those responsible. Again, the OT employs the devices of 

personification and synechdoche: Israel can be described as a virgin girl (Amos 5:2), or a king can 

represent the whole of his people (Ezek 28:2, 12).  

It would be wrong to assume without further investigation that Israelites perceived the relation between 

the individual and society in exactly the same way as modern scholars. It is equally wrong to suppose that 

the OT can only be understood by positing a special Hebrew mentality, radically different from that of 

modern Westerners. Even in modern society, where individualism is a more dominating concept than in 

the OT, there exist experiences and resources which can be used sensitively to explain features of OT 

narrative that are at first sight puzzling and alien.  
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J. W. ROGERSON  

CORPUS HELLENISTICUM NOVI TESTAMENTI. A research project whose purpose is to 

collect and publish Greco-Roman parallels elucidating the contents of the NT.  

A. The History of the Project  

Before the 17th century NT exegesis was mainly of a dogmatic nature, both in Protestant and in Roman 

Catholiccircles.Theexegetewasobligatedto―explain‖thesacredtextsinsuchawaythatthedogmatic

interests of the Church were defended. Although as early as 1572 the classical philologist Joachim 

Camerarius had stated that the NT could only be explained against the background of the linguistic usage 

of ancient authors (Kümmel 1970: 26–28), it was not until the 17th century that this view became more 

influential. This period saw the birth and growth of a strictly philological approach to the NT. In the so-

called Observationes and Annotationes literature, the text of the NT books was elucidated on the basis of 

parallels from one or more classical authors. The most important examples from both the 17th and 18th 

centuries are works by D. Heinsius, H. Grotius, J. Cappellus, P. Colomesius, J. Dougtaeus, J. B. 

Carpzovius, C. H. Langius, C. F. Munthe, J. Pricaeus, G. Raphelius, J. T. Krebsius, L. Bos, J. Alberti, C. 

F. Loesnerus, and J. Elsnerus (for bibliographical details, see Ros 1940: 49–56 and Delling 1963a: 1, n.1). 

Although Observationes and Annotationes cannot be strictly distinguished, one may say that, whereas the 

Observationes often merely listed parallels from Greek and Latin authors, the Annotationes for the most 

part have the character of a commentary in which also aspects other than simply elucidating parallels are 

treated (see the collection of Annotationes literature in Pearson 1666).  

The practice of collecting classicalparallelstotheNTreacheditszenithinJ.J.Wettstein‘sNovum 

Testamentum Graecum (1751–52). This work, intended to be a new critical edition of the Greek NT, has 

remained a highly useful tool to the present day (it was reprinted in 1962), not for its edition of the NT, 

but for its extensive apparatus containing quotations of parallels from Greek, Latin, and rabbinic 

literature; more than 175 classical authors had been scrutinized by Wettstein over a period of more than 



forty years in his search for parallels to the NT (see Hulbert-Powell 1938; van Unnik 1964a: 196–99; 

Mussies fc.). Neither before nor after him has such a comprehensive and systematic collection of 

materials relevant to the NT been published. Although Wettstein himself declared that much remained to 

be done (2: 876), after his death this kind of work gradually came to a standstill. In the 19th century 

historical-critical questions occupied NT scholars much more than philological matters. But by the 

beginning of the 20th century the climate had again changed. The discovery of papyri in Egypt, 

excavations in the E Mediterranean area, and the rise of religiohistorical research brought the relationship 

between the NT and its cultural milieu into focus again. Shortly before World War I, C. F. Georg 

Heinrici, a Leipzig professor of NT, developed plans for a large-scale project, called byhim―anew

Wettstein,‖andlaterrenamed(probablybyE.vonDobschütz)Corpus Hellenisticum Novi Testamenti 

(CHNT). Rabbinic writings were excluded from the project when it became known that Paul Billerbeck 

was working on this material for his monumental Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und 

Midrasch (1926–28). Heinrici enlisted as his collaborators Ernst von Dobschütz, Hans Lietzmann, Hans 

Windisch, Adolf Deissmann, and Johannes Leipoldt (von Dobschütz 1922: 146–48; van Unnik 1964a: 

200–1). During the initial stage of the project, Heinrici died (in 1915) and his responsibility passed to von 

Dobschütz in Halle. Von Dobschütz organized the project with great enthusiasm and, after World War I, 

set a great number of assistants (more than fifty, at several universities) to work on it. They checked 

Wettstein‘squotationsagainstmoderncriticaleditions,updatingandsupplementinghismaterial,allof

which was recorded on file cards. Soon it was discovered that a team of scholars in England (under F. H. 

Colson‘sdirection)wasalsoworkingonaneweditionofWettstein,tobepublishedbySPCK(Hulbert-

Powell 1938: 273). Scholars like G. N. L. Hall, G. H. Whitaker, E. R. Bernard, W. O. E. Oesterley, W. 

Scott, W. K. Lowther Clarke, and others had been collecting materials from Plutarch, Seneca, Josephus, 

Vettius Valens, Stobaeus, the Corpus Hermeticum, and the Magical papyri. Once von Dobschütz had 

succeeded in convincing the British that the German project was in a far more advanced stage, they put all 

their materials at the disposal of the Germans and discontinued the enterprise (von Dobschütz 1922: 147–

48).  

Between the years 1918 and 1933 much work was done. In 1928 von Dobschütz (1928: 49) wrote that 

the project could be completed in a few years. However, with the rise of National Socialism the project 

gradually broke down, the more so after the death of von Dobschütz in 1934. When his successor, Hans 

Windisch, who hoped to finish the project in the near future (1935: 125), died within a year, the work 

came to a complete halt (Aland 1955–56: 218). Together with the individual workers, many of the file 

cards disappeared in the years before and during World War II. In 1941 the Halle NT scholar Erich 

Klostermann came to an agreement with Anton Fridrichsen in Uppsala that the pagan portion of the 

materials (the Pagano-Hellenisticum) should be transferred to Uppsala, while the Judeo-Hellenisticum 

would remain in Halle (Fridrichsen and Klostermann 1941: 255). Fridrichsen had a long-standing interest 

in the project and had himself written a series of articles with CHNT materials (Bauer 1954: 128). But 

owing to a long-lasting illness and his early death in 1953, he was not able to advance the project. Only 

one contribution, a dissertation by one of his pupils (Almqvist 1946), was made in the years between 1941 

and 1953. The untimely deaths of J. Schniewind and H. Preisker also considerably slowed progress in the 

Halle branch.  

In1955anewstartwasmade.Fridrichsen‘ssuccessor,HaraldRiesenfeld,andtheDutchNTscholar

Willem Cornelis van Unnik agreed, after international consultation in the Society of New Testament 

Studies (van Unnik 1956–57; Aland 1955–56), that the Pagano-Hellenisticum part of the CHNT would be 

transferred to Utrecht under the direction of van Unnik, while the Judeo-Hellenisticum would remain in 

Halle, to be directed by Gerhard Delling (Aland 1955–56: 218–19; Delling 1963a: 5). Like von 

Dobschütz and Windisch, van Unnik, too, expected that the wish to publish a new Wettstein would soon 

be fulfilled (van Unnik 1964a: 202). In 1956 the file cards arrived in Utrecht and were studied, checked, 

and reordered by temporary assistants. In the 1960s two full-time researchers began collecting new 

materials from Hellenistic authors. In 1966 a new branch of the project was begun at the Institute for 



Antiquity and Christianity in Claremont, California, under Hans Dieter Betz, who had previously 

published a contribution to the CHNT (Betz 1961).  

By this time it had become clear that the ultimate goal, i.e., the publication of an updated and completed 

Wettstein, could not be reached as easily and quickly as had been wished, both because of the immense 

amount of ancient literature to be studied and because of the very limited number of researchers who were 

available to the project. Hence it was decided to aim provisionally at an interim goal, namely, the 

publication of a series of monographs discussing the relevance of one particular author (or corpus) to the 

NT. This series, the Studia ad Corpus Hellenisticum Novi Testamenti (published by Brill), began in 1970 

and continues to the present time (see Petzke 1970; Mussies 1972; Betz 1975 and 1978; Grese 1979; van 

der Horst 1980). In addition, a series of articles on minor authors (van der Horst 1973, 1974, 1975, 1981, 

1983a), and on NT chapters, pericopae, verses, or themes in their relation to Hellenistic literature (van 

Unnik 1964b, 1970a, 1973a; Betz 1979; van der Horst 1983b, 1985; Mussies 1986) has been and 

continues to be published in various scholarly journals.  

Within these publications, both monographs and articles, three different approaches can be discerned. In 

the first, the order of the NT text is the point of departure, and the parallels are quoted seriatim, from 

Matthew 1 through Revelation 22, with little or no comment (as in Wettstein). In the second, the order of 

the writing(s) of the pagan or Jewish author becomes the point of departure, and to it parallels from the 

NT are quoted, with or without comment. In the third, the material is arranged thematically, with topics 

from the pagan literature or the NT as the focus; these are elucidated through parallels drawn from the 

other corpus. Each of the above divergent approaches has its advantages and they are complementary.  

SincevanUnnik‘sdeathin1978,theworkoftheUtrechtbranch of the CHNT has been continued by 

his former collaborators Gerard Mussies and Pieter W. van der Horst. Under Delling, and also, since his 

retirement in 1975, the Judeo-Hellenisticum branch in Halle has been active mainly in bibliographical 

work (Delling1975).WithBetz‘smovetoChicagoin1979,theAmericanbranchofthePagano-

Hellenisticum moved from Claremont to the Divinity School of the University of Chicago.  

In the seventy years of its existence, progress of the project has seriously been hampered by four causes: 

the First and Second World Wars; the untimely deaths of several of its directors (Heinrici, von Dobschütz, 

Windisch, Schniewind, Priesker, Fridrichsen, van Unnik); a serious underestimation of the amount of 

work involved; and in recent times the increasing number of nonresearch duties imposed upon 

investigators at the universities. The future of the project lies in the steady continuation of the series of 

books and articles on individual pagan authors or writings and on pericopae, chapters, or themes of the 

NT.  

B. The Purpose of the Project  

The primary purpose of the CHNT is to further the understanding of the NT in its cultural context, not 

only from a religiohistorical, but also from a literary, philosophical, and historical point of view. The 

work done at this project is necessary in order to learn to hear the words of the NT with the ears of 1st-

century people and so to discover the emotional value of these words for the earliest readers or hearers. 

The aim is to investigate everything that has been preserved from Greek and Roman antiquity in relation 

to its significance for a proper understanding of the NT (van Unnik 1980: 202, 208). Van Unnik described 

theproject‘spurposewiththemaxim,―WordscometoLife‖(vanUnnik1971:199). This does not mean 

that the project is of a lexicographical nature. In the early Observationes literature, as well as in Wettstein, 

there was a heavy emphasis on lexicographical matters. This was necessary since there were no (or only 

very inadequate) lexicons in those days. Now with the advent of Walter Bauer (BAGD) and TDNT, much 

of the relevant lexical parallels are easily accessible (Delling 1963a: 8). Moreover, G. H. R. Horsley has 

undertaken a new collection of lexical material from papyri and inscriptions for a revised Moulton-

Milligan (Horsley 1981–87). Of course, there are still several lacunae in NT lexicography, and 

occasionally CHNT researchers have been able to fill the gaps (see, e.g., van Unnik 1962; Mussies 1978; 

van der Horst 1976–77, 1978). But more often it is rather the specific combination of words (not indicated 

by the lexicons) that appears to be relevant. For example, it no longer makes sense to collect occurrences 

of gnōmē, ―purpose,mind,‖andthenumeralheis/mia/hen in Greek authors; however, it does make sense 



to collect instances of mia gnōmē, ―onemind,‖sinceonlythendoesitbecomeclearthattheauthorof

Revelation is employing a political technical term, which evoked very specific associations (Rev 17:13, 

17; van Unnik 1970b).  

The main emphasis in CHNT research, however, is on conceptual parallels, which, more often than not, 

are phrased differently than in the NT so that there is no or only little verbal agreement (the main reason 

why the computer is of very little use to this project). This is, of course, most obvious when the parallels 

are found in Latin writings. For example, to the use of spittle in the story of the healing of the blind man 

by Jesus (Mark 8:23; cf. John 9:6)theclosestparallelisTacitus‘storyofVespasian‘shealingofablind 

manbymeansoftheemperor‘sspittle(Hist. 4.81; also Suet. Ves. 7.2). Since the languages are different 

here, there is no verbal agreement, although Greek parallels can be verbally dissimilar as well. As for the 

story of the ascension in Acts 1:9, there are many pagan parallels, none of which agree verbally (van der 

Horst 1983b: 20–23). The same applies even to such a motif as the tongues of fire, a manifestation of 

divine presence or grace in Acts 2:3; here the many parallels in Greek, and especially Latin, sources show 

little or no verbal similarity (van der Horst 1985: 49–50).SeveralaspectsofJesus‘genealogyinMatt 

1:1–17 can be clarified against their Hellenistic and Jewish-Hellenistic background despite the lack of 

verbalagreement(Mussies1986).AlsoJesus‘raisingofthewidow‘ssonatNain(Luke 7:11–17) has a 

striking parallel in a story of Apollonius of Tyana (Philostr. VA 4.45), but again there is no verbal 

agreement (Petzke 1970: 129–30; cf. Betz 1961: 161). In general, there are many pagan parallels to the 

miracle stories, especially the healing miracles (Betz 1961: 147–60; cf. Weinreich 1909).  

Sometimes the agreement between an expression in the NT and its parallels is only partially verbal 

while conceptually complete. For instance, to the expression to pneuma mē sbennute, ―Donotquenchthe 

Spirit,‖in1 Thess 5:19 there are only partial verbal parallels in Plutarch, but nonetheless the background 

of the concept of extinguishing the spirit can be illuminated from Plutarch, whose writings on inspiration 

makePaul‘smeaningclear,i.e.,letnotrationalconsiderationsandthefeartolookridiculousintheeyes

ofothersrestraintheactivityofGod‘sspiritwithinyou(vanUnnik1968).TheformulainRev 1:19, 

―what youhaveseen,whatisnow,andwhatwillbehereafter‖(NEB),hasnoexactcounterpartinGreek

and Latin literature, but comparable (as far as meaning is concerned) formulas from Homer through late 

antiquity make it abundantly clear that this phrase is a formula describing prophecy (van Unnik 1962–63). 

When in Acts 9:1 itissaidthatSaulwasstill―breathingthreatsandmurder‖(NEB)againstthedisciples

oftheLord,theuseofvariousverbsfor―breathing,‖withan object in the accusative or genitive to 

indicate strong emotions at dramatic high points, can again be traced from Homer down to the later 

imperial period; all such instances are found, significantly enough, in higher literary sources (van der 

Horst 1970). Acts 22:28 offersanexampleofamorehistoricalnature.TheRomancommander‘s

statement,―Itcostmealargesumtoacquirethiscitizenship(NEB),isillustratedinadiscoursebyDio

Chrysostom (Or. 34.23, early 2d century C.E.) where it is stated that one had to pay five hundred 

drachmas in order to become a Roman citizen of Tarsus (Mussies 1972: 133). The belief of the inhabitants 

ofJerusalemthatPeter‘sshadowwouldhealthesick(Acts 5:15) finds its explanation in the whole 

complexofideasbothinpaganandinJewishpopularbeliefaboutthepowerofanindividual‘sshadow

(van der Horst 1976–77, 1979).  

A wide variety of parallels have been considered. Sometimes, but not often, they are only lexical. More 

often they are of a stylistic and literary nature, helping to clarify the linguistic and literary stratum to 

which the NT writings belong. The most important parallels are the conceptual ones, both in the sphere of 

the history of religions and in that of ethics and realia. ―TheCorpusHellenisticumwillbeacollectionof

all parallels and antiparallels in expression and contents that exist between the Greek and Roman world 

and theNT‖(vanUnnik1971:204).Allthematerialcollectedhelpsustoseehowdeeplytheearliest

Christian writers were rooted in Hellenistic-Roman culture. This is not to deny or doubt the 

fundamentally Jewish character of the NT writings. The aim of the CHNT is to show what these basically 

Jewish writings have in common with Greco-Roman and Jewish literary documents. It should also help to 

measure to what extent 1st-century Jewish (and through it, Christian) thought and diction have been 

influenced by Hellenistic ideas and modes of expression.  



The nature of the work at the CHNT involves the risk that attention is mainly drawn to points where 

there seems to be a certain agreement or similarity between pagan and early Christian documents, whereas 

it may rather be the absence of parallels that is significant. Hence it should be stressed that one of the 

important facets of the project is that, the more work has been done in this field, the better we can identify 

those passages and concepts in the NT to which no parallels are to be found. Only then will the really 

distinctive ideas and usages of the NT be brought out in full relief.  
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PIETER W. VAN DER HORST  

CORRECTIONS OF THE SCRIBES. See SCRIBAL EMENDATIONS; TEXTUAL 

CRITICISM; MASORAH.  

CORRUPTION, MOUNT OF (PLACE) [Heb har hammašḥ  t (ַהר ַהַמְשִחית)]. A site 

mentioned in 2 Kgs 23:13 whichtellshowKingJosiahdesecrated―thehighplacesthatwereeastof

JerusalemonthesouthoftheMountofCorruption.‖Accordingto1 Kgs 11:7, this is probably where 

Solomon had erected shrines to Ashtoreth, Chemosh, and Molech. The specific location of the Mount of 

Corruption on the hill E of Jerusalem is not exactly clear but seems to have been located on the S end of 

the hill; in later times it was specifically identified with the S part of the ridge, an area probably to be 

understood as E of the City of David and up the slope from the modern village of Silwan (Finegan 1969: 

89); this area is to the S of the slight depression which separates the N sections of the hill (including the 

first N summit, Mount Scopus, and the central summit, the Mount of Olives) from the S section of the 

hill. The same Heb term, used in 2 Kgs 23:13, is also found in Jer 51:25 andtranslated,―Destroyingthe

Mountain,‖butinthelatterinstancereferstoBabylon‘sinvasion.TheVg of 2 Kgs 23:13 uses the term 

Mons Offensionis (Mount of Offense), and this term and a similar one, Mons Scandali (Mountain of 

Scandal), are often used today to describe the area. Rabbinic tradition identifies the hillbytheterm,―The

MountainofAnointment,‖whichmayhavebeentheearliernameforthehill,becausetheolives

harvested there were used for anointing (Mount of Olives). On this assumption the name of the hill was 

laterchangedto―MountofCorruption‖becauseofSolomon‘sdesecration. 
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COS (PLACE) [Gk Kō (Κω)]. Small island (approx. 80 stadia in circumference; Strabo 14.2.19) in the 

Aegean Sea, SW of Asia Minor, with a city by the same name. The Mycenaeans settled on Cos by 1425 

B.C.E. and it was heavily populated, according to Homer (Iliad 2.184; 14.225; 1 Macc 15:23; Acts 21:1). 

The island fell to the Dorians sometime after the 12th century B.C.E. and subsequently received settlers 

from Epidaurus (Str. 14.2.6; Th. 7.57.6). Cos was a major shipping port, exporting excellent wine (Pliny 

15.18; 17.30), costly ointments (Athen. 15.688), purple dye, and fabrics of a transparent texture (Hor. Od 

4.13.7; Tibull. 2.4.6). Cos was celebrated for its Temple of Asclepius (a Greek god associated with 

healing), as the birthplace of Hippocrates (the so-called father of medicine), and its legendary medical 



school. In the 3d century B.C.E., Cos developed an outstanding library and several Ptolemaic princes were 

educated there.  

When Judah the Maccabee‘semissarieswerereturningfromRometoJudeain161B.C.E., they received 

a letter of safe-conduct from the Roman consul to the authorities of Cos (Ant 14.10.15 §233). The Roman 

Senate sent a letter to the inhabitants of Cos warning them not to join forces with Tryphon against Judea 

(1 Macc 15:23). Josephus, quoting Strabo, mentioned that the Jews of Asia Minor deposited their money 

on Cos during the Mithridatic War (Ant 14.7.2). Julius Caesar later issued an edict in favor of the Jews of 

Cos (Ant 14.10.15). Herod the Great conferred many favors on Cos (JW 1.21.11) and an inscription also 

associates Herod Antipas with the island. Another inscription from the island refers to a Jewess or 

possiblytoa―God-fearer‖fromtheisland.CosismentionedonceintheBibleinActs 21:1.AfterPaul‘s

third missionary journey, the apostle sailed from Miletus to Cos, where he spent the night before sailing 

the next day to Rhodes.  

SCOTT T. CARROLL  

COSAM (PERSON) [Gk Kōsam (Κωςαμ)]. The father of Addi and son of Elmadam, according to 

Luke‘sgenealogytyingJoseph,the―supposedfather‖ofJesus,todescentfromAdamandGod(Luke 

3:28). D omits Cosam, substituting a genealogy adapted from Matt 1:6–15 for Luke 3:23–31. The name 

Cosamoccursnowhereelseinthebiblicaldocuments,includingMatthew‘sgenealogy,andfallswithina

listofeighteenotherwiseunknowndescendantsofDavid‘ssonNathan(FitzmyerLuke 1–9 AB, 501). 

Kuhn‘s(1923:214–16; endorsed by Schürmann Luke HTKNT, 201, n. 95) attempt to find a source for 

Cosam, as part of the group from Neri through Er, in corrupted forms of names in 1 Chr 3:17–18 MT, is 

particularly unconvincing, especially since there is serious question whether the genealogy at this point is 

based on 1 Chronicles, which does not have Cosam in 3:18 MT or LXX (Marshall Luke NIGTC, 164; cf. 

Jeremias 1969: 295–96).  

Bibliography  
Jeremias, J. 1969. Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus. Philadelphia.  
Kuhn, G. 1923. Die Geschlechtsregister Jesu bei Lukas und Matthäus, nach ihrer Herkunft untersucht. ZNW 22: 206–28.  

STANLEY E. PORTER  

COSMOGONY, COSMOLOGY. The theory and lore concerning the origin and structure of the 

universe.  
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A. Definitions  

Cosmogony and cosmology are both terms whose etymologies remain helpful in defining them for the 

purposes of discussing their place in biblical thought. The first element in both words is obviously the 

sameGreekwordthatliesbehindtheEnglish―cosmos,‖andthusreferstotheentireuniverseasan

organized entity. A cosmogony (kosmos + genia =―birth‖)isthusanaccount,usuallyintheformofa

mythological tale, about the genesis or birth of the structured universe. A cosmology (kosmos + logia = 

―report‖)isablueprintormap,inthewidestsense,oftheuniverseasacomprehensibleandmeaningful

place.  

Occasionally, scholars have maintained that it is important to make a firm separation between these two 

terms—a separation between cosmogony, on the one hand, as a mythical account of the original events 

that produced an ordered universe, and cosmology, on the other hand, as speculation about meaning and 

value in the universe in the most general sense and even in the absence of any mention of originating 

events. Though such a terminological division may be useful in discussing nonbiblical religions, the fact 

is that the locus of almost all cosmological thought in the Hebrew Bible and in the NT is in cosmogonic 

texts. Hence, the two terms have traditionally been used almost interchangeably in discussions of early 

Judaism and Christianity; and they will be so used here.  

The present treatment of cosmogony and cosmology in biblical texts is composed of three major 

sections. The first and much the longest is devoted to the Hebrew Bible, whose lengthy history of 

composition and transmission has led to a striking variety of quite different cosmological views. A second 

and shorter section is concerned with cosmological materials in the NT. Finally, the concluding section 

will concentrate on a series of questions posed by historians of religion but too often neglected in 

treatments of biblical cosmogonic lore: What is the role of cosmological speculation in religious thought 

generally?Whyisitthatalmostnoreligion‘sscripturesomitsomediscussionoftheoriginofthe

universe?  

B. Cosmogony and Cosmology in the Hebrew Bible  

1. The Significance of Cosmological Material for Biblical Religion. Initially, one might ask if 

statements about the origin and meaning of the universe played a significant role in the religion of ancient 

Israel. Both internal evidence from the Hebrew Bible and the conclusions of a previous stage in biblical 

scholarship suggest that such a potentially troubling question is not out of place. With regard to the 

biblical evidence, it has been noted that there is no single word in biblical Hebrew which bears the weight 

carried by the Greek word kosmos. The notion that the universe is a rationally comprehensible totality is 

one that is met with frequently in Greek thought and that is represented already by the use of this term 

kosmos. ThepostbiblicalusageoftheHebrewword―ancient,‖―everlasting‖(˓ lām) carries similar 

connotations; but ˓ lām is not used in such a cosmic sense within the Hebrew Bible, and other expressions 

(―earth‖[tēbēl],―heavenandearth‖[haššāmayim wĕhā˒āreṣ],or―theall‖[kol]) are similarly limited. 

Secondly, only rarely does the Hebrew Bible concentrate at sustained length on cosmogonic narratives. 

Though hints and allusions abound to what must be assumed to be a popular reservoir of thoughts on the 

origin and shape of the universe, accounts that extend beyond a few verses are essentially limited to those 

in Gen 1:1–2:4a and 2:4b–25; and of these, the second is more correctly seen as an account of the origin 

of humanity (an anthropogony).  

On the basis of these observations and others, many scholars, especially those working during the early 

and mid-20th century, concluded that cosmogonic thought was very much a subsidiary and probably too, 

a quite late concentration for ancient Israel. Thus, the well-known German form-critic Gerhard von Rad, 

whoplacedhistoriographicconcernsattheheartofIsrael‘stheology,urgedrepeatedlythat―Israel‘sfaith

isbasedonhistoryratherthancosmology‖(ROTT 2: 347). The historian of religion Mircea Eliade 

concurred:―ThisGodoftheJewishpeopleisnolongeranOrientaldivinity,creatorofarchetypal

gestures,butapersonalitywhoceaselesslyintervenesinhistory…theHebrewswerethefirsttodiscover

the meaning of history as the epiphany of God, and this conception, as we should expect, was taken up 

andamplifiedbyChristianity‖(1959:104).VonRad,Eliade,andothersthenwentontoclaimthat



historiographical, functional, and soteriological concerns dominate in the religion of Israel as speculative, 

cosmological concerns dominate elsewhere, for example in ancient Egypt, Mesopotamia, or India.  

However, the position that cosmological thought plays but a secondary role in the Hebrew Bible is one 

that has found fewer defenders in the most recent period. The internal evidence most cited for revising the 

earlier, minimizing assessment of the role of cosmology in biblical religion is, first, that the present shape 

of the Hebrew Bible does accord primacy to two separate creation accounts. Thus, from a canonical 

perspective, the ancient Jewish community which based its beliefs and rituals upon the Hebrew Bible 

clearly saw cosmogony as basic to its religion. Secondly, and especially in the years following the 

recovery of the ancient, mythological texts from Ugarit (Ras Shamra) on the Syrian coast, the number of 

allusive references to cosmogonic battles in the Hebrew Bible has been given renewed appreciation.  

Beyond this evidence, progress in the study of comparative religion has suggested that no religion 

entirely omits cosmological reflection. Thus, the French sociologist Emile Durkheim, whose The 

Elementary Forms of the Religious Life has been perhaps the single most influential volume for the study 

ofcomparativereligion,arguedboththat―thereisnoreligionthatisnotacosmology‖(1915:21)andthat

―allknownreligionshavebeensystemsofideaswhichtendtoembracetheuniversalityofthings,andto

giveusacompleterepresentationoftheworld‖(1915:165).Durkheim‘sviewisthatallreligions offer 

their adherents a satisfying explanation of the world, so that cosmology can be sought and found in many 

texts that are not overt cosmogonies. The analyses of Durkheim and others have begun to persuade 

biblical scholars that the older view was too limiting and too much in the service of demonstrating the 

uniquenessofIsrael‘sreligion.ThepositionthattheHebrewBibleisessentiallyconcernedsolelywith

history or with soteriology, to the exclusion of cosmology, has had a similar fate. Two recent summaries 

of Israelite cosmogony can therefore conclude, in opposition to the older view, that creation is not to be 

seen in the Bible as transformed and historicized, but rather remains fundamentally mythical (McKenzie 

1976:199)andthat―atallpointsinthecosmogonictraditions,eveninplaceswhereIsrael‘selectionor

deliverance from enemies is involved, there is a more fundamental level of meaning: the nature of reality 

itself‖(Knight1985:134). 

Hence, the view commanding increasing assent is that cosmological thought is of greater significance 

for both ancient Judaism and early Christianity than earlier critics had judged. Still, it remains true and 

worth accenting that various religious traditions do place a different weight upon such thought, and that 

on any chart measuring comparative attention granted to cosmology the biblical religions would not rank 

near the top. Among the neighbors of ancient Israel, both Egypt and Mesopotamia seem to have engaged 

more fully and at an earlier date in speculations about the origin and the basic blueprint of the cosmos 

than did Israelites; and early Greek thought shows a similar concentration upon questions of origin and 

rational organization. Perhaps the most elaborate religious cosmologies are those developed in India, 

whose chronologies of the ages of the universe are especially noteworthy (EncRel 4: 107–13) and contrast 

greatly with the very brief (cosmically speaking) time spans narrated in the Hebrew Bible and in the NT. 

Among the reasons for this relative dearth of cosmogonic speculation may be the composite origins of the 

biblicalportraitofYahweh,theGodofIsrael.IthasbeenpointedoutthatelementsofboththegodBa˓l

Hadduandthegod‘ElfromthereligionofmostancientSyria-Palestine have gone into the Israelite 

descriptions of Yahweh (CMHE);andthedevelopingpolemicagainstBa˓lHaddu,whosemythsare

throughout cosmogonic tales, may have militated against the utilization of the full repertoire of 

cosmogonic myths in portraying Yahweh.  

2. Varieties of Cosmology in the Hebrew Bible. A second, prefatory remark about the most general 

role of cosmology in biblical thought is that this thought displays a notable lack of uniformity and 

consistency. There is perhaps just sufficient uniformity to allow for the construction of a general world 

view (see sec. B.9 below); but the contrasts between, for example, the allusions to an original cosmic 

battleagainsttheforcesofchaos,ontheonehand,andtheportraitofWisdom‘scontrollingrolein the 

orderly creation of a rational cosmos, on the other hand, remain what is most striking.  

The reasons for this lack of uniformity are not difficult to discover. In the first place, the process of the 

composition and transmission of the materials now in the Hebrew Bible was one that stretched over 



something like a full millennium. It should not, therefore, occasion surprise if the cosmogonic accounts 

which appear to have originated in premonarchical Israel differ dramatically from those now found in 

Proverbs or the book of Daniel. Secondly, one of the distinctive attributes of the religion of Israel is the 

allowance for and the preservation of quite different theological positions. Such tolerance of diversity 

obtains in the area of cosmology as it does elsewhere, so that a recent scholar is on quite firm ground 

whenheconcludesofcosmologicalmaterialsintheHebrewBiblethat―atthispoint,asinmanyothers,

Israel was able to maintain and affirm pluralism as a distinct aspect of her heritage and identity‖(Knight

1985: 137).  

Of course, both the recent move toward widening the definition of cosmology to include materials 

previously omitted in discussing cosmology in the Hebrew Bible and the absence of uniformity within 

this collection of texts create difficulties for any attempt to construct a schematic portrait of cosmology in 

the Hebrew Bible. In what follows, cosmological materials are treated in rough chronological order, with 

the frank recognition that the assignment of absolute dates to many strands in the Hebrew Bible must be 

done with greater hesitancy than was true only a generation ago. Nor is there any attempt, given the 

constraints of space, to be truly comprehensive. For example, neither the flood story in Genesis 6–9 nor 

the accounts of the significance of the temple in Jerusalem (e.g., in 1 Kings 8 or Ezekiel 40–48) receives 

attention below; and yet each could be seen as presenting material of cosmological significance and must 

be covered in any fuller account.  

3. The Cosmic Battle Pattern. Alreadyattheendofthe19thcenturythegreatscholarofIsrael‘s

preliterary traditions, Hermann Gunkel, noted that a careful reading of the Hebrew Bible revealed 

allusions to a common ANE cosmogony based upon a primordial combat between the creator and the 

forces of chaos (Gunkel 1895). Prior to the uncovering and translation of the Ugaritic texts, the source of 

these traditions was regularly seen to be Mesopotamia, the location of the creation tale Enuma Eliš with 

its account of the battle between the god Marduk and the dragon goddess Tiamat, and perhaps too in 

Egypt, which knew the tradition of a fundamental combat between the creator god Re and the dragon 

Apophis. The mythological texts from Ugarit in Syria now demonstrate that there is no need to go so far 

afield in the search for the literary and theological models which Israelite poets found so useful. These 

texts, as best the narratives they relate can be reconstructed at present, tell of a primeval battle between 

thegodBa˓lHaddu(familiarasBa˓alintheHebrewBible)andtheforcesofchaoticdestructionand

death. The latter are called by such titles as Prince Sea (ym) and Judge River (nhr) in the primary version 

of this combat tale, while what appear to be alternate versions of the same, basic tale label these forces 

Lotan (ltn, the equivalent of the biblical Leviathan) or the seven-headed serpent (Herdner 1963: CTCA 

Text 2 or 5).  

On the basis of these texts from ancient Syria and of their transformations in the Hebrew Bible, a 

common Syria-Palestinian pattern for the shape of the cosmogonic battle myth can be reconstructed. This 

pattern consists of four rounds: (1) a Divine Warrior goes forth to battle the chaotic monsters, variously 

called Sea, Death, Leviathan, Tannin; (2) the world of nature responds to the wrath of the Divine Warrior 

and the forces of chaos are defeated; (3) the Divine Warrior assumes his throne on a mountain, 

surrounded by a retinue of other deities; and (4) the Divine Warrior utters his powerful speech, which 

leads nature to produce the created world (CMHE, 162–63). Though there is no single biblical text which 

relates this battle in its fullest form, once the pattern is made clear, it seems undeniable that it lies behind 

and is responsible for a great number of biblical allusions which should be accounted as cosmogonic. For 

example, the titles Leviathan, Sea, River, Sea Monster (tannîn or the like), and Dragon (rahab) all are 

used of opponents of Yahweh the God of Israel in settings describing the earlier days of the cosmos.  

The recognition of the existence and the continued power of this cosmic battle pattern has brought to 

life the cosmogonic significance of a number of biblical texts whose importance for the study of Israelite 

cosmology had long gone unrecognized. In some cases, the briefest of allusions suggests resonance with a 

widespread knowledge of this cosmogonic struggle tale. For example, Psalm 29, which was perhaps first 

composedinhonorofBa˓lHadduandonlylatertransformedintoahymnhonoringYahweh,portraysthe

victorious God of Israel enthroneduponthe―Flooddragon‖(mabbûl; Ps 29:10). In Ps 68: 22–23 (—Eng 



68:21–22)wereadofGoddefeatingboththe―Serpent‖and the―DeepSea‖(seeDahoodPsalms II 51–

100 AB, 131, for the text and translation here). Ps 74:13–14, in the midst of a section explicitly devoted to 

creation,tellsofYahweh‘svictoryover―Sea‖(yam) and the crushingoftheheadsofthe―SeaMonster‖

(tannînîm) and of Leviathan. Another hymn to God as creator (Psalm 89)referstoYahweh‘sreignonthe

backof―Sea‖(yam) after defeating the dragon Rahab (Ps 89:10–11—Eng 89: 9–10). Psalm 104, long of 

special interest because of its similarities with the Egyptian celebration of creation called the Hymn to the 

Aton, again mentions Leviathan among other watery demons defeated by Yahweh.  

It now seems likely that early audiences of all these psalms will have been able to fill out such brief 

allusions with the larger story so similar to them. Nor are these allusions confined to the Psalter. The 

hymn in Habakkuk 3, now generally regarded as a very early hymn inserted into a later context, has 

―River‖and―Sea‖astheenemiesofYahweh(Hab 3:8). Later prophetic texts display the same awareness 

ofthecreator‘sbattleprowessinthestruggleagainst chaotic foes which preceded the present cosmic 

order.ThefirewhichYahwehdirects,accordingtooneofAmos‘visions,devoursthe―GreatAbyss‖

(tĕhôm rabbâ), which appears to be a reference to a sea serpent (Amos 7:4; Wolff Joel and Amos 

Hermeneia, 292–93);andanotherofthisprophet‘svisionsportraysYahwehcommandingthe―Serpent‖

(nāḥāš) who dwells in the underworld below (Amos 9:2–3). Leviathan in Isa 27:1 isseenasa―Sea

Monster‖(tann  n), and perhaps too as a fleeing, wriggling snake, if the mythological monsters in this 

verse are all various epithets for the same cosmic foe. But perhaps the most elaborate series of allusions to 

thisprimevalscenemadebyanIsraeliteprophetarethosecontainedinthehymninhonorofYahweh‘s

great strength now to be found in Isa 51:9–11. The setting here is clearly that of the earliest days of the 

world,thedaysandgenerationslongpast,whenYahwehsmoteRahab,piercedthe―SeaMonster‖

(tann  n),anddriedupthewatersof―Sea‖(yam)andthe―GreatAbyss‖(tĕhôm rabbă). A recent study of 

thishymnobservesthat―theallusionistothecosmogonicmyth,thebattleofcreation,inwhichthe

monsterofchaosisslainbytheGodwhotherebyestablisheskingship‖(CMHE, 108).  

Demonstrating both the longevity and the power of this theme in a variety of different Israelite settings, 

another series of similar allusions are to be found in the poetry of the book of Job (Pope Job AB). Job 3:8 

refers to Leviathan, 7:12 tothe―SeaMonster‖(tannîn) as cosmic foes of the created order, while 26:12 

credits God again with smiting Rahab. At much greater length, the second speech from the whirlwind in 

Job 40–41 contrastsGod‘spowersoverBehemothandLeviathanwiththepowerlessnessofonesuchas

Job.LeviathanisnowwellknownasLotan,theenemyofBa˓land‘AnatfromtheUgariticcosmogonic

myths; and, while Behemoth may refer to the hippopotamus in some biblical texts, here the beast is best 

seen as another power of universal chaos, perhaps even equated with the bull of heaven slain by 

Gilgamesh and Enkidu in the Epic of Gilgamesh (Pope Job AB, 322).  

The cumulative effect of all these allusions, tantalizingly brief and vague though each may seem when 

seeninisolation,isimpressive.Thetexts‘verybrevitybearswitnesstothefamiliaritywiththecosmic

battle pattern that the author of each could assume on behalf of his listeners. Just as the briefest mention 

of words and phrases like the Pilgrims, the Founding Fathers, or the Gettysburg Address will resonate 

widelytoanAmericanaudience,sotootheverysparereportoftheSea,theDragon,orofYahweh‘s

splitting a sea monster will have called forth for an Israelite audience the entire myth in which these 

cosmic enemies attempt to play their destructive roles.  

Earlier scholars were troubled by the implications of these battle scenes, since they so clearly 

compromise later Jewish and Christian understandings of the Hebrew Bible as consistently monotheistic. 

But the Hebrew Bible itself bears clear witness to monotheism as a slowly developing notion within early 

Israel, and one that for many centuries found no difficulty in portrayingYahweh‘screativeactivityinthe

terms of the familiar cosmogonic battle pattern.  

4. The Creation of the First Humans. The narrative that runs from Gen 2:4b through the remainder of 

Genesis 2 is,aswasobservedabove,moreproperlyananthropogony(―humancreationaccount‖)thana

cosmogony.ThisstoryisnormallycreditedtotheYahwistorthe―J‖sourceoftheTetrateuch.The

Yahwist‘sactivityistraditionallyplacedinthe 9th century B.C.E.; but renewed doubt has been expressed 

of late about our ability to assign a date to this narrative strand with much confidence. The story of the 



creation of the first man and the first woman in Genesis 2 is surely situated in the remotest past, but as 

surely this story occurs after the initial cosmogony. About the only clear reference here to events of that 

earlier, cosmogonic event is that to the underworld reservoir of water which irrigated and hence brought 

fertility to the otherwise dry and sterile ground (Gen 2:6). The Hebrew word used to designate this 

reservoir (˒d) is a loan word from Mesopotamia (Sum ID, Akk edu), demonstrating again the reliance of 

many of the details in the primeval history (Genesis 1–11) upon traditions developed in the Tigris-

Euphrates Valley.  

As is true both ofmuchoftheYahwist‘smaterialsinGenesisandoftherecentlymorefullyunderstood

Epic of Atrahasis from Mesopotamia, the chief concern in this anthropogony is to describe accurately the 

status of humanity, and thereby to distinguish humanity from the attributes of the gods (Oden 1981). 

Another concern of the narrative in Genesis 2, as in so many accounts of the genesis of humanity 

throughout religious myths, is the origin of the distinction between the sexes (Trible 1978: 72–143). 

Yahweh here creates humans by forming or shaping them, working as does a potter (Gen 2:7, 19) and 

using bits of soil as the basic material. As a deity, Yahweh possesses both great wisdom and immortality. 

Humans initially lack both attributes but hunger ceaselessly for a higher status; and it is this lust for a 

different position on the cosmic hierarchy that continually causes trouble for humanity. The facts that the 

tale is set in a garden, so often associated with royalty in the ANE, and that the concern is both the 

wondrous powers and yet the limitations of humanity have led several scholars to propose the Israelite 

royal courtastheoriginalsettingforthenarrative‘sgenerationandtransmission(Coats1983:39). 

Genesis 2 is not the only account of the creation of primal humanity in the Hebrew Bible, even if it is at 

once the most familiar and the most sophisticated. Another and related report is to be found in Ezekiel 28, 

the prophet‘slamentoverthepridefulfallofthekingofTyre.Hereweencounteragainallusiontothe

creation of early humanity (using the special biblical term for divine creation, bārā˒) in the setting of a 

garden.Andheretooreadofahuman‘swickednessand violence requiring his expulsion from the garden. 

In both stories, the glory of humans as originally created is stressed, but so too is the human propensity to 

strive pridefully for a status that belongs properly to God.  

5. The Role of Second Isaiah in Centralizing the Cosmological Argument. The 6th-century B.C.E. 

author of the poems now contained in Isaiah 40–55 (and perhaps of material found elsewhere in the book 

of Isaiah) was hardly the first in ancient Israel to credit Yahweh with creation). But this poet may have 

been the first to expand upon the series of cosmogonic allusions noted above (B.3) to establish something 

like a full cosmological argument for the unique and incomparable abilities of the God of Israel. Of the 

biblicaloccurrencesoftheHebrewword―tocreate‖(bārā˒), used solely of divine creation, over a third 

occur in this section of the book of Isaiah. Isa 40:12–26 offers a quite complete description of the cosmos 

shaped by Yahweh, a description of the earth founded upon the seas and of Yahweh enthroned above the 

vaultordiskofthetentlikeearth.Forthispoet,Yahwehisthe―Creatoroftheendsoftheearth‖(b rē˒ qĕṣ t 

hā˒āreṣ, Isa 40:28), who created both darkness and light (Isa 45:7).  

Many have asked why Second Isaiah first combined the previously scattered allusions to Yahweh as 

creator into a coherent argument for the superiority of Yahweh over all other so-called deities. An answer 

readytohandisprovidedbythesettinginwhichSecondIsaiah‘spropheticactivityoccurred.Isaiah 40–

55 are the work of a prophet of the Babylonian Exile, whose Israelite audience will have been bombarded 

by the cosmogonic claims made on behalf of Mesopotamian deities. These claims are countered and 

therebyrefutedbySecondIsaiah‘sfullarticulationofthe cosmological argument in service of the 

worship of Yahweh.  

6. The Priestly Account of Creation. Both because of its present position opening the Hebrew Bible 

and because of stylistic features lending to it a tone of high formality and comprehensiveness, the priestly 

account of creation (Gen 1:1–2:4a) has long been the normative cosmogony for Judaism and Christianity. 

Like Second Isaiah, those responsible for the composition of this overture have self-consciously utilized 

the announcement that the God of Israel is creator as a major theological confession. The seven-part, 

climactic structure helps to indicate that everything in the cosmos is due to the power and generosity of 

this deity; and the parallelism so noticeable between the various stages in creation adds a tone of 



purposeful structure (Knight 1985: 144). The rhetorical style of this account, in addition to both a 

manifest concern for cultic matters and a repetition of blessing formulas, have long pointed to priestly 

circles for its origin. According to the traditional documentary hypothesis, these indications would assign 

to Gen 1:1–2:4a a fairly late date, perhaps in the 6th or 5th century B.C.E. However, several scholars have 

questioned so late a date for any part of the so-called―PWork,‖andothershaveobservedthatevenifthe

seven-day cosmogony here owes its present formulation to activity after the Exile, this cosmogony‘s

remoter origins may lie much earlier in the history of Israel (ROTT 1: 140).  

ThoughthecreationofhumanityissurelyaccentedastheclimacticachievementofGod‘screative

activity, the priestly account of creation concentrates less upon anthropogony than does the Yahwistic 

narrative which follows and does offer something much more in keeping with traditional cosmogonic 

lore.Thisalmostsymphonicoverturetrulydoessituatethereader―inthebeginning.‖Thisremainstrue

whether or not one adherestothetraditionalrenderingofthefirstwordsofGenesis(―Inthebeginning‖)

or rather adopts the alternative suggestion that the first verses of Genesis 1 are to be read as a dependent 

clause and hence translatedsomethinglike―WhenGodsetabouttocreatetheheavenandearth‖(Speiser

Genesis AB, 3, 12).  

The portrait here is of a mighty or divine wind hovering over watery and dark undifferentiated matter. 

The phrase describing this undifferentiated matter (Heb tōhû wā-bōhû), the formless abyss over which the 

mighty wind of God soars, has prompted two areas of inquiry. The first concerns the origin and meaning 

of these puzzling words. The phrase is probably best seen as a hendiadys, that is, the use of two words to 

express but a single notion, in this case that of vast formlessness (Speiser, 5). As such, the matter which 

existed prior to the formation of a structured cosmos here is much in keeping with other cosmogonies, for 

example, that of India where again ― ‗Atfirsttherewasonlydarknesswrappedindarkness‘ ‖andwhere

everything― ‗wasonlyunilluminedwater‘ ‖(Rigveda;EncRel 4: 107). Secondly, references in some 

material which is remotely of Phoenician origin suggest that here too, as in so many areas of the religion 

of ancient Israel, the ultimate source of the priestly vocabulary and of the resulting portrait is the 

cosmologicalspeculationofancientIsrael‘sCanaaniteneighbors.ThePhoeniciancosmology,nowfound

among the works of the church historian Eusebius of Caesarea (3d–4th century C.E.) but attributed to an 

ancientworthycalledSanchuniathon,mentionsboth―gasandchaos‖asthematerialexistingpriorto

creationandacertain―Baau‖whichmightwellberelatedtotheHebbōhû (Attridge and Oden 1981: 36–

39, 75–80). If Phoenician speculation played a role in helping Israel to formulate the priestly account, this 

is not to say that other influences are not felt as well; for example, the portrait of the cosmos in Psalm 104 

is discernibly similar to that in Genesis 1, and the Egyptian nature of this psalm has been noted above.  

Out of this mass of undifferentiated and dark primal matter, God creates the cosmos by the power of 

speech alone. This mode of creation, which is to be encountered elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible (for 

example, Ps 33:6, wheretheheavensandtheirinhabitantsaremadebyYahweh‘s―word‖and―thebreath

ofhismouth‖),isonefamiliarthroughouttheANE.ToboththeBabyloniandeityMarduk,whoinEnuma 

Eliš causesaconstellation(probablynota―garment,‖asinoldertranslations) to vanish and then to 

reappear by speech alone, and to several Egyptian gods is attributed this same awesome power. A 

question which greatly exercised later theologians is that of whether or not we have to do here with 

creatio ex nihilo. This formulation is surely known elsewhere, for example in Egypt where a creator is 

called the one who begot himself, in Polynesia where a god is called the parentless (though there is some 

suggestion that later, Christian influence may be here operative), and also in India. The formulation also 

does appear in postbiblical Judaism, probably first in 2 Macc 7:28 from the 1st century B.C.E. But the 

priestly account in Genesis 1 seems not concerned with either affirming or denying creatio ex nihilo: it 

moves very quickly from the simple statement that the world was an undifferentiated waste without limit 

to a concentration upon the fullness and the surpassing quality of what God created.  

The incomparability of the divine creative activity is accented by the priestly account, not just by the 

formalitywithwhichcreation‘sstagesprogresstowardawell-structured fullness, but also by a distinctive 

vocabulary. Rather than utilizing available terms which suggest that God shaped or formed the cosmos on 

the model of various human activities, the priestly writers are careful to reserve the term bārā˒, ―to



create,‖forGod‘sactionalone.Still,iftheuseofsuchvocabularyreinforcesthethemeoftheYahwist‘s

narrative that human status is never divine status, it remains true that the seven-day cosmogony in Gen 

1:1–2:4adoesgrantpowerfulrankandfearsomeresponsibilitytohumanity.Humansarethe―image‖

(ṣelem) and―likeness‖(dĕmût) of divinity itself, and human authority over the earth is overtly portrayed 

ontheanalogyofGod‘sownauthorityoverallofcreation(Gen 1:26).  

7. The Wisdom Tradition. AffirmationsoftheuniquecreativepowerofIsrael‘sGodaretobefound

not only in royal circles and among priests, but also within the wisdom or sapiential tradition. This 

tradition is that which finds extended expression in genres long designated as works of wisdom, materials 

suchasProverbsorJob,butadditionallyinotherresultsofIsrael‘sliteraryandreligiousheritage,for

example prophetic statements. To Jeremiah is attributed the statements that Yahweh made the world 

throughhis―wisdom‖(ḥokmâ) and―understanding‖(tĕbûnâ) (Jer 10:12); and Second Isaiah as well 

portraysYahweh‘screativecapacityaspartofacomprehensiveandcomprehendible scheme for the 

structure of the cosmos (Isaiah 40). If the relatively recent trend in biblical scholarship to attribute a most 

significant role to the wisdom tradition in shaping the religion of Israel should continue to command 

assent, then it is quite possible that the major impetus to cosmological thought in ancient Israel resulted 

from this tradition which attempted most directly to understand and categorize the universe‘sstructuring

principles.  

The most extended report of creation in this context is that now to be found in Prov 8:22–31 as a part of 

anentirechapterdevotedtoextollingtheconceptof―Wisdom‖(ḥokmâ). Wisdom is here portrayed as the 

oldest of all created things. Wisdom attended upon Yahweh in the formation of the oceans, the mountains, 

and the earth, and in the stabilizing of various cosmic features. Given the continued interest in Israel and 

elsewhere in first things and in the order of creation, a long debate has ensued concerning the question of 

whetherWisdomwas―begotten,‖―acquired,‖or―created,‖withthebalanceofprobabilitynowleaning

toward the last of these renderings for the Heb verb qānâ on the basisoftheword‘suseintheUgaritic

texts (McKane Proverbs OTL, 352–54; Dahood 1968: 513). In any case, the emphasis throughout is 

clearlyuponthealmostunimaginableintellectualpowerofYahweh‘sattributeofWisdominsupplyinga

reasoned blueprint for the cosmos. Toward the conclusion of this cosmogongy from the wisdom tradition, 

the figure of Wisdom is portrayed both as a child delighting the resulting cosmic order and as perhaps a 

master craftsman or technician (Prov 8:30–31). The latter description is dependent upon the correct 

understanding of the noun ˒ām n (Prov 8:30),whichmaymean―artisan‖butmightalsosuggestagain

―child,‖or―teacher,‖orperhaps―faithfulcompanion‖(McKaneProverbs OTL, 72).  

As with the cosmogonies in Genesis 2 and Genesis 1, considerable attention has been granted to the 

questions of the origin of the role assigned to Wisdom in Proverbs 8 and of the resulting stages in the 

creation process. Egyptian tradition long established a position of preeminence for the concept of wisdom, 

oftenspokenofintermsofadeitycalledMaatwhoaccompaniesthecreator‘sactivities,sothathereasin

the case of Psalm 104 direct Egyptian influence is certainly possible. But the full appreciation of the 

Ugaritic texts has demonstrated conclusively that Canaanite tradition is the immediate point of impact 

uponmultipleareasofIsrael‘sthinking,whatevermaybethemoreremoteoriginsofanyofthese

thoughts, so that we should probably again look to Canaan for the most direct source of the inspiration for 

Prov 8:22–31. But the many uncertainties surrounding the origin and translation of these verses should 

not obscure their chief point, which is to recognize the orderly cosmos as an object of great delight and 

wonder. As such, Proverbs 8 is very much in keeping with the trajectory of later biblical thought and of 

Jewish and Christian thinking beyond the biblical period (Philo, for example) with regard to cosmological 

matters.  

8. Cosmogony in Apocalyptic Thought. Eschatology, as teachings about final things, and apocalyptic 

thought, which reports revelations about these same final matters, might initially seem the least likely 

locus for cosmogonic materials. However, as soon as one reflects that eschatological speculation is in fact 

but the future translation of cosmogony, then the bearing of such materials upon cosmology is perhaps 

clear. Eliade, for example, has noted that the chronological setting of cosmogonies in the remotest period, 

a period that Eliade labels in illo tempore, isinfactrepeatedinapocalypticmaterials:―in illo tempore is 



situated not only at the beginning of time butalsoatitsend…Theonlydifferenceisthatthisvictoryover

the forces of darkness and chaos no longer occurs regularly every year but is projected into a future and 

Messianic illud tempus‖(1959:106).Thus,ifcosmogonicmythsrecounttheoriginsof the intelligible 

universe, apocalyptic myths recount this same universe as created anew in the future.  

TheinitialstagesinIsrael‘sdevelopmentofanapocalyptictraditionareapparentalreadyintheprophets

of the exilic period; and it is likely that the apocalyptic tradition is to be traced quite directly to the 

unfoldingofpropheticthought(Hanson1975).Thephrase―inlaterdays,‖―infollowingeras‖(˒aḥăr  t 

hayyām  m), sometimes refers to a kind of hazy boundary between the near future and the far, clearly 

eschatological future (as in Jer 23:20), but in later biblical texts has become a technical term for the end of 

history as previously experienced (TDOT 2: 211–12). Perhaps the single and clearest results of this 

developing apocalyptic tradition are to be seen in Zechariah 14. Those responsible for this chapter extend 

the thought of Second Isaiah with regard to the revelation of new things and that of Third Isaiah regarding 

―newheavensandanewearth‖(Isa 65:17) to arrive at a portrait of a final cosmogonic battle which will 

erase the former created order. Zech 14:6–8 shows with particular clarity the announced end of series of 

paired concepts (day and night, heat and cold, seasons of planting and harvest) which had served to define 

the originally structured cosmos (Hanson 1975: 376–79). But the very conclusiveness of the former 

createdorder‘sgivingwaytoaneworderrevealsthatsuchapocalypticthoughtshouldbethoughtofas

additional cosmogonic material within ancient Israel.  

9. The Hebrew Bible’s Portrait of the Cosmos. The variety in date, origin, and scope of the Hebrew 

Bible‘scosmologicalmaterialsmeansthatachievingasingle,uniformpictureofthephysicaluniverseis

hardly possible. Still, sufficient overlap does obtain between the many accounts of the universe, however 

these may vary in their details, to allow for a few generalizations. The earth on which humanity dwells is 

seen as a round, solid object, perhaps a disk, floating upon a limitless expanse of water. Paralleling this 

lower body of water is a second, similarly limitless, above, from which water descends in the form of rain 

through holes and channels piercing the heavenly reservoir. The moon, sun, and other luminaries are fixed 

inacurvedstructurewhicharchesovertheearth.Thisstructureisthefamiliar―firmament‖(rāq  a˓) of the 

priestly account, perhaps envisioned as a solid but very thin substance on the analogy of beaten and 

stretched metal.  

Though some texts appear to convey a picture of a four-storied universe (Job 11:8–9 or Ps 139:8–9), the 

great majority of biblical texts assume the three-storied universe so clearly assumed in other, ancient 

traditions.Thus,theDecalog‘sprohibitionofimagesspecifies―heavenabove,‖―earthbelow,‖and―water

undertheearth‖asthepossiblemodelsforanysuchforbiddenimages(Exod 20:4). If we understand the 

common term―earth‖(˒ereṣ) asdesignatingattimesthe―underworld,‖thenthecombinedreferencesin

Ps 77:19 toheaven,the―world‖(tēbēl), andthe―earth‖(˒ereṣ) are another appeal to the universe as a 

three-storied structure (for other texts where ˒ereṣ may refer to the underworld, see Stadelmann 1970: 

128, n. 678). Clearer reference still to the same structure is to be found in Ps 115:15–17, where we find 

groupedtogether―theheavenofheavens,‖―theearth,‖andtherealmof―thedead‖(cf.Ps 33:6–8 and 

Prov 8:27–29).  

The curving, solid structure which arches over the realm of humanity is sometimescalleda―disk‖or

―vault‖(ḥûg; Isa 40:22; Prov 8:27). That which allows the heavenly abyss to water the earth are 

occasional interruptions in this solid structure, openings called variously windows, doors, or channels. In 

sometexts,thatwhichsuspendsthehabitableearthabovetheunderworld‘swaters(see1 Sam 2:8 for 

another reference to these rivers) are pillars or some such foundational structures. These seem envisioned 

in Job 38:4–6; Pss 24:2; 104:5; Prov 8:29, and elsewhere. Finally, the realm beneath the arena of human 

activityisnotonlyimaginedasoneofwaterychaosbutalsogiventhespecificdesignation―Sheol‖

(šĕ˒ôl), usuallytranslated―theunderworld.‖Inthedifferentelaborationsuponjustwhatoneshould

imagine Sheol as including, again there is little consistency. At times, Sheol is personified, with a belly or 

womb and a mouth (Jonah 2:3—Eng 2:2); Prov 1:23; 30:16; and Ps 141:7), while at others Sheol is rather 

more architecturally portrayed (Isa 38:10; Job 7:9–10; 14:20–22; 17:13; 18:17–18), as a dark and 

forgetful land or city (Stadelmann 1970: 166–76).  



C. Cosmology in the NT  

1. Sources of Early Christian Cosmological Thought. References to the origin of the cosmos and to 

thiscosmos‘structureareratherlessfrequentlytobefoundintheNT than in the Hebrew Bible. This 

cosmological spareness is to be accounted for partly, and most obviously, because of the smaller size of 

this collection of texts from early Christianity and partly because the essentials of the portrait painted in 

the Hebrew Bible are assumed. However, another important reason for the absence of much cosmological 

lore in the NT is based upon the conclusions of research into the situation in which early Christians felt 

themselves to lie. Throughout the 20th century, biblical scholarship has confirmed in general the view that 

the first Christians expected the second coming of the Messiah imminently, and this notable 

eschatological immediacy does not allow for such speculation as obtains in many religious traditions. One 

might here contrast Chinese Buddhism, whose expectations of the coming of a future Buddha Maitreya 

(EncRel 4: 116) are certainly messianic; but these expectations still sit quite easily within a vast 

chronological scheme.  

The first and chief source of such NT cosmogonic thought as is to be found is, of course, the material 

from the Hebrew Bible reviewed above. Especially fruitful ground was found in the cosmological thought 

of the wisdom tradition, both within the Hebrew Bible and then in later, Hellenistic Judaism. Greek 

notionsofthecosmos‘administrationthroughprinciplesofrationalorganizationwerealsoimportant.To

the extent that a fully developed portrait of a cosmic redeemer had been developed within pre-Christian 

Gnosticism (and the extent of this development remains the subject of scrutiny and disagreement), this 

portrait too will have exercised its influence upon the first Christian writers, especially in regard to an 

important departure from Hebrew Bible thought. For gnostic thought, the created world is no longer a 

divine blessing but is rather evaluated negatively and seen as under the domain of demonic powers. The 

view of redemption by Christ as redemption from this world obviously shares elements of such thought.  

2. Cosmological Assumptions in Pauline Theology. The references to cosmology in letters generally 

recognized to be of Pauline authorship appear largely, or wholly, to be allusions to pre-Pauline 

confessional formulas. Thus, the affirmation in 1 Cor 8:6 thatthereisoneGodfromwhom―allthings(ta 

panta) come‖andalsooneLord,JesusChrist,―throughwhomallthingsare‖readslikeadevelopmentof

the Jewish confession that Yahweh is one into a twofold formula of one God and one Lord (Conzelmann 

1 Corinthians Hermeneia, 144). God as creator of the cosmos is here affirmed, but the affirmation is 

assumedratherthandeveloped,andisplainlysubsidiarytoaconfessionofChrist‘ssoteriologicalrole.

Much the same could be said of the hymn, widely seen as pre-Pauline and often attributed to gnostic 

influence, in Phil 2:6–11. This hymn insists upon the cosmic and preexistent status of the Christian Lord, 

whose role in rescuing humanity from domination by earthly powers is again stressed. Indeed, it is 

perhapsworthaccentingthatconfessionsofChrist‘scosmicroleareattheheartofNTcosmology. 

AtseveralplacesinPaul‘slettertotheRomansonecanagaincatchglimpsesofthecosmological

foundations of early Christian thought. In his expansion upon the theme of justification in Romans 4, Paul 

notes that the God of Abraham is the one who calls into being that which was not (Rom 4:17). As with 

Gen 1:1–3, this verse has been read as a reference to creatio ex nihilo, thoughinthecontextofPaul‘s 

argument the chief intent is plainly to emphasize the power of God rather than to address this issue at all. 

Rom 8:19–22 alludestoapositionneverfullydeveloped,thatofcreation‘spainedandgroaninglonging

for release from futility; the background here might equally be gnostic speculation (Bultmann 1951: 174, 

230) or the laments about the present world order expressed in Jewish apocalypticism. Finally, quite in 

keeping with 1 Cor 8:6 isPaul‘sstatementinRom 11:36 that―everything‖(ta panta) is from God.  

3. The Johannine Tradition. Much as the priestly account of creation in Gen 1:1–2:4a has become 

determinative for later Jewish and Christian theology, so too the preface to the fourth gospel is the most 

readily cited piece of cosmogonic teaching in the NT. The literary style of John 1:1–18 once more, as in 

the case of Phil 2:6–11, has suggested to many scholars an origin in a ritual hymn. In deliberate imitation 

of Genesis 1 intheLXXversion,thisprefacetooopens―Inthebeginning,‖heretoemphasizethecosmic

andremotestoriginsoftheLogos(―Word‖)figure.Thoughthereisnoreflectiononthemechanismsof

creation at all, that everything was created through the Logos is affirmed by this preface in clear terms 



(John 1:3). Similarly not reflected upon are a host of questions about this figure which have exercised 

later theologians and scholars: the Logos is of cosmic status and existed with God from the beginning of 

all, but how exactly is one to imagine this figure? As a person, or as the personified revealing and creating 

abilities of God? And how does one deal with the apparent paradox of the Logos as both fully equal with 

God and yet equally and clearly subordinate to the Father? The question of the origin of the Logos 

concept in Johannine thought is similarly difficult to answer, with both the wisdom speculation of Jewish 

thought and the gnostic redeemer scheme possible sources. What is clear throughout John 1:1–18 is just 

what had been stressed by Paul, the soteriological function of the Logos who became flesh for the 

salvation of humanity.  

The final book in the present NT canon, the book of Revelation, returns in fairly elaborate fashion, to 

the cosmogonic battle scenes witnessed allusively throughout parts of the Hebrew Bible (Collins 1976). In 

addition to affirmations of God as the creator of all (Rev 4:11), and as the omnipotent being (pantokratōr) 

who is at once beginning and end (Rev 1:8; 21:6; 22:13), four visions in the book of Revelation are 

devoted to allegorical rehearsals of the old cosmic battle scenario, as first Gunkel recognized nearly a 

century ago. In Revelation 12, the chaotic enemy is the serpentine dragon, reminding us of the Sea 

Monster figure (tannîn) in the Hebrew Bible. Revelation 13 introduces two such forces of chaos, perhaps 

Leviathan and Behemoth in their cosmically destructive modes (Ford Revelation AB, 217). The 

description of the great harlot in Revelation 17 remindsoneofmanyoftheHebrewBible‘sallusionsto

the threat posed by undifferentiated water; and again in Revelation 21 the sea as enemy recalls the 

opponentsofYahweh‘scosmogonictask.Inallofthesevisions,thefunctionofapocalypticinrepeating

and renewing the original cosmogony is thus especially clear.  

4. Later NT Thought. Even after the initial, creative period of Christian self-expression, little extended 

discussion of cosmological issues, at least as these are standardly defined, is to be found in the NT. This 

suggests that the spareness of early Christian cosmology is at least as much the result of a Christian 

hesitancy to formalize, much less to make of creedal significance, such issues as it is a consequence of the 

sense that the second coming of the Messiah was imminent. Col 1:15–20 is perhaps the fullest of these 

brief expressions of what was assumed on behalf of early Christianity about the cosmos. Here, another 

likely instance of a hymn reutilized in a different context, Christ is affirmed as uniquely preceding all 

creation, and as the being through whom everything was established. These affirmations recall most 

centrally the role accorded Wisdom in Proverbs 8 and in postbiblical Jewish thought, though such views, 

without, of course, the identification of Christ as the medium of creation, can also be found expressed 

throughout Hellenistic thought. Finally, 2 Peter 3 returns one to the cosmogonic formulations of the 

Hebrew Bible, in attributing creation to divine speech and in comparing the coming destruction of the 

known cosmos to that familiar from the biblical flood tale.  

D. The Functions of Religious Cosmogonies/Cosmologies  

Most scholarly accounts of the place of cosmogonic lore in the religions of Israel and of early 

Christianity dwell upon the origin, the initial cultic setting, and the eventual literary context of this lore. 

Givenbiblicalscholarship‘sunderstandableconcernforquestionsofhistoricaloriginandtransmission

(Oden 1987: 1–39), this concentration is hardly surprising. But such concentration requires supplementing 

with questions of function and meaning. Why is it that few, if any, religious traditions omit some attention 

to cosmology? Why are the religious communities responsible for collections of sacred texts so 

concerned, some might say obsessed, with inquiry into the earliest days of the cosmos? Some attention 

must be paid to these and similar questions here, though the fact that cosmological materials are most 

frequently to be found in the context of cosmogonic myths means that the following discussion overlaps 

to some extent issues raised in any account of the origin and role of myths in religion most generally. See 

MYTH AND MYTHOLOGY.  

1. Older Views. Since cosmogonic myths standardly treat data like the shape of the universe, the 

ultimate sources of meteorological phenomena, and the origin and meaning of the moon and stars, a view 

long popular was that cosmology is primitive science. This view can be found expressed even in 

antiquity; but it commanded especially wide assent in the 19th century, during the early days of the 



systematic study of comparative mythology and of the origin of modern anthropology. However, 

analyzing cosmologies as strictly analogous to scientific inquiry has never ceased to find a few 

proponents and has most recently witnessed a revival.  

Humans need, this view affirms, satisfying answers to some basic questions about the world of nature; 

and, this explanation continues, as science answers such questions for moderns, so cosmological 

narratives answered them for traditional societies. Predictably for the 19th-century heyday of this 

explanation, cosmogony was thus readily accommodated to an evolutionary scheme. Early humans were 

seen as adequately served by religious cosmologies; but modern humanity was credited with evolving 

more demanding standards which could be met only by fully scientific, verifiable explanations. Applying 

this view to the combat myth in biblical texts, for example, one might say that the origin of such myths 

was the desire to explain the alternating wet and dry seasons. This desire was long fulfilled by 

cosmogonies which deified the powers of wetness or aridity; today, however, such early cosmogonies no 

longer continue to provide satisfactory answers and hence have been replaced by impersonal accounts.  

A second explanation, often placed in tandem with the model of cosmogony as primitive science, was 

the myth-ritual hypothesis. According to this view, all myths originated as rituals. Traditional humans, the 

proponents of myth-ritualism asserted, acted before they reflected. The myths which have survived are the 

later attempts to make sense of the primary and generative rituals. These myths are, to use an analogy 

much favored by myth-ritualists, the libretti to the more fundamental ritual dramas. Assertions about the 

cultic origins of much biblical material owe a great deal to the base assumptions of the myth-ritual model. 

For example, we have seen that a setting in the priestly cult is often posited for the seven-day cosmogony 

in Genesis 1, and a royal cult origin for the anthropogony in Genesis 2.  

Attractive as each of these hypotheses is, neither has been able to sustain itself fully in the face of more 

recent research into the role played by cosmologies in various religious traditions. With regard to the 

former hypothesis, 20th-century ethnological work has established that so-called―primitive‖or

―traditional‖culturesarefullyascapableofscientific,rational,andempiricalthinkingasaretheirmodern

counterparts. If religious cosmologies can exist, as they do, side by side with accounts that must be judged 

scientific, then it must be that these cosmologies play a role somewhat different from that played by 

scientific thought. Cosmogonies thus do not necessarily give way in an evolutionary scheme to scientific 

thought.  

With regard to the myth-ritual model, demonstrating that all myths originated as rituals has proved 

exceptionally difficult. The favored example of the myth-ritualists, the alleged origin of the Babylonian 

Enuma Eliš myth in the setting of the Akitu festival, now turns out to be an example which may rather be 

that of an earlier myth only later adapted to a ritual setting (Smith 1982: 92). Hence, if some myths 

originated as rituals, other rituals appear to have begun as myths. Additionally, positing a ritual origin for 

all cosmogonic myths offered no real explanation of these myths; it only postponed the question of 

explanation, offering instead a genetic description. That is, even if research should document the general 

priority of ritual over myth, one would still be left wanting a sustainable account of the meaning and 

function of ritual.  

2. Recent Formulations of the Place of Cosmology in Religion. Given the apparent inadequacy of 

older hypotheses, many 20th-century scholars have sought alternative explanations for the demonstrable 

concern on behalf of so many religious traditions to answer cosmological questions. In fairness, it must be 

said that many or all of these latter explanations have also been found wanting, so that a major agendum 

for future research remains inquiry into the deepest role played by cosmological materials.  

The explanatory model which has continued to play the largest role for contemporary students of 

cosmology is the so-called―charter‖position,initsvariousformulations.Thisposition,thatcosmologies 

provide a charter for all behavior and for the meaning of all actions to religious communities, is one that 

received major impetus in the work of Emile Durkheim. According to Durkheim, all of the classification 

systems to be encountered in religioustraditions,includingpreeminentlyreligiouscosmologies,―are

modelleduponthesocialorganization‖and―havetakentheformsofsocietyfortheirframework‖(1915:



169).Allsuchclassificationsarehierarchical;and,since―hierarchyisexclusivelyasocialaffair,‖these

classificationsaretaken―fromsocietyandprojected…intoourconceptionsoftheworld‖(1915:173). 

This essential perception that cosmologies owe their origins to human social formations was then 

greatly extended and worked out in detail by the anthropologist Bronislaw Malinowski. His field work 

demonstratedtohimthat―religiousfaithestablishes,fixes, and enhances all valuable mental attitudes, 

such as reverence for tradition, harmony with environment, courage and confidence in the struggles with 

difficultiesandattheprospectofdeath‖(1954:89).Acosmologicalmyth―fulfillsinprimitiveculture an 

indispensable function: it expresses, enhances, and codifies belief; it safeguards and enforces morality; it 

vouchesfortheefficiencyofritualandcontainspracticalrulesfortheguidanceofman‖;suchamythis

thusno―idletale,‖nor―anintellectualexplanationoranartisticimagery,‖butrather―apragmaticcharter

ofprimitivefaithandwisdom‖(1954:101). 

Many subsequent students of religious cosmogony have found further support for the position first 

defended by Durkheim and Malinowski. C.Long,forexample,hasveryrecentlyarguedagainthat―the

cosmogonic myth provides a model that is recapitulated in the creation and founding of all other human 

modesofexistence‖;thismythprovides―acharterforconductforotheraspectsofculture‖(EncRel 4: 

94).SotooBolle‘ssummaryofcosmologicalthoughtconcludesthat―viewsofthecosmosarein

harmony with the social order in a tribe or tradition, and as a rule reflect the prevailing mode of 

production‖(EncRel 4: 102). Nor is it simply that a cosmology reflects in some fashion the social 

formation.Ascharters,cosmologiesalsocarrywiththemethicalimplications:―thebehaviorrequiredof

manisoftendescribedandalwaysimpliedintheaccountoftheworld‘sstructure‖(EncRel 4: 104).  

The historian of religion who has devoted the greatest attention to cosmological thought is surely 

MirceaEliade.Eliade‘spositionisinmanyregardsacombinationofseveralnotedabove.Cosmological

thought for him often has a ritual origin, satisfies an intellectual need to provide explanations of puzzling 

phenomena, and is also a comprehensive charter for ethical conduct. Eliade begins by affirming the 

absolutely central role of cosmogonic lore in traditional societies. Indeed, he repeatedly proposes the 

presence of cosmogonic lore as the defining characteristic of traditional as opposed to modern, 

historicallybasedsocieties:―Whetherheabolishesitperiodically,whetherhedevaluatesitbyperpetually

finding transhistorical models and archetypes for it, whether, finally, he gives it a metahistorical meaning 

(cyclical history, eschatological significations, and so on), the man of the traditional civilizations accorded 

thehistoricaleventnovalueinitself‖(1959:141).Intheallegedabsenceofa developed historical 

consciousness, traditional humans, argues Eliade, turn always to accounts of what occurred in the earliest 

daysofthecosmos.Onlythingsthathappened―inthebeginning,‗inthosedays,‘in illo tempore, ab 

origine,‖havefullsignificance for traditional societies (1959: 4).  

If this schematic presentation of two worlds of thought offers for Eliade a rationale for the setting of 

cosmologies in remotest antiquity, their function is then accounted for by utilizing a version of the charter 

position.Hence,cosmogonicmyths―preserveandtransmittheparadigms,theexemplarymodels,forall

theresponsibleactivitiesinwhichmenengage‖(Eliade1959:viii).But,asnotedpreviously,Eliadegoes

ontocombinecosmogonicmyths‘charterfunction with the view that these myths also satisfy intellectual 

needs:―primordial,sacredhistory…isfundamentalbecauseitexplains,andbythesametokenjustifies,

theexistenceoftheworld,ofmanandsociety…Itrelateshowthingscameintobeing, providing the 

exemplarymodelandalsothejustificationsofman‘sactivities‖(1984:141). 

The many writings of Eliade possess the clear virtue of offering a comprehensive account for the role of 

cosmological thought, an account evidenced by material drawn from the widest array of religious 

traditions. Still, the very comprehensiveness of his position means it remains open to some of the same 

criticisms offered against its component parts. For this reason, others have attempted a fresh approach to 

the questions of the meaning and function of cosmogony. At once the most novel and the most 

controversial of these attempts is that provided by the French anthropologist and philosopher Claude 

Lévi-Strauss. See MYTH AND MYTHOLOGY. Lévi-Strauss begins by stressing the primacy of 

language. He thus looks to modern linguistics, rather than to sociology or biology, as providing the 

disciplinary paradigm upon which study of cosmogonic myths should be founded. The unique 



phenomenon of language means that human beings are caught in a kind of cosmic contradiction: they are 

at once animals, hence a part of nature, and yet also distinct from the rest of nature since through language 

they create the mental world in which they live. This contradiction is then found to be mirrored in any 

number of cultural creations, including kinship structures and religious myths.  

Given Lévi-Strauss‘prioritizingoflinguistics,hisanalysesofmythsalwaysconcentrateuponstructures

of relationship, rather than upon individual items in any mythological repertoire. As meaning in language 

is always relational rather than essential, so too meaning in myths must be sought structurally. Perhaps the 

best, brief example of how Lévi-Strauss‘structuralmethodworkswhen applied to cosmological myths is 

his analysis of the British Columbian myth of Asdiwal (1976: 146–97). Although he analyzes this myth in 

terms of four distinct levels (the geographical, the technoeconomic, the sociological, and the overtly 

cosmological), he discovers that each level in fact is a redundant expression of the same message. This 

messageistheattempt―tojustifytheshortcomingsofreality‖(1976:173).Similarly,Lévi-Strauss‘well

known and early analysis of the Oedipus myth concludes that,―althoughexperiencecontradictstheory,

sociallifevalidatescosmologybyitssimilarityofstructure.Hencecosmologyistrue‖(1963:216).That

is to say, the human situation as one caught in the web of various contradictions has given rise to the 

repeated articulation of cosmogonic myths whose structures makes these contradictions, not disappear, 

but in a sense become mentally tolerable.  

Though the search for an adequate explanation for the function of cosmologies is hardly completed, 

many scholars have adopted a version of Lévi-Strauss‘analyticalmodel.Forexample,JonathanZ.Smith

hasrecentlyarguedthat―thosemythsandritualswhichbelongtoalocativemapofthecosmoslaborto

overcome all incongruity by assuming the interconnectedness of all things, the adequacy of symbolization 

(usually expressed as a belief in the correspondence between macro- and microcosm) and the power and 

possibilityofrepetition‖(Smith1978:308–9). Finally, Geertz too sees the problematic issues of human 

religiouslife,suchastheclassictheodicydilemma,givingriseto―theuncomfortablesuspicionthat

perhapstheworld,andhenceman‘slifeintheworld,hasnogenuineorderatall—no empirical regularity, 

no emotional form, no moral coherence. And the religious response to this suspicion is in each case the 

same: the formulation, by means of symbols, of an image of such a genuine order of the world which will 

account for, and even celebrate, the perceived ambiquities, puzzles, and paradoxes in human experience. 

The effort is not to deny the undeniable—that there are unexplained events, that life hurts, or that rain 

falls upon the just—buttodenythatthereareinexplicableevents‖(Geertz1973:108). 
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COTTON. See FLORA; DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION.  

COUNCIL. See SANHEDRIN.  

COUNCIL OF JAMNIA. See JAMNIA (JABNEH), COUNCIL OF.  

COUNCIL OF JERUSALEM. See JERUSALEM, COUNCIL OF.  

COUNCIL, HEAVENLY. See DIVINE ASSEMBLY; HOSTS, LORD OF.  

COUNSELLORS. Seethearticleon―PostexilicJudeanOfficials‖inPALESTINE, 

ADMINISTRATION OF.  

COUNTING. See NUMBERS AND COUNTING.  

COURIER. See TRAVEL AND COMMUNICATION (ANE).  

COURT NARRATIVE (2 SAMUEL 9–1 KINGS 2). Traditions about the Davidic court 

culminating in the accession of Solomon in 2 Samuel 9–20 and 1 Kings 1–2 have been widely regarded as 

a single narrativeunitusuallydesignatedthe―CourtHistory‖orthe―SuccessionNarrative.‖Withinthe

larger narrative are several more or less distinct smaller narrative units: the story of David and Bathsheba 

(2 Samuel 10–12);Absalom‘srevolt,includingtheaccountoftherapeofTamar(2 Samuel 13–19); and 

the accession of Solomon (1 Kings 1–2). 2 Samuel 9 is loosely connected to the larger narrative by 

David‘s relations to the house of Saul, and the Sheba rebellion (2 Samuel 20) is part of the aftermath of 

the Absalom revolt.  
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A. Content and Structure  

1. David and the House of Saul. ThenarrativebeginswithDavid‘sexpressionofconcernforthehouse

of Saul (2 Samuel 9).HerestoredSaul‘sestatetoMephibosheth,thesonofJonathan,andgrantedhima

permanentrighttoeatattheking‘stable.ItendswiththeaccessionofSolomon to the throne and the 

execution of Joab, Shimei, and Adonijah, and a concluding editorial comment in 1 Kgs 2:46:―Andthe

kingdomwasestablishedinthehandofSolomon.‖TheaccountofDavid‘skindnesstoMephibosheth is 

linkedtotherebellionofAbsalombyZiba‘saccusationagainstMephibosheth,hismaster,who,he

charges,isexpectingthereturnofhisfather‘skingdom(2 Sam 16:1–4). A further narrative link appears 

inMephibosheth‘sownwelcometoDavidafterthedeathofAbsalom(2 Sam 19:24–30).  

2. The Ammonite War. A distinct narrative unit appears in the account of the Ammonite war (2 Sam 

10:1–11:1; 12:26–31). At the accession of Hanun to the Ammonite throne, David sent condolences to him 



overthedeathofhisfather,Nahash.HanunrejectedDavid‘semissaries,accusedthemofbeingspies,and

humiliated them by shaving their beards and cutting their garments in half up to their buttocks. David 

responded by sending Joab into battle against the Ammonites and their allies, the Arameans. This 

account, which may derive from royal annals contemporary with the events, provides the setting for 

David‘sadulterywithBathsheba.Somescholarshavenotedpointsofcontactwith theaccountofDavid‘s

exile at Mahanaim in 2 Sam 17:24–29 (Flanagan 1972: 176; McCarter, 2 Samuel AB, 275–76), which 

wouldplacethesiegeofRabbah,theAmmonitecapital,afterAbsalom‘srebellion. 

3. David and Bathsheba. TheaccountofDavid‘sadulterywithBathsheba(theChroniclerreferstoher

as Bathshua: 1 Chr 3:5) and its direct consequences is set within the framework of the account of the 

Ammonite war (2 Sam 11:2–12:25). It is linked to this context by the notice in 2 Sam 11:1: Joab, his 

servants, and all Israel were sent to battle against Ammon while David remained in Jerusalem. Some have 

detected a negative connotation in the observation that David remained in Jerusalem. From his roof, 

David observes Bathsheba, the wife of Uriah the Hittite, cleansing herself from menstrual impurity. He 

hasherbroughttohispalace,lieswithher,andshebecomespregnant.David‘ssinwithBathshebaisin

clear violation of the prohibition of adultery in Deut 22:22 and, according to that law, both should have 

died.  

David‘sbehaviorissetinstarkcontrasttotheloyaltyofUriah,herhusband,whodeclinedDavid‘s

deceptive invitation to him to go down to his house and lie with his wife. His refusal was apparently 

grounded in the rules of holy war which precluded sexual activity in times of battle. The sin of adultery is 

compounded by murder when David sends Uriah back to the battlefront carrying instructions to Joab 

whichwillresultinhisowndeath.AfterUriah‘sdeathJoabsendsamessengertoDavidwith a general 

reportonthebattle,instructingthemessengertomentionUriah‘sdeathshouldDavidbecameangryover

thehighnumberofcasualties.ThisreporttoDavidconcerningUriah‘sdeathcontainsanarrativelinkto

the account of the death of Abimelech reported in Judg 9:50–57.AfterBathsheba‘sappropriateperiodof

mourning for her husband had passed, David took her to his house and she became his wife, bearing him a 

son.  

In one of the few explicit referencestoYahweh‘sactivityinthishistory,Yahwehsenttheprophet

NathantorebukeDavidforhisadulteryandmurder.Nathan‘scondemnationofDavidtooktheformofa

juridical parable (māšāl) eliciting self-judgment, a parable about a rich man who spared his own flock and 

slaughtered the pet lamb of the poor man to feed a traveler. Whereupon David became enraged and 

declared that the man doing this deserved to die and must repay fourfold, the restitution specified in Exod 

21:37—Eng 22:1. However, many scholars since Wellhausen have preferred the LXX reading 

―sevenfold‖asmoreinkeepingwithDavid‘sintenseangerorwiththeDeuteronomicuseofthenumber

seven (Carlson 1964: 154).Nathan‘sparableelaboratedtherelationshipbetweenthepoormanandhis

onelittleewelamb.Thelambatefromitsowner‘sfood,drankfromhiscup,andlayinhisbosom(  bĕhêq  

tiškāb).Nathan‘srebuketoDavidcontainsareminderofYahweh‘sgraciousness to David. In addition to 

rescuingDavidfromthehandofSaul,YahwehhadalsogivenDavidSaul‘swives―tolieinhisbosom.‖

This expression occurs again at the end of the Court Narrative in the account of David and Abishag (1 

Kgs 1:1–4)whichprefacestheaccountofSolomon‘saccession,therebyprovidingasubtlenarrativelink

between the two episodes.  

Nathan‘sparablemaynotbeoriginaltothenarrative.Gunkel (1921: 35–36) stressed the lack of fit 

betweenthecircumstancesoftheparableandDavid‘sactions.Onthebasisofthenamelessnessofthe

characters, the contrast between the rich man and the poor man and the exaggeration of the relationship 

between thepoorman‘sfamilyandthepetlamb,hecharacterizedtheaccountasafairytale

(Märchenstoff) which is not original to the narrative of David and Bathsheba. Other scholars (Simon 

1967; McCarter, 2 Samuel AB, 299) have, however, stressed the compatibilityoftheparableandDavid‘s

actions, identifying the crimes of both David and the rich man as abuses of power.  

In an oracle of judgment condemning David for the murder of Uriah and taking his wife for his own, 

Nathan announces that, because David had slain Uriah with the sword of the Ammonites, the sword will 

neverdepartfromhishouse.OneofDavid‘sownhousewillariseagainsthimandwillliewithhiswives



inthesightofthesun.IncontrasttothesecrecyofDavid‘saction,thishumiliationwillbe public. 

AlthoughYahwehhassparedDavid‘slife,thesonwhowillbeborntoDavidandBathshebawilldie.

SomescholarsregardthisaccountofNathan‘sjudgmentofDavid(12:7b–12) as a secondary addition to 

the larger narrative.  

When the child born to Bathsheba became ill, David sought God on behalf of the child, refusing food 

and lying on the ground, behavior typical of mourning. In a striking reversal of custom, David upon 

receiving word of the death of the child immediately rose, bathed, anointed himself, and asked for food. 

At this juncture the narrator records the birth of Solomon, who will ultimately succeed David on the 

throne, observing that the Lord loved him. Some scholars have suggested that the story of the death of the 

child is a fiction inserted here to establish the legitimacy of the birth of Solomon (Veijola 1979: 230–50; 

Würthwein 1974: 32).  

This section of the history is rounded off by the report of the conclusion of the Ammonite war. Joab 

reports success in his siege of Rabbah of the Ammonites and summons David to participate in the 

conquestsothathewillreceivethecreditforthesuccessofthesiege.David‘sreturntoJerusalem

concludes a narrative unit which began with David sending his servants to the Ammonite king. There is a 

concentric and climactic arrangement of 2 Samuel 10–12. The narrative begins with a departure from 

Jerusalem, the goal of which is Rabbah-Ammon‘swelfare,andendswithareturntoJerusalemafterthe

destruction of Rabbah-Ammon.Ammon‘sarrogancestandsatthebeginning,itsfallattheend(Roth

1977). The report of the Ammonite war has thus been skillfully utilized as a framework for the Bathsheba 

episode.  

4. The Rape of Tamar and Absalom’s Revolt. Justastheexpression―afterward‖(wayhî ˒ahărê kēn) 

marked the beginning of the narrative unit in chaps. 10–12, the same expression in 13:1 marks the 

beginning of a new literary unity focusing on Absalom (2 Sam 13:1–20:26). This unit begins with a 

largely self-containedepisode,Amnon‘srapeofTamar.Absalom‘sbrotherAmnonislovesickwithdesire

for his beautiful half-sister Tamar. He is advised to feign illness and to ask David to send Tamar to 

prepare food for him in his chamber so that he might eat from her hand. His request is granted. Tamar is 

sent to him to prepare food for him and Amnon, seizing the opportunity, rapes her. Having assaulted her, 

he brutally expels her from his presence. The violence of rape is thus compounded by the violence of 

expulsion. The language of expulsion reduces Tamar to a disposable object since the Hebrew, contrary to 

many translations, has only the demonstrative pronoun this (cf. Trible 1984: 48).  

Absalom bides his time for two years afterwhichheinvitestheking‘ssonstoasheepshearingatwhich

he arranges the assassination of Amnon. Scholars have devoted considerable attention to this narrative, 

stressing, in particular, the skill with which the story is told. The kinship element is stressed by the 

repeated use of the terms ˒āḥ, ―brother,‖and˒āḥ t, ―sister‖(Rideout1974:76). 

TheepisodedevelopsinpartonthebasisofAmnon‘sdeceptions.HefirstdeceivesDavid,thenTamar

about his intentions with the ruse of his illness. Thedenouementalsoinvolvesdeception,Absalom‘s

deceptiveinvitationtothesheepshearing.ThestorypivotsonthedramaticreversalofAmnon‘sfeelings

in v 15:―ThenAmnonhatedherverygreatly;Indeed,thehatred which he had for her was greater than his 

formerloveforher.‖TherearestrikingsimilaritiesbetweenthestoryofthisTamarandTamar,the

daughter-in-law of Judah (Gen 38:1–30). In both narratives there is a foreign woman named Bathshua (the 

name given Bathsheba in 1 Chr 3:5) and a woman named Tamar who remains unmarried. Both women 

are eventually vindicated at a sheep-shearing festival and both lose their first child (Blenkinsopp 1966). 

To this list might also be added the element of deception present in both narratives. On the one hand, 

TamarandDavidarebothdeceivedastoAmnon‘sintentionsand,ontheotherhand,Judah‘sdaughter-in-

law Tamar deceives Judah by disguising herself as a prostitute in order to bear his child.  

The rape of Tamar and the consequent elimination of one of the possible successors to the throne 

(Amnon) sets the stage for the extended narrative of Absalom‘srevoltbeginninginchap. 14. Having 

murdered his brother, Absalom flees to Geshur to live in exile with Talmai, his maternal grandfather. At 

the end of three years Joab, in an elaborate ruse, arranges for the return of Absalom to Jerusalem. He 

enlists the services of a wise woman from Tekoa who is to pretend that she had two sons, one of whom 



was slain in a quarrel with the other, and she informs David that the relatives now seek to kill the 

remaining son as an act of blood vengeance. She will thus be bereaved of all possibility of posterity. 

David‘sresponsetothis―self-judgmentelicitingstory‖istoextendprotectiontothesurvivingson,

thereby trapping himself into the necessity of allowing Absalom to return from exile, although he 

continues to be banned from the presence of David.  

AttheendoftwomoreyearsAbsalomenlistsJoab‘shelpinliftingthatban,andAbsalomissummoned

to the king and, in a customary gesture of obeisance, he bows on his face to the ground in what will prove 

to be a false expression of allegiance. Absalom then acquires a chariot and horses and fifty men running 

before him. Stationing himself at the gate, he greets those coming to have their cases adjudicated before 

the king, assuring the petitioners that were he king they would receive satisfaction. Having thus stolen the 

hearts of the men of Israel, Absalom is ready for action. At the end of four years Absalom comes before 

the king, asking permission to go to Hebron (where David had himself first become king over Judah) to 

fulfill a vow he had made while in Geshur. David sends him in peace unaware, apparently, that this is 

merely a ruse. His supporters are rallied by messengers who instruct the people to proclaim at the sound 

ofthetrumpet,―AbsalomiskingatHebron.‖ 

TherapidgrowthofAbsalom‘sconspiracyleadstoDavid‘swithdrawalfromJerusalem.Takinghis

loyal servants and the Cherethites, Pelethites, and Gittites, he leaves ten concubines behind to administer 

the house.ThenarrativethendescribesaseriesofeventssomeofwhichfigureinDavid‘seventual

successinthwartingAbsalom‘scoup.Andallofthemportrayagenerous,humbled,loyal,andnoble

figure in contrast to the royal arrogance portrayed in the Bathsheba episode. In a touching episode, Ittai 

theGittiteaskstojoinwithDavid‘sbeleagueredforce,butDavidencourageshimtoreturnhomewith

Yahweh‘sblessing.Ittai,however,insistsandDavidacceptshisaid.Abiathar,Zadok,andtheLevites

come bearing the ark, setting it down until all the people with David have passed over the Kidron. David 

then instructs that the ark be returned to Jerusalem, expressing the hope that he may again find favor with 

Yahweh and eventually be permitted to see the ark in its proper setting. Zadok and Abiathar, the priests, 

and their two sons, Ahimaaz and Jonathan, are sent back to Jerusalem with the ark to serve as informants 

to David and his men. In this context, David and his loyal band of followers are portrayed ascending the 

Mount of Olives weeping and with their heads covered. David is himself barefoot. At the summit he is 

met by Hushai the Archite, who comes in mourning with his coat torn and dirt on his head. David, rather 

thanacceptingHushai‘sofferofsupport,sendshimbacktoJerusalem―todefeatthecounselof

Ahithophel,‖Absalom‘sadviser.TheintroductionofHushaiinthenarrativeanticipatestheeventual

reversalofAbsalom‘ssuccess.Atthispoint,Ziba,Mephibosheth‘sservant,comeswithsuppliesfor

David and his men, slandering his master by asserting that Mephibosheth has remained in Jerusalem, 

anticipating the return of the kingdom to the house of Saul. At Bahurim, David and his men are cursed by 

Shimei, whose life David orders spared.  

A pivotal point in the narrative is reached here. David has arrived at the Jordan and Absalom and all the 

people with him, including Ahithophel, come to Jerusalem. Absalom is on the verge of success in his 

effort to become king, while David and his loyal band of followers are on the verge of defeat and death. 

AhithophelrespondstoAbsalom‘srequestforcouncilbyadvisinghimtogoinconspicuouslytoDavid‘s

concubines,whohavebeenleftbehindinJerusalem.Thisaction,towhichmaybecomparedAdonijah‘s

request for Abishag (1 Kgs 2:17–25)andAbner‘srelationswithRizpah,oneofSaul‘sconcubines(2 Sam 

3:3–11), is usually regarded as a public symbol of the takeover of the royal prerogatives (cf. Tsevat 1958: 

241). This action also explicitly fulfills the judgment Nathan uttered against David.  

To this advice, Ahithophel, whose counsel is regarded as equivalent to an oracle of God, adds strategic 

advice.HedescribesDavid‘sdesperatesituation,ofwhichthereaderhasalreadybeeninformed,andhe

counsels a swift military action of small scale to take David unaware, killing only him and thus avoiding 

the further alienation which would result from massive bloodshed. The advice is precisely appropriate to 

the circumstances. However, Absalom also asks Hushai for advice, and he provides him with a strategy 

which will gain time for David to consolidate his forces. He proposes mustering the troops from Dan to 

Beersheba,whichAbsalomwillthenleadinpersontodestroyDavidandhisentireforce.Absalom‘s



acceptance of this deceptive advice signals the beginning of the end of his rebellion. The rejection of 

Ahithophel‘scounselisattributedtoYahweh,whowantedtobringevilonAbsalom(2 Sam 17:14).  

David, warned by Jonathan and Ahimaaz, crosses the Jordan to Mahanaim where he is received by a 

number of local leaders and given provisions for his army. As David and his men prepare for the coming 

battle,thekingsaystothemen,―Imyselfwillalsogooutwithyou.‖Hismen,however,refusethisoffer,

indicating that he is worth ten thousand of them and will better serve the cause by remaining behind to 

send help from the city if needed. There is irony here in that the entire narrative begins in circumstances 

in which David does not go forth to war against the Ammonites and must ultimately be summoned for the 

finalsurrender.Inthisinstancehewantstoleadbutisrefused.Intheensuingconflict,Absalom‘sforces

are routed and Absalom himself is killed, having been caught in an oak while the mule on which he was 

riding continuedonitsway.DespiteDavid‘sordertoJoabthattheyoungmanAbsalombespared,Joab

thruststhreedartsintoAbsalom‘sheartandhisarmorbearersstrikehimandkillhim.Althoughthetext

does not mention his hair, there is a long tradition of interpretation which links this account to the 

descriptionofAbsalom‘sbeautyandhair(cf.McCarter2 Samuel AB, 406). If the narrator indeed 

intended the reader to make that connection, there is tragic irony in the account. The overriding irony and 

reversal inthenarrative,however,isinthedeceptionofAbsalombyHushai‘sfalsecounsel.Seenfrom

theperspectiveoffolklore,theentirenarrativeofAbsalom‘srevoltmaybecharacterizedasastoryofthe

deceiver being deceived.  

David‘sreactiontothedeath of Absalom and the rout of his army evokes another surprise. David does 

not rejoice in his victory but deeply and publicly grieves for his slain son. This public and excessive grief 

turns the victory into mourning, the people stealing away as though disgraced (2 Sam 19:1–2). When Joab 

rebukes David for grieving for his slain enemy, David finally arises and takes his seat in the gate and the 

peoplecomebeforehim.David‘s response to the death of Absalom, seen from a personal and family 

perspective, is appropriate. However, it is behavior, as Joab reminds him, which is not allowable for a 

king.Thenarrator,byemphasizingDavid‘sgriefoverhissonwhoisalsohisenemy,by contrasting 

David‘sbehaviorwiththatofUriah,andbynotingtheeasewithwhichhewasdissuadedfromgoinginto

battle with Absalom (18:4), portrays David as a thoroughly incompetent person in his role as war leader 

of the kingdom (cf. Ishida 1982: 184).  

ThestrifewithinDavid‘sfamilyismirroredintheresultingstrifeovertheissueofreturningDavidto

the throne (2 Sam 19:1–15). Having won the acceptance of Israel and Judah, David prepares to cross the 

Jordan and return to Jerusalem. Shimsi and Ziba rush down to meet the king and to assist him across the 

Jordan. Ahishai, the son of Zeruiah, wants to kill Shimei because he has cursed David, but David orders 

his life spared. Mephibosheth himself arrives on the scene and expresss loyalty to David, claiming that 

Ziba has slandered him to the king. Although it appears that Ziba did indeed slander Mephibosheth, 

David‘sresponseis equivocal. Having previously given the estate of Saul to Ziba, David now orders that 

it be divided between the two of them. Another of the individuals who gave David succor at Mahanaim, 

Berzillai, comes down to escort David across the Jordan. He refuses David‘sinvitationtocometo

Jerusalem and to allow David to provide for him. His refusal is based on the infirmities that go with age, 

and he asks David to take with him in his stead Chimham, who is presumed to be his son. This series of 

meetings parallelstheseriesofmeetingslinkedtoDavid‘sflightfromJerusalem(2 Sam 15:13–16:14). 

The chapter ends with another reference to the strife between Judah and Israel. Thus, within the narrative 

eventheaccountofDavid‘sreturntopowerissurroundedbystrife,animplicitreminderofNathan‘s

prophetic announcement that the sword would neverdepartfromDavid‘shouse.Thisstrifeculminatesin

a revolt of Israel led by Sheba, the son of Bichri, a Benjaminite. After David returns to Jerusalem he 

sequesters the ten concubines he had left behind and they live shut up as in widowhood, their plight 

echoing that of Tamar. The final episode in the revolt of Absalom is the pursuit and elimination of Sheba 

(2 Sam 20:4–22). The narrative concludes with a list of David‘sofficialswhichseemstobeavariantof

the summary list in 8:16–18. (Chaps. 21–24 of 2 Samuel are usually regarded as appendices interrupting 

the main narrative.)  



5. The Accession of Solomon. The resumption of the Court Narrative in 1 Kings 1 presupposes an 

intervening period. David has become old and cannot get warm even though covered with clothes. The 

servants offer a solution: a young maiden should be found for the king who will wait upon him and who 

will lie in his bosom. They search for a beautiful maiden and find Abishag the Shunamite. They bring her 

to the king and she serves him as a nurse. The narrator, however, informs us that David did not have 

sexual relations with her (1:4). These details are striking and can best be understood in light of the earlier 

scene in which David takes Bathsheba. These two scenes form an inclusio and they derive their dramatic 

power in part from their irony. In the opening scene David takes Bathsheba, an illegitimate act from 

which flows a steady stream of tragic consequences; ironically, in the closing episode, he is incapable of 

sexual relations with the beautiful virgin Abishag. This kind of ironic reversal seems to be a favorite 

literary device of the narrator.  

ThenarrativeimmediatelyshiftstotheaccountofAdonijah‘sabortiveefforttosucceedSolomon.Like

Absalom, he prepares for himself chariots and horsemen and fifty men to run before him. The text also 

notes that, like Absalom, he was a very handsome man and that he was born next after Absalom (1 Kgs 

1:6). Adonijah enlists the aid of Joab and Abiathar and invites all his brothers and all the Judean officials 

toasacrificialfeastattheSerpent‘sStonebesideEnRogel—with some notable exceptions (1:10). Nathan 

alerts BathshebatoAdonijah‘sactions,advisinghertogointoDavidandtoremindhimofhispromiseto

her that Solomon will rule after him; while she is speaking, he will come in and confirm her words. There 

clearly has been no public indication that Solomon is to succeed David. On the contrary, every indication 

was that Adonijah would be king (1 Kgs 2:15). In terms of the principle of primogeniture, Amnon, 

Absalom, and Adonijah each would have had a more secure claim to the throne than did Solomon. The 

strategy of Nathan and Bathsheba works, however, and David orders that Solomon be mounted on the 

royal she-mule and go down to Gihon where Zadok and Nathan will anoint him king over Israel (1:32–

40). This is the third reference to mules in the Court Narrative. The first reference is in the context of the 

assassination of Amnon. The narrator informs the reader that the other royal sons escaped on their mules 

(2 Sam 13:29). Again, Absalom met his death when his mule rode out from under him, leaving him 

hanging helpless before Joab (2 Sam 18:9). These references provide a subtle ironic link between the 

failed rebellion of Absalom and the accession of Solomon.  

WhenwordofSolomon‘s accession reaches Adonijah, he seizes the horns of the altar and elicits a 

promise from Solomon that he will be permitted to live if he proves to be an honorable man (1:50–53). 

Solomon‘s opportunity to execute his potential rival comes when Adonijah requests (through Bathsheba) 

that Abishag be given to him. On instructions from David, Joab is executed for his murder of Abner and 

Amasa. Abiathar is spared because of his role in bearing the ark of the Lord before David, but he is exiled 

to Anathoth. Shimei violates the order to remain in Jerusalem and he, too, is executed in accordance with 

the instruction of David. On this note the narrative concludes with the affirmation that the kingdom is 

securely established in the hand of Solomon. It is in these first two chapters of 1 Kings that the succession 

motif is most obviously present. Those who see in the Court History a succession document regard the 

accounts of the murders of Joab and Shimei as efforts to absolve Solomon from full responsibility by 

shiftingsomeofthatresponsibilitytoDavid.Likewise,Adonijah‘srequestforAbishagisconstruedasan

act of lese majesty necessitating his death.  

B. History of Scholarship  

1. Sources, Extent, and Genre of the Court Narrative. The traditions which we have called the Court 

Narrative have by and large been seen as either a distinct narrative unit or a sequence of somewhat 

independent narrative units. However, some scholars have attempted to trace the sources of the 

Pentateuch into the books of Samuel. Among these are Karl Budde (Samuel KHC) and Otto Eissfeldt, 

who regarded the court stories of David as a continuation of the J source as well as a masterpiece of 

Israelite historical writing (1931; 1965: 276–77). Steuernagel was able to trace two sources through 2 

Samuel 8, but identified the traditions in 2 Samuel 9–20 (and possibly chap. 24) as a distinct and well-

constructed history emanating from Jerusalem, a history which he could describe as one of the most 

magnificent pieces of Israelite literature (1912: 334–35).  



Other scholars saw in the Samuel books a loose compilation of individual narratives. Gressmann, for 

example, distinguished a series of Novellen; the conflict with Ishbaal (2 Samuel 2–5), the story of Amnon 

and Absalom (2 Sam 13:1–14:33), and the rebellions of Absalom and Sheba (2 Sam 15:1–20:22). At least 

inthecaseoftheaccountofAbsalom‘srebellion.GressmanndefinesthenarrativeasaNovelle in the 

specific sense of a historical account which is deepened by narrative art as opposed to a merely fictional 

account. This is expressed in part by the psychological depth given to the characters (Gressmann 1921: 

xiv,181).CasparihadalsosingledoutthestoryofAbsalom‘srebellionin2 Samuel 15–20 as an 

independent narrative. This narrative is indeed history, incorporating the transition of the national 

literature from Novelle to history writing (1909: 317–48).GunkelcitedthenarrativeofAbsalom‘s

rebellion (chaps. 13–20) as a parade example of historical writing, Geschichtserzählung (1925: 75 [23]), 

describingitas―thefinestgem(―das köstlichste Kleinod‖)ofhistoricalwritinginIsrael‖(1964:10;

Genesis HKAT, xii). These scholars, although defining the limits of the narrative units somewhat 

differently, were in substantial agreement that these traditions collectively and individually be regarded as 

fine examples of reliable historical writing.  

2. L. Rost and the Succession Theme. Modern scholarly discussion of the traditions in the book of 2 

SamuelhasbeenshapedprimarilybyLeonhardRost‘sepochalstudy,Die Überlieferung von der 

Thronnachfolge Davids, which appeared in 1926. Rost isolated the materials of 2 Samuel 6:16 and 20ff.; 

7:11b and 16; 9:1–10:5 (10:6–11:1); 11:2–12:7a; 12:13–25 (26–31); 13:1–14:24; 14:28–18:17; 18:19–

20:22; 1 Kgs 1:1–2:1; 2:5–10; 2:12–27a; and 2:28–46 as a single literary unit dominated by the thematic 

problemofthesuccessiontothethroneofDavid(hencethedesignation―SuccessionNarrative‖).Rost‘s

study has been the touchstone for most subsequent investigation of these traditions and the basis for 

treating them as a discrete literary unit within the Deuteronomistic History (DH).  

Rost‘sanalysiswasconcernedwithboththecontentandthestyleofthenarrative.Itis,however,clear

that for Rost content was the decisive criterion for setting these materials apart as a discrete narrative unit. 

The author made use of the end of the originally independent Ark Narrative with its observation that 

Michal remained childless until her death (2 Sam 6:23) to introduce the question of who was to succeed 

Davidonthethrone.TheoriginallyindependentreportonDavid‘swarwiththeAmmonitesandthe

Arameans was used as a framework for the accountofDavid‘saffairwithBathsheba.Thequestionof

David‘ssuccessorisfinallyansweredwiththeaffirmationofSolomon‘ssovereigntyin1 Kgs 2:46. In 

addition to the concern to define the scope and limits of the Succession Narrative, Rost offered a date, 

provenience, and Tendenz for the composition. The author was a member of the royal court writing 

probably in the early days of the Solomonic era inordertoglorifySolomon,―in majorem gloriam 

Salomonis.‖ 

Echoing earlier assessments of the material in 2 Samuel 13–20, Rost characterized the succession 

narrativeas―ThefinestworkofHebrewnarrativeart …‖(1982:115).Likehispredecessorsand

contemporaries,heaccorded―historicaltrustworthiness‖aswellasnarrativeartistrytotheSuccession

Narrative. To be sure, he recognized that the problem of historicity was accentuated by the literary artistry 

of the narrator, which could be readily interpreted as evidence for regarding it as a fictional account.  

AlthoughRost‘sanalysiswascriticizedbyEissfeldtandothers,hismainthesisbecametheaccepted

view of the traditions centering on the court of David in 2 Samuel and 1 Kings 1–2, and gave widespread 

currencytothedesignation―SuccessionNarrative‖forthisbodyoftradition.Thisisdueinlargepartto

theacceptanceofRost‘spositionswithminormodifications by Albrecht Alt, Martin Noth, and Gerhard 

von Rad. Alt and von Rad, in particular, emphasized the historicity of the narrative. Von Rad described 

thenarrativeasthe―oldestspecimenofancientIsraelitehistoricalwriting,‖stressingaswellits 

theologicalcontribution,theconceptionofYahweh‘sactivityas―concealedinthewholebreadthof

secularaffairs,andpervadingeverysinglesphereofhumanlife‖(PHOE, 176, 204).  

It is only within the last two or three decades that extensive criticismandreconsiderationofRost‘s

position have emerged. These criticisms are focused in a variety of ways. Much of the discussion has 

addressed the question of the Tendenz of the narrative. Is the theme of the material really the question of 

who would rule after David, and is it really a pro-Solomon propaganda piece? This question was raised 



sharply and effectively by Delekat (1967). He emphasized the negative reports about both David and 

Solomon. If the theme of the narrative was the succession to the throne of David, Delekat argued, it must 

be unfavorable to Solomon. If it was correct that Bathsheba was an adulteress, that Adonijah was 

generallyandwithDavid‘sapprobationregardedasthecrownprince,andthattherewasnodivineoracle

granting the throne to Solomon, the narrative is implicitly critical of Solomon and the process by which 

he came to the throne. Clearly then, the concern of the narrative is more generally the reign of David until 

the consolidation of the kingship in the hand of Solomon. The affirmation that the kingdom was secure in 

Solomon‘shands(1 Kgs 2:46)begsthequestion,Howdidthiscomeabout?Thenarrator‘sviewishostile

to the arbitrary exercise of royal power evident in both David and Solomon and he is generally an 

opponentofkingship.HisintentionsweretoshakeIsrael‘sloyaltytoSolomon,aloyaltywhichexisted

despiteSolomon‘sexactionsfromthepeople(Delekat1967). 

Delekat‘sforceful critiqueofRost‘sthesiswasnotimmediatelytakenupinsubsequentanalysesof

these traditions. Nearly a decade later Würthwein (1974) pursued the issues raised by Delekat, 

emphasizing the anti-Solomonic tone of 1 Kings 1–2 and the anti-Davidic tone of 2 Samuel 10–12. The 

accountofBathsheba‘sentranceintotheDavidiccourtinitsoriginalextentclearlyshowsacritical

Tendenz against the Davidic kingdom. David is a king who boldly violates the old Israelite 

commandments against adultery and murder. The narrative portraying David in this light surely is to be 

regardedasacritiqueoftheformofthemonarchywhichdevelopedunderDavid.Würthwein‘sarguments

depended in part on the isolation of a number of texts which are to be regarded as later additions and 

whichprovideamorefavorableportraitofDavidandthoseconnectedwithhimwhileplacingSolomon‘s

opponents in a less favorable light.  

Two other recent analyses of these traditions also delineate an antimonarchical perspective which has 

subsequently been modified by later additions. Veijola (1975) found evidence of an antimonarchical 

stance which was subsequently heavily edited within Deuteronomic circles in order to legitimate the 

Davidic monarchy, while Langlamet (1976) identified a pro-Solomonic redaction in 1 Kings 1–2. On the 

other hand, McCarter, while acknowledging the tension within the narrative, attributes that tension to the 

nature of apologetic writing which maintains a tension between apparently unfavorable details and 

circumstances on the one hand and, on the other, the favorable interpretation of these details by the writer 

(2 Samuel AB, 15–16). Conroy (1978: 102) has noted the omission of any mention of Solomon in the 

accountofAbsalom‘srebellion(2 Samuel 13–20) and concluded that these chapters deal only with the 

causesandoutcomeofAbsalom‘sattemptedcoupd‘état,notwiththeissueofsuccession. 

3. The Traditio-Historical Approach. Carlson (1964) has applied the traditio-historical methodology 

of the Uppsala school to 2 Samuel. Following Noth, he sees the traditions of 2 Samuel as a part of the 

DH, an exilic reflection on the history of Israel. Carlson stressed the importance of the final stage of the 

processoftradition,its―redactionalhistory‖(Redactionsgeschichte), the final shape of which is the result 

of the work of the D-group. The D-group joined units together on the basis of the principle of association 

by means of catchwords (Stichworte or verba associandi) used with groups of motifs to link up with 

earlier traditions, but consistent with the ideological concepts of the prologue, Deuteronomy. The 

DeuteronomisticapproachistousevariedmaterialstodemonstratethatIsrael‘smisfortunesstemfrom

her faithlessness. The D-groupusedthefigureofDavidasanidealfigure―togiveanauthoritative 

demonstration of their faith in a future made possible by turning again to Yahweh and by devotion to 

him‖(Carlson1964:26). 

Carlson viewed the Samuel traditions in terms of two motifs: David under the blessing (bĕrākāh), 2 

Samuel 2–5, 6, 7; and David under the curse (qĕlālāh), 2 Samuel 9–24. For Carlson, chaps. 9–24 as a 

wholeconstitute―aDeuteronomiccommentaryonthelatterhalfoftheDavidicepoch‖(1964:139).He

understands 1 Samuel 10–12 as a Deuteronomistic ingress to 2 Sam 13:1–21:14, which is structured in 

terms of two seven-year periods. The curse introduced by the Bathsheba episode runs in two šib˓ātayim 

phases which constitute the restitution called for in 12:6 (readingwithmanycommentatorsthe‘s

―sevenfold‖versustheMT―fourfold‖).Inaddition,2 Samuel 10–20 as a whole reflects the Deuteronomic 



laws governing adultery and affinity: Deut 22:22 (2 Samuel 10–12); 22:28–29 (2 Samuel 13–14); and 

23:1 (cf. 2 Sam 23:1).  

4. History or a Well-Told Story? Rost had himself stressed the importance of the stylistic features of 

theCourtNarrative,althoughtosomerecentinterpretersRost‘sanalysisappearsidiosyncraticand

inadequate. Recent interpretation has to a considerable extent focused on matters of genre and literary 

artistry. An early example ofthisrecentrevivalofinterestinliteraryartistryisJackson‘sarticle,which

appeared in 1965. For Jackson, the author of the succession story was not simply trying to answer the 

questionofhowitcameaboutthatSolomonsitsuponDavid‘sthrone.Rather, the author used the 

techniques of oral narrative along with some of his own to provide a portrait of the varied relations of 

individuals who contend for temporal power in the secular realm. These techniques include the skillful 

contrasts of two figures as in the case of David and Joab, the alternation of tension and relaxation, the 

alternation between terse brevity and wealth of detail, and the heightening of suspense towards a climax 

and gradual slackening of intensity (1965: 183–95). More recently, Conroy (1978) has focused on the 

narrativeofAbsalom‘srevoltanditsaftermarth(2 Samuel 13–20), which he views as a self-contained 

narrative unity. His detailed analysis of selected pericopes pays close attention to the structural building 

blocksofthenarrative,suchasthenarrativepatterns―command/execution,‖―desire/fulfillment,‖and

―requestandrefusal.‖Conroyalsogivescarefulattentiontothemovement from complication to 

resolutionwithinthenarrative,aswellastothenarrator‘spointofviewandcharacterizationofpersons

and events. The most elaborate recent literary analysis is that of Fokkelman (1981), whose overarching 

study finds a series of dominant themes including the dualities of piety-sin, illusion-truth, and unity-

duality. Sacon (1982) has applied the insights of the Japanese sentence psychologist, Kanji Hatano, to the 

Court Narrative. This approach stresses the analysis of paragraphs as the key to clarifying a particular 

literary work. Sacon, for example, finds a concentric structure in 15:18–19:41 centered around the 

accountofDavid‘sreigninexilein18:1–19:9, which is itself composed of a concentric structure. These 

studies do not preclude the assessment of the Court Narrative as essentially historical.  

However, some of the recent attention to narrative style has to a significant extent called into question 

the long-standing assessment of the Court Narrative as a fine early example of historical writing. The 

utilization of motifs and themes characteristic of popular or folk literature, the numerous intimate 

conversations, the lack of attention to public events, and connections with the Wisdom tradition have led 

some scholars to conclude that the Court Narrative is not history in intention or in fact. Recognizing that 

the references to Solomon and his mother in 2 Samuel 11 and 1 Kings 1–2 constitute an inclusio, 

Blenkinsopp distinguished between two separate but connected themes: the legitimation of the Davidic 

claim to the throne, and the struggle for succession. The Thronfolgegeschichte consists of 2 Sam 11:2–27; 

12:15b–25; 13–15; 15–20; and 1 Kings 1–2 and is structured by the theme that sin externalized in a sexual 

form leads to death (1966: 48–49).Blenkinsopp‘sprimaryinterest,however,wasintheaffinitieswiththe

Yahwist tradition, and he identified several themes common to the David narratives and the Yahwist. 

These traditional themes included the motifs of the beauty and divine wisdom of the king, brother killing 

brother, the wise counselor whose advice leads to ruin, and, more prominently, the woman who brings 

death. Traditional elements in the Court Narrative are also stressed by Gunn. In addition to the themes 

noted by Blenkinsopp, Gunn notes several traditional motifs: David and the sons of Zeruiah, the 

judgment-eliciting parable, the woman and the spies, the two messengers, and the letter of death. The 

author‘suseofthesetraditionalmotifssuggeststhatthenarrativeshouldbeseennotaspolitical

propagandabutas―firstandforemostafinepieceofstory-telling‖(1978:37).Whybray(1968)hasnoted

the lack of attention to public events and, inter alia, the numerous intimate conversations in the narrative, 

and on that basis he has characterized the narrative as a work comparable to the modern psychological 

novel which, in its concerns and perspectives, is linked to the Wisdom tradition. While the author might 

make use of historical facts, the work itself is not history.  

5. Date of Composition. RostdatedtheSuccessionNarrativetotheearlyperiodofSolomon‘s

kingship. Those scholars who have found evidence of subsequent editing by the Deuteronomist or others 

may date the finished document later. However, there has been little direct discussion of the widely held 



assumption that the major part of the traditions contained within the Court Narrative or Succession 

Document are to be regarded as essentially contemporary with the events which are related. This is the 

case even though there is little evidence on the basis of which to date the narrative to the 10th century. 

There are, in fact, some indications of a later date, a number of which have been cited by Gunn. After the 

deathofthechildbornoftheadulterousunionwithBathsheba,Davidgoesintothe―house‖ofYahweh,

which would indicate a date after the completion of the temple. There are a number of other references 

which also suggest temporal distance from the events described. The reference to the attire of the 

daughters of the king in 2 Sam 13:18 implies a time when this fashion was no longer widely known, and it 

cannot be easily dismissed as a gloss. There is also apparent confusion about the issue of whether 

AbsalomhadsonsandaboutthevariouspartiestoAbsalom‘srevolt(Gunn1978:32–33).  

6. Synthesis. Rost‘sassessmentoftheunityandhistoricalworthof2 Samuel 9–20 and 1 Kings 1–2 as a 

unifiedpoliticaldocumentstemmingfromtheearlydaysofSolomon‘sreignnolongerreflectsa

consensusofscholarlyopinion.AlmosteveryaspectofRost‘sanalysishas required reassessment. While 

literary artistry (including the use of motifs from folklore) does not require rejection of the description of 

this material as history, it has led to a more critical assessment of its historical worth.  

It is also no longer clear that one can talk about a succession document embracing all of 2 Samuel 9–20 

and 1 Kings 1–2. The distinction between thethemesofthelegitimationofDavid‘sclaimstothethrone

and the struggle for succession suggests a more complex history for the traditions contained within the 

documentaswell.Grantedthisdistinction,thedesignation―CourtNarrative‖isbeginning to displace 

Rost‘sdesignationofthematerialas―SuccessionNarrative.‖Thewayinwhichthereferencesto

Solomon, Bathsheba, and Nathan (2 Sam 11:1–12:25; 1 Kgs 1:1–2:46) form an inclusio calls into 

questionRost‘sdefinitionoftheextentoftheCourtNarrative.Thereislittlereasontotrytoinclude2 

Samuel 9 as part of the larger composition, and few scholars have followed Rost in including 2 Sam 6:16, 

20ff., and 7:11b, 16.Ironically,Rost‘sreallegacymaybeinthegrowinginterestintheliteraryartistryof

the composition, which is characteristic of much of the contemporary writing on the Court Narrative.  
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HAROLD O. FORSHEY  

COURT OF THE GUARD. See GUARD, COURT OF THE.  

COURTS. See LAW, BIBLICAL AND ANE.  

COVENANT. A―covenant‖isanagreementenactedbetweentwopartiesinwhichoneorbothmake
promises under oath to perform or refrain from certain actions stipulated in advance. As indicated by the 

designation of the two sections of the Christian Bible—Old Testament (= covenant) and New 

Testament—―covenant‖intheBibleisthemajormetaphorusedtodescribetherelationbetweenGodand

Israel (the people of God). As such, covenant is the instrument constituting the rule (or kingdom) of God, 

and therefore it is a valuable lens through which one can recognize and appreciate the biblical ideal of 

religious community.  

———  

A. Underlying Problems in Approaching the Topic  

B. ANE Treaties  

1. The Nature of Ancient Covenants  

2. The Structure of the LB Age Treaties  

3. The Structure of Iron Age Loyalty Oaths  

C. The Sinai Covenant  

1. Formal Elements of the Sinai Covenant  

2. Its Historical and Conceptual Context  

3. History of the Sinai Covenant Tradition  

D. The Divine Charter  

1. The Nature of the Divine Charter  

2. The Davidic Charter  

3.The―Covenant‖withAbraham 

4.The―Covenant‖ofNoah 

E. Covenant Traditions in the Prophets  

1. Continuity of the Sinai Covenant  

2. Reappropriation of the Davidic Charter  

3.The―NewCovenant‖ 

F.LaterBiblical―Covenants‖ 

1.The―Covenant‖ofJosiah 

2.The―Covenant‖ofNehemiah 

G. Other Covenant Traditions  

1. The Covenant Banquet  

2. Marriage as Covenant  

H. Postbiblical Developments  

1. Covenant in Early Judaism  



2. Covenant in Early Christianity  

I. Conclusion  

———  

A. Underlying Problems in Approaching the Topic  

At the outset it should be noted that two factors often inhibit the ability of many modern Western 

readers to appreciate fully the biblical portrayal of the covenant between God and Israel. The first is the 

problem of the so-called―sociologyofknowledge‖inthemodernWesternworld.Ontheonehand,the

Englishword―covenant‖itselfhaslargelyfallenintodisuse,andtodayislimitedtocertainhighly 

technical legal matters. On the other hand, as a practical form of social organization and behavior, 

covenant-based relationships in the West have become almost obsolete, the fragile institution of marriage 

remaining the most noteworthy vestige of such relationships. Thus, one legitimate issue in the study of 

biblical covenant must be the extent to which modern and Western students of the Bible can conceive and 

imagine relationships built upon little more than promises reliably made and honorably kept.  

Thesecondisgenerallyaproblemassociatedultimatelywiththe―sociologyofknowledge‖inancient

Israel. How fully did the ancient Israelite scribes themselves understand what it meant to live in terms of a 

covenant? As we shall see, in the millennium during which ancient Israelite society and thought 

developed and changed, and in which the biblical documents were written, the same single term—bĕr  t—

came to be used to refer to many different types of oath-bound promises and relationships. Therefore, any 

study of covenant in the Bible must be sensitive to the varying social and ideological contexts associated 

with different types of oath-taking, and it must also be prepared to make careful distinctions between 

different phenomena underlying the singular use of the Hebrew word bĕr  t. These phenomena may be 

roughlyclassifiedas―treaties,‖―loyaltyoaths,‖and―charters.‖Especiallyinthelaterperiodsofbiblical

history and in connection with the subsequent utilization of covenant imagery within early Judaism and 

early Christianity (see H below), it is also necessary to distinguish between covenants as socially enacted 

historical realities that were expected to bring about functional changes in patterns of behavior, and 

covenants as formal or symbolic dogmatic concepts that were supposed to be the objects of tradition and 

belief.  

In the past century scholars have rarely been sensitive to such ancient phenomena, and consequently 

there has been much debate recently as to whether the biblical covenant appeared at the beginning of the 

history of ancient Israel (the time of Moses) as an adaptation of Late Bronze (LB) Age suzerainty treaty 

forms, or later during the time of the monarchy (introduced either by the classical prophets or by Josiah) 

as an adaptation ofIronAge―loyaltyoaths‖(bothMcCarthy[1973]andNicholson[1986]embrace

relatively limited perspectives on covenant and opt for its relatively late appearance in Israelite religion).  

B. ANE Treaties  

1. The Nature of Ancient Covenants. The large number of international treaties preserved in texts 

from all over the ANE world is dramatic witness to the importance of covenants in ancient social and 

political life. See also TREATIES. For some periods, especially the Syro-Hittite LB Age, these treaties 

constitute a major source of our knowledge of the ancient history of the region. As instruments for the 

creation and regulation of relationships between different social groups, they seem to have been universal 

in the ancient world. Even the Greek historian Herodotus regarded the forms by which a society 

established binding covenants as an important element in the description of that culture (e.g. Hdt. 1.74).  

By their very nature, covenants are complex enactments. As complex acts they combine: (1) historical 

events that create relationships, usually (though not necessarily) between unequal partners; (2) customary 

ways of thinking characteristic of both parties, especially common religious ideas associated with deities; 

(3)descriptionsofnormsforfuturebehavior(whichareoftenconfusedwith―laws‖);(4)literaryororal

forms in which the agreement is couched; and (5) almost always some ritual act that is regarded as 

essential to the ratification of the binding promise. It follows that a covenant cannot be understood merely 

by regarding it as a rigid literary form, nor can it be understood by reducing it to a literary law code, a 

ritual act, or a theological or political idea or concept. Thus, most studies of OT covenant in the past 



quarter century that have been delimited by one or another of such concepts have largely generated a great 

deal of unnecessary confusion.  

Covenants in the form of international treaties appeared almost as soon as writing itself began to be used 

for literary purposes. From the EB Age at Ebla through the Iron Age a sufficient number of such treaties 

were recorded and have been preserved so that we can identify changes in the conventional contents and 

forms of treaties. It is highly probable that these instruments for the regularization of public relationships 

between sovereigns developed in prehistoric times from customary forms used for making behavior 

predictable between private persons. One such occasion for private agreements would be marriage 

contracts, and it is significant that marriage is one of the most pervasive and constant types of covenant 

throughout history.  

Since covenants are typically enacted between parties to create relationships that did not previously 

exist, both the substance and the form of covenants must be valid and meaningful to both. Thus, 

covenants constituted a most important feature of ancient cultures that operated to transcend a narrow 

parochialism and so to prepare the way for a broader perspective on society and history.  

As is the case in so many other features of ancient civilizations, it was the Bronze Age that produced the 

most highly developed structure of international treaties. Although these treaties are known primarily 

through Hittite sources, there is no reason to believe that the Hittites originated this treaty form. Since 

treaties are intrinsically cross-cultural in nature, the basic underlying patterns of thought incorporated in 

the texts would necessarily have been common property to most ANE cultures of the time. Note, for 

example, the (parity) treaty between Ḫattusilis and Rameses II (ANET, 199–203) which (however 

temporarily or ephemerally) was meaningful to both an Egyptian audience and a Hittite one. Indeed, the 

simple fundamental elements of the treaty structure are already found in a text from Byblos dating 

probably to the end of the EB Age (Mendenhall 1985, chap. 5).  

2. The Structure of the LB Age Treaties. The structure of treaties in the LB Age was fully described 

already in 1931 by V. Korosec, but it was not until 1954 that the extraordinary similarity to certain OT 

traditions was pointed out (Mendenhall 1954a). Though there has been an enormous amount of discussion 

since that time, there still seems to be no consensus concerning the historical significance or even the 

validity of those similarities.  

The―idealstructure‖ofLBHittitetreatieshasbeenabstractedfromnumerousexamples.Itisnot

surprising that not every treaty exhibits all of the individual elements of the structure. The modern idea 

thatallthecovenantshadtoconformtosomerigidformdefinedinadvanceischaracteristicofa―strict

law‖typeoflegalisticmentalitythatnotonlyisquiterareinthehistoryofjurisprudencebutalsowas

probably foreign to the ANE historical reality.  

a. Identification of the Covenant Giver. This introduction to the treaty text typically begins with the 

formula―Thewordsof…,‖followedbythenameoftheHittiteking,hisgenealogy,andhisvarioustitles,

ending with theepithet―thehero.‖Thevastmajorityofthetreatiespreservedaresuzeraintytreatiesin

which the underlying ideology held that the great and powerful king was bestowing a gracious 

relationship upon an inferior. It followed, then, that the relationship of the vassal to the overlord had to be 

an exclusive one: the vassal could not engage in treaty or other relationships with other independent 

monarchs without being guilty of treason, and therefore becoming subject to the death penalty. (The 

similarity between this ideology centering upon the Hittite great king and the biblical monotheism seems 

obvious.)  

b. The Historical Prologue. This section, in which the Hittite king recounted his past deeds of benefit 

to the vassal, is frequently so detailed and extensive as to constitute a major source for our knowledge of 

ANE history in this period. The motivation for this section was obviously not an academic interest in the 

past for its own sake, but rather to have that past serve as the foundation for the present obligation of the 

vassal to be obedient to the stipulations of the covenant. The implications of this element of the covenant 

structure are far-reaching, but it is difficult if not impossible to prove what those implications might have 

been. It can at least be suggested that certain concepts were presupposed as present in the minds of both 

parties to the covenant.  



In the first place, the historical prologue is inseparable from the concept of reciprocity that is so 

prevalent in premodern cultures. The narration of the past history emphasized very strongly the benefits 

that the great king had already bestowed upon the vassal in the past. The implication is, of course, that the 

common decency of gratitude would place the vassal under obligation to comply with the wishes of his 

benefactor. The principles underlying this sort of relationship are illustrated by an old Arabic saying 

(whichactuallyappliestopersonswhoareequalsinanegalitariansociety):―Ifsomeonedoesyouafavor,

you never forget it; if youdosomeoneelseafavor,younevermentionit.‖(Thelatterpartofthesayingof

course does not apply to a king or to a god, who is in the position to specify what he wishes.)  

These prologues are not unrelated to the question of the origin of history writing in the ancient world (a 

subject surrounded by obscurity, mystery, and controversy). This is even more true of the biblical 

tradition. In view of the fact that the earliest literary materials of the Hebrew Bible (e.g., Exodus 15 and 

Judges 5) are poetic descriptions of the acts of God, we should consider more seriously the practical 

purposes associated with the treaty prologues as the ideological matrix from which the biblical 

historiography developed. In short, just as in the LB treaties, so also even in the late repristination of the 

old covenant traditions of ancient Israel, the past was recounted for the specific purpose of instilling a 

sense of gratitude as the foundation and ground for future obedience.  

c. The Stipulations. This section of the LB treaties, often phrased in the case-lawformat(―if…,then

…‖),describedtheinterestsofthegreatkingthatthevassalisboundtoprotectandobeyunderthe

covenant relationship. Already in this section there is an implicit distinction between what might be 

termed public vs. private concerns. The imperial control over vassals involved no interest in the internal 

affairs of the vassal state other than the obvious one of suppressing or controlling subversive activities 

and elements that might disrupt the harmonious relationship between the vassal and his overlord.  

d. The Provision for Deposit and Periodic Public Reading. This segment of the treaty is again 

surprisingly sophisticated. Deposit of a copy of the treaty in the temple was an act that now placed that 

treaty within the interests of the local deity and under its protection. In more modern terminology, the 

treaty and its contents were to be incorporated into the operating value system of the vassal state, and thus 

to be internalized as determinants of future behavior. To put it in simplest terms, the treaty was a sacred 

act and object. (As is often the case, there was undoubtedly a considerable difference between this official 

doctrine and practical reality.)  

The provision for periodic public reading implies that although the treaty was formally established with 

the vassal king himself, nevertheless it was also binding upon the population over which he ruled. The 

treatybecameapartofthepublicpolicyofthekingandthuswasintegratedintothe―law‖ofhis

kingdom. Interestingly enough, the frequency specified for the periodic public reading varied, but it was 

usually scheduled from one to four times a year. (It would be interesting to know whether or not these 

public readings coincided with local festivals, and therefore became part of a public ritual form, but no 

such information is so far available.)  

e. The List of Witnesses to the Treaty. These treaties alsotypicallylistedthose―thirdparties‖who

would witness the enactment of the treaty. It is of especial interest that the witnesses were exclusively 

deities or deified elements of the natural world. The list of deities was frequently so lengthy as to justify 

the conclusion that it was intended to be exhaustive: all gods relevant to both parties were called upon as 

witnesses, so that there was no god left that the vassal could appeal to for protection if he wanted to 

violate his solemn oath. It is especiallyamusingthatoftenthe ˓apiru gods,‖i.e.,eventhegodsof

renegade rebel bands, were included in the list of witnesses.  

The witnesses also included the heavens and the earth, and mountains and rivers, a fact of particular 

significance because the motif continues in the poetic and prophetic traditions of the Bible (Deuteronomy 

32; Isa 1:2; Mic 6:1–2), but there is little if any trace of it in any other extrabiblical Iron Age covenant 

texts and ideologies centuries later. The witnesses were those entities that were called upon to observe the 

behavior of the party under oath and to carry out the appropriate rewards and punishments (the blessings 

and curses) connected with the treaty (see below). The fact that these enforcers are all supernatural beings 

reflects the underlying idea that in this covenant ideology strenuous (if not pretentious) efforts were made 



to place the entire covenant complex outside the realm of political and military coercive force, and into 

the realm of a voluntary acceptance of a commonality of interest between suzerain and vassal. In other 

words, there is expressed here thehopethatthevassal‘sobediencewillbe―self-policing,‖i.e.,basedupon

a conscientious regard for higher principles (the gods) than simply upon the fear of superior military 

force.  

f. The Blessings and Curses. This section of the treaty text described in detail the consequences of 

obedience and disobedience with which the witnesses to the treaty rewarded or punished the vassal. 

Because the witnesses were the supernatural entities mentioned in the previous section, the blessings and 

curses were appropriately (in large measure) those experiences that are beyond normal human ability to 

predict, much less control. Particularly in this prescientific age the most important concerns of humanity 

were clearly beyond mortal control: health, productivity of fields and flocks and wives, and freedom from 

external violence. See also BLESSINGS AND CURSES. Thus the treaty made an inseparable connection 

between ethical adherence to promises made and the consequences of economic prosperity, freedom from 

disease, and tranquil long life. The text of the treaty typically concluded with this enumeration of the 

consequences of obedience and disobedience.  

It is important to observe that the LB treaty formulas included not only punitive threats to be carried out 

by supernatural powers but also positive rewards of similar origin. This aspect of international treaties 

was normal in the LB Age, but later Iron Age treaties typically contained nothing but the curses (see B.3 

below).  

g. The Ratification Ceremony. It would be extremely naive to think that the mere writing of a treaty 

text brought into existence the treaty and the relationship it stipulated. Even today a treaty must be signed, 

ratified, or otherwise formally accepted before it can become binding. In antiquity, the formal ritual by 

which a covenant came into force had such a variety of forms and procedures that no generalization can 

be made. These formal rituals are the customs that Herodotus specified for the societies that he described. 

There is no reason to believe, therefore, that some specified rigid formality was always carried out—

indeed, it would be unthinkable in view of the variety of cultures and societies that are involved in the 

dozens of treaties preserved.  

One observation, however, is probably valid: the ratification of the covenant was frequently associated 

with the sacrifice of an animal. The significance of animal sacrifice in general is a complex and 

intractable subject, and the problem becomes even more complex when it takes place within the 

framework of covenant relationships. An Iron Age Assyrian treaty, however (ANET, 532–33), makes 

perfectly clear that at that time and place (N Syria), the sacrificed animal represented, and was identified 

with, the vassal who was being placed under oath: just as the animal was slaughtered, so would the vassal 

and his dependents be slaughtered if he violated his oath. The same concept is attested for the earliest 

Roman covenant traditions (Mendenhall 1954a), so we may safely assume that this sacrificial 

identification was widespread in both time and space. Once the animal was killed, the vassal could expect 

the same fate if he violated his oath. Perhaps associated with sacrificial ritual as an enactment ceremony is 

the well-attested fact that covenants were often officially ratified by a common meal (see G.1 below).  

It is characteristic of this period that the treaties do not contain a verbal oath formula. The oath is a 

conditional self-cursing: i.e., an appeal to the gods to bring certain penalties upon the oath taker if he 

violates the promise that he is swearing to keep. The sacrifice is thus the enactment of the oath; therefore, 

a verbal formula is unnecessary in the text of the treaty itself (though some such verbalization possibly 

accompanied the slaughter of the animal, as in the early Roman ritual).  

h. The Imposition of the Curses. A final element in the entire covenant complex is one which, like the 

oath formula itself, is not provided in the treaty text but is implied at least by parallels from other cultures 

of the ancient world. This is the often delicate problem of imprecations and curses. Though there is no 

certain evidence for a ritual form that effectively imposed the curses for breach of covenant, it seems 

probable that such a custom did exist. Under what circumstances could a sovereign declare the curses to 

be in effect, thus depriving the vassal of the protection that the covenant relationship normally would 

provide? How flagrant must a violation be before the sovereign could legitimately muster his military 



forces and attack the recalcitrant vassal? Although the treaty texts themselves make no provision for such 

punitive action by the suzerain himself (this would negate the entire ideology of the covenant!), there must 

have been some means by which the suzerain could proclaim that the covenant no longer existed, and that 

the vassal therefore could be dealt with by force. In such circumstances, the suzerain could legitimately 

claim to be the agent of the avenging deities, since the actions of the deities themselves were evidently 

unreliable (and therefore insufficient). As the ultimate curse for the breach of covenant was the complete 

destruction of the vassal kingdom, the logical instrument for realizing such a historical event (in 

distinction from the curses of the treaty text that represent natural events) would be the suzerain himself.  

3. The Structure of Iron Age Loyalty Oaths. The treaties that have become known in recent decades 

especially from the late Assyrian Empire reveal that structurally and ideologically they belong to a 

different world from that of the LB Age (Parpola 1987; Grayson 1987). Gone is the historical prologue, 

except for one example, significantly enough, preserved in extremely rudimentary form in a treaty with an 

Arab political entity—a culture that we know also preserved Bronze Age linguistic structures. Gone also 

are most of the other sophisticated and elaborate elements of the treaty forms, such as the gratitude for 

previous benefits conferred, the blessings, and the provision for deposit and public reading. Instead, these 

Iron Age treaties give the strong impression that a promise to obey has simply been imposed by superior 

military force and is now being reinforced by an incredible elaboration of curses. Thus, these treaties have 

appropriatelybeentermed―loyaltyoaths‖(Weinfeld1976). 

The structure of the Iron Age loyalty oaths known from Assyrian sources seems to have been very 

flexible, but usually it included these basic elements:  

1. The preamble, giving the name and titles of the Assyrian king, and the name of the vassal who is 

placed under oath, together with his descendants and the population of his realm.  

2. The designation of the Assyrian ruler or successor to whom loyalty is due.  

3. The invocation of the deities in whose presence the vassal swears.  

4. The definition of the acts of commission and omission that subject the vassal to the curses.  

5. The curses, or evils, brought upon the disobedient vassal by each deity, some curses in mašal 

(―parable‖)form. 

Compared with the treaties of the LB Age, these of the Assyrian period are simplistic and one might say 

almost brutal. Although the text emphasizes the various ills to be brought upon the disloyal by the 

panoply of gods, the fate of the disobedient vassal is depicted quite tangibly by the Assyrian annals 

themselves (e.g., ANET, 277–301). The ideological matrix of these loyalty oaths suggests that the only 

motivation for obedience was simply the self-interested desire to avoid the fate so graphically illustrated 

in the Assyrian texts and reliefs, in sharp contrast to the gratitude that was supposed to be the foundation 

of obedience in the LB Hittite treaties. Thus almost all pretense of any transcendent moral or ethical 

foundations for the suzerain-vassal relationship was abandoned in favor simply of brute military force. 

Even the power of the supernatural forces to punish violation of oaths was of little importance compared 

with the vindictive power of the Assyrian king himself to do the punishing (in which some of these 

Assyrian kings at least seem to have taken a sadistic delight). It is ironic that a major purpose of the 7th-

century treaties was to guarantee the succession of the designated heir to the Assyrian throne. The pathetic 

reliance on subjugated vassals to assure such succession is vivid witness to the internal hostilities within 

the Assyrian court itself.  

In conclusion, the LB international treaties exhibit a sophistication and elaboration of concepts that were 

very largely lost during the Iron Age. In comparison, the treaties of the Iron Age seem to have been based 

mostly on mere military power reinforced by superstition. It must be observed, however, that the political 

instruments of the Hittite Empire were precisely that: political instruments. They were devised and 

adapted from the age-old common property of ancient cultures in the vain hope that they could bring 

about the voluntary subservience of peoples who in fact had been subjugated by military force. Although 

the LB covenant ideology certainly represented an admirable attempt to place cross-cultural relationships 

on a basis of something other than sheer military superiority, the brute facts of the historical evidence lead 

inevitably to the conclusion that Hittite foreign policy was exclusively military (Goetze 1957). The 



treaties, in other words, were imposed relationships in which the vassal had freedom to choose either 

capitulation under the covenant or annihilation; thus, the LB treaties were instruments of propaganda, not 

of practical reality. Nevertheless, as instruments of propaganda they appealed to a different matrix of 

ideas than did the (equally propagandistic) loyalty oaths of the Iron Age.  

C. The Sinai Covenant  

The ongoing scholarly debate concerning the relationship between the LB suzerainty treaties and the 

biblicaltraditionsdepictinga―covenant‖inIsraelbeforethemonarchycentersononefundamentalpoint:

whether the Sinai covenant was indeed a historical reality known to the Israelite population in the 

premonarchic period (ca. 1200–1000 B.C.), or whether it was instead nothing more than a pious literary 

fabricationofthelatermonarchicperiod,anattemptto―invent‖a(fictitious)past(nevertheless)replete

withreligious―meaning.‖Iftheformerapplies, then the relationship between the LB treaties and the 

Sinai covenant traditions are historically significant, and one could justifiably conclude that the Sinai 

covenantwasconceivedtobeatypeof―suzeraintytreaty‖establishingYahwehaskingandIsrael as 

vassal. If the latter applies, then any similarity between the Sinai covenant traditions and the LB treaties is 

coincidental, and the real source of inspiration for the biblical idea of covenant must be sought either 

generally in the monarchic period, specifically at the time of the Assyrian Empire (ca. 750–620 B.C.), or 

perhaps sometime in the postmonarchic period (after 586 B.C.).  

Here it should be stated unequivocally that all of the various elements of the LB suzerainty treaties 

(presented above) in one way or another are either present or reflected in biblical traditions associated 

with the premonarchic (Sinai) covenant. But, as will be noted below, these traditions also bear the marks 

oflater―creativewriters‖whoembellishedandreworkedthetraditions from the radically different 

perspective of the monarchic period. The first task is to delineate the formal elements of the premonarchic 

covenant, and then to establish the function that such a covenant could reasonably have been expected to 

perform in Israel in the century or two before the rise of the monarchy.  

1. Formal Elements of the Sinai Covenant. a. Identification and Historical Prologue. The historical 

investigation of any cultural form must begin with the realization that forms are almost never transferred 

from one cultural context (such as the international political treaties of the LB Age) to another (such as 

the hill-country tribes of early Iron Age Palestine) without some modification or adaptation inevitably 

resulting. This is the ―LawofFunctionalShift.‖Thisprincipleisaptlyillustratedinthefirsttwoformal

elements of the suzerainty treaty: the identification of the covenant giver and the historical prologue, 

which have been fused together in the two forms of the Decalogue preserved in Exodus 20 and 

Deuteronomy 6.Unlikethe―greatkings‖intheBronzeAgepoliticaltreaties,theoneGodofMosaic

monotheism was not identified by heaping up divine epithets and attributes so characteristic of ancient 

polytheism;rather,attheverybeginningGodwassimplyidentifiedintermsofwhatGodhaddone:―…

whobroughtyououtofthelandofEgypt,outofthehouseofbondage‖(Exod 20:2). The identification of 

the deity thus became synonymous with the historical prologue, and although the entire structure of the 

Sinai covenant represented a continuity with age-old patterns of thought, both the deity and the historical 

prologue represented a complete discontinuity from earlier ways of thinking. The historical event that was 

crucial to the identification of the deity became inseparable from the historical event of the establishment 

of the covenant itself. As Huffmon (1965) has shown, attempts made by some scholars to separate 

entirely the Exodus tradition from the Sinai covenant tradition are based upon a rejection of and, at the 

same time, a failure to understand both the biblical traditions themselves and the ANE patterns of thought 

that underlie them.  

Whether the name of the deity, Yahweh, was a continuation from some earlier tradition is a debated 

issue to which there is no clear answer (see YAHWEH); it is certain that if there was a god by this name 

worshipped earlier by some group, it could hardly have been associated with any of the well-known 

politically organized imperial powers or even city-states of the previous age. The suggestion that it was 

the name of a Midianite deity simply attempts to explain the obscure by the more obscure.  

b. Stipulations. The biblical traditions insist that the text of the covenant established at Sinai (the 

stipulations) was the Decalogue, the Ten Words (Deut 10:4), and there is no modern evidence that would 



disprove the ancient information. Virtually all scholars agree that the original Ten Words were the simple 

prohibitions plus the two positive obligations of sabbath observance and honoring of parents (without all 

the elaborations that were added at a much later period). According to the Exodus 20 tradition, these were 

written on two tablets of stone, and contained only the first three of the elements of the suzerainty treaty 

described above. Some scholars have recently argued that the lack of other LB treaty elements in this text 

is evidence that the Sinai covenant had nothing to do with the suzerainty treaty. However, this line of 

reasoning is fatuous because it attempts to draw a historical conclusion from an observation about mere 

literary forms: even if all the LB elements are not attested in the first 17 verses of Exodus 20 (they are not 

even all attested in many LB treaties!), virtually all of them are nevertheless reflected in the later 

elaboration of traditions associated with the Sinai covenant (see below). The most that one can conclude 

from the literary form of Exod 20:1–17 is that the author (or editor) responsible for its final canonical 

shape did not believe that he had to pattern the text of the Sinai covenant deliberately after LB suzerainty 

treaties (if he even knew what they were), and felt that it was sufficient simply (1) to identify Yahweh 

formally (even though contextually this is unnecessary), (2) to restate what Yahweh did on behalf of 

Israel (again, contextually this is unnecessary), and (3) to list Yahweh‘sTenWords.Whatissurprisingis

not that the other LB treaty elements are absent in this text but rather that v 2 is present, even though it 

could just as easily have been omitted. It was included precisely because the received tradition already 

linked item (3) above to items (1) and (2); the only explanation for this linkage is to be found in the LB 

suzerainty treaties.  

The Ten Words are not commands, nor are they couched in command (i.e., imperative) language. They 

are simple future indicative verbs that indicate the future action that is the expected consequence of the 

precedingprologue:―IamYahwehyourGodwhobroughtyououtofthelandofEgypt…,(and

therefore)youwillhavenoothergodsbeforeme…,‖ etc. Later biblical tradition itself was utterly 

confused in its interpretation of the Decalogue, and subsequent postbiblical interpreters have added to the 

confusion,rangingfromthetraditionalpiousviewthatthephrase―IamYahwehyourGod…‖isthe first 

commandment, to very recent views held by many scholars that the Decalogue is a classical example of 

an―apodictic‖(asopposedtothe―casuistic‖)legalform.SeeLAW (FORMS OF BIBLICAL LAW).  

The confusion continues with the interpretation of the statements themselves, which traditionally have 

beenclassifiedasthree(orfour)―laws‖havingtodowithobligationstoGod(Exod 20:2–8), followed by 

seven(orsix)―laws‖ofobligationstofellowhumanbeings(Exod 20:12–17). Although this classification 

is admirable in intention, it has nothing to do with ancient religious reality. All of the stipulations 

represent those characteristics of human behavior that constitute the definition of the will of God: they 

describethehighestvalue,the―ultimateconcern‖ofthecommunityformedbycovenant,fortheyarethe

principles upon which the one God directs the historical fate of the community.  

c. Deposit and Public Reading, Witnesses, Blessings and Curses. It is true that the Exodus 20 text 

does not include the provision for deposit and peridic public reading, the list of witnesses, or the curses 

and blessings. However, it is most inappropriate to conclude that the Sinai covenant therefore had no 

connection with LB treaty patterns, or that it was a later pious literary invention, or that the Decalogue 

was completely unrelated to covenant traditions. If these elements were truly absent from the complex of 

traditions about the very founding of the ancient Israelite community, it is indeed strange that in later 

times (when most of these elements had been completely forgotten in the process of ANE treaty 

enactments) some biblical scribes felt it necessary to add them to the complex of the Mosaic tradition.  

Since early Israel did not have a temple in which to deposit the text of the covenant written on the 

tablets of stone, the tablets were deposited in the ark of the covenant (according to numerous variants of 

the tradition even in Exodus alone). Note also the formal deposit ofatextina―sanctuary‖inJosh 24:26. 

Periodic public reading is not directly attested, but it is certainly implied in ritual customs, such as those 

described in Exod 23:17 and Deut 27:11–26;andpracticedinlateOTtimesandearlyJudaism(―The

recitation of the Shma˓ istherabbiniccovenantalrenewal‖[Levenson1985:86]).Ifthesetraditions did 

not ultimately derive from the LB/early Iron Age, from whence did the later Israelite scribes derive these 

motifs, and why would their later audiences find them meaningful?  



The list of gods as witnesses was of course incompatible with the monotheistic community, and so the 

members of the community themselves became the witnesses (cf. Josh 24:22, but also v 27 where the 

stone is a witness; later tradition evidently did not quite know what to do with this otherwise bizarre but 

inherited element of the treaty structure). Thus the enforcers of the covenant became the members of the 

communitythemselves(whenYahweh‘senforcementbecameregardedasnotsufficientlypredictable, or 

when it was believed that God was not sufficiently concerned to carry out the duties of reward and 

punishment [cf. Zeph 1:12]); consequently, the stipulations of covenant became socially enforced law. 

Again, if this tradition of witnesses was not derived ultimately from the LB/early Iron Age, what would 

inspire some later scribe to introduce otherwise awkward references to them?  

The blessings and curses were enormously elaborated in Deuteronomy 28. In this late elaboration the 

blessings were enumerated in only 14 verses, while the remaining 68 verses enumerate in vivid detail the 

curses resulting from breach of covenant. At the later (Assyrian?) period when Deuteronomy 28 was 

composed, the multiplication of curses is not at all surprising (see MANASSEH); what is surprising in 

that later milieu is that any blessings were enumerated at all, something that could not have been predicted 

from the structure and content of the Assyrian loyalty oaths (see B.3 above). It is difficult to imagine how 

an Israelite scribe of that time could invent the covenant idea and include blessings; rather that element of 

the covenant tradition already had to have been preexistent in the earliest biblical tradition, and therefore 

at the disposal of the Deuteronomic writer (and also of the Priestly writer, who similarly wanted to 

append a list of blessings and curses to his distinctive version of covenant obligations [Leviticus 26]). On 

the other hand, the multiplication of curses that we find in Deuteronomy 28 (and Leviticus 26) represents 

later elaboration of a tradition similar to that which is universally found in the ANE (Hillers 1964). 

Though the text of the Decalogue (Exod 20:1–17) does not refer to either blessings or curses, the latter are 

impliedinthenarrativeaccountsthatrefertosacrificedanimals(―oxen‖accordingtoalater

embellishment—inappropriate to a desert environment) and to a common covenant meal with Yahweh 

(Exod 24:4–8, 11).  

d. The Ratification Ceremony. This seems to have two elements, the first a verbal assent to the 

covenant(―AllthattheLordhasspokenwewilldo,‖Exod 19:8; 24:3; cf. Josh 24:24 for a quite different 

formula), and the second a ritual act involving the sacrifice of an animal, the blood of which is thrown 

upon an altar and upon the people (Exod 24:5–8). The latter was a symbolic action in which the people 

were identified with the sacrificed animal, so that the fate of the latter is presented as the fate to be 

expected by the people if they violated their sacred promise (i.e., it is a form of self-curse). Thus the 

ratification ceremony was, in effect, the pledging of their lives as a guarantee of obedience to the divine 

will. (In time the ratification ceremony simply became a ritual form signaling membership in the ritual 

society; i.e., circumcision.)  

Traces of other ratification ceremonies or covenant enactments have been preserved in later biblical 

traditions about the premonarchic period, but nevertheless these narratives correspond entirely to what 

might be expected in the process of the formation of the twelve tribe federation. Most important in this 

regard is the narrative in Joshua 24 that reproduces much of the content of the LB suzerainty treaty. It 

contains an elaborate historical prologue (of course in much later language, vv 2–13), an emphasis upon 

witnesses (the people themselves, v 22; but also the inscribed stone, v 27), and the warning of the curses 

of divine wrath in case of disobedience (v 20). (Entirely consistent with the late date of this garbled 

account is the fact that the blessings are entirely absent.) The formal verbal acceptance by the gathered 

population is accompanied by a brief recapitulation of the historical prologue (vv 16–18), and the 

stipulations areidentifiedwiththe―statutesandordinances‖thatJoshuawroteinthe―bookofthelawof

God‖(vv 25–26).  

Although the language is much later and the chapter does not reproduce the text of the treaty, Joshua 24 

is a narrative description of a covenant enactment. In fact, in its present form the narrative is 

anachronisticallymodeledsomewhatafterthereformofJosiahandtheIronAge―loyaltyoath‖thatwas

characteristic of that time (see F.1 below). The character of Joshua is a sort of literary prototype of Josiah, 

andthepopulationisrepresentedashavingfallenawayfromYahweh,astheyhadinJosiah‘sday.Butthe



originaleventofJoshua‘stimewasthatcovenantenactmentbywhichvariouspopulationgroups of 

Canaan proper (who had escaped the collapse of LB Age civilization) formally became members of the 

Yahwistconfederation,andthusthe―tribes‖ofYahweh.OtherfeaturesofJosiah‘sreformthatwereread

back into the time of Joshua include the identification of the covenant stipulations with a written law code 

(a confusion that is perpetuated to the present day) and the emphasis upon the Abrahamic tradition (vv 2–

4, 14–15)thatwasessentialtoJosiah‘sclaimtoruleoverall the land of Canaan (after three centuries 

during which the Jerusalem regime governed only Judah).  

The ritual of the recitation of the blessings and curses from Mts. Ebal and Gerizim in Deut 27:11–26 

was probably a part of the Shechem covenant enactment recounted in Joshua 24 (cf. Josh 8:30–35, esp. v 

34), although the present form of the tradition has completely severed any literary connection between the 

two, probably because the Deuteronomic tradition had become associated with the commands of Moses. 

The passage in Deuteronomy plus several others may well contain remote reminiscences of the fact that 

there had also been a covenant ceremony in Transjordan at the time of Moses, by which population 

groups of that region had become members of the Yahwist federation. This tradition of a Transjordanian 

ratificationinMoses‘latterdaysisperhapsalsoreflectedinDeut 27:9 ―Keepsilenceandhear,OIsrael:

this day you havebecomethepeopleofYahwehyourGod‖(cf.Deut 32:6, 18).  

e. Formal Procedures for Violation of Covenant. Just as later biblical texts such as Joshua 24 

preserve certain premonarchic covenant elements discussed above, so they also unwittingly preserve the 

element pertaining to procedures in case of covenant violations. The narratives of Exodus and Numbers 

give many illustrations of procedures taken against such violators during the lifetime of Moses himself, 

but because these are embedded in the late Priestly narratives marked by substantial literary 

embellishment, it is very difficult to evaluate them historically. Nevertheless, even the very late literary 

(―envelope‖?)structureofthePriestlymotifofthe―murmuringinthewilderness‖illustratesthe

continuityofthisancientelement:thepeople‘scomplaintsaboutlackoffoodandwaterwhileontheway

to Sinai (Exod 15:22–17:7) characteristically induce Yahweh to respond favorably, but when they 

complain about the same things on the way from Sinai (Numbers 11; 14; 16) Yahweh characteristically 

punishes them. Why this reversal?  

All historical considerations aside, it is evident even at the literary level that the Priestly writer believed 

that the status of the people was changed at Sinai (i.e., there they became subject to the covenant): 

consequently, they can no longer be viewed asbeingin―diredistress‖butnowratherinoutright

―rebellion.‖ThereforethewayinwhichYahweh(orthenarrator)dealswithIsraelhaschanged:Yahweh

no longer is portrayed as soliciting a relationship by multiplying favors that could potentially be listed in a 

covenant‘shistoricalprologue;heisnowdepictedtakingpunitivemeasuresagainstthosewhohave

violated their covenant obligations. Murmuring (grumbling) against an overlord constituted violation of 

covenant in the Hittite texts, and it is listed (using the same verb, lūn) in a syllabic text from Byblos (ca. 

2000 B.C.) as the acts against a sovereign that will result in a curse (Mendenhall 1985: 60). Thus, while 

the Priestly authors of these late biblical texts felt quite comfortable viewingtheSinaieventasYahweh‘s

licensenowtopunish―murmurings,‖theywereprobablycompletelyunawarethatthisreligiousmotif

associated with covenant ultimately went back at least to LB notions about formal procedures for dealing 

with covenant violations.  

2. Its Historical and Conceptual Context. The foregoing discussion by no means exhausts the formal 

similaritiesbetweentheLBsuzeraintytreatiesandthecomplexoftraditionsassociatedwithIsrael‘s

premonarchic covenant. Yet in the final analysis the formal links are not the only connections, nor are 

they necessarily the most important ones (they are simply the ones that modern scholarly method is best 

equipped to handle). But studies that deal merely at the formal level will inevitably miss an important part 

of the historical process. Perhaps more important are the substantive links between the ideological matrix 

of those LB treaties (i.e., their rhetorical appeals to a common interest between suzerain and vassal, and to 

concepts such as the integrity of promises and the obligations of reciprocity) and the range of biblical 

conceptsassociatedwiththeSinaicovenantrelationship(suchasthe―knowledge‖ofGod,the―love‖of

God,the―fear‖ofGod,righteousness,mercy,justice,repentance,divine wrath, retribution, vengeance, 



forgiveness, salvation, etc.). Thus, in the absence of any evidence that early Israelite society was defined 

byanyritual(e.g.,―amphictyonic‖)orpoliticalorganizations—and excluding outright the later and 

artificial biblical construct of an Israelite unity mystically based on some primordial blood kinship—the 

conclusion seems inescapable that early Israel existed largely because such an ideological matrix ceased 

being mere political rhetoric and became, however imperfectly and temporarily, the functional basis of 

community life for a vast diversity of villages in Palestine and N Transjordan. Our task here is to 

delineate that process and ideology, and to trace its subsequent development.  

The context of the Sinai covenant was that of an extremely traumatic period in the history of the then 

civilized world, namely the transition from the LB Age to the early Iron Age (ca. 1250–1150 B.C.). After 

having been regarded for centuries as divine institutions ruled ultimately by gods or semigods, empires 

and states were crumbling and eroding, if not being altogether abandoned and destroyed. The attendant 

economic and demographic chaos is clearly attested or inferable from the historical and archaeological 

record. The heartland of the ancient Hittite Empire in central Anatolia was almost entirely depopulated 

(and would remain so for the next three centuries), and much of Syria experienced a significant drop in 

population that would not be recovered until much later in the Iron Age. But precisely at this time 

Palestine and Transjordan experienced a very rapid rise in population (this period also reveals the first 

settlements in the adjacent regions of the NW section of the Arabian Peninsula contiguous to 

Transjordan). The only conceivable source for this sudden rise of population was the region to the N 

whencecamethePhilistines,the―SeaPeoples,‖andnodoubtmanyArameans,tonameonlysome

identifiable groups. To add to the chaotic conditions of this period, the old power centers of the Canaanite 

cities were either drastically reduced or destroyed, and considerable segments of their population probably 

movedintothehillcountry,establishingnewvillages.See―ArchaeologyoftheIsraeliteSettlement‖

under ISRAEL, HISTORY OF.  

Such calamitous events cannot have taken place without an equally traumatic questioning and 

abandonment of the moral and religious as well as economic systems that undergirded those political 

institutions, although this is not so well attested outside the biblical record with its bitter condemnation of 

Baal-worship. This situation furnished an extremely favorable climate for the introduction and initial 

acceptanceofdifferentand―better‖waysofenvisioningand structuring life in a community that could 

not possibly be a mere continuation of the old that now lay in ruins.  

Theonlysurvivingarticulationofsucha―better‖wayisthatrealizedintheancientIsraelitecovenant,

which was initially enacted by a group of fugitive slaves led by Moses, presumably at a place called 

―Sinai.‖(Exodus 20–24 of course contains a very complex interweaving of much later, much garbled, and 

much embellished accounts of what actually transpired there.) The new understanding of the nature of 

deity and of the course of human experience, both of which were associated with this covenant, also 

proved attractive to much of the population of Palestine and Transjordan, who in the course of the 

previous two generations had witnessed the demise of virtually every venerable Bronze Age institution 

while managing to survive the wholesale destruction of cities and the ravages of war, epidemic disease, 

famine, and violent death. Thus, for many of these people the ancient Israelite covenant provided a 

framework within which they could effectively dispose of any lingering attachments to the old order now 

in ruins, and enact for themselves a new order of community and of self-understandingasthe―people‖of

a transcendent God. Their enactment of the covenant apparently occurred at Shechem (again, Joshua 24 is 

a much later and distorted account of this event).  

Given all that has been said above, and given the probability that there was no place in the ancient 

civilized world where the political ideology of empire and its mythological legitimation were unknown, 

the ancient Israelite understanding of a deity who ruled without a human intermediary and his standing 

contingent of soldiers and tax collectors was very welcome, and it was an understanding that was 

proclaimed ironically in a formal way similar to that of the old political suzerainty treaties. However, 

unlike those old and failed political policies, these of the new Sovereign were ones which met the needs 

of the population of the village farmers and shepherds that he governed: namely, the value and dignity of 

persons regardless of their social and economic status, the predictability that follows from reciprocity and 



fairness in their interrelationships, and the reliability of the peace that would result (cf. Isa 32:17). 

Regardlessofhowpracticallythese―policiesofthenewKing‖couldbeimplemented,theynevertheless 

furnished an ideological matrix on which a broad and functional unity of hill-country tribes could be 

based.  

For example, it is clear that most of the stipulations of the covenant (the Decalogue) represent the 

concerns that individuals in community legitimately expect in normal civilized human life (e.g., no lying, 

killing,stealing,adultery).Thefirsttwo―commandments‖aresospecificallyrelevanttothehistorical

situation of the LB/early Iron Age transition as to present difficulties for religious communities ever 

since.Whatwas(andis)meantby―othergods‖remainsaperennialandinsolubleprobleminthehistory

of religion (and in the modern ecumenical movement). However, the contrast to the one God, Yahweh, 

was clear and absolute ca. 1200 B.C. The―othergods‖couldhardlybeanythingotherthantheparochial

symbols of existent political or tribal entities; Yahweh was the deity who represented concerns beyond the 

immediate interests of any petty political or tribal group, and who thus opposed the elevation of any 

political power structure to an object of worship wherein its policies took precedence over all other 

concerns, especially ethical ones.  

Likewisetheprohibitionof―gravenimages,‖etc.,representsanancienticonoclasticmovementthat was 

a necessary corollary to the antimonarchic theology of the early Israelite movement. Such images, 

including those of gold and silver mentioned in Exod 20:23, were largely the product of the urban 

political establishmentsthatwerebeingdestroyed;evidentlythese―images‖werenothighlyvalued

anywhere in the E Mediterranean at the time. The graven images were essentially symbols of legitimacy 

for ancient political regimes in which the differences between gods and kings were always problematic 

and vague. As such, the images were incompatible with the value system of a community based not upon 

amonopolyofforcebutuponanethicalandmoralconsensus.Butperhapsitisthefinal―commandment‖

that most powerfully underscores the fact that the morale of the early Israelite community (i.e., its ability 

to act consistently over a period of time and to meet crises effectively) was not dependent upon any 

political instruments of social control: how can any human control system hope to legislate against 

covetousness?  

Thusarosethecelebratedbiblical―monotheism,‖theproductnotofphilosophersandtechnical

theologians but of people who could plainly see that the careful adherence to the stated will of a single 

Godcouldguaranteecommunitymoraleonlyifothercompetingvaluesystems(representedby―other

gods‖)wererejectedasthoroughlyasishumanlypossible.Inturn,thisvaluesystemcouldbecomean

operative and tangible reality only so long as a sufficient number of people accepted the suzerainty of 

Yahweh, so that together they could offer one another some measure of protection and security from those 

whose value systems were still symbolized by the old state idols of pagan imperialism. The idolatry of the 

politicalstateanditssymbolismof―gravenimages‖ofBaalsandkingswereincompatiblewiththe

sovereign rule of Yahweh (i.e., the kingdom of God).  

3. History of the Sinai Covenant Tradition. Of course, we should legitimately question the extent to 

which such a LB/early Iron Age enactment (i.e., such a premonarchic covenant) actually succeeded in 

exorcising old attachments and in effecting a new self-understanding. For some it no doubt did succeed 

both deeply and permanently, and at least enough people were sufficiently committed to it so that this 

―religiousexperiment‖functionedreasonablywellforsomewhatmorethanacentury.Butevenlater

biblical traditions about the ensuing periods of the judges and the kings are quick to point out how many 

Israelites―fellback‖intotheoldpaganways.Butthecrucialpointisthatatonetimein history, in the 

absence of any competing sociopolitical organizations, such a covenant was the practical and functional 

norm of Israelite self-definition. As such, this covenant would leave a lasting (indeed a permanent) 

imprint on Israelite traditions and self-understanding, even though at specific times and in particular 

places (e.g., Jerusalem during the monarchic period) it either failed to have a decisive impact or was 

grossly distorted.  

Nevertheless, even centuries later in Jerusalem the Deuteronomistic Historian, attempting to 

―reconstruct‖apremonarchicperiodthathelittleunderstood,couldbefoundcharacteristicallydescribing



Israelite apostasy in the same sentence that he would mention the past favors of Yahweh (Judg 2:12; 

8:33–35). The net effect of this juxtaposition is to characterize the Israelites not simply as sinners but as 

ungrateful sinners. Even though the language of these passages is unquestionably Deuteronomistic and 

therefore quite late, this motif juxtaposing covenant violation with past favor reflects an ideological 

matrix quite foreign to the Iron Age loyalty oaths, and quite at home in LB Age treaties. The only 

conclusion is that this motif was already deeply embedded within traditions about the premonarchic 

period centuries before it fell into the hands of the Deuteronomistic Historian, and that the latter had little 

choice but to pass it on. If he considered it important to characterize Israelite covenant trespass in terms of 

ingratitude (and apparently he did; cf. 2 Kgs 17:7, 35–40; 21:15), he got this idea not from the Assyrian 

loyalty oaths of his day but because he learned it ultimately from the old Israelite traditions themselves.  

Because both the form of Assyrian loyalty oaths and the ideological matrix to which they appeal is 

radically different from that of the LB treaties, two major problems would arise if we accepted the recent 

argument that biblical covenant concepts originated later under the influence of these loyalty oaths. First, 

how do we account for the presence of certain LB treaty elements in the biblical tradition complex, treaty 

elements that are not present in the Assyrian loyalty oaths (e.g., the historical prologue and the blessings; 

see C.1.a and C.1.c above)? Second, how did there arise in Israel a matrix of covenant ideas not reflected 

in the Assyrian loyalty oaths (e.g., the motif of a relationship based on gratitude and a sense of obligation 

to values shared by suzerain and vassal alike)? Or if these covenant elements and ideas arose later than 

the Assyrian period, how and from where did they emerge?  

On balance, more problems are solved and fewer ones are raised by acknowledging that Hebrew 

covenant ideas emerged with the formation of the society itself in the premonarchic period and were 

adaptations of patterns of thought that even then were already centuries old.  

This is not to say that this premonarchic covenant tradition was unaffected by the proliferation of 

Assyrian loyalty oaths of the later Iron Age. The extent to which the state of Judah was thoroughly 

integrated into ANE culture is indicated by the fact that these Assyrian loyalty oaths did have an impact 

on how some Judeans (particularly in the Jerusalem royal establishment) came to think of their own 

covenant traditions. In short, over the course of the Iron Age the tradition that God had established a 

covenant with Israel at Sinai (and at Shechem) was revised and transformed in such a way as to erase 

gradually (but not completely) the increasingly archaic suzerainty treaty features of that covenant. In the 

process this Sinaitic tradition was reformulated more along the lines of the prevalent oath-taking 

procedures of the later period (reflected particularly in the increasing emphasis on curses). In fact, it was 

precisely this late misunderstanding and reformulation that has led some scholars recently to the mistaken 

conclusion that the Israelite covenant tradition was actually created in this historical context of the 

Assyrian Empire and derived from its loyalty oaths. It is probably true that the concept of covenant 

obligations to Yahweh was not taken seriously by the political establishment of either Israel or Judah until 

the ephemeral attempt of Josiah to return to the past (see F.1 below), but it is simply wrong to conclude 

on this basis that earlier traditions of covenant did not exist, particularly outside the royal establishment. 

Some of those earlier covenant features are still reflected imperfectly in those later texts (see C.1 above 

and E below), a fact that cannot be explainedawaybyappealingtosomeIronAge―inspiredcreativity.‖

See also MOSAIC COVENANT.  

D. The Divine Charter  

1. The Nature of the Divine Charter. Acharteris,amongotherdefinitions,―awrittengrant of rights 

byasovereign.‖Thisdefinition(derivingultimatelyfromEnglishpoliticalhistory)appliesremarkably

welltothreebiblicalthemesthathavetraditionallybeenregardedas―covenants,‖butwhichnowshould

ratherbereclassifiedas―charters.‖(EveninmodernAmericanusage,theterm―charter‖hasalsocometo

mean―pact,treaty‖amongotherthings.)  

Theterm―charter‖isusedheretorefertoanumberofANEandbiblicalmotifswhereinadeityor

group of deities presents some special privilege, power, or status to a human being, almost always a king. 

There does not seem to be any specific literary form involved; rather the ANE charters are mythological 

statements about the actions of the gods who characteristically confer the power of kingship upon a 



successful warrior. The historical background of such concepts is doubtless to be found in military 

history. The king had succeeded in expanding his economic and political power over realms remote from 

his home base (which was usually a city-state). In such circumstances, his legitimacy could not possibly 

rest upon the will of the governed (including the conquered!); now it had to be presented as being based 

upon the decision of the supernatural powers—especially those identified with his home base.  

Intheorderoftheiremergenceinthedevelopingbiblicaltradition,thesethree―charters‖arethe

promise to David (2 Samuel 7),the―covenant‖ofAbraham(Genesis 15),andthe―covenant‖ofNoah

(Gen 9:8–17). Only the latter two narratives specifically designatethedivinepromiseasa―covenant.‖

AlthoughthepromisetoDavidisnottermeda―covenant‖(bĕr  t) in the narrative of 2 Samuel, it is so 

designated in the associated traditions (and doubtless royal rituals) recorded in Psalm 89 (see vv 28 and 

34; cf. also 2 Sam 23:5). See also DAVIDIC COVENANT. This use of the word bĕr  t to include now a 

unilateral divine promise has resulted in enormous confusion in the modern scholarly world, as it 

probably did in the ancient world as well. (This is another example of the confusion that results from a 

failure to recognize the fact that verbal classifications often bring together into the same category very 

diverse historical phenomena simply because they share some important formal trait—in this case the fact 

that a promise is supported by a sworn oath.)  

In all three of these biblical traditions—in sharp contrast to the Sinai covenant—it is God, not human 

beings, who is bound by oath. In all three, some promise is given: first to David and his dynasty (that they 

would enjoy perpetual rule, 2 Sam 7:12–16), then to Abraham and his offspring (that all Israel would 

possess the land, Gen 15:18–19), then to Noah and all those on the ark (that all creation need never fear 

another flood, Gen 9:8–11). The three exhibit an increasing (and very important) transition from covenant 

as a historical enactment that furnished the foundation of a community to a simple ideological (or 

theological) assertion. The first two especially presuppose not only an existing religious community 

already ostensibly in a relationship with Yahweh, but also a specific sociopolitical and economic 

organization that is given legitimacy in the context of the existing historical situation. In other words, 

unlike the ANE treaties andtheSinaicovenant,nothingreallynewiscreatedinanyofthese―charters‖;

they are all merely ideological legitimizations of the existing status quo—an expression in traditional 

theological terms of the value system of the dominant power structure that in the first place created the 

narratives and in the second place profited by their claims.  

Thesourceofthispolitical/religious―charter‖traditionisnotfartoseek(Weinfeld1970).Theold

Amorite theory of kingship must certainly have had an elaborate ideology concerning this divine charter. 

It is specifically stated in the prologue to the Code of Hammurapi (ANET, 164–65), and is illustrated on 

that famous stele as well as elsewhere in ancient Mesopotamian and in Iron Age Syro-Hittite art. Always 

itisthedeityofthekingwhograntstothekingthesymbolsofsovereignty,forheisthe―chosen‖oneof

the committee of gods who in the first place established the kingship as a divine institution.  

2. The Davidic Charter. In view of the significant Amorite cultural influence in the city of Jerusalem 

itself (Ezek 16:3), there is little reason to doubt that the prophet Nathan, in proclaiming the divine promise 

to David (2 Sam 7:1–17) at the outset of the monarchic period, was simply applying the age-old Amorite 

political theology of Jebus (now Jerusalem) to its new king (and now in the name of thenewking‘sgod,

Yahweh). The historical conditions that brought about this fateful ideological development are clearly 

described, but typically the connections are not delineated—the ancient writer assumed that everyone 

knew these connections.  

David had first become king by two distinct covenants enacted by the two major demographic groups of 

ancient Israel (each accompanied by the attendant rite of anointing): first with Judah in the S (2 Sam 2:4, 

though no covenant is specified), and subsequently with the elders of Israel in the N (2 Sam 5:1–3; clearly 

a suzerainty treaty in form!). Though it is precarious to draw conclusions from the very slight hints of 

evidence that we have, it is possible to argue that the ritual act of anointing signified the transfer of 

authorityfromasuperiortohisdesignatedagent.Forthisreason,David‘sauthorityoverall of the tribes 

of Israel had been confirmed by covenant.  



There were two reasons it was politically necessary subsequently to promote an additional divine 

covenant that superseded these earlier tribal covenants. First, there had to be some ideological resolution 

of the latent conflict between the N and S tribes. Both groups in the first place presumably existed 

because of a prior commitment to Yahweh. Despite this, the narrative goes out of its way to emphasize the 

fact that the old antagonisms between them continued. Subsequently, however, each group on its own had 

presumably sworn allegiance to David; although it was an allegiance that could be abrogated for good 

cause (see 1 Kgs 12:16), both had nevertheless agreed on one fundamental thing: David should rule. Thus, 

common sense led to the inevitable conclusion that only in the king could the regional, tribal conflict be 

transcended: this king must therefore represent the will of Yahweh, who would want his people to be one. 

NothingwouldsopowerfullyaffirmthisconvictionaswouldNathan‘soracle(2 Samuel 7).  

Second, as a result of his military conquests David now ruled over a population comprising far more 

than the original twelve tribes of Yahwist villagers. His realm now included most, if not all, of the old 

lowland Canaanite urban power centers that had never been incorporated into the community of Yahweh, 

and only now were beginning to recover from the ravages of the LB/early Iron Age transition period. 

These populations (as conditioned as they were to the inevitability and the propriety of ritually reinforced 

political organizations) could not possibly have had any understanding of the Mosaic tradition, or 

necessarily any sympathy with its belief that community can proceed directly from the will of God 

unmediated through ritual or political organizations. Since David and his son-successor Solomon could 

not afford to alienate further these subjugated peoples, it proved fortunate that in the religious ideology of 

Jerusalem there existed a type of (Amorite?) sanctification of political authority that David and Solomon 

could promulgate and that the non-Yahwist populations could comprehend (however grudgingly). This 

ideology persisted in Jerusalem for centuries after the death of Solomon, and we have every reason to 

believe that after the schism of 922 B.C. a similar type of ideology was adapted also in the N kingdom to 

legitimize the various regimes that ruled there over the next two centuries.  

Thus the divine charter to David was introduced in an attempt to transcend these two political 

antipathies. By the proclamation that the king (and his dynasty) was established on the throne in 

perpetuitybyYahwehhimself,itwashopedthattheking‘svulnerabilitytothetribalrivalriesand

conflicts would be greatly reduced. To the conquered Canaanite cities—as well as to the pagan, urban 

population of Jerusalem—the ideology was normal procedure just as it had been for probably a 

millennium or more. As far as the Jerusalem regime was concerned, the political doctrine was evidently 

successful. But although such pious propaganda was normal procedure in antiquity, it was also normal to 

expect that the behavior of the ruling regime would correspond to the reasonable expectations of the 

citizenry. Upon the death of Solomon, Rehoboam, his successor, refused to meet those expectations; 

therefore he was unable to retain the allegiance of the N population (whether Yahwist or urban pagan) and 

the Israelite kingdom split into two (2 Kgs 12:1–20).  

The divinechartertheologyandliterarymotifareclassifiedasa―covenant‖inthebiblicaltradition

simply because in these three traditions of promises (to David, Abraham, and Noah) it is Yahweh who 

swears to perform certain acts for the benefit of the recipient and his descendants in perpetuity. In all 

three cases, the recipient is not bound by oath, though it is clear that, in the case of the Davidic charter, 

latertraditionattemptedlamelytointroducetheconceptofaccompanyingconditions,i.e.,―obedience to 

theTorah,‖thatwasitselftheproductofseveralcenturiesofdevelopmentafter the time of David and 

Solomon (cf. 2 Sam 7:14b, which is almost unanimously attributed to the Deuteronomistic Historian of 

the 7th or 6th century B.C.; an even more feeble attachment of obligations to the Davidic charter is evident 

in 1 Kgs 6:12; see also Ps 89:31–34—Eng vv 30–33; cf. also 1 Kgs 8:25 which is unquestionably [post-

]exilic and now sees the Davidic charter as entirely conditional).  

Despite this, the priority of the Sinaitic covenant structure is still evident in the fact that even this divine 

charter theology must include some provision for witnesses to enforce the stipulations. Just as the people 

themselves could be witnesses in the Sinai covenant, so also in the divine charter Yahweh is represented 

asswearing―byhimself‖aswitness(Ps 89:36—Eng v 35), since obviously another deity could not serve 

in this capacity.  



In summary, the Sinai covenant was a historical enactment involving two parties, Yahweh being 

represented by his agent Moses. In contrast, the divine charter was not something done in a two-party 

agreementatall,butinthecaseofDaviditwassimplyaprophet‘s(Nathan‘s)formalverbalproclamation

ofamessage(privately)receivedfromYahweh.Similarly,the―covenants‖withAbrahamandNoahwere

not functional or historical realities but rather literary ideological motifs undoubtedly superimposed on 

ancient traditions.  

3. The ―Covenant‖ with Abraham. The basic biblical tradition about Abraham stems from the period 

of the united monarchy, for there is no trace of it in the premonarchic biblical sources (the archaic poetry 

in Genesis 49; Exodus 15; Numbers 23–24; Deuteronomy 32 and 33), and in those sources it is 

characteristically Jacob (= Israel), not Abraham, who serves as the common ancestor (cf. also Deut 26:5). 

On the other hand, recent attempts to see the Abraham traditions as originating late in the monarchy (or 

even later) have proved unconvincing, if only because they can just as well be explained in terms of a 

renewed interest in those traditions during the later periods (see especially the P materials). As a product 

of the period of the united monarchy, the covenant with Abraham is a part of that same ideological matrix 

that brought about the Davidic charter. In fact, it so closely resembles the Davidic charter as to justify the 

conclusion that they both ultimately come from the same source (see Clements 1967). In its original form, 

that source was probably the old Canaanite traditions of Jebusite Jerusalem, though certainly the tradition 

had a long and complex history before it was adapted by biblical writers.  

It is probable that the Abrahamic covenant itself went through at least two versions, and more probably 

three(Mendenhall1987).Theoriginal,DavidicversionwasnotpreservedafterthedemiseofDavid‘s

dynasty, and therefore it must remain hypothetical. In it the divine promise would have been to Abraham 

and his (Hebronite?) dynasty to which the Davidic dynasty could easily attach itself by the well-known 

ancient genealogical techniques (note also the association with Hebron and kingship in 2 Sam 2:1–5:5; 

15:7–10; and even Josh 12:10).  

With the discrediting of the monarchy at the fall of Jerusalem (586 B.C.), this charter had to be revised 

and depoliticized; now the population as a whole became the recipients of the promise as in Genesis 15, 

wherethe―seedofAbraham‖isnowmuchmorethanmerelyDavidandhisdescendants. (This 

transference of motifs from the ruling dynasty to the population as a whole is also illustrated in the 

developmentoftheideaofthe―chosen‖ofYahweh.Originallyitdesignatedthekingorhighpriest,butin

the exilic/postexilic period it becameincreasinglyappliedtothecommunityatlarge[―thechosenpeople‖

]). Despite these later revisions, the archaic source of the narrative in Genesis 15 is illustrated by the fact 

that only here is the divine charter―sealed‖byaritualform:theeerievisionofthesmokingfirepotand

flaming torch passing between the parts of the sacrificed animals (v 17) represents the manifestation of 

deity by which the deity identified himself with the slaughtered animals as a guarantee of the reliability of 

the promise. The similar ritual attested in Jer 34:18 indicates that this was a very archaic ritual form for 

the ratification of a covenant.  

Yahweh‘spromiseoftheland(Gen 15:18–21) had nothing to do with the ancient Israelite enjoyment of 

their allotments under the Sinai covenant, which took place some two hundred years prior to David; 

rather, it was a religious legitimizing of the Davidic empire that had already been established by military 

force, and is specifically described in vv 18–21 as extending from the border of Egypt to the Euphrates 

River, most of it never having been Israelite.  

The final adaptation of the Abraham tradition is illustrated in Genesis 17, where the covenant is sealed 

by the ritual of circumcision—a marker that designates the recipient of the promise. From this time on, 

intothepostbiblicalJewishtradition,―circumcision‖and―covenant‖becamevirtuallyidentical(thelate

Heb term bĕr  t having both meanings). The historical context of this late reuse of the Abraham tradition 

seems to have been the continuity of the royal/priestly religious tradition in the postexilic period. This is 

suggested by the emphasis upon the ritual importance of circumcision, a practice that evidently had no 

particular religious significance in earlier times, since it is not even mentioned in early law collections (no 

doubt it was originally a folk custom, since it was very widespread in the ANE from the Chalcolithic of 

Mesopotamia on). It was especially emphasized in the prophecies of the priest of exile, Ezekiel (44:6–9). 



Inthiscontext,―covenant‖ishardlyafunctionalrealitythatcreatescommunitybytranscendingold

parochialisms, but is itself merely a formal, ritual demarcation of a particular preexisting group.  

4. The ―Covenant‖ of Noah. The narrative of the covenant established with Noah, his descendants, and 

all the occupants of the ark (Gen 9:8–17)perhapsillustratestheultimatedemiseofthe―covenant‖

tradition. The historical development of the covenant from a constitutive act instrumental in creating a 

new society and a correspondingly new value system in the time of Moses has, in this late narrative, 

become little more than a theological motif or literary device by which to confer religious value upon that 

which already existed, namely, the orderly process of the natural world. Even the oath that upheld a 

promise is gone, but in its place there is simply the sign that serves to remind God of his promise. In place 

of the rich complexity of the LB suzerainty treaty tradition and its function as a vain attempt to create 

orderly and peaceful relationships between political entities, the covenant has become a mere word-label 

givingreligiousvaluetoanoldfolkloristic―explanation‖oftherainbow. 

E. Covenant Traditions in the Prophets  

1. Continuity of the Sinai Covenant. On the basis of the politically motivated traditions of 

―covenants‖associatedwithDavidand(originally)Abraham(aswellasthesubsequentpolitically

motivated covenants of Josiah and Nehemiah; see F below), it would be erroneous to conclude that the 

form, purpose, and ideological matrix of the old premonarchic suzerainty tradition was everywhere 

forgotten or suppressed. As in any complex society, there was great social and ideological diversity within 

Israel and Judah, and it would be foolish to assume that the significant transformations of the covenant 

traditions in the hands of politically ambitious Jerusalem bureaucrats were accepted without question or 

protest in the rural hinterland where religious values and social processes tended to work differently. 

Indeed, if any vestiges of the old Sinai covenant tradition should be preserved relatively unadulterated, we 

would expect to see these emanating from the more conservative villages of the countryside. There the 

pattern of social life proceeded along lines not much different from that of the early Iron Age, except for 

thenoteworthyintrusionsofthekings‘taxcollectors;andinthosevillagesonemightnotbetoosurprised

to find an ongoing dissatisfaction with the basic premise of the (Israelite or Judean) state: namely, that 

meaningful community life must proceed from political bases.  

However―theoretical‖allthismightseem,twopointsdeservemention.First,theintrospective

reflectionsofancientvillageagriculturalistsandpastoralistsarerarelypreservedbythe―official‖

religious specialists (priests, scribes, and other functionaries), who tend to dismiss such reflections as 

unsophisticatedand―backward.‖Itisthereforenotsurprisingthatmostofthebiblicalnarrativesdealing

with covenant traditions come to us mediated through the minds and pens of various (usually Jerusalem-

educated)scribeswhomscholarsusuallyidentifyasJ,D,P,DH―EarlySource,‖―LateSource,‖etc.

Second, what is surprisingisthattheBiblepreservestheutterancesofcertain―prophetic‖individuals,a

good number of whom came from small rural villages (Tekoa, Moresheth, Anathoth—indeed, Isaiah of 

Jerusalemistheanomaly!)andwhoencounterednotableoppositionfrom―establishment‖officials.

Nevertheless, it is within the Iron Age oracles of Amos, Micah, Jeremiah, and even Isaiah that we can find 

vestiges of the old Sinai suzerainty treaty.  

These individuals were neither historiographers intent on recounting the role of covenant in 

premonarchic Israel (but cf. Jer 7:22–23), nor systematic theologians intent on outlining the various 

formal elements of premonarchic Israelite covenant theology. However, within their oracles we can 

discern not only surviving LB covenant forms but, more importantly, a surviving matrix of ideas about 

covenant that has antecedents in the Bronze Age.  

Above, we noted that the LB treaties and some biblical traditions about covenant provide for certain 

formal procedures by which the suzerain declares the covenant to be broken and the vassal now to be 

susceptible to the imposition of the curses. In this regard we must examine briefly one recurrent 

procedural form often used in prophetic utterances: the rîb, ―indictment,lawsuit.‖Probablytheearliest

and most dramatic illustration of such a procedure is preserved in Deuteronomy 32, although the date of 

this poem is much debated. (Decades ago Albright and Eissfeldt independently argued for an 11th-century 

date, but some recent studies [CMHE, 264, n.193] have unconvincingly opted for a later date.) Regardless 



of its date, the poem illustrates a theological interpretation of historical processes incorporating virtually 

every single element of the old suzerainty treaties described above. This literary convention—which 

begins with an appeal to witnesses (heaven and earth) to hear the case, which recites the previous divine 

favorsconferreduponthe―defendant‖(i.e.,the―vassal‖),whichdescribesthedefendant‘ssubsequent

violation of obligation, and which then announces the punishment—was undoubtedly a well-known form 

already by the time it was used by both Isaiah (chap. 1) and Micah (6:1–8) toward the end of the 8th 

century B.C. (see Hillers 1969, chap. 6). The entire structure presupposes that a covenant relationship had 

existed and was now being abrogated by the behavior of those subject to it. In short, the pattern of ideas 

represented in the rîb had to have existed long before these prophets made use of it, otherwise their 

contemporarieswouldnothavehadtheslightestideawhatthe―message‖waswithintheprophets‘words.

Simply stated, the prophets of the monarchic period did not invent the rîb lawsuit form.  

But aside from the formal similarities between the rîb and the old suzerainty treaties, the most constant 

(and specifically biblical) motif shared by the old covenant and the later prophets is the inseparable link 

between the receipt of past benefits and the consequent obligations binding upon the recipients. The rîb 

formisentirelydependentuponthismotif.Insofarasitmakesappealtoone‘ssenseofgratitudeand

obligation as a basis for (re-)establishing a covenant bond, the rîb exhibits an ideological matrix similar to 

that of the LB suzerainty treaties.Theologically,itmeansthatdivine―grace‖precedesandbecomesthe

foundation for human obedience to the divine will, a will that is revealed most clearly in the experience of 

―grace‖itselfandnotinsomefixedcodeofsocialandlegalnorms.(This lies at the heart of the Christian 

insistencethat―gospel‖supersedes―law.‖)Morallyandpsychologically,itimpliesthatpersonsunder

covenant are capable of recognizing the fact that individually and corporately they have received benefits 

in their past that they have in no way earned. It furthermore implies that it is the good things in life that 

they have received in the past (and not some politically determined, legally defined, and socially enforced 

set of formal patterns of behavior) that provide the basis for defining the good they hope to realize in their 

future choices in community life and in their dealings with other people. It is probably also with regard to 

this matrix of ideas that we can begin to appreciate the well-known prophetic tendency to think of 

covenantobligationsmorebroadlyintermsof―socialjustice‖thannarrowlyintermsof―sacredrites‖(cf.

Deut 24:17–22, esp. vv 18 and 22).  

Since the obligations were to the giver of the covenant they were binding upon the individual no matter 

where and in what context he may find himself: they were not and could not be mere duties to obey 

culturally or politically prescribed norms and laws. This ethical transcending of political legal systems 

and ritual cultic systems had as its inevitable correlative the fact that normal social contrasts were also 

transcended: the community of God cannot be identified merely with the usual―tribalmentality‖of

political and social organizations that are themselves ephemeral within the broader vision of historical 

perspective:―AreyounotliketheEthiopianstome?‖(Amos 9:7).  

2. Reappropriation of the Davidic Charter. Despite whatever attachments the Hebrew prophets had 

to the old Sinai covenant ideology, they were aware of the competing Davidic charter ideology being 

championed by the official establishment in Jerusalem. In some respects that ideology proclaimed certain 

―truths‖thattheprophetscouldinnowayendorse,particularlytheassertionthatGodforeternityhad

chosen to reconstitute his people as mere subjects of yet another political state. But instead of outright 

declaring the charter to be a fraud, the prophets instead chose to utilize certain superficial elements of the 

charter but to reconfigure them against the ideological matrix of the premonarchic covenant tradition. 

Such a practice of removing something (e.g., the tradition of the promise to David) from its original 

functionalcontext(e.g.,legitimizingadynasty‘spoliticalclaims)andreapplyingitinanewanddifferent

functionalcontextisherecalled―reappropriation.‖ 

The dates of the few prophetic allusions to the Davidic dynasty and its privileged position have been the 

subject of much debate. It is clear, however, that regardless of their dates they have a significantly 

differentpointofreferencethanthetwomajor―Davidiccharter‖textsof2 Samuel 7 and Psalm 89. For 

example,Micah‘svisionofaDavidredivivus(5:1–3—Eng 5:2–4) clearly implies at least a major 

disruptionofthepoliticalorganizationofJudah,sincethe―rulerwhowillcomeforth‖isnotidentified



with Jerusalem (which will lie in ruins, Mic 3:12) but rather with the village of Bethlehem. It is not clear 

whetherornotthe―messianicprophecies‖ofIsa 9:1–6—Eng 9:2–7 and 11:1–10 originally focused their 

hopes on a political deliverer (e.g., Hezekiah?). However, the hyperbolic language in these texts heightens 

expectations for things that no political organization can realistically be expected to provide; the net (and 

perhaps intended?) effect of the prophecies therefore is ironically to delegitimize any present-day Davidic 

claimtobethefulfillmentofGod‘spurposeintheanticipationofsomefuture (eschatological?) act of 

divine favor(notetheubiquitouspropheticphrasessuchas―inthatday,‖―itwillcometopass,‖and―the

daysarecoming‖). 

The major issue must therefore center on whether the Davidic covenant was so pervasive as to shift the 

major metaphorical image that Israelites had of their covenant relationship with God. The old Sinai 

covenant tradition claimed that God himself ruled as king over a religiously constituted body (thesis). The 

Davidic charter tradition held that God guaranteed that in perpetuity the Davidic dynasty would rule over 

a politically constituted body (antithesis). Prophetic―messianism‖envisionedGodeventually

reestablishing his rule over his people, but through an ideal Davidite who governs not by any of the well-

known―material‖meansofpoliticsbutthrough―spiritual‖meansandbytheforceofmoralexample(Isa 

9:6b—Eng 7b; 11:2–5; Mic 5:3a—Eng 4a; Jer 23:5–6) (synthesis). One could argue that indeed the 

metaphor of covenant did shift decisively during the monarchic period, so much so that from that time on 

any attempt to envision the relationship between God and his people in some way had to accommodate 

the new synthesis incorporating some (usually vaguely defined) Davidic figure (cf. Jer 30:8–33; 33:14). 

But for the prophets this Davidic figure could not be simply another in a line of human politicians; and 

indeed it is noteworthy that not all prophets in their visions of the future benevolent acts of God felt it 

necessary to refer to any Davidic figure whatsoever. Indeed, when the Davidic figure is mentioned, often 

he is so vaguely defined that his identity and that of God merge together (cf. Ezek 34:11–16 with 34:23). 

TheimpactthatthisdevelopmenthadonearlyChristologyanditsunderstandingofChrist‘spersonand

role in the covenant between God and [new] Israel is transparent [see H.2 below].) Obviously, early 

rabbinic Judaism and early Christianity had radically different understandings of the meanings and even 

the significance of this subsequent prophetic synthesis.  

The point is that the original blend of form and substance that made the old Sinai covenant uniquely 

recognizable and compelling began to dissolve during the monarchic period. Leaving aside the 

metaphysicalforcesthatwouldnaturallyundercutanyIsraelite‘sabilitytoremainfaithfultothecovenant

with God, it is noteworthy that all the significant social forces working against such faithfulness emanated 

from within official circles in Jerusalem. In the first place, the state-sanctioned Davidic charter forced 

upon the Israelites a competing way of conceptualizing the nature of their relationship with God. One 

could challenge its legitimacy only at the risk of his/her own life (Jeremiah 26).  

In the second place, the bureaucratic scribes of the monarchy so distorted all Sinai traditions that the 

ideological matrix associated with the premonarchic covenant began to shift significantly. This is most 

evident in the Exodus traditions themselves, where originally deliverance from Egypt served ideologically 

to instill a sense of gratitude among Israelites, leading them to feel obligated to reciprocate accordingly in 

the future moral choices they would make in life (note how memory of the Exodus serves this function in 

theold―lawcodes‖[Exod 22:21–24; 23:9; cf. also Lev 19:33–36; 25:35–38; Deut 15:12–15; 24:17–22]). 

Indeed,theprophetspreservedthismatrix,andapropheticcommandto―remember‖(zĕkōr) the Exodus 

characteristically envisioned such a moral response (Mic 6:4–5, 8). But in the hands of official Priestly 

historiographers,thememoryofGod‘sbenevolentdeedsduringtheExodusbecameincreasingly

connected with the establishment of the cult,somuchsothataPriestlycommandto―remember‖(zĕkōr) 

the Exodus ideologically envisioned a ritual response (Exod 13:3–10). The traditions fared no better in 

the hands of Deuteronomistic historiographers; there the benevolent deeds of God associated with the 

Exodus became a literary (and ideological) foil against which to portray (stereotypically) an Israel 

fundamentally ungovernable by God (and therefore legitimately consigned to human rulers and 

managers? cf. Judg 2:11–12; 1 Sam 8:8–9). With the ideological matrix of the old historical prologue 

focusing on the Exodus so effectively dismantled, what remained to instill the requisite sense of gratitude 



amongthepeople?Theprophets‘ultimateanswerwastoenvisionanewandfutureactofbenevolenceby

God, but one that must be preceded by the dismantling of the political state (Jer 16:14–15).  

3. The ―New Covenant.‖ ThedateandauthorshipofJeremiah‘sremarkableprophecyofa―new

covenant‖(Jer 31:31–34) are controversial and probably indeterminable, but there is no pressing reason to 

doubt the traditional attribution to Jeremiah himself. The context and content of the prophecy suggest that 

it comes from a time shortly after the destruction of Jerusalem in 586 B.C. See also NEW COVENANT.  

It should first be noted that in the ancient concepts of covenant the ultimate curse for breach of covenant 

was the destruction and scattering of the body politic with which the covenant initially was formed. This 

had happened in 586 B.C. Thus the old covenant was no more—theoretically, there was no longer any 

body politic to which the covenant would apply. Therefore, if there was to be any continuity in the 

relationships between Yahweh and the former members of the body politic, it would have to be through 

the enactment of a new covenant with the people, not with a political organization through its king.  

Thus the prophecy of the new covenant actually presupposed conditions much like those at the end of 

the LB Age, the time of the old Sinai covenant, in which there was likewise no body politic with which 

the covenant could be established. It was persons, not social organizations, who would receive the 

benefitsandaccepttheobligationsinvolvedintherelationshipwithGod.The―houseofJudahandthe

houseofIsrael‖(31:31) are deliberate uses of terminology deriving from family life, not from that of 

political institutions.  

The substance of the prophecy itself emphasizes the discontinuity from the old covenant traditions. 

There is barely any formal similarity to the old Sinai covenant structure. As always, the covenant is 

granted by the divine sovereign, but there is no historical prologue—the destruction of Jerusalem and 

Judah was doubtless too painful a memory. Instead there is a prediction of the future acts of God, which 

consist not of the normal expectations of riches, territory, long life, health, and progeny, but rather of 

―forgiveness‖(i.e.,therestorationofabrokenrelationship;v 34). The restoration of the relationship with 

God is the only benefit mentioned. There are neither oath, nor curses and blessings, nor witnesses, nor any 

of the paraphernalia of externally enacted covenants (deposit, public reading, ratification rituals, etc.).  

ThesingleelementoftheSinaioldcovenantretainedinthis―newcovenant‖is simply the stipulations 

(which are characteristically absent in divine charters). But no longer are they a set of prohibitions and 

injunctions,nocodeoflawsorexternallyenforcedandlegalisticallydefinedbodyof―commandments,

statutes, and ordinances‖suchasdepictedintheDeuteronomisticHistory.Insteadthetôrâ (―teaching‖)of

Yahweh―willbewrittenontheirhearts‖(notontabletsofstone)and―placedintheirinwardparts‖(v 

33). It is a description of the complete internalization of the divine will that makes unnecessary the entire 

machinery of external enforcement.  

Even more astonishing is the abrogation of the entire paraphernalia of religious indoctrination:―they

shallnomoreteacheachmanhisneighborandeachmanhisbrother,saying‗KnowYahweh‘ ‖(v 34). 

Instead of the deposit and periodic reading of the covenant text, the knowledge of the divine will is 

deposited within the conscience of the members of the community. Special training in theology, doctrine, 

or tôrâ isirrelevant,since―theywillallknowme,fromtheleastofthemtothegreatest…‖Thusthe

knowledge of God cannot be identified with the accumulated written corpus of prestigious scribes or 

theologians: the knowledge of God possessed by the most humble is on a par with that of the elite. The 

community thus envisioned is not one subject to human social control but one that can only be monitored 

andmaintainedbythedeityhimself.Inthisregard,thevisionandhopeassociatedwiththis―new

covenant‖drawdeeplyfromthatoriginallyassociatedwiththeold. 

F. Later Biblical ―Covenants‖  

1. The ―Covenant‖ of Josiah. ThenarrativeofJosiah‘sreformin2 Kings 22–23 gives considerable 

detail concerning not only the events leading up to it but also to the royal acts that ensued; however, it 

contains virtually nothing concerningthenatureofthe―covenant‖thatJosiahmade(23:3). Nevertheless, 

there are sufficient details in the narrative to make it impossible to regard this reform as the basis or origin 

of the OT covenant tradition. To the contrary, it is presented not as a novum (a creative writer could have 



easily depicted a theophany in 2 Kings 22) but precisely as a reform, which by its very nature consists of a 

return to earlier traditions, or at least what were thought to be earlier traditions.  

ThechainofeventsbeganwiththediscoveryintheJerusalemtempleofa―BookoftheLaw‖(sēper 

hattôrâ; 2 Kgs 22:8–10),whichisalsocalledthe―BookoftheCovenant‖(sēper habbĕr  t; 2 Kgs 23:2–3). 

Theking‘sdistressuponhearingthewordsofthebookindicatesinthefirstplacethatthecontentswere

previously unknown to him—and presumably unknown also to his whole bureaucracy, since in order to 

authenticate the document his bureaucrats had to turn to an otherwise obscure wife of a minor functionary 

residentinthecity,whowasknowntobea―prophetess‖(22:13–14).  

Thesecondandmostimportantaspectoftheking‘sdistressisthefactthattheentireprocedurewas

carried out in order to escape the curses for violation of covenant that were evidently included in the 

document that had been found (2 Kgs 22:13).ItisthisfactthatmakesitimpossibletoregardJosiah‘s

action as a mere loyalty oath patterned after Assyrian models. The latter is the procedure by which a 

vassal initially becomes subjecttothecursesfordisobedience.Josiah,however,learnedfromthe―Book

oftheCovenant‖thattheywerealready subject to the curses because of past disobedience to a covenant 

that was currently in effect and binding (even though they had been ignorant of its content). To avoid the 

curses it is merely necessary to obey the stipulations, which in the case of the Deuteronomic law 

conveniently enough demanded the extermination of any religiously or ritually based potential rival to his 

regime (e.g., Deut 12:1–14).  

ThenarrativetellsusthatJosiahassembledthepopulationtohearallthewordsofthe―Bookofthe

Covenant‖:atfirstitwastheeldersofJudahandJerusalem(23:1), then it was all the men of Judah and 

the inhabitants of Jerusalem (v 2).Thekingthen―madeacovenant‖toobeythecommandsintheBookof

theLaw,―andallthepeoplejoinedinthecovenant‖(v 3). There is nothing in the narrative to indicate that 

theprocedurewasa―covenant‖otherthanthefactthatitislabeledassuch. There is no reference to an 

oath,otherthanthatimpliedinthephrase―tomakeacovenant.‖Thereisnoevidencewhateveroftheold

conviction that the ground for obedience was simple gratitude for benefits that had already been received; 

instead there is simply a concern to escape the curses for disobedience. There is no reference to any ritual 

or symbolic action that made the covenant binding, which seems to have been a requisite even in the 

Assyrian treaties of the time. All that is certain is that the king made some public commitment to obey the 

words of a document found in the temple, and that the people under the king made a similar commitment. 

Infact,theproceduremoreproperlyshouldbedesignatedasa―vow,‖sincetherearenottwopartiesto 

the process (other than possibly the king and people). The evidence thus seems to justify the conclusion 

thatinJosiah‘stime―makingacovenant‖amountedtolittlemorethantherepetitionofsomeverbal

formula. In more modern terminology, it was simply royal legislation made binding by royal command, 

butratifiedinsomewaybytheassembledpopulation‘spublicpromisetoobey.Itissmallwonderthat

earlier Israelite traditions of covenant suffered under the pens of (Deuteronomistic) scribes who possessed 

suchalimitedunderstandingofwhata―covenant‖was. 

ItisquiteprobablethatJosiah‘sreformwasapoliticallyinspiredexploitationofanoldreligious

tradition for the purpose of reestablishing old political ambitions (the empire of David) and destroying the 

religious institutions of any potential political rivals, whether of Israel in the N or of Judah in the S. The 

wholesale slaughter of the priests of the N shrines (23:20) is reflected in the Deuteronomistic concept that 

Moses had commanded the utter destruction of the pagan nations of the land (Deut 7:2, 16; 3:12–18). The 

empire of David was also marked by such wholesale murder of foreigners (1 Kgs 11:15–16, 24).  

It should not be surprising that the prophets at that time (and later) barely, if at all, mention this major 

religio-political event that was carried out by monarchic bureaucrats who evidently had no real 

understanding of (much less any real commitment to) the religious tradition that derived from the 

premonarchic period. The reform was superficial and short-lived: after the untimely death of Josiah at the 

handsofPharaohNeco(thedirectconsequenceofJosiah‘sambitiousdabblingininternationalpolitics),

the situation in Jerusalem reverted to the normal pluralistic political ideology and policy that had existed 

previously and that in two short decades would lead inevitably to the destruction of Jerusalem and Judah, 

just as the prophets had predicted. Even more unfortunate because of its perpetual confusion of religion 



withpolitics,however,wasthefactthatJosiah‘shybridizedideasaboutthereligiousfoundationsof

ancient Israel—canonized in the Deuteronomistic History—becamethe―normative‖waythatmuchof

subsequentJudaismandChristianity(mis)understoodthe―OldTestament‖traditionofSinai. 

2. The ―Covenant‖ of Nehemiah. Thelatestexemplarofa―covenant‖inancientIsraelisnarratedin

Nehemiah 9–10. Although most, but not all, of the motifs in this narrative have antecedents in earlier OT 

traditions, the entire description justifies the conclusion that with this episode we have entered an entirely 

different cultural world in which the underlying concepts and values of the old covenant of Sinai were 

completely foreign.  

As in the covenant of Josiah, here also it is the highest political authority—Nehemiah, the governor 

appointed by the Persian Empire (10:2—Eng 10:1)—who exercises the initiative in the covenant making. 

Asortof―historicalprologue‖stillappears,butinthiscaseitisalongprayerbythepriestEzra,whois

reminding God (!) of all his prior mighty acts (9:6–31). Curiously enough, with this historical narrative (a 

sortof―canonicalversion‖ofthehistoryofIsraelbeginningnow,ofcourse,withAbraham),theprayer

combines a repeated litany of covenant violations derived from the old rîb structure. The major purpose of 

the historical prologue/prayer seems to be a theodicy: to show that Yahweh was right in bringing all those 

curses upon the disobedient society (9:33–35). It certainly has nothing to do with the original purpose of 

historical prologues: reminding the people of past benefits received for the purpose of instilling in them a 

sense of gratitude as the motivation for future obedience.  

Instead it is plainly stated thatthereasonforenteringintothecovenantisthefactthattheJudeans‘

economic resources were being tapped by a foreign government in the form of taxes (Neh 9:36–10:1—

Eng 9:36–38). This unfortunate situation was seen to be caused by their failure to obey the laws of the 

Torah; therefore they entered into covenant to remedy this regrettable situation. The motivation for the 

vowofobedienceisthusverysimilartothatbehindJosiah‘sreform,thoughinthecaseofJosiahitwas

fear of future calamity that prompted the covenant to obey the Deuteronomic law code, while here it is the 

concern to escape continued subjugation byaforeignempire.Inbothinstancesthe―covenants‖were

entirely political undertakings that show concerns only for the political autonomy and ethnic 

exclusiveness of the society and for the ritual necessities that accompany it (10:33–40—Eng 10:32–39).  

YahwehhadnothingtodowiththeentireprocedureexcepttobethepassiverecipientofEzra‘slong

reminder of what he had done in times gone by (the text does not even indicate whether God was moved 

torespondtothisreminder).Therearenottwopartiestothis―covenant,‖unlesstheybethegovernor

Nehemiah and the rest of the people who are listed in a markedly hierarchical order of decreasing social 

status. Neh 10:30—Eng10:29 statesthatthepeoplewereto―enterintoacurseandanoath,‖butnooath

formula or ritual enactment is mentioned. The witnesses are completely absent; instead the notables of the 

time set a seal upon what seems to have been a written document (10:1—Eng 9:38).  

By the time of Nehemiah the evolution of the covenant (and of the word bĕr  t) had run full course from 

the actual and constitutive foundation of a community to a theological concept to little more now than a 

ritual form and legal document. In the process the transition was also made from a population seeking 

through the acts ofGoda―better‖waythanthatoftheeconomicallyandethicallybankruptpolitical

empires to a group now ambitious for political power and prestige, for whom deity apparently was (as in 

the LB Age) a mere symbol for the body politic, legitimizing both its system of enforced legal norms and 

the social functionaries who presided over it. In some respects this transformation marks the end of 

―Israelite/religion‖(inallitscomplexity)andtheriseofadistinctiveandnewreligioncalled―Judaism‖

(which understood itself to be a continuation of Israelite Yahwism, and which itself underwent many 

transformations in the following centuries; see H.1 below).  

G. Other Covenant Traditions  

1. The Covenant Banquet. Eating and drinking together has been such a universal expression of social 

solidarities of various sorts that it is not surprising to find common meals appearing very frequently in 

connection with the creation of covenants, both in the ANE and in the biblical narratives. Their specific 

association with covenants, however, seems to be a rather archaic cultural trait. In the ANE there are 

references to such eating and drinking in the Mari documents, interestingly enough, referring specifically 



to the partaking of bread and (presumably) wine as well as anointing with oil as symbolic acts sealing 

important legal transactions (ARMT 8:13). Similarly, in the problematic narrative of Genesis 14, the king 

of Salem brings forth bread and wine, though there seems to be little or no context for the act—the 

narrative is evidently only a fragment.  

In the LB Age the Amarna Letters include one from the king of Egypt to his vassal king of Amurru, 

vigorously upbraiding him for having made a covenant with an enemy of the king by eating and drinking 

with him (EA 162: 22–25). In Gen 26:26–33, Isaac and Abimelech made a nonaggression pact that is 

represented as a parity treaty, in that both swore oaths, but the oath taking is preceded the evening before 

by a feast prepared by Isaac. A similar treaty of peace with a related meal is described in Gen 31:43–54 as 

having been enacted by Jacob and Laban, where mutual nonaggression is combined with a stipulation 

forbiddingJacobtomistreatLaban‘sdaughtersortakeadditionalwives. 

One of the several narratives of the Sinai event seems to have been inspired by this kind of covenant. In 

Exod 24:9–11 seventy of the elders of Israel went up the mountain to eat and drink in the presence of 

Yahweh,―andYahwehdidnotlayahandonthem.‖ThecovenantwiththeGibeonitesnarratedinJoshua 

9 seems to have been a similar sort of peace covenant that was obtained by fraud and subterfuge; their 

offer of (moldy) bread and (old) wine was accepted by the Israelites, and the eating and the drinking seem 

to be related to the ratification of the peace covenant (vv 11–15). It is typical that the oath sworn was 

regarded as binding even though fraud was involved; instead the pact was downgraded from a parity 

treaty to a suzerainty treaty in which the Gibeonites became subservient.  

2. Marriage as Covenant. The narrative of the covenant between Jacob and Laban mentioned above 

(Gen 31:43–54) seems to combine two quite distinct acts, one of which involves marriage relationships. 

Nowhere else in ANE literature is marriage associated with a sworn oath, although it is certainly the most 

common social institution by which new relationships are created. However, it is interesting to note 

Malachi‘suseoftheword―covenant‖(Hebbĕr  t)inconnectionwithreferencesto―thewifeof(one‘s)

youth‖(2:14–15). There, Yahweh is explicitly acknowledged to be a (third-party)―witness‖betweenthe

two parties of the marriage, and there are clear allusions to (violated) obligations and to resultant curses 

(2:13). As we have seen, these elements also appear in LB suzerainty treaties.  

Although marriage does not correspond formally to the covenant structure as we know it from LB 

suzerainty treaties, it was an important metaphor for expressing relationships that could also be expressed 

in political terms.Forexample,inbiblicalHebrewverbslike―love‖(˒āhab) and―know‖(yāda˓) have 

nuances of meaning in both conjugal and political contexts (Moran 1963; Huffmon 1966), and biblical 

prophets often characterized Israelite foreign policy as a series of illicit sexual relations. Therefore it is 

not surprising that, in addition to the suzerainty treaty analogy, the relationship between God and Israel 

was also very frequently viewed as analogous to that of husband and wife (Hosea 1–3; Jer 31:32; Ezekiel 

16). This metaphor continued in use not only in early rabbinic Judaism but also in NT Christology, where 

Christisportrayedas―bridegroom‖andtheChurchas―bride.‖ 

In conclusion, these other covenant traditions (banquets and marriage) are noteworthy because they 

demonstrate how pervasive covenant traditions generally were in the ANE, and how frequently they were 

utilizedinanydiscussionorpresentationofsomethingsofundamentalas―community‖and

―relationships.‖ 

H. Postbiblical Developments  

In the discussion on Nehemiah (see F.2 above) we noted that by the 5th–4th centuries B.C. the old 

suzerainty covenant form had been virtually forgotten; even the prophetic rîb which was most persistent 

in preserving (elements of) that form tended to emphasize less the formal components of covenant than 

the accompanying ideological matrix. Thus, in moving now into a discussion of even later covenant ideas 

in early Judaism and early Christianity the focus must shift still further away from covenant forms and 

into covenant ideas; and in discussing covenant ideas, it must be prepared to distinguish between ideas 

that were largely symbolic and rhetorical and those that were functional and operational. In short, the 

issue now becomes the nature of the early Jewish and early Christian communities themselves: not so 



much how their traditions formally preserved covenant ideas as how the respective communities 

themselves were constituted with respect to those ideas.  

1. Covenant in Early Judaism. a. Preliminary Remarks. Comparatively little work has been spent on 

the subject of covenant in early Judaism. Part of the problem is that by the late Hellenistic–early Roman 

periodtherewasreallynosuchthingasanearly―Judaism‖intheEMediterraneanworld;evenwithin

Palestinetherewerenumerous―Judaisms,‖eachclaimingtobethelegitimatecontinuationofthepeople

of the God of Israel (perhaps one of the most sharply defined of these being the community revealed in 

the sectarian documents of Qumran). And yet any discussion of covenant in early Judaism cannot ignore 

the fact of this marked sectarianism; for if indeed covenant is a device for transcending old parochialisms 

and factions, then one may reasonably conclude that by the turn of the era it was no longer functioning in 

this respect. It seems largely to have been symbolic, and there seems to have been simply widespread 

disagreementastowhatspecificallyitsymbolized(i.e.,whichsectconstitutedthe―trueIsrael‖stillin

covenant with God?).  

Another reason for the comparative lack of study of covenant in early Judaism is that most scholars still 

seem reluctant to expose one major form of early Judaism—rabbinic Judaism—to any sort of critical 

―historyofreligions‖investigation.Perhapsthereisanunderlying fear that, because it is the antecedent of 

modernJudaism,suchcriticalstudywillsomehowbeconstruedasbeing―anti-Jewish‖(justasthe

applicationofthisapproachtotheNToveracenturyagowasconstruedasbeing―anti-Christian‖);ifso,

the reasons for this inhibition are obvious and understandable. Yet if we are to do justice to the history of 

covenant we cannot avoid subjecting early Judaism to the same level of critical inquiry to which we have 

subjected ancient Israelite religion. However, we must recognize that such endeavors are still very much 

in their infancy, and for that reason we offer here in preliminary fashion some of the crucial issues we feel 

must be addressed critically in any future study not only of covenant in early Judaism but also of the 

nature of early rabbinic Jewish religion.  

First,thereisvirtuallynoevidencefromtheSecondTempleperiodthatthenotionof―covenant‖

community was ever effective in transcending existing parochialisms. Indeed, the evidence to the contrary 

emergesasearlyasZerubbabel‘sunwillingnesseventoconsidersearchingfor―commonground‖withthe

Samaritans, who nonetheless professed devotion to the Judean God (Ezra 4:1–3; note also the tensions 

with―thepeopleoftheland,‖mostofwhomwerefellowJudeans;seealsoAMHA˒AREZ). The 

evidence from the Hellenistic period (books of Maccabees) and the Roman period (especially Josephus) 

goes even further to document how ineffective anything was for transcending the parochialisms that 

developed within Judaism itself. The point to be noted is that in fact the early Judean community (like 

most of post-Constantinian Christendom) was held together by a socially enforced prestige system, until 

this degenerated into competing systems within Judaism (as they eventually did within much of 

Christianity). We shall therefore focus particularly on one system, rabbinic Judaism, that emerged from 

the debacle of the Jewish War (A.D. 66–70).  

b. The Antecedents of Rabbinic Judaism. By tracing itself from Moses and Sinai through the prophets 

to Ezra and then to subsequent Pharisaic sages (m. ˒Abot), rabbinic Judaism formally laid claim to a 

certain connection with Hebrew covenant thought. Before examining the rabbinic Judaism that is most 

closely connected with the Mishnah (2d century A.D.) and subsequently with the Talmud, we need to trace 

thisclaimbackward,examiningeach―link‖inthisrabbinic―chain‖oftradition. 

The Pharisees present a special problem owing to the nature of the historical sources, most of which are 

either much later (the Mishnah) or demonstrably polemical in tone (the NT). Since the 1960s much 

research has focused upon the parochial character of the Pharisaic ḥeber (―society‖),whichseemsinitially

to have been based on peculiar class interests of an economic and political sort (Finkelstein 1962: vol. 1, 

esp. pp. 75–76;Neusner1973a).Itisarguablewhethernotionsof―duty‖(aformalequivalentto covenant 

―obligations‖?)weretakenmoreseriouslybythePhariseesthanbytheothersects;however,therecanbe

no doubt that obedience to religious law was paramount in the Pharisaic sect (note the Talmudic reference 

to―thePharisee[whosays,]‗Whatismyduty,thatImayperformit?‘ ‖[Soṭa 22a]). It is also noteworthy 

that some Pharisaic leaders articulated their concept of religious duty more in prophetic than in priestly 



terms:RabbiYohananbenZakkaiisreportedtohavesaid:―Wehaveanother atonement as effective as 

[thetemplecult].Andwhatisit?Itisactsoflovingkindness,asitissaid,‗ForIdesiremercyandnot

sacrifice‘ ‖(˒Abot R. Nat. 4; cf. Hos 6:6).  

However, Neusner (1973b, esp. pp. 24, 31) notes that for the most part these ideas of obligation were 

tiedinwiththePharisaicsenseof―purity,‖whichinfactwasmorallyneutralandunrelatedtoanything

―prophetic.‖Finkelstein(1962:vol.1,31)underscoresitsparochialcharacterbynoting that, when 

Pharisees were scattered among the various towns and hamlets after the destruction of Jerusalem in A.D. 

70,their―rulesofpuritymeantseparationfromnext-door neighbors, [and] refusal to mingle freely with 

fellow-villagers.‖Ifaccurate,thissuggeststhat,despiteformal,ideologicalappealstoa―prophetic‖sense

of(―covenant‖?)obligationstoanostensiblytranscendentGod,inpracticethePhariseeswereunwilling

and therefore unable to transcend existing socioeconomic, political, and ethnic parochialisms (this gap 

between moral vision and moral practice may in part account for the polemical charges of hypocrisy that 

the various rival schools within Pharisaism often directed at one another; cf. b. Ber. 28a; Assum. Mos. 7.4 

ff.; see also Matt 23:2). The religious obligations (hălak t) wereinfactsimplyadistinctivemarkof―in-

group‖status.AsbothFinkelstein(1962:vol.1,17–20, 266) and Neusner (1973b) point out, and as 

Josephus‘references to the Pharisees seem to confirm (JW 1.107–14, 571; 2.162–66; Ant 13.171–73, 

288–98, 399–418; 17.41–44; 18.11–17), Pharisaic religion in general was a secondary accretion to a 

group that was primarily constituted by socioeconomic and sociopolitical factors.  

Ezra is held to have been the precursor of Pharisaic (and subsequently rabbinic) Judaism, and in that 

regardhehasoftenbeenconsidereda―secondMoses‖(b. Sanh. 21b). If Ezra historically played such a 

decisive role, then rabbinic Judaism was heir to many of the same sorts of social processes that 

accompanied the Nehemiah loyalty oath (see F.2 above). In this regard it is noteworthy how in Ezra 9–10 

the will of God—i.e., the dynamic equivalent to covenant obligations (intended originally to encourage 

the transcending of parochialisms)—has for Ezra been reduced to prohibiting intermarriage (reinforcing 

ethnic parochialisms).  

Thedifferencesbetweenthisunderstandingof―covenantpeople‖(anendogamousethnic group) and 

that reflected earlier in the prophets and still earlier in the Sinai covenant (a unity of diverse tribes/peoples 

based on shared values) are both obvious and categorical. They perhaps reinforce the conclusion that the 

reputed links between Ezra and the prophets (and Moses/Sinai) are largely formal and secondary and not 

substantive or integral; this linkage appears to have been designed at a later time to enhance the prestige 

(and therefore the authority and power) of rabbinic institutions. (In antiquity the same technique was used 

by individuals to concoct personal genealogies.)  

EarlyrabbinicJudaism‘sformalemphasisonthecentralityoftheSinaicovenantcanbeadequately

understood in light of early rabbinic emphasis on ethnic exclusivity. In the first place, early rabbinic 

Judaism understandably avoided the prophetic synthesis and reappropriation of the Davidic covenant (see 

E.2 above) that its chief rival, early Christianity, had embraced and interpreted in light of Jesus. For that 

reason, it is not surprising that covenant ideas in early rabbinic Judaism characteristically avoided the 

topicsof―messianism‖andtheDavidic―covenant,‖andfocusedinsteadalmostexclusivelyontheSinai

covenant. In the second place, its understanding of the Sinai covenant (unlike that of the early prophets) 

was based largely on written Scripture, particularly the canonical Torah, which (as we have seen) depicts 

the Sinai covenant not as it really was in ancient Israel but as it was later (mis)understood by generations 

living in a much different (postmonarchic) social context. Chief among these distortions is the canonical 

sequence itself, which regards the Sinai covenant (Exodus 1–20) as a subsequent event in the history of a 

community already defined earlier (Genesis 17) in ethnic terms of blood kinship (the covenant of 

Abraham,understoodtoreferliterallytoAbraham‘sbiologicaloffspring;cf.howearlyChristianity

embracedthesamecanonicalsequencebutemphasizedAbraham‘simportanceintermsofGen 12:3).  

In summarizing the connection between early rabbinic Judaism and earlier biblical covenant ideas, it 

seems that the chain of transmission in m. ˒Abot 1:1 linking rabbinic Judaism to Moses and Mt. Sinai 

functioned much as the Davidic charter functioned in monarchic Judah: to legitimize an existing social 

order. The ideological matrix it expresses is actually drawn more from the world of divine charters than 



from the world of treaties and covenants. This suggests that, if rabbinic authorities realized the historical 

and functional significance of the Sinai covenant (and they probably did not), they chose not to embrace 

that as a practical means for self-definition and self-understanding. Their covenant ideas did not function 

practically to articulate a transcendent set of values that could potentially cut across and dissolve old 

parochialisms as these ideas did in early Israel; indeed they tended to function in just the opposite way—

to reinforce and heighten already existing (and increasingly ethnic) parochialisms.  

c. Post-Mishnaic Judaism. ThisisperhapsunderscoredbyrabbinicJudaism‘scomparativeinabilityto

attract converts precisely at a time when the E Mediterranean world was most receptive to monotheism. 

Instead, in declaring the current inactivity of the Holy Spirit (Seder ˓Olam Rabbah 30), early rabbinic 

Judaism seems to have denied (at least for the time being) the reality of any religious forces beyond 

human control operating to create relationships and community where none had previously existed. 

Instead, early rabbinic Judaism seems to have been content to establish itself in terms of various 

(parochial) social forces operating to delimit and define an already existing community (note the rabbinic 

metaphorof―buildingafencearoundtheTorah‖).Theseparochialcriteriacertainlyhadgreat―spiritual

value‖forspecificpiousJews,andtheyreceivedauthoritativeexpressionintheMishnah(althoughthe

numerous legal norms contained therein were never regarded as ends unto themselves, nor would early 

rabbis dare regard them as primarily social or cultural in function). The triumph of parochialism (and the 

paramount importance of Genesis 17) is perhaps most obvious in the reduction of the term bĕr  t 

(―covenant‖)tomeanprimarily―circumcision‖;therabbinicneedtocoinanewwordinitsplacetorefer

totheExodus―pact‖betweenGodandIsrael(Talmudicdĕyāyt  q  , loan word from Gk diathēkē) is 

evidence that the functional significanceof―covenant‖hadbeenlargelyreplacedbyotherconcerns.In

thiscontext,―covenant‖washardlyanoperatingrealitythatcreatedcommunitybytranscendingold

parochialisms but was itself merely a formal, ritual demarcation of a particular existing group.  

Thereislittledoubtthatformalcovenantimagerycontinuedtobevaluedwithin―orthodox‖Jewish

circles,andthatone‘sreligiousobligationscontinuedtobeverbalizedinprophetictermsasobedienceto

a transcendent God (cf. especially b. Mak. 23b–24a, quoted in Hertzberg 1962: 72–73). However, these 

obligationswerenowpromulgatedwithinacontextthatinsistedthattheorthodoxJewish―circle‖be

clearly(andritually)circumscribed.Inshort,―covenant‖waslargelysymbolicinearly Judaism (i.e., a 

formal part of the tradition), although no doubt for some pious individuals it was a very meaningful 

symbol insofar as it attempted to inspire Jews to obey an ostensibly transcendent God. In the Talmud (b. 

Yebam. 47a–b) there is an interesting passage about people who convert to Judaism at times when Jews 

are being persecuted, a passage that implies certain latent covenant forms: the proselyte must first admit 

that he is not worthy (a statement that perhaps implies he has received some undeserved benefit?), then he 

is instructed in the lighter and more stringent commandments (obligations), and informed about rewards 

and punishments that follow from obedience/disobedience (blessings/curses). In lieu of an oath, he is 

circumcised and later ritually immersed. Despite the apparent survival of old covenant forms, one would 

have to note that the entire procedure is done in a setting where commandments have a clear social control 

function, and where circumcision becomes a marker of in-group status. Thus, covenant seems to remain 

largely symbolic.  

The diversity within Judaism, of course, continues to the present; indeed, in the West even most Jews 

have repudiated as too parochial the rabbinic Judaism manifested in the Mishnah and Talmud. In this 

regard, a significant issue has been conflicting Jewish understandings about the nature of its covenant 

with God (Hertzberg 1962: 37–45). Consequently, some Jews have felt it possible to assimilate into a 

larger pluralistic community without feeling that theyhaveseveredtheir―covenant‖bondstoa

transcendent God. (This, of course, assumes that such Jews still believe in God; Jewish atheism is another 

modern Western paradox, perhaps suggesting that the orthodox forms of Judaism were actually 

counterproductive in their efforts to communicate transcendent values.) Indeed, some Jewish writers (e.g., 

Feuerlicht 1983) have recently argued that Diaspora and assimilation have been positive experiences (cf. 

Jer 29:7), enabling Jews to reclaim both the essentially moral character of (Israelite) religious obligations 

and the (prophetic) vision of a world universally committed to those obligations (cf. Isa 2:2–4).  



Perhaps it is no coincidence that, in the West for example, a noteworthy number of Jews have been 

some of the most outspoken advocates for cultural pluralism. As such they have been in the vanguard of 

effortstoenactthesamesortof―ideologicalmatrix‖foundintheearlyIsraelite covenant (i.e., a broad 

human community united by shared commitments to transcendent moral values). Often at some personal 

risktheyhaveplayedinstrumentalrolesinsuch―liberal‖causesasthecivilrightsmovement;more

recently, a few have even become the most outspoken advocates of justice for the Palestinians (and not 

surprisingly their efforts have been met with hostile opposition from Zionists for whom the state of Israel 

hasbecometheultimateconcern).Nevertheless,suchWestern―liberal‖Jewish commitments to pluralism 

and justice—regardless of how compelling they may or may not be to others in the West—may well be a 

functioning survival of premonarchic covenant ideas insofar as they embody the same hopes and 

expectations of the premonarchic Israelite villagers: namely, the value and dignity of persons regardless 

of their social and economic status or ethnic background, the predictability that follows from reciprocity 

and fairness in their interrelationships, and the reliability of the peace that would result (cf. Isa 32:17).  

2. Covenant in Early Christianity. Just as our treatment of early Jewish covenant ideas focused on the 

best-known form of early Judaism—―rabbinicJudaism‖associatedwiththeMishnah and Talmud—so our 

treatment of early Christian covenant ideas will focus only on the best-known form of early Christianity—

socalled―apostolicChristianity‖associatedwiththecanonicalOTandNT.Thesubjectofcovenantideas

in other early (especially gnostic) forms of Christianity will not be discussed here, although it should be 

pointedoutthattheirdependenceonother―scriptures‖andotherintellectualwellspringssignalsthat

―covenant‖waslikelynotasignificantmetaphorbywhichtheseearly―Christian‖groupsunderstoodtheir

relationship to God and to Jesus.  

a. Covenant and Sacrament. The first and most important context within which we encounter 

covenant ideas in the NT are the texts recounting the Last Supper Jesus had with his disciples (Matt 

26:26–29 and parallels; cf. 1 Cor 11:23–25). In all the NT traditions concerning the Eucharist (except 

John, of course) it is reported that Jesus gave a cup of wine to his disciples, identifying it as the 

―covenant‖or―newcovenant.‖HeretheNTtraditionseemstobemakingsomedeliberateandconscious

connection with older covenant traditions (especially Jer 31:31–34).  

The subsequentritualcelebrationoftheEucharist(or―Lord‘sSupper‖)thataroseinconjunctionwith

this Last Supper tradition became a fundamental (and perhaps even a definitive) feature of early Christian 

gatherings. Around A.D. 112, Pliny the Younger, writing to the Roman emperor Trajan, who was 

interested in keeping informed of the spread of the Christian movement, reported that the interrogation of 

a captured Christian yielded the information that Christians gathered se sacramento obstringere, ―tobind 

themselvesbyanoath.‖ThereferenceisalmostcertainlytotheEucharistritual,whichperhapsasearlyas

the 1st century was already being identified as a sacramentum, ―sacrament.‖AlthoughtheEnglish

equivalent―sacrament‖hassubsequentlycometomean―havingasacredcharacterormysterious

meaning‖(andperhapsitmeantsuchinearlyChristianmysterysects),theLatinsacramentum at the time 

oftheearlyChurchreferredtoasoldier‘soathofloyaltytotheRomanemperor. 

Thus, a vast number of early Christians seem to have understood the Eucharist in some context 

associatedwithoathtaking,specificallyoathtakingwithrespectto―Christ‖(i.e.,Jesus),whoseinterests

were understood to transcend those of the Roman Empire(henceTrajan‘sconcern).Therewasindeed

widespread and growing disillusionment with the Roman Empire by the 1st century (not unlike the 

disillusionment with imperial powers that existed during the LB/early Iron Age transition), and it is in that 

context that we must note the growing body of diverse peoples throughout the E Mediterranean world 

whowerenowparticipatinginthiseucharisticriteandidentifyingthemselvesas―Christians‖(followers

of―Christ‖).TheRomanpersecutionofChristiansindicates that Roman imperial officials took a dim 

viewoftheirsubjects‘swearingoathsofloyaltytoanyonebuttheemperor,althoughitisequallyclear

from the historical sources that the Christians were categorically different from those power groups 

seeking politically to unseat the Roman Empire (cf. Rom 13:1–7).  

This brings us back to the late developments in ANE thought when covenants had come to be regarded 

primarilyas―loyaltyoaths.‖Nodoubtthisformalsimilarity between Iron Age Near Eastern, Roman 



imperial,andearlyChristianconceptsof―covenant‖facilitatedthecommunicationofearlyChristianityin

the non-Palestinian environment of Mediterranean civilization. However, it would be a grave mistake to 

conclude (as Roman bureaucrats apparently did) that this formal similarity to political/military loyalty 

oaths explains the early Christian understanding of covenant.  

There is no doubt that, in addition to the formal similarity to Iron Age loyalty oaths, the Christian 

Eucharist has significant formal connections to other ANE covenant motifs (see Herion 1982). First, its 

utilization of bread and wine is relevant not just because of general associations with covenant banquet 

imagery (see G.1 above). Bread and wine appear in ancient Mari in connection with the resolution of 

enmity and the restoration of personal relationships, and they were associated with the internalization of a 

vassal‘sobligationsintheAssyrianloyaltyoaths:―Justasbreadandwineenter the intestines, so may the 

[gods]letthisoathenteryourintestines‖(ANET, 539).  

Second, some of the Semitic terminology used in the Last Supper narrative (reflected in Gk translation) 

betrays patterns of thought also attested in early biblical and ANE sources. Specifically, the noteworthy 

appearanceoftheword―remembrance‖(Gkanamnēsis) has a significance in Semitic languages (root zkr) 

that is lacking in Greek (and in English). In the Code of Hammurapi the root zkr oftenmeans―toswear,‖

and this root seems to convey that meaning in 2 Sam 14:11 (RSV―invoke‖);itscognateisstillusedwith

thissenseinmodernvillageArabic.Theverb―toremember‖inthecontextof(thenew)covenant

therefore does not meanmerely―tocalltomind‖;itimpliesrecallingsomebenefitreceived(inthiscase

the atoning death of Jesus) as a basis for present and future action and decision making. In this we see the 

revival of the central motif in the ideological matrix of the Sinai covenant (and the earlier LB treaties): the 

basis for a covenant relationship is the grateful recognition and response to the receipt of an undeserved 

favor.  

Third,theidentificationofthebreadandwinewiththebodyandbloodofChrist(―thisis my 

body/blood‖)inturnmadepossibletheidentificationofthedisciples(whoeatanddrinkit)withthe

sacrificial victim (cf. Gal 2:20). This has a clear connection with the Iron Age treaties wherein the animal 

sacrificed is stated specifically to be not a sacrificial animal but the vassal being placed under the loyalty 

oath(cf.―thisisthehead/shoulder/etc.ofMat˒ilu,‖ANET, 532–33). What is certain is that a central 

metaphor by which the early Church identifieditselfwas―thebodyofChrist‖(Rom 12:4–5; 1 

Corinthians 12), and its individual members understood themselves to be the embodiments of the spirit of 

Christ (1 Cor 6:15ff.; 2 Cor 4:10–11).The―fruit‖ofthisspiritthattheyweretomanifestintheirliveswas

typically those things that make it possible for a diverse body of people to live together in a community 

that transcends the typical culturally proscribed, parochial bases of social morale (Gal 5:22–25). In this 

respect, in contrast with the contemporaneous early rabbinic Judaism, there was no codification of 

culturally bound norms and practices to govern or regulate the behavior of persons in the community (and 

subsequent attempts to import such norms, whether Jewish or Greco-Roman, were met with strong 

resistance [Acts 15; Galatians, esp. 3:3]).  

In the centuries prior to Constantine, when there was no social reward but often the threat of persecution 

and possible death for identifying oneself as a Christian, the Eucharist by and large could have been little 

elsebuttheparticipants‘sacramentum (―oath‖)inwhich they actually submitted to the lordship of Christ 

(i.e., to a transcendent, extra-socialauthority;the―kingdomofGod‖).This―submission‖occurrednot

merelyattheintangible―spiritual‖levelorsimplyatthe―liturgical‖level—both of which Rome would 

probably have tolerated—but at the tangible level of ethics and values finding expression in the social 

realmofinterpersonalrelations.Inshort,participationintheritualwasan―index‖ofsubmissiontothe

transcendentlordshipofChrist(on―indexical‖ritualswherebyparticipantstransmitinformationabout

their own current physical, psychic, or sometimes social states, see Rappaport 1979, esp. pp. 179ff.). This 

would have been a concern to imperial officials, who would understandably want to monitor such a 

movement closely.  

In other words, few Christians in those early centuries could have consumed the bread and wine unless 

they also really and tangibly became constituted asChrist‘sbodyintheworld(i.e.,theywere,infact,

subject to something that transcended the interests of the major political powers of their day, or else they 



wouldnothavetakentherisksassociatedwithbeingrecognizedas―Christians‖).Thus,asinearlyIsrael,

the―newcovenant‖wasasociallyenactedhistoricalreality that brought into existence a pluralistic 

community of people from diverse ethnic backgrounds who were united by their commitment to some 

basic,transcendentvaluesidentifiedwith―Christ.‖(TheconnectionbetweenthisdevelopmentandtheOT

hopes forthe―ingatheringofthegentiles‖wasnotlostupontheearlyChurch.) 

The situation was, of course, radically reversed when Christianity (especially the church at Rome) 

became systematically associated with the institutions of political power after the time of Constantine. 

Under those very different social and historical circumstances, participation in the Christian Eucharist 

quickly became less constitutive of anything and became much more symbolic in nature. In other words, 

there were now tangible social rewards for participation in the Eucharist, and the distinction between a 

pledgeofloyaltytoatranscendentChristandapledgeofloyaltytothetemporal(butnow―Christian‖)

emperor in Rome became increasingly fuzzy. At the very least, the ritualwasnowan―index‖oflittle

morethantheparticipants‘acceptanceoftheruleofthenew,―Christianized‖RomanEmpire,which

couldnotbeidenticaltotheruleofChrist(on―symbolic‖ritualandhowitfacilitatesdeceptionand

hypocrisy, see Rappaport 1979).  

In the following centuries the original meaning of the eucharistic sacramentum was entirely forgotten, 

andincreasinglyitcametobeviewedeitherasamysteriousandmystical―communion‖withChrist,or

(particularly for the laity) as a sacrificial ritual that served to heighten the sanctity (and the authority) of 

the presiding priestly hierarchy. Despite its claim to transcendence, the bloody history that followed 

indicates that in practice Christianity by and large had now become the (parochial) handmaid serving the 

advance of Western culture.  

b. OT Covenant Motifs in the NT. The preceding discussion of the covenantal associations of the 

Eucharisthasbeggedthefundamentallyimportantquestion:whatexactlywasthis―Christ‖with whom 

the early Christians identified themselves? The creation of the gospel genre seems, in part, designed to 

answer this question by presenting to the reader the identity and activity of Jesus of Nazareth, who was 

claimed to be the Messiah (or Christ) of Israel. From these narratives it is fundamentally clear that, while 

Jesusclaimedforhimselfthetitle―king,‖Christiansdidnotregardthisasapoliticalclaim(John 18:36; 

supposedly―historical‖studiesclaimingthatJesuswas a political revolutionary have proven entirely 

unconvincing). Thus, a sacramentum taken with respect to Christ could not legitimately signal any 

movement of those ambitious for political power and prestige (Matt 5:5).  

The complex issue of the historical Jesus need not detain us here, since our main object of study is early 

Christianity. However, we must point out that the entire NT tradition points to some very important 

substantive connections with the type of suzerainty treaty exhibited in the Sinai covenant. Those 

connections, however, are not the external, formal continuities that can be easily traced with the standard 

scholarly methods that compare and classify phenomena in terms of formal features and surface 

characteristics. For that reason, this tradition must be explicated in terms of its underlying ideological 

matrix, and not in terms of any formal covenant elements (which were already being atomized at least as 

early as the writings of the Deuteronomistic Historian). Scholars dependent upon methods of formal 

classificationhavesometimesbeenquickto(mis)understandtheformal―new‖-ness of Christianity as 

indicating its fundamental unrelatedness to earlier Hebrew religion. Indeed, comparatively few of the 

superficial―forms‖ofIsraelitereligionarepresentinearlyChristianity(astheyareinrabbinicJudaism,

whose continued reverence for the Hebrew language and onomastics, the rite of circumcision, the levitical 

dietary laws, and the liturgical calendar insured at least the formal appearance of continuity with [certain 

aspects of] Israelite religion). But early Christian community and thought each reflect sometimes subtle 

links with OT covenant traditions, and to appreciate this requires a scholarly sensitivity to something 

other than formal characteristics. It also probably requires the assumption that the historical Jesus played 

some role in articulating those old covenant traditions in a new idiom, although it is highly doubtful that 

even he understood the Sinai covenant in the formal terms of suzerainty treaty elements.  

(1) Identification and Historical Prologue. The constant and crucial issue of the identification of the 

covenant giver is a good case in point. As the Eucharist tradition indicates, the early Church 



unquestionably understood this to be Jesus himself. The gospel traditions presenting the person and deeds 

of Jesus of Nazareth assert the same thing, but in a more roundabout way. There, as in the Sinai covenant 

tradition (Exod 20:2), the identification of the covenant giver is integrally linked to the historical 

prologue: itisachievedthroughanarrativeof―benevolentdeeds‖performed,notmerelyaheapingupof

titles and epithets. The importance of this is evident in Matt 11:2–6, where John the Baptist asks Jesus, 

―Areyouhewhoistocome,orshallwelookforanother?‖TheanswerindeedidentifiesJesusassuchby

quoting the manifestations of deity envisioned in the book of Isaiah (35:5–6; 61:1; cf. Luke 4:16–21). In 

other words, Jesus does the things that God does. It is significant that this is a functional rather than a 

formal identification, and perhaps is based on old concepts that tended to view the Messiah as servant (1 

Kgs 12:7) rather than powerful overlord (1 Kgs 12:11; cf. Matt 20:25–28=Mark 10:42–45; Mendenhall 

1986).  

Thus,itappearsthatalreadyduringhishistoricalministryJesus‘identity was being linked to the 

tangible―benevolentdeeds‖hewasseentoperform(especiallythemiraculoushealings).However,for

theearlyChristianswholivedwiththeknowledgeofJesus‘deathandresurrection(whichforthemwasa

historical reality,notametaphysicalproposition),themostimportant―benevolentdeed‖performedbythe

covenantgiverwasintangible:theatonement,Jesus‘offeringofhimselffortheremovalofsinandguilt.

This suggests at least a formal connection with the prophecyofthe―newcovenant‖inJeremiah 31, where 

the forgiveness of sins is the only act of benevolence mentioned. (It is debatable whether the historical 

Jesusunderstoodhimselftobesuchan―intangible‖[i.e.,post-mortem] benefit to his followers.)  

In sharp contrast to the use of the historical narrative in the prayer of Ezra, where God is supposed to 

remember his past deeds performed for the benefit of the corporate body Israel (Nehemiah 9), the 

historical narrative constituting the gospels emphasizes the direct and immediate benefits that God in 

Christ bestows on individuals. This understanding of historical events as acts of God that furnish the 

foundation for a lasting relationship is one of the most striking features of the formative period in early 

Christianity, and it constitutes a tangible reintroduction of the most fundamental religious feature of the 

OT tradition; namely, that a covenant relationship with God is based on the receipt of a prior and 

undeserved act of deliverance (whether physically from the grip of Pharaoh, or metaphysically from the 

grip of sin and death).  

(2) Stipulations. The notion of covenant stipulations was subjected to a most important transformation 

intheNTtraditions,oratleastwhatappearstobea―transformation‖withrespecttopostbiblicaland

earlyrabbinicJewishtraditionsequatingcovenantstipulationswithwritten(andoral)―law.‖Butwhat on 

firstglanceappearstobea―transformation‖wasinfactawayofrecoveringandreturningtoearlyand

authentic OT covenant traditions. As in the case of the historical prologue, there was a two-stage 

development: the first stage associated with the life and teaching of the historical Jesus, and the second 

associated with the understandings subsequently reflected in early Christian traditions.  

AnyunderstandingofJesus‘notionofreligious―obligation‖(cf.Pharisaic―duty‖)mustbeginby

recognizing that for several centuries before Jesus there had been no unanimity among Palestinian Jews—

indeed, there had been outright hostilities culminating in civil war—over who had the authority to define 

and enforce the law of God. It is therefore neither unusual nor surprising to find in the teachings of Jesus 

(and in the gospel narratives) polemical statements directed against most of the prestigious and ambitious 

Jewish power blocs of the time (Sadducees, scribes, and Pharisees). As a growing number of scholars are 

beginningtoconcede,thishasnothingtodowith―anti-Semitism‖butratheremphasizesthattheearly

Christian movement was an inner-Jewish phenomenon (and as such participated fully in inner-Jewish 

polemics). The necessary corollary to this hostile polemic is the fact that Jesus of Nazareth and the early 

Christian movement had no ideology for, and no intention to engage in, the centuries-old power struggle 

among Palestinian Jewry (Matt 20:25–27).AsintheearlyIronAge,therule(―kingdom‖)ofGodwasa

reality that had nothing to do with the usual paraphernalia of social and political organizations that were 

based on little more than coercive force.  

Jesus apparently did have a strong respect for the commandments (Matt 5:17–20). He was no 

libertarian, and in the Sermon on the Mount—as elsewhere throughout the gospel traditions—Jesus is 



consistentlyportrayedasa―commanding‖personalityspeakingintheimperative.Ithaslongbeennoted

thattheessenceofJesus‘teachingisnottoadvocaterelaxing—much less abolishing—the Law (which 

subsequentlybecamePaul‘sposition)but rather just the opposite: to advocate a more stringent 

observationoftheLaw:―YouthereforemustbeperfectasyourFatherinheavenisperfect‖(Matt 5:48; 

cf. 5:20!).Ofcourse,sincenoonecanattainsuchperfectionthenetrhetoricaleffectofJesus‘teaching

ironically is to condemn in advance anyone who seeks to earn covenant blessings by faithful adherence to 

the stipulations of theLaw(whichisastructuralpremiseofthe―oldcovenant‖tradition).Butwhile

subsequent Christians, particularly Paul, used this as the basis for the classic Law/faith dichotomy (and 

forproclaimingtheendofthe―oldcovenant‖),Jesushimselfseemsto have absolutized the Law for 

different—but reciprocally interrelated—reasons.  

In the first place, he removed religious obligations from the realm of social monitoring and 

enforcement: thus, his absolutized redefinition of the commandments against killing (Matt 5:21–26) and 

adultery (5:27–30) effectively removes them from the realm of human monitors and sociopolitical 

authorities. In short, the concept of religious obligation could no longer be indirectly linked to the perfect 

will ofGodthroughaverballistingofdo‘sanddon‘tsthatcanbemanagedandoverseenbyimperfect

human authorities.  

In the second place, in exhorting to absolute moral perfection, Jesus now linked the concept of religious 

obligation directly to the character of God. In short, he advocated a total and complete commonality of 

interests between suzerain and vassal, and in so doing he (unknowingly) reasserted part of the ideological 

matrixoftheLBtreaties.Theissueisnotjustreciprocity(―Dountoothersasyouwouldhavethemdo

untoyou‖);rather,itistherecognitionthattheultimatecharacterofone‘sreligiousobligationsproceeds

from the character ofGodasrevealedinGod‘sbenevolentdeeds(his―grace‖),notasrevealedinGod‘s

law (1 John 4:11). To state it covenantally, the ultimate will of the sovereign is manifested more deeply in 

the character of him whose benevolent deeds are recounted in the historical prologue than in him whose 

wordsarerecordedinthestipulations.Toputitmorebluntly,God‘sactions(character) speak truer and 

deeperthanGod‘swords(will) (a point Jesus himself seems to make in Matt 19:3–9).  

Thereisheretherecognitionthatintheongoingquestforatruly―blessed‖community,thebehaviorof

individualsultimatelymustcorresponddirectlytothe―blessings‖theyhavealreadyreceived(andnotto

someimpersonalcodificationoflaws,statutes,andordinances).ThenotionthattheChristian‘s

obligationsshouldmirrorpastbenefitsisreflectedinmanyNTtraditionswhichdefineChristian―duty‖in

terms of what Jesus did: forgive, forsake worldly goods, preach, teach, heal (even raise the dead!), take up 

across,die.Ifthe―newcovenant‖shouldrequirea―newcommandment,‖suchisgiveninJohn 13:34. 

What is significantaboutthisisthecontext,definition,andexamplegivenfor―love‖—―…evenasI

havelovedyou.‖―Love‖(thestipulationofthecovenant)isnotcodifiedinwordsbutisratherdefinedby

example, more specifically, by the example of a benefitreceived(―theWordbecomeflesh‖).This

suggests a return to the same ideological matrix as the prophets, who, like Jesus, understood obligations in 

absolute moral terms and were likewise considered to be threats to the social authorities, who reserved for 

themselves the right to define, interpret, and enforce obligations.  

(3) Deposit, Witnesses, Curses and Blessings. The provision for deposit and periodic public reading in 

one respect was almost irrelevant in early Christianity, since there was no material object to deposit. But 

inanotherrespect,certainlyrelatedtothe―newcovenant‖visionoftheinternalizationofthecovenant

(Jer 31:33), the early Church seems to have developednotionsthatthe―covenant‖wasdepositedwithin

the believer.  

The list of witnesses was also subject to drastic transformation of a most curious and almost 

inexplicable sort. Originally the witnesses were supposed to enforce the covenant stipulations by bringing 

tobearthecovenantcurses,includingthedeathpenalty.IntheNTfromtheearliesttimethe―witness‖is

the―martyr‖(Gkmartus, ―witness‖)whoisputtodeathasaresultofadhering(andtherebytestifying)to

the truth of the faith.  

The formula of blessings and curses also underwent significant transformation. As was true also of pre-

ChristianJudaism,therewardsandpunishmentsmetedoutbyGodweretoberealizedinthe―worldto



come‖;theimportanceofthisisveryimportantto early Christianity as can be seen from the significant 

role that eschatology plays in early Christian thought. In addition to the eschatological meting out of 

rewards and punishments in the final judgment, blessings and curses are certainly connected to the―power

ofthekeys‖(Matt 16:13–20).Thetermstranslated―binding‖and―loosing‖havemeaningprimarilyinthe

ANE context of imposing, and freeing from, a curse. (It is not surprising that after the time of Constantine 

the Roman church—identifying itself with Peter—claimed for itself this power. In this regard, we see the 

Matthew 16 textbeingusedasasortof―divinecharter‖ to legitimize the authority of the Roman priestly 

hierarchy, an authority that in reality had been conferred on it by imperial concordat.) The several 

references to the anathema, especially in the letters of Paul, probably bear on this same theme, but as in 

Matt 18:18 and perhaps a parallel in John 20:23 this is not a power given to an authority but is rather a 

characteristic of the community of the faithful.  

c. Summary. At preciselythesametimethatrabbinicJudaismwas―buildingafencearoundtheTorah‖

(and rationalizing such by a general appeal to the OT covenant tradition), apostolic Christianity was 

expanding.InearlyrabbinicJudaism,―covenant‖waslargelyaformalor symbolic dogmatic concept that 

gave meaning mainly to those already within a group whose base of solidarity and cohesion was primarily 

ethnic.InearlyapostolicChristianity,ontheotherhand,―covenant‖waslargelyasociallyenacted

historical reality that accompanied sufficient functional changes in old patterns of behavior so as to 

rupture old ethnic and political bases of social solidarity and cohesion and to replace these with a larger 

vision of the human community. Certainly the tenor here was initially set by Jesus himself, who not only 

soughtrelationshipswithpeoplewhowereoutsidethe―proper‖culturalboundaries(e.g.,eatingwithtax

collectors and sinners), but also challenged the religious legitimacy of those boundaries (e.g., sabbath 

observance). In this we see the reappearance of the same ideological matrix found in the Sinai covenant 

and prophetic faith: that religious community can cut across old parochialisms and need not be defined in 

terms of legal norms backed up by coercive power.  

The entire covenant complex of NT thought that has been only briefly sketched here illustrates the 

complete internalization of the ethic of the rule of God, ideally envisioned (but imperfectly realized) in 

the Sinai suzerainty treaty and so frequently pleaded for (largely in vain) by the OT prophets (Ezek 

36:26–27). At the same time, this ethic became freed from the cultural parochialism and political 

arrogation that inevitably accompanies a defined code of norms and laws. It is clear enough that not all 

Christians (just as not all early Israelites) succeeded in grasping these points, as illustrated by the 

reversion to a canon law system in later centuries. In that respect, one could argue that even today the 

abilityofmostpeopletograspthesignificanceofwhatitmeanstobeina―covenant‖relationshipwitha

transcendent―God‖hasadvancedlittlefromtheLBAge.Nevertheless,theradicaltransformationthat

constituted the early Christian Church remains an excellent example of what can happen when new wine 

is put into old bottles.  

I. Conclusion  

Because―covenant‖isacentralbiblicalmetaphorfortherelationshipbetweenGodandhispeople,itis

not surprising thattheattemptsofbiblicaltheologianstofindathematic―center‖(Mitte) of the Bible 

invariably return time and again to the subject of covenant, or to some particular aspect of covenant. But 

as long as theologians conceive their task as primarily elucidatingbiblical―ideas,‖theywillcontinueto

missthefundamentalsignificanceofcovenantinthebiblicaltradition.Covenantisnotan―idea‖tobe

embracedinthemind,andthereforereligiouscommunitycannotbedefinedwithrespectto―orthodox‖

appraisalsofthatidea.Covenantisan―enactedreality‖thatiseithermanifestedintheconcretechoices

individuals make, or not. The rule of God is defined with respect to those whose concrete choices arise 

out of certain positive values that actually transcend culturally bound norms and politically enforced laws.  

Similarly,aslongasbiblicalscholarsremaincontenttodealwithcovenant―ideas‖intermsofformal

elements and rigidly defined categories, most of the matrix of ideas associated with covenant will remain 

unnoticed and unappreciated. Covenant form was apparently never that important anywhere in antiquity: 

even for the LB Hittites it was merely a device for communicating values envisioning human 

relationships proceeding along some moral plane higher than coercive force.  
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GEORGE E. MENDENHALL  

GARY A. HERION  

COVET, COVETOUSNESS. See WANTING AND DESIRING.  

COWARDICE. See VIRTUE/VICE LISTS.  

COZBI (PERSON) [Heb kozb   (ָכְזִֹּבי)]. A Midianite woman of high birth who engaged in an illicit 

activity with an Israelite, Zimri ben Salu (Num 25:15, 18). As a result, the priest Phinehas killed them 

both in a show of zealous fidelity to the Lord, thus staying a plague that had broken out in Israel. The 

name is from Akk kuzbu, kuzābu, ―voluptuous,sexuallyvigorous,‖thoughlikelyunderstoodbyIsraelites

to derive from Heb kāzab, ―deceitful.‖SomemssoftheSam.Pent.readkozbît.  

ScholarsdebatethenatureofCozbi‘soffense.Wasitamatterofmixedmarriage,adultery, cultic 

prostitution, or some other form of apostasy? Mendenhall (1973: 110–16) reconstructs a multiphase ritual, 

includinghavingsexualrelationswith―outsiders,‖whichwouldalleviateplague.Accordingly,Cozbi‘s

offense was enticing Zimri, through asexualact,intocovenantinfidelitybytrustinginthe―triedand

true‖ritualmethodsofthepastratherthaninthefaithfulnessofIsrael‘sGod.Moreradically,Reif(1971:

205) has argued that the phrase ˒el qŏbātāh in v 8 does not refer to physical anatomy(―inherbelly,‖etc.)

butrathertolocale(―inhershrine‖).AccordingtoReif,CozbiwasengagedbyZimriasadivinerandwas

installed in a qubbāh or tent shrine to divine a means of ending the plague. In its present form the story 



serves the priestly redactor by legitimating the priesthood of Phinehas. For further discussion see 

Numbers WBC.  
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RODNEY R. HUTTON  

COZEBA (PLACE) [Heb kōzēbā˒ (כֵֹּזָבא)]. Listed in the genealogy of Judah, Cozeba is the habitation 

of some of the sons of Shelah (1 Chr 4:22). Of the whole list of sons of Shelah, only Mareshah, in the 

Shephelah, is identified with certainty as Tel Ṣandaḥannah (M.R. 140111; LBHG, 248). Occupation of the 

ShephelahbythechildrenofShelahissuggestedbytheplacenames(˓Adullam,modernesh-Sheikh 

Madhkûr [M.R. 150117] and Timnah, modern Tel el-Baṭâshī[M.R.141132])thatappearconnectedwith

him in Gen 38:1–14.Furthermore,inthispassage,Shelah‘sbirthplaceispresentedasChezib(Hebkĕz  b), 

a possible variation ofCozeba.MareshahalsoappearsinJosh16:44alongwithKeilah(modernKhirbet

Q  lā[M.R. 150113]) and Achzib as cities in the Shephelah that belong to the tribe of Judah. Achzib (Heb 

˒akz  b), which has been identified with Chezib and Cozeba (EncMiqr 1: 278), has been identified with 

modern Tel el-Beiḍa (M.R. 145116; Elliger 1934: 124), where remains from both the Iron Age I and Iron 

Age II have been found (HGB, 385). Though other site locations have been posited, such as Khirbet 

Küvayzibâ (M.R. 164112; Press 1952: 470) and Khirbet ed-Dilb (M.R. 164112; IDB 1: 724), the 

preferable site identification for Cozeba is this location in the Shephelah.  
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SUSAN E. MCGARRY  

CRAFTSMEN, VALLEY OF (PLACE) [Heb gê˒haḥarāš  m (ֵגיאַהַחָרִשים)]. This location is 

mentioned in Neh 11:35 as part of a list of communities settled by the survivors of the tribe of Benjamin 

after their return from the Babylonian Exile. All the towns which can be identified in the list are located to 

the N and W of Jerusalem, in the old tribal territories of Dan and Ephraim, as well as in that of Benjamin 

itself.  

Since the Valley of Craftsmen is listed along with Lod (M.R. 140151) and Ono (M.R. 137159) in Neh 

11:35, it is possible that the area was located in one of the valleys to the E of those communities (GP, 

405), although there is not sufficient evidence for a precise location to be determined. The portion of the 

list in which the Valley of Craftsmen appears is not included in the LXX. Simons (GTTOT, 390) notes 

that in the Talmud the term is used for the cities Lod and Ono.  

A similar term, Heb gê˒ ḥarāš  m, occurs in 1 Chr 4:14 as one of the descendants of Kenaz, so named 

―becausetheywerecraftsmen.‖Myers(1 Chronicles AB, 29) has argued that the two references cannot 

be separated, noting that many scholars recognize that many of the people in the list in Chronicles are, in 

fact, toponyms. Aharoni (LBHG, 245) notes that the LXX reads Rechab for the Rechah of 1 Chr 4:12, and 

therefore he links the sons of Kenaz with the Kenites, who were known as smiths in antiquity. Aharoni, 

following Glueck (1940: 23), located the Valley of Craftsmen in the region of Jordan to the SE of the 

Dead Sea, along with the Irnasash (Khirbet en-Nashas, M.R. 190010) mentioned in 1 Chr 4:12. Both 

scholars felt that the copper deposits of the area make that region a likely location for a community of 

smiths.  

While it is true the many of the Kenites and Kenizzites may have been smiths, it seems impossible to 

associate the references to a Valley of Craftsmen in Nehemiah 11 and 1 Chronicles 4. The passage in 

Nehemiah clearly refers to a postexilic settlement, and there is no evidence to support a contention that 

any of the returnees of that period inhabited the region SE of the Dead Sea. The context of 1 Chronicles 4 

hasnodirectlinktotheperiodoftheSecondTemple.Inaddition,neitheristheterm―craftsmen‖

restricted to smith or metal worker, making the copper deposits in the Wadi Arabah irrelevant, nor is there 



any indication in 1 Chronicles 4 that the passage is in any way connected with the region around Lod and 

Ono. If the term in 1 Chronicles 4 is a place name, it should be treated independently from the toponym in 

Nehemiah 11.  
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CRATES (PERSON) [Gk Kratēs (Κπασηρ)]. Seleucid commander of the citadel in Jerusalem, appointed 

by Sostratus to command the Cyprian troops in his absence. Crates was appointed as diadochos, which 

can mean either viceroy (cf. 2 Chr 28:7) or deputy. Deputy seems the obvious meaning from the context. 

Goldstein questions the significance of Crates in this passage and suggests that Jason of Cyrene, whose 

work was abridged by the author of 2 Macc, had treated Crates in greater detail (1 Maccabees AB, 237). 

That Crates commanded Cyprian troops despite the fact that Cyprus was a Ptolemaic province is not 

surprising. Launey noted that Cypriots played a minor role in Hellenistic armies as mercenaries (1949: 

487–89).  
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MICHAEL E. HARDWICK  

CRAWLING AND CREEPING THINGS. Generally small land animals such as rodents, 

reptiles, and insects, as well as water animals and flying insects.  

The Hebrew Bible uses two essentially synonymous roots to describe these animals: šrṣ and rmś. The 

noun šereṣ usually refers to any small land animal such as small rodents, reptiles, and insects (Gen 7:21; 

Lev 5:2; Lev 11:29, 31, 41, 42, 43, 44; cf. 22:5), but also to water animals (Gen 1:20; Lev 11:10) and 

flying insects (Lev 11:20, 21, 23; Deut 14:19). The noun remeś mostly refers to small land animals (Gen 

1:24, 25, 26; 6:7, 20; 7:14, 23; 8:17, 19 [cf. the Gk]; 1 Kgs 5:13; Ezek 8:10; 38:20; Hos 2:20; Ps 148:10; 

cf. Hab 1:14), but once to water animals (Ps 104:25) and perhaps once to all animals (Gen 9:3; cf. v 2). 

The verb šāraṣ (which appears only in the Qal verb form) usually describes the movement of water and 

smalllandanimalsas―swarming‖or―crawling‖(Gen 1:20; 7:21; Lev 11:29, 41, 42, 43, 46; Ezek 47:9). It 

alsohasasenseof―beingabundant‖(Gen 1:21; Exod 7:28; Ps 105:30; šāraṣ in the first two passages 

mayactuallybeadenominativeverbmeaning―toproducešereṣ animals‖).Inthesenseof―beabundant,‖

the verb is also used of all land animals (Gen 8:17) and even humans (Gen 9:7; Exod 1:7). The verb 

rāmaś (it too only appearing in the Qal)indicatesthe―crawling‖or―swarming‖movementofwaterand

small land animals (Gen 1:21, 26, 28, 30; 7:8, 14; 8:17; 9:2; Lev 11:44, 46; 20:25; Ezek 38:20; the verb in 

Gen 9:2 and Lev 20:25 maybedenominative―toproduceremeś animals‖),butisalsofoundseveraltimes

of the movement of larger land animals (Gen 7:21; 8:19 [cf. Gk]; Deut 4:18; Ps 69:35; 104:20).  

About three fourths of the instances of these words occur in the Priestly literature of the Pentateuch. 

Thispreponderanceisduetothistradition‘sinterestinthecreationofallanimalsatthefoundingofthe

earth (Genesis 1), the destruction of land and air animals during the flood (Genesis 6–9), and the impurity 

of certain types of animals (Leviticus 11).AllsmalllandanimalsareprohibitedfromtheIsraelites‘diet

and several cause impurity by simple touch. Because of this, these animals sometimes receive a negative 

characterization. Leviticus 11 in many places calls the šeqeṣ ―anabomination.‖Lev 7:21 uses šeqeṣ as a 

substitute for šereṣ (cf. 5:2). Cf. Ezek 8:10. In the NT, see Acts 10:12; 11:6; Rom 1:23; and Jas 3:7.  
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DAVID P. WRIGHT  

CREATURES, LIVING. See ZOOLOGY.  

CREEDS, EARLY CHRISTIAN. Christian creeds have grown out of the life of faith itself. No 

council decided the church needed creeds, and no church assembly until quite recently appointed a 

committee to write a creed. The church has generally been very modest in writing creeds, doing so only 

when compelled by the demands of the community of faith itself.  



The origin of creeds is rooted on the one hand in the nature of revelation itself, which elicits 

interpretations by those who receive it that are given expression in words, images, and propositions. Faith 

is the act of intelligible beings as well as of the humanwillandaffections.KarlBarthhaswritten,―Just

because he is intelligens, the Christian of all men, has to learn to discern with agonizing clarity what is 

conceivablebyhimaboutGod‖(1960:20–21). What cannot be thought clearly and expressed cogently 

cannot be the basis of life commitment.  

Faith itself seeks intelligibility. On the one hand, it seeks the intelligibility of faith itself so that the 

content of faith can be communicated in intelligible images and in descriptive propositions. On the other 

hand, faith seeks to understand the world in the light of what it perceives to be the revelation of God.  

Creeds are also rooted in and bear the marks of history. Situations in the life of the community of faith 

have called for creeds, such as heresy, persecution, and worship itself. Controversies within the 

community have demanded that the community clarify its own judgment as to the content of faith. In 

addition, great dangers from without which have pressured the church and challenged its deepest 

commitments have also compelled the church to declare unequivocally its deepest commitments. Creeds 

therefore bear not only the marks of the believing person, but also the marks of the history in which they 

have come to be.  

Creeds are intentionally catholic. They may bear the marks of their particularity and of a specific 

perspective and place. The basic intention, however, is to state the faith not of a partisan group but of the 

one holy catholic church.  

The authority of creeds varies. Generally the word―creed‖isgiventotheshortandbriefstatementsof

theancientcatholicchurch,suchastheApostles‘CreedandtheNiceneCreed.Thecomprehensive

Reformed statements of faith are usually labeled confessions. However, there is no established 

terminology. Protestants in particular have always insisted that creeds are subordinate to Scripture, but at 

times Protestant churches have used creeds with an equivalent authority. The early Reformed creeds were 

written with the awareness that a creed ought to be a confession in a particular time and place, and that no 

one creed should have universal significance. Karl Barth in the 20th century has reiterated the same 

conviction. Creeds therefore may have normative authority, or they may be the occasional confession of 

the way the church understands Christian faith in a particular time with no claim to finality. At the other 

extreme, confessions may be regarded as simply descriptions of Christian belief and practice with no 

decisive authority.  

A. Sources of Creeds  

1. Liturgy and Worship. The liturgical life of the church called for creeds of various types. Rules of 

Faith, varied and without precise language, served the needs of preaching and teaching without stifling 

creativity. Declarations of faith by the worshiping congregation, in distinction from Rules of Faith, had to 

be precise, fixed, and economical in the use of words. Rules of Faith may be found in various forms in the 

writings of such early theologians as Irenaeus, Tertullian, and Origen.  

Creedal statements from the beginning have been associated with baptism. Hans Lietzmann argued that 

the root of all Christian creeds is the formula for belief pronounced by the baptizands or pronounced in 

their hearing and assented to by them before baptism.  

The creedal form that was used in baptismal rites in the 2d and 3d centuries was interrogatory. One of 

the best examples of the developed form of the interrogatory creed is found in the Apostolic Traditions of 

Hippolytus (ca. 215):  

Do you believe in God the Father all-governing? Do you believe in Christ Jesus, the Son of God, who 

was begotten by the Holy Spirit from the Virgin Mary, Who was crucified under Pontius Pilate, and 

died (and was buried) and rose the third day living from the dead, and ascended into the heavens, and 

sat down on the right hand of the Father, and will come to judge the living and the dead?  

Do you believe in the Holy Spirit, in the holy church, and (in the resurrection of the body)?  

Creeds also became part of the liturgy of the holy communion in the 5th century. This practice gave the 

Nicene Creed widespread authority in the life of the church.  



2. Education. The teaching ministry of the church also called for creeds. The mother creed of our 

Apostles‘CreeddevelopedinRomeinthe3dcenturywhentheinterrogatorycreedofbaptismwasturned

into a declaratory creed. This became part of catechetical training when the bishop traditioned the creed to 

the catechumens and when the catechumens rendered it back as their own witness of faith. Creeds were 

also used as a basis of catechetical lectures, as in the case of the catechetical lectures of Cyril of 

Jerusalem.  

3. Interpretation. Creeds were a useful hermeneutical guide. Biblical studies were carried on and 

theologywasformulatedundertheguidanceofrulesoffaithandcreedswhichwerethechurch‘sbest

wisdom as to how the Bible should be understood and the faith expressed.  

4. Apologetics. Heresy was still another occasion for creedal formulation. Older creedal scholars, such 

as A. C. McGiffert (1902), argued that the refutation of heresy was a primary factor in the development of 

theApostles‘Creed.Forexample,theaffirmationthatGodcreatedtheheavensandtheearth stood over 

against the conviction that the created world was evil and the work of a lesser god. Others have argued 

against McGiffert, that heresy was not a necessity for such Christian affirmations as the goodness of 

creation.  

5. Evangelism. Christian witness made use of creeds as Christians defined themselves over against the 

pagan society. It also enabled the Christian to render a firm and clear testimony in the face of persecution.  

B. Forms of Creeds  

1. The Bible. Precise, fixed creeds did not appearuntilthe3dand4thcenturiesofthechurch‘shistory,

but the process that culminated in them had its beginning in the historical credos (Deut 25:5–9 and 6:21–

25) and in the declaratory affirmations of the OT (Deut 6:4–5 and 1 Kings 18:39). The NT church in 

preaching, singing, praying, and witnessing increasingly gave expression to Christian faith in more or less 

fixed formulas, for example, in 1 Cor 15:3–7; Phil 2:6–11; Matt 28:10; and Rom 10:9. Some creedal 

statements are simple christological affirmations declaring the lordship of Jesus Christ (Mark 8:9, 1 Tim 

3:16, Romans 10:9). Others are two-article formulas confessing both God and Christ (1 Cor 8:6). Three-

article statements affirming Father, Son, and Holy Spirit appear in Matt 28:19 and in 2 Cor 13–14, which 

is a pretrinitarian formulation.  

2. Ecumenical Creeds. The creedlike statements of the NT and early Christian writers such as Ignatius, 

as well as the Rules of Faith, were replaced by precise creedal formulas which served the liturgical and 

catechetical needs of local churches. In the East, the creeds varied from church to church, but in the West, 

the creed of Rome exercised a dominating influence over the great churches in the West. One of the 

daughtercreedsofRomebecametheestablishedversionoftheApostles‘Creed.Itfirstappearedin

southwest France sometime in the late 6th or 7th century. Its present text is found in the De singulis libris 

canonicis scarapsus of Priminius, which is dated between 710 and 724. This creed, which owed much to 

Rome, became the common creed of the Frankish empire and was finally adopted in Rome. It became the 

most universal creed in the West, but it was not known in the East. The first creed to have synodical 

authority was promulgated by the Council of Nicea (325) in response to the teaching of an Alexandrian 

presbyter named ARIUS concerning the deity of Jesus Christ. Christians had spoken of Jesus as Lord, 

Savior, the Word, Son of God, Son of man, prophet, and priest. All these refer to the activity of Jesus 

Christ and his relation to us.  

Arius changed the question. He did not ask how Jesus Christ is related to us or what he means to us. He 

asksthepriorquestion,―WhoisJesus?‖IshereallyGod?Orisheacreature?Ariusdeclaredthathewas

a creature, but the Council of Nicea took a creed of an Eastern church and added to it four formulas which 

stated without ambiguitythatJesusChristwastrulyGod.Thekeyformulawas―ofthesamesubstanceas

theFather.‖TheNiceneCreed,whichisusedinworshiptoday,isdatedfromtheCouncilof

Constantinoplein381.Allcreedsthatusethephrase―ofthesamesubstance(reality, being, essence) as 

theFather‖wereregardedasNicene.TheCouncilofConstantinoplealsoeliminatedtheanathemasfrom

the Creed of 325 and added a statement affirming the deity of the Holy Spirit as well as the one holy 

catholic church, the forgiveness of sins, and the resurrection of the dead. The Council of Nicea, in 

affirming that Jesus Christ was truly God, raised the question of the humanity of Christ, and therefore of 



the doctrine of the person of Christ. The church of the 5th century, in an amazingly catholic theological 

endeavor, defined its understanding of the person of Jesus Christ at the Council of Chalcedon (431) in 

which it affirmed that Jesus Christ is truly God and truly man in one person (one acting subject).  

The Athanasian Creed was not written by Athanasius but by some Augustinian theologians sometime 

after the middle of the 5th century. Its use has declined because of its anathemas, but recent studies by J. 

N. D. Kelly have pointed to its theological excellence. The Definition of the Council of Chalcedon (451) 

was the definitive statement of the ancient church on the person of Jesus Christ, but it was never used in 

worship as were the other three creeds.  

3. Creeds of the Eastern Church. The Nicene Creed has always been used in the Eastern churches. 

Later doctrinal statements included the Orthodox Confession of Peter Mogilas (1643), the Answers of 

Jeremiah (Patriarch of Constantinople) to Lutheran Theologians (1576), the Confession Prepared by 

Metrophanes Critopolus to Explain Eastern Orthodoxy to Protestants (1625), the Russian Catechisms, 

especially the Longer Catechism of Philaret (1839), a confession appearing under the name of Cyril Lucar 

(1629), Patriarch of Constantinople, which was sympathetic to Protestantism and which was repudiated 

by the majority of Orthodox. The Confession of Dositheus, approved by the Synod of Jerusalem in 1672 

in opposition to the Protestant sympathies of the previous document, is more representative of the Eastern 

church.  

4. Roman Catholicism. The Canons and Decrees of the Council of Trent (1545–63) were formulated in 

the context of the Protestant Reformation. It also narrowed many of the options of the very fluid theology 

of medieval Catholicism. The creed of the Council of Trent (1564) is a short summary of the lengthy 

Tridentine document. The Council of Trent fixed the shape of modern Roman Catholicism. There have 

been other notable pronouncements of doctrine, such as the Dogma of the Assumption of the Virgin Mary 

(1950), in addition to numerous papal encyclicals of considerable importance. The whole shape of Roman 

Catholicism received a new interpretation in the work of Vatican Council II (1962–65).  

5. Protestantism. Protestantswereprolificwritersofconfessions.TheseincludeMartinLuther‘s

Ninety-Five Theses (1517), the Augsburg Confession (1530), the Apology of the Augsburg Confession 

(1531), the Smalcald Articles (1537), the Treatise on the Power and the Primacy of the Pope (1537), the 

Small Cathechism of Dr. Martin Luther (1529), and the Large Catechism of Dr. Martin Luther (1529). 

Calvinists and Reformed Protestants wrote many creeds, the most typical of which are the Ten Theses of 

Berne (1528), the Gallican Confession (1529), the Scots Confession (1560), and the second Helvetic 

Confession (1566).  

Seventeenth-century Protestantism produced the Westminster Confession (1647) and the Westminster 

Catechisms, which became the dominant Reformed statement for English-speaking Presbyterians, and 

also the Canons of Dort (1619). The Thirty-Nine Articles of the Church of England (1563) combined 

Calvinist and Lutheran influences, as well as an indigenous English tradition with that of the Catholic 

tradition. At the other extreme of the Protestant Reformation were statements of the radical Reformers 

such as Schleitheim Articles of 1527.  

6. Contemporary Confessions. Numerous confessions have been written in the 20th century. Some of 

these, such as the Barmen Declaration (1934), were in response to National Socialism. The Confession of 

1967 of the United Presbyterian Church (USA) was the attempt of a denomination to formulate its faith in 

contemporary idiom and in response to contemporary problems. Some of the most interesting of the 20th-

century confessions have arisen in younger and non-Western churches, such as the creed of the Batak 

Church (Great Synod of the Huria Kristen Batak Protestant Church of Indonesia, 1956).  
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CRESCENS (PERSON) [Gk Krēskēs (Κπηςκηρ)]. A Christian, apparently a co-worker of Paul, who 

left him during his Roman imprisonment (assumably in Rome, although Caesarea has been defended) and 

went to Galatia (2 Tim 4:10). In mentioning Crescens, Paul indicates that he had likewise been left by 

TituswhowenttoDalmatia.WhilemostmssreadGalatiaasCrescens‘destination,afew(e.g.,Sinaiticus,

C) have Gaul. A later tradition also reports that Paul sent Crescens to Gaul (cf. Eus. Hist. Eccl. 3.4.8), 

where he is thought to have founded the churches in Vienne and Mayence. That Crescens went to Gaul 

may be supported by the apocryphal Acts of Paul where Titus is said to have arrived in Rome from 

Dalmatia, and Luke (a substitution for Crescens?) is said to have come from Gaul (Acts Paul 11:1). 

Nevertheless,thereading―Galatia‖isusuallyjudgedasthemorestronglyfavoredinthemswitnesses.

This does not, however, settle the question of the Gaul tradition since there are instances of some Greeks 

usingthename―Galatia‖whentheyreferredtoGaul(DibeliusandConzelmannPastoral Epistles 

Hermeneia 122, n. 3). Also to be considered is the context of 2 Timothy. If the imprisonment it portrays 

was Rome, proximity to Gaul makes it the more probable destination of Crescens; a Caesarean 

imprisonment,incontrast,wouldfavorreading―Galatia.‖ 

FLORENCE MORGAN GILLMAN  

CRESCENTS. See JEWELRY.  

CRETE (PLACE) [Gk Krētē (Κπηση); Krētēs (Κπησηρ)]. CRETANS. The largest and southernmost 

island in the Aegean Sea. Crete is 156 miles from E to W and 35 miles from N to S (at its broadest point). 

Mountains, reaching to 7882 feet, run the length of the island. By the 2d century B.C. a formidable Jewish 

constituency appeared on the island of Crete (Tac. Hist. 5. 2) which was centered in the area of Gortyna, 

lyinginCrete‘sMessaraplain.WhentheCretansbegan oppressing the Jews, the latter secured Roman 

patronage (141 B.C.) and the Romans considered them to be loyal subjects (1 Macc 15:23). From this time 

through the New Testament era the Cretan Jews continued to flourish. Paul commissioned Titus to 

oversee the ministry on Crete, and to counteract Judaizing tendencies (Titus 1:5–14). In 67 B.C., Rome 

finally annexed Crete and Cyrene (Libya); they remained a joint Roman province until Constantine 

separated them.  

Archaeology has revealed a flourishing Minoan civilization on Crete which reached its zenith in the 

Late Bronze Age (ca. 1700–1450 B.C.). Sir Arthur Evans headed these excavations, focusing on the 

central city of Knossos, which contains the palace of legendary King Minos. Similar labyrinthine palaces 

have been found at Mallia, Phaestos, and Zakro. Evans discovered Linear A and B tablets, but only the 

latter have been deciphered (by Michael Ventris in 1953), proving to be an archaic form of Gk. The 

Minoan civilization came to an end with a Myceneaen domination, and the cataclysmic eruption of Thera. 

The subsequent Dorian invasions ushered in Crete‘sIronAge(ca.1200B.C.). From this time on, Crete 

was only known for its mercenary soldiers and traders until the Roman annexation.  

The Cretan poet Epimenides (ca. 600 B.C.)describesallCretansas―liars,evilbrutes,andlazygluttons‖

(quoted both in Titus 1:12 and Acts 17:28). This characterization is found in several ancient sources, e.g., 

Livy Epit. Per. 44:45; Callimachus Jov. 8; and Plutarch Aem 23. Evidently, after several generations of 

living in the turbulence of Cretan culture, these characteristics became manifest in the Cretan Jews as well 

(Titus 3:1).  
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JERRY A. PATTENGALE  

CRIMES AND PUNISHMENTS. See PUNISHMENTS AND CRIMES.  

CRISPUS (PERSON) [Gk Krispos (Κπιςπορ)]. A Corinthian Jew and ruler of the synagogue who, 

togetherwithallhishousehold,believedintheLordbecauseofPaul‘spreaching(Acts 18:8; 1 Cor 1:14). 

Crispus is named first, preceding Gaius and the household of Stephanas, as one of the few people baptized 

by Paul himself (1 Cor 1:14). For that reason,hewasprobablypartialtoPaul‘spositioninthedisputes

among the Corinthians. As a ruler of the synagogue (Gk ˒archisynagogos),Crispus‘rolewastoseethat



services were conducted in the proper order, to take care of the building, to cover the cost for its upkeep, 

and possibly to finance the construction of a new synagogue building (see Fee 1 Corinthians NICNT, 62–

63). Hence, he was probably a well-to-do person and highly respected by the Jewish community. His own 

conversion to Christianity probably led to the conversion not only of his household, but also to that of 

othersfromthesynagogue.AmongtheCorinthiansheknew,the―worshipperofGod‖TitiusJustus,who

lived next door to the synagogue, would have to be included.  

Also named as a ruler of presumably the same Corinthian synagogue is Sosthenes (Acts 18:17). While 

synagogues normally had just one such leader, some had two or more for a time (cf. Acts 13:15). Thus it 

is not certain whether Crispus was the colleague or predecessor of Sosthenes. A conclusion often drawn—

thatSosthenesbecamerulerbecauseofCrispus‘conversion—should be closely examined, for it cannot 

be assumed that at this early date a synagogue leader who became a Christian had to be replaced. 

Whatever the case, Paul felt it necessary to withdraw from that particular synagogue because of the 

opposition he faced (cf. Acts 18:6–7). It is probable that his converts, Crispus among them, followed suit 

by their own choice because of the animosity experienced.  

JOHN GILLMAN  

CRITICISM, BIBLICAL. See the BIBLICAL CRITICISM articles.  

CROCUS. See FLORA.  

CROW. See ZOOLOGY.  

CROWN. See JEWELRY.  

CRUCIFIXION. The act of nailing or binding a living victim or sometimes a dead person to a cross 

or stake (stauros or skolops) or a tree (xylon). Generally Herodotus uses the verb anaskolopizein of living 

persons and anastauroun of corpses. After him the verbs become synonyms,―tocrucify.‖Josephususes

only (ana)stauroun, Philo only anaskolopizein. The verb stauroun occurs frequently in the NT, which 

always employs stauros and never skolops for the cross of Christ (see TDNT 7:572–84).  

———  

A. Crucifixion among Non-Romans  

B. Crucifixion under the Romans  

C. Forms of Crucifixion  

D.Jesus‘Crucifixion 

E. Christian Interpretations of the Crucifixion  

———  

A. Crucifixion among Non-Romans  

In his History, Herodotus notes that the Persians practiced crucifixion as a form of execution (1.128.2; 

3.125.3; 3.132.2; 3.159.1). He reports that Darius (512–485 B.C.) had 3000 inhabitants of Babylon 

crucified. Other ancient sources, which are not necessarily reliable, speak of the use of crucifixion among 

the people of India (Diod. Sic. 2.18.1), the Assyrians (ibid. 2.1.10; Lucian Iupp. Trag. 16), the Scythians 

(Diod. Sic. 2.44.2; Tert. Adv. Marc. 1.1.3), the Taurians (Eur. IT 1429–30), and the Thracians (Diod. Sic. 

33.15.1; 34/35.12.1). Diodorus Siculus says that the Celts crucified criminals as a sacrifice to the gods 

(5.32.6). According to Tacitus, the Germans (Ann. 1.61.4; 4.72.3; Germ. 12.1) and the Britons (Ann. 

14.33.2) practiced crucifixion. Sallust (Iug. 14.15) and Julius Caesar (B Civ. 66) report that the Numidians 

used this form of execution. According to many sources (e.g., Polyb. 1.11.5; 24.6; 79.4–5; 86.4; Diod. 

Sic. 25.5.2; 10.2; 26.23.1; Livy 22.13.9; 28.37.2; 38.48.13), the Carthaginians employed crucifixion. The 

Romans may have taken over the practice from them.  

In the Greek-speaking world, criminals were at times fastened to a flat board (tympanum) for public 

display, torture, or execution. This form of punishment closely resembled crucifixion whenever the 

victims were nailed to the planks. According to Diodorus Siculus, Dionysius I of Syracuse captured and 

crucified some Greek mercenaries employed by the Carthaginians (14.53.4). Alexander the Great 

repeatedly resorted to crucifixion. On one occasion he had 2000 survivors from the siege of Tyre 

crucified.―Thentheangerofthekingofferedasadspectacletothevictors.Twothousandpersons,for



whosekillingthegeneralmadnesshadspentitself,hungfixedtocrossesoverahugestretchoftheshore‖

(Curtius Rufus Hist. Alex. 4.4.17).AfterAlexander‘sdeathGreeceitselfwitnessedmasscrucifixions.In

314 B.C. anadministratorofAlexander‘skingdomquashedarebellioninthecityofSicyon(nearCorinth)

and had thirty of its inhabitants crucified (Diod. Sic. 19.67.2). In 303 B.C., after their town fell to 

Demetrius Poliorcetes, the commander of Orchomenus (in Arcadia) and eighty of his men were crucified 

(ibid. 20.103.6). Under Antiochus IV in 267 B.C. Judea saw the crucifixion of men who remained faithful 

to the Jewish law (Joseph. Ant 12 §256). During the pre-Roman, Hellenistic period in the Greek-speaking 

East, crucifixion was practiced in the context of war or for acts of high treason. After Roman rule arrived, 

crucifixion was also used as a punishment for slaves and violent criminals. As Plutarch (ca. A.D. 46–120) 

remarks,―everycriminalcondemnedtodeathbearshiscrossonhisback‖(Mor. 554 A/B).  

Among Jews, crucifixion was occasionally practiced during the Hellenistic-Hasmonean period. The 

Sadducean high priest, Alexander Janneus (in office 103–76 B.C.), had 800 Pharisees crucified and 

ordered their wives and children to be slaughtered before their eyes as they hung dying (Joseph. Ant 13 

§380–83; JW 1 §97–98). According to Jewish law, the corpses of executed idolaters and blasphemers 

were hanged on a tree to show that they were accursed by God (Deut 21:22–23). In pre-Christian 

Palestine this text of Deuteronomy was applied to those who died by crucifixion, as the pesher of Nahum 

from Qumran Cave 4 shows. Another Qumran document (11QTemple 64:6–13) also connects 

Deuteronomy 21:23 with crucifixion, which was apparently an Essene punishment for some very serious 

crimes.  

B. Crucifixion under the Romans  

Cicero calls crucifixion the summum supplicium or most extreme form of punishment (Verr. 2.5.168). 

Josephus,whowitnessedmendyingbycrucifixionduringTitus‘siegeofJerusalem,callsit―themost

wretchedofdeaths‖(JW 7 §203). In order of increasing severity, the aggravated methods of execution 

were decollatio (decapitation), crematio (burning), and crucifixion. At times damnatio ad bestias 

(throwing victims to wild animals) took the place of decapitation, but one needed the animals and an 

arena to organize such a form of execution. Crucifixion was much easier to carry out and could also serve 

as a public spectacle. For example, at the time of Caligula (A.D. 37–41) under the prefect Flaccus some 

Jews were tortured and crucified in the amphitheatre of Alexandria to entertain the people (Philo Flacc 

72.84–85).  

Among the Persians and to some degree in Greece, as we have seen, crucifixion could be a punishment 

for grave crimes against the state. At times the Carthaginians crucified generals and admirals who had 

been defeated or had failed in other such ways. Very occasionally Roman citizens were crucified for high 

treason, desertion during wartime, and similar serious offenses. For instance, just before the outbreak of 

the Jewish War in A.D. 66, the Roman procurator Gessius Florus had some Jews who were Roman knights 

flogged and crucified in Jerusalem (Josephus JW 2 §308). But normally Roman citizens and, in particular, 

members of the upper class were safe from the possibility of crucifixion, no matter what their crimes. 

Death on the cross generally was limited to foreigners and people of the lower class, particularly slaves.  

In 63 B.C. Rabirius, a Roman nobleman and senator, was threatened with the penalty of crucifixion. In 

defendinghimCiceroarguedthattheverymentionofthe―cross‖andoftheexecutioner(whotiedthe

criminal‘s hands, veiled his head, and crucified him) was intolerable for a respectable Roman citizen.  

How grievous a thing it is to be disgraced by a public court; how grievous to suffer a fine, how grievous 

to suffer banishment; and yet in the midst of any such disaster we retain some degree of liberty. Even if 

we are threatened with death, we may die free men. But the executioner, the veiling of the head and the 

very word ―cross‖shouldbefarremovednotonlyfromthepersonofaRomancitizenbuthisthoughts, 

his eyes and his ears. For it is not only the actual occurrence of these things but the very mention of 

them, that is unworthy of a Roman citizen and a free man (Rab. Perd. 16; italics added).  

Thisspeechreflectedthehorrifieddisgustwhich―good‖Roman citizens felt for any of their own being 

subjectedto,oreventhreatenedwith,crucifixion.Forsuchpeople,crucifixionwas―thatmostcrueland

disgustingpenalty,‖(crudelissimum taeterrimumque supplicium; Cic. Verr. 2.5.165).  



The Romans used crucifixion to bring mutinous troops under control, to break the will of conquered 

peoples, and to wear down rebellious cities under siege. Dangerous and violent robbers could be 

crucified—often near or at the scene of their crimes. Quintilian (ca. 35–95 A.D.) approved of crucifixion 

as a penalty for such criminals, and thought that this form of execution had a better deterrent effect when 

thecrossesweresetupalongthebusiestroads.―Wheneverwecrucifytheguilty,themostcrowdedroads

are chosen, where the most people can see and be moved by this fear. For penalties relate not so much to 

retributionastotheirexemplaryeffect‖(Decl. 274). The Romans used crucifixion above all as the servile 

supplicium (―theslaves‘punishment‖),aterribleformofexecution typically inflicted on slaves, 

(servitutis extremum summumque supplicium; Cic. Verr. 2.5.169).  

Plautus (d. 184 B.C.), who happens to be the first writer to provide evidence about Roman crucifixions, 

has more to say about the theme than any other Latinauthor.Hewritesofthe―terriblecross‖ofslaves

(Poen. 347; see Capt. 469; Cas. 611; Men. 66, 859; Pers. 352; Rud. 518; Trin. 598), and reflects the grim 

gallowshumoroftheirsubculture.Fromhistimeon,thelowerclassesused―crux‖as a vulgar taunt. The 

much-quoted confession of Sceledrus in Miles Gloriosus (written about 205 B.C.) suggests that for a long 

timebeforePlautusslaveshadbeenfrequentlycrucified:―Iknowthecrosswillbemygrave:thatis

where my ancestors are, my father, grandfathers, great-grandfathers, great-great-grandfathers‖(372–73).  

Livy reports that twenty-five slaves made a conspiracy in Rome (in 217 B.C.) and were crucified 

(22.33.2). In 196 B.C. the leaders of a slave revolt in Etruria were crucified (Livy 33.36.3). Especially 

during the 2d century B.C., crucifixion was used to deter rebellions among the masses of slaves who lived 

in Rome or worked on the great estates elsewhere in Italy. According to Orosius (5.9.4), the first slave 

war in Sicily (139–132 B.C.) saw the crucifixion of 450 slaves. Appian (BCiv. 1.120) states that after the 

final defeat and death of Spartacus in 71 B.C., Crassus had more than 6000 slaves crucified along the Via 

Appia between Capua and Rome.  

Evenunder―ordinary‖conditions slaves had little legal protection. Juvenal describes the Roman matron 

whowantedaslavecrucifiedandoverrodeherhusband‘sobjectionswiththenotoriousresponse:Hoc 

volo, sic iubeo, sit pro ratione volantas (―Thisismywillandmycommand.Ifyouare looking for a 

reason,itissimplythatIwantit‖(Sat. 6.223). Horace may condemn a master who had his slave crucified 

for tasting the soup while bringing it from the kitchen (Sat. 1.3.80–83), but he can also toss off a cruel 

remarkaboutslaves―feedingcrowsonthecross‖(Ep. 1.16.46–48). At the time of Nero a decree of the 

Senate revived the custom of executing (often by crucifixion) all the slaves of a household if the master 

was killed (Tac. Ann. 13.32.1). A few years later this was done after the murder of a city prefect (ibid. 

14.42–45).AslavecalledMithridateswascrucifiedfor―havingdamnedthesoul‖ofCaligula(Petron.

Sat. 53.3). Slaves who questioned astrologers about the future of the emperor, of the state, or even that of 

their own masters faced crucifixion (Paulus Sent. 5.21.3–4). Suetonius says that Caligula (Calig. 12.2) 

and Domitian (Dom. 11.1) capriciously crucified imperial slaves and even freedmen. In his Histories 

Tacitus reports the crucifixion of several freedmen (2.72.2; 4.3.2; 4.11.3).  

Cicero (see above), Seneca (see below) and other Romans recognized that crucifixion was an 

atrociously cruel form of execution. Yet Varro (Sat. Men. Fr. 24) was practically alone in protesting 

against the barbarism of crucifixion. Most took it for granted that this frequent form of execution was 

needed to deter the lower classes from committing serious crimes. Although crucifixion was frequent in 

Roman times, cultured writers preferred to say little about it. Unlike Josephus, Tacitus does not mention 

the innumerable crucifixions in Palestine (Hist. 5.8–13).  

C. Forms of Crucifixion  

Generally the victims were crucified alive; at times it was a matter of displaying the corpse of someone 

already executed in another way. Polycrates of Samos exemplifies the latter case. He was treacherously 

seizedbythePersiansatrapOroites,killed―inanunspeakablycruelway,‖andhisbodyfastenedtoa

stake (Hdt. 3.125.3). Whether living or already dead, the victims suffered a degrading loss of all dignity 

by being bound or nailed to a stake. Herodotus offers a few details when reporting the way the satrap 

ArtaycteswascrucifiedbytheAtheniansattheHellespont:―Theynailedhimtoplanksandhunghim



there.AndtheystonedArtayctes‘sonbeforehiseyes‖ (9.120). Normally ancient writers were reluctant to 

describe particular crucifixions in much detail.  

Under the Roman Empire, crucifixion normally included a flogging beforehand. At times the cross was 

only one vertical stake. Frequently, however, there was a cross-piece attached either at the top to give the 

shapeofa―T‖(crux commissa) or just below the top, as in the form most familiar in Christian symbolism 

(crux immissa). The victims carried the cross or at least a transverse beam (patibulum) to the place of 

execution, where they were stripped and bound or nailed to the beam, raised up, and seated on a sedile or 

small wooden peg in the upright beam. Ropes bound the shoulders or torso to the cross. The feet or heels 

of the victims were bound or nailed to the upright stake. As crucifixion damaged no vital organs, death 

could come slowly, sometimes after several days of atrocious pain. See also IDBSup, 199–200.  

Executionerscouldvarytheformofpunishment,asSenecatheYoungerindicates:―Iseecrosses there, 

not just of one kind but made in many different ways: some have their victims with head down to the 

ground;someimpaletheirprivateparts;othersstretchouttheirarmsonthegibbet‖(Dial. 6 [Cons. 

Marc.] 20.3). In his account of what happened to Jewish fugitives from Jerusalem, Josephus also lets us 

see that there was no fixed pattern for crucifying people. Much depended on the sadistic ingenuity of the 

moment.  

When they [the fugitives] were going to be taken [by the Romans], they were forced to offer resistance, 

and when the fighting ended it seemed too late to sue for mercy. Scourged and subjected before death to 

every torture, they were finally crucified in view of the wall [of Jerusalem]. Titus indeed realized the 

horror of what was happening, for every day 500—sometimes even more—fell into his hands. 

However, it was not safe to let men captured by force go free, and to guard such a host of prisoners 

would tie up a great proportion of his troops. But his chief reason for not stopping the slaughter was the 

hope that the sight of it would perhaps induce the Jews to surrender in order to avoid the same fate. The 

soldiers themselves through rage and bitterness nailed up their victims in different postures as a grim 

joke, till owing to the vast numbers there was no room for the crosses and no crosses for the bodies (JW 

5 §449–51).  

Nero‘spersecutionoftheChristiansinRomeexemplifiedasimilarcapriciouscruelty:―Mockery of 

every sort was added to their deaths. Covered with the skins of wild beasts, they were torn to death by 

dogs.Ortheywerefastenedoncrossesand,whendaylightfaded,wereburnedtoserveaslampsbynight‖

(Tac. Ann. 15.44.4).  

In the course ofadebateonhappiness,Plato‘sGorgias indicates various kinds of torture that a 

condemned man might suffer before dying by crucifixion:  

If a man is caught in a criminal plot to make himself tyrant, and when caught is put to the rack and 

mutilated and has his eyes burnt out and after himself suffering and seeing his wife and children suffer 

many many other signal outrages of various kinds, is finally crucified or burned on a coat of pitch, will 

he be happier than if he escaped arrest, established himself as a tyrant and lived the rest of his life a 

sovereign in his state, doing what he pleased, an object of envy and felicitation among citizens and 

strangers alike? (473 bc).  

Different tortures that could precede crucifixion appear again when Plato describes the fate, not of a 

would-betyrant,butoftheperfectlyjustman:―Thejustmanwillhavetobescourged,racked,fettered,

blinded,andfinally,afterthemostextremesuffering,hewillbecrucified‖(Resp. 361e–362a).  

In Epistle 101 to Lucilius, Seneca argues that it is better to commit suicide than face such extreme and 

drawn-out suffering as death by crucifixion. To press his argument he describes what such a death was 

like:  

Can anyone be found who would prefer wasting away in pain dying limb by limb, or letting out his life 

drop by drop, rather than expiring once for all? Can any man be found willing to be fastened to the 

accursed tree, long sickly, already deformed, swelling with ugly weals on shoulders and chest, and 

drawing the breath of life amid long-drawn-out agony? He would have many excuses for dying even 

before mounting the cross.  

D. Jesus’ Crucifixion  



All four gospels record that Jesus foretold his own death. Matthew specifies that it would be by 

crucifixion (Matt 20:19; 26:2)andthatsomeofJesus‘followerswouldsufferthesamefate(Matt 23:34).  

Jesus‘crucifixionisrecountedinMatthew 27; Mark 15; Luke 23; and John 19; and is often referred to 

elsewhere in the NT (e.g., Acts 2:36, 4:10; 1 Cor 2:8; Gal 3:1; Rev 11:8). According to the Synoptics, 

SimonofCyrenewasforcedtocarryJesus‘cross.ThecrucifixiontookplaceatGolgothaor―Placeofa

skull.‖ItseemsthatJesuswasnailedtothecrossbyhishands(Luke 24:39; John 20:25) and feet (Luke 

24:39). Two robbers were crucified on either side of Jesus,whosecrosscarriedasignsaying―theKingof

theJews,‖indicatingthecrimeforwhichhewasbeingexecuted.Jesusrefusedthedruggedwineoffered

to deaden his pain. He was taunted by some of the passers-by, used the opening words of Psalm 22 to cry 

out―MyGod,myGod,whyhastthouforsakenme?‖anddiedaroundthreeintheafternoon—his death 

beinghastenedbytheseverescourginghehadpreviouslyundergone.WithPontiusPilate‘spermission,

Joseph ofArimatheatookJesus‘corpsedownfromthecrossandgaveithonorableburial. 

Beyonddoubt,devoutreflectiononJesus‘deathandthedesiretofindpropheticanticipationsofit

introduced some details into the passion narratives. Nevertheless, the version just given is a defensible 

historical account of his crucifixion.  

As we saw above, the Romans frequently employed the sadistically cruel and utterly shameful death by 

crucifixion to uphold civil authority and preserve law and order against troublesome criminals, slaves, and 

rebels. In Palestine crucifixion was a public reminder of Jewish servitude to a foreign power.  

HenceJesus‘crosswasasignofextreme―shame‖(Heb 12:2). Paul did not exaggerate when he called 

thecrucifiedChrist―astumblingblocktoJewsandfollytoGentiles‖(1 Cor 1:23; see 2:2; Gal 5:11). 

Nothing in the OT or in other Jewish sources suggests that the Messiah could suffer such a fate. On the 

contrary, a crucified person—so far from being chosen, anointed, and sent by God—was understood to be 

cursedbyGod(seeA.above).Thenonbelieversitseemed―sheerfolly‖(1 Cor 1:18) to proclaim the 

crucifiedJesusasGod‘sSon,universalLord,andcomingJudgeoftheworld.The extreme dishonor of his 

death by crucifixion counted against any such claims. A century after Paul, Justin Martyr (ca. 100–65) 

notedhowutterlyoffensiveitwastoacknowledgethedivinestatusofacrucifiedman:―Theysaythatour

madness consists in the fact that we put a crucified man in second place after the unchangeable and 

eternalGod,theCreatoroftheworld‖(1Apol. 13.4). In a liturgical rather than an apologetical setting, 

MelitoofSardis(diedca.190)alsorecognizedthestrange―scandal‖ of Christian faith in the crucified 

Jesus.  

He who hung the earth [in its place] hangs there, he who fixed the heavens is fixed there, he who made 

all things fast is made fast upon the tree, the Master has been insulted, God has been murdered, the King 

of Israel has been slain by an Israelite hand. O strange murder, strange crime! The Master has been 

treated in unseemly fashion, his body naked, and not even deemed worthy of a covering that [his 

nakedness] might not be seen. Therefore the lights [of heaven] turned away, and the day darkened, that 

it might hide him who was stripped upon the cross (Pass. 96–97).  

The utter disgrace of crucifixion encouraged Celsus to dismiss derisively the redemptive role of Jesus, 

whohadbeen―boundinthemostignominiousfashion‖and―executedinashamefulway‖(OrigenCels. 

6.10). Gnostic docetism eliminated the scandal of the death on the cross by alleging that the living, 

spiritual Christ remained untouched and laughed when his image was crucified (e.g., Apoc. Pet. 82.1–

83.15). Against such theorizing Ignatius of Antioch insisted that Christ did not merely appear to suffer but 

was―trulycrucified‖(Trall. 9.1).  

Nothing expresses more forcefully the paradoxical Christian claims about the crucified Jesus than the 

hymn in Philippians 2:6–11. Whether it existed as a pre-Pauline element or was added by Paul himself, 

thephrase―evendeathonacross‖(2:8) presents the extreme contrast between Christ‘sglory(2:9–11), on 

the one hand, and the shameful death when he was crucified like a slave (supplicium servile), on the other.  

E. Christian Interpretations of the Crucifixion  

Paul sees in the crucifixion the revelationofJesus‘obedience(Phil 2:8) and love (Gal 2:20). The 

crucifixiondisclosesGod‘spowerand wisdom (1 Cor 1:24; 2 Cor 13:4). It brings deliverance from sin 

(Col 2:14)and―thecurseoftheLaw‖(Gal 3:13); it effects reconciliation and peace (Col 1:20; Eph 2:16). 



BecomingJesus‘followermeansthecrucifixionofone‘sformer,sinfulself(Rom 6:6; Gal 2:20; 6:14). 

The Law has no more claim on those who have died with Christ (Gal 2:19). They renounce sin and leave 

behind the ungodly world (Gal 6;14). Paul is persecuted because in these terms he accepts and preaches 

the cross of Christ (Gal 6:12).  

To convey what discipleship metaphorically (and sometimes literally) entailed, the Synoptic Gospels 

spokeof―takingupone‘scross‖andfollowingJesus(Mark 8:34; Matt 10:38; 16:24; Luke 9:23; 14:27). 

―Takingupone‘scross‖mayhavebeenaprofaneand/orZealotexpressionwhichthenwasappliedto

Christian discipleship. For the Synoptics it meant saying no to oneself, accepting suffering, and even 

surrenderingone‘slifeforandwithJesus—inshort,beingacrossbearerallone‘slife. 
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GERALD G. O‘COLLINS  

CRUSE [Heb ṣappaḥat (ַצַפַחת)]. A translation for a Hebrew word which in several other passages is 

rendered―jar‖(1 Sam 26:11, 12, 16; 2 Kgs 19:6).As―jar,‖theHebrewtermclearlydesignatesawater

container and probably refers to the two-handled lentoid containers known as pilgrim flasks. Such 

containers are found archaeologically in Late Bronze through Iron II contexts (for illustrations, see 

Amiran 1969: 166–67, 276; pls. 51, 93–95; Photos 167, 168, 296–98). The biblical passages which use 

thetermfor―jar‖indicate its portability. The 1 Samuel verses suggest that it functioned as a canteen for 

soldiers. Travelers too would have carried water in canteens since the mouth of the flask was narrow and 

convenient for drinking and stoppering (Kelso 1948: 30).  

The pilgrim flask makes the most sense as the ceramic vessel meant by ṣappaḥat, since the root of that 

word in other Semitic languages apparently involves flattening or spreading out. The Arabic cognate, e.g., 

means―tomakewide,broad.‖However,theterm ṣappaḥat is also used to designate a different vessel, a 

container used for oil in the story of the oil jar of Elijah and the widow of Zarephath in 1 Kings 17. In that 

context, it refers to a small container, whichcontainedjustalittleoil.Ifthisbeso,―cruse‖designatesa

small cruet-size ceramic vessel meant for oil as opposed to the larger oil jar (˒āsûk; 2 Kgs 4:2), or to a 

large storage jar (nebel) that could hold oil but also grain or wine. Small juglets used to dip water or to 

hold oil or another commodity appear in archaeological contexts going back to the Early Bronze Age. 

EarlyintheIronIIperiod,thetimeofElijahandthewidow‘scruse,suchsmalljugletswere often black (a 

black burnished slip) and had rounded bodies, long narrow necks, and handles attached at the middle of 

the neck (Amiran 1969: 256, 258; pl. 86:12–13; 87:13).  

The biblical story of the oil cruse contributes to the characterization of Elijah as a prophetic figure with 

special powers from God. During a drought, Elijah asks a widow for food and drink. She protests that her 

suppliesaremeager(only―alittleoilinacruse,‖2 Kgs 17:12). Elijah then assures her that her supplies 

will not be used up until God ends the drought and her stores can be replenished; and indeed, the cruse of 

oil[didnot]fail‖(1 Kgs 17:16).  
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CAROL MEYERS  

CTESIAS. Fifth-century Greek physician in the Persian court who authored a history of Persia 

(Persika) in twenty-three books, a geographical treatise (Periodos) in three books, and a book about India 

(Indika).  

Scion of a medical family from Cnidus in Asia Minor, Ctesias sojourned for several years in the court of 

Artaxerxes II. His biography still admits a few obscurities. One of his users, Diodorus of Sicily, thus 

presents his source in the Historical Library: ―CtesiasofCniduslivedduringthetimeofCyrus‘



expedition against his brother Artaxerxes; he was taken prisoner, and as he had distinguished himself by 

hismedicalknowledge,hewasreceivedattheking‘scourt,wherehelivedseventeenyearsheapedwith

honors‖(2.32.4).Thedetailsherearenotclear,however.DiodorussuggeststhatCtesiaswasmadea

prisoner at the Battle of Cunaxa,possiblyin405,whileitisknownfromothersourcesthatCtesias‘

residenceinPersiaendedin398.ThatiswhyithasbeenfrequentlyproposedthatDiodorus‘textsshould

be corrected to read seven years instead of seventeen. But doubts continue because other sources seem to 

indicate that Ctesias was part of the royal entourage even before Cunaxa. Photius notes elsewhere that 

Ctesias attained his acme (40 years of age for the Greeks) at the time of Cyrus II (that is, between 408 and 

401 B.C.E.); Ctesias thus probably was born around 445.  

In the course of his service at the Persian court, he amassed materials for his works that he drafted after 

his return to Cnidus. Among his known works figures the Indika, a sort of ethnographic description of 

India, of the country and its inhabitants. (A somewhat fantastic ethnography, as notes the epitomizer 

Photius.) Two other of his works have unfortunately disappeared almost totally; not even the contents 

would be known if not for the scattered citations made by later authors to whom Athanaeus refers. One of 

these books gave an account of the stages and relays on the royal road between Ephesus, Bactria, and 

India. Even the title of the work shows that Ctesias had an administrative and geographical horizon 

greater than that of Herodotus, who limited the Royal Way to the itinerary between Sardis and Susa. It is 

not impossible that Ctesias could have used official sources on the subject.  

The other book—Phoroi—went into particulars of the produce levied by the royal administration to 

provision the Royal Table. It is an interesting testimony to the ideology of tribute in the Achaemenid 

empire. Ctesias possibly had access in this case as well to official registers preserved at the court.  

His most important work for the historian of ancient Persia was a history of the dynasties that succeeded 

from Ninos to Semiramis until Artaxerxes II. It is entitled Persika, but in reality the first 6 books, 

extensively cited by Diodorus, concern the history of Assyria. Only books 7 through 23 can be properly 

considered Persika in the strictest sense of the term. Of the 18 books that form this work, 6 of them were 

dedicated to the activity of the first Persian kings: Cyrus, Cambyses, the magi, Darius, and Xerxes (ca. 

550–465). Books 16–17 deal with the reign of Artaxerxes I (465–424). Books 18–20 deal with the reigns 

of Xerxes II, Sogdianos, and Darius II (424–405/4). Finally the last 3 books (20–23) were devoted to the 

first seven years (405/4–398)ofArtaxerxesII‘slongreign. 

Theuseofthisworkposesmanyproblemsforhistorians.Foremost,wedon‘thaveaccesstothetext

composedbyCtesias‘ownhand.Outsideofafewscatteredfragments,wehaveavailableonlyacopious

summary compiled by the Byzantine patriarch Photius in the 9th century C.E. It is not always easy to 

distinguish what belonged to the original work and what has been given prominence by the selection of 

the abridger. Nonetheless, it appears clear that Photius did not disturb the general structure of the work, 

which is organized according to a strict annalistic framework, from king to king. The relative importance 

accorded to each reign seems to derive from Ctesias himself.  

Since antiquity, the credibility of Ctesias‘informationhasbeendoubted.Plutarch,whoreliedonhim

heavily in preparing his Life of Artaxerxes, criticizes him several times; for, according to him, Ctesias 

―hadintroducedinhisworksincredibleandextravaganttales.‖PhotiustoostressesCtesias‘tendency

toward fabrication, in particular in his work on India. One can point out numerous errors in his accounts 

of the reigns of earlier kings, in particular in the narrative of the Median Wars; he even inverted the 

battles of Salamis and Platea!Theerrorsresultinpart,nodoubt,fromCtesias‘undisguiseddesireto

polemicize with Herodotus in order to better compete with him. But the comparison is most often to the 

advantage of the historian of Halicarnassus. For all that, the opposition between the two historians need 

not be maintained in a systematic fashion. Herodotus resorts to stories and fables too. For example, there 

is no reason to choose between the respective versions of Herodotus and Ctesias on the origins of Cyrus: 

both transmit one of the many versions of the legend of the dynast that circulated in their day. In short, to 

borrowA.Momigliano‘sexpression,thereisn‘tjustinventioninCtesias:heisaboveallmarkedbythe

tradition with which he familiarized himself during his days in the Achaemenid court.  



It is clear, in fact, that Ctesias did not simply use the works of his precursors. He also did original work. 

On which documents did he rely? Diodorus tells that Ctesias himself acknowledged using the royal 

annals; but such a claim seems hardly plausible, least of all for the Persika; it had above all the aim of 

conferring upon the work a pseudoscientific character. Moreover, Photius takes account of nothing but 

oraltestimony:―Ctesiaspretendstohaveseenwithhisowneyes most of the facts that he records and to 

haveheardthemfromthePersiansthemselveswhenhewasn‘tadirectwitness:itisfromthesesources

thathewouldhaveconstructedhishistory.‖Therecoursetooralsourcescanonlycastdoubt.Ctesias

explicitly indicates as much himself, in making reference to information given by the queen Parysatis, 

whose health he looked after. Everything also leads one to believe that the long tormented history of 

Megabyzus was elaborated from information given by representatives of the family: the narrative form 

given to the story of Megabyzus also contradicts the oral tradition recognizable in numerous passages of 

Persika.  

One can only note as well the central importance accorded to the actions and deeds of the kings, queens, 

and eunuchs. It has less to do with Persian history than with tales of struggles for succession and conflicts 

of factions within the court. But one should not ask of Ctesias what he never dreamed of offering. In all, 

his contribution is far from negligible. It can be shown, for example, that the account he gives of the 

troubled period begun by the assassination of Artaxerxes I and ended by the succession of Ochos-Darius 

II is in agreement with the conclusions that one can infer from the analysis of Babylonian tablets. In a 

more general way, he furnishes irreplaceable information on the royal family and on periods of 

succession.  

HistorianstodayhaveatendencytoaccordonlylittlevaluetoCtesias‘information.Itistruethat

comparison with Herodotus and Thucydides devaluates considerably his accounts of the Median Wars or 

of the struggle between the Athenians and the Persians in Egypt, to give only two examples. But one must 

remember that the objective of Ctesias was not to write a Persian history in the sense that we understand 

it. Living at the court, he writes chronologically ordered histories centering around kings and princesses, 

officers of the court, and nobles. Hence the importance given, for example, to Megabyzus; such a story 

allows one to show in a quasi-emblematic manner that the power of a noble, as powerful as he might be, 

depended exclusively on royal favor. It was also a story about a tragic destiny to which Ctesias knew he 

could attract impassioned readers. In the account of Megabyzus‘returnfromexile,Greekreaderscould

even find a plot close to a model that the return of Ulysses to Ithaca had made familiar to them.  

Historiographically, the greatest damage caused by Ctesias comes from the presentation that he give of 

political life at the Persian court, which he presents as dominated by palace intrigues led by queens and 

eunuchs who manipulated incapable and irresolute kings. The work is thus dominated by a series of 

feminine protagonists, in general not very sympathetic; this is particularly true of Parysatis, sister-spouse 

of Darius II, all of whose actions seem to be inspired by a desire for vengeance against the enemies of his 

dead son Cyrus and against the representatives of the family of Hydernes, including his own daughter-in-

law, the queen Stateira, whose horrible assassination at the hands of Parysatis Ctesias narrates in detail. In 

doing this, Ctesias conferred on the Persian princesses a political authority that they had never had. In 

addition, he was one of the creators ofthemythof―Persiandecadence,‖whichiswitnessedinparticular

by the feminization of the palaces. This myth was obligingly developed after his example by other authors 

like Plato, Xenophon, and Isocrates, and willingly taken up again in the modern age. This interpretation 

corresponds to a Hellenocentric vision of the history of the Near East, exacerbated by Greco-Persian 

conflicts of the 4th century.  
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PIERRE BRIANT  

TRANS. STEPHEN ROSOFF  

CUB (PLACE). See LIBYA.  

CUBIT. See WEIGHTS AND MEASURES.  

CUCUMBER. See FLORA.  

CUMMIN. See FLORA.  

CUN (PLACE) [Heb kûn (כּון)]. Town from which David took much bronze after his defeat of 

Hadadezer of the kingdom of Zobah in 1 Chr 18:8 (= 2 Sam 8:8). Instead of Cun, 2 Sam 8:8 mentions 

Berothai. Cun is, according to Albright (1934: 60), the Ku-nú found in a catalogue of Ramesses III. The 

mention in Roman sources of towns named Conna and Cunna intheNBeqa˓ValleyofLebanonator

nearRāsBaalbek(34°16´N;36°28´E)hasledmanyscholarstoequatethelatterwithCun.Dussaud

(1927: 271) accepts that Conna maybeRāsBaalbek,buthe argues that Cunna is identical with neither of 

these.IntensesurveyofRāsBaalbekin1972yieldedonlyafewsherdsoftheIronAgeorearlier(Müller

1976:93).RāsBaalbekshouldnotbeconfusedwithBaalbek(34°00´N;36°13´E)about20milestotheS. 

Josephus (Ant 7.105) renders the place in 1 Chr 18:8 as Machōni, indicating that the mem, which the MT 

regards as a preposition, may be part of the name. Accordingly, one should not overlook the Bronze and 

Iron Age site of Tell Maqna (34°05´N; 36°13´E), known also as Mighni in various sources (cf. Dussaud 

1927: 553), as a possible location of the place in 1 Chr 18:8.  
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HECTOR AVALOS  

CUNEIFORM. FromtheLatfor―wedge-shaped,‖thetermdescribeswritingsystemsinwhichsigns
were rapidly impressed with a reed stylus on a soft writing surface. The native terms for cuneiform 

writing, Sum GU-SUM = Akk miḫiltum/mihiṣtum/mihištum (Vanstiphout 1988), refer to the stroke of the 

stylus. The most suitable and ubiquitous writing material was clay; over 99 percent of all cuneiform 

documents are clay tablets (rarely other shapes, such as cones, prisms, barrels, or vessels) ranging in size 

from 2×2 cm to 30×30 cm. The only other suitable medium for accepting the stroke of the stylus was 

wax; wax-covered writing boards are attested from the 2d millennium (one was recently found in a 

Bronze Age shipwreck off the Turkish coast), and were extensively used in the 1st millennium (Parpola 

1983), from which, however, only one, plus some fragments of others, have survived (RLA 4: 458–9). For 

purposes of commemoration or identification, cuneiform signs could be chiseled into stone, engraved in 

metal, and painted or scratched on wood or ceramic. The cuneiform writing system was used from ca. 

3100 B.C. into the first century of this era, originally and finally in Babylonia, but at various times in Iran, 

Upper Mesopotamia, Anatolia, Armenia, Syria, Palestine, Cyprus, and Egypt.  

———  
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A. Origin and Development  



The widely publicized theories of D. Schmandt-Besserat (1986, 1988), building on the work of P. 

Amiet, call our attention to small clay tokens found at sites throughout the Near East from the 9th to 2d 

millennia, which she claims are the earliest form of human record-keeping. Certain tokens are even said to 

be the direct forerunners of specific cuneiform signs, but these identifications, except for certain 

numerical signs which may well go back to token shapes, remain highly speculative. However, Schmandt-

Besserat has been able to reconstruct a remarkable and convincing sequence that, beginning in the mid-

4th millennium, leads from a crude system of numerical notation to the first cuneiform documents.  

The sequence begins with hollow clay balls containing clay tokens of various shapes, which have been 

impressed on the balls before the balls were sealed. The number and shape of the tokens inside the ball 

matches the impressions on the outside, and one or more seals may have been rolled over the ball. The 

tokens record a transaction, and have been sealed in the ball to protect the integrity of the record, but have 

usually also been impressed on the outside for easy consultation. The seal impressions would prevent both 

tampering with the token impressions and the undetected opening of the clay ball. It was soon recognized 

that the seal impressions alone could, when necessary, secure the integrity of the impressed numerical 

data. The tokens were no longer necessary, and the clumsy ball could be flattened into a cushion-shaped 

tablet. Both tokens and impressions signified quantities, perhaps of specific commodities. Additional 

information pertaining to the object of the transaction or the individuals and organizations responsible for 

it were conveyed by the seals (Dittmann 1986). These clay balls and impressed tablets are known best 

from late 4th millennium Uruk and Susa, but they have also been found at various sites along an arc 

stretching from the great bend of the Euphrates to southeastern Iran, in assemblages that characterize the 

Uruk Expansion (Algaze 1989).  

The contrast between the clay balls and numerical tablets, and even the earliest inscribed tablets, is 

striking. They have numerical notation in common, but the inscribed tablets, in addition, have an array of 

complex signs that is vastly more capable of signifying people, organizations, operations, and 

commodities than any system of tokens or tokenlike impressions and fixed seal impressions. The 

elaboration of this writing system was effected by the extension of the substitution of stylus impression 

for token evidenced in the numerical tablets, to the use of the stylus to produce the kind of pictorial and 

symbolic representations heretofore best known from seals (Buccellati 1981).  

The earliest tablets appear at Uruk around 3100 B.C. (Nissen‘s Stage IV; see Nissen 1986a–b; Green and 

Nissen 1987). The bulk of the archaic tablets from Uruk follow immediately on these earliest tablets, and 

aresimilartoarchaictabletsfoundoutsideofUrukatJemdetNasr,Tell˓Uqair,andTellAsmar(Nissen‘s

Stage III). The presence of the earliest type at Uruk only seems to confirm Uruk as the point of origin for 

thewritingsystem,whichfitswellwithUruk‘spositionasthelargesturbancenter,byfar,inBabylonat

the end of the 4th millennium. The increasing economic and political complexity of urban society was the 

prime stimulus for the development and implementation of the information storage system represented by 

the tablets. Curiously, in its archaic stages, cuneiform writing never spread beyond Babylonia to the areas 

that had been so heavily influenced by Babylonia in previous periods (Algaze 1989), although Elam 

developed a different archaic writing system of its own, probably through stimulus diffusion from 

Babylonia (Vallat 1986).  

Each sign stood for a Sumerian word of one (the majority) to three syllables. Although most signs were 

originally pictograms, even if we cannot always determine exactly what a given sign depicts, there were 

abstract signs as well in the archaic repertoire. For example, in contrast to the cattle signs, which indeed 

look much like animal heads, the signs for sheep and for goats consist of various combinations of circle, 

cross, and rectangle, with cross-hatching on the interior or exterior to mark the adult females and female 

kid, and lozenges to mark the males (Green 1980). See Fig. CUN.01. Pictographs could have an iconic 

relationship to their signifieds, as GU
4
 ―ox,‖SAG ―head,‖orTI ―arrow‖,orcouldpointtotheminvarious

ways: KA ―mouth‖seemstobeaSAG ―head‖with added lines about nose level; DU, a foot-shaped sign is 

used for Sum DU ―togo‖andGUB ―tostand‖;AN,astar,standsforSumAN ―heaven‖andDINGIR ―god.‖

Signs could be combined to form a new sign, whose meaning would be indicated by the sum of its parts: 

SAG (―head‖)orKA (―mouth‖)+NINDA (―food,‖apictographofarationbowl?)=GU
7
 ―toeat‖(fig.1:5);



MINUS (pubictriangle=―woman‖)+KUR (schematicallydrawnmountains=―mountains,foreignland‖)=

GEME
2
 ―slavewoman‖(slaveswerefrequentlyforeign captives). As the system evolved, one (or more) of 

the combined signs might be inscribed within another, as in GU
7
, or the combined signs might be written 

side-by-side, as GEME
2
.  

This originally pictographic basis accounts for two characteristic features of cuneiform writing—

polyphony and homophony. On the one hand, a given sign may have two or more readings (e.g. /DU/ and 

/GUB/ for DU). On the other, there may be several signs that have the same reading (e.g. GU
4
 and GU

7
; the 

subscripted index number is the scholarly convention for distinguishing homophonic signs in 

transliteration). The latter phenomenon was exacerbated both because the Sumerian language had a large 

number of homophones (perhaps distinguished by tone), and because final consonants often drop in 

Sumerian in word final position (e.g., GU
4
 is /GUD/ when followed by a vocalic affix).  

The signs on the earliest archaic tablets (Stage IV) were drawn in the clay, a relatively slow and 

cumbersome procedure. By archaic Stage III, signs were beginning to be composed out of individually 

impressed strokes. Impression was both rapid and efficient, and imparted the characteristic wedge-shaped 

head to each stroke in a sign: the wedge was formed by the tip of the stylus, and the trailing line by the 

stylus‘ssharpenededge(Green1981:351–59). The replacement of drawing by impression quickly led to 

thesigns‘lossofpictorialness;withinafewcenturiesofwriting‘sinvention,mostsignsbearlittle,ifany,

resemblance to their pictographic antecedents. Other developments obvious from Fig. CUN.01 are the 

broadening of the wedge at the head of each stroke, the diminution in the number of strokes per sign, the 

restriction of the possible angles at which a given stroke could be made, and later in Assyria, the 

resolution of certain groups of angular wedges (Winkelhacken) into parallel horizontals (Labat 1988: 1–7). 

The absolute number of cuneiform signs also declined over time, but not as much as previously thought. 

A well-educated scribe in 3000 B.C. would know ca. 770 nonnumerical signs; 2300 years later, an 

Assyrian scholar could be familiar with as many as 600 signs. Although a certain number of signs fell out 

of use through obsolescence or coalescence with other signs, there was also, over time, a certain amount 

of differentiation of one sign into two, and the creation of new compounds.  

It is immediately apparent from Fig. CUN.01 that the proper orientation of the pictographs is 90 degrees 

to the right of the normal orientation of the signs in later periods. The motivation and the time of the shift 

in direction is disputed, but it certainly occurred on tablets by the last centuries of the 3d millennium. 

Monumental inscription on stone, in keeping with its more solemn and archaizing character, was written 

to be read in the original orientation well into the 2d millennium (RLA 5: 546–67, Powell 1981). In the 

following discussion, even archaic tablets will be describedasifheldinthelater,―normal‖orientation. 

Tablet format has an important semiotic as well as organizational role. The use of position, spacing, and 

horizontal and vertical rulings can convey information not made explicit by the signs alone, and can ease 

interpretation and help avoid or resolve ambiguities. Although some archaic tablets contain only a few 

signs deployed on an undifferentiated surface, most already enclose words or phrases in rectangular cases. 

On larger tablets, these cases can be arranged in vertical rows or columns, read from top to bottom, 

beginning at obverse left. The tablet was turned on its horizontal axis, and at least by 2500 B.C. but 

probably earlier, the columns on the reverse were read from right to left. An experiment in very complex 

columnar subdivisions was abandoned after archaic Stage III (Green 1981).  

Within each case, signs originally could be arranged haphazardly, but by ca. 2450 their arrangement, 

from left to right, corresponded to the order in which they were read. By ca. 2300, the boxlike cases began 

to evolve into the horizontal lines that are standard by the end of the 3d millennium. The scribes were 

afflicted with a horror vacui atline‘send,andspacedthesignsonagivenlinesothatthelastsignwould 

rest up against the right margin. Words were never broken at the end of a line; if a scribe reached the right 

margin before finishing a word or a phrase that he wanted to complete on one line, the line would be 

continued below, indented to the right.  

Whereas a pictographic system can adequately represent concrete objects and, as shown above, express 

certain abstract notions, a writing system in which every word was represented by a different sign would 

be quite unwieldy. Furthermore, a system with over 700 signs that could give no clue to their reading 



would be difficult to learn and use. And grammatical features necessary for complete linguistic 

representation cannot be expressed by a writing system whose individual signs represent lexemes only. 

The early emergence of rebus phoneticism solved these and other problems, and was essential to the 

successful development of the cuneiform system. On the lexical level, a sign TI (Fig. CUN.01), originally 

a picture of an arrow (Sum TI), could be used to write the nearly homonymous abstract verb TIL ―tolive.‖

As a phonetic indicator, the sign MA (a type of fruit) was combined with an animal head to indicate the 

final /m/ for the reading as Sum ALIM ―bison‖(GreenandNissen1987:174),orthesignENisinscribed

in GA
 2
 to create the sign for Sum MEN ―crown‖(GreenandNissen1987:245).Thisseparationof

phonetic from semantic content then made it possible to use, say, GA (Sum GA ―milk;‖pictogram

originally a milk jar) to write the Sum verbal prefix GA- ―letme,‖ or RA (Sum RA ―tostrike‖)towritethe

dative postposition (possibly incipient at archaic Uruk; see Green and Nissen 1987: 264).  

Another aid to distinguishing and reading the signs is the semantic classifier or determinative, a sign set 

before or after the sign that it classifies to indicate the semantic category to which the sign belongs. Thus 

GIŠ (Sum―tree,wood‖)issetbeforethesign(s)foratreeorwoodenobject,andKI (Sum―place‖)follows

a toponym. The use of such determinatives is already well attested in the archaic texts from Uruk (Green 

1981: 360).  

B. Linguistic, Geographic, and Generic Extension  

The possibility of using cuneiform signs to express phonetic syllables divorced from any semantic 

meaning, that is, as syllabograms rather than logograms, created the potential for using the cuneiform 

writing system to phonetically write languages other than the Sumerian language for which it was 

originally invented. The first non-Sumerian words to be written, were, no doubt, personal names and 

toponyms, people and places whose names were not Sumerian but had to be included in the records of the 

bureaucracies in Babylonia that utilized cuneiform. Some of these names were Semitic; Semitic-speaking 

peoples were in Babylonia from at least the early 3d millennium, and by 2500 B.C., 50 percent of the 

scribes known from Abu Salabikh (near Nippur) bore Semitic names, and another thirty Semitic names 

are known from the Fara tablets (Biggs 1988, Westenholz 1988). A few administrative and literary texts 

from Abu Salabikh seem to have been meant to be read in Semitic.  

The earliest significant corpora of connected texts written in Semitic are arrested from ca. 2400 B.C. at 

Mari, on the Euphrates near the present Syro-Iraqi border (Charpin 1987), and Ebla in northwestern Syria 

(see the bibliographies in Cagni 1987, Krebernik 1988). But although personal names and the Semitic 

words in the bilingual Sumero-Semitic word lists found there are written phonetically, connected Semitic 

texts rely heavily on Sumerograms, Sumerian logograms meant to be read as Semitic, supplemented by 

phonetically written Semitic prepositions and pronouns. The language of the Semitic texts and names 

from Syria and Babylonia ca. 2500–2400 B.C. seemstoform―anunbrokenlinguisticcontinuum, a cluster 

ofcloselyrelateddialects,despitethenumerouslocalpeculiarities‖(Westenholz1988:101).Itisclosely

related to, but not identical with, the Old Akkadian that emerges in Babylonia ca. 2350.  

The Semitic Old Akkadian texts known from the time of Sargon of Akkad and his successors in 

Babylonia (Gelb 1961), in contrast to the Presargonic Semitic texts, write most nouns and nearly all verbs 

phonetically. A paradigm for writing Akkadian was established that persisted in all subsequent periods: 

phonetic representation using a restricted corpus of monosyllabic signs, supplemented by a limited 

numberofSumerogramsrepresentingverycommonterms,suchas―king‖or―earth,‖legaland

administrative formulas, and technical terms. The major exception is the high frequency of logograms 

found in certain categories of Akkadian technical literature, especially in the 1st millennium, where the 

use and spatial deployment of the logograms makes the texts much easier to scan than they would be if 

written phonetically.  

Despite the large number of signs known by academic scribes in any given period or center of 

cuneiform literacy, the number of signs that a scribe needed to master for everyday purposes was 

relatively small. There are no studies of how many signs were normally employed by, say, a clerk writing 

in Sumerian under the 3d Dynasty of Ur (ca. 2100–2000 B.C.), but an OB or OA scribe writing Akkadian 

could function well with 100–150 signs, and manage to get by with even less (RLA 5: 561–62; Larsen 



1989: 132–33). Each period and region has its own particular syllabary, or selection of signs, and 

orthographic practices.  

By the middle of the 2d millennium B.C.,severalofMesopotamia‘sneighborshadadaptedtheAkkadian

syllabary together with Sumerian logograms to write their own languages. These include the Elamites in 

southwestern Iran; the Hurrians, spread in an arc stretching from the Zagros in the east to the Taurus and 

the Mediterranean in the west; and the Hittites, who controlled a large empire from their capital in central 

Anatolia. From the early 2d millennium, but especially between 1500–1200 B.C., cuneiform Akkadian 

was the lingua franca of the Near East and was used regularly in diplomatic communications between 

capitals and between rulers and their vassals. It was also the language of local law and administration in 

such non-Akkadian speaking milieux as Mari, Alalakh, Ugarit (alongside Ugaritic), and Emar.  

In the first millennium, Sumero-Akkadian cuneiform was used to write other languages only in Elam 

and Urartu. In Syria and Palestine, cuneiform, stylus, and clay tablets were replaced by the easier-to-learn 

alphabet, pen, and ink, and papyrus or leather, a process that was occurring in Mesopotamia as well. The 

change in writing system and medium was accompanied by a change in language, as Aramaic took over 

the role that Akkadian had played in the preceding millennium.  

The earliest cuneiform texts are the records of the bureaucratic organizations whose needs spawned the 

writing system, and the lexical lists necessary to educate the scribal bureaucrats who used the system. 

These early records have been aptly characterized as aide-mémoire (Bottéro 1987: 89–112); they listed 

quantities, commodities, individuals, and sometimes operations, but dependedontheuser‘sprior

knowledge of context and procedures to ascertain the relationships between those elements. It was only 

the systematic development of phonetic writing to express the grammatical elements of language that 

made written literature, letters, and commemorative inscriptions possible. This began ca. 2600, but the 

earliest literary texts (mainly from Abu Salabikh) are hardly intelligible unless a later version of the same 

composition exists, and many are written in a peculiar allographic orthography that is only partially 

deciphered (RLA 7: 36–37, Krebernik 1984: 267–86). Full or nearly full expression of grammatical 

elements, and long, complex narrative texts, begin ca. 2400. Technical and scientific topics (e.g., omens, 

ritual compendia, astronomy, mathematics, medicine, glassmaking, and grammar) first find written 

expression in the 2d millennium.  

Sumero-Akkadian cuneiform inspired two completely new and radically simplified writing systems 

utilizing configurations of wedges impressed on clay tablets. From the mid- to late 2d millennium, a 

cuneiform alphabet, known chiefly from Ugarit, was used to write Ugaritic and other Semitic languages in 

Syria and Palestine, and presupposes the existence of a linear alphabet (Dietrich and Loretz 1988). In the 

middle of the 1st millennium, the Achaemenid Persians developed a cuneiform syllabary of 36 signs and 

6 logograms for writing Old Persian, which they used for commemorative purposes only; their 

administrative records are in cuneiform Elamite or alphabetic Aramaic (RLA 5: 563–65).  

C. Decipherment  

Cuneiform first drew the attention of Europeans through artifacts and reports brought back by 17th and 

18th century visitors to the Near East, especially Persepolis, the ancient Persian capital. Copies of 

Achaemenid royal inscriptions on stone were circulated, and it was soon established by formal criteria 

that some were trilingual. One of the three languages was written in a much simpler writing system, 

which by the early 19th century was correctly assumed to be the Old Persian language of the 

Achaemenids. The first steps toward decipherment were taken by the Göttingen scholar Georg Friedrich 

Grotefend (1775–1853). Substantial progress could be made only when a sufficiently long inscription was 

found and copied. This was accomplished by the Englishman Henry Rawlinson (1810–1895), who copied 

the inscription of Darius I on the cliffside at Bisitun. In 1848 he published his decipherment of the Old 

Persian version, and by the mid-1850s the third language of the inscriptions, Akkadian, had been 

deciphered through the efforts of Rawlinson, the Irishman Edward Hincks (1792–1866), and the 

Frenchman Jules Oppert (1825–1905). This was possible only when it was realized that Akkadian was 

written both syllabically and logographically, and that syllabic Akkadian writing was both polyphonic and 

homophonic. Because Akkadian was revealed to be a member of the well-known Semitic language 



family, rapid progress in decipherment followed, in turn facilitating the decipherment of cuneiform texts 

in a variety of languages during the following decades (Friedrich 1957).  

The second language of the Achaemenid inscriptions, Elamite, is without any known relation and is still 

only imperfectly understood. Sumerian, whose existence was established only after study of the tablets 

excavated by the British at Nineveh, also has no known cognate languages, but its decipherment was 

aided by the large corpus of Sumero-Akkadian bilingual literary and lexical texts. Hurrian and Urartian, 

related to one another, are still far from completely understood, after a century and more of study. 

Cuneiform Hittite was deciphered in 1915—less than a decade after the first lot of tablets was 

excavated—by the Czech scholar Bedrich Hrozny (1879–1952). The decipherment of Ugaritic was even 

more rapid. Soon after the first tablets were discovered by French excavators in 1929, independent 

decipherments were offered by the French Scholars Charles Virolleaud (1879–1968) and Edouard 

Dhorme (1881–1966) and the German Theo Bauer (1896–1957). The first Eblaite tablets were published 

by the Italian scholar Giovanni Pettinato after their discovery in 1974, and work on them has been 

continued by him and other scholars (Friedrich 1957, Cagni 1987).  

D. Myth of Origin and Divine Patrons  

The invention of cuneiform is the subject of an episode in the Sumerian epic tale Enmerkar and the 

Lord of Aratta (Cohen 1973). Enmerkar, mythical ruler of the Sumerian city of Uruk, whose historical 

prototype would have ruled ca. 2700 B.C., demands submission and tribute from the ruler of the distant 

IraniancityofAratta,richinthenaturalresourcesthatSumerlacked.Enmerkar‘sdemandsare

communicated in a series of long messages delivered by a courier. When one message is too long for the 

couriertoremember,Enmerkarinvents―writingonclaytablets‖toassisthim.WhentherulerofAratta

wasgiventhetablethegrewangry,because,asH.Vanstiphouthasshown(1988:159),―thewordswere

[just]nails.‖ 

This native etiology of writing is implausible, since we know that the earliest use of writing was for 

information storage, and it was only after many centuries that it was used for long-distance 

communication (letters). Interesting, however, is that the ancients perceived the wedge shape of the 

cuneiformsignsasmodernsdo.Before―cuneiform‖becameastandardterm,―nailwriting,Nagelschrift‖

were sometimes used, and the equivalent still is in Dutch (spijkerschrift) and several other languages 

(RLA 5: 544).  

The Sumerian god of wisdom was Enki (Akk Ea), but writing proper was the domain of the goddess 

Nisaba, tutelary deity of scribes and the scribal academy. By the first millennium, this role had been 

transferredtothegodNabû,whoseemblemswerethescribe‘sstylusandtablet. 

E. Cuneiform in Palestine  

Although the Hebrew Bible seems not to have recognized cuneiform writing as a phenomenon worthy 

of particular mention, cuneiform was a fact of life in Palestine from at least the 18th century B.C. to the 

period of Assyrian domination in the 7th–6th centuries B.C. Biblical authors or redactors might have seen 

itusedbyAssyrianofficials,suchasthetwodamagedscribesonSennacherib‘sreliefcelebratingthe

capture of Lachish (Ussishkin 1982: 86–87), or would have surely come across some of the stelas erected 

by Assyrian kings to celebrate their victories.  

ItissurprisinghowlittlehasbeenfoundinPalestine:workingfromJucquois‘list(1966:32–36), for 

example, and adding more recent finds, we can estimate that there are between 85 and 100 tablets known 

to have originated in Palestine in the 2d millennium, but only 32 from that same period have actually been 

found there. A complete inventory of cuneiform artifacts found in Palestine can be found in Galling 

(1968: 13–14 and 61). Subsequent finds and bibliography are Rainey 1975, and Owen 1981 (Aphek); 

Shaffer1970andBecking1982(Gezer);HalloandTadmor1977(Hazor);AnbarandNa‘aman1986

(Hebron);Sigrist1982(Keisan);Böhl1974(Shechem);andGlock1971(Ta‘anach). 

At present, it cannot be determined if Ebla represented the extreme southwestern corner of the 

cuneiform world in the mid-3d millennium B.C., or if the prolific use of cuneiform known there extended 

southward as far as Palestine. The earliest cuneiform found in Palestine dates to the 18th to 16th centuries 

B.C., contemporary with the Mari archives and the later tablets from Alalakh level VII, which correlates 



well with evidence from Mari showing Hazor to be a participant in a vast network of diplomatic and 

commercial relations reaching as far east as Babylonia and Elam. Only four or five tablets and an 

inscribed liver model used for extispicy have been found from this period, at Gezer, Hazor, Hebron, and 

possibly Shechem, as well as some seals and a jug with a name scratched on its side in cuneiform. But 

certain of these materials—legal and scholarly texts—never occur as isolated artifacts, and we can safely 

assume that there were multiple centers in Palestine where cuneiform Akkadian was, as at Alalakh, the 

language of legal, administrative, and business documents.  

The same mix is found in much larger numbers for the first half of the 2d millennium B.C. Twenty-

seventabletsofthisperiodhavebeenfound,thebulkofwhicharefromAphek(8)andTa‘anach(13),

with others from Gezer, Hesi, Jericho, and Megiddo. To these must be added the letters of Palestinian 

vassals found in the Egyptian archive at Amarna. Again, we must imagine situations similar to Alalakh, 

Ugarit, or Emar. We know that at Ugarit the local language, written in a cuneiform alphabet, was used for 

many of the same purposes as Akkadian. A small number of alphabetic cuneiform tablets have been found 

in Palestine (Dietrich and Loretz 1988), and one wonders to what extent letters and documents were 

executed there in local languages, in either cuneiform or linear alphabetic writing.  

Cuneiform was not an element of the new cultural paradigm that emerged after the upheavals in the 

Levant at the end of the 2d millennium B.C. Its reappearance in Palestine coincided with Assyrian 

domination in the 8th–7th centuries B.C., exemplified by the stela fragments of Sargon II of Assyria found 

at Ashdod and Samaria. Four legal and administrative tablets were found at Gezer, Keisan, and Samaria, 

and at the last, an inscribed bulla with the Assyrian royal seal was excavated. Significantly, no school 

texts were found, suggesting that cuneiform was a device of the conquerors not much propagated on 

Palestinian soil.  
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JERROLD S. COOPER  

CURSE. A term associated with a substantial semantic range of concepts and vocabulary in the Bible. 

TheEnglishverb―tocurse‖rendersseveralHebrewwords(˒ārar, qālal, ˒ālâ, heḥĕr  m, nāqab, qābab, 

bārak [aeuphemism,lit.―bless‖]),andGreekverbs(kataraomai, anathematizō, katanathematizō, 

kataraomai, katalaleō). TheEnglishnoun―curse‖mayrenderanyoftheHebrewnouns˒alah ḥerem, 

me˒ērāh, and ta˒alah, as well as the Greek nouns katara, epikataratos, anathema, and katathema. We 

may summarize the predominant usage of the various verbs as follows: to curse is to predict, wish, pray 

for, or cause trouble or disaster on a person or thing. Correspondingly, the predominant noun usages may 

be summarized in the following manner: a curse is the expression of such a prediction, wish, prayer, or 

causation; or the result thereof; or, rarely, the object (person or thing) thereof.  

In the Mosaic Law, one means of divine enforcement of the covenant stipulations incumbent on Israel 

was the curse. Leviticus 26 and Deuteronomy 28–32 contain the sanctions portions of the covenant 

structure relative to their respective statements of the Law, and in these passages much is made of the 

many types of curses that will attend the Israelites if they abandon the covenant. Twenty-seven types of 

curses are found in these contexts, representing virtually all the miseries one could imagine occurring in 

the ancient world (Stuart Hosea-Jonah WBC, xxxi–xlii), but these may be summarized by six terms: 

defeat, disease, desolation, deprivation, deportation, and death. Such curses are warnings of what God will 

cause to happen to Israel if they sin. Thus, Jeremiah speaks of the curse that attends the Law (e.g., Jer 

11:3) as does Paul (Gal 3:13), with the ultimate curse being that of death, as Rom 6:23 implies. The close 

relationship betweencovenantandcurseledtoametonymicuseof―curse‖for―covenant‖inDeut 34:12 

and Zech 5:3.  

As the arbiter of values, God was free to curse those who offended him. Human beings did not have that 

prerogative. Cursing by people could have serious consequences for themselves depending on who or 

whatitwastheyhadcursed.Cursingone‘sparents(Exod 21:17; Lev 20:19), the handicapped (Lev 

19:14),aking(becauseheisGod‘sanointed;2 Samuel 16), or God (Lev 24:11–24) were all crimes or 

sins punishable by death. In such cases it was the object of the curse that made it wrong rather than the 

process; pronouncing harm on the innocent was forbidden; pronouncing harm on the evil was appropriate. 

Thus prophets could utter a curse sinfully (e.g., Balaam against Israel; Num 22:6–17) or righteously (e.g., 

Joshua on Jericho and Gibeon; Josh 6:26 and 9:23) depending on the object.  

It was assumed in ancient times that curses derived their power from the gods (1 Sam 17:43). Merely 

expressing negative wishes had little force. For the orthodox Israelites, whose God Yahweh was 

universally sovereign (Gen 12:8, 9; Exod 9:14; Ps 95:3; Amos 1–2), no curse could have effect without 



Yahweh‘ssuperintendence,includingthatofaforeignorfalse prophet (Num 23:8). Yahweh could turn a 

curse against its speaker (Gen 12:3; 27:29) or turn a curse into a blessing (Deut 23:5). In the latter sense 

heissaidbyPaultohavemadeChrist―acurseforus,‖i.e., a blessing via his taking the penalty of the 

Law‘scurseuponhimselfinhiscrucifixion(Gal 3:13).  

God‘swordishisdeed;itwasinconceivabletoorthodoxbelievers,whether Christian or Jew, that what 

God ordered or predicted would not come true either instantly or according to whatever timing he chose. 

His curses dominate nature (Gen 3:14, 17; Isa 24:6; Mark 11:21) and nations (Gen 9:25; Jer 24:9). They 

can affect the family (Prov 3:33) or the individual (Matt 25:41; Acts 5:1–11).  

When a divine curse has been announced as generally applicable (e.g., Deut 11:26,―I set before you this 

dayblessingandcurse…‖)violatorsofthewarningautomaticallybringuponthemselvesthemiseries

implied in the curse (Deut 28:15; Zech 5:1–4; 2 Chr 34:24). Indeed, whenever God so chooses, he may as 

a punishment bring the intended effect of a curse upon the very individual who uttered it against someone 

else (Gen 27:12, 13; Ps 109:17).  

Curses could accompany any sort of covenant, as part of the oaths made to bind all parties. Individuals 

who then broke such covenants would be subject to the curses they had agreed to in binding themselves to 

the covenant (Judg 21:18; Neh 10:29; cf. Matt 26:74; Acts 23:12). A ceremony related to the covenant of 

marriage could involve the uttering of curses as a part of the process of determining marital infidelity 

(Num 5:18–27).  

Individuals could compose their own curses against other individuals, desiring thereby to hurt them (Job 

31:30). They could, as well, give strength to a promise (Gen 34:41) or a legal testimony (1 Kgs 8:31) by 

an oath.  

Words involving the Hebrew root ḥrm aresometimestranslated―curse‖inthesenseofathingbanned

or made off-limits from society, thus bringing a curse upon the person who breaks the ban and makes 

contact with it. In so-called Holy War, the enemy and anything belonging to him was ḥerem, off-limits, 

and under penalty of death could not be taken as plunder by victorious Israelite soldiers (Josh 7:1, 12; 1 

Sam 15:23). The curse of Mal 4:6 uses the term ḥerem in reference to the fate of the land if the future 

Elijah is not heeded, implying that those who reject the word of God will suffer the same fate as did those 

who violated the ban in Holy War, i.e., death.  

Because cursing was intended to produce negative results, the notion of reversal of cursing in the NT 

conveysthesenseofthedawningofanewageofbehaviorandexpectations.Jesus‘teaching,―Blessthose

whocurseyou‖(Luke 6:28), called for a reversal on the part of his followers of millennia of tradition 

about personal response to cursing. Revelation 22:3 predictsthecessationof―thecurse,‖i.e.,theresults

of the Genesis fall (sin, disease, death).  
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DOUGLAS STUART  

CUSH (PERSON) [Heb kûš (כּוש)]. CUSHITE. Two persons in the OT bear this name.  

1. The son of Ham, and father of Seba, Havilah, Sabtah, Raamah, Sabteca, and NIMROD (Gen 10:6–8). 

This Cush is the eponymous ancestor of the Cushites, but also apparently of a Mesopotamian group, given 

the relationship to Nimrod in v 8. Thus, in addition to the Ethiopian Cush, Cush has been seen as the 



ancestor of the Kassites (Gk Cossaea), who ruled Babylon until the 12th century B.C. (Genesis 66, 72) or 

of the Kash, who conquered Babylon in the 18th century B.C. (Genesis 1–11 TBC, 119).  

2. Benjaminite mentioned in the superscription of Psalm 7 as the person whose activity gave occasion 

for the composition of the psalm. The LXX reads chousi (Heb kušî), which may indicate a relationship 

with 2 Samuel 18:21–32, where the messenger who brought to David word of the defeat and death of 

Absalom is called kušî eighttimes.Thisnamehasbeenunderstoodasagentilic,―theCushite,‖withno

Israelite tribal affiliation. Kyle McCarter, Jr. (2 Samuel AB, 402, 408) points out that, in the MT, the 

second of these eight occurrences of kušî does not employ the definite article (thus treating kušî as a 

proper name, Cushi), and that the LXX, Syr, Vg, and Tg. treat kušî in all eight occurrences, not as a 

gentilic, but as a personal name.Hisconclusionisthatitisnotimpossibletoidentifythe―Cush‖ofPsalm 

7 with―theCushite‖of2 Samuel 18.Againstthisview,the―Cush‖ofPsalm 7 has generally been 

understood as an enemy of David, e.g., Dalglish (IDB 1:751)describeshimasa―calumniousfoeof

David.‖ThisunderstandingofCushclearlydoesnotfittheCushiteof2 Samuel 18, who is no enemy of 

David,butonlyamessengertoDavidfromJoab.However,theideathatCushisDavid‘senemyisbased,

notonthesuperscriptionitself,butratheronthecontentofthepsalm.Thesuperscriptionreads,―A

Shiggaion of David, which he sang to the LORD concerning (Heb ˓al dibrê)CushaBenjaminite.‖Taken

in its plain sense, ˓al dibrê means―upon[becauseof]thewordsof…‖Sotranslated,Psalm 7 does not 

imply an antagonistic relationship ofCushtoDavid,butonlystatesthatCush‘swordsprovidedthe

impulse for the composition of the psalm.  

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  

CUSHAN (PLACE) [Heb kûšān (כּוָשן)]. In the description of a theophany in which Yahweh comes in 

wrath (Hab 3:3–15),twospecificplacesarepointedoutasbeingdistraught,―thetentsofCushan‖and

―thetentcurtainsofMidian‖(Hab 3:7). The tent dwellings indicate nomads, and such were the 

Midianites. They are associated with several areas to the S and E of Israel (Gen 37:28, 36; Num 10:29–30; 

22; 25). Since this mention of Cushan is unique in the Bible, evidence concerning its location is usually 

sought elsewhere.  

Cush in the OT often is associated with S Egypt and Ethiopia (Gen 10:6; 2 Kgs 19:9), but this appears 

to be too far S for the context in Habakkuk. Cush is also associated with a more northerly location in its 

association with the Gihon, one of the four rivers flowing from Eden (Gen 2:13). This seems to place it in 

theareaofMesopotamiaorNSyria.ThisisalsotheplaceoforiginofoneofIsrael‘soppressorsduring

the period of the judges, Cushan-rishathaim (Judg 3:8, 10), whose name includes the word under 

discussion. He comes from Aram-naharaim,―Aramofthetworivers,‖intheareaoftheUpperEuphrates

and Habur rivers (MBA, 4).  

Earlier in the 2d millennium B.C., Mesopotamia was controlled by the Kassites (Akk kaššu; Gadd CAH
3
 

2/1: 224–27; Drower CAH
3
 2/1: 437–44; Gadd CAH

3
 2/2: 34–44). They are referred to in the Amarna 

Letters from the 14th century B.C. as kaša/u. These people could also be those referred to as the kwšw 

―Cush,‖inanEgyptianexecrationtext(CazellesPOTT, 13). In inscriptions of Ramesses II and Ramesses 

III, reference is made to qsn-rm, ―Kusan-rom‖inNSyria(EdgertonandWilson1936:110;cf.ARI, 205, 

n. 49). The site is not identified, but it fits in the same area as the other pieces of evidence.  

The trouble with these identifications is that the Habakkuk reference to Cushan seems to place it to the 

S of Israel in the Sinai and Red Sea area based on the allusions to the Exodus events (3:3–15). Cushan 

could be either an alternative name for the Midianites, or a subgroup of them. They seem to have such 

names or subgroupings elsewhere as well (Gen 37:27, 28, 36; Judg 8:24; see Baker Nahum, Habakkuk 

and Zephaniah TOTC, 72). If the name is to be understood as indicating an ethnic group rather than a 

geographical location, it might be expected to occur in association with any number of locations which 

were within the scope of nomadic travel. Therefore locations in the Sinai and in N Syria are not mutually 

exclusive.  
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DAVID W. BAKER  

CUSHAN-RISHATHAIM (PERSON) [Heb kûšan riš˓ātayim (כּוַשן ִרְשָףַתִים)]. A name which 

appears in the OT only at Judg 3:7–11, telling how in the Judges period Yahweh sold the Israelites into 

the hand of Cushan-Rishathaim, king of Mesopotamia (Heb ˒ăram nahărā  m), from whom, after eight 

years‘ servitude,theyweredeliveredbyOthnielthesonofKenaz,Caleb‘syoungerbrother.Accordingto

Josh 15:16–19 and Judg 1:12–15, Caleb took Hebron for himself and Othniel captured Debir. Othniel thus 

belonged to S Judah. In view of this, and because it seems unlikely that this minor figure attacked and 

defeated a king from N Syria, many scholars have located Cushan (by minor emendation) in Edom, not 

Aram, excising nahărā  m as a gloss (Malamat 1954: 232). The name riš˓āta  m was explained in talmudic 

traditionasmeaning―ofdoublewickedness‖(Malamat1954:232).Marquart(1896:11),however,

explained it as rôš ˓āṯa  m, ―chiefof‗Athaim,‘ ‖anamehetookfromtheLXXversionoftheChronicler‘s

rendering (1 Chr 1:46)ofHadad‘scityAvith(Gen 36:35). Gray (Joshua, Judges and Ruth NCBC, 214–

15, 260–61), proposed rôš hattĕmān  , ―chiefoftheTemanites‖;comparetheassociation(Hab 3: 7) of the 

name―Cushan‖withthelandoftheMidianites. However, while it seems likely that Othniel was involved 

with some more local opponents than one from N Syria, these suggestions remain speculative, and even if 

the compiler of the collection of deliverance stories in Judges wrote Edom where Aram (-naharaim) now 

stands (Judg 3:8, 10), he may not have had any reliable information at hand. Further, the emendation from 

―Aram‖to―Edom‖remains doubtful; if the story was composed, as Mayes (IJH, 311) suggests, to give an 

exampleofGod‘ssavingactivitybywayofintroductiontoothersuchstoriesofdeliveranceinJudges

(and perhaps to provide a suitable deliverer for the tribe of Judah), then the author may have intended to 

write―Aram,‖not―Edom,‖inwhichcasewecandrawnothingofanysignificancefor12th–11th century 

B.C. Edom from the story. Accepting the reading  ram-nahărā  m, Malamat (1954: 231–42) proposes to 

identify Cushan-Rishathaim with a certain Arsu or Irsu, a Syrian ruler mentioned in Papyrus Harris 1/75: 

1–9 (ANET, 260), who, according to Malamat, seized the Egyptian throne in an anarchic period at the end 

of the 19th Dynasty, about 1200 B.C. The identification of Cushan with Irsu, however, seems highly 

speculative. E. Taübler (1947: 136–42)arguedthatthename―Cushan-Rishathaim‖derivesfromaliterary

attempt to associate the Midianite Cushan with Babylon (the home of wickedness) and so to bring Cushan 

into contempt. More prosaically, R. Boling (Judges AB, 81) suggests that the place name Aram-naharaim 

results from the mistaken redivision of an original ˒rmn hrym, ―fortressofthemountains‖;butwherewas

this? The identity of Cushan-Rishathaim and his connection, if any, with Edom remain totally obscure.  
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J. R. BARTLETT  

CUSHI (PERSON) [Heb kûš   (כּוִשי)].Thename―Cushi‖appearstobecognatewiththepersonal
name―Cush,‖theeponymoussonofHam(Gen 10:6–8; 1 Chr 1:8–10), and the unknown personage 

mentioned in the title of Psalm 7. It is also conceived to be a geographical or ethnological term in Isa 

11:11. The term kûšî is used not only as a proper name but also as a nomen gentilicium (2 Sam 18:21–23, 

31–32).Thefeminineform―Cushite‖(Hebkūš  t) appears twice in Num 12:1, which the Gk renders gunè 

tēs aithiópissēs.  

1. The great-grandfather of the princeling Jehudi. This courtier was dispatched to summon Baruch, the 

amanuensis of Jeremiah, to appear before the royal cabinet and to read the words of the scroll which 

Jeremiah had dictated and which Baruch had just read to the people (Jer 36:14). In the enjoinder the 

ancestry of Jehudi is traced back to the third generation, to Cushi, his great-grandfather, a fact which 

indicates both the aristocracy of his family lineage and the importance of the assigned mission.  

2. The father of Zephaniah, the Judean prophet. The genealogy of the prophet Zephaniah is traced back 

some four generations to Hezekiah, presumably, the king of Judah. This superscription is unique in the 



presentation of what appears to be a royal lineage of the prophet. The importance of Cushi can be 

measured from the above implications suggesting a place in the Judean aristocracy and a deeply 

committed religious personality. Unfortunately, beyond this, we know no further details of his life.  

EDWARD R. DALGLISH  

CUTH (PLACE) [Heb kût (כּות)]. Var. CUTHAH. A city in S Mesopotamia (2 Kgs 17:24). Inhabited 

continuously at least from the 3d to the 1st millennia B.C., this city is best known as the center for the cult 

associated with the realm of the dead and the chief deity of the Mesopotamian underworld, Nergal. The 

name―Cuthah‖(Hebkûtâ; Sum Gu-du-a, of unclear etymology) itself may be used in Akkadian as a 

name for the underworld. The modern Tell Ibrahim, 20 miles NE of Babylon, seems the most likely 

location for Cuthah, but since extensive excavations have not yet been undertaken, information about 

Cuthah comes primarily from written sources outside the city. (For further discussion, see Edzard and 

Gallery RLA 6: 384–7.)  

When Assyria subdued rebellions in both Israel and Babylonia in the 8th century B.C., the conquered 

populations of these two lands were resettled elsewhere in accord with Assyrian policy, the Cuthites being 

relocated 500 miles westward to the territory of subdued Israel and its former capital Samaria (2 Kgs 

17:24). Even after being settled in Israel, the former inhabitants of Cuthah continued to venerate their 

patron deity Nergal (2 Kgs 17:30), presumably maintaining the cult associated with the dead and the 

underworld with which he was associated. The Assyrian king who was responsible for the deportation of 

the Cuthites may have been Sargon II if the Babylonian rebellion is to be associated with that of the 

Merodach-baladan of 2 Kgs 20:12–19. The designation―Cutheans‖waslateremployedbyJewsinthe

first centuries A.D. as an insulting epithet to describe the Samaritans who lived in the region centering on 

Samaria (Josephus Ant 9.14.3; b. Qidd. 75–76; b. Ḥul. 5b–6a) where the exiles from Cuthah had been 

settled by the Assyrians.  

SAMUEL A. MEIER  

CUTHA (PERSON) [Gk Koutha (Κοτθα)]. A temple servant who was the progenitor of a family which 

returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 5:32). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have been 

compiled from Ezra and Nehemiah, this family does not appear among their lists of returning exiles (see 

Ezra 2:52; Neh 7:54). Omissions such as this also raise questions about 1 Esdras being used as a source 

by Ezra or Nehemiah. Furthermore, problems associated with dating events and identifying persons 

described in 1 Esdras have cast doubt on the historicity of the text.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

CYAMON (PLACE) [Gk Kyamōn (Κταμων)]. Site mentioned in the book of Judith whose exact 

location is unknown (Jdt 7:3). The verse places it in the vicinity of Esdraelon. It has been identified with 

modern Tell Qeimon (M.R. 160230), which is located near Geba, on the slopes of Mount Carmel, at the N 

endoftheplainofEsdraelon.Itispossiblethatthename―Cyamon‖isa corruption of the Hebrew name 

―Jokmeam‖(Hebyoqmŏ˓ām), which appears at 1 Kgs 4:12 as part of the boundary list for one of 

Solomon‘staxdistricts.JokmeamisalsoidentifiedwithmodernTellQeimon,sothehypothesis that 

Cyamon is a corruption of Jokmeam is plausible. Of course, given the genre of the book of Judith, it is 

possible that the name is fictitious.  

SIDNIE ANN WHITE  

CYCLONE. See PALESTINE, CLIMATE OF.  

CYMBALS. See the MUSIC AND MUSICAL INSTRUMENTS articles.  

CYNICS. Adherents of the Greek school of philosophers who held that virtue is the only good and that 

its essence lies in self-control and independence.  

———  

A. Historical Outline  

1. Early Cynicism  

2. Imperial Cynicism  



B. Name  

C. Appearance and Manner of Life  

D. Cynic Teachings  

E. Impact of Cynicism  

1. Cynicism and Greco-Roman Intellectual Life  

2. Cynicism and Early Christianity  

———  

A. Historical Outline  

1. Early Cynicism. Cynicism began in the 4th century B.C.E. withSocrates‘studentAntisthenes(ca.

446–366 B.C.E.) and thus is one of the Socratic schools of Greek philosophy. There soon followed 

Diogenes of Sinope (ca. 404–323 B.C.E.) and his student Crates of Thebes, who flourished during the 

113th Olympiad (i.e., 328–324 B.C.E.) (D.L., 6.87) and who died as late as 270 B.C.E. (Susemihl 1891: 

1.29–30).NoCynicsafterthemevereclipsedthesethreeastheschool‘schiefrepresentatives (Lucian, 

Fug. 20; Julian, Orat. 6.188B), even though Cynic teachings continued to attract adherents for a thousand 

years. A brief review of these adherents will draw attention to many of these lesser known Cynics and 

underscore the long history of this important, if not always appreciated, philosophical movement.  

Cynicism‘searlyrepresentatives—from Antisthenes on down to about 200 B.C.E.—are conveniently 

catalogued by Diogenes Laertius, whose sixth book of The Lives of the Eminent Philosophers is our 

principal source for early Cynicism (Mejer 1978: 1–59). The lives of these early Cynics vary greatly in 

length, but all tend to include some biographical data; anecdotes of their memorable sayings and actions; 

summaries, or at least samples, of their teachings; and lists of their writings. Not surprisingly, Diogenes 

Laertius reserves the most space for Antisthenes (6.1–19), Diogenes (6.20–81), and Crates (6.85–93, 98). 

HeemphasizesAntisthenes‘attachmenttoSocrates(6.2)andhisroleasfounderof Cynicism (2.47), a 

claim which some scholars doubt (Dudley 1937: 1–16) but without convincing others (Höistad 1948: 8–

13; Kusch RAC 3: 1063). Diogenes Laertius (6.85–86)illustratesCrates‘considerableliterarytalentwith

snippets of his poetry, such as the description of a Cynic island utopia called Pēra ―BeggingBag‖

(Stenzel PW 22: 1625–31, Dudley 1937: 42–53). But he reserves the most space for Diogenes and so 

clearly announces the importance of this follower of Antisthenes. This longer treatment is justified, as 

Diogenes became, as it were, the second founder of Cynicism, in that he, more than either Antisthenes or 

Crates, stamped the movement with his personality and continued to be the point of reference for Cynics 

of all kinds down through the centuries (Gerhard 1912; von Fritz 1926; Kusch RAC 3: 1063–67).  

Diogenes had many students. In addition to Crates (D.L., 6.85), he attracted Monimus of Syracuse (late 

4th century B.C.E., von Fritz PW 16/1: 126–27) and Onesicritus of Aegina or of Astypalaea (6.84), though 

more probably the latter (Brown 1949: 2–4). Diogenes Laertius treats both Monimus and Onesicritus very 

briefly, even though the latter in particular was of some significance. He knows (6.84) that Onesicritus 

wasbothastudentofDiogenesandanadmiralandhistorianonAlexander‘scampaignstoIndia(Brown

1949; cf. Strasburger PW 18/1: 460–67), but only Strabo (15.1.63–65)reportsOnesicritus‘meetingwith

Indian philosophers, which may have been the source of a radical asceticism in Cynicism (Höistad 1948: 

135–38; cf. Brown 1949: 38–53). And other followers of Diogenes are little more than names to Diogenes 

Laertius: Phocion (6.76), Menander, Hegesias, and Philiscus (6.84), though he seems to make Philiscus 

the son of Onesicritus (6.75–76) and knows that Satyrus attributed to him some tragedies of Diogenes 

(6.80; von Fritz PW 19/1: 656–63).  

Crates likewise had many students, the most famous of which is Zeno of Gitium (333–261 B.C.E.), who 

eventually left Crates and started the Stoic school (D.L., 7.2–3). Others include: Metrocles of Maroneia 

(6.94–95; von Fritz PW 15/2: 1483–84)andhissisterHipparchia,wholaterbecameCrates‘celebrated

and unconventional wife (6.96–98; von Arnim PW 16: 1662); Monimus, who, as already noted, had been 

a follower of Diogenes (6.82); and perhaps Bion of Borysthenes (ca. 335–245 B.C.E.; 4.51 and Kindstrand 

1976: 10–11). At this point, however, Diogenes becomes ambiguous. Scholars usually assign the next 

Cynics named by Diogenes—Theombrotus (Modrze PW 5A/2: 2033–34) and Cleomenes (von Arnim PW 

11/1: 712)—tothecircleofMetrocles,astheyarenamedimmediatelyafterthereportofMetrocles‘death



(6.95; Zeller 1922 2/1: 286; Helm PW 12: 4). But M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1986) argues plausibly that the 

material on Metrocles (6.94–95) is merely a digression in the longer treatment of Crates, so that the 

referenceto―students‖herestillrefersbacktoCrates.Ifso,thenthedatesofTheombrotusand

Cleomenes must be pushed back to the late 4th–early 3d century B.C.E. Their students—Demetrius of 

Alexandria (von Arnim PW 4/2: 2842), Timarchus of Alexandria (Nestle PW 6A/1: 1238), and Echecles 

of Ephesus (Natorp PW 10:1909; 6.95)—thus belong to the 3d century, though they are little more than 

names. More, however, is said about the last two Cynics named by Diogenes Laertius: Menippus of 

Gadara (6.95, 99–101, Helm PW 15/1: 888–93) and Menedemus (6.95, 102, von Fritz PW 15/1: 794–95).  

Diogenes Laertius has not catalogued all the early Cynics. For example, he omits such 3d-century 

figuresasTelesofMegara,whosediatribesarepartiallypreservedinStobaeus(O‘Neil1977),and

Leonidas of Tarentum, whose epigrams are preserved in the Greek Anthology (A.P. 6.293, 298, for fuller 

lists of early Cynics, see Zeller 1922: 2/1.281–87; Helm PW 12: 3–5). And he is often too brief about 

those Cynics he does include, as was seen above in the case of Onesicritus. Still, despite these 

shortcomings, the account in Diogenes Laertius is invaluable, and not only in bringing some 

chronological order to the various early Cynics. For he has also preserved important early materials—

fragments of New Comedy which record public perceptions of Cynics (6.83, 93) and summaries of 

Diogenes‘educationalandpolitical views (6.70–73; Höistad 1948: 37–47, 138–46).  

In fact, the value of a Diogenes Laertius becomes immediately apparent when trying to write the history 

of Cynicism after 200 B.C.E.,thepointatwhichDiogenes‘surveyends.Theevidenceissosparse that 

some scholars have claimed that Cynicism died out in the last two centuries B.C.E. (Zeller 1922: 2/1.287). 

While this claim is not justified (Dudley 1937: 117–24), the little evidence that remains is difficult to pin 

down. For example, some of the letters attributed to Diogenes belong, according to V. Emeljanow (1967: 

4–5), to these centuries (so epp. 1–29 [Malherbe 1977: 92–132]), and some Cynic materials on papyrus 

may belong to this general period too (Dudley 1937: 123). Only Meleager of Gadara (ca. 135–50 B.C.E.) 

stands out from this period (Garrison 1978: 71–93).  

2. Imperial Cynicism. With the beginning of the imperial period, however, the evidence for Cynicism 

begins to become more plentiful, though again there is no Diogenes Laertius to catalogue them (the fullest 

lists are in Zeller 1922: 3/1.793–804; Helm PW 12: 5–7). The reemergence of evidence has led some 

scholars to speak of a revival of Cynicism during the early Empire (Billerbeck 1982: 151–58). At the very 

least, Cynics begin to appear in the 1st century C.E. with some regularity. To be sure, the evidence is often 

very brief, sometimes little more than a name (so a Plenetiades in Plutarch, De def. orac, 413A) and 

sometimes not even that (so an unnamed Cynic in AP 11.158). The evidence is fuller, however, for those 

Cynics who got caught up in imperial politics—for example, an Isidorus under Nero (Suet. Ner. 39) and a 

Diogenes and Heras under Vespasian (Dio Cass. 66.15). But the fullest evidence for any 1st-century 

Cynic is that regarding Demetrius. He, too, played a role in politics which has continued to fascinate 

scholars (Dudley 1937: 125–42; Moles 1983). He was also a friend of the Stoic philosopher Seneca, 

whose letters and essays permit a detailed, if also Stoicized, portrait of Demetrius‘habitsandteachingsto

emerge (Billerbeck 1979; Kindstrand; cf. Billerbeck 1982: 158–68).  

The fullest documentation, however, awaits the scholar of 2d-century Cynicism. To be sure, many of the 

Cynics are again little more than names: Agathobulus of Alexandria, the teacher of Demonax (Lucian, 

Dem. 3) and of Peregrinus (Lucian, Peregr. 17, von Arnim PW 1: 745); Honoratus (Lucian, Dem. 19, von 

Arnim PW 16: 2276); Pancrates (Philostratus, VS 526); and Rhodius (Lucian, Tox. 27). Others, however, 

do emerge more clearly: Demetrius of Sunium (Lucian, Tox. 27–34; Jones 1986: 56), Theagenes of Patras 

(Lucian, Peregr. 3 et passim, Jones 1986: 131), and especially Oenomaus of Gadara (Dudley 1937: 162–

70). Particularly detailed portraits by Lucian of Samosata of the Cynics Demonax of Cyprus and 

Peregrinus Proteus are useful, even though the former portrait is largely made up of anecdotes (Lucian, 

Dem. 12–67; Jones 1986: 90–98) and the latter, the De morte Peregrini, is a vicious attack (von Fritz PW 

19/1: 656–63; Jones 1986: 117–32). Hence all the more important for a understanding of 2d-century 

Cynicism is the extensive evidence about Theodorus, nicknamed Cynulcus, in the Deipnosophistae of 

Athenaeus (1.1d et passim); scholars, however, have largely ignored him.  



Deserving mention, finally, are many Cynics, who, while not necessarily restricted to the 2d century, 

seem especially prominent during this period, due in large part to the preservation of many more 2d-

century sources. These are the false Cynics whom Lucian in particular attacked; he sometimes lashed out 

at individuals, such as Alcidamas (Symp. 12–14, 16, 19, 35, 44–47), but usually at groups (Fug. 12–21; 

Pisc. 44–45; Vit. auct. 7–11). And joining Lucian in the condemnation of these Cynics for their abusive, 

shameless, and greedy behavior which, it was thought, brought reproach on philosophy are Epictetus 

(Diss. 3.22.10–12), Alciphron (epp. 2.38; 3.19), and Dio Chrysostom (Orat. 32.9) (Malherbe 1970: 204–

16; Billerbeck 1978: 1–3, 56–59 et passim).  

After the 2d century, however, the evidence once again becomes less plentiful, although the emperor 

Julian is an exception. Writing in the 360s, Julian, like Lucian, is especially bent on attacking Cynics of 

his day, in particular a Heracleios whose mythmaking Julian found offensive (Orat. 7.204A–205A et 

passim). Others who were attacked include an Asclepiades, Serenianus, and Chytron (Orat. 7.224D); an 

Iphicles (Orat. 6.198A); and an unnamed Cynic who criticized Diogenes for eating a raw octopus solely 

for publicity (Orat. 6.180D et passim).  

A century later another Cynic, Maximus of Alexandria, emerges in the record, though in the context of 

his involvement in ecclesiastical affairs (Dudley 1937: 203–6). And still another century later there is the 

Cynic Sallustius, who, however, is apparently the last Cynic and who therefore brings an end to the Cynic 

millennium (Dudley 1937: 206–8).  

B. Name  

Some people, says Diogenes Laertius (6.13), derivethename―Cynic‖(Gkkynikos) from Kynosarges, 

the name of a gymnasium at Athens where Antisthenes lectured. But not only is this derivation 

linguistically unlikely, it is also historically suspect, in that Antisthenes is the only Cynic associated with 

this gymnasium and only in traditions claiming this derivation (Antisthenes, Frag. 136; see Caizzi 1966: 

63). What is more, the derivation seems artificial since it looks like an attempt to establish an architectural 

locus for the school on the analogy of other philosophical schools—Platonists with another Athenian 

gymnasium,theAcademy;Stoicswiththecity‘scolonnadeknownasthePaintedPorch(Gkstoa poikilē); 

andEpicureanswiththeirfounder‘shouseinAthens,knownastheGarden.  

A far more likely explanation—indeed, one that is clearly assumed in other passages of Diogenes 

Laertius and throughout Greco-Roman literature—derives―Cynic‖fromkyōn, theGreekwordfor―dog.‖

Hencetheterm―Cynic‖referstoa―doggishphilosopher‖(Gkkynikos philosophos). The specific 

connotation of the term, however, depends on the characteristics of dogs which were applied to these 

philosophers. Thus the connotation is positive if the point of the comparison were the desirable 

characteristics of dogs—their protecting and guarding (Dio, Orat. 9.3; Lucian, Fug. 16).  

But all too often it was the undesirable characteristics of dogs—their constant barking, scavenging, 

urinating, and mating in public—thatlaybehindtheuseofthename―Cynic‖(Lucian,Fug. 16; 

Athenaeus, Deipnos. 13.611b–d; ps.–Lucian, Cyn. 5; Julian, Orat. 6.182A). Thus a scholiast on 

Aristotle‘sCategories explainstheterm―Cynic‖bysayingthattheprimereasonforthisdesignationwas

thesephilosophers‘adiaphoria, their shocking disregard of the conventions of social behavior. Like dogs, 

the scholiast says, they do such things in public as eat and engage in sex, walk around barefoot, and sleep 

in large storage jars or at street corners (for the whole text, see Caizzi 1966: 121; cf. von Fritz 1926: 48–

49).  

And indeed such adiaphoria frequently characterizes Cynics in Greco-Roman literature. Lucian refers 

toPeregrinus‘masturbatinginpublicasademonstrationofhisadiaphoria (Peregr. 17; cf. Lucian, 

Hermot. 18).AlciphronillustratesPancrates‘adiaphoria by having him urinate and later mate with a flute 

girl during a symposium (ep. 3.19.9). And other examples of such shameless conduct are not hard to find 

(AP 11.153; Quintilian, Inst. 4.2.30; Lucian, Conv. 46).  

Justwhentheterm―Cynic‖arose, and precisely with this connotation, however, is difficult to 

determine.Theterm,though,isclearlyearly,asitappearsinafragmentofMenander‘sTwins with 

reference to Crates and in the context of the unconventional marriage to Hipparchia (D.L., 6.93). But the 

term may well be earlier, originating with Diogenes, if not with Antisthenes (pace D.L., 6.13). In any 



case, the term is especially associated with Diogenes. His practice of sleeping in a large storage jar (D.L., 

6.23) is clearly alluded to in thescholiast‘sremarksdiscussedabove,andmanyothertraditionsonly

confirm this association. Thus he is depicted as eating in public (D.L., 6.58; Gnom. Vat. 196; see 

Sternbach 1887–89: 79), as urinating and doing other bodily functions in public (D.L., 6.46, 56; Dio, 

Orat. 8.36; Julian, Orat. 202C), and as engaging in sex acts in public (D.L., 6.69; Dio, Orat. 6.17; ps.-

Diogenes, ep. 44; Malherbe 1977: 174; Julian, Orat. 6.200A). Put more generally and also more 

delicately, Diogenes Laertius says that Diogenes did the works of Demeter and Aphrodite in public (6.69, 

76).  

Inaddition,thetraditionhasDiogenestauntedwiththename―dog‖(D.L.,6.61;ps.-Diogenes, ep. 2; see 

Malherbe 1977: 92), or has him thrown bones (D.L., 6.46; Dio, Orat. 9.9). Diogenes can also turn these 

taunts around (Aelian, VH 14.33; Gnom. Vat. 194; see Sternbach 1887–89: 79), and he can even use the 

term to express his own self-understanding:―OncewhenAlexanderstoodoverhimandsaid,‗Iam

AlexandertheGreatKing,‘hesaid,‗AndIamDiogenestheDog‘ ‖(D.L.,6.60;Stobaeus,2.8.21).No

wonder then that the Corinthians adorned his grave with a dog carved in stone (D.L., 6.78; AP 7.64; 

Pausanias, 2.2.4).  

C. Appearance and Manner of Life  

Notonlydidthename―Cynic‖(and its associated shameless behavior) characterize Diogenes and his 

followers, but appearance and manner of life characterized them just as much. For example, the Cynic 

typicallyworethepoorman‘sthreadbarecloak(Gktribōn), carried a begging bag (Gk pēra) over his 

shoulder, and had a staff (Gk baktēria) in his hand. These items seem to have characterized Cynics from 

the beginning—perhaps Antisthenes himself (D.L., 6.13), probably Diogenes (6.22–23), but certainly his 

students Monimus and Crates, as the testimony for the last two comes from the near contemporary 

witness of New Comedy (D.L., 6.83, 93). And from then on this garb is commonplace: Metrocles (Teles, 

Frag. IV
A
;seeO‘Neil1977:42),Hipparchia(AP 7.413), Bion (D.L., 4.51), Sochares (AP 6.298), and 

Menippus (Lucian, D. Mort. 20.2). Likewise for the early empire—for example, Demetrius (Seneca, ep. 

62.3), Demonax (Lucian, Dem. 5), Alcidamas (Lucian, Conv. 19), and Peregrinus (Lucian, Peregr. 15). 

To be sure, there was some variation: Honoratus wore a bearskin (Lucian, Dem. 19), Cantharus a lionskin 

(Lucian, Fug. 33), and Menedemus dressed like an Erinys (D.L., 6.102). Nevertheless, the tribōn, pēra, 

and baktēria were so typical (AP 11.158; Lucian, Peregr. 37; Epictetus, Diss. 3.22.10, 50) that Julian 

called them the gnōrismata, the identifying tokens, as it were, of the Cynic philosopher (Orat. 6.200D; cf. 

ps.-Crates, ep. 33.2 [Malherbe 1977: 82], and Kindstrand 1976: 161–64).  

Of lesser import for, but still characteristic of, Cynic appearance were long hair (ps.-Crates, ep. 23 

[Malherbe 1977: 72]; Epictetus, Diss. 4.8.34; Julian, Orat. 6.201A) and beard (ps.-Socrates, ep. 9.3 

[Malherbe 1977: 246]; ps.-Lucian, Cyn. 1; AP 11.154). In addition, Cynics often went barefoot (Dio, 

Orat. 6.15; ps.-Socrates, ep. 13.2 [Malherbe 1977: 250]; AP 11.153) and frequently presented a rather 

filthy appearance (Lucian, Vit. auct. 7; ps.-Socrates, ep. 13.2 [Malherbe 1977: 252]; Epictetus, Diss. 

3.22.89; AP 11.156).  

ButjustascharacteristicastheCynics‘appearance was their manner of life, and however put, their life 

was hard. It meant, as Epictetus says, a life without a house, wife and children, or even a bed, an 

undershirt, or utensil (Diss. 4.8.31). It meant a life at the bare minimum, as illustrated by the anecdote told 

of Diogenes in which he, on seeing a boy drinking water with his cupped hands, threw away the cup in his 

pēra andsaid,―Aboyhasvanquishedmeinlivingsimply‖(D.L.,6.37).Itmeant,inshort,alifeof

constant hunger and thirst, of being cold, and of sleeping on the ground (ps.-Menippus, ep. 1 [Hercher 

1876: 400]; cf. Dio, Orat. 6.8; Lucian, Vit. auct. 9; ps.-Crates, ep. 18 [Malherbe 1977: 68]). And this 

regimen was even recommended for the babies and children of Cynic couples (ps.-Crates, ep. 33 

[Malherbe 1977: 82]).  

What little the Cynic really needed was readily at hand. Temples provided shelter (Plutarch, An vit. ad 

inf. suff. 499A), the furnace of a smith provided some heat (Teles, Frag. IV
A
;seeO‘Neil 1977: 42), the 

quietofashoemaker‘sshopaplacetositandread(Teles,Frag. IV
B
;seeO‘Neil1977:48).Moreover,

drinking water was available at springs or fountains (Athenaeus, Deipnos. 10.422c–d; ps.-Socrates, ep. 



9.2 [Malherbe 1977: 246]), and edible plants grew by the roadside (D.L., 2.68). Usually, though, Cynics 

got their daily bread from begging—a practice again especially associated with Diogenes (D.L., 6.6, 38, 

46, 49, 56, 59, 60, 62, 67) and popular, if not always welcomed, thereafter (D.L., 6.99; Epictetus, Diss. 

3.22.10; Dio, Orat. 32.9; Aulus Gellius, NA 9.2.1–11).  

To sum up: Half-naked, filthy, exposed to the elements, and living from day to day—no wonder 

Epictetus cautioned a would-be Cynic from taking up this manner of life (Diss. 3.22.1). Indeed, an 

epigram in the Greek Anthology dramatizes the outcome of such a life. The epigram describes the Cynic 

Sochares‘pennilesspēra and his few other possessions hanging from a bush, the spoils dedicated to the 

personified deity Hunger (AP 6.298).  

D. Cynic Teachings  

In his apology for Diogenes, the emperor Julian emphasizes the unity of Greek philosophy, in that all 

theschoolscanbeseenasattempts,say,tocarryouttheDelphicinjunction,―Knowthyself‖(Orat. 

6.182D–186A). Still, Julian admits that while Plato did his philosophy with words, Diogenes did his with 

actions (Orat. 6.189A).  

Julian‘sdistinctionisuseful.Ontheonehand,Cynicsoftendispensedwithmanyoftheintellectual

disciplines emphasized in the other schools (ps.-Crates, ep. 21 [Malherbe 1977: 70]). Both Antisthenes 

and Diogenes are claimed to have said that logic and physics, two of the traditional subjects of 

philosophy, were not necessary, but only the third, ethics (D.L., 6.103). What is more, the study of music, 

geometry, astronomy, and grammar is ridiculed, and some Cynics had no formal education at all (D.L., 

6.27, 73; Lucian, Fug. 12; Julian, Orat. 6.187D). In this way Cynicism was a shortcut to the happiness 

which philosophy offered (ps.-Crates, ep. 21 [Malherbe 1977: 70]).  

Ontheotherhand,theCynic‘smanneroflifeingeneralandCynicactionsinparticularwerethemselves

didactic.Thusthevarious―doggish‖actionsdiscussedaboveservedasillustrationsofDiogenes‘own

Delphicinjunctionto―alterthecurrency‖(D.L.,6.20–21, 71), to challenge all values and opinions, and to 

live instead according to nature (Kusch RAC 3: 1064). And the simple life also demonstrated, say, the 

Cynic‘sclaimthathewassuperiorevenoverFate(ps.-Diogenes, ep. 26 [Malherbe 1977: 118]; Stobaeus, 

2.8.21; D.L., 6.93).  

Andyet,Julian‘sdistinctionnotwithstanding,Cynicismwasmorethanactions;it,too,hadteachings.

And,notsurprisingly,someoftheteachingswereasshockingorunconventionalastheCynic‘s―doggish‖

actions. Thus Diogenes is held to have advocated having wives and sons in common and to have 

permitted stealing from temples and even eating human flesh (D.L., 6.72–73; Höistad 1948: 138–49).  

Still, Cynic teachings were usually not so shocking as they were sharply critical of misplaced values and 

humanfolly.Forexample:―Diogenesusedtosaythatthingsofgreatvalueweresoldfornexttonothing

and vice versa. At any rate, a statue is sold for three thousand drachmas, but a daily ration of barley for 

onlyacoupleofcoppercoins‖(D.L.,6.35).Or:―Diogenesobservedoneofhisstudentsassociatingwith

scoundrelsandsaid:‗Itisabsurdthatwhenwewishtosailweselectsailorswhoareoursuperiorsin

navigation, but when we decide to live uprightlywechoosejustanybodytoshareourlife‘ ‖(Gnom. Vat. 

197; see Sternbach 1887–89: 79).  

Other Cynic teachings are critical of cooks and feasting (D.L., 6.28, 86), of parasites and courtesans 

(6.85, 90), of prodigals (6.47), of the rich (6.24), and of tyrants (6.50), and herein lies the principal focus 

of Cynic teachings: its unrelenting attack on the dominant aristocratic ethos of Greco-Roman society, an 

ethos that so valued good birth, reputation, and wealth (D.L., 6.72, 104). But it was especially wealth 

which received censure, as it allowed the satisfaction of every desire and so produced enslavement and 

immorality (Stobaeus, 3.8.20; ps.-Diogenes, ep. 26.5–6[Malherbe1977:122];cf.Lucian‘sGallus and 

Cataplus, and Hock 1987: 467–52). Hence the Cynic‘swishthathisenemieshavewealthandalifeof

pleasure (Lucian, Gall. 30; D.L., 6.8), and conversely his praise of toil and poverty which produced a life 

of virtue—of freedom (eleutheria), self-sufficiency (autarkeia), and self-control (sōphrosyne) (Dio, Orat. 

7.66; D.L., 6.104; ps.-Socrates, ep. 12 [Malherbe 1977: 250]).  

E. Impact of Cynicism  



1. Cynicism and Greco-Roman Intellectual Life. In the course of a thousand years the Cynics, not 

surprisingly, had a widespread and, at times, profound impact on those around them. Their impact on 

other philosophical schools is well known, beginning with Stilpo and the Megarians (Dudley 1937: 95–

96). But their influence on Stoicism was especially significant. This influence is natural, as Zeno, the 

founder of Stoicism, was, as has been said, a student of Crates (D.L., 7.2–3). Cynic features are readily 

apparentinZeno‘ssimplelife(D.L.,7.16,27),inhisemphasisonlivingaccordingtonature(6.104),and

in his writings (7.4). Thereafter, however, influence varies, in that some Stoics took a Cynicizing direction 

(so Ariston of Chios according to Diogenes Laertius, 7.37, 160) and others deliberately moved away (so 

Panaetius of Rhodes according to Cicero, De fin. 3.20.68; cf. Dudley 1937: 96–102). In the early empire, 

though, Cynic influence is once again strong, as is clear in the cases of Attalus, Seneca, Musonius Rufus, 

and Epictetus (Billerbeck 1982: 156–72).  

The impact of Cynicism on Greco-Roman literature is also well known, and particularly influential were 

the satires of Menippus and the diatribes of Bion (Helm PW 12: 15–22). And even if some of the earlier 

claims of influence of, say, Menippus on Lucian were overstated (Helm 1906), more recent assessments 

still show clear influence (Hall 1981: 64–150). And the appearance of Cynic anecdotes, usually of 

Diogenes, in Greco-Roman literature is especially widespread (see the list in Kusch RAC 3: 1066). One 

reason for Cynics being so prevalent in literature is that writers were introduced to Cynics early on, during 

their school days. Anecdotes of Diogenes have shown up in educational texts preserved on papyri (Collart 

1926: 23–24), and the anecdote itself (Gk chreia) became a form for exercises in composition called 

progymnasmata and so was learned by all students who went beyond the literary stage of education 

(Bonner 1977: 250–76). And among the examples of the chreia themostpopularwasthisone:―Diogenes

the Cynic philosopher, on seeing a boy eating delicacies, struck the paedagogus with his baktēria‖

(Theon, Progymn 5 [Walz 1832 1: 205]). In fact, this chreia became a favorite topic for a student essay in 

whichDiogenesispresentedasamoral―watchdog‖(Gksōphronistēs) (Nicolaus, Progymn. 3 [Walz 1832 

1: 275–76];cf.HockandO‘Neil1986:313–22).  

2. Cynicism and Early Christianity. Scholars have long noted similarities between Cynic behavior or 

teaching and various early Christian texts. Kusch (RAC 3: 1067–68) provides a convenient summary of 

earlierscholarship‘s identification of such similarities, such as the Diogenes anecdote in which a child 

teaches the philosopher a lesson in simple living (D.L., 6.37) and the similar function of a child in the 

gospel tradition (Mark 9:33–37; 10:14–16). Still, many scholars, including Kusch himself (RAC 3: 1068), 

have been, and continue to be, reluctant to posit any direct influence of Cynicism on the NT Gospels 

(Schottroff and Stegemann 1978: 133–35).  

A. J. Malherbe, however, inaugurated a new era in the study of the relationship of Cynicism and early 

Christianity, although his focus has been on Paul, not on the Gospels. In numerous studies (esp. Malherbe 

1968; 1970; 1983) he has provided a careful and sophisticated analysis of Cynicism itself and of such 

Paulineimagesas―fightingwithbeasts‖(1 Cor 15:32)and―beinggentleasanurse‖(1 Thess 2:7), 

showing that Paul reflects precise and self-conscious knowledge of important debates going on among 

Cynics and that such debates are the contexts for understandingPaul‘simages.Andthatknowledge

extendstootheraspectsofPaul‘steachingandbehavior(Hock1980:37–42, 52–59).  

Scholars have also renewed the study of the gospel tradition from the perspective of Cynic conduct and 

teaching. Some scholars have focused on specific texts, arguing for Cynic influence on, say, the 

injunction for disciples to go barefoot in Luke 10:4 (Vaage 1986), or the teaching on wealth and poverty 

in the Parable of the Rich Man and Lazarus (Luke 16:19–31; see Hock 1987). But of special significance 

is the thesis of B. Mack (1988: 67–74, 179–92) that the earliest layers of the gospel tradition depict a 

Jesus whose themes and style of teaching as well as his social role of critic are closest to those of Cynics.  

After the NT period the influence of Cynicism becomes explicit, as Church Fathers frequently cite 

Cynic figures and teachings. Kusch (RAC 3: 1069–74) has collected many such references from a variety 

of Greek and Latin fathers. While Cynic adiaphoria, or shamelessness, comes in for frequent censure 

(RAC 3: 1072–73), it must also be stated that many fathers judged Cynics positively, with Clement of 



Alexandria and Gregory Nazianzus in particular making extensive use of the Diogenes traditions and of 

the Cynic philosopher as a pagan paradigm of virtue (RAC 3: 1069–72).  
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RONALD F. HOCK  

CYPRESS. See FLORA.  

CYPRIAN. Rome had brought with her in her colonization of North Africa a class structure where 

good education, property, and a say in government tended to remain the privilege of a select few. Cyprian 

of Carthage was a man of such property and education (Pontius Vit. Cyp. 2, 15), and his secular 

acquaintances included men who belonged to the local governing circles; they came from families of 

curial, equestrian, and senatorial station (Pontius Vit. Cyp. 14).Cyprian‘strialandmartyr‘sdeath

followed, accordingly, the course proper for an honestior, a man of the upper classes (house arrest, despite 

the extreme gravity of the charge, and execution by the sword as the method of death); and his style at the 

very end—twenty-five gold coins (aurei) to be presented to his executioner (Acta procons. Cypriani 

5.4)—continued to be in the manner of handsome public benefaction and patronage traditional in (and 



expected of) such a level of society. Cyprian was a man with a sense of his position, conscious of his role 

as a persona insignis, a figure of prominence (cf. [Cyp.] ep. 8.1.1, written by Roman clergy).  

The family of the man is, however, otherwise unknown and his nomenclature (Caecilius Cyprianus qui 

et Thascius: ep. 66 incipit, ep. 66.4.1, Acta procons. Cypriani 3.3) remains of the obscurest. But the sort 

of property he possessed in Carthage—it included well-known horti or suburban estates (ep. 81.1.1, Acta 

procons. Cypriani 2.1) suggests strongly that he was from a local, established family of some wealth and 

had inherited the property.  

When we meet Cyprian in the 240s, he is living on this estate in Carthage, he has won for himself 

(according to later, but not uninformed, sources: Hieron. vir. ill. 67, 53) reputation and renown as a rhetor 

in a society which prized highly oratorical skills and achievement—and Carthage was the center for 

rhetorically passionate Africa. Late in that decade he is to appear, even though a very recent convert to 

Christianity, as a man of an authority and stature appropriate for replacing the recently deceased bishop 

Donatus; the Christian laity urged his candidature with enthusiastic, and successful, acclaim (Pontius Vit. 

Cyp. 5). That suggests a man of some maturity—possibly, to hazard a guess, he was at the time at least 

into his forties—used to holding a prominent place in his society. Certainly, later as bishop, he gives the 

appearance of dealing with his laity, his plebs as he calls them (clients who had supported his candidacy 

as bishop) with much greater ease and assurance as their episcopal patron than he does with his more 

immediate clerical colleagues.  

WhatinformationofanyreliabilitywehavepointstoCyprian‘ssecularlifeasrhetor being spent not so 

much in legal activities in court as an advocatus (though some sections in the Ad Donatum [on which see 

below] could suggest this) as in training hopeful devotees in the highly elaborate and stylized art of the 

public declamation of the time. At all events Cyprian was well equipped for his later episcopal role as 

preacher and homilist.  

Cyprian had not married, and his biographer suggests—no doubt idealistically but perhaps also not 

without some truth—that there was in him a scholarly dedication to the pursuit of higher learning and 

accomplishments (Pontius Vit. Cyp. 2). Hindsight furthermore suggests that he shared with many of his 

pagan contemporaries an earnest moral mindedness, espousing exacting and sometimes rigorously 

unyielding, even puritanical, high principles of behavior and manner. A strong sense of sin, of virtuous 

living, of moral imperatives, as well as an intense awareness in the reality of a spiritual world, were not 

notions exclusive to the adherents of Christianity, nor were they confined only to the more thoughtful and 

philosophic among the pagan members of this society.  

By about the middle of the 240s, Cyprian, possessed of such a background, had become attracted to 

Christianity under the influence and friendship of an aging Carthaginian presbyter Caecilianus (Pontius 

Vit. Cyp. 4; Hieron. vir. ill. 67 [garbled]). Conversion, baptism, renunciation of his worldly estate, and 

advancement to clerical office, which involved withdrawal from his secular profession (cf. ep. 1), 

followed in swift succession, until by about Easter 249, and probably earlier, he had been installed as 

bishop of Carthage (see ep. 59.6.1 and ep. 29.1.2 for the dating). Some older clerics had openly opposed 

the appointment of this novice Christian and despite a public refus de pouvoir and gestures of generosity 

from the eventual victor toward the defeated, the animosity engendered by this opposition continued to 

rankle (Pontius Vit. Cyp. 5). It sounds as if Cyprian was an unusually well-placed and educated convert 

for this church; he was too competent and prominent a figure to pass by in filling the vacant cathedra of 

Carthage.IndeedsomeoftheclericalresentmenttoCyprian‘sunusuallyrapidpromotionmaywellhave

been roused precisely because of his superior class, education, and manner. To judge from the little 

evidence we have (e.g., ep. 24 [Caldonius]), Cyprian may well have found for company relatively few 

Christian clerics in Africa who could match his accomplishments. Our closest contemporary social picture 

is of the Christians in the literary dialogue of Minucius Felix, the Octavius, which Cyprian appears to 

have read; in every probability the protagonists came from African Cirta or thereabouts—but they are of 

the laity and two of the three are depicted as domiciled in Rome (Min. Fel. Oct. 2). In the absence of 

satisfactorily controlling evidence, it is easy to form an exaggerated perception of the social and cultural 

isolation which Cyprian may have needed to face in becoming a Christian; but it would be fair to assert 



that disagreement with his clergy over other issues could readily be sharpened if there were social 

differences. In an irretrievably class-conscious society it was not possible to overlook such class 

distinctions.  

Butontheotherside,someofthepopularenthusiasmforCyprian‘spromotionmayhavebeennot just 

for his eloquent tongue in public oratory and his qualifications for church administration and leadership. 

This was a man of demonstrable dedication. The gesture of wishing to sell all his worldly goods for the 

benefit of the Christian poor (so Pontius Vit. Cyp. 2, 15) may indeed be in the tradition of the munificent 

nobility (as of the gospel precepts), but it was nevertheless a personal act of humane charity as well as of 

total commitment: Cyprian would be selling his secular social status along with his patrimony. For a 

remarkable feature about Cyprian is how fully a churchman he became in response to his new episcopal 

role, finding his total career (so far as we know) inside the church, with his talents and energies fully 

absorbed in the duties of clerical office and ecclesiastical activities. Though others had lived such a life 

beforehim,Cyprian‘slettersallowustoseethisnewtypeofchurchmanclearlydelineatedforthefirst

time in early church history.  

Along with that absorption in church affairs came, it would appear, a corresponding cultural and 

intellectual absorption; Cyprian was prepared to sell not only his patrimony but much of his cultural 

birthright as well. All the quotations, allusions, and verbal reminiscences of classical letters, the poets and 

writers of the past, which richly embellished the compositions of an accomplished rhetorician of the day 

areastonishinglyabsentfromhischurchman‘sprose,andeventhetraditionalclassicalexempla, the 

rhetorical stock-in-trade for illustration and elaboration on a theme, are severely limited. This can only be 

the result of conscious rejection and restriction. Instead, Virgil and Ovid, Cicero and Sallust are replaced 

bythe―sacredletters‖towhichhedevotedstudyevenasacatechumen (Pontius Vit. Cyp. 2). Despite the 

inelegance of quoting verbatim, and often, texts from a Latin version of the Bible which was painfully 

disharmonious with his own style, Cyprian consistently treats his biblical text with meticulous and 

exacting reverence; he avoids, by and large, any rewriting of his citation to suit his own paragraph, and 

even the oblique biblical reference or allusive phrase is relatively rare for one so steeped in the lectio 

divina. In the face of stylistic disadvantages his conscious choice is the direct biblical quotation, normally 

prefaced by some introductory formula. He has joined a church with a tradition of deep respect for the 

hallowednessofthesacredword,―theholyandadorablewordsoftheScriptures,‖asoneofhis

contemporary African bishops describes his Bible (Sent. Episc. LXXXVII. 31). Cyprian has joined a 

church of The Book.  

Religious conversion into this church for a man of such dedicated temperament seems to have entailed a 

kind of linguistic conversion as well. By contrast with other African writers with similar rhetorical 

backgrounds, say a Minucius Felix a little earlier or an Arnobius or a Lactantius somewhat later, Cyprian 

is unusually lavish in the range and variety of words with a Christian formation or connotation which he 

liberally makes his own, not only the almost inevitable technical terms but sometimes ugly Christian 

neologisms and specialized usages that had been engendered in this close-knit and somewhat beleaguered 

and separate community. So closely and so wholeheartedly has he identified himself with his new society, 

and put his literary talents to its service.  

Before the year 250 had begun, he had already turned his vigorous pen to the composition of the 

apologetic essay, the Ad Donatum, a rhetorically overblown essay on the marvelous effects of divine 

grace on his own conversion and regeneration in baptism. Quite probably within the last twelve months he 

had composed the tractate De habitu virginum (On the Dress of Virgins), warning those who have 

dedicated their virginity to Christ of the perils which beset them from the pagan world with all its vanities 

and vices. And he had been responsible for the compilation of the three books of biblical testimonia, the 

Ad Quirinum, the first book acting as an apology against the Jews, the second as a compendium of 

christology, and the third (composed later than the first two) as a guide to the Christian duties and virtues.  

When in late 249 (or very early 250) the emperor Decius issued orders that all the inhabitants of the 

empire should make sacrifice to the gods, Cyprian promptly made himself scarce. This action (interpreted 

by a number as cowardly) was to occasion much, and enduring, criticism (e.g., ep. 8, ep. 20, ep. 66, Pont. 



Vit. Cyp. 7–8), but it was also to occasion Cyprian to correspond from his place of hiding with members 

of his congregation (clergy, confessors, and laity) as well as with Rome during his sojourn away from 

Carthage (lasting over twelve months, ep. 43.4.1). Hence we have the rich collection of letters numbering 

from ep. 5 to ep. 43, nearly half the corpus of correspondence that survives.  

In the aftermath of this persecution, his church—as were others—was beset by dispute and schism. 

Dispute arose everywhere over the treatment appropriate to those who had apostatized during the 

persecution (perhaps the majority of the Carthaginian flock, ep. 14.1.1): the treatise De lapsis (On the 

Fallen) expatiates on this penitential dispute and strives hard to find an acceptable pastoral solution to the 

sin of idolatry, traditionally regarded as irremissible. Schism arose when parties who advocated a more 

lax discipline, or those who advocated a more severely purist discipline in penitential matters 

(Novatianists), split off into schismatic churches: by the year 252 Cyprian had two rival bishops of these 

two different persuasions in Carthage (ep. 59.9.1–3). The influential treatise (or to be more accurate the 

first version of it) De ecclesiae catholicae unitate (On the Unity of the Catholic Church) was penned 

against this background of disunity and disharmony as was probably also the De dominica oratione (On 

the Lord‘s Prayer). By this appears the context for three further tractates, Ad Demetrianum (defending 

Christians against the charge of being responsible for natural calamities like plague, famine, and drought), 

the De mortalitate (On Mortality), and De opere et eleemosynis (On Good Works and Almsgiving).  

But the turbulence was to continue. Further, and intense, dissensions over the status of schismatic 

churches (centered on the validity of Novatianic baptism) were promptly to follow both within the North 

African communities themselves and then with churches elsewhere (especially with Rome). Cyprian 

adhered staunchly to an inherited view of the church as an enclosed garden outside of which flowed no 

source of salvation: the strongly contested issue occasioned a spate of pamphleteering (one sample 

survives in the anonymous De rebaptismate [On Rebaptism]) and in Africa at least a series of conciliar 

meetings and a flurry of letters (the bulky section of the surviving correspondence from ep. 69 to ep. 75 is 

all concerned with this matter). The tracts De bono patientiae (On the Virtue of Patience) and most 

probably De zelo et livore (On Jealousy and Envy) as well as a revised version of De ecclesiae catholicae 

unitate (less favorable to the status of Rome) are products of this period. Relations between Rome and 

many churches elsewhere in the East as well as in Africa had reached the point of breakdown over this 

issue (ep. 75.25.1) when persecution broke out anew under Valerian. Cyprian was relegated to nearby 

Curubis in August 257 (there perhaps composing the Ad Fortunatum, a compendium of scriptural texts on 

persecution and martyrdom), and when the persecution was intensified in the summer of 258 (ep. 80), he 

wasrecalledtoCarthage,tried,andwenttohismartyr‘sdeathonSeptember14,258. 

WearefortunateinhavingnotonlyadozenpamphletsfromCyprian‘sownpen,butabodyofsome82

letters (including 16 by his correspondents and 6 which are synodal or collective) as well as a short and 

apologetic biography purportedly written by his deacon Pontius and the Acta Proconsularia, which 

embody transcripts of his trials as confessor and martyr. We thus catch an illuminating glimpse via 

Cyprian into daily church living of the mid-3d century and witness his struggle (and that of others) to find 

acceptable pastoral solutions to new challenges as the church found itself more and more required to come 

to terms with its secular environment.  
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CYPRUS (PLACE) [Heb kittim ( ִתםכִ  ); Gk Kypros (Κτππορ)]. A Mediterranean island located 43 

miles S of Asia Minor, 76 miles W of Syria, and 264 miles N of Egypt.  

The Hebrew name probably derives from the city of Kition (Roman Citium), which Phoenicians 

colonized on the SE coast of the island. It may also have been known as Elishah in the OT (Gen 10:4; 1 

Chr 1:7; Ezek 27:7). Most, though not all, agree that this is the similar-sounding place often referred to as 

Alashia or Asy in texts from the ANE. It appears in connection with copper (for which the island was well 

known in antiquity) on tablets from Alalakh in the 18th century B.C. and Mari in the 17th century B.C. The 

name occurs frequently in the 14th century B.C., especially in the correspondence between the Egyptian 

Pharaoh Akhenaten and the king of Alashia, which also refers to a land that produced copper. In the 11th 

century B.C., an Egyptian priest, Wenamon, sought refuge in Alashia after suffering shipwreck on his 

return to Egypt from Byblos. This corroborates the location of Alashia to be in Cyprus rather than in 

Syria. In the Iliad (11.21) and the Odyssey (4.83; 8.362; 17.442, 443, 448) as well as the NT (i.e., Acts 

4:36; 11:19, 20; 13:4; 15:39), the island is known as kupros (Cyprus).  

Cyprus is the third largest island in the Mediterranean, after Sicily and Sardinia, and only slightly larger 

than Crete. Its maximum length, E-W, is 138 miles and its maximum width, N-S, is 60 miles, 

encompassing an area of 3584 square miles. The W half of the island is mountainous, where the Trodos 

and Kyrenia Mountains reach a height of about 3300 ft and are snow-capped three months out of the year. 

The E half consists of the Mesaoria Plain and the Karpass Peninsula.  

Favorable climate and topography produced a primarily agricultural society on the island throughout its 

history. However, its most important resources have always been its copper mines and pine forests. These, 

coupled with a salt industry that undoubtedly flourished in antiquity (from the salt lakes of Limassol and 

Larnaca), supported the construction of a number of important harbor towns around the island.  

The earliest inhabitants of Cyprus, who settled in the SE part of the island and around its central and E 

coastlines, have been dated by carbon 14 testing to the Pre-Pottery Neolithic period (ca. 7000–6000 B.C.). 

Circular houses, called tholoi, were constructed of mudbrick on stone foundations, and have been found in 

several settlements around the coastal perimeter of the island (e.g., Khirokitia and Kalavassos-Tenta). 

They have floors of beaten earth, hearths, platforms built against the walls for sleeping, and posts in the 

center of the room to support domed ceilings. The inner walls were plastered, and one of them contained a 

painting of a human figure with uplifted arms. Their dead were interred in the fetal position beneath the 

floors of their houses or immediately outside. The infant mortality rate was apparently high.  

In the Late Neolithic (ca. 4500–3800 B.C.; there are no carbon 14 dates between 6000 and 4500 B.C.), 

pottery was developed and houses were constructed with greater diversity of forms including wooden 

structures, stone buildings both circular and rectangular, and partial or total subterranean dwellings like 

those in Beer-sheba in S Palestine. These people, like those in the PPN, were primarily farmers, but they 

also hunted wild animals and probably had some domesticated livestock. There was cultural continuity 

from the Neolithic into the Chalcolithic Period (ca. 3800–2500 B.C.), but settlement patterns shifted to the 

W side of the island, the central plain, and the Karpass Peninsula.  

The EB Age (Early Cypriot, ca. 2500–2000 B.C.) is represented in most of the island except the W half 

of the Trodos Mountains. Wealthy tomb offerings and beautifully made pottery in a variety of imaginative 

styles indicate a prosperous culture, supported by an increasing international trade in copper. Tin was 

imported, probably from Mesopotamia or Asia Minor, evidenced by the production of the many bronze 

implements which have been found in excavation. Models of sanctuaries show the worship of bulls (after 

cattle were imported to replace pigs for economic reasons), and testify to a well-developed polytheism.  

The MB Age (Middle Cypriot, ca. 2000–1650 B.C.) was brief and continued the basic culture of the 

earlier period, although the N began to decline when settlement patterns shifted to the SE with the 

construction of important harbor cities such as Enkomi and Kition. Several forts have been found in the N 

half of the island, but are completely missing in the S. Apparently hostilities were internal and/or confined 

to the N, and the S felt no need for such defenses. A clear separation between the E and W is inferred 



from the differences in pottery produced in each section. The economy of the W was based primarily on 

copper, while that of the E was based on agriculture.  

An abundance of Cypriot pottery from the MB Age has been found in Cilicia, Megiddo, Ras Shamra 

(Ugarit), and along much of the Syro-Palestinian coast. From this artifactual evidence and later textual 

evidence (i.e., Tell el-Amarna letters and the library of Boghazkoy), it is clear that trade between Cyprus 

and countries such as Egypt, Anatolia, and Syria flourished in both the MB and the LB.  

A script was developed in Cyprus around 1500 B.C. and was labeled Cypro-Minoan by Sir Arthur 

Evans. Three forms of the language (Cypro-Minoan 1, 2, and 3) have been found on clay tablets, incised 

or painted on vases, engraved on votive objects, etc. Whether its roots lie in the west (Crete?) or the east 

(Ugarit?, etc.) is debatable, but all attempts to decipher the language have been unsuccessful. The fall of 

Minoan Knossos on Crete to the Mycenaeans, ca. 1380 B.C., brought Mycenaean settlers to Cyprus, 

(perhapsthe―SeaPeoples,‖someofwhomsettledinSPalestine)andwiththemanewtypeofpottery

which is found extensively in Cyprus and the Syro-Palestinian littoral.  

Aegean influence continued in Cyprus well into the Iron Age (Cypro-Geometric Age, ca. 1050–750 

B.C.), when the Phoenicians arrived around 850 B.C. and established colonies on the island. These 

colonists from Tyre and Sidon (cf. Isa 23:1, 12; Ezek 27:6) built temples to Astarte and tried to establish 

close ties between Cyprus and their homelands. One of the largest temples erected to Astarte in the 

Phoenician world was constructed in Kition around 850–800 B.C. on the ruins of an LB temple.  

In the beginning of the Cypro-Archaic Period (ca. 750–475 B.C.), epigraphic evidence records the 

submission of Cyprus to Sargon II of Assyria. This event, which occurred in 707 B.C., is recorded both on 

a stele from Kition and in inscriptions from the Assyrian palace at Khorsabad. Ten cities of Cyprus are 

named on the prism of the Assyrian king Esarhaddon (613 B.C.), among which are Paphos, Idalion, 

Kourion, and Salamis. Extraordinary tombs made of ashlar blocks (perhaps royal ones) were found at 

Salamis, and date to the 8th and 7th centuries B.C. Life under the Assyrians seems to have been good, and 

Mycenaean culture continued to dominate.  

Egyptian influence was felt for a brief time when Egypt tookadvantageofAssyria‘sdeclineand

invaded the island. In 545 B.C. Cyprus submitted to the rising power of Cyrus, king of Persia, helped him 

in his war against Babylon, and thereby continued to enjoy considerable autonomy (Hdt. 4.162) until 499 

B.C., when the island, identifying with its Greek heritage, joined the unsuccessful Ionic revolt against 

Persian rule. Two hundred years of slavery followed.  

Cyprus suffered often during the early part of the Cypro-Classical Period (475–325 B.C.), when Greeks, 

who considered Cyprus to be part of the Greek world, attempted repeatedly and unsuccessfully to free the 

island from Persian control. Greek influence was strong on the W part of the island, while Phoenician and 

Persian influence continued in the E part. Stasikypros, king of the city of Idalion, repulsed efforts by the 

Persians and Phoenicians to conquer his city. Archaeologists have recently identified his palace in 

excavations at Idalion (Stager and Walker 1989). The most influential Cypriot of the period was Euagoras 

I of Salamis, who introduced the Greek alphabet on the island through his coins. He tried, without 

success, to unify all Greeks and make Salamis the Athens of the East. He was responsible for spreading 

the Hellenization at Cyprus into the E Mediterranean world.  

Cyprus assisted Alexander the Great in his conquest of Tyre (332 B.C.) and subsequently became a part 

ofhisempire,enjoyingconsiderablefavorfromtheconqueror.AfterAlexander‘sdeathandthroughout

the Hellenistic Period (ca. 325–50 B.C.), Cyprus was controlled by the Ptolemies of Egypt. Hellenistic 

culture was dominant during this time, manifesting itself especially in the sculpture of Cyprus. Excellent 

examples found in excavations include a 3d century B.C. limestone head of a woman from Arsos and a 2d 

century B.C. marble statue of Artemis. Greek trends are also seen in the production of jewelry, pottery, 

and terra-cottas.  

With the rise of Roman power, Cyprus was made a province after 67 B.C. and, nine years later, was 

added to the province of Cilicia. After the civil wars ended, Octavian assumed the title of Augustus and 

controlled most of the area from Britain to Mesopotamia. He combined Cyprus and Cilicia with the 

province of Syria. After 23 B.C., Cyprus was made a senatorial province and placed under proconsuls. 



Many of the proconsuls of Cyprus are known for the Roman period (50 B.C.–250 A.D.), although no 

Cypriot evidence yet exists to attest the proconsulship of Sergius Paulus (Mitford 1979: 1301), who is 

said to have been one (Acts 13:7) when Paul visited the island in about 47 A.D.  

Peace and prosperity existed throughout the early part of the empire, supported by a flourishing trade in 

wine, copper, shipbuilding, and agriculture. The chief cities of the time were Salamis, Paphos, Lapithos, 

and Amathus. The Roman way of life is evidenced by the presence of theaters at Paphos, Salamis, 

Curium, Soli, and Citium, the last attested only epigraphically. Those at Salamis and Soloi are beautifully 

restored. Further evidence is seen in the presence of gymnasiums preserved at Salamis and Paphos. Others 

are attested epigraphically for Citium, Curium, Chytri, Lapethus, and Carpasia. There was an 

amphitheater at Salamis and an odeion at Paphos. A large Roman bath has been found beside the theater 

and gymnasium at Salamis, and one is also known for Curium.  

Roman roads were built around the island, evidenced by numerous milestones and a map drawn up 

sometime between the 2d and 4th centuries. Inscriptions show that the roads were maintained until the 4th 

century. Temples of civic gods such as Apollo at Hyle, Aphrodite at Paphos, and Zeus at Salamis, along 

with floor mosaics such as those in the houses of Paphos testify to the prominence of polytheism. None of 

these seem to have survived the more immediate appeal of the deified Severan emperors. No evidence 

exists that any of them outlived the reign of Caracalla (211–17 A.D.). The spiritual vacuum thus created 

was filled by Christianity, whose presence is seen in the remains of basilical church buildings such as the 

one at Salamis.  

The New Testament mentions two Christians from Cyprus. One was Barnabas, the traveling companion 

of Paul (Acts 4:36) and the other was Mnason, who lived in Jerusalem and hosted Paul on one occasion 

(Acts 21:16). Men from Cyprus shared in the evangelizing of the Greek population of Antioch of Syria 

(Acts 11:19–20). Barnabas and John Mark visited Cyprus following a dispute with Paul (Acts 15:39).  
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JOHN MCRAY  

CYRENE (PLACE) [Gk Kyrēnē (Κτπηνη)]. CYRENIANS. The capital of the Roman province of 

Cyrenaica (Libya) in North Africa. Its name stems from the nature goddess (Kyrana), whose name was 

given to a perennial spring nearby. The city was founded by Greek colonists from the island of Thera near 

the end of the 7th century B.C. (Herodotus 4.150–58; SEG 9.3). The leader of the expedition, Battus, 

became its king, and thus instituted a dynasty that lasted nearly two centuries (until ca. 440 B.C.). For the 

next century it was a republic and subsequently came under the control of Ptolemy I, heir to the North 

AfricanportionofAlexandertheGreat‘sempire, who gave it a constitution (SEG 11.1; copy in the 

museum at Cyrene) establishing a liberal oligarchy, an extensive citizenry, two councils, and a popular 

court. Under the Ptolemies, the city became an important intellectual center with a celebrated medical 

school,aclassicalacademy,andaschoolofphilosophers(the―Cyrenaics‖)whopioneeredwhatcameto

be known as Epicureanism. Eratosthenes (276–ca. 194 B.C.), a geographer who calculated the 

circumference of the earth within 50 miles of the presently accepted figure, and Callimachus (ca. 310–240 

B.C.), a poet who had a great impact upon the development of Latin poetry, especially that of Catullus and 

Ovid, were among its famous sons. Both moved to Alexandria, which tended to dominate Cyrene 

culturally. By the will of Ptolemy Apion (d. 96 B.C.), the city and its territories became Roman; and in 67 

B.C. it was united with Crete to form the senatorial province of Cyrenaica. Following a Jewish revolt 



during the reign of Trajan and its brutal suppression (A.D. 115; see Dio Cassius 68.32), the city embarked 

on a period of economic and intellectual decline. Its history ended with the Arab conquest in A.D. 642.  

Throughout most of its history, Cyrene was very prosperous. Located in the midst of very fertile 

countryside, it was rich in grain, wool, olive oil, and especially silphium, a spice that was much prized for 

both culinary and medicinal purposes. According toHerodotus(4.199),thecity‘sclimateprovideditwith

three harvest seasons annually. From the time of Ptolemy I, Jews were an important part of its population 

(Josephus, AgAp 2.4; Ant 14.114; cf. 1 Macc 15:23; 2 Macc 2:23), which, of course, is why the city is 

mentioned in the Bible. The noted Jewish writer, Jason (2 Macc 2:19–23), one book of whose five-

volume history of the Jewish wars of liberation was abridged in 2 Maccabees, and Ezekiel the Tragedian 

came from Cyrene.  

A citizen of Cyrene by the name of Simon, perhaps a pilgrim to the Passover festival in Jerusalem, is 

identifiedinthepassionnarrativeashavingbeencompelledbytheRomansoldierstocarryJesus‘cross

(Matt. 27:32 = Mark 15:21 = Luke 23:26). Jews from Cyrene are included in the list of those who 

witnessed the remarkable events resulting from the coming of the Spirit upon the earliest Jerusalem 

church on the day of Pentecost (Act 2:10). Acts 6:9 suggeststhatthoseJewswho―returnedhome‖to

Jerusalem from Cyrene and Alexandria were numerous enough to have their own synagogue. Some from 

this group were activeindebatewithStephenand(presumably)theother―Hellenists‖andwerepossibly

involved in his lynching; the same group was also numbered among those early Jewish-Christian 

believers who began to bear witness to gentiles in Syrian Antioch (Acts 11:19–20), the third city of the 

empire, which was to become so important in the missionary development of the early Christian 

community. One of the prominent prophets and teachers from the earliest days of the church in Antioch 

was Lucius of Cyrene (Acts 13:1). With so many Jews moving back and forth between Jerusalem and 

Cyrene, and between Antioch and Cyrene, it is likely that there was a church established there at a very 

early date.  

The ancient site of Cyrene has been extensively excavated during the present century by Italian, British, 

and Libyan archaeologists. It has provided a wealth of information concerning ancient Greco-Roman art 

and architecture, civic and social life, numismatics, and epigraphy. Among the many monuments are a 

Greek theater; a Roman theater; temples of Zeus, Apollo, and Isis; the agora (marketplace); Roman 

forum; baths; magnificent houses; a circus (for chariot races); and two early churches (6th century). Two 

modern museums, one of them devoted primarily to sculpture, house some of the more important 

artifacts.  
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W. WARD GASQUE  

CYRIL OF JERUSALEM, 20TH DISCOURSE OF. See VIRGIN, ASSUMPTION OF THE.  

CYRUS (PERSON) [Heb kōreš (כֶֹּרש)]. A great conqueror and statesman, Cyrus II was the founder of 

the Achaemenid empire. He was born ca. 590/589 B.C., most probably in Parsa, the modern Iranian 

province of Fars, but we know nothing historical about his early life (the stories of his childhood related 

in Herodotus can be dismissed as charming legend).  

Much more is known of Cyrus after he came to the throne of Persia in 559 B.C. His career divides into 

four phases: (1) the triumphant war against Astyages and the Medes in 550 B.C.; (2) his successful 

campaigns against Lydia in 547 B.C. and the operations against Ionia following the fall of Sardis; (3) 

campaigns to the NE of the Iranian plateau between 546 and 540 B.C.; and (4) the conquest of Babylon in 

539/538 B.C.  



Herodotus reports Cyrus as king of Persia was a vassal of Astyages, the last king of the Medes. The 

basis of his kingdom was several Persian tribes, including his own, the Pasargadae. The extent of his 

territorial control is unclear, but it certainly included the city of Anshan (modern Malyan). The conflict 

between Cyrus and Astyages is the first well-documented fact in Achaemenid history. Our two best 

sourcesonthiseventareHerodotus‘Persian Wars and the Babylonian Chronicle. Herodotus reports that 

Cyrus successfully rebelled against his master, Astyages. The Babylonian Chronicle suggests that the war 

with the Medes began with Astyages attempting the conquest of Cyrus, called the King of Anshan. 

Whatever the cause of the war, the Medes were defeated.  

Cyrus spent three years between his defeat of Astyages and war with Lydia (550–547 B.C.) 

consolidating his control over Medea. His victory had brought under Persian control all of central W and 

NW Iran, the N and probably the NE parts of the Iranian plateau, some sections of N Mesopotamia and 

Syria, and large parts of Anatolia, perhaps as far W as the Halys river.  

Herodotus tells us the crossing of the Halys by Croesus of Lydia was the cause of the Persian-Lydian 

war. Cyrus may have been the aggressor. There was an initial and indecisive battle between the two 

kingdoms in Cappadocia. After the battle Croesus, assuming that it was too late in the autumn to continue 

campaigning for that year, withdrew his troops to winter quarters in Sardis. Cyrus, on the other hand, 

continued his advance. A second battle was fought before the walls of Sardis, the Lydians were bested, 

and withdrew into the citadel in hopes of withstanding a siege. The Persians discovered a way to climb an 

undefended section of the wall, and a daring assault led to the capture of Croesus and the conquest of 

Lydia. Cyrus marched on westward from Sardis and, through a combination of war and shrewd 

diplomacy, conquered most of Ionia.  

WeknowalmostnothinginanydetailofCyrus‘sactivitiesbetween547B.C. and his conquest of 

Babylon in 539/538 B.C. There are hints in the record that he campaigned extensively to the E and the NE 

of the Iranian plateau, greatly expanding his new empire in those directions. He almost certainly at this 

time also undertook the ongoing task of organizing the empire and establishing the administrative controls 

necessary to command such a vast territory effectively. He may also at this time have begun construction 

of his imperial capital, Pasargadae, in his home province of Parsa.  

Cyrus‘defeatofBabylonandtheBabylonianempire,alongwithhispreviousconquests, brought the 

wholeoftheNearEastwithinthePersianempirewiththeexceptionofEgypt.StrategicallyCyrus‘s

defeat of Babylon began when he conquered Lydia, thus greatly increasing the political and military 

isolation of Mesopotamia. Tactically the campaign began when Cyrus was fighting in the E and NE, for 

the Persians mounted a propaganda campaign against Nabonidus, the unpopular king of Babylon, prior to 

their invasion which proved so successful that the Neo-Babylonian empire ultimately fell almost without 

a battle. We have evidence of this propaganda campaign in native Mesopotamian cuneiform sources, but 

probably our best evidence comes from Second Isaiah. In Isa 45:1–3 the prophet speaks of Cyrus as the 

anointed of Yahweh who is destined to subdue all nations before him. In return for this favor, of course, 

the prophet notes (Isa 45:13) that Cyrus will restore the Jewish exiles to their native land. In short, Cyrus 

has been called by God to capture Babylon, to free the Jews from their bondage, and by inference to 

permit them to return to Jerusalem. It is suggested that Isaiah could so prophesy because he knew of the 

discontent with their own government among the Babylonians.  

Babylon having been successfully softened up, war actually began early in October of 539 B.C. The 

decisive battle took place at Opis. The Babylonian army apparently did not stand long before retreating in 

total chaos. While Cyrus marched to the conquest of the important city of Sippar, another detachment of 

the Persian army peacefully took Babylon itself on October 12. Cyrus then entered the great city, 

welcomed by his own troops and (to judge from the Babylonian sources) by the people of the city. Cyrus 

seized the hands of the statue of the city god, Marduk, and announced that it was his intention to leave 

local culture and customs undisturbed and to rule the city and the empire as the legitimate successor of the 

ancient kings of Babylon.  

This policy of Cyrus to rule his empire by maintaining respect for local cultures and traditions is, of 

course, further documented in his famous decree, probably issued in Ecbatana (modern Hamadan), 



permitting the Jews of Babylon to return to their native land and to rebuild their temple in Jerusalem (Ezra 

1:1–4). Such a policy of remarkable tolerance based on a respect for individual people, ethnic groups, 

other religions, and ancient kingdoms must have seemed amazing to people who had grown accustomed 

to the governing techniques of the Neo-Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian empires, in which ruthless 

destruction, the deportation of people, and the forcedintegrationoftheconqueredintotheconqueror‘s

political system had been common practice.  

Herodotus reports that Cyrus died in battle in 530 B.C. fighting against the tribe of the Massagetai on 

Iran‘sNEfrontier.Allwereallyknowoftheendofhis reign is that he was buried in a simple gabled 

stonetombatPasargadae.Itisreportedthatthisstructureonceboreaninscriptionreading:―Ohman,Iam

Cyrus the son of Cambyses, who founded the empire of Persia, and was king of Asia. Grudge me not 

thereforethismonument.‖Standingbeforethetombsometwocenturieslater,AlexandertheGreatis

reported to have ordered that it and its supposed treasure be restored, because he was so impressed that 

Cyrus, founder of the Achaemenid power, creator of the largest empire then known, was the kind of man 

who would ask so small a favor of posterity.  

T. CUYLER YOUNG, JR.  



D  

D. The abbreviation used by scholars to designate the Deuteronomic source in Pentateuchal source 

criticism. This source is essentially the book of Deuteronomy. See DEUTERONOMY, BOOK OF.  

DABBESHETH (PLACE) [Heb dabbešet (ַדֶבֶשת)]. On the S border of the territory of Zebulun 

(Josh 19:11), Dabbesheth(lit.‗hump‘)mayindicateasettlementsiteorageographicallandmark.

Dabbesheth has been tentatively identified with Tel Shem (M.R. 164230), N of Jokneam, though many 

other sites in the near vicinity may qualify. See Kallai HGB, 179–192.  

RAPHAEL GREENBERG  

DABERATH (PLACE) [Heb dābĕrat (ָדְבַרת)]. A levitical city allocated to the tribe of Issachar (Josh 

21:28 = 1 Chr 6:57—Eng 6:72). Daberath is also listed as defining part of the border of Zebulun, which 

went in the direction of Chisloth-tabor and then followed the watercourse to Daberath (Josh 19:12). From 

this description most scholars argue that Daberath was situated on the border of Issachar and Zebulun. In 

the Issachar distribution list in Joshua 19, Daberath does not appear. However, Albright (1926: 230) has 

suggested that Rabbith (19:20) should be emended to Daberath on the basis of LXX
B
. If Albright is 

correct, what this means is that the Greek scribes read Daberath and that the present reading of the 

Hebrew text arose from an easy misreading of the dalet as a reš.  

Daberath has been identified with Khirbet Dabbura (M.R. 185233), located on the NW side of Mt. 

Tabor, less than.5 km E of the modern village of Daburiyeh, which today has nearly engulfed the ancient 

site with modern buildings and orchard groves. Daberath thus lies at the extreme NE corner of the 

Esdraelon plain, an area that has been called the Nazareth basin. The site has an important position, 

nestling between Mt. Tabor and the most S low hills of lower Galilee, connecting two major valleys. 

Daberath is at the gateway of the Trunk Road as it enters the Esdraelon plain from the Sea of Galilee. This 

road was one of the main passages from Damascus to the Mediterranean via Megiddo.  

Since the mid-1930s inspection visits from the Department of Antiquities and archaeological surveys 

have been conducted at Khirbet Dabbura. Most of the pottery that has been studied from this site belongs 

to the Roman, Byzantine, and Arabic periods, although there is also evidence of pottery from the 

Hellenistic, Persian, Iron, and Bronze Age periods (Peterson 1977: 168–76). Daberath was an unwalled 

city, and further archaeological work must be done on the NW corner of the base of Mt. Tabor before the 

occupational history of the site can be established with certainty.  
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JOHN L. PETERSON  

DABRIA (PERSON) [Lat Dabria]. One of the five scribes whom Ezra was instructed to take with him 

in restoring the Scriptures (2 Esdr 14:24). In the 14th chap. of 2 Esdras God speaks to Ezra out of a bush, 

bidding him to reprove the living generation. Ezra accepts the responsibility but is apprehensive of those 

who are yet to come. The holy Scriptures had been burnt (2 Esdr 14:21; cf. 2 Kgs 25:8–9), and those who 

wish to live in the end time may be left in darkness without the light of Torah. Ezra prays for inspiration 

to restore the Scriptures. God directs Ezra to prepare many writing tablets and to employ the five scribes, 

Sarea,Dabria,Selemia,Ethanus,andAsiel,whoseexpertisewastowriterapidly.AtEzra‘sdictationthey

take turns writing for 40 days in characters which they do not know (2 Esdr 14:42), probably in the square 

Hebrew characters.  
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DAGON (DEITY) [Heb dāgôn (ָדֹגון)]. Dagon is attested as the patron deity of the middle Euphrates 

region centered around Tuttul, Mari, and esp. Terqa, from the 3d millennium B.C.E. The earliest reference 

to the worship of this god is in the inscriptions of Sargon of Akkad, though proper names containing the 

Dagon element are common from the middle of the 3d millennium B.C.E. throughout Mesopotamia 

(Roberts 1972: 18; Pettinato and Waetzoldt 1985: 239–48). As divine ruler of his land, Dagon was 

responsible for king and people; this is well attested in spheres of military expansion, fertility, living and 

deceased human rulers, and divine advice (Kupper 1947: 150–52). A number of messages from Dagon to 

his territory have survived. By dream, by ecstatic possession, and by oral command, male and female 

prophetsandcommonersrelatedDagon‘smessagesontopicsrangingfromwarandpeace(Dossin1978:

9, 122–23, no. 80; 1948: 128–32) to preparations for a funeral (Kupper 1950: 64–65, no. 40).  

Whether or not the cult was adopted from the area around Terqa, Dagon was a popular and enduring 

deity in Mesopotamia (Menzel 1981: 51–53) and Syria (Schaeffer 1935: 155–56); the Assyrian king 

Shamshi-Adad I honored the deity by building the temple Ekisiqa in Terqa (GARI 1: 24–25). The cult 

appears to have been established in Palestine by the second half of the 2d millennium B.C.E. since a name 

with the Dagon element appears in the Amarna Letters (Artzi 1968: 163–64). There is little information 

onDagonandhiscultalongtheEMediterranean.Whilethegod‘snameappearsinthetextsofUgarit

(Del Olmo 1981: 69–70; Xella 1981: 388), little information is provided aside from the fact that he is 

Baal‘sfather and a ritual reference. Furthermore, the name is lacking from some Ugarit god lists 

altogether (de Moor 1970: 219). Two inscriptions which might refer to the existence of Dagon in 

Palestine include the word dgn, but it is uncertain what this word means in this context (KAI 14:19; 

Montalbano 1951: 390–91).  

All biblical references to Dagon appear in literary narratives and may not be considered primary data. 

Temples are reported for Dagon as a Philistine deity (1 Sam 5:1–7; Judg 16:23; 1 Chr 10:10; 1 Macc 

10:83–84; 11:4) in the cities of Ashdod, Beth-shan, and perhaps Gaza. Yet, no archaeological evidence 

has independently confirmed such a temple to Dagon in any of these sites. Several place names also 

includeDagon‘sname(Montalbano1951:391),thusconfirmingthedeity‘simportanceforthearea.This

importance may also be assumed from the use made of Dagon in biblical texts through the end of the 2d 

century B.C.E.  

AsidefromDagon‘sattributesasapatrondeity,thisgod‘scosmiccharacterremainsunknown.Three 

major theories have been posited for the function of Dagon. It was long thought the god was related to the 

Semitic root dg ‗fish‘(ERE 4: 387); this understanding was supported by references in Jerome and in the 

Talmudic tradition (Montalbano 1951: 394; Holter 1989: 145). A case was made that Dagon was related 

to Odakon, a fish-mancharacterinBerossus‘Babyloniaca (ERE 4: 387; Fontenrose 1957: 278). Though 

both arguments were rejected early in the 20th century (ERE 4: 387; RLA 2: 101), they were later revived. 

The fish aspect is still argued to be a secondary attribute (Fontenrose 1957: 278–79; Holter 1989: 146–

47), while the Odakon connection (Fontenrose 1957: 278) is now considered highly improbable given that 

the Berossus mss are not uniform in the name of the fish-human (Burstein 1978: 19 n. 42; Montalbano 

1951: 395).  

The Semitic root dgn, whentranslatedas―grain,‖isalsoseenastheoriginalmeaningofthename

Dagon (Langdon 1931: 78; Dhorme 1950: 135; EncJud 5: 1222). The equation of Dagon with sitōn in 

Philo of Byblos (recorded in Eus. P.E. 1.10.16) supports such a theory, yet the notion of Dagon as a god 

of grain finds no solid evidence in the ANE. Albright, followed by several others, argues that Semitic 

―grain‖mayhavebeennamedafterthe god Dagon rather than the other way around (Albright 1920: 319 

n. 27; Montalbano 1951: 395–96; Wyatt 1980: 377; Attridge and Oden 1981: 87 n. 87); but this 

suggestion depends on an unknown chronology (Holter 1989: 142).  

The Albright note suggested that Dagon was named as a storm god on the basis of an Arabic root dg, 

whichhetranslated―becloudy,rainy,‖andarguedthatthefertilityaspectofDagonwasrelatedtothis

weather aspect. This theory has been widely accepted (Montalbano 1951: 394; Caquot and Sznycer 1980: 



15; Wyatt 1980: 377–79; Holter 1989: 142); yet the name must be derived from a root not attested in the 

ancient world and the fertility aspect is as likely to be related to a patron deity as to a storm deity.  

Thus the cosmic character of Dagon eludes definition. The deity is equated to too many foreign deities 

topositthatanyofthemreallywasseenasthesame―kind‖ofdivinity(Fontenrose1957:277;Laroche

1968:524;Wyatt1980:379;Baumgarten1981:195;Lipiński1983:308,309;Pettinato and Waetzoldt 

1985: 235–36). Whatever the god represented for his devotees, however, he certainly endured through the 

centuries.  
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LOWELL K. HANDY  

DALET. The fourth letter of the Hebrew alphabet.  

DALIYEH, WADI ED- (M.R. 189155). A deep, steep-sided ravine that cuts into the rim of the 

Jordan rift in the desolate E edge of the central hill country on the W of the Jordan river. It was the site of 

major discoveries in the early spring of 1962, especially a cache of ancient papyri found in one of its 

manycaves,namelytheMughâret˒AbūShinjeh,whichpenetratesthesideofthewâdīatapointsome14

km N of ancient Jericho (Tell es-Sulṭân)and4kmSWofKhirbetFasāyil,thePhasaelisofHerodthe

Great. The cave is about 1500 feet above the Jordan.  

The finds, which included hoards of coins, jewelry including seal rings, scores of bullae, and vast 

quantities of pottery, virtually all dating to the 4th century B.C.E., were associated with hundreds of 

skeletal remains, all buried under millennial deposits of bat guano.  

The initial discovery of papyri and artifactsintheWâdīed-Dâliyeh was made by bedouin. Purchase of 

the papyri and associated finds took place in November 1962 through the agency of the American Schools 

ofOrientalResearch;in1963and1964twoseasonsofexcavationsinthecavesoftheWâdīed-Dâliyeh 

were undertaken by P. W. Lapp on behalf of the Schools. Two caves were thoroughly excavated, 



Mughâret˒AbūShinjeh(Cave1),and˓Arâqen-Na˓sâneh(Cave2).Thelattercontainedverysignificant

remains of EB IV occupation as well as artifacts left by squatters of the Second Jewish Revolt against 

Rome. Cave 1 proved to be the cave of the papyrus finds, and bits of papyri, bullae, coins, cloth, jewelry, 

and pottery discovered in excavation firmly established the place of origin of the materials acquired from 

the bedouin. Save for a few bits of miscellaneous pottery from the surface of the cave floor, the deposits 

(beneath the surface) were homogeneous.  

MostofthepapyrioftheWâdīed-Dâliyeh prove to be slave conveyances, although deeds of property 

and similar legal documents also belong to the corpus. Perhaps ten of the papyri can be reconstructed 

wholly or in large measure, but most are highly fragmentary. The owners of the papyri, men and women, 

were evidently patricians from Samaria. Whenever the place of execution of a papyrus is preserved, it is 

recordedthatthecontractwasdrawnup―inSamariathecity(orSamariatheacropolis)whichisin

Samariatheprovince‖andnormallythedeedwasexecutedbeforethegovernorofSamariaorahigh

official of the chancellery. Hence the papyri have been designated SAMARIA PAPYRI. The dates 

recorded on the papyri range from ca. 375 to March 19, 335 B.C.E., and associated coins date as well from 

the late pre-Alexandrian era.  

The historical occasion for the flight of Samaritan nobles from their capital city into the cave in the 

cliffs and wasteland of the Jordan can be specified with some confidence. In 331 B.C.E., shortly after 

Alexander the Great conquered Palestine, the Samaritan leaders rose up in an abortive revolt against their 

Macedonianoverlords.AccordingtoCurtiustheSamaritansburnedaliveAndromachus,Alexander‘s

prefect in Syria. In the aftermath the Samaritan conspirators were hunted down, and the city of Samaria 

was destroyed and resettled as a Macedonian colony. The papyri and associated finds owe their 

preservationtothemassacreoftheirSamaritanownersintheMughâret˒AbūShinjeh. 

The findsinCave1intheWâdīed-Dâliyeh furnish welcome light on a little-known era in Palestine. 

The papyri are the first substantial discovery of legal documents from the soil of Palestine. They provide a 

sample of late 4th-century Aramaic and of its legal formulas and usages, and they reveal substantial 

differences from the legal formularies in use in the Aramaic papyri from Jewish sources in 5th-century 

Egypt. Of special interest, too, are the sealings from the papyri. The bullae preserve the impressions of 

exquisite signets, many showing scenes from Greek mythology, some engraved with motifs familiar from 

Achaemenid Persia, one inscribed with the name of Sanballat II, governor of Samaria, a hitherto unknown 

figure, presumably the grandson of biblical Sanballat, adversary of Nehemiah in the late 5th century. The 

penetration of Greek art motifs in pre-Alexandrian times in glyptic is surprising but adds to a growing 

accumulation of data for extensive Greek influence in Syria-Palestine before the advent of Alexander.  

The finds of Cave 2, if less spectacular, are also of no little importance for the historian. The repertoire 

of EB IV pottery used by inhabitants of the cave dates probably to the mid-21st century B.C.E. and is 

further testimony to the poor and relatively obscure culture which intervened between the great urban 

civilizations of the EB and MB. The finds of the era of the Second Jewish Revolt against Rome (132–135 

C.E.)arethefirstevidenceofanoutpostorhidingplaceofBarKokhba‘sJewishadherents to the N of 

Jerusalem and Jericho. Hitherto their remains have been found chiefly in the great caves of the canyons S 

of Jericho which drain into the Dead Sea. Recovered in excavation was a corpus of pottery of substantial 

size (e.g., 65 storage jars), mostly domestic wares, together with fragments of cloth, keys, and a coin of 

the Second Revolt. No skeletons or written materials were found. However, papyrus bits of Second 

Revoltdate,claimedtooriginateintheWâdīed-Dâliyeh, but mixed with materials evidently from the S 

caves, and of dubious provenance, were offered for sale by bedouin. The fate of the Jewish rebels, who, 

like the Samaritan fugitives four centuries earlier, sought safety in the desolation of the Dâliyeh 

wilderness, is unknown. Given the ruthless efficiency with which the Romans sought out the rebels, 

however, it is doubtful that they escaped captivity or death. See also SAMARIA (PAPYRI) .  
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FRANK MOORE CROSS  

DALMANUTHA (PLACE) [Gk Dalmanoutha (Δαλμανουθα)]. This name occurs once in Mark 8:10 

in the majority reading (codices Alexandrinus, Sinaiticus, and Vaticanus). It was apparently located on the 

NW shore of the Sea of Galilee (cf. Mark 7:31), since the majority reading in the parallel text in Matt 

15:39 is―Magdala.‖TheminorityreadinginMatthew,―Magadan,‖isactuallybetterattested(original

reading of codices Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, Bezae, the Latin, and the Syriac), but a place name otherwise 

unknown.  

It is easy to see that the copyists of Mark did not understand the name, for they consulted Matt 15:39 or 

otherwisesimply―corrected‖whatlayinfrontofthem.Also,theywerenotsurewhethertheplacewasa

mountain,adistrict,oraterritory,asallthreetermsappear.Asidefrom―Dalmanutha,‖theyvariously

recorded the place name in Mark 8:10 as Dalmanountha (Codex Vaticanus), Dalmounai (Codex 

Washingtonus), Mageda (minuscules 28 & 565), Magedan (Syriac Sinaiticus and the OL), Melegada (the 

first hand of Codex Bezae), Magdala (families f1 and f13; Codex Tiflis), or with other variants (Metzger 

1971: 97).  

The place name Dalmanutha is unknown outside the NT. It seems to have a genuine Aramaic locative 

ending in -tha or -tah (as in Anabtah in Samaria, Canatha in Tyre, or Gabatha in lower Galilee). However, 

the root *dlm is otherwise unattested in biblical Aramaic, though it appears in adverbs in targumic 

Aramaic. Probably the most ingenious linguistic explanation for the name is that of Nestle (1906: 406), 

who derived the name from the Aramaic particle dy ‗which‘+l ‗belongingto‘+mnatah or manah 

‗portion‘or‗lot‘intheSyriacBible,cf.Josh 14:1, 15:1. This implies that Mark had an Aramaic text 

beforehimwithaphrasesomethinglike―whichbelongstotheterritoryof…,‖butMarkunderstooditas

a place name. Mark characteristically preserves bits of Aramaic but elsewhere always in the speeches of 

Jesus.  

The word dylm˒ meaning―wall‖occursintheJerusalemTalmud,whichappearedabout400C.E. (j. Kil. 

32d). Thus it is at least possible that Mark knew a genuine place name or an Aramaic phrase.  

In 1970, when the shores of the Sea of Galilee were exceptionally low, it became possible to investigate 

several ancient anchorages below the modern surface of the lake. These were walled enclosures built of 

stone blocks in the water but near the shore. There is one at Capernaum and another at Magdala, among 

others. A possible third is to be found N of and near Magdala and W of Capernaum. This may be ancient 

Dalmanutha (Nun 1971). If so, Dalmanutha was a small anchorage, likely in the district of Magdala. On 

the other hand, it is also possible that the Aramaicwordmeant―enclosure,anchorage‖andcametobe

understoodasapropername.Thustheoraltraditionmayhavehadeither―…theanchorageofthedistrict

ofMagdala‖or―DalmanuthaofthedistrictofMagdala.‖Thereisnoscholarlyconsensus. 
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JAMES F. STRANGE  

DALMATIA (PLACE) [Gk Dalmatia (Δαλματια)]. A region along the modern Yugoslav coast of the 

Adriatic Sea which in apostolic times was the SW part of Illyricum. This ill-defined mountainous district 

was a nemesistoRome.BythetimeofPaul‘sepistletoTimothy(ca.A.D. 67) the name denoted at least 



the region between the Macedonian frontier to the S and the river Titius (Kerka) and oftentimes the entire 

province of Illyricum (2 Tim 4:10). The broader definition was definitely used during the Flavian era. 

Main Dalmatian cities included Salona, Scodra, and Delminium—the capital.  

The Romans established a protectorate over Dalmatia in 228 B.C. but never realized an easy or peaceful 

suzerainty. The name Dalmatia originally indicated the land of a warlike tribe—the barbarous Delmatae 

or Dalmatae. The region, true to its name, remained rebellious even through the fall of Rome. In 157 B.C. 

the Dalmatians openly mistreated Gaius Fannius, the leader of a Roman embassy. Subsequently, Marcius 

Figulus burned Delminium. Already by 119 B.C. the Romans deemed it necessary to send additional 

forces, this time led by Caecilus Marcus, to put down Dalmatian revolts. And the Dalmatians would revolt 

a generation later and defeat Caesar and Gabinus (50–48 B.C.). Augustus thought it noteworthy to list 

Dalmatia(Illyricum)amonghisaccomplishments:―IextendedthefrontierofIllyricumtothebankofthe

Danube‖(AugustusRes Gestae 30; App. Ill. 11–12, 28; Suet. Aug. 21, 23). But late in his reign (A.D. 6–8) 

hefacedmoreDalmatianresistanceandsentTiberiustosquelchBato‘srevolt.Dalmatia,partlybecause

of its N location, but mainly because of its semi-independence, became a haven for refugees and enemies 

of Rome, e.g., Aetius in A.D. 433 and Emperor Julius Nepos in A.D. 475 (Jones 1964: 3: 244). Paul 

highlights its remoteness in Rom 15:19:―…allthewayaroundtoIllyricum.‖However,theNcoastal

location attracted both merchant and military interest. The Dalmatians made little use of coinage but, 

nonetheless, remained an important tax base for the Romans (Strabo 7.315). Romans would display their 

military skills in Dalmatia (Ferrill 1986: 159), and their enemies saw the region as the gateway to the 

RomanBalkans.AlariccapitalizedbothonDalmatia‘staxproblems,gainingsupportamongRoman

Dalmatians (Claudian De Bello Gothico 536), and on the location (Ferrill 1986: 95), en route to his sack 

of Rome in A.D. 410.  

The Dalmatian church was infiltrated by both cults and Greco-Roman religious factions. A dedication 

―tothegodsandgoddesses‖appearsinthewallofaDalmatianchurch(Fox1986: 194), and Ramsay 

MacMullen lists Dalmatia as a cult center (MacMullen 1981: 13, 127).  
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JERRY A. PATTENGALE  

DALPHON (PERSON) [Heb dalpôn (ַדְלֹּפון)]. One of the ten sons of Haman (Esth 9:7). On problems 

surrounding the list of names see ADALIA (PERSON). The etymology of Dalphon (LXX delpōn, A-Text 

adelphon—due to inner Greek corruption, so Tov 1982: 5) remains unclear (Paton Esther ICC, 70 and 

Gehman 1924 offer some possibilities).  
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PETER BEDFORD  

DAMARIS (PERSON) [Gk Damaris (Δαμαρις)]. A convert of Paul in Athens portrayed in Acts 17:34. 

That she is mentioned by name suggests that Luke or his sources considered her a prominent convert, 

perhaps one who made a name for herself in the Christian community. Since it was uncommon for an 

ordinary Athenian citizen-woman to be present at such public gatherings as Paul addressed in Athens, W. 

M. Ramsay (1920: 252) suggests that Damaris was one of the Athenian heitarai, i.e., women who 

providedcompanionshipforAthenianmeninpublicaswellasinprivate.Normallythese―companions‖

were foreigners and some were better educated than citizen-women (Witherington 1988: 6–9). Beyond 

thispossibleconjectureweknownothingofDamaris‘lifeorbackground.IfLuke‘saudienceconsidered

Damarisa―companion,‖thenthisstorymaybeincludedinActstoshow that the gospel frees one from 



such a lifestyle. Finally, we do see at Acts 17:34 the typical Lukan male-female parallelism, where Luke 

attempts to show that the gospel affects and benefits men and women equally.  

The name Damaris is not found elsewhere in Gk literature with the spelling we find here, and thus some 

scholars have suggested that it is a mistaken reading for the common name Damalis (found in the African 

Latin ms Codex h at Acts 27:34). Other forms of the name Damaris are known in the relevant Gk 

literature, and the later Latin evidence is too slender a basis for concluding that the text originally read 

Damaris (Foakes Jackson and Lake 1933: 220). It is noteworthy that the Western text of Acts, on which 

the KJV is based, does have a marked antifeminist bias (Witherington 1984: 82–84), e.g., Codex D omits 

any reference to Damaris at all and focuses only on Dionysius. On the other hand, Codex E attaches the 

description ―ofhonorablestation‖toDamaris,nottoDionysius(BruceActs NICNT, 363).  
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BEN WITHERINGTON, III  

DAMASCUS (PLACE) [Heb dammeśeq (ַדֶמֶשק), dûmmeśeq ( קדּוֶמֶשֶׂ ), darmeśeq (ַדְרֶמֶשק)]. 
DAMASCENE. A city of S Syria, which is not only the capital of modern Syria, but was the capital of the 

nation of Aram during the 10th through 8th centuries B.C.E. Aram was a constant rival to, and sometimes 

an ally of Israel, until it was incorporated in the Assyrian Empire in 732 B.C.E. See ARAM (PLACE). It is 

the city to which Paul went after his encounter with the risen Christ, and it is where he became converted 

to Christianity (Acts 9).  

PRE-HELLENISTIC HISTORY  

A. Location  

Although on the border of the great Syrian desert, the city is located along the banks of the Barada river, 

the only major perennial water source in the region. The water, combined with the rich soil of the basin, 

has made the area of Damascus one of the richest agricultural regions in the Near East. The city has also 

been a major station on the main N-S caravan route since ancient times. These factors partially explain the 

importance of Damascus over the centuries.  

ThesiteofancientDamascusislocatedunderthepresent―OldCity,‖andnoexcavationsintothepre-

Roman levels have yet taken place. (On what is known of the topography of the ancient city, see Sauvaget 

1949 and Watzinger and Wulzinger 1921). Because of the status of the excavation work, most of our 

information concerning the ancient city comes from historical sources of neighboring cultures, including 

those of Israel, Egypt, Hatti, Assyria, and Babylonia. These documents deal with Damascus only when 

the international affairs of their countries brought them into contact with the city. Thus we know very 

little about the domestic situation and internal affairs of Damascus.  

B. Damascus in the Late Bronze Age  

Although there is a popular tradition that Damascus is the oldest continuously occupied city in the 

world, no clear evidence for the existence of the city before the 15th century B.C.E. has yet been found. 

There were reports in the late 1970s that the name Damascus occurs in the Ebla tablets (ca. 2400 B.C.E.), 

but this has not been confirmed, and many scholars have expressed strong doubts that its name or any S 

Syrian or Palestinian town names actually occur at Ebla. Neither reference to Damascus in Gen (14:15 

and 15:2) can be used to argue for the existence of the city during the MB Age (ca. 2000–1550), even if 

the patriarchs are to be dated to that period (Pitard 1987: 9).  

The first undisputed occurrence of the name is in a list of Syro-Palestinian cities inscribed on the walls 

of the temple of Amun at Karnak in Egypt and dating from the reign of Thutmose III. This list provides 

the names of towns the kings of which were said to have been captured at Megiddo after Thutmose 

defeated their coalition in battle, ca. 1482. Damascus is also mentioned on a statue found in the funerary 

temple of Amenophis III (ca. 1417–1379), which names several cities and states which were subject to (or 



at least had friendly relations with) Egypt. The name occurs in three of the Amarna Letters (14th century) 

and a tablet found at Kamid el-Loz (ancient Kumidi) and also from the 14th century. These sources give 

little information about the city besidesthefactthatitexisted,thatitwasruledbya―king,‖andthatit

was usually within the political sphere of Egyptian influence.  

Damascus in the LB Age (ca. 1550–1250)wasacityofthelandof˒Āpu/˒Ōpu(conventionally

vocalized by scholars in its genitive, cuneiform version, Upi—māt  -p  ). A larger number of sources exist 

which refer to this land, and these give us a bit more information about events in the Damascus region.  

The earliest reference to this land occurs in texts which date some three centuries before the first 

attestation of the city of Damascus. It is listed among the enemies of Egypt in the Execration Texts found 

at Saqqara (18th century B.C.E.), in the Egyptian form ˒ipwm, probably to be vocalized as ˒Āpum. In these 

texts the land of Apum is described as being divided into a N and a S part, each of which was ruled by its 

own prince.  

During the LB, the land of Upi was normally a vassal state in the Egyptian Empire. It was, however, 

usuallyattheNEboundaryofEgypt‘sregularsphere of influence and therefore often found itself in the 

midst of the power struggles between Egypt and Mitanni or Hatti for dominance in Syria. Damascus and 

Upi are mentioned in four Amarna Letters, which center around a Hittite attempt to remove S Syria from 

the Egyptian sphere of influence, sometime during the reign of Akhenaten in Egypt (EA 53, 107, 189, 

197). The Hittites do not appear to have been particularly successful in Upi, for a 13th-century letter of 

Rameses II to the Hittite king Ḫattusilis III indicates that Upi was under Egyptian control at that time.  

C. Damascus in the Iron Age  

1. The State of Aram. NothingisknownabouteventsinSSyriaandDamascusduringthe―darkage‖

which covered most of the Near East between ca. 1200 and 1050 B.C.E. When historical sources begin to 

reappear, the area of Damascus is one of a number of small Aramean states which had been established to 

the N and E of Israelite territory among a few surviving Canaanite states. The first Iron Age reference to 

Damascus in writtensourcesisfoundintheaccountofDavid‘swarwiththeArameankingdomof

ZOBAH (2 Samuel 8 = 1 Chronicles 17).Zobah,probablytobelocatedintheNBiqa˓valleyinLebanon,

appears to have been the dominant power in S Syria early in the reign of David. When Zobah came into 

conflict with the expanding Israelite state under David, two important battles were fought (2 Sam 8:3–8 = 

1 Chr 18:3–8 and 2 Sam 10:15–19 = 1 Chr 19:15–19), in which David defeated Hadadezer of Zobah. 

According to the account in 2 Samuel 8, following the battle with Hadadezer, David was confronted with 

an army of Arameans from Damascus which arrived to support Zobah. David defeated this army, took 

control of Damascus, and incorporated it into his empire.  

Damascus remained under Israelite control until sometime during the reign of Solomon, when Rezon, 

the son of Eliada, a former servant of Hadadezer of Zobah, took an army of malcontents, captured 

Damascus, and there proclaimed himself king (1 Kgs 11:23–25). Solomon was apparently unable to 

regaincontrolofDamascus.ThiswasthebeginningofDamascus‘risetopoliticalpowerasthecapitalof

the state called ARAM in the OT.  

During the 9th and 8th centuries Aram-Damascus was often a major rival to the N kingdom of Israel. 

Under Bir-hadad I (biblical Ben-hadad), Aram attacked Israel after making an alliance with King Asa of 

Judah and plundered much of its N territory (1 Kgs 15:16–22 = 2 Chr 16:1–6).Aram‘sstatureinthe

political sphere grew during the second quarter of the 9th century, when its king, Hadad-˓iḏr, became the 

leader of a 12-state coalition which opposed the westward expansion of Shalmaneser III of Assyria in the 

battle of Qarqar, 853 B.C.E. AccordingtoShalmaneser‘saccountofthisbattle,KingAhabofIsraelwas

one of the allies in the coalition (ANET, 278–79). The coalition was successful in keeping Shalmaneser 

out of central and S Syria for over a decade.  

There has been considerable scholarly discussion concerning the accounts in 1 Kings 20 and 22 of wars 

betweenKingAhabofIsraelanda―Ben-hadad‖ofAram-Damascus. Many scholars have identified this 

Ben-hadad with Hadad-˓iḏr of the Shalmaneser III inscriptions and have assumed that the battle of Qarqar 

took place during the period between the battles described in 1 Kings 20 and 22. But recently a number of 

scholars (Miller 1966; and Pitard 1987: 115–25) have proposed that the stories about the Aram-Israel 



warsdidnotoriginallygivethenameofthekingofIsraelandthattheyhavebeenmisattributedtoAhab‘s

reign. It has been proposed that they are actually the accounts of the battles between King Joash (or 

perhaps Joahaz) of Israel and Bir-hadad (Heb Ben-hadad), the son of Hazael of Aram, during the early 8th 

century (cf. 2 Kgs 13:14–19, 24–25).  

The preeminence of Aram-Damascus among the states of S Syria and Palestine continued during the 

reign of Hazael, a usurper who seized the throne sometime around 842 B.C.E. (2 Kgs 8:7–15). After 

having been initially weakened in disastrous confrontations with Shalmaneser III in 841 and 838 (and 

possibly again in 837), Hazael quickly consolidated his power and began an imperial policy which led to 

the creation of a substantial empire. By the time of his death, Hazael controlled most of S Syria and 

Palestine, including Israel (the areas both E and W of the Jordan), Judah, Philistia, and probably the other 

states in Transjordan (2 Kgs 10:32–33; 12:17–18).  

Hazael was succeeded toward the end of the 9th century by his son, Bir-hadad, during whose reign the 

empire of Aram disintegrated. Joash of Israel was able to defeat Bir-hadad in battle (2 Kgs 13:24–25 and 

also probably 1 Kings 20—see above). From extrabiblical sources we learn that Aram was also defeated 

inaconflictwithKingZakkur(formerlyvocalizedas―Zakir‖)of Hamath and Luash to the N (ANET, 

655–56) and that the Assyrian king Adad-nirari III besieged Damascus in 796 and forced Bir-hadad 

(calledMar˒iintheinscriptions)torenderaheavytribute. 

Throughout the first half of the 8th century, Aram-Damascus continued to decline and, in fact, may have 

become a vassal of Israel during the reign of Jeroboam II (ca. 782–748. See 2 Kgs 14:25, 28). Damascus, 

however, took a leading role in an anti-Assyrian coalition one last time, ca. 735 B.C.E., along with Tyre, 

Israel, and others. See SYRO-EPHRAIMITE WAR. Ra  yan (biblical Rezin) of Aram and Pekah of Israel 

attempted to force the young King Ahaz of Judah into joining them, but he refused (2 Kgs 16:5–9; Isa 

7:1–9). When the kings of Aram and Israel attacked Judah to remove Ahaz and replace him with a more 

pliant puppet king, Ahaz sent a large gift to Tiglath-pileser III of Assyria and asked him for help. Before 

the siege of Jerusalem could succeed, Tiglath-pileser III marched into Syria, where in 733 and 732 his 

army attacked Aram. After destroying virtually all the towns in Aram (his annals claim 591 towns 

destroyed in the 16 districts of Aram; ANET, 283), Tiglath-pileser finally captured Damascus, killed 

Ra  yan, and annexed Aram into the empire. Damascus became the capital of a province (suitably called 

―Damascus‖),whiletherestofAramwasdividedintootherprovinces,includingHauran,Qarnini,

Manṣuate, and Ṣubate.  

In 720 Damascus, along with several other cities, joined Hamath, the only independent Syrian state not 

yet annexed into the Assyrian empire, in another anti-Assyrian coalition. But the new Assyrian king, 

Sargon II, met and defeated their forces at the city of Qarqar. Hamath was incorporated into the empire 

and we hear of no other rebellions by Damascus for the rest of the Assyrian period. In 717 Sargon settled 

exiles from the cities of Papa, Lullukna, and perhaps some others in Damascus.  

2. Under Assyrian, Babylonian, and Persian Control. Little is known about Damascus during the 

succeeding centuries. That it remained under Assyrian control during the first half of the 7th century 

seems fairly certain. The Assyrian governor of Damascus is listed in the eponym canon for the year 694 

and apparently for a year ca. 650. During the course of a campaign against a number of Arabian tribes, 

Assurbanipal of Assyria found Damascus a loyal and convenient location in which to spend a short period 

of time before engaging in a battle with the Arab confederation (640s). But Damascus presumably 

regained its independence temporarily with the collapse of the Assyrian Empire.  

As did most of the states in S Syria and Palestine, Damascus came under Babylonian domination in 604. 

But the extent of its involvement with the various rebellions in the succeeding decades is unknown. 

Damascus remained a provincial capital under the Persians, but very little specific information has been 

preserved about its role in the events of the period.  

A few other pertinent facts may be gleaned from the texts. The patron deity of Damascus was the storm-

fertility god Hadad, who was given the epithet rimmōn, probably better vocalized as rammān ‗the

Thunderer.‘ThetempleofHadad-ramman was the chief temple of Damascus (cf. 2 Kgs 5:18), and it is 

thought to have been located on the site of the Umayyad mosque in the current Old City of Damascus.  



The wine of the region of Damascus, particularly of the area of Helbon, a few miles N of Damascus, 

was famed in antiquity throughout the Near East. It is mentioned in Ezek 27:18, as well as in Strabo 

xv.3.22. For further discussion see POTT: 134–55.  
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WAYNE T. PITARD  

THE GRECO-ROMAN PERIOD  

Aramean Damascus, the most important of the Aramean states in Syria, was destroyed by the Assyrians 

in the 8th century B.C. but was subsequently rebuilt to such an extent that in the Persian period it was 

describedbyStraboas―a noteworthy city, having been, I might almost say, even the most famous of the 

citiesinthatpartoftheworldinthetimeofthePersianempire‖(16.2.20).Dariuswassoimpressedwith

the city that he sent the greater part of his valuables there for security before the battle of Issus (Arrianus 

Alan. 2.11). After the battle Parmenio, the general of Alexander the Great, took the city without a 

struggle, and it remained a significant cultural center throughout the Hellenistic period.  

Following the death of Alexander, his empire was divided among his generals and eventually their 

successors. In the E Seleucus I Nicator emerged as founder of the Seleucid Dynasty in 312 B.C. After the 

defeat of Antigonus at Ipsus in 301, when a new partition of the Macedonian Empire was made, he added 

Syria to his empire. He built Antioch on the Orontes as his new capital, which during the succeeding 

periods of Greek and Roman control overshadowed Damascus.  

The city fluctuated between Seleucid and Ptolemaic control until the Nabateans took advantage of the 

growing weakness of the Seleucids and moved into Syria about 85 B.C. and took control of Damascus. In 

63 B.C. Rome entered the arena of conflict with Pompey mounting an expedition against the kingdom of 

the Nabateans to restoreordertoSyria‘sperpetualanarchyandtothecivilwarinJudea.Heallowedthe

king of the Nabateans to remain in control of Damascus, but after the victory of Octavian and Mark 

Antony over Cassius and Brutus, Antony gave Damascus to Cleopatra (34 B.C.). After the deaths of 

Antony and Cleopatra, the city, along with all of Syria and Palestine, remained under the control of Rome.  

Roman coins from Damascus date until A.D. 34 in the reign of Tiberius, then skip a number of years and 

resume in A.D. 62, in the reign of Nero. During this gap Rome apparently did not exercise direct control 

over the area, but Caligula allowed Aretas IV to govern Damascus, along with the E side of the Jordan 

from Arabia to Damascus until his death in A.D. 39 or 40.  

The importance of Damascus for NT studies lies in the fact that Paul was converted on its outskirts 

around A.D. 34 (Acts 9; 22; 26:12–23) while en route to the city to persecute Christians (Acts 9:2). 

Apparently in the synagogues there were Christians who maintained their Jewish identity. There was in 

Damascus a large Jewish community which may in some way have been affiliated with the Qumran 

Community (Essenes) near the Dead Sea (CD 6). Josephus records (JW 2.561) that during the First 

Revolt, the people of Damascus slaughtered 10,500 Jews (A.D. 66).  

The Damascus of the NT is located in the SE section of the modern city and was laid out on a typical 

Hellenistic grid of insulae measuring 300 feet (E-W) by 150 feet (N-S) and which is still discernible in 

the modern street plan. There was a 50-foot-wide, colonnaded cardo maximus (probablythe―streetcalled

Straight‖ofActs 9:11) running E-W. Some of the columns of this street have been excavated, and others 

stand amid the modern-day shops. Remains of a theater, a monumental Roman arch, and perhaps a palace 

have been found along this street.  

Part of the Roman wall has been found about a thousand feet S of the E Gate (Bab Sharqi) beneath St. 

Paul‘sChapelandWindow.AsmallchapelwasbuiltbyGreekCatholicsunderthepresentOttoman



gateway, where a gate from the Roman period once stood. It is with this gate that tradition associates 

Paul‘sescape, when he was let down in a basket through a window in the wall (2 Cor 11:33).  
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JOHN MCRAY  

DAMASCUS RULE (CD). The―DamascusRule(CD)‖documentwasfirstdiscoveredinthe

genizah(storeroom)oftheQara‘itesynagogueinOldCairobyS.Schechter,whobroughtittothe

University Library, Cambridge,whereitremains.Firstpublishedas―FragmentsofaZadokiteWork‖

(Schechter1910)becauseofitsreferencesto―sonsofZadok‖(4.1,3)and―Zadok‖(5.5)—and hence 

often referred to as the Damascus Document and officially denoted by the siglum CD (= Cairo: 

Damascus) on account of its allusions to Exile and covenant-makinginthe―landofDamascus‖(6.5,19;

7.19; 19.34; 20.12). CD consists of two incomplete mss, designated A and B, and dating respectively 

from about the 10th and 12th centuries C.E. A contains eight sheets, each with two columns; and B a 

single sheet with two columns. Schechter numbered the A columns 1–16 and the B columns 19–20—

rather confusingly, for 19 contains a slightly different version of 8, while 20 follows 19 but has no 

counterpart in the A ms. There are also fragments of this work from Qumran Caves 4, 5, and 6 (4QD
a–g

, 

5QD and 6QD).  

A. Contents  

ItisnowcustomarytodivideCDintotwoparts,the―Admonition‖consistingofcols.1–8–19–20 and 

the―Laws,‖cols.9–16.The―Admonition‖openswithreflectionsonthepresentconditionofIsraelinthe

formofthreediscoursesaboutthehistoryofGod‘sdealingswithhispeople(1.1–4.12a); from the 

beginning,mankind,thenIsrael,strayedafteritsowndesires,andthe―covenantoftheformerones‖(i.e.,

the preexilic Israel) was abrogated with the divine punishment of desolation of the land and Exile. In the 

―ageofwrath‖whichhasfollowed,IsraelisforsakenbyGodandmisledintocontinueddeparturefrom

the true law, despiteitsbeliefthatitwasfollowingGod‘swill.However,Godhasrenewedacovenant

withtheremnantofthe―formerones‖andrevealedtothemthroughtheirfounder,the―interpreterofthe

law‖(doreš hattôrâ)―thehiddenthingsinwhichallIsraelhadgone astray—his holy sabbaths, and his 

gloriousfestivals,hisrighteoustestimoniesandhistrueways‖(3.14),sothatthesemight―inheritthe

land.‖Aninvitationisissuedtooutsiderstojointhis―remnant‖communitybeforejudgmentdescends

upon Israel. The next section (4.12b–7.9) deals with matters of halakah, which separate Israel from the 

remnantcommunity,beginningwiththethree―netsofBelial,‖unlawfulmarriage,illicitwealth,and

sanctuarydefilement,whichIsraelmistakesfor―righteousness.‖Bycontrast,thecommunity‘slaws,of

which a sample is given, stress the distinction between holy and profane, limited contact with the temple 

cult,andloveforone‘s―brothers‖(fellowmembersofthecovenantcommunity).Thethirdsection(7.10–

8.21–19.1–20.34) issues warnings about the coming judgment on the wicked, drawing a parallel with 

Ephraim‘ssecessionfromJudahandthesuccessivefatesofthetwokingdoms;onewaslostforever.The

final part of this section focuses on apostasy from the community itself and emphasizes loyalty to the 

―teacher‖whoserecentdeathisalsoreflected.Thislastpartofthesectionmaybeaddressingalater

situationandadifferentaudiencefromtherestofthe―Admonition‖:notoutsiderstobeinvited,butother

members of the community to be admonished. It has been suggested (Davies 1983: 48–55) that the three 

elementsofhistory,law,andwarningsinthe―Admonition‖correspondtothestructureofthe―covenant

formulary‖(Bundesformular) known in the ANE and believed to exist also in the OT.  

The―Laws‖dealswithavarietyofissuesgoverninglifewithinthecovenantcommunity,including

judicial processes, sabbath and sacrificial observances, officers within the community, support for the 

needy, oaths, and vows. The principles of arrangement are inscrutable and the compilation is incomplete. 

However,itseemsthattwoordersofcommunitylifeareordained,in―cities‖andin―camps.‖Amongthe

more important aspects of these laws are those which acknowledge temple offerings and those which 

presuppose considerable contact with gentiles.  



On the basis of the Qumran fragments a fuller outline of the document has been proposed (Milik 1959: 

151–52; cf. Fitzmyer 1977: 90–92) with additional material at the beginning of the―Admonition‖andthe

beginningandendofthe―Laws.‖ButthefragmentstobeeditedbyMilikhaveyettobepublished(see,

provisionally, Milik 1966), while those already published from Cave 6 (Baillet 1956) contain no 

additional material or significant deviation from CD. For the time being, judgment must be reserved on 

this matter.  

B. Identification and History of the Community  

CD is evidently the product of a Jewish community at variance with its fellow Jews. Its identity was 

disputed for many decades, although a wide consensus correctly placed it in the Hellenistic-Roman era. 

Thereferencesto―Zadok‖and―sonsofZadok,‖aswellastheapparentlynon-Pharisaic halakhot led 

many to suggest Sadducees (e.g., Charles APOT 2: 785–834; Lévi 1911–12), thoughGinzberg‘sminute

analysis of the halakhot led him to prefer Pharisees (Ginzberg 1970); Essenes, though considered (Lévi 

1911–12; Meyer 1919), were rejected. The discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls apparently supplied the 

answer. Even before the recoveryoffragmentsofthedocumentfromQumran,phraseslike―teacherof

righteousness‖and―man(orspouter)oflie(s),‖presentinCD,hadreappearedintheCave1Pesher on 

Habakkuk, while other terminological parallels emerged between CD and the Rule of the Community. 

Both the Qumran community and that of CD have subsequently come to be widely regarded, with good 

reason, as Essene.  

However, although a simple equation of the community of CD with the inhabitants of Qumran was 

widely accepted at first, it is now recognized that the relationship is not so straightforward. Yet it is 

widely believed to hold the key to the origin and/or the history of the Qumran community, a fact which 

affords CD a crucial place in Qumran studies. The key differences between the community of CD and that 

of Qumran are as follows:  

1. Damascus. CD‘shistoricalsummariesplacethefoundationofthe―remnant‖communityinthewake

ofthe―destructionoftheland‖byNebuchadnezzarwhileitwasexiledin―Damascus‖(6.5).Whilepre-

Qumranscholarshipinterpreted―Damascus‖literally,thereishardlyroominwhatweknowofthehistory

oftheQumrancommunityforsuchanExile.Thesuggestionthat―Damascus‖isacipherforQumran

(Cross 1961), once widely favored, is no more than a wishfulguess;CDspeaksofexileswho―wentout

ofthelandofJudah,‖whichishardlytrueoftheinhabitantsofQumran;andCDneverassociates

―Damascus‖withthe―teacherofrighteousness,‖whoseemstohavebeenthefounderoftheQumran

group.  

2. The Founder of the Community. ForCDthefounderofthecommunityisthe―interpreterofthe

law‖(6.7),whoseruleswillbefollowedforthe―periodofwickedness‖untiltherearisesonewhowill

―teachrighteousnessattheendofdays.‖Thispassagemightappearnotonlytoseparatethe―interpreter‖

andthe―teacher‖buttoplacetheminacleartemporalandideologicalrelationship.Thisrelationship

appearstobeobscuredby1.11,whichreferstoapast―teacherofrighteousness‖whocametoanalready

formedbut―blind‖group;however,itisnotsomuchtherelationshipbetweenthetwocharacters which 

is altered as the relationship between the characters and the writer: CD 1 seems to come from a later 

period and from a post-―teacher‖community; CD 6 does not. Where does the rest of CD stand? The 

majority of scholars still regard all of CD as Qumranic; Davies (1983) regards it as originally pre-

Qumranic, but subject to a Qumranic recension, partly following the lead of Murphy-O‘Connor(1970–

74), who sees pre-QumranicsourcesandStegemann(1971),whoconcludedthatthe―Laws‖ofCD

reflectedthecircumstancesoftheQumrancommunity‘sparentmovement,whichheidentifiedwiththe

Maccabean Hasidim.  

3. Organization and Ideology. CD and other Qumran documents, notably 1QS, share important 

similaritiesalongsidesignificantdifferences.CDdepictslifein―camps‖or―cities‖(14.3;12.19),

includingwomenandchildren(7.7),governedby―judges‖andinvolvingparticipationinthetemplecult. 

Personal property seems permitted. At Qumran celibacy seems to have been the rule, and its organization 

(onwhichthetextsofferaconfusingpicture)hadno―judges.‖TheQumrancommunityapparently



boycotted the temple and permitted no personal property. (For a convenient comparison and contrast, see 

Vermes 1977: 105–6.)  

Two main hypotheses are offered to explain both the similarities and the differences. Each assumes that 

both types of communities are Essene, though this is not essential. The long-established view is that the 

EssenesbeganatQumran(implyingidentificationofthe―interpreterofthelaw‖and―teacherof

righteousness‖)andlaterformedsettlementselsewherewhichdevelopedtheirownrules,withQumran

possiblyremainingasa―motherhouse.‖ItistheseothercommunitieswhichCDdescribes.Thesecond,

more recent theory, first advanced by Murphy-O‘Connor(1970–74) on the basis of a series of analyses of 

CD, is that the Essenes as a movement predated Qumran, and that the Qumran community was a splinter 

movement, which remained alongside, but presumably in disagreement with, the non-Qumran Essenes. 

For Murphy-O‘Connor,―Damascus‖isacipherforBabylon,wheretheEssenesoriginatedbefore

migrating to Palestine in the Maccabean period and subsequently withdrawing from its society because of 

differences over halakah and high priesthood. The crucial difference between the two theories, each of 

whichconformswellwithJosephus‘descriptionoftwokindsofEssene(JW 2 §119–61), lies in the 

explanation of Essene origins; the former theory sees the formation of the Qumran community as the 

starting point, the latter opens the way to an earlier origin, possibly described in CD. For the latter theory 

thecommunitytowhomthe―teacherofrighteousness‖came(CD1.11)wasEssene;fortheformer,ithas

to be some other group, usually the Hasidim. Each theory poses different reasons for the origin of the 

Essenes, though not necessarily for the origin of the Qumran community.  

The resolution of this crucial problem involves other elements in CD, notably the laws and the 

relationship to other literature found in the Qumran caves. Several detailed studies of the CD halakah 

have been undertaken (e.g., Ginzberg 1970; Rabin 1954; Schiffmann 1975) but without conclusive 

results; in many cases failure to distinguish the laws of CD from those of 1QS reduces the usefulness of 

the study. But important parallels exist between CD and Jubilees, a book to which CD probably refers at 

16.3, but which is not thought to be a Qumran composition. Other parallels with 1 Enoch and the Temple 

Scroll are also evident, lending weight to the suggestion that CD has much in common with other 

movements related to—and possibly earlier than—the Qumran community.  

C. Qumran and the Qara’ites  

A further aspect of CD, perhaps rather underemphasized in recent research, is its relationship to the 

Qara‘ites,inoneofwhosesynagoguesitwasfoundandbywhomitwaspresumablycopied.Al-Qirqisani 

(10th century C.E.)mentions―Zadokites‖whoopposed―Rabbanites‖andwhosedoctrines,ashereports

them,resembleboththoseoftheQara‘itesandofCD(Schechter1910:XVIII–XX; Driver 1965: 260–61). 

Two possible explanations are available for the apparent continuity of these traditions. One is that the 

Essene movement continued after the end of the Qumran settlement—quite probable if non-Qumran 

Essenism was a substantial movement and if it existed also outside Palestine; the other is that the 

discovery of texts in the Dead Sea region in ancient times (see Driver 1965: 6–15) led to the adoption in 

some circles of doctrines and laws contained in them or even to the creation of Jewish sects devoted to 

theirteaching.WhilethereseemtobestronglinksbetweenCDandtheQara‘ites,thequestionisfar from 

resolved and invites further research. A detailed and balanced assessment has been made by Wieder 

(1962; the most recent and very positive discussion is by Wacholder 1985: 148–55).  
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PHILIP R. DAVIES  

DAN (PERSON) [Heb dān (ָדן)].DANITE.ThefifthsonofJacobandRachel‘smaid,Bilhah(Gen 

30:1–6), and the brother of Naphtali, and as such the eponymous ancestor of the tribe of Dan.  

The various genealogies and lists which mention Dan are extremely problematic and the center of 

considerable debate as to their respective dates and purposes. Wilson (1977: 37–45) has shown that the 

primary purpose of biblical genealogies was not to preserve historical information. Rather they had a 

varietyofeconomic,political,andreligiousfunctions.ThefluidityofDan‘spositionintheselistsand

genealogies may reflect changes in political and social relationships between various groups at different 

times. Dan and Naphtali, the two Bilhah tribes, usually appear in tribal lists together (Gen 35:25; 46:23; 

Exod 1:4; cf. 1 Chr 2:2). The relative position of Dan in the lists varies considerably from fourth (Num 

34:22), fifth (Gen 30:6; Josh 21:5, 23–24; 1 Chr 6:46, 54—Eng 6:61, 69), seventh (1 Chr 2:2), the more 

frequently ninth (Gen 35:25; Num 1:38–39; 2:25–26; 7:66–71; 10:25; 13:12; 26:42–43), eleventh (Gen 

46:23) to twelfth place (1 Chr 27:24). In Ezek 48:1 Dan is placed in the most northerly position, 

presumablyreflectingitslatergeographicallocation.However,―thegateofDan‖(Ezek 48:32) is placed 

in sixth position but separated from Naphtali in twelfth. The size of Dan is also confused in the biblical 

traditions. In Num 26:43, the census after the plague in the wilderness, Dan is the second largest tribe 

with 64,400: this is remarkably attributed to one family. The equally large census figures (Num 1:39; 

2:26) are at odds with the tradition that Dan was able to muster only 600 men for the expedition to capture 

Laish (Judg 18:11).  

The treatment of Dan in Chronicles differs significantly from that in the Pentateuch. Dan and Zebulun 

are omitted from 1 Chronicles 2–8, suggesting that the Chronicler wanted to deemphasize Dan. The MT 

of 1 Chr 6:46—Eng6:61 omits any mention of Dan butisemendedbysomecommentatorstoread―…the

tribe of Ephraim and from the tribe of Dan and from the half-tribeofManasseh‖onthebasisofJosh 21:5, 

25. The same is true of 1 Chr 6:54—Eng6:69,wheretheMTisoftenemendedtoread―…fromthetribe

of Dan, Eltekah and its common land, Gibbethon and itscommonland,…‖withJosh 21:23. This 

tendentious aspect of the genealogies and lists in 1 Chronicles 2–8 is further seen in the omission of Dan 

in 1 Chr 7:12. On the basis of Genesis 46 and Numbers 26, it is reasonable to expect Dan and Zebulun to 

be mentioned. Braun (1 Chronicles WBC,106)reads―…andShuppimandHuppim.ThesonsofDan:

Hushai,thesonsofAher.‖ThisseemsreasonablesinceHushimismentionedinGen 46:23 as the son of 

Dan. It is at this point in the genealogy that one would expect Dan and Zebulun. This is further indicated 



bythenextversewhichbeginswith―thesonsofBilhah,‖i.e.,DanandNaphtali.In1 Chr 12:24–38, Dan 

and Naphtali are relegated to a position following Issachar and Zebulun; but Dan is relegated to last place 

in 1 Chr 27:22, having been separated from Naphtali.  

ThetraditionsofDan‘smigrationhavebeenusedbyhistorianstoshowthatIsraelwasoriginally

confined to the hill country and prevented by stronger Canaanite city-states from settling in the Shephelah 

and coastal plain. The relevance of the list of towns in Josh 19:40–46, which indicates that the Danite 

settlement stretched well into the coastal plain, is disputed. However, many scholars believe that this list 

dates from the monarchic period, particularly the reign of Josiah, and thereby does not provide evidence 

for premonarchic Dan. In Judg 1:34–35, Dan is said to have failed to conquer Aijalon, Harhares, and 

Shaalbim.Theywerepressedbackbythe―Amorites‖outoftheShephelahandforcedbackintothe

mountains. Many scholars view this as reliable information from the premonarchic period indicating that 

Israel was forced to settle in the central hill country owing to the military superiority of the Canaanite 

city-states. The stories of Samson (Judges 13–16), a Danite, are also thought to preserve traditions of 

PhilistinepressureonearlyIsraelitesettlement.ThenarrativeofDan‘smigrationandcaptureofLaishin

Judges 17–18 isseenbyMalamat(1970)asbasedonapatternliketheConquesttraditions.Dan‘ssearch

for a new settlement culminates in the capture of the isolated city of Laish and its renaming after the 

eponymous ancestor of the tribe (Judg 18:29). Josh 19:47 preserves a similar tradition but names the city 

Leshem.Thesetraditionsofmigrationandthe―conquest‖ofLaish/Leshemhavebeen used as evidence 

that the Israelite settlement was a protracted process. Yadin (1968) has argued that the reference in Judg 

5:17 toDan‘sremainingwiththeshipsmayindicatethattheDaniteshadtheiroriginsamong the Danuna 

as part of the Sea Peoples. Spina (1977) interprets these traditions in light of the revolt hypothesis: he 

proposes that the tribe of Dan had its origins in a new social synthesis of indigenous Canaanites and 

groups of the Sea Peoples. Similarly, Gottwald (1979) also believes that these traditions contain much 

material which supports the revolt model. Other scholars argue that the sources are late or are literary 

creations which preserve little usable historical information.  

The narrative of Judges 17–18 is important for its negative appraisal of the founding of the sanctuary at 

Dan and of its priesthood (Soggin Judges OTL, 263–78). The cult symbol is made from stolen silver 

(Judg 17:2) and is then stolen from the Ephraimite. The narrative implies that the cult of Dan was 

syncretistic. The origins of the Danite priesthood are called into question since the Levite is taken under 

the threat of force. Its claims to Mosaic descent (Judg 18:30) are called into question in the MT of Judg 

18:30, which describes Jonathan as the grandson of Manasseh. The use of a suspended nun in the name 

mnšh hasledmanycommentatorstoacceptthereading―Moses‖(mšh) along with some LXX mss, the 

Vg, and the OL. The ambiguity casts doubt on the legitimacy of the priests of Dan to be descendants of 

Moses. The polemical aspects of this narrative need to be understood in light of the Deuteronomistic 

condemnation of the cult of Jeroboam I, with its bull images, set up in Bethel and Dan to rival the Judean 

royal cult in Jerusalem (1 Kings 12; cf. Exodus 32). The puzzling reference in Judg 5:17, complaining 

that the Danites did not take part in the Israelite coalition against Sisera, indicates a negative attitude 

towards Dan. It is in line with the other negative references to Dan throughout the Hebrew Bible. Thus the 

blasphemer in Lev 24:11 was the son of an Egyptian and a Danite mother. In the blessing of Jacob (Gen 

49:16)DanissaidtojudgehispeopleasoneofthetribesofIsraelbutthenissaidtobe―…aserpentin

the way, a viper by the path, that bites the horse‘sheelssothathisriderfallsbackward‖(49:17). It is not 

clearifthisisacommendationofDan‘smilitaryprowessorisadenigrationofitstrustworthiness.When

considered in the light of the criticism of Judg 5:17, it might be read negatively. However, the military 

prowess of Dan is acclaimed in the Blessing of Moses (Deut 33:22) in the imagery of a young lion that 

leaps from Bashan. The stories of the Danite Samson (Judges 13–16), of the Danite migration, of the theft 

of the Ephraimite priest, and of the graven image (Judges 17–18)implyanegativeappraisal.Klein‘s

literary analysis (1988) of Judges 17–18 highlights the use of irony whereby Dan, the judge, in the book 

of Judges is shown to violate the laws of hospitality.  

A Danite, Oholiab, was involved in the construction of the tabernacle with Bezelel (Exod 31:6; 35:34; 

38:23). They were both skilled metal workers, designers, and craftsmen. A further interesting comparison 



comes in 2 Chr 2:13 where Huramabi (see HURAM), the son of a Danite woman, is said to be a skilled 

craftsman from Tyre (2 Chr 2:13). This is a significant variation from 1 Kgs 7:13–14, where Huramabi is 

reported as the son of a woman from Naphtali. Dillard (2 Chronicles WBC, 20) believes that the alteration 

was deliberate in order to draw a parallel with Oholiab. In fact, rabbinic exegesis made the connection 

even more apparent by declaring Huramabi to be a descendant of Oholiab. He points out that the 

Chronicler parallels the construction of the tabernacle with that of the temple. In so doing, Solomon is 

compared with Bezalel and Huramabi with Oholiab.  
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KEITH W. WHITELAM  

DAN (PLACE) [Heb dān (ָדן)]. Tel Dan, formerly Tell el Qadi, is identified with ancient Dan of the 

phrase―fromDantoBeersheba‖(i.e.,1 Sam 3:20). The identification was first suggested by E. Robinson 

in1838(1841:358)andhasbeenuniversallyaccepted.Abilingualinscriptionmentioningthe―godof

Dan,‖foundin1976 in the course of the archaeological excavations, confirms the identification.  

Dan is first mentioned in the Bible in Gen 14:14. At that time, the name of the city was Laish (Josh 

19:47; Judg 18:29). The name Laish appears in the Egyptian Execration Texts of the 18th century B.C.E. 

and in Mari. Thutmose III lists Laish among the cities he conquered. See also LAISH (PLACE). The tribe 

ofDan,afterconqueringLaish,changedthecity‘snametoDan.Afewdecadesafterwardthecitywas

attacked by Arameans. In the days of the prophet Amos, the people of Israel swore―bythegodofDan‖

(cf. Amos 8:14). The last biblical reference to Dan is in Jeremiah (4:15; 8:16).  

———  

A. Location and Topography  

B. History of the Excavations  

C. History of the Settlement  

———  

A. Location and Topography  

Tel Dan is located in the N of Israel (M.R. 211294), at the foot of Mt. Hermon and near one of the main 

sources of the Jordan river, and the tel itself has several perennial springs. It is also on the main 

crossroads from the Mediterranean to the E and Damascus. Tel Dan is a large mound of some 50 acres, 

rising close to 20 m above the surrounding plain, with a 40° sloping rampart. A gentle slope from the high 

circumference of the mound towards the center of the site gives a slightly concave appearance to the 

mound.  

B. History of the Excavations  

Excavations began in 1966, initially as a rescue operation, and have continued almost without 

interruption under the direction of A. Biran. By 1987, 20 seasons of excavation had taken place.  

The very nature of a rescue excavation dictates the strategy of the excavation; and at Tel Dan it also 

determined, to a large extent, the strategy of subsequent seasons. Thus for a number of seasons work 

concentrated on the S slopes of the mound in area A, where a trench was cut from top to bottom in 1966 

and in a number of squares opened on the mound itself in area B.  

In 1966 the excavations in area A revealed the MB glacis and a flagstone pavement. This flagstone 

pavement was discovered later to have formed part of the Iron Age gateway. To study further the method 

of construction of the MB ramparts discovered in 1966, a trench was opened in 1972 on the NE slope of 

the mound (area Y) and another on the SE corner in 1978 (area K).  



In the third season of excavations, area H was opened E of area B and on the N side of the mound near 

the spring area T, where the cult center was discovered. A number of squares were opened in 1980 in the 

center of the mound (area M), an area which was undisturbed by later burials. The main areas of 

excavations from 1982–86 have been in areas B and T, at the S and N edge of the mound respectively.  

C. History of the Settlement  

Tel Dan was first settled in the Pottery Neolithic period, around 5000 B.C.E. Evidence for this 

conclusion came from a small section in area B where bedrock was reached. Because of the small area 

excavated, the nature of the settlement could not be determined. It may be assumed, however, that it 

extended to other parts of the site. The abundant water supply would justify such an assumption.  

There followed a gap in the history of occupation until the EB II, approximately the 27th century B.C.E. 

Undisturbed levels of occupation of the 3d millennium were reached in a number of sections spread over 

an extensive area, and we concluded that the EB remains cover the entire 50-acre site. This conclusion 

was supported by the fact that in practically every basket of excavated material EB shards were found. 

These, together with the complete vessels found in the stratified areas of excavation, indicate that a large 

and prosperous city, probably called Laish, with a rich material culture, existed at our site around the 

middle of the 3d millennium B.C.E. Storage jars with combed patterns, a decorated bone handle, platters 

with a red burnished slip, jugs, and juglets some of which are of the Abydos type, animal figurines, and a 

large number of seal impressions are but a tantalizing indication of the wealth of the city in the EB II and 

III periods still to be excavated.  

The following period, EB IV, is not well represented at our site. Nevertheless, sufficient evidence was 

brought to light to indicate that the site had not been abandoned, although the nature of the settlement 

cannot be determined at this stage of our research.  

The beginning of the 2d millennium B.C.E. witnessed the gradual development of the city we know was 

called Laish in the 18th century B.C.E. Three strata of occupation belonging to the MB I period were 

found. A stone-built tomb with a characteristic MB I juglet and decorated vessels similar to the so-called 

Khabur ware from N Syria precede the massive fortifications, which gave the site the shape it has to this 

day.  

This system of defenses consisted of a central core with sloping earthen ramparts against both sides of 

the core. The earth for the ramparts came from the debris of earlier strata (esp. from the large EB city) and 

from the natural soil of the surrounding plain. The core on the S slope was 6.3 m thick and built of 

undressed stone. It is preserved to a height of about 10 m. The same principle of construction was 

discovered on the NE side of the mound, where the builders used an existing sloping stone structure as the 

core. In area K the core was built of stone and mudbrick. The base of the rampart construction is about 50 

m wide. It is estimated that in order to build the ramparts about 800,000 tons of material had to be used, a 

task which would require a thousand workers three years to complete. The most remarkable feature of this 

construction was the triple-arched gate discovered at the SE corner of the rampart in area K. See Fig. 

DAN.01 and Fig. FOR.01.  

The gate is built of sun-dried mudbrick with stone steps approaching it from the E plain and similar 

steps descending into the city on the W. The gate structure, the N half of which was partially excavated, 

stands 7 m high and consists of two towers, each about 5.15 m wide, which flank on the E and W a 

recessed arched gateway 5.15 m wide. Some 47 courses of mudbrick are preserved and the remains of 

white lime and calcite plaster which covered the brick still adhere to the joins between the courses. The 

interior of the gate is bisected by a N-S brick wall found standing to a height of approximately 4 m. In the 

center of this wall is an archway. A third arch was uncovered on the W side of the gate structure. The 

passage through the arches divides the gate into four chambers. The length of the passage is 10.5 m and 

that of the entire structure 13.5 m. Examination of the pottery found in the composition of the mudbricks, 

on the steps, and on the floor of the gate lead us to conclude that the gate was built around the middle of 

the 18th century B.C.E., the date we had ascribed originally to the construction of the ramparts. The gate 

and ramparts may belong to the city of Laish mentioned in the Egyptian Execration Texts. Possibly they 

represent the historical memory reflected in Gen 14:14.  



The gate apparently was not long in use. The discovery of retaining walls and of stone structures built to 

support the walls of the towers suggests structural defects; and, with these, it was still necessary to 

abandon the gate. The passageway and chambers were filled with compacted earth, and the entire 

structure was buried. Entrance to the city was then through one of the gates which no doubt existed in 

other parts of the rampart. Remains of such a gate were found in the course of the excavations on the S 

side of the city.  

During the MB, the city was about 30 acres and was a city with a rich material culture, evidence for 

which comes in the offerings found in well-built stone tombs and jar burials. A large assemblage of 

pottery vessels (some with a close affinity to the N), bronze weapons, and ivory cosmetic boxes were 

found. Especially numerous were the large open bowls, jugs and juglets, and carinated bowls of all sizes. 

Also found were Yahudiyeh type juglets and two scarabs. The vessels are to be dated to the MB II and III. 

Evidence of a destruction at the end of this period comes from two squares in which a thick layer of 

destruction by fire was found, containing cooking pots, bowls, and juglets of the end of the MB III.  

While Laish appears in a historical context in the lists of Thutmose III, the excavations have so far shed 

no light on this campaign, but two finds reflect contacts with Egypt. One is a red granite statuette of a 

man in a sitting position, Nefertem by name, found in secondary use in a wall of the Israelite period. The 

statuette is of a well-known type used in the ritual of the dead, dated to the 19th Dyn., ca. the 14th century 

B.C.E. Another fragment of an Egyptian statuette was found on the surface. Originally from the Middle 

Kingdom, it bears a secondary inscription of the Ptolemaic period.  

The LB is represented by a large building the stone walls of which are preserved to a height of 1 m. The 

S and E walls have been exposed to a length of 6 and 7 m respectively. The floor is of flat stones. A 

female ceramic figurine, possibly a mask, was found in the debris. See Fig. DAN.02. Other remains from 

the LB period were found in practically all areas excavated. Area B yielded a tomb built of rough basalt 

stones which contained 95 vessels (26 of which were imported), 4 basalt bowls and 2 stone vessels, 4 

ivory boxes, 6 bronze bowls, a bronze shovel, a bronze oil lamp, 2 daggers, 2 swords, numerous 

arrowheads, and silver and gold jewelry; these indicate the wealth and cosmopolitan character of the city 

in the LB. Especially significant is the discovery of a complete charioteer vase.  

In area Y a scarab of Rameses II and a stirrup jar were found. A large krater with four handles, two 

decorated storage jars, imported bichrome ware, a unique plaque of a dancer playing the lute, and remains 

of metal workshops (all from area B) add to our knowledge of the LB city.  

The evidence for the arrival of the Danites is both textual and archaeological. Judges 18 gives a detailed 

account of the migration of the tribe of Dan and the conquest of Laish the name of which they changed to 

Dan. The excavations did not reveal the devastation implied in Judg 18:27, but the appearance of a 

stratum of occupation characterized by pits implies a drastic change in the material culture of the 

population. The new inhabitants, like their predecessors, lived within the ramparts, but their lifestyle was 

different. The new Danite inhabitants probably lived in tents and huts and stored their food in pits. These 

stone-lined pits were dug into the earlier levels of occupation and contained Iron Age cooking pots and a 

newtypeofstoragejar,the―collared-rim‖jar.Thearrivalof the Danites and the conquest of Laish took 

place around the beginning of the 12th century B.C.E.  

According to Judges 18 the Danites brought with them a priest as well as the pesel, the ephod, the 

teraphim, and the masekhah. It is probable that the Danites erected a structure to hold these cult objects, 

possibly a temple, where the priests could also officiate. While the remains of this early sanctuary have 

not yet been found, its existence must have prompted Jeroboam to establish one of the golden calves at 

Dan towards the end of the 10th century B.C.E.  

The seminomadic character of the tribe of Dan did not last long. Soon after settling in their new locale, 

they built houses of stone and developed a metal industry. A large number of crucibles containing bronze 

sediment and slag, clay tuyeres, basalt slabs, and tools were found in enclosed areas which served as 

workshops. Although some evidence for metallurgical activity occurs in the LB, the development of the 

metal industry into a major economic enterprise seems to have been the result of Danite initiative.  



The Danites were to enjoy a period of relative peace and prosperity until about the middle of the 11th 

century B.C.E., when the city was destroyed in a fierce conflagration. The city, however, was not 

abandoned, and the houses were soon rebuilt using the original walls. The vessels continue the tradition of 

the previous period. Peace followed for about two centuries.  

Toward the end of the 10th century, Jeroboam established the N kingdom and made Dan the main cult 

center in the N of the country. He set up a golden calf at Dan, which apparently became a more important 

sacred site than Bethel (1 Kgs 12:30). Remains of the sanctuary built by Jeroboam were uncovered in area 

T at the N edge of the site.  

A rectangular platform, ca. 7 × 19 m, built of large dressed limestone blocks was discovered; also found 

were parts of large storerooms in which were two large pithoi (ca. 300 liters each) decorated with a snake 

motif and numerous vessels. A decorated incense stand, chalices, a bowl with a trident incised on its base, 

and the broken head of a male figurine form part of an assemblage of a cultic nature dated to the late 10th 

or early 9th centuries B.C.E. Further S an installation consisting of a sunken basin flanked by two basalt 

slabs and two plastered jars was uncovered and found to contain faience figurines. North of the basin 

another pithos with a snake decoration was found. In a paved courtyard S of the basin, broken parts of a 

clay tub were discovered. The tub, 1.5 m long,.6 m wide, and.5 m deep, had a seat at one end. The stone 

pavement extended to the edge of a rectangular pool fed through a channel from the nearby spring. We 

believe the entire installation served as part of water libation ceremonies.  

The establishment of a cult center at Dan called also for special security—remains of massive 

fortifications, a city wall, and a gate were uncovered at the S foot of the mound. In the 9th century B.C.E. a 

4 m thick city wall and gate complex which included an outer gate with a large paved sqaure were built. 

The gate has four chambers and a monumental paved entryway leading up to the top of the mound. 

Between the two gates is a stone-paved piazza, 19.5 × 19.4 m, with a bench for the elders and a canopied 

structure where the king may have sat (see Fig. DAN.03; cf. 1 Kgs 22:10). Ahab, who had trading rights 

in Damascus, may have been the king who thus fortified Dan against possible attack by the Arameans. 

Also in the 9th century, considerable building activities took place in the area of the sacred precinct. A 

large almost-square structure, about 19 × 19 m, built of ashlars laid in headers and stretchers, was 

uncovered. The structure, probably a high place or bamah, was surrounded on three sides by a courtyard 

of crushed yellowish limestone. S of the bamah were two square surfaces of flat ashlars. A four-horned 

altar, one horn of a much larger altar, remains of the bases of circular columns, and pottery vessels were 

found. West of the bamah a complex of buildings, including an altar room with a sunken jar containing 

ashes and with three iron shovels, were excavated in the 1985–86 seasons. It appears that in the 9th and 

8th centuries the sacred precinct at Dan had reached its zenith. See Figs. DAN.04 and DAN.05.  

The city enjoyed a period of prosperity due perhaps to the victories of Jeroboam II in N Syria. An upper 

gate was built on the ridge of the mound and in the houses a large repertoire of Iron II vessels came to 

light. How the Assyrian conquest of N Israel affected Dan is not clear. In any case, the stone pavement 

continued to serve as a road leading northward into the city and to the sacred precinct. The houses of the 

7th century were well built and in one quarter they were built around a large stone-paved courtyard. A 

large quantity of vessels, including decanters, storage jars, cooking pots, oil lamps, and a shard with the 

name Baal-Pelet, indicate that the settlement at Dan continued to prosper until the Babylonian Conquest.  

Following the Babylonian Conquest, there is little archaeological evidence of the history of the city—

only scattered shards of the later periods were found in areas B, K, M, and Y. The chambers of the upper 

gate were blocked and benches were built along the walls. The pavement, however, continued in use 

through the Hellenistic period. At the foot of the mound where the Iron Age gate was originally located, 

two cisterns and clay pipes which brought water from the spring date to the Roman period. Another 

cistern or plastered pool and burials of the Roman period were uncovered on the slope. The Roman 

settlement was apparently limited to the SW area of the site, where a large number of shards were found 

on the surface. The sacred precinct, however, continued with those activities connected with the 

sanctuary.  



West of the high place, the remains of a wall and shards of storage jars and oil lamps of the Persian 

period were uncovered. On one shard the impression of a magnificent lion was found. A number of 

figurines, possibly from a favissa, belong to the end of the Persian or to the beginning of the Hellenistic 

period. A figurine of the god Bes, two of the god Osiris, one of a smiling Astarte, another of woman and 

child, a figurine of a rider, coins of Ptolemy I (4), of Antiochus III (2), and of Ptolemy II (4), and a 

figurine of a temple boy indicate activities in and around the sanctuary in the 4th–3d centuries B.C.E.  

During the Hellenistic and Roman periods considerable building activities took place in the sacred 

precinct. A well-built enclosure wall with the entrance from the S surrounded the sanctuary during the 

Hellenistic period. A plastered circular basin, coins of Antiochus IV and Demetrius II, oil lamps, and a 

bilingual inscription attest to the fact that the sanctuary continued to serve the community of Dan and the 

surrounding area. The inscription is especially significant. WritteninGkandAram,itreads:―Tothegod

whoisinDan,Zoilosmadeavow.‖SeeFig.DAN.06. 

During the Roman period the entrance in the Hellenistic wall was blocked and new walls were built next 

to it. West of the enclosure wall a fountain house was built. Steps led down to plastered basins which 

were fed by water brought from the spring through a clay pipe. The overflow was returned to the spring in 

an open channel. Some 38 coins of Constantine I and Constantine II may have belonged to the pilgrims 

who visited the sanctuary in the 3d and 4th centuries C.E. The last reference to Dan was by Eusebius, who 

stated that it was located 4 miles from Paneas.  
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AVRAHAM BIRAN  

DANIEL (PERSON) [Heb dān  ˒ l (ָדִנֵאל), dān  y ˒l (ָדִנֵיאל)]. 1. The second son of David, born at 

Hebron (1 Chr 3:1),thefirstbornofDavidandAbigailofCarmel,Nabal‘swidow(1 Samuel 25). He is 

called―Chileab‖in2 Sam 3:3, a reading which undoubtedly is corrupt (see CHILEAB). In Chronicles the 

textual problem is similarly confused. Greek mss had a variety of readings—Dani l (one codex; so 

Rahlfs); Damni l (Codex Vaticanus), Dalouia(s) (Codex Alexandrinus; Lucianic recension; Aquila)—and 

the Syriac had klb, reflectingthelateSamuelreading.―Daluiah‖or―Daniel‖wasmostlikelyhisgiven

name.  

2. The head of a postexilic Levite family descended from Ithamar, the fourth son of Aaron. He returned 

to Jerusalem with Ezra, along with other leading Israelites and their households (Ezra 8:2). In the parallel 

account in 1 Esdr 8:29, he is called Gamael (Gk Gam los). He was among those leaders who signed and 

sealed their names upon a covenant document (Neh 10:7—Eng 10:6). They were prompted, according to 

the text, by their awareness of their shortcomings exposed in the ceremony of reading the Law (Nehemiah 



8–9), and were joined by the rest of the community (10:29–30—Eng 10:28–29). Specific stipulations in 

this document are spelled out in Neh 10:31–40 (Eng 10:30–39).  

3. The primary character in the narratives of Daniel 1–6, and the man who had the dreams and visions 

recounted in Daniel 7–12. See DANIEL, BOOK OF.  

DAVID M. HOWARD, JR.  

DANIEL, ADDITIONS TO. The Additions (Adds) to Daniel consist of three extended passages in 

the Greek LXX which have nocounterpartinthecanonicaltextofDaniel:(1)―ThePrayerofAzariahand

theHymnoftheThreeYoungMen,‖consistingof66versesandlocatedbetweenwhatwouldcorrespond

to vv 23 and 24 ofthethirdchap.ofcanonicalDaniel;(2)―Susanna,‖consistingof64verses;and(3)

―BelandtheSnake,‖consistingof42verses,thelattertwoAddsusuallyappearingafterthecanonical

chaps. of Daniel. All three Adds have their setting in Babylon and describe how some Jew who trusted in 

the Lord God of Israel was delivered from certain death through the intervention of an angel.  

Evidently never a part of the Jewish canon (neither the one probably established by ca. 150 B.C. [HJP² 

2: 317])norasitexistedinJosephus‘dayinthe1stcenturyA.D. (HJP² 3/2: 706–8), the Adds were 

regarded as part of the Christian canon of the Western Church until the time of the Protestant and Catholic 

movements, at which time they were rejected by Protestantsandweretermed―apocryphal‖whilethe

Roman Catholic Church at its Council of Trent in 1546 reaffirmed them and termed them 

―deuterocanonical.‖ 

———  

A. Introduction  

1. Their Secondary Character  

2. The Two Greek Texts  

B.―ThePrayerofAzariahandtheHymnoftheThreeYoungMen‖ 

1. Component Parts  

2. The Effect of These Additions  

3. Concerning Canonicity  

C.―Susanna‖ 

1. Summary  

2. The Two Greek Accounts  

3. Original Language  

4. Genre  

5. Religious Elements  

6. Purpose  

7. Author, Place, and Date of Composition  

8. Concerning Canonicity  

D.―BelandtheSnake‖ 

1. Summary  

2. Genre of the Two Tales  

3.Differencesbetween―Ɵ‖andtheLXX 

4. Original Language of the Stories  

5. Concerning Canonicity  

6. Religious Ideas and Purpose  

7. Date and Place of Composition  

8. The Greek and Other Ancient Versions  

———  

A. Introduction  

1. Their Secondary Character. The external evidence proves that these three compositions are, in fact, 

later additions. There is no ms evidence for their existence among the Jews of antiquity, not even among 

the Dead Sea Scrolls, where there have been found, to date, seven Semitic copies of Daniel, most of them 



quite fragmentary (Milik 1981), and three Aramaic texts containing hitherto unknown legends about him 

(Pseudo-Daniel
a,b,c

 [Milik 1956]).  

Josephus mentions none of the Adds in spite of the fact that he does record some other noncanonical 

legends about the prophet Daniel (cf. Ant 10.11.6–7). Nor is there a Gk translation of them by Aquila, the 

Jewish convert of the 2d century A.D. who translated the then-current rabbinic text into ridiculously literal 

Greek (for details on Aquila, see AQUILA‘SVERSION). Both Origen (185?–?254) and Jerome (340?–

420) expressly stated that they knew of no current Hebrew text of the Adds (on Jerome, see Braverman 

1978: 49–52). Finally, the so-called Hebrew andAramaic―survivals‖oftheseAddsfoundinthemedieval

works of Josippon and Jerahmeel (so Gaster 1894–95; 1899) are actually translations of Gk and Lat 

versions of the Adds (Lévi 1933; Moore 1977: 49, 86, 117; for details on Josippon, see JOSIPPON). An 

examination of the internal evidence (see below passim) also confirms the secondary character of the 

Adds.  

2. The Two Greek Texts. The Gk text of Daniel occurs in two quite different forms: the Septuagint 

(LXX) and the so-calledTheodotion(―Ɵ‖),bothofwhichareprintedforpurposesofconvenient

comparisoninSwete(1894),Rahlfs‘Septuagint, andZiegler(1954).Whilethe―Ɵ‖hasmanywitnesses

(Ziegler 1954: 7–76), the LXX has only three: (1) the Chester Beatty-Cologne papyrus 967, dating to ca. 

A.D. 150 (its fragments are scattered among the works of Ziegler 1954; Geissen 1968; and Hamm 1969, 

1977); (2) Codex Chisianus 88, a 9th-century cursive ms; and (3) the Ambrosian Syro-Hexaplar, a very 

literal SyriactranslationofOrigen‘stextmadebyPaulofTellain615–617. Inasmuch as the LXX of 

Daniel was used by the translator of 1 Maccabees (Bludau 1897: 8, n. 6; Montgomery, Daniel ICC, 38), 

virtually all scholars agree that the LXX of Daniel existed by 100 B.C. and that it originated in Egypt, 

probably Alexandria (Pfeiffer 1949: 440).  

Forreasonsnotaltogetherclear(Moore1977:31),theLXXofDanielwasreplacedby―Ɵ‖inthe

Christian Church sometime between 150 and 250.  

Regardless of who the scribe Theodotion(i.e.,―Ɵ‖)wasinotherLXXbooks(Montgomery,Daniel 

ICC, 24–29, 35–42, 46–55; Hartman and DiLella, Daniel AB, 74–84),the―Ɵ‖ofDanieldoesnot

represent that 2d-centuryrecensionist;formanyphrasesfrom―Ɵ‖ofDanielarefoundintheGreek of 

Baruch and in Hebrews and Revelation (Hartman and DiLella, 80–81).Noristhe―Ɵ‖ofDanielofthe

same tradition as Proto-Theodotion (kaige) in other books of the LXX (Schmitt 1966: 11–16, 100–12; but 

see Grelot 1966: 392; Delcor 1971: 22). Rather, the―Ɵ‖ofDanielisbestregardedasaseparate

translation of the Semitic book of Daniel (i.e., not a recension of the LXX), albeit its Gk translator 

sometimesadoptedthewordingoftheLXX.The―Ɵ‖ofDanielprobablydatestothe1stcenturyofthe

pre-Christian era; the 1st century A.D. is its latest possible date. On the basis of the list of officers in Dan 

3:2, Koch (1973) proposes Syria-Mesopotamiaasthetranslation‘splaceof origin.  

TheoriginandrelationshipofthedeuterocanonicalsectionsoftheLXXand―Ɵ‖inDanielareeven

morepuzzling.ForeventhoughtheLXXand―Ɵ‖arevirtuallyidenticalin―ThePrayerofAzariahand

theHymnoftheThreeYoungMen,‖theydifferconsiderably(inbothwordingandcontent)in―Susanna,‖

while―BelandtheSnake‖occupiesinthismatteramidposition.Schmitt(1966:100–12) would account 

for these differences in the Adds by arguing that the canonical and deuterocanonical sections of ―Ɵ‖had

different translators, the Adds probably being done by Symmachus of the 2d century A.D. By contrast, 

Schüpphaus (1971: 49–72)maintainsthattheAddsof―Ɵ‖arebutanextensivereeditingofboththestyle

and content of the LXX and not a new translation (he ignores, however, the question of whether the Adds 

had a Semitic Vorlage).TheconsensusofscholarsisthatinneithertheLXXnor―Ɵ‖isthereadifference

between the Greek of the canonical and deuterocanonical sections, that is, in each case the canonical and 

deuterocanonical sections were done by the same Gk translator. That being the case, differences between 

theLXXand―Ɵ‖ofDanielare,inessence,areflectionoftheirdifferentSemiticVorlagen.  

In all the ancient and modern versions ofDaniel,theAddsarebasedupon―Ɵ‖,theonlyexceptions

being the Syro-Hexaplar and the earliest edition of the Vetus Latina (or OL) (Montgomery, Daniel ICC, 

29–32; Charles 1929: 1viii). Moreover, the Syriac Peshitta and the Vulgate, as well as the Coptic, 

Ethiopic,Arabic,andArmenian,areallquiteliteraltranslationsof―Ɵ‖. 



B. ―The Prayer of Azariah and the Hymn of the Three Young Men‖  

1. Component Parts. This LXX material is located between what would correspond to vv 23 and 24 of 

the third chap. of the canonical book of Daniel, where three Jewish youths (i.e., Shadrach, Meshach, and 

Abednego)weremiraculouslypreservedbyGod‘sangelafterbeingthrownintothefieryfurnace by King 

Nebuchadnezzar for refusing to worship a large gold idol. So impressed was the king at their deliverance 

that he decreed that anyone who spoke against their God should be killed and his house destroyed, for 

there is no other God who could deliver in that way.  

The Add contains three (more likely, four) separate and independent compositions: (1) the prayer (3:24–

45 of the LXX); (2) the narrative (3:46–51); (3) the ode (3:52–56) or, as it is called in the Roman Catholic 

liturgy, Benedictus es; and (4) the psalm (3:57–90), or Benedicite (for a discussion of their liturgical use, 

see Daubney 1906: 83–97). Those scholars who regard the ode and psalm as one composition commonly 

refertoitasthe―hymn‖(Moore1977:75–76).  

With the possible exception of the narrative, these four compositions are clearly secondary, being added 

after the completion of the canonical book (i.e., sometime after 163 B.C.)butbeforethelatter‘stranslation

into Greek (ca. 100 B.C.). Questions concerning the original language, date, and provenance must be 

asked about each of the additions, because there is no justification for treating them en masse.  

a. The Prayer. Azariah‘sprayer(so―Ɵ‖) was actually offered by all the martyrs (so the older LXX) 

while inside the blazing furnace, miraculously unaffected by its searing heat. That the prayer was a 

separate and independent entity that originally had nothing to do with the fiery furnace is indicated by 

fourlinesofargument:(1)theclumsyandrepetitiouscharacteroftheprayer‘sownintroductiontoitself

in vv 24–25oftheolderLXX;(2)itsuseinv24oftheheroes‘Hebrew names, whereas in the fiery 

furnace account of the MT their Aramaic names are always used (13 times); (3) the obvious 

inappropriateness of much of the prayer for its context; and (4) the logical and chronological 

misplacement of the prayer when compared to the narrative (3:46–51).  

Asfortheprayer‘sinappropriateness, it is clearly a communal prayer of repentance and supplication, 

the basic theme of which is well expressed in vv 30–31:  

We have not obeyed them [i.e., your commandments] or done them, as thou hast commanded us that it 

might go well with us. So all that thou hast brought upon us, and all that thou hast done to us, thou hast 

done in true judgment.  

While such a prayer is never out of date, it is totally inappropriate for its present context where the three 

youths are in their present predicament precisely because they have been true to their God. (Admittedly, 

3:41–44 is appropriate to their situation and perhaps that is why the prayer was initially inserted.) The 

prayer is reminiscent of national laments such as Psalms 44, 74, 79, and 80, and of such prose confessions 

as Dan 9:4–19; Ezra 9:6–15; Neh 9:6–37; and Bar 1:15–3:8.  

That the prayer was originally in Hebrew is suggested by four lines of evidence: (1) the prayer calls the 

martyrs by their Hebrew names while the MT uses their Aramaic names; (2) the prayer has a few 

commonplace Hebraisms (cf. 3:27, 33) and a few unusual ones (e.g., 3:34, 40 [for lists of Hebraisms 

scattered throughout the Adds, see Bludau 1897: 160; Daubney 1906: 49–53; and APOT 1: 628]); (3) 

Hebrew is ipso facto the language of Jewish prayer and worship; and (4) Kuhl (1940: 132–54), without 

taking too many liberties with the Gk text, has retranslated the Gk version of the prayer into a rather literal 

biblical Hebrew poem with a metrical pattern of 3+3 (or 2+2+2) / 3+3 (or 2+2+2).  

The melancholy tone of the prayer in general (and of vv 29, 32, 38, and 40 in particular) is especially 

appropriateforIsrael‘sdarkestdaysunderAntiochusEpiphanesIV, the Seleucid king who tried to wipe 

out Judaism in 167–163 B.C. But if composed then, the prayer was not inserted until later. It was, 

however,insertedpriortotheLXX‘stranslationoftheSemitictextofDaniel.Palestineistheprobable

place of the prayer‘scomposition,especiallyifitwasoriginallycomposedinHebrew. 

b. The Narrative. This brief narrative (3:46–51 of LXX), coming between the prayer and the hymn, 

tellshowGod‘sangelkepttheinteriorofthefieryfurnacesafeandcoolforthemartyrs even though 

Chaldeans standing near it were burned to death. In contrast to the other sections of the Add, there is 



almostcompleteagreementbetweentheLXXand―Ɵ‖v46beingtheoneexception(Moore1977:62–

65).  

The narrative is the most troublesome of the Adds. Some scholars do not regard it as an addition but 

rather as either identical to (so Bludau 1897; Rothstein 1900) or similar to (Oesterly 1914: 388; APOT 1: 

625–37) a section that, they believed, was part of the original book of Daniel but was erroneously deleted 

from it when the Adds were removed from the canonical book.  

TherootoftheproblemprobablyrestswiththeMTitself,foranumberofscholarshavenoted―agap‖

between vv 23 and 24 ofthethirdchap.oftheMT.Butthe―presence‖ofsuchagapdoesnotnecessarily

prove that this narrative is the particular material that fell out of the MT (so Kuhl 1940: 84–86; Charles 

1929: 72–75), since vv 46–48 of the narrative repeat yet contradict v 22 of the MT (i.e., in the MT those 

who tossed the martyrs into the fiery furnace were themselves consumed, not later, but immediately).  

Either the narrative or, more likely, the prayer is out of place: both logically and chronologically, the 

prayer should follow, not precede, the description of the youths being thrown into the fiery furnace. Kuhl 

(1940: 161–64) maintains, probably rightly, that originally the narrative was a prelude to the hymn that a 

scribe had inserted, and that a still later scribe prefixed the prayer, thereby making what was once a 

logical sequence an illogical and contradictory one.  

If the narrative was originally a prelude to the hymn, then it would have probably been written in 

Hebrew, the probable language of the hymn. That the martyrs are known in the narrative by their Hebrew 

names also gives a presumption to a Hebrew Vorlage.  

If the narrative was erroneously deleted, then it would probably have been in Aramaic, the present 

language of the fiery furnace narrative in the MT. There is a medieval ms containing an Aramaic text 

whichclearlyfollows―Ɵ‖ ‘saccountofthefieryfurnace(Gaster1894–95), but unfortunately, it has no 

reading which decisively shows which version was necessarily based upon the other. In any event, the 

narrative was added to the canonical Daniel after its composition but before it was translated into Greek.  

c. The Hymn. This addition, consisting perhaps of two separate compositions, the ode (3:52–56 of the 

LXX) and the psalm (3:57–90), is antiphonal in character and appropriate for public worship. Thus, it was 

probably originally in Hebrew, a likelihood considerably strengthened by the fact that Kuhl (1940: 154–

59) has, with close fidelity to the Greek text, accomplished the retroversion of the ode back into biblical 

Hebrew with a 4/4 meter; the psalm, with 2+2/3. There is, however, little internal evidence for a Semitic 

original for the hymn.  

(1) The Ode (3:52–56). Uttered by the martyrs in the fiery furnace, the ode is an antiphonal hymn of 

praise consisting of six (originally seven [Christie 1928]) verses, or bicola. The first colon always blesses 

God, while the second offers a refrain which, while differing slightly in phraseology from verse to verse, 

is always essentially the same in meaning. Verse 52a is typical of the ode:  

―Blessedartthou,OLord,Godofourfathers, 

and to be praised and highly exalted for ever.‖ 

Although most scholars do not distinguish between the ode and the psalm, there are three good reasons 

for doing so: (1) they have different addresses: God in the ode, his creation in the psalm; (2) they have 

differenttypesofrefrains:thepsalm‘salwaysthesame,theode‘severchanging;and(3)theirpresumed

metrical patterns are quite different.  

Theode‘sdateofcompositiondepends,inpart,uponone‘sinterpretationofitsphrase―templeofyour

sacredglory‖(v53),i.e.,wasthetemplestillstanding (a case that contradicts v 38 of the prayer) or is it 

the heavenly temple? Inasmuch as Tob 8:5 contains the opening lines of the ode as well as the general 

theme of both the ode and the psalm, the Tobit passage may have inspired the writing of the ode (or at 

least its inclusion with the psalm [but for the opposite view, see Nickelsburg 1984b: 151]), in which case 

theterminusaquofortheodewouldbethedateofTobit‘scomposition,namely,sometimeduringthe

late 3d or early 2d century B.C.  

(2) The Psalm (3:57–90). The psalm, a beautiful hymn of praise, consisting of four stanzas, is 

reminiscent of the structure of Psalm 136, in that its second colon is always the same, namely:  

―Singpraisetohimandhighlyexalthimforever.‖ 



Its author enjoins a different group in each stanza to praise the Lord: creations in the highest heavens (vv 

57–63); elements coming from the heavens (vv 64–73); earthly creatures (vv 74–81); and all mankind (vv 

82–90). In its message and content, the psalm is especially reminiscent of Psalm 148.  

Like the ode (and for all the same reasons), the psalm was probably composed in Hebrew, in Palestine, 

during the 2d century B.C. Its frequent mention of water in such forms as dew, rain, and snow (cf. vv 60, 

64, 68, 70, and 77–78)probablyprecludesanEgyptianprovenanceandthereforethepsalm‘sbeing

composed originally in Greek.  

2. The Effect of These Additions. Although the original intent of the Jewish editors who first supplied 

these additions to the fiery furnace incident of the MT is unknown, the effect of these interpolations is 

quite clear, namely, the spotlight shifts from Nebuchadnezzar and his lavish surroundings to the faith of 

the martyrs and the greatness of their God. In the MT, for instance, the reader knows more about the 

feelings of Nebuchadnezzar than those of the heroes themselves. The Add changes all that. The prayer 

underscores the piety and humility of the martyrs while the narrative and the hymn remind the reader of 

God‘spowerandmajesty. 

As for the relative literary merit of the four Adds, if usage or popularity be the criterion for judgment, 

then the ode and the psalm (but not the prayer) have considerable literary merit; for from the days of the 

early Church Fathers they figure prominently in the liturgies of both the Eastern and Western churches.  

3. Concerning Canonicity. a. Among Jews. There is no clear evidence of the fiery furnace 

apocryphon‘susebyJewspriortotheMiddleAges,whenitappearsintheworksofJosipponand

Jerahmeel.Whateverthereason(s)forthisAdd‘sexclusionfromtheHebrewcanonasdeterminedbythe

Jewish Fathers, it cannot have been that the Add was adjudged by them as containing heretical ideas or 

teachings incompatible with Judaism. Its basic message (i.e., that God works in human history, esp. for 

those Jews who trust in him and praise him as the Lord of all creation) is compatible with postexilic 

Judaism in general, and with the canonical book of Daniel in particular. Ideas, phrases, and entire lines in 

the Add are redolent of older biblical passages, notably in Isaiah, 1 and 2 Chronicles, Nehemiah, and, esp. 

Psalms.  

b. Among Christians. Unfortunately, canonical lists of the Church Fathers, who nearly always 

regarded the book of Daniel as canonical, do not distinguish between it and its Adds. Nevertheless, the 

Add under discussion was quoted as Scripture by Justin Martyr (d. 165), Clement of Alexandria (d. before 

215), Hippolytus of Rome (170–235), and others (Moore 1977: 50–51). Although Jerome (340?–420) 

expressedreservationsabouttheAdd‘scanonicity,hedidnotplaceit(ashedidfor―Susanna‖and―Bel

andtheSnake‖)attheendofhisLatintranslation of the canonical Daniel. Polychronius, brother of 

Theodore of Mopsuestia (350?–428), was convinced that the Add was not part of the original text of 

Daniel. Nonetheless, the overwhelming majority of Church Fathers regarded it as an integral part of the 

canonical text of Daniel (for such fathers through the 6th century, see Daubney 1906: 76–80 and HJP², 

725–27; for an exhaustive list down through the centuries, see Julius 1903).  

C. ―Susanna‖  

The story is named after its virtuous heroine, Susanna (Heb šôšannāh ‗lily‘).Framedbytwolecherous

judges because she had just rejected their adulterous proposal, she would have been executed for adultery 

but for the divinely inspired intervention of the young Daniel. As the story stands in the Gk texts of 

Daniel, itisstrangelyoutofplace.Thisistruewhether,asin―Ɵ‖,itprecedeschap. 1 of the canonical text 

(so also OL, Coptic, Ethiopic, and Arabic versions) or follows the 12 chaps. of the canonical text as in 

Daniel 13 (as in LXX, Syro-Hexaplar, and Vg).  

1. Summary. Among the frequent visitors to the home of Joakim, a wealthy Babylonian Jew in 

Babylon,weretwohighlyrespectedjudgeswhohaddevelopedasecretpassionforJoakim‘swife

Susanna, the daughter of Hilkiah and a very beautiful and God-fearing woman (vv 1–12). One day these 

two lechers caught Susanna while she was alone in the garden bathing. They insisted that she have sexual 

intercourse with them, right then and there, or they would frame her for adultery. Perceiving herself in a 

no-win situation, she no sooner started screaming for help than one of the elders threw open the garden 



gate, and as the household came running in,thetwowretchesdescribedhowSusanna‘sloverhadjust

escaped! (vv 13–27).  

AtSusanna‘strialthenextdaythetwoscoundrelstestifiedagainsther,sayingthatthey had caught the 

two lovers in the very act, but that the young man had escaped. Her accusers were so above suspicion that 

their testimony was taken at face value. And without even allowing Susanna to speak in her own defense, 

everyone condemned her to death by stoning. But as she was being led away, she prayed out loud, 

insisting that she had been framed. Whereupon the Lord aroused the holy spirit of the young boy Daniel, 

whoshouted,―Iaminnocentofthebloodofthiswoman.‖Hethencastigatedthecommunity for 

condemning Susanna without first confirming the evidence by cross-examining her accusers (vv 28–48).  

Atthesceneofthe―crime,‖Danielhadthetwovillainsseparated so that they could not hear one 

another‘stestimony.Thenheaskedeachofthemthesamequestion:―Underwhattreedidyouseethem

beingintimatewitheachother?‖Theyeachgaveadifferentanswer,therebyconfirmingthecorrectnessof

the charge of wickedness and perjury that earlier Daniel had made against each of them. In accordance 

with the law of Moses, the wicked judges were punished in the way that they had intended for Susanna: 

they were stoned to death. From that day on the boy Daniel enjoyed a great reputation among his people 

(vv 49–64).  

Briefthoughthestoryis(only114linesofGreekin―Ɵ‖, as printed in Ziegler 1954), its characters are 

clearly delineated; the plot is simple and direct, with mounting suspense and a sudden, clear denouement. 

The story is a skillful admixture of three of the most basic and universal concerns of humanity: sex, death, 

andGod.Butunlikesomeothertaleswiththesameingredientswhereamoralis―tackedon‖attheendof

anotherwisetitillatingandprurienttalesoastomakeitmoreacceptabletothe―prudish,‖herereligious

concerns pervade the story.  

2. The Two Greek Accounts. Theprecedingsummaryreflectsthatof―Ɵ‖,whichdiffersatanumber

ofpointsfromtheolderandlesspolishedLXXversionof―Susanna.‖Thereasonforsuchstriking

differences between the two texts constitutes the central problem of the Add.  

When the two Gk texts are printed on the same page (see Ziegler 1954), one does not have to know 

Greek to see how different they are (the two Gk texts, side-by-side with a German translation of the two 

texts, may be found in a sleeve in the backofEngel1985).Morespecifically,―Ɵ‖hasanumberof

additions, notably, vv 11 (the elders were ashamed of their passion for Susanna), 15–18 (the bath scene in 

the garden), 20–21 (the elders propositioned Susanna and explained how they could frame her), 24–27 (at 

Susanna‘sscreamsthehouseholdrushedinandlearnedoftheallegedcrime), 31b (Susanna was shapely), 

36b (she had quite deliberately made preparations for her lover), 39 (the lover was too strong to be 

captured), 41b (the assembly condemned her to death), 46–47 (Daniel dissociated himself from the 

verdict), 49–50 (after advising resumption of the trial at the scene of the alleged crime, Daniel was invited 

to sit with the presiding elders), and 63 (allofSusanna‘srelativespraisedGodforthetrial‘soutcome).

Someoftheseadditionsin―Ɵ‖improve the logic of the tale (e.g., 20–21, 36b, 39, 49–50) while others 

increasethestory‘s drama and tension (e.g., 24–27, 41b); and a few do both (15–18, 46–47). Hebraisms, 

itshouldbenoted,arefarmorecommonin―Ɵ‖thanLXX. 

Inspiteoftheseandotherdifferencesin―detailsoffact‖(e.g.,theallegedcrimeoccurred―atdawn‖in

theLXX;―atmidday‖in―Ɵ‖),theplotremainsessentiallythesame.Theprincipal difference is one of 

emphasis:Danielhimselfisgivenfargreaterprominencein―Ɵ‖(e.g.,vv 46–47 and 49–50 occur only in 

―Ɵ‖;cf.alsovv 45b and 64 of―Ɵ‖withtheLXX).InasmuchasDanielisdepictedin―Susanna‖asa

youngmale,possiblyevenachild,―Ɵ‖ ‘splacementofthestory(i.e.,beforechap. 1 of the canonical 

version)seemsmorelogicalthantheLXX‘shavingitasDaniel13,whereitfitsneitherchronologically

nor typologically, its being a tale, while Daniel 7–12 arevisions.Thestory‘splacement after the 

canonicaltextalsoatteststoitssecondarycharacter.TowhatextentallthismayexplaintheChurch‘s

preferencefor―Ɵ‖overtheLXXisunknown. 

Intermsofcontentanddiction,thedifferencesbetweentheLXXand―Ɵ‖of―Susanna‖aresufficiently 

great to argue for their being separate translations of two Semitic texts. But if so, then the translator of 



―Ɵ‖musthavehadtheearlierLXXbeforehim;otherwise,howcanoneaccountfortheirverbatim

agreements in the Greek?  

3. Original Language. ThereisnoexternalevidencethattheGk―Susanna‖isatranslationofaSemitic

text. To be sure, Milik (1981) has argued that three exceedingly small scraps from Dead Sea Cave 4 may 

represent the Aramaic Vorlage forthe―missing‖firstfiveversesoftheLXXof―Susanna.‖Butifso,then

as Milik himself frankly conceded after his detailed discussion of the reconstructed but still quite 

fragmentarytext,―NotawordorphrasefromthesescrapsofAramaictextissufficientlyspecificto 

affirmacertainidentification‖(1981:357).Hadthenameoftheheroineorevensuchakeywordas

―Babylon,‖―Joakim,‖or―Daniel‖occurredinanyofthefragments,Milik‘scasewouldhavebeenmuch

stronger. Certainly the title of his French article (―DanielandSusannaatQumran?‖[Eng])wellexpresses

theuncertainty,ifnottheimprobability,thatthesefragmentsarefrom―Susanna,‖letalonethatthey

represent the Aramaic Vorlage for vv 1–5 oftheLXXof―Susanna.‖ 

There is, however, some internal evidence for a Semitic Vorlage for―Susanna.‖Apriori,thepresenceat

Qumran of heretofore unknown Aramaic legends about Daniel (Milik 1956) argues for a Semitic Vorlage 

for―Susanna,‖asdoesthesimple,straightforwardcharacterofboththeLXXand―Ɵ‖.Bothtextscanbe

translated into Hebrew much more easily than is the case with acknowledged Gk compositions (e.g., Adds 

BandEoftheGkEsther).TheLXXof―Susanna‖hasover50clausesbeginningwithkai (‗and‘)anda

verb, all of which is very reminiscent of the waw-consecutive construction of biblical Hebrew (so APOT 

1: 641). Further evidence of a Semitic Vorlage includes the frequent use of such Semitic idioms as kai 

egeneto (Heb wyhy ‗andithappened‘[vv 7, 15, 19, and 28 of―Ɵ‖]),idou (Heb hinneh ‗Behold!‘[vv 13 

and 44 of LXX; vv 20 and 43 of―Ɵ‖]),theuseofanidiomsuchas―asusual‖(lit.―asyesterday and the 

thirdday‖)inv 15; as well as the very frequent use of a pronominal suffix in both the genitive and 

accusative cases (e.g., vv 30, 63, and passim), and the use of the definite article for the vocative (v 42 of 

―Ɵ‖;v 48). Too often in older commentaries (e.g., Scholz 1892: 148; Daubney 1906: 134–39) the lists of 

Heb/Aramaisms are exhaustive of the possibilities rather than judiciously selective of probabilities (but 

see Bludau 1897: 183–85; APOT 1: 641–42).  

Even more suggestive of a Semitic Vorlage arethosevariantsbetweentheLXXand―Ɵ‖which are best 

explained by regarding them as different translations of the same Semitic text (e.g., vv 23, 53, 54, 55). 

Then too, there is at least one instance where a very puzzling Gk phrase is best explained by presupposing 

the misreading of a Semitic Vorlage: thatthetwoelders―werewoundedoverher‖inv 10 suggests a 

misreading of Heb ḥlh ‗tobesick(withlove),‘asḥll ‗tobewounded‘(soZimmermann1957–58: 239–

40).  

Approximately three-fourthsoftheHeb/Aramaismsin―Susanna‖occuronlyin―Ɵ‖.Moreover,since

there are no perceptible differences in thetranslationstylebetweentheGreekof―Susanna‖andthe

canonical portions of Daniel, it is probable that the Greek translator of Daniel had in front of him a 

Semitictextof―Susanna.‖However,Engel(1985)arguesforaHeb/AramaicVorlage for the LXX but 

views―Ɵ‖asarevisionoftheLXX. 

In his detailed linguistic analysis Milik (1981) concludes, quite reasonably, that the Vorlage of the LXX 

of―Susanna‖wasAramaic,notHebrew.While,unfortunately,noneofhisexamplesaredecisive,Milik

does giveapersuasiveanswertowhathasbeenaprincipalargumentagainst―Susanna‘s‖havingbeen

composed in anything other than Greek, namely, the paronomasia, or play on words, by Daniel (so Plöger 

1973: 671; Nickelsburg 1981: 26) in his response to the two elders in vv 54–55 (―Underamastictree

[schinon]…theangelofGod…willimmediatelycutyouintwo[schisei]‖)andinvv 58–59 (―Underan

evergreen oak [prinon]…theangelofGodiswaiting…tosawyouintwo[prisai]‖).IntheLXX(in

contrastto―Ɵ‖)Danielactuallyaskedeacheldertwo questions: in v 54 (―Underwhattreeandinwhat

part of the garden did you see themwithoneanother?‖)andinv 58 (―Underwhattreeandinwhatpartof

thegardendidyoucatchthemmakinglove?‖).Yeteachelderansweredonlythefirstquestion:―Undera

mastictree‖(v 54),and―Underanevergreenoak‖(v 58). Milik (1981) suggests, quite plausibly, that the 

original answers in the Aramaic Vorlage of the LXX were tḥt ˓rb˒ b˓rb˒ (‗UnderthepoplarintheWest‘)

and tḥt ṣpṣpt˒ bṣpwn˒ (‗UnderthewillowintheNorth‘).Inotherwords,theGreektranslatoroftheLXX



did what other translators, ancient and modern, have done: he chose to create a pun in his own language 

ratherthantotranslatetheAramaicliterally.(Forother―translations‖ofvv 54 and 58, see Ball 1888: 324; 

APOT 1: 650; and Moore 1977: 84, 110–12).  

Noneoftheaboveargumentsprovesthat―Susanna‖hadaSemiticVorlage, but taken together they do 

give a reasonable presumption of an Aramaic Vorlage forLXX,andaHebrewonefor―Ɵ‖—or at least a 

―correction‖ofthelatterbyathen-current Hebrew text.  

4. Genre. Even though quite believable, the story has rarely had advocates for its historicity. Among 

―modern‖scholars,Michaelis(in1770)wasthefirsttocontestitshistoricity.Buttwelvehundredyears

earlier Jerome had reported that a certainJewishteacherregarded―Susanna‖as―thefictionofsome

Greek‖(Preface to Daniel).  

Certain 19th-century scholars, such as Eichhorn and Jahn, viewed the story as fiction with a moral, 

although they did not agree as to what that moral is. In the early 19th century, esp. among German 

scholars,―Susanna‖cametoberegardedasahistoricized myth, the heroine being either the virgin 

goddess Phryne, the Swan Maiden, or the sun goddess (for details of these and other comparable 

suggestions, see Baumgartner 1926: 259–67; Pfeiffer 1949: 452–53).  

Withgreaterjustice,Fritzsche(1851:185)andothersviewed―Susanna‖asanapocryphaltalefeaturing

the modus operandi and downfall of that infamous pair, Ahab ben Kolaiah and Zedekiah ben Maaseiah, 

the adulterous false prophets mentioned in Jer 29:21–23 and in the Babylonian Talmud (Sanh. 93a; for 

text, translation, and discussion, see Wurmbrand 1963). Critics of the theory point out that the lechers in 

―Susanna‖werenot identified by name and, more important, were judges, not prophets.  

Another century-oldbutstillpopularinterpretationofthestoryisthat―Susanna‖wasoriginallya

Pharisee polemic of the 1st century B.C., attacking the court procedures and theory of the Sadducees 

(Brüll 1877). In their interpretation of Deut 19:18–21, the Sadducees were strict constructionists, 

subscribingtotheequivalencyprinciple(i.e.,―Your eye shall not pity; it shall be life for life, eye for eye 

…footforfoot‖[v 21]) without consideration as to the intent or motive of the false accuser. By contrast, 

the great Pharisee layman Simeon ben Shetaḫ, brother-in-law of the Sadducean king Alexander Jannaeus 

(104–78 B.C.), was well-known for his insistence on the importance of cross-examiningwitnesses:―Be

verysearching,‖hecautioned,―intheexaminationofwitnesses; but be guarded in your words, lest from 

them[theaccusers]learntolie‖(Pirqe Aboth 1.10). So strongly did Simeon feel about this matter that—

as an object lesson!—he allowed his own son to be executed after theyouth‘saccusershadadmittedthat

they had falsely accused him, that is, so that the self-confessed accusers would have to be executed 

because the falsely accused had been executed! Many scholars (e.g., Ball 1888; Marshall, HDB 4: 630–

32; Oesterley 1914) agreed with Brüll that as the story currently stands, it eloquently underscores two 

important views of Simeon: (1) the necessity of interrogating witnesses with skepticism and care; and (2) 

thepunishmentoffalseaccusersinaccordancewiththeirintent,nottheaccused‘sactualfate. 

Criticsofthisinterpretationpointout,quiterightly,thatDaniel‘sown―courtroom‖conductwasfar

from exemplary, for he himself badgered each of the witnesses before he had established his guilt by 

cross-examination (cf. vv 49, 52–53, 56–57; Hammer 1972: 225). Arguably, Daniel himself had divine 

revelation to help him (so v 45), but presumably other interrogators would not. Moreover, there is an even 

better explanation for the story: it is a folktale (Pfeiffer 1949: 453–54; Doran 1986: 300).  

Huet(1912)showedthatinantiquitythefolktalethemeof―thewisechild‖whointervenesandcorrects 

an unjust decision was a well-established genre found in such diverse folklore collections as A Thousand 

And One Nights, The Tales of Sinbad, and the Mongolian version of The Throne of Vikramaditya. Later, 

Huet(1917)providedadditionalexamplesof―the wisechild‖motifbutalsoreluctantlyconcededthatin

―Susanna‖Danielmayhavebeen,notachild,butayouth(sov 45 of LXX). Baumgartner (1926) supplied 

more examples of the same genre but later (1929) concluded that originally the story of Susanna was a 

purely secular tale that combined two folkmotifs:(1)―thewisejudge,‖whooftenwasachildbutneed

notbe;and(2)―theGenoveva‖theme,i.e.,thechastewifewhoisfalselyaccused,usuallybyarejected

suitor, but is subsequently vindicated. (For further examples, see Thompson 1957: J 1140–50; K 2111.) 

Nickelsburg(1984a:38),however,arguesthatthestoryofSusanna―hasbeeninfluencedbythestoryof



JosephandPotiphar‘swife‖(Genesis 39), with the gender of the hero changed to that of a woman. 

Finally,BustoSaiz(1982)regards―Susanna‖asanexamplestorywiththeemphasisonthejudicialrole

of Daniel and interprets the story as a midrash inspired by Hos 4:12–15.  

Regardlessoftheoriginsof―Susanna,‖latervariationsofthetalearefoundintheSamaritanversion,

where the daughter of Amram, a high priest on Mt. Gerizim, was falsely accused of fornication by two 

rejected suitors (cf. Gaster 1925: 199–210;Heller1936);inJosippon‘saccountofAnna(Lévi1933:166–

71), the wife of the priest Hannaneh in the days of Herod Agrippa II (A.D. 56–100); and in the Falashic 

versionfromEthiopia,wherethestory‘sheroineisactuallynamedSusanna(Wurmbrand1963).Each

accounthasadifferenthero.IntheSamaritanversiontheheroine‘sfatherestablishesthevillains‘perfidy;

inJosippon‘sversion,itisNahman;andintheFalasha version, it is the angel Michael disguised as a 

mortal.  

5. Religious Elements. Even if the original story was secular and intended to be enjoyed for its own 

intrinsic interest and drama, in the Greek it is thoroughly Judaized. God is mentioned 15 times in just 64 

verses. (Only the wicked judges do not mention him.) Susanna herself was God-fearing (v 2), having been 

instructed in the law of Moses by her religious parents (v 3). Her community regarded adultery as a 

capital offense (v 41) and abhorred bloodguilt (vv 48b and 50a). Passages of Jewish Scriptures are 

paraphrased and quoted in vv 5 and 53.Sostrongwasthecommunity‘ssenseofethnicandreligious

identitythatDanielcouldsaytothewickedjudges:―YouoffspringofCanaanandnotofJudah‖(v 56); 

and―thedaughtersofIsrael…wereintimatewithyouthroughfear;butadaughterofJudahwouldnot

endureyourwickedness‖(v 57). The community rejoiced in the vindication of the innocent (v 60) and the 

punishment of the wicked (vv 61–62). In sum, both Susanna and her community were the embodiment of 

a simple but strong faith in the Lord God of Israel, a noble and needed example for Jews in any time or 

place.  

6. Purpose. ―Susanna,‖however,isnotprimarilyanexamplestory.Tobesure,―Susanna,‖likethe

stories in Daniel 1–6, features the divine intervention whereby a condemned martyr is saved from certain 

death, with the category of women now added to that of men and children (MacKenzie 1957: 211–18). So 

also, the obligation not to commit adultery is put on the same level as not eating pork (Daniel 1) and not 

worshipping idols (Daniel 3).  

Nonetheless, this originally separate and secular tale was evidently prefixed to chap. 1 of the Semitic 

Daniel to serve as an introduction to the young Daniel. But if so, that effort must be judged as 

unsuccessful. For one thing, Susanna, not Daniel (but see Doran 1986: 300), is the hero in the LXX (or 

better, its Semitic Vorlage), Daniel not even appearing until v 45, and then as little more than a 

representative of sensitive and idealistic youth (cf. v 64 ofLXX:―Becauseofthistheyoungarebeloved

of Jacob—on account of their simplicity. And let us watch over the young that they be courageous sons. 

Fortheyouthareidealistic,andaspiritofknowledgeandunderstandingwillalwaysbeinthem‖).

Moreover,thestory‘sphysicalsettingdiffersinmoodandspiritfromthatofthestoriesinDaniel 1–6. In 

―Susanna‖thesettingisrural,notcourtly;andtheJewishcommunityappearstobeacontented,

independent, and self-governing group, with no evident external oppression or threats to its religious faith 

or heritage.  

Engel (1985: 54–64), however, would take strong exception to much in the preceding two paragraphs, 

arguingthattheLXXof―Susanna,‖baseduponeitheraHebreworAramaictext(whichwascomposed

sometime between 152 and 63 B.C.), was a theological Lehrerzählung, that is, a critique of perverted 

Jewishauthoritiesandinstitutions;whereas,―Ɵ‖(arevisionoftheLXXratherthanaseparateGk

translation and made about 100 years later) is an example story featuring God-fearing Susanna.  

7. Author, Place, and Date of Composition. The author was undoubtedly a Jew, possibly a Pharisee 

(Brüll1877).Unfortunately,littlecanbeaddedtoPfeiffer‘sstatement(1949:449):―Itisofcourse

impossibletotellwhereSusannaoriginatedorwhen.‖Despitethestory‘sBabyloniansettinginv 1 of 

―Ɵ‖(v 5 of LXX), present-day scholars, primarily on the basis of the social and political situation 

depicted in the story, prefer a Palestinian provenance, possibly even S Judea, that is, some place far 

removed from Greek influence (MacKenzie 1957: 218).  



The secular tale may have originated in the Persian period, when the Jewish community in Palestine 

enjoyed a modicum of independence and self-governance and when the Jewish religion was unthreatened 

byHellenism.Inanyevent,theterminusadquem,orlowestdate,for―Susanna‖is,asscholarsfrom

Bludau (1897) to Engel (1985) agree, the date of the LXX translation of Daniel.  

8. Concerning Canonicity. a. Among Jews. How did ―Susanna‖getintotheChristiancanonwhenit

failed to enter the Jewish one? The old answer was that, having been composed originally in Greek, the 

Add never even had a chance of being accepted into the Palestinian canon (so Pusey 1886). However, the 

probability of a Semitic Vorlage for―Susanna‖arguesagainstthis.Amoreplausibleexplanationisthat

the story contradicted a pharisaic or mishnaic Halakah in the Mishnah (Zeitlin 1950: 236; IDB 4: 467; 

MacKenzie 1957: 214), namely, discredited witnesses could not be punished for false witnessing unless 

evidencefromtwootherwitnesseswhohadnotbeenpresentatthesceneofthe―crime‖atthetime

proved that the accusing witnesses had deliberately lied (Sanh. V 1).  

Even more likely, the story was ultimately rejected because Jews regarded it as an intrusive and clumsy 

introductiontothecanonicalbook.Notonlywere―Susanna‖ ‘ssettingandmooddramaticallydifferent

from the stories in Daniel 1–6, but Daniel himself was poorly represented, especially in the Vorlage of the 

LXX.  

b. Among Christians. The earliest Christian citation of the story as Scripture is by Irenaeus of Lyons 

(140–?202) in his contra Haereses 5:26. Even though reservations about the story were expressed by 

Julius Africanus (died after 240) in his letter to Origen (185?–254 [for details, see Engel 1985: 17–24]), 

by the anti-Christian critic Porphyry (233–?304) in his adversus Christianos, and by Rufinus (345–410), 

Christian Church Fathers found ample occasion to refer it (for more details, see HJP² 3/2: 725–27); for 

exhaustive lists, see Julius 1903; also Engel 1985: 24–54for―modern‖commentariesaswell). 

D. ―Bel and the Snake‖  

―BelandtheSnake‖representstwodistinct―confrontationnarratives‖inwhichtheprophetDaniel,a

confidant of King Cyrus of Persia (550–530 B.C.), courted his own death by deliberately setting out to 

disprovethe―divinity‖oftwomuchreveredBabyloniangods:theidolBel(AkkBelu ‗Hewhorules,‘i.e., 

MardukofBabylon)andalarge,livingsnake.InbothstoriesDaniel‘scleveruseoffoodprovedthe

undoing of the false gods, that is, Bel could not eat and therefore was not a living god; and because of 

what the snake did eat he died immediately. These brief tales, each of which is only 22 verses long, are 

designatedasDaniel13in―Ɵ‖;Daniel14intheLXXandVg.  

1. Summary. When Cyrus of Persia was worshipping the Babylonian idol Bel and noticed that his 

confidant, Daniel, did not, the king askedhimwhy.ToDaniel‘sanswerthatheworshippedthelivingGod

but not man-madeidols,thekingcounteredwith,―DoyounotthinkthatBelisalivingGod?Doyounot

seehowmuchheeatsanddrinkseveryday?‖ButwhenDanielinsistedthatBelwasjust clay on the 

outside and bronze inside, Cyrus summoned the priests of Bel and insisted that the matter be settled 

immediately (vv 1–9).  

So the priests proposed that the usual enormous offerings be sealed within the temple. Then the next 

morning, depending upon whether the food had been consumed or not, either they or Daniel would be 

summarily killed. Now unbeknownst to the king, the priests had a secret entrance into the temple through 

which they and their families regularly came to get the offerings. But unbeknownst to the priests, that 

night after they had left the temple but before its door was sealed, Daniel had the floor dusted with ashes 

(vv 10–14). Later that night the priestly families came and, as usual, took all the offerings. The next 

morning after the sealed door was opened, the king saw the footprints in the dust! Infuriated, the king had 

all the culprits killed and handed Bel and his temple over to Daniel for destruction (vv 15–22).  

The king then challenged Daniel by pointing to a very large snake the Babylonians worshipped and 

saying,―Youcannotdenythatthisisalivinggod;soworshiphim.‖Tojustifyhisbluntrefusal,Daniel

gottheking‘spermissiontoprovethesnake‘smortality.Danielthenfeditaconcoctionofpitch,fat,and

hair, whereupon the snake burst open and died (vv 23–27).  

Threatened by irate Babylonians whose god Daniel had killed, the king had Daniel thrown into the lion 

pit. But even after six days the seven ravenous beasts refused to eat him. At one point an angel of the Lord 



grabbed the prophet Habakkuk by the hair of his head and brought him and the stew he was carrying to 

Babylon to feed the famished Daniel. The meal having been delivered, the angel returned Habakkuk to 

Judea (vv 28–39). On the seventh day when the king went to the pit to mourn for Daniel, he discovered 

himalive.AfteracknowledgingDaniel‘sGodastheonlytrueGod,thekinghauledDanielupfromthepit

and tossed in his enemies, who were devoured instantly (vv 40–42).  

Theprecedingsummary,whilebasedupon―Ɵ‖,isgeneralenoughtocovermostofthevariant―details

offact‖intheLXX.Thetwostories,intheGreekatleast,areclear,concise, and conclusive.  

2. Genre of the Two Tales. Theplotfor―Bel,‖theworld‘sfirstdetectivestory,iscertainlyplausible.

Andwhetherbelievableornot,Daniel‘sbeingsafeinthepresenceofravenouslionsandaprophet‘s

being transported by the hair of his head do have biblical antecedents (cf. Daniel 6 and Ezek 8:3).  

Yetfew,ifany,scholarsargueforthehistoricityofeithertale.Foronething,―Bel‖hasacoupleof 

historicalerrors:Cyrusdidnot―succeed‖(v 1) but rather took by force the kingdom of his grandfather, 

Astyages (cf. Herodotus Hist. 1: 130); and more important, classical authors like Herodotus, Strabo, and 

Arrian agree that it was the Persian king Xerxes I (486–465 B.C.) who destroyed Bel and his temple (not 

Daniel [v 22 of―Ɵ‖],orCyrustheGreat [theLXX]).Second,both―Bel‖and―TheSnake‖are

typologically identical with other unhistorical stories in Daniel 1–6, where Daniel, described in the third 

person, is always the hero (except in Daniel 3), and the then-reigning king is the other principal. 

Moreover,itisalwaysDaniel‘sstrongadherencetohisfaiththatisresponsibleforbringinghimintoa

dangerous situation and for saving him from it, with the result that Daniel is rewarded by the king, his 

enemies are destroyed, and the God of Israel is recognized as the one true God.  

Over the past century three quite different genres have been proposed for the two tales, each genre 

having its present-day proponents. First, around the turn of this century especially, a number of scholars, 

following Gunkel (1895: 320–23), viewed the Snake narrative as simply the historization of a myth, the 

myth being that most exciting part of Enuma Elish (The Babylonian New Year Creation Epic), where 

Marduk, the tutelary god of Babylon, kills Tiamat, the primordial goddess of salt water:  

―Standthou[i.e.,Tiamat]up,thatIandthoumeetinsinglecombat!‖ 

When Tiamat heard this, she was like one possessed.  

…... 

They joined issue Tiamat and Marduk, wisest of gods.  

They strove in single combat, locked in battle.  

The lord spread out his net to enfold her,  

The Evil Wind, which followed behind, he let loose in her face.  

When Tiamat opened her mouth to consume him,  

He drove in the Evil Wind that she close not her lips.  

As the fierce winds charged her belly,  

Her body was distended and her mouth was wide open.  

He released the arrow, it tore her belly,  

It cut through her insides, splitting the heart.  

Having thus subdued her, he extinguished her life.  

He cast down her carcass to stand upon it.  

After he had slain Tiamat, the leader,  

Her band was shattered (ANET
3
, 67).  

After this, Marduk proceeded to fashion from the corpse of Tiamat the universe: the heavens and the 

earth, the sun and moon and stars—everything except man.  

Echoes of this struggle between Marduk and Tiamat, suggest some scholars, are to be heard even in the 

ingredients Daniel fed the snake in v 27 (i.e.,―pitch,fat,andhair‖). For example, Aram wêpi˒ ‗pitch,‘

represented an early confusion with Aram wa˓ăpi˒ ‗southwind‘(soHDB 1: 267). The patties eaten by the 

snakerepresented―barley‖(=Arams˓r˒ or s˓rt˒),whichinAramaiccanalsomean―storm/whirlwind,‖

which, in turn, is cognate with Bab sâru, ‗wind,‘oneoftheweaponsMardukusedtokillTiamat.Asfor

thedeadlyingredient―hair,‖itrepresentstheGktranslator‘smisreadingofArams˓rt˒ ‗storm/whirlwind,‘



as Aram s˓rt˓ ‗hair‘(soZimmermann1958).Apriori,thereis no reason why these proposed errors could 

nothavehappenedjustaseasilywiththeGktranslator‘sworkingfromaHebtext(Moore1977:143). 

The Hebrew Bible does indeed have echoes of some such titanic battle between Yahweh and a draconic 

monster, variously known as Leviathan (Ps 74:14; Isa 27:1), Rahab (Job 9:13; 26:12; Ps 89:10), or Yam 

(Job 7:12). But critics of this theory have pointed out that Tiamat was envisioned by the Babylonians as a 

female dragon, not a snake (for details, see APOT 1: 653–54); and that while the Neo-Babylonians did 

have snake worship as part of their religion (Landersdorfer 1913), there is no evidence of their 

worshipping living snakes.  

Second,someotherscholarshavepreferredtoview―Bel‖and―TheSnake‖aspopularorpriestly

anecdotes of Haggadah inspired by Jer 51:34–35, 44:  

―Nebuchadrezzar the king of Babylon has devoured me, he has crushed me; he has made me an empty 

vessel, he has swallowed me like a monster; he has filled his belly with my delicacies, he has rinsed me 

out. The violence done to me and to my kinsmen be upon Babylon,‖lettheinhabitantsofZionsay,―My

bloodbeupontheinhabitantsofChaldea,‖letJerusalemsay…AndI[i.e.,God]willpunishBelin

Babylon, and take out of his mouth what he has swallowed. The nations shall no longer flow to him; the 

wall of Babylon has fallen.  

Althoughnoextanttextsillustrateanyintermediatestagesintheevolutionof―BelandtheSnake‖from

Jeremiah 51, the process of subsequent midrashic elaboration and embellishment is documentable. For 

example,Daniel‘sconcoctionof―pitch,fat,andhair‖(v 27) is described in later Jewish literature as 

concealing a variety of lethal objects: pointed nails (B‘reshit Rabbah), iron combs with sharp tines 

(Josippon), iron hatchets (Chronicles of Jerahmeel), and very hot coals (Jer. Nedarim 37d). By contrast, 

Nickelsburg(1981:27)suggeststhat―BelandtheSnake‖maybeamidrashictreatmentofIsaiah 45–46. 

Inanyevent,forotherstoriesof―BelandtheSnake‖inlaterJewishliterature,seeGinzberg1909:vols5

and 6, passim.  

The third and most recently proposed genre for the two tales is idol parody, a motif well illustrated by 

Isaiah 44 and 46.As―aDanielconfrontationit[i.e.,―BelandtheSnake‖]soughttogroundtherejection

of idol worship, typically formulated in the inherited parodies, in the historical act of a well-known hero 

ofthefaithintheperiod…inwhichit[theidolparody]appearedasarecognizedoralgenre‖(Roth1975:

43).Rothalsomaintainsthattheidolparodiesof―Bel‖and―TheSnake‖werewrittentocounteractthe 

appeal of idolatry, and esp. zoolatry, to Egyptian Jews of the 1st century B.C. (cf. Wis 15:18–19; Let. Aris. 

138). Egypt did indeed have a long history of snake worship; for example, Apophis, the wicked enemy of 

Re, was depicted as a snake, as was Buto, the snake goddess of Lower Egypt.  

Needless to say, such tales were designed for Jews, not gentiles. Any impact on the latter would have 

beenmostnegative,thegentilesresentingsuchJewishpretensions:―thestories were designed to reassure 

JewsthatthepaganreligionswereabsurdandthattheirownGodwassuperior‖(Collins1981:128–29). 

Critics of the idol-parodytheorypointoutthatitassumesthat―BelandtheSnake‖wasoriginally

composed in Gk rather than translated from Heb or Aram.  

3. Differences between ―Ɵ‖ and the LXX. ThestoryofBelistoldmoreeffectivelyin―Ɵ‖.Itisbetter

integratedintothecanonicalbookandraisesfewerquestionsinthereader‘smind(cf.vv 1–2 of the Gk 

versions).Thentoo,―Ɵ‖hasmoreemotivewords(―Danielchuckled‖[v 7];―Infuriated, theking‖[v 21]), 

more direct quotations (cf. v 18),andgreaterspecificityintermsoftheking‘sname(v 1) and the terms of 

the wager (vv 8–9, 12), and more accurate and precise chronology (cf. vv 15–16).―Ɵ‖alsohasmore

Hebraisms, including kai egeneto (vv 14, 18, 28) and in v 14 eight kai ‗and‘incomparisontotheLXX‘s

three. From an ethical or moral point of view, Daniel is less deliberately ruthless in the prosecution of his 

enemies (cf. v 21 of―Ɵ‖)yetmore successful in that he himself, not the king, destroys Bel and its temple 

(v 22).  

Bycontrast,―TheSnake‖istoldfarmoreeffectivelyintheLXX.Thelatter‘sdisagreement with―Ɵ‖is

substantial. Apart from the pronounced verbatim agreement of the two Gk texts in the Habakkuk episode 

(vv 33–39), all of which is a clear indication of the latter‘shavingbeencirculatedindependentlyandthen

of having been added later to one of the Gk accounts and then having been adopted from there by the 



other (see Fenz 1970), only vv 23–24 of the two Gk texts of the Add show substantial (i.e., 75 percent) 

verbatimagreement.―Ɵ‖hasthegreaternumberofHebraisms,buttheLXXisthebetteredited(e.g.,―in

thatplace‖inv 23) and more simple and precise in its content (e.g., vv 24, 27, 36, and 42).  

4. Original Language of the Stories. The bestexplanationfortheliterarysuperiorityof―Ɵ‖in―Bel‖

andoftheLXXin―TheSnake‖isthattheirGreekreflectsdifferencesintheirrespectiveSemitic

Vorlagen, thatis,the―Bel‖and―TheSnake‖narrativeswereoriginallyseparateandindependenttales in 

whichthe―Bel‖narrativewasmoreeffectivelytoldintheSemiticVorlage of―Ɵ‖;―TheSnake‖

narrative, in the Vorlage of the LXX (but see Nickelsburg 1981: 26–27, who also views them as 

―inextricablyinterwovenintoasingleplot—the conversion ofCyrus‖[1984a:39]).That―Ɵ‖hasthe

greaternumberofHebraismsinbothtalessuggeststhat,asin―Susanna,‖―Ɵ‖hadaHebrewVorlage 

whiletheLXXprobablyhadanAramaicone.ThefactthattheonlyAramaicnarrativeof―TheSnake‖

more clearly resembles―Ɵ‖(Gaster1894–95: 75–94) may mean only that it is a medieval translation of 

―Ɵ‖. 

5. Concerning Canonicity. If―BelandtheSnake‖wasoriginallycomposedinGk,thenitsexclusion

from the Jewish canon is quite understandable. But if, as seems morelikely,―Bel‖and―TheSnake‖were

originally Hebrew/Aramaic compositions, then their exclusion from the Jewish or Palestinian canon is 

more puzzling—unless, of course, they were added to the book of Daniel after its canonization.  

Inalllikelihood,―BelandtheSnake‖(whetherplacedafterDaniel 12 [so―Ɵ‖]orafter―Susanna‖[so

the LXX and the Vg]), was added after the composition of the canonical Daniel but before Daniel and its 

Adds were translated into Gk. However,thereason(s)for―BelandtheSnake‖ ‘sbeingexcludedfromthe

older and more venerated text of Daniel is a matter of sheer speculation. Certainly the traditional view 

(i.e., that the Council of Jamnia [in A.D. 90] rejected the Adds to Daniel) is rapidly losing supporters 

(Cohen 1987: 186).  

AlthoughChristianChurchFathersneverexpresslysaythattheyconsider―BelandtheSnake‖as

canonical, they evidently did; for a number of the fathers quoted it as if it were Scripture: Irenaeus of 

Lyons (140–?202) in Haer. iv 5,2 and iv 26,3; Clement of Alexandria (d. before 215) in Stromata 1:21; 

Tertullian of Carthage (160?–220) in de idololatria 18; Cyprian of Carthage (d. 258) in ad Fortunatum 2; 

and others (for more details, see HJP² 3/2: 725–27; for exhaustive list, see Julius 1903). It was always the 

textof―Ɵ‖thatwasused. 

6. Religious Ideas and Purpose. ―BelandtheSnake‖wastheleastquotedoftheAddstoDaniel,

probably because the Church Fathers found the two stories lacking in literary and/or religious value, a 

viewsharedbysuchmodernscholarsasPfeiffer(―Jewishfictionoflittleliteraryandnoreligious

significance‖[1949:456])andMetzger(―themotifsoftheseyarns,grotesqueandpreposterousasthey

appeartoustoday‖[1957: 119]).  

Neither―Bel‖nor―TheSnake‖offersmuchinthewayofinspiringlystatedreligiousideas,onlyrather

prosaic monotheistic affirmations (vv 5, 25b–26). To be sure, the king ended up acknowledging the Lord 

as the one true God; but without the intrusive Habakkuk incident (vv 33–39; Nickelsburg 1981: 39, n. 24) 

Daniel,notGod,isglorified.Infact,Daniel‘sprayingtoGodisnotevenmentioneduntilfiveversesfrom

the end of the second story (v 38) and onlyafterDanielhadbeeninthelions‘pitforsixdays!Evidently

the primary purpose of both tales was to ridicule paganism in Jewish eyes, although Nickelsburg (1984a: 

40)arguesthattheywereintendedtosupply―astoryaboutthelastofthekingsunder whom Daniel 

served according to Dan 6:28.‖ 

7. Date and Place of Composition. LikethestoriesincanonicalDaniel,―BelandtheSnake‖maydate

to the 3d century B.C., or, quite possibly, somewhat later. Certainly there is nothing in either narrative to 

preclude its having originated as haggadic elaborations of Jer 51:34–35, 44, or Isaiah 45–46 sometime 

during the late Persian period, there being nothing distinctively Gk in either narrative.  

Itislikelythat―BelandtheSnake‖wasaddedtotheSemitictextofDanielseveraldecadesafter163

B.C., i.e.,thedateofcanonicalDaniel.AntiochusVIISidetes‘invasionofJudeaandhisrazingaportion

of the walls of Jerusalem in 135 B.C. couldhaveprovidedanappropriateSitzimLebenforinserting―Bel

andtheSnake‖intocanonicalDaniel. 



Virtually everymajorJewishsettlementhasbeensuggestedastheplaceofcompositionfor―Belandthe

Snake.‖BecausezoolatrywasatemptationforsomeEgyptianJews,manyscholars,rangingfrom

Fritzsche (1851) to Roth (1975: 42–43), have argued for an Egyptian provenance. But scholars who 

believethat―Bel‖and―TheSnake‖areSemiticcompositionslooktoeitherBabylon(Bissell1880;

EncJud 4: 412) or Palestine (Brüll 1887; APOT 1: 652–64). The discovery of Pseudo-Daniel at Qumran 

makes a late 2d or early 1st-century B.C. Palestinianprovenancefor―BelandtheSnake‖morelikelythan

ever before (but see HJP² 3/2: 724, n. 341).  

8. The Greek and Other Ancient Versions. Differing from one another in both style and content, the 

LXXand―Ɵ‖of―BelandtheSnake‖represent separate Gk translations of two different Semitic texts, 

possibly not even in the same Semitic language (Moore 1977: 139, 146–47). The LXX is the better 

translation,inthatitusuallyavoidsanumberoftheclumsySemiticismsof―Ɵ‖. 

With the exception of the Syro-Hexaplar, which slavishly follows the LXX, all the ancient versions of 

―BelandtheSnake‖werebasedupon―Ɵ‖.TheVgdoesappendtov 42 adoxology:―Thenthekingsaid,

‗Letalltheinhabitantsinthe whole world fear the God of Daniel because he is the savior, working signs 

andwondersintheearth,whohasdeliveredDanielfromthelions‘pit.‘ ‖ 
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CAREY A. MOORE  

DANIEL, APOCALYPSE OF. One among several medieval apocalypses (Denis 1970: 309–14) 

attributed pseudepigraphically to the biblical prophet Daniel or to the Church Father Methodius of Patara. 

These documents are extant in several different languages, but seem for the most part to have been 

associated with the Greek world of Byzantium. The subject matter contained in these texts usually centers 

around the centuries-long series of wars that took place between the Byzantines and the invading Arabs 

during the period from the 7th through the 9th centuries. However, the document referred to here as the 

Apocalypse of Daniel contains several parallels with substantially older texts. These parallels at least raise 

the possibility that elements of this particular apocalypse perhaps had a separate, earlier origin than the 

A.D. 801–2 date of the document as a whole.  

The Apocalypse of Daniel may be divided into two major sections, each with its own distinctive 

historical setting and literary character. The first section, consisting of chaps. 1–7, refers to certain major 

events of the Byzantine-Arab conflicts of the 8th century which culminated in the sole reign of the 

Byzantine empress Irene (797–802), and the contemporaneous coronation of Charlemagne in the West. 

These historical events are veiled in secretive language and are related as ex eventu prophecy. In the 

second major section (chaps. 8–14), history abruptly gives way to apocalyptic eschatology, and Byzantine 

foreign and domestic politics are displaced by the concerns of a newly reconstituted Jewish state ruled 

from Jerusalem by the antichrist.  



Much of the apocalyptic material in Apoc. Dan. appears to be related to imagery contained in the NT 

book of Revelation. It is conceivable that the apocalypse as a whole could have derived its inspiration 

fromthedescriptionofthefinaltwobowlsofGod‘swrathinRev 16:12–21 and the ensuing judgment of 

the great harlot Babylon in Revelation 17 and 18 (OTP 1:759). This possible literary dependence of Apoc. 

Dan. upon the biblical apocalypse is further supported by the existence of numerous parallels in smaller 

details between these two documents.  

But however strong the connection between the book of Revelation and Apoc. Dan., the existence in the 

latter of apocalyptic elements demonstrably not from Revelation suggests the possibility of other 

apocalyptic sources underlying it. For example, in 13:8–13 of the present apocalypse, a dragon is 

portrayed as an enemy of the antichrist. The opposite situation exists in Rev 13:2, 4, 11; and 16:13, where 

Satan himself appears as a dragon.  

In Apoc. Dan. 3:12 a Roman emperor is identified cryptically by giving the first letter of his name in 

Greek. This seems to contradict the method of identifying the antichrist in Rev 13:18, where the sum total 

of the numerical values of the Greek letters making up his name is given as 666. The method described 

above as found in the Apoc. Dan. is also extensively used in book 5 of the Sibylline Oracles 5 to identify a 

series of Roman emperors. The Sib. Or. 3:75–77 also agrees with Apoc. Dan. 6:10–11 in presenting a 

woman as the last ruler before the apppearance of the evil political deceiver who will bring about the end 

of the world.  

There are further indications of possible connections between the Apoc. Dan. and other ancient sources. 

chap. 10 describes the overabundance of the fruits of the earth just before the end of the world. The 

terminology used in Apoc. Dan. 10:3–4 is similar to comparable passages found in 1 En. 10:19, 2 Bar. 

29:5, andinPapiasasreferredtoinIrenaeus‘Haer. 5,33,3 (Charles APOT 2: 497).  

Another possible hint of an underlying source may perhaps be seen in the considerable confusion in the 

ms tradition of Apoc. Dan. 9:25–26 over the three identifying letters on the forehead of the antichrist 

(Zervos OTP: 756, n. 7; and 768, n. 2d). Each of the three Greek ms witnesses to the text of our 

apocalypse at this point contains a different set of letters and a different explanation of their meaning. The 

scribe who wrote the most important of the extant mss of Apoc. Dan. (Ms B) appears to have been 

unfamiliar with the letters that he was attempting to interpret, thus leaving the strong impression that he 

was working with a separate, possibly even Semitic, source.  

Finally, there seems to be substantial evidence to support the hypothesis that chap. 13 of Apoc. Dan. has 

had part of another written source inserted into its text (OTP 1: 760–61). Verses 13:8–13 contradict the 

rest of the chap. both in the tense in which they are written and with regard to the Greek words used in 

them to describe a rock which is the object of an attempted miracle by the antichrist. It is highly relevant 

to note here also that 13:8–13 contains the previously mentioned reference to a dragon as an enemy of the 

antichrist, a concept which is incompatible with the major source of Apoc. Dan.: the canonical book of 

Revelation.  

The preceding evidence suggests that Apoc. Dan. is not totally dependent upon the NT book of 

Revelation for its eschatological imagery but contains elements which seem to be associated more with 

the early Pseudepigrapha. Such a possibility would characterize this particular document as being more 

than just another medieval apocalypse which is subservient to the traditional concepts found within the 

confines of the biblical canon. Consequently, Apoc. Dan. itself may be viewed as a possible source of 

substantially earlier apocalyptic material which could have had its origination within the historical and 

literary milieu which produced both the canonical and intertestamental literature.  
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GEORGE T. ZERVOS  

DANIEL, BOOK OF. A 12-chapter book in the Sacred Writings (Hagiographa) section of the 

Hebrew Bible, recounting stories about and visions of the prophet Daniel.  
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A. Introduction  

In the book of Daniel, the first six chapters are narratives in the third person. Daniel is introduced as one 

oftheJewishyouthsdeportedtoBabylonbyKingNebuchadnezzar―inthethirdyearofthereignof

JehoiakimkingofJudah‖(1:1). He and his friends are trained to serve in the royal court and have many 

wonderful exploits. Daniel distinguishes himself as an interpreter of dreams and mysterious signs (chaps. 

2, 4, and 5), his companions are preserved in the fiery furnace (chap. 3), and he himself emerges 

unscathedfromthelions‘den(chap. 6).  

In chap. 7 (v 2) the narrative switches to the first person. The following chapters present a series of 

revelations which Daniel allegedly received and which are explained to him by an angel. In chaps. 7 and 8 

the revelation is in the form of symbolic visions, in chap. 9 it is the interpretation of a biblical prophecy, 

and in chaps. 10–12 it is conveyed in a discourse by an angel. These revelations are eschatological in the 

sense that they describe a definitive divine intervention in history. The ancient Gk translations contain 

fournoteworthyadditionstothistext:―ThePrayerofAzariahandtheHymnoftheThreeYoungMen‖

added to chap. 3 andthestoriesof―Susanna‖and―BelandtheSnake.‖ 

Daniel presents the interpreter with an exceptional number of introductory problems. Most obvious, 

perhaps, is the bilingual character of the book: chaps. 1:1–2:4a and 8–12 are in Hebrew, while chaps. 

2:4b–7:28 are in Aramaic. The division between the two languages does not coincide with the formal 

division between the stories (1–6) and the revelations (7–12). Moreover, the book does not proceed in 

simple historical sequence. Chapters 1–4 are set in the reign of Nebuchadnezzar, in chap. 5 the king is 

Belshazzar, and in chap. 6 Darius the Mede. Chapters 7 and 8 revert to the reign of Belshazzar, followed 

in sequence by Darius in chap. 9 and Cyrus of Persia in chap. 10. (The Old Greek translation found in 

Chester Beatty papyrus Codex 967 avoids this anomaly by placing chaps. 7–8 before chaps. 5–6). Most 

significant are the numerous glaring historical problems. These begin with the statement in the opening 

verse that Nebuchadnezzar captured Jerusalem in the third year of Jehoiakim (Jer 25:1 says that the fourth 

year of Jehoiakim was the first of Nebuchadnezzar). The most famous problems concern the claim that 

Belshazzar was king of Babylon and that he was succeeded by Darius the Mede. Further, the revelations 

in chaps. 7–12 seem especially appropriate for the time of Antiochus Epiphanes (168–164 B.C.E.) and 

have raised serious doubts about the authenticity of the book. (See Bentzen Daniel HAT; Porteous Daniel 

OTL.)  

B. The Text  

Fragments of the Hebrew and Aramaic text have been discovered at Qumran. Fragments of two mss 

from Cave 1 (1Q Dan
a,b

) were published in DJD 1:150–52 and Trever 1964–65: 323–44, and another from 

Cave 6 in DJD 3:114–16. Fragments of five mss from Cave 4 are being prepared for publication by E. C. 

Ulrich. The Qumran fragments range in date from the late 2d century B.C.E. to the end of the occupation 

of Qumran. In general, they support the Masoretic Text. The transition from Hebrew to Aramaic at Dan 

2:4 is preserved in 1Q Dan
a
, and fragments of chap. 7 in Aramaic and of chap. 8 in Hebrew are preserved 

in 4Q Dan
a
 and 4Q Dan

b
.  

The Gk versions have their own set of problems. We are told by Jerome in the preface to his translation 

ofDanielthat―the churches of the Lord Savior do not read the prophet Daniel according to the Seventy 

Interpreters,butusetheeditionofTheodotion.‖WhetherTheodotion-Daniel conforms to the 



Theodotionic translation of other books is disputed (Hartman and DiLella Daniel AB, 81). The OG is now 

known from Chester Beatty papyrus Codex 967, which is pre-Hexaphlaric, as well from the Hexaphlaric 

Codex Chisianus, Ms 88, and the Syro-Hexaphlar. The most noteworthy feature of the OG is that it 

diverges widely from the MT in chaps. 3–6. Since the divergence in these chapters is greater than 

elsewhere, scholars have speculated that these chapters circulated independently or were based on a 

different Semitic original (Montgomery Daniel ICC, 37). Some scholars have argued that an Aramaic 

Vorlage existed prior to the MT of these chapters (so Charles 1929 and most recently Wills 1986). Others 

have maintained that the divergences are interpretative in character (so Montgomery Daniel ICC, 37 and 

most recently Satran 1985). At present there is no consensus on this question, but the existence of a 

variant Aramaic text of Daniel 3–6 (or at least 4–6) is widely accepted. Another significant variant in the 

OG occurs at 7:13,wherethe―onelikeasonofman‖issaidtocomeas an Ancient of Days. In this case 

the variant may be due to theological correction (to avoid the impression of di-theism) or to simple error, 

but it is unlikely to represent an independent tradition.  

C. Authenticity  

Apart from the book that bears his name, Daniel does not appear as a historical personality of the exilic 

period in any biblical book. The name occurs twice in Ezekiel, one time in conjunction with Noah and Job 

(14:14) and once as a prototype of wisdom (Ezek 28:3:―areyouwiserthanDaniel?‖). Neither passage 

can have the biblical Daniel stories in mind, but it may be significant that the name was associated with a 

legendary wise man in the exilic period. The name Dnil is also attached to a legendary figure at Ugarit, in 

the Aqhat legend, where heis,amongotherthings,ajudge.(Thenamemeans,mostprobably―myjudge

isGod‖orpossibly―judgeofGod‖).InJub. 4:20 Daniel is the uncle of Enoch. The fact that the name 

Daniel was widely associated with a legendary hero may raise some doubts about the historicity of the 

biblical figure.  

Quite apart from the historicity of the figure of Daniel, the authenticity of the book had already been 

questioned by the 3d century Neoplatonist philosopher Porphyry. We are informed by Jerome that: 

―Porphyrywrote his twelfth book against the prophecy of Daniel, denying that it was composed by the 

person to whom it is ascribed in its title, but rather by some individual living in Judaea at the time of that 

Antiochus who was surnamed Epiphanes; he further allegedthat‗Daniel‘didnotforetellthefutureso

much as he related the past, and lastly that whatever he spoke of up till the time of Antiochus contained 

authentic history, whereas anything he may have conjectured beyond that point was false, inasmuch as he 

wouldnothaveforeknownthefuture.‖ 

Porphyry‘sinsightwasresistedforwelloveramillennium,butitsvalidityhasbeenwidely

acknowledged by modern critics, beginning in the 18th century (see Koch 1980: 186–87). Daniel refers to 

no events later than the time of Epiphanes, and evidently expected the end of history shortly thereafter. 

Such preoccupation with the Maccabean period is most easily explained if the author lived at that time. 

The references to the Babylonian period, in contrast, are notoriously confused.  

ThestoryofNebuchadnezzar‘smadnessinDaniel 4 is now known to be derived from a tradition about 

Nabonidus, the last king of Babylon. The publication of the Nabonidus Chronicle in 1882 revealed that 

Nabonidus had withdrawn from Babylon for several years to the desert oasis of Tema. Scholars soon 

suggestedthatthisepisodeunderlaythestoryofNebuchadnezzar‘sbanishmentinDaniel 4 (see 

McNamara 1970). Further light was thrown on the sojourn at Tema by the Harran inscriptions, published 

by Gadd in 1958. The suggestion that the tradition was originally about Nabonidus was dramatically 

confirmed, however, by the discovery of the Prayer of Nabonidus at Qumran (Milik 1956; Cross 1984). 

This fragmentary text contains a first person narrative in the name of Nabonidus. The king says that he 

was smitten with a bad inflammation for seven years in the city of Tema, until a Jewish seer, one of the 

exiles, explained the situation and reproached the king for idolatry. While the precise literary relationship 

between this text and Daniel 4 remains in dispute, it it clear that 4QPrNab contains an older form of the 

tradition and that Daniel‘sidentificationofthekingasNebuchadnezzarissecondary. 

Another problem of Babylonian history concerns Belshazzar. Inscriptions discovered in the 19th century 

show that Belshazzar was the son of Nabonidus, not of Nebuchadnezzar. He was in command in Babylon 



while his father was absent in Tema, but he was never actually king and could not take the place of the 

king at the New Year Festival. The modern discovery that Belshazzar was the name of a crown prince has 

shown that the story in Daniel 5 may draw on old traditions, but the historical confusion suggests that the 

story comes from some time later than the Babylonian era.  

Again, no such figure as Darius the Mede is known to history. Attempts to identify him with Gobryas 

(Ugbaru), the general of Cyrus who occupied Babylon, have failed to explain why he should be called 

Darius the Mede. The name Darius is almost certainly derived from Darius I of Persia (522–486), who in 

fact organized his empire in satrapies (cf. Dan 6:1). In Dan 9:1 Darius is said to be the son of Ahasuerus 

(Xerxes). In fact, Xerxes I was son of Darius. Darius put down two revolts by Babylonian pretenders, and 

one of these may have been confused with the original conquest. The designation as a Mede is most 

probably due to the fact that the author accepted the widespread belief that the Near East had been 

governed by a sequence of four kingdoms—Babylonia, Media, Persia and Greece (Swain 1940; Flusser 

1972). This schema probably originated in Persia, where the Medes had in fact ruled. (The more usual 

sequence began with Assyria, but the Jewish author substituted Babylon for obvious reasons). Also, in 

biblical prophecy Medes were to destroy Babylon (Jer 51:11, 28; Isa 13:17–19; 21:2).  

All but the most conservative scholars now accept the conclusion that the book of Daniel is not a 

product of the Babylonian era but reached its present form in the 2d century B.C.E. Daniel is not a 

historical person but a figure of legend.  

D. The Composition of the Book  

In the 19th and early 20th centuries critics who dated the book to the Maccabean era also affirmed its 

unity. This position found its most notable 20th-century advocate in H. H. Rowley. Beginning in the late 

19th century, however, the view began to gain ground that the Aramaic section, or part of it, was older 

than the Hebrew. Discoveries such as 4QPrNab showed that the tales contained older traditions, but this 

in itself did not decide the question of unity. The crucial argument here is that the tales of Daniel 1–6 do 

not reflect the persecution of Antiochus Epiphanes, which dominates chaps. 7–12. Rowley argued that 

―pointcanbefoundforeverystoryofthefirsthalfofthebookinthesettingoftheMaccabeanage‖

(Rowley 1952: 264–67), but none of these stories requires a setting in that period. The kings of Daniel 1–

6 cannot be regarded as types of Antiochus Epiphanes; as Montgomery correctly observed, they are 

―amiablereligiousmindedmonarchs‖(Montgomery Daniel ICC, 89—an exception should be made for 

Belshazzar). An author of the Maccabean period found these stories relevant to his situation, but they 

were not composed with that situation in mind.  

The precise delineation of the pre-Maccabean stratum is more difficult and is bound up with the 

problem of the two languages. There is now a widespread consensus that the tales in chaps. 2–6 are pre-

Maccabean. Since these stories are now bound together, but without any clear reference to the period of 

Antiochus Epiphanes, it is probable that they already constituted a collection before that time. (As we 

have noted above, some scholars suggest that chaps. 3–6 circulated independently, because of the 

different character of the OG translation of these chaps.). The collection, however, presupposes an 

introduction such as we find in chap. 1, and so it is likely that chap. 1 was composed in Aramaic as a 

prologue to the tales. Many German scholars, following G. Hölscher (1919), argue that the core of chap. 7 

was also part of the pre-Maccabean Aramaic collection. (So also, Gammie 1976). This view draws 

support from the fact that chap. 7 is in Aramaic and that chaps. 2–7 exhibit a chiastic structure (2 and 7 

contain―fourkingdom‖prophecies,3 and 6 are tales of miraculous deliverance, 4 and 5 illustrate divine 

judgment on two kings). Yet chap. 7 as we have it is clearly from the Maccabean period. Attempts to 

distinguish an earlier form of the chapter by literary means are inconclusive (see Collins 1984a: 74–78). 

Moreover, the tone and idiom of chap. 7 are vastly different from those of 2–6 and cannot in any case 

have originated in the same setting. The most probable division then is between the tales in 1–6 and the 

revelations in 7–12.  

The problem of the two languages remains. Some scholars (Ginsberg 1948; Hartman and DiLella 

Daniel) have argued that the entire book was composed in Aramaic at different times and that chaps. 8–12 

were translated for reasons of nationalistic fervor. There is no textual evidence for this theory: the 



Qumran fragments show the transitions between the two languages. Besides, it is unclear why only chaps. 

8–12 should have been translated. (For discussion of the supposed Aramaisms of chaps. 8–12 see Collins 

1977: 15–16). It is more probable that the two languages reflect the history of composition. Chapters 2–6 

(and probably chap. 1) were composed in Aramaic and chap. 7 was added in the time of Antiochus 

Epiphanes. Then either the same author or others of the same circle composed chaps. 8–12 in Hebrew 

(possibly because of nationalistic fervor). Chapter 1 was either translated from Aramaic or composed in 

Hebrew in order to form a Hebrew inclusio around the Aramaic chapters. The fact that chap. 1 is now in 

Hebrew and chap. 7 in Aramaic provides an overlap which connects the two halves of the book in an 

editorial unity. The parallelism of chaps. 2 and 7 also serves this purpose. On the other hand, the division 

of the book at 7:1 is literarily affirmed by the fact that the dating reverts to the reign of Belshazzar, who 

had already been succeeded by Darius in chap. 6.  

The Hebrew-Aramaic book had probably reached its present form by 164 B.C.E. (the year in which 

Antiochus Epiphanes died: Daniel 11 gives a mistaken prophecy of his death). The strongest arguments 

for a later addition to the text concern the prayer in Daniel 9. This is a traditional piece, quite different in 

style and theology from the remainder of Daniel. Yet it may well have been placed in its present context 

by the author of Daniel since the contrast helps to clarify the theology of the revelations (Collins 1984a: 

90–91). Nonetheless, we know from the Greek version that prayers were inserted into the text of Daniel 

(chap. 3) and therefore the authenticity of the prayer in chap. 9 is not beyond question.  

E. Genre  

Daniel is classified with the Major Prophets in theLXX and was regarded as a prophet already in 

antiquity (Matt 24:15; Ant 10.11.7 [266]). Yet in the Hebrew Bible the book of Daniel is found in the 

Writings, in the fourth place from the end (before Ezra, Nehemiah and Chronicles). The position in the 

Hebrew Bible reflects the late date of Daniel (after the collection of Prophets had been standardized) but 

may also reflect an awareness that Daniel does not belong with the Prophets in genre.  

Takenasawhole,thebookofDanielisanapocalypse,understoodas―agenreofrevelatoryliterature

with a narrative framework, in which a revelation is mediated by an other-worldly being to a human 

recipient, disclosing a transcendent reality, which is both temporal, insofar as it envisages eschatological 

salvation,andspatialinsofarasitinvolvesanother,supernaturalworld‖(Collins1984b:4).Thegenre

takes its name from the NT book of Revelation. Other Jewish examples of the genre include the various 

components of 1 Enoch, 4 Ezra, 2 Baruch, 3 Baruch, 2 Enoch and the Apocalypse of Abraham. Daniel is 

the only full-fledged apocalypse in the Hebrew Bible.  

While all apocalypses have some narrative framework, Daniel is exceptional in the fact that it includes a 

collection of tales which introduce and establish the identity of the apocalyptic visionary. These tales are 

formally distinct from the apocalyptic visions. Our understanding of their genre is shaped in part by the 

realization that they are not historically accurate. The insight that the tales are not meant to be history 

writing, however, does not depend on their inaccuracy, since historiography can contain errors. Rather, it 

rests on two observations: (1) the tales have stereotypical patterns which are paralleled in the folklore of 

the world and (2) they frequently introduce marvelous elements, such as the writing on the wall or the 

transformation of Nebuchadnezzar into a beast. These elements suggest that the purpose of the stories is 

not to report facts but to arouse awe and wonder. The wonderful aspects of the tales are underlined by 

occasional doxologies.  

The tales may be most appropriately categorized as legends, narratives―primarilyconcernedwiththe

wonderfulandaimedatedification‖(Collins 1984a: 41). Their genre can be further specified by their 

fictional setting: they recount adventures at a royal court. As such, they belong to a broader category of 

court tales of which examples are found in the Greek writers Herodotus and Ktesias and in the 

internationally popular tale of Ahikar (which was found in Aramaic among the papyri from the Jewish 

colony at Elephantine in Egypt from the late 5th century B.C.E.). Biblical parallels are found in the stories 

of Joseph and Esther and less directly, in 3 Ezra 3. It is noteworthy that all the Jewish examples are set in 

the Diaspora (including the Greek 3 Maccabees)—hencetheoccasionaldesignation―Diasporanovel‖



(Meinhold 1975–76). The most satisfactory form-critical category, however, is court legend, as this takes 

accountofthenonbiblicalmaterialinawaythat―Diasporanovel‖doesnot. 

Ithasbecomecustomarytodistinguishfurtherwithinthegenrebetween―talesofcourtcontest‖(e.g.

Daniel 2) and ―talesofcourtconflict‖(Daniel 3, 6; see Humphreys 1973).  

Inthe―conflict‖talestheheroesareendangeredbecauseofaconspiracy,butare miraculously delivered 

fromcertaindeath.Thesestoriesbearconsiderablesimilaritytolatermartyrlegends.The―contest‖stories

describe the rise of the hero from lowly status to an exalted position because of his ability to solve 

insoluble problems. In the case of Daniel, the peculiar skill lies in the interpretation of dreams and 

mysteries. The story is given a distinctively religious stamp since he interprets dreams by divine 

revelation.  

The apocalyptic revelations in Daniel 7–12 also contain a number of formally distinct units, allegorical 

visions in chaps. 7 and 8 and angelic discourses in chaps. 9 and 10–12. The juxtaposition of multiple 

revelations is a recurring feature of apocalypses—it is also found in 4 Ezra, 2 Baruch, the Similitudes of 

Enoch, and the NT book of Revelation. These revelations should be understood as complementary, 

whether they all come from the hand of a single author or not. (The strongest case for separate authorship 

can be made in the case of chap. 7 since it is in Aramaic, while 8–12 are in Hebrew, and it appears to be 

slightly older than the other chapters.)  

The symbolic dream visions in Daniel 7 and 8 are a typicalformofrevelationin―historical‖

apocalypses (i.e., apocalypses which contain an overview of history in the guise of prophecy, as 

contrastedwiththe―journey‖apocalypses,suchas1 Enoch 1–36 or 2 Enoch, where the visionary is taken 

on a tour of inaccessible regions, and the emphasis falls on cosmological mysteries; see further Collins 

1984b: 5–6). The visions of Daniel 7 and 8 can be viewed as a development of the symbolic visions of the 

prophets (Niditch 1983). A characteristic feature of the apocalyptic vision is that it requires an angelic 

interpreter. The interpreting angel is found already in Zechariah 1–6 but the visions of Daniel are much 

more elaborate than those of Zechariah. The apocalyptic dream visions are also indebted to the tradition 

of Babylonian dream interpretation. This point is especially significant in Daniel, since the visionary of 

chaps. 7–12 is cast as a Babylonian dream interpreter in chaps. 2 and 4.  

The symbolism of the dream visions is rich in mythological allusion. In chap. 7 Danielsees―fourgreat

beastscomeupoutofthesea.‖Thedescriptionofthebeastsisfollowedbyajudgmentscene,presided

overbyan―ancientofdays.‖Thebeastsarejudged,andthelastoneisdestroyed.Then―onelikeasonof

man‖appears―withthecloudsofheaven‖andtohimisgiventhekingdom.Theangel‘sinterpretation

informsusthatthebeastsrepresentfourkingsorkingdomsandthat―theholyonesoftheMostHigh‖will 

receive the kingdom. This interpretation however stops far short of explaining the significance of the 

vision. There have been many attempts to identify the mythological background of the imagery (see 

TDNT 8:408–20). By far the most satisfactory explanation sees in the vision a reflection of a Canaanite 

myth, which is known to us from the Ugaritic texts of the 2d millennium B.C.E. In that myth, the high god 

isEl,―fatherofyears,‖buttheheroisthegodBaal,―riderofthecloud.‖BaalischallengedbyYammor

―Sea,‖butattacksanddefeatshim(SeeANET, 129–142). There are, of course, significant differences 

betweenDaniel‘svisionandtheUgariticmyth,e.g.,thebattleofthemythisreplacedbya court scene. 

Yet the main figures in the vision correspond to those of the myth: the high god on his throne, the quasi-

divine figure riding on the clouds (imagery associated with Yahweh in the Psalms) and the sea as a 

symbol of chaos (see further Collins 1977: 95–106). We do not know how or in what form the old myth 

reached the author of Daniel, but we do know that Canaanite imagery plays an important role in the 

poetry of the Hebrew Bible, where Yahweh is said to do battle with sea monsters (e.g., Isa 27:1; 51:9–11; 

see further Day 1985).  

ThemythologicalimageryiscrucialtothemeaningofDaniel‘svision.Thekingdomsmentionedinthe

angel‘sinterpretationareseenasmanifestations of primeval chaos. Equally, the righteous Jews are 

assuredofthecomingjudgment,andofthesupportofheavenlyallies:the―onelikeasonofman‖andthe

―holyones.‖Manyscholars(e.g.HartmanandDiLellaDaniel AB)takethe―sonofman‖figure and the 

―holyones‖asmereciphersfortheJewishpeople,butthisinterpretationisinadequate.Elsewherein



Daniel (4:13, 17; 8:13)―holyones‖areangelsandangelscanalsoappearinhumanform(8:15; 9:21; 

10:5; 12:6–7).The―onelikeasonofman‖ofDaniel 7 should most probably be understood as the 

archangel Michael, who is explicitly portrayed as the deliverer of Israel in 10:13, 21; and 12:1. Michael 

takes the place of Baal in the Canaanite myth as a supernatural figure under the supreme God, who 

overcomesthebeastsfromthesea.Theholyonesaretheangelichost,butthefaithfulJews,as―the

peopleoftheholyones‖(7:27), share in their victory and dominion. (See further Collins 1977: 123–47.)  

The symbolic vision in chap. 8 alsomakesuseofanoldmythicpattern.Ittellshowa―littlehorn,‖

representing a gentile king, rose above the stars of heaven and challenged the Prince of the Host, God 

himself, but was then cast down. The pattern is familiar from the taunt in Isaiah 14 against―Lucifer,Son

of Dawn,‖whoaspiredtosethisthrone―abovethestarsofGod.‖Thismythtoocanbetracedbacktothe

Canaanite myths found at Ugarit, in this case the myth of Ashtar, the Day Star, who aspired to sit on 

Baal‘sthrone(ANET, 140).  

The angelic discourse in chap. 9 takes the form of an interpretation of biblical prophecy, specifically of 

Jeremiah‘sprophecythatthesubjectionofJerusalemwouldlast70years.Thenumberisexplainedbyan

angel as 70 weeks of years. The division of history into a set number of periods is characteristic of 

apocalypticliterature;thedivisioninto―weeks‖isfoundinthe―ApocalypseofWeeks‖in1 En. 93:1–10; 

91:11–17. The reinterpretation of biblical prophecy gave rise to a whole genre of literature in the Dea Sea 

Scrolls—the Pesher. While the Hebrew term Pesher is not used in Daniel 9, it is used for dream 

interpretation in Daniel 2 and 4.  

The book ends with another angelic discourse in chaps. 10–12. In this case the apparition of an angel, 

which is reminiscent of the epiphany in Ezekiel 8, is described (chap. 10). The discourse is a thinly veiled 

account of the history of the Hellenistic era, which is set in the context of a heavenly battle between 

angelic―princes.‖Attheend,thearchangelMichael,―prince‖ofIsrael,willprevail,therewillbea

resurrection of the dead, and the righteous teachers will shine like the stars (12:3) which, in apocalyptic 

idiom, means to become companions to the angelic host (1 En. 104:2, 4, 6).  

The apocalyptic visions are distinguished on the one hand by the supernatural character of their 

revelation, which is indicated by the angelic interpreter, and on the other by its eschatological content. In 

each case the visionary looks beyond known history to a definitive judgment of God. The technique of the 

genre can be clearly seen in chaps. 10–12.AsPorphyryalreadywasaware,the―predictions‖inchap. 11 

are correct down to the time of Antiochus IV Epiphanes, but incorrectly prophesy that he would die in the 

landofIsrael.Theconclusionisinescapablethattheaccurate―prophecies‖werewrittenafterthefact.

The real author lived in the time of Antiochus Epiphanes. By identifying with Daniel in the exilic period, 

he could convey the impression that all of postexilic history was foretold and predetermined. This 

impression strengthened the assurance of the real eschatological prophecy with which the discourse 

concludes.  

The revelation is not only presented as a prophecy of Daniel but it is actually given to Daniel by an 

angel. It therefore claims to provide a heavenly perspective on human history. The crucial insight of the 

revelation is thatthereisongoingwarfareamongangelic―princes‖inheaven.Thehumanstruggleson

earth are only a reflection of this heavenly warfare. The outcome is finally decided, not by human armies, 

but by the victory of Michael and by the final judgment.  

The final reward of the just is not only political independence or earthly sovereignty, but fellowship 

with the angels after the resurrection. This is an appropriate finale since Daniel acquires his wisdom from 

communication with the angels.  

The genre of chaps. 7–12, then, is quite distinct from that of chaps. 1–6; but there is also some 

continuity. One theme of continuity is the revelation of mysteries. Daniel, the dream interpreter of chaps. 

2 and 4, becomes himself the dreamer, but his dreams must be interpreted by an angel. The content of 

Nebuchadnezzar‘sdreaminchap. 2 anticipates chap. 7 in its use of the four-kingdom schema. The final 

kingdom of chap. 2, however, lacks the angelic associations of chap. 7. It is also remarkable that the king 

in chap. 2 innowayresentsDaniel‘sprophecyofacomingkingdomsetupbyGodbutratherrewards

him for it. Such genial relations with a gentile king are no longer envisaged in chaps. 7–12. Finally, the 



theme of deliverance from acute danger is prominent in chaps. 3 and 6 and again in chap. 12. The 

difference is that the older legends describe miraculous deliverance in this life, while the apocalyptic 

vision anticipates vindication for the martyrs after death.  

F. The Setting  

The ostensible setting of the book of Daniel is in the Babylonian exile at the courts of Babylonian, 

Median, and Persian kings. Critical scholarship has established that the book actually comes from the 2d 

century B.C.E. The tales in chaps. 1–6 are older, and may have had lengthy prehistories, as appears from 

the cases of Daniel 4 and the Prayer of Nabonidus. In their present form, however, the tales can be no 

earlier than the Hellenistic age. The four-kingdom schema, which is explicit in chap. 2 and is implied by 

the introduction of Darius the Mede, requires a date after the rise of the Greek kingdom. The allusion to 

intermarriage in 2:43 most probably refers to one of the dynastic intermarriages between the Ptolemies 

and the Seleucids. Since there is no clear allusion to Antiochus Epiphanes, a date in the late 3d or early 2d 

century B.C.E. is most likely.  

The actual setting of the tales is, of necessity, hypothetical. The heroes of the tales are portrayed as 

courtiers,trainedin―thelanguageandlettersoftheChaldeans.‖Theirfortunesarecloselyboundupwith

good favor of the monarchs they serve. Success is reflected in advancement at court. There is no hint of 

rebellion. At the same time Daniel and his friends are pious Yahwists who are not prepared to 

compromise their religion. One purpose of the tales is to suggest that it is possible to gain advancement in 

the gentile world while remaining faithful. Indeed, the tales contend that religious fidelity is a key to 

success because of the power of the God of the Jews.  

Ithasbeensuggestedthatthetalespropose―alifestylefortheDiaspora‖(Humphreys1973),

specifically for upper-class Jews in the E Diaspora. While we cannot assume a direct correlation between 

the fictional setting of the tales and the actual setting of the authors, the suggestion is plausible. The 

wisdom of Daniel and his companions is markedly different from that of the Jerusalem wisdom circles 

represented by Ben Sira. The contrast is most striking in the evaluation of dreams. According to Sirach, 

one who gives heed to dreams is like one who catches at a shadow and pursues the wind (Sir 34:2; cf. 

Deut 13:1–5; Jer 29:8).Incontrast,Daniel‘s wisdom is mantic wisdom (Mueller 1972) and is concerned 

with the interpretation of dreams and omens. There is no doubt that this mantic wisdom is influenced by 

the model of the Babylonian wise men, although there is also a biblical precedent in the Joseph story. It is 

certainly possible that the tales in Daniel were composed in Jerusalem, which was also subject to a gentile 

monarch in the Persian and Hellenistic periods. It is not apparent, however, why a Jerusalem author 

should have set the tales in the Diaspora. It seems more probable that the tales were composed in the E 

Diaspora, and that their tradents worked in the service of the gentile kings.  

The setting of the visions is quite different from that of the tales. Nonetheless, it is likely that there is 

some form of social continuity between the tradents of the tales and the authors of the visions. In chap. 1 

Daniel and his companions are said to be maskilim in all wisdom. In chap. 11 the heroes in the time of 

persecution are also called maskilim ‗wiseteachers.‘Thereiswidespreadagreementthattheauthor(or

authors) of the visions belonged to this group. The common designation maskilim may reflect continuity 

with the mantic wise men of the tales. If so, we must assume that the Danielic circle had returned from the 

Diaspora to Palestine. Their theology and literary form of expression were then adapted to fit their new 

situation. This reconstruction must, obviously, remain tentative.  

The setting of the visions is the prosecution of the Jews by Antiochus IV Epiphanes (168–164 B.C.E.). 

Daniel 7 may not yet know of the profanation of the temple (December 167) since it does not clearly 

reflect that event, although it knows of the suppression of the religious festivals (2 Macc 6:6). The 

desecrated sanctuary looms large in the other revelations. The author had presumably not heard of the 

death of Antiochus late in 164 since he predicts that the persecutor would die in the land of Israel (11:45). 

The duration of the persecution is variously predicted as 3.5 years (7:25), 2300 evenings and mornings 

(1150 days, [8:14] 1290 days (12:11) and 1335 days. The different figures presumably reflect attempts to 

adjust the prediction to accommodate the course of events. Since the desecration of the temple had only 

lasted three years at the time of the reconsecration by Judas Maccabeus in 164 (see 1 Macc 4:52–59), it is 



quite possible that the final redaction of Daniel took place after that had happened but did not regard the 

reconsecration as a satisfactory end to the persecution.  

Our primary sources for the history of the persecution are 1 and 2 Maccabees. Other documents, such as 

the―AnimalApocalypse‖in1 Enoch 85–90, which were written closer to the events, are of little 

historical value because of their highly symbolic language. Daniel, however, is a significant historical 

source, esp. in chap. 11.Daniel―predicts‖Antiochus‘twocampaignsagainstEgyptandhisforced

withdrawal by the Romans on the second occasion (11:30). This is followed by the desecration of the 

temple and suppression of the cult. Thenwearetoldthat―heshallseducewithflatterythosewhoviolate

the covenant; but the people who know their God shall stand firm and take action. And those among the 

people who are wise shall make many understand, though they shall fall by sword and flame…When

they fall, they shall receive a little help, and many shall join themselves to them in flattery, and some of 

thosewhoarewiseshallfall…‖(11:32–35).The―wise‖(maskilim) are singled out in the resurrection to 

shine like the brightness of the firmament and like the stars forever. There can be little doubt that the 

author(s) of Daniel identified himself with these maskilim.  

The books of Maccabees also record the activities of the renegade Jews who violated the covenant and 

then go on to describe the armed resistance led by the Maccabee brothers. It is uncertain precisely how 

Danielshouldberelatedtothismovement.Thereferenceto―standingfirmandtakingaction‖might be 

read as a reference to armed resistance but nothing that follows supports that interpretation. Jerome 

alreadytookthe―littlehelp‖asareferencetotheMaccabees.WhethertheauthorregardedtheMaccabees

as any help is unclear. It is clear that he thought the decisive struggle was taking place in heaven between 

Michaelandthe―prince‖ofGreece.Thecontributionofthemaskilim is―tomakemanyunderstand‖and

let themselves be purified by enduring the persecution. We are not told the content of their instruction. It 

is reasonable to assume that it corresponded to the apocalyptic revelations of the book of Daniel itself. 

The stance of the wise is apparently quietistic. They are not said to fight but to let themselves be killed. A 

similar stance is found in the Testament of Moses, the original form of which dates from the same period 

(Nickelsburg 1973). The aspiration of the wise martyrs was to shine like the stars and become 

companions to the angels. Consequently, they could afford to lose their lives.  

Scholars have often identified the maskilim of Daniel with the Hasidim who are mentioned in the books 

of Maccabees. In 1 Macc 2:42 wearetoldthatMattathiasandhisfollowerswerejoinedby―acompanyof

Hasideans‖(synagoge Asidaion) mighty warriors of Israel, every one who offered himself willingly for 

thelaw.‖Thisfollowsonareportthatathousandpeoplewereslaughteredwhentheyrefusedtodefend

themselves on the Sabbath, but these martyrs are not explicitly identified as Hasidim. 1 Macc 7:12–13 

says that a company of scribes (synagoge grammateon) came to the high priest Alcimus and the general 

Bacchidestoseekpeace.Thepassagecontinues―andtheHasideanswere first among the sons of Israel 

andtheysoughtpeacefromthem.‖TheHasideanshereareusuallythoughttobeidentifiedwiththe

company of scribes, but the passage is ambiguous. It is also uncertain whether the Hasideans were first in 

rank or simply took the initiative in seeking peace. Finally in 2 Macc 14:6 Alcimus complains to the 

Seleucidkingthat―thoseoftheJewswhoarecalledHasideans,whoseleaderisJudasMaccabeus,are

keeping up war and stirring up sedition and will not let the kingdom attain tranquillity. These passages 

provide only meager information about the Hasidim. They were evidently a militant group, who actively 

supported the Maccabees. Their willingness to make peace with Alcimus does not imply pacifistic 

inclinations—even Judas made a brief truce with the Seleucids when Alcimus arrived on the scene (2 

Maccabees 14). They may have been scribes (1 Macc 7:12–13) but it is not clear how far they were 

organized—theword―company‖(synagoge) can certainly denote an ad hoc gathering. Since the one clear 

piece of information, their militant activism, is counter to the quietistic tendency of Daniel, there is no 

evident reason why Daniel should be ascribed to this group.  

Daniel has also been associated with the founders of the Qumran sect, and it has even been suggested 

that the author of the visions was none other than the Teacher of Righteousness (Trever 1985). There are 

indeed important links between Daniel and Qumran (Mertens 1971). Several copies of the canonical book, 

as well as other Danielic writings, were preserved there. Some of the technical terminology of the sect: 



maskil (the spiritual instructor at Qumran) rabbim (the―many,‖generalmembersofthesect)and―seekers

ofsmooththings‖(dwrsy hlqwt) are all taken or adapted from Daniel 11, and there is also significant 

continuity between Daniel and the War Scroll (von der Osten-Sacken 1969). Yet there is no reason to 

ascribe Daniel to the Teacher of Righteousness. Other bodies of literature (e.g., the Enochic corpus) and 

traditions (especially halakic) also influenced the emerging Dead Sea sect. We can only say that Daniel 

belonged to the general milieu from which the sect emerged.  

In all we can paint a limited picture of the piety and interests of the group which produced the book of 

Daniel. We can say very little, however, about its social location in Judaism and cannot identify it with 

any known group.  

G. Theology  

ThetheologyofDanielisatheologyofhistory.Throughout,thebookaffirmsaGodwho―does

according to his willinthehostofheavenandamongtheinhabitantsoftheearth‖(4:35) and whose 

kingdom is everlasting (4:3). This God is hidden and mysterious and is known through special revelations 

to the wise. His control of human affairs may not be immediately obvious but is a matter of a long-term 

plan. This plan has some deterministic overtones but never denies the freedom of human beings to make 

their own decisions and comments.  

There is also a common dimension to the ethics of both parts of the book. Fidelity to the Mosaic law is a 

necessity which is established in the first chapter. It requires discipline and a willingness to subordinate 

personal needs and even to risk life itself. Insofar as those who are faithful to the Mosaic covenant are 

rewarded, Daniel fits the pattern of convenantal nomism, which E. P. Sanders (1977) has argued is 

broadly typical of ancient Judaism. Yet the theology of Daniel is not adequately characterized in this way. 

Throughout the book, Daniel is given special understanding through revelation which is not available on 

the basis of the Mosaic covenant alone. The heroes of the book are the wise, to whom God has given 

special knowledge. This special wisdom then enables them to act in the appropriate way.  

While Daniel is a wisdom book, as von Rad (1965) argued, it is important to note the difference 

between this wisdom and the Hebrew proverbial tradition. Biblical wisdom was empirical and inductive. 

Daniel‘swisdomcomesbyrevelationandhasappropriatelybeencalled―manticwisdom‖becauseofthe

importance attached to the interpretation of dreams and mysteries. This mantic wisdom undergoes a 

development in the second half of the book, where the transcendent nature of the revelation is underlined 

by the role of the interpreting angel.  

The differences between Daniel 1–6 and 7–12 are primarily due to the changed situation and are 

reflected in the portrayal of the pagan kings. In chaps. 1–6 the monarchs are relatively benign and Jews 

can advance and prosper under their rule. In chap. 7, however, the gentile powers are portrayed as beasts 

from the sea, enemies of God, with whom no compromise is possible. The quasi-demonic imagery of 

beasts,andtheoppositionofthe―princes‖ofthenationstoMichael,reflectanemergingdualism.In

Daniel, however, the forces of evil are still closely identified with specific nations. We do not encounter 

here a force of evil at large, such as Mastema in the roughly contemporary book of Jubilees or Belial in 

the slightly later Dead Sea Scrolls.  

The new situation in chaps. 7–12 also causes a significant difference in the way God is thought to act. In 

chaps. 1–6, most vividly in 3 and 6, the faithful Jews are delivered from mortal danger by miraculous 

means. In 7–12, most clearly in 11–12, the maskilim are offered no such deliverance. Some of them must 

die. Deliverance comes later with the resurrection of the dead.  

The introduction of the notion of resurrection is one of the major contributions of the book of Daniel to 

Jewish and Christian theology. This is the only clear reference to reward and punishment after death in the 

Hebrew Bible. Other passages which are sometimes cited as references to resurrection (Isa 26:19; Hos 

6:2) are more probably speaking metaphorically of the restoration of the Israelite people. Belief in 

judgmentafterdeathisattestedinthe―BookoftheWatchers‖in1 Enoch, which is older than the book of 

Daniel,butDaniel‘sinfluenceonthesubsequenttradition is undeniably greater. The context in Daniel is 

mythological rather than philosophical: the belief is presented as a revelation, without the support of 

rational argument. The cogency of the belief in Daniel derives from the underlying trust in divine 



retribution. Since the righteous lose their lives in this world, it is reasonable to believe that they will be 

rewarded hereafter. (In 1 Enoch 22 the afterlife is not presented as a solution to persecution, so we cannot 

say that the belief arose only in that context). The idea is not systematically developed in Daniel—―many‖

of those who sleep in the dust of the earth will arise, not all. The function of the belief is to liberate the 

righteous from the fear of death. The aspiration to eternal life with the stars or angels also modifies the 

piety of the book and gives it an otherworldly character.  

Another major contribution of the book of Daniel to Jewish and Christian theology concerns the figure 

of―onelikeasonofman‖inchap. 7. The symbolism of the figure with the entourage of clouds, suggests 

a divine or quasi-divine being (Emerton 1958: 231–32). As noted above, the most probable reference is to 

the archangel Michael. In any case, Daniel 7 was influential in the development of the figure of an 

―exaltedangel‖inJudaism(Rowland1982:94–113). Possibly the earliest reinterpretation of the Danielic 

figure is found in the Similitudes of Enoch, which probably date from the early or mid-first century C.E. 

(Collins 1984b: 142–43).Therewereadofafigurewhoisreferredtoas―thatSonofMan,‖―whoseface

hadtheappearanceofaman,andhisfacewasfullofgracelikeoneoftheholyangels‖(46:1)andwhois

seated on a throneofglory(62:5).Thisfigureismorethananordinaryangel,since―evenbeforethesun

andtheconstellationswerecreated…hisnamewasnamedbeforetheLordofSpirits.‖Heisalsocalled

―messiah‖(48:10).In1 En. 71:14Enochistold―youaretheSonofManwhowasborntorighteousness,‖

but the identification is probably secondary (Collins 1984b: 151–53). This tradition reached its 

culmination in the late (4th or 5th century C.E.) mystical work Sefer Hekalot (3 Enoch) where the angel 

Metatron is―thelittleYahweh‖greaterthanallprincesandisknownby70names,oneofwhichisEnoch,

son of Jared.  

Thedevelopmentoftheideaofanexaltedangel,a―lesserYahweh,‖inJudaismwasobviouslyof

significance for the development of christology. Again, Daniel 7 played a crucial role in the development. 

One of the earliest christological scenarios was that which envisaged Jesus as the Son of Man coming on 

the clouds of heaven with his angels. It is still disputed whether Jesus used the expression Son of Man in 

the eschatological sense and if so whether he used it to refer to himself or to another figure. The use of 

―SonofMan‖intheDanielicsenseisfoundprimarilyintheSynopticGospels,althoughtheexpression is 

also used in John and in the Apocalypse. In Rev 14:14 anangel,notChrist,is―seatedonacloud,onelike

asonofman,‖perhapsavestigeoftheoriginaluseoftheexpressioninDanieltorefertoanangel.  

H. The Additions to Daniel  

The Greek text of Daniel includes four extensive passages which are not found in the MT. Two of these 

are inserted in chap. 3 in the story of the three young men in the fiery furnace. The first, the prayer of 

Azariah, is a foreign body here. It is a typical communal confession of sin and petition for mercy, similar 

to the prayer in Daniel 9. Such prayers are very common in the later books of the OT (Ezra 9, Nehemiah 

9) and the apocryphal literature. It is a prayer for all Israel and starts from the premise that affliction is 

justified punishment for sin. The situation in Daniel 3 calls rather for a prayer for the deliverance of 

individuals, whose predicament is in no way due to sin but to their fidelity to the law. The 

Deuteronomistic theology of the prayer (distress follows from sin, deliverance from repentance) also 

stands in contrast to the theology of Daniel, where distress usually follows from fidelity and calls for 

perseverance rather than for repentance.  

The―HymnoftheThreeYoungMen‖ismoreappropriatetoitscontent.Itisahymncallingonall

creation to bless and praise the Lord (compare Psalm 136). Its message is that God controls all the 

elements, as illustrated by the fact that the fire did not harm his servants. Both of the additions to Daniel 3 

are traditional pieces, probably translated from Hebrew originals. It is impossible to discover the date or 

circumstances of their composition.  

The story of Susanna is found after chap. 12 in the LXX but before chap. 1 in Theodotion. It tells of a 

beautiful God-fearing Jewish woman, who is falsely accused of adultery by two Jewish elders whom she 

has rejected. She is saved by the skillful interrogation of the elders by Daniel, who is introduced as a 

young boy (even in the Old Greek, where the story follows chap. 12). There are no cross-references to the 

stories of Daniel 1–6, and no suggestion that Daniel was a courtier. Since the setting of a judgment scene 



is in accordance with the etymology of the name Daniel, Lebram (1986) has suggested that Susanna, in 

Aramaic, was the original introduction to the tales of chaps. 2–6. In view of the lack of a court setting, 

however, it is more likely to be an independent tale. It is set entirely within the bounds of Judaism: all the 

characters are Jewish. It is a parabolic tale which plays on the favorite biblical theme of reversal of 

expectations. The venerable elder judges are convicted by a youth, while the woman, who at first is 

condemned on the mere word of the elders, is vindicated. Again, the provenance of this addition to Daniel 

is impossible to establish.  

The final addition is the story of Bel and the Dragon (or snake). In the LXX it is said to be taken from 

the prophecy of Habakkuk (who appears in the story). This indicates that the tale once circulated apart 

from the book of Daniel. In this case there is a point of contact with the Hebrew-Aramaic book: Daniel is 

thrownintoalions‘denafterthe death of the snake. There does not appear to be any literary dependence 

on Daniel 6,however.InbothstoriesthekingissympathetictoDaniel,butin―BelandtheDragon‖heis

Cyrus the Great, not the unhistorical Darius the Mede. The temple of Bel in Babylon was in fact 

destroyed by another Persian king, Xerxes I, but he was not motivated by any opposition to idolatry. It 

may well be that the Bel episode is an elaboration of Jer 51:44:―AndIwillpunishBelinBabylon,and

takeoutofhismouthwhathehasswallowed.‖Themotifofthelions‘denwaspresumablyassociated

with Daniel in oral tradition.  

Both the episodes of Bel and of the snake are caricatures of idolatry, in the vein already familiar from 

Isaiah 44. There is no evidence that the Babylonians worshipped live snakes. Animal worship was most 

prominent in Egypt and polemic against it was common in Hellenistic Jewish literature. The charge that 

―thekinghasbecomeaJew‖(v. 28) also suggests a Hellenistic date, when Judaism had come to be 

perceived as a cult rather than as an ethnic-political entity. One Mesopotamian ruler, Queen Helena of 

Adiabene, did in fact convert to Judaism in the 1st century C.E.  

We know of at least one other Danielic composition from the ancient world which never made its way 

into the biblical canon. 4QPsDan from Qumran is closely related to Daniel 2. It presents a summary of 

worldhistorywhichDanielrecites―beforetheministersoftheking.‖Onethereconstructionoftheeditor

(Milik 1956) it offered a schema of four kingdoms and an eschatological conclusion, but the text is very 

fragmentary and it is not certain that 4QPsDan 
c
 is part of the same work as 4QPsDan 

a
 and 

b
. There are 

also several medieval apocalypses associated with the name of Daniel (Berger 1976).  

For further discussion see Goldingay Daniel WBC.  
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JOHN J. COLLINS  

DANNAH (PLACE) [Heb dannâ (ַדָנה)]. A town situated in the S hill country of Judah (Josh 15:49), 

within the same district as Debir. The only reference to this settlement occurs in the list of towns within 

the tribal allotment of Judah (Josh 15:21–62). The location of the ancient settlement is unknown.  

W. R. KOTTER  

DAPHNE (PLACE) [Gk Daphn  (Δαφνη)]. According to 2 Macc 4:33, the deposed high priest Onias 

III took refuge from his opponent, the high priest Menelaus, at Daphne near Antioch. Only after being 

luredawayfromthissanctuarycouldhebeassassinatedbyAdronicusatMenelaus‘urging.Strabonotes

that a famous temple of Apollo and Artemis encompassing an asylum was located at Daphne, which lay 

about 5 miles from Antioch (Geog. 16.2.6). Josephus notes that both Antony (JW 1.12.5 §243) and Herod 

stayed there (JW, 1.14.22 §277 and Ant 14.15.11 §451). That Onias, a saintly figure in 2 Maccabees, 

would have taken refuge there should not be taken as unseemly. There is nothing to suggest that the 

former high priest indulged in idolatry. Indeed, the pious author of 2 Maccabees saw nothing improper in 

Onias‘flighttoDaphneto save his own life. Daphne near Antioch should not be confused with the 

Daphne located S of Dan on a tributary of the Jordan (Abel GP, 303).  

M. E. HARDWICK  

DARA (PERSON) [Heb dara˓ (ַדַרע)]. Var. DARDA. Dara was the son of Zerah and from the tribe of 

Judah (1 Chr 2:6). Zerah was the son whom Tamar conceived by her father-in-law Judah (Gen 38:30; 1 

Chr 2:4). In 1 Kgs 5:11—Eng4:31 he is listed as Darda (Heb darda˓), one of the sons of Mahol. Together 

with Ethan, Heman, and Calcol, he is listed as a wise man whose wisdom was excelled only by 

Solomon‘s. 

There has been much argument concerning the identification of the sons of Zerah in 1 Chr 2:6 with the 

sons of Mahol in 1 Kgs 5:11—Eng4:31. It is possible that the benê māḥôl should be identified with the 

musicalpersonnelofthetemple,the―sonsofthechoir‖(Albright,ARI, 123; de Vaux, AncIsr, 382). Two 

of the benê māḥôl appear in the titles of Psalms 88 (Heman) and 89 (Ethan).  

The fact that these musicians are not listed among the Levites but as descendants of Judah and his 

Canaanite wife Tamar probably indicates that the names of the benê māḥôl reflect the influence of 

Canaanite musical traditions upon the worship of Israel (Albright, 123). See DARDA (PERSON).  

CLAUDE F. MARIOTTINI  



DARDA (PERSON) [Heb darda˓ (ַדְרַדע)]. Var. DARA. Listed among those wise men in 1 Kgs 

5:11—Eng4:31 whosewisdomwassurpassedonlybySolomon‘s.Intheabovereferencein1Kings,

Darda is listed as one of the sons of Mahol. In the parallel reference in 1 Chr 2:6, however, the variant 

spelling Dara is found, and he is listed as a son of Zerah, the son of Judah.  

Some have tried to harmonize the two references by suggesting that Mahol was the actual father, while 

Zerah was a distant ancestor. Another possibilityisthat―sonsofMahol‖doesnotrefertophysicalfamily

but instead to members of the guild of temple musicians (māḥôl = dancing).  

Although the background of Darda and the others listed is uncertain at present, it is clear that by the 

time of the writing of Kings these men symbolized the epitome of wisdom. They were likely well-known 

traditional figures, and the writer of Kings assures his readers that the wisdom of Solomon was greater 

even than that of these proverbial wise men. See DARA (PERSON).  

PHILLIP E. MCMILLION  

DARIC [Heb darkĕmôn (ַדְרְכמון) ]. See COINAGE.  

DARIUS (PERSON) [Heb dārĕyāweš (ָדְרָיֶוש)]. The first Achaemenid king of this name, usually 

called the Great. He ascended the throne in clouded and complicated circumstances in 521 B.C. Son of 

Vishtaspa, Satrap of Parthia, he belonged to a collateral branch of the Achaemenid family and claimed 

that he and Cyrus II, (see CYRUS (PERSON)) had a common great-great-grandfather. Darius may have 

beenthecommanderoftheimmortalguardduringCambyses‘conquestofEgypt. 

Our principal source for the troubled timesassociatedwithDarius‘risetopowerishisown,hence

prejudiced, great inscription at Bisitun in Iran. Here the new king says Cambyses killed his brother 

Bardiya before leaving for Egypt but that the people of Persia did not know of this. Then a Magian priest, 

Gaumata, lied to the people of Persia saying he was Bardiya and in that guise led a rebellion against 

Cambyses. En route back to Persia from Egypt to crush the rebellion, Cambyses either committed suicide 

or was accidentally killed. Darius continued on with at least parts of the army that had come from Egypt 

and, with the assistance of six other strong men, killed Gaumata. Darius was then chosen by the six strong 

men to be the next king from the Achaemenid house.  

The truth of this story of Darius‘risetopowerhasbeenrepeatedlychallengedbyhistorians.Whatever

the truth in detail, there was clearly a major rebellion against the Achaemenid family. Cambyses 

apparently had no direct heir, and in crushing the rebellion Darius manipulated affairs so that he became 

king.  

Revolt in Persia triggered widespread rebellion throughout most of the empire and Darius spent the 

whole of his first year as king putting down these uprisings. The most serious and persistent rebellions 

were those in Babylon, Media, and Armenia. Displaying great tactical skill as a military commander, 

Darius with his army was able to keep the several rebels separated and gradually to bring the situation 

under control by taking on his enemies one at a time. By June of 521 B.C., Darius was firmly in command 

of a reestablished Achaemenid empire.  

There then began a concerted effort at imperial expansion. Sometime after the crushing of the 

rebellions, but earlier than 513 B.C., parts of N India, including the Punjab and Sind, were conquered by 

Darius. The great king then marched W about 513 B.C. and campaigned against the Scythians located N of 

the Danube River and the Black Sea. Campaigns which followed, led by subordinates, brought under 

Persian control all of the important cities, states, and islands in the N Aegean and around the Bosporus.  

Peace was next broken on the European front by the Ionian revolt (499–494 B.C.), in which the Greek 

cities in Asia Minor attempted, unsuccessfully, to regain independence. The involvement of mainland 

Greeks in an effort to assist the Ionian cities guaranteed further conflict between Persia and Europe. By 

ca. 492–491 B.C. MacedoniaandThracehadbeenaddedtothePersianEmpireandthegreatking‘s

authority extended as far S in Greece as Mt. Olympus. The Persian defeat by the Athenians at the battle of 



Marathon in 490 B.C. temporarily checked westward expansion but did not loosen Persian control of NE 

Greece.  

Darius I was not only an accomplished military commander, but also a shrewd administrator and a 

monumental builder. Herodotus in his Persian Wars providesconsiderabledetailonthegreatking‘s

reorganization of the empire into 20 provinces or satrapies for purposes of regularizing tax collection and 

local government (see SATRAP). These basic administrative structures created by Darius served the 

empire well for approximately the next 200 years. Around 520 B.C. Darius began his grand scheme of 

construction at Persepolis, the new Achaemenid capital in their homeland, Persia (see PERSEPOLIS). 

Apparently, for some reason, Darius felt it inappropriate to continue the capital at Pasargadae built by 

Cyrus, though the slightly more N site did not go out of use. Massive construction works were also 

undertaken by Darius at the second capital of the empire, Susa, and, we assume, at the third, Ecbatana 

(Hamadan). Most of what may have been built by him in Babylon, the fourth imperial capital, is lost.  

Darius died in November 486 B.C. shortly before the planned second major invasion of Greece and just 

after the outbreak of a major rebellion in Egypt. His was the first of the great royal Achaemenid tombs set 

into the rock cliff, Naqsh-i-Rustam, near Persepolis.  

T. CUYLER YOUNG, JR.  

DARIUS THE MEDE (PERSON) [Aram dārĕyāweš mādāyā˒ (ָדְרָיֶושֶָׂמָדָיא)]. The Median 

Darius was a 62-year-old man who, as predicted by Daniel, gained control over the Chaldean kingdom 

immediately following the death of Belshazzar (Dan 5:28–6:2). His first action as king was to set 120 

satrapsoverthekingdom.Ontheking‘sbehalf,butagainsthiswill,Danielwasputinthedenoflions

(Dan 6:14–17).Followinghisdeliverance,DanielprosperedunderboththeMedianking‘sruleandthatof

Cyrus the Persian (Dan 6:29—Eng6:28).Inthefirstyearofthis―DariussonofAhasuerusbybirtha

Mede,‖who―wasinstalledoverthekingdomoftheChaldeans,‖Danielhadhisfamousvisionofthe70

weeks of years (Daniel 9). The references in Daniel place this Darius between the reign of Belshazzar and 

that of the Persian emperor Cyrus (Dan 5:30–6:1; cf. 6:29—Eng6:28; 9:1; cf. 8:1; and 10:1). At no other 

place in the Bible do we find a Median king named Darius.  

A. Historical Difficulty  

Both Greek and Babylonian sources clearly demonstrate that the Persian king Cyrus—and not Darius—

was the conqueror of Babylon, and the real successor to the last Chaldean king (cf. 2 Chr 36:20). 

Historically, there was no Median invasion of Babylonia and no Median domination of that area. A 

Median king Darius is unknown. Consequently, the mysterious reference to Darius in the book of Daniel 

has posed a severe difficulty for exegetes since early times. Already in the 1st cent. B.C.E. the Greek 

version of (Proto-) Theodotion had tried to harmonize the biblical and the Greek traditions by substituting 

an Artaxerxes for Darius in Dan 6:1.  

B. Median Rule over Babylonia  

From the standpoint of tradition-history, two general conceptions presumably stand behind the Daniel 

narration. First, and most important for every faithful Israelite, there were the prophetic predictions of the 

conquest of Babylon by Median troops (Isa 13:17–18; 21:2; Jer 51:1, 27, 28; cf. Graf 1984: 21). For 

postexilic readers of Daniel these announcements were apparently fulfilled and had to be portrayed as 

such. Second, there was an extrabiblical pattern of a succession of the four world empires, Assyria, 

Media, Persia, and Greece, which was widely adhered to in the last centuries B.C.E. (Swain 1940). In order 

to bring this pattern into conformity with Israelite history, the biblical author simply substituted Babylonia 

for Assyria. Both of these concepts led the Daniel tradition to the conclusion that at least one Median king 

must have ruled over Babylonia (and Israel) between the otherwise known Chaldean and Persian kings 

(i.e., Belshazzar and Cyrus). But why was the name Darius chosen for this Median interregnum?  

C. Proposals for Identification  

While a number of solutions have been proposed since early times (Rowley 1935), only three of them 

are worth mentioning:  



1. Nabonidus. There is a slight possibility that the king in question was really the last ruler on the 

throne of Babylon prior to the Persian invasion (for earlier representatives of this opinion see Rowley 

1935: 9). As far as the indigenous population of Babylonia was concerned, this king was an alien. The 

Babylonian Dynastic Prophecy (Grayson 1975a: 25, 33) assigns to him an independent dynasty of Harran, 

ruling between the last legitimate Babylonian kings and the kings of Elam (Persia). The city of his 

birthplace, Harran, lies in the N and does not belong to Babylonia, but to Assyria. It may have been 

dominated by the Medes for some time after 612 B.C.E. (RLA 4: 124).  

2. The Persian Darius I. Most recent commentators propose a confusion of the conquest of Babylon by 

Cyrus (539 B.C.E.) (e.g., Rowley 1935: 54–60; Hartmann and DiLella, Daniel AB, 36) with the later 

suppression of two Babylonian rebels, both of whom claimed to be the son of Nabonidus (cf. Behistun 

inscription; Kent 1953: 120–31). It was this Persian Darius who reorganized the state and installed the 20 

satrapies (Hdt. 3.89). Darius I is mentioned 16 times in the Bible. In his second year the prophets Haggai 

and Zechariah were exhorting the people to rebuild the temple, and under the guidance of Zerubbabel and 

Joshua the work was begun (Hag 1:1, 15; 2:10; Zech 1:1, 7; Ezra 4:24–5:2). The governor of the province 

Beyond-the-River stopped this activity and wrote a letter to Darius requesting an inquiry. But the king 

confirmed the decree of Cyrus. So the building activity continued until the house of God was completed 

in the sixth year of Darius (Ezra 5:3–6:15). However, this identification of Darius I with Darius the Mede 

is not without its problems.  

a. Where Darius I is mentioned in the Bible, his Persian provenance is stressed (Ezra 4:5, 24; 6:14; Neh 

12:22, also with Darius II). Daniel, however, underlines the Median affiliation of the conqueror of 

Babylon.  

b. IntheChronicler‘sworkthereisaclearsequencefromCyrustoDarius,kingofPersia,whoreignsat

the time of the dedication of the Second Temple (Ezra 4:5; 5:6–6:14). As the book of Daniel is closely 

relatedtotheChronicler‘sworkinmanyinstances(Koch,Daniel BKAT, 28–33, 37–40), it is difficult to 

imagine why the author should have disturbed the chronological sequence of his source.  

c. Dan 9:25 mentions a time of 49 years (7 weeks of years), presumably between the beginning of the 

Exile and the coming of a messiah-nagîd (Cyrus or Zerubbabel?) He therefore seems to have reliable 

knowledge about the end of the exilic period.  

d. InhisinscriptionsDariusIhimselfindicateshisPersianorigin:―IamaPersian,sonofaPersian‖

(Kent1953:138;cf.116,134).Hisfather‘snameisVištaspa(GkHystaspes),whereasthefather‘sname

in Dan 9:1 is Ahasuerus.  

3. Gaubaruwa (Akk Gubaru/Ugbaru, Gk Gobryas). This is the only candidate who fits the otherwise 

documented historical circumstances. Gaubaruwa was a governor of Gutium who, on behalf of Cyrus and 

as an old man (Xenophon), seized Babylon and was installed (cf. the passive hamlak Dan 9:1) as a vice-

regent over Mesopotamia, appointing the governors of the country until his death eight months later 

(Nabonidus Chronicle, ANET, 306–7; Grayson 1975b: 104–11; cf. Whitcomb 1959; Shea 1971–72; 

Cälmeyer1977;Koch1983).Thenameofhisfatherisnevermentioned.He―ruledalmostasan

independentmonarch‖(Olmstead 1948: 56). As a man of Gutium, Gaubaruwa surely was no Babylonian. 

In fact, Gutium in the Babylonian omen literature (replacing an earlier Subartu) signifies the NE quadrant 

of the known world; in the 1st millenium B.C.E. it was compromised primarily of Media (RLA 3: 708–20). 

The historian Berossos (ca. 280 B.C.E.) identified the old dynasty of Gutium in the Babylonian King List 

with―tyrantsoftheMedes‖(Burstein1978:21–23, especially n. 64). The same identification is made by 

Daniel. Yet the name ―Darius‖forGaubaruwastillremainsenigmatic.TheoldPersianwordDārayarahu 

‗Hewhoholdsfirmthegood‘(Kent1953:189)isthenameofseveralkingsandprinces(RLA 2: 121–23). 

Perhaps it was also the throne name for the vice-king Gaubaruwa in Babylonia, whose name was not 

otherwise documented because of the short time of his reign. For us Gaubaruwa seems to be an obscure 

figure. But his name and fate are not only documented in cuneiform sources, but are also known to Greek 

historians (RLA 3: 671–2). Thestatementof―aconflationofconfusedtradition‖(Rowley1935:54)

regarding Darius the Mede in Daniel therefore seems neither necessary nor probable.  
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KLAUS KOCH  

DARKON (PERSON) [Heb darqôn (ַדְרקון)].Headofafamilyof―sonsofSolomon‘sservants‖(see

SOLOMON‘SSERVANTS) which is listed among those exiles returning from Babylon to Jerusalem and 

Judah (Ezra 2:56 = Neh 7:58). Mendelsohn (1942: 17) believes this group was merged with the nĕt  n  m 

‗templeservants‘(seeNETHINIM) under Ezra and Nehemiah. Weinberg (1975: 371) holds that the low 

social rank of these groups, originally composed of craftsmen in royal service before the Exile, in the 6th 

and 5th centuries resulted in their disappearance after the 5th century B.C. Noth (IPN, 225) derives the 

name from the Arabic darkun ‗hard,‘understandingittosignifyfirmnessandstrength,whileBrown,

Driver, and Briggs (BDB, 204b) suggest an origination from Arabic daraqa ‗walkrapidly,hasten‘or

from Arabic daraqatun ‗shield.‘Blenkinsopp(Ezra-Nehemiah OTL, 91) believes the name may have 

originated as a nickname. Because D-R-Q does not produce any Semitic personal names, Zadok (1980: 

115) assumes darqôn to be the result of some metathesis of daqrōn which comes from D-Q-R ‗bore

through,pierce,‘whichdoesgenerateNWSemiticexamples(GröndahlPTU, 125). In the list of 1 Esdras 

5, the name Lozon (v 33) seems to occupy the position held by Darkon.  
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RODNEY H. SHEARER  

DART. See WEAPONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WARFARE.  

DATE PALM. See FLORA.  

DATHAN (PERSON) [Heb dātān (ָדָתן)]. Son of Eliab, a Reubenite, who with ABIRAM, KORAH, 

and 250 leaders of Israel conspired against the exclusive leadership of Moses and Aaron in the wilderness 

(Num 16:1–40). The conspiracy ended when, in the aftermath of a ritual contest with Aaron, the earth 

―swallowed‖theleadersandfiredevouredthe250.ThenameisderivedfromAkkdatnu ‗strong,heroic.‘ 

The latest postexilic form of the story (P) is reflected also in Num 26:9. There Dathan, together with 

Abiram and Korah, is swallowed by the earth, and the rest of the conspirators are consumed by fire. 

However, both Deut 11:6 and Ps 106:16 give evidence of an earlier form belonging to the epic tradition 

(J) in which the story of Dathan and Abiram has not yet been interwoven with that of Korah. Belonging to 

the earlier Dathan-Abiram tradition are vv 12–14 (15) and 25–34, minus the note concerning Korah in v 

32, plus fragments of vv 1–2, 24. The conspiracy of Korah is a strictly levitical concern directed against 

the exclusive claims of the Aaronide priesthood. That of Dathan and Abiram is a more directly political 

conspiracyagainsttheexclusivegoverningauthorityofMoses,whowouldbe―prince‖(Hebśar) over the 

people (v 13).Whereasthepriestlytechnicalterm―comenear‖(Hebqārab) is used of the Korah 

tradition,theDathantraditionplaysupontheverb―comeup‖(Heb˓ălah). While Korah is instructed to 

―comenear,‖DathanandAbiramrefuseto―comeup‖(Qal)becausetheLordonly―broughtup‖(Hip˓il) 

the people of Israel from Egypt to kill them in the wilderness (vv 12–13).  



This conspiracy story is one in a cluster of such narratives, including the revolt of Aaron and Miriam 

against Moses (Numbers 12), and of all the people (Numbers 14). They cluster at this point in the 

narrative likelytodemonstratethenegativeimpactofthedemocratizationofGod‘sspiritinNumbers 11, 

andMoses‘statementinparticularthathewished―thatalltheLord‘s people were prophets, that the Lord 

wouldputhisspirituponthem‖(11:29). The story of Abiram is often understood as a reflection of the 

loss of prestige by the tribe of Reuben following the period of settlement. See also Budd Numbers WBC.  
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DATHEMA (PLACE) [Gk Dathema (Δαθεμα)]. A city in Gilead with a fortress to which Jews fled to 

escape persecution from the surrounding gentiles (1 Macc 5:9). The Maccabean revolt met with early 

successes, including retaking the temple in 164 B.C., which led to gentile reprisals. Many Jews in Gilead 

fled to Dathema for refuge and sent to Judas for help. Leaving Simon in charge in Galilee, Judas and 

Jonathan set out for Dathema. After three days they encountered Nabateans, who told them of the 

persecution of Jews in other cities of Galilee, including Bozrah, Bosor-in-Alema, Chaspho, Maked, and 

Carnaim (see ALEMA). Detouring long enough to defeat the enemy at Bozrah, Judas then marched 

overnight to Dathema and defeated the army of Timothy there.  

The location of Dathema is uncertain.Abel(1923:516)rejectedatraditionalassociationwith˓Athaman

and identified the site as Ramatha in the center of Gilead. The difference in the initial letter of the name 

can be explained from the easy confusion of the Heb letters dalet and reš. In 2 Macc 12:17 one reads that 

Judas reached a place called charaka, which is often taken as a proper name (Charax) and identified with 

Dathema.  

This identification, however, is by no means certain. Simons (GTTOT, 425) separates the two, identifies 

Charax with the site of Kerak, and identifies Tell Hamad, E of Carnaim, as the possible site for Dathema 

based on the presence of ancient city walls and its location as a suitable place of refuge. Tell Hamid, 

however, lies a little over 50 km from Bozrah, quite a distance for an overnight march (1 Macc 5:29). 

Simons suggests that Judas came first to Charax, did not find Timothy there (2 Macc 12:17–18), divided 

his forces, and himself took part of his army to Tell Hamad, about 25 km away. The identification of 

Charax with Kerak, however, has been challenged. Goldstein (2 Maccabees AB, 440) argues that the Gk 

word charaxa isaninflectednoun(meaning―palisadedcamp‖)andnotapropernounatall.Sinceallof

the proposed identifications of the site of Dathema rest on challenged speculation, one should conclude 

that the site has not yet been satisfactorily located.  
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DAUGHTER. See FAMILY.  

DAUGHTERS OF PHILIP. See PHILIP (PERSON).  

DAVID (PERSON) [Heb dāw  d (ָדִויד)].Israel‘ssecondandgreatestking,Davidrosetopowerfrom

humble circumstances and amid many difficulties; he captured Jerusalem, established it as his capital, 

unified the nation, and built an empire that stretched from Egypt to Mesopotamia during a 40-year reign, 

ca. 1010–970 B.C.E. He was a man of many talents—a shepherd, musician, poet, warrior, politician, 

administrator—but he is most prominent as the king par excellence, as the standard for all later kings, and 

as a messianic symbol.  

———  

A. Name  

B. Family  



C. Rise to Power  

D. Consolidation of Power  

E. Decline  

F.AManafterGod‘sOwnHeart 

G. Sources and Methods for the Study of David  

H. Assessment  

———  

A. Name  

David‘snameisrendereddāwid or dāw  d in Heb (dauid or daueid in Gk), and it occurs more than 1000 

times in the OT, some 59 times in the NT. The name is attested in Old Babylonian (early 2nd millennium 

B.C.E.: da-wi-da-nu-um) and possibly in Moabite (9th cent. B.C.E.: dwd[h]).  

Theterm―David‖hasbeensuggestedasatitle,perhapsathronename,andnotapersonalname.

Impetus for this suggestion has come from 2 Sam 21:19,whichcreditsone―Elhanan‖withthekillingof

Goliath, whereas 1 Samuel 17 has―David‖killinghim:theformerwouldhavebeenhispersonalname

(Honeyman 1948: 23–24). This creates several problems, however, not least of which is the anomaly of 

―Elhanan/David‖beingconsideredoneofhisownmightymen(McCarter1 Samuel AB, 291; 2 Samuel 

AB, 450). (1 Chr 20:5 statesthatElhanankilledLahmi,Goliath‘sbrother.Thisstatement has been seen as 

a harmonizing attempt [or textual corruption] by the Chronicler [Anderson 2 Samuel WBC, 255]. It may 

also indicate textual corruption in 2 Samuel, however [Keil and Delitzsch n.d.: 465–66].)  

Anothersupportforseeing―David‖asatitle has come from a reading from the Mari archives 

(daw  dûm),originallyunderstoodas―general‖or―commander-in-chief.‖However,thattranslationhas

been proven erroneous; the word is related to Akk dabdûm,andmeans―defeat‖(Tadmor1958:129–31).  

B. Family  

David was the youngest of at least eight sons of Jesse of Bethlehem (1 Sam 17:12–14), and he had at 

least two (half-?) sisters, Abigail and Zeruiah, as well (1 Chr 2:16).Hismother‘snameisunknown,

unless it was Nahash (McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 392, 394). Six of his brothers are named in the genealogy 

in 1 Chr 2:13–15; one may have died without heirs and thus been omitted in this list. (See also McCarter 1 

Samuel AB, 276.)  

David‘spreviousancestryisfoundinRuth 4:18–22 and 1 Chr 2:1–15, as well as in Matt 1:2–6 and 

Luke 3:31–38. Each of these genealogies shows him as descended from Judah, with an important purpose 

of showing the continuity of the Judahite line, in keeping with the royal promise to Judah in Gen 49:8–12. 

His ancestry was partially non-Israelite: Moabite, via Ruth, and Canaanite, via Tamar. Theologically, 

these inclusions make the point that YHWH was not to be too tightly bound by nationalistic or 

ethnocentric expectations in his choice of David.  

David had eight wives who are named in Scripture, seven of whom bore him children, the other being 

Michal,Saul‘sdaughter(2 Sam 6:23); the most prominent were Abigail (1 Samuel 25) and Bathsheba (2 

Samuel 11–12). He also had many unnamed wives and concubines, who likewise bore him children (1 

Chr 3:9; 14:3).  

David had 19 sons who are named, along with one daughter, in addition to numerous unnamed sons and 

daughters (see DAVID, SONS OF). His line continued unbroken among the kings of Judah, and the NT 

traces this line, via two routes, to Jesus (Matt 1:6–17; Luke 3:23–31).David‘sprominenceasIsrael‘s

greatest king and his importance as a theological symbol (see DAVIDIC COVENANT) account for the 

special interest in his line.  

C. Rise to Power  

David‘sstorybeginswithhisdramaticriseinfortunes,fromhumblebeginningsasaninsignificant

shepherdinhisfather‘shousetohisacclamationaskingoverallIsraelinhisowncapitalcity,Jerusalem.

Through it all, we see YHWH favoring him and events consistently turning out in his favor (see G.2 

below).  

1. Samuel’s Anointing of David. David is introduced in the Bible with the story of his anointing to be 

king by the prophet Samuel (1 Sam 16:1–13). The story unfolds dramatically—e.g., David is identified by 



name only at the end of the episode—withSamuel‘sgoingtoJesse‘shomeinBethlehematYHWH‘s

behest and reviewing seven impressive sons,who,nonetheless,werenotYHWH‘schoice,beforeasking

about any other sons. David, the youngest, was called from the fields where he was tending the sheep. He 

wasanointedasking,afterwhichYHWH‘sspiritcamemightilyuponhimfromthatdayforward.  

2. David’s Arrival at the Royal Court. AtthesametimeYHWH‘sspiritwasleavingthepresentking,

Saul, and an evil spirit from YHWH was coming upon him (1 Sam 16: 14–23). This spiritual transfer of 

power symbolized the inevitable political transfer of power as well. This episode brings Saul and David 

together,andtheremainderof1SamuelfocusesuponDavid‘srisevis-à-visSaul‘sdecline.Davidwas

introduced into Saul‘scourtasoneskilledinmanyareas,includingtheabilitytosootheSaulwheneverhe

was afflicted by the evil spirit. He became armor bearer and musician to Saul, presumably at Gibeah, 

Saul‘shometown(15:34; 22:6).  

3. David and Goliath. We see David soon with an opportunity to demonstrate his military capabilities 

in the lengthy story of his encounter with Goliath (1 Sam 17:1–18:5). This is a complex story, with many 

difficulties, textual and otherwise (Klein 1 Samuel WBC, 168–83; Barthélemy et al. 1986). The story in 

the MT presents a conflict between the Philistines and Israel at the valley of Elah, near Gath. The 

Philistineswererepresentedbyone―Goliath,‖ofGath(17:4, 23), a giant of a man who challenged Israel 

to send out a warrior to engage him in single combat; the winner of this contest of champions ostensibly 

would determine the overall victor (17:1–10).TheIsraelites‘fearinthefaceofthischallengewasputto

shame by the fearlessness of the young shepherd boy David, who appeared on the scene from the fields 

with provisions for his brothers (17:11–30).  

News of David reached Saul, who summoned him and sent him out against the Philistine warrior. We 

see David confronting the giant with nothing but stones and a sling, but nevertheless prevailing over him 

(17:31–50). Despite the apparent ground rules for the champion conflict, the Israelites pursued the 

Philistines W to Gath and Ekron (17:51–54). Saul, then, who earlier had known David in the context of 

the court (16:17–23), now inquired about his pedigree (17:55–58).David‘ssuccess provided the basis for 

Saul‘sandthepeople‘sfurthertrustofhim,and,significantly,forJonathan—who was a successful 

warrior in his own right (13:3; 14:1–15)—to declare his loyalty to David, as well, even to the point of 

giving David his armor (18:1–5).  

4. Threats to David. FollowingDavid‘ssuccessoverGoliathandhisfurtherriseinfortunes,wesee

Jonathan and Michal, two ofSaul‘schildren,―loving‖David(18:1, 3, 20). Saul could not go this far, 

however; indeed, his jealousy was soon aroused, and thus began his long hatred and pursuit of David (1 

Sam 18:6–21:1—Eng20:42).Hewasparticularlyinfuriatedbythepopularwomen‘s taunt that compared 

him unfavorably with David:  

Saul has slain his thousands,  

but David his ten thousands  

(18:7; also in 21:12 [—Eng 21:11] and 29:5).  

This taunt first appears after David technically had killed only one enemy—Goliath—but it reflects the 

rout of the Philistines and the popular attitudes that arose after that incident (cf. 18:16).Indeed,David‘s

fortuneswaxedasSaul‘sjealousyincreasedandhisfortunesdeclined(18:9–16; Fokkelmann 1986). This 

wasmadeevenmoreevidentbySaul‘splotsagainstDavid,bySaul‘shopingthePhilistineswouldkill

David,andbySaul‘suseofhisowndaughters,MerabandMichal,aspawnsinhisstruggle(18:17–30). 

ContrarytoSaul‘sexpectations,Davidsucceededevenfurther,andallIsrael―loved‖him(18:28). Thus 

Saulfearedandhatedhimallthemore,whileDavid‘sfortunescontinuedtorise(18:29–30).  

Saul became obsessed with killing Davidandendeavoredbyvariousmeanstodoso.Saul‘sdaughter

(nowDavid‘swife)Michal,however,helpedDavidescapeonce(19:11–17), and his son Jonathan also 

allied himself with David (18:1–4; 19:1–7; 20:1–21:1—Eng 20:42; 23:16–18). The themes of Jonathan‘s

love for David and the covenant between the two are prominent here, and they form the basis later for 

severalofKingDavid‘sactsofkindnesstoJonathan‘sson.Theyalsodramaticallyhighlightthetenuous

natureofSaul‘sholdonthethrone—and its bankruptcy—since his own son, the presumed heir apparent, 

alliedhimselfwithYHWH‘schosenheirapparentagainsthisownfather. 



Finally,despiteMichal‘sandJonathan‘shelp,DavidwasforcedtofleefromJerusalempermanently. 

5. David the Fugitive. A lengthyaccountensues,recountingthedetailsofDavid‘sflightfromSauland

his service as a mercenary for the Philistines (1 Sam 21:2 [Eng 21:1]–30:31).Ineachepisode,David‘s

character and his fortunes emerge enhanced. The stage is indeed set for David to assume his place as 

God‘schosenkingafterSaul‘sdeathin1 Samuel 31.  

David first fled to Nob, a Benjaminite city near Gibeah and Jerusalem (Isa 10:32; Neh 11:31–32) and 

the center of religious activity after the destruction of Shiloh (cf. 14:3; Jer 7:14). Here he obtained 

provisionsandGoliath‘ssword(viaadeception)fromAhimelech,thepriest.Theworthinessofhisperson

andhiscausearehighlightedbythepriest‘smakingavailabletohimtheholyBreadofthePresence,

which normally was to be reserved for the priests (Lev 24:8–9). (A seemingly innocuous notice about 

DoegtheEdomite‘spresencein21:8—Eng 21:7 later is shown to be rather ominous, since Doeg came to 

functionasSaul‘sspyandthenslaughteredthepriestsatNobonSaul‘sbehalf[22:6–19].)  

Following this incident, David fled to Gath, in Philistine territory, where he certainly would have been 

safe from Saul. However, his reputation as an adversary of the Philistines had preceded him, and he was 

forced to flee (21:11–16—Eng 21:10–15). At Adullam, NE of Gath, he gathered around him—from 

among the marginal and disaffected members of society—the nucleus of what would become a 

formidable fighting force (22:1–2). He crossed into Moab to place his parents into the temporary care of 

the Moabite king (22:3–5). There his descent from the Moabite Ruth could only have helped him.  

When he returned to Judah, Saul heard from DoegofAhimelech‘saidtoDavidandenlistedDoeg—

Saul‘spersonalbodyguardshavingrefusedtodoso—to kill the 85 priests from Nob and their households 

(22:6–19).Abiathar,oneofAhimelech‘s sons, escaped, however, and joined David (22:20–23).  

Next,DavidheardofPhilistines‘harassingKeilah,aJudahitetownEofGath,andhedefeatedthem

withYHWH‘shelp,freeingKeilah(23:1–5). David learned from YHWH that, despite their rescue, the 

menofKeilahplannedtogivehimandhis600menintoSaul‘shand,sohefledonceagain,thistimeinto

the Wilderness of Ziph, SE of Keilah (23:6–14).  

Here Jonathan met David, renewed their covenant, and reassured him (23:15–18). The men of Ziph, like 

those from Keilah earlier, plotted to give David up to Saul; thus he was forced to flee again, S into the 

Wilderness of Maon, just ahead of Saul and his men. Saul was diverted from his pursuit by a report that 

Philistines had raided the land, and David descended SE to the strongholds of En-Gedi, near the Dead Sea 

(23:19–24:1—Eng 23:19–29).  

We now encounter the first of two related episodes in whichDavidhadSaul‘slifeinhishandsbut

chose to spare it (24:2–23—Eng 24:1–22; cf. 26:1–25). In this one Saul returned to the chase reinforced 

with 3000 chosen men. When Saul entered a cave near En-Gedi to relieve himself, one in which David 

was hiding, David refused to take advantage of the situation, displaying a respect for the office of the 

anointed king (24:7, 11—Eng 24:6, 10); he himself, of course, would one day occupy that office. Upon 

David‘sdisclosuretoSaul of this, Saul repented—for the time being—of his pursuit of David, affirmed 

David‘spositionasYHWH‘schosen,andreturnedhome(24:9–23—Eng 24:8–22).  

A notice of Samuel‘sdeathandburialfollows(25:1a), and then David resumed his wanderings, going 

into the Wilderness of Paran (25:1b). Here, in Maon, he met yet another man who would not help him in 

hisflight,oneNabal,whosecharacterliveduptothemeaningofhisname(―fool‖).Nabalwasrich,but

herefusedtoprovisionDavid‘smeninspiteofthelatter‘sconsiderationofhisshepherds;andonlythe

intercessionofNabal‘swifeAbigailsparedhimfromDavid‘sretributionsince,unlikeherhusband,she

wasawareofDavid‘sspecialfavorfromYHWH(25:28–31). Fittingly, Nabal then died on his own, and 

David took Abigail as his wife, as well as Ahinoam of Jezreel. In the meantime Saul had given his 

daughter Michal as a wife to another man (25:42–44), as he already had done with Merab (18:19).  

AsecondincidentwhereDavidsparedSaul‘slifefollows(26:1–25). Its similarities to the first have 

prompted many to see them as variants of the same story (Klein 1 Samuel WBC, 236–38). However, it 

does have a characterofitsown,anditservestoreinforcethepicturegivenofDavid‘sfinecharacterand

hisawarenessofthesignificanceofYHWH‘sanointedone(26:11, 16, 23). In this episode David 

encountersSaulasleep,ratherthaninacave,andSaulagain―repents‖ofpursuingDavid. 



ThelaststagethatweseeofDavid‘slifeasafugitivefromSaulwasoneinwhichhewasableto

consolidate even further his own position and following, thus facilitating his accession to power following 

Saul‘sdeath(chaps. 27–30).DespiteSaul‘soccasionalfriendliness, David still feared for his life, so he 

went over to Achish, king of Gath, with whom he had had earlier contact (27:1–4; cf. 21:11–16—Eng 

21:10–15). Achish gave him Ziklag as a city from which he could conduct raids, and David stayed there 

for 16 months. During this time, he curried favor with his Philistine overlord by conducting many raids, 

passing them off as raids against thePhilistines‘enemiesinJudah,hisownland;infact,hewasraidingto

the S, against various desert bands, including Amalekites. These raids would naturally win him the loyalty 

of those living in Judah itself.  

David‘spositionwassuchthatAchishwould have taken him into battle against Israel and Saul himself 

had he not been overruled by the rest of the Philistine coalition because of their suspicions concerning 

David‘sloyalties(28:1–2; 29:1–11). This incident had the effect of removing David from any 

responsibilityforSaul‘sdeath,whichresultedintheensuingbattle(chap. 31). In the meantime David did 

further battle with the Amalekites (chap. 30), who had been raiding in Judah and had taken much booty 

andDavid‘stwowives.Herecoveredtheseanddistributed the spoils throughout Judah, further 

demonstrating his military prowess and strengthening his position in Judah.  

6. The Death of Saul. David‘srespectfortheofficeofkingwasagaindemonstratedwhenhereceived

thereportofSaul‘sandJonathan‘sdeaths(1 Sam 31:1–2 Sam 1:27). The news was brought him by a self-

serving Amalekite who attempted to ingratiate himself with David by claiming to have killed Saul. 

Instead, David had the Amalekite killed for his lack of respect for the royal office (2 Sam 1:1–16). 

David‘slament(1:17–27) over the deaths of Saul and Jonathan is a model of grief and was recorded in the 

poetic―BookofJashar‖(1:18; cf. Josh 10:12–13; 1 Kgs 8:12–13 [LXX]).  

7. Judah’s Anointing of David. David now was able to return to Judah; and, in a public ceremony, he 

was anointed as king by the men of Judah at Hebron (2 Sam 2:1–4a), where he reigned 7.5 years (2:11). 

He immediately reached out to the men of Jabesh-Gilead, in N Transjordan (2:4b–7), a region that was 

claimed by Ish-bosheth,Saul‘sson(2:9). David could not pretend to the kingship of all Israel and Judah 

yet, however, because of the claims of his rival (2:8–4:12).  

8. A Rival King. Ish-boshethwasinstalledaskingovertheNbyAbner,commanderofSaul‘sarmy,

and ruled over Israel for two years (2:8–10). Chapters 2–4 reflect the natural rivalry that existed between 

Israel and Judah; the narrative is couched in terms of the rivalries between the houses of Saul and David 

(e.g., 3:1, 6).Thekingdomhadnotyetbeendivided,yet―Israel‖isreferredtoseveraltimesincontrastto

―Judah‖(e.g.,2:9–10; 3:10, 19, 37; 4:1), reflecting the very real divisions that existed throughout the 

nation‘shistory.ItwasatestimonytoDavid‘spersonalmagnetismandabilities,aswellastoYHWH‘s

favor upon him, that a unified kingdom was able to exist as it did under him.  

In these chapters (2 Sam 2:8–4:12), the rivalry is playedoutespeciallythroughAbner,Saul‘s

commander,andJoab,David‘sgeneral:David‘sinvolvementislimiteduntilAbner‘sdeath.First,ina

deadly serious contest (McCarter 2 Samuel AB,95,98),David‘smenhandedAbner‘smenaninitial

defeat; and thenAbnerkilledoneofJoab‘sbrothers,Asahel(2:12–23). Joab eventually killed Abner for 

this (3:26–30) despite the facts that he and Abner had declared a truce (2:24–32) and that Abner had had 

friendly contacts with David (3:12–21).DavidmournedAbner‘sdeath(3:31–39), in a manner reminiscent 

of hismourningSaul‘sdeath;this—and more—pleased the people (3:36). Ish-bosheth then was 

murdered,eliminatingalleffectiverivalrytoDavid‘sclaimtothethrone(chap. 4). David again mourned 

and he had the murderers executed, again displaying the concern for fairness in combat exhibited earlier. 

The way was now clear for David to assume sole power over a united Israel.  

9. All Israel’s Anointing of David. David was anointed for a third time, also at Hebron, this time over 

all Israel and Judah (2 Sam 5:1–5). The language of acclamation (shepherd, prince, king) is all part of 

standard vocabulary pertaining to royalty. The reference to him as shepherd, however, cannot help but 

recall the first reference to him, as an obscure shepherd, as well (1 Samuel 16).―Howthelowlyhas

risen!‖SoonafterhewastotakeJerusalem,andhereignedtherefor33years,foratotalreignof40years. 



10. David’s Capture of Jerusalem. ThestoryofDavid‘srisetopower(2 Sam 5:6–10) climaxes with 

hiscaptureofthecitythatwastoserveasthenation‘scapitalthroughoutitslaterhistory(seeDAVID, 

CITY OF; JERUSALEM). Jerusalem afforded him numerous advantages. It was centrally located 

between Judah and the N tribes and was not strongly identified with any tribe: it had been included in the 

tribal allotment of Benjamin (Josh 18:28), but it appeared as part of the borders of the tribe of Judah (Josh 

15:8), and it was included in the list of cities the Judahites did not conquer (15:63). Thus it could well 

playtheroleofa―neutral‖capital.Itwasanold,well-established, walled Jebusite city, strategically 

located in the inland hill country. David easily could have drawn on its established bureaucracies in 

running the city (Mendenhall 1975; Herion and Hill 1986), although Mendenhall has drastically 

overstated the case for David as a cynical and Canaanized despot.  

ThemethodofDavid‘scaptureofthecityisnotentirelyclear.Theexplanationthattherouteofcapture

was up through the water shaft discovered by Charles Warren in 1867 (see 5:8) has lost much of its earlier 

cachet (McCarter 2 Samuel 136–40; Anderson 2 Samuel WBC, 81–85; but cf. DAVID, CITY OF).  

ThestoryofDavid‘sriseendswiththenotethathispresentexaltedpositionwasdueto―YHWH,the

God of hosts‖(5:10).  

D. Consolidation of Power  

ThezenithofDavid‘sstorynowfollows.Thingswentwellforhimmilitarily,administratively,and

especially spiritually. It is telling, however, that this portion of his life receives such brief treatment.  

1. Material Successes–I (2 Sam 5:11–25). There is little break in thought here from the comment in 

5:10, for we see David being favored by God and man (5:11–12) and becoming a prolific father (5:13–

16). Furthermore, he had his first true military successes against the Philistines; both came by means of 

YHWH‘sfightingonhisbehalf(5:17–25).  

2. Spiritual Successes (2 Sam 6:1–7:29). David‘sreligious sensibilities are shown here via his desires 

tobringtheexiledarkbacktoJerusalemandtobuildasuitablehouseforit.Theaccountoftheark‘s

return concludes several stories about its fortunes (1 Sam 4:1–7:1), usually collectively referred to as the 

―ArkNarrative.‖Inthisaccount,Davidisseenassomewhatinsensitivetostrictreligiousconventions

regarding the ark (cf. Num 4:15), but nevertheless well-intentioned and enthusiastic. The ark eventually 

was brought to the City of David amid much celebration (2 Sam 6:5, 12–19).David‘swifeMichalwas

embarrassed by his vigorous celebrations, and she ended up barren as a result (6:16, 20–23), effectively 

eliminating the possibilitythatadescendantofSaulwouldhaveanyhereditaryclaimtoDavid‘sthrone. 

David‘sfortunesreachedtheirpeakwiththesignificantroyal-grant covenant that YHWH made with 

him (2 Samuel 7), assuring him that he himself would have a descendant on the throne in perpetuity (see 

DAVIDIC COVENANT;Kaiser1974,1989).ItcameinresponsetoDavid‘sdesiretobuildYHWHa

house;YHWHinsteadpromisedDavidasure―house‖(i.e.,dynasty)foreverandassuredhim,usingthe

language of divine adoption (McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 207; Anderson 2 Samuel WBC, 122), that his son 

wouldbeYHWH‘sson(cf.Pss 2:7; 89:27–28—Eng 89:26–27).David‘sresponsewasaprayerof

gratitude (7:18–29).Thischapterhasaptlybeencalled―the theological highlight of the Books of Samuel 

…ifnotoftheDeuteronomisticHistoryasawhole‖(Anderson,112),becauseofitssignificantcontent

and its importance in later texts.  

3. Material Successes–II (2 Sam 8:1–18). Following this theological highlight, we have a rather 

mundanecatalogofDavid‘sfurthermilitaryvictories,overPhilistinesandMoabites(8:1–2), Arameans 

(8:3–8), Edomites (8:13–14), and others (8:12), and of his acclaim by the king of Hamath (8:9–12). Its 

function is to show further that YHWH was with David and that he was an effective warrior and ruler 

(8:6b, 14b–15).TheextentofDavid‘s kingdom was impressive: it reached the Mediterranean in the W, 

the N Sinai desert in the S, much of Transjordan in the E, and it approached the Euphrates in the N (cf. 

24:5–7).  

InconnectionwithDavid‘seffectivenessasaruler,thechapterendswithalistofDavid‘schief

administrative officials (8:16–18).AmongtheseareZadokandAhimelech,whoservedasDavid‘spriests.

(Later we see Zadok and Abiathar in this capacity [20:25; cf. McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 253–57; Keil and 

Delitzsch n.d.: 365–67].)David‘ssonsalsowere―priests‖(8:18).  



E. Decline  

The rest of the story of David concerns events in which he was largely a victim or a bystander. After an 

auspicious beginning, he fell into great sin, following which numerous troubles beset him (see G.2 

below).  

1. David and Mephibosheth. The early promises to Jonathan were now fulfilled: David sought to show 

kindnesstoadescendantofSaul‘sforthesakeofhiscovenantwithJonathan(2 Sam 9:1–13; cf. 1 Sam 

20:14–17, etc.). That his concern was more than merely a personal one for Jonathan is borne out by the 

severalreferencestothe―houseofSaul.‖Ziba,Saul‘sservant,wholaterwouldprovetobesomewhat

devious in his dealings, introduced David to the lame (and loyal) Mephibosheth, who would not have 

been a major threat to his throne (but cf. 16:3), and David took him in.  

2. The Ammonite War–I. David had a series of hostile encounters with an Ammonite-Aramean 

coalition (2 Sam 10:1–19; cf. 12:26–31 and the summary in 8:3–8). We see him initiating a friendly 

encounter with the Ammonite king, but being rebuffed (10:1–5), after which he sent an army against the 

Ammonites,whobythistimehadenlistedArameanhelp.HisgeneralJoab‘svictory was followed by 

another attempt—also unsuccessful—by the coalition to defeat Israel (10:6–19). The account serves to 

show David making peace with the Arameans (10:19) and to set the stage for the story of his great sins 

(cf. 11:1).  

3. David and Bathsheba. The―BathshebaAffair‖(2 Sam 11:1–12:25; McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 177) 

formsacriticalturningpointinDavid‘slife.Priortothis,heprosperedgreatly;afterward,hispersonal

fortunes were greatly diminished.  

For reasons unknown, David did not go with his army to do further battle with the Ammonites (11:1). 

His presence in Jerusalem afforded him an opportunity to notice Bathsheba bathing and to desire her. He 

sent for her and consummated his desire, after which she conceived (11:2–5). To cover his actions he sent 

for her husband, Uriah, who had been with the army; however, Uriah refused to enter his own house while 

his compatriots and the ark were away engaged in battle, so David arranged to have him killed (thereby 

achieving some personal satisfaction perhaps, but still not solving his problem of paternity) (11:6–25). 

David then took Bathsheba as his wife, but YHWH was displeased, and sent Nathan the prophet to 

confront him. Nathan did so, via a cleverly contrived story that trapped David into admitting his own guilt 

(12:1–15a).IncludedinNathan‘soracle was a sentence upon David (12:10–12), one that was fulfilled in 

severalwaysafterthis.ThesonborntoBathshebadiedbecauseofDavid‘ssin(12:15b–23), but a grace 

notewasstruckforDavidandBathshebainthebirthofanotherson,whowasnamed―Solomon‖

(meaning―peaceable‖)and―Jedidiah‖(meaning―belovedofYHWH‖)(12:24–25).  

4. The Ammonite War–II. After this (or in the meantime), Joab captured Rabbah, the Ammonite 

capital, and David came out to take it officially and to subdue the Ammonites, who thereafter did not pose 

a threat to Israel (2 Sam 12:26–31).  

5. Two Rebellious Sons. From the perspective of succession struggles, the next episodes (2 Sam 13:1–

19:1—Eng18:33)servetoclarifythepicturesomewhat,sincetwoofDavid‘soldestsons—Amnon and 

Absalom—are killed here. From the perspective of the story of David himself, however, these episodes 

showhimtobe―underthecurse,‖the keynotes of which are struck in chaps. 10–12, esp. 12:10–12 

(Carlson 1964: 129–259). He is a relatively passive figure throughout.  

First,David‘soldestsonAMNON raped his half-sister Tamar (13:1–22). In retaliation for this, 

ABSALOM,David‘sthirdson,killedAmnonandthenfledtoGeshur, the home of his mother Maacah, E 

of the Sea of Galilee, where he stayed for three years (13:23–39; cf. 3:3). At this point, David did little to 

influence events; he mainly reacted to them (12:21, 37, 39), mourning the loss of these two sons.  

AbsalomfinallywasbroughtbackthroughtheeffortsofJoab,David‘sgeneraland nephew, who 

recruitedawisewomanfromTekoatomasqueradeasabereavedmotherwhoseremainingson‘slifewas

threatened (14:1–24).WhenDavid‘scompassioncausedhimtointercede,shepointedouttohimthat

Absalom‘slotwasthesameasherson‘s.Acknowledgingherpoint,DavidrestoredAbsalomfromexile

but did not allow him to come into his presence for two years (14:24, 28). Father and son finally were 

reconciledaftersomepersistenceonAbsalom‘spart(14:29–33).  



Soon afterward, however, Absalom began an active campaign of subversion against his father (15:1–

12).HeconspiredtobemadekingatHebron,hisbirthplaceandtheplaceofhisfather‘sacclamationas

king and early reign over Judah and all Israel. His star rose steadily in Israel: this good fortune included 

the defection to his sideofAhithophel,David‘scounselor(15:12).  

David was forced to flee from Jerusalem, along with most of his household and the warriors loyal to 

him (15:13–16:14). During the flight, a sad one (15:23, 30), David did work (rather effectively, as it 

turnedout)tosubvertAbsalom‘srebellion.HeallowedIttai,leaderof600menfromGath,tostay with 

him (15:19–23); Ittai was one of the three generals who then led the successful battle against Absalom 

(18:2). He directed the priests Zadok and Abiathar to return with the ark to Jerusalem (15:24–29); their 

presence there would later help him (15:35–36, etc.). He asked YHWH to render the defector 

Ahithophel‘scounselagainsthimineffective (15:31); this prayer was answered, and Ahithophel hanged 

himself (16:20–17:23). He met Hushai and enlisted his help as a spy and counterinfluence to Athithophel 

(15:32–37); Hushai proved to be the answer to his prayer (16:15–17:23).HealsometZiba,Saul‘s servant, 

who attempted to ingratiate himself with David, and one Shimei, who cursed him as he fled (16:1–14). 

David dealt graciously with both (cf. also 19:17–31—Eng19:16–30).  

FollowingDavid‘sdeparture,AbsalomenteredJerusalem(16:15). Ahithophel advised him to 

consolidatehispositionaskingbytakinghisfather‘sconcubines,which he did (16:20–23). He also 

counseled a selective strike that would kill only David (17:1–4).TocounterAhithophel‘sadvice,David‘s

agent Hushai advised a large-scale mobilization instead, and Absalom took this advice, which prompted 

Ahithophel to hang himself (17:5–14, 23).YHWH‘shandcouldbeseeninthis,sinceAhithophel‘shad

been good counsel (17:14): the delay in mobilization allowed Hushai to send word to David about 

Absalom‘splans,viathetwopriests‘sons,thussettingthestageforthemilitaryconfrontation(17:15–

22).  

TheconfrontationtookplaceacrosstheJordaninthedenseforestofEphraiminGilead.Absalom‘s

forces,underAmasa,werenomatchforDavid‘sseasonedfollowers,underJoab,Abishai,andIttai,and

many were lost to the sword or to the forest (18:1–8). Absalom himself was killed by Joab, and word of 

his death was brought to David (18:9–32); the moving climax of the story is reached abruptly in David‘s

reactiontohisson‘sdeathandhispoignantlament(19:1—Eng18:33).  

6. David’s Restoration. ImmediatelyfollowingAbsalom‘sdeath(2 Sam 19:2 [Eng 19:1]–20:26), there 

wasapowervacuuminJerusalemandsomeconfusionoverDavid‘sproperroleinarenewedIsraelsince

he had, in effect, beendeposedaskingbyhisson.ThesituationwasaggravatedbyDavid‘sprolonged

preoccupationwithAbsalom‘sdeath,ratherthanwithhisloyalfollowers;afterasharprebukebyJoab,

David arose to take his rightful place in the gate at Mahanaim (19:2–9a—Eng 19:1–8a).  

North-south tensions that had been visible earlier (chaps. 2–5) now resurfaced. To fill the power 

vacuum in Israel, David courted the elders of his own tribe, Judah, and was accepted by them as king 

uponhisreturntoCisjordan.HealsocourtedAmasa,Absalom‘sgeneral,totheexclusionofhisown

general, Joab (19:9b–16—Eng19:8b–15).  

This appointment by David of Amasa as commander of his army was typical of the magnanimity and of 

the forgive-and-forget attitude that are presented inconnectionwithDavid‘sreturn.Davidalsoforgave

Shimei, who had cursed him earlier, and he assured Mephibosheth of his favor despite questions that had 

arisen about his loyalties (19:17–31—Eng19:16–30).EvenZiba,Saul‘sservant,retainedDavid‘sfavor

despite his deception (19:30—Eng19:29; cf. 16:1–4). David also invited Barzillai, who had helped him 

when he was in flight (17:27–29), to join him in Jerusalem; the feeble Barzillai sent his son instead 

(19:32–41—Eng19:31–40).  

While David had been acclaimed in Judah, the men of Israel felt they had not been properly included in 

his return (19:42–44—Eng19:41–43). Their discontent formed the basis for the brief success of the revolt 

against David by one Sheba, a Benjaminite (20:1–22). The Israelites responded to his call to withdraw 

from David, while David finally returned to Jerusalem. David then sent out two of his generals, Amasa 

and Abishai, to counter this new rebellion. Amasa was killed by Joab, whom he had replaced as general, 



and then Joab led the pursuit of Sheba, who was killed by the citizens of Abel of Beth-maacah, at the 

advice of a wise woman there.  

David‘srestorationtopowerwascompletewiththereturnofJoabtoJerusalem(20:22d), and a second 

list of his administrative officials follows this notice (20:23–26; cf. 8:16–18).  

7. David’s Last Deeds. David‘spositionasatheologicalsymbolisreemphasizedinthefinalchapters

of 2 Samuel (2 Sam 21:1–24:25; Childs IOTS, 273–77).First,wehavethestoryofDavid‘sexecutionof

sevenofSaul‘ssons,buthewasnottobeheldresponsibleforthis,sinceit was due to the bloodguilt of 

Saul. As for David, we see him sparing Mephibosheth (cf. chap. 9) and recovering the remains of Saul 

and Jonathan for proper burial (21:1–14).  

Next,wehavealistofDavid‘sheroes,whowereinvolvedinfourPhilistinewars(21:15–22). His 

military prowess here is downplayed; indeed, in his last battle (21:15–17) his weakness is particularly 

evident.  

This weakness forms an appropriate lead-in to his poetic praise in chap. 22, where YHWH receives the 

creditforDavid‘svictories.Theproseintroduction(22:1)includes―allhisenemies‖(andnotjustSaul)as

onesfromwhomYHWHdeliveredhim,renderingappropriatethepsalm‘sinclusionhere,withother

accounts of the end of his life. The psalm closes (22:51) with a reference to the all-important Davidic 

covenant.  

Anotherpoemfollowsinwhichwealsoseeatheocentricemphasis:the―testament‖ofDavid(23:1–7). 

HereDavid,the―sweetpsalmistofIsrael,‖alsoisdeemedthe―anointedoftheGodofJacob‖(23:1), and 

the everlasting Davidic covenant is once again emphasized (23:5). The poem also speaks of the ideal 

ruler, of which David was the prototype (cf. Psalms 1–2).  

AnotherlistofDavid‘sheroesfollows(23:8–39). The list ends, significantly, with Uriah, whom David 

hadkilled;thisabruptreminderofamajorblotonDavid‘srecordserveseffectivelytointroduceanother

episode in which he also sinned (chap. 24), especially since the parallel list of his heroes in 1 Chr 11:26–

47 occursinadifferentcontextandaddssome16additionalnamesafterUriah‘s. 

Another story now follows (24:1–25)inwhichDavid,respondingtoakindlingofYHWH‘swrath,

numbered the people in an apparent gesture of lack of faith. The punishment—which David was allowed 

to choose—was a great plague upon the people. David then purchased the land that ultimately would 

serveasthesiteofthetemple,andheofferedsacrificestherethatavertedYHWH‘sanger.Thebooksof

SamuelendwithanoteofYHWH‘sgraciousnessforthesakeoftheland(24:25; cf. 21:14).  

8. Two Contentious Sons. David‘sfinaldeclineanddemisewereaccompaniedbyasomewhat

unseemlystruggleforsuccessionbetweenAdonijah,hisoldestsurvivingson,andSolomon,Bathsheba‘s

favorite (1 Kgs 1:1–2:12). The feeble condition of David (1:1–4, 15) prompted Adonijah to claim the 

throne and have himself acclaimed as king (1:5–10).HisboldnesswaspartiallyduetoDavid‘sfailureasa

parent (1:6; cf. the similar comment about David and Amnon in the versions of 2 Sam 13:21 [Ulrich 

1978: 84–85]).Adonijah‘sactionspromptedNathanandBathsheba,whowereamongthoseexcluded

from his celebrations (cf. 1:8–10),tochampionSolomon‘scause(1:11–27) even to the point of deceiving 

David (1:13; cf. 1:30). David placed his imprimatur upon Solomon along with instructions for his 

installation as king (1:28–37). Solomon was anointed and Adonijah disposed of (1:38–53) after which 

David gave Solomon his final charge (2:1–4) and instructions for disposition of various characters 

previously associated with David (2:5–9). David was buried in the city that bore his name after having 

reigned 40 years, and he was succeeded by his son Solomon (2:10–12).  

F. A Man after God’s Own Heart  

Takenintoto,thebiblicalpicturesofDavidareoverwhelminglypositive.Asa―historical‖person he 

accomplished much and was greatly favored despite his flaws. As a theological symbol he was the godly 

king par excellence.  

1. David in the Former Prophets. The books of 1 and 2 Samuel contain the most detailed 

―biographical‖informationaboutDavid. He is shown rising to the throne of Israel from humble 

beginnings as a shepherd, and then select portions of his life while he was king follow, until his death. 



The―reporting‖displayscloseattentiontodetailandpeople,containsmuchdialogueandinsight into 

people‘smentalprocesses,andisamasterpieceofliterarycomposition. 

In general, the image of David portrayed here is one of a talented and (more importantly) divinely 

chosen and favored figure who rises to power almost in spite of himself, who is the recipient of an 

important divine promise, but who then subverts much of his own accomplishment through his sin, after 

whichhislifeisaseriesoftroubles.AclearmessagehereisthatYHWH(andDavid‘strustinYHWH)

are behind his rise to kingshipandthatYHWH‘scovenantwithDavidwillnotbederailedbyDavid‘s

flaws.Heisa―flawedbutfavored‖character(Bowmanfc.);andthisfavoristhetruekeytowhatever

success he has, a point that especially is reiterated in subsequent texts. In 1 and 2 Kings David is 

important as the father of the Judahite dynasty, as the recipient of the divine promise, and as the standard 

for the righteous kings; significantly, his status as a warrior is downplayed (Gerbrandt 1986: 158–73).  

2. David in Chronicles. Thebooksof1and2Chronicleshave―Davidism‖(North1963:376–81; cf. 

Howard 1988: 26–30) as a major motif with David as the central character in 1 Chronicles. After an 

extensive genealogical section (chaps. 1–9) that highlights the interest in Judah, in the Davidic dynasty, 

and in the institution by David of centralized worship at Jerusalem and the temple, the book quickly 

dispenses with Saul (chap. 10)inordertohighlightDavid‘sreign(chaps. 11–29). David now is presented 

as completely flawless and as very much concerned with religious matters.  

Much of 1 Chronicles parallels the accounts in 1–2 Samuel, but it has its own selective omissions and 

additions and its own distinctive slant. Specifically, 1 Chronicles omits the entire story of David‘sriseto

power (see C above), except for a cursory look at Saul (chap. 10), the list of his sons (3:1–4), his 

anointing at Hebron (11:1–3), and his capture of Jerusalem (11:4–9). Most of the material related to his 

consolidation of power is included, but almost all of the story of his decline is missing (including the story 

of his sins related to Bathsheba), except for his Ammonite war (19:1–20:3) and some of the material from 

theSamuel―Appendix‖(2 Samuel 21–24).  

1 Chronicles does provide us with some significant, new information concerning David not found 

elsewhere.SiginificantadditionsincludeanexpandedlistingofDavid‘ssupporters(chap. 12); an 

extended psalm (16:4–42);anddetailsofDavid‘s preparations for building the temple, of levitical and 

priestly responsibilities, of instructions for musicians, gatekeepers, keepers of the treasuries, officers, 

judges,andotherofficials,andofDavid‘slastwordstoSolomonandthepeople,inwhichhe encouraged 

them particularly in building the temple and in following their God (22:2–29:22a).  

ThepictureofDavidthatemergesin1Chroniclesisoneofatrue―manafterGod‘sownheart‖(cf.1 

Sam 13:14; Acts 13:22). His devotion to God, especially as expressed through his preparations for the 

futuretempleandeverythingassociatedwithitandhisplaceasGod‘sfavored king, the head of the 

Judahite (and messianic) dynasty, are important elements in the book. The notice of his death shows him 

to have had a full, honorable, and honored life (1 Chr 29:28, 30).  

3. David in the Latter Prophets, the Writings, and the NT. Elsewhere in the Bible, David is 

importantnotsomuchasa―historical‖character,butratherasamodelforgodlykingsandespecially as a 

symbolofIsrael‘smonarchyandofYHWH‘sfavoruponthenation(seeDAVIDIC COVENANT; 

MESSIAH).  

For example, in the Latter Prophets, David and his kingship take on eschatological significance; they 

appearassymbolsofYHWH‘sfavorinthepastandpresent,butmostespeciallyinthefuture.Inthe

Psalter David appears in the superscriptions of almost half the psalms; 14 of these tie in their psalms with 

incidentsinDavid‘slife.(IntheLXXsome14additionalpsalmsareattributedtohim,and11QPss
a
, col. 

27 states that he authored 4050 psalms.) The importance of the royal psalms in the Psalter—including 

their placement (Wilson 1986)—also points to the significance of David and the Davidic kingship. In the 

NT,DavidissignificantastheancestorofJesus,whoisthe―sonofDavid‖andtheDavidickingpar

excellence.  

G. Sources and Methods for the Study of David  

1. Literary Sources Identified in the Bible. The primary biblical sources for our knowledge of David 

are the books of 1 and 2 Samuel and 1 Chronicles. The Bible also mentions documents that no longer 



existinwhichinformationaboutDavidwascontained:the―BookofJashar‖(2 Sam 1:18), the 

―ChroniclesofSamueltheSeer,‖the―ChroniclesofNathantheProphet,‖andthe―ChroniclesofGadthe

Seer‖(1 Chr 29:29).  

Modern textual criticism has added much to the study of David, particularly in 1 and 2 Samuel, where 

there are marked variations at many points (NHT; Ulrich 1978; McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 5–11). In 

addition, the recent understanding oftheChronicler‘sstanceasanexegeteofhissourcesinSamueland

Kings also has helped in the study of David (Ackroyd 1977; Sailhamer 1989).  

2. Literary Sources Not Identified in the Bible. Modern scholars have identified various hypothetical 

sources withinthebiblicaltextsfortheaccountsofDavid‘slife.Oneapproachdividesthetexts(atleast

in 1 Samuel) into intertwined strands, attributed to different authors with different styles and perspectives 

(Wellhausen 1871); but it is not as common today as previously.  

Thedominantapproachinthiscenturyhasidentifiedtwomajor―documents‖in1and2Samuelrelated

toDavidandgenerallyknownasthe―HistoryofDavid‘sRise‖or―David‘sRisetoPower‖(1 Samuel 

16–2 Samuel 5)andthe―Succession[or―Accession‖]Narrative‖(2 Samuel 9–20, 1 Kings 1–2). While 

larger documents have been proposed—suchasCampbell‘s―PropheticRecord‖(1986),Noth‘s

―DeuteronomisticHistory‖(NDH), andFreedman‘s―PrimaryHistory‖(IDBSup, 226–28)—the two 

primary Davidic documents are seen as having been incorporated into these largely undisturbed.  

The―HistoryofDavid‘sRise‖wasfirstnamedin1926byRost(1980;cf.Lemche1978;McCarter1 

Samuel AB), and its purposehasbeenseentolegitimateDavid‘skingshipbyreportingonhisriseto

powerinJerusalemfromhumblebeginningsasashepherdboy,orbyfunctioningasan―apology,‖a

defense against various charges that David illegitimately usurped power from Saul. Although generally 

analyzedaspoliticalpropaganda,itsessential―historical‖orientationusuallyhasbeenaccepted. 

Positiveevaluationssuchasthisparticularlyhaveappliedtotheseconddocument,the―Succession

Narrative‖(alsocalledthe―CourtHistoryofDavid‖)(Rost1982;Whybray1968).Ithasbeenanalyzedas

areviewofthequestionofthesuccessiontoDavid‘sthronegenerallyorasaSolomonicapologetic

specifically.Whileitspoliticalorotheragendashavebeenstressed,its―historical‖ character has been 

praisedasperhapstheclosestexampleintheHebrewBibleof―objective‖historiography,mostlikely

written by a close observer of the court. Even this is now questioned, however (Gunn 1978; Hagan 1979; 

Whitelam 1984; Ackerman 1990). Nevertheless, its general historical orientation and its delightful literary 

artistry are not seriously questioned.  

3. Literary Approaches. Whiletheapproachesjustmentionedare,strictlyspeaking,―literary,‖athird

approach has recently arisen that focuses upon the received or final forms of the texts, rather than upon 

hypothetical―documents‖thatmayhaveexistedpriortothetexts‘finalwritingorredaction.Here,the

approaches vary widely, ranging from structuralist or formalist treatments that are primarily descriptive 

of literary techniques (Fokkelmann 1981, 1986; Garsiel 1985) or that go beyond this to identify larger 

narrative purposes or agendas (Gunn 1978, 1980; Polzin 1989; Bowman fc.) to poststructuralist or 

deconstructionist treatments that see meaning as indeterminate (whether intentionally so or not) in any 

text (Miscall 1983: 47–143; 1986; Gunn 1989; cf. Jobling 1978: 4–25).  

4. Archaeological/Historical Approaches. Archaeology has provided another, albeit limited, avenue 

by which to study David. Here, the contribution is generally to provide an understanding of the various 

contexts—historical, political, economic, sociological—in which he lived. David became king at the 

beginning of the Iron II Age (ca. 1000–586 B.C.E.), which encompassed the golden age of Israelite life and 

culture.Itrepresentedaresurgenceofbuildingactivitiesandpoliticalexpansion,aftertherelative―dark

age‖ofIronI(ca.1200–1000 B.C.E.). David himself initiated several building projects in Jerusalem (2 

Sam 5:9, 11), but only limited data have come from excavations there, including wall fragments and a few 

miscellaneous loose objects, such as ceramic chalices and a portion of a cultic stand (see DAVID, CITY 

OF). Elsewhere in Israel, the data are similarly limited. Some impressive building projects, particularly at 

Megiddo and Beersheba, may have come from that time (Aharoni 1982: 192–224); but their dating is 

disputed (cf. EAEHL 3: 830–56). Distribution patterns of pottery from the period are more productive, 



tendingtocorrelatewiththebiblicaldataconcerningDavid‘smilitaryandgovernmental expansion (Rast 

1989).  

On the international scene the time of David was one in which the major empires of Mesopotamia and 

Egypt were relatively quiet. Thus, David was able to extend the borders and influence of Israel as far as 

he did. He established marriage alliances with several small kingdoms, and he had good relations with 

Tyre. Otherwise, his international relations were adversarial, especially with the Philistines, about whom a 

fair amount is now known (Dothan 1982; Brug 1985; cf. Ishida 1982 on the international scene in 

general).  

Closelyrelatedtostrictlyarchaeologicalapproachesarevarious―historical‖approaches.Thesetendto

be biographical in nature, generally combining the literary approaches mentioned in G.2–3 with any 

illumination given by archaeology (BHI, 191–211; McCarter 1986; Merrill 1987: 223–84). However, 

manyscholarsareskepticalaboutthepossibilityofeverrecoveringatruepictureofthe―historical‖David

(Soggin 1984: 41–68; Miller and Hayes HAIJ, 149–88).  

5. Other Approaches. The literary approaches mentioned in G.3 have been dominant in the 1980s, but 

another characteristic of the decade has been the wide diversification—even explosion—of interests in all 

directions. This is evidenced by the use of insights from many other disciplines (not just literature) in 

biblical studies with much overlap among many of these. Currently, sociological (Brueggemann 1985; 

Flanagan 1988; cf. Gottwald 1986), feminist (Laffey 1988: 108–28), and political/ideological (Rosenberg 

1986: 99–199)approachesareamongthemostpopularinthestudyofDavid.Mostoftheseare―reader-

oriented‖approaches,inwhichconcernsofthereader(s)participateindeterminingmeaning(Gunn1987).

David has been a continuing focus of interest from other perspectives, as well (Frontain and Wojcik 1980; 

Weisfeld 1983: 149–279; Petersen 1985).  

H. Assessment  

Evaluations of the historical David necessarily depend upon evaluation of the reliability of the written 

sources in which he is presented. At the very least it can be said that this was an extraordinary individual 

to have stimulated as much historical and theological reflection as he did.  

As he is presented in the Bible, David was ideally suited to the tasks of kingship that came to him. His 

popular following, his victories over the Philistines and others, and his establishment of a powerful 

kingdom show him to have been a shrewd military strategist and motivator. His successful courting of the 

factions in Israel and Judah, and his forging of a united Israel that retained its identity for close to 80 

years, showed his political skills; and his descendants were able to retain their position on the throne in 

Jerusalem for centuries afterward. Administratively, his establishment of the military, civil, and religious 

bureaucracies displayed yet another dimension of his talents.  

David‘sskillsasapoet,musician,andsponsorofmusicwererenownedaswell.Hiscompositionsin2

Samuel and the Davidic psalms demonstrate a poetic genius. His sponsorship of, and involvement in, 

religious celebrations in connection with the ark show his musical talents and interests. We even read of 

―instrumentsofDavid‖thathecreatedorthatweresomehowassociatedwithhim(2 Chr 29:26; Neh 

12:36; cf. Amos 6:5).  

In addition, David displayed a fine religious sensitivity for the most part. Certainly the Davidic psalms 

demonstrate this, although the actual composition of all of them by David is disputed. Even outside the 

Psalter,however,David‘srelationshipwithhisGod,hisconcernforothers‘welfare,hisreadyrepentance

when confronted with his sin, and his concerns for the religious matters pertaining to the temple and the 

cult all evidence this as well.  

Ultimately,however,David‘slastingsignificancelayin hispositionasYHWH‘schosenkingforIsrael

and as the father of the royal dynasty that YHWH chose to bless. He occupied a midpoint between his 

great ancestor Abraham and his great descendant Jesus. The promises made to David stood in continuity 

with those to Abraham, and they pointed to a messianic ideal of great promise for the world, an ideal that, 

so Christians have affirmed, found its expression in Jesus, the Christ.  
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DAVID M. HOWARD, JR.  

DAVID’S CHAMPIONS. 2 Sam 23:8–39 (= 1 Chr 11:10–47) contains a list of the heroic warriors 

who served under David. The Hebrew term gibbôrîm (RSV―mightymen‖afterLXXdunatoi) is the usual 

designation of these fighters, who, like the Achaian warriors who fought at Troy, had distinguished 

themselves in single combat. The names of these warriors and the accounts of their exploits are included 

primarily in these two lists. The anecdotes in 2 Sam 21:15–22 are also to be mentioned, where four of 

these champions—Abishai, Sibbecai the Hushathite, Elhanan the Bethlehemite, and Jonathan, the son of 

Shimei,David‘sbrother—are credited with slaying the last of the descendants of the Rephaim in Gath 

(contra McCarter [2 Samuel AB, 449–50],whointerpretsthesefolkloricfiguresasthe―votariesof

Rapha,‖apparentlyrejectingthetraditionalassumptionthatthesepersonsweregiants;thattheywere,

however, is precisely the understanding of the text, which includes Goliath of Gath [see 1 Sam 17:4–7], 

attributes to Ishbi-benobaspearwhichweighed300shekelsofbronze,anddescribesanotheras―a man of 

great stature, who had six fingers on each hand, and six toes on each foot, twenty-fourinnumber‖[2 Sam 

21:20]).  

AlistofDavid‘smonthlyleviesin1 Chronicles 27 names heroes (drawn mostly from the list in 1 

Chronicles 11) as officers over monthly levies of 24,000 men each (288,000 per year!). 1 Chronicles 27, 

however,isprobablyanidealisticprojectionontothehistoryofDavid‘sreignusingthelistin1 

Chronicles 11 as a source (Williamson [1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 174–75] reaches a similar 

conclusion). Anachronisms and exaggerations in the list make this fact clear. For instance, the naming of 

Asahel in 1 Chr 27:7 wouldplacethelistinthetimeofDavid‘sreigninHebron.Yetitisplainfrom all 

other sources that David relied in his early career not on a plentiful source of monthly levies for his 

military strength, but on a private army of retainers of disparate social and ethnic origin (see 1 Sam 22:1–

2; 2 Samuel 23 = 1 Chronicles 11). The private army seems to have been a key feature of his later years as 

well (see esp. 2 Samuel 18, 20). Moreover, it is questionable whether tiny Judah, or even Israel and Judah, 

could at any time have fielded an army of this size. At the height of Israelite power under the dynasty of 

Omri, Ahab of Israel led a contingent of 2000 chariots and 10,000 foot soldiers into battle at Qarqar, 

where the W alliance stopped the Assyrians in 853 B.C. (ANET, 279). Even more telling, the great 

Athenian expedition against Syracuse in the late 5th century B.C., which the historian Thucydides 

considered the largest ever fielded by a Hellenic city, comprised no more than 5000 native Attican troops, 

not counting auxiliaries. While many of the lists in the books of Chronicles contain valuable historical 

information, it would appearthatthelistofDavid‘sofficersin1 Chronicles 27, and the figures for, and 

eventheideaof,monthlylevieshavebeenprojectedontoDavid‘sreigninaccordancewiththe

Chronicler‘sprogramofpresentingthe Davidic monarchy as an ideal state.  

The Lists  

 
2 Sam 23:8–39  1 Chr 11:10–41  

I.  
Josheb-basshebeth, a 

Tahchemonite, chief of the šāliš    
Jashobeam, the son of a Hachmonite, chief of the šāliš  m  

 

Eleazar, the son of Dodo, the son of 

an Ahohite  
Eleazor, the son of Dodo the Ahohite  

 

Shammah, the son of Agee, the 

Hararite  

[Ommited through haplography; the deeds of Eleazor and 

Shammah have been combined in a single episode.]  



 
The anonynous three.  The anonymous three.  

 

Abishai, the brother of Joab, the son 

of Zeruiah  

Abishi, the brother of Joab, the son of Zeruiah (see 2 Sam 21:15–

17: credited with killing Ishbi-benob, a decendant of the 

Rephaim)  

 
Benaiah, the son of Jehoiada  Benaiah, the son of Jehoiada  

II.  Asahel, the brother of Joab  Asahel, the brother of Joab  

 

Elhanan, the son of Dodo of 

Bethlehem  

Elhanan, the son of Dodo, from Bethleham (see 2 Sam 21:19, 

which credits a Bethlehemite by a similar name with slaying 

Goliath of Gath)  

 

[Shammah the Harodite] (var. 

Hararite; Vg: arari)  
[Shammoth the Harorite]  

 
Elika the Harodite  [ommited through homoeoteleuton]  

 
Helez the [Paltite]  Helez the [Pelonite]  

 
Ira, the son of Ikkesh of Tekoa  Ira, the son of Ikkesh of Tekoa  

 
Abiezer the Anathothite  Abiezer the Anothothite  

 

[Mebunnai] the Hushathite 

(corruption of Sibbecia?)  

[Sibbecai] the Hushathite (see 2 Sam 21:18: credited with killing 

Saph, a decendant of the Rephaim)  

 
[Ṣalmon] the Ahohite  [˓Ilai]theAhohite(corruptionofṢilai = Ṣalmon?  

 
Maharai the Nitophatite  Maharai the Nitophatite  

 

Ḥeleb,thesonofBa˓anahthe

Nitophatite  
Ḥeled,thesonofBa˓anahtheNitophatite 

 

Ittai, the son of Ribai, from Gibeah 

of the Benjaminites  
Ittai, the son of Ribai, from Gibeah of the Benjaminites  

 
Benaiah, a Pirathonite  Benaiah, the Pirathonite  

 
[Hidai] from the streams of Ga˓ash [Hurai]fromthestreamsofGa˓ash 

 
[˒Abi-˓Albon] the Arbathite  [˒Abi-˒el] the Arbathite  

 
Azmaweth the [Barḥunite]  Azmaweth the [Baḥarumite]  

 
EliahbatheSha˓albonite EliahbatheSha˓albonite 

 
The sons of [Jashen]  The sons of [Hashem the Gizonite]  

 
Jonathan [pc Gk mss add huios]  Jonathan,thesonof[Shageh]… 

 
[Shammah] the Hararite  …theHararite 

 

Ahi˒am,thesonof[Shararthe

Ararite]  
Ahi˒am,thesonof[ShakartheHararite] 

 
˒Elipelet,thesonof˒Aḥasbai,  [˒El  pal,thesonof˒Ǔr] 

 
[thesonoftheMa˓akatite] Heper the [Mekeratite]  

 

[˒Eli˓am,thesonof˒Aḥitopel] the 

[Gilonite]  
[˒Ahijah]the[Pilonite] 

 
[Ḥeṣraw] the Carmelite  [Ḥeṣrô] the Carmelite  

 

[Pa˓araithe˒Arbite](pcmss:

˒Arkite)  
[Na˓arai,thesonof˒Ezbai] 

 

[Yig˒al,theson]ofNathan[of

Zobah]  
[Yô˒el,thebrother]ofNathan 

 
[Bani the Gadite]  [Mibḥar the son of Hagri] (or: the son of a Hagrite)  



 
Zelek the Ammonite  Zelek the Ammonite  

 

Naharai the Beerothite, the armor-

bearer of Joab, the son of Zeruiah  

Naharai the Beerothite, the armor-bearer of Joab, the son of 

Zeruiah  

 
Ira the Ithrite  Ira the Ithrite  

 
Gareb the Ithrite  Gareb the Ithrite  

 
Uriah the Hittite  Uriah the Hittite  

Additional Names in 1 Chr 11:41b–47  

Zabad, the son of Ahlai Abina, the son of Sjiza the Reubenite, a chief of the Reubenites  

Hanan, the Maacathite Joshaphat the Matanite [fr. Matanayim?]  

Uziyya the Ashterathite Shama and Jeiel  

the sons of Hotham, the Aroerite  

Jediael, the son of Shimri, and Joha his brother, the Tizite  

Eliel the Mahavite [read the Mahanite, or the Mahanaymite?]  

Jeribai and Joshaviah,thesonsofElna˓am 

Ithmah the Moabite  

Eliel and Obed and Ja-asiel from Zobah  

2 Sam 23:8–39 and 1 Chr 11:10–47 exhibit a similar bipartite structure. The first section (2 Sam 23:8–

23 = 1 Chr 11:10–25)detailstheexploitsofthreeofDavid‘s most distinguished warriors—Josheb-

basshebeth (= 1 Chr 11:11: Jashobeam), Eleazar the son of Dodo, and Shammah the son of Agee, the 

Hararite—then lists a feat by three anonymous heroes, and concludes with the deeds of two others: 

Abishai and Benaiah. The second section (2 Sam 23:24–39 = 1 Chr 11:26–41 [1 Chr 11:42–47 contains 

thenamesofwarriorsnotlistedin2Samuel])isalistoftheremainingwarriors,widelyacceptedas―the

thirty‖sincetheworkofKarlElliger(1935)andtakenupinthemajortranslations(seeRSV,JB,NEB).

A cursory reading of these lists would therefore seem to yield a simple structure based on the 

juxtapositionof―thethree‖with―thethirty.‖ 

Yet this interpretation is not the only possibility. Another, raised by Thenius (1864) and recently 

revived by Mastin (1979) andNa˒aman(1988),isthattheHebtermšĕlōš  m (‗thirty‘)shouldhereberead

šāl  š  m (the meaning of which will be discussed below). Not only does neither list testify to 30 names (2 

Samuel 23 contains 32, not counting the unnamed sons of Jashen; 1 Chronicles 11 has 46, also omitting 

various unnumbered groups), the reading šāliš   šāliš  m appears in variant mss. The MT designates 

Josheb-basshebeth as rō˒š haššāliš  —―chiefofthešāl  š  m‖(theuseofhaššāliš   hšlyšy probably reflects a 

collective gentilic derivative of šāl  š šāl  š  m)—in 2 Sam 23:8, and in 1 Chr 11:11 the Qere of the 

corresponding Ketib hšlwšym is haššāliš  m, thus testifying to a muted tradition in which šāl  š  m was read 

instead of šĕlōš  m. The same phenomenon is repeated in 1 Chr 12:19—Eng12:18. Such an obscure 

reading is probably original to the text. It is at any rate far easier to explain how such a reading could be 

standardizedintermsoftherelatedterms,―thethree,the thirty,‖thantoexplainhowšāl  š šāliš   šāliš  m 

were introduced into the clear schema that now structures the lists. The Lucianic reading (tōn triōn = Heb 

haššĕlōšâ) preferred by McCarter (2 Samuel AB, 489) in 2 Sam 23:8 almost certainly reflects a 

harmonization of the problematic reading haššāliš   (in other mss, the Ketib is hšlyšy) in terms of the final 

schema,―thethree,thethirty.‖ThesimilarsuggestionbyWilliamson(1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 102) 

that―thethree‖(haššĕlōšâ) should be preferred on the basis of context is no different. Indeed, it was 

precisely on the basis of context that ancient scribes frequently attempted to harmonize problematic 

readings. Neither Williamson nor McCarter deals with the fact that enigmatic yet consistent variants such 

as haššāliš   and the Ketib hšlyšy in 2 Sam 23:8 and the Qere haššāliš  m (Ketib hšlwšym) in 1 Chr 11:11 

did not arise irrationally within an accurate, consistent textual tradition. Rather, the reverse is true: earlier, 

difficult readings often were suppressed in later versions in favor of simpler, more easily understood ones, 

according to which the later textual tradition was then standardized. Thus, the difficult šāl  š šāliš   šāliš  m 

should be the preferred reading in 2 Sam 23:8 = 1 Chr 11:11. Further references in these passagesto―the



thirty‖(haššĕlōš  m; e.g., 2 Sam 23:13, 23; 1 Chr 11:15, 25) should be interpreted as representing the 

šāl  š  m, sincetheterm―thethirty‖mostlikelyrepresentsaharmonizationoftheenigmaticšāliš  m and its 

other forms (now preserved in only isolated instances: 2 Sam 23:8; 1 Chr 11:11; 12:19—Eng12:18).  

The question remains, who were the šāliš  m? Thenius had argued that these were theking‘sprincipal

retainers. Later, the term šāl  š wastakenasdesignatingthe―thirdmaninthechariot‖(seeMastin1979

for bibliography). Rabin (1963) traced the term to the Hittite šalli[š],meaning―great,powerful,‖a

derivation which would go far in explaining certain instances of the word (esp. Exod 14:7; 15:4), as well 

as the apparent parallel with the Heb gibbôr in 1 Chr 11:26 (= 2 Sam 23:24).Rabin‘sexplanationalso

accordswellwithThenius‘earlierinterpretation.Mastin(1979)andNa˒aman(1988)alsogobackto

Thenius.However,whereTheniushadseenretainers,MastinandNa˒amanfind ―officersofthethird

rank‖(afterthekingandcommanderofthearmy).Whilethisexplanationhasgainedinpopularity,other

instances of the term šāl  š šāliš   makethismeaningunlikely.Solomon‘slistsofofficialsnamethešāliš  m 

as a separate category alongside the officers (śār  m; 1 Kgs 9:22). In 2 Kgs 10:25 the šāliš  m are twice 

grouped with the rāṣ  m, or runners ordered by Jehu to exterminate the worshippers of Baal. Similarly, 

Jehu ordered his šāl  š tocastthebodyoftheslainJehoramonthegroundofNaboth‘svineyard(2 Kgs 

9:25). These šāl  š  m do not seem to have had primarily command responsibilities: that is, they are not 

depicted as officers. Instead, they appear to have belonged to a special class of warrior attached directly to 

the king (see Thenius) who carried out special assignments for him.  

All of the anecdotes about the šāl  š  m in 2 Samuel 23 fit this definition. The term šāl  š in this context, 

anditsapparentassociationwith―three,‖aswiththeinitialthreešāliš  m—Josheb-basshebeth, Eleazar, 

and Shammah—and the three anonymous warriors who broke through the Philistine line at Bethlehem to 

draw water from the well there for David, may be derived from the division of these warriors into three-

man squads. Such a division in the Israelite army would have been in contrast to the usual divisions of 

tens, fifties, hundreds, and thousands. The structure of the lists in 2 Samuel 23 and 1 Chronicles 11 would 

preservethememoryofthesesquads,namingfirst―thethree,‖beginningwithJosheb-basshebeth, the 

―chiefofthešāliš  ,‖thengivingtheexploitsofthreeanonymousšāl  š  m and of two more of their number 

(Abishai and Benaiah) who attained important posts in the Davidic court. Finally, the remaining šāl  š  m 

(not šĕlōš  m) who served under David are listed (2 Sam 23:24–39 = 1 Chr 11:26–41, 42–47). To sum up, 

David‘schampionscomprisedaspecialcadreofwarriors,organizedintothree-man squads, who were 

attached directly to the king, and who carried out special assignments for him.  

When the šāl  š  m becameaformaldivisionwithinDavid‘sarmyisunclear,thoughthepresenceof

Asahel suggests a fairly early date. Informally, a collection of heroic warriors, who later became šāl  š  m, 

probably began to assemble around David when he was a fugitive from Saul, and perhaps even earlier, 

whenDavidwasacondottierecommandinghisowntroopofmeninSaul‘sservice(see1 Sam 18:5–7). 

Others, including members of his family, joined David after he had fled from the court of Saul and was 

hiding in the cave of Adullam (1 Sam 22:1–2).ThesonsofZeruiah,David‘s nephews, who became the 

leading military figures of his reign, are portrayed as accompanying David during his pursuit by Saul 

(Abishai: 1 Sam 26:6–12) and during the long war between the house of David and the house of Saul 

(during which Asahel was killed; 2 Sam 2:8–3:1). Still others distinguished themselves during the 

Philistinewars;indeed,mostofthedeedsrecountedaboutDavid‘schampionsderivefromthisperiod.

Benaiah, the son of Jehoiada, on the other hand, was a latecomer to the group. David made him 

commander of the mišma˓â (RSV: bodyguard, from the [explanatory?] Lucianic reading t n phulak n 

autou; mišma˓â mayalsorefertothose―obedient,‖oransweringdirectly to the king; perhaps the 

Cherethites and Pelethites [2 Sam 20:23b]), probably late in his reign, and he was a key player in the coup 

which brought Solomon to the throne. In return for this service, Solomon set Benaiah over the army in 

Joab‘splace(2Kgs2:35). 

BesidesfamilymembersandIsraelitefollowers,David‘schampionsincludedasignificantnumberof

non-Israelites. Best known of these is Uriah the Hittite; others included Eliphelet, the son of Ahasbai of 

Maacah (in S Syria), Igal, the son of Nathan of Zobah (also in S Syria), and Zelek the Ammonite (see 2 

Sam 10:1–2 forDavid‘searlytiestotheAmmonitecourt).From1 Chronicles 11 come Hanan, son of 



Maacah, Shama and Jeiel, the sons of Hotham the Aroerite (from Aroer in Moab), Ithmah the Moabite 

(noteDavid‘stiestotheroyalhouseofMoabduringhisexilefromSaul‘scourt:1 Sam 22:3–4), and 

Eliel,Obed,andJaasielfromZobah(RSVMezobaite,whichsimplymeans―theonefromZobah‖).These

foreignnationalsweremostlikely―soldiersoffortune‖whohadattachedthemselvestoDavidduringhis 

service under Saul and had stood by him out of personal loyalty during his years as a fugitive. Their 

loyalty would have been rewarded with lands and spoil when David ascended the thrones, first of Judah, 

and later of Israel, and conquered the smaller nationsonIsrael‘sborders.TheNIsraeliteswhoserved

under David would also have reaped these benefits. The crucial point is that these champions, from 

disparate backgrounds, were attached to David by a bond of personal loyalty that withstood the 

vicissitudes of his career and led to personal reward. They were, in this sense, loyalists as well as 

mercenaries.  

After David had been crowned in Judah, these champions were probably organized into the cadres 

which came to be known as the šāl  š  m. As such they did not comprise a royal bodyguard, but a trusted 

body of retainers who carried out special assignments for the king. At the same time, they served with the 

militia in war (see 2 Samuel 11) and may have been set along the battle line to stiffen the resistance of the 

levies, who had proved notably unreliable in pitched battle (e.g., Saul and his men were forced to make a 

last stand after the flight of the Israelite militia from the field at Gilboa; 1 Sam 31:1–7). David took to 

heartthehardlessonsofSaul‘sdemise:throughouthisreignhereliedonhisprofessionaltroopsandloyal

retainers to secure both the peace of the kingdom and his throne.  
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D. G. SCHLEY  

DAVID, CITY OF (PLACE) [Heb ˓  r (ִעיר) dāw  d (ָדִויד)]. A term appearing in the OT which 

refersbothtotheJebusite―StrongholdofZion‖(mĕṣudat ṣ  yyôn), captured, occupied, and renamed by 

David (2 Sam 5:6–9), and to the burial ground in which at least nine Judean kings were interred (e.g., 

David, 1 Kgs 2:10). In modern usage it is largely a historical-geographical term denoting that part of 

Jerusalem inhabited during the time of David. See also JERUSALEM (PLACE).  

———  
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A. Name  

Theterm―CityofDavid‖appearsintheOT43timesbearingatleastthreeconnotations.Firstly,it

denotestheJebusite―StrongholdofZion‖(mĕṣudat ṣ  yyôn), which David captured (2 Sam 5:7 = 1 Chr 

11:5), occupied (2 Sam 5:9 = 1 Chr 11:7, 8:11) and renamed ˓  r dāw  d. In this connotation the term also 

denotes the compound to which David conveyed the ark of the covenant (2 Sam 6:10 = 1 Chr 13:13; 2 

Sam 6:12, 16 = 1 Chr 15:29)andthatinwhichthearkwashousedpriortothecompletionofSolomon‘s

temple (1 Kgs 3:1; 8:1 = 2 Chr 5:2; 1 Kgs 9:24 = 2 Chr 8:11). In addition, this compound was that which 

Solomon occupied and renovated prior to the construction of his new abode (1 Kgs 11:27).  

Secondly, the term denotes the location of a burial ground used to inter kings of the Davidic dynasty. 

The books of Kings and Chronicles clearly state that these Judean kings were buried in the City of David: 

David (1 Kgs 2:10), Solomon (1 Kgs 11:43 = 2 Chr 9:31), Rehoboam (1 Kgs 14:31 = 2 Chr 12:16), 

Abijam (1 Kgs 15:8 = 2 Chr 13:23—Eng14:1), Asa (1 Kgs 15:24 = 2 Chr 16:14), Jehoshaphat (1 Kgs 

22:51[—Eng22:50] = 2 Chr 21:1), Jehoram (2 Kgs 8:24 = 2 Chr 21:20), Joash (2 Kgs 12:22[—Eng12:21] 

= 2 Chr 24:25), and Jotham (2 Kgs 15:38 = 2 Chr 27:9). Although other kings are also said to have been 

buried in the City of David, the books of Kings and Chronicles preserve variant traditions concerning 

each of these additional kings. Thus while 2 Kgs 9:28 indicates that Ahaziah was buried in the City of 

David, 2 Chr 22:9 implies that he was buried somewhere in the kingdom of Israel. According to 2 Kgs 

14:20 Amaziah was buried in the City of David, while the MT of 2 Chr 25:28 records only that he was 

buried―inthecityofJudah.‖Similarly,2 Kgs 15:7 states that Azariah was buried in the City of David, 

while 2 Chr 26:23 callshisplaceofrest―theburialfieldwhichbelongedtothekings.‖In2 Kgs 16:20 

Ahaz was buried in the City of David, while 2 Chr 28:27 indicates just the opposite—―theyburiedhimin

thecity,inJerusalem,fortheydidnotbringhimintothetombsofthekingsofIsrael.‖Additionally,the

priest Jehoiada was also buried in the City of David (2 Chr 24:16).Thecemeteryof―theCityofDavid‖

appearstohavebeensynonymouswith―thetombsofthekingsofIsrael‖(2 Chr 28:27) and, in the time of 

Hezekiah,with―thetombsofthesonsofDavid‖(2 Chr 32:33). By the time of Nehemiah, however, the 

City of David (Neh 3:15)and―sepulchersofDavid‖(Neh 3:16) appear to have been two distinct entities 

(cf. also 2 Chr 21:20; 24:25).  

Thirdly,bythetimeofNehemiah,andperhapsasearlyasthereignofHezekiah,theterm―Cityof

David‖was also used in the general sense to denote the oldest area within Jerusalem, i.e., the SE hill (2 

Chr 32:5, 30; 33:14; Isa 22:9; Neh 3:15; 12:37).  

Josephuslaterequatedthe―CityofDavid‖withtheentirecityofJerusalem(Ant 7.3.2 §65–67). This 

equationcausedhim,mistakenly,tolocatethecitadelofDavidonthecity‘shigh,strategically

advantageousWhill,knowninhisdayasthe―UpperCity‖(JW 5.4.1§137).Josephus‘identificationof

the W hill passed into Christian tradition, with both the Pilgrim of Bordeaux (Bernard 1891: 22–23) and 

Eusebius(Klostermann1904:74)callingit―theMountofZion‖(seeSimons1952:35–59). Modern 



research into the historical geography of Jerusalem began therefore with the presumption that the original 

CityofDavidlayonthecity‘sWhill.Archaeologicalexcavation,however,hasdemonstratedthatthe

Davidic city was situated below the Temple Mount on the S spur of the lower, E hill. Hence within the 

scopeofthisdiscussion,―CityofDavid‖is used in the broad sense, as a historical-geographical term 

denoting that part of the E ridge shown by archaeological excavation to have been occupied during the 

time of David.  

B. Topography  

The City of David is the long, narrow, triangular-shaped ridge that stretches S of the Temple Mount. Its 

E boundary is formed by the Kidron Valley, which separates it from the Mount of Olives. Its W and S 

boundaries are formed by a once-steep valley called only haggay (˒) ‗thevalley‘intheOTbutknownto

Josephus astheTyropoean,orCheesemakers‘valley(JW 5.4.1 §140). This central valley divides ancient 

Jerusalem‘sEandWridgesandconvergeswiththeKidronValleyattheCityofDavid‘sSapex.The

widthoftheCityofDavid‘sNbase,whichrestsagainsttheTemple Mount, is 220 m; its length from 

there to its S apex is 630 m; the level area along its crest comprises approximately 49 dunams; its 

decrease in height from N to S is approximately 80 m. Of the hills in its immediate vicinity, the City of 

David is situated on the lowest (Ps 125:2).  

TheCityofDavid‘sonlyperennialsourceofwater,theGihonSpring,liesatthefootofitsEslope,on

the edge of the Kidron Valley. Because the Gihon was the only defendable spring in the area, its location 

determined that of the initial settlements in Jerusalem, and from earliest times the city expanded along the 

E slope in proximity to it.  

Geographically, the City of David is located in the central hill country. Geologically, it is a tilting block 

composed of two types of limestone, the soft, porous meleke, and the hard, nonporous mizzi ahmar (Gil 

and Shiloh 1982: 33). The bedrock along its E slope rises at an angle of approximately 25 degrees. The 

ascent is punctuated by steep escarpments. In antiquity these escarpments were largely exposed but today 

are covered with deep deposits of archaeological debris that have created a 45 degree slope.  

The archaeological composition of the site conforms to a pattern common in the central hill country 

where buildings were generally constructed of stone rather than mudbrick. Because ancient builders at 

these sites often excavated to bedrock in order to secure both firm foundations and building stones, they 

prevented the eventual buildup of superimposed archaeological strata characteristic of tell sites. 

Consequently, the best preserved structures at these sites tend to be the last ones constructed, with earlier 

remains being preserved only when exploited or avoided by later builders. The City of David provides a 

unique opportunity for investigating the remains of ancient Jerusalem because the last city built along its 

E slope was destroyed at the end of the Iron Age by the Babylonians (586 B.C.E.). The topography of the 

area is therefore largely responsible for the nature of the archaeological evidence described herein.  

C. History of Excavation  

Modern archaeological investigations of the City of David began in 1838, when Edward Robinson 

traversed Hezekiah‘sTunnel.Thelargestandmostrecentexcavationsconductedthereweredirectedby

Kathleen M. Kenyon from 1961 to 1967 and by Yigal Shiloh from 1978 to 1985. Although these last two 

projects provide the basis for the current understanding of the City of David‘sdevelopment,manyother

archaeologists have also excavated the site: E. Robinson and E. Smith (1838); C. Wilson (1864–65); C. 

W. Warren (1867–70); Ch. Clermont-Ganneau (1873); H. Guthe (1881); C. Schick (1880–1901); E. W. 

G. Masterman (1901); F. J. Bliss and A. C. Dickie (1894–97); M. Parker and L. H. Vincent (1909–11); R. 

Weill (1913–14, 1923–24); R. A. S. Macalister and J. G. Duncan (1923–25); J. W. Crowfoot and G. M. 

Fitzgerald (1927–28); N Avigad (1945–47); D. Ussishkin (1968); B. Mazar, M. Ben-Dov, and E. Mazar 

(1968–87); and D. Adan-Bayewitz (1977). For a plan showing the areas of these investigations, see 

Shiloh (1984a: fig. 3). It is possible to reconstruct the stratigraphy and chronology of the City of David on 

thebasisofShiloh‘s1978–83 excavations (see Table 1).  

Table 1: City of David: Preliminary Scheme of Strata  

(Shiloh 1984a:3)  



Stratum  Period*  Date  

1  Medival to Modern  11th–20th centuries C.E.  

2  Ummayyad-Ayyubid  7th–13th centuries C.E.  

3A  Byzantine  6th–7th centuries C.E.  

3B  Byzantine  4th–6th centuries C.E.  

4  Late Roman  1st–4th centuries C.E.  

5  Early Roman  1st century C.E.  

6  Early Roman  37 B.C.E.–70 C.E.  

7A  Hellenistic (Hasmonean)  1st centuryB.C.E.  

7B  Hellenistic (Hasmonean)  Second half of 2d century B.C.E.  

8  Early Hellenistic  4th–2d centuries B.C.E.  

9  Persian  6th–4th centuries B.C.E.  

10A  Iron Age III  6th century B.C.E.  

10B/C  Iron Age IIC  Second half of the 7th century B.C.E.–586 B.C.E.  

11  Iron Age IIC  7th century B.C.E.  

12  Iron Age IIB  8th centuryB.C.E.  

13  Iron Age IIA  9th centuryB.C.E.  

14  Iron Age IC  10th century B.C.E.  

15  Iron Age IA–B  12th–11th centuries B.C.E.  

16  LB IIA–B  14th–13th centuries B.C.E.  

17  MB II  18th century B.C.E.  

18A  MB II  18th century B.C.E.  

18B  MB II  18th century B.C.E.  

19  EB II  29th century B.C.E.  

20  EB II  31st century B.C.E.  

21  Chalcolithic EB I  Second half of the 4th millennium B.C.E.  

*Periodization has been brought into conformity with ABD guidelines.  

D. History of Settlement  

1. Neolithic-Chalcolithic Ages. Artifacts which may date to the Neolithic Age include a single shard 

bearinganincisedbandwithaherringbonepatternlikethattypicalofthe―Yarmukianculture,‖andaflint

arrowhead. Shards ascribed to the Chalcolithic Age were recovered from natural depressions in the 

bedrock. Although most of these shards were found mixed with others from the EB, an uncontaminated 

layer of Chalcolithic material was found in area B, at the foot of the E slope.  

2. Early Bronze Age. The earliest architectural remains date to the EB. They are rectangular, 

broadroom structures with benches lining the interior walls. Built on and against the bedrock slope, these 

structures were preserved beneath the MB II fortification wall and associated structures at the E edge of 

area E1 (Shiloh 1984a: 11–12, 25; 1985b: 303, pl. 36c). Although some pottery found in association with 

these structures may be dated to the EB I, shards belonging to the EB II–III were also present. 

Consequently, the exact date of the construction and use of these EB buildings has yet to be established. 

Similarlyplannedbroadroomstructures,knownasthe―Arad-typehouse,‖arewell-known from other EB 

sites (Aharoni 1982: 64).  

EBpotteryhasalsobeenfoundonthebedrockatoptheCityofDavid‘shillcrest(Macalister and 

Duncan 1926: 177, fig. 186) and along its W slope (Crowfoot and Fitzgerald 1929: 66, pl. 11:11, 22). EB 



tombs have been cleared along the upper reaches of the E slope (see below F.1; Vincent 1911: 24–30) 

and, possibly, at its foot (Kenyon 1963: 11).  

3. Early Bronze Age IV. The City of David has no clear evidence of a settlement from the late 3d 

millennium B.C.E. Rock-cut―shafttombs‖typicalofthisperiodhavebeenexcavatedontheMountof

Olives, and Gonen (1985) has suggested that some of the caves and cisterns on the Temple Mount may 

have originated as similar EB IV tombs.  

4. Middle Bronze Age II. MB II Jerusalem is mentioned in the Egyptian Execration Texts (B. Mazar 

1982) and is also represented by several phases of occupational remains, the earliest of which are 

associated with a massive fortification wall (Kenyon 1974: 82–84; Shiloh 1984a: 3, 12, 26). Several 

tombs have also been found on the Mount of Olives (see below F.1).  

The first phase of the MB II occupation witnessed the construction of a fortification wall built of 

cyclopean limestone boulders. Standing partially atop some EB structures, this wall skirts a steep scarp 

about midway between the hillcrest and the Gihon Spring. During its initial phase the wall was 

approximately 3 m thick (Shiloh 1984a: 12; Kenyon 1974: 83), but buttressing was later added to its inner 

face and living surfaces were laid up to it (Shiloh 1984a: 12).  

Kenyon (1974: 83) cleared 12.5 m of this wall and noted the presence of two angular turns, which she 

initially interpreted as the corner of a gate tower (Kenyon 1967b: 30). She later concluded that they 

indicated the presence of a succession of offsets and insets (Kenyon 1974: 84). Shiloh (1984a: 52) 

uncovered an additional 30 m of this wall and identifiedasecond―offset‖orjoginthewalllinesimilarto

that exposed by Kenyon. An additional segment of this wall appears to have been unearthed by Parker 

aboveWarren‘sShaft(seebelowE.2)andbetweenthosesegmentssubsequentlyexposedbyKenyonand

Shiloh (Vincent 1911: 29, pl. 6; Reich 1987a: 163–64; Steiner 1988). Kenyon (1974: 83) and Shiloh 

(1984a:26)bothascribethewall‘sconstructiontothe18thcenturyB.C.E., but portions of it became part 

of a later fortification system built during the Iron Age II (Shiloh 1984a: 26). No clear sign of either the 

wall‘sNorWcoursehasbeenrevealed,andKenyon‘s(1974:89–94) claimed reconstruction is based on 

negative evidence.  

Fragmentary remains of MB II structures and floors have been found at the upper, W end of trench A 

beneath a series of substructural terraces ascribed to the LB II (Kenyon 1974: 94, but see below D.5). 

Shiloh (1984a: 12; 1985a: 66, pl. 12B), who located them at several points along the E slope in areas E1 

and E3, found floors bearing ceramic vessels, including one which yielded an assortment of carved bone 

inlays and pieces of gold leaf. MB II pottery recovered from the hillcrest (Macalister and Duncan 1926: 

177–78, pl. XVIII) and from fissures in the bedrock immediately S of the Temple Mount (B. Mazar 1971: 

23) could possibly indicate the extent of settlement during this period.  

5. Late Bronze Age. Architectural remains from the LB are known only from the upper part of the E 

slope. The earliest of these are fragments of two poorly preserved rooms belonging to a structure built on 

the bedrock and tentatively dated to the LB I, ca. 15th century B.C.E. This building, located in the NW 

cornerofShiloh‘sareaG,maybecontemporarywithafragmentarystructurewhichKenyon(1974:94)

found farther to the S and which she dated to the MB II (see D.4).  

EvidenceforJerusalem‘sstatusasanEgyptiansatelliteduringtheAmarnaperiod,LBIIA,iswitnessed

bysixlettersfromthecity‘sking,Abdi-heba, discovered in the Amarna archive (Na˒aman 1975: 88–104; 

B. Mazar 1982: 3–5). Although archaeological remains ascribable to this period have been retrieved from 

nearby tomb deposits (see below F.1), none has been found within the City of David.  

6. Late Bronze Age II/Iron Age I. Substantial remains of the transitional period between the LB II and 

the Iron I belong to a massive stone structure of undefined boundaries built along the upper reaches of the 

E slope in the 13th–12th century B.C.E. See Fig. DAV.01. Macalister and Duncan (1926: 51–55, 57–61, 

plan facing p. 49, pls. II, V, XXIV); Kenyon (1974: 95–97, 100–103, pl. 31–34), and Shiloh (1984a: 16, 

26, 54–58) each unearthed sections of this structure, which is formed of two component parts: a 

substructure and a superstructure.  

The substructure is composed of a series of interlocking terraces formed by N-S―spine‖wallsand

closely spaced, E-W―rib‖wallswhich,together,createdrowsofrectangularcompartments.These,in



turn, were filled with loosely packed boulders topped by layers of compact soil. To date, segments of two, 

and possibly three, substructural terraces have been revealed, descending from the E edge of the hillcrest 

towards the Kidron Valley for a distance of ca. 20 m (Shiloh 1984a: 16).  

The substructural terraces were capped by a stone-built superstructure itself composed of two parts: a 

rubble core and a stepped mantle. The rubble core served as an interface, keying the mantle to the 

substructure. The mantle was constructed of partially dressed, dentiform limestone blocks laid like roof 

tiles in a series of overlapping courses rising from E to W in a stepped fashion toward the hillcrest.  

Macalister and Duncan (1926: 51–55,planfacingp.49)revealedthemantle‘suppermostcoursesand

interpretedthemasthe―JebusiteRampart.‖Kenyon,whoquestionedMacalisterandDuncan‘searlydate

for the structure, dismantled a stone buildup which she mistakenly believed to be its S continuation 

(Kenyon 1962: 79). On the basis of this removal, Kenyon (1962: 81; 1963: 14–15) concluded that the 

steppedstonemantle‘suppercoursescouldnotpredatetheIronAgeII.Kenyon‘sexcavationsfarther

downslopeintrenchAandShiloh‘sexcavationsinareaG,however,eachrevealedanadditionalnumber

of stepped mantle courses, which lay under Iron Age II buildings (Kenyon 1962: pl. 22B; Shiloh 1984a: 

17, 56–57, fig. 22).  

Kenyon (1974: 95, 103) and Shiloh (1984a: 16–17, 26–27) both interpreted the substructural and 

superstructural components as independent architectural units, dating to the LB II and Iron Age II, 

respectively. Although they each based their dates for the substructural compartments on the ceramic 

evidence found within them, Kenyon probably, and Shiloh definitely, dated the superstructural mantle on 

the basis of the pottery recovered from soil layers covering it (Shiloh 1984a: 17, 27). Pottery recovered 

fromaprobeinwhicharectangularsectionofthemantle‘slowercourseswasremoved,however,was

identical to the pottery recovered from the substructural fills dating to the 13th–12th century B.C.E. The 

―steppedstonestructure‖thereforeappearstohavebeencontemporarywiththesubstructural

compartments, and these two features are best interpreted as a single architectural unit.  

Kenyon (1974: 95, 100) interpreted the substructural compartments as platforms intended to provide 

levelsurfacesonwhichtoconstruct―civilized‖buildingsalongtheCityofDavid‘sEslope.Shiloh

(1984a: 16, 26), in contrast, interpreted them as a means for expanding the level of the hillcrest, atop 

whichhelocatedtheCanaanite―CitadelofZion.‖Kenyon(1974:101–3) and Shiloh (1984a: 17, 27) both 

interpreted the stepped stone mantle as a buttress added to the original substructural fill sometime during 

the 10th century B.C.E. The substructure and superstructure could, however, be recognized as two features 

of a single architectural unit constructed at the end of the LB, ca. the 13th–12th century B.C.E.  

LB II pottery has been located at the N end of the hillcrest (Macalister and Duncan 1926: 33, 74; 

Kenyon 1965: 12, pl. IXB; 1974: 94, pl. 77) and on the midslope in area E1 (Shiloh 1984a: 12, 26), and 

LB II tombs have been excavated on the Mount of Olives (see below).  

Sparse archaeological evidence of Iron Age IB–C has been found in areas B, D1, and E1 (Shiloh 1984a: 

26–27). To date, however, archaeological data useful for illuminating the status of Jerusalem during the 

emergence of Israel have yet to be found.  

7. Iron Age. TheIronAgeIIistheperiodofJerusalem‘spreeminenceasthecapitalofboth the United 

Monarchy and the S kingdom of Judah. Archaeologically, it is the period best represented, because the 

last city to have been built along its E slope was that destroyed by the Babylonians in 586 B.C.E.  

a. 10th Century B.C.E. Early in the 10th century B.C.E. David captured the Jebusite Citadel of Zion and 

made it his capital (2 Sam 5:6–9).TheOTaccountofJerusalem‘stransformationfromaJebusitecity-

state to the Israelite capital names and describes various constructions that were either incorporated, 

rebuilt, or added to the city in the 10th century, including the temple, the royal precinct, and the millô˒. 

Although each of these features has been discussed at length in numerous treatments, none of them has 

been conclusively identified with any archaeological remains.  

Macalister and Duncan (1926: 49–65, plan facing p. 49) revealed a fortification wall and tower standing 

at the E edge of the hillcrest above the Gihon Spring which they dated to the time of David and Solomon. 

Kenyon (1974: 192), however, recovered archaeological evidence indicating that the tower actually dated 

to the Hellenistic period, ca. 2d century B.C.E.  



Remains from the 10th century B.C.E. have been located both by Kenyon (1974: 100–103, 114–16) in 

trench A and areas H and M and by Shiloh (1984a: 4, 27; fc.) in areas B, D1, E1, and G. Slightly N of the 

fortification wall found by Macalister and Duncan, Kenyon (1974: 114–15) unearthed a wall fragment 

which she dated to the 10th century. Identifying this wall fragment as part of a casemate fortification wall 

similar to those at Gezer, Hazor, and Megiddo, which are popularly attributed to Solomon (Yadin 1970), 

Kenyon interpreted it as evidence for the expansion northward to the Temple Mount (Kenyon 1974: 92). 

This interpretation led Shiloh (1984a: 27) to interpret the stepped stone structure in area G to its S as the 

SE corner of the royal compound erected in Jerusalem in the 10th century B.C.E. This structure, Shiloh 

maintained, had been built over the terraced foundations of the Canaanite citadel at that time. Subsequent 

evaluation of both the architectural and ceramic evidence from area G, however, indicates that the stepped 

stone structure and the stone and soil filled compartments beneath it are actually two components of a 

single architectural unit constructed in the 13th–12th century B.C.E. (see above D.6). In area G therefore 

the 10th century is represented solely by the fragmentary remains of structures and soil fills found 

covering the lower courses of the stepped stone structure (Shiloh 1984a: 17, 27; fc.). Among the 10th 

century small finds are a small area (E1) containing clay installations, two ceramic chalices, and the lower 

half of a fenestrated cultic stand (Shiloh 1984a: 12).  

b. 9th–8th Centuries B.C.E. The remains ascribed to the 9th century consist of a large architectural unit 

and soil fills found in areas E1 and G respectively (Shiloh 1984a: 4).  

During the 8th century B.C.E., however, the city expanded greatly. Possibly fueled by the arrival of 

Israelite refugees fleeing the Assyrian conquest of the N kingdom of Israel in 721 B.C.E. (Broshi 1974) 

and by Judahites possibly displaced during the course of upheavals along the Judah-Philistia border, the 

city‘sgrowthappearstohavepeakedduringthereignofHezekiah. 

Sections of a massive fortification wall ascribed to the 8th century were found by Kenyon (1974: 130–

31, 146, pl. 43; Steiner 1986), who cleared ca. 30 m of its length at the E end of trench A, and by Shiloh 

(1984a: 28; 1984b: 57; fc.), who unearthed an additional 120 m. This wall, which was preserved in places 

to a height of 3 m, was constructed in a jagged, sawtooth line reaching 5 m in width (Shiloh 1984a: 12–

13). Standing near the middle of the E slope above a vertical escarpment, it followed virtually the same 

course as its MB II predecessor and, in places, incorporated remnants of the older wall (Shiloh 1984a: 28).  

Both Kenyon (1965: 11; 1966: pl. 25B; 1967a: pl. 13A; 1974: 144, pl. 63) and Shiloh (1984a: 9; 1984b: 

57) revealed outside and abutting the city wall the remains of a 2–3 m wide cobbled pavement revetted by 

a retaining wall. Kenyon traced this extramural street along the entire 30 m length of the Iron Age II city 

wall, which she exposed (Steiner 1986), and Shiloh traced its remains further. Presumably, this 

extramural passage ran the entire length of the city wall and formed a component part of the fortification 

system.  

Shiloh (1984a: 10, 12–13, 28) found that the fortification wall supported a system of structurally 

integrated buildings linked by a stepped alleyway equipped with a drainage channel emptying into the 

Kidron Valley via a small rectangular opening built into the city wall (Shiloh 1984a: 53). An important 

structure for understanding both the building technology and the relative stratigraphy of the Iron Age II on 

theEslopeisthe―LowerTerraceHouse,‖alsocalledthe―Houseofmḥmm,‖excavatedinareaE1(Shiloh

1984a: 13). Integrated with the fortification wall to the E, the structure had three parallel rooms, each of 

which was built on a successively higher level, following the rise in the bedrock (Shiloh 1984a: pl. 22:1). 

Like the fortification wall, it served throughout the final three phases of the Iron Age II, each phase being 

represented by a floor bearing a chronologically indicative assemblage of ceramic vessels (Shiloh 1984a: 

pl.22:2).Thelabel―Houseofmḥmm‖derivesfromtheHebrewinscriptionlmḥmm ṣl incised on a storage 

jar recovered from the middle floor and ascribed to stratum 11, ca. 7th century B.C.E. (Shiloh 1984a: 13).  

A number of structures dating to the 8th century B.C.E. were found in areas B, D1, D2, and E2 (Shiloh 

1984a: 7, 9–10, 28–29; 1984b: 57). Unlikethe―Houseofmḥmm,‖however,thesestructureswere

founded on the lower slopes of the bedrock, outside the fortification wall. Because 8th-century pottery 

was found in and around these buildings, their abandonment may have coincided with the Assyrian siege 

of 701.  



The excavations in the Jewish Quarter of the Old City, N and W of the City of David revealed an 

additional segment of the 8th-century fortification wall, which has been attributed to Hezekiah (Avigad 

1983: 46–49).Avigad‘sdiscoveryattheNedgeoftheWhillendedthe―maximalist-minimalist‖

controversy over the size of the Iron Age II city (Simons 1952: 226–81; Broshi 1974; Geva 1979; Avigad 

1983: 27–31, 46–60). Moreover, Avigad found that this wall segment had been constructed over the 

remains of an earlier structure, also dated to the 8th century B.C.E. The archaeological evidence from the 

Jewish Quarter, as well as from other excavated areas on the W hill, such as the Citadel near the Jaffa 

Gate (Johns 1950: 129, fig. 6; Amiran and Eitan 1970: 9–10, 16; Geva 1983: 56–58; Solar and Sivan 

1984: 48) and the Armenian Garden (Bahat and Broshi 1975: 56; Tushingham 1985: 9–24) appears to 

indicate that the entire W hill was occupied during the 8th century, first as an unwalled settlement, and 

later as part of the expanded, fortified city.  

The W and S lines of the fortification wall which enclosed the W hill were reconstructed by Geva 

(1979: 87) and Avigad (1983: 58), both of whom located it along roughly the same line as that followed 

bythe―First Wall‖describedbyJosephus(JW 5.4.2.142–45). According to this reconstruction the wall 

enclosing the W hill continued W from the Jewish Quarter to the Citadel, turned S following the crest 

above the Hinnom Valley, crossed the mouth of the Tyropoeon ValleyattheCityofDavid‘sSapex,and

joined the city wall unearthed by Kenyon and Shiloh. Thus, the S end of the Tyropoeon Valley, which 

housesthePoolofShiloah(i.e.,thereservoirtowhichHezekiah‘sTunnel[seeE.4]conductedwaterfrom

the Gihon Spring) was brought within the bounds of the fortified city. The archaeological evidence 

deriving from the 8th century B.C.E. inJerusalemmaybecomparedwithIsaiah‘sdescriptionofthe

emergency measures adopted by Hezekiah in the face of the Assyrian siege of Jerusalem (Isa 22:9–11).  

c. 7th–6th Centuries B.C.E. Most intramural areas excavated within the City of David have produced 

evidence for occupation at the end of the Iron Age II. Four prominent structures, however, are particularly 

significant for elucidating both the material culture and the intensity of the 586 B.C.E. Babylonian 

destruction.Thesearethe―AshlarHouse,‖excavatedinareaE1,andthe―HouseofAhiel,‖ the―Burnt

Room,‖andthe―BullaHouse,‖excavatedinareaG(Shiloh1984a:13–14, 17–19, 28–29, 53, 61; fig. 25).  

The―AshlarHouse‖isalarge(13×13m)structurespreadingacrosstwoterraceslocatedintheupper

reaches of area E1. Its.8 m thick walls (preserved in places to a height of 3 m) were built of roughly 

dressed, rectangular blocks of limestone and well-dressed ashlars situated in places bearing the most 

structural stress. Although its entire floor plan was not revealed, Shiloh believed that it followed the so-

called four-room, or pillared-house plan, ubiquitous throughout the monarchic period (Shiloh 1970; 1973; 

1984a: 14, 18). Its large size, its raised topographical position, and its quality of construction led Shiloh 

(1984a: 14) to identify it as a public structure. The ceramic and stratigraphical evidence indicated that the 

―AshlarHouse‖wasconstructedinstratum11,ca.7thcenturyB.C.E. and destroyed in stratum 10 at the 

end of the Iron Age II.  

The―HouseofAhiel‖isan8×8m,four-room, or pillared house, situated along the higher of two 

structural terraces in area G. See Figs. DAV.01 and DAV.02. Its name derives from the discovery there of 

a storage jar fragment bearing a Hebrew ink inscription containing the personal name ˒ḥy˒l. Portions of 

the structure had already been excavated by Kenyon (1974: 162–65). The walls were of roughly dressed 

fieldstones and ashlars strategically placed at stress points such as corners and doorjambs. Two stone 

monoliths and two built piers supported the first floor ceiling and divided the central courtyard from the 

two side chambers. An external staircase led either to an upper story or to a higher terrace.  

AttachedtotheNwallofthe―HouseofAhiel‖wasathree-room addition housing a storeroom with 

over 40 ceramic vessels, almost all of them storage jars. The floor of a small room (1.4 × 1.4 m) adjoining 

the storeroom was plastered with a thick layer of lime. Embedded in one side of the floor was a limestone 

toilet seat beneath which lay a plaster-lined cesspit (Shiloh 1984a: 19, pl. 31:1). Similar limestone toilet 

seats have also been found in Iron Age II structures excavated by Shiloh (1984a: 10–11, pl. 16:2) in area 

E3 (in situ) and by Kenyon (1967a: pl. 13B) in square AXXIV (ex situ) and, perhaps, in debris cleared by 

Parker (Vincent 1911: 29).  



Analleywayseparatedtheadditiontothe―HouseofAhiel‖fromthebuildingcontainingthe―Burnt

Room‖(seeFigs.DAV.01andDAV.02;Shiloh1984a:18–19, pl. 32:2). An external staircase built of 

ashlars abutted the S wall of this building and led to an upper story (Shiloh 1984a: pl. 31:2). The 

rectangular―BurntRoom‖wastheS,groundfloorroominabuildingwhichwasonlypartiallyexcavated.

Evidence for the second story was provided by both the position of the landing atop the external staircase 

and the corresponding ledge in its W wall, 2.5 m above the floor, along which were found the carbonized 

remainsofceilingbeamssimilartothoserecoveredfromthetopofamonolithintheroom‘sNwall.  

The―BurntRoom‖earneditsnamefromthethick(.9m)layerofcarbonizeddebrisfoundcoveringits

lime-plaster floor. Among the charred remains were pieces of burnt wood, including fragments that had 

been carved in motifs identical to those known from ornamental Iron Age ivories (Shiloh 1984a: 19, pl. 

34:1; 1985c: 139). Although most of these wood samples appear to have derived from local species, some 

of the finely carved pieces were of boxwood (Buxus gen.), a nonindigenous species native to Cyprus, N 

Syria, and S Turkey (Shiloh 1984a: 19, 34 n. 81; 1985c: 139–41; Meiggs 1982: 279–83).  

Eastofthe―HouseofAhiel,‖onthenext,lowerterrace,laythe―BullaHouse‖(Fig.DAV.02),named

after the cache of 51 clay sealings found in its NW corner (Shiloh 1984a: 18–19; 1986). Since only a 

narrow strip (1 × 7–8m)atthestructure‘sWedgewasexcavated,littlecanbesaidaboutitsplan.ItsW

wall,however,servedbothasthebuilding‘sexteriorboundaryandasthesupportwallfortheupper

terrace of structures.Asinthe―BurntRoom,‖athick(.7m)layerofcharreddebriscovereditsplaster

floor. Forty-nine of the 51 bullae recovered from the floor of the house were well preserved, primarily 

because they were fired in the conflagration which destroyed the building. The bullae bear oval seal 

impressions averaging 12 × 10 mm. Their reverse sides bear impressions of the warp and weft of the 

papyrus documents they sealed, as well as, in most cases, the impressions of the string used to tie the 

rolled papyrus prior to its sealing. Four bullae have only graphic representations, while 45 are inscribed 

withtheHebrewformula,―belongingtox,sonofy,‖commonlyappearingonpersonalseals;theother

two are too fragmentary to interpret.  

The corpus includes 51 personal names, all of which are known in the Hebrew onomasticon. Two of the 

precise combinations of name and patronymic, moreover, are cautiously identified with biblical 

personages (Shiloh 1984a: 20; 1986: 33; Schneider 1988). These two are Gemariah ben Shaphan (gmryhw 

(b)n špn; bulla no. 2; Shiloh 1984a: 20, pl. 35:3; 1986: 28, fig. 8:1, pl. 6:13); and Azariah ben Hilkiah 

(˓zryhw bn ḥlqyhw; bulla no. 27; Shiloh 1984a: 19, 61, fig. 26; 1986: 28–29, fig. 8:6). Gemariah son of 

Shaphan, a śar in the royal court of Jehoiakim, appears four times in the book of Jeremiah (36:9–12, 25–

26); Azariah son of Hilkiah, a priest, is named in two priestly genealogical lists (1 Chr 5:39—Eng6:13; 

9:10–11)andinthelistofEzra‘sforebears(Ezra 7:1; Schneider 1988: 140). Moreover, a seal of unknown 

provenance bearing the name Azariah ben Hilkiah (Avigad 1970: 307) may also be linked to the historical 

personage of that name. See GEMARIAH (PERSON); AZARIAH (PERSON). Shiloh (1984a: 20; 1986: 

37) viewed the multiplicity of ostensibly unrelated names appearing in the bullae corpus as indicative of 

the public nature of the archive housed in this building.  

More than 20 ceramic vessels (Shiloh 1986: 24, fig. 6), a group of stone weights, and four soft 

limestone stands (Shiloh 1986: 22–23, 26, pl. 6:A; Herzog 1987; Prag 1987: 122–23) were found in 

proximitytothebullae.Thesefinds,likethoserecoveredfromthe―HouseofAhiel‖andthe―Burnt

Room,‖alldatetothefinalphaseoftheIronAgeII. 

In her square AXVIII, located just below the E edge of the summit and immediately N of area G, 

Kenyon (1963: 16; pl. VIIIB) also discovered remains of collapsed Iron Age II structures deriving from 

the 586 B.C.E. destruction. These remains included ashlar stones and a Proto-Aeolic capital such as those 

associated with ashlar masonry (Shiloh 1979b). Additional ashlar blocks were also found in the adjacent 

area G. Although the exact location of the monumental ashlar structure to which these materials belonged 

is uncertain, it most likely stood either on the hillcrest or on the terrace of structures immediately beneath 

it.  

ThemassivenessofJerusalem‘sdestructionbytheBabyloniansisevidencednotonlybythethick

layersofcharreddebrisunearthedinstructuressuchasthe―BurntRoom‖andthe―BullaHouse,‖butalso



by the deep accumulation of collapsed building stones found covering the entire E slope (Kenyon 1962: 

pl.21B;1974:170,pl.71;Shiloh1984a:29).Thebiblicaldescriptionsofthecity‘sdestruction(2 Kgs 

25:8–10; Jer 39:18; 2 Chr 36:18–19) complement the archaeological evidence, and the 586 B.C.E. date is 

documented in the historical sources (Malamat 1968). Moreover, the ceramic evidence from the 

destructionleveluncoveredalongmuchoftheCityofDavid‘sEslopeisidenticaltothecorpusofpottery

typifying the final phase of the Iron Age II at other Judahite sites, e.g., Lachish stratum II, Ein Gedi 

stratum V, Arad stratum VI, and Ramat Rahel stratum Va.  

8. Persian Period. Following the Persian conquest of Babylonia in the late 6th century B.C.E., the 

Judean exiles received permission to return to Jerusalem and rebuild their temple (Ezra 1:1–4; 6:2–5). 

Although reconstruction initially focused on the temple itself (Ezra 3:8–10), the City of David and its 

fortifications were eventually rebuilt.  

ApparentlyduetothemassivenessofthestonecollapsecoveringtheCityofDavid‘sEslope,new

structures were not built there (Kenyon 1974: 182; Shiloh, fc.). Immediately below the hillcrest, however, 

the―AshlarHouse‖inareaE1waspartiallyreused(DeGroot,fc.b).Inaddition,slopinglayersof

limestone chips revetted by flimsy walls have also been found along the E slope of the City of David in 

areas D1, D2, and E1. These stone chips may be interpreted as refuse originating from a stone quarry 

located atop the hillcrest (Shiloh 1984a: 29).  

ThelineofthefortificationwallbuiltunderNehemiah‘sdirectionhasnotyetbeentracedwithcertainty, 

for no correlation exists between the landmarks listed in his description (Neh 3:1–32) and the 

archaeological remains. Nevertheless, the biblical description clearly indicates that large portions of the 

old wall were repaired rather than built anew (Tsafrir 1973; Williamson 1985). The repaired portions are 

commonly identified with the W line of the pre-8th-century B.C.E. fortifications (Kenyon 1974: 182–83; 

Tsafrir 1973) the position of which may be indicated by the gateway unearthed by Crowfoot and 

Fitzgerald (1929: 12–23)alongtheCityofDavid‘sWslope.BecauseNehemiahdescribedtheruinsalong

the E slope as impassable (Neh 2:12–14), the earlier wall line located at the midslope is thought to have 

been abandoned in favor of a new line running along the E edge of the hillcrest. A short segment of 

fortification wall excavated there by Macalister and Duncan (1926: 49–50, plan facing p. 49, pl. V) and 

reinvestigated by Kenyon (1974: 92, 183, pls. 77, 79) and by Shiloh (1985a: 67) was identified by 

Kenyon (1974: 183–84)as―Nehemiah‘sWall.‖Builtofroughlydressedlimestone blocks laid in 

successively receding courses atop a steep escarpment, this wall fragment was clearly the earliest 

component in the fortification line in this particular area of the hillcrest (Shiloh 1985a: 67; Kenyon 1974: 

183).Kenyon‘sascriptionofit tothePersianperiodwasbasedonherdiscoveryof―aseriesofmidden

tip-lines‖containingpotteryattributabletothe5th–3d centuries B.C.E.,―lappingupagainst‖thelower

courses of its E, outer face (Kenyon 1974: 183). Although this wall may have served during the Persian 

period,bothitsmannerofconstructionandKenyon‘sdiscoveryofLBdepositsonthebedrockinareaP,

close to its inner face (Kenyon 1974: 92), suggest that it may actually have originated much earlier.  

Sandwiched stratigraphically between the stone collapse of the 586 B.C.E. destruction and strata dating 

to the early Hellenistic and Hasmonean periods, the Persian period layers in the City of David have 

yielded a varied ceramic assemblage, including storage jar handles and body shards bearing several types 

of stamp seal impressions (Ariel and Shoham, fc.). The well-stratified deposits of the Persian period 

discovered in the City of David stand in sharp contrast to the absence of comparable stratigraphy from 

other excavated areas ofJerusalem.ThearchaeologicalevidencethereforesuggeststhatJerusalem‘s

occupation during this time centered on the SE hill, i.e., the City of David.  

9. Hellenistic Period. Historically this period has two major subdivisons: the early Hellenistic period, 

which began with the conquest of Alexander the Great in 332 B.C.E. and ended with the Maccabean revolt 

in the mid-2d century B.C.E., and the Hasmonean period, which began with the Jewish revolt and ended 

withJerusalem‘sfalltotheRomangeneralPompey in 63 B.C.E. (Gafni 1984: 1–17). Archaeologically, the 

early Hellenistic period, during which Jerusalem attained the status of a Greek polis named Antiochia, is 

poorly known. The Hasmonean period, however, during which Jerusalem served as the capital of an 

independent Jewish state, is represented on both the E and W hills of Jerusalem.  



Archaeological evidence of the early Hellenistic period includes part of a structure uncovered just below 

the hillcrest in area E1 which had been destroyed in a conflagration (DeGroot, fc. b). Additional evidence 

of the period comes from a large corpus of ceramic handles deriving from imported E Greek amphorae 

(the majority of which are from Rhodes with a few from Kos, Chios, and Knidos) bearing stamp seal 

impressions ranging in date from the late 4th to the early 1st centuries B.C.E., but clustering between 260–

150 B.C.E. (Ariel, fc.). Although most of these stamped handles derive from post-Hellenistic stratigraphic 

contexts, the large number of them from the City of David, in contrast to the small number recovered 

from other excavated areas of Jerusalem, suggests that the City of David remained the center of 

occupation during the early Hellenistic period.  

Following the establishment of the Hasmonean dynasty in the mid-2d century B.C.E., Jerusalem 

experienced a period of expansion, during which the populated area spread from its ancient nucleus in the 

CityofDavidtotheWhill.Subsequently,theCityofDavidbecamethe―LowerCity,‖whiletheWhill

becamethe―UpperCity.‖Duringthisperiod,thedefensivesystemdescribedbyJosephusasthe―First

Wall‖waserected(JW 5.4.2 §142–45). Although the N and W lines of this defensive wall largely 

followed the course of its Iron Age II predecessor, and in places even incorporated it (Geva 1979), its E 

line presumably followed the course established during the Persian period, skirting the crest atop the E 

slope of the City of David. Large segments of this wall line have been investigated by Clermont-Ganneau 

(1899: 296), Guthe (1882: pl. IV), Bliss and Dickie (1898: 126–31, 315), Macalister and Duncan (1926: 

49–74), Weill (1920: pl. III), Kenyon (1974: 191–93), and Shiloh (1984a: 30, 40–41). In addition, the 

remains of a sloping glacis uncovered in area G (Shiloh 1984a: 20–21, 30) may also have been 

constructed during the 2d century B.C.E. Althoughthedirectrelationshipbetweentheglacisandthe―First

Wall‖hadbeenobscuredbyearlierexcavators,Shiloh(1984a:63)projecteditscontinuationtothebase

of the fortification wall skirting the upper edge of the E slope.  

Farther S, in areas D1, D2, E1, and E3, the E slope was covered by a series of stepped, agricultural 

terraces, formed of single-faced, dry-built, stone walls securing layers of soil fill. These terraces were 

apparently linked by stone-built stairways.  

10. Roman Period. Like the previous period the Roman period may be divided historically into two 

unequalhalves:theearlyRomanperiod,beginningwithPompey‘scampaignin63B.C.E. and ending with 

the Roman destruction of Jerusalem in 70 C.E., and the late Roman period, beginning with the end of the 

Jewish revolt and ending with the opening of the Byzantine period during the reign of Constantine the 

Great in the 4th century C.E. (Gafni 1984: 17–31; Safrai 1976: 307–56).  

ThearchaeologicalevidencefortheearlyRomanperiodintheCityofDavid,or―LowerCity,‖is

largely the same as that described in relation to the Hasmonean period. The line of the city wall running 

along the crest above the E slope remained unchanged, and alternating, uniform layers of compact soil 

and pebbles were added to the glacis in area G. Similarly, the soil-filled terraces farther S, along the E 

slope were maintained and supplemented throughout the period.  

The addition of a vaulted ceilingabovetheentrancechambertoWarren‘sShaftandofasubterranean

passageway with a gabled ceiling leading to the vaulted chamber suggested to Shiloh (1981: 35, 39; 

1984a: 24) that this water system continued in use despite the fact that it lay outsidethelineofthecity‘s

fortification wall (see below). The reservoirs at the S end of the Tyropoeon Valley also continued to 

function and appear to have been supplemented by a pool close to the floor of the Kidron Valley (Adan 

1979).  

Although by the earlyRomanperiodthefocusofthecity‘slifehadclearlyshiftedtotheWhillor

―UpperCity,‖theCityofDavidappearstohavebeenthesiteofanearlysynagogue.Whileexcavatinga

cistern on the hillcrest above area D1, Weill (1920: 186; 1947: pl. XXVa) found a Gk inscription 

commemorating the construction of a synagogue by Theodotos, whose father and grandfather were 

identified as synagogue leaders. Dated epigraphically to the Herodian period (Roth-Gerson 1987: 76–86), 

this inscription provides tangible evidence for the existence of a synagogue in Jerusalem prior to the end 

of the Second Temple period.  



Sometime after the Roman destruction in 70 C.E., tons of debris originating on the hillcrest were 

dumped down the E slope, destroying and completely covering the soil-filled terraces. These dumps were 

found preserved to a depth of several meters (Shiloh 1984a: 30). The deposition of debris along this slope 

inhibited any further construction and determined its appearance from that time forward.  

During the late Roman period when Jerusalem was rebuilt as the Roman city of Aelia Capitolina, the 

City of David was thought to have served mainly as a stone quarry (Kenyon 1974: 31–32, 263–64). 

Ceramic roof tiles stamped with the insignia of the Roman Tenth Legion Fretensis have, however, been 

recovered from excavations at the N end of the hillcrest (Macalister and Duncan 1926: 167–68; Crowfoot 

and Fitzgerald 1929: 76–77, pl. XIII: 13). Nevertheless, the focus of activity during this period lay farther 

N and W, and the City of David remained largely unoccupied until, perhaps, the late 3d or early 4th 

century C.E. (Kenyon 1974: 263; Geva 1984: 253). Bliss and Dickie (1898: 225), however, found a 

colonnade erected around the Pool of Shiloah which some thought may have served as the Tetranymphon, 

one of the bath complexes built in Aelia and mentioned in the Chronicon Paschale (see Vincent and Abel 

1926: 860–61; Avi-Yonah 1976: 612; B. Mazar 1975: 236).  

E. Subterranean Water Supply Systems  

1. Gihon Spring. AncientJerusalem‘sonlyperennialsourceofwaterliesinacavelocatedinthe

Kidron Valley, beyond the bounds of the fortified city. The Gihon does not maintain a constant flow; it is 

a syphon type, karstic spring, fed by groundwater that bursts forth throughcracksinthecave‘sfloorat

intermittentperiods.Thisgeologicalphenomenonisreflectedinthespring‘sname,whichderivesfrom

the Hebrew root gyḥ ―togush.‖ThefrequencywithwhichtheGihongusheddependedbothontheseason

of the year and the annual amount of rainfall. Gushes could last for as long as 30–40 minutes at intervals 

varying from 4–6 hours during the winter and 8–10 hours during the summer. In unusually dry years, 

however, the water might burst forth as infrequently as once a day, or even less. Hecker (1957: 193) 

estimated the flow to vary from 200–1200 m
3
 per day.  

Water from the Gihon could be drawn either from the spring cave or from a small pool which was cut in 

the bedrock close to it (Vincent 1911: 6; Hecker 1957: 193). In addition, three subterranean systems were 

devised to capture, store, distribute, and protect its waters. These three water systems are known as 

Warren‘sShaft,theShiloahChannel,andHezekiah‘sTunnel.Althoughtheabsolutechronologyofthe

systems is difficult to determine, their relative chronology is fairly well established (Vincent 1911: 31; 

Shiloh 1984a: 23; 1987: 219).  

2. Warren’s Shaft. SeeFig.DAV.03.Jerusalem‘searlieststrategicsubterraneanwatersystemis

Warren‘sShaft,discoveredbyCharles Warren in 1867 (Wilson and Warren 1871: 248–55). It was cleared 

initially by the Parker expedition (Vincent 1911: 11–16), recleared by Shiloh (1981; 1984a: 21–22, 68–

69; 1987: 215–17), and surveyed geologically by Gil (Gil and Shiloh 1982). The system has five major 

components:anentrancearea,an―abortive‖shaft,acavernoustunnel,averticalshaft,andafeedertunnel

linking the Gihon to the bottom of the vertical shaft.  

TheentranceintothesystemislocatedontheCityofDavid‘sEslope,within the bounds of the MB II 

and Iron Age II city walls, but beyond the walls of the postexilic periods. The entrance area consists of 

rock-hewn chamber and two secondary features: a barrel-vaulted ceiling and a gabled passageway 

(Vincent 1911: 11; Shiloh 1981: 31–35; 1984a: 23) leading from the hillside into the entrance chamber. 

Because the barrel vault is an architectural feature unknown prior to the postexilic period, these two 

features appear to have been added to the original entrance sometime after the Iron Age II (Shiloh 1981: 

35–36; 1984a: 24; 1987: 215, 220).  

Intheflooroftheentrancechamberliesthemouthofthe―abortive‖shaft,anarrow,20-meter-deep, 

irregularly shaped depression which has not been exposed since the Parker expedition. Vincent (1911: 13) 

thought that the depression represented an abortive attempt to reach the water table by sinking a vertical 

shaft from the entrance chamber. The endeavor was abandoned, he believed, when an impenetrable vein 

of rock was reached. As a result of their hydro-geological survey, however, Gil and Shiloh (1982: 34) 

suggested that this depression actually represents a natural, karstic sinkhole.  



Arectangularopeningcutthroughtheentrancechamber‘sNwallopensintoacavernoustunnel

consisting of an upper, sloping part and a lower, horizontal part which range from 2–2.3 m in width and 

from 2–6 m in height. See Fig. DAV.04. This 36 m long, curved tunnel descends 14 m through the 

bedrock until it reaches the top of an irregularly shaped vertical shaft the average diameter of which is 0.6 

m. At a depth of ca. 12.3 m, the shaft intersects a feeder tunnel, which carries water from the Gihon 

Spring for a distance of 22 m (Shiloh 1981: 32; 1984a: 21, 68–69; 1987: 230–31). People reaching the top 

of the vertical shaft via the underground tunnel could therefore draw water up through the shaft as if from 

a well. Excavations below the level at which the vertical shaft meets the feeder tunnel revealed that the 

shaft descended an additional 3 m which were devoid of toolmarks (Gil and Shiloh 1982: 32, 34; Shiloh 

1984a: 21, 69; 1987: 215, 217).  

Thatthewatersystem‘sfinalshaperesultedfromtoolingisclearlyevidencedbythechiselmarksand

lamp niches on the walls of the cavernous tunnel. Nonetheless, anomaliespertainingtothetunnel‘s

excessively long, curved path, by which it traverses 36 m to connect points which are linearly only 19 m 

apart, its irregular dimensions, the exceedingly steep (33 degree) gradient of its upper, W part, and the 

vertical shaft‘sapparentlyunnecessary3mcontinuationbelowthelevelofthefeedertunnelwere

addressed by the hydro-geological survey (Gil and Shiloh 1982).  

Gil detected the presence of natural encrustations adhering to the walls of the vertical shaft and 

cavernous tunnel. The absolute age of one crust sample subjected to carbon 14 analysis proved to be 

greater than the dating capability of the technique, i.e., 38,000 years B.P. (Gil and Shiloh 1982: 34). Gil 

and Shiloh concluded, therefore, that both the vertical and―abortive‖shaftsarenaturalkarsticsinkholes,

or solution shafts, and that the cavernous tunnel is the enlargement of a natural solution conduit. The 

engineerswhodesignedWarren‘sShaftsuccessfullyintegratedanetworkofnaturalandartificial

componentsinamannerwhichallowedJerusalem‘sresidentstodrawwaterfromtheGihonSpring

without leaving the protected confines of the city.  

AlthoughWarren‘sShaftischronologicallytheearlieststrategic water system, its absolute date is still 

debated. Birch (1878: 179; 1885: 62) and Vincent (1911: 33–37; 1912: 141–61) identified it with the 

ṣinnôr (2 Sam 5:6–10),mentionedinDavid‘ssuccessfulconquestofJebusand associated with the 

exploits of Joab (1 Chr 11:4–7). Such an identification, which requires a pre-Davidic date for the water 

system, has, however, been rejected on various grounds by most scholars (Albright 1922; Yadin 1963: 

267–70; Braslavi 1970; B. Mazar 1982: 9; Aharoni 1982: 235; Shiloh 1981: 39; 1984a: 23; 1987: 219–

20). Because no stratigraphical or other archaeological evidence useful for dating its construction has 

been recovered, any date proffered must rely on historical logic and analogy to other subterranean water 

systems. On that basis, Shiloh (1981: 39; 1984a: 23–24; 1987: 219–20)concludedthatWarren‘sShaft

was contemporary with similar underground water systems at Megiddo and Hazor, both of which have 

been dated stratigraphically to the 9th century B.C.E. (Shiloh 1987: 204–9). The discoverythatWarren‘s

Shaftincorporatesanumberofnaturalgeologicalphenomena,allofwhichexistedlongbeforeDavid‘s

conquest of Jerusalem suggests, however, that the question of its relationship to the biblical ṣinnôr should 

be reassessed. Moreover, as similar subterranean water systems were operative in Mycenaean Greece as 

early as the 13th century B.C.E. (Mylonas 1966: 15, 31–33, 40–43), the possibility that the technology for 

constructing such systems was introduced into the Levant during the LB or early Iron Age should not be 

summarily rejected.  

3. Shiloah (or Siloam) Channel. This water system is thought to be either contemporary with or 

slightlylaterindatethanWarren‘sShaft(Vincent1911:31;Hecker1957:196;Shiloh1984a:23;1987:

219). Parts of it have been explored by Schick (1886), Bliss and Dickie (1898: 115, pl. XIII), Masterman 

(1902), Parker (Vincent 1911: 6–8), Weill (1947: 57–96), and Shiloh (1979a: 168–70; 1984a: 23–24; 

1987: 218). Although less than half of its estimated 400 m length has been investigated, the water system 

is known to vary in width from 0.4–0.6 m and in height from 1.4–2.75 m (Vincent 1911: 8; Hecker 1957: 

194–95; Shiloh 1987: 230–31). Unlike the other two water systems connected to the Gihon Spring, both 

of which are entirely subterranean, the Shiloah Channel is a composite system, consisting partly of a 



narrow, rock-hewn tunnel, and partly of a rock-hewn and stone-capped channel. A number of windowlike 

apertures pierce its E side and an additional number of openings penetrate its roof.  

The Shiloah Channel appears to have served three purposes: (1) it carried water from the Gihon 

downhill along the E slope of the City of David to a reservoir at the S end of the Tyropoeon Valley, 

generally identified with modern Birket el-Hamra (Simons 1952: 189–90; Wilkinson 1978: 118); (2) it 

released water into agricultural plots located in the Kidron Valley through the windowlike openings in its 

E wall; and (3) it gathered runoff water from upslope through the openings in its roof. Because the course 

itfollowedlayoutsidethecity‘sfortifications,itwasnotastrategicsystem.Indeed,theconstructionof

Hezekiah‘sTunnelpriortotheAssyriansiegeof701B.C.E. superseded and partially cancelled the Shiloah 

Channel, both by blocking it and by changing the direction in which water flowed through its S end 

(channel IV; Weill 1947: 70–71; Simons 1952: 187–88; Shiloh 1984a: 23–24; 1987: 218). The Shiloah 

Channelmust,therefore,predateHezekiah‘sTunnel,andmaybeidentifiedwith―thewatersofShiloah

thatflowgently‖(Isa 8:6).  

4. Hezekiah’s Tunnel. See Figs. DAV.03 and DAV.04, and Fig. JER.09. The third, and chronologically 

latest, water system, Hezekiah‘sTunnel,carrieswaterfromtheGihonSpringtoareservoirlocatedinthe

S reaches of the Tyropoeon Valley. This water system consists of three component parts: a sinuous, rock-

cut tunnel; a reservoir; and a so-called overflow channel.  

The tunnel was cut through the bedrock by two teams working toward each other from opposite 

directions. Toolmarks visible on its walls indicate both the direction in which the tunnel was cut and the 

point at which the teams met. The minute,.3-meter difference in level betweenthetunnel‘sstartingpoint

and its present outlet in the Tyropoeon Valley was originally measured by Conder (1882: 129) and 

reaffirmed by Shiloh (1984a: 23; 1987: 230–31).  

TheNsegmentofHezekiah‘sTunnelincorporatesthefeedertunneljoiningthe Gihon Spring to the 

baseofWarren‘sShaft.Shortlybeforereachingtheshaft,however,thetunnelmakesa90degreeturnto

the W and meanders along a sinuous course, traversing 553 m to link two points located only 320 m apart. 

Althoughthetunnel‘swidth varies only slightly, from.58–.65 m, its height is extremely irregular, ranging 

from 1.5–5.0 m (Shiloh 1987: 230–31).  

Today the tunnel empties into a small reservoir called Birket es-Silwan, also known as the Pool of 

Shiloah or Siloam, which is located close to the S end of the Tyropoeon Valley. Excavations conducted 

within the vicinity of Birket es-Silwan and Birket el-Hamra to its S by Guthe (1881; 1882: 52–133, pl. II), 

Bliss and Dickie (1898: 154–55), and Kenyon (1974: 246–47) have yielded evidence of reservoirs which 

were in use during the early and late Roman periods and, probably, during the Byzantine period. Despite 

the fact that no physical remains of earlier reservoirs have yet been found there, those Iron Age reservoirs 

associated with the water systems are best located or restored in the same vicinity.  

Beyond Birket es-Silwan, a rock-cut canal known as channel IV carries water in an easterly direction, 

around the S tip of the City of David, towards the Kidron Valley. At its S extremity this canal 

incorporated the S end of the Shiloah Channel (or channel II) and reversed the flow of water through it. Its 

excavator, Weill (1947: 65–73),believedthatchannelIVrepresentedalateradditiontoHezekiah‘s

Tunnel. Kenyon (1974: 159) and Ussishkin (1976), however, suggested identifying it as the final segment 

ofHezekiah‘sTunnelwhich,theybelieved,emptiedinthevicinityoftheKidronratherthanthe

TyropoeonValley.Althoughtheconstructiondateofthis―overflowchannel‖hasnotbeenconclusively 

determined, channel IV appears to have conveyed water from the Pool of Shiloah to the area of the 

Kidron Valley either for purposes of irrigation or for storage in an additional reservoir (Shiloh 1984a: 23; 

1987: 219). The channel IV system underwent various changes over the course of time, yet seems to have 

remained in use until it was blocked by a stone wall tentatively dated to the Middle Ages (post-Ayyubid 

period; DeGroot fc. a).  

The ascription of this water system to the time of Hezekiah, late 8th century B.C.E., is based primarily on 

biblicalevidence.Hezekiah‘seffortstoprepareJerusalemforanAssyriansiegebybringingthewatersof

the Gihon within the fortified area of the city is acclaimed in both the OT (2 Kgs 20:20; Isa 22:11; 2 Chr 

32:2–4, 30) and the Apocrypha (Sir 48:17). On this basis the incised, lapidary Hebrew inscription 



describing the process of hewing the tunnel and found on the wall near its present-day outlet, serves as a 

chronological indicator for other paleo-Hebrew inscriptions.  

Thetunnel‘ssinuousshape,thevariabilityofitsheight,andthewayinwhichseparateteamsof

tunnelers working toward each other managed to meet have been the subject of considerable debate. The 

various theories can be divided into three main groups: (1) that proposed by Conder (1882: 128) and 

advocated by Hecker (1957: 195–97), which proposed that the tunnelers followed a relatively soft, easily 

quarried stratum in the bedrock; (2) that suggested by Clermont-Ganneau (1897, 1898), who attributed the 

tunnel‘swindingcoursetothetunnelers‘desiretoavoiddisturbingthetombsoftheDavidicdynasty;and

(3) that initially proposed by Sulley (1929: 124) and subsequently adopted by Amiran (1975: 77–78) and 

Issar (1976: 133), who believed that the tunnelers followed a natural subterranean conduit, perhaps 

connoted by the word zdh in the Hebrew inscription found in the tunnel.  

The results of the hydro-geological survey of the City of David published by Gil and Shiloh (1982) 

substantiate the theory advocated by Sulley, Amiran, and Issar. Geologist Gil concluded that the sinuous 

tunnel, cut entirely within the hard, mizzi ahmar stone, is most probably an enlargement of a preexisting 

natural solution conduit which originally carried water towards the Gihon Spring. The original level of the 

naturalconduit,accordingtoGilandShiloh(1982:34),isevidencedbythevariedheightsofthetunnel‘s

ceiling which reflect the downcutting required to reverse the water flow from the direction of the spring to 

the direction of the reservoir. The meeting of the two teams of tunnelers was thus ensured by their 

following the line of a preexisting channel.  

During the Second Temple period the Gihon Spring ceased to serve as the primary source of water in 

Jerusalem. The increased demand for water during this period was met by the construction of aqueducts 

designed to convey water to Jerusalem from springs located S of Bethlehem (A. Mazar 1975, 1984). 

Hezekiah‘sTunnelandthePoolofShiloah, however, continued to function throughout the Second 

Templeperiod,andShiloh(1984a:24)believedthatWarren‘sShaftmayalsohaveremainedinuse.

Although the true location of the Gihon Spring was long thought to have been forgotten during this time 

(Simons 1952: 48; Hecker 1957: 198), Reich (1987b) has shown that this may not have been the case.  

F. Burial Grounds  

1. Bronze Age. The earliest tombs found on the City of David hill date to the EB I. Caves containing 

multiple burials and line-painted pottery were cleared on the upper reaches of the E slope by the Parker 

expedition. The best example of these tombs was Cave 3, which contained a number of disturbed human 

skeletons (Vincent 1911: 24–30). Although the EB I burial caves in the City of David are located slightly 

N of the area in which Shiloh (1984a: 25; 1984b: 303) found evidence for EB occupation, burial within 

occupiedareasofsettlementwasnotunusualduringthisperiod.Thecaves‘location,therefore,doesnot

necessarily indicate the limits of the contemporary occupation.  

Unlike their earlier EB predecessors, EB IV tombs have only been found across the Kidron Valley, on 

theMountofOlives(WilsonandWarren1871:475;Sa‘ad1964;Kenyon1966:74–75; 1974: 80–81). 

Like contemporary tombs from other sites (Kenyon 1979: 12–39), these tombs are entered through round, 

vertical shafts with openings in their sides leading to burial chambers containing disarticulated bones. In 

addition to these Mount of Olives tombs, Gonen (1985) has suggested identifying some of the caves and 

cisterns located on the Temple Mount as tombs from this period.  

Although no published evidence exists for burial within the City of David proper during either the MB 

II or the LB, tombs dating to these periods have been found on the Mount of Olives. A tomb excavated by 

Saller (1964) on the grounds of the Dominus Flevit Church, on the W slope of the Mount of Olives, 

consisted of two rock-cut, lobe-shapedburialchambersseparatedbyastoneridge.Becausethetomb‘s

ceiling had collapsed prior to excavation, the location of the original entrance was not determined. 

Nonetheless,morphologically,thetombiscomparabletothe―bilobatetomb‖typefoundatothersites

(Petrie 1930: pls. XVII–XVIII; Stiebing 1971). More than 2000 objects, including both local and 

imported vessels spanning the MB II–LB II, were recovered from this tomb, indicating that it was used 

over a long period of time. A tomb from the E slope of the Mount of Olives described by Loffreda (1974) 

similarly appears to have been used continuously from the MB II to the LB II.  



2. Iron Age. Rock-cut and cist tombs dating to the Iron Age II have been found around the perimeter of 

Jerusalem‘sEandWhills(Rahmani1981:231–34; Broshi, Barkai, and Gibson 1983). None, however, 

has been conclusively identified within the City of David, as burial within the occupied area of the city 

was not permitted during this period (Rahmani 1981: 232). Nevertheless, the OT indicates the existence 

ofacemeteryequatedwiththeterm―CityofDavid,‖inwhichkingsandatleastonepriestwereburied

(see A above).  

a. ―Tombs of the Davidic Dynasty.‖ Clermont-Ganneau (1897, 1898), theorizing that the S curve in 

Hezekiah‘sTunnelwasdesignedtoavoidcontactwiththeroyaltombsoftheDavidic dynasty, suggested 

locating them in the S part of the City of David. Excavating on the S hillcrest in 1913–14, Weill (1920: 

157–73, pls. V, XVII–XIX) thus identified two narrow, rock-cut galleries as the royal tombs. The best 

preserved of these galleries is a 16-meter-long tunnel ending in a trough which Weill believed had 

originallycontainedasarcophagus.AlthoughmanyauthorsacceptedWeill‘sidentification,scholarly

consensus has rejected it on the grounds that no chronological evidence has been found linking these rock 

cuttings to the Iron Age (Simons 1952: 221; Yeivin 1948: 45; Kenyon 1974: 156). Moreover, 

typologically, no such tomb plan is known from the Iron Age (see Ussishkin 1986: 260).  

b. The Silwan Tombs. At least three types of finely quarried Iron Age tombs have been surveyed in 

Silwan on the E side of the Kidron Valley, facing the City of David (Avigad 1947; 1953; 1954: 18–36; 

Ussishkin 1970, 1986). These include tombs with straight ceilings, tombs with gabled ceilings, and 

―monolithic‖tombs. 

The tombs with straight ceilings (Ussishkin 1970: 38–39; 1986: 233–36) are comprised of two or three 

rectangular burial chambers arranged in a straight line, one behind the other. They are entered through 

large openings cut in the vertical face of the bedrock scarp. Burials were placed either on rock benches or 

in simple troughs lining the chamber walls.  

The tombs with gabled ceilings (Ussishkin 1970: 35–38; 1986: 229–33) had a single rectangular 

chamber with a deep trough hewed into one of the sidewalls. In the bottom of each trough was a ledge at 

one end in which one or two headrests were carved. Narrow ledges running around the upper sides of the 

troughs indicate that they were covered with stone slabs. Noting differences in length exhibited by the 

troughs,Ussishkin(1970:38;1986:238)concludedthatthetombswerecuttoorderpriortotheowners‘

deaths.  

Three―monolithic‖tombs(Ussishkin1970:39–44; 1986: 236–37), in which both the burial chamber 

and the monument‘soutershapewerehewedoutofthebedrocksoastoresembleastonebuilding,have

alsobeenfoundinSilwan.Themostfamiliarofthesetombsisthatknownasthe―TombofPharaoh‘s

Daughter,‖locatedattheNendofSilwan.Thisrectangulartomb is freestanding on three sides but 

remains attached to the bedrock on the fourth. Its nickname derives from its Egyptian cornice and its 

pyramidal roof, which is today almost completely missing. An entrance in its W face led to a rectangular 

burial chamber with a rock-cut shelf running along the wall (Ussishkin 1970: 40; 1986: 47–63). A 

recessed panel above the entrance bears traces of a paleo-Hebrew inscription of which only two letters 

survive.  

Eachoftheothertwo―monolithic‖tombsinSilwanalsobore Hebrew inscriptions, incised in sunken 

panels cut into their facades. One of these had two burial chambers side by side, and bore two 

inscriptions, which were discovered by Clermont-Ganneau (1899: 305–13). The two inscriptions were 

subsequently deciphered by Avigad (1953: 137–52; 1955: 163–66) and republished by Ussishkin (1975: 

64; 1986: 220–26).Thetombisknownasthe―TomboftheRoyalSteward,‖becauseitsowner,whose

name, apart from the theophoric suffix ywh, has not been preserved, bore the title―Hewhoisoverthe

House‖or―theStewardoftheHouse.‖ThistitleoraformthereofoccurseighttimesintheHebrewBible

(e.g., Gen 41:1; 1 Kgs 16:9; Isa 22:15; 36:3). Although Clermont-Ganneau (1899: 309) also noted the 

locationofthethird―monolithic‖tomb, the accompanying inscription was discovered and published by 

Reifenberg (1948) and reexamined by Ussishkin (1975: 64–65; 1986: 217–20).  

The―monolithic‖tombsandthetombswithgabledceilingsfoundintheSilwannecropolisarewithout

parallel in the rest of Jerusalem. Although the Silwan tombs were found emptied of their original 



contents, their ascription to the Iron Age II is supported by the text and paleography of the Hebrew 

inscriptions, by the quarrying technique, and by the comparative corpus of Iron Age tombs both inside 

and outside of Israel (Ussishkin 1970: 44–46; 1986: 279–87).  

G. Size and Population  

DespitethenumerousexcavationsconductedinJerusalemoverthelastcenturyandahalf,thecity‘s

boundaries in many periods of its history remain ill defined and controversial. Nevertheless, estimates of 

itssizeandextentcanbepostulatedformostmajorhistoricalperiods.Quantitativeestimatesofthecity‘s

geographical area in each of these periods have been published by Broshi (1978), whose data were 

updated by Shiloh (1984a: 3, 72).  

The occupied area of pre-Davidic Jerusalem is estimated to have been close to 60 dunams: 49 dunams 

along the hillcrest and 11 on the E slope. The inclusion of the Temple Mount during the United Monarchy 

isthoughttohaveaddedca.100dunamstothecity‘soverallsize.FollowingthesettlementoftheWhill

and its inclusion within the fortification wall in the 8th century B.C.E.,thecity‘sareaincreasedagainby

ca. 460 dunams (Shiloh 1984a: 3) for a total of some 620 dunams. During the Persian period the city 

shranktoca.149dunams(assumingthatitencompassedonlytheTempleMountandtheCityofDavid‘s

hillcrest). However, during the course of the Hasmonean period, the city once again expanded to the W 

hill, reaching its preexilic peak of ca. 620 dunams. Experiencing additional periods of growth during the 

reign of Herod, who increased the area of the Temple Mount to ca. 145 dunams in the 1st century B.C.E., 

as well as in the period immediately preceding the Great Revolt, Jerusalem reached its maximum extent 

of ca. 1705 dunams around the year 66 C.E. The city then decreased in size during the Late Roman period. 

BythetimeofJustinian‘sreign,however,inthemid-6th century C.E., it is thought to have grown again to 

approximately 1200 dunams (Broshi 1978: 12).  

NoconsensusexistsregardingthesizeofJerusalem‘spopulation(Wilkinson1974;Broshi1978;Stager

1975: 242–45; 1982: 121). This situation derives primarily from the lack of scholarly consensus 

concerning the methodology by which the size of ancient populations can best be determined (see Shiloh 

1980: 26–27).Severalstudies,however,havefoundatentativecorrelationbetweenasettlement‘s

physical size and the size of its population (Broshi 1978; Marfoe 1980: 317–21; Shiloh 1980; Broshi and 

Gophna1984).Accordingtothesestudiesthereforethesizeofasettlement‘spopulationmaybeestimated

by multiplying the overall inhabited area by a density coefficient representing the number of inhabitants 

per unit of area. Because density coefficients ranging from 20 (Stager 1982: 121) to 114 persons per 

dunam (Wilkinson 1974: 50) have been proposed for ancient Jerusalem, the following summary chart 

provides both low and high estimates of theancientcity‘spopulationusingsomewhatmoremoderate

coefficient figures of 25 and 40 as advocated by Broshi and Gophna (1984: 42; 1986: 74) and Shiloh 

(1980: 30) respectively. Nonetheless, the chart remains oversimplified by virtue of the fact that it fails to 

considerseveralissues,includingtheextentofoccupationontheCityofDavid‘sWslopeduringthe

Bronze and early Iron Ages, the extent of the extramural population in any period, and the extent to which 

the area allocated to the Temple Mount was actually inhabited in any given period.  

The Size and Population of Jerusalem During Major  

Historical Periods  

  
Area  Population  

Period  (in dunams)  Low  High  

Bronze Age  60  1,500  2,400  

Solomonic  160  4,000  6,400  

Hezekiahan (ca. 700 B.C.E.)  620  15,500  24,800  

Persian  150  3,750  6,000  

Hasmonean  620  15,500  24,800  

Herodian  770*  19,250  30,800  



Eve of Roman destruction  1560*  39,000  62,400  

Late Byzantine  1055*  26,375  42,200  

*Does not include area of Temple Mount.  
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DAVID TARLER  

JANE M. CAHILL  

DAVID, SONS OF. David had 19 sons and one daughter who are named in Scripture. All were born 

to his wives. In addition, he had numerous unnamed sons and daughters born to wives and concubines (2 

Sam 3:2–5; 5:13–16). Of these only four sons—Amnon, Absalom, Adonijah, and Solomon—and one 

daughter—Tamar—are known in any detail. Solomon is the most prominent of these, since he succeeded 

David on the throne of Israel; and his descendants carried on the family line as the Judahite kings. 

Matthew‘sgenealogytracesJesus‘ancestrythroughSolomon,whileLuke‘sdoessothroughNathan.

These six children—the most prominent—were among the eldest: all were born in Hebron, or in 

Jerusalem to Bathshua (Bathsheba).  

Ironically, given the importance and prestige afforded David in most of the Scriptures, the accounts of 

hissonsmainlyshowhowpoorlytheyturnedout.ThisisseenasadirectconsequenceofDavid‘sgreat

sins in committing adultery and murder (2 Samuel 11–12).Nathan‘ssentenceforetoldthetroublesthat

would ensue (12:9–12, 14). From this point on, David appears as a relatively passive and tragic figure.  

Amnon(David‘sfirstborn)andTamarappeartogetherinagrimstoryin2 Samuel 13, where Amnon 

brutally rapes his sister. Absalom, his brother, then conspires to kill Amnon in revenge.  

Absalom(David‘sthirdson)figuresprominentlyinDavid‘slife(2 Samuel 13–18), since he murdered 

David‘sfirstbornandespeciallysinceherebelledagainsthisfather.Heforcedhisfathertofleeforhislife



fromJerusalem,andhethenannouncedhisconsolidationofpowerbygoingintoDavid‘sconcubinesin

full view ofallIsrael.EventuallyhewaskilledinbattlebyDavid‘sgeneral,Joab. 

Adonijah(David‘sfourthson)wastheoldestlivingsonattheendofDavid‘slife,andheseizedpower

briefly in a short-lived kingship (1 Kings 1–2). David—enfeebled, senile, and having lost effective control 

of his children—was passively growing old; and factions of officials and others built up around Adonijah 

and Solomon. It was only after personalappealsonSolomon‘sbehalfbyhismotherBathshebaandby

Nathan the prophet that Solomon was sanctioned as the chosen heir to the throne. Solomon spared 

Adonijah‘slifeinitially,butheeventuallyfeltthreatenedbyhimandhadhimexecutedafter David‘s

death.  

Solomon,thetenthsonofDavidinthelistspreserved,wasDavid‘ssuccessortothethrone(1 Kings 1–

11). He was blessed with incomparable wisdom by YHWH, and he initially followed YHWH. He built 

the temple and an ornate palace for himself and succeeded in gathering riches and in establishing an 

international reputation. YHWH established a conditional covenant with him (9:1–9), but, in the end, 

Solomon‘sheart,undertheinfluenceofhisforeignwives,turnedawayfromhisGod.Asaresult,the

kingdom was divided, and his son Rehoboam was made king over the S remnant, Judah.  

TherestofDavid‘ssonsareknownonly from four genealogical lists and a few references elsewhere. 

The table below serves to highlight their relationships with each other.  

SONS BORN IN HEBRON  

 
2 Sam 3:2–5  

 
1 Chr 3:1–4  

1.  AMNON (mother, Ahinoam)  1.  AMNON (mother, Ahinoam)  

2.  CHILEAB (mother, Abigail)  2.  DANIEL (mother, Abigail)  

3.  ABSALOM (mother, Maacah)  3.  ABSALOM (mother, Maacah)  

4.  ADONIJAH (mother, Haggith)  4.  ADONIJAH (mother, Haggith)  

5.  SHEPHATIAH (mother, Abital)  5.  SHEPHATIAH (mother, Abital)  

6.  ITHREAM (mother, Eglah)  6.  ITHREAM (mother, Eglah)  

SONS BORN IN JERUSALEM  

2 Sam 5:13–16  1 Chr 3:5–9  1 Chr 14:3–7  

Mother: Bathshua (Bathsheba)  

7.  SHAMMUA  7.  SHIMEA  7.  SHAMMUA  

8.  SHOBAB  8.  SHOBAB  8.  SHOBAB  

9.  NATHAN  9.  NATHAN  9.  NATHAN  

10.  SOLOMON  10.  SOLOMON  10.  SOLOMON  

Unnamed Mothers (Wives of David)  

11.  IBHAR  11.  IBHAR  11.  IBHAR  

12.  ELISHUA  12.  ELISHAMA  12.  ELISHUA  

13.  ———  13.  ELIPHELET  13.  ELPELET  

14.  ———  14.  NOGAH  14.  NOGAH  

15.  NEPHEG  15.  NEPHEG  15.  NEPHEG  

16.  JAPHIA  16.  JAPHIA  16.  JAPHIA  

17.  ELISHAMA  17.  ELISHAMA  17.  ELISHAMA  

18.  ELIADA  18.  ELIADA  18.  BEELIADA  

19.  ELIPHELET  19.  ELIPHELET  19.  ELIPHELET  



20.  ———  20.  TAMAR  20.  ———  

The lists are almost identical, both with respect to forms of names and orders of listings. Eight 

differences appear, at nos. 2, 7, 12, 13 (2), 14, 18, 20. Of these, five are either variant spellings, alternate 

names, or scribal slips: 2. Chileab/Daniel; 7. Shammua/Shimea; 12. Elishua/Elishama; 13. 

Eliphelet/Elpelet; 18. Eliada/Beeliada. The other three are omissions. Of these, two undoubtedly are 

scribal slips, as well; the names Eliphelet and Nogah likely appeared in the original mss of Samuel, as 

well. The last difference—the inclusion of Tamar in 1 Chronicles 3—represents an original contribution 

by the Chronicler at this point, based on knowledge he had from elsewhere in his sources, mainly 2 

Samuel 13.  

The natural presumption is that these lists are given in the correct birth order. Indeed, the sons born 

duringDavid‘s7yearsinHebronaregivenfirstinthetwoplacestheyarelisted,andthentheyare

followed by thosebornduringDavid‘sensuing33yearsinJerusalem.However,ofthefoursonsbornto

Bathsheba, Solomon is listed last in all three lists; whereas, it would appear from the narrative texts (2 

Samuel 12; 1 Kings 1) that he was her firstborn of David (excluding the son that died: 2 Sam 12:15–18).  

ThefirstlistisofDavid‘ssonsbornatHebron (2 Sam 3:2–5). It names six sons and their six mothers. It 

is impossible to know anything of any earlier existence it may have had, but its appearance here serves to 

highlight the comment in 3:1 abouttheascendancyofDavid‘shousevis-à-visSaul‘s(seeMcCarter2 

Samuel 102).  

ThesecondlistisofDavid‘ssonsborninJerusalem(2 Sam 5:13–16). It mentions concubines and 

wives and sons and daughters and names 11 sons without naming their mothers. Its occurrence here 

naturallyfitsthenarrativecontext,sinceDavid‘scaptureofJerusalemandconsolidation of power have 

just been mentioned (5:1–12). The OG traditions add at the end of v 16 a list of 13 names that is not found 

in the MT. This list essentially duplicates the one just completed in vv 14b –16a, but it adds the two 

names that are missing (found in the Chronicles lists), and it has different forms for almost every name 

(some radically so).  

The third list is the most comprehensive, and it combines the two Samuel lists, briefly adding to them (1 

Chr 3:1–9).ItisonlyherethatBathshua(=Bathsheba)isnamedasmotheroffourofDavid‘ssons, as 

well as of Tamar. It adds two names—Eliphelet and Nogah—that are not found in the MT of the Samuel 

list. Its larger context is the genealogies that introduce the books of Chronicles (chaps. 1–9). It appears as 

part of a large genealogy of Judah (2:3–4:23), immediately preceded by a list of descendants of Caleb and 

Jerahmeel, sons of Hezron, who was a grandson of Judah (2:18–55).ItpicksupfromthelistofDavid‘s

ancestors in 2:3–17,anditisimmediatelyfollowedbyalistofSolomon‘sdescendants(3:10–24).  

The fourth list is essentially identical to the third in terms of the sons included, but it omits numerous 

otherdetailsfoundinthatlist.Itsnarrativesettingissimilartothesecondlist‘s,asitoccursinacontext

ofDavid‘sconsolidationofpower after his capture of Jerusalem. However, the Chronicler adds material 

between this list and the actual account of the capture of Jerusalem (11:4–9) that appears elsewhere (or 

not at all) in 2 Samuel: lists of David‘sheroes(11:10–47; cf. 2 Sam 23:8–39) and supporters (chap. 12; 

missing in 2 Samuel), and theaccountoftheark‘sremovalfromKiriath-jearim to the house of Obed-

edom (chap. 13; cf. 2 Sam 6:1–11). Despite these differences, this Chronicles list functions in the same 

waythattheSamuellistdoes:theybothshowYHWH‘sblessingonDavidthroughtheproliferationofhis

family, a blessing that is found in the preceding and following narrative texts, as well.  

DAVID M. HOWARD, JR.  

DAVIDIC COVENANT. In Ps 89:4 theLordsays,―Ihavemadeacovenantwithmychosenone,I

havesworntoDavid,myservant.‖Amongthe―lastwordsofDavid,‖wefind,―Hehasmadewithme an 

everlastingcovenant‖(2 Sam 23:5).TheDavidiccovenantreferstoGod‘spromisetoDavid,theking,to

preserve his dynasty forever.  

———  

A. Historical Questions  

1. Emergence of Monarchy  



2. Ideology of Kingship  

B. Davidic Covenant  

1. Davidic Theology  

2. Model of Royal Grant  

C. Related Ideas  

D. Influence on Southern Traditions  

E. Relation to the Mosaic Covenant  

F. The Prophets  

G. The New Testament  

———  

A. Historical Questions  

TheHebrewpeople,havingfledEgyptand,underMoses‘leadership,enteredintocovenantwith

Yahweh at Sinai, took possession of the land of Canaan about the year 1200 B.C.E. For approximately the 

next 200 years they formed a loose organization of tribes united in their faith and worship of Yahweh. 

Gradually, things began to change.  

1. Emergence of Monarchy. Kingship emerged in Israel as a response to two kinds of problems, 

external and internal. Externally, the continuing threat posed by the Philistines, a non-Semitic people 

living along the W plain and expanding more and more into the Israelite territory in the central hill 

country, pointed to the need for a stronger government and defense. In addition, internal pressures (e.g., 

population growth, economic, agricultural, political factors) pushed the Israelites in the same direction 

(Coote and Whitelam 1986). The people asked for a king (1 Sam 8:1–9), and, despite warnings (1 Sam 

8:10–18), persisted in their demands (1 Sam 8:19–22). Saul was anointed king first (1 Samuel 9–10) but 

was later replaced by David (1 Sam 16:1–13), who progressively consolidated his power, conquered 

Jerusalem, and established his rule there.  

2. Ideology of Kingship. About the year 1000 B.C.E., the period of the Monarchy had begun. This 

represented not only a major political reorganization but also a serious religious crisis (1 Sam 8:6–8). 

What exactly was the problem? Kingship certainly was not an Israelite innovation. It was an old 

institution in the ANE and with it came its own ideological beliefs. A whole religious mythology was 

associated with kingship.  

A conflict existed in the world of the gods between the god of life, creation, and order (in Canaan, Baal; 

in Babylon, Marduk) and the god of chaos and destruction, usually represented as a sea monster (in 

Canaan, Yam = The Sea; in Babylon, Tiamat = The Deeps). In the struggle between the two (repeated 

regularly, perhaps annually), the god of order and creation is victorious and then is proclaimed king. He 

buildsapalaceinwhichtodwellandcelebratehisvictory.Creationis―inorder‖onceagain(McCurley

1983: 12–71). The earthly king stood in a special relation to the king-god,oneoftendescribedas―father-

son.‖Ifthekingwasahealthyandgoodking,societyandcreationwereinorder;ifhewasapoorkingor

was ill and unable to exercise kingly functions, then chaos threatened. A special responsibility in this 

regard was the concern to maintain justice in the realm. Injustice is a form of disorder, of chaos, and flows 

from the failure of kingship. H. H. Schmidt has maintained (1968) that ṣĕdāqâ,oftentranslated―justice,‖

infactmeans―worldorder.‖ThisconcernofthekingforjusticewasacommonplaceintheANE

(Lohfink 1987: 18–23; Whitelam 1979: 17–37).Asthegod‘searthlyrepresentative,thekingwas

basically the custodian and guardian of the stability of the cosmos. When the Israelites took over the 

political form of kingship, a real danger existed that they would take over the mythology along with it. 

Theywouldthentrulybe―anationlikealltherest‖(1 Sam 8:5, 20).  

B. Davidic Covenant  

1. Davidic Theology. The problem posed by the introduction of monarchy into Israel was how this new 

institution was to be related to the older religious traditions, especially that of the Mosaic covenant 

between Yahweh and the people (see MOSAIC COVENANT). A new idea of covenant developed: God 

had made a special covenant with David. The so-called oracle of Nathan (2 Sam 7:8–16) is considered the 

charter of the Davidic covenant. Closely related to this is Psalm 89 (Ishida 1977: 81–117).  



As David enjoyed a period of rest after the struggles that brought him to the throne, he contemplated 

building a house, a temple, for Yahweh. The prophet Nathan came to him with a message from the Lord. 

Several points are worth noting. (1) The oracle was delivered through a prophet, a spokesman for 

Yahweh,sotheprophet‘swordswouldberecognizedasauthoritative.Thiswasapointofcontinuitywith

theoldertradition.(2)TheoraclemakesveryclearthatthesourceofDavid‘spositionandauthorityis

only Yahweh, the God of Israel, who had led the Israelites out of Egypt and established a covenant at 

Sinai. And it is Yahweh alone who chooses, appoints, and raises up to kingship (2 Sam 7:8b–12). (3) 

Yahweh promises David two things, land and dynasty. David had wanted to build a house for God; God 

will, rather, build a house for David. The Hebrew word for house (bêt) can refer to a building or family. 

The latter verses (12–16)oftheoracledevelopthethemeofdynasty.(4)The―father-son‖imagery

familiar from ANE kingship is used (v 14; Pss 89:27–28—Eng 26–27; 2:7–8). The king is not divine but 

is raised up above the common person in his relationship to God (Weinfeld IDBSup, 190–91). (5) The 

king does not have absolute authority; he is under Yahweh and is expected to obey the covenant 

obligations. This is a serious requirement; failure will bring on punishment (v 14b; Ps 89:31–33—Eng 

30–32). (6) Failure, however, will not terminate the covenant. Yahweh is committed to David and his 

dynasty; the covenant is an eternal one which cannot be broken (vv 15–16; Ps 89:4–5, 21–22, 29–30, 34–

38—Eng 3–4, 20–21, 28–29, 33–37);itisrootedinYahweh‘spromiseandfidelity(Ps 89:3—Eng 2). Sin 

willbringpunishment,butthelastwordiswithGod‘sgrace. 

Two further aspects of the Davidic covenant, not explicit in 2 Samuel 7, can be added. (7) The stability 

ofDavid‘sthroneisrootedintheorderofcreation:―…aslongasthesunbeforeme.Likethemoon,it

shallbeestablishedforever‖(Ps 89:37–38—Eng 36–37). The activity of the king is related to cosmic 

stability. Psalm 89:10–15—Eng 9–14 depict Yahweh as establishing creation through a victory over Sea 

and Rahab (another name for the sea monster); in v 26—Eng 25, the king is shown as sharing this 

activity. (8) The responsibility of the king in this regard is spelled out in the two concepts of justice 

(ṣĕdāqâ) in the realm, and peace (šālôm) within and without. It has been noted that names connected with 

Jerusalem and the monarchy are often derived from these roots (e.g., Melchizedek (Gen 14:18); 

Adonizedek (Josh 10:1); Zadok (1 Kgs 1:8, 32); Solomon (2 Sam 12:24); and Absalom (2 Sam 13:1; 

Humphreys 1979: 59–60). Psalm 72 isavirtualsummaryofDavidicroyaltheology:theking‘sjustice

derives from God (v 1); his rule is rooted in the cosmos (vv 5–7) and also effects fertility (life) of the soil 

(vv 6, 16); he is related to other nations round about (vv 8–11) for whom he is a source of blessing (v 17); 

he is the protector of the poor and the helpless (vv 12–14).  

2. Model of Royal Grant. The type of covenant represented here has parallels elsewhere in the ANE. 

Thesehavebeendescribedas―covenantsofroyalgrant‖(Weinfeld1970;TDOT 1: 270–72; Mullen 1983) 

and are attested in the Hittite and Syro-Palestinian areas. See also COVENANT. They were gifts (often 

land and dynasty) bestowed by a king upon individuals who had loyally served their masters. Parallels to 

the Davidic covenant in form and vocabulary are striking.  

C. Related Ideas  

While the number of texts which explicitly treat it are relatively few, the Davidic covenant is intimately 

connected, even intertwined, with a number of other important ideas. Three are particularly significant. 

(1) Zion: Davidhadwantedtobuildahouse(temple)forYahweh;Yahwehsaid,―No,butIwillbuilda

house(dynasty)foryou.‖Itisnosurprisethentoseeaconnectionbetween the traditions about David and 

those about Mt. Zion and the temple. Yahweh, the great king, has chosen Zion for a dwelling place; Zion 

is then the sacred mountain where earth and heaven meet. The temple there is the focus of the order and 

stability of creation (Roberts 1982; McCurley 1983: 149–60; Levenson 1988: 78–99; Ollenburger 1987). 

(2) Creation: Yahweh subdues the forces of chaos and destruction and brings about an ordered universe 

(Ps 89:1–15—Eng 1–14); the anointed king shares in this task (Ps 89:26—Eng 25). Thus the role of the 

Davidic king, while deriving from Yahweh and focusing on Israel, operates within a much wider horizon: 

all people and all of creation are involved (Anderson 1984). (3) Wisdom: The connection of the king with 

wisdom was a commonplace in the ANE. The king was to rule wisely (Kalugila 1980). The great patron 

of wisdom in Israel was, appropriately, King Solomon (e.g., 1 Kgs 3:4–15).AnumberofIsrael‘swisdom 



works were attributed to Solomon (Proverbs, Song of Songs, Qoheleth), and it is not uncommon to find 

references to kings and ruling in this literature (e.g., Prov 8:15–19; 29:14; 31:1–9).  

Each of these three themes (Zion, creation, wisdom) is independent and has its own history. However, 

the figure of the king appears in each in an important way. In light of this, the role of the king can be 

summarized:theDavidicking,asYahweh‘srepresentative,byrulingwiselyisguardianofthecosmicand

social order (justice and peace). As these themes interact and overlap, one can describe them as presenting 

a theology of blessing within the Bible (Westermann 1982: 85–117).  

D. Influence on Southern Traditions  

Another area where the importance of the Davidic covenant can be noted is in its influence on the 

pentateuchal traditions, which have their roots in Jerusalem with its court and temple, namely, the 

Yahwist (J) and the priestly (P) writers. Several points of contact can be noted. (1) It is only these two 

traditionsthatappearintheprimevalhistory,thatis,whichsituateIsrael‘snarrativetraditionssquarely

within a cosmic context. (2) The human role in creation is described in royal terms. Humans, men and 

women,shareinGod‘sroyaldominion(Gen 1:26–28); the creation of Adam and Eve, who share 

responsibility for the Garden (Brueggemann 1970), is described in royal phrases: taken from the dust 

(Brueggemann1972)andreceivingthebreathoflife(Wifal1974).(3)ThestoriesoftheYahwist‘s

primeval history (Adam and Eve, Cain and Abel, Flood, Tower of Babel) all show a similar development: 

humanssin,punishmentfollows,thelastwordisoneofYahweh‘sgrace(Clines1978:61–79). This is 

exactly the pattern of the Davidic covenant (2 Sam 7:14–15). (4) The covenant with Abraham (in both J—

Gen 15:7–20—and P—Gen 17:1–8) is, like the Davidic covenant, a promissory covenant rooted in 

Yahweh‘schoiceandfidelityandentailsthepromiseoflandandoffspring(WeinfeldTDOT 1: 270–72). 

Likewise, the covenant with Abraham (as also with Noah, Caleb, and Phineas) is an everlasting covenant 

(Gen 17:7; 9:16; Num 14:24; 25:13; Cross CMHE, 261–63). (5) The promises to Abraham involve not 

only Israel, but all nations as well (Gen 12:3b; Ps 72:17). In fact, the patriarchs are shown to bring 

blessing, in various ways, to the nations round about them, nations which in fact had been subdued by 

David (2 Samuel 8; Wolff 1982: 55–63).  

E. Relation to the Mosaic Covenant  

The Davidic covenant stands in obvious contrast with the Mosaic covenant. Whereas the latter is made 

withallthepeopleandisdependentontheirobedienceforitsperdurability,theformerisrootedinGod‘s

faithful promise and is unconditional. In the latter, God is known primarily through historical experiences; 

in the former, through creation. How are these tensions to be handled (McCarthy 1972: 45–52, 80–85; 

Levenson 1985: 187–217)?  

The Mosaic covenant is the basic covenant which gives Israel its distinct identity. No text in the OT 

suggests that this covenant is ever replaced by the Davidic. The two covenants cannot be contrasted on the 

basis of covenant obligations; the king, too, is expected to be a faithful Yahwist and to obey the covenant 

commandments, especially in their concern for justice (2 Sam 7:14; Ps 89:32–33—Eng 31–32). The 

Davidic covenant is a further development and specification that took place within certain circles in 

Jerusalem. Attempts to localize the two traditions (the Mosaic covenant flourished in the N, the Davidic 

in the S) seem oversimplified (Levenson 1985: 192–200). Some texts do suggest that attempts were made 

to bring the Davidic in line with the Mosaic by making its promises conditional (e.g., 1 Kgs 2:4; 8:25; 

9:4–5; Ps 132:12), but this was not carried out consistently (Weinfeld IDBSup, 191).  

Both covenants were accepted in Israel and appear in the canon of Scripture; responsible exegesis must 

do justice to this fact. It is better to view the two not as contradictory but as complementary. For example, 

the Mosaic covenant has an inherent particularism or sectarianism; the Davidic is more universal, even 

cosmic in scope (Levenson 1985: 207–8). How is the tension between king and people to be addressed? 

Deuteronomy, with its overriding Mosaic concerns, admits kingship but stresses that the king is simply 

oneofthepeople,―oneofyourkinsmen‖(Deut 18:14–20); the Davidic maintains, as it were, a high view 

ofkingship,but―democratizes‖itbyraisingupintoitnotonlyallIsrael,butallhumanbeings(Gen 1:26–

28; Levenson 1988: 112–16). The Mosaic covenant, with its stress on history and morality, calls Israel to 

be serious about its covenant life; the covenant is one of human obligation and is precarious. The Davidic 



covenant stresses creation and the constancy of God; this is a covenant of divine commitment that assures 

Israelthateventhoughitsins,God‘spromisescanbetrusted(Freedman1964).AsR.E.Brownhassaid,

―…whiletheCovenantsof Divine Commitment gave Israel an undying hope, the Covenant of Human 

ObligationgaveIsraelaconscience‖(1965:115). 

F. The Prophets  

When the kings failed to rule as true representatives of Yahweh and abused their position and power, 

the prophets were not intimidated. They addressed squarely the problems they saw. While most of the 

prophets spoke more out of the Mosaic traditions, the Davidic traditions are not absent. Perhaps the 

prophet who embodies these the most is Isaiah (Tucker 1985: 332–33, 334). However, in prophetic texts 

which look to a hope beyond the coming punishment, the Davidic theology occupies a prominent place 

(e.g.,Isa 8:23–9:6; 11:1–9; Amos 9:11; Mic 5:2–5; Jer 17:24–27; 23:5–6; 30:8–9; 33:14–26). Since the 

Hebrew word for anointed king is messiah, the Davidic covenant plays a central, even crucial role in the 

development of OT messianic expectation.  

G. The New Testament  

The Davidic covenant is of central importance in the faith of the NT. Jesus preaches the arrival of the 

kingdomofGod,akingdommarkedbyjusticeandpeace.Inhimself,heistheson―descendedfrom

Davidaccordingtotheflesh‖(Rom 1:3). When Christians acknowledge in faith that Jesus is Christ (= 

Messiah = anointed king), they are affirming that in Jesus the Davidic covenant has reached its 

culmination and highest fulfillment.  

Bibliography  
Anderson, B.,ed. 1984. Creation in the OT. IRT 6. Philadelphia.  
Brown, R. E. 1965. The Book of Deuteronomy. OT Reading Guide 10. Collegeville, MN.  

Brueggemann, W. 1970. Of the Same Flesh and Bone (Gen 2:23a). 32: 532–42.  

———. 1972. From Dust to Kingship. ZAW 84: 1–18.  

Clines, D. J. A. 1978. The Theme of the Pentateuch. JSOTSup 10. Sheffield.  

Coote, R. B., and Whitelam, K. W. 1986. The Emergence of Israel: Social Transformation and State Formation Following the 

Decline in LB Trade. Semeia 37: 107–47.  

Freedman, D. N. 1964. Divine Commitment and Human Obligation: The Covenant Theme. Int 18: 419–31.  

Humphreys, W. L. 1979. Crisis and Story: Introduction to the OT. Palo Alto, CA.  

Ishida, T. 1977. The Royal Dynasties in Ancient Israel. BZAW 142. Berlin.  

Kalugila, L. 1980. The Wise King: Studies in Royal Wisdom as Divine Revelation in the OT and Its Environment. ConBOT 15. 

Lund.  

Levenson, J. 1985. Sinai and Zion. Minneapolis.  

———. 1988. Creation and the Persistence of Evil: The Jewish Drama of Divine Omnipotence. San Francisco.  

Lohfink, N. 1987. Option for the Poor: The Basic Principles of Libertion Theology in the Light of the Bible. Berkeley.  

McCarthy, D. J. 1972. Old Testament Covenant: A Survey of Current Opinions. Atlanta.  

McCurley, F. R. 1983. Ancient Myths and Biblical Faith. Philadelphia.  

Mullen, E. T. 1983. The Divine Witness and the Davidic Royal Grant: Ps 89:37–38. JBL 102: 207–18.  

Ollenburger, B. C. 1987. Zion, the City of the Great King: A Theological Symbol of the Jerusalem Cult. JSOTSup 41. 

Sheffield.  

Roberts, J. J. M. 1982. Zion in the Theology of the Davidic-Solomonic Empire. Pp. 93–108 in Studies in the Period of David 

and Solomon and Other Essays, ed. T. Isida. Winona Lake, IN.  

Schmidt, H. H. 1968. Gerechtigkeit als Weltordnung: Hintergrund und Geschichte der altestamentlichen 

Gerechtigkeitsbegriffes. Tübingen.  

Tucker, G. M. 1985. Prophecy and the Prophetic Literature. Pp. 325–68 in The Hebrew Bible and Its Modern Interpreters, ed. 

D. A. Knight and G. M. Tucker. Philadelphia.  

Weinfeld, M. 1970. The Covenant of Grant in the OT and in the ANE. JAOS 90: 184–203.  

Westermann, C. 1982. Elements of OT Theology. Trans. D. W. Scott. Atlanta.  

Whitelam, K. W. 1979. The Just King: Monarchical Judicial Authority in Ancient Israel. JSOTSup 12. Sheffield.  

Wifal, W. 1974. The Breath of His Nostrils: Gen 2:7b. 36: 237–40.  

Wolff, H. W. 1982. The Kerygma of the Yahwist. Pp. 41–66 in The Vitality of OT Traditions, ed. W. Brueggemann and H. W. 

Wolff. 2d ed. Atlanta.  

MICHAEL D. GUINAN  

DAWN, THE. See SHAHAR (DEITY).  



DAY OF ATONEMENT. A day of fasting, self-denial, and rest on the tenth day of the seventh 

month(Tishri)onwhichthesanctuaryiscleansedofimpuritiesandtheIsraelites‘sinsaresentawayon

the scapegoat.  

———  

A. The Rite in Leviticus 16  

1. Purification of the Sanctuary and Sanctums  
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D. The Day of Atonement in Later Literature  

———  

A. The Rite in Leviticus 16  

TheDayofAtonementisattestedonlyinthePriestlylegislation(=P)ofthePentateuch.P‘smain

discussion is in Leviticus 16, which lists the prescriptions for the occasion. As chap. 16 now stands, the 

ritual is an annual sanctuary purgation ritual occurring on the tenth day of the seventh month (Lev 16:29, 

34). The prescriptions contain two main expiatory or purgative rites: the purification of the sanctuary and 

some of its sanctums with blood from priestly and communal ḥaṭṭā˒t (purgation) sacrifices (vv 3–19), and 

thedispatchofthescapegoat,whichbearsthepeople‘ssins(vv 20–22). For details pertaining to the 

following discussion of these rituals, see in particular J. Milgrom (1983: 67–95; Leviticus AB on 

Leviticus 16; Wright 1987: 15–86, 129–59).  

1. Purification of the Sanctuary and Sanctums. The purification of the sanctuary and sanctums 

reflectsP‘scarefullyconceivedsystemofritualpractice.Thecleansingisachievedbyacombinationof

blood sprinkling and daubing in the three main locales of the sanctuary, beginning with the most sacred 

and ending with the least sacred (see HOLINESS (OT)). The blood manipulations in each locale, while 

differing in manner and order, appear in pairs with each pair including a sevenfold sprinkling of blood: (a) 

In the adytum (the most holy room of the tent) blood is sprinkled once on the front of the E side of the 

kappōret (the cover of the ark) and then seven times in front of it (Lev 16:14–16b). (b) The shrine (the 

outer room of the tent), the text says, was treated similarly (v 16b). This probably presumes the blood 

manipulation in Lev 4:5–7a, 16–18a, where purgation offering blood is sprinkled toward the veil seven 

times (apparently not touching it) and then placed on the four horns of the incense altar (cf. Exod 30:10). 

(c) Outside the tent, blood is placed on the horns of the burnt-offering altar and then sprinkled on it seven 

times (Lev 16:18–19).  

The systematic character of this ritual is made more apparent when the blood manipulations are viewed 

asdiscreteacts.Thebloodofthepriests‘andthebloodofthepeople‘spurgationofferingsareapparently

manipulated separately in the adytum and shrine (Lev 16:14–16), but the bloods of the two animals are 

presumably mixed before application to the outer altar and are applied together (cf. vv 18–19). The total 

of each separate act of sprinkling and application to an altar horn is forty-nine, the square of the number 

seven. The latter number is generally expressive of completeness and wholeness. The seven-times-seven 

sprinklingthusrepresentsthethoroughnessoftherite‘seffects(seeNUMBERS AND COUNTING).  

The place where blood is manipulated also reflects the conception of the holiness of the portable 

sanctuary reflected in other prescriptions. The blood manipulations in the adytum and shrine purify not 

only the furniture pieces to which they are applied, but also the rooms generally. The sevenfold 

sprinklings occur in the air space of the rooms and fall on the floor. Outside the tent, however, blood is 

applied only to the burnt-offering altar and not to the court. This demonstrates the lesser holiness of the 

sanctuary court vis-à-vis the outer altar and tent and also the higher holiness of the outer altar, which is 

somewhat less than, but comparable to, that of the other sanctums to which blood is applied—see 

HOLINESS (OT).  



The sanctuary purification rites are part of the larger system of ḥaṭṭā˒t sacrifices. The purpose of ḥaṭṭā˒t 

sacrifices generally is to remove impurity from the sanctuary and its sanctums. The purgative effect is 

clearly stated for the ḥaṭṭā˒t sacrifices on the Day of Atonement (Lev 16:16, 19). The verb ḥiṭṭ ˒, a 

privative Pi˓el meaning―purify,‖isusedtodescribetheeffectofthissacrificeelsewhere(Exod 29:36; 

Lev 8:15; Ezek 43:20, 22, 23; 45:18). This verb, in fact, is evidence that the noun ḥaṭṭā˒t is to be properly 

understood as a privative Pi˓el nounmeaning―purgation-offering‖ratherthan―sin-offering‖orthelike.

The blood acts like a detergent and removes the impurity that affects the sanctums. This removal renders 

the entire offering, including the carcass, impure and it in turn may pollute others (cf. Lev 16:27–28). This 

impurity, however, does not seem to become effective until after the carcass leaves the sanctuary 

precincts (m. Yoma 6:7; Zebaḥ. 12:6). This observation would apply only to ḥaṭṭā˒t sacrifices the blood of 

which is used in the sanctuary or to those which are brought for the benefit of the priests themselves. Only 

the carcasses of these ḥaṭṭā˒t sacrifices are burned outside the camp. The ḥaṭṭā˒t sacrifices of individuals, 

the blood of which is used at only the outer altar, can be eaten by priests inside the sanctuary court (cf. 

Lev 6:17–20; 10:16–20; see UNCLEAN AND CLEAN (OT)).  

The blood of the ḥaṭṭā˒t offering is only applied to holy furniture or sprinkled in the rooms of the tent 

(Exod 29:12; Lev 4:6–7, 17–18, 25, 30, 34; 5:9; 8:15; 9:9; cf. Ezek 43:20; 45:18): it is never applied to a 

person. The effect the offering has for a person is indirect and is described by the verb kipper plus the 

prepositions ˓al or bĕ˓ad.Theverbhasageneralmeaningof―appease;propitiate;expiate‖andwhenused

withthepurgationofferinghasmorethenotionof―purify‖thoughtheothermeaningscanbepresent

(e.g., Lev 16:16, 20, 33; cf. vv 18, 27, 32 see UNCLEAN AND CLEAN; Milgrom 1983: 67–84; 

Leviticus; cf. Levine 1974: 55–77; Janowski 1982 passim). When the verb and prepositions are used with 

a person, the expression means the purification or expiation performedonthesanctumisdone―onbehalf

of‖thatperson(e.g.,Lev 16:6, 11, 17, 24, 30, 34). P uses the verb kipper mainly to describe the effect of 

purgation offerings. This led to designating this ritual occasion, where these offerings figure so 

prominently, as yôm (hak)kippurîm, ―thedayofexpiation/purification‖(Lev 23:27–28 [LXX h mera 

exilasmou]; 25:9 [LXX: t  h mera tou hilasmou]; cf. Exod 30:10; Num 29:11).  

That ḥaṭṭā˒t sacrifices purify the sanctums on behalf of persons reveals the human factor in the 

dynamics of the sacrifice: it is people who cause the impurity in the sanctuary; that is, when they sin or 

suffer severe impurity, the sanctuary is soiled. People do not have to be in the sanctuary area for this 

pollution to occur; it occurs aerially. This pollution follows a graded scheme according to the gravity of 

the impure situation. The more severe the sin or impure situation, the more extensively the sanctuary is 

polluted. Permissive tolerance of severe impurities and inadvertent sins committed by individuals pollute 

only the outer altar (cf. Lev 4:22–35). Sins by the community in concert or by the high priest pollute the 

incense altar and the shrine (4:2–21). Intentional sins and presumably other unrectified sins and impurities 

pollute the adytum and the kappōret and implicitly the ark. This is evidenced by the term piš˓êhem ‗their

crimes‘inLev 16:16a, which seems to refer to brazen, deliberate sins (cf. Num 15:30–31) and which, 

together with impurities, is the express evil removed from the adytum. In view of this scheme of 

pollution, the purpose of the Day of Atonement ritual becomes lucid: while throughout the year the 

impurity of individual or community sins may be purged as they arise (Leviticus 4), once a year a special 

rite must be performed that cleanses the sanctuary of impurity from deliberate sins and from any other 

lingering impurity not yet rectified. The implication following from this is that were the sanctuary left 

sulliedbytheseimpurities,God‘spresence,whichmanifestsitselfinthetent,couldnotdwellthereand

would leave (cf. Ezekiel 8–11).  

The sanctuary purification is a very dangerous chore, so special precautions must be taken. If these were 

not observed, the officiator would perish (Lev 16:2, 13).Anindicationofthechapter‘sconcernaboutthe

danger of what is holy is the linkage of the chapter with Lev 10:1–7, which recounts the death of two of 

Aaron‘ssonswhoencroachedonthesanctuary(cf.16:1). Part of the reason why Leviticus 16 refers back 

to this episode is to underscore the care with which sanctuary service must be performed. Since the Day 

of Atonement purification is the most comprehensive and intensive of all ḥaṭṭā˒t rituals, the strictest rules 

apply. Only the high priest, the holiest human, may enter the adytum. He wears special holy clothing (vv 



4, 32), different from what he normally wears. He is to bathe his entire body before officiating (v 4; cf. the 

Samaritan and LXX). In other cases of sanctuary service, priests only need to wash their hands and feet 

(Exod 30:18–21; 40:30–32; cf. 2 Chr 4:6). After the ḥaṭṭā˒t and scapegoat rites the high priest bathes 

again, presumably to desanctify after working in the adytum (Lev 16:24). He then changes to his regular 

high priestly clothing to finish the ritual (vv 23–24). When entering the adytum, he must offer special 

holy incense, which probably includes an ingredient to cause a thick cloud of smoke to cover the kappōret 

(vv 12–13; cf. v 2). This is to hide the sanctum so that he will not die. On the danger of what is holy, see 

HOLINESS (OT).  

2. The Scapegoat Rite. At the beginning of the rite two goats brought by the people were distinguished 

by lot, one for the Lord and one for Azazel, an attenuated demonic figure living in the wilderness perhaps 

representing in the present text more a geographical locale than an active supernatural figure (Lev 16:8–

10, 26; see AZAZEL). The goat designated for the Lord is offered as a ḥaṭṭā˒t sacrifice, as seen above; the 

onedesignatedforAzazelisthescapegoat,whichbearsthepeople‘ssinstothewildernesstoAzazel.The

scapegoat ritual follows directly after the purgation with ḥaṭṭā˒t sacrifices (v 20). To transfer the sins to 

thegoat,thehighpriestplaceshistwohandsontheheadoftheanimalandconfessesoverittheIsraelites‘

transgressions (v 21; see HANDS, LAYING ON OF (OT)). The goat is then sent out to a remote land 

(˒ereṣ gĕz râ) in the wilderness (vv 21–22).  

Thoughthepurposeoftheriteistobanishthepeople‘ssins,itisnotunrelatedtothepurgationwith

ḥaṭṭā˒t sacrifices. As already noted, sins and impurity have an intimate connection; the former cause the 

latter in the sanctuary. Carrying sins to the wilderness removes the cause of impurity to an innocuous 

locale. The impurity-sin connection is found also in the fact that the scapegoat, though bearing sins, 

pollutes the person who dispatches it (v 26). The relationship of the scapegoat rite to the foregoing is also 

seen in its denomination, together with the slaughtered goat, as a ḥaṭṭā˒t (v 5). The Priestly legislation has 

placed both goats into a complementary relationship. Despite this denomination, the scapegoat is not 

really an offering according to the Priestly context of sacrifice attested elsewhere. It is merely a vehicle 

for carryingimpurityawayfromthetempleandthepeople‘shabitation. 

3. Self-Denial and Rest. The first part of Leviticus 16 deals with prescriptions pertaining to the 

sanctuary and priesthood; the last part (vv 29–31)dealswiththepeople‘sobligations.Thesechiastically

arranged prescriptions require self-denial (Heb ˓innâ nepeš) and complete cessation from work. The 

former requirement mainly denotes fasting, but perhaps also abstention from other physical pleasures such 

as anointing and sexual intercourse is intended too (cf. Num 30:14; Dan 10:3, 12; 2 Sam 12:16–20; m. 

Yoma 8:1; Heb 9:10). The requirement of complete rest is found only elsewhere with the Sabbath. Other 

holidays that have prescriptions of rest only require cessation of laborious work (see HOLINESS (OT)). 

While the people have certain obligations on this day, there is no requirement in any of the legislation that 

they appear at the sanctuary. Presumably they remain at their homes abstaining from work and pleasures 

while the priesthood purifies the sanctuary. The rules for fasting and rest are repeated in 23:26–32; Num 

29:7 (see FAST, FASTING).  

4. Miscellaneous Sacrificial Elements. After the ḥaṭṭā˒t and scapegoat rites the high priest changes his 

clothes and offers a burnt offering for the priestly household and one for the people (Lev 16:24b, cf. vv 3, 

5). If the text indicates the actual order of the rite, the fat pieces of the ḥaṭṭā˒t sacrifices are then burned 

on the altar (v 25; cf. the rule in m. Zebaḥ.10:2) and the ḥaṭṭā˒t carcasses are taken outside the camp and 

burned (v 27). The Mishnah keeps these particular acts in the order listed in the Bible (m. Yoma 6:6–7; m. 

Zebaḥ.10:2), but the Temple Scroll puts them between the blood rites in the sanctuary and the scapegoat 

rite (11QTemple 26:6–10; 27:3–5). Numbers 29:8–11 lists other offerings to be brought on this holiday: a 

bull, ram, and seven one-year-old lambs for burnt offerings with their accompanying cereal offerings, a 

goat for a ḥaṭṭā˒t in addition to the other ḥaṭṭā˒t animals, plus the daily burnt offering with its 

accompanying cereal offerings and libations. One controversy growing out of these prescriptions is 

whether the burnt-offering ram prescribed in this list is the same as the ram of the people in Lev 16:5 or 

whether it is in addition to it (see 11QTemple 25:12–16; Philo Leg All I.187–88; Josephus Ant 3.10.3 

§§240–43; Sipra, Aḥare Mot, Par. 2:2; b. Yoma 70b). Lev 16:25b ascribes to the burnt offerings of the 



people and priests an expiatory function (cf. Lev 1:4). This may implicitly apply to the extra burnt 

offerings listed in Numbers 29 as well. Thus all of the animal offerings on the day serve the general 

purpose of expiation and purification.  

B. Near Eastern Parallels  

Purification and elimination rites similar to those in the biblical Day of Atonement ritual are well 

attested in the religious literature of the ANE. For a full discussion, see Wright (1987: 31–74 and passim).  

Parallels to the ḥaṭṭā˒t ritual include the purification of the cella of the god Nabû on the fifth day of the 

Babylonian New Year Festival (the ak  tu festival; see Wright 1987: 62–65). A ram is decapitated and its 

carcass is wiped on the temple to remove the impurity. The wiping is described with the verb kuppuru, 

cognate with Heb kipper. The ram carcass and its head are then discarded in the river. This disposal 

removes the impurity that has been collected in the carcass of the ram. Those who discard the carcass and 

head are apparently impure; they may not enter the city Babylon until Nabû leaves. The Hittite ritual of 

Ulippi is more similar to the biblical ḥaṭṭā˒t rite since it uses blood as a ritual detergent. When a new 

temple is being purified and dedicated for a god, the last rite performed is slaughtering a sheep and 

smearingitsbloodonthegod‘sstatue,thewalloftheedifice,andculticutensils.Thetextexplicitlysays

this application renders the god and its temple pure. The sheep is then burned up (perhaps in the temple 

building); it is not to be eaten (Kronasser 1963: 30–33, iv 35–41). The similarities to the biblical ḥaṭṭā˒t 

are patent, particularly with respect to the animal the blood of which is used inside the sanctuary and 

which cannot be eaten by the priests: animals, sometimes their blood, are used to remove impurity from a 

sanctuary. The carcasses become impure and must be discarded; they cannot be eaten.  

Rites similar to the scapegoat include the Hittite rituals of Huwarlu and Ambazzi (Wright 1987: 57–60). 

These are the closest examples to the biblical scapegoat rite in that they use live animals as bearers of the 

evil and lack the motif of substitution, where the carrier of evil suffers in place of the human sufferers. 

Substitution is lacking in the biblical scapegoat rite. In the Huwarlu ritual, a dog is waved over the king 

andqueenandinsidethepalace.The―oldwoman‖officiatorrecitesanincantationexpressingthehope

thatthedogwillcarryawayevilanduttersa―magicalword,‖endingwiththewords:―Whereverthegods

have designated it,therelethim[thedog]carryit[theevil].‖Thelivedogisthentakenawayand

apparently let loose. In the Ambazzi ritual the woman officiator wraps tin on a bowstring and then puts 

the string on the right hand and feet of those suffering evil. She then removes the string and puts it on a 

mousewiththerequest:―Letthismousetakeit[theevil]tothehighmountains,thedeepvalleys(and)the

distantways.‖ThegodAlawaimiiscalledontodrivethemouseaway.Mesopotamianliteraturedoesnot

have a clear example where a live animal bears evil away from sufferers, but it does have elimination 

rituals that are otherwise conceptually similar to the biblical scapegoat ritual. A good example is from the 

UtukkīLemnūtiseries(Wright1987:65–67). Ea instructs Marduk, his son, how to cure a person plagued 

by demons and accompanying diseases. Marduk is to bring a goat into some sort of contact with the 

patient. An incantation adjures the evil to leave the man and go to the underworld. The skin of the goat is 

removed from the man and thrown into the street, a place where polluted items are often discarded. In the 

Shurpu ritual series (Wright 1987: 68–69) Marduk, again, is commanded to take loaves of bread on a 

skewer and wipe with it a patient who has beenseizedbya―curse.‖Thepatientisalsotospitonthe

skewer. After an incantation the materials are taken out to the open country and placed near a bush. A 

requestfollowsfortheLadyoftheOpenCountryandPlaintoreceivethepatient‘scurseandthat his 

illnessbetransferredtothe―verminoftheground.‖Finally,aritualsimilartothescapegoatmaybe

attested in Ugaritic literature. A model lung contains a list of sacrifices ending with a ritual in which, if 

the translation of the crucial words is correct, a goat apparently carrying evil connected with an attack on 

Ugarit or a plague is driven into a remote locale (KTU 1.127: 29–31; Aartun 1976; 1980: 91–92; Janowski 

1982: 214–15; Loretz 1985: 35–49; cf. Dietrich and Loretz 1969: 171–72; Tarragon 1980: 41).  

C. The Development of the Biblical Rite  

Consideration of these extrabiblical rituals, of other elimination rites in the Bible, and of literary- and 

tradition-critical evidence from biblical passages dealing with the Day of Atonement has generated 

different explanations of the development of the Day of Atonement prescriptions. The evidence is 



susceptibletovariousinterpretationsdependinguponone‘smethodologicalortheoreticalframeworkand

emphasis. A speculative reconstruction based on recent scholarship is offered here (see Milgrom Leviticus 

AB; Knohl 1987: 86–92; Wright 1987: 16–30, 72–74, 78–80; Aartun 1980).  

The analysis begins with the present text of Leviticus 16 and moves backwards. This chapter is clearly a 

composite work. Most critics argue that vv 29–34a are an addition to the first part of the chapter. Reading 

the first part of the chapter without these verses has led to the generally accepted conclusion that the fixed 

date of the rite, the tenth day of the seventh month, did not apply originally. Either the ritual was 

performed annually on another date, or it was an emergency purification rite performed when necessary. 

The latter interpretation is suggested by the connection of Leviticus 16 with Leviticus 10 (cf. 16:1). 

Aaron‘stwosonshadjustpollutedthesanctuarybytheir encroachment; hence it required immediate 

purification.God‘swrathwasaroused;andpresumablytopreventfurtherdestruction,purificationofthe

sanctuary was necessary. Emergency appeasement rites for arresting divine wrath are not unknown to the 

Priestly literature (Num 17:9–15). It is likely that the biblical designation yôm (hak)kippurîm ‗dayof

expiation,‘whichpointstoaparticularfixedoccasion,aroseafter the fixing of the date.  

Leviticus 23:26–32 and Num 29:7–11, which reflect the text of Leviticus 16 that contains vv 29–34a, 

are probably composite themselves. The holiday they name for the tenth day of the seventh month may 

have originally not included the expiation ritual in Lev 16:1–28. Later the ritual was associated with this 

date because the day was part of—perhaps the last day of—the fall new year period, which began on the 

first day of the seventh month (cf. Lev 23:23–25; Num 29:1–6; the cultic calendar elsewhere lists 

multiday holidays where the first and last days are more important than intervening days). Leviticus 25:9 

clearly shows the tenth day with the Day of Atonement to be connected with the new year ceremonial (cf. 

Ezek 40:1). The new year was a proper occasion for sanctuary purification. Ezekiel prescribes a threefold 

sanctuary purification for the first and seventh day of the first month in the spring, another new year in 

Israel (Ezek 45:18–20; perhaps this is a ritual to balance the Day of Atonement rite in the seventh month, 

which he does not explicitly mention; cf. the LXX on v 20). Recall also the purification of Nabû‘scellain

the Babylonian new year rite, noted above.  

While it may be argued on the basis of separating Lev 16:29–34a from the rest of the chapter that self-

affliction which includes fasting was not originally associated with the ritual, fasting is often associated 

with crises elsewhere in the Bible (Judg 20:26; 1 Sam 7:6; 14:24; Joel 1:14; Esth 4:3; Ezra 8:21–23; etc.). 

It may be that an original day of abstention on the tenth day of the seventh month helped attract the 

purification rite to it since it too was accompanied by self-denial. As for cessation from work, this may 

have been originally associated with an emergency rite, but it seems its specific formulation derives from 

therite‘sinsertion into the fixed cultic calendar.  

Literary-critical criteria do not give hints about the development of Lev 16:1–28 adequate to lead to an 

understanding of the character of the ritual before its attachment to the fixed fall date. It would seem that 

various ritual elements were added together, perhaps over time, to arrive at the rite described in these 

verses. To speculate about the development requires comparison of ritual practices in other places of the 

priestly writings. The discussion here is limited to the development of ḥaṭṭā˒t and scapegoat rites. Since 

these two rites form discrete ceremonies, one may surmise that they existed independently and were 

joined together to form the present ritual. This is supported by the difference in evils they remove (Lev 

16:16, 19, 21–22; impurity versus sins) and by the existence elsewhere in P of ḥaṭṭā˒t sacrifices without a 

scapegoat element. But a comparison with the rite for purification from sāra˓at (so-called leprosy; see 

LEPROSY) suggests a different development (cf. Lev 14:2–7, 48–53). In this rite two animals—birds—

are used to purify a person or a house. One bird is killed to obtain blood to serve as a ritual detergent; the 

other bird carries away the impurity that the blood removes. This may suggest that what lies behind Lev 

16:1–28 is a ritual where two animals, perhaps the two goats, were used, one providing blood for 

purification and the second carrying away the evil the blood of the first animal had removed. To compose 

the original stage of the text such a two-goat rite would have been combined with a ḥaṭṭā˒t bull rite which 

consequently led to designating the two-goat rite a ḥaṭṭā˒t offering (in contrast, the sāra˓at bird rite was 

never drawn into the ḥaṭṭā˒t system). The bull would have been designated for the benefit of the priests 



and the goat for that of the people. The portion of the rite where blood is manipulated in the sanctuary was 

given the purpose of removing impurity in accord with the ḥaṭṭā˒t system. The release of the goat was 

given the goal of removing sins, the cause of impurities.  

What the two-goat rite may have been like prior to its adoption as a sanctuary cleansing rite can only be 

guessed. The nonbiblical rituals give some hints. The two-goat rite may not have been connected with a 

sanctuary at all but with purification of individuals or their houses or other property, like the Hittite and 

Ambazzi rituals. The evils removed might have been much more like those in nonbiblical rites: sorcery, 

slander, demonic attack, sickness, and so forth, rather than impurity in the priestly sense. The goat sent 

out to the wilderness could have functioned merely as a carrier of the evil or, as other Near Eastern rituals 

show, an offering to an offending demon. The obscure figure Azazel could have been an original element 

in the ritual actively functioning as a custodian of evil or as an attacking demon needing appeasement (see 

AZAZEL).  

Some have argued that the scapegoat element of the ritual derives from a N Syrian (Hittite-Hurrian) 

origin (Kümmel 1968: 318; Janowski 1982: 213–15; Loretz 1985: 40–41). From there it spread to Ugarit 

(hence KTU 1.127) and Canaan (hence Leviticus 16) and westward to Greece (appearing in pharmakos 

rituals; cf. Burkert 1979: 39–77). Other biblical ritual elements seem to have a N Syrian origin or 

connections with Hittite ritual practice, for example, the burnt offering (see Kümmel 1967: 23–24) and 

the gesture of hand placement (see HANDS, LAYING ON OF (OT)). Though caution must be used in 

determining genetic relationships (see Moyer 1983: 19–21, 37–38), there is good reason for looking into 

Hittite-Hurrian ritual for some of the influences upon Israelite ritual practice (cf. Weinfeld 1983: 102–3).  

D. The Day of Atonement in Later Literature  

Because the Day of Atonement embodies the central concerns of priestly religion and sacrificial 

worship, its treatment and reflexes in postbiblical literature are extensive. For example, the Mishnah 

devotes an entire tractate (Yoma, lit.‗TheDay‘)totheceremonyandprescriptions. Additional details, 

perhapsreflectingSecondTemplepractice,arefoundaboutthepriests‘andpeople‘srolesandhowthe

ceremony is to be precisely performed. The Temple Scroll (11QTemple 25:10–27:10) reworks and 

conflates many of the rules found in different places of the Pentateuch into a succinct new law written in 

the tone of biblical prescription. By its rearrangement of text and with careful additions, it solves for its 

readers some of the difficulties of the biblical text and, as it seems, engages in a polemic with ritual 

practiceatJerusalemlaterreflectedinrabbinicdocuments.TheNTcallstheday―TheFast‖(h  n steia, 

Acts 27:9). The main reflex of the ritual is in Hebrews, where the writer metaphoricallydescribesJesus‘

work of salvation as a Day of Atonement ceremony performed in heaven (cf. Hebrews 6–9). Jesus is the 

high priest of the heavenly sanctuary, who entered into the adytum with his own blood to achieve eternal 

redemption for the people. See also, for example, Sir 50:5–21; Jub. 5:17–18; 34:18–19; Ps-Philo 13:6; 

Philo Leg All II.52, 55–56; Spec Leg I.72, 186–88; 2.195.  
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DAVID P. WRIGHT  

DAY OF CHRIST. Useoftheterm―DayofChrist,‖togetherwithsynonymousandrelated 

expressions in the NT, indicates that the early Christian communities expected that Jesus would soon 

return as Lord or Christ (= Messiah). His return would mark the beginning of the time or day of judgment, 

after which the faithful would inherit the kingdom of God. Most scholars maintain that Jesus himself 

expected to come again either as the Christ or as the supernatural Son of Man at the time of the coming of 

the kingdom of God. Some scholars urge that Jesus proclaimed the kingdom of God had already come or 

been―realized‖inconnectionwithhisownministryoractivityandthathedidnotexpectanysignificant

future eschatological occurrences. Others propose that it was the early Church that first came to believe 

that some eschatological events hadalreadybeenrealizedinconnectionwithJesus‘ministryorhisdeath

andresurrection.ThemajorityofscholarsagreethattheearlyChristiancommunitieslookedforJesus‘

return as the Christ or Lord in the (then) near future.  

———  

A. The Term Itself  

B. Related Expressions in Pauline Writings and Hebrews  

1. The Day of the Lord  

2. That Day  

3. The Day; the Day of Judgment  

C. Related Expressions in the Synoptic Gospels and Acts  

D. Expressions in the Fourth Gospel, Catholic Epistles, and Revelation  

E. Modern Scholarly Opinion  

F. Summary  

———  

A. The Term Itself  

Theterm―dayofChrist‖occursonlytwiceintheNT:inPhil 1:10 and 2:16. Mowinckel (1956: 302–4) 

suggeststhatitderivedfromcertainintertestamentalterms,mostnotably,―thedayoftheMessiah.‖

SimilarandevidentlysynonymousexpressionsappearelsewhereinPaul‘sletters:―thedayofJesus

Christ‖(Phil 1:6);―theDayofourLordJesusChrist‖(1 Cor 1:8);and―thedayoftheLordJesus‖(1 Cor 

5:5; 2 Cor 1:14). These passages refer to a future time when, Paul hoped, the recipients of his letters 

would be found pure and blameless. Implicitly, Paul expected the day of Christ to be the time when Christ 

would return and Christians (if not the whole world) would be judged. In the meantime he urged his 

readers to live faithfully and righteously so that he might be proud of them and, implicitly, so that they 

would be found acceptable on that day and inherit the kingdom of God or enter the heavenly 

commonwealth.  

B. Related Expressions in Pauline Writings and Hebrews  

The same pattern of understanding is borne out in other Pauline passages containing variations on the 

term―dayofChrist‖:―thedayoftheLord,‖also―thatday,‖simply―theday,‖and―thedayofjudgment.‖

The names Christ or Jesus do not appear in these expressions, but frequently the contexts indicate that 

PaulwasthinkingofChrist‘sorJesus‘comingonthe―day‖referredto.Paul‘sletterscontainnumerous

indications that he hoped and expected that Christ would come during his own lifetime and the lifetime of 



at least some to whom he was writing, e.g., 1 Cor 15:50–52; 16:22b; Phil 3:20–21; 1 Thess 2:19; 3:13; 

4:13–17; 5:23.  

1. The Day of the Lord. Inthreeofthepassagescitedabove(sectionA),PaulreferstoJesusas―the

Lord‖or―ourlord‖(Gkkurios). In the other two instances where Paul (or a secondary Pauline writer) 

refers simply to ―thedayoftheLord‖(1 Thess 5:2; 2 Thess 2:2), the preceding verses in each context 

indicate the writer was thinking of the coming of Jesus (1 Thess 4:13–17; 2 Thess 2:1). The saying in 1 

Thess 5:2 comparesthedayoftheLordtothecomingofa―thiefinthenight,‖pointingtoitssuddenand

unexpected arrival and also to the destructive consequences for those unprepared for it (1 Thess 5:3–4). 

ThesayingparallelsparticularlytheMattheanversionofJesus‘parableaboutthecomingoftheSonof

Man and the importance of readiness (Matt 24:42–44 = Luke 12:39–40). The comparison of the coming 

ofthedayorofJesustothatofa―thiefinthenight‖reverberatesinlaterNTwritingsaswell(2 Pet 3:10; 

Rev 3:3; 16:15). The writer of 2 Thess 2:2 insiststhatthis―dayoftheLord‖hasnotyetcome, contrary to 

the beliefs of some excited people. All these Pauline passages refer to the future coming of this day, 

understood as within the lifetime of some of those to whom he was writing.  

2. That Day. WhenPaulwritesabout―thatday,‖heevidentlymeans the day of the Lord, i.e., the day of 

Christ. In 1 Thess 5:4 ―thatday‖clearlyrefersbacktothefutureandsuddenarrivalofthe―dayofthe

Lord‖in5:2. Similarly, referencesto―thatday‖in2 Thess 1:10 and 2:3 relate back to earlier passages 

that look for the coming of the Lord Jesus (2 Thess 1:7–9; 2:1–2). These passages in 2 Thessalonians are 

distinctive:oneanticipatesthatthecomingoftheLordJesusistobeaccompaniedby―mightyangelsin

flaming fire, inflictingvengeance‖onnonbelieversandthedisobedient(2 Thess 1:7–8); the other 

cautionsthatbefore―thatday‖cancome,―therebellion‖and―themanoflawlessness‖mustcome first 

(2:3–4; cf. 1 John 2:18).Theauthorof2Timothyalsousestheterm―thatday‖todesignatethefuture

time when Christians who are found worthy will be recompensed: 2 Tim 1:12, 18; 4:8. The last of these 

passages identifies the Lord (Gk kurios) as the one who will be ―therighteousjudge‖onthatday;an

earlier passage (4:1)indicatesthatthisjudgewouldbe―ChristJesus.‖ 

3. The Day; the Day of Judgment. TwicePaulusestheterm―theday,‖eachtimewithreferencetothe

expected time of judgment (Rom 2:16; 1 Cor 3:13). The former passage, in contrast to 2 Tim 4:8, names 

―ChristJesus‖astheagent at the judgment, but God as the judge. In the latter, Paul does not mention a 

judgebutsaysthat―theday‖itselfwilldisclose―eachman‘swork.‖Rom 2:5 looksfor―thedayof

wrath,‖thetimeofGod‘sjudgment.OtherversesinthesamecontextindicatethatPaulvisualizesGodas

the one who will judge (Rom 2:2–13). The same expectation evidently is expressed in Heb 10:25, 30–31.  

C. Related Expressions in the Synoptic Gospels and Acts  

TheSynopticGospelsdonotemploytheexpressions―dayofChrist,‖or―dayoftheLordJesus,‖or

―dayoftheLord,‖butcontainmanypassagesthatsuggestrelatedmeanings.Insome,Jesusreferstohis

ownfutureactivity―onthatday,‖andhespeaksofthe―day(s)oftheSonofMan,‖andof―theday‖or

―thatday‖whenthekingdomofGodorthe central figure in a parable about the kingdom of God would 

come. Jesus refers to his own future activity in two Matthean passages, one of which is paralleled in 

Mark. In Matt 7:22 hesaysthat―onthatday‖manywill tell him that they have invoked his name, and, 

implicitly, that they desire to enter the kingdom. Here Jesus expects to be judge in the day of judgment. In 

Matt 26:29 (= Mark 14:25),―thatday‖seemstorefertothattimewhennewconditionsoflifewilldawn

in the future kingdom of God; then, Jesus tells his followers, he will again drink wine, this time in the 

kingdomofGod.Variousothersynopticsayingsabout―theday‖or―thatday‖anticipateeitherthefuture

coming of the kingdom of God or future conditions there: Matt 25:13 (see Matt 25:1); Luke 21:34 (see 

Luke 21:31; cf. Luke 17:20–31).  

Somesynopticpassagesreferto―theday‖(or―days‖)inwhichtheSonofManwillcome.The

expression―thatday‖inMatt 24:36 = Mark 13:32 clearly refers to the coming of the Son of Man (see 

Matt 24:26–33; Mark 13:24–29). The coming of the Son of Man is contrasted here with the premature and 

falseclaimstohavefound―theChrist‖(Matt 24:23–25 = Mark 13:21–23). Moreover, a further saying in 

thiscontextappearstoidentifytheexpectedSonofManas―yourLord‖(Matt 24:42–44). These passages 

imply that the coming oftheSonofManon―thatday‖willmarkthetimeofjudgment.(Cf.Matt 25:31–



46,whichportraystheSonofManasjudge[and―king‖]butdoesnotmention―day.‖)Thesame

understanding is expressed in several Lukan passages concerning the future appearance of the Son of 

Man, most notably, Luke 17:22–35; 21:34–36.Seereferencesto―theday(s)‖or―thatday‖inLuke 17:22, 

24, 26, 30, 31; 21:34;cf.―thatnight‖in17:34.  

In Acts 17:31 LukewritesthatPaulwarnedtheAtheniansthatGodwouldjudgetheworldby―aman‖

on―aday‖thatGodhadfixed.Luke‘sPaulidentifiesthis―man‖astheoneGodhadraisedfromthe

dead—necessarilymeaningJesus.ThisusagemaysuggestcognizanceofPaul‘scharacterizationofthe

risenJesusas―thelastman,‖and―themanofheaven‖(1 Cor 15:45–49). It may also represent a slight 

modification of the synoptic traditions that characterize the coming judge as the Son of Man.  

D. Expressions in the Fourth Gospel, Catholic Epistles, and Revelation  

John‘sgospelidentifiesJesusastheChrist,butdoesnotusetheexpression―dayofChrist.‖Inseveral

Johanninepassages,however,Jesusreferstohisactionsonafuture―day.‖AseriesofversesinJohn 6 

promise thatJesuswillraisecertainpersons―atthelastday‖(John 6:39, 40, 44, 54; cf. 11:24; 12:48). The 

JohannineJesusalsopromisestoreturntoandbewithhisfollowersinoron―thatday‖:John 14:18–20; 

16:22–23, 26. In John 8:56 Jesusspeaksof―myday,‖apparentlyreferringtohiscurrentpresenceamong

his contemporaries.  

The catholiclettersandRevelationdonotrefertothe―dayofChrist‖specifically,butnearlyallappear

tolookforJesus‘returninthenearfuture,usingvarioussimilarphrasestoexpressthis.James 5:7–9 

promises thatthecomingoftheLordisnear,indeed,thatthe―judge‖isabouttoappear.1Peterlooksfor

thecoming―dayofvisitation‖(2:12),andwarnsthatChrist(orGod)is―readytojudgethelivingandthe

dead‖(4:5),andthat―theendofallthingsisathand‖(4:7). 2 Peter is cognizant of the delay of the 

Parousia hitherto (3:3–9),buthintsthat―thedayoftheLord‖mightnowcomelikeathiefatanytime

(3:10).Thewriterusestwootherrelatedtermstodenotethisfuturetime:―thedayofGod‖(2 Pet 3:12) 

and―thedayofeternity‖(3:18).1Johnurgescontemporariestobelievethattheirtimeisthe―lasthour‖

(2:18) of the old world and to look for the appearing of God (3:2)andthe―dayofjudgment‖(4:17). The 

authorofJudeanticipates―thejudgmentofthegreatday‖andconsideredhisowndaystobearthemarks

of―thelasttime‖(vv 17–19).  

ThebookofRevelationalsorefersto―thegreatday‖—―thegreatdayofGodtheAlmighty‖(Rev 

16:14). Implicitly, this is also the day when Jesus will come; the next verse contains the parenthetical 

commentary,―Lo,Iamcominglikeathief!‖Jesusseemstobethespeakerhere,asinmuchof

Revelation,through―hisangel‖(seeRev 1:1; 22:16). Throughout, the author of Revelation assured his 

late 1st century readers that Jesus was coming soon. See also Rev 6:17, which refers to the coming great 

day of wrath. Like the writers of 1 and 2 Peter, the writer of Revelation evidently expected that both Jesus 

and God would soon be revealed. Like Paul (1 Cor 16:22b), the author of Revelation concludes with a 

prayerforJesus‘comingasLord(Rev 22:20b);evidently,prayerforJesus‘comingwasreplacingthe

earlier petition for the coming of the kingdom of God (Matt 6:10; Luke 11:2).  

E. Modern Scholarly Opinion  

Traditional Christianity has always maintained that Jesus himself expected to return at some future time 

as the Christ or Son of Man. Near the beginning of the 20th century, the eschatological school represented 

by Weiss (1985: 114–29) and Schweitzer (1985) precipitated a major crisis in NT theology by proposing 

that the biblical evidence showed that Jesus expected to return with the coming of the kingdom of God—a 

world-transforming, supernatural event—in the then near future. But he did not so return, nor did the 

kingdom of God come. Was Jesus therefore mistaken? Rather than so conclude, a few interpreters 

undertook to contend that Jesus believed that all or virtually all of the anticipated eschatological events 

had already occurredorbeen―realized‖somehow in connection with his own appearance and ministry. 

Dodd (1961) is the most notable proponent of this idea; see also Robinson (1957) and Perrin (1976). 

―Realizedeschatology‖hasbeenseverelycriticized,however,mostrecentlybySullivan(1988).Several 

interpreters tilt strongly in the direction of realized eschatology, maintaining that in some—though not 

very significant—way,Jesusalsoanticipatedafuturefulfillmentor―consummation‖ofsomekind(e.g.,

Perrin [1963: 185–202; 1976: 194–204] and Käsemann [1969]). The great majority of NT scholars have 



subscribed to a mediating position, affirming that Jesus understood both that he had already come as 

Messiah (and that the kingdom of God had thereby come also), and that he and the kingdom would come 

again in the near, or possibly more remote future. Various mediating positions are reviewed in Hiers 

(1970: 15–20) and Epp (1987: 35–52).  

Many interpreters acknowledge indications in the gospels that Jesus recognized certain occurrences as 

signs that the kingdom of God or other eschatological phenomena—including his own appearance as the 

Christ—had begun to be manifested. Achtemeier (1983) has proposed that these texts largely derive from 

theChristiancommunity‘seventualeffortstoreconciletheearlier, imminent expectation with the fact that 

history continued, i.e., that the community modified or added texts to show that some of these 

expectations had been fulfilled. Allison (1985), on the other hand, contends that such modifications or 

additions were baseduponthedisciples‘takingseriouslyJesus‘beliefthatthekingdomofGodwould

come after he had completed his mission in Jerusalem; thus the disciples perceived certain events 

associatedwithJesus‘deathandresurrectionasinstancesofrealizedeschatology.  

In his later work, Schweitzer (1968: 103–8; 148–53) continued to insist that Jesus had expected the 

whole pattern of eschatological events to occur in the (then) near future. A number of interpreters agree, 

e.g., Koch (1972), Hiers (1981), Allison (1985). See Sullivan (1988: 61, n. 42). Some scholars, however, 

urge that while Jesus expected to come again in the future, this expectation can readily be extended to the 

more distant future and so remain a vital hope for latter-day believers. Thus Cullmann (1964: 81–93) 

proposes that while Jesus expected the Parousia to occur within the generation of his contemporaries, that 

―errorinperspective‖was―corrected‖withintheNTitself(2 Pet 3:8) and was of little theological 

importance in the NT Church in view of the revelation that had already occurred in Christ. Buzzard (1988: 

13–62)urgesthatJesus‘messageofthefuturecomingoftheMessiahcanandshouldbecentraltothe 

faithofmodernChristianity.Sauer‘spastorallyorientedstudy(1981:58–73)likewiseimpliesthatJesus‘

andtheNTchurches‘Parousiaexpectationcanbedetachedfromtheirimminentexpectationandso

rendered valid and vital for contemporary Christian faith. See also De Haan (1944). These last two writers 

utilizethepopularnonbiblicalterm―theRapture‖tocharacterizethefutureresurrectionandelevationof

the faithful into the heavens. (Cf. 1 Thess 4:13–17.) Conzelmann (1961: 98–136) urges that Luke 

intended to handle the problem of the delay of the Parousia by showing that Jesus understood that its 

occurrencewas―stillfaraway.‖Mattill(1979)effectivelychallengesConzelmann‘scontention.Itappears 

more likely that Luke was attempting to explain why the Parousia had not yet occurred and was not 

intending to show that it would not occur until some remote future time. See Hiers (1973).  

Modern scholars agree that the early churches expected Jesus to come or be revealed as the Christ or 

Son of Man. Tödt (1965) suggests that whereas Jesus himself had proclaimed that those who followed 

him and his teaching would be vindicated by the supernatural Son of Man—who was, implicitly, someone 

other than himself—the presynoptic Christian communities concluded, after Easter, that Jesus was the one 

whowouldcomeasSonofMan.OtherinterpretersemphasizetheChristiancommunities‘experienceor

understandingthatsalvationhadalreadyoccurredthroughJesus‘incarnation or death and resurrection 

andimplythattheNTchurches‘futureexpectationswereorareoflittleconsequence.Thushold

Schmithals (1975: 151–71) and, of course, Rudolf Bultmann. Bultmann proposed that the future 

expectations of both Jesus and the early communities should be understood to refer to the ever-recurring 

―crisisofdecision‖confrontingbelieversregardingthe―meaningofexistence.‖OthersconsidertheNT

churches‘hopeforthefutureascentraltobothearlyandsubsequentChristianfaith. Thus holds Minear 

(1954,1981);butseeKäsemann‘s(1964)disparagingtreatmentof2Peter. 

F. Summary  

NearlyallNTwriterslookedforthe―dayofChrist‖oritsequivalentinthenearfuture.ThenJesus

would return as Son of Man or Messiah, and as Lord. He, or God, would judge the living and the dead; 

and those found righteous would enter into the kingdom of God or era and realm of transformed 

existence. Modern scholars disagree as to whether Jesus himself expected to come again at some future 

time. Nearly all agree, however, that the early Christian communities expected Jesus to come or be 

revealed in the near future. Some suggest that this expectation has little place in contemporary faith and 



that the decisive events have already occurred. Others consider this future expectation the central feature 

of Christian hope.  
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RICHARD H. HIERS  

DAY OF JUDGMENT. Generally this term refers to that time in the future when God or some 

divinely authorized agent would intervene in history, condemning the unrighteous and vindicating the 

faithful and obedient. In earlier biblical and intertestamental texts, it is usually nations which will be 

judged, while in later, particularly NT texts, more attention is devoted to the prospective judgment of 

individuals. Modern scholars have tended to avoid or neglect this topic. Synonymous terms, appearing 

mainlyinpopularliterature,includethe―great‖or―last‖judgment.AlthoughafewOTformulations

approximate it (e.g., Isa 34:8; Jer 51:52; Mal 3:5–6),theterm―dayofjudgment‖doesnotappearinthe

OT as such. It does occur several times in the OT Apocrypha (e.g., 2 Esdr 7:38, 102, 104, 113; 12:34; Jdt 

16:17) and Pseudepigrapha (e.g., 1 En. 22:11; T. Levi 3:2–3) and seven or eight times in the NT (Matt 

10:15; 11:22, 24; 12:36; Mark 6:11 [variant reading]; 2 Pet 2:9; 3:7; 1 John 4:17; cf. 2 Tim 4:8; Heb 

10:25–27; Jude 6).Inaddition,thenoun―judgment‖andvariousformsoftheverb―tojudge‖occurin

numerous OT, intertestamental, and NT contexts with substantially similar meanings.  

———  

A. (OT) and Intertestamental Usages  

1. Agents of Judgment  

2. Recipients of Judgment  

B. NT Usages  

1. Agents of Judgment  



2. Recipients of Judgment  

3. Time of the Judgment  

C. Modern Scholarly Opinion  

———  

A. OTand Intertestamental Usages  

Often,expressionslike―thatday‖refertothefuturetimewhenGodorYahwehwouldactinjudgment

against foreign nations, Israel, Judah, or the Jewish people (see DAY OF THE LORD). A similar 

meaning is indicated frequently, even though no particular terms are used, in, e.g., Hos 11:5–7; 13:7–16; 

Amos 8:2–3; 9:1–4; Dan 12:1–3.AfewinstancesrelatetoYahweh‘spastactsofjudgmentagainstIsrael:

Ezek 20:36; 23:10; 36:19. Hosea 5:11–12 seems to say that Ephraim was then being judged; but the 

context (vv 9, 14)pointstofuturepunishment.InmostcasesreferencestoYahweh‘sjudgingorjudgment 

look to the future. A few texts state that—fromthespeaker‘sorwriter‘sstandpoint—judgment would 

take place soon, e.g., Ezek 7:3, 8. In intertestamental apocalyptic and NT writings it is generally 

understood that the day of judgment will mark the transition between the present age and the age to come. 

See esp. 2 Esdr 7:113–14; 2 En. 65:6–11; Matt 25:31–46.  

1. Agents of Judgment. Usually Yahweh is represented as the one who will do the judging, e.g., Pss 

58:11; 96:10, 13; Eccl 11:9; 12:14; Isa 33:22; Ezek 11:8–11; Mal 3:5. Pseudepigraphic texts also 

commonly expect God to be the judge, e.g., T. Benj. 10:8–10; 1 En. 91:7, but sometimes name other 

figuresinthisconnection,e.g.,―theSonofMan‖or―ElectOne‖(1 En. 45–55),a―newpriest‖(T. Levi 

18:2),―theSonofGod‖(Apoc. El. 5:30–31), or Christ (L.A.E. 51:9). See also citations in OTP 2: 971. 

SomepassagesinEzekielrefertotheprophethimself(―SonofMan‖)astheonewhowilljudgeby

declaringYHWH‘swordagainstIsrael,e.g.,Ezek 20:4; 22:2. Isaiah 11:1–4 suggests that a Davidic 

messiahwilljudge.InDaniel‘svision―thecourt‖would―sitinjudgment‖(Dan 7:10, 26). Perhaps the 

seerwasthinkingofthe―heavenlycouncil‖(see,e.g.,Job 1:6–12; Tob 3:16–17).  

2. Recipients of Judgment. PropheticoraclesagainstforeignnationsoftenspeakofYahweh‘spending

judgment against other nations, e.g., against the Ammonites (Ezek 21:28–30), Babylon (Jer 51:9, 52), 

Edom (Isa 34:5; Ezek 35:11), Egypt (Ezek 30:14, 19), and Moab (Jer 48:21–25). Joel 3:2, 11–12, and Jdt 

16:17 refertoYahweh‘sjudgmentagainstallnations—at least all that have oppressed Israel (cf. Zech 

14:2–3, 12). Ezekiel expected Yahweh to bring the quasi-cosmic Gog to judgment: Ezek 38:21–22. 

Daniel 7:26 promised,inalikelyreferencetoAntiochusEpiphanes,thatthelastofthebeast‘shorns,i.e.,

gentile kings, would be judged. Most inclusively, Isa 66:16 and Jer 25:31 lookforYahweh‘sjudgment

against―allflesh.‖AfeworaclesdeclarethatYahwehultimatelywilljudgefor gentile nations: for Moab 

(Jer 48:47; cf. Isa 16:4–5), for other nations (Jer 12:14–15; 46:26; 49:6, 39),orfor―many‖nations(Isa 

2:4 = Mic 4:3; cf. Isa 19:19–25).  

Most frequently, the prophetic oracles of judgment are directed against the nations Israel or Judah. Such 

oracles are generally said to characterize classical prophetism, which condemned these nations for 

breaking their covenant with Yahweh by turning to other gods and failing to do justice and mercy in 

dealing with the poor, fatherless, widowed, and oppressed. Such oracles appear typically in Hosea (e.g., 

5:11–12; 6:5), Amos (7:4; 8:4–14), Isaiah (1:2–9; 5:1–30), Micah (2:1–4; 3:9–12), Jeremiah (2:33–35; 

5:1–9), and Ezekiel (7:2–27; 24:3–14).  

Individual Judahites or Jews will be judged for their own offenses. Interpreters commonly say that the 

ideaofindividualaccountability(sometimesmisleadinglydesignated―individualism‖)firstappearedin

Jeremiah and Ezekiel. Several oracles to this effect are found in their writings, e.g., Jer 17:5–11; 31:29–

30; Ezek 18:1–32; 33:17–20.JeremiahpronouncedYahweh‘sjudgmentagainstparticularindividualsor

groups: e.g., Jer 22:13–19; 23:1–2, 9–40; 28:15–16. Yet Amos and Hosea earlier had singled out certain 

groups or individuals for special punishment, e.g., Amos 4:1–3; 6:4–7; 7:17; Hos 4:4–6; 5:1. Isaiah, too, 

proclaimedYahweh‘sjudgmentagainstindividualsfortheirparticularoffenses,e.g.,1:28; 3:10–11, 13–

15, 16–26; 10:1–4.  

Postexilic and intertestamental traditions focus almost exclusively on the future judgment of 

individuals. The Wisdom of Solomon differs from traditional wisdom (which held that the righteous are 



rewarded and the wicked punished in this life) by promising that the righteous who die will live forever 

with God, while the ungodly perish without hope (Wis 3:1–5:23). Isaiah 66:24 looks for the perpetual 

torment of the wicked, who will be subjected to fire and worm(s); cf. Jdt 16:17. The prospect of perpetual 

torment is also held before the wicked in 4 Maccabees (e.g., 9:8–9; 12:12). Several passages in 4 

Maccabees anticipate that the righteous dead, at least those martyred for keeping Jewish tradition, will 

immediately enjoy immortality with God or the patriarchs (e.g., 17:12; 18:23). See also 3 En. 43:1–3; 

44:7; and 1QS 3:13–4:26. In T. Ab. (recension A) the souls of the dead are to be judged 3 times before 

entering their final places of reward or punishment.  

Various biblical and intertestamental apocalyptic texts link future judgment with the resurrection of the 

dead. In some cases judgment is not mentioned, but it is implicit in the respective destinies to be accorded 

the righteous and the wicked. Thus, according to Dan 12:2, some of the dead will be raised to everlasting 

life,butothersto―shameandeverlastingcontempt.‖Seealso2 Macc 7:9, 14, 23; 12:44; 14:46, which 

look for resurrection to eternal life but do not mention intervening judgment. 2 Esdras and 1 Enoch, on 

the other hand, apparently expected a time of judgment to follow the resurrection of the dead: 2 Esdr 

7:32–44; 1 En. 51:1–5 (but see 1 En. 22:2–13,whichreferstothefuturejudgmentofthe―spiritsofthe

soulsofthedead‖). 

According to T. Levi 3:3Belialand―thespiritsofdeceit‖or―error‖alsoaretobe punished on the day 

of judgment. Cf. T. Levi 18:12,whichstatesthatthe―newpriest‖will―bind‖Belialandgivehisfollowers

powerto―trampleon‖evilorwickedspirits.Apostateangelswouldbejudgedalso,e.g.,1 En. 90:24–27; 

2 En. 7:1–2.  

B. NT Usages  

In the NT the day or time of judgment is generally associated with the future coming or Parousia of the 

Son of Man, the resurrection of the dead, and entrance into the kingdom of God.  

1. Agents of Judgment. Several synoptic passages suggest that the coming Son of Man will be judge, 

e.g., Mark 13:26–27; Matt 25:31–46; Luke 21:36. Later NT traditions frequently name Jesus Christ as the 

one who will judge, e.g., Acts 10:42; 17:31; 2 Cor 5:10; 2 Tim 4:1. The coming of Jesus as judge is 

sometimesdescribedas―theDayofChrist‖or―theDayoftheLord,‖e.g.,Phil 1:10; 1 Thess 5:2. See 

DAY OF CHRIST.Certaintextsassign―theTwelve‖or―thesaints‖(faithfulChristians)ashareinthe

taskofjudging―Israel‖(Matt 19:28; Luke 22:30), the Church (1 Cor 5:12), the world (1 Cor 6:2), or even 

angels (1 Cor 6:3). Nevertheless, God himself is frequently represented as the one who will judge: Matt 

18:35; John 8:50; Rom 2:2–11; 3:6; 14:10 (cf. 2 Cor 5:10); Heb 10:30–31; 1 Pet 1:17; 2:23; Rev 18:8. A 

few Pauline passages suggest that God and Jesus will both take part in judging: Rom 2:16; 1 Cor 4:5. In 

John 12:48 Jesuswarnsthatthewordhehasspokenwillbehishearers‘judge―onthelastday.‖ 

2. Recipients of Judgment. Those whom Jesus addressed in the synoptic sayings were mainly Jews, 

since few gentiles seem to have been present and Christianity had not yet emerged as a separate 

community of faith. These sayings warned his contemporaries that individuals (e.g., Matt 5:22; 12:36) 

and unresponsive towns (e.g., Matt 10:15; Luke 10:14) stood in peril of condemnation at the time of 

judgment. Later NT traditions warned individual Christians that they would be judged, e.g., 2 Tim 4:8; 

Heb 4:1–12; Jas 5:7–11; 1 Pet 1:13–17. Several texts imply that all persons are to be judged: Rom 2:2–16; 

1 Cor 6:2; Heb 4:13; Jude 14–15 (quoting 1 En. 1:9). The wicked (e.g., Heb 13:4) and enemies or 

persecutors of Christians (e.g., 2 Thess 1:5–10; Rev 6:10; 19:1–3) are singled out for special retribution. 

Angels, too, are to be judged: 1 Cor 6:3; 2 Pet 2:4; Jude 6.  

Not only the living, but the dead also will be judged. Several synoptic texts intimate that the dead of 

earlier times will be raised and then judged, e.g., Matt 10:15; 12:41–42; cf. John 5:25–29. Some texts, 

however, say that both the living and the dead will be judged (Acts 10:42; 2 Tim 4:1; 1 Pet 4:5), and 

others refer simply to the judgment of the dead (1 Pet 4:6; Rev 11:18; 20:12–13), as if the dead would be 

judged but not raised. Luke 14:14 says that the righteous will be raised, without mention of judgment (cf. 

Dan 12:2). In the parable of the Rich Man and Lazarus (Luke 16:19–31), after each dies, he enters his 

apparently final place of habitation without first being raised or judged.  



3. Time of the Judgment. Most NT references to judgment look for this event in the future (e.g., Matt 

25:31–46; Acts 24:25; Rom 2:5; 14:10; 1 Cor 4:5; 2 Pet 3:7; 1 John 4:17), some explicitly in the near 

future (e.g., Heb 10:25; Jas 5:9; 1 Pet 4:5, 17). A few texts suggest that judgment has already taken place 

or been pronounced: John 16:8–11; 1 Cor 5:3–4; Rev 19:2. Some others represent judgment as present, 

either in connection with the presence of Jesus (e.g., John 3:19; 5:30; 9:39),oras―now‖(then)imminent:

John 12:31; Rev 14:6–7.  

C. Modern Scholarly Opinion  

Numerous biblical texts, particularly in the NT, refer to the coming day or time of judgment. 

Nevertheless, little scholarly attention has been devoted to this topic, in contrast, for example, to closely 

related topics like the coming of the Son of Man and the kingdom of God. One suspects that modern 

scholars prefer to deal with more congenial subjects. So suggest Brandon (1967: 56–75, 98–135), who 

provides an excellent review of NT and subsequent Christian traditions concerning the judgment of the 

dead, and Fairhurst (1970). Scholarly squeamishness is articulated occasionally, e.g., by Dalton (1968: 7): 

―GodisprimarilyaGodwholoves,aGodwhosaves.Henceanyeschatologicalstatement set in the 

context of future judgment must take into account the inadequacy of this context and must allow for this 

inadequacyifconclusionsunworthyofGodaretobeavoided.‖  

Only those willing to acknowledge as significant the eschatological orientation within apocalyptic 

Judaism,Jesus‘teaching,andtheNTchurchesarepreparedtorecognizethenatureandimportanceof

their beliefs and expectations concerning the coming time or day of judgment. Among those who do are 

Weiss (1985: 96–101), Schweitzer (1985: 54–56, 124–27), Burrows (1946: 203–15; 1977: 218–34), Hiers 

(1973: 28–36; 1981: 19–61), and Milikowsky (1988). On the idea of judgment by fire in the OT and 

intertestamental literature, see Gaster (1981: 649–51). A few scholars who take the position that Jesus did 

to some extent proclaim or embody the presence of the kingdom of God also undertake to examine his 

message of coming eschatological judgment. Among them are Jeremias (1963: 162–88; 1971: 122–58), 

Manson (1951: 269–77), Kümmel (1957: 43–48), and Hooker (1967: 148–73).  

Proponentsof―realizedeschatology‖donotordinarlyfindanyNTpassagessuggestingthatJesus

looked for a future day of judgment. Glasson (1982: 528–39) urges that faithful followers of Jesus would 

not have to face the last judgment and cautions against a literal reading of the NT judgment passages. 

Instead,heconcludes,―TheJudgmentshouldberegardedasapictorialrepresentationofatranscendent

reality‖(Glasson1982:538).Perrin(1974:47,300)wentsofaras to suggest that all gospel sayings that 

anticipate a future judgment are inauthentic, i.e., originated in the concerns of the early Palestinian 

church. Though Bultmann sometimes acknowledged that Jesus expected a future time of judgment, both 

he and the so-called post-BultmanniansurgedthattherealmeaningofJesus‘eschatologicalpreaching

wasthathumanbeingscontinuallyfaceanexistential―crisisofdecision.‖Proponentsoftherecent

―theologyofhope,‖suchasMoltmannandPannenberg,tendedtoignore the biblical expectation of 

prospective adverse judgment or condemnation.  
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RICHARD H. HIERS  

DAY OF THE LORD. ―TheDayoftheLord‖(=―theDayofYahweh‖)isacentral feature of the 

prophets‘messagetotheircontemporaries.Thisphraseandsuchcloselyrelatedexpressionsas―thedayof

theangerofYahweh,‖or―Yahwehhasaday,‖occurovertwodozentimesinpropheticbooks(most

frequently in Isaiah, Joel, and Zephaniah), and once in Lamentations (2:22). Similar terms, particularly 

―thatday,‖―thedayof,‖and―thedaywhen,‖appearnearly200timesintheprophets,occasionallyin

Lamentations, and twice in Psalms (Pss 110:5; 137:7). These terms often are used interchangeably with 

the fuller expressions or in contexts that refer specifically to one or the other of them, e.g., Isa 2:12–22 

(see vv 12, 17, 20); Jer 46:10; Ezek 7:5–27 (see vv 7, 10, 12, 19); and Ezek 30:2–3. In most instances, the 

same ranges of meaning are suggested.  

———  

A.Yahweh‘sJudgmentagainstForeignNations 

B.Yahweh‘sJudgmentagainstIsrael,Judah,ortheJewishPeople 

C. Future Deliverance or Blessing for Israel, Judah, Other Nations, and All Creation  

D. Day of the Lord in the NT  

E. Scholarly Literature  

———  

A. Yahweh’s Judgment against Foreign Nations  

AfewscatteredpassagesseemtorefertoYahweh‘spreviousacts of judgment against foreign nations. 

―ThedayofMidian‖(Isa 9:4)referstotheMidianites‘earlierdefeat.Mostothersuchexpressionsreferto

Yahweh‘sfuturepunishmentofvarious nations, e.g., Jer 50:31 (toBabylon,―yourdayhascome‖);Ezek 

21:29 (the―dayoftheAmmonites‖);Ezek 26:18; 27:27 (―dayofthefall‖or―ruin‖ofTyre);Ezek 32:10 

(toEgypt,―thedayofyourdownfall‖).  

Mostofthepropheticbookscontainoraclesagainstforeignnations.The―DayofYahweh‖andsimilar 

expressionsfrequentlyappearintheseoracles.CommentatorsgenerallyagreethatinAmos‘time―the

DayofYahweh‖popularlywasthoughttomeanthetimewhenYahwehwouldvindicateIsraelby

defeatingitsenemies.Seetheexpressions―dayofbattle‖and ―dayofthewhirlwind‖inAmos‘

denunciation of the Ammonites (1:14).Incontrast,AmoswarnshisIsraelitehearersthat―theDayof

Yahweh‖willnotbewhattheywanted(Amos 5:18, 20. See part B, below.). Several later prophets 

declared that the Day of Yahweh would be one of disaster for certain other nations, namely, Egypt (Isa 

19:16; 20:6; Jer 46:10, 21; Ezek 30:9, 18), Edom (Isa 34:8; 63:4; Jer 49:22), Ethiopia (Ezek 30:9), 

Babylon (Isa 47:9; Jer 50:27, 30, 31; 51:2), the Ammonites (Ezek 21:29), Damascus (Jer 49:26), Moab 

(Jer 48:41), the Philistines (Jer 47:4), and Tyre (Isa 23:15).Afewprophetictextssuggestthat―thatday‖

will be one of judgment against many or even all nations: Isa 24:21 (―thekingsoftheearth‖;cf.Ps 

110:5–6), Jer 25:33 (see 25:30–32 for context), Ezek 30:2–5 (particularly Arabia, Egypt, and other 

African nations), Joel 3:14 (see 3:11–12 for context), and Obadiah 15–16. The Ezekiel and Obadiah 

passageswarnedthatthedaywas―near.‖Zechariahdeclaredthat―onthatday‖Yahwehwoulddestroyall

the nations opposed to Jerusalem (Zech 12:3–9; 14:12–13). See also Ezek 38:17–39:8 as to the fate in 

store for Gog and Magog.  

ZephaniahproclaimedmorebroadlythatYHWHwoulddestroy―alltheinhabitantsoftheearth‖onthe

day of his wrath (Zeph 1:7–18). According to Isa 2:12–17 Yahweh‘s―day‖willbeatimeofjudgmentnot

only against theprideofmen,butagainst―allthatisproudandlofty.‖TheauthorofIsa 13:6–13 declared 

thatthewholeworldwouldbepunishedforitsevilontheDayofYahwehwhichwasthen―near.‖The

Isaiah Apocalypse announcedthat―onthatday‖Yahwehwouldevenpunishthecosmicpowers(Isa 

24:21–22), and the quasi-cosmic sea monsters (Isa 27:1).  



B. Yahweh’s Judgment against Israel, Judah, or the Jewish People  

Yahweh‘spastjudgment(on―thedayofhisanger‖)isemphasizedinLamentations,withreferenceto

the events marking the end of the S kingdom of Judah and the beginning of the Exile (Lam 1:12; 2:1, 21–

22). Compare Obad 11–14 and Ps 137:7,where―theday‖ofJudahorJerusalemsignifiesthesameevents,

which,however,arenotviewedasYahweh‘sjudgment,butonlyasevildeedsperpetratedbytheir

enemies. Isaiah 22:1–14 mayalsorefertoanalreadyexperienced―day‖ofYahweh‘sjudgment.Ezekiel 

21:25 statesthat―theday‖ofaprinceofIsrael―hascome,‖butthecontextsuggeststhathispunishment 

had yet to occur.  

Characteristically,theclassicalprophetswarnedtheircontemporariesinIsraelandJudahthat―theDay

ofYahweh‖wouldsooncomeuponthemintheformofcosmicormeteorologicalcatastrophesorof

powerful enemy armies which wouldbringYahweh‘sjudgmentagainstthemforbreakingthecovenant

requirementsofthelaw.ThusAmoswarnedIsraelthatthedayofYahwehwouldbe―darkness,andnot

light‖(Amos 5:18, 20; cf. Joel 2:1–2). The prophets point to Yahweh as the one who will ultimately cause 

thecomingdisastersasjudgmentagainsthispeople;mostofthemreferto―theDayof Yahweh‖(or

equivalent terms) in this connection. Examples include Amos 2:13–16; 3:14; 8:3, 9; Hos 1:4–5; 5:9; Isa 

3:18–4:1; 7:18–20, 23; 10:3; 22:5; Mic 2:4; Jer 17:16–18 (―thedayofdisaster,‖―thedayofevil‖);18:17 

(―thedayoftheircalamity‖);39:16; Ezek 7:7–12, 19; 13:5; 24:25–27; 38:14–19; Zeph 1:7–18; 2:1–3; 

Joel 1:15; 2:1–2, 11, 31; Mal 4:1, 5. Second Isaiah, Obadiah, Jonah, and Nahum, which looked only for 

Yahweh‘sblessingsonIsraelorJudahorfordisasterforothernations,donotincludethisusage. 

In general, the preexilic prophets proclaimed that God would punish Israel or Judah through oppression 

by other nations; e.g., Hos 11:5; Amos 3:9–11; Isa 5:26–30. After the Exile, when the nations Israel and 

Judahhadceasedtoexist,prophetslookedforYahweh‘sjudgmentagainsttheJewishpeopleinoneof

twoforms:―natural‖disasters,suchasplagues,drought,andcropfailure,or―supernatural‖demonic

hordes, as in Hag 1:5–6; 2:14–19; Mal 3:9–12; Joel 2:1–11.  

Some texts indicate belief that the Day of Yahweh was near: Ezek 7:7, 12; 22:4; Joel 2:1; 3:14; Zeph 

1:7.Afewothersstatethattheday―comes‖or―iscoming,‖implicitlyinthenearfuture—e.g., Ezek 7:10; 

39:8 and Mal 4:1. Malachi 3:1–2 warnsthatYahweh‘s―messenger‖iscomingandwarnsof―thedayof

hiscoming,‖whenhewouldcausetheprieststoofferrightofferings. None of the prophetic texts, 

however,thatlookforthe―DayofYahweh‖asatimeofjudgmentagainstIsrael,Judah,ortheJewish

peoplereferstothe―coming‖ofamessiahorofYahwehhimselfinconnectionwithit. 

C. Future Deliverance or Blessing for Israel, Judah, Other Nations and All Creation  

Some60occurrencesof―theDayofYahweh‖andsimilarexpressionsrefertothefuturetimewhen

Yahweh would reestablish the fortunes of Israel/Judah or the Jewish people. A few, particularly in Isaiah, 

look for the redemption of other nations as well: Isa 2:2–4 (= Mic 4:1–3); 11:10; 19:18–25; 25:6–9; Zech 

2:11.  

Relatively few of these texts explicitly mention a future messiah or Davidic king: Isa 11:10; Jer 23:5–6; 

30:8–9; 33:15–16; Hag 2:23; Zech 3:8–10; Amos 9:11; cf. Hos 1:11. (Some messianic passages do not 

refer to the Day of Yahweh or related terms, e.g., Isa 9:6–7; Ezek 34:23–24; 37:24–25; Zech 6:9–13; 9:9–

10.) More typical are texts that look for Yahweh himself to act (Mal 3:17; 4:3), manifest his glory (Isa 

2:11, 17, 19; Ezek 39:13), and rule as king over a restored Israel (Mic 4:6–7) or over all the earth (Isa 2:2–

4 = Mic 4:1–3; Obad 21; Zech 2:11; 14:9) on that day.  

On or in anticipation of that new day, according to Isaiah, those who had been sick or disabled would be 

restored to full health: Isa 29:18–19; 30:26; cf. Mic 4:6–7. Then all will enjoy the preternatural abundance 

of milk, honey, fruit, and produce (Isa 4:2; 7:21–22; 25:6–9; 30:23–24; Joel 3:18; Amos 9:13–15). Every 

man shall sit with his neighbor under his own vine and fig tree (Mic 4:4; Zech 3:10); peace will obtain 

throughout all creation (Hos 2:18; Isa 11:1–10; cf. Ezek 34:25–28); and all Israel (Isa 10:20; 52:6; Ezek 

39:22), if not all nations (Isa 19:19–25; cf. Ezek 38:23), will know that Yahweh is God. In that day exiled 

Jews will return (Isa 11:11–12; 27:12–13; Jer 27:22), and Jerusalem and the Jewish people will 

experienceGod‘sspecialfavor(Isa 12:1–4; 28:5–6; 30:26; Jer 31:1–6; Ezek 36:33–36; Zeph 3:11–20; 

Zech 9:16–17; 14:1; Mal 3:17).  



D. Day of the Lord in the NT  

This and similar terms often occur in NT contexts referring to the future appearance of Jesus. In reading 

theGreekOT(orLXX),JewsandearlyChristiansverylikelyrenderedtheOTexpression―Dayof

Yahweh‖as―DayoftheLord.‖EarlyChristianleaders likely took over the OT expression but now 

understoodittorefertoJesus‘returnastheirLord,astheChrist,orasthesupernaturalSonofMan.See

DAY OF CHRIST and DAY OF JUDGMENT.  

E. Scholarly Literature  

For many years OT scholars have accepted the view that Israelites up to the time of Amos regarded the 

Day of Yahweh as that time when Yahweh would deliver Israel by punishing foreign nations and that 

Amos radically altered this understanding by proclaiming that on that day Yahweh would also punish 

Israel for all her offenses (Amos 1:1–3:2). See Bright (1955: 60–70).  

Not all agree as to the nature of Israelite beliefs concerning the Day of Yahweh before the time of 

Amos, and at least two books (Nahum and Obadiah) attributed to prophets well after the time of Amos 

consist entirely of oracles against foreign nations. There is wide agreement, however, that for most of the 

prophets, the Day of Yahweh meant that time in the relatively near future when Yahweh would punish not 

onlyhispeople‘senemies,butalsohispeople(Israel,Judah,ortheJewish people) for breaking the 

covenant. Then, either through a new Davidic king or messiah or by acting directly, Yahweh would 

establish his own rule or kingdom over all the earth. See Robinson (1946: 135–47); Baab (1949: 156–97); 

and Jacob (1958: 319–21). See, generally, Muilenburg (1961: 128–50); Heschel (1962: 159–94); and 

Hiers (1988).  

There have been a variety of other suggestions, however, particularly as to the origins of biblical 

traditions concerning the Day of Yahweh. Mowinckel (1956: 143–54) urged that the prophetic 

expectation of a coming Day of Yahweh derived from a cultic New Year Festival which celebrated 

Yahweh‘senthronementaskingandgaveexpressiontohopeforthebeginningofaneweraofblessing.

Others, following von Rad (1959), haveconcludedthattheDayofYahwehrepresentedYahwehas―Holy

Warrior‖whohadoverwhelmedIsrael‘senemiesinbattleinthepast,andwoulddosoagain.Thus

Hanson (1975: 354–401) interprets Zechariah 12–14 as the work of a visionary group which looked for 

Yahweh to punish particularly the Jerusalem temple hierarchy, deliver the faithful from foreign hordes, 

and renew the order of nature. Everson (1974), on the other hand, finds that the Day of Yahweh passages 

do not justify any of the theories as to the origin of the expression. He observes that several of these 

passages refer to different historical events. On that basis he concludes that the prophets likewise looked 

for separate future events of divine judgment or deliverance and that interpreters therefore should refer to 

theprophets‘beliefsconcerningtheDays rather than to a single Day of Yahweh.  
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RICHARD H. HIERS  

DAY OF YAHWEH [Heb yôm yhwh (יוםֶׂיהוה)]. An expression found in the following OT 

passages: Isa 13:6, 9; Ezek 13:5; Joel 1:15; 2:1, 11; 3:4; 4:14; Amos 5:18–20 (three times); Obad 15; 

Zeph 1:7, 14; Mal 3:23. There occur also the related expressions yôm lyhwh ‗adayofYahweh‘(Isa 2:12; 

Ezek 30:3; Zech 14:1); yôm nĕqāmâ ‗adayofretribution‘(Jer 46:10); yôm nāqām lyhwh ‗Yahweh‘sday



ofretribution‘(Isa 34:8); yôm ˓ebrat yhwh ‗thedayofYahweh‘swrath‘(Ezek 7:19; Zeph 1:18); yôm ˒ap 

yhwh ‗thedayofYahweh‘sanger‘(Zeph 2:3; cf. Lam 2:22); and yôm zebaḥ yhwh ‗thedayofYahweh‘s

feast‘(Zeph 1:8).Thereisalsothephrase,―MyLordYahwehofhostshasadayoftumultanddinand 

confusion‖(Isa 22:5).  

Some scholars would insist on restricting any investigation of the meaning of the Day of Yahweh to 

these passages; and G. von Rad has even proposedeliminatingsomeofthem,arguingthat―theydonot

providetheinterpreterwithanysureexegeticalbasis‖(vonRad1959:97).Butitisnotreallypossibleto

ignore any of these passages. In addition, the prophetic books contain many references to the phrase 

bayyôm hahû˒ ‗onthatday.‘Furthermore,thereareotherpassages(e.g.,intheoraclesagainstthenations)

which may well be linked to the concept of the Day of Yahweh. R. H. Charles included Nahum in his 

discussion of the Day of Yahweh, and subsequent study of the text of Nahum seems to support this view 

(Charles 1913; Gray 1974: 19–20, 32; Cathcart 1975: 72–76).  

A. Earlier Scholarship: The Eschatological Problem  

In 1899 Charles gave the Jowett Lectures on―Hebrew,JewishandChristianeschatology from pre-

prophetictimestillthecloseoftheNewTestamentCanon‖(Charles1913).Hebelievedthatthereexisted

already before Amos a popular expectation of the Day of Yahweh, an expectation that the day would be 

oneofjudgmentagainstIsrael‘senemies.TheDayofYahwehwasunderstoodbyCharlestobe―adayof

battle,‖aviewthatwastoinfluencemuchsubsequentscholarshipontheconcept.―Thisconceptionis

related to the people as a whole, and not to the individual. It means essentially the day on which Yahweh 

manifestsHimselfinvictoryoverhisfoes‖(Charles1913:86–87).ItisevidentfromthetitleofCharles‘

lectures that he understood eschatological hopes to be part of the Day of Yahweh concept from the 

beginning; however, he may have been mistaken, since eschatology proper arose in the Exile at the 

earliest and since the eschatological aspect of the Day of Yahweh belongs to late prophecy.  

In 1901 J. M. P. Smith also understood the popular conception of the Day of Yahweh as a great day of 

battle, with Yahweh leading the armies of Israel to an overwhelming victory over their enemies. However, 

hebelievedthatAmosthentransformedtheconceptintothedayofIsrael‘shumiliationandpunishment

by Yahweh; the preexilic concept as reflected in Amos and Zephaniah is a day of battle and judgment 

against both Israel and her enemies. The righteousness of Yahweh demands corresponding righteousness 

from his people and the need for reform on their part (Smith 1901: 505–33).  

Yet another scholar at this time was proposing the existence of eschatological elements in preexilic 

prophecy. Gressmann rejected as inadequate the view of Charles and Smith that the Day of Yahweh was a 

day of battle, storm, and slaughter; rather, he emphasized the cosmic frame of reference of the day, which 

showed its eschatological character (Gressmann 1905: 143). Gressmann believed that Israelite 

eschatology was borrowed from an already-developed foreign (Babylonian) eschatology, an assumption 

he took from Gunkel. Inspired by Gressmann‘swork,S.Mowinckelproposedin1917thattheIsraelite

New Year Festival was the enthronement festival of Yahweh (Mowinckel 1917: 13–79). However, he 

differed from Gressmann, and from others before him, by rejecting the existence of a preprophetic 

eschatology.ForhimtheDayofYahwehoriginallymeansthedayofYahweh‘smanifestationinthecult

at the New Year Festival. Eschatology and the eschatological significance of the Day of Yahweh have 

their ultimate source in the autumn festival, but strictly they belong to later prophecy (Mowinckel 1956: 

127–33). In 1948 L. Cerny rejected outright any dependence of the origin of the Day of Yahweh on the 

kingshipofYahwehandonGod‘sannualre-enthronement as king during the New Year Festival. He 

argued that the real meaning of the day was a day of divine decree, but he tended to overemphasize the 

disastrous nature of the day (Cerny 1948: 73–77).  

B. Von Rad and His Critics  

Although the concept of the Day of Yahweh has often been investigated, surprisingly there has not been 

any major study of it in recent times. For example, the German commentator on the prophets H. W. Wolff 

(Joel and Amos, Hermeneia) and the English commentator L. C. Allen (Joel, Obadiah, Jonah, Micah 

NICOT) are content simply to refer to the brief 1959 study by von Rad. As already mentioned, von Rad 

urgescautionintheadmissionofevidenceforthestudyoftheconcept.Heisconvincedthat―theDayof



Yahweh encompasses a pure event of war, the rise of Yahweh against his enemies, his battle and his 

victory‖(vonRad1959:103).HepaysparticularattentiontoIsaiah 13 and 34, Ezekiel 7, and Joel 2, but 

criticizes those scholars who take Amos 5:18 asthestartingpoint;forinhisviewthistextis―not

sufficiently unequivocal to be used as a suitable starting pointfortheexamination‖(1959:98).Butif

Amos 5:18 is somewhat difficult to interpret, it cannot be conveniently ignored. Perhaps even more 

seriousisvonRad‘sviewthatIsa 2:12ff.―doesnotamounttomorethananallusion‖totheDayof

Yahweh (1959: 105). To claim that there is no support in the Day of Yahweh texts for any association of 

the enthronement of Yahweh with the concept of the Day of Yahweh and yet to omit any proper 

discussion of Isa 2:12ff. seems suspicious. Thus von Rad excludes from his investigation the two oldest 

witnesses to the concept. Also problematic is his claim that the origin of the concept is to be found in the 

Holy War tradition. What do we know about Holy War in early Israel? The Deuteronomistic sources are 

scarcelysufficientforinformingusaboutit.VonRad‘sclaimthat―theentirematerialforthisimagery

which surrounds the concept of the Day of Yahweh is of old-Israeliteorigin‖(1959:104)isnot

convincing.AnexaminationofvonRad‘sstudyshowsthathetendstodismisselementswhichmight

contaminatehis―pureeventofwar.‖Inpointoffact,agoodpartofalltheDay-of-Yahweh texts has no 

reference to an event of war (Schunck 1969: 16).  

OneoftheseverestcriticsofvonRad‘sposition,J.Gray,hasarguedeffectivelythattheDayofYahweh

―signifiedessentiallythemomentoftheepiphanyasKing,whichwasthehighlightoftheautumn

festival‖(Gray 1974: 16). With this view Gray is following in the tradition of Mowinckel and J. Pedersen 

among others. Utilizing evidence gathered from Canaanite sources, and esp. the Baal myth from Ugarit, 

Gray stresses the importance of mišpāṭ,i.e.,―theimpositionof the effective rule of Yahweh as king, the 

main theme of the liturgy of the autumn festival with its ultimate origins in the Canaanite festival at the 

sameseasonalcrisis‖(1974:14).Furthermore,GrayarguesthatYahweh‘sconflictwiththeenemiesof

Israel, the Völkerkampfmythus, isthe―historificationinIsraelofthecosmicconflicttosustainthe

effectiveKingshipofYahwehintheliturgyoftheautumnfestival‖(1974:34).Thusthosefeaturesofthe

Day of Yahweh texts which von Rad attempts to trace back to early Israelite tradition of the wars of 

Yahwehareinfacttobelinkedwiththisparticularizationofthecosmicconflict.InGray‘sviewthere

developed later an association of the autumn festival with covenant, and he is ready to accept the full 

eschatological development of the Day of Yahweh in later prophetic circles.  

F. M. Cross, in his study of Israelite religion (CMHE), believes that the views of Mowinckel and von 

Rad on the Day of Yahweh are not incompatible, but complementary. Cross and his student P. D. Miller 

arebothinfluencedtosomeextentbyvonRad‘sworkontheHolyWar,butCrossinparticularchides

von Rad for not dealing with either the origins of the Holy War in ancient Israel or the mythological 

elements in it. He says vonRad―failstoperceive,therefore,thereutilizationofsomeofthese

mythological elements in the royal cult, in prophecy, and above all in the apocalyptic development of the 

conceptoftheDivineWarrior‖(CMHE, 89). Despite this criticism of von Rad, it is clear that Cross and 

Miller take the view that the origins of the Day of Yahweh are in the Holy War traditions of ancient Israel 

but as these traditions were carried through the royal cult. Although Cross and his students have made a 

considerable contribution by their studies of the Divine Warrior and Holy War motifs, they have not yet 

produced a systematic study of the Day of Yahweh texts.  

If there was eventually an association of the autumn festival with covenant, then serious consideration 

should be given to the view of F. C. Fensham, who sees the Day of Yahweh as the day when the blessings 

and curses of the covenant were to come into effect (Fensham 1967: 96). Whether the Day of Yahweh 

was a day directed against foreign enemies (e.g., Babylon or Edom), or against an unfaithful Israel, in all 

cases it was a day on which Yahweh punished the guilty. Yahweh is not only king and warrior, but also 

judge (Cathcart 1975: 75).  

Whatever position is adopted concerning the Day of Yahweh, it seems necessary to distinguish between 

a primary day—one of intervention by Yahweh with limited effect—and a secondary day—one of 

universal cosmic judgment. The developed, eschatological Day of Yahweh is secondary. But granted that 

there is an organic continuity between prophetic preaching and apocalyptic eschatology, then there should 



be no problem in accepting this distinction. Finally, two principles laid down by Y. Hoffmann should 

guide further research: (1) the investigation should start with Amos 5:18–20; and (2) we must not draw 

conclusions about an earlier text from a later one (Hoffmann 1981: 38–39).  
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K. J. CATHCART  

DEAD SEA. See SALT SEA (PLACE).  

DEAD SEA SCROLLS. The name given to deposits of ancient texts written in Hebrew, Aramaic, or 

Greek, on papyrus or leather, that since 1947 have been discovered near the W shore of the Dead Sea. 

This label is used in both a narrow and a broad sense. The narrow definition is restricted to mss found in 

11 caves in the vicinity of Khirbet Qumran.ThebroadusageincludesdocumentsfoundatMasada,Wād  

Murabba˓at,Naḥal Ḥever, Naḥal Ṣe˒elim,andNaḥal Mishmar. In this review we will focus primarily 

upon the Qumran scrolls and will refer to the others only when they are relevant to the discussion. See 

also WADI MURABBAAT.  

———  

A. Discovery and Publication  

B. Provenance of the Scrolls  

C. Community Rule Books  

1. The Rule of the Community  

2. The Damascus Document  

D. Biblical Texts  

E. Biblical Interpretation  

1. Continuous Pesharim  

2. Thematic Pesharim  

3. Other Use of Biblical Material  

F. Halakic Works  

1. 4QMMT  

2. The Temple Scroll  

G. Hymnic and Liturgical Works  

1. Nonsectarian Works  

2. Thanksgiving Hymns (1QH)  

3. Angelic Liturgy (4QShirShabb)  

4. Other Works  

H. Eschatological, Apocalyptic, and Related Texts  

1. The War Scroll (1QM)  



2. Other Texts  

I. Miscellaneous Compositions  

J. History of the Community  

K. Character and Significance  

———  

A. Discovery and Publication  

The initial find, in 1947, consisted of seven rolls of leather from Cave 1. The eleventh cave was 

discovered in 1956. Only Caves 1 and 11 have produced relatively intact mss. The largest find, however, 

was in Cave 4 in 1952, which yielded thousands of fragments from more than 500 mss. The larger, 

relatively intact scrolls were published promptly—three by M. Burrows for the American School of 

Oriental Research (the Isaiah scroll, 1Q Isa
a
, and a commentary on Habakkuk in 1950; and the Rule of the 

Community, then called the Manual of Discipline, in 1951, all now reprinted, Cross et al. 1974), and four 

by the Hebrew University (the War Scroll, Hodayot, and a fragmentary scroll of Isaiah, 1Q Isa
b
, in 1954 

[see Sukenik 1955], and the Genesis Apocryphon in 1956 [Avigad and Yadin]). Beginning in 1955 the 

series Discoveries in the Judaean Desert from Oxford University Press (DJD) became the main vehicle 

for publication of the fragmentary material. DJD 1 (1955) contained the fragments from Cave 1; DJD 2 

(1961)containedtheMurabba˓atfragments;DJD3(1962)thematerialfromthe―minorcaves‖2,3,and

5–10, including the Copper Scroll fromCave3andtheAramaic―NewJerusalem‖textfromCave5;DJD

4 (1965) is devoted to a single scroll, the Psalms scroll from Cave 11; DJD 5 (1968) contains a batch of 

material from Cave 4 edited by J. M. Allegro (but note the book length review by J. Strugnell in RQ 7: 

163–276); DJD 6 (1977) contains another batch of Cave 4 material edited by J. T. Milik; DJD 7 (1982) 

yet more material from the same cave edited by M. Baillet; and DJD 8 (1990) contains the Greek Scroll of 

the Minor Prophets from Naḥal Ḥever (8 Hev XII gr) edited by E. Tov in collaboration with R. A. Kraft. 

A number of mss have received preliminary publication in scholarly journals (notably 11QMelch by van 

der Woude in OTS 14: 354–73), but there have also been major critical editions outside the DJD series: 

the Targum of Job from Cave 11 (ed. van der Ploeg and van der Woude 1971), the Aramaic fragments of 

1 Enoch from Cave 4 (ed. Milik 1976), the Songs of Sabbath Sacrifice (ed. Newsom 1985), the Paleo-

Hebrew Leviticus Scroll (ed. Freedman and Matthews 1985), a collection of noncanonical Psalms (4Q 

380–81, ed. Schuller 1986), and the fragments of Daniel (Ulrich 1987, 1989). At the time of writing, the 

publicationofthe―halakicletter‖4QMMTisawaitedinRevue de Qumran. The latest discovery from 

Qumran is the so-called Temple Scroll (11Q Temple), which was acquired by Y. Yadin in 1967. His 

edition was published by the Israel Exploration Society in 1977. Much of the material from Cave 4 still 

awaits publication. (For an inventory of publications up to the mid-seventies, see Fitzmyer 1975, revised 

and updated edition currently in press).  

B. Provenance of the Scrolls  

These documents are usually thought to constitute the library of an Essene community (see ESSENES) 

which inhabited the site of Qumran and whose way of life is described in the Rule of the Community from 

Cave 1 (1QS). The scrolls come from approximately the same period as the settlement the ruins of which 

stand at Qumran. The date of the settlement is fixed on archaeological grounds as extending from the mid-

2d century B.C.E. to 68 C.E. (de Vaux). The scrolls can be dated paleographically from the mid-3d century 

B.C.E. to the third quarter of the 1st century C.E. (Cross 1961). Paleography provides a relative chronology 

based on the development of handwriting style. Fixed points of reference are provided by dated 

documents from the 1st and 2d centuries C.E. (e.g.,theBarKokhbalettersfromMurabba˓atandNaḥal 

Ḥever) and by the fact that some documents were discovered in situ (e.g., a fragment of the Songs of 

Sabbath Sacrifice was discovered at Masada and must have been placed there before the Roman siege). 

The presence of documents which are older than the Qumran settlement is not surprising since we should 

expect that the settlers would bring some documents with them. Golb has observed the peculiar lack of 

originaldocumentssuchaslettersandlegaldeedsintheQumranfinds(incontrasttothoseofMurabba˓at

and Naḥal Ḥever). He has attempted to explain this fact by the hypothesis that the library did not belong 

to a community on the site, but to the Jerusalem temple, and had been hidden in the desert before the 



onslaught of the Romans. He fails, however, to account for the community described in 1QS or for 

Pliny‘slocationofanEssenesettlementbetweenJerichoandEn-gedi to the W of the Dead Sea. It is 

conceivable that the Qumran community, because of its peculiar religious nature, did not keep deeds and 

records. It is also possible that such documents were hidden separately and have not yet been discovered. 

The association of the library with a religious settlement at Qumran remains overwhelmingly probable.  

C. Community Rule Books  

The documents which describe the way of life of the community provide a crucial vantage point from 

which to view the nature of the library. Two main books of regulations have been found at Qumran: the 

Rule of the Community and the so-called Damascus Document (CD). See also COMMUNITY, RULE OF 

THE (1QS); DAMASCUS RULE (CD); and ZADOKITE FRAGMENTS (DAMASCUS DOCUMENT).  

1. The Rule of the Community. This book of regulation is extant in 12 copies ranging from about 100 

B.C.E. to the Herodian period. An almost intact ms (1QS) was discovered in Cave 1 and was one of the 

first scrolls published (Burrows). Two fragments from Cave 5 covering 1QS 2:4–7, 12–14 have been 

published in DJD 3 (180–81) by Milik. Ten copies from Cave 4 are still unpublished, but Milik has listed 

the significant variants in a book review in RB 67: 410–16. The date of 1QS is usually put at 100–75 

B.C.E., but Milik claims that the oldest ms of the work is the unpublished 4QS
e
.  

The Rule is composed of a number of distinct literary units. There is a general statement of the purpose 

of the community in 1:1–15. The rite of covenant renewal is described in 1:16–3:12 and the instruction on 

the two spirits follows in 3:13–4:26.Introducedby1QS5:1(―Andthisistherule for the members of the 

community‖)isacollectionofregulationswhichrunstotheendofcol.9.Thissectionisquiteprobably

composite. Formally, at least, we may distinguish the community rules in 5:1–6:23; the penal code in 

6:24–7:25; instructions for a specific subgroup in 6:1–9:11 and for the maśk  l or instructor in 9:12–26. 

The last two columns of the scroll are taken up with a number of hymnic passages (10:1–8; 10:9–11:2a; 

11:2b–15a; 11:15b–22).  

The purpose of the community is set forth clearlyincol.5:―tobeconvertedfromallevil…toseparate

themselvesfromthecongregationofperversemen…undertheauthorityofthesonsofZadok,thepriests

who keep the covenant, and under the authority of the majority of the members of the community.‖The

regulations for admission to the community bear strong, though not perfect, resemblance to the 

description of the Essenes in Josephus (importance of oaths, multiyear process of admission, some 

provision for communal property, reference to a common meal). The penal code reveals strict discipline 

even in minor matters (interrupting another, laughing loudly) and providing for the irrevocable 

excommunication of anyone who turned apostate after ten years membership.  

The most difficult problem in the collection of communal regulations concerns the relation between the 

special subgroup in col. 8 and the community described in cols. 5–7.Vermesnotesthat―thesethree

priestsandtwelvemenarereferredtonowhereelse‖andleavesopenthreepossibleinterpretations: 

―whethertheyformedthenucleusofthesectasawhole,ortheminimumquorumofthesect‘sleadership

symbolizing the twelve tribes and the three Levitical clans, or a special elite within the Council designated 

elsewhere‗theFoundationsoftheCommunity‘ ‖(Vermes1981:91–92). In 1959 E. F. Sutcliffe suggested 

thattheywere―thefirstfifteenmembersoftheQumranCommunity.‖Thissuggestionhasbeentakenup

by Murphy-O‘Connor,whofindsin8:1–16a + 9:3–10:8a the oldest nucleus of the Community Rule—a 

―manifesto‖proposingtheexodustoQumran,possiblycomposedbytheTeacherofRighteousness

(Murphy-O‘Connor(1969:531).Thisiscertainlyastraightforwardwaytointerpret1QS8:13:―andwhen

thesebecomeacommunityinIsrael…theyshall be separated from the midst of the habitation of the men 

ofperversitytogointothedeserttopreparethewayof‗Him‘…‖Thelikelihoodthatcols.8–9 contain 

material from a stage different from that of cols. 5–7 is enhanced by the difference in views of authority in 

thecommunity.In9:7―thesonsofAaronaloneshallcommandinmattersofjusticeandpropertyand…

ineverydecisionconcerningthemembersoftheCommunity.‖Bycontrast,in5:2thecommunityisunder

the authority of the sons of Zadok and under the authority of the majority of the members of the 

community. Murphy-O‘Connorhasplausiblysuggestedthatthischangeisrelatedtotheexpansionofthe

community in the archaeological phase 1b (about 100 B.C.E). He goes on to posit four stages in the 



evolution of the Rule: (1)the―manifesto‖;(2)1QS8:10b–12a; 8:16b–9:2(―penallegislationforasmall

community); (3) 1QS 5:1–13a; 6:8b–7:25 (reformulation for expanded community); and (4) 1QS 1–4; 

5:13b–6:8a; 10:9–11:22 (material from various sources of a hortatory and theoretical nature; Murphy-

O‘Connor1977:114;Pouilly1976). 

This reconstruction is attractive and at least the distinction between stages 1 and 3 is well founded, but 

some observations are in order. (1) In view of the paleographical evidence, the evolution of the document 

must have been complete close to 100 B.C.E. There cannot have been a great lapse in time between stages 

3 and 4. (2) It is noteworthy that part of Murphy-O‘Connor‘soriginalnucleus(1QS8:17–9:11) is missing 

from the oldest ms, 4QS
e
 (Milik 1959: 123). The omission may, of course, be accidental, but nonetheless 

it calls for a reservation. (3) The special group of 12 men and 3 priests are said in 8:11 to be set apart as 

holy within the council of the community. If this passage was part of the original manifesto (Murphy-

O‘Connor1969)itwouldseemtoimplythatthemembersofthepioneercommunityinthedesertwere

selected from a larger community. Their departure does not appear to be the result of any schism in the 

movement. If this passage belongs to a later, second stage (Murphy-O‘Connor1977;Pouilly,1976),it

would seem to imply that such a select group continued to function within the community as Vermes 

proposed. (4) The diverse elements assigned to stage 4 by Murphy-O‘Connorwerenotnecessarilythe

latest compositions.  

The treatise on the two spirits is indeed a self-contained piece which was not necessarily composed for 

its present context. Even if it was only integrated into the Rule of the Community in the final stage of its 

composition, it could still be older, and indeed may have a literary history of its own (von der Osten-

Sacken 1969: 167). It is one of the most striking passages in all of the scrolls insofar as it attests a cosmic 

dualism far beyondanythingintheOT.ThesovereigntyofGodissafeguarded,but―Heallotteduntoman

twospiritsthatheshouldwalkinthemuntilthetimeofHisvisitation‖(3:18).Alltherighteousareinthe

hands of the Prince of Light, while the wicked are ruled by the Prince of Darkness. God has allotted these 

spirits in equal parts until the final judgment. There is a general consensus that this dualism shows some 

measure of Persian influence, but the channels through which this influence came about remain unclear.  

The place of the treatise on the two spirits in the evolution of 1QS is important for our overall view of 

the theology of the community. As the document now stands, it is strongly dualistic, not only because of 

the passage on the two spirits, but also because the covenantal ceremony is permeated with dualism. (It is 

prescribedfor―allthetimeofthedominionofBelial,‖2:19).Bycontrastthereisnoreferenceto―two

spirits‖orto―Belial‖inthesupposedlyoriginal―manifesto.‖Yetitwouldbe hasty to think that dualism 

was a secondary development in the Qumran community. The manifesto does not expound doctrinal 

beliefs, and it is certainly compatible with a dualistic view of the world: the exodus to the desert is 

intendedasseparation―from thehabitationofthemenofperversity.‖Theinstructor(maśk  l)isto―weigh

thesonsofrighteousnessaccordingtotheirspirits‖(9:14)andnotrebukethemenofthepitbutconceal

the maxims of the law from them (9:16–17). There is at least an ethical dualism here, and a metaphysical 

dualism may already be implied. The treatise on the two spirits itself can scarcely be later than 100 B.C.E. 

(The suggestion that it is the work of the Teacher of Righteousness cannot be substantiated, even if it 

cannot be refuted either.)  

2. The Damascus Document. The other major sectarian rule, the Damascus Document (CD), was 

already discovered in the Cairo Genizah at the turn of the century (Schechter 1910). Its relation to the 

Qumran scrolls is shown not only by its style and terminology but by the fact that fragments of seven mss 

have been found at Qumran. Of these only two have been published: 5Q12 (= CD 9:7–9 in DJD 3: 181) 

and 6Q15 (= CD 4:19–21; 5:13–14; 5:18–6:2; 6:20–7:1, plus a fragment not in the Genizah text, DJD 3: 

128–31). The oldest fragment, 4QD
a
, is dated by Milik to the first half of the 1st century B.C.E. (Milik 

1972: 135, where he cites a passage. At present the fragments of CD have been entrusted to J. M. 

Baumgarten for publication).  

There are two mss of CD from the Cairo Genizah: Ms A (10th century) contains cols. 1–16 on 8 sheets 

while Ms B (12th century) contains cols. 19–20 on 1 sheet. Columns 7 and 8 overlap with 19 and 20, but 

with important variants, and the last part of col. 20 has no parallel. According to Milik, the unpublished 



fragments from Cave 4 show that cols. 15 and 16 should precede col. 9 directly. They also show major 

omissions in the Genizah mss at the beginning, middle (after col. 8), and end of the document. The outline 

of the work, then is as follows: (1) introduction [4Q] (2) the admonition, which consists largely of 

historical review but contains some laws and warnings (Ms A 1–8 and B 19–20); and (3) the laws (4Q, 

Ms A 15–16, 9–14, final columns from 4Q). The 4Q material at the beginning of the laws reputedly 

contains laws, mostly dealing with purity. The final columns contain a penal code and a liturgy for 

renewal of the covenant (Milik 1959: 151–52; 1972: 135; his placement of the legal fragments is 

questioned by Dimant 1984: 497, who relies on analogies with Deuteronomy).  

In view of the overlap between CD 7–8 and CD 19–20, it is clear that the document has a redactional 

history. The most elaborate reconstruction has been worked out by Murphy-O‘Connor,whoseesCDas―a

compilation of diverse documents which enjoyed an independent existence before being assembled into 

thepresenttext‖(1977:121).Heregardsthelaws(CD9–16)as―legislationforaDiasporacommunity;‖

CD 2:14–6:1asa―missionarydocument‖towin Palestinian Jewish converts; CD 6:11–8:3 as an 

exhortation addressed to Essenes; 8:3–18 as a critique of the ruling class in Judea. He also finds an 

―appealforfidelity‖incols.19–20 (19:33–20:1b; 20:8b–13; 20:17b–22). This analysis of CD is closely 

bound up with Murphy-O‘Connor‘stheorythattheEssenesoriginatedinBabylonandthatthedesignation

šby yśr˒l (CD6:5,usuallyunderstoodas―penitentsofIsrael‖)shouldbetakenas―returnees.‖A different 

though related analysis has been offered by P. R. Davies, who accepts the basic unity of the admonition in 

cols. 1–8, but places it in the Babylonian Exile. Cols. 19–20areviewedaspartofa―Qumranredaction,‖

which also involves glosses in col. 1–8. This latter theory, however, requires some textual surgery, esp. in 

CD 1, which presupposes the career of the Teacher of Righteousness (whom Davies, like most scholars, 

regards as the founder of the Qumran settlement).  

Others besides Murphy-O‘Connor regard the laws in CD 9–16 as a separate composition (e.g., 

Stegemann 1971: 21, 128). Against this, however, Milik claims that the Qumran fragments present the 

two sections as a continuous text (1959: 38–39). A few important threads link both parts of CD—e.g., 

referencetothosewho―liveincamps‖(7:6;12:22),andthephrase―AaronandIsrael‖(1:7;12:23–31). 

The argument that the laws were designed for a Diaspora setting is based on the presence of a few laws 

regulating relations with Gentiles (e.g., 12:7–9). There were Gentiles in Palestine, however, and the law 

that the Sabbath not be celebrated in the vicinity of Gentiles (11:14) would be difficult to observe in the 

Diaspora. In the case of the admonition, Davies has made a strong case for the substantial unity of cols. 1–

8, while cols. 19–20 necessarily reflect some redactional activity. The attempts to date any part of CD 

before the establishment of the Qumran community are, at best, inconclusive (see White 1987).  

Whereas the rule in 1QS was designed for a quasi-monastic community (the yāḥad), CD provides rules 

for―theassemblyofthetownsofIsrael‖(12:19)andfor―theassemblyofthecamps‖(12:23).Themost

obviousdifferenceisthatthosewho―liveincampsaccordingtotheruleoftheland…takeawifeand

begetchildren‖(CD7:6–7), a possibility not envisaged in 1QS. The laws of CD presuppose an 

environment where members of the covenant come in contact with strangers and with Gentiles. They are 

required to contribute only two days wages a month to the common fund (CD 14:13). (1QS 1:11–12 

required that members bring all their possessions into the community, but the penalties in the Rule 

presuppose that they still had some private property.) CD also legislates on the subject of temple worship 

(6:12) and sending offerings to the temple (11:18–22). While the interpretation of these passages is 

debated, they do not seem to preclude all contact with the temple and may be reconciled with the (equally 

problematic) statement of Josephus on the Essenes (Ant 18.1.5 §§18–19). There is also legislation for 

conduct―inthecityofthesanctuary‖(12:1–2).  

The circumstances envisaged in CD are clearly different from those envisaged in 1QS. Yet there is 

general agreement that both documents pertain to the same movement or sect. The affinity between them 

may be illustrated by the regulations for gatherings of ten:  

―ineveryplacewheretherearetenpersonsoftheCounciloftheCommunity,lettherenotlackamong

them a man who is a priest. And let them sitbeforehim,eachaccordingtohisrank…andintheplace

wherethetenare,lettherenotlackamanwhostudiestheLawnightandday…‖(1QS6:3–6).  



―andwheretherearetenofthem,lettherenotlackamanwhoisapriestlearnedintheBookof

Meditation;theyshallallobeyhisorders‖(CD13:2–3).  

Both rules, then, provide for priestly leadership, although CD 13 (the constitution of the camps) allows 

that the priest may be replaced by a Levite who is more competent.  

Both rules also provide foranotherauthorityfigure,the―overseer‖(mebaqq r, 1QS 6:12; CD 13:7; 

14:8). In CD 13:5–6, in the rule for the camps, the overseer is clearly distinguished from the priest. There 

is also an overseer of all the camps (CD 14:9), who is again distinguishedfrom―thepriestwhoenrollsthe

congregation‖(14:7).In1QSthe―overseer‖isprobablytobeidentifiedwiththepaqîd (1QS 6:14) and 

the maśk  l (1QS 3, 9). According to CD 14 the overseer is supposed to have mastered all the secrets of 

men; in 1QS 3 the maśk  l is charged to instruct the sons of light concerning the spirits. A difference in 

community structure appears in the fact that in 1QS much authority is vested in the Council of the 

Rabbim(―Many‖).ThereisnomentionofacouncilinCDandtheRabbim have a more passive role; 

however, the term Rabbim is an important link between the two rules. Also, the fact that the community in 

CDissaidtocomefromAaronandIsrael(1:7)parallelsthedivisionof1QSbetween―thehouseof

holiness for Aaron‖and―thehouseofcommunityforIsrael‖(1QS9:6).Bothdocumentsrefertomessiahs

of Aaron and Israel. Both show a similar preoccupation with purity and holiness. Both documents attach 

central importance to a covenant, which is interpreted in a dualistic context. The main theological 

difference is that CD contains no systematic exposition of dualistic doctrine like the treatise on the two 

spirits in 1QS, although CD 2:2–13 parallels 1QS 3:15–4:26 in some other respects. (The contrast 

between Belial and the Prince of Lights appears at CD 5:18, but some have regarded this passage as 

redactional [Murphy-O‘Connor;Duhaime1987]).TheapparentomissionofthedoctrineinCDmaybe

due to any of a number of factors: the full doctrinal exposition may have been reserved for the members 

of the Qumran yāḥad; it may have been presupposed in CD, or the two documents may come from 

different points in the evolution of the sect. In the latter case, however, the interval cannot have been 

great, since both documents had reached their extant form by the beginning of the 1st century B.C.E.  

Vermes has offered the best explanation for the relationship between the two rule books: they reflect the 

two orders of Essenes mentioned by Josephus (1981: 106–9). He further suggests thatthe―assemblyofall

thecamps‖(CD14:3)tookplaceatQumranandthatthe―overseer‖ofthecampswasthesamepersonas

the―overseer‖oftheyāḥad in 1QS. These suggestions cannot be verified, but the view that the two rules 

relate to complementary aspects of the life of the sect is very probable.  

The―ruleforallthecongregationofIsraelattheendofdays‖(1QSa),whichwasappendedto1QS(see

DJD 1:107), confirms the overarching unity of the two branches of the sect, since it, like CD, provides for 

women and children, although the regulations for the council of the community and for the common meal 

are more similar to 1QS. Further, 1QSa specifies the stages through which a youth advanced in the sect 

and also legislates for the exclusion from the assembly of people smitten with impurity.  

D. Biblical Texts  

In view of the importance attached to the study of the Law (1QS 6:6–8), it is not surprising that biblical 

texts figure prominently in the library. All the books of the traditional Hebrew canon have been found, 

with the exception of the Book of Esther. The oldest mss date back to the end of the 3d century (4Q Sam
b
, 

4Q Jer
a
, 4Q Ex

b
). All are much older than any witnesses to the biblical text previously known. They have 

provided important new evidence for the development of both text and canon. See TEXTUAL 

CRITICISM (OT).  

The antiquity of the traditional Masoretic Text type was confirmed by the Isaiah scrolls from Cave 1 

(1Q Isa
a
 and 1Q Isa

b
). See also ISAIAH SCROLL (1QIsa). Fragments of Samuel from Cave 4, however, 

provided the Heb prototype for LXX readings which differed from the MT; and the Exodus scroll in 

paleo-Hebrew from Cave 4 attested a text type similar to that found in the Samaritan Pentateuch (see now 

Sanderson 1986). W. F. Albright proposed in 1955 that three recensions of the Bible developed, in 

Babylonia (MT), in Palestine (Samaritan), and in Egypt (LXX). This theory was developed and refined by 

F.M.Cross,whoconcludedthatthe―Egyptian‖LXXtraditionwasalsoathomeinPalestineandthatthe

developmentswerenotcontrolledbyrecensionalactivity.Cross‘stheoryhasbeentakenupbyhis



students (Ulrich and others). Others (Talmon, Tov), however, resist the distinction of text types and argue 

for a more variegated transmission of the text in the Second Temple period. The paleo-Hebrew Leviticus 

scroll from Cave 11 lends some support to their position since it cannot be clearly aligned with any one 

text type. The Qumran evidence has, however, established that diverse forms of the Heb text were current 

down to the 1st century C.E.  

The evidence on the canon is likewise controversial. The canonicity of the Pentateuch is not in doubt. 

Five pentateuchal mss are written in paleo-Hebrew script, a distinction also accorded to the book of Job. 

(The book of Hagu or Meditation, CD 10:4–6; 13:2; 14:7–8, is probably the Torah itself, but it has also 

been identified with the Temple Scroll). Formal commentariesor―pesharim‖havebeenfoundforthe

Psalms and for the prophetic books of Isaiah, Hosea, Micah, Nahum, Zephaniah and Habakkuk. Various 

biblicalbooksarequotedwiththeformulas―itiswritten‖(Exodusin1QS5:17;Isaiahin1QS8:14;

Hosea in CD 1:13; Deuteronomy in CD 5:2; Numbers in CD 7:19; Nahum in CD 9:5; Proverbs in CD 

11:20–21),or―Hesaid,‖or―itsaid‖(MicahinCD4:20;AmosinCD7:14–16),or―Godsaid‖

(Deuteronomy in CD 8:9–10).AtothertimeswereadthatGodspoke―bythehand of the prophet 

Ezekiel‖(CD3:20)orofIsaiah(CD4:13)oragain,withoutreferencetoGod,that―Mosessaid‖(CD5:8)

or―Isaiahsaid‖(CD6:8).TheFlorilegium (4Q174) strings together quotations from Exodus, Amos, 

Isaiah, Ezekiel and Psalms to interpret 2 Samuel 7. The second column cites Daniel in the same manner as 

thefirstcitedIsaiahandEzekiel:―AsitiswrittenintheBookofDanieltheprophet.‖ 

These citations support the general correspondence of thesect‘scanonwiththelaterHebrewBible,but

some qualifications are in order. Not all the Writings are cited formally and so we cannot be sure of their 

status. Moreover, CD cites the Apocryphon of Levi (4:15―ofwhichLevisonofJacobspoke‖)and

Jubilees (16:3:―itisstrictlydefinedintheBookoftheDivisionsoftheTimes…‖).Neitherquotation

necessarilyimpliescanonicalstatus,but―Levispoke‖iscomparableto―Isaiahsaid.‖Itisuncertain

whether there was a clear distinction at Qumran between the Kethubim and other authoritative writings.  

The main debate about the canon at Qumran has centered on the Psalms scroll of Cave 11 (DJD 4). This 

scroll contains most of the last third of the Psalter but in an unconventional arrangement. It also includes a 

poem identical with 2 Sam 23:1–7 (―thelastwordsofDavid‖)andseveralapocryphalpsalms:Psalm151

(a variant of the corresponding psalm in the Greek Psalter), Psalms 154–155 which are also extant in 

Syriac, and a poem related to Sir 51:13–19, 30). There are also three psalms which were previously 

unknown:a―PleaforDeliverance,‖―ApostrophetoZion,‖and―HymntotheCreator.‖Thereisalsoa

prosecatalogueofDavid‘scompositions.This,however,isnotthelastitemonthescroll:itisfollowed

by Pss 140:1–5, 134:1–3 and Psalm 151.  

The editor (J. A. Sanders) has argued that the Psalms Scroll was considered a portion of the Davidic 

Psalter.Theinclusionof―thelastwordsofDavid,‖andtheprosecatalogue,andtheconcludingposition

of the Davidic Psalm 151 are taken as evidence that the entire collection was thought to be Davidic. No 

distinction is made between canonical and noncanonical psalms. Others (most notably P. W. Skehan) 

have argued to the contrary that the 11Q scroll was a liturgical collection with no implications for 

canonicity. It is not clear, however, why a liturgical collection should include a catalogueofDavid‘s

works; and, in any case, the inclusion of apocryphal psalms in a predominantly canonical collection, with 

no apparent distinction, is remarkable. The evidence is not conclusive (cf. Wilson 1985), but again it 

leaves a question as to whether the Kethubim were clearly distinguished from other authoritative writings 

at Qumran.  

E. Biblical Interpretation  

The Qumran sect had its own distinctive method of biblical exegesis (Fishbane 1988). This is most fully 

displayed in the continuous commentaries or pesharim on individual books, but it can also be seen in 

thematic pesharim which string together passages from different books (11QMelch, Florilegium) and in 

isolated interpretations of particular passages which occur in other works.  

1. Continuous Pesharim. The continuous pesharim on prophetic books and psalms are extant in single 

mss. No copies of any of them have been found. For this reason, some scholars have proposed that they 

are autographs, but there is evidence that at least some of them contain copying errors (Horgan 1979: 3–



4). The mss are dated variously to the late Hasmonean and Herodian periods and so are later than those of 

1QS and CD. Moreover, the Pesher on Nahum clearly refers to events in the 1st century B.C.E. (Horgan 

1979: 161). It is possible, of course, that some of the commentaries are older than this or that they draw 

on oral tradition. The pesher style of interpretation is already evident in CD.  

The underlying presupposition of this exegesis is clearly stated in the Pesher on Habakkuk,col.7:―and

God told Habakkuk to write down the things that are going to come upon the last generation, but the 

fulfillment of the end-timehedidnotmakeknowntohim…theinterpretationofitconcernstheTeacher

of Righteousness to whom God madeknownallthemysteriesofthewordsofhisservanttheprophets.‖

Inshort,prophecywasnottobeinterpretedinitshistoricalcontextbutwasassumedtoreferto―thelast

generation.‖Scripturewasamysteriouscodeandrequiredfurtherrevelation for its true interpretation. 

Since the pesharim refer to some events in the 1st century B.C.E. which can scarcely have been known to 

the original Teacher, the task of interpretation was presumably attached to the office of interpreter of the 

law.  

The pesharim follow a basic pattern: citation of a short passage, followed by the interpretation. The 

interpretationisintroducedbyaformula(e.g.,―itsinterpretationconcerns…‖)Theprocedureis

atomistic, without necessary regard for context. The interpretation often concerns the history of the sect, 

and much of the interest of the pesharim derives from the light they shed on its origins (see further 

below).  

The continuous pesharim have a strongly eschatological orientation (e.g., 1QpHab 7:7–8:―The final 

period will be prolonged and will exceed everything spoken by the prophets, for the mysteries of God are 

marvellous‖;or4QpPs
a
 2:7–10: at the end of forty years the wicked will perish and the poor will inherit 

the earth). This orientation is even more strongly evident in the thematic pesharim.  

2. Thematic Pesharim. 11QMelchizedek has survived only in fragments of a single ms from the 

Herodian period. Nine of 14 fragments were arranged by the editor. There were originally three columns. 

Only the second can be reconstructed intelligibly. Here Lev 25:13 (the year of the jubilee) provides the 

point of departure and is interpreted with the aid of other biblical texts—e.g., it is identified with the year 

of favor in Isa 61:2.ThisinturnissaidtobeMelchizedek‘syearoffavor,andheisidentifiedwiththe

˒eloh  m (‗god‘)ofPs 82:1.MelchizedekissaidtoexactthevengeanceofEl‘sjudgments (cf. Isa 61:2) on 

Belial and his spirits. See MELCHIZEDEK (11QMelch).  

A similar midrashic technique is evident in the Florilegium, of which two fragmentary columns have 

survived (DJD 5:53–57). 2 Samuel 10–11 isunderstoodtoreferto―thehouse…attheendofdays‖

which is alluded to in Exod 15:17–18. 2 Sam 7:11–12 (―Yahwehdeclaresthathewillbuildyouahouse‖)

is interpreted to refer to the Davidic messiah, with the aid of Amos 9:11. Ps 1:1 is interpreted through 

quotations of Isa 8:11 and Ezekiel (the quotation is lost). The technique of interpreting Scripture by citing 

other scriptural passages departs from the normal practice of the continuous pesharim, but 11QMelch and 

4QFlor use the typical formulas pišrô ˓al (―itsinterpretation,orpesher,concerns‖)orpešer haddābār 

(―theinterpretationofthepassage‖).TheFlorilegium also uses the term midrash for its interpretation. See 

FLORILEGIUM (4QFlor).  

Another thematic Pesher from Cave 4, the Catena (DJD 5:67–75) is very fragmentary. It describes the 

circumstances of the sect in dualistic terms, by interpreting a string of biblical passages. The fragmentary 

―WordsofConsolation‖(4Q176); DJD 5: 60–67) also consists of a string of biblical passages, but these 

mayhavebeenpartofalargercomposition.Finallytheworkwhichisintroducedasa―Pesheronthe

Periods‖(4Q180; DJD 5: 75–77) does not appear to be a work of biblical interpretation but a treatise on 

the periods of history and on Azazel and his followers. In view of the fragmentary nature of the ms, 

however, it is possible that it contained a thematic pesher using a number of biblical passages (col. 2 

apparently contains an interpretation of Gen 18:1–2, 19:1; see Dimant 1979: 83).  

In other documents, such as the Rule books, biblical quotations are often worked into the text, 

introducedbyaphraselike―asitiswritten‖(cf.thefamousquotationfromIsaiah 40 in 1QS 8:14). While 

CD is a veritable tissue of biblical quotations and allusions, in some cases there is more direct 

interpretation. Amos 5:27 is quoted in CD 7:14 and interpreted with the aid of Amos 9:11 and Num 



24:17. While the word pesher isnotused,thetechniqueissimilar,e.g.,―thebooksofthelawarethehut

oftheking‖and―thestaristheseekeroftheLaw‖(compareCD4:1–4; 6:3–6). The term pesher is used 

inCD4:14,wherethe―terrorandpitandsnare‖inIsa 24:17 are interpreted as the three nets of Belial. 

The basic style of interpretation in all these pesharim is allegorical in the sense that one thing is asserted 

to mean something else. The interpretation of Scripture at Qumran is similar to the interpretation of 

dreams and mysteries in the book of Daniel, where the Aramaic cognate pšr is used. The ultimate roots of 

this style of interpretation must be sought in the dream interpretation of the ANE.  

3. Other Use of Biblical Material. Two other forms of biblical interpretation in the Qumran library 

should be noted: Testimonia and biblical paraphrases. 4Q175 preserves almost intact a collection of 

biblical passages: Deut 5:28–29 + 18:18–19 (the prophet like Moses); Num 24:15–17 (the star and the 

scepter); Deut 33:8–11 (blessing of Levi by Moses), and a quotation from the apocryphal Psalms of 

Joshua, which includes Josh 6:26. (On the Psalms of Joshua, see Newsom 1988). See also JOSHUA, 

PSALMS of (4Q378–379). There is no commentary, but the collection evidently provides the basis for the 

messianicexpectationsofthesect.(Compare1QS9:11―untilthecomingoftheprophetandtheanointed

ofAaronandIsrael‖;the―manofBelial‖maybeakindofantichrist[antimessiah],oranenemyofthe

sect [the Wicked Priest] or both.) This document has been labelled Testimonia by analogy with the 

collections of quotations which have long been posited in early Christianity (see Fitzmyer 1974). Another 

instance of a messianic proof text is found in 4Q Patriarchal Blessings, which cites Gen 49:10 (―The

sceptershallnotdepartfromthetribeofJudah…‖)andrelatesittothecomingof―theMessiahof 

Righteousness,‖the―branchofDavid.‖SeealsoTESTIMONIA (4QTestim).  

Several compositions found at Qumran come under the heading of biblical paraphrase. These include: 

the Targum of Job from Cave 11, which is generally a faithful rendition with only a few theological 

alterations,e.g.,thesubstitutionof―angelsofGod‖for―sonsofGod‖at30:4–5 (Milik also claims to 

have identified a Targum of Leviticus, but it is very fragmentary, DJD 6:87); the Genesis Apocryphon, 

which is a looser midrashic elaboration of Genesis; the book of Jubilees, which retells the story of Gen 

1:1–Exod 15:22 withstronghalakicinterest;andthe―propheticwordsofMoses‖from Cave 1, a farewell 

speech which draws primarily on Deuteronomy but also shows some influence from Leviticus. These 

lattercompositionsareamongseveralMosesPseudepigraphafoundatQumran.―Ordinances,‖4Q159, is 

a reinterpretation of various pentateuchal Laws. Other fragments of Moses Pseudepigrapha from Cave 4 

have not yet been published. Apparently related to 1Q29 (DJD 1:130–32) are 4Q376 + 6Q408, which deal 

with a priestly liturgy (Strugnell in Schiffman 1990). The status of these Moses Pseudepigrapha is 

uncertain: they may have been regarded as authoritative texts in their own right rather than as biblical 

interpretation. The issue here is most vividly illustrated by the Temple Scroll, which is largely composed 

of biblical paraphrase but may have been regarded as a Torah in its own right (see below). Moreover, it is 

not clear that any of the biblical paraphrases were composed at Qumran. Jubilees is generally assumed to 

be an older composition, and some of the others may be also. See also GENESIS APOCRYPHON 

(1QapGen); JOB, TARGUMS OF (11QtgJob); JUBILEES, BOOK OF.  

Biblical paraphrase also plays a part in 4QEzekiel, a fragmentary work which has only recently come to 

light.Accordingtotheeditors,―Thesubjectmatterontheonehandisbasedonthepropheciesof

canonical Ezekiel and, on the other hand, it presents historical surveys of the kind found in historical 

apocalypses. Most of the extant fragments contain dialogues between God and the Prophet, including 

occasionally also references to the Patriarchs and to King David and King Solomon. From the dialogue 

between God and the prophet, it appears that the narrative is pseudepigraphically located in the time of 

Ezekiel;itthereforerefersinthepasttoeventsthatoccurredbeforeEzekiel‘stime,andinthefutureto

eventsaftertheprophet‘stime‖(Strugnell and Dimant 1988: 48). The editors also find analogies with 4 

Ezra.  

F. Halakic Works  

1. 4QMMT. It is evident from CD that halakic issues played a major role in the separation of the sect 

from the rest of Judaism. In CD 3:13–15 is the claim that God revealedtotherighteous―thehiddenthings

inwhichallIsraelstrayed‖andspecificmentionismadeoftheculticcalendar.InCD5isfoundthe



complaintthat―they‖(theopponentsofthesect)defilethesanctuaryandviolatemarriagelaws.The

importanceoftheseconsiderationsisnowconfirmedby4QMMT,whichisidentifiedbyitseditorsas―a

letter from a leader of the Qumran sect (possibly the Teacher of Righteousness himself) to the leader of its 

opponents‖(QimronandStrugnell1985:400).This letter or manifesto sets out the points at which the 

sect differed from its opponents. According to the preliminary report, these points fall into three 

categories: the cultic calendar, ritual purity (esp. in connection with the temple and sacrificial cult), and 

laws on marital status. In 4QMMT it is specifically stated that such halakic differences were the reason 

for the separation of the sect from the rest of Judaism. See also MIQSATMA˓ASEHATORAH

(4QMMT).  

2. The Temple Scroll. Perhaps the most important halakic document discovered at Qumran is the 

Temple Scroll. See also TEMPLE SCROLL (11QT). The scroll, acquired by Yadin in 1967 (for the story 

of the acquisition see Yadin 1985: 8–55), is the longest of all the Qumran scrolls, extending for nearly 9 

m. It is divided into 67 columns, of which the first is missing and the last is almost completely blank 

(there is nothing on the preserved portion of the column). This ms was the work of two scribes, both from 

the Herodian period. Fragments of other copies have been found in Cave 4. Yadin identifies the earliest 

copyasRockefeller43.366anddatesit―notlaterthanthereignofJohnHyrcanus(135–104 B.C.E.), or the 

beginning of the reign of Alexander Jannaeus (103–76).‖Strugnell,however,deniesthatthesefragments

belong to the Temple Scroll. Insteadtheybelongto―aPentateuchwithfrequentnon-biblicaladditions‖

which either influenced or was influenced by the Temple Scroll (letter cited by Wacholder 1983: 206). 

There are, however, unpublished fragments of the Temple Scroll from Cave 4 which date no later than the 

beginning of the 1st century (Strugnell, oral communication; the letter cited by Wacholder puts the date 

about 150 B.C.E.).  

Since the beginning of the scroll is lost, we do not know how it was presented. Most of the extant scroll 

is written in the first person and the speaker is God himself. The addressee is Moses, as can be seen from 

the referenceto―Aaronyourbrother‖(44:5).Therevelationdealswiththefollowingtopics: 

Col. 2  the covenant relationship  

Cols. 3–12  the temple building and altar  

Cols. 13–29  feasts and sacrifices  

Cols. 30–44  the temple courts  

Cols. 45–47  the sanctity of the holy city  

Cols. 48–51:10  purity laws  

Cols. 51:11–56:11  various laws on legal procedure, sacrifices, and idolatry  

Cols. 56:12–59  the law of the king  

Cols. 60–67  diverse laws on cult officials, prophets, military affairs, family, and sexual matters  

These laws often correspond, even verbally, with the biblical laws, esp. those of Deuteronomy, but they 

also contain much additional material. The biblical formulations are often translated into the first person, 

e.g.,―theplacewhichtheLordwillchoose‖becomes―theplaceinwhichIwillputmyname.‖Thefirst

person usage is not maintained consistently, however; the first extant column (col. 2) refers to God in the 

third person. Cols. 13–29 also use the third person, except that the conclusion in chap. 29 reverts to the 

first person. The third person is also used in the purity laws of 48–51:10, but again the conclusion (51:5b–

10) reverts to the first person. Wilson and Wills (1982) have made a strong case that the variation is due 

not to lapses of attentiveness by the scribe but to the combination of sources, since the variation in person 

can be correlated with the variation between singular and plural address.  

The prominence of the first person usage for divine speech highlights the problem of the nature of the 

Temple Scroll. If the document was accepted as a revelation from God, its status can hardly have been less 

than that of canonical Scripture. The divine name in the Temple Scroll is written in the square script, 

according to the practice in biblical books (e.g., Isaiah). In the pesharim or commentaries, in contrast, the 

divine name is written in paleo-Hebrew script so that it stands out from its context. Yadin (1985: 68) sees 



here evidence that the Temple Scroll enjoyed the status of Scripture at Qumran. Wacholder goes farther 

and argues that the author of the Temple Scroll ―setouttorivalMoses,hopingtosucceedwherehis

predecessorhadfailed‖(Wacholder1983: 228) and that the scroll was the Torah of the Qumran 

community. On the other hand, if the scroll had such fundamental importance, it is surprising that it is not 

referred to more clearly in other Qumran writings.  

Yadin has suggested several possible allusionsintheotherscrolls.The―BookofHagu‖or―Hagi‖(the

―BookofMeditation‖)ismentionedasanauthoritativedocumentinCD(10:4–6; 13:2–3; 14:6–8) and 

1QSa (1:6–8). In each case someone is required to be learned in that book. It is associated with―the

ConstitutionsoftheCovenant‖(CD10:4–6 cf. 1QSa 1:6–8)and―theJudgmentsoftheLaw‖(CD14:6–

8). The name is derived from Josh 1:8 (―Thisbookofthelawshallnotdepartoutofyourmouth,butyou

shallmeditateonitdayandnight‖).Yadin(1983,1:394)pointsoutthatthelawofMosesisoftencalled

TorathMoshe,butthisdoesnotprecludethepossibilitythatthe―BookofHagu‖isanothernameforthe

Mosaic code. The evidence is simply inconclusive.Asecondpossibilityconcernsthe―sealedbookofthe

law‖inCD4:20–51. The point at issue is the law of Deut 17:17,―heshallnotmultiplywivesfor

himself,‖whichisconstruedtoprohibitmarryinganotherwoman while the first is alive. King David, 

however,isexcused,becausehehadnotreadthe―sealedbookofthelaw‖whichwasinthearkand

which was not opened from the death of Joshua to the rise of Zadok. Yadin, tentatively, and Wacholder, at 

length, identify Zadok here as the founder of the sect and suppose that the book in question was the 

Temple Scroll. In this case, however, it makes far better sense to identify Zadok as the high priest of 

Solomon (see VanderKam 1984) and to suppose that the reference is to a temporary concealment of the 

law of Moses. Finally, Yadin refers to two fragmentary passages in the commentaries. The pesher on Ps 

37:32–33 tells of a plot by the Wicked Priest against the Teacher of Righteousness―andtheLawwhichhe

senttohim.‖Thisobscurepassageismorelikelytoreferto4QMMTthantotheTemple Scroll. A very 

fragmentary passage in the Catena refers to seper hattôrâ š n  t. Yadin emends the text to haš n  t and 

translates―thebookofthesecondlaw‖(soalsoAllegro1985).Inviewofthefragmentarynatureofthe

text,theinterpretationismostuncertain.Evenifwesupposethatthe―BookofHagu‖istheTemple 

Scroll, the references are sparse and certainly do not support the idea that it in any way replaced the law 

of Moses. It may have enjoyed canonical status, but it was not the Torah of Qumran.  

The question of the status of the scroll is bound up with the question of date and of its sectarian 

character or lack thereof. Yadin datedthescrollto―thereignofJohnHyrcanusorshortlyearlier‖(Yadin

1983, 1: 390). He argued that the statutes of the king were relevant to the Hasmonean era in a way they 

had not been earlier. Column 34 deals with the rings used to fasten animals in the slaughterhouse. 

According to Talmudic tradition the rings were introduced by John Hyrcanus. Yadin allows that the scroll 

may have influenced Hyrcanus rather than reflect an established custom. He also mentions the death 

penalty of hanging alive as possibly relevant to the dating. Hengel, Charlesworth, and others have rightly 

noted that the statutes of the king and the use of hanging or crucifixion point rather to the reign of 

Alexander Jannaeus (103–76). The statutes would certainly have had pointed relevance in the time of 

Alexander Jannaeus, who used the title king, employed mercenaries, and was said to have crucified 800 

Jews while he caroused with his mistresses. Nonetheless, the possibility cannot be ruled out that the 

statutes were developed as an elaboration and updating of the Deuteronomic law of the king and that their 

polemical relevance was secondary. The paleographic evidence would seem to require that at least some 

parts or sources of the scroll go back to the 2d century (and possibly earlier). The arguments both of 

Yadin and of Hengel/Charlesworth for a Hasmonean date rely heavily on the statutes of the king and do 

not exclude the possibility that much of the scroll may be older.  

Yadin saw the scroll as an Essene composition, which confirmed the identification of the Qumran sect. 

He pointed to the affinities of the scroll with CD and the book of Jubilees. More specifically, he 

suggestedthatthe―FeastofOil‖(Col.22:14–16)explainsJosephus‘statementthattheEssenes

considered oil defiling (JW 2.8.3 §123) and that the provision for a latrine outside the temple city was also 

a distinctively Essene feature (cf. JW 2.8.9 §147–48);butultimatelyhefound―thedraconicnatureofall

the laws in the scroll pertaining to matters of purity andtotheholinessoftheTemple‖tobe―the



determiningfactorofidentification‖(1983,1:399).Theweaknessoftheseargumentscanbeseenfrom

the parallel with Jubilees, which is not usually considered a strictly sectarian work, although, like the 

Temple Scroll, it adheres to the 364-day calendar and is greatly concerned with purity. The Feast of Oil is 

infactincompatiblewithJosephus‘actualstatementunlesswepositamisunderstanding.Provisionfora

latrine outside the city is rooted in Deut 23:12–14. The scroll is conspicuous for the lack of reference to a 

distinct community structure, a yāḥad, or a new covenant. It also lacks the most distinctive theological 

themes of the Qumran scrolls, such as cosmic dualism or the role of Belial. Accordingly, some scholars 

(Schiffman, Stegemann) deny that the scroll is a sectarian composition and see it as part of the older 

heritage of the sect, like the book of Jubilees. ParticularlynoteworthyisSchiffman‘sobservation (1983: 

17) that the derivation of law in the scroll is fundamentally different from what we find in other Qumran 

documents:―whereastheothertextsfromQumranseetheextrabiblicalmaterialasderivedfrominspired

biblical exegesis, the author of the Temple Scroll seesitasinherentinthebiblicaltext.‖Whilethereare

some striking points of affinity with the laws of CD (e.g., TS 45:7–12; CD 12:1–2, on the prohibition of 

sexual intercourse in the temple city), these are likely to attest a common tradition rather than common 

authorship. The Temple Scroll certainly originated in priestly circles, but it lacks the explicitly polemical 

character of the sectarian scrolls.  

The Temple Scroll is primarily concerned to outline an ideal temple and system of purity laws. It does 

not,however,describeaneschatologicalormessianictemple:itis―thetempleonwhichIwillsettlemy

gloryuntilthedayofblessingonwhichIwillcreatemytempleandestablishitformyselfforalltimes‖

(29:8–10). It is, then, a reformist proposal which lays claim to divine authority, but it may be 

representative of circles from which the sect emerged rather than of the sect itself.  

G. Hymnic and Liturgical Works  

1. Nonsectarian Works. We have already noted the Psalms scroll from Cave 11, which includes psalms 

which are not part of the traditional canon. Some scholars see this scroll as a liturgical collection. 

Regardless of their canonicity, there is no reason to think that any of the psalms in the scroll were 

composed at Qumran or are specifically sectarian. A collection of non-Davidic Psalms from Cave 4, 

published by Schuller (1986), also lacks distinctive sectarian traits. Another traditional, nonsectarian 

prayerisfoundin―TheWordsoftheHeavenlyLuminaries‖(4Q504–6; DJD 7:137–75), of which three 

copies survive, one from about 150 B.C.E. This is a communal prayer for deliverance, based on the 

covenant relationship, of a type similar to the confessions of sin in Nehemiah 9, Daniel 9, etc. See also 

WORDS OF THE LUMINARIES (4QDibHam). Several other liturgical works have survived in very 

fragmentary form. These include daily prayers (4Q503, DJD 7: 105–36), which seem to presuppose the 

solar, 364 day calendar; prayers for the festivals (4Q508–9; DJD 7: 177–215, also 1Q34); a ritual for 

purification (4Q512; DJD 7: 262–86); lamentations (4Q501; DJD 7: 79–80; 4Q179, DJD 5: 75–77); and a 

collection of blessings which have been construed by Baillet as a ritual (4Q502; DJD 7: 81–105). In view 

of the fragmentary nature of these texts, their ultimate provenance is uncertain.  

2. Thanksgiving Hymns (1QH). There are also hymnic and liturgical works which are clearly sectarian 

compositions. The most important of these is the collection of thanksgiving hymns or Hodayot. See also 

THANKSGIVING HYMNS (1QH). An extensive though poorly preserved ms from Cave 1 was among 

the earliest scrolls published. This ms dates from the Herodian period. (Two additional fragments can be 

found in DJD 1: 136–38.) There are also six unpublished mss from Cave 4 of which the oldest dates to 

about 100 B.C.E. (see Dimant 1984: 523; Lichtenberger 1980: 28) and other fragments in the same style 

which do not correspond to any known section of the Hodayot. A new edition, including the 4Q data, is 

being prepared by Stegemann and Strugnell. The Cave 4 fragments reportedly complement 1QH at 

several points and show that the order of the hymns was variable. Whereas 18 columns were 

reconstructedinthefirstedition,Lichtenberger(1980:29)refersto24inthelightofStegemann‘swork

and says that most of the fragments have now been placed.  

Thegreatmajorityoftheunitsbeginwiththedeclaration―…givethankstoyou,OAdonai‖—hence the 

designation―thanksgivinghymns.‖Therearesomeexceptions,however:10:14begins―blessedareyou,

OAdonai‖(cf.5:20where―Igiveyouthanks‖iserased;11:27,32–33) and the opening verses of several 



hymns are lost. Cols. 1 and 10:1–12 are hymns of praise to the Creator rather than of thanksgiving for 

deliverance. Even within the psalms of individual thanksgiving it has become customary to distinguish a 

number which attest to an exceptionally strong authorial personality. These hymns are characterized by 

personalized accounts of the distress and affliction of an individual and by the claim to be recipient or 

mediator of revelation (so Kuhn 1966: 22; Lichtenberger 1980: 29) and are thought to be the work of the 

TeacherofRighteousness.Otherpsalmsofindividualthanksgivingarethoughttobe―hymnsofthe

community.‖The―Teacherhymns,‖accordingtoKuhn,are2:1–19; 4:5–5:4; 5:5–19; 5:20–6:36; 7:6–25; 

8:4–40. G. Jeremias, who does not make the theme of revelation a criterion, also includes 2:31–39 and 

3:1–18 and extends the hymn which begins with 5:20 to 7:5. The distinction between Teacher hymns and 

community hymns is not universally accepted and there is disagreement about the classification of some 

hymns (e.g., Becker [1964] would include 2:20–30). Lichtenberger (1980: 65) remarks that not all the 

Teacher‘sworkswerenecessarilystampedwithhisownpersonality to the same degree. Yet Jeremias 

(1963: 172–73) has documented significant differences in linguistic usage between the Teacher hymns 

and other psalms. If the Teacher was not the author of these hymns, we would have to posit some 

powerful personality who is otherwise unknown. The distinction of a group of Teacher hymns, then, 

while hypothetical, has much to commend it.  

Because of their poetic nature the hymns do not give much factual information about the career of the 

Teacher, but they do make clear thathewasdrivenout―likeabirdfromitsnest‖(4:9)andthathe

encounteredoppositionnotonlyfromoutsidersbutalsofrom―allwhojoinedmyassembly‖(5:20).The

cause of dissension was evidently his claim to be entrusted with a mystery. (Compare the Pesher on 

Habakkuk 7:4–5, which says that God revealed the mysteries of the prophets to the Teacher).  

Whilethe―HymnsoftheCommunity‖arenotasvividintheirimageryasthoseoftheTeacher,they

share the same major theological themes. These include a strong deterministic sense of the omnipotence 

of God and the unworthiness of humanity, e.g., col. 1, cf. 4:28–33; the importance of the covenant 

(evidently the sectarian understanding thereof; e.g., 2:22; 4:5); and the idea that membership in the 

sectarian community involves fellowship with the angels or holy ones, e.g., 3:21–23; 6:13–14.  

While there is no exposition of dualism like that of the treatise on the two spirits in 1QS, there is a clear 

moral dualism throughout. This is most vividly expressed in the simile of the two pregnancies in 3:1–18 

(whichJeremiasreckonsaTeacherhymn):thefirstissuesinthebirthofamessianic―wonderful

counsellor,‖thesecondinthe―asp‖or―wickedness‖(theambiguityofthetermisintentional).―Belial‖

occurs several times in the Hodayot, but it is unclear whether it is used as a proper name in its biblical 

senseof―worthlessness‖(vonderOsten-Sacken 1969: 73–76). At least in 1QH3: 29, 32 the reference is 

to a satanic figure, and cosmic dualism is implied.  

We do not know whether the Hodayot were ever recited in public. A few liturgical texts contain 

instructions for their use. The Benedictions (1QSb) were originally appended to the Rule of the 

Community (see DJD 1:118–30).Theyareintroducedas―wordsof blessing for the maśk  l‖(i.e.,tobe

recitedbyhim).Blessingsareprovidedfor―thosewhofearGod…andholdfasttohiscovenant‖(the

community),thechiefpriest(thetitleismissingbutisinferredfromtheblessing),―thesonsofZadok,the

priests,‖andfor―thePrinceoftheCongregation…thathemayrestorethekingdomofhispeople

forever.‖Inlightoftheeschatologicalovertonesofthelatterblessing,theeditorssuggestthatthechief

priest and prince in question are the messiahs of Aaron and Israel respectively. Like 1QSa, 1QSb then, is 

intendedfor―theendofdays.‖ 

Two other liturgical fragments have eschatological overtones. It is alleged by Milik (1972) that 4Q280 

belongs to a document on purities (4QTeharot). In 4Q280:1–2 is a curse on Melchiresa which is related to 

the curse on the lot of Belial in 1QS2. In 4Q286, which is part of 4QBerakot, a collection of blessings and 

curses, is contained a curse on Belial and his guilty lot. By analogy with 1QS, we might suppose that such 

curses were recited in a covenant renewal ceremony (Milik 1972: 136).  

3. Angelic Liturgy (4QShirShabb). A remarkable liturgical text, 4QShirShabb (the Angelic Liturgy), 

is preserved in fragmentary form in eight mss from Cave 4 (4Q400–7) ranging in date from late 

Hasmonean to early Herodian. The end of another scroll was found in Cave 11, and another fragment in 



later Herodian script was found as Masada. The work consists of 13 sections, one for each of the first 13 

sabbaths of the year. They evidently presuppose the 52 week, 364 day calendar, but no songs for further 

sabbaths have been found, despite the number of mss. The individual songs begin with the heading 

lĕmaśk  l, which may indicate either authorship or the person intended to use them. At Qumran maśk  l was 

a technical term for the master or overseer. (The word maśk  l is used in biblical psalms without the initial 

lamed to indicate a type of song.)  

These songs call on the angels to praise God, describe the angelic priesthood, and the heavenly temple, 

and its sabbath worship. The climactic seventh (middle) song begins with a series of seven calls to the 

angels. Then the heavenly temple, with all its parts, is summoned to join in the praise. There appears to be 

a brief description of the divine throne, and the song concludes with the praise uttered by the markābôt, 

―chariots.‖The12thsong,in4Q405, also contains a description of the merkābâ,―throneofglory,‖in

termsheavilydependentonEzekiel.AccordingtoNewsom(1985:37)itis―highlylikely‖that4Q401 

shouldberestoredtoyieldtworeferencestoMelchizedek,oneofwhichcallshim―apriestinthecouncil

ofGod.‖Thereferencetothe council seems to presuppose the exegesis of Psalm 82 in 11QMelch but 

adds the element of priesthood. 4Q401 also contains several references to war in heaven and to the 

mustering of angelic hosts (Newsom 1985: 8).  

Newsom (1985: 17) reasonably suggests that this composition is intended to evoke within a human 

community―asenseofbeingintheheavenlysanctuaryandinthepresenceofangelicpriestsand

worshippers‖(cf.thefirstpersonpluralformsin(4Q400). Only the 13th song refers explicitly to 

sacrifices, so it is not clear that they were envisaged as accompaniment to heavenly sacrifices, but they 

may have been recited at the time of the sabbath sacrifices.  

There is a lack of references in 4QShirShabb to the yāḥad or any form of community structure which 

would mark it as clearly sectarian. Nonetheless, 4QShirShabb was evidently congenial to the Qumran 

community and throws light on the fellowship with the angels which we have seen in the Hodayot. It is 

also related to 4QBerakot, which contains praise of God and the heavenly temple as well as curses on 

Belial and refers explicitly to the council of the community. In view of the use of maśk  l and of the 

probable dependence on 11QMelch, it is likely that 4QShirShabb was composed at Qumran, but it is still 

possible that it is an older document from circles such as those that produced Jubilees. See also SONGS 

OF THE SABBATH SACRIFICE (4QShirShabb).  

4. Other Works. Yet another collection of hymns associated with a maskil is found in 4Q510–11 (DJD 

7:215–62). Here the author refers to himself as a maśk  l (4Q510 v 4). These hymns are intended to praise 

Godandterrifyallevilspirits(including―bastards‖andLilith). 

Liturgical texts of a different kind are also announced by Milik (1959: 41). These are Mišmarôt, 

―courses,‖inwhichtherotaofthepriestlyfamilies‘serviceinthetempleisgivenin detail according to 

the solar calendar and is also synchronized with the lunar calendar. Fragments of calendrical texts have 

also been found (e.g., 6Q17).  

H. Eschatological, Apocalyptic, and Related Texts  

1. The War Scroll (1QM). We have repeatedly noted the eschatological orientation of works from all 

categories of literature at Qumran—e.g., the rule for the end of days (1QSa), eschatological midrashic 

works such as 11QMelch, and liturgical texts such as the Benedictions. The most elaborate and distinctive 

eschatological composition is the War Scroll. See also WAR RULE (1QM). The introductory heading is 

unfortunately lost. It is usually supposed that the scroll was designated as a serek, ―rule‖—cf. 1QM 3:12; 

4:9; 5:3; 9:10. The main text is provided by 1QM, which preserves most of 19 cols., including the 

beginning but not the end. (Two small fragments are published in DJD 1:135–36 as 1Q33.) Fragments of 

six mss (4Q491–97) have been found in Cave 4 (DJD 7:12–68). A seventh ms, previously identified as 

part of the War Scroll, is now categorized as a related document (DJD 7:69).  

The opening column of the scroll lists the adversaries (Sons of Light/sons of Levi, Judah, and Benjamin 

against Sons of Darkness/army of Belial-troopsofEdom,Moab,Ammon,Philistia,and―theKittimof

Asshur‖)andoutlinesthedayofbattle(theforcesoflightanddarknessshalleachprevailinthreelotsand

in the seventh lot God will subdue Belial). Column 2 sets out regulations for a war of 40 years duration. 



Columns 3–9 contain directions for deployment of troops and descriptions of trumpets and banners. In 

cols. 10–14 there are prayers for various occasions in the war. Columns 15–19 describe the battle against 

the Kittim apparently in seven lots (lots 3 and 4 are mentioned at the bottom of col. 17, but the following 

lines are lost).  

While a few scholars accepted the essential unity of 1QM (Yadin 1962; Carmignac 1958), most have 

assumed a literary history. The eschatological battle in col. 1 takes place in one day and in seven lots. This 

outline is elaborated in cols. 15–19. Column 2, in contrast, describes a 40-year war and, moreover, lacks 

the contrast of light and darkness and the references to Belial which dominate col. 1. There are also 

duplicationsbetweendifferentpartsofthescroll.Thehymnincol.12(―Arise,Omightyone…‖)is

repeated in col. 19. The battle order of cols. 1 and 15–19 is at least partially reflected in cols. 7–9 (von der 

Osten-Sacken 1969: 52). These and other observations have led scholars to formulate contrasting theories. 

Von der Osten-Sacken sees cols. 1, 15–19 as the original nucleus, and dates it to the mid-2d century B.C.E. 

because of its affinities with Daniel. P. R. Davies, in contrast, sees cols. 2–9 as a compilation from the 

Hasmonean period of traditions from the Maccabean wars, while 15–19 reached its final form (seven 

phases of battle, Kittim) only in the Roman period (after 63 B.C.E.). He regards col. 1 as a preface 

supplied by the final redactor. At one extreme L. Rost argued that 1QM was written before the 

establishment of the Qumran community, since it lacks reference to a separate community and uses the 

word yāḥad in a nontechnical sense. At the other extreme Vermes and Davies put the final redaction in 

the 1st century C.E. Yadin argued for a Roman date on the basis of military tactics, but his conclusions are 

disputed.  

The source-critical arguments are of somewhat dubious merit. Since the War Scroll is arranged 

thematically (directions for deployment, prayers, description of the battle), some duplication is natural. 

Even the contrast between the one day of battle in col. 1 and the 40-year war in col. 2 does not involve 

logical incompatibility, although at least in this case different traditions are being utilized. While cols. 2–9 

are less obviously dualistic than 1, 15–19 (Davies 1977), dualistic terminology is, nonetheless, 

interspersedinthesecols.too(―SonsofDarkness‖in3:7,9;Belialin4:2).Newlighthasbeenshedon

the development of the War Scroll by the fragments from Cave 4. Two mss (4Q493 and 496) are dated 

paleographically before the middle of the 1st century B.C.E. The first of these does not correspond to any 

known section of 1QM but is clearly part of the same work. The other contains fragments of cols. 1–4. 

This early attestation of both cols. 1 and 2 would seem to preclude a dating of the final redaction to the 

Christian era, or even to the Roman period. Another ms, 4Q491, presents a recension which is 

significantly different from that of 1QM. C. H. Hunzinger (1957) had published part of this ms as an 

―olderform‖ofthescroll.ThisisdisputedbyBaillet(DJD7:12).Itincludessomepassagesunattestedin

1QM, most notably a hymnic passage in the first person where the speaker boasts that he is reckoned with 

the angels (or gods) and speaks of a throne of power in the council of the gods. Baillet suggests that the 

speaker was the archangel Michael. On the evidence of this ms it would seem that different recensions of 

the scroll were copied in the Herodian period and that its literary history did not follow a neat logical 

progression. The closest conceptual parallels are found in works like Daniel and 1QS which date to the 2d 

century.Theexpressions―KittimofAsshur‖and ―KittiminEgypt‖incol.1canplausiblybeidentified

withtheSeleucidsandPtolemiesratherthanwiththeRomans(ontherangeof―Kittim‖seeYadin1962:

24–25). The sectarian origin of the scroll is open to question in view of the lack of reference to a new 

covenant or community. Yet the dualism of light and darkness is not attested in Judaism outside the 

scrolls.Referencetothe―PrinceoftheCongregation‖in5:1andthecitationofBalaam‘soracleinchap.

12 constitute parallels with CD 7:19–20. Since 1QM 7:3–4 specifically bars young boys and women from 

the battle, the scroll seems to presuppose that there were such people in the community (cf. 1QSa), and 

hence it seems that the scroll was not designed only for a celibate settlement.  

The Rule of the Community promises not to lay hands on the men of the pit until the day of vengeance 

(1QS 10:19). It is quite possible that the War Scroll was intended precisely for that day. It was not, 

however, a realistic guide to warfare and is primarily concerned with matters of ritual and purity. The 

impracticalityoftheregulationsisshownbythefactthat―themenoftheserek‖(i.e.,thefighters)are40



to 50 years old, while those who guard the arms and prepare the provisions are 25 to 30 (7:1–3). Great 

attentionispaidtotheroleofthepriests.Thepurityofthecampwasrequiredbecause―holyangelsare

withtheirhosts‖(7:6;cf.12:7–8). Ultimately their hope was that God would raise among the angels the 

authority of Michael and the dominion of Israel among all flesh (17:7). Like the book of Daniel, the 

influence of which it shows at many points, the scroll relied on divine and angelic aid rather than on 

military power.  

2. Other Texts. The War Scroll is perhaps the most obvious example of the affinity of the newly 

discovered scrolls with the apocalypses. The apocalypses which make up 1 Enoch are found in several 

(Aramaic) copies at Qumran, (with the exception of the Similitudes, 1 Enoch 37–71). Some of these 

copiesareolderthantheQumrancommunity(seeMilik1976).Fragmentsofarelatedwork,―theBookof

Giants‖isalsofoundthere,andfragmentsofa―bookofNoah‖and(possibly)ofLamechhavebeen

found in Cave 1 (DJD 1:84–87). In addition to the canonical book of Daniel, a number of related 

―Danielic‖writingshavebeenfound.Milik(1956)haspublishedfragmentsofthePrayer of Nabonidus 

(4QPrNab), which may have been a source for Daniel 4, and of 4QpsDaniel ar, which apparently 

contained a review of history from the Flood followed by a prediction with an eschatological conclusion. 

See NABONIDUS, PRAYER OF (4QPrNab). He also mentions a document which includes one or more 

visions. The visionary encounters four trees, of which the first identifies itself as Babylon. Milik 

speculates that they represent four kingdoms. Another unpublished composition, 4Q243, has been labelled 

4QPsDan A, although it is not clearly related to Daniel at all. This latter text is noteworthy for mention of 

onewhowillbecalled―SonofGod.‖MilikthinksthereferenceistoaSeleucidking,butFitzmyerthinks

rather of a Jewish messianic figure (Fitzmyer 1979: 92). Other apocalyptic or related pseudepigrapha 

include Jubilees (several copies), an Aramaic Apocryphon of Levi, and fragments related to some of the 

Testaments of the 12 Patriarchs, including a Heb parallel to the Testament of Naphtali, relating the 

genealogy of Bilhah.  

Despite the evident interest in apocalypses and related texts at Qumran, the library has yielded no 

example of an apocalypse which was previously unknown and is likely to have been composed within the 

sect. There are, however, a few fragmentary works whose genre is uncertain but which may be 

apocalypses. The most important of these is 4QAmram (Milik 1972; Kobelski 1981: 24–36). This 

Aramaicdocumentisintroducedas―acopyofthebookofthewordsofthevisionofAmramsonof

Qahat, son of Levi: everything that he made known to his sons and that he commanded them on the day of 

hisdeath…‖Itisthenatestamentratherthananapocalypse,butitcontainsareportofadreamvisionin

which Amram saw two supernatural beings contesting over him. One of these was called Melchiresa, who 

rules over darkness. The other rules over light. If Milik has reconstructed the text correctly, each figure 

had three names: the first called Belial, Prince of Darkness, Melchiresa, and the second called Michael, 

Prince of Light, Melchizedek. It is then an exceptionally full statement of the dualistic mythology which 

underlies 11QMelch and the opposition of light and darkness in 1QS and 1QM.  

The exceptional importance of the document comes from its early date—early or mid 2d century B.C.E. 

It is likely then to have been composed before the foundation of the Qumran community, although the 

dualism of light and darkness is only attested in ancient Judaism in the Qumran scrolls.  

Another quasi-apocalyptic Aramaic text is the Description of the New Jerusalem (1Q32; 2Q24; 5Q15; 

there are further fragments from Caves 4 and 11; see DJD 3:184–93). This is a vision of the ideal city in 

which the visionary is guided by an angel. The literary prototype is clearly Ezekiel 40–48. Another 

unpublished work attributed to Ezekiel will reportedly be published by Strugnell under the sigla 4Q384–

90.Milik(1976:254)referstoitasan―ApocalypseofTenJubilees.‖Itevidentlybearssomeresemblance

to 11QMelch and to the Pesher on the Periods, but its literary form is as yet uncertain. The Book of 

Mysteries (1Q27, alsocomposedoffragmentsfromCave4),speaksof―themysterytocome‖and

proceeds to give the signs that these things will come to pass. A fragmentary text from Cave 4 reports a 

vision of Samuel which shows some affinity with Daniel (God will raise up a rock and a kingdom which 

people of all lands will know). A very fragmentary text, 6Q14, islabelled―anapocalyptictext‖bythe

editors for no apparent reason. Another allegedly eschatological text (which may not, in fact, be such) is 



4QMess ar, the so-called―ElectofGod‖text.ThisAramaicfragmentisahoroscopicpredictionofthelife

ofanindividualwhoiscalledthe―ElectofGod,‖butthat title is not necessarily messianic. The reference 

may be to Noah (so Fitzmyer 1965). See also ARAMAIC―MESSIANIC‖TEXT(4Qmessar). It should 

be noted that such compositions as 11QMelch and 4Q2Ezekiel (see E above) are also closely related to 

apocalyptic literature.  

I. Miscellaneous Compositions  

Several other categories of literature are represented in the Qumran library. These include:  

sapiential works suchas―TheWilesoftheWickedWoman‖(4Q184, DJD 5:82–85), which is similar to 

the warning of Proverbs 1–9, and other admonitions (4Q185 and the unpublished 4Q371);  

horoscopes: 4Q186, written in archaic Heb letters (with some Gk ones) from left to right, comments on 

physicalandpsychologicalfeatures,assignsportionsinthe―houses‖oflightanddarkness,andspecifies

astrological signs (4Qmess ar also falls in this category);  

list of treasures: one of the most puzzling of all the Qumran documents is the Copper Scroll (3Q15; 

DJD 3: 201–302). See also COPPER SCROLL (3Q15). Two scrolls were discovered which appear to 

have originally formed a single plaque of copper-based metal. On this was inscribed, in postbiblical 

Hebrew, a list of 64 deposits of gold, silver, aromatics, and mss. Because of the enormous amount 

involved, Milik, the editor, was convinced that the list was fictional. He also argued that the author was 

not an Essene, because of the lack of distinctively Essene features but also because of the language and 

orthography. Others, however, (e.g., Golb 1985) have argued that the list records the disposition of the 

treasures of the Jerusalem temple. There is no close parallel to the Copper Scroll in the Qumran library, 

but Milik notes a similar preoccupation with detail in such imaginative documents as the Description of 

the New Jerusalem and the War Scroll;  

a quasi-medical text? An obscure fragment, 6QTherapeia, is interpreted by Allegro (1985: 235–40) as 

―aclinicalreportonsomeaspectsofEssenetherapy.‖Thisfragmentconsistsoftenlines,andAllegro‘s

publishedphotoislargelyillegible.Allegro‘sinterpretationhasnowbeendecisivelyrefutedbyNaveh

(1986), who suggests that the document in question is merely a writing exercise.  

J. History of the Community  

The origin of the Qumran settlement is dated on archaeological grounds to the second half of the 2d 

century B.C.E. (probably prior to the reign of John Hyrcanus, 135–104 B.C.E., but not by much; de Vaux 

1973: 5). Most scholars date the activity of the Teacher of Righteousness to this period. See also 

QUMRAN, KHIRBET; TEACHER OF RIGHTEOUSNESS. The major dissenters from this consensus 

(Dupont-Sommer 1973, who favors the 1st century B.C.E., and Driver [1951] and Rabin [1957], who 

argued for a 1st century C.E. date) have found few followers in recent years. There have been several 

idiosyncratic proposals in recent years (Thiering [1979]; Eisenmann [1983], diversely, for an Herodian 

date; Golb [1985] denies that the library belonged to a Qumran settlement), but they have made little 

impression on the scholarly debates. The dominant consensus (Vermes, Cross, Milik) sees the Essenes as 

an offshoot of the Hasidim of the Maccabean period which broke away when the Hasmoneans took over 

thehighpriesthood,towhichtheyhadnotraditionalright.The―WickedPriest,‖whoappearsasthe 

adversary of the Teacher in the pesharim is usually identified as Jonathan Maccabeus, alternatively as 

Simon (so Cross). (For a very skeptical review of the discussion, see Callaway 1988).  

The primary internal evidence for the history of the community is found in the Damascus Document 

(CD) and the pesharim. Only CD provides a narrative account of its origin. According to CD 1 God 

caused―arootofplantingtospringfromIsraelandAaron‖390yearsafterhedeliveredthemintothe

hand of Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon. It has been argued, for metrical reasons, that the chronological 

data are added as a gloss (Davies 1983: 63), but even if this be granted, their evidence cannot be 

disregardedbecausetheypreservethesect‘sownrecollectionofitshistory. The chronological precision 

of the information is questionable. The figure 390 is taken from Ezek 4:9. If it is extended by 20 years 

until the arrival of the Teacher, by 40 for his career, and by another 40 from his death until the overthrow 

ofhisopponents(CD20:15),wearriveattheclassicfigureof490(the―seventyweeksofyears‖of

Daniel 9). It is then a schematic figure which gives at best an approximate date in the early 2d or late 3d 



century B.C.E. CD1goesontosaythatthis―plantroot‖was―likeblindmen‖for20yearsuntilthearrival

of the Teacher of Righteousness.  

Some scholars (Murphy-O‘Connor,Davies)havearguedthattheoriginofthemovementcanbe traced 

back further to the Babylonian exile. Their arguments rest primarily on the interpretation of disputed 

passages in CD. In CD 3 God is said to establish his covenant with a remnant, and this statement follows 

directly on the description of the Babylonian exile. In the context of CD, however, this passage must 

surely be understood in light of the chronological data of CD 1: i.e., the new covenant should be placed 

―390years‖aftertheExile.Otherwritingsfromthe2dcentury(theApocalypseofWeeks in 1 Enoch, 

Jubilees) skip over the postexilic period in a similar way. Again the phrase šby yiśrā˒ l (CD 4:2–3; 6:5) is 

translated by Murphy-O‘Connoras―thereturneesofIsrael‖(Daviestakesitas―thecaptivityofIsrael‖).

CD 6:5 says that those who dug the well of the Law were the šby yiśrā˒ l who went out from the land of 

Judah and sojourned in the land of Damascus. These are men of understanding from Aaron and men of 

wisdom from Israel and must be identified with the plant root of CD 1. In 4:2–3 the priests are the šby 

yiśrā˒ l whowentforthfromthelandofJudah.Inthesecases,however,the―goingout‖isnotthe

indiscriminate deportation of exiles but the voluntary separation of a reform movement. Consequently, 

most scholars translate šby yiśrā˒ l as―penitentsofIsrael‖(comparethephrasešby peša˓,―thosewho

turnfromsin‖[CD2:5;20:17]).Moreover,the―plantroot‖isexplicitlysaidtobeapenitentialmovement

in CD 1:8. The geographical significance of Damascus remains in dispute. It is variously taken as 

Babylon, Qumran, a place or state of separation from Jewish society, or literally as Damascus. The 

identification with Babylon depends on the broader theory that the movement originated in Babylon, and 

in view of the symbolic language of CD a literal reference to Damascus is improbable. The reference to 

Damascus symbolizes separation from Jewish society, whether Qumran is specifically intended or not. 

The general sense is clarified by CD 8:16, which refers to the šby yiśrā˒ l ―whodeparted from the way of 

thepeople‖(foracritiqueoftheBabylonianhypothesis,asbasedonCD,seeKnibb1983). 

If the development of the movement is located in Palestine in the early 2d century, it must be seen in the 

context of other developments at that time. The Apocalypse of Weeks (1 En. 93:1–10; 91:11–17) speaks 

oftheemergenceof―thechosenrighteousfromtheeternalplantofrighteousness‖attheendofthe

seventh―week.‖TheAnimalApocalypse(1 Enoch 83–91)speaksof―smalllambs‖whobeginto open 

their eyes and who find a leader in a horned ram, which is evidently to be identified with Judas 

Maccabeus. Jubilees 23:26tellshow―thechildrenwillbegintostudythelaws‖inatimeofcrisis.A

group of wise teachers (maśk  l  m) play a key role in the prophecy of Daniel 10–12. Many scholars (e.g., 

Hengel) take all of these passages and also CD 1 as references to the Hasidim, who are known from the 

books of Maccabees (1 Macc 2:42; 7:12–13; 2 Macc 14:6). We have little direct information about the 

Hasidim. They were militant supporters of Judas Maccabeus, and they sought peace with the high priest 

Alcimus, who betrayed them. Their support of Judas Maccabeus is compatible with the lambs of the 

Animal Apocalypse, but scarcely with Daniel or CD. The Maccabean books tell us nothing of the beliefs 

or organization of the Hasidim. Nonetheless, there was evidently some relationship between the various 

reformgroupsoftheMaccabeanera.Itmaybethat―Hasidim‖wasalooseumbrellatermwhichcovered

more positions than are indicated in the books of Maccabees. It is not possible, however, to relate all the 

referencestogroupsintheMaccabeaneratoasingleorganization.SinceCDreferstoa―newcovenant,‖

this movement at least was formally organized. The Enoch apocalypses, by contrast, make no reference to 

the organization of their groups and so can scarcely be identified with the plant root of CD, although they 

were related to it (contra Davies 1987: 107–47, who speaks of the Apocalypse of Weeks and Jubilees as 

―Essenetexts.‖) 

It is not fully clear from CD at what point the new covenant was formed. In CD 1 two stages are 

distinguished,theemergenceofthe―plantroot‖andthearrivaloftheTeacher20yearslater.InCD3itis

said that God established his covenant with a remnant; and when they sinned, God forgave them and 

established a sure house for them. If two distinct stages are meant here, as in CD 1, then the covenant was 

probably established before the Teacher arrived. In CD 6, however, one continuous process is envisaged. 

The elect group fromAaronandIsraeldigthewelloftheLawwiththe―staffs‖providedbythe



interpreter of the Law (presumably the historical Teacher; CD 6:11 refers to another eschatological figure 

who will teach righteousness at the end of days). In CD the Teacher is seen as confirming and establishing 

thecovenant,sothatthereisnodiscontinuitywiththe―plant‖whichprecededhim.Itisnotclearhowfar

the movement had separated itself from the rest of Judaism before the arrival of the Teacher. Most 

scholars assume that at least the settlement at Qumran came about after his arrival.  

InCDtheTeacherisopposedbytheManofScoffingwho―letflowoverIsraelthewatersoffalsehood‖

(1:14–15).Thisfigureiselsewhereknownas―theManoftheLie.‖He is mentioned again in 8:13; 19:26; 

and20:15.Thelatterpassagereferstotheendof―allthemenofwarwhowentwiththeManoftheLie.‖

He also appears in the Pesher on Habakkuk 2:1–2; 5:8–12; and 10:9–13. There he is grouped with the 

traitors who ―werenotfaithfultothecovenantofGod‖(2:3–4) and rejected the words of the Teacher. He 

isalsosaidtohaverejectedtheTorahandrebukedtheTeacherinacouncilwherethe―houseof

Absalom‖failedtoopposehim(5:8–12) and to have established a congregation with deceit (10:10). He is 

also mentioned in the Pesher on Psalm 37, where he is said to have led many astray and caused them not 

to listen to the Teacher (a further alleged reference in 1QpMic 10:2 is not actually attested—see Horgan 

1979: 60).  

ThepesharimalsorefertoanopponentoftheTeachercalled―theWickedPriest‖(1QpHab[1:13];8:8–

13; 8:16–9:2; 9:9–12; [9:16–10:1]; 10:3–5; 11:4–8; 2:2–10; 4QpPs 37 4:8–10). We are told that this 

figure―wascalledbythetruenameatthebeginningof his course, but when he ruled in Israel he became 

arrogant,abandonedGod,andbetrayedthestatutesforthesakeofwealth‖(1QpHab8:9–13). He is also 

said to have persecuted the Teacher, when the latter was observing the Day of Atonement (11:4–8). 

Several passages predict his punishment at the hand of God.  

Some scholars assume that the Wicked Priest and the Man of the Lie are one and the same (e.g., 

Vermes). Jeremias and Stegemann have argued strongly that they are distinct. The Man of the Lie is the 

leader of a group which rejected the authority of the Teacher. The Wicked Priest is a high priest of 

Judaism as a whole. While both are enemies of the Teacher, only the priest is accused of defiling the 

sanctuary. The feud with the Man of the Lie concerns the true teaching. It appears then that the Teacher 

was involved in two disputes, one with the high priest and another with a rival teacher.  

Thepointsofdisputebetweenthe―newcovenant‖and―allIsrael‖canbeinferredfromCD.AllIsrael

erred with regardto―hisholysabbathsandhisgloriousfeasts‖(CD3:14–15), i.e., the cultic calendar. It is 

well-known that the Qumran community held to the 364 day calendar, which is attested in 1 Enoch, 

Jubilees, and the Temple Scroll. Furthermore, CD 4:15–5:15 expoundsthe―threenets‖inwhichBelial

ensnared Israel—lust (by marrying two women in their lifetime), riches, and defilement of the sanctuary 

by failure to observe purity laws. Much light will be thrown on the points of dispute between the sect and 

other Jews by the publication of 4QMMT, supposedly a letter from a leader of the sect (possibly the 

Teacher of Righteousness) to a high priest (possibly the Wicked Priest). From the preliminary description 

of this document it seems that the main issue concerned the cultic calendar, ritual purity, and marriage 

laws.  

Many scholars have supposed that the occasion for the break away of the sect was the assumption of the 

high priesthood by the Hasmoneans, either by Jonathan, who was appointed high priest by the Syrian king 

Alexander Balas in 152 B.C.E. (so Vermes, Milik, and most scholars) or by Simon, who was both 

recognized by a Syrian king and acclaimed by the priests and people in 140 B.C.E. (so Cross). Recently 

some scholars have also held that the Teacher of Righteousness was himself high priest during the 

interval between the death of Alcimus and the accession of Jonathan. (Stegemann; Murphy-O‘Connor

says he was de facto high priest; Josephus, Ant 20.10.3 §237 says that the office was vacant for seven 

years. Elsewhere he says that Judas Maccabeus had functioned as high priest and that the interval was 

only four years, Ant 12.112§434;13.2.3§46.)TheTeacheriscalled―thepriest‖in 4QpPs37 2:19; 3:15 

(compare 1QpHab 2:8), and it has been claimed that this absolute designation is elsewhere reserved for 

the high priest in the postexilic period (Stegemann, Murphy-O‘Connor).Thisclaimisnotjustified,

however (see Collins 1989: 166).Ezraiscalled―thepriest,‖andheisnotgenerallythoughttohavebeen

a high priest. Moreover, the succession to the high priesthood is not an issue in CD (nor in what has been 



made public of 4QMMT). In 1QpHab 8:8 we are told that the Wicked Priest was called by the name of 

truthatthebeginningofhiscourseandonly―betrayedthestatutes‖whenheruledinIsraelandbecame

arrogant. It would seem then that he was not considered to be illegitimate because of his descent or to 

have usurped the rightful office of the Teacher. Rather, the objections to him were that he violated the 

halakôt of the sect by his wealth and impurity (1QpHab 8:10–13; 12:8–9). Besides, the Wicked Priest 

took the offensive against the sect. We are told that he pursued the Teacher to his place of exile on the 

DayofAtonement―toswallowthemupandtomakethemstumbleonthefastday,theirrestfulsabbath‖

(1QpHab 11:4–8; cf. 4QpPs37 4:8–10). From this it would seem that the Wicked Priest attempted to 

suppress the observance of the heterodox calendar. The polemic against him in the pesharim may be a 

reflex of his own hostility to the sect. Yet, from 1QpHab8 it would seem that better things had been 

expected of him. If the followers of the Teacher had been among the Hasidim who supported Jonathan, 

their disappointment would be understandable. (On the Teacher and the high priesthood see Burgmann 

1980.VanderWoude[1982]hasproposedthateachreferenceto―WickedPriest‖intheHabakkukpesher

refers to a different individual. While this is not persuasive, it is possible that the title is used for more 

than one of the Hasmonean high priests.)  

The Man of the Lie is depicted in the scrolls as one who rejected the Teacher and caused others to do 

likewise. From CD 20:11–13 it appearsthatthosewho―turnedbackwiththemenofscoffinghadbeen

members of the new covenant. It would seem then that the advent of the Teacher brought about a split in 

the movement that had existed up to that point. The only reason given is that the Man of the Lie refused to 

accept the teaching authority of the Teacher. This may have been a matter of personal rivalry, or may 

have resulted from a new proposal of the Teacher (e.g., the establishment of the Qumran settlement, so 

Murphy-O‘Connor). 

Scholars haveunderstoodthissplitinthemovementinvariousways.InStegemann‘sreconstruction,

the followers of the Man of the Lie became the Pharisees (those who broke off). Murphy-O‘Connorand

Davies suppose that the followers of the Teacher were confined to Qumran, while those of the Man of the 

Liebecamethe―non-QumranEssenes‖(cf.Garcia-Martinez 1985, who argues that the Essenes originated 

in Palestine in apocalyptic circles in the early 2d century, but that the Qumran community resulted from a 

schism in the Essene movement). The latter suggestion is implausible because CD clearly comes from the 

Teacher‘smovement.Yetitlegislatesforlifeincampsandintowns—i.e., in several settlements. 

Moreover, the accounts of the Essenes in Philo and Josephus have most affinities with the quasi-monastic 

Rule of the Community which is presumably the rule of the Qumran settlement; yet they both say that the 

Essenes were found throughout the land. There is no evidence of a schism between the Qumran 

community and other Essenes.Stegemann‘ssuggestionontheoriginofthePhariseesisattractivebut

cannot be verified conclusively. There are indications that the withdrawal to the desert was not entirely 

voluntary. In 1QH 4:8–9 the hymnist (presumably the Teacher of Righteousness) says that he was driven 

outlikeabirdfromitsnest.TheretreattoQumran,―toexpiateiniquity‖(1QS8:3),mayalsohavebeena

way of escaping from hostile opponents, some of whom persisted in their pursuit (1QpHab 11:4–8).  

From the archaeology of Qumran it appears that the community attracted an influx of new settlers in the 

early first century B.C.E.—possiblyPhariseesfleeingfromAlexanderJannaeus(whoappearsasthe―Lion

ofWrath‖inthepesheronNahum).ThesiteofQumranwasabandoned for several decades at the end of 

the 1st century B.C.E. after it had been destroyed, perhaps by the earthquake of 31 B.C.E., perhaps by the 

Parthian invasion of 40 B.C.E. The settlement was finally destroyed by the Romans during the First Jewish 

Revolt (66–70 C.E.).  

K. Character and Significance  

The identification of the Qumran community as an Essene settlement is well established. See 

ESSENES. Yet the character of the community as it emerges from the scrolls is very different from that 

conveyed by Philo and Josephus in their descriptions of the Essenes. The ascetic tendencies of the 

community arise not from the pursuit of philosophical mysticism or from the dualism of mind and body 

but from the observance of priestly purity laws, the dualism of light and darkness, and the expectation of 

divine judgment.  



The priestly character of the community is pervasive and is reflected in its leadership and even in the 

name―sonsofZadok.‖(SeeDavies1987:51–72, on the limitations of what can be inferred from this 

term.) It is also reflected in the sense of participation in the angelic world, which is evident in hymnic 

compositions, such as the Hodayot and 4QShirShabb. Some of the most fundamental points at issue 

between the community and other strands of Judaism pertained to cultic and purity laws—notably the 

calendar. In the scrolls, however, these issues are viewed in a particular context (see Collins 1984: 115–

41). Right observance depends on right revelation, which in this case is provided by the inspired exegesis 

of the Teacher (and presumably of his successors). The revelation of Qumran also contains an 

understanding of the world and of history which is enshrined in the Rule of the Community. The dualistic 

opposition of the two spirits provides a new context even for such a traditional institution as the covenant. 

The persistent importance of this dualism is shown by the War Scroll, which was copied in the Roman 

period. While other documents (CD, the Hodayot), do not expound the dualism of the two spirits, they 

also ascribe a role to Belial as a supernatural enemy of God and thereby attest the essential structure of 

dualism.  

We have repeatedly noted the eschatological orientation of the scrolls. Several documents attest a 

periodization of history, culminating in the penultimate age of wrath, in which the community lived. The 

settlement in the desert was supposed to prepare the imminent way of the Lord (1Q58), and rule books 

were prepared for the community of the end of days (1QSa) and for the final war. The scrolls frequently 

refer to the coming of the messiahs of Aaron and Israel—the eschatological counterparts of the priest and 

the overseer of the actual community. We should expect that the level of eschatological fervor rose and 

fellduringthetwocenturiesofthecommunity‘sexistence,butattemptstotracedevelopmentintheextant

literature have not been successful. The Pesher on Habakkuk shows an awareness of the problem of the 

delay of the end times, but insiststhatallofGod‘stimeswillcomeintheirfixedorder(7:9–14). While 

the War Scroll cannot be simply assigned to the Roman period, the late copies of it show the continued 

vitality of eschatological hope. Whether that hope led the community to participate in the revolt against 

Rome in the belief that the day of vengeance had come, remains a tantalizing but unanswerable question.  

The primary importance of the Dead Sea Scrolls is that they greatly enrich our understanding of 

Judaism around the turn of the era. Not only do they preserve the actual documents of a sect which had 

been known through second (or third) hand accounts; they also preserve a range of documents which were 

not strictly sectarian but illustrate the variety of Judaism. In recent years increasing attention has been 

paid to the presence of nonsectarian material in the Qumran library (conceivably including the entire 

Aramaic corpus). In some cases this material sheds light on the pre-Maccabean period, from which we 

have so little material. The scrolls also show that variety in text and canon persisted at the turn of the era 

and help dispel the mirage of normative Judaism in this period.  

Christian scholars have naturally been preoccupied with the relevance of the scrolls for the NT. 

Sensational attempts to find direct references to Jesus or John the Baptist in the scrolls have not entirely 

disappeared but have been thoroughly discredited. The significance of the scrolls for the NT is less direct, 

but more far-reaching. The scrolls attest another Jewish community which, like the early Christians, lived 

in the belief that the end of days was at hand and that its struggle was with principalities and powers, and 

which reinterpreted the Scriptures in that context. There were of course great differences between the 

priestly Teacher and the miracle worker from Galilee, between the pursuit of purity at Qumran and the 

Christian mission to the Gentiles. Yet the scrolls have provided a wealth of comparative material which 

will continue to occupy NT scholars for the foreseeable future (Stendahl 1957; Vermes 1981: 211–25).  
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JOHN J. COLLINS  

DEAD, ABODE OF THE. Several terms are used to denote the abode of the dead in the Hebrew 

Bible, and they often occur in parallelism to one another. The most common is šĕ˒ôl. Both šĕ˒ôl and 

māwet,―Death‖areoftenusedinHebrewtorefertotherealmofdeathaswellastothepersonified

chthonic power behind death and all that is associated with it. See MOT. Hebrew ˒ereṣ issimply―earth‖

yet, as with Ug ˒arṣ and Akk erṣetu, it too can designate the netherworld. The words šaḥat and bôr both 

refertotheabodeofthedeadasthe―Pit.‖Hebrew˒ăbaddôn is another poetic name for the underworld 

usuallytranslated―Perdition‖or―(placeof)Destruction.‖ 

Several terms are used to describe the abode of the dead in the NT as well. The word had s most 

commonly translates šĕ˒ôl in the LXX and is used ten times in the NT. It shares many of the physical 

characteristics of Sheol, and it too can designate either the underworld or the personified lord of the 

underworld.TheNTalsoreferstotheabodeofthedeadasthe―Abyss‖(abussos). 2 Pet 2:4 mentions 

Tartaros, which is well known from Greek mythology for its great depth. GEHENNA is also used to 

describe the eschatological hell of fire where the ungodly are punished after death.  

———  

A. Etymology of Sheol  

B. Sheol in the Hebrew Bible  

1. Depiction of the Place Sheol  

2. Personification of Sheol  



3. The Inhabitants of Sheol  

C. Other Designations for the Abode of the Dead  

D. Hades In the New Testament  

———  

A. Etymology of Sheol  

Sheol is the most common word used in the Hebrew Bible to refer to the abode of the dead, occurring 

some66times(includingrepointingMT‘sšĕ˒ālâ in Isa 7:11 to šĕ˒ōlâ following the reading eis had n in 

Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion, and most commentators). Interestingly, Sheol is not found in any of the 

cognate languages. There is no description of any extrabiblical myths about Sheol as we have with other 

chthonic figures mentioned in the Hebrew Bible such as Mot and Reshep. There is an extrabiblical 

reference to šĕ˒ôl inCowley‘sAramaicpapyri#71(CAP 180–81; cf. Sir 41:4 and Yadin 1965: 41).  

Because of the significance of šĕ˒ôl there has been a long history of scholarly debate concerning its 

etymology with suggestions ranging far and wide. Lo proposal has met with unanimous consensus. The 

following are just a few of the etymologies which have been advocated. A more nearly complete list may 

be found in Spronk (1986: 66–67).  

(1) Delitzsch suggested a putative Akk šu˒ālu meaning―underworld‖(1881:121;1886:145n.2)and

was followed by many (e.g., Jastrow 1897: 165–70; Gunkel 1895: 154; and others; cf. Tromp 1969: 21). 

The Akkadian has been misanalyzed (see the critiques of Jensen 1890; Heidel 1949: 173 and esp. von 

Soden 1970), and thus this widely held proposal should be abandoned.  

(2) Jensen (1890: 131) pointed out the equation ši-la-an = e-reb 
d
UTU-ši and connected biblical šĕ˒ôl 

withthedescentofŠamaš,thesun(deity),intotheunderworld(cf.AHW 1235). This proposal is far from 

certain and was even retracted at a later time by Jensen himself. This need not detract from the large role 

whichthesundeity(e.g.,ŠamašinMesopotamiaandŠapšuatUgarit)playedinunderworldactivitiesand

the cult of the dead (see Lewis 1989: 35–46).  

(3) Albright (1918: 209) noted how etymologists were handling šĕ˒ôl ―somewhatgingerly‖eversince

Delitzsch‘s―unluckyadventurewithanassumedšu˒ālu.‖AtfirstAlbright(1918:209–10) played it safe 

by looking to Akk ša˒ālu,―toask,‖―todecide,‖andthusšĕ˒ôl wouldbeequivalentto―aplaceofdecision

(offates).‖Laterhowever, Albright (1926: 151–52; cf. Baumgartner 1946: 233–35) was himself more 

adventurous, looking to Akk šu˒ara to illuminate biblical šĕ˒ôl (supposing the interchange of r and l). 

AccordingtoAlbright‘sviewšu˒ara would be a modified form of šubaru subartu, which is associated 

with the Tammuz cult and equated with Ḫubur, the river of the netherworld (cf. Gelb 1944: 92–98; CAD 

Ḫ 219; AHW 352 s.v. ḫubur). This, too, is strained, and later we find Albright (1956: 257) embracing yet 

another analysis of šĕ˒ôl, namely, the place of ordeal/examination arising out of a forensic context (see (5) 

below).  

(4) In 1946 and again in 1956 Koehler reacted against those looking for the etymology of šĕ˒ôl among 

Akkadian words and asserted that šĕ˒ôl is―agoodsimpleHebrewword.‖Inurhebräisch, says Koehler, 

―therecouldhaveexistedanancientform*šĕ˒ô,whichisnolongerextant‖towhichwasadded―the

epenthetic final consonant l‖resultinginthewordšĕ˒ôl. Accordingly, concluded Koehler, šĕ˒ôl may be 

derived from the root š˒h (cf. nouns šā˒ôn, šĕ˒iyyâ, š ˒t) and may denote a desolate or devastated place, 

whichisbesttranslatedby―NoLand‖(Unland)designatingaworld―wherearefoundshadowiness,

decay,remotenessfromGod:Nothingness‖(1956:19–20; cf. KB, 935).  

(5) The most plausible etymology for šĕ˒ôl is also the most obvious and the least strained, i.e., to derive 

it from the verb š˒l, ―toask,inquire.‖Thisproposalhasbeensuggestedonandoffthroughtheyearswith

slightly different nuances. A. Jeremias(1887:62,109)suggested―Ort der Endscheidung/Ein 

(for)derung,‖yetthishasnotbeenadoptedbymanyscholars.Morelikelyarethefollowingtheses.

Jastrow (1897: 169–70; cf. 1900: 82–105) and others (König 1933: 474; IDB 1: 787–88) suggested a 

place of inquiry referring to the practice of necromancy. Jastrow (1900: 89–92) found 28 times where š˒l 

is used of consulting oracles including references to consulting the spirits of the dead in Deut 18:11 and 1 

Chr 10:13. Oppenheim (1956: 221–23) has argued that š˒l could also have the technical sense referring to 

necromancy in the story about Saul and the necromancer at Endor (1 Sam 28:6) and compares the roles of 



the šā˒iltu-priestess in Akkadian (cf. Lewis 1989: 104–17). One could also compare the use of š˒l in 

connection with the tĕrāp  m (Ezek 21:26), which van der Toorn (fc.) and others have connected to 

ancestral cults (cf. Akk eṭemm  ša˒ālu, ―toconsultthespiritsofthedead‖). 

Asmentionedin(2)above,Albright‘slastunderstandingoftheetymology of šĕ˒ôl emphasized the 

underlying forensic aspect of the root š˒l. McCarter‘s(1973:407–8) study of the river ordeal in ancient 

Israel concluded likewise that šĕ˒ôl mayhaveoriginallymeant―theplaceofinterrogation.‖Finally,

compare Rosenberg (1980: 8–12), who has provided the most detailed study of šĕ˒ôl to date. She too 

emphasizes the forensic aspect of the imagery underlying the use of šĕ˒ôl andsuggests―asemantic

developmentfrominquire>calltoaccount>punish.‖ 

B. Sheol in the Hebrew Bible  

1. Depiction of the Place Sheol. We have few descriptive details of Sheol in comparison to the 

elaborate depictions of the underworld found in Egyptian and Mesopotamiam literature (Rosenberg 1980: 

166–67).OnethinksimmediatelyoftheEgyptian―guidebooks‖forthedeadintheunderworld

(dat/duat), which lead the dead through various gates, portals, and caverns. The Mesopotamian story 

aboutthedescentofIstharintothenetherworlddescribestheentrants‘journeyto―thelandofnoreturn‖

(māt la târi),whichisaplace―bereftoflightwheretheirsustenanceisdustandtheirfoodisclay.‖Gates

and guardian gatekeepers are common to both traditions. For a discussion of the various names for the 

underworld in Mesopotamia, see Tallqvist (1934).  

Sheolistypicallydepictedasaplacetowhichone―goesdown‖(yrd; e.g., Num 16:30; Job 7:9; Isa 

57:9; cf. Isa 29:4; Ps 88:3–4; KTU 1.161.21–22; 1.5.6.24–25; CAD A2: 216 s.v. arādu). It represents the 

lowest place imaginable (Deut 32:22; Isa 7:11) often used in contrast with the highest heavens (Amos 9:2; 

Ps 139:8; Job 11:8). To emphasize further the depth of Sheol we also find šĕ˒ôl, as well as ˒ereṣ and bôr 

(see C below), modified by taḥt  t/taḥtiyyôt (e.g., Deut 32:32; Ps 86:13; Ezek 31:14–18), usually translated 

―thelowestpartsoftheunderworld.‖Sheolisoftenassociatedwithvariouswaterimages(Tromp1969:

59–66). The best example of this imagery can be found in Jonah 2:3–6, which couples šĕ˒ôl with 

numerous terms for the chaotic waters including Sea (yām yamm  m), River (nāhār), breakers (mišbār  m), 

waves (gallîm), waters (mayîm), and the deep (tĕhôm) (see Cross 1983: 159–67). Rosenberg (1980: 102–

69) has noted the stereotypical fixed formulas employed in such passages (e.g., Jonah 2:3–6; Pss 42:8; 

69:2–3, 15–16; 88:7–8). Building on the analysis of the river ordeal by McCarter (1973: 403–12) and 

Frymer-Kensky (1977), Rosenberg proposed that the water imagery has more to say about divine 

judgment than about an actual description of the locale of šĕ˒ôl.Rosenberg‘scontributionsto

understanding the forensic context of šĕ˒ôl aremany.Yetthecrossingofwateraspartofone‘stravelto

the underworld is too persistent in the ANE not to be underlying the imagery of biblical Sheol to some 

degree, even if the water imagery is used primarily in forensic contexts. Compare ḫubur in Akkadian 

(CAD Ḫ, 219), which is a designation for both the place of the river ordeal and the netherworld.  

The gates of Sheol are mentioned several times in the Hebrew Bible (Isa 38:10; Pss 9:14—Eng9:13; 

107:18; Job 38:17; cf. Jer 15:7). As mentioned above, gates and guardian gatekeepers are prominent in the 

Egyptian and Mesopotamian conceptions of the netherworld. The same concept continues in later Jewish 

(Wis 16:13; 3 Macc. 5:51) and Christian (Matt 16:18; cf. Rev 1:18) literature. Similarly, Jonah 2:7—

Eng2:6 describesthe―bars‖(bĕr  ḥ  m) of the underworld (cf. Job 38:10;thecommontranslation―barsof

Sheol‖inJob 17:16 [cf. RSV] is doubtful). Both of these images have to do with the imprisoning power 

of Sheol and its impassable nature, which prevents escape. Compare Job 7:9, yôr d šĕ˒ôl lō˒ ya˓aleh, ―he

whogoesdowntoSheoldoesnotcomeup‖andtheAkkadiandescriptionofthenetherworldasmāt la 

târi,―thelandofnoreturn.‖SeealsoBELIAL. Compare also the ropes and snares of Sheol/Death (2 Sam 

22:6 = Ps 18:5–6—Eng18:4–5).  

Darkness is a key characteristic of netherworlds (Held 1973: 179 n. 53), and this holds true for Sheol as 

well. It occurs in parallelism with ḥōšek, ―darkness‖(Job 17:13; cf. Lam 3:6; Job 18:18) as does ˒ereṣ, 

―underworld‖(Pss 88:13; 143:3). One of the etymologies proposed above would see šĕ˒ôl as the place 

where one engages in necromancy. If this etymology is valid, it would be significant to note that 

necromantic rituals regularly took place at night (1 Sam 28:8; Isa 45:18–19; 65:4), the time during which 



it was thought appropriate to consult those who live in darkness (Lewis 1989: 12, 114, 142–43, 160). 

Sheol is also characterized by dust (Job 17:16; 21:26; Ps 7:6–Eng Ps 7:5; cf. Gen 3:19) and quite often 

silence (Pss 31:17–18; 94:17; 115:17; Isa 47:5; cf. Allegro 1968: 82–84; Ps 28:1).  

Sheol is intimately connected with the grave, although the degree to which it is identified with the grave 

has been debated. On one extreme we have those who see the grave behind every reference to Sheol, 

while on the other extreme Sheol and the grave are kept totally separate. An example of the former view 

is that of Harris, who has repeatedly emphasized (1961, 1980, 1986) that Sheol always means simply 

―grave‖andnever―underworld.‖Theproblem,notesHarris(1980:892),―isthetheologicalone.‖―Does

the OT teach, in contradiction to the NT, that all men after death go to a dark and dismal place where the 

dead know nothing andarecutofffromGod?‖Thefactthat―bothgoodmen(Jacob,Gen 37:35) and bad 

men (Korah, Dathan, etc., Num 16:30)gothere‖presentsinsurmountabledifficulties.IfSheoldoes not 

meansimply―grave,‖assertsHarris,thenallweareleftwithistheearlyChurch‘sinadequatenotionofa

limbus patrum (1986:59;1980:892).TheweaknessofHarris‘viewishislackofanyappreciationforthe

solidarity and shared legacy which the biblical authors had in common with their ANE environment 

(Harris does not cite any extrabiblical literature from either Mesopotamia, Ugarit, or Egypt). There are 

other ways of addressing the difficulties which lie behind the question of who goes down to Sheol (see 

B.3 below).  

Of a less extreme nature is Pedersen (1926: 461–62), who asserts that Sheol is the netherworld, but:  

TheideasofthegraveandofSheolcannotbeseparated…Thedeadareatthesametimeinthegrave

andinSheol…Sheolistheentiretyintowhichallgravesaremerged…Sheolshouldbethesumofthe

graves…The―Ur‖-gravewemightcallSheol…Wherethereisgrave,thereisSheol,andwherethere

is Sheol, there is grave.  

Heidel (1949: 170–91) also demonstrates how Sheol refers to the underworld as well as the grave.  

An example of the other end of the spectrum is Rosenberg (1980: 168–69), who argues that Pedersen 

andothershavebeentooinfluencedbytheextrabiblicalmaterialwhichdescribesthegraveasforming―a

veritablecontinuumwiththeunderworld.‖―TheconceptofthegraveandofSheoloritssemantic

equivalents,‖remarksRosenberg,―wereconsistentlykeptapart…noconceptof‗Ur‘graveisattestedin

theBible.‖Sheolinthisviewissimplytheunderworld. 

2. Personification of Sheol. In the Hebrew Bible the word for death (māwet môt) often refers to the 

realm of death as well as to death personified (see MOT). The same can be said of Sheol. Zimmerli (1983: 

152) commentsthat―thelackofthearticleinalltheoccurrences[ofSheol]intheOTwouldcertainly

suggestthatthewordstillhadsomethingoftheringofapropernameaboutit.‖Thereseemstohavebeen

a fluidity between Sheol/Death as a person and a locality. We might mention a similar notion in 

Mesopotamia where ḫubur and irkallu are used as both a term for the netherworld and as a name of a 

deity (CAD Ḫ, 219; I, 178; see Hades discussion below). Sheol, like Death, is described in the Hebrew 

Bible as having an insatiable appetite (Isa 5:14; Hab 2:5; Prov 27:20; 30:15b–16) which is remarkably 

reminiscentofMot‘svoraciousappetiteinCTA 5.1.19–20; 5.2.2–4. Compare also the swallowing 

imagery used of Sheol (Prov 1:12; cf. Ps 141:7). Isaiah 25:8 plays on this imagery and turns the tables by 

having Yahweh swallow up Death forever.  

Twice in Hos 13:14 Yahweh is described as ransoming Ephraim from the grasp of personified Sheol 

and Death (Andersen and Freedman, Hosea AB, 639–40). In Isa 14:9 Sheol seems to be the personified 

monarch of the kingdom of the dead, who rouses the shades of the dead to greet the tyrant of Babylon. 

Compare also Isa 28:15, 18, where the leaders are accused of making covenants with Sheol//Death (Irwin 

1977: 26–29).  

Ancient Near Eastern names contain theophoric elements and thus many scholars (e.g., Parker IDBSup, 

224; cf. Westermann 1984: 328–29; Sarna, Genesis JPS, 36) analyze the personal name Methushael in 

Gen 4:18 as―Manof[thegod]Sheol.‖Others,however (e.g., Cassuto 1961: 233; Speiser, Genesis AB, 

36; HALAT, 618),wouldanalyzeMethushaelas―manofgod/El.‖SeealsoMETHUSHAEL.  

3. The Inhabitants of Sheol. The denizens of Sheol are called the REPHAIM. A great deal of literature 

has been written on the nature of the Rephaim especially since the publication of Ugaritic texts where 



they are mentioned extensively (CTA 20–22 = Ugaritica V and KTU 1.161). See (IDBSup, 739) and 

L‘Heureux(1979)forbibliography.OnKTU 1.161, a funerary liturgy which invokes the Rephaim, see 

Lewis 1989: 5–46.  

A great deal of attention has also been paid to the nature of those who go to Sheol. It has commonly 

been asserted that Sheol in the Hebrew Bible is the place where all the dead, both righteous (Jacob and 

Samuel being given as prime examples) and wicked, eventually reside (e.g., Gray, Kings OTL, 102; 

Pedersen 1926: 461–62; cf. Harris cited above in B.1). Other see Sheol as the habitation of the wicked 

only. Thus Heidel (1949: 184–91)assertsthat―thereisnopassagewhichprovesthatShĕ˒ôl was ever 

employed as a designation for the gathering-placeofthedepartedspiritsofthegodly.‖Similarly

Rosenberg (1980: 178–252)proposesthatSheolisassociatedwiththeconceptofprematureor―evil

death,‖whichwasdistinguishedfromthecommonfateofallhumans.Ontheotherhand,―naturaldeathis

accompaniedbyunificationwithkin,andSheolisnevermentioned‖inthesecontexts.Theplacewhere

oneis―gatheredtohis/herkin‖isneverspecifiedsaysRosenberg,yet―itisneverjointlymentionedwith

Sheol.‖―Evildeath…resultsindelegationtoSheol,whichisneverdescribedasanancestralmeeting

place.‖RosenbergdoesnotgoasfarasHeidel,andsheadmitsthatinsomecontextsSheolmayconnote

the meeting place of all the dead (cf. Ps 89:49—Eng 89:48). Nevertheless, its most common usage is a 

place for the wicked.  

Another pertinent question is whether those who resided in the underworld could be consulted through 

necromancy. It is commonly asserted that there was no cult of the dead in ancient Israel because such 

practices were expressly forbidden (Deut 18:11)and,furthermore,―thedeadknownothing‖(Qoh 9:4–6, 

10; cf. Job 7:9; 14:21). Yet the Wisdom tradition is not consistent with other texts which show that the 

dead were in fact consulted (e.g., 1 Samuel 28; cf. the designation of the spirits of the dead as yiddĕ˓ōn   < 

yd˓,―toknow‖).WhiletheYahwismwhichbecamenormativemayhavebeenresoluteinits

condemnation of cults of the dead, such practices were carried out in some forms of popular religion in 

ancient Israelite society (see ANCESTOR WORSHIP; Lewis 1989).  

C. Other Designations for the Abode of the Dead  

While the most common word to designate the abode of the dead in the Hebrew Bible is šĕ˒ôl, 

numerous other terms were also employed as semantic equivalents (cf. Tromp 1969: 23–128 for a 

complete list of various suggestions all of which cannot be substantiated). Often these terms are used in 

parallelism with šĕ˒ôl. They are found in contexts similar to those used of šĕ˒ôl, including similar 

phraseology and imagery. Heb māwet,―Death,‖likešĕ˒ôl, is often used to refer to the realm of death (Ps 

6:6—Eng6:5; Prov 7:27) as well as to the personified chthonic power behind death and to all that is 

associated with it such as disease, sterility, drought, etc. (Hab 2:5; Job 18:13–14; 28:22; Isa 28:15, 18; 

Hos 13:14; Ps 49:15; Cant 8:6). See MOT for a description of the Canaanite deity of death and the 

underworld who goes by the same name. Heb ˒ereṣ issimply―earth‖yet,aswithUg ˒arṣ and Akk erṣetu, 

it too can designate the netherworld (HALAT, 88; CAD E: 310–11; AHW 245 s.v. erṣetu; Tromp 1969: 7, 

23–46; Rosenberg 1980: 29–52; Tallqvist 1934: 8–11). Like šĕ˒ôl, ˒ereṣ is also modified by 

taḥt  t/taḥtiyyôt (cf. Zimmerli 1983: 39) to denote the depths of the netherworld. Hebrew šaḥat (e.g., Ps 

16:10; Job 17:13–14; Isa 38:17–18; Jonah 2:3–7) and bôr (e.g., Isa 5:14; 38:18; Ezek 31:16; Pss 30:4—

Eng 30:3; 88:4–5—Eng 88:3–4; Prov 1:12)bothrefertotheabodeofthedeadasthe―Pit.‖ (See Tromp 

1969: 66–71; Rosenberg 1980: 53–89; and esp. Held 1973: 173–90, which includes a detailed analysis of 

the etymology of šaḥat) Another poetic name for the underworld is ˒ăbaddôn, usually translated 

―Perdition‖or―(placeof)Destruction‖<˒bd, ―toperish‖(Job 26:6; 28:22; 31:12; Ps 88:12—Eng 88:11; 

Prov 15:11; 27:20). The personification of Abaddon (cf. Job 28:22, where Abaddon and Death are 

speakers) leads to the notion of a destroying angel (˒apolluōn in Greek) of the abyss (Rev 9:11). See also 

APOLLYON. In rabbinic literature Abaddon comes to designate the place of punishment and damnation 

= Gehinnom. See also ABADDON.  

D. Hades In the New Testament  

In the LXX šĕ˒ôl is most commonly translated had s. As with Sheol and its semantic equivalents, Hades 

can either refer to the underworld or be personified. The description of Hades parallels that of Sheol 



above (B.1). As with Sheol, Hades is a place to which one goes down, and it too represents the lowest 

depths in contrast to the highest heavens (Matt 11:23; Luke 10:15).Hadeshasthefamilar―gates‖(Matt 

16:18) which are prominent in the netherworlds of ANE and Greek mythology. Compare especially the 

mentionof―keysofDeathandHades‖inRev 1:18.  

In Greek mythology (Iliad 15.188; cf. Nilsson 1955: 452–56; Burkert 1985: 194–200) Hades occurs as 

thepropernameofthegatekeeper/godofthenetherworld.Thenetherworldwascalledthe―houseof

Hades‖andeventuallysimplyHades.LikewiseintheNTHades occurs in personified form (Rev 6:8). 

Death and Hades give up the dead and are then thrown into the lake of fire in Rev 20:13–14.  

The question of who resides in Hades is just as acute a problem as it is for Sheol (see discussion above). 

Most scholars affirm that changes in the understandings of retribution and immortality, most likely 

through the influence of Persian and Hellenistic thought, resulted in different eternal abodes for the 

righteous and the wicked (cf. 1 Enoch 22). The abode of the wicked dead comes to be a place for 

punishment and torment; the abode of the righteous dead comes to be a place of happiness and bliss. The 

development of both these concepts is notably absent from the Hebrew Bible. According to Jeremias 

(TDNT 1:147–49) Hades sometimes denotes the abode of both the godly and the wicked (Luke 16:23; 

Acts 2:27, 31; cf. Ant 18.14; JW 2.163). At other times (1 Pet 3:19; cf. JW 3.375) it appears to be a 

designation of the abode only of the ungodly, with the righteous residing in paradise or some similar 

environment (Luke 16:9; 23:43; cf. 2 Cor 5:8; Phil 1:23; Heb 12:22; Rev 6:9; 7:9). Where Hades denotes 

the abode of all the dead, it is described as a temporary holding place until the resurrection, when Hades 

gives up its dead (Rev 20:13). This is further underscored by the demarcation between Hades and 

GEHENNA, which is used to describe the eschatological hell of fire where the ungodly will be punished 

after death (Matt 5:22). There is one place, however, where Hades is described as a place of torment 

(Luke 16:23). Yet in contrasttomuchoflaterChristianliterture,the―tormentsofhell‖arenotelaborated

upon in the NT.  

TheunderworldisalsodescribedintheNTasthe―Abyss‖(abussos),oftentranslated―BottomlessPit‖

(Luke 8:31; Rom 10:7; Rev 9:1–2, 11; 11:7; 17:18; 20:1, 3; see Jeremias, TDNT 1:9–10). In 2 Pet 2:4 

mention is made of casting rebel angels into Tartarus. In classical Greek mythology murky Tartarus was 

said to be as far below Hades as earth is below the heavens, so much so that an anvil could fall for nine 

days and nights until it reached it. Tartarus is described as a prison with gates, and it too is personified 

(Homer Iliad 8.13–16; Hesiod Theog. 713–35).  

Hades plays an essential role in Christian theology. Hades cannot prevail over the Church (Matt 16:18) 

because Christ holds the keys to Death and Hades (Rev 1:18). Compare Isa 25:8, above, where Yahweh 

swallows Death (Mot) forever. In fact, those who die are sometimes thought not to be in Hades but are 

rather united with Christ (Luke 23:43; Phil 1:23; 2 Cor 5:8). The description of the descent of Christ into 

Hades and his preaching to the spirits of the dead (1 Pet 3:18–20; 4:6)ledtothedoctrineofChrist‘s

descensus (Selwyn 1947: 337–62).  
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THEODORE J. LEWIS  

DEATH. This entry consists of two articles covering the subject of death in the OT and in the NT.  

OLD TESTAMENT  

Late 19th- and early 20th-century study of death in the Hebrew Bible focused on immortality, the future 

life, the development of the concept of resurrection, and eschatology. From the mid-20th century the 

diversity of perspectives on death in the OT has received the greatest attention. Acknowledgment of the 

long history reflected in thetexts,aswellasrecognitionofthediversefolkand―official‖Yahwistic

views, has made it complicated to suggest any normative concept. The richness of perspectives on death 

emerges because of the multifaceted way Israel speaks of the intersection between life and death.  

There is a complex of terms which circumscribe the Hebrew concept of death. Just as in English, there 

are diverse verbal and nominal terms which are employed to speak of death (e.g., perish, decease). Most 

of the efforts to understand the Hebrew perspectives have begun lexically with words derived from the 

common Semitic root mwt. In biblical Hebrew these words include the verb mût, ―die‖(e.g.,Gen 2:17) 

and the noun māwet, ―death‖(e.g.,Ps 6:6—Eng6:5); cf. TWAT 4:763–88. In other verbal patterns 

(conjugations) mût maybetranslated―kill‖(e.g.,1 Sam 14:13)or―slay‖(e.g.,Gen 18:25). Several OT 

texts personify death by referring to the Canaanite deity Mot (e.g., Jer 9:20—Eng9:21), whose name 

stems from this common Semitic term.  

Some of the other Hebrew terms employed for death are: ˒ābad, ―perish‖(Job 4:7, 9, 11, 20); hārag, 

―kill,murder,slay‖(Gen 12:12; 2 Sam 3:30); ḥālal (Ps 88:6—Eng 88:5); nākâ, ―kill,smite‖(Gen 4:15; 

Ps 135:10); tam, ―consume,destroy‖(Deut 2:14, 15, 16); and many others. In addition, metaphors such as 

―sleep‖(Deut 31:16) further shape the concepts of death. Greater understanding of the diverse 



perspectives on death will develop only after these various terms have been studied. While the terms 

sometimes function in tandem, they often appear separately in distinct genres, from different social 

contexts, and within contrasting perspectives.  

Even though most of the study of death has concentrated on Heb māwet, there is no consensus on how 

besttodisplaytheHebrewBible‘sdiverseunderstandings.Itisnotsurprisingthatinmanydiscussionsthe

intersection of life and death provides the backdrop (Fohrer 1972: 214–22; Kraus 1986: 162–68). Death, 

after all, is the opposite of life, even in traditions where concepts of life after death are prominent. Dahood 

(Psalms III AB, xli–lii)isoneofthefewwhoinrecenttimesdiscussedIsrael‘sunderstandingofdeathin

the context of immortality and resurrection. Because there was little if any vision of an afterlife in Israel, 

itisalmostunanimouslyagreedthatthecountry‘s―healthymaterialism‖and―healthyeroticism‖required

it―toexaminethemeaningofman‘searthlyexistencetoadegreeandto a depth seemingly without 

parallelinthethinkingofitscontemporaries‖(Vawter1972:170–71).  

A great deal is known about the ANE understandings of death (Bailey 1979: 5–21).Israel‘sneighbors,

so far as evidenced by artifactual and literary remains, show a significant interest in elaborate rituals to 

fend off the panoply of demons, ghosts, and gods associated with death and the underworld (see MAGIC 

[ANE]). There exist stories of persons seeking immortality(Gilgamesh‘sattempttofindeternallifefor

his dear friend Enkidu), of evil figures bringing death and disease on humans (Rešep, the NW Semitic god 

of pestilence, may be named in Deut 32:5; Hab 3:5; and Job 5:7), and of incantations and various 

apotropaic charms to fight off death, which, along with a host of institutions and social practices point to 

the power death exerted on these people. While all religions of the ANE think of their deities as bringing 

forth life, there were also those deities who terrorized and attacked humankind. The polytheism of these 

religions presented a rhythm between death and life, a rotation between ascending and descending power 

which was sewn into the fabric of human existence.  

Hebrewliteraturedoesnothideasenseofdeath‘spowernordoesitsequesterdeathfromlifeasthough

itdidnotexist.ThereminiscencesofIsrael‘sseekingtoplacateorcommunicatewiththedeadareheard

(1 Sam 28:8–14; Isa 8:19ff.), but intolerance for any cult of the dead is the dominant position.  

Death is seen as the normal end of life. The notations of the death of important individuals (Gen 23:1–2; 

35:29), as well as of multiple individuals (Josh 5:4; 10:11)arefoundthroughouttheliterature.A―good‖

death is portrayed when an individual dies with sufficient offspring and at an old age (Gen 25:8; 46:30). 

Humankind must accept mortality (2 Sam 14:14), while Yahweh was thought to perdure (Pss 18:47—

Eng18:46; 90). Death was a problem when it came prematurely. Whatever their understanding of 

premature death, it is here where humans begin questioning, whether in a polytheistic or monotheistic 

context.  

The questioning may begin with the etiological question, how did death first come about? Religions 

account for death in the midst of life either as a part of creation or as something which came into the 

world after creation. These stories can be classified into seven or eight different types (EncRel 4: 251–59). 

Genesis 2–3 isthelocusforIsrael‘s etiology. Some think this represents two original stories (Bailey 1979: 

38). The one etiology suggests that death is a punishment for disobeying God, while the other understands 

it as a part of the original plan for humans. The OT does not suggest which etiology is more appropriate. 

In fact, there seems little preoccupation with the origin of death. However, understanding death as a part 

of some original plan is far less compatible with the wide range of texts.  

The questioning for Israel focused far more on how to understand the invasion of death into life. This 

invasion was not articulated predominantly through speaking of divine powers which were threatening 

Yahweh and with whom battle must be done. Yahweh was the source of life and death. It was not possible 

to place the blame on competing divine forces. Yahweh could give or take away life (2 Kgs 20:1–11). 

Life was dependent on the deity whether one looked at this from an individual or communal perspective. 

Life, as biological or physical existence, was significant; but Israel looked to qualities of relationship with 

the deity to express the meaning of life and hence the relationship of it to death. The relationships could 

be expressed in terms of the covenant theme (IDBSup, 220). However, this is by no means the most 

prominent conceptualization.  



The most significant theme for Israel was the understanding that life provided an opportunity for the 

individual and community to praise Yahweh. Praise of God was the sign of life. The inability to praise 

was a signal of death, even in life. The Hebrew Bible is replete with the idea that death constitutes silence 

and that the major characteristic of life is to praise Yahweh (Ps 30:9–11—Eng 30:8–10; Isa 38:16–20). 

Since praise took place in the cult, life was constituted in the special space provided by God. Life was not 

merely a biological or natural phenomenon. It was a spatial phenomenon. The images of the underworld 

(e.g., Sheol, Pit), as the space apart from Yahweh, obviously assist in the depiction of life. Death appears 

as a parallel to Sheol (Prov 5:5; 7:27).  

One of the major differences of opinion about the OT understandings of death centers around whether 

death is viewed predominantly with fear. There are magnificently crafted Hebrew texts on the fear of 

death. The conclusion of Qoheleth is among the most provocative (12:1–8). The reader is placed before 

the factthatamongalltheimagesoftheundoingofnaturenodeathismoreprofoundthanthereader‘s

own. There is certainly a deep sense of fear in being brought before this reality. However provocative 

these expressions of fear are, they do not provide the dominant perspectives. Anger and hostility in the 

face of death are more common expressions (Psalms 6, 102). Few contemporaries are able to express so 

vividlythehorrorofdeath‘sinvasionintothemidstoflife.Whateverperspectiveistakenontheissueof

the fear of death, it is widely agreed that the Hebrew Bible contains ample expression of the anger and 

grief experienced in the face of death. This finds its greatest focus in the Psalms and some of the wisdom 

literature.  

Proverbs presents another interesting theme. This centers in the relationship of life and death to 

Wisdom. The possession of Wisdom is identified with life in Proverbs 1–9. A person who obtains long 

life may possess Wisdom, but more importantly in this portion of Proverbs, long life is not the 

consequence of wisdom. It is what constitutes life. So death is not so much a consequence associated with 

folly or, as expressed in Proverbs 1–9,ofassociatingwiththe―strangewoman.‖Deathisanexpressionof

a mode of living apart from life (Prov 8:35–36).  

This living in life or living in death is expanded in Proverbs through one of the instructions regarding 

the―strangewoman.‖Themanisencouragedtobe―infatuated‖(Hebšgh) with his wife (Prov 5:19–20). 

Ontheotherhand,heisexhortednottobe―infatuated‖(šgh)withthe―strangewoman.‖Thesection

concludes with the line describing the man who does not follow the advice.  

He dies yamût for lack of discipline,  

and because of his great folly he goes astray (yišgeh).  

(Prov 5:23)  

The Hebrew word šgh plays on a double meaning in this passage. It expresses in the concluding verse, not 

anykindofbiologicalcessationoflife,butratherastrayingor―infatuation‖withfollyinthislife.

―Infatuation‖orintenserelationshipwithappropriateobjects,asevidencedbythedistinctionbetweenthe

two womenreferredtoearlier,istobeencouraged.Thefollyembodiedinthe―strangewoman‖andthe

death connected with her are not shunned because death is understood as a natural part of existence and 

thereforenottobefeared.―Dying‖isunderstoodasanegative way of living. It is a mode of living over 

against the way (derek) of life (Prov 2:19; 5:6; 6:23).  

ThemajorEnglishworkondeathintheOTbyBailey(1979)indicatesthreesenses:(1)a―metaphorfor

thosethingswhichdetractfromlifeasYahwehintendsit‖;(2)―asa‗power‘inoppositiontothecreated

order‖;and(3)―forbiologicalcessation.‖ While it is recognized that the dominant focus of the Hebrew 

Bibleisthemetaphoric,Bailey‘s―primaryconcern‖iswithbiologicalcessation.Inthefinalanalysisa

threefolddistinction,whetherBailey‘soranotherverysimilarone(symbolic,mythological, and 

biological), brings OT literature into discussions of various contemporary issues such as bioethics and 

care for the dying (Bailey 1979: 97–101). The recent discussions do not relegate the OT to a mere proem 

for the NT.  

On the other hand, the threefold senses domesticate the Hebrew Bible perceptions of death. A focus on 

biological cessation undercuts the dynamic intersection of death with life. Israel, maybe because of its 

history, is more at home in understanding death through all its faces as a radical challenge to life. The 



tripartiteunderstandingunnecessarilyisolatesIsrael‘sdevelopingmonotheisticperspectivefromitsANE

neighbors‘polytheisticunderstandings,whichinfluencedIsrael‘sideasmorethanisfrequentlysuggested.

Death can be understoodandacceptedasanaturalpartofGod‘sorder,butthepeopleoftheHebrew

Bible experienced individual and communal death, which was far more pervasive than biological 

cessation.  
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KENT HAROLD RICHARDS  

NEW TESTAMENT  

In the Phaedo of Plato (ca. 427–347 B.C.), Socrates philosophizes about death before he drinks the 

poison.Deathisdefinedas―areleaseandseparationfromthebody‖(67.D;cf.66.E).Forthe―soulis

immortal‖(athanaton 73.A).Inlifethesoulis―entirelyfastenedandweldedtothebodyandiscompelled

to regard realities through the body asthroughprisonbars‖(82.E).Thesoul,therefore,―neverwillingly

associatedwiththebody‖(80.E,cf.―hostiletothebody‖67.E).Soatdeaththesoulis―freedfromthe

bodyasfromfetters‖(67.D).Tobeafraidtodieistolovethebodymorethanwisdom (68.B, C). In 

facinghisowndeath,Socrateshadnofearandlookedforwardtotherelease.Hetookthehemlock―very

cheerfullyandquietlydrainedit‖(Phd. 117.C). See also SUICIDE.  

Homer (9th century B.C.) likens the generations of men to the coming and going of leaves on a tree (Il. 

6. 145–50). The Babylonian Epic of Gilgamesh records,―Whenthegodscreatedmankind,theydestined

deathforman.‖PerhapstheseideasarejoinedinPlato‘sviewofreincarnation, a view which may also 

have roots from the Pythagoreans (6th century B.C.) and Egyptians. Plato considered that souls existed 

previously―apartfrombodies‖(Phd. 76.C),that―thelivingaregeneratedfromthedead,justasmuchas

the dead from theliving‖(Phd. 72.A).Sodeathisboth―godordained‖andconfinedtothebodyalone,as

the immortal soul returns to many earth lives but never dies. Hesiod (Theog. 213) and Diodorus Siculus 

(15, 25.2) represented death as a sleep.  

Thewords―death‖(Gk noun thanatos, teleute),―dead‖(Gkadj.nekros),and―die‖(Gkverb

apothn skō) occur in the NT. The NT speaks of God alone as immortal (1 Tim 6:16). By contrast, the NT 

refers to humans as mortals (Col 1:16; cf. Heb 1:2), evidenced by their death (1 Cor 15:21–22) and by the 

promise of a future gift of immortality at the PAROUSIA (1 Cor 15:53). Death, for humans, is universal 

(Heb 9:27). The only two exceptions in Scripture are Enoch (Gen 5:24; Heb 11:5) and Elijah (2 Kgs 

2:11).  

DeathdoesnotappeartobeapartofGod‘soriginalplanfortherace.―Thewagesofsinisdeath‖(Rom 

6:23);―Deathcamethroughaman‖(1 Cor 15:21);―sinenteredtheworldthroughoneman,anddeath 

throughsin‖(Rom 5:12).DeathislinkedwithGod‘sjudgment(Rev 2:11; 20:6; 21:8).  

Romans 5 comparesAdamandChrist.(Christiscalled―thelastAdam‖in1 Cor 15:45). In opposite 

wayseach―Adam‖made a contribution to death. Romans 5:12–19 is a parallelism, noting the gifts to the 

racemadebyeach―Adam.‖Justasonesin(Rom 5:16), ―onetrespass‖(Rom 5:18), brought 

condemnationanddeathtothewholerace,so―oneact…bringslifeforall‖(Rom 5:18). The one act of 

the second Adam, his death, canceled the results of the one act of the first Adam (Rom 5:10).SoChrist‘s

deathdestroyedtheonewho―holdsthepowerofdeath‖(Heb 2:14)and―destroyeddeath‖(2 Tim 1:10). 

Death could not hold him (Acts 2:24),soChristisnowsaidtobe―Lordofboththedeadandtheliving‖

(Rom 14:9)and―hasthekeysofDeathandHades‖(Rev 1:18).  

Thus death in the NT is qualified. Death is now viewed in the light of the resurrection of Jesus. In 75 

places nekros is the object of egeiro, ―toawaken,‖oranastasis, ―toraise‖(NIDNT 1: 445), and Christ is 

called the first (in importance, not time) from the dead (Col 1:18; Rev 1:5).Deathdoesnot―separateus‖



from Christ (Rom 8:38–39);sodeathisspokenofasbeing―athomewiththeLord‖(2 Cor 5:8),as―gain‖

(Phil 1:21),and―todepartandtobewithChrist‖(Phil 1:23),andastohave―fallenasleep‖(John 11:11).  

In the NT death is more than a terminus to life. It can affect life as it moves to that end. One can 

experience a living death, ora―bodyofdeath,‖Rom 7:24. Existentially, one who has encountered Christ 

is said to have eternal life even during this present life (John 3:36); whereas, one who has not yet 

encounteredChristissaidtobe―dead‖insin(Eph 2:1; cf. Col 2:13; Rev 3:1). Passing from death to life, 

experientially, is spoken of as the new birth (John 3:3–8).  

Toadegree,then,eternallife(theoppositeofdeath)isgivennow,butnotinfullness.―ForasinAdam

alldie,soinChristallwillbemadealive‖(1 Cor 15:22). The tensionbetweenthe―already‖andthe―not

yet‖maintainsan―eschatologicalreserve,‖for―thelastenemytobedestroyedisdeath‖(1 Cor 15:26). 

The final generation, living at the PAROUSIA, will be translated without experiencing death (Matt 

16:28). Evidently the translated, and those resurrected, begin the fullness of eternal life at the Parousia (1 

Thess 4:16–18). They will be beyond death (Rev 20:6).  
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NORMAN R. GULLEY  

DEATH OF CHRIST. See CHRIST, DEATH OF.  

DEATH, POLLUTION OF. See HEIFER, RED.  

DEATH, SECOND [Gk ho deuteros thanatos (ὁ δευτερος θανατος)]. In the NT, the second death is 

mentioned only in Rev 2:11; 20:6, 14; and 21:8.Itissymbolizedasthe―lakeoffire‖(20:14; 21:8), and 

presented as the opposite of receiving a crown of life (2:10) and life lived in the presence of God (21:3–7; 



22:3–5). As opposed to the first death which is physical death, the second death is the final destruction of 

all that belongs to the realm of evil. It is the fate of those whose names are not written in the book of life 

(20:15), the unrighteous (21:8), the false prophet and the beast (19:20), the devil (20:10), and Death and 

Hades (20:14).TheseconddeathwasthesubjectofJesus‘warning:―Anddonotfearthosewhokillthe

body but cannot kill the soul; rather fear him who can destroy bothsoulandbodyinhell‖(Matt 10:28 = 

Luke 12:4–5; RSV).  

Whether the second death is complete destruction or everlasting torment is uncertain from Revelation, 

although for the Devil, beast, and false prophet, it is everlasting (20:10). Both notions are found in 

tradition. In 1 Enoch theseconddeathisdestruction:―Woeuntoyouwhospreadeviltoyourneighbors!

For you shall be slain inSheol‖(99:11,OTP),and―…forthenamesof(thesinners)shallbeblottedout

from the Book of Life and the books of the Holy One; their seeds shall be destroyed forever and their 

spiritsshallperishanddie…‖(108:3,OTP; cf. 10:14–15). In Philo, however, second death is everlasting: 

―liveforeverinastateofdyingandsotospeaksufferadeathwhichisdeathlessandunending‖(Praem 

12.70; LCL).  

AlthoughotherJewishwritingscontaintheconcept,boththeconceptandtheexpression―seconddeath‖

are found in the Targums. Here second death can refer to either exclusion from the resurrection (i.e. 

remaining in the grave) or being relegated to eternal torment after judgment (Str-B 3.830–31). The former 

sense is found in Tg. Jer. 15:39, 57 which describes the fate of the Babylonian oppressors as second death 

which is the exclusion from the life to come. The latter sense which is more akin to Revelation occurs in 

Tg. Isa. 65:5–6, a passage very close to Rev 20:14 and 21:8,states:―Theirpunishmentshallbein

Gehennawherethefireburnsalltheday.Behold,itiswrittenbeforeme:‗Iwillnotgivethemrespite

during (their) life but will render them the punishment of their transgressions and will deliver their body 

totheseconddeath‘ ‖(cf.Tg. Deut. 33:6; Tg. Isa. 22:14; 65:15).  
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DUANE F. WATSON  

DEBIR (PERSON) [Heb dĕb  r (ְדִביר)]. The Amorite king of Eglon at the time of Joshua who joined 

the coalition of 5 kings led by Adoni-Zedek of Jerusalem (Josh 10:3). After being defeated by Joshua at 

Gibeon, the kings of this coalition fled to the cave of Makkedah (Josh 10:1–27), where they were captured 

and hanged by Joshua. As a personal name, Debir occurs only once in the Hebrew Bible. Otherwise Debir 

is found as the site of 2 (apparently) separate Judean cities (see DEBIR (PLACE)), and as a technical term 

fortheholyofholiesinSolomon‘stemple(1 Kings 6–8).  

D. G. SCHLEY  

DEBIR (PLACE) [Heb dĕb  r (ְדִביר)]. Three towns mentioned in the OT bear this name.  

1. A town in the S hill country of Judah listed in the roster of cities that Joshua captured and utterly 

destroyed (Josh 10:38–39). It was governed by a king (10:39; 12:13). Joshua 15 preserves the tradition 

that Othniel the son of Kenaz captured the city, thereby winning in marriage Achsah, daughter of Caleb 

(vv 15–19 = Judg 1:11–15).Italsopreservesthetraditionthatthecitywasassociatedwith―upperand

lowersprings‖andthatthepre-Israelite name of the city was Kiriath-sepher, which the LXX simply 

translates―cityofbooks‖(Gkpolis grammatōn). Josh 15:49 records that its previous name was Heb 

qiryat-sannâ, which is probably an erroneous reading of Kiriath-sepher. See KIRIATH-SANNAH.  

Josh 11:21 preserves the tradition that the Anakim were residents of Debir in the time of Joshua. It is 

uncertain whether or not these people constituted one of the groups of Sea Peoples who occupied parts of 

Canaan toward the end of the LB Age (Boling and Wright, Joshua AB, 315). See ANAK. Mendenhall 

(1973: 76, 163) suggests that the original form underlying both dĕb  r and (qiryat) spr (which he re-

vocalizes sōp r) is Hittite dabara, ―lord,governor‖(cf.Hebsōp r,―official,‖esp.Judg 5:14);―Kiriath-



sopher‖(―townofthegoverningofficial‖)wouldthenhavebecome―Kiriath-sepher‖(―townofthe

book/scroll‖)bypopularetymology.IfMendenhall‘s linguistic analysis is correct, this reinforces the 

hypothesis that in the LB/early Iron transition period the city fell under the influence of some NE 

Mediterranean groups loosely identified as Sea Peoples. See also the linguistic discussion of 

Debir/Kiriath-sepher in CITY NAMES.  

The biblical references all suggest that this Debir is located near the Shephelah in the southernmost 

region of the Judaean hill country SW of Hebron. For a variety of reasons Albright proposed identifying it 

with Tell Beit Mirsim (M.R. 141096). See BEIT MIRSIM, TELL. However, dissatisfaction with several 

of the geographic features of Tell Beit Mirsim which seemingly contradict the biblical references to Debir 

has prompted a number of scholars to look elsewhere for its location (ISBE 1: 901–4). K. Galling first 

suggested (1954) that Debir should be located at Kh. Rabud (M.R. 151093). The site fits the geographic 

and expected stratigraphic profile much better. Not only does Kh. Rabud have remains of LB occupation, 

but the combination of cisterns with 2 nearby wells complies with the description of the site in the biblical 

narrative (cf. Josh 15:17–19 = Judg 1:13–15). The occupational sequence has been clarified by 

excavations conducted by M. Kochavi (1974; EAEHL 4: 995), which have shown complete agreement 

with the information provided in the biblical texts.  
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GARY A. HERION  

DALE W. MANOR  

2. A town that was situated above the Achor Valley, used to demarcate the N boundary of Judah (Josh 

15:7). The location is thought to be either along the Wadi Dabr or in Thogret ed-Dabr. Both seem to retain 

the distinction of a place name. At the head of the Wadi there was a ruin called Khan el-hatrur, which is 

now covered and displaced by the Jericho-Jerusalem highway and by a local inn. The LXX gives the Gk 

epi to tetarton, which could be a misreading or the deciphering of a damaged Hebrew manuscript, where 

it was mistakenly understood as the Heb rby˓y.  

3. A town that marks the boundary of the tribe of Gad (Josh 13:26). The location is presumed to be in 

the E part of Gilead, though the actual site is unknown. In the passage, the MT gives the Heb lidebir, 

which could be revocalized to read lôdebār.ThisisthoughttobethesiteofMakir‘shousein2 Sam 9:4, 

5. Here is where Mephibosheth, the lame son of Jonathan, stayed until called by David. This place is 

mentioned again in 2 Sam 17:27, where the same Makir helped supply provisions to David when he was 

fleeing from his son Absalom. Evidently, this town was later captured by the Arameans; the fact that 

Jeroboam II eventually recaptured the city gave the prophet Amos a sarcastic weapon. Using a word play 

on lôdebār (Amos 6:13), he arranges it as lō˒ dabar,―nothing,‖inreferencetoIsrael‘sboastingabout 

their victory and their false sense of security. See also LO-DEBAR.  

JEFFREY K. LOTT  

DEBORAH (PERSON) [Heb dĕbōrâ (ְדבָֹרה)]. Three persons in the OT and deuterocanonical books 

bear this name.  

1. Rebekah‘snurse(Gen 35:8). She is also mentioned, by position but not by name, among those who 

accompanyRebekahandAbraham‘sservantontheirreturntomeetIsaac(Gen 24:59). When Deborah the 

nursedied,shewasburiedunder―theoak‖(sacredtree?)nearBethel,whichishenceforthknownas

Allon-bacuth, thatis,―oakofweeping.‖Cf.theetiologyofBochim,―weepers‖(probablyBethel!)inJudg 

2:1–5.  

2. One of those who successfully mobilized the Israelite militia, and whose deeds are variously recalled, 

evaluated, and celebrated in the book of Judges. The activityofDeborah,wifeofLappidoth(―flashes‖)is

admiringly recounted in prose (Judges 4) and celebrated in song (Judges 5).Introducedasa―prophetess,‖

Deborahwasavailablefororacularconsultationat―Deborah‘spalm,‖alsosituatednearBethel.Onthe



relationship between prophecy and warfare in this period, see Ackerman (1975). This was a time of severe 

oppression sponsored by Jabin, king of Canaan reigning at Hazor, and executed by Sisera, commander of 

900 chariots. Sisera, whose name is non-Semitic, probably belonged to one of the Sea Peoples (Tjeker?). 

His headquarters at the time of the battle are at Harosheth-haggoim(―plantationsofthegentiles‖),which

lookslikethepoeticequivalentof―TaanachbythewatersofMegiddo‖(5:19;Rainey1981;1983). 

ConsultedbyIsraelitesinthefaceofSisera‘saggression,Deborah‘s―judgment‖isto summon Barak 

(―lightning‖),fieldcommanderoftheIsraelitemilitiafromKedeshinNaphtali,togetherwithforcesfrom

Zebulun and Naphtali (the only tribes mentioned by name in the prose account). Barak is most reluctant to 

go into the field against far superior armaments unless accompanied by Deborah, who repays reluctance 

withataunt:She‘llgo,butvictorywillnotmeangloryforBarak,sinceawomanwilldealthefinalblow.

The combination of promise by Deborah and fulfillment by Jael evokes comparison with the partner-like 

goddesses Anath and Astarte (Taylor 1982). See also Lindars (1983) for the highlighted role of woman. 

Once the battle is joined, Sisera departs the scene at the flash-flooded Kishon River W of Mt. Tabor, 

where the chariots were mired, and flees to the far N where, thrown off guard by the hospitality of Jael, he 

dies at her feet.  

Behind the irony and sense of humor, the story is rooted in decisive military action, with a hefty 

providentialassist,whichpreventedSisera‘sforces in the Esdraelon from finally severing connections 

between the Israelites in Galilee and in the central hill country of Ephraim and Manasseh. Archaeology at 

the sites of Megiddo and Taanach suggests a setting not long after mid-12th century B.C.E. The 

relationship between Jabin, king of Canaan in Judges 4 and another Jabin, king of Hazor in Joshua 11, is 

unclear, and the direction of interaction in the shaping of the stories is still an open question (Boling 

Judges AB, 92–120).InthepoeticversionJabinisnotnamed,butitisacoalitionof―kingsofCanaan‖

whose forces Sisera commands. And the character of the oppression is specific: disruption of the caravan 

trade routes where they empty into the Esdraelon (Chaney 1983).  

The Song of Deborah and Barak (5:2–31) is for the most part much older than the received form of the 

prose account, to judge from evidence of archaic language and poetic structure. Here the focus of 

attention is not on the interaction between Honey Bee and Lightning, Lightning and Jael, but upon the 

varied response and performance of the Israelite constituencies in rallying against a common threat 

(Coogan 1978). At the time of crisis the league appears to consist of 10 tribes (Freedman 1979; Boling 

1988): 57–63). Judah is not mentioned, nor is Levi. If Levi is already dispersed as priestly-teaching cadre 

(in effect, muster officers) throughout the other tribes, it may be represented here (unnamed) as carrier of 

the poetic tradition. That Judah is not mentioned for either praise or blame in the poetic roll call suggests 

that it is already rendered dysfunctional by S Sea Peoples, the Philistines.  

The other 10 tribes are variously lauded for their performance: Ephraim, Benjamin, Machir (that is, 

Manasseh), Zebulun, Issachar, and Naphtali. Or they are lampooned for nonparticipation: Reuben, Gilead 

(that is, Gad), Dan, and Asher. The victory song is in many ways comparable to victory hymns of 

Egyptian and Assyrian Kings. In other ways it anticipates the much later form of a ballad. It celebrates 

boththeprowessofYahweh‘speasantryandthereciprocalinterventionbyYahweh,when―thestarsin

theircourses‖(sourceofrain?)―foughtagainstSisera.‖TheconcludingironycontrastsDeborah,―a

motherinIsrael‖whoroseup,withSisera‘sanxiousmotherandthewisestofherladies(5:28–30), both 

of whom are confident that the victory celebration had delayed the return of the troops, as indeed was the 

case.  

The final verse (5:31) looks, therefore, like a poetic couplet in a different style, which once followed 

directly upon 5:1 as the content of what Deborah and Barak sang in the story, before it was broken open 

for insertion of the parallel old favorite.  

3. The grandmother of Tobit. She was the one who raised, nurtured, and taught Tobit after he was 

orphaned.Tobit‘sstoryispresentedasamodeloffamilialpiety.Tobitaffirmshisobediencetoboth―the

lawofMosesandtheexhortationsofDeborah‖(Tob 1:8).  
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ROBERT G. BOLING  

DEBTS. The necessity for loans is recognized openly in the Hebrew Bible, where an attempt is made to 

prevent the practice of requiring interest from debtors. Interest on loans in the ANE could be exorbitant by 

modern standards (and might be required in advance, from the very principal of the loan. The attempt to 

convince creditors to forego potential profit was grounded in care for the community, which God had 

liberated from slavery. A brother might become poor and need a loan (cf. Lev 25:35), but interest was not 

to be exacted (vv 36, 37),inthenameofthesameLORD―whobroughtyououtofthelandofEgypt‖(v 

38). The desire for interest is seen as posing the danger that Israel might exchange one form of slavery for 

another—economic—form of oppression. It is notable that the whole of Leviticus 25 concerns precisely 

the issue of maintaining the integrity of what God had redeemed, in respect of the release which was to 

occur during sabbath and jubilee years (vv 1–34), in respect of loans (vv 35–38), and in respect of hired 

service (vv 39–55). The right of a creditor to receive a pledge against his loan is implicitly acknowledged 

within the pristine requirement not to expect interest, and abusive liberties with pledges received is 

forbidden (cf. Exod 22:25–27; Deut 24:10–13). But certain pledges, correctly handled, might yield their 

own profits, and foreigners in any case might be charged interest (cf. Deut 23:19–20); even on a strict 

interpretation of the Torah, a creditor might make a living.  

Despite persistent attempts at regulation, debt was a perennial, social problem in Israel. 1 Sam 22:2 

laconicallyreferstotheattractiontoDavidof―everyoneinstraits,everyoneindebted,andeveryonewho

wasbitter‖; there would have been no such people to attract had the prescriptions of the Torah been 

obeyed. One of the stories concerning Elijah is predicated on the fear that creditors can in fact enslave the 

families of those who fail to pay them (2 Kgs 4:1–7). Nehemiah reflects both a widespread growth of 

usurious practices, and a programmatic attempt to root them out (Neh 5:1–13; cf. 10:31). It is quite 

evident that neither the prescriptions of the Torah, nor the prudential wisdom of Proverbs (cf. Prov 28:8), 

succeeded in preventing abusive lending: even in the time of Ezekiel, it is roundly condemned as one of 

thecommunity‘salltoofrequentsins(cf.Ezek 18:5–18; 22:12). Of course, generalization is notoriously 

problematic, in that the sources to hand are far from complete social records, and stem from a variety of 

periods, but it appears fairly safe to say that the notion of an unprofitable loan proved liable to abuse 

duringIsrael‘slonghistory. 

The necessity of such loans, however, was as obvious as the problem of poverty: Some people simply 

did not possess adequate means, and required financial assistance. Where the Persians, according to 

Herodotus (Hdt. 1.138), attempted to discourage debt entirely, inventive means were found in Judaism 

after the biblical period to humanize the institution. Hillel, a famous rabbi and older contemporary of 

Jesus‘,iscreditedwiththeprovisionofprozbul (m.  eb. 10.3–6, m. Giṭ. 36a; Neusner 1985: 100–102). R. 

Hillel‘sprovisionwasdesignedtoaddresstheproblemthatDeut 15:2 requires the release of debts every 

7th year: Obviously, loans under such a scheme would be impracticable shortly before the year of release. 

Accordingly, Hillel allows the debts to be entrusted by the creditor to a court, which could collect the debt 

forhim.Hillel‘sprovisionmustinnosensebeunderstoodasamereevasionoftherequirementsof

Torah, since his stance in regard to debt could be very stringent indeed. He was particularly concerned 

that changes in the market value of commodities might result in interest, if one returned in kind an object 

(such as a loaf of bread) one had borrowed ( abb. 148b; B. Meṣ 62b–62a; Neusner 1985, 102–103). It is 

therefore plain that the prozbul was designed to facilitate responsible lending, not to encourage 



exploitation, and it became a cornerstone in the financial practices encouraged by the rabbis. Such 

practices included writs of debt (which might themselves be traded, cf. Kethuboth), the extension in the 

period of a loan (m. Giṭ. 13b), and the exaction of very large fines from those who took interest (B. Bat. 

94b).  

The justification for excluding the release from debts mandated in Deut 15.2 became a leitmotif within 

rabbinic discussion. (The regulations concerning sabbath years and years of jubilee of course had 

implications for many commercial relationships, cf. Morgenstein IDB 2: 1001–02; and Van Sehms 

IDBSup, 496–98.) Deuteronomy 15:3 itself excludes foreigners from the provision, and the experience of 

debt in Judaism was frequently at the hands of gentiles, and therefore quite outside any religious or 

communal control (cf. m. Mo˓ed Qat. 9b and m. Giṭ. 43b–44a).Notably,―Rabbi‖(thatis,R.Judahha-

Nasi) is said to link the forgiveness of debts (Deut 15.2) to the permission of land to remain fallow in the 

sabbatical year (cf. Lev 25:1–7; m. Mo˓ed Qaṭ. 2b; Kiddushin 38b). In his understanding, one must be 

practised when the other is, but debts need not be forgiven when there is no land of promise to be 

released. The effect of that teaching is a far greater extension of the incentive to loan money than is 

Hillel‘sstipulationofprozbul. When one takes into account the opinion that sabbatical release did not 

encompass, in many instances, the possibilities of the rise and fall in the value of loans, the market in the 

purchase of loans, and payment for arrangement of loans, one is not surprised at the frequency in Talmud 

with which rabbis are called upon to adjudicate financial disputes (Neusner 1987: 248–56).  

TheusageintheLXXoftheverb―toowe‖(opheilō ),when a specific Hebrew term is rendered, is 

generally restricted to those passages in which commercial affairs are at issue (Hauck TDNT 5:561). That 

strikes Hauck as curious (560–61) for the reason that secular usages (and Philo) establish the wider 

meaning of opheilō as including moral indebtedness and obligation. Precisely that broader usage, 

characteristically paired with another verb in the infinitive, is found frequently in the NT (cf. Luke 17:10; 

John 13:14; 19:7; Acts 17:29; Rom 15:1, 27; 1 Cor 5:10; 7:36; 9:10; 11:7, 10: 2 Cor 12:11, 14; Eph 5:28; 

2 Thess 1:3; 2:13; Heb 2:17; 5:3; 1 John 2:6; 3:16; 4:11; 3 John 8). There are, in fact, usages in the LXX 

which are roughly comparable (Wis 12.15; 4 Macc. 11:15; 16:19), but they appear less frequently than in 

theNT.Moreover,theLXXusagesbearoutHauck‘spoint,thattherenderingoftheHebrewBibleinto

Greek did not result in the exploitation of the moral sense of opheilo in the Greek language of the period: 

both Wisdom and 4 Maccabees are thoroughly Hellenistic in language and concept. In this aspect of its 

language, then, the NT is more at home in its Greek literary environment than is the LXX.  

Thereis,however,quiteanotheraspectwithintheNT‘slanguageofdebt.Justasitrepresents secular 

Greekusage,soaprincipaltheologoumenonofearlyJudaismcomestoexpression.―Debt‖(ḥwb˒) was the 

regulartranslationof―sin‖intheAramaicTargumim,and―debtor‖(ḥyyb) was the ordinary term for 

―sinner.‖TheregularityofAramaicusage may be assessed by the consideration that several words in the 

Hebrewtextarerenderedby―debt‖and―debtor‖intheTargumim(cf.vanZijl1979:57–58, 61 and 

Chilton 1987: 1vi). Two passages in the Targum of Isaiah may serve to illustrate the ordinary usage in 

Aramaic.In5:18,theHebrewtextreads,―Woetothosewhodrawiniquitywithcordsoffalsehood,and

sinaswithcartropes.‖IntheTargum,thatwordingislargelyrespected,buttherearealsonotable,

interpretativetransformations:―Woetothose who begin to debt a little, drawing debts with cords of 

vanity,continuingandincreasinguntildebtsarestrongascartropes.‖TherenderingoftheTargum

immediatelymakesitplainthat―debt‖istheordinarywordfor―sin‖;indeed,itappearsnaively literal to 

translatetheAramaictermas―debt‖oneachandeveryoccasionitappears.Itisequallyobviousthat

―debt‖wasseenbytheAramaicinterpreterastheappropriaterenderingofseveralHebrewwords,andas

a concept implicit in the text, evenwhennoparticularterminHebrewrequiredtheuseof―debt‖in

Aramaic (cf. van Zijl 1979: 57–58).  

Nonetheless,asecondexample(50:1)demonstratesthat―debt‖wasunderstoodasagenuinemetaphor

of sin, not simply as a conventional rendering. The MasoreticTextreads,―ThussaystheLORD,whereis

yourmother‘sbillofdivorce,withwhichIputheraway?OrtowhichofmycreditorsisittowhomIsold

you? Behold, for your iniquities you were sold, and for your transgressions your mother was put away.‖

This stark statement is so presented in the Targum, as to turn on the literal and the metaphorical senses of 



―debt‖:―ThussaystheLORD,whereisthebillofdivorce,whichIgavetoyourcongregation,thatitis

rejected? Or who had a debt against me, to whom I have sold you? Behold, for your debts you were sold, 

andforyourapostasiesyourcongregationwasrejected.‖ThepassageinstancesthegenerallyTargumic

tendencytorefermetaphorsintheHebrewtexttospecificentities;Hence,―mother‖becomes 

―congregation.‖Atthesametime,adeliberateemphasisupontheordinaryand the theological meaning of 

―debt‖isinsistedupon. 

When,intheMattheanversionoftheLord‘sPrayer,JesusinstructshisfollowstoaskGod,―forgiveus

our debts, as we alsoforgiveourdebtors,‖thereisnodoubtbutthatMatthewispreservinganAramaic

idiom (6:12).Lukeonlypartiallypreservestheusage:―Forgiveusoursins,aswealsoforgiveeveryone

whoisindebtedtous‖(11:4).Jesus‘usageoftheAramaicidiomisnotamerematterofconvention:

Severalofhisparablesturnonthemetaphoricalandtheliteralsenseof―debt,‖muchasintheTargum of 

Isaiah 50:1.  

Several instances of parabolic presentation of debt are especially striking. In Matt 18:23–35, a debtor is 

said to owe the astronomical sum of 10,000 talents (18:24). When it is borne in mind that the annual 

imposition of tax upon the whole of Galilee and Peraea amounted to merely 200 talents (Josephus, Ant 

17.9.4), the hyperbole involved in the parable becomes readily apparent. The debtor is in no position to 

repay such a debt, nor is there any credible way in which he could have incurred it. He behaves 

astoundingly, after his debt is forgiven (v 27), in a manner all but calculated to trivialize such forgiveness: 

He refuses to deal mercifully with a colleague who owed him 100 denarii (vv 28–30). The latter amount is 

by no means insignificant; A single denarius was the going rate for a full day of labor (Jeremias 1976: 

136–39).Butthecontrastwiththeking‘sincalculablegenerositycannotbeoverlooked,andthecloseof

theparablemakesitunmistakablyplainthatGod‘sforgivenessdemandsoursasa proper response (vv 

31–35).Tofailtoforgiveone‘s fellow, even when what needs to be forgiven is considerable, is to betray 

the very logic of forgiveness which alone gives us standing before God.  

Two other parables portray, in an apparently paradoxical fashion, the inextricable link between divine 

forgiveness and our behavior. Within the story of Jesus at the house of a Pharisee named Simon (Luke 

7:36–50), a parable explains why Jesus chose to forgive a sinful woman (vv 40–43). Of 2 debtors, the one 

whohasbeenreleasedfromthegreaterdebtwillobviouslylovehiscreditormore.Thesinfulwoman‘s

great love, therefore, in an outlandish display of affection and honor (vv 37–38, 44–46), is proof that God 

had forgiven her (v 47). Her love is proof of her capacity to be forgiven (Moule 1982: 282–84). She had 

succeeded precisely where the unforgiving servant of Matthew 18 had failed: Her actions displayed the 

value she accorded to forgiveness. Precisely the same logic, developed more strictly in respect of debt, is 

evident in the otherwise inexplicable parable of the crafty steward (Luke 16:1–9). His lord (or master) 

praised the steward for his cleverness (v 8) in reducing the debts of those who owed commodities to the 

lord (vv 5–7). The scheme was devised so that the lucky debtors would receive the steward (v 4) after his 

lord had followed through on the threat of dismissing the steward for dishonesty (vv 1, 2). On any 

ordinarily moral accounting, the steward has gone from bad to worse, and yet his lord praises him (v 8). 

Because God is the lord of the parable, what would be bribery in thecaseofanyordinarymaster‘s

propertyturnsouttobepurposefulgenerosity.Theeffectofthesteward‘spanicistofulfillthelord‘s

desire (Chilton 1984: 117–23),becauseheisthesameastheunforgivingservant‘sking,theGodwho

forgave the sinful woman.  

Jesus‘usageof―debt,‖therefore,isinitiallytobeunderstoodasanAramaism.Butheappears,onthe

evidence of the Gospels, to have exploited the metaphorical possibilities of the term in a way which is 

precedented in the Targum of Isaiah, but in a characteristically parabolic fashion. The general activity of 

telling parables, of course, is well attested among early rabbis (Chilton and McDonald 1987: 31–43). At 

issue here is not absolute uniqueness, but the relative distinctiveness which distinguishes any significantly 

historical feature from his contemporaries. A well-established theologoumenon of early Judaism spoke 

not only of debts, but of credit in respect of God (TDNT 5:562). Jesus appears to have exploited the latter 

metaphor, as well as the former (Matt 6:19–21; 19:21; Mark 10:21; Luke 12:33, 34; 18:22). But it was in 



hisadaptationofanidiomandinhistheologyof―debt‖thatJesusdevelopedasystematicaspectofhis 

message as a whole.  
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BRUCE CHILTON  

DECAPOLIS. A group of Hellenistic cities E of the Jordan and Lake Tiberias which were of 

considerable importance in the history of the region and figure in the Gospels in the ministry of Jesus. The 

termisfromGkandmeansliterally―TenTowns,‖althoughthenumberof cities actually included by the 

term appears not to have been strictly delimited.  

———  

A. Attestations of the Term  

B. List of the Cities  

C. Identification of Sites  

D. History of the Cities  

E. Nature of the Decapolis  

F. End of the Decapolis  

———  

A. Attestations of the Term  

The oldest attestations of the term Decapolis can be found in the Synoptic Gospels. In Mark 5:20, Jesus, 

having gone to the other side of Lake Tiberias, cured a possessed man who, according toJesus‘

instructions, went on his way proclaiming in the Decapolis what Jesus had done for him. In Mark 7:31 

Jesus, having left the territories of Tyre and Sidon, reached Lake Tiberias by passing through the 

Decapolis. In Matt 4:25 it is specified that the crowds that accompanied Jesus came from Galilee, the 

Decapolis, Jerusalem, Judea, and from the region above the Jordan.  

The Onomasticon of Eusebius explains that the Decapolis is a region of 10 cities beyond the Jordan, and 

around Hippos, Pella and Gadara. (An incorrect definition, but one that suited a region apparently 

involved in events from the Gospels). The story of the demoniac cured by Jesus in the Synoptic Gospels 

poses a problem of textual criticism. Matthew 8:28, which speaks of 2 possessed men, places the episode 

in the countryside of Gadara; in the parallel stories, Mark 5:1 and Luke 8:26–37, the location is the 

countryside of Gerasa; some manuscripts offer the variant Gergesinōn referring to a site N of Hippos 

(Parker 1975). Flavius Josephus (JW 3.9.7 §446) specifies that Scythopolis, to the W of the Jordan, is the 

largest city of the Decapolis; in the Life 65 §341 and 74 §410, he mentions 10 Syrian cities whose 

notables came to Vespasian to complain about the ravages that rioting Jews were wreaking on the villages 

in their territories; the passage implies these 10 cities were well known. Pliny the Elder (HN 5.18.74) is 

the clearest. Judea, he writes, is continguous on the Syrian side with the region of the Decapolis (so called 

for the number of its cities). He notes that in his time there was some uncertainty about the exact list of 

the cities of the Decapolis and he gives the most currently accepted list, which includes Damascus and 

Galasa (the form received in the manuscript tradition, considered a mistake for Gerasa). A Gk inscription 

of the Palmyra region from the time of Hadrian mentions a citizen from Abila of the Decapolis; the city is 

notfoundinPliny‘slist.AGkinscriptiondiscoveredintheBalkansindicatesthatanofficerwhosecareer

is dated by the decorations he received during the Domitian wars was prefect of the Decapolis of Syria 

(Isaac 1981). Ptolemy (Geog. 5.14.18) knows but one list, the Decapolis and Coelesyria, in which the 

cities named by Pliny are, except for Raphana, mixed with other cities of S Syria. Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 



3.5.3) and Epiphanius of Salamis in Cyprus (A.D. 315–403) (Adv. Haeres. 29.7.7–8) mention Pella of the 

Decapolis as a place of refuge for the Christian community of Jerusalem in A.D. 69–70. In the Ethnika of 

Stephanus of Byzantium (135.15) Gerasa is called a city of the Decapolis.  

B. List of the Cities  

It is thus difficult to establish an exact list of the 10 cities of the Decapolis. Neither inscriptions nor 

coins lead one to think that any of these cities was ever officially called a city of the Decapolis; the 

specification in the inscription from Palmyra, concerning a private person, is intended to avoid confusion 

with another Abila in Lysanias (Ant 19.275). Abila, Canata, Dius, Gadara, Gerasa, Hippos, Pella, 

Philadelphia, and Scythopolis have in common that during the Roman period they used on their coins and 

in their inscriptions a system of dating according to the so-called Pompeian eras that commemorated their 

liberation by Pompey. Damascus, which after Pliny is often counted among the cities of the Decapolis, 

never used any but the Seleucid era. Modern historians often include Capitolias among the cities of the 

Decapolis,butPlinydoesn‘tmentionitandundoubtedlycouldn‘thavementionedit:Theerathatthecity

on its coinage was inaugurated under the reignofNervaoratthebeginningofTrajan‘s;thecitywasnot

founded, at least under this name, until the end of the 1st century A.D.  

C. Identification of Sites  

The identification of most of the cities of Decapolis no longer poses any problems, even if it is not 

always possible to determine the limits of their territories. Scythopolis is Beth-shan in the lower Galilean 

plain (ANRW 2/8: 262–94). All the others are found to the E of the Jordan. Pella (Smith 1973; McNicoll 

1982) is Tabaqat Pahil, on the very edge of the plateau, above a valley rich in water; here there was 

constructed a nymphaeum, a monumental fountain and water sanctuary, that became famous and gave it 

the official name Pella (of) Nymphaion (Seyrig 1959: 41–42; Smith 1973: 52–53). Philadelphia (Zayadine 

1982) is Amman, the southernmost. The edge of the plateau forms the E limits of its territory (Villeneuve 

1988: 280–81), violently contested by the people of Peraea during the time of Emperor Claudius (Ant 

20.1.1 §1). Gerasa (Kraeling 1938) is Jerash, in the ancient hills of Gilead; the frontier between its 

territory and that of Philadelphia is situated on a tributary of the Jordan, the river Jabbok, partially more to 

the S. The two cities are on the main road that runs N–S through the inhabited area of the Jordanian 

plateau (Bauzou 1988). The territory of Gerasa did not extend NW to Lake Tiberias; despite Mark 5:1 and 

Luke 8:26; Gerasa was separated from the lake by the territory of Gadara and, without doubt, that of 

Hippos. Gadara (Wagner-Lux 1982), located at the present-day Umm-Qeis, dominated the river Yarmuk, 

a tributory of the Jordan, and, at a distance, Lake Tiberias. On the N bank of the Yarmuk were located the 

Emmatha baths, renowned hot springs; according to Matt 8:28 the territory of Gadara would have run 

alongside Lake Tiberias. In order to escape the difficulties that are presented on this point by the Synoptic 

stories, Origen (Joan. 6:24, followed by Cyril of Scythopolis Vita Sabae 24), conjectured that one must 

place the healing of the demoniacs in the country of the Gergasenians, identified as Korsia (modern 

Kursi), along the lake to the N of Hippos, conjecture passed on in a part of the manuscript tradition 

(PWSup 13:425).  

Hippos (EAEHL 2:521–23) is near the edge of the lake, on the spot called Qalat el-Hosn, 30 stadia from 

Tiberias according to Josephus (Life 65 §349), facing Tarichaeae (Life 31 §153); its territory doubtless 

encompassed the site of el-Al, to the E of the lake, where an inscription is dated according to an era of the 

Decapolis. Abila is identified as Tell Qwelbeh, 12 Roman miles to the E of Gadara according to the 

Onomastican of Eusebius (32.16. One must not confuse it with Abila or Abela in the Peraea that Nero 

gave to Agrippa II according to Josephus [JW 2.13.2 §252; Villeneuve 1988: 275; 285 n.4]; that Abila is 

much farther to the S, without doubt the present Kefrin). Capitolias is located at Beit Ras, in Jordan, N of 

Irbid. Raphana is the same as Raphon (1 Macc 5:37), and is located at the village of er-Rafe, 13 km ENE 

oftheSheikSa˓adinSyria (ANRW 2/8: 223); but some think that Raphana became Capitolias (Jones 

1971: 259). Different locations have been proposed for Dium, which Ptolemy (Geog. 5.14.8) mentions as 

lying between Pella and Gadara, an indication without precise geographic value. It has been located in 

Jordan, at Kefr Abil (E of Pella); at Tell el-Hosn (several km SSE of Irbid); or even further to the SE, near 



Mafraq and Er-Rihab, at Edun. A location at Tell el Ashari in Syria, about 15 km NNW of Deraa, is the 

most likely; among the coins found at the site are two Dium bronzes (Augé 1988: 328, 331).  

Canata, Canatha, or Canotha (the spelling variants found in literary texts, inscriptions, and coins are 

considered variations of the same toponym) is generally identified as Qanawat in the Jebel Arab, formerly 

called the Jebel Druze; if Chanata of the Peutinger Table is indeed Canatha, the distances indicated point 

to Qanawat. This identification raises some difficulties. An inscription commemorates certain works to 

harness water to supply the city of Canatha; the springs named can be identified, and they are at an 

altitude much lower than that of Qanawat. Canatha may designate not the city, but a portion of its vast 

rural territory (Sartre 1981); but this explanation is not convincing. The coins of Canata/Canatha are dated 

according to the Pompeian era, while the dated inscriptions found at Qanawat are dated by regnal years of 

the Roman emperors. It is extremely unlikely that two different systems of dating would have been in use 

in the same city. The use of the regnal years would indicate attachment to the imperial domain; such a 

status does not seem acceptable for a city in the Decapolis (Rey-Coquais 1982). Archaeological 

investigation of the Qanawat region shows an essentially rural area where Hellenistic influences were felt 

late in the 1st century A.D. (Dentzer1986;Sartre1987);butthe―tencities‖boastedofbeingcitiesof

Greek culture, institutions, and origin.  

D. History of the Cities  

The first foundations by Macedonians and other Greeks in the region of the Jordan date back to the 

conquest of the East by Alexander the Great. Gerasa claimed Alexander and his lieutenant Perdiccas as 

founders; Alexander was the founder of Dium according to Stephanus of Byzantium (Ethnika 103–4), of 

Abila, if its coins have been properly interpreted, of Capitolias, which celebrated him as genarchos ―first

ancestor‖(Seyrig1965:24–28; Frézouls 1988: 127 n. 47). Pella, which got its name from the royal capital 

of Macedonia, is a Macedonian foundation from this same period; archaeological finds of Ptolemaic coins 

and stamps from Rhodian amphoras seem to confirm this (McNicoll 1982). Philadelphia was founded by 

Ptolemy II Philadelphus (308–246 B.C.). The absence of any early Hellenistic levels in some 

archaeological excavations, notably at Amman and at Jerash, poses the problem of the foundation and of 

the development of these cities (Zayadine 1982: 20; Seigne 1986: 53).  

The Greco-Macedonian colonies occupy sites chosen for their natural advantages, their defensive and 

strategic value, their position on vital roads (Mittmann 1966; Bauzou 1988), their situation on fertile soil. 

These sites had already been inhabited since early antiquity, as toponymic traditions and archaeological 

discoveries attest. Philadelphia, for example, is the ancient Rabbath Ammon, mentioned by Polybius 

(Hist. 5.69–70), under the name of Rabbatamana (see RABBAH). Abila, Canatha, Gadara, Gerasa kept 

their original names (Zayadine 1982). The name of Pella probably replaces an indigenous name of similar 

sound mentioned in ancient Egyptian documents, which remains to this day in the form of Paḥil or Faḥil. 

The image on coins from Hippos is a winged horse; the Gk name Hippos, which means ―horse,‖translates

a Semitic name of the same meaning: Sussitha in the Talmudic sources, Sussiya in Arabic.  

The city of Scythopolis (ANRW 2/8 262–67) covers the ancient Beth-shan. A variety of suggestions 

have been made concerning the origin of the Gk name. According to the 6th century Chronography of 

John Malalas (5.178) the name recalled a Scythian settlement there from the time of the Trojan War. A 

Scythian settlement might date from the 7th century according to Herodotus, (4.105), or perhaps have 

arisen under Ptolemy II (ANRW 2/8 262–94);―Scythopolis‖couldalsobeaveryapproximaterendering

of a Semitic name, if one supposes that a semantic doublet of -šĕ˒an, ―quiet,‖underliestheelement*scyth 

(<Heb šeqeṭ ―quietness‖?;Frézouls1987). 

Scythopolis also had the name Nysa, which during the Roman period was linked to the legend of 

Dionysius, whose wet nurse was named Nysa, as Pliny (HN 5.18.14) and also the coins of the city attest. 

The name might derive from a Seleucid princess, a grandmother of Antiochus III, or perhaps one of his 

daughters(Rigsby1980),orevenoneofAntiochusIV‘snieces(Frézouls1987:88). 

At the end of the 3d century B.C., Antiochus III (the Great) took Syria, southern Phoenicia, and Palestine 

from the Lagides. He acquired Scythopolis through a treaty; the commander Ptolemaios son of Thraseas, 

who possessed vast domains in the surrounding area, left the service of the king of Egypt and went over to 



the Seleucid king, for whom he then governed the province (ANRW 2/8: 268–70; Sartre 1988: 21). 

Antiochus took Pella; the Galaatide, which is the country of Gerasa, Abila, and Gadara and is thus the 

strongest area of the region; and Rabbatamana, i.e., Philadelphia (Polyb. Hist. 5.69–71). The Seleucid 

seizure of Philadelphia forced John Hyrcanus, the last representative of the great Tobiad family, servant 

and partisan of the Lagides, to take refuge in their baris, their fortress called―Tyre‖(Ant 12.4.11 229–35), 

identified as Iraq el-Amir (Will 1982; Villeneuve 1988).  

Antiochus III and, to a lesser degree, his successors, developed the colonization of the Jordan region. 

Several cities received a Seleucid dynastic toponym, the mark of a new foundation, that the cities would 

recall with pride during the Roman epoch (Frézouls 1988: 117–19). Gadara, according to Stephanus of 

Byzantium (Ethn. 128.30), became Seleucia and Antioch. Gerasa was Antioch of Chrysorrhoas, from the 

name of the river that waters it, as attests a weight from the Hellenistic period, dated from 143/42 B.C. 

(Seyrig 1950: 53), an inscription under Hadrian, and coins from Marcus Aurelius to Commodus 

(Spijkerman 1978: 160–63).AbilawascalledS‘leucia and Hippos Antioch as its coins show (Spijkerman 

1978: 50–57; 170–79). It is perhaps only during this period that the Greco-Macedonian foundations of the 

Jordan region gained the status of true Hellenistic cities and experienced real urban development 

(Barghouti 1982), well documented for Gerasa (Pierobon 1983: 18–19; Seigne 1986: 53).  

At the end of the 2d century and at the beginning of the 1st century B.C., the cities of Decapolis suffered 

from the anarchy which began to afflict the Seleucid empire with the rival ambitions of the Jews and the 

Nabataeans, whose kingdoms were in great expansion. Philadelphia and Gerasa (Gatier 1988: 159–62) 

wereunderthepowerofadynast,Zenonnicknamed―Cotylas,‖andhissonTheodoros,whooperatedas

vassals of the Nabataeans (Gatier 1988); they owned numerous fortresses in the region and they stored 

their treasure at Gerasa. About 130 B.C. they offered refuge to the Jew Ptolemy, enemy of John Hyrcanus, 

at Philadelphia. The Jewish king Alexander Janneus made war on them several times, took over their 

fortresses (of which Amathus was the most important) and their treasure; he made himself master of 

numerous cities in Syria and of Dius, Abila, Scythopolis, and Gadara. He led a fanatical war to impose 

Jewish customs and to annihilate Hellenistic culture (JW 1.4.8 §104; Ant 13.15.3–4 393: 396–97). The 

resistance of the inhabitants of Pella ended in the destruction of their city. Alexander Janneus died in the 

hills of the region of Gerasa while he was attacking the fortress of Ragaba (Ant 13.15.5 §398). In 64 B.C., 

Gadara, Dius, Pella, and Scythopolis found themselves in Jewish territory. At the beginning of 63 B.C., the 

Nabataean king Aretas III possessed Philadelphia, whither he retreated when Pompey ordered him to raise 

the siege of Jerusalem (JW 1.6.3 §129); without a doubt he also controlled Gerasa (Gatier 1988: 162).  

The Roman intervention led by Pompey in 64 and 63 B.C. put an end to the troubles of the Decapolis 

cities. Taking control of the fortified sites and treasure troves of tyrants and brigands (Strabo 16.2.40 C 

763), Pompey liberated the cities from oppression by kings and Jewish and Nabataean tyrants, and rebuilt 

them from the ruins that the wars, and particularly the Jewish incursions, had caused to accumulate there. 

Gadara, which had been destroyed a short time before, was given by Pompey to his freedman Demetrius, 

whose native city it was. Hippos, Scythopolis, Pella, and Dius were turned over to their inhabitants. All 

the Greek cities were left free—that is to say, they regained their municipal autonomy—but they were 

attached to the province of Syria (JW 1.7.7 §155–57; Ant 14.4.4 §74–76). The economic and cultural 

capital of the region, Gadara, first received the right to mint bronze coinage.  

To celebrate their liberation, the cities inaugurated new eras which, contrary to many other new 

―Pompeian‖erasadoptedbyothercitiesoftheNearEast,remainedinuseupuntiltheendoftheRoman

empire (Seyrig 1959). Gadara, Hippos, Scythopolis (Alt 1932) made use of eras beginning in the autumn 

of 64 B.C.;inGadara,the1styearoftheneweraiscalled―year1ofthelibertyofRome‖(Seyrig1959).

The eras of Gerasa, Pella, and Philadelphia (Gatier 1988: 165) begin in the autumn of 63. For Abila and 

Dius (Augé 1988: 326), it is not possible to determine whether their eras begin in 64 or 63; an inscription 

from Tafas (Rey-Coquais 1978: 45 n. 18), and an inscription from Khisfin, in the S Golan (Revue des 

Etudes Grecques 1979 Bulletin epigraphique 620), show the use of an era beginning in 64, but it is not 

knowninwhichancientcity‘sterritorythesesiteswerelocated.InscriptionsfromQonaitraalsoemploy

an era of the Decapolis, which is difficult to specify further.  



About two centuries later, these cities made a point of recalling officially in the legends inscribed on 

their coins that they owed to Pompey and his lieutenants a new foundation (Seyrig 1959). Gadara called 

itself Pompeia Gadara; L. Marcius Philippus, Governor of Syria in 61 and 60 B.C., gave his name to Pella; 

on its coins issued under Lucius Verus, Commodus and, Elagabalus, the city calls itself Philippa Pella and 

also makes reference to Pompey (Smith 1973: 52–54). Aulus Gabinius, governor from 57 to 55 B.C., who 

contributed to the restoration of many cities, intervened in particular for Canatha which, under Commodus 

and Elagabalus, proclaimed itself Gabinia Canatha; the Chronicon Pascal (351.16 [Dindorf]) also 

witnesses the action of Gabinius in favor of Philadelphia (Rey-Coquais 1981: 25–26). All these governors 

had to fight against the Arabs (Appian Syr. 51), who were not only the nomads of the E desert but also 

most certainly the Nabataeans (JW 1.7.7 §55–57); Ant 14.4.4 §74–76), who were not happy to see Rome 

cut the direct route between Petra and Bostra, their two great capitals.  

During the troubled period of the Roman civil wars the Nabataeans were able to recommence their 

expansion toward the N. When Mark Antony gave S Syria to Cleopatra, the region of Qanawat, where 

Canatha is usually located, was in the hands of the Nabataeans. The same year as the victory of Augustus 

at Actium, Jews and Nabataeans were warring in the region of Dius (which Josephus calls Diospolis; JW 

1.19.2 §336), the region of Canatha (JW 1.19.2 §336–67; Ant 15.4.5 §112), and of Philadelphia (JW 

1.19.5 §380). Reorganizing the E empire after Actium, Augustus gave the area N of Hauran first to 

Zenodorus of Calchis, who sold part of it to the Nabataeans, and part, after 23 B.C., to Herod the Great, 

who, in order to maintain security, installed 2 military camps and in 12 B.C. had to call in the Roman 

army. In 30 B.C., Hippos and Gadara although they had been Greek cities (Joseph. Ant 15.7.3 §217), were 

ceded to Herod and remained in his realm despite their complaints (Ant 15.10.2–3 §351–58). Nothing 

indicates that Scythopolis and Pella had formed enclaves in the Herodian realm and even less that they 

hadsubmittedtohim.AtHerod‘sdeath,HipposandGadararegainedtheirmunicipalfreedomandwere

attached to the province of Syria (Ant 17.11.4 320), like the other Greek cities of the region. The area N of 

Hauran entered the domain of the tetrarch Philip; it was then given first to king Agrippa I and then, after a 

new period of direct administration by Syria during the reign of the emperor Claudius, to Agrippa II, who 

held it until his death around 93–94 C.E. (HJP³ 2: 336–40; 442–54; 471–83; Bowersock 1975). Numerous 

inscriptions witness their domination.  

At the beginning of the First Jewish War, after the disaster of Caesarea, the Jews in revolt attacked the 

10 Syrian cities, sacking the territories of Philadelphia, Gerasa, Pella, and Scythopolis, and later Gadara 

and Hippos (JW 2.18.1–4 §458; Life 65 §341). When Vespasian arrived in Ptolemais, the notables from 

the 10 cities came to complain and ask him for protection (Life 74 §410). In A.D. 66, the whole Jewish 

population of Scythopolis was annihilated, after having been forced to help the pagans defend the city 

against the Jews in revolt (JW 2.18.3–5 §446–77; 7.8.7 §364). Scythopolis served as a base of operations 

forVespasian‘sarmy.InHipposandinGadaratheJewsweremassacred.Gadarawastheonlycityto

organize an expedition against the Jews; the other Greek cities of the region do not seem to have sent any 

contingent. In Gerasa, the Jews were spared, and those who wanted to leave the city were permitted to do 

so with an escort. According to Josephus (JW 4.9.1 §487–89), Gerasa was destroyed by Vespasian and its 

population was massacred or reduced to slavery; however, an inscription dating from A.D. 70 tells us that 

a―suppliant‖cametoseektherightofasyluminthesanctuaryofZeus,offeringhim10,000drachmasin

thanks. Fleeing besieged Jerusalem, the growing Christian community sought refuge in the countryside of 

Pella in the Decapolis (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 3.5.3; Epiphanius Adv. haer 29.7.7–8; Manns 1982).  

E. Nature of the Decapolis  

The Decapolis has often been presented as a league of independent cities organized by Pompey 

(Bietenhard 1963; Jones 1971: 259). An examination of the documents, the recollection of historic events 

showsthatitwasnothingofthesort(Parker1975).NeitherStrabo,wellinformedonallofPompey‘s

actions, nor Josephus knew of such a league. Each city of the Decapolis used its own era, from 64 or 63 

B.C., according to the date on which it was liberated by Pompey. The 10 cities experienced different 

destinies during the first part of the Roman domination; they did not form a politically coherent unit.  



Their unity comes from their Hellenistic character, which distinguished them sharply from neighboring 

populations, Jews to the W, Nabataeans to the S, highland tribes or semi-nomads to the N The 10 cities 

were Greek cities not only in origin and institutions but in culture (Bietenhard ANRW 2/8: 249–52; Rey-

Coquais 1982: 9). They gave birth to rhetors, scholars, poets, and renowned jurists. In the 2d century B.C., 

Hippos was considered the most cultivated city of southern Syria. Natives of Gadara in the Hellenistic 

period included the satirist Menippus (3d century B.C.); the poet Meleager (ca. 140–ca. 70 B.C.), author of 

the famous Garland, which called his homeland the Syrian Attica; and the Epicurian philosopher 

Philodemus (ca. 110–ca. 40 B.C.). From the beginning of the imperial period, among renowned Gadarans 

were the philosopher Antiochus; the orator Theodoros (fl. 33 B.C.), a contemporary of Strabo (Strabo 

16.2.29C759),whowasTiberius‘sadvisor;andStrabo‘sadversarytheCynicalphilosopherOenomaos

(ca. A.D. 12). In the 3d century A.D., Aspine (ca. 190–250), who held the imperial chair of philosophy at 

Athens and was consul at Rome, came from Gadara; shortly after his time, the illustrious philosopher 

Iamblicus (ca. 250–ca. 325), a native of Chalcis, would betake himself to the baths of Emmatha in Gadara 

while philosophizing with his disciples. Among famous men from Gerasa, Stephanius of Byzantium 

names the rhetor Ariston, the sophist Kerykos, the lawyer Plato; the best known is the mathematician and 

pythagorian theorist Nicomacus, from the 2d century A.D. From Pella comes an esteemed Christian 

historian, Ariston. Scythopolis was a center of Greek culture.  

The cults and divinities of the cities of the Decapolis were Greek, even if they show signs of eastern 

influence (Seyrig 1959 and 1962; Augé 1982 and 1988). The arts were developed there according to 

Greek forms; architecture, sculpture, and painting also, as revealed by tombs from the Roman period 

(Zayadine 1976; Barbet 1982 and 1986; Vibert-Guigne 1982). City planning and monuments, porticoed 

avenues, theaters, fountains, and sanctuaries were Greek; Hellenism there was vital enough to enrich itself 

from eastern borrowing (Seign 1986: 41–53). All this gave to the 10 Greek cities a feeling of shared 

culture, and conferred them an originality noteworthy in this part of the Orient. The Roman provincial 

organization was conscious of this fact (Rey-Coquais 1982).  

The attestations of the term Decapolis go back to the period which extend from Tiberius to the Flavians. 

Most particularly important and significant is a Gk inscription, for a long time misunderstood, that 

mentions a prefect of the Decapolis in Syria. The Decapolis was thus, from the 1st century A.D., an 

administrative region, in the territory of a single holder, endowed with a certain autonomy, and attached 

to the province of Syria (Isaac 1981). Its situation must have been analogous to that of Judea under the 

prefect Pontius Pilate, and perhaps also, around the same time, to the territory of Arados, a prefect of 

which city is honored in an inscription (Rey-Coquais 1978: 50). The status of local communities was 

intermediatebetweenthe―liberty‖offree cities like Antioch on the Orontes, Laodicea by the Sea, or 

Tyre, and the condition of subject cities closely subjugated to the common law of the Roman province. 

The number of cities allocated to the Decapolis in the Roman administrative region was without doubt 

variable, as Pliny implies; Stephanus of Byzantium, with respect to Gerasa, notes that at one time these 

cities numbered 14 (PWSup 13: 370).  

F. End of the Decapolis  

The annexation of Nabataea and the creation of the province of Arabia by Trajan (A.D. 106) brought 

about the end of the Decapolis. The administrative region by this name no longer existed; the cities that 

had been part of it now found themselves distributed among neighboring provinces. Philadelphia and 

Gerasa were included in the new province of Arabia. Many modifications of provincial boundaries during 

the 2d and 3d centuries would bring about the attachment of other Decapolis cities to the provinces of 

Arabia or of Palestine.  

From the beginning of the 2d century, in the official titles of numerous cities of the Decapolis, appears 

the name of Coelesyria; thetermappearsoncoinsandininscriptionsfromPhiladelphiaofHadrian‘s

epoch; on coins from Scythopolis, Gadara, and Abila under Marcus Aurelius; and on coins of Dius and 

Pella under Caracalla. Since the time when all of the cities of the Decapolis were part of the province of 

Syria, they had participated in the celebration of the imperial cult as the district of Phoenicia and 

Coelesyria, of which Tyre was the metropolis. Those cities that ceased to belong to the province of Syria 



would have obtained the right to continue to celebrate the imperial cult in the district of Coelesyria, which 

was reorganized in the reign of Hadrian, with Damascus as its capital. The Greek cities suffered greatly in 

being assimilated to Arab or Jewish cities; the ones in Arabia would not have wanted to be associated 

with the Nabataeans in the celebration of the provincial imperial cult in Petra, metropolis of Arabia since 

the reign of Trajan (Bowerstock 1983: 85), even if Hellenistic influence was felt there. Scythopolis, gone 

over to the province of Palestine, called itself one of the Greek cities of Syria on coins minted during the 

period of Commodus (Spijkerman 1978: 194–95 n. 21). Thus would be explained the name of Coelesyria 

(Rey-Coquais 1981: 28–31; 1982: 8–9; Sartre 1988: 27). Although the boundaries between the Roman 

provinces of Syria, Arabia, and Palestine were redrawn several times, the date of the appearance of this 

name on coins does not necessarily represent the date of the change of province.  

The foregoing explains why the geographer Ptolemy used a unique rubic, Decapolis et Coelesyria, 

which regrouped all the cities that participated together in the imperial cult in the district of Damascus 

without taking into account the provincial boundaries. Ptolemy makes a second mention of certain of the 

Decapolis cities in other regional lists. Beginning with the 2d century, many of the cities from the former 

Decapolis would regain their autonomy or liberty, exempting them from the common law of the province, 

ascoinsandinscriptionsfromGerasa(fromHadrian‘speriodon),andfromGadara,Abila,Capitolias,

and Scythopolis attest. Belonging to Arabia or to Palestine, the Greek cities of the region, proud of their 

origins, their traditions and their culture, continued to affirm their differences. Their own character 

assured them a unity that, ignoring administrative boundaries, preserved the distinctive traits of the former 

Decapolis.  
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JEAN-PAUL REY-COQUAIS  

TRANS. STEPHEN ROSOFF  

DECISION, VALLEY OF (PLACE) [Heb ˓ meq (ֵעֶמק) heḥārûṣ (ֶהָחרּוץ)]. The Valley of 

Judgment spoken of in Joel 3:14, indicating the place where God will give a judicial decree against the 

nations; it is also to be identified with the Valley of Jehoshaphat; see JEHOSHAPHAT, VALLEY OF. 

The exact location of the site is uncertain, but from the references to judgment of the nations in Joel 3:32 

and 12,andthetwicerepeatedreferencetothe―ValleyofDecision‖andto―multitudes‖inJoel 3:14, it is 

clear that the place is a place ofjudgment.Thecontextiseschatological(―sun and moon will be darkened 

andthestarsnolongershine,‖Joel 3:15), and the site is to be located somewhere in the area of Judah 

(Joel 3:1) and Jerusalem in particular (Joel 3:1, 16, 17);heretheLord‘sgreatjudgmentispredictedtofall 

on all the nations (Joel 3:2). Traditionally the last judgment has been viewed by Jews, Christians, and 

Muslims as occurring in the Kidron Valley just E of Jerusalem, including the valley slopes; as a result of 

this belief many tombs are to be found on the Kidron slopes, the Muslim cemetery on the W and the 

Jewish on the E. It is in this Valley of Decision then that the final judgment is seen as taking place.  

W. HAROLD MARE  

DECONSTRUCTION. See POSTSTRUCTURALIST ANALYSIS.  

DEDAN (PLACE) [Heb dĕdān (ְדָדן)]. DEDANITE. An important commercial settlement located at 

one of the major oases in NW Arabia (Gen 10:7; Gen 25:3). The town has been identified with the ruins 

of Khuraybah just N of the modern village of al-˓Ula in the Ḥijāz(26°41´N;38°1.5´E).Duringthe6th 

century B.C., it emerged into prominence. Dedan appears in the biblical genealogies both as the 

descendant of Raamah son of Cush (Gen 10:7; 1 Chr 1:9) and Jokshan son of Abraham and Keturah (Gen 

25:3; 1 Chr 1:32).The―sonsofDedan‖appearin the plural form, which led to their being interpreted as 

professional classes—warriors, craftsmen, and tribesmen (Albright 1953: 9–10), but they more likely 

representethnicgroups,the―Asshurim‖denotingaSyriancolonyattheoasis(Winnett1970:190–191), 

the―Letushim‖perhapsthenativeArabs,and―Leummim‖anotherforeigngroupresidingattheoasis.In



the 6th century B.C., the Hebrew prophets link Dedan with Syria-Palestine and Phoenicia in trading 

enterprises: the Arab settlers provided Tyre with saddle blankets for their horses (Ezek 27: 20; cf. 15, 

whereLXX―menofRhodes‖istobepreferredwithRSVtoMT―sonsofDedan‖)and perhaps the 

inhabitants of the Levant with incense from S Arabia. The merchants and caravans of Dedan are among 

the foreigners who drew the ire of the Hebrew prophets (Isa 21:13 and Ezek 38:13).  

The ruins of ancient Dedan are extensive, running for approximately 1 km alongside the sandstone cliffs 

of the narrow valley just N of the modern town of al-˓Ula (Jaussen and Savignac 1909; 1914; Parr, 

Harding, and Dayton 1970: 204–14). Along this 13-km serpentine stretch, there are the remains of 

numerous settlements for which Khuraybah was the administrative center (Bawden 1979). The intensive 

agriculturalcultivationofthisfertilevalley(knownasthe―valleyofvillages‖orWadi al-QurābyArab

historians) is reflected in the complex hydrological system of subterranean conduits that irrigated the 

fields. These remains appear to be the product of the Lihyanite period (Nasif 1980). The cult of the local 

god, Ḏu-gabat, also appears to have been an agricultural religion (Beeston 1974). The unique architecture, 

sculpture and ceramics produced by Dedanite culture indicate a complex, highly organized society. The 

necropolis with the famous Lion tombs on the E side of the wadi are a fine example of the distinctiveness 

of the culture.  

Hundreds of inscriptions in a distinctive form of S Semitic script have been found at the settlement, in 

the various adjacent sandstone cliffs, and beyond. Many more undoubtedly await discovery. To the almost 

400 texts collected by Jaussen and Savignac, over 100 more must now be added to the corpus. Most of 

them are from al-˓Ula (Altheim and Stiehl 1968, 1971; Parr, Harding, and Dayton 1972: 36–39) or nearby 

atMedā˒inṢāliḥ (50), but others have been discovered more distantly, such as the handful from Jabal 

Thadra, 85 km NW of Khuraybah (Jamme 1981: 99–105), and those from Midian (van den Branden 

1960) and further N in the region of Aqaba in Jordan (Graf 1983). This corpus has been organized into 

three categories—Dedanite, Early Lihyanite, and late Lihyanite. This tripartite classification remains a 

matter of some dispute (Jamme 1968), but the following chronology is widely accepted (Drewes 

Encyclopedia of Islam
2
 5: 761–63).The―Dedanite‖inscriptionsareassigned to the 6th–5th century B.C. 

basedontheirsimilaritytotheTaymanitetextsofthesameperiod.The―Lihyanite‖textsappeartobe

later, ranging probably from the 5th–1st centuries B.C. (Altheim and Stiehl 1964; al-Ansary 1970; Winnett 

and Reed 1970: 119–20).The―lower‖chronologyofthe2dcenturyB.C. to the 2d century A.D. advocated 

by Caskel (1953) seems less convincing.  

In addition to these indigenous scripts, there is a small body of S Arabian texts at Dedan that appear to 

be the product of a Minaean merchant colony established at the oasis and involved in the incense trade in 

the Mediterranean from the 4th–2d centuries B.C. The Lihyanite kingdom appears to be contemporaneous 

with these texts (van den Branden 1957). The language of the Dedanite-Lihyanite texts represents an early 

form of Arabic that occasionally even borders on classical Arabic (Beeston 1973). The content is 

primarily funerary or cultic, but occasionally the brief petitions or epitaphs refer to royal figures who 

ruled at the oasis.Onlyonetextspeaksofakingof―Dedan,‖butatleast6or7kingsandeven1queenof

―Lihyan‖arementioned. 

The transition from Dedanite to Lihyanite rule remains unclear. Without such clues, an absolute 

chronology is at this time impossible and only general guidelines serve to date the texts. Several 

indications of the Hellenistic era for the Lihyanite inscriptions exist, but these are also subject to dispute. 

Several Lihyanite kings are named tlmy (Tulmay), which has been derived from the dynastic name of 

Ptolemy, the rulers of Egypt, and interpreted as a product of Hellenistic influence. But the name Talmai 

appears in the Hebrew Bible (2 Sam 3:3, 13:37; 1 Chr 3:2), rendering such connections uncertain (al-

Ansary 1970: 58), particularly since a large number of personal names in the Lihyanite onomasticon are 

well attested in Hebrew and other W Semitic dialects (al-Ansary 1975: 9–12).  

Moreover, it can no longer be assumedthatPtolemyII‘scampaignof278/7B.C. was directed against 

the Lihyanite kindom in Arabia in an effort to gain control of the incense route (Tarn 1929). The 

expedition rather appears to have been to Syria-Palestine and Asia, not Arabia (Lorton 1971). Minaean 

inscriptions from the early Hellenistic period indicate S Arabian merchants were in contact with the oasis, 



but only one reference is made to Lihyan, whereas Dedan is mentioned nine times (Garbini 1974: no. 

392). Lihyanite legends in the late form of the script appear on coins discovered in South Arabia that are 

imitations of Athenian coins and probably date to the same period (Walker 1959; Boneschi 1961). The 

factthatMas˓udu,oneofthekingsofLihyan,recordedhisnameinNabataeanAramaic inscriptions near 

Tayma seems to represent the terminus for the kingdom and the Lihyanite inscriptions, i.e., about 100 B.C. 

Afterwards, the Nabataeans appear to have controlled the region and shifted the administrative center 

from Dedan to Ḥegrā(Madā‘in Ṣaliḥ) some 20 km further N.  

In the oracles against Edom in the Hebrew prophets, the Dedanites are involved in the condemnation 

(Jer 49:8 and Ezek 25:13). Evidence that Dedan moved within the Edomite orbit seems clear. One of the 

kings of Dedan was named gltqs (Caskel no. 30), and Lihyanite texts later refer to individuals named 

˓bdqs and slmtqs (Jaussen and Savignac 1909: Lih. no. 363; ˓dbqs in 143 must be a case of metathesis; 

and slmtqs, no. 117). These names suggest the presence of the cult of the Edomite god, Qaus/Qos, at the 

oasis. Activities of Dedanites in Edomite territory are indicated by discoveries of their inscriptions at Tell 

el-Kheleifeh on the gulf of Aqaba and 50 km farther NE in the ḤismādesertjustSoftheEdomiteplateau

(Graf 1983). In the excavations of the Edomite fortress at Ghrareh about 20 km S of Petra, a seal also was 

discovered inscribed in the proto-Arabic script of the Ḥijāzina7th–6th century context (as interpreted by 

E. A. Knauf in Hart 1988: 98–99).ThecultoftheSyriangod,Ba˓alsamina,isalsopresentattheoasisin

the ḤijāzduringtheearlyDedaniteperiod(Caskel1953:no.12).Thecosmopolitannatureoftheoasis

and its far-flung contacts with Syria, Palestine, and Phoenicia may have taken place under Edomite 

auspices.  

DuringNabonidus‘Arabianexpeditionand10yearsojournatTayma(ca.552–542 B.C.), the Neo-

Babylonian king conducted a campaign deep into the Ḥijāzin which the kings of Tayma and Dedan were 

slain(Graf1989:140).A―waragainstDedan‖isalsomentionedin―Taymanite‖inscriptionsfromJabal

Ghunaym just 10 km S of Tayma (Winnett and Reed 1970: nos. 20–23) and at a small watch tower 8 km 

NW of Tayma (Parr,Harding,andDayton1972:41,no.39),whichalsomayalludetoNabonidus‘

expedition(cf.Eph˓al1982:179–91). In 539 B.C., Nabonidus was defeated by Cyrus and the oasis may 

have come under Achaemenid Persian control. The primary evidence for this assumption is one of the 

inscriptionsoftheoasisthatrefersto―Gashmb.Shahrand˓Abdthegovernor(fḥt)ofDedan‖(Jaussen

andSavignac1909:Lihno.138).ThisGashmhasbeenidentifiedwith―GeshemtheArab,‖oneofthe

opponents of Nehemiah (Neh 2:19; 6:1–2, 6), but reservations have been expressed about such 

connections(Eph˓al1982:204). 

The matter seems now fairly certain, as a recent Aramaic text found at Tayma indicates the governor of 

the town in the 5th century B.C. was PṣgwShahru,―thesonofthekingofLihyan‖(Cross1986).Since

Shahru is a dynastic name both of the royal house at Dedan and that of Qedar, the ruling governors in the 

ḤijāzmayhavebeenQedarites.APersiansatrapandgovernorofQedarisknownasearlyasthe5thyear

ofCyrus‘reign(ca.545inBEVIII/1:65),indicatingtheQedaritesweresubjectsoftheAchaemenid

empire before the defeat of Nabonidus in 539. The Qedarites may have been installed as governors in the 

region because of their loyalty to the Achaemenid ruler. The common assumption that the title of 

―governor‖(fḥt, Aramaic pḥh) was used only in the Achaemenid period (Winnett and Reed 1970: 116; 

Knauf 1985: 105) must now be rejected; the title was in general use throughout the Neo-Babylonian 

empire for governors including those of the Levant prior to the reign of Nabonidus (Graf 1989: 140). It 

may therefore bethelegacyofNabonidus‘ruleintheregion.ItalsohasbeensuggestedthatNabonidus

used Jewish mercenaries during his Arabian campaign and established them in military colonies in the 

ḤijāzatsuchlocationsasDedan(Gadd1958:86).LaterJewishpresence at the oasis is indicated by 

several Aramaic inscriptions from the oasis from the Byzantine period (J. T. Milik in Winnett and Reed 

1970: 163), but there is no reflection of and Jewish presence in the extensive epigraphic Dedanite corpus 

of the earlier periods.  
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DAVID F. GRAF  

DEDICATION, FEAST OF. The festival of dedication, which is named Hanukkah in Hebrew, is 

the Jewish holiday which celebrates the reconsecration of the Jerusalem temple and its altar to the 

traditional service of the Lord in 165 or 164 B.C.E. It begins on the 25th day of the month Kislev (the 9th 

month in the lunisolar calendar; it coincides with parts of November and December) and lasts for 8 days.  

A. The Name  

The term Hanukkah as the name for this festival first occurs in Megillat Ta˓anit, a 1st century C.E. text 

in which the festival (ḥnkt) is included among the days on which fasting was forbidden. There can be no 

doubt, though, that the Hebrew term was used in the now-lost original Hebrew text of 1 Maccabees. The 

word ḥănukkāh isusuallytranslated―dedication,consecration,‖buttheGkwordswhichancient

translatorschoseforrenderingitsuggesttheideaof―renewal,restoration‖(egkainismos [1 Macc 4:56, 

59; 2 Macc 2:19; cf. 2:9]; egkainia [John 10:22]; related verbs are found in 1 Macc 4:36, 54, 57). This 

association of Hebrew and Greek terms agrees with the practice elsewhere in the LXX (Num 7:10, 11, 84, 

88 [this chapter later became the Torah passage which was to be read on Hanukkah (m. Meg. 3:6)]; Deut 

20:5; 1 Kgs 8:63; 2 Chr 7:5, 9: Neh 12:27; Ps 30:1 [LXX 29:1]), although the words in the two languages 

do not seem to have precisely the same meanings.  

B. The Event Celebrated  

Like the great festivals of the OT, Hanukkah remembers and celebrates a significant historical event. 

Unlike the others, it commemorates an event which is described outside the Hebrew Bible. The temple in 



Jerusalem had been desecrated and transformed into the center for a pagan cult by order of King 

Antiochus IV (175–164 B.C.E.) in Kislev of 168 or 167 B.C.E. (1 Macc 1:29–64; 2 Macc 6:1–9) as part of a 

generalproscriptionofthetraditionalpracticesofJudaism.Theexactreasonsfortheking‘sactions,

which were atypical for him, are not clear. He was anxious to create a stronger base of support in 

Jerusalem during his wars with Egypt, and he had recently had to crush an uprising in the city against his 

appointee, the high priest Menelaus (2 Macc 5:5–16). The Maccabean revolt which followed his decrees 

that banned traditional Judaism achieved some surprisingly successful results so that by late 165 or 164 

B.C.E. Judas, the leader of the rebels, and his troops were able to gain possession of the temple mount. 

There they cleaned and repaired the temple and built a new altar so that the traditional forms of worship 

could be reinstituted (1 Macc 4:36–61; 2 Macc 10:1–8). 1 Macc 4:52–54 indicates that on Kislev 25, 

exactly three (compare 4:54 with v 52 and 1:59) or two (2 Macc 10:3) years after the pagans had profaned 

the old altar with theirillicitofferings(partofthemonthlycelebrationofthedeifiedking‘sbirthday[1 

Macc 1:59; 2 Macc 6:7]), Judas and his collaborators offered sacrifices on the new altar. The celebration 

which began in this way continued for 8 days (1 Macc 4:56; 2 Macc 10:6). During this initial observance 

of Hanukkah, the celebrants decreed that in the future it should occur annually (1 Macc 4:59; 2 Macc 

10:8).  

C. Elements of the Celebration  

The books of Maccabees agree about several important details regarding the first Hanukkah. For 

example, they both place the beginning of the festival on the same date, prescribe the same duration for it, 

and mention sacrifices on the new altar. There are, however, some ways in which their narratives differ. 

One noteworthy case in point is the fact that the account in 1 Macc 4:36–61 centers on the dedication or 

restoration of the altar, while the various references in 2 Maccabees (1:18; 2:16, 19; 10:3, 5, 7) focus on 

the cleansing of the temple. A more intriguing instance is the fact that 2 Maccabees, in complete 

distinction from 1 Maccabees, links Hanukkah with the Festival of Tabernacles. In 2 Macc 1:9, the Jews 

of Jerusalem urge their kin in Egypt to celebrate the days of tabernacles in the month Kislev; 1:18 links 

the purification of the temple with tabernacles and fire; and 10:6 relates that the original festival lasted 8 

joyful days after the manner of tabernacles, adding that only a short time before, during the proper time 

for the Festival of Tabernacles (the 7th month, days 15–22),―theyhadbeenwanderinginthemountains

andcaveslikewildanimals‖(RSV).Thislastverseconnectsthe8-day duration with Tabernacles and 

suggests that their inability to celebrate the Festival of Tabernacles at the correct time led them to observe 

some of its rites as the first Hanukkah. 2 Maccabees never actually calls Hanukkah a festival of 

tabernacles, but it clearly relates the two occasions, both of which were marked by joy (Lev 23:40; 1 

Macc 4:56, 58–59; 2 Macc 10:6).The8daysoftheholidayseemalsotobemodelledonSolomon‘s 

inauguration of the first temple (cf. 2 Macc 2:8–12). According to 1 Kgs 8:65–66, Solomon dismissed the 

assembled throng on the 8th day, after 7 days of dedicatory rites—days which coincided with the Festival 

of Tabernacles (8:2; 2 Chr 7:8–10). The parallel in 2 Chr 7:9–10, however, adds an 8th day to the 

festivities.  

There are also several rituals which the two festivals share. (1) Both involved carrying branches (for 

Tabernacles, see Lev 23:40; Neh 8:15; Jub. 16:31; for Hanukkah, 2 Macc 10:7; cf. 6:7 where there is 

reference to a festival of Dionysus, possibly on the 25th of the month, in which wreaths of ivy were 

worn), though there is no indication that making booths was ever part of Hanukkah. (2) Both eventually 

included the Hallel (Psalms 113–18) in their liturgies (for Tabernacles, see m. Sukk. 4:1; for Hanukkah, b. 

 abb. 21b; Scholion to Megillat Ta˓anit; note that the title of Psalm 30 relates it to the dedication of the 

temple). 2 Macc 10:7 may alreadybepointinginthisdirectionwithitsreferenceto―hymnsof

thanksgiving‖(RSV;seealso1 Macc 1:54).  

The Festivals of Tabernacles and Hanukkah also resemble one another in that both are associated with 

light.Buttheirlightsareverydifferent:TabernaclesinvolvedilluminatingtheWomen‘sCourtofthe

temple (m. Sukk. 5:2–4), while Hanukkah came to includelampsandlightsateachone‘shome.Aspartof

the pre-festival renovations and repairs, 1 Macc 4:49–50 notes that the candelabrum was brought into the 

temple and that its lamps were lit so that they gave light in the temple; 2 Macc 1:8; 10:3 allude to the 



same events. The second letter that is prefaced to 2 Maccabees refers to the festival of cleansing as a time 

of tabernacles and fire (1:18) and adds a story about a miraculous fire from the altar of the first temple 

thateventuallyturnedinto―nephthar‖andlaterkindledthefireonthenewaltarin Nehemiah‘stime

(1:19–36; cf. 2:1, 8–12). Nevertheless, these sorts of references to lights and fire hardly prepare one for 

Josephus‘claim(Ant 12.7.7§325)thatthefestivalitselfwasnamed―Lights‖(phōta ).He had previously 

(12.7.6 §319) written that lights were kindled on Kislev 25, but here (§325) he explains the reason for the 

name Lights: ―givingthisnametoit,Ithink,from the fact that the right to worship appeared [phan nai] 

tousatatimewhenwehardlydaredhopeforit.‖Lightsdidindeedbecomeamajorcharacteristicofthe

festival, though the original reason for them seems to have been forgotten (for another early reference to 

the Hanukkah light, see m. B. Qam. 6:6).  

D. Later References  

The prominence of lights during the holiday encouraged discussions about their use and origin. One 

learns from b.  abb. 21b that the Shammaites lit 8 lights on the first day of Hanukkah and reduced the 

total by one each succeeding day, but the Hillelites lit one on the first day and increased the number by 

one each of the following days (see also Scholion to Megillat Ta˓anit). The dearth of information about 

the origin of the lights seems to have led to the creation of stories to supply the deficiency. According to 

one legend, the temple candelabrum had been defiled during the Antiochan persecution so that it could 

not be used when the temple was recovered. The Hasmoneans (= the Maccabees) then took 7 or 8 iron 

spears and hung lamps on them (Scholion to Megillat Ta˓anit; Pesiq. R. 2.5). The famous story about a 

miraculous cruse of oil is also related to the lights of Hanukkah and the duration of the festival. It claims 

that when the Hasmoneans regained the temple they found just enough undefiled oil in a cruse to fuel the 

candelabrum for one day; by a miracle, however, the oil kept it burning for 8 days.  
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JAMES C. VANDERKAM  

DEEP, THE [Heb tĕhôm (ְתהום) ]. In ANE cosmology, the earth was thought to have been placed 

afloat in the midst of terrifying cosmic waters. In Hebrew, this primeval ocean is usually called tĕhôm, but 

also mĕṣûlāh, mĕṣôlāh, and ṣûlāh. These synonyms are regularly translated by abyssos,―abyss,‖inGreek,

far less frequently by bathos and bythos,―depth‖.Thedeepmay,ofcourse,refersimplytotheocean

without any mythological implication (so in Job 38:30; 41:23—Eng 41:31; Ps 107:24; and Mic 7:19).  

In Babylonian mythology, the deep is personified in the figure of monstrous Tiamat, a goddess whose 

name is related to the Hebrew word tĕhôm. ItwasuponthedefeatofTiamatthatBabylon‘spatrongod,

Marduk,wasabletocreatethecosmosandestablishorder.Tiamat‘sbodywassplitintwolikeashellfish.

One half of the body became the firmament, the other became the bedrock of earth. Traces of this ancient 

cosmogony are still evident in the priestly account of creation in Genesis 1. Here the wind of God was 

instrumental in creation, a detailthatisreminiscentofMarduk‘sfinalblowonTiamat:aragingwindsent

into her mouth (ANET,67).Accordingtothebiblicalwriter,afirmamentdivided―thewatersfromthe

waters‖(Gen 1:6). Hence the concept in the Bible of the two deeps calling to one another (Ps 42:8—Eng 

42:7).  

In another account of creation which confirms the role of the divine wind, the deity is said to have 

containedthewaterychaos:―Bythewordtheheavensweremade;bythewindofhismouthalltheirhost.

He gathered the waters of the sea as in a container; he put the deeps (tĕhômôt)instorehouses‖(Ps 33:6–7; 

cf. Prov 8:27–29). Henceforth, the unruly waters were held back and order was maintained. Only in the 

face of intolerable corruption on earth did God open the floodgates to unleash the destructive power of the 

deep. Water burst forth from the great deep (tĕhôm rabbāh)andpouredoutthroughthe―windowsof



heaven‖(Gen 7:11).Eventuallythedelugewasendedwhen―thefountainsofthedeepandthewindows

ofheavenwereclosed‖(Gen 8:2).  

The deep is regularly associated with other watery monsters against whom Yahweh fought in both the 

creationoftheworldandofGod‘speople:Rahab,Leviathan,River,Sea,Tannin,MightyWaters.Indeed,

the deep is named with the dragons (tannînîm) in Ps 148:7, and some archaic texts still recall the deep 

personifiedasabeast―crouchingdownunder‖(Gen 49:25; Deut 33:13). A hymn in Isaiah 51 echoes the 

ignominious defeat of the monster Tiamat:  

Was it not you who dismembered Rahab,  

who pierced the dragon?  

Was it not you who dried up the sea,  

the waters of the great deep (tĕhôm rabbāh),  

Who made the depths of the sea a way  

for the redeemed to cross over? (Isa 51:9c–10).  

The cosmogonic battle was historicized and appropriated for the propaganda of the nation. Yahweh is 

saidtohavedefeatedIsrael‘searthlyenemiesassurelyashedefeatedthecosmicforcesofchaos.Thus,

theexodusisoftenportrayedasGod‘svictoryovertheseaandthedeep(Pss 77:17–21—Eng 77:16–20; 

106:9; 107:23–24; Isa 44:27; 63:11–12; Hab 3:10; Zech 10:11; cf. Ps 74:13–15). In the Song of the Sea, 

however,thewatersarenottheenemiesofYahweh.Rather,theyaremerelyinstrumentsinYahweh‘s

victory:―Thedeeps(tĕhōmôt) covered them, they sank into the depths (mĕṣōlôt) like a stone‖(Exod 15:5; 

cf. Neh 9:11). Likewise, in Ps 68:23 the victory of the divine warrior was not over the deep but at the 

deep.  

In other texts, tĕhôm refers to the subterranean waters that have been tamed. The Ugaritic texts speak of 

theabodeofthehighgodEl―atthesourcesofthetworivers(nhrm), amid the springs of two deep 

(thmtm)‖atthemountain of El (CTA 4.iv.21–22; 6.i.33–34; 17.vi.47–48). Thus the abode of Yahweh in 

Jerusalem is also said to have water flowing from it (Ps 46:5—Eng 46:4; Ezek 47:1–12; Zech 14:8; Joel 

4:18—Eng 3:18; Isa 33:21–23a). Jewish traditions maintained that the rock of the temple was built 

located precisely at the mouth of the tĕhôm (Tg. J. on Exod 28:30; cf. M. Para 3.3). The deep was thought 

to be the source from which the subterranean waters flowed (Isa 44:27; cf. Eccl 1:7) and water continually 

welled up (2 Sam 1:21, reading t<h>wmt instead of trwmt; cf. CTA 19.1.44–45). In the defeat of the 

watery monsters, the restless deep was tamed (Ps 74:13–15). Now in the garden of God, the unending 

waters of the deep are harnessed for good, giving nourishment for the trees there (Ezek 31:4, 15). 

Likewise, the deep provided life-giving waters to the Israelites in the wilderness (Ps 78:15–16; cf. Exod 

17:6).  

But the waters of the deep were not always so reassuring to the Israelites. Landlubbers that they were, 

they found the ocean terrifying. It was equated with the underworld to which the wicked were cast and 

from which they long to be delivered. The prayer of Jonah illustrates this well:  

From my distress I called to YHWH  

And he answered me.  

From the belly of Sheol I cried out  

And he heard me  

You have cast me into the deep (mĕṣûlāh)  

into the heart of the seas.  

The flood (nāhār) surrounded me;  

All your breakers and your waves,  

They washed over me.  

… 

The waters encompassed me to the neck,  

The deep (tĕhôm) surrounded me  

The weeds are wrapped around my head  

At the roots of the mountains.  



I have descended to the underworld  

Its bars are ever behind me  

You brought my life up from the pit  

O YHWH, my God. (Jonah 2:4, 6–7)  

Here the ocean into which Jonah was cast is seen as the netherworld, where all the terrifying forces 

were. The poem resembles several individual laments in the psalter. One such psalm speaks 

metaphorically of tĕhōmôt hā˒āreṣ ―thedepthsoftheearth‖(Ps 71:20). Another describes the underworld 

as the deep where darkness abides (Ps 88:7—Eng 88:6). In the book of Job 38, the deep is considered the 

mysterious realm of the dead (Job 38:16–18). It is not surprising, therefore, that the deep is frequently 

seen as the opposite of heaven (Gen 49:25; Deut 33:13; Ps 107:26; cf. CTA 3.iii.21–22). The deep became 

a metaphor for deep trouble that devours an individual on the earth (Ps 69:3, 16—Eng16:2, 15).  

According to Ben Sirach, Wisdom walked in the depths of the abyss near the assembly of the Most 

High (Sir 24:1–5). In the NT, abyssos occurs 9 times. Alluding to the tĕhōmôt in Ps 107:26, the apostle 

Paul speaks of the abyssos as the realm of the dead (Rom 10:7). Elsewhere in the NT, the abyss appears to 

be the place of imprisonment for all kinds of wicked spirits (Luke 8:31; Rev 9:1–2, 11; 11:7; 17:8; 20:1, 

3; cf. 2 Pet 2:4; Jude 6).  
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C. L. SEOW  

DEER. See ZOOLOGY.  

DEFILE. See UNCLEAN AND CLEAN.  

DEIR ˓ALLA, TELL (M.R. 209178). A site in the E Jordan Valley, roughly halfway between the 

Lake of Tiberias and the Dead Sea, near the river Zerqa (biblical Jabbok). The tell measures roughly 200 

by 200 m at its foot; the highest point is 200 m below sea level, which is nearly 30 m above the 

surrounding fields. This entry will discuss the archaeology of the site, as well as the noteworthy texts 

discovered there.  

ARCHAEOLOGY  

A. Identification  

TellDeir˓AllaisoftenconnectedwiththebiblicalSuccothmentionedinGen 33:17 and Judg 8:4–16. In 

the19thcentury,MerrilldiscoveredthenameDeir˓Allawhichwasusedlocallytoindicateastretchof

land through which the river Zerqa flows from the foot of the mountains in the E to where it flows into the 

Jordan River. The mountains recede a little here to the E, and form a valley. Merrill associated this name 

withtheDar˓alaorTar˓alamentionedintheTalmud, ebi˓it 9, 2 Gemara, which had replaced the name 

Succoth. Succoth means―booth,‖tar˓ala means―reeling,‖andDeir ˓Alla means―highmonastery.‖Thus

Deir˓AllacouldbeacorruptionofTar˓ala,andifsothiswouldmeanthatthenamehadbeenknown

locally since early Islamic times, whereas the Succoth-Tar˓alatraditionmusthavegonebacktoatleast

the early centuries of the Iron Age. Can this assumption be substantiated? The identification was made in 

the last century even before the true nature of a mound of ruins or tell was realized, whereas we know 

little about the nature of biblical Succoth in the sense of its physical appearance, its culture, religion, or its 

economicandsociallife.ItwasassumedbeforeexcavationsbeganthatTellDeir˓Allawasatownin

biblical times, and it was taken for granted that Succoth was a town, as it is called in one place in the OT 

(Judg 8:16).  



Through the excavations a good deal is known about the ruins of TellDeir˓AllaintheLBAgeandin

the Iron Age. This evidence cannot be reconciled with our traditional understanding of what Succoth was. 

It is quite possible that the excavations have revealed Succoth, but this would require biblical Succoth to 

be interpreted in an unexpected way.  

AnattempttoexplainwhythenameofSuccothwaschangedintoTar˓alainantiquitymayclarifythe

issue of identification. This attempt has only become possible since we have known that the tell contains 

ruins of sanctuaries from the LB Age and from the Iron Age.  

The Hebrew word ter˓ala comes from the root r˓l meaning―toquiver,shake,reel,‖andtr˓lh means 

―reeling.‖ThewordoccursinPs 60:8 and Isa 51:17–22. In both cases the reference is not to people who 

aresimplydrunk,butisappliedmetaphoricallytopeoplewhohavedrunkfrom―acupoftrembling‖and

―wineofastonishment.‖InthePsalmthisreferstotheaftermathofanearthquakewhich presumably hit 

ShechemandtheValleyofSuccoth.ThisdestructionpavedthewayfortheestablishmentofGod‘s

dominionintheValleyofSuccoth.AtDeir˓Allaacomplexbuilding,whichmustbeinterpretedasa

sanctuary dating from the 8th century B.C., was destroyed by an earthquake. Even before the disaster, the 

prophetsofIsraelmayhavereferredtothevalleyofthe―booth‖asaplaceofdrunkenness,inebriation,or

intoxication, which occurred during religious festivals and for which the cult oftheBa˓alswasknown.

This prophetic qualification may have become popular in pious circles, and may in the long run have 

caused the change of name. Yet, in the same way, Succoth may also have been a sobriquet used purposely 

to avoid mentioning the real nameoftheLBpagansanctuaryatDeir˓Alla,oritsIronAgesuccessors.

Also both names were occasionally used to indicate the valley as well as the site of the cult.  

From about 1550 B.C. until after 1200 B.C. there was a sanctuary which did not belong to a village or a 

town. The reason for its existence was inferred partly through the study of technological features in the 

pottery found in the successive stages of rebuilding and repair of the cult center. Although the pottery at 

each level of development seemed to form an homogeneous group, the composition of the clays used in 

their production showed that a fair amount of the pottery had been imported from the hinterland. For 

instance, pottery was brought from basalt areas such as that found in Basan, but also from totally different 

geological areas. This means that people in the LB Age traveled long distances to bring gifts in pottery 

containerstothesanctuary.ThisalmostcertainlyconnectsthesiteofDeir˓Allaanditssurroundingswith

trade and with a staple market. Products from Gilead and beyond to the E, the N, and the S were collected 

and transported to this area, where they were sold in large quantities to caravans bound for Egypt (Gen 

37:25), the Mediterranean coast, and Syria. In return the caravans brought objects from these regions to 

Deir˓Alla. 

This interpretation can provide the answers to a number of questions about the archaeological evidence. 

It explains why there would have been a really large sanctuary standing all by itself in the LB Age. It is 

now clear that it was supported by trade. On the one hand this sanctuary was necessary as a meeting point 

for caravans and tradespeople because it ensured safe trading through its relation with the divine world, 

andontheotherhanditsincomewassecure.Trading―houses‖couldintroducetheirownprotective

geniusintothesanctuary.Thiswouldexplainthepresenceofpottery―shrines‖intheLBsanctuary,which

can be interpreted as containers for sacred objects symbolizing the divine blessing for a tribe, clan, or 

caravan. The sanctuary of the 8th century B.C. wherethe―Balaamtexts‖werewrittenonaplasteredwall

(see below) may also have been a meeting point for traders and caravan owners from different regions, all 

with their own deities and rituals. Many kinds of priests from a wide variety of backgrounds may have 

been permanently stationed there, to sanction sales contracts or bless goods that were being traded. The 

excavations at the site make it possible to explain Succoth as a market area with an international 

character. It is not so surprising then that Pharaoh Shishak, when he invaded Palestine in 918 B.C., also 

crossed the Jordan with his army and went to the Succoth area to control, possibly to restore, the trade 

betweenGileadandEgypt.ThiswouldalsoexplaintheEgyptianpresenceinDeir˓Allainabout1200

B.C. A faience vase from Queen Taousert was interpreted by J. Yoyotte (1962) as an artifact of political 

significance.IfDeir˓AllawasamarketthroughwhichEgyptregularlyreceivedproductsfromGilead,

then officials of the Pharaoh must have visited this center of trade.  



H. Gazelles (1965) made an attempt to decipher the 3 clay tablets discovered in the sanctuary dating 

from about 1200 B.C.; together with A. van den Branden, he found a strong influence from early S Semitic 

writing in the script. One group of foreign pots came from an area where shale sand is abundant, and these 

pots could have come from the S of Jordan. Midianites whose caravans passed by Gilead could have 

brought them.  

Early in the excavations it became clear that the material culture, as well as the language and religion 

connected with the site, were atypical of the Israelites as represented from other excavations and historical 

documents. This suggested that the Iron Age inhabitants were to a high degree assimilated to the culture 

and the customs of the non-Israelite population of Gilead. Which of the Israelite tribes living across the 

Jordan in Gilead owned the Valley of Succoth is a much debated issue. In the light of the interpretation 

given above, members of the tribes who were involved in the trade of local products would have been 

found in this valley.  

B. The Natural Setting  

SomeaspectsofthegeologicalformationonwhichTellDeir˓Allaissituatedhavestronglyinfluenced

the history of the site itself, as well as that of its inhabitants. During the Pleistocene, when the area was 

still covered by the waters of the Lissan lake, the river Zerqa drained its waters from the E mountains into 

the lake, and deposited a huge accumulation of detritus, including gravels, sands, and clays. When the 

area became dry, dunes of thick deposits of banded clays were formed on top of the dry lake bed. This 

material was used in historical times for the construction of houses and other buildings, and also for 

potterymaking.ItisthespecialqualityoftheseclayswhichexplainsthatTellDeir˓Allahassufferedless

from erosion than, for instance, the tell of ancient Jericho, whereas the former is exposed to stronger 

erosive forces than the latter. Because of the characteristics of these clays, it is also easy to separate 

locally made pottery from imported wares. It is possible that these clays were the reason why foundries 

weresetup―betweenSuccothandZarethan‖(1 Kgs 7:46).  

In this area earth tremors and earthquakes frequently occur. It was discovered that the buildings of the 

site had been destroyed frequently by earthquakes, followed by heavy fires.  

C. The History of the Site  

Deir˓Allaliesonahigh,clayridgecoveredwithsanddunes.Itisnotclearwhenthefirstsettlerscame

to the site, although there are some indications that the site was inhabited in the MB Age. The natural 

surface that existed then on the N side of the tell lies buried under many meters of later soil deposits 

washed down from the E foothills. At the beginning of the LB Age, about 1550 B.C., an artificial platform 

was made, and this may cover ruins from the MB Age. On the N side, the platform was over 6 m high and 

served as a mound for a sanctuary. Very little is known about the original plan of the building, but the 

earliest cella was built of boulders with a tower-like structure on the N side. It stood on a higher level than 

the surrounding rooms. A cache of early LB pottery was found under one of the earliest floors of the cella. 

There are no indications that during the LB Age stone was used for other buildings. The cella was 

regularly rebuilt on a higher level, the last one from 1200 B.C., made entirely of mudbricks. Its roof was 

supported by two heavy wooden beams standing on large stone bases, more or less on the long axis. The 

entrance was on the S side. The N wall came very close to the N slope of the hill, and there was no 

defense wall. On the W side, rooms have been excavated over a stretch of ca. 25 m, all belonging to a 

complex of storerooms and workrooms that were built against the cella. E of the cella was a small 

courtyard leading to a series of small rooms that had clearly contained precious objects and administrative 

tablets. It seems that the sanctuary had developed its own script, which has not yet been satisfactorily 

deciphered.FarthertotheEwerefoundsomeroomsthathavebeeninterpretedasapriest‘shouse:a

pantry, kitchen, and small shrine.  

Shortly after 1200 B.C. the entire complex was destroyed by an earthquake, followed by fire. Before 

rebuilding had started there was another earthquake that levelled the crumbling ruins. From broken and 

burnt objects it is clear that the sanctuary collected objects from all parts of the ancient world: from 

Egypt, the Mycenean world, and N Syria. Most remarkable is that until now the excavations have not 



produced any terra-cotta or other fertility images of living beings from the LB Age, apart from stylized 

birds and goats painted on pottery.  

While the people were rebuilding after the earthquakes, fire broke out again. Perhaps this was taken as a 

sign of heavenly disapproval and the site was abandoned (cf. Isa 29:6). Almost immediately afterwards 

the site was taken over by bronze-smiths who used it for their industry. Their pottery is not the same as 

that from the 13th century B.C. sanctuary. They may have been there for about half a century, when 

another earthquake occurred. On that occasion the earth split open and a man fell in the gap and was 

squashed the next moment, when the crack closed again. The disaster marks the end of the presence of 

smiths on the site.  

There are some indications in the excavated area above these levels that in the second half of the 12th 

century B.C. the tradition of a holy place was restored. But the plans of the various phases show scattered 

small buildings of mudbrick, and in one fairly short period, there seems to have been a flimsy defense 

wall and gate between 2 round towers (ca. 10th century B.C.). Evidence that the original function of the 

site was not lost came from the excavations just below the summit. A complex building was found over a 

large area. The layout was not that of a village. The remains were in very poor condition because, again, 

an earthquake followed by conflagration had destroyed this complex. Masses of restorable and 

identifiable objects made of stone and clay were preserved. In the middle of the destruction debris, large 

and small fragments of fallen wall plaster were found containing a beautifully written Aramaic text, 

relating the seer Balaam the son of Beor, who witnessed a meeting of gods trying to prevent a goddess 

from punishing the human race by destruction. Balaam the son of Beor is mentioned in a number of texts 

in the Bible (Numbers 22–24). In the 1st millennium B.C., he was apparently remembered as a great 

religious authority in Jordan. This sanctuary was unattached to any particular village or town. It was 

composed of many rooms which had specific purposes such as storage and processing of goods, as well as 

weaving, which was done in many rooms.  

Certain objects of particular interest found here should be mentioned. Among these is a flintstone with a 

highsheenfromhavingbeenregularlytouchedorkissed;itbearstheinscription―stoneofshar˓a,‖

possibly a goddess. With it were uncovered a libation goblet of a special form and an outsize loomweight; 

weaving―clothesforAsherah‖(2 Kgs 23:7) may have been combined here with sacred prostitution. There 

are also terra-cottas, some of which depict naked priests and priestesses in a style not found in ancient 

Israel, and there are also animal figurines of horses, cows, and deer, as well as little clay models of legs. 

In analogy to pilgrim places such as Lourdes in France, these suggest that visitors expected to be healed 

from arthritis and other diseases.  

After its destruction the site may have been abandoned for a considerable time. When building resumed, 

another type of pottery appeared, with different forms and techniques based on the use of atruepotter‘s

wheel, which had replaced a small hand-operated tournette. The inhabitants dug many large storage bins 

in their courtyards, and by the 5th century B.C., there were so many deep and wide pits with soft filling, 

that house walls often sank (probably after heavy rains) causing the dwellings to collapse. At this point, 

stone foundations became a regular feature. Since these pits often destroyed the remains of earlier walls, it 

is difficult to reconstruct the original plans of the buildings over the 8 building phases of the latest 

occupation. It is thought that one of these phases consists of the ruins of a small fortress. The end of the 

occupation of the site is dated to the 4th century B.C.  

From the 8th until the 16th century A.D., the mound was used as a cemetery by the Arab inhabitants of a 

nearby village.  

Since 1960, a Dutch team directed by H. J. Franken has been excavating the site. In the 1980s the work 

was continued as a joint enterprise headed by M. M. Ibrahim and G. van der Kooij.  
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H. J. FRANKEN  

TEXTS  

Foundin1967attheEJordanValleysiteofTellDeir˓Alla,thistext(ortexts)consistsof2largeand

several smaller combinations of plaster fragments, written in black and (occasionally) red ink. The text 

was probably originally written on a wall, or on a stela hung on a wall, of a building that has been 

described as a sanctuary. The wall fell in a series of earthquakes, and part of the text was burned in a 

resulting fire. The script of the text, its date, and its dialect are all matters of dispute. The script is said to 

beeitherAramaicoranAmmonite(or―Gileadite‖)offshootoftheAramaic,andthedateofthetext,

which is for the most part dependent on an analysis of the script, either mid-8th century or ca. 700 B.C.E.  

There has been much discussion as to whether the dialect of the text is Aramaic or Canaanite. A 

comparison with Old Aramaic texts is suggested especially by the use of the pronominal suffix -wh on the 

preposition ˒l (and perhaps on plural nouns), and by the representation of consonants in the text (with q 

used to represent *ḍ). Other features of the text would generally be called Canaanite: use of waw-

consecutive; appearance of N conjugation verbs; use of ld˓t from the root *wd˓; imperative plural lkw 

from the root hlk; vocabulary items like dbr withthemeaning―tospeak.‖Asfarasweunderstandthe

dialects of the first half of the 1st millennium B.C.E., then, the text includes some features that would be 

incongruous in a mid- or late-8th century Aramaic text, and some that would be incongruous in a 

contemporary Canaanite text. These difficulties have led to several more or less satisfactory suggestions 

fortheoriginofthedialectoftheDeir˓Allatext,generallydrawn from dialect linguistics or ANE 

historical records of settlement patterns, although occasionally from more imaginative realms: One 

commentator has suggested that the incongruities in this text disappear when one realizes that the text as 

we have it is a word-for-word copy of a 10th-century or even earlier Aramaic manuscript, written on the 

wall of a school as an exemplary text; another, that the dialect might represent archaic NW Semitic from 

the time of the Exodus, just the time period in which the Bible places Balaam.  

The interpretation of the text has been no less divided. Some of the division results from differences in 

understanding certain words as either Aramaic or Canaanite; some of it results from variant readings 

among the several scholars who have examined the fragments or photographs of them; and some is the 

inevitable result of interpreting such a fragmentary text. In the discussion that follows, the more likely 

alternative translations and interpretations will be included in brackets at each point of contention.  

Thetextbeginsbyreportingthatitisthe―book‖or―account‖(spr) of Balaam the son of Beor, a seer of 

the gods, and continues that the gods came to Balaam by night, and that he saw a vision like an oracle of 

El[or―according tothesewords‖].ThenthegodssaytoBalaamsomethingthattakesuphalfofthe

second line of the inscription (6 or 7 words) and is written in red ink, as was the first half of line 1. 

[Scholars disagree about whether the division into red and black ink here follows the syntax of the 

sentences,orissimplyhalfthelineinbothcases.Thereisanotherportionofthetext,inthe―second

combination,‖thatisalsowritteninred,partofthewayacrossoneline.Thecontextistoobroken,

however, to offer more information about the meaning of the use of red ink.] The message is impossible 

to read clearly. Interpretations have ranged from simply suggesting that some future action is indicated by 

the first verb yp˓l, to reading within it words for fire and destruction and thus interpreting the message as a 

short statement of a warning of destruction spelled out later in the text.  

Whatever the content of the end of line 2, the experience clearly upsets Balaam. He gets up the next day 

and cries, and he apparentlyrefusestoeat.Hispeoplecomeuptohim[or―HisuncleEliqahenters‖]and



ask about his behavior, and his response is to tell them of his vision of a meeting of the Divine Council; 

the gods in attendance are called ˒lhn and šdyn. (Some scholars have seen in the ˒lhn and the šdyn two 

warring groups of gods, one group favorably disposed toward humanity and the other bent on its 

destruction.)  

They (the gods of the Council) have asked a goddess to cover the heavens with a cloud forever because 

of the unnatural goings-on on the earth. This is upsetting to Balaam presumably because it would mean a 

loss of light and eventually all life from the earth. The name of the goddess concerned has been lost to us 

in a break in the text, except for the first letter, š. One of three suggestions as to her identity has generally 

beenfollowed.Somethinksheis―Šagar,‖agoddesstheythinkismentionedlaterinthetextalongwith

another deity (˓štr, in line I, 14). Many commentators, however, read šgr w˓štr in that line as common 

nounsandnotdivinenames(―offspring,young‖;cf.Deut 7:13), and so they are not disposed to consider a 

goddessŠagaratthispoint.AnothersuggestionhasbeentoseeherasthegoddessŠamaš(orŠapaš),

since the sun is a female deity in the Ugaritic texts, and some such powerful divinity seems necessary 

here. But, finally, other scholars see no obvious connection between the sun goddess and the following 

lines in our text, since what the goddess is asked to do is precisely to cover up the heavens so as to deny 

light to the earth—theopposite,onewouldthink,ofthesungoddess‘function.Thesescholarspreferto

leave the issue open.  

Thegoddessisaskedto―sewup‖theheavenswithhercloud,and perhaps to seal the cloud and not ever 

removetheseal(or―donotbeangryforever‖or―donotsayanything‖).Thereasonsheistodothis(or

else the result of her doing this) is presented in the next few lines (or else someone, probably Balaam, 

continues in the next few lines to explain the reasons or present the results). In typical reversals-text style, 

we read that nothing on earth is as it should be: Small birds are reviling large ones, normally gentle birds 

are clawing at others, haughty hyenas are sitting still for chastisement, poor women are mixing expensive 

myrrh, deaf people hear from afar, and so on. (Some commentators have seen this reversals motif in only 

some of these phrases, while in others they have identified simply lists of birds, lists of female cult 

personnel, and admonitions shouted by Balaam, presumably, to the gathered people.)  

The first main fragment combination of the inscription breaks off at this point. In the readable fragments 

of the second combination there is no mention of Balaam; rather, there is a description of some sort of 

ritual, perhaps performed to appease the angry gods of the earlier fragments, if the two combinations are 

related. This second combination apparently has to do with death and/or sex and has been read, for 

instance: (1) as including a series of curses from Balaam to his hearers; (2) as a description of a child 

sacrifice ritual (based on interpreting the word nqr as cognate to Heb n ṣer,―sprout,‖liketheṣmḥ of 

Punic and neo-Punic child sacrifice texts); (3) as a version of the descent to the netherworld of a goddess, 

like the Mesopotamian Descent of Ishtar; and (4) even as a foundation story for the establishment at the 

Deir˓Allasanctuaryofabrothelfor―sacredprostitutes‖(Rofé1979).Thislast explanation ties in with 

the accusation in Num 31:16 that Balaam gave advice to certain Midianite women about drawing Israelite 

men away from their proper worship. Many commentators have thought it prudent to decline to interpret 

this combination.  

Late in this second grouping we have a few words that might indicate the return of life to the planet, 

with mention of dew and rain, so that if some sort of ritual is envisioned as a cure for the chaos described 

in the first combination, or simply to appease the obviously angry deities, it would seem that the ritual 

was effective and that light and life were returned or retained for the planet.  

Whetherthe―secondcombination‖oftheinscriptionisrelatedtothe―firstcombination‖isanopen

question, so any use of this material to comment on the Balaam traditions in the Bible must remain 

speculative. The first part of the inscription is solidly tied to Balaam, however, and presents us with a 

picture not unlike Hebrew Bible representations of a prophet as one who is privy to the meetings of the 

Divine Council (Jer 23:18–22; I Kgs 22:19–23). The occurrence of the divine epithet šdy in a vision of 

Balaam is reminiscent of Num 24:4, 16, where Balaam describes himself as one who sees the vision of 

Šadday.(Ifthedivinename˒l has been correctly read in I, 2, this would be another connection with Num 

24:4, 16.)  



Some of the wording in the first combination is remarkably like that in the story of Balaam in Numbers 

22–24. wy˒tw ˒lwh ˒lhn blylh inI,1,oftheDeir˓Allatextisveryclosetoway-yābō˒ ˒ lōhīm ˒el-bil˓ām 

laylāh in Num 22:20 (cf. also 22:9), and wyqm bl˓m mn mḥr inI,3,oftheDeir˓Allatextremindsoneof

Num 22:21: way-yā qom bil˓ām bab-bṓqer.ThereisevenmentionofBalaam‘s―people,‖inI,4(ifthe

mysteriousuncleEliqahbebanishedfromthetext),anditistohis―people‖thatthebiblicalBalaam

returns after Balak has banished him, Num 24:14.  

ThereisnocertaintyabouttheplacementoftheDeir˓Allatextorabout the building in which it must 

have stood. It has been suggested that the building was a sanctuary, however, and that the inscription was 

originally written on a wall of this sanctuary or on a stela attached to a wall. The mention that Balaam 

would fleetoorreturntohis―place,‖māqôm, in Num 24:11 and 25 invites the suggestion that māqôm 

here, as often, refers to a sanctuary, a sacred place (see, e.g., Gen 12:6; Deut 12:2); it therefore would not 

bedifficulttoseeDeir˓AllaasthehomeofjustsuchasanctuarywithwhichBalaamsonofBeorwas

traditionally tied.  

It has also been suggested that theconfirmationofBalaam‘stietoagodorgodswiththeepithet

Šadday,andtoaritualpossiblyhavingtodowithdeath,allowsustospeculatethatthebiblicalš d  m, 

―demons,‖inDeut 32:17 and Ps 106:37 have been misunderstood and were originally a biblical record of 

theŠadday-godsmentionedintheDeir˓Allatext.ItistothesecharactersthattheIsraelitesaresaidinthe

psalm to have sacrificed their sons and daughters; shortly before (vv 28–31) the psalmist has mentioned 

the incident at Peor for which the Priestly source blames Balaam, an incident that had to do with sacrifices 

of or to the dead—to deities other than Yahweh, perhaps deified ancestors (cf. Num 25:2 with Ps 106:28).  
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JO ANN HACKETT  

DEIR EL-BALAH (M.R. 088093). The site of Deir el-Balah is located 1.5 km E of the Mediterranean 

shoreline just S of Gaza. The ancient identification of the site remains unknown. Nine phases of 

occupation with minor subdivisions were uncovered, dating from the LB II through the Byzantine era, 

which includes both the settlement and the associated LB cemetery. Founded by Egypt in the 14th 

century, the site was both an economic and administrative center, as well as a military outpost during 

different phases of its existence. The LB strata, accordingly, were the most prominent and became the 

focus of the excavations.  

The LB Age was a cosmopolitan era marked by the mixture of cultures, international trade, and 

commerce. The architectural features and the material finds of the LB strata at Deir el-Balah point to the 

predominantly Egyptian character of the settlement at that time and reflect the international character of 

the age. The extensions of occupation into the Philistine, Iron, and Byzantine periods, though extremely 

important for the history of the site, were much less substantial.  

Deir el-Balah is situated in the midst of towering sand dunes. As a result, only about one-half acre of the 

settlement was excavated. The excavations, therefore, provide at most a window into the history of 

occupation at the site. Surveys and trial probes conducted at selected locations in the surrounding area 

indicate that the settlement spread in all directions, but its precise perimeters remain undefined.  

Stratum IX. Stratum IX was founded upon virgin soil. The major architectural feature from this stratum 

is a large residence adjacent to a man-made pond, similar in design to building complexes of the Amarna 



period in Egypt. This relation of building to pond in conjunction with the specifically diagnostic finds of 

stratum IX point to the Egyptian background of those who built the first settlement during the second half 

of the 14th century B.C.E.  

The residence is comprised of 3 mudbrick buildings set at a right angle. The two N–S buildings together 

measure approximately 50 m in length and contain the remains of as many as 15 rooms. The single E–W 

building measures 20 m in length and contains at least 4 to 5 rooms. It is probable that these buildings are 

part of a larger settlement, although the N and W boundaries of the complex are as yet undetermined since 

they continue under the sand dunes.  

The residency borders the pond on its E and S perimeters. The pond itself is square (20 × 20 m), its 

sides sloping steeply into the virgin marl to a depth of 5 m. Both archaeological observation and 

geological investigation confirm that the crater is man-made. The crater served as a water reservoir, both 

in stratum IX and throughout stratum VII. The use of the crater as a pond is confirmed both by 

hydrological investigation and by the known building pattern of the Amarna Age in which building 

complexes were designed adjacent to a pond or lake.  

On the beaten earth floors of several rooms in the residence were large amounts of locally made pottery 

of Egyptian and Canaanite types, with predominantly Egyptian types which relate to the Amarna period. 

In addition, sherds of imported Cypriot and Mycenaean vessels were found.  

A number of special finds from in and around the residence indicate the close contact between the 

inhabitants of this site and Amarna. Four worked kurkar stone bases were found on the beaten earth floor 

in one of the rooms of the residence which likely served as supports for the 4 legs of a bedstead. Although 

many well-known and well-preserved wooden beds have been found in Egypt, the only other stone bases 

known are from Tell el-Amarna where an identical set was found in a bedroom niche.  

In the open area alongside the building, a favissa was excavated which contained a clay bulla bearing 4 

hieroglyphs, 2 udjats, and 2 nefers. The closest parallel to this seal again comes from Tell el-Amarna and 

provides a good chronological indication of the date of the locus and the buildings of stratum IX. This 

seal also indicates possible correspondence between Tell el-Amarna and Deir el-Balah, since bullae were 

used to seal papyrus letters.  

Another room in the residence yielded approximately 10 cylindrical pieces of carnelian and blue frit, the 

latter bearing traces of gold. Each cylinder was pierced by a square aperture. These fragments can be 

reconstructed as a scepter or flail of the type found in the tomb of Tutankhamen. The discovery of this 

scepter in the building indicates that it was very likely the residence of the local ruler or governor. The 

size and beauty of the object provide additional proof of the specifically Egyptian character and highly 

developed culture linking this stratum with the Amarna Age.  

The Amarna Age was characterized by continued Egyptian commitment and involvement in 

maintaining the strength of its borders and the stability of the empire. The site of Deir el-Balah is located 

on the farthest border of Egypt of that era, just before the entry to Canaan at Gaza. This location and the 

unique architectural elements of stratum IX, with its rich assortment of special finds, indicate that during 

this period Deir el-Balah was an Egyptian administrative center, perhaps with links to the capital itself.  

Stratum VIII. Remains of an intermediate phase of occupation were discerned between the Amarna 

residence of stratum IX and the fortress of stratum VII. This phase may date to the reign of Horemheb, 

though diagnostic finds are lacking. It appears that following the destruction of the stratum IX settlement, 

a small interim occupation occurred which did not constitute a major occupational level.  

Stratum VII. A dramatic change is reflected in the character of stratum VII. The prominent architectural 

feature was a roughly square monumental structure resembling a fort or tower complex. It was 

constructed atop the remains of both the Amarna residence and the meager remains of the interim stratum, 

and in direct relation to the pond, which continued in use.  

The fortress measures 20 × 20 m, including 14 rooms and a tower at each corner. The massive mudbrick 

walls, preserved to a height of 1 m, served as the foundations of a structure which stood at least two 

stories high, while the main outer walls were 2.4 m thick. The construction technique of a layer of sand at 

the base of the foundation trenches, a well-known Egyptian building method, points to the Egyptian 



constructionofthisfortress.This―Egyptianizing‖featureindicatesthatthefortresswasbuiltbythe13th

century B.C.E.  

The function and nature of this structure became evident in light of the Egyptian activity along the 

coastalrouteduringthe19thDynasty.TheNSinairoutecalledbytheEgyptians―theWaysofHorus,‖

was vividly depicted by Seti I on a wall relief in the Amun Temple at Karnak. On the N wall of the great 

HypostyleHall,oneoftheearliest―maps‖depictsaseriesoffortressesandtheiraccompanyingwellsor

reservoirs running from the Egyptian frontier town of Sile (Qantara) to the Canaanite border town of 

Gaza. Deir el-Balah with its fort and pond fits into this picture of garrison outposts along the ancient 

Egyptian route connecting the two areas.  

Itispossibletolinkthefortifiedroute,―theWaysofHorus,‖with―theWaytotheLandofthe

Philistines‖(Exod 13:17), the shorter coastal route referred to in the account of the Israelite exodus from 

Egypt.  

Strata VI–IV. These strata coincide with the lengthy reign of Ramesses II, a period of empire building 

which necessitated the upkeep and constant use of the fortresses and way stations along the N Sinai coast. 

Strata VI–IV include both occupational levels in the settlement as well as the primary use of the cemetery.  

The cemetery, extremely rich in coffins and small finds, seems to have been in use from the 14th 

century B.C.E. to the last phase of the LB Age. This date is confirmed by a seal of Ramesses II and scarabs 

of the Ramesside age (13th century B.C.E.) found in situ in the tomb excavations. The finds reflect the 

cosmopolitan nature of the period. However, as noted above, the Egyptian element again predominates, as 

attested by the custom of burying the deceased in anthropoid coffins as well as by the associated objects 

found in the tombs.  

The excavation of Deir el-Balah began in the cemetery after the appearance on the antiquities market of 

illicitly excavated coffins and grave goods. Four anthropoid coffin burials and over 100 simple burials 

were thereafter excavated in situ. These 4 coffins which are of distinctly Egyptian style, form a small 

fraction of the over 40 that surfaced through illicit digging along with their extremely rich burial gifts, and 

which together comprise the largest and richest group of anthropoid coffins so far known from Canaan. 

Of particular interest are 4 locally made burial stelae, one found in situ, made of kurkar with hieroglyphic 

inscriptions and depictions of Mut and Osiris, strikingly similar to 19th Dynasty stelae from Deir el-

Medina in Egypt.  

A variety of exquisite burial gifts, wrought primarily in Egyptian style, was recovered from the 

cemetery. These included a bronze wine set, an alabaster painted goblet and a cosmetic spoon in the shape 

of a swimming girl, and lotus and palmette shaped beads and earrings, as well as Bes amulets, wrought in 

gold and carnelian. All the gifts have close analogies in New Kingdom Egypt. Though distinct Canaanite 

traits were manifest in the workmanship of some of the jewelry and in some of the common pottery 

vessels, the predominant culture of the people buried in the cemetery was clearly Egyptian. The combined 

evidence of the coffins and the burial gifts points to an affluent population steeped in Egyptian religion 

and culture.  

The one-half acre of the settlement of strata VI–IV which was excavated exhibited a marked shift in 

character during this period. The water reservoir was filled with debris—multiple layers of ash and clay 

mixed with huge quantities of broken pottery, as well as many small finds—and structures were built on 

top. Private buildings, a water installation, and kilns were excavated, indicating the transformation of the 

area into an industrial quarter. That the 3 kilns were not used for firing ordinary ceramic vessels is attested 

by the lack of kiln wastes and by the large number of coffin fragments found in and around the kilns. It is 

likely that the coffins with their lids received an initial firing in pits built into the filled-in crater, which 

would account for the heavy ash layers found there. Subsequently, the lids were fired once again, this time 

in the kilns, which would account for the finer finish of the lids in comparison to the coffin bodies. The 

evidence for coffin construction at the site, therefore, is indisputable.  

In addition to the coffin industry, specific finds from the settlement provided concrete evidence that 

manyoftheburialgiftswerelocallymadeandtheindustrialquarterdoubledasanartisans‘quarter,

housing a thriving and varied crafts industry. Burial gifts as well as materials prepared for their 



manufactureincludedarecliningnudefigurineofcarvedstone(a―divineconcubine‖intendedto

accompany the dead) and ushabti or servant figurines, both found also in the cemetery; chunks of ochre 

for coloring the coffins and figurines; heaps of modelling clay and 2 identical complete molds for 

figurines; a heap of bronze scrap; many fragments of spinning bowls for linen weaving; and a stamp 

bearing the image of the god Ptah, patron of artisans.  

Thediscoveryofanancientartisans‘quarterinsuchcloseproximitytothecemeteryitservedis

unprecedented and provides an unparalleled glimpse in mortuary industry in antiquity. It is likely that the 

artisans‘quarterlayontheoutskirtsof the settlement, while the settlement of the rich patrons of the 

cemetery still lies buried beneath the dunes. In the LB Age, long before the encroachment of the 

Byzantinedunes,thecemeterylayonly150mfromtheartisans‘quarter.Togethertheyformed a self-

contained mortuary unit.  

Stratum III. Five pits containing Philistine pottery were dug into the LB deposits of stratum IV. No 

traces of walls which relate to these pits were found. Philistine pottery was also found in large quantities 

in the Byzantine wadi. Its presence indicates that a more substantial Philistine settlement existed SW of 

the excavated area and hence remains under the dunes.  

The pits contained mainly fragments of typical Philistine bichrome pottery. Egyptian-type bowls and 

fragments of Egyptian-type beer bottles were found together with the Philistine pottery indicating that the 

Egyptian flavor of the site was preserved even as the new Philistine elements were introduced. A similar 

phenomenon can be observed in the tombs of Tell el-Farah (S). The reoccupation or incorporation of 

Philistines in Egyptian strongholds is one of the characteristic settlement patterns of the Philistines in 

Canaan and Israel.  

Because of the lack of elaborately decorated pottery, it appears that the Philistines did not arrive early at 

Deir el-Balah. Rather, the more-simply decorated types found at Deir el-Balah indicate a slightly later 

phase (second half of the 12th–early 11th centuries B.C.E.).  

Stratum II. Two small pits that cut into the LB levels had fragments of Iron Age pottery. This pottery 

assemblage is datable to the late 11th/early 10th century B.C.E. Most fragments were bowls with red slip 

and irregular burnishing. Additional quantities of sherds were found in the Byzantine wadi, again, as with 

the Philistine ware, indicating that a sizable Iron Age settlement was once located SW of the area 

excavated, which now lies under the dunes.  

Stratum I. Following a gap of 1,400 years, Byzantine presence in the area is indicated by huge amounts 

of pottery found in a wadi that cuts across the LB crater. Though no definite traces of a settlement have 

been found, historical sources mention the presence of a monastery in the area. Both geologic studies and 

historical records indicate that the large sand dunes accumulated during the Byzantine era.  

Conclusion. Deir el-Balah in its various phases serves as an excellent type-site for Egyptian activity on 

the border of Canaan during the New Kingdom. Founded during the Amarna Age (14th century B.C.E.) as 

an Egyptian administrative center on the route to Canaan, its predominantly Egyptian population 

experienced some interaction with the local Canaanite population (stratum IX). During the next major 

phase of occupation, stratum VII, the site was transformed into a fortifiedstationonthe―WaysofHorus,‖

facilitatingEgypt‘srenewedactivityinCanaanduringtheearly19thDynasty.Inthelate19thDyn.strata

VI–IV, it was an Egyptian-type settlement whose rich material culture was reflected both in its cemetery 

and in theartisans‘quarterforthemortuaryindustry.PhilistinesettlementatDeirel-Balah, beginning in 

the 12th century as indicated by the ceramic repertoire of stratum III, reflects one facet of their settlement 

in Canaan, i.e. at Egyptianizing sites. The period from the end of the 11th century through the early 10th 

century was characterized by new cultural trends appearing in stratum II. The Byzantine wadi of stratum I 

provides evidence of the final chapter of occupation of the site up until modern times.  
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TRUDE DOTHAN  

DEITIES, SEMITIC. See NAMES OF GOD IN THE OT.  

DEITY NAMES. See NAMES OF GOD IN THE OT.  

DELAIAH (PERSON) [Heb dĕlāyāhû (ְדָלָיהּו), dĕlāyâ (ְדָלָיה)]. 1. A priest who received the 23d 

position in the priestly order of the Temple during the reign of David (1 Chr 24:18). Rather than an 

historical person from the time of David, Delaiah seems to represent the family name of a group which 

returned from Babylon and which the Chronicler has projected back into the time of David as an 

individual. The exact date of the priestly list of 1 Chr 24:1–19, where Delaiah appears, remains debated. 

See GAMUL. The stylistic evidence of the list, however, seems to link the list to the time of the 

composition of Chronicles.  

2. AmemberofJehoiakim‘sroyalcabinetinthelastyearsofthe7thcenturyB.C.E. (Jer 36:12). Delaiah 

functions as part of a larger literary motif within the narrative of Jeremiah 36; along with the other 

nobility,herepresentsJudah‘sfailuretorespondproperlytothepropheticword(Jer 36:24). His 

oppositiontoJehoiakim‘sburningofthescrollemphasizedtheking‘sobduracy(Jer 36:25; see Carroll, 

Jeremiah OTL, 661). Despite his literary function, it seems likely that Jeremiah 36 accurately reflects the 

structureandpersonnelofJehoiakim‘scourt.Aharoni(1968:168–69) discovered an ostracon from the 

late monarchical period at Lachish mentioning a high official named Delaiah. While equating the 2 

persons remains completely conjectural, the Lachish ostracon does indicate that Delaiah was a name held 

by at least 1 person in the upper stratum of Judean society in the time of Jehoiakim.  

3. A family of returnees from exile who, upon their arrival in Judah, were not able to prove their ethnic 

identity as Israelites (Ezra 2:60 = Neh 7:62 = 1 Esdras 5:37). This is generally regarded as an authentic 

source, reflecting important social tensions associated with the return and the inability of certain groups to 

prove an authentic Judean identity with proper genealogical records. Exclusion from the community of 

the returnees could result in the suspension of property rights, and thus complete economic and social 

disenfranchisement (see Ezra 10:8). The descendants of Delaiah most likely eventually became fully 

incorporated into the Judean society (see Neh 6:10).  
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DELILAH (PERSON) [Heb dĕl  lâ (ְדִליָלה) ]. The woman to whom Samson revealed the source of 

his strength and who betrayed him to the Philistines for a large sum of money (Judg 16:4–22). Delilah, 

who lived in the valley of Sorek at the N end of the Philistine plain, was probably Philistine, though the 

text does not say so. On 2 other occasions, at Timnah (14:1–15:8) and at Gaza (16:1–3), Samson was 

involved with Philistine women. Each time pursuit of a woman leads Samson into trouble. Of the 3 

women,onlyDelilah‘snameisrecorded.Thenamemaymean―loosehair‖or―small,slight‖;itiseasily

explained as a pun on the Hebrewwordfor―night‖(laylâ),sinceSamson‘snameisrelatedtothewordfor

―sun‖(šemeš). On a symbolic level, their names suggest the overcoming of the sun by the night.  

The motif of the strong man overcome by a woman who learns the secret of his strength and betrays it 

to his enemies is common to folklore around the world. So too is the motif of strength residing in the hair. 

ThebiblicalwriterhasprovidedpopularfolkmotifswithareligiousmeaningbyrelatingSamson‘s

strength to his dedication to God—from birth—as a Nazirite.  

Delilahmakes4attemptstolearnthesecretofSamson‘sstrength(vv 4–9, 10–12, 13–14, and 15–22). 

The highly stylized repetition in these reports, a characteristic of oral composition, builds suspense: The 



closerDelilahgetstoSamson‘ssecret,theclearerourrealization that Samson is doomed. Only through 

persistencedoesDelilahbreakdownSamson‘sresolve(―sheharassedhimwithherwordsdayafterday,‖

16:16).Thestrongman‘soneweaknessislove.FacedwithDelilah‘s accusation that he cannot really love 

her if he does not share his secret with her, Samson reveals that his strength will leave him if his hair is 

cut. Recognizing that Samson has told her the truth this time, Delilah calls the Philistine lords. As soon as 

his hair is cut, the Philistines blind Samson and take him prisoner.  

Delilah has gone down in popular history as the treacherous temptress who betrays her lover for money. 

But she is not the only one who betrays Samson. His Timnite wife reveals the answer to his riddle, though 

shedoesittosaveherfather‘shousehold(the story of Samson and the Timnite in Judges 14 and 15 is 

modelled on the Samson-Delilahstory).Moreover,Samson‘sownpeople,theJudahites,alsobetrayhim,

out of fear of the Philistines (15:9–13). Viewed in the larger context of the book of Judges, Delilah is the 

Philistine version of Jael (Judges 4–5)—the woman who brings about the downfall of an enemy through 

deception.Delilah,unlikeJael,isonthesideofIsrael‘senemies;onlythePhilistineswouldhavesungher

praises, but, interestingly, they attribute their victory over Samson not to Delilah but to their god (16:23 

and 24).  
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J. CHERYL EXUM  

DELOS (PLACE) [Gk D los (Δηλος)]. This central Aegean island is rich in Greco-Roman history, 

though it rests relatively deserted as modern Mikra Dili. Originally, Ionians (ca. 1000 B.C.) inhabited this 

small Greek island, which is only 3 miles long and 1 mile wide. But as the sacred seat of Apollo, and as 

the treasury and administrative center of the Delian League, Delos was of monumental importance. Its 

prestigious position prompted the naming of the 220 Cyclade islands which cluster (kyklos) around Delos.  

During the Third Macedonian War Rome punished Delos, causing most of the Greek inhabitants to take 

refuge on the mainland. Nearly 2 centuries of independence ended for Delos when Rome made the island 

a free port (167 B.C.), a calculated move to weaken the commercial position of Rhodes. The free port, 

rather than Athens, may have been the strong attraction for Jewish immigrants. 1 Macc 15:16–23, 

inscriptions, and ruins of a (possible) synagogue all attest to a Jewish settlement on the island (Goldstein 

1 Maccabees AB, 498). Delos established itself as the center of Mediterranean trade during the last two 

centuries B.C. At its economic zenith, ca. 100 B.C., Delos markets could handle 10,000 slaves per day. The 

managers of the famous temple of Apollo in Delos wielded much power, and even managed to purchase 

the entire island of Rheneia, farming it with slave labor (Kent 1984: 243–47). But the Mithridatic War (88 

B.C.) served the prosperous island its first of three terminal blows. Mithradates VI (the Great) massacred 

most of Delos‘inhabitants.Theislandbarelysurvivedamassivepirateraidin69B.C., but was raized in 

46 A.D. (Strabo Geog. 10.5.2–4).  
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JERRY A. PATTENGALE  

DELTA. The fourth letter of the Greek alphabet.  

DEMAS (PERSON) [Gk D mas (Δημας)]. Demas is mentioned by Paul in Philemon 24, along with 

Mark, Aristarchus, and Luke, as being among those fellow workers who were with Paul during his 

imprisonment (presumably in Rome or Ephesus). In Colossians, Demas is similarly portrayed and 

associated with Luke (4:14), Aristarchus and Mark (4:10), Jesus Justus (4:11), and Epaphras (4:12). From 

Colossians it is evident that while Mark, Aristarchus, and Jesus Justus were Jews (cf. 4:11), Demas was a 



Gentile, as were Epaphras and Luke. In both Philemon and Colossians, Demas sends greetings to the 

church at Colossae. This indicates some acquaintance with the Colossian Christians, probably as a visiting 

missionary, since he was not originally from Colossae (cf. Col 4:12 where only Epaphras is described as 

―oneofyourselves‖).  

2 Timothy reflects a tradition that the relationship between Demas and Paul ended in an apparently 

unresolvedrupture.Demas,describedashavingbeen―inlovewiththispresentworld,‖issaidtohave

deserted the imprisoned Paul and gone to Thessalonica (4:10). The phrase in quotes is eschatological 

language (cf. 1 Tim 4:8; Tit 2:12; Gal 1:4; Eph 1:21) which contrasts the present age with that to come, 

andinthiscaseoffersasharpcontrasttoPaul,Timothy,andotherswho―loveChrist‘sappearing‖(2 Tim 

4:8) (Fee 1 & 2 Timothy, Titus GNC, 242–43).ThecontrastseemstoarguethatDemas‘breakwithPaul

was a dishonorable one, i.e. apostasy from Christianity. (Polycarp in Ep. Phil. 9:1–2 sets up a similar 

contrast to imply apostasy.) But it has also been theorized that Demas had merely grown discouraged in 

his work with Paul and decided to leave. Why he chose Thessalonica—it had no reputation as one of the 

―hotspots‖oftheGreco-Roman world—(Fee ibid., 243) is not evident from the text; perhaps it was his 

home.  

NT sources offer nothing further about Demas. The apocryphal Acts of Paul, however, makes numerous 

references to him (3.1, 4, 12–14, 16). While it may be that these statements actually derive from 2 Tim 

4:10—thereferenceaboutDemas‘desertionisthetypeofmaterialonwhichtheapocryphaldocuments

thrive—it is also possible that the Acts of Paul are an independent reflection of the same oral traditions 

reflected in the Pastorals. In that case, the Acts may have preserved a few shreds of information not 

included in 2 Timothy (MacDonald 1983: 65–66).  

In the Acts of Paul, Demas is linked with HERMOGENES and the two travel with Paul to Iconium 

where they are entertained by Onesiphorus and his family. Later, both desert Paul for a bribe, but the 

household of Onesiphorus remains faithful to Paul even though Paul is in prison. Demas and Hermogenes 

urgethatPaulshouldbearrestedfor―seducingthe crowdstothenewdoctrineoftheChristians‖(Acts 

Paul 3:14) and teach, contrary to Paul, that the resurrection has already taken place.  

WhiletheapocryphaltextpairsDemaswithHermogenes,thePastoralsnamePhygelusasHermogenes‘

partner. Also, the Pastorals never connect Demas with Iconium nor indicate that Demas knew 

Onesiphorus. Most striking of all the differences, however, is the information that Demas preached a 

resurrection that had already occurred. In the NT, this doctrine is mentioned (as unacceptable) only once 

(2 Tim 2:17–18), and is attributed to Hymenaeus and Philetus. Cf. related issue in 1 Cor 15:12.  

With respect to Demas, if the Acts of Paul is not merely an elaboration of 2 Tim 4:10, but draws 

independently from the same oral traditions used by the Pastoral Epistles, it may be suspected that 

Demas‘differenceswithPaulwere theological and so concerned a disagreement about the resurrection. 

This may in turn illuminate the information in 2 Timothy that Demas left Paul for Thessalonica. For it is 

certain that questions about resurrection had troubled the Thessalonian community from its founding (1 

Thess 4:13–18), and apparently remained pervasive for some years (Bauer, 1971: 74–75). Perhaps Demas 

went to Thessalonica to join others who agreed with his view concerning a spiritual resurrection.  
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FLORENCE MORGAN GILLMAN  

DEMETRIUS (PERSON) [Gk Demetrios (Δεμετριος)]. 1. Demetrius Poliorcetes (336–283 B.C.E.) 

―theBesieger,‖kingofMacedon(293–288 B.C.E.). His father Antigonus, who was one of the Diodochi, 

had been satrap of Phrygia and was able to extend his power all the way to Media, so Demetrius saw 

himselfasinheritorofAlexander‘slegacy.ThisarousedtheenmityofotherofficialsofAlexanderwho 

then waged war against Antigonus. In attempting to protect the S boundaries of the kingdom against 

Ptolemy I of Egypt, Demetrius met with defeat at Gaza in 312, but this did not prevent further exploits. 

Demetrius defeated Ptolemy I at Cyprus in 306, and then attempted to take Rhodes from Ptolemy but was 



forced to give up the endeavor. After the death of Antigonus at the Battle of Ipsus in Phrygia (301) a brief 

period of peace ensued, but since Demetrius was still alive warfare soon again erupted (Tcherikover 1966: 

9–10). In 296 Demetrius conquered Samaria from Ptolemy I, but he held it only until 295. By that time he 

had lost all his non-Greek territories (Schürer HJP² 2: 87). He was crowned king of Macedon in 293 but 

was never able to extend his influence eastward.  

2. DemetriusISoter,―Savior,‖kingofSyriaabout162–150 B.C.E. (1 Macc 7:1; 2 Macc 14:1–2). He 

was the son of Seleucus IV Philopator and the nephew of Antiochus IV Epiphanes. He came to power 

during a time of Seleucid domination of Palestine which was threatened both by Ptolemaic Egypt and 

Roman expansion. Conflict broke out in Palestine between the Seleucids and the Jerusalem religious 

community because of encroachment of Seleucid authorities against the sanctuary in Jerusalem and the 

religious observance of the Jews. In view of all the external pressures, internal strife in the Jerusalem 

community was not welcome by the Seleucids because it threatened the deteriorating situation (Noth NHI, 

359–361).  

Antiochus III (223–187 B.C.E.) was defeated by the Romans and submitted to the Peace of Apamea in 

189. He was succeeded in 187 by his son Seleucus IV Philopator, whose brother Antiochus was held 

hostage in Rome. Seleucus IV exchanged his own son Demetrius for Antiochus. On the death of his father 

in 175, Demetrius attempted to negotiate his own freedom to assume power, but his failure to do so 

enabled his uncle to seize the throne under the title Antiochus IV Epiphanes (174–164 B.C.E.). Demetrius 

finally managed to escape from Rome, and on his return took vengeance on the young successor of 

Antiochus IV who ruled under a regent (164–162). He arranged the murder of Antiochus V and Lysias 

and thus ended their short reign which had seen the return of Jewish observance. Demetrius assumed the 

throne as Demetrius I Soter in 164 (1 Macc 7:1–4).  

The history of the interaction between Demetrius I and the Jews is recounted in 1 Macc 7:1–10:52 and 

by Josephus (Ant 12.189–13.79). Demetrius was immediately approached by Alcimus, a member of the 

hellenizing faction who wanted to be high priest. He aroused the king against the Jews because of the 

revolts led by the Maccabees. Demetrius sent his faithful friend Bacchides with Alcimus to take 

vengeance which was initiated by a treacherous massacre of 60 Jews in one day (1 Macc 7:16). The Jews 

revolted against Alcimus and his forces, so Demetrius sent Nicanor to destroythispeople.Nicanor‘s

arrogant mockery and defilement of the temple sparked a battle in which the forces of Nicanor were 

crushed by the Maccabees and Nicanor himself fell (1 Macc 7:43). Demetrius then sent Bacchides and 

Alcimus into Judah a second time. They killed many and did battle in which Judas Maccabeus fell. His 

brother Jonathan assumed leadership and routed Bacchides (1 Macc 9:48). Bacchides returned a third time 

after the death of Alcimus, but his expedition failed and he made peace with Jonathan. Some years later 

Demetrius was faced with the arrival of Alexander I Epiphanes (Balas) who posed as the son of Antiochus 

IVEpiphanesandassumedthethroneinPtolemais.Demetrius‘bidforanalliancewithJonathanfailed

becauseofAlexander‘scounteroffer.ThedeathofDemetriusinbattlewithAlexanderabout150left

Alexander in power and in a position of contention with the son of Demetrius.  

3. DemetriusII,Nicator,―Victor,‖sonofDemetriusI,SeleucidkingofSyriaabout145–140 and 129–

125 B.C.E. (1 Macc 10:67). Power was seized from Demetrius I by Alexander Balas, so Demetrius II rose 

against Alexander to recover the throne which belonged to him. When Demetrius II arrived from Crete in 

147 B.C.E., Alexander was threatened and returned from Phoenicia to Antioch to make his position secure 

there (1 Macc 10:67–68). 1 Maccabees reports that Demetrius II appointed Appollonius governor of 

Coelesyria and that Appollonius then moved against Jonathan whose choice of allegiance was with 

Alexander (1 Macc 10:18–21, 67–69). Josephus credits Alexander with the appointment of Appollonius, 

but this is likely a mistake and would be contrary to the advance of Appollonius against Jonathan (Ant 

13.4.3, n.d.). At this point the position of Demetrius was stronger than that of Alexander, since the people 

of Antioch, his own soldiers, and his father-in-law Ptolemy VI sided with him.  

Jonathan‘svictoriesoverAppolloniusatJoppaandAzotuswonhimrichrewards from Alexander. 

Ptolemy VI Philometor advanced against Alexander and gained control of the coastal cities as far as 

Seleucia, and he entered into a pact with Demetrius II. Ptolemy VI promised to take back his daughter 



Cleopatra from Alexander and give her as wife to Demetrius II. Subsequently in battles between them, 

Alexander fled and was assassinated in Arabia, and Ptolemy was mortally wounded and died a few days 

later (Josephus Ant 13.116–19). Jonathan was left to contend with Demetrius II from whom he extorted 

manyconcessions.LaterDemetriuswasforcedtofurtherconcessionstosecureJonathan‘shelpagainst

DiodotusTryphon,aformergeneralofAlexanderwhoostensiblysoughtthethroneforAlexander‘sson

Antiochus VI as a rival to Demetrius II. Jonathan continued to consolidate his power and renewed treaties 

of friendship with Rome and Sparta (Schürer HJP² 1: 181–85). This Jewish ascendency became 

disquieting to Tryphon who took Jonathan prisoner and finally killed him (1 Macc 12:39–13:24). Shortly 

afterward he killed the young king Antiochus VI and assumed the crown himself. Jonathan was succeeded 

in the leadership of the Jews by his brother Simon with whom Demetrius made peace (1 Macc 13:33–40). 

Simon also made peace with the men in the citadel of Jerusalem, cleansed the citadel, and took control of 

it (1 Macc 13:52).  

In the year 140 B.C.E., Demetrius II marched against Media. He was quickly taken into captivity by 

Arsaces the king of the Parthians and thus was out of circulation for some time. His brother Antiochus VII 

Sidetes took his place against Tryphon, whom he besieged at Apamea and forced to take his own life. In 

130 Antiochus VII advanced against the Parthians and was lost in battle in 129. In the same year, 

Demetrius II was released and resumed the throne of Syria to rule for a second time, though briefly. 

Almost immediately Ptolemy VI Physcon sent Alexander Zebinas, the alleged son of Alexander Balas, 

against Demetrius as a rival to the throne. Demetrius II was defeated by Alexander Zebinas, and his reign 

ended in about 125. He was succeeded briefly by his son Seleucus in 125, and by Antiochus VIII Grypus 

in 125–113 (Schürer HJP² 1: 130–33).  

4. Demetrius III, Eucerus, son of Antiochus VIII Grypus. His full name was Demetrius III Theos 

Philopator Soter, and Eucerus was a nickname.  

In the Seleucid empire of the day there was continual fighting. Antiochus IX Cyzicenus defeated his 

brother/cousin Seleucus V, so Philip I the brother of Seleucus V assumed power over part of Syria 

(Josephus Ant 13.370). Schürer (HJP² 1: 225) calls him king of the Nabataeans. Ptolemy Lathyrus then 

made Demetrius III Eucerus king at Damascus. At the death of their father Antiochus VIII in 96 B.C.E., all 

of Syria was in the hands of the two brothers, Philip I and Demetrius III.  

It was from this position that Demetrius III was called to the aid of Jews rebelling against Alexander 

Jannaeus in 88 B.C.E. Alexander was routed, but the Jews had a change of heart, apparently preferring a 

free Jewish state under the Hasmonean Jannaeus, to annexation to the Seleucid empire under Demetrius. 

About 6,000 Jews went over to Alexander, and Demetrius returned home (Schürer HJP² 1: 224).  

After the Judean campaign, Demetrius III was besieged by the Parthians who captured him and held him 

till his death through illness in 88 B.C.E. His brother Philip I then seized Antioch and became king of all 

Syria (Ant 13.365–86).  

5. Demetrius of Phalerum, director of the royal library of Alexandria (345–283 B.C.E.). On the basis of 

the legendary Letter of Aristeas, Demetrius was credited with suggesting to King Ptolemy II Philadelphus 

(283–246) the translation of the Hebrew Scriptures into Greek. The Septuagint version was indeed 

available around the 3d century B.C.E., but the Letter of Aristeas is dated around 100 B.C.E., and thus it is 

too late to have arisen in the historical situation which it describes.  

Schürer (HJP² 3: 1, 475) makes the point that the role of Demetrius cannot be historical because he was 

never in charge of the library. After the death of Ptolemy I, he was banished by Ptolemy II Philadelphus 

because he was at variance with the king. In indicating the antiquity of Jewish tradition, Josephus (AgAp 

1.218) mentions Demetrius Phalerum among other scholars, but this is likely a confusion with another 

Jewish historian also named Demetrius.  

6. A Christian mentioned in 3 John 12. Attempts to identify this person with others in the NT of similar 

name are conjecture. What we can reasonably assume from this letter is derived from the letter itself, 

particularly from the testimonial in 3 John 12.  

Demetrius may previously have been rejected by Diotrephes (3 John 10) and thus the threefold 

testimonial of the Elder would have been given as a reference to Gaius to receive Demetrius well. The 



strength of the recommendation is based on three witnesses: all who knew him (12a); the truth itself, 

perhaps the goodness of his own life (12b); and the Elder (12c). The writer seems to call for cooperation 

from Gaius who exercises hospitality to missionaries (3 John 5–9), whereas Diotrephes does not pay 

attention to the requests of the Elder (Brown Epistles of John AB, 721–24; 748–49). Demetrius may have 

carriedtheletterhimself,oritmayhavebeensentaheadtoprepareGaiusforthemissionary‘scoming. 
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7. A silversmith who was a resident of Ephesus who instigated a riot against Paul whenthelatter‘s

preaching began to interfere with his trade, which was making silver shrines of Artemis, the patron deity 

of Ephesus (Acts 19:23–41). Note also Alexander the coppersmith in 2 Tim 4:14, and IvEph 554 where 

the profession of coppersmith is mentioned.  

There has been no significant controversy concerning the identity of this individual, except for the effort 

of E. L. Hicks (1890: 401–22) to demonstrate that this was the same individual mentioned in an Ephesian 

inscriptiondatingapproximatelytothetimeoftheLukannarrative.Hicks‘suggestionwaspredicatedona

reworking of the Lukan text of Acts 19:24. This hypothesis has attracted few adherents and raises more 

problems than it solves. One knows nothing about this Demetrius except the minimal amount of 

information given by Luke. The germane facts of the story focus upon the natureofDemetrius‘s

occupation and the role of this artisan labor union, rather than upon his personal identity.  

Labor unions were part and parcel of urban life in antiquity. In Anatolia such unions are well attested in 

literary and epigraphical evidence of the Roman era (Magie 1950: 811–13). There are currently over half 

a dozen inscriptions from Ephesus which mention in particular the guild of silver workers (IvEph 425, 

547, 585, 586, 636, 2212, 2441). This Lukan vignette portraying the civil disturbances that could be 

instigated by the labor unions of the period is supported by epigraphical as well as literary evidence 

(MacMullen 1966: 173–78). In fact, another Ephesian inscription records a riot that was engendered by 

disgruntledmembersofthebakers‘union at Ephesus (IvEph 215). The somewhat later literary evidence 

that appears in the Pliny-Trajan correspondence (Ep. 10.33–34) concerning illegal and potentially 

disruptive collegia inAsiaMinorreflectsthesameurbanethosdepictedinLuke‘s account of the 

characterofthesilversmiths‘unionatEphesus. 

Although silver devotional replicas of the temple of Artemis have yet to be found, devotional objects 

made from other materials and dedicated to the Ephesian goddess Artemis have been discovered. Silver, 

in fact, was frequently used for devotional items and statues in various cults (e.g., Lucian, Alex. 18; 

Petron. Sat. 29; IvEph 27, and the C. Vibius Salutaris inscription for the use of silver in the Artemis cult 

in objects other than temple replicas).  
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DEMETRIUS THE CHRONOGRAPHER. A Jewish historian-exegete who probably 

flourished in Egypt during the last quarter of the 3d century B.C.E. He composed at least one work, 

probably entitled On the Kings in Judaea, that appears to have chronicled Jewish history from the time of 

the patriarchs until the postexilic period. Only a few fragments of the work survive.  

Six extant fragments are reliably attributed to Demetrius. They suggest a work closely, probably 

exclusively, dependent on the LXX, written in straightforward, unadorned Gk style. The fragments 



especially deal with questions of chronology arising from the biblical text, hence the designation 

chronographer (Freudenthal). Though he rehearses biblical history in the tradition of certain Hellenistic 

historians, such as Eratosthenes, Manetho, and Berossus, Demetrius displays an explicit interest in 

exegetical problems. In his exegetical approach, he appears to employ an established method of 

interpretation known as aporiai kai luseis (―problemsandsolutions,‖or―questionsandanswers‖)usedby

pagan writers to interpret the writings of Homer and Hesiod and later applied by Philo of Alexandria in 

interpreting Genesis and Exodus.  

Five of the Demetrius fragments (4 of which are explicitly attributed to him) are preserved by Eusebius 

in Praep. Evang., Book 9, although Eusebius states that he is quoting the excerpts from the pagan author 

Alexander Polyhistor (ca. 112–30 B.C.E.), who thus appears to be the earliest author to mention Demetrius 

and quote from his work. A 6th fragment, preserved in Clement of Alexandria Strom., Book 1, attributes a 

work entitled On the Kings in Judaea to Demetrius and provides a summary of its chronological 

calculations for events following the fall of Samaria and the fall of Jerusalem until the time of Ptolemy IV 

Philopator (ca. 220–204 B.C.E.).  

All of the fragments preserved by Eusebius focus on events in Genesis and Exodus. Fragment 1 

providesabrief,unexceptionalsummaryofAbraham‘ssacrificeofIsaac(Genesis 22). Fragment 2 is the 

longest of the six fragments (approximately 137 lines of Gk text). It treats various events relating to Jacob 

and Joseph recorded in Genesis 27–50, giving special attention to chronological questions such as the 

agesofthepatriarchsatvariousjuncturesintheirlives,thebirthdatesofJacob‘ssons,hischildren‘sages

when significant events occurred, and the cumulative number of years for certain designated periods of 

time, e.g., from Adam until the timeJoseph‘sbrothersarriveinEgypt.Thenextthreefragmentstreat

events from Exodus. Fragment 3 focuses on Moses, particularly his marriage to Zipporah (Exod 2:15–22): 

It was chronologically possible because she was only one generation older than Moses; she was 

endogamous, a descendant of Abraham and Keturah; she was monogamous, identified with the Cushite 

(Ethiopian) woman of Num 12:1. Fragment 4 briefly treats the incident of the bitter water at Marah (Exod 

15:22–27), while Fragment 5 explains how the Israelites could have left Egypt unarmed yet managed to 

obtain weapons with which to fight the Egyptians (Exod 13:18; 17:8–13).  

Establishing the date and provenance for Demetrius is based primarily on Fragment 6 (Clement of 

Alexandria Strom. 1.21.141.1–2),inwhichthereignof―Ptolemythe4th‖(Philopator,220–204 B.C.E.) is 

used as a reference point for making certain chronological calculations pertaining to the length of time 

between 2 events: the deportation of the 10 tribes after the fall of Samaria (722 B.C.E.) and the deportation 

of the tribes of Benjamin and Judah after the fall of Jerusalem (586 B.C.E.). Because the calculations 

present several difficulties, various textual emendations have been suggested, some of which identify him 

as Ptolemy III (246–221 B.C.E.) or Ptolemy VII Euergetes II (170–164 and 145–117 B.C.E.). These 

alternative suggestions, however, have not won widespread acceptance. Consequently, because it is safe 

to assume that Demetrius would bring his chronological calculations down to his own time, and that he 

would define this time in terms of his own reigning Ptolemy, his date is confidently set in the last quarter 

of the 3d century B.C.E. Because Ptolemaic rule at this time was concentrated in Egypt, Demetrius is 

usually placed in an Egyptian, or even more specifically, an Alexandrian setting. Yet since the extent of 

Ptolemaic rule prior to the battle of Paneion (200 B.C.E.) encompassed Syria as well as Egypt, the setting 

might have been Palestine, or even Cyrene.  

The ability to set a relatively firm date for Demetrius is important in assessing his overall significance 

for Judaism in the Hellenistic period. He thus has the distinction of being the earliest named Jewish author 

known to have written in Greek. His importance is related to at least the following areas:  

(1) LXX studies. He is an important, reliably dated witness for the existence of a Gk version of Genesis 

and Exodus (perhaps the Gk Pentateuch) as early as the 3d century B.C.E. Indeed, depending on the date of 

Ezekiel the Tragedian, Demetrius may be the earliest independent witness of LXX Genesis and Exodus. 

In any case, he becomes an important resource for the study of LXX origins.  

(2) Jewish historiography. Though brief, the Demetrius fragments provide an early instance of a Jewish 

authorinthetraditionofotherHellenistic―cultural‖historians,Berossus(Babylon) or Manetho (Egypt), 



who wrote national histories promoting their respective peoples and cultures. More specifically, his 

explicit interest in chronography perhaps testifies to the increased respect this particular intellectual 

discipline had begun to enjoy, especially among Jews, in the Hellenistic period. It has been plausibly 

suggested that Demetrius belonged to a school of chronographical interpretation that sought 

systematicallytoapplyprinciplesofHellenistic―scientifichistoriography‖tobiblical interpretation. 

Certainly, his work should be viewed alongside other Jewish writings with similar chronological interests, 

such as Jubilees, Genesis Apocryphon, and Seder Olam.  

(3) Biblical exegesis. Demetrius displays a consistent interest in resolving difficulties in the biblical text. 

Besides questions of chronology, he addresses other questions the text might pose for a critical reader: 

Why did Joseph remain in Egypt 9 years flourishing without reporting his whereabouts to his aged father 

in Canaan? Why did he show partiality to Benjamin? Why is the sinew of the thigh of cattle not eaten by 

Jews? These may be questions asked by Jews as they began to read the biblical text critically, influenced 

perhapsbyHellenistic―scientifichistoriography.‖Or, perhaps they are questions asked by non-Jews, 

either unsympathetic or manifestly hostile, as they became aware of Jewish biblical history. In these 

instances,aswellasinhisdiscussionofMoses‘marriagetoZipporah,Demetriusappearstobe

interpreting the biblical text not merely to resolve chronological difficulties in the text as an intellectual 

exercise, but to answer such questions of religious practice as whether Jews should intermarry with non-

Jews, or why certain food laws are observed.  
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CARL R. HOLLADAY  

DEMONS. This entry consists of two articles: one treats the subject of demons as attested in the 

Hebrew Bible, and the other treats the subject of demons and exorcism as attested in the NT.  

OLD TESTAMENT  

Discussion of the identity, nature, and role of demons in the OT is complicated by terminology, 

historical developments, and theoretical issues. Decisions made regarding these factors influence both 

what one identifies as demons in the OT and the significance of this evidence for reconstructions of the 

understanding of demons in the OT and in ancient Israel.  

A. Factors Complicating Discussion  

1. Terminology. Use of the term demon in relation to the OT is problematic for 3 reasons: First, it does 

not seem that there is a single term in biblical Hebrew which can be consistently and unquestionably 

translatedas―demon‖(Caquot1971:118).Second,manytermsthoughttorefertodemonsareeither

hapax legomena or appear only in a few instances. Third, the English term demon is used to refer to two 

very different concepts—evilspiritsandneutral―anonymousgods‖orspirits(daimons). Both 

understandings have been applied to the OT.  

2. Historical Developments. Historical developments also complicate the discussion. The OT itself 

lacks a simple or coherent presentation of demons. Most interpreters agree that views of demons in 

ancient Israel became increasingly complex and negative, however, they disagree as to how this occurred. 

Several possibilities have been suggested: (a) A general belief in demons as independent evil spirits was 

alwaysapartofIsrael‘stheology(particularlyonthepopularlevel)whichwassimplyexpandedinlater



periods. (b) A general belief in demons as ambivalent spirits or aspects of God was an original part of 

Israel‘stheologywhichinlaterperiodsbecameseparatedinto―good‖spirits(angels)and―evil‖spirits

(demons). (c) A general belief in demons as independent evil figures was a late development arising as it 

became theologically unacceptable to present evil events and elements as aspects of God. (d) A general 

belief in the demons reflected in the poetic texts (deber, qeṭeb) gradually decreased while belief in other 

types of demons increased (the various forms of the Satan figure and the hosts of demons and evil angels 

represented in the intertestamental period).  

3. Theoretical Issues. Discussion of the identity, nature and role of demons in the OT is complicated by 

other issues as well. (1) Much of the study of demons in the OT uses comparative materials, particularly 

those from other ANE cultures. Linguistic and archaeological evidence has proven helpful in illuminating 

some aspects of OT understandings of demons, however, this evidence also raises the issue of the degree 

of legitimate comparison possible between cultures separated by language, time, geography, and theology. 

(2) Much of the language about demons in both the ANE and OT appears in poetic materials with 

reference to natural phenomena. This context raises the issue of how poetic references to natural 

phenomena should be interpreted—as literal references to the physical phenomena, as poetic 

symbolizations or personifications, or as references to actual demons or deities. (3) Translation in general 

of terms dealing with demons is problematic. Translations are influenced by many factors: philological 

evidence and trends, theology, and previous decisions regarding understandings of the term demon and 

proper ways to interpret each particular text. (4) Identifications and understandings of demons in the OT 

are strongly influenced by the wider context within which demons are discussed; past contexts have 

includedmagicandwitchcraft,―popular‖religion,officialapotropaicrituals,poeticsymbolism, and 

religious psychology.  

B. Proposed Demons  

As a result of these factors, identification of demons in the OT has not been consistent. The most 

generallyacceptedunderstandingisofdemonsas―evilspirits‖wholiveinruinsandthedesertandare 

responsible for illness and natural disasters. However, more neutral, anonymous, or positive demons have 

also been identified.  

1.        and          . Most interpreters identify two general classes of demons in the OT: š d  m 

(demons) and śĕ˓  r  m (hairy demons, satyrs). References to these demons appear in two contexts: the 

worship of demons equated with new or false gods (Deut 32:17; Ps 106:37 [š d  m] and Lev 17:7; 2 Chr 

11:15 [śĕ˓  r  m]); and two judgment oracles (Isa 13:21; 34:14) where the śĕ˓  r  m are among several 

demonsleftamongtheruinsafterGod‘sjudgment. 

2. Lilith and Azazel. Generally accepted as two specific demons referred to in the OT. Lilith (Heb lîlît) 

is seen as a female demon associated in Isa 34:14 with various unclean animals. Additional clues to her 

character and activities are derived from references in ANE and Rabbinic literature and archaeological 

evidencewhichpictureherasasuccubusanda―childstealing‖demon(IDB 1:819)andasAdam‘sfirst,

rebellious wife (Barnstone 1984: 31). The name Azazel (Heb ˓ăzā˒z l) occurs in Leviticus 16 in relation 

tothegoatsentintothewilderness―toAzazel‖intheAtonementritual.Although―Azazel‖hasbeen

understood to refer to the goat itself or to a place in the wilderness, most interpreters see Azazel as the 

name of a particular wilderness demon to whom the goat is dedicated (EncJud 5: 1524).  

3. Natural Phenomena as Demons. Several terms referring to natural phenomena have also been seen 

as allusions to demons: deber (plague, pestilence; Hos 13:14; Hab 3:5; Ps 91:6); qeṭeb (destruction; Deut 

32:24; Isa 28:2; Hos 13:14); qeṭeb yāšûd ṣāhărāyim (destruction that wastes at noonday; Ps 91:6); rešep 

(flame, firebolt; Deut 32:24; Hab 3:5; Pss 76:4 [Eng 76:3] and 78:48); paḥad lāylāh (terror in the night; 

Ps 91:5); and bārād (great cold; Ps 78:48; Isa 28:2). Such identifications are based both on ANE parallels 

(IDB 1: 817–21) and on understandings of poetic texts as referring not simply to the natural phenomena 

themselves but to the demon/god responsible for, or present in, them.  

4. Other Proposed Evil Demons. In addition to the categories above, other demons have been 

identified.  



a. Animal Demons. Some interpreters have taken several texts as allusions to theriomorphic demons 

and have proposed the following animal demons: ˓ălûqāh (vampire, leech; Prov 30:15); śĕrāp  m (fiery 

flying demonic serpents; Num 21:6, 8; Isa 14:29; 30:6) (Langton 1949: 37–38); the various creatures in 

Isa 13:21–22 paralleling śĕ˓  r  m—ṣiyy  m (wild beasts), ˒ōḥ  m (howling creatures), bĕnōt ya˓ănāh 

(ostriches), ˒iyy  m (hyenas), and tannîm (jackals) (Langton 1949: 41–43); lîlît pictured as a bird (Isa 

34:14); and in some cases Leviathan (liwyātān) who on the basis of ANE parallels and opposition to God 

canbeseenas―demonic‖(Isa 27:1; Job 3:8; 40:25 [Eng 41:1]).  

b. ―Beings‖ Associated with the Underworld. māwet (death; Isa 28:15, 18; Jer 9:20 [Eng 9:21]; Hos 

13:14; Job 18:13; 28:20) (EncJud 5: 1523–24); dĕbar bĕl  ya˓al (―athingofbelial/Belial;Ps 41:9 [Eng 

41:8]); and melek ballāhōt (King of Terrors; Job 18:14) (IDB 1: 820–21). Significantly, most interpreters 

do not place the repā˒  m,the―shadesofthedead,‖inthecategoryofevilorhauntingdemons. 

c. Additional Terms. ḥ ṣ (―[demonic]arrow‖;Ps 91:5; Job 6:4; 34:6); 7 evil spirits (Deut 28:22) (IDB 

1: 820).  

5. ˒       , rûaḥ ˒       . Finally, some interpreters (TDNT 2:10–11; IDB 1: 817–18) see in the OT 

additional,moreneutralallusionstodemonsinthesenseof―anonymous‖godsorspirits. In some cases 

possession by an ˒ĕlōh  m or a rûaḥ ˒ĕlōh  m (Exod 31:3; 1 Sam 10:10; 16:15–16) or the raising up of an 

˒ĕlōh  m from the dead (1 Sam 28:13; Isa 8:19) is understood to reflect this more classical idea of a demon.  

C. Significance  

Interpreters disagree as to the weight to be given to the OT references to demons in reconstructing 

Israelite religion and theology. Some (Langton 1949: 10) feel such references attest to a widespread belief 

in demons among the Israelites which was later systematically suppressed in the text if not in actual 

practice. Others (EncJud 5: 1523; TDNT 2:11) caution against using the scattered and limited references 

in the OT as evidence for a widespread belief in demons. Most interpreters argue for a position which 

partially accepts both points. References both to demons themselves and to practices associated with them 

seem to argue for some belief in demons at certain levels of Israelite society at certain times. However, 

the text as it now stands contains few references to demons and while illness and disasters may in some 

cases be attributed to demons, they are more often attributed to Israel‘sGodorGod‘s―spirit.‖  

D. Relation to Satan  

Finally, it should be recognized that there is no connection in the OT between the figure of Satan and 

the demons referred to above. While one late text (1 Chr 21:1) has Satan as a proper name for an 

independentbeingwhoactsinwhatcouldbeseenasademonicmanner,―TheSatan‖intheOTserves

primarilyasajudicial―adversary‖actingatGod‘srequest(Job 1; Zech 3:1).  
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JOANNE K. KUEMMERLIN-MCLEAN  

NEW TESTAMENT  

In the NT, demons are portrayed as real and powerful enemies of humankind, who are effectively 

removed(―exorcized‖)bythepowerofGodatworkinJesus.  

———  

A. Background  

B. Terminology  

C. Description of Activity  

D.Jesus‘ExorcismsintheSynoptics 

E. Other NT References  

F. Interpretations  

———  

A. Background  



A belief in the existence and activity of demons is not limited to the NT. Some conception of evil spirits 

or demons was held almost universally by the religions of the ancient world. Many of these religions had 

developed a rather extensive demonology. Egyptian religion included the use of magical incantations to 

ward off disease and misfortune caused by malevolent spirits. Greek popular belief postulated a class of 

spirit beings (possibly spirits of the dead) between men and the gods. These beings could afflict people 

with madness and sickness. Zoroastrianism conceived a dualism in the spirit world, with a dark kingdom 

of demons under the direction of Ahriman warring against the spirits of light led by Ahura Mazda. 

ThoughtheHebrewconceptofYahweh‘ssovereigntyminimizedthedevelopmentofdemonologyinthe

canonical writings (Job 1:6–12; 1 Sam 16:14–23; 1 Chr 21:1; Zech 3:1–2), Jewish literature began in the 

intertestamental period to elaborate on the origin and activity of malevolent spirits. Thousands of demons 

were said to be at the side of every man, posing a threat to enter the personality and cause sickness and 

distress. Various procedures and conjurations were suggested as a means of protection from them. Against 

this backdrop of widespread concern for the harmful influence of evil spirits the NT conception becomes 

clear.  

B. Terminology  

The NT documents take for granted the existence of demons, using various terms in reference to them. 

The Textus Receptus has the word daimōn occurring in Matt 8:31; Mark 5:12; Luke 8:29; and Rev 16:14; 

18:2, though some manuscripts attest to its use only in the Matthean passage. Far more common is the 

diminutive form daimonion, occurring more than 60 times, mostly in the Gospels. (Note that Paul uses 

this term in his speech in Acts 17 and in I Cor 10:20–21 with reference to pagan gods.) In a few instances 

the word pneuma without any modifier refers to demons (Matt 8:16; Luke 9:39; 10:20), but the usual 

practice is to describe the character of the spirit. Consequently the phrases pneuma akatharton or to 

akatharton pneuma occur frequently in Mark and Luke (but only twice in Matthew). A demon is also 

called pneuma poneron in Matt 12:45 = Luke 11:26, with Luke using the term again in 7:21; 8:2; and 

Acts 19:12–16. A singular reference to a pneuma daimoniou akathartou is found in Luke 4:33. Matthew 

seems to prefer the term daimonion. Mark uses both pneuma akatharton and daimonion frequently. Luke 

employs the wider variety of terms. In addition to these nouns, the Gospels employ the participle 

daimonizomai todescribethephenomenon.Apersonissaidto―haveademon‖ortobe―demonized.‖

TheEnglishtranslation―demon-possessed‖fortheparticipleiswronglyunderstoodifassociatedwiththe

idea of ownership. The term rather designates the influence or control exercised over a person by the 

demon present.  

C. Description of Activity  

Various kinds of physical affliction are attributed to the working of evil spirits. They may cause 

violently insane behavior (Matt 8:28 = Mark 5:1–5), the inability to speak (Matt 9:32) or to hear (Mark 

9:25), blindness (Matt 12:22), characteristics of epilepsy (Luke 9:39), and apparent tendencies to self-

destruction (Matt 17:15). The possibility of their being responsible for other maladies not specifically 

named is suggested in the summary statement of Matt 8:16.Theremany―demonized‖werebroughtto

Jesus,whodroveoutthespiritsand―healedallthesick.‖Asthereferenceaboveindicates,thegospel

writers do not clearly explain the relationship between demonization and sickness. On the one hand, not 

all illness is attributed to the actual presence of evil spirits. It is significant that summary statements from 

all 3 gospels (Matt 4:24; Mark 1:32; and Luke 7:21)listthe―demonized‖asacategoryseparatefrom

those suffering with other diseases. Mark especially differentiates between the two, never using the word 

―toheal‖(therapeuō) in reference to a demonized person. Moreover, the same symptom is spoken of as 

sickness in one reference (Matt 4:25) and as demonization in another (Matt 17:15). On the other hand, the 

grammatical construction of Matt 10:1 impliesthatthedisciples‘activitiesofcastingoutdemonsand

healingsicknessbothwerederivedfromtheir―authorityoveruncleanspirits.‖Theinferenceseemstobe

that in the exorcisms the power of demons operating directly on individuals is broken, whereas the 

healings overcome the indirect influences of malevolent spirits (Kallas 1961: 78–79). Support for this 

inference is drawn from the fact that Matthew uses the term therapeuō with indifference as to whether a 

passage is dealing with the diseased or the demonized.  



In contrast to most of the contemporary literature, the NT makes no highly speculative conjectures 

concerning the origin of these spirits or descriptions of materialized appearances. The emphasis 

throughout is on the activity of demonic forces especially in relation to the ministry of Jesus.  

D. Jesus’ Exorcisms in the Synoptics  

All3synopticsagreethatthecastingoutofdemonswasamostsignificantaspectofJesus‘ministry.

The Beelzebul passages (Matt 12:25–29; Mark 3:23–27; Luke 11:17–22) clearly depict the power of Jesus 

over demons as the evidence that God‘skingdomhadbrokenintothepresentworldorder.Thatkingdom

was confronting more than a loose confederation of hostile forces. It faced an opposing kingdom of evil 

spirits ruled by Beelzebul (whom Jesus identified as Satan in Matt 12:26–27).ThereforeJesus‘exorcisms

were not merely isolated incidents of compassion for individuals oppressed by malevolent forces. They 

were direct confrontations with the kingdom of the enemy. They were demonstrations of the power and 

presenceoftheKingdomofGod.ThesuccessofJesus‘assaultsindicatedthattheheadofthatevil

kingdom had already been bound, making possible the spoiling of his domain. On that basis demons were 

cast out of people and individuals were liberatedfromSatan‘soppressioninordertobecomeparticipants

intheblessingsofGod‘skingdom.ContendingthatJesus‘ministryinthisregardwasabsolutelyunique,

Theissen points out that no other charismatic miracle-worker ever claimed that his miracles portended the 

end of the old world and the beginning of a new age (1983: 278–79). Jesus was the first to make a specific 

connection between the common occurrence of exorcism and the eschatological defeat of Satan 

(Leivestad 1954: 254; Twelftree 1985: 79–80).  

Jesus‘authorityoverthepowerofSatanwasconveyedtohisdisciplesaswell.Thecommissioning

accounts in all 3 gospels connect the casting out of demons with the ministry Jesus authorized the 

disciples to continue (Matt 10:8; Mark 3:13–19; 6:7–13; Luke 9:1–2). In fact, the only activity that runs 

consistentlyfromtheopeningsummaryofJesus‘ministrythroughtheaccountsofhismiraclesandinto

the commission given to his disciples is the casting out of demons. The context also relates the 

commissioning to the proclamation of the Kingdom of God. In the mind of Jesus the casting out of 

demons appears as one of the most verifiable indicators of the arrival of the kingdom (Leivestad 1954: 

254).  

Of special note is the lack of reference to any formula or procedure passed along from Jesus to his 

followers. Rather than being given any secret technique, they are simply endowed with his authority 

(exousia)overthespirits.ThisobservationreflectsthefactthatJesus‘practicewasinpointedcontrastto

themagicalapproachofotherexorcists.Hull‘sstudyofexorcistic practice up to the time the gospels were 

written found that without exception the expulsion of demons was associated with magical practices (Hull 

1974: 129). For that reason, some scholars view Jewish and Hellenistic exorcism stories as the 

background for the NT practice. David Bartlett, however, in a form-critical study contends that the Jewish 

and Hellenistic parallels are not close enough to the gospel accounts to be considered their source (1972). 

Rather, as Eitram points out, Jesus acted with an authority quite different from that of an ordinary 

magicianorexorcist,makinganytechnicalgestureoruseofnamessuperfluous(Eitram1966:30).Jesus‘

absolute authority is emphasized in Matt 8:28–34, where the pericope is structured to focus on the single 

wordofcommandeffectingthedeliveranceofthedemoniacs:―Go.‖ 

DespiteJesus‘authorityoverSatanandhisdemons,Matthew‘sgospeldepictsacontinuing conflict 

betweentheforcesoftheeviloneandthesonsofGod‘sKingdominthepresentage(13:36–43). A 

similar allowance for demonic powers to operate against man is found in the pseudepigraphal Jubilees 

(10:5–9) and 1 Enoch (15:11–16:1). The final outcome is not in doubt, however, and according to Matt 

25:41 Satanandhis―angels‖ultimatelywillbeconfinedtotheeternalfire(comparethisreferencetoa

number of allusions in intertestamental literature cited by Langton [1942: 238–44]).  

E. Other NT References  

Mentions of the casting out of demons in the book of Acts are significant in that they represent an 

extension of the ministry of the Risen Lord through the community of believers. The language of Acts 

5:16 describingtheapostles‘ministryisreminiscentofthesummariesinthesynoptics(cf.Matt 4:24–25; 

8:16; Mark 1:32–34; Luke 4:40–41). The ability to cast out demons was not limited to the apostles, 



however. Acts 8:5–8 refers to the healings and deliverance from demons which Philip carried out. 

Significant in this context is the close association of this activity with the proclamation of the kingdom 

(Acts 8:12), a theme which reflects the commissioning statements of Jesus (Matt 10:7–8; Luke 9:1–2). 

Further references in Acts are Peter‘scharacterizationofJesus‘activityas―doinggoodandhealingall

whowereunderthepowerofthedevil‖(10:38),andPaul‘sexorcismofa―spiritofpython‖fromaslave

girl (16:16–18). The sole mention of any objects being used in exorcism is Acts 19:11–12, where cloths 

that had touched Paul were taken to the sick with the result that their illnesses were cured and evil spirits 

left them. This phenomenon, however, was not considered to be the normal pattern, as the term 

extraordinary is used to describe it. Moreover, the writer of Acts is careful to attribute the working to 

God, and not to any power inherent in Paul. Paul was the human instrumentality, but the power was from 

God(cf.Luke‘sunderstandingofJesus‘dependenceonthatpowerinLuke 4:14–19 and Acts 10:38). The 

motifofdependenceonGod‘spowerratherthananyexorcistictechniqueorformulaisamplifiedinthe

next pericope. The Jewish exorcists who invoked the name of Jesus in an attempt to cast out demons were 

not successful (Acts 19:13–16).TheirfailureindicatesthattheuseofJesus‘namewasnotaformulawith

power to operate ex opera operati. This story may be compared with Mark 9:38–40 = Luke 9:49–50. 

There Jesus allows a man outside of his immediate circle to perform exorcisms in his name. One way to 

explain the difference is to posit that the man in the gospel accounts was a true follower of Christ, though 

notintheinnercircleofdisciples(―notoneofus‖),whereastheexorcistsinActsweredecidedly

unbelievers.  

StrikinglyabsentfromJohn‘saccountofJesus‘ministryisanyreference at all to the casting out of 

demons. Twelftree (1985: 90) suggests that since exorcism is closely associated with the Kingdom of 

God,John‘schoicetogivelittleattentiontothekingdomledhimtoprecludetheexorcismstories.Inthis

gospel,Jesus‘conflict with the diabolical realm is not described in terms of individual skirmishes with 

uncleanspirits,butintheclimacticoverthrowoftheopposingspiritworldbyJesus‘deathand

resurrection.Asthe―hour‖forJesusapproached,nothinglessthanthe―castingout‖oftherulerofthis

world is signified (John 12:31).ThetriumphofJesusinJohn‘sgospel,whileexpressedinmorecosmic

language, nonetheless involved the samedefeatofSatan‘srealmasthatdescribedintheSynoptics. 

References to demons in the remainder of the NT focus on their moral and spiritual opposition to 

believers rather than the kinds of physical affliction described in the Synoptics. They are the spiritual 

reality behind the apparent nothingness of idols which the heathen worship (1 Cor 10:20–21; Rev 9:20). 

They are spiritual forces of wickedness in the heavenlies against which the believer must contend by 

using the armor of God (Eph 6:10–18). They are the source of false teaching designed to lead people 

away from the faith (1 Tim 4:1). The equation of unclean spirits with demons is clear in Rev 16:13–14 

(cf. 18:2), where they are declared to perform miracles and gather the kings of the world for the 

apocalyptic battle.  

F. Interpretations  

The reports of demonic activity and exorcism in the NT are subject to various considerations by 

different scholars. One interpretation views the phenomenon as a 1st-century understanding of what 

would be known today as a psychological problem. What the ancients called demonization would be 

diagnosed as psychoses. Representatives of this viewpoint include McCasland, Langton, and Oesterreich. 

Others,suchasBultmann,seeintheseaccountsamythologicaldescriptionofaperson‘sexistentialneed

to transcend the oppressive power systems of evil in the world. Still others maintain that the concept of 

demons actually existing is not incompatible with a modern cosmology (Dickason, Kallas, Schniewind). 

In any case, an understanding of the demonic is absolutely essential to a proper interpretation of the life 

and ministry of Jesus.  
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DAVID GEORGE REESE  

DEMOPHON (PERSON) [Gk D mophōn (Δημοφων)]. Local governor or commander in the time of 

Judas Maccabeus (2 Macc 12:2). After Lysias returned to Antiochus V, Demophon together with other 

local governors or commanders (Goldstein 2 Maccabees AB, 432) continued to persecute the Jewish 

residents of their cities. Whether they acted on their own initiative or were following orders from either 

Antiochus V or Lysias cannot be determined. In contrast to 1 Maccabees 5 where the enemies listed are 

the ancient enemies of Israel, 2 Macc 12:2 lists only officials of the Seleucid empire, whose names are all 

common Greek names.  

RUSSELL D. NELSON  

DEMOTIC CHRONICLE. The so-called Demotic Chronicle, which forms the recto of Papyrus 

Bibliothèque Nationale 215 (Spiegelberg 1914; Bresciani 1969: 551–60; Roeder 1927: 238–49), consists 

of a series of chapters containing what appear to be oracular statements plus explanations, or glosses, in 

terms of the (political) history of Egypt during the 4th (and early 3d?) century B.C. Each chapter forms a 

separate unit. Although there are carryovers of theme between chapters, one cannot assume a 

chronological order between them or explain the political history of one chapter in terms of another. Both 

the beginning and the end of the papyrus are missing. Although it cannot be proven, it seems quite likely 

that the chapters were originally set in a narrative framework, i.e., that there was an accompanying story 

giving the background for the chapters. Other Late Period prophecies, such as the Prophecy of the Lamb 

(Zauzich 1983) andthePotter‘sProphecy(Koenen1968),aresetwithinsuchaccompanyingstories.

Paleographically, Papyrus Bibliothèque Nationale 215 appears to be early Ptolemaic and of Lower 

Egyptian, probably Memphite, origin (Spiegelberg 1914: 3, n. 3; 4 with n. 7). There is no evidence for a 

long gap between the time when the oracular statements were made and the time the explanations, which 

are written in standard Ptolemaic demotic, were provided. Thus the text was probably composed early in 

the Ptolemaic period.  

The specific rulers who are named in the explanatory passages of the Demotic Chronicle run from 

Amyrtaios(Manetho‘sDynasty28),whoclaimedthethroneofEgyptatthedeathofDariusIIin404B.C., 

throughTeos,thesecondkingofManetho‘sDynasty30,whose rule ended in 360 B.C. Teos is treated 

throughoutthetextasthe―reigning‖pharaoh(Meyer1915:295withn.2);whenlaterrulersare

mentioned, they are not identified by name, and events in their reigns are presented as prophecy. When 

historical statements made in the Demotic Chronicle can be checked with external sources, the facts 

presented in the Chronicle are seen to be quite reliable. Because of this general historical reliability of the 

Demotic Chronicle, and since there are few contemporary records of Dynasties 28–30, the Demotic 

Chronicle has been used as a basic source for the history of this period. But many of the explanations are 

nearly as unclear as the original oracular statements and, although the explanations clearly refer to events 

which occurred during this period in Egypt, the exact meaning of many of them remains ambiguous. 

Indeed, often our (very limited) knowledge of the history of this period is insufficient to interpret with 

certainty the references being made in the text.  

The portion of the Demotic Chronicle which has been preserved includes no statement of authorship. 

The religious background of the text is apparent from the content of the oracular statements, which are 



largely a mixture of calendrical dates (days of the week, days of the month, months of the year), of ritual 

activities and festivals, and of references to various divinities and/or (holy) cities. Wessetzky (1942) has 

argued that all were mythological references to calendrical dates (using the lunar calendar) relating to the 

Nile inundation. Internal evidence suggests that the text was written by, or on behalf of, the High Priest of 

Harsaphes in Herakleopolis. The prophetic sections of the text predict that a ruler will come into being in 

Herakleopolis after the Greeks.Oneoftheglossesinchap.8states,―Itissaid,‗AmanofHerakleopolisis

theonewhowillruleaftertheforeignersandtheGreeks‘ ‖(2/24–24). The following oracular statement 

―Takejoy,oHighPriestofHarsaphes!‖isexplainedbysaying,―TheHighPriestofHarsapheswill

rejoiceaftertheGreeks;thatmeanscomingintobeingbyarulerinHerakleopolis‖(3/1).Althoughthe

text might have been written to justify a rebellion which was in progress, it is just as likely that it was 

preparing the way for one which had not yet begun (Spiegelberg 1914: 6; Meyer 1915: 297).  

While providing justification for a rebellion, the Demotic Chronicle also presents a statement of, even a 

definition of, legitimate kingship (Johnson 1983). In this context, the historical rulers of Dynasties 28–30 

are used as examples, illustrating both the good and the bad king and their resultant fates. The clearest 

statement of this is found in chap. 10, where the fates of different rulers of Dynasties 28–30 are dependent 

on the manner in which they governed. Thus, of Amyrtaios, the sole ruler of Dynasty 28, it is said that his 

son was not allowed to succeed him as ruler because he, Amyrtaios, had allowed the law to be violated 

(lit.,―Thefirstrulerwhocameaftertheforeigners, who are the Medes, [i.e.] Pharaoh Amyrtaios, when 

violation of the law was done [in] his time, he was caused to make the movements [of] yesterday; there 

wasnorulebyhissonafterhim‖[3/18–19]). The fate of Amyrtaios is specified even more clearly later in 

thesamechapterwhentheoracularstatement―first‖isexplainedbysayingthat―thefirstwhocameafter

theMedes‖wasforcedoffthethronebecausehehadorderedthatthelawbeviolated(lit.,―whenhe

ordered violation of the law, the things which were done for him were seen; his son was not allowed to 

succeedhim;but,instead,hewascausedtoremovehimself[from]uponhisthronewhilehewasalive‖

[4/1–2]).  

A very similar statement is found later in the same chapter where the two-partoracularstatement―the

third—hewasdeposed‖isexplainedbysaying―thethirdrulerwhocameintobeingbetweentheMedes‖

wasdeposed―whenheabandonedthelaw‖(4/6).Thissamesentimentalsounderliesthepassage

describing the fate of the son andsuccessorofNeferitesIofDynasty29:―[Only]afewdaysarewhat

weregiventohim,himself,becauseofnumeroussinswhichweredoneinhistime‖(3/21).Aslight

variationisthestatementconcerningNeferitesIIofDynasty29,―Becausethelawwas abandoned under 

hisfather,acrimewasmadetoreachhissonafterhim‖(4/12). 

Bycontrast,longruleandsuccessionbyone‘ssonresultfromproperbehaviorbytheking.Theclearest

exampleistheexplanationoftheoracularstatement―thefifth—he completed‖as―thefifthrulerwho

came after the Medes [i.e., Achoris, Repeater of Appearances], whose days of rule were caused to be 

complete[i.e.,whenhewasbeneficenttothetemples].‖(4/9–10). The same standard is found applied to 

Neferites I of Dynasty29,―Whenhedidwhathedidconscientiously[lit.,firmly,securely],hissonwas

allowedtosucceedhim‖(3/20–21).Ageneralstatementofthistheoryisfoundinchap.12,―Theruler

who will be beneficent is the one whom it [i.e., the uraeus, a deitywhoprotectstherulingking]willlove‖

(5/22).  

The legitimate king, as portrayed in the Demotic Chronicle and contemporary Egyptian documents, 

undergoes the proper coronation rituals and possesses the proper royal regalia; he makes Egypt flourish 

and protects her from foreign invasion; and he shows proper respect for the gods and their temples and for 

temple ritual. All of these are summed up in the general statement that he will not abandon the law.  

Not only past rulers were judged by the criterion of appropriate behavior, for the ruler prophesied to 

come from Herakleopolis is bound by the same rules of conduct. In chap. 9, one stage of the rebellion 

whichwillbeledbythisman,whowillcomeintobeinginHerakleopolis,ishislegitimization:―A 

titulary[isgiven]tome[in]thethirdmonthofWinter‖isexplainedbysaying,―Hewillberevealedand

he will appear in glory in the crown of gold in the third month of Winter; that means his acting as ruler in 

thethirdmonthofWinter‖(3/10).This ruler will found a legitimate dynasty. The following oracular 



statement―TheywillgiveaseattoPe[aprehistoriccapitalofEgypt]‖isglossed―Hiseldestsonwillbe

put on his seat [Egyptian p] [i.e., (the seat of) the ruler who will come into being in Herakleopolis]; that 

meanshewillbesimilartoHarsiese‖(3/11).Harsieseisthearchetypalgoodkingwhoavengedhis

father‘sdeathandsucceededhimonthethrone.Thefollowingsectionsofthesamechapteralsostressthe

legitimate status of this ruler since he will be recognized in Dep as well as Pe, and Isis will stop grieving 

(for her slain husband Osiris) because the legitimate successor (Harsiese) has taken the throne and 

avenged the death of his father. This use of mythological references as part of the justification for the 

ruler whose coming is being predicted reflects the mythological underpinnings of Egyptian kingship as a 

whole.  

Thetraditionthatthequalityofaking‘sruleisreflectedinthelengthofhisreignisalsofoundin

Hebrew texts (Meyer 1915: 199, 304–5; Daumas 1961; Lloyd 1982: 42–44, n. 37 to p. 45) and in the 

HellenisticBabylonianNewYear‘sFestivalRitual(Smith1978:72–73). Similarly, the use of recent 

political events as explanatory devices in prophetic and exegetical texts is found not only in Egyptian 

materials such as the Demotic Chronicle, for which there are long roots in Egyptian literature, but also in 

Hebrew, and especially Essenian, exegesis (Meyer 1915: 294; Daumas 1961; Smith 1978: 77–87). Other 

points of comparisonwithbiblicalmaterialsincludeconceptssuchaswalkingonthe―pathofGod‖or

―pathoflife‖(Johnson1983:69). 
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JANET H. JOHNSON  

DEN OF LIONS. See PUNISHMENTS AND CRIMES (OT AND ANE).  

DENARIUS [Gk D narion (Δηναριον)]. See COINAGE.  

DEPOSIT. Primarily a legal term referring to money or property placed with a guardian for 

safekeeping. Israelite laws regarding deposits, including penalties assessed to a custodian under whose 

guardianship a deposit was lost or stolen, are found in Exod 22:6–10 and Lev 6:2–4 (5:21–23 LXX). In 

later times, private monies were said to be placed on deposit in the temple treasury, with the high priest as 

guardian (2 Macc 3:7–34; cf. 4 Macc 4:1–14).Inaderivativesense,peoplecouldbeplaced―ondeposit‖

for safekeeping (e.g., Tob 10:13). When his message fell on deaf ears, Isaiah committed his teaching and 

writing to the guardianship of his disciples, much like a deposit. Other documents can be described as 

deposits,placedinearthenvesselsforsafekeeping(e.g.,Jeremiah‘sdeed,Jer 32:9–15; and the books of 

Moses in T. Mos. 11:16).  

IntheNT,theword―deposit‖ (parath k ) only appears in the Pastoral Epistles (1 Tim 6:20; 2 Tim 1:12, 

14). The background for this NT term appears to include classical Greek, which preferred the synonym 

parakatath k  to the NT word (but the Textus Receptus reads parakatath k  at 1 Tim 6:20 and 2 Tim 

1:14). The ancient Greek and Roman societies had very specific laws of deposit, the language of which 

had some influence on Christian times. A clear example of this juridical influence can be seen in Herm. 



Man. 3:2,wheretruthissaidtobepartofGod‘s―deposit‖withwhichmanisentrusted—the one who lies 

defraudsGodbynotrestoringthedeposithereceived(cf.humansasguardiansofthedivine―deposit‖

[the soul] in Josephus JW 3.372.1).  

InthePastorals―deposit‖referstothefaithwhichhasbeenentrusted to the church in the form of 

tradition (1 Tim 6:20; 2 Tim 1:14), and to Paul (2 Tim 1:12;orofPaul‘spersonalfaithwhichheentrusts

toGod‘skeeping),ofwhichtheapostleandhisco-workersaresimplystewards.The―deposit‖apparently

includes Pauline teaching and the OT. Guarding the tradition is not a static enterprise, however, in light of 

the fact that Timothy is charged to guard the deposit by the Holy Spirit, the Spirit which is said to give 

him guidance in matters of interpretation. A similar glimpse of developing tradition is provided by 2 

Peter,whosewholesaleappropriationofJudeconstitutesadynamicinterpretationof―thefaithonceforall

deliveredtothesaints‖(Jude 3).  

Anotherlegaltermfor―deposit,‖arrabōn, alsotranslated―guarantee,‖or―pledge,‖isaHebrewloan-

word (˓ rābôn) used of the pledge given to Tamar by Judah (Gen 38:17–20). The word is used by Paul to 

describetheroleoftheHolySpiritasa―deposit‖or―guarantee‖ofthebeliever‘sinheritance(2 Cor 1:22, 

5:5; cf. Eph 1:14). See PW 5: 233–36; Kl Pauly (1979): 1492–93; RAC 3: 778–84.  
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DERBE (PLACE) [Gk Derb  (Δερβη)]. An ancient city of Lycaonia located on the plateau of south 

central Anatolia (modern Turkey). Derbe was located along the main road which connected the chief city 

of the region Iconium (modern Konya) with Laranda. The city was located in the Lycaonian district of the 

Roman province of Galatia. Iconium was a Phrygian city but Derbe and the neighboring city of Lystra 

spoke a local dialect called Lycaonian (Acts 14:11). The name of the city may be derived from a word in 

thelocaltonguewhichmeans―junipertree.‖ 

Derbe was the home of Gaius who accompanied Paul to Ephesus (Acts 19:29) and on his trip through 

Macedonia and Greece (Acts 20:4, Derbaios). Derbe was the most easterly point of the first missionary 

journey of Paul and Barnabas. Paul and Barnabas preached in Iconium and some of the leaders of the city 

planned to have them stoned. Paul and Barnabas, after hearing of the plot against them, fled to the 

Lycaonian cities of Lystra and Derbe. In Lystra, Paul healed a lame man and the people believed that he 

was the incarnation of Hermes and Barnabas that of Zeus. The crowd, after much persuasion, was 

convinced that Paul and Barnabas were only men. This same crowd was later incited by Jews from 

Antioch and Iconium to stone Paul and drag him outside the city walls, thinking that he was dead. Paul, 

however, did revive and the next day he and Barnabas departed for Derbe. Once in Derbe Paul and 

Barnabas preached the good news and many individuals were converted. Paul with Silas returned to 

Derbe on his second missionary journey (Acts 16:1) and Paul probably returned again at the beginning of 

his third missionary journey (Acts 18:23).  

Little is known of the early history of the Derbe but it was undoubtedly hellenized after the Greeks took 

control of this region. The city later came under Roman control and was added to Cappadocia as the 

―eleventhstrategia‖(ca.65B.C.).DerbewaslaterseizedbyAntipater,alocalruler,whowascalled―the

robber‖byStrabo(11.535),buthewasalsoafriendofCicero(Fam. 13.73). Later the city came under the 

control of Amyntas the king of Galatia after he defeated Antipater. Derbe became a part of Roman Galatia 

upon the death of Amyntas in 25 B.C. During the 1st century A.D. the nearby city Laranda was under the 

control of Antiochus IV of Commagene. Derbe at this time gained a special title which indicated a special 

link to the Emperor Claudius, hence the title Claudio-Derbe. This appellation (Clau[dia] Derb[e]) is 

recorded on the coins of the city dating to the 2d century A.D.  

The exact location of the city has long been debated. J. R. S. Sterrett in 1888 purposed that the area near 

Gudelisin was a probable location of Derbe due to its proximity to Lystra. Ramsey working from this 

information later affirmed that Gudelisin was the location of Derbe. This was the standard interpretation 

until two inscriptions were found which indicate that Kerti Huyuk, located nearly 30 miles E of Gudelisin, 

is the likely location of Derbe. The first inscription was found at the Kerti Huyuk in 1956 by Michael 



Ballance. This inscription, dated to 157 A.D., is a dedication of the council and people of Derbe. The 

second inscription was carried by local inhabitants from Kerti Huyuk to the nearby village of Suduraya. 

This inscription, dated to the last part of the 4th century A.D., is found on the tombstone of Michael, a 

bishop of Derbe.  
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JOHN D. WINELAND  

DESCENT TO THE UNDERWORLD. In the ancient world, as in many other cultures, the 

realm of the dead was usually located in the underworld (Hades, Sheol, sometimes Gehenna) and a 

descent to the underworld was simply a way of visiting the dead. However, occasionally the dead were 

also located in other areas. An old alternative to the underworld placed the realm of the dead at the 

furthest extremity of the world in the west, where the sun goes down. Sometimes the righteous dead were 

placed in an earthly or heavenly paradise, whereas the underworld was reserved for the wicked dead. 

During the early centuries C.E., there was a tendency among pagans, Jews, and Christians to relocate even 

the place of postmortem punishment to the upper atmosphere or the lower heavens. Thus journeys to the 

world of the dead were not always descents. While this article will focus on descents, it will not be 

possible to avoid referring sometimes to other kinds of journeys to the world of the dead when they are 

closely related to descents to the underworld. The common descent to the underworld by all who die will 

not be discussed, but only cases of those who descend alive and return still alive, or who descend in death 

but escape death and return to life.  

Descents to the underworld occur in the myths and traditions of many cultures and are often attributed 

to the gods and heroes of myths and legends. Attitudes to the loss of loved ones in death may find 

expression, for example, in stories of those who braved the terrors of the underworld in order to rescue a 

relative who had died. The cycle of the seasons may be represented in myths of gods who periodically 

descend to and return from the underworld. Myths of heavenly gods descending to the world ruled by the 

infernal deities may serve to emphasize the power of death which cannot be overcome or alternatively to 

define the limits of the power of death. Descents may also occur as unusual psychological experiences, in 

trance, vision, or temporary loss of consciousness, when the soul seems to leave the body and finds itself 

in the other world as described in the traditions of the culture. Such descents may be chance occurrences, 

or they may be deliberately cultivated and undertaken, as by the shamans of central Asia. Very often 

accounts of descents to the underworld, either attributed pseudonymously to great heroes or seers of the 

past, or else actually reported by those who have experienced visions and trances, serve as revelations of 

the secrets of death and the life to come, preparing their hearers or readers for the journey of death, or 

seeking to influence their lives by warning of the future rewards and punishments consequent on behavior 

in this life. Descents of all these kinds and more are found, to varying extents, in the various cultures of 

the biblical world. The following survey will show, by contrast, how remarkably lacking they are in the 

biblical literature itself, though the particular forms which descents to the underworld took in the 

environment of the biblical tradition will also illuminate particular biblical passages and phrases.  

———  

A. Mesopotamia  

B. Egypt  

C. Syria and Palestine  

D. Old Testament  

E. Iran  

F. Greece and Rome  

G. Jewish and Christian Apocalyptic  



H.Christ‘sDescenttoHades(NewTestament) 

I. Christ‘sDescenttoHades(EarlyChurch) 

———  

A. Mesopotamia  

Several Sumerian myths include descents to the netherworld by divine or human beings, which are the 

oldest known examples of such stories. All make clear that a descent to the world of the dead is extremely 

perilous.Thenetherworldis―thelandofnoreturn,‖guardedbysevenwalls,eachwithagateanda

gatekeeper whose role is to allow only the dead to enter and to prevent anyone from leaving. To descend 

and to return to the land of the living is possible only on exceptional terms. Indeed (as the story of 

Inanna‘sdescentwillmakeclear)evenagodcannotdescendwithoutdying.  

In the myth of Enlil and Ninlil, the god Enlil is banished to the netherworld by the gods as punishment 

for his rape ofNinlil.Ninlil,whoispregnantwithEnlil‘schildNanna-Sin, the moon god, follows Enlil. 

Since the moon god belongs in the sky, Enlil does not want his child doomed to live in the netherworld. 

He adopts a remarkable stratagem to prevent this. As Ninlil leaves the city of Nippur and travels to the 

netherworld, Enlil disguises himself three times: first as the gatekeeper of Nippur, then as the gatekeeper 

of the netherworld, then as the ferryman who rows the dead across the river in the netherworld (the 

Sumerian equivalent of the Greek Charon). On each occasion he makes love to Ninlil and fathers a child. 

These three new offspring, who become three of the gods of the underworld, are exchanged for the moon 

god, who is thus free to take his place in heaven (see Cooper 1980). Enlil thus conforms to an inflexible 

rule of the netherworld: no one who enters can leave except by providing a substitute. (For a much later 

survival of this idea, see Lucian Catapl. 10.)  

The same rule comes into play in the fullest account of a descent, that of the goddess Inanna, the 

morning star. This is known both in a Sumerian version and in a slightly different Akkadian version (the 

Descent of Ishtar; seeSladek1974).ThemotiveforInanna‘sdescentisnotentirelyclear,butitseems 

that not content with being the queen of heaven she suddenly felt the desire to rule also the lower world of 

which her sister Ereshkigal is queen. On a false pretext she gains admittance, but the process by which she 

passes each of the seven gates is in fact the process of death. At each she is made to relinquish items of 

her jewelry and clothing, until when she enters the presence of Ereshkigal and the Anunnaki, the seven 

judges of the dead, she is naked, as the dead are when they reach the netherworld. There she is 

condemned, killed, and hung up as a decaying corpse. However, Inanna had given instructions to 

Ninshubur her servant to appeal to the gods on her behalf if she did not return. Only Enki is willing to 

help. He fashions two strange creatures who slip unnoticed into the netherworld, ingratiate themselves 

with Ereshkigal, and are able to use the water of life and the grass of life they have brought with them to 

revive Inanna. However, Inanna may leave only on the condition that she find a substitute. Accompanied 

by a troop of terrible demons she ascends to earth and seeks a substitute. Eventually she comes to her 

consort, the young shepherd Dumuzi. Enraged by the fact that he is not mourning for her, she allows the 

demons to seize him. He temporarily escapes, his sister Geshtinanna comes to his aid, and Inanna 

consentstoanarrangementwherebyDumuzi‘sfateistobesharedwithhissister:eachyearhewillspend

half the year in the netherworld and Geshtinanna the other half of the year. This conclusion (cf. the Greek 

myths of Persephone and Adonis) makes it certain that the myth has some connection with the cycle of 

the seasons. In fact, the theme of the disappearance and renewal of fertility is more obvious in the 

Akkadian version, in which Ishtar‘srescueispromptedbytheconcernofthegodsabouttheinfertilityof

theearthwhichhasresultedfromherdescentanddeath.ButJabobsen‘shighlyingeniousanddetailed

explanations of such myths in terms of the events of the agricultural year (1976: 62–63) are debated (cf. 

Kirk 1970: 88–118).  

ASumerianstoryofahero‘sunsuccessfuldescenttothenetherworldistoldinGilgamesh, Enkidu, and 

the Netherworld (Shaffer 1963). (An Akkadian version of this story also forms tablet 12 of the Gilgamesh 

Epic. When a chasm opens in the ground and two treasured objects belonging to Gilgamesh drop into the 

netherworld, his friend Enkidu offers to retrieve them. Gilgamesh gives him careful instructions on how 

to behave in the netherworld so as not to attract attention to himself. Enkidu fails to follow the 



instructions and is held there, as dead. Gilgamesh appeals to the gods but the most they can do for him is 

toenableEnkidu‘sghosttoascendtemporarilytospeakwithGilgamesh.EnkidutellsGilgameshabout 

life in the netherworld: how his own corpse is decaying there, and how various categories of the dead fare 

better than others. The account is of great interest as the earliest instance of a description of the state of 

the dead given by someone who had been to the underworld and had returned.  

The Akkadian Epic of Gilgamesh (ANET, 72–99, 503–7),whoseaccountofEnkidu‘sdeathisdifferent,

recounts a dream which Enkidu had when his death was near (7.4.11–55). It seems to be a premonition of 

his approachingdeath.Afiercepsychopompseizeshimandleadshimdowntothe―houseofdarkness,‖

whereheseesthekingsofold.ThetextbreaksoffatthepointwhereEreshkigalasks,―Whohasbrought

thismanhere?‖Possibly,asinstoriesinGreekandRomanliterature (see F. below), the story continued 

by disclosing that Enkidu had been brought to the netherworld too soon, so that he had to be sent back, 

though with the knowledge that his real death was fast approaching.  

An Akkadian text from the 7th century B.C.E. (ANET, 109–10) tells another story of a visit to the 

netherworld in a dream by a living human being. An Assyrian crown prince called Kummâ (perhaps 

Assurbanipal: Bottéro 1987: 68) prays to Ereshkigal and Nergal, the rulers of the netherworld, to be 

allowed to see the netherworld. His prayer is answered in a dream in which he describes the terrifying 

appearance of the various guardians and gods of the netherworld. Like the dead, he is arraigned before 

Nergal and the Anunnaki. He is spared death at the hands of Nergal only so that when he returns to the 

upper world, he may persuade his father to follow the will of the gods of the netherworld.  

B. Egypt  

The myth of Osiris cannot be included here, since his resurrection does not mean his return to the world 

of the living: he remains in the realm of the dead, as its ruler. More properly a myth of descent and return 

is that of the sun god Re, who every evening, after traveling in his boat across the sky, descends to the 

world of the dead through an entrance in the far west, and during the night passes through the underworld 

before ascending into the sky again every morning. The Book of What Is in the Other World (Am-Tuat) 

and the Book of Gates describeindetailRe‘spassagethroughtheworldofthe dead during the twelve 

hours of night (Budge 1906).  

Two stories of human beings visiting the world of the dead are known. One is reported by Herodotus 

(2.122), who says that King Rhampsinitus (Ramses III) descended alive into the realm of the dead, where 

he played dice (probably checkers) with Demeter (i.e., Isis) and returned to earth with a golden napkin she 

had given him. He describes an annual ritual supposed to commemorate the event.  

The other story is that of Setne and his son Si-Osire (AEL 3: 138–51). The story is extant in a Demotic 

text written probably in the second half of the 1st century C.E., but, since Setne Khamwas was high priest 

of Memphis ca. 1250 B.C.E., it is likely to be based on an older Egyptian tale. An Egyptian in the realm of 

the dead was allowed to return to earth in order to deal with a Nubian magician who was proving too 

powerful for the magicians of Egypt. He was reincarnated as the miraculous child of a childless couple, 

Setne and his wife, and called Si-Osire. When he reached the age of 12 he vanquished the Nubian 

magician and returned to the netherworld. But before this there was an occasion when father and son 

observed two funerals, one of a rich man buried in sumptuous clothing and with much mourning, the 

other of a poor man buried without ceremony or mourning. The father declared he would rather have the 

lotoftherichmanthanthatofthepauper,buthissonexpressedthewishthathisfather‘sfateinthe

netherworld would be the opposite, that of the pauper rather than that of the rich man. In order to justify 

his wish and demonstrate the reversal of fortunes in the afterlife, he took his father on a tour of the seven 

halls of the underworld. The account of the first three halls is lost. In the fourth and fifth halls the dead 

were being punished. In the fifth hall was the rich man, with the pivot of the door of the hall fixed in his 

eye. In the sixth hall were gods and attendants, in the seventh a scene of judgment before Osiris. The 

pauper was to be seen, elevated to high rank, near Osiris. Si-Osire explained to his father what they saw, 

and the fate of the three classes of the dead: those whose good deeds outnumber their bad deeds (like the 

pauper), those whose bad deeds outnumber their good deeds (like the rich man), and those whose good 

and bad deeds are equal. (For the coherence of the account with ancient Egyptian concepts, see Zandee 



1960: 297–302.) The story is of special importance, both because it is an example of the genre of 

conducted tours of the underworld (also to be found in Greek, Jewish, and Christian literature) and 

because it passed into Jewish religious folklore (see section G.) and has been claimed as the original of 

the parable of the rich man and Lazarus (Luke 16:19–31).  

C. Syria and Palestine  

Among the mythological texts from Ugarit, the Baal cycle includes a notable divine descent to the 

netherworld (ANET, 138–42). After his victory over Yam, the god of the waters of chaos, Baal, who was 

at the summit of his power, saw signs that the power of Mot, the god of death, was encroaching on his 

rule.SohesentmessengerstoMotinthenetherworldtodemandhissubmissiontoBaal‘spower,but

Mot‘sreplywastosummonBaal to admit defeat and come down to him in the netherworld. Baal sent a 

messageofcapitulation(―Iamyourslave‖)andthendescendedtothenetherworld(i.e.,hedied).His

sister Anat found his body and buried it on the summit of Mt. Zaphon. Then, driven by her love for her 

brother, she sought out Mot in the netherworld and vanquished him. Baal revived, returned, and resumed 

his rule. But seven years later Mot again challenged Baal and they engaged in a fierce battle. The outcome 

is not preserved: presumably Baal won a decisive victory over Mot. If so, the descent of Baal differs 

significantly in its final outcome from that of Inanna. Both are first obliged to submit to the power of the 

netherworld in dying and then escape the power of death with the help of other gods. But whereas in the 

mythofInanna‘sdescentthepowerofdeathremainsintact,inthatofBaalitiseventuallysubjectedto

Baal‘spower.  

The Ugaritic myth has commonly been connected with the annual cycle of the seasons, and there are 

elements of the text which suggest this. Baal, the storm god who brings clouds and rain and therefore 

fertility, would descend to the netherworld at the end of spring, when the scorching heat of summer 

begins, and return to life in the autumn, bringing the autumn rains and plenty after the summer drought. 

However, the final battle with Mot in the 7th year is hard to explain in this way, and may indicate that the 

agrarian elements have been subsumed into a larger mythical design. Xella (1987) sees the myth as 

expressing the eternal dialectic between life and death. Baal defends the cosmic order against the power 

ofdeath,notabolishingitbutforcingittoobservelimits.Mot‘sattemptatunlimitedpower—killing gods 

and threatening the extinction of humanity—is foiled, and death becomes a power subdued and kept in its 

placebyBaal.Xella‘sfurthersuppositionthatBaal‘sresurrectionincludesrepresentativelysomekindof

transcendence of death by the great ancestors of the people seems more speculative.  

Tammuz, for whom the women of Jerusalem in the 6th century B.C.E. observed a ceremony of mourning 

(Ezek 8:14), was the Sumerian Dumuzi (see section A.). There is much later evidence about his cult in 

Phoenicia and Syria, centered at Byblos (Gebal) in Hellenistic times, when he was also called in Greek 

Adonis. But since this Syrian cult of Tammuz was the intermediary between Mesopotamia and the Greek 

cult of Adonis, well established in Greece by 600 B.C.E., it must have flourished already in OT times, 

while the myths of Dumuzi (section A. above) and Adonis (section F. below) are sufficiently similar to 

show that some such myth about Tammuz, descending to and returning from the netherworld annually, 

must have been current in Syria and Palestine.  

D. Old Testament  

A. Cooper (1983) argues that Ps 24:7–10 is a fragment of a descent myth in which a high god (now 

identified with Yahweh) descends to the netherworld to confront the powers of death. The verses describe 

eitherthedivinewarrior‘sentryintothenetherworldtocombatdeathorhisvictoriousemergencefrom

the netherworld after subduing death. The doors are the gates of the netherworld, barredagainstGod‘s

entry or exit. The gatekeepers, commanded to open, challenge him for his identity. This is an attractive 

interpretation (especially as it would make the early Christian interpretation of these verses with reference 

to the descent of Christ to Hades a reactivation of their original mythical sense), but unfortunately there 

arenoextantparallelstosuchafragmentofmyth.Baal‘sentryintothenetherworld(sectionC.above)is

not triumphant, but a submission to death. In the fragmentary narrative no account of his subsequent 

reemergence from the netherworld is preserved, and we cannot tell whether his final conflict with Mot 

involved a descent.  



AncientIsraelsharedtheconvictionoftheMesopotamianpeoplesthat―hewhogoesdowntoSheol[the 

underworld]doesnotcomeup‖(Job 7:9; cf. 10:21; 16:22; 2 Sam 12:23). No exceptions were known: 

there is no OT instance of a true descent to and return from the underworld by a living human being, 

though there is one case of someone being summoned from Sheol by necromancy (1 Sam 28:3–25; this 

practice was rejected by the law and the prophets, Lev 19:31; Deut 18:10–12; Isa 8:19; 65:2–4). However, 

in the OT the idea of descending to Sheol and returning alive to the land of the living does occur as a way 

of describing the experience of coming very close to death and escaping. When the psalmists feel 

themselves to be so close to death as to be virtually certain of dying they speak of themselves as already at 

the gates of the underworld (Ps 107:18; Isa 38:10; cf. 3 Maccabees 5:51; Pss. Sol. 16:2) or even already in 

the depths of the underworld (Ps 88:6). They have already made the descent to the world of the dead and 

onlyYahweh‘sinterventionbringsthemupagain(Pss 9:13; 30:3; 86:13; Isa 38:17; cf. Sir 51:5). The 

picture of descent and return is more than a poetic fancy. For the psalmists to be already in the region of 

deathmeansthattheyareindeath‘spower.TheexperienceofYahweh‘spowertodeliverthemwasastep

toward the belief that his sovereignty over the world of the dead would in the future be asserted in 

bringing the dead back to the world of the living in eschatological resurrection. The assertion that Yahweh 

―killsandmakesalive‖(Deut 32:39; 1 Sam 2:6; 2 Kgs 5:7; cf. 4 Maccabees 18:18–19), later found in the 

form,―heleadsdowntoHadesandbringsupagain‖(Tob 13:2; Wis 16:13), originally referred to the kind 

of experiencethepsalmistsexpressedbutbecamethebasisofthelaterJewishconfessionoffaithin―the

Godwhomakesthedeadalive‖(Ascen. Jos. 20:7; Rom 4:17; 2 Cor 1:9; Eighteen Benedictions).  

Jonah 2:2–9 is a psalm of thanksgiving for deliverance from death by drowning, which uses the kind of 

languagejustdiscussedinaspeciallystrongform:―Iwentdowntotheland[Sheol]whosebarsclosed

uponmeforever;yetthoudidstbringupmylifefromthePit‖(2:6). It has been appropriately 

incorporatedbytheauthorofthebookofJonah,whowishedtorepresentJonah‘smiraculousescapefrom

drowning as his rescuebyGodfromtheworldofthedeaditself.Jonah‘sdescentintotheseawasa

descent to the depths of the underworld, and the great fish was the means by which God delivered him 

from Sheol and brought him back to dry land. That the fish does not itself represent Sheol but the means 

ofascentfromSheolisshownbythereferenceto―threedaysandthreenights‖(1:17). The use of this 

phrase in the Descent of Inanna (see section A.) shows that it was the time it took to travel from the earth 

totheunderworld.InJonah‘scaseitwasthetimethefishtooktobringhimbackfromSheoltotheworld

of the living (Landes 1967a; 1967b). In later Jewish interpretation, however, the belly of the fish came to 

be seen as representing the belly of Sheol from which God delivered Jonah (Jonah 2:1–2, 7–8 LXX; 3 

Maccabees 6:8; Matt 12:40).  

E. Iran  

Three visits by living human beings to the world of the dead are known from the Zoroastrian tradition: 

the legend of a visit to paradise byZoroaster‘sroyalpatronVištāsp,thelonganddetailedvisioninthe

Ardā Virāz Nāmag, andthejourneyofKirdīr(Skjaervø1983).Thelastisofgreatimportance,sinceitis

relatedinanaccountbythehighpriestKirdīrhimself(3dcenturyC.E.) in two inscriptions from Iran. It is 

therefore a historical event, which took place in the reign of the Sassanid king Shapur I (ca. 240–70 C.E.).  

Kirdīrrelateshowheprayedforavisionoftheotherworld,asaspecialfavorfromthegodsinreward

for his outstanding piety and religious service, and in order to increase his confidence in Zoroastrian 

teachingabouttheafterlife.Healsoexpressesthewishthathisaccountofitshouldaiditsreaders‘belief

in heaven and hell, so that the vision has in fact the function of a revelation of the fate of the dead, 

confirmingtherevelationgiveninZoroastriantraditions.ThevisionitselfisnotnarratedbyKirdīrinthe

first person; rather he reports the way it was narrated by a group of people (designated in the text by an 

unknown word) who were presumably visionaries who went into a trance after the performance of a 

ritual,andtoldKirdīrwhattheywereseeingastheyexperiencedit(forthisinterpretationofthetext,see

Skjaervø 1983: 294). The visionaries themselves travel through the other world and as they do they see a 

manwholookslikeKirdīr(hissoul)followingtheroutewhichthesoulsofthedeadtake.Mostofthe

account (some of which is fragmentary) conforms closely to the traditional Zoroastrian features of the 

worldofthedead:abeautifulwoman(whoisKirdīr‘sda na, a personification of his conscience) comes 



to meet him and they travel together on a luminous road towards the east; they pause before a judge with 

scales to weigh the sins and merits of the dead; they come to the bottomless pit of hell, full of reptiles, and 

mustcrossitontheperilouslynarrowbridge(calledČinwadinothersources)whichwidensforthem;

they then ascend to a succession of palaces in paradise.  

The account of the vision of Ardā Virāz, though the pseudo-historical introduction to it seems to date it 

ataboutthesametimeasKirdīr‘svision(seeVahman1986:227–28, but cf. 233), only reached the 

written form in which we have it much later, in the 10th or 11th century C.E. It has no doubt been through 

a number of redactions (Gignoux 1984b: 14–17), but whether it has a historical core, originally preserved 

in oral tradition, is very uncertain. Besides the traditional Zoroastrian features, such as the bridge Činwad,

the bulk of the text describes in detail the many different punishments suffered in hell by specific classes 

of sinners. Both the general concept and some of the specific details (such as those punishments in which 

people are suspended by some part of their body) of the punishments in hell are paralleled in the Jewish 

and Christian apocalyptic tradition of descriptions of hell (see section G. below). The direction of 

dependence has been disputed, but the presence of motifs which are also paralleled in ancient Greek 

accounts of Hades (Tardieu 1985) makes it fairly certain that the Ardā Virāz Nāmag is indebted to the 

Judeo-Christian apocalyptic tradition, which has mediated to it features borrowed from the Greek Hades. 

Thus the distinctively Zoroastrian features of the other world in Ardā Virāz Nāmag have been augmented, 

probably at a relatively late date, by borrowings from other traditions.  

However, there are features which link Ardā Virāz Nāmag withKirdīr‘saccount.Themagiseeka

vision of the other world for propaganda purposes: in order to verify Zoroastrian teaching and the efficacy 

of the cult with regard to the fate of souls after death (on this feature in all three accounts, see Gignoux 

1974).Virāzisselectedforhisoutstandingpietyand righteousness,justasKirdīrattributeshisvisionto

his exceptional worthiness. Ritual preparations precede his trance, which he experiences in the presence 

ofothers.However,unlikeKirdīrheexperiencesthejourneytotheotherworldhimselfandunlike 

Kirdīr‘svisionarieshedoesnotnarrateitwhileexperiencingit,butonlywhenhereturnsaftersevendays

ofapparentsleep.ThisapparentsleepisafeaturewhichissharedwiththelegendofVištāsp‘svisitto

paradise, as is the drink of wine mixed with henbane—presumably a drug to induce trance—which is 

given to both before their experiences.  

Gignoux (1979, 1981) detects an ancient Iranian tradition of shamanistic experience (for shamanism, 

see section F. below) in the three features preserved as a literary tradition in the later sources: a drug 

conducive to ecstatic experience, the state of apparent death, and the journey to the other world. It is 

unfortunateforthisargumentthatintheearliestaccount(theJourneyofKirdīr),thedrugisnot mentioned 

and the state of the visionaries is certainly not one of death since they are depicted as speaking. However, 

itispossiblethattheaccountsdoreflect,veryremotely,theexperiencesofanearlyperiod.Lucian‘s

satirical account (from the 2d century C.E.) of a Babylonian magus who conducted Menippus to Hades 

(seesectionF.below)suggeststhatKirdīr‘sexperience,thoughexceptionalbyhisownaccount,wasnot

uniqueamongtheZoroastrianmagi.MenippushadbeentoldthatZoroaster‘sdisciples,themagi,―by

means of certain incantations and initiation rites could open the gates of Hades, take down anyone they 

wishedinsafetyandafterwardsbringhimbackagain‖(Menippus 6).  

F. Greece and Rome  

Many descents to the underworld were known in the classical Greek and Hellenistic cultures (a fairly 

exhaustive listing can be found in PW, 2395–448). A number of different influences and concerns are 

needed to account for them, but two particular kinds of origin may be mentioned at the outset. One is the 

mythical representation of the cycle of nature as a descent to and return from the underworld. This 

appears in the myth of Demeter and Persephone, on which the Eleusinian mysteries were based, and 

which it is difficult not to suppose was connected with the cycle of the seasons in its origin (but cf. 

Burkert 1979: 138). At any rate the connection is clear in the earliest extant source, the Homeric Hymn to 

Demeter (7th or early 6th century B.C.E.). Persephone was gathering flowers when the earth opened and 

the god Hades carried her off to the underworld. When her mother Demeter, after searching for her, 

discovered the truth, she wandered the earth disguised as an old woman and came to Eleusis. Eventually 



she brought about a famine which threatened to put an end to humanity and to their sacrifices to the gods. 

Zeus succeeded in pacifying her by sending Hermes to persuade Hades to let Persephone return to her 

mother. The resulting compromise was that Persephone was to spend two thirds of each year with her 

mother on Olympus and one third with her husband Hades as queen of the underworld. When Demeter 

consented to this arrangement, she made life return to the fields. She also taught her secret rites to the 

princes of Eleusis. This was the myth that was somehow enacted in the ceremonies of the Eleusinian 

mysteries, but again the Hymn to Demeter already makes clear that in these the theme of the renewal of 

the fruitfulness of the natural world was linked with the promise of a blessed afterlife in the underworld. 

Although the annual descent and return of Persephone is unmistakably parallel to that of Dumuzi in the 

Sumerian myth, the Greek myth, unlike the Sumerian, acquired a significance for personal fate. However, 

precisely how the assurance to initiates that they would be happy in Hades after death was linked to the 

myth and to the secret rites of the mysteries remains obscure.  

Not only parallel to but actually derived from the cult and the myth of Dumuzi was the Greek cult and 

myth of Adonis, though as the name itself indicates (= Semitic adonî, ―mylord‖)theGreekAdoniswas

more immediately the Tammuz of Phoenicia, Syria, and Cyprus. As Dumuzi was linked with Inanna and 

Tammuz with Astarte, so Adonis was linked with Aphrodite. The old form of the Greek myth seems to 

have been that Adonis as a child was so beautiful that Aphrodite hid him in a coffin and gave him to 

Persephone. Later, when she wanted him back, Persephone, who also loved him, refused. The deal, 

arbitrated by Zeus, was that Adonis was to belong for one third of the year to Aphrodite, one third to 

Persephone,andonethirdtohimself.HeaddedhisownsharetoAphrodite‘sandsospendstwothirdsof

theyearonOlympusandonethirdintheunderworld.MorepopularthantheoddformofAdonis‘death 

in this version was the story that he died from a wound by a wild boar when hunting. A later version, 

attested only by Christian authors, has Aphrodite herself go down to Hades to ask Persephone to give 

Adonis back. It is doubtful whether in Greece the Adonis myth retained any agrarian association, while 

thefestivalinJulyatwhichAdonis‘deathwasmournedbywomenseemstohaveputnoparticular

emphasis on his return from the underworld.  

Secondly, a number of scholars have argued for a decisive influenceof―shamanism‖oncertainGreek

religious traditions. Shamanism is a type of religious practice characteristic of the central Asian tribes, but 

also found in many other societies. The shaman is an ecstatic whose soul leaves his body and goes on 

journeys, including journeys to the underworld. His ritual initiation typically involves a ritual death and 

rebirth experienced as a descent to the underworld. He may also travel to the underworld to conduct the 

soul of a dead person there or to encounter the dead and other supernatural beings. Since the shaman also 

enjoys a privileged relationship with animals and the natural world, Orpheus, to whose music the whole 

natural world responded and who visited Hades to rescue his wife, seems an obviously shamanistic figure. 

Moreover Orpheus came from Thrace, where the shamanistic practices of central Asia most likely 

penetrated (West 1983: 4–7). Certainly shamanism seems to illuminate the story of Orpheus better than 

the theory that this myth represents the cycle of the seasons, for which there is no evidence. Shamanistic 

features have also been seen in the figures of Heracles (Burkert 1979: 78–98) and Odysseus, while 

Pythagoras, who also visited Hades, can be seen as a historical Greek shaman (Burkert 1972: 162–63).  

Many of the descents (katabaseis) in Greek mythology are for the purpose of rescuing from death 

someonewhohasrecentlydied.TheclassicinstanceisOrpheus‘rescueofEuridyce(insomeversionsof

the story successful, in others not: see Linforth 1941: 16–21; Lee 1965). Theseus and Pirithous descended 

to bring Persephone back from Hades, but were unsuccessful. They themselves (or in one version of the 

story, only Theseus) were later rescued by Heracles (who had not descended for this purpose, but in order 

to bring up the hound of Hades, Cerberus). On another occasion Heracles descended to Hades in order to 

rescue Alcestis, the wife of his friend Admetus. Dionysus descended to bring back his mortal mother 

Semele.  

A different motive is represented in the storyofHeracles‘descenttocaptureandbringtoearththedog

Cerberus: this was the last of the twelve heroic exploits he was obliged to perform at the command of 

Eurystheus. A rather similar instance occurs in the story of Cupid and Psyche (Apul. Met. 4.28–6.24). 



One of the tasks imposed on Psyche by Aphrodite was to descend to Hades and to ask Persephone to fill a 

box with beauty for Aphrodite (6.16–21).  

Such motives apply only to the gods and heroes of myth. But the desire to obtain oracular advice from 

the dead was a motive in the myths which could also be shared and followed by ordinary humans. 

Odysseus, in the best known of all the literary accounts of journeys to Hades, went there to consult the 

famous dead seer Teiresias, who gave him prophetic adviceabouthisfuture.(CompareSaul‘ssimilar

motive for consulting the dead Samuel: 1 Sam 28:6–25. The story is comparable to the extent that 

Odysseus not only traveled to Hades, but also employed a necromantic ritual to summon the spirits of the 

dead.)VirgillaterimitatedOdysseus‘motivewhenhemadeAeneasvisitHadesinordertoconsulthis

father Anchises, who prophesies the future history of Rome (Aen. 6). It was also imitated by Lucian in his 

satirical dialogue Menippus (probably based on the Nekyia of the Cynic philosopher Menippus), in which 

MenippusvisitsTeiresiasinHadestoseekadviceonthebestformoflife.InLucian‘saccountMenippus

returns to earth by way of the famous oracular shrine of Trophonius at Lebadea in Beotia, where visitors 

were able to make a ritual descent to the underworld to consult the hero Trophonius (probably originally a 

chthonic deity). After ritual preparations, the inquirer descended a narrow shaft, feet first like the dead, 

into an underground cave (sometimes called the katabasion), where he might spend several days and 

where Trophonius would appear to him (Paus. 9.39; Lucian Dial. Mort. 3).  

Another reason why the living might attempt, through trance or dream, a journey to the underworld is 

suggested by the legend of Leonymus of Athens (Paus. 3.19.11–13), who was wounded in battle and, 

seeking a means of recovery, was advised by the Delphic oracle to go to the White Isle (Elysium: see 

Burkert 1972: 152–53; Edwards 1985; Culianu 1983: 38–39). Another motive is uniquely attested in a 

fragment of a poetic account of a descent to Hades, undertaken by a man who blames his dead wife or 

mistress for his ruin and seeks her out among the dead in order to upbraid her (Page 1941: 416–21). While 

such references suggest the availability of magical and ritual means of descent for various purposes, the 

most important function of such descents was in initiation into the mysteries (see below).  

The means of descent to Hades differ. The Greeks knew numerous places which in local tradition were 

supposed to be entrances to the underworld: springs, rivers, lakes, caves, chasms, and volcanos (lists in 

PW, 2379–87). These places were used by the gods and heroes of the myths to gain access to the 

underworld. Heracles, for example, descended by way of Taenarum and ascended by way of Trozen. Such 

descents, however, encountered the obstacles which normally only the dead could pass. There was the dog 

Cerberus (variously supposed to have two, three, or fifty heads) who guarded the gate of Hades, the 

Acherusian lake (or, later, the river Styx), across which the ferryman Charon would willingly row only 

the dead (Virgil Aen. 392–93), and other monsters beyond. Heracles was conducted to Hades by Athene 

and Hermes (the latter the psychopomp who led down the souls of the dead); Orpheus charmed the 

guardians and the rulers of Hades with his music; Aeneas bore the golden bow as his passport and tribute 

to Persephone; Lucian‘sMenippusdressedupasHeracles,Orpheus,andTheseusatonce,inordertofool

Charonandtheguards;Apuleius‘sPsychemanagedtogetthroughwithonlytheusualfareforCharon

and sops of bread to throw to Cerberus. But in normal circumstances a living person could not for a 

moment expect to make the journey before death (Eur. Alc. 357–64).  

ButsincetheobviouswaytoreachHadeswastodie(cf.Heracles‘advicetoDionysusinAr.,Frogs 

120–35), it was also possible to visit Hades and return during a temporary experience of death. Stories 

were told of people who had been dead or at least taken for dead but revived after a few days and 

recounted their experiences in the world of the dead. Such stories correspond to the very frequent modern 

testimoniesofpeoplewhohave―died‖andbeenresuscitatedandreportvisionaryexperiencesofreaching

the threshold of the next life before being sent back. So, although most of the stories we have from 

antiquity belong to a literary tradition, it is likely that the literary tradition had its origins in stories 

actually told by people who had had near-death experiences. The earliest example, and a model for others, 

isalreadyaconsciousliterarycreation:Plato‘sstoryofErthePamphylian(Resp. 10.614B–621B), who 

was killed in battle, but several days later revived on his funeral pyre and recounted what he had seen as a 

disembodied spirit in the realm of the dead before being returned to his body. The no longer extant Peri 



physeōs, one of the Greek works supposed to have been written by Zoroaster, actually identifies Zoroaster 

withPlato‘sEr(likeEr,heisdescribedas―thesonofHarmonius,thePamphylian‖;cf.alsoArnobius

Adv. Gent. 1.52) and began with an account of how Zoroaster visited Hades between death and 

resuscitation (Bidez and Cumont 1938: 112–13; but cf. Bolton 1962: 159, 203 n. 26). Plutarch (De sera 

22–33) tells a similar story of Thespesius, who became unconscious and was taken for dead but revived 

on the third day: the story is no doubtmodeledonPlato‘s,forthesamepurposeofdepictingtheauthor‘s

view of the fate of souls in a myth.  

Otheraccountsoftemporarydeathprobablybringusclosertopopularstorytelling.Aristotle‘s disciple 

Clearchus of Soli (fr. 8) told of Cleonymus, an Athenian, who revived from apparent death and reported 

that he had seen the rivers of Hades and souls being judged and punished and purified. He also met 

another temporary visitor to Hades and the two agreed to try to get in touch when they returned to earth. 

ThesamemotifappearsinCorneliusLabeo‘sstoryoftwomenwhodiedonthesameday,meteachother

at a crossroads (the crossroads in Hades: cf. Plato Grg. 524A), were commanded to return, and resolved to 

live as friends thereafter (August. De civ. D. 22.28). The soldier Gabienus, while dying from his wounds, 

was able to bring a prophetic message (which turned out to be misleading) from the gods of the 

underworld before he expired (Pliny HN 7.178).  

Pliny reports from Varro the story of the two brothers Cerfidius, of whom one, taken for dead, returned 

from Hades with news of the other brother whom he had met in Hades and was then found to be dead 

(Pliny HN 7.177). Evidently the wrong brother had initially been taken to Hades. This motif of mistaken 

identity(foundalsoinHinduandChinesefolklore)occursalsoinPlutarch‘sstoryofAntyllus(apud 

Euseb. Praep. Evang. 11.36) and later in stories reported by Gregory the Great (Dial. 4.36). Lucian 

parodied it in the character of Cleomenes (Philops. 25) who claims that he went to Hades temporarily 

during an illness because his psychopomp came to fetch him by mistake. He was sent back when Pluto 

declared he was not to die yet, whereas the man who was due to die was Demylus the coppersmith who 

lived next door to Cleodemus. As usually in these stories, Cleodemus authenticates his tale by reporting 

that Demylus did in fact die not long after Cleodemus had brought the news from Hades. The fact that 

Cleodemus also mentions seeing the well-known sights of Hades indicates again that such stories were 

often the framework for descriptions of Hades, especially its punishments. Plato and his successors were 

probably making their own use of a less sophisticated tradition of such stories, which was to continue in 

Christian use (Acts Thom. 51–59; Gregory Dial. 4.31, 36; Bede Hist. Eccl. 5.12; Preaching of Andrew 

[Lewis 1904: 7–8; Budge 1935: 147–48]; History of the Contending of St Paul 13 [Budge 1935: 552–54]).  

A variant on the theme of temporary death is that of the recently dead person temporarily recalled by 

necromancy. Lucan (Pharsalia 6.569–830) relates in fascinating detail how the Thessalian witch Erichtho 

recalledthesoulofoneofPompey‘ssoldiersonlyrecently dead and still on the journey to Hades. Though 

he is reluctant to return, she obliges him to reenter his body. He tells what he has seen and prophesies the 

future before the witch allows him finally to die.  

For those who wished to visit Hades without dying, dreams, visions, and trances were the available 

means. Pindar (fr. 116/131) apparently considers that the future life in Hades is frequently revealed in 

dreams, since the occult power of the soul is released while the body sleeps (cf. Xen. Cyr. 8.7.21). 

Perhaps it was in dreams that some of those who were initiated in the mysteries experienced the 

underworld (see below). Empedotimus, a fictional philosopher-seerinalostworkofPlato‘sdisciple

HeraclidesPonticus,―sawthetruthaboutthefateofsoulsasifwitnessingadrama‖inavisionofPluto

and Persephone (Bolton 1962: 151–53), though Heraclides (like Plutarch and others later) located Hades 

in the air. The possibility of seeing Hades in a vision without even descending into it is parodied by 

Lucian in the character of Eucrates, who claims to have seen everything in Hades through a chasm in the 

earth (Philops. 22–24; cf. Virgil, Aen. 8.243–46).  

A close equivalent to the experience of temporary death through illness could be had in the form of 

cataleptic trance, in which the subject appears to be dead and in which therefore the soul could be thought 

to experience places distant from the body. Catalepsy for the purpose of shamanistic experience seems to 

have been cultivated in Greece (Bolton 1962: 139–41, 148–49, 153–56; Culianu 1983: 37–39). One way 



in which it could be achieved seems to be suggested by the demonstration of hypnotism which allegedly 

convinced Aristotle that the soul could separate from the body (reported by his disciple Clearchus of Soli 

fr. 7; see Lewy 1938). The magician guided the soul from the body with a wand, leaving the body as 

insensitive as a corpse, and when the soul returned to the body it reported all it had seen. It was surely a 

cataleptic trance that TimarchusinPlutarch‘sstory(De gen. 21–22) experienced in the cave of 

Trophonius: unsure whether he was awake or dreaming, his soul left his body and traveled above the earth 

to a position from which he was able to look down on Hades. Since Timarchus was unconscious for two 

days, this was not the incubation and dreaming associated with other oracles. Clark (1968) suggests that 

visitors to the cave of Trophonius may have been given a hallucinatory drug.  

WhenLucian‘sMenippuswishedtovisitHadeshetraveledto Babylon to consult the Chaldean magus 

Mithrobarzanes, who put him through an elaborate ritual preparation lasting a month, including ritual 

purifications and spells to protect him from the dangers of the journey, before conducting him to Hades 

by boat and copyingOdysseus‘necromanticritual(Menippus 6–9).BehindLucian‘ssomewhattongue-in-

cheek account must lie the practice of ritual and magical means of visiting the dead. It also indicates that 

by the 2d century C.E., the Chaldean magi had a reputation in the Roman world as shamanistic 

psychopompsforlivingvisitorstotheotherworld.ThefirsthandaccountofthemagusKirdīr,acentury

later (see section E above), gives some clues as to how it was done.  

Of the famous mythical descents there were numerous literary accounts, not many of which have 

survived. That of Odysseus in book 11 of the Odyssey is not, in the strict sense, a descent (but cf. 11.475), 

since Odysseus reaches the environs of Hades by sailing to the edge of the world, beyond the river 

Oceanus. There he conjures the spirits of the dead by a necromantic ritual. Only at the end of the account, 

in a passage which has often been thought a later addition (11.565–627), does Odysseus seem, without 

explanation,toviewthesightswithin―thehouseofHades‖:Minossittinginjudgmentandseveralofthe

famous dead engaging in the activities which occupy them in the realm of the dead. Whatever the origin 

of this passage, it is notable that more than the rest of the account, it resembles the genre of other accounts 

of visits to Hades, in relating, one after another, the sights which the visitor saw and, in particular, specific 

typesofpunishmentstakingplace.MostofHomer‘sdeadareneitherhappynorsufferingpunishment,but

the exceptional cases of Tityos, Tantalus, and Sisyphus (11.576–600) point the way that other influential 

accounts would follow.  

Besides the Odyssey, two other old epic poems, now lost, included journeys to Hades: the Minyas seems 

to have recounted the descent of Theseus and Pirithous (Paus. 10.28.2), while the Nostoi (on the return of 

the heroes from Troy) included a nekyia whose subject is unknown (Paus. 10.28.7). A lost poem of 

Hesiod also described the descent of Theseus and Pirithous (Paus. 9.31.5). There was probably an old epic 

poemonthedescentofHeraclestoseizeCerberus.Aristophanes‘comedyThe Frogs (only one of many 

Greek dramas which portrayed a descent to Hades) recounts a descent of Dionysus, who explicitly follows 

the example of Heracles, and seems to be a parody of a well-known account of the descent of Heracles. A 

poem, perhaps by Pindar, on this theme survives in fragments (see Lloyd-Jones 1967). There was a 

Descent to Hades attributed to Orpheus (Kern 1922: 304–6), in which presumably he described in the first 

person his own descent to rescue Eurydice and what he saw in the underworld. This may have been only 

oneofseveralaccountsofOrpheus‘descent,whichseemstohavebeenimportantforvariousmystery

cults. One reference to a description by Orpheus of the descent of Heracles (Kern 1922: no. 296) may 

indicate that there was a Descent of Heracles ascribedtoOrpheus,butmayonlymeanthatHeracles‘

earlierdescentwasmentionedinOrpheus‘accountofhisowndescent.Itisnoteworthythatinthe2d 

century C.E.,Lucian‘sMenippus (8) takes it for granted that Heracles, Orpheus, and Odysseus were the 

three heroes whose descents to Hades were known.  

These descents probably provided Greeks of the classical period and later with much of their 

information about the world of the dead. The accounts of the blessedness of the happy dead in Pindar and 

theaccountsoftheunderworld,itsgeography,andthefateofthedeadinPlato‘sdialogues(Phd. 112A–

14C; Grg. 523A–526D; Resp. 614B–621D) and in the pseudo-Platonic Axiochus (371 ff.) may well derive 

in large part from them. So did the famous painting of Hades by Polygnotus at Delphi, which Pausanias 



describes in detail (10.28–31). Although it depicts the descent of Odysseus, many of its details must 

derive from other accounts. The lost descents have probably also left their mark on later versions modeled 

onthem.Lucian‘ssatiricalworkMenippus, anaccountofMenippus‘visittotheunderworld,Vera 

Historia which includes a visit to the islands of the dead beyond the ocean, and Cataplus, which describes 

the journey of the dead to Hades and their judgment (cf. also Philops. 22–25), are probably parodic 

imitations of the manner and content of the great mythical descents to which he alludes in the Menippus, 

as well as perhaps making fun of those claimed for historical persons such as Pythagoras. The sources of 

book6ofVirgil‘sAeneid have been much debated and cannot be reconstructed with any certainty, but 

they probably included descents of Orpheus and Heracles. Certainly Virgil was consciously writing in the 

already ancient and well-known genre of descents to Hades and took not only Odysseus as the model for 

Aeneas in his descent. A papyrus of probably the 3d or 4th century C.E. contains a very fragmentary text 

of a katabasis which described both various categories of sinners undergoing punishment and the state of 

theblesseddead.SomecloseparallelswithVirgil‘saccounthavebeenobservedinit(seeTurcan1956

and Schilling 1982).  

Such literary accounts of descents to Hades functioned as revelations of the world of the dead. It is 

important to distinguish between the motives of the heroes themselves in the stories and the function of 

the literary accounts. Orpheus and Odysseus did not go to Hades in order to see it (though Arnobius Adv. 

Gent. 5.28 does attribute this motive to Heracles, probably reflecting a literary account in which the 

motive of the writer and the readers was attributed to the hero). But accounts of their descents were able 

to describe what they saw in Hades and so could function for their readers as apocalypses—revelations of 

the geography of Hades, its monsters and rulers, the journey the dead will have to take to reach it and the 

judgment they will face when they arrive, and especially the fate of the various classes of the dead. This 

function became more explicit when the role of the guide who conducts the visitor to Hades is no longer 

simply to show the way, as Hermes presumably did for Heracles, but also to explain what the visitor sees 

in Hades, as the Sibyl does for Aeneas in Aeneid 6 (see also the role of guides in Plutarch, De gen. 22; De 

sera 27–30). If Odyssey 11.565–627 already forms a little apocalyptic revelation of Hades, Aeneid book 6 

is the fullest such revelation which survives. It must reflect the apocalyptic form and function of older 

accounts. The revelatory function of descents to Hades was also exploited by Plato and Plutarch, who 

used the genre to express in mythical form their own understandings of the fate of the soul (Resp. 

10.614B–621B; Plutarch De sera 22–33; De gen. 21–22).  

What the tradition of descents to Hades seems especially to have revealed is the fate of souls after death. 

The old Homeric view was that the existence of the dead is undifferentiated: all share the same joyless 

gloom. The exceptions—on the one hand, Tantalus, Tityos, and Sisyphus, who are punished eternally for 

their crimes against the gods, and on the other hand, a very few heroes of divine descent, like Menelaus, 

who are exempted from the common lot and dwell in blessedness in Elysium—are exceptions that prove 

the rule. But the descents to Hades, so far as we can tell, reflected and encouraged a growing belief in 

retribution after death. The damned, who may be regarded either as those guilty of heinous crimes or as 

those who have not been initiated in the mysteries, suffer punishments (cf. Kern 1922: nos. 293, 295), 

while the blessed enjoy themselves in a sunlit paradise. Although Plato already consigns the souls of the 

blessed to the sky and sends only the wicked below ground, the common view in the early period, which 

still survives in Virgil, is that the place of happiness after death is also in the underworld. In 

Aristophanes‘Frogs Dionysus sees in Hades both the eternal mud in which various types of criminals are 

plunged and the sunlit myrtle groves in which the initiates of the Eleusinian mysteries dance (145–58). It 

ismistakentoregardsuchviewsaspeculiarly―Orphic,‖thoughtheydoseemtohavebeenespecially

associated with the mysteries. The well-known accounts of descents to Hades must have played an 

important part in making retribution in the afterlife a very common belief in the Hellenistic world.  

The descents seem to be linked with the mysteries, though it is impossible to be precise on this point. 

According to the account of his descent, Heracles was initiated at Eleusis before going down to Hades and 

was presumably thereby protected from the dangers of the underworld. The chorus of Eleusinian initiates 

whoconstitutetheblesseddeadinAristophanes‘Frogs also suggest a link between Eleusis and the 



descent of Heracles, on which the play is based. At least by the 4th century B.C.E., the Eleusinian 

mysteries were held to have been founded by Orpheus, who was also associated with Bacchic mysteries, 

as well as with specifically Orphic groups and with the Pythagoreans (West 1983: 7–29). All such groups 

taught initiation in the mysteries as a means of attaining a happy afterlife. The Descent to Hades attributed 

to Orpheus cannot be securely associated with any one mystery cult. It was ascribed by some in antiquity 

to Cercops the Pythagorean or Herodicus of Perinthus: if it did not originate in Pythagorean circles, at 

least it was taken over by them.  

How far initiation into the mysteries involved a ritual enactment or trance experience of a descent to the 

underworld is uncertain, though it is clear that it did in some cases. There is no evidence that the 

Eleusinian mysteries included a descent to the underworld. A fragment included in one of the Greek 

magical papyri (PGM LXX, lines 5–19) refers to a mystical initiation in an underground chamber, where 

the initiate was shown objects associated with the goddesses of the underworld. Presumably this was a 

symbolic descent to the underworld. The initiate is to be protected by appeal to this initiation from the 

hostile powers of the realm of the dead, perhaps on a subsequent descent in trance or dream (Betz 1980, 

who suggests the fragment is from a ritual of the Idaean Dactyls) or after death (cf. the many Egyptian 

spells for protecting the dead from the demons and other dangers of the underworld: Zandee 1960: 253–

59). It is possible that many of the caves and underground chambers associated with shrines were ritual 

equivalents of Hades and could be used for ritual descents. Apuleius, in his description of initiation into 

themysteriesofIsis,recounts,asallthatcanbedivulgedofthemostsecretpartoftheprocess:―I

approachedtheboundaryofdeathandtreadingonProserpine‘sthreshold,Iwascarriedthroughallthe

elements, after which I returned. At dead of night I saw the sun flashing with bright effulgence. I 

approachedclosetothegodsaboveandthegodsbelowandworshippedthemfacetoface‖(Met. 11:23; 

Griffiths 1975: 99). This may refer to the fact that in Egyptian mythology the sun god travels through the 

underworld during the twelve hours of the night (section B. above). The initiate may undergo a ritual 

death and resurrection in identification with Osiris (Griffiths 1975: 296–308).  

One of the few historical individuals about whom an account of a descent to Hades was composed was 

Pythagoras, though only a few allusions to it survive (the elaborate attempt of Lévy 1927: 79–128, to 

reconstruct it is highly speculative). The satirical account given in a fragment of Hermippus (apud Diog. 

Laert. 8.41; Tert. De Anim. 28) describes how Pythagoras built an underground cellar in his house, 

disappeared into it for several years, and when he emerged claimed he had been to Hades. Burkert regards 

this as a rationalized versionofastoryinwhichPythagoras‘descenttoHadestookplaceinthe

subterraneanchamberofasanctuaryofDemeter(sinceHermippus‘accountreferstoPythagoras‘

mother).HetakesPythagoras‘famousgoldenthighasasignofhisinitiationintothecult of the Great 

Mother which enabled him to travel to the underworld with impunity. The Pythagorean doctrines of 

blessed immortality and metempsychosis were closely related to this initiatory descent into Hades 

(Burkert 1972: 155–63).Hermippus‘accountof Pythagoras‘descenttoHadesiscuriouslyparalleltothe

story reported by Herodotus (4:94–96) about the god Zalmoxis worshiped by the Getae of Thrace, and it 

is clear that the Greeks themselves associated the two (cf. also Greg. Naz. Or. 4.59, and Bolton 1962: 

144–46). The cult of Zalmoxis was also a mystery cult conferring blessed immortality (Eliade 1972: 21–

61). Finally, it seems that Parmenides describes his philosophical journey (fr. 1) in terms of a journey, like 

that of Odysseus, to the distant edge of the world where the sun goes down to the underworld. If not 

exactly a descent to Hades, it is as much one as that of Odysseus, and should be understood in the 

traditionofPythagoras‘descent(Morrison1955;Burkert1969). 

Thus, for the Greco-Roman world, descents to Hades were more than stories about the gods and heroes. 

They were also apocalypses, revealing the fate of souls in the netherworld, and they were models which 

could in some sense be imitated, most importantly in the experience of initiation into the mysteries, which 

dispelled the terrors of the underworld and secured a blessed immortality for the initiate.  

G. Jewish and Christian Apocalyptic  

In the Jewish tradition descents to the underworld are found largely within the apocalyptic tradition, in 

which they are ascribed to seers of the past such as Enoch, Elijah, and Moses. The Christian apocalyptic 



tradition of visionary descents to the world of the dead is entirely continuous with the Jewish tradition. In 

both Judaism and Christianity the tradition spans at least a thousand years.  

The earliest visits to the world of the dead in Jewish apocalyptic take place in the context of a cosmic 

tour in which the secrets of heaven and earth are revealed to the seer by angelic guides. The oldest is that 

of Enoch (1 En. 17–36), dating from the 3d or early 2d century B.C.E. In keeping with the widespread 

ancient tradition which located the realm of the dead, or at least the entrance to it, in the far west where 

the sun goes down, Enoch is taken to a mountain on the western edge of the world, where he sees the four 

―hollows‖inwhichthefourcategoriesofthedeadarekept,separatefromeachother,untilthedayof

judgment (1 En. 22 = 4QEn
e
 1:22; 4QEn

d
 1:11:1–3). This classification of the dead into four categories, 

instead of the two categories of the wicked and the righteous which later prevailed in Jewish descriptions 

of the world of the dead, indicates the archaic character of this account. 1 En. 17:1–8, while not expressly 

mentioning Sheol, describes its environs in the west in terms which resemble both the Greek mythical 

geography of Od. 11 and the Mesopotamian geography which is described most fully in the Epic of 

Gilgamesh. The latter, which alone includes the mountain, is the more probable sourceforEnoch‘s

description(Grelot1958).Besidestherealmofthedead,Enoch‘stouralsoincludedthefieryabysses

where the erring stars and the fallen angels are punished (1 En. 18:10–19:2; 21).  

Later versions of the cosmic tour (from the 1st century C.E. onward) take the form of an ascent through 

the seven heavens, and the realms of the dead were sometimes located within these seven heavens. Thus 

Enoch in 2 En. 8–10 sees paradise and hell in (or perhaps from: cf. 40:12; 42:3) the third heaven. (These 

are not the places which the dead inhabit yet, but the places of reward and punishment ready for them to 

enter after the last judgment.) In this tour Enoch also sees the fallen angels confined in the second and 

fifth heavens (2 En. 7, 18). According to the later, probably Christian T. Isaac, Isaac saw in the heavens 

the hell in which the wicked dead are presently being punished (T. Isaac 5). But in other forms of the tour 

through the seven heavens, visits to hell and paradise take place only after the ascent to the seventh 

heaven, and hell retains its traditional place beneath the earth. This was probably the case in the original 

ending of 3 Baruch (summarized in the Slavonic version of 16:4–8), although secondary additions to the 

text in the Greek version locate Hades in the third heaven (4:3, 6; 5:3) and the souls of the righteous in the 

fourth (10:5). The pattern of a visit to the subterranean hell, as well as paradise, after a tour of the seven 

heavens also occurs in the Hebrew apocalypse of Moses, known as the Gedulat Moshe, which in its 

present form is probably quite late but reflects an ancient model. From cosmic tours with a strong interest 

in the fate of the dead developed apocalypses exclusively concerned with the fate of the dead, such as the 

Apoc. Zeph. and the Apoc. Paul, which take their seers on journeys around the heavens, the underworld, 

and the extremities of the earth but only in order to see sights concerned with the judgment, punishments, 

and rewards of the dead.  

It seems that during the first two centuries C.E. a gradual change took place in Jewish and Christian 

belief about the fate of the wicked after death, from the older view that the wicked are not actively 

punished immediately after death, but held in detention awaiting punishment at the last judgment, to the 

later view that the eternal punishment of the wicked begins already after death. This change was very 

important for apocalyptic descents to the underworld (where increasingly only the wicked were located). 

The older view allowed for visits to the place of detention in Sheol (1 En. 22), visits to the hell which is 

already prepared for but not yet inhabited by the wicked (1 En. 26:3–27:4; 2 En. 10; 40:12; 2 Bar. 59:10), 

and prophetic visions of the casting of the wicked into Gehenna at the last judgment (1 En. 41:2; 2 Bar. 

59:11). But only the later view enabled a seer to see and describe in detail the punishments actually being 

inflictedonthewickedinhell.Thelaterviewthereforespawnedalongtraditionof―toursofhell‖

(studied especially in Himmelfarb 1983), in which a variety of different punishments appropriate to a 

variety of different categories of sinners is described.  

Theoldestextant―tourofhell‖ofthiskindisprobablythatfoundinaLatinfragmentoftheancient 

Apocalypse of Elijah (Stone and Strugnell 1979: 14–15), which was a Jewish work dating from no later 

than the 1st century C.E. Itfeaturesthe―hangingpunishments‖(inwhichthesinnersarehungupbythe

part of the body with which they had sinned). These are also found in a whole series of later tours of hell, 



the most important of which are the Apoc. Pet., Acts Thom. 51–60, the Apoc. Paul, the Greek Apoc. Ezra, 

the Greek Apoc. Vir., the Gedulat Moshe, and the Hebrew texts which describe visits to hell by Isaiah and 

Rabbi Joshua ben Levi. Most of these apocalypses, along with others which do not include the hanging 

punishments (such as the Apoc. Zeph., the Latin Vis. Ezra, and T. Isaac 5), describe a wide variety of 

other punishments, such as immersion in a river of fire or a burning furnace, impalement on wheels of 

fire, and tantalization. The main concern is to show how a wide range of particular sins are specifically 

punished by appropriate forms of judgment in the afterlife. Some of these tours of hell (such as the Apoc. 

Paul and the Apoc. Vir.) were extremely popular in the medieval period. Together with the parallel 

descriptionsofparadise,theyformaliterarytraditionwhosegreatestproductwasDante‘sDivine 

Comedy.  

Especially since Dieterich‘s(1913)argumenttothiseffect,thesetoursofhellhavebeenthoughttobe

heavily indebted to the Greek and Roman descents to Hades (see section F. above). Himmelfarb (1983; cf. 

also ANRW 2/25/6: 4712–50) has shown that they developed within the tradition of Jewish apocalyptic, as 

is shown by the important formal features they share with the cosmic tour apocalypses. This does not, of 

course, preclude Greek influence on them, especially since the Jewish and Christian apocalyptic tradition 

frequently borrowed from other cultural traditions. While the tours of hell make use of features which 

were already traditional characteristics of the Jewish Gehenna, especially its fiery quality, some of the 

punishments in the tours of hell closely resemble those found in Greek and Roman descriptions of the 

punishments in Hades (see Himmelfarb 1983: 84, 92–96, 107–8, 119), where also the idea of differing 

punishments for various categories of sinners can be found. It may be that not only specific punishments 

in hell, but the very idea of punishments inflicted on the wicked immediately after death, was the result of 

Greek influence, in particular of the descents to Hades, in which the Greek view of punishment in the 

afterlife would have been most vividly accessible. Thus the Jewish and Christian tours of hell are 

probably to be seen both as developing out of the cosmic tours of Jewish apocalyptic, with their strong 

interest in the fate of the dead, and also as incorporating ideas and images available in their cultural 

environment in the Greco-Roman world. Not only Greek but also Egyptian (see section B. above, for the 

story of Setne and Si-Osire) descents to the underworld may have influenced the tours of hell, while 

Zoroastrian influence is possible but more problematic in view of the dates of the texts (see section D. 

above: the distinctly Zoroastrian features are missing from the Jewish and early Christian tours, though 

the infernal bridge becomes a feature of medieval Christian visions of hell).  

The means by which the apocalyptic seer descends to the underworld are not usually specified more 

closely than by saying that an angel guided him. Although medieval Jewish texts refer to specific 

entrances to the underworld, as in the Greek tradition (PW, 2387), these are not used in the tours of hell, 

nor is there usually any reference to obstacles to be passed. Thus Enoch shudders at the sight of the 

gatekeepers of hell (2 En. 42:1), but Ezra passes without difficulty, like the righteous dead, the two fiery 

lions who guard the gates of hell (Vis. Ezra 3), Paul, like Odysseus, has to cross the river Oceanus to 

reach hell in the far west, but it is not said how he does so (Apoc. Paul 31). In the Gedulat Moshe, the fire 

withdraws before Moses as he enters hell, but when he fears to descend to the abyss of fire and snow, the 

Shekinah goes before him to protect him from the angels of punishment. The angelic guides (or, in the 

case of Joshua ben Levi, the prophet Elijah, and in the Apoc. Vir., Christ himself) are a constant feature of 

the tours: they lead, guide, explain, and answer questions.  

The Apoc. Zeph. (which may be of Jewish or Christian origin) has a particular interest in that the seer 

seems to follow the path of a soul of a dead person through Hades to paradise. The fragmentary beginning 

of the Akhmimic text (1:1–2) seems to describe the body of Zephaniah appearing to be dead. Evidently he 

has gone into a cataleptic trance like those in which some descents to Hades in the Greek tradition took 

place (see section F. above; for cataleptic trance in the Jewish and Christian apocalyptic tradition, see 

Ascen. Is. 6:17; 4 Bar. 9:7–14). In this state his soul could leave his body and be taken by an angel 

through the other world. His angelic guide protects him from the angels of punishment who seize the 

souls of the wicked when they die (4:1–10). He perhaps passes the gates of Hades (5:1–6) and the sea of 

fire in Hades (6:1–3), and is threatened by both. He encounters the angel Eremiel (= Remiel) who is in 



charge of the souls in Hades and whom he mistakes for God (6:4–7, 10–15), and another terrifying angel 

who he discovers is Satan in his traditional role of judicial accuser (6:8–9, 17). He witnesses the 

assessment of his sins and righteous deeds (8:5). Satan reads out all Zephaniah‘ssinsfromascroll,he

prays to God for mercy and is told that he has triumphed over the accuser and come up from Hades, 

another angel apparently reads out the record of his righteous deeds, and he travels out of Hades in a boat 

accompanied by myriads of angels. He then finds himself in paradise, with the patriarchs (7–9). Evidently 

hehaspassedthroughtheexperiencesofarighteousperson‘ssoulafterdeath.Theclosestanalogyseems

tobethatofKirdīr(seesectionE.),thoughinZephaniah‘scasehe himself goes into a trance and recounts 

his experience afterward (cf. 8:5). The apocalypse, like so many descents to the underworld, serves the 

purpose of revealing what people can expect after death and warning them to be prepared.  

Another feature of the Apoc. Zeph. recurs in many of the tours of hell: when Zephaniah sees the wicked 

intormentinhell,heismovedtoprayforGod‘smercyforthem(2:8–9). So do Ezra (Greek Apoc. Ezra 

and Latin Vis. Ezra), Baruch (3 Bar. 16:7–8 Slavonic), Paul (Apoc. Paul 33, 40, 42, 43), and the Virgin 

Mary (in her several apocalypses). Zephaniah and others also see the patriarchs and the righteous dead in 

paradise praying for the damned (Apoc. Zeph. 11; T. Jac. 7:11), while Paul is joined in his intercession by 

other saints and angels (Apoc. Paul 43–44). These pleas for mercy are sometimes rebuffed, but sometimes 

theywinaconcessionfromGod,suchastheSabbathorSundayrestofthedamned,aday‘srespiteeach

week from the pains of hell (Apoc. Paul 44). The motif of intercession for the damned was clearly 

important in the tradition. By attributing it to ideal, exemplary figures of Jewish and Christian piety, the 

authors were allowing an authoritative mode of expression to the natural compassionate reaction which 

they and their readers had when faced with the horrors of hell. This desire for mercy coexists with the 

emphasis on the justice of hell in the same apocalypses (see Bauckham 1990a).  

Jewish and Christian tours of hell are found not only in apocalypses, but also in narrative contexts in 

which a character visits hell in a vision or a dream or an experience of temporary death. The detailed 

descriptions in such cases are no doubt drawn from the tours of hell in the apocalypses. Significant 

examples are the Jewish story of the rich wicked man and the pious poor man, which is probably a 

version of the Egyptian tale of Setne and Si-Osire (see section B. above) and which incorporates two 

different tours of hell in the version in the Palestinian Talmud (j. Ḥag. 77d; j. Sanh. 23c) and in the 

version in Darkhei Teshuvah (for which see Rosenstiehl 1985); the story in Acts Thom. 51–60, of a girl 

who dies, sees hell, and is brought back to life by the apostle (cf. other stories of temporary death in 

sectionF.above);Isaac‘svision of hell in the T. Isaac;andPachomios‘visionofhellintheCopticlifeof

this 4th-century Egyptian saint (Himmelfarb 1983: 28–29). In the T. Ab., Abraham is taken to see not hell 

itself but the place in the east (or by the river Oceanus: B8:3) where the dead are judged after death and 

two entrances lead to their respective destinies (A11–14; B8–11): the scene is strongly reminiscent of that 

visitedbyPlato‘sEr(seesectionF.above). 

H. Christ’s Descent to Hades (New Testament)  

SincethemostcommonJewishviewinNTtimeswasthatallthedeaddescendtoSheol(Hades),Jesus‘

descenttoHadeswassimplythecorollaryofhisdeath,justasitwasimpliedinhisresurrection―fromthe

dead.‖ButrarelyintheNTishisdescenttoHadesgivenanyattention.Paul‘sadaptationofDeut 30:13 in 

Rom 10:7 simply describes resurrection as being brought up from the realm of the dead, while Eph 4:9–

10 mayindicateChrist‘sdescentindeathtoHades(cf.Pss 63:9; 139:15), though it is often taken to refer 

only to his descent from heaven to earth (but cf. T. Dan 5:10–11 for Ps 68:18 used with reference to the 

descent to Hades).  

MoresignificantaretwopassageswhichapplytoJesus‘resurrectiontheOTnotionofdeliverancefrom

Sheol by God (see section D above). In Acts 2:24–32 (cf. 13:34–37), a quotation from and an allusion to 

Psalms (vv 25–28, 31; Pss 16:8–11, 24; 18:4–5; 116:3; 2 Sam 22:6)interprettheresurrectionasGod‘s

deliverance of Jesus from the power of Hades, as well as from the physical corruption of death. Matt 

12:40 takes up the tradition of the Jewish interpretation of Jonah for which the belly of the fish 

representedtheunderworld,sothatJonah‘semergencefromthefishwasGod‘sdeliveranceofhimfrom

death(seesectionDabove).Thus―thebellyofthewhale‖inJonah‘scasecorrespondsto―theheartofthe



earth‖(cf.Jon 2:3–4 LXX),i.e.Hades,inJesus‘case.ThereforeJonah‘svirtualdeathandresurrection

prefiguresJesus‘actualdeathandresurrection. 

Rev 1:18 (―IhavethekeysofDeathandHades‖)presupposesthatthegatesofHadeshaveforthefirst

time been opened for a man to leave. Thus the divine prerogative of releasing from the realm of death (cf. 

Wis 16:13) now belongs to Christ. That in his death and resurrection he has gained power over death and 

Hades is implied, but not the later notion of a victory won in Hades.  

ThusintheNT,Christ‘sdescenttoandsojournintherealmofthedeadseemtohave no independent 

interest or significance beside his death and resurrection. Such significance has often been found in 1 Pet 

3:19; 4:6, understood to refer to a preaching of Christ to the dead during his sojourn in Hades. However, it 

is now widely recognized that in 3:19 the proclamation to the spirits follows the resurrection (v 18:―made

aliveinthespirit‖),while―thespiritsinprison‖aremostprobablyangels(cf.v 22). A reference to the 

idea, widely attested from the beginning of the 2d century, that Christ, after his death, preached the 

salvation he had achieved to the saints of the OT period, is more probable in 4:6, but on the other hand 

―thedead‖maythererefertothosewhoheardtheGospelwhilealive,butsubsequentlydied.  

Matt 27:52–53 seems to be related to the widespread early extracanonical tradition that Christ released 

the OT saints from Hades, especially as this was evidently understood as a real resurrection (see section I. 

below). The Matthean passage probably draws on that tradition, but makes no explicit reference to 

Christ‘sactivityinHades.Insteadthemotifisusedtoexpresstheeschatologicalsignificanceofthedeath

of Christ, by which the power of death has beenbroken.ItisstrikingthatinperhapstheNT‘sclosest

contact with the development of the theme of the descent to Hades in other early Christian literature, the 

interest is exclusively in the significance of the death of Christ, not in any activity of Christ in Hades.  

I. Christ’s Descent to Hades (Early Church)  

AswellasretainingthefundamentalnotionthatJesusChrist‘ssoulhadtodescendtoHadesinorderfor

him to fully share the human lot in death (Sib. Or. 8:312; Iren. Haer. 5.31.2; Tert. De anim. 55.2), 

Christians from a very early date saw in the descent to Hades an event of soteriological significance for 

the righteous dead of the period before Christ, whose souls were in Hades. This significance was 

expressed in three main motifs: (1) that while in Hades Christ preached to the dead, announcing and 

conferring on them the benefits of the salvation he had achieved; (2) that he brought the righteous out of 

Hades and led them into paradise or heaven; (3) that he defeated the powers of death or Hades which keep 

the dead captive in the underworld. The second of these motifs is usually combined with the first or the 

third, as its consequence. Only rarely (Odes Sol. 42:11–14) are the first and third combined.  

TheideaofChrist‘spreachingtothedead is found from the beginning of the 2d century onward (Gos. 

Pet. 41–42; Ign. Magn 9.2; Odes Sol. 42:14; Ep. Apost. 27; Sib. Or. 1:377–78; 8:310–11; the elder quoted 

in Iren. Haer. 4.27.1–2; Hipp. Antichr. 26, 45; fr. Cant. 1). An apocryphal fragment attributed to Jeremiah 

was current (quoted in somewhat varying forms in Just. Dial. 72.4; Iren. Haer. 3.20.4; 4.22.1; 4.33.1; 

4.33.12; 5.31.1; Dem. 78; and see Geschwind 1911: 199–227; Bieder 1949: 135–41): it is possible that 

one form of this (Iren. Haer. 4.33.1; 4.33.12; 5.31.1) was a Jewish text prophesying the resurrection of the 

righteous at the last day, whereas the version which mentions the preaching to the dead (Just. Dial. 72.4; 

Iren. Haer. 3.20.4; 4.22.1; Dem. 78) is a Christian adaptation of the textreferringittoChrist‘sdescentto

Hades.TherecipientsofChrist‘spreachingintheseearlyreferencesaretherighteouspeopleoftheOT

period who hoped for Christ (Ign. Magn. 9.2). When he proclaimed to them the good news of the 

salvation he had won, they believed in him and received forgiveness of sins through his death (Iren. Haer. 

4.27.1–2). The idea met the problem of the fate of the righteous who died before Christ, and most 

probably arose in a Jewish Christian context where this would be a natural concern. According to the Ep. 

Apos. 26, Christ not only preached to but baptized the righteous dead (cf. also Gos. Nicod. 19)—a natural 

corollary of the idea that he brought Christian salvation to them. The idea of the baptizing of the dead is 

also found in Hermas Sim. 9.16.2–7, where it is not Christ but the apostles and teachers of the first 

Christian generation who preached Christ and administered baptism to the dead. This unique notion is 

otherwise found only in Clement of Alexandria, who quotes it from Hermas (Str. 2.43.5; 6.45.4).  



The scope of the preaching was extended beyond the OT saints by Clement of Alexandria and Origen, 

who were also the first to refer to 1 Pet 3:19 in connection with the descent to Hades (see Dalton 1965: 

16–20). Clement included righteous pagans alongside the OT saints (Str. 6.6.37–53), while Origen 

thought also of the conversion of sinners in Hades (Princ. 2.5), as 1 Pet 3:19 must imply, if taken 

seriously as a reference to the descent. Some other Greek Fathers followed Origen (Dalton 1965: 18–19), 

but the prevalent view in the Latin church continued to limit the soteriological benefit of the descent to 

those who were already believers before Christ.  

It was widely believed that Christ brought the OT saints out of Hades and led them up to paradise or 

heaven, though this was denied by Tertullian in the interests of his view that before the last judgment only 

theChristianmartyrsgotoheaven,whiletherestoftherighteousdeadremaininAbraham‘sbosomin

Hades (De anim. 58). The primitive view was that the dead left Hades along with Christ at his resurrection 

(Odes Sol. 42:11) and ascended to heaven with him in his ascension (Ascen. Is. 9:17; Apoc. Pet. 17; 

Origen Comm. in Rom. 5:10). As it was sometimes put, he descended alone but ascended with a great 

multitude (Acts of Thaddeus, apud Eus. Hist. Eccl. 1.13.20; Melito New fr. 2.17; Armenian Acts of 

Callistratus 9). There is also good evidence that originally the thought was of an actual resurrection of the 

dead: language normally reserved for bodily resurrection is used (Ign. Magn. 9.2; Melito Peri Pascha 

101; New fr. 2.12, 15; Origen Comm. in Rom. 5:10; cf. also the Jeremiah apocryphon mentioned above), 

and Matthew 27:52 was sometimes connected with this resurrection of the saints (Iren. fr. 26; cf. 

MacCulloch 1930: 289–91).SinceChrist‘sdeathandresurrectionweretheeschatologicalsavingevent,

entailing the resurrection of all who believe in him, the Jewish hope of the resurrection of the righteous 

was thought to be fulfilled when Christ brought them out of Hades. After all, to be brought out of Hades 

was to be raised from the dead, as it was for Christ himself.  

Using the picture of Hades as a stronghold in which the dead are held captive by the angelic rulers of 

thedead,Christ‘sdescentcouldbeinterpretedasaconquestofHades.Oftenthiswasportrayedinimages

derived from OT prophetic texts. Thus the gatekeepers of Hades trembled when they saw Christ approach 

(Job 38:17 LXX; cf. Hipp. Pasch.; Ath. Ar. 3.29; Cyr. H. Catech. 4.11; Creed of Sirmium, apud Ath. 

Synops. 1.9; cf. MacCulloch 1930: 217–18). He broke open the gates of bronze and the iron bolts (Ps 

107:16; Isa 45:2; cf. Odes Sol. 17:9–11; Teach. Silv. 110:19–24; Tert. De Res. Carn. 44; Eus. d.e. 8.1; 

Ques. Barth. 1:20; Gos. Nicod. 21:3), and released the captives from their chains and led them out of their 

prison (Ps 68:18; 107:14; Isa 49:9; 61:1; for releasing captives, cf. Odes Sol. 17:12; 22:4; Melito fr. 13; 

New fr. 2.12; Acts Thom. 10; Gos. Nicod. 21:3; for Ps 68:18, see T. Dan 5:10–11). Psalm 24:7–10 was 

oftenunderstoodasadialoguebetweenChrist‘sangelicforcesandthepowersofdeathatthegatesof

Hades (Gos. Nicod. 21),aswasJesus‘parableaboutbindingthestrongmanandplunderinghisgoods

(Mark 3:27; cf. Melito Peri Pascha 103; fr. 13; Origen Comm. in Rom. 5.10; for plundering Hades, cf. 

Ascen. Is. 9:16; T. Levi 4:1; Cyr. Hom. Pasch. 6, 7; for binding Hades, cf. Gos. Nicod. 22:2; Quest. Barth. 

3:20). Some texts explicitly state that Christ conquered or destroyed death or Hades (Melito Peri Pascha 

102; New fr. 2.12; 3.5) and trampled death or Hades underfoot (Melito Peri Pascha 102; fr. 13; Testament 

of Our Lord 1.23; cf. MacCulloch 1930: 230–32).  

There are traces of the view that as one of the dead, Christ was initially bound in Hades and had to 

break free before also freeing others (Odes Sol. 17:10; Teach. Silv. 110:14–16; Iren. Haer. 5.21.3), but 

generally the picture of Christ entering Hades by storming its fortifications seems to have prevailed. In the 

fullest and most dramatic portrayal of the scene, in the Gos. Nicod., he is accompanied by an army of 

angels (21:3). It is important to notice that in the early period the defeated powers are the angelic rulers of 

the world of the dead (cf. Ascen. Is. 9:16; Acts Thom. 10; 143; 156), often Death or Hades personified 

(Odes Sol. 42:11), but not Satan and the forces of evil. In Jewish and early Christian thought Satan was 

not located in the underworld, but in the lower heavens. (A very exceptional case in which Beliar is the 

power which Christ defeats is T. Dan 5:10–11.) However, the more Hades was thought of as an enemy 

whom Christ defeated, the more natural it would be to see him as an ally of Satan (cf. Origen Comm. in 

Rom. 5.10), as he is in the Gos. Nicod. and Ephraim Syrus (MacCulloch 1930: 111–13). In these and 



some other of the later Fathers, the result of the descent is that Satan is chained in the abyss (MacCulloch 

1930: 232–33),andthusthedescentbecomesamythicalportrayalofChrist‘striumphoverallevil. 

TheinfluenceofpaganmythsofdescenttotheunderworldonChristianideasofChrist‘sdescentto

Hades was probably minimal. The parallels with Orpheus and Heracles were noticed and exploited in 

minor ways by some later writers, but there is no indication that they account for the origin of any of the 

Christian ideas. It is the theme of the conflict with and defeat of the powers of the underworld which has 

most often been claimed to have a broad mythological background in the religious cultures of the ancient 

world (see especially Kroll 1932), but it is extremely difficult to identify a suitable myth which was 

available in the environment of early Christianity. Of the myths surveyed in the earlier sections of this 

chapter,itisonlyintheUgariticaccountofBaal‘svictoryoverMot(sectionC.)thatthemotifofagod

who descends to the world of the dead and defeats the powers of death occurs. This parallel is far too 

chronologicallyremotetocountasaninfluenceonearlyChristianity.Infact,theideaofChrist‘sdefeatof

the powers of Hades is sufficiently explained from the Jewish apocalyptic expectation that at the last day 

Godwould―reprovetheangelofdeath‖(2 Bar. 21:23), command Sheol to release the souls of the dead (2 

Bar. 42:8), abolish death (L.A.B. 3:10), close the mouth of Sheol (L.A.B. 3:10), and seal it up (2 Bar. 

21:23; cf. Teach. Silv. 103:6–7). In the expectation of resurrection there was a sense of death and its realm 

as a power which had to be broken by God (cf. also Matt 16:18; 1 Cor 15:44–45; Rev 20:14; 4 Ezra 8:53). 

TheseideasweretransferredtothecontextofChrist‘sdescenttoHadesbecauseoftheearlyChristian

beliefthatChrist‘sdeathandresurrectionweretheeschatologicaltriumphofGodoverdeath.Thedetails, 

as we have seen, derived from that process of christological exegesis of the OT which supplied so much 

of the phraseology and imagery of early Christian belief.  

TheideaofChrist‘sdescenttoHadeswaspowerfulandimportantforearlyChristiansnot just because 

it met the problem of the salvation of the righteous of the OT (and only occasionally because it opened 

salvation to good pagans of the past), but also because it represented that definitive defeat of death from 

which Christian believers benefit. If it tended to take precedence over the resurrection of Jesus in this 

respect (so that Bieder 1949: 202–3,ascribesittoaflaggingoffaithinChrist‘svictoryindeathand

resurrection), this was because it showed Christ delivering others from death. His rescue of the OT saints 

and taking them to heaven was the sign of what he would also do for Christian believers (Ep. Apost. 27–

28), who experienced salvation as release from the chains of Hades (Odes Sol. 17:4). If the suggestion 

(too strongly asserted by Daniélou 1964: 244–48; Ménard 1972: 303–4) that in the Odes of Solomon 

baptismalimmersionisconceivedasadescentintoHadesandanexperienceofChrist‘sdeliveranceofthe

dead from Hades, then perhaps at this point Christianity came closest to the significance of the Greek 

descents to Hades in the mysteries (see section F. above).  

However, a final point at which the Christian tradition of the descent took up Jewish motifs is in the 

prominence which the raising of Adam from Hades to paradise gains in Gos. Nicod. 19, 24–25 (cf. also 

MacCulloch 1930: 337–39).EvenAdam‘sbaptism(19;cf.24:2)hasaprecedent(Ap. Mos. 37:3) in the 

JewishtraditionofAdam‘stranslationtoparadise.ThereleaseofAdamfromHadesgaveauniversal

significance to themythofthedescent.Inthisformespecially,the―harrowingofhell‖becamefor

medieval Christians a powerful dramatization of the Christus victor theme in soteriology.  
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RICHARD BAUCKHAM  

DESIRE. See WANTING AND DESIRING.  

DESOLATION, ABOMINATION OF. See ABOMINATION OF DESOLATION.  

DESSAU (PLACE) [Gk Dessaou (Δεσσαου)]. Village, presumably in Judea, at which 2 Macc 14:16 

claims that the Jews under the leadership of Judah Maccabee first met in battle Nicanor the appointee of 

Demetrius I. While some major Greek uncials and minuscules use the term Lessaou (A‘q6258771),the

present reading is based on Latin, Syriac, and Armenian texts, probably attesting to an older tradition at 

this point. The ending of the Greek term should not be considered a genitive since the Latin and Syriac 

texts retain the -ou (Goldstein II Maccabees AB, 488). The identification of this site with either of the two 

locations in 1 Maccabees which have been proposed is problematic. While ADASA,thesiteofJudah‘s

final triumph over Nicanor in 1 Macc 7:39–46 (Abel 1924: 375; cf. Plöger 1958: 180), bears a linguistic 

similarity to Dessau, the association is doubtful (Goldstein, 489), since in 2 Maccabees only a minor 

skirmish occurs there. The proposal that this be equated with the encounter at CAPHARSALAMA 

recorded in 1 Macc 7:31–32 (Zeitlin and Tedesche 1954: 231) is also lacking a sound basis. While the 

battles occur at a similar point in the chronology of both works there is no linguistic reason for finding a 

connection between the two references. While we cannot identify its location, it is most reasonable to 

conclude that the forces of Judah Maccabee had more than one skirmish with those of Nicanor. Dessau, 

probably located in the Judean hills N of Jerusalem, would have been the site of one of these.  
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JOHN KAMPEN  

DESTINY. See MENI (DEITY).  

DESTROYER, THE [Heb mašḥ  t ( ִחיתַמְשֶׂ ); Gk ho olothreut s (ὁ ὁλοθρευτης)]. The Destroyer is 

a superhuman agent of destruction mentioned in Exod 12:23 and 1 Cor 10:10. In Exodus the Destroyer is 

an angelic agent who is sent by God to kill the firstborn of Egypt as the tenth plague. However, the 

distinction between God himself and the angel is unclear. In 12:13 God himself destroys (same root) the 

firstborn, and in 12:27 he slays (nāgap) the firstborn. Ps 78:49–51 speaks of a company of destroying 

angels executing the tenth plague. Heb 11:28 recallsthisincidentusingtheparticiple―theonedestroying‖

(ho olothreuōn).  



The Destroyer is illustrative of the OT concept that God uses angels to execute his judgment. An angel 

destroys the people of Jerusalem with a plaguebecauseofDavid‘scensus(2 Sam 24:16; 1 Chr 21:7–22:1) 

anddestroys185,000soldiersofSennacherib‘sarmy(2 Kgs 19:35; 2 Chr 32:21; Isa 37:36; Sir 48:21; 1 

Macc 7:41). The vision of Ezekiel 9 is of angels executing judgment on Jerusalem and Judah.  

In 1 Cor 10:10 Paul admonishes the Corinthians not to grumble as some of the Israelites did and were 

destroyed by the Destroyer. It is unclear if Paul refers to Num 14 or 16:41–50, but the latter is preferred 

because it speaks of the destruction of the people by a punishing plague sent from God. It is also unclear 

if the Destroyer is an angel or Satan himself. If the Destroyer is an angel it could be a type of angel that 

executesGod‘sjudgment,orthetitleforaspecificangelthatdidso. A type of angel is supported by the 

rabbinic use of mašḥ  t as a term, among others, for an angel of destruction. It was an outgrowth of the 

rabbinicconceptthatGod‘smercyandwrathisputintoeffectbyopposinggroupsofangels.Aspecific 

angel is supported by the presence of the definite article. Also, in postexilic Judaism mašḥ  t is sometimes 

used as a designation for a specific angel of destruction (Str-B 3:412–16). Later the angel Satan is 

identified as an agent of destruction (Wis 2:24; John 8:44; 1 Cor 5:5 [olethros]; Heb 2:14; cf. 2 Cor 12:7; 

1 Thess 2:18; 1 Pet 5:8). It at least can be said that in the recollection of the incident of Num 16:41–50 in 

4 Macc. 7:11 and Wis 18:20–25 the figure is an individual destroyer.  

IntheHebrewBible,LXX,andearlyChristiantexts―thedestroyer‖(theparticipialform of šāḥat, 

šādad, hāras, olothreuō, and diaphtheirō) can also be used to designate a human agent of destruction, 

whether an individual, group, or nation (Job 15:21; Isa 21:2; 49:17; Jer 48:8, 15, 18; Rev 11:18; see also 

ETOT 2: 201–2; and TDNT 5:167–71).  
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DEUEL (PERSON) [Heb dĕ˓û˒ l (ְדעּוֵאל)]. Father of the chief (nāś  ˒, Num 2:14) Eliasaph of the tribe 

of Gad during the wilderness sojourn after the Exodus. He is mentioned only four times in the MT and 

each time in a tribal list where his son Eliasaph is the current tribal leader (Num 1:14; 7:42, 47; 10:20). 

According to the LXXandtheSyriac,thename―Deuel‖shouldbe―Reuel‖(ragou l), a reading 

confirmed in the tribal list at Num 2:14 of the MT. The two spellings of the name are probably due to the 

confusion of dalet with reš in theoldHebrewscript.UndertheleadershipofDeuel‘ssonEliasaph,the

tribe of Gad was (1) to list the men it had available for military service (Num 1:24–25); (2) to present its 

offerings on the sixth day of the twelve-day ceremony for the dedication of the altar (Num 7:42–47); and 

(3) to take its proper place during encampment on the south side of the tabernacle (Num 2:14) and its 

positionintheorderofmarchattheIsraelites‘departurefromMt.Sinai(Num 10:20). Baumgartner 

(HALAT) suggests that Deuel could be derived either from dā˓â,―toseek,request,‖meaningperhaps―the

requestofGod,‖orfromyāda˓,―toknow,‖meaningperhaps―theknowledgeofGod.‖ 

DALE F. LAUNDERVILLE  

DEUTERO-ISAIAH. See ISAIAH, BOOK OF (SECOND ISAIAH).  

DEUTEROCANONICAL. See APOCRYPHA.  

DEUTERONOMIC (D) SOURCE. The designation used by scholars to identify the core of the 

bookofDeuteronomy,consideredbysometobethe―BookoftheLaw‖foundintheTemplein621B.C.E. 

during the reign of Josiah (2 Kings 22 = 2 Chronicles 34). See DEUTERONOMY, BOOK OF; (TORAH 

PENTATEUCH); SOURCE CRITICISM (OT).  

DEUTERONOMISTIC HISTORY. The name commonly used to designate the book of 

Deuteronomy as well as the section of the Hebrew Bible known as the Former Prophets, i.e., Joshua, 

Judges, 1–2 Samuel, and 1–2 Kings. The name reflects the scholarly theory that these books comprise a 

single literary unit alongside the other two great historical works in the Hebrew Bible—the Tetrateuch 

(Genesis through Numbers) and the Chronicles complex (1–2 Chronicles and Ezra–Nehemiah). 

Accordingtothistheory,alatereditorshiftedthenoticeofMoses‘deathfromitsoriginalpositionatthe



end of Numbers to its present location at the end of Deuteronomy (chapter 34) in order to group the first 

five books of the Hebrew Bible into the Torah or Pentateuch.  

———  

A. Terminology  

B. Origin of the Theory  

C. The DH and Subsequent Scholarship  

1. Unity and Structure  

2. Purpose  

3. Composition and Date  

4. New Literary Approaches  

5. Historiography and Historicity  

D. Conclusion  

———  

A. Terminology  

The Deuteronomistic History (DH) is also referred to as the Deuteronomic History by some scholars. 

However,theterm―Deuteronomistic‖inreferencetothiscorpusispreferablesinceitbettertranslates

MartinNoth‘sadjectivedeuteronomistische (see B. below), and thus distinguishes between matters 

pertaining to the entire History (Deuteronomistic) and those concerning only the book of Deuteronomy 

(Deuteronomic).Thus,inthisarticle,theabbreviationDHsignifies―DeuteronomisticHistory,‖while

―Deuteronomic‖isreservedforthefifthbookoftheBible,althoughthelattertermmayrefertotheDH

when found in titles or quotations from previous authors.  

B. Origin of the Theory  

ThetheoryoftheDHoriginatedwiththepublicationofM.Noth‘sÜberlieferungsgeschichtliche 

Studien in 1943 (hereafter NDH). Previous treatments of the Former Prophets can be described in two 

broad categories (see Radjawane 1973: 178–80;Nicholson‘sintroductiontoNDH; and Mayes 1983: 1–3). 

One approach continued to apply to these books the same kind of source criticism used in analyzing the 

Pentateuch (Eissfeldt 1965: 241–48; Fohrer 1968: 193). This was particularly true for Joshua. Another 

perspective tended to view the books of Joshua, Judges, Samuel, and Kings as independent units that had 

passed through one or more Deuteronomistic redactions (Pfeiffer 1948: 293–412; Fohrer 1968: 193–95; 

Driver 1972: 103–203). Noth, in contrast, argued that the material in Deuteronomy and the Former 

Prophets was a unified history of Israel written by a single, exilic author/compiler. Noth named this writer 

the Deuteronomist (Dtr).  

Noth pointed to the similar language and ideology exhibited throughout the DH as evidence of an 

individual hand. According to Noth, this individual, the Dtr, composed the first history of Israel on the 

basis of traditions which he had collected. The Dtr selected those traditions that were appropriate for his 

purposes and unified them by means of a common structure and chronology. He divided the history of 

Israel into four major periods: the time of Moses, the settlement of Canaan under Joshua, the period of the 

judges, and the era of the monarchy.TheDtr‘suseofthetraditionsbeforehimwasbasicallyconservative.

However,hedidmakechangeswherenecessaryinordertointroducehisowntheologicalviewofIsrael‘s

history. He also formulated speeches for the main characters and inserted them at key junctures in his 

accountinaccordancewithhisperiodicdivisionofIsrael‘shistory.So,forexample,Joshua‘sspeechesin

Joshua 1 and 23 initiate and conclude, respectively,thetimeofthesettlement.Samuel‘sspeechin1 

Samuel 12 stands at the point of transition between the era of the judges and that of the monarchy, while 

Solomon‘sprayerin1 Kings 8 highlights the dedication of the Temple and closes the first part of the 

monarchy. Other Deuteronomistic compositions are in narrative form (Joshua 12; Judg 2:11–22; 2 Kgs 

17:7–18, 20–23). The Dtr introduced his history with the old Deuteronomic law code (4:44–30:20 minus 

additions) for which he constructed a new framework (Deuteronomy 1–3 plus original parts of chap. 4 

and 31:1–13 plus original parts of chap. 34). Hence, all of the book of Deuteronomy took on the 

appearance of a speech of Moses.  



Noth dated the DH to the middle of the 6th century B.C.E.,shortlyafter562,thedateofJehoiachin‘s

release from prison, the final event recounted in the DH (2 Kgs 25:27–30). Noth found no evidence to 

indicate that the materials in the DH had been redacted earlier. The Dtr addressed his contemporaries in 

Babylonian exile, his purpose being entirely negative: to show them that their sufferings were the fully 

deservedconsequencesofcenturiesofdeclineinIsrael‘sloyalty to Yahweh. This loyalty was measured in 

termsofIsrael‘sobediencetotheDeuteronomiclaw.SinceIsraelandJudahhadfailedtofollowthatlaw,

their histories had ended in complete destruction, in accordance with the divine judgment envisaged by 

Deuteronomy. There was not the slightest glimmer of hope for the future. The clearest illustration of the 

finalityofGod‘spunishmentintheDHwasSolomon‘sprayerin1 Kings 8. The Dtr had Solomon ask 

Yahweh to hear the prayers of the exiles and to forgive their past misdeeds. But there was no hint of any 

expectationofthenation‘srestoration.Similarly,thereportofJehoiachin‘sreleasein2 Kgs 25:27–30 was 

the resultoftheDtr‘sconscientiousreportingofhistoricalfactandwasnotintendedtoheraldthe

commencement of a new age for Judah and Israel.  

C. The DH and Subsequent Scholarship  

1. Unity and Structure. ThemainpointofNoth‘smonograph,thatDeuteronomy–Kings represents an 

originalliteraryunit,gainedwideacceptancealmostimmediately(forearlyreactionstoNoth‘sviews,see

Radjawane 1973: 186–210). Noth was not the only scholar to conclude that Genesis–Numbers and 

Deuteronomy–Kings represented two originally distinct literary units. Y. Kaufmann (RI, 205–11) and I. 

Engnell (1969: 58–67) each arrived at this position independently (cf. also Jepsen under 3.b. below). 

However,itwasNoth‘svolumethatestablishedthisviewinthefieldofbiblicalstudies. The acceptance 

of this viewpoint has continued such that, to the extent that any position in biblical studies can be 

regarded as the consensus viewpoint, the existence of the DH has achieved almost canonical status. 

However, other approaches continue to be proposed (see Radjawane 1973; Mayes 1983: 14–19). D. N. 

Freedman, for example (IDBSup, 226–28), links his treatment of the DH to the Tetrateuch, viewing both 

aspartsofalarger―PrimaryHistory‖(comparePeckham‘sviewunder3.c.below).However,Freedman 

has not put forth this view in detail, and theories such as his have not found a wide following (but see 

Gunn 1987: 32).  

Noth‘ssketchofthewayinwhichtheDtrstructuredhishistoryhasbeencorroboratedandreinforcedby

subsequent studies. D. McCarthy (1965) and F. M. Cross (CMHE, 241–64) have shown that 2 Samuel 7 

shouldbeaddedtoNoth‘slistofpassagesthatformtheDeuteronomisticframeworkoftheDH.McCarthy

(1974) has also discussed the significanceofthe―wrathofGod‖asathemeincertainoftheframework

texts. W. Lemke (1976) suggested 1 Kings 13 as another candidate for the series of structural passages. 

Lemke‘sargumentsforDeuteronomisticrevision in 1 Kings 13, especially vv 1–10, are convincing. 

However,sincethatchapterisstilldominatedbyanorthern,propheticlegendconcerninga―manof

God,‖itshouldnot be viewed as a framework passage in the same sense as 2 Samuel 7 and those listed by 

Noth (Cross, CMHE, 279–80; McKenzie 1985b: 206–9).  

2. Purpose. Perhaps the weakest aspectofNoth‘stheory,andtheonethatprovokedthemostcriticism

initially, was his view of the purpose of the DH. In a 1947 article on the theology of history in the DH, 

vonRadtracedathemeof―grace‖throughtheDHthatprovidedabalancetothetheme of judgment 

delineatedbyNoth.VonRadshowedthattheDHcontainedthehistoryofYahweh‘swordatwork.Time

aftertimetheDtrdescribedhowapreviouslyreportedoraclefromoneofYahweh‘sprophetswas

fulfilled precisely as foretold. Thus, on the one hand, the destruction of Israel and Judah was in keeping 

with the prophetic pronunciation of doom in retaliation for disobedience. On the other hand, the final 

destructionwasrestrainedbyYahweh‘spromisetoDavidfoundinNathan‘soraclein2 Samuel 7 and 

reiterated throughout 1–2 Kings (1 Kgs 8:20, 25; 9:5; 11:5, 13, 32, 36; 15:4; 2 Kgs 2:4; 8:19; 19:34; 

20:6). In the passages referringtothispromise,vonRadfoundaseriesof―Messianicconceptions‖that,

in his view, provided the basis for hope on the part of the Dtr for the restoration of the Davidic monarchy. 

Inthislight,thereferencetoJehoiachin‘sreleaseattheveryend of the DH was perceived by von Rad to 

havespecialtheologicalsignificance.Tobesure,thejudgmentcomponentofYahweh‘sworddominated,

atleastforthetimebeing,intherealityoftheExile.TheDtrcouldnotminimizetheseverityofGod‘s



punishment.However,itwasequallyimpossibleforhimtoconcedethatYahweh‘spromisetoDavidhad

failed.TheDtrresolvedthisdilemmabyrecountingJehoiachin‘sreleasefromimprisonment.Hishope

was not explicit, but this final account did leave history open; the Davidic line continued and provided a 

place for Yahweh to begin anew with his people.  

A second important article on the purpose of the DH was contributed by H. W. Wolff in 1961. Wolff 

criticized the positions of both Noth and von Rad, suggesting that it was inconceivable that an exilic 

Israelite writer would take pen in hand simply for the purpose of proving to his contemporaries that they 

weregettingjustwhattheydeserved.WolffpointedoutthatNoth‘sexplanationfortheinclusionof2 Kgs 

25:27–30 (Jehoiachin‘srelease)contradictedhis(Noth‘s)conclusionregardingtheDtr‘sselectiveuseof

sources.AgainstvonRad,WolffarguedthatthepromisetoDavidinNathan‘soraclewassubordinateto

the Mosaic covenant, so that disobedience of the Mosaic law also abrogated the Davidic promise. 

Furthermore, the lack of reference to the Nathan oracle in 2 Kgs 25:27–30 indicated strongly that Dtr did 

not interpret Jehoiachin‘sreleaseintermsofthecontinuationoftheDavidicpromiseasvonRadhad

asserted. The very length of the DH, according to Wolff, implied a more intricate purpose than either 

Noth or von Rad had recognized. Wolff found the purpose of the Dtr in the pattern of apostasy, 

punishment,repentance,anddeliverancecommonintheDH,particularlyinJudges.Dtr‘sintentwasto

show the exiles that they were in the second stage of that cycle and therefore needed to cry out to Yahweh 

in repentance. Wolff pointed to the use of the verb šûb, ―toreturn,‖inkeyDeuteronomisticpassages,

especiallySolomon‘sspeechin1 Kings 8,ascentraltoDtr‘splea.ForWolff,Dtr‘spurposewasnot

entirely negative as it was for Noth, nor did Dtr offer any explicit hope as von Rad claimed. Rather, Dtr 

raisedonlythepossibilityofhopebydemonstratingthepatternofYahweh‘spreviousdealingswith

Israel; the imperative for the exiles was simply to turn back to God.  

The essays of vonRadandWolffshowedtheweaknessofNoth‘soriginalpositionconcerningtheDtr‘s

purpose and pointed out the tension within the DH between the Mosaic and Davidic covenants. Yet the 

analysesofvonRadandWolffhavetheirweaknesses.VonRad‘sworkwas especially insightful as far as 

it went, but he did not perceive the full significance of the Davidic theme for the related issues of purpose, 

composition,anddateoftheDH.Wolff‘smajorshortcominglayinhisattempttodismisstheDavidic

promise asconditionalintheDtr‘smind,apointspecificallydeniedinthebiblicaltexts. 

3. Composition and Date. TheoneaspectofNoth‘sthesisthathaselicitedthemostdiscussionsince

1943 has been his ascription of the whole of the DH to a single, exilic composer. Indeed, the question of 

the authorship and date of the DH has become one of the most debated issues in the field of biblical 

studies.  

a. A Deuteronomistic School. The two scholars most commonly associated with this position are E. W. 

Nicholson (1967) and M. Weinfeld (1972). Each has published a book focusing on Deuteronomy which 

contends that the DH was the product of a circle of Deuteronomistic traditionalists.  

Nicholson theorized that ancient traditions were preserved and transmitted by northern prophetic circles. 

After the devastation of Israel in 721 B.C.E., members of these circles fled S to Judah with the traditions 

theyhadcollected.AshorttimelatertheythrewtheirsupportbehindHezekiah‘s doomed reform 

movement. During the reign of Manasseh (ca. 687–642 B.C.E.), these tradents drew up their own program 

forreformbasedinpartupontraditionalmaterials.Theprogram‘sprincipaldoctrinewasthe

centralization of the cult in Jerusalem, a notion derived from a reinterpretation of the Davidic royal 

theology that promoted a unique covenantal relationship between Yahweh and the dynasty of David. This 

program produced an early form of the book of Deuteronomy. A copy of the book was deposited in the 

TemplewhereitwasdiscoveredduringJosiah‘sreignandagainusedasafoundationforreformactivity.

At that point the Deuteronomistic school was revived and eventually generated the DH. Nicholson agreed 

withNoth‘sdateforthefinalformoftheDH, though he believed that the work began in late preexilic 

times.  

Weinfeld‘s views on the composition of the DH are quite similar in some respects to those of 

Nicholson. Weinfeld traced three stages of development in Deuteronomistic composition: (1) the book of 

Deuteronomy in the second half of the 7th century B.C.E., (2) the editing of Joshua through Kings in the 



first half of the 6th century B.C.E., and (3) the writing of the prose sermons in Jeremiah during the latter 

half of the same century. Weinfeld suggested that Deuteronomistic literary activity began during the time 

of HezekiahandcontinuedintotheExile(1972:25).Hence,likeNicholson,WeinfeldagreedwithNoth‘s

dateforthefinalformoftheDH.Weinfeld‘smainconcerninhisexhaustivestudywastolocatethe

school responsible for the DH in the Israelite wisdom tradition. Many of the insights adduced by Weinfeld 

from ANE parallel texts are invaluable in the study of the DH. However, his arguments for connecting the 

DH with wisdom circles are not convincing since the arguments are based on (1) too broad a 

characterization of wisdom, and (2) overly general thematic similarities between wisdom literature and 

the DH.  

The arguments for a Deuteronomistic school lasting a century or more point out the difficulties involved 

in viewing the DH as a work addressing only exilicconcerns.Nicholson‘sreconstructionisespecially

attractiveforitsconnectionswithhistoricalcircumstances.Still,itisneverclearwhata―school‖or

―circle‖issupposedtohavebeen,andtheliteraryevidencealoneisinsufficienttoreconstruct a social 

institution responsible for the production of the DH.  

b. Redactional Levels. FouryearsbeforetheappearanceofNoth‘sfamousmonograph,A.Jepsen

wrote Die Quellen des Königsbuches. Unfortunately, the publication of this book was delayed until 1953. 

Jepsen‘scomplexanalysisledhimtoconcludethatthebookofKingswasessentiallytheproductoftwo

exilic redactors. The first (R 1), a priest, compiled a history of Israel and Judah early in the Exile. The 

second (R 2) was a prophet about a generation later who took the work of R 1 as his primary source and 

enlargedit.Jepsenattributedmostofthepropheticmaterialsandthe―SuccessionNarrative‖tothe

editorialworkofR2.SinceJepsen‘sR2wasessentiallythesameasNoth‘sDtr(Jepsen1956: 100–1, 

105),thisindependentstudyprovidedvaluablecorroborationforNoth‘sbasicthesisconcerningthe

existenceandunityoftheDH.Atthesametime,Jepsen‘sconvictionthatredactionallevelscouldbe

discerned in the DH clearly differed from Noth‘sperspective.WhileJepsen‘sreconstructionofthe

redactional history of the DH has not achieved any real following (note, however, Baena 1973; 1974a; 

1974b), his postulation of redactional levels was the initial representative of a position on the authorship 

of the DH that has gained many adherents.  

TwomajoralternativestoNoth‘stheoryofasingle,exiliccomposerfortheDHhavesurfacedinthe

generation since Noth due to proposals by R. Smend and F. M. Cross. These two opinions have little in 

common other than their agreement that the DH should be understood as the product of multiple editors.  

(1) Multiple Exilic Redactions. Smend (1971) initiated this approach with his contribution to the von 

Rad Festschrift. He treated selected passages in Joshua (1:7–9; 13:1b–6; 23) and Judges (1:1–2:9, 17, 20–

21, 23),which,heargued,sharedadifferentperspectivefromsurroundingpassagesconcerningIsrael‘s

conquest of Canaan. According to the original version of the DH, Israel under Joshua conquered the entire 

land promised to them and drove out or destroyed its former inhabitants. The only task left to them was 

thesettlementoftheland.SmendcalledthisoriginalversionoftheDH―DtrG,‖theG standing for 

Grundschrift, i.e.,basictext,andheequateditwithNoth‘sDtr.However,inthetextsfromJoshuaand

Judges listed above Smend found references to peoples the Israelites still needed to expel from the land. 

Smend also discerned an interest in law in these passages. He concluded that these texts were additions by 

alaterredactorwhomhedesignatedDtrN(omistic).Smend‘stheoryhasbeenextendedbyW.Dietrich

(1972).  

OneoftheproblemswithSmend‘sinitialessaywasthatitdealtwithpassageswhoseliterary-critical 

conditionwasverymuchindisarrayanddebatedamongscholars.Dietrich‘sstudyavoidedthisproblem

by focusing on a more fruitful area of the DH, the book of Kings. As Smend had done, Dietrich used 

literary-critical techniques to isolate secondary material in various narratives of Kings. He showed that 

these insertions had a common language and theology which he then examined in order to discover the 

identity of their redactor. Dietrich concluded that the DH had undergone two redactions beyond the 

original one (DtrG). The first and major one of these was the work of an individual associated with 

prophetic (especially Jeremianic) circles (1972: 104). DtrP, as Dietrich designated him, was both a writer, 

who composed many of the oracles now found in the DH, and an editor, who added some older prophetic 



materials to his DtrG Vorlage. DtrP was primarily responsible for the structure and contents of the DH. A 

final nomistic editor, designated DtrN, added certain other texts bearing a pro-Davidic interest, including 

the reference to Jehoiachin in 2 Kgs 25:27–30. Dietrich devoted very little space to the treatment of DtrN, 

almost presupposing its existence. Dietrich dated DtrG to ca. 580 B.C.E. and DtrN to ca. 560 with DtrP 

somewhere in between (1972: 143–44).  

Athirdmemberofthis―Göttingenschool‖isT.Veijola(1975;1977).Histwomonographshave

analyzed various portions of the DH according to the scheme worked out by Dietrich in Kings. In his 

1975 volume Veijola covered most of 1–2 Samuel and 1 Kings 1–2. His 1977 work dealt with Judges 8–

9; 17–21; and 1 Samuel 7–12.BothmonographsassumedthecorrectnessofDietrich‘s approach to the 

DH. Like Dietrich, Veijola used literary-critical arguments to partition the passages he treated between the 

threeredactors,DtrG,DtrP,andDtrN.InVeijola‘sview,DtrGhadapositiveperspectiveonthe

monarchy and was responsible for the doctrine in the DH concerning the permanence of the Davidic 

dynasty. DtrN, in contrast, viewed the monarchy negatively. While David himself was judged by DtrN to 

beamodelkingbecauseofhisfidelitytoYahweh‘slaw,theinstitutionofkingshipwasthe product of 

human sin and was damned by DtrN on narrow, legalistic grounds. The middle redactor, DtrP, qualified 

the positive tone of DtrG toward monarchy by the insertion of prophetic stories which subordinated the 

king‘sroleandimportancetothoseof the prophets. Those stories also illustrated the certainty of 

Yahweh‘spropheticallymitigatedword.ThebasicapproachofSmend,Dietrich,andVeijolatotheDH

has been adopted by R. Klein (1 Samuel WBC) and E. Würthwein (Kings ATD).  

The adherents of the Göttingen school are expert literary critics, so the literary-critical observations that 

form the basis of their theory are often quite valuable. However, there are methodological problems with 

the approach as a whole (see Hoffmann 1980: 18–20; Campbell 1986: 5–12). These appear particularly in 

Dietrich‘swork,sinceVeijolasimplyacceptsDietrich‘smethods.Foronething,thisapproachassumes

Noth‘sconclusionthattheDHwasinitiallytheproductofexilic,Deuteronomisticredaction.Thequestion

of the existence of a preexilic, Deuteronomist or a pre-Dtr Vorlage is ignored. Yet, these are major issues 

in the debate over the authorship and setting of the DH. This failure has caused the proponents of this 

approach perhaps to misdate and misunderstand the prophetic component of the DH (see below). 

Secondly, the proponents of this approach have not produced an entirely clear picture of the three 

redactors. There are two sides to this problem. One is that the criteria provided do not always distinguish 

DtrG, DtrP, and DtrN clearly from each other. Dietrich, for example, is forced to admit that DtrP borrows 

heavily from DtrG both in terms of language and theology (1972: 138–39). The other side is that it is 

difficult to perceive any ideological unity within the material assigned to each redactor. The literary and 

linguistic evidence compiled by Dietrich and Veijola does illustrate the presence of editorial strands, but 

there is a need to distinguish more clearly the interests or tendencies of the editors at different levels.  

(2) Double Redaction. The second major position on the composition of the DH is associated with 

Cross (CMHE, 274–89), who treated the issues of authorship, date, and purpose of the DH as different 

facets of the same question. Citing the validity of some of the older arguments, such as those of Jepsen 

(see above) and J. Gray (Kings OTL, 13–15), for a preexilic edition of Kings, Cross traced two themes 

through the book of Kings. The first was the sin of Jeroboam and the wickedness of the N kingdom, 

which culminated in the exposition on the destruction of Samaria in 2 Kgs 17:1–23. The second theme 

was grounded in the covenant theology of the S monarchy. The faithfulness of David set the tone for 

Yahweh‘sdealingswithJudahinthesamewaythatJeroboam‘ssinledtoIsrael‘sdecline.Therewereno

goodkingsinIsrael;allofthemsinnedagainstYahwehby―walkinginthewayofJeroboam,sonof

Nebat,whocausedIsraeltosin‖(cf.1 Kgs 15:26, 34; 16:19, 26, 31; 22:52; 2 Kgs 3:3; 10:29; 13:2, 6, 11; 

14:24; 15:9, 18, 24, 28).IncontrasttotheseriesofdynastiesintheN,JudahcontinuedunderDavid‘s

descendants. Judah had its share of evil kings, but Yahweh had promised David an enduring fiefdom (nîr, 

see Hanson 1968) in Jerusalem as a reward for his loyalty (1 Kgs 11:36; 15:4; 2 Kgs 8:19). The good 

kings in Judah were compared individually with David. The only king, including David, who escaped 

criticism was Josiah; his reforming reign represented the climax of this second theme. The persistence of 

these two themes and their respective climaxes led Cross to posit a primary edition of the DH written as a 



program supportingJosiah‘sreformmeasures(CMHE, 284–85). This editor (Dtr 1) admonished his 

contemporaries to obedience to the Mosaic covenant that Josiah was attempting to reinstitute, believing 

that Yahweh would restore the kingdom by the hand of this new David in whom Dtr 1 had placed his 

hopes.ThebulkoftheDH,inCross‘view,consistedofthispropagandafromJosiah‘sreign.Asecond,

exilic redactor (Dtr 2) brought the primary edition up to date and blamed the Exile on Manasseh, whose 

wickedness doomed the later reforms of Josiah to futility (2 Kgs 21:10–25). Cross suggested that certain 

passages throughout the DH represented retouchings by Dtr 2. Such passages made the promise to David 

conditional, presupposed the Exile, or addressed the exiles and called for their repentance (Deut 4:27–31; 

28:36–37, 63–68; 29:27; 30:1–10; Josh 23:11–13, 15–16; 1 Sam 12:25; 1 Kgs 2:4; 6:11–13; 8:25b, 46–

53; 9:4–9; 2 Kgs 17:19; 20:17–18; 22:15–20; and perhaps Deut 30:11–20; 1 Kgs 3:14). The lack of any 

peroration on the fall of Judah comparable to that found in 2 Kings 17 on the fall of Israel was best 

explained, according to Cross, by regarding the exilic editor as less articulate than Dtr 1 (CMHE, 288).  

Cross‘thematicargumenthasconvincedagrowingnumberofAmericanscholarsthattheprimary

edition of the DH was Josianic, though his position has not been widely accepted in Europe. His Josianic 

setting for Dtr 1 accords well with the important place of Josiah noticed by previous studies of the DH, 

including that of Noth. Subsequent studies have gathered more evidence for a primary, Josianic edition. 

R. Friedman (1981a: 6–10), in particular, has noticed fundamental changes in the editorial perspective 

following the narrative concerning Josiah, and he has pointed out several deliberate links between the 

descriptions of the MosaicperiodinDeuteronomyandJosiah‘seffortsatreform.R.Nelson(1981),inhis

monograph advocating the double redaction theory, has focused on literary analysis and theology in 

additiontoCross‘thematicpoints.Nelsonhasalsosuppliedthemostthorough collection and evaluation 

available of the arguments for this hypothesis.  

AnumberofscholarswhoconcurwithCross‘basichypothesishavepublishedworksconcernedwith

sketchingmorepreciselythecontoursofDtr2‘srevisionsandtheology.Allofthese scholars are basically 

in agreement that Dtr 2 wrote during the Exile with the goals of ascribing that predicament to Manasseh 

and of bringing the Josianic history up to date. However, other passages attributed to Dtr 2 by Cross have 

been assigned to Dtr 1. Friedman (1981a: 12–13) and Nelson (1981: 118) have shown independently that 

the passages which Cross ascribed to Dtr 2 because they make the promise to David conditional (1 Kgs 

2:4; 8:25b; 9:4–5) actually refer only to the loss of the N kingdom and hence are best viewed as the work 

of Dtr 1. Reference to captivity within a passage does not necessarilysignalDtr2‘shand,sinceexilewas

a common and feared occurrence in the ANE long before the 6th century B.C.E. Also, the exile of the N 

kingdom was well known in Judah after 721 B.C.E. Thejudgmentthatapassage―soundslike‖itwas

addressed to the exiles is too subjective by itself to carry much conviction. Friedman and Nelson have 

instead based their arguments for Dtr 2 material on thematic and linguistic criteria. Their conclusions tend 

tosupportCross‘initialinstinctsinseeingDtr2‘srevisions as relatively light.  

However, others credit Dtr 2 with a much more active role in shaping the DH. Levenson, for example, 

argues on literary and theological grounds that Dtr 2 was responsible for inserting the Book of the Law 

into Deuteronomy (1975) andascribesmostofSolomon‘sspeechin1 Kings 8 to him (1980). Mayes 

(1983) has produced the first attempt to reconstruct in detail the redactional history of the entire DH. His 

literary-critical discussion credits Dtr 2 with significant revision and supplementation throughout the 

corpus.  

c. A Single Exilic Author. B. Peckham (1985) and H.-D. Hoffmann (1980) have made separate 

attemptstoreturntoNoth‘soriginalpositionthattheDHwastheworkofasingleexilic writer, although 

eachalsotriedtorefineNoth‘sconclusions.Peckham‘s1985monograph(notealsohis1983article)

expressedtheopinionthattherealproblemwithNoth‘sproposalwashisunderstandingofthesourcesof

the DH as fragmentary and discontinuous. By way of correction, Peckham offered a complex theory about 

the way in which Dtr 2 rewrote various sources in order to form the entire historical work from Genesis 

throughKings.PeckhamanalyzedeachofDtr2‘ssourcesinturn.ThefundamentalsourcewasJ‘sterse

narrative. Each of the following sources was composed as a running commentary on the text that grew out 

ofIsrael‘shistoriographictradition.JwasexpoundedbyDtr1,apparentlyinthereignofHezekiah.An



alternative interpretation of J was written by P. E was produced as a supplement to J and P and as a 

varianttoDtr1.Dtr2‘sworkwastheculminationofthisliteraryprocess.Dtr2wasnotaneditor,buta

tradent who thoroughly revised and rewrote the histories which he inherited.Dtr2‘shistorywasnever

itself revised, but a legislative supplement (Lev 1:1–7:38 and 11:46–27:34), designated Ps, was grafted 

ontoit,thusgivingthePentateuchitspresentform.Peckham‘sviewoftherelationshipbetweenthe

sourcesandtheextentofDtr2‘sworkiscreativebuthighlyidiosyncratic.Hiscriteriafordistinguishing

these sources areneverrevealed.Indeed,hestatesthatDtr2‘suseofrepetitionandimitationmakeshis

history―almostindistinguishablefromitsantecedents‖(1985:49).Asaresult,hisreconstructionofthe

various layers of composition in the DH appears almost entirely subjective.  

Like Peckham (1983: 217–18), Hoffmann (1980: 16–17)assertsthatNoth‘soriginalthesiscontainsan

inherent contradiction in the notion of the Dtr as both author and editor. His own solution to this 

perceived contradiction is, however, quitedifferentthanPeckham‘s.HoffmannconcludesthattheDHis

essentiallyafictionalhistoryofIsrael‘scultbyanexilicorpostexilicauthor.TheDtr‘stechniqueisto

contrasttherightreformsofgoodkingswiththeevil―reforms‖ofwickedkings.This―pendulumswing‖

effect is more exaggerated as the account approaches its climax (Zielpunkt)inJosiah‘sreform(2 Kings 

22–24). Josiah and his reign serve as the model for a new beginning when the Exile is over. The story of 

Josiahsharesconnectionswiththatofeveryreformingkingbeforehim.Indeed,thehallmarkoftheDtr‘s

literary work is the way in which he links texts by a variety of methods. The basis oftheDtr‘sjudgments

concerning the kings of Israel and Judah is the first commandment of the Mosaic law, which sets Israel 

apart from the nations. Jeroboam, who led Israel away from cultic centralization, and Ahab, who imported 

Baalism, are the paradigms of wickedness. While the Dtr did employ some historical sources, this 

occurred more rarely than most scholars, including Noth, have admitted, and these sources can no longer 

beisolatedpreciselyintheDtr‘shighlyfictionalandtendentiousnarrative(compare the similar views of 

Van Seters 1983a: 317–21, 354–62). In short, Hoffmann sees the Deuteronomist as a true author, not a 

compiler or redactor, whose work is far more creative than even Noth perceived it to be.  

There is much that is useful in Hoffmann‘sbook.Hisanalysisofthecross-references within the DH 

confirmsNoth‘sviewoftheessentialunityofthework.Hedemonstratesthesignificanceofthecultfor

the Dtr, a topic which had not previously received so full a treatment. He shows, perhaps more clearly 

than any previous scholar, the importance of Josiah in the DH. However, his theory regarding the exilic 

setting for the Dtr does not do justice to the significance of Josiah in the DH; the emphasis on Josiah is 

explained more clearly by Cross‘proposalthattheoriginaleditionoftheDHwasinfactJosianic.

Hoffmann‘smonographcompletelyignoresthepositionofCrossandhisfollowers.Hisfailuretotreat

any king after Josiah also tends to substantiate the view that the material following Josiah in the DH is a 

lesscreativenarrativetackedontothemainbodyofthework.Finally,Hoffmann‘sjudgmentregarding

the fictional nature of the DH is unwarranted. To be sure, the Dtr (or Dtr 1) is a creative writer with 

definite interests, whose work must therefore be used with great caution in historical reconstruction. At 

the same time, the evidence for various historical traditions underlying the DH is too strong simply to 

dismiss the work cavalierly as fiction (see section 5 below).  

d. Toward a Solution. Almost all of the above-mentioned studies on the composition of the DH have 

some merit, and it is possible to treat their various conclusions as complementary rather than contrastive. 

For instance, the notion of a Deuteronomistic school is compatible not only with the view that the DH was 

put together in its final form by a single individual in the Exile, but also with the theory of multiple 

editions of the DH (Weinfeld 1972: 7–8). The conclusions of Dietrich and Cross are not entirely 

irreconcilable, since they actually focus on different aspects of the issue of authorship. The arguments of 

Crossareprimarilythematic,whileDietrich‘sareliterary.Yet,Cross‘evidencethattheprimaryredaction

of the DH supported Josiah carries more convictionthandoesDietrich‘sinterpretationonliterary-critical 

grounds. The importance of Josiah for the DH is confirmed not only by the additional evidence from 

FriedmanandNelson,butalsobytheobservationsofHoffmann.Still,Cross‘theoryofadouble redaction 

does not answer all the questions raised by the DH. In particular, the significance of the prophetic stories 

with their generally negative orientation toward the monarchy goes beyond the interests of Dtr 1 and even 



stands in tension with his support of the Davidic dynasty, especially as it is represented in Josiah. At the 

same time, the stress on prophecy is not likely a part of the same edition that added the laconic account of 

Judah after Josiah and blamed Manasseh for the Exile (Cross, CMHE, 285–86).  

AnintriguingaddendumtoCross‘theoryincorporatingsomeofthemostimportantliteraryinsightsof

Dietrich and Veijola has been proposed by P. K. McCarter. In his volumes on the books of Samuel (1 

Samuel AB, 18–23; 2 Samuel AB, 6–8) McCarter takes the position that a pre-Deuteronomistic level of 

redaction, done from a prophetic perspective, exists in this material. Hence, much of what Veijola 

identifies as DtrP in 2 Samuel is assigned by McCarter to this prophetic history. The prophetic historian, 

inMcCarter‘sview,collectedtheoldestsourcesunderlyingSamuel.In1SamueltheseincludetheArk

Narrative (1 Sam 2:12–17, 22–25; 4:1b–7:1), a cycle of stories about Saul (beneath 1 Sam 1:1–28; 9:1–

10:16; 10:27b–11:15; 13:2–7a, 15b–23; 14:1–46), and an apology for David sometimes called the 

―HistoryofDavid‘sRise‖(1980;1 Samuel AB, 18–20), behind 1 Samuel 16–2 Samuel 5. McCarter 

argues that in 2 Samuel the primary source was an apology for Solomon (the so-called―Succession

Narrative‖),whichwasitselfacompilationofvariousstoriesfromDavid‘sreign(2 Samuel AB, 9–16). 

See also COURT NARRATIVE (2 SAMUEL 9–1 KINGS 2). The prophetic historian reordered these 

sources, with editorial comments, into a running, historical narrative. According to McCarter, the 

skeptical view ofkingshipanditssubjectiontoprophecywithintheprophetichistorybetraysthework‘s

Norigin.However,thehistory‘sacceptanceoftheDavidicdynastyandthetext‘shopefulorientation

towardJudahasthebearerofIsrael‘sfutureleadsMcCarterto date the prophetic document to the end of 

the 8th century, during or shortly after the fall of Samaria (see also Mayes 1983: 84–85).  

A. Campbell (1986) has also posited a prophetic document, which he calls the prophetic record, 

underlying the DH in the booksofSamuelandKings.Campbell‘sreconstructiondiffersfromthatof

McCarter in several particulars. Campbell does not assign as much material in Samuel to his prophetic 

record as McCarter assigns to his prophetic history. For example, Campbell does not believe that the 

prophetic record included the Ark Narrative or the Succession Narrative (1986: 67, 82–84).Campbell‘s

prophetic record viewed monarchy as the gift of Yahweh and not as a sinful, human invention, as 

McCarter argues is the case with his prophetic history. Finally, Campbell dates his prophetic record to the 

reign of Jehu (late 9th century B.C.E.)andseesitasadocumentthatsoughttolegitimateJehu‘sprophetic

anointing and therefore, his kingship (1986: 108–10). Hence, Campbell traces the prophetic record in 1–2 

Kings (cf. McKenzie 1985b). He finds it underlying the accounts of the N kings and culminating with a 

versionofJehu‘srevoltbeneath2 Kings 9–10.InCampbell‘sreconstruction,theprophetic record 

underlies the competition on Mt. Carmel in 1 Kings 18, the Naboth story in 1 Kings 21,andAhijah‘s

death in 2 Kings 1, but not the rest of the Elijah cycle and none of the Elisha stories.  

Despite their differences, both McCarter and Campbell agree that a N prophetic document underlies the 

Deuteronomistic redaction in the books of Samuel and Kings. The existence of such a pre-

Deuteronomistic, prophetic work may help to resolve some of the literary and thematic tensions within 

theDH.IfMcCarter‘scharacterizationiscorrect,theprophetichistoryshouldcontinueasanunderlying

layer in Kings (cf. McKenzie 1985b). Such a layer explains the preservation of lengthy prophetic stories 

which obviously had little to do in their original form with the concerns of Dtr 1 (e.g., 1 Kgs 13:11–32). It 

also supports the idea that many of the negative sentiments expressed in the DH toward Israel or its 

kingship come not from a late redaction of the history but from an earlier level founded in the old league 

traditions of the north. A number of questions about this prophetic level remain to be answered. What 

were its exact parameters? Is there any relationship between this prophetic work and the prophetic 

concerns pointed to by Nicholson in Deuteronomy? Is this prophetic redaction related to arguments by 

various scholars (Halpern 1981: 48–53; Mayes 1983: 120–25; McKenzie 1985a: 174–76; Weippert 1972) 

for redactional activity in the DH at the time of Hezekiah? The most that can be said at present is that a 

prophetic redaction of the sort described by McCarter and Campbell may have served as a major source 

forDtr1‘saccountofthemonarchy. 

Since the days of Rost, Noth, and their contemporaries, and thanks to their pioneering work, scholars 

have made important strides in uncovering the process behind the formation of the DH. There is not, of 



course, unanimous agreement on the issues, yet progress has been made and continues to be made, 

however slowly, within historical critical scholarship. This is an important point since several scholars in 

recent years have adopted newer approaches to the Bible, abandoning historical criticism out of 

frustration with its results (see below). Recent work on the books of Samuel and Kings makes it clear that 

a more fruitful approach to the question of the composition of the DH may be found not in late redactions 

(a task that has preoccupied many researchers), but in the search for sources and redactions preceding the 

edition of Dtr 1. McCarter and Campbell have drawn attention to the significance of intermediate 

redactions lying between the oldest sources and Dtr 1.  

4. New Literary Approaches. A number of works have appeared in recent years which treat portions of 

the DH with a variety of literary or structuralist techniques (see STRUCTURALISM). These treatments 

are too many and too diverse to examine individually here. They generally focus on a single section of the 

DH, predominantly in Samuel, rather than discussing the DH as a whole (see McCarter, 2 Samuel 16 for a 

brief listing of some of these works).  

R.Polzin‘s 1980 study, however, deserves special review. This volume is the first part of a literary 

study of the entire DH. Polzin argues that the domination of reported speech in Deuteronomy in contrast 

to the preponderance of reporting speech in Joshua and Judgesreflectstheauthor‘sattempttopresent

himselftohisaudienceintheroleofmediatorofGod‘sword.JustasMoseswastheauthoritative

interpreterofGod‘slawforhisdaysotheDeuteronomististheauthoritativeinterpreteroftheMosaiclaw

for the exiles. Deuteronomy stands in relation to Joshua–Kings as prophecy to fulfillment, or as law to 

application. Polzin describes the book of Joshua as a meditation on the interpretation of the law—a 

meditation that illustrates the distance between divine law and human interpretation (1980: 144). The 

book of Judges, for Polzin, tests the traditionalism of Deuteronomy and Joshua. Judges presents a chaotic 

pictureinwhich―everyonedidwhatwasrightinhisowneyes.‖Amechanisticinterpretationofthe

MosaiclawwouldleadonetopredictIsrael‘sdestructionbecauseofthesinfulnessofthejudgesperiod.

But such an interpretation does not take account of divine mercy. Hence, Israel not only survives the era 

of the judges, but even prospers. Together, the three books of Deuteronomy, Joshua, and Judges, in 

Polzin‘sview,militateagainstthekindofrigidorthodoxythatdoesnotallowflexibilityinapplyingthe

word of God to new situations. Polzin applies the hermeneutical message he finds in the DH to the current 

crisis in biblical scholarship caused by the tension between traditional historical criticism and newer 

literary approaches (1980: 205–12).TheDH,heargues,condemnsthe―scientific‖methodsofhistorical

criticism that attempt to recover the unitary, original sense of the text. Rather, the DH calls for an 

approach to its text that constantly reapplies its message to the new situation in which interpreters find 

themselves.  

Polzin‘scriticismsoftraditionalscholarship‘sfailuretoaddresstheBible on its own terms and of the 

scholarly tendency toward theological dogmatism are well taken, although these may reflect problems 

inherent more in the practitioners than in the method. However, Polzin has failed to show how his 

approach may interact with historical criticism (cf. Mayes 1983: 20–21). He essentially ignores the 

historical critical research done on the literary history of the DH, even though he obviously depends on 

theresultsofthatresearch(otherwise,hewouldnottreattheDHasa―literaryunit‖inthefirstplace).

Polzin never satisfactorily answers the objection to the literary methods which he employs, namely, that 

such methods are inappropriate for material that has been redacted numerous times (1980: 16–18). His 

point that the textmustbeapproachedbyamethodthatallowsittobereappliedtotheinterpreter‘sever-

changing situation is valid. However, his conclusions seem to ignore the limits which the text places upon 

itself. His perspective on Judges, in particular, appears to be the result of his forcing the book to conform 

to the hermeneutical message he wishes to find in Deuteronomy–Judges. His desire to stress what he sees 

as cultic chaos recounted in Judges leads him to dismiss the rather rigid pattern of apostasy, oppression, 

repentance, and deliverance that the editor has imposed on the narrative.  

Polzin‘sworkunderlinesthetensionexistingincontemporarybiblicalscholarshipbetweentheolder

approach of historical criticism and newer literary study. Literary theory is more satisfying 

hermeneuticallythanhistoriccriticisminfacilitatingthereader‘sinteractionwiththetext.ButD.Gunn



(1987: 69–70) is probably correct that reader-orientedtheoryundermineshistoricalcriticism‘sattemptsat

a normative understanding of the text. Moreover, the tendency of literary criticism to deal with canonical 

unit(s) ultimately is opposed to, or at least dismisses as irrelevant, questions about redactional levels 

whichareattheheartofthetopicofthe―DeuteronomisticHistory.‖Ideally,perhaps,historicalcriticism

and literary criticism should be complementary. Practically, however, the two approaches may simply be 

moving in different directions with only a few scholars able to bridge the gap between them (Gunn 1987: 

72–73). For the perspective on the DH described in this article the view of literary methods is best 

expressedinthefollowingquotationfromR.Alter(1981:46):―TheBiblepresentsakindofliteraturein

which the primary impulse would often seem to be to provide instruction or at least necessary 

information, not merely to delight. If, however, we fail to see that the creators of biblical narrative were 

writers who, like writers elsewhere, took pleasure in exploring the formal and imaginative resources of 

their fictional medium, perhaps sometimes unexpectedly capturing the fullness of their subject in the very 

playofexploration,weshallmissmuchthatthebiblicalstoriesaremeanttoconvey.‖ 

5. Historiography and Historicity. J. Van Seters, in his recent volume on historiography in the ANE 

(1983a),arguesthatNoth‘sexilicDtrconstitutesthefirstIsraelitehistorianaswellasthefirsttrue

historian in Western civilization. He contends, therefore, that Dtr did not incorporate any earlier 

historiographic works into his history, and that those sections of Samuel where scholars have perceived 

older,independentsources(e.g.,theArkNarrative,theStoryofSaul,andtheHistoryofDavid‘sRise)are

actually original compositions by Dtr, sometimes usingpreformedtraditions.The―CourtHistoryof

David‖or―SuccessionNarrative,‖whichmanyscholarshaveseenasDtr‘ssourceformuchof2 Samuel 

9–20 and 1 Kings 1–2, is post-Dtr, i.e., a postexilic addition to the story of David. Thus, like Hoffmann, 

Van Seters (1983a: 117–21; 1983b: 131–32) regards the DH as largely fictional.  

ThereareproblemswithsomeofVanSeters‘conclusions. His contention that true history writing 

comes relatively late in Near Eastern history betrays the assumption that anything approaching historical 

ortheologicalsophistication(fromamodernperspective)mustbelate.HeassumesNoth‘sdatefor the 

DH and does not adequately deal with those reconstructions of the DH that posit earlier redactions and 

sources.HisviewoftheDH‘shistoricityisprobablyoverlynegativeandleadshimtotheconclusionthat

the first extant example of history writing in Western civilization is essentially a work of fiction. His 

stress on history writing also leads him to neglect the role played by royal propaganda in shaping the DH 

and its sources, particularly in its portrait of Josiah.  

Nevertheless,VanSeters‘volume has also made some very important contributions to the study of the 

DH. His comparison of the DH to history writing from the ANE and especially from Greece suggests a 

purposebehindDtr‘sworkwhichmodernscholarshaveoverlooked,namelythatDtrwas an ancient 

historianwhowrote―torenderanaccounttoIsraelofitspast.‖Thisunderstandingofthegenreand

purpose of the DH also has important implications for the method of composition employed in the DH. 

Like Herodotus, Dtr was both an author andaneditorwhocreativelyshapedIsrael‘straditionsintoalong,

narrativehistory.Inmanyrespects,VanSeters‘workrepresentsareturntoandareinforcementofNoth‘s

original conclusions regarding the DH. Van Seters has pointed the way for future studies on the 

techniques of composition and genre of literature represented in the DH.  

D. Conclusion  

ThegeniusofNoth‘sinitialproposalfortheexistenceoftheDHwashisperceptionoftheoverall unity 

oftheaccountfromDeuteronomythroughKings.ThegeniusofCross‘latercorrectionrestsinhis

observation that the principal concerns of this large unit were with an earlier era, rather than the period 

reachedbytheDH‘saccount.InCross‘theory, the second editor of the DH was primarily responsible for 

adding a relatively brief appendix to the body of the work, while the unity of that body was maintained. 

The search for sources and redactions underlying the DH is certainly a valuable endeavor and has 

provided scholars with a clearer picture of how this great work developed. However, those who search for 

sourcesmustbecarefulnottoobscuretheunityofthework,Noth‘srealinsight.Somerecenttreatments

of the DH (Hoffmann and Van Seters) call for fresh studies of the creativeness of the Dtr in his use of 

traditions and in his own composition. Critical scholarship of the DH has a real need for specialists in 



literary studies and historiography. But those who study the creativity of the Dtr must in turn not lose 

sight of the conclusions of older literary critics regarding the sources used by the Dtr.  
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STEVEN L. MCKENZIE  

DEUTERONOMY, BOOK OF. The fifth and last book of the Pentateuch or Torah.  

———  

A. The Name and Its Meaning  

B. The Literary Form of Deuteronomy  

C. The Covenant at the Plains of Moab  

D. Composition and Structure  

E. Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic Historiographer  

F.―Singular‖and―Plural‖Layers 

G. Deuteronomy—The Archimedean Point of the History of the Pentateuchal Literature  

1. Date of Deuteronomy  

2. The Book of Law (Torah)  

3. The Discovery of the Book of the Torah  

H. Deuteronomy as Turning Point in Israelite Religion  

I. The National Renaissance at the Times of Hezekiah and Josiah  

J. The Land in Deuteronomy  

K. The Idea of the Election of Israel  

L. Deuteronomy and Wisdom Literature  

———  

A. The Name and Its Meaning  

The Greek appellation of the book, to deuteronomion (hence Latin Deuteronomium), as well as the 

Hebrew appellation, Mishneh Torah (Sipre, section 160 based on Deut 17:18; Josh 8:32), means―repeated

law‖or―secondlaw‖andalludestothefactthatDeuteronomyisa(revised)repetitionofthelargepartof

the law and history of the Tetrateuch (the first four books), cf. Nahmanides to Deut 1:1 and Ibn Ezra to 

Deut 1:5. Although the words mšnh htwrh hz˒t in Deut 17:18 maymean―acopyofthisTorah‖(see

commentaries) and thus may be rightly considered of secondary nature, it is also true that Deuteronomy 

constitutes a second covenant besides the Sinaitic one (28:69). Although all the laws were delivered to 

Moses at Sinai, the people in fact received them only at the plains of Moab and a covenant, besides the 

one concluded at Sinai (28:69), was established there.  

Deuteronomy indeed draws upon the previous traditions of the Pentateuch, but was revised according to 

the principles of the Hezekianic-Josianic reforms. Thus, for example, the laws of tithe, of šĕmiṭṭah (the 

year of the release of debts, 15:1–11) and the rules of the release of slaves (15:12–19), of the firstborn 

animal (15:19–23), and of the three festivals (16:1–17) are all ancient laws (Exod 21:1–11; 22:28–29; 

23:10–11, 14–19; 34:19–26). They appear however in Deuteronomy in a new form, adjusted to the 

principles of centralization of cult as well as to the social-humane tendency which is characteristic of 

Deuteronomy.  

There was thus an awareness of this book being secondary. A similar categorization of stabilized 

canonic tradition versus secondary, later-added tradition is found in Mesopotamia. There we find the term 

šanû (―second‖/―another‖)forliterarysacredmaterialdistinctfromtheoriginalcanonicone(Rochberg-

Halton 1984). An Akkadian term which overlaps šanû is aḫû (―external‖)(140–44), an expression which 

equals late Hebrew ḥiṣôn for which one is to explain the expression sĕpar  m ḥiṣon  m, ―extraneousbooks,‖

which defines noncanonical literature (m. Sanh. 10:1). In the Qumran literature, we find the term seper 

hattôrâ hašenît referring apparently to a noncanonical Torah (4Q177:14), 67–68 in Allegro 1968). Similar 

thematic appellations are found for the other books of the Pentateuch: Genesis (= Creation); Exodus (= 



exit from Egypt); Leviticus (= priestly laws, cf. Hebrew tôrāt kôhan  m,―priestlylaws‖);Numbers(=the

census of the Israelites, cf. Hebrew ḥômeš hapĕlud  m, ―one-fifth[ofthePentateuch]concerningcensus‖

[m. Yoma 7:1; m. Soṭa 7:7]).  

Alongside the Hebrew name Mishne-Torah (Deuteronomium), the prevalent name for the book was 

Dĕbārim (―theWords‖).ThiswastakenfromtheincipitoftheHebrewbook,aswasthecasewiththe

names of the other books of the Pentateuch: Bĕr š  t, ―Inthebeginning,‖forGenesis; ĕmôt, ―The

Names,‖forExodus;Wayyiqā˒, ―Hecalled,‖forLeviticus;andBĕmidbar, ―IntheDesert,‖forNumbers.

The system for naming a literary creation after its incipit is very ancient; compare the Babylonian creation 

epic named after its opening: enuma eliš, ―whenabove,‖andtheso-calledcreation―RighteousSufferer,‖

the ancient title of which was ludlul b l nem qi, ―Ipraisethelordofwisdom,‖aftertheopeningwordsof

the work.  

B. The Literary Form of Deuteronomy  

Deuteronomy is presented as a farewell speech delivered by Moses shortly before his death. The form of 

the―testament‖giventothebooklookspeculiarbuthaspossibleantecedentsintheEgyptianmethodof

diffusing moral teaching. Most of the Egyptian wisdom instructions were dressed in the form of 

testaments of kings and viziers to their successors.  

ThistechniquemayhaveexerteditsinfluenceonIsrael‘sliterature,especiallysincethereexistaffinities

between Deuteronomy and the didactic Wisdom Literature (see L. below). Indeed the book of 

Deuteronomy is a kind of manual for the future kings of Israel (17:14–23), written by scribes just as were 

the instructions for the Egyptian kings as well as those for the Mesopotamian ones. As will be shown 

below, the valedictory speeches in the Deuteronomic corpus are linked to a ceremony of succession bound 

by covenant, a ceremony attested in the neo-Assyrian Empire in the vassal treaties of Esarhaddon (= 

VTE). This concept of covenantal succession is reflected in the Greek rendering of biblical bĕr  t, diath ke 

or―testament.‖Itseemsthatthebasicsenseunderlyingdiath ke intheLXXis―imposedobligation‖

which is semantically true for the Hebrew bĕr  t. It is hard to decide whether the valedictory speeches were 

modeled on the ethical wills of the Egyptian type or rather belong to the covenantal scene of royal 

succession of the Assyrian type.  

At any rate Deuteronomy adopted the form of speech as a literary device for the dissemination of its 

message. The practice of ascribing religious-ethical valedictories to leaders and kings was also used by 

the editors of the Israelite historiography who were influenced by the book of Deuteronomy. Thus the 

Deuteronomic writers end the period of the Conquest with a farewell speech of Joshua (chap. 23), the 

period of the judges concludes with a valedictory speech of Samuel (1 Samuel 12), and the description of 

David‘slife in the Deuteronomic edition ends with a religious-ethical will of David (1 Kgs 2:3–4; 

Weinfeld 1972a: 10–14). Besides the valedictory speeches, the Deuteronomic school ascribed to the 

national leaders speeches of prophetic nature, liturgical orations, and military addresses (Weinfeld 1972a: 

10–14).  

A similar literary method is found in Greek historiography. Numerous speeches are cited in the works 

of Herodotus and Thucydides, supposedly delivered by national heroes. Thucydides himself declares that 

it was his habit to make the speeches say what, in his opinion, was demanded by them by the various 

occasions (i. 22.1) (Weinfeld 1972a: 51–53).  

Expressing ideology by means of programmatic speeches put into the mouths of leaders and great 

personalities continued in Israelite historiography of the Second Temple period. Thus the Chronicles put 

into the mouth of King Abijah, the son of Rehoboam, a speech that emphasizes the eternity of the Davidic 

dynasty and the sole legitimacy of the Jerusalemite temple (2 Chr 13:4–12). This was done in order to 

show that the objection of the northern kingdom to the Davidic Kingdom and to the Jerusalemite temple is 

a rebellion against God.  

The same system is found in the apocryphal literature. Two speeches are ascribed to Judith, the heroine, 

before acting against the enemy. The first speech (8:11–27) comes to implant faith and confidence in her 

action by citing the tests to which God put Israel in the past, while the second (9:2–14), which is a prayer, 

invokes the greatness of the God of Israel and his deeds in the past. Similarly, we find in the farewell 



speechofMattathias,theHasmonean,anenumerationofthefaithfulancestorsandtheirkeepingGod‘s

covenant (1 Macc 2:48–67). This system of programmatic speeches can be traced down to the speeches of 

Peter and Stephen in the Acts of the Apostles (2:14–16; 7:2–53).ThesespeechessurveyIsrael‘spast

(Weinfeld fc.) and thus serve a didactic purpose.  

C. The Covenant at the Plains of Moab  

The change of leadership in the ANE was accompanied by a pledge of loyalty on behalf of the people. 

The so-called vassal treaties of Esarhaddon (= VTE) which have so much in common with Deuteronomy 

are none other than fealty oaths imposed by the retiring king on his vassals concerning his successor 

(Assurbanipal). The covenant in the land of Moab, which is concluded at the time when Moses nominates 

Joshua as his successor (Deut 3:23–29; 31:1–8), resembles then formally the situation found in VTE. The 

difference is only that the contents of the Mosaic covenant are divine law and the sworn pledge refers to 

God whereas VTE is concerned with stipulations of a political nature, referring to the human suzerain. 

Formally, however, the two documents are of similar nature. Especially striking is the covenantal scene in 

VTE and in Deuteronomy. Both scenes have the entire population gathered: young and old (Deut 29:9–

11, cf. 2 Kgs 23:1–3, and VTE 4–5; for the Assyrian covenantal ceremony, see Weinfeld 1976: 392–93). 

In both scenes the gathered take the pledge not only for themselves but also for the future generations 

(Deut 29:14, VTE 6–7, cf. Sefire treaty I A 1–5 [Fitzmyer 1967: 12–13]).  

In fact, even before the discovery of the Esarhaddon treaties the particular formal structure of the book 

of Deuteronomy had been recognized. G. von Rad (1958: 1–78) inquired into the significance of the 

peculiar structure of Deuteronomy: history (chaps. 1–11), laws (chaps. 12:1–26:15), mutual obligations 

(26:16–19), and blessings and curses (chaps. 27–28) suggested that the structure reflects the procedure of 

a formal cultic ceremony. According to von Rad, this ceremony opened with a recital of history, 

proceeded with the proclamation of law, accompanied by a pledge, and ended with blessings and curses. 

Since according to Deuteronomy 27 the blessings and curses have to be recited between Mts. Gerizim and 

Ebal, von Rad identified Shechem as the scene of periodic covenant renewal in ancient Israel (Joshua 24). 

Although no real evidence for a covenant festival has been discovered so far, the observation made by von 

Rad that the literary structure of Deuteronomy reflects a covenantal procedure has been confirmed by 

subsequent investigations. It has become clear that the covenant form as presented in Deuteronomy was in 

use for centuries in the ANE. G. Mendenhall in 1954 (66–87) found that the Hittite suzerainty treaties 

have a structure identical with that of the biblical covenant. The basic elements are: titulary; historical 

introduction,whichservedasmotivationforthevassal‘sloyalty;stipulations of the treaty; a list of divine 

witnesses; blessings and curses; recital of the covenant and deposit of its tablets.  

However, the treaties of Esarhaddon (dated 672 B.C.E.), discovered in 1956, provided new material and 

a better understanding of the Deuteronomic covenant. It transpires now that like VTE, Deuteronomy is 

not a covenant between two parties but a loyalty oath imposed by the sovereign on his vassal. The 

demands of loyalty are expressed in Deuteronomy and in the VTE in identical terms.―Love‖standsin

bothsourcesforloyaltyandthesubjectsinbothdocumentsarecommanded―tolove‖theirsuzerain―with

alltheheartandallthesoul‖(Deut 6:5; Weinfeld 1976: 384–85). The standard terms for being loyal to 

the sovereign in both documents are: ―to go after‖ (= ―to follow‖), ―to fear,‖ and ―to hearken to the 

voice of.‖  

Furthermore, even in the contents there is identity between the Assyrian oath and that of Deuteronomy. 

The whole series of curses in Deut 28:23–35 is paralleled in VTE lines 419–30 and even the order of 

curses is the same in both documents. While the order of the curses, as for example, leprosy and blindness 

intheAssyriantreaties,canbeexplainedinthattheorderfollowsthehierarchyofthegodsSinandŠamaš

who are associated each with a specific curse (leprosy and blindness respectively), the order of the same 

curses in Deuteronomy cannot be explained, which shows that the curses originated in the Mesopotamian 

tradition (Weinfeld 1972a: 116–26). Indeed it has been suggested that the Deuteronomic covenant was a 

substitution for the Judean loyalty oath to the king of Assyria (the time of Manasseh) and hence the 

identity in the curses (Frankena 1965).  



After the discovery of VTE, it became clear that a distinction should be made between a covenant 

between two equal parties and an oath of loyalty imposed by the suzerain on his vassals. The latter 

corresponds to the form of Deuteronomy, which is a loyalty oath imposed by God on his vassal, Israel. 

Such loyalty oaths were prevalent from the days of the Hittite Empire in the 15th–14th centuries through 

the Assyrian Empire down to the Roman Empire (Weinfeld 1976: 381–83). The Hittites included in their 

oath a historical introduction in which the benevolence of the suzerain toward the vassal was stressed, 

which came to justify their demands for loyalty. A similar element is found in Deuteronomy, which has a 

long historical introduction (chaps. 1–11), an element not attested in the usual Assyrian treaties. It seems 

that the Assyrian emperor who saw himself as king of the universe felt that it would be both unnecessary 

and humiliating to justify his demand of loyalty by referring to the benevolence of the suzerain to the 

vassal in the manner of the Hittite kings. This assumption may also explain the lack of the blessings in the 

Assyrian treaties on the one hand and the long list of curses on the other. The Hittites felt it necessary not 

only to justify their demands for loyalty but also to give promises of help in time of danger, as well as to 

bestow divine blessings for loyal service. The Assyrians neither gave promises to the vassal nor bestowed 

blessings but, on the contrary, increased and expanded the list of threats and curses in order to terrorize 

him.  

The arrogance of the Assyrian king may also explain the lack of any sign of affection of the sovereign to 

his vassal. In the Hittite treaties and in the Israelite covenant (Weinfeld 1972a: 69), along with the 

demandof―love‖(loyalty)onthepartofthevassalcomeexpressionsofaffectionfromthesideofthe

sovereign. The Assyrianking,however,demandsscrupulous―love‖(=loyalty)fromthevassalsbutno

signofaffectionontheking‘side.Inthismatterofaffection,DeuteronomyfollowstheHittitelineand

not the Assyrian one.  

Another parallel feature between the Assyrian oath of loyalty and the one of Deuteronomy is the theme 

of self-condemnation in connection with the violation of the oath. The end of Deuteronomy 29 reads: 

―Andthegenerationstocome…willask:‗WhydidYHWHdothus tothisland?‘andtheywillsay:

‗BecausetheyforsookthecovenantofYHWH‘ ‖(vv 21–24). The same motif is found in the neo-

Assyrian texts concerning the breach of the oath.ThustheannalsofAssurbanipalstate:―thepeopleof

Arabiaaskedoneanothersaying:‗WhyisitthatsuchevilhasbefallenArabia?‘andtheysay‗Becausewe

didnotobservetheobligationsworntothegodofAshur‘ ‖(IX,68–72 in Streck 1916: 78–79; for an 

additional example see Weinfeld 1972a: 115).  

The pattern which served a political need in the ANE came to serve a religious need in Israel. The 

religious use of this pattern was especially possible in Israel because the religion of Israel was the only 

religion that demanded exclusive loyalty to the God of Israel, a jealous God, who would suffer no rival. 

The religion of Israel therefore precluded the possibility of dual or multiple loyalties, such as were 

permitted in other religions where the believer was found in diverse relationships to many gods. So the 

stipulation in political treaties demanding exclusive loyalty to one king corresponds strikingly to the 

religious belief in one single, exclusive deity.  

The idea of the kingship of God seems also to have contributed to the concept of Israel as the vassal of 

YHWH, the King. It is true that the idea of the kingship of God was prevalent all over the ANE (Frankfort 

1948). There was, nevertheless, an important difference between the Israelite notion of divine kingship 

and the corresponding idea in other nations. Israel adopted the idea of the kingship of God a long time 

before establishing the human institution of kingship. As a result, for hundreds of years the only kingship 

recognized and institutionalized in Israel was the kingship of God. According to Israelite tradition 

(Crüsemann 1978 and Weinfeld 1981) during the period of the judges, YHWH was actually the King of 

Israel (Judg 8:23; 1 Sam 8:7; 10:19).  

Because of the concept of the kingship of God, the relations between the people and their God had to be 

patterned after the conventional model of relations between a king and his subjects, a written treaty. It is 

no wonder, then, that the pattern of the vassal treaty found a permanent place in the Israelite religion; nor 

is it a coincidence that this treaty pattern was adopted in its entirety precisely by the book of 

Deuteronomy. The pattern of a state treaty based on the demand for exclusive allegiance is well suited to 



abookinwhichtheconceptoftheunityofGodreachestheapogeeofexpression.Nicholson‘sskepticism

about the ANE parallel to the covenant of God with Israel (1986) is based on a misunderstanding. The 

covenant of God with Israel is not to be paralleled to political pacts between states in the ANE but is to be 

compared with the loyalty oaths of vassals to their suzerains, as indicated above.  

D. Composition and Structure  

In spite of its apparent formal unity, the book is not a homogeneous piece of work. It has two 

introductions (1:1–4:40; 4:44–11:32), two different kinds of blessings and curses (27:11–13 with 28:3–6, 

16–19, and the curses in the rest of chap. 28 [see below]). In addition we find appendixes of various 

kinds: the Song of Moses (32:1–33) and the Blessing of Moses (chap. 33) which are old poems ascribed 

to Moses and appended to the book by the editor of Deuteronomy. Similar appendixes were added by the 

Deuteronomic historiographer to the stories about David in the books of Samuel. The Song of David (2 

Samuel 22) and his last prophetic blessing (2 Sam 23:1–7) were appended to the books of Samuel after 

they had assumed their basic structure (Weinfeld 1972a: 11–12). The Deuteronomic redaction of the 

DavidicstoriesendedtheaccountofDavid‘slifewithafarewelladdress(1 Kgs 2:3–4), which was 

incorporated in the old Davidic testament (1 Kgs 2:1–2, 5–9).  

The Song of Moses (32:1–43) had been preceded by an elohistic introduction (31:16–22) which 

presented the song as a written prophetic witness (˓ d) for the next generations when troubles might befall 

Israel as a result of violating the covenant. This stimulated the author of Deuteronomy to present also the 

Deuteronomic Torah as a prophetic witness for the future generations (32:26–29). Both the song and the 

Torah were said to be written by Moses (cf. 31:9 with 31:22) and taught by him to Israel (31:22; 32:46).  

The composite nature of the book of Deuteronomy has been dealt with by many modern scholars, but no 

final solution has been reached. There is a general agreement in regards to chaps. 4:44–28:68. It is 

believed that these chapters constituted the original book, which was later supplemented by an additional 

introduction (1:6–4:40) and by variegated material at the end of the book (chaps. 29–30). The rest of the 

book is usually divided into two categories: (1) The Deuteronomic material dealing with the 

commissioning of Joshua (31:1–8), the writing of the Torah, its use in the future (31:8–13), the depositing 

of it at the ark (31:24–29; 32:45–47), and the death of Moses (chapter 34). (2) Ancient material appended 

to the book as indicated above such as the Song of Moses (32:1–43) with its elohistic introduction (31:14–

23), the blessing of Moses (33:9–29), and the priestly passage in 32:48–52 which recaptures the priestly 

tradition about the death of Moses in Num 27:12–14 in order to connect it with chap. 34, the account of 

the death of Moses.  

However, it should be recognized that chaps. 5–28 are also not homogeneous. The law code that 

constitutes the main part of the book was originally put into a framework of the ceremony of blessings 

and curses of Gerizim and Ebal. The theme of this ceremony appears at the opening of the code (11:26–

32) and at its conclusion (26:16–27:26). This enclosure adds significance to the code of laws. The old 

Shechemite ceremony which is an act of foundation (Weinfeld 1988a) and which parallels the Gilgal 

tradition, which also has a ceremony of erecting monuments (Joshua 3–5), was linked by Deuteronomy to 

thecovenantoftheplainsofMoab.Moses‘proclamationsaboutIsraelbecominganation―thisday‖

(26:16–19; 27:9–10) are thus interwoven with the ceremony at Mts. Gerizim and Ebal. The first 

proclamation in Deut 26:16–19 comes before the command about the erection of the stones and building 

the altar at Ebal, while the second proclamation in 27:9–10 comes before the blessings and the curses at 

Gerizim and Ebal (27:11–26). By this combination the author makes it clear that the establishment of the 

people of Israel at the plains of Moab cannot be dissociated from the foundation ceremony at Mt. Ebal. 

Moses‘farewelladdressinDeuteronomyisakindofpreparationfortheceremonyatGerizimandEbal. 

Deuteronomy 27 preserved a very old tradition about the establishment of the nation at Shechem, the 

capital of the house of Joseph. Foundation stories of the Greek world (Weinfeld 1988a) indicate that 

settlers whose colonization was based on divine instigation used to perform ceremonies accompanied by 

blessings and curses by writing the sacred laws on stelae and by building an altar and sacrificing. 

Deuteronomy 27 indeed revolves around the following elements: (1) erecting stones on Mt. Ebal in order 

to write upon them the words of the covenant (vv 1–4, 8); (2) building an altar and offering sacrifices on it 



(vv 5–7); (3) the proclamation of the act of foundation (vv 9–10); and (4) blessings and curses (vv 11–13). 

In addition to these we find there curses for transgressors who perpetrate crimes clandestinely (vv 14–26). 

The blessings and curses in vv 11–13 actually refer to Deut 28:3–6, 16–19:  

Blessed shall you be in the city and blessed shall you be in the country. Blessed shall be the fruit of your 

womb, the fruit of your soil and the offspring of your cattle, the fruit of your herd, and the lambing of 

your flock. Blessed shall be your basket and your kneading bowl. Blessed shall you be in your comings 

and blessed shall you be in your goings.  

Their reversal, i.e., the curses, occur in 28:16–19:―Cursedshallyoube inthecity…‖Thattheceremony

of blessing and cursing on Mt. Gerizim and Mt. Ebal respectively refers to the series of blessings and 

curses in Deut 28:3–6, 16–19 was already observed by Ibn Ezra. It was also Ibn Ezra who saw that the 

curse proclamations in Deut 27:14–26 apply to transgressions perpetrated in secrecy.  

It is indeed interesting that both types of public anathema—cursing the violators of the oath and banning 

transgressors—are attested in Greek amphictyonic oaths, concerning the temple of Apollo of Delphi. 

Thus,forinstance,intheoathtakenbythemembersoftheamphictyonyagainstCirrha(thefirst―holy

war,‖590B.C.E.) we read:  

Ifanyoneshouldviolatethis,whethercity,privatemanortribeletthembeunderthecurse…thattheir

land bear no fruit; that their wives bear children not like those who begat them, but monsters; that their 

flocks yield not their natural increase; that defeat await them in camp and court and their gathering 

place.  

(Aeschin. 3. 109–11)  

SimilarlyintheGreeks‘oathatPlataeiabeforethebattlewiththePersians(479B.C.E.):  

IfIobservewhatiswrittenintheoathmycitywillbefreeofdisease:ifnotitshallbesick…;andmy

[land] shall bear [fruits]: if not, it shall be barren; and the women shall bear children like their parents; if 

not they shall bear monsters; and the flock shall bear like the flock; if not [they shall be] monsters.  

(Siewert 1972: 5–7)  

These blessings and curses are strikingly similar to the series of blessings and curses in Deut 28:3–6, 16–

19 quoted above.  

As in the Greek oath at Plataeia, every blessing in Deut 28:16–19 has its corresponding curse. And the 

content of the series is identical with that of the Greek oath: fertility of the soil, women, and the flock. 

The element of coming and going in Deuteronomy is identical with the element of success and failure in 

camp, court, and agora in the Greek oath. Furthermore the element of sickness which occurs in the oath of 

Plataeia appears in an identical series of blessings and curses in the ancient epilogue to the Covenant 

Code in Exod 23:25–26:  

I shall remove illness from your midst. None will miscarry or go barren in your land.  

This is elaborated in Deut 7:13–15 in a chapter which depends on the peroration of Exod 23:25–26. The 

passage in Deuteronomy reads:  

Hewillblessthefruitofyourwombandthefruitofyoursoil…theincreaseofyourherds,andyour

flockofsheep…therewillbeneithermalenorfemalebarrenamong you and your livestock and 

YHWH will remove from you all sickness.  

To all appearance, this genre of blessings and curses has its origin in the tribal confederation based on 

covenant; hence the similarity to the blessings and curses of the amphictyonic oaths in Greece. The 

stereotyped series of blessings and curses in Deut 28:3–6, 16–19 thus belongs to the ancient Shechemite 

covenant ceremony which is elaborated by the Deuteronomic author of 28:7–14, 20–69. These 

Deuteronomic expansions have a lot in common with the Assyrian and Aramaic treaties of the 8th–7th 

centuries B.C.E. and thus are clearly later than the short stereotypic blessings and curses which have their 

parallels in the Greek tribal milieu.  

The―curses‖in27:14–26 represent a different genre. These are not threats of punishment as are those in 

28:16–19, but legal proclamations accompanied by a curse and addressed to those who commit crimes 

clandestinelywhichcannotbepunishedbytheauthorities.Such―curses‖arealsoattestedintheGreek

tribal culture. In Greece those who violated the law were eparatos, ―accursed.‖So,forexample,itis



related of Alcibiades (Plut. Alc. 22) that he was found liable at law for desecrating the sacra of Demeter. 

Afterplacinghispropertyunderthe―ban,‖hisjudges decided that the priests and priestesses should curse 

him. Aristides is said to have suggested that the priests should cast curses on anyone who abandoned the 

war treaty with the Greeks (Plut. Arist. 10). As in Greece so in Israel it is the sacred group (the Levites) 

whohavetheauthorityto―revile,‖i.e.,excommunicate,thetransgressors. 

However,earlyIsrael‘saffinitiestotheGreektraditionaremostclearlyexpressedinthefoundation

ceremony found in Deuteronomy 27. As indicated above, oath taking, erecting stones during foundation 

ceremonies, inscribing sacred laws on stelae, and building altars and sacrificing on them are attested in 

Greek colonization. Indeed, the Greeks as well as the Israelites had elaborate foundation traditions. Israel 

nurtured divergent traditions about their first settlements in the land. Besides the Shechemite tradition 

recounted in Deuteronomy 27, we find other versions describing foundation ceremonies linked to other 

places. According to a cycle of traditions crystallized at Gilgal, the children of Israel crossed the Jordan at 

Gilgal and erected stones there (Joshua 3–4). Instead of a written covenant, we find there the ceremony of 

circumcision, which is considered the sign of the covenant in Genesis 17, and the celebration of the 

Passover, which is the oldest ritual connected with the Exodus. The mentioning of Gilgal in Deut 11:30 in 

connection with the ceremony of Gerizim and Ebal might be a reflection of the divergent Benjaminite 

tradition about the foundation of Israel at its beginning.  

In light of all this, it is clear that two different traditions are combined in chaps. 27–28. Deut 27:1–26; 

28:3–6, 16–19, although slightly reworked by the Deuteronomic author (Weinfeld 1972a: 164–277), 

constitute an ancient Shechemite tradition of the premonarchic period, while 28:7–14, 20–68 reflect the 

neo-Assyrian period. The neo-Assyrian period is also reflected in Deut 29:9–28. The scene of the 

covenant in vv 9–14 resembles the Josianic covenant in 2 Kgs 23:1–3 and also the neo-Assyrian 

covenantal gatherings (see above), while the punishment for violation of the covenant in vv 19–28 has 

much in common with the Neo-Assyrian loyalty oaths to the Assyrian king (Weinfeld 1972a: 114–16). It 

seems that the exile referred to in 29:27 reflects the fall of the N kingdom, which serves as an example for 

the punishment of Judah in case of a violation of the covenant.  

E. Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic Historiographer  

According to M. Noth (ÜgS, 12–18) Deuteronomy is a part of the Deuteronomic historiography which 

started with Deut 1:1 and concluded with 2 Kings 25. See also DEUTERONOMISTIC HISTORY. Deut 

4:44–30:20, in his view, was incorporated en bloc by the Deuteronomic historiographer into his work. 

Deuteronomy 1–3 is, according to Noth, a historical account which has nothing to do with the code of law 

of Deuteronomy. Just as the book of Joshua is concerned with the conquest of the promised land in 

Cisjordan so is Deuteronomy 1–3 concerned with the conquest of Transjordan by Moses. Indeed, for the 

Deuteronomic historiographer, the beginning of the realization of the promise of the land is the crossing 

of the Arnon river (2:24–25) and not just the crossing of the Jordan as in the old conventional sources. 

Furthermore, Deuteronomy 1–3 is linked to 31:1–8 and both form a Deuteronomistic framework for 4:44–

30:20. The central concern of this framework is the succession of Joshua. The commissioning of Joshua 

for the conquest of the land beyond the Jordan is repeated several times in Deuteronomy 1–3 (1:38; 3:21–

22, 28) and appears as well in 31:3, 7–8 and this topic opens the book of Joshua. In Deuteronomy 1–3 and 

31:1–8 we encounter the same phrases which occur in Joshua 1; compare especially the phrases in Josh 

1:5–6, 7, 9 with those of Deut 1–3; 31:1–8: ḥzq w˒mṣ, ―bestrongandcourageous‖(Josh 1:9; Deut 3:28; 

31:6, 7, 23); ˒l t˒rṣ, ―havenodread‖(Josh 1:9; Deut 31:6); l˒ ˒rpk wl˒ ˒˓zbk, ―Iwillnotfailyouandnot

forsakeyou‖(Josh 1:5; Deut 31:6, 8); l˒ tyr˒ wl˒ tḥt, ―fearnotandbenotdismayed‖(Josh 8:1; 10:25; 

Deut 1:21; 31:8); ˒th hw˒ tnḥyl/ynḥyl (h˒rṣ), ―You/he[Joshua]willgivethelandasinheritance‖(Josh 1:6, 

7; Deut 1:38; 3:28; 31:7). By the same token the conquest of Transjordan by the two and a half tribes in 

Josh 1:12–18 corresponds to Deut 3:12–20, cf. especially Deut 3:18–20 with Josh 1:14–15.  

The Deuteronomistic framework of the book should not be, however, limited to chaps. 1–3 and 31:1–8. 

Deut 4:1–40 and especially 4:25–31 correspond to Deut 30:1–10, 15–20. Both sermons foresee the 

repentance of Israel and the return to its land (4:25–31; 30:1–10). This is actually envisaged in the 

Deuteronomistic prayer ascribed to Solomon in 1 Kgs 8:44–53 (Wolff 1972).  



One should, however, take account of the fact that chaps. 1–3, in spite of being historical in nature, are 

styled in the first person (as a discourse of Moses) just as are the other chapters of Deuteronomy. Besides, 

unlike the historiographic accounts of the Deuteronomist in Joshua 1:2ff. which mainly narrate events, 

chaps. 1–3 are homiletic in character and have much in common with the hortatory of chaps. 5–28. Thus 

we find here, as in chaps. 5–28, admonitions (cf. 1:26, 43 with 9:7, 23–24), examples of divine care (cf. 

1:31 with 8:5), divine blessing (cf. 2:7 with 12:7, 14–24, 29; 15:4, 6, 10, 14, 18, etc.), and similes of 

differentkinds,whicharealsofoundinthesecondintroduction,suchas―greatnumerousandtall‖(cf.

1:28; 2:10, 21; 4:38 with 9:1–2; 11:23),―largecitiesfencedintoheaven‖(˓rym gdwlt wbṣrwt bšmym, cf. 

1:28 with 9:1),―itisfortyyears‖(zh ˒rb˓ym šnh, cf. 2:7 with 8:2, 4), ―somuchasfootcantread‖(mdrk kp 

rgl, cf. 2:5 with 11:24). One must admit, therefore, that although Deuteronomy 1–4 is to be dated in the 

exilic period, that is the period of the crystallization of the Deuteronomistic literature, from the point of 

view of genre it belongs to Deuteronomy and not to the historiography of the Former Prophets.  

F. ―Singular‖ and ―Plural‖ Layers  

The composite nature of the book is recognizable not only in its framework but also in the code which 

forms the basic section of the book. Thus in chap. 12, two parallel sets of prescriptions about the 

centralization of the cult are found: vv 1–12 and 13–25. The two sets are distinguished by their styles: in 

the former the people are addressed mainly in the second person plural (exceptions: vv 12:1a, 7b) while in 

the latter the address in mainly in the second person singular (except v 24a). The distinction between the 

singular and plural addresses was observed and used as a criterion for establishing different layers in the 

book already in 1861 (Begg 1979). This theory was sytematically applied by W. Staerk (1894), by C. 

Steuernagel (1894; 1923), and later by G. Minnette de Tillesse (1962). Indeed one must admit that there 

are duplicates and overlapping in Deuteronomy which can be explained by the existence of two separate 

sources:―singular‖and―plural‖;compareDeut 6:7–9 with 11:18–20; 12:1–12 with 12:13-25. However, 

not all of the interchanges of second person singular and plural in Deuteronomy can be explained on 

literary-critical grounds. The change may simply be a didactic device to impress the individual or 

collective listener, or it may reflect the urge for literary variation. Certain changes in stylistic addresses 

can be explained by the supposition that an expression is being quoted (Begg 1980): e.g., 11:19b singular 

in a plural context which seems to be a quotation from 6:7b. Shifts from singular to plural and vice versa 

come often in order to heighten the tension, as the example in 4:19, where after the reference in singular 

to the apostate nations comes the address in plural to Israel which was chosen from other nations (v 20). 

The author shifts to plural in order to create a contrast between Israel and the nations.  

The change in the form of address may be recognized also in the pre-Deuteronomic sources, such as 

Exod 22:21–23:  

A stranger shall thou not wrong, neither shall thou oppress him, for you were strangers in the land of 

Egypt…ifthou dostafflicthim…Iwillsurelyhear…hiscryandmyangershallblazeforthandI

will kill you withthesword… 

The shift from plural to singular and vice versa is also found in the ANE covenantal documents, e.g., the 

Aramaic Sefire treaties III: 4, 16, 23: šqrtm, ―you willtrespass‖andinthecontinuationIII:9,14,20and

27: šqrt, ―thou willtrespass‖(Fitzmyer1967:96–100). Even in places where the distinction between 

singular and plural forms of address seems to indicate layers like the repetition in chap. 12 (see above), 

there are still interchanges which cannot be explained by the literary-critical criterion. Repetitions are 

encountered within units of common style. Thus in the plural section of chap. 12, vv 11–12 repeat vv 4–7. 

Steuernagel considered these as two different sources and therefore maintained that there were three 

strands in the chapter. In truth a repetition appears also within the singular section itself: vv 15–16 = vv 

20, 22–24; one may, therefore, postulate the existence of 4 layers in chap. 12.  

Furthermore, within the plural sections of Deuteronomy 12, singular addresses may be found, as 12:1a 

and 7b, and vice versa the passage in singular (vv 13–25) contains an address in plural (v 16a). Similar 

inconsistencies are to be found in the parallel passage of 6:7–9, and in 11:18–20 a singular address is 

attested in 19b which might be seen as a quotation from 6:7b.  



In some instances the verse would lose its sense completely if one isolates sources as, e.g., in 4:25: 

―whenthou shall beget childrenandchildren‘schildrenandyou shallbelongestablished…intheland

and ye shallactwickedly.‖Thesingularwithoutthecontinuingpluraldoesnotmakeanysense.The

singular of the first clause seems to be influenced by the previous verse, which is styled in singular.  

In sum, although in some cases the interchange of singular and plural addresses may indicate the 

existence of different layers, in general the interchange reflects stylistic variations introduced by the same 

author.  

G. Deuteronomy—The Archimedean Point of the History of the Pentateuchal Literature  

1. Date of Deuteronomy. The existence of sources in the Pentateuch had been established since J. 

Astruc in 1753, but no clue for the dates of the composition of the sources had been found. The one who 

supplied the clue was W. M. L. de Wette in his work of 1805. Trying to trace the historical circumstances 

underlying the book of Deuteronomy, de Wette found a correspondence between the reforms of Hezekiah 

and Josiah and the legislation of Deuteronomy. Hezekiah was the first to centralize worship in Israel (2 

Kgs 18:4, 22). Before the time of Hezekiah, places of worship throughout the land were considered 

indispensable for the religious life of Israel, so that, for Elijah, destroying altars of YHWH was 

tantamount to slaying his prophets (1 Kgs 19:10, 14). On the other hand, in the legislative literature in 

Israel the demand for cult centralization occurs for the first time in Deuteronomy. This book would 

therefore be a model or inspiration, or a reflection of them, for reforms of Hezekiah and Josiah. These 

reforms are reflected in Deuteronomy not only in the law of centralization but also in: (1) the prohibition 

against pillars in the worship of YHWH (16:22), which according to the older sources is legitimate and 

even desirable (Gen 28:18; 35:14; Exod 24:4; Josh 24:26);(2)thereferencesto―astralworship‖(ṣb˒ 

hšmym, Deut 4:19; 17:3), which is not mentioned in the earlier parts of the Pentateuch and seems to have 

been introduced into Judah through Assyrian influence in the 8th century B.C.E. (Weinfeld 1972b: 133–

54); (3) the correspondence between the manner of celebrating Passover in the days of Hezekiah (2 

Chronicles 30) and Josiah (see below) and the prescription in Deut 16:1–8. According to 2 Kgs 23:22, 

Passover had not been celebrated in such a manner since the times of the judges.  

No less important for the date of Deuteronomy is the unique style of this book, both in its phraseology 

and manner of discourse (rhetoric). Style such as that was not found in any of the historical and prophetic 

traditions before the 7th century B.C.E. Conversely, from the 7th century onward almost all of the 

historical and the prophetical literature is permeated by this style. Theologically and stylistically 

Deuteronomy has become the touchstone for dating the sources in the Pentateuch and the historical books 

of the Old Testament. The legal codes which do not presuppose centralization of cult must therefore be 

from pre-Hezekianic times. On the other hand, the editorial passages of Kings which evaluate the kings of 

Judah in accordance with their observance of centralization of cult, and the passages in Joshua and Judges 

which are styled in Deuteronomic phraseology, cannot be from before the time of Hezekiah. An objective 

clue has thus been established for fixing the date of the editorial part of the historic literature.  

A new dimension has been added to the dating of Deuteronomy by the discovery of the vassal treaties of 

Essarhaddon (= VTE) of the year 672 B.C.E. Many affinities between VTE and the Deuteronomic 

covenant have been established (see C. above) and these support the dating of Deuteronomy in the 7th 

century B.C.E.  

2. The Book of Law (Torah). Theterm―BookoftheLaw‖(seper hattôrâ) as a sanctified authoritative 

workwhichcontainsallthedivinelawisencounteredforthefirsttimeinIsrael‘shistoryintheaccountof

the reform of Josiah (2 Kings 22–23). In the Pentateuch the term is attested only in Deuteronomy (17:19–

20; 28:58; 29:19; 31:11–12) and from here it passed to the Deuteronomistic editorial framework in the 

Former Prophets (Josh 1:8; 8:34; 23:6; 2 Kgs 14:6).Thereitisalsodesignatedas―thebookoflawof

Moses‖(seper tôrat Mošeh, Josh 8:31; 23:6; 2 Kgs 14:6). Deuteronomy is, in fact, the only book of the 

Pentateuch to be ascribed to Moses (Deut 31:9) and the first book to have been sanctified publicly (2 Kgs 

23:1–3).OnlyaftertheotherbookswereappendedtoDeuteronomywastheterm―Torah‖appliedtothe

whole Pentateuch.IntheTetrateuchtheterm―Torah‖designatesspecificinstructionssuchas―theTorah

oftheburntoffering/mealoffering/sinoffering‖(Lev 6:2; 7, 18),―theTorahoftheguiltoffering/well-



beingoffering‖(Lev 7:1, 11),―theTorahofthewomaninconfinement‖(Lev 12:7),―theTorahofthe

leprosy/leper‖(Lev 13:9; 14:2, 32, 54),―theTorahofjealousy‖(Num 5:29),and―theTorahforthe 

Nazirite (Num 6:13, 21), cf. also the tôrôth as general instructions in Gen 26:5; Exod 16:28; 18:20; Lev 

26:46.ThetransitionfromTorahasaspecificinstructiontothesacred―BookoftheTorah‖ofthe

Josianic period marked a turning pointinIsrael‘sspirituallife.Theritualinstructionswhichwerekeptin

priestly circles were written by scribes and wise men (Jer 8:8) and became part of the national lore. This 

enabled the transfer of the Torah from the priest to the scribe and the sage, as was the case in the Second 

Temple period. Indeed Ezra, who introduced the Book of Torah into Judah of the Second Temple period, 

functioned as a scribe (sôp r) (Ezra 7:6, 11, 12; Neh 8:1, 4, etc.). In spite of being a priest, he is named 

scribeandheperformshisreligiousfunctionsassuch.ButoneshouldkeepinmindthatEzra‘sfunction

as―scribeoftheTorah‖(Ezra 7:6, 11)isnotanewphenomenoninIsrael‘slife,asH.N.Schaeder(1930)

contends, but rather an intensification of the process already started at the time of Josiah. It was the 

sanctificationandpublicationof―theBookoftheTorah‖inthetimeofJosiahthatgaverisetoscribes

with the ability and competence to handle Scripture. Although the real turning point in Torah teaching 

took place in the period of the Second Temple, it had its roots in the time of Josiah when the process of 

canonization of Scripture started.  

ThereisafurtheranalogybetweenJosiahandEzra.Josiahenforcedthelawofthe―BookoftheTorah‖

both by his royal authority and by means of a pledge taken by the people (2 Kgs 23:1–3). Likewise in the 

periodofEzraandNehemiah―thelawofMoses‖wasenforcedbothonbehalfofthePersiancrown(Ezra 

7:12–26) and on the authority of a pledge, to which the people had agreed in a formal ceremony 

(˒ămānāh, Nehemiah 10).  

3. The Discovery of the Book of the Torah. The discovery of ancient sacred documents in a temple 

was always a thrilling event. Thus we read in the Hittite accounts of the 14th–13th centuries B.C.E. that 

King Muwatalli presents a prayer of confession for negligence in observing the laws of divinity, as 

written in the law of covenant (išḫiul) in the ancient scripture, and promises to do his utmost to rediscover 

the written covenant of the gods, and to fulfil it:  

WhateverI…nowfindfromwrittenrecords,thisIshallcarryoutand[what]Ihave [not] brought into 

correspondence with the ceremonial rites (šaklai) of the gods, you, O storm-god, my lord, know it. And 

whenever I shall examine (punušk-) a venerable old man, as they remember a (certain) rite and tell it, I 

shallalsocarryitout…I shall follow the (covenantal) bond (išḫiul) of the gods that I am rediscovering, 

and it shall be henceforth carried on.  

(KB xi, 1)  

The written instructions of the gods which the king is to rediscover are defined here as išḫiul, which like 

Hebrew bĕr  t represents the covenantal law imposed on the people.  

Furthermore, just as Josiah, king of Judah, in the 7th century B.C.E., when he rediscovers the ancient 

law, promises to fulfill it and asks for forgiveness for the violations of the covenant written in the 

rediscovered book (2 Kgs 22:13), so alsodoesMuwatalli,saying―Iaskforforgivenessofthesinofthe

country.‖ 

VeryinstructivefromthepointofviewofcomparisonwithHebrewtraditionsistheking‘sdeclaration

that he will carry out whatever had been referred to him through the recollection of a venerable old man. 

This corresponds to the tradition preserved in the Mishnah tractate of Eduyyot concerning the collection 

of testimonies given by sages on legal matters and not attested to in the conventional written lore.  

H. Deuteronomy as Turning Point in Israelite Religion  

The Josianic reform revolutionized all aspects of Israelite religion. The centralization of the cult was in 

itself a sweeping innovation in the history of the Israelite cult, but its consequences were, as we shall see, 

decisively more revolutionary in nature, in that they involved the collapse of an entire system of concepts 

which for centuries had been regarded as sacrosanct. The elimination of the provincial cult made possible 

thetransformationofIsrael‘sreligioninto a religion which minimized external expression. Indeed the 

very purpose of the book of Deuteronomy was to curtail and circumvent the cult and not to extend or 

enhance it. The Deuteronomic conception of cult is, as we shall show, vastly different from that reflected 



in the Tetrateuchal sources. It represents a turning point in the evolution of the faith of Israel. Let us start 

with the concept of the divine abode.  

Deuteronomydefinesthesanctuaryas―theplacewhereYHWHchosetocausehis name to dwell 

there.‖Ithasbeenrightlyobserved(vonRad1953:38–39)thattheexpression―tocausehisnameto

dwell‖(lškn šmw) reflects a new theological conception of the Deity and that the repeated consistent 

employment of this and similar expression (śwm šmw; i hyh šmw; qr˒ šmw; bnh lšmw; hqdyš lšmw) by the 

author of Deuteronomy and his followers is intended to combat the ancient popular belief that the Deity 

actuallydweltwithinthesanctuary.TheDeuteronomicschoolusedthis―name‖phraseologyinavery

consistent manner and never made the slightest digression from it. There is not one example in the 

DeuteronomicliteratureofGod‘sdwelling in the temple or the building of a house of God. The Temple is 

always the dwelling of his name and the house is always built for his name. This consistency is seen most 

clearlywhenaDeuteronomictextisinterwovenwithanearliertextwhichdoesnotknowthe―name

theology.‖Thus,forexample,intheauthenticpartofNathan‘sprophecythemainissueisthebuildingof

a houseforGod‘sdwelling(lšbtw, 2 Sam 7:5, 7) while the Deuteronomist (v 13a) (Driver 1913: 276 n. 1.; 

McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 205–6) speaks about building a house for his name. Similarly the building 

account of the Temple and the ancient story of the dedication of the Temple speak plainly about building 

a house for God (1 Kgs 6:1, 2; 8:13) while the Deuteronomist, whenever he mentions the building, 

describesitasbeingbuilt―forthenameofGod‖(1 Kings 3:2; 5:17, 19; 8:17, 18, 19, 20, 44, 48).  

The most definite expression of this theology is to be found in the Deuteronomic litany of Solomon in 1 

Kings 8. According to the Deuteronomistic prayer (vv 14–69),theTempleisnotGod‘splaceof

habitation but serves only as a house of worship in which Israelites and foreigners alike may deliver their 

prayers to the God who dwells in heaven.TheideathatGod‘shabitationisinheavenishereexpressed

most emphatically in order to eradicate the belief that the Deity sat enthroned between the cherubim in the 

Temple.Whenevertheexpression―yourdwellingplace‖(mkwn šbtk) is employed, it is accompanied by 

theword―inheaven‖(vv 30, 39, 43, 49). The Deuteronomist is clearly disputing the view implied by the 

ancient song that opens the prayer (vv 12–13)anddesignatestheTempleasGod‘sexaltedhouse(byt zbl) 

and a dwelling place (mkn šbt) forever. The Deuteronomist in the prayer ascribed to Solomon appended 

consistently to the expression mkwn šbtk theword―inheaven‖(hšmym) in order to inform us that it is 

heaven which is meant here and not the Temple as the ancient song implies. In actual fact, however, the 

term―yourdwellingplace‖(mkwn šbtk)inearlysourcesaswellasinSolomon‘ssong(vv 12–13) denotes 

the sanctuary and it is the Deuteronomist who is here attempting to alter this meaning and thereby wrests 

the song from its original sense.  

The theological corrective, i.e.theadditionof―heaven‖tothephrase―holyhabitation,‖occursin

Deuteronomy itself. In Deut 26:15 theIsraeliteinhisprayersays:―Lookdownfromyourholyhabitation

[m˓wn qdšk],fromheaven.‖Thewords―fromheaven‖seemtobeanexplanatoryglossintendedto

preventmisconstruingtheexpression―holyhabitation‖asreferringtothesanctuary.Indeed,thefactthat

theearlier,prevailingconceptionwasthatGod‘shabitation(m˒wn) was in Zion may be inferred from Ps 

76:3:―HisabodehasbeenestablishedinŠalem,hishabitation[m˒wntw]inZion.‖Thisabstractviewof

the heavenly abode is also reflected in the Deuteronomic account of the Sinaitic revelation. In contrast to 

the account in Exodus 19 ofGod‘sdescentuponMt.Sinai(19:11–20) we read in Deut 4:36 ―Outof

heaven he let you hear his voice…andontheearthheletyouseehisgreatfireandyouheardhiswords

outofthemidstofthefire.‖Deuteronomyhas,furthermore,takencaretoshiftthecenterofgravityofthe

theophany from the visual to the aural plane. In Exodus 19, the principal danger confronting the people 

wasthelikelihoodthattheymight―breakthroughtotheLordtogaze‖(v 21); it was to prevent this that 

therewasneedto―setboundsforthepeopleroundabout‖(v 12) and to caution them not to ascend the 

mountain. Indeed, the pre-Deuteronomic texts always invariably speak of the danger of seeing the Deity: 

―Formanshallnotseemeandlive‖(Exod 33:20) and similarly in Gen 32:31:―ForIhaveseenGodface

toface,andyetmylifeispreserved‖(cf.Judg 13:22; Isa 6:5). The book of Deuteronomy, on the other 

hand,cannotconceiveofthepossibilityofseeingtheDivinity.TheIsraelitessawonly―hisgreatfire‖

which symbolizes his essence and qualities (4:24:―ForYHWHyourGodhimself remains in his heavenly 



abode‖).Thedangerthreateningthepeoplehere,andthegreatnessofthemiracle,isthatofhearingthe

voiceoftheDeity:―Didanypeopleevenhear the voice of a god speaking out of the midst of the fire as 

you have heard, andsurvived?‖(4:32; cf. 5:23).  

This attempt to eliminate the inherent corporality of the traditional imagery also finds expression in 

Deuteronomy‘sconceptionoftheark.Thespecific and exclusive function of the ark, according to the 

book of Deuteronomy, is to house the tables of the covenant (10:1–5). No mention is made of the ark 

cover (kprt) and the cherubim which endow the ark with the semblance of a divine chariot or throne (cf. 

Exod 25:10–22 = P). The holiest vessel to the Israelite cult, in the Deuteronomic view, performs nothing 

more than an educational function. It houses the tablets upon which the words of God are engraved and at 

its side is laid the Book of the Torah, from which one reads to the people so that they may learn to fear the 

Lord (Deut 31:26; cf. vv 12 and 13).ThearkdoesnotserveasGod‘sseatuponwhichhejourneysforthto

disperse his enemies (Num 10:33–36), but only as the vessel in which the tables of the covenant are 

deposited. This becomes quite clear when we compare Deut 1:42–43 with Num 14:42–44, a tradition on 

which the Deuteronomic account is based. In Num 14:44, we read that after the sinful incident of the spies 

―thearkofthecovenantofYHWHdepartednotoutofthecamp‖andthiswasthereasonforthe

Israelites‘defeatintheirsubsequentbattlewiththeAmalekitesandCanaanites.TheDeuteronomic

account, on the other hand, completely omits the detail of the ark and ascribes the Israelite defeat to the 

fact that God was not in their midst without referring to the whereabouts of the ark.  

The author of Deuteronomy similarly relates that it was God who went before the people to seek out 

new resting places (1:33), whereas the earlier source, upon which Deuteronomy depends, relates that it 

was the ark which journeyed forth before the people to seek out new resting places for them (Num 10:33). 

The absence of the ark is especially striking in the Deuteronomic law of warfare (23:15). One would 

expect a passage which speaks of the presence of the Divinity within the military encampment to make 

some mention of the ark which accompanies the warriors on their expeditions, as in 1 Sam 4:6–7,―And

whentheylearnedthatthearkofYHWHhadcometothecamp…theysaid,thegodshavecomeintothe

camp.‖TheDeuteronomiclaw, however, speaks of YHWH as moving about the camp (23:15), but does 

not make the slightest allusion to the ark or the holy vessels.  

A similar conception is encountered in the book of Jeremiah, for instance at 3:16–17,―Theyshallsayno

more:‗ThearkofthecovenantofYHWH.‘Itshallnotcometomind…AtthattimeJerusalemshallbe

calledthethroneofYHWH.‖Inotherwords,thearkofthecovenantshallnolongerserveas God‘sseat,

asthepeoplewerepreviouslyaccustomedtobelieve,butallofJerusalemshallbe―theseatofYHWH,‖

that is in a symbolic sense.  

Inanotherpassagetheprophetdeclares:― ‗DoInotfillheavenandearth?‘saystheLord‖(23:24). This 

reminds one of the words of Deutero- (or Trito-) Isaiah when he expressly repudiates the notion of the 

sanctuaryastheplaceofGod‘shabitation:―Heavenismythroneandtheearthismyfootstool,whatisthe

house whichyoubuildforme?andwhatistheplaceofmyrest?‖(66:1). This view is also met within the 

DeuteronomicprayerofSolomon:―Behold,heavenandthehighestheavencannotcontainthee;how

much less this house which Ihavebuilt‖(1 Kgs 8:27). The sanctuary is here conceived as a house of 

prayer and not as a cultic center. This tendency to minimize the cult is manifest in the book of 

Deuteronomy and signifies a religious turning point which occurred following the abolition of the high 

places and the provincial sanctuaries.  

The first thing that strikes our attention when endeavoring to grasp the significance of sacrifice in the 

book of Deuteronomy is that we do not find sacrifice practiced for its own sake. The Deity, in the 

Deuteronomicview,hasnoneedofthe―pleasingodor,‖(ryḥ nyḥḥ) of sacrifices and no mention is made 

ofthe―foodofGod,‖whichisamplyattestedinthePriestlyCode(Lev 1:9, 13, 17; 21:6, 8, 17, 21). 

Neither is there any mention of the sin-and-guilt offerings designed to atone for involuntary sins, ritual 

impurity, perjury, theft, and deception (Leviticus 4–5).Theauthor‘sviewseemstobethatspiritual

purification and repentance—consisting of confession and prayer—and not sacrificial offerings expiate 

sin. The sole instance in which the book of Deuteronomy does mention a rite analogous in character to the 

sin-and-guilt offering is in the law of unsolved murder (Deut 21:1–9). Yet interestingly enough it is 



preciselythislawwhichreflectsDeuteronomy‘sspecialattitudetowardsacrifice.Theriteconductedhere

does not consist of a sacrificial offering complete with ceremonial slaughter and blood sprinkling, but 

callsonlyforthebreakingoftheheifer‘sneckinanuncultivatedvalley.Thepriestsarepresentduring

this act, not because they play any part in the execution of the ritual, for this is carried out entirely by the 

elders, but merely to guarantee the religious aspect of the ceremony by presiding over it. The entire act 

hasasymbolicvalue:theheifer‘sneckisbrokenatthesceneofthecrime,asitwere,andtheelders

cleanse their hands only as a purificatory expression of their innocence (Pss 24:4; 26:6–10; 73:13; etc.). 

There is no laying of the hands on the heifer nor a transference of the sin to it as in the case of the ritual 

scapegoat (Lev 16:21), because its beheading as such does not atone for the sin; expiation is effected only 

by the confession and prayer uttered at the close of the ceremony (vv 7–8). It is true, the custom itself 

originated in a rite of elimination (Wright 1987), however, in the present formulation nothing is said 

about removal of impurity or sin by the priest as in Lev 14:53, 16:22, or about transferring the evil to the 

open country as in Lev 16:22 and in the Mesopotamian incantations (Wright 1987). In this rite, God 

absolves the sin himself without recourse to any intermediary; whereas in P all expiatory sacrifices are 

executed by the priests, whose mediation alone effects the expiation of the sin (cf. the common priestly 

expressioninthebookofLeviticus:―andthepriestshallmakeatonementforhim‖).IntheDeuteronomic

law, atonement is possible only through the confession of the elders of the city, who, as representatives of 

the guilty city, beseech absolution through prayers; in P expiation is effected through ritual sacrifice and 

incense burning which are mostly not accompanied by prayer on the part of the penitent.  

Deuteronomic sacrifice consists primarily of offerings which are consumed by the offerer in the 

sanctuary and are designed to be shared with the poor, the Levite, the alien resident, the orphan, and the 

widow. The constant emphasis on the obligation to share the sacrificial repast with indigent persons 

creates the impression that the principal purpose of the offering is to provide nutriment for the destitute 

elements of Israelite society. The author of Deuteronomy alludes to this himself when, after prescribing 

that the joyful nature of the festival be shared with the personae miserabiles, hegoesontosay:―You

shallrememberthatyouwereaslaveinEgypt;andyoushallbecarefultoobservethesestatutes‖(16:22). 

It is indeed remarkable that the very book which promulgates the law of centralized worship at the 

―chosenplace‖hasnotsomuchasawordtosayaboutthepresentationofcommunalsacrifices(thedaily

and seasonal offerings) which constituted the principal mode of worship at this exclusive sanctuary.  

Sacrifice according to Deuteronomy is not an institutional practice but a personal one, which has two 

principal objects: (a) a humanitarian—to share the sacrificial repast with the poor, as noted above; (b) a 

private—to fulfill a religious obligation and expressone‘sgratitudetotheDeitybymeansofvotive

offerings (12:6, 11, 17, 26; 23:22–24). God has no need of the sacrifice itself; it is only an expression of 

gratitude to the Deity, and this constitutes its entire significance. We may perhaps note in passing that the 

expression šlm ndr, ―topayavow,‖found in Wisdom Literature (Prov 7:14; Eccl 5:4) is not found in any 

book of the Pentateuch except Deuteronomy (23:22).  

The same attitude is revealed in the only passage in Deuteronomy (12:27) that describes the manner in 

which the sacrifice is to be offered. The verse differentiates between nonburnt offerings and burnt 

offerings (˓wlh), and ordains that the flesh and blood of the burnt offering be offered up entirely on the 

altar, whereas the blood of the nonburnt is to be poured upon the altar and the meat eaten. It is most 

surprising that the author makes no mention of the burning of the suet, the fat piece which is set aside for 

God and which thus renders the meat permissible for priestly and lay consumption (1 Sam 2:12–17).  

Sacrifice, however, is not the only rite to be conceived differently by the book of Deuteronomy, for all 

laws pertaining to cult and ritual are here conceived more rationally than in the earlier sources. This is 

particularly evident in the laws contained in chaps. 12–19, laws which are a direct consequence of the 

implementation of cult centralization and form the legal basis of the religious reformation. These laws 

clearly mirror the change in religious beliefs and attitudes which occurred in the wake of the reform.  

Chapter 12 promulgates the law of centralized worship at the chosen place, but alongside this law or as 

a result of it, we find the authorization permitting nonsacrificial slaughter. Whereas before the reform all 

slaughter—except that of game animals—was deemed to be a sacral act and was prohibited even for 



nonsacrificial purposes unless the blood was sprinkled upon the altar (Lev 17:1–7; cf. 1 Sam 14:32–35), it 

was now permissible to perform nonsacrificial slaughter without being obliged to sprinkle the blood upon 

an altar (Deut 12:15, 16, 20–24). It need hardly be said that the sanctioning of profane slaughter freed a 

significant aspect of Israelite daily life from its ties to the cultus. The more crucial import of the law, 

however, is that by sanctioning nonsacrificial slaughter it repudiates the hallowed Israelite dogma which 

ascribed a sacral quality to the blood and prohibited one from pouring it upon the ground. According to 

the Priestly Document or, to be more precise, the Holiness Code, the blood of slaughtered animals 

potentially valid for sacrifice must be sprinkled upon the altar, whereas the blood of game animals—

which are invalid for sacrifice—must be covered with dust (Lev 17:13): for all spilt blood, even of fowl 

and beasts of prey, cries out for vengeance and satisfaction, and if the shedding of blood cannot be atoned 

by offering it upon the altar, then it must be covered up. Uncovered blood begs, as it were, for an avenger 

(Job 16:18,―Oearth,covernotmyblood…‖cf.Isa 26:21; Ezek 24:7–8), a role which, in the case of 

homicide, is assumed by the Deity. The author of Deuteronomy, on the other hand, declares that the blood 

of all animals slaughtered for nonsacrificial purposes may be poured upon the ground like water (12:16 

and 24), thereby asserting that blood has no more a sacral value than water has. He does, to be sure, retain 

the interdiction on the eating of blood (cf. Deut 12:23 with Gen 9:4; Lev 17:11), but he absolutely 

repudiates the concept that the spilt blood of animals requires satisfaction.  

The book of Deuteronomy also contains a less sacral conception of the tithes than the other Pentateuchal 

sources.Thetithe,whichthePriestlyDocumentdesignatesas―holytotheLord‖(Lev 27:30–33), and 

which according to a second tradition accrues to the Levites (Num 18:21–32), remains by Deuteronomic 

legislation the property of the original owner (14:22–27). Furthermore, it may be secularized and 

employed for profane purposes on payment of its equivalent monetary value (without the addition of the 

fifth part required by P [Lev 27:31]). This provision seems to be yet another expression of the liberation 

of the cultus from its intimate ties to nature. The sanctity of the tithe is not conceived as an inherent 

quality of the grain or animal, as in the Priestly Document (Lev 27:30–33); for it is man who consecrates 

it and may, if he wishes, secularize it through redemption. In the Deuteronomic view, sanctity is not a 

taboo that inheres in things which by nature belong to the divine realm but is rather a consequence of the 

religious intentions of the person who consecrates it.  

Like the tithe, the firstling is also taken from the possession of the priest and is restored to the owner. 

According to JE (Exod 22:29; 34:19) and P (Num 18:15–17)thefirstlingis―holytoYHWH‖whether it 

is given to the Lord (Exod 22:29) or presented to his servants (i.e., the priests, according to P, Num 

18:17–18), while according to Deuteronomy it remains in the possession of its original owner, although 

he is obliged to consume it at the chosen place. Indeed, it is the law of the firstlings which informs us of 

theauthor‘snegativeattitudetowardholytaboo.Intheearlierlaws the regulations pertaining to the 

redemption of the firstlings of clean animals are always accompanied by regulations concerning the 

firstborn of humans and the firstlings of unclean animals (Exod 13:2, 12, 15; 22:28–29; 34:19–20; Lev 

27:26–27; Num 18:15–18). The book of Deuteronomy, however, omits the laws of the human firstborn 

and the firstlings of unclean animals, because these regulations in no way advance its humanitarian 

purposes (the participation of the personae miserabiles in the consumption of the firstlings), and because 

they are based on mythical and magical conception which the author of Deuteronomy does not share.  

The severance of these laws from the realm of myth and magic finds its clearest expression in the 

Deuteronomic ordinances concerning the paschal sacrifice. According to the JE and P documents, the 

paschal sacrifice is a domestic celebration accompanied by apotropaic rites of an animistic nature: the 

paschal blood is daubed upon the lintel and doorposts (Exod 12:7 [= P], 22 [= JE]), the animal must be 

roasted together with its head, legs, and inner parts (Exod 12:11). In the Deuteronomic law, however, not 

the slightest reminiscence of these magical prescriptions has been preserved. The paschal ritual has 

instead been converted into a communal sacrifice which must be offered up at the central sanctuary like 

all other sacrifices. The paschal offering—whichisthemostancientsacrificeinIsrael‘straditionand

whichapparentlyoriginatesfromthetribes‘formernomadiclife—succeeded in preserving its early 

primitive character until it was here divested of its original import and recast in a form more consistent 



with the spirit of the times. Even the earliest features of the sacrifice, such as the requirement that it be 

selected only from sheep or goats, or that it be roasted by fire—which attest to the nomadic origin of the 

ritual—have been completely obscured by the Deuteronomic law. The new provision allows the Israelite 

to select the animal from cattle as well as sheep and goats (Deut 16:2) and permits it to be cooked like any 

other ordinary sacrifice (v 7).  

I. The National Renaissance at the Times of Hezekiah and Josiah  

After the fall of Samaria, Hezekiah, king of Judah, made efforts to draw the northern population toward 

Jerusalem, as may be learned from 2 Chronicles 30. Although the book of Chronicles is a tendentious 

work we have no right to see the events themselves as fiction. The flow of northerners to Jerusalem in 

those days is now attested archaeologically. At the end of the 8th century B.C.E., Jerusalem underwent an 

expansion never encountered before; the same applies to the territory of Judah. As shown by Avigad 

(1980: 23ff.), Jerusalem of that time included the western hill of the city, now the Jewish quarter. By the 

same token, the settlement of Judah grew immensely at this period and the population doubled (Kochavi 

1972: 20–21). The only explanation for this situation is that after the fall of the N kingdom Israelites 

began to migrate to the S to the territories under the control of their brethren (Broshi 1974: 23–26). People 

from the N were attached after the fall of the N kingdom to Jerusalem and its cult. This appears evident 

from the fact that after the destruction of the Temple of Jerusalem, people from Shechem, Shiloh, and 

Samaria made pilgrimages to the Temple site (Jer 41:5). It seems that in this period, the hatred between 

Judah and Israel vanished and some kind of symbiosis of the sister nations was established. This is 

reflectedperhapsinIsaiah‘sconsolationoracleofthistime:  

Ephraim‘sjealousyshallvanishandJudah‘senmityshall end, Ephraim shall not envy Judah and Judah 

shall not harass Ephraim.  

(11:13)  

In the continuation of this oracle we read about the expansion of Israel and Judah toward the Philistine 

territory in the W on the one hand and Ammon, Moab, and Edom in the E on the other (v 14). The period 

of Hezekiah was indeed a period of great expansion. In 2 Kgs 18:8 we hear about Hezekiah overrunning 

Philistia as far as Gaza and, from 1 Chr 4:41–43, we learn about his incursion toward Seir in the S. It is 

thisperiodthat―theremnantofIsrael…andthehouseofJacob‖returntotheLordandto―mightyGod‖

(˒l gbwr);thisequals―Hezek-iah‖andseemstoalludetoKingHezekiah(Isa 10:20–21). As has been 

recently seen by H. Cazelles (1982), the remnant which returns (š˒r yšwb) represents the Israelites from 

the N who join Judah and accept the authority of Hezekiah, styled—among other things—―ElGibbor‖(cf.

Isa 9:5). The same imagery is found in Micah 5:1. Micah speaks about the youngest of the clans of Judah, 

who will rule Israel (5:1–2). This rectifies the earlier situation when Judah was cut off from the other 

tribes (Deut 33:7:―Hear,OLord,thevoiceofJudahandbringhimbacktohispeople‖).Micahgoesonto

saythattheleaderofJudah―willstandandshepherdbythemightofYHWH…Assyriawiththesword‖

(vv 4–6). This suits Hezekiah, who rebelled against the king of Assyria and expanded the territory of his 

kingdom (before the invasion of Sennacherib).  

This period of national revival may explain the nationalistic and patriotic atmosphere prevailing in 

Deuteronomy and Deuteronomic literature. The book of Deuteronomy abounds with military speeches 

aimed at strengthening the people in their future wars with their enemies (Weinfeld 1972a: 45–59). These 

in fact reflect the national fervor of the times of Hezekiah-Josiah.Remarkssuchas―bestrongand

courageous‖(ḥzq w˒mṣ),―nomanshallbeabletostandagainstyou‖(l˒ ytyṣb ˒yš bpnykm),―everyspoton

whichyourfoottreadsshallbeyours,‖and―YHWHyourGodwillputthedreadandthefearonyouover

thelandinwhichyousetfoot‖(11:24–25) seem to express the national enthusiasm of the period of 

Hezekiah-Josiah. I refer to the Hezekianic or Josianic period because it is very hard to date the various 

layers of Deuteronomic literature. Since the book of Deuteronomy was discovered in the days of Josiah 

(622 B.C.E.) we must suppose that the main layout of the book was existent long before that time—that is, 

at the time of Hezekiah. However, we still do not know what belongs to later Josianic elaboration and 

what existed before.  



The idea of the ban on all Canaanite population also seems to have crystallized at this time. According 

to the book of Deuteronomy, the Israelites are commanded to exterminate all the Canaanites and not to 

leave a soul of them living (Deut 7:1–2; 20:16–17). Such a policy, obliging the extermination of the 

whole population of the land whether fighting or passive, is utopian and is indeed unheard of in the 

historical accounts of Israel. On the contrary, from 1 Kgs 9:21 we learn that the Israelites were unable to 

annihilate the inhabitants of Canaan, and Solomon subjected them to corvée labor. The command of ban 

(ḥerem) of all the Canaanites in Deuteronomy is a utopian program which reflects the bitter struggle with 

the Canaanite religion and culture ongoing from the time of Elijah until the time of Josiah. Indeed the 

reason for the annihilation of the Canaanites in Deut 20:18 is one of Kulturkampf: ―lestthey[the

Canaanites] lead you into doing all the abominable things that they have done for their gods and you shall 

besinfultoYHWHyourGod.‖Oneshouldacknowledgethatthe ḥerem as such was practiced in ancient 

Israel as elsewhere in the ancient world. It is found in connection with Jericho (Josh 6:17), Amalek (1 

Samuel 15) and is also applied to apostate or treacherous cities within Israel such as the city condemned 

for idolatry in Deut 13:16 and the cities of Benjamin which were banned because of the sin of Gibeah 

(Judg 20:40, 48). It seems that Deuteronomy adopted the ancient doctrine of ḥerem from the North (cf. 

also 1 Kgs 20:42) and applied it theoretically toward the seven nations of the land of Canaan. The original 

ḥerem referred to hostile cities, banned by means of votive proclamations (Josh 6:17; Num 21:2–3), 

whereas Deuteronomy conceived ḥerem as an automatic decree which applied to a whole country and its 

inhabitants. This sort of ḥerem is not dependent on any vow or dedication, but is an a priori decree which 

belongs more to theory than to practice.  

The national patriotic attitude of Deuteronomy may also be recognized in its conception of the extent of 

the promised land. According to the ancient sources of the Pentateuch and, especially, the list of 

boundaries in Num 34:1–15, Transjordan was not part of the land of Israel. The request of the Gadites and 

Reubenites to settle in Transjordan was considered by Moses as a sin (Num 32:14), and from Josh 22:19 

we may deduce thatTransjordanwasconsidered―impureland.‖ThestoriesoftheConquestinJoshua 2–

9 also make it clear that the Conquest started with the crossing of the Jordan. The passage of the Jordan 

and the erecting of the stones at Gilgal actually commemorate the entrance into the promised land (Josh 

3:10; 5:1 etc.). This old conception about the Jordan being the border of the land was not accepted by 

Deuteronomy. According to Deuteronomy 1–3, the Conquest of the land started with the crossing of the 

river Arnon (Deut 2:24) at the border between Moab and the Mishor, the territory of King Sihon. In 

accordance with this view, the Israelites apply the law of ḥerem to these territories (2:34; 3:6) just as they 

are commanded to do to the peoples of the western side of the Jordan (Deut 20:16–17). The conquered 

territories of the eastern side of the Jordan are divided among the tribes as are the other parts of the 

promised land, and are not just a gift on condition as in Numbers 32. The author of Deuteronomy 

accepted the ideal borders of Gen 15:18, which reflected the borders of the Davidic kingdom, as binding 

borders (Deut 1:7; 11:24); for him, therefore, Transjordan was an integral part of the land (Deut 34:1). In 

this manner, the author of Deuteronomy affords Transjordan a status equal with that of Cisjordan; this 

looks like an endeavor to restore Israel to its ideal borders of the Davidic-Salomonic period (Weinfeld 

1983).  

The national resurgence of the period of Hezekiah and Josiah explains the feelings of superiority 

expressed in Deuteronomy. Israel is promised exaltation above all nations of the earth (26:19), to be 

always at the top and never at the bottom (28:13);peoplewhohearthelawsofIsraelwillsay:―Thatgreat

nationisawiseandunderstandingpeople‖(4:6);―Israelwillrulemanynationsbuttheywillnotruleit‖

(15:6). The book of Deuteronomy depicts Israel as a proud nation unfearful but feared. In accordance with 

this, it changes and reworks old sources. In Numbers, the Israelites asked permission from Edom to cross 

its territory. The Edomites refused and went out against the Israelites in force (Num 20:14–21). In the 

book of Deuteronomy, the opposite happens: not only do the Israelites pass Edom and buy food there 

(2:6, 29), but the Edomites fear the Israelites and the Israelites are asked not to exploit this fact in order to 

provoke the Edomites (2:4–5) (Weinfeld 1967).  



ThenationalprideprevailinginDeuteronomycomestoboldexpressionintheaccountofMoses‘

appointing officers for judging the people. According to Exodus 18 the appointment arose from the advice 

of Jethro the priest of Midian. In Deut 1:13–17, Moses appoints the officers on his own initiative. Jethro is 

not mentioned at all because, as A. B. Ehrlich says in regard to Deut 1:9:―intheDeuteronomist‘sdaysit

wasnotglorioustotellthepeoplethataforeignercontrivedsuchaplan‖(1908–14).  

J. The Land in Deuteronomy  

The gift of the land to Israel, according to the old sources, is a perpetual, unconditional gift (Gen 13:15; 

17:8; 48:4). Similarly David was given a dynasty forever (2 Sam 7:13, 16; 23:5; Ps 89:30, etc.) because 

he served God with loyalty (1 Kgs 3:6; 9:4; 11:4, etc.). As I have shown elsewhere (Weinfeld 1970), the 

promisestoAbrahamandtoDavidbelongtothetypeof―grant‖toroyalservantswhodevoted

themselvestotheirmaster,theking.These―grant‖documentswerecommonintheANEfromthemiddle 

of the second millennium onward, and like the biblical promises (Gen 17:8; 48:4)containedthephrase:―I

grant it to you for your descendantsafteryouthroughoutthegeneration‖(Gen 17:7–8)or―foryour

descendantsforever‖(lzr˓k ˓d ˓wlm) (Gen 13:15); compare Deut 1:8 (for these legal formulae in Alalakh, 

Ugarit, and Elephantine, see Weinfeld 1970). In contrast to the vassal treaty, which constitutes an 

obligation of the vassal to his sovereign, the royal―grant‖constitutesanobligationofthesovereigntohis

vassal.  

However, following the fall of the N kingdom an explanation was sought for the failure of the promise 

and the explanation given was that the realization of the promise to the patriarchs was conditioned a priori 

by the fulfillment of the obligatory covenant of the Israelites at Sinai in which they committed themselves 

to keep the laws of God. Two covenants which existed separately—the covenant of God with the 

patriarchs on land (grant type) and the covenant of Israel with God on law (vassal type)—were thus 

combined and were seen as dependent on one another (4:25–27; 8:19–20; 11:8–10, 13–17, 22–25; 28:63; 

29:24–27; 30:17–18). The same thing happened with the Davidic covenant. After the fall of Jerusalem the 

divine promise for an eternal dynasty to David which was originally unconditioned (2 Sam 7:13–15) was 

understood as conditional by the fulfillment of the Sinaitic covenant (1 Kgs 2:3–4; 8:23–25).  

Although the loss of land is a punishment for the violation of the covenant, which means abrogation of 

the law in general, principal sins are specified for which the people will go into exile. Thus, according to 

the Holiness Code, the land will be desolate and the people will go into exile because of not keeping the 

laws of land release (Lev 26:34–35). Deuteronomy, however, specifies idolatry as the principal sin for 

losingtheland:―Bewarelestyourheartbeseducedandyouturnawaytoserveothergods…for

YHWH‘sangerwillflameupagainstyouandhewillshutuptheskiesandtherewillbenorainandthe

land will not yield its produce and you will perishfromthegoodlandthatYHWHisgivingyou‖(11:16–

17, cf. 4:25–28; 29:23–27; 30:17–18).  

Going in exile and desolation of the land are also specified as punishment for betrayal in the vassal 

treaties. Thus we read in VTE liness 538–44:―mayyourseedandtheseed[ofyoursons]anddaughters

perish from the land (if you violate the treaty)‖(Weinfeld1972a:133).SimilarthreatsoccurintheHittite

treatieswiththeirvassals:―maytheybreakyoulikereeds,mayyournameandyourseed…perishfrom

theland‖(Weidner1923:34–35, lines 64–66).Thelattertwocurses:―breakinglikeareed‖and

―perishingfromtheland‖arefoundbothtogetherinDeuteronomichistoriography:―YHWHwillstrike

Israel…likeareedinwaterandwilluprootIsraelfromthisgoodlandwhichhegavetotheirfathers‖(1 

Kgs 14:16).  

The whole Deuteronomic corpus actually revolves around the fate of the land of Israel. As has been 

indicated above, the Deuteronomic law is given to the people for its observance after the entrance into the 

land (Deut 12:1). The promised land and the occupation of the land is dependent upon the observance of 

the law (4:26; 11:17; 28:63; 30:19). The aim of the Deuteronomic historiography is to describe the fate of 

the land of Israel following the sins of the nations. The sins of the period of the judges caused the 

curtailmentofthelandinitsidealborders.The―remainingland‖(h˒rṣ hnš˒rt, Josh 13:2), i.e., the coastal 

area and the Lebanon (Josh 13:2–5; Judg 3:3) was taken away from the Israelites forever because of their 

sins after the Conquest (Josh 23:12; Judg 2:21–29). By the same token, the sin of the northern Israelites 



caused the loss of the territories of the north (2 Kgs 17:7–23) while the fall of Jerusalem and the exile of 

Judah was caused by the sins of Judah (2 Kgs 21:12–15; Weinfeld 1984: 120–22). It is this consciousness 

of sin of the Israelites from the Conquest to the Exile that motivated the writing of the Deuteronomic 

historiography.  

It should be remarked, however, that the loss of land is not presented in Deuteronomy as final. If Israel 

returns to God in the Exile God will recall the promise to the patriarchs and will bring them back to their 

land (Deut 4:27–31; 30:1–10). It is true that these are late texts (see above) but the idea itself may be of 

early origin (Hos 13:2–8).  

InDeuteronomythelandisdepictednotjustas―alandofmilkandhoney‖asintheprevioussources

(Exod 3:8, 17; 13:5; 33:3; Lev 20:24; Num 13:27; 14:8) but as a rich land in every respect: a land of 

grain, wines, and all sorts of fruits and also of natural resources as iron and copper (8:7–9). Unlike Egypt, 

which is flat, rainless with only the Nile incessantly flowing through a monotonous landscape, the 

promisedlandhasanicevariegatedlandscape:―hillsandvalleys‖throughwhich brooks spring forth 

(8:7), soaking water from heaven (11:11). The comparison is a theological and not an empirical one: the 

rain from heaven expresses divine providence. The Egyptians developed a theology of opposite nature. 

According to their view, the barbarians and the animals depend on the water from heaven, whereas for the 

Egyptians the water comes from the underground (see notes to 11:10–12 in Deuteronomy AB). Moreover, 

Deuteronomy‘sviewonEgyptstandsinoppositiontotheothersourcesofthePentateuchwhereEgyptis

representedasamostfertileland:―asthegardenofYHWH‖(Gen 13:10, cf. Exod 16:3; Num 16:13; 

20:5).  

K. The Idea of the Election of Israel  

TheparticularityofIsraelwasexpressedintheancientIsraelitesourcesbyexpressionssuchas―knew‖

(yd˓)and―separated‖(hbdyl).ThusAbrahamwas―known‖byGod,whichmeans―singledout‖inorder

that his descendants will keep justice and righteousness (Gen 18:19). The same expression is found in 

Amos 3:2:―youalonehaveIknown[=singledout]fromallthefamiliesoftheearth.‖Inthe Holiness 

CodetheparticularityofIsraelisexpressedbythephrases―separate‖/―setapart‖(hbdyl):―Ihavesetyou

apartfromotherpeoplestobemine‖(Lev 20:26). In Deuteronomy this idea is for the first time expressed 

bytheverb―elect‖(bḥr). This is linked here (7:6; 14:2; 26:18) to the idea of sĕgullāh (―special 

possession,‖sigiltu in Akkadian) which is rooted in the ANE political sphere where the sovereign singles 

out his vassal by giving him a status of sglt (PRU V No. 60:7–12, see note to 7:6) which means peculium, 

―specialproperty.‖Theologically,thepeculiarstatusofthepeoplewasdefinedas―holypeople‖(mqdwš, 

Deut 7:6; 14:1, 21). In Exod 19:5–6 the sĕgullāh is linked to gôy qdwš, ―holynation,‖buttherethespecial

status of the people serves as reward for being loyal to the covenant (19:5a) while in Deuteronomy the 

election serves as a motivation for observing the laws and especially laws of purity and rejection of pagan 

practices:―Youshallnoteatnebelah …becauseyouareaholypeopletoYHWHyourGod‖(14:21; cf. 

14:1–2 against self-mutilation and 7:1–5 against idolatry).  

A distinction should also be made between the Holiness Code concept of holiness and the 

Deuteronomic one. While the Holiness Code urges the people tosanctifythemselvesandtobeholy:―you

shallbeholy‖(qdšym thyw, Lev 19:2)or―youshallbeholytome‖(Lev 20:26),―youshallsanctify 

yourselvesandbeholy‖(whtqdštm whyytm qdšym, Lev 11:44)—hence not to contaminate their souls with 

impurity, Deuteronomy reverses the order and urges the people not to contaminate themselves because 

they are holy to God byvirtueoftheirelection―becauseyouareholypeopletoYHWHyourGod‖(ky ˒m 

qdwš ˒th lYHWH ˒lhyk, 7:6; 14:1, 21). In the Holiness Code holiness depends on observing purity (Exod 

22:30:―Youshallbeholytome,youshouldnoteatfleshtornbybeasts…‖),whereasaccording to 

Deuteronomy observance of purity is bound to the holiness of the people which is an established fact. It is 

true, from the point of view of piety, that the concept of holiness in the Holiness Code is more intense: 

Israel has to deserve to be holy and is not holy automatically (Milgrom 1973: 158), whereas in 

Deuteronomy the holiness is inherent in the people and is not conditioned by preserving purity. One 

should admit, however, that in both cases the privilege of being holy involves obligation: noblesse oblige. 



This applies also to Gen 18:19 and Amos 3:2 where the singling out of the people means responsibility 

and self-perfection.  

It should be added here that there was awareness of the moral danger that the election might involve. 

The consciousness of election is apt to foster a superiority complex and therefore the author of 

Deuteronomy, when speaking about election, is eager to add that it is not the virtue and strength of the 

nation that caused the election, but that the love of God to the patriarchs is the main reason for choosing 

their descendants (Deut 7:7–8; 9:4–5).  

IntheSecondTempleperiodtheelectionofIsraelwasinterpretedasGod‘sgivingofTorahand

SabbathtoIsrael.God‘sbestowalofTorahandSabbathuponIsraelwasseenasagracefulactandasign 

of election (Neh 9:7–14). This is also attested in a passage from the book of Jubilees of liturgical nature 

(2:31–33) and constitutes an important element in the festive prayers of Qumran (4Q503:24–25 in Baillet 

1982) and in the conventional Jewish liturgy for Sabbaths and festivals (Kosmala 1959: 339; Weinfeld 

1988b).  

L. Deuteronomy and Wisdom Literature  

The book of Deuteronomy has a lot of verbal and conceptional affinities to Wisdom Literature. Thus, 

forexample,theterm―abominationofYHWH‖(tw˓bt YHWH), which is found in the OT only in 

Deuteronomy and in the book of Proverbs, has its parallels in Sumerian wisdom literature, in the 

Akkadian proverbs (Hallo 1985), and in the Egyptian wisdom instructions of Amenemope (Weinfeld 

1972a: 265–69).  

As R. Yaron (1985) has demonstrated, many abomination proverbs are structured as tricolons, as for 

example Prov 17:15:  

he that justifies the wicked  

and he that condemns the just  

both are an abomination for YHWH  

which is to be compared with the Mesopotamian proverb:  

the one who perverts justice  

the one who loves an unjust verdict  

itisanabominationtoUTU(Šamaš). 

(Young 1972)  

Especially relevant for our purpose is Prov 20:10:  

alternate weight (˒bn w˒bn)  

one alternate measure (˒yph w˒yph)  

both are abomination to YHWH.  

The latter has been legally formulated by Deuteronomy:  

You shall not have in your bag alternate weight (˒bn w˒bn),greatandsmall… 

for abomination to YHWH is everyone who does such things.  

(25:13–16)  

In order to adjust the matter to the spirit of the book Deuteronomy adds the motive clause of retribution (v 

15).  

There are also other significant overlappings in content between Deuteronomy and Wisdom. Laws 

which have no parallels in the Tetrateuch have their parallels in Wisdom Literature. Thus the injunctions 

about―neitheraddingnordetracting‖ofthewordofGodisfoundonlyinDeut 4:2; 13:1; and in Prov 

30:5–6 (cf. Eccl 3:14; Weinfeld 1972a: 261–65). The injunction about removal of boundaries (Deut 

19:14; 27:17) and falsification of weights and measures (25:13–16) have their verbal parallels in Prov 

22:28; 23:10; 11:1; 20:10, 23 and in Egyptian wisdom (Amenemope XVII:15–XIX:3; Lichtheim, AEL 

2:157). Furthermore, like in Deuteronomy and in Proverbs the Amenemope exhortations about falsifying 

weightsandmeasuresaremotivated,asindicatedabove,bythesamerationale:―foritisanabomination

toYHWH‖(Deut 25:13–16; Prov 11:1; 20:10, 23)and―abominationofRe‖intheEgyptianwisdomof

Amenemope (XVIII:15–XIX:3).  



The warning against vows and cultic commitments in Deut 23:22–26 has its parallel in Eccl 5:1–5. 

Although Ecclesiastes is a late book it contains a great deal of early material (cf. 9:7–9 with the 

Gilgamesh epic, NET 90, and with the Egyptian Song of the Harper [Lichtheim, AEL 1: 193–97] and cf. 

the Mesopotamian parallel to Eccl 4:9–12 [Shaffer 1967; 1969]). Warnings against rash declarations and 

vows are a frequent topic of Israelite wisdom (Prov 20:13; 18:7) and non-Israelite wisdom as well, cf. the 

Babylonianinjunction:―guardyourlips,donotuttersolemnoaths…forwhatyousayinamomentwill

followyouafterwards‖(BWL 104, 131–33). The motivation for restraint in this area is distinctly 

utilitarian, typical of sapiential literature. There is consequently no reason to see Pentateuchal influence 

onthispassageinQoheleth.ThestyleoftheexhortationinQoheleth:―Itisbetter(ṭwb) that you should 

notvowthanthatyoushouldvowandnotpay‖(5:4) is sapiential and is characterized by the gnomic dicta 

whichbeginswiththeword―better‖(ṭwb) (on the ṭwb sayings see Zimmerli 1933: 192–94). While using 

this maxim, Deuteronomy reworked it in order to accommodate it to the religious aims of the book. In 

placeoftheneutralsapientialrationale:―for(God)hasnopleasurewithfools‖(5:3) the author of 

Deuteronomysupplieditwithareligiousrationale:―forYHWHyourGodwillsurelyrequireitfromyou‖

(23:22).  

Another law which parallels a sapiential exhortation is Deut 23:16:―Youshallnotextraditeaslaveto

hismaster,‖whichcorrespondstoProv 30:10:―donotslanderaservanttohismaster‖(LXX,Syriac,and

Weinfeld 1972a: 272–73). Such prescriptions of humane nature are characteristic of Wisdom Literature 

and are quite strange to be found in a legal code which by nature is concerned with stabilizing interclass 

relationships rather than prescribing laws which would undermine them (for the duty to extradite slaves, 

see ANET, 166–167 [#15–20], 190 [#22–24]).  

The predilection for wisdom in Deuteronomy is recognized in several other places:  

(1) Observance of the commandments equals wisdom and understanding (4:6) and the people of Israel 

whoobservethelawsandthecommandmentsareconsidered―awiseandunderstandingpeople‖(˓m ḥkm 

wnbwn; 4:6b). (The same term is applied to Joseph [Gen 41:39] and to Solomon [1 Kgs 3:12].) This 

equation implies some kind of identification of wisdom with law which took place in Israel in the 7th 

century B.C.E., the period in which scribes and wise men began to take an active part in the composition of 

legal literature (Jer 8:8; see above; Weinfeld 1972a: 150–51).  

(2) According to Deut 1:9–18,Mosesappoints―menofunderstandingandfullofknowledge‖(ḥkmym, 

nbwnym, yd˓ym) in order to judge the people. In the old tradition of Exod 18:13–27, the appointed judges 

aretopossessdifferentqualities:―capablemenwhofearGod,trustworthymenwhohategain.‖

According to Deuteronomy leaders and judges must possess intellectual qualities: wisdom, understanding, 

and knowledge—traits which characterize the leader and judge in Wisdom Literature (Prov 8:15–16). The 

same attitude is revealed when Deut 16:19 is compared with Exod 23:8. While Exodus 23 reads:―You

should take no bribes for a bribe blinds them that have sight‖(pqḥym), the parallel in Deuteronomy 16 

reads:―Youshalltakenobribesforabribeblindsthe wise‖(ḥkmym). The author of Deuteronomy 

believes that the qualification of a judge must be intellectual in character.  

The same conception is met in the Deuteronomic historiography. Solomon is given wisdom and 

understanding so that he might judge the people (1 Kgs 3:4–15). Like Moses who complains of the 

burdenofgoverningapeoplewhoare―asthestarsofheavenformultitude‖(Deut 1:9–10), Solomon 

speaksofthedifficultytojudgeapeople―thatcannotbecounted…formultitude‖(1 Kgs 3:8–9). Like 

the author of 1:9–18, the Deuteronomic editor in 1 Kgs 3:4–15 regards wisdom as the principal requisite 

for the complete functioning of the judiciary.  
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MOSHE WEINFELD  

DEVIL [Gk diabolos (διαβολος)]. The LXX and NT translation of the OT sātan. Sātan is a judicial 

termreferringtoan―accuser,‖―slanderer,‖―calumniator,‖or―adversary‖incourt(cf.Ps 109:6). The NT 

also uses the transliteration satanos, which is synonymous with diabolos (cf. Rev 12:9). Diabolos is rare 

outside the LXX and the NT. It is found in Wis 2:23–24, which identifies the serpent of Genesis 3 with 

the Devil (see TDNT 2:71–81).  

SATAN as a supernatural accuser of humankind in the heavenly court and working for God occurs three 

times in the OT. In Zech 3:1–10 Satan stands at God‘srighthandtoaccuseJoshuatheHighPriest,onlyto



have his accusation spurned. In Job 1–2 SatanquestionsthesincerityofJob‘srighteousnessbeforeGodin

the midst of the heavenly council. Here his office is expanded beyond accuser, for he is given control over 

sickness, death, and nature in the testing of Job. In 1 Chr 21:1 Satan incites David to sin by taking a 

census. Here the anarthrous form of Sātan becomes a proper name. Also apparent here is the tendency to 

divorce temptation from God and assign it to Satan, for in the earlier version of the census of David, God, 

not Satan, is the agent of the temptation (2 Sam 24:1; cf. Jas 1:13).  

The notion of the Devil as an independent evil power no longer in heaven but ruling a demonic kingdom 

and headed for judgment is absent in the OT. This move from a subordinate accuser to an independent 

tempter was a development of the intertestamental period and has been attributed to a number of factors. 

In limited favor in current scholarship is the proposal that the Hebrew notion of Satan was borrowed or 

heavily influenced by the dualism of Persian Avestan Zoroastrianism, in which Angra Mainyu, the evil 

god, opposes Ahura Mazda, the good god. However, in Hebrew thought Satan is always subordinate to 

God and Angra Mainyu does not function as an accuser in Zoroastrianism. Still, a development of 

Zoroastrian concepts cannot be ruled out.  

The shift in the role of the Devil may have arisen in apocalyptic literature as a way to explain the 

subjugation of Israel by foreign nations, that is, the rule of evil over the righteous covenant people. This 

wouldhelptosolvethetheologicaltensionbetweenthepresenceofevilintheworldandGod‘sabsolute

sovereignty.  

All the features of the Devil in Judaism, including names, functions, and the semi-dualism, are present 

in the NT. The Devil is a supernatural adversary of God and a tempter of humankind. He goes by a 

numberofnames,including―BEELZEBUL,princeofdemons‖(Matt 12:24 par.),―BELIAL‖(2 Cor 

6:15),―dragon,ancientserpent‖(Rev 12:9; 20:2),―enemy‖(Matt 13:39; Luke 10:19),―evilone‖(Matt 

13:19; Eph 6:16; 1 John 2:13–14; 5:18),―godofthisworld‖(2 Cor 4:4),―princeofthepoweroftheair‖

(Eph 2:2),―rulerofthisworld‖(John 12:31; 14:30; 16:11),and―thetempter‖(Matt 4:3; 1 Thess 3:5).  

The Devil brought sin into the world (cf. 2 Cor 11:3) and is the ruler of this world (Luke 4:6; Eph 6:11–

12; cf. John 12:31; 14:30; 16:11; 2 Cor 4:4; Eph 2:2). In this capacity he tried to tempt Jesus (Matt 4:1–11 

par.) and tempted Judas to betray him (John 13:2, 27; cf. Luke 22:3, 31). He is a murderer and a liar (John 

8:44; Rev 12:9) disguised as an angel of light (cf. 2 Cor 11:14). He keeps the gospel from unbelievers 

(Luke 8:12 par.; cf. 2 Cor 4:4), who are under his lordship (cf. Acts 26:18; Eph 2:2; Col 1:13), oppresses 

humankind (Acts 10:38), causes illness (cf. Luke 13:11–16; 2 Cor 12:7), and those under his control are 

his children (John 8:44; Acts 13:10; 1 John 3:10). He is working to lure Christians to him and trap them in 

sin (Eph 4:27; 1 Tim 3:7; 2 Tim 2:26; 1 Pet 5:8), to hinder their work (cf. 1 Thess 2:18), and to accuse 

them (1 Tim 3:6–7; cf. Rev 12:10). The Church must be on guard against his wiles (Eph 6:11; Jas 4:7; cf. 

2 Cor 2:11). He has the power of death over those outside the Church (Heb 2:14; cf. 1 Cor 5:5), but not 

the Christian (cf. 1 John 4:4; 5:18).  

Christ came to destroy the works of the Devil (Heb 2:14–15; 1 John 3:8; cf. Eph 1:21–22) and to cast 

him from heaven (Luke 10:18; Rev 12:9; cf. John 12:31).Christ‘svictoryisyettobeconsummated(cf.1 

Cor 15:24–26; Heb 10:12–13). The Devil will intensify his work against humankind and God in the last 

days (Rev 12:12; cf. 2 Thess 2:9–10), only to be hindered by Christ (Rev 20:2) and be thrown into eternal 

fire with his angels (Matt 25:41; Rev 20:10).  
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DUANE F. WATSON  

DEVOUT [Gk sebomai (σεβομαι), eusebes (εὐσεβες), eulabes (εὐλαβες)]. This word group (also 

translatedas―pious,‖―godly,‖―religious,‖and―worshipful‖)derivesfromtheHellenisticmilieu,whereit

came to mean a reverent and wondering awe at the lofty and pure world of the divine; as such, it is a 

typical expression of Greek piety. These words have no direct Hebrew equivalent: they are generally 

avoided in the LXX and the Pseudepigrapha, occurring most frequently in those works composed in 



Greek (see especially 4 Maccabees where the entire word group is used extensively). In the NT these 

words occur most prominently in Acts, the Pastoral Epistles, and 2 Peter (TDNT 7:168–96).  

The Pastoral Epistles and 2 Peter use this word group to characterize Christian faith and life. It denotes a 

life which exhibits a pious attitude toward God and his creation; it is a gift of God (2 Pet 1:3) and extends 

to the entire life of the Christian (1 Tim 2:2; 4:8). Such piety is at the center of the Christian faith (3:16; 

6:3);itstandsincontrastto―godlessandsillymyths‖(4:7)andto―irreligionandworldlypassions‖(Titus 

2:12). This attitude is peculiarly Christian, unlike both Jewish piety, which is based on the observance of 

the law, and Greek piety, based in the cultus.  

Luke-Acts presents a different understanding of these words. Here it is not Christians who are called 

devout; rather for Luke the gospel originated in a devout and righteous community and had its greatest 

appeal to those who were devout, both Jews and gentiles.Simeonwasboth―righteous[dikaios]‖and

―devout[eulabes]‖(Luke 2:25). Zechariah and Elizabeth were likewise righteous (1:2), while Anna 

worshiped [latreuousa] in the Temple daily (2:37). Pious Jews were gathered in Jerusalem at Pentecost 

(Acts 2:5); devout men buried Stephen (8:2); Ananias was likewise devout (22:12). Cornelius, the first 

gentile convert, was not only devout (10:2; as was one of his soldiers, 10:7), but also was righteous 

(10:22) and he feared God (10:2, 22). Only rarely does this word group have a negative connotation. Peter 

deniedthathis―piety[eusebeia]‖enabledhimtoperformahealing(3:12); Paul was accused of 

persuadingpeople―toworship[sebasthai]‖Godcontrarytothelaw(18:13). Pagan gods are also said to 

be worshiped (17:23, 19:27).  

Themajorcontroversysurroundingtheuseofthiswordgroupariseswiththe―devoutpersons

[sebomenoi]‖(Acts 13:43, 50; 16:14; 17:4, 17; 18:7), who have been considered to be the material 

equivalentofthe―fearersofGod[phoboumenoi ton theon]‖(10:2, 22, 35; 13:16, 26). When these phrases 

are understood in the context of certain literary and epigraphic evidence, they can be understood to refer 

to gentiles who were interested in the teaching and practice of the synagogue. These so-called―God-

fearers‖functionedasabridgebetweentheJewishandgentilecommunitiesandwereamongPaul‘sfirst

converts (Lake 1933: 96). Kraabel has emphasizedthetheologicalrolethesegentilesplayinLuke‘s

narrative and has questioned the historical existence of such a class of gentiles (1981: 113–26). Even 

though this argument has not received wide acceptance, it has prompted a reexamination of the evidence. 

These gentiles do not represent a class with specific requirements or with a clearly defined status in the 

synagogue of the 1st century (Collins 1985: 184). However, by whatever name they are called, the 

evidence suggests that there were gentiles who were in some way attracted to Judaism without becoming 

converts, and at least in some places they formed a defined group (Millar HJP³ 3/1: 169; Jervell 1988: 

11).  
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PAUL F. STUEHRENBERG  

DEW. See PALESTINE, CLIMATE OF.  

DH. Theabbreviationfor―DeuteronomisticHistory,‖whichisoftenusedbyscholarstodesignatethe

narrative spanning the books of Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, Samuel, and Kings. See 

DEUTERONOMISTIC HISTORY.  

DAHAHR MIRZBÂNEH (M.R. 156182). The traditional Arabic-Persian name (meaning something 

like―RidgeofthePersianGovernor‖)ofarockyridge (450–600 m altitude) just N of the copious spring 



at˓Aines-Sâmiyeh, E of the modern village of Kufr Mâlik, ca. 9 miles NE of Ramallah. The site 

overlooks the small valley around the spring, the Wâdi es-Sâmiyeh, which opens out eastward into the 

Wâdi ed-Dâliyeh and then plunges down precipitously all the way to the Jordan Valley N of Jericho (on 

the Wâdi ed-Dâliyeh caves, see DÂLIYEH, WADI ED- [M.R. 189155]; and for the EB pottery 

contemporary with the Mirzbâneh tombs, see Dever 1974).  

Althoughthename―DhahrMirzbâneh‖denotesspecificallytheridgeNofthespring,weshallinclude

here the general vicinity around the spring, which has remains of a number of interrelated settlement sites 

and cemeteries from various periods, investigated by several archaeologists over the past 75 years.  

Acemeteryca.400mEofthe˓Aines-Sâmiyeh spring, Cemetery D (this and the following cemetery 

designations are from Lapp 1966), was first investigated by D. G. Lyon for the American School of 

Oriental Research in Jerusalem in 1907, then again by P. W. Lapp under the same auspices in 1963. At 

least 100 shaft tombs of the EB IV period (ca. 2300–2000 B.C.) are located here, but in the past century 

and earlier these had been robbed by villagers from Kufr Mâlik; consequently, the known pottery has 

been widely scattered in several collections (Lapp 1966; Dever 1972). These collections also contain MB, 

LB, and probably Iron Age pottery as well (Dever 1972; 1975), so this cemetery was reused, and it 

probably served the main early settlement at Khirbet el-Marjameh. Both Lyon and Lapp report a 

considerable number of Roman and Byzantine tombs as well.  

Khirbet el-Marjameh, ca. 200 m N of the spring on a rocky promontory, has EB, MB, LB, and Iron Age 

sherds (especially 8th–9th centuries B.C.), plus Hellenistic-Roman on the surface, as well as visible terrace 

and domestic walls (Zohar 1980). It is probably the major settlement site near the spring. Albright, Lapp, 

and others have identified it, rather than et-Taiyebeh, with Ephraim/Ophrah in the tribe of Benjamin (2 

Chr 13:9; cf. Albright 1923; Lapp 1966), but Kallai has suggested identifying it with Baal-shalishah (2 

Kgs 4:42; cf. Zohar 1980).  

Khirbet Sâmiyeh, ca. 300 m SSE of the spring, has mostly Ummayed and later material (Albright 1923; 

Lapp 1966). The more outlying sites are relatively isolated and are characterized mostly by EB IV shaft 

tombs. Stretching some 400–1200 m along the Dhahr Mirzabâneh ridge to the N are Cemeteries A, B, and 

C, where Lapp cleared nearly 100 tombs in 1963 (Lapp 1966). Khirbet el-˓Aqibat, ca. 800–1000 m SSE 

of the spring along the modern road, was investigated by Lyon in 1907, by Lapp in 1963 (his Cemetery 

E), and again in 1968–70 (cf. Lapp 1966; Shantur and Labadi 1971). Among the 50 or more EB IV tombs 

was one that produced a unique imported silver goblet, probably Syrian, with a Mesopotamian-style frieze 

of deities and animals (Yeivin 1971). Both Lyon and Lapp report Roman-Byzantine tombs as well in 

Cemetery E. At el-Qasr, ca. 1300 m SE of the spring, was found Cemetery F, described briefly by Lapp 

(1966); little is known about it.  

From even the cursory archaeological investigation of the Dhahr Mirzbâneh–˓Ain es-Sâmiyeh area, it is 

clear that this location, now so isolated and desolate, was once a major attraction. This was no doubt due 

to its secure location and perennial spring at the head of an important wadi leading up into the central hills 

of Palestine (cf. the summary in Dever 1972).  
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WILLIAM G. DEVER  

DIADEM. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION.  

DIALOGUE. A literary form used since antiquity, in which two or more characters are represented as 

conversing or reasoning about some topic.  



———  

A. Greek Sources  

B. Latin Sources  

C. Old Testament  

D. New Testament  

E. Greek Christian Literature  

F. Latin Christian Literature  

G. Hermetic and Gnostic Literature  

———  

A. Greek Sources  

As a literary genre, the Greek dialogue has its origins in mimesis, or the art of―imitating‖real-life 

conversations. Such dialogues or conversations can be found in Greek drama, history, and oratory. It was 

Plato, however, who developed the philosophical dialogue as a distinct and separate literary form. 

Although the Platonic dialogue grew out of the real-life conversations of Socrates with his friends and 

students,inthehandsofPlato,theseconversationsweretransformedfrom―imitations‖ofreal-life 

situationstocreative―inventions‖whichincorporatedvariousdramaticelements for the purpose of 

progressing toward a philosophical truth.  

AtypicalPlatonicdialoguehasalengthypreliminary―scene‖inwhichthreeorfourcharactersare

introduced.Asthedialogueprogresses,the―scene‖disappearsandthe―action‖nowcenters exclusively 

on debating a specific philosophical problem, e.g., what is piety? What is temperance? What is beauty? In 

Plato‘searlydialogues,itisSocrateswhodirectsthediscussion,leadingtheparticipantstowardthe

resolution of a certain problem through the technique of dialectic or skilled questioning. Over time, 

however,thedialoguesmoveawayfromthislivelySocraticmethodofintellectual―midwifery‖towarda

more dogmatic presentation of various ideas, utilizing the techniques of analysis and interpretation that 

werecharacteristicofPlato‘sownteachingintheAcademy.IntheLaws, Plato‘slastdialogue,onlythe

form of the dialogue remains. Socrates has disappeared as have the dramatic elements, and the discussion 

amongthevarious―characters‖hasbecomedidacticandmethodical. 

It was under the influence of these later Platonic dialogues that Aristotle made his contributions to the 

genre.AlthoughAristotle‘sdialoguesareextantonlyinfragmentaryform,twoinnovationsareworth

noting:theuseoftheSkepticpracticeof―arguingbothsides‖(disputatio in utramque partem) and the 

presence of Aristotle himself as one of the participants in the discussion. (Plato, in contrast, never 

―appeared‖inanyofhisdialogues,asitwasSocrates who, in most instances, functioned as his 

mouthpiece.)  

Following Aristotle, the dialogue was abandoned in the Academy but kept alive among the Peripatetics, 

notably in the writings of Heraclides Ponticus. Heraclides was especially noted for his elaborate 

introductions or proems. He also changed the internal structure of the dialogue by placing the action in the 

past and then introducing a number of noted historical persons (e.g., men of state, generals, philosophers) 

as discussants on a wide range of issues (e.g., ethics, politics, literature, history, physics). By setting the 

action in the past, Heraclides—unlike Aristotle—neverappears―onthescene.‖Heraclidesisalsonoted

for deriving the titles of his dialogues from their content rather than from one of the interlocutors, as was 

the practice of Plato.  

The Greek tradition of dialogue disappeared for some time during the late Hellenistic and early Roman 

periods, but was revived in the 2d century C.E. by Plutarch and Lucian. Plutarch is noted for using the 

traditional dialogue form to explore various religious, moral, and philosophical themes. Lucian, however, 

iscreditedwithcreatinganentirelynewform:thesatiricdialogue.Lucian‘sgeniuswasinskillfully

combining the dialogue with elements of Old and New Comedy to express a basically Cynic view of all 

humanaffairs,especiallyastheyrelatedtophilosophicalandreligiousbeliefs.InLucian‘ssatires,noone

is spared, not even the gods. It is generally claimed that Lucian developed his satiric style from the 

diatribes of the 3d century B.C.E. Cynic and Menippus, but, as Bompaire argues (1958: 550–60), his debt 

toMenippusisprimarilyinappropriatingtheMenippean―spirit‖or―attitude,‖notinslavishimitation.In



general,Lucian‘ssatiricdialogues are a unique contribution to the form and reflect his ability to transpose 

successfully elements of one genre (comedy) to another (dialogue).  

B. Latin Sources  

Among Latin writers, Varro experimented with the dialogue, as did M. Junius Brutus. Varro wrote 

satiric pieces (in the manner of the Cynic diatribe) as well as a collection of philosophical-historical 

dialogues which explored a variety of general subjects, e.g., health, the education of children, peace, and 

religion. Unfortunately, these works exist only in fragmentary form, so it is difficult to assess to what 

extent Varro may have made original contributions to the genre. In one area, however, he clearly was 

innovative: he included autobiographical elements in his dialogues as well as a kindof―interior‖dialogue

in which he conversed with himself. As for Junius Brutus, his contribution to the form was the 

constructionoflengthydidacticdiscoursespresentedas―dialogues‖betweenhissonandhimself.The

subject matter and locus dialogi were distinctly Roman: father and son discoursed on various civil and 

juridical issues in the leisurely setting of the Roman countryside.  

It was Cicero, however, who was clearly the master of the Latin dialogue form. Building on both Greek 

and Roman influences, Cicero used the dialogue as a literary means for exploring his interests in politics, 

rhetoric, philosophy, and theology while promoting the moderate Skepticism of the New Academy. Thus, 

in a Ciceronian dialogue, argumentation becomes an end in itself,withthe―characters‖inagiven

dialoguearrivingata―probable‖truthvis-à-visagivenproposition,notseekingan―absolute‖truthinthe

Platonic sense. Cicero, then, unlike Plato, is content to exist in the realm of beliefs and opinions. Other 

contributions of Cicero to the dialogue are: (a) the inclusion of prominent persons, past and present, with 

theauthorhimself―onthescene‖;(b)theidealoflearnedotium as exemplified in the Tusculanae 

Disputationes; (c) the development of the prologue or proem as a philosophical essay in which Cicero 

skillfully locates himself in the wider current of Greek and Roman thought. Ruch (1958: 419–20) argues 

that these Ciceronian proems, in effect, constitute a literary genre of their own. It was Cicero, then, with 

his eclectic interests and superb literary skills, who would most influence the later Latin tradition of the 

dialogue, notably among a number of Latin Christian writers (see below).  

C. Old Testament  

Among the OT writings, the book of Job is the chief example of a literary work in dialogue form, but a 

type of dialogue that is influenced by literary precedents in ancient Mesopotamia and Egypt. In certain of 

thesetexts,the―Jobmotif‖ofundeservedhumansufferingispresentedasadialogueinverse form in 

whichanunnamedsuffererlamentshismisfortunestoafriend,aservant,his―personal‖god,or,inone

instance, to his own soul. In each case, the response to this lament is basically the same: no man is sinless; 

the will of the gods cannot be known; one must endure life without complaint.  

The book of Job follows a similar pattern of structure and theme, but with greater literary polish and 

theologicalprofundity.Theopening―scene‖issetinheaven,whereGodagreestoletSatan―test‖Job‘s 

faith.TheresultisaseriesofdisastersthatdestroyJob‘shealth,family,andlivelihood.Whenthreeof

Job‘sfriendscometocomforthim,Jobbemoanshisfateinalengthyverselament.EachofJob‘sfriends,

in turn, offers consolation in the form of the conventional wisdom: God punishes the wicked and rewards 

thejust;ifJobissuffering,thenhemusthave―sinned‖intheeyesofGod.Job,however,unlikehis

counterparts in the Mesopotamian and Egyptian dialogues, rejects these pieties and continues to insist on 

hisinnocenceandGod‘sinjustice.TheclimaxofthisdramaistheappearanceofGodhimselfina

whirlwind;heoffersnoanswerstoJob‘spleasbutonlyaseriesofironicquestionsthatrenderJob‘s

laments irrelevant. For the writer of Job, the mystery of undeserved human suffering ultimately remains 

unanswered.(Theproseepilogue,whereJob‘sfortunesarerestored,wasapparentlytackedontoprovide

a―happyending.‖Such―happyendings‖areastockelementintheparallelmaterialfrom Mesopotamia 

and Egypt.) The subject matter of Job, then, as well as its form, do not fit the classical tradition of Greek 

dialogue nor other Greek literary styles (notably epic and tragedy), although arguments have been made in 

each case. As Pope notes (Job AB, xxx–xxxi), Job is essentially a piecemeal work that lacks the kind of 

literary unity that might classify it strictly in one category or another.  

D. New Testament  



In the NT, there is no particular text that can be designated as a dialogue in the strict sense. However, 

the conversations between Jesus and various interlocutors in the Gospels approach the dialogue form but 

inaspecific―questionandanswer‖format(e.g.,Mark 10:23–31 = Matt 19:23–30 = Luke 18:24–30; Mark 

12:13–34 = Matt 22:15–46 = Luke 20:20–40; John 3:1–21; 4:7–30; 6:25–40). Dörrie and Dörries have 

termed this literary style erotapokriseis (RAC 6:342–70).Whatdistinguishesthis―questionandanswer‖

style from the traditional Greek dialogue is that the questioner does not participate in the conversation as a 

truediscussantwithadevelopedpointofviewbutislimitedtotheroleof―student‖whoasksquestions

andisoften―amazed‖or―astonished‖atthewiseresponseofthe―teacher.‖Dialoguesofthistype

(especially the longer dialogues in the gospel of John) are close in style and form to similar dialogues 

found in the Hermetic and Gnostic literature (see below). Dialogical elements have also been isolated in 

the epistles of Paul, notably Rom 3:27–4:2, where there is an implied exchange between Paul and an 

interlocutor on the subject of boasting in relation to faith and works. The style here is based on similar 

dialogical exchanges in the Hellenistic diatribe (Stowers 1981: 155–84).  

E. Greek Christian Literature  

It was among Christian apologists in the 2d century that the Greek dialogue, in its traditional form, was 

appropriated for purposes of defending the faith. Many of these dialogues were constructed as 

conversations between Christians and Jews, with the Christian converting the Jew by demonstrating how 

the prophecies of the OT regarding the Messiah applied to Jesus. The model for dialogues of this type was 

evidently Aristo ofPella‘sDialogue of Jason and Papicus, written ca. 140 C.E., but no longer extant.  

The most important apologist of the 2d century to write in dialogue form, however, was Justin Martyr. 

His Dialogue with Trypho, written ca. 155 C.E., is innovative in that Justin abandoned the Aristotelian 

methodof―arguingbothsides‖infavorofamutualunderstandingoftheother‘sposition.Attheendof

the dialogue, Trypho, the Jew, is not converted; rather, he and Justin depart with goodwill on both sides. 

Further, this dialogue was written with a specific audience in mind, namely the educated pagan familiar 

with Greek philosophy. By demonstrating how each of the philosophical schools of the period (e.g., Stoic, 

Pythagorean, Peripatetic, Platonic) was unable to satisfy him intellectually until he was persuaded of the 

truth of Christianity, Justin is arguing for the viability of Christianity as a philosophy rather than a 

religion.  

F. Latin Christian Literature  

Among Latin Christian writers, Minucius Felix was the first to write an apology in dialogue form—the 

Octavius—evidently written as a reply to the Roman orator Fronto, who had attacked Christianity in a 

speechtotheSenatesometimeinthemid2dcentury.AlthoughFronto‘sspeechislost(apparentlythis

address was the only literary attack on Christianity written in Latin) his arguments are preserved in the 

remarks of Caecilius, one of the participants in the dialogue. The Christian side is argued by Octavius (for 

whom the dialogue is named), with Minucius (or Marcus) functioning as a kind of referee. As a literary 

work, the Octavius is clearly indebted to Cicero. The setting of the dialogue is a leisurely outing of three 

friendsenroutetoOstiatoenjoythesea;theauthor,Minucius,is―onthescene‖;thearguments presented 

for and against Christianity are equally balanced and persuasively presented. However, in the end, 

followingtheusualapologeticmodel,CaeciliusadmitshimselfdefeatedbyOctavius‘defenseand

henceforth converts to Christianity. Of particular interest is the fact that the Octavius contains no biblical 

references nor even direct mention of Christ. Instead, the arguments in favor of Christianity are made on 

the philosophical basis of its monotheism and ideas of divine providence coupled with an attack against 

paganmythology.Again,theseargumentsaredesignedtoconvincetheeducatedpaganofChristianity‘s

philosophical respectability. Whether Tertullian modeled his Apology on the Octavius or vice versa has 

never been satisfactorily settled. Consequently, the Octavius is variously dated in either the mid 2d or 

early 3d century.  

Augustine was also a writer of dialogues in the Latin Christian tradition, most of which were written 

during his contemplative retreat at Cassiciacum following his conversion (386–87 C.E.) or shortly 

thereafter. These dialogues, although clearly influenced by the Ciceronian model, are minor works in the 

Augustinian corpus. They represent an early attempt on the part of Augustine to integrate the ideal of 



contemplation—especially contemplation of the trinity—with preliminary training in the liberal arts. 

Since the participants in these dialogues are those friends and family who accompanied Augustine to 

Cassiciacum,theoverallimpressionisoneoftalkbetween―amateurphilosophers‖whoareintellectually

curious but not terribly profound.  

IntermsofAugustine‘sliterarystyle,Voss(1970:198–280) distinguishes two types of dialogue: the 

―scenic,‖orthattypeinwhichAugustinesituatesseveralparticipantsin a physical location (e.g., Contra 

Academicos, De Beata Vita, De Ordine)anda―nonscenic,‖orthattypewhichhasnospecificlocation

and is essentially a discussion between a teacher and student (e.g., De Magistro, De Musica). Voss also 

notesa―hybrid‖ formasrepresentedinthesingleinstanceofAugustine‘sSoliloquia. In this dialogue, the 

conversationisbetweenAugustine‘s―Reason‖asteacherandhis―Soul‖asstudent;assuch,theworkis

constructedasaformof―internal‖dialogueinwhichthemind converses with itself. The Soliloquia was 

evidentlyanimportantmodelforBoethius‘laterwork,The Consolation of Philosophy, which is similarly 

constructedasan―internal‖dialogue,althoughdirectdependenceisproblematic(Lerer1985:46–56).  

G. Hermetic and Gnostic Literature  

A good number of Hermetic and gnostic writings can also be classed as dialogues, but in the specific 

senseof―revelation‖or―initiation‖dialogues.Theemphasisinthesetextsisnotonphilosophicaldebate

or argumentationbutontheimpartingofsecret,esotericknowledge(―gnosis‖)byadivine,revealerfigure

to a disciple-devotee (e.g., Corp. Herm. I, II, X, XI, XII, XIII; Asclepius; Ap. John; 1 Apoc. Jas.; Apoc. 

Paul; Dial. Sav.; Eugnostos; Soph. Jes. Chr.; Pist. Soph.; Gos. Mary; Disc. 8–9). The reception of this 

―gnosis‖bythedisciple(sometimescoupledwithspecificritual/culticacts)oftenengendersaspiritual

―rebirth‖or―regeneration‖whichculminatesinthedisciple‘s―salvation‖(e.g.,Corp. Herm. I, XIII, Disc. 

8–9).Mostofthesetextsarecloseinstyletothe―questionandanswer‖formatdiscussedabove;Rudolph

argues (1968: 88–89) that these texts should properly be termed dialogues only when the repeated 

questions of the disciple approach a real conversationandaphysical―setting‖isprovided(e.g.,Soph. Jes. 

Chr.; Apoc. Paul; 1 Apoc. Jas.; Pist. Soph.; 2 Jeu; Gos. Mary). In general, no one term adequately covers 

all the extant examples; however, it is clear that the writers of these texts were familiar with the traditional 

Greek dialogue but reshaped it to suit their own instructional and polemical purposes. For further 

discussion see RAC 3: 928–55.  
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RUTH MAJERCIK  

DIALOGUE OF THE SAVIOR (NHC III,5). The Dialogue of the Savior (Dial. Sav.) is the fifth 

and final treatise preserved in Codex III of the Nag Hammadi Library, discovered in Upper Egypt in 

1945. See NAG HAMMADI (CODICES). Originally written—or better, compiled—in Greek, perhaps 

early in the 2d century C.E., it is preserved only in a Coptic translation made before the end of the 4th 

century. Only recently has a critical edition been published (Emmel 1984); scholarship on this important 

document is in its infancy.  

The Dial. Sav. (the title is present at the beginning [incipit] and end [explicit] of the work) is a 

compilation of several earlier sources of differing length and purpose. These sources, detected on the 

basis of form and content, are probably four in number: (A) a dialogue between Jesus and his disciples; 



(B) a fragment of a creation myth; (C) a cosmological wisdom list; and (D) a fragment of an apocalyptic 

vision (Koester and Pagels 1984: 2–9). The four have, however, been woven together, so that the dialogue 

is now in four parts (4–14; 19–20; 25–34a; 41–104a; Koester and Pagels 1984: 2; paragraph numbers as 

in Emmel 1984), the creation myth in two (15–18; 21–24), while the wisdom list (34b–35) and 

apocalyptic vision (36–40) follow part three of the dialogue. The compiler has supplied an introduction 

(1–3) and a conclusion (104b) to the work.  

The critical task therefore has several facets: to distinguish between tradition (oral or written sources) 

and redaction; to determine the probable origin and life setting of each of the sources; and to isolate the 

redactional theology of the Dial. Sav. so as to propose a life setting for the present work as a whole. The 

fragmentary state of the single extant ms hinders progress at every stage; nevertheless, some preliminary 

conclusions may be drawn.  

The dialogue presents traditional sayings of Jesus together with introductory questions or interpretations 

and expansions. For example, in Dial. Sav. 9 (126.6–8)thedisciplesask,―[Lord],whoisitwhoseeks,

and…reveals?‖;theLordreplies,―Hewhoseeks…reveals…‖(10[126.9–10]). Thus the dialogue, a 

putative―conversation‖betweenJesusandthreedisciples(Matthew,Judas,andMary),istheliterary

platform not for extended theological discourse but for an authoritative presentation of sayings and 

exegesis (Koester 1979: 544–56). Since the writings closest to this compositional model include the NT 

gospel of John and the Gospel of Thomas (NHC 2, 2), works with which the Dial. Sav. also has sayings 

materials in common, it has been argued that the dialogue source in the Dial. Sav. may be dated in the late 

1st century C.E. (Koester and Pagels 1984: 16).  

Comparison with the Gospel of Thomas suggests a further connection with the Dial. Sav. In Gos. Thom. 

2 (32.14–19) Jesus announces the steps to salvation: seeking, finding, being troubled, being astonished, 

ruling (P. Oxy. 654adds―resting‖).ThissequenceseemstobereferredtointheDial. Sav., and has 

perhaps supplied the principle according to which the topics are arranged. The present for the disciples, 

and hence for the readers, is an interim before ruling and resting. At the same time, the Dial. Sav.‘s

introduction (1 [120.2–6])offersanassurancethat―already‖thetimehascometorest(1[120.6–8]). This 

tension, between the rest as present and as future, finds its resolution in the probable setting of the 

writing:baptismalinitiation,intowhich―theopeningintroductioninvitesthebeliever‖(Koesterand

Pagels1984:11).Inbaptismthebeliever,nowempoweredto―savethat[which](or:him[who])can

follow‖(44[137.16–17]), anticipates rest from the labors that characterize life in the flesh (cf. 28 [132.9–

12]).  

The creation myth, in question and answer form, reflects upon the generative power of the divine word 

through water. The wisdom list, in the form of a monologue punctuated by rhetorical questions, 

emphasizes the need for an understanding of the natural elements; these are interpreted soteriologically, 

with explicit reference to baptism (35 [134.5–8]). The apocalyptic vision, in which the disciples are 

grantedaviewof―anexceedinglyhighplace‖andof―theabyss‖(36[135.4–10]),presents―theSonof

Man‖(37[135.16–17])asthe―interpretingangel‖(astandardfeatureofapocalypses).IntheDial. Sav. 

this figure is identified with Jesus during an exchange which anticipates later discussions of the double 

presence (on earth and in heaven) of the Lord (38–40 [136.5–137.3]; cf. Hippolytus Contra Noetum 4.11, 

and esp. Gos. Bart. 28–35).  

Although typically gnostic terminology and concepts permeate the Dial. Sav.,thework―cannotbe

understood as the simple product of gnostic theology. Rather, it resembles the gospel of John in its 

attempttointerpretthesayingsofJesusinthehorizonofgnosticthought‖(KoesterandPagels1988:

244).  
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JULIAN V. HILLS  

DIATESSARON. Diatessaron (Greek: dia tessaron (δια τεσσαρον): ―through[the]four[Gospels]‖)is

the name given by Eusebius (Hist.Eccl. 4.29.6)toa―combinationandcollection‖oftheGospelscreated

by TATIAN about the year 170 C.E. As one of the earliest witnesses to the text of the Gospels (it is rivaled 

only by the quotations of Justin, Marcion, and Clement), it occupies a preeminent position in NT textual 

studies.  

Employing the four canonical Gospels and, perhaps, one or more extracanonical sources, Tatian wove a 

single, continuous narrative. He omitteddoublets,harmonizeddiscrepancies,and―corrected‖omissions

foundinhissourcegospels.AlthoughsomescholarshaveseenTatian‘stheologyastheimpetusfor

creatingaharmony(sobothElze1960andBaarda1969),theideawaspatently―intheair,‖forweknow

that Justin used a gospel harmony (Bellinzoni 1967: 140), and that gospel harmonies or synopses were 

created by Ammonius of Alexandria (Eus., Ep. ad Carp.) and Theophilus of Antioch (Jerome, Ep. ad 

Algasiam). Practical advantages must also be considered: a harmony would have—perforce—a unified 

point of view and, thus, been ideal for evangelization; as a compact epitome it would have been easier to 

transport and cheaper to copy than the separate Gospels.  

The Diatessaron proved itself one of the most popular editions of the Gospels ever produced. It was 

used by Catholic Christians, such as Ephrem Syrus, by Judaic Christians (Epiph., haer. 46.1.8–9), 

Manicheans, and missionaries, who took it to the furthest reaches of Christendom. Its greatest impact, 

however, was in Syria, where as late as the 5th century it was the standard gospel text. This is 

demonstrated by the fact that the Canons of Rabbula specificallydirectthatthe―Euangelionda-

Mepharreshe‖(―separatedgospel,‖i.e.,canonicalGospels) be read in the churches, and that Theodoret, 

bishopofCyrrhusfrom423to457,reportsimpoundingover200copiesofthe―Euangelionde-

Meḥalleṭe‖(―gospelofthemixed,‖anothernamefortheDiatessaron)fromthechurchesinhisdiocese. 

ReconstructionoftheDiatessaron‘stextisnecessary,fornocopyhascomedowntous.Witnessestoits

text are diverse: translations (often rearranged), commentaries, and quotations. On the basis of provenance 

and language, these witnesses are classified as Eastern and Western. The most important include (in the 

East):Ephrem‘sCommentary (extant in both the Syriac original and an Armenian translation; both 4th 

century); the gospel quotations of Aphrahat (Syriac, 4th century); an Arabic Harmony (Arabic, 12th–13th 

century); a Persian Harmony (Persian, 1547 C.E., acopyofa13thcenturyms);Isho˓dadofMerv‘s

Commentary (Syriac, 9th century). Further, since the Diatessaron preceded and influenced all extant 

versions of the separated Syriac gospels (Black 1972: 142), the most ancient Syriac verions (syr
s.c.p.pal

, 4th 

century and later) also contain numerous Diatessaronic readings. In the West the most important 

witnesses include: Codex Fuldensis (Latin, 6th century); a poem, The Heliand (Old Saxon, 9th century); 

the Liège Harmony (Middle Dutch, 13th century); related to the Liège Harmony are the Stuttgart, 

Cambridge, Haaren, and Haagse Harmonies (all in the Middle Dutch, 14th–15th century) and the Middle 

German Leben Jhesu, or Theodiscum Harmony (14th century); the Tuscan Harmony (Middle Italian, 

13th–14th century); the Venetian Harmony (Middle Italian, 13th–14th century); and the Pepysian 

Harmony (so named, for it was once owned by Samuel Pepys; Middle English, ca. 1400 C.E.). This 

diverse array of sources bears witnesstothepopularityofTatian‘screationamongthecommonfolk

wherever it went.  

TheproblemsinreconstructingtheDiatessaron‘stextaretwofold.First,allofthewitnesseshavebeen

―Vulgatized‖tosomedegree;thatis,thenonstandardDiatessaronic reading (exactly what the text critic 

prizes)hasoftenbeenreplacedwiththestandard(―Vulgate,‖regardlessofthelanguage)readingofthe

language. Second, since each witness has its own textual history, variants in them cannot automatically be 

regardedasDiatessaronic.Thishasledsomescholarstodisputewhethercertain―witnesses‖orreadings



actually are Diatessaronic (de Bruin 1980: 204; Fischer 1972: 48, n. 158). Research, however, has now 

convinced most experts of their relationship to the Diatessaron, for only in this manner can their singular 

agreements be explained (van den Broek 1974; Quispel 1975; Petersen 1985). The question of where 

Tatian composed his harmony remains open. Rome, where he studied with Justin, is possible, as is the 

Syrian East, where he returned after having been expelled by the Roman Church as a heretic (in the East 

he is first called a heretic in the 4th-centurySyriactranslationofEusebius‘Hist.Eccl.). On the basis of the 

text it uses in its OT citations and certain Semitic syntactic features—present even in the Western 

witnesses—it seems quite certain that Syriac was the original language of the Diatessaron (Petersen 

1986). The number and identity of the sources employed by Tatian remain unclear. Numerous readings 

attributedbyChurchFathersto―theGospeloftheHebrews‖or―theJewishGospel‖appearinthe

Diatessaron.Anexampleisthe―light‖whichshinesintheJordanatJesus‘baptism.Epiph.(haer. 

30.13.7)saysthisstoodinthe―HebrewGospel‖;thereading is also in Justin (Dial. 88.3) and at Matt 3:16 

in two Old Latin mss (a and g
1
, 4thand9thcentury,respectively).Whethera―fifthsource,‖suchas

Epiphanius‘―HebrewGospel,‖isTatian‘s source for this reading, or whether it came from a variant ms of 

the gospel of Matthew, as represented by the two Old Latin mss, cannot be determined until we have a 

clearer picture of the Gospels in the mid 2d century. Nevertheless, a strong prima facie case can be made 

that Tatian employed sources other than the canonical Gospels, for there are numerous examples of such 

extracanonical readings in the Diatessaron (Phillips 1931).  

Textually speaking, the Diatessaron is a gold mine of early readings, some of which may, arguably, 

antedate the reading offered by the canonical Gospels (Petersen 1983; 1985: 165–67).TheDiatessaron‘s

text is related to the so-called―WesternText‖(whichisactuallyofEasternorigin);CodexBezae

Cantabrigiensis (D) and Washingtonianus (W) sometimes follow its readings. Even more remarkable, 

however, are the number of agreements offered by the Old Latin mss—a greater number of agreements 

than with the Greek mss, although from a far smaller number of mss. This phenomenon was first noted by 

Vogels(1911),andremainsunexplained.WhethertheagreementsareduetoTatian‘sappropriationofthe

text used in Rome in the mid 2d century (Klijn 1969: 54–55), or whether the agreements indicate that the 

Diatessaron preceded and influencedtheearliestLatintranslationoftheGospels,isunclear.VonSoden‘s

(1911–13) hypothesis that the Greek Gospels owed most of their cross-gospel harmonizations to the 

influence of the Diatessaron is discredited today, for such harmonizations appear to have been a common 

tendency of scribes, and many of the harmonizations present in the Greek gospel mss are absent from the 

Diatessaronic witnesses.  
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WILLIAM L. PETERSEN  

DIATRIBE. Diatribe had several technical senses in antiquity. It was used for the teaching activity of 

philosophers and sophists. Inthissenseitcanbetranslatedas―conversations,‖―lecture,‖―aclass,‖or

―seminar.‖PlatousedthewordforSocrates‘teachingbyinformalconversation(Ap. 37c–d; Grg. 484e; 

Chrm. 153a). Writers could speak of a teacher giving a diatribe or students participating in a diatribe. The 

word could also be used as an equivalent to schol  in the sense of an institution or sect, a school of 

philosophy. The modern scholarly concept of the diatribe is most closely linked to the use of the word for 

the records, literary by-products, or imitations of such teaching activity. This usage is attested as early as 

the 4th century B.C. At the end of the 1st or beginning of the 2d century A.D., Arrian took notes of the 

lecture-discussions of his teacher Epictetus. The oldestmanuscriptsgivethetitle―diatribes‖toArrian‘s

recordofEpictetus‘teachingdiscourse. 

———  

A. Matters of Definition  

B. A School Method  

C. Rhetoric and Style  

D. Subject Matter  

E. History  

1. Non-Christian Authors  

2. Christian Authors  

———  

A. Matters of Definition  

The modern scholarly concept of the diatribe has often been imprecise and unduly broad. It has been 

closely tied to the idea of popular philosophy. In the earlier part of this century, scholars developed the 

idea that the diatribe was the primary oral and literary genre of the supposed popularization of philosophy 

for the masses in the Hellenistic period. They often claimed, but without warrant, that Bion of 

Borysthenes (ca. 324–255 B.C.) was the originator of this genre. Modern writers have frequently described 

the diatribe as a sermon for the common man developed by the Cynic and Stoic street preachers. The 

main criteria for classifying a work as a diatribe in the early part of this century was that it contain moral 

teachings advocated by the Hellenistic philosophies and that it employ a lively popular style.  

Scholars have at one time or another called a variety of genres diatribes because they are works which 

seek to teach individuals the attitudes and ways of life advocated by the Hellenistic philosophies. The 

iambic poems of Hipponax, Cercidas, Phoenix of Colophon; the satires of Varro, Horace, and Lucian; the 

epideictic and deliberative speeches of Dio Chrysostom; and the philosophical treatises of Cicero—all 

have been called diatribes. This broadening of diatribe to mean nontechnical and moral-philosophical 

literature has been strongly criticized by classicists. It is better to use diatribe only for moral lectures and 

discussions in the philosophical schools, written records of that activity, and literary imitations of that 

kind of pedagogical discourse. It is also appropriate to speak of other genres employing features of style 

and rhetorical techniques from this tradition.  

B. A School Method  

First, it is important to understand the nature of ancient philosophical schools. Indeed, the term school 

can be misleading since it often means a continuing institution with a permanent location and a formalized 

organization. Aside from the traditional schools in Athens which had some organization and institutional 

continuity, most schools consisted only of a teacher and students. These circles of teachers and disciples 

meteitherintheteacher‘shomeorinpublicplacessuchasagymnasiumorstoa.InHellenisticand

Roman times the teacherwasabovealltheguide,mentorandmodelforthestudents‘characterformation.

The diatribe was a tradition of rhetoric for such moral-pedagogical purposes. See SCHOOLS, 

HELLENISTIC.  

Most of the authors of diatribes whose works are extant look back to Socrates as a model for their own 

teaching activity. Records with minimal literary shaping of actual dialogues among individuals in the 



setting of a class or larger audience are extant from Epictetus and Dio Chrysostom. The dialogical style 

associated with the diatribe is more typically simulated rhetorically in a lecture or informal discourse. 

This philosophical-schoolstylewasanattempttoadaptthe―Socratic‖elenchusandprotrepticustothe

rhetoricofaspeech.TheelenchuswasSocrates‘methodofcriticalquestioningbywhichheattemptedto

expose the ignorance and moral inconsistency of his discussion-partner. The elenchtic method is 

especiallyprominentinPlato‘searlierdialogues.TheprotrepticusisSocrates‘positiveexhortationto

virtue or the philosophical life (Euthydemus 278E–282D). Both elenchtic and protreptic discourse have 

the character of direct address to an individual.  

C. Rhetoric and Style  

The diatribal authors simulate direct address in their discourses by creating an imaginary discussion 

partner and by employing direct address to their audiences. The dialogical element in the diatribe takes 

several forms and within limits varies considerably from author to author. One method consists of short 

exchanges of questions and answers. Often this is in the Socratic manner with the teacher leading the 

fictitious interlocutor by means of pointed questions frequently posing absurdities which the interlocutor 

must strongly reject. This method is prominent in Teles, Epictetus, and Dio Chrysostom. Paul employs it 

in his letter to the Romans (3:1–9; 3:27–4:2). Sometimes the interlocutor asks the questions and the 

teacher answers. A technique of many authors is to string a series of objections and false conclusions from 

theinterlocutorthroughoutthelectureortreatise.Theinterlocutor‘squestiondrawsafalseinferencefrom

which the author wishes to guard himselforposesatypicalobjectiontotheauthor‘slineofreasoning.

Theteacher‘sanswer,then,servesasatransitiontoanewtopicorstepintheargumentation.Aseriesof

such objections may become a structuring principle for a discourse (Rom 6:1, 15; 7:7, 13; 9:14, 19; 11:1, 

11, 19). In objections and other forms of imaginary speech (Rom 7:7–25), the diatribe made much use of 

the rhetorical techniques of prosōpopoiia, character delineation.  

Diatribes also effect their style of direct address by means of brief speeches were the teacher turns from 

his real audience to address an imaginary individual. Typically but not always, these are sharp censorious 

words which rebuke the interlocutor for some vice or pattern of behavior (Rom 2:1–5, 17–24; 9:19–21; 

11:17–24). These apostrophes tend to function as characterizations of the interlocutor and employ the 

techniques of prosōpopoiia. Addresses to an interlocutor employ vice-lists, rhetorical questions, and 

vocativessuchas―Oman‖(Rom 2:1),―fool‖(1 Cor 15:36),and―sir‖.Theyareusuallyspokeninthe2d

person singular. The writer or speaker tends to maintain contact at various points with the audience in a 

way which is similar to letter-writing style. Diatribal and epistolary styles combine easily. The author may 

turn from the interlocutor or general argumentative discourse to exhort the audience or address a question 

to it.  

Other elements of style vary widely according to the cultural-educational backgrounds, philosophical 

stances, and immediate purposes of the particular authors. Nevertheless, there are a number of rhetorical 

features which characteristically serve the didactic and hortatory purposes of the diatribe. The style tends 

to be conversational with parataxis and elliptical expressions, although some authors use periods. 

Rhetorical figures such as isocola, parallelism, and antithesis are popular. The style is certainly didactic 

and sometimes hortatory. Thus, much use is made of quotations from poets and philosophers in the form 

of maxims and brief citations. Anecdotes or chreia, comparisons, and especially examples from history 

and legend are very important. Irony and sarcasm, especially in connection with the imaginary 

interlocutor, are prominent. A number of authors personify abstract ideas such as death, poverty, and 

wealth (Rom 10:6–8; 1 Cor 12:15–16).  

D. Subject Matter  

A great number of themes are found in diatribes and literature influenced by the diatribe. The style is 

appropriate to almost any topic related to morality and manner of life. There are certain topics, however, 

which recur in the diatribal literature. These became standard topics for moralists from many schools and 

various points of view. Such topics largely constitute the content of what has been known as Hellenistic 

popular philosophy. Among these topics which are prominent in diatribes, other genres of moral literature 

and Christian writers from the 2d century onwards are: poverty and wealth (Jas 2:1–7; 5:1–6); exile; death 



not to be feared (1 Thess 4:13–18; 1 Cor 15:12–56); contentment and self-sufficiency (1 Cor 9:1–27; Phil 

4:11–13); freedom (1 Cor 6:12–20); luxury; passions (Rom 1:24–29; 7:7–25; Jas 4:1–3); divine 

providence; fate; anger (Jas 1:19–20); happiness; covetousness; self-control (1 Cor 9:24–27); old age; 

tranquility (1 Thess 4:9–12);pleasure;ascetictraining;thewiseman‘sspeech(1 Thess 2:1–12); and 

moral armor (2 Cor 10:1–6).  

E. History  

The evidence is insufficient to write a history of the diatribe showing consistent lines of influence and 

development. Rather, a more modest survey of diatribal authors and the use of the diatribe by early 

Christian writers is possible and appropriate to the evidence.  

1. Non-Christian Authors. WehavetheportrayalsofSocrates‘teachingactivitybyPlatoand

Xenophon but it is not until later Hellenistic times that the typical teaching style of the diatribe appears. 

Whereas the classical philosophies of Plato and Aristotle focused on the reform of the city-state, the 

Hellenistic schools tended to focus on the character development of individuals and a corresponding 

alternative style of life. This is true especially of the Stoics, Cynics, and Epicureans. Nontechnical and 

nontheoretical ethics, which emphasized practice and methods of moral training, became increasingly 

important into the early Roman Empire.  

Teles, who lived in the mid-3d century B.C., is the author of the earliest extant diatribes, although 

referencesexisttothe―diatribes‖ofmanyindividualswholivedfromthetimeofSocratesonwards.Teles

was a Cynic teacher who conducted a school for young men, probably in Megara. Teles employs fictitious 

exchanges of question and answer with an unnamed interlocutor and censorious address in his lectures. 

His diatribes are full of quotations and paraphrases from philosophers and various moral authorities. 

Because he quotes Bion of Borysthenes, whose witty style is mentioned by a number of later writers, 

manyscholarsatonetimeacceptedthethesisofOttoHensethatTeles‘diatribesweremerelycopiesof

Bion, the originator of the style. Paul Wendland even outlined a history of the diatribe based on the 

assumption that the rhetorically and philosophically eclectic Bion had invented the diatribe. Wendland 

believed that the lively and entertaining diatribe of Bion had evolved into the duller and more serious 

diatribe of Roman times. It is now clear that Bion did not invent the diatribe and that the dialogical style 

found in Teles belongs to him and not Bion.  

Most of the extant evidence for the diatribe comes from the period of the early 1st century B.C. to the 

early 2d century A.D. Philo of Alexandria (ca. 30 B.C.–A.D. 45) employs many of the typical themes of the 

diatribe and sometimes elements of diatribal style in his peculiar exposition of Judaism. The Epicurean, 

Philodemus, earlier in the 1st century B.C., came from Palestine to Italy where he gathered a circle of 

aristocratic Roman followers. His treatise on death (de Morte) employs the style of the diatribe and his de 

Ira ―OnAnger‖hasbeenvariouslycalled a diatribe or a treatise in diatribe style. His use of the first 

personpluralinconnectionwithdialogicalfeaturesshowsinterestingsimilaritiestoPaul‘sstyle.Seneca,

the contemporary of Paul and tutor of the young Nero, makes significant use of thediatribe‘sdidactic

dialogicalstyleinseveralofhisletterstoLuciliusandcertainofhismoralessays.Seneca‘sletters

illustrate how diatribal and epistolary styles, both of which are dialogical and employ direct address, 

could be effectively integrated.  

The Stoic teacher Musonius Rufus (ca. 30–101 A.D.) conducted a school in Rome and then on the 

desolate isle of Gyaros where Nero had banished him. His extant diatribes are based on the notes of a 

student who, by paraphrasing and summarizing, has obscured much of the originally lively style. One of 

Musonius‘studentswasEpictetus,whobeganaschoolinNicopoliswhenbanishedfromRomeby

Domitian (89 A.D.).His―discourses‖werestenographicallyrecordedinshorthandandeditedbyArrian.

They providethemostextensiveanddetailedpictureofateacher‘sdiatribesinthecontextofaschool.

We see him explaining doctrines, censuring and exhorting students, often using imaginary discussion and 

address to various interlocutors. He can move from conversations with people in his school to lecturing 

discourse with a full array of rhetorical techniques.  

Dio Chrysostom began as a rhetorician but later turned to philosophy and took up the life of an itinerant 

Cynic when exiled by Domitian (82 A.D.). Many of his speeches are representative of the style and ethos 



of the Second Sophistic. Some, however, are informal lecture-conversations which purport to record his 

teachingactivitywithasmallgroupoflisteners.ThesearediatribeswhichcombineDio‘sversion of what 

he considered a Socratic teaching style with moral lecture. His diatribes often begin with short dialogues 

andmakefrequentuseofobjectionsfromimaginaryinterlocutors.Dio‘scontemporary,Plutarch(ca.50–

120 A.D.), headed a school of philosophyathishomeinChaeronea.AnumberofPlutarch‘smoral

treatises are based on school lectures or reflect the discussions of the school. Although these treatises have 

been given literary form, they often contain dialogical and other stylistic features of the diatribe. From the 

second half of the 2d century, 41 discourses are extant which the eclectic philosopher and sophist 

Maximus of Tyre gave to a class of aristocratic young men. Maximus mixes popular-philosophical 

themes, the style of the diatribe, and sophistic oratory in these discourses.  

Other evidence for the diatribe is scattered over several centuries and needs further study. Certain 

discourses of Favorinus (ca. 80–150 A.D.) and Themistius (317–88 A.D.), for instance, have been 

described as diatribes. Some letters, as for example, certain of those ascribed to Apollonius of Tyana (died 

ca. 97 A.D.), employ diatribal style. There are also papyrus fragments of writings from Egypt which 

appear to be diatribes.  

2. Christian Authors. The letters of Paul are the earliest pieces of Christian literature to show the 

influence and use of the diatribe. Some have suggested that Paul acquired the style through Hellenistic 

Judaismand―thesermon‖oftheHellenisticSynagogue.Wehavenoevidenceforthelatter, but any 

artisan and traveler of the cities in the Greek East could be expected to know of the diatribe. Schools often 

operated in public view, a teacher gathering a circle of students in a market, gymnasium, or stoa. There 

are many descriptions of passersby stopping to listen to a philosopher lecturing to his disciples in a public 

place.Satirists,comicplaywrights,andmoralistsparodiedthephilosopher‘steachingstyleassumingthat

their audiences were familiar with it.  

As any other writer, Paul‘semploymentofdiatribaltechniquesisanadaptationtohisownpurposesand

rhetorical style. The dialogical style of the diatribe is most prominent in Romans. He uses it to present 

himself as a teacher to a church where he wants to preach his own particular gospel concerning the 

redemption of the gentiles. In 2:17–29 Paul introduces and characterizes a Jewish interlocutor whom he 

censures for failing to be a light to the gentiles. Diatribal dialogues with this interlocutor ensue in 3:1–9 

and 3:27–4:2 where Paul urges him to give up his boastful attitude toward gentiles. A series of objections 

and false conclusions are raised in chaps. 6–11 (6:1, 15; 7:7, 13; 9:14, 19; 11:1, 11, 19). These false 

inferences,whichposepossibleobjectionstoPaul‘slineof argument, are usually rejected by the phrase 

me genoito (by no means!); then reasons are given for the rejection. Address in the second person singular 

to imaginary interlocutors also occurs (2:1–5, 17–29; 8:2; 9:19–21; 11:17–24; 14:4, 10). As in the 

diatribe,Paulusescensoriousrhetoricalquestions,theexpression―Oman‖andothertypicalelementsof

such apostrophes. The address in 11:17–24 is to a gentile interlocutor who boasts over Jews. Paul also 

employs a number of other rhetorical features typical of the diatribe including: lists of virtues and vices 

(Rom 1:29–31; Gal 5:19–23; 1 Cor 6:9–11), personification (Rom 11:17–24), comparisons (Rom 7:1–6; 1 

Cor 12:12–26, and frequently), examples (1 Cor 3:5–4:7; 9:1–27; 10:1–13; Phil 2:1–11; Gal 1:10–2:21), 

and rhetorical questions (1 Cor 4:7–9 and frequently).  

ThemethodsofthediatribearenotofsuchcentralimportancetoanyofPaul‘sotherlettersalthoughthe

style appears at various places. In 1 Cor 6:12–20, for example, Paul dialogues with a sloganeering 

interlocutor. Many diatribal features are clustered in 1 Cor 15:29–35: rhetorical questions, direct address 

and exhortation to the audience, a proverbial saying, a quotation from the poet Menander, a question from 

an imaginary objector, censorious address to the objector, a comparison. In addition, Paul uses the 

metaphor of fighting the wild beasts which was used by philosophers for the struggle with their passions.  

The hortatory letter of James employs both themes and rhetorical techniques of the diatribe. These 

include: indictment through the use of rhetorical questions (2:2–7, 14–16; 3:20–21; 4:4, 12), dramatic 

characterization (2:3, 16; 4:13–16), objection of an interlocutor (2:18), censorious address to an 

interlocutor (2:19–23; 4:13–5:6), examples (2:21–24, 25; 5:10, 17–18), comparisons (1:11, 23–24; 3:2–8, 

11–12), quotations (2:8, 11; 4:5–6), control of the tongue (3:3–12), word versus deed (1:22–27; 2:14–26), 



censure of pretentiousness (4:13–17; cf. 6–10), and the passions as the basis for vice (4:1–3). In James, as 

in any other writing, it is not the occurrence of isolated stylistic phenomena but the combination of 

multiple features in typical ways which identifies the style as diatribal.  

The style of the diatribe was employed by many later Christian writers and in Christian preaching. In 2d 

century N Africa, Tertullian (ca. A.D. 160–ca. 240) employed the style with vigor (De pallio; De cultu 

fem.; De spect.).ClementofAlexandria(b.ca.150)quoteslargeportionsofMusoniusRufus‘diatribes 

almost verbatim. In the 4th century, Basil (ca. 330–79) and especially Gregory Nazianzus (329–89) reflect 

not only the highest philosophical and rhetorical training but also themes and stylistic methods of the 

diatribe in many of their works. John Chrysostom (ca. 354–407) and Asterius of Amasia (fl. ca. 400) very 

effectively acculturated the style and themes of the diatribe to the rhetoric of their sermons.  

In the diatribe, then, early Christian speakers and writers adapted a style of teaching and exhortation 

which had developed in circles of philosophical teachers and their students. By the 1st century A.D. this 

style had been widely influential in moral literature and philosophical rhetoric. In the NT the style of the 

diatribe is most important in Paul‘sletters,especiallyRomans,andtheepistleofJames.Anunderstanding

of its features and functions is invaluable for the exegesis of these texts.  
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STANLEY K. STOWERS  

DIBLAIM (PERSON) [Heb diblāyim (ִדְבָלִים)]. Father of Gomer, the wife of the prophet Hosea (Hos 

1:3). Especially among those who interpret the first 3 chapters of Hosea allegorically, attempts have been 

madetofindafigurativemeaningin―Diblaim.‖Thenamehasbeenunderstoodasadualformofthe

word―dĕb lâ‖ (thatis,compressedcake).―DaughterofDiblaim‖isthentakeneithertomeanthatthe

prostitute Gomer could be hired for the price of two fig cakes, or (given the association of raisin cakes 

with the Baal cult) to refer to her association with Baal. However, such allegorical interpretation of the 

name is unlikely. Each of the three unambiguous sign names in Hosea 1 is accompanied by an 

interpretation of its meaning; in the absence of such explanation, it is best totake―Diblaim‖asaconcrete

historicaldetail.―DaughterofDiblaim‖mightrefertoGomer‘shometown(cf.theMoabitetown,

Diblatayim).However,itismostlikelysimplythenameofGomer‘sfather,aboutwhomnothingelseis

known.  

CAROLYN J. PRESSLER  

DIBON (PLACE) [Heb d  bôn (ִדיבון)]. One of the cities of the Moabites, which, according to Num 

21:26–30, was captured by Sihon, king of the Amorites, in his campaign against Moab shortly before the 

arrival of the Hebrews on their traditional movement from Egypt to Canaan. Literary documentation for 

Dibon is found mainly in the OT and the Mesha stele (see ANET, 320–21). The former, insofar as it 

concernsMoab‘sroleinIsrael‘sownsettlementtraditions,andas colored by mutual hostility and 

ignorance over centuries, must be treated with caution.  

A. History  

The Israelites captured this territory N of the Arnon (Num 21:21–25, 31) and it was assigned to the tribe 

of Reuben (Josh 13:15–23). In Num 32:34, however, it is saidthatDibon,˓Ataroth,andAroerwerebuilt

byGad,eventhoughitstraditionalallotmentwasfurtherN,extendingtotheJabbokriver(modernWâdī

Zerqā).Reuben‘sdisplacementofGadinthisterritoryissupportedbytheterm―Dibon-Gad,‖thatis

―DibonofGad‖inNum 33:44–45 and the statement of the Mesha stele (lines 10–11)that―themenof



Gaddweltinthelandof˓AtarothfromofoldandthekingofIsraelhadbuilt˓Atarothforhimself‖

(˓AtarothisprobablytobeidentifiedwithKhirbet˓Aṭrūs,14kmNWofDibon).Dibonisontheancient

mainroute(―TheKing‘sHighway‖inNum 20:17; 21:22)runningNfrom˓AqabahviaKerakto

˓Amman,andprobablyonwardtoDamascus.ItssiteislocalizedbythenameofthevillageofDhībān,

situatedonalowmound(M.R.224101)64kmSof˓Ammanand3kmNofthe biblical Anon river (the 

Wâdīel-Mūjib).However,theancientcitystoodonaprominentmoundNofthemodernvillage,cutoff

by a deep wadi on the W and N, and by a shallower depression on the E, from the tableland surrounding 

it. This part of the mound, until recently, supported extensive ruins of the Byzantine and Arab periods. On 

the S, the mound descends gradually into a bay flanked on either side by slight elevations where, 

reportedly, the Moabite Stone (the stele of Mesha, king of Moab) was found in 1868. Finally, it merges 

into a low saddle with joins it to the S mound.  

The book of Judges recounts that the children of Israel served Eglon, king of Moab, for 18 years, until 

delivered by Ehud (Judg 3:12–30); later, apparently, it was necessary for Jephthah to deliver the land N of 

the Arnon from an Ammonite occupation (Josh 11–12:7). A Moabite domination is referred to, also, in 1 

Sam 12:9. King Saul warred against his neighbors, including Moab (1 Sam 14:47), to ensure that they 

would not pose a threat to his newly founded kingdom. David conquered Moab and put it under tribute (2 

Sam 8:2); his census of his kingdom included the lands from the Arnon river N (2 Sam 24:5). Dibon was 

certainly included within the dominion of Israel at this time, but it is probable that Moab regained its 

territory N of the Arnon after the death of Solomon when the N tribes seceded. To this period, during the 

reign of Jehoshaphat, we should ascribe the strange account of an invasion of Judah by Transjordanian 

states,includingMoab(underMesha‘sfather,KM YT?) which was repulsed only by divine intervention 

(2 Chr 20:1–30). It was, however, Omri of Israel according to the Mesha stele (lines 4–5) and 2 Kgs 3:4, 

who led a successfulattackagainstMoabNoftheArnon,took―possessionofallthelandofMedeba,‖

and exacted a heavy tribute.  

AfterAhab‘sdeath,Mesharevolted.Jehoram,thegrandsonofOmri,JehoshaphatofJudah,andthe

latter‘svassal-king of Edom (1 Kgs 22:47; 2 Kgs 3:4–27) launched a joint campaign against Mesha from 

the S around the Dead Sea. His army was defeated, his land laid waste, and his city, Kir-hareseth (usually 

identified with modern Kerak) besieged. Mesha resorted to the ultimate sacrifice of his eldest son as a 

burnt offering on the wall of the city to appease the divine powers; the desperate act achieved the result he 

desired—the allied forces lifted the siege and retired, leaving him in control of Moab.  

Threatened from N and S, Mesha appears to have decided that his N border was the most vulnerable and 

launched an attack on the Israelite-held towns N of the Arnon. The Mesha stele gives very detailed 

information on his campaigns: his assault on Ataroth, rebuilt by the king of Israel, and the slaughter of its 

Gadite inhabitants; his capture of Nebo, the sacrifice of its populace, and the devotion of the ritual objects 

of Yahweh to Chemosh, his god; and his seizure of other cities culminating in the capture of Jahaz, the 

stronghold built by the Israelite king when he came to the aid of the Israelite inhabitants (Mesha stele, 

lines 4–21; cf. ANET, 320).  

AsMeshawasa―Daibonite,‖heestablishedDibonashiscapitaladdingorrebuilding,atitsS

extremity, a new quarter called Qrḥh (possibly pronounced, Qarḥoh): ―ImadethissanctuaryforChemosh

in Qrḥh‖(line3);―IbuiltQrḥh, the wall of the parks and the wall of the acropolis. I built its gates, I built 

itstowers,Ibuiltapalace,andImadetheretainingwallsofthereservoirinsidethetown‖(lines21–24). 

As the new quarter had no cisterns, Mesha directed the inhabitants to make cisterns for themselves (lines 

24–25). The stele with its triumphant declarations was probably set up in the sanctuary of Chemosh in 

Qrḥh, near where it was found in 1868.  

Mesha‘ssuccessesmaynothavebeenlasting.HazaelofDamascusissaidtohaveconqueredIsrael‘s

territory E of the Jordan as far as the Arnon (2 Kgs 10:32–33), which may mean that this part of Moab 

had been lost, perhaps to King Jehu, before this time. On the other hand, there are hints in the OT that 

Moab maintained a precarious existence including even its territory N of the Arnon. The references in Isa 

15:2 and, perhaps, in Jer 48:18,whereMoabiscalled―thedaughterofDibon‖suggestthatDibonmight

still have been the capital. The oracles against Moab of Isaiah 15–16 and 25:1–12, of Jeremiah 48, and 



Ezekiel 25:8–11 name not only Dibon but other towns N of the Arnon as though they still belonged to 

Moab: Heshbon, Aroer, Nebo, Medeba, Jahaz, and others. This was the period of Assyrian and 

Babylonian expansionism and the states of Syria, Palestine, and Transjordan were forced to submit or be 

destroyed. By submitting to this foreign domination and paying its tribute, Moab was allowed to keep its 

own shadow government and kings; four of these are named in the Assyrian annals. That it should be at 

peace—andnodoubtgleefullywitnessingIsrael‘sandJudah‘stravails,inspiteoftheirprophets‘dire

warnings—was a very sore point with those prophets and made their oracles against Moab bitter and 

gloating. Finally, Moab, too, committed the fatal mistake: It joined a widespread rebellion against the 

Babylonians and lost all semblance of independence, probably at the hands of Nebuchadnezzar (582 B.C.).  

Moab (and Dibon) play no important role in the centuries that followed, but with the rise of the 

Nabatean power and the growth of trade, Moab must have flourished. However, Judah, as a result of the 

Hasmonean triumph over the Greek rulers of Egypt and Syria and the establishment of a strong state, once 

more turned its eyes to its former territories in Transjordan. Both John Hyrcanus and Alexander Jannaeus 

warred against the Nabateans, winning back some of the lost cities. Whether Dibon was one of these we 

are not told, but one coin of Hyrcanus II (63–40 B.C.) found at the site, suggests that Dibon was included 

withinthePeraea,―thelandbeyond(theJordan),‖anadjunctoftheJewishstate.If so, it is probable, on 

the basis of the archaeological evidence, that it reverted to Nabatean rule at least as early as the 1st 

century B.C. and was incorporated into the new Roman province of Arabia in A.D. 106.  

Two inscriptions found at Dibon suggest strongly that there was a Roman garrison here in the latter part 

ofthe2dcenturyandmuchofthe3d.Eusebius,inthe4thcentury,notesDibonasa―verylargetown.‖

Yāqūt,theArabgeographer,writinginthefirstquarterofthe13thcentury,mentions―Dhibyān.‖By

Ottoman times, the village had moved to the S hill and closer to the main road.  

B. Excavations  

A preliminary sounding was conducted in 1950 with full excavations the following year under the 

direction of F. V. Winnett. His report provides valuable insights into the interpretation of the Mesha stele 

and the other documentary sources. The field work was continued in 1952 by W. L. Reed; in 1952–53 by 

A. D. Tushingham; and finally in 1955–56 and 1965 by W. H. Morton. The first 3 expeditions were 

confined to the SE part of the mound; those of Morton consisted of soundings to bedrock on higher and 

hitherto untouched parts of the mound—the NE, NW, and summit.  

1. The Bronze and Iron Ages. Morton‘sreseachesfilledseriousgapsinthecity‘sarchaeological 

record. For the first time, excavations to bedrock revealed undisturbed EB Age deposits. In his section H–

VII were found bonded walls, 1.40 m thick, running E-W and N-S, resting on bedrock and enclosed 

within a fill whose ceramic content was consistently EB; their proximity to a gateway of the Iron Age and 

segments of other walls to the W and N attributed to the EB make it possible to infer a defensive system 

of this period. While the duration of this early occupation may encompass EB II–IV, there is absolutely 

no evidence for the MB and LB Ages at Dhiban.  

Settlement begins once more in the Iron Age. Pottery characteristic of the early Iron Age has been 

found, but it is still not possible to assign any structures to this period. At least two Iron Age II stages of a 

majorgatewayarerepresentedinMorton‘ssectionH.Theearlierisbuiltofstoneandmudbrickandis

approached by a curved, sometimes stepped, pathway on bedrock. Probably to the destruction of this wall 

is to be ascribed the charred grain found resting on bedrock outside it, which can be compared with the 

grain found by Reed in a house at the S end of the mound, dated by radiocarbon and ceramic evidence to 

ca. 850 B.C. The later Iron Age city wall stands to a height of 3.5 m; the gateway as found, however, 

represents a reworking in the Nabatean period. Outside this wall were large circular grain silos with 

plasteredstonesidesandbottomswhichmaybelongtothetimeofMesha.Theyindicatethecity‘s

prosperity and the importance of grain as a major staple crop of the kingdom (Ruth 1:1), as of Transjordan 

generally (for Ammon, 2 Chr 27:5). To this same period may be ascribed a large public building in 

sectionL,referredtoasa―palace,‖measuring42.9×21.1m.Itsstonewallsrestonbedrock,cutting

through 30–40 cm of EB deposits. Its E end may have been a sanctuary; in this area were found pieces of 



an Iron Age I incense standandnearby2―fertility‖figurines.The―palace‖and―sanctuary‖maybethe

buildings referred to in the Mesha stele (lines 3 and 23).  

Itseemsmorelikelyatpresent,however,toseekMesha‘snewroyalquarterofQarhohinthearea

partially investigated in the 1950–53 expeditions, even though this area was generally low-lying and 

difficulttoenclosewithinthecity‘smaindefenses.Yetitwashere,traditionholds,thatMesha‘s

memorial stele was found—a logical site if it was set up originally in oradjacentto―thishighplacein

Qarhoh‖(Meshastele,line3).Itssubsequentdevelopmentasthecitadelofthecityinvolvedgreatlabor

andexpensewhichmayconfirmitsidentificationwithMesha‘sroyalquarter. 

Three building stages in this area have been distinguished. The earliest, resting on or immediately above 

bedrock, contains traces of occupation and city walls, but no fills to raise the occupation level towards 

that of the main settlement to the N It probably represents a lightly fortified suburboutsidethecity‘smain

walls. Occupation there can be dated to about 850 B.C.  

A major redevelopment of this area included heavy walls along the S, SE, and E (the W part of the area 

has not been excavated) and an impressive square tower at the SE corner. These supported a great fill 

which elevated the S quarter to at least the threshold level of the tower 13 m above bedrock. A second 

tower or other major building may lie beneath an unexcavated knoll to the W. What appears to be a 

casemate wall in part underlying the S and part of the E podium of the later Nabatean temple, together 

withotherfragmentsofwalls,mayberelatedtothe―highplaceforChemosh‖andpalacereferredtoin

the Mesha stele (lines 3 and 23); this may be inferred from the tendency in the Near East for holy places 

to retain their sanctity and power through a series of shrines. It seems possible that this major building 

program,althoughstillnotcompletelyexcavatedordefined,representsMesha‘swork. 

The latest and most spectacular building project at Dibon consists of a great battered wall of roughly 

dressed blocks averaging 1 × 0.5 m laid horizontally, revetting and supporting the earlier constructions. 

Whererevealed,itstillstandsupto10mabovebedrock.Dibon‘simpressive citadel, when completely 

visible,musthaveresembledthepodiumofDavid‘scitadelatJerusalemrecentlyexcavatedbyYigal

Shiloh. Such expensive works, and permission to build them, suggests that a ruler of Dibon had won 

special favor from his overlord;suchanoccasionmaybethe―defeatinanopenbattle‖inflictedby

―Kamashaltu,kingofMoab,‖vassalofAshurbanipal,onanArabkingwhohadrevolted.Apartfromthe

defenses, archaeology has revealed little of architectural significance; the excavated tombs of the Moabite 

period, however, reveal that in material culture, at least, Moab differed little from its neighbors E and W 

of the Jordan.  

Dibon‘ssecurityandprosperitycametoasuddenendwhenMoabjoinedinageneralrevoltagainst

Nebuchadnezzar, the new Babylonian overlord. Moab lost all independence in 582 B.C., although there is 

no evidence that Dibon itself was destroyed. However, apart from some Hellenistic pottery there is no 

structural evidence of occupation during the Persian and Hellenistic periods which followed.  

As we have already noted, the discovery at the site of one coin of Hyrcanus II (63–40 B.C.) may suggest 

that Dibon formed part of the Peraea, ruled from Jerusalem by the Hasmonean priest-kings of a resurgent 

Judea. If so, evidence of occupation at this time must be elsewhere on the site, perhaps on the summit of 

the tell.  

2. The Nabatean Period. Dibon enjoyed a renaissance with the rise of the Nabatean kingdom. 

Excavations on the summit have revealed a rich Nabatean deposit, including a city gate, closely dated by 

the typical fine, thin, sometimes painted and dimpled Nabatean pottery. The chief monument that we can 

speak about with some assurance is the temple built at the SE corner of the mound. As reconstructed, it is 

of distyle in antis form, and consists of pronaos, naos, and tripartite adytum; the podium walls project 

northward on either side of a broad flight of steps leading to the entrance. Its overall width, with podium 

walls, is 19 m; its length, with staircase, is 28 m. Fragments of capitals, columns, pedestals, and 

entablature permit ustovisualizethebuilding.Inmanyrespects,itissimilartotheQasrBintFar˓unin

Petra and was probably built in the early part of the 1st century A.D., perhaps under Aretas IV. The temple 

was surrounded by a flagged pavement supported by walls to the S and E. Running parallel to its S wall 

was an aqueduct, carried on arches. There was no defensive wall surrounding the temple precincts; 



instead, a monumental flight of stone steps (originally 8 m wide) led from the S over the ruins of the 

Moabite defenses. There are evidences for modifications in this plan, but there is no evidence of 

destruction; it is probable that the temple was abandoned about the time the Nabatean kingdom was 

absorbed into the Roman province of Arabia in A.D. 106.  

3. Roman, Byzantine and Arab Periods. A few coins, and particularly 2 inscriptions establish a 

Roman presence at Dibon: One inscription, probably to be dated to A.D. 201, may mark the establishment 

of a Roman military post to guard the main N–S road through the province; the other commemorates the 

construction, in A.D. 245/46, of a tower (?) and refers to a Roman governor (Claudius Capitolinus), 

hitherto unknown. A bath complex (mostly unexcavated) and what may be a contemporary city wall have 

been tentatively assigned to this period.  

Eusebius knew Dibon in the 4th century as a large, unwalled town, but it obviously shared the general 

prosperity of Transjordan and Palestine, particularly in the 6th and 7th centuries. Excavation revealed a 

vaulted hall and an open courtyard to its E, a structure of unknown purpose on the old Nabatean temple 

podium, a piazza area which was modified to provide vaulted baths, and 2 churches (neither comparable 

with those at Nebo and Medeba), but no city wall. Three phases of construction or repair have been 

distinguished running from the middle of the 6th century to the Arab conquest. Tombs of the period give 

us an insight into the personal lives of Christians in this somewhat remote region of the empire.  

The first Muslim occupation appears to have occurred almost immediately, under the Umayyad 

caliphate.Acomplexofvaultedroomsoverlyingthe―Gateway‖church,WoftheNabateantemple

platform, may represent the manor house of a local chief. Its defense wall enclosed the Byzantine bath 

rooms, converted into vaulted dwellings, as well as the reoccupied Byzantine hall. Morton also reports 2 

vaulted Umayyad buildings on the summit of the tell. There is also numismatic and stratified ceramic 

evidence for an 8th–9th century Abbasid settlement.  

The manor house was reused, and a scattering of fragmentary walls over the N church and its atrium 

suggest a rather extensive occupation in the medieval Ayyubid and early Mamluke period. On the summit 

of the mound, very substantial remains (some of them originally Byzantine) are probably to be dated to 

this period.  
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A. D. TUSHINGHAM  

DIBRI (PERSON) [Heb dibr   (ִדְבִרי)]. Member of the tribe of Dan whose grandson is stoned to death 

forblasphemyagainsttheNameofIsrael‘sGod(Lev 24:11). Nothing is known of his life, but his 

daughter is mentioned by name, Shelomith, and it is noted that she was married to an Egyptian. There is 



someambiguityastotheexactnatureofthecrimeofDibri‘s grandson, but it seems that at issue in the 

story is the extension of the law against blasphemy of God (Exod 22:28) to include the utterance of the 

Name, as well as blasphemy, by one who is only half-Israelite (see Porter Leviticus CBC).  
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DIDACHE. An early work on Christian discipline, known also as the Teaching of the (Lord through 

the Twelve) Apostles (to the Nations). The only independent Gk manuscript (dated to 1056 C.E.) of this 

relatively compact handbook of Christian ethical (chaps. 1–6) and liturgical-community (chaps. 7–15) 

instructions,concludedbyabriefeschatologicaladmonition(chap.16),was―discovered‖(recovered)by

P. Bryennios in 1873 and quickly brought to the attention of modern western scholarship. Related forms 

of part or all of this material were already available in such compilations as the Apostolic Constitutions 

(7:1–32), the Apostolic Church Order traditions (especially Ethiopic), and the Epistle of Barnabas (chaps. 

18–20), although recognition of this fact was not achieved until the Bryennios text became available. 

FragmentsoftheDidachetraditionhavealsobeenfoundinLatin(―Doctrina‖),Coptic,andGeorgian,as

well as in a Gk papyrus remnant, and there are various patristic references from the time of Eusebius 

onward to a writing or writingscalledthe―Teaching(s)‖oftheApostles. 

DidacheandtheseassociatedmaterialsprovideanexcellentexampleofearlyChristian―evolved

literature‖ofwhichsnapshotsofvariousstagesinthedevelopmenthavehaphazardlysurvived.Cluesto

the existence of earlier strata are abundant in the text of Didache, and have provoked much scholarly 

discussion.Thereseemstobeageneralconsensusthatthe―twoways‖materialinchaps.1–6 has a 

prehistory that connects with Jewish ethical concerns (see Harnack 1896) which probably took shape in 

both Greek and Semitic formulations. This helps to explain the similarities and differences between the 

two ways in Didache, Barnabas, Doctrina, and elsewhere (e.g., Goodspeed 1945; Rordorf 1972). To this 

basic substratum, the Didache form of the two ways has attracted the additional sections in 1:3b–2:1 

(gospel sayings and related admonitions; see especially Layton 1968; Mees 1971) and 3:1–6(the―fences‖

tradition).  

Similarly, the apparent intrusion of such sections as 12:1–5 (compare 11:4–6) and 14:1–3 into the flow 

of the community instructions, and the evidences of developmental language even within the existing 

instructions (e.g., the concessions in 6:2 and 7:2–3, the change from itinerant to local ministry in 15:1–2) 

illustrate the evolving nature of this material even outside the two-ways section. It is no wonder that 

scholars have found in the Didache a formidable challenge for their analytical and synthetic skills at the 

level of text and tradition analysis (see especially Audet 1958; Giet 1970; Rordorf and Tuilier 1978).  

Assigning firm dates and locations to this type of material has proved especially challenging. Clues that 

help unlock the mysteries of one part of the composite do not necessarily apply to the whole. Indeed, in 

suchdiscussionsitisimportanttobeveryclearaboutwhatisidentifiedasthe―text‖receivingfocus

(Didache)andwhatconstitute―sources,‖―recensions,‖―interpolations,‖andthelike.Thusitmaybethat

the reference to wheat (bread) scattered on the mountains in the prayer language of 9:4 suggests imagery 

from somewhere (Syro-Palestine?) other than Egyptian wheatflats, but that does not necessarily mean that 

the person who embedded this prayer in the Didache, or the people to whom the instruction was directed, 

were located in hilly country. Similarly, the fact that Didache often seems to have an archaic flavor, as 

with the prayers in chaps. 9–10orthereferencestoitinerant―apostlesandprophets‖(and―teachers‖)in

chaps. 11–15,doesnotnecessitatethatthesurvivingformwas―published‖atanearlydate,althoughit

may suggest that certain sections of the surviving form have a significant prehistory.  

Some commentators argue for a date of effective origin as early as around 70 or soon thereafter (Kleist 

1948; Rordorf and Tuilier 1978), and others as late as the later 2d century (Vokes 1970) or even the 3d 

century (Peterson 1959). The fact that Christian witnesses from the 4th century onward, especially in the 

vicinity of Egypt, provide the strongest evidence for the existence of the Didache tradition, is the 

necessary starting point for controlled discussions of its origin and date. That most commentators now 

seem to opt for Syria (Audet 1958; Hazelden Walker 1966; Rordorf and Tuilier 1978) or Syro-Palestine 



(Niederwimmer 1977) as the place of origin is not in itself an indication that the supporting evidence is 

compelling; Egypt (Kraft 1965) and Asia Minor (Vokes 1970) also have their supporters.  

The Didache has provoked an enormous amount of scholarly interest, not only with reference to the text 

and traditions it represents, or the circumstances of its origin, but also concerning its evidence for 

reconstructing aspects of early Christian thought and practice. The two-ways material seems to be 

presented in the larger framework as prebaptismal instruction (7:1) and perhaps also as a criterion for 

evaluating itinerant teachers (11:1). Although the baptismal rite described in chap. 7 may have been an 

annual event, the immediately subsequent instructions on fasting and formal prayer explicitly refer to 

weekly and daily observances. There is much debate about the relationship of chaps. 9–10 (on how to 

give thanks, eucharistein) and the prayers prescribed therein to such early Christian practices as agape 

mealsand―eucharistic‖celebrations(annualaswellasmorefrequent;seealsochap.14onpossibly

weekly―eucharists,‖and16:2),andtorelatedusesofointment/incense(10:8insometexts;seePeterson 

1959;Kraft1965;Gero1977;Niederwimmer1982).Andtheallegedly―primitive‖language(christology,

eschatology) of the prayers has also received much attention in various connections (Peterson 1959; 

Clerici 1966; Niederwimmer 1982).  

Equally fascinatinghasbeentheDidache‘streatmentofearlyChristianleadership(chaps.11–15), with 

thefocusonitinerantministryofapostles/prophetsandothers(―teachers,‖coreligionists),butalsowith

referencetosettled―bishopsanddeacons‖whoareindanger of being considered inferior to the itinerants 

(15:1–2)! How this all relates to similar issues in the sweep of early Christian evidence from Paul through 

the Montanist crises of the later 2d century has produced much discussion and debate (Niederwimmer 

1977; Halleux 1980; Stempel 1980).  

Finally,therelationshipoftheapocalyptic―appendix‖inchap.16toearlyChristiantraditions

(Kloppenborg 1979) and to the remainder of Didache has been subjected to close scrutiny. The relative 

absence of apocalyptic interests or language elsewhere in the document is noteworthy (compare the more 

general eschatological phrases and ideas in the prayers of 8:2; 9:4; 10:5–6), as is the general absence of 

traditional Christian theological and soteriological concerns. The significance of apparent parallels 

between Didache and the canonical Synoptic Gospel traditions, in chap. 16 and elsewhere, have been 

widely debated (Hazelden Walker 1966; Kloppenborg 1979). In general, the analyses of the internal 

contents and concerns of Didache have functioned hand in hand with the external and textual evidence to 

fortify the impression that a variety of layers underlie the form of the tradition that happens to have 

survived in the Bryennios manuscript. It is no wonder that, more than a century after its resurrection, the 

Didache continues to frustrate those who try to fit it into a neat and consistent picture of early Christian 

history and thought.  
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ROBERT A. KRAFT  

DIDYMUS. See THOMAS (PERSON).  

DIET. See MEAL CUSTOMS; ZOOLOGY.  

DIKLAH (PERSON) [Heb diqlâ (ִדְקָלה)]. A son of Joktan and hence the name of a S Arabian 

locality or region (Gen 10:27; 1 Chr 1:21). The name is to be explained in accordance with Jewish 

Aramaic diqlâ, Syriac deqlâ, Middle Hebrew deqel, ―datepalm,‖andinbiblicalHebrewisprobablyan 

otherwise unattested word for the same species. Hence, it follows that the name refers to a region rich in 

palms or to an oasis with groves of date palms (comparable to this is Heb tāmār, ―datepalm,‖which

likewise occurs as a place-name, or ˓  r hattĕmār  m, ―cityofpalms,‖asanepithetofJericho(Judg 3:13). 

Since a root dql is not attested in Epigraphic South Arabic either as a proper name or as a noun, it can be 

assumed that diqlâ is the translation of an Old South Arabic word, probably nḫl, ―palmgrove,palm

plantation‖(cf.Arnaḫl, ―datepalms‖).SinceinHebrewnaḥal normally designates a valley with a brook 

and tāmār was already being used for a place in Palestine, another word had to be chosen.  

With regard to a possible location in S Arabia, E. Glaser (1890: 435) proposed the region around Ṣa˓da

ortheTihāma,i.e.,theYemenitecoastalplain.Themostnumerousreferencestonḫl in the Old South 

Arabian inscriptions originate,however,fromtheoasisofMārib(e.g.CISIV375=Ja550,1,whereno

less than 12 palm groves in the Wadi Aḏanat are mentioned by name) and from the region around Ṣirwāḥ 

(cf., e.g., Höfner 1973: 10–20, where 5 inscriptions are published in which reference is made to one, two, 

or even more palm groves). Ṣirwāḥ,whichissituatedWSWofMārib,was(nexttothecapitalcity)the

second most important town of the early Sabaean kingdom. Somewhere in the vicinity of that town was a 

place whose name contained the word for palm grove, ˒rḍhmw nḫl ḫrf, ―theirlandNaḫl Ḫar (  )f‖(CISIV

398,14 and CIS IV 544,100: the donors of these two inscriptions designate themselves as inhabitants of 

Ṣirwāḥ). In the plain of RaḥābaonbothsidesoftheWadiAḏana abovetheformerdamofMāribinthe

direction of Ṣirwāḥ there were (as late as in the 10th century A.D.) large palm groves from which most of 

the dates originated which were sold in Ṣan˓ā˒(al-Hamdānī1884:102). 

The inscription CIS IV 601 is the decree of a Sabaean king prescribing taxes which had to be paid by 

the country people from the produce of the soil. The passage sb˒ wyhblḥ, Saba˒ and Yuhabliḥ occurs in 

this text (lines 5–6), which likewise originates in Ṣirwāḥ. Hommel (1926: 145) explained Yuhabliḥ (which 

he, however, localized in N Arabia) as regio dactylifera, i.e., as Diklah of the OT. The explanation of 

yhblḥ is based on Ar ablaḥa, ―tobringforthgreendates.‖IntheinscriptionCISIV601,Yuhabliḥ is 

mentioned side by side with Saba˒, i.e., theSabaeansintheoasisofMārib,anditispossiblethatYuhabliḥ 

designates the inhabitants of the land on both sides of the Wadi Aḏana and its tributary valleys above the 



greatdamofMārib,aregioninwhichdateswerecultivated.Theepigraphictestimony of the early 

Sabaean period—withitsfrequentattestationofdategrovesinthedistrictofMāribandṢirwāḥ and the 

occurrence of nḫl as name of a place in the vicinity of Ṣirwāḥ—seems to indicate that diqlâ, ―(theland

of)thedatepalm,‖mustbelocated in the region around Ṣirwāḥ.  
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W. W. MÜLLER  

DILEAN (PLACE) [Heb dilĕ˓ān ( ְלָעןִדֶׂ )]. A town situated in the Shephelah, or low country, of Judah 

(Josh 15:38), within the same district as Lachish and Eglon. This settlement, whose name perhaps means 

―protrusion‖(fromdl˓,―toprotrude‖),islistedamongthetownswithinthetribalallotmentofJudah(Josh 

15:21–62). The location of the ancient settlement is uncertain.  

WADE R. KOTTER  

DILL. See FLORA.  

DIMNAH (PLACE) [Heb dimnâ (ִדְמָנה)]. Var. RIMMONO. One of the cities in the tribe of Zebulun 

given to the Levitical family of Merari (Josh 21:35). The apparent parallel in 1 Chr 6:62 [—Eng 6:77] 

reads Rimmono (Heb rmwnw), suggesting that the original may have been RIMMON, a Zebulunite town 

mentioned in Josh 19:13,andthat―Dimnah‖isanerroneousformresulting from a misreading of the 

initial reš as a dalet.  

GARY A. HERION  

DIMON (PLACE) [Heb d  môn (ִדימון)].OnthebasisoftheMT,theKJVreads―thewatersofDimon 

arefullofblood‖inIsa 15:9. Following the Dead Sea Scrolls (1QIsa
a,b

) and the Vulgate, the RSV has 

Dibon. Some scholars suggest that Dimon represents a scribal corruption, while others believe that Dibon 

was deliberately changed to Dimon to create a play on words between the sounds of Dimon and dām (Heb 

―blood‖),includedinthissameverse. 

ThistextualproblemoccursinIsaiah‘soracleagainstMoab(chapters 15–16), which has parallels with 

Jeremiah 48. In fact, the place-name Madmen, mentioned in Jer 48:2, is often emended to Dimon, since 

the initial m could have resulted from dittography. Dimon, in Isa 15:9, and the emended Madmen (= 

Dimon) of Jer 48:2 have been identified with Khirbet Dimneh (M.R. 217077), located ca. 21/2 miles NW 

of Rabbah, in Moab. A recent surface survey was conducted at modern Dimneh, with virtually no Iron 

Age pottery being recovered.  

Two other factors should be considered in selecting the correct reading for Isa 15:9. (1) It has been 

arguedthatDibonisnotonalargestream,aswouldberequiredbythephrase―thewatersofDibon,‖

although it does sit at the head of a wadi. On the other hand, Dimneh is located on the Moabite plateau 

overlookingWadiIbnHammād,amajorwadisystemthatcouldqualifyas―thewatersofDimon.‖(2)

More importantly, Dibon was already mentioned in Isa 15:2. Since no other place-name occurs twice in 

this chapter, it seems likely that a different town was intended in v 9, a place named Dimon.  

GERALD L. MATTINGLY  

DIMONAH (PLACE) [Heb d  mônâ ( ימוָנהִדֶׂ )]. A settlement of the tribe of Judah. Dimonah is only 

mentioned once, in Josh 15:22, where it is listed among the settlements occupied by Judah in the 

aftermath of the conquest. Though the present literary context of the Judean town list is set in the period 

of Joshua, its original setting was part of a post-Solomonic administrative division of the S kingdom. The 



date for the establishment of this system is debated, with suggestions ranging from the early 9th to the late 

7th centuries B.C. Dimonah is in the southernmost district of Judah, the Negeb.  

The location of Dimonah is problematic. In the list it is placed between Kinah and Adadah (probably a 

mistake for Aroer), which would place it in the E Negeb. It may be that Dimonah is to be equated with the 

Dibon of Neh 11:25 which was one of the sites settled to the S of Jerusalem by the exiles returning from 

Babylon. If this suggestion is valid, a possible location could be Khirbet edh-Dheiba, (GP 2: 305) 3.5 km 

NE of Tell Arad (Hebrew Khorvat Taiyib, M.R. 164079).  
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DINAH (PERSON) [Heb d  nâ (ִדיָנה)]. Daughter of the patriarch Jacob. She is the only female 

descendant mentioned in the Genesis account of Jacob and his 12 sons (but cf. Gen 46:15, which 

mentionsbothDinahanddaughters[plural]ofJacob).AnnouncementofDinah‘sbirth(Gen 30:21) stands 

out in the narrative both because it presents a female child and because it lacks an explanation of her 

name, in contrast to the etiologies present for all the 12 brothers. Because of these features, the 

authenticityofDinah‘splacewithinaunit of Genesis (29:31 to 30:24) that lists the birth and names of 

elevenofJacob‘ssonshasbeencalledintoquestion.However,otheraspectsofDinah‘spositioninthis

matriarchal section may mitigate the apparent strangeness of the Dinah verse.  

Dinah‘sbirthtoLeahfollowstheannouncementthatLeahhadborne6sonstoJacob.Her7thchildis

thus a daughter; and, with a female, her childbearing comes to an end. The 7th position, considering the 

symbolicvalueofthatnumber,representsthefulfillmentofLeah‘smaternalrole,onethatincludesat

least one female child. Furthermore, the birth of Dinah occupies the pivotal spot in the transition between 

Leah‘schildbearingandthatofthepreviouslybarrenbutfavoredwife,Rachel.OnceLeah‘spartofthe

Jacobfamilyiscomplete,God―remembered‖RachelandopenedherwombforthebirthofJoseph. 

The lack of an etiology for Dinah, a name that, like the name of her brother Dan, is from a Hebrew word 

meaning―tojudge‖mustbeseeninthecontextoftheeponymousnatureofthe12sonsofJacob.All

represent tribal groups, and the presence of name explanations contributes to the ancestor traditions 

surrounding the 12 sons. Because Dinah is not an eponymous ancestor, an elaboration of her birth 

announcement would be inappropriate.  

Dinah‘spresenceinthebirthaccountofJacob‘sfamilyalsoanticipatesherappearanceintheunusual

narrative of Genesis 34, which recounts the rape of Dinah by a local Canaanite named Shechem (son of 

Hamor), the attempt of Hamor to arrange a marriage between his son and the woman he has violated, the 

resistanceoftwoofDinah‘sbrothers(SimeonandLevi)tothe proposed arrangement, and the subsequent 

deceit and slaughter of the prospective bridegroom, and all the men in his city, by the vengeful brothers.  

This story departs from the previous narratives in the way it moves from the stories of individuals to 

personalized history (see Speiser Genesis AB, 266–68). As such it deals with two interrelated and 

complicated aspects of proto-Israelite existence.  

Insofar as Shechem represents a Canaanite city and the two antagonistic brothers depict the ancestors of 

two Israelite tribes, the tale apparently reflects a proto-Israelite struggle and perhaps also the special 

position of Shechem as both a congenial and a troublesome place in pre-monarchic Israel. Unlike most of 

the Canaanite cities, it apparently became part of Israel without military conflict; it is the site of the great 

covenant gathering described in Joshua 24; it is the site of an early monarchic move by Abimelech that 

results in the destruction of the city (Judges 9).  

ThesecondaspectofthestoryisrelatedtothetensioninvolvedinShechem‘sstatusaspartofIsrael,yet

it is different. The personalized tale dealing with marital customs confronts the difficult problem of 

ingroup (endogamous) vs. outgroup (exogamous) marriage. Israel struggled with the advantages and 

disadvantages of limiting marriage possibilities to endogamy throughout most of its history. As 

anthropologists (Pitt-Rivers 1977; cf. Gottwald 1979: 301–15) have pointed out, the shock value of the 

story draws attention to a sensitive issue. Marriage alliances are useful in territorial expansion or in 



compensation for demographic shortages; but they also involve the threat that divergent cultural values 

willbebroughtintothegroupandthreatenthegroup‘sstability. 

The story of Dinah is thus a reflection of both the political history of proto-Israel and early Israel and 

the social history of all Israel. This interweaving of themes is reflected in the long-recognized complexity 

of the literary sources and structure of Genesis 34.  
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CAROL MEYERS  

DINHABAH (PLACE) [Heb dinhābâ (ִדְנָהָבה)].TheresidenceoftheEdomite―king‖Bela(Gen 

36:32; 1 Chr 1:43). See BELA. Bartlett (1965: 302–4), following Eusebius, located Dinhabah in Moab at 

either Dannea/Kh. ed-Denn (M.R. 221087), 7.5 miles N of er-Rabbah, or Danaba/Kh. el-Mhatta, W of 

Heshbon (see Mittmann 1971). These identifications are unlikely on both historical (Weippert 1971: 428–

29) and linguistic grounds (Knauf 1985: 250, n. 27). The name has not satisfactorily been explained. 

Tentatively, one may suggest deriving the name Dinhabah from a clan or tribal name *Ḏahhaba (t), 

attested as a personal name in Safaitic and Qatabanic (Harding 1971: 259), by dissimilation of the 

geminate h. Dissimilation of geminates is fairly widespread in Aramaic and Arabic.  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

DIOGNETUS, EPISTLE TO. A late 2d century apology addressed to a certain Diognetus who is 

otherwise unknown. Diognetus was a tutor of the emperor Marcus Aurelius, who admired him for his 

freedom from superstition and sound educational advice (Meditations 1.6), but he is not likely to be the 

recipient, or even the assumed recipient, of this apology from around A.D. 200. The work itself survived 

(with other writings ascribed to Justin) only in a 13th century manuscript, formerly at Strasbourg but 

burned during the invasion of 1870.  

The apology is relatively simple and straightforward, though it consists only of the first 10 chapters; the 

last 2 come from another work, presumably a sermon, composed in the style of Melito of Sardis. In theory 

it answers several questions raised by pagans about (1) the God of the Christians; (2) the nature of their 

religion, which results in disregard for the world, the despising of death, and the rejection of pagan gods 

as well as the superstition of the Jews; (3) the character of their mutual love; and (4) why the religion 

arose when it did and not earlier. The author deals with the first 2 questions together (chaps. 1–2), then 

with Judaism (3–4), with Christianity (5–7) and with the appearance of Christ (7–10). Mutual love is 

discussed only indirectly. The last two chapters (11–12) are also concerned with the appearance of the 

Logos-Son, but in a rhetorical-homiletic manner.  

The treatise Epistle To Diognetus resembles the Exhortation by Clement of Alexandria and has the 

same drive toward generalities, lacking the detailed precision of earlier apologetic works. While the work 

was especially admired in the century after its first publication (Henricus Stephanus, 1592), its lack of 

historical attestation and its remoteness from a historical setting have led to a neglect that is partly 

deserved. On the other hand, the pictures of Christians in the world, comparable to soul within body 

(chaps. 5–6),ofdivineprovidenceatwork(7.2),andofthecomingoftheking‘sson—―persuading,not

compelling, for force is no attributeofGod‖(7.3–4)—remain impressive. The discourse is basically 

moral, not theological.  

There are no biblical quotations and relatively few allusions. In chap. 5, the author evidently relies on 

Paul‘sself-description in 2 Corinthians 6 for his picture of Christians in general, but he does not mention 



theapostle.HedoesnotnameJesusandisratherfondofthearchaicandliturgicalterm―child‖(Gkpais; 

chap. 8), though he also calls him Logos, maker (7.2), king,God,man(7.3),andindeed―nurse,father,

teacher,counselor,physician,mind,light,glory,strength,life‖(9.6).Suchlistsarerhetoricalratherthan

theological in nature; some have Platonic antecedents, some biblical.  
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ROBERT M. GRANT  

DIONYSIUS (PERSON) [Gk Dionysios (Διονυσιος)]. A Gk name derived from Dionysus, the god of 

vegetation, wine, and drama. In the NT, an individual named Dionysius was an Athenian and a member of 

theprominentAreopaguswhowasconvertedalongwithothersbyPaul‘spreaching(Acts 17:34). 

AlthoughPaul‘saddresstotheAreopagusisusuallyviewedaslessthansuccessful,Dionysius‘response

suggeststhatPaul‘smessagewasnotacompletefailure.Theconversionofsuchanimportantofficial no 

doubt gave the young church a good start, but little is known about the subsequent development of 

Christianity in Athens.  

Eusebius reported that a bishop of Corinth also named Dionysius (ca. 175 C.E.) stated that Dionysius the 

Areopagite was the first bishop of Athens (Hist.Eccl. 3.4.11;4.23.3).Eusebius‘straditionisdifficultto

verify, but it would not be unusual for such an important individual to become a leading figure in a young 

church. The Neoplatonic literature of the 5th and 6th centuries attributed to Dionysius is an obvious 

pseudonymous attempt to acquire acceptance of a body of literature by an unknown author.  

FRANK E. WHEELER  

DIONYSUS (DEITY) [Gk Dionysos (Διονυσος)]. The Greek god of wine and ecstatic experience 

generally, and to some extent also of vegetation, and of death and rebirth. He was also remarkable as 

being subject to birth (from a mortal woman), death, and resurrection.  

He is a peculiar phenomenon and something of an intruder into the Olympic pantheon. Known to 

Homer, but not, apparently, part of the epic tradition on which Homer is drawing (though the name has 

now been found on Mycenean tablets), Dionysus comes into his own as a god in Greece only in the 

Archaic Age (7th–6th centuries B.C.E.). Traditionally son of Zeus and a mortal mother, Semele, daughter 

ofKingCadmusofThebes,heshouldstrictlyhavebeenclassedasa―hero.‖Thathewasnotwasowing

to an unfortunate misunderstanding, arising from the machinations of the jealous Hera, as a result of 

which his mother was blasted to ashes by the onset of Zeus some time after he was conceived; the embryo 

was snatched up by Zeus and lodged in his thigh, to be born again from there, at the due time. In fact, 

however,hismother‘snamebetraysheroriginasthePhrygianearthgoddessZemelo,andthecurious

primitiveness of the legend marks it as of Asia Minor origin (he himself was worshipped in Phrygia as 

Diounsis, a god of vegetation, who died and was resurrected). Semele became connected with Thebes 

only after it became a center of Dionysiac worship (probably in the early Archaic Age).  

Universal tradition in fact presents Dionysus as an intruder into Greece, from Phrygia by way of Thrace. 

His other main title, Bacchus (Gk Bakchos), is originally Lydian, as we can see from inscriptions in that 

area.Thisprobablyreflectssomehistoricalreality,thoughthe―resistancetales‖associatedwiththis—the 

oneconcerningThebes,immortalizedinEuripides‘Bacchae, is the most famous—are perhaps best taken 

as dramatized rationalizations of the antagonism between the sexes stirred up and mediated by the 

introduction of Dionysiac worship. However that may be, Dionysus always remains to some extent a god 

worshippedonthefringesofsociety,orin―liminal‖situations. 

Dionysus is essentially the god of ecstasy, in particular that induced by wine, of which he is celebrated 

as the inventor. Particular festivals at Athens celebrated this aspect of him. At the Anthesteria, in late 

February, the new wine was blessed in the presence of a mask of Dionysus. There were wine-drinking 

competitions, and a procession took place recreating the arrival of the god from overseas, a ceremony 

matched by many others, called katagogia (―bringinghome‖)invariousIoniancities.AttheLenaea(in

January), and the City Dionysia, or Great Dionysia (early April), the ecstatic element was also in 



evidence, though in classical times this was primarily expressed in the form of dramatic performances, 

comedy (predominantly) at the Lenaea, tragedy and comedy at the Dionysia. There were also local 

Dionysiac festivals, the rural Dionysia, celebrated throughout Attica in December, the central feature of 

which was a procession escorting a phallus, presumably to promote fertility among the slumbering seeds 

in midwinter.  

After the conquests of Alexander, Dionysiac worship spread throughout the Middle East. There is 

abundant inscriptional evidence of Dionysiac cults and associations, with initiation rituals, where the 

underworld aspect of the god, his connection with death and resurrection, is often prominent. In these 

Hellenistic Dionysiac clubs, social wine-drinking was raised to the level of ritual, with elaborate rules 

regulatingthemembers‘conduct. The lobakchoi of Athens are a good example; besides ritual drinking, 

they on occasion performed a kind of sacred drama, featuring Dionysus and such figures as Kore and 

Aphrodite.  

These were all-male associations. For the women, there was ritual maenadism, again well attested in 

inscriptions. This involved festivals every other year, when both maidens and married women took up the 

thyrsus,donnedthefawnskin,andretired―tothemountain‖todanceecstatically,handlesacredobjects,

and eat raw meat (õmophagia)—but not, it seems, drink wine, despite what many men believed. Whatever 

the remote origins of the phenomenon of maenadism, in Hellenistic times it seems to have been a well-

controlled periodic demonstration of female self-assertion, comfortably contained within the confines of 

civilized society.  

There are also attested in the Hellenistic and imperial periods sexually unrestricted Dionysiac groups, in 

which sexual intercourse, cultic or otherwise, may have been a feature, but there is no evidence of large-

scale promiscuity, though it was alleged in hostile sources (leading to the banning of Dionysiac worship 

in Rome in 186 B.C.). Otherwise men and women continued to celebrate together at the major public 

festivals, such as the Anthesteria and rural Dionysia in Attica.  

As Dionysus spread through the Mediterranean in Hellenistic and later times, he inevitably came up 

against various Semitic and other gods who filled some or all of the same roles in their society. Liber 

Pater in Rome, Sabazios in Phrygia, and Osiris in Egypt are obvious examples, but one more relevant to 

thepresentarticleisthe―Dionysos‖whowasworshippedinSidon,whosecultmyth,involvingthe

changing of water into wine, has significant analogies to the Johannine story of the Marriage Feast at 

Cana (Smith 1975). This was in fact a common feature of Dionysiac legend. Every year on the day of the 

Dionysus feast, the temple springs in Andros and Teos were said to have poured out wine instead of 

water, and in Elis, on the eve of the feast, 3 empty jars were set up in the temple, which were then found 

full of wine on the next morning.  

Distinctive features of Dionysiac worship in the Hellenistic era (and earlier) may be summed up as 

follows: a set of cult objects and symbols (phallus, thyrsus, ivy, grape cluster); a cult language of 

passwords and symbola, recognizable only by an initiate; ceremonies intended to stimulate a sense of 

identity with the god, originally, at least, by ceremonially eating an animal (properly a bull) representing 

the god; a breaking free from, or even reversal of, societal roles; and a belief in a happy life after death for 

initiates. Many of these features are shared with other cults or movements, such as Pythagoreanism or 

Orphism, but the totality is distinctive of Dionysiac worship.  
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JOHN M. DILLON  

DIOSCORINTHIUS [Gk Dios Korinthiou (Διος Κορινθιου)]. Name of the month dating the first of 

four official documents (2 Macc 11:21). While all the Greek witnesses and La
B
 contain this reading of the 

name, the fact that it is not attested elsewhere in antiquity has raised questions concerning its authenticity. 

Katz (1960: 15) and others prefer to read dioskoridou, the genitive of dioskorides, at this point as well as 

for v 38, based on the Latin versions which sometimes attest to older forms of the text. Hanhart (1961: 

473–74) rejects such a proposal, arguing that it creates additional difficulties in reading and understanding 

v 38, thus is not valid for v 21 either. While pointing out that one of the Greek cities could have named a 

month after the Dioskouroi (or dioskoroi), the twin sons of Zeus (cf. Acts 28:11), Goldstein (2 Maccabees 

AB, 413) notes that there is no known Greek month with an -ides ending. Dioskouros is attested during 

the time of the Roman Empire in the Cretan calendar.  

Dios, derived from the genitive form of Zeus and also found in Ant. 1.80, is used as the name for the 

first month in the Macedonian calendar (Bickerman 1980: 20), coming at the beginning of autumn. This 

would seem to be the most likely date which the epitomist and probably Jason had in mind. More 

puzzling is the additional Korinthiou. While Corinthian Zeus as a deity does appear in Gk literature, it is 

not found in any recorded calendar (Goldstein 2 Maccabees AB, 413). One suggestion has been that the 

extra term, whatever its original form, was used to designate an intercalary month, as suggested by the 

Syriac text. Any good explanation for this term eludes present-day scholarship.  

The foregoing discussion is based on the premise that the letter in which it is found is authentic. While 

most recent scholarship has accepted this argument, there remains marked differences in the interpretation 

of the relationship between the four documents preserved in 2 Maccabees 11 (cf. Habicht 1976 and 

Goldstein 2 Maccabees AB, 408–9).  
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JOHN KAMPEN  

DIOSCURI [Gk Dioskouroi (Διοσκουροι)]. The combined form of Dios kouroi, ―TheSonsofZeus.‖It

was the title (first used in an archaic inscription, IG 1898: no. 359, Thera; in script, Homeric Hymns 33.1) 

of Kastor and Polydeukes (Pollux) that formed the insignia (paras mon) of the Alexandrian ship in which 

Paul sailed from Melita (Acts 28:1) to Puteoli (v 11). The two brothers of Helen (Iliad 3.236–42) and 

Klytemnestra were first located in Lakonia and are frequently referred to as the Tyndaridai, after 

Tyndareos, husband of Leda and king of Lakedaimon. Already according to Homer (Od. 11.298–304) 

they are the sons of Tyndareos and Leda (Terpandros, fragment 3 Bergk), but Pindar (Nemean Odes 10) 

isolates Kastor as the son of Leda by Tyndareos, and Polydeukes as the son of Leda by Zeus. (See Cook 

1914, 1: 760–75; Bethe PW 5: 1087–123; Nilsson 1967: 406–11; Rose and Robertson OCD, 354.)  

InreprisalforTheseus‘kidnappingofHelen,theDioskouroiinvadedAtticandcarriedoffAithra,

mother of Theseus. Later, during the expedition of the Argonauts, Polydeukes earned his reputation as a 

boxer. Challenged by Amycus, king of the Bebrykes, to a match, with winner take all, Polydeukes proved 

thatskillcouldovercomebrutestrength.Destiny‘sturnfinallycameforthebrothersaftertheycarriedoff

Hilaeira and Phoibe, daughters of Leukippos (Farnell 1921: 175–233). In his 10th Nemean Ode, Pindar 

relates that Idas and Lynkeus, nephews of Leukippos and sons of Aphareus, were irate over the loss of 

someoxenandstabbedKastor.Polydeukescametohisbrother‘said and slew Lynkeus, whereupon Zeus 

struck Idas down with a thunderbolt. Polydeukes pleaded with Zeus for his dying brother, and Zeus 

offered him the choice of full time spent in heaven or half the year with Kastor in Hades (Homer Od. 

11.301–4).  

In time, Kastor was revered for his equestrian skill and Polydeukes became the patron of wrestlers. 

Their astral associations (Euripides Hel. 137–40, 1499; El. 990; Orestes 1636–37) were connected with 



theprestigetheyenjoyed,especiallyinlatertimes,asthe―SaviorGods‖(hoi sot res). Epictetus (2.18.29) 

notes that voyagers call upon them in a storm. In gratitude for their help, Catullus dedicated a poem to 

them (Carmina 4.27). And Horace, taking note of their constellation known as the Gemini, prays for a 

safe trip (Odes 3.29.64). With the words lucida sideras (bright stars) in Odes 1.3 the same poet appears to 

refer to the phenomenon known as corposant, which gladdened the hearts of sailors when it seemed to 

dance double on the masts and yards of a vessel. In the poem The Battle of the Lake Regillus (canto 40), 

Macaulayrecallsthephenomenonof―St.Elmo‘sfire‖ashecelebratestheroleoftheDioskouroiina

victory won by the Lokrians:  

Safe comes the ship to haven  

Through billows and through gales,  

If once the Great Twin Brethren  

Sit shining on the sails.  

In his Evangelica Praeparatio (1.10.14),EusebiusdocumentstheTwins‘reputationforbothmedicalskill

as well as naval acumen. According to the scholiast of Pindar Pythian 5.6, their cult was vigorously 

pursued―inthedistrictofCyrene,nearAlexandria,‖theportoforiginoftheshipcitedbyLuke. 

Since the Twins were tutelary deities of mariners, their insignia (Acts 28:11) was displayed on the 

prows of ships, and probably on both sides in the manner of The Isis, as described by Lucian (Nav. 5; 

other references in BAGD, s.v. paras mos).  

As their appearance on Roman sarcophagi attests, even more important than the Brothers‘reputationfor

tutelary functions is the stimulus their cult gave to belief in personal immortality. Also, they encourged 

fidelity to friends (Theognis 1087) and respect for long-standing traditions of hospitality (Pindar Nemean 

10.49–50 and Olympian 3.38–40).  

Two works by Harris (1903, 1906) trace the Twin Brothers motif in a variety of folklore.  
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FREDERICK W. DANKER  

DIOTREPHES (PERSON) [Gk Diotrephes (Διοτρεφες)]. An early churchman who asserted authority 

over all in his local church, rejected the authority of the elder who wrote 3 John, attacked the elder in 

public,forbadeanyonetoreceivetheelder‘semissaries,andexcludedallwhodid(3 John 9–10). The 

nameDiotrephes,whichmeans―nourishedbyZeus,‖occursintheNTonlyinthisonepassage. 

Some consider Diotrephes as a representative of the same docetic interpretation of Jesus as 1 and 2 John 

reflect (Bauer 1971: 93). The author of 3 John, however, never charged Diotrephes with heresy. The 

conflict was over authority in the church instead of theology.  

According to one view, Diotrephes was a monarchical bishop (Zahn 1909, 3: 374–81). On the other 

hand, he could have been an elder or a deacon who abused his authority. Or he may have exercised 

authority over the entire church by the dominance of his personality without holding any office.  

The conflict between the elder and Diotrephes probably represented a transition period in church 

government. In that case the elder represented the older, centralized leadership of an elder over a number 

of churches in the region. Diotrephes represented a younger generation that sought greater local autonomy 

and moved in the direction which eventually led to the monarchical episcopacy (Dodd Johannine Epistles 

MNTC, 163–64).  
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VIRGIL R. L. FRY  

DIRECTION AND ORIENTATION. Orientation is the means by which persons determine 

direction. From earliest antiquity, there seem to have been the 4 cardinal directions: north, south, east, and 

west (N, S, E, and W). This is true of Hebrew, Akkadian, and Sumerian culture. It is also true for 

Egyptian. Directions were usually related to specific spatial phenomena. Often astronomical or terrestrial 

features served as the basis for orientation. Astronomical features would make use primarily of the sun for 

one‘spointofreference;secondarily,specificstarsorconstellationsmightplayaroleingettingbearings.

The rising and setting of the sun served as primary indicators of E and W in Mesopotamia and in 

Syria/Palestine. Terrestrial features such as mountains and seas served as indicators of direction. Heb 

yam, ―sea,‖referringtotheMediterranean,wasoneindicatorof―west.‖InasimilarmannerAkkadian

šadū, ―mountain‖,wasoneindicatorfor―east.‖ 

In other instances, once the primary bearing was determined, the individual faced that direction and 

used the body as a simple compass to locate other directions (when one faces N, the right hand is to the E, 

the left to the W, south is behind). Since the development of the magnetic compass, N has been the 

primary direction. Yet the very words orientation and orient point to the E, probably using the rising sun, 

as the primary reference point. From the OT itself there are numerous indicators that E served as the 

primary direction for bearings. In biblical Hebrew the related word group qedem, q dmâ, and qād  m 

appearsmostfrequentlyfor―east.‖Thesewordsliterallymean―in front,before.‖ThusEwasthe

directioninfrontofone,thedirectionbywhichonegainedone‘sorientationandbearings.Thisusageof

the root qdm to indicate E is not limited to Hebrew; it has a similar usage in Ugaritic, indicating E or the E 

wind. OneoftheHebrewwordgroupsfor―west‖was˒āhôr and ˒ahărôn. The―westernsea‖(yam 

˒ahărôn) referred to the Mediterranean Sea. Literally, ˒āhôr and ˒ahărôn meant―ack‖or―behind.‖

Hebrew also used śĕmo˒l, ―thelefthand,‖toindicatenorthandyām  n, ―therighthand‖toindicateS. 

However, not all ANE cultures used the same pattern of orientation as the Hebrews. The Egyptians, for 

example, had S as their primary reference point, probably because it was the direction of the source of the 

Nile, their lifeblood. Although they also used the body as a compass, different directions resulted from a 

different orientation. Facing S, the right hand (wnmy, ˒imn) indicated W (˒imnt) and western (˒imnty). 

Likewise, for the Egyptian, left and left hand (˒i€ by and ˒i€ bi) indicated E (˒i€ bt).  

Using an astronomical basis for directions, most Semitic peoples used the rising of the sun for the 

primary direction and bearing. In Akkadian, ṣitū šamši, ―therisingofthesun,‖wasacommonexpression

used to describe E. Likewise in Hebrew, mizrāḥ (haš)šemeš, ―therisingofthesun‖indicatedE,asdid

mizrāḥ alone. Similarly, Akkadian er b šamši, ―thesettingofthesun‖wasaphrasetoindicateW.The

Hebrew ma˓ărāb alsomeans―west,‖andiscognatewiththeAkkadian.Hebrew also uses the phrase 

mābô˒ (haš)šemeš, lit.―theentranceofthesun,‖astheoppositeofsunrise,assunset,andasthedirection

W.  

JOEL F. DRINKARD, JR.  

DISCHARGE. An emission or secretion of semen, pus, or blood from the genitalia which is 

considered ritually impure. The main discussion of these conditions is in the Priestly legislation (= P) of 

the Pentateuch (Leviticus 12, 15). The cases may be classified into normal discharges (seminal emission, 

menstruation, and lochial discharge after birth), and abnormal discharges (purulent discharge because of 

urethritis in males and irregular menstrual flows). The cases of menstruation and abnormal discharges are 

described with the Hebrew verb zwb ―toflow,stream;tohaveadischarge‖andthenounzôb ―discharge,

flux.‖ 

———  

A. Impure Discharge  

1. Seminal Emission  

2. Menstruation  

3. Lochial Discharge  



4. Irregular Male Genital Discharge  

5. Abnormal Menstrual Flow  

B. Other Bodily Excretions  

C. Rationale for the Impurity of Discharges  

———  

A. Impure Discharge  

1. Seminal Emission. In ritual terms, a seminal emission is the least severe of all the discharges (Lev 

15:16–18, 32). It causes the emitter to suffer a one-dayimpurity(―untilevening‖).Anyclothingthe

semen touches is also unclean for one day. Sexual intercourse brings a one-day impurity to the woman 

involved as well as the man.  

Those contaminated by semen are to purify by bathing in water and waiting until evening. Polluted 

clothing becomes clean after it is laundered and evening passes.  

In the context of P, those persons and things polluted by semen cannot pollute other persons and things 

of a profane (i.e., non-holy or common) nature. Hence semen-polluted persons and things need to be 

restricted only from the sphere of the holy (i.e., the sanctuary area and holy items extant outside the 

sanctuary such as sacrificial meats; cf. Lev 22:4–7); they are presumably allowed free access in the 

community‘sareaofhabitation.OutsideofP,Deut 23:10–12 requires one who has an emission to leave a 

war camp until the next evening when, after bathing, he becomes pure. This is because the entire camp is 

holy—God‘spresenceisthere—andthereforeno―abhorrentthing‖canremaintherelestGod leave and 

the army fail in battle. Other passages talk of abstinence from intercourse in preparation for encountering 

what is holy or in war (cf. Exod 19:10–11, 14–15; 1 Sam 21:4–7; 2 Sam 11:11). For a more rigorous 

scheme of exclusion for emissions, as well as other impurities, see the Temple Scroll cols. 45–48 (cf. 

Wright 1987: 178–79 n. 33).  

2. Menstruation. The impurity of menstruation is more severe than that of an emission (Lev 15:19–24). 

A woman in this state suffers a communicable impurity for 7 days from the beginning of blood flow (not 

14 days, contra Krause 1983). Persons or objects touching her become impure for one day. Beds and 

chairs on which she lies or sits become polluted, and they can in turn pollute other persons and things for 

one day. An object that is on a piece of furniture on which she is sitting or lying can pollute persons or 

things touching that object (v 23). A man who has sexual intercourse with a menstruant contracts an 

impurity equal in strength to that of a menstruant.  

P does not explicitly state how a menstruant is to be treated in her contacts with the profane sphere. It is 

doubtful if she was required to leave the area of habitation (cf. Num 5:2–3), but she would probably be 

required to restrict herself within the habitation (i.e., to stay at home) during the 7-day period so that she 

would not pollute others in the community generally. Non-P writings display the abhorrence that was felt 

toward menstruants (Isa 30:22; Ezek 7:19–20; 36:17; cf. Gen 31:35). Moreover, it was considered a sin to 

have intercourse with a menstruant (Lev 18:19; 20:18; Ezek 18:6; 22:10; and perhaps 2 Sam 11:4–5). 

Later Jewish tradition, to some extent at the time of the Mishnah and Talmud, but to a greater extent later, 

developed rather extensive restrictions for the menstruant (cf. the tractate Niddah in the Mishnah and 

Talmud; also Dinari 1980).  

P does not prescribe purification rites for the menstruant, but, in view of other examples of purification, 

it seems that she would have to bathe and launder on the 7th day and wait until evening (cf. 2 Sam 11:4). 

Note that no sacrifices were required as with more severe sexual impurities (see below).  

3. Lochial Discharge. An impurity more severe than menstruation is that of a lochial discharge in a 

woman after birth. (Note it is the discharge, not the birth itself, that is polluting.) Leviticus 12 

distinguishes between 2 stages of impurity after childbirth. The 1st stage is immediately after birth, for 7 

days if the child is a male and 14 days if it is a female. The impurity of this initial period is like that of a 

menstruant (vv 2, 5). Socially and cultically she would be treated as a menstruant. The 2d stage, an 

additional 33 days for the male or 66 days for a female, is a lighter impurity where the woman, though 

still a threat to holy things and therefore restricted from them (v 4), can presumably mingle with the 

profane sphere. At this time, intercourse with her husband is presumably permissible. Thus the P system 



differs radically from other cultures in having a short postpartum sex taboo. The distinction in the length 

of impurity for a male child versus a female is not unique to the Bible (Macht 1933). The basis for the 

distinction appears to be founded in the dominance of the male in Israelite society (Selvidge 1984: 620–

21;Macht‘sattempttofindaphysiologicalbasismustberejected).Itshouldbenoted that though the 

mother is impure, there is no indication that the new child is impure. Except for the circumcision of the 

male (v 3) the legislation totally ignores the child. This contrasts with customs in many other societies 

where both mother and baby are impure after birth.  

The purification of a puerperal woman is accomplished in stages. Much of this must be deduced. At the 

end of her initial stage (7 or 14 days) she probably launders her clothes and bathes. After these ablutions 

at evening she presumably enters into her 2d stage of impurity. On the last day of this stage she 

presumably launders and bathes and at nightfall is pure in regard to not only the profane sphere but the 

holy sphere as well. Finally, supposedly on the day after these final ablutions (i.e., on the 41st or 81st day) 

she brings sacrifices (a lamb or bird for a burnt offering, and a bird for a purgation offering) which 

complete and confirm her purification process (12:6–8).  

4. Irregular Male Genital Discharge. An impurity similar in ritual effect and strength to that of the 

parturient is that of a male with an irregular genital discharge (the zāb; Lev 15:2–15). The physical 

symptoms in these verses appear to be those of urethritis with an accompanying discharge of pus. 

Urethritis is commonly associated with the sexually transmitted disease gonorrhea, caused by the 

bacterium Neisseria gonorrhoeae. Though some have argued that gonorrhea did not exist in biblical times 

(Kinnier-Wilson 1982; Vertue 1953), evidence suggests that in fact gonorrhea was an endemic disease of 

great antiquity (Hare 1967; Felton 1979). Therefore, gonorrhea still must be considered one of the causes 

of the discharge described in these verses of Leviticus 15. But though gonorrhea is a major cause of 

urethral discharge, it is not the only cause. Consequently translation of Hebrew zāb as―gonorrheic‖

should be avoided.  

Understandingtheailmentasurethritisallowsthesymptomofbeing―stoppedup‖inv3tobe

explained. Here may be indicated an inability to pass urine due to swelling and inflammation of the 

chronically infected urethra. This is a common complication of untreated urethritis seen in gonorrhea and 

other infections (e.g., Osaba and Alausa 1976; Kibukamusoke 1965).  

The effect of the pollution of a zāb is similar to that of a menstruant. Every bed, chair, or saddle on 

which he sits becomes communicably impure so that it can pollute other persons or things with a one-day 

impurity. Anyone touching the zāb directly, or anyone whom the zāb touches when his hands are not 

washed, becomes impure for a day. Moreover, if the zāb spits on another person, the latter becomes 

impure for one day. Inanimate objects that the zāb touches also become unclean for one day.  

The treatment of the zāb in regard to the profane sphere varies in different texts. In Num 5:2–3, the zāb 

(this includes not only the male, but the female equivalent, the zābâ; see below), corpse-contaminated 

persons, and those with scale disease (see LEPROSY) were to be excluded from the sanctuary camp. 

Leviticus 15, by its silence, implies that, in contrast, the zāb and zābâ were not excluded (Numbers 19 

similarly implies that corpse-contaminated persons could remain in the habitation). The difference in this 

conception is probably due to the fact that the sanctuary camp, a type of war camp, was subject to stricter 

rules of purity than a settled habitation in Lev 15 (Wright 1987: 172–73). The stigma attached to those 

withseverefluxesisintimatedinDavid‘scurseofJoabandhishouse(2 Sam 3:29).  

When a zāb recovers from his physical affliction, he waits 7 days before beginning his regimen of 

purification. This was probably to make sure that he has really recovered (cf. a similar waiting period for 

one recovered from scale disease, Lev 14:8–9). On the 7th day, he launders his clothes and bathes. 

Presumably when evening passes after this set of ablutions he is pure in regard to both the profane and 

sacred spheres. On the 8th day he brings sacrifices (2 birds for a burnt offering and purgation offering) to 

complete his purification process.  

5. Abnormal Menstrual Flow. The female counterpart of a zāb is the zābâ, a woman with an abnormal 

menstrual flow (i.e., bleeding outside the normal menorrheal period or bleeding beyond the normal 

duration of menstruation; Lev 15:25–30). In the context of underdeveloped societies in the Middle East, a 



variety of causes for this condition are found including parasitism, malnutrition, and anemia. It is well-

known that some apparently normal women menstruate irregularly with some unpredictability of flow (for 

example, El-Kholi, et al. 1971).  

Note that this condition is not medically equivalent to that of the zāb. Here it is an irregular blood flow, 

not a discharge of pus. That a purulent discharge is apparently not considered impure in women may be 

due to the difficulty in detecting such a discharge in females.  

A zābâ pollutes exactly like a zāb. However, in addition it is logical to suppose that one who had 

intercourse with her contracted an impurity equal to hers, as in the case of a menstruant. The zābâ‘s 

course of purification is like the zāb‘s.  

In the NT a woman with an irregularbloodflowashealedaftertouchingJesus‘hem(Mark 5:25; Matt 

9:20; Luke 8:43). For him to make contact with her was startling in the cultural context (see Selvidge 

1984). On those with abnormal discharges in Jewish tradition, see the Mishnaic tractate Zabim.  

B. Other Bodily Excretions  

UrineandexcrementarenotimpuritiesinP‘s system. This is perhaps due to their normality and 

regularity. Deut 23:13–15, however, treats excrement as an impurity in the context of a war camp. Also, 

Ezekiel puts food cooked on human dung in the same category as improperly killed animals and 

desecrated sacrificial meat (Ezek 4:12–14). Moreover, though P does not concern itself about perspiration, 

Ezek 44:18 requires the priests to not wear any clothing that causes sweat. This prescription, however, 

does not indicate that perspiration was considered impure. Finally, though the zāb‘s spittle was considered 

impure, that of a clean person was not defiling.  

C. Rationale for the Impurity of Discharges  

Two questions must be addressed in respect to the question why these discharges were considered 

defiling. The first is quite easy to answer: Why were some discharges more severely polluting than others 

in the context of P? The factors that seem to determine this are the normality, duration, and frequency of 

the conditions. For example, a seminal emission is a normal, nonpathological condition; it is short-lived; 

and it is the most frequent of the conditions. Consequently, it is the least severe. On the other hand, 

urethritis is abnormal and pathological; it can be rather long-lived; and, relatively speaking, it was rather 

infrequent. Hence urethritis, with the irregular blood flow of a woman, is the most severe. The other 

discharges fit in this spectrum according to these criteria.  

The second question is more difficult to answer: Why are these discharges considered impure in the first 

place? Anthropologists have studied in depth the rationale for sexual impurities, especially that for 

menstrual impurity. A survey of their views on the rationale behind catamenial impurity indicates the 

possible directions that interpretations of sexual impurities may take. Some explain menstrual taboos in 

psychological or social psychological terms: They are a reflection of vagina envy or castration anxiety in 

males; they are a justification men invent to assuage their guilt for being the dominant sex; they arise from 

mere disgust or aversion; or they arise from the perception that menstruation is a liminal or marginal state 

inasmuch as it is a relatively infrequent occurrence in preindustrial societies. Others see a biological basis 

formenstrualtaboos:Menstrualbloodisimpurebecauseitcontainsa―menotoxin‖which is claimed to 

have an adverse effect on the growth of certain plants. An ecological or population management basis has 

been advanced: The taboos serve as a form of birth control or, the reverse, they increase population by 

increasing coitus during the fertile period due to abstinence during menstruation. Some argue for an 

ethological basis: Menstrual blood can be smelled by game animals; hence women are restricted so that 

hunts will succeed. Historical causation is considered a significant rationale: Menstrual taboos appear 

because they have been learned from another culture or from tradition. Most tend to explain menstrual 

impurity in social terms: It is often seen as an expression of male dominance and a means of separating 

between male and female spheres. It has been observed that women can secondarily use pollution rules to 

manipulate men. It has also been argued that menstrual pollution rules act as a means for a couple to 

expresstheircommitmenttoasoundmarriageandtolivinguptosociety‘sexpectations in marriage. (See 

Balzer 1981, Douglas 1975, and Montgomery 1974 for summaries and bibliographies of most of these 

views.)  



Many of these views cast significant light on the understanding of menstrual and other pollution 

practices, but a major failing in the studies presenting them has been a focus on only menstrual pollution, 

with a general exclusion of other sexual impurities and the larger system of purity of a particular culture. 

Another failing has been the one-sided approach of many of the studies. Certainly menstrual and other 

impurities are to be explained by several rationales working together—not by just a single rationale.  

Apart from anthropologists, OT scholars have advanced other rationales: Discharges are impure because 

they are considered demonic; they arise from the Hebrew feeling of sexual shame; they are unhealthy; or 

they are connected with sin. Another rationale for sexual and other impurities, not new to biblical 

scholars, has been reopened by G. Wenham (1983). He modifies M. Douglas‘explanationthatpurityor

holiness is what is whole or normal and that impurity is what is not whole or normal. He argues that the 

polarities of holiness/purity and impurity are to be explained by issues and conditions of life and death, 

respectively. Seminal emission, menstruation, and childbirth are normal conditions, but since they involve 

the loss of vital liquids, they are associated with death. Hence they, too, become the focus of various 

pollution rules with the abnormal discharges which are more clearly associated with the idea of death. See 

also HOLINESS; UNCLEAN AND CLEAN.  
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RICHARD N. JONES  

DISCIPLE, DISCIPLESHIP. The people in the NT who stood in a special and intensive 

relationship with the earthly Jesus.  

———  

A. Usage and Occurrence  

B. Historical Reconstruction of Discipleship  
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2. Comparable Phenomena  

3. Sociohistorical Aspects  

C. Understanding of Discipleship in the Gospels  

D. Toward the Understanding of Discipleship in Acts  
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A. Usage and Occurrence  

The concept of disciple is expressed in the NT through the word math t s. The substantive meaning 

―discipleship,‖however,doesnotoccur.Theverbmath t uō (inmostcasesintheactivevoice)―tomake

someone into adisciple‖seldomappears.However,akolouthein ―towalkbehind,tofollow‖(frequently

used in the NT as a specialized term for following Jesus) must also be considered. This verb characterizes 

the central quality of existence as a disciple. All 261 referencesto―disciple‖intheNTarefoundinthe

Gospels and Acts. The emphasis clearly lies in the Gospels, inasmuch as only 10 percent of the references 

occur in Acts. The case is like that of the word akolouthein ―tofollowafter‖:Ofthe90occurrences, 79 

are found in the Gospels, the rest in Acts (4), Revelation (6), and 1 Corinthians (1). This discovery 

already indicates that discipleship is a phenomenon which demonstrates a close association with Jesus 

himself.  

B. Historical Reconstruction of Discipleship  

1. Main Characteristics of Discipleship. One becomes a disciple when called by Jesus himself (e.g., 

Mark 1:17; 2:14). The initiative lay with Jesus alone; apart from his call, there is no recognizable motive 

for one to become a disciple and follow Jesus. The synoptic tradition contains instances when the would-

be disciple takes the initiative, but all of these attempts fail, and there is no evidence that discipleship 

would have resulted. In Mark 10:17–27 the rich young ruler turns to Jesus, but when the call to 

discipleship confronts him, he goes away sadly. According to Luke 9:57–60 Q, several came to Jesus with 

the intention to be his disciples, yet failed to become disciples because they remained bound to their past. 

We should take note that the stories for every one of the disciples have not come down to us. The self-

understanding of Jesus, who saw the embodiment of the breaking in of the entirely new (the Kingdom of 

God) in his own person (cf. Luke 11:20 Q; 17:21), was reflected in the call which created the discipleship 

existence. This call is the indication of the nearness of God, who anticipates the human search for him and 

unexpectedly and uninvited enters the human life.  

TheexclusivityofJesus‘initiativein the call to discipleship accords with the great variety of people 

amongthedisciples.BecausethiscirclewasfoundedexclusivelythroughJesus‘call,noothersocial

factors needed to surface: Indeed, antisocial factors in this circle could be overcome. At least one Zealot 

(Simon the Canaanite, Mark 3:18,cf.thehistoricallyaccuraterenderingof―zealot‖inLuke 6:15) 

belonged to the Twelve, as did a tax collector (Levi, cf. Mark 2:14)—representatives of 2 groups that 

fought bitterly. Much is to be said for counting women, for whom it was otherwise unthinkable to enter 

into discipleship. (Luke 1:1–3 speaks of several women who followed Jesus; Mark 15:40f also names 

women who followed Jesus to the cross). It is evident that Jesus called people into fellowship regardless 

of social, religious, and ethnic background or gender.  

The call of Jesus demanded a total break with the past. The disciples immediately left their families and 

their vocations (e.g., Mark 1:16–20; 2:14), and followed Jesus. So it could become a direct condition of 

discipleship that only one who hated his or her own family was eligible to be a disciple of Jesus (Luke 

14:26 Q). The same break with the past expressed itself further in self-denial (saying no to oneself) and in 

the distancing from independent income (cf. Mark 8:34f). In view of the call of Jesus, the holiest duties of 

the past became objectless (Luke 9:57–60 Q). Finally, it also belonged to discipleship that customary 

values be radically broken (cf. Mark 10:41–45). Conditional relations are to be carefully considered in 

light of the break with the past: It is discipleship which demands and makes possible this break, but the 

break itself is not to be equated with discipleship. The call of Jesus demands and makes possible the break 

with the past in as much as it gives the disciple a new future.  

Discipleship means entering into a lifelong relationship with Jesus (cf. Mark 3:14, where the meaning of 

discipleshipisgiven:―Thattheybewithhim‖).Thisincludestheparticipationinthe uncertain life of a 

traveling preacher and then also in the suffering and death of the teacher (cf. Mark 10:39; 8:34). The 

disciple is not there merely to learn from the teacher but to share his whole life with him without 

reservation.  

Discipleship is characterized by establishing a fundamental life relationship to the person of Jesus (and 

not merely to his teaching). Jesus newly qualifies the life of his disciples: They are now ―weddingguests‖



whosetimeisentirelydeterminedbythepresenceofthe―bridegroom‖;thismakesitimpossibleforthem

to fast (Mark 2:18–22). Jesus gives them the freedom to let the law be for humanity (instead of humanity 

for the law, cf. Mark 2:23–28). The qualitative difference between master and disciple always remains 

preserved. It can therefore never be the goal of a disciple to become like the master. Discipleship means to 

live from what Jesus distributes, to realize that to which he calls. The disciple is as recipient dependent 

upon what Jesus embodied in his person, not merely upon what he taught.  

There is of course no reason to doubt that the sending out, too, goes back to Jesus himself. It is 

characteristic of Jesus that he approaches people. This movement perpetuates itself in the sending forth of 

the disciples. According to Mark 1:17, the call to discipleship is simultaneously a sending to the assembly 

of people (in Israel). Also, Mark 3:14f shows that discipleship is connected with the mission of 

proclamation (of the approaching Kingdom of God, cf. Matt 10:7 Q) and with the power to exorcise (and 

to heal human infirmities, cf. Matt 10:8). Here, too, the reference to Jesus is preserved: the disciples do 

not replace Jesus but receive from him the power to cast out demons (cf. Mark 6:7). The disciples, 

equipped only with bare essentials, are to remain dependent on the goodwill of people (Mark 6:8f; Matt 

10:9f). Their equipment should be a reflection of the gospel itself, which appeals to people to permit 

themselves to be gifted with grace. It would therefore be contradictory if the disciples were to 

demonstrate material independence. According to Matt 10:6,thesendingwasrestrictedtothe―lostsheep

ofIsrael,‖namelytothosewhobelongedtothepeopleofIsraelwhothroughtheirimpurewayoflifeor

their ignorance of the law were fallenoutofthereligiousfellowshipofthenation.Inthat,Jesus‘

sympathy to the sinners and outcasts repeats itself.  

Theword―disciple,‖evenwhenthoroughlyrestrictedtodisciplesofJesus,namesaseriesofgroups

who must be distinguished from each other. First, it refers to the rather large number of Jesus-followers 

who are best referred to as his adherents (cf. Luke 6:13–17; Mark 2:15). In all probability, women, too, 

belongedtothese―disciples‖(seeabove).Theword―disciples‖refersparticularlytotheTwelve.Ithas

longbeendebatedwhetherthiswasaninstitutionofJesus.Thefactthatthedescription―oneofthe

Twelve‖was applied particularly to Judas, the traitor, speaks strongly against post-Easter origins for the 

establishment of the Twelve (cf. e.g., Mark 14:10). Also, even the later meaning of the Twelve can be 

better explained if they form an entity instituted by Jesus. The Twelve symbolize the claim of Jesus on all 

of Israel, his non-exclusive movement towards the whole nation. The creation of the Twelve can be 

understood as a symbolic act that suits the appearance and the proclamation of Jesus well. The Twelve 

werechosenbyJesusfromoutofthecrowd.TheseTwelvearethenalsothe―sentones‖(apostoloi). It 

can be said that although every one of the Twelve was a disciple, not every disciple belonged to the 

Twelve and was an apostle.Theconcept―apostle‖inearliesttimewasalsousedofsomewhohadno

recognizable connection with the earthly Jesus (for example, Paul), who neither were disciples nor 

belonged to the circle of Twelve (see APOSTLE).  

Recent scholarship has been moving again toward understanding the disciple relationship more in terms 

of the teacher-student model. The development of the tradition which led to the Gospels is being 

understood as analogous to the rabbinical tradition.ThusJesusisoftenaddressedas―teacher‖or―Rabbi‖

(e.g., Matt 25:25; 8:19). There are, however, two problems with this: first, it is not clear whether Jesus 

himself established the memorializing and traditionalizing of his own teaching. The growth of the 

tradition, on the other hand, permits us to recognize an astonishingly free use of the words of Jesus. 

Secondly, it is worth observing that Jesus placed not his teaching but his person in the center, so that the 

disciples had no student relationship but a life relationship to him.  

It is characteristic of the Twelve for them to desert Jesus in the decisive hour. In contrast to the women 

(Mark 15:40f), who at least witnessed the crucifixion from afar, the Twelve fled to Galilee (Mark 14:50, a 

report that does not in the least attempt to justify their flight), and their discipleship dissolved itself into 

nothing. The frankness with which their failure—especially that of the prominent disciple Peter—is 

preserved in the memory of the Church is remarkable (cf. Mark 14:53–72). The disciples could probably 

only afford such a reminder because they were saturated with the experience that the Resurrected One 



himself had overcome their failure. Seen historically, it was the appearances of the Resurrected Jesus in 

Galilee which led them to move to Jerusalem and to risk their lives for the Christ.  

2. Comparable Phenomena. As analogue to discipleship, the teacher-student relationship, as practiced 

by the scribes and by later rabbinic schools, first comes to mind. At first glance, there are apparently great 

similarities: Jesus is addressed as Rabbi, math t s being the Gk translation of the Heb talmîd, and the 

rabbinic scholars live with the master in order to follow him in his ways. Of course, there are also 

considerable differences, which all are related to the distinction between teaching and person. While the 

rabbinic scholar is bound beyond the teachings of his teacher to the Law, discipleship means an 

unmediated connection to the person of Jesus (that is, with that which is embodied by this person). While 

the student is concerned with becoming a teacher himself, discipleship is characterized by an insuperable 

qualitative difference from Jesus. While the Rabbi is petitioned by his students, discipleship always 

comes into being as the result of the call of Jesus. While the relationship of rabbinic apprenticeship is 

limited to an agreed-upon period of time, there is no sign of temporal limitation to the term of discipleship 

to Jesus.  

In a few places, the NT reveals tht John the Baptist, too, had gathered a group of disciples (cf. e.g., 

Mark 2:18; John 1:35ff; 4:1; Matt 11:2ff). Of their calling, however, we hear nothing. It is also not known 

in what relationship these disciples stood with John. A few of Jesus‘disciplesprobablycamefromJohn‘s

group of disciples (John 1:35ff).ThegroupofdiscipleswaspreservedafterJohn‘sdeathandextended

itself as far as Asia Minor, perhaps in heretical groups of Judaism. Its existence was contemporary with 

the early Church (cf. Acts 18:24; 19:7).John‘sdisciplesweredifficulttodistinguishfromChristianson

the basis of external characteristics (baptism regarded as sign of membership; local groups separated from 

the synagogue).  

In Greek culture, the phenomenon of discipleship appears in a number of forms (philosophy students, 

religious scholarship, and mystery cults). The teacher-student relationship is predominantly characterized 

by the concept of mim sis. Teachers and students are bound together by a certain teaching and practice of 

life, and the student is recognizable in his imitation of the teachings and life of the teacher. Teachers like 

Pythagoras or Apollonius of Tyana enjoy expressly religious veneration. The principle of tradition is a 

further indicator; each student generation cares for and further develops it.  

The closest analogy to the discipleship whichJesuscreatedistobeseenintheprophet‘svocation.Here,

God himself was the one who calls, which reflects the theological quality of discipleship. Jesus stood in 

the place of God; his call was the call of God. This is responsible for both the unquestioning and the 

unconditional nature of discipleship.  

3. Sociohistorical Aspects. The phenomenon of discipleship has been examined sociohistorically in 

recent scholarship. Sociologically describable aspects are: renunciation of possessions, abandonment of 

all social ties (residence and socially accepted patterns of behavior), and existence as a wandering 

charismatic. The sociological description of discipleship is a partial perception, which in accord with its 

own claims does not desire to compete with religious description. Therefore it is rigorously guarded 

against, that discipleship is not unintentionally derived from its social conditions (a crisis situation in 

ancientsociety).Seensociologically,themovementtodiscipleshipiscategorizedas―social

uprootedness‖(comparabletoemigrants,Qumranpeople,robbers,zealots,vagabonds, prophetic 

movements). In spite of this categorization, attention to the individual pecularity of the disciples of Jesus 

must hold good. Having renounced all possessions, they lived a life of wandering and homelessness, even 

after the death of Jesus, and carried the message and power of Jesus to the people. Among these 

wandering charismatics, the carriers of the Logienquelle, the Stephan-circle, and Barnabas and Paul are to 

be counted. It is debatable whether they came from the proletariat or from the artisan and farmer class. In 

the latter case their renunciation of possessions would not have been a condition but a voluntary act. Even 

when seen from a sociological point of view, it remains certain that Jesus himself and his message is the 

only factor which can explain the origins of the Twelve.  

C. Understanding of Discipleship in the Gospels  



A pervading motif in the narrations of the Gospels is the misunderstanding of the disciples. Particularly 

these, who know Jesus best, are confounded again and again by the newness of that which he brings. The 

expectation of the Messiah, too, is prematurely applied to him by the disciples (cf. Mark 8:27–33). The 

misunderstanding disciples, who receive special instruction through Jesus, give way to those who can 

enter into the later churches with their own difficulties in understanding. A further continuous motif is the 

persecution which the disciples must take upon themselves as a consequence of their following of the 

cross. The churches are strengthened by their social resistance.  

Matthew especially emphasizes the demand for perfection of the disciples (Matt 5:48), whose 

righteousness had to far exceed that of the Pharisees (Matt 5:17). Discipleship is a radical way of life, 

radical also in obedience to the will of God, as it is interpreted through Jesus. Mark especially emphasizes 

the fact that failure and discipleship do not necessarily disqualify each other. The discipleship stories 

highlight the following motifs: Jesus approaches human beings in order to get them to approach others; 

Jesus―sees‖humanbeings; one becomes a disciple not through certain conditions of life but because of 

the unexpected call of Jesus; the call itself creates what it demands, since discipleship is understood as 

creation of this call and not as decision of the called. Discipleship is entirely dependent on Christology; in 

being a disciple, the service of the Son of Man as humility, service, and peacemaking replicates itself 

(Mark 9:33–50; 10:42–45). Luke identifies the Twelve with the apostles and is especially interested in the 

continuityofthediscipleswiththeperiodofJesus‘life.ThegospelofJohnespeciallystressesthe

conversion of the disciple John to Jesus. Everything depends on remaining in the word of Jesus—on the 

living relationship to Jesus—whose service in love makes the disciples into friends (John 13; 15). The 

mark of discipleship is love, which is authoritative in the Church (John 13:34f). Analogous to the sending 

of the Son, the disciples are also sent into the world (John 17:18);inthemGod‘sgifttotheworld,which

became an event in the incarnation of the Word, perpetuates itself.  

D. Toward the Understanding of Discipleship in Acts  

InActs,theword―disciple‖referstothe―Christians‖(from6:1) nearly without exception. Here the 

onlyexampleintheNTof―femaledisciple‖istobefound(9:35; it is not entirely certain, however, 

whether Tabitha was a disciple of Christ). This occurrence appears to draw on a pre-Lukan linguistic use, 

which points to a self-description of the (Palatinian) tradition carriers. This usage plays no further role in 

the rest of the literature of the NT; it is to be assumed that it disappeared from the consciousness of the 

Christians.Possiblytheword―disciple‖asself-description of the Christians in the Hellenistic world led to 

occasion for confusion with the schools of philosophy.  
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HANS WEDER  

TRANS. DENNIS MARTIN  

DISCIPLINE, MANUAL OF. See COMMUNITY, RULE OF THE (1QS).  

DISCOURSE ON THE EIGHTH AND NINTH (NHC VI,6). A previously unknown Hermetic 

tractate in the Coptic language, and one of three Hermetic texts preserved in the Nag Hammadi Library. 

As part of Codex VI, it is written in the Sahidic dialect but with traces of Subachmimic and Achmimic 

influence: Its official designation is NHC VI,6,52,1–63,32. The text is generally well preserved with the 

exception of damage at the top of each page; thus the original title is lost. Themoderntitle,―The

DiscourseontheEighthandNinth,‖isderivedfromthetextitself(53,24–26; cf. 61,21–22) and is 

descriptive of the contents. The Coptic text can be dated towards the middle of the 4th century C.E., or the 

approximate date of the copying of Codex VI. The Greek original probably dates from the 2d century C.E. 

as certain terms and concepts demonstrate an affinity with Middle Platonic speculation which was current 

at that time.  

A. Contents  

Disc. 8–9 can be described as a Hermetic revelatory dialogue in which a mystagogue and initiate 

undergoaprocessofspiritualascentandilluminationatthelevelsorstagesofthe―Eighth‖and―Ninth,‖

designations which refer to levels within the Divine realm beyond the 7 planetary spheres. The Eighth or 

Ogdoad is described as the place or sphere where souls and angels continuously praise the Ninth with 

hymns; the Ninth or Ennead is the dwelling place of Nous or Divine Mind. A tenth level is not mentioned 

but is perhaps assumed; this would be the dwelling place of the Highest God (cf. Corp. Herm. I; Apoc. 

Paul). The mystagogue is identified in the text as Hermes (58,29; 59,11; 63,24) and Trismegistus 

(59,15.24). The initiate is unnamed.  

The spiritual ascent described in the text follows a prescribed order, the so-called―orderofthe

tradition.‖ThetextbeginswiththerecollectionofapromisemadebyHermestobringthemindofthe

initiate into the Eighth and Ninth; Hermes acknowledges the promise and declares that he and the initiate 

are now ready to proceed. At an earlier point, both had advanced to the level of the Seventh (stages 1 to 7 

are implied in the text but not described). The initiate had also undergone a period of intellectual 

preparation by reading certain books. As a result, he was now in a proper state of piety and living 

according to Divine law and was thus ready to advance to the levels of the Eighth and Ninth. This final 

ascent is described in terms of 2 stages of ecstatic illumination which are experienced mutually by 

Hermes and the initiate through the agency of spoken dialogue, prayer, hymns of praise, the chanting of 

magical vowel sounds (voces mysticae),andsacredsilences.Afurtherelementisafraternal―kiss‖which

specifically engenders the divine birth of Hermes as unified Mind (Nous). In this divinized state, Hermes 

as Nous first sees and describes the vision of the Eighth: he sees an indescribable Depth, then the Source 

or Fountain of life, and finally sees the souls and angels of the Eighth singing a silent hymn. A second 

illumination occurs when the initiate shares in this experience and both he and Hermes see the souls and 

angels silently praising the Ninth and its powers. This vision of the Ninth is followed by an act of grace 

and thanksgiving, further hymnic praises, and the calling out of the hidden name of God (a series of 

magical vowel sounds). Hermes then instructs the initiate to inscribe the discourse on turquoise steles and 

deposit them in the temple at Diospolis, Egypt. This must be done in conjunction with certain astrological 

signs. The tractate concludes with a sacred oath to keep the words of Hermes protected: those who do so 

will be blessed; those who do not will be cursed.  

B. Importance  

Disc. 8–9 is important for several reasons. First, as a Hermetic tractate, it shows special affinities with 

Corp. Herm. I, IV, VI, VIII, XIII, as all these texts demonstrate a common world-negating dualism of the 

body and the spirit. The closest parallels, however, are with Corp. Herm. XIII, as this text describes a 

similar path of ascent, accomplished via Nous, and resulting in an ecstatic experience of spiritual rebirth. 

Inbothtexts,thisspiritualascentcanbeunderstoodasaprefiguringofthesoul‘sascentthroughthe



various celestial spheres after death (this postmortem ascent is described in Corp. Herm. I). A major 

difference, however, is that Disc. 8–9 is far more coherent as a literary text, demonstrating a symmetry of 

structure and language that is not apparent in Corp. Herm. XIII. Further, Disc. 8–9 represents a more-

advanced stage of illumination than that of Corp. Herm. XIII and focuses in particular on a special aspect 

of the ascent (the word, Ennead [Ninth], for example, is found in no other Hermetic text). Corp. Herm. 

XIII, in contrast, is a more-loosely organized text which relates an entire anagogic path whereby the soul, 

before it enters the Ogdoad, is systematically cleansed of various vices by 10 purifying powers or virtues 

(in Corp. Herm. I, these vices and virtuesareassociatedwiththe7planetaryspheresintermsofthesoul‘s

postmortem ascent). Consequently, the rebirth experience of Corp. Herm. XIII can be understood as a 

form of metamorphosis achieved from without, in automatic or mechanistic fashion. In Disc. 8–9, rebirth 

is experienced dynamically from within as an awakening of a divine power or element that the initiate 

already possesses. Thus the relationship between the 2 texts is not one of literary dependence but of genre: 

both are revelatory discourses or dialogues, but represent different traditions of spiritual regeneration.  

A second feature of importance in Disc. 8–9 is its connection with an explicit Egyptian locus. The 

instructions at the end of the tractate—to inscribe the text in hieroglyphiccharacters(lit.―inlettersofthe

scribeoftheHouseofLife‖)onstelesanddeposittheminthetempleatDiospolis—point to the existence 

of a Hermetic community in Upper Egypt during the Hellenistic period, either at Diospolis Parva (near 

Nag Hammadi) or Diospolis Magna (ancient Thebes). This community, under the protection of Hermes 

Trismegistus, would most likely have had links with the Egyptian priesthood, perhaps in connection with 

a temple of Thoth, the Egyptian scribal god who was said to live inthe―HouseofLife‖(thefigureof

Thoth appears in the guise of Tat in other Hermetic texts). A further reference in the text to 8 frog-faced 

and cat-faced guardians who protect the temple along with the sun are probable allusions to the primordial 

Ogdoad and Ennead honored, respectively, at Hermopolis and Heliopolis. Although these Egyptian 

allusions are not exact (e.g., the Ogdoad at Hermopolis consisted of frog-faced and serpent-headed 

deities), their inclusion in Disc. 8–9 points to an authentic Egyptian inspiration for this text and perhaps 

for the Corpus Hermeticum as a whole. This is a significant suggestion as previous scholars had generally 

discounted any Egyptian influence on the Hermetica (with the notable exception of Reitzenstein), 

preferring to regard any Egyptian references in symbolic rather than literal terms. The evidence from 

Disc. 8–9 would now seem to refute this consensus.  

Of further significance is evidence in Disc. 8–9 foraritual/culticcontextinvolvinga―brotherhood‖

engaged in esoteric study, prayer, hymnic praises, ascetic disciplines, and a mystery initiation aided by the 

communityleaderor―Father‖(identifiedwithHermes).Inthiscontext,theritual―kiss‖ofHermesand

the initiate can be viewed as a sacramental act reminiscentofthe―kiss‖inthebridalchamberritual

associated with Valentinian circles. This evidence, then, would argue against those scholars who have 

viewed the Corpus Hermeticum solelyintermsof―readingmysteries‖withonlysymbolicbutnotactual 

ritual or cultic significance. The evidence from Disc. 8–9 would now appear to disprove this theory as 

well.  

Finally, the existence of Hermetic material in a gnostic library brings up the question of gnostic 

parallels. First, the names for God found in thetext(―FatheroftheAll,‖―Source,‖―Depth,‖―Fountain,‖

―Ungenerated,‖―Self-Generated‖)canbeparalleledinvariousgnostictexts.Thisisthecasewithother

termsaswell;e.g.,―pleroma,‖―pronoia,‖―aeon,‖―Hebdomad,‖―Ogdoad.‖Inaddition,the use of voces 

mysticae in an ascent context in conjunction with prayers, hymns, and sacred silences, are also features of 

gnosticanagogicmaterial.Theritual―kiss‖anditsValentinianparallelhasalreadybeennoted.However,

much of the above can also be found in traditions not directly dependent either on Hermeticisim or 

gnosticism; e.g., the Chaldean Oracles and the magical papyri. Indeed, the repeated use of forms of 

noesis/noein(―perception,‖―understanding‖)inconnectionwithsalvationinthistext, rather than forms of 

gnosis (found only once), suggests more direct links with Middle Platonic speculation than with strictly 

gnostic thought. It is prudent then not to identify Disc. 8–9 as a form of Hermetic gnosticism, as certain 

scholars suggest, but to view it as a form of Hermeticism which, like forms of gnosticism, belonged to a 



wider current of thought (dualistic in nature, astrologically based, and anagogic in orientation) which 

found expression in a variety of philosophical and religious traditions of the Hellenistic period.  
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RUTH MAJERCIK  

DISCOURSE, DIRECT AND INDIRECT. The predisposition of the biblical writers to use 

direct discourse as a means of narration has often been noted, and the new wave of literary studies of the 

Bible since the 1970s has done much to illuminate the artful complexity in the deployment of direct 

discourse. Because biblical narrative is very sparing in description and circumstantial detail, its 

characteristic rhythm is rapid summary—often covering a period of years in a verse or two—suddenly 

slowing down to a significant scene represented chiefly through dialogue. Thus, in Genesis 25, the 

narrationmovesfromJacob‘sandEsau‘sbirthtotheiryoungadulthoodin2briefverses(Gen 25:27–28), 

and then the crucial scene of the selling of the birthright (Gen 25:29–34) is represented mainly by direct 

discourse that subtly characterizes each of the twins through the kind of speech he uses and also sets the 

terms for the whole ensuing story (Alter 1981: 42–46). The instance of Jacob and Esau equally illustrates 

the tendency of the biblical writers to exploit the first piece of dialogue assigned to a personage as an 

initial, revelatory exposition of character.  

The biblical writers are so inclined to use direct discourse that they often do so where it would be 

avoided by other narrative traditions, or even where actual speech is not represented. Inquiry of an oracle, 

for example, was usually done through the manipulation of a cultic device such as the Urim and 

Thummim, but in biblical narrative the result of this inquiry is represented as a verbal response to a verbal 

query (e.g., 2 Sam 1:1). When, however, a full-scale dialogue or a sequence of dialogues is introduced 

into the narrative, the shift to direct discourse is generally an index of the importance of what is 

happening.David‘sadulterywithBathshebain2 Samuel 11 takes up just 5 verses with only two small 

bits of dialogue. His machinations that lead to the murder of Uriah are conveyed through an elaborate 

chain of dialogues and speeches reporting or responding to other speeches that unfolds over the remaining 

22 verses of the chapter. On the plane of moral significance, one infers that the truly grave transgression is 

not the adultery but the killing with which David compounds his sexual crime (Perry and Sternberg 1968; 

Sternberg 1985: 190–229).  

The intricacy of the biblical representationofcharacters‘languageisespeciallyevidentinthefrequent

tendency to embed direct discourse within direct discourse. Occasionally, one encounters Chinese-box 

constructions, as in Jer 36:27–31, where the Lord addresses Jeremiah, quoting the words the prophet is to 

saytoKingJehoiakim,inwhichareembeddedtheking‘sangrywordstoJeremiah,whichinturn

incorporate the words written by the prophet in the scroll he delivered to the king (Alter 1985: 138–39). 

More characteristic is the subtle interplay between embedding and embedded discourse, or, alternately, 

between direct discourse and the narratorial report that it seems to mirror more or less verbatim. The rule 

of thumb is that whenever a character repeats in dialogue what either the narrator or another character has 

said, small but significant changes are introduced—in the suppression or alteration of a detail, in a choice 

of terms, in the order of items—that tell us something about the position and attitude of the speaker or the 

audience he or she is addressing. In the Genesis 24 storyoftheproxywooingofRebekahbyAbraham‘s



servant, the dialogue at the beginning, in which Abraham exacts an oath from the servant, is repeated by 

theservantinhisspeechtoRebekah‘sfamily;butmanydetailsaremodifiedinordertoplaydown

Abraham‘sroleasemigranttoadivinelypromisedforeignlandwhileplayingupfamily ties (Savran 

1985; Sternberg 1985: 131–52). In Genesis 39, when the Egyptian lady denounces Joseph as a rapist, she 

uses virtually the same words the narrator has just used to report the action in which she in fact assaulted 

Joseph; but the order of the items is changed (in her version, first she cries out and then he flees, instead 

oftheotherwayaround),andthetelltalegarmentisnolonger―inherhand‖but―by‖her.Whenshe

accuses Joseph to the household staff,whoarepresumablyslaves,heisa―Hebrewfellow‖;whenshe

repeatsnearlythesamewordsofaccusationtoherhusband,Josephbecomesa―Hebrewslave‖(Alter

1981: 109–10; Sternberg 1985: 423–27).  

Direct discourse is also sometimes used to represent the thoughts of the characters in biblical narrative. 

The scale of such representation is highly restricted, but these nevertheless qualify formally as interior 

monologues.Insomeinstances,interiormonologueisexplicitlyintroducedbythephrase―he said in [or 

to]hisheart,‖asin1 Sam 27:1:―AndDavidsaidinhisheart:NowoneofthesedaysIshallperishbythe

handofSaul.ThebestthingformeistofleetoPhilistineterritory…‖Often,theHebrewverb―tosay‖

hastheforceof―tothink‖evenwithouttheadverbial―inhisheart,‖aswhenSaulschemes,clearlytalking

tohimself,tohaveDavidkilled:―AndSaulsaid:Letmegivehertohimsothatshecanbeasnaretohim,

and so that the hand of the Philistineswillbeagainsthim‖(1 Sam 18:21). The play of variations in the 

citation of direct discourse in dialogue can even occur when the direct discourse cited is interior 

monologue. A piquant example that illustrates how subtly this general technique can be employed occurs 

intherepetitionofSarah‘sunspokenspeechofskepticismaboutthepromiseofason(Gen 18:12–13). 

―AndSarahlaughedinwardly,saying:Afterbeingshriveled,willIhavepleasure,andmylordisold!‖

The angel of the Lord, with the advantage of the auditory equivalent of chairvoyance, hears these 

unvoiced words, but thisishowherepeatsthemtoAbraham:―WhyisitthatSarahlaughed,saying:WillI

reallygivebirth,Ibeingold?‖Theangel,withdivinetact,hasclearlytemperedthevehemenceofSarah‘s

interior monologue. The most salient of the changes he makes in her speech was already noticed by the 

greatmedievalHebrewexegeteRashi:NomentionismadenowofAbraham‘sage,onlyofhers.The

angelicversionalsoeditsoutSarah‘sbiologicalconcreteness.Thereisnoreferencetobeingshriveledor

worn (Heb root blh), or to pleasure (in all likelihood, the Hebrew root ˓dn indicates sexual pleasure, 

thoughitmightmerelyalludetothe―pleasure‖ofmaternity).Thispurposefultransformationinrepetition

of direct discourse is characteristic of the procedure throughout the Bible: in this instance, nothing is left 

ofSarah‘swordsthatmightoffendherhusband‘ssensibility. 

The biblical writers are far more concerned with how the characters manifest themselves in their speech 

than in their chains of perception, musings, and preverbal sensation; but there are nevertheless many brief 

instances of what students of narrative call free indirect discourse or narrated monologue (Cohn 1978: 99–

140)—that is, the representation of the unvoiced inner speech of the character not through direct quotation 

but through the 3d person grammatical perspective of the narrator. Biblical Hebrew has a convenient 

term, the so-called presentative, hinn h (KJV―lo‖or―behold‖),thatoftenservesasashifterfromthe

point of view of the narrator to that of the character. (In direct discourse, that term is a way of pointing to 

anobjectorpersonvisibletothespeaker,aswhenIsaacsaystoAbraham,―Behold[hinn h] the fire and 

thewood,butwhereisthelambfortheoffering?‖;Gen 22:7). The shift itself is typically made to 

dramatize a moment of climactic discovery. Thus, when the Israelite general Barak is brought by Jael into 

her tent where she has just killed the Canaanite commander Sisera, all she says to Barak is that she will 

showhimthemanheseeks.ThenthenarratorreportswhatBarakseesinthefollowinglanguage:―And

behold [wĕhinn h] Sisera lying dead, the tent-pegthroughhistemple‖(Judg 4:22). The immediacy of 

perception intimated through indirect discourse is caught by the use of a participial form instead of a verb 

in the perfect tense, and even more by the syntax, which beautifully replicates the quick successive stages 

ofBarak‘sdiscovery: first the identity of the figure before him; then the fact that he is not just sprawling 

but dead; then the precise instrument of death—the tent-peg through the temple.  



At less dramatically defined moments, the shift into free indirect discourse is chiefly a way of bringing 

to the fore the subjective viewpoint of the character as he undergoes an experience. This is the case when 

Jacob, at the beginning of Genesis 29, arrives at the site of a country well in an unfamiliar Mesopotamian 

setting, after a journey by foot of hundreds of miles and just before the moment he will meet the woman 

he is to love (Fokkelman 1975: 50–51).―Hesaw,andbehold[wĕhinn h], a well in the field, and behold 

[wĕhinn h] there, three flocks of sheep lying by it (for from that well they would water the flocks), and 

thestonewasbigonthemouthofthewell‖(Gen 29:2). The double use of the presentative punctuates two 

successive moments of perception—First, Jacob notices the well, then the sheep nearby; then, in the 

phrase placed here in parenthesis, the narrator appears to intervene momentarily from his perspective to 

explain the local practice of watering; and, finally,Jacob‘seyesfixonthegreatstoneoverthemouthof

the well, the stone against which he is about to pit his strength. Such use of indirect discourse is of course 

modest in comparison to the richly sustained elaboration of that technique in the 19th and 20th century 

novel, but it illustrates the finely adjusted mobility of biblical narrative in the means of presentation it 

adopts. The inner experience of the characters may be conveyed by quoted monologue, or as here, by 

narrated monologue by narratorial summary of attitudes and feelings, and by the way the characters 

respond to each other in speech and action. Similarly, the narration of events and relationships may be 

conveyed by dialogue, or dialogue embedding previous dialogue and narration, or by a variety of modes 

of narratorial report.  
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ROBERT ALTER  

DISEASE. See SICKNESS AND DISEASE.  

DISHAN (PERSON) [Heb d  šān (ִדיָשן)]. A son of Seir, the Horite (Gen 36:21; 1 Chr 1:38), brother of 

Dishon (Gen 36:21; 1 Chr 1:38), uncle of Dishon (Gen 36:25, 26 [read, with 1 Chr 1:41, Dishon instead 

of Dishan]), and the father of Uz and Aran (Gen 36:28; 1 Chr 1:42 [read Dishan instead of Dishon, but see 

below]). See also SEIR; HORI; DISHON; UZ. According to Gen 36:30, both Dishan and Dishon were 

Horite/Seirite tribes, regardless of whether one translates Heb ˒allûp as―tribe‖or―chief‖.Furthermore,

the names Dishan and Dishon are identical, Dishon exhibiting the Canaanite (and ancient NW Arabian) 

shift â > ô whereas Dishan shows the Proto-Semitic, Aramaic, and Central Arabian form of the same 

name. The occurrence of the same name in 3 different positions of the genealogy (Gen 36:20–28; 1 Chr 

38–42) makes it doubtful that this genealogy is an actual representation of the Horite/Seirite tribal system. 

The Masoretic tradition may have expressed similar doubts by misspelling the name of Dishon/Dishan 

twice (Gen 36:26; 1 Chr 1:42). Gen 36:20–28 forms one of the most ancient components of Genesis 36 

(Weippert 1971: 443); it seems, however, to have been compiled from conflicting traditions well after the 

demise of the Seirite/Horite tribal system.  

The name Dishan/Dishon signifies an unspecified piece of game (Nöldeke 1904: 84). For more animal 

names among the tribal/personal names recorded in Genesis 36, see also ACHBOR; AIAH; ARAN.  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

DISHON (PERSON) [Heb d  šôn (ִדישון)].ThenameoftwomenintheOT.Itmaymean―mountain

goat‖(IDB 1:854).  

1. The 5th son of Seir, the Horite, who lived in the land of Edom (Gen 36:21; 1 Chr 1:38). He was the 

father of Hemdan, Eshban, Ithran, and Cheran (Gen 36:26; 1 Chr 1:41). Some scholars believe that 

Dishon is a variation of DISHAN, but in the genealogy of the Horite chiefs he is listed as the brother of 

Lothan, Shobal, Zibeon, Anah, Ezer, and Dishan (Gen 36:20–21). The form dîšon occurs only in Gen 

36:26.  

2. The son of Anah and grandson of Seir, the eponymous clan leader of the Horites who lived in Edom 

(Gen 36:25; 1 Chr 1:41).  

CLAUDE F. MARIOTTINI  

DISMEMBERMENT. See PUNISHMENTS AND CRIMES.  

DIVES. See LAZARUS AND DIVES.  

DIVINATION, DIVINER. See MAGIC (OT).  

DIVINE ASSEMBLY. Common to the mythopoeic world of the ANE was the idea of a council or 

assembly of the gods that met to determine the fates of the cosmos. Depictions of such divine gatherings 

are found in the religious and mythological literatures of Mesopotamia, Ugarit, Phoenicia, and Israel. 

Thoughtheconceptofa―synod‖ofthegodswaspresentinEgyptianmythology,itseemstohaveplayed

little active role in Egyptian religion. While there is much to suggest that in Mesopotamia and Canaan this 

heavenly assembly reflects a developed political reality within the human realm, in the literatures of these 

cultures the council of the gods is presented as a standard part of the organization of the divine realm 

which constituted the major decision-making body in the divine world to which all the members of the 

pantheon were subject.  

Within the biblical materials, the concept of an assembly of divine beings is found throughout the OT as 

an expression of Yahweh‘spowerandauthority.Yahwehisfrequentlydepictedasenthronedoveran

assembly of divine beings who serve to dispense his decrees and messages. It is this mythological setting 

that provides the background, in part, for the development of the angelic hierarchy that occurs during the 

intertestamental period. This concept of divine authority and power also supplies the conceptual 

background for understanding the idea of prophetic authority within the Hebrew texts.  

———  

A. Terminology  

1. Extrabiblical  

2. Biblical  

B. Members of the Assembly  

1. Mesopotamia  

2. Ugarit  

3. Israel  

C. The Messenger of the Council  

D. Hebrew Depictions of the Assembly  

E. Development of Specialized Functions  

———  

A. Terminology  

Despite the common mythological depictions of the assembly of the gods, the terminology used to 

describe this concept is rather diverse.  

1. Extrabiblical. In the Mesopotamian materials, the standard term used for the assembly is puḫru—the 

assembly of the gods is most commonly designated as puḫur ilāni. Among the various terms used to 

designate the assembly in the Ugaritic materials is the analogous phrase pḫr˒ilm. While it remains 

disputed whether ˒ilm inthisandanalogousphrasesinUgariticistobereadastheplural,―gods,‖oras



the singular,―El‖(+encliticm), it is apparent that it is one designation for the assembly of the gods in the 

Ugaritic texts (UT 17.7 [KTU 1.47.29]; Ug V.9.I.9 [RS 24.643; KTU 1.148]). In UT 51.III.14 (KTU 1.4) 

the phrase pḫr bn ˒ilm designates the assembly of the gods while mpḫrt bn ˒ll is frequent in the liturgical 

texts (UT 107.3 [KTU 1.65]; UT 2.17, 34 [KTU 1.40; see also lines 8, 25]). To this should be compared 

the 10th-century B.C.E. Phoenicianreferenceto―theassemblyoftheholygodsofByblos‖(mpḥrt ˒l gbl 

qdšm; KAI 4.4–5). In the most detailed Ugaritic description of the assembly (UT 137.14, 15, 16–17, 20, 

31 [KTU 1.2]),thecompoundexpression―gatheredassembly‖(pḫr m˓d) is employed. Elsewhere in the 

Ugaritic texts the most common designation for the assembly is dr ˒il dr bn ˒il,―theassemblyofEl/the

assemblyofthesonsofEl‖(UT 107.2 [KTU 1.65]; UT 2.17, 25–26, 34 [KTU 1.40; see also line 8]; UT 

1.7 [KTU 1.39]; UT 3.16 [KTU 1.41]; RS 18.56, 17–18 [KTU 1.87]; UT 128.III.19 [KTU 1.15]). In the 

Keret text the phrase ˓dt ˒ilm is also used to connote the assembly of the gods (UT 128.II.7, 11 [KTU 

1.15]).  

2. Biblical. The terminology used in Hebrew to denote the assembly is also diverse. Biblical Hebrew, 

while not using the term puḫru/pḫr to designate the assembly, does employ the terms ˓edâ, ―assemblage‖

(Ps 82:1) and dôr, lit.―generation‖(Amos 8:14; see also Pss 14:5; 49:20; 73:15; 84:11; 95:10; 112:2; Isa 

53:8; Jer 2:31, 7:29; Prov 30:11–14; compare dr in KAI 26.III.19;27.12), both of which are used of the 

council in Ugaritic materials. Additionally, Isa 14:13 employs the phrase har mô˓ d, ―mountofassembly‖

(cf. Ug pḫr m˓d), and qĕhal qĕdōš  m, ―assemblyoftheholyones‖(Ps 89:6). The term sôd also occurs in 

the biblical materials as a designation for the council (Ps 89:8; Jer 23:18; 23:22; Job 15:8). Neither qāhāl 

nor sôd is attested in Ugaritic as a term designating the assembly of the gods.  

B. Members of the Assembly  

More significant for an understanding of the role and function of the divine assembly in the literature 

and religion of the ANE is the variety of terms used to designate the members of the assembly.  

1. Mesopotamia. The membership of the heavenly council is most clearly discernible in the 

Mesopotamian literature. There the membership of the council is composed of all the major gods and 

goddesses of the land. Most important among these gods are two special groups, the fifty ilū rabiūtu, ―the

great/seniorgods,‖andthesevengodscalledilū šīmāti, ―thegodsofthefates,‖orthemušimmū šīmāti, 

―thedeterminersofthefates.‖ThedepictionsofthecouncilproceedingsinMesopotamianmaterials,most

especially in the Enūma Eliš, reveal that the council met under the presidency of the high god Anu and 

that after a banquet and discussion of the issues, the fates were determined and pronounced. The executor 

of the will of the council was the storm god Enlil.  

In the Canaanite and Hebrew literatures depicting the assembly of the gods, the individual natures of the 

constituent members of the assembly are not nearly so clear as they are in the Mesopotamian accounts. In 

both the Canaanite and Hebrew assemblies, the identities of the gods, apart from the high god, remain 

somewhat obscure.  

2. Ugarit. In the assembly of the gods, as depicted in the Ugaritic materials, the members of the 

assembly are noted as ˒ilm, ―gods,‖afactthatisconveyedbythedesignationofthe assembly as pḫr (bn) 

˒ilm, mpḫrt bn ˒il, and dr bn ˒il. There are, however, some more specific indications of the membership in 

the Canaanite assembly. In the Keret epic (UT 126.V.1–28 [KTU 1.16]), El sits at the head of the 

assembly and four times addresses the gods, called either ˒ilm, ―gods,‖orbny, ―mysons,‖askingwho

will heal the ailing Keret. UT 128.II.2–7 (KTU 1.15) presents El, Baal, Yarih (Moon), Kothar-wa-Hasis, 

Raḥmayyu(˒Aṯirat[?]), Reshep, and the ˓dt ˒ilm, ―theassemblyofthegods,‖as gathering to consider 

Keret‘srequestforprogeny.Thoughbroken,thetextseemstogivethenamesofsomeofthemajordeities

and the leading members of the assembly, and then lists the assembly itself, as though the latter had been 

hypostatized and could represent a grouping of minor deities. This hypostatization of the council is 

confirmed by the appearance of the council in the pantheon lists and sacrificial tariffs from Ugarit. The 

Ugaritic pantheon list (UT 17.7 [KTU 1.47.29]) includes the pḫr ˒ilm among the deities of Ugarit; the 

corresponding Akkadian list (Ug V.18.28 [RS 20.24]) reads 
d
pu-ḫur ilāni

M
, ―thecouncilofthegods.‖In

addition to this grouping of deities occurs the notice of pḫr b˓l, the―assemblyofBaal,‖that might be 

equivalenttothe―helpergodsofBaal‖(˒il t˓ḏr b˓l ilānu
M

 til-la-at 
d
adad [UT 17.4 (KTU 1.47.26)/Ug V. 



18.25 (RS 20.24)]). The connection of the two assemblages in the texts (dr ˒il wpḫr b˓l; UT 1.7 [KTU 

1.39]; UT 3.16 [KTU 1.41]; RS 18.56.17–18 [KTU 1.87]) suggests that these might be interpreted as 

collective―summary‖statementsforthosedeitiesnotdesignatedspecificallyinthelists.Thededication

of sacrifices to this hypostatized council (dr bn ˒il  mpḫrt bn ˒il, UT 2.17, 33–34 [KTU 1.40 (see also lines 

7–8, 42)] or pḫr ˒ilm, Ug V.9.9 [RS 24.643; KTU 1.148]) indicates that it was regarded as an object of 

veneration, a view that is confirmed by the Phoenician references to the council that show that as late as 

the 6th century B.C.E., the divine assembly was still invoked as an active part of the Canaanite pantheon 

(KAI 4.3–5; 9.B.5–6; 26.III.18–19; 27:11–12). The Ugaritic materials reveal a concept of the council that 

may be summarized as follows: the major and minor deities of the pantheon met in assembly under the 

leadership of El to make those decisions concerning the cosmos that fell within the purview of the gods. 

Most specifically, the issues of kingship, temple, and progeny concern the council. Apart from the fact 

that the members of the assembly are noted as gods or sons of El and are often the recipients of sacrifices, 

there seems to be little or no development of the individual roles or functions as presented in the Ugaritic 

texts.  

3. Israel. An analogous situation is encountered in the Hebrew materials. Though there are numerous 

references to the divine beings that constitute the members of the heavenly court, there is little or no 

development of individual figures or functions in the early Hebrew materials. In Pss 29:1, 89:7, the 

members of the Hebrew council are called bĕnê ˒ l  m, ―sonsofgods/gods‖(orpossibly―sonsofEl,‖

reading ˒ l-m; cf. Ug bn ˒ilm). Likewise, Deut 32:8 may contain the reading bĕnê ˒ĕlōh  m (cf. LXX, 

4QDt), a reference that would be analogous to the bĕnê hā˒ĕlōh  m, ―thesonsofgod,‖containedinGen 

6:2, 4; Job 1:6, 2:1. See also SONS OF GOD. In Ps 82:6,thedeitiesoftheassemblyarecalled―sons of 

theMostHigh/Elyon‖(bĕnê ˓elyôn), while the inclusive nature of the membership in the assembly is 

reflected by the reference to kōl ˒ĕlōh  m,―allthegods,‖inPs 97:7. A more general designation of the 

membersofYahweh‘scourtisqĕdōš  m,―holyones‖(Deut 33:2–3; Job 5:1, 15:15[Q]; Pss 16:3; 89:6, 8; 

Zech 14:5; Prov 9:10; 30:3), or the collective meaning of qōdeš (Exod 15:11; Pss 77:14; 93:5; cf. Ug bn 

qdš). Despite the tendency of interpreters to view the Hebrew materials from a monotheistic viewpoint, it 

is apparent that the biblical materials themselves envisioned Yahweh surrounded by his heavenly court, 

the lesser deities who made up the divine entourage.  

Given the warrior character of Yahweh presented in the early Hebrew materials, it is possible to 

ascertain one function of these divine beings who accompanied the high god. Though the precise meaning 

and etymology of the phrase remain debated, it is possible to interpret the ṣĕbā˒ôt, ―host,army,‖ofthe

phrase YHWH ṣĕbā˒ôt as a reference to the military retinue that fought alongside the high god. Whatever 

character is assigned to these divine beings, two matters are made clear from those texts that are 

concerned with the incomparability of Yahweh (cf. Deut 3:24; 10:17; 1 Kgs 8:23; Jer 10:6; Pss 86:8, 95:3; 

96:4[=1 Chr 16:25]; 97:7; 135:5; 136:2; etc.): such comparisons presume the setting of the council (cf. Ps 

89:6–9), and the members of that council are presumed to be clearly inferior to Yahweh. Despite this 

inferior status, these beingsconstitutedthe―hostofheaven‖(ṣĕbā˒ haššāmay  m, cf. Isa 40:26; Ps 148:3), 

the worship of whom was forbidden in Hebrew tradition (Deut 4:19; 17:3; cf Jer 8:2, etc.). As illustrated 

by the parallelism of the kôkĕbê bōqer and kōl bĕnê ˒ĕlōh  m (―themorningstars‖//―allthesonsofgod‖;

Job 38:7), the heavenly bodies could be envisioned as part of the divine entourage who participated in the 

wars of Yahweh (cf. Josh 5:13–15; 10:12b–13a; Judg 5:20; Ps 148:2–3). In addition to the function of 

serving as part of the divine retinue, the beings served to praise and adore Yahweh in his court (Pss 29:1; 

148:2–3).  

C. The Messenger of the Council  

Since the major function of the council of the gods was to make and enforce decrees concerning the 

operation of the cosmos, an important role played by certain members of the assembly was that of 

messenger of the council. In the Canaanite materials from Ugarit, the major gods are depicted as 

dispatching messengers (called ml˒k, t˓dt, ǵlm; cf. Hebrew mal˒āk, tĕ˓ûdâ, ˓elem) who deliver their 

addresses in a highly stylized, formulaic manner (tḥm//hwt). In the Hebrew Bible, the phrase mal˒ak 

YHWH, ―themessengerofYahweh‖(Exod 3:2; Num 22:31; Judg 13:13, 15, 16, 2 Sam 24:16–17; Zech 



3:1; etc.; see also the mal˒ăkê ˒ĕlōh  m of Gen 32:2–3), is used to denote those divine beings who serve as 

envoys of Yahweh and who deliver his decrees. Often confirming their divine commission is the notice 

thattheyare―sent‖(šlḥ) by Yahweh from his council (Gen 24:7, 40; Exod 23:20; Num 20:16; compare 

Judg 13:8).  

This concept of messenger forms a major aspect of the conceptual background of Hebrew prophecy 

wherein the prophet is viewed as the messenger of Yahweh (cf. Hag 1:13; Mal 3:1). Such texts as Jer 

23:18 (cf. v 22) and Amos 3:7 reveal the council background presumed by the concept of prophecy (see 

also Job 15:8). As the messengers of the Ugaritic council delivered their messages via set formulas, the 

pronouncements of the Hebrew prophets were also characterized by certain formulaic expressions, the 

mostcommonofwhichwas―thussaysYahweh‖(kōh ˒āmar YHWH), a phrase frequently paralleled by 

theformula―thewordofYahweh‖(dĕbar YHWH). The prophetic reception of the divine message, i.e., 

thecommissioningofthemessenger,isconveyedatleastinpartviathecommonexpression―thewordof

YahwehwastoPN‖(wayh   dĕbar YHWH ˒el-PN) and then delivered with the imperatives characteristic 

of prophetic addresses (cf. 1 Kgs 12:22–24; 13:20–22; 2 Sam 7:4–5; Jer 21:11–12; Ezek 28:1–2; etc.).  

D. Hebrew Depictions of the Assembly  

The role of the divine assembly as a conceptual part of the background of Hebrew prophecy is clearly 

displayed in two descriptions of prophetic involvement in the heavenly council. In 1 Kgs 22:19–23 (cf. 2 

Chr 18:18–22), Micaiah ben Imiah oversees the heavenly decision regarding the fate of Ahab. Isaiah 6 

depicts a situation in which the prophet himself takes on the role of the messenger of the assembly and the 

message of the prophet is thus commissioned by Yahweh. The mythological depiction here illustrates this 

important aspect of the conceptual background of prophetic authority.  

Not all depictions of the assembly pertain to prophecy. Ps 82:1–8 presents a picture of judgment in the 

divine realm. Yahweh is presented as speaking in the ˓ădat ˒ l,―theassemblyofEl…inthemidstofthe

gods‖(bĕqereb ˒ĕlōh  m),calledalso―sonsoftheMostHigh/Elyôn‖(bĕnê ˓elyôn), and condemns them to 

death because of their failure to dispense justice properly.  

A further association between the concepts of the assembly and the divine decree is found in the epic 

traditionsconcerningthe―TentofMeeting‖(˒ōhel mô˓ d—cf. Exod 33:7–11; Num 11:16–29; 12:4–10, 

etc.). In Hebrew traditions the ˒ōhel mô˓ d, an earthly representation of the heavenly abode of the deity, 

served as an oracle tent where Yahweh appeared directly to his people (Exod 25:22; 29:42–43; 30:36; 

40:34–38; Num 9:15–23). These traditions are consistent with the ANE concept of the council meeting at 

the shrine of the high god. In mythological terms, this shrine was located on the mountain dwelling of the 

deity. In the Canaanite materials, this was the cosmic abode of El, ǵr ll,―MountL-1‖(UT 137.14,20 

[KTU 1.2]]), called also ḫršn (UT ˓nt pl. ix:III.22 [KTU 1.1]), located at the confluence of the rivers of the 

deep (UT 51.IV.20–24 [KTU 1.4]; UT 129.4–5 [KTU 1.2.III]; UT ˓nt.V.13–16 [KTU 1.3.V.5–7]; UT 

49.4–6 [KTU 1.6.I.32–34]; etc.). In the biblical materials, the assembly is depicted as meeting on the 

―mountofassembly‖(har mô˓ d, Isa 14:13, cf. Ezek 28:14, 16). With the establishment of Jerusalem as 

the central cultic site, such traditions were applied to Mt. Zion, the dwelling place of Yahweh (Pss 48; 46; 

Isa 2:2–4; Mic 4:1–3), the place of the decree of Yahweh and the issuance of the Law (Isa 2:3; Mic 4:3), 

the site of life-giving waters (Isa 33:20–22; Ezek 47:1–12; Joel 4:18; Zech 14:8; 1 Enoch 26:1–2).  

The depictions of the council contained in Job 1:6–12 and 2:1–7 and Zech 3:1–7 reveal the beginnings 

of the development of a specialized figure, the śāṭān/Satan,―theadversary.‖InJob 1:6–12 and 2:1–7, the 

śāṭān is presented as one of the bĕne hā˒ĕlōh  m who assembled before Yahweh on the appointed day 

(hayyôm).Inthestory,heservestotestJob‘sfaithfulness,butremainsthroughoutunderthedirectcontrol

of Yahweh. In Zech 3:1–7, this figure stands to accuse the high priest Joshua but is rebuked by Yahweh; 

this figure, though developing a specialized function and role in the conceptions of the assembly, 

remained, at least until the time of Zechariah, a member of the assembly under the control of Yahweh.  

E. Development of Specialized Functions  

Despite the general tendency for the members of the council to remain in the background, the 

development of some specialized functions and figures, such as those of the Satan, are apparent, 

especially toward the intertestamental period. The collection of divine beings constituting the assembly 



provided a basis for the development of an elaborate angelology wherein there were specific ranks and 

hierarchies of divine beings (Dan 8:16; 9:21; 10:13, 21; 12:1; Tob 12:15; 1 Enoch 81:5; 87:2–3; 88:1; 

90:21–22; 2 Esdr 5:20; etc.). The figure of the Satan begins to appear as a distinct figure (Jub. 49:2; CD 

4:13; 5:18; 8:2; 1QS 1.18, 23–24; etc.), andtheconceptof―hostile‖angelsalsobecomesevident(1 

Enoch 40:7; 53:3; 61:1; 69:4, 6, etc.). A partial background for this development may be found in those 

biblical texts that reflect stories regarding human and/or divine rebelliousness in varying forms (Gen 6:1–

4; Isa 14:12–15; Ezek 28:1–19; Job 4:17–18).  

At the same time, heavenly figures are seen as intercessors on behalf of humans (Dan 6:23; 10:13, 21; 1 

Enoch 15:2; Tob 12:15; etc.), a role that is assigned to a member of the heavenly court in Job (9:33–35; 

16:19–21; 19:25; 33:23–24). In the Ugaritic epics, the role of intercessor is played by the god Baal, who 

intercedes before the high god El on behalf of the earthly king (UT 128.II.11–16 [KTU 1.15]; UT 2 Aqht 

I.16–27 [KTU 1.17]). Additionally, these figures serve as protectors of the righteous (Dan 10:13, 21; 12:1; 

2 Macc 11:6; 1 Enoch 20:5; Jub. 35:17; 1QH 5:21–22; etc.) and as the heavenly army of the end time 

(Zech 14:3–5; 1QH 3.35–36; 10.34–35; 1QM 15.14). The NT materials add nothing new to the picture 

already developed. Such passages as Luke 1:11–20 and 2:8–14 show that the messenger function 

remained a primary aspect of these divine beings, though throughout they remain subjugated to the power 

and will of God. See also ANGELS; SATAN.  
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E. THEODORE MULLEN, JR.  

DIVINE MAN. See ARETALOGY.  

DIVINE NAMES (OT). See NAMES OF GOD.  

DIVINE WARRIOR. See WARRIOR, DIVINE.  

DIVINERS’ OAK (PLACE) [Heb ˒ lôn (ֵאלון) mĕ˓ônĕn  m (ְמעוְנִנים)]. A sacred tree (a terebinth 

or perhaps an oak) near Shechem, according to Judg 9:37. Since Gaal, looking out from the gate of 

Shechem,describedtheapproachoftheenemyasfromthedirectionoftheDiviners‘Oak, the tree must 

have been outside Shechem.  

Since several other biblical texts refer to a conspicuous tree in association with an altar or a sanctuary at 

Shechem (Gen 12:6–7, cf. Deut 11:30; Gen 35:4, cf. 33:19–20; Josh 24:25–26; and Judg 9:6), the 

question arises whether they all refer to the same tree and holy place at Shechem. Though this may indeed 

be the case, such a simple identification is hindered because the trees bear different names (˒ lôn, ˒ lâ, 

˒allâ, and ˒ lôn, respectively). It may be, however, that the names are used imprecisely or interchangeably 

(Gottwald 1979: 776, n. 500). Also, the texts offer scant information regarding the locations of these trees 

with reference to Shechem, and the trees are described differently.  

The description given to the tree in Judg 9:37 connects it with divining or receiving oracles. A similar 

association may be sought in Judg 4:4–5, which states that the prophetessDeborahusedtositunder―the

palmtreeofDeborah,‖andin2 Sam 5:24–25, where David awaits a sign from the trees. Messages were 

also sought from trees at Ugarit (CTA 3.C.19–20). The tree in Gen 12:6 is qualified by the term môreh 

(Hip˓il masc. part. from yrh). Based on the evidence of Hab 2:18–19, which uses this same form and also 

a 3d masc. imperfect verb of the same stem to denote the giving of revelation, it is probable that the 

sacred tree of Moreh in Gen 12:6 is also one where revelation was received and that it should be identified 

withtheDiviners‘Oak.SeealsoYGC, 165–66; Nielsen 1955: 216–22.  



Bibliography  
Gottwald, N. K. 1979. The Tribes of Yahweh. Maryknoll.  
Nielsen, E. 1955. Shechem. Copenhagen.  

WESLEY I. TOEWS  

DIVORCE. The biblical teaching on divorce is much debated for two reasons. First, while the relevant 

texts are not numerous, they provoke exegetical issues which are complex and difficult. Second, since the 

church and synagogue look to Scripture for moral guidance and since divorce continues to be a pressing 

moral problem, the pastoral issues these texts envisage are important and urgent.  

A. In the OT  
The great halakic debate over divorce among the rabbis of Second Temple Judaism focused on two OT 

texts: Gen 2:22–24 (with 1:27) and Deut. 24:1–4. According to rabbinic haggadoth, Gen 2:22–24 teaches 

that God created males and females (Gen 1:27) in order to re-create them into an inviolable union (CD 

4:19–5:3).Marriagetherebyestablishesanewphysicalrelationship(―oneflesh‖)comparable to other 

familial relationships, held together by a natural (i.e., hereditary) and therefore indissoluble covenant. In 

fact, the deuteronomic text (cf. Jer 3:1–5) which forbids remarriage of a divorced wife to her first husband 

is but the logical extension of the levitical prohibition (Leviticus 18) against marrying close relatives; a 

divorce (or subsequent remarriage) cannot annul the kinship relation God established through marriage 

(Heth and Wenham 1985).  

However, since the prohibition of remarriage (Deut 24:4a) is the apodosis of the deuteronomic crux 

interpretum, the assumption is that divorce was a known practice regulated by now unknown customs or 

rules. Indeed, the practical issue in the debate between rabbis was to explain the grounds for divorce, 

centering on the meaning of the vague phrase (Deut 24:1) ˓erwat dābār, ―anindecentthing,‖whichwhen

found in a woman brought her into disfavor with her husband and gave him reason to issue her s per 

ker  tut, ―abillofdivorcement.‖Whileitisnotpossibletoreconstructtheexactpre-deuteronomic or 

deuteronomic meaning of the phrase ˓erwat dābār, two schools of rabbinic interpretation establish the 

range of possible meanings (Git. 9:10; b. Git. 90a). The school of Shammai contended that the phrase 

referred to unlawful sexual behaviors, even though the Deuteronomist surely would have excluded 

adultery, a behavior punishable by death (Deut 22:22–24) rather than divorce. The school of Hillel 

contended for a much broader definition which included childlessness, cultic offenses, and even failure to 

complete household tasks.  

B. In the NT  

Jesus‘teachingondivorce(Matt 5:31–32; 19:3–9; Mark 10:2–12; Luke 16:18) can be understood 

againstthebackdropofthisrabbinicdiscussionofthedeuteronomictextaswellasthe―oneflesh‖ideal

of the creation narrative. The Lukan version (Q; cf. Matt 5:32) is the most authentic. Cast from the male 

perspective of Palestinian Judaism (contra Mark 11:12),thelogionofLuke‘sJesuscontendsthattheman

who initiates a divorce, who marries a divorced woman, or who then remarries another woman commits 

adultery. Although his teaching was similar to that of the Qumran Essenes (Fitzmyer 1976), it was 

dissimilar to current, mainstream rabbinic halakoth in three ways: (1) it prohibited remarriage, even to the 

woman with a bill of divorcement; (2) it broadened adulterous behavior toincludeaman‘sinfidelity(cf.

Mark 10:11)andawoman‘sremarriage;and(3)itruledoutserialmonogamy.  

AlthoughsimilartoLuke,thedivorcelogionofMark‘sJesusisfoundwithinapericopelessconcerned

with halakoth than with a haggadic commentary for disciples (Mark 10:10)onthebiblicalidealof―one

flesh‖(Mark 10:2–9). Thus, if God made male and female into one flesh, then neither the male (Mark 

10:11) nor the female (Mark 10:12) should divorce and remarry; to do so is adultery.  

Matthew‘sJesus,ontheotherhand,isascribalMessiahveryinterestedintherabbinicdebates.

However, by adding the exception clause to the divorce logion found in 5:32 (parektos loqou porneias) 

and 19:9 (m  epi porneia),thefirstevangelistclearlymovesJesus‘concernbeyondthosewhichtypified

the scribes and Pharisees. While everything about these exceptive clauses is contested (Witherington 

1985), at the heart of the matter is the meaning of porneia. We would agree that porneia refers here to 

incestuous marriages; however, Matthew intends an ironical meaning for both outsider and insider.  



According to Matt 19:3–9, the divorce logion, with its concession, makes the decisive point which ends 

his debate with the Pharisees (contra Mark).Tothispoint,Jesus‘appealtotheGenesis texts (19:4–6) 

couldhavebeenconstruedbyhisopponentsassupportingtheirinterpretation:toleaveone‘sfatheristo

forsake unnatural (i.e., incestuous) marriages with sister or mother (b. Sanh. 58a). The tendency among 

Phariseeswastodefinethe―oneflesh‖principlenegativelyandnarrowlyinordertobroadentheirown

grounds for divorce and polygamy. The effect of the climactic 19:9 is to challenge divorce as a practice 

approvedbyGodandtoreassertmonogamyasGod‘sideal.Inthisreconstruction,then,theexception

clause makes a rhetorical point against the outsider: while apparently acknowledging the typical rabbinic 

interpretation of the Genesis texts as prohibiting porneia (incestuousmarriage),Matthew‘sJesus

subordinates this interpretation (i.e., the exception clause) to his own, thus using these same biblical texts 

toauthorizemonogamousrelationshipsratherthanpolygamousonesasGod‘sideal. 

For thedisciple,whoseekstolivealife―morerighteousthanthescribesandPharisees‖(5:20), neither 

the hardness of heart (cf. 5:28) which made the deuteronomic legislation necessary (19:8a) nor the 

porneia which makes divorce possible can be permitted. Thus, while Matthew apparently allows divorce 

if porneia is found, such a possibility is moot for the righteous disciple. For the insider, Matthew‘s

exceptionclausebecomesanironicalreminderthatone‘scharacterisformedbyaGodwhosewillisfor

indissoluble monogamy (19:6).Clearly,thesumofthesynoptictraditionarguesthatJesus‘teaching 

intended to create among his disciples an intolerance for divorce even though Jewish law tolerated it.  

WhilePaulreformulatedJesus‘prohibitionofdivorceandremarriagein1 Cor 7:10–11, the particular 

contingencies of the Gentile mission forced him to adapt the dominical tradition in new ways. Some 

CorinthianbelieversunderstoodPaul‘sasceticalpreference(7:1, 6–9), rooted in his missiological values 

(7:32–35) and apocalyptical convictions (7:29–31) as absolutizing ascetical marriages even though not 

everyone had the gift of celibacy (7:7b, 17–24). Other believers desired (cf. 7:9b) their conjugal rights 

(7:2–5). The result was marital conflict between believers with divorce a real possibility.  

TheexegeticalproblemwithPaul‘sresponseconcernstheapparentcontradictionbetweenthedominical

prohibition of divorce in 7:10–11 and the apostolic permission granted in 7:15. Murphy-O‘Connorrightly

observes that the parenthesis, ouk egō alla ho kyrios (7:10),qualifiesJesus‘prohibitionasan

―afterthoughtbecauseofits pastoralutility‖(1981:606)ratherthanasanormativeprinciple.(ThisPaul

gives in 7:17: believers should be content to remain in the marital state they had entered before being 

summoned into the church by the converting call of God.) Thus, Paul adapted the dominical to his own 

solution as a halakic commentary on a particular kind of marriage in the Corinthian church: that is, in the 

case of ascetical marriage, there was no grounds for divorce (and so for remarriage) when the people 

involved did not have the gift of celibacy.  

His permission to divorce granted in 7:15 applied to a different kind of marriage (7:12, tois de loitois 

legō egō, ouk ho kyrios; contra Moiser 1983), when believers were abandoned by nonbelievers. In this 

casethegroundsfordivorceweremoreconvincing:therewasnotamutualcommitmenttothebeliever‘s

divine calling (kekl ken; cf. 7:17a), and the unbeliever divorces (chorizō; cf. 7:10) the believer. Evidently, 

PauldidnotconsiderJesus‘prohibitionofdivorcebindinginthiscase,andlater even considered the 

possibility of remarriage under certain circumstances (7:27b–28).  

C. Conclusion  

Scriptural teaching on divorce underscores two convictions which form a pastoral dialectic. Following 

Jesus,theremustbeareadinesstoresistdivorceasanevil;divorceisopposedtoGod‘sreign,even

though the believing community may tolerate it. However, following Paul, there must be a willingness to 

resist facile solutions which fail to accommodate concrete and difficult cases presented by our own 

situations. See also ISBE 1: 976–78.  
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ROBERT W. WALL  

DIZAHAB (PLACE) [Heb d   zāhāb (ִדיֶָׂזָהב)]. Referred to as the locationofMoses‘―repetitionof

thelaw‖(Deut 1:1). The name is a mixture of official Aramaic (dî ―theoneof‖)andHebrew(zāhāb 

―gold‖);orthographically(dy instead of zy) the name cannot predate the 6th century B.C. The place 

remains unidentified, but three suggestions deserve mention.  

1. According to the first half of Deut 1:1, Dizahab, Suph, Tophel, Laban, and Hazeroth may have been 

situated in Transjordan NE of the Dead Sea. A. Musil (1907: 196, 211–12) identified Dizahab with aḏ-

Ḏuhaybah, 22 km E-NEofMâdabâ.Musil‘sidentificationsofDizahab,Laban,andSuphdonot,

however, lead to a geographically consistent reading of Deut 1:1 (Mittmann 1975: 9–11).  

2. According to Deut 1:2, the four places could have been situated between Mount Sinai/Horeb and 

Kadesh–barnea. This view contradicts the plain meaning of Deut 1:1 but finds support in Pharan Deut 1:1 

(Wâdî Fêrân on the Sinai peninsula; Knauf 1989: 23–24). Furthermore, both Laban and Hazeroth may 

occur under the names of Libnah and Hazeroth in the wilderness itinerary (Num 33:17; 20). Therefore,

Burckhardt(1822:523)suggestedM  nâ˒eḏ-Ḏahab―Gold-Harbor‖ontheSinaiticcoastoftheGulfof

Aqabah as a location for Dizahab.  

3. Meyer (1906: 375) identified Dizahab with MEZAHAB, Gen 36:39; 1 Chr 1:50, which may have 

been a place in Edom.  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

DODANIM [Heb dōdān  m (דָֹדִנים)].Fourth―offspring‖ofJavan(Gen 10:4). The Sam. Pent. and the 

LXX, along with some Hebrew manuscripts, follow the parallel passage in 1 Chr 1:7 and read an initial 

reš inplaceoftheMT‘sdalet. This assumes scribal confusion which may reflect the similarity in the 

orthography of the two letters. On the basis of the plural suffix marker -îm, this figure seems to be the 

name of an ethnic group. Many commentators have followed the alternative reading and found in the 

RodanimtheinhabitantsofRhodes.Ifso,isthiserrorrepeatedbytheMTinthe―peopleofDedan‖

mentioned in Ezek 27: 15 (so LXX; cf. Simons, GTTOT, 80)?  

An alternativeexplanationwhichpreservestheMT‘svocalizationidentifiestheDodanimwiththe

Danuna. The Danuna appear as a region in Syria, mentioned in a 14th century B.C. Amarna letter from 

Tyre (da-nu-na), in a Neo-Assyrian inscription of Ashurnasirpal I (dan-nu-na), and in the Egyptian 

inscriptions (d-in-nw-n et al.) (RA 2: 120). However, the dissimilarity in the consonants of Dodanim and 

the Danuna renders this interpretation unlikely (Wenham Genesis 1–15 WBC, 219).  

A more recent proposal has been set forth identifying the Dodanim with the inhabitants of Dodona, the 

site of an ancient Greek oracle in the region of Epirus (Neiman 1973: 121; Berger 1982: 60).  
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RICHARD S. HESS  



DODAVAHU (PERSON) [Heb dōdāwāhû (דָֹדָוהּו)]. Father of Eliezer, a prophet from Mareshah, a 

town in the Shephelah district of Judah (2 Chr 20:37).TheLXX‘sōd (e)ia and dōdia probably reflect 

Heb* dōd  yāh. Dodavahu‘ssonupbraidedJehosaphat,kingofJudah,foraligning himself with Ahaziah, 

king of Israel, in order to build ships for the purpose of trade. The fleet was destroyed by Yahweh in an 

act of judgment against this alliance (2 Chr 20:35–37). Since the prophet is not mentioned in the parallel 

account (1 Kgs 22:49–50), scholars have argued that Eliezer, son of Dodavahu is a literary fiction created 

bytheChroniclertoexplainthefailureofJehosaphat‘smaritimeventure.Ward(IDB 1: 861) suggests that 

the Chronicler based the name on the Davidic hero Eleazar, the son of Dodo (2 Sam 23:9). The evidence, 

however, for such theories remains inconclusive. Although a definite theological perspective governs the 

Chronicler‘shistoricalwriting,he may have employed different sources here. He also may have had a 

different Vorlage than that reflected in the MT of Kings (see Williamson, 1–2 Chronicles NCBC, 302–3). 

Since 4QSam
a
 is closer to Chronicles than the MT of Samuel, the exact form of the Vorlage of Chronicles 

remains uncertain.  

STEPHEN G. DEMPSTER  

DODO (PERSON) [Heb dôdô (דודו); dōdô (דֹדו) ]. Var. DODAI. The name of three men in the 

HebrewBible,twoofwhomwerewarriorsassociatedwiththeroyalcourt.Likethename―Dodavahu,‖

this name is derived from the common Heb root dwd, whichmeans―beloved,‖―favorite,‖or―friend.‖The

termcanalsorefertoone‘suncle(cf.Lev 10:4; 20:20; etc.). This root forms the basis of the name David 

aswellasSolomon‘sothername,Jedidiah(―belovedofYahweh‖).Isaiah 5:1, which begins with 

references to yĕd  d   and dôdî, is probably a play on the names of David and Solomon. Related forms 

(dôdî, dôdek, dôdâ) are especially prominent in the Song of Songs (1:13–14; 2:3, 8, 10, etc.). The names 

Dodāhū and Dudū are attested in cuneiform texts.  

1. ThegrandfatherofTola,oneofIsrael‘sminorjudgesfromthetribeofIssachar(Judg 10:1).  

2. ThefatherofEleazar,thesecondof―thethree‖mostrenownedwarriorsofDavid(2 Sam 23:9 = 1 

Chr 11:12).Dodo‘sownlineageisdescribed as ben-˒ăḥôh  , ―thesonofAhohi,‖ormorelikely,―theson

ofanAhohite.‖DodaitheAhohiteisnamedasoneofDavid‘sofficersoverthemonthlylevies(1 Chr 

27:4), and he may be this same father of Eleazar (Heb ˒el˓āzār). The related name Dodavahu (cf. Akk 

dōdāhū) is attributed to the father of Eliezer (Heb ˒ĕl  ˓ezer), the prophet in 2 Chr 20:37.  

3. The father of Elhanan of Bethlehem, who immediately follows Asahel, brother of Joab, in the list of 

David‘swarriors(2 Sam 23:24 = 1 Chr 11:26).  

D. G. SCHLEY  

DOE. See ZOOLOGY.  

DOEG (PERSON) [Heb dō˒ g (דֵֹאֹג); dô˒eg (דוֶאֹג) ]. An Edomite in the service of King Saul (1 Sam 

21:8; 22:9, 18; Ps 52:2). The etymology of the name is unknown—perhaps it is a shortened form of a 

theophoricnamewithconfessionaland/ortrustingcharacter―(GodNN)caresabout/hascaredabout.‖

Doeg accidently spied David when David fled to the sanctuary of Nob and received holy bread and 

Goliath‘sswordafterconsultingtheoraclethere.DoegreportedthistoSaulafteranassemblyinGibeah

(1 Sam 22:9–10; Ps 52:2); thereupon Saul condemned to death Ahimelech son of Ahitub and the rest of 

the priests of Nob because they had assisted David (1 Sam 22:16–17).WhenSaul‘sBenjaminite

―footmen‖(rāṣ  m, 1 Sam 22:17) refused to execute the sentence, Doeg himself killed all the priests of 

Nob (1 Sam 22:18) and then executed many of the people who lived in the city of Nob. One of 

Ahimelech‘ssons,Abiathar,wasabletoescapethemassacre and fled to David, who took him in (1 Sam 

22:20–23).DavidreactedtoAbiathar‘sreportwithself-condemnationbecausehehadforeseenDoeg‘s

andSaul‘saction(1 Sam 22:22).  

ULRICH HÜBNER  

DOG. See ZOOLOGY.  



DOK (PLACE) [Gk Dōk (Δωκ)]. A small fort near Jericho constructed by Ptolemy, the son-in-law of 

Simon Maccabeus. Following a banquet at this location, Simon, the last surviving son of Mattathias, and 

two of his sons were treacherously murdered by Ptolemy in 135 B.C. (1 Macc 16:11–15). Josephus in his 

account called the fort Dagon and located it N of Jericho (Ant 13.8.1 §230; JW 1.2.3 §56). The Copper 

Scroll (3Q15) of Qumran also makes reference to the site. The site of the fort is thought to have been 

located on Jebel Qarantal (M.R. 190142), two miles NW of Jericho. At the base of that hill is the spring 

―AinDuq,‖whichisthoughttoretaintheancientnameofthefort. 

ROBERT W. SMITH  

DOLMEN. A megalithic structure, a stone chamber created by the erection of two or more massive 

vertical―wall‖stonesroofedbyoneormoreequallymassive―roof‖stones.SimilarstructuresinW

Europe are known as cromlechs. The typical dolmen in biblical lands is rectangular, and the narrower 

chamber-closingwallstonesareknownas―end‖slabsorstones.Dolmensaresometimesheldtobe

intimately and culturally associated with other megalithic phenomena in Bible lands such as the twelve 

standing stones at Gilgal (Joshua 4)orJacob‘spillar(Gen 28:22), but the association is unproved. 

Consensus is that dolmens are tombs, but unassailable proof of this is yet to be produced.  

A―classic‖dolmenisastonebox:floor,fourwalls,androof,eachconsistingofoneormoregreat

slabs. Modifications occur. Some structures have more than one roof slab. Some have more than one slab 

forming each wall. Some have more than one floor slab. Some have no floor slabs, their floors being earth 

or bedrock. Some dolmens were made not of slabs but of boulders forming walls and roofs or boulders for 

walls and slabs for roofs.Inmanyinstances―door‖or―window‖holes,simpleordrafted,werecarved

into one of the end slabs. Two-decker dolmens exist, one chamber above another. There are dolmens with 

more than one chamber on the same level, each divided from the other by a vertical slab. Some of these 

slabshavecarvedholes.Therearesomedolmenswith―trailers‖attachedtothem,dolmenssmallerthan

the main dolmens and in line with them.  

Some researchers hold that stone cist graves such as those of Chalcolithic times foundat‗el-Adeimeh 

are degenerate forms of dolmens, examples of which are found nearby, but this theory is not universally 

accepted.  

It is not known if the variations in design and construction indicate changing traditions within one 

population, or are evidence of movements of groups in and out of the territories in which the variations 

occur.  

Despite the great size of many of the components of dolmens, there is no reason to doubt that 

application of human and animal muscle, levers, rollers, and perhaps ramps, combined with sliding, 

tumbling, rolling, and lifting sufficed to move dolmen components into position. No sophisticated 

methods were required.  

Old World dolmens occur in a band stretching from the British Isles and the Scandinavian countries, 

Germany, France, Portugal, and Spain E across Italy and N Africa into the Near East and the Caucasus, 

India, and on to Korea and Japan. Since our interest is the core Biblical lands, it is to be noted they are 

found from the Jordanian and Syrian deserts W to the Mediterranean foothills of the central mountain 

ridge of Palestine, and from Syria and Lebanon S to about the latitude of Kerak. That dolmens practically 

disappear S of the region of Kerak is provocative, but no satisfactory explanation of the fact has been 

advanced.  

There are dozens of dolmen sites in the core area, and they contain thousands of dolmens. Huge fields 

exist in Syria, smaller ones in Lebanon. At the Tawahin es-Sukkar site in the Jordan valley there are more 

than two hundred dolmens. Less than twenty miles to the SE, at Tell Umm el-Quttein there are only six. 

This variation in numbers is a common pattern: large groups occur at Meron, Khorazin, and especially 

Shamir in Israel and Irbid, Kefr Yuba, and El Maslubiyeh in Jordan; but dolmens appear singly at Abu 

Dis and Beit Jibrin. Perhaps these are but remnants of former more extensive fields, their original 

companions having been swept away by farming, road building, military construction, or other such 



activities ancient and modern, but there is no reason to assume that single dolmens were not erected upon 

occasion.  

We do not know when the dolmens were built, nor do we know who built them. Estimates of age range 

from 7000 to 3000 B.C. for the most part, although some dates more recent than 3000 B.C. have been 

suggested. While builders have been held to be people of Neolithic, Chalcolithic, or the Early Bronze 

Age, no artifacts have been discovered in acceptable associations with dolmens to permit assignment of 

the structures to a particular culture and thus a time. Until we have such datable artifact association with 

dolmens or have found some other method of equating dolmens with established time and culture niches, 

we simply do not know when they were built nor who built them.  

The classic and exhaustive treatment of these phenomena to date in biblical lands is that of Paul Karge 

in his Rephaim, Paderborn (1925).  

JAMES L. SWAUGER  

DOMESTICATION OF ANIMALS. See ZOOLOGY.  

DOMITIAN (EMPEROR). Titus Flavius Domitianus, second son of Vespasian and brother of Titus, 

was born in Rome on 24 Oct. A.D. 51 and became emperor on 14 Sept. 81. His early years coincided with 

adeclineintheFlavians‘relationshipwiththeimperialfamily,whichhadbeenquiteclose under 

Claudius when Titus lived at court and was educated with the royal children. No such favor came to 

Domitian. Twelve years younger than Titus, he was still not of an age to acquire military experience when 

his father rebelled in 69 A.D. He was in Rome when Vitellius perished and found himself in charge until 

Vespasian reached Rome some ten months later (Oct. 70). However, his first taste of real power was brief 

and he was soon relegated to a position of comparative inferiority. Although granted substantial honors 

(he held all the priesthoods and seven consulships) during the reigns of his father (69–79) and brother 

(79–81), he received no military training and was appointed to no positions of authority; and as Titus was 

only forty when Vespasian died, there was no prospect of and little apparent reason for a change in this 

policy.  

OnTitus‘suddendeathDomitianbecameemperor.Unlikehisfatherandbrother,hewaseitherunable

or unwilling to disguise his autocracy: in particular, he could not maintain a good relationship with the 

senate, and as most historians were senators, this has done little to enhance his reputation. For a time, 

though, he made the effort and even awarded consulships to potential opponents—Helvidius Priscus 

(whose father was executed by Vespasian), Arulenus Rusticus (long recognized as a member of the 

―philosophicopposition‖),andSalvidienusOrfitus(whosefatherwasexecutedbyNero).Possiblyhe

hoped to compromise them in the eyes of their senatorial supporters, but whatever his motives, the 

attempt was a failure and all three were executed (Dio Cass. 67.13.3; Suet Dom. 10.2–4). Other senators 

shared their fate, including two imperial cousins, T. Flavius Sabinus and T. Flavius Clemens. But the 

ancient evidence does not fully support modern claims that he instituted a reign of terror. Fewer than 

twentyvictimsarenamedinoursources,andthetimingofthebeginningofthe―terror‖varies—for 

Suetonius (Dom. 10.5),DomitianbecamemorecruelafterSaturninus‘revolt (89), but for Tacitus (Ag. 44) 

the worst came four years later, after the death of Agricola. On the other hand, his was an overt autocracy: 

hestyledhimself―perpetualcensor‖andeven―LordandGod,‖thoughthelattertitlehasnotbeenfound

on any coin, inscription, or manuscript. Far more significant in the long term was the increased role in 

government assigned to the equestrian order at the expense, inevitably, of the senate: this did violence to 

tradition and harm to his reputation. In 87/88, for instance, he executed the (senatorial) proconsul of Asia 

and replaced him with the equestrian C. Minicius Italus, an event particularly offensive to senators since 

the Asian post was the most highly regarded external appointment open to them. Equally unprecedented 

was the appointment of the equestrian Cornelius Fuscus to the command of the Dacian war, a traditional 

senatorialpost.ItisnotsurprisingthatDomitian‘srelationshipwiththesenatedeteriorated. 

To describe Domitian simply as an autocrat would be to ignore his achievements as an administrator. 

Like all the Flavians, he kept close control of the finances of state. Despite considerable expenses at home 

and abroad, he at the very least managed to balance his budget, for his successor Nerva could afford 



immediately to pay a generous donative and congiarium (distribution of money to the people), as did 

Trajan two years later, while his predecessor Titus had had enormous expenses. His building program was 

extensive and included the completion of the Flavian Amphitheatre (the Colosseum) and the erection of 

his fine palace on the Palatine. He was also concerned with the administration of justice. Suetonius refers 

to his scrupulous and conscientious nature and stresses the integrity of his city officials and provincial 

governors—―atnootherperiodweretheymorehonestorjust‖(Dom. 8.2). Famine was a severe problem 

during the reign, especially in Asia Minor (possibly reflected in 6:5–6), where one of his provincial 

governors issued an edict (Année Epigraphique 1925: 126) forbidding hoarding and setting a maximum 

price on the grain to be released by his orders, apparently the earliest example of imperial regulation of 

prices in the provinces. But his concern was more positive: to promote grain production he allowed no 

more vines to be planted in Italy and ordered half the acreage assigned in the provinces to vineyards to be 

turned over to grain production (Suet. Dom. 7.2; 14.2).  

Domitian was a successful commander and almost always popular with his troops, no doubt because he 

increased their salary by twenty-five percent, the first rise of any kind in a hundred years. His military 

activities were considerable: he favored consolidation in the west together with expansion in the east. In 

82 or 83 he moved against the Chatti (a German tribe living near the upper Weser), thereby strengthening 

theMiddleRhine;theresultwaspeaceinGermanyforoveracentury.InBritain,Tacitus‘father-in-law 

Agricola advanced far into Scotland but the conquest of the north was not completed. The abandonment 

of the legionary fortress at Inchtuthil near Perth (about a million Roman nails were found in one pit alone) 

provides dramatic evidence of the new direction in imperial policy, for in 85, Domitian turned to the 

Danube, where the Dacian leader Decebalus had invaded Moesia and killed the imperial legate Oppius 

Sabinus.CorneliusFuscus‘subsequentexpeditionalsometwithdisaster:hehimselfwaskilled,andit

was not until 88 that the Romans were successful. Then, in 92, the Marcomanni and Quadi invaded 

Pannomia and destroyed an entire legion; before long they were subdued and peace was finally 

established. Thus by 96 the best legions in the empire were stationed not on the Rhine but on the Danube.  

Domitian resorted to legislation in an effort to improve public and private morality. Again the hand of 

the autocrat was obvious. He forbade castration and checked theatrical license; at the same time, three 

Vestal Virgins were executed for immorality; one, the chief Vestal Cornelia, was buried alive. Consistent 

with this was his determination to restore the official religion of Rome to its former purity. Again, 

transgressors were severely punished, even if they were imperial relatives: Flavius Clemens and his wife 

Flavia Domitillawereexecutedin95foratheism,―achargeonwhichmanyotherswhodriftedinto

Jewishwayswerecondemned‖(DioCass.67.14.2).SimilarchargeswerelaidagainstChristians,still

regarded by some as members of a Jewish sect. Perhaps Suetonius had Christians in mind when he said 

thatDomitianexactedthespecialJewishtaxon―thosewholivedasJewswithoutpubliclyacknowledging

theirfaith‖(Dom. 12.2).ButbothPaganandChristianwritersattesttoDomitian‘shostilityto

Christianity: Pliny (Ep. 10.96.1)knewofthe―examination‖ofChristiansatthistime,asdidtheChristian

writer Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 3.18.4), whose sources referred to the banishment of Flavia Domitilla (niece 

ratherthanwifeofFlaviusClemens)becauseofher―testimonytoChrist,‖andsomesupportisprovided

by the fact that a woman of that name gave a cemetery to the Christians. The persecution, limited though 

it probably was, reached its height in the latter part of the reign and is reflected in the book of Revelation: 

forPliny,worshippingthelivingemperor‘simagedistinguishedChristianandnon-Christian, it was a 

usefuladministrativedevice.ButfortheauthorofRevelationitwasarequesttoworship―thebeastand

hisimage‖(Rev 6:9, 7:14, 12:11 and 20:4).  

Domitian‘sunpopularityinvariousquartersledtoconspiraciesagainst him. On 22 Sept. 87, sacrifice 

wasoffered―onaccountofthedetectedcrimesofwickedmen‖(CIL VI 2065), who presumably were 

guilty of plotting against the emperor; however, both their identity and their motivation are unknown. In 

Jan. 89 occurred the rebellion of L. Antonius Saturninus, governor of Upper Germany, which was quickly 

suppressed by his counterpart in Lower Germany, A. Bucius Lappius Maximus (Année Epigraphique 

1961: 319): the consensus of opinion is that this was a military rather than a senatorial plot. But the 

execution of his cousin Flavius Clemens provoked a third and successful conspiracy involving his wife 



Domitia Longina, one or both of the praetorian prefects, and a number of his personal staff of freedmen. 

They stabbed him to death on 18 Sept. 96, a few weeks before his forty-fifth birthday, an act greeted with 

delight by the senate, indifference by the people, and anger by the army (Suet. Dom. 23.1).  
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BRIAN W. JONES  

DOPHKAH (PLACE) [Heb dopqâ (ָדְפָקה)]. The first encampment site of the Israelites after leaving 

the wilderness of Sin, but before reaching Alush, as listed in Num 33:12–13. The meaning of the name is 

unknown, but many (Abel, GP 213; Aharoni, LBHG, map 48; Simons, GTTOT, 252; WHAB, pl. V) have 

associated it with mfkt, the Egyptian word for turquoise, and connected it with the Egyptian mining center 

at Serabit el-Khadim (M.R. 999829), though it is not universally accepted (Robinson 1856: 73). Though 

the Egyptians continued to mine there into the 20th Dyn., their expeditions were periodic, and Israelites 

moving through the area would have faced no opposition from them.  

The discussion of the location of any of the places associated with the journey of the Israelites from 

Egypt through Sinai is problematic. Identifications depend on whether a northern or southern route for the 

Exodus is assumed, and are based on the similarity between the sound and/or meaning of the Hebrew 

name and Arabic names found in the area by explorers. Some authorities doubt if any confidence can be 

placed in the historicity of the list in Num 33:1–9, where most of these stations are mentioned. Also, no 

material culture that can be definitely associated with the Israelites has been found in the Sinai. Therefore 

all suggested locations must be treated as extremely tentative.  
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JEFFREY R. ZORN  

DOR (PLACE) [Heb dôr (דור)]. A city that joined the coalition led by Jabin, king of Hazor, against 

Joshua and the Israelites (Josh 12:23; cf. also NAPHOTH-DOR). The Canaanite city of Dor, located in 

the territory of the tribe of Manasseh (Judg 1:27; 1 Chr 7:29), apparently was not conquered until the time 

of David.  

A. History  

Dor is first mentioned in an inscription of Rameses II (13th century B.C.). This inscription contains a list 

of the settlements along the Via Maris, including its W branch from the Sharon to the Acco Plain. It is 

likely that Dor (like other cities on the coast such as Tell Abu Hawam) was founded during the LB II 

period shortly before the reign of Rameses II, when commercial relations between the Mediterranean 

eastern coast and the Aegean islands were thriving.  

The port of Dor and its ruler, Beder, king of the Tjeker (one of the groups of Sea Peoples who invaded 

the E Mediterranean area in the LB/early Iron transition), is mentioned in the account of Wen-Amon‘s

journey to Byblos (ca. 1100 B.C.; ANET, 26). In the reign of Solomon, Dor became the center of his fourth 

administrativedistrictandwasgovernedbyAbinadab,theking‘sson-in-law (1 Kgs 4:11). In 732 B.C. 

Tiglath-pileser III conquered the city along with that section of the Coastal Plain which belonged to the 



kingdom of Israel. He made it the capital of the Assyrian province of Duru, extending from the Carmel to 

Jaffa.  

The Eshmunezer inscription (ANET, 662) suggests that during the Persian period Dor was ruled by the 

Sidonians. This probably accounts for the error of the Greek writers who attributed the founding of the 

city to the Sidonians. There was apparently a Greek colony at Dor in Persian times, and it might even 

have been a member of the Attic Sea League (in its Carian division). During the Hellenistic period, the 

city became an important fortress. In 219 B.C. it withstood the attack of Antiochus III and the Seleucid 

army. Eighty years later the pretender Tryphon entrenched himself there during his war against Antiochus 

VII Sidetes (1 Macc 15:10–14). At the end of the 2d century B.C. the tyrant Zoilus ruled both Dor and 

Straton‘sTower(laterCaesarea)untilAlexanderJannaeustookbothcitiesfromhim.Pompeyended

Hasmonean rule in Dor and awarded the city autonomy and the right to mint coins. Its coins indicate that 

Zeus,Dorus(asonofHercules,Dor‘smythicalfounder), and Astarte-Aphrodite were worshipped at Dor.  

A Jewish community and synagogue are known to have existed in Dor at the time of Agrippa I (A.D. 

41–44). Hieronymus relates that the city was entirely in ruins in his time (end of the 4th century A.D.), but 

it is known that bishops resided there until the 7th century. Afterward the site was abandoned until the 

construction of the Crusader fortress of Merle (Dahl 1915; Albright 1925; Luciana 1964).  

B. Identification and Exploration  

According to Greek andLatinsources,DorwaslocatedbetweentheCarmelRangeandStraton‘s

Tower. The Tabula Pentingeriana map places Dor 8 mi. N of Caesarea; Eusebius states that the distance 

is 9 mi. (Onomast. 78:9; 136:16). On the basis of these sources it is possible to locate Dor at Khirbet el-

Burj (M.R. 142224) on the coast S of Kibbutz Nahsholim and N of Tantura. NW of the mound are the 

remains of the port, and to the S are the ruins of the Crusader fortress.  

In 1923 and 1924 two seasons of excavations were carried out at Dor under the sponsorship of the 

British School of Archaeology in Jerusalem. The excavations were begun under J. Garstang and were 

expanded a year later (Fitzgerald 1925; Garstang 1924). In 1950 and 1952 J. Leibowitz conducted 

excavations N of the mound (Leibowitz 1951; 1957). From 1980 to 1983, the Byzantine Church located E 

of the mound was excavated (Dauphin 1984). The most recent excavations on the tel have extended over 

six seasons (1980–1985). Three areas (A–C) were opened in 1980 on the E edge of the mound, a fourth 

(area D) above the S bay in 1984, and a fifth (area E) on the W side in 1985 (Stern 1985a). At the same 

time an underwater survey was carried out (Raban 1983; Raban and Galili 1985; Wachsmann and Raveh 

1980).  

C. Area C—The Residential Quarter  

Area C has yielded almost nothing of the Byzantine period and very little from the Roman. Enough, 

however, is preserved from the Roman period to infer two phases of development in what appear to be 

elaborate houses with fine masonry walls and cement and mosaic floors.  

The Hellenistic strata had several phases and included a residential quarter erected in strict compliance 

with the Hippodamic system. From the beginning of the 3d to the 1st centuries B.C., a long row of stores 

and workshops (one room having a thick layer of crushed murex shells on the floor) stood along the entire 

inner face of the city wall. At least two streets have been found which parallel the N-S city wall. These in 

turn are flanked by blocks (insulae) of subdivided buildings (ca. 20 m wide) with doors opening onto their 

respective streets. These may have been multiple-storied and traces of what appear to be basements have 

been found. See Fig. DOR.01.  

This quarter of the city seems to have survived with occasional rebuilding at least until the days of 

Alexander Jannaeus. With each reconstruction the floor was raised, resulting in as many as three 

Hellenistic floor levels, some made of crushed chalk, others of pressed clay. The outer walls of the 

buildings were constructed mostly of well-hewnsandstoneashlarslaidin―headers‖—a sort of small-scale 

version of the city wall. The inner walls and divisions, however, were built in the typical Phoenician style 

of ashlar piers with a fill of rubble. It appears that the general plan of this building was Greek while the 

structural details were Phoenician.  



On the W side of area C the Hellenistic levels were penetrated to the Persian levels. During 1983 and 

1984 excavations were conducted below the street separating the two insulae and below the western 

insula. These excavations demonstrated that the plan of the residential quarter, including the division into 

adjacent insulae, had started early in the Persian period, perhaps as early as the 6th century B.C., and 

continued to the early Roman period. During this long occupation the plan of the quarter remained 

essentially the same.  

D. Area A—The Trial Trench  

Area A, located at the center of the E slope of the tel, presents a picture of the site very similar to that 

revealed in area C. The upper stratum, dating from the late Roman period, has two sections of plastered 

stone aqueducts. The first crosses the center of the E slope of the mound; the second appears to branch off 

from the first and carried water inward to the city.  

Beneath this stratum stood a magnificent wall of the Hellenistic period which continued into the early 

Roman period. It is perhaps the most impressive fortification of this period discovered in Israel. The wall 

is of local sandstone ashlar blocks and is preserved to a height of more than 2 m. A square tower extends 

15 m from the wall and is also constructed of large kurkar ashlarslaidin―header‖fashion.Insidethe

tower is a central square pier made of large stones, which apparently served as a foundation for a wooden 

staircase giving access to the roof. This feature is quite common in the later Roman and Byzantine 

architecture of Palestine.  

The discovery of a coin of Ptolemy II Philadelphus (285–246 B.C.) in the stratum below the 

fortifications implies that the complex was built in the latter part of his reign or shortly afterward. 

However, it was apparently built before 219 B.C. because Antiochus III (223–187 B.C.) beseiged the 

fortified city (Polyb. 5.66).  

E. Area B—The Gate Area  

The Gate Area is S of areas A and C and yielded many remains of the late Roman period (stratum I), 

mainly stone-slab–covered water channels. Additional late Roman structures include a system of plastered 

cisterns built one above the other. The remains of some poorly preserved buildings were found, but they 

were badly eroded and would not permit a coherent plan for reconstruction. One of the buildings, 

however, had some especially fine masonry.  

Stratum II (the Roman period) had several phases. The main road which led into town from the E city 

gate consisted of a monumental causeway and a wide court. The pavement stones had been embedded in a 

thick layer of hard lime cement. A system of small drainage channels led from the S into the main 

drainage channel built of ashlar stones, which in turn led W through the city gate. Sections of black 

granite pillars were found in the court which evidently stood along both its sides. Almost nothing remains 

of the Roman city gate, and the area had actually been razed to the level of the road pavement. At the site 

of the gate itself, the structures were found destroyed to below the surface of that period.  

Elsewhere in area B parts of large buildings from the Roman period have been uncovered, all similarly 

constructed from a mix of cement and stones. One room had parts of limestone tables of the type now 

familiar from the excavations in the Jewish Quarter of Jerusalem, as well as a complete bronze bowl 

standing on three decorated feet, along with many vessels and sherds of both local and imported wares 

from the Roman period. One of the rooms near the city wall and gate apparently served as an arsenal, as 

inferred from a large accumulation of well-worked ballista stones. These were of different sizes and two 

were inscribed with Greek letters apparently denoting their weight.  

Strata III and IV are of the Hellenistic period and consist of a number of phases. The dominant 

structures from stratum III are the city wall and the poorly preserved remains of a defensive tower 

projecting eastward from the wall. A street parallels the inside of the city wall and apparently is a 

continuation of the one found in area C. Here, too, sections of buildings probably continue those observed 

from area C. A relatively narrow street leading from the gate into the town transects the N-S street and 

then continues further W, toward the probable locations of the Agora, the temple, and the harbor.  

In the final phase of the Persian period only a narrow postern gate existed from which a narrow street 

led into the city. However, below this were two superimposed city gates. The uppermost was a two-



chambered gate from the Persian period to which a stone-paved square led from the E. One smooth basalt 

socket of the outer door was found in situ as well as a socket in the center of the entrance where a vertical 

bolt would have been placed to lock the door. Only Persian period material was found in this gate, and it 

appears that it was already in use at the beginning of that period. It is, however, logical to assume that it 

was actually constructed earlier in the Assyrian period, and that only material of its last (Persian) phase is 

represented, hence its construction would have been in Iron Age IIC.  

Remains of a four-chambered gate with a tower flanking each side of its facade stood below the two-

chambered gate. The gate was only partially excavated, but its plan closely resembles that of the four-

chambered gate of Megiddo. The gate at Dor, however, is much more massive. The width of one of the 

inner piers was 2.5 m and was built of two huge limestone boulders brought probably from the Carmel 

range. The W side of the pier, which faced the city, was covered with well-dressed orthostats. Since a 

10th century B.C. layer was uncovered beneath part of this gate complex, we may assume that the four-

chambered gate was in use during the 9th and 8th centuries B.C. and was destroyed by the Assyrians at the 

end of the 8th century. One of the more unique finds in this area was an oval stamp seal made of an 

animal‘shorn,depictingtwostagsstandingonmountaintops.Onlysomepitsandinstallationsofthe7th–

6th centuries B.C. phases were preserved.  

The 11th–10th century town of Dor was uncovered in the 1984 excavations. It seems that the general 

layout in this phase was similar to the one of the 9th–8th centuries. The houses of both strata were 

generally built with stone foundations and mud brick superstructures.  
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EPHRAIM STERN  

DORCAS (PERSON) [Gk Dorkas (Δορκας)]. A female disciple who was raised from the dead by Peter 

in Joppa (Acts 9:36–43). She is the only woman called a mathetria, aGreekwordmeaning―female

disciple.‖PossiblyLukethoughtshebestexemplifiedwhatafemalediscipleofJesusshouldbelike,for 

wearetoldthatshewasliterally―fullofgoodworks‖(v 36). Dorcas was noted for her aid to the poor, in 

particular poor widows for whom she sowed garments and did other good deeds (Witherington 1988: 

149–51).  

ThatDorcas‘ministrywasspecificallytowidowshasfueledtheconjecturesthat(1)therewasanorder

of widows in the Christian Church from a very early date, and (2) that Dorcas may have been in charge of 

such an order (Viteau 1926: 513–27). Against this view is the fact that both here and in the Pastoral 

Epistles widows are mentioned as those who receive, not perform, ministry (1 Tim 5:3–16). It may be 

implied that Dorcas is a single person who ministered to widows on an ongoing basis, but we are not told 

that she is a widow. In fact, the description of her activities is reminiscent of Luke 8:3, which may suggest 

she had a function similar to the Seven mentioned in Acts 6:1–7.Inthetexttheword―deaconness‖is 



never mentioned, though Luke may be depicting Dorcas as one who functions as a prototype of a 

deaconness. Regardless, she is presented as a model disciple, for she is one who builds up the community 

of faith by various sorts of practical service. That an urgent plea was sent to Peter for help, even after 

Dorcas had died and was laid out for public mourning, shows how indispensable she was to the Christian 

community in Joppa (Witherington 1988: 149–51).  

Dorcas was not originally a proper Greek name, but ratheranicknamewhichmeans―gazelle,‖asdoes

the Aramaic name Tabitha. This may suggest that Dorcas was or had been a slave, since slaves bear 

nicknames of this sort in the extant literature of the period much more often than is true of the general 

population. Alternatively, the name could be a reference to some personal characteristic the woman had 

(Foakes Jackson and Lake 1933: 110). It may be that Dorcas had become a proper name by NT times, and 

thus one should perhaps not read too much into the name itself. It is notable that she is given more 

attention than Aeneas, and that Luke pairs a story about how the Gospel helps a man with one about a 

woman.  
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BEN WITHERINGTON, III  

DORYMENES (PERSON) [Gk Dorymen s (Δορυμενης)]. Father of Ptolemy, who was the governor 

of Coele-Syria (1 Macc 3:38; 2 Macc 4:45; cf. 2 Macc 8:8). He might have been the Aetolian commander 

under Ptolemy IV, the king of Egypt, as mentioned by Polybius (5. 61. 9).  

URIEL RAPPAPORT  

DOSITHEUS (PERSON) [Gk Dositheos (Δοσιθεος)]. Greek theophoric name that became popular 

among Jews in the Hellenistic period. ItreplacedtheHebrewparallelnameMattathiah(=―present/giftof

God‖),orsimilarnames(Mattaniah,Nethaniahu).ItisrecognizableinHebrew/AramaicformasDosthai.  

1. Commander under Judas Maccabeus in the war waged against Thimotheus in Transjordan. Sosipatros 

served with him as a commander. These two took Thimotheus prisoner, but he convinced them to release 

him (2 Macc 12:19–25).  

2. Cavalryman in Judas Maccabeus‘forces,fightingagainstGorgias,intheborderregionofJudeaand

Idumea (2 Macc 12:35). He almost captured Gorgias, but a cavalryman of Gorgias troop wounded him in 

his arm and enabled Gorgias to escape. He was one of the soldiers of the Tobiad garrison in Transjordan, 

according to an improved reading of the text of 2 Macc 12:35 (Abel 1949; Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB).  

Somearguethat1and2arethesameperson,whotookpartinJudasMaccabeus‘campaignsagainstthe

neighbors of Judea and showed prominence in battle (note that the first Dositheus took Timotheus 

prisoner, the second almost took Gorgias prisoner). Yet it should be noticed that the second Dositheus is 

introducedinthediscourseas―…oneof…‖(dositheos de tis), which shows him to be a person not 

mentioned earlier in the story. Also, the first Dositheus, though fighting in the Tobianic territory, is not 

described as belonging in any way to this region.  

3. Egyptian Jew, who served as general under Ptolemy VI Philometor (180–145 B.C.E.). He is 

mentionedinJosephus‘Contra Apionem 2.49 with Onias, who may be identified with Onias IV.  

4. Dositheus, son of Drimylos, a renegade Jew who served under Ptolemy IV Philopator (222–205 

B.C.E.).Hesavedtheking‘slife(3 Macc. 1:3) and is known also from papyrological evidence (CPJ I, Nos 

127a, 127e, pp. 230–236, Fuks 1953–54; Mørkholm 1961).  

5. Man who brought to Egypt the Greek translation of the book of Esther (Add Esth 9:1). He was a 

priest (Kohen) and Levite, and it happened in 114 B.C.E., or 77 B.C.E. or, more doubtfully, 48 B.C.E.  
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URIEL RAPPAPORT  



DOTHAN (PLACE) [Heb dōtān (דָֹתן)]. A town in Ephraimite territory mentioned in the story of 

Joseph‘s seizure by his brothers (Gen 37:15–36), in the Elisha story (2 Kgs 6:13), and in Judith (3:9; 4:6; 

7:3–18), but not in any other extant written sources.  

Dothan has been identified since the mid-19th century with Tell Dotha (M.R. 173202), an imposing 

mound of some 25 acres 14 miles N of Shechem. The mound presents a classic tell-formation, rising 

steeply nearly 200 feet above the surrounding terrain. It is situated along the E reaches of the broad fertile 

Dothan Valley, on the main route N from Samaria to En-gannim (modern Jenin) and the pass leading into 

the Jezreel Valley.  

Excavations were carried out from 1953 through 1960 by Joseph Free of Wheaton College, who 

purchased the entire mound. Brief and somewhat preliminary reports of seven seasons have appeared, but 

Freeisdeceasedandhasleftsuchinadequaterecordsthatthesite‘sstratigraphyisconfusedandmay

never be satisfactorily published. Therefore the following outline is very tentative (based partly on the few 

published reports, as well as personal examination of the material; there are few stratum numbers 

published, and none can be supplied).  

Excavation was carried out in areas P and K, deep soundings on the W and S slopes, and in areas A, T, 

L on the summit. Dothan seems to have been first settled in the Late Chalcolithic period (ca. 3800–3200 

B.C.), to judge from basal sherds. During the EB I–III periods (ca. 3200–2400 B.C.) the site developed into 

a major city-state, with at least seven levels of occupation distinguished. A stone-built defense wall some 

11 feet wide and preserved at least 16 feet high was found, with a flight of steps leading up the slope to a 

presumed city gate. An auxiliary city wall and another gate are reported from area K, but this cannot be 

checked. The site appears to have been abandoned thereafter, like many others, throughout EB IV–MB I 

(ca. 2400–1800 B.C.).  

The MB II–III period (ca. 1800–1500 B.C.) is poorly known, but in area K there are massive city walls 

that belong to this period, and the steep slopes of the mound give the appearance of having been created 

by a typical MB Age glacis. In area D, two levels of domestic occupation were partially cleared, with 

house remains and some burials. Sporadic occupation seems to have continued into the LB Age (ca 1500–

1200 B.C.), but it is not known whether the site suffered the usual Egyptian destruction between the two 

periods. A large rock-cut tomb (Tomb 1) on the W slopes, with faint traces of a corbel-like construction, 

produced some 100 burials and one thousand whole vessels. The range of the pottery appears to extend 

from the 13th century into the 12th or early 11th century B.C. (i.e., LB IIB–early Iron I). Many vessels 

(unpublished) suggest cultic functions, and several are unique. Particularly striking are a number of 

chalices, stands, and multi-handled kraters.  

The Iron I period is poorly known (or at least poorly represented in the excavated material). A number 

of ashy layers on the W end of the mound may, however, be dated to Iron I (12th–11th centuries) on the 

basis of parallels at Gezer, Aphek, Tell esh-Sharia, and elsewhere; these may be threshing floors or 

industrialdepositsofsomesort,ratherthan―destructionlayers.‖ 

Iron II is a major period, with material reported from nearly all areas. Area A produced several complete 

private dwellings along a street. A destruction may be dated to the 9th century B.C., on the basis of a 

carbon-14 determination of 804 B.C. (± 80 yrs). Area L reveals in levels 4–1 a series of Iron II 

occupations. A level 4 building (ca. 10th–9th centuries), with thick walls, many rooms, and dozens of 

storage bins and vessels, may have been an administrative building, finally destroyed in the Aramaean 

invasions of ca. 810 B.C. Level 1 is post-Assyrian, with Assyrian Palace Ware.  

Dothan was then deserted until the Hellenistic period, when a small settlement, with well-preserved 

houses, was constructed on the summit on the E end of the mound. Roman and Mameluke remains 

complete the picture, the latter with a multiroomed building and several courtyards in area T.  
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WILLIAM G. DEVER  

DOUAY VERSION. The Rheims New Testament, translated from the Vulgate by Gregory Martin 

and supervised by both William Allen and Richard Bristow beginning in October 1478, was finished in 

March 1582. The translators were Roman Catholic refugees from the persecutions of Elizabethan England 

whose Catholic College had been temporarily (1578–93) moved from Douay to Rheims in Flanders. 

Martin,formerlyascholaratSt.John‘sCollege,Oxford,andatthetimeLecturerinHebrewandHoly

Scripture at the Catholic College, is described by biographers as an excellent linguist. Martin died of 

consumption only about seven months after his translation work. The controversial matter which 

accompanied the translation is attributed to Bristow.  

The translation (Herbert 1968: No. 177), made from Latin, shows a dependence on existing English 

translations,particularlyCoverdale‘s.TherearecorrespondenceswithTavernerwhichpassedonintothe

KJV. The Rheims translation also shows a careful comparison with the Greek. Published by John Fogney, 

it employs a style disfigured by Latinisms. Martin expresses agreement with Jerome that in translating 

Scripture one must keep the very words lest one miss the sense. The preface gives an apology for 

translating from the Vulgate and criticizes certain renderings of the English Bible, giving their dates. The 

text is in paragraphs with verse numbers on the inner side of the page. Discussions of contents precede 

eachchapter,andsummariesofcontentscalled―Arguments‖precedemostbooks.Aglossaryatthe end 

of the volume explains fifty-eight words.  

Though not authorized by English church authorities, the translation circulated in England without legal 

hindrance. The notes, as might be expected from the English atmosphere at the time, were quite 

polemical. Its producers represented a persecuted English minority, and its critics also could not be 

expectedtobeobjective.ThomasFullercalledit―atranslationwhichneedstranslating,‖andanother

Britisher,onreadingthetitle,―TranslatedoutofLatinintoEnglish,‖said,―Itisalie!ItisnotEnglish.‖ 

Sir Francis Walsingham requested Thomas Cartwright to write a refutation of the Rheims notes, but 

laterArchbishopWhitgiftopposedCartwright‘sworkandturnedthetasktoWilliamFulke.Fulkeinhis a 

Defence of the sincere and true Translations of the holie Scriptures into the English tong issued a 

refutation. He then also issued a second work, The Text of the New Testament, in1589,withtheBishops‘

NT and the Rheims printed in parallel columns. Fulke‘sworkwasreprintedin1601,1616,and1633and

wasthemeansbywhichtheRheimsversionbecamewidelyknown.In1618ThomasCartwright‘sA 

Confutation of the Rhemists Translation, Glosses and Annotations on the New Testament was issued 

posthumously. The full text of the Rheims is given only to the end of Matthew, and after that only the 

verses to which the controversial notes refer.  

The Rheims version did not experience the circulation of its rivals—theBishops‘,theGeneva,andthe

King James. It went through only four editions (1582, 1600, 1621, and 1633) from its origin until 1700. It 

was then printed again in its original form in 1738, 1788, 1789, and 1834. It was included in the English 

Hexapla (1841) and The New Testament Octapla (1962).  

Some of the Latinisms of the Rheims (acquisition, advent, caluminate, character, evangelize, resuscitate, 

victims,andneophyte)laterbecameacceptedEnglishwords,but―Pasche‖and―azymes‖remainstrange.

Carleton in 1902 showed the indebtedness of the KJV to the Rheims, a debt which Butterworth 

(1941:231) estimated to be five percent of the language of the King James.  

The English Catholics found themselves unable for financial reasons to publish the OT until twenty-

seven years later, in 1609–10 (Herbert 1968: No. 300). Published at Douay by Laurence Kellam, the text, 

though earlier done by Martin, had been further compared with the Latin text of Clement VIII published 

in 1592. The annotations, which are less copious than those of the NT (as well as less polemic) are 



attributed to Thomas Worthington. The preface criticizes the previous English Bibles of 1552, 1577, 

1579, and 1603.  

The apocryphal books follow the order of the Vulgate rather than forming a collection between the OT 

and NT as in Protestant Bibles of the period. Third and Fourth Ezra, however, are printed at the end of the 

Prayer of Manasseh. The Douay OT appeared too late to be influential on the King James.  

A second edition (Herbert 1968: No. 499) in two volumes was published by John Cousturier of Rouen 

in 1635, after which there were no further editions for 115 years until Dr. Challoner issued a revision in 

1749–50. Challoner is the first to issue the Douay-Rheims NT and OT together. The printing of 1635 

carries an extract from a royal license, dated 3 August 1634, granted Cousturier to print these Bibles in 

English.TheDouaytextofGenesiswasincludedinL.A.Weigle‘sThe Genesis Octapla, 1965.  
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JACK P. LEWIS  

DOUBLE NAMES. See NAMES, DOUBLE.  

DOVE. See ZOOLOGY.  

DOWRY. See MARRIAGE.  

DRACHMA [Gk Drachm  (Δραχμη)]. See COINAGE.  

DRAGON AND SEA, GOD’S CONFLICT WITH. In the OT there are a number of references 

toYahweh‘sconflictwiththedragonandthesea,thedragonsometimesbeingnamedasLeviathanor

Rahab. The theme is also seen in the NT in the book of Revelation. The imagery is sometimes associated 

with the creation of the world. Sometimes it is historicized, so that the dragon symbolizes a foreign nation 

such as Egypt, and sometimes the divine conflict is projected into the future as the final, eschatological 

battle. It is also sometimes claimed that Leviathan and Behemoth may denote existing, natural creatures, 

but this is probably incorrect. The background of this mythological imagery was previously believed to be 

Babylonian, but since the discovery of the Ugaritic texts it has become apparent that the more immediate 

source of the biblical allusions is Canaanite mythology.  

A. Creation  

A number of poetic OT passages describe a conflict at the creation of the world which pit Yahweh 

against the dragon and the sea. The clearest instances are in Ps 65:7–8 (—Eng 6–7); 74:12–17; 89:10–15 

(—Eng 9–14); 104:1–9; Job 9:5–14; 26:5–14; and 38:8–11. This conflict also seems to form the 

background of Ps 93:3–4; Job 7:12; 40:15–41:26 (—Eng 34), while Job 3:8 seems to allude to the reversal 

of the process of creation.  

At the end of the 19th century, H. Gunkel (1895) argued that these OT allusions constituted an Israelite 

appropriationoftheBabylonianmythofMarduk‘sdefeatoftheseamonsterTiamatrecountedinEnuma

Elish, the so-called Babylonian creation epic. This view has continued to find support in the 20th century, 

but the discovery of the Ugaritic mythological texts has shed new light on the question. In addition to a 

detailedaccountofBaal‘sdefeatofthesea-god Yam (KTU 1.2 = CTA 2), there are allusions to another 

conflict between Baal or Anat and the sea monster Leviathan (also known as the twisting serpent, the 

crooked serpent, and the dragon, in addition to other monsters; KTU 1.3.III.39.IV.3, 1.5.I.1–3, 1.82.1–3, 

1.83.3–10 = CTA 3.IIID.36.IV.47, 5.I.1–3, UT 1101.1–3, 1003.3–10). These indicate a Canaanite 

background for the allusions to Leviathan (Ps 74:14; Job 3:8; 40:25–41:26 —Eng 41:1–34; Isa 27:1) and 

the twisting or crooked serpent (Isa 27:1; cf. Job 26:13). Since Rahab seems to be another name for 

Leviathan, this too was presumably a Canaanite dragon name, though it has not yet appeared in any extra-

biblical text. The form of the word tĕhôm (cf. Ugaritic thm) suggests that it is not simply a borrowing 

from Akkadian Tiamat, though the word is philologically cognate with it.  



If one grants a Canaanite background, the question is raised whether the underlying myth is a creation 

myth. The Baal-Yam myth certainly makes no reference to creation, and although certain parts are 

missing, it seems unlikely that sufficient is missing at the end for a creation account comparable to Enuma 

Elish. However, the Canaanites may have envisaged a primeval creation context for the conflict with 

Leviathan. This cannot be proved, but it would explain why the dragon conflict is associated with creation 

in the OT and why the defeat of the dragon is anticipated at the very end of the Baal epic (KTU 1.6.IV.51–

53 = CTA 6.VA.50–52), which probably corresponds to the time just before the New Year.  

ItseemslikelythatthethemeofYahweh‘sconflictwiththedragonandtheseawasamotifinthe

celebrationofYahweh‘skingshipattheautumnfestival(feast of Tabernacles) in the Jerusalem cult. Just 

as the kingship of Marduk was associated with his defeat of the sea monster Tiamat in Babylon, and 

Baal‘skingshipwasconnectedwithhisdefeatofthesea-godYamatUgarit,soperhapsYahweh‘s

kingship was associated with his victory over the sea. This is explicitly the case in Ps 29 and 93, as well 

as the exilic Ps 74. In Babylon the imagery was associated with the Akitu festival, the Babylonian spring 

New Year festival, and it appears that in Israel this imagery had its setting at the turn of the year—at the 

feast of Tabernacles (presumably also among the Canaanites). Such a setting is in keeping with the 

creation context of the theme—the obvious connection between creation and the New Year. Moreover, Ps 

65, which has the chaos conflict theme, not only has the creation context (vv 7–8—Eng 6–7), but is also a 

harvest hymn (vv 10–14—Eng 9–13), and the feast of Tabernacles was a harvest festival. There is strong 

evidencethatYahweh‘skingship,whichwasassociatedwiththeconflictwiththechaoswaters,wasan

important theme at the feast of Tabernacles (cf., Zech 14:16–17; later Jewish tradition associating 

Yahweh‘skingshipandtheNewYear;theLXXheadingassociatingPs 29 with Tabernacles; etc.).  

ThereareseveralallusionstoYahweh‘sconflictwiththedragonandtheseainthebookofJob(3:8; 

7:12; 9:8, 13; 26:12–13; 38:8–11; and 40:15–41:26—Eng 34). There are also references to Rahab 

(including the helpers of Rahab), Leviathan, Behemoth, the twisting serpent, the dragon, and the sea. In 

some of the passages the creation context is clear (cf., Job 9:8, 13; 26:12–13; 38:8–11) and, in the absence 

of more plausible settings, the creation context is reasonably assumed in the others. In Job 3:8, when Job 

lamentsthedayofhisbirth,hecries,―Letthosecurseitwhocursetheday,whoareskilledinrousingup

Leviathan.‖Thisappearstoinvolvethereversaloftheprocessofcreation.Tworeasons may be suggested 

to explain why this imagery is so frequent in Job. First, Wisdom theology is preeminently creation 

theology, and the dragon/sea conflict passages in Job have a creation context. Secondly, the conflict 

between the dragon and God provides anappropriateparalleltothethemeofJob‘sconflictwithGod(Job 

7:12; 9:13–14; 40:15–41:26—Eng 34; see below for more on the second divine speech in Job).  

A number of passages in the OT speak of Yahweh controlling the waters at the creation of the world 

rather than in conflict with them (most importantly Gen 1:2, 6–10; but also Ps 33:7–8; Prov 8:24, 27–29; 

Jer 5:22 and 31:35). Perhaps these are a demythologization of the conflict myth. It has often been thought 

that Genesis 1 depends on, or polemicizes against, the so-called Babylonian creation epic Enuma Elish. 

TheHebrewwordtranslated―deep‖(tĕhôm) in Gen 1:2 is a cognate with Akkadian Tiamat, the name of 

the chaos monster overcome by Marduk in connection with the creation in Enuma Elish. However, though 

cognate, there is no reason to believe that the word tĕhôm is actually derived from Akkadian Tiamat. 

Also, although there are some points in common in the order of creation in Genesis 1 and Enuma Elish, 

these are not compelling enough to demand the dependence of one upon the other. Instead, it appears that 

the same chaos conflict myth ultimately lies behind the account in Genesis 1 as well as the poetic 

passages elsewhere in the OT discussed in this article—i.e., that the myth is ultimately Canaanite, not 

Babylonian. More immediately, it seems likely that Ps 104 is one of the sources behind Genesis 1. The 

order of creation in Genesis 1 corresponds very closely with the order cited in Ps 104; the psalm even has 

the word tĕhôm inthecontextofYahweh‘sbattlewiththesea(v 6), as well as other parallels.  

Finally, it should be noted that Ps 29:3, 10 and Nah 1:4 seemtospeakofYahweh‘svictoryoverthesea

as part of his present lordship over the world of nature.  

B. Alleged Naturalization  



In the second divine speech in the book of Job (Job 40–41) Yahweh asks Job if he is able to capture the 

beastsBehemothandLeviathan.Themostcommonview,goingbacktoS.Bochart‘sHierozoicon in 

1663, is that Behemoth and Leviathan denote respectively the hippopotamus and the crocodile. However, 

they are probably instead chaos monsters. The description of neither Behemoth nor Leviathan corresponds 

to any known creature, and certainly not the hippopotamus and crocodile. It seems fundamental to the 

argument in Job 40–41 that the beasts in question can be captured by God alone, otherwise Job might 

have replied that he could have captured them, and then God would lose the argument! The hippopotamus 

and crocodile were, however, captured in the ancient Near East. Leviathan, moreover, is said to breathe 

out fire and smoke (Job 40:10–13—Eng 18–21), strongly suggesting a mythological creature, and 

Leviathan is elsewhere a mythological sea serpent or dragon in both the Ugaritic texts and the OT, 

including the book of Job (3:8). ApparentlyYahweh‘ssubduingofLeviathanandBehemothatcreation

forms the presupposition of the second divine speech. Job is, in effect, asked if he can play the role of 

God. Thus God asks Job (40:29—Eng 41:5),―Willyouplaywithhimaswithabird…?‖,whichmust

reflect Ps 104:26,whichmayberead,―There go the ships, and Leviathan whom you (i.e., Yahweh) 

formedtoplaywith,‖oralternatively,―Theregotheships,andLeviathanwhomyouformedtoplayinit

(i.e.,thesea).‖LeviathaninPs 104:26 has often been thought to be some creature such as the whale, but it 

may be a mythical monster.  

Similarly, Behemoth is no hippopotamus, for its tail is high and lifted up (Job 40:17), not short and 

curly, and Behemoth clearly cannot be captured by man (Job 40:24). It is most likely another chaos 

monster,oxlikeinviewofitsname(lit.―greatox‖),andalsocapable of living in the water (Job 40:23). 

Twice in the Ugaritic Baal myth (KTU 1.3.III.43–44, 1.6.VI.51 = CTA 3.IIId.40–41, 6.VI.50) there is a 

mythological beast Arš or ˓gl ˒il ˓tk, ―El‘scalf˓tk,‖answeringtothisdescription,andonbothoccasionsit

is mentioned alongside Leviathan (dragon). This is likely to be the prototype of Behemoth.  

The point of the second divine speech about Behemoth and Leviathan seems to be that since Job cannot 

overcome the chaos monsters whom Yahweh has overcome, how much less can he hope to overcome 

Yahweh in argument. It is therefore appropriate that following this speech Job humbles himself before 

God.  

C. Historicization  

The dragon imagery in the OT is also used metaphorically to denote earthly powers hostile to Yahweh. 

In particular, it is applied to Egypt (so Rahab, Isa 30:7; and quite possibly 51:9, cf. v 10; Ps 87:4) or 

Pharaoh (Ezek 29:3–5; 32:2–8; reading tannîn ―dragon‖forMTtannîm ―jackals‖).Isa 30:7 should 

probably read rahab hammošbāt ―thesilencedRahab‖forthemeaninglessMTrahab h m šābet. Since 

Egypt oppressed the Hebrews prior to the Exodus, and the heart of the Exodus was the deliverance at the 

Reed Sea, it is understandable how Egypt would be singled out for special designation as this mythical 

sea monster. The imagery seems to apply to Egypt in connection with the Exodus deliverance in Isa 51:9 

(cf. v 10), and Ps 77:17–21 (—Eng 16–20) likewise uses Chaoskampf imagery with respect to the Exodus, 

but with no reference to the dragon. The Chaoskampf imagery is also employed in the so-called Song of 

Moses in Exod 15:1–18 in a transformed sense, namely that the battle is no longer with the sea but at the 

sea, as F. M. Cross has emphasized. Although some scholars have argued that this passage is extremely 

early, it is more likely that its terminus a quo is the 10th century B.C., since Exod 15:17 appears to 

presupposeSolomon‘stemple (cf 1 Kgs 8:13),whichisherespokenofasderivingfromBaal‘sdwelling

on Mt. Zaphon.  

The imagery of the chaos waters is also applied to the Assyrians (Isa 17:12–14; cf. 8:5–8), and the 

waters and the dragon are both used to denote the oppressive Babylonians (Hab 3; Jer 51:34, 44). The 

supposition that the swallowing of Jonah by the great fish is an allegory of the Babylonian exile, 

dependent on Jer 51:34, 44, is certainly to be rejected. Perhaps the mythology of the chaos monster 

ultimately lies behind Jonah 2: the association of mythological monster imagery with Joppa, where Jonah 

setoutbeforebeingswallowedup,isillustratedbythestrongtraditionwhichlocatesPerseus‘deliverance

of Andromeda from the sea monster at Joppa, a tradition already attested in Pseudo-Skylax in the 4th 

century B.C., the probable date of the book of Jonah.  



In Ps 44:20 (—Eng 19) the MT tannîm ―jackals‖shouldprobablybeemendedtotannîn ―dragon,‖

though it is unclear which political entity is meant. Some suggest that in Ps 68:23 (—Eng 22) an allusion 

to the dragon should be found in the reference to Bashan (Heb bāšān, cf. Ugaritic bṯn ―serpent‖).

However, Bashan is clearly a geographical name only a few verses earlier (Ps 68:16—Eng 15), and this is 

likely to be the meaning of the reference here too.  

It is also unlikely that Ps 68:30 (—Eng 29)referstoachaosmonsterinitsallusionto―the beast of the 

reeds,theherdofbullswiththecalvesofthepeoples.‖Itmoreprobablyusesanimalnamestodenote

leaders and warriors (e.g. 1 Sam 21:8; Job 24:22; 34:20; Lam 1:15).  

Sometimes the chaos waters denote the hostile nations as a whole (e.g., Ps 46). It seems probable that 

the motif of nations coming to attack Zion who are then miraculously defeated by Yahweh constitutes a 

development of the divine conflict with the dragon and the sea (cf. Ps 46; 48; and 76; Isaiah; and 

eschatologized in later proto-apocalyptic passages: Joel 4—Eng 3; Zechariah 12 and 14). It has widely 

been held that this motif in Psalms 46, 48, and 76 wassimplyanallusiontoSennacherib‘sabortive

attempt to capture Jerusalem in 701 B.C. (cf. 2 Kgs 18–19). However, it is now generally accepted that the 

description does not adequately fit this or any other known event. G. Wanke (see 1966) claims that the 

beliefinZion‘sinviolabilityispostexilic,butvariousindicationsargueagainstthis,especiallythefact

thatthisbeliefwouldbemorenaturalbeforeJerusalem‘sdestructionin586B.C. than afterward. Nor 

convincingareR.E.Clements‘andJ.J.M.Roberts‘(see1976)attemptstoseethesepsalmsaswarnings

to the vassal kingdoms of the Davidic empire not to revolt.  

Reference to the waters in Ps 46:4 (—Eng 3) suggests that the divine conflict with the chaos waters may 

underlie the Völkerkampf motif. In support of this, Ps 48:3 (—Eng 2) refers to Zion under the name of 

ṣāpôn, whichseemstoreflectthenameofBaal‘sdwellingplace.Mythologicaltraditionshaveclearly

been adopted, and they were possibly mediated to the Israelites through the Jebusites, the pre-Israelite, 

Canaanite inhabitants of Jerusalem (cf. Ps 110:4, where the Jebusite priest-king Melchizedek is mentioned 

in the context of the Völkerkampf).  

D. Eschatologization  

In accordance with the principle Urzeit wird Endzeit (the Primeval time becomes the End time), the 

conflict with chaos is associated not only with the creation of the world but also with the eschaton. The 

so-calledIsaiahapocalypsereads:―InthatdaytheLordwithhishardandgreatandstrong sword will 

punish Leviathan the twisting serpent, Leviathan the crooked serpent, and he will slay the dragon that is in 

thesea‖(Isa 27:1). This passage depicts Leviathan in terms similar to the Ugaritic Baal myth almost a 

thousand years earlier (cf. KTU 1.5.I.1–2, = CTA 5.I.1–2:―BecauseyousmoteLeviathanthetwisting

serpent[and]madeanendofthecrookedserpent…‖).TheUgariticpassagemakesitclearthatIsa 27:1 is 

speaking only of one dragon, something which had previously been questioned. There is no consensus 

with regard to the political identification of Leviathan in Isa 27:1. Part of the problem is the scholarly 

disagreementaboutthedateofthe―Isaiahapocalypse,‖butevenifthiscouldbeascertained,theproblem

persists whether Leviathan actually denotes the major world power of the time; if it does not, Egypt may 

be intended.  

One of the most interesting instances of the influence of the myth of the divine conflict with the dragon 

and the sea appears in Daniel 7,thechapteraboutthe―onelikeasonofman.‖Noteverythinginthis

chapter can be explained from the Canaanite myth, but as was first pointed out by J. A. Emerton (see 

1958), only the Canaanite myth can adequately explain the combination of the following three factors: (1) 

in Dan 7:9, God is called―theAncientofDays‖andhehaswhitehair,whichisreminiscentofthe

CanaanitesupremegodEl,whosestockepithetwas―FatherofYears‖(˒ab šnm ) and whose position as 

anageddeityisalsoindicatedbyhisgraybeard;(2)the―onelikethesonofman,‖whocomeswiththe

clouds of heaven and is exalted to kingship by the Ancient of Days (Dan 7:13–14), may be compared with 

the Canaanite god Baal, who is often called ―Rideroftheclouds‖(rkb ˒rpt),and whose rule ultimately 

dependedonEl‘sauthority;and(3)the―onelikethesonofman‘s‖rulefollowsthatofthebeastsofthe

sea, which may be compared with Baal, whose kingship resulted from his victory over Yam, the god of 

the sea.  



The chaos monster imagery is unique in Daniel 7 in that it reflects the underlying Canaanite myth, in 

which a distinction is still made between the supreme God and the one who is exalted over the sea. The 

question naturally arises how this ancient Canaanite imagery came to influence the late, apocalyptic book 

of Daniel. It seems likely, as Emerton conjectures, that the imagery was passed down in syncretistic 

circles in the preexilic Jerusalem cult at the autumn festival, in which Yahweh-Baal was subordinate to El. 

The author of the book of Daniel probably had access to earlier Israelite written sources.  

Inthepresentformofthetextthe―onelikeasonofman‖maydenotetheangelMichael(cf.Dan 12:1). 

One may compare Revelation 12, where Michael defeats the seven-headed dragon (= Satan). It is striking 

that Michael, not Christ, defeats the dragon; this may reflect an underlying Jewish tradition equating the 

―onelikeasonofman‖withMichael.Interestingly,thenextchapterofRevelation(i.e.,chap. 13; cf. 

17:3) presents another creature derived from Leviathan, the seven-headed beast, symbolizing Rome (Rev 

13:1–10) as well as another beast, symbolizing the false prophet, who appears to derive from Behemoth 

(Rev 13:11–18).  
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JOHN DAY  

DREAMS IN THE NT AND GRECO-ROMAN LITERATURE. Belief in the reality and 

significance of dreams and visions was widespread in ancient times. The people of the Greco-Roman 

world believed that dreams and visions were ways of receiving divine messages, prophecy, and healing. 

Dreams and visions in which a message was delivered in a direct and imperative fashion were valued 

more than symbolic dreams and visions, which required interpretation. But there was also great interest in 

the interpretation of dreams. Handbooks on dream symbolism were popular and part of the almost 

universally accepted belief that all dreams were significant in some way.  

This belief in the revelatory significance of dreams and visions is also found in the OT; significant 

dreams and visions come from Yahweh who uses them as one means of communicating with human 

beings.Theprophetsarealsocalled―seers,‖perhapsbecausethewordofGodsooftencomesthrough

dreams and visions. But the emphasis in the OT is always on the revealed word of God, not the mode of 

that revelation. For this reason God also gives the interpretation of dreams and this interpretation is as 

important as the dream itself. The OT is also concerned with distinguishing true dreams and visions, 

which are genuine revelations of God, from those which are false. Only those dreams and visions which 

lead the people into a more faithful relationship with God are regarded as genuine revelations.  

The NT, in common with both the OT and the Greco-Roman world, regards dreams and visions as one 

of the significant ways in which God chooses to reveal himself. But the NT understanding of dreams and 

visions is also unique in several ways. In the NT the meaning of a dream is always stated directly; 

interpretation of symbolic content is not required. Even when the symbolic content of a vision is given, 

theemphasisfallsontherevelatorymeaningofthevision.InkeepingwiththisconfidencethatGod‘s

revelation is meant to be understood, the NT expresses little concern with the problem of false dreams and 

visions. Only once, in Jude 8, are dreams spoken of in a disparaging manner; even here, the real problem 

is the character of those who have the dreams, not the dreams themselves. The central message of the NT 

is that God has uniquely revealed himself in Christ. In the NT, dreams and visions are always seen as 

secondarytothiscentralrevelationandaresignificantonlyinrelationshiptoGod‘srevelationinChrist. 

In the NT, dreams and visions are not always clearly distinguished from one another or from other more 

ordinary ways of seeing. The common word for dream (Gk onar) is found only in Matthew. The words 

used for vision (Gk horama, optasia, horasis) are found mainly in Luke-Acts. It is not always clear from 

the contexts in which these words are used whether they refer to dreams, visionary experiences, or some 



other form of revelation. Visionary experiences are not always referred to as visions either. Even the great 

vision written down in the book of Revelation is only referred to as a vision once, in Rev 9:17. The NT 

always emphasizes the revelatory nature of dreams and visions, not the dreams and visions themselves.  

The gospel of Matthew sees dreams as one of the ways that God communicates with humans and 

reveals his will to them. The fact that the message is delivered in a dream is stated, but the meaning of the 

dream is what is highlighted. In the infancy narrative, God uses dreams to direct and warn both Joseph 

and the wisemen. Matthew is also the only gospel to refer to a dream or vision during the public ministry 

of Jesus. In Matt 17:9, Jesus refers to the transfiguration as a vision. Here the word vision is probably best 

understood as referring to what was seen; this is the way Mark 9:9 (= Luke 9:36) understands it. In Matt 

27:19,Pilate‘swifehasadreamwhichwarnsPilatethatheoughtnottocrucifyarighteousman.This

dream,likethoseoftheinfancynarratives,revealsGod‘scontinuinginterventiononJesus‘behalf.  

Luke‘sgospelopenswithZechariah‘svisionofanangelwhoprophesiesconcerningthebirthofJohn.

Luke 24:23 mentionsavisionofangelswhotellthewomenwhocometoJesus‘tombthatheisalive.In

both cases the vision is used to announce an unexpected action of God. No dreams or visions are 

mentionedduringJesus‘lifetimeinLuke,Mark,orJohn.AllfourgospelsseeJesusasauniqueandfull

revelation of God. The revelation of God in Jesus is a complete revelation. Dreams and visions are not 

necessary when God chooses to reveal himself in such a direct and unequivocal way.  

In Acts the preaching of the gospel and the fellowship of the early Christians both point to this 

revelation of God in Christ. DreamsandvisionsareasignofGod‘scontinuingpresenceinthechurch

through the Holy Spirit. Acts 2:17 declares that the coming of the Holy Spirit is marked by dreams, 

visions, and prophecy. God reveals his will to the church through the Spirit; and one of the means the 

Spiritusesisvisionaryexperience.Visionsmarktheadvanceofthegospelintothegentileworld.Paul‘s

vision on the road to Damascus (Acts 9:1–9 = Acts 26:9–20) and his vision of the man of Macedonia 

(Acts 16:9–10) both initiate crucial events in the missionaryactivityofthechurch.Peter‘svisioninActs 

10 is especially important in this regard. This is the only vision in Acts in which the symbolic elements of 

the vision are mentioned in detail and the only one for which the interpretation is not immediately given. 

It is only when Peter sees the Holy Spirit fall upon Cornelius that he understands the meaning of the 

vision. As he reports in Acts 11:1–18, he then interprets the vision as an indication that the gentiles are to 

beincludedinthechurchasgentiles.God‘srevelationthroughvisionsdirectsthedecisionsoftheearly

church, especially the crucial decision to accept gentiles as members of the community of Christ.  

In 2 Cor 12:1–10 Paul writes about an ecstatic visionary experience. As is typical of the NT accounts of 

visions, almost no details about the vision itself are given. In fact, Paul declares that he does not know 

enough about the mode of the vision to give details and cannot speak about the content of the vision. The 

point of his story about the vision is not the vision itself but the revelation he received as a result of the 

vision. This revelation leads him to a greater understanding of what it means to suffer as an apostle of 

Christ.  

In the NT, dreams and visions are understood as one of the ways that God communicates his will to 

human beings. When a dream or vision is mentioned, the emphasis is always on the message which is 

revealed and the revelatory character of the experience. The revelations received in dreams and visions 

are understood in relationship to the unique revelation of God in Jesus Christ. All true revelations of God 

are part of this great revelation in Christ.  
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DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION. Dress provides important social and cultural information 

concerning status, power, group identity, manufacture, and trade. The significant role played by clothing 

in ancient society is apparent in the biblical writers who use dress metaphorically to make ethical 

exhortations or take theological positions, and to show the status and character of significant figures.  

Any description of dress and its importance in the biblical tradition is complicated by the long period 

involved (ca. 2000 B.C.E.–125 C.E.), the diversity of peoples and nations depicted, the distinctive dress 



worn by various classes and groups, the extensive geographic area with which the texts deal, the paucity 

of sculptural or physical evidence in Palestine, and the fluid meaning of terms used for dress in literary 

texts. Nevertheless, significant evidence for clothing and ornamentation worn by biblical people comes 

from physical remains, artistic renderings, and textual evidence.  

Archaeological excavations in and around Palestine have periodically uncovered remains of clothing 

and textiles and of ornamentation such as rings, buttons, toggle pins, and earrings for most relevant 

periods. Sculpture, ivory carvings, and paintings provide rare though often stylized glimpses of clothing 

of persons from the kingdoms of Judea and Israel. In addition, some groups or individuals during the 

preexilic and postexilic periods no doubt wore the garb of the dominant political and cultural power of the 

time. For these reasons sculpture, pictorial panels, and steles in Egypt, Mesopotamia, and Anatolia 

provide important though not unambiguous clues to ancient dress.  

Likewise, Greek and Roman society and culture influenced what persons wore in Palestine during the 

Greco-Roman period. Further, the NT depicts people and events throughout the Roman empire. 

Description of dress and ornamentation in the NT period, therefore, must consider material evidence 

obtained from sculpture, numismatics, funerary dedications, mosaics, and paintings both in and outside of 

Palestine proper. In addition, textual sources give important evidence for the role of dress in ancient 

societies as well as its symbolic importance. When combined, archaeology, artistic representation, and 

literary evidence elucidate what people wore, how people wanted to look, and the symbolic power of 

dress and ornamentation (Bonfante and Jaunzems 1988: 1385–86).  

———  

A. Hebrew Scriptures  

1. Men  

a. Outer garments  

b. Undergarments  

c. Headgear and hair  

d. Footwear  

e. Ornamentation  

2. Women  

a. Outer garments  

b. Undergarments  

c. Headgear and hair  

d. Footwear  

e. Ornamentation  

3. Manufacture and Trade  

B. Intertestamental and New Testament Period  
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2. Women  

a. Outer garments  

b. Undergarments  
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———  

A. Hebrew Scriptures  



The frequent reference to dress or ornamentation indicates the social and symbolic importance of 

clothing for ancient Israelite society. The most common Hebrew term for clothing, beged, occurs over 200 

timesandisusedindiscriminatelyformen‘s(Gen 39:12)andwomen‘s(Gen 38:14) clothing, the torn 

garments of a leper (Lev 13:45), the robes of the high priest (Lev 8:30), the covering of the poor and the 

garb of the wealthy (Ezek 26:16; 27:20). Less frequent general terms for dress include śalmâ (Josh 9:5; 1 

Kgs 10:25; Mic 2:8); mad (Lev 6:3; 1 Sam 18:4); kĕsût (Job 31:19; Isa 50:3); malbuš (1 Kgs 10:5; 2 Chr 

9:4); śimlâ (Gen 9:23; Deut 22:5; Isa 9:5); ˒adderet (Gen 25:25; Josh 7:21); tilbos et (Isa 59:17); and lĕbûš 

(Gen 49:11; Job 30:18; Mal 2:16). Even fabric, generally wool or linen (Lev 14:47), could have symbolic 

importance; only priests, for example, were to mix the two (Lev 19:19; Deut 22:11).  

1. Men. a. Outer garments. The outer garment in the Hebrew scriptures is given a number of names 

which makes clear distinctions difficult. Outer wear in antiquity was generally draped around the body 

and pinned, belted, buttoned, or fastened (Bonfante and Jaunzems, 1988: 1386). The outer garment 

primarily served a functional role. Men or women could carry kneading bowls on the shoulders wrapped 

in a śimlâ, a large mantle (Exod 12:34). Mantles, madweh, down to the ankles are implied (2 Sam 10:4 = 

1 Chr 19:4) which provided protection from the elements. The outer garment, kĕsût, covered one while 

sleepingandwasthefinalmostessentialpartofone‘swardrobe (Exod 22:27; Job 24:7; 31:19). A portion 

of the outer garment, ˒adderet, could be pulled up to coverone‘shead(1 Kgs 19:13).  

Rarevisualevidenceforamale‘souterwearinSyro-Palestinecomesfromthe―BlackObelisk‖of

Shalmaneser III (858–824 B.C.E.), which shows Jehu, the Israelite king, wearing a fringed outer garment 

with tassels on a section thrown over the shoulder; a girdle with tassels on the end is tied around his 

middle (ANEP, 120–22, 290–91; Mazar et al. 1959, 3: 212–13; cf. 2 Sam 20:8). Each of his attendants has 

a fringed mantle or śimlâ draped over the left shoulder (Matthews 1988: 119). Tassels, gĕdil  m, or fringes 

whichcouldbeplacedonthefourcornersofone‘scloak,kĕsût (Deut 22:12) served as extensions of the 

hem and were to contain a blue thread as a reminder of the covenant between God and the Israelites (Num 

15:37–41). The tassels, according to ancient Near East parallels, were threads of the embroidery and could 

be decorated with a flower head or bell. The more ornate the hem, the greater the social status and wealth 

of a person (Milgrom 1983: 61–65).  

Some traditions portray the outer garment of special persons as conveying power (or its loss). Saul, for 

example,grabsandripsthehemofSamuel‘scloak,symbolizingthelossofSaul‘skingdomtoDavid(1 

Sam 15:27; cf. 1 Sam 24:4–20; cf. Stephens 1931: 68–69). Elijah, on the other hand, throws his mantle 

˒adderet) over Elisha to indicate his successor (1 Kgs 19:19); Elisha uses the same mantle to part the 

waters of the Jordan (2 Kgs 2:8, 14). Garments also served as an expensive prize of war (Josh 7:21; cf. 

Gen 25:25; Judg 14:12; 1 Sam 27:9, ANET, 175, 177, 311), gifts (1 Kgs 10:25), payment (2 Kgs 5:23; 

Prov 20:16), or disguise (1 Sam 28:8). Some prophets wore a hairy mantle (Zech 13:4), perhaps of camel 

hair (Mark 1:6). Prisoners in certain periods had to wear special clothing (2 Kgs 25:29; Jer 52:33) as did 

widows and those in mourning (Gen 38:14). A red garment symbolized the destruction by God of his 

enemies (Isa 63:1–4).  

Ingeneral,thetearingorremovalofone‘sgarmentspubliclydisplayeddespair(Gen 37:29), mourning 

(2 Sam 1:11–12), or loss of status (Num 20:26). A type of cloak, me˓  l, which was wrapped around the 

body and the undergarments (1 Sam 15:27; Ps 109:29) was commonly torn when one was in grief (Job 

2:12; Ezra 9:3). The prophet Ahijah tore his new śimla tosymbolizethedivisionofSolomon‘snationinto

the northern and southern kingdoms (1 Kgs 11:30). Shame, humiliation, powerlessness, or outrage result 

when one is strippedofone‘sdress(cf.Bonfante1989:546).ThekingoftheAmmonitesexertshispower,

displayshiscontempt,andshamesDavid‘semissarieswhenhecutstheirclothing,madwêhem (lit.―their

garments‖)inhalftothehipsandshavesoffhalftheirbeards (2 Sam 10:4–5; cf. Isa 7:20). The stele of 

Sennacherib (705–681 B.C.E.) depicts naked male prisoners from Lachish impaled on stakes as the battle 

rages; after the fall of the city, naked prisoners are staked out on the ground. The pictures graphically 

portray for the Assyrian audience and their client states (including Judah) the impotence of those who 

challenge Assyrian rule (Mazar et al. 1959, 2: 286–87; cf. Mic 2:8). Prohibitions against taking a poor 



man‘scoatexisted(Exod 22:25–26); a 7th century B.C.E. ostraconrecordsapeasant‘spleatothegovernor

to return a coat that had been confiscated (WHJP 4: 249).  

In the priestly tradition, special outerwear depicted power, prestige, and identity. The apparel of the high 

priestexpressedthepriest‘sintercessoryroleforIsrael(Exod 28:29, 38). Three outer garments apparently 

distinguished his garb. The ephod cloth was composed of a mixture of fine linen and gold leaf, blue, 

purple, and scarlet threads (probably woolen); the garment itself had shoulder straps. Each strap had an 

onyx stone engraved with six names of the tribes of Israel (Exod 28:6–12; 39:2–7). The same materials 

were used to fashion the breastplate, which was worn over the ephod and had twelve precious stones, each 

inscribed with the name of a tribe, in four rows. The Urim and Thummim were also attached to the ephod 

(Exod 28:15–30; 39:8–21). Under the ephod was worn a blue robe made of wool with pomegranates of 

linen, and blue, purple, and scarlet wool threads alternating with golden bells on the fringe (Exod 28:31–

35); Josephus attaches cosmic implications to the colors (Ant 3.184–87). The Levites wore outerwear of 

fine linen; the Chronicler depicts the priestly character of David by describing him as one who wears a 

robe, me˓il, of fine linen (1 Chr 15:27).  

Special clothing must be worn by the priests entering the holy place (tent of meeting and altar) or they 

may die (Exod 28:42). Apparently priests wore other garb when not performing temple duties (Ezek 

42:14; 44:19) further emphasizing the sacred and special character of the priestly garb (Bergemeier 1963: 

268–71). The clothing served as a protective cover for them while they were in the presence of God.  

b. Undergarments. Most males wore the ˒ezor, probably the type of kilt represented by the soldiers of 

Lachish in the stele of Sennacherib, that wrapped around the waist. Generally made of flax, the ˒ezor 

often had a leather or cloth belt from which a knife, seal, stone weight, or other valuables could be hung. 

ExcavatorshavefoundleatherandbronzebeltsinIronAgetombsatTel‘Aitan(WHJP 4: 247–48). The 

kĕtonet was probably the forerunner of the Greek chitōn and Roman tunic, and was worn next to the skin 

(Brown, 1980: 8–11) or over the ˒ezor; it often had sleeves (Gen 37:3; Lev 16:4; Cant 5:3).The―Black

Obelisk‖ofShalmaneser mentions the kĕtonet, a garment generally made of wool (Matthews 1988: 117–

19). Antecedents reach back at least to the 19th century B.C.E. as the Egyptian tomb at Beni-Hasan that 

depicts Semites contemporary with the patriarchs indicates. The men have pointed beards and no 

mustaches and wear decorated one-shoulder tunics that reach to just below the knees. Some men are bare 

from the waist up; from the waist down they wear a skirtlike garment with fringe at the bottom (Davies 

and Gardiner 1936, pl. 10–11; ANEP, 3).  

Jehu, who prostrates before Shalmaneser III, appears to wear a short-sleeved tunic extending to the 

ankles that is belted around the middle and has fringes or a large border along the bottom (ANEP, 120, 

panel II; cf. Isa 22:21).Jehu‘sattendantsalsoweartunicsthatextendtotheanklesundertheircloaks

(Mazar et al. 1959, 3: 212–18.) In like fashion, the stele of Sennacherib shows several Judaean leaders or 

defenders of Lachish wearing an unbelted tunic with sleeves as they plead for their lives before the king 

(ANEP, 129, 293–94).Stylesofundergarmentsapparentlyvariedaccordingtoone‘swealthorallegiance.

Excavations at Ramat-Rahel and En-Gedi, for example, have found 7th century B.C.E. sherds with figures 

of men whose dress imitates the style of Assyrian wall paintings (WHJP 4: 248).  

Priestshadspecialundergarments.Thehighpriest‘stunicwasa―checkerworkoffinelinen‖(Exod 

28:39); according to Josephus, this tunic extended to the ankles and had long sleeves (Ant 3.153). Around 

the tunic was a finely spun linen girdle that contained blue, purple, and scarlet wool and elaborate 

embroidery (Exod 28:30; 39:29). Under their tunics priests wore linen breeches, miknĕsê, that covered 

their loins (Exod 28:42; 39:28; Ezek 44:18). In addition, a type of girdle, ˓abnĕt, was worn as a belt 

around the waist (Exod 29:9; Lev 8:7).  

c. Headgear and hair. A turban or cloth miter could cover the head (Exod 29:6; Zech 3:5). Some 

(hăbāl  m) were wound around the head (1 Kgs 20:31; cf. the term sān  p [Job 29:14; Isa 3:23]). Helmets in 

war are depicted on the Sennacherib stele (cf. 1 Sam 17:5; 2 Chr 26:14). The soldiers on the walls have 

twotypesofheadgear.Mostofthearchershaveconicalhelmetswithearflaps;otherdefenders‘headgear,

rounded on top, may be a length of cloth wrapped around the head (Mazar et al. 1959, 4:283; WHJP 4: 



248).Incontrast,ontheShalmanesersteleJehu‘sambassadorshavesocklikeheadcoveringssimilarto

Syrian headdress of the day (Mazar et al. 1959, 3:212–13; ANEP, 120–22, 290–91).  

Priests wore a turban of fine linen (Exod 28:39). In addition, the high priest wore a crown or miter, 

n zer. Agoldplatehungbyabluethreadinfrontofthemiterorheaddressthathadtheworld―Holyto

theLord‖engravedonit(Exod 28:36–38; 39:30–31; cf. however, Jos. Ant 3.178; JW, 5.235, who states 

that it had only the tetragrammaton; Feldman 1971: vii–clxix).  

The obelisk of Shalmaneser shows the Israelite king, Jehu, and his attendants with pointed beards 

(Mazar et al. 1959, 3: 212–13; ANEP, 120–22, 290–91) similar to the Semites in the Beni-Hasan painting 

(ANEP, 3). In contrast, the Sennacherib stele has some defenders of Lachish wearing hair and beards that 

are tightly curled (ANEP, 129, 293–94), reflecting a change in hairstyle because of either a different time 

period or region.  

Hairstylehadimportantsymbolicimplicationsandoftendepictedone‘srelation to the rest of the 

community. According to priestly tradition, the tattered clothing and long, unkempt hair of the leper 

signified his uncleanness with respect to the community (Lev 13:45–46). Carefully defined procedures in 

the priestly tradition determined whether a person with yellowed or thinning hair in the beard or on the 

head, perhaps a type of ringworm, was viewed as unclean (Lev 13:29–37). A male healed of leprosy, 

however, displayed his new status in the community by washing his clothes and shaving his hair, 

including his beard and eyebrows (Lev 14:8–9). Mold or mildew on garments was also viewed as a form 

of leprosy; such unclean garments were destroyed (Lev 13:47–59).  

Hair carried symbolic as well as religious social or political overtones. Kings and priests were anointed 

withoilpouredovertheirhead.Spitrunningdownone‘sbeardcoulddepictinsanity(1 Sam 21:13). Joab 

took Amasa by his beard, perhaps as an outward sign of greeting, while he killed him with a hidden 

weapon (2 Sam 20:9). As a sign of his total allegiance to God the Nazirite did not cut his hair (Num 6:5) 

until his time of separation with God was completed; then he shaved his head and burned the hair (Num 

6:18; cf. Judg 16:22). Levitical priests were to trim their hair and not let their locks grown long nor shave 

their heads (Ezek 44:20). Some traditions, however, discouraged persons from rounding the hair, ś ˓ăr, 

near the temples; nor were persons to cut or tear the edges of their beard when mourning (Lev 19:27; 

21:5; Deut 14:1), a custom in the ancient Near East (Isa 15:2; Jer 48:37). Other traditions, however, 

especially in the prophetic tradition suggest that shaving heads or beards as a sign of mourning or 

judgment was practiced (Amos 8:10; Isa 22:12; Jer 41:5; Mic 1:16; Ezek 5:1; cf. Job 1:20). Indeed, 

tearingoutone‘shairorbeardcouldindicateshameandanger(Ezra 9:3).  

d. Footwear. A sandal, na˓al, was generally made of leather and fastened with a strap or laces, śĕrôk 

(Gen 14:23; Isa 5:27). The male Semites in the Beni-Hasan tomb painting wear sandals with straps 

(ANEP, 2–3). The attendants of the Israelite king Jehu, however, wear shoes with upturned toes that cover 

the entire foot (Mazar et al. 1959, 3:212–13; ANEP, 120–22, 190–291).  

To go barefoot indicated poverty (Deut 25:19), mourning (2 Sam 15:30; Ezek 24:17, 23), or contact 

with holy ground (Exod 3:5; Josh 5:15).Isaiah‘ssymbolicactoftakingoffhissandalsportraysthe

eventual destruction of Egypt and Ethiopia by the Assyrians who lead the captives away naked and 

barefoot (Isa 20;2–5; cf. the barefoot petitioners from Lachish who appear before Sennacherib; ANEP, 

129, 293–94).  

The sandal could symbolize breakdown in the fabpic of society or the family. The prophet Amos depicts 

social disparity and societal disintegration in the northern kingdom by condemning the wealthy who sell 

the poor for a pair of shoes (Amos 2:6; 8:6). Another tradition states that when a man does not marry his 

brother‘swidow,evenontheadviceoftheelders,thewidowmaypulloffoneofhissandalsandspitin

his face (Exod 25:9–10). In still a different traditiontheremovalofone‘ssandalverifiesabusiness

transaction, which could include marriage (Ruth 4:7–10).TheDeuteronomistsymbolizedGod‘spresence

and guidance of Israel by the lack of wear on the sandals of those who wandered 40 years in the 

wilderness (Deut 29:5). In contrast, in the same tradition the Gibeonites used worn-out, patched sandals 

and clothing to trick the Israelites (Josh 9:5, 13).  



e. Ornamentation. Typically, the greater the ornamentation on outer garments, especially the hem, the 

greater the importance of the individual in society (Milgrom 1983:61). Thus the high priest wore 

elaborately decorated outerwear. The king wore purple robes and garments of fine linen. A man could 

wear a signet, or an arm band, or a cylinder that had his name or some identifying mark on it around his 

neck, or on his hand or arm (Gen 38:18, 25; Jer 22:24; 2 Sam 1:10). Finger rings indicated rank (Gen 

41:42; Esth 3:10; Hestrin and Dayagi-Mendels 1979; IDB 1: 871). Molds for casting bronze ornaments 

have been found at several sites in Israel (WHJP 4: 253).  

2. Women. Specific information on the dress of women is sparse, especially since general terms for 

dressaresimilartothosementionedformen‘sclothing(lĕbûš, malbuš, beged). Some characteristics 

distinguishedthetwo,however,asindicatedbythewarningthatmenwerenottowearwomen‘s

garments, śimlâ (Deut 22:5). 8th century B.C.E. attire of wealthy women in Judah could include ankle 

jewelry, headbands, pendants, bracelets, scarves, headdresses, jewelry for the arms, sashes, signet rings, 

nose rings, festival robes, mantles, garments of gauze, linen garments, turbans, and veils. In addition they 

used perfume, had belts around their clothing, and maintained well-groomed hair (Isa 3:18–24; cf. Ezek 

16:10–13).  

a. Outer garments. Women who lived at the time of Abraham may have worn brightly colored 

garments with designs as indicated in the Beni-Hasan tomb. There, each of three women appears to wear 

a square piece of colored material wrapped around her with the end tossed over her left shoulder, leaving 

her right shoulder bare; a fourth wears a garment rounded at the neck (Horn 1968: 2). The Sennacherib 

stele depicts women and girls dressed in a cloaklike garb that extends to just above the ankles and could 

be pulled over the head like a hood (Mazar et al. 1959, 2: 283). Women wore special outerwear when they 

were widowed (Gen 38:14). Some wealthy women perfumed their clothing with myrrh, aloes, and cassia 

(Ps 45:8; cf. Cant 4:11) and had garments with ornaments of gold (2 Sam 1:24). From the 10th century 

B.C.E. on, bronze toggle pins (safety pins) and buttons found in many excavations may have been used to 

pin or button the garment (WHJP 4: 249).  

b. Undergarments. The kĕtonet was a long undergarment, similar to the males; according to tradition, 

virgin daughters of kings such as Tamar wore a long robe with sleeves (2 Sam 13:18; Cant 5:3). The same 

termdescribesJoseph‘sgarment(Gen 39:) incorrectly translated by the LXX as the chitōn of many colors 

(Brown 1980: 8). In addition, women probably wore some sort of girdle or belt (Isa 3:24).  

c. Headgear and hair. The veil appears to be used on special occasions to identify the status or 

character of women. Women used veils, ṣā˓  p, or part of their outer garment to cover their faces on 

wedding days (Gen 24:65) or if they were prostitutes (Gen 38:14, 15,19); cf. rĕ˓ālôt (Isa 3:19). Certain 

veils allowed the face to be seen (Cant 4:1, 3).InSennacherib‘sstele,thewomenleavingthecityof

Lachish are wearing a type of mantle that is pulled over the head, probably signifying their act of 

mourning (Mazar et al. 1959, 2: 283).  

In the priestly tradition, when a woman was accused of adultery by her husband, the priest unbound or 

uncovered her hair as part of a lengthy ritual proving her guilt or innocence (Num 5:11–28; cf. Susanna 

32). If an Israelite wished to marry a beautiful woman who is captured in war, her head must be shaved, 

hernailscut,andhercaptive‘sgarbremoved(Deut 21:12–13).  

d. Footwear. Footwearforwomenseemslittledifferentthanmen‘s.Thewomen and children in the 

Beni-Hasan tomb painting wear shoes that cover the entire foot (ANEP, 2–3).Women‘sfootwearisrarely

mentioned in the biblical accounts, but the Song of Songs 7:1 depictswomen‘sfeetasgracefulin sandals. 

The women and girls on the Sennacherib stele are barefoot (Mazar et al. 1959, 2: 283).  

e. Ornamentation. Women wore pierced rings in their ears and nose (Gen 24:47; Ezek 16:12). Other 

JEWELRY included bracelets, arm and leg bands, nose rings, earrings, and beads (probably for 

necklaces) made of gold and silver (Exod 32:2; Prov 25:12). Some women wore rings and jewelry 

associated with worship of foreign cults (Hos 2:13).  

3. Manufacture and Trade. Except for luxury goods, most clothing and ornaments were made and 

circulated locally. Bracelets, earrings, rings, and beads made of iron, bronze, copper, silver, and gold have 

been found in excavations throughout Israel (WHJP 4: 253). Perfumes, widely used in Israel, had great 



popularity as indicated by numerous stone bands, juglets, and bottles that probably held cosmetics (1 Sam 

8:13). Indeed, perfumery as a craft was practiced in large measure by women (WHJP 4: 262). Local 

farmers and herdsmen provided the raw flax for linen and wool for woolen goods. Women probably 

cleaned the wool and spun it into thread (Prov 31:13, 19); garments were probably made on horizontal 

looms (ANEP, 142–43; Horn 1968: 24–28). Evidence exists for silk, cotton, hemp, and jute as well (Horn 

1968: 5–14). Local guilds or particular cities or villages may have manufactured some clothing 

(Mendelsohn 1940: 17–18; cf. Prov 21:10–29; 31:24). Numerous loom weights found throughout 

Palestineandweavers‘workshopsatLachishandTelAmalsubstantiatethis(WHJP 4: 244–45).  

Color was often a sign of status, as was the quality of the garment; thus dyeing was an important 

industry, as evidenced by the large numbers of dyeing establishments found throughout ancient Israel 

(Horn 1968: 18–21; Albright 1943: 55–62; WHJP 4: 245–47). Especially significant was the purple dye 

industry, as indicated by the large quantity of purple dye producing murex shells that have been found 

along the coast of present-day Israel and Lebanon (see PURPLE: Milgrom 1983: 61–65; Spanier 1987; 

Reinhold 1970; Ziderman 1987: 25–33). The weaving industry was probably associated with this industry 

(Horn 1968: 23–24).  

In summary, archaeological and ancient Near Eastern iconography provide important clues as to the 

garb of men and women in Palestine in the pre- and postexilic periods. Dress and ornamentation tell much 

aboutancientIsraelites‘socialstatus,tradeandcommerce,andinteractionwithsurroundingcultures,

information not readily available in written records. In turn, the biblical tradition illustrates the symbolic 

power that dress played in social, political, and religious arenas of the day.  

B. Intertestamental and New Testament Period  

Like the Hebrew scriptures, Greek terms used to describe dress are often general in character. The garb 

of Jews both in and outside Palestine reflected the regional and international dress worn from the Persian 

through the Roman periods. Roman citizens were especially status conscious, and this was reflected in the 

quality, color, and design of their clothing. In certain cases, color and designs in the Near East identified 

male from female, rich from poor. Special occasions often necessitated special dress as, for example, at 

weddings (although the exact nature is not clear [Matt 22:11]). White garments could signify purity (Rev 

3:4–5).  

1. Men. a. Outer garments. Roman citizens in Palestine were allowed to wear the toga, a large, 

semicircular garment draped around the body; often, however, only the wealthy could afford the 

expensive fabric (Wilson 1938). Acts, for example, portrays Paul, who as a Roman citizen does not wear 

the toga (Acts 16:35–39). The Gk himation, on the other hand, served as the most common outer garment 

for men and women including Roman citizens (Bonfante 1973: 586). Rectangular and of various sizes, it 

was draped around the body. The crowds that meet Jesus in Jerusalem throw their himatia on the ground 

(Mark 11:7–8); Bartimaeus, the blind beggar, takes off his himation and comes to Jesus (Mark 10:50); 

workers in the field generally took off their himatia to work (Mark 13:16 = Matt 24:18). As in the Hebrew 

Scriptures,powercanbeassociatedwiththemantle,asthehealingofthewomanwhotouchesJesus‘

himation indicates (Mark 5:28–30). The Gk stole, a general term for the outer garment or long robe in the 

NT, is associated with wealth (Luke 15:22; 20:46) or salvation (Rev 6:11; 7:9).  

In Palestine, color and designs in the fabric distinguished male and female outer garments. Male himatia 

found at the Cave of Letters near the Dead Sea (ca. 90–135 C.E.) were made of white or yellow wool with 

reddish-brown or blackish-blue notched bands woven into the fabric (Yadin 1963: 169–203). Similar 

himatia with notched bands have been found at Dura Europas, Egypt, Palmyra, and in the At-Tar Caves 

west of ancient Babylon (Yadin 1963: 227–32; Fujii 1987: 225–26). Some male himatia in the Cave of 

Letters had stripes the same color as the notched bands. The stripes, of different widths, ran around the 

portion of the himation draped around the neck (Yadin 1963: 223). Yadin argues that the stripe framed the 

face when the himation was pulled over the head for prayer or sacrifice. The stripe may be the kraspedon 

(RSV―edge‖)ofJesus‘himation, which the woman with the flow of blood touched (Matt 9:20 = Luke 

8:44). This may explain, as well, the passage that states the Pharisees made their phylact ria broad and 

their kraspeda long (stripes rather than fringes) (Matt 23:5). Similar designs have been found on clothing 



discovered at En-Gedi and on some of the clothing piled and burned by the last defenders of Masada 

(Yadin 1965: 81; Yadin 1966: 154).  

An outer cloak, Gk chlamys, was fastened at the neck and worn like a cape. A sign of authority, a purple 

chlamys was partoftheRomanofficer‘sgarb.OnlytheGospelofMatthewhastauntingsoldiersplacea

purple chlamys on Jesus (27:28). Some Judea Capta coins show a Jewish soldier with a chlamys around 

his neck, suggesting that the cloak was not limited to Roman soldiers and officers (Madden 1903: 208–14; 

219–25; cf. Jos. JW 7§29).  

b. Undergarments. The principal garb for men and women was the Gk chitōn or Lat tunica. It came in 

a variety of shapes, sizes, and colors, and one could wear more than one tunic (Matt 10:9–10; cf. Mark 

6:9; Luke 9:3). Tunics have been found by Yadin at the Cave of Letters, one of them almost completely 

intact. The intact tunic consists of two equal sized pieces of cloth sewn at the top and sides, leaving 

openings for the head and the arms (Yadin 1963: pl. 66; cf. Jos. Ant 3§161). The seamless tunic in John 

19:23 was distinctive. Josephus mentions that such a seamless garb was worn by the high priest (Ant 

3§161–62); however, the actual technique for making such a tunic remains problematic (Horn 1968: 30–

32).  

Like the himation, the quality of the fabric of a chitōn could signify social status or wealth; in addition, 

Roman citizens and often those of some means had narrow bands running from the top to bottom of the 

tunic. Initially, wide purple clavi were reserved for Roman senators, smaller purple bands for equestrians. 

By the time of the empire, however, the wearing of tunics with purple bands was widespread (Bonfante 

and Jaunzens 1988: 1402–1403). Tunics found in the Cave of Letters have purple bands although not of 

true purple (Yadin 1963: 207–209; pl. 66). Frescoes at Pompeii show children with thin purple bands on 

their tunica (Mazar et al. 1959, 5:120).  

Achild‘stunicfoundintheCaveofLettershadthefourcornerstiedinto bundles that held various 

items (Yadin 1963: pls. 65, 89), perhaps to ward off evil. NT tradition suggests that some tunics were 

long, belted, and made with gold (presumably gold thread; Rev 1:13). In the Johannine tradition Peter 

wears a tunic (ependyt s) common to the peasants of the day (John 21:7). For possible parallels see the 

depiction of a 1st century B.C.E. peasant (Hadas 1965: 148) who wears the tunic over one shoulder with 

the other bare, the garb of a swineherd as depicted in a 1st-century funeral stele from Italy, and a 

Hellenistic portrayal of a fisherman from Alexandria (Mazar et al. 1959, 5:37, 155; cf. Laubscher 1982).  

At Masada hundreds of silver-plated scales of armor have been found near the remains of one of the 

defenders; the scales were probably laced onto a leather undergarment (Yadin 1966: 54–55) such as 

Roman soldiers, especially the legionaries and centurions, wore (Sander 1963: 144–66; Mazar et al. 1959, 

5:154, 191, 241). Another undergarment was a type of linen cloth, Gk sindōn, wrapped around the loins 

(Mark 14:51–52). The same term can refer to a linen shroud (Matt 27:59). Imprints of woven material on 

bones and a skull found in a tomb indicate that wrapping the deceased in a shroud was probably common 

(Hachlili 1988: 95).  

c. Headgear and hair. During the reign of Antiochus IV, the high priest Jason forced the nobles in 

Jerusalem to wear the broad-brimmed hat of the Greeks (2 Macc 3:12). The hat may have had its origin in 

Persia and was imported to Greece by Alexander the Great (Bonfante and Jaunzems 1988: 1398–99). In 

addition, the high priest and other priests wore special headgear (Jos. Ant 3 §172). The head itself plays an 

importantsymbolicroleintheNTtradition.AwomananointsJesus‘headwithexpensiveoil,probably

perfumed (see esp. John 12:3; cf. Matt 26:7–8 = Mark 14:3 = Luke 7:38) an allusion to burial and 

kingship. Perfumed ointment was used across the Roman empire at this time (cf. picture of woman 

pouring ointment in picture from Pompeii [Views, 5:99]).  

On the Judea Capta coins, some Jewish soldiers wear beards and longish hair. No doubt, other 1st-

century Jews shaved their faces and had short hair in the Roman style (cf. 1 Cor 11:14; Ps-Phoc 212). The 

Acts tradition has Paul cut his hair to fulfill a vow he had made, perhaps an allusion to the Nazirite 

tradition (18:18; cf. 21:24; Num 6:1–21). Paul states in his correspondence to the Corinthians that the 

head of a man is to remain uncovered (1 Cor 11:3) probably to discourage any connection with the Roman 

practiceofpullingthetogaoverone‘sheadwhileofferingsacrificestothegods(Thompson1988:104).



Paul also admonishes the Corinthian men to wear their hair short, perhaps in accordance with Roman 

custom or simply to highlight the differences men and women should maintain in the community 

(Thompson 1988: 104). As in the Hebrew scriptures, dust could be thrown on the head and hair as a sign 

of mourning (Rev 18:19).  

d. Footwear. Roman society developed varied footwear for different occasions. Outdoor shoes (Lat 

calceii; hypod ma) were strapped or laced, like the sandal (hypod ma) that John the Baptist did not feel 

worthy to untie (Mark 1:7). For Romans, sandalia were generally an indoor shoe, in function the ancient 

equivalent of slippers (Bonfante 1973: 593–94). Sandals and sandal fragments have been found at Masada 

(Yadin 1966: 54, 57). Some tombs in Palestine contained leather sandals that were placed in a coffin near 

thedeadperson‘shead(Hachlili1988:95). 

e. Ornamentation. Signet rings found at Masada indicate that the defenders had a degree of wealth; 

some rings functioned to make an imprint on wax that sealed legal documents or letters (Yadin 1966: 

150). Such signet rings may be the same type as the sphragis mentioned in the NT (Rom 4:11; 1 Cor 9:2; 

2 Tim 2:19; Rev 5:1; 6:1; 7:2; 8:1; 9:4). They served as a sign of identity and authority. In addition, men 

wore phylacteries (Matt 23:5; Matthews 1988: 234), examples of which have been found at Qumran 

(WHJP 8: figs. 12–15).  

2. Women. a. Outer garments. Women‘souterwear,thoughsimilarinstyletomen‘s,oftenhaddarker

and more varied colors, greater length, and unique ornamentation. In particular, a gamma-shaped design 

onthemantleappearstodistinguishawoman‘sgarbfromaman‘s.AtMasadaandtheCaveofLetters,

Yadin found fragments of mantles with a gamma-like shape sewn into the fabric which identifies them as 

women‘sgarb(1965:81;1966:223–29). As with men, outer garments of wealthy women could be made 

of linen with gold woven into the fabric (T. Job 25:7; Jos. Asen. 5:5). The outer garment and tunics could 

be girded with a cord or sash; one text gives the cord cosmic significance (Test. Job 48:1; 50:3). In certain 

periods and regions virgins could have two girdles or sashes that indicated virginity, one around the waist, 

the other probably just under the breast (Jos. Asen. 15:15–17).  

b. Undergarments. As a sign of mourning a woman might wear a black tunic and a sackcloth, the latter 

presumably of burlap (Jos. Asen. 15:16). Torn clothing could symbolize the loss of status (T. Job 39:1–5; 

Judith 10:3–4). The NT does not specifically mention or discuss the undergarments of women during this 

period; no doubt women, like men, wore a type of tunic or chitōn.  

c. Headgear and hair. The Judea Capta corpus (which includes coins, sculpture, and a breastplate) 

generallydepictadespondentandveiledwoman.Thewoman‘sveilispartofthehimation, which was 

pulled over her head especially during periods of worship. This is standard practice for both men and 

women elsewhere in the Roman empire (cf. 1 Cor 11:2–16). No clear evidence, however, exists for 1st 

century Jewish or Christian women wearing a separate veil. It was acceptable for women to go unveiled in 

public (Thompson 1988: 112; MacMullen 1980: 208–18). Evidence does exist for women in Palmyra, 

Tarsus, and Syria wearing veils that covered at least part of the face (Thompson 1988: 133; de Vaux 

1935: 397–412). The head could be covered by a hairnet such as those found at Masada and the Cave of 

Letters which were similar to those in Roman society, as indicated by the famous portrait from Pompeii of 

a woman wearing a golden hairnet.  

Hair found at Masada confirms that some 1st-century women in Palestine wore their hair long. In this 

case, the hair was in a single braid down the back (Yadin 1966: 54, 56; cf. 1 Tim 2:9). The popular 

fashionsofaristocraticRomansocietylikelyinfluencedcertainJewishfashions.Cuttingawoman‘shair,

especially in public was a sign of disgrace (T. Job 23:6–25; cf. 1 Cor 11:6; Thompson 1988: 133).  

d. Footwear. As yet no clear distinctions between the footwear of men and women are apparent. 

Sandals found at Masada are much like those of the present day.  

e. Ornamentation. Cosmetic equipment found in the casement walls of dwellings at Masada included 

palettes for mixing eyeshadow, bronze eyeshadow sticks, clay perfume vials, a bronze mirror case, and a 

wooden comb, fibula, and ring keys (Yadin 1966: 146, 148, 150; cf. 1 En. 8:1–2; Jdt 10:2–4). Ring keys 

such as those found at Masada were often worn by women on their fingers or around their necks; one was 



found still attached to its chain (Yadin 1965: 81). The rings locked chests that held important items (Jos. 

Asen. 2:3–4).  

Wealthy women who could afford gold, pearls, and the latest hair and clothing fashions were among the 

early Christians (1 Tim 2:9; 1 Pet 3:30; cf. Jdt 10:4). Some women wore phylacteries, which in certain 

cases were believed to have a therapeutic role or the capacity to ward off evil (T. Job 47:11).  

3. Manufacture and Trade. In the 1st century, the Roman empire traded extensively with the east 

(China, India, Parthia); indeed, Jewish traders settled in the Indus River as early as the 1st century 

(Warmington 1928: 131–32). An important trade item was cloth and clothing (including fine linen, silk, 

and various qualities of wool; (see Casson 1989: 39–40; Sidebotham 1986: 196; cf. Rev. 18:11–12). 2d- 

and 3d-century evidence suggests that Galilee was noted for its linen and Judea for its wool industries 

(Jones 1974: 350–64; Horn 1968: 5; Paus. 5.5.2) and thus may have participated in this trade.  

Clothing was part of local and regional economies. Wool and clothing markets existed in Jerusalem 

prior to its destruction (Jos. War 5§331). Fullers cleaned dirty clothing acting as the ancient equivalent of 

dry cleaners. The type of fullers, gnapheus, depicted in Mark who could never bleach clothes as intensely 

white as those Jesus wore (Mark 9:3; cf. Matt 17:2, Luke 9:29) may have dressed in the same type of 

simple tunics as the fullers depicted in a mural found at Pompeii (Tanzer 1939: 10, 12).  

Clothing was a significant industry in the Greco-Roman world. According to Acts, certain members of 

the early Christian communities were involved in some manner with the clothing industry (Jones 1974: 

350–64). Simon, who lived at Joppa, (Acts 10:32) was involved in the tanning industry, which was 

unpopular because of the smell. Lydia dealt in the lucrative purple dye industry (Acts 16:14). Dyes such 

as indigo were imported from as far away as India (Casson 1989: 16, 43, 194). Representative samples of 

most colors in antiquity have been found in the Cave of Letters and at Masada (Yadin 1966; Horn 1968: 

18–20).  

Clothing and ornamentation played a significant role in the economic, social, political, and religious 

fabricofancientsociety.Itdepictedone‘ssocialstanding,ethnicorigin,sex,andpoliticalposition.

Clothing functioned as more than covering against the elements. What you wore conveyed who you were 

and the nature of your relationship to those around you. The biblical writers adeptly tapped the symbolic 

power of ancient dress to convey social, theological, or political messages.  
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DOUGLAS R. EDWARDS  

DRINKING. See EATING AND DRINKING.  

DROMEDARY. See ZOOLOGY.  

DROWNING. See PUNISHMENTS AND CRIMES.  

DRUM. See MUSIC AND MUSICAL INSTRUMENTS.  

DRUSILLA (PERSON) [Gk Drousill  (Δρουσιλλη)]. The Jewish wife of Felix, the Roman procurator 

whoheardPaul‘sdefenseinCaesarea(Acts 24:24). Most of what we know about Drusilla comes from the 

Jewish historian Josephus, who reports that she was born in A.D. 37/8, the youngest daughter of Agrippa I 

and Cypros (Ant 18.132; War 2.220; cf. Ant 19.354:shewassixatthetimeofherfather‘sdeath in A.D. 

44). She had inherited Roman citizenship and her full name, Julia Drusilla, indicated as much. The name 

Drusilla was itself a Roman name and probably was bestowed by Agrippa in honor of another Drusilla, 

the sister of his friend Emperor Gaius (alias Caligula); she had died in A.D. 38 (Braund 1984: 111). 

Drusilla‘sfatherbetrothedhertoEpiphanes,sonofAntiochusIV,thekingofwealthyCommagene,

which lay to the north on the Euphrates around Samosata (Ant 19.355). Epiphanes had initially agreed to 

converttoJudaism,butsubsequently,afterAgrippa‘sdeath,hedemurredandthusdeclinedthemarriage.

Instead, Drusilla married Azizus, king of Syrian Emesa, in A.D. 53, after he had been circumcised (Ant 

20.139).  

Drusilla is said to have been very beautiful. For that reason she was the victim of the jealous behavior of 

her equally beautiful sister, BERNICE. Her beauty also brought her to the attention of Antonius FELIX, 

Roman procurator of Judea. Josephus reports how Felix sent her one of his associates, a Cyprian Jew 

named Atomus, who claimed magic powers in order to persuade her to leave Azizus and marry Felix 

instead.Felix‘spromisesoffuturehappiness andherwearinessgiventhemistreatmentathersister‘s

hands persuaded her to violate Jewish law and do as he asked. She and Felix had a son, Agrippa, who 

later died in the volcanic eruption of Mt. Vesuvius in A.D. 79, and it is possible that she died with him 

(Ant 20.141–44). To this extent the biography of Drusilla is clear enough, however some confusion exists 

elsewhere in sources where another Drusilla is mentioned. This individual was also a royal personage who 

married Felix (Tac. Hist.5.9; Braund 1984: 179).  
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DUMAH (PERSON) [Heb dûmâ (דּוָמה)]. A son of Ishmael (Gen 25:14; 1 Chr 1:30). In all 

probability,this―Dumah‖referstothedistrictandoasistowninNcentralSaudiArabianeartheSendof

the Wadi Sirhan. An oracle against this town and its relation to the Kedarite tribal confederacy is perhaps 

contained in Isa 21:11; but the reference in Joshua 15:52 apparently belongs to another location; see 



DUMAH (PLACE). The modern name, al-Jauf, has been in use since at least the 19th century A.D. and 

means―depression,basin,orhollow.‖Theancientnameofthesite,Dumah,isperhapsderivedfromthe

Aramaic and may mean Edom or, according to the Bible and various Arab scholars, may have been one of 

the sons of Ishmael (Gen 25:14; Musil 1927: 531–32; Mandaville 1965: 492; Vaglieri 1965: 624). The 

earliest reference to the town occurs in the inscriptions of Sennacherib (691–689 B.C.; LAR 2.358). The 

town was first identified as the locale mentioned in the Neo-Assyrian documents by Glaser in 1890. Most 

modernscholarsacceptthisidentification(Eph˓al1982:121,n.414). 

Dumah (29°48.5´ N, 39°52.1´ E) is the largest oasis in the long, extremely arid, Wadi Sirhan and often 

hasbeenreferredtoas―thegatewaytoArabia.‖Thespringsoftheareaallowveryproductiveagriculture.

Because it lies astride the major trade routes leading from central and S Arabia to Amman and Damascus, 

it has enjoyed commercial prosperity, which has made it the object of political struggles by both sedentary 

states and nomadic tribal groups.  

There has been continuous historical documentation of Dumah since the Neo-Assyrian inscriptions. 

Niebuhr was the first Westerner to describe the town in 1772 (Musil 1927: 553), but actual archaeological 

reconnaissancedidnotbeginuntilthe1960‘s(WinnettandReed1970).Thefirstcomprehensivesurvey

of the area and town was conducted in 1976 (Adams et al. 1977) and a second campaign in 1977 clarified 

the archaeological-historical record for the S Wadi Sirhan basin, including Dumah (Parr et al. 1978). 

More recently, ongoing excavation and survey in the town environs promises to shed new light on Dumah 

in its historical context.  

The S Wadi Sirhan basin has seen human occupation as early as the Paleolithic period, but large-scale 

pastoral nomadic groups did not occupy the region until the Chalcolithic/EB Age. Our knowledge of the 

2d millennium B.C. both archaeologically and historically remains elusive, but a period of renewed growth 

and vitality characterized the 1st millennium B.C. By the time of the Neo-Assyrian inscriptions, Dumah 

had become well established both as an agricultural town and trade entrepot. Sennacherib and Esarhaddon 

both waged campaigns against Kedarite Arab leaders at Dumah and Esarhaddon describes Dumah as a 

fortifiedtown(Eph˓al1982:5,n.7).Sennacheribremovedtheprincipaldeitiesfromthetownandsent 

Te˒elhunuandHazael,theArableaders,intoexile.Thetributeleviedagainstthetownincludedobjects

obtained from long-distance trade such as spices and precious stones (cf. Musil 1927: 480–85). No 

corroborating archaeological evidence has been found to support the Assyrian inscriptional evidence that 

Dumah was located in the Wadi Sirhan. Iron Age II sites, however, have been located in the N end of the 

Wadi Sirhan at Kaf and Ithra (Adams et al. 1977: 36).  

From the Classical period, both Pliny (HN 6.157) and Ptolemy (Geog. 5.19.7) mention 

Dumatha/Domatha (cf. Musil 1927: 531–32), and considerable Nabatean remains have been found which 

include painted wares, coins, and inscriptions (Winnett and Reed 1970: 7, 15, 144; Bowersock 1983: 57–

58, nn. 48–49). From the 2d century A.D. is a memorial stone of a centurion of the III Cyrenaican Legion 

(Bowersock 1983: 98–99, n. 26). A brief sounding at the base of the massive fort, Qasr Marid, which 

turned up Nabatean and Roman wares, confirms that the lower courses belong to this period. In addition 

to the principal site there was a large-scale gardening system (Adams et al. 1977: 36).  

The satellite site of al-Tuwayr just S of Jauf with extensive Hellenistic remains has been recently 

examined and may be identified withPtolemy‘sObrakaorPharatha(Parretal.1978;Gilmore,Ibrahim,

and Mursi 1984). Byzantine references to Dumah and the involvement of the Beni Kalb continue into the 

early Islamic period (see Musil 1927: 532; Vaglieri 1965: 625). Islamic tradition essentially confirms the 

earlier role that Dumah played as an agricultural center for tribal confederations and a key locale in the 

Arabian spice trade. When the shift of political capitals from Damascus to Baghdad occurred in the 8th 

century A.D. Dumah declined in importance and today is of little consequence.  
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JURIS ZARINS  

DUMAH (PLACE) [Heb dûmâ (דּוָמה)]. The Hebrew word appears twice in Psalms (94:17; 115:17) 

asadesignationforthenetherworld.Someinferthatthewordinthiscontextmeansthe―silenceofthe

grave‖—a metaphor for Sheol. Dahood (Psalms II AB, 349–50), however, prefers to identify Dumah with 

the Akk-Ug dmt meaning―fortress,‖whichsuggestsadifferentmetaphorofthenetherworld. 

1. One of the nine towns assigned to the Hebron administrative district of the hill country of Judah (Josh 

15:52). Most scholars agree that these districts were established during the Judean Monarchy. In the 

GinsburghHebrewmanuscript,thenameappearsas―Rumah.‖Italsoappearsas―Rumah‖in the LXX 

and Vg. Since it is easy to mistake a Heb dalet for a reš andviceversa,itispossiblethat―Rumah‖in2 

Kgs 23:36 shouldread―Dumah,‖particularlysinceaRumahismentionednowhereelseintheBible.

Eusebius identified a village of Dumah in his Onomasticon, and Robinson noted a village of ed-Daumeh. 

Modern cartography lists this village as Duma (M.R. 148093; Ar Khirbet Doma ed-Deir), which lies just 

W of the main road from Hebron to Beer-sheba, about 15 km SW of Hebron.  

2. A place mentioned in connection with the region of Seir (Isa 21:11), a mountainous country inhabited 

chiefly by Edom. It is possible that the text originally read Edom instead of Dumah, and that the ˒alep at 

the beginning of the word was dropped by scribal error. But the scribe would then also have had to add a 

he to fullytransformEdomintoDumah.LXXrendersthewordas―Edom‖or―Idumea.‖Otherssuggest

thattheHebrewwordmeans―silence‖andreferstotheenigmaticnatureofthequestionwhichfollows:

―Watchman,whatofthenight?‖(Thislocationmaybethesameas #3 below.)  

3. An oasis in N central Saudia Arabia, located midway along an ancient desert route from Babylon to 

Tema, which is mentioned in various Neo-Assyrian documents. See DUMAH (PERSON).  

HAROLD BRODSKY  

DUNG GATE (PLACE) [Heb ša˓ar (ַשַער) hā˒ašpōt (ָהַאְשֹֹּפת)]. This gate of Jerusalem is referred 

to four times in Nehemiah (2:13; 3:13, 14; and 12:31). The Heb word ˒ašpōt usedherecanmean―ash-

heap (Lam 4:5, NIV), refuse-heap,dunghill,‖referringtohumanandanimalexcrement and other refuse 

connected with the sacrificial system; the gate to it would be in an area of any access and would be 

expected to be on the side of the city less offensive, where the wind would blow the odors away. The 

most likely location for the Dung Gate is at the Hinnom Valley toward the S, and this would fit 

Nehemiah‘sdescriptionofgoing(counterclockwise)fromtheValleyGate(Neh 3:13) on the west side of 

David‘s City, south to the Dung Gate (Neh 3:13, 14) at the Hinnom Valley, and back northward to the 

Fountain Gate and the wall of the Pool of Siloam (Neh 3: 15). Some have identified the Potsherd Gate at 

―thevalleyofBenHinnom‖(Jer 19: 2) with the Dung Gate. In another view (Mazar 1975: 194–95) holds 

that the Ashpot Gate is to be taken as the Gate of Tophet (based on a root špt meaning―hearth,‖froman

archaic tpt) in the Hinnom Valley where in the reign of Manasseh infant sacrifice was performed (2 Kgs 

21: 6; 2 Chr 33: 6).  
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DUR-KURIGALZU (PLACE). The ancient city which occupied the site of the present city of Aqar 

Quf, near Baghdad. Although not mentioned in the Bible, the site is famous because of its impressive 

ziggurat. From the Middle Ages to the present times, certain travelers have even believed this monument 

to be the Tower of Babel referred to in the book of Genesis. Nevertheless, it was not until 1942 that any 

archaeological interest was shown in the site. The General Department of Antiquities of Iraq undertook an 



expedition under the direction of Taha Baqir and assisted by Seton Lloyd which worked there from 1942 

to 1945. They focused on the ziggurat and the temples associated with it, as well as the large palace which 

occupied the neighboring tell of El-Abyad. Since that time important restoration work has been carried 

out by the Department of Antiquities: the temples have been restored and the entire foundation of the 

ziggurat has been reconstructed to its original likeness with baked bricks.  

The ancient name of the city, Dur Kurigalzu, known from the epigraphic findings, shows that it dated to 

the Kassite era and undoubtedly was founded by one of the two kings named Kurigalzu, either the first 

one at the end of the 15th century B.C. or the second one (1332–1308 B.C.). Our knowledge of the history 

of the site stops at that point.  

In terms of archaeology, the whole of the Enlil quarter formed by the ziggurat and the temples is only 

partially known. The ziggurat itself, one of the largest in Mesopotamia and in any case the best preserved, 

is supported on a foundation that measures 67.6 meters by 69 meters. The core which still exists shows 

that clamping was done every eight or nine rows of baked bricks by a layer of reeds which are still in a 

good state of preservation. It is probably their presence which retarded the destruction of the heart of the 

ziggurat. At its base, the solid mass was surrounded by a wall of baked bricks and three stairways which 

were located on the southeast side. The stairways were constructed by using the same materials and led to 

the top of the first story located about 33 meters above the ground. The total height of the ziggurat 

remains unknown.  

Opposite the perpendicular stairway of the ziggurat was a construction considered to be the sanctuary of 

Enlil. It is composed of at least six courtyards surrounded by rows of nondescript rooms. The courtyard 

opposite the stairway of the ziggurat differs from the others due to a large terrace which allows only a 

small passageway between it and the walls. Most probably the temple itself or the altar stood there. This 

layout seems to have been unique in Mesopotamia.  

The palace of Dur-Kurigalzu is also of prime interest since certain of its characteristics differentiate it 

from other palaces at other sites. The presently known part extends more than 300 meters in all directions, 

and although it is not absolutely certain, it seems to be one and the same building. But of this building, 

onlyonelargecomplexisknown,referredtoas―complexA.‖Itis100metersby140meters,centered 

aroundacourtyardof64metersonthesideagainstwhichtheunits―C,‖―D,‖―F,‖―G,‖and―H‖arelaid

side by side, all of which are only partially excavated. More or less detached from this group are other 

partsofbuildings(―E,‖―AA,‖―C‖)which have been recognized only by the markings of the walls above 

the ground. Even if the whole complex was not built at the same time, as is probably the case, the strength 

of the construction is even more impressive if one adds another floor to it, as the different architectural 

characteristics tempt one to do. Elsewhere, the use of the archway for a series of alveoles form the base of 

an architectural unit which has no known parallel. This unit seems to show the utility of techniques which 

were still little known in the Near East in the middle of the 2d millennium B.C. No other palace in 

Mesopotamia, even among those constructed during the great splendor of the Assyrian and Babylonian 

Empires of the first millennium B.C. resemble the one of Dur Kurigalzu. One can almost speak of it as an 

architectural enigma, for it is not fixed in any known tradition, it has no successors, and it stands as a 

unique case in a period which was not the most brilliant in Mesopotamia.  
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TRANS. PAUL SAGER  

DURA (PLACE) [Aram dûrā˒ (דּוָרא)]. A Mesopotamian site mentioned in Daniel. Dan 3:1 says that 

KingNebuchadnezzarmadeagoldenimageand―setitupontheplainofDura,intheprovinceof



Babylon.‖Becauseoftheirrefusaltobowdowntothisimage,DanielandhisfriendsShadrach,Meshach,

and Abednego were thrown into the fiery furnace. The location of Dura is uncertain. The name probably 

derives from Akk dūru, whichmeans―citywall,fortification,fortress.‖ThustheLXXtranslation

peribolos ―walledarea,‖istechnicallycorrect(Theodotiangives Deira).  

Thename―Dura‖couldsignifytheouterfortificationsofBabylon.Pinches(ISBE [1939] 2: 883) 

proposedageneralinterpretationof―theplainoftheWall,‖apartoftheouterdefensesas―therampart

designated dur Suanna, ―therampart[ofthe city] Lofty-defense,‖anameofBabylon.The―plain‖or

―valley‖ofDuracouldsimplybeasectionofthecity.However,Jeffery(IB 6: 395) translates Aram biq˓â 

(Dan 3:1)as―alowplainbetweentworangesofmountains‖ratherthananopenspaceinthecity.And

onemightexpectthetexttorefertothe―city‖ratherthanthe―province‖ofBabylonifthesettingwas

within the walls of the city.  

―Dura‖isacommonnameinthearea and forms an element in a number of names, such as the famous 

Dura-Europos, 270 miles NW of Babylon, on the upper Euphrates in what is now Syria. Within the 

province or administrative district of Babylon, Oppert (1862: 238–40) and others noted the River Dura is 

a tributary which flows into the Euphrates about 5 or 6 miles below Hilla, the site of ancient Babylon. 

NearbyisaseriesofmoundsorlowhillscalledTululDura(pl.)or(sing.)TellDēr,27km(or16miles)

SW of Baghdad, in the neighborhood of ancient Erech. At the end of the row are two larger mounds, the 

smaller of which is called el Mokattat. There Oppert noted a massive brick structure 14 m square and 6 m 

high.HethoughtthiswastheplatformforNebuchadnezzar‘sgoldimage,andthatthis was the Dura of 

Dan 3:1. Whether this is correct or not the context of the story in Daniel does suggest proximity to city of 

Babylon. This precludes not only Dura-Europos, but other earlier identifications such as the sites north of 

Babylon and east of the Tigris.  

Polybius (5.48) and Ammianus Marcellinus (23.5.8; 24.1.5) mention a Dura at the mouth of the river 

Chaboras where it enters the Euphrates near Carchemish (see PW 5: 1847). Another Dura is beyond the 

Tigris near Apollonia (Polyb. 5.52 and Amm. Marc. 25.6, 9). The former was certainly outside the 

province of Babylon. The second was in the district of Sittakene, which in Parthian times was included in 

the province of Babylon (according to Strabo). But it is still far from the capital.  

Montgomery (Daniel ICC,199)citesPtolemy‘sGeography (6.3) for the Susian Deera. Pinches says it 

was also called Dūr-ili, ―god‘srampart.‖DuruislistedwithTutulandGudua(Cutha)inanintervention

between Deru or Dur-ili and Tindir (Babylon). A Talmudic tradition (b. Sanh. 92b) makes the plain or 

valleyofDurathesceneofEzekiel‘svisionin37:1–14 of a valley full of dry bones which are brought 

back to life. It has also been identified with the valley or plain of the vision in Ezekiel 3:23. Rabbi 

Johanansaid―TheplainofDuraextendsfromtheriverEsheltoRabbah.‖The dead were young Israelite 

men who attracted the attention of Chaldean women. Jealous husbands had the men killed. When 

Hananiah,MishaelandAzariahwerethrownintothefieryfurnace,GodtoldEzekielto―Goandresurrect

the dead in the plain of Dura.‖TheDura-Europos synagogue (3d century C.E.) frescoes included a 

painting of this event in Ezekiel 37. The painting would thus be a picture of Dura and may represent an 

early identification with the site and the story in Dan 3:1.  
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DURA-EUROPOS (PLACE). An ancient city, marked by the village of Slihiyeh in Syria, on the right 

(W) bank of the Euphrates River about halfway between Aleppo and Baghdad, 60 miles S of Deir ez-Zor, 

where the ḪabūrRiverenterstheEuphrates.ThiswastheoldRomanfrontier post of Circesium. The 

place is referred to by the Greek geographer Isidore of Charax writing in the 1st century C.E. (Hopkins 

1979: 4). Dura is E of Palmyra, NE of Damascus. Its antiquity was accidentally discovered by a British 

officer, M. C. Murphy, in the course of digging trenches in 1921 during operations against the Arabs 

(Rostovtzeff 1938: 1). The trenches revealed wall paintings in what was later found to be the temple of 

the Palmyrene gods. In a scene dating to about 239 C.E., the Roman commander Julius Terentius is shown 

sacrificing to the gods. Another tradition ascribes the discovery to French soldiers doing amateur 



archeology around their campsite (Gates 1984: 168). A survey was conducted by James H. Breasted 

(1924: 52–61) with the help of British East Indian troops who uncovered part of the temple. A painting 

broughttolightincludedaGreekinscription,―TheGoodFortune(Gktych )ofDura,‖givingBreasted

the name of the site.  

Systematic excavation was begun by the Belgian scholar Franz Cumont in 1922–23, and continued from 

1928 until 1937 by a Yale University expedition, both in conjunction with the French Académie des 

Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres.CumontcontinuedwiththeexpeditionastheAcadémie‘srepresentative.

About a third of the area was uncovered by the excavators. It was determined that the site was a Roman 

military outpost destroyed in 256 C.E. Among the finds were pagan temples, a Jewish synagogue, and a 

Christianchurch.AparchmentsheetfromTatian‘sDiatessaron in Greek offered evidence of Greek-

speaking Christians there in the first half of the 3d century. The Diatessaron fragment went far to 

demolishargumentsfavoringalatedateforJohn‘sgospel.(Thehistoryofexcavationsofthesitehasbeen

compiled by Hopkins [1979] and more recently reviewed by Velud [1988].)  

After a long hiatus, excavation of Dura-Europos resumed in 1986 under the auspices of the Mission 

Franco-Syrienned‘ÉtudeArchéologiqueetdeRehabilitationduSitedeDoura-Europos. Results of the 

1986 and 1987 campaigns are presented in preliminary reports (Leriche 1986, 1988).  

Thecompoundname―Dura-Europos‖isamodernconstruction(Matheson1982:3).Thename

―Europos‖wasattachedtothenewfoundationincommemorationofthebirthplaceofitsSeleucid patron, 

and was the name used locally until at least 180 C.E. After 200 the city was more often called in Greek 

Doura, preservingaSemiticnamemeaning―fortress.‖ThecitywasGreekincharacteralthough

influenced by oriental traditions.  

Dura-Europos was founded (apparently ex nihilo; see Will 1988: 316) during the reign of Seleucus I 

(311–281 B.C.E.)byhisrelativeNicanor,probablyoneoftheSeleucidgovernors‘generals(Rostovtzeff

1938: 10). For the brief period 280–268 B.C.E., Europos minted its own coins (Bellinger 1949). In 113 

B.C.E. the city was occupied by the PARTHIANS. They made Europos into a caravan city and it 

prospered for nearly a century. Conflict with Rome ensued, but in 20 B.C.E. Augustus concluded a peace 

with the Parthian king Phraates IV, ensuring peaceful trade. During the Partho-Roman peace, agriculture 

expanded up and down the Euphrates, yielding economic growth (Rostovtzeff 1938: 20–22, 139). But war 

with Rome returned when the Emperor Trajan (98–117 C.E.) reversed the peaceful policies of his 

predecessors and conquered Europos. He built a triumphal arch on the desert road W of the city. Later the 

city was evacuated by Hadrian (117–38), who restored peace and gave the city another 40 years of 

prosperity (Rostovtzeff 1938: 23). But with its reconquest by Lucius Verus in 165 C.E., the city became a 

military garrison in the limes of Rome. Septimus Severus (193–211) and Caracalla (211–17) stationed 

new detachments and built the monumental praetorium. Under Caracalla the city became a Roman 

colony. The archives—some 200 documents—of the XXth Palmyrene cohort have been excavated. 

Monumental baths and a new amphitheater were built in 216.  

Despite efforts by Alexander Severus (222–35) to reinforce the city, it nearly fell to the Sassanids in 

238. Rome retained possession of Dura for another 18 years, until its destruction in 256 under the 

Sassanid ruler Shapur I (241–72 C.E.). Dura-Europos was never rebuilt.  

Dura-Europos is perhaps most renowned for the artwork preserved there. The most striking are 

paintings, especially frescoes, of religious themes. The Temple of the Palmyrene Gods, the Mithra temple 

in the Roman camp, the Jewish synagogue (dating from 246 C.E.), and the Christian church are all 

decorated with paintings.  

The synagogue (discovered in 1932–33) originated as a private house that was remodeled as a public 

building at the end of the 1st century C.E. From dated inscriptions it is known that in 244/5 the synagogue 

was refurbished and expanded by the synagogue leader Samuel, and that the paintings were added in 

249/50(Gates1984:172).Thesepaintingshavebeencalled―themostexcitingandrevolutionary

discoveryofearlyJewishart‖(IDBSup, 68). The religious diversity implicit in their motifs has called into 

questionthewidelyheldnotionofa―normative‖rabbinicJudaisminthisearlyperiod. 



All four walls of the synagogue were covered with paintings in 5 horizontal bands. The top and bottom 

bands are decorative; the 3 middle bands consist of at least 28 panels portraying 58 biblical scenes. The 

bands converge on the Torah shrine in the W wall. Bilingual inscriptions indicate that the Jews at Dura 

spoke Greek; the style of representation is likewise a result of a confluence of ANE and Hellenistic 

elements.Theclothingoffiguresinthebiblicalscenes,forexample,rangesfromSyrianworkers‘attireto

formal Greek wear, all anachronistic in a biblical context. Among the biblical figures portrayed are 

Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Moses, Aaron, Samuel, Elijah, Ezekiel, David, and Solomon. The art of the Dura 

synagogue seems to be closer in spirit to later cabbalistic conceptions than to Talmudic (Gates 1984: 174; 

Matheson 1982: 116; Goodenough 1988: 259–60).  

The Christian church was created in 232/3 C.E. by remodeling a private home built earlier in the 3d 

century (Kraeling [1967: 37–39] argued that the house was not converted into a church until later, about 

240). Two rooms combined to form the worship area. A platform is at one end. Another room may have 

been a school. A small room in the NW corner was made into a baptistery. This is the only decorated 

room in the church. Over the vaulted baptismal font was a painting of Jesus as the Good Shepherd. A 

scene incorporating Adam and Eve was added later in the lower left corner. Other pictures show Jesus 

healing a paralytic, walking on water, and helping Peter. These and other paintings in the baptistery are 

less influenced by Mesopotamian artistic canons and more strongly Greco-Roman in style (Matheson 

1982: 130–33). The paintings are the work of at least two artists whose techniques contrast visibly. There 

areseveralinscriptions,amongwhicharethephrases―ChristJesusisyours:rememberProclus‖and

―ChristJesusrememberthehumbleSiseos‖(Hopkins1979:115). 

The Mithraum was built new in 168 C.E. specifically as a temple by two commanders of the Palmyrene 

mounted police stationed in Dura. It is unusual in that it was built above ground (the typical temple of 

Mithra is subterranean,inkeepingwiththedivinity‘sbirthinacave;Matheson1982:19);in211itwas

rebuilt by the vexillationes of two Roman legions (Matheson 1982: 24–25). In the center of the shrine 

were two bas-reliefs, one above the other, of Mithras slaying a bull. Two magnificent wall paintings 

flanking the bas-reliefs date from a third rebuilding about 240; they are more than five feet in height 

(Gates 1984: 166–67; 176–77). Each shows Mithras mounted on horseback with a bow and arrow in a 

hunting scene. Two seated figures, each with an ebony staff, are also portrayed (Hopkins 1979: 202). 

They may be the Mithraic prophets Zoroaster and Osthanes (Matheson 1982: 202). It is interesting to find 

a Mithraum in a city with a church; Mithraism was a chief rival of Christianity for several centuries.  
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HENRY O. THOMPSON  

DWARF. See SICKNESS AND DISEASE.  

DYE. See ZOOLOGY.  

DYSENTERY. See SICKNESS AND DISEASE.  

DYSPHEMISM. The use of grossly disparaging terms (e.g., when referring to enemies or despised 

activities) rather than normal or neutral designations. This phenomenon is common in the Bible. See 

BIBLE, EUPHEMISM AND DYSPHEMISM IN THE.  



E  

E. The abbreviation used by scholars to designate the Elohist source in Pentateuchal source criticism. See 

ELOHIST.  

EAGLE. See ZOOLOGY.  

EARRINGS. See JEWELRY.  

EARTH. The habitation of human beings, viewed physically as land, soil, or ground, geographically as 

a region, politically as a state, territory, or country, cosmically as the opposite of heaven, and 

symbolically as the entirety of material existence.  

———  
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A. Earth in the OT  

1. Terminology. ―Earth‖ is generally (approximately 660x in RSV) a translation of Heb ˒ereṣ, a word 

that derives from a base common to the Semitic languages (Akk erṣ-; Ar ˒arḍ-). Hebrew ˒ereṣ has a broad 

range of meaning, and is most frequently (about 1620x in RSV) rendered ―country‖ or ―land‖ (see further 

TDOT 1: 388–405). Less often, ―earth‖ translated Heb ˒ădāmâ (also translated ―country,‖ ―ground,‖ 

―land,‖ and ―soil‖ in RSV; see TDOT 1: 88–98). Once in Genesis (26:15) and six times in Job (7:21; 8:19; 

19:25; 28:2; 30:6; 41:33) the English word ―earth‖ represents Heb ˓āpār, elsewhere translated ―ash,‖ 

―dust,‖ ―ground,‖ ―rubbish,‖ and ―soil‖ in RSV.  

In the Aramaic portions of the OT, ―earth‖ renders Aram ˒ăra˓ (Jer 10:11 and seventeen times in 

Daniel), and, uniquely, ˒ăraq (Jer 10:11a). The sole occurrence of Aram yabešet (Dan 2:10) is also 

translated ―earth.‖  

The extremely wide range of meaning embraced by Heb ˒ereṣ has been explained in two ways. Possibly 

the word originally designated the Semitic speaker‘s home region or country, from which it was extended 

to the territories of neighboring peoples, eventually including the whole expanse of human habitation, i.e., 

the ―earth‖ below, as contrasted to heaven above (Rost 1965: 85; IDB 4: 874). However, the early and 

firm association of ―earth‖ with ―heaven‖ in the formula ―heaven and earth‖ in several Semitic languages 

from earliest times on may suggest that its primary meaning embraced the inhabited surface of the 

cosmos, each subsection of it, or ―country,‖ constituting a microcosm (Stadelmann 1970: 127). While 

neither option can be advanced with full confidence, the vast predominance of the singular in Hebrew as 

compared to a few late instances of the plural (e.g., Ezra 9:1; 2 Chr 32:13) makes it abundantly clear that 

the OT perceives as continuous what English distinguishes with the words ―earth‖ and ―land, country.‖ In 

a number of passages the choice between the translation ―earth‖ or ―land‖ is a difficult one.  

2. Cosmology. On the whole, Israel shared the world view of the ancient Near East. The earth was 

perceived as a flat expanse, seen either in the image of a disk or circle upon the primeval waters (Isa 

40:22; Job 26:10; Prov 8:27; cf. ―circle of the heavens,‖ Job 22:14) or of an outstreched garment spanning 

the void (Job 26:7; 38:13). According to H. H. Schmidt (THAT 1: 230–31), these two images, present also 

in Mesopotamia, derive from different but compatible conceptions of the cosmos which are intertwined 

without tension in the OT. References to the earth‘s (four) corners/rims/hems ([˒arba˓ kanĕpôt hā˒āreṣ; 



Isa 11:12; Job 37:3; 38:13; cf. Isa 24:16), its end(s), border(s), edge(s) (qĕṣê/qĕṣôt; Job 28:24; Ps 135:7; 

Isa 5:26; 40:28; 41:5, 9; Jer 10:13; 51:16), combinations of these images (Jer 49:36; also Ps 48:11—Eng 

48:10; 65:6—Eng 65:5), its ends (where it ceases: ˒apsê [hā] ˒āreṣ; Deut 33:17; 1 Sam 2:10, etc.) its 

boundaries (Ps 74:17), or its remotest parts (Jer 6:22; 25:32; 31:8; 50:41) depict the vast expanse of the 

earth and its outer limits, rather than a firm conception of its shape. T. Boman (1960: 157–59) has pointed 

out that naming the outer limits of any area includes the whole area, so that the above terms function 

almost as synonyms for ―earth,‖ ―world.‖ The modern concept of an infinite or open-ended universe was 

not known in the OT; on the contrary, heaven and earth were thought to be sealed together at the rim of 

the horizon to prevent the influx of the cosmic waters (Stadelmann 1970: 43).  

In contrast to this preoccupation with the earth‘s outer limits, a center or navel of the earth (Heb ṭabbûr) 

is mentioned only once (Ezek 38:12; cf. Judg 9:37; Jub. 8:19). L. Stadelmann (1970: 147–54) suggests 

that Jerusalem (cf. Ezek 5:5), and possibly Bethel at an earlier time (cf. Gen 28: 10–12, 17–18), were 

considered in this light, in keeping with the views of many ANE and other peoples that their central 

sanctuary or capital city represented such a center. However this theme is not prominent in the Old 

Testament; that Jerusalem, as the center of worship of the universal God, held a position of central 

prominence (Isa 2:2–3 = Mic 4:1–2) is a theological rather than a cosmological observation.  

Over the earth and its surrounding sea(s) arches the firm vault (or firmament, Heb raq  a˓ [Gen 1:6]) of 

(the) heaven(s). Together, heaven and earth make up what we would call world, universe, cosmos (Gen 

1:1; 2:1, 4; Exod 31:17; Ps 102:26—Eng 102:25; Isa 48:13; 51:13, 16 and often). Occasionally, earth 

alone seems to enhance the whole cosmos (e.g., Isa 6:3; 54:5; Zeph 1:2–3, 18[?]). The vault of heaven 

rests on the earth (Amos 9:6; cf. 2 Sam 22:8: ―the foundations of the heavens‖ = the earth) which in turn 

is firmly set on pillars (1 Sam 2:8) or foundations (Isa 24:18; 40:21; Jer 31:37; Mic 6:2, etc.). The 

foundations are associated with the ―heavens‖ (2 Sam 22:8) or the ―world‖ (Heb tēbēl; 2 Sam 22:16 = Ps 

18:16—Eng18:15), and with ―mountains‖ (Deut 32:22; Ps 18:8—Eng18:7). The verb yāsad ―to found‖ is 

used with reference to God‘s founding of the earth (Job 38:4; Ps 24:2; 102:26—Eng 102:25, etc.).  

Somewhat ambivalent in this structure is the place of the sea(s) or water(s), the deep, and the 

underworld. The seas can be spoken of as familiar reality, in which the fish and other water creatures 

swarm (Gen 1:20, 22, 26, etc.) and on which humans move in ships (Ps 104:25–26; 107:23; Prov 30:19; 

Ezek 27:9). As such, the sea forms part of the earth, i.e., the flat surface below juxtaposed to the heavens 

above. A transitional position between earth and the surrounding sea is occupied by the islands or 

coastlands (Heb ˒iyy  m; Isa 24:14–16; 41:5; 42:4, 10). Elsewhere in the OT the sea(s) or water(s) take on 

the character of a third cosmic realm in addition to heaven and earth, the extension of the cosmic chaos 

waters surrounding everything (see EASTERN SEA; SEA; WESTERN SEA).  

The underworld is often spoken of as part of the earth, a lower cavern, grave, pit, (called in Heb Sheol) 

where the dead lead a shadowy existence; it can even be referred to simply as ―earth‖ (1 Sam 28:13; Ps 

71:20; 106:17; Isa 29:4). In other texts, Sheol is treated as a separate cosmic realm besides heaven and 

earth (Job 26:5; Ps 139:8; Amos 9:2). The OT conception of the world, then, is basically bipartite (heaven 

and earth), variously extended to a tripartite cosmos (heaven-earth-sea, or heaven-earth-underworld). 

Although certain later books and sections (Job, Proverbs 8, several postexilic Psalms, Isaiah 24–27; 40–

55) are more explicit in their cosmological descriptions than the earlier documents, the general view of 

the cosmos does not show any significant change or development throughout the OT period.  

3. Theology. Even though ˒ereṣ is generally a feminine noun, the writings of the OT nowhere 

acknowledge a divine ―Mother Earth‖ or earth goddess related as female consort to a sky god or other 

male deity, a widespread Near Eastern conception (RGG
3
 2: 548–50), though not universal. (Egyptian 

mythology had a female sky goddess and a male earth god [TDOT 1: 390].) Where heaven and earth 

conjoin to produce fertility, they are never more than mere created instruments of God (Hos 2:23–24—

Eng2:21–22). At the same time, Israel was well aware of the fertility practices of its neighbors and their 

divinizing of the earth and its features. Literary remnants of that divinizing are employed occasionally as 

metaphors. For example, heaven and earth are called as witnesses in God‘s lawsuit (Deut 4:26; 30:19; 

31:28; Ps 50:4, etc.) and exhorted to ―shout for joy‖ (Isa 44:23; Jer 51:48). Actual divinizing of the 



earthly realm, however, was firmly rejected (implicitly in Exod 20:4–5 = Deut 5:8–9). Schmidt (THAT 1: 

233) considers possible allusions to the Mother Earth motif in Job 1:21; Eccl 5:14—Eng5:14; Ps 139:15 

(cf. also Gen 3:19; Sir 40:1), while Eliade (RGG
3
 2: 550) allows only Job 1:21; Ps 139:15.  

Israel also knew of the localization of deities in certain parts of the earth/land by its neighbors (e.g., 2 

Kgs 17:24–41), but the God of Israel is rarely so localized (1 Sam 26:19 may be such a case). He is the 

˒ādōn kol-hā˒āreṣ ―Lord/Master of the whole earth,‖ a firmly coined epithet (Josh 3:11, 13; Ps 97:5; Mic 

4:13; Zech 4:14). That his rule proceeds from Zion (Pss 48, 76, 84, 87, 122; Isa 2:2–4), a foundational 

assumption of the royalist Jerusalem theology, constitutes no limiting localization; it belongs to the theme 

of election of instruments (including places) towards the accomplishment of his universal ends (cf. Deut 

10:14–15; 1 Kgs 8:27–30).  

God is the creator, owner, ruler, and sustainer of ―heaven and earth, the sea and all that is in it‖ (Ps 

146:6). He created them a cosmos in contrast to chaos (Gen 1:1–2:4a; Job 38:4–6; Ps 121:2; 124:8; 134:3; 

146:6; Prov 8:24–29; Isa 45:18–19; 48:13), keeping chaos at bay (Job 38:8–13; Ps 33:7, etc.) yet not in a 

struggle or contest among near-equals (as in ANE mythology) but by his wisdom (Prov 3:19–20; 8:30–

31) and his sovereign, commanding word (Gen 1:1–2:4a; Job 26:12–13; Ps 33:6, 9; 104:7; Isa 51:9–10; 

Jer 32:17 [? power, outstretched arm]). This is true even though the language of combat has been 

preserved now and then (Job 38:8; Ps 74:12–17; Isa 27:1; Heb 3:8–11). In his sovereignty he may, 

however, employ the chaos powers as instruments of judgment, as is evidenced particularly, but not only, 

in the great Flood and as it is threatened for the eschaton (Gen 6:5–8:22; Isa 24:17–23; Jer 4:23–28; Ezek 

26:19–20; Amos 9:13).  

In the present eon, however, God willed the earth‘s stability and permanence as a sign of his grace 

towards his creatures (Gen 8:22; Ps 74:12–17; 104:5–6). That the earth is ―founded‖ on ―pillars‖ or 

―foundations‖ gains theological relevance here. He set the earth‘s bounds against chaos and sea (Ps 33:6–

7; 104:7–9; Isa 40:12), making ―earth‖ synonymous with the realm of the living; note the phrase ˒ereṣ 

ḥayy  m ―land of the living‖ (Job 28:13; Ps 27:14—Eng 27:13, etc.). God the Creator is therefore not to be 

contrasted with God the Savior, for his work of creation in itself constitutes salvation from the rule of the 

chaos powers (Ps 74:12–17; 89:9–15—Eng 89:8–14; 104:5–9; Isa 40:28–31; 51:9–11). The frequent 

expression ―the ends of the earth‖ marks the all-inclusiveness of his rule, both for judgment and salvation, 

a rule that is not limited, however, to the earth, but includes the heavens and the netherworld (1 Sam 2:10; 

2 Chr 16:9; Job 28:24; Ps 46:10—Eng 46:9; 98:3; 139:7–12; Isa 41:5, 9; 45:22; 49:6; 52:10; Amos 9:2–3; 

Mic 5:3—Eng5:4; Zech 9:10).  

God himself is consistently associated with the heavens, his dwelling place, which are ―above,‖ 

juxtaposed to the earth ―beneath,‖ a characterization expressive not only of ancient perceptions of world 

structure, but also of rank. In remarkable contrast to Mesopotamian beliefs, however, as well as to the NT 

(see B.3 below), heaven in the OT does not become a prototype for life on earth. In Mesopotamia, life on 

earth was seen as a participation in, and reflection of, a model in heaven (Jacobsen 1946: 185–201). In the 

OT, the notion of heaven is devoid of such content, and life on earth, supremely under God‘s lordship, is 

called to imitate God only in his works on the earthly plane (as in his care for oppressed Israel in Egypt), 

and never in his heavenly existence (Harrelson 1970: 237–52). Nor is the petition ―Thy kingdom come, 

Thy will be done, on earth as it is in heaven‖ (Matt 6:10) imaginable in the OT context. Even when God is 

presented in the metaphorical setting of the Heavenly Council (e.g., 1 Kgs 22:19–22; Job 1:6–12; 2:1–6; 

Isaiah 6; 40:1–11), we hear only of deliberations concerning events on earth; we learn nothing about a 

heavenly world. And further, even the heavens, as God‘s creation, are subject to his verdict of destruction 

(Ps 102:26–27—Eng 102:25–26; Isa 13:5; 14:26; 24:18; 51:6; Jer 4:23–28; Zeph 1:2–3, 18), so that God 

transcends both heaven and earth (Isa 65:17; 66:22).  

B. Earth in the NT  

1. Terminology. In the NT ―earth‖ renders Greek gē. In the LXX gē translates both Heb ˒ereṣ and 

˒ădāmâ. The Greek word can also mean ―land, country, region‖ and ―soil, ground.‖ As ˒ereṣ in the OT, gē 

can mean both a particular country or region and the whole inhabited earth.  



2. Cosmology. In most respects the NT shares the cosmology of the OT without devoting extensive 

discussion to it. While certain passages allude to a tripartite universe (heaven, earth, ―under the earth,‖ 

Rev 5:3, 13 [cf. Phil 2:10]), the bipartite designation (heaven, earth) is dominant throughout. Hades, the 

LXX‘s name for Sheol, was undoubtedly conceived of as a subterranean abode of the dead, but its place 

as a tier in the tripartite universe (heaven, earth, Hades) can be discerned only in Matt 16:18–19, and there 

uncertainly. Matt 1:23 (= Luke 10:15) uses heaven and Hades as the extremes of exaltation and 

humiliation, possibly implying that earth is the middle tier (cf. also Rev 5:3).  

As in the OT, the earth itself can be regarded as the realm of the dead; thus the Son of man will spend 

three days and nights ―in the heart of the earth‖ (en tệ kardiạ tês gês; Matt 12:40) or descend ―into the 

lower parts of the earth‖ (eis ta katōtera merē tês gês; Eph 4:9). On the other hand, hell or Gehenna 

(geenna; Matt 5:22, etc.), though the destiny of the condemned dead and therefore a third state of human 

beings (as contrasted with life on earth, and redeemed existence in heaven), is apparently not visualized 

very concretely as a tier in the cosmic structure, though it is certainly associated with neither regions 

rather than higher realms.  

We conclude, then, that the NT generally understands the universe as comprehended in the duality of 

(the) heaven(s) and (the) earth, an expression that is often coextensive with ―world‖ (Gk kosmos), 

although the latter can also be used for the arena of human life, and thus as a synonym for ―earth‖ alone, 

as well as for ―world‖ (Gk oikoumenē; see TDNT 3:884, 888).  

Only occasionally do we find reminiscences of the OT‘s vivid structural details of the cosmos, such as 

the earth‘s ―four corners‖ (Rev 7:1; 20:8), its ―end‖ or ―uttermost parts‖ (Acts 1:8; 13:47, cf. Isa 49:6), its 

― (four) ends‖ (Matt 12:42 = Luke 11:31) or its ―face‖ (Acts 17:26). Mark 13:27 and Rev 7:1 mention the 

―four winds.‖  

3. Theology. Presupposing the OT throughout, the NT views earth as the creation and possession of 

God, ultimately subject to his sovereign rule (Matt 5:35; 11:25 = Luke 10:21; Acts 2:19; 4:24; 7:49; 

14:15; 17:24; Rom 9:17; 1 Cor 8:5–6; 10:26; Eph 3:15; Rev 11:4; 14:7), yet a rule challenged by the 

power of Satan. Due to this challenge, the earth, as to its theological status, ―lags behind‖ heaven, where 

God reigns unimpeded.  

As the battlefield between God and Satan, the earth becomes the arena of human probation, the scene of 

either obedience or disobedience. The pervasiveness of the latter, in turn makes the earth the target of 

God‘s judgment and salvation, especially through the agency of Jesus, the Christ/Messiah. The adjective 

―earthly‖ (Gk epigeios), often designating anything located on the earthly plane of the universe (Phil 

2:10), can consequently also refer to that which is the opposite of what is heavenly (1 Cor 15:40; 2 Cor 

5:1; Phil 3:19; TDNT 1:680–81).  

Christ‘s mission originates in heaven and is marked by his bringing what is qualitatively of heaven (in 

harmony with the rule of God) onto the earthly scene (Mark 2:10–11 = Luke 5:24; Luke 12:49; 18:8[?]; 

John 3:31–36; 17:4; Rom 10:18 [Ps 19:4]; 1 Cor 15:47; Eph 4:9–13, 24). Here he establishes signs of the 

incipient rule of God, destined to become visible to the ends of the earth. Ultimately, however, it is not the 

complete transformation of earth that constitutes the end (telos) of Christ‘s mission, but a redeemed state 

that transcends heaven and earth, both of which are divinely ordained to pass away (Matt 5:18; 24:35 = 

Mark 13:31 = Luke 21:33; Luke 16:17[?]; Heb 12:26 [will be shaken]; 2 Pet 3:7, 10), or to be transformed 

into a new heaven and earth (2 Pet 3:13; Rev 21:1). In the book of Revelation more than elsewhere the 

earth moves increasingly toward becoming the realm of the evil posers, and thereby the target of God‘s 

judging wrath (Rev 3:10; 6:10; 7:2; 11:6; 14:15–20; 16:1; 19:2). The faithful are preserved through God‘s 

grace (Rev 7:3; 9:4) and ultimately saved from the earth (Rev 14:3; cf. Heb 11:13).  

Short of this apocalyptic drama, however, the realms of heaven and earth are frequently characterized as 

standing in sort of cosmic correspondence, heaven constituting divine perfection to be emulated on earth 

(Matt 6:10; 23:9; Luke 2:14; 11:2; 18:8[?]; John 3:31; 1 Cor 15:47; Col 3:2, 5; Heb 12:25). Yet at times 

the initiative can be taken on earth, evoking its validation by the heavenly world (Matt 16:19; 18:18, 19; 

Mark 2:10 = Luke 5:24). Clearly, heaven and earth do not function only as cosmological realms here, but 

as theological horizons. Jesus Christ is the prime agent to effect the permeation of earth by heaven, and 



his church takes up this task. Christ‘s mission can be described, from one perspective, as removing the 

discrepancy and uniting (theologically speaking) the realms of heaven and earth (Matt 28:18; 1 Cor 8:5–6; 

Eph 1:9–10; Col 1:16, 20).  
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W. JANZEN  

EARTH, NEW. See NEW EARTH, NEW HEAVEN.  

EARTHWORM. See ZOOLOGY.  

EAST. The primary direction for orientation for most of the ANE world. East was the direction of the 

rising sun, which served as one of the ways of describing the direction in biblical Hebrew. Likewise in 

Akkadian, the same phrase was often used to indicate east.  

In biblical Hebrew the word root qdm is the most common word-group meaning east. Literally, qdm 

referred to what was before or in front of one. Thus east was the direction a person faced in order to get 

his/her orientation. Ugaritic used the same root qdm to indicate east or the east wind. The Hebrew words 

qedem, qēdmâ, qidmat, qadmōni and qād  m can have the meaning ―east, eastward, eastern.‖ The other 

common word for east is mizrāḥ or mizrāḥ (haš)šemeš, the rising of the sun. A third word group ˓al pĕnê, 

at times translated as east by RSV and other versions, probably should be understood not as a specific 

direction, but more as a general location, ―in the vicinity of.‖  

East in biblical texts was the location of Eden; and when Cain was banished, it was to an area east of 

Eden. It was from the east that men migrated to the plain of Shinar to build Babel. The Hebrews 

designated many peoples who lived east of them as ―people of the east‖. When Jacob fled to Paddan-

Aram, the people there are called ―people of the east.‖ Similarly, the people living across the Jordan river 

from Israel could be called ―people of the east.‖ People of the east were often respected for their wisdom. 

In the NT, men from the east came following the star and seeking the messiah-king, and in the vision of 

Revelation, the Euphrates River is dried up so that kings from the east might destroy Babylon. In a few 

passages, the Dead Sea, usually called the Salt Sea, is referred to as the Eastern Sea paralleling the similar 

common terminology for the Mediterranean Sea as the Western Sea.  

The east wind was the wind coming from the desert regions of Syria and Arabia. This east wind is today 

called a khamsin (literally, ―fifty,‖ for it often lasts about fifty days) or sirocco. It comes in a season 

marked by low humidity, high winds, and extremely hot weather. Because the winds come from the desert 

regions and are strong, they often carry a great deal of dust and sand. Such winds were extremely sultry, 

causing plants to wither, even stripping fruit from plants and scattering everything in its path. This east 

wind can be called ―the wind of Yahweh,‖ for he controls it. He uses the east wind as an instrument of his 

judgment. It was a strong east wind that drove back the waters of the Red Sea and permitted the Hebrews 

to cross on dry ground.  

JOEL F. DRINKARD, JR.  

EAST COUNTRY (PLACE) [Heb ˒ereṣ qedem (ֶאֶשצ ֶרֶדם )]. Area to which Abraham sent the sons 

of his concubines (Gen 25:6). The phrase ˒ereṣ qedem may be translated as either ―the land of the east‖ or 

―the land of Kedem.‖ Elsewhere in the Bible qedem is used to refer to various regions within a wide 

expanse of territory from the Middle Euphrates to N Arabia (see Gen 29:1; Num 23:7; Judg 6:3, 33; 7:15). 

Most scholars feel, therefore, that ˓ereṣ qedem represents a broad, nonspecific region to the E, or SE, of 

Palestine. Sarna (1989: 173), however, suggests that ˒ereṣ qedem implies a specific territorial entity: ―the 



land of Kedem.‖ He cites as support the Egyptian Story of Sinuhe (20th century B.C.E.) in which a traveler 

visits Kedem, near Byblos in ancient Phoenicia (see ANET, 19).  
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DAVID SALTER WILLIAMS  

EAST GATE (PLACE) [Heb ša˓ar hammizrāḥ (ְזָשח  The name East Gate has been .[( ַשַףש ַהמִּ

variously applied in biblical literature to the eastern gate (ša˓ar hammizrāḥ; Neh 3:29) of the inner court 

of the Temple in Jerusalem and to the eastern gates (ša˓ar haqqadmôn  ; Ezek 10:19; 11:1; 40:6–11; 43:1–

5; 44:1–3; 46:1) of the inner and outer courts of Ezekiel‘s visionary temple. In the KJV it is erroneously 

used to translate ―Potsherd Gate‖ in Jer 19:2.  

The East Gate of which Shemaiah was the keeper (Neh 3:29) was a gate in the enclosure of the sacred 

Temple precincts. Surrounding the sacred Temple enclosure and the royal compounds was yet another 

enclosure that apparently had two gates (the Water Gate, Neh 3:26; and the Mifqad or Muster Gate, Neh 

3:31) on the east facing the outer defensive wall of the city. The street(s) and/or open place where 

Hezekiah gathered the priests and Levites (2 Chr 29:4–5) and where Ezra assembled the men of Benjamin 

and Judah (Ezra 10:9) is most likely located between this East Gate of the sacred Temple enclosure and 

the Muster Gate of the royal enclosure. The eastern gate of the outer defensive perimeter was the Horse 

Gate.  

In extrabiblical literature, the name has alluded to the Gate of Nicanor of the Temple court (JW 5.5.3 

§201, m. Middot 1:4; 2:3) and to the Shushan Gate of the Temple Mount (m. Middot 1:3; see also m. Para 

3:6 and m. Šeqalim 4:2). The uniqueness of the Herodian Gate of Nicanor distinguishes it from all the 

other gates of that period. It was the only gate not made of gold (m. Middot 2:3), and Josephus refers to 

this gate as the gate of Corinthian bronze. It was here that priests came to trumpet (m. Sukka 5:4) and 

where adulterous women were brought for judgment (m. Soṭa 1:5; 2:1). The doors of this gate were nearly 

lost at sea but were miraculously recovered (m. Yoma 3:10). Any association of the Nicanor Gate with the 

Beautiful Gate (Acts 3:2, 10) is unfortunate and the distinction between the two should be kept in mind 

with the Gate of Nicanor on the east side of the Court of Israel and the Beautiful Gate on the east side of 

the Court of Women.  

Biblical references to an East Gate should not be confused with the east gates of the Temple Mount of 

later periods (e.g., the Shushan Gate [m. Middot 1:3; m. Para 3:6 and m. Šeqalim 4:2], the Gate of the 

Temple Treasury [Gk gazophylakion] of John 8:20).  

The Shushan Gate (―the Eastern Gate whereon the Castle of Shushan was sculptured‖ [m. Middot 1:3]) 

exited from the Temple Mount (Court of Gentiles) to the Kidron Valley. It was not a public entrance or 

exit but was for the ceremonial leading away of the scapegoat to the wilderness and the red heifer to the 

Mount of Olives via one or possibly two causeways built for that purpose (m. Para 3:6; m. Šeqalim 4:2).  

After the destruction of the Temple in 70 C.E., the esplanade was desolate and an eastern gate (Shushan 

Gate) that may figure in the Medaba Map (Avi-Yonah 1954: 53, 59) may already have been closed. It was 

this east gate that later became the Golden Gate (a name that resulted from Latin speaking pilgrims 

misinterpreting the Beautiful Gate [Gk hōraia] and the Golden Gate [Lat aurea] [Mackowski 1980: 134–

35]).  
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DALE C. LIID  

EAST, PEOPLE OF THE [Heb bĕnê qedem (ְבֵני ֶרֶדם )]. ―People of the East‖ is a literal and 

succinct translation of Heb bĕnê qedem. The expression occurs ten times in the OT. According to the 



place and time of the speaker, ―people of the east‖ comprises various tribes and people. The geographical 

derivation of a generic ethnonym is not peculiar to Hebrew. In the story of Sinuhe (20th century B.C.), 

qdm is the region E of the Phoenician coastal cities. In the late 19th century A.D., the peasants of central 

Transjordan referred to the bedouin as ahâlî aš-šarq ―people of the east‖ or šarqîyah ―easterners‖ (Musil 

1908: 22). The latter expression still provides the most probable etymology for the Gk/Lat term 

sarakênoi/saraceni (cf. O‘Connor 1986 for a different view).  

The most generic use of ―people of the east‖ is found in 1 Kgs 5:10. According to this verse, Solomon‘s 

wisdom surpassed that of both Egypt and ―the people of the east.‖ If this verse was written in the Persian 

period, ―people of the east‖ refers to the Asian part of the Persian empire, including Syria, Arabia, and 

Mesopotamia. They and the Egyptians constituted what was understood as, more or less, the world. If one 

prefers a more restricted circumference of the expression, the eastern wisdom may allude to Arabian 

adages (cf. Prov 30:1; 31:1, and see MASSA), and to the Edomites metallurgical skill (Jer 49:7; Obad 8; 

cf. Knauf and Lenzen 1987: 87).  

The ―land of the people of the east,‖ where Jacob seeks refuge from his brother‘s wrath (Gen 29:1), was 

originally the area E of the mountains of Gilead, populated by Aramean shepherds in the Late Bronze and 

Early Iron Age (Otto 1984: 76–78). Within the context of Genesis‘ final redaction, it refers to N Syria, the 

vicinity of Harran.  

In Judg 6:3, 33; 7:12; 8:10; Isa 11:14; Jer 49:28; Ezek 25:4, 10, bĕnê qedem signifies the predatory 

bedouin as experienced by Israel and her neighbors from the 6th century B.C. onward (cf. Knauf 1988: 

31–38; 160–61 for the perception of the ―Midianites‖ in the book of Judges). Given the locale of the book 

of Job (see UZ), Job 1:3 also refers to Arabia.  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

EASTER. See PASSION NARRATIVES.  

EASTERN SEA (PLACE) [Heb hayyām haqqadmôn   (י  A body of water or a sea to .[( ַהָים ַהַקְדֹמונִּ

the E of the land of Israel. The term is employed three times in the Prophets: Joel 2:20; Zech 14:8; Ezek 

47:18, the former two as part of an idiomatic expression designating one of two opposite points of the 

compass and the latter as part of the future border of Israel envisioned by the prophet.  

The Hebrew expression is composed of the word hayyām ―the sea‖ and the term haqqadmônî, a 

denominative noun derived from qdm and suffixed with termation ôn (ōn in Joel 2:20) and the adjectival 

ending î. Akkadian qudmu (qadmu) connotes ―early time,‖ ―olden days‖ and (in prepositional use) ―front‖ 

(CAD 13: 295–96), while in Ugaritic texts qdm is in the sense of ―east wind‖ and ―in front of‖ (UT 

19.2208). Biblical Hebrew employs the aforementioned meanings and extends it to a variety of 

expressions mostly designating a period of time or a location eastward (KB, 823–24).  

Hayyām haqqadomôn  , perceived as connoting an eastern orientation, is therefore a designated location, 

a body of water in ―the front‖ (of a person facing eastward). Geographically, scholars favor its 

identification with the Dead Sea because of the latter‘s place to the E of Israel, thus formulating the 

equation hayyām haqqadmônî = Dead Sea, translated into English as the Eastern Sea (GesB 302; see also 

Mitchell ICC, Haggai, Zechariah 347; Joel 112; Eichrodt Ezekiel OTL, 589–90). It should not go 

unnoticed, however, that Eusebius (Onomasticon #503) does not record hayyām haqqadmônî as cognate 

to the Dead Sea. Neither the LXX, nor the Aramaic translations are familiar with the equation. To 

Rabbinic literature it is unknown, and the Vulgate translates it verbatim, mare oriental.  



Remarkable, however, is Rashi‘s explanation. In Ezek 47:18 he considers the sea as a geographical 

place on the future E border of the land of Israel, which he identifies as the Sea of Salt, mentioned 

elsewhere as located in the east. Nevertheless, in the other places where hayyām haqqadmônî is in 

apposition to another body of water, Rashi does not consider it cognate to the Sea of Salt. In the prophecy 

of Zechariah it meant for him a cosmic sea located ―eastward to the world.‖ Kimḥi (Ezek 47:18) contends 

that if the sea is an actual body of water, then the possibility of identifying it with seas to the east of Israel 

is either with the Sea of Salt or with the Sea of Chinnereth.  

Ancient commentaries provide an additional dimension of the term qdm. Commenting on miqqedem 

(Gen 2:8), Jerome advances that it be understood as ab exordio, and indicates that Symmachus and 

Theodotion are of the opinion that the word there is non orientem sed principium (―not ‗eastern‘ but 

‗first‘ ‖) (Origen Hexapla Gen 2:8 [Field 1875]). Further, the Sages support the understanding that the 

term qdm (b. Pesaḥ. 54a) has the specific meaning of a beginning related to the creation epoch, an 

assumption manifested also by Targum Onkelos, which renders it in Aram mlqdmyn ―before the 

beginning.‖ It is echoed by Albright (1968: 97) who remarks that (miq)qedem connotes primordial time 

and not ―from the east.‖  

Unique to qdm is the Akkadian Qu-du-mu a name for a god, which appears in a Northwest Semitic 

tongue in the denominative form of qdmn. For the Ugaritians it is a personal name (UT 68:40; 328:3) and 

for the Sages (Midr. Gen. Rab. 38:7) it is also a name, but only as an epithet for God, the one who 

antedated creation. Rabbinic literature employed the term qdmny in order to qualify the condition of 

creatures existing immediately after the Creation. Nḥš hqdmny and ˒dm hqdmny were placed among those 

existing during the period of creation but, after being punished by God, vanished and went into oblivion.  

The biblical expression hayyām haqqadmônî undoubtedly predates the Rabbinic expressions and serves 

as a model for them. Jerome discerned the antiquity of the sea while explaining it as mare primum ―primal 

sea‖ (PL 1527), thus permitting the understanding of the phrase in mythical context. The term is 

incorporated only in prophecies envisioning enormous cosmic changes (b. Menaḥ. 54a; Cook Ezekiel 

ICC, 425; also Kaufmann 1955–56: 524–25; 563–66) and in metaphors which intermingle the historical 

and the legendary; hence it makes a geographical identification less attractive and contributes to the proto-

historical nature of hayyām haqqadmônî.  

The merger of two senses of the term ―belonging to the creation epoch‖ and the ―eastern direction‖ form 

a new dimension for the Eastern Sea as the ―legendary orient.‖ This sea is complemented by hayyam 

hā˒ăhăr n, the ―legendary occident‖ (see WESTERN SEA). The expression constitutes a word pair of two 

opposite points of the world, the uttermost east and the extreme west. The use of legendary entities as 

designations of the ultimate points is not alien to East Mediterranean people. It is anticipated by the 

couplet šḫr and šlm ―Dawn and Sunset‖ (UT text 52:52–53), the mythological Gk Cadmus (from qdm 

―east‖) and Gk Erebus (from ˓rb ―west‖) all of which are metaphorical expressions of the same idea, the 

furthest limits in the legendary cosmos. Neither is it uncommon for the poet to mix and match separate 

units to forge the antithesis (Ps 139:9; Job 18:20), nor is it unconventional to form word pairs (Isa 43:18, 

Qoh 1:11) which describe both antiquity and extremity (Ben Yehuda Vol 12:5766). Hence, hayyām 

haqqadmônî and hayyam hā˒ăhărôn symbolize the extreme frontiers of east and west in the unique 

phraseology of the biblical heritage.  
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MEIR LUBETSKI  

EATING AND DRINKING IN THE OLD TESTAMENT. In the Old Testament, ―eating‖ 
and ―drinking‖ denote the ingesting of food and liquid for two primary purposes: (a) the preservation and 

strengthening of the life force; and (b) the establishment and strengthening of communal bonds between 



persons who eat and drink together. There are, in addition, a number of passages in which ―eat‖ or ―drink‖ 

are metaphors for other kinds of consumption or relationship.  

———  

A. The Hebrew Terms for ―Eat‖ and ―Drink‖  

B. Primary Functions of Eating and Drinking  

1. Relation to the Life Force  

2. Relation to Communal Bonding  

———  

A. The Hebrew Terms for ―Eat‖ and ―Drink‖  

The Hebrew ˒kl, ―to eat,‖ a root common to several Semitic languages, occurs 910 times in MT. Most of 

these occurrences represent the verb itself, though there are a few related words such as ˒ōkel, ―food,‖ and 

ma˒ăkelet, ―knife.‖ The cognate verb akālu occurs frequently in Akkadian; the main derivative in that 

language is akalu, ―bread‖ or ―food,‖ while Hebrew employs leḥem for ―bread.‖ Ugaritic uses as verbs 

both ˒akl and lḥm for the meaning ―eat,‖ though lḥm appears more frequently.  

The root šth, ―to drink,‖ appears 216 times in the Hebrew Bible, again primarily as the verb itself, 

though there are derivatives such as mišteh, which means either a ―feast‖ or a ―drink.‖ The verb šātâ does 

not occur in the Hip˓il or causative form; its causative is supplied by the Hip˓il of šqh, ―to give drink,‖ 

appearing 64 times. Again, the cognate words are used in much the same way in Akkadian: šatû, ―to 

drink‖ and šaqû, ―to give drink.‖ Ugaritic uses both šty and šqy to mean ―drink,‖ and also employs the 

causative š-form with šqy to produce the meaning, ―to give drink.‖  

In 35 OT texts the two words are used together in a fixed expression, ―he/they ate and drank.‖ This 

same fixed expression occurs in Ugaritic and Akkadian texts as well. The effect of the two verbs together 

is intensification of whatever connotations are supplied by the context. Thus if the plain fact of 

consumption is the point, the phrase ―ate and drank‖ implies a full meal, satiation (e.g., Gen 25:34). If the 

hospitality owed to visiting strangers is involved, ―they ate and drank‖ emphasizes that full-services were 

extended to the visitors (e.g., Judg 19:4, 6, 21).  

B. Primary Functions of Eating and Drinking  

One very important range of meanings stems from the fact that eating and drinking sustain the human 

life force. This fact leads, in turn, to the celebration of Israel‘s God as the one who provides food and 

drink through his work in creation and history. It leads at the same time in another direction—toward the 

use of eating and drinking as metaphors for any kind of activity where elemental human needs are met.  

1. Relation to the Life Force. a. Sustenance. A human both ―has‖ a nepeš (―soul,‖ ―life,‖ ―life force‖) 

and ―is‖ a nepeš (―person,‖ ―appetite,‖ even ―throat‖; Wolff 1974: 10). Food sustains this hungry being in 

life—so much so that ―to eat‖ can mean ―to live‖ (Gen 47:22).  

If eating and living can be identified, it stands to reason that the strength or quality of the life force is 

directly dependent on the intake of food (1 Sam 28:20; Judg 15:18–19). A strong life force is shown by 

the brightness of the eyes, while sickness, depression, or anxiety cause the eyes to dim (Ps 6:8; 38:11; 2 

Sam 14:29; Deut 28:65; Lam 4:16). Eating and drinking strengthen or ―improve‖ the heart (Ruth 3:7); 

wine makes the heart ―glad‖ (Ps 104:15). Stress and illness make a sufferer forget to eat bread, so that the 

heart is ―smitten like grass‖ and ―withered‖ (Ps 102:4).  

The need for food is so intense and so endlessly a part of experience that it can even spill over into 

dreams, ―as when a hungry man dreams that he is eating and awakes with his hunger not satisfied‖ (Isa 

29:8). Akkadian texts, too, show dream interpreters dealing with the meaning of food in dreams (CAD 

1/1: 249).  

Such intense need leaves society at the mercy of those who would exploit its limitations, because the 

person who controls the food supply has great power. This fact lies behind Jacob‘s purchase of Esau‘s 

birthright in exchange for food (Gen 25:29–34). Later, Jacob exploits his father‘s hunger and obtains 

Isaac‘s blessing after serving him a savory stew (Genesis 27). It is ironic that the blessing itself concerns 

food and power (Gen 28:28–29).  



The power to control food lies in the hands of the wealthy, who flaunt this power in ostentatious 

banqueting (Amos 6:4–6; Isa 6:22; 22:13). Meanwhile, the poor are chronically hungry. ―All my life I 

have never had enough to eat,‖ says an Old Akkadian text from Mesopotamia (CAD 1/1: 241, 9´); many 

poor people in Israel must have known the same endless hunger. Only Israel, however, had a body of 

sacred legal or torâ traditions which were designed to ensure food for the poor.  

Prominent among Israelite laws designed to provide food for the poor are: permission to pick and eat 

handfuls of grain and grapes from a neighbor‘s field (Deut 23:24–25); the command to leave some grain 

and fruit unpicked at harvest time so that the poor may glean a little food (Deut 24:19–22; Ruth 2); the 

prohibition against taking a grinding stone as collateral on a loan (Deut 24:6); and the command to pay 

day laborers at the close of each working day, out of consideration for the hand-to-mouth existence of 

poor folk (Deut 24:14–15).  

Even worse than the chronic hunger of the poor, however, was the frequently mentioned experience of 

starvation, whether as a recorded fact or as a recurrent symbol for God‘s punishment of people. Perhaps 

the most graphic description of starvation is found in Deut 28:47–57, where the famished survivors within 

a besieged city resort to cannibalism, even eating their own children‘s bodies. That such things happened 

in wartime throughout the ancient Near East is confirmed by the occurrence of very similar passages in 

the ―curse‖ or threat sections of Assyrian treaties—treaties imposed by the very nation whose tactics 

starved opponents into cannibalism (CAD 1/1: 250b; ANET, 533). The threat to inflict such starvation is 

probably the ultimate use of ―food power‖ as a weapon of control. Such brutal manipulation of human 

hunger stands in sharp contrast to God‘s kindly provision of food to all living beings.  

b. Symbolic Aspects. Where does food come from? The Old Testament unequivocally ascribes the 

provision of food to God, the very God who ―breathed into the man and he became a nepeš‖ (Gen 2:7). 

From the beginning, humans are given the vegetation of the earth to eat (Gen 1:29, P; 2:16, J). Later, after 

the Flood, the Noahites are permitted to eat animal flesh, but not the blood (Gen 9:3). Still later, detailed 

and extensive sets of regulations are given concerning the foods that may or may not be eaten (e.g., 

Leviticus 11; Deuteronomy 14). Whether these well-known food laws are motivated by a desire to avoid 

Canaanite cult practices (IDB 1: 641) or by a kind of logic about ―natural‖ and ―unnatural‖ animals 

(Douglas 1966; Soler 1979), the theological implications are clear: God is the Power who provides food 

for human life.  

Certain foods are not intended for use. Traces of food taboos are found elsewhere in the ancient Near 

East, especially in Egypt. For example, a text which first appears on coffins in the Middle Kingdom tells 

―how the pig became an abomination to the Gods, as well as their followers, for Horus‘ sake‖ (ANET, 10).  

God‘s beneficence in providing food is not limited to humans alone. Psalm 104, for example, 

powerfully celebrates God‘s gift of food and drink to all living creatures, whether herbivores such as 

cattle (v 14), or carnivorous predators such as lions (vv 20–23). As in Egyptian and other literatures, this 

divine provision of food is made through the regular orders of nature (see the famous Egyptian ―Hymn to 

the Aton,‖ ANET, 369–71). Only Israel, however, celebrates God‘s supply of food through history as well 

as through the operations of nature. Indeed, Yahweh‘s provision of food to Israel appears as a major 

theme in two segments of the basic sacred-historical recital, namely the Wilderness Wandering and the 

Conquest.  

Far from romanticizing the wilderness of the Sinai peninsula and the south and east borders of Canaan, 

the ancient Hebrew hated and feared this barren, empty land (Jer 2:6; Davies 1974: 75–90; IDBSup, 946–

49). This only serves to underscore the fact that Yahweh, through pure miracle, sustained Israel‘s life in a 

place bereft of any normal supplies of food and water. Yahweh effected this miraculous sustenance of his 

people in the face of their frequent rebellion and grumbling, through the provision of manna and quails 

from the sky and water from the rock (Exodus 16; Ps 105:40–41; Neh 9:15). Deuteronomy finds in the 

mysterious manna a lesson on divine sovereignty and mankind‘s humble dependence: ―man does not live 

on bread alone, … man lives on everything that proceeds out of the mouth of the Lord‖ (Deut 8:3).  

The Conquest traditions shift to a sterner depiction of Yahweh as a warrior for his people, but with the 

same goal—the provision of food. The Promised Land into which Joshua leads the tribes of Israel is 



described again and again in terms of its fertile potential for food production (e.g., Deut 8:7–10). Other 

texts develop the theme of food supply in different directions. ―I destroyed his fruit above and his roots 

beneath‖ (Amos 2:9, referring to the Amorites). Psalm 80 speaks of Israel as a ―vine out of Egypt,‖ 

planted by God after he ―cleared the ground for it.‖ Isaiah develops this vineyard metaphor even further 

(chap. 5), while Jeremiah represents Yahweh himself as the people‘s inexhaustible source of water—a 

source rejected by the people, who hew out broken cisterns ―that can hold no water‖ (Jer 2:13).  

The result of apostasy, Deuteronomy and the prophets threaten, will be the loss of land and food alike, 

so that Israel itself will be ―consumed off the land‖ (Deut 28:21). Nature will turn against an erring 

people: ―the heavens over your head be brass, and the earth under you shall be iron‖ (Deut 28:23). 

Finally, starvation will set in and Israel will be deprived of its beautiful land by enemy conquest (Jer 

28:53–57).  

With the hold on food and on life itself so dependent on a relationship to God, it is understandable that 

the rabbis of later Judaism prescribed a blessing thanking God for every kind of food. ―A person should 

not taste anything,‖ they taught, ―until he says a blessing. For it is said, ‗The earth is the Lord‘s and all 

that it holds.‘ One who benefits from this world without a blessing performs a sacrilege‖ (t. Ber. 4:1; 

Bokser 1981).  

c. Metaphorical Eating and Drinking. Humans share the earth with a multitude of other creatures and 

forces which unremittingly pursue their own appetites, often at human expense (TDOT 1:236–46). Fire 

eats houses, cities, and fortresses (Num 21:28; Amos 1:4, 7, 10, 12). Cold and heat eat people (Gen 

21:40). Invading armies eat up territory (Isa 1:7). In war, the sword eats first one soldier and then another 

(2 Sam 11:25). Death is hungry too, and its hunger is never satisfied, nor is the hunger of the barren 

womb, earth, and fire (Prov 21:15–16). Even famine is said to ―eat,‖ as if it were a force that gets to the 

food before people do (Ezek 7:15).  

No Bible translation can succeed in conveying the prevalence of ―eating‖ and ―drinking‖ in the Hebrew. 

After all, the semantic range of the words is much broader in Hebrew than in English. As a result, 

translators must constantly employ milder or more oblique words such as ―use,‖ ―burn,‖ ―consume,‖ and 

―devour.‖ The same happens in translations of Akkadian texts, which use the Akkadian cognate akālu to 

describe all kinds of destructive and consumptive activities, especially those of fire and warfare. Here as 

in the biblical translations, however, some of the nuance of the original text is lost.  

With šth and šqh, ―drink‖ and ―give drink,‖ we find much the same range of metaphorical meanings in 

the Bible and much the same problem for translators. Just as the sword eats, it also drinks blood until it is 

sated (Jer 46:10). The thirsty earth drinks water provided by God (Deut 11:11; Gen 2:6). Trees drink 

water from the earth (Ezek 31:14). A person not only drinks wine and water, but also ―drinks‖ iniquity, 

derision, and violence (Job 15:16; 34:7; Prov 4:17).  

In all these various metaphorical usages there are certain threads of continuity. In addition to their literal 

meanings of ingesting solids and liquids, ―eat‖ and ―drink‖ mean ―to assimilate,‖ ―to internalize,‖ ―to 

make a part of oneself.‖ This is what is meant when Jeremiah says he ―ate‖ the word of Yahweh when it 

came to him (Jer 15:16; cf. Ezek 31:1–3). Similarly, a wicked person can internalize evil, making it 

habitual (Job 15:16; Prov 4:17), while a psalmist can express people‘s daily diet of pain and grief as being 

given ―tears to drink‖ and ―the bread of tears‖ to eat (Ps 80:5).  

Secondly, ―eat‖ can mean ―use,‖ ―enjoy the use of,‖ and even ―enjoy‖ (Gen 3:17; Eccl 5:10). Thirdly, 

since ―use‖ can imply ―use up,‖ ˒kl can also mean ―to destroy,‖ ―lay waste,‖ as by fire, pestilence, famine, 

and especially warfare. All of these meanings are paralleled in Akkadian and Ugaritic.  

What still strikes the modern reader as odd is that no distinction is made between animate and inanimate 

forces. Not only do people and animals eat and drink, but so do things and abstractions. This suggests that 

there may be some truth to Johannes Pedersen‘s observation that the Hebrews did not firmly distinguish 

between living creatures and ―lifeless‖ nature. Everything which has its own special peculiarities and 

faculties is thought of as ―living,‖ whether a stone or the earth itself (PI 1: 155). And all of these other 

creatures compete with humans in consuming.  



2. Relation to Communal Bonding. The act of eating together implies a relationship of closeness and 

trust (Ps 41:9). Conversely, people who do not wish to be intimately related do not eat together (Gen 

43:32). The social bonding function of eating together, which is widespread if not universal in human 

cultures, probably originates in the shared meals of families, or even more elementally in the experience 

of being suckled by one‘s mother. After infancy, the image of the father as food provider complements 

the mother-child imagery (cf. Ps 128:2–3).  

a. Establishment of Human Community. The Bible depicts families and extended kin groups eating 

and drinking together on both humble and festive occasions (Ps 128:2–3; Job 1:4–5, 13, 18). Other groups 

also eat together, thus binding themselves into a quasi-family. This is the practice of the prophets 

encountered by Elisha (2 Kings 4) and, for that matter, it is also the practice of the despised ―prophets of 

Baal,‖ who ―eat at Jezebel‘s table‖ (1 Kgs 18:19). To absent oneself from a family meal is to 

communicate feelings of alienation and anger (1 Sam 20:34).  

The strong image of trust and solidarity which is projected by the family meal is subject, like hunger 

itself, to exploitation. This warping of family unity is part of the irony of Jacob‘s provision of food to his 

famished brother and his aged father. Even more strongly do Joseph‘s brothers make a mockery of family 

solidarity by callously eating together after throwing Joseph into a nearby pit (Gen 38:23–25). The re-

created unity of the family is symbolized by the brothers‘ eating and drinking with Joseph in Egypt (Gen 

43:32–34).  

The festal eating and drinking at the banquet that accompanied a wedding was a major extension of the 

family meal. The bride and her attendants went in a procession to meet a similar procession of the groom 

and his friends, both accompanied by music (1 Macc 9:39; Jer 7:34). From there the joint procession 

moved to a house, usually the groom‘s, where a banquet was held with much merriment, to the 

accompaniment of more music. One marriage feast is described as lasting for seven days (Judg 14:12), but 

Tobias‘s feast lasted for fourteen (Tob 8:20; IDB 3: 278–87).  

At the other end of the emotional spectrum, normal eating patterns were disrupted by a death in the 

family. Family members often fasted for a day or more after a death (2 Sam 1:12; 12:20–21; 1 Sam 1:13). 

Food was not prepared in the deceased person‘s house for about a week, during which time friends and 

neighbors brought ―the bread of mourning‖ and ―the cup of consolation‖ (Jer 16:7; Ezek 24:17, 22; 

AncIsr, 59–60). It was no small part of Jeremiah‘s lonely suffering as a prophet that he was allowed to 

share neither in the joys of marriage and family life, nor even in the meals prepared for mourners (Jer 

16:1, 5).  

Even after death and burial, the provision and sharing of food with family members was continued by 

means of funerary offerings. Archaeological excavations show that the Israelites for a time continued the 

Canaanite custom of placing food in the tomb at burial, and even as late a writing as Tobit includes the 

counsel to lavish bread and wine on the tomb of the righteous (Tob 4:17; AncIsr, 60).  

In Akkadian, the expression for ―host‖ is ―one who gives salt and bread‖ (CAD 1/1: 245). Biblical texts 

place a similar emphasis on eating together as basic to the guest-host relationship; righteous Israelites 

even extend the solidarity of family meal to outsiders. The inclusion of strangers in a family meal is 

idyllically depicted in the narrative of Genesis 18, where Abraham and Sarah entertain the angels of 

Yahweh, and in Genesis 24, where Isaac‘s servant is treated with utmost kindness by Rebekah‘s family. 

Even the unfortunate Lot extends the prescribed hospitality to his visitors (Gen 19:1–2; Alexander 1985). 

The brutal assaults on travelers in the parallel narratives of Genesis 18–19 and Judges 19 show that such 

provision of hospitality was badly needed by people who traveled outside the territory of their clans or 

tribes; the sharing of food embraced these strangers in the solidarity and mutual protectiveness of the 

family circle.  

Eating could also be used deliberately and ritualistically to seal a treaty or COVENANT. Some scholars 

even propose that the Hebrew bĕr  t, ―covenant,‖ derives from the rare verb bārâ, ―to eat‖ (TDOT 2: 253–

54). The Hebrew Bible uses the word bĕr  t to describe solemn mutual oaths or contracts between human 

individuals or groups, and also in reference to the covenants between God and his people. Four major 

texts describe covenants between people in which meals are eaten together as part of the ritual which 



sealed their relationship: Gen 26:28–31 (Isaac and Abimelech); 31:51–54 (Jacob and Laban); Exod 18:12 

(Moses and Jethro); and Josh 9:3–27 (Israel and the men of Gibeon). The implication seems to be that the 

covenant partners will now regard each other as ―family‖ (McCarthy 1972: 30). At the same time a sacred 

dimension is added by the swearing of solemn oaths (Gen 26:31; 31:53; Josh 9:20), and even by the 

offering of sacrifice (Exod 18:12; Gen 31:54). Exodus 24:9–11 describes a similar series of events in the 

ceremony which ratifies the Sinai covenant between God and Israel. Here the solemn, awe-filled joy of a 

meal shared in the very presence of God seems to open up a new avenue of communion between God and 

man (Childs Exodus OTL, 507).  

b. Celebration and Renewal of Communion with God. Closely related to the family and covenant 

meals were the meals which were eaten in connection with fixed religious observances. Major examples 

of such cultic meals are the yearly Passover supper and the meals associated with sacrifices, especially the 

šĕlām  m or ―communion sacrifices.‖ Only a narrow line divides these cultic meals from the festal family 

meals, for Israel is, after all, Yahweh‘s mišpāḥâ, his ―family‖ (Amos 3:1).  

As with other ancient peoples, practically all ritual offerings and sacrifices of ancient Israel were 

foodstuffs (the only exception was the incense offering, Exod 31:1–10). Did these offerings of food and 

drink represent meals given for Yahweh‘s sustenance? Here Israel decisively parted company with the 

neighboring cultures of Canaan and Mesopotamia, where the mythological texts are full of descriptions of 

gods banqueting on priestly offerings (ANET, 69; Pope 1972). In Israel‘s scriptures Yahweh himself is 

never depicted as eating or drinking (AncIsr, 449–50); he is not fed from the sacrificial offerings (Ps 

50:12–13; Schmidt 1983: 127–32). On the contrary, it is Yahweh who feeds his family at his table in the 

wilderness (Ps 78:19) and in the Temple (Ps 23:5).  

The joyful banqueting of ordinary Israelites on occasions of sacrifice is depicted in 1 Samuel 2, where 

Elkanah distributes portions of meat to his family at Shiloh. On such occasions, families drank enough 

wine that it seemed reasonable for Eli to suspect that Hannah was drunk (1 Sam 2:14–15). In a narrative 

from the stories of Saul and Samuel, the prophet Samuel presides over a festal meal following a sacrifice 

(1 Sam 9:12–13). Saul is welcomed by Samuel and, in accordance with the rules of hospitality, is offered 

an especially fine piece of meat and later given lodging for the night (1 Sam 9:22–26).  

One type of sacrifice, the šelem, was a ―peace offering‖ (RSV) or a ―communion sacrifice‖ (JB). 

Although scholars are no longer inclined to emphasize the etymological association of šelem with words 

implying ―covenant,‖ ―peace,‖ or ―communion,‖ there is little doubt that the šelem, even more than other 

sacrifices, emphasized feelings of brotherhood through commensality as the participants solemnly ate and 

drank ―before Yahweh‖ (Deut 27:7; IDB 4:147–59). The šĕlām  m are prescribed on occasions of 

thanksgiving and fulfillment of a vow, and as freewill offerings (Lev 8:11–16). The thematic link between 

all of these occasions for offering sacrifice is rejoicing (Deut 27:7; IDBSup, 763–71; see SACRIFICE 

AND SACRIFICIAL OFFERINGS).  

Most deeply and permanently ingrained in Hebrew and Jewish custom throughout the ages, though, has 

been the annual sēder or Passover meal. In this meal many of the meanings of eating and drinking in 

ancient Israel come together in one complex experience. The Passover meal is at the same time an 

offering or sacrifice of food to God (Exod 12:2–7); a celebration of God‘s deliverance of his people from 

Egyptian bondage (Exod 12:27, 40–42); a harvest festival celebrating the first fruits of the grain harvest 

(Lev 23:1–4), and indeed a celebration of the whole gift of the land of Canaan to Israel (Deut 16:9–10; 

Exod 13:3–10); the meal also served to confirm familial and community solidarity not only with 

contemporaries, but with every future generation (Exod 12:43–49; 13:8–10). Participation in the meal was 

tantamount to participation in the great Exodus event of redemption, for the Passover supper takes on a 

nearly sacramental significance (in addition to the Old Testament texts, see m. Pesaḥ 10:5; IDB 3: 663–

68).  

c. Symbolic of End-time Redemption. The joy of the redeemed in the end-time experience of 

redemption is often symbolized, especially in intertestamental and New Testament literature, as a great 

banquet (Jeremias 1958: 59–65; Smith 1987). Even in the earlier biblical literature, however, the end time 

is presented as an era of miraculously high agricultural production (Amos 9:11; Hos 2:21–23; Ezek 47:12; 



Joel 4:18—Eng 3:18). All of these passages build on the general importance of food as a symbol of 

security and health, and specifically on the important role of food in Israel‘s Wilderness and Conquest 

traditions.  

These same motifs undergo baroque elaborations in postexilic depictions of the eschatological feasting 

of the redeemed at Yahweh‘s banquet table. The only canonical text describing this banquet is found in 

the Isaianic Apocalypse, Isaiah 24–27 (Isa 25:6–8). A number of pseudepigraphic texts elaborate upon 

this description (e.g. 1 En. 62:14; 4 Ezra 6:49–52). The Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch pictures the 

redeemed community feasting on the bodies of Behemoth and Leviathan and on the fruit of vines and 

trees which ―shall yield ten thousandfold.‖ This same apocalyptic tradition provides three different diets 

for the members of the Messianic kingdom: flesh, fruit, and manna. The flesh suggests the food of Israel‘s 

settled life after the conquest; the manna comes from the wilderness traditions; and the fruit is the diet of 

Adam and Eve in paradise. Thus the major epochs in the sacred history are made present, each through its 

characteristic food.  

When the eschatological banquet takes the shape of the Messianic banquet in these late traditions, the 

emphasis shifts away from the prodigious quantities and qualities of the food. In place of the food, the 

texts mention either the protocol of the banquet, as in the Qumran scrolls (1 QS 6:4–6; 1 QSa 2:11–22; 

Cross 1961: 61–67) the simple fact of fellowship with the Messiah, or the honor and status accorded those 

who share in the consumption.  

These scenes of eschatological dining complete the symbolic journeys whose trajectories began in 

Israel‘s most ancient scriptures. In the end time, in a perfect way never quite experienced in this world, 

food and drink represent fellowship with other men and women, communion with God through covenant 

and cult, and the gifts of God to Israel and to all mankind through history and through nature. In the time 

of God‘s final victory, the texts affirm, the life force itself will be eternally nourished as the plenty and 

joy of Eden are restored. The way to the Tree of Life, lost through a primal meal in the Garden, will no 

longer be barred to a hungering human race.  
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ALAN W. JENKS  

EBAL (PERSON) [Heb ˓êbāl (ֵףיָבל )]. A clan name which appears in the genealogical clan list of Seir 

the Horite in Gen 36:23 and in the matching genealogy in 1 Chr 1:40. This person is described as the third 

of five sons of the clan chief SHOBAL, and is thus a grandson of Seir. These elaborate genealogical lists 

may simply reflect the tribal alliances or territories in the region of Edom rather than actual blood kinship.  

VICTOR H. MATTHEWS  



EBAL, MOUNT (PLACE) [Heb har ˓êbāl (ַהש ֵףיָבל )]. A large mountain located just N of Shechem 

in the central Samaria mountains, often paired in the Bible with Mt. Gerizim immediately S of Shechem. 

One of the highest peaks in the area, Mt. Ebal descends to the E in four large steps, which continue to be 

cultivated today. In the days of Joshua, Mt. Ebal was the location of a major Israelite ceremony associated 

with the stone inscription of the Mosaic law, the building of an altar of unhewn stones, sacrifices, and a 

special liturgy of blessing and cursing (Josh 8:30–35; cf. Deut 11:26–32; 27:1–26).  

Although the biblical passages attesting to the Mt. Ebal ceremony are clearly Deuteronomistic (and 

therefore late), their reference to an important ceremony outside Jerusalem and in the heart of N territory 

is in sharp contrast with the so-called ―main theme‖ of the Deuteronomistic historian: namely, the 

centralization of the cult in Jerusalem. Thus, many scholars assume that the historical witness of these 

texts is generally authentic (see Soggin Joshua OTL, 241). This assumption has been reinforced by the 

April 1980 discovery of an early Iron Age site, apparently cultic, on the S part of one of the steps of the 

mountain.  

This previously unknown site, known as el-Burnat, was discovered during a survey of the hill country of 

Manasseh begun in 1978. Actual excavations began in 1982, and six seasons of excavations were 

conducted.  

———  

A. Stratigraphy and Chronology  

B. Excavation Results  

1. The Enclosures  

2. Area A: The Architectural Complex  

3. Area B: The Domestic Building and Courtyard  

4. Analysis of the Finds  

C. Interpretation of the Site  

1. Archaeological Features  

2. Historical and Sociological Issues  

3. The Biblical Tradition  

———  

A. Stratigraphy and Chronology  

The two strata recognized at Mt. Ebal (2 and 1, with subdivision for 1A and 1B) belong to the earliest 

part of Iron Age I in the central hill country of Canaan (B. Mazar 1981; A. Mazar 1981: 31–36; 

Finkelstein 1986; Stager 1981; 1985; Zertal 1986; and contra Ahlstrom 1984: 171–73).  

Both strata were short-lived, with no discernible evidence of destruction or violent action. Based upon 

two Egyptianized scarabs, a seal, and the pottery that had been discovered, stratum 2 apparently was 

founded in the middle of the 13th century B.C.E. It is suggested that stratum 2 can be dated ca. 1240–1200 

B.C.E., while stratum 1 can be dated ca. 1200–1130 B.C.E.  

B. Excavation Results  

1. The Enclosures. The site consists of a large, double enclosure, defined by a stone wall. See Fig. 

EBA.01. The outer enclosure (ca. 250 m × 52 m), which is devoid of any architectural remains, 

constitutes an elongated kite with its tip to the S, where the entrance probably was located. The 

surrounding temenos wall was built in a single phase (str. 1B) and is of an unequal thickness, probably 

due to subsequent stone piling when nearby fields were cleared.  

The inner enclosure (ca. 110 m × 35 m) is located at the higher, N part of the outer one. It consists of 

two parts—the N part (area C) and the S part (areas A and B). The S part contains the only architectural 

feature at the site. The W and S borders of the inner enclosure are founded upon a low rocky ledge, in the 

middle of which is an entrance which connects the two enclosures.  

The enclosure wall was investigated in area C and was found to be approx. 0.9 m high. It was perhaps 

built as a barrier to prevent unauthorized passage while still allowing observation of the activities inside.  



2. Area A: The Architectural Complex. This complex belongs to stratum 1B and consists of five 

elements.  

The main building is a large, rectangular structure (ca. 9 m × 7 m) built of unhewn stones standing 3.27 

m above bedrock. See Fig. EBA.02. Its corners are oriented toward the four cardinal points within an 

accuracy of 1 degree. The structure‘s walls are 1.4 m thick. The inner space is subdivided by two inner 

walls: a straight wall and an L-shaped wall, with an opening between them. The inner walls rest upon the 

earlier remains of stratum 2.  

The remaining space was deliberately filled with four distinct layers of fill (layers A–D), consisting of 

earth, stones, ashes, animal bones, potsherds, or combinations of each. Layers A and C were pure ash with 

962 animal bones which were burned and scorched. Layers B and D were of stones and earth, while the 

upper one (D) was probably meant to seal the fill and provide an upper floor for the structure. The fill 

seems to be the result of a single activity, as inferred from the well-stratified layers and the homogeneity 

of the pottery. The fact that the pottery collected from the fill was unrestorable implies that the fill was 

collected elsewhere and brought to the structure, rather than resulting from a second-floor collapse into a 

hypothetical cellar.  

The main structure contains neither a floor nor an entrance, but was built as a high platform containing a 

special fill. Its construction was part of the new architectural scheme of the site in stratum 1B. It seems 

that it was filled with the remains of the cult of the preceding stage (str. 2).  

The ―surround‖ is a low stone wall abutting the outside of the main building. See Fig. EBA.03. Its 

stratigraphic position proves that it was built in stratum 1B as a single unit. The NW and the SE surrounds 

are 2 m wide, while the SW surround measures 0.6 m. A surround does not appear on the NE side.  

The ―ramps‖ (a main ramp and a secondary ramp) slope upwards from the SW to the main structure and 

bisect the courtyard. The main ramp leads to the center of the main structure and is 1.2 m wide, with an 

ascent slope of 22 degrees. The secondary ramp is 0.6 wide and parallels the main ramp abutting it on its 

N side, but ascends only to the level of the NW surround.  

The courtyards are open, square, stone-paved architectural units attached to the main structure. They 

differ slightly from each other in their plan and inside them were found eleven stone-built installations 

containing either ash and animal bones, or clay vessels in situ.  

A total of 70–80 installations of various shapes and dimensions were discovered around the main 

building. Roughly half of them contained either whole or partial ceramic vessels; some were votive 

vessels, two forms of which are unique to Mt. Ebal (a sharp-based juglet and a tiny carinated bowl). The 

installations were arranged in two layers, probably corresponding to the strata of the site. These 

installations also yielded an Egyptian scarab and a golden earring.  

The custom of bringing pottery vessels and placing them as offerings around a ritual structure has deep 

roots in Near Eastern traditions. Collections of such vessels have been found at the MB-LB cult-place at 

Nahariya (Dothan 1956: 19), at the ―long temple‖ of Hazor (Ottoson 1980: 60), at the ―Obelisk temple‖ 

and the ―champ des offrandes‖ at Byblos (Dunand 1950: pl. XCI:2; XCII:14122–23), at Athienou in 

Cyprus (Dothan 1984: 91–92), and at other sites.  

Beneath the main complex of stratum 1B, were the remains of stratum 2: mainly a hard-packed dirt 

surface with a round, 2m-in-diameter, stone-built structure (L94). This structure was filled with black ash 

and animal bones. The floor and structure were presumably part of an earlier complex which undoubtedly 

bore a cultic character. The builders of the later large structure apparently considered the earlier round 

structure important, since they made it the exact geometrical center of the new building.  

A stratigraphic section in the S courtyard unearthed a wide layer of ash and animal bones under the 

stone paving of the later courtyard. It seems that before the erection of the stratum 1B structure, cultic 

activities were conducted during stratum 2, and remains of these were likely used to fill the new structure.  

The final phase, stratum 1A, appears to have been a deliberate burial of the site with stones. Evidence of 

this activity was found all over the site. The protection of sacred places by burying them is a well-known 

phenomenon in the Near East, including Israel (Ussishkin 1970).  



3. Area B: The Domestic Building and Courtyard. NW of the main building the slope consists of 

wide rocky steps. A wall of big boulders was erected along the edge of the upper step when the site was 

founded in the second half of the 13th century B.C.E. (str. 2). This wall became a retaining wall for several 

elongated rooms where perhaps the custodians of the site lived.  

In the transition into stratum 1, this building was filled to the top of the rockstep, creating a wide, paved 

courtyard. On the new courtyard were some installations, together with bones and pottery. Otherwise no 

other architecture existed apart from the main structure in area A.  

A wide entrance gave access from the outer to the inner enclosure. It was located at the only natural 

opening in the rocky ledge W of the inner enclosure. Because of its width (7.5 m), the stone-paved three-

stepped entrance may be inferred to have been a ceremonial, processional entrance. This contrasts with 

the gates at other Iron Age sites, which always had restricted access to help in defending the site.  

4. Analysis of the Finds. The pottery represents a well-dated inventory of the early Israelite settlement. 

Three percent of the pottery in stratum 2 was of the LB tradition, containing carinated bowls, decorated 

juglets, etc. This stage apparently represents the interrelationship between Israelites and Canaanites during 

the 13th century B.C.E. The rest of the pottery was typical ―Israelite,‖ resembling the inventory of Giloh, 

˓Izbet Ṣarṭah, Raddanah, Shiloh, Israelite ˓Ai, Ta˓anach, etc. It differs only slightly from these by the 

appearance of some special types, typifying the N hill country. These are a thick-rimmed bowl 

(―Manassite‖ bowl), trihandled jugs and jars, etc. To this must be added the two forms of votive vessels, 

unique to Ebal. The collared-rim jar represents nearly one third of the finds, while cooking-pots are less 

than the average from other sites (15–20 percent in domestic sites like Giloh and ˓Izbet Ṣarṭah as opposed 

to 5 percent at Mt. Ebal).  

A special phenomenon is the decoration of the handles with designs of small indentations and incisions 

(Zertal 1986–87). It is the only kind of decoration known for the period, and it appears in many of the 

earlier sites of Iron Age I in Manasseh. This decoration appears to be geographically typical of Manasseh 

and limited to the early part of the settlement (13–12th centuries B.C.E.), and perhaps can be used to 

indicate the movement of the Israelites into Manasseh.  

The nearly 3,000 bones analyzed thus far provide one of the largest samples ever studied in Israel. Apart 

from some small animals (hedgehogs, rats, wild rabbit, porcupine, etc.), which presumably died on the 

spot after the abandonment of the site, the remains of four species of large mammals were unearthed: 

sheep, goats, domesticated cattle, and fallow deer (Dama dama mesopotamica). Most of the bones were 

concentrated in the main building. Some were scorched and burned, probably indicating sacrifice (see 

analysis in Horowitz 1986–87).  

The faunal data differ in many points from the typical finds at other Iron Age sites. The range of 

animals represented at Mt. Ebal is very narrow, while at other sites one usually finds the donkey and the 

dog, which were necessary animals for the Iron Age economy. The pig, which shares the same 

surroundings as the fallow deer and which is found at some of the other sites, is lacking here. The Mt. 

Ebal inventory represents only edible animals. The percentage of scorched and burned material is higher 

than is normally found, and this was concentrated in and around the main building. These points indicate 

that Ebal was a cultic site where animals were sacrificed and eaten.  

Two Egyptian (or Egyptianized) scarabs were found in the site; both are rare and well dated (Brandl 

1986–87) and belong to stratum 2. They have been dated by parallels from Egypt, Cyprus, and Israel to 

the second half of the 13th century B.C.E. or the last part of the reign of Rameses II. Since they show the 

same date, it is suggested that they can be used as dating material, rather than as a terminus post quem 

only. If so, we can fix for the first time an objective chronology for the Israelite settlement.  

The stone seal found in the fill has a geometrical design and yields the same date of the second half of 

the 13th century B.C.E.  

C. Interpretation of the Site  

1. Archaeological Features. A comparison of Mt. Ebal with other contemporary sites indicates that it 

was a cultic site. Domestic and food-producing sites are often defined by four characteristics: a wide 

range of domesticated animals, the presence of sickle blades for harvest, the existence of bins to store 



grains, and the presence of food-processing installations. Apart from the food-producing installations, 

none of the above have been found at Mt. Ebal. However, the combined presence of the bone finds, the 

fill, the general absence of domestic architecture, the special location, the installations, the entrance, and 

the temenos walls indicate a site for ritual ceremonies. Nevertheless, some have still compared the main 

building to storehouses, towers, or dwelling-houses (cf. Kempenski 1986; Coogan 1987; Shanks 1988).  

Our only parallels are from literary sources. Special attention must be paid to the nonfunctional 

architectural features—the surround and the double ramp—to explain the site‘s special character.  

Four Jewish sources from the Second Temple period (early Roman period) provide descriptions of a 

large burnt-offerings altar. This structure stood in the courtyard of the Temple at Jerusalem. Its 

description is given in the Mishnah (Mid. 3:1), twice by Josephus (JW 5.222; AgAp 198.1), and in the 

Temple Scroll, recently published by Yadin (1983: 239–41). These sources describe a large, square 

building, reached by a ramp. The altar is surrounded by a surround on three sides, with access via a 

secondary ramp joined to the main one. A striking similarity exists between these descriptions and the 

find at Mt. Ebal; the nonfunctional parts at the Mt. Ebal site are well explained by those sources. Albright 

(1920), analyzing the descriptions of the future altar in Ezekiel 43, suggested that it was built according to 

a Mesopotamian model—the ziggurat, which consists of a stepped building with a ramp, resembling the 

Mt. Ebal remains.  

It is suggested, therefore, that the structure on Mt. Ebal is a large burnt-offerings altar, built in the 

beginning of stratum 1B, ca. 1200 B.C.E. This model, probably taken from Mesopotamian origin, was 

brought by the Israelites to Canaan. No other such structures have been found in the Canaanite religious 

world.  

2. Historical and Sociological Issues. The discovery at Mt. Ebal represents one of the earliest stages of 

the Israelite settlement in the hill country. The existence of a cultic center implies social organization. The 

size of the enclosure and the main building, together with the quantity of the pottery and bones, may 

indicate a tribal or multitribal society. Since the site was where food and water were consumed and not 

produced, these were probably brought there, gathered, and distributed. Such organization requires some 

leadership—probably a priesthood.  

The transition from stratum 2 to stratum 1 is a turning point from a modest cultic site (A. Mazar 1982) 

to a large central one, probably serving a large population. This transition could have been the result of 

some kind of social reorganization and centralized leadership.  

Mt. Ebal appears to represent a different social element than the autochthonic one, bearing a basically 

imported culture. The architecture, the location of the site vis à vis Shechem, and to an extent the pottery 

are all foreign to the existing Canaanite civilization.  

3. The Biblical Tradition. The presence of a ritual place on Mt. Ebal is mentioned in two biblical 

sources (Deut 27; Josh 8:30–35). These describe a ceremony requiring the presence of all the people of 

Israel. The ceremony includes inscribing the Mosaic law on stones, erecting an altar of unhewn stones, 

sacrifices, and special pronouncements of blessing and cursing.  

In spite of the Deuteronomistic nature of the texts many scholars accept the basic authenticity of the 

event, especially such a significant event which is described outside Jerusalem and in the heart of the 

House of Joseph. On this basis, the tradition of Mt. Ebal is considered ancient and historical by 

Steuernagel (1900: 96), Alt (1966: 125–26), Noth (1966: 141–42), Mazar (B. Mazar 1974: 149), etc.  

If there is a historical basis for the biblical tradition, an ensuing question is if there is a connection 

between the biblical tradition and the site at Ebal. The site is the only one from the Early Iron I period on 

the mountain; it agrees with the biblical traditions by its date, its location, and the general character of the 

remains. Furthermore, it appears to connect with a new social identity—the settling Israelites. It therefore 

appears that the site on Mt. Ebal is connected to the biblical tradition and that a central ceremony was 

performed on Mt. Ebal. It is also suggested that the site was the first multitribal cultic center, preceding 

Shiloh. The possible correlation between the abandonment of Ebal and the foundation of Shiloh (mid-12th 

century B.C.E.) may be interpreted as the movement of the national and religious focus of the Israelites 

from the north to the south, or from Manasseh to Ephraim.  
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ADAM ZERTAL  

EBED (PERSON) [Heb ˓ebed (ֶףֶבד )]. The name of two individuals in the Hebrew Bible.  

1. The ancestor of GAAL (Judg 9:26, 28, 30, 31, 35). Gaal led the men of Shechem in an unsuccessful 

revolt against Abimelech. The MT renders the name Gaal ben-Ebed, although some Hebrew mss contain 

the variant spelling Eber. It has been suggested that ―ben-Ebed‖ (lit. ―son of a slave‖) is a perversion of 

ben-Obed on the supposition that Ebed is not a usual proper name (Boling Judges AB, 176; Burney 1970: 

278); but at least one other OT character was named Ebed (see no. 2 below). The LXX calls him Abed 

(var. Abel, Sabet, Iobel). The latter variant, found in Codex Vaticanus, has prompted discussion over 

whether Ebed was Canaanite or Israelite. If it is assumed that Vaticanus preserves the original reading, 

then Gaal‘s ancestor seems to have had the old Canaanite name Jobel or, less likely, an Israelite name 

which means ―Yahweh is Baal (lord).‖ Gaal‘s nationality must be born out by the context of Judges 9, as 

demonstrated by Moore (Judges ICC, 254–56). Another possibility is that Ebed and Jobel are two names 

from the genealogy of Gaal ben Ebed ben Jobel (Boling Judges AB, 176).  

2. A descendant of Adin and son of Jonathan (LXX Obeth, var. Obe, Oben) who was the family head of 

some returnees from exile under Ezra (Ezra 8:6; 1 Esdr 8:32 AV, NEB Obeth). Codex Vaticanus (1 Esdr 

8:32) reads simply Ben-Jonathan. Fifty men accompanied Ebed, although according to 1 Esdr 8:32 the 

number was 250. Other descendants of Adin had returned earlier from exile under Zerubbabel (Ezra 

2:15).  
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EBED-MELECH (PERSON) [Heb ˓ebed melek (ֶףֶבד ֶֹמֶלך )]. An Ethiopian eunuch prominent in 

the service of the palace of Zedekiah and who provided timely aid to the prophet Jeremiah during his 

incarceration (Jer 38:7–13; 39:15–18).  



Four components inhere with the personal life of this remarkable individual. First, he was an Ethiopian 

(Heb kûšî). Whether he was purchased as a slave or born in a Judean servile family or naturalized as a 

resident alien in Judah is not provided. It was not an uncommon practice to engage foreigners for royal 

service, particularly for the domestic chores. Secondly, the name Ebed-melech was clearly not his original 

name since it is Hebrew. It appears likely that it was bestowed upon him when he entered or rose to royal 

recognition in the kingly service. The name is neutral: ―servant of [the] king‖; the personal name is 

missing. Thirdly, he is described as a eunuch (Heb sār  s), a term which may be taken literally—antiquity 

did not attach so much stigmatization to such individuals as is common in modern parlance—or, it may 

mean a ―court official.‖ The usage of the term provides some foundation for either interpretation. And, 

finally, his responsibility that he exercised at court was extremely important. He was well informed of the 

inner workings of the palace, the political status of the foreign policy, the intrigues of the powerful nobles, 

and the injustices perpetrated against Jeremiah and minor groups by a regnant aristocracy. Amid the 

confusion of the bewildering times that tormented Zedekiah, he found in this loyal servant a refreshing 

confidence.  

Some relationship to Jeremiah is presupposed by the text. When Ebed-melech discovered that Jeremiah 

had been consigned to the dungeon or cistern of Malchiah by the order of Zedekiah, who reluctantly 

acceded to the four powerful warlords of his court, he braved personal danger and appealed to the king as 

he sat in the Gate of Benjamin, no doubt administering the high court (Jer 38:1–6). Pleading the fatal 

consequences of such imprisonment to Jeremiah, he secured from the king a rescission of his former order 

and a new decree to transfer Jeremiah to confinement in the more livable court of the guard. One can only 

imagine the wrath he aroused from the prosecutors of Jeremiah, but one must applaud his selfless 

dedication to effect that amelioratory deed: to raise the prophet from the muddy cistern of Malchiah and 

to transport him to his new quarters.  

This glaring invasion of a servant in the highest politics of the day and the glaring loss of face by the 

supreme war counselors earned for him the fear of stern reprisals. He seems to have become a marked 

man whose liquidation the anti-Babylonian aristocrats at court hotly pursued. Yet in all his fears there 

came to Jeremiah a divine oracle assuring Ebed-melech that he would never fall prey to his enemies, but 

would survive the coming disaster. Such was the kind gift of Yahweh in whom he had placed his trust. 

The didactic affirmation of the oracle indicates that faith in Yahweh is salvific though it involves a fight 

for the right, a concern for the oppressed, and a courage to dare (Jer 39:15–18).  

EDWARD R. DALGLISH  

EBENEZER (PLACE) [Heb ˒eben hā˓ēzer (ֶאֶבן ָהֵףֶזש )]. The site of a battle with the Philistines in 

which the Ark was captured (1 Sam 4:1; 5:1). Ebenezer also figures in the story of a battle in which Israel 

defeated the Philistines under the leadership of Samuel. After this victory, Samuel erected a monument 

which he named ―Ebenezer‖ (meaning literally ―stone of help‖) commemorating the help which YHWH 

provided (1 Sam 7:12).  

Many scholars feel that there are two Ebenezers, corresponding to the two battle narratives. Since 

Samuel erects the monument stone in 1 Sam 7:12 and names it Ebenezer after the battle of Ebenezer (1 

Samuel 4) has already taken place, they reason that these must be two distinct places (see Cohen IDB 2: 

5). In addition, the two battles are given different geographical locations: the battle in 1 Samuel 4 is near 

Aphek on the road leading from the coast towards Shiloh, and the one in 1 Samuel 7 is near Mizpah in the 

hill country N of Jerusalem (Driver Samuel ICC, 45).  

Recently, however, excavations directed by M. Kochavi and supervised by I. Finkelstein were carried 

out at ˓Izbet Ṣarṭah (M.R. 146167) after its discovery in 1973 during survey work associated with 

excavations at Aphek (M.R. 143168; later called Antipatris, modern Ras el-Ein). Kochavi (1977) 

identifies this small settlement, 3 km E of Aphek, as the possible site of Ebenezer. Kochavi and Demsky 

(1978: 21) note, ―As the nearest Israelite settlement on the fringe of the hill country facing Philistine 

Aphek in the Sharon plain, it is the best candidate for the Israelite staging area for the decisive battle with 

the Philistines.‖ (For further discussion of this site see ˓IZBET ṢARṬA.)  



Others who are less confident that the location of Ebenezer can be found point to the narrative and 

theological symmetry between the two battles (Garsiel 1985: 41–44) as evidence that these two scenes are 

meant to mirror each other as examples of Israel‘s fate being tied to its fidelity with YHWH. The 

repetition of the name Ebenezer, in this view, is part of this symmetrical arrangement. The use of 

Ebenezer in 1 Samuel 4 and 5 before the erection of the monument stone is an anachronism with many 

parallels in the OT; for instance, the mention of Bethel in Gen 12:8 before it is named by Jacob in Gen 

28:19 (McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 146). Hertzberg (1 and 2 Samuel OTL, 68–69) underlines this point with 

respect to the geography of Ebenezer when he observes that the problems posed in locating an ―Ebenezer‖ 

based on these conflicting references were of little moment to the narrator, whose concerns were 

theological rather than historical.  
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JOHN F. KUTSKO  

EBER (PERSON) [Heb ˓ēber (ֵףֶבש )]. 1. A son of Shelah (Gen 11:14), and the father of Peleg (Gen 

11:16), and Joktan (Gen 10:24–25). Eber lived a total of 464 years. Gen 10:21 designates Shem as the 

father (i.e., ancestor) of all the sons of Eber. The association of the name Eber with the name of Ebrium 

(eb-rî-um), a king of the 3d millennium B.C. Syrian city of Ebla (Matthiae 1976: 109; Pettinato 1976: 47), 

remains an unproven possibility (Archi 1979: 565; Loretz 1984: 190–92). The root of Eber, ˓br, may 

appear as a verb in West Semitic (―to cross over‖) and Akkadian (―to cross over water‖). The intention of 

the note in Gen 10:21 seems to be to relate Eber to the Hebrews, with which it shares the same root 

(Wenham Genesis WBC, 228). It is disputed whether this implies that the author of Genesis 10 

considered both Eber‘s sons as well as all their descendants to be ―sons of Eber‖ (Haran WHJP 2: 288 n. 

35). The use of ―Hebrew‖ in Genesis and throughout the rest of the Bible is a separate matter for 

consideration. Its relationship to Eber depends on how the name is intended in the context of Gen 10:21–

29; as referring to a geographic region (cf. the Akkadian eber nāri, ―beyond the river‖; Gunkel Genesis 

HKAT 3/1, 80; Cazelles POTT: 22; Thompson 1974: 305–6, although he recognizes a possible exception 

for Eber), as referring to an ethnic group (Skinner Genesis ICC, 218–20; Malamat 1968: 166–67; Koch 

1969: 39–40, 71–78; Loretz 1984: 183–90; on the ˓ap  ru and their relationship to Eber, cf. also Bottéro 

1954 and Greenberg 1955), as referring only to a personal name in a genealogical list (Westermann 

Genesis BKAT, 700–1), or as referring to a sociopolitical group (Oded 1986: 19–22).  

2. The seventh of seven kinsmen (or clans) dwelling in the territory of Gad in the area of Bashan and 

Gilead (1 Chr 5:13). Some Hebrew manuscripts read ˓bd, ―servant,‖ followed by LXX A, and other LXX 

manuscripts read ōbēd, LXX B, which reads iōbēd.  

3. The first of three sons of Elpaal, a Benjaminite (1 Chr 8:12). Some Hebrew manuscripts and the LXX 

read ˓bd, ―servant.‖  

4. The second of eleven sons of Shashak, a Benjaminite (1 Chr 8:22). The LXX reads ōbēd.  

5. At the time of Joiakim, the head of the priestly clan of Amok, who returned to Jerusalem from exile 

in Babylonia (Neh 12:20). A few Hebrew manuscripts and the LXX (ōbēd ) read ˓bd.  
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RICHARD S. HESS  

EBER (PLACE) [Heb ˓ēber (ֵףֶבש )]. Mentioned along with Asshur in the final prophecy of Balaam as a 

place afflicted by ships from Kittim (Num 24:24). The LXX, Syr, and Vg see here a reference to the 

―Hebrews,‖ rather than to a specific place. Targum Onkelos reads l˓br prt , ―to Eber Perat,‖ the area of N 

Mesopotamia. The oracle seems to refer to the Sea Peoples‘ invasion of the Levantine coast, ca. 1200 B.C. 

(Albright 1944: 226–31), although later sources find applications of the oracle in the invasions of 

Alexander the Great (1 Macc 1:1), of the Seleucids (Ant 13.6.7; Noth 1968: 194), and of the Romans (Dan 

11:30 LXX). Eber in Num 24:24 may therefore be understood either as a general reference to the 

Israelites (through their eponymous ancestor mentioned in Gen 10:21–24; 11:14–17; Koch 1969: 75–78; 

de Vaulx, Numbers SoBi, 296–97; Wenham, Numbers TOTC, 182; Budd, Numbers WBC, 271) or, less 

likely, as a reference to N Syria as the region ―beyond (˓br ) the river (Euphrates)‖ (Gray, Numbers ICC, 

379).  
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RICHARD S. HESS  

EBEZ (PLACE) [Heb ˒ebeṣ (ֶאֶבצ )]. A town listed in the tribal territory of Issachar (Josh 19:20). The 

RSV and AV render the name Abez, transliterating the pausal form of the name. The name seems to be a 

cognate of the PN Ibzan (Heb ˒ibṣān; Judg 12:8–10), and Boling (Judges AB, 215) associates the Heb 

root with the meaning ―swift.‖ The LXX
B
 reads rebes here, suggesting a Heb vorläge rēbeṣ, ―resting 

place.‖ The location of Ebez is unknown, although it has been suggested that it be identified with ˓Ain el-

Ḥbuṣ (or el-˓Abuṣ), between Aulam and Sirin (WDB, 145).  

EBIONITES. An early Christian sect known for its observance of some form of the Jewish law. Its 

members were regarded as heretical by the Church Fathers. The earliest undisputed use of the term 

Ebionites (usually Ebiōnaioi in Gk, Ebionaei or Ebionitae in Lat) appeared in the 2d century in the 

Contra Haereses of Irenaeus of Lyon, who recorded it as the name of a Christian group he considered 

heretical because they lived according to Jewish law. However, the term has an earlier history, having 

evolved into a sectarian name from the generic biblical Hebrew word ˒ebyôn  m, meaning ―the poor.‖ The 

significance of this earlier evolution has long been a subject of dispute.  

The beginning of publication of the Qumran scrolls renewed an old debate on the question whether 

various NT references to ―the poor‖ (ptōchoi) could help in retracing the history of the Ebionite heresy. 

The Qumran manuscripts include references to ―the poor‖ which can be seen as semitechnical terms, 

midway between the generic biblical Hebrew use (e.g., in Psalms) and the use by Irenaeus. For example, 

in a commentary on Psalm 37, the Qumran writer describes his group as ˓ădat hā-˒ebyôn  m, ―the 

congregation of the poor‖ (4QpPs37 III.10). Such references were noted by Teicher (1951), who proposed 

that the Qumran texts were written by Christian Ebionites; his proposal is emphatically rejected by most 

scholars, who find no evidence at all of Christianity at Qumran. At the other end of the spectrum, Keck 

(1965, 1966) essentially denies that Qumran, NT, and patristic references to ―the poor‖ can help 

illuminate one another. The question as to whether the data from Qumran and the NT are useful for 

understanding Ebionite origins and history depends on what varieties of Jewish sectarianism and of early 

Christianity influenced the group.  

Paul referred to certain early Christians in Jerusalem as ―the poor‖ (Rom 15:26; Gal 2:10; Fitzmyer 

1955). There is insufficient evidence to determine whether some of the Jewish law-observant Christians 

around James in Jerusalem designated themselves ―the poor,‖ though Jas 2:1–7, referring to the poor man 



in the synagogue, suggests such a term would not have been offensive. What can be asserted on the basis 

of patristic literature is that the Ebionites associated themselves with early Christians who observed 

Jewish law. They rejected Paul‘s view of Jewish law (Irenaeus, Haer. I 26.2) and possibly encouraged the 

view that they were represented among the Jerusalem Christians who supposedly fled Jerusalem before 70 

C.E. for Pella (as suggested by Epiphanius‘ account in Haer. 30.2).  

All patristic accounts agree that Ebionites observed some version of Jewish law (including, e.g., 

circumcision). In addition, according to Irenaeus, Ebionites used only the Gospel of Matthew, venerated 

Jerusalem, and regarded Jesus‘ birth as natural (the patristic references are conveniently gathered in Kiljn 

and Reinink 1973). Tertullian repeats the complaints that Ebionites observed Jewish law and denied the 

Virgin Birth, regarding Jesus as merely a prophet, but adds that their founder was a person named Ebion 

(Hebion), presumably on the false assumption that all heresies can be traced to an eponymous founder. 

According to Hippolytus, Ebionites claimed that Jesus became Christ as a result of observing the law. 

Origen dismisses Ebionites as ―poor in understanding‖ for insisting that Jesus was sent only to the Jews. 

By the 4th century, Eusebius, Epiphanius, and Jerome repeated familiar criticisms, but added some 

uncertainty as to which apocryphal gospels were used by Ebionites and other Jewish-Christian groups 

(see EBIONITES, GOSPEL OF THE); also, they allowed that some Ebionites may have accepted the 

Virgin Birth.  

Epiphanius‘ long account of Ebionites (Haer. 30; see Koch 1976) assigns some portions of the pseudo-

Clementine literature to them; this literature, which has a complex composition history (see 

CLEMENTINES, PSEUDO-), includes strongly dualistic theology, speaks of a reincarnated true prophet, 

and has Peter speak against Paul‘s view of law. Other innovations include vegetarianism and the rejection 

of portions of Hebrew scripture. Additionally, Epiphanius asserts that Ebionites had come under the 

influence of the revelation of Elchasai. See ELCHASAITES.  

The Bible translator SYMMACHUS is occasionally mentioned as an Ebionite. His translation of Zech 

9:9, for example, renders the characterization of the humble (Heb ˓on  ) donkey-riding Messiah as ptōchos, 

poor. However, little is known of Symmachus, so this possible identification adds little to our knowledge 

of Ebionites.  

Among possible allusions to Ebionites in Rabbinic literature, one of the more likely appears in b. Šabb. 

116a, wherein rabbis debate whether to save books of the minim (heretics) in the case of fire. If one 

allows for a slight self-censoring spelling of the names, the rabbis consider books found in the house of 

Ebionites (by˒bydn) relatively more worth saving than books in the house of Nazarenes (see 

NAZARENES). In favor of this reading, it may be noted that the rabbis were more inclined to condemn 

Nazarenes, whereas Church writers were more inclined to condemn Ebionites.  

Many questions remain concerning the evolution of the Ebionites and their relation to other Jewish-

Christian groups. After the accounts in Epiphanius and Jerome, Ebionites fade from history.  
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STEPHEN GORANSON  

EBIONITES, GOSPEL OF THE. The name given by scholars to a presumed Judaic-Christian 

gospel, now lost. The matter of these Judaic-Christian gospels, namely, the Gospel of the Ebionites, the 

Gospel of the Hebrews, and the Gospel of the Nazoraeans has been called the most irritating problem in 

the NT Apocrypha.  



Confusion stems from the fact that the title ―Gospel of the Ebionites‖ is never used by the Fathers. 

Rather, it is the creation of modern scholarship to reference a specific source cited by Epiphanius. He 

quotes from ―The gospel which is called with them (viz. the Ebionites) according to Matthew which is not 

complete but falsified and distorted, they call it the Hebrew Gospel …‖ (Haer. 30.13.1). He further states 

that the Ebionites ―also accept the gospel according to Matthew. For they too use only this like the 

followers of Cerinthus and Merinthus. They call it ‗according to the Hebrews‘ which name is correct 

since Matthew is the only one in the NT who issued the gospel and the proclamation in Hebrew and with 

Hebrew letters‖ (30.3.7). Yet elsewhere, in the Anacephalaiosis (t. 2.30.2), a précis of the Haer. which 

may or may not be Epiphanian, it is said that the Ebionites ―use the gospels (euaggeliois).‖  

We have other early reports concerning the Ebionites‘ choice of texts; these only further confuse the 

picture. Irenaeus (Haer. 1.26.2; cf. 3.11.7) states that ―they use the Gospel according to Matthew only.‖ 

Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 3.27.4) says that they used ―only the so-called Gospel according to the Hebrews and 

made small account of the rest.‖ How these contradictory statements are to be resolved is unclear.  

The Ebionites are described by the Fathers as law-abiding Jews, who rejected Paul. They apparently 

rejected the Virgin Birth, arguing that Jesus was the natural son of Mary and Joseph, and was adopted by 

God. Even after Christ descended on Jesus in the form of a dove at his baptism, Jesus remained simply a 

man. The Ebionites appear to have had an abhorrence of sacrifice; they may have used water in the 

Eucharist (on Ebionite beliefs, see Epiphanius, Haer. 30.2; Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 3.27.1–6; Schoeps 1953; 

Klijn and Reinink 1973; EBIONITES).  

The name Ebionite is correctly derived from the Hebrew ˒bywnym, which means ―poor men‖ (Or. princ. 

4.3.80). Tertullian is the first to derive it (incorrectly) from the purported founder of the sect, a certain 

man named ―Ebion.‖ The Fathers make word plays on the name ―Ebionite,‖ saying that it is an 

appropriate name, reflecting the ―poverty‖ of the Ebionites‘ understanding of the ―true‖ (from the Fathers‘ 

point of view) meaning of the Scriptures.  

Epiphanius quotes the gospel used by the Ebionites a total of seven times. Most of his citations are of 

reasonable length, permitting us some insight into the nature of the document. It appears to have been 

harmonized, woven from traditions found in the Synoptic Gospels (Matthew, Mark, and Luke). Johannine 

parallels are not found. Because of these characteristics, which distinguish it from the other Judaic-

Christian gospels quoted by the Fathers, scholarship appears justified in positing a distinct document and 

designating it the ―Gospel of the Ebionites.‖  

In connection with his remarks about the Ebionites‘ rejection of the Virgin Birth, Epiphanius quotes 

what he says is the beginning of their gospel; and indeed, it appears to omit the genealogies and Virgin 

Birth account, commencing, rather, with John the Baptist‘s mission. The opening story is similar to that in 

Mark, although harmonized from all three Synoptic Gospels.  

It is difficult to determine which if any of the canonical gospels provides the framework for the Gospel 

of the Ebionites. Similarly, one is hard pressed to state the original language. Despite the statements of 

Epiphanius (Haer. 30.3.7), scholars have usually argued for Greek. This is because of a substitution in 

Frag. 2 (Vielhauer‘s numbering in NTApocr 1: 117–39, 153–58), which seems to have been elicited by the 

similarity of the words in Greek (so Dibelius): egkris (oil-baked cake) is substituted for the canonical 

akris (locust). A dissenting position, however, is that of Boismard, who detects two traditions in 

Epiphanius‘ quotations from the gospel used by the Ebionites. One is a later, more developed tradition, 

which is probably a Greek language original; the second is a much more primitive tradition and has a 

strong imprint of a Semitic language. It is this latter tradition which Boismard equates with the Hebrew 

(i.e., pre-Greek) recension of Matthew—the document described by Epiphanius.  

The harmonized form of the Gospel of the Ebionites is noteworthy. Jerome reports that Theophilus of 

Antioch created a harmony of the Gospels (Ep. ad Algasiam [121] 6), and Eusebius (Ep. Carp.) tells of a 

synopsis of the gospels, created by Ammonius of Alexandria. Investigations into the gospel text of Justin 

show that he used a harmony which incorporated the Synoptics, but not John (Bellinzoni 1967: 140). The 

date of Justin‘s gospel text, its harmonized form, and its failure to incorporate John are all reminiscent of 

the Ebionite gospel. The relationship between Justin‘s gospel and the Ebionite gospel, if any, is unclear at 



present. It is plain, however, that the genre was known, and Bertrand has argued that the harmonized 

Gospel of the Ebionites antedates the DIATESSARON of Tatian, which was composed about 170 C.E.  

Frag. 1 (Vielhauer‘s numbering), which speaks of ―Jesus … who invited us,‖ led Lagrange (1922) and 

Waitz (1937) to equate the Gospel of the Ebionites with the Gospel of the Twelve, mentioned by Origen 

and Jerome. This seems both unnecessary and unlikely, as Klijn and Reinink (1973) have pointed out, for 

the same Fragment also speaks of ―you, Matthew,‖ which would infer that Matthew is the putative author.  
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WILLIAM L. PETERSEN  

EBLA TEXTS. The texts discovered at Ebla (Tell Mardikh in NW Syria), which constitute the largest 

single find of 3d millennium B.C. cuneiform texts so far recovered anywhere in the Near East. Estimates 

of the number of texts have varied widely and have not always taken into account the distinctions made 

by the excavators in describing the tablets. Alfonso Archi, epigrapher of the Missione Archeologica 

Italiana in Syria, has counted 1,757 tablets (defined as complete or nearly complete texts), 4,875 

fragments (that is, incomplete pieces which may have up to ten columns of writing), and many thousands 

of chips (that is, small pieces having only a few lines or parts of lines) (Archi 1986c: 78). A single room 

in the palace, L. 2769, yielded more than 14,000 inventory numbers (Matthiae 1986: 56).  
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A. Introduction  

Although not mentioned in the Bible, Ebla has long been known from Mesopotamian cuneiform texts, 

especially those of the Dynasty of Akkad (RG 1: 37–38) and the Ur III period (Owen and Veenker 1987: 

263–91) as a major Syrian city of the 3d millennium B.C. Since many important cities of that time in both 

Syria and Mesopotamia continued to be occupied for many centuries, Tell Mardikh presents a rare 

instance where substantial 3d millennium remains lie near the present surface of the mound (Biggs 1981: 

132). This fact combines with the special circumstance of the destruction of the Ebla palace by a violent 

fire that may have helped to preserve some of the tablets by baking them. While accidental baking of the 

tablets is certainly possible, it is also likely that the large summary account tablets, the tablets of a 

distinctly diplomatic archival nature, and the large lexical tablets were baked intentionally and that the 

small daily account tablets—that would normally have been destroyed or recycled when their contents 



had been entered in the summary tablets—were unbaked at the time of the fire. The tablets were originally 

arranged on shelves (Matthiae 1981 unnumbered figs. following p. 80, etc.), which collapsed presumably 

at the time of the fire. There have been differences of opinion on the physical arrangement of the tablets 

on the shelves (Pettinato 1981a: 50, challenged by Matthiae 1986: 64), but Matthiae‘s opinion is upheld 

by Archi (1988e: 67–69), who has provided detailed drawings of the reconstructed shelves.  

The other principal finds of comparable 3d millennium cuneiform texts were likewise made at sites that 

were largely unoccupied beyond the end of the 3d millennium B.C. Previous major finds were in Iraq at 

Fara (ancient Šuruppak) in 1902–3 and at Abu Salabikh in 1963 and 1965. The Fara literary and lexical 

texts and the Abu Salabikh texts are described in detail by Biggs (1974: 35–42). A few additional tablets 

have been found in subsequent excavations at Abu Salabikh (Biggs and Postgate 1978: 101–17). 

Recently, administrative documents similar to some of those found at Ebla have been discovered at the 

Syrian site of Mari as long ago as the 1930s, but have only recently been published (Charpin 1987: 65–

127).  

A considerable amount has been written concerning the relations between Ebla and Mari. The most 

extensive survey is found in Gelb (fc.), where he discusses such questions as the writing system and the 

language of Mari and Ebla and its relation to certain features of the Akkadian used in texts found at Kish, 

use of the decimal system at Ebla, Mari, and Abu Salabikh, systems of measures, the month names, and 

year dates. (See also Archi 1985b: 47–51; 1985c: 53–58; 1985d: 63–83; 1985f: 25–34; 1988c: nos. 1–17; 

Pettinato 1977: 20–28; 1980b: 231–45; Edzard 1981b: 89–97; Kienast 1980: 247–61; Pomponio 1983a: 

191–203; Pinnock 1985: 85–92).  

In the early stages of the study of the Ebla tablets, it was believed that the geographical names found in 

them indicated that Ebla was the capital of a major Near Eastern empire in the 3d millennium B.C. which 

included Akkad, Assyria, Byblos, and parts of Anatolia (Pettinato 1976a: 45–46), a fact that is reflected in 

the titles of books about Ebla (Matthiae 1977, revised English translation 1981; Pettinato 1979b and 

English translation 1981a). The identification of the Mesopotamian city of ―Agade‖ turned out to be a 

mistaken reading (Matthiae 1978: 540–43), and the reading of the signs A-BAR-SAL
4
 as Assur (Pettinato 

1976a: 48) is considered by many scholars to be dubious as well (Sollberger 1980: 130–55; Biggs 1982: 

17; Lambert 1987: 353–64), although it is still maintained by Pettinato (1986: 286–87). Byblos (the Gk 

designation of the city whose name is normally written in cuneiform as Gub-la) was thought (Pettinato 

1981a: 209; 1983a: 107–18) to be found in the writing DU-lu in the Ebla texts, but because gub has not yet 

been identified with certainty as a reading of the sign DU in Ebla texts (Krebernik 1982: 185), this 

identification is generally abandoned (Archi 1987e: 15–16; Fronzaroli 1984–86: 141; Michalowski 1988: 

100–1). There were certainly diplomatic and cultural ties between Ebla and Kish in northern 

Mesopotamia (Gelb 1981: 9–73; Biggs 1981: 131–33; Archi 1987a: 125–40; 1987c: 37–52), but Nippur 

and the cities of central Sumer are not yet found in the Ebla tablets. This seems all the more reason to 

doubt that Dilmun (Pettinato 1983b: 75–82; Stieglitz 1987: 43–46) is correctly identified in the Ebla texts 

(Michalowski 1988: 100–1).  

Much has been made of the supposed occurrences of Canaan in the Ebla texts (Pettinato 1981a: 341 

index s.v.), but it is not certain that the writings Ga-na-na and Ga-na-NE can be interpreted that way 

(Edzard 1981b: 95).  

Whatever may have been the extent of the commercial relations of Ebla, the idea of an empire in a 

political sense is explicitly denied by Archi (1985a: 145) who points out that there were local rulers even 

at Hama only 90 km to the S and that the Eblaite territory to the W stopped at the mountains which 

delimit the Syrian coastal region. He believes that the kingdom of Ebla included the plain of Antioch, but 

that its N border was probably the foothills which now define the border between Syria and Turkey.  

There is no mention of Egypt in the Ebla texts, but inscribed vases of the Egyptian pharaohs Cephren 

and Pepi I were found in Royal Palace G (Scandone Matthiae 1979: 33–43) as well as uninscribed 

Egyptian vases (Scandone Matthiae 1981: 99–127).  

B. Chronological Considerations  



The date of the Ebla archives has been discussed at great length, but without dwelling on the particulars 

here, it can be said that the excavator, Paolo Matthiae, now dates the Royal Palace, Area A, to the early 

Proto-Syrian period, ca. 2400–2250 B.C. (Matthiae 1985: 134–37). Alfonso Archi, the epigrapher of the 

expedition, dates the archives to approximately the middle of the 24th century B.C. (Archi 1985a: 140); 

that is, in Mesopotamian terminology, late Pre-Sargonic and the early part of the reign of Sargon of 

Akkad.  

Since there are so far no 3d millennium B.C. royal inscriptions from Ebla, all chronological and 

genealogical information comes from the administrative documents, where it is only incidental to the 

purpose of the particular documents. The section ―relative chronology‖ in Archi (1988a: 205–21) should 

especially be consulted in this regard. The best current estimate is that the Ebla archives cover thirty to 

forty years (Archi 1985a: 140; 1988a: 218).  

The kings of Ebla are designated by the Sumerian title EN, corresponding to malikum in Eblaite 

(Pettinato 1981a: 74; Archi 1987c: 17–43). Pettinato (1981a: 69) gives the following as kings of Ebla: 

Igriš-Halam, Irkab-Damu, Ar-Ennum, Ibrium, and Ibbi-Sipiš. Two of these names now require different 

readings: Ar-Ennum is to be read ArruLUM (Archi 1988a: 208), and Ibbi-Sipiš is to be read Ibbi-zikir, as 

many scholars recognized early (Gelb 1977: 21; see now Archi 1988a: 208). Archi has demonstrated that 

the evidence that suggested that Ibrium and Ibbi-zikir were kings was misinterpreted and that in fact they 

were only high officials in the kingdom (Archi 1988a: 209–12, 219). The texts concerning offerings to 

dead kings (Archi 1986a: 213–17; 1988a: 212) provide a list of previous kings of the dynasty (that is, 

excluding the king who was ruling when the document was drawn up), while the title ―king of Ebla‖ in 

the Ebla archives is attested for only two individuals: Igriš-Halam and Irkab-Damu (Archi 1988a: 215).  

C. Language of the Ebla Texts  

Although written in the cuneiform writing system of Sumer, the ancient language of Ebla is beyond 

doubt Semitic, but its position within the Semitic family of languages remains in dispute. Pettinato (RLA 

5: 12 and elsewhere) considers it Old Canaanite, but based partly on mistaken assumptions such as the 

supposed occurrences of ik-túb, ―he wrote‖ (Pettinato 1981a: 56). The signs in question are now to be 

interpreted as GÁL-TAKx, a Sumerogram for an accounting term (Alberti 1984: 65–74).  

Gelb (1977: 28) concluded that Eblaite (or Eblaic or Eblaitic as others prefer to designate the language) 

is most closely related to Old Akkadian and Amorite. On the other hand, Sollberger (1986: 1) goes further 

than Gelb in insisting that it is Akkadian (his italics), while another scholar identifies it as a dialect of 

Akkadian (Dombrowski 1988: 211–35). It should be borne in mind that different scholars attribute 

differing importance to such matters as vocabulary, verbal system, pronominal system, phonology, and 

syntax. It should also be remembered that most of the analysis of the Eblaite language is not based on 

connected texts but rather on interpretation of the personal names (Krebernik 1988a; Archi 1988a: 205–

306). The highly formalized administrative documents yield little information that would be of real 

significance in analyzing the language of the Ebla texts. On the other hand, most of the so-called 

historical texts with their syllabically written passages remain unpublished. A plausible reason for this is 

that texts written syllabically in the Eblaite language are extraordinarily difficult to interpret given the 

ambiguities of the script and the inadequate fashion in which the Sumerian writing system was adapted 

for writing a Semitic language (Krecher 1987: 177–97; Michalowski 1988: 100; for a nontechnical 

discussion, see Biggs 1982: 14–15, 22). Nevertheless, it is hoped that the ―historical‖ texts will eventually 

provide the best examples of connected passages in the Eblaite language. The few literary texts found at 

Ebla are unlikely to be of much help.  

D. Problem of ―Reading‖ the Eblaite Language  

It is now generally agreed that most of the Ebla texts were intended to be read in Eblaite. The fact that 

they are written with an overwhelming number of Sumerograms (including entire verbal forms in 

Sumerian, all surely to be pronounced using their Eblaite equivalents) has sometimes led to the mistaken 

opinion that the texts were largely in Sumerian. In many instances the only evidence for the underlying 

Eblaite language is an occasional preposition or conjunction.  



The handwriting of the Ebla cuneiform texts demonstrates a distinctive regional style immediately 

recognizable as different from any cuneiform writing known from Mesopotamia (for the question of 

regional cuneiform handwriting styles in general, see Biggs 1973: 39–46). Yet most signs are sufficiently 

similar to their Mesopotamian equivalents that scholars who can read the 3d millennium B.C. 

Mesopotamian signs rarely misidentify Ebla signs. Nevertheless, there are some notable divergences 

(Krecher 1987: 177–97).  

A more serious problem than the identification of signs has been establishing the correct syllabic 

readings of signs. It is well known that many Sumerian cuneiform signs have two or more possible 

readings. Normally one would, at least at a preliminary stage, assume a reading in an Ebla text 

corresponding to the most common Mesopotamian values. Yet, a number of common signs have readings 

that are not immediately obvious. A prime example is the sign EN. As a logogram, EN stands for the 

Eblaite word for ―king.‖ It has a syllabic value en (as in the personal name En-na-il), but it is used more 

commonly with the reading ru
12

 (Krebernik 1982: 186; Civil 1984a: 78). An example is the reading of the 

―royal‖ name *Arennum, which has now been revised to Ar-ru
12

-LUM (where even the last syllable is of 

uncertain reading—lum, núm, gúm, and hum are theoretically possible) (Archi 1988a: 208).  

The possible readings of the sign NI have been the subject of a great deal of controversy, principally 

because some scholars have believed in a reading ya and held open a possibility that the syllable was an 

abbreviation of Yahweh (with obvious religious-historical implications) in such names as En-na-NI, Iš-

má-NI, and MI-kà-NI (Müller 1981: 70–92 and references cited there). A reading ì (standard in 

Mesopotamia) has never been in doubt, and a reading bux is also certain (Krebernik 1982: 198; Civil 

1984a: 77–78). A reading of NI as ni is apparently rare (Krebernik 1982: 198–99; Krecher 1988: 175) in 

the Ebla texts. In the case of the supposed Ya as a divine name, the solution seems now to come not from 

any syllabic reading of the sign NI, but from the Ebla treatment of consonants in a closed syllable, here 

specifically the consonant l (Archi 1986b: 246; 1988a: 263; Müller 1988: 72–73). The evidence is 

overwhelming that l is often not expressed in the writing at the beginning or end of a syllable. Thus ì can 

be simply a short writing for il. It seems likely that ì for il in personal names (where Il is a very common 

element) is especially frequent, because the sign NI (i.e., ì) is very simple (4 easy stylus strokes) whereas il 

is a complicated sign (usually made up of 15 or more wedges at various angles).  

A number of further examples of syllabic values at Ebla that might be unexpected could be given, but 

only two additional examples will be provided to illustrate the extent of the ambiguities and the degree of 

caution that is needed. It appears that the common sign RI does not have a value ri in Ebla texts, but only 

dal/tal/ṭal, which is especially clear in words beginning with a ta- preformative (Krebernik 1982: 200) 

and in feminine personal names (Fronzaroli 1987b: 63–73). The sign BU represents not only the syllable 

bu (more often expressed by bù) but also gix (based on Sum gíd).  

While this is not a place for detailed discussion of the Eblaite writing system or of phonology, an 

additional feature should be mentioned: the problem of l and r. It has long been recognized that l can 

occur (at the beginning of a word, the beginning of a syllable, or the end of a syllable) where r would be 

expected (Archi 1980: 85, 87; Krecher 1984: 150; Müller 1988: 72). The contrary (use of a syllable with r 

where l is expected) is apparently not attested (Müller 1988: 72).  

Some specific examples of potential ambiguities have been given here, but it should be stressed again 

that the Sumerian writing system was not well adapted to write a Semitic language with consonants that 

do not occur in Sumerian. It appears that the script, as adapted for use at Ebla, made no distinction, or at 

least no clear distinction, between different kinds of stops and the various sibilants (Krecher 1988: 175).  

E. Ebla and the Bible  

Soon after the discovery of the Ebla tablets, speculation arose concerning possible relationships to the 

OT (Pettinato 1976a: 48–50; 1980c: 49–72; Freedman 1978: 143–64; 1982: 309–35). The principal 

advocate of the theory that the Ebla tablets were of direct relevance for the study of the OT was the late 

Mitchell Dahood (1982: 1–24; 1984: 439–70; for additional references, see Baldacci and Pomponio 1987: 

455 index ad Dahood). A famous example of Dahood‘s work is a text of which he confidently 

―translated‖ what he believed to be a proverb written in Canaanite but which turned out to be a text listing 



Sumerian terms for cuts of meat. Most of his other attempts at elucidating texts from Ebla or texts in the 

Bible based on his interpretation of Ebla vocabulary cannot be as decisively rejected, but scholars who are 

knowledgeable about the cuneiform writing of the 3d millennium B.C. tend to be very dubious about his 

theories. The issue now seems to be principally one of historical interest when looking back upon the 

development of a new field of Near Eastern studies. Jonas Greenfield (1988: 94), referring to article of 

Dahood, neatly reflects the scholarly consensus when he writes, ―Suffice it to say that Ebla has no bearing 

on the prophets, minor or major.‖  

F. Administrative Texts  

Approximately 80 percent of the 3d millennium B.C. tablets found at Ebla are administrative (Archi 

1985a: 140). Many of these tablets may not be from archives in the technical sense of a collection or 

repository of records no longer in use, but rather are preserved for their historical value (Veenhof 1986: 

7). However, it seems useful to follow the usual practice in Assyriology and to utilize the term ―archive‖ 

to include texts stored or found together or which originated in the same administrative context (see 

detailed discussion in Veenhof 1986: 1–36). Although the term ―library‖ has been used occasionally to 

refer to the tablets found at Ebla, the term ―archives‖ has been used more generally.  

The archives provide documentation for the activities of the various administrative sectors of the Ebla 

kingdom such as food supplies for the palace and its dependents (Archi 1982: 173–88; 1988b: 25–29; 

Milano 1987: 519–50), agricultural production and animal husbandry (Archi 1982: 175–76; 1984c: 45–

81; Gelb 1986: 157–67; Milano 1984a; Renger 1987: 293–311), transactions in precious metals (Archi 

1985f: 25–34; 1988c; Waetzoldt 1981: 363–78), and, with a vast documentation, the textile industry 

(Edzard 1981a; Biga and Milano 1984; Zaccagnini 1984: 189–204; Ribichini and Xella 1985; Sollberger 

1986; Archi 1988c).  

The tablets recording these administrative activities were stored in several different rooms of the palace 

(see Archi 1985a: 140–41 for a brief summary and 1986c: 72–86 for a detailed discussion of the particular 

archives).  

Some of the tablets are dated, but the sequence within an archive can usually be determined best by 

internal evidence, principally by prosopography, since the order of the Ebla year names is not yet known 

(Archi 1986c: 72; see also Pomponio 1987a: 249–62 and Mander 1987: 395–407). Even prosopography is 

of limited use, however, because a number of persons bore similar names and patronymics are rarely 

given. No documents so far discovered bear seal impressimns, though seals were in use for other purposes 

(Mazzoni 1984: 18–45).  

G. Lexical Texts  

Word lists (or lexical texts as they are usually called by Assyriologists) form the backbone of the 

Mesopotamian scribal tradition from near the beginning of writing in the early 3d millennium B.C. 

through the 2d and 1st millennia B.C. with bilingual vocabularies (usually Sumerian and Akkadian but, 

depending on the area, including Hittite and other languages), ending with Greek transcriptions of the 

Sumerian entries. The texts of interest to us here are those of the 3d millennium B.C. (see especially 

Westenholz 1985: 294–98). Such lists of words are mostly thematic, and consist almost entirely of nouns. 

It is copies of such texts which make up the most important component of the lexical texts from Ebla 

(Pettinato 1981a: 46–47, 237–38; Biggs 1981: 129–32). Some of these texts are descended from the 

lexical traditions of early 3d millennium B.C. Uruk (Nissen 1981: 99–108). The best known of these is 

Early Dynastic (ED) Lu A (Civil 1969: 4–12; Arcari 1982), a list of occupations already ancient by the 

time of the Ebla tablets. Its archaic nature is indicated by the inclusion of cuneiform signs unknown 

except in copies of this list. Another list of occupations, ED Lu E, probably composed closer to the 

middle of the 3d millennium B.C., occurs at Abu Salabikh (Biggs 1974: nos. 54–60, edited in Civil 1969: 

16–21, with corrections in Biggs 1974: 82), Kish, and Ebla (Pettinato 1976b: 169–78). An unrelated text 

of similar date, now known from Abu Salabikh and Ebla, was first published as a ―Names and Professions 

List‖ (Biggs 1974 nos. 61–81 and edition pp. 62–71; Ebla version Archi 1981a: 177–204; 1984d: 171–74; 

cf. Biggs 1988: 91–96).  



There is a list of geographical names first found at Abu Salabikh (Biggs 1974 nos. 91–111 and edition 

pp. 71–78), of which a version was also found at Ebla (Pettinato 1978a: 50–73; 1981b: 217–41; 

Pomponio 1983b: 285–88). A proposal to find Palestinian place names in this list (Shea 1983: 589–612) is 

generally rejected by scholars (Greenfield 1988: 94). See Steinkeller (1986: 31–40) for some specific 

identifications; he categorically rejects a proposal to see in the writing U
9
-ga-ra-ad the name of the city of 

Ugarit, a conclusion also reached by Fronzaroli (1984–86: 145). The consensus now is that many of the 

place names are to be located generally in N Babylonia and the Trans-Tigris area and thus are not to be 

sought either in S Mesopotamia (not explicitly proposed by any scholar) or in the Syrian area (Pettinato 

1976a: 52). Most scholars who have considered the question apparently agree with Biggs (1980: 84–85; 

1981: 130–31) in rejecting a Syrian origin for the composition (Civil 1984c: 290; Steinkeller 1986: 31–

32).  

Other traditional Sumerian lexical texts found at Ebla include lists of birds (Pettinato 1978b: 165–78; 

1981b: nos. 39–42 and pp. 105–23; Civil 1982: 17–22), fishes (Pettinato 1981b: 91–104), and practical 

repertories of words needed in writing everyday documents commonly known as ―Practical Vocabularies‖ 

(Civil 1987a: 132–33).  

Besides the numerous examples of Sumerian word lists directly related to those from Mesopotamia, 

Ebla has provided others so far unknown from elsewhere (Civil 1984a: 77). The most important of these 

texts is the Ebla Vocabulary published by Pettinato (1982: 115–343). It consists in most cases of a list of 

Sumerian words to which an Eblaite translation has been added. This list consists of nearly 1,500 lines 

and is known almost in its entirety from numerous exemplars (Archi 1980: 81–89); Fales 1984: 173–87). 

There is also the Ebla ―Syllabary‖ (Pettinato 1981b: 51–52), which is more precisely a sign list with sign 

names (Civil 1984a: 77; Archi 1987d: 91–113).  

There is another genre of lexical text that should be mentioned in this context, notable for its absence at 

Ebla: lists of deities (see also PANTHEONS, MESOPOTAMIAN). The lack of godlists among the lexical 

texts at Ebla may be accidental, of course. In the absence of such texts, however, the pantheon of Ebla has 

been reconstructed mainly on the basis of offering lists (Pettinato 1979d). The repertory of deities in the 

personal names is a somewhat less reliable criterion for establishing the Ebla pantheon since some of the 

divine names occur in the names of individuals from other areas (Archi 1984a: 225–56; 1985c: 53–58). 

Deities occurring in the literary texts, notably the incantations and Edzard (1984 no. 6), should be 

excluded from consideration in reconstructing the pantheon since the texts clearly did not originate at 

Ebla.  

H. Literary Texts  

Compared to Fara and Abu Salabikh, Ebla has yielded very few literary texts (Biggs 1981: 124–29), 

even fewer than initial descriptions indicated. The principal group of literary texts (in the widest sense) 

consists of incantations (Mander 1979: 335–39; Pettinato 1979a: 329–51; Krebernik 1984; Edzard 1984: 

32). Of the other literary texts, a major example is Edzard‘s (1984 no. 6), which has been recognized as 

being a duplicate of a text from Abu Salabikh (Biggs 1974 no. 326, 342; Biga apud Edzard 1984: 30). The 

two versions studied together allow a better understanding of a number of passages than does either 

version alone. Both versions include a number of Sumerograms, but there are enough Semitic words 

(including pronominal suffixes) to indicate that the text is written in a Semitic language. Because the Abu 

Salabikh version is presumably earlier than that from Ebla, there is no reason to suggest that the language 

is the Semitic language of Ebla (Michalowski 1987: 171).  

The supposed Creation of the World story found among the literary texts of Ebla (Pettinato 1979b: 278; 

1980c: 59–67; 1980d: 46–47) has attracted a certain amount of interest. The composition, consisting of 

three exercise tablets, is also published by Edzard (1984 nos. 24–26 and pls. 40, 41, 53). The text is more 

convincingly intepreted by Civil (1984a: 80–81 and nos. 9–10) as a list of Sumerian personal names 

beginning with LUGAL, followed by two lines of literary quotations (Hruška 1985: 289–90).  

One of the tablets originally identified as a proverb (Pettinato 1979c: 174 no. 1833; also published by 

Edzard 1984 no. 23) was ―translated‖ by M. Dahood (1978: 93), who asserted that ―The proverb appears 

to be pure Canaanite, containing not a word of Sumerian‖:  



Donate without measure,  

Donate without weighing;  

Make presents without measure,  

Make presents without weighing.  

The text has subsequently been identified (Civil 1984b: 161–63) as an exercise tablet containing syllabic 

Sumerian words for cuts of meat, corresponding to the standard Sumerian of Ebla Word List D (Pettinato 

1981b: 172, lines 50–53).  

I. Letters and Diplomatic Texts  

The letters and diplomatic records found among the Ebla archives are potentially among the most 

interesting and important, though formidable obstacles remain before they can be understood. These texts, 

with very few exceptions, are unpublished. To judge from the published examples, these texts are more 

likely to be written syllabically, that is, with few Sumerograms that would give modern scholars major 

clues to their contents. However, these published examples are fraught with difficulties which provide the 

basis for differing interpretations. One example is the so-called treaty tablet (Pettinato 1986: 389–95; 

Sollberger 1980: 130–55; Lambert 1987: 353–64 and references cited there). Doubts about reading 

―Assur‖ in this text have already been mentioned. A further example of disagreements concerning 

interpretation is Pettinato‘s belief that a certain sequence of signs is to be interpreted as Tudia, the first 

king in the Assyrian King List (Pettinato 1986: 287–88). The same signs have been interpreted as a form 

of the Sum verb È, ―to go out, to send out‖ (Biggs 1980: 81–82; Sollberger 1980: 131). Nothing more can 

be said concerning those texts until they are published.  

J. Colophons  

The literary and lexical texts from the 3d millennium B.C. are often accompanied by a colophon (see in 

general Biggs 1974: 33–35). Such colophons usually include the name of the scribe who copied the tablet 

(most often indicated by dub mu-sar, ―wrote the tablet‖). Some of the names could also be those of other 

scribes or scholars who were involved in the production of earlier copies or who participated in some 

other way in the preparation of the tablet or its text (Mander 1984: 345–57). A surprising feature of the 

Abu Salabikh colophons was that approximately half the names in the colophons were Semitic rather than 

Sumerian (Biggs 1967: 55–66; 1974: 33–35; 1988: 89–98). Some of the Ebla literary and lexical texts 

bear colophons similar to those found at Abu Salabikh (Pettinato 1981a: 231–32; Mander 1984: 357–61). 

It is even possible that one of the best attested scribes (Lugal-kisal-si) from Abu Salabikh is also attested 

in a colophon on a text from Ebla (Pettinato 1981b: xxvii, no. 88). If this is correct, it may indicate a 

direct manuscript connection between the scholars at Abu Salabikh and at Ebla.  

K. Second Millennium Texts  

While the finds in the 3d millennium B.C. Palace G at Ebla have attracted the most attention, substantial 

finds of 2d millennium B.C. materials have been made, including part of an inscribed statue that first 

suggested that the site of Tell Mardikh was ancient Ebla (Pettinato 1970: 73–76; Lambert 1981: 95–96). 

A letter written in Babylonian, probably from a private archive but found out of context, was discovered 

some years ago (Kupper 1980: 49–51); publication of further OB documents by Kupper is expected. 

Among the finds from a grave was a silver vessel with a cuneiform inscription. Excavations of Mardikh 

IIIB (ca. 1800–1600 B.C.) are continuing (Matthiae 1985: 138; 1988: 34–43), so perhaps more 2d 

millennium textual material will eventually be found.  
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ROBERT D. BIGGS  

EBRON (PLACE) [Heb ˓ebrôn (ֶףְבשון )]. A town in the territory of Asher (Josh 19:28). Assuming 

confusion between the Hebrew letters bet and reš, the MT form here is likely a misspelling of the place 

name ABDON.  

ECBATANA (PLACE) [Aram ˒aḥmĕtā˒ (ַאְחְֹמָתא )]. Place located in the Zagros mountains of NW 

Iran between Tehran and Baghdad which was the capital of the Median Empire (Ezra 6:2). The name 

derives from an Old Persian expression (hagmatāna); Gk ekbatana) meaning ―gathering place.‖ At the 

foot of Mt. Orontes, this city provided a cool summer retreat for the later Persian kings, subsequent to its 

capture by Cyrus from Astyages in the 6th century. Herodotus (1.98)—although some would dispute the 

accuracy of his statement—attributes its foundation to Deioces (died ca. 656 B.C.) and provides a 

description of its seven concentric walls of fortification. Ecbatana may have been one of the ―towns of the 

Medes‖ to which Israelites were exiled by the Assyrians (2 Kgs 17:6).  

Ezra 6:2 contains the only mention of this city in the OT. When Darius was searching for a record 

which would confirm Cyrus‘ decree (de Vaux BANE, 63–96) about the restoration of Jerusalem and its 



Temple, he could find nothing in the Babylonian archives. However, when the search was extended to the 

citadel of Ecbatana, a scroll was discovered and the claim of the Judeans substantiated (cf. 1 Esdr 6:23). 

This detail indicates the importance of Ecbatana as a government center, particularly for the Persian 

Empire.  

Ecbatana figures in three apocryphal books—Tobit, Judith, and 2 Maccabees. In the book of Tobit (3:7; 

6:5, 9; 7:1; 14:12, 14) Ecbatana is the home of Raguel, Tobit‘s brother. Tobias, the son of Tobit, stops at 

this city while on his way to collect money from Gabael, who lives in Rages, Media. During his stay in 

Ecbatana Tobias marries Sarah, the daughter of Raguel. Apart from indicating that Jews had dispersed as 

far as Ecbatana, little additional information about the city is provided.  

Ecbatana is mentioned in Judith 1:1, 2, 14 as the headquarters of King Arphaxad, ―who reigned over the 

Medes in Ecbatana.‖ Nebuchadnezzar destroys Arphaxad‘s army in battle and spoils Ecbatana before 

turning his attention to the region of Judea, which had refused to assist him in his fight with Arphaxad. 

The major preoccupation of the author of Judith is with the awesome fortifications of Ecbatana, which 

rival those of Babylon.  

According to 2 Macc 9:3, Antiochus IV died in the vicinity of Ecbatana. After his unsuccessful attempt 

to loot the treasures of Persepolis (9:1–2) and subsequent ignominious retreat, Antiochus received news of 

the defeat of Nicanor and Timotheus and their respective armies at the hands of the Judean rebels. This 

occurred ―near Ecbatana.‖ No other source links Ecbatana with Antiochus IV‘s death and this has caused 

some scholars, such as Goldstein (1 Maccabees AB) to question its accuracy.  

The modern city of Hamadan occupies the site of Ecbatana. Tradition alleges that the tombs of Esther 

and Mordecai lie in the middle of the city. Major archaeological investigation remains to be done at 

Ecbatana.  

L. PERKINS  

ECCLESIASTES, BOOK OF. One of the Five Megilloth (Scrolls), this biblical book characterizes 

life as utter futility, like shepherding or chasing the wind.  

———  

A. The Meaning of the Name  

B. Literary Integrity  

C. The Structure of the Book  

D. The Historical Setting  

E. The Literary Expression  

F. Qoheleth‘s Teachings  

G. The Larger Environment  

H. Canonization  

I. The Text  

———  

A. The Meaning of the Name  

The Hebrew title of the book is ―Qoheleth.‖ The word ―Qoheleth,‖ from which the name ―Ecclesiastes‖ 

derives, has been variously explained as a personal name, a nom de plume, an acronym, and a function. 

The difficulty of comprehending the meaning of the word ―Qoheleth‖ is compounded by the fact that it 

seems to be understood differently within the book itself, where ―Qoheleth‖ has the article at least once 

(12:8, although the same verse occurs in 1:2 where Qoheleth lacks the article). In all likelihood, the article 

also appears in 7:27, where ―Qoheleth‖ has a feminine verb form, although the word ―Qoheleth‖ is 

otherwise always construed as a masculine. The LXX supports a redivision of the consonants in 7:27, 

yielding ˒mr hqhlt (―says the Qoheleth‖).  

The name occurs seven times:  

1. The words of Qoheleth son of David, King in Jerusalem (1:1).  

2. The ultimate absurdity, says Qoheleth, the ultimate absurdity; everything is absurd (1:2).  

3. I Qoheleth have been king over Israel in Jerusalem (1:12).  



4. Look, I have discovered this—says Qoheleth—[adding] one to one in order to find the sum (7:27).  

5. The ultimate absurdity, says the Qoheleth, everything is absurd (12:8).  

6. In addition to the fact that Qoheleth was a sage, he also taught the people knowledge (12:9a–b).  

7. Qoheleth sought to find pleasing words and accurately wrote down trustworthy sayings (12:10).  

Although the word ―Qoheleth‖ is understood as masculine, its form is Qal, feminine participle. 

Elsewhere the root qhl is always Hip˓il or Nip˓al (causative or reflexive/passive). It thus means ―to 

convoke,‖ ―to assemble‖ (Hip˓il) or ―to be gathered‖ (Nip˓al). Precedent exists for a masculine personal 

name with a feminine ending (Alameth, 1 Chr 7:8). This interpretation as a personal name clearly 

underlies the identification of Qoheleth as son of David, which occurs in the superscription to the book 

(1:2), but the idea of royal authorship ultimately derives from the book itself (1:12).  

Three things weaken the argument for viewing ―Qoheleth‖ as a personal name, a substitute for 

―Solomon‖: (1) the use of the article; (2) the identification of Qoheleth as a wise man (ḥākām), 

presumably a technical term in this instance (12:9); and (3) the point of view from which the book is 

written, except for the royal fiction in 1:12–2:26. Elsewhere the author writes from the perspective of a 

subject powerless to redress the injustices perpetrated by higher officials. Of course, an additional factor 

renders impossible the identification of Qoheleth with royalty: David did not have a son named Qoheleth 

who succeeded him, for Solomon occupied the throne after his father‘s health failed.  

Then is ―Qoheleth‖ a nickname for Solomon? The link between this unusual form and ―Solomon‖ could 

easily have arisen from the language in 1 Kgs 8:1–12, which reports that the king assembled the 

representatives of the people to Jerusalem. But the initiative to look for such a suitable text must surely 

have sprung from the author‘s self-presentation in 1:12–2:26, for Solomon‘s vast wealth supplies the 

imagined context for the royal experiment described in these verses. As we shall see, the Egyptian royal 

testament offers a prototype for this section of the book, but Qoheleth was not content to restrict his 

sayings to this literary form. Conceivably, the allusion to one shepherd in 12:11 reverts to the royal fiction 

earlier abandoned by the author, inasmuch as the image of the pharaohs as shepherds circulated widely in 

Egypt. Nevertheless, Qoheleth usually speaks as a teacher, not a king; therefore, another explanation for 

the name must be sought.  

Does the strange form conceal an otherwise unknown identity? Is ―Qoheleth‖ an acronym? It has been 

argued (Skehan 1971: 42–43) that the name for Agur‘s father in Prov 30:1a, Jakeh, represents the first 

letters of a sentence (Yqh   yahweh qād š  ˒). Following this analogy, qhlt constitutes the abbreviation of a 

four-word sentence. But what would those words have been? So far, no satisfactory explanation along 

these lines has come to light. Some have even thought that Qoheleth stood for personified wisdom, a 

walking assembly of wise sayings, but elsewhere Dame Wisdom is always called ḥôkmâ. The most 

compelling answer to the enigma of the name points to two instances of a feminine participle functioning 

as an office (Ezra 2:55, 57; Neh 7:59). Two different occupations lie behind the personal names in these 

verses (a scribe and a binder of gazelles). Accordingly, Qoheleth refers to an office that was related in 

some way to assembling people. The LXX renders the word in this way, associating the noun for 

―assembly‖ with the word for a public gathering (ekklēsia). Jerome continued that line of reasoning in the 

Vulgate, but stressed the role of speaking in the presence of an assembly. Now if Qoheleth gathered 

people, did he summon them to a cultic assembly? This understanding led to the Reformers‘ use of 

Prediger (―Preacher‖) with reference to this book, but biblical evidence for such a meaning does not exist. 

Whatever else Qoheleth did, he did not preach, at least not in the modern sense of the word.  

Did Qoheleth assemble people to a school? That kind of activity accords with the epilogist‘s description 

in 12:9. The difficulty remains that Qoheleth consistently opposes traditional wisdom. To be sure, school 

wisdom possibly possessed the capacity to criticize itself in the manner demonstrated by the book. One 

could even say that Qoheleth democratizes wisdom, turning away from professional students to ordinary 

citizens. The use of h˓m, ―the people,‖ in 12:9, where one would naturally expect a reference to students, 

favors this interpretation of the situation. Furthermore, if the form qĕhillâ in Neh 5:7 actually means 

―harangue,‖ then the word ―Qoheleth‖ might refer to an office of ―arguer‖ or ―haranguer.‖ However, 



Qoheleth does not present his observations in a manner that would justify this particular interpretation of 

the word under consideration.  

The verb qhl always occurs with reference to an assembly of people. If the sense of the word could 

extend to the gathering of objects, then ―Qoheleth‖ might refer to ―collecting proverbs,‖ the task for 

which the epilogist remembers the teacher (12:9–11). Qoheleth kept an ear in readiness to hear something 

worthwhile; he searched high and low for appropriate insights; and he grouped the resulting sayings in an 

understandable way. This instance would not be the only one in which Qoheleth departed from ordinary 

usage, for he forged a language and syntax peculiar to this book. Furthermore, he saw no fundamental 

distinction between humans and animals with respect to death; one could therefore argue that Qoheleth 

assembled sayings (1:1) and that 7:27 contains a veiled allusion to this understanding of the title (―One to 

one to discover the sum‖). In short, Qoheleth collected sayings and in doing so arrived at the complete 

picture that life amounts to a huge zero.  

B. Literary Integrity  

We have already had occasion to mention an epilogist who commented on the achievement of the 

teacher. Naturally, the presence of an epilogue of this sort introduces the question of literary integrity. Did 

Qoheleth write the complete book, or have several authors contributed to its present form? Answers to 

these questions vary, but four different responses have commended themselves to interpreters: (1) the 

author wrote the bulk of the book, but editorial glosses entered at a later time; (2) the author cites 

traditional wisdom and refutes it; (3) the author enters into dialogue with an interlocutor, real or imagined; 

and (4) the book reflects a single author‘s changing viewpoints over the years, as well as life‘s 

ambiguities.  

By analogy with superscriptions throughout the canon, it can be safely argued that 1:1 does not derive 

from Qoheleth‘s hand. This superscription identifies the author with David‘s son who held the office of 

king in Jerusalem. The expression ―words of Qoheleth‖ echoes a similar superscription in Prov 30:1a, but 

the form also occurs in prophetic collections (e.g., Amos 1:1a; Jer 1:1a). The book of Qoheleth really 

begins at 1:12 (―I Qoheleth have been king over Israel in Jerusalem‖). Furthermore, a thematic statement 

in 1:2 and 12:8 functions as an inclusio, setting off the beginning and the end of Qoheleth‘s teaching. 

Only in these verses does the superlative form hăbel hăbāl  m occur. The additional verses in 12:9–14 

derive from one epilogist, or more probably two. To this point in analysis a virtual consensus exists in 

scholarly discussion.  

Within the body of Qoheleth‘s teachings as delineated above (1:3–12:7), one searches in vain for a 

consistent argument. It appears that later editors have toned down the extreme views of the teacher. 

Theories of multiple redactors (Qoheleth, a Sadducean, a sage, a pious one, and another editor) have lost 

their attraction in the latest analyses, although most interpreters still reckon with at least one glossator 

who corrected Qoheleth‘s views about reward and retribution (2:26a; 3:17a; 8:12–13; 11:9b; perhaps 5:18 

and 7:26b). Whether or not these glosses derive from the second epilogist, also responsible for 12:12–14, 

remains uncertain, but the hypothesis has plausibility.  

The effort to attribute the entire book to Qoheleth lacks persuasiveness for at least two reasons. First, it 

overlooks the probability that the same sort of editorial activity that took place during the preservation of 

the other books of the Hebrew Bible would also have occurred in this one. Indeed, the radical character of 

Qoheleth‘s views invited editorial comments. Second, the claim that Qoheleth could easily have referred 

to himself in the third person, as he apparently did in 7:27, obscures the appreciable differences in attitude 

between the rest of the book and the final epilogue (12:12–14). These differences go beyond use of 

language such as bĕn  , ―my son,‖ to religious views like the admonition to ―fear God and keep the 

commandments‖ and the warning that the deity will bring every hidden thing into the light of day, 

presumably at a final judgment. One has the impression that Qoheleth‘s epitaph appears in 12:9–11, and 

that a less appreciative assessment of the teacher‘s unusual views about life follows.  

Throughout the book one encounters teachings that stand in considerable tension with each other. A 

strong case has been made for understanding these contrasting opinions as instances in which Qoheleth 

cites traditional wisdom. An adversarial stance toward established dogma is beyond dispute, for Qoheleth 



actually warns against an uncritical acceptance of claims about absolute truth (8:17). In one instance 

Qoheleth‘s language almost requires the addition of something like ―he asks‖ (―There is an individual 

who has no heir, whether son or brother, but there is no end to all his work, and also his eyes are never 

content with his wealth—‗for whom am I toiling and depriving myself of good things?‘ [he asks]; this 

also is absurd and grievous bother,‖ 4:8).  

Traditional sayings dot the observations of Qoheleth, as has been recognized for some time, for 

example, ―the crooked cannot be straightened and what is missing cannot be counted‖ (1:15). One 

investigation (Whybray 1981b) has isolated eight quotations on the basis of affinities in form and content 

between the oldest collections in Proverbs and aphorisms in Qoheleth (2:14a; 4:5; 4:6; 7:5–6a; 9:17; 10:2; 

10:12). Those scholars who believe they have found quotations in Qoheleth‘s observations emphasize the 

variety with which these traditional sayings are used. Some he quotes with full approval (7:5–6; 10:2, 12), 

but he gave them a radically new interpretation. Others serve to confirm the first stage in the characteristic 

two-part argument, the so-called broken sentence in which Qoheleth stated a truth only to qualify it by 

appealing to a fact of life that contradicted it. This phenomenon of quotations, widespread in the ANE, 

has four main categories: (1) the verbalization of a speaker‘s or writer‘s unexpressed ideas or sentiments; 

(2) the sentiment of a subject other than the writer or speaker; (3) use in argument and debate; and (4) 

indirect quotations without a verbum dicendi (Gordis 1976).  

Early Christian theologians perceived the apparent contradictions within Qoheleth‘s thought and 

attributed the different views to two persons, a speaker and an interlocutor, real or imagined. The 

dialogical character of the book thus came to expression, despite the strong tendency to neutralize 

Qoheleth‘s unorthodox sentiments. Thesis stands over against antithesis in such a way that all teachings 

are relativized. J. G. Herder endorsed this view of the book, and contemporary interpreters have sought to 

bolster the argument by appealing to the juxtaposition of a bonum and a malum and by an intricate 

analysis of polar structures in the book. Although some of the proposed 38 chiastic structures and 60 polar 

structures result from much too general criteria, for instance, desirable and undesirable, one can scarcely 

deny the force of the hypothesis as such. After all, Qoheleth did arrange his argument in a group of 14 

polarities in at least one literary unit (3:1–8).  

Of course, the application of modern standards of logical consistency may bestow too much weight on 

the Greek heritage. Qoheleth may never actually have reconciled the disparities between faith and 

experience, but such a view elevates the religious dimension to a degree that Qoheleth probably never 

permitted. Perhaps two additional factors strengthen this particular approach to the contradictions in 

Qoheleth‘s thought. The teachings in the book may represent the fruit of a lifetime‘s research, having 

been given literary expression over a long period. Furthermore, life‘s ambiguities themselves may have 

struck Qoheleth as worthy of noting, particularly as historical situations changed from time to time. There 

may indeed be some truth in the claim that the confrontation between Hebraism and Hellenism produced a 

compromise position, best exemplified by Qoheleth. However, the Jewish tradition alone had its share of 

ambiguities, and these disparities between religious conviction and actual reality found expression in 

Qoheleth‘s realism.  

Signs of thematic unity and a single tone largely offset these indications of tension within Qoheleth‘s 

thought, or between his views and those of later editors. Nevertheless, some segments of the book have 

not been successfully integrated into its logical scheme, above all the collection of sayings in 10:1–4, 8–

20, which discourages the view that Qoheleth wrote a unified treatise. Although neither characterization 

of the book, treatise or collection of sentences, explains the situation adequately, it may be instructive to 

think of a kaleidoscopic image whereby apparently incongruent features of the text come together in 

many different meaningful configurations. Even if one accepts this reading of the disparate material, the 

difficult task of ascertaining the powerful force that brings a semblance of order out of apparent disarray 

remains. In a word, what shape does the book take; what identifies its internal structure?  

C. The Structure of the Book  

One can easily recognize the outer frame of the book. Leaving aside the superscription in 1:1, there 

remain a thematic refrain (1:2) and a poem (1:3–11) at the beginning, and a poem (11:7–12:7) plus a 



thematic refrain (12:8) at the end. Together with the superscription, the two epilogues (12:9–11, 12–14) 

enclose the book in a kind of envelope. The first poem demonstrates the aptness of the thematic statement 

in the realm of nature, and the final poem shows the accuracy of the theme on the human scene. Nature‘s 

ceaseless repetition illustrates the utter futility of things, as does the eventual disintegration of the human 

body.  

Within Qoheleth‘s teachings bracketed by a thematic statement and a poem, a few distinct units stand 

out, either because of content or because of introductory and concluding formulas. For example, a single 

thread holds together the royal experiment in 1:12–2:26, specifically the idea that a powerful monarch 

indulges himself in a vain search for something that will withstand time‘s ravages. A second example, this 

one smaller in scope, 4:9–12, discusses the advantages of teaming up with another person. So far, 

however, no satisfactory scheme has surfaced to explain all the units of Qoheleth‘s teachings. Often 

determining where one unit begins and another ends cannot be done. Therefore scholars vary widely in 

their calculations of the number of literary units within the book.  

If the text lacks clear demarcations of the several units, how can one decide on the extent of each? 

Perhaps a clue exists in Egyptian Instructions, clearly divided into sections or chapters. Analogy with 

Papyrus Insinger, roughly contemporary with Qoheleth, may suggest that refrains mark off larger units in 

the Hebrew text. One refrain seems especially suggestive in this regard, the sevenfold exhortation to eat, 

drink, and enjoy one‘s portion of life‘s good things (2:24–26; 3:12–13; 3:22; 5:17–19; 8:15; 9:7–10; 

11:7–10). But the first and last of these texts illustrate the difficulty of this approach, for the refrain in 

2:24–26 certainly concludes a unit, and the formula in 11:7–10 just as certainly begins a new unit.  

As a matter of fact, the book has a wealth of formulaic expressions, and these repeated phrases and 

sentences probably function to delineate units of thought. Wright has seized these data to arrive at an 

arrangement of the entire book. According to his view, a single refrain sets off the different units in the 

first half of the book, whereas two formulaic expressions indicate subsections in the second half. The first 

refrain, ―All [this] is absurd and a chasing after wind‖ occurs six times in 1:12–6:9, yielding the following 

literary units (2:1–11; 2:12–17; 2:18–26; 3:1–4:6; 4:7–16; 4:17–6:9). In 6:10–11:6 the repeated phrases 

―not find out‖ and ―who can find out?‖ indicate four subsections (7:1–14; 7:15–24; 7:25–29; 8:1–17) and 

―cannot know‖ also points to four sections (9:1–12; 9:13–10:15; 10:16–11:2; 11:3–6). This theory is then 

reinforced by an involved numerological analysis that takes its clue from the number of uses of the Heb 

word hebel, as well as the numerical value of its three consonants.  

This elaborate hypothesis appears to press a valid intuition too far. In some instances, the formulaic 

expression occurs in the midst of a thought unit rather than at the end (for example, 11:2). Moreover, the 

repeated phrases sometimes do not enter into consideration (4:4, ―striving after wind‖), and other 

formulaic expressions are ignored altogether (―this is absurd,‖ ―under the sun,‖ ―I turned and 

considered‖). In addition, the units perceived in the analysis under discussion vary in length, forcing one 

to wonder about the utility of such an approach. Despite the claims for objectivity, the decision to ignore 

some formulaic expressions and to concentrate on just these three (―This is absurd and a chasing after 

wind,‖ ―not find out‖/―who can find out,‖ and ―cannot know‖) undercuts that claim, and the many 

assumptions necessitated by the numerological proof weaken the argument greatly.  

Not all attempts to discover the book‘s structure have taken refrains as the starting point. Of course, 

many interpreters have searched for logically consistent units. Two recent theories illustrate this approach 

and demonstrate the sophisticated nature of such analyses of the book. Both interpretations apply the 

refined methods of literary criticism to the biblical text, although such literary analysis developed as a 

means of understanding quite different material. Loader‘s approach (1979) stresses the polar structures in 

the book and arrives at twelve fundamental units (1:2–11; 1:12–2:26; 3:1–4:16; 4:17–5:8; 6:10–8:1; 8:2–

9; 8:10–9:10; 9:11–10:11; 10:12–20; 11:1–6; 11:7–12:8). Lohfink‘s approach emphasizes the Greek 

background of the book, which he understands as a philosophical treatise. In his view, Ecclesiastes has the 

form of a palindrome, a complete balancing of material so that the second half repeats the substance of the 

first half. Such a reading leads to the following structure:  



1:2–3  Frame  

1:4–11  Cosmology (poetic)  

1:12–3:15  Anthropology  

3:16–4:16  Social Criticism I  

4:17–5:6  Criticism of Religion I (poetic)  

5:7–6:10  Social Criticism II  

6:11–9:6  Ideology Critique (Refutatio)  

9:7–12:7  Ethics (poetic at the end)  

12:8  Frame  

Even if one conceded the far from obvious premise that the book uses Greek rhetoric, several questions 

remain. Why did the author allow the intruding critique of religion in 4:17–5:6 to mar the perfect 

palindrome? Has Lohfink chosen adequate rubrics? For example, is anthropology missing from the 

passage where Qoheleth offers a low opinion of men and an even lower estimate of women (7:25–29)? 

Can one rightly restrict ethics to 9:7–12:7 in light of persistent efforts to view the entire second half of the 

book as the practical, or ethical, implications of the worldview advanced in the first half of Ecclesiastes 

(1:2–6:9)?  

Without committing oneself wholly to either clue, refrain or logical coherence, one can certainly discern 

a semblance of structure in the book. One of the most attractive interpretations (Schoors 1982b) divides 

the book as follows:  

1:1  title  

1:2  general theme of the book  

1:3–2:26  Solomon‘s confession  

3:1–22  human beings under the law of time  

4:1–16  life in society  

4:17–5:8  the advantage of silence over unreflected speech  

5:9–6:9  on wealth  

6:10–12  transitional unit  

7:1–9:10  the experience of life and death  

9:11–10:20  wisdom and folly  

11:1–6  the necessity of taking risks  

11:7–12:7  the necessity of enjoying life  

12:8  inclusion: the general theme of the book  

12:9–14  epilogue  

Attractive as this analysis may be, it still does not answer all the questions that result from general rubrics 

such as ―life in society‖ and ―wisdom and folly.‖ Because other sections also deal with social relations 

and knowledge or its opposite, it appears that every attempt to discover the book‘s structure serves as little 

more than a heuristic device.  

So far this discussion has said nothing about another unifying principle, the tone of the book. The 

individual units combine to give a single impression. An honest and forthright teacher observes life‘s 

ambiguities and reflects on their meaning for human existence under the sun. Furthermore, a unity of 

themes and topoi reinforces this tonal unity, as a glance at the vocabulary of the book quickly confirms. 

Qoheleth uses certain words with such frequency that they almost induce a hypnotic state in the listener or 

reader. By their frequency of occurrence these words send a distant echo through the corridors of the mind 



erected by this skillful teacher: do/work, good, wise, time, know, toil, see, under the sun, fool, profit, 

portion.  

D. The Historical Setting  

If all attempts to discern the book‘s structure remain inconclusive, the same verdict characterizes efforts 

to locate it in a particular place and time. For a brief period, scholars endeavored to demonstrate that the 

original language was Aramaic, but this trend has virtually disappeared. The discovery at Qumran of 

Hebrew fragments from the book to which a date in the mid–2d century B.C.E. seemed appropriate has 

hastened the demise of the theory of an Aramaic original. Such an early dating of a Hebrew version of 

Ecclesiastes left little time between its composition and the Qumran fragments. However, the decisive 

refutation of the Aramaic origin lay in the inability of its proponents to show how the present form of the 

book required a theory of translation to explain its peculiar style and syntax.  

The fact remains that the book is writen in an Aramaizing Hebrew, a language with strong Mishnaic 

tendencies. The vocabulary contains a high percentage of Aramaisms, and in this regard it belongs 

alongside certain other late canonical books. Occasional Persian loan words also appear, for example 

pardēs, ―park‖ and mĕd  nâ, ―province.‖ Greek influence, once believed to lie behind the phrases ―under 

the sun‖ and ―to see the good,‖ no longer seems likely; the ancient Semitic world attests to the former 

expression and the latter phrase is authentic Hebrew.  

On the basis of certain commercial terms and usages, as well as orthography, a setting for the book in 

Phoenicia has been proposed (Dahood 1952). This theory of the book‘s origin has made little impact on 

the scholarly community. The suggestion of Egyptian provenance, based largely on the allusion to natural 

phenomena in 1:5–7, has been less convincing. The references to reservoirs (2:6), leaky roofs (10:18), 

wells (12:6), farmers‘ attention to the wind (11:4), and the Temple (4:17; 8:10) are perfectly appropriate 

for a literary composition in Palestine (Hertzberg Prediger KAT). Nevertheless, the evidence is 

inconclusive, for ancient authors openly received material from various sources. The so-called historical 

references in 4:13–16; 8:2–4; 9:13–15; and 10:16–17 function typically. Therefore, they offer no real 

assistance in dating the book or in locating its cultural setting.  

Many factors point to a relatively late date for the composition of Ecclesiastes. The vocabulary itself 

shows signs of being very late, for example sôp, ―end‖; pēšer, ―interpretation‖; māšāl, ―rule‖; šālat, 

―rule‖; pitgām, ―decision‖; zĕmān, ―time‖; ˓inyān, ―worry‖; the relative pronoun šĕ, ―that, which,‖ 

attached to another word; and the personal pronoun ˒ăn  , ―I,‖ used alongside ˒anōk  , ―I,‖ with almost 

equal frequency. Moreover, the waw consecutive occurs only twice, although the literary types in the 

book do not lend themselves to frequent use of this verbal form. A Hellenistic coloring may rest behind 

the vocabulary for rulers, perhaps also the observations about individuals whose responsibilities brought 

them in regular contact with the royal court. At least one of the rhetorical questions, a literary device that 

the author uses nearly 30 times, occurs only in arguably postexilic texts. This rhetorical question, mî 

yôdēa˓, ―who knows?‖, functions as a strong assertion equivalent to ―no one knows.‖ Another stylistic 

peculiarity of the book, the use of participles with personal pronouns, forms a late feature of the language.  

The meager political data that scholars have detected in the book point to a period prior to the 

Maccabean revolt in 164 B.C.E., for the attitude toward foreign rulers fits best in the Ptolemaic period. The 

Zenon archives reflect a political situation of economic prosperity for the upper echelons of Jewish 

society about 250 B.C.E. It has been plausibly argued that Qoheleth belonged to the privileged class 

(Gordis 1968), although on the basis of highly inferential evidence. More probably his students came 

from privileged families, hence could act on their teacher‘s advice about wearing fine clothes and 

anointing themselves with expensive oils. The severe policies of Antiochus IV restricted such freedom to 

follow one‘s inclinations, whether personal or religious. Furthermore, Ben Sira probably knew and used 

the book about 190 B.C.E., although Whitley has attempted to show that Qoheleth actually used 

Ecclesiasticus. The bases for this late dating of Qoheleth lack cogency: that the language of Daniel is 

earlier, that the Mishnaic tongue was widely used, that Qoheleth wrote before 140 but after Jonathan‘s 

appointment in 152 B.C.E. and its accompanying political changes. A date for Qoheleth between 225 and 

250 therefore still seems the most likely one.  



E. The Literary Expression  

What literary type best characterizes the book? Although several different types come to expression, the 

dominant one is reflection arising from personal observation. Qoheleth‘s language calls attention to both 

aspects, the observing and subsequent reflection (―I said in my heart‖ [1:16; 2:1, 15; 3:17]; ―I gave my 

heart‖ [1:13, 17; 8:9, 16]; ―I saw‖ [1:14; 2:24; 3:10, 16; 4:1, 4, 15; 5:17; 6:1; 7:15; 8:9, 10; 9:11, 13; 10:5, 

7]; ―I know‖ [1:17; 2:14; 3:12, 14; 8:12]; ―there is‖ [2:21; 6:1, 12; 8:14; 10:5]). Naturally, the reflection 

varies from time to time, prompting some interpreters to distinguish between unified critical and broken 

critical reflections or meditative reflection and simple meditation. Not every critic thinks that such 

language adequately describes Qoheleth‘s dominant literary type; three alternatives have received some 

attention: māšāl (a similitude or comparison), diatribe, and royal testament. The latter of these, royal 

testament, occurs only in the ―fiction‖ in 1:12–2:16 (perhaps also the conclusion resulting from the royal 

experiment, 2:17–26). From Qoheleth‘s language, ―monologue‖ more accurately describes the material 

than ―diatribe,‖ for he emphasizes the debate within his own mind. The term māšāl has too broad, or too 

specific, a scope to be useful in describing the book‘s literary type.  

Qoheleth also uses such literary types as autobiographical narrative, example story, anecdote, parable 

(often called an allegorical poem), antithesis, and proverb. The last of these occurs in many of its forms: 

truth statements (or sentences), ―better‖ sayings, numerical sayings, instructions, traditional sayings, 

malediction and benediction. Qoheleth had particular fondness for ―better‖ sayings, for they enabled him 

to pretend to endorse conventional wisdom but actually to challenge its veracity by introducing a wholly 

different consideration (4:3, 6, 9, 13; 5:4 [—Eng 5]; 6:3, 9; 7:1, 2, 3, 5, 8; 9:4, 16, 18). He also used the 

emphatic form, ―nothing is better‖ (2:24; 3:12, 22; 8:15).  

F. Qoheleth’s Teachings  

What did Qoheleth communicate by means of these diverse literary types? According to the thematic 

statement in 1:2 and 12:8, he sought to demonstrate the claim that life lacked profit and therefore was 

totally absurd. In support of this thesis, Qoheleth argued: (1) that wisdom could not achieve its goal; (2) 

that a remote God ruled over a crooked world; and (3) death did not take virtue or vice into consideration. 

Hence (4), he advocated enjoyment as the wisest course of action during youth before the cares of 

advancing years made that response impossible.  

(1) Wisdom could not achieve its goal. The purpose of being wise, according to Qoheleth, was to 

discover the good for men and women. In other words, sages searched for ways to ensure success, 

specifically of living long, prosperous lives surrounded by children and admired by friends and neighbors. 

For many generations this quest for success had occupied the thoughts of Qoheleth‘s predecessors, whose 

conclusions the book of Proverbs preserves. In general, they considered it possible to achieve the goal of 

wisdom, although reckoning with incalculable divine actions now and again. Consequently, these early 

sages exuded optimism about the chances of living well. They based their hope on the conviction that a 

moral order existed, having been established by the creator who continued to guarantee it. These sages 

went about their work with confidence that the wise would prosper and fools would experience ruin.  

But something happened that dashed such comforting thoughts, which had hardened into dogma. 

Mounting evidence that injustice often prevailed produced a religious and intellectual crisis. The books of 

Job and Ecclesiastes surfaced from this turmoil and offered a different perspective on the universe. The 

wisest man in the East underwent horrendous suffering that defied explanation, and wisdom possessed 

only limited value. It appeared that the moral order had collapsed, and this event had serious religious 

implications, making it no longer clear whether or not the deity turned toward humans benevolently.  

Qoheleth recognized the futility of striving for success, because he saw such efforts being frustrated on 

every hand. The fastest runner did not always win the race, nor did the strong warrior necessarily achieve 

victory. The intelligent person did not always receive food, and the skillful were sometimes overlooked. 

Chance became the supreme factor in human experience, and none could exercise control over it. 

Qoheleth examined all those things thought to offer happiness—sensual pleasure, achievement, fame, 

fortune—but dismissed them as utterly absurd.  



Whereas earlier sages had believed they could achieve wisdom, Qoheleth thought it impenetrable. 

Human resolve to possess her only enabled them to discover Wisdom‘s remoteness and profundity. Of 

course, limited bits of insight were accessible, enabling their possessors to waEc in light rather than 

darkness. Nevertheless, no one could really discover wisdom‘s hiding place, however much he or she 

claimed to have done so. Consequently, the future remained hidden and mysterious, even for the wise, 

who could not discern the right moment for any given action. Although Qoheleth characterized the natural 

universe and the human scene by monotonous repetition, he noted that none could profit from this 

element of predictability. In this respect, Qoheleth refused to yield a toehold to practitioners of the science 

of predicting the future, a technique of wisdom, popular in Mesopotamia, that used omens to discover 

what lay in the immediate future.  

(2) God was remote and the world crooked. A devout Job directed his complaint to God in heated 

dialogue, but Qoheleth refused to address the deity at all. He warned those who approached the holy place 

that since God dwelt in heaven and they resided on earth, their words should be few. Qoheleth noticed 

that religious vows were a source of danger, inasmuch as some people forgot their promises once the 

occasion for the original vows had passed. He thus advised caution with respect to religious obligation. 

Qoheleth had the same attitude toward deeds of morality that he did toward acts of piety. He suggested 

that individuals adopt a moderate lifestyle, being neither excessively devout nor extremely virtuous. The 

suffering of Job indicated what could happen when a person became too good. Although Qoheleth did not 

refer to Job by name, he did counsel against striving with a stronger person, which some interpreters have 

plausibly taken as an allusion to Job‘s fruitless struggle with God.  

Although Qoheleth freely referred to God‘s activity, he seemed unclear about the nature of the divine 

work. It appears that he thought the deity tested human beings in order to demonstrate their kinship with 

animals. Hence God showed individuals that they would die just like animals, with the implication that 

decomposition awaited as the final event for all creatures. Although Qoheleth mentioned a judgment, it 

seems nothing more than another way of talking about death. Some references to judgment must imply a 

forensic setting, presumably after death, but they probably constitute glosses in the spirit of the second 

epilogue.  

In any event, oppression had gained the upper hand on earth, and the hierarchy of authority ultimately 

reached the sovereign of the universe, also implicated by such tyranny. Utter mystery characterized God‘s 

actions, both in the enlivening of a fetus and in the granting of power to enjoy the fruits of one‘s labor. 

Although Qoheleth freely talked about divine gifts, he did not know what disposition characterized the 

deity, whether love or hatred. To be sure, God bestowed generous gifts on human beings, but no apparent 

rationale for these acts of kindness existed. Instead, God dispensed these gifts with complete disregard for 

character. Consequently, nobody could ever ensure that the deity would grant only good things as reward 

for faithfulness.  

Earlier sages had also believed that the High God transcended the universe, which owed its origin to the 

deity. But they proclaimed nearness as well, for they believed that God sustained a moral order. Qoheleth 

agreed that God created the universe; the language, however, differs sharply from the Priestly account of 

creation that seems to provide the source for Qoheleth‘s observations. God made everything appropriate 

for its time. This declaration substitutes a nontheological expression and an aesthetic category for the 

language in Genesis 1. Nevertheless, the created universe cannot be faulted, for human beings have 

perverted the beautiful and appropriate creation.  

Qoheleth recognized an order inherent to things, but he denied that anyone could discover the right time 

for action. The creator placed some unknown gift in the human mind but made it impossible to use the 

divine mystery profitably. A time to laugh and a time to cry existed, but how did one know when those 

different moments presented themselves? What if a person looked for peace when the occasion called for 

war? Perhaps this anomaly prompted Qoheleth to spy out and explore all knowledge, for only by 

embracing the many polarities of existence could one ever hope to know the proper time for anything. 

Nevertheless, Qoheleth conceded that nobody really knows the meaning of a thing.  



It made little difference that the universe had integrity, so long as human beings had an innate 

disposition to do evil. God‘s achievements could not be changed; the crooked could not be straightened 

and the straight could not be made crooked. This popular proverb, which Qoheleth quoted with approval 

(1:15; 7:13), hardly accords with Qoheleth‘s statement that men and women have used their ingenuity in 

the service of evil—unless, that is, God bears indirect responsibility for human contrivance.  

In this oppressive world Qoheleth recognized a need for companionship, although he judged others on 

the basis of the contribution they could make to his comfort. A friend would rescue him from a pit, fight 

off robbers and brigands, and keep him warm on a cold night. Although Wisdom Literature usually moves 

within the general area of self-interest, that feature of Qoheleth‘s thought comes to prominence in the 

royal fiction, with indulgence the operative word. Only once did a pained conscience speak out in behalf 

of oppressed citizens, and the repetition of the cry ―There was no comforter‖ reveals the impact of their 

suffering on Qoheleth.  

(3) Death did not take virtue or vice into consideration. Qoheleth was not the first person to reflect on 

the finality of death, but he dwelt on it so much that it became central to his thought. Indeed, he once 

expressed hatred of life because he lacked the power to control his fate. Nevertheless, he stopped short of 

encouraging suicide, a natural consequence of his disdain for life. In this regard, Qoheleth differed from 

the unknown author of the Dialogue between a Master and a Slave (ANET, 437–38).  

The thought that death cancels all human achievements prompted Qoheleth to consider life pointless. 

When one‘s accumulated wealth fell into the hands of a stranger or a fool, it seemed to mock personal 

ambition and frugality. Qoheleth imagined that memory of persons disappeared almost as quickly as their 

bodies decomposed. Furthermore, death‘s clutches caught some people even before they breathed that last 

breath, so that they could not gain any pleasure in life. Faced with such grim prospects, these unfortunate 

individuals would be better off dead, and better still if they had never been born. Qoheleth characterized 

the stillborn‘s condition as rest, whereas those who have entered this world undergo buffeting from all 

directions. Although he quoted a proverb that ―a living dog is better than a dead lion,‖ Qoheleth made it 

clear that the living have a dubious advantage. Knowing that one must die seems hardly worthwhile 

information; in this instance, as in most, knowledge brings suffering. Critics therefore generally assume 

that Qoheleth spoke ironically when citing the proverb.  

Qoheleth‘s predecessors had also recognized death‘s inevitability, but they had assumed that a positive 

correlation existed between one‘s virtue and the manner and time of death. In addition, they had managed 

to deal with exceptions by appealing to the larger entity, the community. Neither source of solace 

remained for Qoheleth, who recognized death‘s arbitrary nature and who rarely transcended egocentrism. 

The same fate befell wise and fool, humankind and animals. Moreover, no one knew what happened after 

death, but the prospects did not look promising.  

The concluding poem (11:7–12:7) depicts this common fate in unforgettable images. The decline of 

one‘s powers in old age resembles the collapse of a stately house, and the restrictions on activity contrast 

with nature‘s annual rejuvenation. The darkness of approaching death falls on humankind, but nature 

stands unmoved. Then comes the final silencing of men and women, depicted in two images. The first 

describes an expensive lamp that falls from the wall and experiences ruin; the second portrays a well at 

which the pulley breaks and the container for drawing water falls to the bottom and shatters. The language 

emphasizes the priceless commodities that come to ruin or cease to benefit anyone—silver, gold, light, 

water. The brief existence under the sun seems to constitute a single act of breathing on the part of the 

creator, who now takes back the vivifying breath. The death angel takes flight, bearing its reluctant 

burden into the realms of the night. Qoheleth may have despised life and envied the condition of the 

aborted birth, but he still did not welcome this destruction of personal identity.  

(4) The wisest course of action was to enjoy life during youth before the cares of advancing years made 

that response impossible. Of course not everyone had the capacity to enjoy good food, women, expensive 

clothing, and perfumes. Qoheleth seems to have addressed young men who had adequate resources, 

enabling them to indulge in pleasure. Unless his advice was entirely divorced from reality, Qoheleth 

probably taught individuals from the privileged class. In any case, he implies that they had access to 



persons in important positions of authority and that they possessed sufficient resources for living 

comfortably.  

Qoheleth did not encourage total abandon to sensual desire, for such behavior carried too many risks. 

Instead, he advised young people to enjoy the simple pleasures available to them without resorting to 

extremes of austerity or debauchery. Although the language about enjoying ―the woman you love‖ is 

unusual, Qoheleth may not have meant someone other than the young man‘s wife. However, Qoheleth 

warns of a future judgment, and a moment‘s reflection on this sober prospect may explain why he praised 

those who visited the house of mourning rather than the ones who chose to frequent places of levity.  

Such somber warnings detract from Qoheleth‘s positive counsel, for he seemed unwilling to believe that 

anything really softened the impact of this conclusion about life‘s utter futility. Therefore he encouraged 

enjoyment and reminded those practitioners of pleasure about life‘s ephemerality and absurdity. 

Presumably, the little joys available to humans merely made an otherwise intolerable situation bearable. 

On the other hand, Qoheleth‘s view that God has already approved one‘s actions has a remarkably 

emancipating effect. Life introduces enough risks without the additional factor of a scrupulous 

conscience. Qoheleth thus left no room for anxiety about religious duty, for life was complex enough 

without complicating things by becoming a religious zealot. The truth of Qoheleth‘s observations about 

human existence speaks for itself. One can hardly escape the wisdom in his advice to enjoy the simple 

pleasures of daily existence while the strength and financial means to do so endure.  

To sum up, Qoheleth taught by means of various literary types that earlier optimistic claims about 

wisdom‘s power to secure one‘s existence have no validity. No discernible principle of order governs the 

universe, rewarding virtue and punishing evil. The creator, distant and uninvolved, acts as judge only (if 

at all) in extreme cases of flagrant affront (for example, reneging on religious vows). Death cancels all 

imagined gains, rendering life under the sun absurd. Therefore the best policy is to enjoy one‘s wife, 

together with good food and drink, during youth, for old age and death will soon put an end to this 

―relative‖ good. In short, Qoheleth examined all of life and discovered no absolute good that would 

survive death‘s effect. He then proceeded to report this discovery and to counsel young people on the best 

option in the light of stark reality. It follows that Qoheleth bears witness to an intellectual crisis in ancient 

Israel, at least in the circles among whom he taught.  

G. The Larger Environment  

An intellectual crisis struck other cultures also, but not at the same time. One expects, therefore, to find 

some common themes throughout the ANE. This expectation has led to exaggerated claims of literary 

dependence on Qoheleth‘s part. Given the probable date of the book, Hellenistic influence has seemed 

most likely. Qoheleth‘s concept of chance (miqrēh) has been related to tyche; absurdity (hebel) to typhos; 

profit (yitrôn) to (ophelos); portion (ḥēleq) to hyph; ―under the sun‖ (taḥat haššemeš) to hypo ton helion. 

One recent critic (Lohfink 1980) has postulated competing places of learning in Jerusalem, private 

schools in which the Greek language was spoken and Temple schools using Hebrew. This author argues 

that Qoheleth struck a compromise with Hebrew wisdom as the background and Greek—especially 

Homer, Sophocles, Plato, Aristotle, and contemporary philosophers—the inspiration. Other interpreters 

plausibly suggest that Qoheleth‘s knowledge of Greek thought amounts to no more than what any Jew 

would have absorbed simply by living in Jerusalem during the late 3d century.  

What about literary relationships with ancient Egypt? To be sure, Qoheleth issues a carpe diem similar 

to the advice contained in the Harper‘s Songs, but this determination to enjoy sensual pleasure seems 

universal. The preoccupation with death in Qoheleth recalls a similar emphasis in the Dialogue of a Man 

with His Soul, (ANET, 405–7) and the royal testament must surely correspond to this literary type in such 

instructions as those for Merikare (ANET, 414–18). Nevertheless, Qoheleth does not offer a legacy for a 

successor, and the royal fiction disappears after chapter 2. Verbal similarities do occur with late Egyptian 

texts, particularly Papyrus Insinger (AEL 3: 184–217) and the Instruction of ’Ankhsheshonq (AEL 3: 159–

84). For example, the hiddenness of God and divine determination of fate characterize both Insinger and 

Qoheleth, whereas Ankhsheshonq and Qoheleth advise casting bread (or a good deed) on the water and 



promise a profitable return, and both use the phrase ―house of eternity.‖ However, the counsel about 

casting bread on water has a different sense, and the euphemism for the grave occurs widely.  

Perhaps the most striking verbal similarity occurs in a Mesopotamian text, the Gilgamesh Epic (ANET, 

72–99, 503–7). The alewife Siduri‘s advice to Gilgamesh that he enjoy his wife, fine clothes, and tasty 

food finds an echo in Qoheleth‘s positive advice. Qoheleth omits one significant thing, the allusion to the 

pleasure that Gilgamesh would receive from his child. The Gilgamesh Epic also deals with the themes of 

death, life‘s ephemerality, the importance of one‘s name, and memory of a person after death. According 

to I Will Praise the Lord of Wisdom (ANET, 596–600), divine decrees are hidden from humans, a view 

that Qoheleth advocates in 3:11, 8:12–14, and 8:17. The Babylonian Theodicy (ANET, 601–4) has a 

fundamentally pessimistic mood, whereas Qoheleth shrinks from blaming all evil on God (cf. 7:29). The 

Dialogue between a Master and His Slave recognizes the threat posed by women and sets up polarities in 

a way that commends neither alternative. Qoheleth also voices a low opinion of women (7:26) and 

juxtaposes positive and negative activities (3:1–8).  

H. Canonization  

Qoheleth‘s radical views have branded his teachings an alien body within the Hebrew Bible. How, then, 

did the book find acceptance in the canon? The usual answer, that the attribution to Solomon paved the 

way for its approval as Scripture, does not take sufficiently into account the fact that a similar device 

failed to gain acceptance in the canon for Wisdom of SolomonSolomon or for the Odes of Solomon. Their 

use of Greek may have canceled the effect of the claim to Solomonic authorship. A better answer to the 

question, that the book received two epilogues, the last of which removed the sting from Qoheleth‘s 

skepticism and advocated traditional views concerning observance of Torah, presents itself. Evidence 

from the 2d century C.E. indicates that the book of Ecclesiastes was mentioned, along with Song of Songs, 

Esther, Ezekiel, and Proverbs, in a discussion about books that ―defile the hands‖ because of their sacred 

character, but the attitude of Hillel prevailed over the Shammaite contingency. On the Jewish side, Akiba 

recognized Qoheleth‘s canonical authority just before the middle of the 2d century. The book appears in 

the list drawn up by the Christian Melito of Sardis about 190 C.E., but in the 5th century Theodore of 

Mopsuestia first raised objection to its sacred character.  

Precisely how early Qoheleth became canonical cannot be determined. A few verbal similarities 

between the book and Sirach exist (for example, ―everything is beautiful in its time‖ [3:11; 39:16], ―God 

seeks‖ [3:15; 5:3], ―wise of heart‖ and ―change of face‖ [8:1; 13:24], ―either for good or for evil‖ [12:14; 

13:24]). In addition, verbal echoes also occur in ―one in a thousand,‖ and ―the end of the matter,‖ but 

these comprise stock expressions in Wisdom Literature. Although Sirach was probably familiar with the 

book of Ecclesiastes, the evidence remains inconclusive. A similar situation exists with regard to Wisdom 

of Solomon, often thought to attack Qoheleth‘s views about enjoying life‘s sensual pleasures. If the author 

of chap. 2 has Qoheleth in mind, it clearly implies a misreading of his teachings, for Qoheleth did not 

advocate robbery.  

I. The Text  

The Hebrew text of Qoheleth is in good condition. Fragments dating from the middle of the 2d century 

B.C.E., discovered at Qumran, include part of 5:13–17, substantial portions of 6:3–8, and five words from 

7:7–9. The Greek version may be the work of some disciples of Aquila, whereas the Syriac translation in 

the Peshitta may rest on a Hebrew text very similar to the Masoretic one. The Vulgate strove for 

faithfulness to the Hebrew, although Jerome hastily completed the translation of Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, 

and Song of Songs (―in three days‖).  
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JAMES L. CRENSHAW  

ECCLESIASTICUS, BOOK OF. See WISDOM OF BEN-SIRA.  

ECSTASY. Ecstasy may be defined as ―an abnormal state of consciousness, in which the reaction of 
the mind to external stimuli is either inhibited or altered in character. In its more restricted sense, as used 

in mystical theology, it is almost equivalent to trance.‖ The term has been used to explain certain 

phenomena in connection with biblical prophecy, but it seems that it is here rather a question of what has 

been recently termed ―possessional trance,‖ i.e., ―a condition in which a person is believed to be inhabited 

by the spirit of another person or a supernatural being.‖ During this possession, the person is in an altered 

state of consciousness and may speak and act like the inhabiting spirit, lapse into a coma-like state, and/or 

exhibit physical symptoms such as twisting, wild dancing, frothing at the mouth, and so on. This kind of 

trance may be an individual or group phenomenon. In many societies it is more or less institutionalized.  

The biblical accounts of such phenomena are inadequate for a thorough psychological analysis, partly 

because they lack the necessary details, partly because they are not contemporary documents. Some 

examples, however, in the OT seem to fit into this pattern.  

What the elders in the camp in the wilderness do when they ―prophesy‖ (hitnabbe˒; Num 11:16f., 24f.) 

is not described, but we learn that they receive something of the spirit that is upon Moses. Saul meets the 

―prophets‖ coming down from the high place at Gibeah, obviously in a state of ecstasy or trance induced 

by music (1 Sam 10:5f.), the spirit of Yahweh comes upon him, and he behaves like the prophets. He is 

also given ―another heart.‖ At another occasion (1 Sam 19:20–24) the men whom Saul had sent to kill 

David were confronted with a group of ―prophets‖ in trance and began to hitnabbe˒ themselves: finally, 

Saul himself was seized by the spirit of God and behaved like the prophets: he stripped off his clothes and 

lay naked for a long time. In none of these cases is there any kind of prophetic proclamation.  

The same expression is used of the prophets of Baal on Mt. Carmel (1 Kgs 18:26–29). They danced, 

cried aloud, and cut themselves with swords and lances, but no one answered. Here again, the word 

hitnabbe˒ is used, but no prophetic activity is involved; it should rather be translated ―they raved.‖ This 

kind of ecstatic behavior was obviously deemed typical of Canaanite religion.  



Although the words nabi˒ ―prophet‖ and hitnabbe˒ or nibba˒ are used of the scriptural prophets, there is 

no obvious sign of such possessional trance in them. The vision Isaiah had at his call (Isaiah 6) seems to 

have been induced by what he really saw in the Temple; Amos‘ fruit basket (Amos 1–3) and Jeremiah‘s 

almond twig and boiling pot (Jer 1:11–19) seem to be real perceptions given a symbolical meaning. There 

may be some literary connection between Isaiah 6 and the story of Micah ben Imlah in 1 Kings 22, where, 

however, we learn that a lying spirit enters the prophets (v 22). The great vision of Ezekiel (chaps. 1–3) 

may be partly inspired by Isaiah 6, but here it is also told that the prophet was seized by the spirit (2:2) 

and carried away (3:14). Here we may be close to an ecstatic experience. On the other hand Ezekiel‘s 

lying paralyzed for 390 days (Ezek 4:4–8) is rather a symbolic action. Isaiah‘s description of his panic and 

deaf-mute state after receiving a terrifying revelation (Isa 21:31) describes his reaction to what he has 

seen, not the process of receiving his message. The same probably applies to Ezekiel‘s being mute and 

paralyzed after his vision (Ezek 3:22–27); it is the prophet‘s reaction, not the process of inspiration, that is 

described.  

Another indication for ecstasy in Israelite prophecy has been found in the use of mĕšuggā˓, ―mad‖ or 

―crazy,‖ with reference to prophets (2 Kgs 9:11; Jer 29:26; Hos 9:7). However, this is not an objective 

description of a prophet‘s behavior—no details are given—but rather a derogatory statement from the side 

of enemies. Furthermore, the word hiṭṭip is sometimes used to denote prophetic speech; it may be derived 

from a root meaning ―to drip‖ and has been taken to refer to an ecstatic way of speaking (cf. frothing 

above). However, the actual use of the word in context does not allude to any such phenomenon.  

Nevertheless, the fact that both possession trance and prophecy are expressed with the same term seems 

to imply that there were points of similarity between the two. One such point may be that the spirit of God 

was supposed to be at work in both cases, another that the visionary experience of the prophets sometimes 

was reminiscent of the state of trance or ecstasy. There is, however, one fundamental difference: the one 

believed to be possessed by a spirit usually forgets all about the spirit on awakening, while the OT 

prophets were fully conscious of the message they had received.  
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HELMER RINGGREN  

ED-DALIYEH, WADI. See DALIYEH, WADI ED- (M.R. 189155).  

EDDINUS (PERSON) [Gk Eddinous (Ἐδδινους)]. See JEDUTHUN (PERSON).  

EDEN (PERSON) [Heb ˓ēden (ֵףֶדן )]. Son of Joah, and a Levite of the Gershonnite family, participated 

in the cleansing of the Temple during the first year of Hezekiah, king of Judah, taking about nine days (2 

Chr 29:12). A person with the same name also assisted in the distribution of Temple funds in various 

Levitical towns, caring for families whose male head was serving in Jerusalem (2 Chr 31:15), obtaining 

the Chronicler‘s approval for being ―faithful,‖ that is, distributing without favoritism (2 Chr 31:18). The 

fact that other names besides Eden occur in both contexts (Shimei, Jehiel, Mahath, and Shemaiah) argues 

for their identity as persons, although this evidence is not conclusive. The name ―Eden‖ is etymologically 

related either to the name given the birthplace of man, the Garden of Eden, meaning ―delight‖ or ―finery‖ 

(i.e., jewelry) or, less likely, to the Akk edinu, meaning ―open field‖ (HALAT 748–49).  

KIRK E. LOWERY  

EDEN, GARDEN OF (PLACE) [Heb gan-˓ēden (ַגן־ֵףֶדן )]. The place where the first humans are 

placed by Yahweh and from which they are later expelled. In Genesis 2–3 it is described as a place of 

beauty and abundance. Elsewhere it is designated as Yahweh‘s own garden (e.g. Isa 51:3; see GARDEN 

OF GOD) and even in Genesis 2–3 it is probably meant to be understood primarily as a dwelling place of 

Yahweh rather than simply a place of human habitation. Scholarly debate over Eden has concerned the 



etymology of the name, the various biblical references, and the location of Eden. See also BETH-EDEN 

(PLACE).  

A. Etymology  

Two explanations have been proposed for the origin of the name ˓ēden, ―Eden‖: (a) that it derives from 

the Akkadian word edinu, ―plain, steppe,‖ which in turn is a loan word from Sumerian eden; (b) that it is 

connected with the West Semitic stem ˓dn occurring in several languages, having to do with ―luxury, 

abundance, delight, or lushness.‖  

Explanation (a) was first proposed after the discovery of parts of a cuneiform tablet from Nineveh 

containing a syllabary of Sumerian logograms and Akkadian equivalents. It has been adopted with 

varying degrees of caution by scholars such as H. Zimmern, H. Gunkel, J. Skinner, and S. R. Driver. The 

attractions of such a derivation are obvious. There is phonological similarity and the possible Eastern 

origins of the word coincide with the traditional placement of Eden ―in the East.‖ However, several 

objections have been raised. First, Genesis 2–3 refers to Eden in terms of a fertile garden or oasis. The 

transference to this meaning from a Sumerian word for ―plain‖ or ―steppe‖ is obscure. Secondly, while the 

word eden is common in Sumerian, the Akkadian equivalent edinu is attested only once on the syllabary 

referred to above. The usual Akkadian equivalent to Sumerian eden is ṣĕru. Several synonyms also exist 

for ṣĕru. From available evidence it seems that edinu was an extremely rare word in Akkadian and it is 

not a likely candidate for further borrowing into biblical Hebrew. The craft of a narrator or scribe in 

adopting such a word would be lost to nearly all hearers or readers. Thirdly, there is the problem that the 

Sumerian word begins with /e/, while biblical Hebrew ˓ēden begins with the guttural ˓ayin. Some scholars 

would argue that the initial phoneme /e/ in Sumerian corresponds to Heb ˒alep. This is the basis for the 

proposed correspondence between Sum íd, Akk id, ―river,‖ and biblical Hebrew ˒ēd (Gen 2:6). However 

this argument is not conclusive. One should compare also Sum idiglat, ―Tigris,‖ with the Heb ḥiddeqel, 

where the initial /i/ in Sumerian corresponds to another Hebrew guttural, ḥet.  

Explanation (b) has been the traditional etymology. The LXX translates gan-˓ēden by ho paradeisos tēs 

truphēs, ―the garden of luxuries,‖ in Gen 3:23, 24 and elsewhere. This is clearly based on the connection 

of the name of the garden with the biblical Hebrew, ˓ēden , ―luxury, delight.‖ This connection would have 

been missed neither by those who narrated the story nor by those who read or heard it. After all, the 

garden contained every tree which was ―delightful to look at and good for food‖ (Gen 2:9). The question 

remains, however, whether or not the garden‘s name arose in this connection.  

The stem ˓dn is known in Syriac and Talmudic Aramaic, and the cognate ǵdn occurs in Arabic. In 

languages contemporary with biblical Hebrew only two examples of possible cognates exist. The first is 

in Ugaritic. In the mythological text, CTA 12.2.53–54, the phrase b˓dn ˓dnm can be connected with a stem 

˓dn, indicating ―delight‖ or ―abundance,‖ although some scholars would disagree. In CTA 3.3.30; 4.2.17; 

4.5.68–69 and elsewhere other meanings or explanations must be given to ˓dn.  

The second example is in Old Aramaic, in an inscription on a statue of Haddu-yis˓ī, King of Guzan. The 

statue is from Tell Fekheriyeh in N Syria. The bilingual inscription contains the Aramaic phrase m˓dn mt 

kln, which is parallel to the Assyrian expression muṭaḫḫidu kibrāti, ―the provider of the regions,‖ also 

inscribed on the statue. It would seem that the Aramaic expression is to be translated ―one who provides 

for all the land,‖ but whether the participle m˓dn is meant to carry the implication of ―abundance‖ and 

―great delight‖ as the Hebrew ˓ēden might suggest, or whether it is meant to indicate provision in general 

as the Assyrian parallel muṭaḫḫidu suggests, is a matter for debate. Since, however, both expressions 

occur in a list of epithets of the deity Hadad (Adad) who is described as the giver of plenty to both heaven 

and earth, including pasture and watering places, the use of m˓dn cannot be separated from the notion of 

earthly abundance and delight.  

The etymology of ˓ēden is therefore still a matter for debate. The derivation from Akk edinu remains 

problematic. The second derivation from West Semitic ˓dn, indicating ―abundance‖ or ―luxury,‖ remains 

tenuous. Connection with this stem could just be secondary and late. The Ugaritic and especially the Old 

Aramaic evidence strengthens the case for this more traditional explanation.  

B. Usage  



The term ˓ēden occurs thirteen times in the OT, although not always in the same context. Even within 

Genesis 2–3 it changes in meaning. In 2:8 and 10 (cf. also 4:16) ˓ēden is used unqualified as a place 

name. In 2:15; 3:23 and 24 it occurs in the phrase gan-˓ēden, ―Garden of Eden.‖ Gen 3:23 and 24 seem to 

indicate that Eden refers just to the garden and not to some larger region in which the garden is located. 

Even the LXX reflects this change in sense. In 2:8, 10 and 4:16 it renders Edem for ˓ēden. In 3:23 and 24 

it translates gan-˓ēden as ho paradeisos tēs truphēs, while in 2:15 it renders it simply as ho paradeisos. 

The variation has been seen by some scholars as evidence for different sources within Gen 2:4b–3:24. 

Attempts to delineate these sources have not met with general acceptance and the unity of the present 

narrative is now widely stressed. Moreover, while inconsistencies or irregularities within the story can be 

attributed to a complicated history of tradition, they should not be seen solely as the result of development 

within the written form of the narrative. The story is an ancient one and the influence of oral narrative 

techniques (open to inconsistencies and parataxis) on its early written forms should not be ignored.  

Outside the early chapters of Genesis, reference to ˓ēden occurs most often in Ezekiel (28:13; 31:9, 16, 

18; 36:35). Elsewhere it is mentioned in Isa 51:3 and Joel 2:3. In the case of Isa 51:3, Ezek 36:35, and 

Joel 2:3, ˓ēden or the gan-˓ēden appears as a symbol of fertility. The first two references are set within 

oracles directed to Israelites in exile. In each, Yahweh‘s promise to restore his people involves the 

restoration of the land of Israel from a desolate waste to a fertile place. It will be like (the garden of) 

Eden. In Joel 2:3 the opposite is the case with the threat of judgment in which the land, now like the 

garden of Eden, will be stripped bare by locusts.  

Isa 51:3 places ˓ēden in parallelism with gan-yhwh. It would appear that at least by the time of the Exile 

Eden was associated wth the mythic concept of the garden of God (or Yahweh). This association possibly 

lies behind the reference to Eden in Ezekiel 36:35, although some scholars would regard vv 33–36 as a 

later addition. Direct equation of Eden with the garden of God (gan-˒ĕlōh  m)is found in Ezek 28:13. Here 

the king of Tyre is described residing in Eden, the garden of God, enjoying its privileges, and exhibiting a 

life commensurate with that until iniquity is found in him (v 15). He is then driven out to die without 

dignity on earth (vv 17–19). Equation of Eden with the garden of God is also found in Ezek 31:8–9 in an 

oracle describing the pharaoh of Egypt as a mighty and splendid tree with its top in the clouds and its 

roots watered by subterranean springs. It was luxuriant and provided shelter for animals and birds (vv 3–

7). The trees of Eden which were ―in the garden of God‖ were jealous of it (v 9). Further reference is 

made to the trees of Eden in the subsequent oracles speaking of the downfall of the pharaoh (vv 16–18).  

The relation of the garden of Eden to the general theme of the garden of God must be seen in light of a 

full discussion of the latter. See GARDEN OF GOD. The issue has to do with the question of whether 

Eden was understood as a human paradise or a divine dwelling. It ultimately bears on the meaning of the 

narrative. The argument that the garden was created after the first human and therefore could not have 

been Yahweh‘s dwelling misses the subtlety of the situation. Many of the motifs of Eden are also those of 

the divine dwelling described in Mesopotamian and Canaanite myth. These include the unmediated 

presence of the deity, the council of the heavenly beings, the issuing of divine decrees, the source of 

subterranean life-giving waters which supply the whole earth, abundant fertility, and trees of supernatural 

qualities and great beauty.  

The proliferation of such motifs in the ANE cannot be ignored. The description of Eden in Gen 2:46–

3:24 draws heavily on the mythic garden-of-God theme but as is the case elsewhere in the Yahwistic 

narrative, there is a blend of mythic and historical elements. The mythic elements break through the 

narrative sufficiently to suggest that Eden was not simply a human paradise which had been lost through 

disobedience. Rather it portrays a divine dwelling within the human, historical context. It is certainly a 

place set apart from the world as humans have experienced it, but it nevertheless is meant to be 

understood as an historical entity. The garden of Eden serves as the setting for a drama which explores the 

relationship between the divine and human worlds, a relationship which in Israelite experience was played 

out in the context of history.  

Some scholars have argued that the oracles of Ezekiel 28 and 31 show direct literary dependence on the 

Eden narrative of Genesis 2–3. Certainly some motifs are held in common (the magnificent trees, the 



rebellion against God and subsequent expulsion, wisdom, precious stones, cherubim, and fire) and the 

oracles reveal some knowledge of the Eden tradition, but the stories also show marked differences. It is 

easier to assume that the Ezekiel passages come from a fluid oral tradition, and while they have drawn on 

the same theme and used some of the same motifs, they nevertheless have been composed independently 

of Genesis 2–3.  

In pseudepigraphal literature the garden of Eden is frequently mentioned. In 4 Ezra 3:6 and Jub. 3:9–35 

there is direct reference to the Genesis 2–3 account and the garden. In this context Eden is an earthly 

concept (of Jub. 423–25; and 8:18–19 where Eden is one of the abodes of God on earth). However, we 

can detect a shift in meaning, for in 4 Ezra 3:6 we have the first reference to Eden as a garden planted 

before the earth appeared. In Jub. 4:23–25, Enoch is taken in honor from among sinful humans in the 

garden of Eden where he writes condemnation and judgment on the world.  

In other works Eden is clearly associated with Paradise, a heavenly dwelling set aside for the righteous 

and faithful (e.g., T. Dan 5:12). Elsewhere we see certain elements of the garden in Genesis 2 associated 

with Paradise, for example the trees of Life and Wisdom in 1 Enoch 24–25; 28–32 and 4 Ezra 8:52. In T. 

Levi 18:1–14 we have a description of a new anointed priest bringing redemption to God‘s saints. Verses 

10–14 describe the opening of the gates of Paradise and the blessing of the saints as a reversal of the 

events of Eden in Genesis 3.  

C. The Site of Eden  

The location of the garden of Eden has intrigued biblical commentators from the time of Josephus (Ant 

1.3.38–39). Interest has focused on the reference in Gen 2:10–14 where there is mention of the four 

headwaters which emerge from the river that flows out of Eden. Some commentators have questioned 

whether these verses are secondary. They interrupt the flow of the narrative and v 15 repeats the notice of 

v 8 that Yahweh put the human being he had created in the garden. This is not the only possible 

explanation. If the Eden story of Genesis 2–3 is a written version of a formerly oral traditional narrative 

and the description of Eden has been based on the theme of the garden of God, then it is possible that vv 

10–14, with the description of the four rivers and reference to the jewels and produce of the lands through 

which they flow, could be the remnant of an embellishment of the theme at that point. The motifs of the 

rivers and precious jewels are elsewhere related to the garden of God (e.g., Gilgamesh [ANET, 89]; Ezek 

28:12b–19). We should note that the description of the rivers decreases in length but the first three rivers 

show a part parallel structure. These features indicate the possibility of a longer, poetic basis for the 

verses.  

The names of the rivers are important. The rivers ḥiddeqel and pĕrat are undoubtedly the Tigris and the 

Euphrates. The identities of the first two rivers, the pîšôn (usually taken to be formed from pûš, ―to spring 

up‖) and the g  ḥôn (from ǧaḥ or g  aḥ, ―to burst forth‖) are disputed. For the pîšôn, suggestions have 

included the Indus or the Ganges. The land of ḥăw  lâ, around which the pîšôn flows, is thus associated 

with India, although elsewhere it is connected with Arabia (cf. Gen 10:29; 25:18). The g  ḥôn is frequently 

identified as the Nile through the connection with kûš, an ancient name for the south of Egypt. Others 

have connected the two rivers with canals in the Euphrates-Tigris plain or with the great oceans that 

encircled the known inhabited lands of Arabia and Africa. W. F. Albright argued in 1922 that Eden lay in 

the far west and that the pîšôn and g  ḥôn were the Blue and White Niles.  

Any firm identification of these rivers or the lands associated with them must remain tentative. There is 

probably little hope of moving beyond speculation. The possibility that pîšôn and g  ḥôn were not river 

names in current use at the time of the composition of the Eden narrative ought not to be overlooked. 

They could even be a traditional rhyming pair of names without specific geographical reference.  

The connection of g  ḥôn with the name of the spring in Jerusalem cannot be neglected. The reference to 

the Tigris and Euphrates suggests a possible Mesopotamian origin for the Eden story. It therefore would 

seem unlikely that the Jerusalem spring is the origin for the g  ḥôn of Gen 2:13, but the possibility of the 

identification of the two must be considered. The g  ḥôn spring of Jerusalem is mentioned as the place of 

Solomon‘s anointing (1 Kgs 1:33, 38) and so was known at the time of the Yahwist. The name could even 

form a bridge between the motifs of the mountain dwelling and the life-giving springs associated with the 



theme of the garden of God. See GARDEN OF GOD. This would be particularly important when 

Jerusalem-Zion was being promoted as the dwelling place of Yahweh in David‘s time and especially 

Solomon‘s reign.  

The site of the garden is referred to in Gen 2:8 as miqqedem, usually translated ―in the East.‖ This has 

been used to support the idea of a Mesopotamian location for the story. The phrase could also be 

translated ―from of old‖ (cf. Pss 77:6, 12; 78:12; 143:5; Prov 8:22–23, etc.) and possibly in earlier forms 

of the narrative it had a temporal rather than a geographic reference. If the Yahwist understood the phrase 

to indicate ―in the East‖ then the precise location still remains uncertain. In Genesis 2–11 the Yahwist 

depicts the movement of primeval humanity in an easterly direction from the garden (Gen 3:24; 4:16; 

11:2). This movement is reversed in Gen 12:4 when Abraham begins his journey westward from Haran to 

Canaan. It is possible that the Yahwist does not place Eden in Mesopotamia but somewhere W of that 

land, allowing for an easterly migration after the expulsion. In such a case the rivers of Gen 2:10–14 need 

not form an interconnected system but could be simply independent, traditional, or famous waterways 

which in the writer‘s cosmology are fed from the source that rises in the dwelling place of God. See also 

Driver Genesis WC; and Skinner Genesis ICC.  
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HOWARD N. WALLACE  

EDER (PERSON) [Heb ˓ēder (ֵףֶדש )]. The name of two men in the OT.  

1. Listed among the Levites of David‘s time, a descendant of Merari (1 Chr 23:23; 24:30). David is 

credited with the organization of the Levites into divisions with ―charge of the work in the house of the 

LORD‖ (1 Chr 23:4). However, as Williamson notes (Chronicles NCBC, 160), in that these Levite 

genealogies do not extend to David‘s time, it is ―probable that the expression the sons of is to be 

understood loosely.‖  

2. A descendant of Benjamin, listed in the longer Benjaminite genealogy of the Chronicler (1 Chr 8:15). 

The Greek (LXX
B
) reads ōrēr and ōdēd instead of (MT) ˓arād and ˓āder, a transposition of the 

consonants r and d which evidences the confusion between the Hebrew letters reš and dalet. The 

Chronicler attaches special significance to Eder as being among the ―chief men‖ who ―dwelt in 

Jerusalem.‖ The Chronicler emphasizes this link of Benjamin with Jerusalem (1 Chr 8:28, 32), providing 

a clue as to why Benjamin is elaborated in 1 Chronicles 8. The Benjaminite line had been treated earlier in 

its proper place in the list of tribal genealogies (1 Chr 7:6–12). See also Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah TBC.  

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  

EDER (PLACE) [Heb ˓ēder (ֵףֶדש )]. A settlement of the tribe of Judah. Eder is only mentioned once, in 

Josh 15:22, where it is listed among the settlements occupied by Judah in the aftermath of the Conquest. 

Though the present literary context of the Judean town list is set in the period of Joshua, its original 

setting was part of a post-Solomonic administrative division of the southern kingdom. The date for the 

establishment of this system is debated, with suggestions ranging from the early 9th to the late 7th 

centuries B.C.  

A version of the LXX, however, takes this as Arad, which may well be correct (M.R. 162076). The 

beginning of the list states that these settlements were ―toward Edom,‖ i.e., the first sites listed are in the 

E part of the Negeb. In the early Hebrew orthography reš and dalet are very similar, and in copying could 



easily be miswritten. The excavators of Arad have suggested that the earliest Iron Age citadel in Stratum 

XI is Solomonic (Aharoni EAEHL, 83). Joshua 12:14 also claims that the Israelites vanquished the king of 

Arad. It would be strange for Arad not to be listed among the southernmost settlements of Judah. Most 

commentators prefer the LXX reading (GP 2: 309; GTTOT, 142; LBHG, 105). In 1 Chr 8:15 Eder and 

Arad are listed as descendants of Judah. The Chronicler, having one source which listed Eder, but 

knowing full well of the existence of Arad, simply used both.  
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EDER, TOWER OF (PLACE) [Heb migdal-˓ēder (ְגַדל־ֵףֶדש  ,Migdal-˓ēder (M.R. 171123) .[( ֹמִּ

meaning ―tower of the flock,‖ was a pastoral landmark in antiquity near Bethlehem (M.R. 169123) 

beyond which Jacob established a campsite after Rachel‘s death (Gen 35:19) and where Reuben violated 

Bilhah (Gen 35:21–22; T. Reu. 3:13). While the exact location is not known, it has been associated with 

Khirbet Siyar el-Ganam ca. 2.5 km (1.5 miles) E of Bethlehem on a ridge overlooking the modern village 

of Beit Sahur. Its name was most likely derived from the flocks that were kept in the area (1 Sam 16:4, 

11; Luke 2:8). The suggestion that the tower received its name from the family of Ader (1 Chr 8:13–16) 

and is to be equated with the Migdal (city no. 58) of Shishak‘s cities list (Ahituv 1984: 141) is not 

probable since the clan of Beriah was from Aijalon near the coastal plains and Shishak‘s Migdal (no. 58) 

is to be found in the hill country of Ephraim between Tirzah and Adam, according to Aharoni and 

Mazar‘s reading of the list (LBHG, 324–25, 380 n. 9).  

During the Second Temple period, it was prohibited to keep flocks in the land of Israel (m. B. Qam. 7:7; 

b. B. Qam. 79b) because of the negative effects on agriculture. The region around Jerusalem, as far out as 

Migdal-eder, was an exception in order to accommodate the need for sacrificial animals at the Temple. 

Sheep or goats within this area (of one year or more) were assumed to be for Temple service (m. Šeqal. 

7:4). Possibly as early as the prophet Micah (4:8), Migdal-eder has been associated with messianic 

expectations; and the Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen 35:21 states that Migdal-eder is the place from where the Messiah 

will make himself manifest (Winter 1955: 230–42). Jerome (a 4th century C.E. resident of Bethlehem) 

affirms the traditional identification and function of Migdal-eder (Lat turrim Ader or turris Gader) and 

locates it by a road ca. 1.5 km (1 mile) from Bethlehem (Quaestiones 43; de Situ et Nominibus 215, 222 

[PL 2: 898, 900]; Quaestionum in Genesim 361 [PL 2: 992]).  
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DALE C. LIID  

EDESSA (37°08´N; 38°46´E). Modern Urfa in E Turkey, also known as Syr ˒Urḥāy (Orhay), Ar al-

Ruḥa.  

———  

A. Topography and Political History  

B. Pre-Christian Culture and Religion  

C. Earliest Christianity in Edessa  

D. Syriac Language and Literature  

———  

A. Topography and Political History  

Protected on three sides by a limestone massif, overlooking the plain of Harran to the SW, and located 

at the convergence of two ancient routes—from Armenia to Syria and from the Mediterranean to Iran, 

India and China—Orhay is a natural fortress and commercial center. Jewish and Christian traditions 

which state that Nimrod was the city‘s founder derive from competition with nearby Harran and lack 

historical basis (Duval 1891–92: 106, 256; Segal 1970: 1, 3, 188). Although the town probably dates to 

the 2d millennium B.C., it is not mentioned in surviving texts or inscriptions until its refoundation by 



Seleucus Nicator ca. 303 B.C. (Appian Syr. 57). After this the city was known as Antioch by the Callirhoe 

as well as Edessa, both names alluding to the abundance of water provided by the Skirtos (Gk ―leaping,‖ 

= Syr Dayṣan) River as well as by the large spring-fed pools within the city (Pliny HN 5.21.1). Even in 

the Hellenistic period virtually nothing is known of the history of the city.  

Syriac chronicles supplemented anecdotally by Greek and Roman historians and numismatic and 

inscriptional evidence provide a fuller view from ca. 132 B.C. to ca. A.D. 240. Then the city was ruled by a 

dynasty of Nabatean rulers, styled variously as toparchs, phylarchs, or kings, who carved a place for 

themselves at the eastern edge of the Roman domain. An 8th-century chronicler‘s list of the rulers, which 

begins with the eponymous ˒Urhāy bar Ḥewyâ, includes several who are known from other sources 

(Chabot 1953: 50.20–23). As the area was of strategic importance to Rome in the competition first against 

Parthia and then against Sassanid Persia, the Edessene policy of self-interested independence was 

sometimes perceived by the Roman historians as traitorous. So ˒Abgar bar ˒Abgar (68–53 B.C.) was 

wrongly accused of betraying Crassus (Plutarch Crass. 21–22; Cass. Dio 37.5, 40.20–23), but ˒Abgar VII 

bar Izates, grandson of the Jewish Helen of Adiabene, probably did betray Trajan in A.D. 116 (Cass. Dio 

68.18, 21, 30). After a brief period of direct Roman rule (A.D. 116–18) relations between the Nabatean 

rulers and Rome were especially close under Ma˓nu VIII bar Ma˓nu ―Philorōmaios‖ (A.D. 139–63) 

(Chabot 1953: 126.1). ˒Abgar VIII bar Ma˓nu ―the Great‖ (A.D. 177–212), once seen as especially 

friendly to Rome, may instead have been deemed traitorous due to his support for the wrong candidate in 

the struggle after the death of Commodus (Drijvers ANRW 2/8: 876–78). In any case, as a prelude to his 

Mesopotamian campaign, Caracalla summoned ˒Abgar IX Severus to Rome, arrested him, and in January 

214 declared Edessa a Roman colonia. The surrounding area was designated the province of Osrhoene 

(originally Orrhoene, probably derived either from ˒Ûrhāy or from the Persian name Khusro, Chosrhoes), 

and Edessa, now its capital, received a governor and a garrison. In A.D. 231 Alexander Severus elevated 

the city to the status of metropolis, but in 242 Gordian reduced it again to the status of colonia. The later 

3d century brought Sassanian and Palmyrene domination, followed by renewed Roman control under 

Diocletian. When Diocletian‘s administrative reforms divided Osrhoene into two parts, Osrhoene and 

Mesopotamia, Edessa retained its status as capital of Osrhoene, though with a reduced jurisdiction. The 

city continued to be a commercial and administrative center throughout the Roman and Byzantine periods 

until it was captured by the Turks in the mid–12th century.  

B. Pre-Christian Culture and Religion  

Under the Nabatean kings, as under Roman rule, the city‘s population and consequently its culture and 

religion were a conglomerate of native Mesopotamian, Aramean, Greek, Jewish, and Roman elements. 

Although archaeological evidence is limited almost entirely to a few funerary monuments, several media 

are represented: sculpture, mosaics, and architectural remains. Semitic, Parthian, Palmyrene, and Greek 

influences are evident. Some inscriptions—most of them funerary—survive in Syriac, Greek, and 

Aramaic. Later Christian literary sources, principally the hymns of Ephrem Syrus (d. A.D. 373), the 

Doctrine of Addai (ca. A.D. 400), and the Homily on the Fall of the Idols by Jacob of Sarug (d. A.D. 521), 

attest several varieties of pagan worship. The ancient Mesopotamian deities, Bel (Marduk) and Nebo, are 

found in a Father-Son cult. The Aramaean Tar˓ata (Syr = Gk Atargatis) is worshiped, sometimes with her 

consort, Ba˓al Šamin. At Edessa as at her principal cult center in neighboring Hierapolis (Syr Mabbug), 

she was associated with fertility rites and sacred fish ponds (cf. Lucian Syr.D. and Itin. Eger. 19.7 = CChr 

ser. latina 175, 1965, pp. 27–103). The Arabian river deities, Azizos and Monimos, are attested (Drijvers, 

ANRW 2/8: 892). Worship of sun, moon, planets, and stars is associated with astrological lore (Ephrem 

HCH 4, 5, 6 and Doc Add. = Howard 1981: 48). In addition, the city had a substantial and prosperous 

Jewish community associated with the siEc trade and with their coreligionists in nearby Nisibis. It is, 

however, to the legends associated with the arrival of Christianity in Edessa that the city owes its greatest 

fame.  

C. Earliest Christianity in Edessa  

According to traditions associated with King ˒Abgar V (d. A.D. 50) the evangelization of Edessa took 

place in the apostolic period. (See ABGAR, EPISTLE OF CHRIST TO. The earliest literary accounts of 



the Abgar legend, in Eusebius‘ Church History (1.13; ca. A.D. 304) and in The Doctrine of Addai, claim 

that Addai, one of the seventy, was sent to the city by the apostle Thomas. Another tradition, which may 

have arisen independently, saw Thomas himself as the missionary to Edessa. Despite the fact that the Acts 

of Thomas recount the death of their protagonist in India (Acts Thom. 1–2, 159–70), both this work and 

the Gospel of Thomas (q.v.) may have originated in Edessa, and they may, therefore, attest an early 

association of the apostle with this city (Klijn 1965: 64–83, 106–38, but cf. Ehlers 1970). Ephrem Syrus 

alludes to a transferral of the bones of the apostle and to their veneration at Edessa (Ephrem Car. Nis. 

27.62, 42.1.1–2.2, 49.9–40). Finally, Egeria came to the Syrian city (ca. A.D. 404–417) expressly to see 

the martyrium of Thomas, whom she believed to be the apostle sent to ˒Abgar by Jesus (Itin. Eger. 17.1).  

Except for the fact that his rule coincided chronologically with Jesus‘ life (i.e., 4 B.C.–A.D. 7 and again 

A.D. 13–50), there is no evidence independent of Eusebius and the Doctrine of Addai to confirm any tie of 

˒Abgar V to Christianity. Nevertheless, in an attempt to discern a kernel of historical truth in these 

legends, Gutschmidt (Burkitt 1904) argued that they actually referred obliquely to ˒Abgar the Great (ruled 

A.D. 179–214), since he is mentioned in the Bardaisanite Book of the Laws of the Countries (= BLC, cf. 

BARDAISAN OF EDESSA) as having forbidden emasculation in honor of Atargatis when he ―came to 

the faith‖ (BLC 607). Burkitt (1904) accepted this view and argued further that the legends provided 

evidence for the Jewish-Christian character of early Syriac Christianity and for the evangelization of 

Edessa in the late 2d century. These proposals, once widely accepted, have been rejected or significantly 

modified (Bauer 1971; Drijvers 1970; Segal 1980; Murray 1975: 4–24).  

Apart from the legends and the problematic Chronicle of Arbel (cf. Murray 1975: 9), the history of 

Christianity in Edessa begins with the Chronicle of Edessa. This 6th-century compilation records only a 

handful of events relevant to the history of Christianity prior to the time of Constantine: (1) the birth of 

Jesus, (2) Marcion‘s departure from the Catholic church, (3) the birth of Bardaisan, (4) the birth of Mani, 

and (5) a lengthy notice, prefatory to the other shorter notices, describing the destruction caused by a 

flood of the city in A.D. 201 (= Sel. 513/14), which mentions that the water ―destroyed the nave of the 

Church of the Christians‖ or ―destroyed the Church of the community of Christians‖ (Syr wsrḥw hww twb 

bhaykl˒ d˓dt˒ dkr sṭyn˒; Guidi 1955: 2.4). The chronicle does not mention a Christian bishop until 313, 

when Bishop Qônâ is said to have undertaken the construction of a new cathedral church, just coinciding 

with the new status of the Church under Constantine; the building was completed by his successor (Guidi 

1955: 4.2–3). From this point forward a continuous succession of bishops and buildings is attested.  

Dismissing the reference to the Christian church building as a later interpolation and rejecting any 

notion of a kernel of truth in the Abgar legend, Bauer argued in 1934 (= Bauer 1971) that the first 

Christians of Edessa were neither orthodox nor Jewish-Christian and that they had neither formal 

organization nor doctrinal norms. Various heretical groups—the followers of Marcion, Bardaisan, and 

Mani—were there by the late 3d century, but the orthodox Christians arrived only in the 4th century with 

a Bishop Palûṭ consecrated by the bishop of Antioch. Thus Ephrem Syrus‘ objection to designation of the 

orthodox Christians as ―Palutians‖ (Eph. Syr. HCH 22, esp. 22.1–10) is to be explained by the fact that 

the Marcionites had been the first Christians in the city and thus were designated simply as ―Christians.‖ 

Against these views of Bauer, Vööbus (1958: 3–108; followed by Quispel 1968 and Murray 1975: 4–24) 

adduced parallels from the Qumran literature to fragments of early baptismal preaching preserved by 

Aphrahat (d. A.D. 337) and Ephrem to argue again a Jewish-Christian origin and theological orientation of 

the earliest Church at Edessa. Bauer‘s view has been forcefully reiterated by Drijvers (1970), and has 

been generally accepted for the city of Edessa itself although not necessarily for all of Syriac Christianity 

(cf. Murray 1975: 4–24).  

D. Syriac Language and Literature  

During the 2d–3d centuries A.D. the Aramaic dialect of Edessa became the literary language known as 

Syriac and it became the common language of the Christians of Syro-Mesopotamia. Edessa is thus the 

most probable place of composition of the earliest Syriac literature, such as the Odes of Solomon and the 

Testament of Adam as well as the putative Syriac originals of such works as the Gospel of Thomas. Some 

early Syriac versions of the Bible may have taken shape there as well. The first known Syriac author, 



Bardaisan, (A.D. 154–222), certainly resided at Edessa, where he was associated with King ˒Abgar VIII. 

Three other early Syriac works may have originated here: an early 3d-century apology mistakenly 

attributed to Melito of Sardis was composed in Syriac by a writer well acquainted with the apologies of 

Justin and Aristides (Cureton 1855: Syr 22–35, 41–51; Ulbrich 1906). Also extant is an early Syriac 

version of a short 3d-century Greek apology wrongly attributed to Justin (Cureton 1855: Syr 38–42, 61–

69). The Letter of Mara bar Sarapion to His Son, ostensibly an epistle of advice from a non-Christian 

Stoic to his son, is actually a Christian work, probably from the 4th century rather than the 3d as 

Schulthess thought (Cureton 1855: Syr 43–48, 70–76; McVey 1990). Accounts of the earliest Edessene 

martyrs, a former pagan priest, Šarbîl, and a bishop of Edessa, Barsamyâ, purporting to date from the 

reign of Trajan, are completely unreliable additions to the Doctrine of Addai (Cureton 1864: Syr 41–72, 

41–72; Duval 1889; Burkitt 1904: 19–22). Although there is little of historical value in the surviving 

accounts of two early Diocletianic martyrs, poor village boys named Šamônâ and Gûryâ, or of the deacon 

Ḥab  b, executed under Licinius, the authenticity of their names is consistently attested in early liturgical 

materials (von Gebhardt 1911: xliv–lxiv).  
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KATHLEEN E. MCVEY  

EDNA (PERSON) [Gk Edna (Ἐδνα)]. The wife of Raguel and mother of Sarah in the book of Tobit 

(Tob 7:7—Eng7:8). Edna is mentioned seven times (7:2, 7:7—Eng7:8, 7:14, 7:15—Eng7:16, 8:12, 

10:13—Eng10:12, 11:1), each time as the object of address; she initiates no independent actions. The 



name comes from the Hebrew root ˓dn, the same root as the word for (the Garden of) Eden, and means 

―delight‖ or ―daintiness.‖ In view of the author‘s use of word plays in connection with other names in the 

book of Tobit (e.g., Azarias, ―God helps‖), one might suppose the author intended the reader to associate 

Edna with the delight of Eden.  

PAUL L. REDDITT  

EDOM (PLACE) [Heb ˒edôm (ֶאדום )]. EDOMITE. A territory that in OT times was generally located 

S and E of the Dead Sea. The word ―Edom‖ is derived from a Semitic root meaning ―red,‖ ―ruddy.‖ The 

name was thus probably given to the area because of the reddish color of the sandstone there. This entry 

consists of two articles, one focusing on historical and biblical references to Edom, and the other focusing 

upon the archaeology of the Edomite territory.  

EDOM IN HISTORY  

Less is known of the history of Edom than of most neighbors of ancient Israel, because there are no 

extant historical records from ancient Edom, and Edom has always been relatively isolated. Edom‘s 

natural contacts were with Midian and Hejaz to the S, with Egypt via the Gulf of Aqaba and the Sinai 

peninsula to the W, and with Syria and Damascus to the N via the difficult road that led across the Wadi 

Môjīb toward the territory of the Ammonites. The early Israelites knew very little about Edom, and since 

their knowledge was colored by their perpetually hostile experience of Edom, modern historians of Edom 

work under considerable disadvantages. Some historical evidence comes from Egypt, and a number of 

references occur in the Assyrian and Babylonian records, and recent findings of archaeological surveys 

and excavations have proved valuable (see below), but the OT records remain centrally important.  

———  
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3. Edom and the United Israelite Monarchy  
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———  

A. Early History of Edom  

1. Egyptian References. The earliest reference to Edom comes from Egypt. Papyrus Anastasi (6.54–56; 

ANET, 259) preserves the report of a frontier official from the reign of Merneptah (ca. 1224–1214 B.C.), 

who noted:  

We have finished letting the Bedouin tribes of Edom pass the Fortress [of] Mer-ne-Ptah Hotep-hir-

Maat—life, prosperity, health!—which is (in) Tjeku, to the pools of Per-Atum … to keep them alive 

and to keep their cattle alive.  

―Edom‖ is presented as a foreign, non-Egyptian name. This Semitic place name (which means ―the red 

(land),‖ and almost certainly refers to the mountains of Nubian sandstone which extend N-S between the 

Wâdī ˓Arabah and the Syro-Arabian desert) was in use by the late 13th century B.C., and perhaps as early 

as the 15th century if Edom is indicated by ˒i-d-má on a list of Thutmose III (1490–1436 B.C.; Helck 

1971: 243–44). The name may be much older, but an earlier use cannot be traced.  

The OT closely links Edom with the region called Seir (cf. Gen 36:8–9; Judg 5:4). This name first 

appears in a letter found in the Egyptian archives at Amarna from King Abdi-hiba of Jerusalem (first half 

of the 14th century B.C.), who wrote to Pharaoh Amenhotep III: ―The land of the king is lost: there is war 

against us, as far as the lands of Seir ([matat] Se-eri
ki
) (and) as far as Gath-Carmel!‖ (EA 288: 24–25; 

ANET, 488). Nearly a century later Rameses II (1290–1224 B.C.) claimed to have laid waste the land of 

the Shosu and plundered Mt. Seir (Montet 1933: 70–71; Albright 1944: 228; Giveon 1971: 100; for the 



connection of Seir with the šsw s˓rr and šsw yhw on Rameses II‘s inscription at ˓Amārah West, see 

Fairman 1939: 141; Grdseloff 1947: 79; Giveon 1971: 27, 75; Weippert 1981: 292), but this must be 

reckoned dubious in the light of Astour‘s demonstration (1979: 17–33) that the place names on this list 

belong to Syrian and Lebanon. Rameses III (1193–1162 B.C.) makes a similar claim:  

I have destroyed the people of Seir among the Shosu tribes. I have laid waste their tents, with their 

people, their belongings, and likewise their cattle without number.  

(Papyrus Harris I: 76: 9–11; see Giveon 1971: 134–37; Albright 1944: 229)  

Thus 14th–12th-century-B.C. Egyptian sources mention both Edom and Seir, the latter more frequently 

(was it nearer and better known?); they do not identify the two places (Bartlett 1969: 1–2), but know their 

inhabitants as shosu.  

Unfortunately the term shosu does not help to identify these early inhabitants of Edom with any 

precision. The word may derive from a NW Semitic root and mean ―plunderers,‖ or, perhaps more likely, 

from an Egyptian word meaning ―wanderers‖ (Ward 1972: 56–59; cf. Gottwald 1979: 458–59). They 

appear in the regions of N Israel and Syria as well as in Seir and Edom (Giveon 1971: 22–261; Weippert 

1974: 273), and possibly also in Nubia (Ward 1972: 37–40). But they are not presented as desert nomads; 

Ward sees them as a social class of freebooters and mercenaries, like the Habiru, not as an ethnic group 

(1972: 550–56; see further Weippert 1974: 265–80, 427–33; Görg 1979: 199–202; Giveon LÄ 5: cols 

533–34).  

The later OT tradition thought of the early occupants of Edom as ―Horites‖ (Gen 14:6; 36:20–30; Deut 

2:12, 22). De Vaux (1967: 481–85) suggested that ―Horite‖ derived from ―Huru,‖ the Egyptian 18th 

Dynasty name for Canaan, and was reapplied by the OT writers to one particular group of the pre-Israelite 

inhabitants of Transjordan; if so, the Israelites‘ adoption of ―Horite‖ may have been influenced by the 

similarity of the word to the Heb hôr, ―cave,‖ and by the known Edomite practice of cave dwelling 

(Obadiah 3). It is difficult, however, to extract hard evidence for the supposed pre-Edomite population 

from Genesis 36, because (1) the ―Horite‖ clans of Gen 36:20–30 in many cases bear names found in 1 

Chronicles 2 and 4 as names of Judahite clans (Meyer 1906: 328–54) and are linked with places W of the 

Wâdī ˓Arabah, and (2) the phrase ―the inhabitants of the land‖ (Gen 36:20) suggests that the Israelite 

historian has assumed from an analogy with the history of Israel that the Edomites entered from outside 

and took over an already inhabited land (a view explicitly stated in Deut 2:12). However, it is more likely 

that the Iron Age kingdom of Edom developed naturally from the LB Age population. Recent archaeology 

surveys in N Edom have found evidence of at least some occupation of the land in the LB Age, and also 

of continuity of occupation into Iron Age IA at most LB sites (MacDonald 1980: 169–83; 1982a; 1982b). 

Analysis of the archaeological evidence from the Transjordan as a whole has suggested that there was a 

strong LB Age presence, showing signs of Mycenaean and Cypriot influence from the Mediterranean, 

particularly in the more fertile N and central Transjordan and that this Mediterranean influence 

disappeared in the 12th century B.C. The LB tradition, however, lived on (for example, in several 

characteristic pottery shapes) into Iron Age IA. The decline of Mycenaean and Cypriot influence in 

Transjordan is not necessarily or simply to be explained by supposed new arrivals in Transjordan, and the 

other evidence may suggest the continuance, change, and development of the existing LB population 

under new economic circumstances. For Edom in particular, however, more evidence is needed.  

2. Early OT References. The OT evidence for the early Edomite inhabitants of the land is limited and 

of uncertain value. Possibly some fragments of information can be gleaned from Genesis 36, but its 

current form derives from an Israelite editor of the 6th century B.C. who identified Edom with an ancestral 

figure, Esau of Seir, known in Israelite tradition as the brother of Israel‘s ancestor, Jacob. The process by 

which Jacob‘s brother Esau came to stand (in Israelite eyes) as the ancestor of Edom probably began 

when David conquered Edom in the early 10th century B.C., and the Edomites became better known in 

Israel and popularly linked with the uncouth Esau of the foEctale, the older brother whom Jacob worsted 

(Bartlett 1977). Analysis of the family ascribed to Esau in Gen 36:10–14 shows that Esau is associated 

with people and places ranging from the S borders of Judah to Midian in NW Arabia. Thus Esau‘s son 

Eliphaz is linked with Teman, perhaps the S region of Edom (de Vaux 1969; cf. Eliphaz the Temanite, 



Job 2:11), but also with Kenaz, a tribe found in the Hebron region (Num 32:12; Josh 14:6, 14; 15:17; Judg 

1:13; 3:9, 11). The name Reuel appears in Exod 2:18, Num 10:29 as that of a Midianite, but among his 

sons, Nahath appears as a Judahite (2 Chr 31:13), Zerah as a Judahite clan (Gen 38:30; cf. Num 26:13; 1 

Chr 6:6, 26), and Shammah perhaps relates to the Jerahmeelite or Calebite clan Shammai (1 Chr 2:28,32, 

44–45). Oholibamah (Gen 36:14) links Esau with the clans of the sons of Seir (Gen 36:20–30). Other 

links appear with Timna (a place on the W edge of the Wâdī ˓Arabah) and Amalek, whose tribal home 

was in the Negeb. There is little in these names to suggest that the compiler is drawing on genuine early 

Edomite material, and much to suggest that he is doing his best to associate Esau with appropriate names. 

Most of the names link Esau with S Judah and the Negeb, and some with the S regions of Teman and 

Midian. This probably reflects the situation of the 7th–6th centuries B.C. when both literary and 

archaeological evidence suggests an increasing Edomite presence in the Negeb S of Hebron, and when 

Edom‘s associations with Midian to the S are well known (cf. Ezek 25:13). Of the tribes and clans of the 

Edomite heartland in the early period, Gen 36:10–14 tells us nothing. The Song of Moses (Exod 15:1–18) 

refers to the ―chiefs‖ (˒allûpê) of Edom in parallel with the ―rams‖ ˒êlê) of Moab, and the word has been 

taken up by the compiler of Genesis 36, who has formed his lists by conferring chiefdoms on the 

descendants of Esau and Seir (Gen 36:15–19, 29–30) and on various places and names already mentioned 

in the chapter (vv 40–43). The surprising story of the defeat of Cushan-rishathaim, king of Aram (-

Naharaim), by Othniel the son of Kenaz from Debir (Judg 3:7–11) in the Negeb has sometimes been 

understood to refer to 12th- or 11th-century-B.C. Edom by emending Aram to Edom (Gray, Joshua, 

Judges and Ruth NCBC, 214; for a different solution see Malamat 1954). However, the emendation is 

doubtful, and the story may have been composed to give an example of God‘s saving activity to introduce 

the edited collection of stories of Israel‘s deliverance from its enemies (Mayes 1977: 291–92). It is thus of 

no value for the early history of Edom.  

This presentation of the archaeological and literary evidence for early Edom forces us to reconsider the 

Israelite traditions of Israel‘s encounter with Edom after the Exodus. The oldest version of this story 

(Num 20:14–21) pictures Edom united under a king, its borders reaching to Kadesh (= Kadesh-barnea = 

Tell el-Qudeirat, some 100 km W of the Wâdī ˓Arabah), with fields and vineyards, the King‘s Highway, 

and armed forces. Edom is introduced as Israel‘s brother. The Edom presented here depicts the later 

monarchic period, and this version of the story was perhaps formulated no earlier than the 8th or 7th 

century B.C. when the Edomites were beginning to settle in the land W of Wâdī ˓Arabah, when Assyrian 

administration had led to the old N-S route being called ―the King‘s Highway,‖ when Edom‘s prowess 

with the sword had been experienced (cf. 2 Kgs 8:20–22; Amos 1:11), and when the idea of Israel‘s 

brotherhood with Edom had developed. The Israelite account gives no precise details of persons or places, 

except for Moses and Kadesh; the king of Edom is a shadowy figure, and there is nothing to imply the 

preservation of an ancient tradition of any value. It is a story of the confrontation of ―all Israel‖ against 

―all Edom,‖ revealing more of the monarchic period than of the Mosaic age (Bartlett 1977: 8–10). At the 

time of Moses, Edom was probably not a political unity or a nation; the evidence suggests that this did not 

occur for another three or four centuries.  

The first hint of political development in Edom is given by the king list of Gen 36:31–39 (cf. 1 Chr 

1:43–51). In its present form this list is an Israelite, not Edomite, document, looking back from a 

comparatively late period to ―Kings who reigned in the land of Edom, before any king reigned over the 

Israelites,‖ and presenting them as ruling in succession to one another. This, however, is an artificial 

construction put upon archival material which appears to derive from at least two different sources. One 

source simply listed the kings in the form ―X from Y‖ (Jobab son of Zerah, Husham, Samlah, Shaul), 

while the second lists the kings with the added formula ―and the name of his city was Z‖ (Bela the son of 

Beor, Hadad the son of Bedad, and Hadar); further information is supplied for Hadad and Hadar. One 

person, Baal-hanan the son of Achbor, is not connected with any particular place; possibly the name of his 

city was either then or subsequently lost. Apart from its incorporation in this list, the second group of 

names shows no connections with Edom, but instead with Moab (Bartlett 1965). Furthermore, a list of 

early kings, each with his city, fails to correspond with what we know of this early period of Edom‘s 



history either from archaeological or literary sources; Edom was evidently not a land of city-states at this 

stage. The first group of names and places is much easier to relate to Edom. Jobab comes from Bozrah 

(modern Buseira), which is known from excavations (Bennett 1973; 1974; 1975; 1977) and from 

references in the OT prophets (Amos 1:12; Isa 34:6; 63:1; Jer 49:13, 22) to have flourished during the 

8th–6th centuries B.C.; evidence for earlier centuries is less certain. Husham came from the land of the 

Temanites, a region (not a city) notable for its wisdom (Jer 49:7; Bar 3:22–23; cf. Job‘s comforter, 

Eliphaz the Temanite), and named in poetic parallelism with Edom itself (Jer 49:20), Mount Esau 

(Obadiah 9), and Mt. Paran (Hab 3:7). The name Husham may recall the Wâdī Ḥismeh, a broad plain 

between the S end of the central Edomite range and the peaks of Jebel Ram (Clermont-Ganneau 1906: 

467). Samlah came from Masrekah, otherwise unknown; Simons (1959: 390–91) suggests a connection 

with Jebel Mushrāq between Ma˓ān and Aqaba. Shaul came from Rehoboth on the Euphrates (RSV), but 

the Hebrew hannahar might refer to the Wâdī el-Ḥasā. Eusebius (Onomost. 142.13) says that Rehoboth 

―is now a military post in Gebalene‖ (i.e., N Edom); this is probably the Roman Robatha near Zoara, 

which Simons identifies with Khirbet Riḥāb just S of the Wâdī el-Ḥesā (Simons 1959: 391).  

The core of this king list thus names four apparently unrelated kings and their places of origin, or, more 

probably, their areas of rule. One, Bozrah, lay in N-central Edom and was regarded in monarchic times as 

the capital of Edom. The land of the Temanites was perhaps the region to the immediate S of the 

mountain range which was the focus of Edom. The other two places are uncertain. These four kings may 

have been local rulers, comparable with various rulers mentioned in Joshua and Judges. The age of this 

core material is uncertain, but the prominence of Bozrah and Teman suggests that it was the monarchic 

period, from which all the other references to these places come. The Israelite editor has combined this 

with other (not necessarily Edomite) material to produce a quite misleading picture of a pre-Davidic 

period when Edom was united under a succession of rulers. The editor, and even his sources, had at best 

only a fragmentary knowledge of Edom, which until the Davidic conquest was barely known to Israel.  

3. Edom and the United Israelite Monarchy. How Edom was ruled before the Davidic conquest must 

therefore be a matter for conjecture, but it is clear that the growing power of the tribes of Israel as they 

united under a monarchy helped develop Edom‘s national consciousness. According to 1 Sam 14:47 Saul 

successfully fought against Edom; Doeg the Edomite‘s presence at Saul‘s court (1 Sam 22:9, 18), whether 

as an ex–prisoner of war or a fortune-seeking immigrant, reveals contact between Edom and Israel at the 

end of the 11th century B.C. (if the record is accurate and does not simply betray the Israelite writer‘s 

readiness to credit a vicious deed to an hereditary enemy). David‘s campaign against Edom (2 Sam 8:13–

14; 1 Kgs 11:15–16; Psalm 60 (title); 1 Chr 18:12) may probably be dated ca. 990 B.C., after his wars with 

the Philistines, Moabites, Ammonites, Arameans, and Amalekites (Bartlett 1976: 218–20). David 

presumably wanted to secure the SE border of Judah and to control the trade possibilities of the Gulf of 

Aqaba. David‘s campaign was conducted by Joab, who ruthlessly exterminated the male population of 

Edom (thus ensuring Edom‘s future hatred for Judah; cf. Amos 1:11), and garrisoned Edom throughout. 

Joab‘s thoroughness is emphasized, and it was a century and a half before Edom gained independence 

from Judah.  

Joab‘s massacre, however, was not quite total; 1 Kgs 11:14–22 tells how the Edomite Hadad, ―of the 

seed of the king,‖ escaped as a child with his father‘s servants to Egypt, where he married into the 

Egyptian royal house; after David‘s death he asked to return to Edom, but was refused by Pharaoh. Some 

may infer from this that in David‘s time Edom already had an hereditary monarchy, but though Hadad 

was a relative (not necessarily the son and heir; cf. 2 Kgs 25:25; Jer 41:1) of a king, we hear nothing of 

the king himself and nothing of his father, his father‘s position, or his place of rule. If Hadad fled ca. 990 

B.C., his marriage in Egypt and the early youth of his son Genubath took place toward the end of David‘s 

reign, probably in the early years of Pharaoh Siamun (ca. 978–959 B.C.). Pharaoh might have seen this as 

a ripe moment for Egypt to regain, through Hadad, influence or even control in Edom, and hence the 

marriage. But with Solomon‘s accession Egyptian policy seems to have changed, perhaps recognizing that 

―the kingdom was established in the hand of Solomon‖ (1 Kgs 2:46), so Pharaoh soon gave Solomon his 

daughter in marriage, with the city of Gezer as her dowry (1 Kgs 3:1; 9:16). This change of policy may 



explain why Pharaoh became unwilling to let Hadad return to Edom—it was the wrong moment to show 

Egyptian interest in Edom or make trouble there for Solomon. Some scholars believe that Hadad indeed 

returned to rule Edom, and made trouble for Solomon, following the LXX version which completes the 

Hadad story by borrowing material from the end of the following account of Rezon‘s hostility to Solomon 

(MT 1 Kgs 11:25), but this is unlikely. Edom was garrisoned, and lacking in population and manpower; in 

Jehoshaphat‘s reign there was still no king in Edom (1 Kgs 22:47), and it was not until the reign of 

Jehoram (ca. 847–845 B.C.) that Edom was strong enough to establish a monarchy. The activities 

described in 1 Kgs 11:25 are Rezon‘s, not Hadad‘s, especially if we follow the Syriac and LXX and read 

wayyāṣoq (―and he oppressed‖) for MT wayyōqoṣ (―and he loathed‖). Hadad might have loathed, but he 

could not have oppressed Solomon (see Bartlett 1976).  

We know virtually nothing of Edom under Solomon and his immediate successors. Glueck argued that 

the first period of Tell el-Kheleifeh, on the N shore of the Gulf of Aqaba, was destroyed ca. 925 B.C. by 

Sheshonq from Egypt (cf. 1 Kgs 14:25; Glueck 1967: 440), but Sheshonq‘s presence in this area is far 

from certain (Kitchen 1973: 296–300, 432–47), and recent analysis of the pottery from Tell el-Kheleifeh 

does not encourage belief in its existence before the 8th century B.C. (Pratico 1985). The relationship 

between Tell el-Kheleifeh and Ezion-geber ―near Eloth on the shore of the Red Sea, in the land of Edom,‖ 

where Solomon is said to have built a fleet of ships (1 Kgs 9:26), remains highly debatable. If Eloth is 

modern Eilat, Aqaba, or Tell el-Kheleifeh, Ezion-geber may be the island of Jezirat Fara˒un (Rothenberg 

1965; Flinder 1977). Through the second half of the 10th century B.C. and the first half of the 9th, 

however, Edom continued to be garrisoned and governed by a ―deputy‖ (niṣṣab, 1 Kgs 22:47). The 

Edomites were, like the Moabites and Syrians, the ―servants‖ of David (2 Sam 8:14) and his successors, 

and probably like them paid tribute, though perhaps at a lower rate. Solomon is said to have included 

Edomite women among his wives (1 Kgs 11:1). Edom was too weak to take advantage of Judah‘s 

preoccupation with the revolt of Israel (1 Kgs 12), the attack by Sheshonq (1 Kgs 14:25–26), and 

subsequent wars with Israel. But its population must have been slowly recovering from Joab‘s massacre. 

From this situation Edom made a new start in the mid-9th century B.C.  

B. The Edomite Kingdom  

1. Edom and the Divided Israelite Monarchy. When Jehoshaphat reigned over Judah (869–847 B.C.), 

―there was no king in Edom; a deputy was king. Jehoshaphat made ships of Tarshish to go to Ophir for 

gold; but they did not go, for the ships were wrecked at Ezion-geber‖ (1 Kgs 22:47–48). The destruction 

of the ships was perhaps the result of storms, or of local hostility, to which Glueck (1965: 84) attributed 

the destruction of the second period of Tell el-Kheleifeh. The dating of this event may need revision in the 

light of recent research (Pratico 1985), but local unrest probably preceded the full revolt of Edom from 

Judah which took place in Joram‘s reign (ca. 847–845 B.C.), when Edom set up a monarchy (2 Kgs 8:20). 

The OT does not name this king, and offers a confusing account of Joram‘s response to the revolt (2 Kgs 

8:21); by a slight correction, the MT may read, ―Then Joram passed over to Zair with all his chariots, and 

the Edomites which surrounded him rose up by night and smote him and his chariot commanders, and his 

army fled home‖ (Stade 1901: 337; Zair, otherwise unknown, is perhaps Zoar at the S end of the Dead 

Sea). From this time, until its submission to Assyria a century later, Edom was an independent kingdom.  

This account of the establishment of Edom‘s independence and monarchy in the reign of Joram of Judah 

is apparently contradicted by 2 Kings 3, which describes a campaign in which Jehoram of Israel leads 

Jehoshaphat of Judah (Joram‘s predecessor) and an unnamed king of Edom against Mesha of Moab. 

Some have solved this problem by dating the campaign to Jehoshaphat‘s later years when (it is argued) 

Joram was coregent with Jehoshaphat (Thiele 1965: 69–71, 205; Gray, 1 and 2 Kings OTL, 66–67); 

others (following the Lucianic recension of the LXX) argue that the king of Judah in this campaign was 

originally Joram‘s successor Ahaziah (Miller 1967; Shenkel 1968: 93–108). However, closer analysis of 

the narrative reveals that it is composed from a brief account of Jehoram of Israel‘s campaign against 

Moab and a prophetic tale about Elisha; in this story and in the similar story in 1 Kings 22, the historian 

has attributed to Jehoshaphat‘s reign a campaign which really belonged later (cf. 2 Kgs 8:28–29); and the 

reference to the king of Edom (who is unidentified and pays no real part) is inspired by the reference to 



the topography of the campaign, which itself owes much to the narrative of Numbers 20 (Bartlett 1983). 

In short, 2 Kings 3 provides no solid evidence for the existence of an Edomite king before the reign of 

Joram of Judah.  

For the next half-century nothing is known of Edom. The new king and his successors were able to 

establish their kingdom while Mesha was establishing his in Moab to the N, while Israel was occupied by 

Syrian and Assyrian attacks, and while both Israel and Judah were suffering from internal upheaval. It 

was not until the reign of Amaziah (801–787 B.C.) that Judah attempted to reconquer Edom. According to 

2 Kgs 14:7 Amaziah ―killed ten thousand Edomites in the Valley of Salt and took Sela by storm, and 

called it Joktheel‖ (i.e., ―El has put an end [to Edom]‖; Starcky DBSup 7: cols 886–1017). Sela, usually 

identified with Umm el-Biyarah in Petra, has also been identified with Khirbet Sil˒ a few km N of Buseira 

(see Bartlett 1973: 252 n. 55; Hart 1986). In either case, Amaziah‘s success was a raid rather than a 

conquest, for there is no evidence that Judah‘s rule over Edom was restored. Edom was certainly 

weakened by the raid, and its weakness is further revealed by its submission and payment of tribute to 

Adad-nirari III of Assyria (809–782 B.C.), along with Tyre, Sidon, Israel, and the Philistines. Edom may 

have offered tribute (when Judah, Moab, and Ammon did not) in hopes of being left unmolested, and, 

whether it continued to pay tribute or not, there are no further Assyrian references to Edom until the reign 

of Tiglath-pileser III (745–727 B.C.).  

A further sign of Edom‘s weakness in this period is Judah‘s revived interest in the route through the 

Gulf of Aqaba. 2 Kgs 14:22 reveals that after Amaziah‘s death, Uzziah ―built Elath and restored it to 

Judah,‖ which Glueck connected with the rebuilding of Tell el-Kheleifeh after a period of dereliction 

(Glueck 1965: 85); to this period of the tell Glueck ascribed the seal inscribed ―belonging to Jotham,‖ 

who may or may not be identified with Uzziah‘s successor in Judah (Glueck 1940: 13–15; 1971: 225; 

Avigad 1961; Galling 1967).  

Of the Edomites themselves in the first half of the 8th century B.C. we know virtually nothing. Amos 1:6 

condemns Gaza for delivering ―a whole people‖ to Edom, presumably selling them to slavery; Gaza and 

Edom may have been links on the slave-trading route between Arabia and the Mediterranean (though 

contra, Haran 1968). The oracle of Amos 1:11–12, if authentic (Bartlett 1977: 10–12), reveals Amos‘ 

knowledge of ―the strongholds of Bozrah‖ and the region of Teman and of the fierce and warlike 

character of the Edomites as experienced by Judah when Edom seized its independence in the mid–9th 

century. Throughout Uzziah‘s reign, Edom was presumably recovering from the losses inflicted on it by 

Amaziah, and by time of Ahaz (736–729 B.C.) Edom was ready to take the offensive again. While Syria 

and Israel were attempting to depose Ahaz in favor of the son of Tabeel and coerce Judah into rebellion 

against Assyria, ―the king of Edom recovered Elath for Edom and drove the men of Judah from Elath; and 

the Edomites came to Elath, where they dwell to this day‖ (2 Kgs 16:6; cf. the account in 2 Chr 28:16–18, 

where Edomite and Philistine attacks on Judah are made reasons for Ahaz‘ appeal to Assyria for help). 

Glueck ascribed the end of Tell el-Kheleifeh‘s Period III to this attack, and Period IV to the subsequent 

Edomite occupation (Glueck 1965: 86). The Edomite capture of Elath was an important development for 

Edom; Edom, not Judah, could derive the benefit of trade passing between Arabia and Syria via the Gulf 

of Aqaba, and could control the S Wâdī ˓Arabah. This made it easier for Edomites to settle in the S 

regions of Judah, as they did over the next two centuries.  

2. Edom and the Assyrians. The rebellion of Syria and its allies against Assyria ended with Tiglath-

pileser III‘s capture of Damascus in 732 B.C. It was probably on this occasion that he,  

[received] the tribute of … Sanipu of Bit-Ammon, Salamanu of Moab, … Mitinti of Ashkelon, 

Jehoahaz of Judah, Kaushmalaku of Edom (U-du-mu-a-a), Muzr [i …], Hanno of Gaza, (consisting of) 

gold, silver, tin, iron, antimony, linen garments with multicolored trimmings, garments of their native 

(industries) (being made of) dark purple wool … all kinds of costly objects be they products of the sea 

or of the continent.  

(ANET, 282)  

Edom thus became Assyria‘s vassal, with the obligations of regular tribute and probably military 

assistance when required. Presumably some Assyrian officials were installed, and it was perhaps in this 



period that the important N-S route from Damascus through Rabbath-Ammon, Heshbon, Dibon, Aroer, 

Kir-hareseth, and Bozrah became a vital link for imperial administration and first received its name, ―the 

King‘s Highway‖ (Num 20:17; Oded 1970). Vassaldom to Assyria may not have been entirely to Edom‘s 

disadvantage; archaeological evidence suggests that it was in the Assyrian period that cities like Bozrah, 

and smaller places like Tawilan or the settlement on the top of Umm el-Biyarah, were at the height of 

their prosperity (Bartlett 1972: 31–35). Edom was therefore understandably hesitant to join rebellions 

against Assyria planned by Palestinian states, and when Ashdod solicited Edom‘s support in 713 B.C. 

(along with support from Philistia, Judah, Moab, Egypt, and elsewhere; ANET, 287), Edom probably 

avoided any serious commitment. A letter discovered at Nimrud in 1952 names the Edomites at the end of 

a list of those who paid tribute—Egypt, Gaza, Judah, Moab, and Ammon—after Sargon‘s retaliatory 

campaign against Ashdod in 712 B.C., but a lacuna in the text makes it uncertain what is said about Edom 

(Saggs 1955: 132–33, 151–52; Donner 1957: 159–61). In 701 B.C., when Sennacherib punished Hezekiah 

for rebellion, Aiarammu of Edom, together with the kings of Moab, Beth-Ammon, Ashdod, Byblos, 

Arvad, Sidon, and Samsimuruna, hastened to bring tribute (ANET, 287). An ostracon from Level VIII at 

Arad may be a fragment of diplomatic correspondence between Judah and Edom on the eve of 

Sennacherib‘s invasion, and it is not unlikely that Hezekiah invited Edom to join the rebellion, and that 

Edom (no friend to Judah) declined (Aharoni 1970: 28–32). A fragment of an Assyrian tribute list, from 

the reign of Sennacherib or his successor, notes ―two minas of gold from the inhabitants of Bit-Ammon; 

one mina of gold from the inhabitants of Moab; ten minas of silver from the inhabitants of Judah; [… 

mi]nas of silver from the inhabitants of [Edom] (mat[U-du-ma]-a-a) …‖ (Pfeiffer 1928; ANET, 301). 

Restoration of the name Edom here is strongly suggested by the context. The list seems to be ordered 

according to the amount of tribute paid, Edom as a poor country probably paying less than the others.  

The importance of Edom to the Assyrians in the 7th century B.C. is revealed in the records of 

Esarhaddon (680–669 B.C.) and Assurbanipal (668–633 B.C.). Esarhaddon narrates that he called up  

Bal˒u, king of Tyre, Manasseh, king of Judah, Qausgabri, king of Edom, Musuri, king of Moab, Silbel, 

king of Gaza, Metinti, king of Ashkelon, Ikausu, king of Ekron, MiEciashapa, king of Byblos, 

Matanba˒al, king of Arvad, Abiba˒al, king of Samsimuruna, Puduil, king of Beth-Ammon, AhimiEci, 

king of Ashdod  

with others to transport ―under terrible difficulties‖ Lebanese timber and quarried stone to Nineveh 

(ANET, 291). How this corvée affected Edom we do not know.  

Assurbanipal later conscripted Edomite forces for his campaigns. According to the Rassam Cylinder, he 

took 22 kings from the seashore, the islands, and the mainland with him against Egypt, and if the list of 22 

kings on Cylinder C belongs to this event, Qausgabri of Edom was involved with Manasseh of Judah, 

Musuri of Moab, Amminabdi of Beth-Ammon, and other contemporaries. In his ninth campaign, 

Assurbanipal marched against Uate˒, king of Arabia:  

Upon the oracle-command of Ashur, and Ishtar [I called up] my army and defeated him in bloody 

battles, inflicted countless routs upon him (to wit) in the girû of the towns Azaril (and) Hirata (-)kasai, 

in Edom, in the pass of Iabrudu, in Beth-Ammon, in the district of Haurina, in Moab, in Sa˒arri, in 

Harge, in the district of Zobah … Uate˒ had misgivings and he fled, alone, to the country Nabate.  

(ANET, 298)  

Uate˒ was a member of the Qedarite tribe, which was in the Syrian desert E-SE of Damascus, traveling 

and raiding as far as the borders of Moab, Edom, and even into the Teima region (Bartlett 1979: 59–62). 

Edom could hardly escape involvement in this campaign, which seems to have occurred in part in its own 

territory. The advantage of Assyrian help against a local enemy may have been counterbalanced by the 

coercion to provide not only men but military bases, food, and other supplies.  

These Assyrian references outline a period of Edom‘s history on which the OT is silent. Three Edomite 

kings are named: Qausmalaku in 732 B.C., Aiarammu in 701 B.C., and Qausgabri in the reigns of 

Esarhaddon and Assurbanipal, contemporary with Manasseh of Judah. Qausgabri‘s name is confirmed by 

a seal found at Umm el-Biyarah (Bennett 1966: 399–401). The lengths of their reigns are unknown, 

though Qausgabri‘s was perhaps fairly long. There is perhaps room for another king between Qausmalaku 



and Aiarammu, and another between Aiarammu and Qausgabri, and certainly for several between 

Qausgabri and the end of the Edomite monarchy under the Babylonians in the 6th century. However, 

while we know that the capital was in Bozrah, the nature of royal succession is unknown.  

A sign of Edom‘s self-confidence in the Assyrian period is that Edomites were beginning to settle in S 

Judah. Edom‘s seizure of Elath ca. 735 B.C. has been mentioned; and 2 Chr 28:16 notes a successful 

Edomite raid on Judah at the time. Particularly interesting are those OT passages which assume that the 

territory immediately S of Judah and W of the Wâdī ˓Arabah was Edomite. Thus the account of Israel‘s 

request for a passage through Edom after the Exodus (Num 20:14–21) locates the Israelites in Kadesh 

(˓Ain Qudeirat, over 100 km W of Buseira and a similar distance S of Hebron) on the Edomite border. In 

its present form this account may be no earlier than the 7th or 6th century B.C. (Mittmann 1973). A similar 

assumption appears in Num 20:23; 21:4; 33:37, and in the boundary descriptions of Judah given in Num 

34:3–5; Josh 15:1–4; and Ezek 47:19, and in the Judahite city list of Josh 15:21–32. These passages 

suggest a boundary extending from the S end of the Dead Sea SW toward Kadesh. However, the 

discovery of pottery similar to that from Buseira and elsewhere in Edom at Tel Malḥata and Tel Aroer 

(Kochavi 1967; EAEHL 3: 771–75; Biran and Cohen 1976; 1978), and of ostraca from Malḥata (Kochavi 

1967; EAEHL 3: 774) and Arad (Lemaire 1977: 171–72) and a seal from Tel Aroer (Biran and Cohen 

1976; 1977) bearing recognizably Edomite names, suggests the presence of an Edomite element in the 

population of the region between Beer-sheba and the S end of the Dead Sea in the 7th century B.C. 

Ostracon 24 from Arad contains an order that troops be sent from Arad and Qinah (Khirbet Ghazzeh or 

Khirbet eṭ-Ṭaiyib) to Ramath-negeb (Khirbet Ghazzeh or Khirbet el-Gharrah [Tel ˓Ira]) ―lest anything 

should happen to the city‖ and ―lest Edom should come there‖ (Aharoni 1970: 16–27; Lemaire 1977: 

188–95; the connection of this reference with 2 Kgs 24:2 [emended] and Jer 35:11 is highly speculative; 

see Bartlett 1982: 16–17). Edomite presence or influence in the Negeb is further indicated by recent 

identification of ―Edomite‖ ware at Tell Meshash (Tel Masos; Fritz and Kempinski 1976), at Tel ˓Ira 

(Beit Arieh 1981) and at Ḥorvat Qiṭmiṭ (Beit Arieh and Cresson 1985), and the identification of an 

ostracon written in Edomite at Ḥorvat ˓Uza (Beit Arieh and Cresson 1985).  

Later, Obadiah 19 and 1 Esdr 4:50 reveal the postexilic Jewish grievance that the ―sons of Esau‖ and the 

―Idumaeans‖ continued to hold the Negeb; by the late 4th and 3d centuries B.C. the land S of Beth-zur is 

known by the Greek name Idoumaia (Diod. 19.95.2; 19.98.1; Zenon papyri PZC 59006, 59015 verso, 

59084 [Edgar 1925: 10, 34]; see also 1 Macc 5:65; Ant 13.9.1 257; 13.15.4 395; JW 1.2.6 63). This 

Edomite settlement on the S border of Judah should probably be seen as a population drift extending over 

several centuries (Doeg the Edomite may be an early example) of people migrating W from Edom in 

search of a better life. They probably had enough in common with the tribes of S Judah—the Kenites, 

Jerahmeelites, Kenizzites—to facilitate intermarriage; certainly the editor of Genesis 36 could draw on 

names from this region when compiling lists of Edomites. The over-simple view that the Edomites 

migrated W under pressure from incoming Arabs from the E is based upon misconceptions of the origins 

of the Arab population of the desert, and of the relationships between the occupants of the desert and the 

sown, and needs careful restatement (Gottwald 1979: 426–28, 435–63; Bartlett 1979: 53–54).  

3. Edom and the Babylonians. The decline and fall of the Assyrian Empire doubtless gave Edom a few 

years‘ relief from imperial administration and taxation. Probably it became a vassal of Babylon, together 

with Judah and other states, when Nebuchadnezzar took control of the W after 605 B.C. Though involved 

in discussions of revolt with Moab, Ammon, Tyre, Sidon, and Judah at Jerusalem in Zedekiah‘s fourth 

year (594 B.C.: Jer 27:1–7), when Judah openly rebelled in 589 B.C. Edom seems to have stayed aloof, 

perhaps accepting Jeremiah‘s view that rebellion would bring disaster (Jer 27:8–22). The commonly held 

view that Edom wholeheartedly assisted the Babylonians in the sack of Jerusalem is largely based on an 

uncritical reading of prophetic oracles which owe more to the communal memory of Edom‘s traditional 

enmity than to precise knowledge of Edom‘s activity in 587 B.C. (Lam 4:21–22; Isaiah 34; Mal 1:2–5; 

Joel 4:19—Eng 3:19; Ezek 25:12; 35:3, 15; Ps 137:7; Obadiah; for a detailed discussion see Bartlett 1982: 

13–24). The two major complaints in this material are that Edom had annexed land (for the background to 

this see above) and had been guilty of violence (that Edom usually came out against Israel with a sword 



was a longstanding tradition: cf. Amos 1:11; Num 20:18). A 4th- or 3d-century-B.C. development goes so 

far as to blame the Edomites for the burning of the Temple (1 Esdr 4:45), which 2 Kgs 25:9 attributes to 

the Babylonians. The most reliable evidence we have for Edom‘s part in the events of 587 B.C. is Jer 

40:11, which reveals that Edom (with Moab, Ammon, and elsewhere) had given refuge to Jews fleeing 

the Babylonian forces. For inhabitants of S Judah, accustomed to the presence of an Edomite element in 

the population, Edom would have been a natural refuge. While some individual Edomites may have taken 

advantage of the opportunity to pay off old grudges, there is no evidence that Edom gave formal and 

military help to Babylon in 587 B.C.  

On the other hand, Edom did not oppose Babylon, and probably remained intact. Josephus notes (Ant 

10.9.7 §181) that Nebuchadnezzar subjected Ammon and Moab five years after the fall of Jerusalem, but 

neither Josephus nor the OT suggests that Edom was attacked on this occasion. The end of the Edomite 

kingdom and monarchy may have been a result of the campaigns of Nabonidus in S Transjordan and N 

Arabia in the years after 552 B.C. (Lindsay 1976; Bartlett 1979: 57–58). According to the Nabonidus 

Chronicle, Nabonidus besieged a place called [uru A/U]du-um-mu (perhaps to be interpreted as ―the city 

of Edom,‖ i.e., Bozrah). If so, Nabonidus may be responsible for the destruction, burning, and clearing of 

the acropolis at Buseira (Bennett 1977: 4–6) and perhaps also the destruction of Period IV at Tell el-

Kheleifeh (Glueck 1970: 134), but both places soon revived and remained centers of population and 

administration or trade throughout the following period. Possibly such passages as Jer 49:7–22; Ezek 

25:12–14; Obadiah 1, 7; and Mal 1:2–5 allude to these difficult years for Edom. Mal 1:2–5 notes that 

Edom‘s hill country has been laid waste, but goes on to speak of the Edomites as contemplating 

rebuilding. Malachi does not see the land as empty (though he does see the Edomite effort as doomed to 

failure).  

4. Edom during the Persian and Hellenistic Periods. The subsequent history of Edom and its 

inhabitants during the Persian period is virtually unknown. Nabonidus‘ activities are unlikely to have 

cleared the land of its inhabitants, most of whom doubtless continued in their traditional way of life, 

living in caves and tents, working their land or tending their herds. A cuneiform tablet discovered at 

Tawilan in 1982, drawn up in Harran in Syria in the accession year of Darius (probably Darius I, 521–486 

B.C., though Darius II or even III are not ruled out entirely), tells of the sale of livestock by Samsa-yabi 

and Samsa-idri (the names are Syrian) to Qusu-šama˒, who is almost certainly an Edomite. Also from 

Tawilan came a hoard of gold jewelry, probably deposited in the late 6th or 5th century B.C. (Dalley 1984; 

Maxwell-Hyslop 1984). Bennett notes occupation at Buseira at the beginning of the Persian period 

(Bennett 1977: 9), and Buseira may have remained the center for whatever Persian administration may 

have been imposed. At Tell el-Kheleifeh, Glueck says, Period IV was destroyed before the end of the 6th 

century B.C.; ―a new industrial city [Period V] was built over it which lasted from near the end of the 6th 

or from early in the 5th century B.C., mainly under Persian administration‖ (Glueck 1967: 442). Aramaic 

ostraca were found testifying to trade with Arabia; 5th and 4th century B.C. black-glazed Greek pottery 

indicated contact with Greece (Glueck 1967: 443). Nothing is known of this period for the site of Petra 

(its Semitic name was Reqem: cf. Num 31:8; Ant 4.4.7 §82; 4.7.1 §161; see Starcky 1965), though its 

importance is shown by Antigonus‘ attempt to capture it in 312 B.C. (Diod. 19.95).  

Little is known of the people of the land, but evidence of changes in the population exists. It has been 

argued that by Nehemiah‘s time Geshem the Arab (Neh 2:19; 6:1, 9) was ruling Edom and the S Negeb 

(Myers 1971: 386); Geshem has been identified with Gashmu, the father of Qainu king of Qedar, the 

donor of a bowl found at Tell el-Maskhuṭa in the Delta region of Egypt, and a kingdom of Qedar has been 

postulated whose power ranged widely over NW Arabia and S Palestine (Dumbrell 1971: 33–44). A less 

speculative assessment of the evidence shows that the Qedarites belonged to the Syrian desert E-SE of 

Damascus, migrating and raiding as far as the borders of Moab, Edom, and even the Teima region, but 

there is no evidence that they settled or ruled in Edom. In the OT, however, the people of Qedar are 

closely associated with the Nabaioth (Isa 60:7; Gen 25:13; 1 Chr 1:29), who are in turn linked with the 

people of Esau (Gen 28:9; 36:3). It has always been tempting to identify the Nebaioth with the na-ba-a-a-

ti of the Assyrian records, the nbyt of the texts from Jabal Ghunaym near Teima (Winnett and Reed 1970: 



99–101), and the Nabateans (nabaṭu) whom Antigonus attacked in Petra in 312 B.C., and whose kings 

ruled from Petra from ca. 200 B.C. to A.D. 106. The identification has been opposed on linguistic grounds: 

in particular, it is not clear how the final t of the na-ba-a-a-ti, Nebaioth, and nbyt could become the 

emphatic ṭ of the nabaṭu of the Nabatean sources (Starcky DBSup 7: cols 902–3; but see Broome 1973). 

But close examination of the literary evidence for the homeland of the OT Nebaioth, the Assyrian na-ba-

a-a-ti, the nbyt of the Jabal Ghunaym texts, and the Nabataioi of Diodorus locates them all in the region 

bounded by the mountains of Edom to the W, the Ḥismeh plateau to the SW, Teima to the S, the Nafûd to 

the E, and the Wâdī Sirhan to the NE (Bartlett 1979: 63–66), and whatever the relationship of the names, 

it seems clear that the forefathers of the Nabateans who became the dominant population of ancient Edom 

from the end of the Persian period onwards had their homes in this area. Diodorus portrays the Nabateans 

as people with recent experience as herdsmen in desert areas and acquaintance with the as yet forbidden 

pursuits of agriculture, viticulture, and house building. Diodorus‘ picture suggests that the older Edomite 

population in the 4th and 3d centuries B.C. was being overtaken by the newer Nabatean element, who in 

due course produced a dynasty and a kingdom of their own.  
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J. R. BARTLETT  

ARCHAEOLOGY OF EDOM  

———  

A. Extent of the Territory  

B. History of Explorations  

C. Present Status of the Archaeology of Edom  

D. Conclusion  

———  

A. Extent of the Territory  

Some scholars restrict the land of Edom to the territory between Wadi el-Ḥasā in the N and Wadi Hisma 

in the S, and Wadi ˓Arabah on the W and the desert on the E (Glueck 1970: 161–67; Aharoni LBHG, 40). 

Others extend the territory W of the ˓Arabah (Eod-Avd 1963: 622; Cohen 1962: 25; Is 1971: 370–71). 

The second position appears to be more consistent with the biblical data which describe the N border of 



Edom as extending from the Dead Sea southward to the Ascent of Akrabbim to Zin and Kadesh-barnea 

(Num 34:3–4; cf. Josh 15:1–3). The N shore of the Gulf of Aqaba, according to the biblical data, appears 

to be the S border of Edom (Deut 2:8). Moreover, the hill country of Seir is identified with Edom (Gen 

36:8–9, 21) and the land of Edom is repeatedly referred to as the land of Seir (Gen 32:3; Num 24:18, Josh 

24:4; Judg 5:4; Ezek 35:15; 2 Chr 25:14; Isa 21:11). The Bible locates Seir, in part, in the E Negeb (Josh 

11:17; 12:17) in relation to the territory of Simeon (1 Chr 4:42–43) and Judah (Josh 15:10; Ezek 35:2, 3, 

7, 15). It also uses the name to refer to a great part, if not the whole, of the Edomite territory E of the 

˓Arabah between the S end of the Dead Sea and the territory of Moab (Deut 2:1, 4, 5, 8, 12, 22, 29) as far 

S as the Gulf of Aqaba. The land of Edom, thus, includes territory both W and E of the Wadi ˓Arabah. 

This entry, however, will treat only the territory of Edom located in the E ˓Arabah and eastward or what is 

now in the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan. See Fig. EDO.01.  

B. History of Explorations  

Modern interest in the area essentially began with Burckhardt‘s visit to Petra on August 22, 1812 (1822; 

see Browning 1982: 64–65). He was followed to Petra by a number of scholars (Browning 1982: 70–78), 

including de Laborde, who made a thorough study of Petra as early as 1828 (Laborde and Linant 1830). 

Later, Musil (1907–8; 1926), Brünnow and von Domaszewski (1904–9), Albright (1924; 1926), Frank 

(1934), and Alt (1935), among others, did exploratory work in Edom. Glueck conducted extensive 

archaeological surveys in S Transjordan between 1934 and 1938 (1935; 1937a; 1939a). He followed this 

up by excavations at Khirbet et Tannur just S of Wadi el-Ḥasā in 1937–38 (1937b; 1937c; 1965a; 1970: 

213–43) and at Tell el-Kheleifeh just N of Aqaba for three seasons between 1938 and 1940 (1938a; 

1938b; 1939b; 1940; 1965b; 1970: 106–37; Pratico 1985). For almost 50 years Glueck‘s work has 

dominated the scholarly analysis of this area.  

C. Present Status of the Archaeology of Edom  

As a result of work in Edom during the past several decades a more complete picture of the archaeology 

of Edom is emerging. There is evidence of human occupation in N Edom dating to the Lower, Middle, 

and Upper Paleolithic periods. This evidence spans as much as a half million years of human cultural 

development (MacDonald, Banning, and Pavlish 1980: 170–71; MacDonald, Rollefson, and Roller 1982: 

119–25; Rollefson and MacDonald 1981; MacDonald et al. 1983: 314–18). Prehistoric sites in the Ras en-

Naqb region cover a period of over 100,000 years between the Lower Paleolithic and the Chalcolithic 

(Henry 1979a; 1979b; 1982: 45; 1985; Henry et al. 1981). Just N and S of this area, between Ma˓an and 

Aqaba, there is more Paleolithic evidence (Jobling 1981; 1982; 1983a; 1983b; 1984). In the Fjaje area 

near Shaubak, Late Acheulian hunters ―harvested‖ herds during their migration, through the Wadi el-

Bustan drainage complex, from the E grasslands and savannahs of the plateau to the warm and lush 

expanses of the Rift Valley in the fall and on their return to the grazing lands on the plateau in the spring 

(Rollefson 1981; 1985: 105).  

The early Natufian site of Wadi Judayid, in the vicinity of Ras en-Naqb, carbon-dated to ca. 12,000 B.P., 

was occupied by sedentary hunters and intensive collectors. During the Epipaleolithic period sites were 

established in the upland piedmont zone of the Edomite plateau as well as on the floor of the Wadi Hisma. 

These sites display marked differences in their settings, sizes, and artifact inventories (Henry 1985: 76; 

see 1979a; 1979b; Henry et al. 1981). The Epipaleolithic period is also well attested in N Edom 

(MacDonald, Banning, and Pavlish 1980; Rollefson and MacDonald 1981; MacDonald, Rollefson, and 

Roller 1982; MacDonald et al. 1983) and near Petra (Kirkbride 1958).  

Among the Pre-Pottery Neolithic (PPN) sites in Edom, Beidha is the most important excavated to date 

(Kirkbride 1966; 1968; 1982; 1984; 1985). D. Kirkbride dates the beginning of Beidha to about 7200 B.C. 

(1982: 52; 1985: 120). She writes: ―After camping for a while in temporary huts the people of Beidha also 

built a wall around their inner territory and created their permanent community‖ (1982: 52). The site was 

abandoned about 6500 B.C. (Kirkbride 1982: 53; 1985: 120). In the late PPN at Abu Nakhailah in the 

Wadi Rum there was a stone-built settlement with both round and rectangular architecture. The round 

houses are semisubterranean and reminiscent of early Beidha. It had a more advanced flint industry than 

Beidha but there was no pottery (Kirkbride 1978; 1982: 54; Kirkbride and Harding 1947). PPN sites are 



also present at Jebel Queisa in the Judayid Basin (Henry 1979a; 1982; 1985: 74; Henry et al. 1981) and in 

the Wadi ˓Arabah (Raikes 1980; 1985: 98–99). The Aceramic Neolithic site at Jebel Queisa served as a 

temporary hunting camp. Based upon the point typology, Henry dates the site to early in the 8th 

millennium (1985: 74).  

The Pottery Neolithic is poorly represented in Edom. However, several sites from the period are 

reported from N Edom (MacDonald, Rollefson, and Roller 1982: 121) and the Hisma (Jobling 1983a: 

189).  

Twenty-five percent of the sites discovered in Henry‘s Ras en-Naqb survey contained a Chalcolithic 

component most of which contained ―one or more circular or semi-circular stone structures in association 

with thick ash lenses and refuse pits‖ (Henry et al. 1981: 117; see Henry 1982: 45; 1985: 75). The sites 

normally displayed moderate densities of lithic artifacts along with some pottery (Henry et al. 1981: 117; 

Henry 1985: 75). Some of these sites suggest the transhumant pattern of modern pastoralists (Henry 1985: 

77). There are remains of copper smelting near ˓Aqaba, dating to the Early Chalcolithic period. Also 

found at the site were well-used, flint sickle blades and objects made from sea shells (Raikes 1985: 99). 

The Chalcolithic/EB is attested on the Edomite plateau (MacDonald, Rollefson, and Roller 1982: 121; 

Hart 1985: 412–13), between Ma˓ān and Aqaba (Jobling 1984: 201), and in the Feinan region in the 

Wadis Khalid, Ratiye, and Fidan (Hauptmann, Weisgerber, and Knauf 1985: 185–88; see Raikes 1980: 

55; 1985: 99).  

No Bronze Age sites have been excavated in Edom. However, Glueck reported EB sites from the SE 

plain of the Dead Sea (1935: 33–34). Sites belonging both to sedentary and nomadic peoples of the EB 

period are found in N Edom (MacDonald, Banning, and Pavlish 1980; MacDonald, Rollefson, and Roller 

1982; MacDonald et al. 1983). EB sherds are also reported from the mining area in the Wadi Khalid 

(Hauptmann, Weisgerber, and Knauf 1985: 188). Thus, there is the possibility of EB Age mining activity 

in Wadi ˓Arabah.  

There is scant evidence of any population, either sedentary or nomadic, in Edom during both the MB 

and LB Ages with the exception of the copper mining areas of the Feinan region (Hauptmann, 

Weisgerber, and Knauf 1985: 173, 185, 188–90). A U.S. Geological Survey team has published 

radiocarbon dates from charcoal found in the E tributaries of the Wadi ˓Arabah which yields corrected 

dates for Wadi Feinan-Wadi Dana area of 1390–1310 B.C. ± 70, and for Jebel Khirbet en-Nahas, 1540 

B.C. (Overstreet et al. 1982: 2).  

The situation changes at the end of the LB. Glueck was the first to report Iron I period sites from Edom 

(1935; 1936; 1939a). Weippert‘s work in Edom led him to conclude that the population increased during 

the Iron I period. This settlement began in the N between the Wadi el-Ḥasā and Tafila and gradually 

extended S of Tafila in the Iron II period (Weippert 1974: 30). This conclusion is supported by the Wadi 

el-Ḥasā Archaeological Survey (WHS) which reported LB-Iron I and Iron I sites in N Edom. These sites, 

which are small villages, farms, and sherd scatters, are generally located in the area best suited for 

agricultural activity (MacDonald, Banning, and Pavlish 1980; MacDonald, Rollefson, and Roller 1982; 

MacDonald et al. 1983). The Feinan region survey also reported Iron I pottery (Bachmann and 

Hauptmann 1984: 120–22; Hauptmann, Weisgerber, and Knauf 1985: 190–91). Thus, the archaeological 

evidence indicates both farming and mining activity in Edom during the Iron I period.  

There was another increase in population in Edom during Iron II (Hart 1985: 412). Many of the sites 

from this period appear to have been agricultural settlements (MacDonald, Banning, and Pavlish 1980; 

MacDonald, Rollefson, and Roller 1982; MacDonald et al. 1983), but it is possible that several of these 

sites were fortresses or watchtowers (MacDonald 1984a).  

Bennett‘s excavations at Umm el-Biyara, TAWILAN (M.R. 196972), and Buseira (see BOZRAH) led 

her to conclude that no occupation earlier than the late 8th century B.C. existed at these sites. She posits 

that the settlement at Umm el-Biyara had a life of perhaps no more than 50 years. On the basis of a seal 

impression found at the site (of Qos Gabr, one of the few Edomite kings mentioned in the Assyrian 

annals), the settlement could center around the mid–7th century B.C. No earlier pottery or artifacts were 

found (Bennett 1964; 1966a; 1966b; 1966c; 1971a: 40; 1976: 252). At Tawilan she uncovered ―a large, 



unfortified, prosperous agricultural settlement of the Iron Age II period‖ (1976: 252). She posits that 

neither the buildings nor the artifacts suggest a date earlier than the late 8th century B.C. for the earliest 

settlement (1969; 1970; 1971b; 1984). She suggests that the main period of occupation of Buseira was 

from the end of the 8th century B.C. to the end of the succeeding century (1973a; 1973b; 1974; 1976: 252; 

1977).  

There is also evidence for the Iron Age presence at es-Safi, Feifeh, and Khanazir (Rast and Schaub 

1974). Rast and Schaub collected Iron II pottery from es-Safi and Feifeh and Iron I and II sherds from 

Khanazir (1974: 15–18).  

Further S in the Feinan region, 8th–6th century sherds were found in Wadi Feinan, Khirbet en-Nahas, 

Khirbet el-Jariye, Khirbet Ghuweib, and the Wadi Dana (Bachmann and Hauptmann 1984: 117, 199; 

Hauptmann, Weisgerber, and Knauf 1985: 168). The U.S. Geological Survey reports a radiocarbon date 

from charcoal in the Jebel Khirbet en-Nahas area as having a corrected age of 800 B.C. (Overstreet et al. 

1982: 2, 9). In summarizing its findings on mining and smelting activities in the Wadi ˓Arabah the U.S. 

Geological Survey reports: ―Certainly at the Wadi Feinan, Wadi Dana, and Jebel Khirbet en Nahas sites in 

Jordan, the largest slag piles are associated with dates from 3,220 ± 200 to 2,540 ± 200 years B.P. 

(corrected to 1,540 years B.C. to 800 years B.C.) …‖ (Overstreet et al. 1982: 37).  

Pratico has reappraised Glueck‘s excavations at Tell el-Kheleifeh. He dates the site from the 8th–6th 

centuries B.C. with the possibility of its continuance beyond the Iron Age (1985).  

There appears to be little continuity of settlement between the Edomite and Nabatean periods. The Iron 

Age villages that Hart surveyed, not to mention Tawilan and Buseira, show little evidence of major 

Nabatean reoccupation (Hart 1985: 412). Firm evidence for Persian period occupation in Edom is lacking, 

but Pratico writes: ―Although both architectural and ceramic data are lean, the occupational history of Tell 

el-Kheleifeh continued beyond the Iron Age, perhaps as late as the 4th century B.C.E.‖ (1985: 26–27). 

Evidence from the Hellenistic period is also poorly represented, with the exception of sherds from several 

sites (MacDonald, Banning, and Pavlish 1980: 177; MacDonald, Rollefson, and Roller 1982: 127; 

MacDonald et al. 1983: 319–20). However, no recognizable Hellenistic architectural remains are reported.  

In Glueck‘s opinion ―the Nabataean kingdom was highly organized and intensively settled, and from the 

fourth century B.C. on was concerned with much more than caravan trade‖ (1970: 193). Nabatean sites are 

found throughout the Edomite plateau. They made greater use, for agricultural purposes, of the wadis than 

either earlier or later settlers in the area. Some of their reclamation projects, instead of supporting settled 

villages, may have been designed to supply forts and garrisons which guarded their extensive trade 

networks. They positioned their signaling stations or watchtowers on the ridges between the major wadis 

(MacDonald 1984b; 1984c: 188–89). The countryside is covered with farms, hamlets, and villages during 

the period (Hart 1985). The Hisma also supported a substantial Nabatean population. Graf posits pre-

Roman, Nabatean settlements at such sites as Humayma, Quweira, Khirbet el-Khalde, and Khirbet el-

Kithara along the main highway to Aqaba, and in Wadi Rum which was a large Nabatean center (Graf 

1983: 650–60).  

Parr dates the earliest building activity in the central part of Petra, the Nabatean capital, to the mid–3d 

century B.C., based on the earliest coins which were minted in Aradus in the mid–3d century B.C.; and 

later, painted Nabatean ware is common at Petra after about 100 B.C. (Parr 1970: 369–70). In his study of 

Nabatean pottery Khairy states: ―The best ware belongs to the time of Aretas IV (9 B.C.–A.D. 40) but the 

most prolific period belongs to the second half of the first century A.D. and the first half of the second 

century‖ (1982: 276).  

A number of Nabatean temples are located in Edom. Glueck dates the one on Jebel et-Tannur from 

about 25 B.C. to about 125 A.D. (1970: 241). Another, Khirbet edh Dharih in the Wadi La˓ban, also in N 

Edom, is dated to the 1st century A.D. (Villeneuve 1984; 1985a; 1985b; see Savignac 1937). The 

Nabatean temples of Qasr el Bint (Bowersock 1976: 225–26) and the ―Winged Lions‖ (Hammond 1982) 

are located within Petra. The former is dated to the reign of Aretas IV (Bowersock 1983: 61; Starcky and 

Strugnell 1966; Parr 1965–66; Wright 1961). Another Nabatean temple is located in the Wadi Rum 

(Savignac and Horsfield 1935; Kirkbride 1960).  



The main theater at Petra dates to the time of Aretas IV (Hammond 1964; 1965). It is an ―obvious case 

of the Nabataean absorption of Graeco-Roman styles‖ (Bowersock 1983: 61). Bowersock also dates the 

Khazneh (―treasury‖), with its strongly Hellenized architectural elements, to the same time (1983: 62; see 

Schmidt-Colinet 1980; Wright 1962; 1973).  

Possibly, the best route for humans and pack animals from Aqaba to Petra is up the Wadi ˓Arabah. 

There is evidence of Nabatean presence along this route (Raikes 1985: 100) at such sites as Aqaba 

(Glueck 1935: 46–48), ˓Ain Gharandal (Glueck 1935: 39–40), Khirbet et-Taiyibeh (Glueck 1935: 37–38), 

and Bir Madhkur (Glueck 1935: 35–37; see Frank 1934, pl. 24). Glueck posits that the latter three sites 

were all caravanserai. These sites were probably also occupied during Roman times (Glueck 1935: 35–

40). Further N in the ˓Arabah, the sites of Feinan (Glueck 1935: 34–35) and of Qasr et-Talah show 

evidence of Nabatean occupation (Glueck 1935: 12–17; see Musil 1907–8: 209–14; Frank 1934: 213–15; 

and Raikes 1985: 100).  

The Romans under Trajan annexed Edom as part of their annexation of Nabatea in A.D. 106 (Starcky 

1955: 103–4; 1966; Bowersock 1976: 228; 1983: 76–81). It was at this time that the Via Nova Traiana, 

which joins Bostra in the N with Aila (= Aqaba) in the S, was built (Starcky 1955: 104; 1966; Bowersock 

1983: 83). The S segment of this highway, from the Wadi el-Ḥasā to Aila, passes through Edom. Parts of 

the Via Nova Traiana are well preserved (MacDonald, Rollefson, and Roller 1982: 128–29). The 

milestone inscriptions recorded by Thomsen (1917) along this stretch are now, in most cases, faint or 

completely obliterated (MacDonald, Rollefson, and Roller 1982: 128, 452). See Fig. ROA.03.  

Petra apparently continued to flourish after the Roman annexation (Bowersock 1983: 86) and the 

domestic area of Petra has provided evidence of unbroken habitation through the Roman period, down to 

the great earthquake of the mid–4th century (Hammond 1980; 1981; Bowersock 1983: 86). The triumphal 

arch at Petra is the greatest memorial to Trajan in Roman Arabia (Bowersock 1982: 198; 1983: 84).  

The WHS surveyed a number of structures along the Via Nova in N Edom. The most important of these 

is known as Rujm Faridiyyeh (Brünnow and von Domaszewski 1904–09, 1: 83; Glueck 1939a: 50; 1965; 

MacDonald, Rollefson, and Roller 1982: 129, 453; Roller 1983: 181; Parker 1986: 89–91).  

SE of this area, and NE of Udruh, two castella—namely Jurf ed-Darawish and Da˓janiya—are located E 

of the Via Nova (Parker 1976; 1986: 91–94). The former is located on a branch road which left the Via 

Nova a short distance N of Udruh (Parker 1986: 88). Parker dates it from the late 2d or early 3d century 

through the 4th century (1986: 91; cf. however, Brünnow and von Domaszewski 1904–09, 2: 14; 

Bowersock 1976: 226). Its function was to guard the outer branch road leading from Udruh to the upper 

Wadi el-Ḥasā (Parker 1986: 91). Parker suggests that the latter was occupied from about the time of the 

Roman annexation until the early 6th century, with the extant fort dating to the late 3d or 4th century 

(1986: 94). It protected the outer branch road E of the Via Nova against incursions from the E (Parker 

1986: 94). S of this area, such sites as Udruh, Ail, Humayma, Quweira, Khirbet el-Khalde, and Khirbet el-

Kithara are located along the Via Nova before arriving at Aila on the N tip of the Red Sea. Killick writes 

of Udruh that ―in Roman and Nabataean times the site may have taken on a strategic importance because 

of the proximity to Petra and the construction of the Roman road network‖ (1983a: 239). Parker considers 

the fort as being the most important fortification of the S Arabian frontier and among the largest Roman 

military sites in Transjordan (1986: 94–95).  

Humayma is located adjacent to the Via Nova near the N edge of the Hisma, just below the Esh Shara 

range. It is the largest ancient site in the Hisma and was occupied from the Hellenistic through the 

Umayyad periods (Eadie 1984a: 211, 220; 1984b: 5–6). The castella of El Quweira (Alt 1936: 96–98; 

Glueck 1935: 58–59; Graf 1983: 652–53; Parker 1986: 105), Khirbet el-Khalde (Parker 1986: 109; 

Savignac 1932: 595–96), and Qasr el-Kithara (Parker 1986: 110; Savignac 1932: 595; Glueck 1935: 54; 

Alt 1936: 106) were all located on the Via Nova between Humayma and Aila, and were all occupied 

during the Roman period.  

A number of Roman sites were located in the Wadi ˓Arabah. One of the most important of these is a fort 

in the Qa˓es Sa˓idiyin just N of Gharandal. Many of the Nabatean sites in the ˓Arabah, such as Aila, 

Gharandal, Khirbet et-Taiyibeh, and Bir Madkhur, were recognized during the Roman period (Glueck 



1935: 35–40). SE of es-Safi and high above the Wadi el-Ḥasā, McCreery discovered a Roman period fort 

called Umm al-Tawabbin (MacDonald 1984c: 188–89). Evidence of Roman mining activity in the Feinan 

region spans the 1st to the 4th centuries. This evidence includes sherds, slag heaps, and a ―triple shaft‖ 

(Bachmann and Hauptmann 1984: 114–20; Hauptmann, Weisgerber, and Knauf 1985: 169, 192).  

The territory of Transjordan which had been unified by Trajan into Provincia Arabia was subdivided 

into four parts in the 4th century. The S part, which included Petra, was part of Palestine III or Salutaris 

(Piccirillo 1982: 291).  

Edom continued to be occupied during the Byzantine period. The presence of pottery at nearly all the 

forts of Edom and the Hisma suggests continuous occupation from Diocletian to Justinian (ca. 284–530 

A.D.). The fortress at Udruh apparently was refortified at this time, and the extant Hisma forts, such as 

Khalde and Quweira, may have been rebuilt (Parker 1986: 137, 142). Parker sees the Roman frontier of 

the 4th and 5th centuries as remaining essentially the system of Diocletian: ―a broad fortified outer zone 

in Transjordan from Bostra to Aila …‖ (1986: 145). Moreover, he believes that the castella of el 

Hammam and el-Mutrab, just E of Ma˓an, dates to the 4th and 5th centuries and represents an eastward 

extension of the frontier zone in this sector (1986: 146).  

There was a decline in the defenses of the Arabian frontier by the late 5th century with the abandonment 

of the fortifications of the Diocletianic system during the late 5th and 6th centuries. Along the Edomite 

plateau, only the fortress at Udruh and the castellum of Ail yielded significant amounts of 6th-century 

pottery (Parker 1986: 149; see Killick 1983a: 231; 1983b: 125). Most other military sites were abandoned 

by the mid–6th century.  

Byzantine agricultural sites are especially numerous in N Edom (MacDonald, Banning, and Pavlish 

1980). Moreover, the hermitage of John the Abbot is located just S of the Wadi el-Ḥasā. The record of an 

abbot is the first evidence in the search for a monastery in the area (MacDonald and Vibert-Gogue 1980). 

Another hermitage is located on the N bank of the Wadi el-Ḥasā close to es-Safi (Frank 1934: 207–8). 

Frank reported finding bases, shafts, capitals (one with a cross), and several stones with crosses in Ghor 

es-Safi (1934: 204). Albright discovered Byzantine traces in his soundings at Khirbet Sheikh ˓Isa just S of 

modern es-Safi (1924; see Rast and Schaub 1974). Further S, Frank reported four churches, a monastery, 

and two large Byzantine cemeteries from Feinan (1934: 221–24; see Alt 1935: 64–72). Killick discovered 

a Byzantine church at Udruh (1983a: 231, 233). Eadie reports that abundant Byzantine pottery has been 

located at Humayma (1984a: 221; see Graf 1979: 124–27). He identified two Byzantine churches at the 

site. This is the only representation of the Christian faith in the Hisma that has been securely identified 

(Eadie 1984a: 219–20). Other Christian monuments located in Edom, which also date to the Byzantine 

period, are listed by Saller and Bagatti (1949: 229–33), Avi-Yonah (1954: 42–43), and Abel (GP 2).  

Between 630 and 640 A.D. all of Jordan fell to Islam, after which the Umayyad dynasty was established 

in Damascus in A.D. 661 (Vaglieri 1970: 62, 77).  

D. Conclusion  

From the above, it is obvious that there is archaeological evidence for human occupation and cultural 

development in Edom for a period spanning approximately 500,000 years. This evidence testifies to 

periods of increased population and to other periods in which there appears to have been little or no 

occupation. On the basis of the present information, it would appear that the Iron Age II, Nabatean-

Roman, and Byzantine periods were ones of increased population. On the other hand, the Pottery 

Neolithic, the MB, the LB, and the Early Islamic periods were ones of little or no population.  

Bibliography  
Albright, W. F. 1924. The Archaeological Results of an Expedition to Moab and the Dead Sea. BASOR 14: 2–12.  
———. 1926. The Jordan Valley in the Bronze Age. AASOR 6: 13–74.  

Alt, A. 1935. Aus der ˓Araba II–IV. ZDPV 58: 1–78.  

———. 1936. Der südliche Endabschnitt der römischen Strasse von Bostra nach Aila. ZDPV 59: 92–111.  

Avi-Yonah, M. 1954. The Madaba Mosaic Map. Jerusalem.  

Bachmann, H.-G., and Hauptmann, A. 1984. Zur Alten Kupfergewinnung in Fenan und Hirbet en-Nahas im Wadi Arabah in 

Südjordanien. Der Anschnitt (Zeitschrift für Kunst und Kultur im Bergbau) 4: 110–23.  

Bennett, C.-M. 1964. Umm el-Biyara–Pétra. RB 71: 250–53.  



———. 1966a. Des fouilles à Umm el-Biyara: Les Edomites à Petra. BTS 84: 1, 6–16.  

———. 1966b. Fouilles d˓Umm el-Biyara, rapport préliminaire. RB 73: 372–403.  

———. 1966c. Umm el-Biyara. PEQ 98: 123–26.  

———. 1969. Tawilan (Jordanie). RB 76: 386–90.  

———. 1970. Tawilan (Jordanie). RB 77: 371–74.  

———. 1971a. An Archaeological Survey of Biblical Edom. Perspective 12: 35–44.  

———. 1971b. A Brief Report on Excavations at Tawilan, Jordan, 1968–70. Levant 3: v–vii.  

———. 1973a. Excavations at Buseirah, Southern Jordan, 1971: A Preliminary Report. Levant 5: 1–11.  

———. 1973b. The Third Season of Excavations at Buseirah. ADAJ 18: 85.  

———. 1974. Excavations at Buseirah, Southern Jordan, 1973: Third Preliminary Report. Levant 7: 1–19.  

———. 1976. Edom. Pp. 251–52 in IDBSup.  

———. 1977. Excavations at Buseirah, Southern Jordan 1974: Fourth Preliminary Report. Levant 9: 1–10.  

———. 1984. Excavations at Tawilan in Southern Jordan, 1982. Levant 16: 1–23.  

Bowersock, G. W. 1976. Limes Arabicus. HSCP 80: 219–29.  

———. 1982. Review of A. Spikjerman, The Coins of the Decapolis and Provincia Arabia. JRS72: 197–98.  

———. 1983. Roman Arabia. Cambridge, MA.  

Browning, I. 1982. Petra. New and rev. ed. London.  

Brünnow, R. E., and Domaszewski, A. von. 1904–9. Die Provincia Arabia auf Grund Zweier in den Jahren 1897 und 1898 

unternommenen Reisen und der Berichte früherer Reisender. 3 vols. Strassburg.  

Burckhardt, J. L. 1822. Travels in Syria and the Holy Land. London.  

Cohen, S. 1962. Edom. Pp. 24–26 in IDB 2.  

Eadie, J. W. 1984a. Humayma 1983: The Regional Survey. ADAJ 28: 211–24.  

———. 1984b. Survey of the Humayma Region. ASOR Newsletter 3: 5–6.  

Eod-Avd, B. 1963. Edomites. Cols. 521–24 in EDB.  

Frank, F. 1934. Aus der ˓Araba I: Reiserberichte. ZDPV 57: 191–280.  

Glueck, N. 1935. Explorations in Eastern Palestine, II. AASOR 15. New Haven.  

———. 1936. The Boundaries of Edom. HUCA 11: 141–57.  

———. 1937a. An Aerial Reconnaissance in Southern Transjordan. BASOR 67: 19–26.  

———. 1937b. The Nabataean Temple of Khirbet et-Tannur. BASOR 67: 6–16.  

———. 1937c. A Newly Discovered Nabataean Temple of Atargatis and Hadad at Khirbet et-Tannur, Transjordania. AJA 41: 

361–76.  

———. 1938a. The First Campaign at Tell el-Kheleifeh (Ezion-Geber). BASOR 71: 3–17.  

———. 1938b. The Topography and History of Ezion-Geber and Elath. BASOR 72: 2–13.  

———. 1939a. Explorations in Eastern Palestine, III. AASOR 18–19. New Haven.  

———. 1939b. The Second Campaign at Tell el-Kheleifeh (Ezion-Geber: Elath). BASOR 75: 8–22.  

———. 1940. The Third Season of Excavations at Tell el-Kheleifeh. BASOR 79: 2–18.  

———. 1965a. Deities and Dolphins. New York.  

———. 1965b. Ezion-geber. BA 28: 70–87.  

———. 1970. The Other Side of the Jordan. Rev. ed. Cambridge, MA.  

Graf, D. F. 1979. A Preliminary Report on a Survey of Nabataean-Roman Military Sites in Southern Jordan. ADAJ 23: 121–27.  

———. 1983. Nabataeans and the Hisma: In the Footsteps of Glueck and Beyond. Pp. 647–64 in WLSGF .  

Hadidi, A., ed. 1982. Studies in the History and Archaeology of Jordan, vol. 1. Amman.  

———. 1985. Studies in the History and Archaeology of Jordan, vol. 2. Amman.  

Hammond, P. C. 1964. The Excavation of the Main Theater at Petra. ADAJ 8–9: 81–85.  

———. 1965. The Excavation of the Main Theater at Petra, 1961–1962: Final Report. London.  

———. 1980. New Evidence for the 4th-Century A.D. Destruction of Petra. BASOR 238: 65–67.  

———. 1981. Cult and Cupboard at Nabataean Petra. Archaeology 34: 27–34.  

———. 1982. The Excavations at Petra, 1974: Cultural Aspects of Nabataean Architecture, Religion, Art and Influence. Pp. 

231–38 in Hadidi 1982.  

Hart, S. 1985. Survey and Soundings between Tafileh and Ras en Naqb, 1985. LASBF 35: 412–14.  

Hauptmann, A.; Weisgerber, G.; and Knauf, E. A. 1985. Archäometallurgische und bergbauarchäologische Untersuchungen im 

Gebiet von Fenan, Wadi Arabah (Jordanien). Der Anschnitt (Zeitschrift für Kunst und Kultur im Bergbau) 37: 163–95.  

Henry, D. O. 1979a. Palaeolithic Sites Within the Ras en-Naqb Basin, Southern Jordan. ADAJ 23: 93–99.  

———. 1979b. Palaeolithic Sites Within the Ras en-Naqb Basin, Southern Jordan. PEQ 111: 79–85.  

———. 1982. Paleolithic Adaptive Strategies in Southern Jordan: Results of the 1979 Field Season. Pp. 41–47 in Hadidi 1982.  

———. 1985. Late Pleistocene Environment and Paleolithic Adaption in Southern Jordan. Pp. 67–77 in Hadidi 1985.  

Henry, D. O., et al. 1981. Archaeological and Faunal Evidence from Natufian and Timnian Sites in Southern Jordan with Notes 

on Pollen Evidence. BASOR 257: 45–67.  

Is, A. 1971. Edom. Cols. 369–78 in EncJud 6.  



Jobling, W. J. 1981. Preliminary Report on the Archaeological Survey Between Ma˓an and ˓Aqaba, January to February 1980. 

ADAJ 25: 105–12.  

———. 1982. ˓Aqaba-Ma˓an Survey, Jan.–Feb. 1981. ADAJ 26: 199–210.  

———. 1983a. The 1982 Archaeological and Epigraphic Survey of the ˓Aqaba-Ma˓an Area of Southern Jordan. ADAJ 27: 

185–96.  

———. 1983b. Prospection archéologique et épigraphique dans la région d‘˓Aqaba-Ma˓an. Syr 60: 317–23.  

———. 1984. The Fifth Season of the ˓Aqaba-Ma˓an Survey 1984. ADAJ 28: 191–202.  

Jones, B. G. 1985. Interregional Relationships in Jordan: Persistence and Change. Pp. 297–314 in Hadidi 1985.  

Khairy, N. I. 1982. Fine Nabataean Ware with Impressed and Rouletted Decorations. Pp. 275–83 in Hadidi 1982.  

Killick, A. C. 1983a. Udruh—1980, 1981, 1982 Seasons: A Preliminary Report. ADAJ 27: 231–43.  

———. 1983b. Udruh—The Frontier of an Empire: 1980 and 1981 Seasons: A Preliminary Report. Levant 15: 110–31.  

Kirkbride, A. S., and Harding, G. L. 1947. Hasma. PEQ 79: 7–26.  

Kirkbride, D. 1958. A Kebaran Rockshelter in Wadi Madamegh near Petra, Jordan. Man 58: 55–58.  

———. 1960. Le Temple nabatéen de Ramm: son évolution architecturale. RB 67: 65–92.  

———. 1966. Five Seasons at the Pre-Pottery Neolithic Village of Beidha in Jordan. PEQ 98: 8–72.  

———. 1968. Beidha: Early Neolithic Village Life South of the Dead Sea. Antiquity 42: 263–74.  

———. 1978. The Neolithic in Wadi Rumm: Ain Abu Nekheileh. Pp. 1–10 in Archaeology in the Levant, ed. P. R. S. Moorey 

and P. J. Parr. Warminster.  

———. 1982. Early Jordan: A Survey. Pp. 49–54 in Hadidi 1982.  

———. 1984. Beidha 1983: An Interim Report. ADAJ 28: 9–12.  

———. 1985. The Environment of the Petra Region during the Pre-Pottery Neolithic. Pp. 117–24 in Hadidi 1985.  

Laborde, L. de, and Linant, L. 1830. Voyage de l˓Arabie Pétrée. Paris.  

MacDonald, B. 1984a. The Wadi el Hasa Archaeological Survey. Pp. 113–38 in The Answers Lie Below, ed. H. O. Thompson. 

Landham, MD.  

———. 1984b. A Nabataean and/or Roman Military Monitoring Zone Along the South Bank of the Wadi el Hasa in Southern 

Jordan. Classical Views/Echos du Monde Classique 28: 219–34.  

———. 1984c. Umm Ubtulah: A Nabataean and/or Roman Military Site Along the North Side of the Wadi el Hasa in Southern 

Jordan. ADAJ 28: 183–89.  

MacDonald, B., et al. 1983. The Wadi el Hasa Archaeological Survey 1982: A Preliminary Report. ADAJ 27: 311–23.  

MacDonald, B.; Banning, E. B.; and Pavlish, L. A. 1980. The Wadi el Hasa Survey 1979: A Preliminary Report. ADAJ 24: 

169–83.  

MacDonald, B., and D‘Annibale, C. 1983. The Classical Period (332 B.C.–640 A.D.). Sites of the Wadi el Hasa Archaeological 

Survey, Southern Jordan: A Preliminary Report. Classical Views/Echos du Monde Classique 27: 149–58.  

MacDonald, B.; Rollefson, G. O.; and Roller, D. W. 1982. The Wadi el Hasa Survey 1981: A Preliminary Report. ADAJ 26: 

117–31.  

MacDonald, B., and Vibert-Gogue, C. 1980. The Hermitage of John the Abbot at Hammam ˓Afra, Southern Jordan. LASBF 30: 

351–64.  

Musil, A. 1907–8. Arabia Petraea. Vienna.  

———. 1926. The Northern Hegaz. New York.  

Overstreet, W. C., et al. 1982. Ores and Slags of Copper and Iron from Ancient Mines and Smelters in the Hashemite Kingdom 

of Jordan. Reston, VA.  

Parker, S. T. 1976. Archaeological Survey of the Limes Arabicus: A Preliminary Report. ADAJ 21: 19–31.  

———. 1986. Romans and Saracens. (Dissertation Series 6). Philadelphia.  

Parr, P. J. 1965–66. The Date of the Qasr Bint Far˓un at Petra. Ex Oriente Lux 19: 550–57.  

———. 1970. A Sequence of Pottery from Petra. Pp. 348–81 in Near Eastern Archaeology in the Twentieth Century, ed. J. A. 

Sanders. New York.  

Piccirillo, M. 1982. Forty Years of Archaeological Work at Mount Nebo-Siyagha in the Late Roman–Byzantine Jordan. Pp. 

291–300 in Hadidi 1982.  

Pratico, G. D. 1985. Nelson Glueck‘s 1938–1940 Excavations at Tell el-Kheleifeh: A Reappraisal. BASOR 259: 1–32.  

Raikes, T. D. 1980. Notes on Some Neolithic and Later Sites in the Wadi Araba and the Dead Sea Valley. Levant 12: 40–60.  

———. 1985. The Character of the Wadi Araba. Pp. 95–101 in Hadidi 1985.  

Rast, W. E., and Schaub, R. T. 1974. Survey of the Southeastern Plain of the Dead Sea, 1973. ADAJ 19: 5–53.  

Rollefson, G. O. 1981. A Lower Paleolithic Surface Site Near Shobak, Wadi El-Bustan, Southern Jordan. ADAJ 25: 153–70.  

———. 1985. Late Pleistocene Environments and Seasonal Hunting Strategies: A Case Study from Fjaje, near Shobak, 

Southern Jordan. Pp. 103–7 in Hadidi 1985.  

Rollefson, G. O., and MacDonald, B. 1981. Settlement Patterns in Southern Jordan: Evidence from the Wadi el Hasa Survey, 

1981. MERA FORUM 5/2: 19–21.  

Roller, D. W. 1983. The ˓Ain La˓ban Oasis: A Nabataean Population Center. AJA 87: 173–82.  

Saller, S. J., and Bagatti, B. 1949. The Town of Nebo (Khirbet el-Mekhayyat) with a Brief Survey of Other Ancient Christian 

Monuments in Transjordan. Jerusalem.  



Savignac, M. R. 1932. Notes de voyage—Le sanctuaire d˓Allat à Iram. RB 41: 581–97.  

———. 1937. Le dieu Nabatéen de La˓aban et son Temple. RB 46: 401–16.  

Savignac, R., and Horsfield, G. 1935. Le Temple de Ramm. RB 44: 245–78.  

Schmidt-Colinet, A. 1980. Nabatäische Felsarchitektur: Bemerkungen zum gegemwärtigen Forschungsstand. Bonner 

Jahrbücher 180: 189–230.  

Starcky, J. 1955. The Nabataeans: A Historical Sketch. BA 18: 84–106.  

———. 1966. Petra et la Nabaténe. DBSup 7: 886–1017.  

Starcky, J., and Strugnell, J. 1966. Pétra: deux nouvelles inscriptions nabatéennes. RB 73: 236–47.  

Thomsen, P. 1917. Die römischen Meilensteine der Provinzen Syria, Arabia und Palestina. ZDPV 40: 1–103.  

Valglieri, L. V. 1970. The Patriarchal and Umayyad Caliphates. Pp. 57–103 in The Cambridge Ancient History of Islam, vol. 1, 

ed. P. M. Holt; A. K. S. Lambton; and B. Lewis. Cambridge.  

Villeneuve, F. 1984. Premiére campagne de fouilles à Khirbet edh-Dharih, Wadi Laaban. LASBF 34: 437–40.  

———. 1985a. Deuxiéme campagne de fouilles à Khirbet edh-Dharih (1985). LASBF 35: 402–5.  

———. 1985b. Khirbet edh-Dharih. RB 92: 421–26.  

Weippert, M. 1974. The Israelite ―Conquest‖ and the Evidence from Transjordan. Pp. 15–34 in Symposia Celebrating the 

Seventy-Fifth Anniversary of the American Schools of Oriental Research (1900–1975), ed. F. M. Cross. Cambridge, MA.  

Wright, G. R. H. 1961. Structure of the Qasr Bint Far˓un: A Preliminary Review. PEQ 93: 8–37.  

———. 1962. The Khazneh at Petra: A Review. ADAJ 6–7: 24–54.  

———. 1973. The Date of the Khaznet Fir˓aun at Petra in the Light of an Iconographic Detail. PEQ 105: 83–90.  

BURTON MACDONALD  

EDOMITE LANGUAGE. See LANGUAGES (INTRODUCTORY SURVEY).  

EDREI (PLACE) [Heb ˒edre˓   (י  ,A town in Transjordan and one of the residences of Og .1 .[( ֶאְדֶשףִּ

the Amorite king of Bashan. Following their victory over the Amorites, who held northern Moab at the 

time of the Hebrew migration, the Israelites moved against the adjacent kingdom of Og. Though the 

capital of the ill-defined region of Bashan was Ashtaroth, Og moved his army to engage Israel at Edrei. 

As God had promised, the Hebrews were victorious; Og was killed, his army was soundly defeated, and 

Israel took possession of Og‘s land (Num 21:33–35; cf. Deut 1:4; 3:10; Josh 12:4; 13:12, 31). Following 

these events, the kingdom of Og was assigned to the Machirites, part of the tribe of Manasseh (Josh 

13:31).  

According to Deut 3:10, Edrei and Salecah (cf. Josh 12:5, where Salecah appears to be a regional name) 

seem to have formed the boundaries of Og‘s small kingdom in Bashan; both of these sites were situated in 

the southeastern region of that territory. It is normally thought that Salecah was the easternmost town in 

the kingdom of Og and that Edrei was on the western frontier. Because Ashtaroth is located to the 

northwest of Edrei, it is possible that these two sites formed the western limit of Og‘s territory.  

In Roman times, Edrei was known as Adraene, and occupying this same spot is modern Der˓a, Syria. 

Der˓a sits on a tributary of the Yarmuk, ca. 60 miles south of Damascus.  

2. A town in Naphtali, in upper Galilee (Josh 19:37), probably ˒i-t-r˓ in a campaign itinerary of 

Thutmose III.  

GERALD L. MATTINGLY  

EDUCATION. This entry consists of three articles on the subjects of schools and the education of 

young people in the ancient world of the Bible. The first article surveys education in ancient 

Mesopotamia; the second examines the principles and institutions of education in ancient Israel; the third 

covers the subject of education in the Greco-Roman world of which early Judaism and Christianity were a 

part.  

EDUCATION IN MESOPOTAMIA  

Education developed quite early in Mesopotamia, particularly for the purposes of training scribes. To 

some degree, a general portrait may be reconstructed of these ―schools.‖  

———  

A. Introduction  

B. Teaching Materials  

1. Word Lists  



2. Clay Tablets  

C. ―School Regulations‖  

D. School Dialogues  

E. Schools  

F. Curriculum and Teaching  

G. School Personnel  

H. Students  

I. Literacy  

J. Social Value of Education  

———  

A. Introduction  

Educational practices in ancient Mesopotamia can be indirectly reconstructed from preserved pupil 

exercises and, more indirectly, from descriptions of school activities and occasional literary references to 

scribal knowledge and training. Archaeological remains are at times helpful. There are no preserved 

theoretical treatises on educational methods and goals, and none is expected given the intellectual outlook 

of Mesopotamian culture, which was not given to the formulation of abstract principles and rules. 

Important considerations in understanding didactic practices of Mesopotamian schools are the use of the 

cuneiform writing system, the writing medium of clay tablets, and the bilingual nature of Mesopotamian 

societies. A further characteristic of historical and political import is a great uniformity of teaching 

materials and, presumably, of methods over very long periods of time and all throughout the entire area 

where cuneiform script was used. This area reached at times as far as Boghazköy in Anatolia and Tell el-

Amarna in Egypt. The sources are chronologically uneven; direct sources are available only for the OB 

period. Unless indicated otherwise, the reconstruction of school life presented in the following paragraphs 

is based on and limited to the OB period.  

B. Teaching Materials  

1. Word Lists. Scientific and technical knowledge was transmitted in Mesopotamia primarily by 

extensive word lists and paradigms written on clay tablets in cuneiform script. How-to manuals or 

procedural instructions are known to a very limited extent. One example of such texts is the manual 

―Instructions to a Farmer,‖ giving advice on barley cultivation. Hundreds of school exercises, recovered 

in archaeological excavations, allow the reconstruction of word lists. These lists are already found among 

the earliest examples of cuneiform writing in the Uruk III–IV periods, ca. 2,700 B.C. About a dozen lists 

of less than 100 lines date from this period. Each list is devoted to a single subject: birds, fish, trees and 

wooden objects, cattle, etc. These archaic lists, with the addition of a few more from Fara, Abu-Salabikh, 

and Ebla, were used in school until the end of the third millennium B.C. not only in Southern 

Mesopotamia but also in peripheral areas where cuneiform was used, from Susa in the east to Ebla in the 

northwest. More recent lists include practical vocabularies (lists of frequently used words in everyday 

documents) and lists of cuneiform signs. A new set of lists—customarily designated by their opening 

lines—with many local recensions, was introduced in the early centuries of the 2d millennium B.C. 

Sometime around the 11th century B.C. their texts became fixed (―canonical‖ recensions). They continued 

to be copied everywhere and used in this form until the demise of the cuneiform script around the 

beginning of the Christian era. The major didactic compilations are the lists, or ―series,‖ HAR-ra and Aa. 

HAR-ra = ḫubullu is an encyclopedic list of 24 tablets containing ca. 9,700 entries with the following 

themes:  

Tablet  Contents  

I–II  legal terminology  

III  trees  

IV–VII  wooden implements  

VIII–IX  reeds and reed objects  



X  pottery and clays  

XI  skins, leather objects, copper  

XII  bronze, silver, gold  

XIII  domestic animals  

XIV  wild animals  

XV  meat cuts  

XVI  stones  

XVII  plants, vegetables  

XVIII  fish, birds  

XIX  textiles  

XX–XXII  toponyms, stars  

XXII–XXIV  food, drinks  

The list AA = nâqu is a syllabary combined with a bilingual Sumero-Akkadian dictionary of 42 tablets 

containing ca. 14,000 entries. An abbreviated recension in 8 tablets is known as EA = nâqu. Each entry 

can consist of several subcolumns. In their most complete form, entries read, for instance:  

ga-na  GÁN  ga-nu-u  eq-lu  

ka-ra  KÁR  ga-na-te-nu-u  na-pa-hu ša mê  

ri-ib  KAL  gu-ru-šu  šu-tu-qu  

To be understood as ―[read] gana [the cuneiform sign] GÁN, [called] ganû, [means in Akk] eqlu ‗field.‘ ‖ 

The two other entries mean ―to twinkle‖ (said of light or water) and ―to surpass,‖ respectively. Assorted 

word lists of various types completed the inventory of ―textbooks.‖ Among the more remarkable, one can 

mention: DIRI: SI.A = atru, a list in 6 tablets with a total of ca. 2,100 entries, similar to AA but with 

compound logograms. LÚ = ša, a thematic list in 4 tablets with ca. 1,300 entries, giving professions, 

kinship terms, and assorted human activities. SIG7.ALAN = nabnītu, an etymological Sumero-Akkadian 

glossary in 32 tablets with ca. 10,500 entries, arranged according to the shape of the Semitic roots. 

ERIMHUŠ = anantu and ANTAGAL = šaqû are lists of synonyms, or semantically related entries, in groups 

of three. Naturally, more elementary syllabaries were used in the earlier stages of scribal training. The 

better known are Syllabary A and Syllabary B, the first in one tablet of some 400 lines, the second in two 

tablets with a total 743 lines; these lists were the backbone of scribal education in Post-OB times. The 

lexical lists can be unilingual (Sumerian) or bilingual (Sumero-Akkadian). Occasionally, one can find 

trilingual lists (Sumerian, Akkadian, Hittite), in Boghazköy, and even quadrilingual (Sumerian, Akkadian, 

Ugaritic, Hurrian), in Ugarit. Unilingual lists are naturally more common in earlier periods. It should be 

stressed that the use of a Sumerian unilingual lexical list in school does not necessarily exclude 

bilingualism. There are indications that the pupils were required in most cases to provide an Akkadian 

translation orally. A few examples of grammatical drills and procedural texts have been preserved. 

Extensive verbal paradigms, dating from the 18th century, helped in translating Sumerian texts into 

Akkadian and in creating new Sumerian texts. In Neo-Babylonian times lists of grammatical elements, 

such as affixes, appear for the same purpose. A corpus of all preserved lists is available in Landsberger et 

al. 1937. A few examples of the oral teaching of the masters, from the last centuries of cuneiform, have 

been preserved in the form of commentaries which give etymologies and illustrative quotations, often side 

by side with astrological and religious speculations (Civil 1974; Cavigneaux 1976).  

2. Clay Tablets. Various types of clay tablets were used in school in OB times. A typical one is a round 

plano-convex tablet, easily fitting into the student‘s hand, which has on its flat side a couple of lines of a 

model text—written by the instructor—in Sumerian which was copied underneath by the student. 

Sometimes, especially in peripheral areas, the convex side has a syllabic spelling to aid in reading the 

Sumerian and the Akkadian translation. An example from Susa:  



(flat side):  

(a) PA DÈ
mušen

  

PA KUR-GI4
mušen

  

(represented by the student)  

(reverse, convex side):  

(b) BA-A TE  

BA-A KU-UR GI  

(c) ga-pu-um ša e-ri-im  

ù ga-pu-um ša ku-ur-ki  

―a feather of an eagle,  

a feather of a goose.‖  

Lines in (a) are the basic exercise in Sumerian; (b) gives the pronunciation; and (c) is the Akkadian 

translation. In other cases, these tablets have only a two- to four-line lexical or literary excerpt, with no 

model. At times, these tablets are biconvex rather than plano-convex, hence the designation ―lenticular‖ in 

the Assyriological literature. Examples of such tablets can be seen in Falkowitz (1983) and al-Fouadi 

(1979). Another is a large rectangular tablet divided in two columns, with the instructor‘s model on the 

left and the student‘s copy on the right. The right half was erased and reused over and over until the clay 

was too thin, at which time the right half was broken off and the model on the left side kept for further 

use. The convex side of these tablets generally has long excerpts from word lists, written from memory. 

When learning literary texts, the scribes wrote small one-column tablets with an excerpt from a 

composition; these tablets were called IM-GID-DA, and are occasionally signed and dated. To avoid the 

accumulation of bulky old tablets in school, exercise tablets were ―melted‖ down by softening in water 

and their clay was formed into new tablets. This practice was also useful in teaching the students how to 

make tablets. In MB schools the most frequent type is a small oblong tablet with a short literary quotation 

on one side and a lexical excerpt, written at a right angle to the first text, on the other side. The classic 

school exercise of NB times includes, on a rectangular tablet, an excerpt from a literary or religious text 

followed by several five- or six-line excerpts from successive sections of the major word lists. These 

tablets are frequently dated by day and month, but not by year. From indirect textual evidence it may be 

concluded that students must have also used wax tablets, papyrus, and leather strips at the time when 

these writing materials became current after the NA period. Except for a few remains of wax-covered 

wooden boards, nothing has been preserved of these materials and there are no texts describing their use 

in school.  

C. ―School Regulations‖  

A Sumerian text from the OB period—not available yet in a critical edition—gives the norms or rules 

(Sum Á-ÁG-GÁ) for school activities and student discipline. A student is interrogated about his knowledge 

of them. The text unfortunately is preserved in an extremely fragmentary condition. Some examples of the 

better preserved passages read: ―If a pupil, after he has laid down the cloth on his sitting place, strikes 

another pupil, after misbehaving he will not be beaten, he will be expelled.‖ And: ―After the instructor 

[lit. ―big brother‖] has collected the tablets, he will inspect them. He will correct the places where the 

wedges are not right. If the student is found to be deficient and could not recite his exercise tablet and his 

word list, the instructor and the master will strike his face. After the inspection is finished, when the 

―water man‖ says ―take the jars!‖ and ―idiot, your jar!‖ they [the students] will take the jars and fill them 

from the canal in the center of the city.‖  

D. School Dialogues  

Tablets, several still unpublished, mostly dating from the 18th century, preserve dialogues between 

schoolchildren. One, bilingual, probably dates from the 12th–9th centuries (Sjöberg 1975). Dialogues 

have been a traditional teaching tool through the millennia. OB dialogues contain ironical descriptions of 

school life and verbal fights between pupils and were used to learn Sumerian, the prestige language, 

which by then was extinct. Edubba A, or ―Schooldays,‖ is an ironical description of daily school activities 

and of a student‘s induction into the scribal ranks (Kramer 1949). The theme of the dialogue in Edubba B, 



or ―A Father and His Misguided Son‖ (Sjöberg 1973), is the age-old one of a father‘s frustrations with his 

son‘s lack of application and ambition. Edubba C is a conversation between an established scribe, with the 

rank of supervisor (Sum UGULA), and a student, giving advice on the latter‘s future duties. Edubba D 

(Civil 1985) is a discussion between two students comparing their abilities and knowledge; it degenerates 

into an exchange of insults. Dialogue 1 is little more than an exchange of invectives between two pupils. 

In Dialogue 2 Enkitalu and Enkihegal discuss their social status and personal distinction. The text is not 

directly related to school activities, although education is a recurrent theme; the interlocutors seem to have 

been musicians. Dialogue 3 has two students, Enkimansun and Girnishag, fighting, in the teacher‘s 

absence, about the extent of their respective scribal knowledge. In a dialogue (Sjöberg 1975), probably of 

post-OB date but inspired by earlier sources, a teacher carries out a sort of ―examination‖ of a pupil:  

A scribe tested his pupil [lit. ―son‖] in the masters‘ assembly, in the school courtyard.  

―Come son, sit at my feet, I want to talk to you, listen! From childhood to adolescence you have been 

attending school. You have learned the office of the scribe, but you do not know its salient points.‖  

―What is that which I don‘t know?‖  

―What do you know? Come on I will question you, answer! Come on I will talk to you, speak!‖  

―Ask, and I will answer, speak, and I will talk to you!‖  

―You won‘t be able to answer!‖  

―Why I won‘t be able to answer?‖  

―The beginning of writing is the single wedge, its pronunciations are six and it stands for sixty. Do you 

know its name?‖  

[The student apparently cannot answer.]  

―Do you know all the secrets of Sumerian you have learned that badly?‖  

―Do you know how to translate, transfer the words, first the Akkadian then the Sumerian, first the 

Sumerian then the Akkadian?‖  

Following several paragraphs with similar questions, after a series of complaints of the genre ―How long 

are you going to be deaf?‖ the text ends with a brief praise of the scribal art.  

E. Schools  

The Sumerian term for ―school‖ is É-DUB-BA- (A), ―tablet house‖ (or ―tablet room‖). The term is also the 

normal designation for an administrative center or archive, of which there could be several in a single 

town. Furthermore, the signs used to write this term can also be read É-KIŚIB-BA, ―house of the seal‖ or ―of 

the sealed documents‖ (a translation ―sealed house‖ is unlikely). This ambiguity makes it very difficult to 

identify references to schools proper in economic texts. School exercises have been found—in greater or 

lesser numbers—in practically all archaeological sites which have produced tablets: Ur, Nippur, Isin, 

Uruk, Girsu, Adab, Sippar, Babylon, etc. However, despite many archaeologists‘ claims, no large building 

exclusively devoted to teaching can securely be identified. Where the large number of scribes required by 

the administration of the Sargonic and Ur III empires were trained is unknown. When remains of teaching 

activities have been found they are always in a familial milieu (Charpin 1986: 419–85, Stone 1987: 36–

39) or in a section of a very large building that obviously served many other functions such as a palace or 

temple. Scribes, at least the ones destined to an administrative career, were probably trained as 

apprentices at the administrative centers (archives and repositories) or in the royal palaces where they 

would later ply their trade. Family teaching, on the other hand, was apparently more oriented toward the 

preservation of traditional literary and religious texts. From literary descriptions, it appears that teaching 

took place in a courtyard (Sum KISAL), covered when needed by an awning, with the student sitting on a 

piece of felted cloth spread on the ground. Sand in front of the student was used as some sort of 

blackboard to sketch models of cuneiform signs. A physical feature of the teaching place was the ―school 

well,‖ a basin for the water needed to mix with the clay.  

F. Curriculum and Teaching  

Teaching was based on rote learning by repeated writing and recitation of word lists. Each line of text 

had to be written and recited repeated times, as many as four times in a single day, until well memorized 

by the student. After being taught how to make tablets, handle the stylus, and write elementary exercises 



of a syllabic nature, the student learned the repertory of cuneiform signs. Lists of personal names were a 

frequent writing exercise at this stage. He then memorized thematic lists that formed a sort of cultural 

encyclopedia, and various other types of lists, culminating in a list of human occupations and conditions 

over 800 lines long. Legal formularies, metrological and mathematical tables and problems, as well as the 

memorization of traditional literary works, completed the scribe‘s education. Many, if not all, students 

also learned the musical skills necessary for reciting these literary works. Students spent twenty-four days 

a month in school, the rest being taken by three days of vacation and three days of sundry festivals. At the 

time when information about schools is most abundant, the language of the population was certainly 

Akkadian. Sumerian was then an extinct, prestige language used in administration, law, religious 

activities, and literature. It can be assumed that teaching was conducted in Sumerian since it is the basic 

language in school exercises, even though an Akkadian translation, oral or written, was constantly 

required. One could compare this cultural and linguistic situation to a similar one in the classical world; 

that of educating the young Romans in Greek for centuries.  

G. School Personnel  

The headmaster was called ―the school father‖ (Sum AD-DA É-DUB-BA-A) and belonged to the rank of 

experts or masters (Sum UM-MI-A). There is also mention of supervisors (UGULA É-DUB-BA-A), but their 

rank in relation to the masters is unclear. Helping in teaching tasks as instructor was the ―big brother‖ 

(ŠEŠ-GAL), presumably an advanced student or an aspirant to a teaching career. A number of aides and 

servants were in charge of class discipline and supplies. Their activities can be inferred from a humorous 

passage of ―Schooldays,‖ paralleled by damaged paragraphs of ―School Regulations,‖ and from lexical 

texts:  

At school, the man on duty [LÚ BAL] said ―why are you late?,‖ when he said that, I was scared and my 

heart pounded … the man in charge of the felted cloths [LÚ TAG-TAG, to be spread down at each pupil‘s 

sitting place] looked into the aisles and said ―your felt is not picked clean!‖ and he beat me. I took my 

tablet; the model was written [on the sand] at my feet. I wrote my tablet and did my assignment, and 

then opened my mouth, without paying attention, and the man in charge of keeping silence [LÚ SI-TUR] 

said ―why did you open your mouth without my permission?‖ and he struck me. The man in charge of 

the feathers [LÚ PA-MUŠEN-NA, function unknown] said ―why didn‘t you raise your neck straight?‖ and 

he struck me. The man in charge of the drawings [LÚ GIŠ-HUR-RA] said ―why did you get up without my 

permission [risking to step on the designs on the ground]?‖ and he struck me. The doorman [LÚ KÁ-NA] 

said ―why did you go out without my permission?‖ and he struck me. The man in charge of the water 

jars [LÚ
dug

LAHTAN-NA] said ―why did you take [water] without my permission?‖ and he struck me. The 

Sumerian expert [LÚ EME-GIR15-RA] said ―put it[?] in Sumerian!‖ and struck me. The master [UM-MI-A] 

said ―your handwriting is not nice at all!‖ and he struck me.  

(Kramer 1949, revised)  

It is unknown how teachers and other personnel were paid. The texts seem to indicate that they had a right 

to a portion of the food brought in by the students for their own meals, or that they took it anyway.  

H. Students  

Students were called DUMU É-DUB-BA-A, ―schoolchildren,‖ an expression occasionally used to also 

designate a full-fledged scribe (normally called DUB-SAR). There is no information about how many years 

the student‘s education lasted, nor about at what age boys were first sent to school. In Edubba A the 

student‘s father is educated and can evaluate the homework of the son. Many Ur III scribes were 

themselves sons of scribes. It appears that even if the scribes were not necessarily always wealthy, they 

tended to form, up to a point, a class apart. Despite the patron deity of the school being a goddess 

(Nidaba), no text dealing with school activities mentions female students, although three or four lexical or 

literary tablets are signed by females. There must have been some female students, since female scribes, 

although exceedingly rare, are not unknown. At least three are known in Ur III times: two in the 

household of Babati, an archivist of note, uncle of king Šu-Suen. Another was the wife of a high-ranking 

scribe in the household of the governor of Umma. The highest number of female scribes is attested in 

Sippar—among the nadītu, women at the service of the sun god—and some are known from Mari. A 



daughter of king Sargon of Akkad is credited with compiling a long collection of hymns to the most 

famous Mesopotamian shrines. There is mention in Nineveh of a woman writing oracle questions on 

papyrus.  

I. Literacy  

Lacking reliable population estimates it is impossible to give any idea of the quantitative extent of 

reading and writing. For the six decades or so at the end of the second millennium B.C. for which the 

archives of the Ur III empire are preserved, the names of no less than 1,500 scribes are known. At that 

time, literacy seems to have been common in the upper classes and monarchs often boast of their literary 

accomplishments. Besides his uncommon scribal and musical abilities, king Šulgi claims that he could 

personally administer justice and conduct diplomatic relations in five languages (Sumerian, Akkadian, 

Elamite, Amorite, and Subarian). He describes his education as follows: ―When I was a young child, there 

was school. There I learned Sumerian and Akkadian texts (tablets); no nobleman could write on clay like 

me. I surpassed everyone in cleverness in the scribal arts. I learned adding and subtracting, counting and 

accounting perfectly … I am a smart scribe whom nothing escapes.‖ The theme of the learned king, 

protector of letters, although perhaps less explicitly expressed than in Šulgi‘s case, is a recurrent one in 

Mesopotamia. For example, the preservation of many literary and scientific works is due to the actions of 

Tiglath-pileser I (1114–1076 B.C.) and Assurbanipal (668–627 B.C.).  

J. Social Value of Education  

Good schools were eagerly sought, and children were sometimes sent away to another town for their 

education. A letter says ― (The children) are anxious to (go to) Nippur … where they (the children) live 

there is no school of the right kind and they cannot learn the office of scribe. They do not recite the words 

twenty or thirty times; they do not perform the songs ten or twenty times … don‘t you know that there is 

one (good) school in Nippur?‖ The post of a scribe ―who regularly comes and goes in the palace‖ was 

considered a most enviable one, a divine blessing to be preferred to material riches.  
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MIGUEL CIVIL  

ANCIENT ISRAEL  

―We should praise Israel for his education (paideias) and wisdom (sophias).‖ This sentence from the 

prologue to Ecclesiasticus shows how highly valued Israelite education was toward the end of the biblical 

period. However, the Bible does not present any systematic description of this education and we must try 

to piece together the various sources at our disposal.  

———  
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A. Terminology  

The main source of information about education in ancient Israel is clearly the Bible itself which, here 

and there, but mainly in the wisdom books, contains several references to education. Actually the Hebrew 

word mûsār is probably the best word to render ―education‖ since it has been generally translated in 

Greek by paideia in the LXX; paideia appears 36 times in Ecclesiasticus and 5 times in the Wisdom of 

Solomon, while mûsār appears mostly in Proverbs (30 times), Jeremiah (8 times), and Job (5 times), and 

is often associated with ḥokmâ, ―wisdom‖ (Prov 1:2, 7; 23:23; cf. 8:33; 13:1; 15:33; 19:20). However, 

môsār also has the specific meaning of ―discipline,‖ ―punishment.‖ If we want to understand Israelite 

education more generally, we must take into account many other references connected with other roots 

such as ḥnk, ―initiate,‖ ―start‖ (cf. Prov 22:6); yrh, ―to show,‖ ―to teach‖ (Hip˓il); and lmd,―to learn,‖ ―to 

teach‖ (Pi˓el). This last root is mainly attested in Deuteronomy (4:1, 5, 10, 14; 5:1, 28; 6:1; 11:19; 14:23; 

17:19; 18:9; 31:12, 13, 19, 22) where it may have been used by one of the last redactors instead of the old 

word šnn, ―to repeat,‖ ―to teach‖ (Deut 6:7; 28:37; 32:41); lmd is also well known in Isaiah (1:17; 2:4; 

8:16; 26:9, 10; 29:13, 24; 40:14; 48:17; 50:4; 54:13), Jeremiah (2:24, 33; 9:4, 13, 19; 10:2; 12:16; 13:21, 

23; 31:18, 34; 32:33) and Psalms (mainly Ps 119:7, 12, 26, 64, 66, 68, 71, 73, 99, 108, 124, 135, 171). 

The root yrh, in the Hip˓il (Gen 46:28; Exod 4:12, 15; 15:25; 24:12; 35:34) is also well known by the 

nouns môreh, ―teaching, teacher‖ (2 Kgs 17:28; Isa 9:14; 30:20; Hab 2:18; Prov 5:13; 6:13; Job 36:22; 2 

Chr 15:3) and tôrâ (Exod 12:49; Lev 7:7, 37); this last word is very often translated ―law‖ (Gk nomos) but 

its first meaning is ―instruction‖ (Östborn 1945; Jensen 1973).  

B. Methodological Issues  

In studying Israelite education we must also take into account the fact that it probably underwent 

changes during Israel‘s long history. This is especially true of the educational institutions which were 

probably affected by changes in political history. More generally, education as found in the time of the 

judges did not remain the same down to the time of the Maccabees, who were confronted with Hellenistic 

education. Moreover, education was not necessarily the same throughout all levels of the society. We 

have to be aware of the differences in educational background between the inhabitants of a farm, a small 

village, or a town like Jerusalem, as well as the differences existing among Palestinian Jews or among 

Diaspora Jews.  

The general historical and sociological context of the ANE may provide help in understanding Israelite 

education. What is already known about education in Egypt, Syria, and Mesopotamia must be taken into 

account, as well as the situation in Greece for the later periods. This background serves not only 

comparative purposes but also indicates possible sources of concrete influence. For instance, it is 

generally accepted that Proverbs contains some adaptation of part of an Egyptian book, namely the 

Instruction of Amenemopet (cf. Prov 22:17–24:22 and ANET, 421–25) and two small Transjordanian 

collections (Prov 30:1ff; 31:1ff). During the Exile, many Jews probably received some Chaldaean (mainly 

Aramaic) education in Babylonia (cf. Dan 1:4, 17). At the beginning of the 2d century B.C., the influence 

of Hellenistic education was so strong in Jerusalem (cf. 2 Macc 4:12ff) that the Jewish tradition was 

actually in danger of disappearing. Knowledge of the educational practices among Israel‘s neighbors is 

therefore a useful guide for understanding various aspects of the history of Israelite education.  



A study of Israelite education must take into account the discoveries in Hebrew and Aramaic epigraphy 

in Palestine (Puech 1988) and in the Jewish communities of the Diaspora. Even if the texts are 

fragmentary, they give us some direct evidence. For example, the various ostraca with ―abecedaries‖ and 

schoolboys‘ exercises found in the latter half of the First Temple period (ca. 800–587 B.C.) reveal that 

reading and writing were taught not only in the capital city but also in small towns and fortresses. The 

Aramaic documents from the 5th century B.C. found in Elephantine shed some light on the Jewish and 

apparently mainly Aramaic education there, as well as probably in other communities of the Diaspora. In 

Palestine, the Dead Sea Scrolls have revealed the teaching of an Essene community in the 1st centuries 

B.C. and A.D. In the teaching of their community, biblical books and commentaries held a prominent place 

(Lemaire 1986a).  

C. Principles of Education  

1. Parental Responsibility. Education of children appears to have been initially a parental 

responsibility: ―Attend, my son, to your father‘s education and do not reject the instruction of your 

mother‖ (Prov 1:8; cf. 6:20; 23:22). Because of this responsibility, the child had to respect his parents: 

―Honor your father and your mother‖ (Exod 20:12; Deut 5:16; cf. Prov 15:20; 20:20; Sir 3:1–16; 7:28).  

If the mother took an important part in the education for her children (cf. 1 Sam 1:22–28; Prov 31:28; 2 

Macc 7:24ff) even when they were teenagers (Prov 31:1ff), the father is often mentioned in the education 

of his sons (cf. Prov 4:4; 13:1) as soon as they become boys: ―Discipline your son, and he will be a 

comfort to you and give delights to yourself‖ (Prov 29:17; cf. Deut 8:5: ―as a man disciplines his son 

…‖). The father was not to be hesitant in reprimanding his son, neither was he to avoid using the rod, so 

that the son might not put his father to shame: ―Rod and reprimand give wisdom, but a boy who runs wild 

brings shame on his mother‖ (Prov 29:15; cf. 3:12; 23:13f).  

The father was often considered responsible for his son‘s behavior and was reproved for being too 

feeble (cf. 1 Sam 2:22–25, 29–36; 2 Sam 13:21 [LXX]; 1 Kgs 1:6). The law of Deut 21:18–21 (cf. Exod 

21:17) shows the official procedure to follow in case of a disobedient son:  

When a man has a disobedient and rebellious son, and he does not obey his father and mother, and even 

if they correct him, he does not obey them, then his father and mother shall take hold of him and bring 

him out to the elders of his town and to the city-gate of his place. They will say to the elders of his 

town: ―This son of ours is disobedient and rebellious, he does not obey us, he is a glutton and a 

drunkard.‖ Then all the men of his town shall stone him and he will die.  

This extreme case was probably very rare. It is not known whether this law was ever implemented, but 

this borderline case shows clearly the limits of the authority of the parents. In ancient Israel a child‘s 

parents did not have the power of life and death even in the case of a bad behavior of a son; death can be 

only the consequence of an official procedure. The case of a young female prostitute is not so clear (cf. 

Gen 38:24ff; Lev 21:9) but can also be interpreted in the same way, namely the rebellious child could 

only be put to death after an official judgment.  

2. Moral and Religious Education of Children. The desire and love for children pervades the OT (cf. 

Gen 15:5; 22:17; 24:60; 26:4; Prov 17:6; Ps 127:3–5; 128:3; Job 5:25; Sir 25:7) and disciplinary strictness 

in education was not at all thought to be incompatible with love for children. On the contrary, ―A father 

who spares the rod hates his son, but one who loves him keeps him in order‖ (Prov 13:24); ―A man who 

loves his son whips him often‖ (Sir 30:1–13). Even God displays the same attitude: ―For those whom he 

loves, the Lord reproves, just as a father reproves his favorite son‖ (Prov 3:12; cf. Deut 8:5; 2 Sam 7:14).  

Religious education was also the responsibility of the parents; in this way the religious tradition and its 

teachings were passed on from generation to generation. The parents had ―to tell their children and 

grandchildren‖ the religious experience of their ancestors (cf. Exod 10:2; 13:8; Deut 4:9; 32:7). It was the 

father‘s duty to explain the meaning of the family‘s religious rites (Exod 12:26) and to teach the 

commandments of the Lord (Deut 6:7, 20–25; 32:46). The principal aim of this education was to help the 

young child become a wise person. This goal could only be reached through a religious education: ―The 

essence of wisdom is fear of the Lord‖ (Ps 111:10; cf. Prov 1:7).  



3. Vocational Instruction. The parents usually taught their children their profession. Living at home 

with his father, the son naturally watched and helped his father at work and learned his father‘s profession 

(cf. 1 Sam 16:11; 2 Kgs 4:18). The book of Proverbs several times insists on the usefulness of good work 

(12:24, 27; 14:23; 18:9; 20:13; 22:29; Qoh 9:10; 11:1–6; contrast Qoh 4:4–60), especially agricultural 

work, the most often attested profession (Prov 12:11; 24:27, 30–34; 27:18, 23–27; 28:19; cf. Sir 7:22; 

Proverbs of Ahiqar: saying 40). Girls learned household activities with their mother, in particular baking 

(2 Sam 13:8), spinning, and weaving (Exod 35:25–26). Prov 31:10–31 seems to present the picture of the 

ideal woman as a model for the girls‘ education (Crook 1954). Young girls could also work in the fields 

(Gen 29:6ff; Exod 2:16ff; cf. Cant 1:6; Prov 31:16). According to Sir 42:9–11, in ancient Israel a father 

was generally more concerned and anxious about the education of his daughter than for his son. In later 

Judaism, the parents‘ responsibility in teaching a profession to their children was underlined by the 

maxim: ―Who does not teach a profession to his son teaches him brigandage‖ (b. Qidd. 29a).  

D. The Stages of Education  

A young child first lived with his mother, who generally suckled him until his weaning. The day of his 

weaning was probably celebrated as a feast with a sacrifice (cf. Gen 21:8; 1 Sam 1:23–25). The date of 

the weaning is difficult to specify and may have varied with the mother. However, according to 2 Macc 

7:27, Josephus (Ant 2.230), and Mesopotamian and Egyptian traditions (ANET, 420), it was generally 

celebrated when the child was three years old (Pfeiffer 1972).  

In the leading families, a wet nurse (Heb mêneqet) could take the place of the mother (Gen 24:59; 35:8; 

Isa 49:23); this is especially attested among the royal families of Jerusalem (2 Kgs 11:2; 2 Chr 22:11) or 

of Egypt (Exod 2:7). Later on, and at least until age five or older, the child would be under the care of a 

dry nurse or governess (Heb ˒ōmenet; 2 Sam 4:4). This last job was sometimes assumed by the 

grandmother (Ruth 4:16) or even by a male (Heb ˒ōmen: Num 11:12; Isa 49:23; cf. Esth 2:7). Male 

guardians were especially connected with the sons of the king (2 Kgs 10:1, 5), like the paidagôgos 

(―family tutor‖) in Greece. From about five to seven years of age the child could go to school or in some 

cases start to work with his father, who introduced the child to a profession (farmer, craftsman, etc.).  

In later Jewish tradition a boy was generally considered to be an adult, at least from the religious point 

of view, as soon as the first signs of manhood became apparent, probably when he was twelve to fourteen 

years old. Thus, according to Rabbi Yehuda ben Tema (m. ˒Abot 5:21):  

At five years, one is fit for the Scripture,  

at thirteen for the commandments,  

at fifteen for the Talmud,  

at eighteen for the bride-chamber,  

at twenty for pursuing (a calling),  

at thirty for authority.  

These approximate stages of life seem to be confirmed by the personal stories of Jesus (Luke 2:42; 3:23) 

and of Josephus (Life 9). The data of the OT, however, are not so clear. According to Gen 37:2, ―Joseph 

was a boy of seventeen‖ when he worked with his brothers in the fields and started his adventures; he was 

probably considered an adult at that time. Lev 27:3–7 presents an estimation of the worth of a man 

according to the various stages of his life: ―Between a month and five years old,‖ he is still considered a 

small child; accordingly his value is one tenth of an adult. ―Between five years old and twenty,‖ the child 

can already help and work; accordingly his value is one third or about two fifths of an adult. ―Between 

twenty and sixty years old,‖ the person is an adult. ―Over sixty,‖ the person cannot do much work and 

thus his value is only about one third of an adult. See also OLD AGE.  

These verses indicate that age twenty was generally considered the approximate age for full efficiency 

at work, that is, for assuming full responsibility in one‘s job. However, other traditions indicate that age 

thirty was considered the usual age to assume an official position with responsibility. It was at this age 

that Joseph became Pharaoh‘s prime minister (Gen 41:42–46), David was made king (2 Sam 5:4), and the 

Levites became servants of the Temple near the altar (cf. Num 4:3, 23, 30, 35, 43, 47). Of course the 

information concerns the upper class of Israelite society, namely the members of the royal family or of the 



priestly families, that is, high functionaries and leading citizens. Information about the lower class 

(farmers, craftsmen) is lacking.  

E. Educational Institutions  

1. Family. If parents were the ones initially responsible for the education of their children, other 

members of the family naturally could take part in this education as well, especially the grandparents (cf. 

Ruth 4:16), the paternal uncle, or even a cousin (cf. Esth 2:7). Actually, amid this large family, the child 

received not only a general education but also teaching about the national traditions, especially during the 

family celebrations (cf. 1 Sam 20:6) such as Passover where children played an active part asking 

questions (cf. Exod 10:2; 12:26).  

2. Community Liturgy. Besides the family celebration at home, the child would accompany his parents 

on pilgrimages to sanctuaries (cf. 1 Sam 1:24). In the early period this meant a trip to the local sanctuary, 

but later, after the Deuteronomic reform, the pilgrimage was to the Jerusalem Temple: ―Three times a year 

all your males shall come into the presence of the Lord your God at the place which he will choose, 

namely at the time of the pilgrim-feasts of Unleavened Bread, of Weeks, and of Tabernacles‖ (Deut 

16:16).  

These pilgrimages were important not only because of the sacrifices but also because of the teaching 

and prayer which occurred during the celebration. For instance, the tôrâ was to be read publicly once 

every seven years during the feast of Tabernacles: ―Assemble the people, men, women, and children 

together with the aliens who live in your cities, so that they may listen and learn (yilmĕdû) to fear the Lord 

your God and observe all the words of this instruction (tôrâ) with care‖ (Deut 31:12). Parts of the 

instruction or similar texts were probably also read publicly at each feast, especially during the renewal of 

the covenant (cf. Exod 24:7).  

All this teaching was memorized not only by means of hearing but also through repetition and singing. 

Psalms played an important role in this regard, especially the psalms of meditation on history or on the 

instruction (tôrâ).The psalms were good pedagogical means for learning about the nation‘s past and its 

foundational principles. ―Listen to my instruction (tôrāt  ), O my people, pick up your ears to the words of 

my mouth. I will open my mouth for sentences, I will expound the riddles of the past which we have 

heard and know, and our ancestors narrated to us‖ (Ps 78:1–3). This kind of didactic and historical 

meditation is well attested in several psalms (44; 105; 106; 114; 136), while other psalms insist more on 

moral education (cf. Psalms 15; 19; 50; 119).  

Besides pilgrimage feasts, one of the best pedagogical means for developing the religious and national 

feeling in ancient Israel was the regularized sequencing of the Israelite feasts. In the earlier period this 

included every new and full moon (the sabbath of the First Temple period; cf. 2 Kgs 4:23; 11:5, 7, 9; Isa 

1:13; Hos 2:13; Amos 8:5; Ps 81:4; see also Lemaire 1973); and then, after the promulgation of the Law 

by Ezra, every seventh day came to be used for the moral and religious education of not only children but 

also adults (cf. Gen 2:2–3; Exod 16:26; 20:10; 31:15–17; Lev 23:3; Deut 5:14).  

3. Specific Training. Most of the specific training for a special profession was generally given when 

the boy helped his father as a shepherd (cf. 1 Sam 16:11) or as a farmer (cf. 2 Kgs 4:18) and when the girl 

helped her mother as a housewife or sometimes even went to the fields. However, some training could 

also be given outside of the family. Craftsmen, for example, seem at times to have been organized in 

guilds (Neh 3:8, 11–32; 1 Chr 4:14, 21–23). Apprentices were probably trained in this context, while 

midwives (cf. Exod 1:15, 21) learned their profession working with an older midwife.  

Military training (cf. Judg 3:2) was probably first given within the family and the clan or the tribe; a boy 

gained some experience in accompanying his father (cf. Judg 8:20–21) or his brothers (cf. 1 Sam 17:13ff) 

at war. Military training was first a general training in physical exercises to learn steadiness and agility (2 

Sam 22:34, 37) but also involved training in the handling of weapons, including the sling, bow, sword, 

and spear. For instance, the tribe of Benjamin was famous for the ambidextrous use of the sword (Judg 

3:15–16) and of the sling (Judg 20:16), while other young men were trained to use the bow (1 Sam 20:20–

22; cf. 2 Sam 1:18 MT). Youth were also trained to fight face-to-face (2 Sam 2:14–16). This specialized 

training was probably supplemented by learning about the heroic exploits of the past (Judg 5:14–16; 2 



Sam 21:15–22) and particularly of tactical tricks (Josh 8:3ff), while past mistakes were recalled in order 

that they not be repeated (cf. Judg 9:50–54; 2 Sam 11:20–21). Later, military training was given under the 

supervision of professional officers of the king who supplied the required weapons (1 Chr 27: 16–22; 2 

Chr 17:13–18; 26:11–15; 2 Kgs 25:19). Other specific training for the king‘s sons, scribes, and high royal 

functionaries was generally given in the context of schools.  

4. Schools. Over the course of the last few decades there has been considerable discussion about the 

problem of the existence of schools in Israel from the beginning of the First Temple period (Whybray 

1965; 1974; Lang 1972: 21–53; 1975; 1979; 1980; Golka 1983; Haran 1988). It is true that the Hebrew 

word for school, bêt-midrāš, appears only in Sir 51:23. According to late Jewish tradition, Joshua ben 

Gamla (= Jesus son of Gamaliel), high priest about A.D. 63–65, ―decided that school-teachers (mlmdy 

tynwqwt) be appointed in every province and in every town, and children of six or seven years be brought 

to them‖ (b. B. Bat. 21a), but this decree was certainly not the creation of the first schools in ancient 

Israel. It was only a reform or a systematization of elementary schools everywhere in Israel; such schools 

and other types of schools existed long before the decree.  

The general historical context of ancient Israel (at least from the time of David and Solomon), the 

existence of schools in Egypt and Mesopotamia from the 3d millennium B.C., as well as the recent 

discovery of various schoolboys‘ exercises from the First Temple period (Lemaire 1978) demonstrate that 

schools existed in Israel already during the time of the Israelite monarchy (Lemaire 1981). One must keep 

in mind, however, that schools in the ANE were not identical to schools today. Ancient schools were not 

so well organized and did not need the same furnishings. Actually, a school existed whenever a learned 

man, a master, taught a few pupils sitting around him. Such schools could exist in the open air or in the 

corner of a courtyard. The traditional Quranic schools offer some idea of the nature of these schools. 

Having made these observations, we may now consider various aspects of this educational institution in 

ancient Israel (cf. Lemaire 1984).  

a. History. Before the birth of the Israelite confederation at the end of the LB Age, the small Canaanite 

kingdoms could use three kinds of writing besides hieroglyphic and Egyptian writing: (1) writing in 

Akkadian for international relations, especially with Egypt (cf. the El-Amarna letters); (2) cuneiform 

alphabetic writing, attested by the tablets of Beth-Shemesh and Taanak, and by a bronze blade from Nahal 

Tabor; and (3) linear alphabetic script, attested by a few incised and ink inscriptions scattered in Palestine, 

especially at Lachish. The use of these three kinds of writing as well as lexical and trilingual texts found 

at Aphek indicate that there was probably some kind of scribal training in Palestine during this period 

(Edzard 1985), but it is difficult to specify where.  

Evidence from the beginning of Israel‘s history, namely the alphabetic ostracon from Izbet Sartah, the 

inscription from Qubur el-Walaydah, inscriptions incised on arrowheads from el-Khadr (Cross 1980), and 

a few other inscribed sherds from the 12th–10th centuries B.C. show that linear script, and apparently 

linear script only, continued to be used in Palestine, and that this script tradition was assumed by the 

Israelites from the Canaanite tradition. Actually from the biblical tradition one may assume that an 

Israelite culture was transmitted in the 12th–11th centuries B.C., probably mainly orally, near the local 

sanctuaries of Shiloh, Shechem, Gilgal, Bethel, Hebron, and Beersheba. The case of Shiloh is the clearest. 

Associated with that site is the story of young Samuel who stayed at the sanctuary carrying out the Lord‘s 

service in front of Eli (1 Sam 3:1). This story seems to imply that Samuel was some kind of apprentice 

and received cultic instruction at the sanctuary, perhaps at the same time as Eli‘s sons (cf. 1 Sam 2:12ff).  

Later, under David and Solomon, the growth of Israelite territory and influence, the development of the 

administration, and the building of a new Temple in Jerusalem brought with it the need for instructing 

royal functionaries and for the organization of a royal school, possibly under Egyptian influence 

(Solomon married Pharaoh‘s daughter: 1 Kgs 9:17; 11:1) and according to an Egyptian model (Mettinger 

1971). As in Egypt, the royal school, at least in Jerusalem and perhaps also in the twelve regional capitals, 

gave a formative education (reading, writing, calculation, administration, history, geography, etc.) to the 

―sons of the king‖ and to the sons of ―the friends of the king‖ or leading citizens who might then become 



high functionaries and royal advisers (cf. 1 Kgs 12:8, 10: ―the young men who had grown up with him 

and who stood before him‖).  

Such a royal school was also probably created in the capitals of the N kingdom, namely Shechem, 

Tirzah, and Samaria, but it is difficult to determine whether the seventy royal princes who were ―with the 

nobles of the city who were bringing them up‖ (2 Kings 10) is a reference to a royal school or to private 

teachers. At least these tutors (˒ōmĕn  m) seem to have formed a special group at the royal court of 

Samaria (2 Kgs 10:1, 5).  

In Jerusalem, the building of the Temple carried with it the need for trained personnel for the Temple 

who had to receive a formative education for their service (reading, writing, singing, music, rites, feasts, 

calendar, national religious traditions, etc.). This instruction was probably given at or near the Temple, 

perhaps under the supervision of the high priest. 2 Kgs 12:3 (—Eng 12:2) show that this priest could 

even, under special circumstances, be responsible for the education of the young king.  

From the 8th century onward, paleo-Hebrew epigraphy (Samaria ostraca, Kuntillet-Ajrud, Khirbet el-

Qôm, Khirbet Beit-Lei, Silwam, Siloah, and Arad inscriptions, as well as inscribed seals) and the biblical 

texts (mainly the prophetic books of Amos, Hosea, Micah, and Isaiah) show an important development in 

the use of writing in ancient Israel. This development may have been connected with the creation of new 

schools; in fact 2 Chr 17:7–9 probably refer to some reform in teaching under the supervision of high 

royal functionaries, priests, and Levites. The ―abecedaries‖ and schoolboys‘ exercises found at Lachish, 

Arad, Aroer, Kadesh-Barnea, and Kuntillet-Ajrud show that at the end of the First Temple period, one 

could learn writing not only in the great cities but also in villages and small fortresses. Actually 

―Deuteronomy expects a degree of literacy to permeate society‖ (cf. Deut 6:9; 11:20) and according to 

epigraphic evidence ―few places will have been unaware of writing‖ (Millard 1985b: 308). Such degrees 

of literacy can hardly be reached without the existence of local schools.  

In 598 and 587, most of the exiles were well-educated people; part of them probably already knew some 

Aramaic as is shown by the attitude of the members of the royal cabinet as early as 701 B.C. (2 Kgs 

18:26). With this knowledge the exiles could prosper in Babylonia and some could even obtain an official 

position in the Babylonian, and later, Persian, administrations (cf. the story of Mordecai in Esth 10:1–3). 

Some of their children may have been educated in the royal Babylonian schools (cf. Dan 1:3–5 with an 

allusion to a training of three years) and entrusted with an official position by the king of kings—as were 

Sheshbazzar (Ezra 1:8, 11), Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:2ff), Nehemiah (Neh 1:1ff), and Ezra (Ezra 7:12–26).  

Bullae and seals from a Judean archive (Avigad 1976) seem to indicate that the governors of the Judean 

province appointed by the Persian authorities were all Jews (Avigad 1976; Laperrousaz 1982), some of 

whom came from Babylonia and spoke Aramaic as their primary language. In fact, all the administrative 

ostraca from this period found in Palestine are written in Aramaic; this means that the local functionaries 

had received formal instruction in Aramaic, while Hebrew was used mainly in the cultic celebrations of 

the Temple of Jerusalem and in the teaching of the schools as the classical language of national literature.  

In the Hellenistic period, efforts were made to inculcate Greek language and culture, thereby 

superseding Jewish (Hebrew and Aramaic) education (cf. 2 Macc 4:12ff). However, the nationalist revolt 

of the Maccabees succeeded in preserving Jewish culture even if they also adopted some aspects of 

Hellenistic education. Qoheleth and Ecclesiasticus are good examples of Jewish teaching in the Hebrew 

language in Jerusalem during the first part of the Hellenistic period, teaching based on the ―study of the 

Law, the Prophets, and the other Writings of our ancestors‖ (preface to Sirach; Qoh 12:9–10), but the text 

was very soon translated into Greek to be used in Jewish education in Egypt (preface to Sirach).  

From the end of the 2d century B.C. onward, Jewish tradition divided itself into three main groups, 

namely the Pharisees, the Sadducees, and the Essenes, each of which had its own interpretation of the 

Law, its own masters, and its own schools. The Essene school and teaching are now well known thanks to 

the Dead Sea Scrolls (Lemaire 1986a), while the Pharisees were famous for their teaching in the local 

schools as well as in Jerusalem (cf. Acts 5:34ff; 22:3; 23:6); the teaching of the Pharisees is known from 

the later written rabbinic tradition (Mishnah, Talmud). The teaching of the Sadducees still remains 

virtually unknown (Le Moyne 1972). Around the turn of the Christian era, schools were a very well 



attested institution in Jewish society, especially in the capital: ―There were 480 synagogues in Jerusalem 

and each had a bêt-sēper and a bêt-talmûd, the former for the Scripture, the latter for the Mishnah‖ (y. 

Meg. 3:1).  

b. Teaching. The general method of teaching in ancient Israel was probably the same as in the other 

countries of the ANE; that is they emphasized two pedagogical means, oral repetition and the rod. The 

learning of reading started with the oral repetition of the sounds of letters and of syllables as hinted in Isa 

28:9–10. ―Reading‖ (Heb miqrā˒) was essentially ―to proclaim, to read in a loud voice,‖ as is still done in 

traditional Quranic schools. This oral repetition bordering on chanting was a great help to memorize the 

whole text. This is possibly what is meant by the expression ―to write on the tablet of the heart‖ (Prov 3:3; 

7:3; cf. Jer 31:33; Deut 6:6) which could also be understood as an allusion to a tablet for schoolboys‘ 

exercises hung about the neck (Couroyer 1983). This repetition of words before writing is also referred to 

in the famous text of Deut 6:6–7: ―These words which I command to you today will be on your heart. You 

shall repeat them to your sons and speak of them indoors and out-of-doors, when you lie down and when 

you rise.‖ The call to memorize was also made easier with mnemonic devices used in teaching such as 

numerical sayings (cf. Ps 62:12; Job 5:19; 33:14; Prov 6:16; 30:15, 18, 21, 29; Sir 23:16; 25:7; 26:5, 28; 

50:25; see also Roth 1965; Reuger 1981), acrostic alphabetic poems (Psalms 9–10; 25; 34; 37; 111; 112; 

119; 145; Prov 31:10ff; Lamentations 1–4; Nah 1:2ff; see Freedman 1972), parallelism, key words, and 

alliteration. Even with good pedagogical means, the Bible knows that teaching and education are not 

always easy; the teacher may have to use reprimand and the rod: ―Do not withhold discipline from a boy. 

If you beat him with the rod, he will not die. When you beat him with the rod, you will save him from 

death‖ (Prov 23:13–14; cf. Prov 10:13). This use of the rod in ancient Israel confirms what is known 

about schools in Egypt and Mesopotamia.  

The content of teaching probably differed according to the age of the person, the schools, and the time 

period. Young boys used to go to school after weaning (cf. 1 Sam 1:24; Isa 28:9–10), probably when they 

were ―five‖ (cf. Lev 27:6; 2 Sam 4:4; m. ˒Abot 5:21; and cf. Egyptian custom; cf. Brunner 1957: 40), 

―six‖ (cf. Ketub. 50a) or ―seven years‖ old (cf. 2 Kgs 12:1, 3?; B. Bat. 21a). Children at first learned to 

read and write by identifying the 22 letters of the alphabet in the traditional order (cf. paleo-Hebrew and 

square Hebrew ―abecedaries‖); then they copied the same word twice, complete sentences (for instance 

proverbs?), lists of names and months (cf. the calendar of Gezer), greeting formulas at the beginning of a 

letter (cf. Kuntillet-Ajrud), and even models of short messages or letters (cf. Lachish ostracon 2?). Soon, 

children were trained in writing ciphers and the abbreviations for the units of measures (cf. ostraca from 

Kadesh-Barnea), in calculation, and in drawing (cf. the copy of drawings on the pithoi of Kuntillet-

Ajrud). In learning to read, children probably used classical Hebrew texts and, at least at the beginning of 

the Christian era, they started by reading the Hebrew Bible/Old Testament (cf. m. ˒Abot 5:21; 2 Tim 

3:15).  

Later, the student would begin writing on papyrus and leather. As a future scribe, he was probably 

trained to write deeds of sale (Jer 32:10–14), marriage contracts (Tob 7:14 and Elephantine papyri), bills 

of divorce (Deut 24:1–3; Isa 50:1; Jer 3:8) and court pleas (cf. Job 31:35; Meṣad Hashavyahu ostracon). 

For this the student needed to be trained in Israelite law as well as in administrative texts (bookkeeping, 

census, etc.). During the First Temple period, most of the scribes may have been employed in the royal 

administration and organized in a type of guild (Heb mišpāḥâ; cf. 1 Chr 2:55). The most important scribe 

was the official ―king‘s scribe,‖ probably a kind of secretary of state or chancellor (2 Sam 8:17; 20:25; 1 

Kgs 4:3; 2 Kgs 12:11). In 701 B.C., this function was assumed by Shebna (2 Kgs 18:18, 37; 19:2 = Isa 

37:2), during Josiah‘s reign by Shaphan (2 Kgs 22:3, 8, 9, 10, 12), and under Jehoiakim probably by 

Elishama (Jer 36:12). These names, especially that of Shaphan (cf. also Jer 36:11, 12, 20, 21; 40:9), 

whose family may have played an important role in writing the Deuteronomic history, present us with a 

few names of high royal functionaries (Lipiński 1988) from among the leading families—officials who 

are also known from seals and bullae bearing titles such as bn hmlk, ―son of the king,‖ ˒šr ˓l hbyt, ―royal 

steward‖ (more or less a prime minister), ˓bd hmlk, ―servant of the king,‖ šr h˓r, ―governor of the city,‖ 

spr, ―scribe,‖ khn, ―priest‖ (Avigad 1988).  



These royal functionaries probably received their training in the royal school of Jerusalem with the sons 

of the king, a custom attested in Egypt (cf. 1 Kgs 11:20). They had to master fully Israelite law, 

geography, and history as well as probably a diplomatic language such as Aramaic, the use of which is 

attested already in 701 B.C. (1 Kgs 18:26). Furthermore these students had to study the difficult art of 

ruling and administrating with success (cf. Heb ḥokmâ, ―wisdom,‖ ―political acumen‖). This kind of 

teaching may have been given/partly by senior officers or retired high functionaries, as is attested in 

Egypt. The students were probably teenagers (cf. many counsels about moral behavior in Proverbs), 

predominantly members of families of high functionaries, who were taught the difficult art of succeeding 

in the king‘s service. Several biblical books from this period, namely old traditions in the Pentateuch, 

geographical materials in Joshua, historical traditions in Samuel and Kings (Lemaire 1986b), and 

sapiential traditions of Proverbs (cf. mainly the proverbs about the king‘s court and the art of ruling) 

could well reflect the teaching of the royal school of Jerusalem.  

The refined education needed for Temple service probably differed from that required by the royal 

administration. After a possible general training in reading, writing, the scribal arts, and national 

traditions, future priests were probably taught more specific subjects concerning rites, sacrifices, calendar, 

the Temple (buildings, furniture, etc.), distinctions between clean and unclean, the singing of psalms, and 

the playing of sacred music. Priestly instruction could well be reflected in biblical books such as Leviticus 

(especially chaps. 1–7; 11; 13–14; 25) or the end of Exodus (chaps. 25–31; 35–40). In fact, these biblical 

texts may have been used as a reference work, a kind of textbook, in the priestly school of Jerusalem, a 

learning center probably situated in the Temple complex having some kind of library (cf. 2 Kgs 22:8; Van 

der Kooij 1981: 332–35) as known from Egypt.  

Some of the prophets may have originally been trained either in the royal school (cf. probably Isaiah 

and possibly Zephaniah) or in the priestly school (cf. Ezekiel, Jeremiah, and possibly Malachi). However, 

the prophets had their own teaching and their own disciples. The various stories about the ―sons/disciples 

of the prophets‖ show that prophetic discipling was an old Israelite tradition. The success of this 

movement (cf. more than fifty ―sons of the prophets‖ near Jericho mentioned in 2 Kgs 2:7) in the second 

half of the 9th century B.C. around Elisha even led to the building of a special house for teaching, since 

the place where the disciples used to sit and listen to Elisha had become too small; they decided: ―Let us 

go to the Jordan and each fetch a log, and make ourselves a place to sit there‖ (2 Kgs 6:1–2). Expressions 

such as ―to sit in front of somebody‖ are typical in describing the posture of disciples listening to their 

master (cf. 2 Kgs 4:38; Ezek 8:1; 14:1; 20:1). One can speak here of the building of a ―prophetic school.‖  

Prophetic teaching was different enough from the usual teaching in the royal or priestly school. The 

disciples may have been adults as well as teenagers, and the atmosphere may have been close enough to 

that of philosophical schools in Greece (Lang 1980: 31–58). The method of teaching was dependent on 

the individual character of each prophet. The existence of such ―schools‖ of disciples around the prophets 

explains why and how the prophet‘s story and teaching could be written down and transmitted to posterity 

(cf. 2 Kgs 8:4; Isa 8:16; Jer 36:17–19).  

At the beginning of the Hellenistic period, teaching such as that of Qoheleth (cf. 12:9) or Jesus ben Sira 

(cf. preface to Sirach and 51:23) gives us an idea of the kind of ―philosophical‖ teaching offered in 

Jerusalem—teaching which was at one and the same time traditional and innovative. Toward the 

beginning of the Christian era, strong religious personalities such as Bannus (Josephus, Life 10–12) or 

Gamaliel (Acts 5:34; 22:3) offer examples of teaching closely tied to this traditional and philosophical 

teaching; John the Baptist (Matt 3:1ff and par.) and Jesus (Matt 4:23ff and passim), who also assembled 

disciples around themselves (cf. Matt 4:18ff; 5:1ff; 11:2–15), may be considered more in line with the 

prophetic tradition.  

c. The Teacher/Master–Pupil/Disciple Relation. In conformity with ANE tradition, the relation of 

teacher to pupil or of master to disciple is expressed metaphorically in terms of the relation of ―father‖ to 

―son‖ (Nel 1977). This way of speaking is sometimes misunderstood and interpreted literally as if the 

biological father was himself teaching everything to his children, namely reading, writing, and the 

national and religious traditions. If, according to biblical tradition, parents were responsible for the 



general education of their children, it is however clear that most of the references to the ―father‖ in 

wisdom books such as Proverbs, Qoheleth, and Sirach are to be understood as references to a teacher; the 

same is true about the relation between prophet and disciple (cf. 2 Kgs 2:12, 21; 13:14). The appelation 

―my son‖ (benî), used by the teacher when addressing his pupil (cf. Prov 1:8, 10, 15; 2:1; 3:1, etc.; cf. also 

Proverbs of Ahiqar line 82, 96, 127, 129, 149), corresponds to the honorary title ―father,‖ ―my father.‖  

Two appelations are more technical: môreh, ―instructor,‖ which could be used for a wisdom teacher 

(Prov 5:13), priest (2 Chr 15:3; cf. 2 Kgs 12:4; 17:28) or prophet (cf. Isa 9:14), and mĕlammēd, ―teacher‖ 

(Prov 5:13; cf. Qoh 12:9). In a general way the teacher was considered a man of experience, a ―wise‖ man 

((ḥākām); this adjective, which can be used more generally, seems in several places to characterize the 

teacher and master (cf. Prov 13:14; 15:12; 22:17; 24:23).  

Beyond the honorary title of ―father,‖ the relation and respect shown to the teacher by the students may 

have been quite different according to the type of teaching given (elementary or more specialized). 

However, there is one point which is clear enough, namely that the student (or his parents) had to pay or 

give something to the master for his services. This may be the reason why Deuteronomy insists so much 

on giving gifts to the Levites in the cities and villages (Deut 12:12, 19; 14:27; 16:14; 26:11–13) and may 

also explain the insistence of Proverbs on the ―price‖ of wisdom which is to be bought (cf. qĕnēh ḥokmâ, 

―buy wisdom‖; Prov 4:7; 16:16; cf. 3:14; 8:10; 16:16; Sir 51:28). This habit of paying the teacher was 

well known in the antiquity and probably explains why the students of the ―high schools‖ of Jerusalem 

generally came from wealthy families of high functionaries or leading citizens.  

d. Schools for Younger Women. Besides the general education of young women to be good 

housewives and to help occasionally in the fields, a few professions seem to have been assumed by 

women: nurses, midwives (Exod 1:21), cooks, weavers (1 Sam 8:13; cf. Tob 2:11ff), perfumers (1 Sam 

8:13), mourners (Jer 9:19), singers (cf. Sam 19:36; Qoh 2:8; 2 Chr 35:25), necromancers (1 Sam 28:7) or 

prostitutes (cf. 1 Kgs 3:16)—these latter two activities were reproved but were known to have been 

practiced by women. In Prov 31:10–31, the acrostic poem of a capable wife, the woman is quite active 

and this description could well have served as a guide for teaching younger upper-class women in home 

economics (Crook 1954).  

It is possible that some kind of teaching and school existed for upper-class women, especially for the 

daughters of the king and of other great personalities in Jerusalem. Several seals belonging to ―daughters‖ 

or ―wives‖ are known, among them the seal of ―a king‘s daughter‖ (lm˓dnh bt hmlk; Avigad 1978) with 

the emblem of a lyre, which could mean that she was an ardent lyre-player. However, the most interesting 

seals could be that of yzbl, probably to be identified with the Queen Jezebel, the wife of Ahab (Avigad 

1964; cf. 1 Kgs 16:31; 18:4ff), and that of ―Shelomith wife [˒mt] of Elnathan the governor‖ (Avigad 1976: 

11), probably to be identified with the daughter of Zerubbabel, governor of Judah, who was ultimately 

descended from David (1 Chr 3:19; Lemaire 1977; Laperrousaz 1982). This means that these women 

could sign official documents (letters, deeds, etc.) with their own seals and that they probably could read 

and write. A certain education of upper-class women in a school in Jerusalem would explain why Hulda, 

―the wife of Shallum son of Tikvah, son of Harhas, the keeper of the wardrobe,‖ was considered an 

official prophet and consulted at home by officials sent from the king (2 Kgs 22:14–15).  

F. Summary  

These aspects of education in the OT do not give us all the information about the various historical 

problems connected with Israelite education and Israelite educational institutions; nevertheless, they 

clearly indicate that there is a strong connection between the Bible and education in ancient Israel. 

Biblical texts were essentially written with a didactic and educational aim, a position reflected in the NT 

(for which the OT essentially served as Scripture): ―All the ancient scripture was written for our own 

instruction‖ (Rom 15:4); ―Every scripture is inspired and useful for teaching, for refuting, for reformation, 

and for education in justice‖ (2 Tim 3:16).  

Bibliography  
Avigad, N. 1964. The Seal of Jezebel. IEJ 14: 274–76.  
———. 1976. Bullae and Seals from a Post-Exilic Judean Archive. Qedem 4. Jerusalem.  



———. 1978. The King‘s Daughter and the Lyre. IEJ 28: 147–51.  

———. 1986. Hebrew Bullae. From the Time of Jeremiah. Jerusalem.  

———. 1988. Hebrew Seals and Sealings. Pp. 7–16 in Congress Volume, Jerusalem 1986. VTSup 40. Leiden.  

Brueggemann, W. 1982. The Creative Word: Canon as Model for Biblical Education. Philadelphia.  

Brunner, H. 1957. Altägyptische Erziehung. Wiesbaden.  

Couroyer, B. 1983. La tablette du coeur. RB 90: 416–34.  

Crook, M. B. 1954. The Marriageable Maiden of Prov 31:10–31. JNES 13: 137–40.  

Cross, F. M. 1980. Newly Found Inscriptions in Old Canaanite and Early Phoenician Scripts. BASOR 238: 1–20.  

Drazin, N. 1940. History of Jewish Education from 515 B.C.E. to 220 C.E. Baltimore.  

Edzard, D. O. 1985. Armana und die Archive seiner Korrespondentern zwischen Ugarit und Gaza. Pp. 248–59 in Biblical 

Archaeology Today. Jerusalem.  

Freedman, D. 1972. Acrostics and Metrics in Hebrew Poetry. HTR 65: 367–92.  

Gese, H. 1958. Lehre und Wirklichkeit in der alten Weisheit. Tübingen.  

Golka, F. W. 1983. Die Israelitische Weisheitsschule oder des Kaisers neue Kleider. VT 33: 257–70.  

Haran, M. 1988. On the Diffusion of Schools and Literacy. Pp. 81–95 in Congress Volume. VTSup 40. Leiden.  

Hempel, J. 1958. Pathos und Humor in der israelitischen Erziehung. Pp. 63–81 in Von Ugarit nach Qumran, eds. J. Hempel 

and L. Rost. BZAW 77. Berlin.  

Jensen, J. 1973. The Use of Tôrāh by Isaiah, His Debate with the Wisdom Tradition. CBQMS 3. Washington.  

Klostermann, A. 1908. Schulwesen im alten Israel. Pp. 193–232 in Theologische Studien Th. Zahn. Leipzig.  

Lang, B. 1972. Die weisheitliche Lehrrede. SBS 54. Stuttgart.  

———. 1975. Frau Weisheit. Düsseldorf.  

———. 1979. Schule und Unterricht im alten Israel. Pp. 186–201 in La sagesse de l’Ancien Testament, ed. M. Gilbert. BETL. 

Leuven.  

———. 1980. Wie wird man Prophet in Israel? Düsseldorf.  

———. 1983. Monotheism and the Prophetic Minority. SWBA 1. Sheffield.  

Laperrousaz, E. M. 1982. Le régime théocratique juif a-t-il commencé à l‘époque perse ou seulement à l‘époque hellénistique? 

Sem 32: 93–96.  

Lemaire, A. 1973. Le sabbat à l‘époque royale israélite. RB 80: 161–85.  

———. 1977. Review of N.. Avigad, Bullae and Seals. Syria 54: 129–31.  

———. 1978. Abécédaires et exercises d‘écolier en épigraphie nord-ouest sémitique. JA 256: 221–35.  

———. 1981. Les écoles et la formation de la Bible dans l’ancien Israël. OBO 39. Fribourg/Göttingen.  

———. 1984. Sagesse et écoles. VT 34: 270–81.  

———. 1985. Vom Ostrakon zur Schriftrolle. Pp. 110–23 in XXII. Deutscher Orientalistentag. ZDMGSup 6. Stuttgart.  

———. 1986a. L‘enseignement essénien et l‘école de Qumrân. Pp. 191–203 in Hellenica et Judaica, Hommage V. 

Nikiprovetzky, ed. A. Caquot et al. Leuven and Paris.  

———. 1986b. Vers l‘histoire de la rédaction des livres des Rois. ZAW 98: 221–36.  

Lemaire, A., and Vernus, P. 1983. L‘ostracon paléo-hébreu n 6 de Tell Qudeirat (Qadesh-Barnéa). Pp. 302–26 in Fontes atque 

Pontes, eine Festgabe für H. Brunner, ed. M. Görg. Agypten und Altes Testament 5. Wiesbaden.  

Lipiński, E. 1988. Royal and State Scribes in Ancient Jerusalem. Pp. 157–64 in Congress Volume. VTSup 40. Leiden.  

Le Moyne, F. 1972. Les Sadducéens. Etudes bibliques. Paris.  

Mettinger, T. N. D. 1971. Solomonic State Officials. ConBOT Series 5. Lund.  

Millard, A. R. 1985a. ˒BGD … —Magic Spell or Educational Exercise? EI 18: 39*–42*.  

———. 1985b. An Assessment of the Evidence of Writing in Ancient Israel. Pp. 301–12 in Biblical Archaeology Today. 

Jerusalem.  

Nel, P. 1977. The Concept of ―Father‖ in the Wisdom Literature of the Ancient Near East. JNSL 5: 53–66.  

Östborn, G. 1945. Tōrāh in the Old Testament, a Semantic Study. Lund.  

Pfeiffer, G. 1972. Entwöhnung und Entwöhnungsfest im Alten Testament: Der Schlüssel zu Jes 28,7–13? ZAW 84: 341–47.  

Puech, E. 1988. Les écoles dans l‘Israël préexilique: données épigraphiques. Pp. 189–203 in Congress Volume, Jerusalem 

1986. VTSup 40. Leiden.  

Roth, W. 1965. Numerical Sayings in the Old Testament. VTSup 13. Leiden.  

Rueger, H. P. 1981. Die gestafelten Zahlensprüche des Alten Testaments und Aram. Achiqar 92. VT 31: 229–32.  

Shupak, N. 1987. The ―Sitz im Leben‖ of Proverbs in the Light of a Comparison of Biblical and Egyptian Wisdom Literature. 

RB 94: 98–119.  

Van der Kooij, A. 1981. Die alten Textzeugen des Jesajabuches. OBO 35. Freiburg.  

Vaux, R. de. 1961. Les institutions de l’Ancien Testament. Vol. 1. Paris (esp. pp. 82–85).  

Voeltzel, R. 1973. L’enfant et son éducation dans la Bible. Le point théologique 6. Paris.  

Whybray, R. N. 1965. Wisdom in Proverbs. SBT 45. London.  

———. 1974. The Intellectual Tradition in the Old Testament. BZAW 135. Berlin.  

———. 1982. Wisdom Literature in the Reigns of David and Solomon. Pp. 13–26 in Studies in the Period of David and 

Solomon, ed. T. Ishida. Winona Lake, IN.  



Williams, R. J. 1975. ―A People Come out of Egypt,‖ An Egyptologist Looks at the OT. Pp. 238–52 in Congress Volume 

Edinburgh 1974. VTSup 28. Leiden.  

ANDRÉ LEMAIRE  

GRECO-ROMAN PERIOD  

In the world of the NT, educational theory and practice were essentially Hellenistic. The Greco-Roman 

world had settled into a single, universal educational system that was to dominate the ancient scene until 

the barbarian overthrow of the West and the Muslim conquest of the East. One should not see this system 

as a corruption of education in classical Athens but rather as the culmination of its development. Nor 

should education in the Latin West be viewed as developing out of Roman educational practice in early 

republican times. Rather, late republican and imperial Roman educators simply adopted the main tenets of 

the Hellenistic system with Latin added to the curriculum and with less emphasis on physical training. 

Even Jewish Hebrew schools were not immune to the pervasive Hellenistic influence, and one can easily 

interpret rabbinic education as the Jewish adaptation of Hellenistic educational methods and curricula.  

———  

A. General Characteristics  

B. Primary Schools  

C. Secondary Schools  

D. Higher Education  

E. Jewish Education  

———  

A. General Characteristics  

Evidence for the essential unity of Greco-Roman education is impressive and extends beyond a general 

similarity in curriculum. Methods that Quintilian advocated in 1st-century Rome are reflected in the 

school papyri from Hellenistic and imperial Roman Egypt. Gymnasia from Hellenistic and imperial 

Roman times show remarkable similarity in design. Late Greek and Latin grammarians expounded 

grammar in ways quite similar to those of Dionysius Thrax of Rhodes during the 2d century B.C.E.  

There were, of course, some changes that took place during the long period in which ancient education 

followed the Hellenistic model; but these changes evolved slowly. In the western part of the empire Latin 

language and literature were receiving more emphasis, although the continuing importance of Greek in 

Roman schools meant that Paul foresaw no difficulty with Christians at Rome understanding an epistle 

written in Greek. In fact, Greek predominated in Christian worship at Rome until well after the NT period. 

The study of law was becoming more important, while music, and to a certain extent, physical education 

were on the decline. One reason for the decline in music was that real proficiency in musical performance 

was becoming the province of uncultured professionals. Even as early as 43 B.C.E., Sallust (Cat. 25.2, 5) 

casually refers to a lady who is able to ―play the lyre and dance better than necessary for a virtuous 

woman.‖  

The decline in the importance of physical education should not be exaggerated. In NT times, it still 

played a significant role in all levels of education, particularly in the East. Physical training was centered 

in the gymnasium, which was often an extensive complex. The typical gymnasium generally contained a 

sand-covered courtyard (palaestra) for physical exercises and a stadium. In addition, the complex included 

a lecture hall and hot and cold baths, as well as rooms for storing oil and dust, for working out on the 

punching bag, and for massage. Athletes performed in the nude, a fact which helps explain the negative 

attitude of traditional Jews toward the gymnasium (cf. 2 Macc 4:12, 14). The major sports were 

pankration (a combination of wrestling, boxing, and kicking), boxing (cf. 1 Cor 9:26), and the pentathlon 

(which included running, long jumping, discus throwing, javelin throwing, and wrestling). Much is 

known about how wrestling was taught, and part of a handbook has been found which tells an instructor 

how to put two wrestlers through their paces (Townsend 1971: 143–44).  

At the head of a gymnasium was a gymnasiarch; and in a city with more than one gymnasium there was 

a gymnasiarch general over all of them. Serving as gymnasiarch was a high honor, but one which only the 

very rich could afford to accept. The gymnasiarch served without pay and was responsible for 



underwriting the costs of running his institution. He was not, however, expected to teach. Actual 

instruction was the province of assistants, gymnastic instructors, and lecturers.  

Although classical education usually involved attending school, wealthy students might be tutored. In 

fact, Quintilian felt compelled to devote a whole chapter of his work on education to the advantages of 

school over a tutor. Unfortunately, there is not too much evidence about what home education was like, 

but sources such as Cicero‘s letters suggest that home study substantially paralleled education at school.  

Ancient education progressed in three stages: primary, secondary, and advanced. Relatively few reached 

the advanced stage. Primary education, however, was widespread and not limited to freeborn males. Girls 

frequently attended school along with their brothers (Dittenberger 1960: no. 573 [9]); and in the case of 

slaves, many of them also necessarily received at least some education in order to perform tasks 

commonly assigned to them. In the Greco-Roman world of the NT, even the poor felt the need for reading 

skills. In fact, Martial, the late 1st-century Latin epigrammatist, could joke about a poor cobbler whose 

parents tried to save money by teaching him to read themselves (Epigrammaton libri 9.73.7). Even the 

strict Christian Tertullian recognized that the need for literacy might require Christians to attend pagan 

schools (De Idololatria 10). He did so even though pagan classrooms were decorated with representations 

of various gods and in spite of the fact that the students in these classrooms were expected, even 

compelled, to take part in pagan religious festivals.  

B. Primary Schools  

A few municipalities like Miletus and Teos of Asia Minor undertook the support of official primary and 

secondary schools. They hired the teachers but paid them only slightly more than skilled workers. 

Elsewhere schools were private affairs, commonly small and inadequate, and often with only one teacher. 

Such teachers depended on meager, sometimes unpaid fees for their living and tended to be socially 

despised. Classrooms consisted of whatever space was available, perhaps some curtained-off place at the 

market.  

Students began their primary schooling at the age of seven and attended two institutions, the reading 

school (didaskaleion) and the palaestra, which at the primary stage was usually a private institution 

separate from the municipal gymnasium. Originally children spent all morning at the palaestra in physical 

education, but by NT times they were only spending the latter part of the morning there (Lucian, Am. 44–

45; Par. 61) with the rest of the day in the didaskaleion. Still the Greek emphasis on physical training 

remained strong and exercised an influence even where Latin was spoken (Quintilian, Inst. 1.11.15).  

Of special importance for primary education was the paidagōgos, a person whose position has no 

modern equivalent. The paidagōgos was the slave who accompanied a child to school and his role tended 

to be that of a male nursemaid. It is to this custodian that Paul compared the law in Gal 3:24. The 

paidagōgos was not the teacher. The teacher was a grammatistēs, known in Latin as a litterator or a ludi 

magister, whose main job was teaching children to read aloud (cf. Acts 8:28, 30) and to write.  

Reading teachers first taught children to recite the alphabet forward and backward. Then the children 

learned two-letter syllables (ba, be, bi, bo, bu, ca, ce, etc.). Next came whole words with special emphasis 

on the rare and the archaic as well as on tongue twisters. School vocabulary lists have been found 

consisting wholly of proper names. After words came reading, not from simplified primers, but from 

passages out of the finest writers, i.e., those with a style worthy of imitation (such as Homer and 

Euripides). Having learned to read their selections aloud, students then memorized them for recitation.  

In a world without printed books or blackboards, texts had to be hand-copied. Thus, the sooner a student 

could write, the sooner a student could reproduce the necessary texts for classroom use. As with reading, 

the learning of writing also began with individual letters. Usually the teacher would guide a student‘s 

hand over sample letters, although Quintilian (Inst. 1.1.27) suggests using letters carved in wood to guide 

the student‘s stylus. The emphasis was on the ability to copy one‘s own exercises, not grammar or free 

composition. In addition, students learned simple arithmetic, which included a system of using the fingers 

for calculation.  

Most children remembered the discipline of their early school days. While Quintilian disapproved of 

flogging (Inst. 1.1.20; 2.15–19; 3.6–18), brutality was the rule. In the 3d century B.C.E. Herodas (Mime 3) 



vividly depicted a school flogging with a bull-tail lash, and at the end of the 4th century C.E., floggings 

provided Augustine with the most vivid memories of his schooling (Conf. I.14). As for Jewish Hebrew 

schools, the 2d-century Mishnaic ruling of Abba Saul absolving a teacher who beats a pupil to death 

speaks for itself (m. Mak. 2:2; cf. b. Sukk. 29a).  

C. Secondary Schools  

After the reading school, students might choose to enter a grammar school to study the classics under a 

grammatikos or kritikos. Homer held first place among Greek writers, followed by Euripides, Menander, 

and Demosthenes. Among Latin writers, Virgil was first, followed by Terence, Cicero, and Horace. This 

pattern molded one‘s thinking. Students tended to remember the authors they had studied, and Christians 

were no exception. Thus, Clement of Alexandria in his Exhortation to the Greeks cited Homer far more 

than any other pagan author (39 times), with Euripides placing second (9 times).  

The study of classics was divided into four disciplines (merē). The first was textual criticism 

(diorthōtikon), in which a student‘s copy of the teacher‘s text was checked for error. Then came reading 

aloud (anagnōstikon) with proper attention being paid not only to general meaning, but to things such as 

the meter and genre. Since the manuscripts were written continuously with no spacings between words 

and few marks of punctuation, fluent reading was difficult. Students therefore needed to prepare a 

manuscript for reading by adding such helps as accents and small marks to separate individual words. 

Only then came the actual reading followed by memorization. The third discipline was exegetical 

(exēgētikon) and involved ―translating‖ a given selection from classical, literary Greek into the common 

(koinē) language of the day. To facilitate the process, students made vocabulary lists of literary usages 

along with their koinē equivalents. Other elements of exegesis took the form of a catechism which 

students memorized. Some catechisms concerned the content of the work being studied. One such 

catechism on the Iliad has been found. Other catechisms treated more technical aspects, such as details of 

meter and grammar. The fourth discipline was evaluative (kritikon) and was ultimately moral in character. 

It was believed that one could extract a whole ethical system from the poets in general and from Homer in 

particular in spite of the obvious problem that the classics contained so much that was immoral. Some 

interpreters would solve the problem through the use of allegory and so might understand the adultery 

between Venus and Mars astrologically as representing the conjunction of these planets (see Plutarch, 

Mor. Quomodo Adol. 4 [19F–20B]). Plutarch, however, preferred to look for clues that a poet disapproved 

of the evil being portrayed (ibid. 4 [19A–E]).  

Along with reading the classics went writing in the classical style. According to Quintilian (Inst. 1.9.1–

6), students would learn to write first a strict paraphrase of a simple fable, then a paraphrase that was 

freer, and finally a simple piece of original composition on a given theme. As sample themes he 

suggested, ―When Cratus saw an ignorant boy, he beat his paidagōgos,‖ or, ―Since Milo had been 

accustomed to carrying the calf, he [now] carried the bull.‖  

Such training impressed upon students that only works written in the classical style were worth taking 

seriously. In most cases the preference was for Attic Greek, but there were exceptions. The dialect of 

Homer was of course generally praised, and Cicero (Ad Brut. 53; cf. 284–91; also De Or. 25) defended 

the Rhodian dialect. Apart from such variation, however, all students learned that serious writers must 

shun the common (koinē) language. Koinē Greek was only fit for casual, nonliterary use. It was for this 

reason that Josephus wisely arranged to have his writings styled by experts (Ant 20.263; AgAp 1.50; cf. 

JW 1.2; Ant 1.2). The koinē Greek of the NT sounded barbarous enough in the ears of the educated that it 

had to be defended by the early Church (Tatian, Ad Gr. 26–30; Origen, Comm. in Rom. 4:23 [Scherer ed.]; 

Jerome, Ep. 22:30).  

All the subjects studied in Hellenistic and Roman schools were collectively known as the egkyklios 

paideia, the ancient equivalent of the ―liberal arts.‖ Apart from reading and composition, opinions 

differed over what other subjects should be studied. Quintilian‘s list is typical. He included music and 

more mathematics (Inst. 1.10.1–49). Music was largely musical theory. Mathematics on this level 

included geometry (Euclid), astronomy, and numbers; and numbers included not only arithmetic but also 

the aesthetic properties of numbers, e.g., perfect numbers and friendly numbers (Nicomachus of Gerasa, 



Ar. I.14.1–1; 17.3–5). In fact, Nicomachus of Gerasa composed a whole Pythagorean theology of 

arithmetic (Theologoumena Arithmētichēs) on the mystical property of numbers.  

D. Higher Education  

After secondary school, young Greeks of good family commonly rounded off their education in an 

institution known as the ephēbeia. Many others chose the serious study of rhetoric. Somewhat fewer 

chose to study one of the philosophies. Other options were the study of medicine or law. In NT times, 

Rome was the center for legal training (Aulus Gellius, NA 13.13.1), although in the later empire 

Constantinople and particularly Berytus (modern Beirut) eclipsed Rome in this area. The great centers for 

the study of medicine included Alexandria, Cos, Pergamum, Smyrna, Corinth, and Ephesus. These centers 

commony had medical teachers loosely organized into a kind of medical faculty. At Ephesus the 

association (synedrion) of physicians used to sponsor yearly medical competition with contests in various 

aspects of the field (Keil 1905: 128–29). Such organizations, however, were no guarantee of reliable 

medical practice. Standards varied. A physician might have finished grammar school and then studied for 

many years at one of the major medical centers; but humble apprenticeships were more the rule, 

apprenticeships as short as six months (Galen, Opera [Kuhn ed.], vol. 1, pp. 82–83; vol. 10, pp. 4–5). 

Thus the NT reference to ―Luke the beloved physician‖ (Col 4:14) tells little about his education and 

training.  

More important in the ancient world were the Hellenistic ephēbeia and its Roman equivalent, the 

collegia juvenum. Originally an instrument of military training, by Hellenistic times the ephēbeia had 

become an exclusive municipal male finishing school housed in the gymnasium where future aristocrats 

(ephēboi) leisurely pursued their studies with an emphasis on physical education. Apart from athletics, 

learning as not rigorous. Even though various grammarians, rhetoricians, and philosophers offered 

courses on a variety of subjects and even though the students usually had a library available, the time for 

study was relatively short. Students on the island of Chios were serving three years in the ephēbeia 

(Dittenberger 1960: no. 959), but one or two years was more the norm, with much of that time spent at the 

palaestra and the stadium. The importance of the ephēbeia lay, however, not in its curriculum, but in its 

social significance. Study in the ephēbeia certified that one was truly civilized (i.e., Hellenized) and was 

essential for full social and political acceptance. Thus, according to 2 Macc 4:9, 12, the high priest Jason 

established ―a gymnasium and ephēbeion‖ in Jerusalem to demonstrate his Hellenism.  

Serious higher education generally meant the study of rhetoric, a discipline which scholars like Cicero 

and Quintilian considered normative. One began rhetoric with learning the five steps for speech 

preparation: invention of ideas, arrangement, style, memorization, and delivery. Each of these steps was 

an elaborate discipline in itself with its own rules and systems. In fact, Quintilian devoted the bulk of his 

work on education (Books 3–9) simply to the elaboration of these five steps, nor was he exceptional in 

this respect. In the 2d century C.E., Theon listed thirty-six categories under which one might invent 

material for lauding the subject of an encomium. Then he showed how to expand this material, for 

example by making comparisons. He even showed how to praise subjects who were otherwise 

unpraiseworthy in areas such as parentage or citizenship. As for the other steps of speech preparation, 

teachers of rhetoric developed them to a similar extent. The arrangement of the oration proper fell under 

five or six headings, each with its own rules. Style and memory both had their own subdivisions and 

techniques. Delivery involved not only voice production and the theory of musical intonation, but also a 

system of gestures, which was almost detailed enough to stand alone as a sign language (see, e.g., 

Quintilian, Inst. 11.3.96).  

Although much of the study of rhetoric involved the study of the rules, students also analyzed model 

passages from the great prose writers. These typically included Cicero, Livy, Cato, the Gracchi, and the 

ten Attic orators from the 5th and 4th centuries B.C.E. After the analysis of such model passages, the 

students practiced writing preparatory exercises of their own. Only then were they ready to compose full 

speeches on given subjects. The whole discipline of rhetoric, however, included much more than the art of 

public speaking. Since an orator had to be able to give a discourse on any subject, it was necessary for 



him to study all subjects (Cicero, De Or., Book 1). The study of rhetoric, therefore, became the ancient 

equivalent to studying for a degree in liberal arts, i.e., the egkyklios paideia.  

The study of philosophy generally presupposed a secondary education, although some schools were not 

overly strict in this regard. What they universally demanded, however, was some separation from the 

general culture. In this respect the Cynics were extremists; yet all philosophical schools were at least 

somewhat sectarian in their view of society. They expected a kind of ―conversion‖ from their members, 

which was outwardly expressed by a special philosopher‘s garb such as Justin Martyr once wore (Dial. 

1.2; Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 4.11.8).  

Even though the different schools of philosophy varied widely, there was a certain general pattern of 

study. Instruction typically started with the history of philosophy beginning with Thales. This was 

followed by some general instruction on the school‘s own philosophical teachings. Then came a more 

detailed study of the school‘s basic writings.  

Not all learning of philosophy, however, took place in institutions. Learning might come about in any of 

three ways. First, one might listen to wandering lecturers and preachers. They were typically Cynics or 

Stoics, not unlike the Epicureans and Stoics whom Acts 17:18 portrays encountering Paul in Athens. By 

listening to such preachers many in the ancient world received a smattering of philosophy. It is therefore 

rash to assume that philosophical allusions in a Jewish or Christian writing implies that its author had 

deep knowledge of the philosophies behind the allusions. Secondly, an aspiring student might attend the 

lectures that private philosophy teachers gave on a regular basis. Epictetus, the Stoic philosopher, became 

such a lecturer in 89 C.E. after the emperor Domitian had exiled him to the western coast of Greece. In 2d-

century Rome, Justin Martyr, Marcion, and Valentinus would have resembled such private philosophy 

teachers. Thirdly, as with rhetoric, one might study philosophy in established institutions. Athens was the 

oldest center in which Plato, Aristotle, Epicurus, and Zeno established their institutions during the 4th 

century B.C.E. Rivaling Athens was Alexandria. Here the center of scholarly study was the great Museum, 

which was founded around 280 B.C.E. In fact, Alexandria surpassed Athens in certain areas of higher 

learning. Thus, for example, the Alexandrian reputation in astronomy led the Church to depend on 

Alexandria for calculating the date of Easter (Cyril of Alexandria, Ep. [Prologus] 87.2). In the 1st century 

Vespasian set a precedent by establishing chairs of Latin and Greek rhetoric at Rome with salaries from 

the imperial treasury (Suetonius, Vesp. 18). In the following century Marcus Aurelius added state chairs at 

Athens for every branch of knowledge (Dio Cassius 72.32.3).  

E. Jewish Education  

Throughout the world of the NT many Jews received a standard Hellenistic education. They had 

accepted much of the culture surrounding them and were anxious for their children to share in the benefits 

which this culture offered. Thus it is not surprising that the edict of the Emperor Claudius to the 

Alexandrians (41 C.E.) represents a situation in which some Jews had enrolled their children as ephēboi 

while others were attempting to do so, and Alexandria was not a special situation. Lists of ephēboi 

containing Jewish names have been found throughout the Hellenistic Roman world (Applebaum 1974–76: 

446–48). There were other Jews, however, who preferred a Hebrew education. They had their children 

learn Scripture and Jewish tradition rather than Homer along with the rest of the egkyklios paideia.  

Jewish Hebrew schools apparently arose after Hellenistic schools were well established. The earliest 

reference to a Hebrew secondary school is provided by Ben Sira at the beginning of the 2d century B.C.E. 

(Sir 51:23), but there is little evidence for the existence of Hebrew primary schools until the 1st century 

C.E. (see j. Ketub. 8.11 [32c]). In fact they were probably not widespread until the middle of the next 

century (b. B.Bat. 21a; cf. b. Sanh. 17b [Bar.]). Perhaps one reason for the relatively late development of 

Hebrew primary schools was the biblical injunction to teach children Scripture at home (Deut 4:9; 6:7; 

11:19). In any case, at home or in school, Jewish boys learned to read well enough to take part in 

synagogue services (cf. Luke 4:16–20; Josephus, AgAp 1.60). There is also some evidence for teaching 

Torah to Jewish girls since the Mishnah (Soṭa 3.4) records a controversy on the subject between Ben 

Azzai and R. Eliezer around the end of the 1st century C.E. Ben Azzai argued that one is obligated to teach 



a daughter Torah, but the conservative R. Eliezer replied that to teach a daughter Torah was to teach her 

immorality.  

Since ancient Jews and Greeks lived in relatively close proximity, it is not surprising to find elements of 

Hellenistic education in Jewish schools; and these similarities existed not only in Greco-Roman Jewish 

communities like the one in Rome where synagogue teachers were called grammatei, but even in rabbinic 

circles. It can hardly be a coincidence that Hebrew and Greek teachers used quite similar methods for 

teaching the alphabet and that rabbinic principles of scriptural interpretation had their Hellenistic 

counterparts (see Liebermann 1962: 47–82). In addition, rabbinic education took place in three stages that 

parallel the three in Hellenistic education (˒Abot 5.21).  

The Hebrew primary school (bēt sēper or bēt sôpēr) was taught by a scribe (soper) and had a curriculum 

not too different from Hellenistic reading schools, except for the use of Hebrew in place of Greek or Latin 

and the Bible in lieu of Homer and the classics. Like their Greek and Roman counterparts, Jewish students 

in Hebrew school began with the alphabet, which they learned to recite forward and backward (b. Šabb. 

31a). After learning the alphabet, they proceeded directly to the reading of the biblical text. There was no 

intermediate study of syllables because Hebrew lacked written vowels; and since one could scarcely 

sound out vowelless words, reading was necessarily a matter of memory. Other differences from Greek 

schools arose from various precepts regarding the copying and general use of Scripture, e.g., the 

prohibition of copying Scripture from dictation. Besides the reading and probably the writing of Scripture, 

these Jewish elementary students learned to recite essential parts of the Jewish liturgy as well as how to 

do targum (―translation‖) in areas where Aramaic was spoken.  

The Jewish secondary school (bēt midrāš) was concerned with the study of oral Torah. Oral Torah was 

the tradition of the Jewish ˒Abot (―fathers‖) and, as its name suggests, was not written down (at least not 

officially) but passed from the mouth of the teacher into the ears of the student. It took two forms: 

Midrash, which arranged this oral tradition as a kind of scriptural commentary, and Mishnah, which used 

a topical arrangement. Paul refers to oral Torah in Gal 1:14 as ―the traditions of my fathers,‖ and states 

that he had been ―extremely zealous‖ for them, presumably at the time of his Damascus experience. This 

statement indicates that he reached at least the second level of Jewish education.  

After studying oral Torah, a student might choose to study advanced scriptural interpretation and 

juridical learning, along with subjects like astronomy, mathematics, and mystical speculation. At this 

level it was common for students to become disciples of some great scholar. The NT represents Jesus as 

such a scholar-teacher surrounded by disciples, although it is doubtful whether Jesus‘ disciples had the 

academic qualifications that other great teachers would have expected. It is also unlikely that Acts 22:3 is 

correct in stating that the apostle Paul had advanced to studying under a teacher as famous as Gamaliel. 

The Pauline epistles (in spite of claims to the contrary) show little evidence that their author had reached 

this level of rabbinic education. Paul‘s scriptural interpretation is far closer to the general exegetical 

methods common throughout the Greco-Roman world than to specific rules of exegesis as used in early 

rabbinic works such as the Mek. R. Ishmael (see Liebermann 1962: 47–82).  

Not all traditional Jewish education involved formal study. On Sabbaths and holidays Jewish scholars 

regularly preached in the synagogues and in doing so reached a large audience. There is some doubt about 

just where these homilies fitted into the liturgy (i.e., whether they introduced Scripture readings or came 

after them), but their popularity is undisputed. In time such homilies, or outlines for them, were arranged 

according to the order of the lectionary and strung together to form homiletic Midrashim. These preachers 

would have resembled Greek philosophy lecturers, except that the Jewish teachers were more popular and 

probably exercised more influence.  

Among the Essenes there was a more intensive pattern of general education. The Dead Sea Scrolls 

speak of the continual study of Torah as their goal so that in any community of ten people one person was 

searching out Torah day and night (1QS 6:6–7). Philo gives a somewhat less mechanical picture of how 

Essenes studied (Philo, Quod Omn 80–82), but leaves little doubt that the Essenes had a reputation for 

taking the study of Torah very seriously.  



In two areas Jewish children might receive special training that had nothing to do with Scripture and 

tradition. The first was vocational. A relatively early rabbinic saying clearly obligates a father not only to 

circumcise his son and teach him the Torah, but also ―to teach him a trade‖ (t. Qidd. 1.11). Here Jewish 

attitudes differed from the general culture of the ancient world, which regarded manual labor and higher 

learning as incompatible. Thus, it is in keeping with Jewish culture for the author of Acts to represent 

Paul as a tentmaker by trade (18:3; cf. 1 Cor 4:12).  

The other special area of Jewish education involved the study of Greek, although the place of Greek in 

rabbinic education is difficult to determine. In spite of the many rabbinic warnings against Greek wisdom, 

there is little evidence of an absolute ban against the language itself. Some knowledge of Greek was 

necessary for communicating with the civil government and the world at large. Although it is unlikely that 

Greek found a regular place in rabbinic schools, there is evidence that some who chose a traditional 

Jewish alternative to Hellenistic schools still achieved a certain proficiency in Greek. A notable example 

is Paul. Even though he never used the polished literary Greek taught in Hellenistic schools, he 

nevertheless had learned to communicate quite well in the common (koinē) Greek of everyday speech. 

Other Jews attained a more acceptable style than Paul, and in the 4th century C.E. a Jewish patriarch 

(probably Gamaliel VI) was able to carry on a written correspondence in Greek with Libanius of Antioch, 

the most famous rhetorician of his day. Eight of the letters from Libanius have survived (Stern 1974–78, 

2: 580–99), and they indicate that he regarded the patriarch as a person with an accomplished Hellenistic 

education.  
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JOHN T. TOWNSEND  

EGERTON PAPYRUS 2. Papyrus Egerton 2 (P. Lond. Christ. 1) consists of some small fragments 

of an early Christian papyrus codex which contained a Gospel-type document. This document, otherwise 

unattested, is often called ―the Unknown Gospel.‖ Four fragments of this codex were found in 1934 

among a miscellaneous group of ancient papyri purchased by the British Museum from an antiquities 



dealer. The place of their discovery is not known, but may have been Oxyrhynchus. Quite recently a fifth 

fragment of the same codex has been identified among the Cologne papyri (inv. 608, nr. 255).  

The five small fragments now known preserve parts of three leaves of the original codex. Fragment 1 

(11.5 × 9.2 cm.) carries parts of 20 lines of text on each side; fragment 2, only slightly larger, preserves 

parts of 17 lines on the recto and 16 on the verso; fragment 3 (3.6 × 2.3 cm.) offers only small parts of 6 

lines on each side; fragment 4 is a mere scrap, blank on the recto and showing only one character on the 

verso. The newly identified fragment 5 (5.5 × 3 cm.) contributes parts of 7 lines on each side, which 

continue the text of fragment 1. Thus only fragments 1 (+5) and 2 provide significant portions of text.  

The interest and value of this text are far larger than the fragments themselves. The ms is dated on 

paleographical grounds to the 2d century, and most consider it to be not later than ca. 150. Thus it is one 

of the earliest surviving ms of any Christian writing, rivaled only by P
52

, and is the very earliest surviving 

ms of any noncanonical Christian text. Furthermore, the content of the papyrus bears upon questions 

about the early history of traditions about Jesus and upon problems in the emergence and use of gospel 

literature.  

Since the original sequence of the fragments cannot be determined, their substance can only be 

itemized: (1) part of a controversy between Jesus and Jewish leaders over the interpretation of Scripture 

and the authority of Moses (fr. 1 v. + fr. 5 v.), which has some parallels in John 5:39, 5:45, 9:29 and 5:46; 

(2) the conclusion of a story of an attempt to stone and to arrest Jesus (fr. 1 r. + fr. 5 r.), which has some 

parallels in John 7:30, 10:31 and 39; (3) a virtually complete story of Jesus‘ healing of a leper (also fr. 1 r. 

+ fr. 5 r.), which has features in common with Mark 1:40–45 (and parallels), Luke 17:11–19, and John 

5:14; (4) part of an account of a controversy concerning tribute money (fr. 2 r.), elements of which are 

also found in John 3:2, Mark 12:13–17 (and parallels), and Luke 6:26; (5) part of a report of a nature 

miracle of Jesus at the Jordan river (fr. 2 v.), for which no parallels are known.  

The similarities and differences between this ―Unknown Gospel‖ and the canonical Gospels present a 

puzzling picture. In its structure, which appears to be provided only by loosely linked pericopes, the 

―Unknown Gospel‖ closely resembles the Synoptics. The vocabulary and style of the papyrus are closer to 

those of Luke than of any other gospel, but the most striking similarities of content (including some 

verbatim agreements) are with John. It is also noteworthy that incidents in the papyrus which resemble 

incidents in the Synoptics are recounted with some marked differences from the synoptic reports, and that 

those which resemble the gospel of John in content are stylistically closer to the Synoptics. Such 

peculiarities make it very difficult to determine what sort of relationship, if any, obtains between the 

―Unknown Gospel‖ and the canonical Gospels, and scholarly judgments have varied widely. On the one 

hand, it has been argued that the ―Unknown Gospel‖ is somehow dependent on one or more of the 

canonical Gospels. Various scholars have considered that it is drawn, probably by memory rather than 

through direct literary dependence, from all the canonical Gospels, but enriched with additional material 

(Jeremias NTApocr 1: 94–97; Gallizia 1956; Vielhauer 1975: 635–39; Wright 1985), in which case the 

papyrus might be regarded as a gospel harmony rather than as a gospel in its own right. Another has 

found evidence in the papyrus only for its literary dependence on the gospel of John, supposing that for 

the rest it relies on independent oral tradition (Dodd 1936). On the other hand, it has been claimed that the 

―Unknown Gospel‖ is not derivative from any of the canonical Gospels but is an early and independent 

redaction of tradition (Bell and Skeat 1935; Mayeda 1946). Some have gone still further to suggest that 

the ―Unknown Gospel,‖ far from being derivative, is perhaps itself a source of the gospel of Mark 

(Crossan 1985) or the gospel of John (Koester 1983).  

While none of these possibilities can be excluded out of hand, the newly identified fragment (fr. 5) 

underscores the relationship of the papyrus with the gospel of John, which, as P
52

 shows, was in use in 

Egypt by the early 2d century. This strengthens the likelihood of literary dependence on John, and yet it 

remains conceivable that both the ―Unknown Gospel‖ and the gospel of John drew on a common source. 

There are, however, no compelling reasons to think that the papyrus is dependent on any of the Synoptic 

Gospels as opposed to oral tradition, and even those who allege dependence on them must acknowledge 



that it is neither direct nor exclusive. Hence the question of the literary relationships of the papyrus to 

other known documents is still open to debate.  

Too little remains of the document to draw conclusions about its original scope, general character, or 

purpose, all of which are uncertain. Presumably it contained a passion narrative, since reference is made 

to ―the hour of his betrayal‖ (fr. 1 r.). Characteristic redactional tendencies cannot be ascertained in so 

small a sample, though the double vocative ―Teacher Jesus‖ (twice, fr. 1 r. and fr. 2 r.) is unique, and the 

use of catchwords for linking purposes can be observed (the latter telling in favor of composition from 

memory). It has been theorized that the ―Unknown Gospel‖ was composed for private and domestic rather 

than public and liturgical use (Mayeda 1946), but there is no good evidence for this. It may very well have 

been a gospel of the same order as other early gospels. The fact that it is attested only in this papyrus and 

finds neither echo nor reference in subsequent Christian literature may be explained as well on the 

assumption of strictly provincial use and/or by appeal to the fortuitous character of such evidence.  

Finally, it should be noticed that the papyrus has some interest for early Christian paleography and 

codicology. It is a very early witness for the Christian convention of nomina sacra (see Roberts 1979), 

and an interesting one, since some of its contractions are unusual and even unparalleled. It also provides 

early attestation for the preference of Christianity for the codex or leaf book, as opposed to the roll, for the 

transcription of Christian literature of a ―scriptural‖ type.  
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HARRY Y. GAMBLE  

EGLAH (PERSON) [Heb ˓˓eglâ (ֶףְגָלה )]. A wife of David and mother of Ithream (2 Sam 3:5 = 1 Chr 

3:3). Little is known of Eglah or her son. She appears as the sixth and last wife/mother mentioned in two 

lists of David‘s sons born in Hebron (2 Sam 3:2–5 and 1 Chr 3:1–3). Eglah is distinguished from the other 

five by her designation as David‘s ―wife.‖ Whether or not this epithet indicates that Eglah held a favored 

position (Hertzberg 1–2 Samuel OTL, 254) is difficult to establish. Jerome (Quest. Heb. on 2 Sam 3:5) 

identifies Eglah with Michal, David‘s first wife, and suggests she died giving birth to Ithream. No 

indication in the text supports this speculation.  

The list of wives and sons in 2 Sam 3:2–5 serves both a genealogical and literary function. 2 Sam 3:1 

notes that David grew ―stronger and stronger,‖ while his enemy Saul grew ―weaker and weaker.‖ This 

general statement about David‘s strength is made specific by the genealogical list in vv 2–5. The increase 

of David‘s strength is mirrored in the increase of his wives (i.e., Eglah) and sons. See also DAVID 

(PERSON); ITHREAM (PERSON).  

LINDA S. SCHEARING  



EGLAIM (PLACE) [Heb ˓˓eglayim (ם  A town mentioned in the oracle against Moab in Isa .[( ֶףְגַליִּ

15:8. The context and poetic parallelism of this verse make it likely that Eglaim was located near one of 

Moab‘s boundaries, at the extremity opposite Beer-elim.  

Although its exact location remains uncertain, several proposals have been made. Eusebius mentions 

Agallim, a site located 8 Roman miles S of Areopolis (modern Rabbah); the only ruin in this vicinity is 

Rujm el-Jilimeh (M.R. 217064), an amorphous heap of stones. Just over 4 miles further S is Kh. Jeljul, 

but its pottery seems to point to occupation only in the Nabataean and Roman periods. Aharoni tentatively 

identified Eglaim with Mazra˓, on the E side of the Lisan (LBHG, 32).  

GERALD L. MATTINGLY  

EGLATH-SHELISHIYAH (PLACE) [Heb ˓eglat šĕl  šiyyâ (ָיה שִּ  Hebrew for ―the .[( ֶףְגַלת ְשלִּ
third Eglath,‖ a place name mentioned in oracles against Moab in Isa 15:5 and Jer 48:34. Its location is so 

uncertain that no identification has been widely accepted.  

The ASV and RSV, along with a majority of translations, follow the LXX and regard Eglath-shelishiyah 

as the name of a town. Conversely, the KJV translates these Hebrew words as ―an heifer of three years 

old‖ (i.e., a calf not yet broken to the yoke). Such figurative language appears elsewhere in the OT (e.g., 

Jer 46:20; Hos 10:11) and could refer, in Isa 15:5 and Jer 48:34, to the as yet unconquered towns of Zoar 

and Horonaim.  

GERALD L. MATTINGLY  

EGLON (PERSON) [Heb ˓eglôn ( ןֶףְגלו  )]. The obese king of Moab who, allied with the Ammonites 

and Amalekites, subjugated Israel for eighteen years during the period of the judges until he suffered an 

ignominious assassination at the hands of EHUD, son of Gera, the Benjaminite ―savior‖ (môš  ˓a; Judg 

3:12–30).  

The setting of the episode is not entirely clear from the geographical data supplied by the narrative (e.g., 

on the location of SEIRAH [PLACE] in v 26, see Soggin Judges OTL, 52; Knauf 1988: 64). It is possible 

that the narrative embellishment of this story has, to some extent, displaced historical details in the 

account (Soggin 1989). However, in its present literary form, the reference to the city of palms (v 13) is 

presumably Jericho, which was occupied, not destroyed, by Eglon (note Deut 34:3; 2 Chr 28:15; see 

CITY OF PALM TREES [PLACE]). Also, from context, it seems probable that Eglon received tribute 

from Ehud at this location (Josephus Ant 5.187; see Soggin Judges OTL, 53–54). However, some, for 

example Kraeling (1935: 205), have proposed that Eglon was at his capital, perhaps Medeba, in 

Transjordan; and Mittmann (1977: 227–29) has suggested that the ―city of palms‖ originally designated 

Tamar (M.R. 173024) SW of the Dead Sea rather than Jericho at its NW end.  

According to the account, after Ehud completed his diplomatic mission and dismissed his retinue, he 

obtained a private audience with Eglon by informing him that he had a ―secret word‖ (or ―thing,‖ dĕbar-

sēter) to give him. When alone, Ehud surprised the king by reaching unsuspiciously with his left hand for 

the dagger hidden at his right side. Taking advantage of the obese king‘s efforts to stand up, Ehud 

plunged the blade, handle and all, into Eglon‘s belly of fat.  

Despite the attention to detail, the story is confounded by both incongruities in the narrative (e.g., vv 

18–19; cf. explanation by Kraeling 1935: 205–7) and obscure lexical forms. The latter is particularly 

vexing in the finale. After Ehud stabs Eglon, leaving the dagger lodged in his belly, v 22b adds the phrase 

wayyēṣē˒ happaršĕdōnâ. However, paršĕdōnâ is a hapax legomenon which has been variously 

interpreted. The RSV translates this as ―dirt‖ (i.e., feces), in the phrase, ―and the dirt came out,‖ the result 

of either the puncturing of the colon, or a post-mortem release of the intestines (so also Targum Jonathan 

and Vulgate; see Moore Judges ICC, 97). Halpern (1988a: 40, 69, n. 3) translates it as ―anal sphinchter.‖ 

The LXX omits the phrase entirely. Perhaps the episode of Joab‘s execution of Amasa in 2 Samuel 20 

may shed light on this incident. The actions and outcome are remarkably similar to the Eglon-Ehud story: 



Joab approaches Amasa, grasps Amasa‘s beard with his right hand to kiss him, and with his left hand he 

reaches for the dagger hidden under his garment (vv 8–10a). Only one thrust of the blade is needed (v 

10b), and Amasa ―shed his bowels (mē˓āyw) to the ground.‖ Whatever the exact meaning of paršĕdōnâ in 

the Eglon-Ehud story, the context seems to indicate some sort of ―bowel movement‖ as a result of the 

death blow, since his guards later assume that he is relieving himself when they find the door locked (vv 

24–25). Consequently, this supplies valuable time for Ehud to escape, assemble the Israelite militia, and 

cut off the Moabite troops at the fords of the Jordan River.  

The episode is framed in typical Deuteronomistic language and in the repetition characteristic of the 

book of Judges: (1) because the people of Israel ―did what was evil in the sight of the Lord,‖ they were 

given into the power of an enemy (vv 12–14); (2) when they cried out to the Lord, he raised a deliverer, 

who subdued the enemy and gave rest to the land (vv 15a, 30); and (3) a period of faithfulness was 

followed again by the people‘s apostasy and the appointment by Yahweh of an enemy as an instrument of 

punishment (4:1; see Mayes Judges OTG, 18–19; but cf. Greenspahn 1986).  

However, while the context of this narrative served as a theological vehicle, the story was also valued as 

entertainment (e.g., see Koch 1969: 138–40). Especially notable is its use of satire and irony. For 

example, the native reader (or hearer) would immediately catch the play on Eglon‘s name, which recalls 

both ―calf‖ (˓ēgel, ˓eglâ) and ―rotund‖ (˓āgôl, ˓āgōl). The description of Eglon as ―very fat‖ (bār  ˒ mĕ˒ōd, 

v 17), is echoed in the description of his troops as ―plump‖ or ―fat‖ (šāmēn, v 29). (Note also the lines in 

the Ugaritic Kirta story [KTU 1.15 IV:4, 15]: šmn mri, ―fattest of the fatlings,‖ in which šāmēn modifies 

mĕr  ˒, a form phonetically related to bār  ˒, ―fat.‖) Similarly, Ehud‘s designation as a Benjaminite (lit. ―son 

of the right‖) adds to the irony of his left-handed intrigue. The scatological details of the assassination, 

highlighting the humiliating effectiveness of the deed (vv 21–23), heighten the satire of the story. Even 

the description of the confused guards in vv 24–25 borders on slapstick, were it not for the sobering 

discovery on the other side of the door. The course of events, too, is enriched by ironic wordplays. For 

example, Ehud‘s pretext for revisiting the king is an extended pun on his actual intention: Ehud‘s ―word‖ 

(dābār, vv 19, 20) which he has for Eglon is, in a sense, ―spoken‖ by the dagger‘s two edges (pēyôt, lit. 

―mouths,‖ v 16; see Good 1965: 33–34). Similarly, the narrative balances the dramatic action around a 

single verb: Ehud‘s ―thrusting‖ (tq˓) the sword into Eglon‘s belly (v 21) is followed by his ―blowing‖ (tq˓) 

the trumpet to rally the Israelites and complete the coup d’état (v 27). For further observations on these 

and other features of the narrative art of this episode, see Alonso-Schökel (1961: 148–58) and Alter 

(1981: 37–41).  

Presumably the text reflects a period when Moab had penetrated into Benjaminite and Ephraimite 

territory from Transjordan (see Donner 1984: 158). In the 9th century B.C.E., the situation was reversed 

when Mesha, king of Moab, was obliged to deliver tribute to the king of Israel until he successfully 

overthrew Israelite domination (2 Kings 3; note also MESHA STELE [KAI #181; ANET, pp. 320–21, esp. 

lines 1–9]). Ironically, Mesha‘s name (mêša˓), like Ehud‘s epithet, means ―savior.‖ It seems altogether 

fitting that the ―savior‖ in the Eglon-Ehud story is a Benjaminite, since in the biblical tradition Jericho 

was assigned to the tribe of Benjamin in the original division of the land (Josh 18:21). Later indication of 

Moabite influence in the Benjaminite genealogy is suggested by the list of names recorded in 1 Chr 8:8–

10. See also MOAB (PLACE) D.4.; and MESHA (PERSON).  

Rabbinic tradition identifies Eglon as both the grandson of Balak, the Moabite king who hired Balaam 

to curse Israel (Numbers 22–24), and the father or grandfather of Ruth (Ruth Targum 1:4; for further 

references see Levine 1973: 48 n. 6). Aggadic commentary finds a redeeming virtue in Eglon‘s effort to 

stand at the ―word of God‖ (Judg 3:20). According to this tradition, the king‘s pious action received its 

reward through the inclusion of Ruth in the genealogy of David (Ruth 4:18–22; see Ruth Rabbah 2.9; note 

1 Sam 22:3–4). Furthermore, because of Ruth‘s own piety, she would be the ancestor of ―the six 

Righteous of the world,‖ namely, ―David, Daniel, his three companions, and the Messiah king‖ (Ruth 

Targum 3:15). Perhaps the familiarity of the latter tradition also contributed to the inclusion of Ruth in the 

otherwise selective genealogy of Jesus (Matt 1:5; cf. Luke 3:32).  
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JOHN KUTSKO  

EGLON (PLACE) [Heb ˓eglôn (ֶףְגלון )]. A royal Canaanite city conquered by Joshua (Josh 10:34–35). 

It was later incorporated into the Judean Shephelah district of Lachish (Josh 15:39). Eglon figures 

prominently in the narrative of Joshua‘s conquest of the south (Joshua 10). Debir, king of Eglon, was one 

of four Amorite kings called upon by Adoni-zedek of Jerusalem to aid him in a war against Gibeon (Josh 

10:1–4), which had, through a ruse, allied itself with the Israelites (Joshua 9). Since Debir occurs as a 

personal name only in v 3 (all other occurrences in the MT being the name of a place; see DEBIR), it has 

been speculated that in this passage, too, it originally represented a city (Soggin, Joshua OTL, 119; 

Boling, Joshua AB, 280). Eglon subsequently appears only in the list of the thirty-one Canaanite kings 

defeated by Joshua (12:12) and in the aforementioned list of cities in the Judean Shephelah. On the critical 

problems of Joshua 10 see Elliger 1934; Wright 1946; Soggin, Joshua OTL, 116–32; Boling, Joshua AB, 

273–95.  

The proposed location of Eglon has shifted a number of times over the course of the last century. Both 

Tel Nagila (Tell Nejileh) and Khirbet ˓Ajlan were proposed as possible sites for Eglon in the late 19th 

century (about the former see Doermann 1987: 130–32 and Wright 1971: 439–40; about the latter see 

Petrie 1891: 19 and Bliss 1898: 141–42). However, in the 20th century the two leading candidates for 

Eglon have been Tell el-Hesi (M.R. 124106) and Tell ˓Aitun (M.R. 143099). Once Albright (1924: 7–8; 

1942: 35–36, 38) had questioned the identification of Lachish with Tell el-Hesi (a site of paramount 

importance in the history of Palestinian archaeology, since it was there that Petrie first developed the 

application of stratigraphy and pottery chronology), and had located Lachish instead at Tell ed-Duweir, 

the way was open for the identification of Eglon with Tell el-Hesi, partly on the basis of the alleged 

transference of the name to the nearby Khirbet ˓Ajlan (but see Rainey 1983: 9–10). This identification has 

become the most widely accepted (see, e.g., Wright 1971: 440–41).  

However, Elliger (1934: 66–68), basing himself on the geographical progression of Joshua‘s conquests 

in Josh 10:28–39 (Makkedah, Libnah, Lachish, and Eglon, north to south, ―up to‖ Hebron, ―back to‖ 

Debir), argued that Eglon was to be sought in the region to the S or SE of Tell ed-Duweir, preferably at 

Tell Beit Mirsim, or perhaps at Tell ˓Aitun. This latter suggestion has been taken up by Noth (Joshua 

HAT, 95) and by Rainey (1980: 197; 1983: 3, 6, 9–10) and would appear to be the current leading 

contender for Eglon (dissenters include Ahlström [1980], who identifies Tell ˓Aitun with Lachish [but see 

Davies 1982 and subsequent articles in PEQ], and Galil [1985: 71], who identifies Tell ˓Aitun with 

Libnah).  
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CARL S. EHRLICH  

EGYPT (PERSON) [Heb miṣrayim (ם ְקַשיִּ  The second of four ―sons‖ of Ham and the ―father‖ of .[( ֹמִּ

seven whose -îm endings suggest they are to be regarded as peoples (Gen 10:6, 13–14). Egypt appears as 

a personification of the land of Egypt in the Table of Nations.  

RICHARD S. HESS  

EGYPT, BROOK OF. The Hebrew expression naḥal miṣrayim (ם ְקַשיִּ  ‖,Brook of Egypt― ,( ַנַחל ֹמִּ
is found only in the OT. It occurs both as a geographical term with reference to the southern border of 

Judah (Num 34:5; Josh 15:4, 47; 1 Kgs 8:65 = 2 Chr 7:8; Ezek 47:19; 48:28) and as an element in the 

phrase ―from the Brook of Egypt to the river Euphrates‖ (2 Kgs 24:7) or its reverse (Isa 27:12). This latter 

phrase is a merism designating the portion of Syro-Palestine between the NE and S borders of the area to 

which Israel and Judah lay claim.  

The expression ―Brook of Egypt‖ is found outside the OT as a geographical term in some Neo-Assyrian 

documents (AOAT 6: 256). A summary inscription of Tiglath-pileser mentions a campaign to the URU 

naḫal muṣur, ―Brook of Egypt,‖ immediately after his conquest of Gaza on the S coastal plain (Alt 1953: 

150–62; Tadmor 1966: 88). The use of the cuneiform determinative URU (indicating a region or country) 

rather than ID (designating a river) seems to indicate that the expression is a toponym in the general sense 

(Na˒aman 1979). Tiglath-pileser‘s campaign can be dated during the years 734–732 B.C.  

The next mention of the Brook of Egypt is in Sargon II‘s account of his campaign in the year 716 B.C. 

The prism fragment contains the phrase ša patti URU naḫal M[uṣur], ―situated on the border of the Brook 

of Egypt,‖ (Na˒aman 1979). Another inscription by Sargon II gives the extent of his conquests as ranging 

from the Elamite border ―as far as the Brook of Egypt‖ (Winckler 1889; Na˒aman 1979). Esarhaddon 

refers to a city named Arza which is situated near the ―Brook of Egypt‖ (ANET, 290). Another more 

detailed geographical notice found in the annalistic comments regarding his second campaign places Arza 

―a distance of thirty ‗miles‘ from the town of Aphek [situated] on the border-region of Samaria as far as 

the town of Raphia, beyond the border of the Brook of Egypt, a place without [flowing] river‖ (after 

Na˒aman 1979). The town Arza, probably identical with later Yarda and Orda, should be identified with 

the toponym Yurza known from Egyptian topographical lists; this leads to an identification of the ―Brook 

of Egypt‖ with the Nahal Bezor. The commonly suggested equation with the Wadi el ˒Arish should be 

ruled out, at least as far as the earlier lists are concerned (Na˒aman 1979).  

Another argument for this location may be the absence of pre-Hellenistic ruins in the vicinity of Wadi el 

˒Arish. The boundary between Palestine and Egypt stabilized at the latter location only in the Persian 

period or later (Na˒aman 1979; cf. Rainey 1982).  

Bibliography  
Alt, A. 1953. Tiglathpilesers III. erster Feldzug nach Palästina. KlSchr 2: 150–62.  
Borger, R. 1956. Die Inschriften Asarhaddons, Königs von Assyria. AfO Beiheft 9. Graz. Repr. 1967.  

Görg, M. Bach. Neues Bibel-Lexikon 1: 233–34.  

Keel, O., and Küchler, M., eds. 1982. Orte und Landschafter der Bibel. 2 vols. Zurich and Göttingen.  

Na˒aman, N. 1979. The Brook of Egypt and Assyrian Policy on the Border of Egypt. TA 6: 68–90.  

———. 1986. Borders and Districts in Biblical Historiography. Jerusalem Biblical Studies 4. Jerusalem.  

Rainey, A. F. 1982. Toponymic Problems (cont.): The Brook of Egypt. TA 9: 131–32.  

Tadmor, H. 1966. Philistia under Assyrian Rule. BA 29: 86–102.  



Winckler, H. 1889. Die Keilschrifttexte Sargons. Leipzig.  

M. GÖRG  

EGYPT, HISTORY OF. In part because it was one of the greatest political and military powers in 

antiquity, Egypt had significant contact with the various states and peoples of the Levant. See 

EGYPTIAN RELATIONS WITH CANAAN. Consequently, much of biblical history is tied in with that 

of Egypt. This entry, which consists of nine separate articles, surveys the history of ancient Egypt. The 

first article covers the problems and issues related to the chronology of ancient Egypt. The remaining 

eight articles survey Egyptian history from the prehistoric period to the Greco-Roman period.  

CHRONOLOGY  

This article attempts to survey the available sources used for reconstructing the chronology of ancient 

Egypt, and provides a construct for dating the major periods of Egyptian history.  

———  

A. Sources for Egyptian Chronology  

1. Lists of Kings  

2. Genealogies Mentioning Kings  

3. Original Documents and Archaeological Evidence  

4. Synchronisms  

5. Astronomical Data  

B. Constructing an Egyptian Chronology  

1. Predynastic Period  

2. Archaic Period  

3. Old Kingdom  

4. First Intermediate Period  

5. Middle Kingdom  

6. Second Intermediate Period  

7. New Kingdom  

8. Third Intermediate Period  

9. Late Period  

———  

A. Sources for Egyptian Chronology  

The ancient Egyptians had no single, continuous era for reckoning the passing of the years, such as our 

modern use of years counted B.C. and A.D. Instead, for most of their history, the ancient Egyptians dated 

events and documents by the years of the reigns of their successive kings, the ―pharaohs.‖ This system 

had its origins in the Archaic Period (1st–2d Dynasties), when years were named after important events. 

Then the habit was established of counting years by ―Year of the 1st Cattle-census‖ of a reign, followed 

by the ―Year after the 1st Cattle-census,‖ then the ―Year of the 2d Cattle-census‖ the year after it, and so 

on (census-years alternating with ―after-census‖ years) through a given king‘s reign. The whole process 

began anew with each succeeding king. Eventually, in the later Old Kingdom (later 3d millennium B.C.), 

this alternating year-numbering gave way to a continuous year-count, e.g., Year 1, Year 2, Year 3, etc., as 

mentioned above. (On Egyptian reckoning of regnal years, see Gardiner 1945.)  

Unfortunately, we do not possess today an ideal, straight, unbroken line of kings‘ reigns and their 

lengths in years that would enable us to convert Egyptian years instantly into years B.C. For many kings, 

we do not know the exact length of the reigns. During the three Intermediate periods in ancient Egyptian 

history, two or more lines of kings reigned side by side in different parts of Egypt. Therefore, our ancient 

Egyptian chronology has to be established (and not yet precisely) by making use of a variety of sources. 

These include ancient lists of kings, sometimes giving their supposed lengths of reign; genealogies giving 

sequences of people and rulers; original documents citing regnal years of kings, and archaeological 

evidence; synchronisms between Egyptian and independently dated foreign rulers; and astronomical 

calculations based on phenomena of the sun, moon, or stars mentioned in ancient texts.  



1. Lists of Kings. The seemingly oldest such monument is known to us only from some fragments of an 

upright slab, the largest being the so-called Palermo Stone (after the town-museum where it resides). 

When complete, this slab was originally inscribed on both front and back with a series of horizontal 

registers. Each register was marked off into rectangles, one per year of a king‘s reign, and each year space 

was compactly inscribed with a note of events considered important by the ancients. On the front, the top 

register gave not years but the names of ―prehistoric‖ kings. This monument originally gave the full series 

of regnal years of all the kings from Menes and the first historic dynasty down to the 5th Dyn. to King 

Neferirkare or even later (see Helck, LA: 652–54; Redford 1986: 87–90, 135–36). Intact, the Palermo 

Stone would have been invaluable; but the mere fragments that do survive are not enough on which to 

base a reconstruction that can be generally accepted.  

Leaving aside other minor pieces (on which see Redford 1986: 24–29, 34–64), the next equivalent of a 

king list is the Table of Kings originally inscribed in the Karnak temple at Thebes under Thutmose III in 

the 15th century B.C. (see Redford 1986: 29–34, 176–78). However, its ―display‖ of bygone monarchs in 

balancing groups is not very helpful to modern chronologers.  

More important are the series of kings named in three monumental king lists of the 19th Dyn. (13th 

century B.C.). Two are mutual duplicates, inscribed under Seti I and Rameses II in their great temples at 

Abydos. The other, quite similar, was included in the tomb chapel of the official Tjunuroy at Saqqara. 

While Tjunuroy omits the first few kings (Redford 1986: 23), these lists are excerpts from a longer 

tradition, giving the names (in order) of the main kings of the Old, Middle, and New Kingdoms (OK, MK, 

NK; ca. 3000–1250 B.C.). All exclude the female pharaoh Hatshepsut and the Amarna ―heresy‖ kings 

(disapproved of by later rulers), but the Abydos lists include the Memphite kings who followed the 6th 

Dyn. (for texts see KRI 1: 177–79; KRI 2: 539–41; KRI 3: 481–82; latest discussion in Redford 1986: 18–

24). So far as they go, these selective lists agree both with the evidence of firsthand documents and with 

the canon of kings transmitted to us by the Turin Papyrus and (a millennium later) in Manetho‘s work. 

The three lists from Abydos and Saqqara are in fact offering lists that formed part of the royal cult; 

nevertheless, they must derive from real, fuller king lists, simply omitting names and numerical data not 

needed in the limited space available.  

A document of far greater extent and importance is a badly damaged papyrus in the Turin Egyptian 

Museum, known as the Turin Canon of Kings (text in Gardiner 1959; KRI 2: 827–44; for hieratic, see 

plates in Farina 1938). This is an informal copy, made on the reverse of an old tax register of the time of 

Rameses II. It gives a long list of kings: dynasties of gods and spirits, then historical kings from Menes 

down to the 17th Dyn., so far as preserved; originally it may have included the 18th and early 19th Dyn., 

perhaps to Rameses II himself. Regnal years are given for all rulers named (with life spans for early 

kings), including also months and days for reigns of the 12th Dyn. onward. Comparison of the canon‘s 

data with firsthand contemporary evidence indicates that its order of kings (within each dynasty or group) 

is mostly reliable, but not faultless. Some names have been corrupted by previous recopying, and likewise 

various figures (but not all). It is an unofficial and imperfect witness to a well-established historical 

tradition (see discussion in Málek 1982a; von Beckerath 1984; Redford 1986: 2–18, 197–201, contrast p. 

5 top with p. 197, n. 238 end), but nevertheless constitutes a clear forerunner to the lists compiled by 

Manetho a millennium later.  

In the transition from the late Persian to the early Ptolemaic period in Egypt (roughly 320 B.C.), we have 

the so-called Demotic Chronicle (for translations, see Spiegelberg 1914; Bresciani 1969: 551–60). In 

reality, this is an oracular work with commentary. It names (in order) the kings of the 28th–30th Dyn., 

differing slightly from Manetho for the order of the 29th Dyn. (cf. Johnson 1974; Ray 1986). See also 

DEMOTIC CHRONICLE.  

Finally, there is the Aegyptiaka or ―Egyptian History‖ by Manetho (an Egyptian priest of the 3d century 

B.C.), written in Greek under Ptolemy II. This work embodied in its narrative various series of kings and 

reigns. These are grouped in ―Dynasties‖ or families (real or otherwise), with summaries of years of each 

dynasty, and of longer periods of several dynasties. Except for a few citations in Josephus (1st century 

A.D.), Manetho‘s original work is now lost. But at an early date, a basic list of the kings, dynasties, and 



periodic summaries had been gathered into an Epitome. This summary ―king list‖ survives in three 

versions: in the writings of Africanus (3d century A.D.); Eusebius (4th century A.D.); and George the 

Syncellus (about 800 A.D.). The Greek text/Latin version with facing English translations is conveniently 

available in Waddell (1940), along with other Manethonic fragments and pseudo-Manethonic ―lists.‖ 

Even today, the 30 Dynasties given by Manetho are still retained because they provide convenient 

groupings of Egyptian rulers for historical purposes. However, the names and figures in the Epitome have 

clearly suffered considerable (if uneven) corruption in the course of centuries of repeated hand-copying, 

and sometimes at the hands of would-be manipulators of ancient chronology. This is clear from the 

variant names and numbers evident in Africanus, Eusebius, the Syncellus, and Josephus, when compared 

with firsthand older Egyptian sources, especially from the reigns of individual kings. Thus, Manetho 

provides only an outline framework; in detail, his data have to be used critically in conjunction with older 

and original sources.  

2. Genealogies Mentioning Kings. There are two types of genealogy: ―unitary‖ and ―synthetic.‖ 

―Unitary‖ describes an entire genealogy derived from one single monument or document. ―Synthetic‖ 

denotes genealogies built up by combining data from several different sources. Dating from the Late 

Period, the most striking ―unitary‖ genealogy is that preserved on the tomb relief Berlin 23673 (see 

Borchardt 1935: 96–112, pls. 2–2a), which provides a sequence of 60 generations extending back from 

the priest Ankhefen-Sekhmet, who flourished ca. 750 B.C. under Shoshenq V. Going back through time, 

beginning with the 11th generation before himself, this man included the cartouches of kings (supposedly 

contemporaries of various ancestors) alongside the names of at least 26 of the 49 generations from the 

11th back to the 60th. While a few anomalies occur (see Kitchen 1986: 187–90, 560), the overall span of 

kings and generations compares well with results obtained from other evidence. For the 21st Dyn., the 

genealogy itself is confirmed by another monument that belonged to another branch of the same family 

(Louvre C.96; see Malinine, Posener, and Vercoutter 1968: 48–49, pl. 4, No. 52).  

Under this head may also be mentioned the famous genealogy of Pasenhor from the Serapeum (from 

Year 37 of Shoshenq V, ca. 731 B.C.), which lists his forebears back to the 17th generation—the 8th down 

to 5th previous generations were the kings we know today as Shoshenq I (biblical Shishak) to Osorkon II 

of the 22d Dyn., the 17th to 9th ancestors being also those of Shoshenq I (for text, see Malinine, Posener, 

and Vercoutter 1968: 30–31, pl. 10, no. 31; discussion in Kitchen 1986: 105–6, 109–12).  

―Synthetic‖ genealogies come closer to contemporary sources. Thus if three men, C, B, and A, each 

mention their contemporary king (Z, Y, and X), and C is son of B and grandson of A, then we have three 

generations A, B, and C, which in turn establish a basic parallel series of kings, X, Y, and Z, contained 

within a time span (biologically) of 60 years or so. Naturally, allowance must be made for kings who had 

ruled (if briefly) between X and Y, or Y and Z, but not mentioned by the sources concerned. This kind of 

evidence—combining the data from a group of documents—is especially useful in the Third Intermediate 

Period, ca. 1070–660 B.C. (see Kitchen 1986: 90, 106–9, 112, etc., particularly 187–239 passim), but 

applies also to all earlier periods, e.g., the mass of data concerning the royal workmen at Deir el-Medina 

in the New Kingdom (see, e.g., Bierbrier 1975).  

3. Original Documents and Archaeological Evidence. Most valuable are the explicitly dated texts and 

monuments that bear the names and year dates of particular kings. Such datelines can confirm or correct 

the later record of the king lists. The range and sheer bulk of such data forbid any detailed list here.  

Archaeological findings can add fresh dimensions to our historical understanding. For example, the 

recently documented growth of Memphis eastward during the NK (see Jeffreys 1985: 48 and passim) 

transforms our understanding of the history of Egypt‘s longest-serving capital city. It can also solve a 

puzzle in the narrative of Herodotus on Egypt, where two kings with the same name (Asychis) are 

confused as one (Kitchen 1988: 148–51). Proper historical sequence can also be verified archaeologically. 

For example, the fact that Shoshenq III cut up a great colossus of Rameses II to build his own main 

gateway at Tanis proves conclusively that the Ramesside kings preceded the 22d Dyn.  

4. Synchronisms. The ancient Egyptians did not live in total isolation. By trade, or in war and peace, 

they had contacts with neighboring cultures and rulers. In the earliest periods, these linkups are 



archaeological and (in years) only approximate, not precise. Thus, links can be seen with Protoliterate 

Mesopotamia, as well as Early Bronze Age Palestine and Syria during the late Predynastic (prehistoric) 

period through the Archaic Period (1st and 2d Dyn.) into the OK (see Kantor 1965: 10–19 with 

references; Gophna in Rainey 1987: 13–21).  

Later in the 3d millennium B.C., we have a link in the 6th Dyn. with the Syrian Early Bronze Age IV, 

provided by finds of stone vessels naming Khephren (Khafre) and Pepi I at Ebla (Scandone Matthiae 

1979a: 33–43, figs 11–14).  

In the early 2d millennium B.C., cross-links are still limited. The Tod treasure (a temple foundation-

deposit) includes varied material from Western Asia; the cartouche of Amenemhet II provides an upper 

limit, but the actual date of deposit can be much later (Kemp and Merrilees 1980, Appendix II, correcting 

Kantor 1965: 19). Equally vague (in terms of cross-dating) is Minoan pottery in 13th-Dyn. (not 12th) 

deposits at Kahun. Turning to inscriptional data, it may be possible to link up Neferhotep I of the 13th 

Dyn., via Yantin (-Ammu) of Byblos, indirectly with Zimri-lim of Mari, who in turn was a contemporary 

of Hammurabi of Babylon. But a strictly fixed and agreed date is not yet available for Neferhotep or 

Hammurabi (Kitchen 1987a: 48; Franke 1988: 273–74).  

During the NK (late 2d millennium B.C.), we have far more evidence. The great pharaohs of the 18th 

and 19th Dyn. engaged in war and diplomacy with the ―great kings‖ of Hatti, Mitanni, Assyria, and 

Babylon, besides vassals in the Levant and important smaller states such as Ugarit. Given the high 

accuracy of Mesopotamian dates during the 10th to 5th centuries B.C., and the close limits (within a 

decade or so) for such dates back to ca. 1400 B.C., the Mesopotamian data are of value in helping to set 

limits for Hittite and Egyptian dates for the 14th and 13th centuries B.C.  

In the 1st millennium B.C., close dating becomes better as time passes. During the 22d Dyn., from 

Soshenq I to Osorkon IV, occasional cross-links with the Hebrew kingdoms and Assyria complete and 

confirm the general dates obtainable by dead reckoning of reigns before the 25th Dyn. In turn, the 25th 

and 26th Dyn. were involved with Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian rulers, for most of whom we have very 

precise dates based on firsthand cuneiform sources. These dynasties and Egypt in the time of the Persian 

Empire and after are enmeshed by classical writers and chronographers with later classical history and 

chronology (from Herodotus onward) down to Roman times.  

5. Astronomical Data. In the past, vigorous attempts have been made to fix ancient Egyptian dates 

more precisely by using astronomy to set dates for mentions of new moons or so-called ―heliacal‖ risings 

of the Dog Star, Sothis, in ancient sources. But here, too, various uncertainties make it difficult to reach 

firm results.  

The problem with records of observations of the new moon is that any particular rising in the Egyptian 

calendar will be repeated every 25 years precisely, in an unending cycle (Parker 1976: 180–81; 1957a). 

Thus, we need to know in advance (within half a century) the general date of a given mention. Usable 

lunar dates are found in the Lahun papyri of the late 12th Dyn., and in Year 52 of Rameses II, which can 

be utilized within a wider frame of dates established on other grounds. However, attempts to turn most 

Egyptian festival dates into lunar dates for chronological purposes (so Kraus 1985: 136–63) are premature 

and too theoretical to be of any use at present.  

So-called Sothic dates operate on a far grander scale, based on the slight difference in length between 

the Egyptian civil calendar and the real solar calendar. The latter is (in practice) 1/4365 days long. But it 

is not convenient to work with a quarter of a day. So, since every four years the four quarters add up to 

one whole day, we maintain a calendar of 365 days per year, but with a leap year of 366 days (the extra 

day) every four years. Consequently, our calendar stays basically in line with the year as expressed by the 

movements of sun and earth, and so with the seasons.  

However, the ancient Egyptians did not operate as we do. Probably in the early 3d millennium B.C. (see 

Parker 1950: 53 and generally), the Egyptians instituted a calendar of 12 months of 30 days each, plus ―5 

days over the year‖—a calendar of 365 days like ours (and the origin of ours). But they did not notice (or 

if known, did not bother with) the odd 1/4-day by which their calendar was short. So, after four years 

(with no leap year), their fourth civil calendar year ended one day too soon, and the next year began a day 



too soon. After another four years, the 8th year ended 2 days too soon. As this process of every year 

finishing too early continued, each year‘s calendar months began earlier and earlier during the natural 

seasons of the solar year. At first, no one would notice this. After 120 years, the civil calendar year was 

beginning a whole month (30 days) ahead of the real solar year, and by the time that 700 years had 

passed, the civil calendar year would begin (and end) 6 months too soon; then, the ―winter‖ months of this 

calendar would have crept forward into nature‘s summer season of the previous solar year! But as time 

passed, after a total of some 1460 years, the too-short civil year would have overtaken itself by one 

complete year of 365 days, and everything (like the seasons) would for the moment be in its right place 

again. This, of course, applies to all phenomena dated by the civil calendar. The ancient Egyptian New 

Year was supposed to coincide with the observed rise of the new Nile flood, i.e., in July—or, the coming 

of the ―inundation‖ be dated to the 1st day of the 1st month of the 1st season, in calendar terms. But of 

course, after several hundred years, any such report of the rise of the Nile would be dated correspondingly 

to some later date in the civil calendar, because that too-short calendar had meantime been creeping 

forward as noted above.  

The rise of the Nile was not the only event noticed in the July time of the year in Egypt. Quite by 

coincidence, the so-called ―heliacal rising‖ of the Dog Star (Gk Sothis, from Egyptian Sopdet) also took 

place on the original July ―New Year‖ of the civil calendar. (The heliacal rising of Sothis is defined as 

that day on which this star first becomes visible just before sunrise, after 70 days of invisibility, Parker 

1950: 7.) Because of the behavior of Egypt‘s too-short civil calendar, some 1460 years have to elapse 

between one sighting of this heliacal rising of Sothis on the 1st day of the 1st month of the 1st season 

(New Year‘s Day) in the civil calendar and the next time this exact sighting could reoccur. This period of 

about 1460 years is therefore called a Sothic cycle. Fortunately, one such date point is known: within the 

period 139–42 A.D. (Parker 1976: 182). Therefore, allowing for variations in the stellar motion of Sothis, 

it can be calculated that previous Sothic cycles would begin in 1313 B.C. and 2769 B.C., if observed at 

Memphis (see Parker 1976: 182, who uses astronomic notation).  

Fixing the date of these cycles should (in theory) help us to date any reign of a pharaoh, if a heliacal 

rising of Sothis is found mentioned in a particular year of his rule on a specific date in the civil calendar—

one only needs to know inside which cycle his reign falls. For example, if some king who belonged 

within the period 2700 to 1350 B.C. had a document dated to his Year 1, mentioning the rising of Sothis 

on the 6th day of the 4th month of the summer season (11th month in the year), it is clear that the civil 

calendar had crept forward 335 days since such a rising last happened on its New Year‘s Day. So, 4 × 335 

years had elapsed since 2769 B.C., putting our theoretical king‘s accession (Year 1) at about 2769 minus 

(4 × 335) years B.C., or 2769 minus 1340 = 1429 B.C.  

Alas, in practice things are not so simple. There are several complications. First, one must allow for a 4-

year margin of error (before quarter days add up to one day, among other factors). Second, the 

geographical location of any reported Sothic sighting affects reckoning of the date. In practice, the further 

south the sighting, the later the date B.C. So, we need to know, for example, whether a report of Sothis 

was made in Memphis, Thebes, or Elephantine. Only two usable Sothic rising reports are known to us at 

present: one in Year 7 of Sesostris (Senwosret) II or III, and one in Year 9 of Amenhotep I. The former 

one may have been observed either in Memphis or Elephantine; there would be a roughly 30-year 

difference in date, depending on place of observation. The latter one would have been seen in either 

Thebes (source of the Ebers Papyrus bearing the datum) or Elephantine; the date difference is then only 

about 11 years. (For the suggestion of Elephantine as the point of observation for both risings, leading to 

ultra-low dates for both, see Krauss 1985; contrast Kitchen 1987a: 42–44, 47, where the corresponding 

options of observations made at Memphis and Thebes respectively are preferred.)  

B. Constructing an Egyptian Chronology  

In the light of the kinds of evidence and their various problems sketched above, the only proper way to 

build up a chronology for ancient Egypt is to begin at the end and work our way back from the well-fixed 

dates of the 26th Dyn. to Roman times, step by step, until we reach the beginnings, i.e., the 1st Dyn. and 



the prehistoric era beyond it. However, for the reader‘s convenience, the chronology will be presented 

here in its natural order from the beginning to end.  

While the long line of 30 dynasties is still useful as a basic framework of kings, it has been found 

helpful in modern times to divide the dynasties into larger, more convenient historical periods, i.e., 

―kingdoms‖ and ―intermediate periods‖—the former being eras of power and political unity (one line of 

kings), and the latter periods of political disunity (with parallel lines of kings). The following brief table 

will summarize the position.  

Predynastic Period prehistory  

Archaic Period Dyn. 1–2 (Formative Age)  

Old Kingdom Dyn. 3–8 (―Pyramid Age‖)  

• 1st Intermediate Period Dyn. 9–10 (partly contemporaneous with Dyn. 11)  

Middle Kingdom Dyn. 11–12 (reunification, ―Classical‖ Period)  

• 2d Intermediate Period Dyn. 13–17 (overlapping lines of kings)  

New Kingdom Dyn. 18–20 (―Empire Period‖)  

• 3d Intermediate Period Dyn. 21–25 (age of disunity)  

Late Period proper Dyn. 26–―31‖ (Saite, Persian, and independence rulers)  

Greco-Roman Period Ptolemies and the Romans  

The dating of each period in this long history can now be reviewed.  

1. Predynastic Period. Traditionally, prehistory in Egypt ends with the union of the two ―predynastic‖ 

kingdoms Upper and Lower Egypt (Nile valley and delta, respectively) by ―Menes‖ the Narmer of the 

monuments), founder of the first line (dynasty) of kings of all Egypt. This event can be set somewhere 

about 3000 B.C., so Egypt‘s prehistoric ages are earlier than that approximate date. For the three main 

successive cultural periods in Egypt‘s prehistory (Taso-Badarian, Naqada I and II), no precise dates can 

be assigned beyond locating them in the 4th millennium B.C. (For Carbon 14 dates for the Naqada I and II 

periods [4th millennium], see Hassan and Robinson 1987: 128, 127 end.)  

2. Archaic Period. The contemporary monuments and later king lists agree on 8 kings for the 1st Dyn., 

but neither set of sources enables us to know the actual lengths of these 8 reigns. For the 2d Dyn., the 

Abydos list has 6 kings, the Saqqara list 8 kings, and the Turin Canon and Manetho each have 9 kings. 

From the firsthand monuments we have rulers corresponding to the first five kings in all the lists. At the 

Dynasty‘s end, Khasekhem and Khasekhemwy appear to be successive forms of the same name used by 

one king during his career; this gives us a 6th king. In the middle of this dynasty, problems arise. It is still 

uncertain whether Sekhemib Perenmat is the same individual as Peribsen, and whether either is Senedi of 

the later lists. Therefore, a minimum of 7 kings is likely. The Turin Canon‘s figures for the 2d Dyn. are 

incomplete and not yet verifiable; from the Palermo Stone fragments we have just the 20 years of king 

Nynetjer. Thus, no definite total is available for the 2d Dyn. either. Involving yet another theoretical 

reconstruction of the Palermo Stone, a computation made by Kaiser (1961) suggests about 300 years for 

the whole of this period (1st Dyn., ca. 160 years; 2d Dyn., ca. 140 years). Such a period may be dated to 

roughly 3000–2700 B.C., if we begin the OK at about 2700 B.C.  

3. Old Kingdom. Our first problem in this period is that the alternation of years of cattle census and 

years after census (see above) was no longer maintained. Under Snofru, for example, the 7th cattle count 

was immediately followed by the 8th with no intervening year ―after‖ the 7th (Gardiner 1945: 13–14). 

Thus, there is uncertainty as to how one should reckon many reigns—assuming the usual scheme of 

alternating years of xth cattle count and that years after counts provide a total of years for a king‘s reign; 

this total well exceeds the corresponding figure for the reign found in the Turin Canon in a suspiciously 

high number of cases. Snofru was probably only one king of several who sometimes reckoned cattle-

count years consecutively. Each reign has to be considered on its own merits.  

The 3d Dyn. has 5 kings in the Turin Canon (two with 19 years each, two with 6 years each, and the last 

with 24 years similar to Snofru who follows). Even if these curiously paired figures are not all correct, 

they may at least indicate relatively long and short reigns. For example, Djoser Netjer-khet (given 19 



years) did complete his pyramid complex, but Djoser-Teti Sekhemkhet (given 6 years) did not. So 70/80 

years (74 in the Turin Canon) may not be far wrong for the 3d Dyn., within 2700–2600 B.C. at most.  

For the 4th to 6th Dyn., similar detailed argumentation (using the incomplete data from original 

documents, the Palermo Stone, and later lists) enables us to suggest about 102 or 112 years for the 4th 

Dyn. (18 or 28 years for Menkaure), within roughly 2600–2500 B.C. Three apparent kings in Manetho 

(Bicheris, Hardjedef, and Thamphthis) are probably spurious and never actually reigned. In the 5th Dyn., 

we have an agreed 9 kings from Userkaf to Unis, and in the 6th Dyn. probably 7 rulers down to 

Nitocris/Netjerkare, if the enigmatic Userkare be included between Teti and Pepi I. In terms of years, the 

5th Dyn. cannot have lasted much under 150 years (about 2500–2350 B.C.), and the 6th may be allowed 

about 160 years (say 2350–2190 B.C.), although the internal details remain difficult to sort out. (For 

example, Teti may have reigned 12 or 20 years; Pepi II reigned at least 63 years, but may have died at 100 

after 94 years if the cattle counts are interpreted strictly and the Turin Canon and Manetho figures are 

accepted.)  

The length of the 7th to 8th Dyn. (all one line in the Abydos and Turin lists) is unknown. The Turin 

Canon has only 6 rulers here (Abydos has 16) and is obviously incomplete. Therefore, its total of 187 (= 

181 + 6) years for the 6th to 8th Dyn. is most likely too small. It would be wiser to allow about 30 years 

for the 16 kings of the 7th–8th Dyn., as reigns of 1, 2, and occasionally 4 years are given by our sources 

for some of these kings. This would set the 7th–8th Dyn. within about 2190–2160 B.C. on the scheme 

adopted here. During this general period, we have evidence from Dendera on the sequence of local 

provincial governors (―nomarchs‖). These data indicate 2 (perhaps 3) nomarchs contemporary with the 

7th–8th Dyn. and at least 2 more contemporary with the 9th–10th Dyn. before the emergence of the 11th 

(see Fischer 1968; cf. Kitchen 1972: 124–25). Such a series of four, five, or even six nomarchs as stable 

local dynasts would require a period of some 60 to 90 years (note also Hayes, CAH³ 1/1: 180–81), within 

(in this case) about 2190–2100 B.C.  

4. First Intermediate Period. The last of the 7th/8th Dynasty kings at Memphis was replaced by a 

fresh line of rulers from Heracleopolis, the House of Khety of Egyptian sources, and the 9th/10th Dyn. of 

Manetho. The Turin Canon does not distinguish between two separate dynasties here, but has one group 

of 18 kings, just as it has one set of kings that correspond to Manetho‘s 7th and 8th Dyn. However, it is 

convenient here to reuse the term ―9th Dyn.‖ for the first few kings who ruled all Egypt, and the term 

―10th‖ for their immediate successors who lost Upper Egypt to the new 11th Dyn. in Thebes. For an 

initial four Heracleopolitan kings of all Egypt, we may guess at some 50/60 years, at about 2160–2100 

B.C. on the scheme used here. The remaining Heracleopolitan rulers will have been short-lived 

contemporaries of the 11th Dyn., who were finally brought to an end by Nebehepetre Mentuhotep II of 

the 11th Dyn. The date of that triumph within his long reign is unknown; it probably falls at some point 

after his Year 14, but not later than Year 39, allowing for this king‘s changes of titles, reflecting his 

political fortunes. Generally, the reunion of Egypt by Mentuhotep II has been set at about Years 20–25 of 

his reign (Stock 1949: 80, 92, 99, 103; Hayes, CAH³ 1/1: 181). On the scheme used here, the ending of the 

9th/10th Dyn. by Mentuhotep II would have fallen in about 2010 B.C.  

5. Middle Kingdom. In Manetho, the 11th Dyn. is accorded 16 kings for 43 years, which is 

transparently corrupted from the Turin Canon‘s figure of 6 kings for 143 years—a realistic figure, in 

terms of the amounts that can be assigned to individual reigns. Hence, depending on the date used for the 

following 12th Dyn., the 11th can be set best at ca. 2106–1963 B.C., or at the very latest (according to 

Krauss 1985) ca. 2080–1937 B.C.  

Until recently, the anchor for all the early Egyptian dating down to this point had been the 12th Dyn., 

set at 1991–1786 B.C., as classically established by Parker (1950: 63–69, 81–82), using the Sothis datum 

of Year 7 of an unnamed king (probably Sesostris III and not before Sesostris II [document from his 

temple‘s archive]) calculated to be 1872 B.C.  

However, three factors have rather dragged this ―anchor‖ from its usual moorings. First, reductions in 

the supposed lengths of reigns of Sesostris II and III. Sesostris II is not known to have reigned any more 

than 6 full years (rather than 19), while Sesostris III cannot be shown to have reigned beyond 19 full 



years—his Year 19 is followed by a Year 1 in the Lahun papyri, and officials from before his Year 19 are 

still in office in the reign of his successor Amenemhet III (less likely if Sesostris III had really reigned 36 

years; see Simpson 1972: 52–54; LA 5: 900, 903–4; Krauss 1985: 194–95). As a result, even if we kept 

the date 1872 for the Sothic rising of Year 7, the limits of the 12th Dyn. would shrink to a theoretical 

1978–1801 B.C.  

Second, it has been questioned (see above) whether this rising of Sothis was observed in the region of 

Memphis, as is usually assumed. Krauss (1985) locates its observation far south at Elephantine. This 

would lower the date from 1872 to 1830 B.C., reducing the date of Sesostris III by 42 years. Combined 

with the reduced reign lengths noted above, the theory of Krauss (and it is only a theory!) would produce 

a new low date of 1937–1759 B.C. for the 12th Dyn. (Kitchen 1987a: 43; Krauss 1985: 207).  

Third, all these changes have required a reevaluation of the lunar dates of the late 12th Dyn. and 

inclusion of new ones, a topic tackled at length by Krauss (1985: 15–35, 73–103). So the various possible 

dates for the lunar entries in the Lahun papyri have to be integrated with those for the Sothic datum, a 

matter of complexity.  

Out of all this, we have for the Sothic date of Year 7 of Sesostris III (rather than II) a possible date in 

1831/1830 B.C. (if observed at Elephantine) or else a higher date in 1856/1855 B.C. if observed near 

Memphis (so Baer, based on, and courtesy of Krauss). Combined with the revised lunar dates, the 

accession of Amenemhet III came in 1818/1817 B.C. (Elephantine dating) or 1843/1842 B.C. (Memphis 

dating) (see Krauss 1985: 96). It should be noted that the Elephantine dating for the 12th Dyn. is only 

usable if one adopts a similarly low Elephantine dating for the Sothic datum of Amenophis I in the 18th 

Dyn. (see below; see Kitchen 1987a: 44–46, 47). The Memphis location for the 12th-Dyn. Sothic 

observation would date this Dyn. at 1963–1786 B.C.—the date used as the baseline for all dates in the 

preceding sections of this survey. This location and date agrees well with a Theban location (and 

consequent date) for the Sothic datum of Amenophis I.  

6. Second Intermediate Period. The limits of this period (13th–17th Dyn.) are set by the end of the 

preceding 12th Dyn. and the beginning of the following 18th Dyn. On the higher dates for those two 

―framing‖ dynasties, this intermediate era can be assigned either 236 years (1786–1550 B.C.) or 220 years 

(1759–1539 B.C.) on the lower dates of Krauss. Since the Hyksos regime was not expelled until the 11th 

year of Ahmose I of the 18th Dyn. (cf. von Beckerath 1965: 210–11), this era in fact did not fully end 

until either 1540 or 1529 B.C.  

This whole era is characterized by the existence of contemporary lines of kings. Essentially, the 15th 

(Hyksos) Dyn. ejected the ruling 13th Dyn. from Ithet-tawy and Memphis, confining its rule to Upper 

Egypt as a vassal. The 17th followed the 13th Dyn. in Thebes, still contemporary with the 15th in the 

north. The somewhat nebulous 14th and 16th Dyn. were little more than local Egyptian and Hyksos 

princelings in the delta, largely contemporary with the mainline 13th/17th and 15th Dyn. (For the 

respective lengths of the various dynasties, see von Beckerath 1965: 135–37; Kitchen 1987a: 50, 44–45; 

and Franke 1988.)  

7. New Kingdom. Here, the key figures chronologically are Amenhotep (Amenophis) I and Thutmose 

III (18th Dyn.), and Rameses II (19th Dyn.). A rising of Sothis is recorded for Year 9 of Amenhotep I in 

Papyrus Ebers, a document found at Thebes. If the observation of Sothis was also made at Thebes, the 

most natural solution, then it would lead us to set the accession of Amenhotep I at 1525 B.C., and the 

beginning of the 18th Dyn. (and NK) with the accession of Ahmose I at ca. 1550 B.C. If, however, we 

follow the theory of Krauss that all Sothis observations were taken far south in Elephantine, then the 18th 

Dyn. would have begun 11 years later, in 1539 B.C. From the reign of Thutmose III we have a lunar date 

which would imply his accession to the throne in 1479 B.C., in line with a similar datum from the reign of 

Rameses II, favoring his accession in 1279 B.C., in conjunction (1) with synchronisms with other Near 

Eastern rulers and (2) with the lapse of generations linking the Rameside period to later epochs.  

If the 18th Dyn. began in 1550 B.C., there is ample time for the reigns of Thutmose I and II in between 

those of Amenhotep I and Thutmose III. If, however, the dynasty began in 1539 B.C. (so Krauss 1985), 

then only 13 years are available for those two reigns—which is decidedly cramped and not realistic.  



Between the reigns of Thutmose III of 54 years (1479–1425 B.C. and Rameses II of 66 years (1279–

1213 B.C.), all the intervening reigns can be fitted in without any serious problems. Most lengths of reigns 

can be determined quite closely (Kitchen 1987a; 1989). Bones of contention include the possibility of a 

coregency between Amenhotep III and Akhenaten, which would require a longer reign for Amenhotep II; 

and whether or not Amenmesses of the 19th Dyn. had an independent reign (on the latter point, see 

Kitchen 1987b).  

8. Third Intermediate Period. Dead reckoning from the beginning of the 26th Dyn. back to the 

accession of Shoshenq I, founder of the 22nd Dyn.—plus the use of synchronisms with Assyria and the 

Hebrew kingdoms—enables us to set the accession of Shoshenq I in (or close to) 945 B.C. The claim that 

the Egyptian dates of this period depend entirely on Hebrew/Assyrian dates is a false one; these merely 

refine dates now obtainable by dead reckoning of known consecutive reigns.  

Before 945 B.C., we have the 21st Dyn. for which there is good agreement between original data on 

kings and their reigns and the data in Manetho; the total count comes to 124/125 years—certainly not 

more than the total of 130 years given in Manetho, a figure which cannot itself be justified at present 

(Kitchen 1986: 531–33). At any rate, the death of Rameses XI (the end of the NK) and the start of the 21st 

Dyn. can be reasonably set within ca. 1075/1069 B.C.  

For the 22d (Libyan) Dyn., the main sequence of kings from Shoshenq I down to Osorkon IV is now 

clear and generally accepted. By dead reckoning of known reigns from a bottom date of 712 B.C. (by 

which time Osorkon IV disappears), and allowing the data that speak for a minimum reign of 33 years 

(probably 35 years) for Osorkon I and 14/15 years for Takelot I, the accession of Shoshenq I could not fall 

any later than ca. 930 B.C. However, two synchronisms at least require an earlier date. First, despite 

occasional suggestions to the contrary, the So of 2 Kgs 17:4 (whose help Hoshea of Israel sought in 725 

B.C.) was a king, not a place (Sais deep in the west delta had no role in Levantine politics before the 7th 

century B.C.). Osorkon IV is the only serious candidate for identification with So (see data, references and 

discussion in Kitchen 1986: 372–75, 551, 583). This has the effect of raising the minimum accession date 

of Shoshenq I to ca. 940 B.C. He in turn invaded Palestine in the 5th year of Rehoboam, which is virtually 

certainly 926/925 B.C. (Hornung 1964: 28; Thiele 1983: 80, Table and passim; Kitchen 1986: 74–75). 

There are good reasons for dating Shoshenq‘s campaign to his last year or so, hence his 21-year reign will 

have begun in 945 B.C. or very soon after. The 23d and 24th Dyn. were wholly contemporary with the 22d 

and 25th Dyn. (details in Kitchen 1986).  

The 25th Dynasty‘s last full ruler of Egypt, Taharqa, reigned 26 years (690–664 B.C.) just prior to the 

fixed accession year 664 B.C. for the 26th Dyn.; his successor Tanutamun was entirely a contemporary of 

the 26th Dyn. Of Taharqa‘s two main predecessors, the first—Shabako—reigned at least 14 years 

(perhaps 15), conquering Egypt in his 2d year. That event cannot be set later than 712 B.C., when Sargon 

II of Assyria had contact with a king of Egypt and Nubia (as Shabako was), or any earlier than 716 B.C., 

when Osorkon IV still ruled in the east delta as the (U)shilkanni of Sargon II. Depending on whether a 

totally hypothetical coregency of up to 2 years between Shabako and Shebitku is accepted (probably not; 

Kitchen 1986: 164–72, 555–57, 583), Shebitku must have reigned 10 or 12 years.  

9. Late Period. The dates from the 26th Dynasty to the Roman period are, with very few exceptions, 

well fixed by Egyptian, Near-Eastern and classical sources, and require no consideration here.  

Table of Dates  

PREDYNASTIC PERIOD  

c. 4000 B.C. Taso-Badarian period  

c. 3700 B.C. Naqada I (Amratian) period—C-14, 3850–3650 B.C.  

c. 3500–3000 B.C. Naqada II (Gerzean) period—C-14, 3400 ± 139 B.C.  

Later in this period belong traces of such Upper Egyptian local kings as ―Ka‖ (Sekhen?) and ―Scorpio,‖ 

also, Lower Egyptian rulers (West Delta?), of whom some 9 names are preserved on the Palermo Stone.  



ARCHAIC PERIOD  

1st Dynasty (ca. 3000–2840 B.C.)  

 
Horus  Eg. lists  Manetho  

1.  Narmer  Meni  (menes)  

2.  Aha  (A)teti  (Athothis)  

3.  Djer  Atet  (Kenkenes)  

4.  Djet  Ite (r)ty  (Uenephes)  

5.  Den/Udimu  Khasty/Semti  (Usaphis)  

6.  Anedjib  Merpabia  (Miebis)  

7.  Semerkhet  Irynetjer  (Semempses)  

8.  Qa/Sen  Qebehu  (Bieneches)  

2d Dynasty (ca. 2840–2700 B.C.)  

 
Horus  Mons.  Eg. lists  Manetho  

1.  Hetep-sekhemwy  Hetep  Bedjau/Bauneter  (Boethos)  

2.  Nebre  Nubnefer  Kakau  (Kaiechos)  

3.  Nynetjer  Nynetjer  Baninetjer  (Binothris)  

4.  ——  Weneg  Wadjnes  (Tlas)  

? same as  

5a.  ——  
 
Senedi  (Sethenes)  

5b (6).  Sekhemib Perenmat  
 
Neferkare/Aka  

(Chaires/  

Nephercheres)  

? same as  

   
Neferkasokar  (Sesochris)  

5c (7).  Peribsen (= Seth)  
 

―Hudjefa‖ [lacuna?]  ——  

6a (8).  Khasekhem, prob. same as:  
   

6b (9).  Khasekhemwy  Nebwy-hetep-imef  Bebti/Djadjay  (Kheneres)  

OLD KINGDOM  

3rd Dynasty (ca. 2700–2600 B.C.)  

 
Horus  Mons.  Eg. lists  Manetho  

1.  Sanakht  Nebka I  Nebka  (necherophes?)  

2.  Netjerkjet  ——  Djoser Sa/Ti  (Tosorthros)  

3.  Sekhemkhet  Djoser-ty  Djoser- Te (ti)  (Tureis + Tosertasis)  

4.  Khaba  ——  Sedjes/ … djefa?  (Mesochris + Aches)  

   
Nebkare  

 
5.  Qahedjet  Nebka II  Neferkare Huni  (Souphis + Sephuris)  

 
——  ——  ——  (Kerpheres)  

4th Dynasty (ca. 2600–2500 B.C.)  



1.  Snofru  (Soris)  

2.  Khufu  (*Kheops; Suphis)  

3.  Redjedef  (Ratoises, 5th)  

4.  Khafre  (*Khephren; Suphis)  

5.  Menkaure  (*Mycerinus; Mencheres) (Bicheris)  

6.  Shepseskaf  (*[S]asychis; Sebercheres) (Thamphthis)  

  
*=Herodotus  

5th Dynasty (ca. 2500–2350 B.C.)  

1. Userkaf  6. Neuserre Ine  

2. Sahure  7. Menkauhor Ikauhor  

3. Neferirkare I Kakai  8. Djedkare Isesi  

4. Shepseskare Isi  9. Unis  

5. Neferefre  
 

6th Dynasty (ca. 2350–2190 B.C.)  

1. Teti  5. Neferkare Pepi II  

2. Userkare  6. Mernre II Nemtyemsaf II  

3. Meryre Pepi I  7. Netjerkare Nitocris  

4. Merenre I Nemtyemsaf I  
 

7th–8th Dynasty (ca. 2190–2160 B.C.)  

 
Abydos  Turin  

 
Abydos  (Turin omits)  

1.  Menkare  ——  7.  Seneferka (Neferkamin)  I  

2.  Neferkare  Neferka  8.  Nekare  
 

3.  Neferkare Neby  Nefer, ―child‖  9.  Neferkare Teruru  
 

4.  Djedkare Shema  ——  10.  Neferkahor  
 

5.  Neferkare Shema  ——  11.  Neferkare Pepisonb  
 

6.  Merenhor  ——  12.  Seneferka (Neferkamni)  II ˓Anu  

  
13.  Qa (?)ka (u)re  Ibi (Saqqara pyramid)—Ib (Turin)  

 

  
14.  Neferkaure  ?Koptos: Kha (bau) Wadjkare ( … )  

 

  
15.  Neferkauhor  Koptos: Netjerbau Neferkauhor (+ Turin)  

 

  
16.  Neferirkare II  ?Koptos: Demdjibtawy (+ Turin)  

 

1ST INTERMEDIATE PERIOD  

9th Dynasty (ca. 2160–2106 B.C.)  

1. Meryibre Khety I  

2. ( … )  

3. Neferkare (―Kaneferre‖)  

4. (Nebkaure) Khety II  



10th Dynasty (ca. 2106–2010 B.C.)  

FOURTEEN KINGS, FEW NAMES PRESERVED, BUT INCLUDING AT THE END:  

12. (Wahkare) Khety III  

13. Merykare (―Kameryre‖)  

14. (A last, ephemeral ruler?)  

MIDDLE KINGDOM  

11th Dynasty (ca. 2106–1963 B.C.)  

B.C.  Horus  Prenomen  Name  Reign  

2106– (2100?):  ―Ancestor‖ (Tepy-á)  ——  Methuhotep I  (6?)  

(2100?)–2090:  Sehertawy  ——  Intef I  (10?)  

   
Total:  16  

2090–2041:  Wah˓ankh  ——  Intef II  (49?)  

2041–2033:  Nakhtnebtepnufer  ——  Intef III  (8)  

2033–1982:  Seankhibtawy  ——  
  

 
Netjerhedjet  Nebhapetre  Mentuhotep II  (51)  

 
Smatawy  Nebhepetre  

  
1982–1970:  Seankhtawyef  Seankhkare  Mentuhotep III  (12)  

1970–1963:  Nebtawy  Nebtawyre  Mentuhotep IV  (7)  

12th Dynasty (ca. 1963–1786 B.C.)  

B.C.  King  Reign  (Krauss:)  

1963–1934:  Amenemhet I  (29)  (1937–1908)  

1943–1898:  Sesostris I  (45; 9 CR)  (1917–1872)  

1901–1866:  Amenemhet II  (35; 3 CR)  (1875–1840)  

1868–1862:  Sesostris II  (6; 2 CR)  (1842–1836)  

1862–1843:  Sesostris III  (19)  (1836–1817)  

  
(Sothic date, Year: 1856–55)  (1830)  

1843–1798:  Amenemhet III  (45, min.)  (1817–1772)  

1798–1789:  Amenemhet IV  (9)  (1772–1763)  

1789–1786:  Sobeknofru  (3)  (1763–1759)  

2D INTERMEDIATE PERIOD  

13th Dynasty (ca. 1786–1633 B.C.)  

B.C.  Kings  Reigns  (Krauss:)  

1786–1723:  first 21 kings  (63 years)  (1759–1696)  

1723–1712:  Neferhotep I  (11)  (1696–1685)  

1712:  Sihathor  (3 months)  (1685)  

1712–1705:  Sobekhotep I  (7)  (1685–1678)  

1705–1701:  Sobekhotep II  (4)  (1678–1674)  



1701–1691:  Iaib  (10)  (1674–1664)  

1691–1668:  Merneferre Ay  (23)  (1664–1641)  

1668–1633:  later kings  (35 years)  (1641–1606)  

14th Dynasty  

Either local Egyptian (West) delta kings, or ―76 kings who reigned 184 years‖ in Xois (W. delta) with 

Manethos; 1786–1602 B.C. (1759–1575 B.C.).  

15th (Hyksos) Dynasty (ca. 1648–1540 B.C.)  

(Krauss 1985: 1637–1575 B.C.)  

1. ―Salitis‖  4. Khyan (―Iannas‖), Sewoserenre  

2. ―Bnon‖  5. Apopi (―Apophis‖) Nebkhepeshre/Aqenenre/Awoserre  

3. ―Apakhnan‖  6. Khamudy (―Assis‖)  

16th (Hyksos) Dynasty (ca. 17th century B.C.)  

Probably local Weat Semitic princes in East Delta  

17th (Theban) Dynasty (ca. 1633–1550 B.C.)  

(Krauss 1985: 1606–1539 B.C.)  

1663–

1575:  

includes Rahotep, Thuty Nebiryerau I and II; Sobekemsaf II; Intef V (Numkhepere); 

Intef VI and VII (Herihirmaat, Wepmaat).   

1575–

1565:  
Tao I (Senakhtenre)  

(1565–

1555)  

1565–

1555:  
Tao II (Seqenenre)  

(1555–

1545)  

1555–

1550:  
Kamose (Wadjkheperre)  

(1545–

1539)  

NEW KINGDOM  

18th Dynasty (ca. 1550 [or 1539]–1295 B.C.)  

B.C.  King  Reign  (Krauss:)  

1550–1525:  Ahmose I  (25)  (1539–1514)  

1525–1504:  Amenhotep I  (21)  (1514–1493)  

1504–1492:  Thutmose I  (12)  (1493–1481) (12?)  

1492–1479:  Thutmose II  (13)  (1481–1479) (2?)  

1479–1457:  Hatshepsut  (22)  
 

1479–1425:  Thutmose III  (54)  (Coregency option, Am. III/IV)  

1427–1400:  Amenhotep II  (27)  (1427–1392: Amenhotep II (35)  

1400–1390:  Thutmose IV  (10)  1392–1382: Thutmose IV (10)  

1390–1352:  Amenhotep III  (38)  1382–1344: Amenhotep III (38)  

1352–1336:  Amenhotep IV/Akhenaten  (16)  1352–1336: Amenhotep IV (16; 8CR) [Akhenaten])  

1338–1336:  Smenkhkare  (2 CR)  
 



1336–1327:  Tutankhamun  (9)  
 

1327–1323:  Ay  (4)  
 

1323–1295:  Heremhab  (28)  
 

19th Dynasty (ca. 1295–1186 B.C.)  

1295–1294:  Ramesses I  (1)  
 

1294–1279:  Seti I  (15)  
 

1279–1213:  Ramesses II  (66)  
 

1213–1203:  Merenptah  (10)  
 

1203–1200:  Amenmesses  (3)  
 

1200–1194:  Seti II  (6)  
 

1194–1188:  Siptah  (6)  
 

1188–1186:  Tewosret  (―6‖+2=8)  
 

20th Dynasty (ca. 1186–1069 B.C.)  

1186–1184:  Setnakht  (2)  
 

1184–1153:  Ramesses III  (31)  
 

1153–1147:  Ramesses IV  (6)  
 

1147–1143:  Ramesses V  (4)  
 

1143–1136:  Ramesses VI  (7)  
 

1136–1129:  Ramesses VII  (7)  
 

1129–1126:  Ramesses VIII  (3)  
 

1126–1108:  Ramesses IX  (18)  
 

1108–1099:  Ramesses X  (9)  
 

1099–1069:  Ramesses XI  (30)  
 

3D INTERMEDIATE PERIOD  

21st Dynasty (ca. 1069–945 B.C.)  

Kings  High priests of Amun  

 
1081–1074: Herihor (7)  

 
1074–1070: Piankh (4)  

1069–1043: Smendes I (26)  1070–1055: Pinudjem I as high pr. (15)  

1043–1039: Amenemnisu (4)  1054–1032: Pinudjem I as ―king‖ (22)  

1039–991: Psusennes I (48)  1054–1046: Masaharta (8)  

 
1046–1045: Djed-Khons-ef-ankh (1?)  

 
1045–992: Menkheperre (53)  

993–984: Amenemope (9; 2CR)  992–990: Smendes II (2?)  

984–978: Osoekon the Elder (6)  
 

978–959: Siamun (19)  990–969: Pinudjem II (21)  

959–945: (Har-)Psusennes II (14)  969–945: Psusennes ―III‖ (24) [ = Ps II?]  



22d Dynasty (ca. 945–715 B.C.)  23d Dynasty (ca. 818–715 B.C.)  

945–914: Soshenq I (21)  
 

924–889: Osorkon I (35)  
 

ca. 890: Shoshenq II (x, CR)  
 

889–874: Takelot I (15)  
 

874–850: Osorkon II (24)  
 

ca. 870–860: Harsiese (ca. 10, CR)  
 

850–825: Takelot II (25)  
 

825–773: Shoshenq III (52)  818–793: Pedubast I (25)  

 
?804–803: Iuput I (x, CR)  

 
793–787: Soshenq IV (6)  

 
787–759: Osorkon III (28)  

773–767: pimay (6)  764–757: Takelot III (7;5 CR)  

767–730: Shoshenq V (37)  757–754: Rudamun (3?)  

730–715: Osorkon IV (15/17)  754–720:Iuput II (34–39)  

(-713?)  (-715?)  

 
(720–715: Shoshenq VI (5?)  

 
(existence doubtful)  

24th Dynasty (ca. 727–715 B.C.)  

727–720: Tefnakht I (7) (or 727–719 [8])  

720–715: Bakenranef (5) (or 719–713 [6])  

25th (Kushite) Dynasty (ca. 780–656 B.C.)  

CA. 780–760: ALARA (CA. 20?)  

ca. 760–747: Kashta (ca. 13)  

747–716: Pi (ankhy) (31) (or 747–714 [33])  

716–702: Shabako (14) (or 714–700 [14])  

702–690: Shebitku (12) (or 702–690 [12; 2 CR])  

690–664: Taharqa (26)  

690–664: Taharqa (26)  

664–656: Tantamun (8)  

SAITE-PERSIAN PERIOD  

26th Dynasty (ca. 664–525 B.C.)  

664–610: Psammetichus I (54)  589–570: Apries [Hophra] (19)  

610–595: Necho II (15)  570–516: Amasis II (44)  

595–589: Psammetichus II (6)  526–525: Psammetichus III (1)  

27th Dynasty (1st Persian Dominion) (ca. 525–404 B.C.)  

525–522: CAMBYSES (3 IN EGYPT)  



522–486: Darius I (36)  

486–465: Xerxes I (21)  

465–424: Artaxerxes I (41)  

424–404: Darius II (20)  

28th Dynasty (ca. 404–399 B.C.)  

404–399: AMYRTAIOS (5)  

29th Dynasty (ca. 399–380 B.C.)  

399–393: Nepherites I (6)  

393–380: Hakor (Achoris) (13)  

[392–391: Psimut (Psammouthis), rival (1)]  

380: Nepherites II (and possibly a ―Muthis‖) (months only)  

30th Dynasty (ca. 380–343 B.C.)  

380–362: Nakhtnebef (Nectanebo I) (18)  

362–360: Djedhor (Teos) (2)  

360–343: Nakhthorheb (Nectanebo II) (18)  

―31st‖ Dynasty (2d Prsian Dominion) (ca. 343–332 B.C.)  

343–338: Artaxerxes III (5 in Egypt)  

338–336: Arses (3)  

336–332: Darius III (4)  

HELENISTIC-ROMAN PERIODS  

332–323: Alexander the Great (9)  

338–30: Eraof the Ptolemies  

30 B.C.–A.D. 641: Roman and Byzantine epochs  

A.D. 641: Arab conquest  

Mons. = The Monuments  

CR = Co-regency  
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A. Introduction  

Egypt can be divided into two strikingly different geographic areas. See Fig. EGY.01. On the one hand 

is the Nile Valley, the narrow strip of land bordering the river, which supports rich agricultural fields and 

lush vegetation and is most suited to human habitation. The waters of the Nile come not from local 

rainfall but from the highlands of East Africa. They travel the length of Egypt, dividing the country into 

two, and flow into the Mediterranean. In marked contrast to the valley are the deserts on each side; they 

are essentially rainless and barren of vegetation. The landscape consists of vast expanses of rock and sand, 

and, except in a very few, favored areas, is uninhabitable. Because of the differences in resources, these 

two zones have had very different histories of human exploitation, but each has made important 

contributions to the prehistory of Egypt. The Nile Valley, so far as we know, has probably been occupied 

more or less continuously for the last half-million years and possibly more. The deserts, or at least the W 

Desert (almost nothing is known about the prehistory of the Red Sea Hills and the desert E of the Nile), 

saw human occupation only during episodes of increased moisture, of which there have been several in 

the last few hundred thousand years.  

B. Early and Middle Paleolithic  

Our knowledge of the Early Paleolithic in Egypt is very limited. There is no reason why Egypt should 

not have been occupied during the Oldowan period (beginning about 1.75 million years B.P.), but no 

evidence for such an occupation is known at this time. The earliest conclusive evidence of human 

occupation are the numerous large, crude hand axes and cleavers in the W Desert, associated with deflated 

remnants of fossil ponds along the margin of a large basin or much older river system. At one locality, a 

thermoluminescence date of 350,000 B.P. was obtained on sediments overlying the artifacts, but this 

provides only a minimum age for the occupation. Similar crude hand axes (but apparently lacking 

cleavers) have also been recovered from Nile sands, silt, and gravels near Cairo.  

Finely made hand axes, which may be in the order of 250,000 years old, are more common. They have 

been reported from several sites in the Nile Valley, as well as from the W Desert, where they are 

associated with deflated fossil spring vents and remnants of shallow ponds. One of the spring vents with 

Final Acheulian tools also yielded bones of a horse or ass and fragments of ostrich eggshell, indicating a 

grassland environment and suggesting that there was significant local rainfall at this time (Caton-

Thompson 1952; Schild and Wendorf 1977; 1981; Wendorf and Schild 1980).  

We have much more detailed knowledge of the Middle Paleolithic in Egypt. Several varieties of 

occupation are known and seem to reflect both regional adaptations and diachronic change. The best data 

are from the W Desert, where a long sequence of Middle Paleolithic occupations has been found in two 

adjacent basins, Bir Sahara East and Bir Tarfawi (Wendorf and Schild 1980). The sequence is tied to a 

series of lacustrine events, which reflect periods of a high water table. The periods of lake development 

are separated by intervals of lower water table, wind erosion, and eolian deposition. The age of this 

Saharan Middle Paleolithic is not firmly established. The last lacustrine phase may date to about 90,000 

B.P. and the beginning may be as early as 200,000 B.P. Many of the occupations fall within the Last 

Interglacial.  

All the settlements share a similar tool kit, but there is considerable diversity in the functions of 

individual sites. Some sites were workshops; others had little manufacturing debris but numerous tools, 

and still others had quantities of both debris and tools. The associated fauna consisted predominantly of 

large herbivores, including rhino, buffalo, giraffe, extinct camel, and several varieties of antelope and 



gazelle (Gautier 1980). The microfauna and avian remains suggest that the environment was tropical and 

that the rainfall was probably about 600 mm per year (K. Kowalski, personal communication, 1986). 

There is no direct evidence that Middle Paleolithic people hunted the large animals, but many of the bones 

have been cut, split, or battered, and clusters of bones often occur closely associated with heavy cutting or 

scraping tools, indicating that the animals were butchered, regardless of how they may have died.  

In the Nile Valley, most of our knowledge of the Middle Paleolithic comes from S Egypt and adjacent 

Sudan, N of the 2d Cataract (Wendorf 1968a). One site, deeply buried in ancient Nile sediments, had two 

cultural layers, with abundant remains of wild cattle in the lower and numerous fish bones in the upper 

layer (Shiner 1968a). This is the first evidence for the specialized exploitation of the two food resources, 

wild cattle and fish, which were to dominate the economies of the Egyptian Nile Valley until the adoption 

of food production during the Neolithic.  

We do not know what the Middle Paleolithic inhabitants of Egypt looked like. Their contemporaries in 

Europe and the Near East were Neanderthals, and skeletons of this period found elsewhere in North 

Africa have Neanderthal features (Trinkaus 1982). In South Africa, however, Middle Paleolithic skeletons 

have been identified as modern Homo sapiens sapiens.  

C. Upper and Late Paleolithic  

The W Desert seems to have been hyperarid and uninhabitable from the time of the Middle Paleolithic 

until the early Holocene about 10,000 B.P. In the Nile Valley, the record is also far from complete, with a 

hiatus from before 45,000 B.P. until the first Upper Paleolithic, which is dated between 35,000 and 25,000 

B.P.  

One of the most interesting early Upper Paleolithic sites is a shafted and chambered flint mine, with 

several radiocarbon dates around 33,000 B.P.; it is perhaps the oldest known flint mine (Vermeersch et al. 

1984b). On an adjacent hill was an extended human burial with an associated adz-like tool similar to those 

recovered from the mine (Vermeersch et al. 1984a). The identification of the burial as that of a miner is 

supported by the archaic physical features of the skeleton: he was a Mechtoid, a robust variety of H. 

sapiens sapiens known from several Late Paleolithic sites in the Maghreb and in the Nile Valley.  

The quantity and quality of our information are much greater for the Final Pleistocene, beginning 

around 21,000 B.P. (Close, Wendorf, and Schild 1979; Hassan 1974; Lubell 1974; Phillips 1973; Wendorf 

1968a; Wendorf and Schild 1976; Wendorf et al. 1980; 1986–89). The Nile at that time was very different 

from today. The highlands of E Africa were cold and arid; the Blue Nile had a very restricted flow that 

was loaded with sediment and the White Nile did not flow at all. As a consequence, the Egyptian Nile was 

a braided stream with several channels, which deposited sediment in the Valley, raising the level of the 

river much higher than it is today (Wendorf et al. 1986–89, vol. 2).  

Most of the known sites seem to have been seasonal camps occupied immediately after the annual flood, 

which today occurs in late August and September. The period after the flood is an ideal time for fishing, 

because the fish can be readily caught by simple techniques as the floodwaters recede. Most of the sites 

contain numerous fish bones, but other subsistence activities included the gathering of starchy tubers, 

which grew along the edge of the flood plain and were in prime condition for harvesting shortly after the 

flood, and the hunting of hartebeest, wild cattle, gazelle, and hippo (Wendorf et al. 1986–89, vol. 2). In 

some sites, particularly those occupied after 15,000 B.P., there are indications that cattle were the most 

important prey.  

The tool kits include numerous grinding stones on which the starchy tubers were crushed to remove 

volatile toxins and to improve their digestibility. Bone tools and ornaments make their first appearance in 

the prehistoric record; they are not common but include simple bone awls and narrow bi-pointed pieces 

which may have served as fish gorges, as well as beads made from ostrich eggshell (Wendorf et al. 1986–

89, vol. 3).  

Human remains of this period are known from several sites, including three graveyards containing 

multiple burials (Anderson 1968; Green et al. 1967; Wendorf 1968b; 1968c). All of them were 

Mechtoids, the same type as appeared in the valley in the early Upper Paleolithic. Their presence suggests 

that there was a single human type throughout N Africa during this period, from the Nile Valley to 



Atlantic Morocco. In the graveyards at Jebel Sahaba, near the Sudanese-Egyptian border, more than 40 

percent of the skeletons—men, women and children—had stone artifacts embedded in their bones, 

fractures, cut marks, or other evidence of violent death; the actual percentage to have died violently was 

undoubtedly much higher. The skeleton of a male from Wadi Kubbaniya in Egypt had two stone blades in 

its pelvic cavity and signs of older, healed traumas (Wendorf et al. 1986–89, vol. 1). It is not clear that 

these deaths bear witness to organized warfare, but this was obviously a period of intense and violent 

competition for the limited resources of the valley.  

D. The Holocene and the Neolithic  

After about 13,000 B.P., there was a significant increase in the rainfall in E Africa, the White Nile began 

to flow, Victoria Falls became active, and the river soon broke through the dunes which had blocked its 

channel S of Khartoum. A stream regimen developed similar to that of today. At first, this produced 

record floods, traces of which are still evident along the edges of the flood plain, but the multiple braided 

channels which had characterized the river for nearly ten millennia were soon abandoned for a single, 

wide-stream course, which began to cut through the soft sediments that had filled the valley. This new and 

greatly enlarged river provided more stable, and probably richer, resources than before, but successful 

exploitation of them undoubtedly required new adaptations and technological skills.  

1. Early Neolithic and Cattle Domestication. The period between 12,000 and 8000 B.P. is poorly 

represented in the archaeological record of the Nile Valley; only four or five small sites are known 

(Schild, Chmielewski, and Wieckowski 1968; Vermeersch 1978). Fishing and hunting were still 

important economic activities, and grinding stones continued to be used, but there are no plant remains to 

tell us whether they were for processing tubers or for crushing grass seeds. There is nothing to suggest the 

presence of domestic plants or animals.  

In striking contrast, we know much about developments in the W Desert during this period (Banks 

1984; Caton-Thompson 1952; Wendorf and Schild 1980; Wendorf et al. 1984). The increased rainfall had 

spread N into the S Sahara by 11,000 B.P., ending the long period of hyperaridity. It was not as wet as 

during the Middle Paleolithic, with perhaps only 100 mm per annum even during the wettest periods, but 

this was sufficient to permit men and animals to recolonize the area. The summer monsoons created 

temporary ponds, or playas, in basins scoured out of the bedrock. Several meters of sediment had 

accumulated in the basins before the first evidence of human occupation, indicating a significant delay 

between the onset of the rains and the arrival of the first human groups (Wendorf et al. 1984).  

The earliest Holocene sites are small clusters of stone artifacts, representing brief occupations by small 

groups of people. The tools closely resemble those from contemporary sites along the Nile. Several sites 

have also yielded a few sherds of well-made pottery, decorated with rows of designs made by pressing a 

comb into the clay while it was still soft. This pottery, called Early Khartoum ware, is known from the 

Nile Valley in central Sudan, and also from much of the S part of the Sahara.  

The associated fauna is very different from that of the Middle Paleolithic, consisting mostly of the small 

dorcas gazelle, with some specimens of the slightly larger dama gazelle and an occasional hare. Many of 

the sites also contain the bones of cattle intermediate in size between wild and domestic forms (Gautier 

1987). These are believed to have been domestic, primarily on ecological grounds. If the cattle were wild, 

there should have been the range of animals that usually accompanied them. For example, in the Nile 

Valley, where wild cattle were present, there were hartebeests, occasional Barbary sheep, wild asses and 

hyenas, as well as dorcas and dama gazelles, hare, and other small mammals. The early Holocene desert 

fauna lacks these medium-size animals, indicating an environment too harsh to support anything larger 

than a small ruminant. In addition, unlike gazelles and hare, cattle need to drink water. There was no 

permanent standing water in the Holocene desert. When the playas were dry, the only way to obtain water 

was to dig for it. Wild cattle thus could not have survived in the W Desert and the cattle must have been 

brought, as domestic animals, by the Neolithic people who found water and pasturage for them (Wendorf, 

Close, and Schild 1987). Since these Saharan cattle are quite as early as the earliest domestic cattle in the 

Near East and SE Europe, this raises the possibility of an independent African domestication of cattle.  



There are two kinds of settlements among the earliest Neolithic sites (Wendorf et al. 1984). The first are 

small but relatively dense concentrations of artifacts with one or several hearths. Such sites are always 

located in the seasonally flooded lower parts of the basins. None of the sites has any indication of a dug 

well, so surface water must have been available nearby, in still deeper portions of the basins; these 

settlements do not, therefore, date from the very driest part of the year.  

The second kind of settlement has small, thin clusters of artifacts and an occasional hearth, but with 

very few and often crudely made stone tools. These sites occur on the higher plateaus and on the sand 

sheets, where grazing would have been available in periods of increased rainfall. Since all the known 

earliest Neolithic sites seem to have been temporary camps occupied after seasonal rains, and since the 

associated faunas consistently include a few bones of presumably domestic cattle, it is likely that both 

varieties may have been herding camps occupied by small groups, but that each represents a slightly 

different function. The small clusters, with a few crudely made tools, are seen as representing satellite 

groups, possibly of young men or boys, who were tending cattle herds in distant pastures. The more 

elaborate sites in the playa basins are interpreted as the remains of camps of the families from which the 

herding groups were derived.  

Since there is no evidence for the digging of wells, these groups must not have remained in the desert 

throughout the year. It is likely that the Early Neolithic cattle herders left the desert unoccupied each year 

from the beginning of the dry season until the grass began to grow—that is, from late winter until after the 

summer rains. They seem not to have moved S into Sudan, but may have gone E to the Nile Valley. 

However, there is an important difference between the Nilotic sites and those in the desert. Although the 

sites on the Nile contain cattle, they are larger than those found in the desert sites, falling within the 

normal range of wild cattle (Gautier 1987). However, the Neolithic groups in the Nile Valley may have 

kept herds of domestic cattle primarily for milk and blood, and obtained their meat from the wild cattle 

which roamed naturally in the lush environment of the valley. In that case, the cattle remains would 

represent almost exclusively the hunted wild animals, with only an occasional bone from a herd animal.  

After a brief but intensely arid interval around 8200 B.P., distinctly different groups suddenly appear in 

the W Desert at about 8100 B.P. (Wendorf and Schild 1980; Wendorf et al. 1984). These new people lived 

in true villages, often with a clearly defined plan of houses set in rows, or with storage pits placed in an 

arc. Some of the villages had large, deep wells, with steps cut into the side, making it possible to walk 

down to the water. Hunting was still important, but hare were now relatively more common in the faunal 

remains. Cattle were present, although still rare, and domestic cereals (six-row barley) were also known. 

Pottery was more abundant, although it was not common.  

The houses and pits indicate long-term or, at least, recurrent occupations, and they may even have been 

occupied for most of the year. These people seem no longer to have migrated to the Nile Valley; no sites 

have been found there of this age with anything approaching this level of social complexity (although they 

might, of course, now be buried). The stimulus for these new developments is not well understood, but 

one contributing factor may have been the domestication of plants, for which these sites provide the first 

evidence in Egypt.  

2. Middle and Late Neolithic. The trend of Saharan development was again broken by aridity between 

7900 and 7800 B.P. When the rains returned, the playa sediments once more began to accumulate in the 

basins and the desert was reoccupied by people with a different stone tool technology, new preferences in 

raw materials, more abundant and differently decorated pottery, and a social system that did not require 

organized villages like those of the preceding period. Middle Neolithic sites are numerous and a few are 

very large. Settlement was almost certainly restricted to the desert. Occupation lasted 1500 years (until 

about 6200 B.P.) without interruption, even though there is evidence for several intervals of pronounced 

aridity during this period (Wendorf and Schild 1980; Wendorf et al. 1984).  

Cattle were still present but rare, and the later part of this period may have seen the introduction of 

sheep or goats. Domestic emmer wheat occurred, as well as the already known six-row barley. Hare and 

gazelle remained the most important sources of meat. The only evidence of direct contact with people 

living along the Nile is a few shells from Nilotic and Red Sea shellfish, but stone tools in the two areas 



are remarkably similar, which should indicate more than occasional contact. There are only a few human 

skeletal remains which can be assigned to this period, and these seem to have Negroid features.  

The Middle Neolithic saw the development of considerable variety in settlements, but in all the 

variations the availability of water remained the crucial factor. The communities include numerous 

middle-sized settlements, each with several wattle-and-daub houses, located in the lower portions of large 

playas, and small one- or two-house settlements in the lower part of small basins. On the higher plateaus 

and distant sand sheets, there are small clusters of hearths and artifacts, like those of the Early Neolithic; 

these, again, are thought to represent herding camps. There is also one very large settlement (>15 ha), on 

a dune overlooking one of the largest playas and above the highest reach of the seasonal floods (Banks 

1984). No trace of houses has been found, but there are deep storage pits, large walk-in wells, and many 

hearths throughout a 2 m deep sequence. The bones of cattle are significantly more frequent here than in 

any other type of Middle Neolithic site.  

We may try to reconstruct how these settlements articulated into one system. The exceptionally large 

site may have been the place where most, if not all, of the local population gathered, presumably for 

social purposes, during one period of the year. This period was probably within the rainy season, because 

only then would there be available sufficient water for a large group. The social purposes of such a 

gathering are, of course, unknown, but they may have included betrothals and marriages, trade, and 

religious or ritual activities. This may also explain the relative abundance of cattle remains, which recalls 

the practice among many modern cattle pastoralists of slaughtering cattle to mark socially significant 

occasions.  

Later, near the end of the wet season, the people dispersed into medium-sized groups who moved onto 

the lower levels of the playas as the water levels receded. Before the playas had completely dried, crops 

were planted around the still-moist margins of the basins. The very small scatters of artifacts on the 

plateaus and sand sheets may also date from this season and may represent the pasturing of cattle on the 

new grass that came up during and after the rains. The one- and two-house sites in the playas may 

represent simply an alternative type of settlement during the same season, and the existence of such sites 

strongly suggests that there was no warfare or less formal conflicts, such as banditry. All the sites on the 

playas would become uninhabitable at the onset of the rains, and it was perhaps then, or shortly thereafter, 

that movement began back to the large aggregation sites.  

Contemporaneous sites known in the Nile Valley are few and small, and date only to a late phase of the 

Middle Neolithic (Shiner 1968b). Thus, the best evidence now available suggests that an efficient 

settlement system, together with a rather sophisticated technology and a moderately stable interval of 

increased rainfall, permitted large communities to live permanently in what must still have been a very 

harsh environment.  

A change in ceramics and possibly the introduction of new livestock (sheep or goats, if they were not 

already present in the later Middle Neolithic) mark the beginning of the Late Neolithic at about 6200 B.P. 

(Wendorf and Schild 1980; Wendorf et al. 1984). The new pottery tradition is characterized by burnished 

or polished surfaces and occasional simple painted decorations. These features seem to appear in the 

desert slightly earlier than in the valley, but this is probably a consequence of our limited knowledge of 

the Nilotic Neolithic. The appearance of the Neolithic along the Nile is one of the least studied and 

poorest documented periods of Egyptian prehistory. Only from the Faiyum is there any good 

archaeological information (Caton-Thompson and Gardner 1934; Wendorf and Schild 1976), and that 

area may have been exploited by groups who also made use of the desert.  

The Faiyum is a large depression 30 km W of the Nile, which was filled by Nile water during the 

seasonal floods, forming a high lake (until controlled by the civil engineering projects of the pharaohs). 

From about 8000 to 7500 B.P., the lake shore was occupied by small groups of fishers, whose sites lack 

pottery, cereals, and domestic animals (Wendorf and Schild 1976). However, sites dating between 6400 

and 6000 B.P. (the next period for which evidence is available) contain large, crudely made, undecorated, 

fiber-tempered pottery vessels and a few small, finely made vessels with polished surfaces and sand 

temper. Wheat and barley were both known, as well as domestic cattle and sheep or goats. The 



settlements included large, slab-lined storage pits, some of them still filled with grain, even in the 20th 

century (Caton-Thompson and Gardner 1934). The numerous fish remains indicate that fishing remained 

an important activity.  

In the Sand Sea far to the W, sites have been found of about this age which contain pottery and stone 

artifacts similar to those of the Faiyum (R. Kuper, personal communication, 1984). These similarities 

suggest the possibility that the Faiyum Neolithic and the Sand Sea Neolithic may be part of the same 

settlement system, which would have involved seasonal occupation of the Faiyum after the late summer 

flood to fish and to plant wheat and barley, and a westward migration into the desert with the herds. Such 

a pattern could explain why Faiyum Neolithic pottery has never been found in the Nile Valley.  

We cannot yet determine whether the Nilotic Neolithic appeared because of the stimulus, or even 

immigration, of Neolithic desert groups to the valley, or because of stimulus (or migration) from the S 

Levant. We do know, however, that the modern aridification of the W Desert began about 5400 B.P.—

corresponding to a historical date of 4320–4240 B.C.—at about the same time as the predynastic began in 

the Nile Valley. It seems very likely, although it cannot yet be demonstrated, that at least some of the 

stimulus for the predynastic can be attributed to the movement of desert populations into the Nile.  
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NEOLITHIC TO DYNASTY 1  

Although often characterized as ―prehistoric‖ or ―predynastic‖ (Weeks 1985), the period that 

immediately preceded the 1st Dyn. witnessed the emergence of writing and pharaonic rule in Egypt, and 

thus would be better thought of as ―protoliterate‖ or ―protohistorical.‖  
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A. Early Neolithic Prelude  

The earliest evidence for Neolithic settlement near the Nile occurs in poor and dispersed sites or site-

complexes without durable structures or deep deposits, which lack the transitions and detailed 

interconnections that make later sequences cohesive historical units. Although regionally distinctive 

features suggest that groups occupied areas as spheres of activity for long periods, important features of 

pottery, implements, and a rich rock art which emphasized cattle can be traced across the Sahara, 

indicating widespread relationships (Håland 1987: fig. 3; Striedter 1984). This era of changing climate in 

northeastern Africa produced widely varying opportunities for human existence in any small area, but 

always allowed some kind of habitation in the region. By obstructing movement, the desert increasingly 

encouraged regional cultures (Eiwanger 1987: 83).  

B. Emergence of Regional Cultures  

In the sixth and fifth millennia B.C., human occupation shifted from the drying desert toward its 

southern and northern margins, the Nile, and the oases. Areas occupied included the mountainous desert 

east of the Nile, savanna lands east of the Nile in the south, Kordofan and Darfur to the southwest, the 

western oases, and the Nile Valley. Here, an annual inundation removed surface salts, leaving a layer of 

new silt, naturally fertilizing and irrigating the land well enough to support a limited population 

(Krzyzaniak 1977: 25–27, 55; Butzer 1976: 18–20).  

1. Stone Tools and Interrelations. Regional cultures are present in the Nile Valley from the Middle 

Neolithic to the Egyptian 1st Dyn. (see discussion in LÄ 6: 1069–76). See Fig. EGY.02. Despite their 

differences, these cultures shared such developments as trends in stone tool making. From Sudan to 



northern Egypt, the earliest Neolithic industries were blade industries. Thereafter, a bifacial core industry 

predominated until the Maadi and Naqada cultures of Egypt revived blade technique (Eiwanger 1983: 63–

67). Mutual contacts and those with Asia correlate the cultures, but chronology in real time remains 

approximate, despite the application of radiometric techniques (Kantor fc.). The earliest phases in 

northern Egypt shared significant features with the pottery Neolithic of Palestine, but these contacts were 

severed (Eiwanger 1983) until the Chalcolithic period, when they again became important.  

2. Egypt and the Middle Nile. The three major regional cultures in the northern Nile Valley were 

centered in northern Egypt, Upper (or southern) Egypt, and Lower Nubia, respectively. Far to the south, 

The Sudanese-Saharan tradition appears in small settlements supported mainly by hunting, fishing, and 

gathering, notably at Khartoum. Later, people also raised cattle and crops (Håland 1987: 51–56, 59–62). 

Distant contacts are illustrated by the widespread adoption of a special form of harpoon in Africa and 

Palestine (Håland 1987: fig. 3). In the Khartoum Neolithic phase contemporary with the Naqada period of 

Upper Egypt, a major center comparable in size to the great sites of Upper Egypt was established at 

Taragma near Meroe, a concentration previously unsuspected in the region (Reinold 1987: 17–43).  

C. Cultures of Northern Egypt  

From the western delta to south of the Fayum, the cultures of northern Egypt occur largely in single 

sites or restricted areas, rather than extensive ―horizons.‖ The emergence of distinct cultural traditions in 

northern Egypt has often been connected to the later canonical division between Upper and Lower Egypt 

(LÄ 1: 1148–49), although these early cultures were actually located in large part south of the Delta in 

areas assigned to Upper Egypt. In order of appearance, the site phases are Merimda (early and main) at 

the western edge of the delta; Fayum A; sites near the northern shore of Lake Qarun; el-Omari and Maadi 

just south of modern Cairo; and possibly Buto, in the northwest delta.  

1. Domestic Economy. The domestic economies of northern Egypt were substantially supported by 

agriculture which concentrated on the cultivation of cereals. Animals such as sheep, goats, cattle, and 

dogs were kept; fish and a wide range of animals were taken. Even hippopotamus bones occur in the 

settlements (Hayes 1965: 93, 112). Hunting this dangerous animal requires the coordinated tactics of 

bands or crews (but see Eiwanger 1988: 44).  

2. Structures and Settlements. Like earlier playa settlements, most habitations were light, irregular or 

oval structures made of posts and reeds, sometimes plastered with mud. Many had hearths and circular 

storage pits nearby, some of which were lined with baskets or mud. At Maadi, some light structures were 

rectangular. The settlements had no regular plan, but part of a ditch and palisade were found at Maadi, in 

addition to large communal storage areas. Merimda contained a number of oval structures about two 

meters long, built of mud or mud slabs with floors below ground level. Sometimes a small jar would be 

imbedded in the floor near one end of the oval, and a stick or hippopotamus tibia would be plastered 

against the wall near the opposite end (Hayes 1965: 105). The buildings, some arranged as though on a 

lane (Hayes 1965: 105), were built only in restricted areas, probably for a special purpose (Eiwanger 

1982: 68). They may be related to structures at Maadi that were sunk into the ground over two meters and 

approached by steps. One very large (10 × 6 × 2 m) and elaborate brick-lined sunken structure had a 

special entry and a niche. It was found with a cemetery and large deposits of fish and pottery vessels, 

many containing grain. These structures at Merimda and Maadi, especially the large building, may 

represent a tradition of religious architecture (Anonymous 1986).  

3. Religious Practice. Other evidence of religious practice includes burials, deposits, and possibly 

structural features. Early Merimda contained a small cemetery of contracted burials, mostly placed with 

the heads south, on the right side. Later, burials in the Merimda levels were oriented irregularly (Eiwanger 

1982: fig. 1; Hayes 1965: 112–13). In the el-Omari and Maadi phases, burials were made in cemeteries, 

some of them very large. Grave goods were deposited with later burials, and some later graves have 

simple dolmen-like superstructures. Even some goats were buried at Heliopolis with grave goods 

(Debono and Mortenson 1988: 39, 46–48). Female figurines and an egg-shaped terra-cotta head from 

Merimda are not readily connected to known traditions, but a deposit with axes and a hippopotamus 



figurine (Eiwanger 1982: 76–80; 1988: 46) and the hippopotamus tibia used as steps may be forerunners 

of Egyptian magical practices.  

4. Manufactured Goods. The handmade pottery of earliest Merimda was relatively fine, but apart from 

some stands, the mostly ovoid shapes were simpler than later pottery. Many vessels were pattern 

burnished with a pebble. Some vessels have a band of incised herringbone decoration, a feature that 

occurs both in Palestine and elsewhere in northern Africa (Eiwanger 1984: 61). The pottery of later 

Merimda was coarser, with vegetable temper. Shapes remained simple, but knobs and lugs were 

sometimes applied (Hayes 1965: 106–7; Eiwanger 1979: 28–38, 56; 1988: 15–33, pls. 1–32). Most 

vessels were burnished, with a dark surface color. This simple pottery continued at Maadi. Only a few 

pieces were decorated in red paint on a light ground, and the finer red and black burnished vessels were 

accompanied by much coarse dark pottery, and some very large storage jars (Ibrahim and Seeher 1987: 

pls. 27, 2 and 28, 2). In other industries, the stone vessels of Maadi were more elaborate than those found 

at Merimda (Hayes 1965: 126). Copper was also worked at Maadi from imported ores.  

5. Trade. Trade and contacts expanded greatly between the time of Merimda and Maadi, but imports 

from the East primarily consisted of raw materials such as copper ore and asphalt, or oils; most objects 

were made locally or regionally, although wavy-handled jars were imported from southwest Asia and 

some vessels and other objects were imported or imitated from Upper Egypt (Kaiser 1985: 70; Ibrahim 

and Seeher 1984; von der Way 1987: 242–47, 256–57).  

6. End of Northern Egypt. Maadi ended early in the second phase (II) of Upper Egypt‘s Naqada 

culture (Fig. EGY.02; Kaiser 1985: fig. 10). The settlement seems to have been finally destroyed by fire 

(Hayes 1965: 123). Maadi was the last of Lower Egypt‘s cultures in the area, although Buto in the 

Delta—where a settlement with a cemetery has recently been found—may continue (von der Way 1986; 

1987: 242–47, including Naqada II pottery; Kaiser 1985: fig. 10).  

7. Summary. In northern Egypt, a large number of small, shifting villages probably sustained a few 

more permanent large settlements (Eiwanger 1987: fig. 9). Consolidated in the area of Helwan and Maadi, 

these centers transcended the shifting earlier habitations without eliminating cultural variations (Kaiser 

1985: 67), a contrast with the more uniform Naqada culture of Upper Egypt.  

D. Cultures of Upper Egypt  

Largely known through burials, the stream of culture in Upper Egypt is uninterrupted from the Tasian to 

the First Dynasty. The Naqada culture—divided into I (Amratian), II (Gerzean), and III—consists of 

broadly distributed cultural horizons most readily identified by their pottery (Kaiser 1957; for a different 

view, see Kantor fc.).  

1. Tasian. The Tasian culture of Middle Egypt was found in few graves, but the burial arrangements 

and objects deposited were distinctive (Brunton 1937: 25–33), especially a narrow black pottery beaker 

with a flared rim and white-filled incised geometric decoration. The typical ordinary Tasian bowl or jar 

was burnished with a rippled effect in shallow grooves or facets.  

2. Badarian. The culture identified at el-Badari and other sites in Middle Egypt is typified by red- or 

black-topped pottery combed and burnished to make a diagonally rippled surface. Other objects, 

decorated ivory combs and spoons, stone vessels, slate palettes, carved amulets, figurines, and vessels, 

were often elaborate versions of Tasian prototypes and many were developed still further in the Naqada I 

phase (Brunton and Caton-Thompson 1928; Krzyzaniak 1977: 68–84).  

3. Succession of Tasian, Badarian, and Naqada I. The relations between Tasian, Badarian, and the 

succeeding Amratian or Naqada I are problematic; some have considered them partly or even entirely 

contemporary, although they are found in close proximity. Since the differences between objects are those 

usually encountered in successive phases in Egypt, the later reappearance of Tasian features such as the 

flared beaker—which had persisted in Nubia and Sudan—was probably due to reintroduction (Kaiser 

1985: 81, fig. 8; but see Reinold 1987: fig. 4, ER, for persisting beakers).  

4. Naqada Culture. The Naqada culture leads directly into the 1st Dyn. In the Naqada I, this culture 

extended from Middle Egypt to northern Lower Nubia. In Naqada II, it expanded into the delta, while a 

separate culture, known as the A-Group, occupied Lower Nubia (Kaiser 1956: fig. 5; 1957: 74). During 



Naqada III, official art appears in a refined and elaborate form in the well-known carved slate palettes and 

ivories. The later part of the period is sometimes referred to as Dyn. 0 because the names of pharaonic 

rulers not attested in the later king lists occur (Kaiser and Dreyer 1982: 260–69).  

a. Manufactured Goods. The shapes of most Naqada I pottery vessels were different from Badarian, 

and burnished surfaces were no longer rippled; but continuity can be traced in such features as white-

painted designs inside bowls derived from patterns incised in Badarian bowls. This Naqada I painted 

pottery became elaborate and included complex representations. Increased technical competence in other 

crafts is apparent in the presence of copper tools, glazed steatite, and high-quality linen textiles. Other 

objects, especially ivories, further developed Badarian types. In Naqada II, black-topped and red-polished 

pottery was first augmented, then replaced by buff or hard pink vessels fired in a closed kiln, and 

sometimes decorated with red paint in a new style. In Naqada III, only the pink-buff pottery was left 

among the Egyptian vessels (Kaiser 1957: 72–73; Kroeper and Wildung 1985: 69–72). Painting became 

less common, done in a third style related to formal art on the ivories and palettes. Stone vessels became 

truly elaborate and these and other industries develop without interruption (Petrie 1920: 34–36; 

Krzyzaniak 1977: 140–56), possibly already organized along lines familiar from later representations.  

b. Domestic Economy. The domestic economy of Upper Egypt was agricultural, based on the 

cultivation of grains and raising livestock. By late Naqada III, even the date palm was cultivated. 

However, permanent agriculture and settlement in Upper Egypt‘s narrow valley was only possible where 

irregularities in the location, timing, and even height of the inundation could be sufficiently controlled to 

ensure reliable yields in the same location year after year. The foundation of Egyptian agriculture, the 

simple, flexible, and relatively reliable basin irrigation system, achieved control using crescentic canals to 

take water from the high river, direct it onto a series of basin fields, and then drain it back into the river 

downstream. Even a rudimentary basin system is a large-scale enterprise requiring a considerable effort 

made yearly by organized troops of workers. Thus, a large resident population in Upper Egypt and control 

of the inundation are mutually implied, but control was never complete enough to prevent progressive or 

catastrophic failures (Butzer 1976: 51–56).  

c. Settlements and Construction. The known habitations, mostly located at the desert edge, were 

probably peripheral and do not fairly represent the original settlements. Most major permanent settlements 

were probably located on modest eminences in the floodplain or on the riverbanks; they are now largely 

destroyed or deeply buried. A reconstruction of Upper Egypt depends on inference from scattered and 

fragmentary physical remains such as the village at Hemamiyya (Brunton and Caton-Thompson 1928: 

69–74), representations, and cemeteries.  

The earliest long-lasting sites are found in Middle Egypt, but great sites began in the Naqada I southern 

Upper Egypt. From south to north, these include the cemeteries and town of Hierakonpolis (Fairservis, 

Weeks, and Hoffman 1971: 29–37; LÄ 2: 1182–86), the large structures and cemeteries of Naqada (Petrie 

and Quibell 1896; LÄ 4: 344–47), evidence for a temple at Coptos (Petrie 1896: 5–9), and the cemeteries 

of Abadiya-Hu, or Diospolis Parva (Kaiser 1957: 73–74). Population was not just scattered in villages, 

but also concentrated in such major centers. The consolidated towns dominated almost crescentic areas of 

arable land sharply constricted at either end where the river approaches the desert to define a virtually 

natural basin irrigation complex. The Scorpion Macehead of Naqada III may actually depict part of such a 

complex (Krzyzaniak 1977: fig. 3; Butzer 1976: 20–21).  

As in the north, dwellings in Upper Egypt were at first simple circular or oval shelters of posts and reeds 

with some substantial circular mud-ring foundations; enclosures of grass or matting were also used 

(Brunton and Caton-Thompson 1928: 47, 82). Some shelters were rectangular (Hoffman 1980). In 

Naqada II, an important rectangular tomb was lined with mudbrick and painted, and a model probably 

represents a rectangular brick house (Baumgartel 1960: pl. XII, 3). A terra-cotta model of Naqada I–II 

date and representational evidence from Naqada III indicate that large oval fortifications with bastions 

were erected of a type later depicted enclosing the names of known towns, using brick for at least part of 

the structure (Baumgartel 1960: pl. XII, 1–2; Petrie 1953, pls. F: 19 [Libyan Booty Palette], F: 17–18 



[Bull Palette], and K [Narmer Palette]). A sinuous, curved wall with a bastion of this general kind 

surrounded the compact town of Elephantine by the end of the 2d Dyn. (Kaiser et al. 1987: figs. 5–6).  

d. Trade. Trade for products such as malachite (and copper?) and vessels of oil from the east, and resins 

from the south, was already important in the Naqada Period. Its organization is not easy to reconstruct, 

but groups of cache pits found from the northern delta to Nubia and small short-term settlements in 

northern Sinai indicate that it was at least partly handled by small parties or teams (Oren 1973). Naqada 

III sealings from Ein Besor in Palestine may derive from official trade (Williams 1986: 175). Many large 

pottery vessels that may have contained agricultural products were taken to Nubia, probably in cargo 

boats. Naqada II–III rock drawings in the Eastern Desert indicate that expeditions already obtained 

products such as gold, slate or schist, and alabaster.  

E. A-Group in Nubia and Upper Egypt  

Through trade, the growing prosperity of Naqada-period Upper Egypt played a vital role in the 

expansion of the A-Group culture of Lower Nubia and southernmost Upper Egypt. Although the two 

cultures differed somewhat, A-Group pottery was related to both older Tasian-like ceramics and the 

preceding Abkan of Lower Nubia (Nordstrom 1972: 21–22, 28–29), while A-Group and Egyptian art 

shared important formal features (Williams 1986: 138–59, 167–71). Although the settlements were badly 

preserved and cemeteries were of modest size, one site at Afya contained substantial rectangular buildings 

with apsidal ends, and fields of cache pits at Khor Daud near Nubia‘s gold-mining region were larger than 

most in Egypt (Nordstrom 1972: 20–21; Williams 1986, table 6 and 16–18). The domestic economy may 

have been simple, but trade was so important that Egyptian vessels were placed even in poor burials and 

A-Group vessels appear in Egypt (Nordstrom 1972: 26; Kroeper and Wildung 1985: 73). Sudanese 

features also appear. Later tombs contained evidence of differences in wealth comparable to Upper Egypt 

and early Naqada III attests a rich cemetery of great tombs at Qustul near the modern Sudanese border 

more important than any in contemporary Egypt. This cemetery contained representational evidence 

linking it to pharaonic rulers (Williams 1986: 163–83).  

F. Emergence of Pharaonic Egypt  

The origin of Egypt‘s all-pervading pharaonic culture is the major problem in the era before the 1st 

Dyn. Although scholars do not now generally believe that pharaonic Egypt was essentially the creation of 

a ―dynastic race‖ from the northeast, or that the Delta was largely responsible for high culture (Kantor fc.; 

Krzyzaniak 1977: 14–18), contacts with Mesopotamia are based more firmly on the striking similarity of 

elements that occur in both countries. These include important artistic motifs, such as a bark approaching 

a paneled or niched building, intertwined serpents, and paired monsters with long, intertwined necks, as 

well as cylinder seals and niched brick architecture (Helck 1987: 134–37, Kantor fc.). Even the 

development of writing may have been accelerated by Mesopotamian contacts (Kantor fc.). Most of these 

features appear early in Upper Egypt, but Mesopotamian relations remain an important consideration.  

1. Ruler, Writing, and Cults. Pharaonic images always depicted or indicated the ruler and the gods in 

a manner that supported universal order. Certain signs, images, and conventional activities can be traced 

in progressively earlier representations as early as Naqada I. Standards of known deities appear in the art 

of Naqada I and II. A pharaonic sacrificial procession appears on monuments of Naqada III, on a painted 

textile from Gebelein of Naqada I, and in a large wall painting in a tomb dating to the middle of Naqada II 

at Hierakonpolis that is an organized pharaonic composition (Williams and Logan 1987: 253–57). In 

Naqada III, pharaonic images on ceremonial stone and ivory carvings can be linked with other 

representations to show that the art of the period was completely pharaonic (Williams 1988). It 

concentrated on the figure of the pharaoh and his ceremonial activities and often included or reflected 

political conflict (Kaiser 1964: 89–92). The compositions have brief but definite inscriptions that label 

persons, objects, possibly situations, and name rulers, such as Narmer and Scorpion, whose monumental 

carved stone palette and macehead were found at Hierakonpolis. Cults already included the monumental 

gigantism characteristic of later ages. Stone colossi found at Coptos in the pose of Min were inscribed by 

Narmer and display the emblem of the god (Anonymous 1988: 41–42).  



2. Succession of Rulers. Important lists such as the Turin Papyrus and the Palermo Stone, as well as 

later mythological texts and the 3d-century historian Manetho, record dynasties and rulers for this early 

period, but a relationship to actual persons and events is difficult to establish (Helck 1987: 81–114). 

Archaeological evidence must be used to help reconstruct political geography in Naqada II–III. The large 

painted tomb of a ruler at Hierakonpolis of mid-Naqada II and comparable tombs at Naqada and Abadiya 

indicate that Upper Egypt was consolidating into regional sovereignties (Kaiser and Dreyer 1982: 242–

45). At the end of Naqada II, these large tombs in different locations were replaced by a unique series of 

even larger tombs and complexes whose designs lead in a direct, possibly dynastic, succession from 

Naqada III into the 1st Dyn. At Abydos, double-shaft tombs of three predecessors of the 1st Dyn. were 

found: Iry-Hor (Ra), Ka (Sekhen), and Narmer. A still earlier tomb at Hierakonpolis, a long trench with a 

side chamber, may be assigned to Scorpion. Qustul‘s great trench and side-chamber tombs may fill the 

hiatus between Scorpion and the latest rulers of Naqada II to complete a series that led to the 1st Dyn. 

(Williams 1986: 177).  

G. Consolidation of Egypt.  

In early Naqada II, the northern Nile Valley was divided among northern Egyptian cultures, the Naqada 

culture, and the A-Group. By mid–Naqada II, Naqada culture cemeteries appeared in the delta, indicating 

that control of the southern delta and the entire valley had passed to the south. By Naqada III, the vast 

cemeteries at Tarkhan and Tura indicate that the Naqada culture now had regional centers in an area that 

had been the core of northern Egypt. The geographical completion of ancient Egypt, if not its unity, had 

essentially been accomplished, for records of conflict parallel the consolidation of regional centers. At the 

same time, trade with Asia and Sudan expanded, leaving northern Sinai dotted and A-Group Nubia lined 

with sites. The culmination of the consolidation is reflected in monuments at Abydos in Dyn. 0, followed 

by great but secondary funerary monuments at Saqqara and elsewhere in the 1st Dyn. At this time, the 

overland routes across Sinai became inactive and Lower Nubia was largely abandoned. Having developed 

in contact with so many peoples, Egypt began her 1st Dyn. as a solitary eminence in northeastern Africa.  
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BRUCE B. WILLIAMS  

EARLY DYNASTIC—1ST INTERMEDIATE PERIOD  

(DYN. 1–11)  

———  

A. Unification of Egypt  

B. Early Dynastic (or Archaic) Period  

C. Old Kingdom Period  

D. First Intermediate Period  

———  

A. Unification of Egypt  

During the last centuries of the 4th millennium, a long-term process of political and cultural coalescence 

resulted in an Egyptian state encompassing much of the Nile Delta (Lower Egypt) and the valley proper, 

almost as far S as Aswan (Upper Egypt). Later Egyptian tradition, however, held that an Upper Egyptian 

ruler named Meni (Gk Menes) had conquered Lower Egypt. This unification became for the Egyptians 

not only the beginning point of their history, but an enduring emblem of the congruence of the social and 

political order with the cosmic (Eg ma’at), embodied in the divine monarch. Menes—perhaps the King 



Narmer whose palette appears to lay claim to sovereignty over both parts of the country—stood as the 

founder and first ruler of a unified Egypt. A new administrative center, later Memphis, was attributed to 

him. The accession year of each succeeding ruler was designated ―the (year of the) Unification of Upper 

and Lower Egypt.‖ Throughout its long history, even under foreign domination, Egypt was understood to 

be a condominium of two originally discrete political entities.  

While this is certainly too simple, idealized, and constructed a notion of how unity came about or of the 

political situation in Egypt prior to unification—evidence for a preunification delta monarchy, for 

example, is not strong—the controlling idea that eventually emerged from this picture of the founding 

was that the unity of the Two Lands (i.e., Egypt) equalled ―order,‖ stability, prosperity, etc., while 

disunity meant ―chaos.‖ The monarch‘s role—both as king of Upper and Lower Egypt (Eg nisu-bity) and 

as the embodiment of the patron goddesses (Eg nebty) of the two sections of the country—was to ensure 

the former and suppress the latter. Rebellion against the king, therefore, became not merely a political act, 

but resistance to the divine order of the world as well.  

Despite late predynastic cultural and technological influence from SW Asia, Egypt did not develop the 

pattern of urbanism (with its particular sort of localism) that had emerged earlier there. The establishment 

of an effective centralized state in Egypt likely limited the potential of larger towns to become cities in the 

Mesopotamian sense, because the monarchy, with its control over economic and political priorities and 

decision making, became the focus of social and economic life. Nevertheless, local centers of economic, 

judicial, and cultic responsibilities retained an underlying importance: whenever, in later eras, the central 

royal government disappeared or was, for one reason or another, ineffectual and unable to enforce its will 

much beyond the royal palace complex district, these local centers and their leaders provided the essential 

stability and continuity in daily life. Egyptian history is thus best understood as an equilibrium between 

the ideologically preferred centralized monarchy and the decentralizing tendencies of local power foci.  

B. Early Dynastic (or Archaic) Period.  

The two primary developments during the Early Dynastic (ED) period (Dyn. 1–2; late 4th–early 3d 

millennia B.C.) were the country-wide articulation and acceptance of the ideology of the divine monarchy 

and the development of an administrative hierarchy that effectuated the king‘s wishes. The king‘s verbal 

command (hu) gave form to his divine perceptions (sia), always within the constraints of ma’at. The 

ruler‘s titulary expressed his relationship to the gods, his own divine attributes, and his essential unifying 

and ordering role. As the bodily manifestation of the god Horus, he was the living expression of royal 

legitimacy and succession. The elaboration of the size and design of the royal tombs, surrounded by the 

burials of relatives, officials, and retainers—some perhaps killed and buried at the time of the king‘s death 

(Dyn. 1)—and the 2d Dyn. decision to abandon the older royal cemetery at Abydos (Upper Egypt) to 

make the Memphite necropolis at Saqqara the preferred royal burial site, focused attention on the 

monarch, both in this life and in the next. From a very early date, kings fortunate enough to rule for an 

extended period of time celebrated the sed festival, a rite of royal death and rebirth designed to renew the 

king‘s divine powers and, by extension, the stability and prosperity of the entire country.  

The bureaucracy, dominated until late in the 4th Dyn. by the king‘s male relatives and headed by the 

vizier (or chief minister), organized the land-holding elites to manage the royal economy (the palace, 

royal estates, tax collection, economic redistribution, etc.). They also utilized a growing and increasingly 

indispensable scribal corps and the social and political aspects of monarchy: the king‘s cultic activities, 

the biennial tour of the country, the judicial apparatus, the royal construction administration, the military 

(a corvée, rather than a standing army), and the maintenance of records (including annual Nile heights). 

The evolving class structure included newly important artisans, service personnel and retainers, a small 

group of professionals, and the peasantry.  

Foreign trade in the ED period was conducted under royal aegis. From SW Asia, principally exploiting 

surplus grain production, precious and semiprecious materials, and some manufactures, Egypt obtained 

such materials as construction-quality wood, obsidian, lapis lazuli, turquoise, and copper. Dyn. 1 Egyptian 

pottery has been found in S Palestine, and EB II ware from Syria-Palestine is known from Egypt. A 

portion of the proceeds was subsequently redistributed to cultic and private loci in the form of royal 



patronage. An inscription of King Den (Dyn. 1) near the 2d Cataract attests to early royal trade interests in 

Nubia to the S.  

The king‘s role in the support and construction of cult temples together with the demands of the new 

ruling elites resulted in a number of basic artistic innovations, building on both foreign influences and 

native trends. These formed the foundations of subsequent Egyptian art and architecture. It is in this 

period that major advances were made in the design and construction of tombs and in the use of stone for 

building.  

During the 2d Dyn., a still poorly understood, but temporary, alteration of the divine symbols of 

kingship took place. Whether the episode reflects a change of royal family, civil strife, or some 

ideological shift is not clear, but, by the end of the dynasty, little trace of that change remained; its last 

king‘s name (Khasekhemwy) stresses the harmony of once disparate elements. The burials of royal 

officials, retainers, and relatives cluster around the burials of the monarchs, signifying their continued 

dependence on and service to the king in the next world. Uncertainties submerged and the divine 

monarchy institutionalized, the formative period was now essentially over; an age of unparalleled royal 

power began.  

C. Old Kingdom Period  

The chief index of royal power in the Old Kingdom (OK; Dyn. 3–8; ca. 2700–2130 B.C.) was the king‘s 

ability to command and organize the country‘s human and material resources. The most visible 

manifestation of his godhead and authority was monumental architecture. Little remains of the royal 

temples for the cults of the various divinities (notably Ptah of Memphis and Re of Heliopolis), but not so 

with the massive monuments devoted to the burials and funerary cults of the kings (Edwards 1985). 

Beginning with the Step Pyramid complex of King Djoser (Dyn. 3) at Saqqara and reaching a dramatic 

high point with the 4th Dyn. pyramids of Snefru at Dahshur and the Giza pyramids of Kings Khufu (Gk 

Cheops), Khafre (Gk Chephren), and Menkaure (Gk Mycerinus), vast amounts of labor, building 

materials, food, etc. were marshaled for the construction of the pyramid-tomb and its attendant temples 

and subsidiary structures, an ―eternal‖ palace complex designed to meet the needs of a ruler who, after 

bodily death, would take his place among the gods of heaven and earth, meriting ritual and sacrifice from 

succeeding generations. The king‘s association with the solar deity Re emerged quite early, and the 

pyramid is, in part at least, related to the deceased monarch‘s ascendance to the heavens to accompany Re 

as he circumnavigated the world. From the middle of the 4th Dyn., the king‘s throne name was most 

commonly compounded with the name of Re. During the 5th Dyn., when the solar aspects of kingship 

were stressed, the title ―son of Re‖ came to precede the name the ruler had been given at birth. Likewise, 

during the first 75 years or so of Dyn. 5, some of the smaller resources available for pyramid building 

were reallocated to the building of solar temples in the W desert not far from the royal pyramids, forming 

a part of the mortuary complexes. By the end of the dynasty, the rulers had reverted to the single pyramid 

complex, but the linkage between the Osirian and solar aspects of the monarchy was now mirrored in the 

so-called Pyramid Texts (Faulkner 1967) inscribed on the walls of the chambers of pyramids from King 

Wenis (Unas), the last king of the 5th Dyn., through the end of the Old Kingdom. These dual aspects of 

the monarchy remained central to the ideology of kingship throughout the remainder of pharaonic history: 

the identification of the deceased king with Osiris stressed his continuity with his royal predecessors (as 

well as his divine role in the afterlife), while his association with Re (as his bodily son) emphasized the 

monarch‘s role in the present (prosperity, order, etc.) and the future (i.e., the continuity of the cosmic and 

social orders). The tombs of the officials created a life-after-death made brilliantly concrete with scenes of 

the daily life familiar to the elite.  

To build these complexes, a bureaucratic apparatus grew (Strudwick 1985). The administrative 

responsibilities of such officials as the ―Overseer of All the Works of the King‖ included the design, the 

work organization, and the overseeing of these projects at every stage. Slaves played a very minor role in 

the work force; labor conscripted from among dependent farmers with less to occupy them during the 

inundation season comprised the bulk of the labor force. Devotion to the god-king no doubt shaped some 

worker attitudes and willingness to work, but economic incentives were probably also a factor.  



Pyramid, solar, and cult temple establishments served essential economic roles. Corvée laborers 

received food and clothing rations. More far-reaching, perhaps, was the economic impact of the perpetual 

endowments, sometimes called ―pious foundations‖ (Kemp 1983), which provided the economic 

wherewithal for the maintenance of the various cults (the architectural necessities, the priestly and support 

staff, offerings, etc.) in the form of agricultural estates whose proceeds were assigned to the temples. 

Since the number of professional priests was small during the OK, many priestly responsibilities were 

performed by members of the landholding and administrative classes on an assigned periodic basis. In 

exchange for services rendered, these individuals were assigned income from one or more of these estates. 

They, in turn, could reassign a portion of such income to individuals who would then perform the required 

services. A considerable segment of Egyptian society derived some portion—all in some cases—of their 

income from institutional sources. Not all land was held under such usufructual arrangements; a 

significant segment of the Egyptian upper classes owned land outright, as part of their patrimony. In 

advance of death, such OK personages wrote mortuary contracts in which they assigned some of their 

estate income to individuals (relatives, friends, etc.) who would, in exchange, serve as mortuary priests for 

the cult of the deceased. These royal and private endowments formed an interlocking network of 

economic distribution. The system, however, lacked long-term stability: although it promised individuals 

a continuing postmortem food supply, there was no assurance that the agreement would be maintained 

over the course of generations. By the late OK, a number of mortuary endowments—notably those for 

temples—were exempted from taxes and labor corvée, thus limiting the economic resources available to 

the monarchy, causing some loss of royal power and influence (AEL 1: 28; Hayes 1946).  

The kings of the 4th Dyn., having experienced some conflict within the royal family over the succession 

to the throne, began the process of relocating control of the main bureaucratic departments into the hands 

of upper-class families. In theory, such individuals, owing their new eminence and power to the king‘s 

favor, would be assiduous and loyal in the king‘s service. The premise was largely correct for most of the 

OK period and was strengthened by the institution of a ranking hierarchy among the royal officials. This 

process may have contributed to a weakening of the monarchy, especially with the growth, at least as 

early as the 5th Dyn., of an hereditary factor in office-holding. The officials in the central administrative 

offices in the capital appear to have remained loyal to royal position and prerogative right to the end, 

although, during the 6th Dyn., many provincial officials were building their tombs in their home districts. 

It is likewise clear that the king came to play a smaller personal role in what went on outside Memphis, 

despite the continuance of the periodic processions to the S. Decision making with respect to major 

economic, construction, and judicial policies would be made at the central administration, but the daily 

work in all these areas was performed at the local level, where the personal power and prestige of officials 

likely counted for a great deal, especially whenever lower Nile inundations (5th–6th Dyn.) led to some 

serious food shortages. These men no doubt acquired more and more confidence in their abilities and a 

concomitant sense of independence, but they certainly made no show of the latter that might overtly 

oppose royal dictates. It is conceivable that very long reigns, such as those of Pepi I and Pepi II of the 6th 

Dyn., would have, at least in their later stages (and during the long minority of Pepi II), required greater 

reliance on officialdom. It is clear, however, that the kings neither completely isolated themselves in the 

royal residence nor felt great mistrust of the greater provincial magnates. Merenre I made the tour as far 

as Aswan, and Pepi I appointed the provincial official Djau to be his vizier (chief minister).  

Foreign relations during the OK period centered on either trade or defense. The periodic incursions of 

the Libyans were met with force. In the S, trade for good wood, oils, incense, animal pelts, etc. took 

center stage (Kemp 1983). King Huni (Dyn. 3) extended the S boundary to Aswan and built a fortress 

there. The 4th Dyn. king Snefru campaigned in Lower Nubia (Aswan to the 2d Cataract), adversely 

affecting that region for generations; captives and cattle were brought back to Egypt. From the late 4th 

Dyn. until the mid-5th, an Egyptian copper smeltery was in operation at the 2d Cataract, and thereafter 

Egyptian officials conducted trade missions further S, employing force if need be. The Aswan official 

Harkhuf made at least three trips (each lasting 7–8 months) to the S during the reigns of Merenre and Pepi 

II (AEL 1: 23ff.). During this period, a new, more dynamic people (C-Group) entered Lower Nubia; 



Harkhuf‘s mercenaries ensured his safe passage, but at least one other Egyptian expedition leader was 

murdered in the S. Occasional trade with the distant land of Punt was carried on in the 5th Dyn. In SW 

Asia, beginning in the ED period, the lure of copper and turquoise in Sinai, as well as the products and 

manpower of Palestine, led to Egyptian royal trade missions and, not infrequently, military forays. The 

6th Dyn. official Weni (AEL 1: 18ff.) reports five expeditions into S Palestine, using Egyptian forces 

augmented by Libyan and Nubian mercenaries (Redford 1986).  

The end of the OK came as a result of a number of factors: economic decline due to Nile problems and 

the decline of foreign trade; the reassertion of local authority as the central administration became 

moribund; and perhaps the lengthy reign of Pepi II and related problems of succession.  

D. First Intermediate Period  

While it suited the propaganda of the early 12th Dyn. kings (AEL 1: 139ff.; 149ff.) to portray the 1st 

Intermediate period (Dyn. 9–11; ca. 2130–1940 B.C.) as an age of anarchy during which the lack of a 

strong central government allowed the release of disruptive social forces, it is more likely that after the 

confusion of the largely ephemeral Dyns. 7 and 8—a mere 25 years at most—generalized disorder was 

episodic rather than typical. The emergence of such regional power centers as Herakleopolis (Dyns. 9–10) 

near the Fayum and Thebes in Upper Egypt (Dyn. 11) yielded considerable stability. Territorial conflicts 

or attempts to unify the country were the principal causes of conflict. The local officials dealt with the 

problems of food supply, legal affairs, and the suppression of criminal behavior (AEL 1: 88ff.). The 

problems against which the Herakleopolitan King Merikare is warned (AEL 1: 97ff.) are those of a ruler 

of a small state, trying to build and maintain the network of loyalty and obligation necessary to attain 

permanent (even expanded) power. On the whole, the inscriptions of officials, independent landowners 

(James 1962), and some literary texts (AEL 1: 169ff) generally project a picture of stability. The 

campaigns to reunify Egypt, perhaps begun by Wahankh Intef II of Thebes and brought to a successful 

conclusion by his grandson, Nebhepetre Mentuhotep II, no doubt were attended by bloodshed and 

disruption, but even these were periodic, not constant. Localism was a powerful force that Mentuhotep 

sought to overcome by recourse to both force and diplomacy; his success was due to his own personal 

qualities of leadership and did not outlast his reign. That fact, coupled with the certainty that the 12th 

Dyn. rulers took more than a century and a half to subordinate localism completely, shows how far the 

balance of power had shifted toward localism after the OK period.  
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A. Dynasty 11  

1. Activities. With his victory over the northern Heracleopolitan kingdom (ca. 2040 B.C.), the Theban 

Nebhepetre Mentuhotep II brought about the end of the civil war that raged during the First Intermediate 

Period. This victory inaugurated the period known as the Middle Kingdom (MK) by establishing the 11th 

Dyn. with Mentuhotep as sole ruler of Egypt. After a few military campaigns against remaining 

dissidents, the king was able to turn his attention to peacetime activities. Large building projects, such as 

his funerary monument at Deir el-Bahri and numerous expeditions sent to mines and quarries, show a 

confident administration in control of the country‘s resources—one that could muster and support large 

contingents of men and with the bureaucracy necessary to oversee the logistical requirements of such 

undertakings. Trade routes were also reopened, implying that the central authorities commanded the roads 

and outlying areas, and could once again assume the protection of the population.  

2. Inscriptions of Officials. Indicative of the new age are the inscriptions left by its officials. The 

expedition leaders of the past had been content with terse phrases recording the purpose of their missions, 

along with their names and titles, attributing whatever success they had achieved to the goodwill of the 

king. The 11th Dyn. functionaries, however, added autobiographical information which proclaimed their 

success to future generations. A new era had dawned upon Egypt, with the officials refusing the role of 

unacknowledged functionaries.  

Two other kings named Mentuhotep closed off the 11th Dyn. with successful reigns; they sent large 

expeditions to the quarries of the Wadi Hammamat and the Wadi el Hudi, and even to far-off Punt. But 

suddenly, and without any records to illuminate the period for the historian, the 11th Dyn. disappeared. In 

its place a new family—the 12th Dyn. (1990–1786 B.C.)—sat on the throne, with King Sehetepibre 

Amenemhet I as its ruler. This would be a pivotal dynasty for Egyptian history, a time of great prosperity, 

witnessing the flowering of literature. Its rulers would live on in the Egyptians‘ consciousness in the later 

legends involving kings Sesostris (Senwosret) and Lamarres (Amenemhet III).  

B. Dynasty 12  

1. Origins. Little is known of the origins of the 12th Dyn. A literary source states that its founders were 

southerners, and it is tempting to speculate that this Amenemhet was the vizier of the same name under 

the last king of the 11th Dyn. The new dynasty faced a number of problems, chief of which was the 

legitimacy of its claim to the throne. The population surely felt no loyalty to these upstarts and had to be 

convinced that the new rulers were in fact the true heirs to the throne of Egypt. How the 12th Dyn. 

accomplished this constitutes one of the major achievements of this vigorous family and assured them a 

place among the great rulers of ancient Egypt.  

2. Initial Policies. Quickly realizing that it would have been politically unsound to ignore his Theban 

predecessors, Amenemhet I erected monuments that associated him with the 11th Dyn. Other monuments 

were commissioned which claimed direct descent from the Old Kingdom (OK) families; thus the new 

ruler established himself as a true heir to the throne in the minds of his contemporaries. Nevertheless, 

political intrigue was not quenched, for the king‘s long reign ultimately ended in assassination.  

Another major decision of the new dynasty was the choice of a capital city. A need must have been felt 

to move away from Thebes, where the ghosts of the previous dynasty still lingered. The new site chosen 



was named (in Egyptian) Itj-tawy (meaning ―[Amenemhet-is]-The-one-who-has-taken-possession-of-the-

Two-Lands‖). Little is known of this city, including its exact location. A later text states that it lay 

somewhere between Memphis and Meydum. Since the early 12th Dyn. rulers built their pyramids near the 

modern village of Lisht, it is quite likely that the capital city was situated nearby. The move to the 

Memphite area may also have been motivated by a need to be associated with the past glories of the OK. 

In the collective memories of the Egyptian people, Memphis must still have been the capital city par 

excellence; by building a royal residence in that general area, the 12th Dyn. sought legitimacy by close 

association with a traditional seat of power. Another more pragmatic reason for the move may have been 

a desire to be closer to the northwest border of Egypt, where Libyan tribes threatened invasion.  

Another way in which the 12th Dyn. furthered its claims to the throne was through the subtle use of 

literature as political propaganda. The Prophecy of Neferti (see Lichtheim AEL 1: 139–45) recounted how 

an OK sage had long ago foretold the advent of the new dynasty. If this were the case, who could now 

deny its existence? In the Instructions of Amenemhet (AEL 1: 135–39), the assassinated Amenemhet I 

advised his son Senwosret (Sesostris) I to trust no one around him, something which must not have 

escaped the guilty courtiers‘ attention. The beautiful and moving passage describing the death of 

Amenemhet I may have been included to win sympathy for the young king for the harsh reprisals which 

no doubt followed the assassination.  

The classic Story of Sinuhe (AEL 1: 222–35) is another example of such propaganda. Although the tale 

appears to be a simple affair filled with heroes and villains, and wise old chieftains and fair maidens, long 

hymns of praise for Senwosret I make the story an effective tool in enhancing the crown‘s reputation. 

Also useful to the royal house was the so-called Satire on Trades (AEL 1: 184–92), in which various 

trades are unfavorably compared to the comfortable life of a scribe. The purpose behind this particular 

tradition may well have been that the 12th Dyn. needed new recruits for a burgeoning bureaucracy, since 

the scribal profession had fallen out of favor during the troubled times of the 1st Intermediate Period.  

Starting with Amenemhet I and Senwosret I, the institution of coregency was also used to ensure 

smooth transitions of power. In practice, the younger king assumed the more strenuous activities, such as 

military campaigns, while the senior partner remained in the palace and handled the affairs of state. This 

system worked remarkably well for the 12th Dyn., as son succeeded father for two hundred years without 

interruption.  

3. Dealings with Provincial Rulers. Despite their sound political maneuvering, the 12th Dyn. kings 

still had to contend with formidable provincial rulers who held sway over particular domains in Egypt. 

The independence which the latter had acquired during the 1st Intermediate Period could not be 

disregarded, and once again the Palace showed remarkable political acumen in dealing with them.  

The Crown‘s basic policy was a compromise between controlling the nomarchs, their territories, and 

their revenues, while, at the same time, acknowledging the rights of these long-standing families who 

boasted impressive pedigrees. The nomarchs were allowed to have their own courts, maintain a small 

standing army, erect buildings in their domains, and even record the dates of events according to their 

own tenures of office. They were allowed to collect their own revenues and were even given the liberty to 

lower taxes after bad harvests. Nevertheless, the king reserved the right to approve the appointment of a 

new nomarch, at which time the province‘s boundaries were also resurveyed. In addition, the nomarch 

had to render a yearly account of his holdings to the Palace, and was responsible for supplying the labor 

force for royal enterprises such as building projects or quarrying expeditions. Thus, the policy of the royal 

family toward the provincial rulers was a constant give and take where the claims of the nomarchs were 

respected yet the absolute rights of kingship were still acknowledged.  

The almost total disappearance of the nomarchs‘ tombs by the reign of Senwosret III (1878–1843 B.C.) 

has led to the belief that the power of these individuals was curbed under this king, and that the country 

was reorganized under a centralized bureaucracy. Although this belief has been challenged recently, the 

disappearance of these old provincial families cannot be ignored; nor can the creation at this time of new 

administrative titles based on a division of the country into three major provinces, each administered from 

the capital city.  



4. Foreign Policy. Caution must also be exercised when examining the foreign policy of the 12th Dyn. 

Although an aggressive frontier policy had been demonstrated by the earliest Egyptian kings, the 12th 

Dyn. rulers seemed more concerned with maintaining their borders and keeping foreigners out of Egypt 

than with establishing a presence outside. The Execration Texts, nevertheless, have been cited as evidence 

for an MK empire. Written on clay figurines in the shapes of bound prisoners or on pottery bowls, these 

texts list the names of various local rulers and localities in Syria-Palestine, Libya, and Nubia, followed by 

ritualistic curses directed against these rulers. Although they show an astounding ability on the part of 

Egypt to collect intelligence about its neighbors, the purely ritualistic nature of the texts does not permit 

us to determine the 12th Dyn.‘s foreign policy from them alone. See also EXECRATION AND 

EXECRATION TEXTS.  

Close scrutiny of the existing archeological material has shown that what used to be regarded as proof 

of a 12th Dyn. empire in the MB Syro-Palestinian area was nothing more than evidence for strong trading 

ties between Egypt and the Levant. To the Egyptians, the most important of these trading partners was the 

seaport of Byblos, which furnished Egypt with coniferous woods and resin. The Egyptian influence there 

was great enough that by the close of the MK, the Byblite princes had become quite slavish in their 

imitation of Egyptian customs. The same degree of contact existed in the Aegean: although Middle 

Minoan objects have been found in Egypt and Egyptian material in Crete, the uncertain context of many 

of these finds cannot argue for anything more than contact of a mercantile nature.  

The situation was markedly different with Egypt‘s southern neighbors. In the 11th Dyn., Mentuhotep II 

had begun the reconquest of Lower Nubia against the local C-Group population, whose culture spanned 

the period between the late OK and the early New Kingdom (NK) with occupational sites south of the 

Second Cataract. The 12th Dyn. kings continued this policy and eventually annexed the whole of Lower 

Nubia, where they built a series of forts between the First and Second Cataracts. These forts were built in 

two main stages. The earliest ones served as metal-working centers or trading posts to control river traffic. 

The second group was built by Senwosret III around his newly acquired frontier at the Second Cataract, at 

the border of modern-day Sudan. This group served to remind the population of the king‘s intention to let 

no one pass through the cataract at Semna unless a business transaction was to be conducted at the major 

trading center of Mirgissa, north of Semna. Although Senwosret III‘s boundary stelae show an expected 

aggressive tone against the native population, other texts from the period imply that the Egyptians were 

actually more concerned with profits from the river trade and the local gold mines than with military 

conquest for its own sake.  

With a full Egyptian dependency to the south and a strong centralized government—and thus the 

resources of the entire country at his disposal—Senwosret III‘s son Amenemhet III (1842–1797 B.C.) was 

free to concentrate on domestic matters. He continued his predecessors‘ work of reclaiming land in the 

Fayum, where he built his second pyramid at the site of Hawara. Attached to this monument was his 

Mortuary Temple, which became famous in the Classical period as the Egyptian Labyrinth.  

C. Dynasty 13  

The end of the 12th Dyn. brought no immediate change in Egypt‘s fortunes. Although the succeeding 

period is obscured by a lack of sources, it seems clear that the 13th Dyn. (ca. 1786–1633 B.C.) originally 

ruled from the Memphite area. Many of its kings ruled only briefly and may have been under the 

influence of a few powerful viziers, but the principle of a single central government continued to be 

respected for a time. The last kings of the 13th Dyn., however, lost control of Lower Egypt and probably 

retreated upriver to Thebes, where a new capital was established.  

D. Second Intermediate Period  

1. Rival Dynasties. The weakening of the 13th Dyn. begins what is known as the Second Intermediate 

Period. By this time, the country had become fragmented. A number of rulers vied for hegemony over 

limited areas, and rival dynasties were established concurrently. The names given to these dynasties by 

the classical historian Manetho do not necessarily reflect a chronological sequence. In Thebes, the 13th 

Dyn. was succeeded by the 17th (ca. 1650–1567 B.C.). In the Delta, certain rulers designated themselves 



as kings and set up short-lived dynasties; these correspond to Manetho‘s 14th (ca. 1786–1603 B.C.) and 

16th Dyn. (ca. 1684–1567 B.C.).  

2. Hyksos Invasion. The most significant of these contemporaneous rulers were the so-called Hyksos, 

Manetho‘s 15th Dyn. (ca. 1674–1567 B.C.). See also HYKSOS. There has long been a debate regarding 

the arrival of the Hyksos in Egypt. Documents that show large numbers of Semites in Egypt in the late 

Middle Kingdom have been used to prove a slow infiltration into the country, with these Semites 

somehow acting as a fifth column for the advancing Hyksos. However, Manetho‘s dating of the Hyksos 

attack to the reign of a King Tutimaios—probably one of the two Egyptian kings named Dudumose—

argues for a sudden invasion, since it is unlikely that the Egyptians‘ collective historical memory would 

have fixed a slow infiltration to a specific reign.  

The archeologists‘ spade has provided evidence for both theories. Excavations at modern Tell ed-Dab˓a 

(Manetho‘s Avaris and the site of the Hyksos capital) have shown that Northwest Semitic peoples did 

migrate and settle in the area, bringing MB II Syro-Palestinian culture with them. A destruction level 

between the late MK and the Hyksos strata implies more than just peaceful infiltration.  

Once in Avaris, the Hyksos prospered and, utilizing their own Palestinian models, ruled as overlords 

over Egyptian vassals. This occupation was a watershed in Egyptian history, for up to that point, the 

Egyptians, despite periods of internal political chaos, had been free from invasion. For generations the 

Egyptians would be haunted by the specter of foreign domination. Thus, when the 17th Dyn. rulers 

revolted against their Hyksos overlords and surged northward in victory, they would rightly be regarded 

as liberators by the grateful Egyptians. The liberation of Egypt under kings Kamose and Ahmose ushered 

in a new era, the New Kingdom.  
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A. Chronology  

Absolute dates within this period (ca. 1570–1070 B.C.E. = New Kingdom [NK]) revolve around the 

disputed accession years of two kings: Thutmose III (Dynasty XVIII) and Ramesses II (Dynasty XIX). 



Recent scholarship has reached consensus on 1279 B.C.E. for the beginning of Ramesses II‘s reign, but the 

debate regarding Thutmose III‘s accession year—variously placed at 1504, 1490, and 1479 B.C.E.—

continues (e.g., Parker 1957; Hayes and Rowton CAH³ 1/1: 173–239; Hornung 1964; Krauss 1978). The 

chronology followed in this article adheres to the highest date for Thutmose III, i.e., 1504 (Wente and 

Van Siclen 1976), but readers should be aware that a reasonable case can be made for the lower options as 

well (e.g., Kitchen 1987). The gaps in the historical record preclude all certainty. For example, since exact 

lengths of reign are unknown except in a few cases (Thutmose III, Hatshepsut, Amenhotep III [?], 

Amenhotep IV/Akhenaten, Tutankhamun, Ramesses II, Sety II, Siptah, and Ramesses III), shifts 

amounting to one year or more are possible in the NK for all reigns, except for those of Thutmose III and 

Ramesses II, both of which are fixed points in any chronological scheme. Given the uncertainties that still 

prevail before Ramesses II (see Hornung 1979; Krauss 1985; Kitchen 1987), it should be noted that dates 

provided in this article for kings prior to Amenhotep III could be lowered in some cases by more than a 

quarter of a century.  

B. Early 18th Dynasty  

The expulsion of the Asiatic ―Hyksos,‖ who had dominated Egypt since ca. 1650 B.C.E., is the event that 

demarcated the beginning of the NK in Egyptian tradition. Freedom from Hyksos suzerainty and the 

reunification of Egypt were finally achieved in the reign of Ahmose I (ca. 1570–1546). Ahmose thus 

achieved the somewhat artificial distinction of founding a new dynasty, called the Eighteenth by the 3d 

cent. B.C.E. historian Manetho (Waddell 1940: 100–47; cf. Redford 1986: 18–64, 242–47), even though 

Ahmose was a direct descendant of the late 17th Dyn. kings who had begun the Theban rebellion (Hayes 

CAH³ 2/1: 64–74; James CAH³ 2/1: 289–96). Ahmose I‘s struggle and his final success were achieved on 

two fronts. In the north, he drove the last of the Hyksos into Asia and crushed their Egyptian supporters 

(Vandersleyen 1971: 17–48, 75–88). The struggle was carried onto Asiatic territory, notably with the 

siege of the city of Sharuhen (Vandersleyen 1971: 89–129), but the further extent of his northern wars is 

uncertain (e.g., Weinstein 1981: 1–10). As a necessary counterpart to the struggle with the Asiatics, 

Ahmose I also continued the war begun by his predecessor, Kamose (ca. 1573–1571), against the Hyksos‘ 

southern ally, the kingdom of Kush (Smith 1976: 80–85; Vandersleyen 1971: 49–74). By the reign of 

Thutmose I (ca. 1524–1518), the Egyptians had more than tripled their domains in Nubia. This 

unprecedented extension of Egypt‘s southern possessions was accompanied by an equally novel imperial 

system. Nubia was placed under a viceroy, the ―King‘s Son of Kush,‖ and was directly governed by a 

hierarchy of Egyptian officials in collaboration with native Nubian princes (Adams 1977: 217–45; 

O‘Connor AESH, 252–70). Egypt thus secured the rich mineral deposits of Nubia, including the renowned 

―gold of Kush,‖ and also controlled the trade routes that brought southern African products to northern 

markets (Hayes CAH³ 2/1: 329–33, 346–53). This political arrangement endured until the end of the NK, 

and the effects of the Nubians‘ adoption of their rulers‘ culture lasted long after that.  

The peril to Egypt‘s northern frontier was not exorcised, however, by the Hyksos‘ defeat. Sparsity of 

textual documentation prevents any but the most speculative discussion of the players in this drama and 

their actions (Drower CAH³ 2/2: 415–36; Helck 1971: 107–19). It is clear, however, that the pharaohs 

were occasionally compelled to lead their armies far beyond their borders during the half-century that 

followed Ahmose I‘s reunification of Egypt. Military exercises such as the campaign of Thutmose I up to 

the banks of the Euphrates River, together with the wars that secured Egypt‘s hold on Nubia, helped to 

forge the military facets of the king‘s institutional identity. There is little evidence, however, that these 

activities in western Asia were as yet motivated by the imperialist spirit so apparent in Egypt‘s policy 

toward the south (Redford 1979). An empire was no doubt easier to impose in Nubia than in the culturally 

more diverse and politically complex environment of Syria-Palestine, where the Egyptians already faced a 

potential rival in the kingdom of Mitanni (Frandsen 1979; Kemp 1978). It appears, however, that while 

the Pharaohs were resolute in the face of provocation, they were not prepared at this point to commit 

themselves to much more than a defensive posture toward western Asia.  

At home, Ahmose I and his son Amenhotep I (ca. 1551–1524) took in hand the reorganization of Egypt 

after nearly two centuries of disunity (James CAH³ 2/1: 299–312). Internal affairs were managed by one 



or two viziers (one for Upper and Lower Egypt respectively, a division of office attested by the reign of 

Thutmose III and intermittently thereafter). The viziers exercised regular supervision over the treasury, 

supply, judiciary, and police departments. They also appear to have ranked over the chief commanders of 

the army and the high priests of the various gods in Egypt, although their real power in these areas was 

frequently overshadowed by others, not least by the king himself. Although tenure in office was under the 

king‘s control, the patrimonial tendency ingrained in Egyptian society encouraged the growth of whole 

―dynasties‖ of entrenched officeholders, whose power endured so long as they remained in favor (Hayes 

CAH³ 2/1: 323–29, 353–401; AESH, 204–18). While the effects of such social inertia were not always 

beneficial, the government thus constituted proved sufficiently stable to weather many disturbances in the 

centuries to come.  

The first major crisis was dynastic, involving tensions within the royal family, which festered over the 

next three generations (Hayes CAH³ 2/1: 315–22). For lack of a male heir, Amenhotep I went outside the 

immediate royal family and appointed Thutmose I as his successor. The latter‘s paternity is unknown, and 

his claim to the throne seems to have been secured by his marriage to a daughter of Amenhotep I and his 

chief queen, herself a full member of the royal family on both sides. Over the next two generations, this 

pattern persisted. Thutmose I‘s chief queen passed her Ahmoside lineage on to her daughter, Hatshepsut, 

who wed her half-brother, Thutmose II (ca. 1518–1504); and the issue of this union, another daughter, 

was married to her half-brother (and cousin), Thutmose III (1504–1450). As the last descendants of 

Ahmose I, these women continued to hold the office of chief queen at the expense of the nonroyal women 

who bore the king‘s sons.  

While the preeminence of the Ahmoside females has suggested that the kingship was transmitted 

matrilineally in the earlier 18th Dyn. (Redford 1967: 65–76), it may reflect little more than the value that 

the pharaohs then placed on their connection with the dynasty‘s founding family. In any case, the implied 

conflict between the claims of the Ahmoside branch, by now exclusively female, and the king‘s 

supremacy (regardless of lineage) was not to be resolved quietly. When Thutmose II died prematurely, 

leaving the baby Thutmose III as his heir, Hatshepsut assumed the regency for the young king. Her 

eventual assumption of the kingship itself (in 1498?) carried to a logical extreme the pretensions of the 

Ahmoside branch of the royal family. Although Hatshepsut did not dethrone her nephew, she asserted a 

claim to royal power equal to his and, as senior coregent, took precedence over him in contemporary 

monuments (Redford 1967: 50–87; Murnane 1977: 32–44). The joint reign of Hatshepsut and the young 

Thutmose III was outwardly prosperous, punctuated by the execution of great building projects (e.g., the 

queen‘s mortuary temple, today called Deir el-Bahari) and expeditions to the land of Punt on the eastern 

coast of the Sudan (Hayes CAH³ 2/1: 329–33; Kitchen 1971). An ingenious hypothesis, which interprets 

an inscription from this time (Gardiner 1946) as referring to the tidal wave that followed the volcanic 

eruption on the Greek island of Thera and connects this phenomenon with circumstances surrounding the 

Israelite exodus from Egypt (Shanks 1981; 1982), has not gained general acceptance (e.g., Oren 1981).  

Hatshepsut‘s death (1483?) ended her coregency with Thutmose III; and when her daughter also died, 

apparently childless, the original branch of the 18th Dyn. died with her. While the dispute between the 

two sides of the royal family was practically resolved in the Thutmosides‘ favor, the issue of legitimacy 

continued to rankle. In spite of all the glory he won through his later achievements, Thutmose III felt 

compelled to secure his claim to the throne by systematically dishonoring Hatshepsut‘s memory 

(Edgerton 1933; Nims 1966). Thutmose III‘s later queens, and those of his successors, enjoyed a largely 

ceremonial status that did not permit them to challenge the king‘s right to determine the royal succession, 

as the females of the Ahmoside line had at least implicitly managed to do.  

C. Formation of the Empire in Western Asia  

The resolution of the dynastic crisis in Egypt coincided with the rise of a fresh challenge from western 

Asia. During the last years of Hatshepsut‘s reign, the king of Kadesh had succeeded in forging an alliance 

with over three hundred Syro-Palestinian principalities. This was a development that the Egyptians, from 

their experience of the Hyksos invasion, could only regard with apprehension. In his first and most 

celebrated campaign (1483), Thutmose III surprised the confederate princes at Megiddo and, after a 



seven-month siege, was able to dictate terms (Faulkner 1942; Helck 1971: 118–36). The fate of the 

vanquished princes, however, was unexpectedly mild: tribute and an oath of loyalty to the pharaoh were 

all that was required in most cases. These provisions marked a departure in Egypt‘s relations with her 

Asiatic neighbors: reciprocal obligations between vassal and overlord were now extended more widely 

and systematically than ever before, and the Egyptians were committed to a consistent pattern of 

involvement in Syria and Palestine (Drower CAH³ 2/2: 444–59).  

The stability that Thutmose III sought through this farsighted policy was not, however, to be won 

quickly. Continued resistance from major states such as Kadesh and Tunip encouraged other cities to 

rebel and eventually triggered the direct involvement of Mitanni, the rival superpower in the north. The 

ensuing struggle, prolonged over the next three generations, demonstrated the futility of the major 

powers‘ efforts to prevail over one another. Having secured the Syro-Palestinian coastline, as well as the 

interior of Palestine, Thutmose III next carried the war deep into enemy territory. In 1473 he equaled 

Thutmose I‘s earlier feat of campaigning on the River Euphrates, thus demonstrating Mitanni‘s 

vulnerability on her own borders (Faulkner 1946). This lesson was driven home repeatedly in Thutmose 

III‘s later years, which witnessed numerous incursions into the Mitannian vassals‘ territories. The 

Mitannians countered by inciting rebellions within Egypt‘s sphere of influence, precipitating fresh 

campaigns by Amenhotep II (ca. 1453–1419) and Thutmose IV (ca. 1419–1386). By the close of the 15th 

cent., competition between the superpowers had become a vicious circle that benefited neither one. The 

time had now come for Egypt and Mitanni to stabilize their respective spheres of influence in the Middle 

East (Drower CAH³ 2/2: 459–67; Redford 1979; Spalinger 1983).  

Peace between Egypt and Mitanni was celebrated by the first of several ―diplomatic marriages‖ when 

Thutmose IV married a daughter of the Mitannian king Artatama. This marriage tie between the royal 

families, maintained over the next two generations in Egypt (Schulman 1979), symbolized the peace that, 

with the two empires‘ rapprochement, now extended from the Nile to the Euphrates. Cordial relations 

between Egypt and Mitanni removed barriers to trade between their territories and helped to expand 

commercial and diplomatic contacts with other regions, notably Cyprus, Hatti, Assyria, and Babylon. 

Peace between the superpowers also helped suppress, even if it did not eliminate, rivalries and occasional 

lawlessness among their vassals. The two empires met in southern Syria. On the coast, the Egyptians were 

supreme, for their sphere of influence ran north into Amurru (northern Lebanon). Mitannian access to the 

coast was through the territory of Ugarit, which was friendly to both powers. Inland, the border lay north 

of the city of Kadesh, an Egyptian vassal. A measure of insight into the vassal states‘ relations with their 

suzerains and with one another can be gleaned from the diplomatic correspondence on cuneiform tablets 

recovered from the Egyptian site of El-Amarna (Drower CAH³ 2/2: 467–93; Albright CAH³ 2/2: 98–116; 

Liverani 1979). The beneficial effects of peace can be observed in the Nile Valley under Amenhotep III 

(ca. 1386–1349), whose reign has become identified with the splendor of imperial Egypt in the period just 

preceding the foreign and domestic crises which arose in the reign of his son (Hayes CAH³ 2/1: 338–46).  

D. Amarna Period  

Amenhotep IV (Akhenaten) is one of the best known, yet among the most mysterious, of the pharaohs. 

A younger son of Amenhotep III, he became crown prince on the premature death of an elder brother. 

Suggestions that he spent the greater part of his reign as his father‘s coregent (Aldred 1968: 100–32) are 

now generally disbelieved (Redford 1967: 88–169; Murnane 1977: 123–69, 231–33). Although many of 

the changes he introduced can be traced to artistic, linguistic, and religious trends of earlier periods, the 

contemporary significance of these innovations are still debated (e.g., Aldred 1968: 163–96; Redford 

1984: 157–81). Similarly, while the objects and practical effects of Amenhotep IV‘s program are fairly 

clear, a great deal of uncertainty still clouds his motives and the antecedents of his reforms.  

Amenhotep IV‘s new program began to manifest itself soon after his accession (ca. 1350?). An 

obliquely expressed disdain for traditional cults (Redford 1981) was accompanied by unequivocal signs of 

favor to a form of the sun god who was manifest in the solar disk, the ―Aten.‖ Although the disk itself was 

an accepted religious symbol, the king gave it new attributes and a cult that the established priesthoods 

were forced to accept. Temples to the Aten, hastily built and decorated in a new style that self-consciously 



broke with the artistic tradition of previous reigns, sprang up throughout the Nile Valley. The new cult 

was particularly favored at Thebes (Redford 1984: 57–142), the bailiwick of the most conspicuous of the 

old deities whom Amenhotep IV wished to supplant, ―Amun-Re King of the Gods.‖ Favored since the 

beginning of the 18th Dyn. as the ruling god of the family‘s Theban hometown, Amun and his clergy had 

acquired property and privileges far beyond those awarded to other institutions. The danger presumably 

lay in the possibility that this power might someday erode the king‘s exclusive authority (Kees 1953: 10–

84; Hayes CAH³ 2/1: 323–29). While the precise nature of the challenge, if such it was, remains obscure, 

it is clear that the pharaoh had set himself on a course that would only be to the established cults‘ 

disadvantage.  

By the fifth year of Amenhotep IV‘s reign, even the pretense of dispassion toward the old gods 

(Redford 1963) had been replaced by a widening alienation from their clergy. The king now changed his 

name to Akhenaten (meaning, perhaps, ―One who is effective on behalf of the Aten‖). At the same time, 

he established a new cult center for his god in Middle Egypt, at a site hitherto devoid of cultic 

associations, which he called Akhet-Aten (―the Horizon of the Sun Disk‖), today known as El-Amarna 

(Murnane 1984; Kemp LÄ 6: 309–19). See also AMARNA, TELL EL-. The resources of the state were 

thrown into the construction of the new royal residence city, which was further magnified at Amun‘s 

expense when Akhenaten decreed that he and his family should be buried there instead of in the 

traditional royal cemetery of West Thebes (Redford 1984: 142–53). The snubbing of the old gods 

eventually turned to outright persecution when Akhenaten closed their temples and ordered that the 

images of most divinities be destroyed (Aldred 1968: 191–96). It was plain that the stability of 

Akhenaten‘s new order would have to depend on the force of his will, and not on any long-standing 

institutional bases.  

Much has been written on the doctrinal foundations of Akhenaten‘s creed. The identification of his god 

with the royal interest has even led to a charge of atheism (Redford 1984: 157–81, 232–35); but the 

prevailing tendency has been to debate the extent to which Akhenaten was or was not a monotheist. A 

strict monotheism can be excluded, for the divinity of the Aten in the sky was shared on earth by the king 

and, very probably, by his chief queen, Nefertiti (Wilson 1973). On the other hand, one of the salient 

characteristics of Akhenaten‘s ―heresy‖ is that it sharply restricted the traditional embodiments of 

divinity, even in the cult of the sun god (Assmann 1972; LÄ 1: 526–40). The king‘s iconoclasm, 

moreover, extended beyond the destruction of individual divine images, attacking even the word ―gods‖ 

in earlier hieroglyphic inscriptions (Hornung 1982: 244–50). Akhenaten may not have breached the 

traditional Egyptian henotheism, but he certainly stretched its limits to an ultimately unacceptable degree.  

In the end, Akhenaten‘s reforms could not outlive their creator. The religion of the Aten found no 

effective champions at his death, which left Egypt wracked by troubles abroad and instability within the 

royal family. The accession of Akhenaten‘s son-in-law Tutankhamun (ca. 1334–1325) brought with it the 

restoration of the orthodox cults, and a measure of calm was thus restored. Akhenaten and his immediate 

successors were tarred with the same brush, however, and all were eventually consigned to the official 

oblivion that Akhenaten initially planned for Egypt‘s ancient gods (Alfred CAH³ 2/2: 63–81; Redford 

1984: 222–31).  

Alongside the internal upheavals of Akhenaten‘s reign, Egypt faced nothing less than a fundamental 

change in the balance of power in the Middle East. The superpowers‘ entente cordiale was already under 

strain when the renascent kingdom of Hatti began to challenge the Mitannians in the north. When the 

Hittite king Shuppiluliuma drove the pharaoh‘s father-in-law, Tushratta of Mitanni, from his capital and 

took over most of his vassals in Syria, the Mitannians suffered a mortal blow. Egyptian interests were 

directly affected, moreover, when the Hittites took over the city-state of Kadesh, an Egyptian vassal, and 

then refused to give it up. There followed a prolonged period of cold war, during which both Egypt and 

Hatti were hostage to each other‘s indecisiveness and to the machinations of their Syrian vassals. A 

serious effort to resolve the superpowers‘ dispute ended badly when a Hittite prince sent to marry 

Tutankhamun‘s widow (ca. 1324) died on his way to Egypt. The active hostilities which followed only 

confirmed the dispiriting trend of foreign affairs under the Amarna pharaohs. Egyptian military failures 



and the preponderant Hittite power in northern Syria eventually forced the kingdom of Amurru to join 

Kadesh as a Hittite vassal, pushing the border of Egypt‘s empire still further south. Affairs on the frontier 

would continue to sour relations between Egypt and Hatti over the next three generations (Goetze CAH³ 

2/2: 1–20, 117–29; Murnane 1979).  

E. Dynasty 19  

When a series of premature deaths wiped out a royal family already discredited by association with the 

Amarna heresy, the way lay open for a competent strongman to rule in its place. This was Horemheb (ca. 

1321–1293), a general of humble birth who had risen to a position of preeminent authority in the years 

following Akhenaten‘s death. His coronation by oracular decree (Gardiner 1953) inaugurated a long reign 

whose solid orthodoxy did much to repair the social ravages the Amarna period had left in its wake 

(Aldred CAH³ 2/2: 71–77). Horemheb‘s failure to produce an heir, however, compelled him to appoint as 

his successor a trusted associate who, as Ramesses I (ca. 1293–1291), founded the 19th Dyn. (Kitchen 

1982: 9–20).  

The unresolved quarrel between Egypt and Hatti was reopened by Ramesses‘ son Sety I (ca. 1291–

1279), who won back for Egypt the border territories of Kadesh and Amurru. The Hittites‘ failure under 

Sety, however, would be redeemed with interest in the early reign of his son, Ramesses II (1279–1212). 

When Kadesh once more defected to the Hittites, Ramesses marched north in 1274 and, believing reports 

that the Hittite King Muwatalli was still far away, pitched camp on the western side of Kadesh. 

Muwatalli‘s army was hiding behind the city, however, and in a fierce attack it cut the Egyptian column in 

two, nearly destroying the king and his forces. Ramesses II‘s gallantry on the field and the timely arrival 

of relief troops averted this disaster; and after another day of inconclusive fighting, Muwatalli allowed the 

Egyptians to leave the field of battle (Kitchen 1982: 43–64; Schulman 1962; 1981). This orderly retreat 

masked a calamitous defeat for Egypt, however, as the Hittites reconquered Amurru and swept down into 

southern Syria, which Egypt had held since the middle of the 18th Dyn. Although this territory was 

recovered, the ensuing struggle between the two empires soon degenerated into an unproductive stalemate 

(Kitchen 1982: 64–72). Mutual exhaustion, the Hittites‘ inability to cope with Egyptian intrigues, the 

rising power of Assyria, and (perhaps) concern with the waxing might of marauding ―Sea Peoples‖ in the 

Mediterranean, finally ended the hostilities. With the conclusion of a mutual defense pact in 1259, the 

superpowers were again at peace. During the balance of his long reign, Ramesses II would resume the 

practice of diplomatic marriage and wed no fewer than two Hittite princesses (Kitchen 1982: 73–95; 

Goetze CAH³ 2/2: 252–73; Schulman 1977–78; 1979). The equilibrium of the great powers in the Middle 

East was restored.  

The scale and abundance of Ramesses II‘s monuments—which include the majestic rock temples in 

Nubia, imposing cult buildings at Thebes, and numerous constructions in the north—amply justify this 

pharaoh‘s posthumous reputation for grandeur. Among these projects, embellishments to ancient 

Heliopolis and the development of the royal residence Piramesse (at Qantir in the eastern Delta) probably 

lie behind the account in Exodus 1:11 of the Hebrews‘ servitude at the cities of Pithom and Rameses 

(Uphill 1968; 1969). See also RAMESES (PLACE). Widespread prosperity is also reflected in 

commemorative monuments of the high officials of the reign (Kitchen 1982: 97–182) and in the surviving 

workaday records of common people, notably those recovered from the workmen‘s village of Deir el-

Medina in West Thebes (Bierbrier 1982).  

In Asia, the turmoil that had beset the borders of Egypt‘s empire from the Amarna period into the early 

19th Dyn. led to an intensified military presence in the remaining territories (Weinstein 1981: 15–22). 

This heightened security in the east was matched in Ramesses II‘s reign by defensive measures against the 

persistent infiltration of foreigners from Libya into the Delta (Habachi 1980). The movement of people 

from the Libyan homelands could not be stopped, however, and by the reign of Ramesses II‘s son 

Merneptah (ca. 1212–1202), bands of Libyans roved virtually at will through the western Delta. In 1208, 

Egypt‘s northwestern border was overrun by a massive invasion from Libya: spearheaded by the Libu 

tribe, it was rendered even more formidable by an alliance made by the Libyan chief with five peoples 

from the marauding groups at the fringes of the Mediterranean, known collectively as ―Peoples of the 



Sea‖ (Helck 1976). Merneptah‘s defeat of this horde, and his suppression of a major revolt in Nubia at 

about the same time, deflected a major challenge to Egypt‘s imperial and, indeed, political integrity 

(Faulkner CAH³ 2/2: 232–35; Sandars 1985: 29–117). Egypt‘s territories in western Asia not only 

survived any disruption from the Sea Peoples‘ invasion of Egypt, but enjoyed (under Egyptian auspices) a 

renewed prosperity that lasted into the next century (Oren 1984). Egyptian dominance within her sphere 

of influence is also illustrated by Merneptah‘s war with the city-states of Ashkelon, Gezer, and Yanoam 

and with a people called Israel, the latter being mentioned in Egyptian records for the first time during this 

reign (Yurco 1986). Egypt, however, had not seen the last of her troubles from Libya or the Sea Peoples.  

The quarter-century following Merneptah‘s death was marked by civil wars, capped by a fresh wave of 

foreign invasions. The first phase, marked by a dispute between rival branches of Ramesses II‘s family, 

was eventually settled in favor of Merneptah‘s son, Sety II (Yurco 1980; Krauss 1976, 1977; Osing 1979). 

At Sety II‘s death (ca. 1193), the crown passed to his feeble son Siptah; but real power was apparently 

held by Sety‘s chief queen, Tausret, and by a court official of Syrian extraction, the ―great chancellor of 

the entire land‖ Baye. At Siptah‘s death, Tausret briefly took the throne, but when she died, there ensued 

another obscure period of civil war—this time between foreign mercenaries, supporting Chancellor Baye, 

and forces loyal to the country‘s administration, which stood behind a certain Sethnakht. This man‘s 

victory, after a struggle lasting somewhat in excess of a year (ca. 1183), restored order to the land and 

passed the kingly office to a new royal family (Drenkhahn 1980; Faulkner CAH³ 2/2: 235–41).  

F. Dynasty 20  

Sethnakht had barely been succeeded by his son Ramesses III (ca. 1182–1151) when problems on the 

northern borders flared up anew. Two Libyan invasions (ca. 1178 and 1172) and a fresh incursion of Sea 

Peoples (ca. 1175) required the young pharaoh to engage in a vigorous defense of Egyptian territory. 

Particularly menacing were the Sea Peoples, who had eliminated the northeast Mediterranean states that 

had previously helped to contain them. Now they were advancing into Egypt‘s Asiatic possessions, while 

their fleet assaulted the coastal defenses of the empire. Pitched battles on land and sea prevented this 

invasion from penetrating Egypt itself (Faulkner CAH³ 2/2: 241–44; Sandars 1985: 117–77; Stadelmann 

1968). Ramesses III‘s defeat of the two Libyan invasions, especially that of the Meshwesh Libyans in ca. 

1172, was also considered a major achievement; but the Libyans‘ infiltration into western border areas, 

which had continued despite Merneptah‘s victory, would be the source of recurring difficulties later on 

(AESH, 271–78; Kitchen 1985). Seen retrospectively, the victories of Ramesses III appear to have been 

won at some cost. Egypt could not defend her Asiatic vassals from the very Sea Peoples whom Merneptah 

and Ramesses III had defeated, and who were now settling on the Levantine coast. As a result, even the 

appearance of Egyptian imperial control in Asia ended by the second half of the 12th cent. (Dothan 1982; 

Weinstein 1981: 22–23). At home, large numbers of Libyans were incorporated into the armed forces. 

Settled in permanent military camps, these troops formed the basis of a soldier class that, within two 

centuries, would support the political ambitions of its native leaders, the ―Great Chiefs of the 

Me[shwesh]‖ (Kitchen 1973: 243–45, 285–92).  

Strikes by the workmen of the royal tomb late in Ramesses III‘s reign (Edgerton 1951; Janssen 1979) 

are among the first indicators of the economic difficulties that persisted through the 20th Dyn. (O‘Connor 

AESH, 226–29). The extent to which these problems can be traced to lower annual inundations (Butzer 

1976: 29–33) is debatable; but they are manifest in higher prices for basic foodstuffs (Janssen 1975a, 

1975b) and in widespread corruption at all levels of society (Peet 1924, 1930; Wilson 1956: 267–88). 

Some of the social disruption seen in this period can be blamed on marauding bands of Meshwesh 

Libyans, whose depredations are mentioned frequently in surviving records from Thebes (Černý CAH³ 

2/2: 616–69). The pharaohs who succeeded Ramesses III are ill defined as historical personalities, and it 

is hard to escape the impression that they remained increasingly in the splendid isolation of their Delta 

residence, leaving the local management of affairs in other hands. In much of Upper Egypt this duty came 

to devolve upon the high priest of Amun, whose importance as the chief manager of his god‘s extensive 

land holdings increased when the office became hereditary during the 20th Dyn. (Černý CAH³ 2/2: 626–



34; AESH, 211–18, 222–25). To all appearances, the competition that Akhenaten had feared from the 

Amun clergy was realized some two centuries after his death.  

It was not the priests, however, but the generals who would preside over the dismemberment of NK 

Egypt. While much of this process remains obscure, it began with a rebellion that broke out in Upper 

Egypt near the beginning of Ramesses XI‘s reign (ca. 1098). Apparently directed against the central 

authority represented by the high priest of Amun (Wente 1966), the insurrection was put down by loyalist 

troops under the command of Panehesy, the viceroy of Nubia. Panehesy stayed on as governor of the 

Thebaid until he was driven out by the general Herihor, a commander of Libyan extraction who also 

professed loyalty to Ramesses XI. Herihor, like Panehesy before him, acted as military governor at 

Thebes, but he went a significant step farther by claiming the offices of viceroy of Nubia, vizier, and even 

high priest of Amun. In fact, Herihor was an independent ruler who appropriated the titles of kingship on 

some of his monuments at Thebes. The ―Report of Wenamun,‖ which (like the MK ―Autobiography of 

Sinuhe‖) is probably an artful work of fiction with a factually realistic setting (Helck LÄ 6: 1215–17; but 

cf. Wente 1973), describes Herihor as having cordial relations with one Smendes, who wielded a 

commensurate power in the north from his headquarters at Tanis. The ideological legitimacy of these 

regimes was apparently grounded in their leaders‘ authority as representatives of the god Amun, who by 

now was reckoned as the true king of Egypt. Ramesses XI still reigned through all this, but it is clear that 

he did not rule.  

However peacefully these usurpations were accomplished, they would have far-reaching and ultimately 

destructive results. When Smendes became the founding king of the 21st Dyn. at Ramesses XI‘s death 

(ca. 1070), he could command only the nominal submission of the Theban high priests, whose territory 

began some fifty miles south of Memphis. In the far south, the war that Herihor and his successors had 

begun with the viceroy Panehesy achieved only the detachment of Nubia, which would go her own way 

until she reclaimed her heritage from Egypt in the 8th cent. B.C.E. The NK had begun with the 

reunification of Egypt and her brilliant conquests in Asia and Nubia. It ended with the loss of both 

empires and the beginnings of an internal fragmentation that would eventually cost the nation its political 

independence (Kitchen 1973: 247–57; Černý CAH³ 2/2: 626–43; AESH, 229–35).  
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A. Third Intermediate Period  

The era immediately succeeding that of the New Kingdom (NK) witnessed varied developments in 

society, culture, and economy (Kitchen 1973). Notwithstanding the apparent paucity of royal inscriptions, 

much has been revealed by recent research concentrated on this hitherto presumed Dark Age of Egypt. 

However, the paramount and consistent trend in the dynasties following the fall of the NK is one of 

political decentralization and corresponding lack of a firm unified monarchy (Yoyotte 1961). Foreigners, 

too, made an impact on the Nile valley, and not one but three different contenders for the prize of Egypt 

left their mark. First, there were the Libyans, who had already settled in the north during the reign of 

Ramesses III; then Egypt was faced with a southern incursion, that of the Kishites; finally, the mighty 

Assyrians attempted to conquer the land. As a result, the political history of this time is difficult to view 

as a whole if only because Egypt was not unified as before. For the sake of simplicity and ease of 

comprehension, modern scholarship now uses the term ―Third Intermediate Period‖ to cover Dynasties 

21–25 (ca. 1069–664 B.C.). This, in turn, was followed by the Saite Period, Dyn. 26 (664–525 B.C.), an era 

of unity (De Meulenaere 1951; 1967; all dates follow Kitchen 1982–83). However, it should be stressed 

that the 3d Intermediate Period is purely a global designation, revealing little about the 400-year span of 

Egyptian history, a time that witnessed the emergence of a society quite different than any preceding.  

1. Egypt in Dynasty 21 (ca. 1069–945 B.C.). The last years of Pharaoh Ramesses XI saw a subtle 

alteration in the power structure of Egypt. The famous report of Wenamun (ca. 1076 B.C.) alludes in fairly 

direct language to the dual control of Egypt: in the south, control had effectively passed to the high priest 

of Amun, Herihor, while the north was under the de facto jurisdiction of Smendes from his capital at the 

seaport of Tanis in the East Delta (Wente 1972; Lichtheim AEL 2: 224–30). At the death of the last 

Ramesside ruler, the two offices passed smoothly to, respectively, the then incumbent high priest of 

Amun Pinudjem and to Pharaoh Smendes himself. It is noteworthy that there followed a sudden blanket 

of darkness concerning Egypt‘s control over Nubia. From the beginning of Dyn. 21, most of the territory 

south of Egypt proper was lost to the Egyptians, whether the royal house of Tanis or the pontiffs of 

Thebes. However, some degree of economic control may be inferred from the female side of the priestly 

family of Pinudjem II, high priest of Amun, which received titles such as ―Superintendent of Southern 

Foreign Lands‖ and, presumably, revenues from Nubia (Kitchen 1973: 276). This cessation of control 

further aggravated the economic weakness of Egypt already begun with her withdrawal from Asia a half-

century earlier. An examination of the difference between the two parts of Egypt at this time is more 

instructive. Not only was the high priest of Amun the religious leader of the south, controlling the old area 

of the ―Head of the South‖ in Upper Egypt as well as most of Middle Egypt, but he was likewise a 

commander-in-chief of the army, or generallissimo, as modern scholars label him, and ―army leader‖ 

(Kitchen 1973: 252, 257). Inscriptional evidence from Thebes points to the common practice of 

consulting oracles, in which the god Amun (through his priesthood) played a crucial role (Gardiner 1962; 

Kruchten 1986). A few such oracles have come down to us from this period, dealing with property 

settlements by members of the royal family; these texts stress the all-powerful connection of the religious 

hierarchy of Thebes and its far-ranging secular jurisdiction (Černý 1962). The judgments that were 

rendered had to be approved by the god, who ―nodded vigorously‖ as the inscriptions recount. A famous 

inscription probably dating from the later reign of King Siamun (ca. 978–959 B.C.) narrates an oracle 



decision wherein the legal case concerned misappropriation of funds (Kitchen 1973: 277; Kruchten 1985; 

1986).  

Pinudjem I renewed the burials of his royal ancestors in the Valley of the Kings, albeit with some 

possible mistakes in attribution (Černý 1946; Kitchen 1973: 257). He also had himself proclaimed 

pharaoh in his own right, the first clear-cut evidence of this practice from the temple of Khonsu at Thebes. 

In the 16th regnal year of Smendes (ca. 1057 B.C.), Pinudjem became the first pharaoh of the south, while 

his son Masaharta took the position of ―high priest of Amun.‖ Although this was not the start of a civil 

war, it essentially created a separate and continuing dynasty in addition to the royal line of Tanis. It is 

difficult to view such appropriation of royalty as lèse majesté or revolt by Pinudjem against Smendes, 

since the latter never had effective control over Thebes. Moreover, there are no regnal years associated 

with Pinudjem as king, a point worth stressing as it indicates that Smendes still was superior, if only in 

form. Indeed, the high priest may have taken this move owing to unrest in Thebes, which was finally 

resolved by his son (see below). Nevertheless, the natural division in Egypt between north and south 

finally reached its logical conclusion and the new king probably moved his residence to El-Hibeh in 

Middle Egypt, thereby establishing his court there. He was related by marriage to Smendes through his 

wife Henettowe and it is probable that relations between Smendes and his son-in-law were cemented by 

means of this physical alliance. In this light it is interesting that the next high priest, Menkheperre, 

traveled south (from the Middle Egyptian residence of El-Hibeh) to take up his new position in year 25 of 

Smendes. He was soon faced with dissension and civil disturbances in the Theban region (Kitchen 1973: 

260). Rather than resulting from a conflict between adherents of the Tanis dynasty and those of Pinudjem 

I, it is more probable that these outbreaks of violence reflected the further disintegration of unity within 

Egypt, in this case with Thebes and the extreme south against Middle Egypt. Indeed, it is clear that 

Pinudjem attempted to firm his absentee control over this religious capital by ensuring that all of the key 

positions remained within his family. It should also be remembered that during the preceding dynasty, the 

Theban temples, especially that of Amun-Re at Karnak, possessed large tracts of land to the north 

(Gardiner 1942–48); there is no reason to think that such was not the case in the middle of Dyn. 21. 

Hence, he who controlled Thebes and its hierarchy automatically gained access to considerable resources, 

including tenants, land, and of course, wealth. The so-called ―Banishment Stela‖ of Menkheperre recounts 

the apparent success of Pinudjem‘s son in quashing unrest when he reached Thebes, as well as his later 

grant of clemency toward banished malcontents who were then residing in the Khargah Oasis (Von 

Beckerath 1968). The most careful reading of the text fails to disclose any clue to the exact historical 

circumstances leading up to the Theban dissension, but one suspects that it was more politic for the high 

priest to aim at reconciliation rather than warfare.  

With the deaths of Smendes and his short-lived son, the Tanite line then passed on to the energetic 

Psusennes I (ca. 1039–991 B.C.). Although the southern line of high priests never again rose to claim 

royalty after Pinudjem I‘s death seven years later, Psusennes himself took the title of high priest of Amun 

(this time in Tanis). He copied the policy of his southern contemporaries by securing his control over 

various priestly offices. Indeed, unlike the administrative setup of the NK, Dyn. 21 and its successors 

reveal the intimate family relationships that existed between the kings and the religious benefices in the 

land. It would be false to view only the south in this manner: Psusennes I and his royal descendants also 

established a joint religious-secular state, a ―God‘s State,‖ to employ the term used by German 

Egyptologists (Meyer 1928). In addition, the new monarch built extensively at Tanis, transforming it into 

the major commercial and administrative metropolis of the north. Noteworthy is his predilection for the 

Theban gods Amun, Mut, and Khonsu, reflecting the predominance of this triad, already known from the 

NK, outside of Thebes.  

Very little is known concerning the south of Egypt during the reign of Psusennes and his successors. 

The line of Menkheperre continued to hold the office of High Priest of Amun, but none of his descendants 

ever took the kingship. Perhaps indicative of the independence of this region from the north was the 

establishment of El-Hibeh as the capital and fortress of the southern rulers, a fact well known from 

Menkheperre‘s own building program there and from a group of papyri (Spiegelberg 1917). This citadel 



city was ideally suited both for possible defense against the north and commercial control over the north-

south river trade owing to its vantage point on the Nile. In fact, Menkheperre and his sons may have 

found their hands full maintaining control over the southern city of Thebes from their capital in addition 

to keeping guard on the border just north of El-Hibeh. However, the close connections between Tanis and 

the southern pontiffs should remind us that there is no evidence of warfare or hostility between the two 

powers. Psusennes I and his immediate successors were recognized in Thebes, and the aged king himself 

was interred there.  

The next three Tanite kings, although of relatively small importance, present interesting aspects. During 

the reigns of the first two, Amenemope and Osorkor (n), now named ―The Elder,‖ close connections 

appear to have been forged between the Tanite court and Hadad the Edomite (see 1 Kgs 11:14–22), a 

political refugee from the north (Malamat 1958; 1963: 8–17; Redford 1973: 5–6; Kitchen 1973: 273–75; 

Schulman 1983). It was probably during these two reigns that Hadad came to Tanis and secured for 

himself a place in exile after the victorious armies of King David had taken control of his kingdom. This 

passive support of an enemy of the Israelite Kingdom was to have repercussions toward the close of Dyn. 

21. Such brief indications of international maneuverings clearly indicate that the paucity of our sources 

for this period does not necessarily indicate that the Tanite kings eschewed foreign affairs. The second 

pharaoh, Osorkor (n) (ca. 984–978 B.C.), bears a good Libyan name and there is little doubt, following 

recent research, that he was not related to the previous pharaoh (Yoyotte 1976–77). Quite the contrary, 

Osorkor (n) was descended from an important Libyan (or Meshwesh, as they called themselves) tribe that 

had settled in the north in Dyn. 20. His father was a tribal emir of great importance and he himself was the 

uncle of the future founder of Dyn. 22.  

Such an occurrence indicates the gradual but steady rise in importance accrued by the Libyans in Egypt 

during the 21st Dyn. By and large, they were descendants of captured soldiers and families defeated by 

Ramesses III at the beginning of Dyn. 20. As such, they were given parcels of land on which to work, a 

fact confirmed from the data of Papyrus Wilbour (Gardiner 1942–48). Despite many years in Egypt, they 

appear to have kept their military ability as well as their tribal character. Indeed, although the next 

dynasty may be viewed as archetypically ―Libyan,‖ at this earlier date they still possessed their tribal 

political system and were ruled by chiefs designated as ―Great Chiefs of the Ma‖ (or Meshwesh).  

Siamun (ca. 978–959 B.C.) continued to support the refugee Hadad at his court. However, when the aged 

king David of Israel died, he took the opportunity to support fully Hadad‘s return to Edom and at the 

same time moved his army north into Philistia (Malamat 1963: 12–16; Kitchen 1973: 280–83). This 

campaign, although minor in comparison to those of the NK, nevertheless indicates that Tanis regarded 

her northern neighbor, the kingdom of Israel, with a jaundiced if not jealous eye. Precisely at David‘s 

death and coinciding with the problems of royal succession in Israel, Siamun moved on Gezer and seized 

it. Unfortunately for the Egyptian, events in Israel had also sped swiftly and Solomon quickly took control 

of his father‘s kingdom. As a result, the Tanite monarch made an about-face and, under the guise of a 

diplomatic marriage agreement, ―gave‖ the captured city of Gezer to Solomon as a dowry with his 

daughter, thereby cementing an alliance with his powerful neighbor. Indeed, as Gezer belonged to the 

Philistines, it may be persuasively argued that Siamun‘s campaign was an attempt at curtailing, if not 

crushing, a commercial rival, since the Philistines were in control of much of the East Mediterranean sea 

trade.  

The last pharaoh of Dyn. 21 (Psusennes II: ca. 959–945 B.C.) rounded out the domination of Tanis. 

Recent evaluation of his little-recorded reign has indicated that the rise to power, previously thought to be 

quite sudden, of an important Libyan family, was not so very rapid or unexpected (Redford 1973: 7–8; 

Kitchen 1973: 284–86). This lineage, which eventually saw one of its members (Sheshonk) placed on the 

throne, could trace its roots far back in time. Indeed, as Yoyotte was first to stress, the importance of the 

Libyan families in the north, especially in the Western Delta, was part and parcel of Egyptian society 

from Dyn. 20 onward. At Bubastis, the family of the future king intermarried with that of Tanis. Much of 

the background information concerning the future Sheshonk I of Egypt can be derived from a well-known 

inscription set up at the holy shrine of Abydos, as well as from some genealogical stelae and inscriptions 



(Blackman 1941; Kitchen 1973; 105–6, 109–10, 282–85). They reveal that Sheshonk was related to the 

earlier Pharaoh Osorkor (n) and that his son in turn was married to the daughter of Psusennes II.  

Certainly one of the most significant aspects of Dyn. 21 is the almost incredible linkages maintained by 

the royal family at Tanis and by the high priests of Amun at Thebes. Both in the north and south, the two 

powers consistently maintained their relatives in key economic and military positions of the land. One 

might well view a system wherein the king‘s wives, children, and other relations were all associated with 

the main cult centers of the day as quasi-feudal. This system was not practiced in the NK to as great an 

extent. Basically, the growing devolution of the Egyptian state in Dyn. 20 had revealed the importance of 

temporal and religious power, especially in the south with the immense influence of the priesthood of 

Amun-Re. No longer could a pharaoh depend upon an ostensibly impartial bureaucracy for his power. 

The situation had altered to one in which the king‘s might was not merely contested by the power of the 

pontiffs at Thebes but, more significantly, could not be effectively exercised without firm support from 

other temples in Egypt. Such limitations on actual rather than theoretical power must imply that the basis 

for the king‘s strength was more constricted than previously, a conclusion partially supported by the 

numerous officials in Egypt—not only at Thebes—who held military ranks side by side with religious 

ones, and whose loyalty was not necessarily to the pharaoh. The settlement of Libyan warrior-families 

undoubtedly hastened the change of the social setup of Egypt, for these settled soldiers carried with them 

a clan or tribal system alien to the Egyptians. This can best be seen in the plethora of Libyan titles 

mentioned earlier, and it is striking that these people kept for a long period of time their native names, 

unlike other foreigners who settled in Egypt. The West Delta at this time may be likened to a Libyan lake, 

an interpretation stressed by Yoyotte (1961: 148–49, 151–59) and Kitchen (1973: 285).  

2. Libyan Era: Unity. Owing to the complexities of the period during which the Libyans dominated 

Egypt, it is best to divide it into a time of comparative unity (ca. 945–850 B.C.), followed by a gradual 

disintegration leading to the fragmented political structure so well evident (c. 750 B.C.) just before Assyria 

and the Kushites became interested in the Nile Valley. This section will therefore deal with the first kings 

of Dyn. 22 and their apparent success in holding the land. Unfortunately, despite grandiose plans, they 

were unable to alter the social and political structure of the day, and Egypt relapsed further into a 

decentralized form of government.  

Such an interpretation belittles the apparently radical move of Sheshonk I to the throne of Egypt. This 

active and internationally minded pharaoh (ca. 945–924 B.C.) is well known to biblical historians and 

Egyptologists. He quickly associated himself with the religious capital of Thebes, while at the same time 

allying with the last members of the Tanite lineage. Indeed, as noted previously, Sheshonk could trace his 

ancestors back into the misty past of Dyn. 20, certainly indicating that his pedigree was as old and, from a 

residence point of view, as settled as any local commoner. He followed the practice of his less successful 

predecessors of Dyn. 21 in cementing control over the Theban hierarchy through appointments of his 

relatives. It is unclear whether he intended any new course of action, for records indicate that the army 

commanders under his dynasty, just as that preceding, held religious posts as well. Although he planted 

his supporters and relatives in key positions in the north and south, Sheshonk did nothing to invalidate 

that decentralized system. Indeed, in his inscriptions we note constant references to adherents from the 

army, thereby lending credence to the feeling that the new pharaoh was perhaps even more dependent 

upon his military retainers (Blackman 1941: 84–85; Tresson 1935–38: 825–26).  

Sheshonk‘s well-known campaign into Asia, for example, was not one of conquest (Kitchen 1973: 294–

300, 432–47; Redford 1973: 7–11; Feucht 1981). Quite the contrary, he seized upon an opportune time to 

damage the power of his immediate neighbor to the north by marching into Palestine a few years after the 

death of Solomon. Recent work has revealed that rather than attempt to annex property, Sheshonk 

preferred to despoil the territories of Israel and Judah, which had the added advantage of providing 

needed booty in order to pay his army. Certainly the campaign was a success if the limited nature of the 

strategy is seen and understood (Redford 1973: 7–13). Unlike Siamun before him, who had to contend 

with a united kingdom of Israel, the split between the north and south after the death of Solomon lent 

itself to an effective war of attrition. Significantly, Sheshonk did not return to Palestine, even though the 



state of Judah was weakened from the attack as well as from the desertion of Israel. Hence, one might also 

interpret Sheshonk‘s action as an attempt to break Israel‘s commercial monopoly in the north which had 

grown considerably at the expense of a weak Tanite line. This argument has the indirect support of the 

date of the campaign: in year 21 of the king, which is quite late in comparison to NK pharaohs, who 

usually campaigned in their opening years, thereby indicating that Sheshonk waited for a favorable time 

before moving north. Whatever the actual cause, the pharaoh returned home with much captured booty 

from Jerusalem itself and soon after began building at Karnak the Bubastite Portal (Caminos 1952; 

Epigraphic Survey 1954: pls. 2–9). This overt sign of Theban construction indicates the importance that 

the new Libyan king attached to the temple hierarchy of Amun-Re, a policy very different from that of the 

preceding dynasty.  

It is therefore wrong to view the policy of Sheshonk and his immediate successors, Osorkon I (ca. 924–

889 B.C.) and Takelot I (ca. 889–874 B.C.), as an attempt to revive the glory and power of the NK. While 

it is true that the former (Sheshonk I‘s son) did involve himself to the north in Judah, this was a minor 

foray (2 Chr 14:9–15) and probably intended solely for added booty. Close connections were also 

maintained with Byblos, the age-old ally of Egypt in the Levant. At home, Osorkon I is presumed to have 

provided the major temples of Egypt (Thebes and those in the north) with a great deal of wealth, or so 

says a lengthy inscription from Bubastis (Redford 1973: 13–15; Kitchen 1973: 303; Naville 1891: pls. 

51–52). However, it is possible that this text is a copy of an earlier inscription, an occurrence well known 

from one other text written by Osorkon‘s namesake at Bubastis, Osorkon II (see below). In Thebes, 

Osorkon I had one of his sons installed as high priest of Amun, thereby preventing the incumbent from 

securing for his own lineage this all-important post. A second son, ―Sheshonk II,‖ became coregent but 

never ruled in his own right. Oddly enough, this shadowy king is eclipsed by one even more unknown, 

Takelot I, of whom, as Kitchen has stressed (1973: 310), not one contemporary document can be found. 

Nevertheless, during his reign there was issued a famous inscription known as the Iuwelot Stela. This text, 

now in the Cairo Museum, is a will listing the Theban property given by the donor (Iuwelot) to his son 

(Legrain 1897: 13–16; Baer 1973: 14). Of crucial importance for prices of land and slaves at the time, the 

Iuwelot Stela is remarkable for the omission of the name of the then reigning pharaoh, Takelot I. Is it 

possible that Takelot was not readily accepted in Thebes or that Iuwelot, himself a military chief of 

Libyan descent who controlled most of Middle and Upper Egypt, was independent enough of the royal 

authority to ignore the pharaoh? Such questions can be answered only through speculation, although it is 

significant that both Takelot I and his elder brother, ―Sheshonk II,‖ remain as ephemeral today as they 

must have been considered in antiquity.  

With Osorkon II (ca. 874–850 B.C.) we come to the last significant king of Dyn. 22. His reign is 

noteworthy for a great amount of temple building, especially at his capital, Tanis. A well-known 

inscription from Bubastis dealing with his heb-sed (or Jubilee) festival is actually a copy of an earlier text 

of Amenhotep III and as such, bears witness to Osorkon II‘s ―pious plagiarism,‖ for want of a better 

phrase (Kitchen 1966: 277; 1973: 320–21; Van Siclen 1973; Naville 1892, pl. 6). Building projects at 

Thebes in Karnak, as well as at Bubastis, also provide evidence for this king‘s wide-ranging activity. 

Nevertheless, a close examination of his relations with the standard political offices and officeholders of 

the day reveals that he did nothing outside of the ordinary. In other words, the same type of 

decentralization existed, with members of the royal family holding key military and religious centers of 

the land. Kitchen has noted (1973: 314) that a dangerous precedent was established by the pharaoh when 

he allowed a certain Harsiese, son of a previous high priest of Amun-Re, to be appointed to that position. 

Sometime after, Harsiese elevated himself to the level of kingship in a little-understood event that bode ill 

for the Libyan state. That he died before Osorkon II, and that the king placed one of his sons in this post, 

in no way contradicts the feeling that Egypt‘s unity was quite fragile. Indeed, oracular degrees written at 

this time parallel in their verbiage and formulae a text of Osorkon II which refers to evildoers and threats 

to one‘s family (Redford 1973: 13–14; Yoyotte 1961: 136–37; Jacquet-Gordon 1960: 77; Kitchen 1973: 

317). This sense of insecurity probably was the result of two conflicting elements in the Libyan era, 

attitudes that can be traced back to an earlier date: the king had to secure control of the land through his 



appointments, particularly from his family; however, the sons and descendants of these appointees sought 

the very same positions themselves. In other words, devolution was a natural by-product of such a policy, 

and Egypt may be likened, for the first time in her history, to a feudal state following the model of 

medieval Europe. Yoyotte has noted (1961: 122–24, 129–30, 134–36) that toward the middle of the 9th 

cent. B.C. the title ―Great Chief of the Ma (swesh)‖ was taken up by members of the royal family even 

though they were not clan leaders, properly speaking. And as for Osorkon himself, despite his 

construction projects, his close connections with Byblos and his abortive attempt to stave off the 

Assyrians at Qarqar (853 B.C.), he was unable to halt the internal developments within Egypt. Although 

he passed the throne to his son Takelot II, with his death the land split into warring camps.  

3. Libyan Era: Anarchy. Within the next twenty or so years, Egypt was witness to the complete 

fragmentation of political power so evident in the numerous small principalities that the Assyrians later 

faced. At this time one of the ostensible causes was the attempt of Pharaoh Takelot II (ca. 850–825 B.C.) 

to secure his son, a certain Osorkon, the position of high priest of Amun-Re in Thebes. The trials and 

tribulations of this man are aptly considered to be his chronicle. In them, one reads of the continual 

opposition of the locals in Thebes as well as their adherents in Upper Egypt against the Bubastite ruler 

(Caminos 1958; Kitchen 1973: 329–33). Even though Osorkon‘s chronicle is one-sided, enough historical 

information is provided to follow the main thread of political dissolution. Basically, the king attempted to 

control the south by placing his son, Osorkon, as pontiff. This time the resistance was too great. For ten 

years the political and military fortunes of this man waxed and waned, until he reconciled with his 

opponents and then studiously followed a policy of realism. As stressed above, the real causes of dissent 

did not lie within Thebes itself. By following the decentralizing practices of Dyn. 21, the pharaohs of the 

Bubastite line only made the political situation worse. Actually, considering the tribal nature of the 

Libyans themselves and their dependence upon a leader for each clan, the so-called ―Great Chiefs of the 

Ma,‖ it is hardly surprising that the state of Egypt should become fragmented. The high priest Osorkon 

found during his lifetime that the system was too weak for effective royal control. Let it not be forgotten 

that during this time all the pharaohs resided in the extreme north at Tanis, quite distant from the religious 

center of Thebes. In addition to this center of potential opposition, other cities in Middle Egypt 

(Heracleopolis, Hermopolis, and El-Hibeh) were controlled by powerful Libyan dynasts; even if one 

could trace their ancestry back to a common royal figure, this says nothing concerning the real temporal 

power of the day, viz., inheritance of office without royal intervention. Such appears to have been the 

causus belli following Osorkon‘s fatal move to Thebes. He eventually lost and was buried soon after his 

father.  

With Sheshonk III (ca. 825–773 B.C.), we reach the end of a united kingdom. Although the south, 

particularly Thebes, went its own way, a second dynasty established itself at Leontopolis in the East Delta 

(Kitchen 1973: 123–37; Baer 1973: 11–12, 21–23 differs). Indeed, the country can be envisaged at this 

time as being peppered with pro-Bubastite (Dyn. 22) and pro-Leontopolite (Dyn. 23) rulers, all small 

Libyan potentates. This political fragmentation is confusing as both lines followed their own system of 

regnal dating. Rather than recount the history of these two rival dynasties, it would be better at this point 

to turn to a more generalized picture of the land.  

For the next eighty years or so the Egyptian state became a country with numerous Libyan 

principalities, each quasi-independent of any royal control. The split between Dyn. 22 and 23 merely 

hastened the breakup of the country. Indeed, toward the end of this period we find that some local Libyan 

rulers omit their nominal pharaoh‘s name while still using his regnal years! The redoubtable prince 

Osorkon, whose appointment to Thebes began this fragmentation, still pursued a persistent but 

unsuccessful policy against his opponents in the south. With Thebes went Heracleopolis, although 

Memphis and most of the Delta remained pro-Bubastite. Owing to this extreme state of affairs, a group of 

mini-dynasts or kinglets eventually arose. The trail-blazing research on this period was done by Yoyotte 

(1961), whose work remains the basis for all future analyses. He pointed out that, in the middle of the 8th 

century B.C., a new power arose in the West Delta and managed to unify most of that area within two 

decades. The leader of this territory held the Libyan title of ―Great Chief of the Libu,‖ unlike his 



compatriots in other corners of the Nile valley (Yoyotte 1960a; Kitchen 1973: 350–51, 355). These local 

yet increasingly powerful chiefs had not yet reached the point of claiming royal status, although they 

effectively ran a homogeneous territory, at least geographically speaking, in contrast to their rivals of 

Dyn. 22 or 23. Indeed, if one were to survey Egypt at the time of the Bubastite king Sheshonk V (ca. 767–

730 B.C.) or his contemporary Iuput II of Dyn. 23 (ca. 754–717 B.C.), one might well find at least a 

surface resemblance to Medieval France or Germany.  

One interesting sidelight of the Libyan period is that much of our information, especially concerning the 

royalty, is derived from a series of inscriptions generally termed ―Donation Stelae‖ (Meeks 1979). These 

were erected by a king or private individual to record gifts of land to a temple. Such monuments were in 

effect the visual declaration of a previously ratified contract, presumably on papyrus. For modern scholars 

their importance lies in the economic as well as political sphere. Although such stelae are known from as 

early as Dyn. 13, they appear to have become more popular close to the end of the NK and especially 

later, in the Third Intermediate Period. In particular, one can determine the allegiance of a specific locality 

from the name of the king at the beginning. As mentioned earlier, quite late in the Libyan anarchy even 

the cartouches were left blank, thereby strikingly testifying to the impotence of the nominal rulers of 

Egypt.  

This period of extreme political fragmentation did not end abruptly. A series of internal struggles was to 

be compounded by external threats from both the south and the north, until a new and unified Egypt could 

be forged. One such long-range trend was the consolidation of the kingdom of the West Delta. By year 36 

of Sheshonk V (of Bubastis) a certain Tefnakht of Sais claimed to be Great Chief of the Libu and two 

years later absorbed the remaining western principalities into his realm. His later contemporary, Osorkon 

IV, ruled as the nominal head of Dyn. 22, while the contender of Dyn. 23 faced more serious problems 

from the south. Indeed, it is the south and particularly the kingdom of Kush that performs the main role in 

the next act of Egypt.  

4. Kushite Era (ca. 747–664 B.C.). The Kushites did not begin with their surprise move northward into 

Egypt. One must remember that, after the fall of the NK, the south was severed from Egyptian control. A 

new power had emerged which, although native, was very Egyptianized and had absorbed much of NK 

Amun religion. This new expansive commercial kingdom had its capital at the Fourth Cataract at Gebel 

Barkal (Napata) and held territory even farther south. By the middle of the 8th century B.C., this new state 

began a series of northern campaigns that was to head it into the hornets‘ nest of divided Egypt. Under the 

first known king, Kashta, both Lower Nubia and Thebes were taken (Leclant 1963; Priese 1970: 16–22; 

Kitchen 1973: 358–59). This move downstream (i.e., northward) was not lost upon the nominal ruler of 

Thebes, a Dyn. 23 ruler. However, the Kushites possessed a unity sorely lacking in Egypt, and a religious 

fervor for their god Amun which seems to have enabled them to withstand adversity. Following Kashta‘s 

death, his son Piankhy (or Piye as perhaps he should be called) was the effective ruler of a kingdom that 

included part of Upper Egypt (Thebes to Elephantine) and all of Nubia, in addition to core territory with a 

capital at Napata. It was in his 20th regnal year that Piye heard of an ominous development—the Chief of 

the West Delta, a certain Tefnakht, had not merely laid claim to his father‘s territory (with its capital at 

Sais), but had moved southward and found allies eastward (Yoyotte 1961: 151–59; Kitchen 1973: 363–

68). In other words, a rival to the Kushite king now existed. Considering the virtual political anarchy in 

Egypt, such a situation could have bode ill for Piye and he was now slow to react.  

The campaign of this Kushite king is well known owing to his famous and detailed stela of victory now 

in the Cairo Museum (ET in Lichtheim AEL 3: 66–84; see also Grimal 1981a). Piye followed a cautious 

and careful strategy, first sending his army to Heracleopolis north of Thebes in Middle Egypt and then, 

after that strategy had failed, traveling to Egypt itself (Spalinger 1979; Kessler 1981). Piye‘s effective 

maneuvering was counterbalanced by his devout belief in the Egyptian gods, and it is revealing that he 

spent part of his time in Thebes performing religious rites before marching north. His campaign was a 

relative success: whenever the Kushite met the Libyan allies of Tefnakht or even those cities loyal to the 

new ruler, he was victorious, even under siege conditions (as, for example, at Hermopolis and Memphis). 

On one occasion, disregarding the condition of the inhabitants themselves, he vociferously complained 



about the treatment of horses in Hermopolis after his siege had succeeded, probably owing to the crucial 

role that the beasts played in the army. Piye also recorded in minute detail the political setup of the day: 

local Libyan chiefs are correctly labeled and their names included; the various kings (pharaohs) are 

enumerated (there were four at this time); and a very competent account of the warfare is described with 

many asides known only from the NK. The stela is itself a masterful piece of political propaganda, 

glossing over setbacks (although not failing to note some losses) and glorifying the pharaoh. However, 

Piye failed to achieve his ultimate desire: despite the fact that Tefnakht was pushed out of Middle Egypt 

and lost Memphis as well, the Kushites were unable to penetrate far into his kingdom of the west. This 

limitation of power is best seen in the final act of this drama. Piye first received the submission of his 

opponents in Memphis after Tefnakht had fled home. The latter eventually sent a messenger to sue for 

peace, but this was only a token submission: Tefnakht remained in complete control over his small 

kingdom, and when the Kushites withdrew southward, he was now slow in claiming royalty for himself.  

In Tefnakht‘s resilience we see the kernel of the failure of Kushite policy in Egypt. Although they could 

defeat the motley and heterogeneous Libyans and Egyptians, they could not effectively administer the 

land unless they themselves moved north. Piye was unable to prevent the recovery of power by Tefnakht, 

who capitalized on the absence of any Kushites in the north by proclaiming himself pharaoh and effective 

founder of Dyn. 24. Since no military or administrative network was established by the victorious 

Kushites, one wonders if their main purpose was simply to prevent any major kingdom coming to power 

in Egypt that would threaten their control of Upper Egypt. For example, Piye‘s successor and brother, 

Shabako (ca. 715–700 B.C.), was forced to repeat the military actions of his predecessor, although after 

conquering the north, he remained in Egypt. Dyn. 24 was itself extinguished with the last pharaoh, 

Bakenranef (Bocchoris), dying in opposition (Yoyotte 1971). The new Kushite capital was placed at 

Memphis and it is from this time that a marked intellectual influence can be seen on the Kushites. Now 

settled in the age-old capital of the north, they quite naturally were influenced by the art and culture of 

Memphis. This period of artistic endeavor has often been called the Kushite Renaissance, following 

earlier historical work which labeled the succeeding dynasty (26) as the Saite Renaissance (Russmann 

1974; Bothmer, De Meulenaere, and Müller 1960: xxxvii). Of course, both terms are ill employed. By 

―Renaissance,‖ we commonly mean a distinct intellectual break with the period immediately preceding 

and an attempt to link with a far older era which is then cherished and emulated. There is little doubt that 

the Kushites and later their successors of Dyn. 26 copied the artistic style of the Old Kingdom (OK), but 

this was probably in part due to the proximity of private tombs at Memphis and Sakkara. The Kushite 

move from Thebes as their outlying capital in Egypt to Memphis meant a switch from NK traditions (for 

example, the cult of Amun-Re) to those of the OK.  

Despite the apparent unity under the 25th Dyn. kings, the fabric of Egyptian society remained complex. 

The local Libyan princes were suppressed but their lineages were alive; resistance was quashed but 

nationalism persisted. Hence, Shabako and his successors, Shebitku (ca. 702–690 B.C.), Taharqa (690–664 

B.C.), and Tanwetamani (Tanutamun) (664–656 B.C. in Egypt), always faced the same problem: their 

administration was strained, stretching from Napata at the Fourth Cataract up to the Mediterranean, and 

they continued to depend heavily upon local support, whether it be from an Egyptian prince or a Libyan. 

In fact, they left alone the local military caste system so typical of the period of Libyan anarchy. Even the 

very city of Sais itself, the former capital of Tefnakht and Dyn. 24, remained a focal point for future 

pharaonic aspirations by its local rulers.  

5. Assyrians and Kushites. The main impetus for change was not to come from the Egyptians 

themselves. Outside of Egypt a world empire had been in existence for many years. This kingdom of 

Assyria had already proven that it had the ability to absorb most of its enemies, including any small state 

in its path. Over a period of expansion lasting three centuries, Assyria had moved from an insular state to 

a far-ranging one. Her battles against the Arameans had formed the nucleus of the greatest army that the 

world had seen: the north Syrian states had fallen, one by one, in the 9th and 8th centuries B.C., the 

Lebanon was taken, Phoenicia made into a client, and the kingdom of Israel crushed in 722 B.C. 

Confrontation with Egypt was inevitable. Sargon II (722–705 B.C.) was the first Neo-Assyrian ruler to 



encounter Egyptian or Kushite armies (Tadmor 1958: 33–38, 77–80). His claim was not on Egypt herself; 

rather, Sargon intended to control the sea trade of the East Mediterranean through the subjugation of the 

small kingdom of Judah, Egypt‘s northern neighbor, and the capture of Philistia. However, such a policy 

automatically carried the seeds of further warfare since Judah, Philistia, or even a Phoenician city, could 

always appeal to Egypt for aid. Thus in ca. 726 B.C. Hoshea of Israel had sought military support against 

the Assyrians who were besieging his country. The king wrote to a certain ―So, King of Egypt,‖ for aid (2 

Kgs 17:4) and it has been argued that the local Egyptian ruler was Osorkon IV, the last nominal pharaoh 

of Dyn. 22 (Kitchen 1973: 372–75; Goedicke 1977). In 720 B.C. Sargon of Assyria marched into Philistia, 

Egypt‘s closest neighbor to the north. At this time the king of Gaza received logistic support from one of 

the generals in the Delta. The upshot of the affair was that Gaza fell and Raphia, the final post leading 

from Palestine, was taken (Tadmor 1958: 33–38). However, it must be noted that Sargon‘s policy was 

circumscribed: he set up a trade entrepôt but made no pretense of invading Egypt. Four years later the 

same Osorkon IV sent gifts to the Assyrian ruler, clearly supporting him in his annexation and 

reorganization of Philistia and, at the same time, maintaining good political ties (Kitchen 1973: 376). On 

all of these occasions only local Egyptian-Libyan potentates were involved; the kings of Kush were yet to 

meet the Assyrians.  

With Shabako‘s triumph, Dyn. 25 now controlled the north more or less completely. However, relations 

with Assyria could not be ignored by him. By 713/12 B.C. another minor affair, again close to the 

southern border of Philistia, broke out. This time the city of Ashdod rebelled and the local ruler, Yamani, 

fled to Egypt. He was ungraciously returned by Shabako, whom the Assyrians designated king of Egypt, 

adding that the territories now belonged to Kush (Spalinger 1973; Kitchen 1973: 380). Hence, despite a 

change of political climate in the Nile Valley, relations between Assyria and Egypt remained ostensibly 

cordial.  

Sargon‘s death in 705 B.C. brought no end to Assyrian aggressiveness. This was as much due to the 

attempt of her captured territories to free themselves as to the continual battles with rebels and lands 

farther away from her homeland. The famous 701 B.C. clash with Sennacherib (705–689 B.C.) indicates 

just how extended the interests of Assyria had become (Kitchen 1973: 383–86; Spalinger 1978). The 

Assyrian king tried to crush totally the rump kingdom of Judah, now under the leadership of Hezekiah. 

The latter sought active support from Egypt, or from the Kushites. An army composed of Egyptians, 

Kushites, and Libyans was sent north to meet the Assyrians, but failed and retreated after losing the battle 

of Eltekeh. The Bible (2 Kgs 18:13–19:37), as well as Assyrian sources (ANET 287–88), provide 

independent accounts of this conflict: the Kushites may have been led by Taharqa, who was not yet 

pharaoh; the Judeans resisted the siege of Jerusalem; and the Assyrians failed to achieve their desired 

goals. Henceforth, Sennacherib stayed out of Judean politics, preferring to concentrate his energies 

elsewhere, and the Kushites, although defeated, had time to regroup for further war. In a nutshell, the 

battle of Eltekeh reveals the foreign policies of this region for the next half-century or so: Egypt would 

support Judah and any local city against the superpower of Assyria, despite the latter‘s overwhelming 

strength and military capability. Under the reign of Taharqa, the Kushites and Assyrians fought more than 

once.  

To the outsider, these battles and political sallies appear monotonous. However, such definitely was not 

the case under Taharqa‘s reign. His was the unfortunate task to deflect the Assyrians from an all-out 

attack on Egypt. Again, late in the 670s, he fought with his enemy in Asia. His opponent, Esarhaddon, 

finally managed to defeat the Kushite king and drive him out of Memphis ca. 671 B.C. (Kitchen 1973: 

391–93; Spalinger 1974b). This apparent success ought to have resolved for the Assyrians their perennial 

difficulties with Egypt. Nevertheless, they found themselves in the same situation as Kush herself 

following Piye‘s invasion almost a half-century earlier, viz., the land was divided into small principalities 

each led by a warrior class. In other words, the Libyan setup had not yet been erased and the conqueror 

was by necessity forced to rely upon the local kinglets, since he could not change the social and political 

system of the land. Any attempt to do so would involve a great deal of time and expense, in addition to 



encouraging even more severe outbursts of rebellion. As a result, Assyria practiced the same internal 

policy that Kush had done: holding nominal rule, but leaving local structures alone.  

It comes as no surprise that Egypt (or Kush) revolted when the Assyrians left and a second campaign 

was undertaken in 669 B.C., the date of the death of Esarhaddon. Taharqa‘s support came from the native 

Egyptians or their Libyan leaders, but so did Esarhaddon‘s. It was clear that whoever wrested effective 

control of the land would be the accepted pharaoh. Assurbanipal, Esarhaddon‘s successor, attempted 

twice. In 668/67 B.C. and 664 B.C. the Assyrians marched to the Nile, first taking Memphis and then even 

Thebes (Spalinger 1974b; Kitchen 1973: 393–94). Significantly, in the interim there was another revolt 

and the Kushites regained their former territories. On the second occasion, Taharqa was succeeded by his 

nephew Tanwetamani, who proudly reports on his Dream Stela of his victories in the north (Grimal 

1981b). However, even a cursory reading of the inscription reveals that his success in Egypt (the Delta in 

particular) was against the local kinglets, not Assyria. As it turned out, some of the Delta kings supported 

Assyria and Assurbanipal‘s army was soon on the road. Tanwetamani was forcibly removed from 

Memphis and Thebes, and for all practical purposes, Kush never again could claim the north, although it 

must be noted that she still had a degree of influence in Thebes until 656 B.C. (Kitchen 1973: 403–4).  

But the Assyrians were still faced with recalcitrant local potentates. This time Assyria attempted 

reconciliation—whether for altruistic reasons or otherwise, we cannot say. The city of Sais was 

particularly singled out by Assurbanipal, if only because it had held the seeds of revolt against Kush for 

many years (cf. Tefnakht and Bakenranef above). Indeed, there was the tradition of a pharaonic dynasty 

there, and what could be better than enlisting the support of Necho I of Sais and his son Psamtik 

(Psammetichus) I (664–610 B.C.) against the southern foreigners. Such turned out to be Assurbanipal‘s 

policy and it served him well. Beset by a massive revolt in Babylon plus a threat from the east—not to 

mention Arab incursions—Assyria preferred to maintain her alliance with Sais, now the seat of Dyn. 26, 

even though it meant the unification of Egypt. This was no rapprochement: Psammeticus was not a king 

of Kush, nor had he advocated a pro-Kushite policy.  

B. Saite Period (664–525 B.C.)  

The following period properly speaking belongs to the rule of a united Egypt led by the pharaohs of Sais 

(De Meulenaere 1951). It should be added by way of clarification that Psammetichus remembered his 

alliance with Assyria and that he and his son, Necho II, aided the tottering Assyrian Empire in the last 

decades of the 7th century B.C., thereby proving their allegiance. In Egypt itself, Psammetichus carefully 

quashed his Delta rivals and took first Memphis and then, after some diplomatic wrangling, Thebes 

(Kitchen 1973: 401–4; Spalinger 1976). The latter affair is quite well known owing to a length report 

entitled the Nitocris Stela (Caminos 1964). The Kushites appear to have simply withdrawn from Egypt, 

probably owing to their continual losses against the Assyrians, while Psammetichus peacefully (and with 

pomp) had his daughter Nitocris appointed to the position of God‘s Wife of Amun in Thebes. With that 

act, Egypt was once again reunited and the Libyan anarchy finally at an end. Indeed, its demise was more 

protracted than it should have been, owing to the rival interests of Kush, Assyria, and Sais.  

The reign of Psammetichus I (664–610 B.C.) set the paradigm for the new united dynasty. He carefully 

built up his power in the Delta, outwitting his local rivals until the only opposition remaining was that of 

Thebes. With the active intervention of Montuemhet—the Fourth Prophet of Amun, City Mayor, and 

actual power in Upper Egypt—Psammetichus accomplished the annexation of the south by 656 B.C. 

Noteworthy in the first decades of his rule is the king‘s reliance upon the military (Spalinger 1976). 

Indeed, the account of Herodotus places a great deal of emphasis upon his employment of Greek 

mercenaries in the army and their usefulness in defeating his foes. It was from this time that mercenaries 

began to play a significant role in the country, later forming a separate division in the Egyptian army, a 

fact known from texts dealing with Psammetichus II‘s campaign into Nubia (see below). Garrisons were 

established at the south in Elephantine, and to the northeast at Daphnae. A local war with the Libyans 

ended successfully for Psammetichus, and he erected a series of stelae commemorating his army‘s victory 

over these perennial foes in regnal years 10–11 (Goedicke 1962; Basta 1968; Kitchen 1973: 405). In this 

case, it is clear that the Libyans actually represented Egypt‘s western neighbors, rather than the former 



kinglets of the Delta. It is possible that a third garrison was founded on the west soon after this victory. 

All three were built to control the entrances into the land, since Egypt had to fear invasion from Kush 

(south of Elephantine), Assyria (northeast at Daphnae), and Libya (northwest at Marea). In addition, the 

Nile itself was supplied with an independent fleet, a forerunner of the navy developed in the East 

Mediterranean by later Saite monarchs. Finally, Psammetichus allied himself to the Lydians who, under 

King Gyges, began to expand and form a kingdom hostile to the Assyrians (Spalinger 1978c; Millard 

1979).  

Internally, Egypt lost much of the character of the preceding age. The abiquitous donation stelae were 

still erected but now under only one king. Local independence in the north had ended by year 8 of the 

pharaoh and even though Libyan families still held power in some cities, their might was now subservient 

to the monarch. Initially, Psammetichus stressed the importance of the powerful families in Egypt, such as 

the Masters of Shipping at Heracleopolis and the Theban dignitaries (Kitchen 1973: 402–3). Later, he 

placed his adherents, most of whom came from the north, in key positions in the land (Kees 1935). 

However no real administrative reform took place. The local administrative units, the nomes, became tax 

collectors‘ districts, and outmoded titles dating back to the Old and Middle Kingdoms were employed, but 

no major reorganization of the finances or bureaucracy was apparently needed. By simply sending his 

new officials to the south, Psammetichus ran the land effectively.  

Necho II (610–595 B.C.) succeeded his father to the throne of Egypt and reigned during one of the 

momentous periods of world history. Already late in the life of his father, the Assyrian Empire had begun 

to break up at the death of Assurbanipal (629 B.C.). Egypt, which may well have been promised support 

and territory from the Assyrians, sided with them against the new opposition of the Babylonians and 

Medes (Freedy and Redford 1970: 476–78; Spalinger 1978a). From 616 B.C. on, the collapse of this 

empire precipitated Egypt into an aggressive foreign policy which continued upon Necho‘s accession. In 

his first regnal year he marched north to aid the tottering Assyrians, now fighting for their rump state in 

Syria. In a famous encounter with the resurrected kingdom of Judea, now led by Josiah, Necho (biblical 

Neco; see 1 Kgs 24:29) smashed his opponents at Megiddo before traveling north (Malamat 1973; 1975). 

See also NECO. Allied to Assuruballit of Assyria, Necho fought against Nabopolassar, the king of 

Babylonia. In the next few years, Assyria fell, but the Egyptians maintained a presence in Lebanon until 

Nabopolassar‘s son, Nebuchadnezzar, defeated Necho at Carchemish in 605 B.C. (Yoyotte 1960b: 374–

92). Necho was able to keep the Babylonians out of Egypt, being just sufficiently powerful to prevent an 

invasion in 601 B.C. The result of these sudden political and military alterations was that Egypt lost 

whatever power she had accrued in Asia during the reign of Psammetichus I. Indeed, despite later support 

for the kingdom of Judah, the best that Necho and later Psammetichus II could do was to stave off 

invasion by a triumphant Babylonia.  

Internally, Necho is best known for his attempt to build a canal between the Red Sea and the Nile, a 

―proto-Suez Canal,‖ one may say (Posener 1936; De Meulenaere 1951: 50–54). This probably successful 

enterprise highlights the direct continuation of his father‘s policy. Owing to the importance of the 

kingdoms of Lydia and Cyprus during this period, the Saite rulers found it politically beneficial to 

maintain a strong commercial and military presence in the East Mediterranean. In similar fashion, Necho 

supported the circumnavigation of Africa, an event well known to the Greeks, who later kept record of 

this astounding maneuver (doubted by Lloyd 1977). With Babylonia now fully in control of the Lebanon, 

Necho‘s maritime strategy had the added advantage of not involving him in fruitless land wars. Internally, 

Necho undertook building work in Thebes, although for the most part he appears not to have been 

preoccupied with the temples of the land (Yoyotte 1960b: 367–68). Significantly, his reputation came into 

disgrace after his death, a fact made visible by the erasures of his name (cartouches) on his monuments 

and those of his officials (Yoyotte 1960b: 370–71; Bothmer, De Meulenaere, and Müller 1960: 50–51). 

The exact cause of this later disrepute is unknown, but perhaps Necho‘s lack of visible success with the 

Babylonians and his loss of empire in Asia were a major contributing factor.  

Necho‘s son, Psammetichus II (595–589 B.C.), did not rule long. Nevertheless, he followed an 

interesting foreign policy with respect to the north and south. Although avoiding direct involvement with 



Babylonia, he actively supported the state of Judah against Nebuchadnezzar just as earlier the Libyans and 

Kushites maneuvered in Palestine against the Assyrians. It is probable that the Egyptians reckoned 

correctly with their Judean allies by not overtly committing themselves to a policy antagonistic to 

Babylon: Judah under her last king Zedekiah was, after all, nothing more than a rump state with no outlet 

to the sea. Although Psammetichus II marched to Asia in his fourth regnal year, the affair was nothing 

more than a show of Egyptian presence (Yoyotte 1951b). When the final seige of Jerusalem took place 

(ca. 589 B.C.), Egypt watched the fall of her former ally without taking arms in her defense (Malamat 

1968; 1973; 1975). Perhaps part of this cautious policy owed a great deal to a sudden war in the south 

with a former foe, Kush. In year 3 of Psammetichus II‘s reign, a combined Egyptian-Greek army, led by 

Egyptians, traveled south into the heartland of Nubia. This military campaign was successful and we 

possess important hieroglyphic records of the encounter which indicate that Napata (Gebel Barkal) was 

taken (Sauneron and Yoyotte 1952; Bakry 1967; Habachi 1974; Goedicke 1981). The Kushite kingdom 

removed its capital farther south and henceforth no longer played an important role in the affairs of Egypt. 

It is not surprising to learn that Psammetichus II then systematically erased from the monuments the 

names of the 25th Dyn. kings (Yoyotte 1951a). Such a policy of anathematization fits perfectly with his 

military activity and reflects the new dynasty‘s antagonistic feeling toward its immediate predecessor.  

Psammetichus II died and was succeeded by his son Apries, who ruled until 570 B.C. This pharaoh 

continued to play an important role in the political affairs of the east by moving against the Phoenician 

cities of Tyre and Sidon in an effort to prohibit their control by Nebuchadnezzar. Although inheriting the 

continual war with Babylon, for almost all of his reign Apries was able to keep the enemy at bay. His 

dependence upon Greek mercenaries was cited by later historians, such as Herodotus, as proof of his 

philohellenic policy. On the other hand, among the Egyptians, a great deal of resentment had built up 

which was to spill over in the successful revolt of his general, Amasis (Ahmose). A famous stela from 

Mitrahineh, first edited by Gunn (1927), is notable for the archaism in language as it reads almost like an 

original OK document. The deliberate attempt to emulate OK artistic representations as well as language 

had begun earlier in Dyn. 25, but by the Saite Period such imitation was part and parcel of official 

monuments and inscriptions. Blocks from the capital of Sais indicate that Apries apparently celebrated a 

heb-sed (Jubilee) festival, although he did not rule the standard thirty years required for such a celebration 

(Habachi 1943: 402; Koefoed-Petersen 1956: 45–46 and pl. LV). A famous commander of the southern 

fortress at Elephantine, Nesuhor, is known from the reign of Apries (Schaefer 1904; Kees 1935: 95–96, 

101–2). He suppressed a revolt of his troops who wished to leave their posts and flee to Nubia. Later, 

Nesuhor donated gifts to the god of Mendes, an action mentioned by other texts of the Saite Period.  

A recent reinterpretation of the Amasis Victory stela by Edel (1978) has revealed the complexity of the 

period surrounding the fall of Apries. In 570 B.C. Amasis, a general of Apries, revolted after a defeat at 

Cyrene. With Cypriot troops as well as his Greek soldiers, Apries recaptured control of most of Egypt. 

However, this counterattack was not long successful and Apries fled to the east. His return in 567 B.C. 

(year 4 of Amasis) led to his ruin. Against a combined naval and land attack, Amasis, now allied with 

Cyrene and, utilizing Greek mercenaries, overwhelmed the former pharaoh, who died in battle. This 

inauspicious beginning of a new reign does much to reveal the weaknesses of Egypt in the middle of the 

6th cent. B.C.: she continually had to defend herself from foreign intervention, but such defense could be 

accomplished only through the aid of mercenaries, mainly Greeks (specifically Carian and Ionian 

soldiers). It is not surprising to see that Amasis later allied himself with Polycrates of Samos and Croseus 

of Lydia (De Meulenaere 1951: 98–100, 113). Further contacts were cemented through gifts to various 

Greek temples, and later by a conquest of Cyprus, thereby attempting to counter the Babylonian threat. 

Finally, to the south, a possible campaign (ca. 529 B.C.) is reported on a fragmentary account (Erichsen 

1941).  

At home, the tradition of Amasis befits his plebian origin. Clearly not of the royal family, he apparently 

received from the popular press of the day a reputation as a wine bibber (De Meulenaere 1951: 93–96). 

Such reports reached Herodotus a century later and are confirmed from a Demotic tale centered on 

Amasis. More important, the settlement of Greeks at the Delta site of Naucratis is generally dated to his 



reign (De Meulenaere 1951: 100–10). This policy of permitting the Hellenes to reside permanently in 

Egypt in the Delta is further proof of their growing significance in the internal affairs of the Nile Valley.  

Unfortunately for Egypt, the Babylonians were overrun by the more vigorous Medes and Persians, led 

by Cyrus. With the fall of Babylon (ca. 546 B.C.), most of the Near East became part of the second World 

Empire, i.e., Achaemenid Persia. Cyrus then marched against Lydia and took it. Therefore, at the death of 

Amasis in 526 B.C. little remained independent of Persia in the Near East outside of the Nile Valley. In 

fact, under Cyrus‘ successor, Cambyses, plans were already under way for an attack on Egypt. Cambyses 

found natives who would support him, and within a year, purposely not long after the accession of the 

new pharaoh Psammetichus III, the Persians moved southwest and conquered Egypt.  

Dyn. 26 became one of the last native ruling families of Egypt for a long period of time. This period 

saw a restoration of unity and the beginnings of another empire. Although the latter was short-lived, the 

Nile Valley did witness a continuance of its art and religion as previously. The dynasty fostered a new 

landed nobility by allowing them to receive a salary from plots of land given by the kings. However, these 

parcels of land were also donated to temples and therefore could not be used by the nobility to build up an 

independent power base. Indeed, the right of succession to the plots was conditional. By the 7th–6th 

centuries B.C., Egypt was no longer parochial. Foreigners in increasing numbers traveled freely within its 

borders. If the backbone of the army came more and more to be Greek, this was in part due to their 

advanced state of military preparedness. At the same time, these mercenaries posed no real threat to the 

safety of the country. The Saite kings also relied heavily upon the sea and it is ironic that their final fall to 

the Persians was connected with the defection of one of Egypt‘s admirals. Certainly fatal to her might was 

the lack of iron deposits, now crucial since the world had turned from bronze to iron; for the first time 

Egypt was reduced to the role of a dependent importer for her armament.  

The annexation of Egypt by the Persian ruler Cambyses led to a stronger foreign domination than that 

attempted by the Assyrians. This was in part due to the resilience of the Persians, as well as their newly 

founded empire. Persia at the close of the 6th century B.C. was unlike the Assyrian Empire in the middle 

of the 7th. Egypt became effectively administered by a satrap who, with Persian troops, lived in Memphis. 

However, the history of Egypt as part of the Persian Empire belongs to another chapter.  
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A. Political and Military History  

Persian control of Egypt fell into two stages: the First Persian Occupation (525–404 B.C.) and the 

Second Persian Occupation (343/2–332 B.C.). The invasion of the country by Cambyses in May/June 525 

was the result of a long period of hostility initiated by Egyptian fears of Persian expansion westward. As 

early as the reign of Cyrus (538–29), these fears had led to the formation of a grand defensive alliance 

between Egypt, Lydia, Babylonia, and Sparta (Hdt. 1.77.1–2; 1.53.4). The destruction of Lydia and 

Babylonia left Egypt as the only significant Near Eastern opponent by the beginning of Cambyses‘ reign. 

The latter ruler‘s invading force defeated the Egyptian king Psamtik (Psammetichus) III at Pelusium, took 

the capital city of Memphis, and swiftly achieved the subjugation of the entire country (Hdt. 3.1–26; 

Lloyd 1988b: 55, 63–64).  

Information on Cambyses‘ behavior within Egypt is contradictory. The classical tradition is generally 

hostile and paints a picture of a brutal and impious tyrant afflicted with intermittent and progressive 

insanity (Hdt. 3.16, 27–29, 37; Brown 1982: 387–403; Lloyd 1988b: 56: cf. CAP nos. 30–31). On the 

other hand, hieroglyphic sources depict a ruler making a great effort to respect Egyptian sensibilities by 

establishing himself as pharoah in the fullest sense and acting in religious matters with the strictest 

propriety (Posener 1936: 1–26; Lloyd 1982: 166–80). In all probability, the hostile tradition arose from 

priestly resentment excited by Cambyses‘ determination to define precisely the privileges of Egyptian 

temples. Negative reactions to Cambyses as a fratricide and king associated with widespread rebellion 

could also have encouraged this hostile attitude (Lloyd 1988b: 65–66). Be that as it may, in 522 B.C., this 

general unrest compelled him to depart from Egypt, leaving Aryandes in control as satrap. En route he 

died, under somewhat mysterious circumstances, probably in September of that year.  

Cambyses was succeeded by Darius, who had been one of his bodyguards during the Egyptian invasion 

(Hdt. 3.2.3–140; Xen. Cyr. 4. 2. 46); Egypt immediately revolted as a result of the harsh government of 

the satrap Aryandes. Problems elsewhere in the Empire meant that Darius could not immediately march 

on Egypt, but in 519–518 he had regained control. His reign in Egypt was characterized by 

circumspection and a concern for developing it as part of the Persian Empire. In 518 he undertook a 

reform of the laws which made a deep impression on later tradition (Spiegelberg 1914: 30–32; cf. Diod. 

Sic. I. 95. 4–5); in the same year, he buried an Apis bull with all the traditional honors (Posener 1936: 36–

41, cf. 30–36); he was active in temple building or restoration at Hibis in the Khargeh Oasis, Abusir, 

Edfu, and El-Kab (Porter and Moss 1927–74, 4: 44; 5: 173; 6: 167; 7: 277–90); and he began the 

construction of a canal in ca. 510 B.C. to join the Nile to the Red Sea as part of a policy of improving 

communications within the Empire (Posener 1936: 48–87; Hinz 1975: 115–21). Overall, therefore, it is 



not surprising to find that Herodotus can depict Darius as remarkably tolerant of Egyptian nationalist 

pretensions (Hdt. 2.110.2–3). However, membership in the Persian Empire brought obligations as well as 

benefits, and Egypt was no exception: Egyptian craftsmen were employed in making Darius‘ citadel at 

Susa, and we can be confident that they were also active in Persepolis during his building operations 

between 503 and 494. Whether ―the Egyptian‖ mentioned in Babylonia in the 490s was, in any way, 

involved in these activities remains an open question (Olmstead 1948: 168, 193). Military duties were 

also discharged; for we find an Egyptian naval contingent participating in the Persian assault on Miletus 

in 494 at the end of the Ionian Revolt (Hdt. 6.6). Evidently, Darius extracted full benefit from this rich 

and populous satrapy, and it comes as no surprise that Persian exploitation drove the country into revolt 

toward the end of his reign in 486 (Hdt. 7.1.3; Porten ArchEleph, 25–26).  

Darius‘ successor, Xerxes, came to the throne in 485 B.C., and although anxious to exact vengeance 

from the Greeks for his father‘s defeat at Marathon in 490, he gave priority to the Egyptian revolt. Xerxes 

marched south as soon as possible and had subjugated the country by early January 484, placing it under 

the control of his brother Achaimenes. The tradition of Herodotus that Xerxes‘ rule was harsher than that 

of Darius is powerfully confirmed by the Satrap Stele of 311, which vividly describes his iniquitous 

treatment of the deities of Buto (Sethe 1904–16: 11–12; Bevan 1968: 30–31: cf. Posener 1936: 120–24). 

However, the Egyptians‘ resentment of Xerxes did not prevent their employment in his military 

operations. In the fleet which accompanied the invasion of Greece in 480, no fewer than 200 Egyptian 

ships were engaged under the command of the satrap Achaimenes and carrying contingents of heavily 

armed Egyptian marines. According to Herodotus, they distinguished themselves at Artemisium, 

capturing five Greek ships, and were also present at Salamis and Plataea (Hdt. 7.25.1; 34; 89.2–3; 97; 

8.17; 68.2; 100.4; 9.32).  

The accession of Xerxes‘ successor, Artaxerxes I (464–423 B.C.), was greeted by general unrest 

throughout the empire. Egypt became involved through the revolt of the Libyan Inarus (ca. 463), which 

quickly spread eastward. The latter was successful in gaining the support of the Athenians and proceeded 

to defeat and kill the satrap Achaimenes at Papremis in the western Delta, penning up the remnant of the 

Persian forces in Memphis. These initial successes were, however, short-lived, and the main revolt was 

brought to a disastrous conclusion (ca. 455/54). The embers of rebellion were kept alive in the Delta by a 

certain Amyrtaeus, with some halfhearted support from the Athenians ca. 450, but the affair was probably 

highly localized and of no great importance (Olmstead 1948: 303–4, 308–12; ArchEleph, 26–27; Meiggs 

1979: 93–95, 101–8).  

The reign of Darius II (423–404 B.C.) is best recorded in Egypt for the problems created among the Jews 

at Elephantine by his intervention in their religious life. We also hear of a revolt by a certain Hydarnes in 

410, which clearly had Egyptian support but was quickly suppressed. Much more serious was the revolt 

of the younger Amyrtaeus (ca. 405), which brought a speedy end to the first Persian domination.  

Even though the Persians had been expelled from Egypt by Amyrtaeus, they continued to dominate 

Egyptian foreign policy since they evidently had no intention of relinquishing their claim to the country. 

The Egyptians attempted to keep them at bay by military and diplomatic means, but these did not prevent 

the Persians from mounting four major assaults on the country, one by Artaxerxes II in 374 (Diod. Sic. 

15.29; 38.1; 41–44; Kienitz 1953: 89–92), and three by Artaxerxes III in 359–358, 351, and 343 (the first 

as crown prince) (Trogus, prol. 10; Kienitz 1953: 99–107). The third of these was successful; the last 

pharaoh of the 30th Dynasty, Nectanebo II, fled the country. Artaxerxes then set about consolidating his 

conquest by pulling down the walls of major cities and establishing Pherendates as satrap. He is also 

alleged both in Greek and Egyptian sources to have engaged in widespread plundering of Egyptian 

temples (Diod. Sic. 16.47–52; Bevan 1968: 30, 209, 390).  

The Second Persian Occupation may well have been difficult to sustain initially, since there are 

indications of an Egyptian nationalist revolt under a certain Khababash, who may have regained at least 

part of the country sometime between ca. 343 and 339–338. The revolt was brought to an end by a second 

Persian invasion (Kienitz 1953: 109–10, 185–89; Lloyd 1988a: 159–60). Be that as it may, the last 

Persian Dynasty has left few traces in Egypt (Kienitz 1953: 231), a situation which bears striking 



testimony to the Persian lack of commitment to the country. This was, in turn, reflected in the grim 

catalog of maladministration and incompetence characteristic of the period; thus, it is hardly surprising 

that the invasion of the country by Alexander the Great late in 332 was welcomed with open arms.  

B. Administration  

Civil government followed the usual Persian laissez-faire approach. The great king became the pharaoh 

and was given all the traditional titles and divine status which formed the theoretical basis of the 

pharaoh‘s authority. Generally, however, the Persian emperors were absentee rulers, and their powers 

were wielded by a satrap or governor whose activities were subjected to regular scrutiny by imperial 

officials such as the gauša-ka, ―ears,‖ and ―the King‘s Eye.‖ The satraps were drawn from the cream of 

the Persian aristocracy and based in Memphis, the capital. Here they disposed of a chancellery modeled 

on that of the great king himself and were supported by an army of scribes and officials either Egyptian or 

Persian in origin, though the overall trend ran clearly toward a progressive Egyptianization. The 

administrative language, as elsewhere in the Empire, was Aramaic, but there were at Memphis scribes for 

translating relevant texts into the native language, and we can be confident that bilingualism was 

common.  

The most important section of the satrap‘s administrative machinery was undoubtedly the treasury 

which was under the protection of the god Ptaḥ (hence its Egyptian name pr-ḥḏ n Ptḥ, ―treasury of Ptaḥ‖) 

and administered by a treasurer who on at least one occasion and probably always bore the old Egyptian 

title i˒my-r pr-ḥḏ, ―overseer of the treasury.‖ Its most important function, from the Persian point of view, 

was the collection of taxes paid both in cash and in kind (Hdt. 2.98.1; 149.5; 3.91.2–3). In addition to this 

fiscal role, the satrap also functioned as the ultimate court in legal matters, thereby inheriting another of 

the major functions of the pharaoh, though normally these legal duties were discharged by the 

patifrasa/frasaka, ―inquisitor.‖ The law which he administered for the subject population was Egyptian 

law which shows no break with the system used under native rule. In addition, the satrap exercised a 

general supervisory control over local government and for this purpose probably conducted annual 

inspection tours.  

The precise details of local government under the Persians are obscure, but the system evidently 

followed traditional pharaonic practice. We hear of the nomes, which were extremely ancient 

administrative subdivisions of the country reminiscent of English counties. These were administered by 

nomarchs, and traditionally numbered forty-two, but whether that held true for the Persian period cannot 

be determined. At least in the southern part of the country nomes could be grouped together into larger 

units, the best known being Teshres or Ptōres, which possibly extended from Elephantine to Hermonthis. 

Within the nomes themselves, cities functioned as distinct administrative areas under the control of 

governors, and the same held true of villages. Probably all these administrative entities had their own 

treasuries and record offices. If there were garrisons in a particular area, the head of the garrison could 

function in a civil capacity in local administration. Attempts to identify within this scheme the role of 

such Persian officials as the fratarak mentioned in 5th-century Aramaic documents have generated more 

conflict than consensus, but these texts at the very least provide a clear picture of the general character 

and problems or provincial government, including the suspect loyalty of some of the Persian officials 

(BMAP 32–40; Bresciani 1958: 132–47; ArchEleph, 28–61).  

Details of administration during the Second Persian Period (343–332 B.C.) are very sparse, but we can 

safely assume a system based on that of the last period of Egyptian independence which, in turn, evolved 

from the scheme described above. The written evidence shows clearly that it was characterized by a 

mixture of avarice, arrogance, impiety, and violence which inspired bitter hatred (POxy. I.xii [col. IV]; Q. 

Curtius Rufus 4.1[5]; 7[29]; Diod. Sic. 17.49; cf. the Demotic Chronicle [Spiegelberg 1914: 19–20], and 

possibly the autobiography of Petosiris [Otto 1954: 181–82; Lloyd 1982: 177–78]).  

The satrap was also the commander of the military resources of the province, which were substantial. 

The army consisted of two main elements: the native Egyptian militia, or Machimoi, and foreign units. 

The Machimoi amounted, according to Herodotus, to 410,000 in the 5th century. They were inherited by 

the Persians from their pharaonic predecessors and were settled almost entirely in the Delta. In exchange 



for the obligation of required military service, they were each given tax-free plots of land, allegedly ca. 8 

acres (3.2 hectares) in extent, though this is likely only an average (Hdt. 2.168; Lloyd 1988c: 200–1). 

They could also serve as marines in the Egyptian fleet, a capacity in which we encounter them during 

Xerxes‘ campaign of 480–479 against Greece (Hdt. 7.25; 89; 97; 8.17; 68; 100; 9.32). As for the non-

Egyptians, the best-known group is the force of Jewish troops maintained in the important garrison town 

of Elephantine at the First Cataract. The substantial corpus of Aramaic papyri from this site has yielded a 

vivid picture of their life, revealing an intriguing vista of assimilation, on the one hand, and religious 

antagonism, on the other. The latter arose mainly, if not entirely, from local Egyptian resentment at the 

sacrifice of animals in the cult of Yahweh (ArchEleph, 278–98; cf. BMAP, 100–10). See also 

ELEPHANTINE PAPYRI.  

In addition to the army, the Persians inherited a substantial fleet of warships from the Saites, which they 

put to good use (see above). Clearly, despite some disparaging comments, they were not the least efficient 

or successful contingent in the Persian fleet.  

C. Culture  

The ambiguity of the evidence makes it very difficult to define precisely the impact of Persian culture 

on specific aspects of Egyptian civilization. Possibly the marked upsurge in Demotic papyri of a legal 

nature reflects Persian practice. There is some reason to believe that the Egyptians took over loan words 

from Aramaic and Persian at this stage; it is also feasible that they were influenced by Mesopotamian 

ideas on prophecy using astronomical phenomena. Mathematics may have drawn on Mesopotamian 

influences at this period; and Egyptian literature may also have borrowed from Achaemenid sources (Ray 

CAH² 4:280–81). However, in essentials, the overall impression is one of continuity with earlier Egyptian 

civilization. Egyptian religious tradition was quite unimpaired, not least because the Persian kings 

generally showed considerable circumspection toward it. This is illustrated by the sequence of Persian 

Serapeum stelae, the exploitation of the Wadi Hammamat greywacke quarries for building stone, and the 

restoration or building of temples. Overall, however, the corpus of work is small, given the length of 

Persian occupation, and the quality of the workmanship inferior to that of the 26th Dynasty. The 

attractions of Egyptian religion for the invaders were, however, very real, and the devotion of some of 

them to Egyptian deities is easily demonstrated (Ray CAH² 4: 279–80).  

When we turn to sculpture, continuity is again the hallmark. Certainly, private statuary shows an 

upsurge of realism at the beginning of the Persian period which sets a trend for the development of 

Egyptian sculpture down to the end of the pharaonic period. One also detects a growing tendency to 

crowd hieroglyphs, which was to become a standard feature of Greco-Roman writing. In addition, the 

statuary shows modifications in dress. Only occasionally, however, can we detect unequivocal Persian 

influence: a gesture involving the clasping of hands before the body is the one conspicuous exception 

(Bothmer 1960: xxxiv–xxxix, 67–87; Bianchi LÄ 4:946–47). In general, the distinctive artistic features of 

this period should be regarded as the result of the evolution of a native tradition which is at most reacting 

to the experience of foreign occupation and has little interest in assimilating traits of the invaders‘ 

civilization.  
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ALAN B. LLOYD  

GRECO-ROMAN PERIOD  

The Hellenistic period of Egypt‘s history began with the arrival of Alexander the Great in late 

November 332 B.C. This period, shaped by the succession of rulers descended from Ptolemy I, was itself 

brought to an end by Rome‘s annexation of Egypt in 30 B.C., following Cleopatra‘s death on August 12 

of that year. Rome‘s direct influence over Egypt ceased with the establishment of Constantinople as the 

first city of the Roman Empire by Constantine in November A.D. 324. The Byzantine era lasted until 

September A.D. 642—except for ten years of Persian rule (618–28)—when the conquering Muslims 

compelled the remnants of the Byzantine army to leave Egyptian soil.  
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A. Alexander the Great  

Except during the 29th and 30th Dyn. (ca. 399–343 B.C.), Egypt was ruled as a Persian satrapy after 

Cambyses conquered the country in 525 B.C. Because of the harsh character of much of Persian rule, 

contemporary Egyptian sources complained about conditions under which people were obliged to live. 

Consequently, Alexander was hailed as a liberator when his conquering troops—coming from a seven-

month siege of Tyre and a major battle at Gaza—drove out the Persians.  

During Alexander‘s brief stay, limited to a few months, he forced the submission of the Persian satrap, 

journeyed to Memphis, where he was crowned pharaoh, returned to the sea coast, where he established 

boundaries for the future city of Alexandria, paid his famous visit to the oracle of Amon at the Siwa oasis, 

then returned to Memphis, where he organized the government. Even though legends have elaborated on 

these events, their main outline remains solid. Alexander‘s most memorable experience may have 



occurred at Siwa, home of the oracle of Amon, which ranked in the Greek world with the oracles at 

Delphi and Dodona. Here he was addressed as ―son of Amon,‖ a title he took seriously, affirming as it did 

his divine station. It was this affirmation of divinity that the Ptolemaic rulers, who eventually inherited 

Alexander‘s power in Egypt, adopted to show that they were his true successors, as well as heirs to the 

godly prerogatives of the pharaohs.  

In his governmental restructuring, Alexander first appointed two native Egyptians as satraps, one over 

Upper Egypt and the other over Lower Egypt, reversing the Persian policy of a single governor. When 

one of the satraps failed in his office, Cleomenes of Naucratis—appointed as financial overseer—took his 

place. The task of collecting taxes from the native population was initially entrusted to local Egyptian 

officials, presumably to protect against extortion. The small occupation army left behind was placed under 

Macedonian commanders, one of whom oversaw the mercenaries formerly employed by the Persians.  

B. Administration under the Ptolemies  

Substantial links to the Greek world had existed for about three centuries before Alexander. The delta 

city of Naucratis, situated on the western or Canopic branch of the Nile, had been established in the 7th 

century as a trading colony by the city of Miletus in Ionia. Greeks seeking opportunities abroad had 

settled in Memphis and elsewhere. An additional Greek city, Ptolemais, was founded by Ptolemy I in 

Upper Egypt—320 miles upstream from Memphis—doubtless to play an economic and political role in 

the south similar to that of Alexandria in the north, and to underscore this king‘s status as Alexander‘s 

successor.  

Egypt already served as the granary of the region as well as the sole supplier of papyrus. The Ptolemies 

maintained the export of grain, adding to it barley beer, alabaster, linen, and the polychrome glass which 

would make Alexandria‘s artisans renowned. Imports were necessary in Egypt, a country poor in natural 

resources, especially in timber and metals. Wine and olive oil were imported, even though the production 

of both was fostered by the Crown. But the local variety was inferior, principally because of growing 

conditions. Other imports included cheeses, fruits, slaves, and horses. One major contribution to trade was 

the domestication of camels early in the Ptolemaic era.  

The early Ptolemies pursued both land reclamation and improvement of irrigation. Building a system of 

canals, they brought more land under cultivation. Further, agricultural experts from Greece soon improved 

farming methods so that in some areas three crops became the annual norm. Attempts to improve 

viticulture—largely to meet the demands of wine-drinking Greeks—were frustrated by the inferior quality 

of the product. Even though olive oil was not of the same grade as that produced abroad, Ptolemy I saw 

opportunity for export and established state control over the amount produced, the price received by 

growers, and the sale price abroad. The state had virtual monopolies over salt, beer, and textiles. It also 

controlled banking. But even though banks and a new coinage were now established, bartering and 

payments made in kind were not entirely eliminated. Indeed, rents on royal lands were paid in kind.  

Taxation added substantial revenues, in addition to those profits acquired from rents of arable land and 

royal industries. The welter of taxes included those on sales of certain goods, on homes and estates, on 

licenses for artisans in various trades, and on revenues generated by religious activities. Moreover, the 

Ptolemies imposed duties on imports to protect certain homegrown commodities—such as olive oil—and 

quite simply, to generate revenue. The collection of such fees was let out for bid to ―tax farmers‖ whose 

activities were regulated by decree. Hence, the profit realized by tax farmers was never very great, and as 

time passed, the numbers of bidders became fewer.  

The most valuable resource was land. Made fertile by the late summer flooding of the Nile, it was 

treated largely as royal estate. In a sense, the Crown was the sole landowner. Some of the best land, 

retained in regal hands, was leased as ―royal land‖ to freeman peasants, even though they were not free to 

move from the land while agricultural work was in progress. For lessees of ―royal lands,‖ the lease could 

be canceled at any moment, causing obvious difficulties. To a degree, ownership of private property was 

allowed, minimally under the early Ptolemies, but more broadly under later rulers. To be sure, ―sacred 

land,‖ i.e., parcels that belonged to temples while actually administered by the Ptolemies, was managed 

nonetheless for the benefit of the temples. Sacred land could even be leased or purchased by individuals. 



Military personnel—of Greek or Macedonian descent—were encouraged to settle in Egypt with the offer 

of land grants (klēroi), a tactic that assured the presence of a permanent group of soldiers for defense. As 

time went on, the klēroi were of inferior land, occasionally parcels already abandoned by prior tenants. 

Thus, the numbers and quality of soldiers loyal to the royal house diminished so that, by the time of 

Ptolemy IV (222–205 B.C.), the army survived only by conscripting native Egyptians. In the case of land 

allotments to soldiers, only occasionally was such land passed on from one generation to another. But as 

enticing mercenaries from abroad with offers of land grew more difficult, the Ptolemies allowed klēroi to 

be inherited by soldiers‘ sons. In time, it became possible for the wife or a brotherless daughter to receive 

title to such land, indicating a basic shift toward rights of women.  

While Greek newcomers were attracted chiefly to Alexandria, Naucratis, and Ptolemais, a substantial 

number settled in Egyptian villages and cities, particularly Memphis. Those who resided away from 

concentrations of Greeks usually dwelt on lands awarded to military personnel. Intermarriage between 

natives and newcomers became widespread, but there seems otherwise to have been little intercultural 

borrowing. Rarely did Greeks learn the Egyptian language. Some natives, of course, sought opportunities 

in the Hellenic centers; but they were a small group who, to further ambitions, learned Greek and adopted 

Greek culture. Even so, they could not acquire citizenship in the Greek cities, just as other ethnic groups 

were excluded from the citizenry, including Jews. Plainly, Greeks formed an élite. This situation 

doubtless contributed to the resentment felt by natives toward their foreign overlords, feelings which grew 

until, at the end of the reign of Ptolemy IV, the whole of the Thebaid in Upper Egypt revolted and, for a 

period, became independent. Ever after, there were sporadic, local outbreaks, although never a rebellion 

of the whole native populace.  

Citizenship in the Greek cities was limited to Greeks and Macedonians alone. Citizens were organized 

much like those of a Greek city-state, formed into demes and tribes, with a senate, assembly, and 

magistrates. Such an arrangement engendered a certain independence in this part of the population and, 

inevitably, led to conflicts between Crown and citizenry, with some disputes leading to rioting in the 

streets of Alexandria. Evidence suggests that Alexandria‘s senate, because of its pugnatious tendencies, 

had been disbanded before Rome took charge of affairs in 30 B.C.; but the date of such action cannot be 

fixed.  

Of the Macedonians, little is known. To be sure, they formed the majority of colonists who came in 

Alexander‘s wake. They also formed the king‘s guard and made up part of the court. One of their 

contributions came in liberalizing attitudes and laws toward women, certainly within the Greek 

population. This tendency began in the royal family, but eventually spread to a growing segment of the 

population.  

The Jewish population, growing to an estimated one million people in the Roman era, centered largely 

in Alexandria, and initially in the delta quarter near the royal palace. Eventually they occupied much of a 

second of the city‘s five areas. In fact, early in the Roman age, synagogues stood in all of Alexandria‘s 

quarters. Although Jews could not become citizens, they were allowed their own courts as well as their 

own magistrates and council of elders, and thus possessed, in effect, a government within a government.  

Extensive foreign possessions characterized the reigns of the first four Ptolemaic kings (323–205 B.C.). 

Thereafter, rulers were unable to maintain an extended empire, owing not only to strife within Egypt and 

the royal family, but also to Rome‘s refusal to return lands when it halted the expansionist designs of 

Seleucia (198) and Macedonia (197) during the childhood of Ptolemy V. At the height of Ptolemaic 

influence, foreign dominions included Cyprus and Cyrene—each held for more than 200 years—as well 

as major cities and their environs throughout Palestine, Coele Syria, Phoenicia, southwestern Asia Minor, 

islands in the southern Aegean Sea, and the islands of Samothrace and Lesbos. Soon after the fifth Syrian 

War (202–199 B.C.), Egypt‘s empire had been reduced to little more than Cyprus (finally lost in 30 B.C.) 

and Cyrene (lost in 96).  

In matters of religion, the Ptolemies were far more tolerant of the Egyptian gods than the monotheistic 

Persians had been. Moreover, it was in this area that the Greek populace apparently assimilated most from 

Egyptian culture. Worship was augmented by the introduction of the cult of Sarapis by Ptolemy I. Besides 



a shrine in Memphis, the major cult center for this deity was the Serapeum, built in the native Rhacôtis 

quarter of Alexandria. While the origins of both Sarapis as a god and his cult are debated, it is clear that 

few Greek settlers and Egyptians worshipped Sarapis. Even though this god, represented in male form, 

was the patron deity of the Ptolemaic dynasty, his cult was received much more enthusiastically outside 

Egypt. In time, the worship of Sarapis was established as far away as Britain. It was Sarapis, along with 

deities such as the Persian Mithras and the Great Mother of Phrygia, which were marshaled by pagans in 

their last struggles against Christianity in the third and fourth centuries. Worship was further augmented 

by cults in honor of kings and queens, effectively broadening state support for the powerful priesthood. 

According to the Decree of Canopus, Ptolemy III and Queen Berenice II even inaugurated a cult to honor 

their daughter Berenice, who died in her youth. Under Ptolemaic leadership, some of the most important 

temples preserved were founded: Philae, begun and almost completed by Ptolemy II; Edfu, began in the 

reign of Ptolemy III; and Dendera, started by Ptolemy IX and Cleopatra III.  

C. The Ptolemaic Dynasty  

1. Ptolemy I Soter (323–383 B.C.). Ptolemy, son of Lagos, a general in Alexander‘s army, took over the 

office of satrap of Egypt from the devious Cleomenes not long before Alexander‘s death in 323 B.C. 

When Alexander‘s generals divided up the empire, Ptolemy governed Egypt first for Alexander‘s half-

brother, Philip Arrhidaeus, and then on behalf of his son, Alexander IV. After eighteen years as satrap, 

Ptolemy declared himself king on November 7, 305 B.C., establishing his descendants as ―pharaohs‖ for 

the next 275 years. Years before, in order to secure his claim as Alexander‘s successor, Ptolemy had 

brought the late king‘s body to Memphis and then, with lavish pomp, to Alexandria, where it remained—

an act which also demonstrated that the new Greek city had replaced the ancient capital.  

Ptolemy I was a vigorous ruler. Even during his satrapy, his confidence as overseer was evident from 

the hieroglyphic ―Satrap Stela,‖ which stressed his role in liberating the country from the Persians. He 

grew strong enough to be able to marry women from other royal families. He divorced his first wife, a 

Persian woman. In 321 B.C., he married Eurydice, daughter of Antipater, satrap of Macedonia. Within 

four years, he married Berenice (I). Plutarch reported that Berenice exercised ―great influence‖ over 

Ptolemy as well as being a fine example of virtue and wisdom [phronēsis], in the best Greek sense. 

Unfortunately, it is not possible to determine at what points in affairs of state she had her strongest 

influence.  

Ptolemy viewed Egypt more or less as his estate; it was to furnish him with a base not only for pursuing 

domestic and particularly foreign interests, but also for filling the treasury. Because he was Greek, he 

looked to the Mediterranean for commercial and political ties. Indeed, his divine title Soter (―savior‖) was 

granted by the senate of Rhodes after he had helped to end a blockade of the island in 304. Thereafter, 

kings and queens adopted titles which pointed to their divine character.  

For its inhabitants, Alexandria was a thoroughly Greek city. Here, Soter founded both the Library, 

which eventually housed the largest collection of texts assembled in the ancient world, and the Museum, 

an unrivaled center of higher studies. In medical studies alone, the Museum surpassed the schools at Cos 

and Cnidus, establishing a standard at its zenith that would not be matched until modern times.  

2. Ptolemy II Philadelphus (285–246 B.C.). Late in 285, Soter handed power to one of his sons, 

selecting Ptolemy II Philadelphus (―sibling-loving‖), son of Berenice, over the older Ptolemy Ceraunus, 

son of Eurydice. When the old king died early in 282, he left an empire which spread from the western 

Mediterranean to the Aegean Sea. Ptolemy II did not rigorously pursue foreign dominions, but he did 

establish outposts in Arabia and eastern Africa and, with his sister-wife Arsinoë II, sent an embassy to 

Rome in 273. The negotiations, which included a return visit by a Roman delegation, resulted in a lasting 

amicitia (―agreement of friendship‖). This mutual recognition formed the first link between the two states 

and, later, placed each in position to serve as intermediary in disputes involving a third party. The 

agreement lent status to Philadelphus and Arsinoë II, who were facing both insubordination from their 

half-brother Magus in Cyrene and military expansionism into Coele Syria by the Seleucid king Antiochus 

I.  



According to extensive papyrus remains, Philadelphus began, or at least continued, restructuring the 

country‘s administrative system. He also continued state support of culture and education; it was under 

his rule that the Library and Museum were completed. Legend has assigned to his reign the production of 

the Septuagint, the Greek translation of the Hebrew Bible. The account in Pseudo-Aristeas exhibits 

terminology peculiar to the Ptolemaic age, pointing to an Egyptian backdrop. Moreover, Manetho, an 

Egyptian priest of Heliopolis, dedicated his history of Egypt to Ptolemy II. This account has provided the 

traditional divisions of pharaonic Egyptian history not only into thirty-one dynasties, but also into the 

three overarching periods known as the Old, Middle, and New Kingdoms. Ptolemy II was also the 

founder of the Ptolemaieia, a celebration modeled on the Olympic games to honor his father, including 

contests in equestrian events, music, and gymnastics.  

Philadephus‘ marriage to his older full sister Arsinoë set a precedent for his successors. Although they 

may have been imitating marriage practices of ancient pharaohs, or even following the divine model of 

Zeus with Hera, or Isis with Osiris, their marriage seems to have offended the sensibilities of their Greek 

subjects. Arsinoë had first been married to the aged Lysimachus of Macedonia, then to Ceraunus, her 

half-brother and contender for Philadelphus‘ crown. But after each of her husbands perished as a result of 

foul play, and after two of her three children by Lysimachus were killed by Ceraunus, she returned to 

Egypt and supplanted Ptolemy II‘s first wife, also named Arsinoë (I). Besides being an ambitious woman, 

Arsinoë II was a capable administrator, a trait that ensured the continuing success of the royal couple. She 

and her husband were later deified, receiving the title ―Gods Adelphi.‖ She was known in Egyptian 

sources as ―King of Upper and Lower Egypt.‖  

3. Ptolemy III Euergetes (246–222 B.C.). The third Ptolemy, named Euergetes (―Benefactor‖), came to 

the throne on 29 January 246 upon the death of his father. Internally, Egypt was prosperous and peaceful, 

but the new king‘s sister, Berenice, the queen of Syria, whose husband had just been murdered, fell into 

mortal danger. Before Euergetes‘ military force could reach her, she and her young son were betrayed and 

killed. Ptolemy‘s rescue effort then became a campaign to avenge his sister. Though Syria lay helpless 

before his army, he chose to withdraw, retaining only territories as far inland as Damascus. In returning, 

he brought back statues of Egyptian gods originally taken by the Persian Cambyses, an act which earned 

Ptolemy the goodwill of Egyptians as well as his divine title ―Euergetes.‖  

Berenice II, a cousin, married Ptolemy upon his coronation. A skilled horsewoman, she not only 

sponsored horses at equestrian events, but also rode into battle herself. In Demotic sources she was called 

―the female pharaoh.‖ Her divinity was celebrated in a poem of Callimachus, which relates that a lock of 

her hair, offered at the shrine of Arsinoë Aphrodite for the safe return of her husband from Syria, was 

whisked to heaven to become a constellation.  

Papyri from the Fayyum, substantial for this period, reveal that life continued in that part of Egypt much 

as it had before. The Canopus decree, intended to honor Ptolemy III and Berenice II, points not only to the 

inauguration of a cult dedicated to their late daughter Berenice, but also to a chronometrical reform that 

anticipated the modern calendar by adding an extra day every four years to the Egyptian calendar of 365 

days. The most enduring monument from this period is the famous Edfu temple in Upper Egypt, begun in 

236. All succeeding Ptolemaic rulers contributed to its ongoing construction and adornment.  

4. Ptolemy IV Philopator (222–205 B.C.). Both Polybius and Strabo maligned Philopator (―father-

loving‖) as a pleasure-seeking, careless ruler whose reign—influenced by self-seeking courtiers—saw the 

onset of Egypt‘s decline. Early in his reign, his army was ill prepared to meet the threatening Syrian army 

of Antiochus the Great, a temporary weakness which may have resulted from his father‘s relaxed policies 

in his later years. The Egyptian victory at Raphia in southwestern Palestine in 217 was decisive in 

Philopator‘s foreign affairs. Thereafter, Antiochus and Ptolemy‘s other nemeses kept their distance. The 

victory had other consequences at home. In the rush to assemble an army to defend Egypt, Sosibius, 

Ptolemy‘s confidant and leader of the influential palace circle, not only hired mercenaries from abroad, 

but also brought in Greek commanders to train native Egyptians as soldiers. The performance of the 

Egyptian force at Raphia helped turn the tide against the Syrians. The lesson was not lost: their hard-won 

confidence inspired natives to revolt when opportunity arose.  



After Arsinoë III finally married her brother the king, she bore a son. Her murder at the behest of 

Agathocles, another confidant of the king, was kept secret until Ptolemy IV died under mysterious 

circumstances. A riot ensued at Alexandria, ostensibly owing to outrage over Arsinoë‘s fate. Agathocles 

was killed when turned over to the mob by the Macedonian guard. Aside from this outburst in the capital 

city, affairs were in largely good condition when Philopator died, except for a local flareup in Upper 

Egypt during his last year.  

5. Ptolemy V Epiphanes (205–180 B.C.). Ptolemy V Epiphanes (―God-manifest‖) was crowned king at 

age five and was guided by courtiers who vied with one another for influence. Internally, the troops 

dispatched to Upper Egypt (a still troubled region) did not return for several years, illustrating the 

seriousness of the rebellion. Externally, Antiochus of Syria, Ptolemy IV‘s old foe, and Philip V, king of 

Macedon, agreed to move against Egyptian holdings. Philip made war against cities loyal to Egypt in 

Samothrace and Thrace while Antiochus attacked Palestine. Rome eased into affairs when an embassy 

came to Alexandria in 200 to thank the royal house for its neutrality in the Second Punic War. Rome had 

no quarrel with the Syrians, but was on the brink of hostilities with Philip. Then in 197, Egypt lodged a 

protest in Rome against Antiochus, who had recently vanquished her territories in southern Asia Minor. In 

the end, Egypt settled her differences with Antiochus, who, in the bargain, betrothed his daughter 

Cleopatra (I) to the young Egyptian king. Rome, after bullying Philip and then Antiochus into 

relinquishing former Egyptian lands, restored none to Ptolemy‘s control; Egypt‘s power had been 

eclipsed.  

Cleopatra wedded Epiphanes in 194/3. It is said—not without dispute—that her dowry included lands in 

Coele Syria, a territory which Egypt had recently lost in war to Syria. In any case, she brought a certain 

amount of independent wealth to the union as well as a resilient personality.  

A year after Epiphanes celebrated his majority (197), he accorded honors to the Egyptian religions at a 

synod; these were recorded on the now famous Rosetta Stone. The language of the commemoration was 

certainly Demotic, the Greek panel representing a rather slavish translation. Compared to the Canopus 

decree, the growing sensitivities of the Greek monarchy toward native affairs are apparent and, from this 

period, were visibly continued by the queen, who introduced Jews and other non-Greeks into 

administrative posts. Epiphanes died while trying to recapture lands under Syrian control. There is 

evidence that, to raise money for the campaign, he forced the wealthy to buy titles and ranks.  

6. Ptolemy VI Philometor (180–145 B.C.). The second successive king to come to power as a child, 

Philometor (―mother-loving‖), enjoyed his mother‘s guidance. While regent, Cleopatra ruled as monarch, 

minting her own coins and placing her name before her son‘s on official documents. Following her death 

in 176, the Syrian and Egyptian courts quarreled, and the two sides prepared for hostilities. In the 

meantime, a joint rule was celebrated, elevating as a triumvirate Philometer and his sister-bride Cleopatra 

(II), along with their younger brother Ptolemy VIII Euergetes II.  

When the Egyptians attacked, Antiochus IV Epiphanes, the Syrian ruler, overwhelmed them and fought 

his way to Memphis, where he had himself crowned pharaoh. A dispute between the two young Ptolemies 

undercut the war effort until it was healed by their sister. After Antiochus IV had subdued much of Egypt, 

had captured Ptolemy VI—apparently during an attempted escape to Samothrace—and had made the 

young ruler his client overlord in 168, he returned to Syria. But when he came the next year, he found that 

Cleopatra II and Ptolemy VIII had turned the countryside against him. His ensuing attempt to crush 

Alexandria failed. In the course of the war thus far, Cleopatra and her younger brother had sent appeals 

for help to Rome. Subsequent events turned the relationship of Rome and Alexandria from one of cordial 

but distant dealings to one of Egyptian dependence. The Roman ambassador sent to settle difficulties was 

C. Popillius Laenus. After delaying until he learned of Rome‘s victory over the Macedonians at Pydna, he 

ordered Antiochus to withdraw. When Antiochus hesitated, Laenus drew a circle in the dust around his 

feet and told the Syrian king to make up his mind before stepping out. During his forced return, Antiochus 

took out his frustrations on Jews in Jerusalem, an action that galvanized Maccabean resistance and led to 

Jewish independence.  



7. Dynastic Rivalries and Relations with Rome (145–52 B.C.). By pressing appeals at Rome in the 

winter of 169/8 for help against Antiochus IV, Egypt became a virtual client state. This situation, which 

lasted for almost a century, was characterized and perpetuated largely by feuding within the royal house. 

Barely four years after Rome forced Antiochus to withdraw, a quarrel between the two royal brothers 

became cause for public storm, leading to the ascendancy of the younger, Euergetes II. Philometor was 

forced into exile, and went to Rome. When members of the senate learned, to their embarrassment, that he 

was in the city, living in a cheap dwelling, they received him and heard his pleas for righting injustices 

committed against him. To its credit, the senate agreed only to ―reconciling the kings.‖ In time, 

Alexandrians demanded that Philometer be restored to Egypt; in the settlement, Euergetes II was handed 

control over Cyrene, a lesser appointment. Thus affairs remained until Ptolemy VI died from injuries 

suffered in 145 while on the threshold of regaining dominion over territories formerly held by Egypt in 

Coele Syria.  

Cleopatra II‘s attempt to install her young son on the throne as Ptolemy VII ended in disaster for him. 

The queen‘s younger brother Ptolemy VIII seized power, had his nephew killed, and married his sister, 

whom he unofficially set aside in favor of her daughter Cleopatra III. Euergetes‘ suppression of 

opponents, including the murder of his own son born to Cleopatra II, finally sparked a revolt in 131 which 

was backed by Cleopatra II. After an uneasy peace concluded between brother and sister in 127, Cleopatra 

II turned to the Seleucid ruler of Syria, Demetrius II, who had married her daughter, and embroiled the 

ruling houses of the two nations in quarrelsome matters of royal succession.  

Both Cleopatra II and Ptolemy VIII died in 116, opening the way for Cleopatra III to rule without rival. 

But instability also grew. Her attempt to elevate her younger and favored son, Alexander, met resistance 

from the Macedonian guard, who would not breach tradition, installing instead her older son Ptolemy IX 

Soter II. It was he who, except for the year 110/109, ruled with his mother until he was expelled from 

office in 107 by Ptolemy X Alexander I, Cleopatra‘s favorite. Alexander reigned through a period of 

worsening relations with his mother and the apparent crisis engendered by her death in 101. He then ruled 

with Cleopatra-Berenice (III), daughter of his older brother Soter II, until 88 when he was removed by 

Soter II, who again ascended the throne, this time with his daughter, until he died in 80. This king and his 

mother, Cleopatra III—even while hating each other—together launched an extensive building campaign 

during Ptolemy IX‘s first regnal period, laying the foundation of the great temple of Dendera and adding 

to other temples, notably that at Edfu. Ironically, in order to suppress a revolt during his second kingship, 

Alexander had much of Thebes destroyed in 85 B.C.  

Berenice III became sole ruler after her father Soter II died in 80. She married and elevated to the throne 

her cousin Ptolemy XI Alexander II, son of Ptolemy X. He then had her murdered and, after reigning 

nineteen days, was himself murdered in retaliation by soldiers.  

It was during the period of these kings and queens that Rome‘s influence grew in the eastern 

Mediterranean. Direct interference in domestic affairs of Egypt was never part of the Roman program, but 

the country‘s wealth was ever an attraction. The most important of Egypt‘s dominions to fall under 

Roman sway was Cyrene, which had been bequeathed to Rome by Ptolemy VIII while he still reigned 

there. In the interim, his illegitimate son, Ptolemy Apion, had ruled this dominion until his death in 96. 

Rome allowed its cities to remain independent until 74 when Cyrene as formally annexed as a province, a 

territory that had been Egypt‘s for more than two centuries. Next to be annexed was Cyprus in 58.  

8. Ptolemy XII Auletes (80–51 B.C.). Nicknamed Auletes (―flute player‖) because of his skill with the 

flute, Ptolemy XII was the son of Soter II. He held on to power through support which he brought with 

gifts at Rome. Though ineffectual as king—even being forced into exile for two years by Alexandria‘s 

citizens—he was able to remain neutral in Rome‘s war with Mithridates of Pontus in northern Asia 

Minor. While he was in Rome winning patronage to be reinstated by passing out lavish bribes to officials 

(including Julius Caesar), the queen, Cleopatra VI Tryphaena, assumed rule with her sister Berenice (IV). 

When Auletes was restored in 55 through the intervention of one of Pompey‘s officers, the king was 

obliged to install the Roman banker Rabirius Postumus as finance overseer, a result of Rabirius‘ huge 

loans for the king‘s lavish gifts. Although the appointment of a Roman was unprecedented, and eventually 



public outcry drove Rabirius from Egypt, his nomination doubtless arose because Egypt‘s taxes would lie 

under his direct control.  

9. Cleopatra VII (52–30 B.C.). The most famous of the Ptolemaic line, she and her older brother 

Ptolemy XIII became co-regents with their father Auletes in 52, a year before his death. Not content 

merely to share Egypt‘s throne, she involved herself in the upheavals besetting the late Roman Republic. 

Her first opportunity came in 48 when Julius Caesar arrived at Alexandria in pursuit of the defeated 

Pompey. When Caesar departed the next year, after subduing the Egyptian forces that had pinned him in 

the capital city, and solidifying Cleopatra‘s regal hold, by her account he left her with child. She named 

her infant son Caesarion. During the same year, Ptolemy XIII died and she married her younger brother 

Ptolemy XIV, who reigned with her until his death in 44.  

In the meantime, two important events occurred. First, Egypt‘s economy, which had sagged for decades 

(most recently under the weight of Aulete‘s bribes in Rome), began to revive under Cleopatra‘s 

leadership. With it, the country‘s fortunes seemed to rise. Taking an interest in all her subjects, even 

learning Egyptian along with several other languages, she came to enjoy solid popular support. Second, 

pursuing her loftier aim of being queen of the Roman world, she followed Caesar to Rome in 46. Her 

efforts to link her fortunes with his came apart in 44 when he was assassinated. Her retreat to Egypt did 

not last long. In 41, after the victory of the party led by Octavian and Mark Antony, she answered 

Antony‘s summons to account for her neutrality by going in person to Tarsus. Thereafter, Antony became 

Cleopatra‘s slave.  

In 40, Antony returned to Rome. There, in an apparent effort by Octavian to draw him from Cleopatra‘s 

grasp, Antony was married to his friend‘s sister Octavia. But in 36 he was sent east to lead the war against 

the Parthians. Once again, he fell under the Egyptian queen‘s charm. Politically, this was fatal for him in 

Rome, particularly when he gave large tracts of land to Cleopatra and, additionally, refused to visit his 

wife Octavia in Athens where she had come to meet him, choosing instead the company of the queen. 

Militarily, he was vanquished by Octavian in the naval battle fought at Actium in September of 31. When 

Cleopatra and her ships pulled away from the battle, Antony followed. It was only a matter of time before 

Octavian caught up with them in Egypt. The victor finally arrived in August of 30. Antony committed 

suicide. Cleopatra, after seeing that she could not entice Octavian, reportedly exposed herself to the bite 

of a cobra, the snake which had long symbolized royalty and divinity. Within days of her death, Egypt 

belonged to Rome.  

D. Egypt as a Roman Province (30 B.C.–A.D. 324)  

As the Ptolemies had thought of the land and its inhabitants as their personal property and workforce, so 

the emperors of Rome continued to look upon Egypt as their own. Octavian—later known as Augustus—

and his successors allowed no Roman of senatorial rank to visit Egypt without permission of the emperor. 

He had two reasons for this decision. First, Egypt‘s geography gave it a unity possessed by no other 

province. Flanked on both east and west by desert, it was difficult to invade. By sea, because of the 

prevailing northwest winds, it was most easily approached from the west. But no natural anchorage 

existed along the delta coastline except at Alexandria. Hence, Egypt could be turned into a base of power 

by an enterprising adventurer. The second reason was linked to Egypt‘s character as the most abundant 

agricultural producer among territories abutting the Mediterranean Sea. The confinement of the Nile 

valley—coupled with the Ptolemaic bureaucracy already in place—made management of shipping a 

simple matter. During the early empire, Egypt‘s produce offered the most certain and abundant supply of 

food for Rome. As Italy‘s needs for food grew, the stability of Egypt became paramount.  

1. Administration under Rome. Egypt was now governed from afar. Although his representatives 

lived in Egypt, the Roman emperor only occasionally visited the country. For the same reasons that those 

of senatorial class were to stay away, members of the emperor‘s family were not to come. Consequently, 

any appeal to Rome‘s highest authority, whether by a Roman citizen or on behalf of a person or a group—

as that carried out in A.D. 40 for Alexandria‘s Jews by Philo Judaeus and his associates—had to be made 

in Italy.  



The highest-ranking appointee in Egypt was the prefect, a person from the equestrian or knight class. 

His authority was preeminent, since responsibilities included those of principal financial officer, chief 

justice, and head of both the military and civil service. In the judicial realm, differences between the 

Ptolemaic era and that inaugurated by Rome are readily apparent. In place of the previous system of 

itinerant courts, the prefect now served as virtually the only judicial officer. Consequently, litigations 

could be resolved only by a certain expense and inconvenience to the parties. Yet the prefect‘s judicial 

circuit was largely limited to Pelusium in the eastern delta, Alexandria in the west, and Memphis for 

Upper Egypt. It must have become clear to many Egyptians that Rome intended to rule in civil matters 

with the least expense possible.  

The civil administration was reinforced in its duties by the military, with the prefect holding both. Rome 

could afford to keep relatively few civil servants on its payroll because the army secured order and 

cooperation, an empire-wide trait. When revolt broke out in the Thebaid over the first Roman census, the 

disturbance was quelled with a strength which showed that Rome would brook no dissent. The census, 

conducted every fourteen years, was designed chiefly to inventory properties for taxation purposes. The 

resulting records were deposited in Alexandria in a central records office, as well as in the capital city of 

the relevant nome or region.  

The nomes, consisting of more than thirty administrative regions in Egypt, acquired a new status under 

Rome. All village gymnasia—the basic educational institutions of Hellenistic societies—which had 

sprung up under the Ptolemies were now concentrated in nome capitals. The heads of these schools, 

gymnasiarchs, were given official status, each in a magistracy or urban office. These magistracies 

constituted an innovation. Several such offices were joined to form a type of city council, each officer 

with a different responsibility. One function of the urban magistracies was to keep track of youths who 

qualified by birth or otherwise for special privileges, including citizenship and reduced taxation. This 

policy perpetuated social classes, a fixation in Roman society. At the end of the second century, the urban 

magistracies formed the core for Septimius Severus‘ creation of senates in each nome capital.  

Service in a magistracy became difficult over time. Under the Ptolemies, civil service had been 

voluntary, except in crises when persons were conscripted, for example, to lease a certain tract of land. 

Although voluntary acceptance of governmental trusts continued under the Romans, during the first 

century the ―liturgy‖ was introduced. Under this system, not only were officials to use their own resources 

in performing their duties but their persons and properties were warranted as guarantees against any 

failure occurring during their tenure in office. One result was to weaken the wealthier peasants and, 

eventually, the more affluent of the middle class. To escape the harsh penalties for failures caused, say, by 

a bad agricultural year, some abandoned homes and lands. One reads of villages from which 10 or 12 

percent of the inhabitants had fled. In order to make up shortfalls, others were compelled to cultivate 

abandoned fields and were held liable for further failures. The reforms of Septimius Servus in 200 A.D. 

were designed to address falling revenues, then epidemic throughout the empire. He awarded senates to 

Egypt‘s nome capitals, making these bodies of about 100 persons responsible for the financial functions 

within the nome, e.g., collecting taxes or financing the municipal gymnasium. Each senator became liable 

for shortfalls that might occur in the jurisdiction of any and all associated on the council. To refuse the 

nomination to serve—even for a term of a few days, an attested circumstance—was no solution, since the 

nominee would thereby forfeit two-thirds of his property. While the impact on the wealthy who could 

accept such nominations was often ruinous, the effect was not uniform.  

Religion required attention. In Ptolemaic times, temple priests, often sympathetic to nationalist 

sentiments, were treated with respect. Under Rome, the rules changed. While sacred lands underwent no 

fundamental alteration, temples and priesthood ranks came under supervision of the ―high priest of 

Alexandria and all Egypt,‖ a Roman civil officer. Temples were inspected regularly and the ranks of 

priests limited, any excessive numbers being liable to the poll tax, a fee from which the priesthood had 

earlier been exempt. Even so, within the guidelines, temple personnel prospered and little complaining 

was heard from that quarter for a long time.  



To traditional religion in Egypt was added the emperor‘s cult. The emperor had taken the place of the 

Ptolemies as pharaoh, ―Lord of the Two Lands.‖ His divinity, celebrated in his cult, was widely accepted. 

Libelli, certificates of sacrifice submitted by all subjects, were imposed to ensure the ongoing function of 

emperor worship. Only Christians who were willing to risk public ridicule, and even death, refused to 

comply.  

Christianity‘s arrival probably occurred by the third quarter of the first century. Although literary 

evidence is thin, recent archaeological finds in the Fayyum are compelling. The movement is often 

thought to have embraced so-called heterodox forms and ideas; but the fourth-century gnostic texts from 

Nag Hammadi, taken with the speculative elements in the writings of the Alexandrian scholars Clement 

and Origen, need not be seen as broad indicators of Christianity‘s character throughout the country. While 

Egypt became a seedbed for movements later deemed schismatic, e.g., the Arian controversy of the early 

fourth century and the later Monophysite dispute which drove a wedge between Egyptian Christians and 

others, Egypt‘s contribution to Christendom in the early centuries is not thereby diminished. Like 

Christians everywhere, Egyptian adherents suffered severely—often for refusal to join in emperor 

worship—during both local and empire-wide persecutions. These gave rise to a martyrdom literature 

whose more sober accounts detail dreadful human suffering at the hands of Roman officials. Persecution 

also led to growth, with Christians becoming the numerical majority as early as 325 A.D. See also 

CHRISTIANITY (EGYPT).  

Citizenship was the dominant feature which perpetuated distinctions within Roman society. In Egypt, 

citizenship could be either Roman or of one of the ―Greek‖ cities: Naucratis, Alexandria, Ptolemais, or 

Antinoöpolis (founded in Middle Egypt in 130 by the emperor Hadrian in memory of his friend Antinoüs, 

who drowned in the Nile). People attracted to Antinoöpolis at its founding were awarded privileges, 

including exemption from certain taxes. Citizenship in the ―Greek‖ cities continued much as it had under 

the Ptolemies, featuring special exemptions. Roman citizenship formed the highest prize and, during the 

first two centuries of Roman rule, was awarded to those who had served in the legions. But the Edict of 

Caracalla (Constitutio Antoniniana de Civitate), issued in 212 A.D., gave citizenship to all inhabitants of 

the empire, diluting its importance. For those in Egypt, it apparently made little difference.  

2. Diocletian’s Reforms. The empire came under increasing strain in the late third century when a 

series of military leaders seized imperial power, none holding office for more than a decade. Diocletian, 

who became emperor in the fall of 284 A.D., saw the difficulties, and with his organizational acumen, 

revamped the empire‘s administrative structure. Egypt became a part of the eastern diocese and was 

divided into three provinces. The prefect‘s duties were restricted to the northernmost province in the delta. 

The other two provinces received governors (praeses), both of whom reported to the prefect. Military 

authority was placed in the hands of a duke (dux), leaving the prefect as a civil authority only. Taxation 

underwent simplification and was linked to a fifteen-year cycle (―indiction‖) of production estimates for a 

province, rather than to a quota established locally. In a further move to unify, Latin replaced Greek as the 

language of administration, but the impact in Egypt was slight.  

In Egypt, most prior governmental attempts to meet difficulties did not involve thorough reformation, 

only temporary measures which often led to further problems. Even after Diocletian‘s reforms, the 

strictures faced by small landholders drove them to deed their lands to owners of larger estates who could 

bear the burdens of ownership, a feature which would dominate Byzantine Egypt. All that the former 

sought in return was the right to farm their own holdings as lessees. Further, Roman objectives in Egypt 

did not really change. The wealth of the country was at Rome‘s disposal. Unlike the Ptolemies, who 

amassed wealth from the country and then disposed of most of it there, Rome was an absentee landlord. 

Egypt‘s riches, gathered by Roman civil servants, were sent off to Italy; Rome‘s fiscal interests were to be 

served, first and foremost. However, it is not completely fair to conclude that all in life was miserable. 

Evidence from papyri shows that, even in periods of political or economic difficulty, for many (perhaps 

the majority) of Egyptians life went on much as it always had, unperturbed by forces that shaped the 

larger picture of the empire‘s destiny.  
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S. KENT BROWN  

EGYPT, PLAGUES IN. The series of nine plagues (maggepōt), also called signs (˒otōt) and 

wonders (mōpet  m), climaxing with the tenth plague, the death of the eldest son (i.e. Passover), which 

Yahweh brought on Egypt to move the obdurate pharaoh to allow the Israelites to leave Egypt (Exod 

7:14–12:32). These events play a significant in Israel‘s salvation history in as much as they are linked to 

the deliverance from Egypt.  

A. Sources in the Plagues Narrative  

The three-source analysis (J, E, P) of Driver (1913: 24–29), which goes back to Wellhausen, has 

continued to find support (IDB 3: 823 and accompanying table; Clements Exodus CBC, 40–41; Childs 

Exodus OTL, 130–142). The reasoning for distinguishing J from E is not at all clear. The use of the rod in 

introducing the first plague (Exod 7:15b, 17b) is assigned to E (Childs, Exodus, 137), and yet the 

introduction of the magical rod is found in a passage generally regarded as belonging to J (Exod 4:1–4; 

Hyatt Exodus NCB, 48; Clements Exodus, 26). When the rod is in Aaron‘s hand, that section is assigned 

to P (Hyatt Exodus, 103).  

The use of divine names, ˒elōh  m (E) and YHWH (J), is considered as diagnostic for these two sources. 

However, this criterion does not work in the story of the plagues. In passages connected to E, according to 

Hyatt (p. 48; e.g. 9:22–23a, 35; 10:12–13a, 20–23, 27) and to Childs (p. 131; 7:15b, 17b, 20b, 23; 9:22–

23a, 24a, 25a, 35a; 10:12–13a, 15, 20, 21–23, 27; 11:1–3) YHWH is written, not ˒elōh  m. In fact, ˒elōh  m 

is never used without being associated with the divine name. Noth (Exodus OTL, 9–18) recognized this 

problem and maintained that J and E were virtually indistinguishable, and hence he referred to these 

narratives as JE, and the remaining sections were the work of P. G. Fohrer (1964: 60ff.), however, has 

argued against Noth for three sources in the plague narratives. His conclusions have more recently been 

endorsed by Childs (Exodus, 131). The work of a redactor, it is argued, removed some of the distinctions. 

The redactor is thought to be the work of the Deuteronomist by Clements (Exodus, 4), while Noth 

(Exodus 18) speaks of additions after P, and does not assign a particular redactor. For Childs, three 

sources are present and P is the redactor (pp. 131–32).  

A complicating factor in the source analysis is the relationship between Exod 7:14–12:44 and Psalms 78 

and 105, which have different sequences for the plagues than that in Exodus (see table in IDB 3: 823), and 

in recent years this has attracted considerable discussion (Lauha 1945: 39–50; Margulis 1969: 491–96; 

Loewenstamm 1971: 34–38). The differences may ―reflect only a free handling of the source material‖ 

(Allen, Psalms 101–150 WBC, 41), or what might be called ―liturgical license.‖ Psalm 78, for instance, 

mentions the rebellion in the wilderness (78:40–41) before mentioning the plagues in vv 44–51. The 

reversal in sequence is not accidental but deliberate to show that in the wilderness the Israelites forgot 

God‘s power as evidenced in the signs and wonders in Egypt. The reversal in order of wilderness period 

and the plagues/exodus events does not mean that the Psalmist had his history backward.  

It is clear that both Psalms refer to only seven plagues, which may in part account for the differences 

between them and Exodus. Again, liturgical reasons may lie at the root of this problem. Drawing 

conclusions on the relationship between these Psalms and Exodus, and what sources they may reflect, still 

entails much speculation.  



In recent years a number of scholarly works have raised serious questions about traditional sources and 

tradition criticism (Alter 1981; Kikawada and Quinn 1985; Rendsburg 1986; Whybray 1987). The 

emphasis has shifted from the micro to the macro structure of pericopes.  

B. The Structure of Plagues Narratives  

In their present form, the first nine plagues are closely related and constitute three parallel cycles of 

three plagues each, which for some indicate the literary unity of the text (Cassuto 1967: 92–93; Sarna 

1986: 73–78 and his table 4.2). The tenth plague represents the climax which resulted in the release of the 

Hebrews. Like the number seven, ten signifies completion and perhaps may be a climactic number 

(Loewenstamm 1971: 38). If the the literary unity, a tightly woven fabric, found in Exod 7:14–12:30 

merely reflects the work of the redactor, it might be asked if it is possible any longer to isolate the threads 

that have been so thoroughly reworked. This factor in part has led a number of scholars to aver that in 

matters of exegesis and theological reflection, the present form of the text must be seriously considered 

(Childs, Exodus, 149–51; Noth, Exodus, 18; Rendtorff 1986: 290).  

C. The Phenomena of the Plagues  

On the phenomena of the plagues from an Egyptian perspective, Petrie has said, ―The order of the 

plagues was the natural order of such troubles on a lesser scale in the Egyptian seasons, as was pointed 

out long ago‖ (1911: 35). For Petrie, the bloodlike Nile derived from stagnating conditions associated 

with the lowest level of the Nile before the beginning of the inundation which generally began in July. 

One very early rationalistic approach to the plagues was that of Eichhorn in De Aegypti anno mirabili 

(1818). In modern times, Hort (1957: 84–103; 1958: 48–59) has examined various natural explanations 

for the first plague and argued that for the right condition of the Nile to be determined it had to meet four 

attendant phenomena as outlined in Exod 7:20–24; (1) the blood red color (7:20), (2) the death of the fish 

(7:21a), (3) the putrid smell of the water (7:21b), and (4) the undrinkableness of the water (7:21c). For 

Hort, only one scenario explains all four and provides a basis for the rationale for some of the later 

plagues that appear in chapters 8–9, and that is presence of massive numbers of flagellates (Euglena 

sanguinea and Haematococcus pluvialis) in the waters of the inundation (1957: 94). The flagellates likely 

originated in Lake Tana and came via the Blue Nile to Egypt. The presence of the flagellates would 

account for the color as well as the loathsome taste of the water (p. 94). The flood waters are generally 

reddish owing to the presence of suspended particles of soil (Roterd), but this alone would not cause the 

other three phenomena. Furthermore, the flagellates yield high amounts of oxygen during the day but 

absorb oxygen during the night. Fish require a consistent amount of oxygen, and this fluctuating condition 

could lead to their death. If this theory is correct, then a chronological framework for the plagues can be 

established. The Nile rises in July–August, cresting in September, and declining in October and 

November (Hort 1957: 95). The implications of Hort‘s thesis for the study of the plagues of Egypt is so 

important that a thorough review of her observations is in order.  

In connection with the annual inundation, frogs are known to invade the land from the marshy banks of 

the Nile, usually in September–October (Hort 1957: 95). Hort notes that 7:25 dates the occurrence of the 

second plague seven days after the waters had been infected by the first plague, showing the relationship 

between the two (p. 96). The sudden death of the frogs (8:13) is attributed to their being contaminated by 

bacillus anthracis, which is found along the banks of the Nile and may have come from the decomposing 

fish (p. 98).  

The identity of the insect mentioned in the third plague (kinnîm) has been debated. ―Gnats‖ is a popular 

understanding (RSV; NASB; NIV; Cassuto 1967: 105); ―lice‖ is another suggestion (KJV, Clements, 

Exodus, 49). ―Mosquitos‖ (JB) makes very good sense in the aftermath of the inundation season, 

especially if it had been an abnormally high flood, which would take longer for pools and puddles to dry 

(Hort 1957: 98–99). Childs understands ―gnat‖ to be a type of stinging mosquito (Exodus, 156).  

The fourth plague is flies (˓ārōb), which as a collective means ―swarm‖ (Hyatt, Exodus NCB, 111). The 

LXX reads kunómuia, ―dog-fly,‖ so named because it is especially vicious. Hort also associates this flying 

insect with the sixth plague (1957: 101–3). The fifth plague (deber), which affected field animals (Exod 

9:3), is often described as ―murrian‖ (Hort 1957: 100; IDB 3: 823; KJV, RV). For Hort, the anthrax that 



was associated with the second plague now affected limited numbers of field animals, since most animals 

were kept in stables and shelters away from the flood waters during this season (1957: 100).  

―Boils‖ is the usual understanding for the sixth plague (šĕḥ  n), but boils do not afflict animals, and Exod 

9:9 specifies that this plague affected man and beast alike. For this reason, Hort ties this plague to the flies 

of the fourth plague (which she identifies as Stomoxys calctirans), which transmitted the anthrax to both 

humans and animals (1957: 102). St. calcitrans, known to multiply rapidly in warmer climates, bites its 

victims in the lower regions of the body, a point acknowledged in Deut 28:35.  

Hail, thunder, and lightning make up the seventh plague (Exod 9:23), which caused considerable 

damage to vegetation (9:25, 31–32). Rain and hail are not that common in Egypt (hence the statement in 

9:24), but very violent and heavy storms are known to strike even in modern times. In ancient times such 

storms were considered divine manifestations (Hoffmeier 1985: 224–45). Hort suggests, based on the 

time when storms hit Egypt and the agricultural date offered in 9:31–32, that February would have been 

the likeliest time for this plague to have occurred (1958: 49).  

Locust hordes, a known plague in the Mediterranean world and Africa—as the Bible elsewhere attests 

(Amos 7:1–2; Joel 1:4–7)—was the eighth plague. According to 10:13, an east wind (rûaḥ qād  m) 

brought the locusts to Egypt, and after the pharaoh softened his stance, a west wind drove them into the 

Red/Reed Sea (10:19). Hort argues that a north wind driving the locusts down the Nile valley better 

accords with the description in Exod 10:15 and with the prevailing wind patterns, which blow in off the 

Mediterranean; it also makes good sense of rûaḥ yam, a sea wind, i.e. a north wind (1958: 51). To resolve 

how a north wind could blow the locust west to yam sûp, Hort proposes emending yam sûp to yamin 

based on a misreading of the mem as samek and waw for yod. Yamin would mean toward the south. This 

is certainly a possible explanation, but unnecessary. The blowing of the locusts into the Red Sea possibly 

foreshadows the destruction of the Egyptian armies in the same waters in Exodus 14 (Cassuto 1967: 128–

29).  

The obscuring of the sun for three days (10:21), the ninth plague, must certainly have seemed strange in 

Egypt, a land accustomed to sunshine year round. Most commentators agree that a sand storm (Arabic 

khamsin), prevalent in Egypt between March and May, is the phenomenon in question (Clements Exodus, 

63; Hyatt Exodus, 126). Having traveled in Egypt from Minya to Cairo (ca. 170 miles) on a train in May 

1967, through the brown-orange darkness caused by a khamsin that blanketed a good portion of Egypt, 

the writer can attest to the eerie feeling caused by this phenomenon. Cars had to drive with lights on in the 

afternoon. Hort points out that the khamsin was exacerbated by the Roterd left behind by the sudsiding 

flood waters that would have covered the land (1958: 53).  

The tenth plague generally is considered to belong to a different realm than the nine. Sarna says, ―From 

a theological perspective, they are the instances of God‘s harnessing the forces of nature for the 

realization of His own historic purpose. The tenth and final visitation upon the pharaoh and his people is 

the one plague for which no rational explanation can be given. It belongs entirely to the category of the 

supernatural‖ (1986: 93).  

Some (Finegan 1963: 47–57; Kitchen, NBD, 943–44) agree with Hort that the scheme she proposes 

demonstrates ―that the Biblical account gives us true and historically accurate information of the events 

which led up to the Exodus of Israel from Egypt‖ (1958: 59). On the other hand, McCarthy (1965: 336–

37) rejects the approach of Hort owing to the inconsistencies between the Exodus material and Psalms 78 

and 105, claiming that there was no attempt to ―mirror reality‖ in the ―sequence of these episodes.‖ He 

maintains that the long oral and literary history of the traditions behind the development of the Exodus 

plagues pericope militates against the naturalistic analysis. In view of the literary considerations discussed 

already and the source critical questions raised above (sections A and B), one could equally ask, if the 

scheme proffered by Hort is logical and can be demonstrated as a sequence of events, how is it that a 

variety of traditions could be drawn together centuries later by a redactor that makes such good sense in 

an Egyptian context, but certainly not in Palestinian or Mesopotamian locales?  

D. Egyptian Religious Background to the Plagues  



It has long been maintained that Egyptian local color and a specific degrading of Egyptian deities are 

evident in the plague narratives. Exod 12:12 and Num 33:4 point out that plagues and exodus were God‘s 

executing judgment on ―the gods of Egypt.‖ Furthermore, Jethro, Moses‘ father-in-law, said ―Now I know 

that the Lord is greater than all the gods‖ (Exod 18:11a; RSV). Some have tried to see an Egyptian deity 

behind each plague (Davis 1971: 79–129; Aling 1981: 103–9); e.g. the Nile and the god Hapi; frogs and 

the goddess Heket; the cows and bulls struck by the murrain as representing Hathor and Apis 

respectively; the Sun being obscured and the god Re; etc.  

It is incorrect to regard animals in Egypt as ―sacred.‖ In some cases, there has been a misunderstanding 

about certain deities and their function. A few examples will suffice to demonstrate this. Concerning the 

first plague, Aling says, ―it is quite obviously an attack against the Nile god, Hapi. The god and the river 

were synonymous …‖ (1981: 106). However, Hapi is not the Nile, nor the Nile god. In fact, Hapi is 

associated with the annual innundation. While there are hymns to Hapi (P. Sallier II, P. Anastasi VII, and 

P. Chester Beatty V), there is no known temple, priesthood, or cult of Hapi. His praises were likely sung 

in connection with the annual innundation at other temples. The obese fecundity figures, wrongly called 

―Nile-gods‖ by early Egyptologists, are now classified as personifications of fertility by J. Baines in his 

authoritative monograph Fecundity Figures (Aris & Phillips 1985). Furthermore, it is inappropriate to call 

the river Nile ―sacred‖ because the Egyptians never used words like ―sacred‖ or ―holy‖ attributively of the 

Nile (Hoffmeier 1985). There is no evidence to suggest that the Nile was a sacred river in the sense used 

by Hindus of the Ganges river. These observations have an impact on the view that the Nile god is 

somehow shown to be overmatched by Yahweh. If the plague on the Nile, however, coincided with the 

annual innundation, as Hort suggested, then it could be argued that Hapi‘s manifestation in the 

innundation is overshadowed by Yahweh.  

The annual innundation was also connected to the resurrection of Osiris (Frankfort 1978: 190–91). It 

has been suggested that the reddish flood waters might have been seen by the Egyptians as the failure of 

Osiris to come back to life (Sarna 1986: 79). Or possibly, the red waters might remind the Egyptians of 

Osiris‘ death because his corpse was pulled from the Nile near Memphis, according to the tradition in the 

Memphite Theology (l. 9) and the Pyramid Texts (§ 615).  

In general, animals, even though associated with a particular deity, were not considered ―sacred.‖ 

Indeed, from the time of Amenhotep III the Apis bull at Memphis was mummified and buried at Saqqara. 

But only one bull at a time received the special treatment in the temple. Cows and bulls were slaughtered 

for meat. They were not revered in the sense that cows have a special status in Hinduism. While some 

animals were associated with a particular cult center and may have been kept as pets (Spencer 1982: 196–

97), not every animal of that species received special treatment or was linked with the deity. The 

proliferation of mummified animal burials (e.g. falcons, cats, ibis, baboons, etc.) began in the 7th century 

and possibly expanded as a nationalistic movement against Persian domination in an attempt to express 

the superiority of traditional Egyptian religion (Spencer 1982: 212). During the Greco-Roman period, the 

practice of mummifying animals reached its zenith. Whatever religious attitudes these burials reflect on 

the sacred nature of certain animals, they are certainly too late to have any association with plague on the 

animals in Exodus.  

The supremacy of the sun god Re (or Atum) throughout much of Egyptian history is well known. For 

this reason, the obscuring of the sun in connection with the 9th plague has been regarded as the triumph of 

the Hebrew God over the head of the Egyptian pantheon (Sarna 1986: 79; Aling 1981: 106). It was noted 

by Cassuto that ―evil‖ (rā˓â) in Exod 10:10 was a word play on the Egyptian term r˓ for sun, and that the 

darkness was a response to pharaoh‘s comment there (1967: 129). A recent detailed study of rā˓â 

elsewhere in the Pentateuch has made a good case for this word play on the sun god (Rendsburg 1988: 3–

15). It seems quite likely, then, that a connection between the 9th plague and Re can be made.  

One area of Egyptian backgrounds that has not sufficiently been explored is how the plagues affected 

the pharaoh and his office. In Near Eastern parlance, the ―hand of god X‖ is an idiom for a plague, and it 

has been suggested that the expression ―hand of Yahweh‖ in Exod 9:3 and 15 should be understood in this 

manner (Stieglitz 1987: 47). Consequently, plagues were considered to be divine in origin. This 



observation certainly fits the scenario of the epic struggle between God and pharaoh. It has also been 

observed that the expressions about the hand or arm of God in the exodus narratives take on a special 

meaning when it is realized that similar expressions are found in Egyptian literature that symbolize the 

conquering and controlling power of pharaoh (Hoffmeier 1986: 378–87; Görg 1986: 323–30). This 

realization shows that the contest was primarily between Yahweh and pharaoh, known in Egypt as the 

―Son of Re,‖ ―Good God,‖ and other divine epithets. The final assault on the power and authority of 

pharaoh came at ―the sea.‖ God says to Moses, ―I will get glory over Pharaoh and all his host; and the 

Egyptians shall know that I am the Lord‖ (Exod 14:4). The plagues, exodus, and the incident at ―the sea‖ 

were all a part of a cosmic struggle between Yahweh and pharaoh.  

The cumulative effect of the plagues on the Egyptian view of cosmic order and the king‘s role in 

maintaining it is a major issue in the plagues. From Dynasty 4 onward, the pharaoh bore the title ―Son of 

Re.‖ As such, he was the god of the Egyptian state and was responsible to maintain the cosmic order 

(ma˓at) on earth that had been established by Re at creation (Frankfort 1978: 51–56). Because of the bond 

that existed between the created order and the king as the incarnate ―Son of Re,‖ he was responsible for 

the fertility of the land as well as for the proper function of the Nile, and because of the strong bond 

between the sun god, Re, and the king, he was the one who illuminated the two lands, i.e., Egypt 

(Frankfort 1978: 56–59). The vitality of the land was ensured by a number of annual festivals and related 

rituals over which the king presided.  

The nine plagues certainly showed that a cosmic struggle was in progress, and they challenged the 

king‘s ability to maintain that cosmic order. If the king failed to execute his duties properly, the land 

would suffer, i.e., it would be in a state of chaos (isft), which is how Egyptian literature describes the 1st 

and 2d Intermediate periods. When a strong king appeared and regained control of the land, ma˓at was 

reestablished. The ―Admonitions of Ipuwer‖ laments the deplorable conditions within Egypt:  

Lo, the river is blood, as one drinks of it one shrinks from people and thirsts for water …  

Towns are ravaged, Upper Egypt became a wasteland …  

Lo, the desert claims the land, the nomes are destroyed, foreign bowmen have come to Egypt …  

See now, the land is deprived of kingship by a few people who ignore custom … (AEL 1: 147).  

The same despair is found in ―Prophecy of Neferti,‖ which dates to early in the 12th Dynasty, and was 

apparently written to help legitimize Amenemhet I (1991–1961 B.C.), the founder of the dynasty. 

Conditions move from gloom to glory at accession of Amenemhet as king. Neferti states:  

Dry is the river of Egypt, one crosses the water on foot; one seeks water for ships to sail on, its course 

having turned into shoreland …  

The land is bowed down in distress, owing to those feeders, Asiatics who roam the land. Foes have 

risen in the East, Asiatics have come down to Egypt …  

Re will withdraw from mankind: Though he will rise at his hour, one will not know when noon has 

come; No one will discern his shadow, no face will be dazzled by seeing him.  

Then a king will come from the South, Ameny the justified his name … Then Order (ma˓at) will 

return to its seat, while Chaos (isft) is driven away (AEL 1: 141).  

These texts have several points in common. First we see that the Nile is either extremely low, owing to 

poor innundations, or in some way is contaminated, and so the crops fail and people don‘t want to drink 

the water. Second, kingship that unites and controls the land is absent. Third, foreigners are present in 

Egypt; and fourth, the sun was concealed in some way.  

The plagues of Exodus 7–10 would have been understood by pharaoh and the Egyptians as a direct 

assault on the king, who was responsible for the proper function of the Nile, the crops, and the sun. This 

could be why the unnamed pharaoh of the exodus is so angered by the ―signs and wonders.‖ They were 

beyond the limits of his control. Perhaps his continued obstinacy was due to his hoping he could 

somehow reestablish himself as the Lord of Ma˒at.  

Indeed the gods of Egypt were shown to be impotent through Yahweh‘s ―signs and wonders.‖ But much 

of the language and symbolism of the exodus narratives is directed at the monarch and his inability to 

maintain order and protect Egypt from the Asiatic foreigners.  



E. Theological Implications of the Plagues  

In Exod 5:2 Pharaoh asks, ―Who is the Lord, that I should heed his voice and let Israel go? I do not 

know the Lord …‖ Ultimately, the plagues were the means used by God to convince Israel, Egypt, and 

Pharaoh that Yahweh was supreme. The plagues, along with the exodus from Egypt and the deliverance at 

―the sea,‖ were regarded as part of the mighty acts of God (Deut 3:24). In later Israelite worship, the 

plague traditions did not play a major role, and when they did, they were reworked (i.e. Psalms 78 and 

105) for reasons which are not clear. The recitation of the plagues in the Psalter serves to remind later 

Israelites of God‘s grace and power, which were soon forgotten in the wilderness (Childs Exodus, 169).  
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JAMES K. HOFFMEIER  

EGYPT, RIVER OF. Appearing only once in the OT, the expression nahar miṣrayim ―river of 

Egypt‖ serves as an element of the phrase ―from the river of Egypt to the great river, the river Euphrates‖ 

(Gen 15:18). The expression might suggest the Nile, certainly the best-known Egyptian river. But the 

contrasting designation of the Euphrates as the ―great river‖ implies that the nahar miṣrayim is a lesser 

waterway, probably the Brook of Egypt (see EGYPT, BROOK OF). Emendation of MT nahar ―river‖ 

(Gen 15:18) to naḥal ―brook, wadi‖ is unwarranted; the author of Gen 15:18 is placing Israel in contrast 

to, but also on a par with, the neighboring powers (on the passage, see Lohfink 1967: 65; Mölle 1989: 

166–67; Weimar 1989: 405–6). A late mention of the River of Egypt is found in LXX potamos Aigyptou 

(Jdt 1:9), clearly indicating the border of Israel with Egypt.  
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EGYPTIAN LANGUAGE. See LANGUAGES (EGYPTIAN).  



EGYPTIAN LITERATURE. Writers in ancient Egypt produced a great quantity of texts that can 

be considered as ―literature‖ in the sense that they partake in a tradition and were not composed simply to 

meet immediate needs of communication and finance. This entry consists of four articles. The first 

provides a broad, introductory survey of Egyptian literature. The second focuses on perhaps the earliest 

type of Egyptian literature—the biography. The second and third articles respectively cover two types of 

Egyptian literature that seem to have influenced Israelite (and therefore biblical) literature: love poetry 

and wisdom writings.  

SURVEY OF EGYPTIAN LITERATURE  

In this survey the term ―literature‖ will be used in a broader sense to include all kinds of texts belonging 

to the written tradition of ancient Egypt but excluding actual letters, receipts, files, and other documents 

that were not meant for tradition but for everyday use.  

———  

A. Generalities  

1. Definitions, Literaticity, and Poeticity  

2. Institutional and Functional Frames  

3. ―Poeticity‖: Formal Devices and Metrics  

4. Inscriptions and Manuscripts  

5. Forms of Transmission  

B. Genres  

1. Belles-Lettres  

a. Wisdom Literature  

b. Narratives  

c. Poetry  

2. Functional Literature  

a. Temple Literature  

b. Funerary (Mortuary) Literature  

c. Magical Incantations  

d. Codification of Knowledge  

3. Monumental Literature  

a. Royal Inscriptions  

b. Biography  

———  

A. Generalities  

1. Definitions, Literaticity, and Poeticity. Literature in the narrow sense of aesthetic or fictional texts 

will be called belles-lettres. These texts are called ―literary texts‖ in contrast to ―nonliterary texts,‖ which 

constitute the body of ―functional literature.‖ The criterion for attributing texts to one or the other corpus 

is their functional fixity. While some texts are meant to serve only one well-determined function, as is the 

case with magical spells or biographical tomb inscriptions, others, such as narratives, harper‘s songs, and 

wisdom texts, may serve several functions. The latter appear in different contexts because they are 

functionally nonspecific, that is, not permanently bound to a single context. This functional nonspecificity 

is our main criterion for determining the ―literaticity‖ of a text, regardless whether it exhibits poetic form 

(―poeticity‖) or not (Assmann and Assmann 1983: 269–74). Poetic texts may in fact be found within both 

belles-lettres and ―functional literature.‖  

All Middle Kingdom (hereafter MK) texts belonging to belles-lettres are framed by a narrative which 

explains their setting. This interior frame may be interpreted as the intratextual substitute of the 

extratextual context which is lacking in the case of literary texts. This custom of framing literary texts has 

caused chronological problems. Most Egyptologists tend to identify the date where the author locates the 

plot (the literary date) with the time of the author himself (the historical date). The literary date may in 



most cases, however, point to a much earlier time than the historical date and may thus have a special, 

symbolic meaning (which has, of course, nothing to do with ―pseudepigraphy‖ much less ―forgery‖).  

2. Institutional and Functional Frames. Institutions of literature, where books were produced, stored, 

and copied, were primarily the ―House of Life‖ (Eg pr ˓nḫ; Weber LÄ 3:954–57) and to a lesser degree 

the school. Houses of Life were attached to the major temples. They served not only scriptorial, but also 

ritual purposes for the sake of ―the preservation of life.‖ Their primary concern seems to have been the 

tradition of ritual and magicomedical knowledge, but the literary activities extended into the fields of 

education, wisdom, and belles-lettres on the one hand, and astronomy, cosmography, and ―sacerdotal 

sciences‖ on the other. In the schools the main focus was on educational (―teachings‖) and administrative 

knowledge (model letters). Our main sources here are the ostraca from Deir el Medinah and papyri from 

the Memphite area. Officials typically assigned to the House of Life were the priests of Sakhmet—

physician-scholars of broad erudition and magical competence (von Känel 1984), who appear in the Bible 

(e.g., Gen 41:8; Exod 7:11; Dan 1:20) as ḥartumm  m (Eg hrjw-tp) and constitute the typical entourage of 

pharaoh (Quaegebeur 1985; 1987). This institutional frame accounts for the seemingly strange 

combination of wisdom texts, narratives, rituals, hymns, and magicomedical texts which typically occurs 

in each of the (rare) relics of, or references to, libraries: e.g., the Ramesseum find (a chest with books, 

13th Dyn.; Gardiner 1955b), the Chester Beatty find (a group of papyri from Deir el Medinah, 20th Dyn.; 

Gardiner 1935) and the papyri from Elephantine (temple of Khnum, ptolemaic period) and Tebtunis 

(Roman period; Tait 1977; Reymond 1977), and the catalogues of temple libraries at el-Tod and Edfu, as 

well as the canon of 42 books described by Clement of Alexandria (Fowden 1986: 58–59).  

There are four major functional frames, or ―macro-genres,‖ to be distinguished in Egyptian literature: 

temple, tomb, palace, and administration. Within both temple and tomb literature a distinction should be 

made between ―recitation‖ and ―knowledge‖ literature. The latter term refers to codifications of 

knowledge necessary for the priest to perform a ritual or for the deceased to resist the dangers and pass 

the trials of the netherworld. Under the notion of ―palace,‖ we subsume the body of official royal 

inscriptions, most of which do not occur in palaces but in (relatively) public spaces like temple outskirts, 

courtyards, rock inscriptions, etc. Biographical inscriptions of nonroyal persons seem to address the same 

kind of public. They occur mostly on tomb walls and on temple statues. These genres are by necessity 

linked to the inscriptional or monumental form and therefore can be grouped together as ―monumental 

literature.‖ Bureaucracy seems to have been the most productive realm of all. The annual output of one 

minor temple office in the Old Kingdom (hereafter: OK) could amount to 120 m of papyrus. Bureaus of 

similar productivity were attached to palaces, various offices, granaries, workshops, and courts of justice. 

Quotidian administrative records should not be regarded as ―literary,‖ even in the broadest sense of the 

term, insofar as they do not belong to the Egyptian tradition by which is meant the body of texts intended 

for reuse or repeated reference.  

3. ―Poeticity‖: Formal Devices and Metrics. The basic formal principle in Egyptian literary 

compositions is semantic recurrence (LÄ 4:900–10), combining both continuous units and discontinuous 

units. The unit or verse corresponds to clauses of normal language, without any specifically poetical 

accentuation rules. Verse accent is identical with clause accent with the sole restriction that a ―verse‖ may 

not contain fewer than two and more than three pitches or cola (Fecht LÄ 4:1127–54). A carefully written 

literary manuscript may indicate verse stops by placing red dots above the line. Such verse points may 

occur in virtually every genre of Egyptian literature. Higher units of text organization, such as verse 

groups, stanzas, paragraphs, songs, or chapters, are also semantically defined. They may be graphically 

indicated by rubrics or other signs (Assmann 1983d). ―Poeticity‖ is scalar; poetry differs from prose not in 

kind but in degree. A measure of poeticity is the recurrence of elements. The number of recurrent 

elements can be increased or decreased. Especially popular were songs with several short stanzas, each 

stanza beginning with the same line as a refrain. But the intensified use of imagery may also have been 

esteemed as a sign of poetical value.  

4. Inscriptions and Manuscripts. In ancient Egypt there were two writing systems in use: hieratic, the 

cursive script, and hieroglyphic, the monumental script. In spite of the fact that hieratic developed out of 



hieroglyphic, they had to be learned separately. The Egyptian scribe was taught the hieratic script. Only 

artists went further and studied the hieroglyphs as well. A scribe was supposed to possess a reading 

competence in hieroglyphs; writing them required special training. Significant for hieroglyphic script is 

its iconicity: hieroglyphs retained (in opposition to almost all other scripts which started as picture 

writing) their pictorial character and thus belong as much to the sphere of monumental art as to that of 

writing (Assmann 1988a).  

Hieroglyphs are the monumental script. Virtually all Egyptian monuments bear inscriptions. The 

extraordinary cultural significance of monumentality seems the most prominent feature of ancient 

Egyptian civilization (Assmann 1988b). The inscribed monument (tomb, statue, stela, offering table) 

bestows a ―body‖ and a ―voice‖ to the deceased. The hieroglyphic text is thereby always linked to a place 

and a person; it is ―situationally bound‖ (in opposition to the ―situationally neutral‖ character prerequisite 

of belles-lettres). All inscriptional literature is ―eponymous‖ (produced in the name of a historical person) 

and ―autothematizing‖: temple inscriptions refer to a king, tomb inscriptions to a deceased person.  

Hieratic is the script for ―manuscripts‖ on portable materials like papyrus, ostraca (limestone and 

pottery), and (more rarely) leather and wood. The demarcation line between hieroglyphic/monumental 

and hieratic/mobile communication is rather strict. There are virtually no texts pertaining to belles-lettres 

in hieroglyphic/monumental form, whereas in some exceptional cases, inscriptions pertaining to official 

literature were copied in papyrus (the Kadesh poem, the Kamose stela, the Berlin leather roll among 

others). In the genres of temple and tomb literature, however, the distinction between the monumental and 

the cursive is blurred, because the decoration of temple and tomb walls was carried out from manuscript 

prototypes.  

There are three functions of recording to be distinguished: eternalization, publication, and storage. 

Eternalization is the function which is linked to the inscriptional form. It keeps a text present at a certain 

place, regardless of its readability for human eyes. Eternalization belongs to the ―monumental sphere‖ as 

a sphere of eternal duration (in Egyptian: ḏt/djet/ ―endurance‖ ―unchangeability‖) into which one may 

enter by erecting a monument. Publication is the function that addresses human readers (letters address 

specific readers), thus implying different kinds of readerships. For publication, either inscriptions or 

manuscripts may be used. The inscription on a royal stele, for example, addresses visitors to a given 

place; the manuscript can reach distant readers. Storage is a function serving to keep texts and data 

permanently accessible. It is always linked to the manuscript form.  

5. Forms of Transmission. Two kinds of transmission have to be distinguished: productive and 

reproductive transmission. Reproductive transmission affects texts, which are copied, epitomized, and in 

exceptional cases even commented on, whereas productive transmission is based on types or genre-

specific deep structures (ÄHG, 1–94). Type-oriented text production achieves functional identity through 

being related to a specific situation and by virtue of a corresponding situational competence. Text-

oriented reproduction achieves formal identity by the techniques of copying. A copyist may acquire the 

source text by reading it, by dictation, or from memory. Each method can give rise to different kinds of 

possible mistakes.  

The Egyptian scribal culture does not seem to have developed more than very rudimentary methods of 

philological emendation (text control) and exegesis (sense control). Besides textual and contextual 

relationships between texts, there is also the possibility of intertextual relationship, which is based on 

texts (and not types), but in a productive way, producing new texts with (explicit or implicit) recourse to 

older ones. Intertextuality is most prominent in Wisdom Literature, where references to classical texts 

(such as the Teachings of Ptahhotep) occur even in late Egyptian instructions (like Amenemope). The 

notion of ―classical‖ texts seems also to be restricted to Wisdom Literature. The two different lists of 

―classical authors‖ preserved from the Ramesside Periods contain names connected with wisdom texts 

(Assmann 1985).  

A special problem of transmission is addressed by the terms ―sacred literature‖ and ―canonization.‖ 

Sacred texts are texts which not only deal with ―sacred‖ matters but also possess in themselves a kind of 

sacredness. Sacred texts may thus be regarded as ―verbal sanctuaries‖ of restricted access requiring 



special qualifications (purity, initiation) in their reciter. Most of the temple and tomb literature belongs to 

this category. Funerary literature was almost exclusively confined to the inaccessible parts of the tomb. 

This seems to be the only domain where, beginning perhaps in the Persian period (27th Dyn.), a process 

of canonization developed. At about this time, the body of mortuary spells was compiled within a ―book,‖ 

fixed with respect to outer limits and interior arrangement.  

An attempt at canonization in a somewhat different sense may, however, be observed in the 

transmission of literary texts during the Ramesside period. Only a limited selection of ―Great Texts‖ seem 

to have been treated in the scribal curriculum and therefore survive in dozens of (mostly very corrupt) 

copies.  

B. Genres  

1. Belles-Lettres. a. Wisdom Literature. Wisdom Literature is the earliest and the most important 

genre of Egyptian belles-lettres and seems to have been considered by the Egyptians themselves as the 

very quintessence and apex of their literature. (The ―encomium of ancient writers‖ in pChester Beatty IV 

endeavors to show that a ―book‖ is a far more glorious monument than a pyramid; the examples 

mentioned are sages appearing in wisdom texts.) There is no Egyptian term corresponding to Heb ḥokmâ 

(―wisdom‖). Egyptian wisdom texts employ the word ma˓at (hereafter Maat), signifying ―truth, justice, 

righteousness, order.‖ Wisdom Literature consists of two major genres: ―teachings‖ (Eg sb3jjt) and 

lamentations (also comprising dialogues and prophecies). The teachings deal with Maat and the 

individual, the lamentations with society as a whole vis-à-vis the social and political norms of Maat.  

Teachings date back to a time perhaps as early as the OK. Following the Egyptian tradition, the genre of 

teachings begins with Imhotep, the famous vizier of King Djoser of the 3d Dyn.; the ―literary dates‖ of 

many preserved teachings point to the OK: Instruction for Kagemni (Snofru). Instruction of Djedefhor 

(4th Dyn.), Instruction of Ptahhotep (Isesi of the 5th Dyn.). All these dates may be literary fictions, but 

the possibility of an OK date for at least a part of these texts cannot be entirely excluded. Whereas 

teachings continue well into Hellenism (Lichtheim 1983; Sanders 1983), lamentations seem to be 

confined to the MK and to the Late Period. Late examples are: the Moscow Literary letter (Caminos 

1977), demotic texts like the Oracle of the Lamb and the Demotic Chronicle, and the Greek Oracle of the 

Potter. Many of the (presumably) MK texts are, however, preserved on New Kingdom (hereafter: NK) 

mss (Neferti, Khakheperreseneb [AEL 1: 145–49], Admonitions [AEL 1: 149–63]).  

b. Narratives. (1) Didactic. There are two narratives of the MK which show a very high level of 

reflection and have therefore been labeled ―didactic‖ pieces (Otto 1966). These are the Story of Sinuhe 

and the Tale of the Shipwrecked Sailor. Both are situated outside Egypt. Sinuhe flees from Egypt to 

Palestine, where he achieves wealth, family, and social recognition, but returns to Egypt in order to be 

buried with royal favors (Loprieno 1988). The story reflects upon problems of intentionality (attributing 

the flgiht to the ―plan of some god‖), of the relationship between human and divine, commoner and king, 

individual and the social environment and the individual with the interior self (Eg jb ―heart‖). The story 

illustrates the basic conviction, typical of ancient Egypt, that there is an indissoluble bond between 

pharaonic dominion and life beyond death. The shipwrecked sailor (AEL 1:211–15) travels east and 

become stranded, after a shipwreck, as sole survivor on the shore of an exotic island, where he encounters 

a serpent god. The question which the serpent asks repeatedly and with increasing emphasis, ―Who has 

brought thee to this island?,‖ requires the answer ―god,‖ and thus points in the same direction as Sinuhe: 

divine intervention in human life. A special feature of this text is its concentric structure. Not only is there 

a frame-story motivating the main tale and providing it with a setting, but also an interior tale told by the 

serpent. Both tales have a consolatory and admonatory function. The serpent admonishes the sailor to 

survive solitude by self-control (dōr jb), the sailor admonishes an expedition leader to overcome fear by 

self-control.  

From later tradition, only the report of Wenamun (Helck LÄ 6: 1215–17; Loprieno 1988: 64; AEL 2: 

224–30) may be compared with these MK stories. It is most closely related to Sinuhe in its imitation of a 

nonliterary form: Sinuhe is cast in the shape of a tomb biography, Wenamun in the shape of an official 

report. Wenamun addresses the same topic: an Egyptian outside Egypt. Wenamun travels to Byblos on an 



official mission to fetch lumber for the bark of Amun. His lord is none other than Amun himself, for the 

story takes place in the time of the Theban theocracy (21st Dyn.). The pretention and impotence of this 

regime are most amusingly ridiculed by the diverse failures of the hero to acquit himself of his 

commission.  

The Doomed Prince (pBM 10060 = Harris 500 vso 4.1–8.15; Gardiner 1932: 1–9; AEL 2: 200–3) is 

another NK story dealing with the Egyptian abroad, but in a completely different, fairy tale manner. A 

prince is doomed to die by one of three destinies: the crocodile, the serpent, or the dog. He emigrates to 

Syria, marries a princess, and escapes his first destiny by her vigilance (the remainder is lost; pBM 10060 

= Harris 500 vso 4.1–8.15). The allegorical story of the Blinding of Truth (pBM 10682; Gardiner 1932: 

30–36) may be classified as ―didactic‖ because of its strong moralizing tone. ―Truth,‖ a man, is falsely 

accused of theft by his brother ―Lie,‖ and blinded. But ―Truth‖ begets a son with ―Desire‖ (the name is 

only conjectural), who avenges his blind father before the tribunal. The story stresses the two 

fundamentals of Egyptian ethics: the superiority of truth over lies, and the son as avenger of his father (in 

which respect the story is an allegorical variant of the myth of Osiris).  

(2) Mythological Tales. Contrary to what might be expected in Egypt, mythological tales belong not to 

religious but to ―entertainment‖ literature, the only exception being the insertion of mythological episodes 

in magical spells, where they assume the function of mythical precedents. There are no nonmagical 

examples preserved antedating the NK. The most important text is The Contendings of Horus and Seth 

(AEL 2: 214–23) preserved on pChester Beatty I. In its present form, this text is an attempt at collecting 

various tales and episodes concerning the struggle of Horus and Seth for the succession to the throne of 

Osiris within the frame of an endless litigation. Six episodes appear to have originally been autonomous 

tales: (1) the offending and reconciling of Re (who is offended by Baba‘s injunction: ―Your shrine is 

empty,‖ and reconciled by Hathor (who shows him her pudenda); (2) the ruse of Isis who, in the guise of 

a beautiful girl, brings Seth to proclaim his own judgment (an etiology of the claw-footed god Nemti); (3) 

Horus and Seth‘s combat as hippopotami (Säve-Söderbergh 1953); (4) the blinding and healing of Horus; 

and (5) the ―homosexual episode‖ (this portion appears already in a late MK papyrus from Kahun, 

probably in a medico-magical context [pKahun VI,12 recto; cf. Posener 1951b: 36.]).  

Other tales are fragmentarily preserved: an early version of the Myth of the Solar Eye (pMoscow 167, 

ed. Caminos 1956: 40–50) and a story concerning the Syrian goddess Astarte (pAmherst 9; Gardiner 

1932: 76–81; see also Helck 1983). The Story of Isis and Re (pTurin Pleyte and Rossi pl. 131.10–135.14 

and pChester Beatty XI rto. [Gardiner 1935, pl 64]; ANET, 12–14) figures in a magical text. Common to 

these tales is a rather burlesque rendering of the divine characters and actions, a feature also characteristic 

of Mesopotamian mythology. Very different in its exterior form of presentation is the Myth of the 

Heavenly Cow (Hornung 1982), preserved as an element of wall decoration in royal tombs, perhaps 

because of its proximity to cosmography. This myth gives an account of the ―Fall,‖ or rather of the 

―Parting,‖ of the world, because it is the separation of heaven and earth, of gods and men, which, 

according to Egyptian concepts, marks the decline of the ―Golden Age.‖ The Tale of the Two Brothers 

(Gardiner 1932: 9–30; AEL 2: 203–11; Blumenthal 1973: 1–17) is not a myth but rather a folk tale whose 

protagonists are gods. (The mythological links point to the 17th–18th nome of Upper Egypt, where 

Anubis and Bata appear together in cult legends.) The story resembles the biblical story of Joseph and 

Potiphar‘s wife. Bata, a herdsman, is asked by Anubis, his elder brother and a farmer, to help him with the 

sowing (in Egypt the seed was stamped into the ground by cattle which were driven over the newly sown 

fields). Anubis sends Bata home to bring more seed, where the wife of Anubis tries in vain to seduce him. 

Later, she calumniates him before her husband. In its Egyptian version, the myth has an evident original 

meaning: the act of sowing puts the herdsman in a suspicious position, because he enters and even 

―inseminates‖ the farmer‘s fields with his cattle. The tale, by its explicit exculpation of the alleged 

adulterer, helps to disambiguate the situation. On tomb reliefs of the OK there is even a song connected 

with the scene of sowing which alludes to the myth of Bata, the innocent shepherd (Assmann 1977a; 20–

21).  



(3) Tales of Kings. Apart from official inscriptions, narratives in which kings appear as protagonists are 

surprisingly rare: the Story of Neferkare and the General Sisene (pChassinat I = Louvre E 25351; Posener 

1957) and the Story of King Djedkare (?) and General Merire (pVandier = pLille; Posener 1985) are tales 

situated in the distant past and critical of the pharaoh and his moral stature. In the first tale, Pepi II 

indulges in nocturnal escapades with homosexual implications and neglects law and order; in the second 

tale, Pharaoh breaks his promise to protect the widow and orphan of Merire, who has consented to die in 

his stead. With these tales, we are close to the anecdotes of Egyptian kings which appear in Herodotus‘ 

history and reflect the oral tradition of the time. But in the Tale of the Two Brothers, the pharaoh also 

appears as an unprincipled dallier with his wives, courtiers, and appetites (Posener [1960] contrasts the 

negative image of the king in literary narratives with the elevated representation of divine kingship in 

official records).  

Closer to official literature may have been the fragmentary Story of Apophis and Seqenenre (Gardiner 

1932: 85–89; Goedicke 1986; LAE, 77–80). But here also, one is surprised to find Seqenenre, who to 

judge by the state of his mummy must have met a heroic death in a battle against the Hyksos, unable to 

find an adequate answer to the insulting challenge of the Hyksos king, who has complained about the 

noise of the hippopotami. The narrative contrasts sharply with a contemporary and official document, the 

stelae of Kamose, which glorifies the deeds of the victorious king.  

Related to royal narratives is The Story of King Kheops and the Magicians (pWestcar [pBerlin 3033]; 

Blackman 1988; LÄ 4: 743–45; AEL 1: 216–22; LAE, 16–30). Various tales about miracles worked by 

several magicians are followed by an account of the divine origin of the 5th Dyn.: the sun god begets 

triplets with Rud-djedet, the mortal wife of a provincial priest, and the triplets eventually ascend the 

throne of Egypt (Brunner-Traut 1988: 31–59). Kheops (Khufu) threatens the newborn future kings with 

persecution (like Herod in Matt 2), showing the typical unreliability of the ―roi des contes‖ (Posener 

1956: 10–13).  

(4) Satire. Many of the ostraca and some papyri which contain series of drawings seem to give 

illustrations of fables (Brunner-Traut 1968) and fabliaux (Omlin 1973) existing only in oral tradition. 

Some of the fables recur in demotic and Greek texts more than a thousand years later (parallels have been 

pointed out by E. Brunner-Traut in various articles). Especially conspicuous is the theme of the ―world 

turned upside down,‖ e.g., a mouse pharaoh conquering a town defended by cats (Brunner-Traut 1968: 4 

with fig.1) or a hippopotamus collecting figs in a tree (ibid. p.5 with fig. 8). These pictures give an idea of 

what might have been Egypt‘s place in the ―history of laughter‖ (see also HUMOR AND WIT 

[ANCIENT EGYPT]).  

(5) The World of the School. Although the school is where most of the belles-lettres were transmitted 

and perhaps also produced, there are some texts or books which seem connected with this institution in a 

more particular way. The book Kmjt (―the sum‖), which dates from the MK and which Posener was able 

to reconstruct out of hundreds of ostraca (Posener 1951a), has been convincingly identified as a 

schoolbook containing formulas of salutation, narrative passages, and maxims (Barta 1978). In the NK, 

the ―satirical letter‖ (pAnastasi I; ANET, 475–79) served similar purposes, presenting a great variety of 

salutation formulas and information about the geography of Palestine and related subjects (Gardiner 1911; 

Fischer-Elfert 1986). The most characteristic feature of scholastic literature is found in the ―miscellanies,‖ 

papyri containing model letters and literary exercises of all sorts. Miscellanies include eulogies; hymns 

and prayers; admonitions to the pupil not to become a soldier, or not to get drunk or indulge in similar 

debaucheries; satires of the trades (after the model of the Instruction of Kheti, perhaps the most famous 

classic of Egyptian literature [see Brunner 1944; Helck 1970]); and lists of commodities (Gardiner 1937; 

Caminos 1957). Real letters, a fair number of which have been found, exhibit the hallmarks of this scribal 

training (Bakir 1970), but they cannot be considered ―literature‖ even in the broadest sense of the term. 

(Letters from the NK were published by J. Černý [1939] and translated by Wente [1967]. Letters to the 

dead were published by Gardiner and Sethe [1925].)  

c. Poetry. (1) Religious Poetry. Hymns and prayers appear in both the genre of belles-lettres and the 

functional genre of temple literature. In spite of some common aspects, the two categories are distinct. 



The Hymn to the Nile (latest edition: van der Plas 1986), which appears in NK mss as one of the 

―classics‖ of MK poetry to be studied in school, is clearly a literary text. The hymn is didactic, depicting a 

great variety of phenomena from both nature and culture as manifestations and gifts of the Nile. The 

Teaching for Merikare (AEL 1: 97–109) closes with a beautiful hymn to the creator god. At the end of a 

passage, the central theme of which is recompense and retribution, the author shows that god has always 

given, thus placing all human action in the role of response. The famous Cairo hymn to Amun-Re 

(ÄHGNo. 87; ANET, 365–67) is a collection of hymns evidently intended more for literary than for 

liturgical purposes (the number of surviving ostraca indicates that the text was studied in school). Both 

texts praise ―God‖ as the one and only creator and maintainer of the world, the other gods being merely 

part of the world, along with men and animals, heaven and earth, trees and plants. The hymns from Tell 

el-Amarna (ÄHGNos. 91–95), which may well have been composed by King Akhenaten himself, continue 

in some way this tradition and may, in spite of their liturgical purpose, be placed among religious poetry 

because of their unusual perfection. The Leiden Papyrus J 350 contains a cycle of hymns to Amun, 

arranged by numerical puns as in some cycles of love songs. Some of these hymns, e.g., the hymn ―200‖ 

(ANET, 368), mark the summit of Egyptian theological reflection (Assmann 1984: 274–77). These texts 

achieve a new concept of the oneness of ―God,‖ in opposition to the virtually infinite multitude of ―gods.‖ 

Instead of primacy—one divinity ruling others—there emerges the idea of abscondity—God being the 

hidden unity symbolized by the manifest multitude of divinities—to dominate theological discourse.  

An important part of scholarly ―miscellanies‖ is alloted to prayers (ÄHGNos. 174–95) and among the 

exercises on ostraca are some of the jewels of Egyptian religious poetry (e.g., AEL 2: 110–14). These 

poems share the spirit of personal piety which dominates late Egyptian Wisdom Literature, exemplified in 

the Wisdom of Amenemope (AEL 2: 146–63; Assmann 1979).  

(2) Banquet Poetry. Banquet or ―entertainment‖ songs are linked with the Egyptian concepts (and 

customs) of ―making holiday‖ (jrj hrw nfr), ―following the heart‖ (sms jb) and ―diversion‖ (sḫmḫ jb, lit. 

―cause the heart to forget‖ [Fox 1982; Assmann 1989a]). Two genres in particular seem to be connected 

with the banquet scene: love songs (see the article on EGYPTIAN LOVE SONGS below) and harper‘s 

songs.  

Some 25 harper‘s songs have so far been identified (Assmann 1977b). With the exception of one song 

on papyrus—said to have been copied from the tomb of a king ―Antef‖ (AEL 1: 194–97; ANET, 467)—all 

are preserved on tomb walls, accompanying the figure of a harper or lutist. They can be classified into two 

groups: (1) the ―make merry‖ songs, which combine the motifs of memento mori and carpe diem, and (2) 

songs which assume the form and content of funerary liturgies. Only group (1) has preserved—within the 

context of tomb decoration—the characteristics of its original situation: the festive banquet. The memento 

mori motif—in connection with an exhortation to enjoy life—occurs from the epic of Gilgamesh and the 

biblical book of Qohelet to late Egyptian festival customs as described by Herodotus (2.78) and in the 

Roman writers Horace and Petronius.  

2. Functional Literature. a. Temple literature. (1) Recitation literature. The most archaic ritual 

papyrus, the ―Dramatic Ramesseum Papyrus,‖ discovered in a wooden chest along with literary works 

(Sinuhe, Eloquent Peasant, and wisdom texts) and medico-magical texts, contains a ritual for the 

accession or jubilee of Sesostris I (Sethe 1929; Barta 1976). The papyrus is horizontally divided into a 

broader zone containing the text (139 lines referring to 47 scenes), beneath which runs a narrow strip with 

31 pictures. The text of each scene begins with (1) the title of the scene and (2) its mythical interpretation, 

followed by (3) a direct speech, which is introduced by an identification of the (always divine) speaker 

and addressee, and (4) some notes concerning roles, objects, and places. Nos. 2 and 3 typically refer to the 

divine world, whereas No. 1 and the pictures refer to the cultic sphere, giving the names of priests, 

objects, and ritual actions. Two elements are very typical of the Egyptian cult: first, cultic communication 

is divine communication, man addressing the gods in the role of a god (Horus or Thoth) and uttering 

words which have the magical force of divine speech; second, cultic action is interpreted by the 

accompanying recitation as a mythical event taking place in the divine world (―sacramental 

interpretation‖). But the myths are never coherently represented in cultic action, only alluded to in a very 



discontinuous manner. The coherence of the ritual is on the cultic level, not on the level of mythical 

interpretation (Schott 1945; Otto 1958).  

A similar ―dramatic text‖ is preserved on the Shabaka stone in the British Museum and forms the first 

part of the ―Memphite Theology‖ (AEL 1:51–57), but this text refers exclusively to the mythical sphere. It 

gives an account of the development of the Egyptian kingdom (1st stage: two kingdoms under Horus and 

Seth; 2d stage: one kingdom under Horus at Memphis; see Junker 1941). Here, coherence is established 

on the mythical, not the ritual, level. We are dealing here with ritual and even dramatic representation of 

mythical events; this type of cultic performance seems to be exclusively connected with some of the 

major festivals, like that of Osiris at Abydos (see Schäfer 1904) or the Triumph of Horus as it was 

performed in Ptolemaic times in Edfu (Fairman 1974) and Philae (Goedicke 1982). The festival of ―the 

birth of the god‖ (mswt nṯr) was performed in the mammisi (―birth house,‖ attached to the temples) in the 

form of a sacred drama consisting of a sequence of scenes and long speeches of gods (Daumas 1958; 

Sauneron 1962: 185–244). (For the general question of theater in Egypt, see Drioton 1942.)  

Several papyri from the early Ptolemaic to the Roman period contain liturgies especially connected with 

rites and ceremonies of the cult of Osiris in Abydos. Most important among these texts, in terms of lyrical 

composition, is the Lamentations of Isis and Nephthys which exist in several versions (pBerlin 3008 

[Faulkner 1935–38; AEL 3: 116–21; pBremner Rhind [Faulkner 1933]; pNew York Metropolitan 

Museum of Art 35.9.21, 38–54). Another important genre of recitation connected with the cult of Osiris is 

the so-called glorification (sōḫw), several liturgical collections of which are preserved (Goyon 1974; 

Haikal 1972; Möller 1900; Smith 1987). The cultic setting of both lamentations and glorifications is the 

Stundenwachen (hourly vigil), an Osirian rite performed in the temples of Edfu, Dendera, Philae, and 

elsewhere (Junker 1910; Soukiassian 1982).  

The purpose of the daily temple ritual is to tend to the cult image with fumigations, libations, unctions, 

and adorations (pBerlin 3055 [Moret 1902]), and to feed the god (this aspect of the ritual has been 

preserved in the ritual for Amenophis I [pChester Beatty IX; Gardiner 1935, pls. 50–58 and pCairo CG 

58030+pTurin CG 54041]). In the Ramesside period, the scene of the offering of Maat, a symbol of truth, 

justice, and order to be established on earth by the king, gains a prominent place in the ritual. This scene 

by itself expresses the whole ideology of sacrifice, which, in Egypt, is based not on the idea of a 

communal meal, where the community of offerers or sacrificers share in the consuming of the victim (as 

in the Mesopotamian, Israelite, and Greek conception), but on the idea of exchange (in the sense of Mauss 

1966), where humans render to the divinities what they have given, in order that they continue to give. 

Maat is what emanates from god in the form of vivifying and organizing energies, and it is rendered to 

one ―who lives on Maat‖ as justice and ritual correctness. This idea is expressed in a long recitation, the 

―Litany of Maat,‖ which accompanies the offering (ÄHGNo. 125). The Litany originated in the cult of the 

sun god, but extended to other cults during the NK, especially that of Amun-Re, it is attested in the 

Ptolemaic period in numerous copies in all the major temples. Another prominent place in the daily as 

well as the festival ritual was allotted to the recitation of hymns, of which several hundred exist mostly on 

private (i.e., funerary) monuments. The hymns to the sun god and to Amun-Re show an especially great 

variety of form and theological evolution during the NK (Oswalt 1968; Assmann 1969; 1983a; 1983b; 

Daumas and Barucq 1980). The most explicit version of the myth of Osiris is to be found in a hymn to 

Osiris on a stela of the 18th Dyn. (AEL 2: 81–85). Hymns to the king exist on papyri from the MK (cycle 

of hymns on Sesostris III; pKahun [ÄHGNos. 228–31]) and of the Ramesside period (Condon 1978). The 

―Loyalist Instruction‖ (LAE, 198–200), a wisdom text of the MK, begins with an elaborate eulogy of the 

king (Posener 1976).  

A special place must be reserved to the (mostly penitential) hymns and prayers subsumed under the 

rubric personal piety. Some forerunners date back to the 18th Dynasty (Posener 1975), but as a literary 

phenomenon the movement belongs to the age of the Ramessides (13th–11th centuries). Personal 

calamity, sickness especially, is now interpreted as a case of divine intervention (Borghouts 1982; 

Griffiths 1988) in punishment for some crime which has to be publicly confessed in order to restore the 

disturbed relationship between the individual and the offended deity. Many of the texts show remarkable 



literary qualities in their poetic form and religious content, thus testifying to an oral tradition which may 

have originated during the Amarna age (14th century B.C.) as a period of persecution, during which the 

ancient cults were prohibited and adversity was explained as divine wrath and abandonment (Assmann 

1984: 258–67).  

(2) Theological and Mythological Treatises. Scattered among various genres of temple and even 

funerary literature (like spells, hymns, and architectural inscriptions), some texts display elements of a 

coherent theological system. Among the earliest examples are the ―Theology of Shu‖ in Coffin Texts 

(CT) spells 75–83 (de Buck 1947; Assmann 1984; 209–15; Allen 1988; 13–27), and the ―Theodicy‖ in 

CT spell 1130 (Assmann 1984: 204–8). CT spell 80 recounts how Atum floated unconscious in the 

primeval waters and, in the act of becoming conscious, ―becomes three‖ (CT II 39e). The ancient names 

of Shu and Tefnut, the twin children of Atum with their cosmic significations ―air‖ and ―humidity‖ (?), 

are translated in the new theologico-philosophical system as ―life‖ and ―truth‖ (Maat).  

Thus, ―life‖ and ―truth,‖ together with Atum (whose name expresses both the ―totality‖ and 

―nonexistence‖ of being), constitute a primordial trinity foreshadowing similar conceptions in neo-

Platonist cosmology. The theodicy of spell 1130 is a monologue in which the creator takes credit for four 

good deeds which he performed at the time of creation. In listing the four deeds, the god makes two 

assertions of prime importance: that he created all persons as equals; and that it was not he who taught 

humanity to do wrong; rather, people do wrong of their own volition (AEL 1: 131–33; ANET, 7–8).  

It has been argued that the theodicy of CT spell 1130 may have been a response to that part of the 

Admonitions of Ipu-Wer (AEL 1: 149–63), which Otto has called The Reproach to God (Otto 1950; Fecht 

1972). The most famous of Egyptian theological treatises is preserved in the second part of the Shabaka 

inscription (commonly referred to as the ―Memphite Theology‖: Breasted 1901; Sethe 1929: 1–80; Junker 

1940; ANET, 4–6; AEL 1:51–57; Allen 1988: 42–47, 91–93), which recounts how Ptah created the world 

―through heart and tongue,‖ i.e., by conception and proclamation, and how heart and tongue operate in 

nature. The text, which had formerly been dated to the OK, is now proved to be, at least in its final state, 

not earlier than the 13th century B.C. In the stress it lays on conception and speech as means of creation, it 

comes closest to the biblical account of creation (Koch 1965). Theban theology produced a similar 

treatise, which centers around the concept of ―life‖: Amun vivifying the cosmos by means of his 10 Bas: 

Bas 1–5 are the vivifying elements: the sun, the moon, the air (Shu), the water (Nun), the fire (Tefnut); 

Bas 6–10 are the vivified beings: the royal Ka (humanity), the lion-and-bull (i.e., quadrupeds), the hawk 

(i.e., birds), the crocodile (i.e., fishes and reptiles) and the serpent (i.e., the dead and all chthonic animals) 

(ÄHG No. 128; Goyon, Parker and Leclant 1979: 69–79).  

Many of the great hymns from the Ramesside period onward shows the same systematizing approach 

and may well be termed treatises (note ÄHG Nos. 127–31, 143–45; AEL 3: 109–15; Sauneron 1962). 

Architectural inscriptions of Ptolemaic temples often include very elaborate accounts of the mythical 

origin of the temple. Obviously, these inscriptions represent a larger body of mytho-theological literature 

which is otherwise lost.  

b. Funerary (Mortuary) Literature. (1) Funerary and Mortuary Service. The funerary ritual exists 

only in the form of a sequence of pictures (Settgast 1963); the accompanying recitations are lost, except 

for a great variety of dirges, some of which are very expressive in their treatment of affliction and 

bereavement (Lüddeckens 1943). Much better preserved is the ritual of ―Opening the Mouth,‖ for which 

we have not only the pictures but also the spells (Otto 1960; Goyon 1972: 85–182). The ritual was 

originally intended for the ―vivification‖ of statues and was later extended to mummies, objects, and even 

temples. It contains a very archaic section (scenes 8–21) where the ―shape‖ (jrw) of the deceased is 

captured by the sleeping son in an oneiric vision. (P. Munro [1984] interprets this part as the ancient ritual 

of regicide). The embalming, which took place in a separate building (w˓bt) during the 70 days between 

death and burial (see also EMBALMING), was accompanied by the recitation of a collection of spells 

known as the ―Ritual of Embalment‖ (Sauneron 1952; Goyon 1972: 17–84) as well as of the ceremonies 

of Stundenwachen (hourly vigil) comprising lamentations and glorifications (LÄ 6: 104–6). The offering 

cult in the tomb chapel was also accompanied by recitations, which appear as inscriptions on tomb walls 



but are also found on papyrus (LÄ 6: 998–1006). Many hundreds of these ―glorification spells‖ (s3ḫw) 

exist. They complement the corpus of funerary literature in a fortuitous way, because they belong to a 

―productive‖ rather than ―reproductive‖ tradition and thus reflect the development of funerary beliefs far 

better than the magical spells of funerary literature.  

(2) Funerary Literature. The textual equipment of the dead is called ―funerary literature‖ (Sethe Pyr). 

In the OK, it is restricted to the tombs of kings and appears from the end of the 5th Dyn. (e.g., pyramid of 

Unas: see Piankoff and Jacquet-Gordon 1974) in the form of hieroglyphic inscriptions on the walls of the 

hidden chambers inside the pyramid. More than 2,200 spells are known; together these constitute the so-

called ―Pyramid Texts‖ (PT; Sethe Pyr; Faulkner 1969), the most ancient corpus of religious texts. After 

the breakdown of the OK, the institution of funerary literature was extended to nonroyal use (a process 

called ―democratization,‖ or better ―demotization‖). Many of the PT survived embedded among a great 

number of new spells, the ―Coffin Texts‖ (CT: de Buck 1935–61; Faulkner 1973–78; Barguet 1986), 

which were inscribed on the panels of wooden coffins of the MK. In the NK, a selection of these spells 

reappears together with new spells on papyrus scrolls known as ―Books of the Dead‖ (BD; Naville 1886; 

Budge 1898, 1910; Faulkner 1985; Hornung 1979). During the NK, and until the Late Period, there is 

great variation among the individual scrolls: no two of them coincide. Only in the Saite or Persian period 

does this fluctuation give way to a more strictly canonized form, where the number and sequence of 

―chapters‖ become standardized (Lepsius 1842; Allen 1960). In the Ptolemaic and Roman periods, new 

compositions appear which are more adequate to the changed funerary beliefs of the period: the two 

―books of breathing‖ (Goyon 1972, 183–317) and the ―book of traversing eternity‖ (Stricker 1950–56). 

Related documents are the collections of ―glorification spells‖ (s3ḫw) which occur on separate scrolls or 

annexed to Books of the Dead, both in Hieratic and Demotic (Smith 1987) script (Goyon 1974).  

The spells of the PT are still close to cultic recitations performed in the process of embalming, the 

funerary procession, and the mortuary cult. Probably all of them derive from ―festival scrolls‖ (h3bt), 

though only the spells connected with the ritual of food offering (PT 26–203) can be attributed with any 

certainty to a cultic context. Many of these sequences of spells remain in liturgical use until the LP, when 

they reappear, copied not from the pyramids themselves but from other liturgical manuscripts in the 

temple library (Möller 1900). The principle of ―sacramental interpretation‖ is very prominent in almost all 

the spells. For example, in PT 373 the presentation of food is connected with the sacramental ideas of 

revivification (bodily reintegration) and ascension to heaven.  

Spell 273–74, the famous ―cannibal hymn,‖ gives a sacramental interpretation of some yet unidentified 

rite, wherein the king is said to ―live on his fathers and to feed on his mothers‖ (AEL 1: 36–38). With the 

CT, the situation is different. Here one finds liturgical sequences of spells, some of which can be traced 

back to the PT and downward to liturgical papyri of the Ptolemaic period. Most of the spells serve some 

magical purpose for the deceased in the hereafter: ―transformation spells‖ to transform him into every 

shape he desires, ―food spells‖ to provide him with food, every kind of apotropaic spell to ward off 

dangerous demons, the ―Book of the Two Ways‖ to guide him through the difficult topography of the 

netherworld (Lesko 1972), as well as the maps of the ―field of Hetep,‖ the Egyptian paradise (Lesko 

1971–72; Mueller 1972). Titles and postscripts, carefully written in red, give indications as to function, 

accompanying pictures, objects, actions, and success (―proved efficient, a million times‖). This ―bookish‖ 

layout of the texts contrasts most strikingly with the monumental austerity of the PT. The PT ―eternalize‖ 

the oral recitations of the funerary and mortuary cult, the CT equip the deceased with all kinds of magical 

material and knowledge concerning the hereafter. The BD continues this development from funerary 

liturgy to magical book. The great innovation of the 18th Dyn. are multicolored vignettes, which come 

into standard use after the Amarna period (Munro 1988). With the Book of the Dead, the Egyptian idea of 

a post-mortem judgment has achieved its classical form (chaps. 30 and 125; see Yoyotte 1961; Brandon 

1967; for representations, Seeber 1976, and Grieshammer 1970 for earlier stages). Another remarkable 

text is chap. 17 (= CT spell 335), which seems to be one of the very few Egyptian texts that received a 

―philological‖ treatment in the form of a commentary with numerous glosses written in red ink (Rössler-

Köhler 1976).  



(3) Books of the Netherworld. Whereas the PT are exclusively royal, the CT and BD are nonroyal. 

Only with the NK does a new body of texts appear which seem to function as exclusively royal funerary 

literature. These are the ―books‖ which decorate the walls of the royal tombs. For the most ancient 

compositions, the ―Amduat‖ and the ―Litany of Re,‖ an origin in the solar cult is very probable. But some 

of the later compositions which do not appear in tombs until after the Amarna period may have been made 

expressly for the royal hereafter. All of them, however, are centered around the theme of the solar circuit 

in its nocturnal phase (when the sun god Re passed through the underworld) and may be better understood 

as codifications of priestly knowledge in connection with the solar cult.  

c. Magical Incantations. Magic, following the Teaching for Merikare (AEL 1:106), was given to 

humanity as a weapon ―to shield off the blow of what might happen.‖ Magic is always directed ―against‖ 

something: snakes, scorpions, evil demons that might threaten a newborn child, and especially diseases. 

There is a very strong link between medicine and magic, and most of the preserved texts are medico-

magical. But magic can also be directed against political enemies (Sethe 1926) or cosmic foes (pBremner 

Rhind 22.1–32.12 [Faulkner 1933]) and is therefore not restricted to the private sphere (as opposed to the 

temple). Catalogs of sacred books mention compositions entitled ―Manifestations of Re‖ (b3w R’w), 

which may well have been magical books of execration and protection. The literary importance of 

magical literature lies in the fact that it preserves many accounts of mythical episodes in a vivid and often 

even poetically structured narration (among the most important are ―Re and Isis‖ [ANET, 12–14] and the 

texts on the Metternich stela [Klasens 1952]. For a very useful collection of translated spells, see 

Borghouts 1978).  

d. Codifications of Knowledge. (1) Onomastica. Egypt cannot compete with Mesopotamia in its use 

of lists and tables for the systematization of knowledge. But this might be due to the scarcity of secular 

material. The Abusir Papyri from the archives of the funerary temple of Neferirkare Kakai (ca. 2470 B.C.) 

make ample and very careful use of tabular forms (Posener-Kriéger and de Cenival 1968; Posener-Kriéger 

1976). Many of the spells of the CT and some of the chapters in the BD reflect these bureaucratic 

techniques in their arrangement. They are arranged in the same systematizing manner, listing the parts of 

the ferry boat (CT 398) or the fowling net (CT 474; see Bidoli 1976) and their mythical counterparts, the 

members of the body and their divine equivalents (BD 42) and the 42 assessors of the divine tribunal, 

their places of origin, and the specific sins which the deceased declares not to have committed (BD 125). 

Especially important is the ―list of offerings‖ which developed during the first five dynasties. The first 

lists were documents of real funerary possessions and equipment, but soon such lists became standardized 

and developed into tabular representations of a very complex ritual of funerary offerings (Barta 1963).  

The Egyptian Onomastica, catalogs of things arranged by their kind, contain ―everything that Ptah has 

created, what Thoth has written down, heaven with its affairs, earth and what is in it, what the mountains 

belch forth, what is watered by the flood, all things upon which Re has shone, all that is grown on the 

back of earth‖ (Gardiner 1947: Onomasticon of Amenemope). The earliest example of this genre dates 

back to the MK, but the best-known composition, the onomasticon of Amenope, is from the 21st Dyn. 

(11th century B.C.). These Egyptian ―catalogs of the universe‖ have been compared with the closing 

chapters of the book of Job (von Rad 1960; Keel 1978: 24). There are strong connections between the 

onomastica and the ―satirical letter‖ (pAnastasi I), which may be regarded as just a variant form of 

presentation for a similar albeit more specialized material. The latest onomasticon, dating from the 1st and 

2d centuries A.D., was discovered by J. Osing on a papyrus from Tebtunis. Here, we are dealing with a 

real vocabulary, because the material is arranged in linguistic categories.  

The famous king-lists date from the NK and exist in monumental form at Karnak (Redford 1986: 29–

34) and Abydos (ibid: 18–20), as well as on a papyrus (the ―Royal Canon of Turin‖). The papyrus list is 

much more complete than the monumental versions and represents the kind of sources on which 

Manetho‘s Aegyptiaca was based.  

King-lists and annals have to be carefully distinguished from historiography; they contain no narration 

and thence do not attribute any specific meaning or significance to the past, but are simply tools of time 

reckoning and chronological orientation (Redford 1986). Similar attempts at systematization and 



codification must have been undertaken for other fields of knowledge as well, but these are only indirectly 

attested. The beautiful reliefs in the solar sanctuary of Niuserre (5th Dyn. [Edel 1961–64]) and the reliefs 

of Thutmose III known as ―Botanical Garden‖ (Porter Moss 1960–81, 2: 120) show a sophisticated level 

of biological knowledge. (The Punt reliefs in the temple of Hatshepsut at Deir el Bahari are similar.) A 

papyrus in Brooklyn with an ophiological treatise is still unpublished. The existence of legal codifications 

is, however, controversial (Allam 1984).  

(2) Medical and Mathematical Manuals. Medical manuscripts exist in great numbers from the MK 

(pKahun, pRamesseum III, IV and V; and many medico-magical manuscripts) to Roman times (Reymond 

1976). The most important manuscripts date from the NK, but may contain much older material (pEbers, 

pEdwin Smith, pHearst, pMedLondon, pMedBeatty VI, pCarlsberg VIII, and pMedBerlin 3038; a list is 

given in HO 1/2
2
 §36 pp. 212–14). The manuscripts differ very significantly from each other in the extent 

of magical elements. Some are almost free of magic (pSmith, pEbers, pDemWien), some almost free of 

technical medicine.  

Medicine was the domain of the priests of Sakhmet, who were assigned to the ―House of Life‖ and 

combined the highest erudition in all fields of science with magical competence (von Känel 1984; 

Ghalioungui 1983). The medical manuscripts, especially pSmith and pEbers, are excellent examples of 

―scientific prose.‖ The individual sections follow strict formal patterns and often contain glosses written 

in red ink which explicate phrases and technical terms, or provide additional information or variant 

readings.  

Mathematical manuals are attested from the MK onward (pRhind = pBM 10057+58 from the Hyksos 

period, copy of an MK original; five MK documents, others of Greco-Roman date). The NK is 

represented only by a section in pAnastasi I. The title of pRhind is of remarkable solemnity:  

Exact reckoning. The entrance into the knowledge of all that exists, everything obscure, ( … ), every 

secret. (Peet 1923: 33; Chace et al. 1927: 49)  

The manuscripts give collections of mathematical problems arranged in systematic order (Gillings 1972).  

(3) Cosmographies. (a) ―Funerary‖ cosmographies in the royal tombs. The ―Books of the 

Netherworld,‖ which appeared as elements of wall decoration in the royal tombs since the reign of 

Thutmose I, can be viewed in two ways: (1) as the royal equivalent to the Book of the Dead, that is, as 

funerary literature (Barta 1985), and (2) as cosmographic codifications of knowledge about the 

netherworld and part of a ―sacerdotal science‖ particularly connected with the solar cult (Assmann 1970). 

The earliest of these compositions are the Amduat (Hornung 1963–67) and the Litany of Re (Hornung 

1975). The first is more descriptive, being an itinerary of the nocturnal part of the sun‘s circuit; the second 

is more liturgical, consisting of laudations in invocations of the sun god. But the Amduat also integrates, 

alongside descriptive passages, a great number of hymns and speeches into its cartography. Word and 

image are very closely related in this genre, the most striking feature of which perhaps being that it 

presents a vast amount of knowledge about the unknown in the same clear arrangement as the tables of 

Egyptian bureaucracy. There are no blanks in these maps of the netherworld.  

After the Amarna period, other compositions of this type appear in the royal tombs: first the Book of 

Gates (Hornung 1980) and the Book of the Heavenly Cow (since Tutankhamun: Hornung 1982), later also 

the Book of the Earth (Piankoff 1953), the Book of Caverns (Piankoff 1946), the Book of Nut (Neugebauer 

and Parker 1960) and lesser documents (Hornung 1984). In these books, the descriptive and iconic parts 

recede in favor of the recitative parts, a distribution which might be indicative of their function as 

funerary literature (which is primarily recitation or incantation literature). One of these books, however—

the Book of Day and Night (Piankoff 1942)—is exclusively descriptive but belongs to a recitative type, a 

cycle of sun hymns for each hour of the day, which occurs independently in contexts related to the solar 

cult (Assmann: ―hourly ritual,‖ ÄHG Nos. 1–12). The whole composition appears only in the Ptolemaic 

temple of Edfu. This proves the affiliation of the entire genre with the solar cult and its pertinent priestly 

knowledge. A very prominent feature of this literature is its hermetism. These are texts which, until the 

end of the NK, virtually never occur outside the royal tombs, which were hermetically sealed.  



(b) Geographic manuals of the Late Period. It is only in the Ptolemaic period that comparably 

exhaustive and systematic codifications of knowledge referring to the terrestrial sphere appear. There 

must have existed manuals of religious geography comprising all the nomes of Egypt and indicating for 

each of them its capital, reliquiae, god and goddess, priest and chantress, bark and canal, tree and holy 

hill, dates of principal feasts, taboo, serpent, cultivated land and swamps. These manuals must have 

served as sources for the various processions of nomes and related compositions which appear with 

striking uniformity in many of the great Ptolemaic temples (Osing discovered an exact parallel to parts of 

the Edfu list on three papyri from Tebtunis, which proves that there existed a uniform and canonized 

tradition of religious geography for all the temples of Egypt).  

There also existed monographs dealing only with particular areas, but in a more comprehensive manner, 

inserting mythical traditions, illustrations, and the like; the pJumilhac for the 17th and 18th nome of 

Upper Egypt (Vandier 1962) and the famous papyri of the Fayyum (Lanzone 1896; Botti 1959) are 

examples. Another document of religious geography in tabular arrangement is the pTanis 2 (Griffith 

1889).  

Another field of sacerdotal science was time reckoning and astronomy. The dates of most Egyptian 

feasts were based on astronomical observation and calendaric calculation, which were therefore of prime 

necessity for the cult and secondarily for the administration. Astronomical tables of the hours of the night 

occur already in MK coffins (Neugebauer and Parker 1960). Catalogs of temple libraries and Clement of 

Alexandria mention many titles having to do with astronomy and chronology (Fowden 1986: 58–59), but 

very little is preserved (Neugebauer and Parker 1960). Festival calendars, which form a regular part of 

temple decoration already in the NK, may be extracts from those chronologico-astronomical manuals.  

Omen literature consists chiefly of oneiromantic (pChester Beatty III 1–11r; see Sauneron 1959; for 

Demotic sources, Volten 1942) and calendric manuals (calendric papyri with lists of lucky or unlucky 

days with mythological explanations: nine calendars, from MK onward [see Bakir 1966]; for Lunar 

omina, Parker 1959). A very typical example of what might be termed oracular literature are the Amuletic 

decrees of Dyn. 21–22, where the oracular decision of Amun-Re, the supreme deity, is recorded to protect 

any individual against all possible dangers coming not only from evil spirits, but also from major deities 

like Ptah, Thoth, Hathor, Sakhmet, and even Amun himself; the genre thus reveals a deep-rooted distrust 

and anxiety typical for this period, which extends even to the divine sphere (Edwards 1960). Security is 

only to be found in a supreme and transcendent deity far above the world, a deity whom the texts 

circumscribe in an elaborate panegyrical letterhead with the titles of the instance which issues the decree 

(ÄHG No. 131).  

3. Monumental Literature. a. Royal Inscriptions. Inscriptions recording royal deeds begin with the 

11th Dyn. They manifest a new concept of kingship wherein the king is no longer a god but the 

incumbent in a divine office and therefore under continuous need of legitimation. His legitimation is 

based less on any dogma that the king is the incarnation or son of a god than on his deeds, which he 

therefore proclaims by inscriptions erected in public space. But the ―publicity‖ is directed more to a 

divine than to a human public, because it is the divine world whose acceptance matters most. Thus, the 

new concept of kingship, inherited as it seems from the nomarchs of the First Intermediate Period (whose 

autobiographies, characterized by the same need for legitimation, mark the very summit of the genre), lies 

at the root of a literary genre which soon becomes productive of significant and carefully formed texts.  

One of the first examples, a building inscription of Sesostris I, was even copied centuries later because 

of its literary merits (de Buck 1938; Goedicke 1974). The literary form of this text, which became 

normative until the Late Period, has been termed ―Königsnovelle‖ (royal novella: Hermann 1938). A 

royal decision of far-reaching consequences and its successful realization is framed by a scene of 

consultation between king and councillors, where reasons are given for the royal action and the superior 

insight and providence of the king are demonstrated. But even inscriptions which are not couched in the 

form of a royal novella often show the same concern for careful substantiation of royal actions as, e.g., the 

boundary stelae of Sesostris III at Semna and Uronarti (AEL 1: 118–19).  



Another prominent feature of royal inscriptions are panegyrical amplifications of the royal ―protocol‖ 

(the canonical sequence of five names and titles of the pharaoh). The earliest example occurs in the 

literary autobiography of Sinuhe (ÄHG No. 227), and hundreds of such ―eulogies‖ occur in inscriptions of 

the NK. The eulogies develop two major themes: the king as warrior and as lord of temples and cults. 

During the NK there was a change in the general pattern of interpreting historical events; in the light of 

the new ―theology of will‖ underlying the ―Personal Piety‖ movement, events tended to be seen as divine 

interventions. The most striking examples of this new sense of history are the documents recounting the 

Battle at Kadesh (van der Way 1984; Goedicke 1985; AEL 2: 57–72), where the victory of Ramses II is 

attributed to a personal intervention of Amun in his favor, and the Israel Stela of Merenptah (ANET, 376–

78; AEL 2: 73–78), where the victory over the Libyans represents the execution of divine judgment in a 

heavenly tribunal.  

The summit of this new theology of history is reached in the inscriptions of Ramses III, perhaps the 

most pious king on the throne of Egypt, who expressed his piety in a beautiful hymn to Amun–Re (ÄHG 

No. 196; Oswalt 1968: 148–54) and numerous inscriptions in the form of interlocutory speeches between 

god and king (Görg 1975). It is to the piety of Ramses III that pHarris I refers in a post-mortem account of 

royal actions—especially donations—with lists, invocations, prayers, and a historical review recounting 

the overcoming of chaos at the turn from the 19th to the 20th Dyn. (Erichsen 1933; ARE 4 §§182–412; 

ANET, 260–62). This section is the most elaborate example of an ancient tradition of restoration texts that 

begins with inscriptions of nomarchs such as Anchtifi of Moalla and Kheti of Herakleopolis, who boast of 

themselves as having saved their respective territories from starvation and turmoil. The idea of the ruler as 

savior was adopted in the Prophecy of Neferty (AEL 1: 139–45) for the royal ideology and subsequently 

exploited in royal inscriptions, but only when the historical situation actually motivated such an 

interpretation, as in the expulsion of the Hyksos (Hatshepsut: Speos Artemidos Inscription), the 

restoration of the cults after the Amarna revolt (Tutankhamen, Haremhab, Seti I), the disturbances at the 

end of the 19th Dyn. (Sethnakht Stela, Elephantine) and at other turning points (Assmann 1983e).  

b. Biography. See the separate article on EGYPTIAN BIOGRAPHIES below.  
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JAN ASSMANN  

EGYPTIAN BIOGRAPHIES  

A. Content and Significance  

Older than the Pyramid Texts, biography is the first literary genre known from ancient Egypt and the 

best attested. This must be attributed to the fact that the Egyptian biography was never a purely secular 

composition, i.e., a narrative produced for the entertainment or edification of the reader. It was, rather, a 

religious document and was essential to the preservation of a person‘s soul. Biographies are always found 

in holy precincts—either funerary or the temple. Even the ―autobiographical‖ story of Sinuhe, a popular 

literary narration of extraordinary events in an official‘s life, uses the standard form of a funerary 

inscription. (For the way genuine biographies function in their religious settings, see below.)  

The earliest known biographical inscription was written by a noble, Metjen, in the 4th Dynasty ca. 2620 

B.C.E. (See Goedicke 1966: 1–71 for a somewhat whimsical translation and commentary.) From that time 

forward, virtually every official who could afford a tomb also dedicated a biographical inscription (van de 

Walle 1975: 815 provides a general bibliography).  

An Egyptian biography opened with the deceased‘s names and titles to show that he had been a man of 

standing. Then followed a litany of stereotypical epithets (sometimes richly metaphorical) describing his 

moral virtues. A few highlights from his career might follow, though many Egyptian biographies omit 

them entirely. Egyptian biographies, in fact, rarely contain information we would consider historically 

significant. More typically, they record anything about a life which would demonstrate that the person 

who lived it was of high position and moral character, possessed temporal power, and served his king or 

god well.  

Since the earliest biographies were inscribed at the entrance to the subject‘s tomb chapel—with the 

stated purpose of impressing passersby—an appeal to the living to give offerings, to say offering 

formulas, or simply to repeat the subject‘s name quite often followed the biographical passages, ―for the 

breath of the mouth is beneficial to a man‖ who ―lives by the repetition of his name.‖ For a discussion of 

this idea, and of the accompanying notion that saying a formula costs the sayer nothing, see Spiegelberg 

1908: 67–71. On the appeal to the living, see also Garnot 1938.  

To an Egyptian, then, biography functioned as the prologue to an appeal, and it seemed most natural to 

appeal in the first person. This was so even in cases where the text specifically states that a pious son or 

other near relative had dedicated the monument. In most cases, therefore, it is not possible to say with any 

certainty whether a biographical inscription was written by its subject, for the vast majority of texts were 

written in the first person and appear to be autobiographical. In some few cases, such as the biography of 

Metjen, the inscription is written in the third person. Even more rarely, the author will address the subject 

of the biography, so that the form used is second person: cf. the Old Kingdom biography of Ptahshepses 

(Sethe 1904) and the two speeches addressed to Petosiris by his sons (Lefebvre 1923–25: no. 61).  

B. Biography as a Record of Ethical and Religious Thought  

This general pattern obtained in Egypt throughout the 3,000 years that the Egyptian biography as a 

genre was in vogue. In addition, Egyptians continued to write these texts in hieroglyphs long after that 



writing system had been superseded (first by hieratic, then by demotic Egyptian) for all but temple texts 

or state decrees. Despite the religious function of Egyptian biographies, however, and that people‘s 

undeniable respect for tradition, subtle changes crept into them—such as variations in the laudatory 

epithets or in the choice of deeds recorded. Though small, these modifications reflected the moral and 

religious climate of the times, making it possible to trace major developments in the intellectual history of 

ancient Egypt using biographical texts alone.  

C. Biographies Inscribed on Tomb Chapel Walls: 2500–1300  

Egypt‘s earliest biographies demonstrate to what degree the state, in the divine person of the king, had 

power over its subjects. The earliest courtiers were members of the king‘s own family, yet even the most 

powerful of them state that they owed everything, including life itself, to royal grace. One Old Kingdom 

noble proudly records how he was allowed to kiss the king‘s foot rather than the ground before it (ANE 1: 

260). Another man relates how he accidentally brushed against the king‘s scepter during a ceremony, but 

His Majesty graciously allowed him to live unpunished (Sethe 1904: vol. 1, no. 232). The king is called 

the ―Great God,‖ while other gods are rarely mentioned. Though the troubles which ended the Old 

Kingdom put an end to such absolute royal power, the religious tenet that the king was the source and 

guardian of order in the world remained strong and ended only with the fall of the pharaonic system of 

government.  

During the hard times of the First Intermediate period (2134–2040 B.C.E.), local rulers grew powerful in 

their own right, and their biographies display a whole new range of qualities for nonroyal persons. Nobles 

now assessed their worth by how well they had acted toward their fellows, and particularly toward their 

native cities in time of need. Many of the most common epithets with social content originated during the 

Old Kingdom, but with the coming of the First Intermediate period, a whole range of new laudatory 

phrases came into use. See Janssen 1952 for a collection of these epithets.  

The advent of personal power also brought with it the concept of personal responsibility, and 

biographies from the Middle Kingdom (2040–1668) laid a new emphasis on the ―justification‖ of a soul 

in the Judgment which follows death. The newly dead person was led before the Lord of Eternity, where 

the heart was weighed against the Feather of Truth. If it was found wanting, the heart was devoured by a 

monstrous beast, but if it balanced true, the person was ―justified‖ and allowed to join the other Excellent 

Spirits in the hereafter (Yoyotte 1961).  

The New Kingdom was a period of empire and wealth for Egypt and shows a new taste for narratives 

recording historical events. Each man sought to show how his own initiative had brought him favor in the 

eyes of the king. The fortunes of war also brought a certain democratization to the biographical genre, 

simple soldiers sometimes becoming wealthy enough to dedicate tombs and inscriptions of their own. One 

of the most famous early New Kingdom biographies is that of Ahmose, son of Ibana (Vandersleyen 

1971). (For biographies from later in the dynasty, see Sandman 1938.)  

D. Biographies Inscribed on Statues of Nonroyal Persons and Placed in Temple Courtyards (1350 

B.C.E.–50 C.E.)  

Toward the end of the New Kingdom, two high officials inscribed statues and placed them in a public 

courtyard of the Temple of Amun of Karnak. These were the first nonroyal persons whose names and 

forms were allowed to rest inside a god‘s house. Crouched like scribes in a public courtyard at the foot of 

stone images of the kings they had served in life, they urged all who came by to tell them their petitions. 

These powerful officials would then use their influence with the god (again, as they had done in life) to 

make sure the petitions were heard. The reward for such service was that those who remained on earth 

would say offering formulas in their name. The two owners of these statues were the great architect 

Amenhotep, son of Hapu, who lived during the reign of Amenhotep III (1386–1349 B.C.E.) and the vizier 

Paramessu, who very likely became King Ramesses I (accession date, 1293). Amenhotep‘s services were 

so popular that a deep groove has been worn away by the fingers of the faithful in the hieroglyphic text 

incised on the stone papyrus unrolled on the statue‘s lap.  

The New Kingdom—like the Old Kingdom and Middle Kingdom before it—ended in a political 

fragmentation and social unrest. When the last Ramesses died ca. 1070 B.C.E., Egypt fell prey to outside 



forces. It was ruled first by Egyptianized Libyans; then by Sudanese, Assyrian, and Persian invaders; and 

finally by a Macedonian dynasty, the last ―Egyptian‖ pharaohs. In these troubled times, men could no 

longer trust in isolated necropolis priests and the occasional passerby to remember their souls. In ever 

increasing numbers, they consigned their personal inscriptions to the courtyards of temples—courtyards 

protected by strong walls from the depredations of war and frequented by literate priests and officials. 

Statues dedicated by private people come down to us in ever increasing numbers from the 22d Dyn. (ca. 

945) on. Under Ptolemy II Philadelphus (280–250 B.C.E.), high Egyptian officials were still dedicating 

statues, sometimes of colossal proportions. Only one monumental statue, however, dates from the reign of 

his successor, Ptolemy III Euegertes, and it would appear that Philadelphus had effectively put a stop to 

the practice—if only by replacing Egyptian officials with Macedonians or Greeks. The Late period 

(1070–30 B.C.E.) biography, therefore, is generally inscribed on a statue of the subject. It addresses the 

god of the temple that housed the statue and records pious acts the subject carried out on behalf of that 

god. Egyptians were turning their backs on the realities of political chaos and foreign occupation, 

preferring to ignore the here and now in favor of the more palatable reality of the hereafter.  

Occasionally, however, an Egyptian would mention a battle or a conquest if it impinged directly on his 

own concerns. One Egyptian doctor, for instance, who had found favor in Darius‘ court, recorded a dream 

in which his local god ordered him to hurry home. The dream took place when ―the Greeks‖ (led by 

Alexander the Great) fought and defeated his Persian hosts. Upon arriving in Egypt, he dedicated an 

inscription to his god, thanking him with a biblical turn of phrase for his earlier successes abroad and his 

safe return home. He attributes all his good fortune to this local god, and to his own faithfulness to him:  

I am Your servant, my heart being loyal to You (and) I having filled my heart with You. I care for no 

city except Your city (and) I never cease putting its renown (about) among all peoples, my heart seeking 

out truth in Your house every day. On millions of occasions you acted for me as they (his pious acts) 

were good … You distinguished me before millions (though) You had turned your back on Egypt, 

putting love of me in the heart of the Ruler [of] Asia (Darius I) … You protected me during the battle of 

the Greeks when you repulsed the Asiatic nation, millions being slain at my sides, yet none raising his 

arm against me … I reached Heracleopolis (his hometown) with not a hair on my head being harmed 

(Tresson 1930).  

E. Personal Accountability and the Judgment after Death  

The longest and most revealing biographical texts to come out of Egypt‘s Late period are those 

inscribed on tomb walls of the nobleman Petosiris. Petosiris ruled a large portion of the country around 

the time that Ptolemy I Soter took the throne, founding the Ptolemaic Dynasty, in 305/4 B.C.E. He was 

also the high priest of the Thoth of Hermopolis Magna, and his tomb is decorated inside and out with 

carvings of Egyptians wearing Greek garb and colored with an un-Egyptian palette. The biographical 

inscriptions are written in several locations throughout the tomb, interspersed with strictly religious texts. 

These texts display a thoroughly Egyptian theology, but—like the drawings in the tomb—are heavily 

influenced by Greece in form (Lefebvre 1923–25: vol. 3).  

Petosiris‘ little brother, for instance, offers a characteristically Greek lament for his own premature 

death. ―He who hearkens to my story will be saddened on account of it,‖ says Thotrekh. He stresses that 

he was seized abruptly from among the living ―like a man whom sleep has taken‖ and sent to the City of 

Eternity, the harbor of the Blessed Souls.‖ Once there, the child had to undergo Judgment like everyone 

else, and he describes the experience:  

I arrived at it, before the Lord of the Gods, (though) there was no judgment against (?) me … I arrived 

at this land of privation and the Lord of the Gods brought men to account, but no sin of mine was found 

(Lefebvre 1923–25: no. 56, lines 2–3, 7–8).  

Petosiris, too, describes his own Last Judgment:  

The West (where the dead go) is the harbor for him who has no sin. Praise God for the man who reaches 

it! Not every man shall reach it, but only when he is scrupulous in doing right. The poor man is no 

different from the rich there, but only (the man who) is found (to be) without sin. The scales and the 

plumb bob are before the Lord of Eternity and there is no one without the pronouncement of his 



reckoning. Thot-as-an-Ape sits upon his place to reckon every man (‘s Fate) in accordance with what he 

did upon earth (Lefebvre 1923–25: no. 81, lines 16–22). (Drawings of the Egyptian Judgment after 

death show a small baboon sitting in the center of the crossbar of the scales.)  

The Late period noble was accountable for his acts, but the biographies of this age make it clear that 

acts toward God counted most in the final accounting. One man, for instance, stresses that he invented a 

new way to embalm his local god‘s sacred animal—a feat accomplished under the noses of his Persian 

overlords. Petosiris‘ career comes down to us as a litany of services to various temples and gods. The Late 

period man ―adhered to the Path of God,‖ and God rewarded him. (For a discussion of the content of Late 

period biographies, including personal piety, see Otto 1954.)  

Failures in piety, just as surely, led to awful retribution:  

This place, which the wretches were defiling …, the trespasser had trespassed upon it so that 

disturbance was in the entire land, and nothing was good in Egypt on account of it, because the halves 

of the Primeval Egg (from which all life came) were buried in it (Lefebvre 1923–25: no. 81, lines 63–

68).  

F. Development of a Personal Relation to God  

Through the Egyptian biography, it is possible to trace attitudes from the earliest times, when the king 

was the supreme god. Later, as individuals seized the initiative, men began to take both credit and 

responsibility for their deeds. Both these attitudes carried over into the optimistic narratives of the New 

Kingdom biography, where a soldier forged his own way beside his king.  

By 1070 B.C.E., Egypt was war-torn and chaotic, and neither the state nor the individual was sufficient 

to hold off invaders or poverty from the land. Men now turned to God and entrusted their biographies to 

the temples. In this new climate a Late period noble might take credit for his special abilities—like the 

chief judge and vizier who said he was ―piercing of mind like Thoth, so that the laws of the Tribunal were 

(made) in accordance with his prescriptions‖ (statue of Ḥr, Staatliche Museen 7737, Berlin, unpublished). 

He might take credit for his services to society, like the man who claimed he (and his statues) were a cure 

for snake bite (Sherman 1981). But chiefly, the Egyptian of the Late period sought to show that he had 

been a pious man, for only the pious were rewarded both in this life and the next:  

For he was one (who adhered) to the Path of God. He carried out his life in happiness, richer than all his 

peers. He grew old in his city. He was a respected man in his province. All of his limbs were sound—he 

was like a youth. His children were numerous beside him as rich men among the townsfolk, son 

inheriting from son. The sight of him was like that of the sun when it sets. Awe of him was in the hearts 

of men, (while) love of him was in the hearts of women … He was one who was a follower of (the god) 

Khenty-Imentet, and never was there a complaint of God against him (Lefebvre 1923–25: no. 61c, lines 

28–31).  
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EGYPTIAN LOVE SONGS  

Some 40 love songs, ranging in length from 4 to 140 stichs, have survived from ancient Egypt. These 

songs are of interest both for their intrinsic poetic value and for the parallels they offer to the Song of 

Songs. (All references to love songs here are according to the enumeration in Fox 1985: 5–6.)  

———  

A. Dating and Cultural Background  

B. Selections  

C. Function of the Egyptian Love Songs  

D. View of Love  

1. Personae  

2. Sex Roles and Distinctions  

3. Sexual Relations  

4. Concept of Love  

———  

A. Dating and Cultural Background  

The extant manuscripts of the Egyptian love songs date from the 19th Dyn. (ca. 1305–1200 B.C.E.) and 

the early part of the 20th (1200–ca. 1150 B.C.E.). The major manuscripts are: Papyrus Harris 500, the 

earliest of the group (a collection of twenty-one short songs and a short story, ―The Predestined Prince‖); 

Papyrus Turin 1965 (a three-stanza song about trees in a garden); The Cairo Love Songs (two songs of 

seven stanzas each, written on a vase, now broken); Papyrus Chester Beatty I (a seven-stanza song spoken 

alternately by a girl and a boy who see each other and fall in love, a three-stanza song spoken by a woman 

waiting anxiously for her lover, one collection of seven songs, as well as the legend of Horus and Seth). 

Additionally there are a number of ostraca from Deir el-Medineh with short songs or song fragments.  

While it is possible that these love songs were composed earlier and transmitted either orally or in 

writing before being inscribed in the extant manuscripts, it is most likely that their composition too dates 

from the Ramesside period. The love songs are in literary Late Egyptian, a written literary language 

taught as a ―second language‖ in the scribal schools at this time.  

B. Selections  

The following selections from various poems give a sense of the songs‘ character: playful, tender, 

erotic. They include some of the favorite themes of love poetry: description of the feelings of love, 

―lovesickness,‖ the love trap, praise of the beloved. Note that the lovers refer to each other as ―brother‖ 

and ―sister,‖ terms implying intimacy (the Song of Songs too uses ―sister‖ as a term of affection, e.g., 4:9, 

10, 12; 5:1, 2).  

A maiden tells her lover of her determination:  

My heart is not yet done with your lovemaking,  

Your liquor is (your) lovemaking.  

I will not abandon it  

until blows drive (me) away  

to spend my days in the marshes. (no. 4)  

In ―Alba‖ theme, a lover complains of the breaking of dawn after a night of love. In the following 

passage, a girl scolds the dove for heralding the dawn:  

The voice of the dove speaks. It says:  

―Day has dawned—  

when are you going (home)?  

Stop it, bird!  

You‘re teasing me.  

I found my brother in his bedroom,  

and my heart was exceedingly joyful. (no. 14)  

Love causes ―lovesickness,‖ whose symptoms are lassitude, even a sort of paralysis, and considerable 

confusion:  



When I behold sweet cakes,  

(they seem like) salt.  

Pomegranate wine, (once) sweet in my mouth—  

The scent of your nose alone  

is what revives my heart.  

Compare Cant 2:5; 5:6b. The phrase ―scent of your nose‖ alludes to the practice of nose kissing; cf. 

Cant 7:9b.  

I will lie down inside,  

and then I will feign illness.  

Then my neighbors will enter to see,  

and then my sister will come with them.  

She‘ll put the doctors to shame,  

for she will understand my illness. (no. 6, complete)  

The following youth is drunk on the liquor of love:  

I‘ll kiss her,  

her lips are parted—  

I am merry without beer. (no. 20G)  

The ―love trap‖ theme speaks of the girl as a trap, or alternatively, a lasso, whose charms ensnare the 

willing boy (cf. Cant 7:6a). The following selection uses that theme in a riddle: how can it be that the 

maiden is skilled with the lasso yet catches no cattle?  

How skilled is she—my sister—at casting the lasso,  

yet she‘ll pull in no cattle!  

With her hair she lassos me,  

with her eye she pulls me in,  

with her thighs she binds,  

with her seal she sets the brand. (no. 43, complete)  

The ―Praise Song,‖ which describes the beloved part by part, is found in several Egyptian poems and in 

the Song of Songs (4:1–7; 5:10–16; 7:2–10a). In the following selection, taken from a more complete 

description, a youth watches a girl walking past his house and says to himself:  

One alone is my sister, having no peer:  

Behold her, like Sothis rising  

at the beginning of a good year:  

shining, precious, white of skin,  

lovely of eyes when gazing. (no. 31)  

C. Function of the Egyptian Love Songs  

We do not know the role the love songs played in Egyptian society, but can only attempt to infer it from 

their contents. They do not seem to be wedding songs, for they never speak of the couple as presently 

married or as about to be. Furthermore, none of the songs express the hopes for the couple‘s future that 

would be appropriate in wedding festivities. Nor do they show any signs of a religious-cultic function, 

such as a Sacred Marriage liturgy, which, as the Mesopotamian Sacred Marriage songs show, can be 

expected to emphasize strongly the connection between the divine sexual union and the fertility of the 

land. The Egyptian songs show no interest in fertility.  

The Egyptian love songs were probably meant simply for entertainment. The headings to three groups 

state their purpose as ―entertainment,‖ lit., ―diverting the heart.‖ The same phrase labels scenes of 

banquets in Egyptian tombs, scenes that frequently include musicians and singers. While no love songs 

have been found in such scenes, the type of occasion they portray—banquets on both holidays and 

ordinary days, when family and friends would come together to eat, drink (sometimes to excess), and 

enjoy musicians and dancers—would be most suitable for listening to songs about love.  

D. View of Love  



The extant love songs come from different times and places. They do not present a unified concept of 

love. It is, nevertheless, possible to summarize the main attitudes and concepts they share and to sketch 

the way love and lovers appeared to the ancient Egyptian poets. We should keep in mind that the love 

songs present an ideal of love and not necessarily a social reality.  

1. Personae. The lovers portrayed seem to be quite young and all unmarried. While many of the songs 

do not give hints about the lovers‘ age and social situations, those that do show us young people living 

with their parents and under their supervision. Since marriage in Egypt probably took place in the late 

teens for males and the early or middle teens for females, we may surmise that the love songs show us 

young people in the short time between childhood and marriage.  

2. Sex Roles and Distinctions. The relationship portrayed in the Egyptian love songs is essentially 

egalitarian. The songs do not show a rigid conception or strict stereotype of the ways the sexes behave. 

The behavior of the sexes differs from one song to another, with males being the more active and 

assertive in some, females in others.  

For the most part, however, the girls are more intent on love and more sexually assertive than the boys. 

In poems with the love trap theme, which compare falling in love to being trapped or lassoed (e.g., no. 43, 

above), the girl is always the trap or trapper. On the other hand, the love trap theme does not embrace a 

―femme fatale‖ stereotype (although the ―femme fatale‖ is prominent in Egyptian stories). In general, the 

boys are awed by the powerful effect their girls have on them, but they do not try to affect them in return. 

They see themselves as ―captured,‖ their hearts as ―taken.‖  

3. Sexual Relations. The Egyptian love songs are deeply erotic without dwelling on the details of 

sexual activity. The songs treat sexual intercourse with restraint and indirection, but not with 

embarrassment, coyness, or apology. The sex act is never described, even euphemistically, though certain 

motifs allude to genitals or intercourse, such as the ―cave‖ of the beloved (nos. 40, 41) or the ―seal‖ with 

which she ―brands‖ him (no. 43, see above).  

Although sexual intercourse, in the view of the Egyptian love songs, is not restricted to marriage, the 

lovers often look forward to marriage, and their relation is almost never a mere dalliance. (One poem, in 

contrast [nos. 41–42], seems to describe activities in a brothel). The lovers sometimes say that they will 

possess each other forever. In the following, their lying together is the start of a life together:  

How lovely is my hour (with you)!  

This hour flows forth for me forever—it began when I lay with you.  

In sorrow and in joy,  

you have exalted my heart.  

Do not (leave) me. (no. 17)  

In general, the intensity of the lovers makes us feel that they are intent on a lifetime together, even when 

this is not said explicitly. Yet marriage is never the focal point of the songs. The lovers concentrate on 

their immediate experience, which, when it is a happy one, they expect to continue throughout their lives.  

4. Concept of Love. The love poets show young love as a great force that creates a moral order of its 

own, for love demands—and engenders—total commitment. Obedience to its demands overrides other 

considerations. One stakes all for it and shares in its power, or hesitates to obey its dictates and so feels 

the pangs of hopeless desire.  

The effects of love‘s power are shown as diverse and paradoxical. Love is the dominant force in a 

lover‘s life, giving illness or health, weakness or power, pain or pleasure. In fulfillment, love gives a 

delight that only a concatenation of sweet images can even start to convey. In the absence of the beloved, 

love‘s power agitates and disturbs, confusing tastes and nullifying normal pleasures. The presence of the 

beloved restores life and health. The imagery of the Egyptian love songs thus implies a general state of 

being: love fulfilled is harmony, wholeness, health, life.  

Much of the energy of the poems goes into a description of love‘s feelings. This concern gives the 

Egyptian love poems an introspective focus. Moreover, none of the Egyptian love poems are dialogues. In 

poems where two lovers speak in alternating stanzas, they do not speak to each other, but to an indefinite 

audience, or in their hearts, in two separate soliloquies. This absence of communication distinguishes the 



Egyptian poems from the Song of Songs, which is largely composed of interlocking dialogue. The 

Egyptian poets create a variety of personalities and study each one in isolation, painting a picture of love 

as a state of emotion more than a relationship between individuals. It seems important to the lovers (and 

the poets behind them) to communicate just what is going on inside. In contrast, the urgency of the lovers 

in Canticles is to tell what they see in each other. They display their emotions rather than reporting on 

them, for it is the relationship that arises from the emotions of love, more than the emotions themselves, 

that concern the poet of the Song.  

Bibliography  
Fox, M. V. 1985. The Song of Songs and the Ancient Egyptian Love Songs. Madison, WI.  
Hermann, A. 1959. Altägyptische Liebesdichtung. Wiesbaden.  

Lichtheim, M. 1976. Love Poems. AEL 2: 179–93.  

Schott, S. 1950. Altägyptische Liebeslieder. Zurich.  

Simpson, W. K., ed. 1972. Pp. 296–325 in The Literature of Ancient Egypt. New Haven.  

White, J. B. 1978. A Study of the Language of Love in the Song of Songs and the Ancient Egyptian Poetry. Missoula.  

MICHAEL V. FOX  

EGYPTIAN WISDOM LITERATURE  

Egypt‘s reputation for wisdom was extolled by biblical writers (1 Kgs 4:30—Heb 5:10; Acts 7:22) as 

well as classical authors. Nevertheless, the designation ―wisdom literature‖ was borrowed from OT 

scholars, who coined the term for those books which dealt primarily with the personified figure of the 

preexistent Wisdom so intimately associated with the ―fear of God.‖ The Egyptian expressions for 

―wisdom‖ lack this connotation of the Hebrew word ḥokmâ. The central concept in the Wisdom Literature 

of Egypt was ma˓at, a word variously rendered as ―truth,‖ ―righteousness‖ or ―justice,‖ but also meaning 

―order,‖ especially the divinely ordained cosmic order.  

Egypt shared with her neighbors in the cultural continuum of the Near East. Like them, her 

understanding of the nature of the universe found expression in mythology; like them, she enshrined the 

experience of generations in sentential sayings or proverbs. Her reflections on life—its meaning and the 

ways by which its demands might be met—eventually became what we call ―wisdom literature.‖ 

However, there is no unanimity on a fixed body of texts comprised under this heading. The ―wisdom‖ 

tradition is an attitude to life and conduct, and may be found to permeate many works which are not 

properly regarded as wisdom texts, e.g. biographical inscriptions and the Coffin Texts.  

The mistaken view that Egyptian wisdom was predominantly nonreligious and utilitarian, especially in 

its early stages, has been conclusively refuted (de Buck 1932). Throughout its history, this literature had a 

religious basis, although there is a steady and significant development perceptible (Schmid 1966: 8–84).  

———  

A. Instructions  

1. Old Kingdom Texts  

2. First Intermediate Period Texts  

3. Middle Kingdom Texts  

4. New Kingdom Texts  

5. Late Period Texts  

B. Speculative Works  

C. Scribal Literature  

D. Fables  

———  

A. Instructions  

The earliest known wisdom compositions were compiled by high court officials for the training of the 

young who were being groomed for government service in scribal schools. The writer addresses his son 

(i.e. pupil), offering advice regarding such topics as courteous behavior, moral conduct, obedience, and 

felicitous and effective speech. These treatises were entitled sbōyet, a term which has the twofold sense of 

instruction, both mental and moral, as well as chastisement.  



1. Old Kingdom Texts. In the Old Kingdom (ca. 2686–2181 B.C.) such writings were attributed to 

royal persons or viziers, and were intended for the children of the aristocracy. The earliest, according to 

later tradition, was the work of Imhotep, the illustrious vizier of Djoser, but no trace of it has survived. 

The Teaching of Hordjedef, a son of the 4th Dyn. ruler Cheops, was also renowned in later ages. This has 

been partially reconstructed from 17 ostraca of Ramesside date (Dyn. 19–20) and a much later wooden 

writing board (Dyn. 26). Only the beginning has so far been recovered (AEL 1: 58–59).  

The concluding portion alone of the Teaching for Kagemni (AEL 1: 59–61) is preserved on a single 

manuscript of Middle Kingdom date, so that the author is unknown. We are informed that the recipient, 

Kagemni, was appointed vizier under Huni and Sneferu, rulers of Dynasties 3 and 4 respectively. 

However, the only vizier of this name served under Teti of the 6th Dyn. Scholars are inclined to regard 

the work as pseudonymous, originating in the 6th Dyn. or slightly later. The writer advises against 

gluttony and urges self-control.  

The first complete example of this type occupies the same manuscript as the preceding work. This is the 

Teaching of Ptahhotep (AEL 1: 61–80), described as vizier under Isesi of the 5th Dyn., although no 

evidence for such a historical person has been found. This treatise too may be pseudonymous, and 

arguments for a date in the 6th Dyn. have been made. A lengthy prologue is followed by 37 maxims and 

an epilogue. The sage counsels proper conduct on all occasions and recommends such virtues as 

obedience, self-control, honesty, patience, and generosity. Copies of the text on three other fragmentary 

papyri, one writing board, and three ostraca dating from both Middle and New Kingdoms reveal that at 

least two editions were extant. The enduring popularity of this composition is evident from both allusions 

and citations in later texts, some perhaps as late as the 7th century B.C.  

2. First Intermediate Period Texts. The collapse of the Old Kingdom was followed by a series of 

weak, ephemeral rulers during the First Intermediate Period (ca. 2181–2040 B.C.). Rival dynasties arose at 

Heracleopolis and Thebes. The Teaching for Merykare (AEL 1: 97–109) is represented by three 18th Dyn. 

papyri, but the beginning is damaged. Ostensibly composed by a ruler of the 10th Dyn. at Heracleopolis, 

probably Achthoes III, for his son and successor, Merykare, it is likely to have been commissioned by 

Merykare as a work of political propaganda in the form of a royal testament (Williams 1964: 15–19) and 

ascribed to his deceased father. Advice is given concerning the appropriate attitude toward subjects and 

enemies and how to select adherents and foster their loyalty. The earlier confidence in material success as 

a reward for good conduct had been severely shaken and such recompense is now projected into the 

afterlife. The whole text maintains a high moral tone and lauds the beneficence of the creator god in a 

hymn.  

3. Middle Kingdom Texts. The reunification of Egypt by Mentuhotpe II inaugurated the Middle 

Kingdom (ca. 2040–1786 B.C.). All the instructions from this period have political overtones. The 

Teaching of Ammenemes (AEL 1: 135–39), like the previous document, is cast in the form of a royal 

testament. In it Ammenemes I of the 12th Dyn. vividly describes an attempt on his life and warns his son, 

who will succeed him as Sesostris I, to beware of court conspiracies. The view of many scholars that this 

too is a pseudepigraph written after the assassination of Ammenemes to legitimize the accession of 

Sesostris is supported by ostraca which have recently come to light (Foster 1981). An encomium on 

ancient authors written 500 years later identifies the revered scribe Khety as the author of this tractate. 

The complete text is provided by 6 scrolls, 3 writing boards, and 197 ostraca, all of New Kingdom date. A 

tiny scrap of papyrus from the 26th Dyn. or later testifying to yet another copy shows that the work was 

read and copied for fourteen or more centuries.  

Another example of a political document has been given the modern title of the Loyalist Teaching (AEL 

1: 128). It probably originated early in the Middle Kingdom and contains a panegyric of the ruler, 

followed by an exhortation to be loyal subjects. An abbreviated version of the first part of the text was 

later incorporated in the biographical stela of Sehetepibre, an official of Ammenemes III. Later New 

Kingdom copies on three papyri, one writing board, and sixty-five ostraca have assisted in the restoration 

of the second half of the text, which describes the conduct a master should exhibit toward his serfs 

(Posener 1976, with complete translation). The author‘s name is not preserved.  



The Teaching of a Man for His Son is the anonymous title of a similar composition which is still being 

pieced together from fragments of one leather roll, five papyri, and some eighty ostraca, all from the New 

Kingdom. It is clearly of Middle Kingdom origin, and begins with a long prologue, followed by a section 

devoted to the same theme of loyalty to the sovereign (translation in Kitchen 1969). A further section 

treats the subject of daily conduct between individuals (Posener 1979; translation of part in Kitchen 

1970). A writing board contains what appears to be an excerpt from another Middle Kingdom production 

on the theme of allegiance to the king (Barns 1968). The copy dates from the late 16th century B.C.  

4. New Kingdom Texts. The didactic treatises of the New Kingdom (ca. 1567–1085 B.C.) were no 

longer concerned with political affairs, nor were they written by or for members of the aristocracy. The 

18th Dyn. witnessed the establishment of an extensive Egyptian empire which may have aided the rise of 

the national god Amon-Re to universal status. Although polytheism continued, a certain tendency toward 

syncretism was developing and moving in the direction of henotheism. The period also witnessed a 

gradual growth of personal piety. In the Old and Middle Kingdoms the concept of the ideal person as 

―silent,‖ i.e. self-controlled, disciplined, and modest, became increasingly prominent, and by the New 

Kingdom also implied an inner calm and repose.  

A minor official was responsible for the Teaching of Any (AEL 2: 135–46) which was probably 

composed in the 18th Dyn. Five papyri (none complete) and nine ostraca preserve this text, but the 

introduction has been lost. However, a writing board bears the opening title in both Middle and Late 

Egyptian. The work consists of a prologue, some thirty maxims, and an epilogue which takes the form of 

an argument between Any and his ―son‖ over the varying abilities of persons to comprehend instruction. 

A manuscript from the 19th or 20th Dyn. exhibits a later recension of the composition.  

It is likely that the Teaching of Amennakhte is contemporary with the preceding text. The beginning 

alone remains, partially reconstructed from 6 ostraca. The writer addresses his apprentice Harmin, urging 

him to pursue his scribal studies. It has been suggested that the contents of Papyrus Chester Beatty IV, 

verso, 1:1–7:2, may be a later part of this work (translation of the latter in Gardiner 1935: 37–43).  

Another New Kingdom text has been restored in part from 7 ostraca. It is unique in consisting only of 

prohibitions and appears to be an anthology. A limestone flake bears the words: ―Instructive teaching … 

according to ancient writings,‖ which could be the title of this intriguing collection.  

The Teaching of Amenemope (AEL 2: 146–63) is the best-known representative of this period because 

of the likelihood that it was the inspiration for Prov 22:17–23:14 and Jer 17:5–8 (see Bryce 1979). It has 

survived complete on a papyrus of the 26th Dyn. with excerpts on three equally late writing boards. One 

sheet of a papyrus duplicate from the 21st or 22d Dyn. and a single ostracon of the same date (which is a 

schoolboy copy) imply, however, that the original must go back at least to the 12th century B.C. A long 

prologue is followed by 30 numbered chapters, the last of which serves as an epilogue. Great emphasis is 

laid on honesty and concern for the disadvantaged, and personal piety is stressed. The dominant theme is 

that of the ―silent‖ man who is self-controlled and, above all, modest. He is contrasted with the 

―passionate,‖ i.e., quick-tempered man.  

5. Late Period Texts. From the Late Period the earliest work of this type so far known is written on a 

long and very fragmentary papyrus, probably of the 4th century B.C., although the original may well have 

been older (Posener and Garnot 1963). When published by Dr. R. Jasnow, valuable light may be shed on 

this obscure period. A novel feature of the text is the high regard expressed for the farmer and his 

importance to the economy.  

Some insight into the pervasiveness of wisdom thought in this period, however, may be gleaned from 

some passages occurring in the biographical texts on the walls of the family tomb of Petosiris, who served 

as high priest of Thoth at Hermopolis during the late 4th century B.C. The priest now appears as a sage. 

For instance, the conventional appeal to passersby to make funerary offerings to the deceased also 

requests them to profit from the words of advice (Barucq 1961). Expressions like ―way of God,‖ ―fear of 

God‖ and ―will of God‖ are frequent. The close kinship between these texts and the biblical Psalms, 

Proverbs, and Ecclesiastes is a noteworthy feature.  



Beginning in the mid 7th century B.C. the vernacular form of the Egyptian language was written in a 

simplified, cursive script called by Herodotus ―Demotic.‖ The didactic treatise still continued to flourish 

in the Demotic era, but with a significant structural difference: the couplet used in the maxims of earlier 

ages has given way to the ―aphoristic monostich‖ (Lichtheim 1983: 1–12), a short prose sentence of one 

line. Another important feature is the impact on Egyptian sages of other cultures, notably Aramaic and 

Hellenistic.  

The Teaching of Ankhsheshonqy (AEL 3: 159–84) was discovered on a long papyrus scroll written in the 

late 1st century B.C. The beginning of the text and the top lines of all twenty-eight columns are lost. The 

citation of lines, some in sequence, on two papyri of 2d century B.C. date suggests that the original goes 

back to the early Ptolemaic period. The maxims are embedded in a narrative framework which recounts 

Ankhsheshonqy‘s imprisonment on a charge of plotting against the pharaoh‘s life. This recalls the story of 

the wise Ahiqar which was current in Egypt not only in a 5th century B.C. Aramaic text from Elephantine, 

but also in a Demotic version (Zauzich 1976). There are striking parallels between some maxims in the 

two compositions (Lichtheim 1983: 13–65). The most significant themes concerning the wise man versus 

the fool and the certainty of retribution, together with two formulations of the Golden Rule.  

A papyrus of the 2d century B.C., now in the Louvre, contains a short work of only three columns: the 

Teaching of Pordjel. This is one of the texts which quotes lines from Ankhsheshonqy; it appears to be a 

collection of aphorisms with no thematic arrangement (translation in Lichtheim 1983: 94–98). Such 

random compilations are known from several fragmentary papyri and an ostracon of similar or slightly 

later date.  

The most familiar document is Papyrus Insinger (AEL 3: 184–217) which preserves thirty-four columns 

virtually intact. However, a number of papyrus fragments belonging to the missing first nine or so 

columns are dispersed in several museums and still await publication. This manuscript is to be dated to 

the 1st century A.D. Five more papyri, all incomplete, provide further copies and are also of Roman date. 

These show great variation in wording and in the order of lines and sections. The maxims are divided into 

twenty-five numbered ―teachings‖ arranged by subjects. Some of the topics dealt with are: the wise or 

godly man versus the fool or impious man; moderation in all things; Fate and Fortune, now clearly in the 

developed Hellenistic sense of anankē and tychē (Lichtheim 1983: 107–96). The author‘s name is lost, 

unless the mention of Phibhor at the end of the text is a reference to him.  

Still more Demotic treatises are known, e.g., a text of considerable length in Berlin is now being 

prepared for publication by Dr. U. Kaplony-Heckel.  

B. Speculative Works  

Under this heading are included those compositions which display a reflective attitude toward life and 

the universe. They may take the form of a discourse or a prophecy by a sage, or occasionally a dialogue. 

Frequently pessimistic and skeptical, they question accepted beliefs and customs. Many include the theme 

of national disaster which was to become a mere literary topos (AEL 1: 149–50; Junge 1977).  

The Admonitions of Ipuwer (AEL 1: 149–63) occupy a single manuscript of 19th Dyn. date. The 

beginning and, therefore, the setting are lost. In its present form it can be no earlier than the late 13th Dyn. 

(Van Seters 1964). A penetrating study suggests that the main body of the work was produced probably 

between 2180–2130 B.C. (Fecht 1972). The first half of this may be the ―Prophecy of the Court‖ referred 

to in Merykare (line 71); the second part takes the form of a dialogue between the sage Ipuwer and the 

creator god. The deity is held responsible for the current ills of the land. A later editor is credited with 

additions which reflect the conditions of the 17th century B.C.  

The Tale of the Eloquent Peasant (AEL 1: 169–84) survives on four fragmentary papyri of the late 

Middle Kingdom. Between them they render the text virtually complete. The scene is set in the reign of 

Achthoes II (ca. 2100–2050 B.C.). A humble oasis dweller (not a ―peasant‖) is robbed on a flimsy pretext 

by a tenant farmer. When he complains to the high steward, the latter is so impressed by his eloquence 

that he contrives to delay the sufferer‘s defense until he has made nine long speeches of complaint full of 

wit and extravagant metaphor. In this work the Egyptian love of fine speech is apparent, but of far greater 

importance is the cry for the rights of the common man which is the focal point.  



For the Prophecies of Neferty (AEL 1: 139–45) we possess one papyrus and two writing boards, all from 

the 18th Dyn., as well as twenty-one ostraca. The composition is attributed to a lector priest during the 

reign of Sneferu in the 4th Dyn. Summoned to display his rhetorical abilities before the ruler, he foretells 

the accession of Ameny, who will restore the troubled land to order. This Ameny is none other than 

Ammenemes I, who inaugurated the 12th Dyn. Clearly we have yet another tractate designed as 

propaganda to give divine approval to this king who was a usurper.  

Only one 18th Dyn. writing board and one ostracon represent the Lament of Khakheperresonb (AEL 1: 

145–49). This priest of Heliopolis strives for original and novel expressions with which to decry the 

lamentable state of the nation. No purpose other than a display of rhetoric is apparent, but this may be 

only the beginning of a longer work. It was produced during or soon after the reign of Sesostris II.  

The Dispute of a Man with His Ba (AEL 1: 163–69) is known only from one 12th Dyn. papyrus for 

which the beginning is lacking. The text is unique in depicting an argument between a man and his ba. 

This term, usually rendered as ―soul,‖ actually designates the vital forces, both mental and physical, 

which are released at death and by means of which the deceased continues his existence. The work is a 

vigorous assault on the traditional costly material provision for the afterlife (see EGYPTIAN 

RELIGION).  

One very fragmentary Middle Kingdom papyrus is the only source for the Discourses of Sisobk. The 

beginning and ending are lost. The speaker in the narrative, a scribe named Sisobk, is apparently a 

prisoner. His release is announced and he delivers a series of counsels. The text is too damaged for 

connected translation (Barns 1956: 1–10).  

The Harpers’ Songs, carved on tomb walls and funerary stelae and depicted as sung by a blind harpist, 

number about two dozen. A few may fittingly be grouped with these reflective compositions. The best 

known one is introduced by the words: ―A song which is in the tomb of (King) Inyotef,‖ most likely 

referring to one of the rulers of the 11th Dyn. It was discovered complete on a papyrus of the 19th Dyn. as 

well as in a damaged duplicate on the wall of an 18th Dyn. tomb at Saqqara. Like the Dispute of a Man 

with His Ba, this text expresses skepticism with respect to expensive mortuary preparations and advocates 

a hedonistic attitude to life. In a Theban tomb of the 18th Dyn., two other songs are inscribed, one 

attacking the skepticism of the earlier song and the other attempting to moderate its hedonistic and 

unorthodox views (translations in AEL 1: 194–97; AEL 2: 115–16).  

C. Scribal Literature  

Teachers produced a rich and variegated literature for the edification of their pupils. In addition to 

providing models of correct speech and patterns for letter writing, they emphasized the development of 

character and social behavior.  

Kemyt, ―compendium,‖ is not strictly a title, but rather the description of a manual produced during the 

early Middle Kingdom for the use of beginning students. Its contents include a selection of epistolary 

formulae, a model letter, and an assortment of suitable sentences. It was widely used in New Kingdom 

schools, as the great number of copies attest. The introduction was found on an 18th Dyn. writing board; 

the remainder was reconstructed from a large mass of later ostraca. Despite the date of these copies, the 

pupils were taught to write the text in vertical columns in accordance with the Middle Kingdom custom.  

This work was later quoted in the Satire on the Trades, the creation of the famous scribe Khety early in 

the 12th Dyn. pseudonymously attributed to an unknown minor official. Attested by 4 papyri, 2 writing 

boards, and some 250 ostraca, it clearly outstripped all other texts in popularity. Its theme was new: a 

glorification of the scribal craft to the disparagement of any other occupations (translation in AEL 1: 184–

92). Later centuries saw a flood of variations on this topic, and citations from the original work appeared 

as late as 264 B.C. The theme also inspired Jesus ben Sira, ca. 190 B.C., to compose Sir 38:24–39:11.  

Papyrus Lansing is a 20th Dyn. manuscript of one of a dozen or more ―miscellanies‖ which were 

compiled by teachers. This example includes model letters, a pupil‘s eulogy of his teacher, praise of the 

scribal profession, and echoes of the Satire on the Trades, with advice to the pupil regarding work habits 

(translation in AEL 2: 168–75).  



The so-called Scribal Controversy or Satirical Letter has been preserved virtually intact on Papyrus 

Anastasi I and in fragments or excerpts on four other papyri and seventy-three ostraca, all of Ramesside 

date. The original was probably composed during the reign of Ramesses II. In it a military scribe is 

mockingly interrogated on his knowledge of subjects such as mathematics, geometry, geography, and 

military logistics (translated in Erman 1927: 214–34).  

Lexicographical lists which we call Onomastica were produced in Egypt as in Mesopotamia, differing 

mainly in their order. They were compiled during the period from the late Middle Kingdom down to the 

Ptolemaic era, and included meteorological and geographical terms, plants, animals, titles, professions, 

etc. A New Kingdom example bears the title: ―The teaching in order to enlarge the mind and instruct the 

ignorant to know all that exists.‖ It has been suggested that these lists lay behind biblical passages such as 

Job 38–39 or Prov 30:24–31 (von Rad 1955).  

D. Fables  

Literary evidence of fables in Egypt, unlike Mesopotamia, is lacking until the New Kingdom. It is 

probable that, since fables were primarily an element of folklore, they were transmitted orally and only 

later began to assume a written form. Support for this view derives from the numerous sketches on papyri 

and ostraca which depict animals acting as humans, often in satirical situations. These probably represent 

both beast fables and animal epics. The earliest pictorial evidence begins just before the start of the 3d 

millennium. Fables were an important medium of entertainment and instruction (Williams 1956; Brunner-

Traut 1959).  

A wooden label of the 18th Dyn. belonging to a lost papyrus roll bears the legend: ―Book of the 

Sycamore and Moringa.‖ From this we may deduce that plant or tree fables of the contest type were 

current in Egypt as in Mesopotamia. However, the earliest written fable from Egypt is that of the Dispute 

between the Head and the Stomach. It appears on a very fragmentary writing board of the 22d Dyn. and 

was clearly for schoolboy use. The protagonists argue their respective merits before a tribunal of thirty 

judges (see Brunner-Traut 1963: 126, 278–79).  

The Tale of Truth and Falsehood is inscribed on a 19th Dyn. papyrus. This work, which lacks its 

introduction, was doubtless originally in oral form. It is an allegorical folktale, and this is the first time 

that personified abstract concepts were thus employed in Egyptian literature. Truth is blinded by his 

younger brother Falsehood as the result of a quarrel. Eventually, through the efforts of Truth‘s son, 

Falsehood is convicted by a tribunal, blinded, and sentenced to servitude. Thus good triumphs over evil 

(translation in AEL 2: 211–14).  

The Myth of the Sun’s Eye is a lengthy Demotic text with both beginning and ending lost. For it we are 

dependent on three papyri, one still unpublished, all from the 2d century A.D. An ostracon of the 14th 

century B.C. offers an unmistakable illustration of the contents and shows that the original form of the 

work was much earlier. Indeed, after it was rendered into Demotic there must have been several versions 

or editions, for the scribe provides variant readings and editorial glosses. The mythological frame-story 

recounts the search for the Eye of Re (i.e. his daughter Tefnut) who had fled south to Nubia. Re‘s envoy is 

Thoth, in the guise of a baboon, whose task is to persuade the goddess to return to Egypt. This he does by 

a series of arguments and blandishments, in the course of which he relates six fables. Two of these turn up 

in the Aesopic corpus (translation of two fables in AEL 3: 156–59; of all in Williams 1956: 19–23). A 

papyrus of the 3d century A.D. preserves a Greek version of the Demotic text.  

A few other Demotic fables survive on scraps of papyrus and potsherds as school exercises. One pottery 

jar of the 1st or 2d century A.D. records the fable of the Swallow and the Sea which has a parallel in 

Sanskrit literature (translation in Williams 1956: 18–19).  
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RONALD J. WILLIAMS  

EGYPTIAN ORACLES. See ORACLE (ANCIENT EGYPT).  

EGYPTIAN RELATIONS WITH CANAAN. The following article is a presentation of the 

relation of Egypt with Canaan between the Early Bronze Age and the Persian Conquest.  

———  

A. Introduction  

B. The Early Bronze Age (ca. 3200–2000 B.C.E.)  

C. The Middle Bronze Age (ca. 2000–1550 B.C.E.)  

D. The Late Bronze Age (ca. 1550–1200 B.C.E.)  

E. The Iron Age up to the Persian Conquest (ca. 1200–525 B.C.E.)  

———  

A. Introduction  

―Canaan‖ is used here in its broadest sense to include the Levantine coast as far north as Ugarit (modern 

Latakia), southern Syria, and all of Lebanon and Palestine. Throughout its ancient history, the normal 

political structure within Canaan was the city-state, an autonomous unit with its own government, based 

on an agricultural economy. There were scores of such city-states in Canaan, political unity among them 

being achieved only by military conquest, usually be foreign powers. Some cities became larger and more 

powerful than others through trade, treaties, or cultural domination, but the essentially independent city-

state remained the rule. Egyptian political structure was the opposite. Forced into cooperation by a single 

water source, Egypt maintained a united state from the Mediterranean south to Aswan, down the narrow 

corridor of rich agricultural land fertilized annually by the Nile Flood. The deserts to the east and west of 

the Nile Valley were, like Canaan, foreign territory. Political unity in Egypt collapsed from time to time, 

but by and large, the united state existed through most of its ancient history.  

Cultural, economic, and political contacts were thus between a united Egypt and the individual 

independent city-states of Canaan. When the time came, around 1550 B.C.E., for Egypt to create an Asiatic 

empire, it was created swiftly. The city-states of Canaan had little stomach for unity; the very 

independence they craved made them easy prey to a whole series of conquerors who came from all 



directions. Before 1550 B.C.E., however, relations between the two regions were largely commercial. 

Egypt normally had an excess of foodstuffs, which Canaan did not. Egypt also had control of the gold 

mines of the eastern mountains and of the land and sea routes to the Sudan and Ethiopia whence came 

ebony, spices, and other luxuries. Canaan supplied raw materials Egypt did not possess and, through the 

Levantine cities, made possible Egyptian participation in international trade.  

The chronology of these relations must be given in general terms until the early 1st millennium B.C.E., 

when written documents are numerous enough to correlate more than isolated events or rulers. Egyptian 

chronology, upon which that of Canaan depends, is less certain before 2000 B.C.E. than after. At the 

beginning of the 3d millennium B.C.E., the margin for error is rather large (Hassan 1980; Shaw 1984) but 

grows much smaller as one approaches the 2d millennium. The Egyptian chronology adopted here is 

generally that of Trigger et al. (1983).  

B. The Early Bronze Age (ca. 3200–2000 B.C.E.)  

Contacts between Egypt and Canaan can be discerned in the Chalcolithic Age but were too few and 

sporadic to be meaningful (Ben-Tor 1982: 4; Kantor 1965: 6–7). Reliable evidence begins to appear in the 

Egyptian Late Predynastic period and 1st Dyn. (ca. 3200–2890 B.C.E.), contemporary to the Canaanite EB 

I Age. At this time, there was a rather sudden change only recently defined by new excavations.  

Egyptian material, mainly pottery, has been found at several EB I–II sites in southern Palestine, and 

Palestinian pottery of this period has long been known from Egyptian tombs (Ben-Tor 1982: 4–6; Helck 

1971: 33). Of special interest is the site of ˓En Besor (Gophna 1976), where Egyptian material is more 

abundant than Canaanite and includes a substantial number of Egyptian Protodynastic cylinder seal 

impressions (Schulman 1976; 1980). Also new is a series of sites along the northern coast of Sinai, where 

again Egyptian material is dominant (Oren 1973). Since the Egyptian pottery at both ˓En Besor and the 

Sinai sites includes ordinary household ware, it is generally felt that Egyptians resided there.  

The interpretation of this and related material varies between Egyptian domination and control over 

southern Canaan and northern Sinai and the more moderate claim that this is evidence of trade. The much-

discussed theory of an Egyptian invasion of Canaan at the beginning of the 1st Dyn. does not seem likely 

(literature in Ben-Tor 1982: 9). But some kind of military activity against Asiatics in this period is 

evidenced by small ivory labels portraying Asiatic prisoners and the entry ―smiting the Asiatics‖ for two 

1st Dyn. kings on the Palermo Stone (Helck 1971: 15–16; Drower and Bottéro 1971: 357). The location 

of this military activity was within the Delta itself (Smith 1967) or anywhere east of the Delta. The word 

sṯ.tyw, ―Asiatics,‖ used in these texts may be derived from Sṯ.t, an old border town of the Delta, so that the 

term could mean all foreigners beyond Egypt‘s eastern Delta frontier, not specifically Canaan. At any 

rate, it is tempting to relate this Egyptian material to the swift growth of the numerous settlements in 

northern Sinai noted above.  

It is difficult to say what products were involved in this early commercial contact. The seal impressions 

from ˓En Besor were used to seal sacks, indicating that Egypt was already exporting grain and other dry 

products. The Canaanite pottery found in Egypt is of a kind used for transporting liquids, perhaps wine 

and oil. As for technology, metallurgy must have been brought into Egypt from the metal industry of the 

Wadi Arabah, active already before the Early Bronze Age (Rothenberg 1972). The long-held view that at 

least some agricultural techniques were also imported is given support by Conti‘s study (1978) of 

Egyptian agricultural terms, many of which are loanwords from Semitic.  

The close commercial ties with Palestine during the Protodynastic period apparently ceased before the 

beginning of the Old Kingdom (ca. 2700–2185 B.C.E.), and, on present evidence, were not resumed during 

that period (Ward 1963: 20, 25–26; Ben-Tor 1982: 6). The only Old Kingdom contacts with Palestine 

now suggested are a few military incursions of a temporary nature (Helck 1971: 17–21), and even these 

may rather have taken place in the eastern Delta or the Sinai coast (Goedicke 1963). This rather surprising 

situation can be explained by the shift of Egyptian commercial interests during the Old Kingdom to 

Byblos and southern Sinai, where valuable raw materials could be obtained.  

Byblos, already in contact with Egypt before this time, became the focus of Egyptian trade in western 

Asia from the Old Kingdom on (Helck 1971: 21–24). From here came the coniferous woods of the 



Lebanese mountains as well as the oils and resins they produced. The wood itself was in great demand as 

building timber and for making coffins, chests, statues, and the like. The oils and resins were used in 

mummification, for perfumes, and in medicine. Through Byblos, Egyptian commercial interests spread 

indirectly to inland Syria and the Aegean world.  

The copper and turquoise deposits of southern Sinai provided another source of wealth not available in 

the Nile Valley. These mines were first worked by colonists from southern Canaan from the Chalcolithic 

period to EB II times (Amiran, Beit Arieh, and Glass 1973) and were then exploited by Egyptian mining 

expeditions from the early 3d to the mid-6th Dyn. (Gardiner, Peet, and Černý 1955). The primary 

Egyptian interest in Sinai was turquoise, there being no evidence that they ever worked the copper mines 

there. They may well have traded for copper ingots with the local inhabitants, who had long experience in 

that industry, but copper was more readily available in the Eastern Desert both in Egypt and Nubia. The 

latter may have been exploited as early as the Old Kingdom, but this remains uncertain. The mines of the 

Wadi Arabah were not exploited by anyone after the Chalcolithic period until the late 2d millennium 

B.C.E.  

Hence, the apparent cessation of contact with Palestine seems largely due to the need for raw materials 

by a swiftly expanding and wealthier Egyptian economy. Palestine, with far less to offer, could not 

compete and was thus seemingly ignored. But in spite of the lack of direct evidence, it is difficult to 

believe that all trade contacts were broken. At the very least, Egyptian grain and other foodstuffs must 

still have been imported since Palestine was a natural market for such products all through Egyptian 

history.  

By the late Old Kingdom, however, most commercial contacts were terminated for some time, due to 

far-reaching events that overtook both Egypt and Canaan in the period ca. 2300–2000 B.C.E. This period, 

traditionally designated EB IV and MB I, is being intensively studied through the wealth of new 

discoveries in Palestine and Syria (Dever 1970; 1980; Gerstenblith 1983).  

In Egypt, the gradual transfer of power from the state to the provincial governors and an increasing 

economic strain brought on the collapse of the central government (Trigger et al. 1983: 175–77). 

Symbolic of this decline is the fact that the last datable Old Kingdom inscription in Sinai is ca. 2250 

B.C.E. By the end of the 6th Dyn., the disintegration of the Egyptian state was complete. There followed a 

period of over a century of internal strife and competing dynasties until ca. 2050 B.C.E. when unity was 

again established under the Middle Kingdom. During this same general period, all the known towns and 

cities of Palestine were destroyed or abandoned. Urban culture disappeared and was replaced by a kind of 

modified nomadism for over two centuries. Then, roughly contemporary with the rise of the Egyptian 

Middle Kingdom, urbanism slowly revived in the early Middle Bronze Age. A similar disruption occurred 

in coastal Syria, though to a lesser degree. There is some evidence that at least a sporadic trade contact 

was maintained between Byblos and the western Delta (Ward 1971: 49–58).  

Until recently, it was generally felt that these events were historically related, the catalyst being an 

Amorite invasion that brought a new culture to Palestine and coastal Syria and was partially responsible 

for the fall of the Egyptian Old Kingdom. Both the Egyptian and Canaanite evidence for this hypothesis 

has been challenged and the whole theory of an Amorite invasion seriously undermined (Dever 1980; 

Liverani 1973; Ward 1971). The breakdown of urban culture in Canaan is now seen more as a result of 

climatic change, which brought on a period of desiccation from ca. 2300 to ca. 2000 B.C.E. (Crown 1972). 

This also affected Egypt, though to a lesser extent (Trigger et al. 1983: 179–83), internal political and 

economic weakness being the prime causes for the collapse of the Old Kingdom.  

C. The Middle Bronze Age (ca. 2000–1550 B.C.E.)  

For the period of the Middle Kingdom (ca. 2050–1650 B.C.E.) there is considerable evidence of 

extensive contacts between Egypt and western Asia, though this is largely restricted to the 12th Dyn., 

1991–1785 B.C.E. (Posener 1971; Helck 1971: chaps. 5–10). Both archaeological and textual material of 

this dynasty attest to Egyptian exploitation of the Sinai mines, a strong cultural and commercial presence 

at Byblos, and a growing Asiatic population resident in Egypt in various capacities. Egyptian objects, 

from royal statues to amulets, have been found throughout Canaan, including statuettes and seals of 



several Egyptian officials. The archaeological documentation is far more extensive than before, and it is 

evident that Egypt was very much a part of the east Mediterranean world.  

But the nature of the role Egypt played eludes us. The evidence, which is extensive and includes datable 

texts and objects, remains inconclusive. There is still a wide difference of opinion as to whether Egypt 

actually ruled Canaan during the 12th Dyn. or only had a commercial interest there. The cautious 

assessment of Kemp (Trigger et al. 1983: 137–47) is perhaps the best approach.  

The problem is both chronological and interpretive. The end of the Middle Bronze Age is fixed by the 

initial military moves of the 18th Dyn. into western Asia around the middle of the 16th century B.C.E. 

(Weinstein 1981). But the dates for the beginning of this period and the transitions from one 

archaeological phase to another are still debated. Lacking a generally accepted solution, the position 

adopted here is that of Dever, Yadin, and others. The key date in the present context—the transition from 

MB IIA to IIB—occurred ca. 1800 B.C.E., though different scholars propose this date for different 

reasons. Thus, the MB IIA period, characterized by small unfortified settlements in Palestine and large 

urban centers in Syria, was contemporary with the 12th Dyn. The MB IIB period, characterized by large 

fortified towns in Palestine and major Syrian cities such as Ebla and Mari, falls roughly contemporary 

with the Egyptian 13th Dyn. (ca. 1785–1650 B.C.E.).  

Egyptian literary evidence tends to confirm this. The wanderings of the fugitive Sinuhe in Palestine and 

southern Syria toward the beginning of the 12th Dyn. finds him among seminomadic tribes in regions 

which were at least partially sedentary (Posener 1971: 553–54). The Execration Texts, which divide into 

two collections of the later 12th and early 13th Dyn., are often interpreted as representing political 

changes in Palestine. The earlier group names only one-third as many Palestinian towns as the later, and 

this may reflect growing Egyptian trade interests as well as the increasing number of fortified settlements 

in the late MB IIA and early MB IIB periods (Weinstein 1975: 13). While the import of these texts is still 

uncertain, they at least prove that Egypt was well aware of events in Palestine and kept rather close track 

of its northern neighbors.  

The interpretive aspect of the problem centers around the statuary and scarabs naming kings of the 12th 

and 13th Dyn. found in Canaan. There are half a dozen royal monuments, mostly from Syrian sites; half a 

dozen inscribed private statuettes, mostly from Palestine (Helck 1971: 68); and a little over a dozen 

scarabs each of kings and officials of these dynasties (Tufnell 1984: pls. 51–53). Very little of this 

material can be proved to have arrived in western Asia at its time of manufacture: a multiple seal 

impression of Senwosret I from Gezer (Giveon 1967: 31), possibly scarabs of Senwosret I and II from 

Ruweisé near Sidon (Tufnell 1984: 152), and three pieces of statuary from Ugarit (Ward 1979). Opinion 

is divided as to whether all this material should be considered positive evidence of Egyptian control or at 

least contact during the Middle Kingdom or whether it arrived in Asia at a later date as booty or objets 

d’art (Helck 1976). At present, neither position can be adopted without question. Indeed, far too much has 

been made of certain of these objects, such as the statuette of the Nomarch Thuthotep found at Megiddo. 

This, like all other statuary found in Palestine, was discovered in a later archaeological context and is 

therefore of no use in interpreting foreign relations of the Middle Kingdom.  

In spite of modern attempts to defend an Egyptian empire in Canaan at this time, the only hint of 

military activity is the long known statement of Khusebek that he raided in the district of Shechem in the 

reign of Senwosret III. The military activity of Nesumontu in the reign of Amenemhēt I is not specifically 

located but was probably in the desert region east of the Delta (Helck 1971: 42–43). A recently published 

text (Farag 1980) said to describe Asiatic wars of 12th Dyn. kings is instead a donation stela of the 

Empire period. Royal annals, the major source for this kind of information, either never existed or have 

disappeared owing to the dismantling of buildings for later construction. The lack of information on 

military actions in the north may therefore be due to accidents of preservation.  

In attempting to define the relations between the 15th or ―Hyksos‖ Dyn. (ca. 1650–1550 B.C.E.) and the 

contemporary Canaanite MB IIC Age, one meets similar problems (general survey: Kempinski 1983). 

There is ample evidence of contact, though the nature of this contact is obscure: was it basically 

commercial, or was a strong political element involved? Even the origin of the Hyksos rulers is still 



debated. Some 18th Dyn. texts and the 3d century B.C.E. Egyptian historian Manetho preserve the 

tradition of a barbaric invasion of Egypt by northerners at the end of the Middle Kingdom, a view 

maintained by some modern historians (Helck 1971: 93–94; Giveon 1974; Weinstein 1981: 8–10). 

However, an alternate view is gaining more general support. The gradual increase in the Asiatic 

population in the east Delta during the Middle Kingdom created a foreign community of some size. With 

the weakening of central authority toward the end of the 13th Dyn., these Egyptianized Asiatics usurped 

political power in the east Delta—as did their 17th Dyn. contemporaries at Thebes—and established the 

―Hyksos‖ 15th Dyn. (Van Seters 1966: 121–26; von Beckerath 1964: 123–29; Bietak 1977: cols. 93–94; 

the 14th and 16th Dyn. never existed). As should be expected, this event was not entirely peaceful, and 

related groups from southern Palestine may have joined forces with the Asiatics already in Egypt. There is 

some destruction at Middle Kingdom sites in the eastern Delta, followed by settlements along the Nile 

fringe with substantial Canaanite MB II Age influence (Bietak 1977: cols. 98–99). In the south, there are 

hints in contemporary texts of trouble at Thebes (Vernus 1982: 134–35) though this was local and 

unconnected with events in the Delta.  

The geographical extent of 15th Dyn. domination is unknown. Various theories propose anything from 

an empire stretching from Nubia to Syria to a small east Delta kingdom with vassal states. A 

contemporary text, if taken literally, places the boundary between the 15th and 17th Dyn. at Cusae, near 

Assiut. Less sure is the idea that the 15th Dyn. ruled over southern Palestine, a theory supported 

principally by the numerous scarabs of Hyksos-period kings and officials discovered there (Giveon 1974; 

Weinstein 1981). These scarabs have a chronological value, but there are many explanations as to why 

they and hundreds of ordinary ones should find their way to Palestine; they need not be political 

documents. However, it seems logical that Egyptian rulers of Asiatic origin might find natural allies in 

Canaan. The character of this alliance remains to be determined.  

One factor is significant. Apart from the MB II material along the east Delta fringe, Egyptian culture 

remained Egyptian and Canaanite culture remained Canaanite. The term ―Hyksos‖ applies only to the 

15th Dyn. kings and the contemporary kinglets with Semitic names. There was no ―Hyksos people‖ nor a 

―Hyksos culture,‖ even though the word is often used in this manner. The ―Hyksos period‖ means only 

the time of the 15th Dyn. in Egypt and the MB IIC Age in Canaan; the phrase has no ethnic, political, or 

cultural connotations. A large amount of Egyptian material has been found in Canaan, in particular the 

ubiquitous scarab, and Canaanite material other than that from the east Delta sites has been found in 

Egypt (Kantor 1965: 22–23); all this, however, represents only the normal residue of trade.  

The major items said to have been imported into Egypt are the Canaanite fortifications typical of the 

period, the so-called Tell el-Yahudiyeh pottery style, and the horse and chariot. Though statements are 

still made to this effect, the theory was effectively challenged over thirty-five years ago (Säve-Söderbergh 

1951). It is now generally felt, though not without some opposition, that the ―Hyksos fortifications‖ at 

Tell el-Yahudiyeh and Heliopolis are temple foundations, the Yahudiyeh pottery was introduced before 

the 15th Dyn., and the horse and chariot do not appear in Egypt until the very end of this period (Helck 

1971: 102; Van Seters 1966: 184; Dever 1985). The only really new element in Egypt at this time is the 

introduction of Semitic deities, chiefly Baal, who was identified with the Egyptian god Seth (Van Seters 

1966: chap. 12). Other than this and their Semitic personal names (Ward 1976), the Hyksos rulers 

maintained the native Egyptian civilization. It has been proposed that a new political form standard in 

western Asia, the overlord and vassal, was introduced into Egypt at this time (Van Seters 1966: 162–70). 

However, hints of this political pattern always appeared in Egypt in times of disunity, so it seems more a 

natural process, dictated by historical necessity, than one that needed foreign inspiration (see HYKSOS).  

It is around this time that many scholars place the biblical Patriarchs, though this problem is still being 

intensively examined and argued with no consensus of opinion. Three recent works which have analyzed 

the evidence all conclude that the historical setting of the patriarchal narratives is the 1st millennium 

B.C.E. rather than the 2d as commonly believed (Redford 1970: 241–43; Thompson 1974: 324–26; Van 

Seters 1975: 309–12). But this is still not a solution, since this does not place the Patriarchs themselves in 

a specific historical context, only the postexilic version of their lives.  



A third chronological possibility is based on a significant point which seems to have been obscured by 

the very mass of literature on the OT: Joseph lived to see his great-grandchildren (Gen 50:23), and Moses 

was the great-grandson of Joseph‘s brother Levi (Gen 46:11; Num 26:58–59). Hence, Joseph could still 

have been alive when Moses was born, an event which occurred in the fifth generation after Abraham. 

Now the Hebrews are said to have been associated with construction at Pithom and Ramesses, which 

Uphill (1968–69) has plausibly identified with Heliopolis and Pi-Ramesse, the latter a new city in the 

eastern Delta (modern Tell ed-Dab˓a–Qantîr) built primarily by Ramesses II (1289–1224 B.C.E.). It would 

thus appear that Moses lived during the reign of that king and that the lives of the Patriarchs from 

Abraham to Joseph spanned the 14th century B.C.E. Again, there is no consensus.  

Unfortunately, there is not one unequivocal episode, event, or detail in these narratives which proves 

when the Patriarchs lived, when Joseph served in the Egyptian court, or when Moses led his followers out 

of Egypt. Nonbiblical sources provide no certain point of reference prior to the period of the divided 

monarchy. Even Egypt, with which the Joseph and Moses traditions are so intimately connected, is totally 

mute with regard to the existence of the Hebrews or any event in which they were involved. The earliest 

clear Egyptian reference to biblical history is the mention of ―the land of the Hebrews‖ in a Demotic 

papyrus of the mid-1st millennium B.C.E. (Redford 1970: 201). The appearance of ―Israelites‖ on a stela 

of Merneptah is almost universally accepted as the sole Egyptian reference to earlier biblical events, but 

this translation of the term involved is debatable.  

On the other hand, there is no reason not to accept an underlying historicity in these narratives. Much 

has been written, for example, concerning the Egyptian background of the Joseph stories (Vergote 1959; 

Redford 1970; etc.), and it is quite clear that this background is accurate. The names of Joseph‘s wife and 

father-in-law are good Egyptian names. The ring, linen garments, and gold collar given to Joseph when he 

took office (Gen 41:42) are precisely the gifts bestowed by Egyptian kings on deserving officials, and his 

approximate Egyptian titulary as Minister of Agriculture can be reconstructed (Ward 1960). That 

foreigners, even those of low station, could ultimately achieve important positions is confirmed by other 

documents. Dream omina are well known in Egyptian texts, Joseph‘s age of 110 when he died is an 

Egyptian idiom meaning a ripe old age (Gen 50:22), and the embalming and mourning periods of forty 

and seventy days (Gen 50:3) conform to Egyptian custom. The basic issue, then, is not whether the 

Patriarchs lived, but when. In spite of decades of intense scholarly endeavor, the question still remains to 

be answered.  

D. The Late Bronze Age (ca. 1550–1200 B.C.E.)  

Two new features characterize Egyptian relations with Canaan during the Empire period (1552–1069 

B.C.E.): Egypt‘s political and military domination of the area, and the confrontation with the Hittite and 

Mitanni Empires. Furthermore, we need to depend less on archaeological material since written records 

are abundant, including Egyptian royal annals and archives from several Asiatic capitals. While the old 

commercial ties between Canaan and Egypt continued, the connection is now more a political one, with 

Canaan of the Late Bronze Age caught between the imperial aspirations of its neighbors.  

From the beginning of the 18th Dyn. to the battle of Megiddo (ca. 1468 B.C.E.), Egyptian policy in 

Canaan was twofold. The initial thrust into Palestine in the mid-16th century was to break the power of 

the Hyksos allies in that area (Weinstein 1981; Vandersleyen 1971: 30–41), and the succeeding 

campaigns of Ahmose, Amenhotep I, and Thutmose I in the Byblos area must have been to secure the old 

center of Asiatic trade (Redford 1979: 274–77). Probing expeditions went down the Orontes Valley and 

toward the Euphrates, but little territory was actually held. These initial military moves into Syria took 

place in a period when momentous events were reshaping the historical orientation of that area.  

The catalyst was probably the Syrian campaign of the Hittite king Muršiliš I, who, sometime in the 16th 

century B.C.E., destroyed the important city of Aleppo and went on to sack Babylon as an ally of the 

Kassites. The latter, tribal groups from the Zagros Mountains, then established their own rule over 

Mesopotamia which would last over four centuries. This was not the first Hittite incursion into north 

Syria, but certainly the most decisive (Gurney 1973: 243–51). Internal troubles forced the Hittites off the 

stage for another century, but the north Syrian kingdom of Yamḫad and the 1st Dyn. of Babylon had 



disappeared. The new political power in north Syria became the Hurrians, a people originating in the 

Caucasus who had been filtering into the region for centuries. By the 16th century, the Hurrians formed a 

large population group from east of the Tigris to the Mediterranean. Under the rule of an Indo-Aryan 

aristocracy, they were a dominant element in the Mitanni Empire (Drower 1973: 417–23). The western 

border of the latter reached to the upper bend of the Euphrates; from there to the sea stood the allied 

kingdom of Mukiš with its capital at Alalaḫ.  

The relation between the campaign of Muršiliš I, the subsequent events in north Syria, and the Egyptian 

move into western Asia is bound up in the long-standing controversy over the chronology of the period. 

According to the ―middle chronology‖ adopted in the latest edition of CAH, the Hittite campaign took 

place in 1595 B.C.E., contemporary with the Egyptian 15th Dyn. By the ―low chronology,‖ Muršiliš‘ 

campaign was in 1531 B.C.E., which would place this major disturbance in north Syria at about the time 

the kings of the early 18th Dyn. were gaining their foothold in the Byblos region (Helck 1971: 111; 

Redford 1979: 277–79). The latter date is the more attractive but cannot be proved.  

The true beginning of the Egyptian Empire in western Asia came with the reign of Thutmose III (1490–

1436 B.C.E.). Having finally thrown aside the ―regency‖ of his mother-in-law Hatshepsut, this king led his 

army northward, defeated a large coalition of Canaanite cities at Megiddo (1468 B.C.E.), and effectively 

took control of Palestine. This and subsequent campaigns established Egyptian rule in western Asia up to 

the borders of the Hurrian states of north Syria and the Mitanni Empire. This Egyptian Empire remained 

more or less intact until the reign of Ramesses III (1184–1153 B.C.E.). Even during the troubled times 

described in the Amarna letters of the second half of the 14th century B.C.E., when a new Hittite move 

into Syria fomented rebellion among Egyptian vassals, only the northern provinces were lost. The 

Egyptian military response was not negligible (Redford 1973a) and Egyptian garrisons were still 

maintained at important towns (Pintore 1972).  

During the Amarna period (1364–1333 B.C.E.), the aggressive policies of the Hittite king Šupiluliumaš 

brought about the end of the Mitanni Empire and the rise of Hittite sovereignty in northwest Syria. This 

policy was continued by his successors so that until the mid-13th century the major power with which 

Egypt had to contend in the north was Hatti (Spalinger 1979b). Much of the Empire was regained by Sety 

I (1303–1289 B.C.E.) in a series of campaigns which consolidated Egyptian rule once again throughout 

Palestine and southern Syria. He fought at least one war with the Hittites but did not achieve his goal of 

dislodging Hittite forces from the key fortress city of Kadesh. This city roughly marked the boundary 

between the two powers (Faulkner 1975: 218–21; Spalinger 1979a).  

The troubles with Hatti came to a head in the 21st year of the reign of Ramesses II (1289–1224 B.C.E.) 

when, after sixteen years of warfare, the two powers fought their last battle at Kadesh. The result was a 

draw, and both nations realized there was little use in further hostilities. A long nonaggression and mutual 

assistance pact was agreed to, and Egypt and Hatti remained allies until the fall of the latter around 1200 

B.C.E. (Faulkner 1975: 226–29; Kestemont 1981).  

Still, Ramesses II had to subdue revolts among his Palestinian vassals, as did his successor Merneptah 

(1224–1204 B.C.E.), indicating that the Asiatic provinces were less easy to control than before. This was 

but symptomatic of a slowly gathering unrest around the east Mediterranean. Both kings had to repel 

Libyan tribes attempting to force their way into the western Delta. And at the battle of Kadesh the 

Egyptian and Hittite armies included mercenaries from the west, the vanguard of a storm which would 

end both empires and the Late Bronze Age in Canaan.  

This was a group of tribes known as the Peoples of the Sea in Egyptian records, though only some were 

actual seafarers (Sandars 1978). Originating in western Anatolia, the Greek Islands, and perhaps as far 

away as Sardinia, these tribes moved eastward into the Levant, destroying every state in their path. Their 

move across Anatolia and the final collapse of the Hittite Empire is described in the archives from 

Boghazköy. They then moved through Syria and into Palestine and, in the reign of Ramesses III (1184–

1153 B.C.E.), they tried but failed to invade Egypt. From Cilicia to Gaza these invaders destroyed the 

coastal cities, some tribes settling there. The last documents written at Ugarit, actually found in the baking 

ovens, describe the land and sea war in which that city was engaged just before its fall (Astour 1965). 



Cyprus fell to these invaders, and one group, the Pelset, settled on the coast of Palestine, thus giving this 

region its modern name.  

Ramesses III, the last Egyptian conqueror, may have had to deal with a successful rebellion in the 

Asiatic provinces which had occurred just prior to his reign (Goedicke 1979). He made a valiant effort to 

delay the inevitable by military campaigns in Palestine and by reinforcing or establishing garrisons there. 

The pressure from the new invaders and the collapse of effective resistance in the north left Egypt as the 

only major power to contend with the situation. But internal problems had weakened the state so that with 

the reign of Ramesses III Egypt ceased to be an international power, its Asiatic empire gone (Faulkner 

1975: 244–47).  

Weinstein (1981: 12–22) has shown that Egyptian administration in the Asiatic provinces differed 

somewhat after the Amarna Age from what had been before. During the 18th Dyn., it was sufficient to 

maintain small token garrisons and resident ambassadors in key cities. In the 19th and 20th Dyn., military 

occupation was much more evident, and Egyptian temples may have been built at various sites. Royal and 

private monuments of the Ramesside age are far more numerous than previously. The reason for this 

change in policy may have been the rise of Hittite power in the north. The 18th Dyn. had had to contend 

with the Mitanni Empire and its allies, but this was not a difficult problem to overcome. With the Hittite 

invasion of north Syria during the Amarna period and constant Hittite interference within the boundaries 

of Egyptian vassals, a stronger Egyptian presence among those vassals was necessary.  

Throughout the Empire period there was an intense commercial and cultural exchange. Foreigners came 

to Egypt in large numbers in many capacities: merchants, prisoners of war, mercenaries, etc. From the 

time of Horemheb at the end of the 18th Dyn., Egyptian kings often appointed foreigners to high 

government posts. Children of vassal princes were brought to Egypt to live at court and be educated in 

Egyptian culture. Temples to foreign deities appeared in Egypt, and a few of these deities gained minor 

positions in the Egyptian pantheon. A large number of foreign words were borrowed into the Egyptian 

language, and Egyptian scribes had to learn Akkadian, the international language of the time. Translations 

were made of Canaanite literary works, and there is some Asiatic influence in art and in craft work.  

Contacts went the other way too, of course. Egyptian expeditions regularly went to the turquoise mines 

of Sinai and the copper mines of the Wadi Arabah, now worked again for the first time since the 

Chalcolithic period (Rothenberg 1972 chap. 3). The craft of ivory carving, a well-developed industry in 

Canaan, was strongly influenced by Egyptian originals (Kantor 1956) and Canaanite artists may even 

have studied in Egypt. Numerous Egyptian words were borrowed into the Canaanite languages, and 

Egyptian influence has been suggested in the Proto-Sinaitic and Byblos syllabic scripts (Lambdin 1952; 

Albright 1966; Mendenhall 1985).  

E. The Iron Age up to the Persian Conquest (ca. 1200–525 B.C.E.)  

From the collapse of the Egyptian Empire in Asia ca. 1150 B.C.E. to the fall of Babylon in 539 B.C.E., 

the precise political relations between Egypt and Canaan are difficult to define. In Canaan itself, the 

Lebanese maritime cities maintained a semi-independence though they paid tribute to Assyria and 

Babylonia from the 9th century on. Coastal Philistia under its Indo-European rulers, the Hebrew state in 

the hill country, and the kingdoms of Edom and Moab in Transjordan represent the new political structure 

in Palestine. All these states were subject to conquest from the east and, to one degree or another, were 

absorbed into the Neo-Assyrian Empire (early 9th century to 605 B.C.E.) and the Neo-Babylonian Empire 

(605–539 B.C.E.). While the Egyptian state was not passive, for much of this period it was internally 

divided and played a minor political role in Canaan. Egypt itself was subject to invasion by both the 

eastern empires as well as its powerful new southern neighbor, the kingdom of Napata in Nubia. At those 

times when Egypt was a united sovereign state, its foreign policy was basically defensive, and there was 

an increasing dependence on allies among the Greek cities (Trigger et al. 1983: 337–43).  

The old ties between Egypt and Byblos seem to have been greatly weakened. Around 1065 B.C.E., the 

Egyptian official Wenamon went to Byblos to purchase timber and the rude treatment given him by the 

Byblian ruler is symbolic of a new attitude toward Egypt (Leclant 1968). Datable Egyptian objects of the 

period are rare at Byblos, the most notable being statues of three 22d Dyn. kings who ruled in the period 



950–850 B.C.E., two of which were further inscribed with Phoenician texts by local kings. Whether these 

statues represent political, cultural, or commercial relations is still debated (Kitchen 1973: 292, 308–9, 

324; Redford 1973b: 15–16).  

Egyptian ties elsewhere in Canaan were characterized by interference in local affairs rather than direct 

action. The only successful military campaigns in Canaan were temporary ventures prior to the 

appearance of the Assyrians on the scene. From then on, the few Egyptian military raids in the north 

ended mostly in defeat. It is of interest that the sparse Egyptian records are concerned with Philistia and 

ignore the Hebrew states. Egyptian connections with the latter are noted only in Assyro-Babylonian and 

biblical sources, with less trustworthy statements by classical authors.  

Egyptian policy toward the Hebrew monarchy vacillated as the situation required. When King David 

(ca. 1010–970 B.C.E.) conquered Edom, Hadad, the crown prince of that kingdom, sought refuge in Egypt, 

where he was welcomed and eventually married to a member of the royal family (1 Kgs 11:14–22). This 

gave Egypt an ally east of the new Hebrew state. Early in the reign of Solomon (970–930 B.C.E.), the 

Egyptian king Siamon invaded Philistia, sacked Gezer, and gave that city as the dowry of his daughter, 

whom he married to Solomon (1 Kgs 9:16). Such diplomatic marriages sanctioned treaties between states 

so that the Hebrew kingdom, now at its strongest, became an Egyptian ally. Toward the end of Solomon‘s 

reign, Jeroboam, another fugitive from Hebrew justice, took refuge in the court of Shoshenq I of Egypt 

(945–924 B.C.E.), the first of the new line of Libyan kings of the 22d Dyn. Like Hadad of Edom, 

Jeroboam was welcomed and eventually returned to his country to lead a rebellion against Solomon‘s 

successor (1 Kgs 11:26–40). This turnabout in Egypt‘s policy toward Solomon was due to the long 

militaristic tradition of the Libyans and their desire to help break up the strongest state in Palestine.  

In spite of his gesture of friendship to Jeroboam, shortly after the Hebrew monarchy was replaced by the 

smaller states of Israel and Judah, Shoshenq I embarked on the first major invasion of Canaan in over two 

centuries (1 Kgs 14:25–26; Kitchen 1973: 294–300). The biblical statement and Shoshenq‘s own record 

of this campaign show that his armies went through Philistia, Israel, and Judah. Jerusalem was not taken, 

as often stated, but paid heavy tribute, including the temple treasury.  

During the following two centuries, Egypt was torn by the internal divisions of the 22d to 24th Dyn. and 

the domination of the kingdom of Napata which placed the Nubian 25th Dyn. on the throne (780–656 

B.C.E.). Most of western Asia was absorbed into the Assyrian Empire. Some events of this period—about 

which Egyptian records are silent—are found in Assyrian and biblical sources. A minor Egyptian 

campaign into Canaan in 897 B.C.E. was defeated by King Asa of Judah (2 Chr 14:8–14—Eng14:9–15); a 

small Egyptian contingent joined the coalition defeated by the Assyrians in 853 at Qarqar; in 726 B.C.E., 

Hoshea of Israel attempted an alliance with ―So, king of Egypt‖ against Assyria (2 Kgs 17:4; Kitchen 

1973: 372–75); and in 701 B.C.E., Egypt and Hezekiah of Judah were again defeated by the Assyrians 

(Kitchen 1973: 385).  

For the next fifty years, Assyria and Napata waged war for control of Egypt (Spalinger 1974). The 

Assyrians invaded Egypt twice with the intent of crushing Nubian control over Egypt, not to occupy the 

land themselves. These troubles were the impetus for the rise of a native dynasty, the 26th (663–528 

B.C.E.), which ceased sending tribute to Assyria, now more concerned with the growing power of the 

Babylonians and Medes. Egypt regained a measure of influence over Philistia for a while and allied itself 

with Assyria against Babylon (Spalinger 1977). In the later 7th century B.C.E., with Assyrian power 

waning, Egyptian campaigns in the upper Euphrates region were beaten back by Babylonian forces. After 

the campaign of 610 B.C.E., Necho of Egypt was confronted by Josiah of Judah, who was enlarging his 

territory by absorbing the towns of Samaria. At the resulting battle of Megiddo, Josiah was killed (2 Kgs 

23:29). Necho‘s final Euphrates campaign ended in another defeat in 605 B.C.E. at Carchemish (Jeremiah 

46; 2 Chr 35:20), which opened the way for Babylonian moves into Canaan. Ezek 29:19–20 and later 

sources record Babylonian invasions of Egypt, but the one contemporary cuneiform source which notes 

an encounter between Babylonians and Egyptians is ambiguous as to the location of these hostilities 

(Spalinger 1977: 237–38). It is possible that the Babylonians were unable to actually invade the Nile 

Valley.  



Two major events effectively ended Egyptian-Canaanite relations at the political level: the disastrous 

invasions of Canaan by the Babylonians in the earlier 6th century B.C.E., and the subsequent takeover by 

Persia, which invaded and annexed Egypt in 525 B.C.E. While the Phoenician cities continued to thrive 

under Persian rule (Elayi 1980), much of Palestine had been laid waste and, save for a brief period in the 

early 4th century B.C.E., pharaonic Egypt was finished as an independent power.  

Throughout the Iron Age, trade and commerce played a major role in the political and military policies 

of the larger powers. The cities of the Levantine coast were in the geographical center of the sea and land 

routes which tied the ancient world together commercially from Europe to Persia and Arabia. As 

kingdoms and empires were formed, the growing demands of these states required more luxury products 

and raw materials. The empires came into being to protect these trade routes, capture the sources of raw 

materials, and collect extensive tribute from conquered territories.  

Through all these centuries, the coastal cities of Syria and Palestine were the middlemen between East 

and West. By the 9th century B.C.E., Phoenician fleets opened up the routes to the west, the ultimate goal 

being the tin mines of Spain and the rich new markets of western Europe. As the focal point in the 

international trade between East and West, these cities were a rich prize for whatever empire controlled 

them. Just as important were their merchant fleets and navies and their expertise as shipbuilders and 

sailors. None of the oriental empires were really seafaring nations. Control of the trade cities thus meant 

indirect control of the whole Mediterranean trade structure, as well as experienced naval fleets when war 

at sea was necessary.  

Even though Egypt was a weaker state in the Iron Age, it still attempted to maintain some contacts with 

the Phoenician harbor cities to the extent that the Assyrians forbade the latter to trade with Egypt. At the 

same time, Assyria, whose policy was to plunder rather than occupy foreign territories, maintained regular 

trade connections with Egypt. A desert separated Egypt from Assyrian vassals in Canaan, so the Philistine 

cities and the nomad sheiks of northern Sinai became the channel through which much-desired Egyptian 

exports—gold, linen, grain, papyrus—flowed into Assyrian hands (Tadmor 1966; Elat 1978).  

Egyptian political influence in Canaan may have been sporadic during the Iron Age, but its artistic 

influence remained strong. This represents both the continuation of artistic influences begun much earlier 

and new contemporary ones. The ivory-carving tradition, already prominent in the Late Bronze Age, 

maintained its Egyptianizing character and was far more widespread (Barnett 1957). Scarabs and seals—

imported or copied locally—were still common but with some differences. For example, hard stone was 

used far more often than previously, and new designs appear: scenes from the Osiris legend on seals made 

throughout the Mediterranean, and four-winged serpents on a small group of Hebrew seals, both designs 

of Egyptian inspiration. Such Egyptian or Egyptianizing objects spread from the Levant to Spain via 

Phoenician trade as well as from as yet unspecified manufacturing centers in Europe (Culican 1968: 50–

54). Furthermore, a case can be made for the plundering of Egyptian cemeteries and temples in antiquity 

with the result that many objects were taken abroad outside the normal channels of trade. Also of 

Egyptian inspiration are the designs on Phoenician metal bowls, which were likewise a popular item of 

export to the whole ancient world.  

A great deal of study has gone into the search for Egyptian parallels or origins for OT ideas and literary 

motifs. For example, Psalm 104 is said to be related to the Amarna sun hymns. Further parallels with 

Egyptian thought are claimed for Job, Ecclesiastes, and Canticles. Some aspects of the Hebrew kingship, 

including the coronation ritual, the position of the king relative to the temple, and the titles of Hebrew 

court officials are thought to be of Egyptian inspiration (Grieshammer 1972–73 cols. 163–66). However, 

such parallels are often illusory. Hymns and prayers to different deities may express similar ideas not 

through cultural borrowing but because of basic religious patterns common to all ancient cultures. And as 

Redford (1970: 191–92) has observed, one need look no further than Palestine itself for the origin of the 

titles of court officials of the monarchy. That there are Egyptian terms in the OT indicates nothing more 

than the fact that Hebrew shared in the general linguistic interchange of the age. The long-held view that 

Hebrew monotheism was somehow influenced by Egyptian ideas is incorrect since monotheism was 



never part of Egyptian religious thinking until the advent of Christianity. In short, the Egyptian influence 

in the OT is not nearly as extensive as has been supposed.  

Foreigners had long come to Egypt for various reasons, largely economic, but the foreign population 

was larger and more varied in the Iron Age. A main reason for this was the use of mercenaries in the 

Egyptian armed forces. This practice began in the 3d millennium B.C.E. and grew proportionately more 

pronounced as the army expanded. Libyans, Nubians, and Asiatics, many captured in war, provided the 

bulk of the mercenary forces, but in the Iron Age, Anatolians, Carians, and Greeks were also hired. Many 

of these foreigners were garrisoned in national groups within Egypt and, on retirement from active 

service, settled there permanently (Helck 1980).  

Greeks were especially welcome and established a large trading colony at Naukratis in the Delta. When 

Egypt came under Persian rule, a Jewish military colony was set up on the island of Elephantine, opposite 

modern Aswan. This colony included a temple to Yahweh, the god of the OT. This growing foreign 

population, centered in the major cities especially in the Delta, helped set the stage for the cosmopolitan 

age which followed the taking of Egypt by Alexander of Macedon. This event brought on the Ptolemaic 

period, when Egypt once again became a world power, but that is part of a different story.  
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WILLIAM A. WARD  

EGYPTIAN RELIGION. The religion of ancient Egypt may be viewed in terms of the following 

categories:  

———  

A. Polytheism  

B. Communal Ritual  

C. Divine Revelation  



D. Personal Piety  

E. Myth and Sacrament  

F. Ethics  

G. Afterlife  

H. Anthropology of ―The Soul‖  

———  

A. Polytheism  

Though there have been repeated attempts to discern an underlying belief in a monotheistic god behind 

Egypt‘s pantheon, the worship of many gods was, with the exception of Akhenaten‘s reformation (ca. 

1350 B.C.E.), never abrogated until the pagan culture ended with the gradual spread of Christianity and the 

final closing of the Isis temple at Philae in the 6th century C.E. While Egyptian texts occasionally appear 

to describe a monotheistic god, such instances belong to the phenomenon of henotheism, i.e., reliance is 

placed on a particular deity. Already at an early date, wisdom texts speak of ―the god,‖ thereby creating 

the impression that there was a sole god; but since these same texts may also name more than one deity, 

the term ―the god‖ must be understood as an attempt by the writer to make the ―instructions‖ acceptable to 

a broad audience in various parts of Egypt, where the identity of the major god varied from one locale to 

the next. Thus the neutral designation ―the god‖ was used, permitting readers to supply for themselves the 

name of the particular deity whom they deemed supreme (Hornung 1982: 33–65).  

The Egyptians organized their deities hierarchically, with the creator assuming the role of king of the 

gods. According to the Heliopolitan, or solar, version of creation, the Sun God emerged on the primal 

mound from Nūn, the abyss, and by masturbation or spewing forth created the first pair of deities, Shu 

and Tefnut (air and moisture). In turn this couple produced Geb and Nūt (earth and sky), from whom 

issued two pairs of deities, Osiris and Isis, and Seth and Nephthys, whose natures were less elemental and 

more political-cultural. At Memphis the role of creator was assigned to Ptah, and a spiritual mode of 

creation by thought (heart) and word (tongue) was stressed. A further elaboration of the solar version was 

developed at Hermopolis, where attention was given to four pairs of primordial elements that, lying 

dormant in Nūn, were activated in the production of the Sun God, who emerged on a lotus.  

In the New Kingdom, Amon of Thebes was the king of the gods par excellence by virtue of the 

prominence of this city that gave rise to the 18th Dyn. line of pharaohs. In order to substantiate Amon‘s 

primary position, it was customary to link his name with that of the Sun God Re in the syncretistic form 

Amon-Re. Such ―hyphenated‖ names express the notion that one god was in the other without conveying 

true unity, since the independent existence of each deity was still maintained. Throughout Egyptian 

history there was a tendency to produce syncretic deities like Ptah-Sokar-Osiris, but this in no way led to 

monotheism. There are texts, however, that occasionally treat lesser deities as hypostases of the creator.  

In discussing Egyptian religion, some scholars (e.g., Morenz 1964; Assmann 1979) have often 

distinguished between the immanent and the transcendent in attempting to trace a trend away from the 

immanence of a god toward an emphasis on the god‘s transcendence, a trend believed to have come into 

prominence after the Amarna period (14th century B.C.E.). However, this dichotomy is very much a 

modern construct and does not necessarily correspond to the realities of a religion which was primarily a 

cult, not a book, religion (Hornung 1982: 194–96; Finnestad 1985: 104–07, 143–45). If there was 

anything that provided unity to Egyptian religion, it was not a set of written dogmas but rather the actions 

of ritual, for basically identical rituals were celebrated daily in temples throughout the land as we know 

from papyri, scenes, and texts of the ritual in various temples. These rituals, concerned with the care and 

feeding of images of the gods in the temple cellae, survived to the end of the pagan religion. The primary 

emphasis on the action of ritual is graphically conveyed in scenes of ritual activity where the liturgist 

precedes the lector priest, whose recitations accompanied the ritual (Morenz 1973: 224–25).  

B. Communal Ritual  

An important characteristic of Egyptian religion was its communal nature, which allowed very little 

room for the convictions of an individual (with the exception of Akhenaten) to affect the faith. In this 

connection the distinction between a state religion of the temples and popular religion (e.g., David 1982: 



143), as though the common people did not participate in the same religion as the elite, deserves 

reconsideration. The notion that the temple bore only a loose connection with the populace has been 

fostered by the survival of large temples, such as Karnak and Luxor, without proper recognition that the 

Egyptian landscape was dotted with myriads of small temples, often only of mud brick, which have 

largely disappeared in the Nile alluvium and whose existence is only attested by their names recorded in 

papyri. In small village temples, the cult was performed daily by officiants who had a closer relationship 

to the community than did the clergy of a huge temple like Karnak. Any Egyptian temple, large or small, 

housed an image of the deity in whose honor the temple was built, while in the larger temples additional 

chapels for associated deities provided a sort of family residence. The sanctuary, called ―the doors of 

heaven,‖ frequently was said to rest on the primal mound of creation. Indeed the temple was the image of 

the cosmos, and what took place within its walls was of cosmic import. According to the dedicatory 

inscriptions of the New Kingdom, even a king‘s mortuary temple served as a place of community worship 

and prayer.  

In theory the pharaoh was the sole liturgist in all temples, but in practice this role was delegated to 

priests functioning as royal deputies. In depictions of cultic activities it is the king who is universally 

shown officiating, and it is to him alone that the recorded speeches of the gods are directed. As the 

theoretical high priest, the king acted as the corporate personality of the society. The purpose of the ritual 

was to ensure the god‘s continued presence on earth, thus guaranteeing the bounty of the land and success 

in state endeavors, both at home and abroad. Tutankhamen‘s (Amemophis IV) restoration inscription 

claims that, under Akhenaten, when the cult images were destroyed, neither gods nor goddesses could 

respond to people‘s prayers and even the army could achieve no success abroad.  

The actual performance of the cult in the holy of holies, to which only the initiated had access, did not 

involve large segments of the community, except insofar as subordinate personnel of the temple estates 

provided a continual supply of foodstuffs for the offerings. Once these provisions had been ritually 

offered to the deity, they were consumed by the priests and temple staff. A provision in the ritual 

sanctioned this form of remuneration. Whereas men of the community had their secular occupations to 

perform, their wives often served as chantresses, singing hymns at the temple service each day. Women‘s 

participation in religion and religious education at home was perhaps more significant than the average 

man‘s, for the doxology of the hymns they sang served to define the nature of the deity.  

During the New Kingdom there was a trend away from traditional hymns that expressed the god‘s 

activities in highly symbolic language (such as the daily course of the Sun God and his vanquishing the 

demon of chaos, Apophis) toward hymns that describe the deity in more rational terms as an almost 

transcendent creator and sustainer of the world. After the Amarna period, greater stress was placed on the 

supreme god as a controller of time and human destiny. Nonetheless, the older liturgical hymns, full of 

imagery, continued to be used in conjunction with the celebration of the cult. There was no either/or 

proposition demanding that a decision be made in favor of the god‘s transcendent or immanent nature.  

C. Divine Revelation  

For the New Kingdom there is considerable information on the participation of the community in 

temple religion. The Egyptian week was of ten days‘ duration, with the last day being the day off from 

work, thus providing the opportunity for people to participate in religion at the temple. On this feast day, 

as well as on other designated festivals of the year, the populace assembled either in the area before the 

temple pylon or within the courtyard of large temples to witness the public epiphany of the deity, whose 

image was housed in a shrine on board a portable bark or in a palanquin provided with carrying poles. The 

lavishly embellished bark of the god, who for nine days had rested in his dark sanctuary, was carried forth 

into the forepart of the temple in an ―appearance.‖ It is significant that the Coptic Christian word for 

religious feast, ša, was identical to the ancient word for this divine epiphany. While the bark was in 

procession, people rendered adoration to the god. The decade feast was also the occasion when 

individuals submitted petitions to the divine bark demanding positive or negative responses, which were 

indicated by motions of the bark as it was borne on the priests‘ shoulders. In such oracular proceedings a 

broad range of issues were decided, including the divine appointment of the king at Karnak, as well as 



judicial and even mundane economic matters, such as the purchase of a goat. What is important to note 

about this divine intervention into the human world is that the proceedings took place within the context 

of community and not in the inner sanctum of the temple. Indeed the priests who carried the god‘s bark 

were not professional priests but lay priests, men of the community who periodically served a tour of duty 

in the temple for one month each of the three seasons.  

Another, more personal, manner in which the divine might become manifest was through the medium of 

a dream. From several surviving accounts of such dreams, the deity seems to appear in the form of a cult 

image, who issues commands to carry out some project. In the pharaonic period these dreams occurred by 

chance, but in the Greco-Roman period people would sleep within the temple compound in order that a 

deity might appear to them in a dream.  

D. Personal Piety  

Although Egyptian religion was strongly communal, a degree of personal piety is attested at a very early 

period, when personal names like ―He whom I have begged for‖ and ―Praised be Ptah‖ bear testimony to 

a deity‘s response to a person‘s prayer for a healthy child (Brunner 1983: 105). Shortly before the Amarna 

period there is increased evidence for human submission to a god as a controller of destiny in requests for 

divine aid, and the Ramesside Age provides abundant testimony for the ethical instant when individuals 

acknowledge to a deity that their bodily suffering is due to a transgression against the god, to whom they 

beg for mercy. While it has been surmised that this brand of personal piety owed its origin to the presence 

of Canaanites in Egypt (Vandier 1949: 215, 233), it is more plausibly linked with indigenous 

developments regarding the nature of god and human dependence on the god‘s will.  

E. Myth and Sacrament  

The position of narrative or epic myth in ancient Egypt is somewhat peculiar. For the pharaonic period, 

the rarity of mythos in the strict sense of a narrative account and the unmythological nature of many of the 

deities is striking. In contrast to ancient Mesopotamia and Greece, mythical events were rarely depicted in 

art, and the ancient Greek historian Herodotus dwells more on Egyptian festivals than mythos. In fact, 

mythos appears to be a latecomer into Egyptian religion, not really taking form until the collapse of the 

Old Kingdom and the weakening of the divine kingship, at a time when the concept of a mythical past 

developed. To narrate the actions of gods demands a linear concept of the past, whereas divine time in 

Egyptian thought was predominantly cyclic. The oldest body of religious texts, the Old Kingdom Pyramid 

Texts, are not myth, nor do they even need be considered as based on underlying narrative myths. Rather, 

they are sacramental in nature, in that the ritual actions were, through the accompanying words, identified 

with actions in the divine world. There was thus an ontological, not temporal, distinction between the 

human realm and the realm of gods. This sacramental quality of religious ritual continued to remain 

important even after narrative myth made its appearance at a time when a deterioration of social 

conditions enabled one to view the past as distinct from an altered present. The germs for the development 

of a narrative myth such as that of Horus and Osiris, can be discerned in the Pyramid Texts; with the end 

of the Old Kingdom the formulation of episodes of a mythical story was taking place. For a good part of 

Egyptian history, myth remained in the realm of what was orally related about the gods, as distinct from 

what was written down. When we do find stories about the gods, especially from the New Kingdom, the 

accounts are episodic and lack clear, consistent motivation of character. In the pharaonic period, myth 

tended to be more closely associated with the world of the sorcerer‘s curative spells, which were based on 

mythological precedent, than with temple religion (Assmann 1977; 1982).  

Much of what is loosely described as myth in ancient Egypt is really more a mode of iconic thought, not 

involving mythical events set in the past but ever repeating cosmic events, where beginning and end 

concur ad infinitum. Such is the nature of the Sun God‘s diurnal voyage by boat across the sky and 

through the underworld, where his daily death results in a union with Osiris, god of the dead, to achieve 

revivification and rebirth. Scenes and texts in the New Kingdom royal tombs dwell at length upon the 

activities of the Sun God in the twelve hours of the night.  

F. Ethics  



While Egyptian religion was very much a nationalistic one with no attempt made to proselytize, there 

existed a tolerant attitude toward foreign deities. Despite repeated assertions in royal inscriptions 

concerning foreigners being ignorant of god, in actuality Asiatic deities, such as Astarte, Baal, Rešep, and 

Anat, were accepted in Egypt in the course of the New Kingdom. An image of the goddess Astarte of 

Nineveh was sent to aid the ailing king Amenhotep III, and full testimony to the power of Asiatic deities 

is evident in Rameses II‘s treaty with the Hittites. In Egypt, Asiatic deities were worshiped by Egyptians 

in accordance with Egyptian cult practices. In the New Kingdom a universal concern for the well-being of 

foreigners is ascribed to gods like Amun-Rē or Akhenaten‘s Aton, and quite remarkable is the blessed 

afterlife granted to Egypt‘s traditional enemies in the Book of Gates, a theological composition inscribed 

in royal tombs after the Amarna period.  

In considering the problem of ethics in ancient Egypt, it should be stressed that the wisdom texts were 

not regarded as sacred literature. Although portions of the biblical Proverbs betray the influence of the 

Wisdom of Amenemōpe, the Egyptians did not include Wisdom Literature in the category of ―god‘s 

word.‖ What they regarded as divine in the ethical realm was the concept of Maat, which encompassed 

the notions of truth, harmony, and world order as it should be. A principle of cosmic dimensions, 

regulating the functioning of nature, society, and an individual‘s life, Maat was the daughter of the Sun 

God and, being a goddess, even possessed a cult. The king‘s offering of the icon of Maat to the creator 

was a symbolic expression of the king‘s role in preserving the harmony of nature and society. Imbued 

with Maat, writers of wisdom texts articulated a principle that gave rise less to laws than to the resolution 

of contention.  

Ethical behavior entered into the judgment of the dead, where one‘s good qualities were assessed 

against one‘s wrongs. In the Book of the Dead, the heart is shown being weighed against the feather of 

Maat, while a negative confession was recited by the deceased before a tribunal of netherworld judges. 

The heart scarab, placed on the deceased‘s chest, was designed to prevent the heart from adducing adverse 

testimony or, in other words, to prevent one from being overburdened by a heavy sense of guilt. It would 

be wrong to reduce Egyptian religion to the realm of ethics or to magical practices designed to circumvent 

the consequences of sin, for Maat was a gift of the god, instilled in people‘s hearts to enable them to lead 

a good life. Participation in religion by the community on the last day of the ten-day week and during 

other feasts that stressed renewal was one means whereby Maat was revealed, as hymns expressed the 

god‘s triumph over the forces of evil and chaos that menaced the world order.  

G. Afterlife  

A remarkable feature of Egyptian religion was its complex system of beliefs regarding the afterlife. 

Since Egyptians gods were themselves subject to death and rebirth, and some even possessed cemeteries 

in the parts of Egypt, the fate of humanity had a powerful precedent. One aspect of the afterlife was the 

simple continuation of existence in the tomb. Already in archaic times natural dehydration of the body in 

a shallow grave suggested the permanent existence of the deceased, but as tombs became more elaborate 

and natural desiccation of the corpse ceased to be effective, mummification was developed as a means of 

preserving the body. Initially only the king and elite had their bodies mummified, but after the Old 

Kingdom mummification was gradually extended. The superstructure of the tomb contained a cult place 

where offerings could be made to the deceased‘s spirit, which was believed to emerge from below 

through a false door. Sometimes elaborate contracts were drawn up with mortuary priests to ensure the 

perpetuity of the cult. In the absence of real offerings, the recitation of an invocation offering was 

considered a valid means for satisfying the deceased‘s needs.  

But there was more to the afterlife than continued existence in the tomb. In the Old Kingdom the king‘s 

afterlife involved his spiritual participation in cosmic processes such as the course of the Sun God or the 

motion of the stars. At first only the dead king became identified with Osiris, lord of the netherworld; but 

with the collapse of the Old Kingdom, royal funerary prerogatives were gradually extended to deceased 

commoners, whose names were preceded by the epithet Osiris. Funerary texts that had been for the dead 

king‘s use now became the domain of a broader segment of the population. Many new spells were 

composed, inscribed in the interior of coffins or, later, on rolls of papyrus, known as the Book of the 



Dead. Included in this funerary literature were spells effecting the deceased‘s identification with some of 

the highest gods, such as Rē, Atum, and Horus. The myth of Osiris‘s murder, the finding of his body and 

revivification by Isis, and the posthumous procreation of their son Horus had an especial appeal. At 

Abydos, the burial place of archaic kings and Osiris, cenotaphs were erected along the processional route 

of the god Osiris, enabling the commoner to participate in the celebration of the god‘s triumph and 

renewal.  

H. Anthropology of ―The Soul‖  

The anthropology of the deceased‘s being was complex. Besides the mummy resting permanently in the 

tomb, there were several spiritual elements. The ka was a dynamic vital force, formed at one‘s birth. After 

death it rejoined the body in the tomb and emerged through a false door to receive offerings. It was that 

element of the personality that related to society, for statues of the deceased in tomb chapels or even 

temples served to invoke within the beholder‘s mind the ka-image of the deceased. The ba was a 

manifestation of power, sometimes rendered by ―soul,‖ which seems to have existed in one‘s lifetime but 

after death became that portion of the psyche capable of participating in broad cosmic processes. As a 

human-headed bird it flew up the burial shaft from the mummy to enjoy the little garden pool outside the 

tomb, or it could ascend to the sky and travel with the Sun God. The akh was a spirit, something like a 

ghost, that came into being only after death and could exert influence upon a living person. In response to 

malevolent actions by an akh, the Egyptians frequently wrote letters to the akh of a deceased person 

urging it to desist. The netherworld tribunal was composed of many akhs presided over by a high god like 

Rē, and legal action against an offending akh could be taken in such a court.  

The question arises why the Egyptians, who were keenly aware of the plundering of tombs and the 

destruction of mummies, continued the practice of mummifying the dead. Since mummification and 

interment were ritual acts, it may be that the performance of the rites of embalming was of paramount 

importance in making the deceased person an Osiris and that what eventually happened to the mummy in 

the context of human linear time was of secondary consequence. The deceased Egyptian, from the 

religious point of view, survived less in human time than in two types of divine time: the ba in divine 

cyclic time and the corpse in the realm of djet-eternity, a sort of area of timelessness and no change.  

It has generally been maintained that the religion of pharaonic Egypt lacked the mystical element 

discernible in Hellenized Egyptian cults. However, there are certain indications that at least some spells of 

the Coffin Texts and the Book of the Dead were available to the living for their use. The theological texts 

from the New Kingdom royal tombs contain indications that knowledge of these texts permitted the living 

person to participate in the Sun God‘s journey through the netherworld (Wente 1982). Such evidence 

together with the probability that priestly initiation did exist in pharaonic Egypt suggests that there may 

be a genuine Egyptian basis for the later Hellenistic mystery cults.  
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EDWARD F. WENTE  

EGYPTIAN THEOLOGY. See MEMPHITE THEOLOGY.  

EGYPTIAN, THE (PERSON). A revolutionary leader for whom the Apostle Paul was mistakenly 

identified (Acts 21:37–39). This person is mentioned only once in the NT, and twice by Josephus. 

Although the man‘s name remains unknown, it is noteworthy that the Roman tribune interrogating Paul—

Claudius Lysias (Acts 23:26)—recalls ―the Egyptian‖ as the man ―who recently stirred up a revolt and led 

the four thousand men of the Assassins out into the wilderness‖ (Acts 21:38). Doubtless reflecting a 

Roman view of the Egyptian‘s activities, Lysias‘ comment about him is coupled with Paul‘s request that 

he be allowed to address those who had just been trying to kill him (Acts 21:30–32). The tribune‘s 

response, ―Do you know Greek?‖ (v 37), indicates that at least in his estimate the Egyptian was 

uneducated and therefore to be reckoned among barbarians.  

Whatever his native tongue, the Egyptian could evidently communicate with the common people in 

Palestine since he had aroused interest to such a pitch that at least 4,000 followed him into the desert. An 

allied issue is whether he was really a person whose home was Egypt or whether he was a native of 

Palestine who had returned to stir up trouble. While the matter cannot be settled conclusively either way, 

it is noteworthy that, on the whole, Jews from Egypt lived either in Alexandria or in one of the other 

major Hellenistic cities and thus were not limited to speaking the common Egyptian dialect. Whatever his 

national home, the man must have been a Jew, since it is highly unlikely that contemporary Judeans 

would have given ear to a non-Jew. Further, Paul‘s insistence that he himself was ―a Jew from Tarsus‖ (v 

39), as distinct from Egypt, may support the notion that the Egyptian was also Jewish.  

Of equal interest is the association—at least in Lysias‘ view—of the Egyptian with the Sicarii or ―knife 

men,‖ so called because of the Latin term (sica) for the knife that they used in assassinations (Foakes-

Jackson and Lake 1933: 277). In a relevant passage in which Josephus discusses not only the rise of the 

Sicarii before the Jewish War (A.D. 66–70) but also the flourishing of false prophets and the activities of 

an unnamed Egyptian (JW 2.13.3–5 §254–263), there is no connection made between the ―Egyptian false 

prophet‖ and the knife men. However, Josephus‘ description is sufficiently close to the one of Lysias 

reported in Acts to allow the rather firm conclusion that the same Egyptian was meant. In this connection, 

it is necessary to discount assessments that have deduced a dependency of the Acts account on Josephus‘ 

report (Foakes-Jackson and Lake 1922: 357–59).  

It is essential to note the points of agreement between Acts and the Jewish War passage of Josephus: 

these include references to (1) the Egyptian himself, (2) the insurrection which he led, (3) the Sicarii 

within the context of the discussion, and (4) the desert. To be sure, not all details agree, and Josephus 

offers more information. For instance, in Acts, Lysias mentions 4,000 followers of the man; Josephus puts 

the umber at 30,000 (possibly explained by the difference between the Greek letters delta [=4] and 

lambda [=30]). In addition, the account in Acts says that the Egyptian led his adherents ―into the desert‖ 

whereas the report in the Jewish War claims that he led them ―out of the desert.‖ Josephus alone recorded 

that they ascended the Mount of Olives, evidently traveling through the Judean wilderness and climbing 

the hill from the east. Moreover, he recounted that this host was about to attack Jerusalem and subdue it, 

liberating it from the Romans. He then explained that the procurator Felix (A.D. 52–60 [?]), anticipating 

the Egyptian‘s moves, sent a contingent of infantry which scattered and slaughtered his followers, 

although allowing him to escape.  

Josephus wrote another narrative about this Egyptian and his activities approximately 20 years later (Ant 

20.8.6 §169–72). In this report, Josephus adds that, rather than taking Jerusalem by storm from the Mount 

of Olives, the Egyptian‘s followers were supposed to enter the city after their leader had miraculously 

brought down its walls at his command. Even though this detail is not mentioned in either Acts or the 

Jewish War, it fits with what is implied in both: namely, that the insurrection instigated by the Egyptian 

had strong ties to religious motives (Horsley and Hanson 1985: 160–72). First, the mention of the desert 

as the region of the man‘s operations conforms to the widely shared notion that the desert was a place of 



spiritual renewal and manifestation. Second, in both passages from Josephus, the immediate context is 

formed by notations about the rise of ―deceptive‖ prophets in the years just before the war with Rome. 

While Josephus‘ obvious purpose was to discredit these persons as panderers of false and misleading 

hopes to the Jewish populace, it is significant that he used the Egyptian as his principal illustration of the 

practical failures of this sort of prophetic movement. Third, the belief of the Egyptian‘s followers that he 

could miraculously bring down the walls of Jerusalem—much as Joshua and the Israelites had done at 

Jericho (Joshua 6)—exhibits a further link to religious sentiments. Fourth, according to Josephus, one of 

the major purposes of such prophetic pretenders was to demonstrate to believing followers the ―tokens of 

deliverance‖ from Roman rule (JW 2.13.4 §259) which had grown in its oppressive character under Felix. 

These signs or tokens of freedom were doubtless understood to have come about by divine assistance (cf. 

the mention of ―marvels and signs that would be wrought in harmony with God‘s design‖ in Ant 20.8.6 

§168). Sixth, the spiritual roots of this concept of deliverance were likely planted in their most enduring 

form by Judas the Galilean, whose principal rallying cries were those of freedom and zeal, ideas based in 

the Bible and promulgated by him in the aftermath of the taxation census conducted by Quirinius in A.D. 6 

or 7 (HJP² 1: 381–83; 2: 602–6; Hengel, 229–50).  

It is clear, then, that the unnamed Egyptian Jew had won a wide following among Judeans, who 

believed him to have prophetic powers, had led followers from the desert to the top of the Mount of 

Olives with the intent of capturing Jerusalem, and had then been driven into hiding by Felix‘s troops, who 

crushed his army. Following this defeat, the tribune Lysias apparently mistook Paul for this Egyptian 

revolutionary who, seeming to have returned to the scene of his activities, had been seized by people who 

knew him and were bent on killing him to avenge the deaths of his followers.  

At this point, one final issue must be addressed: why did the author of Acts believe it necessary to 

record the dialogue between Lysias and Paul? Would it not have been sufficient merely to narrate Paul‘s 

rescue from the mob? The answer doubtless lies in Luke‘s interest in dissociating Christians from Jews 

and Judaism, especially in the aftermath of the Jewish War (Hänchen Acts MeyerK, 622). He took great 

pains both throughout his gospel and in Acts to demonstrate that anyone associated with the movement 

inaugurated by Jesus was a strict adherent to social and religious norms and, moreover, was never an 

instigator of public or political disorder, as were many Jews both inside and outside Palestine (Luke 1:6; 

2:22, 24, 39, 51; etc.; Acts 13:45, 50; 14:2, 19; 17:5–8; etc.). The fact that Paul was absolved of charges 

against him (Acts 23:29; 25:25–27; 26:31–32) serves to buttress this point. Furthermore, in contrast to 

those who participated in the Jewish War against Rome, this last observation implicitly affirmed Paul‘s 

loyalty as a Roman citizen. Additionally, Paul was to be distinguished from the Egyptian, whose character 

was insinuated by Lysias to be uncivilized, underscoring the implied compatibilities of Christian norms 

with Roman law and society, particularly as they were personified in Paul. Moreover, as every Christian 

reader of Acts was aware, Paul was the true representative of the Lord; others who represented different 

spiritual interests, including the Egyptian, were to be understood as somehow misled and misleading.  
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S. KENT BROWN  

EGYPTIANS, GOSPEL OF THE (NHC III,2 and IV,2). This gnostic tractate bears no 

relationship to the encratite Gospel of the Egyptians, of which a few quotations survive in the writings of 

Clement of Alexandria. The gnostic Gos. Eg. is extant in two independent Coptic translations from Greek 

found among the Nag Hammadi codices (see NAG HAMMADI [CODICES]). Both versions survive only 

in fragmentary form. The one in NHC III originally comprised pp. 40,12 to 69,20, but pp. 45–48 are now 

lacking while others in the first part of the tractate suffered lacunae. NHC IV,2 covers pp. 50–81, which 

are all in a poor state of preservation. Its value lies in supplementing NHC III,2 where it is fragmentary or 



corrupted. More than 90 percent of Gos. Eg. survives in one or the other version. Both versions are 

preceded by a copy of The Apocryphon of John (NHC III,1 and IV,1).  

There are no indications that the Gk text behind the two Coptic versions differed significantly, but IV,2 

appears to reflect the original Greek more accurately than III,2. Both are written in Sahidic with IV,2 

conforming more closely to the standardized form of this Upper Egyptian dialect. See also LANGUAGES 

(COPTIC).  

The title Gos. Eg., by which the tractate has become known, is taken from the colophon which is 

attached to III,2 but absent in IV,2. More appropriate is the title found in the subscript and at the end of 

the colophon: The Holy Book of the Great Invisible Spirit. This title was derived from the opening line of 

the tractate. The colophon existed already in Greek. Its author, a scribe whose spiritual name was 

Eugnostos and fleshly name Gongessos, Christianized the title using the word ―gospel‖ for holy book. It 

appears that the Egyptian attribution was also based on the opening line; the uncertainty is due to a 

lacuna. The colophon is far more Christian in character than the tractate and appears to have a monastic 

setting.  

Gos. Eg. does not conform to any established literary genre. It is an esoteric writing which treats themes 

typical for mythological Gnosticism. Its content can be divided into four parts. The first (III 40,12–55,16 

= IV 50,1–67,1) presents the origin of the heavenly world. From the great invisible spirit emanate a trinity 

of powers—the Father, the Mother Barbelo, and the Son. To each of these an ogdoad of powers is 

attached. Then follows a description of the Doxomedon aeon, the heavenly throne room, in which the 

thrice-male child of the great Christ resides. Other prominent figures in the Pleroma are the male virgin 

Youel, Adamas, the great Seth, and the four lights Harmozel, Oroiael, Davithe and Eleleth.  

The second part (III 55,16–66,8 = IV 67,2–78,10) describes the origin, preservation, and salvation of the 

race of Seth. Because of the hostility of Saklas and his evil archons, Seth comes from heaven and puts on 

Jesus as a garment in order to save his race. Baptism has a prominent place in the salvation of the 

gnostics.  

The third part (III 66,8–67,26 = IV 78,10–80,15) is hymnic in character; it is followed by a brief section 

(III 68,1–69,17 = IV 80,15–81,end) which tells how the book was written by Seth and was hidden in the 

mountain Charaxio until the time of the latter-day gnostics.  

Gos. Eg. bears obvious similarities to such other representatives of mythological Gnosticism as Ap. 

John, The Hypostasis of the Archons (NHC II,4), On the Origin of the World (NHC II,5), The Sophia of 

Jesus Christ (NHC III,4), The Three Steles of Seth (NHC VII,5), and Trimorphic Protennoia (NHC 

XIII,1). Though these writings share various themes and mythologumena, the very different use they 

make of these makes it doubtful that they come from the same sectarian background. The assumption of 

the ancient heresiologists that such writings represent the teachings of gnostic sects can no longer be taken 

for granted. It is more likely that they are part of a literary rather than a sectarian phenomenon. Such 

speculative literature is best placed on the fringes of Christianity among heterodox ascetics who long 

remained outside of the control of orthodoxy.  

The scholarly interest in Gos. Eg. focuses on the hymnic material scattered throughout the document 

and on the role of baptism. This has given rise to the claim that it represents a gnostic ―baptismal service 

book‖ (Layton 1987: 101). However, there is no hint in the text that it was meant for cultic purposes and 

it is hard to imagine that it would lend itself to this. The references to baptism and the use of hymns and 

glossolalia are not out of place in such an esoteric, mystical writing. There is no need to pose a sectarian, 

cultic setting for which there is no corroborating evidence.  

Since III,2 and IV,2 are to be dated shortly before 350 C.E., and are copies of Coptic archetypes, the Gk 

text is most likely earlier than 300 C.E. Certain traditions incorporated in Gos. Eg. were known already to 

Irenaeus in the late 2d century. Nothing in the tractate betrays its actual author and original provenance.  
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FREDERIK WISSE  

EHI (PERSON) [Heb ˒ēḥ   (י  The sixth in a list of ten sons of Benjamin, according to one .[( ֵאחִּ

Benjaminite genealogy (Gen 46:21). It is widely agreed that the four names ―Ehi, Rosh, Muppim, and 

Huppim‖ evidence a mechanical corruption of ―AHIRAM, Shephupham, and Huppim,‖ the third, fourth, 

and fifth sons of Benjamin in Num 26:38–39 (e.g., Speiser Genesis AB, 343).  

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  

EHUD (PERSON) [Heb ˒ēhûd (ֵאהּוד ); ˒ēḥûd (ֵאחּוד )]. 1. Second of the ―saviors‖ or ―major judges‖ 

in the book of Judges (3:12–30; 4:1; see also 1 Chr 8:6). The narrative portrays Ehud as a military man, 

trained in left-handed combat (Judg 3:15; 20:16; cf. 1 Chr 12:2), who escorts Israel‘s tribute to EGLON, 

the corpulent Moabite king, at Jericho. Dismissing his detachment after one such payment, Ehud sneaks 

back to the court and promises Eglon a confidential revelation. Eglon in turn dismisses his attendants, 

who leave him alone with Ehud in the audience hall. Thereupon, Ehud springs up the steps of Eglon‘s 

throne-platform (˒ăliyyat hammĕqêrâ, ―the chamber atop the joists,‖ 3:20), and he locks its double doors 

behind him. From his right thigh, not his left, where the retinue and the king would normally expect to see 

it, Ehud plucks a sinister shaft—short, without a crossbar, tailored to his task. Declaring that his 

revelation is in fact a divine one, he punches the dagger into the king‘s ample belly. The fat enfolds the 

haft (v 22). Death is instantaneous; no blood seeps out. And the king‘s anal sphincter releases the contents 

of his intestines onto the floor (v 22).  

Ehud escapes from the locked throne-platform by some extraordinary route, denoted by the hapax 

legomenon, misdĕrôn. Possibly, this is the loggia of the throne-platform; more likely, it is the space 

beneath the joists (cf. Ar sadira, ―to blind‖). In the latter case, his egress would have been the hole, used 

for excretion, that led to the space below the throne-platform. Ehud then negotiates his way back into the 

area of the vacant audience hall that lies outside the throne-platform and its structure. His emergence 

through the doors of this chamber signals to the retinue that the audience is at an end. They resume their 

stations in the hall while Ehud makes for the hills. (For this reconstruction see Halpern 1988a: 45ff. or 

1988b: 37ff.) Other translations of misdĕrôn favor an architectural term meaning simply ―porch,‖ 

―portico,‖ or ―vestibule‖ (see, e.g., Moore Judges ICC, 99; Kraeling 1935: 208).  

Eglon‘s courtiers deduce from the fact that the throne-platform doors are locked (from inside) that the 

king must be relieving himself. The odor of his excrement perhaps encourages them in their conviction; 

they wait, at all events, a considerable time (vv 24–25). Eglon‘s overlong occupation, however, engenders 

consternation. In the end, they fetch the keys to the throne-platform, and discover their liege, expired on 

the floor. Meanwhile, Ehud has had time to rally Israel‘s forces, seize the fords of the Jordan, and engage 

the Moabites. The latter, fleeing homeward across the river, are cut down to a man.  

The name Ehud (―where is the glory?‖) follows the pattern of Ichabod (―where is the glory?‖ 1 Sam 

4:21), Jezebel (―where is the exalted [one]?‖ if this is not a collapsed form of Ish-zebel, ―the exalted one 

is present!‖), and perhaps Ayyah (2 Sam 3:7; Gen 36:24). Names compounded with the element -hûd are 

common in the Benjaminite genealogies (1 Chr 7–8). The patronym Gera is in fact the name of a clan (1 

Chr 8:3, 5, 7). Indeed, one Benjaminite clan may have taken its name from Ehud himself (1 Chr 7:10). If 

so, this was presumably the community in which the memory of his exploits was most conscientiously 

preserved.  

Bibliography  
Halpern, B. 1988a. The First Historians. San Francisco.  
———. 1988b. The Assassination of Eglon—The First Locked-Room Murder Mystery. BRev 4/6: 32–41, 44.  

Kraeling, E. G. 1935. Difficulties in the Story of Ehud. JBL 54: 205–10.  

BARUCH HALPERN  

2. Son of Bilhan and a descendant of Benjamin through Jediael (1 Chr 7:10). The description of the 

Jediael clans as skilled in warfare (v 11) may indicate a connection between this Ehud and the famous 



judge (see #1 above). The inclusion of the Benjaminite genealogy in vv 6–12 appears out of place 

considering its fuller treatment in chap. 8. In addition, the exclusion of Zebulun and Dan from the 

genealogies in 1 Chr 2:1–9:1 has led to the suggestion that their omission is due to textual corruption, 

having perhaps originally occupied the place of Benjamin‘s list in chap. 7. (See the discussion in 

Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 47–8, 77–8.)  

JOHN KUTSKO  

EIN EL-JARBA. See JARBA, ˓EIN EL-.  

EIN YAEL PROJECT. See REPHAIM, VALLEY OF.  

EKER (PERSON) [Heb ˓eqer (ֶףֶרש )]. The son of Ram, the grandson of Jerahmeel, and a direct linear 

descendant of the patriarch Judah by some five generations (1 Chr 2:27). Noth (IPN) has suggested that 

the solitary noun form may suggest ―offshoot‖ or ―member‖ of a stranger‘s (ger) family (Lev 25:47), and 

therefore the proper name should reflect something of the social debasement discoverable in such names 

as Jathom (orphan), Machir (sold), Acubah (forsaken), and Jerushah (adopted). It is true that both Hebrew 

and Sumero-Akkadian names (Holma 1914; Rasmussen 1981: 435, 479–80; Stamm 1939: 248, 264–68) 

embrace those that reflect a demeaning social rank or physical liability, but the case is less than clear in 

interpreting the meaning of the name Eker. Nothing suggests anything irregular in his genealogy except a 

contested etymology of the Hebrew root ˓qr.  
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EDWARD R. DALGLISH  

EKRON (PLACE) [Heb ˓eqrôn (ֶףְרשון )]. A site in the Shephelah on the border between the Israelites 

and the Philistines, which was important in several episodes in the Bible.  

———  

A. Biblical and Extrabiblical Sources  

B. Identification  

C. Excavations  

1. Chalcolithic through Middle Bronze Age  

2. Late Bronze Age  

3. Iron Age IA–B  

4. Iron Age IC–II  

———  

A. Biblical and Extrabiblical Sources  

Ekron was one of the capital cities of the Philistine Pentapolis, and is first mentioned in the Bible as part 

of ―the land that yet remains‖ to be captured by the Israelites (Josh 13:2–3). Subsequently, Ekron is cited 

as defining the N border of the territory of Judah (Josh 15:11) and as one of its cities (15:45–46). In 

Judges (1:18), Judah is accredited with taking the areas awarded it in Joshua, including Ekron and its 

territory. However, it is also stated in Judges (1:19) that ―Judah took possession of the hill country, but 

could not drive out the inhabitants of the plain, because they had chariots of iron.‖ Apparently, based on 

this later verse, the LXX of Judg 1:18 makes the correction that Judah did not conquer the Philistine 

cities. The assignment of Ekron to Judah may indicate a late addendum in the time of Hezekiah. Another 

source lists Ekron in the territories of the tribe of Dan as marking its S boundary (Josh 19:43). This may 

reflect the tribal boundary system of the time of David and Solomon. After the ark of the covenant was 

captured by the Philistines, they passed it through the Pentapolis members, including Ekron (1 Samuel 5–

6). Israel later recaptured the cities which the Philistines had taken (1 Sam 7:14); it also was part of the 

battle scene following the David and Goliath epic (1 Sam 17:52). In the 9th century B.C.E., Ahaziah, king 

of Israel, sent ambassadors to ―Baalzebub the god of Ekron‖ to inquire regarding the prospects of 



recovery from his illness (2 Kgs 1:2–3). In the 8th century B.C.E., the prophet Amos threatened Ekron and 

its sister cities with destruction (1:8).  

Extrabiblical references to Ekron—˒am-qa- (ar)ru- (na)—first appear in the 8th–7th century B.C.E. 

records of the Neo-Assyrian kings. Sargon II‘s 712 B.C.E. siege of Ekron is depicted on a wall relief in his 

palace at Khorsabad. The royal annals describe the capture of Ekron and the restoration of Padi as king of 

Ekron in 701, in the course of Sennacherib‘s suppression of the rebellion led by Hezekiah, king of Judah. 

In the first half of the 7th century B.C.E., the annals mention Esarhaddon calling upon Ikausu, king of 

Ekron, together with his other vassals, to provide building materials and their transport to construct his 

palace in Nineveh. In 667 B.C.E., Assurbanipal required his vassal Ikausu, king of Ekron, among others, to 

support his military campaign against Egypt and Ethiopia.  

Apparently, in the second half of the 7th century B.C.E., the Philistine Pentapolis became a Tetrapolis, as 

inferred from the prophetic forecast of the destruction of Ekron together with Ashdod, Ashkelon, and 

Gaza (Gath is no longer mentioned; Jer 25:20; Zeph 2:4; Zech 9:5–7). This imminent destruction of the 

Philistine cities is supported by the late-7th-century Aramaic Saqqarah Papyrus or Adon Letter, in which 

Adon, the king of one of the Philistine city-states, appeals to the Egyptian pharaoh for military aid against 

the forces of Babylon. A recent interpretation of a demotic line on the letter suggests that Adon was king 

of Ekron (Porten 1981). The actual destruction of Ekron may be indicated in the Babylonian chronicle 

that describes a 603 B.C.E. campaign by Nebuchadnezzar against a city in Philistia.  

Ekron is not mentioned again until the Hellenistic period, when, in 147 B.C.E., Alexander Balas grants 

Ekron (Accaron) and its toparchy to Jonathan the Hasmonean as a reward for his loyalty (1 Macc 10:89; 

Ant 13.4.4). The toparchy of Ekron is also cited as being torn from Ashdod (1 Macc 14:34). The latest 

references to Ekron are in the 4th century C.E. by Eusebius, who records a village of Gallai near Accaron 

(Onomast. 11.6–7) and a large village of Jews who lived at Accaron near Azotus (Onomast. 11.9–10).  

B. Identification  

Ekron is identified with Tel Miqne (Khirbet el-Muqanna˓; M.R. 135131) 35 km SW of Jerusalem and 

4.5 km E of Kibbutz Revadim. The tel is situated on the W edge of the inner Coastal Plain, the natural and 

historical frontier zone that separated Philistia and Judah, overlooking the ancient network of highways 

leading NE from ASHDOD to GEZER and inland via the Nahal Soreq to BETH-SHEMESH. One of the 

largest Iron Age sites in Israel, Tel Miqne is composed of a 40-acre lower tel and a 10-acre upper tel. See 

Fig. EKR.01. The lower tel is flat, almost square, and at its N end has a 2.5-acre mound-shaped acropolis. 

A 10-acre settlement exists off its NW slope. The tel‘s low profile rises 108.25 m above sea level, only 7 

m above the surrounding plain. The true height of the tel is masked by a heavy buildup at its base of post-

Byzantine alluvium from the downflow of the Nahal Soreq.  

Khirbet el-Muqanna˓, probably deriving its name from the nearby wadi, first appears in Conder and 

Kitchener‘s survey (SWP 2: 425) as Khirbet el-Mekenna˓, and in Ch. Clermont-Ganneau‘s 

Archaeological Researches in Palestine (1896: 195) as el-Mukna˓. In 1924, W. F. Albright (1924: 8; 

1925: 5–6), the first to survey the site in modern times, identified Muqanna˓ with biblical Eltekeh in the 

territory of Dan, based on his view of the site as a small ruin. In 1951, the Circle for Historical Geography 

reaffirmed Albright‘s identification. As a result, in 1953 the Israel Government Names Committee 

officially designated the site as Tel Eltekeh. In 1964, the same committee changed the name to Tel Miqne, 

a neutral designation in which the consonants of the Arabic Muqanna˓ were transcribed into Hebrew 

letters. This was done in the light of new evidence from J. Naveh‘s 1957 survey of Muqanna˓, and his 

conclusion that its identification as Eltekeh, one of the less important towns in the region, was 

inconsistent with the large size of the site, which included the previously unrecognized 40-acre lower 

section of the tel. Also, in the same year, B. Mazar identified Eltekeh with Tel esh-Shalaf, based on the 

survey of that site by J. Kaplan. Naveh‘s survey of Muqanna˓, and his analysis of the architectural, 

ceramic, biblical, extrabiblical, and topographical evidence, led him to conclude that Muqanna˓ should be 

identified as Ekron. Subsequent discussion in the literature and the recent excavations support Naveh‘s 

conclusion.  

C. Excavations  



In 1981, a long-term joint American-Israeli interdisciplinary research project was initiated at Tel Miqne 

under the direction of T. Dothan and S. Gitin. The main focus is on the process of urbanization and the 

interaction between Philistines and Israelites during the Iron Age.  

To establish the stratigraphic profile of the site, two pilot seasons of excavation were conducted in 1981 

and 1982. From 1984, when the first of the five major seasons of the Phase I excavations was initiated, 

through 1988, the major emphasis was on the investigation of the Iron Age town plan, its fortifications, 

industrial zones, and inner city. In 1985, a survey of industrial installations and architectural remains was 

conducted by D. Eitam and N. Aidlin.  

1. Chalcolithic through Middle Bronze Age. The Chalcolithic, EB I–II, and MB I–III periods are only 

attested by ceramic evidence in mixed fills and mud bricks from occupation phases of the LB and Iron 

Ages. MB I sherds form the largest group within this sample. While sherds from all of these periods were 

found in every field of excavation, the majority were from the sondage on the NE acropolis, which has 

provided the most complete stratified profile of the tel (Field I).  

2. Late Bronze Age. A sequence of three LB strata was exposed only in the sondage on the NE 

acropolis. As a result, the extent of the LB city has yet to be determined. However, LB sherds have been 

recovered from every field of excavation, suggesting that the city may have extended over most of the tel.  

The earliest stratified remains, stratum IX, are dated to the 15th–14th centuries B.C.E., based on the high 

percentage of imported wares, including Base Ring I, Monochrome, and White Slip II. A two-room 

structure, containing a substantial industrial installation in the final phase of this stratum, was destroyed 

by fire. Above it, stratum VIIIB of the 14th–13th centuries B.C.E. produced domestic areas with a large 

plastered vat and a burial site with a faience seal, an Egyptian 19th Dyn. scarab, and an Egyptian-style 

calacite tazza (footed goblet). The pottery, in addition to local Canaanite wares, included Mycenaean IIIB 

and Cypriot imports, and an Egyptian-style ―beer bottle‖ and bowl.  

Stratum VIIIA included a sequence of four mud-brick structures which are associated with the 

culmination of the LB at the end of the 13th century B.C.E. The main room of one of the structures 

contained tuyeres, indicating industrial bronze activity. Krater fragments of Anatolian Grey Polished ware 

were found in this area. This ware hints at the establishment of new cultural connections at the end of the 

LB. The international character and wide-ranging trade and cultural contacts of the Canaanite city during 

the LB are indicated by the diverse group of ceramic imports found in these strata.  

3. Iron Age IA–B. Field I. See Fig. EKR.02. In the first third of the 12th century B.C.E., an abrupt 

transition occurred in stratum VII. Fortifications, industrial and elite areas, and new material culture 

elements appear, the latter suggesting a new ethnic element—the Philistines, one of the Sea Peoples—

with an inclination to recreate the environment of their Aegean home.  

The stratum VII city was fortified by a 3.25-m-thick mud-brick wall, found along the slope of the NE 

acropolis. Adjacent to it were a number of different types of kilns, of which the best preserved had a 

unique square shape. Associated with it was a large quantity of locally made Mycenaean IIIC:1b pottery 

and several Aegean-type figurines. The Myceneaen IIIC:1b pottery assemblage, which made up at least 

50 percent of the ceramic sample, included monochrome decorated bell-shaped bowls, kraters, stirrup 

jars, beer jugs, and the plain-ware kalathos.  

The dating of the stratum VII city wall is based on a chain of stratigraphic and ceramic evidence. The 

wall, cut into the last LB phases, was built of mud bricks and the latest pottery in evidence was LB II. The 

earliest possible floors that could be associated with the wall, although the connections were disturbed, 

were those of stratum VII, dated by the Myceneaen IIIC:1b pottery to the first quarter of the 12th century 

B.C.E. The latest pottery of the stratum VI revetment, built up against the city wall, was Philistine 

Bichrome ware. The slope wash from the stratum VI revetment, in which the Iron II strata III–I mud-brick 

city wall was founded, contained no post–Iron I pottery.  

Stratum VI, in which the first Philistine Bichrome ware appeared, is dated to the last two thirds of the 

12th century B.C.E. New kilns appeared, and next to one was an ivory iron-knife handle with a ring-

shaped pommel, one of four found on the site. A new building complex was built, remaining essentially 

unchanged through the next stratum. One of the rooms had an architectural plan associated with cultic 



traditions, including a stone pillar base, a pit with a large kalathos, and a bovine scapula. This room, 

which was on the periphery of the city, may have been one of the first shrines to be established in Philistia 

by the Sea Peoples/Philistines. In stratum V, the first half of the 11th century B.C.E., the shrine room had a 

plastered floor with installations, votive vessels, kernoi, and several incised bovine scapulae, known from 

contemporary shrines in Cyprus. An adjacent area yielded Ashdoda-type figurines and a lion-headed 

rhyton. Stratum IV was identified by floor fragments and red-slipped-pottery forms of the 11/10th century 

B.C.E.  

Field III. In stratum VI, the mud-brick city wall was extended to the S crest of the tel as part of a 

massive fortification system which included an offset platform and revetment. The latest pottery from the 

mud bricks of the city wall and on the floors which ran up to the inside face of the city wall was Philistine 

Bichrome ware, dating the fortifications like the revetment in Field I to the last two thirds of the 12th 

century B.C.E. The fortifications continued in use in stratum V, and one room built up against the city wall 

produced a spiral gold ring. The thick white plaster which covered the fortifications and the rooms built 

behind them was typical of all the buildings on the tel of the late 12th century through the 11th century 

B.C.E. No doubt in this period the Iron I city covered the entire 50 acres of the site. In stratum IV, the 

11/10th century B.C.E., the fortifications were strengthened with stone towers. The city wall was cut back, 

and a new series of rooms were built up against it. One of these, containing a crucible with traces of 

silver, was found in a large installation lined with hamra, a red, sandy plaster, suggesting the existence of 

a metal industry on the periphery of the city. An ivory knife-handle with a ring-shaped pommel, similar to 

the one in Field I, was found in the debris above this installation.  

Field IV. In stratum VI, a large, well-planned mud-brick building (4112) was constructed, dated by its 

Philistine Bichrome pottery to the 12th century B.C.E. In stratum V (the first half of the 11th century), 

another monumental building (4111) was built on huge stone foundations, 1–2 min height, and was set 

into building 4112. Possibly a palace with two shrine rooms, it measured 15 m × 16 m and was part of a 

larger complex. The building‘s plastered mud-brick walls were preserved to a height of 3 m and a width 

of 1.20 m. The main entrance from the N led into a large, partially covered hall (D), with benches along 

its S wall and two stone pillar bases flanking a round, well-constructed hearth with a pebble base. Hearths 

are an important feature in the Aegean and on Cyprus, particularly in the megaron plan, in which they are 

central architectural elements. They are rare, however, in Canaan. The only other hearth of this type was 

found at Tel Qasile, also a Philistine site with Aegean connections.  

Three rooms of approximately equal size opened onto the hall (D). The northern room (A) contained 

three superimposed floors, the upper with a plaster installation, the middle with a wall bench and round, 

conical, and pinch-shaped unperforated loom weights, and the lower with a gold-leaf object and an ivory 

earplug. The central room (B) seems to have been the focus of the building. Opposite the entrance was a 

plastered mud-brick bamah (altar), which continued in use throughout all phases of the building until it 

was abandoned at the end of stratum IV. The room contained a rich assemblage of Philistine Bichrome 

pottery, an ivory knife-handle similar to the ones in Fields I and III, three bronze eight-spoked wheels, 

and a frame fragment originally belonging to a wheeled stand of the type known from Cyprus in the 

12/11th century B.C.E. The southern room (C) had a small mud-brick bamah, on which was found a large 

iron implement, 16.5 cm in length. The associated floor contained Philistine Bichrome pottery, and a 

complete iron knife with bronze rivets and an ivory handle with a ring-shaped pommel similar to the ones 

in room B and in Fields I and III. The knife has cultic connotations and Aegean and Cypriot parallels 

(Dothan 1989: 154–63). It is part of an assemblage of iron objects found throughout the site in the Iron 

Age I period that represents the largest concentration of iron objects at any one site in Philistia. On the 

floor of room C there were also an Aegean-type bronze cauldron handle, a bronze spear butt, and a 

unique, double-human-headed bronze peg. The cultic character of rooms B and C reflects a continuation 

of the local Canaanite tradition and also the tradition known from Cyprus at Enkomi and Kition, and in 

the Aegean at Phylakopi and Mycenae.  

In stratum IV, the architectural plan of building 4111 continued in use with some minor changes. The 

floors of the building‘s final phase were covered with red-slipped bowls stacked one upon the other, 



flasks, chalices, and miniature vessels of a votive character, including pomegranate-shaped vessels and 

kernos fragments. The Philistine ceramic tradition is represented only by debased bichrome decoration 

and forms, accompanied by red-slipped and Cypro-Phoenician wares of the late 11th/early 10th centuries 

B.C.E. In room A, a cache of unique objects, including a stone baboon statuette, earplugs, faience pendants 

and rings, a decorated ivory lid, and a beautifully carved human head of ivory, link Ekron to the 21st 

Egyptian Dyn. The peak of the early Iron Age city, reached in stratum IV, was accompanied by the loss of 

the uniqueness of its material culture, as Egyptian and Phoenician influences had their effect on art and 

cult practices. In the last phase of stratum IV, the large well-planned and well-fortified urban center of 

Ekron, featuring industrial and elite areas, and a material culture with international affinities, came to a 

sudden end. With it also came an end to the early period of Philistine occupation. Afterwards, most of the 

city was abandoned and not settled again until the 7th century B.C.E. The reasons for this abrupt transition 

probably relate to Egyptian and Israelite military campaigns, which drastically affected the geopolitics of 

the region and altered the occupation pattern of Philistia.  

4. Iron Age IC–II. Fields I and VII. At the beginning of the 1st millennium B.C.E., Ekron shrank from 

50 to 10 acres and was restricted to the upper city, leaving the lower city unoccupied. This radical change 

reflects the United Monarchy‘s ascendancy over the Philistines in the 10th century B.C.E. and Ekron‘s 

diminished status in the Iron IC and IIA periods. The reduction in size of the city is supported by 

extensive stratigraphic data from the upper and lower cities. However, the evidence for the upper city 

from the 10th through 8th centuries B.C.E. is based on a limited sample from the sondage on the NE 

acropolis. Thus, while the excavated data are secure, the following conclusions based on that data are only 

tentative.  

In accordance with the city‘s smaller dimensions in the post–stratum IV, 11th/10th century B.C.E. 

period, perhaps as early as the 10th century, a new mud-brick city wall was built at the bottom of the 

slope of the acropolis. Attached to the wall was a 7-m-wide mud-brick tower faced with large blocks of 

ashlar masonry, in a header-and-stretcher construction. On top of the acropolis, a stratified sequence of 

floors and ceramic evidence assigned to strata III–IIA seems to indicate continuous occupation from the 

9th through the 8th centuries B.C.E. The main ceramic forms are coastal, with some typical Judean types, 

like the late shallow cooking pot, the everted-rim bowl, and the plain-rim small hole-mouth jar. In stratum 

IIA, which may be dated to the second half of the 8th century B.C.E., a citadel tower built of boulder-sized 

stones and a stone-lined drain were constructed. Two lmlk-stamped jar handles that were found on the 

slope—one with the inscription lmlk hbrn, ―belonging to the king of Hebron‖—can be ascribed to stratum 

IIA, the period during which Hezekiah, king of Judah, probably took control of Ekron.  

It was only at the very end of the 8th century B.C.E., when Philistia came under the control of the Neo-

Assyrian empire, that Ekron experienced new physical growth and again became an important city-state. 

At the beginning of the 7th century B.C.E. in stratum IC, the mud-brick city wall was rebuilt and a new 

citadel tower was constructed, as well as an industrial zone of olive oil installations. The upper city 

continued to be occupied through stratum IB until the end of the 7th century B.C.E., when it was destroyed 

and abandoned.  

Fields II, III, IV, and V. In the lower city, the broad sample of evidence and identical stratigraphic 

profile in all fields of excavation provide a sound basis for the conclusions that follow. In stratum I, in 

addition to occupying the upper city, Ekron expanded onto the lower city and beyond the limits of the 

mound itself. After a long gap in occupation of ca. 270 years, stratum IC, a fortified urban industrial 

center, was founded in the 7th century B.C.E. directly on the Iron Age I fortifications and buildings of 

stratum IV. Stratum IB, continuing the general plan of stratum IC, had an enormous quantity of restorable 

pottery, sealed below a massive destruction debris. It was distinguished from stratum IC by architectural 

alterations, the narrowing of the city gate entrance, and superimposed floors. This stratigraphic division is 

further defined by the reuse of elements of stratum IC oil installations, by large perforated stone weights, 

in the construction of stratum IB buildings, and by the discarding in stratum IB of stratum IC industrial 

equipment. For example, a huge olive-crushing basin and an olive press were buried in a pit beneath a 

stratum IB olive oil installation. These phenomena, which also indicate some reduction in oil production 



in stratum IB, can be associated with the end of Assyrian rule and the reinstatement in Philistia of 

Egyptian hegemony at about 630 B.C.E., the date suggested for the division between strata IB and IC. It is 

assumed that the diminution in oil production was caused by the transition in political authority, resulting 

in a loss of Assyrian and Assyrian-controlled Phoenician markets and their extensive distribution system. 

The dating of the stratum IB destruction to the 603 B.C.E. campaign of Nebuchadnezzar to Philistia is 

supported by ceramic evidence, which includes the En Gedi V metallic ware and Mesad Hashavyahu 

types of cooking pots, the flat-based mortarium, the balloon bottle, and the East Greek skyphoi, which 

first appeared in the last quarter of the 7th century B.C.E. Stratum IA, found only in the lower city, was 

built in part over the destruction debris of stratum IB and also coexisted with its exposed remnants. It was 

a random, unfortified settlement with at least one structure similar to an ―Assyrian‖ open-courtyard 

building. Stratum IA is dated to the early 6th century B.C.E., based on the ceramic evidence which 

continued the stratum IB coastal tradition and exhibited post–7th century forms, like the cyma-shaped, 

pointed-base sausage jars. Following stratum IA, the entire tel was abandoned until the Roman period. 

Evidence for the Roman, Byzantine, and Islamic periods was found only in the small, mound-shaped 

acropolis isolated at the N end of the lower city (Field V). This acropolis was formed solely by the 

occupation levels from these periods, the earliest of which was built directly over the stratum IB 7th 

century B.C.E. destruction.  

The town plan of the 7th century strata IB-C city was well conceived and well constructed in a system 

of stepped-down terraces. Its best-preserved features belong to stratum IB. Designed in four zones, the 

city had specific districts for fortifications (Fields II, III), industry (Field III), and domestic and elite 

living areas (Fields IV, V).  

The fortifications include a double stone-wall system—the upper wall on the crest of the slope and the 

lower wall at its base—with a long line of stables running between them. In the SE corner of the tel, a 

series of insets/offsets were connected to the upper wall, apparently the foundation for a bastion. The city 

gate, located in the center of the S face of the tel, consisted of a tower, three piers, and two cells, and was 

protected by a large gatehouse. The gate has much in common with Judean examples from Gezer and 

Lachish, as well as Philistine Ashdod.  

The industrial zone, used primarily for olive oil production, was composed of a series of buildings 

located in a belt extending around most of the tel behind the fortifications and in an area off the NW slope 

of the tel. In the main excavation area (Field III), this zone had two major subdivisions located on either 

side of a well-constructed street. The rectangular-shaped industrial buildings had a tripart division with an 

olive oil production room, a storage/work room, and an anteroom which opened onto the street. The most 

complete building, immediately adjacent to the gate, contained in the oil production room an olive oil 

installation with a large, rectangular crushing basin, two pressing vats, carbonized remnants of a 

woodbeam, eight perforated stone weights, 108 restored pottery vessels, and 34 conical ceramic storejar 

lids, as well as a bronze juglet, a cosmetic palette, and a Phoenician-type figurine. See Fig. EKR.03 The 

work/storage room of this building contained 88 restored vessels, among which were large jars with 

circular holes used in the olive oil separation process. A storejar hidden below the floor contained a cache 

of eight large, well-preserved iron agricultural tools. This room also had a stone niche with a four-horned 

altar. The anteroom contained a large number of loom weights and pottery vessels for food preparation. In 

the industrial zone, more than 600 vessels have thus far been restored from the excavated areas, and at 

least one four-horned altar has been found in each industrial building.  

The olive oil industry was the dominant feature and the chief stimulus for the phenomenal physical and 

economic growth of Ekron in the 7th century B.C.E. Initially established in stratum IC, the oil industry was 

probably created as a direct result of the stability produced by the Pax Assyriaca and the commercial 

interests of the expanding Assyrian empire. The 102 olive oil installation units thus far excavated or found 

on the surface of the tel, and associated with stratum IB, indicate that in antiquity Ekron was the largest 

olive oil industrial center in the ancient Near East. These installations, representing only a part of the 

potential sample, had the capacity of producing at least 1,000 tons of olive oil annually, one fifth of 

Israel‘s current level of export production (see Eitam and Shomroni 1987).  



The extensive evidence of loom weights found throughout the industrial zone suggests that a second 

industry existed at Ekron for the production of textiles. Since olives could be pressed for only four months 

a year, a second industry probably existed to make efficient use of the large industrial plant during the 

remaining eight months of the year.  

The domestic district was just N of the industrial zone. Here, buildings, courtyards and floors produced 

installations and pottery associated with domestic activities. The elite zone, continuing the Iron Age I 

tradition, was located in the center of the lower city (Field IV). It consisted of a large complex of at least 

four buildings, with a different plan than that of the industrial zone. So far, fifteen rooms have been 

excavated, including courtyards, storage areas, and living quarters, with no indication of industrial 

activity. Only this zone had Assyrian ceramic forms and East Greek skyphoi, as well as the highest 

percentage of decorated vessels and small closed and open ceramic forms. It also contained two unique 

large caches of silver jewelry and two small, well-worked four-horned altars.  

The material culture of Ekron in the 7th century B.C.E. belongs primarily to the Philistine coastal 

tradition. Just over 83 percent of the ceramic evidence is coastal, 7 percent is Judean, 9 percent is 

common to the entire S, and 0.5 percent represents N ceramic forms. Typical of the coastal tradition are 

pointed-base juglets, hammer-head rim kraters, and small, incised and carinated bowls. The ceramic 

assemblage also includes twelve chalices—three with painted, triangle decoration, only paralleled at Tel 

Batash–Timnah, a daughter city of Ekron—and nine chalices with relief leaf decoration, not usually found 

in Judah. Another type of artifact, the four-horned incense altar, usually associated with Israelite religious 

practice of the Iron IC–IIA period, is unique to Ekron in the 7th century B.C.E. Ten examples have thus far 

been found. They do not exist elsewhere in Philistia, nor in Judah in the 7th century B.C.E. (Gitin 1989: 

52–67). The three inscribed stone shekel and bekah weights from Ekron, while characteristic of Judah, are 

also known in Philistia. The same is true of the two words in paleo-Hebrew letters found on two storejars 

in the elite zone: bt, indicating volume, and dbl, possibly referring to figs. Only two Judean-type female 

figurines were found in stratum IB. Among the rich assemblage of small objects of ivory, faience and 

shell amulets, and figurines, many were Egyptian or showed Egyptian influence. Especially significant are 

the inscribed limestone sistrum (a musical instrument) and a scarab of the 26th Egyptian Dyn. This 

phenomenon is consistent with the coastal tradition in this period when Philistia was under Egyptian 

control.  

The current excavations at Tel Miqne have demonstrated that the site was settled before the founding of 

Philistine Ekron at the beginning of the Iron Age; the urban center of Ekron evolved through a four-stage 

process of growth, contraction, regeneration, and partial abandonment, reflecting its changing role as a 

border city on the frontier separating Philistia and Judah; and the material culture of the Philistine coastal 

tradition was maintained throughout Ekron‘s 600-year history.  
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TRUDE DOTHAN  

SEYMOUR GITIN  

EL (DEITY). See NAMES OF GOD IN THE OT.  

EL-AREINI. See AREINI, TELL EL-.  

EL-˓AJJUL, TELL. See ˓AJJUL, TELL EL-.  

EL-BATASHI. See BATASHI, TELL EL-.  

EL-BERITH (DEITY) [Heb ˒ēl bĕr  t (ית   .See BAAL-BERITH (DEITY) .[( ֵאל ְבשִּ

EL-EMIR, ˓IRAQ. See ˓IRAQ EL-EMIR.  

EL-GHASSUL. See GHASSUL, TULEILAT EL-.  

EL-HESI, TELL. See HESI, TELL EL-.  

EL-HIRI, RUJM. See RUJM EL-HIRI.  

EL-HUSN. See HUSN, EL-.  

EL-JARBA, ˓EIN. See JARBA, ˓EIN EL-.  

EL-JIB (PLACE). See GIBEON (PLACE).  

EL-KHALIL, RAMAT. See RAMAT EL-KHALIL.  

EL-KHELEIFEH, TELL. See KHELEIFEH, TELL EL-.  

EL-KOM, KHIRBET. See KOM, KHIRBET EL- articles.  

EL-MARJAMEH, KHIRBET. See MARJAMEH, KHIRBET EL-.  

EL-MASKHUTA, TELL. See MASKHUTA, TELL EL-.  

EL-MAZAR, TELL. See MAZAR, TELL EL-.  

EL-MESHASH, KHIRBET. See MESHASH, KHIRBET EL-.  

EL-MILH, TELL. See MALHATA, TEL.  

EL-OLAM (DEITY). See NAMES OF GOD IN THE OT.  

EL-PARAN (PLACE) [Heb ˒êl pā˒rān (ֵאיל ָפאָשן )]. Place ―on the border of the wilderness‖ reached 

by Chedorlaomer and his allies after they crossed (from the N) Mount Seir (Gen 14:6). From there they 

turned back and came to ―EnMishpat, that is, Kadesh‖ (Gen 14:7). These data make it certain that El-

Paran corresponds to Elath on the Gulf of Aqabah (Sinus Aelaniticus) in the southernmost point of Edom 

(Seir) bordering on the wilderness of Paran. This leg of the itinerary of the four kings reproduces, in 

reverse order, the route of the Israelites from Kadesh to Moab according to Num 20:22; 21:4, 10–13; and 

Deut 1:46–2:8 (note ―in the direction of the Red Sea,‖ 2:1, ―turn northward,‖ 2:3, and ―away from the 

Arabah road from Elath and Ezion-geber‖). The term ˒êl (˒yl) in the composite name El-Paran—QL Gen 

Apocryphon, ˒yl prn—is a masculine variant of ˒êlāh or ˒êlat and means a large tree, like an oak or a 

terebinth, often a landmark and an object or reverence. LXX translated it tereminthos tu pharan ―the 

terebinth of Paran.‖ Because of Jewish opposition to the adoration of sacred trees, Targum Onkelos 

rendered ˒êl pā˒rān by mêšar pā˒rān ―the plain of Paran,‖ and the Palestinian Targum (Cod. Neofiti) by 

gbwl˒ dpr˒n ―the border of Paran.‖ This was followed by Vg: campestria Pharan.  

MICHAEL C. ASTOUR  



EL-QEDAH, TELL. See HAZOR.  

EL-QOM, KHIRBET. See KOM, KHIRBET EL-.  

EL-UMEIRI, TELL. See ˓UMEIRI, TELL EL-.  

ELA (PERSON) [Heb ˒ēlā˒ (ֵאָלא )]. The father of Shimei, the governor appointed by Solomon over the 

administrative district of Benjamin (1 Kgs 4:18). The name Ela, which is also found in the Samaria 

Ostraca (Reisner, Fischer and Lyon 1924: 236), is formed from the common Semitic term for deity (˒ēl) 

with a vocalic ending, perhaps serving as a vocative (IPN, 38). The Massorah Parva on 1 Kgs 4:18 is keen 

to point out that this is the sole instance in the Bible where ˒ēlā˒ appears with a final ˒alep. The 

homonymous name written with a final he (RSV Elah) probably has a different etymology.  
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ELAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ēlâ (ֵאָלה )]. One of the eleven ―tribal chiefs‖ (˒allûp  m) of Esau/Edom (Gen 

36:41; 1 Chr 1:52). This list of chiefs is probably an addition originating with the Priestly source, while 

the 1 Chr 1:51b–54 list represents a shortened version of it. Six out of the eleven (Timna, Alvah, Jetheth, 

Oholibamah, Kenaz, and Teman) are already recorded in the older geneological tradition of Genesis 36 

prior to the list of vv 40–43 (cf. 1 Chr 1:36–41). Although the names Magdiel and Iram cannot be 

classified with certainty, Pinon and Mibzar are likely place names. Elah may, of course, be understood as 

a hypocoristic personal or tribal name, but it is more probable that it is a place name analogous to Pinon 

and Mibzar. It is probably identical to Elath and ought to be sought near present-day ˓Aqaba.  

ULRICH HÜBNER  

ELAH, VALLEY OF (PLACE) [Heb ˓ēmeq hā˒ēlâ (ֵףֶֹמר ָהֵאָלה )]. The place where the Israelites 

under the command of Saul were encamped in the face-off with the Philistines which resulted in David‘s 

slaying of Goliath. This event is recorded in 1 Samuel 17, and the place name is mentioned in 17:2 and 

17:19. The valley of Elah is later recalled as the place where these events occurred in 1 Sam 21:9, when 

David is fleeing from Saul and requests help from Ahimelech, the priest of the city of Nob. At David‘s 

request, Ahimelech gives him the Bread of the Presence and Goliath‘s sword. That these mentions of the 

valley of Elah, along with David‘s first display of heroism, occur at the beginning of David‘s relationship 

with Saul and as David is fleeing Saul, is an example of the artistry of the compiler of these stories about 

the rise of David and the early days of kingship in Israel. The name Elah means ―Terebinth,‖ a kind of 

deciduous tree noted for its longevity (BDB 18). It is often translated as ―oak‖ (so RSV, Gen 35:4, for 

instance). The name of the place where David slew Goliath, then, is ―the Valley of the Terebinth.‖ It is 

identified with modern Wadi es-Sant (―Valley of the Acacia‖), about 15 miles WSW of Bethlehem (see 

IDB 2: 70; McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 290).  

JEFFRIES M. HAMILTON  

ELAM (PERSON) [Heb ˓êlām (ֵףיָלם )]. 1. The first of five ―sons‖ of Shem (Gen 10:22). Elam appears 

as a personification of the land of Elam in the Table of Nations. See ELAM (PLACE). The appearance of 

the name Elam among Israelites in the following occurrences may be related to the international nature of 

the periods when the name is used, the time of David (if occurrence 2 is to be dated from that time) and 

that of the return from the Exile. Especially for the latter, it might not be surprising to find figures bearing 

the name of their place of Exile (cf. however Clines Ezra Nehemiah Esther NCBC, 49).  

2. Fifth son of Meshelemiah of the Korahites, one of the gatekeepers appointed by David (1 Chr 26:3).  

3. A son of Shashak, son of Elpaal, son of Shaharaim and Hushim in Moab, of the tribe of Benjamin (1 

Chr 8: 24). This Elam may be identified with Elam (4) below. Rudolph (Chronicles HAT, 77) has 



suggested 1 Chronicles 8 to be a list of various families of Benjamin dating from the reign of Josiah or 

from the postexilic period.  

4. The head of a clan from which 1,254 people returned from the Exile to Jersualem with Zerubbabel 

(Ezra 2:7; Neh 7:12; 1 Esdr 5:12). A group of seventy males from this clan returned with Ezra under the 

leadership of Jeshaiah son of Athaliah (Ezra 8:7; cf. 1 Esdr 8:33, where Jeshaiah is the son of Gotholios). 

A member of this family, Shecaniah son of Jehiel, was the first to confess to the sin of marrying foreign 

wives after Ezra‘s speech and a group of six men from the family of Elam are named among those who 

made sacrifice and expelled their foreign wives (Ezra 10:2, 26; 1 Esdr 9:27). Elam is also named among 

the heads of the people who make covenant with God (Neh 10:15—Eng 10:14).  

5. The head of a clan from which 1,254 people returned from the Exile to Jerusalem with Zerubbabel 

(Ezra 2:31; Neh 7:34). Described as the ―other Elam‖ to distinguish him from the Elam of Ezra 2:7 and 

Neh 7:12; the fact that the number of returnees is the same for both families has led to the identification of 

the two figures (Gunneweg Ezra KAT, 60). However, the combined number of returnees from the 

families of both (the other) Elam and Ono is 725 in 1 Esdr 5:22.  

6. One of the priests involved with Nehemiah in the thanksgiving celebration at the dedication of the 

walls of Jerusalem (Neh 12:42).  

RICHARD S. HESS  

ELAM (PLACE) [˓êlam (ֵףיַלם )]. ELAMITES. The Elamites called their country Haltamti (or 

Hatamti), a word that means ―the country (of the) lord,‖ from which is derived the Akkadian word 

Elamtu. The Sumerians designated this region by the ideogram NIM, which means ―high‖ or ―raised.‖ This 

name is rendered in Hebrew by ˓êlām and in Greek by aylam, whereas in Achaemenid inscriptions 

composed in Old Persian, this province is called Hu  a (or Huv  a), that is to say Susiana. It is mentioned in 

several late biblical texts (Isa 21:2; Jer 25:25; 49:34–39; Ezek 32:24; Dan 8:2; Ezra 4:9; Acts 2:9).  

———  

A. Geography  

B. History  

1. Proto-Elamite Period  

2. Old Elamite Period  

3. Sukkalmah Dynasty  

4. Middle Elamite Period  
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6. Achaemenid Period  

C. Language  

———  

A. Geography  

The site of Susa, in the modern Iranian province of Khuzistan, furnishes the major part of our 

documentation of the Elamite civilization; Elam was thus for a long time confused with Susiana. Today 

recent research permits us to better define the geography of this country, whose boundaries varied over 

the course of the three millennia of its history. This confusion was even easier, given that the word Elam 

had for the ancients two different meanings. In the strict meaning of the term, Elam corresponded more or 

less to the present province of Fars and had Anšan (Tell-i Malyân, in the area of Persepolis) for its capital. 

In a larger sense, the word designated a large part of the Iranian plateau to which Susiana had been 

politically attached during certain epochs. At the end of the 3d millennium and at the beginning of the 2d, 

when cuneiform inscriptions (found for the most part in Mesopotamia and in Susiana) become explicit, 

Elam appears as a federation of different geopolitical entities that successively assume domination over 

the whole (Awan, Šimaški, Anšan). At this time, Elam stretched to the E of Mesopotamia from the 

Caspian Sea to the Persian Gulf, and seemed to have for its eastern limits the great deserts of Kavir and 

Lut. It is only in the 1st millennium, when Medes and Persians invaded the Plateau and when the 



autochthonous population took refuge in Susiana, that this latter region took the name of Elam. It is to this 

later situation that the Assyrian annals, the Achaemenid inscriptions, and the biblical books allude.  

B. History  

Today, the history of Elam remains one of the least known of the ancient Near East despite real progress 

made during the last decades. And it is still the Mesopotamian texts that give us the principal points of 

reference for an absolute chronology. The three millennia of its history are characterized, in our written 

documentation, by constant contacts, friendly or aggressive, with Mesopotamia, because Elam, with its 

natural riches (metals, stone, wood, etc.) and by its position en route toward the sources of certain highly 

sought-after materials (lapis lazuli, tin, etc.) was often indispensable to the Mesopotamian economy. But 

it is only from archaeological finds that one discovers the contacts that the Elamites had with their oriental 

neighbors, whether from the N (Central Asia), from the E (Afghanistan, Sistan, Pakistan) or from the S 

(the Persian Gulf, Arabia). However, this history, which begins around 3200 B.C.E. when the first Proto-

Elamite documents appear, and ends arbitrarily in 331 B.C.E. when Alexander the Great put an end to the 

Achaemenid Empire, can be divided into five distinct periods.  

1. Proto-Elamite Period (ca. 3200–2700 B.C.E.). When Elam enters into history around 3200 B.C.E. 

with the appearance of the first written documents, the country is heir to a long tradition. The Iranian 

Plateau‘s prehistory was already closely associated with Mesopotamia‘s and Susa‘s. Since its foundation 

around 4000 B.C.E., the city oscillated between its two large neighbors, sometimes dependent on the 

Plateau and sometimes under the influence of the Mesopotamians. Thus, in the first half of the 4th 

millennium Susianan ceramics, of a remarkable aesthetic quality, have no equal in Mesopotamia; 

whereas, in the second half of this millennium, the archaeological material discovered on Susa‘s acropolis 

is interchangeable with that of Uruk, the Mesopotamian site of reference.  

It is at the end of this period (called the Uruk period in Mesopotamia) that the Susians employed a 

system of reckoning by means of clay tokens enclosed in a clay envelope upon which cylinder seals were 

rolled. There arose at a later stage the idea of symbolizing, on the surface of the bulla, by means of 

different circles and notches, the tokens that the envelope contained. These last became ipso facto useless. 

Thus only the part inscribed on the bulla was conserved. This was the birth of the clay tablet, which 

became the graphic medium for a large part of the ancient Near East for several millennia. During this 

early period, only the quantities of merchandise exchanged were noted, not the nature of the goods. The 

creation of ideograms called Proto-Elamite—which despite all attempts have remained undeciphered—

were probably the work of people from the Iranian Plateau. They were used in Elam until about 2700 

B.C.E. Susa during this period lived under the influence of the Plateau. Similar tablets have been found at 

Sialk near Kachan, at Anšan in the Fars, at Tepe Yahya in the Kerman, and as far as Shakr-i Sukhte in the 

present province of Sistan, on the Afghanistan border. And it is during a still obscure period from 2700 to 

2400 that there is the first mention of Elam (NIM) in an inscription by the Sumerian King of Kiš, 

Enmebaragesi. But it is only at the beginning of the Agade period that Susa and Elam truly enter into 

history, thanks to cuneiform texts that make numerous allusions to the relationship that existed between 

these two countries.  

2. Old Elamite Period (ca. 2400–1500 B.C.E.). This period sees three dynasties succeed each other in 

Elam, that of Awan, that of Šimaški and that of the sukkalmah, corresponding in Mesopotamia to the 

Agade, Ur III, Old Babylonian, and the beginning of the Kassite periods. Constant conflicts arose between 

the two great rivals, conflicts that alternated occasionally with matrimonial alliances created by economic 

exchanges.  

During the Awan period (ca. 2400–2100), the Mesopotamian sovereigns of the Agade dynasty made 

Susiana one of their provinces. It was governed by their representatives of whom Ešpum and Ilišmani are 

the best known. It is even likely that they wielded, for a certain time, their power over Anšan as their title 

leads one to suppose. With the forays by Sargon (2334–2279) and his successor Rimuš into the Plateau as 

far as the Kerman, the kings of Awan, Luh-išan and Hišiprasini became rivals. But these expeditions seem 

more like raids than real conquests. Naram-Sin even had to sign a treaty with one of the Awanite rulers. 

This document is the first text drawn up in Elamite and written in cuneiform characters.  



But it is the last king of the Awan dynasty, Puzur-Inšušinak—a contemporary of Ur-Nammu (2112–

2095), the founder of the 3d dynasty of Ur, according to a text recently found at Isin—who seems to have 

realized the first historic unification of Elam. King of Awan, he first subjugated the whole of the Plateau, 

then conquered Susiana. But this unity illustrated by the title ―King of Awan,‖ vice-king of the country of 

Elam, governor of Susa, did not last long. It is, however, in Susa that monuments by Puzur-Inšušinak 

have been found that have the oddity of carrying bilingual dedicatory inscriptions, in Akkadian and in 

linear Elamite whose symbols are the heirs of the older Proto-Elamite script.  

While the Šimaški dynasties (2050–1860) were in power on the Plateau, Susiana once again became a 

Mesopotamian province dependent on the kings of the 3d dynasty of Ur. With the military forays into 

Elam came dynastic marriages between Mesopotamian princesses and Elamite princes against a 

background of commercial exchange. But in 2004, under the conduct of Kindattu, the 6th king of the 

Šimaški dynasty, Elamites and Susianans invaded Mesopotamia and put an end to the prestigious empire 

of Ur. Its last king, Ibbi-Sin (2028–2004) was even taken prisoner in Elam where he died. During several 

decades after this Elamite victory—victory which will long leave marks in the memories of 

Mesopotamians, as is seen in the Lamentations of Ur—the situation remained confused and it was not 

until around 1970 that the Elamites were definitively installed in Susiana.  

It is interesting to note that it is at the end of the 3d millennium and at the beginning of the 2d, and 

particularly during the Šimaški period, that the Elamites maintained extremely tight ties with their oriental 

neighbors. No text makes mention of the fact, but the archaeological material shows that certain cultural 

themes were diffused over a vast area including the N of Iran, from Turkmenia to Afghanistan, Pakistan 

to the Baluchistan and the Persian Gulf. In each of these regions identical documents to those found in 

Susa, in Anšan, or in Shahdad bordering the Lut, probably ancient Šimaški, are vouched for. One can also 

mention the axes, the staff, the disk, symbols of power, the clothing for the kaunakes, the representations 

of snakes (sometimes androcephalic, sometimes with dragon heads), the ceramics, different objects out of 

steatite or metal, buildings with different levels or their representations, etc.  

3. Sukkalmah Dynasty (1970–1500 B.C.E.). When Ebarat or Eparti, the 9th king of Šimaški came to 

power in Susiana, he gave himself the title of ―King of Anšan and of Susa‖ that his immediate successors 

will abandon for that of sukkalmah, a word that can be translated as ―Grand Regent,‖ a legacy from the 

empire of Ur III. The sukkalmah was sometimes helped by two sukkal, ―regents,‖ the sukkal of Elam and 

of Šimaški who oversaw the oriental part of the empire while the sukkalmah spent the winter in Susa, and 

the sukkal of Susa (sometimes called šarru, ―king‖) who had the responsibility for Susiana when the 

sukkalmah lived in either Anšan or Šimaški. With respect to the division of power in Elam, it is 

henceforth appropriate to renounce the theory according to which the king‘s nephew was associated with 

the management of affairs. This interpretation results from the incorrect translation of the expression ―son 

of the sister‖ that one should understand to be ―son that the king had with his own sister‖—an illustration 

of royal Elamite incest—and not ―nephew.‖  

This definitive installation of people of the Plateau does not accompany any important changes in the 

civilization of Susa which then became the principal capital. The Elamite kings—no more than they 

imposed their title—did not impose their language or their religion. Thus economic and judicial texts, 

those of daily life, were always drawn up in Akkadian. The few royal inscriptions written in Elamite 

scarcely pass the half-dozen mark and not all of them come from Susiana. As to the pantheon, it remained 

essentially Suso-Mesopotamian with Inšušinak at its head. Šamas and Išmekarab continued to be 

influential. The sukkalmahs constructed or restored the temples of the acropolis which were all dedicated 

to non-Elamite deities. They seemed thus to have ―semitized‖ themselves. This period is relatively well 

documented by several hundred tablets and dedicatory documents found at Susa and by some precious 

synchronisms with Mesopotamian history. The oldest concerns Attahušu, contemporary of Idadu-napir, 

11th king of Šimaški and of Sumuabum (1894–1881), first sovereign of the 1st Babylonian dynasty. This 

synchronism permits first of all, to suppose that the reign of Attahušu truly began following a raid that 

Gungunum, 5th king of Larsa (1932–1906), led in Susiana around 1927. It then implies that the reign of 

Ebarat, 9th king of Šimaški and founder of the new dynasty, must be dated around 1970. In fact, between 



Attahušu and Šilhaha, son of Ebarat, one can henceforth place different sukkalmahs and sukkals: 

Palaiššan, Kuk-sanit, Kuk-Kirmaš, Tem-sanit, Kuk-Nahundi and Kuk-Našur I.  

Next, we know that the sukkalmah Širuktuh was a contemporary of Šamši-adad I of Assyria (1813–

1781). His name is cited in a letter to the Assyrian king, a letter which explains the presence of an Elamite 

army in the S Zab region. Later, the Mari tablets mention Siwepalarhuppak (sometimes under the name of 

Šeplarpak) and Kuduzuluš: they show that during the years 7 and 8 of Zimri-Lim, ties that were at first 

amicable and perhaps founded on the tin commerce, disintegrated rapidly and Zimri-Lim allied himself 

with Hammurabi (1792–1750) against the Elamites. Finally, a last synchronism with Mesopotamia, the 

Babylonian king Ammi-ṣaduqa (1646–1626) probably reigned at the same time as the sukkalmah Kuk-

Našur III. Between these two chronological points of reference, there are twelve sukkals and sukkalmahs 

who succeed each other in Susa and among them, the most important are, in order: Kutir-Nahhunte I, 

Temti-agun, Kuk-Našur II, Kuduzuluš II, Tan-Uli and Temti-halki. We know little about the successors of 

Kuk-Našur III. This dynasty died out under unknown conditions at the end of the 16th or the beginning of 

the 15th century.  

4. Middle Elamite Period (ca. 1500–1100 B.C.E.). This period had three successive dynasties: The 

Kidinuides, the Igihalkides, and the Šutrukides. It seems to be one of the most brilliant in Elamite history 

and is characterized by a progressive ―Elamitization‖ of Susiana.  

The period of the Kidinuides is still poorly known and the term dynasty is probably improper since the 

different rulers do not seem to be linked by ties of parentage: the mention of a father is never documented 

in the titles which, however, come from the old tradition of the ―kings of Susa and of Anšan‖ in the 

Akkadian texts, an expression which will transform itself into ―king of Anšan and of Susa‖ in Elamite 

texts. It is to these kings that we owe the great period of Haft Tépé, the former Kabnak located 20 km to 

the SE of Susa. The texts found on this site show that the king Tepti-Ahar had partially abandoned Susa. 

It seems that an end was put to this dynasty at the very beginning of the 14th century by a military 

campaign of Kurigalzu I. And it is likely that from the disorder created by this war, a new dynasty was 

born, that of the Igihalkides who adopted with respect to the Kassites, new political alliances. A recently 

published text puts into question the image that we have had of this dynasty. It consists of a letter 

probably sent by the king Šutruk-Nahhunte to the Kassite court to demand sovereignty over Babylonia, 

the throne to which it claimed the right through matrimonial ties. The Elamite ruler thus enumerates a 

series of marriages between kings of Elam and Kassite princesses. Pahir-iššan, son of Igihalki, married the 

daughter of Kurigalzu I whereas Untaš-Napiriša took for his spouse, the daughter of Burnaburiaš II 

(1359–1333), which leads one to believe that this Elamite dynasty reigned much earlier than had 

previously been thought.  

The Elamitization of Susiana during this period is marked by two facts: the Elamite language replaced 

Akkadian and the pantheon of the Plateau imposed itself over Suso-Mesopotamian divinities. This 

political change is particularly well illustrated by the politico-religious complex of Tchogha Zanbil. In 

fact, Untaš-Napiriša, at an earlier time, constructed a temple surrounding a square tower associated with a 

little ziggurat. The whole thing was dedicated to the great god of Susa, Inšušinak. But later, the king took 

down the first ziggurat and, using as a base the temple that surrounded the courtyard, built a large ziggurat 

which has come down to us. He dedicated it conjointly to Napiriša, the principal divinity of the Elamite 

pantheon and to Inšušinak. It is thus with Untaš-Napiriša, that the Elamite gods (Awanites, Šimaškians, or 

Anšanites) profited for the first time in Susiana from a cult on a grand scale. All, or almost all, had a 

temple in the Siyan kuk (sacred area) of Tchogha Zanbil. Timidly introduced by the Kidinuides, the 

Elamite gods henceforth enjoyed in Susiana the same prerogatives as the Suso-Mesopotamian deities. The 

construction of the Tchogha Zanbil ziggurat, the temples, and palaces that surround the interior of the 

three concentric enclosures illustrate the mastery of Elamite architects; the reservoir which brings water to 

the site from over 40 km away gives an idea of the technical abilities of the Elamites which were often 

superior to those of the Mesopotamians.  

But relations with Kassite Mesopotamia worsened and a great-grandson of Untaš-Napiriša, Kidin-

Hutran III, revolted against Enlil-nadin-šumi (1224) and then against Adad-šuma-iddina (1222–1217) 



whom he deposed after having sacked Der, Nippur, Isin, and Marad. And once again the dynasty died 

amidst what seemed to be general confusion since Tukulti-Ninurta I was assassinated in Assyria during 

this same period.  

With the reign of Šutruk-Nahhunte, son of the founder of the new dynasty, that of the Šutrukides, 

relations with Kassite Mesopotamia deteriorated even further. It is possible that he is the author of the 

letter in the Berlin Museum which demands the Babylonian throne. His attitude toward his neighbors 

makes it likely. He had, in effect, led many campaigns into Mesopotamia where he put an end to the reign 

of Zababa-šuma-iddina (1158) and from where he brought back to Susa numerous trophies, among which 

one must mention the Naram-Sin stele, the statue of Maništušu, and above all the famous Code of 

Hammurabi. On each monument, he had engraved an inscription that reminded one that it was indeed he 

who had brought back these works as spoils of war. It is perhaps also the riches that these raids procured 

for him that permitted him to acquire the fortune necessary to build the temples that he had constructed on 

Susa‘s acropolis. He even claimed to have been the first to have used enamaled brick, a very costly 

building material, in the building of certain monumental doorways.  

His son Kutir-Nahhunte continued the same politics of conflict with Mesopotamia. By deposing Enlil-

nadin-ahi (1157–1155), he put an end to the Kassite dynasty. His reign does not seem to have lasted very 

long. For some, it is possible that the biblical episode of CHEDORLAOMER, in Elamite Kudur-Lagamar 

(Genesis 14) can be attributed to him. This hypothesis would suggest confusion between two Elamite 

divinities: Lagamar and Nahhunte. For others, the incident would be contemporary with Hammurabi. It is, 

however, probable that he occupied, for a short time, the Babylonian throne. After his death, of which we 

do not know the circumstances, he is replaced by his brother Šilhak-Inšušinak who appears as one of the 

major figures in Elamite history. His reign can be characterized by two essential points: the construction 

and restoration of temples and the pursuit of war against Mesopotamia. Šilhak-Inšušinak left us numerous 

dedicatory inscriptions of which the greater part report that the temples, all over the empire (constructed 

out of raw brick), were torn down and rebuilt with fired brick. In his restorations, he does not forget to 

mention his predecessors who had left their own dedicatory inscriptions in the foundations. One stele 

recounts the reconstruction of more than twenty temples all over Susiana. The other aspect of his reign is 

equally illustrated by a stele which narrates numerous campaigns to the W. Some of these expeditions 

(against Akkad, Nippur, and Sippar) are also related in recently discovered inscriptions which are still 

unpublished.  

His successor, Hutelutuš-Inšušinak followed an identical policy but with less success since he found 

himself opposed by a powerful ruler, Nebuchadnezzar I (1125–1104). This king, in fact, handed a defeat 

to Hutelutuš-Inšušinak, but a defeat less severe than had been thought, due to the incorrect interpretation 

of a text. It appears that after having taken refuge in Anšan where he profited from his brief exile by 

building a temple, he came back to Susa where he continued to build. However, his reign marked the end 

of a great Elamite period. Two kings succeeded him before our sources dry up for almost four centuries.  

One cannot, however, omit mention of the most surprising personage of this dynasty; the queen 

Nahhunte-utu whose destiny seems out of the ordinary. Daughter of Šutruk-Nahhunte, she married 

successively two brothers, Kutir-Nahhunte then Šilhak-Inšušinak, and it seems probable that Hutelutuš-

Inšušinak was born from a union between Šutruk-Nahhunte and Nahhunte-utu, his own daughter. This 

would explain the strange title Hutelutuš-Inšušinak adopted, when he called himself son of Šutruk-

Nahhunte, Kutir-Nahhunte and Šilhak-Inšušinak. Rarely in Elamite history will a queen be so closely 

linked to royal power and she is the only woman to be so often cited by name in inscriptions.  

5. Neo-Elamite Period (ca. 1000–539 B.C.E.). The slow disintegration of the Elamite Empire which 

characterized this period had essentially two causes: to the W, the interference of Elam in the interminable 

conflict between the Assyrians and the Babylonians; to the N and E, the continued pressure of the Indo-

Europeans, Medes and Persians who inhabited the Plateau, pushing the indigenous Elamites toward the 

Low-Country.  

Of the first Neo-Elamite period, which began at the beginning of the 1st millennium and continued up 

until the reign of Šutruk-Nahhunte II, we know almost nothing, if only that an Elamite king, Mar-biti-



apla-usar, reigned over Mesopotamia from 984–979. And it is possible that the economic tablets 

discovered at Tell-i Malyan, the former Anšan, date from this period. The written sources are silent until 

743, the date beginning with which the Neo-Babylonian chronicles begin to give us abundant information 

of the participation of Elam in the Assyrio-Babylonian conflict. One must note, however, that for this 

period the archaeological material is relatively plentiful and numerous tombs have been found, mostly in 

Susa.  

In 720, the first king of this second phase, Humban-nikaš (743–717) confronted Sargon II (721–705) 

near Der. The Elamites went to help the Chaldean Merodach-Baladan, who will ask later still for the help 

of Šutruk-Nahhunte II (716–699) against the same Sargon. The Assyrian king finally conquered the N and 

W of Elam and his son Sennacherib (704–681) finished by dethroning Merodach-Baladan and installing 

his own son on the Babylonian throne. The defeat of the Elamites provoked the fall of Šutruk-Nahhunte II 

who was deposed by his brother Hallušu-Inšušinak (698–693). He occupied Babylonia for a very short 

time before he, too, was killed and replaced by Kudur-Nahhunte (693–692). The latter did not reign in 

Susa but in Madaktu, the second of the three Elamite capitals (with Susa and Hidalu) of this troubled 

period. He also seems to have suffered a violent death. His successor Humban-nimena (692–689), despite 

the setbacks of his predecessors, recruited a new army to give help to the Babylonians and in 691 the 

uncertain battle of Halule took place that saw a true coalition of Babylonians, Elamites, and Persians 

confront the Assyrians, who ended up losing Babylonia in 689. Humban-haltaš I (688–681 and Humban-

haltaš II (680–675) took part in the internal struggles in Babylonia and Assyria, struggles that ended with 

the assassination of Sennacherib and the assumption of the throne by his son Esarhaddon (680–669). 

Curiously, Esarhaddon kept up good relations with the new Elamite ruler Urtak (674–665). This relative 

calm lasted just until the reign of Assurbanipal (668–627). But in 665, after an attack against Babylonia, 

Urtak was pushed back by Assurbanipal into Elam where he died. Tepti-Humban-Inšušinak (664–653) 

who appears in Assyrian under the name Te-umman, son of Šilhak-Inšušinak II, succeeded him. After a 

period of calm, Assurbanipal undertook a campaign against Elam in 653 and confronted Te-umman on the 

river Ulaï. The latter was killed after having been betrayed by the Elamites. Assurbanipal thus installed 

the sons of Urtak on the Elamite throne, who, after the assassination of their father, had taken refuge at the 

Assyrian court: Humban-nikaš in Madaktu and Tammaritu in Hidalu. Susa was perhaps still in the hands 

of Atta-hamiti-Inšušinak.  

After a confused period in which the Elamites took the side of Šamaš-šum-ukin and then Nabu-bel-

šumati against Assurbanipal, in 647, the Assyrian troops invaded Elam where puppet kings succeeded 

each other, but it was in 640 that the city fell into Assyrian hands. In the narration of this campaign, 

Assurbanipal gives forceful details of the ferocity with which he avenged generations of Mesopotamians: 

the treasure is pillaged, the tombs are violated in the sacred groves, the kings‘ ashes are thrown to the 

winds, statues of gods are brought back to Mesopotamia and Susa and destroyed. Some of the inhabitants 

are even deported to Samaria (Ezra 4:9–10). The reality must have been a little different since after this 

terrible sack, a new royalty was installed in Susa (the Neo-Elamite III Period) where the Elamite element 

was clearly predominant. In a documentation henceforth exclusively Elamite, even Akkadian proper 

names are rare. The Elamites of the Plateau, pushed back by the Medes and the Persians, flourish in 

Susiana.  

6. Achaemenid Period (539–331 B.C.E.). While the Susianans were mixed up with Mesopotamian 

problems, the Medes and the Persians discretely took root on the Plateau that had thus become Iranian. On 

his cylinder, Cyrus the Great (559–530) demanded the prestigious royalty of Anšan, not only for himself 

but also for his predecessors Cambyse, Cyrus I, and even Teispes, which implies that the double kingdom 

of Anšan and Susa had existed for a long time. Whatever it may be, it is likely that Susiana, in turn, fell 

into Persian hands when Cyrus prepared to conquer Babylonia in 539. There were still several vague 

impulses toward independence that Darius put down, in particular against Ummanuš and Hašina. But 

since this time, Elam, under the name of Susiana in inscriptions written in Old-Persian, is no more than a 

province of the empire, an important province to be sure, since the Achaemenids inherited many 

characteristic traits of the Elamite civilization.  



With Darius (521–486), Susa regained its faded greatness, becoming one of the principal capitals of the 

Achaemenids, if not the most important. It is, in fact, curious to note on the economic tablets found at 

Persepolis, voyages of long distances toward Arachosia, Greece, or Egypt, were begun and completed in 

Susa, and not in Persepolis where these documents were found. Whatever it may be, from the beginning 

of his reign, Darius undertook the construction of a palace of which certain important details were only 

recently discovered. Thus, the excavations that have allowed the unearthing of the palace complex, have 

not permitted, for example, the tracing of Esther‘s itinerary, who, from the doorway where Mordecai 

stood, would go join Ahasuerus. This doorway, for which a generation of archaeologists had searched to 

the S of the palace, was finally discovered to the E of the palace complex. Since then, the book of Esther 

took on new meaning and one can be practically certain that the writer or writers had visited if not lived in 

Susa. Darius was not content with just reconstructing Susa or with building a new capital at Persepolis, 

this one, more symbolic, was linked, it seems, with the celebration of the Iranian New Year (March 21). 

He succeeded in affirming an empire which stretched ―from India to Sardis, the Saces who are further 

than Sogdiana, to Egypt‖ according to his own expression. He organized a remarkable chancellery, heir of 

a long Elamite tradition, of which the Bible is an echo.  

In Darius‘ trilingual inscriptions (Old-Persian, Elamite and Akkadian), one can note an interesting 

peculiarity. When the king enumerates the countries he has conquered, the province called Elam in 

Elamite and Akkadian texts, has the same Susiana (Hu  a or Huv  a) in versions written in Old-Persian. The 

Bible thus inherited the Akkadian tradition as the book of Daniel indicates (8:2): ―… I was in Susa, the 

capital, which is in the province of Elam …‖ or the book of Ezra (4:9): ―The men of Erech, the 

Babylonians, the men of Susa, that is, the Elamites, …‖ Elsewhere the bible confirms an organized 

chancellery. It is again in the book of Esther (6:1) that one reads: ―On that night, the king could not sleep; 

and he gave orders to bring the book of memorable deeds, the chronicles, and they were read before the 

king.‖ The book of Nehemiah (7:64) talks of people who do research in geneological registers, while Ezra 

(6:1) gives other details: ―Then Darius the king made a decree, and search was made in Babylonia, in the 

house of the archives where the documents were stored. And in Ecbatana, the capital which is in the 

province of Media, a scroll was found on which this was written …‖ But the clearest summary of the 

administration of Elamite origin, is again given in Esther (8:9): ―The king‘s secretaries were summoned at 

that time, … and an edict was written according to all that Mordecai commanded concerning the Jews to 

the satraps and the governors and the princes of the provinces from India to Ethiopia, 127 provinces, to 

every province in its own script and to every people in its own language, and also to the Jews in their 

script and their language.‖  

At this period when Aramean replaced Akkadian in international exchanges, it is interesting to note that 

almost all the tablets found at Persepolis were written in Elamite (two are in Akkadian and one in Greek, a 

few rare documents are in Aramean), legacy of the ―kings of Anšan and Susa.‖  

Under the Achaemenids, the province of Elam, tightly associated with Persia, Persian avatars would 

live. And, in fine, Susa, like Persepolis, would see Alexander and his generals within her walls. During 

the Seleucid, Parthian and Sassanid periods, neither Elam (under the name of Elymaïde), nor Susa would 

recapture its past grandeur. It is with difficulty that at the beginning of the Islamic period, Susa becomes a 

center of some importance. A mosque and a conventual building adjoin the bazaar. But the commercial 

centers are displaced and in the 14th century C.E. the city fell into oblivion, until archaeologists from the 

19th and 20th centuries discovered a part of its history that is several millennia old. Thus Elam, son of 

Shem (Genesis 10:22), saw, on several occasions, Jeremiah‘s prophecies come to pass (49:35–39).  

C. Language  

The Elamite language does not belong to any known linguistic group. It is an agglutinate language that 

uses prefixes on mono- or dissyllabic roots. Its evolution can be traced from the Paleo-Elamite period up 

to the Achaemenid period.  
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FRANÇOIS VALLAT  

TRANS. STEPHEN ROSOFF  

ELASA (PLACE) [Gk Elasa (Ἐλασα)]. The site of Judas Maccabeus‘ last stand against the army of 

Bacchides in the year 160 B.C.E. (1 Macc 9:5). The major proposals for identifying the site have located it 

either at Khirbet Il˓asa (Loewenstamm EncMiqr 1: 371–72), which lies between Upper and Lower Beth-

horon, or at Khirbet el-˓Ašši (M.R. 169144), by modern Ramallah. Although both identifications have 

been questioned on strategic grounds, each of them lies in close proximity to el-Bireh (M.R. 170146), the 

most likely location of Bacchides‘ encampment. However, significant complications still remain. One is 

the possibility, based on a tradition in Josephus, that the Seleucid army may have been stationed not at el-

Bireh, but at Birzeit (M.R. 168152), about seven km to the NW. In such a case, one would expect the 

Jewish camp to have assembled further N as well, unless Birzeit is mentioned only as the starting point 

for Seleucid troop movements. A further complication is prompted by another remark of Josephus, 

namely that Judas met his death not at Elasa but at Akedasa. This discrepancy might reflect a confusion 

with the site of Judas‘ previous victory over Nicanor, namely Adasa between Jerusalem and el-Bireh (1 

Macc 7:39–45). For a text-critical explanation, see Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 374.  

DAVID A. GLATT  

ELASAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒el˓āśâ (ֶאְלָףָשה )]. The name Elasah consists of the common Semitic 

term for deity (˒ēl) and the root ˓śh, forming the nominal sentence ―God has made, wrought.‖  

1. A Judean diplomat in the time of Jeremiah (Jer 29:3). Along with Gemariah son of Hilkiah, Elasah 

was sent by the Judean king Zedekiah on a mission to Babylon, at which time the two messengers carried 

a letter written by Jeremiah to the Judean exiles. Elasah was the son of Shaphan, a well known scribe in 

the days of Josiah (1 Kgs 22:8). Shaphan‘s offspring maintained close ties with Jeremiah (cf. Jer 26:24; 

36:25), and evidently sided with his preaching of nonresistance toward the Babylonians (cf. Jer 40:5).  

2. One of six descendants of the priestly family of Pashhur who were implicated at the time of Ezra‘s 

purge of foreign wives (Ezra 10:22). The variant Greek forms of the name found in the versions of 1 Esdr 

9:22, Salthas and Saloas, appear to be corruptions.  

DAVID A. GLATT  

ELATH (PLACE) [Heb ˒êlat (ֵאיַלת )]. Var. ELOTH. A settlement on the N coast of the Gulf of 

Aqaba, closely associated with Ezion-geber, and a port for trade with Arabia, Africa, and India (1 Kgs 

9:26).  

The origins of the settlement are obscure. It may be the El-paran mentioned in Gen 14:6 as the 

southernmost point reached by the four kings of the East on their raid through Canaan (LBHG, 55, 140, 

142), though this is disputed (Simons GTTOT, 214). Elath may be connected with Elah, listed as one of 



the chiefs of Edom in Gen 36:40 and 1 Chr 1:51. Elah here is probably a region as it appears in the list 

immediately before Pinon, probably the Punon in the Arabah (Num 33:42–43). The Israelites departed 

from Elath in order to circle around Edom and not violate its territory (Deut 2:8). Egyptian mining 

expeditions to Timna continued at least into the reign of Rameses III (ca. 1150; Rothenberg EAEHL, 

1188–1201). Since these expeditions probably came by ship, it is possible that Elath‘s origin was as a 

transshipment point for the Egyptian copper industry.  

Elath stood at the end of two important land routes. It was the terminus for the S extension of the King‘s 

Highway which ran the length of Jordan‘s inland plateau (LBHG, 56), and also for travelers journeying S 

along the Arabah, the biblical Way of the Red Sea (Num 14:25; 21:4; Deut 1:40; 2:1; LBHG, 36, 58).  

After David‘s crushing victory over the Edomites (2 Sam 8:13–14; 1 Chr 18:12–13) Solomon built his 

fleet of ships for trade with Ophir at Ezion-geber, ―which is near Eloth on the shore of the Red Sea, in the 

land of Edom‖ (1 Kgs 9:26; 2 Chr 8:17). If Ezion-geber can still be identified with Tell el-Kheleifeh 

(M.R. 147884; Pratico 1985: 1–32), it is as a fortress guarding Israelite interests on the gulf by keeping a 

watchful eye on predominantly Edomite Elath, and perhaps by providing temporary storage facilities.  

It is unknown how often Solomon and his successors dispatched fleets from Elath/Ezion-geber. 

Jehoshaphat lost the ships which he sent to Ophir (1 Kgs 22:48). During the reign of his son Joram, Edom 

revolted and Elath was lost to Judah (2 Kgs 8:21–22). Amaziah defeated Edom (2 Kgs 14:7), and his son 

Azariah/Uzziah was able to rebuild Elath (2 Kgs 14:22; 2 Chr 26:2). Though no reason for this is given, 

Uzziah probably intended to revive the Red Sea trade. Elath was finally lost to Judean control during the 

reign of Ahaz when the king of Edom recovered it after Judah was weakened by a war with Aram and 

Israel (2 Kgs 16:5–6).  

Elath‘s history does not end with its loss to Edom. Under the name Aila it is mentioned in many 

classical sources when it was an important port for trade with India, the home of Legio X Fretensis, a 

bishop‘s seat, and the residence of an at least partially Jewish population (Robinson and Smith 1841: 251–

253, and GP 2: 311 summarize these sources). After the Moslem conquest it was an important stopping 

point for pilgrims from Cairo on their way to Mecca and Medineh (Robinson and Smith 1841: 252). The 

Crusaders held it briefly before it was regained by the Moslems. After A.D. 1300 it dwindled until it was 

largely deserted by the 19th century (ibid.).  

Most commentators (Robinson and Smith 1841: 241; GTTOT, 342; GP 2: 311; LBHG, 434) locate 

Elath/Aila about 1 km NE of Aqaba (M.R. 150882), about 4 km from Tell el-Kheleifeh.  
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JEFFREY R. ZORN  

ELCHASAITES. An early Jewish–Christian sect with gnostic traits.  

———  

A. The Sect and Its Founder  

B. Sacred Book of the Elchasaites  

C. Significance of the Elchasaites  

———  

A. The Sect and Its Founder  

The Elchasaites were named for their founder Elchasai, whose name is found in the following variants: 

Ēlchasai (Hippolytus Haer. 9.13.1 and elsewhere), Ēlxai (Epiphanius haer. 19.1.4 and elsewhere), 

Ēlxaios (Epiphanius haer. 30.3.2; 53.1.2, and elsewhere), Ēlchasaios (Methodius, symp. 8.10), Ēlkesai 

(Theodoretus haer. 2.7), and Ēlkesaios (Methodius symp. 8.10, v 1). He was active primarily between A.D. 

100 and 115: the first date stems from Hippolytus‘ comment (Haer. 9.13.1) that Elchasai appeared in the 

third year of the reign of Trajan (98–117); the second is based on a quotation from the Book of the 

Elchasaites, in which Elchasai predicted that an apocalyptic war between the Angels of the North would 

take place in the third year after the subjugation of the Parthians by Emperor Trajan (Hippolytus Haer. 

9.16.4). This prediction would have been recorded in 115 when significant areas of the empire were freed 



from Parthian control. Elchasai presumably was active in the border regions between Syria and Parthia. 

Apart from the aforementioned prophesy, Hippolytus‘ comment that Elchasai received the sacred book 

―from the Seraeans in Parthia‖ (Haer. 9.13.1) points to this region. His bilingual facility and the fact that 

Elchasaites were living in Syrian Apameia as early as 200 (Hippolytus Haer. 9.13.1) make the border area 

of Hellenistic Syria more likely than Parthia itself.  

In subsequent centuries the sect spread in all directions. Not only Hippolytus, as described above, but 

also the Ps.-Clementine source Kerygmata Petrou (Ps.-Clem., Cont., 2.1; 4:1), which contains Elchasaitic 

material, indicates the presence of Elchasaites in Greek-speaking Syria ca. 200. Furthermore Hippolytus 

was aware of the appearance in Rome of the Elchasaite Alcibiades from Apameia (Haer. 9.13.1), 

indicating that the group tried to establish in Rome as early as 220.  

The missionary efforts of the sect in the vicinity of Caesarea in Palestine are apparent from a comment 

by Origen in his exposition of Psalm 82, written ca. 247. East of the Jordan and the Dead Sea (in 

Peraea/Moab) Elchasaites lived under the name ―Sampsaeians‖ (―People of the Sun‖; Brandt 1912: 120–

23) in the middle of the 4th century, as Epiphanius reports (haer. 53). Epiphanius‘ comment that Jewish 

Essenes had joined the Sampsaeians (haer. 20.3.2–4), is doubtful—apparently Epiphanius‘ inclination to 

describe expansively the extent of Elchasaite activity led him to transfer Sampsaeian information to the 

Essenes. Connections between Elchasaites and Nazarenes, Nazorenes, and Ebionites must likewise be 

viewed as secondary relationships (particular references in Strecker, RAC 4: 1174–76).  

On the other hand the existence of a group of Elchasaite Sabaeans is conceivable. The personal name 

Sobiai appears in Hippolytus Haer. 9.13.2. It is probably a Gk circumlocution for the Aram seb  ˒ayyā˒, 

meaning ―the bathed ones‖ (Brandt 1912: 42) and referring to the original Elchasaite community. Finally, 

Sabaeans are mentioned in the Qu‘ran (Sûrah 2.59, 5.73, 22.17) and by the bibliographer Ibn an-Nadîm, 

who, in his Kitâb al-Fihrst (987/988), was aware of the ―Sabaeans of the Swamp-Regions‖ as a group of 

Mugtasila living on the lower Euphrates and Tigris. This group cannot simply be taken as identical with 

the original Elchasaites, but, besides the name ―Sabaeans,‖ such practices as ablutions and worship of the 

stars make a connection to the older Elchasaites likely. The Cologne Mani Codex offers a parallel—

Manichaeanism undoubtedly had Elchasaite roots (cf. Cirillo 1984: 85ff.). See also MANDAEISM and 

MANICHEANS AND MANICHAEISM.  

B. Sacred Book of the Elchasaites  

The Elchasaites derived their doctrine from a sacred book that has not survived. Its contents are in large 

part discernible in the quotations transmitted by Hippolytus and Epiphanius, although the organization 

and scope of the work as a whole can no longer be reconstructed. The book was presumably available to 

these Church Fathers in Greek; only the secret phrase included by Epiphanius (Epiphanius haer. 19.4.3) 

and the personal names Elchasai and Sobiai, not the work as a whole, might hint at the existence of an 

Aramaic original.  

The source of the teaching, according to the sacred book, was a revelation to Elchasai in the form of a 

masculine being (called ―Son of God‖; ―Christus‖) and his feminine companion (referred to as the ―Holy 

Spirit‖), both assuming gigantic proportions (Hippolytus Haer. 9.13.2–3; Epiphanius haer. 19.4.1–2; 

30.17.6–7; 53.1.9). Presumably this is an example of the metamorphosis motif, according to which Christ 

was repeatedly born and, in the process, exchanged births and bodies (Hippolytus Haer. 9.14.1; cf. 

10.29.2). Revealed to Elchasai was the possibility of a new forgiveness of sins through a second baptism 

in the name of the highest and greatest God and in the name of his Son, the great king (Hippolytus Haer. 

9.13.1; 9.15.1–2). Besides baptism, frequent ritual ablutions to bring healing from diseases were 

encouraged (Hippolytus Haer. 9.15.5–6). In general, Jewish law was valued. Prayer offered in the 

direction of Jerusalem (Epiphanius haer. 19.3.5–6) and circumcision (Hippolytus Haer. 9.14.1) were 

expressly required, and vows and Sabbath observance were encouraged. On the other hand, sacrifices 

were rejected (Epiphanius haer. 19.3.7). Indeed, the book warned against fire in general. Recantation 

under persecution was to be viewed as an indifferent matter, when it occurred ―with the mouth rather than 

with the heart‖ (Epiphanius, haer. 19.1.8; Eusebius Hist. Eccl., 6.38). Moreover, an imminent war of 

apocalyptic dimensions between the godless Angels of the North was predicted; one could escape this 



endtime event only with the aid of a secret phrase. Transliterated from the Aramaic original into Greek 

(all but the last word), Selam, must be translated from the middle backwards in both directions) it reads: 

abar anid mōib nōchile daasim anē daasim nōchile mōib anid abar selam (Epiphanius haer. 19.4.3), 

meaning, ―I shall be a witness over you on this great (judgment) day‖ (Levy 1858: 712). The book was 

not to be read to everyone. Further instructions, e.g., abstinence from eating meat and praise for marriage, 

are, to be sure, not found explicitly in Hippolytus‘ and Epiphanius‘ literal quotations, but may have been 

taken by them from the sacred book.  

C. Significance of the Elchasaites  

Elchasaitism had Judaeo-Christian origins. To Judaism it owed its requirements based on Mosaic law 

(circumcision, Sabbath); from Christianity it derived its expectation of an imminent eschatology and the 

metamorphosis motif, including the virgin birth theme. Above all the Elchasaite view of baptism as a 

second act of repentance through which major sins are forgiven assumes as a prerequisite Christian 

baptism as a rite of initiation. Additional Jewish characteristics are Scripture criticism and rejection of 

Pauline teachings.  

Alongside these, such characteristics as the metamorphosis motif and worship of the ―greatest and 

highest God‖ point to gnostic influences. Thus Elchasaitism is best characterized as ―syncretistic–gnostic 

Jewish Christianity‖ (Uhlhorn RE, 314).  
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GEORG STRECKER  

TRANS. DENNIS MARTIN  

ELDAAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ēldā˓â (ֵאְלָדָףה )]. A son of Midian (Gen 25:4; 1 Chr 1:33). Midian‘s 

five ―sons‖ as listed in Gen 25:4 comprise the clans, tribes, or people inhabiting the country of Midian. 

The list antedates 716 B.C. (Knauf 1988: 84–86). Eldaah means ―God called.‖ The verb da˓â ―to call‖ is 

specific to Arabic and ancient S Arabian. Eldaah belongs to the large group of clan or tribal names that 

are structured like personal names (Knauf 1988: 84).  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

ELDAD (PERSON) [Heb ˒eldād (ֶאְלָדד )]. One of the seventy elders chosen to assist Moses in 

administration in the wilderness of Sinai (Num 11:26–27). These elders were appointed to alleviate 

Moses‘ burden in judicial and spiritual matters relating to the nation. At the request of Moses, the elders 

assembled before the door of the tabernacle. There they received the spirit of prophecy from God to 

validate their appointment. Eldad and Medad received the same gift, although they were not with the 

others in the tabernacle court, but in the camp. Although the nature of this prophecy is unknown, three 

primary views are held. Gordon Wenham (Numbers TOTC, 109) maintains that the prophetic element was 

an unintelligible ecstatic utterance. George Gray (Numbers ICC, 113–14) concludes that the utterance was 

a prophetic frenzy or excitement, which he considered to be a common feature of Semitic religions; 

however, he offers no explanation as to whether the prophecy was intelligible or not. Leon Wood (1970: 

157), on the other hand, points out that 1 Chr 25:1–3 presents ―praise‖ as the meaning of Heb 

wayyitnabbĕ˒û. The seventy had joined in a chorus of praise to God, and these two elders, Eldad and 

Medad, had moved their praises as far as the camp. Whatever the case, according to the MT it is clear that 

prophecy did not continue, as indicated by the phrase in Num 11:25, Heb wĕlo˒ yāsāpû (root ysp), ―they 

did not add‖ or ―continue,‖ which is supported by the LXX (see Budd Numbers WBC, 130). The Targum 

of this text (psqjn) reflects an alternate pointing from the Heb wĕlo˒ yāsupû, ―they did not cease‖ (from 



the Heb root swp). In this translation, the prophecy did continue, as is exemplified by Eldad and Medad in 

the following verses. A pseudepigraphon purporting to be the prophecy of Eldad and Medad is cited in the 

2d century C.E. text Herm. Vis. 2.3.4. See also ELDAD AND MODAD.  
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ELDAD AND MODAD. Sometime prior to the compilation of the Mishnah, around 200 C.E., 

someone, probably a Jew, composed an apocryphal story about Eldad and Modad, the two prophets who 

prophesied in the camp during the wanderings in the wilderness after the Exodus (Num 11:26–29; MT 

Medad). The biblical text does not indicate the content of their prophecies, but the apocryphal book, 

which according to the Stichometry of Nicephorus contained 400 lines, filled in the missing details. The 

only extant part of this lost pseudepigraphon is a short quotation in the mid-2d century work titled the 

Shepherd of Hermas (Vis. 2.3.4): ― ‗The Lord is near to those who turn (to him),‘ as it is written in the 

(Book of) Eldad and Modad (var. Modat), who prophesied to the people in the wilderness.‖ Although 

possibly only an allusion to the biblical account, it is likely that Tg. Ps.-J. on Num 11:26 also quotes from 

the pseudepigraphon, because the excerpt quoted is similar to the one found in Hermas: ―The Lord is near 

to those in distress.‖ This Targum also indicates that Eldad and Modad predicted the attack upon 

Jerusalem, and that at the endtime there would be a war in which the royal Messiah would defeat all evil. 

See also OTP 2: 463–65.  
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ELDER. See PALESTINE, ADMINISTRATION OF (POST-EXILIC JUDEAN OFFICIALS); 

FAMILY.  

ELDERS, TRADITION OF THE. See TRADITION OF THE ELDERS.  

ELEAD (PERSON) [Heb ˒elĕ˓ād (ֶאְלָףד )]. Elead was a son or descendant of Ephraim. According to 1 

Chr 7:21, Elead and Ezer were killed by the men of Gath in an attack upon that city (further discussion on 

Gath, see Mazar 1954: 227–35). The usual designation for ―his son‖ is missing with Elead and Ezer, 

suggesting that they were not sons but descendants. Perhaps the narrative dealing with Elead and Ezer (vv 

21b–23) is an independent fragment. Its location in the middle of the Joshua genealogy (v 27) has led 

some to combine it with Exod 13:17 and Ps 78:9 and suggest a reference to an early and unsuccessful 

Ephraimite exodus from Egypt (Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 80). However, the incident could be an 

etiological explanation of Beriah (v 23) since affixing the Hebrew preposition ―in‖ to rā˓a˓, ―evil,‖ 

approximates the sound of Beriah (Braun 1 Chronicles WBC, 115).  
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ELEADAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒el˓ādâ (ֶאְלָףָדה )]. Son or descendant of Ephraim (1 Chr 7:20) whose 

name means ―El has adorned.‖ The phrase ―sons of Ephraim‖ in this passage is best understood as 

descendants. 1 Chr 7:20–27 gives a vertical genealogy of Joshua, the son of Nun, v 27, the hero of the 

Conquest. Eleadah is found nowhere else in the OT. Numbers 26 contains the only other listing of the 

Ephraimite clan but makes no mention of Eleadah. It lists three sons of Ephraim, namely Shuthelah, 

Becher, and Tahan who compare favorably to Shuthelah, Bered, and Tahath of 1 Chr 7:20. The omission 

of Eleadah from the Numbers passage and its similarity to other names in the Chronicles list, i.e., Elead (v 

21) and Ladan (v 26), would suggest that the Chronicles list is a combination of other lists and that 

Eleadah is a later addition to the Ephraimite genealogy (Braun 1 Chronicles WBC, 114).  

M. STEPHEN DAVIS  



ELEALEH (PLACE) [Heb ˒el˓ālēh (ֶאְלָףֵלה ), ˒el˓ālē˒ (ֶאְלָףֵלא )]. A town in Transjordan‘s 

tableland, always mentioned with Heshbon in the OT. Elealeh was rebuilt by the Reubenites and assigned 

to their territory (Num 32:3, 37). Although it is not named in the Mesha inscription among towns taken by 

Mesha, Elealeh, along with other settlements in the tableland, fell under Moabite control. Isaiah (15:4; 

16:9) and Jeremiah (48:34) included Elealeh in their oracles against Moab. Ancient Elealeh is usually 

identified with Khirbet el-˓Âl (M.R. 228136), located 1.5 miles NE of Tell Hesban (ancient Heshbon?). 

Excavations at both sites have demonstrated that their occupational histories were similar, with neither 

yielding significant remains antedating Iron Age I.  

GERALD L. MATTINGLY  

ELEASAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒elĕ˓āśâ (ֶאְלָףָשה )]. A Benjaminite listed among the descendants of 

Saul and Jonathan (1 Chr 8:37; 9:43). The name seems to derive from the verb ˓āśâ, ―to make,‖ and the 

divine component ˒ēl, ―God,‖ thus, ―God has made.‖ Eleasah represents the 10th generation after Saul, 

included in a list (1 Chr 8:29–38) which continues for fully twelve generations after Saul. This family list 

is repeated almost exactly in 1 Chr 9:35–44. Peter Ackroyd (Chronicles Ezra Nehemiah TBC, 42) has 

suggested that the continued knowledge of Saul‘s line might indicate the existence of support for Saul‘s 

descendants well into the monarchical period. He suggests that, while this support is largely obscured in 

the biblical narrative due to its focus on the legitimacy of the Davidic line, this preservation of such a 

family list could hint at traditions which assigned a greater importance to the Saulide line. H. G. M. 

Williamson (Chronicles NCBC, 93) sees no reason to attach any such inference to this remembrance of 

Saul‘s line. He suggests that the Chronicler‘s inclusion of these lists in no way negates his concern to 

show that ―Saul‘s dynasty was judged, and was therefore to all intents and purposes at an end. Its death-

throes were in irrelevance, as was the fact that part of the family survived.‖  

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  

ELEAZAR (PERSON) [Heb ˒el˓āzār (ֶאְלָףָזש )]. Eleven persons in the Bible bear this name, which 

means ―God has helped.‖  

1. Third son of Aaron and Elisheba (Exod 6:23), the husband of a daughter of Putiel (Exod 6:25) and 

the father of Phinehas (Exod 6:25), consecrated as priest (Exod 28:1; Num 3:3–4) and designated as 

Aaron‘s heir (20:25–28; Deut 10:6) after the deaths of Nadab and Abihu (Leviticus 10; see ITHAMAR). 

He is the supreme chief of the tribe of Levi (Num 3:32), in charge of all affairs pertaining to the 

transportation of the tabernacle (Num 4:16). The Zadokite priests of Jerusalem traced their descent from 

Aaron through Eleazar (Ezra 7:1–5; 1 Chr 5:29–41 [—Eng 6:3–15]; 6:35–38 [—Eng 6:50–53]; 24:3). In 

the story of Korah (Numbers 16–17), which legitimates the primacy of the priesthood of Jerusalem, 

Eleazar gathers up the censers of the slain Levites and plates the altar with them as a warning against 

future Levitic usurpers (Num 17:1–5). Subsequently he performs the newly instituted red heifer rite 

(Numbers 19), perhaps to purify the camp after the events of Numbers 16–17. Eleazar assumes an 

important role in the administration of the nation, especially in the enumeration of the clans of Israel in 

preparation for the apportioning of Canaan (Numbers 26). Between the deaths of Aaron and Moses the 

people are led by Moses and Eleazar (Num 27:1–11; 31:12, 13, 25–31); Joshua is elevated to be Moses‘ 

successor, but under the supervision of Eleazar (Num 27:18–23). To Eleazar are attributed certain 

ordinances pertaining to purification of the spoils of war (so Num 31:21–24 in the MT, but the Samaritan 

Pentateuch attributes these laws to Moses). Using the priestly lots, Eleazar later presides at Shiloh over 

the settlement of the Israelite tribes (Num 34:17; Josh 14:1; 19:51; 21:1). Eleazar‘s grave was believed to 

be in Gibeath Phinehas in the hills of Ephraim. Since Benjamin and Ephraim shared these hills, it may be 

that Eleazar‘s tomb was near Gibeon, Geba, Anathoth or Almon/Alemeth, cities assigned to the house of 

Aaron (Josh 21:17–18; 1 Chr 6:45 [—Eng 6:60]). According to the Chronicler, in David‘s time there were 

sixteen families of the house of Eleazar (1 Chr 24:4, 7–14).  



The name Eleazar resembles that of Eliezer, the son of Moses (cf. the similarity of Gershom and 

Gershon), and it is possible that the clan of Eleazar/Eliezer was split between the descendants of Moses 

and Aaron, though ordinarily this would have been expressed by making Eleazar/Eliezer the father of 

Moses and Aaron.  

2. Son of Abinadab of Kiriath-jearim, or perhaps Gibeah (1 Sam 7:1; 2 Sam 6:3–4), custodian of the ark 

and presumably the ancestor of Uzzah and Ahio (unless ˒ḥyw is to be interpreted ―his brothers‖), who 

surrender it to David (2 Sam 6:2–7).  

3. Son of Dodo the Ahohite, one of the Three, an elite category of David‘s warriors (2 Sam 23:9; 1 Chr 

11:12). He earned this rank with persistence in battle against the Philistines even though weary from 

fighting (2 Sam 23:9–10). 1 Chr 11:12 refers to his participation in a battle in a barley field at Pas-

dammim, called Ephes-dammim in 1 Sam 17:1, where the Israelites under Saul faced the Philistines. The 

Three are said to have made a raid upon Bethlehem when the Philistines occupied it and brought water 

from its well to David in the cave of Adullam (2 Sam 23:13–17; 1 Chr 11:15–19). See DAVID‘S 

CHAMPIONS.  

4. Levite of the house of Mahli in David‘s time who had no sons, and so his daughters married the sons 

of his brother Kish (1 Chr 23:21–22; 24:28).  

5. Son of Phinehas, a Levite of Ezra‘s day, a custodian of the treasures contributed to the second temple 

(Ezra 8:33). He might be the same as No. 6 below.  

6. Temple singer of Nehemiah‘s day (Neh 12:42).  

7. Israelite, a descendant of Parosh, who put away a foreign wife at Ezra‘s instigation (Ezra 10:25).  

8. Senior scribe tortured to death under Antiochus IV Epiphanes (2 Macc 6:18–31) for refusing to eat 

sacrificial pork or to even pretend to do so.  

9. The 4th son of Mattathias, also called by the nickname of Auaran (1 Macc 2:5), perhaps meaning 

―paleface‖ (Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 231). He was crushed to death at Beth-zechariah by the corpse of 

an elephant which he slew in battle against Lysias (1 Macc 6:43–47). See AVARAN.  

10. The father of Jason, Judas Maccabeus‘ emissary to Rome (1 Macc 8:17).  

In addition, 1 Esdr 8:43; 9:19 refer to individuals called Eleazar, but MT has Eliezer (Ezra 8:16; 10:18). 

The former is an envoy sent to Casiphia to fetch some Levites, and the latter is a priest who had married a 

foreigner.  

WILLIAM H. PROPP  

11. The son of Eliud and father of Matthan, according to Matthew‘s genealogy tying Joseph, the 

husband of Mary, to the house of David and Solomon (Matt 1:15). The name does not appear in any other 

genealogy or list of Jesus‘ ancestors, although Albright and Mann (Matthew AB, 4–5) believe the name is 

characteristic of names used in the last two centuries B.C. Gundry (1982: 17) posits that Eliezer in the 

similar place in Luke‘s genealogy (3:29) ―reminded Matthew of the well-known high priest Eleazar. As a 

result, the evangelist‘s thoughts turned to the priestly genealogy‖ of 1 Chr 6:3–14 (MT 5:29ff.). 

According to Gundry, changes which Matthew makes can be accounted for by his intention not to give 

physical descent and by his lack of interest in priestly Christology. Gundry‘s theory is intriguing but 

difficult to prove, since Matthew‘s dependence on 1 Chr 1:13–15 is difficult to establish.  
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ELECT LADY [Gk eklektē kyria (ἐκλεκτη κυρια)]. The phrase ―Elect Lady‖ is found only in the 
salutation of 2 John 1 as the designation of the addressees (cf. v 5 where kyria recurs). There has been 

considerable debate whether ―elect lady‖ should be taken literally of an individual, or figuratively of a 

particular Johannine church.  

The literal interpretation partly assumes that since 3 John is addressed to a specific individual (Gaius), 

so is 2 John. Clement of Alexandria (Hypotyposes) assumed that the addressee was a Babylonian woman 

named Electa, hence ―lady Electa.‖ However there is insufficient evidence to assume that electa was a 

proper name. Clement is probably not dependent upon historical tradition, but instead on 2 John 1 in light 



of 1 Pet 5:13 where he found reference to a syneklektē (―chosen together‖) in Babylon. The concluding 

greeting from the children of an elect sister (2 John 13) would necessitate that the supposed Electa had a 

sister by the same name.  

Athanasius called the addressee ―noble Kyria.‖ Kyria is attested as a personal name and there are early 

Christian examples of eklektē modifying a proper name (Rom 16:13; Ign. Philad. 11.1). A related 

proposal suggests that the identity of the woman is unknown, ―elect lady‖ being equivalent to the 

expression of courtesy ―dear lady.‖ Ruling against literal interpretations is the fact that if it is a name, the 

phrase would be kyria tē eklektē, not eklektē kyria (cf. v 13; 3 John 1; Rom 16:13).  

The figurative interpretation assumes that the ―Elect Lady‖ is a personification, possibly of the Church 

universal (Jerome, Oecumenius). The lack of a definite article preceding the address is inferred to indicate 

that 2 John is a Catholic letter. However this leads to the implausibility of the children of an elect sister (v 

13) greeting the Church universal. This implausibility can be circumvented if the broader church context 

is limited to a group of Johannine churches which is greeted by an individual Johannine church.  

By far the most widely held view is that the Elect Lady is a personification of an individual Johannine 

church whose identity is unknown. Groups of believers are described as the elect (Matt 24:22; Rom 8:33; 

16:13; Col 3:12; 2 Tim 2:10; Titus 1:1; 1 Pet 1:1; Rev 17:14). In the body of the letter the alternation from 

singular to the plural with reference to the addressees is more easily explained if a collectivity is involved. 

The content of the letter is more appropriate to a church than an individual (esp. vv 1–3, 5–6, 8). The 

admonition (v 10) suggests a house church, and the greeting (v 13) is best thought to be from a Johannine 

church from which the Elder is writing, rather than a sister‘s children greeting their aunt.  

As personification, ―Elect Lady‖ stands in the Jewish–Christian tradition of referring to the covenant 

people of God using feminine imagery. Israel and Jerusalem are portrayed as Yahweh‘s bride (Isa 54:1–8; 

62:4–5; Jer 2:2; Hos 1–3) and as mothers (Isa 54:1–3; Bar 4:5–5:9; Gal 4:26–27). The Church is 

portrayed as a woman (1 Pet 5:13), the bride of Christ (2 Cor 11:2; Eph 5:21–33; Rev 19:6–8; 21:2), and 

as a mother (1 Pet 5:13; Rev 12:1–2, 17). This feminine imagery is carried through 2 John with the 

address of the church members as children (vv 1, 4) and the sending church as sister (v 13). For further 

discussion see Epistles of John AB.  
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ELECTION. This term is used in biblical and theological discourse to refer to the idea that God 

chooses a people or individuals to belong to him in a unique way.  

OLD TESTAMENT  

In the Hebrew Scriptures, it is the people of Israel that is the object of God‘s choice, and groups and 

individuals within this people.  

———  

A. Scholarly Discussion  

B. The Classical Formulation  

1. The Term bḥr in Hebrew Usage  

2. The Rhetorical Purpose of the Deuteronomic Formulation  

C. Election in the Acts of the Biblical Drama  

1. The Call of Abraham  

2. The Exodus from Egypt  

3. The Conquest of the Land  

D. The Distinctive Identity of Israel  

E. Election in the Message of the Prophets of Judgment  

F. Election in Prophetic Promises of Salvation  

1. The Expansion of Election  

2. The Division of the People into Elect and Reprobate  

3. Fencing Off the People of God  



G. Election and the Canonization of Scripture  

———  

A. Scholarly Discussion  

The concept of election has had its stock rise and fall in 20th century biblical interpretation. The 

generation of OT scholars which set the agenda of the discipline before, during, and after WW II was 

virtually unanimous in according it an essential role in the conceptual structure of the OT. It was the 

subject of several monographs—by H. H. Rowley (1950), T. C. Vriezen (1953), and H. Wildberger 

(1959)—and was discussed in every OT theology written during the era. One of the leaders of the 

―biblical theology movement‖ in America, G. E. Wright (1952: 55) spoke for the generation when he 

declared that ―the chief inference from this view of history as revelation was the mediated nature of God‘s 

action in history: that is, his election of a special people through whom he would accomplish his 

purposes.‖  

The theological constructions of that generation came under severe criticism in the 1960s. The most 

telling criticism was of the concept of ―revelation in history.‖ J. Barr (1966) demonstrated that both 

―revelation‖ and ―history‖ were used equivocally in virtually all biblical theologies of the era, and that 

concentration on ―history‖ (by whatever definition) distorted the witness of the OT. Since the concept of 

election was an inference from and interpretation of Israel‘s history with YHWH, this critique of the 

slogan ―revelation in history‖ undercut the importance of election as an organizing concept for biblical 

theology.  

Barr (1961; 1966) also subjected the presuppositions of Bible dictionaries to serious scrutiny. His thesis, 

simply stated, is that words are not concepts. The actual meaning of a word in a given passage is as 

dependent upon the context as it is on its general semantic value. It is, therefore, highly misleading to 

construct a developed concept or doctrine from the various uses of a word, then import this concept into 

any passage in which the word is found.  

In the aftermath of the assault on the ―biblical theology movement‖ by Barr, Childs (1974), and others, 

it became common to deny that any comprehensive, synthetic concept like election, covenant, or kingdom 

of God was ubiquitous in Scripture. One must restrict the study of such concepts to their explicit 

appearance in specific texts. The witness of the OT is radically pluralistic, and to generalize a concept 

from one text to others is to impose an essentially alien conceptual framework on the latter.  

A salutary effect of the demise of the biblical theology movement was the revival of interest in OT texts 

and traditions which were not ―history.‖ Wisdom, in particular, had been pushed to the margin of 

Scripture by the theologians who located its center in the ―sacred history‖; the 1960s and 1970s saw an 

explosion of creative work on this body of literature. This interest in wisdom further undercut the 

theological claims of such a synthetic theologoumenon as election, because the wisdom tradition built 

upon the universals of human experience and belonged to an international culture; the particularism of 

election was not only inapplicable to it, but in opposition.  

Another trend in biblical interpretation began to gain momentum in this period. There was a turn toward 

the poetics and rhetoric of biblical narrative and poetry. During the earlier era, much of this literature 

would have come under the rubric, ―revelation in history.‖ This new set of methodologies, however, 

ignores both ―revelation‖ and ―history‖ and eschews subsuming texts under comprehensive 

theologoumena like election and covenant. These scholars desire to give the text, which usually means the 

extant text rather than the reconstructed ―core,‖ a close reading—a reading more concerned with the text‘s 

artful features and effect upon an audience than on any doctrine which might be abstracted from it.  

This sketch of the last 75 years of OT scholarship and theology is decidedly impressionistic. It is 

intended only to give the reader a sense of where we have come from and where we are at on the 

discussion of ―election.‖ As one may surmise, after a period in which election was the center of 

theological discussion, it has fallen to a relatively minor subject within OT studies. Articles have appeared 

now and then in scholarly and theological journals, but the last three decades has seen nothing of great 

significance or interest. The relatively few attempts at theological synthesis in this period have found their 

center elsewhere (e.g., Terrien 1978).  



Despite the demotion of the concept of election within the guild of biblical scholars and theologians, it 

has burst upon the theological scene with renewed vigor in recent years. The theological movements 

among Black and Latin American theologians (e.g., Cone 1975; Gutierrez 1973; Miranda 1974) have 

offered a new, bold interpretation and application of the concept of election: the God of Israel identifies 

with the poor and oppressed against the rich and powerful. This God is known solely by his will for 

justice (Miranda 1974), and he proposes to achieve justice through the empowerment of the powerless.  

The reading of the Scriptures by liberation theology deserves the serious attention of biblical 

theologians. The Bible is not the property of academic scholars, but the Holy Book of Jews and 

Christians. It has become an effective text, a text with transforming power, within these radical 

movements, and biblical interpreters should appropriate as well as criticize these transactions between text 

and reader. Significant insights are to be gained by listening in on them (see especially Gottwald 1979 and 

1985; on election, see Patrick 1976).  

Of course, biblical scholars and theologians cannot allow movements in the religious communities or 

secular culture to dictate their agenda. Any rehabilitation of the synthetic concept of election must answer 

the criticisms of synthesis and proceed in a chastened manner. Barr‘s criticism of the creation of concepts 

from vocabulary items is valid. It is imperative that the study of election not import a complete concept 

into every passage in which a term or even several associated terms occur. Particular Hebrew words may 

be an index of a theological concept only when they occur in conjunction with other words and phrases 

which together enunciate the concept or some aspect of it.  

The emphasis on the diversity of Scripture, though initially liberating, has become too nominalistic. The 

wisdom tradition, for example, was in fact incorporated into a canon in which YHWH‘s history with 

Israel is the center (Torah and Prophets). The shape of the canon should be a necessary, if not sufficient, 

component in the interpretation of particular texts (see Goldingay 1987); especially since the authors and 

editors of Scripture intended that their works be interpreted synoptically (see Patrick and Scult 1989).  

Consequently, it is not necessary to limit the discussion of the concept of election to those passages 

which assuredly communicate it. It should be possible to work out its ―fit‖ with narratives and utterances 

of various sorts. Let the interpreter admit that the concept, in such cases, is being used to synthesize the 

diverse texts of Scripture. The concept was not necessarily in the mind of the author, but what was in the 

mind of the author (as articulated in the text itself) fits within the conceptual scheme.  

Another way to state this position is to reflect on the logical status of concepts. Election is a concept 

which was implicit in the stories Israel told of its origins and vocation. When a story does not answer all 

the questions that it raises, discursive thought begins to raise its implicit concepts and principles to 

consciousness. Election is an abstract concept meant to account for and justify the story of YHWH, the 

one Creator and Sovereign, and Israel. What explains and justifies the narrowing of the story, after the 

primeval period, to the people of Israel? How can Israel claim to know the universal God when no other 

people does? Why was Israel the beneficiary of such marvelous events? What distinctive identity must 

Israel maintain to be the people the text portrays? (See also Jacob 1958: 201–209; IDB 1: 76–82; TDNT 

4:145–68; ROTT; Zimmerli 1978: 43–48.)  

In the rest of this essay, we proceed from explicit statements of the concept of election to texts which 

can be read productively within its framework. We begin with the rather late document, Deuteronomy, 

which gives the concept its classical formulation. Then we trace applications of the concept from 

Deuteronomy back into the narrative traditions. The narrative order is followed, disregarding the 

purported date of the sources. After treating the narratives we venture into the prophetic applications of 

the concept, and conclude with the effect of the concept in the canonization of Scripture.  

B. The Classical Formulation  

The credit goes to the author of Deuteronomy for the classical formulation of the concept of election. 

Pondering the story of Israel‘s origins and calling, and the mounting crisis to its existence produced by the 

prophetic word and the course of human events, this author portrays Moses as defining its essential 

identity for all time. ―For a holy people are you to YHWH your God; in you chose YHWH your God to 

be to him a people of treasured possession out of all the peoples which are upon the surface of the earth‖ 



(Deut 7:6). The Hebrew word bḥr is the key word for our concept; YHWH chose out‖ (bḥr) this one 

people from all the peoples and ―set it apart‖ (qdwš) as his own, bestowing upon it a ―unique value‖ 

(sglh). According to Deuteronomy, there was nothing about Israel that made it more worthy of YHWH‘s 

favor than other nations; it was hardly impressive in size (7:7) so that YHWH might symbolize his power 

by being represented by a mighty nation. Asshur had elected Assyria so that his rule might be extended 

over the earth by conquest, but YHWH showed forth his power in weakness. Under the power of 

YHWH‘s blessing, Israel would multiply in numbers and increase in might, but this too would manifest 

YHWH‘s power in weakness. Nor was Israel of superior moral character, for their disposition is in fact 

recalcitrant (9:4, 6); if they do show forth his righteousness nevertheless, it will be a sign of YHWH‘s 

power to transform the human heart. The only reason for Israel‘s being chosen is to be found in YHWH‘s 

own will, in his incomprehensible ―love‖ (˒hb) for this people.  

1. The Term bḥr in Hebrew Usage. At the time when Deuteronomy was composed, the word bḥr had 

currency in everyday Hebrew for the human act of choosing or selecting. It could be used of the mundane 

act of selecting an object for use (1 Sam 17:40; 1 Kgs 18:23, 25) or a place to reside (Gen 13:11; Deut 

23:16). The criterion for choice appears to be fitness for the chooser‘s purposes. The verb could also be 

used of possible courses of action (2 Sam 15:15) and suffering (2 Sam 24:12). Persons, too, could be 

chosen for the purposes of the chooser: men are selected for military service (1 Sam 13:2; 2 Sam 10:4; 

17:1), and individuals for leadership (Exod 18:25; 1 Sam 8:18; 12:13). When Saul charges Jonathan with 

choosing David (1 Sam 20:30), this may indicate that it was normal to speak of bḥr in the context of 

friendship, but given the general tenor of the evidence one should probably hear overtones of a political 

alliance. (See TDOT 2: 78–87; THAT 1: 275–300.)  

The term bḥr was used of human decisions within the moral and religious discourse of ancient Israel as 

well. Isaiah describes a child‘s attaining the age of discretion as learning to ―refuse the evil and choose the 

good‖ (Isa 7:15–16). It is noteworthy that one does not choose between evil and good; one always 

chooses something. Deut 30:19 sets out two modes of existence, obedience leading to life and 

disobedience leading to death, and urges Israel to ―choose life.‖ The deity—either YHWH or other 

gods—could also be the object of choice (Josh 24:15, 22; Judg 5:8; 10:14). To choose a deity means to 

rely upon (Judg 10:14) and serve that god (Josh 24:15, 22).  

The term bḥr could be employed theologically. Long before Israel stepped upon the stage of history, the 

idea of a god choosing a human was in circulation. Within Hebrew Scripture, YHWH is the subject of bḥr 

with both persons and places as objects. As in the case of human choices, YHWH‘s choice of individuals 

is for official positions: he chose Saul to be king (1 Sam 10:24), then David to take Saul‘s place (1 Sam 

16:8–10, 12; 2 Sam 6:21). Perhaps by chance, we do not find David‘s dynasty as an object of bḥr, though 

there are numerous passages which speak of it as ―established,‖ ―covenanted,‖ etc. (e.g., Ps 89:19–37; 2 

Sam 7:11–16; 23:1–7). On the other hand, there are a number of references to chosen priestly dynasties (1 

Sam 2:28; Deut 18:5; Ps 105:26). Finally, YHWH is said to have chosen Zion, or Jerusalem, as his 

dwelling place (Ps 132:13); the Deuteronomic tradition prefers to describe the holy place as the dwelling 

place of the name (Deut 12:5, 11, etc.; and 1 Kgs 14:21).  

2. The Rhetorical Purpose of the Deuteronomic Formulation. Whether or not the author of 

Deuteronomy was the first to speak of YHWH‘s choice of the people of Israel, this work contains the 

most thorough and penetrating reflection on the concept of election within Scripture. In Moses‘ preaching, 

YHWH‘s free act of choosing this people accounts for the divine favor they have experienced, and the 

vocation and destiny they have inherited. The purpose of his homilies was to recapitulate the events of 

sacred history in an explicitly persuasive mode in order to enlist the identification of the audience with the 

―Israel‖ which was created and governed by the only God the people had ever ―known‖ (Deut 13:2, 6, 

13). The concept of divine election made explicit the unique value of belonging to this people. No other 

nation had been so favored by the one universal God (Deut 10:14–15, etc.); thus, it would be foolish, even 

suicidal, to renounce one‘s obligations to the relationship.  

C. Election in the Acts of the Biblical Drama  



Aspects of the concept of election can be drawn out of reflection on each act of the biblical drama. The 

creation of the world establishes YHWH‘s claim upon all creatures: ―Behold, to YHWH your God belong 

heaven and the heaven of heavens, the earth with all that is in it‖ (Deut 10:14). Yet, among all the 

creatures under heaven this universal Lord selected one family to belong to him in a special way: ―Yet 

YHWH set his heart in love upon your forebears and close their descendants after them—in you—above 

all peoples‖ (10:15). Belonging to YHWH is a great gift which can only be explained by reference to his 

mysterious will. YHWH had simply ―fallen in love‖ with Israel‘s ancestors, choosing them over every 

other people.  

1. The Call of Abraham. This special favor for one family is by no means a form of favoritism 

inappropriate to a just God! God, our author affirms, plays no favorites: ―For YHWH your God is God of 

gods and Lord of lords, the great, mighty and terrible God, who is not partial and takes no bribes. He 

executes justice for the orphan and widow, and loves the sojourner …‖ (10:17–18). The favor shown 

Israel is an unfair favoritism because the people are called to embody in their life the very divine justice 

that justifies YHWH‘s favor toward them: ―You shall love the sojourner, for you were sojourners in the 

land of Egypt‖ (10:19). The passage then enunciates the underlying principle of election, that the God 

who has shown them favor expects not only justice toward those who are below them, but devotion and 

obedience to the One who raised them from below: ―YHWH your God you shall fear; him you shall serve 

and to him you shall cleave, and by his name you shall swear; he it is who is your praise and he it is who 

is your God, the very one who has done you these great and wonderful deeds which your eyes have seen‖ 

(10:20–21). It is not so much that Israel pays back God‘s concern by showing gratitude as it is that Israel 

fulfills the purpose of election by embodying a God-centered life.  

Why did the universal God not show the same favor to other peoples? Why did he not fall in love with 

their forebears as well as with Israel‘s? To answer this question, we must go back to the Genesis narrative 

recounting the choice of Abraham. While the promise given to Abraham (Gen 12:2–3) and repeated to 

him (18:18; 22:18), to Isaac (26:4), and to Jacob (28:14) does not use the word ―to choose,‖ it does depict 

YHWH‘s singling out one person and people for a special destiny. The key word in these passages is 

―blessing‖ (brk), which is the receiving of supernatural favor or power to achieve that which makes life 

worth living. Abraham and his descendants are promised the power of fecundity and renown (12:2) and 

divine support in their competition with other peoples for existence (12:3a). These blessings might be said 

to equip Abraham and his descendants to fulfill their destiny. The nature of that destiny is stated in the 

cryptic expression, wnbrkw bk kl mšpḥt h˒dmh (12:3b), which can be translated either, ―all the families of 

the earth will bless themselves by you,‖ or, ―in you all the families of the earth will be blessed.‖ The first 

of these would mean simply that other families and nations would be so impressed by Israel‘s success and 

happiness that they would say, ―May you be blessed like Abraham/Israel.‖ The second would mean that 

Israel‘s very existence would mediate a ―blessing‖ to all the families on earth. While both are 

linguistically and conceptually possible, as elsewhere in the Bible, the ambiguity of the text may be there 

for a reason. However, we prefer the latter because it provides the most comprehensive, consistent, and 

cogent possible interpretation (see Dworkin 1985 for a discussion of the criteria employed here). In it we 

have an explanation of how the story of the universal God can be narrowed from universal history 

(Genesis 1–11) to the history of one people (from Genesis 12 to the end of history): God is achieving a 

universal purpose in Israel‘s history. How that purpose is to be achieved, and how all peoples will receive 

a blessing through Israel, is left for the future to unfold.  

There is a passage within the Abrahamic narrative which does chart the direction of election history: 

Gen 18:17–21. YHWH is pondering whether he should reveal his impending judgment of Sodom and 

Gomorrah. He decides to tell him ―because I have known (Heb yd˓) him in order that he may command 

his children and his household after him to keep the way of YHWH by doing righteousness and justice in 

order that YHWH might bestow on Abraham all that he promised‖ (18:19). While this enunciation of the 

reason for election does not explain how the attainment of righteousness and justice by Israel will benefit 

the world, it does indicate how Israel is expected to fulfill its role. It must be remembered that election 



does not imply proselytizing other peoples; thus, the text leaves open how other peoples will benefit from 

Israel. In the story that follows, one way is exemplified: Abraham intercedes for them.  

2. The Exodus from Egypt. YHWH‘s election of Abraham and his descendants is manifested in his 

great deeds for them, particularly his deliverance of Israel from Egyptian bondage. Deut 7:7–8 draws out 

this connection: ―It was not because you were more in number … that YHWH became attached to you 

and chose you … but out of YHWH‘s love for you and his fidelity to his oath which he swore to your 

forebears he brought you out with a mighty hand, freed you from the house of slaves, from the power of 

Pharaoh king of Egypt.‖ YHWH was true to the solemn promise he had made to the patriarchs, 

confirming his election by a great deliverance. The Exodus was the moment in Israel‘s history in which 

God‘s loyalty to the people he had attached to himself coincided with his justice for the oppressed. ―I 

have witnessed the affliction of my people who are in Egypt, and their cry I have heard in the face of their 

slave drivers, so I know their pains, and I have come down to deliver them out from under the power of 

Egypt …‖ (Exod 3:7–8). YHWH owns this suffering mass of slaves and enters sympathetically into their 

condition, and is thereby moved to rectify the injustice they have experienced. Since YHWH is the 

Creator and Lord of history, one could logically infer that the power structures which produce injustice 

are the creation of his providence, but here in the Exodus we see that his power is manifested in 

overturning unjust power. It is precisely because all human power derives from God that he has the 

authority and capacity to empower the powerless.  

3. The Conquest of the Land. YHWH‘s military support of Israel in their conquest of Canaan has a 

similar logic. Deut 7:17–24 makes this connection: ―If you say in your heart, ‗These nations are greater 

than I; how can I dispossess them?‘ you shall not be afraid of them, but you shall remember what YHWH 

your God did to Pharaoh and to all Egypt …‖ (v 17). YHWH will overturn the odds in Israel‘s struggles 

against enemies of superior strength, just as he did in Egypt. The same theme reappears numerous times 

in Hebrew Scripture. For example, Ps 44:3 confesses that  

Not by their own sword did (our fathers) gain nor did their own arm give them victory;  

but thy right hand, and thy arm, and the light of thy countenance;  

for thou didst delight in them.  

The term ―delight‖ (rṣh) carries the same weight as ―love‖ and ―choose‖ in Deuteronomy. The power to 

conquer the land was a gift of the God who had graciously taken it under his care.  

The justice of this love is less clear in the Conquest than in the Exodus. In the accounts of the book of 

Judges, we do hear of the oppression of Israel by its enemies (3:8–9, 12–15; 4:1–3; etc.). This theme is 

not only present in these rather late frameworks of the deliverances, but in the stories themselves—even 

in the very old Song of Deborah (Judg 5:6–8). One has to admit, however, that these peoples were 

defending their own territory against the encroachment of land-grabbers. The old narratives simply do not 

justify YHWH‘s decision to dispossess the peoples of Canaan in order to give Israel a land. Of course, 

one could appeal to YHWH‘s ownership of the land (e.g., Lev 25:23) and his right to dispose of it 

however he pleases (cf. Exod 19:5). This arbitrariness, however, endangers YHWH‘s claim to be a just 

God of all nations. The author of Deuteronomy sensed the need to provide an additional justification: ―It 

is because of the wickedness of these nations that YHWH is driving them out before you‖ (Deut 9:4, 5, 

etc.). The fate of nations depends upon the character of their common life; this is a warning to Israel that 

they should obey the divine law by which they shall attain righteousness in the eyes of the universal Judge 

(Deut 6:24–25), or they will go the way of the nations that preceded them (Deut 8:17–20; 28:1–68, and 

passim).  

D. The Distinctive Identity of Israel  

YHWH‘s election of Israel is manifested in the people‘s distinctive identity as well as God‘s deeds. 

This distinctive identity is articulated in two allusive expressions in Deut 7:6: ―you are a people holy to 

YHWH your God‖—―… a people of unique value to Him.‖ In the phrase ―holy to Yahweh,‖ one hears 

allusions to cultic personnel, places and utensils which are set apart from the everyday to be in the 

immediate vicinity of the divine and to perform mediating functions. Israel itself, the expression suggests, 

is to be a people with God in its midst, called to witness and perform his works. Moses once prays at 



Sinai: ―If now I have found favor in thy sight, O Lord, let the Lord … go in the midst of us, although it is 

a stiff-necked people, and pardon our iniquity and our sin, and take us for thy inheritance‖ (Exod 34:9). 

To which YHWH replies: ―Behold, I strike a covenant. Before all your people I will do marvels, such as 

have not been wrought in all the earth or any nation; and all the people … shall see the work of YHWH; 

for it is an awesome thing I will do with you‖ (Exod 34:10). Israel will stand out from other nations by the 

marvel-working presence of the holy God in its midst.  

The other expression derives from the language of ownership. The distinctive word sglh is used outside 

of our formula for the private wealth of a king, in distinction from wealth held in trust for the people (see 

1 Chr 29:3; Eccl 2:8). From this we can infer that Israel is YHWH‘s private treasure, in distinction from 

the peoples of the earth; it is, as suggested in the translation (above), a ―unique value‖ to him. Other texts 

use another word from the semantic field of ―ownership,‖ nḥlh (―inheritance‖), for Israel‘s unique 

position of belonging to YHWH (so Exod 34:9; Deut 4:20; 32:8–9, etc.). Israel is being compared to a 

plot of land that belongs to a family in perpetuity, passed on from generation to generation by inheritance. 

Perhaps this is meant to intimate that Israel is YHWH‘s ―stake‖ in the world, his inalienable parcel of 

territory among the nations.  

When the covenant is offered to Israel on Mount Horeb/Sinai, YHWH initially recalls his 

demonstrations of power and concern for Israel in the deliverance from Egypt (Exod 19:4), then offers 

them the opportunity to choose to be a ―holy nation‖ and ―unique value‖ to YHWH by agreeing to ―obey 

my voice and keep my covenant‖ (19:5). The best interpretation of the conditional structure of this 

passage is to construe it as a condition that can be met in the course of the ritual, for the covenant 

arrangement is put in force in this very event. That is to say, Israel becomes YHWH‘s people by formally 

pledging to obey him (as they do in 19:8 and 24:3, 7–8). Of course, if they go back on their pledge to 

recognize YHWH as the focus of loyalty and locus of authority in Israel, the stated condition could come 

into force as judgment; but then it would be judgment of the chosen people.  

Exod 19:5–6 uses the expressions found in Deut 7:6. There is a slight difference in wording, however, 

for in Exod 19:6 Israel is called a holy nation, and this is paired with ―kingdom of priests.‖ A nation, 

unlike a people, is a political entity, and the matching term kingdom reinforces this political import. Both 

phrases combine a political and a religious term, suggesting the idea of theocracy: a nation ruled by God. 

The election, it would seem, establishes Israel as a political state with a divine sovereign. This is in fact 

simply the reverse side of the pledge to obey YHWH, for sovereignty is defined as the authority to 

command and the duty of the sovereign‘s subjects to obey.  

The use of the term ―priests‖ in the one phrase may allude to a role of mediation between God and the 

nations. The priesthood performed such a role within Israel, so by analogy Israel as a priesthood would 

perform this role for the nations. Such an allusion is justified by its nice fit with the promise to Abraham 

that he and his offspring will be a blessing to the nations.  

In these passages, election is so bound up with COVENANT that the conceptual structure associated 

with the one can be transferred to the other. Hence, Israel‘s unique status entails the obligation to obey 

YHWH‘s will; that will is enunciated in the commandments and laws which are delivered to the people 

(in Exodus 20–23) as a part of the act of covenant making, and which the people agree to obey in the 

ritual ratifying it (24:3–8). It is quite understandable, then, that virtually every passage in Deuteronomy 

which speaks of YHWH‘s choice of Israel is juxtaposed to admonitions to obey him (7:6–8, 9–11; 10:12–

13, 14–15, 16, 17–18, 19–20; 14:1, 2; 28:1a, 1b; cf. 26:17–19).  

E. Election in the Message of the Prophets of Judgment  

Amos 3:1–2 constitutes a powerful commentary on the responsibility entailed in being YHWH‘s elect: 

―You only have I known among all the families of the earth; therefore I will visit upon you all your 

iniquities.‖ This passage does not contain the key word bḥr, yet it does speak of a unique relationship 

established at YHWH‘s initiative. Being ―known‖ (yd˓) by YHWH is indeed tantamount to having been 

chosen (see Gen 18:19, and for an individual, Jer 1:5). Amos here appears to be refuting a natural, but 

spurious, extrapolation from the concept of election: YHWH will side with his people in their conflicts 

with enemies and show indulgence toward their iniquities. To the contrary, YHWH says through Amos, 



since I have chosen you and revealed my law by which my people can preserve a righteous and just 

community, I will especially hold you responsible for your corruption. Other nations could plead for 

mercy because of their ignorance, but Israel could not. In another passage (Amos 9:7), Amos actually 

denies that Israel is special to YHWH: The Ethiopians are equal to God‘s concern, and his providence has 

been demonstrated in the history of other nations as well as Israel‘s. To square this with Amos 3:2 is 

difficult because they appear to be contradictory, but it is noteworthy that both argue to the same 

conclusion: Israel is at least as vulnerable to judgment as any other nation.  

Although biblical scholars find virtually no other references to election in the preexilic prophets, a close 

reading of the texts does turn up passages which resonate with election ideas. For example, the name of 

Hosea‘s third child, Lo Ami (―Not my people,‖ 1:9), negates the unique status election claims for Israel. 

Israel‘s apostasy has violated the mutually exclusive relationship between the people and YHWH, so the 

bond is nullified. The very identity of this people was defined by the relationship, so when the 

relationship was ruptured, the people ―lost‖ that which distinguished them from other peoples. Likewise, 

when they pursue the game of international power politics, ―Ephraim mixed itself with the peoples … 

Aliens devour its strength‖ (7:8–9); ―Israel is swallowed up; already they are among the peoples like a 

useless vessel‖ (8:8). They must undergo the suffering consequent upon their deeds (2:2, 9, 10–13; 8:9–

10; etc.) before they can be reconstituted as YHWH‘s people and reverse the negation in the name (2:14–

23).  

The book of Deuteronomy was in all probability composed after the 8th century prophets and was 

responding to their message. The author seeks to motivate the people to practice justice and be loyal to 

their God in order to avoid the dire consequences of injustice and apostasy announced by the prophets. 

The Conquest of Canaan is a central symbol in the author‘s presentation. The previous inhabitants were 

being driven out because of their wickedness, particularly their religious and cultic abominations. It is 

imperative, Moses says, that these peoples and their religion be eradicated to avoid their corrupting Israel 

(e.g., 7:1–5, 25–26). Moreover, once the people of Israel are in control of the land, they must be on guard 

to purge their own people when they ―revert‖ to the religion of their predecessors or anything like it 

(12:29–31; 13:2–19—Eng 13:1–18; etc.). A similar viewpoint is expressed elsewhere in the Torah; for 

example, the portion of Leviticus known as the Holiness Code has admonitions like: ―And you shall not 

walk in the customs of the nation which I am casting out before you; for they did all these things and I 

abhorred them‖ (Lev 20:23).  

In the history of Israel, movements to purge the people of polytheism broke out now and then. Probably 

the most violent outburst occurred during Jehu‘s rise to power (2 Kgs 9–10). He not only killed the king, 

Joram, and his Judean ally, Ahaziah, and the hated queen mother, Jezebel, but every member of the royal 

family and its political allies and, in addition, several thousand worshippers of Baal whom he had 

assembled under false pretenses. The narrative approves of this massive bloodletting in the service of 

national purgation (2 Kgs 10:28, 30). However, about a century later Hosea condemned the house of Jehu 

for this butchery (Hos 1:4–5). He offers no explanation for YHWH‘s change of mind, but his overall 

message would support the idea that the political enforcement of orthodoxy held no prospect of 

transforming the people, and simply masked the will-to-power of rulers. Hosea saw no redemptive 

possibilities in power politics, only violence, betrayal, and self-salvation (cf. 14:3; 5:8–6:6; 7:1–7, 8–10, 

11–13, and passim). To use a somewhat anachronistic expression, Israel could come to its true identity 

only by a ―conversion of the heart‖ after power politics and lust had brought them to ruin.  

F. Election in Prophetic Promises of Salvation  

The classical prophets, beginning with Hosea, not only pronounced judgment on the people of God, but 

promised that the passage through divine judgment would prepare the people for a new beginning. This 

new period would not be like the history that resulted in judgment, it would break out of the self-

aggrandizement, violence, and suffering which had characterized human existence hitherto. Some of the 

depictions of the new age involved the breakdown of national distinctions, including the division between 

Israel and the nations. Others looked forward to the eternal separation of the righteous and the wicked, the 

result of which would be the cessation of the victimization of the righteous by the wicked. Alongside 



these transcendent hopes we find more practical policies of communal leaders designed to preserve the 

identity of the people of YHWH amid the exigencies of history.  

1. The Expansion of Election. Occasionally we receive hints in the classical prophets and in 

anonymous prophecies within their books that the distinction between Israel and the nations is only 

provisional, and that at the denouement of history the nations will be incorporated into the people of God. 

One such passage (Isa 19:19–25) speaks of the conversion of Egypt and by implication Assyria, the two 

great powers of Isaiah‘s day, to YHWH, concluding with an explicit reference to election language: ―In 

that day Israel will be the third with Egypt and Assyria, a blessing in the midst of the earth, whom YHWH 

of hosts has blessed, saying, ‗Blessed be Egypt my people, and Assyria the work of my hands, and Israel 

my heritage‘ ‖ (19:24–25). The language once used to set Israel apart from the nations will be addressed 

to them; the election of Israel reaches its true end in the election of all nations.  

The anonymous prophet of the Babylonian exile, known as Second Isaiah, also announces the 

conversion and incorporation of all peoples into Israel in Isa 45:20–25. In Cyrus‘ conquest of all the 

known world, the nations will discover that their gods are impotent and that it is YHWH who rules human 

destiny (vv 20–21). Once YHWH wins his ―debate‖ with the gods of the nations, he offers his salvation to 

the peoples and insists that they will all accept it (vv 22–23). They will become the ―offspring of Israel‖ 

(vv 24–25).  

Some scholars maintain that Second Isaiah envisages the subordination of all nations to Israel. There 

are, for example, promises that the nations will give their wealth to Israel and serve them (e.g., 45:14). 

However, the interpretation of our text that renders the most comprehensive, consistent, and cogent 

message (see Dworkin 1985) would find a genuinely universalistic message in it. There is no hint in 

Isaiah 40–55 that Israel will become a world power in any but a religious sense, so the references to 

receiving the wealth and service of the nations are best understood as freely given gifts to YHWH‘s 

sanctuary.  

The language of election is repeated frequently in Isaiah 40–55. The exiled people of YHWH are called 

his chosen (bḥr in verb and adjective forms) no less than seven times (41:8, 9; 43:10, 20; 44:1–2; 45:4). 

Of these, all but 43:20 pair it with the term ―servant.‖ Israel has been chosen out by YHWH to be his 

servant. Their suffering is due to their failure to ―walk in his ways and obey his law‖ (42:24, cf. v 21; also 

43:24), in a word, to serve YHWH. However, he intends to revive them and make them messengers 

(42:19) and witnesses (43:10) to the nations. Alongside these passages designating Israel as YHWH‘s 

chosen servant are several which speak of an individual in that role (42:1; 49:7). Of course, there is an 

unresolved debate among scholars as to whether the Servant Songs (42:1–4 [5–9]; 49:1–6 [7–13]; 50:4–9 

[10–11]; 52:13–53:12) depict a real or ideal individual or a corporate figure representing Israel. In any 

case, they give the servant a rather specific task, to ―bring forth justice from the nations‖ (42:1, cf. v 4) 

without the use of force; the performance of this prophetic task (49:1–6; 50:4–9) leads to suffering, and 

finally to a sacrificial death (52:13–53:12). Here we have one answer to the question of how Abraham and 

his seed will be a blessing to the nations.  

2. The Division of the People into Elect and Reprobate. When Israel was chosen out from the nations 

to be YHWH‘s people, the other nations were not so much rejected as simply passed over, to be the 

beneficiaries of election at the denouement of history. Only once in the OT is it actually said that YHWH 

chose Israel and rejected someone else (Esau/Edom in Mal 1:2–3). As seen in the Isaiah passages, the 

very logic of election tends toward universalism.  

However, there is a countervailing development in postexilic prophetic literature: the people of God 

themselves are divided between righteous and wicked, the elect and the reprobate. In a number of 

passages deriving from Second Isaiah‘s disciples, known as Third Isaiah, we find the beginnings of the 

reconception of election on a nonnational basis. Isaiah 65 thrice speaks of a group within Israel as ―my 

chosen‖ (vv 9, 15, 22), parallel with another title of election, ―my servants‖ (vv 8, 9, 13–15). Over against 

this group is another which has proven faithless and arrogant (65:1–7); the entire chapter threatens the 

latter group with judgment, while promising salvation to the elect. The chosen servants will ―inherit‖ 

YHWH‘s land and be blessed with the blessings promised Abraham, while the rejected ―shall leave your 



name to my chosen people for a curse, and Lord YHWH will kill you, but his servants he will call by a 

different name‖ (v 15). It is within such passages, which grew out of concrete conflicts within the 

restoration community (see Hanson 1975), that the beginnings can be found of the eschatological drama 

of a great day of judgment when some are saved, and some damned (as, for example, we find in Dan 

12:1–3).  

3. Fencing Off the People of God. It should not be concluded from the above that the concept of 

Israel‘s own election ceased to play a central role in Israelite thought after the Exile. At the very time 

when prophets were envisioning the opening up of Israel to the peoples of the earth, the reformers Ezra 

and Nehemiah were demanding a strict separation of the ―holy seed‖ (Ezra 9:2) from the peoples of the 

land. Intermarriage would result in apostasy and ―pollution‖ (Ezra 9:10–12), so these men exacted pledges 

from the people to marry only other Jews and to divorce their foreign wives (Ezra 10; Nehemiah 10, 13). 

Coupled with ritual laws which reinforced segregation, the postexilic Jewish community provided for the 

maintenance of its distinct identity and traditions among the peoples of the ancient world. While this 

―fencing off‖ the people of God ran counter to the universalistic visions of the prophets, and provoked 

their protest, it was a sober, realistic policy for life within the bounds of history.  

G. Election and the Canonization of Scripture  

The concept of election played a largely hidden, but very active role in the emergence of the doctrine of 

divine revelation in Scripture. Before the concept of election was formulated by the author of 

Deuteronomy, those who passed on Yahwistic traditions were apologists for a view of Israel defined by 

the calling of YHWH. The Deuteronomic Moses raised this calling to a full-fledged theologoumenon. 

Israel has been called out from the nations to know the true and living God and to be his obedient subject 

among the peoples of the world. The story told by the Yahwists was not a national record, but an account 

of events and communications which constituted Israel as a holy people, and of the course of the history 

lived under this regimen. This history reached a certain closure in the Exile of Judah. The religious 

community that survived and was reconstituted after the Exile, shaped its identity around the texts 

deriving from the time when the people of God was originally constituted—the Torah—and lived under 

that regimen—the Prophets. Other tokens of its life as the people of God were finally incorporated in the 

sacred text.  

It may be that a version of the hermeneutical circle exists at the basis of this doctrine of Scripture. The 

literature that recounted the story of Israel, the people of YHWH, is revelation because the people were 

chosen to be his own possession, his holy people, among the nations, and Israel is the people of God 

because the story—now in text form—so constituted it. To belong to this people is to appropriate this text 

as one‘s own story, and to recognize this text as true is to enter into the community for whom it was 

written. The text and its interpretive community are in symbiotic relationship: the meaning of the text is to 

be found in its power to constitute the community in its true identity, which in turn is to be measured by 

its faithfulness to the text which constitutes it.  

There is a temporal aspect to the interaction of text and community. The community lives in a specific 

moment in political and cultural history. For the text to perform its function of community formation, it 

must be interpreted to meet the exigencies in the life of the community. To use the contemporary 

expression, the text must be ―relevant‖ to the community, translated into its forms of thought and applied 

to its modes of life. There is a reverse process as well: the text must challenge the community‘s forms of 

thought and modes of life. While the text legitimates the community simply by being read within it, the 

text must call the community out from the ―world‖ to be revelation. There will remain a permanent 

conflict within the interpretive community regarding how the community should be distinguished from 

those outside: by its eschatological passion, by its ritual separation, by its theological doctrine, or by some 

dialectical synthesis of these divergent readings.  
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DALE PATRICK  

NEW TESTAMENT  

Election in the NT is understood as God‘s selection in the distant past of those (whether angels or 

human beings) who will form the eschatological community of the holy. It is also God‘s choice of those 

who will serve him in special ways.  

———  
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6. Summary  

———  

A. Terminology  

A range of terms is used in the NT to describe divine election. Common are eklogē (―election‖) and 

eklektos (―elect,‖ it denotes being the object of God‘s choice, except for Rom 16:13); there are also 



eklegomai (―to choose‖), suneklektos (―likewise chosen,‖ only in 1 Pet 5:13). Three verbs which are used 

one time each for election are hairetizo (―to choose,‖ in Matt 12:18), haireo (―to choose,‖ in 2 Thess 

2:13), and tasso (―to ordain,‖ in Acts 13:48).  

B. God’s Choice of Individuals for Special Service  

There are a handful of NT references of God choosing an individual for a particular ministry. This 

choice for ministry has a rich OT background; God would show his choice for leaders (Num 16:5; Hag 

2:23), priests (Deut 18:5; 21:15), kings (1 Sam 15:28), and prophets (Jer 1:5).  

The apostle Paul had a firm sense of God‘s choice of him to be the apostle to the gentiles (Acts 9:15; 

13:47).  

C. Jesus as the Elect Servant  

According to the NT, Jesus was chosen to fulfill the divine plan, that the Messiah would suffer and die, 

rise again, and rule over creation (e.g., see Acts 3:20; Eph 1:9–10; 1 Pet 1:20; Rev 13:8). 1 Peter 2:4 

refers to Christ as the Stone rejected by men, but ―in God‘s sight chosen and precious.‖ Some mss of the 

Gospels refer to Christ as the ―Chosen One‖ (eklektos) in connection with God‘s approval of him as the 

―beloved Son‖ (in John 1:34 and Luke 9:35); this change probably reflects the link between election and 

the language of kingship in the early Church. Jesus‘ taunters accused him of claiming to be ―the Christ of 

God, his Chosen One‖ according to Luke 23:35.  

The title derives either directly from the servant passages of Isaiah 41–42 or indirectly through other 

sources, such as the Similitudes of Enoch, in 1 En. 39:6 and 48:6, one who is variously called the Son of 

Man and the Righteous One is also designated the Elect One. The work plainly reflects traditional 

terminology, regardless of the possible Christian theological influence.  

It is more likely that the Chosen Servant motif stems directly from Isaiah. The Servant Songs contain 

language of election and calling when speaking of the Servant Israel and of an individual servant (cf. Isa 

41:8–9 with Isa 42:1). Matthew 12:18 contains the Christian paraphrase of Isa 42:1: ―This was to fulfill 

what was spoken by the prophet Isaiah: ‗Behold, my servant whom I have chosen, my beloved with 

whom my soul is well pleased.‘ ‖ The early Church read the Servant Songs as predictions of Jesus 

(Cullmann 1963: 51–82); their conviction that God had ordained him as the servant is found in Matt 8:17; 

Isa 53:7–8; and Acts 3:13; 4:25, 27, 30; 8:32–33.  

D. The Elect Angels  

Only in 1 Tim 5:21 does the NT speak of elect angels. ―Eklektos‖ here means ―chosen,‖ not ―elite‖ or 

―choice,‖ since Paul was calling on all angels to witness. The designation of ―elect angels‖ is quite rare. 

Schrenk and Quell TDNT 4:144–92 cite 1 En. 39:1 and Tob 8:15 (contra the RSV) as parallels, but neither 

reference is unambiguous (TDNT 4:185). This election is not to service (since again that would limit the 

number of angelic witnesses to Paul‘s oath) but to retain their holy status. The elect angels contrast with 

those who fell from their first estate (Jude 6). The elect and holy angels will participate in the judgment 

(Matt 24:31; 25:31; 2 Thess 1:2–8), while the wicked angels will be judged (1 Cor 6:3).  

E. The Corporate Election of Israel  

Particularly in Deuteronomy, Israel as a national whole is the ―chosen‖ people of God, as in Deut 7:6 

―For you are a people holy to the Lord your God; the Lord your God has chosen you to be a people for his 

own possession, out of all the peoples that are on the face of the earth‖ (see Deut 10:15; 14:2; Ps 105:6, 

43; Isa 41:8). Election is coupled with the demand for holiness, since the elect nation must reflect the 

divine character.  

It is an oversimplification to say that the older idea of corporate election gives way to individual 

election in NT theology. In the OT too, there is progression toward a doctrine of individual election for 

members of the ―remnant‖ (ROTT 2: 21–22). Even in the days of the prophets it was clear that ―not all 

Israel is Israel.‖ The doctrine of individual election developed out of the hope of the holy and elect 

remnant. In Isa 65:9, ―my chosen‖ form a distinct group within greater Israel who will find eschatological 

blessing (cf. also Isa 10:20–23 and Isa 14:1—God ―will again choose Israel‖).  

Paul bases his pivotal discussion in Romans 9–11 on the dismissal of the Gospel by the majority of 

Jews. Paul has to explain why the ―chosen people‖ are rejecting Jesus Christ. He thus reaches back to the 



remnant concept: history and revelation disclose that within the nation Israel there exist two classes: the 

unbelieving descendants of Abraham, and the elect believing remnant which God spares from downfall. 

Paul argues that the remnant of Israel (of which he is a part, Rom 11:1–2) is now turning to Christ in 

belief through the preaching of the Gospel (Rom 11:7). This remnant is ―chosen by grace‖ (Rom 11:5) 

and was foreknown (Rom 11:2).  

Paul asserts that after the gentile elect enter into salvation, ―all Israel will be saved‖ (Rom 11:26). His 

quotation from Isa 59:20–21 indicates that he is thinking of the eschatological redemption (see the 

commentaries, esp. Cranfield Romans II ICC, 574–77). Paul is following the line of reasoning found in 

the OT that salvation is for the elect remnant. Probably the best interpretation of Rom 11:26 is that the 

―natural branches‖ of the end time will be beloved and thus elect for the sake of their fathers (Rom 11:28–

29). Alternatively, he is enunciating that all believers are elect, whether Jew or gentile, and all the elect 

shall be saved.  

In Pauline thought, the OT doctrine of the remnant points to personal election, that God has elected both 

Jews and gentiles to be saved. One may therefore adduce the statements of Romans 9–11 as data for the 

doctrine of individual election.  

F. The Corporate Election of the Church  

The NT does not thoroughly expound the corporate election of the Church, but the idea is not absent. In 

1 Pet 2:9 the Church is called ―a chosen race … a holy nation, God‘s own people,‖ reminiscent of biblical 

titles for the nation of Israel. The connection between God‘s choice, holiness, and corporate mission is 

unmistakable.  

Although ―the elect‖ are spoken of collectively, emphasis is usually placed on the sum total of elect 

individuals, the eklogoi, not on the Church as a chosen group.  

Christian congregations are possibly called ―elect‖ in 2 John: the ―elect lady‖ of 2 John 1 and ―elect 

sister‖ in 2 John 13 (see the commentaries). These are isolated occurrences, but cf. the inscription to 

Ignatius‘ Epistle to the Ephesians in which he speaks of the ―elect‖ church of Ephesus.  

G. The Election of Individuals to Salvation  

In the apocalyptic literature and the literature of the Qumran community (especially CD) individual 

election comes to the fore more than it does in the OT; this was in order to distinguish the true saints from 

―false‖ Israel (TNDT 4: 170–71). But in the NT there is a bridge to the new nation, composed of Jews and 

gentiles. The election of gentiles is only broadly foreshadowed in the OT (see Amos 9:12, in which the 

―nations‖ are called by God‘s name).  

1. ―The Elect‖ in the Synoptic Tradition. There are a cluster of references in which Jesus speaks of 

―the elect‖ (from eklektos), usually in connection with the tribulation (Matt 24:22, 24, 31; Mark 13:20, 22, 

27; Luke 18:7). In its present setting, Luke 18:7 claims God‘s general protection of his own. Nevertheless, 

eschatological events uncover whether an individual is elect (Pannenberg 1977: 55): although ―many will 

fall away‖ (Matt 24:10) the elect will not be deceived by false Christs and false prophets (Matt 24:24). 

Then at his coming, the Son of Man will ―gather his elect‖ (Matt 24:31). The fact of being elect is 

eschatologically revealed: ―For many are called, but few are chosen‖ (Matt 22:14).  

2. Election in Pauline Theology. In the Synoptic Gospels it is seldom explicit that it is God who 

chooses individuals. But Paul (with the Fourth Evangelist) develops the concept of election from a more 

theocentric standpoint. Here eklegomai and its synonyms have God as their subject: ―God chose you from 

the beginning to be saved through sanctification by the spirit and belief in the truth‖ (2 Thess 2:13).  

In 1 Cor 1:27–28, Paul analyzes the composition of the Church and makes it clear that the appeal of the 

Gospel to the lower classes is not merely sociologically defined. While this passage could be taken to 

refer to corporate election (TDNT 4:174), individual election is logically demanded in 1:24, 26. The fact 

that the socioeconomic makeup of the Church is under God‘s control, is not accidental. And control over 

the Church‘s composition demands control over its parts.  

Paul develops the doctrine of election further in Rom 8:28–38. God‘s choice of the individual is 

typically underscored in times of persecution. In 8:29–30 Paul sets forth an ordo salutis, and illustrates 

graphically and grammatically that God does not lose any men or women between his choice in eternity 



past to their glorification (the ―elect‖ first appear in 8:33). He seems to make election synonymous with 

―foreknew‖ in 8:29. Meanwhile, predestination is the next logical step, God‘s determination that the elect 

shall be Christlike. Paul speaks of ―us‖ as those who are truly elect, not those who merely profess faith 

and then tend to fall away from Christ, but those who persevere through tribulation to the end. Paul‘s 

emphasis on perseverance as well as preservation by God dovetails nicely with the promise of Matt 24:24.  

The modern trend is to read Romans 9–11 as a treatise on the nature of Israel rather than a theology of 

election (Kümmel 1973: 232). But the passage must be read in the light of its two connects, both with the 

issue of Jewish salvation, and with his treatment of soteriological election in Rom 8:28–38. Far from 

being limited to one idea in Romans 9–11, the context indicates that Paul is speaking both of Israel‘s 

destiny and election to salvation.  

Paul seldom theologizes out of context. So following his description of God‘s election, he applies the 

doctrine to the problem of Jewish unbelief. He shows that the reason Jews are not turning to Christ as a 

nation is that God has not elected all the Jews to belief in Christ (Rom 9:11). The Scriptures teach that 

God‘s choice is prior to one‘s own existence (Rom 9:1–18) and that election is divine prerogative (Rom 

9:19–24). With the prophets, Paul defines Israel as the sum of elect Jews (for him, the Jews elect in 

Christ), who with the elect gentiles share the blessings of Abraham. While divine election is 

chronologically prior to faith in Christ, the apostle Paul emphasizes the vital importance of justification 

by faith—the elect come to light only as they believe in Christ (Romans 10).  

When Paul speaks of the basis for God‘s election, he refers to divine grace (Rom 11:5; according to 2 

Tim 1:9 Christians are called by God‘s purpose and grace determined ―ages ago‖). He clearly spells out 

that election cannot be attained either through sincere effort (Rom 9:30) nor through works (Rom 11:6) 

nor through high social status (1 Cor 1:27–28).  

Ephesians 1:4 and Col 3:12 both indicate that the end of election is holiness (see Rom 8:29); in fact, 

Ephesians is in part a treatise on the destiny of the Church from prehistory to its eternal witness to the 

love of God.  

Paul‘s theology of election was not developed in a vacuum; it was shaped by his own experiences. He 

was aware of his own unworthiness as a former persecutor of the Church (Phil 3:2–7; 1 Tim 1:15–16). 

Thus in Gal 1:13–16 he must say that ―he who had set me apart before I was born, and had called me 

through his grace, was pleased to reveal his Son to me.‖ So also in Acts 22:14: ―And he said, ‗The God of 

our fathers appointed you to know his will, to see the Just One and to hear a voice from his mouth.‘ ‖ 

These two passages cannot be reduced to a mere ―missionary call,‖ since his call to faith and his call to 

mission cannot be separated (see also Acts 13:47). Paul knew he was given both salvation and apostleship 

through God‘s gracious purpose.  

Paul‘s missionary experiences also reinforced the theology of divine sovereignty. This fact may be the 

reason why he closely links election to the ―call‖ of God (evidenced by conversion). He tells the 

Thessalonians that the evidence for their election (1 Thess 1:4) is the fact that the Spirit powerfully called 

them from idols to God (1 Thess 1:5–10).  

Paul links election with God‘s foreknowing (proginosko) in Rom 8:29 and 11:2 (cf. 1 Pet 1:2). While 

Arminian theologians take foreknowledge as prescience of individual faith, it is significant that the object 

of divine foreknowledge is never specified. It is perhaps the person himself who is foreknown (Rom 8:29 

―whom he did foreknow‖). Foreknowledge as attributed to God has the flavor of ordaining the future 

rather than merely knowing the future (TDNT 1:715); this is the meaning it most certainly has in regard to 

Christ in 1 Pet 1:20. Thus 1 Pet 1:2, which in the original speaks of election ―according to the 

foreknowledge of God,‖ is well rendered as ―chosen and destined by God the Father.‖  

3. Election in the Gospel of John. John emphasizes the Son‘s role in election. The Father is said to 

have ―given‖ the elect to the Son (John 6:37; 17:2, 6, 9), and Jesus states in John 6:44 that the Father 

―draws‖ them to eternal life. The latter concept seems to be equivalent to the Pauline idea of the ―call‖ of 

God to saving faith.  

In John 15:16 Jesus contends: ―You did not choose me, but I chose you and appointed you that you 

should go and bear fruit …‖ (see also 15:19). While this might be read as the call to apostleship, the 



previous context indicates that he is speaking of ―bearing fruit‖ with those who abide in the True Vine 

(see the commentaries). This choosing is therefore soteriological and makes the Son the chooser of the 

elect along with the Father.  

4. Election in Other NT Literature. Acts 13:48 contains the striking statement, that ―as many as were 

ordained to eternal life believed.‖ Grammatically it is next to impossible to make the foreordination 

contingent upon individual faith; rather, Acts postulates with Paul (as in 2 Thess 2:13) that the decision to 

believe the Gospel follows from God‘s choice of the elect.  

While Jas 2:5 gives a clear picture of election based on the Beatitudes of Jesus, it is remarkably similar 

to 1 Cor 2:27–28: ―Has not God chosen those who are poor in the world to be rich in faith and heirs of the 

kingdom …?‖  

1 Peter mentions the concept of individual election in 1:2: ―chosen and destined by God the Father and 

sanctified by the Spirit for obedience to Jesus Christ and for sprinkling with his blood.‖  

In Rev 17:14 Christ‘s people are said to be ―called and chosen and faithful.‖ Prominent, too, is the 

traditional Book of Life, containing the names of the true saints (Rev 3:5; 13:8; 17:8; 20:12, 15; cf. Luke 

10:20).  

In all these references to individual election, it is particularly noteworthy that election and faith or 

faithfulness are linked together. Election is known through its fruit of conversion and perseverance.  

5. Individual Election in Christian Theology. Biblically distinct, election and predestination are often 

interchangeable terms in theological parlance. The meaning of the biblical doctrine of election has been 

disputed throughout history, particularly in the clashes over Pelagianism in the 5th and 6th centuries and 

during the Reformation (Berkhouwer 1960: 28–52; Jewett 1985: 5–23). The common denominator is an 

anthropological question: does fallen humankind yet possess the freedom to turn to salvation apart from 

elective grace and an efficacious call of the Spirit, or does natural depravity preclude such ―freedom of the 

will‖?  

Pelagianism taught that the human will was not fatally damaged, and that whatever God commanded, 

humankind must be free to fulfill. This enabled people to be righteous apart from God‘s grace, and 

removed the need for election. The Council of Orange (529) condemned Pelagianism and semi-

Pelagianism, according to which the human decision to choose Christ preceded God‘s special grace. 

Election was understood as divine prescience of belief, which led to the predestination to Christlikeness. 

The western Church generally followed a version of Augustine‘s doctrine of double predestination—of 

the elect to salvation and of the reprobate to damnation. Election is based solely on God‘s own grace and 

will.  

The Reformation brought about a reassessment of election within Protestant circles, and defined the 

terms of the debate to this day. The Reformers seem to have universally held to unconditional election 

(inexactly known as the ―Calvinist‖ view). In accordance with an Augustinian anthropology, God‘s 

choice of individuals to salvation was the first step in salvation, and not contingent upon any faith or work 

in the elect: ―God once established by his eternal and unchangeable plan those whom he long before 

determined once [and] for all to receive into salvation, and those whom, on the other hand, he would 

devote to destruction. We assert that, with respect to the elect, this plan was founded upon his freely given 

mercy, without regard to human worth‖ (Calvin 1960, 2: 931).  

Arminianism turned out to be the major reaction to unconditional election. Being semi-Pelagianism, it 

taught that election was conditional, i.e., it was God‘s choice of those whom he saw would respond to the 

Spirit‘s general call. Conditional election has been widely disseminated through the Wesleyan movement. 

The Five Points of Calvinism highlight differences with Arminianism on the points of depravity, election, 

the scope of the atonement, calling grace, and the perseverance of saints.  

A third alternative is Universalism, according to which all are elect and will be saved in the end.  

Karl Barth‘s theology of election is the most important recent development. It is his position that 

election is christological, that is, that not a group of individuals but Christ himself is the elect one, and 

that he is the only man rejected by God. Thus reprobation, being predestined to damnation, falls only on 

Christ, while election to salvation goes to man.  



6. Summary. Christians have long felt the tension between calling on people to believe and at the same 

time harboring the thought that only the elect will believe and be saved. The doctrine of unconditional 

election might lead one to fatalism, but it seeks to do justice to the sovereign freedom of God to choose 

whom he wills. Conditional election might lead to anthropocentricity, since divine choice is conditioned 

by God‘s foresight of faith in the individual; while this system by definition deprives God of actual 

choice, it seeks to approach election pastorally, knowing that without repentance and faith there is no 

salvation.  
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GARY S. SHOGREN  

ELEMENT, ELEMENTAL SPIRIT [Gk stoicheion (στοιχειον); stoicheion tou kosmou 

(στοιχειον του κοσμου)]. In most of its uses, element denoted an elementary or fundamental principle in a 

subject or discipline. Thus, it could designate a letter of the alphabet, a part of speech, a geometrical 

proposition, or a basic mathematical unit, such as a point or line. Heb 5:12 aptly displays this typical 

usage when it refers to rudimentary Christian teachings as the ―first principles‖ of God‘s words.  

An important term in Greek philosophy, the plural elements denoted the four basic components thought 

to constitute the entire physical world: earth, air, fire, and water. So widespread was this usage that all 

three occurrences in the OT apocrypha reflect this understanding. According to Wisdom of Solomon, part 

of the wisdom that God imparts is knowledge of what exists in the world. Insight into the cosmic order 

includes knowing ―the structure of the world and the activity of the elements‖ (7:17), evidently a 

reference to the four fundamental constituents of the universe. The author of Wisdom of 

SolomonSolomon is also aware of the Greek philosophical notion that the four elements underwent 

alteration and exchanged properties; as the book closes he describes the miraculous events of Exodus in 

terms of change in the properties of earth, water, and fire (19:18–21). 4 Maccabees, too, shows 

acquaintance with the philosophical usage of the term. According to 12:13, cruelty to one‘s fellow 

creatures has no justification because both torturer and victim share the same human feelings and are 

composed of the same elements.  

Except for Heb 5:12, the meaning of elements in the NT is debated. When, in the closing chapter of 2 

Peter, the author assures his readers that the day of universal destruction and renewal will inevitably 

come, he relates the fate in store for the distinguishing features of the cosmos: the heavens will pass away, 

the elements will be dissolved with fire, and the earth consumed (3:10, 12). The destruction of the cosmos 

would entail the dissolution of the four basic constituents of the physical world, an event detailed in Stoic 

eschatology. But since he mentions the heavens and the earth, the author might be referring instead to 

other essential features of the universe, namely, the stars or planets. By the 3d century C.E. and possibly as 

early as the composition of 2 Peter, the elements were associated with such celestial bodies. The 3d-

century writer Diogenes Laertius, for example, applies the term to the signs of the zodiac (6.102).  

Especially controverted are references to the elements in Galatians. Paul introduces the phrase 

―elements of the world‖ in drawing a contrast between those under the yoke of the Law and those free in 

Christ (3:19–4:31). He argues that custodianship under the Law is little more than enslavement to the 

elements of the world (4:3), so that by conforming to the Law (specifically, by adopting the Jewish legal 

calendar), Gentile Christians surrender their freedom to the elements (4:9–10). In doing so, they return to 

their former condition; as pagans they worshiped the elements as gods (4:8). Given the relationship Paul 

sees between the Law and the elements and his description of both as weak (4:9; cf. Rom 8:3), a plausible 

case could be made for understanding the elements as rudimentary religious observances and ordinances 

(presumably both Jewish and pagan). Detracting from this reading, however, is v 8, where Paul 



acknowledges that some mistake the elements for gods, an unlikely statement if the elements are mere 

regulations.  

The importance of astral determinism in Greco–Roman piety has promoted two other interpretations of 

the elements of the world in Galatians: (1) the elements are celestial bodies that dictate a sacred calendar 

and inspire worship; and (2) the elements are the demons or spirits, often connected with the stars and 

planets, that control human destiny and demand human devotion. The latter interpretation is reflected in 

the RSV‘s translation of the phrase as ―elemental spirits of the universe‖ (Gal 4:3). Encumbering both 

these readings is the relatively late date at which the term elements came to have either astral or demonic 

associations. Even though the Testament of Solomon (3d century C.E.?) links the elements with demons, 

spirits, and stars (8:1–4) the identification falls well after the composition of Galatians.  

A fourth interpretation is least susceptible to criticism; here, the elements are understood as the four 

constituents of the universe. In Gal 4:8, where Paul chastises his readers for their spiritual ignorance, he 

depends upon the Hellenistic Jewish critique of idolatry as the misguided worship of air, fire, and water as 

gods (Wis 12:2–3). By ascribing enslaving power to the elements (Gal 4:3, 9), Paul understands them to 

be active cosmic forces, which was the contemporary understanding of the four elements. Philo, for 

example, regarded the four elements as forces (dynameis; Aet 21.107–8), while the early Christian writer 

Hermas noted that they governed the world (Herm. Vis. 3.13.3). Paul‘s placement of the four elements 

among the powers of the present age led him to view them in a negative light.  

The two occurrences of the elements of the world in Colossians have produced interpretations similar to 

those in Galatians: (1) the elements of the world are principles or rudimentary teachings of the human 

tradition adhered to by the philosophy (2:8; cf. 2:22) or they are its regulations (2:20); (2) they are the 

elemental spirits of the universe who rule as the principalities and powers of this world (archai kai 

exousiai; 1:16; 2:10, 15) and whom the philosophers at Colossae identified as angels and worshiped 

(2:18); or (3) they are the four cosmological forces that define the world (2:20) and provide the bases or 

guiding principles of the philosophy (2:8). This third reading in particular allows the interpreter to grasp 

the meaning of Col 2:20—especially the sense of the prepositions in it—in which the letter writer 

describes death with Christ as parting from the elements. The cosmic elements appear to define a sphere 

of existence or arena of activity that one can part from or live in. Believing that they still live in the world 

(2:20), the philosophers live according to its key principles (2:8) (see Lohse Colossians Hermeneia, 96–

98).  

The first of these interpretations would be more attractive had the letter writer used the word elements 

without elaboration. In that case, rudimentary teachings or regulations would very likely have been 

denoted by Colossians. But the use of the phrase elements of the world in 2:8 and the repetition of it in v 

20 emphasize the importance of this qualification, an emphasis which should not be ignored. When Philo 

attached that qualification to the term elements, for example, he referred invariably to the four 

constituents of the world.  

The second interpretation suffers, like its counterpart in Galatians, from the relatively late date of the 

evidence connecting elements with celestial bodies and with cosmic spirits or demons. It may be 

anachronistic to equate the elements with angels and conclude that the philosophers of Colossae 

worshiped them (2:18).  
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ELEPHANTINE PAPYRI. A group of papyrus documents and fragments written in Aramaic 

during the 5th century B.C.E. and discovered by chance finds and archaeological excavation during the 

19th and 20th centuries. The papyri originate at or near Elephantine, a site in Upper Egypt.  
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A. Introduction  

Elephantine (Aram yb; Eg ˒ibw, ˒bw; Gk ieb) is an island in the Nile opposite Aswan (ancient Syene = 

Aram and Eg swn) just N of (= downstream from) the first cataract. It has yielded papyri in Egyptian 

(Zauzich 1971), Aramaic, and Greek (Rubensohn 1907). It is the Aramaic material which is of direct 

interest for biblical studies and Jewish history. They are listed first according to their year of discovery 

and publication and then studied according to their category. Other sites besides Elephantine have yielded 

papyri and are also noted. Sigla used to designate the papyri are those employed by Porten and Yardeni 

(TAD A; TAD B; TAD C).  

Throughout the 19th century, isolated pieces of papyrus were discovered at intervals and frequently not 

published until years later, if at all. The earliest recorded acquisition was made by Giovan Battista Belzoni 

at Elephantine between 1815 and 1819. It consisted of two letters (TAD A3.3–4) and fragments of a third, 

housed now in the Museo Civico di Padova (Padua) and first published by Edda Bresciani (1960). The 3d 

decade of the 19th century yielded five pieces, none of which is known to have come from Elephantine: 

(1) a fragment of a letter (TAD A5.3) acquired by the Museo Egiziano di Torino (Turin) as part of the first 

Bernardino Drovetti collection (1824), first noted by Michelangelo Lanci (1827: 20) and only understood 

by Adelbert Merx (1868); (2) a fragment of a literary text that may be designated ―The Tale of Ḥor, Son 

of Punesh‖ bought by the Duc de Blacas in 1825, published by Lanci (1827: 7–26) and later acquired by 

the British Museum (TAD C1.2 = CAP 71); (3) a fragment of wine accounts (TAD C3.12 = CAP 72) 

acquired by the Louvre in 1826 as part of the second Drovetti collection and published by Jean Joseph 

Bargès (1862); (4) a fragmentary list acquired by Stefano Borgia, first noted by Lanci (1827: 20), 

published by E. Ledrain (1884: 30–32), and later acquired by the Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana (TAD 

C4.9 = CAP 74); (5) and a fragmentary sheet of accounts (TAD C3.19 = CAP 73) stemming perhaps from 

the Salt collection acquired by the Museo Egizio Vaticano, first noted by Lanci (1827: 20), and published 

by Charles Jean Melchior de Vogüé (1869: 25–31). These five pieces came to be known by their Latin 

designations indicating either the private collector (Papyri Blacasiani, Papyrus Borgianus) or the museum 

or library where they were housed (Papyrus Taurinensis, Papyrus Luparensis, Papyrus Vaticanus). Ten 

pieces are known to have been acquired during the second half of the 19th century before 1893, though 



the circumstances of acquisition sometimes remain obscure. Seven of these are held by the Egyptian 

Museum in Cairo, one by the Staatliche Museen in Berlin, one by the Harrow School Museum in London, 

and one by the Niedersächische Staats- und Universitätsbibliothek in Göttingen. Three of the seven Cairo 

pieces were found by François Auguste Mariette at the Memphis Serapeum and published by Julius 

Euting (1885: 670+Pl.VI; 1887: 408–9+Pl.VII); two are letter fragments (TAD A5.4; CAP 77) and one is 

a fragment of accounts (TAD C3.21 = CAP 75). Two fragments were discovered in 1888 at Abusir near 

Saqqarah but were never properly published (Ricci 1906: nos. 13 and 14). One fragment of accounts from 

an unknown site was published as No. 153 in the monumental Corpus Inscriptionum semiticarum (1893; 

TAD C3.25 = CAP 78); the final piece, a fragment of accounts, was said to have been found near the tomb 

of Ptahhotep at Saqqarah and was published by Mark Lidzbarski (Ephem 3: 128–29). The one text (TAD 

B8.5) acquired by the Staatliche Museen, a record of legal proceedings, was published only with 

photograph by Karl Richard Lepsius (1859: pl. 124). A sheet of accounts was part of the Gardner 

Wilkinson collection acquired by the Harrow School Museum, cataloged by E. A. Wallis Budge (1887: 

79), and published without photograph by Arthur Ernest Cowley (1903; TAD C3.27 = CAP 83). Finally, 

there is a fragment (of accounts?) given by Prof. Wilhelm Fröhner of Paris to the Niedersächische Staats- 

und Universitätsbibliothek in Göttingen in 1884, transcribed by T. Nöldeke in 1894, and published 80 

years later by Rainer Degen (1974a).  

All told, then, eighteen items came to light during eight and one-half decades of the 19th century and 

none was a wholly intact piece. Only three (the Padua papyri) were from Elephantine; most, and probably 

all, of the others were from Memphis-Saqqarah. The Elephantine papyri clearly concerned Jews; the 

others concerned only non-Jews. Ten of the eighteen were brought together in CIS (1889 [Nos. 144–48]; 

1893 [Nos. 149–53]), which marked the end of almost a century of random discovery.  

It was during the next quarter century (1893–1917), ending during World War I, that the great finds 

were made, mostly at Elephantine but also at Saqqarah. In the very year that CIS II/1 fascicle 2 appeared, 

the American Egyptologist Charles Edwin Wilbour acquired at Aswan as many items as had been 

acquired during the preceding eight and one-half decades. These waited sixty years before their 

publication by Emil G. Kraeling (BMAP 1953). This Brooklyn Museum collection included four unrelated 

fragmentary texts, among which were two letters (TAD A3.9; BMAP 16), a document of wifehood (TAD 

B6.1), and one of accounts (BMAP 17). But the prize was a family archive of a dozen documents, most of 

which were fully intact with cord and seal (TAD B3.2–13). In 1898, Wilhelm Spiegelberg acquired for the 

(now-named) Bibliothèque Nationale et Universitaire of Strasbourg a fragmentary letter (TAD A4.5) 

published by Euting (1903). The Bodleian Library in Oxford soon came into possession of three papyri 

acquired by Archibald Henry Sayce and published by him and/or Cowley—an almost fully intact loan 

contract (TAD B4.2) rescued from the hands of diggers for sebakh at Elephantine in 1901 and published 

in 1903; a multicolumn roll of accounts (TAD C3.29 = CAP 81) acquired at Luxor in January, 1906 and 

published in 1907 (by Sayce and Cowley); and a fragmentary letter (?) acquired at the same time and 

published in 1915 (by Cowley = CAP 82). A fourth papyrus acquired by the Bodleian is the first of a ten-

document family archive. The other nine contracts, all intact but two (TAD B2.4,6), were acquired at 

Aswan in 1904 by Lady William Cecil (TAD B2.2, 6, 7, 11) and Mr. (later Sir) Robert Mond (TAD B2.3, 

4, 6, 8–10) and at the insistence of Howard Carter, Inspector of Antiquities for Upper Egypt, made over to 

the Egyptian Museum of Cairo. They were published by Sayce and Cowley (1906). Stimulated by the 

random finds and dealer acquisitions, French and then German archaeological teams undertook 

excavation of the mound at Elephantine with the specific goal of discovering papyri. On January 1, 1902, 

Gaston Maspero found several fragments, which were deposited with the Académie des Inscriptions et 

Belles-Lettres in Paris and published by Melchior de Vogüé (RES 1. 246–47 = CAP 79–80) and Bezalel 

Porten (1986; TAD A5.5). That same year Maspero found some fragments at Saqqarah that were 

published in stages by Charles Clermont-Ganneau (1905: 255–60; 1917), Maurice Sznycer (1971) and 

Porten (1983; TAD A5.1). The greatest discovery was made in 1906–1908 by Otto Rubensohn. In 

addition to the significant Greek and demotic papyri he uncovered, he unearthed the largest collection of 

Aramaic papyri ever found. These included nineteen letters (TAD A3.1–2, 5–8, 10; 4.1–4, 6–10; 5.2; 6.1–



2), among which were nine that belonged to the communal archive of Jedaniah b. Gemariah (TAD A4.1–

4, 6–10); eighteen contracts (TAD B3.1; 4.1, 3–6; 5.1–2, 4–5; 6.2–4; 7.1–4; 8.5); nine lists and accounts 

(TAD C3.3, 13–15; 4.4–8); the Darius Bisitun inscription (TAD C2.1), the Words of Ahiqar (TAD C1.1) 

as well as numerous fragments and inscriptions on potshards, wood, and stone. Following the preliminary 

publication of a few items (Sachau 1907; 1908 = TAD A4.7–9; Sachau 1909 = TAD B4.6), this 

remarkable find was soon published in elegant fashion by Eduard Sachau (1911). A few major pieces and 

some thirty fragments waited decades for their publication—by Zuhair Shunnar (1970; TAD A3.10), 

Rainer Degen (1974b, 1978), and Porten (1988; TAD C3.15). Most of these documents were deposited in 

the Egyptian Museum in Cairo and only a few were kept by the Staatliche Museen zu (East) Berlin (TAD 

A4.1, 4, 7, 9; B3.1; 4.4, 6; 5.1–3; 6.4; 7.1–4; 8.5; C1.1; 2.1; 3.13, 15). Those documents published in the 

1970s and ‘80s are held by the Agyptisches Museum in (West) Berlin while one fragmentary contract 

held by the Staatliche Museen (P. 13607) was published by Porten and Ada Yardeni (TAD B5.3). Finally, 

from Saqqarah there came two pieces, a fragmentary list found by James E. Quibell in December, 1913 

(TAD C4.1) and a fragment of accounts found by him on May 27, 1917 (TAD C3.5). Both were published 

by Noel Aimé-Giron (1921) and are held by the Egyptian Museum, Cairo.  

Some hundred years after the discovery of the first Aramaic papyri almost all the published pieces were 

brought together in a small volume by one of the main contributors to the decipherment and publication of 

these texts, A. E. Cowley (CAP). For thirty years, until the publication of the Brooklyn Museum Aramaic 

papyri (BMAP), the name of Cowley was virtually synonymous with Aramaic papyri.  

All but one of the following five decades saw the discovery, uncovery, or acquisition of Aramaic 

accounts, letters, and a contract. They are associated with the names of Aimé-Giron, Bauer and Meissner, 

Bresciani and Kamil, Driver, Dupont-Sommer, and Segal. None was found at Elephantine. In 1924–25 

Gustave Jéquier found three fragments of accounts at Maṣṭabat-Fara˓un in S Saqqarah (TAD C3.26) while 

the following year (1926) Cecil M. Firth uncovered at Saqqarah some seventy fragments from the 

Memphis arsenal (see TAD C3.7; 4.3). These were deposited in the Egyptian Museum in Cairo and 

published by Aimé-Giron along with several fragments of unknown origin (1931). About the same time 

Giorgio Levi Della Vida received as a gift from Giulio Farina a papyrus of accounts of unknown origin 

(TAD C3.28), later published by Edda Bresciani (1962). It is now in the Museo dell‘Istituto di Studi del 

Vicino Oriente, Università di Roma. One and possibly two pieces came from el-Hibeh. The first was a 

fragmentary letter (TAD A3.11) discovered in excavations by Evaristo Breccia (1934–1935), published by 

Bresciani (1959) and held by the Museo Archeologico di Firenze (Florence). The second, allegedly from 

el-Hibeh, was a joint venture agreement, acquired by Bruno Meissner, published by him and Hans Bauer 

(1936), and now held by the Bayerische Staatsbibliothek in Munich. Two discoveries by Zaki Saad at 

Saqqarah in 1940 and 1942 were turned over to the Egyptian Museum in Cairo. The first consisted of a 

few fragments later published by Bresciani (1971). The second was a letter appealing for military 

assistance addressed to Pharaoh by King Adon, probably of Ekron. It was published by André Dupont-

Sommer (1948) and received expanded treatment by Porten (1981a), who was the first to notice a demotic 

line on its verso. The most exciting finds of this period were two collections of letters. The first was an 

acquisition from a dealer in 1933 by Ludwig Borchardt of a batch of intact official letters on parchment 

(TAD A6.3–16) which passed into the hands of the Bodleian Library in Oxford in 1943–44; thirteen 

letters and twelve fragments were published by Godfrey Rolles Driver (1954; 3d ed., 1965). The second 

was a discovery made by Sami Gabra in 1945 of eight private letters (seven intact with cord and seal 

[TAD A2.1–7]) destined for Luxor and Syene but left deposited in an ibis jar at Tuna el-Gebel (West 

Hermopolis). They were deposited in the Department of Archaeology at the University of Cairo and 

published by Edda Bresciani and Murad Kamil (BK). At that time Walter Bryan Emery (1966–67) 

discovered numerous fragments in the course of excavations at N Saqqarah. Further discoveries there 

were made by Geoffrey Thorndike Martin in 1971–72 and 1972–73. These fragments are now held by the 

Egyptian Museum in Cairo and 202 items were published by Judah Benzion Segal (1983; see TAD B4.7; 

5.6; 8.1–4, 6–12; C3.6, 18, 21–24; 4.2).  



If the first hundred years of discovery could be condensed in the small volume by Cowley, the next fifty 

years had yielded texts scattered in some ten different publications. New collations and a new corpus were 

in order. A preliminary edition of fifty-one texts including contracts, letters and lists, bringing together the 

major Cowley texts and all the Kraeling documents, was put out by Bezalel Porten (1974). A new edition 

of the Bisitun Inscription was published by Greenfield and Porten (1982). A four-volume Textbook of 

Aramaic Documents from Ancient Egypt, Newly Copied, Edited and Translated into Hebrew and English 

is being produced by B. Porten and A. Yardeni (TAD A–D) with the support of the Israel Academy of 

Sciences and Humanities. It includes letters (vol. 1), contracts (vol. 2), literature and lists (vol. 3), 

fragments and inscriptions on potshard, stone, and wood (vol. 4).  

B. Letters  

Aramaic letters on papyrus number 35, not all fully intact, and many fragments. Twenty-eight belong to 

Elephantine (TAD A3.1–10; 4.1–10; 5.2, 5; 6.1, 2) or Syene (TAD A2.1–4) and seven elsewhere (el-Hibeh 

[TAD A3.11], Luxor [TAD A2.5–7], Saqqarah [TAD A5.1], unknown [TAD A5.3, 4]). Almost all were 

written by persons resident at Elephantine–Syene who were away from home. Four are drafts of letters 

sent from outside of Elephantine (TAD A4.5, 7, 8, 10) and one is strictly speaking a memorandum, 

probably written in Judah or Samaria (TAD A4.9). Like the contracts, the letters span the 5th century, 

perhaps extending back to the late 6th (TAD A2.1–4) and down into the early 4th (TAD A3.10, 11). 

Unlike contracts, they were usually written on both sides of the papyrus (except TAD A3.4, 9; 4.4; 5.2), 

the scribe writing first on the side perpendicular to the fibers, turning the piece bottoms-up and 

concluding on the side parallel to the fibers. Occasionally, the piece was turned sideways (TAD A3.9). 

One unique piece, unfortunately fragmentary, contains a letter written on the side parallel to the fibers and 

to the join, with the reply begun on the other side, parallel to the fibers and perpendicular to the join, and 

concluding in the right and left margins of the first letter (TAD A3.1). Unlike contracts which were rolled 

up and folded in thirds, letters were rolled up and folded in half, addressed on one of the exposed bands 

with the name of the sender and the recipient (and sometimes the destination [TAD A2.1–7]), and then 

tied and sealed just like the contracts. Two official letters have a second entry on the other exposed band 

recording scribe and date (TAD A6.1, 2). Evidence of tears and folds shows that some letters may have 

been (secondarily, after having been opened and read?) folded in quarters (TAD A3.4–11; 4.3–4; 5.2; 6.1–

2; Porten 1980). Contracts were meant to be stored for an extended period and so a top blank sheet was 

insurance against external damage obliterating any part of the opening lines. Letters were meant to be 

opened and read immediately and so there was no need for an upper blank sheet. Curiously, one 

fragmentary draft of a letter was written, like literary texts and lists, in two parallel columns on the recto 

and then concluded on the verso, being turned only 90°, i.e. again parallel to the fibers (TAD A4.5). Two 

other brief pieces, one a draft and the second a memorandum, were written parallel to the fibers, vertically 

(TAD A4.9, 10). A letter was shorter than a contract, running between five lines (TAD A2.7; 3.11) and 

fifteen or so (TAD A2.1–4; 3.2, 3, 8; 4.2) with the average length being ten or so lines (TAD A2.5, 6; 3.5, 

9, 10; 4.1, 3, 4). Official letters dealing with matters of weighty importance (TAD A4.7–8) or requiring 

detailed enumeration (TAD A6.2) would run to 23 or 29–30 lines.  

The letter began, not with a date like the contract, but with an address. If the two parties were peers or if 

the recipient was the superior the usual formula would be ―To my brother/sister/mother/lord PN
1
 (from) 

your brother/son/servant PN
2
‖ (TAD A2.1–7; 3.1, 4–11; 4.1–4, 7–8; 5.3; 6.1). If the sender was the 

superior, the formula would be ―From PN
1
 to PN

2
‖ (TAD A6.2–16). Four private letters prefaced the 

address with a greeting to a local temple, whether of Bethel, the Queen of Heaven, Nabu or Banit at Syene 

or YHW at Elephantine (TAD A2.1–4; 3.3). Following the address there usually appeared a blessing or 

greeting. The more important the recipient and/or the more serious the matter at hand, the weightier would 

be the greetings (cf. TAD A4.3, 7–8; 5.3). The writer dispatched wishes for welfare, strength, and life 

(TAD A2.7; 3.3, 4, 8; 6.3–7). The usual greetings used the name of the deity and took the form, ―May DN/ 

(all) the gods seek after the welfare of my brother/lord (abundantly) at all times‖ (TAD A3.5–7, 9–11; 

4.1–4, 7–8; 6.1). The blessing used repeatedly by the scribe of the Hermopolis letters was ―I have blessed 

you by Ptaḥ that he may show me your face in peace‖ (TAD A2.1–6). The greetings or blessings might 



also mark an ilclusio to the letter as the writer concluded with the statement ―I have sent this letter (to 

inquire) about your welfare‖ (TAD A2.1–7; 3.4) or something like ―Greetings to your house and your 

children until deity shows me [your face in peace]‖ (TAD A4.4; cf. A3.5). The letter occasionally bore a 

date, and this came either on the outer band as noted above (TAD A6.1,2) or at the end of the letter itself 

(TAD A3.3, 8, 9; 4.7, 8; 5.1). The structure and internal formula of the letters as well as parallels in the 

Bible, West-Semitic, Babylonian, Egyptian and Greek epistolography have been intensively studied 

(Fitzmyer 1962; 1974; Whitehead 1974; Porten 1978; 1982; Alexander 1978; Dion 1979; 1982a; 1982b; 

1982c; see also LETTERS [ARAMAIC]).  

1. Private. At least eighteen letters may be assigned to this category (TAD A2.1–7; 3.1–11). Of the 

parcel of family letters discovered at Hermopolis, probably dispatched from Memphis, the center of 

worship of Ptaḥ, four were destined for Syene, three for Luxor (TAD A2.5–7). Six were written for the 

Aramean stepbrothers Nabushezib and Makkibanit by the same scribe, probably one after the other on the 

same papyrus roll, sealed with the same Egyptian seal and addressed to different women all designated as 

―sister‖ and to Psami designated by Makkibanit alternately as ―my lord‖ and ―my father‖ (TAD A2.3, 4). 

No letter is addressed to a wife; it is likely that one or another of the ―sisters‖ was a wife of the senders. 

The letters communicate items of personal interest to the parties concerned. They request the dispatch of 

objects such as castor oil, containers, and garments and they report upon the purchase of oil and cloth, 

awaiting a reliable traveler for dispatch. They issue instructions about the management of affairs and the 

arrangement of purchases, e.g., receiving wool and buying beams. They are particularly fulsome in 

sending greetings and showing interest in other individuals‘ personal welfare. A letter sent to Luxor 

complains passionately, ―And what is this that you have not sent a letter to me?! And as for me, a snake 

had bit me and I was dying and you did not send (to inquire) if I was alive or if I was dead.‖ It then 

concludes with the standard formula, ―I have sent this letter (to inquire) about your welfare‖ (TAD A2.5). 

The only intimation as to the occupation of these Arameans located at Memphis, Luxor, and Syene is the 

statement, ―And now behold, salary (prs) has been given to them here and it will be taken ahead of them 

at Syene‖ (TAD A2.3). This statement recalls the complaint of the Jew Osea writing from Migdol to his 

son Shelomam at Elephantine, ―Now, from the day that you left (Lower) Egypt, salary (prs) has not been 

g[iven to us/you here. And when we] complained to the officials about your salary (prskm) here in Migdol 

we were told thus, saying: ‗About this [you must complain before] the scribes and it will be given to 

you‘ ‖ (TAD A3.3). Salary is clearly government allocation (TAD B4.2:6) and the Jew based in Migdol 

and traveling to Elephantine and the Arameans moving between Memphis, Luxor, and Syene were 

doubtlessly soldiers.  

In their personal concerns and preoccupation with household affairs and the sending and receiving of 

objects, the Elephantine letters of the Jews are no different from the Syenian letters of the Arameans. The 

letter writers are Hoshaiah b. Nathan (TAD A3.6), perhaps the same as Hosea b. [PN] (TAD A3.7–8), and, 

judging from the handwriting, the scribe Mauziah b. Nathan (TAD A3.5), perhaps the brother of 

Hoshaiah. A sample of the economic activity of these soldiers may be found in the letter of Hosea to 

Ḥaggus, ―And write for them (= the creditors) a document about them (= the money). And if they will not 

[give] all [the] silver at interest or will not [gi]ve it to you, saying: ‗Give a pledge‘ (i.e., a loan on 

security), sell the house of Zaccur and the house of Ašn. [And] if they (i.e., Zaccur and Ašn) will not sell 

them, seek a man who will buy the [b]ig house of Hodo and give it to him for the silver that is fixed upon 

it‖ (TAD A3.8). Persians and Egyptians also wrote to each other in Aramaic. Spentadata and Armantidata 

owned a boat which was being run by Ḥori and the former wrote to instruct the latter about loading, 

purchasing, and hauling (TAD A3.10; Porten 1988). Occasionally a private letter contains a significant 

piece of historical information such as the succession to the throne of Nepherites in Epiph (Sept 27–Oct 6, 

399 B.C.E.) reported to ―my lord Islaḥ‖ from ―your servant Shewa b. Zechariah‖ (TAD A3.9).  

2. Jedaniah Communal Archive. Historically, these ten documents (TAD A4.1–10) are the most 

significant of the Elephantine texts. The leading personality is the communal leader and perhaps chief 

priest Jedaniah b. Gemariah. In 419/18 he received a letter, now fragmentary, from Hananiah b. [PN] 

informing him of a directive (now lost) from Darius II to the Egyptian satrap Arsames and instructing him 



on the observance of the Passover. In addition to provisions known from the Torah, such as abstention 

from work on Nisan 15 and 21 and abstention from the consumption of leaven during the seven days of 

the feast, the letter announces regulations that may have been part of the developing oral law, e.g., 

obligation of purity during the week, prohibition of fermented drink, and authorization of the storage of 

leaven in sealed chambers during the festal week (TAD A4.1; Porten 1979: 88–92). Hananiah‘s identity 

and the thrust of Darius‘ directive may only be conjectured. But it is clear from another letter that the 

arrival of Hananiah in Egypt aroused the animosity of the Khnum priests of Elephantine against the Jews. 

That second letter is a recommendation by the scribe and communal leader Mauziah b. Nathan writing 

from Abydos to Jedaniah that he look after two Egyptian servants of the scribe and chancellor Anani; 

those servants had secured his release from arrest in the matter of a stolen dyer‘s stone (TAD A4.3). A 

third letter, only the right half of which is preserved, shows the Egyptians offering bribes and acting 

―thievishly‖ while the Jews appear in conflict with the Persian authorities in Memphis (TAD A4.2). In a 

fourth letter, Islaḥ b. Nathan, perhaps the recipient of the news on Nepherites, informs [PN] b. Gaddul of 

the arrest at the gate in Thebes of Jedaniah and other communal leaders as well as of several women. If 

correctly restored, the letter reported that the Jews were withdrawing from the houses which they had 

occupied and plundered. There was also talk of a heavy fine of 120 karsh (= 1200 shekels) (TAD A4.4).  

These four letters are preliminary (though the last may be subsequent) to the destruction of the Jewish 

temple by the Khnum priests in connivance with the local Persian governor Vidranga in the summer of 

410 B.C.E. when the satrap Arsames had left the country to report to King Darius. Of the six documents 

that deal with that crisis four are fragmentary (TAD A4.5, 6, 8, 10) and they obscure certain details. The 

first is a petition to a high official designated ―our lord,‖ perhaps Arsames himself, reporting the Egyptian 

bribe to Vidranga allowing them to destroy a royal storehouse and erect a wall. The priests also stopped 

up a well used to supply the garrison‘s needs. The missing part of the letter must have reported the 

destruction of the Jewish temple because the verso of the document appears to be a petition for its 

reconstruction (TAD A4.5). The second text is pieced together from a half dozen fragments and reports 

the names of two Egyptians, the enchainment of the petitioners‘ colleagues, and something ―prior to 

Cambyses‖ (TAD A4.6). As the next letter reports, it is Cambyses on whom the Jews relied for the 

legitimacy of their temple. It was built under the Egyptian pharaohs and when Cambyses ―entered Egypt‖ 

he reportedly destroyed all the native temples but did not harm the Jewish temple. The document makes it 

plain that the temple was a handsome structure (cedar roof, stone pillars, five great gateways of hewn 

stone) wherein animal sacrifices, meal offerings, and incense were regularly offered. Upon its destruction 

the Jews went into mourning. They eventually saw the punishment of their enemies but permission to 

rebuild the temple was not granted. An earlier petition to the Jerusalem authorities, the governor Bagohi, 

the high priest Jehohanan and Ostanes of the nobility, went unanswered. The present petition was written 

on November 25, 407 B.C.E. to Bagohi with a copy to the sons of Sanballat governor of Samaria. It 

opened with a fourfold blessing and concluded with a threefold promise of spiritual benefits if he would 

write a letter interceding on their behalf for the reconstruction of the temple (TAD A4.7). A stylistically 

revised version of this letter is also preserved (TAD A4.8). Not wanting to say no but unable to say yes to 

their earlier petition, the Jerusalem authorities remained silent. The second petition evoked not a written 

but an oral response, given jointly by Bagohi and Delaiah b. Sanballat, recorded in a memorandum. It 

accepted the Jewish version of the event, condemning Vidranga as ―wicked,‖ and authorized 

reconstruction of the temple ―on its site as it was formerly,‖ but omitted permission to offer animal 

sacrifices (TAD A4.9). Blood on the altar was to be the exclusive prerogative of Jerusalem. The Jews at 

Elephantine accepted the limitation and in a further petition to ―our lord,‖ perhaps Arsames, offered him 

rich reward if he would allow reconstruction of the temple (TAD A4.9). It is from the last contract of the 

Anani archive, dated December 13, 402 B.C.E., that we learn of the continued presence of the temple of 

YHW (TAD B3.12:18–19), indicating that if it had not yet been rebuilt, its place had not been taken by 

another structure (see Porten 1978, 1982).  

3. Official. All five letters in this category are fragmentary (TAD A5.1–5). Only two are from 

Elephantine and both concern a hereditary land lease, in one case held by the garrison (TAD A5.5) and in 



the other perhaps by a military detachment (dgl), between 441 and 434 B.C.E. (TAD A5.2). The latter 

names various administrative and judicial officials and seeks rectification of an ―injustice.‖ The former is 

an order from a Persian official Mithradates to the judges concerning rebels (Porten and Szubin 1985).  

4. Arsames Correspondence. He was the satrap of Egypt in the last quarter of the 5th century B.C.E. 

and over a dozen letters on leather were found in Egypt at an unknown site, written by him and other 

Persian senior officials (TAD A6.3–16). Two letters of his on papyrus turned up at Elephantine, one 

addressed to him by a long string of officials—heralds, judges and scribes (TAD A6.1)—and the other 

sent by him to the Egyptian Waḥpremaḥi of unknown title (TAD A6.2). Both were dated on the outside 

band of the folded roll, the first to November 6, 427 B.C.E. and the second to January 12, 411 B.C.E. The 

first concerns a ―share‖ (mnt˒), probably of land, and its unusually long external address allows for 

clarification of the address formula in two of the Aramaic letters in the book of Ezra (4:8–11, 17; Porten 

1983b). The second, originally 23 lines long, is a masterful illustration of the bureaucratic procedure 

necessary to repair a boat held in hereditary lease by two Egyptian ―boatholders of the Carians.‖ They 

reported the matter to the Persian boatholder Mithradates. He ordered an inspection by the treasury 

accountants, the foremen headed by Shamashshillech and the carpenters headed by the Egyptian Shamou. 

They drew up a precise inventory of all the materials necessary for repair. All this information must have 

been sent to Arsames (in Memphis?) and turned over to his chancellor, the Jew Anani, who instructed his 

scribe Nabuaqab to write the long letter at hand. It recorded all the procedures followed and the inventory 

of materials to be used and instructed Waḥpremaḥi to act ―as order has been issued.‖ Upon receipt, he 

scribbled something at the bottom in a nearly illegible Aramaic script and then further notations were 

made in demotic.  

C. Contracts  

Elephantine has yielded forty-three items, most intact, and numerous fragments. These span the period 

from 495 to 400 B.C.E. They are written usually on only one side of the papyrus with the writing running 

perpendicular to the fibers and parallel to the joins. Only rarely was a piece written on both sides (TAD 

B2.3, 4; 4.4) or an additional entry made on the verso (TAD B3.3). Four pieces from the end of the 

century were written parallel to the fibers and perpendicular to the join (TAD B4.6; 7.1–3). In the 

vertically written pieces, the height varied according to the number of lines and whether or not the scribe 

had left a blank sheet at the top and cut off too much from the original scroll so that there was also a blank 

space at the bottom. Thus a small-sized document of 14–15 lines with no blank space at the top or bottom 

would measure between 27.5 (TAD B3.3) and 32.7 cm (TAD B3.2) while a long document of 45 lines 

with blank space at the top and bottom would be almost a meter tall (TAD B3.8). Upon conclusion, the 

scribe usually rolled his document bottoms-up to just below the top, turned down a fold or two, wrote a 

single-line summary on the exposed band (―endorsement‖), folded the roll in thirds, tied and sealed it. The 

few preserved epigraphic bullae are Egyptian or Persian. On occasion, the document was rolled from the 

top down (TAD B2.7; 5.1 and perhaps 3.7). The horizontally indited documents were folded from left to 

right and no endorsement has been preserved on these. During the course of the 5th century, there appears 

to have been an increase in the size of the rolls. In a dozen dated documents written by eight different 

scribes from the 1st half of the century, the width of the scroll is 25.5–28.5 cm and the mean height of the 

individual sheets is ca. 10 cm (TAD B1.1; 2.1–6; 3.1–2; 4.2–4). Eighteen documents from the 2d half of 

the century, also written by eight different scribes, show an increased width of 28.5–34 cm with the mean 

height of the individual sheets rising to ca. 14 cm (TAD B2.7–11; 3.3–13; 6.1, 4).  

Like other legal documents, the Aramaic contracts have been studied according to their schema (Yaron 

1957; ArchEleph, 189–99, 334–43; Porten 1981b). The most common document in our collection is the 

conveyance (TAD B2.1–4, 7–11; 3.2, 4–7, 9–12; 5.1–6) and it follows a seven-paragraph structure 

wherein the central paragraph asserts the purpose of the contract—affirmation of the recipient‘s right to 

the object. The opening and closing paragraphs are objectively formulated; the central paragraphs are 

subjectively formulated. The order of elements is:  

1. Date  

2. Parties (and place: optional)  



3. Transaction: Past  

4. Investiture: Present and Future  

5. Guarantees: Future  

6. Scribe (and place: optional)  

7. Witnesses  

Prior to 483, contracts bore only an Egyptian date (TAD B4.3–4; 5.1; cf. B4.2) and after 413 most 

contracts again bore only an Egyptian date (TAD B3.12–13; 4.5–6; 5.5; 7.1–2). In the seventy-year 

interval, and occasionally thereafter (TAD B3.10–11), all documents bore a double, synchronous 

Babylonian–Egyptian date. Of the twenty-two double dates, only eight have exact synchronisms (TAD 

B2.1, 6 [restored], 9 [only month]; 3.5, 6, 8 [only month], 11; B6.1 [restored]). In seven documents, the 

Babylonian date is one day later than the Egyptian date, probably due to the fact that the contract was 

drawn up at night (TAD B2.2, 8, 10, 11; 3.2, 4, 10). In seven documents the deviation is greater—two 

days (TAD B2.7; 3.3), four days (TAD B3.1), a month (TAD B3.9), fifty days (TAD B2.3, 4), or a year 

(TAD B3.7). Various explanations have been offered for these incongruous synchronisms (Horn and 

Wood 1954; Parker 1955; Porten 1990).  

The parties regularly (except for Egyptians), and witnesses and neighbors occasionally, were identified 

by ethnicon (Aramean, Babylonian, Caspian, Jew, Khwarezmian), occupation ([member] of [a military] 

detachment, builder, boatman, [temple] servitor), and usually by residence (Elephantine, Syene) as well. 

One of the parties (alienor) was presented as speaking to the other (alienee), e.g., ―Esḥor son of Ṣeḥa, a 

builder of the king, said to Mahseiah, an Aramean of the detachment of Varyazata‖ (TAD B2.6:2–3). The 

document was drawn up by a scribe skilled in legal terminology ―upon/at the instruction of‖ the alienor 

and occasionally of the alienee as well when he or she was one of the speakers (TAD B3.8; 6.3–4). There 

are thirteen known scribes at Elephantine, six with Hebrew names and seven with non-Hebrew 

(―Aramean‖) names. Jewish scribes, with but one exception (TAD B7.1), drew up their documents at 

Elephantine (TAD B2.9–10; 3.6, 8, 10–12) while Aramean scribes, with but one exception (TAD B2.11), 

drew up theirs at Syene (TAD B2.2–4; 3.9, 13).  

Witnesses usually appeared in groups of four (TAD B2.6, 8–9, 11; 3.1, 4–6, 12–13; 4.2, 6; 5.5; 6.4), 

eight (TAD B2.1–2, 10; 3.2, 9–11; 5.1[?], 3; 6.3) or twelve (TAD B2.3–4), though occasionally there are 

multiples of three (TAD B3.3), six (TAD B2.7; 3.8 [though last line is torn]), and nine (TAD B3.3–4). In 

most cases the witnesses signed themselves and in one case a party to the contract also signed as a witness 

(TAD B2.7:17–18).  

The subjective clauses in the center proceed in chronological order. The transaction paragraph recalls an 

act that has taken place; the investiture paragraph confirms ownership/possession and future right of 

transfer; the guarantee paragraph promises not to interfere with the new owner/possessor‘s rights. To 

paraphrase: I sold you a house; it is yours and you may give it to whomever you wish; I shall not be able 

to sue you regarding that house. The transaction paragraph contains subclauses, sometimes as many as 

four. A sale or bequest, for example, would include reference to title (previous owners), description, 

measurements, and boundaries (TAD B3.10, 12). The guarantee paragraph is always threefold, a main 

clause and two subclauses: waiver, penalty in case of violation of promise, and reaffirmation of the 

original investiture (―clausula salvatoria‖). Variations in terminology and formula characterize the 

investiture and guarantee paragraphs and certain terms or phrases were favored by a particular scribe. The 

investiture clause had two variant formulas: ―It is yours (from this day) (forever)‖ (TAD B2.1, 3) and 

―You have right over it from this day (and) forever‖ (TAD B3.7; cf. B2.4). Certain clauses occur only on 

occasion. The ―document validity‖ paragraph appears also in deeds of obligation and affirms the power of 

―this document‖ to ward off suit or complaint (TAD B2.3; 3.1) and its priority over any other ancient or 

recent document (TAD B2.3, 7; 3.10–11; cf. B3.12). When a prior document was available to reinforce 

title, the alienor passed it on to the alienee and added a ―document transfer‖ paragraph (TAD B2.3, 7; 

3:12).  

1. Mibtahiah Archive. It contains eleven documents and spans three generations (471–410 B.C.E.). The 

first four documents constitute a small archive concerning a house-plot bequeathed by Mahseiah to his 



daughter Mibtahiah. The first of these deals with a wall built on the property by a neighbor Konaiah. 

―That wall is yours,‖ he says to Mahseiah, and ―I shall not be able to restrain you from building upon that 

wall of yours‖ (TAD B2.1:4–6). The wall ran along Konaiah‘s own wall and may have been intended to 

give him the necessary two-wall thickness to erect an upper story. But in 464 Mahseiah‘s possession was 

challenged by his Khwarezmian neighbor and a judicial oath was imposed upon him by the court. He, his 

son, and wife swear by YHW the God ―that it was not the land of Dargamana, mine, behold I,‖ 

whereupon the plaintiff was obliged to draw up a document of withdrawal (TAD B2.2:4–7). Indeed, in the 

deed of bequest to his daughter at the time of her marriage (460/59 B.C.E.), Mahseiah omits mention of 

pedigree but identifies himself as mhḥsn, ―hereditary property-holder‖ (TAD B2.3:2; Szubin and Porten 

1982: 4). The fourth document, written on both sides and made out by Mahseiah simultaneously with the 

third, grants her husband Jezaniah, also a neighbor to the property, a life estate of usufruct to the house in 

exchange for his building it up (TAD B2.4; Szubin and Porten 1987: 47–48).  

The second set of four documents introduces Mibtahiah‘s spouse(s), presents her Egyptian connection, 

and shows her property expanded. A fragment of a betrothal contract drawn up by an unknown groom 

with Mahseiah may have been for Mibtahiah (TAD B2.5). The damaged date in the document of wifehood 

drawn up between her father and her second husband, Esḥor b. Ṣeḥa, may have been either October 27, 

458 B.C.E. or November 2, 445 B.C.E. (TAD B2.6). Esḥor presents Mahseiah with a modest mohar (bride-

price) of 5 shekels which he incorporates into her handsome dowry of 651/2 shekels. As was the practice 

at Elephantine both parties have equal rights of divorce. In case of death, however, if there are no 

children, Esḥor inherits Mibtahiah‘s property, but she only has right (šlyṭh) over his. Three special 

clauses, reinforced by heavy penalties, protect her rights to his property, both during his lifetime and after 

his death, and make provision for their children (TAD B2.6). In 446 Mahseiah granted Mibtahiah a house 

in exchange for fifty shekels worth of goods she had earlier given to him. The fourth deed in this set is a 

document of withdrawal drawn up in 440 by the Egyptian Pia in settlement of a ―litigation nprt about 

silver and grain and raiment and bronze and iron—all goods and property—and the wifehood document‖ 

(TAD B2.8:3–4). The newly hypothesized chronology for TAD B2.6 excludes the possibility that the 

wifehood document had been drawn up by Pia and that he was Mibtahiah‘s husband prior to Esḥor. The 

document referred to must have been her contract with Esḥor. The litigation was not a divorce settlement 

but probably a dispute over deposited property including the document (Porten 1989b: 534–35).  

The last three documents in the archive cover a decade (420–410 B.C.E.) and deal with problems arising 

out of the estate of the deceased parents. The brothers Menahem and Anani drew up a document of 

withdrawal for Jezaniah and Mahseiah from goods allegedly deposited by the formers‘ grandfather 

Shelomam with Esḥor but never returned (TAD B2.9). Similarly Jedaniah, the nephew of Mibtahiah‘s first 

husband Jezaniah, probably as part of a probate procedure, drew up a document of withdrawal from 

Jezaniah‘s house (416 B.C.E.) which must have passed to Mibtahiah upon the death of Jezaniah and to her 

sons upon her death (TAD B2.10; Porten and Szubin 1982a: 654). Finally, the two brothers divide 

between themselves ownership of two of their mother‘s four slaves, leaving the other two, mother and 

child, for future allocation (TAD B2.11).  

2. Anani Archive. It contains thirteen documents, touches upon two interrelated families, and spans two 

generations (456–402 B.C.E.). It may be presumed that the four shekel loan taken by the woman Jehoḥen 

from Meshullam b. Zaccur (456 B.C.E.; see TAD B, 53–57) was never repaid and that he simply seized 

part of her property as security in accordance with the provisions of the contract (TAD B3.1) and he or his 

son Zaccur subsequently passed the seized property and contract on to Anani son of Azariah or his 

daughter Jehoishma. In 449 Anani drew up a document of wifehood for Meshullam‘s handmaiden Tamet 

(TAD B3.3). The erasures and corrections in the document are evidence of considerable haggling over the 

sum of the dowry and the terms of the settlement in case of death or divorce (Porten 1971). Surprisingly, 

the document attests to the presence of a child belonging to the couple by the name of Pilti (Pelatiah) over 

whom the master Meshullam still had rights. In 437 Anani bought a piece of abandoned property from the 

Caspian couple Bagazushta and ˒wbyl (TAD B3.4). Unable to provide the purchaser with clear title to the 

―house of ˒pwly,‖ the sellers attach a defension clause obligating them to clear the property of third-party 



suit within thirty days or provide an identical replacement. Only if an heir of the original owner/possessor 

˒pwly should make good his claim to the house, would the present sellers not have to provide a 

replacement but merely refund the relatively modest purchase price of fourteen shekels plus 

improvements (Porten and Szubin 1982b). Improvements were not slow in coming and after three years 

(434 B.C.E.), perhaps on the occasion of Tamet‘s bearing a daughter, Jehoishma, Anani bestowed upon her 

―in affection‖ half of ―the large room and its chambers … new, containing beams and windows‖ (TAD 

B3.5). As appropriate to a gift in contemplation of death, the contract limits the succession of the property 

to the couple‘s children Pilti and Jehoishma.  

A new stage in women‘s status was reached in 427 B.C.E. when the aging Meshullam drew up a 

testamentary manumission for Tamet and Meshullam. He ―releases‖ them at his death as ―free‖ persons. 

They are ―released from the shade to the sun, released to God‖ with the obligation to serve the master and 

his son Zaccur ―as a son or daughter supports his father‖ (TAD B3.6). This implicit adoption is given 

concrete expression when Jehoishma marries in 420 B.C.E. Her father Anani gave her a room in his house 

as a life estate of usufruct (TAD B3.7; Szubin and Porten 1988) but it was her adoptive brother Zaccur 

who presented her with an elaborate dowry of 781/8 shekels registered in her document of wifehood drawn 

up jointly by him and the groom Anani b. Haggai (TAD B3.8). In addition to the customary death and 

divorce clauses, the contract forbids Jehoishma to ―acquire another husband besides Anani‖ and Anani ―to 

take another woman besides Jehoishma.‖ Should either do so, ―it is hatred‖ and ―the law of hatred‖ is 

applied. Presumably, the circumstances under which Jehoishma would acquire another husband would be 

the extended and inexplicable absence of Anani. The term ―hatred,‖ frequently taken to mean divorce, is 

still subject to further clarification. In 404 Anani b. Azariah converted his life estate of usufruct to a gift in 

contemplation of death in consideration of old-age support (TAD B3.10; Porten and Szubin 1987a) and in 

402 he further upgraded it to an ―after-gift‖ to her dowry, effective immediately and protected against 

future ―reclamation‖ by himself or ―removal‖ by a third party (TAD B3.11; Porten and Szubin 1987b). 

Final disposition of the estate comes at the end of 402 when Tamet and Anani sell the remaining parts of 

their house to their son-in-law Anani for thirteen shekels (TAD B3.12). Perhaps as a result of the purchase 

Anani is forced to take a loan of grain, two peras, three seah of emmer. The loan is to be repaid interest-

free from Anani‘s (monthly?) ration. If it is not, a twenty-day grace period ensues, after which a ten-

shekel penalty falls due (TAD B3.13). Here the archive comes to an end. We should but mention the 

earlier document of withdrawal, following suit-countersuit (451 B.C.E.; TAD B3.2; Porten and Szubin 

1982a), and a document of adoption and emancipation of a slave Jedaniah who belonged to Jehoishma‘s 

adoptive brother Zaccur (416 B.C.E.; TAD B3.9).  

3. Obligation Documents. Eight texts spanning the century from beginning to end ([TAD B4.1–6] 

including two in the Anani archive [TAD B3.1, 13]) are obligation documents. The documents are drawn 

up by the obligor/debtor and their shema is more varied than that of the conveyances. It includes four 

subjective main clauses, variously formulated, and optional subclauses: (1) loan/debt (with compound 

interest [TAD B3.1; 4.2]); (2) repayment from allotment/ration (TAD B3.13; 4.2 [with receipt]) or due 

date (TAD B4.5, 6); (3) penalty upon default (TAD B3.13; 4.2, 6 [with seizure of security (TAD B3.1, 13; 

4.6)]); (4) obligation of heirs (TAD B3.1, 13). Two documents were written without dates (TAD B4.3; 

Porten 1985). Two documents appear to be parallel and concern the obligation to deliver grain to the 

garrison (TAD B4.3, 4). The others are private obligations for varying amounts of money or grain: two 

(TAD B4.6), three-and-one-half (TAD B4.2), four (TAD B3.1) and fourteen shekels (TAD B4.5); and two 

peras, three seah of emmer (TAD B3.13). Three are actual loans (TAD B3.1, 13; 4.2); two are IOUs for 

payment on a house (TAD B4.5) and restitution of dowry (TAD B4.5); and one is either a receipt or a 

cancellation of a debt (TAD B4.1). The payment period was either less than a month (―payday‖ [TAD 

B3.13]), one month (TAD B4.6), nine months (TAD B4.5), perhaps a year (TAD B4.2) or longer (TAD 

B3.1). A straight money loan cost 5 percent monthly (TAD B3.1; 4.2) whereas a grain loan might initially 

be interest-free (TAD B3.13). Charges varied in case of default of payment, whether of interest or capital 

(Porten 1989a).  



4. Conveyances. Five texts (TAD B5.1–5) in addition to those in the two family archives are 

conveyances, none fully intact. The first document is the earliest from Elephantine (495 B.C.E.; TAD B5.1) 

and concerns an exchange of inherited shares of realty. The share of the sisters Salluah and Jethoma came 

through probate while that of Jehour resulted from a division among the heirs themselves (Porten and 

Szubin 1982). In the last quarter of the century the hereditary property of Jethoma and Salluah was 

mentioned in a suit by Mattan son of Jashobiah (TAD B5.2). From the same period is a text which may be 

plausibly restored as a mutual quitclaim between the two sisters Miptahiah and Isweri in which the former 

renounced claim to payment made and the latter to payment received (Porten 1989a). The other two 

documents are fragments from the first half of the century (TAD B5.3, 4).  

5. Documents of Wifehood. In addition to the three relatively intact documents in this category found 

in the two family archives (TAD B2.6; 3.3, 8) there are four more fragmentary texts (TAD B6.1–4), 

making seven in all. Because of the formulaic nature of these texts, each may be restored with high 

probability (Porten 1989b). The document was drawn up by the groom (TAD B2.6; 3.3), sometimes in 

conjunction with the parent or proprietor of the bride (TAD B3.3; 6.3, 4). It defined the change in status of 

a woman becoming a wife. The groom usually gave the parent/proprietor a mohar (five or ten shekels 

[TAD B2.6; 3.8]) and she brought in a dowry (22.19 shekels [TAD B3.3], 38.125+ [TAD B6.2], 60.5 [TAD 

B2.6], and 68.125 shekels [TAD B3.8]), to which was usually added the mohar. The document set forth 

potential contingencies that could affect the status of the wife, such as repudiation (―hatred‖), divorce, and 

death. One document had been considered a conveyance but on the basis of terminology has been restored 

as a document of wifehood (TAD B6.3).  

6. Judicial Oaths. All four are fragmentary (TAD B7.1–4); one is merely the endorsement on the verso 

with the recto showing a largely unintelligible text in demotic (TAD B7.4). Two are drawn up as regular 

contracts. In the first an unknown party pledges to Mahseiah b. Shibah to take an oath by YHW denying 

charges of theft of fish (TAD B7.1); in the second Malchiah b. Jashobiah pledges to [Ar]tafrada b. 

A[rvastah]mara to make a declaration before Ḥerembethel the god denying charges of assault and theft 

(TAD B7.2; but cf. van der Toorn 1986). The third is the actual statement of an oath sworn by one 

Menahem to Hodaviah ―by Ḥ[erem?] the [god?] in/by the place of prostration and by Anathyhw‖ 

affirming his rights to dispose of a she-ass and denying the plaintiff‘s charge that his father had acquired 

half ownership (TAD B7.3).  

D. Literary Texts  

The Words of Aḥiqar is the only literary text discovered among the Elephantine papyri. Eleven sheets 

containing fourteen columns are preserved (TAD C1.1). The first five columns are narrative, relating the 

story of the ―wise and skillful scribe … counselor of all Assyria and [kee]per of the seal‖ for Kings 

Sennacherib and his son Esarhaddon who adopted his nephew Nadin, instructed him in wisdom, and had 

him appointed to succeed himself. Nadin slandered his father before the king who ordered the officer 

Nabusumiskun to kill Aḥiqar. Aḥiqar talked the officer out of it and here the narrative breaks off. Later 

versions of the story (Syriac, Armenian, Arabic) recount in detail the restoration of Aḥiqar and his 

exploits on behalf of the king of Assyria against the king of Egypt. These versions divide the proverbs 

into two groups, one set uttered before the betrayal and the other after the restoration. Though the order of 

the nine columns of proverbs in our edition is not certain, papyrological considerations rule out 

interspersing any of the columns in the narrative.  

There is no intimation in the Aramaic text that Aḥiqar was Jewish but the book of Tobit makes Aḥiqar 

the nephew of that worthy (Tob 1:21–22). The Aramaic Aḥiqar was extensively studied, both at the time 

of publication and in more recent years (Ginsberg ANET, 427–30; Grelot 1972: 427–52; Lindenberger 

1983; Kottsieper 1989). Only one of the five narrative columns is fully intact and Cowley‘s restorations 

have become virtually canonical. Yet the resulting line length in columns 2, 3, and 5 falls short of the 

average column line length of 27 cm and must be corrected accordingly. Similar criticism needs to be 

leveled at his restoration of col. 14. The frequently quoted proverb ―[Do not sh]ow an Arab the sea or a 

Sidonian the st[eppe], for their occupations are different‖ (line 208) must be expanded in the middle and 

corrected at the beginning. Most of the proverbs are pithy one-liners that are meant to instill discipline, 



caution, restraint, obedience, and industriousness. A marginal stroke at the beginning of the line often 

separates one proverb from another and if the proverb ran over into a second or third line, then an archaic 

˒alep was inscribed to mark separation between it and the proverb immediately following on the same 

line. Deity plays a significant role in the proverbs, both in the generalized sense of ―gods‖ and of Shamash 

and El in particular. The apparent hypostatization of wisdom (lines 94–95) recalls Prov 8:22–31.  

E. Historical Texts  

The one historical text is a late 5th century copy of the original Bisitun inscription despatched by Darius 

I to centers throughout the Empire recording his victory over nineteen rebels in one year (TAD C2.1). The 

text published by Sachau consisted of two papyrus sheets with three columns on the recto and one on the 

verso as well as thirty-six fragments. Cowley issued a text running to 63 lines. Extensive papyrological 

and textual work has made it possible to place most of the fragments and restore a text of 79 lines. The 

original Aramaic text must have consisted of eleven columns of 17–18 lines each, yielding a total of ca. 

190 lines. Restoration of fragmentary text is possible because the Aramaic and Akkadian versions match 

almost verbatim. Each campaign was introduced by the formula, ―Thus says King Darius‖ and the space 

following the last sentence was left blank. The nine preserved paragraphs correspond to eight campaigns 

with separate paragraphs for individual battles in the two Armenian campaigns. The tenth and final 

paragraph is a composite piece, with part corresponding to the last paragraph of Darius‘ Naqš.i Rustam b. 

inscription (Greenfield and Porten 1982).  

F. Accounts  

These four documents are very different from one another. One comes from the end of the 6th or the 

beginning of the 5th century, has some kind of narrative text in the fragmentary first column, and a list of 

Hebrew names in the second column. Most of these names have some sort of check mark in front of them 

(TAD C3.3). The others all came from the end of the century; each bears a date but omits the name of the 

king (TAD C3.13–15) so we cannot be certain regarding the year. Two appear to have been written by the 

same scribe. One is an accounting of barley rations allocated to members of the Syenian garrison (TAD 

3.14 = CAP 24). The other is a list of 128 (mostly Jews) who contributed two shekels each to the God 

YHW on 3 Phamenoth, year 5 (TAD 3.15 = CAP 22). The years may be either 419/420 or 401/400. The 

third account has two year dates, one 6+ and the other 6 and possibly 7. This account is written on the 

verso of the papyrus containing the Bisitun inscription and is a register of vessels and other objects 

associated with different individuals known from documents of the last two decades of the 5th century 

B.C.E. (TAD C3.13 = CAP 61–63). So this list was inscribed in 418/417 B.C.E. and gives us a date ad quem 

for the copying of the Bisitun inscription.  

The Collection List poses problems of accounting and is an enigma for students of religion. The two 

shekel contributions collected come to 236 shekels, yet the recorded total is 318 shekels. The caption 

above the first two columns assigns the money to YHW, yet the total at the end divides it up among YHW 

(126 shekels), Eshembethel (70 shekels), and Anathbethel (120 shekels). The two-shekel difference 

between 316 and 318 is a mathematical error and the 82 shekel difference between 318 and 236 may be 

due to a carry-over of a previous balance. Most scholars see in the division of funds evidence for the 

syncretistic nature of the religion of the Elephantine Jews. But a careful analysis of the onomastic and 

epistolary material leads to the conclusion that these other deities are part of the cult of the Arameans 

(Porten ArchEleph, 151–86; 1969).  

G. Lists  

In this category are included five lists of personal names that have no additional notations appended to 

the names. All come from the end of the century and on the basis of prosopographical considerations, 

three may be dated more closely (TAD C4.4 to 420; C4.5 to 410; C4.6 to 400). Only one of the five lists is 

fully intact. It contains nine names and a summation, ―All (told), nine men‖ (TAD C4.4). Three lists have 

only the bottom intact (TAD C4.5, 7, 8) and one has the bottom and top missing (TAD C4.6). Only one 

was written on both sides with text missing at the top of the recto (TAD C4.8). Two have the marginal 

subtally ―10‖ indicating these were part of longer lists (TAD C4.6, 7). In all but one (TAD C4.5) the 

handwriting runs parallel to the fibers. Ethnically, the lists display the cosmopolitan nature of the society 



in the Persian period. Three lists consist essentially of Jews, with a sprinkling of Aramean and Egyptian 

names (TAD C4.4–6); one of Persian praenomina only (TAD C4.7); and one of mixed Egyptian, 

Babylonian, and Aramean names with a sprinkling of Jewish names (TAD C4.8). The difficulty in reading 

some of these names (e.g. nryh or pdyh [TAD C4.6:3] nḥwm or pḥnm [TAD C4.6:12]) illustrates the 

variant readings frequently encountered in parallel biblical lists (e.g. rḥwm vs. nḥwm [Ezra 2:2 = Neh 

7:7]).  
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BEZALEL PORTEN  

ELEUTHERUS (PLACE) [Gk Eleutheros (Ἐλευθερος)]. A river in ancient Syria to which Jonathan 

marched with Ptolemy king of Egypt (1 Macc 11:7). Later, Jonathan routed the forces of Demetrius, but 

was unable to overtake them before they crossed this river (12:30). Both passages seem to suggest that the 

river constituted part of a political boundary beyond which Jonathan dare not proceed. The river flowed 

from the base of the Lebanon mountains into the Mediterranean (cf. Strab. 16.2.12). It has been suggested 

that the Eleutherus be identified with the modern Nahr el-Kebir, which flows near the Lebanon–Syria 

border about 19 miles N of Tripoli (IDB 2:85; ISBE 2:61), although Aharoni and Avi-Yonah apparently 

identify it with the Nahr Ibrahim, about 30 miles farther S (see MBA, map 203).  



GARY A. HERION  

ELHANAN (PERSON) [Heb ˒elḥānān (ֶאְלָחָנן )]. 1. A valiant warrior in David‘s army, who came 

from Bethlehem (2 Sam 21:19; 1 Chr 20:5). He was noted for killing a famous Philistine soldier in battle 

at Gob, an unidentified location in Philistia. There is confusion regarding the identity of Elhanan‘s father 

and the Philistine who was slain. In 2 Samuel the patronymic is Jaareoregim whereas in 1 Chronicles it is 

Jair. There exists a simple textual explanation for this variation. The word ―oregim‖ appears again in 2 

Sam 21:19 (the shaft of his spear was like a weaver’s beam). Consequently, a copying error has occurred 

in which the word ―oregim‖ has been inserted after Jaare (dittography). The difference between Jaare and 

Jair is minor, requiring a transposition of the last two letters in Hebrew. The probable name of Elhanan‘s 

father, then, is preserved as Jair (Heb yā˓  r[Q]) in 1 Chronicles.  

The identity of Elhanan‘s opponent is a more difficult matter. In 2 Samuel the text reads, ―Elhanan, son 

of Jaareoregim, the Bethlehemite (Heb bêt hallaḥm  ) smote Goliath (Heb ˒ēt golyāt).‖ In 1 Chronicles it 

reads, ―Elhanan, son of Jair, smote Lahmi (Heb ˒et laḥm  ) the brother of Goliath (Heb ˒ăḥ   golyāt).‖ Since 

the patronymic in 2 Samuel is corrupt, some scholars feel that 1 Chronicles contains the generally 

superior text. The reading ―the Bethlehemite‖ was influenced by another text in which it was known of an 

Elhanan from Bethlehem (2 Sam 23:24). However, the standard solution to this problem is that the 

Chronicler harmonizes the text with 1 Samuel 17 in which it is stated that David, not Elhanan, killed 

Goliath.  

How then does one explain the contradiction between 1 Samuel 17 and 2 Samuel 21? The usual 

explanation states that David originally killed an anonymous Philistine, who was later confused with 

Elhanan‘s victim. Another, more ancient solution (Targums, Midrash) is that Elhanan and David were the 

same person, David being a second name acquired later, probably at his coronation. A significant number 

of modern scholars have lent support to this view, some arguing on the basis of the occurrence of the 

word dawidum at Mari that the name, David, was a title received at coronation (von Pákozdy 1956). Some 

have postulated that the patronymic in 2 Samuel originally was Jesse (Heb letters yšy) instead of Jaare 

(Heb letters y˓ry), the consonants ˓ and r representing a corruption of š (Honeyman 1948: 23–24). 

Although this theory is attractive, it lacks conclusive support. The Mari evidence has now been essentially 

refuted, and the reading of ―Jesse‖ for ―Jaare‖ is dubious (Stamm 1960; Hoffman 1973: 168–206).  

2. One of the distinguished group of David‘s warriors known as ―The Thirty‖ (see DAVID‘S 

CHAMPIONS) (2 Sam 23:24; 1 Chr 11:26). He came from Bethlehem and his father‘s name was Dodo. 

The fact that he is placed second on the list suggests that he was with David at an early stage in his career 

and thus came from an area close to his original home (Mazar 1963: 318). Consequently, this soldier 

probably had a high rank.  

Some scholars identify this person with Elhanan in 1. above. However, there is no satisfactory 

explanation of the differing patronymics. Others identify the two Elhanans as both referring to David. An 

original text in 2 Sam 23:24 is conjectured: ―Elhanan, he is David from Bethlehem.‖ Although the word 

Dodo (Heb letters dwdw) and David (Heb letters dwd) are similar, such a theory requires major changes in 

the text. It also fails to explain adequately why David is included in his own list of warriors.  
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STEPHEN G. DEMPSTER  

ELI (PERSON) [Heb ˓ēl   (י  The priest at Shiloh (1 Sam 1:9; 2:11) and a judge in Israel (4:18) .[( ֵףלִּ

before and during the days of Samuel‘s youth. More precisely, Eli‘s office was probably that of high 

priest, although he is not specifically given this title in the OT text. Eli‘s two reprobate sons—



unfortunately also priests of the Lord (1:3)—bore appropriately Egyptian names: Hophni (―Tadpole‖) and 

Phinehas (―The Nubian‖).  

On one occasion, while Samuel‘s mother Hannah was on pilgrimage at Shiloh, she was praying silently 

that the Lord would give her a son (1 Sam 1:3, 9–11). Eli rebuked her for what he took to be the inaudible 

mutterings of a drunken woman. When she responded that she was in fact praying, he graciously rectified 

his mistake (1:12–18). After Samuel had been weaned, his parents brought him to the tabernacle at Shiloh 

to begin service as a lifelong Nazirite under Eli (1:24–28; 2:11).  

The contrast between Eli‘s young charge and his own two sons could scarcely be more stark and is 

intentionally highlighted in the text. Hophni and Phinehas ―had no regard for the Lord‖ (1 Sam 2:12), 

treated with contempt ―the offering of the Lord‖ (2:17) as well as ―all the Israelites who came‖ to Shiloh 

(2:14), and ―lay with the women who served at the entrance to the tent of meeting‖ (2:22). Samuel, 

meanwhile, ―ministered to/before the Lord‖ (2:11, 18; 3:1), ―grew in the presence of the Lord‖ (2:21), and 

―continued to grow both in stature and in favor with the Lord and with men‖ (2:26). Eli rebuked his sons 

for their wicked behavior, but they refused to listen to him (2:22–25).  

An unnamed prophet came to Eli and told him that the sins of his sons would bring judgment and that 

his priestly line would be cut off and superseded by that of another (1 Sam 2:27–36). The same basic 

message was repeated to Eli by Samuel himself who, serving as the conduit of God‘s word to the aged 

priest, informed him of the day of reckoning that would come at least partly because Eli had failed to 

restrain his sons‘ evil conduct. Eli submissively accepted the inevitable as a sign of the Lord‘s displeasure 

(3:11–18).  

After a severe military defeat suffered by the Israelites at the hands of the Philistines, Hophni and 

Phinehas accompanied the ark of the covenant onto the battlefield (1 Sam 4:1–4). The elders had ordered 

the ark to be brought out of the tabernacle and into battle as a talisman to assure Israel‘s victory. Although 

fearful, the Philistines fought bravely and captured the ark. Apparently Eli‘s two sons were among the 

casualties who died in the battle (4:10–11; 4QSam
a
 omits mention of the sons).  

By this time Eli was an obese (1 Sam 4:18; cf. also 2:29) old man, ninety-eight years of age (4:15) and 

nearly blind (3:2; 4:15). When he heard the report of the death of his sons and the capture of the ark, the 

shock was such that he fell backward off his chair, broke his neck and died. He had been a judge in Israel 

for forty years (4:17–18). A tragic figure, Eli had successfully prepared Samuel for divine service but had 

failed with his own sons.  

Eli‘s ancestry is not clearly outlined in the OT text, and any reconstruction must remain speculative. If 

the Ahimelech who was Eli‘s great-grandson and successor (1 Sam 22:9, 11, 20; 14:3) is the same as the 

one mentioned in 1 Chr 24:3, then Eli was a descendant of Aaron‘s son Ithamar (see also Josephus Ant 

5.11.5 §361; contrast, however, 2 Esdr 1:2, where Eli is traced back to Eleazar, another of Aaron‘s sons). 

1 Sam 22:9–20 indicates that Eli‘s descendants, through Ahimelech‘s son Abiathar, continued to serve as 

priests at Nob, at least temporarily. When Doeg the Edomite slaughtered the priests at the command of 

Saul, Abiathar escaped (22:20) and shared the priesthood with Zadok under David (2 Sam 19:11). The 

prophecy concerning the demise of Eli‘s line (see above) was further fulfilled when Solomon relieved 

Abiathar of his priestly duties (1 Kgs 2:26–27; approximate dates for Eli through Abiathar are given in 

Albright ARI, 200). The sole priesthood then reverted to the line of Eleazar under Zadok (cf. 1 Chr 6:4–8; 

Josephus Ant 5.11.5 §362), to whose house Ezra traced his own priestly lineage (Ezra 7:1–5). (See also 

the discussion in ITHAMAR.)  

The personal name ˓ēl   is used only of Eli the priest in the OT. But it has long been recognized that it is 

the hypocoristic of a longer name such as yḥw˓ly in the Samaria ostraca (Albright ARI, 200) or yhw˓ly (a 

woman‘s name, however) in the Elephantine papyri (Noth IPN, 245). Recent discoveries have added the 

names ˓lyhw, found on three bullae (Avigad 1986: 45, 93, 94), and ˓lyw, inscribed on a seal (Avigad 1987: 

200, 207).  

M. Noth brought the divine name Elyon into the discussion of Eli and its longer forms (Noth IPN, 146), 

but it remained for H. S. Nyberg to prove that ˓l/˓ly/˓lyw itself was used as a divine name (meaning 

―Exalted One, Most High‖) in the OT as well as in numerous extrabiblical texts (see especially Nyberg 



1938; cf. also Ginsberg 1946: 47). During the past fifty years, numerous studies have added to the list of 

occurrences of ˓l and its derivatives and/or commented on their significance (e.g., Dahood 1953; Psalms 

1–50 AB, 45; Freedman 1976: 65–67 et passim). Especially instructive in the context of the fall from 

grace of Eli the priest is 1 Sam 2:10 in the Song of Hannah:  

˓lw thunders from the heavens;  

yhwh judges the ends of the earth.  

Bibliography  
Avigad, N. 1986. Hebrew Bullae from the Time of Jeremiah. Jerusalem.  
———. 1987. The Contribution of Hebrew Seals to an Understanding of Israelite Religion and Society. AIR 195–208.  

Dahood, M. 1953. The Divine Name ˓ l   in the Psalms. TS 14/3: 452–57.  

Freedman, D. N. 1976. Divine Names and Titles in Early Hebrew Poetry. Pp. 55–107 in Magnalia Dei: The Mighty Acts of 

God, ed. F. M. Cross, W. E. Lemke, and P. D. Miller, Jr. Garden City.  

Ginsberg, H. L. 1946. The Legend of King Keret: A Canaanite Epic of the Bronze Age. BASORSup 2–3. New Haven.  

Nyberg, H. S. 1938. Studien zum Religionskampf im Alten Testament. ARW 35: 329–87.  

RONALD YOUNGBLOOD  

ELI, ELI, LAMA SABACHTHANI. Jesus‘ cry from the cross is recorded in Matt 27:46 and 

Mark 15:34, in slightly differing forms. That given above is basically a mixture of the two, while yet a 

further form occurs in Codex Bezae at both places. The two most probable forms, along with that in 

Codex Bezae, are as follows:  

Mark 15:34, eloi eloi lama [lema Sinaiticus C] sabachthanei  

Matt 27:46, ēli ēli lema [lama D
w
 it vg, lima A] sabachthanei  

Codex Bezae (D) in both reads ēlei ēlei lama zaphthanei. From this it is clear that D represents the 

Hebrew text of Ps 22:1 (apart from the omission of the syllable before zaphthanei): ˒ēl   ˒ēl   lāmâ 

˓ăzabtātn  . In the more usually accepted texts in Matthew and Mark, sabachthanei reflects the Aramaic 

verb sbqtny. The form lema in Matthew is slightly closer to the Aramaic lm˒ than is the Markan lama. Eli 

is Hebrew, but has also been found in an Aramaic text from Qumran (11QJN frag. 14, line 1), whereas the 

Markan form eloi seems to reflect best a biblical Hebrew form ˒lhwhy (―my God‖), although it may 

possibly represent Aramaic ˒lhy, but it does not coincide with the known Hebrew text of Ps 22:1a in that 

reading.  

If Matthew used Mark here, why did he change the eloi to ēli in conformity with the Hebrew text but 

leave the rest of the sentence in Aramaic? Actually, if we consult the Targum to Psalms we find that it has 

not eloi but eli, so that Matthew‘s version is in fact precisely that of the Targum. The Bezan variant is 

equally that of MT. The question becomes even more involved when we look at the Greek translations 

given respectively by Matthew and Mark and compare them with that in the LXX as we know it. Mark 

deviates a little from the LXX as we know it. Mark deviates a little from the LXX in reading eis ti 

(literally, ―for what?‖) for hina ti, (―why?‖), but Matthew‘s thee mou thee mou ―my God, my God‖ 

(against Mark and LXX, ho theos mou ho theos mou) is strikingly independent. Are Matthew and Mark 

really interdependent here after all? Which of them (if either) is the more likely to have been original? 

What is the status of the Bezan reading? Is it an attempt to conform them both to one another and to MT, 

and perhaps also to help explain how the opening word (ēlei) came to be mistaken for the name of the 

prophet Elijah (ēleias)?  

Apart from the Bezan readings, both Matthew and Mark point to Aramaic as the language in which the 

cry was uttered. It would hardly be surprising that in such deep distress Jesus should have used his mother 

tongue. The authenticity of the saying is surely supported by the sheer embarrassment of the words for the 

early Church.  

MAX WILCOX  

ELIAB (PERSON) [Heb ˒ĕl  ˒āb (יָאב  Var. ELIHU; ELIEL. 1. Prominent man in the tribe of .[( ֱאלִּ

Zebulon, son of Helon (Num 1:9). He represented his tribe‘s interests as an assistant to Moses in the 

wilderness. After the census of the tribes, he was Zebulon‘s leader (Num 2:7–8) and commanded a host of 



57,400 (Num 2:8); also, in his capacity as leader he provided an offering for the dedication of the altar 

(Num 7:24–29).  

2. Man from the family of Pallu, of the tribe of Reuben (Num 26:5, 8). He was the father (Num 16:1) of 

the rebels, Dathan and Abiram, who, with Korah and On, led a mutiny against the authority of Moses and 

Aaron (Num 16:1–3, 12–4; Deut 11:6).  

3. Levite from the family of Kohath (1 Chr 6:7, 12—Eng6:22, 27). He was the great-grandfather of the 

judge/prophet, Samuel (1 Chr 6:12–13—Eng6:27–28). His name is given also as ―Elihu‖ (1 Sam 1:1) 

where the lineage is connected with Ephraim and as ―Eliel‖ (1 Chr 6:19—Eng6:34) where the lineage, as 

with Eliab, is connected with Levi.  

4. The oldest son of Jesse and therefore David‘s oldest brother (1 Chr 2:13). He was the father of at least 

one daughter, Abihail (2 Chr 11:18). He was most probably the leader of Judah during the time of David‘s 

kingship. This is based on the reference in 1 Chr 27:16–18 which states that ―Elihu, one of David‘s 

brothers,‖ was ―chief officer‖ over the tribe of Judah. The following evidence suggests that, in this 

passage, ―Elihu‖ is another name for Eliab: (1) the oldest brother would naturally be the leader, (2) the 

LXX renders ―Elihu‖ as ―Eliab‖ in 1 Chr 27:18, and (3) (less direct evidence) the Eliab in 3. above is also 

called Elihu, which establishes that ―Elihu‖ is a variant of ―Eliab.‖ But see ELIHU. He was a man of 

imposing stature, appearance and bearing, qualities which inclined Samuel to identify him, although 

mistakenly, as Jahweh‘s choice to be Saul‘s successor to the throne in Israel (1 Sam 16:6–7). He served in 

Saul‘s army during the conflict with the Philistines. During his tenure in Saul‘s army, his brother David 

conveyed to him greetings, and supplied him with provisions, from home. When, on one such occasion, 

David expressed in the camp an interest in meeting the Philistine, Goliath, Eliab asserted himself against 

David‘s design: he rebuked David, belittled him and imputed to him a specious motive (1 Sam 17:28–29). 

He seems, thus, to have been embarrassed by David, jealous of David, or both.  

5. A warrior from the tribe of Gad (1 Chr 12:8–9). He was the leader of a troop of either a thousand or a 

hundred men, and was one of eleven such military leaders who, as a group, transferred their allegiance to 

David after Saul‘s demise (1 Chr 12:8–15). This group of eleven leaders aggressively protected Israel‘s 

interests against unfriendly people, particularly in the valleys beyond Jordan, and their military exploits 

and prowess gained them fame. As a member of the group, he possessed the qualities in which the group 

excelled: he was eminent in battle, skillful with shield and spear; his strong, dauntless character expressed 

itself through his aspect and demeanor; in military maneuvers he was adroit, nimble and swift (1 Chr 

12:8–9).  

6. A Levite who played the harp skillfully (1 Chr 15:20). He was a member of a group of musicians 

under the direction of Chenaniah. David honored this group by appointing them to provide music during 

the transfer of the ark from the house of Obededom to the tent prepared especially to receive it (1 Chr 

15:14–28).  

7. A man of the tribe of Simeon, and an ancestor of Judith (Jdt 8:1; 9:2). The genealogy in Jdt 8:1 lists 

him as the grandson of Salamiel who was the leader of the tribe of Simeon under Moses in the wilderness 

(Num 1:6). But the list is obviously incomplete (Sarasadai succeeds Israel [Jacob] in the list though he 

lived several hundred years later), and extensive time gaps could separate persons whose names are 

successive in the list. If the list is complete at the point at which Eliab occurs, he was the son of Nathanael 

and the father of Hilkiah.  

GERALD J. PETTER  

ELIADA (PERSON) [Heb ˒elyādā˓ (ֶאְלָיָדע )]. 1. One of 13 sons of David listed as having been born 

in Jerusalem (1 Chr 3:5–9; 14:3–7; cf. 2 Sam 5:13–16). His mother was among the several wives and 

concubines whom David took in Jerusalem, but she is not named. His name means ―God knows‖ (2 Sam 

5:16 and 1 Chr 3:8). His given name was most likely ―Baaliada‖ or ―BEELIADA‖ (the form found in 1 

Chr 14:7), which means ―Baal knows‖ or ―the Lord knows.‖ This name change was not necessarily late, 

since theophoric names with ˒ēl prefixed were most common during the period of the united monarchy 

(TPNAH, 42–44).  



2. Father of the Syrian king, Rezon (1 Kgs 11:23). Rezon was a subject of Hadadezer, who was king of 

Zobah, an Aramean city-state, and who had been subdued by David (2 Sam 8:3–8); he had fled from 

Hadadezer, and established himself as leader of a marauding band and as king in Damascus. He was a 

troublesome presence to Israel throughout Solomon‘s day (1 Kgs 11:23–25).  

3. One of two Benjaminite commanders of large military units stationed in Jerusalem under King 

Jehoshaphat, along with three Judahite commanders (2 Chr 17:17–19). The large numbers cited in the 

passage as it stands (200,000 men under Eliada alone) were undoubtedly smaller originally, and have 

achieved their present status either by inflation or by later misunderstanding (see Dillard 2 Chronicles 

WBC 106–7, 135, and refs.).  

DAVID M. HOWARD, JR.  

ELIAHBA (PERSON) [Heb ˒elyaḥbā˒ (ֶאְלַיְחָבא )]. One of David‘s mighty men mentioned in 2 Sam 

23:32 (= 1 Chr 11:33). On the one hand, his is the seventeenth name in the brief listing of the gibbôrîm 

(23:20–39). On the other hand, 2 Sam 23:32 designates his home as Shaalbon. This city is generally 

identified as the Danite city, Shaalbim, mentioned in Judg 1:35 and 1 Kgs 4:9, and Shaalabbin, mentioned 

in Josh 19:42, which is close to Benjaminite territory. Thus, the location of his home town would support 

Mazar‘s thesis that the list comes from David‘s Hebron period (1963: 318). Using Elliger‘s theory that the 

first twenty-three names are part of the original group of gibbôrîm (1935: 69–70), Eliahba‘s location in 

the list would have him included in this group, while the theory that the list is arranged geographically 

radiating from Bethlehem (1935: 47) would explain Eliahba‘s name appearing midway within the list. 

McCarter‘s argument that the list is arranged according to the power and influence held by the individuals 

(2 Samuel AB, 500–501), would suggest that Eliahba was of medium rank, while Na˒aman‘s theory of 

šāl  š  m being officers of the third rank (1988: 77) would place Eliahba on equal rank with the others listed 

in vv 20–39. See DAVID‘S CHAMPIONS.  
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R. C. BAILEY  

ELIAKIM (PERSON) [Heb ˒elyāq  m (ים  The name is composed of two parts, the theophoric .[( ֶאְלָירִּ

element ˒ēl (meaning ―God,‖ the Canaanite or the Israelite deity), and the verb form yāq  m (a Hip˓il impf 

3ms from qûm, with the meaning ―to raise, set up, establish‖). Thus ―God will establish‖ would seem to 

be the best translation, though some prefer a jussive ―May El establish‖ (TPNAH, 99), which would seem 

to be obviated by the fact that a plene written yod (yqym) is used. The jussive of this verb is ordinarily 

written as yāqēm (yqm) in the MT. This name occurs in the Hebrew Bible as well as in several Iron-Age 

seals (cf. TPNAH, 359 for references. For a good discussion of the identification of ˒lyqm n˓r ywkn found 

on several seals from Tel Beth Mirsim, Beth Shemesh, and Ramat Rahel, in the light of some new 

discoveries, cf. Avigad 1981: 303).  

1. The son of Hilkiah, ―master of the palace‖ (Heb ˒ăšer ˓al habbayit, apparently roughly equivalent to 

the office of vizier in Egypt, cf. de Vaux AncIsr 1: 129–31) under Hezekiah. He was one of three officers 

(the other two being Shebna the scribe [Heb hassōpēr] and Jo‘ah the herald [Heb hammazkîr]) Hezekiah 

sent out to meet the Assyrian envoy which Sennacherib sent out from Lachish in the fourteenth year of the 

Judean king‘s reign (ca. 701 B.C.). Subsequently, he and the other two Judean officers were sent to bring 

the vexatious words of the Assyrians to the prophet Isaiah (2 Kgs 18:18, 26, 37; 19:2; Isa 36:3, 11, 22; 

37:2). These three offices would appear to be paralleled by that of vizier, royal scribe, and herald in 

ancient Egypt. In an interesting parallel, de Vaux points out, ―It is remarkable that in the very serious 

matter of the violation of the royal tombs under Ramses IX, the three corresponding Egyptian officials, 

the vizier, the royal scribe, and the herald, are named in the same order as alone presiding over the 

enquiry‖ (AncIsr 1: 132). One of the other two officers, Shebna the scribe, formerly held the office of 



―master of the palace,‖ until he was demoted and replaced by Eliakim, as Isa 22:15–25 prophesied. The 

same passage describes in poetic language some of his official functions, including being charged with the 

―key of David,‖ which gives him power over Judah and Jerusalem. As Isa 22:22 indicates, ―he shall open, 

and none shall shut; and he shall shut, and none shall open‖ (RSV). (Note that Rev 3:7 makes an obvious 

allusion to this passage.) The Egyptian vizier was second to Pharaoh, to whom he would report daily for 

instructions. He was in charge of the openine of the ―gates of the royal house‖ and would rule in the name 

of the Pharaoh. The biblical references to Eliakim and his office would seem to indicate that his duties 

were similar to that of his Egyptian counterpart.  

2. Son of Josiah whom Pharaoh Neco of Egypt made king in place of his brother Jehoahaz around 609 

B.C. (2 Kgs 23:34; 2 Chr 36:4). The Pharaoh also changed his name to Jehoiakim, the new name probably 

being conciliatory to the Jews in Judah at this time, while at the same time demonstrating the power of the 

Pharaoh over his subject (Gray Kings OTL, 751).  

3. First of seven priests bearing trumpets mentioned as participating in the dedication ceremony of the 

restored temple (Neh 12:41).  
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4. The son of Abiud and father of Azor, according to Matthew‘s genealogy tying Joseph, the husband of 

Mary, to the house of David and Solomon (Matt 1:13). Apart from Luke (see below), Eliakim does not 

appear in any other genealogy or list of Jesus‘ ancestors, although Albright and Mann (Matthew AB, 4–5) 

state that this name, like those around it, is attested for the postexilic period. Johnson (1969: 179–80) goes 

so far as to argue that the names between Zerubbabel and Joseph have a basis in later OT documents (e.g. 

Neh 12:41; Isa 22:19–25). Gundry (1982: 18) is more specific, positing that Matthew saw in Luke‘s 

genealogy (3:30) the name of Eliakim (the name given to Jehoiakim in 2 Chr 36:4), whom Matthew 

earlier omitted in v 11. According to Gundry, Matthew includes Eliakim to ―offset his omission of 

Jehoiakim and inject a bit of Davidic Christology.‖ This theory is intriguing but difficult to prove, since 

Matthew‘s dependence on 1 Chronicles in 1:13–15 is difficult to establish.  

5. The father of Jonam and son of Melea, according to Luke‘s genealogy tying Joseph, the ―supposed 

father‖ of Jesus, to descent from Adam and God (Luke 3:30). Manuscript D in Luke includes an Eliakim 

(but in Matthew‘s sequence [see #4 above]), substituting a genealogy adapted from Matt 1:6–15 for Luke 

3:23–31. Apart from Matt 1:13 (see above), this name appears in a list of eighteen ancestors of Jesus 

otherwise unknown to the biblical documents (Fitzmyer Luke AB, 501). Kuhn (1923: 208–9) argues that 

two seemingly parallel lists of names—Luke 3:23–26 (Jesus to Mattathias) and 3:29–31 (Joshua/Jesus to 

Mattatha)—were originally identical, the first perhaps reflecting a Hebrew context and the second, in an 

Aramaic context, tracing Mary‘s line of descent (since it does not mention Joseph as Jesus‘ father). 

Eliakim, in the second list, corresponds to ESLI, in the first list. In the NT, however, there are no textual 

variants for either name to support a confusion of the two, leaving Kuhn‘s theory with little support.  
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STANLEY E. PORTER  

ELIALIS (PERSON) [Gk Elialis (Ἐλιαλις)]. A son of Bani who divorced his foreign wife during 

Ezra‘s reform (1 Esdr 9:34). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have been compiled from Ezra and 

Nehemiah, Elialis does not appear as a son of Bani in Ezra 10:34–37. Omissions such as this also raise 

questions about 1 Esdras being used as a source by Ezra or Nehemiah. Furthermore, problems associated 

with dating events and identifying persons described in 1 Esdras have cast doubt on the historicity of the 

text.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  



ELIAM (PERSON) [Heb ˒el  ˓ām (יָףם  Var. AMMIEL. The father of Bathsheba (2 Sam 11:3) .[( ֶאלִּ

and one of David‘s mighty men, the son of Ahithophel of Gilo (2 Sam 23:34). See also DAVID‘S 

CHAMPIONS.  

While many scholars view these to be references to two separate individuals (Ackroyd 2 Samuel CBC; 

IDB), more are now arguing that these two references are to one person (Hertzberg Samuel OTL; 

McCarter Samuel AB; Wharton 1980). Some of the mighty men mentioned in 2 Samuel 23 were warriors 

who fought with David, as far back as his outlaw days running from Saul. Others joined him during the 

Hebron period of his reign (2 Sam 3:5a). It is, therefore, assumed that he knew them well. Similarly, since 

Eliam‘s father, Ahithophel of Gilo, was one of David‘s key advisers (2 Sam 16:23), and since ―Giloh‖ is 

associated with the Judean hills south of Hebron (Josh 15:48–51), we can assume that Eliam had been 

with David since the Hebron kingship and that David was familiar with the members of this influential 

family.  

In 2 Sam 11:3, David speculates on the identity of the woman he notices bathing in Jerusalem, as being 

―Bathsheba the daughter of Eliam the wife of Uriah.‖ This word order for identifying her and the fact that 

David is the speaker suggest that David is familiar with her, her family, and her marital status. In other 

words, given the order of the identifying information about this woman, her family ties are more 

important to him than her marital status (Bailey 1990).  

The identification of the Eliam of 2 Sam 11:3 and the Eliam of 2 Sam 23:34 as the same individual 

would also suggest that the David–Bathsheba marriage was another example of David becoming closely 

associated with a politically influential family by marrying a woman from that family. Similarly, this 

would also fit his pattern of marrying women who were previously married to other men (cf. 1 Samuel 25 

and 2 Samuel 3:14–16) (Levenson and Halpern 1980).  

Interestingly, the Chronicler records the name of the father of Bathsheba (who is called Bathshua—

literally, daughter of nobility—in 1 Chr 3:5b) as AMMIEL, which in Hebrew is Eliam with the syllables 

reversed. On the other hand, the Chronicler omits any reference to Eliam/Ammiel (2 Sam 23:34b) in the 

redaction of the list of David‘s mighty men (2 Sam 23:34a = 1 Chr 11:35b and 2 Sam 23:35 = 1 Chr 

11:36). These name changes of Eliam and Bathsheba and the omission of Eliam by the Chronicler can be 

explained as systematic attempts to cover up any references to the David–Bathsheba–Uriah affair, which 

the Chronicler omits from the story of David‘s reign, and to mute any association between Bathsheba and 

the politically powerful southern family of Ahithophel given the latter‘s support of Absalom in his revolt 

(2 Samuel 17). This is very similar to the way the Chronicler omits any reference to the Abigail–Nabal 

connection (1 Chr 3:1).  

Thus, it is most probable that both the Eliam of 2 Sam 11:3, Bathsheba‘s father, and the Eliam of 2 Sam 

23:34, David‘s mighty man, are one and the same.  
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R. C. BAILEY  

ELIASAPH (PERSON) [Heb ˒elyāsāp (ֶאְלָיָספ )]. 1. Leader of the tribe of Gad, a son of Deuel (or 

Reuel) as recognized by Moses at the time of the census in the wilderness (Num 1:14; 2:14; 7:42, 47; 

10:20). His name, ―God has added,‖ was common for that period since it is built from the same Hebrew 

root as Joseph, the venerated Hebrew leader of Egypt before the era of Hebrew bondage.  

2. Prince of the Gershonites and son of Lael during the wilderness wanderings (Num 3:24). His 

leadership duties included care for the tent, coverings, curtains, altar, and cords of the tabernacle. See 

ASAPH.  

JOEL C. SLAYTON  



ELIASHIB (PERSON) [Heb ˒elyās  b (יב   .The name of several men in the OT .[( ֶאְלָיסִּ

1. A priest who received the eleventh position in the priestly order of the Temple during the reign of 

David (1 Chr 24:12). An evaluation of the historical reliability of Eliashib‘s appearance during the reign 

of David depends largely upon the literary context of 1 Chr 24:1–19. Though generally agreed that the 

priestly list originated after the exile, its exact date remains debated. J. Liver (1968: ix, 29–32) associates 

the twenty-four course priestly organization to the reforms of Nehemiah, while H. G. M. Williamson 

(1979: 262–68) assigns it to the late Persian period. Due to genealogical connections between 1 Chr 24:7–

18 and Hasmonean priestly claims, L. Dequecker (1986: 94–106) dates the list to the Hasmonean era. The 

stylistic characteristics of the list, however, seem to link it to the time of the composition of Chronicles. 

This would correspond well with the commonality of the name ―Eliashib‖ in Judah during the Persian 

period.  

2. The high priest of the Jerusalem temple during the governorship of Nehemiah (Neh 3:1). Eliashib 

actively participated in Nehemiah‘s refortification of Jerusalem (Neh 3:1) despite the outcry of Sanballat, 

Tobiah, and others (Neh 4:1–3). The size of Eliashib‘s house (Neh 3:20–21) indicates the relative wealth 

and high social standing that he possessed. His family retained the high priesthood at least throughout the 

later half of the 5th century B.C.E. (Neh 12:28).  

3. A priest who oversaw the temple chambers during the time of Nehemiah (Neh 13:4). The favoritism 

that this Eliashib showed to Tobiah, Nehemiah‘s nemesis (Neh 13:4–5), suggests that he represents a 

different individual from Eliashib, the high priest. Yet the intermarriage between the grandson of Eliashib 

the high priest and the daughter of Sanballat (Neh 13:28) may indicate that Eliashib‘s cooperation with 

Nehemiah in the refortification of Jerusalem was a practical matter, independent of the conflict between 

Nehemiah and Sanballat and Tobiah. The two Eliashibs may therefore represent one individual. This 

uncertainty over the identity of the Eliashib of Nehemiah 13 contributes to the difficulty of assigning the 

proper chronological date for the mission of Ezra (see below).  

4. A Davidide that lived sometime in the 4th century B.C.E. (1 Chr 3:24). As he belongs to the last 

generation of Judah‘s royal line mentioned in Chronicles, Eliashib and his brothers help date Chronicles 

to the 4th century. Unfortunately, textual problems earlier in the genealogy and the uncertain time span of 

a ―typical‖ generation do not allow the assignment of Eliashib‘s life, and the composition of Chronicles, 

to a more precise date.  

5. A singer who lived in the Persian province of Judah during the mission of Ezra (Ezra 10:24). Though 

a temple official, Eliashib married a non-Judean wife. He consented to divorce her during the reforms of 

Ezra under the threat of complete ostracism from the Jerusalem temple–state.  

6. A son of Zattu, who lived in the Persian province of Judah during the mission of Ezra (Ezra 10:27). 

Eliashib married a non-Judean wife. He consented to divorce her during the reforms of Ezra under the 

threat of complete ostracism from the Jerusalem temple–state.  

7. The father, or possibly grandfather, or Jehohanan, a contemporary of Ezra (Ezra 10:6). The identity of 

this Eliashib is crucial for the determination of the date of the mission of Ezra. If he is identical with the 

high priest of the same name in Nehemiah 3 and 12, Ezra‘s mission must have postdated the governorship 

of Nehemiah (Rowley 1963: 233–34). F. M. Cross has postulated that this Eliashib was the grandfather of 

the Eliashib the high priest who lived during the time of Nehemiah on the basis of the practice of 

papponomy in Judah during the Persian period. Thus he dates the mission of Ezra to its traditional date 

(Cross 1975: 10–11). The commonality of the name ―Eliashib‖ during this period makes the identification 

of persons with this name tenuous at best.  
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JOHN W. WRIGHT  

ELIASIS (PERSON) [Gk Eliasis (Ἐλιασις)] A son of Bani who ―divorced‖ his foreign wife during 

Ezra‘s reform (1 Esdr 9:34). His name is almost identical in spelling to that of another son of Bani, 

Elialis. See ELIALIS (PERSON).  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

ELIATHAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ĕl  ˒ātâ (יָאָתה ָיָתה) ĕl  yātâ˒ ,( ֱאלִּ  One of the fourteen sons of .[( ֱאלִּ

Heman who were appointed to prophesy with musical instruments under the direction of their father and 

the king (1 Chr 25:4). Eliathah received the twentieth lot which was cast to determine duties (1 Chr 

25:27).  

Scholars have long suggested that with only slight modifications the final nine names in 1 Chr 25:4 can 

be read as a liturgical prayer. For instance, Eliathah can be modified slightly to ˒ēl   ˒attâ, ―My God (art) 

thou.‖ It would form the second line of the prayer as Myers (1 Chronicles AB, 173) reconstructed it:  

Be gracious to me, Yahweh, be gracious to me;  

My God art thou;  

I have magnified, and I will exalt [my] helper;  

Sitting [in] adversity I said,  

Clear signs give plentifully.  

It is unlikely that an editor simply mistook a psalm fragment for proper names. It is more likely that some 

of the sons of Heman took their names from first lines or key phrases of songs they regularly sang. In any 

case, it is clear that the final editor understood the words involved as proper names, since nine names are 

needed to complete the list of the fourteen sons of Heman (1 Chr 25:5). It may be that the present 

ambiguity is an intentional play on words, perhaps to lend authority to the sons of Heman. It is striking 

that the final nine names in 1 Chr 25:4 also receive the final nine lots cast to determine duties (1 Chr 

25:23–31). One may conclude that the editor responsible for the scheme of twenty-four lots also expanded 

1 Chr 25:4 from an original five-name list to a fourteen-name list, again perhaps to indicate the 

ascendancy of Heman (Petersen 1977: 64–68).  
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ELIDAD (PERSON) [Heb ˒ĕl  dād (יָדד  The leader of the clan of Benjaminites (Num 34:21), and .[( ֱאלִּ

son of Chislon. He was one of the tribal leaders responsible for managing the distribution of the land of 

Canaan among the ten tribes who occupied the land W of the Jordan River. The name has been given the 

meaning of ―the deity loves.‖ Others have suggested a meaning based upon the root dwd, ―beloved,‖ 

―close friend,‖ and cite names using a theophoric element and the root dwd in Egyptian, Akkadian, and 

Ugaritic. According to Johnson (IDB 2: 87), ―the meaning of the name Elidad and of the other names in 

the account (the distribution of the land) underscores Israel‘s dependence upon God for the new life in 

Canaan.‖ Others relate the name to Eldad who prophesied in the camp with Medad (see Num 11:26–29) 

and have suggested that Elidad and Eldad are the same person. Another suggestion is that the name is 

similar to Bildad, the friend of Job (see Job 2:11ff.). Note also that in the LXX, the Samaritan, and the 

Syriac, Elidad is rendered as Eldad.  

RAPHAEL I. PANITZ  

ELIEHOENAI (PERSON) [Heb ˒elyĕhô˓ênay (ֶאְלְיהוֵףיַני )]. Two persons bear this name in the OT. 

The name itself (= ―toward Y are my eyes‖) follows a common pattern of Akkadian names from the Neo-



Babylonian period, as in Itti-Nabū-īnīa (Tallqvist 1913: 84), ―toward Nabu are my eyes.‖ In 1 Esdr 8:31 

(see 2. below) it is rendered in Gk Eliaōnias.  

1. Gatekeeper from the family of Meshelemiah (1 Chr 26:3), whose Levitical extraction is traced 

through Korah (1 Chr 26:1) in the Chronicler‘s (Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 169) or perhaps a later 

(Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 173) organization of the gatekeepers in the temple at Jerusalem (1 Chr 

26:1–19). Eliehoenai was the seventh and last ―son‖ of this family.  

2. Son of Zerahiah and head of the family of Pahath-Moab, a lay family, some of whose members 

returned to Jerusalem with Ezra (Ezra 8:4 = 1 Esdr 8:31). Eliehoenai brought with him a relatively sizable 

extended family, numbered at two hundred males. It would appear that Eliehoenai was the head of the 

Jeshua branch of the family of Pahath-Moab (see Ezra 2:6 = Neh 7:11; 1 Esdr 5:11), as the Joab branch is 

included separately in the same list several verses later (Ezra 8:9 = 1 Esdr 8:35).  
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ELIEL (PERSON) [Heb ˒ĕl  ˒ēl (יֵאל  A leader of the half-tribe of Manasseh which settled in .1 .[( ֱאלִּ

Transjordan (1 Chr 5:24). Eliel is among seven Manassites described as ―mighty warriors, famous men, 

heads of their fathers‘ houses.‖ Several scholars have pointed out the awkward positioning of this brief 

account of the half-tribe of Manasseh (1 Chr 5:23–24) following the more general account of the two-and-

a-half tribes in the previous paragraph (1 Chr 5:18–22), concluding that 1 Chr 5:23–26 is likely an 

intrusion into the Chronicler‘s original composition (e.g., Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 66). It is 

probable that the material is drawn from a military census list. Eliel is conjectured to mean ―My God is 

El‖ or ―My God is God.‖  

2. A Kohathite, one of the levitical singers appointed by David for temple service (1 Chr 6:19—

Eng6:34). Eliel seems to be variously known in other levitical lists as Eliab (1 Chr 6:12—Eng6:27) and 

Elihu (1 Sam 1:1).  

3. A Benjaminite name appearing twice in the longer Benjaminite genealogy offered by the Chronicler 

(1 Chr 8:20, 22). These Eliels are among those designated as ―chief men‖ who ―dwelt in Jerusalem.‖ This 

linking of Benjaminites with Jerusalem is emphasized in the longer Benjaminite genealogy (1 Chr 8:28, 

32), providing a clue as to why the Chronicler chose to elaborate on the line of Benjamin, which had been 

treated in its proper place in the earlier list of tribal genealogies (1 Chr 7:6–12).  

4. A name mentioned three times, apparently with three separate individuals in view, among the listing 

of David‘s ―mighty men‖ (1 Chr 11:46, 47; 12:12—Eng12:11). The lists of David‘s ―mighty men‖ 

beginning in 1 Chr 11:10 reveal the accumulating support which David received prior to his ascension to 

the throne. The Eliel of 1 Chr 11:46 is further described by the gentilic, ―the Mahavite.‖ See 

MAHAVITE, THE.  

5. A Levite of the sons of Hebron, prominent in David‘s transfer of the ark of the covenant to Jerusalem 

(1 Chr 15:9, 11). Williamson (1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 123) points out that Hebron is nowhere else 

listed as a head of a levitical family, but should probably be identified with the family of Kohathites (a 

conclusion based on 1 Chr 6:18).  

6. A Levite of Hezekiah‘s time (2 Chr 31:13).  

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  

ELIENAI (PERSON) [Heb ˒ĕl  ˓ēnay (יֵףַני  A Benjaminite family listed in the longer Benjaminite .[( ֱאלִּ

genealogy offered by the Chronicler (1 Chr 8:20). Elienai is among those designated as ―chief men‖ who 

―dwelt in Jerusalem.‖ This linking of Benjaminites with Jerusalem is emphasized in the longer 

Benjaminite genealogy (1 Chr 8:28, 32), providing a clue as to why the Chronicler chose to elaborate on 

the line of Benjamin, which had already been treated in its proper place in the earlier list of tribal 



genealogies (1 Chr 7:6–12). At least one ms renders the name ˒ĕlyô˓ênay (cf. Alexandrinus, Tg., and Vg). 

The name may mean ―towards Yahweh are my eyes‖ (TPNAH 128).  

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  

ELIEZER (PERSON) [Heb ˒el  ˓ezer (יֶףֶזש  Var. ELEAZAR. Name of eleven biblical .[( ֶאלִּ

individuals. The name is composed of the elements ˒ēl  , ―my god,‖ and ˓ēzer, ―aid‖ or ―strength,‖ which 

accordingly means ―My god is aid/strength.‖ The latter element appears in many other biblical and Near 

Eastern names (Loewenstamm EncMiqr 1: 346–7) and is of uncertain translation due to the merger of 

originally distinct roots ˓zr, ―to aid,‖ and ǵzr, ―to be strong‖ (Ginsberg 1938: 210f.; Driver 1956: 142, n. 

17; Dahood Psalms 1 210).  

1. Servant of Abraham. In Genesis 15:2–3 Abram complains to Yahweh ―I go childless; my house is 

ben-mešeq, that is, Damascus Eliezer (alternatively: ‗the ben-mešeq of my house is Damascus Eliezer‘) … 

Since you have not granted me progeny, a member of my household is my heir.‖ The words ben-mešeq 

have not been translated because we do not know what they mean, though at least since Aquila (1st 

century C.E.) mešeq has been regarded as a variant or defective spelling of mašqe (h), ―cup bearer.‖ Some 

consider the references to Damascus and/or Eliezer the result of corruption or glossation, and various 

restorations have been proposed (Skinner Genesis ICC, 277–79) but Cassuto (EncMiqr 2: 675–77) 

hypothesizes that the traditional understanding (already in the LXX) of Eliezer as the name of Abram‘s 

servant is correct and that he is also called Damascus because he went on to found that Aramean city. The 

passage is sometimes taken to mean that Abraham has legally adopted his slave Eliezer as his heir, but on 

the ambiguity of the data and the limited relevance of ancient legal parallels see Thompson (1974: 203–

30).  

2. Moses‘ second son (Exod 18:4; 1 Chr 23:15; 26:25). According to 1 Chr 23:17 Eliezer had one son, 

Rehabiah, while 1 Chr 26:25 lists further descendants Isaiah, Joram, Zichri, Shelomith, the last being the 

custodian of the military spoils of Samuel, Saul, Abner, Joab and David. It is possible that the clan of 

Eliezer is a branch of the Aaronid clan ELEAZAR that claimed Mosaic ancestry.  

3. A family of Benjamin (1 Chr 7:8).  

4. One of the priestly trumpeters who ushers the ark into Jerusalem (1 Chr 15:24).  

5. Leader of the tribe of Reuben during the reign of Solomon (1 Chr 27:16).  

6. Son of Dodavah (probably read *Dodiah) (2 Chr 20:37). He is a prophet from Maresha who curses 

Jehoshaphat, king of Judah, for his cooperation with Ahaziah of Israel.  

7. Messenger of Ezra sent from the Ahava canal to Casiphia to find Levites to serve in the Temple (Ezra 

8:16; 1 Esdr 8:43 has Eleazar). He might be the same as No. 8 below.  

8. Priest of Ezra‘s day who marries a foreigner (Ezra 10:18; 1 Esdr 9:19 has Eleazar).  

9. A Levite, contemporary of Ezra, who has a foreign wife (Ezra 10:23; 1 Esdr 9:23 has Jonah).  

10. A lay Jew of the same period as Ezra and a member of the clan of Harim (cf. Ezra 2:32). He has a 

foreign wife (Ezra 10:31; 1 Esdr 9:32 has Eliōdas [Codex B] or Eliōnas [Codex A]).  

11. An ancestor of Jesus (Luke 3:29).  
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WILLIAM H. PROPP  

ELIHOREPH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ĕl  ḥōrep (יחֶֹשפ  One of the sons of Shisha who served as a .[( ֱאלִּ

royal secretary at Solomon‘s court (1 Kgs 4:3). J. A. Montgomery (Kings ICC, 113) has suggested textual 

changes here and takes Elihoreph as ˓al-haḥōrep which he translates as ―over the year‖—the title for an 

official in charge of the court calendar. Such a change appears unsupported, and the traditional reading of 

Elihoreph as a proper name is preferred.  



The duties of the secretary are not defined in the Hebrew Bible, but this appears to have been a 

significant position. The secretary could have been in charge of records and official correspondence. 

Some have even suggested a position such as secretary of state may have been implied. The reference to 

two secretaries could be a reference to different positions with one in charge of internal records and 

correspondence and the other in charge of external matters. The etymology of the name is debated (see 

TPNAH, 77). It may mean ―Autumn God‖ or ―God rewards.‖  

PHILLIP E. MCMILLION  

ELIHU (PERSON) [Heb ˒ĕl  hû (יהּו יהּוא) ˒ĕl  hû˒ ,( ֱאלִּ  The name can be interpreted as ―El/God .[( ְאלִּ

it was indeed‖ (i.e., who acted when the child was born). With its elements inverted, the name is already 

attested at Ugarit (hw˒il; PTU, 134). M. Noth (IPN, 143–44) may, however, be right in his assumption 

that the name became a confession to monotheism in the postexilic period, from which most of the 

references for Elihu derive (cf. Deut 32:39 ―I, I am the one [Heb  ˒], and there are no [other] gods with 

me‖). Five biblical persons bear the name Elihu.  

1. The great-grandfather of Samuel (1 Sam 1:1); the same person is called Eliab ―El is [my] father‖ in 1 

Chr 6:12, and Eliel ―El is [my] god‖ in 1 Chr 6:19.  

2. The fourth opponent of Job (Job 32:2, 4; 5f; 34:1; 35:1; 36:1). Even scholars who regard the book of 

Job as a literary composition by a single author tend to see in Elihu‘s speeches (Job 32–37) an early 

orthodox addition (and commentary) to the original book of Job (Knauf 1988). Reasons for this view 

include the fact that Elihu is not introduced with the other friends in Job 2:11, he is not included in their 

redemption (Job 42:9), he does not say anything that is not said more succinctly by the three original 

friends or by God, and his speech contains more Aramaisms than the rest of the book of Job. Whereas the 

Elihu-author assigns his hero to the Arabian locale of the book of Job (see UZ) by means of Elihu‘s 

patronymic and country of origin (see BARACHEL), he may have chosen Elihu‘s name as an expression 

of his theological program: it is his god who speaks through Elihu‘s speeches.  

3. A Manassite chief who joined David at Ziklag, 1 Chr 12:21 (without a parallel in the books of 

Samuel).  

4. A Korahite door-guard, 1 Chr 26:7. H. Gese (1963: 232–34) dates the exclusion of the clan of Korah 

from the priesthood (as reflected in Num 16; 1 Chr 9:19, 31; 20:19; 26:1–9) to the 5th century B.C.  

5. A brother of David and chief of Judah, 1 Chr 27:18 (LXX Eliab), his name obviously identical to 

Jesse‘s firstborn, Eliab (1 Sam 16:6; 17:13; 1 Chr 2:13). The list of Israel‘s tribal chiefs under David (1 

Chr 27:16–22) is, however, without historical significance (the tribes of Reuben, Simeon, and Levi no 

longer existed in the 10th century B.C.), and probably was produced by a postexilic redactor who missed 

the category of ―tribal chief‖ among David‘s officials (Galling Chronik ATD, 75).  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

ELIJAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ēl  yâ (ָיה  Four persons in the Hebrew Bible bear this name. Three of .[( ֵאלִּ

these persons appear in postexilic lists (see #2–4 below). The most famous ―Elijah‖ was the prophet who 

was active in N Israel around the middle of the 9th century B.C.E. (see #1 below).  

1. The stories of Elijah the prophet are found in 1 Kings 17–19, 21 and 2 Kings 1–2. Their most 

frequent theme is the conflict between Elijah and the royal house of Israel over syncretistic worship. The 

prophet‘s ministry is set in Israel during the Omride dynasty (9th century B.C.E.), a period marked by 

relative peace and prosperity. Elijah is presented as the powerful champion of Yahweh against the 

royally-patronized worship of Baal.  

Behind this drama we can discern a picture of prophetism as it was understood by the circle or circles 

who preserved the stories for us. The arrangement and details of the narratives reveal well-developed 



theological ideas on the prophetic word, the Mosaic paradigm of Elijah‘s ministry, and the prophetic 

succession. The figure of Elijah is portrayed with characteristics drawn from throughout Israel‘s prophetic 

tradition.  

The face of the historical Elijah himself, however, lies hidden behind a veil of miraculous legend. Even 

the prophet‘s name (―Yahweh is my God‖) has been seen by some as a pseudonym reflective of his zeal. 

He is regularly called ―the Tishbite,‖ but the word is of uncertain meaning. The LXX reads it as a 

reference to a place in N Transjordan, ―Tishbe in Gilead‖ (1 Kgs 17:1). The MT, on the other hand, calls 

Elijah a ―sojourner in Gilead‖ and nowhere uses ―Tishbe‖ as the name of a place.  

———  

A. Elijah and Royal Paganism  

B. Portrait of a Prophet  

1. Common Prophetic Traits  

2. A Prophet Like Moses  

3. Elijah‘s Assumption and the Prophetic Succession  

C. Elijah in Later Tradition  

1. Elijah in Judaism and Islam  

2. Elijah in Christian Tradition  

———  

A. Elijah and Royal Paganism  

The stories of Elijah occur mainly during the reign of King Ahab and his son Ahaziah. They presuppose 

a period of violent persecution of Yahwism, especially at the hands of King Ahab‘s Baalist queen, Jezebel 

of Tyre. Elijah is the hero of Yahwism, the prophet who speaks the word of the true God, the new Moses 

who withstands royal oppression and preserves the faith alive.  

The struggle between Yahwism and Baalism supplies dramatic unity to the events recounted in 1 Kings 

17–19. Elijah speaks a word of power to withhold rainfall, thus posing a direct challenge to Baal‘s claim 

of authority over storms and fertility. The resulting drought, however, is ambiguous. It could be 

understood as evidence of Yahweh‘s power working through Elijah; but Ahab chooses to see it rather as 

Baal‘s displeasure that Elijah‘s ―blasphemy‖ has gone unpunished (18:17–18). The contest of the gods on 

Mount Carmel is intended to resolve the dilemma. Yahweh‘s resounding victory appears definitive, as the 

assembled Israelites help execute the prophets of Baal. But royal policy is not swayed by the vagaries of 

popular enthusiasm. Jezebel threatens to avenge the murder of her favorites, and Elijah escapes to the S 

desert, where he undertakes a pilgrimage to Horeb to complain of the failure of Yahwism in Israel.  

Royal paganism plays a role in two other Elijah stories. The central focus of chap. 21 is the juridical 

murder of Naboth and the royal confiscation of his land. An editor, however, has inserted an awkward 

reference to Ahab‘s religious infidelity into the narrator‘s parenthetical remarks (21:26). Finally, 2 Kings 

1 depicts Ahab‘s son and successor, Ahaziah, as a devotee of ―Baal-Zebub of Ekron.‖ As in 1 Kings 17, 

Elijah lays claim to the authority attributed to this manifestation of Baal by answering the king‘s question 

about his injury and denying his recovery. He also speaks a word of power that punishes those who 

disdain a prophet of Yahweh.  

The Elijah narratives, however, may be exaggerating the royal house‘s infidelities. Elsewhere, Ahab is 

on good terms with prophets of Yahweh and consults them (1 Kgs 20:13–15; 22:1–28); and his children 

bear Yahwist names (Ahaziah, Jehoram, Athaliah). It seems likely, too, that the stories‘ demand for 

absolute exclusivity in the worship of Yahweh reflects, at this time, the views of an intransigent, not to 

say fanatical, minority. Religious syncretism was officially sanctioned as early as the reign of Solomon, if 

not of David; and it does not seem to have incurred effective resistance before the reforms of Hezekiah 

and Josiah (HAIJ, 271–74).  

B. Portrait of a Prophet  

1. Common Prophetic Traits. Elijah displays many of the traits characteristic of prophetic figures 

throughout Israel‘s history. He is a miracle worker whose word of power can produce weal or woe (1 Kgs 

17:1, 16; 2 Kgs 1:10, 12; 2:8). He is a powerful intercessor for individuals or the whole people (1 Kgs 



17:20–22; 18:42–45). He confronts the king with condemnation for religious infidelity and for social 

injustice (1 Kgs 17:1; 18:18; 21:20–22; 2 Kgs 1:16). The prophet‘s role in chap. 21 in particular seems 

modeled to some extent on that of later classical prophets.  

The motif of ―word‖ in chap. 17 reveals a well-developed theology of prophetism. The prophet is one 

who speaks an authoritative word of power (17:1), obeys Yahweh‘s word (vv 5, 10), commands human 

obedience and conveys divine promise (vv 13, 15, 16), speaks a word of miraculous intercession that 

Yahweh heeds (v 22), and is ultimately acknowledged as chosen bearer of Yahweh‘s own word (v 24).  

2. A Prophet Like Moses. Allusions to the stories of the Exodus pervade chaps. 17–19 and establish a 

parallelism between the ministries of Elijah and Moses. The geographical framework of the three chapters 

recalls Moses‘ wanderings: each prophet begins his journey with a flight eastward to escape a king‘s 

wrath; each lodges with a family. Each returns to his country to face and challenge the king, and to 

awaken faith among the Israelites. Each leaves the country again on a journey to Sinai/Horeb, where he 

experiences a theophany. Each then departs for Israel via Transjordan.  

Mosaic allusions in chap. 17 link these three stories to Exodus 16 and Numbers 11. Like Moses and the 

Israelites, Elijah is fed by Yahweh (17:6; cf. Exod 16:8, 12); Yahweh‘s miraculous food takes the form of 

cakes baked with oil (17:12–16; cf. Num 11:7–9); Elijah and Moses complain about Yahweh‘s 

mistreatment of a faithful servant (17:19–21; cf. Num 11:11–12).  

In chap. 18 the Mosaic allusions point to Exodus 24 and 32. The people‘s conversion begins when they 

―draw near‖ to Elijah (18:30), who then builds an altar like Moses‘, symbolic of Israel‘s unity (18:31; cf. 

Exod 24:4). The people obey Elijah‘s command to drench the altar with water, a priceless sacrifice in time 

of drought (18:33–35; cf. Exod 24:6). The prophet ―draws near‖ to Yahweh (18:36; cf. Exod 24:2) and 

begs forgiveness for the people‘s apostasy, invoking the memory of the patriarchs with the unusual 

sequence ―Abraham, Isaac, and Israel‖ (18:36–37; cf. Exod 32:12–13). The people‘s conversion is 

completed by their confession of faith and their cooperation in executing the faithless (18:39–40; cf. Exod 

32:25–28). After Moses had established the covenant with the people in Exodus 24, he and the elders of 

Israel went up the mountain of theophany and ate a covenant meal before Yahweh (Exod 24:9–11). 

Elijah‘s invitation to Ahab to ―go up the mountain and eat and drink‖ (18:41) is an invitation to renounce 

Baalist sympathies and return to Yahweh as his people have just done.  

Allusions in chap. 19 to Exod 33:12–23 continue the Elijah–Moses typology. But here the parallel 

between the prophets is antithetical. Moses requests Yahweh‘s continued presence with the people he 

leads; Yahweh promises him a theophany as sign of that presence. Elijah, on the other hand, comes to 

Horeb to resign as a prophet (von Nordheim 1978; Coote 1981: 117–19); Yahweh‘s theophany fails to 

dissuade him, and he is sent home with commissions that will lead to the punishment of unfaithful Israel 

and to his own replacement as prophet.  

Allusions to the Exodus traditions are lacking in 1 Kings 21 and 2 Kings 1. In 2 Kings 2, however, 

Elijah‘s mysterious disappearance in Transjordan and the disciples‘ inability to recover his body parallel 

the death and divinely-hidden burial of Moses (Deut 34:1–6).  

The cumulative impact of these extensive Mosaic allusions is to present Elijah as a Moses redivivus. 

Both appear at crucial moments in the religious and political history of the people. Through Moses, 

Yahweh rescued Israel from Egyptian oppression and formed it as his people; through Elijah, Yahweh 

preserves the faithful members of his people amid paganism and persecution. Both are significant figures 

in the history of prophetism as well. With Moses began the long line of Yahweh‘s intermediaries in Israel; 

in Elijah that line produces its quintessential hero.  

3. Elijah’s Assumption and the Prophetic Succession. The story of Elijah‘s assumption and of 

Elisha‘s succession to his master‘s prophetic office (2 Kgs 2:1–15) is oddly set in time and space. Its 

unusual position, between the formulaic notice of Ahaziah‘s death (2 Kgs 1:17–18) and that of Jehoram‘s 

succession (2 Kgs 3:1–3), removes it from the ordinary flow of history and places it, so to speak, outside 

time. Its locale, too, is symbolically removed from the ordinary world: the heroes‘ journey is a pilgrimage 

that miraculously crosses a boundary (the Jordan) to a place of power. Ordinary mortals, represented by 

the Jericho prophets, do not follow.  



Elijah‘s mysterious assumption to heaven in a whirlwind occurs once the Jordan has been crossed. In 1 

Kings 19, Elijah had made an earlier, solitary pilgrimage to Horeb, whence he returned with new tasks, 

including the commissioning of his successor. This time the pilgrimage is Elisha‘s. He accompanies his 

master on the outward road to the place of power where Elijah is translated. This is the moment of 

supernatural encounter from which Elisha returns transformed and empowered.  

Elisha‘s succession is mirrored in the externals of clothing. His request for the oldest son‘s share of his 

master‘s prophetic spirit is confirmed by the sign Elijah had specified: Elisha sees Elijah disappear. 

Thereupon the disciple not only tears his clothing in the customary gesture of sorrow, but tears it off to 

assume the mantle of the master. On Jordan‘s banks, the waiting prophets witness Elisha‘s demonstration 

of his rightful succession when he wields the mantle to duplicate Elijah‘s final miracle.  

The three stories of Elisha that follow have some parallels in the stories of 1 Kings 17, thus supporting 

an identification of Elisha as a new Elijah. The setting in both 1 Kgs 17:2–6 and 2 Kgs 2:16–18 is 

Transjordan, where Elijah has gone apart from the people. He is being sought in 2 Kings 2; in 1 Kings 17 

we surmise he is hiding from the king he has angered. Neither search is successful. In 1 Kgs 17:7–16 and 

2 Kgs 2:19–22 both prophets work miracles in response to others‘ need for provisions; in each case the 

need is a matter of life or death. 1 Kgs 17:17–24 and 2 Kgs 2:23–25 involve contrast: Elijah invokes 

Yahweh‘s name to raise the dead child of the good widow who acknowledged him; Elisha invokes 

Yahweh‘s name to bring about the death of a number of children who have mocked him.  

C. Elijah in Later Tradition  

1. Elijah in Judaism and Islam. Later OT, intertestamental, and rabbinic tradition sees in the 

mysterious disappearance of Elijah from this world a sign that he will have a unique role in the future 

victory of God. Mal 3:23–24 [—Eng 4:5–6 foresees him as the harbinger of the day of Yahweh. He will 

come to bring peace and to resolve all rabbinic legal disputes (˓Ed. 8:7). He is often identified as the 

precursor of the Messiah, a tradition that looms large in the NT as well.  

Perhaps because of Christian use of Elijah‘s messianic associations, this aspect wanes in later Jewish 

tradition, though the prophet remains a popular figure of legend. Many of his traits reflect the influence of 

the stories in 1 Kings 17. He combats social ills by care for the poor and by punishment of the unjust. He 

is identified with the ―Wandering Jew‖ of medieval folklore, and a place is always set for him at the Seder 

table. He is protector of the newborn, and the ―Chair of Elijah‖ is a fixture at circumcisions.  

Elijah has left an impression on Islamic tradition as well. The Qur˒an lists Elijah among the ―righteous 

ones‖ (sura 8:85) and recalls his mission as a staunch opponent of the cult of Baal (sura 37:123–130).  

2. Elijah in Christian Tradition. The NT evokes the figure of Elijah in a variety of different contexts. 

Some passages simply recall Elijah‘s deeds in the OT (Luke 9:54; Rom 11:2–4; Jas 5:17–18); others use 

Elijah‘s ministry as a paradigm for Jesus‘, either explicitly (Luke 4:25–26) or implicitly (Luke 7:11–16; 

cf. 1 Kgs 17:10, 17–24). The later tradition of Elijah as helper of the oppressed may lie behind the 

bystanders‘ misunderstanding of Jesus‘ cry from the cross (Mark 15:34–36; Matt 27:46–49).  

The primary trait of Elijah in the NT, however, is his role as precursor of the Messiah. In the Synoptic 

Gospels, popular opinion identifies Jesus as this figure (Mark 6:14–15; 8:27–28; Matt 16:13–14; Luke 

9:7–8, 18–19), while Jesus himself so identifies John the Baptist (Mark 9:11–13; Matt 11:13–14; 17:10–

13; cf. Luke 1:17). In the Fourth Gospel, on the other hand, the Baptist rejects such a designation (John 

1:19–28).  

A pre-Christian apocalyptic tradition of two messianic precursors may also explain Elijah‘s presence at 

the Transfiguration (Mark 9:2–8; Matt 17:1–8; Luke 9:28–36). Outside the NT the two forerunners are 

identified as Elijah and Enoch, presumably because both had been miraculously translated to heaven. A 

NT tradition identifying them as Elijah and Moses seems to lie behind the anonymous ―witnesses‖ of Rev 

11:3–6; here as in the Transfiguration accounts their appearance anticipates eschatological events (TDNT 

2:938–39).  
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JEROME T. WALSH  

2. A Benjaminite listed among the clan chiefs in the longer Benjaminite genealogy supplied by the 

Chronicler (1 Chr 8:27). Elijah is among those designated as ―chief men‖ who ―dwelt in Jerusalem.‖ The 

linking of Benjaminites with Jerusalem receives repeated emphasis in the longer genealogy (1 Chr 8:28, 

32), providing a clue as to why the Chronicler chose to elaborate on the line of Benjamin, which had been 

treated in its proper place in the earlier list of tribal genealogies (1 Chr 7:6–12).  

3. A name appearing twice in the list of those returning from the exile who pledged, in response to 

Ezra‘s sermon (Ezra 10:1–5), to divorce the foreign women whom they had married while in captivity 

(Ezra 10:21, 26). The first of these Elijahs was a priest, the son of Harim (Ezra 10:21—LXX elia). The 

second Elijah, son of Elam, was among the extended list of lay people who had married foreign women 

(Ezra 10:26—LXX ēlia). Myers (Ezra, Nehemiah AB, 87) notes that the roster of 111 names in the 

unemended list of offenders is small considering the total census and the national furor caused by the 

intermarriage problem. He conjectures that the list is only a partial surviving fragment of the original list, 

not indicative of the full scope of the problem.  

4. Listed among the ancestors of Judith (Jdt 8:1—LXX ēliou). Since the LXX uses ēliou to translate 

both Elijah (2 Kgs 1:3 [Heb ˒ēl  yāh]) and Elihu (1 Sam 1:1 [Heb ˒ĕl  hû˒]), this Elijah is sometimes 

rendered Elihu.  

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  

ELIJAH, APOCALYPSE OF. A title that appears in the listing of ―apocryphal‖ writings appended 
to the Christian Catalogue of the 60 Canonical Books. A second, shorter list of apocryphal works is found 

in the Stichometry of Nicephorus. In that list, a book ―of the prophet Elijah‖ is assigned a length of 316 

lines. Scholars have generally assumed that both lists refer to the same Apocalypse of Elijah. 

Unfortunately, the lists provide no information about the content of the work beyond the stichometry and 

the designation as an apocalypse. Evidence from the early Christian writers and two surviving 

apocalypses, however, indicates that more than one apocalypse circulated in the name of Elijah. It is still 

not possible to determine whether they all can be traced to a common ancestor.  

A. Surviving Traditions Concerning the Apocalyptic Visions and Writing of Elijah  

It is hardly surprising that apocalyptic writings have been attributed to Elijah, an OT prophet who had 

conversation with an angel (1 Kgs 19:5–7), was granted a theophany at Horeb (1 Kgs 19:11–18), 

ascended into heaven in a chariot of fire (2 Kgs 2:9–12), and was expected to return in order to instruct 

men before ―the great and terrible day of the Lord comes‖ (Mal 4:5–6). He provided an ideal pseudonym 

for anonymous seers who flourished from the 3d century B.C.E. until the Middle Ages. As a result, a 

number of apocryphal writings were attributed to him. The earliest contained traditional episodes or 

prophetic sayings that can be understood as the result of midrashic expansion of the biblical account.  

Malachi‘s promise that Elijah would be sent to his people at the end of the present age meant that he 

would appear in the time of the ―contemptible one‖ (Dan 11:21) who would mislead many, set up an 

abomination in the temple (Dan 9:27), ―wear out the saints of the Most High‖ (Dan 7:25), and ―magnify 

himself above every god‖ (Dan 11:36). Although the author of Daniel was alluding to the activities of 

Antiochus Epiphanes, later writers accepted the imagery as a description of the Antichrist, whose 

grotesque features they described in detail. An episode describing the physical appearance of the 

Antichrist and his torment of the saints appears in both of the extant Elijah apocalypses, the Coptic 

Apocalypse of Elijah, Apocalypse of Elijah (C) (verses cited below from 1985 translation by Wintermute), 

and the Hebrew Apocalypse of Elijah, Apocalypse of Elijah (H) (page lines cited from Jellinek‘s 1938 

Hebrew text).  



The description of the physical appearance of the Antichrist was a widespread literary topos found in 

many Christian and Jewish texts. J. M. Rosenstiehl (1967) has made available bibliography and French 

translations for most of the ancient witnesses. The texts vary considerably in detail. Among them is a 

short Greek text published by Nau (1917: 458), who discovered it at the end of a 13th century Biblical 

manuscript. It claims to be what ―Elijah the prophet said concerning the Antichrist.‖ Although it differs 

from the details in the Apocalypse of Elijah (C) and Apocalypse of Elijah (H) it confirms the opinion 

associating the Antichrist tradition with Elijah.  

In Ben Sirach‘s encomium of Elijah (48:5–7), he celebrated the prophet as one ―who raised a corpse 

from death and from Hades … who heard rebuke at Sinai and judgments of vengeance at Horeb.‖ His 

association with Hades and vengeance provides one basis for a tradition regarding Elijah‘s familiarity 

with the postmortem torment of sinners in Gehenna. Stone and Strugnell (1979: 14–24) have collected 

both Jewish and Christian texts that reflect such a tradition. An excerpt from a lost book (apocalypse?) of 

Elijah that describes the torments in detail is quoted in the Pseudo-Titus Epistle, a 5th century Christian 

text. In the Apocalypse of Elijah (H) that episode is described in a single sentence, ―Again the Spirit lifted 

me up and carried me to the west of the world, and I saw there souls punished with great pain, each one 

according to his deeds (Jellinek 1938: 65:7–9). No report of that episode is found in the Apocalypse of 

Elijah (C).  

There are additional early witnesses to apocalyptic traditions associated with Elijah that are not found in 

either of the extant apocalypses. Epiphanius (Adv. Haeres. 42) claimed that the quotation in Eph 5:14, 

―Awake, O Sleeper, and arise from the dead, and Christ shall give you light,‖ is ―obviously from the Old 

Testament‖ with the specific passage being found ―in Elijah.‖ If that unusual citation is correct, it could 

refer to either a book (apocalypse?) of Elijah or to a gloss added to the biblical account of Elijah in 1 or 2 

Kings. It is, however, possible that the citation is an error for Isaiah, who was credited with the quotation 

by Hippolytus (Dan. 4.56.4). In any case, it is obvious why such a quote would enter the tradition 

assigned to an eschatological prophet with a reputation for raising the dead.  

It is also quite natural that the prophet who ascended into another realm should be credited with 

knowledge of ―what no eye has seen, nor ear heard, nor the heart of man conceived, what God has 

prepared for those who love him.‖ Origen traced that quotation in 1 Cor 2:9 to the ―Apocryphon of 

Elijah‖ (in Secretis Elia). Jerome, who was concerned to protect his readers from being snared by the 

devil through the use of apocryphal works admits that the quote is found in ―The Apocalypse of Elijah‖ 

(and also the Ascension of Isaiah), but insists that Paul did not quote it from there (Epistle 101 to 

Pammachius). According to Jerome, the true source was Isa 64:4, which Paul paraphrased freely 

(Commentary on Isaiah, vol. 17). The combined testimony of those two well-informed Church Fathers 

clearly proves the existence of an apocryphal apocalypse of Elijah which contained that famous quotation. 

Stone and Strugnell (1979: 42–73) have assembled a sampling of over two dozen quotes or partial quotes 

of the saying. It is found in Christian, Jewish, and Islamic texts. In the Gospel of Thomas, it appears as a 

dominical saying. As one might expect, it was also an obvious favorite among gnostic writers.  

Finally, Epiphanius informs us of a lost gnostic story about Elijah. On the authority of an unknown 

source (apocalypse?), the gnostics reported that Elijah was prevented from going up to heaven by a 

female demon (Lilith) who seized him. When he protested, she claimed to have begotten children from 

him by stealing his seed during a nocturnal emission (Adv. Haeres. 26.13.228).  

The relationship between the apocalyptic works credited to Elijah by the Church Fathers and the two 

surviving Apocalypses is still an open question. It is complicated by the fact that the relationship between 

the Apocalypse of Elijah (C) and the Apocalypse of Elijah (H) is not clear.  

B. A Comparison of the Apocalypse of Elijah (C) and the Apocalypse of Elijah (H)  

Both the Apocalypse of Elijah (C) and the Apocalypse of Elijah (H) show evidence of a complex 

reediting of earlier material. The Apocalypse of Elijah (C) is the translation of a Greek original that was 

written by a Christian in the second half of the 3d century (Rosenstiehl 1972: 36–37; GJV 3: 367–68; 

Bousset 1900: 103–12). It is assumed, however, that the writer incorporated an earlier Jewish writing that 

was at least a century older. Rosenstiehl (1972: 68–73) dated it in the 1st century B.C.E. Wintermute (OTP 



1: 730) did not propose a specific date, but suggested that it was composed before 177 C.E. According to 

Buttenwieser (JEnc 1: 681–82), the writer of the Apocalypse of Elijah (H) lived in either the mid-6th or 

early-7th century, but much of the content goes back to an original apocalypse written about 261 C.E.  

The two apocalypses agree in a number of details, but they reflect the contrasting views of the 

communities for which they were written. The Apocalypse of Elijah (C) was reworked within a Christian 

community and, in its present form, is a Christian apocalypse that includes a description of the advent of 

Christ (3:2–4), his compassion for those sealed in his name (5:2–4), and a report of his millennial rule 

(5:36–39). The Apocalypse of Elijah (H) was reworked within the Jewish community and contains 

eschatological elements not present in the Apocalypse of Elijah (C), e.g. a rabbinic debate regarding the 

name of the last king who is about to come, a battle against Gog and Magog in which the Messiah plays a 

central role, and a picture of the resurrection in which dead bodies are dipped in a river so that their dust 

might be kneaded together again.  

The major difference between the two apocalypses is the role that each writer assigned to Elijah. In the 

Apocalypse of Elijah (H) Elijah is described as a seer who is the recipient of the vision of the future events 

contained in the apocalypse. In the Apocalypse of Elijah (C) Elijah is not identified as the source of the 

description of future events. Rather the narrator of those events is an unnamed prophet, and Elijah is 

mentioned in the third person only as a participant in the events. Elijah is mentioned twice in the 

apocalypse; both times he acts together with Enoch in an eschatological context. In their first appearance 

they are expected to descend in Jerusalem to fight with the Antichrist, who will kill them. On the fourth 

day they will be resurrected and ascend into heaven in view of the whole city (4:7–19). In their second 

appearance they will kill the Antichrist (5:32). Other differences may be noted in the discussion of the 

individual texts which follows.  

C. The Coptic Apocalypse of Elijah  

The text of the Apocalypse of Elijah (C) was first clearly defined by Steindorff (1899). The studies by 

Rosenstiehl (1972) and Wintermute (OTP 1: 721–53) contain a discussion of introductory matters (e.g. 

language, manuscripts, ancient witnesses, provenance, and date) and commentary on the apocalypse. 

Pietersma, Comstock, and Attridge (1981) have made available an important new Sahidic manuscript of 

the text from the library of Chester Beatty.  

The Apocalypse of Elijah (C) begins with a hortatory section encouraging prayer, fasting, and single-

mindedness (chap. 1). That is followed by a cryptic description of the sequence of worldly powers ruling 

Egypt before the advent of the Antichrist (chap. 2). The chapter on the Antichrist (chap. 3) describes his 

miraculous acts which parallel those of the Christ ―except for raising the dead,‖ and ends with a portrayal 

of his physical appearance. That is followed by a chapter on martyrdoms (chap. 4), and a concluding 

description of a premillennial destruction of heaven and earth and the final judgment (chap. 5).  

The text is a composite work. Although it is clearly identified as the Apocalypse of Elijah by a title at 

the end of a 3d/4th century Achmimic manuscript, it does not begin in the form of an apocalyptic 

revelation to a seer. The opening statement reads, ―The word of the Lord came to me, saying ‗Son of man, 

say to this people …‘ ‖ Neither Elijah nor any other prophet is further identified with the ―Son of man‖ 

who is addressed. The prophetic word which is given is in the form of a homily recalling the speeches of 

Deuteronomy with its repeated exhortation to ―remember … hear … remember.‖  

The second chapter begins with a subtitle containing the writer‘s description of the remainder of the 

text. It reads, ―Furthermore, concerning the king of Assyria and the dissolution of the heaven and the earth 

and the things beneath the earth.‖ The subject matter of the text which follows is typical of apocalyptic 

literature, but it lacks the literary framework of an apocalypse that would identify it as the content of a 

revelation to a seer.  

A further example of the composite nature of the Apocalypse of Elijah (C) is provided by the changing 

scene of action. Chap. 2 has a special interest in Egypt. It will experience a sequence of rulers including 

―the king of injustice‖ and ―the king of peace,‖ whose ―own son will rise up against him and kill him.‖ 

―The cities of Egypt will groan … The markets of Egypt … will become dusty. Those who are in Egypt 

will weep.‖ Four Persian kings will fight with three Assyrian kings, and ―blood will flow from Kos to 



Memphis.‖ Eventually, the ―Persian kings will plot ambush in Memphis‖ and control the land. In contrast 

to the Egyptian focus of chap. 2, the remaining chapters make no further mention of Egypt. The scene 

shifts abruptly to Jerusalem, where the Antichrist presides over a series of martyrdoms.  

The abrupt shift in subject matter, setting and actors, which is characteristic of many ancient 

pseudepigrapha, is the result of the reworking of earlier traditions by one or more authors in order to make 

them relevant for a new community. In the case of the Apocalypse of Elijah (C) the abrupt changes 

suggest three stages of development. The earliest stratum must have dealt with a version of the Antichrist 

legend in which the ―son of lawlessness‖ will appear in Jerusalem, cause the martyrdom of saints, and 

finally be destroyed on the day of judgment when heaven and earth have been devastated. The earliest 

version may also have included a description of world rulers who would precede the Antichrist. When, 

however, the Antichrist legend was reworked by an Egyptian author, the political changes which signify 

the imminent approach of the final age were described from the parochial perspective of his own 

community. By joining the political preface to the Antichrist legend, the author created the account of 

―the kings of Assyria and the dissolution of the heaven and the earth.‖ It would have been appropriate at 

that stage to compose an introduction providing an apocalyptic framework. If the author ever planned 

such a preface, it is now lost because the work begins with a homiletical exhortation, which joins the 

apocalyptic section in an abrupt manner.  

In addition to the obvious changes which occur between the three major sections of the Apocalypse of 

Elijah (C), there are other literary seams and doublets in the text which are due to the Christian reworking 

and expansion of an original Jewish composition. Both Rosenstiehl (1972: 28–42) and Wintermute (OTP 

1: 721–27) have made attempts to interpret the doublets and to distinguish between earlier and later 

material within the text, but much work remains to be done.  

D. The Hebrew Apocalypse of Elijah  

Buttenwieser (1897; JEnc 1: 681–82) has written the primary study of the Apocalypse of Elijah (H). The 

text, which first appeared in Salonica in 1743, was reprinted by Jellinek in 1853. A new edition of Jellinek 

(1938) is now available. A German translation of the text was also made by Wunsche (1907).  

The Apocalypse of Elijah (H) is also a composite work. It contains six easily identified literary units: (1) 

An introduction which provides an apocalyptic framework in which Michael appears to reveal to Elijah a 

secret about the end of the age and its last king; (2) a description of Elijah‘s journey south, east, and west, 

where he saw sinners punished; (3) a rabbinic debate about the name of the last king; (4) a description of 

the advent, physical features, and evil acts of the Antichrist, Gigith; (5) a calendar of days of the year 

when significant eschatological events will occur, including the return of three captivities, three wars, and 

three days on which the Messiah will appear; and (6) five visions of Elijah, which include descriptions of 

the resurrection, future rewards and punishments, three patriarchs seated in a beautiful garden, the descent 

of a new Jerusalem, and the houses where the righteous will dwell.  

The oldest portion of the text must have included an earlier version of the introduction, the description 

of Elijah‘s journey, and the section dealing with the Antichrist. Buttenwieser (JEnc 1: 682) wrote that the 

apocalypse in its original form was probably ―more voluminous.‖ That is especially true with regard to 

the description of Elijah‘s journey. The episode of the Antichrist is the only section common to the two 

surviving apocalypses.  

Although the Antichrist episodes differ in detail, they are close enough to allow one to postulate a 

common ancestor. Since both of the surviving apocalypses are identified with Elijah, the common 

ancestor would have been an episode within a Jewish Apocalypse of Elijah composed before 100 C.E. 

That early text may also have contained the episode in which Elijah witnessed the punishment of sinners 

since it was an apocalyptic motif widely associated with that prophet in both Jewish and Christian circles, 

and it has survived in one of the witnesses. Both apocalypses locate the Antichrist episode within Israel, 

from Mount Carmel to Jerusalem. It is possible to assume that the writer also lived in Israel. The language 

of the postulated ancestor is harder to determine. It could have been Greek, Hebrew or Aramaic. Finally, 

it is possible that the ancestor contained the quotations known to Origen, Jerome, and Epiphanius.  
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ORVAL S. WINTERMUTE  

ELIKA (PERSON) [Heb ˒ĕl  qā˒ (יָרא  ‖One of David‘s elite warriors, a member of ―The Thirty .[( ֱאלִּ

(2 Sam 23:25). He is called ―the Harodite,‖ an adjective probably describing the location of his origin. His 

name does not appear in the parallel list of ―The Thirty‖ in 1 Chronicles 11. See DAVID‘S 

CHAMPIONS. This is due to a scribal error in the transmission of the text of Chronicles caused by the 

repetition of ―Harodite‖ in 2 Sam 23:25 (homoioteleuton).  

There is dispute about the place of Elika‘s origin, Harod. The ―Spring of Harod‖ is mentioned in Jud 7:1 

(cf. 1 Sam 29:1). If this is the same Harod as Elika‘s home, Van Beek (IDB 2: 526) is probably right in 

identifying it with modern Ain Jalud, a spring located on the NE spur of Mt. Gilboa. However, Elliger 

argues that Khirbet el-Harēdān, just SE of Jerusalem, is the location. Possible supporting evidence is the 

early occurrence of Elika‘s name in the list of ―The Thirty.‖ It is placed 4th on the list in 2 Samuel, a 

position usually reserved for men who came from locations near Bethlehem, David‘s hometown.  

The meaning of the name, Elika, is obscure. It is one of six names in the list of David‘s warriors in 

which the divine appellative, El, is used. The meaning of the name as it is vocalized in the MT may be 

―God has vomited.‖ Zadok (1977) suggests this should be changed to read ˒ēl-yāqâ: ―God has guarded.‖ 

LXX‘s evaka is a variant of elika (cf. Fowler, TPNAH, 142).  
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STEPHEN G. DEMPSTER  

ELIM (PLACE) [Heb ˒êlim (ם  The second named encampment reached by the Israelites four .[( ֵאילִּ

days after crossing the Red Sea, as listed in Exod 15:27–16:1 and Num 33:9–10, possibly located in the 

wilderness of Shur (Exod 15:22–27) or Etham (Num 33:8–9). The site was marked by twelve springs and 

seventy palm trees; presumably Israel would have remained at this oasis for most of the period following 

the crossing of the Red Sea, and before entering the wilderness of Sin. It was within a day‘s march of a 

camping site on the coast of the Red Sea.  

Researchers who accept a S route for the Exodus have usually located Elim in the wadi Gharandel, 

about 90 km S of Suez (GP 2: 210; Palmer 1872: 46, 226; Petrie 1906: 205; Robinson 1856: 68–69, 72–

73; GTTOT, 252; WHAB, 41), where much water and vegetation was found (M.R. 953855). About half a 

day‘s journey to the N is ˓Ain Hawarah, which last century was a brackish spring that may be identified 

with Marah, ―Bitterness,‖ the encampment reached just prior to Elim. For a discussion of the location of 

any of the places associated with the journey of the Israelites from Egypt through Sinai see DOPHKAH.  
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JEFFREY R. ZORN  

ELIMELECH (PERSON) [˒ĕl  melek (יֶֹמֶלך  ,A resident of Bethlehem, father-in-law of Ruth .[( ֱאלִּ

and a relative of Boaz (Ruth 1:1–4; 2:1). Because of financial hardship and famine, Elimelech emigrated 

to Moab with his wife NAOMI and their two sons MAHLON and CHILION. Soon thereafter Elimelech 

died, but the family remained in Moab, where the sons subsequently married the Moabites Ruth and 

Orpah. See ORPAH. Tragically, the sons also died, and Naomi and Ruth returned to Bethlehem where 

they discovered a relative of Elimelech named Boaz who could act as a gō˒ēl (i.e., kinsman-redeemer) for 

the family‘s property and progeny (1:2–3; 4:3, 9). However, since Naomi does not appear to know Boaz 

until she returned to Bethlehem (1:6–14), the familial relationship between Boaz and Elimelech is unclear. 

See BOAZ.  

Legal questions concerning Elimelech‘s inheritance abound since the case of Ruth‘s marriage to Boaz 

does not conform to Mosaic legislation (Deut 25:5–10). The differences can be attributed to the unusual 

circumstances created by the death of all the Elimelech men. See RUTH.  

The historicity of Elimelech as well as other characters in the story has been challenged. The name 

―Elimelech,‖ meaning ―my God is king,‖ has encouraged the interpretation of Elimelech as a symbolic 

character. If Elimelech is figurative, the purpose of the name may be to contrast the period of the Judges, 

which is the story‘s setting, when Yahweh alone was king, with the era of the monarchy. Also, 

―Elimelech‖ can be read as ―El is king‖ (TPNAH 51) or ―My El is Milku.‖ If the foreign deities El and 

Milku were intended, then the story is using the character‘s name to reflect the apostasy of the period. 

Since the name, however, is well-attested in the ANE (inscr. Hazor B2) and fits the period of the story, 

there is no necessity for taking Elimelech as unhistorical.  

The LXX translators struggled with the name since they rendered it ―Abimelech‖ (abeimelech; cf. 

variant alimelech). The LXX reading has been explained as the substitution of a more common name 

occurring in the Hebrew Bible (cf. Judges 8).  

KENNETH A. MATHEWS  

ELIOENAI (PERSON) [Heb ˒elyô˓ênay (ֶאְליוֵףיַני )]. The name of six individuals in the Hebrew 

Bible. ―Elioenai‖ appears to be a shortened form of Elyehoenai, which means ―my eyes (are turned) 

toward YHWH.‖ However, according to Noth, the name is not a genuinely Israelite name but is patterned 

after Akkadian forms of a ―trust name‖ (IPN, 163, 216).  

1. One of the descendants of Jehoiachin (called Jeconiah in vv 16, 17), and thus, a postexilic descendant 

of David (1 Chr 3:23–24 [LXX elithenan]). 1 Chronicles 3 is a list of ―sons of David born to him at 

Hebron … and Jerusalem,‖ and Elioenai appears in the next to last generation listed. The exact location of 

Elioenai in this genealogy is uncertain, owing to the ambiguity of the Hebrew text of v 21 and the variant 

readings in the LXX and Vg (see discussion in Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 58). Myers (1 Chronicles 

AB, 20–21) renders Elioenai as the fifth great-grandson of Jehoiachin, and calculates that he would have 

lived in the mid-5th century B.C.E. (the list having been compiled late in that century). Coggins argues that 

this list was probably maintained because of pride in Davidic ancestry rather than hope for a restoration of 

dynastic rule (Chron CBC, 26). This could indicate that Elioenai was a person of significant social 

standing in the community since he was the only member of his generation whose own sons were listed.  

2. A chief of the tribe of Simeon (1 Chr 4:36 [LXX eliōēnai]). 1 Chr 4:34–43 describes the movements 

of several tribal chiefs and their clans and is part of one of four Simeonite genealogies (Gen 46:10; Exod 

6:15; Num 26:12–13; 1 Chr 4:24–43). The movements which Elioenai led took some of the clans into 

territory occupied by Philistines and Canaanites who were traditionally considered Hamites (v 40) 

(Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 62) and others to Seir. The text implies that these migrations were 

undertaken to search for more grazing lands because the regions originally occupied had become 

overpopulated. It has been suggested that these ―princes in their clans‖ (v 38) were military officers 

within the tribal structure and that their appointments may not have been made along hereditary lines 



(Coggins Chronicles CBC, 32). Elioenai might have been a specially selected military commander who 

led a group of Simeonites in search of new grazing land.  

3. A son of Becher and grandson of Benjamin (1 Chr 7:8 [LXX elithenan]). Because this genealogy (vv 

6–12) does not correspond with the lists at Gen 46:21, Num 26:38–41, or the other Benjaminite genealogy 

in this block of material (8:1–28), some have speculated that this is actually a family list for Zebulun (see 

Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 77–78). Others have suggested that this list reflects both genealogical and 

census lists and is constructed from both old and new material, thus producing the discrepancies (see 

Myers 1 Chronicles AB, 53). Alternatively, the Chronicler may have relied totally on later sources here, 

while the material in chap. 8 is based on the older lists in the Pentateuch. The name is more common in 

the postexilic era and may be a late name, indicating a postexilic date for this material.  

4. A member of the priestly family of Pashhur and one of the returned exiles who was required by Ezra 

to divorce his foreign wife (Ezra 10:22 = 1 Esdr 9:22 [LXX eliōnais]). Elioenai was a member of a family 

from which a group of exiles returned with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:38; Neh 7:41). For further discussion, see 

BEDEIAH.  

5. A descendant of Zattu and one of the returned exiles (Ezra 10:27 = 1 Esdr 9:28 [ eliadas]). The lay 

Elioenai was also a member of a family from which a group of exiles returned with Zerubbabel (Ezra 

2:10; Neh 7:13). For further discussion, see BEDEIAH.  

6. A postexilic priest who assisted in the ceremony rededicating the newly reconstructed walls of 

Jerusalem (Neh 12:41 [ eliōēnai]). Neh 12:41–42 lists the priests who accompanied Nehemiah in a 

circumambulation of the walls of Jerusalem in a dedicatory service. Elioenai is listed as a trumpeter who 

―went to the left‖ (12:38) around the wall while another group of celebrants ―went to the right‖ (12:31). 

The inclusion of rituals of purification (v 30) underscores the importance of this rite. It is possible that this 

is the same Elioenai mentioned in Ezra 10:22 (see #4. above). However, Elioenai was a popular name in 

the postexilic community (1 Chr 3:23; Ezra 10:22, 27), and the missions of Ezra and Nehemiah may have 

been separated by several decades. Therefore, such an identification seems unlikely.  

JEFFREY A. FAGER  

ELIONAS (PERSON) [Gk Eliōnas (Ἐλιωνας)]. A son of Annan who divorced his foreign wife during 

Ezra‘s reform (1 Esdr 9:32). His name may be the Gk rendering of ELIEZER son of Harim in Ezra 10:31. 

Furthermore, Codex Vaticanus contains the textual variant Gk eliōdas. Differences such as this among the 

lists of personal names in 1 Esdras, Ezra, and Nehemiah, raise questions about the sources of and literary 

relationships among the texts.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

ELIPHAL (PERSON) [Heb ˒ĕl  pal (יַץל  Son of Ahasbai and noted for belonging to the .[( ֱאלִּ

distinguished group of David‘s warriors (see DAVID‘S CHAMPIONS) known as ―The Thirty‖ (1 Chr 

11:35)—for the meaning of the name, ―my God/El has judged,‖ see TPNAH, 107. In the two extant lists 

of David‘s heroes, the name ―Eliphal‖ occurs in the list in Chronicles and is probably a corruption of 

―Eliphelet‖ in the parallel reference in 2 Sam 23:34. The text in 2 Samuel reads, ―Eliphelet, the son of 

Ahasbai, the son of the Maachathite‖ whereas 1 Chronicles states, ―Eliphal, the son of Ur, Hepher the 

Mecherathite.‖ Since there are strong similarities in the readings and the grandfather‘s name is given in 2 

Samuel (the only time in the list), there has been some textual corruption. Most scholars believe that 2 

Samuel, as the older text, preserves the original name, Eliphelet. ―Ahasbai the Maachathite‖ is a 

reasonable conjecture for his father‘s name. Maachathite probably designates the clan or tribe to which 

Eliphelet‘s father belonged. One such Judean clan was associated with the town of Eshtomoa, nine miles 

S of Hebron. The town had received its name from the clan‘s ancestor (1 Chr 4:19) (Elliger 1966: 99–

100).  
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ELIPHAZ (PERSON) [Heb ˒el  pāz (יָץז  Two persons in the OT bear this name. The .[( ֶאלִּ

interpretation of this name (cf. Safaitic ˒lypz) is uncertain. The construals ―God/El is agile/nimble‖ (from 

*pzz; Meyer 1906: 347) and ―My God is gold‖ (Heb paz, ―gold‖) are improbable. A derivation from 

Hurrian (Ginsberg and Maisler 1934) cannot be proven. The most plausible interpretation is either 

―God/El is the victor‖ (from *pūz; Moritz 1926) or ―God/El is pure/shining‖ (Wieppert 1971: 246–47, 

261, 451–56).  

1. The firstborn son of Esau and Adah, daughter of Elon the Hittite (Gen 36:4, 10, 15; 1 Chr 1:35). 

Eliphaz was the father of Teman, Omar, Zepho, Gatam, Kenaz, Korah, and Amalek (Gen 36:15–16), the 

latter being the son of Eliphaz‘ concubine Timna (36:12). The sons of Eliphaz are considered ―tribal 

chiefs‖ (Heb ˒allûp  m) of Edom. Within the Edomite tribal system, they probably designate clans of the 

tribe of Eliphaz.  
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ULRICH HÜBNER  

2. The first friend of Job, identified as ―the Temanite‖ (Job 2:11; 4:1; 15:1; 22:1; 42:7, 9). His name 

may mean ―God is fine gold‖ (BDB, 45), but the meaning is problematic. The designation ―Temanite‖ ties 

Eliphaz to a place known for its wisdom (cf. Jer 49:7). However, it has long been recognized that 

whatever historical background may be discerned in the book of Job is far less significant than the 

dramatic dialogue that ensues between the miserable sufferer and his three friends.  

Along with Bildad and Zophar, Eliphaz has come ostensibly ―to comfort and condole‖ the suffering Job 

(2:11). In fact, after the Joban outburst of chap. 3, wherein he damns the day of his birth (3:3–10) and 

accuses God of giving him an unlivable life (3:23–26), Eliphaz is in no mood to comfort, but rather 

intends to demonstrate to Job that he, Job, finds himself on an ashheap not because of God‘s randomness 

but because of Job‘s wickedness. In his first address to Job (chaps. 4–5), Eliphaz, representative of a 

traditional theology, reminds Job that his ―fear of God‖ should be his ―confidence‖ and the ―integrity of 

his ways‖ his hope (4:6). As far as Eliphaz is concerned, ―no innocent one ever perished‖ and no ―upright 

one‖ was ever ―cut off‖ (4:7). Though Eliphaz may intend these phrases as some kind of comfort (cf. 

Habel 1985: 118), in the ears of Job they sound cruel, clear indications that Eliphaz classes Job with the 

wicked. Job will say throughout the book that he is ―innocent‖ (9:21) and a man of ―integrity‖ (27:5).  

And the reader hears something more. In the prologue of the book, both the narrator (1:1) and God (1:8; 

2:3) have announced that Job is, in fact, ―blameless and upright.‖ Eliphaz‘ traditional theology has forced 

him to claim that ―the upright‖ are never cut off. The case that gives the lie to that claim (i.e., Job himself) 

sits before his very eyes. Immediately, the reader is made aware that the book of Job has launched an 

attack on a theology that would offer simple solutions to a person in the condition of Job, namely, an 

―upright‖ person who has lost everything.  

In Eliphaz‘ succeeding two speeches (chaps. 15 and 22), he steps up the attack on Job, classing him 

squarely with the wicked by using Job‘s own words to describe wicked people (cf. 15:20–35 and Holbert 

1975: 192–200), and finally accusing him of being the foulest and most unjust of sinners, one who rejects 

―widows‖ and ―breaks the arms of orphans‖ (22:9). That these are patent lies is made certain by Job‘s 

long oath of clearance in chap. 31.  

In the epilogue of the book, Eliphaz is singled out by Yahweh as one who ―has not spoken right about 

me‖ in distinction to Job (42:7, 9). As a result, Eliphaz and his two friends are forced by God to make 

sacrifice, and are only readmitted to the community through the prayers of Job, the one he had accused of 

evil. Thus is Eliphaz‘ theology called into the most serious question.  

Bibliography  
Habel, N. C. 1985. The Book of Job. Philadelphia.  
Holbert, J. C. 1975. The Function and Significance of the ―Klage‖ in the Book of Job. Diss. Southern Methodist University.  



JOHN C. HOLBERT  

ELIPHELEHU (PERSON) [Heb ˒ĕl  pĕlēhû (יְץֵלהּו  One of the Levites of second rank .[( ֱאלִּ

appointed to provide music during David‘s second effort to move the ark to Jerusalem; his instrument was 

the lyre (1 Chr 15:18, 21). The list of names in 15:17–18 is expanded by ten in 15:19–24; Eliphelehu is 

not mentioned in the third list (16:5–6). The entirety of 1 Chr 15:1–24 is unique to Chronicles, not 

contained in the parallel account in 2 Samuel 6. Inadequate attention to preparation and detail on the part 

of the Levites had resulted in the initial abortive effort to move the ark; in this context the Chronicler is 

concerned to portray adequate preparations. The Levites are in transition from their former duties in 

moving the ark to their new roles in part as musicians. Numerous scholars regard sections of the lists in 1 

Chronicles 15–16, particularly 15:16–24, as secondary expansions of the Chronicler‘s work; 15:16–24 is 

commonly viewed as interrupting the narrative flow between 15:15 and 15:25.  

RAYMOND B. DILLARD  

ELIPHELET (PERSON) [Heb ˒ĕl  peleṭ (יֶץֶלט  ;Var. ELPELET. 1. A son of David (1 Chr 3:6 .[( ֱאלִּ

14:5), one of 13 listed as having been born to David‘s wives in Jerusalem, in addition to his six sons born 

at Hebron. His mother‘s name is unknown: four of the 13 were Bathsheba‘s sons; the remainder were 

born to unnamed wives. Besides these 13, David had numerous (unnamed) sons born to his concubines, 

according to 1 Chr 3:9.  

This name occurs between Elishama/Elishua and Nogah in both lists in 1 Chronicles, but it is missing at 

this juncture in the list of David‘s sons in 2 Sam 5:15. All three lists end with this name (1 Chr 3:8; 14:7; 

2 Sam 5:16), leading to speculation about a scribal dittography in the 1 Chronicles passages, where the 

name occurs twice in each list. However, two OG traditions contain this name here in 2 Samuel (along 

with Nogah, also missing only in the 2 Samuel list); Josephus appears to have included this name here 

(Ant 7.3.3); and the spacing in the 4QSam
a
 ms suggests that both names were there, as well (McCarter 2 

Samuel AB, 148). If so, then David had two sons named Eliphelet, or the second occurrence of the name 

in the 1 Chronicles lists is a dittography. The form Elpelet, Heb ˒elpeleṭ, which occurs only at 1 Chr 14:5, 

is merely a variant spelling. Since the number given in 1 Chr 3:8—nine—requires the presence of both 

occurrences of Eliphelet, as well as Nogah, it is internally most consistent to postulate two sons of David 

with the same name. One may have died at an early age and the other been named after him (Keil and 

Delitzsch 1875: 322). See also DAVID, SONS OF.  

2. A son of David (2 Sam 5:16; 1 Chr 3:8; 14:7). See #1 above for discussion.  

3. One of David‘s select group of thirty mighty men (2 Sam 23:34). He was the son of Ahasbai, of 

Maacah, which in this case was a town in Judah, south of Hebron (McCarter 2 Samuel 498–99). He is 

likely the ELIPHAL, son of Ur, of 1 Chr 11:35.  

4. A distant descendant of Saul and Jonathan, a Benjaminite, the third of three sons of Eshek (1 Chr 

8:39).  

5. One of the returnees from Babylon to Jerusalem under Ezra, during the reign of Artaxerxes. He and 

his two brothers, all sons of Adonikam, were heads of a contingent that included sixty men, and they 

came after the main return with Ezra (Ezra 8:13; 1 Esdr 8:39).  

6. One of seven sons of Hashum who put away their foreign wives and their children during the reforms 

of Ezra (Ezra 10:33; 1 Esdr 9:33).  
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ELISHA (PERSON) [Heb ˒ĕl  šā˓ (יָשע  A northern prophet of the 9th century, the son of .[( ֱאלִּ

Shaphat from Abel-meholah. He was a follower and the designated successor of Elijah (1 Kgs 19:16–21; 

2 Kgs 2). He appears to have been active during the reigns of Ahab, Ahaziah, and Jehoram, ca. 850–800 

B.C.E.  



The extensive narratives which preserve numerous stories about the prophet Elisha are found in the 

Deuteronomistic History (1 Kgs 19:19–21; 2 Kings 2–13). This narrative complex is constructed from a 

number of legends or miracle stories which have been classified and analyzed by Rofé (1970; 1974), 

Schmitt (1972), Schweizer (1974), and De Vries (1978). The general conclusion is that many of these 

stories achieved their form prior to their inclusion in the Deuteronomistic History. It is conjectured that 

extensive hagiographical material about Elisha was collected and preserved by the prophetic groups 

closely associated with him in 2 Kings. The wide range of hagiographic material about Elisha details 

numerous dramatic feats of power which establish his authority as a prophet of Yahweh. After his 

commissioning by Elijah, his authority is confirmed by his ability to part the waters of the Jordan (2 Kgs 

2:13–14), to clear the spring outside Jericho of impurities (2 Kgs 2:19–22), and to fatally curse the 

children that taunted him (2 Kgs 2:23–25). These prophetic acts of power are repeated throughout the 

narrative complex: he helped the widow of one of the prophetic guilds to pay her debts (2 Kgs 4:1–7); he 

promised a son to the barren Shunammite woman and then revived the child after its death (2 Kgs 4:8–

37); he nullified poisonous wild gourds planted by one of the prophetic guilds (2 Kgs 4:38–41); he fed 

one hundred men with twenty loaves of barley and some fresh ears of grain (2 Kgs 4:42–44); he healed 

Naaman, the commander of the Syrian forces, of leprosy (2 Kgs 5:1–19); he punished Gehazi with leprosy 

for his dishonesty and greed (2 Kgs 5:20–27); he retrieved a lost ax-head by causing it to float upon the 

water (2 Kgs 6:1–7); he blinded a Syrian raiding party and led them into Samaria (2 Kgs 6:8–23); and a 

dead man was revived when he came into contact with Elisha‘s bones (2 Kgs 13:20–21).  

The Deuteronomic setting of these legendary stories is important since Elisha provides a model of the 

Mosaic prophet. The transfer of authority from Elijah to Elisha is modeled on the transfer of power from 

Moses to Joshua (Num 27:18–23; Deut 34:9). The miracle stories, which provide little evidence of 

prophetic activity, appear to be concerned much more with authenticating the role of Elisha as a model 

Mosaic prophet who plays a central role in the overthrow of the Omrides. The prophecy and fulfillment 

schema of the Deuteronomistic History is evident in Elijah‘s prophecies of the overthrow of the Omrides 

and Elisha‘s active role in the rebellion of Jehu (1 Kgs 19:15, cf. 2 Kgs 8:7–15; 1 Kgs 21:23–29, cf. 2 Kgs 

9:1–10).  

It is difficult on the basis of these stories to identify, with any certainty, historical information about 

Elisha. However recent analyses of the social roles of Israelite prophets (Wilson 1980; Petersen 1981) 

reveal that despite Deuteronomic editing these narratives preserve important information about the 

activities of Ephraimite northern prophets. It is argued that these stories were originally collected and 

preserved by northern prophetic groups closely associated with Elijah and Elisha. Elisha is seen as the 

leader of a prophetic guild, ―the sons of the prophets.‖ The ambiguous term ―father‖ (2 Kgs 2:12; 13:14), 

used of both Elijah and Elisha, is often interpreted as an honorific title designating the leader of a 

prophetic guild.  

Elisha is frequently addressed as ˒  š ˒ĕlōh  m, ―man of God,‖ in addition to nāb  ˓, ―prophet.‖ Petersen 

(1981: 43) understands ˒  s ˒ĕlōh  m as a designation for a holy man as depicted in legends. However, both 

terms in the Hebrew Bible appear to be synonymous, and it is very difficult to isolate differentiated 

meanings especially since they are both applied to Elisha and other prophetic figures. Wilson (1980) and 

Petersen (1981), among others, both describe Elisha as a peripheral prophet. His support group, ―the sons 

of the prophets,‖ was also composed of peripheral prophets removed from the religiously, economically, 

and politically dominant groups at the center of society. They may have had minimal support in 

Ephraimite society (2 Kgs 4:8–17, 42–44). Wilson (1980: 202) has likened this group to the members of a 

peripheral possession cult.  

Elisha is depicted as constantly in conflict with the Omride dynasty, and he is responsible for Hazael‘s 

accession as king of Syria (2 Kgs 8:7–15). His opposition to the Omrides culminates in his central role in 

legitimizing the rebellion of Jehu (2 Kgs 9:1–10), who massacred Ahab and the remaining Omrides in a 

palace coup. Wilson (1980: 205–6) argues that Elisha‘s social role changed after Jehu‘s assumption of 

power from that of peripheral to central prophet. He became more closely associated with the royal court, 

particularly in the military sphere (2 Kgs 6:8–7:20; 13:14–19).  



Smith (1971: 25–26) argues that Elisha is an example of a leader of a Yahweh-alone group in early 

Israel, as remembered in popular legend, who preserved Yahwism against the threat of syncretistic cults. 

He understands the revolution of Jehu as the triumph of Elisha and the Yahweh-alone movement, which 

included the prophetic group gathered around him.  

The healing of Naaman by Elisha is used by Jesus in the synagogue at Nazareth to justify his own 

ministry to the gentiles (Luke 4:27). A universalistic tendency is to be seen in the Naaman narrative (2 

Kgs 5:1–19) since he responded to his healing by promising to worship Yahweh alone, and would enter 

the temple of Rimmon only when he had to for the sake of the king of Syria.  
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KEITH W. WHITELAM  

ELISHAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ĕl  šâ (יָשה  A son of Javan (Gen 10:4; 1 Chr 1:7), grandson of .[( ֱאלִּ

Japeth and great-grandson of Noah. In the Sam. Pent. the name is ˒el  šā. His name, like those of a number 

of other people in the Table of Nations in Genesis 10, became associated with a geographical area, 

presumably where his descendants settled. A maritime nation (Ezek 27:7), its association with Javan 

(Greece) would suggest a location in the Aegean. See JAVAN. It became known as a source for colored 

fabrics, even supplying them to Tyre (Ezek 27:7). Since Tyre itself was a well-known source of dyed 

cloth, their supply by Elishah would indicate that the latter‘s product was of very high quality indeed.  

―Alašiya,‖ attested in 2d millennium B.C. texts from Egypt, Assyria, Ugarit, and Asia Minor, is 

generally accepted as equivalent to Elishah. Apparently the term was first used for part of the island of 

Cyprus (CAH 3: 201–5), possibly the area around Enkomi on the E coast. Later the term expanded its use 

at times to refer to Cyprus as a whole. Another suggestion has placed Alašiya on the coast of N Syria. 

Cyprus exported copper (from which the name ―Cyprus‖ is derived). This supports its identification with 

Alašiya, which name is itself derived from the Sumerian word alas, ―copper.‖ A Mycenaean colony on 

the island in the mid-2d millennium (CAH 3: 181–82) associates Cyprus culturally with Greece (Javan).  

DAVID W. BAKER  

ELISHAMA (PERSON) [Heb ˒ĕl  šāmā˓ (יָשָֹמע  Name of six persons in the Hebrew Bible. The .[( ֱאלִּ

name probably means ―El has heard.‖  

1. Son of Ammihud and leader of the tribe of Ephraim. He, with others, assisted Moses in the 

wilderness (Num 1:10; 2:18; 7:48, 53; 10:22). In 1 Chr 7:26, Elishama, son of Ammihud, is identified as 

the grandfather of Joshua.  

2. One of the sons of David born in Jerusalem (2 Sam 5:16; 1 Chr 3:8; 14:7). The name occurs twice in 

the list 1 Chr 3:1–9, but ―Elishama‖ is probably a scribal error for ―Elishua‖ in v 6 (cf. 2 Sam 5:15; 1 Chr 

14:5).  

3. A member of the royal house of Judah and grandfather of Ishmael son of Nethaniah. He was the 

Judean troop commander who assassinated Gedaliah following the destruction of Jerusalem in 587/6 

B.C.E. (2 Kgs 25:25; Jer 41:1).  

4. Son of Jekamiah (1 Chr 2:41) and a Jerahmeelite descended from Sheshan (vv 34–41).  

5. One of the two priests (2 Chr 17:8) who formed part of a commission sent by Jehoshaphat to teach 

the law in the cities of Judah (vv 7–9).  



6. A high-ranking government official who held the position of sōpēr during the reign of Jehoiakim (Jer 

36:12, 20–21). It is probable that Elishama‘s office was that of state or royal secretary. On the basis of Jer 

36:10, it has been suggested that there may have been two royal secretaries at this time (as was the case 

during the reign of Solomon [1 Kgs 4:3]), and that Elishama held this office together with Gemariah son 

of Shaphan. However, in Jer 36:10 the title hassōpēr undoubtedly applies to Shaphan, Elishama‘s 

predecessor (cf. 2 Kgs 22:8–10), and not Shaphan‘s son Gemariah. The secretary‘s chamber, which may 

have served as the state secretariat, was located in the royal palace (Jer 36:12). It was here that Baruch‘s 

scroll is reported to have been kept (Jer 36:20–21). Elishama was succeeded in the office of royal 

secretary by Jonathan (Jer 37:15, 20).  
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JOHN M. BERRIDGE  

ELISHAPHAT (PERSON) [Heb ˒ĕl  šāpāṭ (יָשָץט  The son of Zichri, a commander of a .[( ֱאלִּ

hundred men during the palace revolution of Jehoiada the high priest, overthrowing Athaliah (2 Chr 23:1) 

and placing her son, Joash, on the throne. The name means ―God judged.‖ His role, along with the other 

four palace guard commanders, was to raise an army among Judeans as well as Levites and priests. 

During the proclamation of Joash as king, he was among the military units who protected strategic points 

around the temple and the royal palace. These commanders were also responsible for the execution of 

Athaliah (2 Chr 23:14) and participated in the coronation processional (2 Chr 23:20). The parallel passage 

(2 Kgs 11:4) informs us that these commanders were the Carites, the royal bodyguard first established by 

David (2 Sam 20:23; Kings OTL, 571), which explains their support for a son of David. Curtis and 

Madsen (Chronicles ICC, 424), Gray (Kings OTL, 569) and Myers (2 Chronicles AB, 131) interpret the 

Chronicler as presenting the commanders to be Levites so that the temple would not be violated by the 

unconsecrated, contradicting the parallel account. However, there is no evidence of the temple ever 

having its own separate military units. More likely, these officers of the royal bodyguard commanded a 

mixed force of Levites, priests, professional soldiers, and volunteers, with Jehoiada relying upon the 

commanders‘ tactical expertise and steadiness in the heat of battle outside the temple while arming the 

Levites and priests who could enter the temple precincts.  

KIRK E. LOWERY  

ELISHEBA (PERSON) [˒ĕl  šeba˓ (יֶשַבע  Daughter of Amminadab and sister to Nahshon .[( ֱאלִּ

(Exod 6:23), who was captain of Judah during the wilderness journey (Num 2:3). She became the wife of 

Aaron, the high priest, and thus mother of the priestly family. Rather than belonging to the 4th generation 

after Jacob, according to the genealogies of Ruth 4:18–20 and 1 Chr 2:4–10, Elisheba belonged to the 6th 

generation (Childs Exodus OTL, 117). Her name means ―God of the oath‖ or ―God makes an oath,‖ so 

named for God‘s faithfulness to his promise of deliverance from Egyptian bondage.  

JOEL C. SLAYTON  

ELISHUA (PERSON) [Heb ˒ĕl  šûa˓ ( ישּוַע  One of 13 sons of David listed as having been born .[( ֱאלִּ

to David‘s wives in Jerusalem (2 Sam 5:15; 1 Chr 14:5), in addition to his six sons born at Hebron. In 

both lists, Elishua is listed between Ibhar and El (i)phelet, but the list in 1 Chr 3:5–9 omits this name, 

substituting ELISHAMA instead. This is undoubtedly a scribal slip, since Elishama was another of 

David‘s sons, his name occurring only a few names later in all three lists.  

His mother‘s name is unknown: four of the 13 sons born in Jerusalem were Bathsheba‘s sons; the 

remainder were born to unnamed wives. Besides these 13, David had numerous (unnamed) sons born to 

his concubines, according to 1 Chr 3:9. See also DAVID, SONS OF.  

DAVID M. HOWARD, JR.  



ELIUD (PERSON) [Gk Elioud (Ἐλιουδ)]. The son of Achim and father of Eleazar, according to 

Matthew‘s genealogy tying Joseph, the husband of Mary, to the house of David and Solomon (Matt 1:14, 

15). Eliud does not appear in any other genealogy or list of Jesus‘ ancestors (except in Luke in D, where 

an adaptation from Matt 1:6–15 is substituted in Luke 3:23–31), although Albright and Mann (Matthew 

AB, 4–5) believe the name is characteristic of names used in the last two centuries B.C., with Johnson 

(1969: 179–80) claiming that Eliud is a transliteration of ˒lyhw˒ (1 Chr 12:20 MS A); cf. 1 Chr 26:7, 

where Heb ˒lyhw is rendered Gk heliou, and Job 32:6, where Heb ˒lyhw˒ is rendered Gk helious.  
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ELIZABETH (PERSON) [Gk Elisabet (Ἐλισαβετ)]. Wife of Zechariah, mother of John the Baptist, 

and a relative of Jesus‘ mother Mary. Elizabeth is mentioned only in the birth narrative material in Luke 1 

where she is said to be a descendant of Aaron, barren, and advanced in years. Luke uses a general term 

which does not specify the degree of kinship between Mary and Elizabeth. Luke 1:42 indicates that 

Elizabeth is to be seen as a prophetess, given inspired insight into the character of the baby in Mary‘s 

womb, and the events which have just transpired in Mary‘s life.  

The barrenness and supernatural intervention which causes Elizabeth to become pregnant are 

reminiscent of various OT stories, especially those of Sarah (Gen 17:15–21; 18:9–15; 21:1–7) and 

Hannah (1 Sam 1:1–20). These similarities suggest that Luke wants his audience to see Elizabeth as one 

who would bear a child important in Israel‘s history. However, Luke casts Elizabeth in the shadow of 

Mary, and thus prepares the way for the similar treatment of the Baptist and Jesus. The Lukan birth stories 

focus on the perspective of the women, Elizabeth and Mary, not their men Zechariah and Joseph. In fact, 

Zechariah is not seen to be a model of faith for Luke‘s audience in the same way that Elizabeth and Mary 

are. Here we see the first of many examples in Luke‘s Gospels of a reversal of ordinary expectations—the 

women, not Zechariah, properly respond to the initiatives of God in Luke 1 (cf. Luke 4:18). Elizabeth and 

Mary, not Zechariah and Joseph, first receive the message of the coming Christ, first respond in full faith 

to that news, first are praised and blessed by God‘s angels, and first sing and prophesy about the Christ 

child.  

When the pregnant Mary visits Elizabeth she receives a twofold blessing. First, Elizabeth blesses Mary 

because she is the mother of ―my Lord.‖ Second, Mary is blessed because she responded in faith to the 

words of the angel—she believed the promise given to her about the coming Christ child. What follows 

this interchange in vv 46–55, the song called the Magnificat, has been the subject of much scholarly 

debate, because of the textual possibility that Elizabeth is the singer of this song of praise. Though the 

textual evidence that attributes this song to Elizabeth is primarily western and found in Latin mss (it
a
, b, l, 

Irenaeus
Lat.

, Niceta, Latin mss known to Origen), in view of the history of growing devotion to Mary in 

the Church it is difficult to see that any scribe would have changed an original reference to Mary singing 

this song in order to place it on the lips of Elizabeth.  

There are also other factors which may favor Elizabeth as the giver of this oracle: (1) she is the nearest 

antecedent, who has just been speaking to Mary in 1:45; (2) as a childless older woman this song seems 

more appropriate on her lips, and it is probably not accidental that this song sounds like that of another 

barren woman, Hannah (1 Sam 2:1–10); (3) the Greek of v 56 seems to suggest that Elizabeth was the last 

speaker, hence Mary‘s name must be introduced again at that point; (4) we have already been told at v 41 

that Elizabeth was filled with the Spirit and was speaking, but there is no mention of Mary being filled in 

like manner. Despite these considerations, the earliest and best mss attribute this hymn to Mary, and it 

seems unlikely that Luke would have Elizabeth overshadow Mary. Thus, most scholars believe that Luke 

cast Mary as the speaker of ―The Magnificat.‖  

We find further evidence of Luke‘s theme of reversal when we learn that Elizabeth gives her child his 

name when John is born, an act which Zechariah can merely confirm (1:57–66). Indeed speech only 

comes back to Zechariah when he confirms the action of his wife. Thus Luke intends us to see Elizabeth 



and Mary as the primary human figures in the drama that leads to the births of the Baptist and Jesus. That 

Elizabeth fades out of the picture after Luke 1, is in part because Luke does not wish to have her or her 

son overshadow Mary and her child.  
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BEN WITHERINGTON, III  

ELIZAPHAN (PERSON) [Heb ˒ĕl  ṣāpān (יָקָץן  Var. ELZAPHAN. Two persons in the Hebrew .[( ֱאלִּ

Bible have this name. Several meanings have been proposed for the name Elizaphan. These include ―my 

god is hidden,‖ ―god is hidden,‖ and ―god has hidden.‖ The name has also been related to the name 

Zephaniah, and names using its base root of ṣpn have been found in Hebrew inscriptions, as well as in 

Phoenician, and Punic sources.  

Although an alternate form of the name, Elzaphan (Heb ˒elṣāpān), occurs in Exod 6:22 and Lev 10:4, 

these texts obviously refer to the person otherwise called Elizaphan. Both the Samaritan Pentateuch and 

the Peshitta read ˒el  ṣapan, and the LXX offers el (e)isapha (n).  

1. The father of a clan of Levites and one of three sons of Uzziel, the Levite (Exod 6:22). When Nadab 

and Abihu, the sons of Aaron, were killed because of their ―strange fire,‖ (i.e., improper sacrifice), Moses 

instructed Elizaphan and his brother Mishael to carry the corpses out of the camp (Lev 10:4–5). Elizaphan 

is identified once as the leader of the Kohathite clan of Levites (Num 3:30); elsewhere his descendants are 

of equal status to the sons of Kohath, Merari, and Gershom (1 Chr 15:8; 2 Chr 29:13). This demonstrates 

that the descendants of Elizaphan retained an important position in the postconquest history of Israel. In 1 

Chr 15:8, 10–11, King David commanded the sons of Elizaphan along with other Levites to carry the ark 

of the covenant up to Jerusalem. In 2 Chr 29:12–13, King Hezekiah called upon the descendants of 

Elizaphan to assist in cleansing the temple of its impurities.  

2. The son of Parnach and the leader of the tribe of Zebulun who participated in the allotment of the 

land of Canaan (Num 34:25).  

RAPHAEL I. PANITZ  

ELIZUR (PERSON) [Heb ˒el  ṣûr ( י קּושֶאלִּ  )]. Son of Shedeur and Chief (nāś  ˒, Num 2:10) of the tribe 

of Reuben during the wilderness sojourn after the Exodus. He is mentioned only five times in the OT in 

four different tribal lists. He conducted a census of all able-bodied fighting men of the tribe of Reuben 

(Num 1:5); he led the Reubenites to their proper place on the S side of the tabernacle in the Israelite camp 

(Num 2:10) and to their position in the order of march at the Israelites‘ departure from Mt. Sinai (Num 

10:18); and he presented the offerings of the Reubenites on the 4th day of the twelve-day celebration of 

the dedication of the altar (7:30, 35). The name Elizur means ―God is a rock‖ or ―my God is a rock.‖  

DALE F. LAUNDERVILLE  

ELKANAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒elqānâ (ֶאְלָרָנה )]. As many as eight different men, probably all but 

one of whom were Levites, bore this name.  

1. A Korahite Levite descended from Kohath son of Aaron (Exod 6:24); possibly, though not 

necessarily, the same as # 2 below.  

2. A Korahite Levite, presumably somewhat later chronologically than # 1 above (1 Chr 6:23, 25, 36).  

3. A Korahite Levite, descended from # 2 above (1 Chr 6:26, 35).  

4. A Korahite Levite, descended from # 3 above (1 Chr 6:27, 34; 1 Sam 1:1). The descriptive 

genealogical relationships between # 2, 3 and 4 may be seen in the following table:  

 
1 Chr 6:33–36  1 Sam 1:1  

1 Chr 6:25–27  (in reverse order)  (in reverse order)  

Elkanah #2 (6:25; cf. also 6:23)  Elkanah #2 (6:36)  
 



Amasai  Amasai  
 

Ahimoth  Mahath  
 

Elkanah #3 (6:26)  Elkanah #3 (6:35)  
 

Zophai  Zuph  Zuph  

Nathan  Toah  Tohu  

Eliab  Eliel  Elihu  

Jeroham  Jeroham  Jeroham  

Elkanah #4 (6:27)  Elkanah #4 (6:34)  Elkanah #4  

Samuel  Samuel  [Samuel; cf. 1:19–20]  

Elkanah # 4, the father of Samuel, is described in 1 Sam 1:1 as a Zuphite (revocalizing MT ṣôp  m as 

ṣûp   + enclitic -m), doubtless because of his descent from Zuph/Zophai (the above table displays similar 

spelling differences and other modifications in some of the other sets of parallel names as well). The 

reference to the Levite Elkanah as an Ephraimite probably relates to the tribal territory where he lived 

rather than to his tribal origins.  

Samuel‘s father must have been a man of some means, since he is the only commoner in the books of 

Samuel and Kings to have had more than one wife. Solicitous of the religious welfare of his family, 

Elkanah was in the habit of taking his two wives (Hannah and Peninnah) and Peninnah‘s children with 

him on an annual pilgrimage to Shiloh. While there, he distributed portions of sacrificial meat (cf. Exod 

29:26; Lev 7:33; 8:29) to them, since wives and offspring shared in certain of the sacrificial offerings 

brought to the Lord by the head of the family (cf. Deut 12:17–18; 16:13–14). Peninnah, the barren 

Hannah‘s rival, seemed to take special delight in using what should have been a time of joyous 

celebration as an occasion for continued provocation concerning Hannah‘s sterility, often moving her to 

tears. At such times, Elkanah would try to comfort Hannah by suggesting that his love for her should have 

meant more to her than numerous sons (1 Sam 1:2–8).  

Eventually, and in answer to her prayers, Hannah became pregnant by Elkanah and bore Samuel. 

Elkanah meanwhile continues his custom of the annual pilgrimage to Shiloh. On one occasion, he used 

the opportunity for the additional purpose of fulfilling a vow (v 21), perhaps in support of the vow 

Hannah had made earlier (v 11). Elkanah concurred with her desire to present Samuel to the Lord for 

apprenticeship in the priesthood under Eli (vv 22–23; 2:11). Elkanah and Hannah ultimately became the 

parents of five additional children (2:20–21).  

5. A Korahite Levite who was one of David‘s warriors at Ziklag (1 Chr 12:1, 6). See DAVID‘S 

CHAMPIONS.  

6. A Levite who was one of two doorkeepers for the ark of the covenant during at least a part of David‘s 

reign (1 Chr 15:23).  

7. A high official in the court of Judah, assassinated by an Ephraimite warrior during the reign of Ahaz 

(2 Chr 28:7).  

8. A Levite who was the ancestor of Berechiah son of Asa, who settled in Jerusalem after returning from 

Babylonian exile (1 Chr 9:1–3, 16).  

The name ˒elqānâ means ―God Has Created (a Son).‖ The verbal root underlying the name occurs in 

Gen 4:1 with the meaning ―brought forth,‖ where it puns on the name ―Cain‖; in 14:19, 22, where God 

Most High is called ―Creator‖ of heaven and earth; in Exod 15:16, where the Lord is described as having 

―created‖ his people; etc. It has long been recognized that the root qny in various Semitic languages often 

means ―bring forth, create,‖ especially when a deity is its subject (BDB 888–89; KB 843; WUS, 229; 

Habel 1972: 321–37; Cassuto 1975: 55; Miller 1980: 43–46; contrast, however, Vawter 1986: 461–67). 

Titles similar to that in Gen 14:19, 22 were applied to El, the chief Canaanite deity, in ancient times (Pope 

1955: 50–54).  

An unpublished seal decorated with the figure of an ibex bears the name ˒elqānâ (Avigad 1987: 200). 

Three other names found on seals and containing the same verbal root are pertinent here: (1) qnyw, 



―Yahweh Has Created‖ (Avigad 1987: 197); (2) mqnmlk, ―The Creation of the (Divine) King‖ (Avigad 

1986: 77); and especially (3) mqnyw/mqnyhw, ―The Creation of Yahweh‖ (Avigad 1986: 99; 1987: 198), 

a name identical to that of Mikneiah (1 Chr 15:18)—who, like the descendants of Elkanah # 4, was a 

tabernacle/temple musician (15:21).  
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RONALD YOUNGBLOOD  

ELKIAH (PERSON) [Gk Elkia (Ἐλκια)]. A name which is part of the genealogy of Judith (Jdt 8:1). 

Elkiah is a translation of the Hebrew name Hilkiah (Heb ḥilq  yāh). The most famous character in the OT 

named Hilkiah was the high priest in the time of Josiah (2 Kings 22, etc.). However, the Elkiah in the 

genealogy of Judith should not be connected with that Hilkiah, for the name here is part of what Noth 

(HPT) terms a ―secondary genealogy,‖ that is, a genealogy with no existence apart from the narrative. 

This is in keeping with the genre of the book of Judith.  

SIDNIE ANN WHITE  

ELKOSH (PLACE) [Heb ˒elkōš   (י  Supposed birthplace of Nahum the prophet; probably the .[( ֶאְלכֹשִּ

name of his village originated from the name of his ancestor. The place name ˒elqōš does not appear in 

the Bible, but can be assumed from the Heb ˒elqōš   ―Elkoshite‖ in Nah 1:1; however, its locality is 

unknown. According to the prologue of Jerome‘s commentary on Nahum, ―Elkosh was situated in 

Galilee, since there is to the present day a village in Galilee called Elcesi (or Hilkesei), a very small one 

indeed, and containing in its ruins hardly any traces of ancient buildings, but one which is well known to 

the Jews, and was also pointed out to me by my guide.‖ Modern el-Kauzeh might be the site to which 

Jerome referred. A Galilean town Capernaum (M.R. 204254), which may mean ―village of Nahum,‖ 

supposedly from the Heb kĕpar naḥûm, appears to claim to be Nahum‘s hometown. A Turkish town of 

the medieval origin, Al-Qush N of Mosul near Nineveh, claims to be the birth and the burial place of the 

prophet Nahum. Another tradition locates Elkosh in the S Judean Simeonite territory. Pseudo-Epiphanius 

locates it near Begabar in Syria, the modern Beit Jibrin. All of these locations lack the positive evidence 

of being the hometown of the prophet Nahum.  

Elkosh may have been originally a personal theophoric name which means ―God, give!‖ if the last 

element qōš is etymologically related to the Akk qâšu ―to give as a gift, reward.‖ The biblical name 

Kushaiah (Heb qûšāyāhû) in 1 Chr 15:17 may mean ―Yahweh rewarded,‖ if qûš is the cognate of the Akk 

verb qâšu. Likewise, the Edomite name Kaush-Malak in the building inscription of Tiglath-pileser III 

(ANET, p. 282a) may mean ―King gave.‖ The Akkadian name Anu-qîšanni ―God, reward me!‖ is quite 

similar to the Hebrew name ˒El-qōš ―God, reward!‖ Also other Akkadian names with the verb qâšu are 

attested as follows: Taqîša-Bêltu ―divine Lady gave me,‖ Sin-iqîšam ―Sin gave me,‖ etc. (See AN, 28, 

138–39, 178–79; APNM, 259.)  

YOSHITAKA KOBAYASHI  

ELLASAR (PLACE) [Heb ˒ellāsār (ֶאָלָסש )]. The domain of ARIOCH, Gen 14:1, 9. The identity and 

location of Ellasar was already uncertain to ancient interpreters. LXX, Targum Onkelos, and one version 

of the Palestinian Targum (Cod. Neofiti) simply reproduced the OT form. Targum Ps.-Jonathan rendered 

it by tl˒sr (Telassar), no doubt because of assonance. Another school of thought placed it in Asia Minor. 

The QL Gen Apocryphon XXI:23 replaced Ellasar by the totally unrelated kptwk (Old Persian Katpatuka) 

―Cappadocia.‖ Another version of the Palestinian Targum rendered it by pnṭws (Pontus), a region 



bordering on Cappadocia. (The Cod. Neofiti manuscript of the Palestinian Targum has ˒lsr in v 1, with the 

marginal note pnṭws, and, conversely, pnṭws in v 9, with the marginal note ˒lsr). This tradition was 

followed in Vg which has Pontus in both places.  

An early and long-followed identification of Ellasar was that by Schrader 1883: 135 which equated it 

with Larsa, the capital of one of the two principal kingdoms of S Mesopotamia in the Isin-Larsa period 

before it was conquered by Ḫammurapi, king of Babylon. However, since neither of the two kings of 

Larsa proposed for that role could correspond to Arioch, and since the similarity between the names 

Ellasar and Larsa was not very close, this identification was abandoned. Böhl (1930: 23) resurrected the 

old identification of Ellasar with Telassar, but tacitly rejected it fifteen years later. Meanwhile, Dossin 

(1934: 118–19), in a different connection, proposed to see in Ellasar a phonetic transcription of 

A.LA
5
.SAR, an ideographic spelling of Aššur. This idea proved to be in agreement with the presumed 

Babylonian model of Genesis 14, the ―Chedorlaomer texts‖ (see CHEDORLAOMER, B:1), in which the 

character corresponding to Arioch represents the Assyrian king Tukulti-Ninurta I. Böhl (1953: 46) and 

Dhorme (1956: 42) also equated Ellasar with Assur, but derived it from āl Aššur ―the city of Assur,‖ 

according to the Assyrian pronunciation of š as s and its rendering in Hebrew and Aramaic transcriptions 

(e.g., Aššur-aḫa-iddin = Heb ˒ēsar-ḥaddōn, Aram ˒sr ḥ˒dn).  

Lipiński (1975: 205) called attention to the Greco-Aramaic epitaph at Aǧaça Kale, 41 km SW of Divriǧi 

(E Turkey), dating from the 3d century B.C., which mentions a man with a Persian name, written Ariukēs 

in Gk and Hrywk˒ in Aram, who was a satrap of—according to Lipiński‘s tentative restoration—[Hr]m[n] 

―Armenia.‖ Referring to the rendering of Ellasar by kptwk in the QL Gen Apocryphon and by Pontus in 

Vg, Lipiński noted: ―The repute of a dynast called Ariauka, who had reigned in those parts of Asia Minor, 

might have helped this localization of ˒lsr and it is not impossible for the author of the Genesis 

Apocryphon to have identified the Armenian satrap with the biblical Ariōk (Ariōch). The author of the 

Genesis Apocryphon obviously knew that a place called ˒lsr existed there. Now, a Cappadocian place 

called Alasar can most likely be identified with Alişar, that kept its old name.‖ Lipiński had in mind the 

archaeological site of Alişar Hüyük, ca. 80 km SE of the Hittite capital Ḫattušaš (Bogazköy). However, 

(1) the site is quite distant from Armenia Minor, the satrapy of Ariukēs; (2) the last, very modest 

settlement at that site ended well before the Persian domination of Cappadocia; (3) the ample toponymic 

evidence on classical Asia Minor does not include a place name resembling Ellasar; (4) Alişar is a modern 

Turkish toponym, derived from a personal name, and besides the Alişar in question, there are six other 

places of that name in widely scattered areas of Turkey. Thus the motive behind Arioch‘s transfer to 

Cappadocia by the QL Gen Apocryphon remains unclear.  
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MICHAEL C. ASTOUR  

ELMADAM (PERSON) [Gk Elmadam (Ἐλμαδαμ)]. The father of Cosam and son of Er, according to 

Luke‘s genealogy tying Joseph, the ―supposed father‖ of Jesus, to descent from Adam and God (Luke 

3:28). Gk elmōdam is read in numerous mss and a few versions, while Gk elmadam is contained in others. 

The variant is possibly based on Gk elmōdad found in Gen 10:26 for Heb ˒lmwdd. D omits Elmadam, 

substituting a genealogy adopted from Matt 1:6–15 for Luke 3:23–31. The name Elmadam is unknown as 

an ancestor of Jesus in any other biblical documents, including Matthew‘s genealogy, and falls within a 

list of eighteen otherwise unknown descendants of David‘s son Nathan (Fitzmyer Luke 1–9 AB, 501). 

Kuhn‘s (1923: 214–16; endorsed by Schürmann Luke HTKNT, 201 n. 95) attempt to find a source for 

Elmadam, as part of the group from Neri through Er, in corrupted forms of names in 1 Chr 3:17–18 MT, 

is particularly unconvincing, especially since there is serious question whether the genealogy at this point 

is based on 1 Chronicles, which does not have Elmadam in 3:17–18 MT or LXX (Marshall Luke NIGTC, 

164; cf. Jeremias 1969: 295–96).  
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STANLEY E. PORTER  

ELNAAM (PERSON) [Heb ˒elna˓am (ֶאְלַנַףם )]. Father of Jeribai and Joshaviah, two of David‘s 

warriors, in 1 Chr 11:46. These warriors are two of the sixteen which Chronicles lists in addition to 

David‘s ―Thirty‖ brave men (cf. 1 Chr 11:26–41 = 2 Sam 23:24–39 see DAVID‘S CHAMPIONS). The 

additional sixteen names listed in 1 Chr 11:41–47 appear to form a supplement, and may be connected 

with heroes from the Transjordan. These names may have been found in another source, perhaps the one 

which extends to 1 Chr 13:4, and could have been appended to the original list in order to show that from 

the beginning David was recognized as a leader even by the inhabitants of outlying and isolated regions. It 

is not possible to determine whether the list of additional names may be traced back to the time of David.  

In the LXX the Codex Vaticanus B calls Joshaviah the son of Jeribai and lists Elnaam (Gk codex A = 

elnaam; codex B = ellaam) as a separate warrior. This variant, however, may be attributed to a textual 

confusion in the Hebrew text underlying the LXX: bnw (―his son‖) instead of bny (―sons of‖).  
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ELNATHAN (PERSON) [Heb ˒elnātān (ֶאְלָנָתן )]. 1. The son of Achbor, and a royal official (Heb 

śār, translated ―prince‖ in RSV) during the reign of Jehoiakim (Jer 36:12). Elnathan appears to have been 

a member of a prominent Judean family. His father was probably Achbor ben Micaiah, one of the officials 

sent by Josiah to consult the prophetess Huldah on the occasion of the finding of the lawbook. See 

ACHBOR.  

According to the MT of Jer 26:20–23, Elnathan led a deputation appointed by Jehoiakim to bring the 

prophet Uriah back from Egypt. The reliability of the MT is challenged by the LXX, which notes more 

generally that ―the king sent men to Egypt.‖ According to Talmon (1960: 180), the LXX preserves an 

earlier reading to which the MT tradition subsequently added details. Lachish Ostracon 3, dating to ca. 

590 B.C.E. (ANET, 322), mentions a ―Coniah son of Elnathan‖ who was dispatched to Egypt, although it is 

not clear what his mission was. Malamat (1950: note 18), assuming that the ostracon refers to the 

extradition of Uriah and should be dated to that time, prefers the reading of the ostracon to that of the MT, 

in effect removing Elnathan from participation in this deputation. Although it is possible that the Elnathan 

of Jer 26:22 may be identified with the father of Coniah, there is otherwise no connection between the 

extradition mentioned in Jer 26:20–23 and the mission associated with the Lachish ostracon.  

Elnathan was also one of the officials present for a reading of Jeremiah‘s scroll (Jer 36:12; the LXX 

reads ―Jonathan‖), and was one of those officials who later urged Jehoiakim not to burn the scroll (Jer 

36:25), underscoring his sympathy to the prophetic voice. The fact that Elnathan‘s name heads this list of 

officials may provide some support for the view that Elnathan was also Jehoiakim‘s father-in-law (see #2 

below), particularly since the second name is probably not Delaiah, but the more important Gedaliah (cf. 

LXX), whom the Babylonians later appointed ruler of Judah.  

2. The Jerusalemite, father of Nehushta, wife of King Jehoiakim and mother of his successor Jehoiachin 

(2 Kgs 24:8). This Elnathan is possibly the same as #1 above.  

3. Three men called Elnathan (Ezra 8:16) are among those sent by Ezra to Iddo at Casiphia, with the 

request that Iddo provide those returning to Jerusalem with Levites for the temple (Ezra 8:15–20). 

Although it is possible that this small group included three different individuals named Elnathan (another 

member of this delegation bears the short form of the name, ―Nathan‖), this is unlikely. As Ezra 8:16 now 

reads, there are nine ―leading men‖ (literally ―heads‖) and two ―men of insight.‖ Some commentators 

favor the view that the names of the ―men of insight‖ (Joiarib and Elnathan) are duplicates of the 5th and 

6th names in the list (Jarib and Elnathan), and are to be regarded as a gloss (cf. BHS and 1 Esdr 8:43–44). 

If this reading is valid, the text does not distinguish between two groups; rather, all nine men are 

portrayed as ―wise leaders.‖ For the first of the two remaining occurrences of the name Elnathan in Ezra 

8:16, a few mss read ―Jonathan.‖  



4. A governor of Judah during the Persian period unattested in the Bible. Among the bullae and seals 

from a postexilic Judean archive (the discovery site is unknown; it is known only that the bullae and seals 

were found in the Jerusalem region [Avigad 1976:1]) is a bulla inscribed l ˒lntn pḥw˒. It is probable that 

pḥw˒ is an Aramaic form of the Hebrew hpḥh (―the governor‖) and that this inscription is to be read 

―Belonging to Elnathan the governor.‖ This interpretation of pḥw˒ is supported by the fact that a seal from 

the same official archive is inscribed ―Belonging to Shelomith, maidservant (˒amah) of Elnathan the 

governor‖ (restoring the last word to read pḥw˒). It is probable that Shelomith was a woman of high 

status; possibly she served the governor in some official administrative capacity. Scholarly debate on the 

dating of these artifacts (on paleographical grounds) continues. There is a wide range in the dating of the 

seal and bulla containing the name Elnathan (see survey in Stern 1982: 203–5). Avigad (1976: 35) and 

Talmon (IDBSup, 325) believe that Elnathan served as governor of Judah in the late 6th century.  
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JOHN M. BERRIDGE  

ELOHIM. See NAMES OF GOD IN THE OT.  

ELOHIST. Anonymous author or authors of one of the four sources or collections of traditions which 

were combined, according to the documentary hypothesis, to form the Pentateuch. The symbol ―E‖ was 

chosen because of the source‘s preference for the Hebrew word Elohim (―God‖) in referring to the Deity. 

―E‖ stands both for the author or authors of the source, and for the source itself.  

———  

A. History of Scholarship  

1. E in 19th-Century Pentateuchal Criticism  

2. E in 20th-Century Pentateuchal Criticism  

B. The Contents and Scope of E  

C. Characteristic Theological Perspectives and Emphases  

1. Prophetic Leadership  

2. The Fear of God  

3. Covenant  

4. Theology of History  

D. Provenance and Date  

———  

A. History of Scholarship  

Modern Pentateuchal scholarship began in the early 1800s, when researchers developed the theory that 

the Pentateuch was a composite document rather than the unitary production of a single author, namely 

Moses. The first criterion to be used in identifying and separating the narrative strands was the occurrence 

of the divine names ―Yahweh‖ and ―Elohim,‖ the latter being the general Hebrew term for ―god‖ or 

―gods.‖ By this criterion, however, only two sources could be identified.  

1. E in 19th-Century Pentateuchal Criticism. Not until the middle of the 19th century was E 

recognized as a source separate from P. Like P, E referred to the Deity as Elohim in the stories about the 

pre-Mosaic period. However, E was now seen to differ from P both in date (E reflected the concerns of 

preexilic Israel) and in characteristics (E had a prophetic rather than a priestly bias). By the time of the 

classic formulation of the documentary hypothesis in the late 19th century, E was described as an 8th-

century document from N Israel, a source which manifested the ethical concerns of prophets like Amos 



and Hosea. E also emphasized the relative remoteness of God from any casual interchange with humans: 

in E, God is ―Elohim,‖ not the more personal ―Yahweh,‖ and he mainly reveals himself through dreams 

and visions, not through direct encounters.  

2. E in 20th-Century Pentateuchal Criticism. One set of developments in scholars‘ theories about E 

reflects changing trends in Pentateuchal criticism as a whole; another set relates specifically to E.  

a. General Developments in Pentateuchal Criticism. The most important development in 20th-

century Pentateuchal criticism has been the realization that the Pentateuchal sources derive from oral 

traditions, and that oral traditions continued to play a part in the development of narratives until a 

relatively late date. This realization has led in turn to a widely accepted theory that both J and E were 

preceded by an oral epic, designated ―G,‖ which contained the original forms of many stories used by J 

and E. G is also thought to have contributed the main outline of the Pentateuch, starting from the stories 

reflecting the promise to the patriarchs and stretching through the Exodus and Sinai Covenant narratives 

to the traditions about Israel‘s period of wilderness wandering. The conquest of the promised land is the 

culmination of these Pentateuchal themes, which all look forward to a time of fulfillment. In the Davidic 

and Solomonic empires the promise implied in the conquest is itself fulfilled in an experience of national 

strength and unity (PHOE; NHPT).  

From the perspective of that heady experience of power and fulfillment, it is believed, J for the first time 

put the G materials into writing as a kind of national epic for the kingdom of Judah. After the division of 

Solomon‘s kingdom, E wrote down a northern version of the old epic tradition—a version which reflects 

the peculiar interests and insights of northern prophetic groups. The date of J is now commonly given as 

the 10th century, but there is less agreement about the date of E. Some scholars still maintain an 8th-

century date and relate E to classical prophecy (Ruppert 1967); others relate E‘s religious concerns to 

those of 9th-century prophecy, the period of Elijah and Elisha (IDBSup, 259–263). An even earlier dating 

which has been proposed relates E to the crisis period following immediately upon the breakup of 

Solomon‘s kingdom, and would thus place E in the late 10th century (Jenks 1977).  

Almost every element in the above reconstruction has been challenged, in recent years, by scholars who 

are not convinced by the evidence that there ever was a common epic tradition, ―G,‖ (Conroy 1980) and 

who would place the composition of J and E and of the entire Pentateuch quite late in the preexilic and 

exilic periods (Van Seters 1975; Schmid 1976). The scholarly reconstruction sketched above remains, 

however, a good working hypothesis, even though it is a hypothesis which still needs constant testing and 

is always subject to revision (North 1982).  

b. Developments in Scholarship Specifically Relating to E. The most commonly voiced criticism of 

the classic view of E has been the claim that the E narratives are not independent of J. This view tends to 

greatly reduce the amount of ―E‖ material, and the E narratives which remain are viewed as deliberate 

corrective supplements to J. This process of correction by means of supplementation has been compared 

to the production of midrashim in later Jewish tradition.  

The crucial question in answering such theories concerns the precise amount and scope of E material, 

and especially whether there are E narratives and other tradition units which have no J parallels. As will 

be seen below, the nature and the number of E traditions makes such a ―midrash‖ or supplement theory 

unlikely, pointing instead to a once independent narrative source.  

Another consideration is the mention in E passages of narrative motifs which do not appear in the 

present Pentateuch. For example, Gen 42:21 and 50:16–17 both refer to scenes which must have been part 

of E‘s original narrative, but which must have been eliminated by the JE redactor when J and E were 

combined. This indicates that E was originally an independent and sizeable literary composition of which 

only fragments still appear in our Pentateuch (Wolff 1972).  

B. The Contents and Scope of E  

The Genesis patriarchal narratives contain three sets of double narratives: Gen 12:10–20 (parallel: 20:1–

18); 16:4–14 (parallel: 21:8–21); and 26:26–33 (parallel: 21:22–34). In each pair listed, the second is 

attributed to E. These sets of stories, of which one actually exists in a triple form (see Gen 26:1–16), tell 



the stories of Abraham and Sarah at the court of a foreign king, of the expulsion of Hagar, and of a 

controversy and covenant with Abimelech at Beersheba in relation to rights of access to water wells.  

These parallel narratives constitute the most important source of information about the characteristic 

traits of E, for here the E narratives can be analyzed in contrast to similar J traditions. Characteristically, 

the E versions of these triple and double narratives use Elohim instead of Yahweh; they focus on the 

nature of divine revelations or disclosures to humanity, which in E generally occur in dreams; they 

include reflections on problems of sin, guilt, and innocence; and they emphasize the ―fear of God.‖  

Using these E characteristics as a starting point, at least the following Pentateuchal passages can be 

ascribed to E:  

Abraham  Gen 15:1–6, 13–16; 20:1–17; 21:8–21; 21:22–34; 22:1–14, 19.  

Jacob  
Gen 28:11–12, 17–18, 20–22; 31:4–16, 17–24, 25–42, 45, 49, 50, 53–54; 31:5–11; 

35:1–8.  

Joseph  
Gen 37:20–24, 28a, 29–30, 36; chaps. 40–41; 42:1a, 2–3, 6–7, 11b, 13–26, 28b–38; 

45:2–3, 5–15; 46:1–4; 48:1–2, 7–14, 17–22; 50:15–26.  

Moses  
Exod 1:15–21; 3:1, 4b, 6, 9–13, 15; 4:17, 18, 20b; 13:17–19; 14:5a, 19a; 15:20–21; 

17:4–7, 8–16; 18:1–27.  

The Covenant  
Exod 19:2b–3a, 4–6, 16–17, 19; 20:18–21; 24:1–2, 9–11; 24:12–15a, 18b; 32:1–6, 

15–20; 33:3b–6, 7–11.  

Wilderness 

Wandering  
Num 11:1–3, 16–17, 24–30; chap. 12; 22:2–21, 36–40; 22:41–23:26.  

Moses’ Farewell 

and Death  
Deut 31:14–15, 23; 34:1–12.  

Some scholars would, in addition, ascribe portions of the Book of Joshua to E (Bright Joshua IB, Weiser 

1961; Eissfeldt 1965); the Shechem covenant narrative of Joshua 24 has even been described as the 

culmination and conclusion of E. It seems preferable, however, to attribute such ―Elohistic‖ segments of 

the Deuteronomistic History to northern tradition schools which continued to share E‘s theological 

outlook down to the end of the life of the kingdom of Israel. It is difficult, in any case, to separate E from 

―proto-Deuteronomic‖ materials, because of the similarity in outlook.  

An ―E strand‖ has also been claimed by at least one scholar in the Primeval History, Genesis 1–11 

(Mowinckel 1937). It is much more likely, however, that all of the non-P material in Genesis 1–11 is J, 

and that minor discrepancies or inconsistencies within that J material simply point up the disparity and the 

antiquity of the earlier narrative fragments and lists which J has combined.  

C. Characteristic Theological Perspectives and Emphases  

From the above outline of E‘s contents it can be seen that E is represented in every major segment of the 

Pentateuchal traditions: the promise to the fathers, Moses and the Exodus from Egypt, the Sinai covenant, 

the wilderness wandering, the Balaam oracles, and the end of Moses‘ life after he transfers his authority to 

Joshua.  

This sketch of E‘s contents lends weight to the belief that E, prior to its being combined with J, was an 

independent narrative strand stemming from a northern version of G, the common epic tradition of the 

premonarchical period. Still, the scope of E is narrower than J‘s world-historical scope, primarily because 

E does not contain a primeval history. That is, E does not begin with a depiction of Yahweh‘s creation of 

humankind, but with the divine address to Abraham, Israel‘s ancestor (Gen 15:1–6). At the same time, 

this primary focus on Israel puts E closer to the old premonarchic epic tradition, which likewise lacked J‘s 

universalistic, world-historical scope. There is more that characterizes E, however, than this focus on 

Israel as ―a people dwelling alone, and not reckoning itself among the nations‖ (Num 23:9, from E‘s 

version of Balaam‘s blessing on Israel). Certain other major theological perspectives and emphases are 

evident.  



1. Prophetic Leadership. E‘s overall narrative is built of segments which focus on four specific 

Israelite ancestors: Abraham, Jacob, Joseph, and Moses. E presents these four leaders, whether explicitly 

or implicitly, as prophets who receive revelations from God in visions (Abraham, Gen 15:1; Moses, Exod 

3:4b), and in dreams (Jacob, Gen 28:11–12, 17–18; 31:4–16; Joseph, Gen 38:20–24). Abraham is 

explicitly called a prophet (Gen 20:7), while the call narrative in which Moses is addressed (Exodus 3) 

suggests that he is a prophet. Both Abraham and Moses appear in opposition to kings, while Joseph serves 

the Pharaoh of Egypt as his most significant source of divine revelation and guidance. Joseph is led by 

God to interpret Pharaoh‘s dreams and to exercise leadership because Joseph possesses the Spirit of God 

(Gen 41:38–41). Abraham intercedes for King Abimelech and heals the barrenness of the women of 

Abimelech‘s household (Gen 20:17). In the circles responsible for the E traditions, in short, Israel‘s 

leaders are idealized (e.g., Abraham in Gen 20:11–13; Jacob in Gen 31:9–13) in such a way that their 

ethically questionable behavior is excused and their forceful prophetic leadership is counterposed to the 

power of kings. Monarchy is seen in the E source as a potentially dangerous institution; royal pretensions 

to godlike power must be challenged by inspired prophetic leaders. Even Balaam, who is not an Israelite, 

is presented as an inspired spokesman of Israel‘s God (―The word that God puts in my mouth, that must I 

speak‖ Num 22:38); he is a prophet who resists the king‘s command to curse Israel.  

2. The Fear of God. Several significant E passages are linked together by the repeated mention of the 

fear of God. Abraham, as he receives his initial call is told not to fear (Gen 15:1); Abraham had said that 

Sarah was his sister in order to avoid trouble in a city (Gerar) where he suspected there was no fear of 

God (Gen 20:11). Later, Abraham is tested by the command to sacrifice his son, Isaac. God knows from 

Abraham‘s obedient behavior, however, that he is one who ―fears God‖ (Gen 22:12). Jacob is filled with 

awe-like fear at the realization of God‘s presence at Bethel, as revealed in a dream (Gen 28:16–17). 

Joseph is likewise one who ―fears God,‖ (Gen 42:19). When the Hebrew midwives heroically defy the 

orders of the Pharaoh to kill the male infants of the enslaved people, their defiance is a result of their fear 

of God (Exod 1:17, 21). In the Moses call narrative Moses avoids looking at God who addresses him 

because he is ―afraid to look on God.‖ Moses later appoints judges to try people‘s cases, being advised by 

Jethro to choose men who fear God (Exod 18:21). Finally, the Sinai theophany fills the people with fear 

so that they beg Moses to act as their intermediary with God (Exod 20:18–20).  

The fear of God in E thus symbolizes a number of different human experiences and responses. It is not 

only the numinous awe engendered by an encounter with the holy, as in Jacob‘s dream at Bethel and the 

people‘s awe at Sinai, it is also the obedience to moral demands of God for basic human decency, as in 

the narrative of Abraham and Sarah at Gerar. It is the root, most profoundly of all, of a father‘s obedience 

to a mysterious and terrible command to slay his only son. For E, not only awe but the covenant values of 

obedience and loyalty are embodied in the fear of God (Wolff 1972).  

3. Covenant. The centerpiece of E‘s theology of history is the covenant of Israel with God at Mt. Horeb 

(―Sinai‖ in the J and P traditions). E‘s narrative has been used by the JE redactor as the base for his entire 

presentation of the event, with the J Sinai traditions worked in secondarily, primarily in Exodus 34. A 

crucial question is whether the Decalog and the Covenant Code (Exod 20:1–17; 21:22–23:33) are to be 

ascribed to E, or whether these torah materials have been inserted secondarily, perhaps because of the 

frequent use of these legal/teaching materials in liturgical covenant contests. The balance of evidence 

seems to cast doubt on the older assumption that these law materials were part of E‘s collection, though 

many scholars (e.g., Weiser 1961) still describe them as ―E.‖  

Apart from these disputed law collections, E‘s covenant narrative lays the base for the entire pericope 

by depicting God‘s revelation of himself on Sinai, where he dwells or is enthroned. The role of the people 

is emphasized in E: because of their fear at the awesome theophany, they entreat Moses to act as their 

spokesman. Moses interprets the fearsome appearance of theophanic phenomena, however, in another 

characteristic E theme, as a ―test‖ of the people.  

The covenant ceremony of Exodus 24 is presented in two parallel narratives (vv. 1–2, 9–11; and vv. 3–

8). It is in vv. 1–2, 9–11 that we find E‘s account of the conclusion of the covenant. Here the elders of the 

people, as well as Aaron, Nadab, and Abihu, worship afar off while Moses draws near to God. In the 



sequel (vv 9–11), the elders and leaders eat a sacred meal in the presence of God on the mountain; it is a 

matter of wonder that God does not harm them for all his numinous power.  

E‘s narrative of the Sinai covenant continues with the startling defection of Aaron, who fashions a 

golden calf which he proclaims as a representation of ―your God, O Israel, who brought you out of the 

land of Egypt.‖ This golden calf narrative has been interpreted as an indirect polemic against the 

installation of similar images for the people‘s worship at Bethel and Dan shortly after the division of 

Solomon‘s kingdom into the nations of Israel and Judah. If so, this narrative confirms the theory of E‘s 

northern provenance and suggests an early date for the composition of E, perhaps a time when the new 

cultic establishments at Bethel and Dan were still fresh developments. At any rate, E‘s narrative of 

apostasy and rebellion at Horeb emphasizes that the covenant was soon broken by priests and people—

broken even before they had departed from the sacred mountain. This helps explain E‘s last Sinai 

narrative, which relates the establishment of the Tent of Meeting (Exod 33:3b–6, 7–11). Here God will 

meet his appointed representatives, Moses and Joshua, to spare the rebellious people the awesome impact 

of his direct presence among them.  

Israel‘s rebellion at Sinai also coincides with E‘s rather gloomy view of the propensity of Israel to 

violate her covenant with God and to transgress the moral values which are part of covenant law. Here as 

elsewhere, E castigates idolatry (cf. Gen 31:34–35; 35:1–4) and suggests that Israel can avert deserved 

destruction only by the intercession of a prophetic figure like Moses, with whom God speaks ―face to 

face, as a man speaks with his friend.‖ The consciousness of human sin and guilt which we saw in the 

figure of Abimelech (Genesis 20) is the direct result of E‘s emphasis on the necessity of obedience to the 

demands of the covenant.  

4. Theology of History. E‘s understanding of the history of Israel‘s life with God is characterized, as 

has been said, by a narrower scope than either J‘s or P‘s. Instead of beginning with the creation of the 

cosmos (P) or the inhabited world of man (J), E begins with Abraham.  

Israel‘s life-story is thus the only arena E knows for the encounter of man with God. The life of the 

other peoples of the world, whether they impinge on Israel violently (as in the battle with Amalek, Exod 

17:8–16), or peacefully (as in the Joseph narrative) is almost incidental to the sober fact that Israel‘s 

ultimate struggle is her own struggle to render obedience to God.  

In its depiction of this struggle, E contrasts the disobedience and idolatry of the people, as in the golden 

calf narrative of Exodus 32, with the courageous loyalty of Israel‘s four great leaders, Abraham, Jacob, 

Joseph, and Moses. At critical junctures in history, God subjects Israel‘s obedience and her ―fear of God‖ 

to deliberate stress; these stress events ―test‖ the response of men (Gen 22:1; Exod 20:20). Ideally, 

however, it will be all of the people, not just the great leaders, who will be God‘s ―prophets.‖ ―Would that 

all the Lord‘s people were prophets, that the Lord would put his spirit upon them‖ (Num 11:29).  

In its presentation of historical events, E is inclined more than J to focus on the specifically religious 

aspects of human life—on prayer, sacrifices, pilgrimages, and prophetic revelations (Gen 20:3, 17; 28:17; 

35:1–8; Exod 32:1–6, 15–20). Indeed, the goal of history for Israel is understood in religious—almost 

institutionally religious—terms: to be for God ―a kingdom of priests and a holy nation‖ (Exod 19:4–6). E 

also contains a number of passages, especially in speeches of the major characters, where past and future 

are linked meaningfully to the present, with God‘s guidance of events as the connecting thread. Such an 

interpretation appears, for example, in Joseph‘s speeches to his brothers (Gen 45:7–14; 50:15–26), and in 

Moses‘ address to Israel in Exod 20:18–20. The resulting implication is that history‘s meaning is 

understood by inspired prophetic leaders, and that they perceive the goal of the historical process in 

thoroughly religious terms: ―Do not fear; for God has come to prove you, and that the fear of him may be 

before your eyes, that you may not sin‖ (Exod 20:20). This strongly didactic and parenetic presentation of 

history—so similar to that of Deuteronomy—is but one of the indications that E and the Deuteronomic 

traditions shared a common origin, probably in the N kingdom.  

D. Provenance and Date  



There can be little doubt that E‘s provenance is the N kingdom. Evidence for this N origin includes the 

emphasis on N sites such as Bethel (Gen 28:11–12, 17–18, 20–22; 35:1–8), and the similarities between 

E‘s vocabulary (e.g. Horeb) and the characteristic vocabulary of Deuteronomy.  

Even more importantly, E shares significant theological themes and emphases with Deuteronomy and 

Hosea and with the Samuel and Elijah traditions as well. Such shared themes include: emphasis on the 

covenant and covenant obedience, elevation of the figure of Moses, warnings of the danger of idolatry to 

the integrity of the covenant people, and a focus on the leadership of prophets as the counterbalance to the 

pretensions of royalty to absolute power. It may even be that the figure of Samuel provided the prototype 

for E‘s figure of Moses, which in turn influences the portrayal of Elijah. At any rate, it seems probable 

that all of these prophet-oriented traditions were preserved in related schools or tradition circles.  

If it seems certain that E fits into a body of N traditions which stretches across the centuries between 

Samuel and Hosea, it is less certain when the composition of E should be dated. From the originally 

proposed 8th-century date, scholarly opinion has shifted in the last decades to an earlier date. One 

proposal has been that E should be dated in the late 10th century and interpreted as an attempt on the part 

of prophetic or levitical-prophetic groups to exert religious leadership over Jeroboam I (Jenks 1977). This 

proposal focuses attention on the parallels between the golden calf episode of Exodus 32 and the narrative 

of Jeroboam‘s establishment of calf images at Bethel and Dan (1 Kings 12). It also relates E to the 

opposition to dynastic monarchy which is evident in the stories about Saul‘s rise to kingship against the 

steady opposition of the prophet Samuel.  

More commonly proposed as an earlier date for E is the 9th century. Here the emphasis is on the 

parallels between E‘s Moses and the figure of Elijah, as well as on E‘s preoccupation with covenant 

loyalty and the danger of idolatry. Here again, the author or authors of E would presumably be 

conservative prophetic circles in the N kingdom who, like Elijah, stood up for loyalty to Yahweh against 

idolatrous monarchs like Ahab.  

The date assigned to E will, in the last analysis, depend on a given scholar‘s total reconstruction of the 

religious history of the kingdom of Israel. What is evident is that E intends to put forward a corrective—

indeed a prophetic—call for religious loyalty and covenant obedience at some point in Israel‘s history 

which is sensed by prophetic groups as a turning point, and therefore a time for critical decisions to be 

made by the nation and its leaders. E‘s urgent plea in this time of decision is not only for a correct 

institutional balance between kings and prophets, but for a deeply-felt religious response of loyalty and 

awe before God.  
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ALAN W. JENKS  

ELON (PERSON) [Heb ˒ēlôn (ֵאלון ); ˒êlōn (ֵאיֹלן ); ˒êlôn (ֵאילון )]. ELONITES. Three persons in the 

OT bear this name, which means ―Oak‖ or ―Terebinth.‖  

1. One of three eponymous sons of Zebulun who went down to Egypt in time of famine (Gen 46:14) and 

whose descendants are named in a tribal roster of the wilderness period (Num 26:26).  

2. A Hittite who was father of one of the wives of Esau. That the daughter is named Basemath in Gen 

26:34, but Adah in Gen 36:2 probably reflects adjustments of Edomite genealogy in line with shifting 

sociopolitical alignments.  

3. One of the leaders of Israel, unaptly called ―minor judges‖ (Mullen 1982). He was a member of the 

tribe of Zebulun and ―judged Israel‖ for ten years (12:11–12). He was buried at Aijalon (mentioned only 

here, location unknown) in the territory of Zebulun. The personal name Elon and the place name Aijalon 

are identical in consonantal spelling and may reflect on etiological interest. With no other information 

given, it is unclear which name is being explained by the other (see further Boling Judges AB, 215–16).  
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ELON (PLACE) [Heb ˒êlôn (ֵאילון )]. One of the villages included in the tribal territory of Dan, before 

the tribe‘s migration N. The context suggests that it is located between Aijalon and Timnath, i.e., S of the 

Nahal Ayyalon and N of Nahal Soreq. However, it is possible that Elon is a variant for AIJALON or 

ELON-BETH-HANAN.  

ELON-BETH-HANAN (PLACE) [Heb ˒êlôn bêt ḥānān (ֵאילון ֵבית ָחָנן )]. A locality enumerated 

within Solomon‘s second administrative district (1 Kgs 4:9). Although the general geographic setting is 

defined by the context as falling within the old tribal territory of Dan, textual as well as historical 

difficulties prevent a definitive identification. On the basis of the LXX‘s reading heōs (until) and the 

Vulgate‘s et (and) following the word ˒êlôn, many scholars (e.g. Elitzur 1982: 47; Na˒aman 1986: 115; 

but cf. Mazar EncMiqr 1: 266–67) regard ˒êlôn and bêt ḥānān as two separate places. A prevalent 

proposal which has textual support from the Codex Alexandrinus equates ˒êlôn with the well-known 

Aijalon (Heb ˒ayyālôn, present-day Yālo; M.R. 152138). However, it is unlikely that an original reading 

˒ayyālôn would have suffered textual corruption. Moreover, in Josh 19:42–43 we find ˒ayyālôn and ˒êlôn 

listed separately, the former grouped with sites in the N of ancient Dan, the latter grouped with sites to the 

SW and W. As for bêt ḥānān, we can look either to Beit ˓Anān, some seven km E of Yālo, or along with 

˒êlôn to some as yet unidentified site to the W. Neither proposal is wholly satisfactory, as Beit ˓Anān was 

probably incorporated within the district of Benjamin, and the extent of Solomon‘s control over the 

Philistine lowland is debated (cf. 1 Kgs 9:16).  
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DAVID A. GLATT  

ELOTH (PLACE) [Heb ˒elôt (ֶאלות ); ˒êlôt (ֵאילות )]. Alternate form of ELATH.  

ELPAAL (PERSON) [Heb ˒elpa˓al (ֶאְלַפַףל )]. A Benjaminite name appearing three times in the 

longer Benjaminite genealogy offered by the Chronicler (1 Chr 8:11, 12, 18). Elpaal, whose name has 

been understood to mean ―God has worked,‖ is singled out in this list as the father of the builders of ―Ono 



and Lod with its towns.‖ Since the list of Elpaal‘s sons in v 18 reveals no similarity with the sons of 

Elpaal listed in v 12, it is possible that two separate individuals are in view here, or that the name Elpaal 

reflects a strong clan name whose branches developed independently (Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 84).  

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  

ELPELET (PERSON) [Heb ˒elpāleṭ (ֶאְלָפֶלט )]. See ELIPHELET (PERSON).  

ELTEKEH (PLACE) [Heb ˒eltĕqē˒ (ֶאְלְתֵרא ); ˒eltĕqēh (ֶאְלְתֵרה )]. The first of four levitical cities 

allocated to the tribe of Dan (Josh 21:23). Eltekeh does not have a parallel in the Chronicles list (1 Chr 

6:69). Eltekeh also appears in the inheritance list of Dan (Josh 19:44).  

There is an important reference to Eltekeh in the Annals of Sennacherib. Here a detailed record is given 

of Sennacherib‘s military campaign into Palestine in 701 B.C. From Sennacherib‘s description, it seems 

that he entered Palestine from the Phoenician coast, advancing along the coastal cities, taking Jaffa, 

Beneberak, Azor, and Beth-Dagon. The march continued to Ashdod, where he met the Egyptians, whom 

Hezekiah, the Judean, and Sidqia, king of Ashkelon, had called for help. In a battle at Eltekeh, 

Sennacherib defeated the Egyptian forces as well as the city (ANET, 287).  

Two sites have been proposed as the location of Eltekeh. Albright (1924: 8) first identified Eltekeh with 

Khirbet el-Mukenna˓ (Heb Tel Miqne; M.R. 136133), a site located 20 km E of the Mediterranean on the 

E border of the coastal plain. One km to the E are the hills of the Shephelah. The valley to the N and E of 

the tell is called Wadi el-Mekkenna˓. On the 1969 Israeli survey map, the river flowing to the N of 

Khirbet el-Mukenna˓ is called Eltekeh, while the river to the S is called Evot.  

In proposing that Eltekeh lay at Khirbet el-Mukenna˓, Albright contended that it ―fits the biblical and 

extra-biblical indications perfectly, better than any other possible location‖ (1924: 8). He found no 

evidence of Bronze Age occupation but a large number of early Iron sherds (12th–7th cent. B.C.), 

including Philistine ones.  

A number of surface surveys were conducted between 1924 and 1957. Naveh in his 1957 survey 

proposed that Kh. el-Mukenna˓/Tel Miqne should be associated with biblical Ekron (Naveh 1958), a 

position that is widely held today. In 1981 an archaeological excavation there commenced under the 

direction of S. Gitin and T. Dothan. Gitin (1989: 52) has argued that Albright did not recognize the total 

extent of the site, which consists of a large lower tell of 40 acres and a northern acropolis. Further, while 

Albright did not find any LB material, this period is now well defined at Khirbet el-Mukenna˓. On the 

basis of the evidence, Dothan and Gitin refer to the site in all their reports as T. Miqne-Ekron. For a 

description of excavations at Kh. el-Mukenna˓, see EKRON (PLACE).  

When Khirbet el-Mukenna˓ was identified with biblical Ekron, it became necessary to find a site to 

associate with Eltekeh. The second site that has been identified with Eltekeh, although always with a 

question mark, is Tell esh-Shalaf (M.R. 128144), located 16 km NW of Mukenna˓ and 3 km due W of the 

modern technological center Rehovot, on the coastal plain. About 4 km to the SE is Jabneh, a major road 

junction in ancient Israel from which one road ran N to Beth-Dagon, while the other turned off to ancient 

Lod. Only 9 km E of the Mediterranean, the tell has fallen victim to the winds of the sea and an 

outspreading of human occupation. Particularly from the W, Tell esh-Shalaf is visible from a distance 

because it is a relatively high mound compared to most others in the area. The height affords a view of the 

coastal plain, the Mediterranean, and the Shephelah in all directions except the NE, where three or four 

small hills block the view. However, the tell is unimpressive and is not widely known.  

Since 1957 a few topographical surveys have taken place at Tell esh-Shalaf. On the first survey one MB 

II tomb was found as well as pottery from the LB Age, Iron Ib–c, Iron IIa, Persian, and Hellenistic 

periods. Three years later Mazar (1960: 73) identified characteristic pottery from the middle Iron Age, 

especially the 8th century B.C., as well as from the early Iron Age, including Philistine. When the 

Levitical City survey team visited the site eleven years later, only one 10th century sherd was found 

(Peterson 1977: 296–316).  



The identification of Tell esh-Shalaf with biblical Eltekeh is not convincing since it is located too far to 

the S. While Dothan, Gitin, and others place Ekron at Khirbet el-Mukenna˓, they offer no alternative for 

the identification of Eltekeh except Tell esh-Shalaf. Boling points out that the argument that Eltekeh was 

too insignificant for a site as large as Mukenna˓ does not hold, because Eltekeh was ―prominent enough 

for Sennacherib‘s scribe to use it as a major point of reference.‖ (1985: 30). At the present time Khirbet el 

Mukenna˓ remains the best candidate for Eltekeh.  
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JOHN L. PETERSON  

ELTEKON (PLACE) [Heb ˒eltĕqôn (ֶאְלְתרון )]. Town situated in the north-central hill country of 

Judah (Josh 15:59), within the same district as Beth-Zur and Halhul. The only reference to this settlement 

occurs in the list of towns within the tribal allotment of Judah (Josh 15:21–62). Abel (GP 314) proposed 

an identification with Khirbet ed-Deir, located approximately 9 km W and slightly S of Bethlehem (M.R. 

160122). Although this location is suitable in geographic terms, archaeological verification is lacking.  
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ELTOLAD (PLACE) [Heb ˒eltôlad (ֶאְלתוַלד )]. Var. TOLAD. A settlement of the tribe of Simeon. 

Eltolad occurs twice in Joshua: in 15:30 it is listed among the settlements of Judah, while in 19:4 it is one 

of the towns of Simeon. Since the tribe of Simeon was assimilated to Judah at an early date, Eltolad is 

recorded under both tribes. In 1 Chr 4:29, another list of the Simeonite towns, Tolad is placed between 

Ezem and Bethuel. This is exactly the place Eltolad occupies in Josh 15:30 and 19:4 (in Josh 15:30 Chesil 

is a corruption, and in Josh 19:4 Bethul is a variant, for Bethuel). Some texts of Joshua have ―El tolad‖; 

Tolad is an abbreviated form of that found in Joshua.  

Though the present literary context of the Judean town list is set in the period of Joshua, its original 

setting was as part of a post-Solomonic administrative division of the southern kingdom. The date for the 

establishment of this system is debated, with suggestions ranging from the early 9th to the late 7th 

centuries B.C. Eltolad is in the southernmost district of Judah, the Negeb.  

The location of Eltolad is problematic. An ostracon found at Beer-sheba mentions Tolad in a context 

apparently having to do with the distribution of wine (Aharoni 1973: 71 and LBHG, 260). Eltolad is 

perhaps to be sought in the vicinity of Beer-sheba (M.R. 134072).  
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JEFFREY R. ZORN  

ELUL [Heb ˒ĕlûl (ֱאלּול )]. The sixth month of the Hebrew calendar, roughly corresponding to August 

and September. See CALENDARS (ANCIENT ISRAELITE AND EARLY JEWISH).  

ELUSA (M.R. 117056). A city in the Negeb, some 20 km SW of Beer-sheba.  

A. Identification  



The name of the site is preserved in the Arab form el-Khalasa, possibly deriving from the common 

Nabatean personal name Halsat or Halisu (Elusa in its Greek form). Ptolemy (Geog. 5.16.10) lists it 

among the cities of Idumea W of the Jordan. On the Peutinger map, Elusa is marked at a distance of 24 

Roman miles from Oboda and 71 from Jerusalem, on the way from Haila (=Aila). Libanius mentions it 

several times (Ep. 101, 132, 532, 536) as a city in Palaestina Tertia, formerly in Arabia. It is marked as 

an important border town on the Medaba map, and is named el-Khalus in the Graeco-Arabic papyri of 

Nessana. The Semitic name ―Halusa‖ is found in the Jerusalem Targum of Gen 16:7, where it is appended 

to the name ―Shur‖ as a kind of explanation or description.  

B. Investigation  

Elusa was discovered and identified in 1838 by E. Robinson, who estimated that the ruins covered 25 or 

30 acres, about one-tenth of the actual size of the site (1856: 200–201). In 1870 E. H. Palmer (1871) 

estimated Elusa to be much larger, but stated that it was utterly destroyed. Palmer stated that by using the 

site as a stone quarry, the Arabs of Gaza had destroyed Elusa completely. Greek pre-Christian and 

Byzantine tombstones were discovered in 1904 by A. Jaussen, A. Savignac, and L. H. Vincent (1905). E. 

Huntington (1911) visited Elusa in 1909 and estimated its population to have been 20,000. The first 

attempt to draw a general plan of the site was by C. L. Woolley and T. E. Lawrence in 1914, who also 

discovered the earliest known Nabatean inscription, which was found in one of the cemeteries. The 21 

Greek inscriptions which they published range from 426 to 565 C.E. Hellenistic black glazed and 

Nabatean pottery was found on the site by J. H. Iliffe of the Department of Antiquities. Exploratory 

excavations were made in 1938 which sought to establish the history of the site by excavating its dumps. 

After a preliminary survey by A. Negev in 1972, exploratory excavations began in 1973 show much still 

exists, even after extensive stone plundering. Further excavations were made in 1979 and in 1980.  

C. History  

Elusa apparently belongs to the first group of road stations established by the Nabateans in the 3d 

century B.C.E. or earlier, on the trade route from Arabia to Gaza. This is supported by the archaic 

Nabatean inscription dated to 168 B.C.E., and by the Hellenistic pottery. Painted Nabatean and early 

Roman pottery attest to the occupation of Elusa in the Middle Nabatean Period (ca. 30 B.C.E.–50/70 C.E.). 

In the Late Nabatean Period (2d–3d centuries C.E.) and Late Roman period it became one of the most 

important cities of the Provincia Arabia, and later of Palaestina Tertia. Christianity seems to have 

penetrated Elusa after the visit of St. Hilarion in the middle of the 4th century, but paganism died hard, as 

attested by late non-Christian Greek inscriptions. Elusa was certainly a Christian town by the beginning of 

the 5th century, when its bishop is mentioned in conjunction with the visit of St. Nilus at Elusa. Local 

bishops who bore Nabatean-Arabian names participated in the church councils of Ephesus (431) and 

Chalcedon (451). Nevertheless an official inscription found in the theater of Elusa, of 454/5 C.E., bears no 

signs of Christianity. The city of Elusa, in Palaestina Tertia, is mentioned by Hierocles (6th century C.E.) 

and by Georgios Cyprios (7th century C.E.). As attested by Theodosius and Antoninus of Placentia, Elusa 

must have been an important station on the pilgrims‘ road to Sinai. As a district capital, Elusa is 

frequently mentioned in the Nessana papyri. It still retained its position late after the Arab conquest, and 

is mentioned in a document of 689 C.E. found at Nessana. The city was abandoned by 800 C.E.  

D. Excavations  

The purposes of the exploratory excavations in 1973 were to refute the legend of the total destruction of 

the site, to study the reasons for the disappearance of ancient remains, and to determine the extent of the 

ancient town. Three soundings were made on the W half of the 250-acre site, which is limited between 

two dry rivers Nahal Besor and Nahal Atadim. Area A is one of the large city dumps, noted already by 

earlier researchers and located on the W and E borders of the site. The purpose of excavating these areas 

was to study the history of Elusa by collecting as many small finds as possible (pottery, glass, coins). 

Contrary to expectations these ―dump heaps‖ contained mostly dust and sand, and very little pottery. 

These huge heaps consisted mainly of windblown dust and sand (Elusa is situated in the heart of huge 

sand dunes that extend from the sea), which the city had constantly to battle. The thick cover of sand and 

dust consequently protected most of the ancient buildings after Elusa was deserted.  



Area B is a tower to the E of area A. At this place Woolley and Lawrence marked a gate in the city wall. 

The ground floor of the tower and remains of an upper floor were buried in sand, but it was not connected 

with any city wall. Ground surveys identified two lines of towers, one on the N, facing Nahal Atadim, 

which included the tower in area B, and another on the S, above the bank of Nahal Besor. These date to 

the Late Roman period and were probably manned by the ―Keeper of Peace,‖ referred to by Libanius. In 

area C, S of area B, is a 10 × 5 m pool, preserved to its full depth of 2 m, which was part of the city‘s 

water supply. It was constructed in the Late Roman period and was repaired twice, once in the same 

period, and again in the Byzantine period.  

The discovery of Nabatean capitals, bases, and other decorated architectural members on the E part of 

the site prompted an additional probe (area D) in the NE part of Elusa. These excavations revealed a large 

house in an excellent state of preservation. The house was originally built in the Nabatean period, possibly 

in the 2d century C.E., but it was apparently expanded in the Byzantine period, as attested by a capital 

decorated by a cross flanked by two birds. At the S end of the E quarter was discovered a Nabatean 

theater, near which the outlines of a large church were observed.  

1. The Theater. The theater is entirely artificial, built on level ground. It consists of two separate 

components, the cavea and the scaenae frons. The cavea (35 m in diameter) is founded against a structure 

consisting of two heavy parallel semicircular walls (the outer wall is 1.70 m wide, and the distance 

between the two is 2.97 m). The walls are built of large hammer-dressed blocks of hard limestone. The 

space between the walls, normally used in other contemporary theaters for the placement of vomitoria, 

was filled at Elusa with a hard-packed mixture of Early Roman-Middle Nabatean pottery and glass, not 

later than the middle of the 1st century C.E. The cavea is of hard concrete consisting of gray mortar mixed 

with quarry refuse and has nine or ten rows of seats, separated by 0.55-m-wide gangways. In the middle 

of the cavea is a 2.90 × 2.80 m paved box, apparently for the directors of ceremonies. In the orchestra, 

facing the box, is a small base (1.0 × 0.80 m) approached by two steps, possibly for a statue (the lower 

part of a life-size statue of white marble, showing two sandaled feet, was found in the debris). The 

orchestra is paved with blocks of limestone.  

The scaenae frons is 31.30 m long, and consists of two rectangular towers—one on the N, the other on 

the S—and of a solid wall 1.42 m wide. Both towers had steps leading to their roofs, from which one 

reached the roofs of the vaulted parodoi and the cavea. In the scaenae frons were the three regular doors. 

In the debris of the central door, two classic Nabatean doorpost capitals were found, and an inscription of 

a later date was found in the debris of the N door. While the pottery found in the fill of the theater is dated 

to Aretas IV (9 B.C.E.–40 C.E.), within the cavea and in the N tower were found numerous pottery vessels 

of the Late Roman–early Byzantine period, attesting for a later use of the theater. This is confirmed also 

by the Greek dedicatory inscription mentioned above, which reads: ―During the governorship of the most 

magnificent and most glorious Flavius Demarchus was made the pavement of the old (or: in front of the) 

theater, up to the old pavement, by the charge of the citizen Abraamius son of Zenobius. In the year 349‖ 

(349 Arabian Era = 454/5 C.E.). Despite its relatively late date, there are no signs of Christianity in this 

inscription. There is a remote possibility that the theater was still used for the performance of pagan cults 

even at this late period. W of the theater rises a 3-m-high wall; the relation between the wall and the 

theater has not been established. In the Byzantine period a dwelling was built against this wall, facing the 

theater.  

2. The East Church. Approximately 36 m N of the theater is the East Church, apparently the cathedral 

of Elusa. This building (77.40 × 29.60 m) is the largest church in the Negeb and one of the largest in the 

Holy Land. To the W is a spacious atrium (28 × 32 m) with four porticoes (8 × 9 columns). The E portico 

is approached by a monumental flight of steps extending along its whole length. Like the rest of the 

basilica it is paved by large slabs of Proconesian marble. The columns of the portico were, however, made 

of limestone segments. Three doors lead into the partly excavated basilica. There were ten columns and 

two engaged pilasters in each row. The monolithic columns (only one was found), bases, and large 

Corinthian capitals were made of the same imported marble. The sanctuary consists of three apses. Most 

of the space of the central apse (5.65 m in diameter) is occupied by a marble-covered seven-step structure 



of the base of the bishop‘s seat, the largest known in the Christian world. The walls of the apse were also 

faced with marble. The unusual size of the bishop‘s seat forced the moving of the large marble altar (2.60 

× 2.0 m) from its regular place on to the bema. The bema is T-shaped, deep in the middle and narrow in 

front of the side apses. Broken chancel posts and screens decorated with Christian symbols were found in 

the debris. Special care was given to the S apse. At the back of the chancel a small square was cut off by a 

subsidiary chancel. At this space a reliquary was placed on a small altar supported by one leg (fragments 

of the leg, altar table, and reliquary were found in the debris). The floor of the apse was decorated by a 

large star made in opus sectile. A marble hexagonal preaching pulpit, placed to the NW of the bema, 

completed the church furniture. The pulpit was supported by a small marble capital richly decorated by 

windblown leaves, painted in crimson and plated with gold. One face of the capital is occupied by an 

eagle of spread wings with a cross on its chest. In the debris in the basilica were found numerous small 

glass mosaic cubes of various colors (some gilded), large white tesserae, and clay roof tiles. It seems that 

the large tesserae come from the floor of the gallery above the aisles, whereas the small cubes pertain to 

the decoration of its balustrade. The wooden beams covered by the clay tiles were robbed, together with 

the marble columns. Chapels and dependencies were along both sides of the building, but these have 

hardly been investigated.  

Excavations E of the basilica, behind the lateral apses, indicate that this church was originally a 

monoapsidal building with rectangular rooms at the sides of the single central apse. At a later date the 

lateral apses were added. A similar phenomenon has been observed in the churches of Sobata. A. Negev 

attributes these innovations to a change which took place in the performance of the cult of saints and 

martyrs, which occupied a most prominent place in the Christian cult of this region. At the beginning, the 

reliquary was at the back of the S side room; it was moved to the front of the apse at a later stage. With 

these changes, the central apse was made smaller by the construction of an additional shell against the 

original wall, both of which were faced with marble.  

No dating material was found in the church, but it apparently still existed after the Islamic conquest of 

the Negeb. This is supported by the fact that each of the nine Corinthian capitals so far discovered has had 

one face damaged by iconoclasts, which almost certainly was done by order of the Moslem conquerors. 

Tentatively, the church could have been built at about 350–400 C.E.; the structural changes probably took 

place about 450–500 C.E. The excavators are of the opinion that the spacious atrium of the East Church, 

larger than any other in the Negeb, similar in plan to the forecourt of the Nabatean temples, could have 

formed part of a large Nabatean sanctuary, which also included the theater. This point has not yet been 

verified.  

3. The Cemeteries. Explorers had earlier observed large cemeteries to the N, E, and S of Elusa. An 

additional cemetery was found immediately SE of the theater. Although ancient, the tombs also contained 

burials of the 19th/20th centuries. Investigations were conducted in a cemetery ca. 400–500 m E of Elusa, 

where the terrain is covered by pottery of the Middle Nabatean Period. Several family tombs were 

discovered, each surrounded by a thick wall. In one plot, an ashlar-built subterranean monument was 

found under a fill of heavy boulders. This tomb was lined and covered with slabs of stone, and was used 

for secondary burial. In the same area were found two triclinia, which were used in funerary meals. The 

Middle Nabatean pottery found all over the site dates this cemetery to the late 1st century B.C.E.–the 1st 

century C.E.  
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AVRAHAM NEGEV  

ELUZAI (PERSON) [Heb ˒ĕl˓ûzay (ֱאְלעּוַזי )]. One of the Benjaminite warriors who left Saul to ally 

themselves with David at Ziklag (1 Chr 12:6—Eng12:5). 1 Chr 12:1–22 is a section which provides 

information on the accumulating support for David in his early career, prior to his ascending to the throne. 

Williamson Chronicles NCBC, (104–106) offers a discussion of the literary structure of this section. The 

defectors from Benjamin are placed first, possibly because their support, coming from the house of Saul, 

placed special honor upon David (Myers 1 Chronicles AB, 96). The fact that even Benjaminites allied 

themselves to David develops the theme that the coming kingship of David was recognized by all, even 

while Saul remained on the throne (Ackroyd Chronicles Ezra Nehemiah, TBC, 54). In addition, a special 

skill of theirs as warriors is indicated in the narrative (1 Chr 12:2): the ability to shoot arrows and sling 

stones with either the right or left hand, a skill that made up for their lack in number.  

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  

ELYMAIS (PLACE) [Gk Elymais (Ἐλυμαις)]. Greek name for biblical Elam, the region or province 

between Babylonia and Persia, of which Susa was the chief city; today SW Iran (Khuzistan). The text 

tradition of 1 Macc 6:1 is quite confused (IDB 2:95). Although the majority of the readings suggest that 

Elymais was the name of a city located in Persia, the original text was likely: ―in Elymais in Persia there 

was a city.‖ Although the chief city of Elam was Susa, the reference is not likely to Susa, since it was 

controlled by Antiochus IV at the time of the story narrated (Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 308). The name 

may have been used to refer to that part of Elam that was not under the control of the Seleucids (KlPauly 

2: 253–54).  

In Josephus (Ant 12.9§1), Elymais is considered a city where there was a temple of Artemis (cf. 

Polybius Hist. 31.9[11]). The reference in Tob 2:10 could refer to a city or a province. However, there is 

no evidence that such a city ever existed. Elymais is, however, known to be the name of a region or a 

province of the Persian empire (so the LXX text of Dan 8:2, preserved by Codex Chisianus [87]; cf. 

Strabo 15.732, 744; Herodotus 3.91; Ptolemy Geog. 6.3).  

W. WARD GASQUE  

ELYMAS (PERSON) [Gk Elymas (Ἐλυμας)]. The Jewish magician (Acts 13:8; also called BAR-

JESUS, Acts 13:6) who had connections with the Roman proconsul of Cyprus, Sergius Paulus, and 

opposed the Apostle Paul when he and Barnabas sought to evangelize the proconsul. He was temporarily 

blinded by Paul as punishment.  

A consensus has emerged in recent studies that the author of Acts intended to translate Elymas by 

magos (magician) and to say that a person with the Jewish name of Bar-Jesus had taken in a Greek 

context the foreign name Elymas, which translated into Greek as ―magician‖ (e.g., Haenchen Acts 

MeyerK, 398). According to this reconstruction, Elymas is to be seen as the transliteration of a Semitic 

word which could be connected with the functions of a magician. Various solutions have been proposed 

ranging from the Arabic halīm, ―wise,‖ to the Aramaic hālimā, ―powerful.‖ Yaure (1960: 297–306) has 

argued that Elymas is the exact transliteration of the Aramaic ḥālōmā, which refers to a person who can 

interpret dreams and offer divine messages in a state of trance. These activities are common 

characteristics of magicians in the ancient Near East and thus magos would be an accurate translation.  



Other scholars have thought that Luke intended Elymas to be the Greek translation of the Semitic Bar-

Jesus and that he understood both to mean ―magician.‖ However, the generally accepted readings will not 

work for this reconstruction since bariēsous means ―Son of Jesus‖ (or more completely, ―Son of 

Salvation‖) and elymas, whatever its meaning, has no relation to this. But some mss read hetoimas (or 

hetoimos) in place of elymas (D, cf., Lucifer, it
gig

, vg
mss

, Ambrosiaster, Pacianus). Zahn (Acts KNT, 416–

18) adopted hetoimas (meaning ―ready‖) as the original text. In turn this led him to conjecture that Bar-

Jesus is actually a corruption of the transliteration of the Heb bar-yišwah. The Pi˓el form of šawah means 

―make smooth, level, or ready‖ and could be translated hetoimas. The resultant ―Son of Readiness‖ is 

supposed to connote ―magician.‖  

Zahn‘s reconstruction has not been generally accepted. The occurrence of hetoimas in D can be 

explained as originating with a later scribe who sought to connect the Cypriot magician of Acts 13 with 

one mentioned by Josephus (Ant 20.7.2, and in one ms named Atomos). We also know that it was 

common for Jews to have both a Jewish name and a Greek one that may not have been linguistically 

related. In Acts there are Saul, also known as Paul (13:9), and John, also known as Mark (15:37). Thus 

some scholars who believe that Luke intended to connect Bar-Jesus with Elymas suggest that 

methermēneuetai (v 8, ―is translated,‖ RSV, ―is the meaning‖), might be taken in a weak sense to connote 

―this person known as Bar-Jesus in Jewish circles was called Elymas in Greek circles‖ (e.g., Lake and 

Cadbury 1933: 144). There is, however, no evidence that methermēneuō can have this weak meaning.  

The picture of a diaspora Jew involved in the popular Hellenistic preoccupation with magic, despite the 

condemnation of magic in ―official‖ Jewish texts, is not surprising (Alexander in HJP 3/1: 342–43). His 

function in the proconsul‘s household may have been similar to that of a court philosopher or later private 

chaplain; to answer questions about the nature of life and offer divine guidance for the future. It is from a 

Christian perspective that he is called a ―false prophet‖ (v 6).  

Other questions surround the function of this magician in the theology of Acts. It seems clear that this 

confrontation between Paul and Elymas is part of an anti-magic polemic which is also found in Acts 8:9–

13; 16:16; 19:13–16, 18–19. In each case Luke does not engage in a philosophical attack on magic but 

simply points out that it is negated by the power of Jesus.  

Sanders (1987: 259) argues that Luke‘s theology is anti-Jewish, and that what is important about 

Elymas is that he is a ―Jewish‖ magician. True to the stereotypical picture of Jews in Acts, he 

intransigently opposes the gospel. However, it should be noted that not all scholars agree that Lucan 

theology is anti-Jewish, and debate on this point continues.  
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THOMAS W. MARTIN  

ELYON. See MOST HIGH.  

ELZABAD (PERSON) [Heb ˒elzābād (ֶאְלָזָבד )]. Two individuals in the OT bear this name which 

means ―God has given.‖ In addition, this Hebrew name also occurs in Neo-Babylonian business texts as 

Ilî-za-ba-du/Ilî-za-bad-du (Coogan 1976: 13, 43–47, 71–72). With it may be compared the biblical 

Jehozabad and the Aramean Nabû-zabad (Hilprecht and Clay 1898: 27, 65; Clay 1904: 57).  

1. Ninth of eleven men who were ―chiefs of the Gadites in the army‖ (NEB, 1 Chr 12:15—Eng12:14). 

Elzabad was among the warriors, experts in close combat (Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 106), who came 

to the aid of David while he was at Ziklag. LXX
BS

 reads eliazer in place of Elzabad.  

2. Elzabad is also the name of a gatekeeper (1 Chr 26:7) in the temple in Jerusalem according to the 

schematization offered by a reviser of the Chronicler‘s organization of these temple functionaries 

(Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles NCB, 125–26, 169–70; Rudolph, 173). Here Elzabad is named as the 

fourth son of the preeminent family of Shemiah (Rudolph, 173), the oldest son of the Gittite OBED-

EDOM.  
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J. S. ROGERS  

ELZAPHAN (PERSON) [Heb ˒elṣāpān (ֶאְלָקָץן )]. See ELIZAPHAN (PERSON).  

EMADABUN (PERSON) [Gk Ēmadaboun (Ἠμαδαβουν)]. One of the sons of the Levite JESHUA 

responsible for supervising the building of the Temple (ca. 520 B.C.E.) after the return from exile (1 Esdr 

5:56—Eng5:58). His name appears in 1 Esdr 5:56 as one of the Levites charged with overseeing the 

laying of the Temple‘s foundations. The fact that the parallel section in Ezra 3:8–9 does not mention him 

calls attention to differences between 1 Esdras and Ezra-Nehemiah. Josephus mentions a similar name at 

this point, Aminadabos, identifying him, however, as the father of Judas and Zodmielos, and less clearly 

with Jeshua (or Jesus) (Ant 11.4.2).  

It has been suggested that Emadabun represents a confusion or modification of the name Henadad, 

which does appear in Ezra 3:9 (Myers 1 and 2 Esdras 66). The similarity between Josephus and 1 Esdras 

here is one of several indications that Josephus had followed 1 Esdras rather than Ezra-Nehemiah in his 

account of this period. In addition to the reference to Emadabun in 1 Esdras‘ depiction of the founding of 

the Temple, other slight differences from Ezra 3:8–13 mark this section. Both Ezra 3 and 1 Esdras 5 state 

that the founding took place in the second month of the second year after the people‘s arrival. 1 Esdras, 

however, adds also that they began their activities ―on the new moon,‖ (1 Esdr 5:55), a detail Josephus 

repeats. Such variants play a role in scholarly debates about the relation between 1 Esdras and Ezra-

Nehemiah and in the attempts to determine which is the earlier work.  

TAMARA C. ESKENAZI  

EMAR (36°01´N; 38°05´E). A Bronze Age city, modern Tell Meskene/Balis, located on the great bend 

of the Euphrates river in Syria. The name of the city does not appear in the Bible; nevertheless, the 

archaeological and epigraphic material that has been found there portrays in a remarkable way the period 

at the end of the Late Bronze Age (14th–13th centuries B.C.), the importance of which to the formation of 

Israel is well known.  

A. The Excavations  

The campaign originated as a salvage operation to save the archaeological sites of a region which was in 

danger of being flooded by the construction of a dam on the Euphrates near Tabqa. It was in the context 

of this operation that the observations made at the site of Meskene enabled one to confirm that the 

medieval city of Balis, which was then being excavated, partially covered the city of Emar, a city known 

only from some epigraphic documents dating from the 2d millennium B.C.  

A first reconnaissance mission was carried out in November and December 1972. The findings were of 

such interest that five other campaigns followed between 1973 and 1976. In addition, a study of the 

environs led to the discovery of the site of Tell Faq‘ous, which was situated on a promontory overlooking 

the river near the site of Emar. It was excavated in 1978. This operation was especially important, for it 

made it possible to describe the regional system in which Emar functioned and the organization of that 

part of Syria as a whole during the Late Bronze Age.  

B. A New City  

The research in the area rapidly revealed that the site of Emar, destroyed in 1187 B.C., judging from a 

dated tablet discovered on the floor of a private house, did not date back any further than the 14th century 

and that it showed all the signs of a newly built city. That information was in apparent contradiction with 

the fact that the name Emar had been found in Mari documents dating to the 18th century B.C. as well as 

in the later documents of the Mitannian period. Moreover, texts found at Ebla in 1975 have again 

mentioned the name of the city, which would therefore place Emar as far back as the ED Period. The 



antiquity of the city is thus attested, yet the situation resulting from the excavation was hardly in accord 

with this information. However, the meander of the Euphrates provides the explanation for this 

anomalous situation. The early city, which existed at the time of Ebla or perhaps even before, and which 

continued to exist during the first two thirds of the 2d millennium B.C. undoubtedly underwent increasing 

difficulties due to the change in the meander of the river with which it was associated. The movement of 

the river condemned the city to destruction; the only solution was to abandon the city and rebuild it 

nearby.  

The Hittite King Suppiluliuma I (ca. 1380–1346 B.C.) or his son Mursili II (1345–1315 B.C.) had the city 

moved and rebuilt. The dwellings were not rebuilt in the valley beside the old ones, but on the plateau 

which bordered the valley on the south side. The builders used the slope of the rocky sub-foundation 

which descended from west to east to form the base of the successive terraces on which the living quarters 

as well as the main monuments were to be set up. To build this terraced city it was necessary to remodel 

the face of the rock, eliminate its asperities, fill in its cracks and gullies, and build rock embankments all 

around, the purpose of which was to retain the earth and the constructions, but also to raise the floor of the 

sub-foundation by several meters in order to balance the plan as a whole and allow prominent parts 

effectively to dominate the environment. One can easily measure the magnitude of this task if one is 

mindful that the new city extended more than a thousand meters from east to west and six to seven 

hundred meters from north to south. But above all, it is the boundaries of the eastern side of the city that 

best show the size and difficulty of the operation: the rocky mass which served as a foundation was 

bordered on the northern side by the Euphrates and on the eastern and southern sides by a deep ravine 

originating on the plateau, but on the western side the rock had no break which could be used. Therefore 

the builders dug out a slightly curved ravine more than 500 meters long, about 15 meters deep and about 

30 meters wide at the base. The fortress of the city was connected to the edge of this artificial ravine. The 

final result was the building of a sort of amphitheater, facing the river, located 285 meters away and rising 

to a height of 325 meters at the site of the city‘s great sanctuary. The excavation also showed that the 

layout of the city had been very well planned and organized. Before building the houses, the people had 

set up the system of roads in the form of a network of parallel streets spread out along the slope following 

the level curves, then connected by highways which followed the line of the largest slope. This was a 

magnificent work which shows the degree of technology attained by Bronze-Age men and is also the only 

example that we have at present of a new city which involved works of such major importance.  

C. The Palace  

The local king‘s palace stood on a NW promontory. From this position one could overlook not only the 

city but also the valley below. This may have allowed the palace to communicate by visual signals with 

the fortress of the province of Ashtata located at the site of Tell Faq‘ous.  

The architectural style of the building is the well-known bīt Hilāni style seen in other 1st millennium 

sites. Recently the origins of this architectural style have been questioned, and therefore Emar is 

extremely important since this is the first time that the bīt Hilāni style could be so clearly seen on a Syrian 

site dating to the end of the Bronze Age. Thus the origin of that style seems clear; one must look for it in 

the Hittite architectural practices such as those found at Boǧhazköy (see Hrouda RLA 4: 406–409).  

The palace was formed mainly of a large rectangular room which undoubtedly served as a throne room. 

It was connected to a porch upheld by two columns by a hall with unequal sides. One floor extended 

above the official quarters, which were situated on the ground floor to house the royal family, while 

outlying buildings were terraced along the slope behind the main building. It was in this palace that the 

first 14 tablets were discovered, placed in a jar and hidden in a small cupboard. These tablets, found on 

the fourth day of the excavation, made the identification of the site possible. Some beautiful objects 

(glazed ceramics, a bronze sword, the remains of a composite statuette) also attest to the quality of the 

furnishings of this residence. The building seems to have belonged to the local king and not to the 

representative of the Hittite government.  

D. The Temples  



Four temples were discovered, all based on the model of the megaron; an oblong room closed off at one 

end but opened at the other by a central entrance which was preceded by a porch supported by two 

columns. The interior furnishings consisted of a raised altar which was often preceded by a platform that 

covered almost two thirds of the length of the room and facing a support or a small seat placed in the 

middle of the far wall; other seats were occasionally placed along the side walls and small supports were 

placed in the room itself. Decorations made from earthenware nails adorned the front, and perhaps also 

the long walls, of some of the temples which have been found, but it is impossible to suggest exactly how 

to restore them.  

Two of these temples, set up at the highest point of the site, were closely linked: they were set up on 

both sides of the highway leading to a vast esplanade, where what is doubtless the base of an altar has 

been unearthed. The tablets collected from the floors of these buildings indicate that the south temple, 

situated a meter higher than the second one, was probably dedicated to Baal, and the north one to Astarte. 

These buildings make up the major worship center of the city, which explains why the place chosen for 

them could be seen from all over the city and from all the surrounding areas.  

A third temple was unearthed in a different section of the city; it differs only minimally from the two 

preceding ones, but it was the worship center of a diviner who, protected by the Hittite sovereign, seems 

to have played an important role in the city. In the ruins of the sanctuary, part of the library and its 

archives have been found, a discovery which not only brings to light the activity of such a personality in 

the city, but fills in the step which had been hitherto missing in the process of the transmission of 

hepatoscopic practices between Mesopotamia and the Hittite Anatolia. Unfortunately we do not know the 

name of the divinity worshipped there. But the wealth of the artifacts found there (high-quality glazed 

ceramics, engraved stone, and a sculptured horn) is proof enough of its importance.  

E. Houses and Daily Life  

Many sections of the city have been completely or partially excavated. Added to the information about 

urbanism which is gleaned from this site is that which concerns daily life. The houses hardly differ from 

each other; one can see a kind of blueprint which was modified only to fit in with the terraces and the 

system of roads. Each house consisted of a main room which opened directly on to the outside, and two 

small rooms placed side by side, generally opposite the entrance. In the main room can often be found a 

baking oven of traditional shape and the remains of the staircase leading to the floor where there were one 

or two rooms looking out on the terrace which played such an important role in daily life.  

The utensils found consisted of the usual potteries, stone objects, tools, earthenware figures of humans 

or animals, and occasionally jewelry. One characteristic of the site was also to provide a large number of 

―models‖ of houses or towers apparently used for home worship. Real works of art are scarce; one of the 

most remarkable of them is a sculptured horn of capridae. This relative paucity of artwork may certainly 

be due to the pillaging that occurred when the city was finally destroyed.  

F. The Texts  

The palace, the temples, and the private houses have yielded several hundred cuneiform tablets which 

shed new light on the culture of that region of the Euphrates in the 13th century. They lead us deeper into 

the daily life of Emar, its administrative problems, its economic and judicial activities, and its religious 

practices. Most of the documents are written in the Akkadian language, but some were also written in 

Hittite and Hurrian. As regards the seal impressions—there are almost 400 different copies of them—they 

show the same diversity of origins and influences as well as a local style imitating the patterns of the 

dominant power. Thus at the heart of the Syrian universe Emar found itself in contact with Mesopotamian 

and Anatolian influences, but the latter influences seem to have been weaker than the former.  

G. Tell Faq’ous and the Province of Astata  

This is a fortress built on the top of a promontory overlooking the valley. This fort guarded the entrance 

of the site and was responsible for defending the river upstream against the incursions of the Assyrians. 

The Hittite annals enable one to attribute its construction to Muršili II, and by chance a sealing was found 

there belonging to the ―Chief of Chariots‖ (that is, the Hittite general-in-chief) identical to the one found 

at Emar; the close association of the two sites is beyond doubt. The organization of the province of Astata, 



the southeast border of the Hittite Empire, therefore stands out clearly: there was a fortress at the entrance 

of the province which was responsible for protecting the capital Emar, whose role on the Euphrates as a 

commercial port between Mesopotamia and Syria was economically important. With these conditions, it 

is easily understood why Astata was the object of the particular attention of the Hittite sovereigns and 

why they did not hesitate to engage in a policy of major building developments there.  
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JEAN-CLAUDE MARGUERON  

TRANS. PAUL SAGER  

EMATHIS (PERSON) [Gk Emathis (Ἐμαθις)]. A descendant of Bebae and one of the returned exiles 

who married a foreign woman during the era of Ezra‘s mission (1 Esdr 9:29, cf. Ezra 10:28). In the 

parallel text of Ezra 10:28, the name Athlai appears in the position Emathis holds in 1 Esdr 9:29. For 

more discussion, see ATHLAI (PERSON).  

JEFFREY A. FAGER  

EMBALMING. The various methods of preserving dead human and animal corpses from organic 

putrefaction and decay. The Hebrew ḥānaṭ, ―to embalm,‖ is found twice in the OT (Gen 50:2, 26), where 

it is used with reference to the bodies of Jacob and Joseph in Egypt. The verb ḥānaṭ in Song of Solomon 

2:13a (―the fig ripens/brings forth her fruits‖) must be an unrelated Semitic loanword of the same 

consonantal spelling, cp. Arabic ḥanaṭa and Akkadian ḫunnuṭu, ―to become mature, to ripen.‖ Others 

have suggested a relationship to the word for mature wheat ḥiṭṭāh (<*ḥinṭat; cp. Aramaic ḥinṭīn, and 

Ugaritic ḥṭt) perhaps by reason of its color at maturity, although this needs further study. Embalming of 

the dead has its origins in ancient Egypt.  

———  

A. Origins of Embalming in Egypt  

B. Formative Period of Embalming  

C. First Attempts at True Embalming  

D. Embalming during the First Intermediate Period  

E. Embalming during the Middle Kingdom  

F. Embalming during the Second Intermediate Period  

G. Embalming during the New Kingdom  

H. Embalming during the Late Period  

I. Embalming and the Rise of Christianity  

J. Procedure of Embalming  

K. Was Embalming Biohazardous?  

L. Embalming in the Bible  

M. Embalming in Egypt, the History of Medicine, and Paleopathology  

———  

A. Origins of Embalming in Egypt  

It is generally assumed that embalming arose in Early Dynastic Egypt to some extent as a result of the 

occasional observation and examination of Predynastic-period bodies which had been preserved by simple 

accidental desiccation in the hot sands of Egypt, but which later had been exposed to view by natural 

means such as the wind. This was probably a contributing factor but certainly not the major reason why 

embalming began in Egypt. It is also generally assumed that the origins of embalming paralleled 

developments in Egyptian religion. This may be true for all but the earliest periods of Egyptian history. It 



is well known that Osiris, as god of the dead and the resurrection, was closely associated ritually with 

embalming and beliefs concerning the afterlife of the dead. However, such an association cannot be 

earlier than the latter part of the Old Kingdom or about 2700–2250 B.C., the date at which Osiris first 

appears in Egyptian texts (Fleming et al. 1980: 5). By this time attempts at embalming were already 

several centuries old. Indeed, it is with the Predynastic Badarian culture burials, ca. 3790 B.C. with a 

radiocarbon date error of about 300 years (the village of El-Badari is about 30 miles south of Asyut), that 

we find the first evidence of belief in an afterlife which was apparently thought of as being similar to 

mortal life along the Nile valley, and requiring the same daily supplies and material objects (Fleming et 

al. 1980: 1). At the present time, the central motivating factors which underlie the origins of embalming in 

Egypt remain obscure.  

B. Formative Period of Embalming  

Embalming developed during the Archaic to Early Dynastic Periods, ca. 3100 B.C.–2700 B.C. The 

earliest attempts to preserve lifelike corpses appear during the 1st–3d Dynasties, where corpses were 

wrapped in linen wetted with resins fashioned around the corpse to preserve a likeness of the dead body 

and visage. Somewhat similarly, the application of painted plaster modeling to early skulls, some of 

which are now in the Cairo Museum, shows just how accurately the visage of the dead could be 

reconstructed. Clearly, however, at this period there is no true embalming of the dead. The use of 

resinated linen outer wrappings over the body provided in effect only a shell within which some degree of 

decay still occurred, and so preservation of human remains from this period, especially the soft tissues, is 

generally poor. The use of natural dehydration in sandy burials may well have continued for some time 

among the poorer classes, and occasionally well into the later Pharaonic periods in unusual circumstances 

such as war, where rapid preservation of the body was required (Spencer 1982: 114).  

C. First Attempts at True Embalming  

(Dynasties 3–61; ca. 2686 B.C.–2181 B.C.). From the 4th Dynasty to the beginning of the 6th Dynasty, 

the first real attempts at embalming the dead are found. It was obvious by this time to Egyptian burial 

technicians that the abdomen, the intestines, and the stomach were somehow directly associated with 

processes of decay. Only by their removal and neutralization by washes and soaks could such putrification 

be arrested. For the first time the incision in the left side of the lower abdomen is used to gain access to 

internal organs of the abdomen which were removed and preserved individually in receptacles placed 

within the tomb. Removal of the brain, however, is not found until the New Kingdom. The Egyptian 

Coffin Texts, especially Spell 755, show plain familiarity with the realities of the decay of the dead corpse 

(here now ritually associated with Osiris): ―The members of Osiris are inert, but they shall not [always] be 

inert, they shall not putrefy or shake, nor swell up or make foul liquid‖ (Fleming et al. 1980: 18). The 

slow procedure of mummification, still quite an imperfect process at this early period, with the dissection 

and preservation of various individual organs must surely have been a very gruesome and repulsive 

procedure. From a modern perspective, if one considers that human fecal matter is composed 

approximately of 40–50 percent living and dead anaerobic bacterial cell bodies, then one quickly realizes 

just what potential there is for rapid decay of human corpses and the associated massive production of 

foul gases. Certainly it took an extraordinary motivation such as religion and eternal existence to facilitate 

and ensure the continuance of such large-scale dissection and embalming of corpses through several 

millennia in the climate of Egypt.  

Alongside these first attempts at arresting decay by dissection, embalmers as late as the end of the 5th 

Dynasty (ca. 2400 B.C.) were still applying the simple linen wrapping around intact corpses to preserve 

and mold the external shape and likeness of the body, with facial features and other details highlighted by 

paint, the application of hair, etc. During this period, embalming was a luxury available only to royalty 

and nobility (Fleming et al. 1980: 7). The application of natron, the one crucial ingredient for successful 

embalming in later periods, first occurs at this period as a desiccant, but by no means was it applied 

universally.  

The oldest extant mummy is that of Waty, found at Saqqara, where it still remains; it dates to the late 

5th Dynasty (ca. 2400 B.C.). This mummy was wrapped only in resin-soaked linen. Facial details such as 



eyebrows and moustache, painted onto the surface of the wrapping, reproduce the deceased‘s appearance 

(Andrews 1984: 9, and photograph). Only three complete mummies survive from the Old Kingdom. A 

fourth, once the property of the Royal College of Surgeons, London, perished in World War II.  

D. Embalming during the First Intermediate Period  

(Dynasties 7–11; ca. 2181–1991 B.C.). During the First Intermediate Period (ca. 2200–2000 B.C., 7th–

11th Dynasties) there was a substantial decline in the quality of mummification due to several factors, 

particularly the decline in the quality of material arts generally and a shortage of various imported oils, 

resins, and woods which were required for embalming (Fleming et al. 1980: 8). There are few examples 

of mummies from this period, but those that do survive exhibit the now common practice of evisceration 

through incisions in the abdomen, with the preservation of the internal organs in storage containers. Even 

so, as late as the 11th Dynasty, primitive mummification without dissection is still evident in some 

mummies. The use of linen bandaging during this period continued to be an important procedure in 

embalming. Enormous quantities of linen were often employed as outer wrappings. For example, an 11th 

Dyn. mummy from Thebes belonging to a certain Wah was bound and wrapped with a total of some 375 

square meters of material (Spencer 1982: 115).  

E. Embalming during the Middle Kingdom  

(Dynasty 12; 1991–1786 B.C.) During the reign of Mentuhotep II at the beginning of the Middle 

Kingdom, trade was widely reestablished throughout the Mediterranean and Africa and supplies of 

embalming materials were again available in Egypt. When corpses were embalmed elaborately, the 

internal organs were still removed from the body, but now, apparently in response to the need for simpler 

or cheaper methods of embalming, mummies were found in which the internal organs were not removed 

and the corpses themselves were merely dehydrated. Thus decay often continued after the mummy was 

wrapped because of residual moisture retained deep within the corpse. During this period, mummification 

continued to be increasingly available to the lower classes of Egyptian society (Fleming et al. 1980: 17–

19).  

F. Embalming during the Second Intermediate Period  

(Dynasties 12–17; 1786–1567 B.C.). The Second Intermediate Period in Egypt was a period 

characterized by internal collapse, most notably that which occurred following occupation of the country 

by the Hyksos after about 1670 B.C. Interruptions in trade resulted in shortages of embalming materials, 

especially in the south. Thus mummies from the 17th Dyn. are of poor quality and generally lack 

treatment with coniferous resins (Fleming et al. 1980: 19).  

G. Embalming during the New Kingdom  

(Dynasties 18–20; ca. 1567–1070 B.C.). Very little is known about mummification during the Second 

Intermediate Period (1786–1567 B.C., Dynasties 12–17). However, by the beginning of the New 

Kingdom, major advances appear in the embalming process. Advanced and superior techniques of 

embalming continued through the 21st Dynasty. Here are found the most extensive efforts at making the 

mummy appear as lifelike as possible. The skin was colored according to artistic tradition—red for men 

and yellow for women. False eyes were made of glass and shell and imparted to the mummy a startlingly 

realistic stare, shriveled limbs of the dehydrated corpse were packed subcutaneously with sawdust, mud, 

or rags to reproduce lifelike bodily contours and corpulence, wigs for women replaced hair lost to 

embalming, and sometimes the mummy was clothed and bejeweled to reproduce the dress and appearance 

of daily life. The so-called ―Royal Mummies‖ of the Cairo Museum certainly represent the finest 

embalming techniques available during this period (see the plates in Smith 1912). Surviving examples of 

superior preservation of the corpse include the mummy of Seti I (14th Dynasty; see Andrews 1984: 8 and 

photograph, or Smith 1912), the mummies of Yuya and Thuya (18th Dynasty; see Fleming et al. 1980: 34 

and photograph), and Rameses II (14th Dynasty; see Smith 1912).  

From the 22d through the 25th Dynasties and later, the art of embalming gradually declined in quality.  

H. Embalming during the Late Period  

(Dynasty 26, Saite Period and later; post 664 B.C.). After 600 B.C., the desire to preserve the visage of 

the living body accurately is increasingly less obvious. The embalmers are no longer of priestly rank, and 



Herodotus seems to regard them merely as common tradesmen. In this light, Herodotus lacks almost 

completely any mention of the religious nature of embalming (Lloyd 1976: 355). By the Ptolemaic 

Period, the process is rather crude generally, with the majority of the effort applied to the bandaging and 

other efforts to create the outward appearance of a wholesome intact body, while less and less effort is 

expended in the actual preservation of internal organs and tissues. Copious treatment of the corpse with 

hot resins usually made it heavy and hard. Preservation of tissues in these mummies is very poor as resin 

usually impregnated the entire corpse and permeated into the bone. While the mummy itself may have 

lacked suitable treatment, the outermost wrappings were often elaborately fashioned, imparting to them a 

beauty distinctive of the period.  

The word ―mummy‖ stems from the Late Period, deriving from a Persian word for bitumen or pitch. 

The application of the term to embalmed corpses is due to the blackened color of Late Period mummies, 

which resembled bitumen both in color and in combustible characteristics when mummified corpses were 

burned as fuel in late antiquity. The word passed into Byzantine Greek moumia/momion and then into the 

Arabic mumiyya, literally ―a bituminized thing or object.‖ The importance of bitumen as a medical 

remedy in antiquity was soon associated with Late Period mummies and their presumed bituminous 

qualities. This eventually resulted in the sale and widespread prescription of ground and powdered 

mummy corpses as a potent medicine used for a wide variety of ills, and which was still being imported 

into Europe as late as the 17th century. One 17th-century English drug list describes mummy as being 

―resinous, hardened, [having a] black shining surface, of a somewhat acrid and bitterish taste, and of a 

fragrant smell‖ (Dawson 1927).  

I. Embalming and the Rise of Christianity  

The Christian belief in the ultimate resurrection and eternal preservation of the body differed from the 

older Egyptian religion by recognizing no fundamental need for the deliberate preservation of the body 

immediately following death. The treatment and burial of Egyptians in the Christian Period after the third 

century was simple and uncomplicated. Coptic corpses were washed, dressed, and bound in shrouds, often 

with salt and juniper berries placed within the layers, and then buried to be preserved naturally by 

accident in much the same way as Predynastic corpses (e.g., Grilletto 1981). The Greek Life of St. Antony 

by Athanasius illustrates the Coptic attitude toward the treatment of the body and its burial. Here Antony 

forbids pagan Egyptian burials: ―The Egyptians love to honor with burial rites and to wrap in linens the 

bodies of their worthy dead … not burying them in the earth but placing them on low beds … Do not 

permit anyone to take my body to Egypt, lest they set it within the houses.‖ And thus, ―in accordance with 

the commands he had given them [i.e., his disciples] making preparations and wrapping his body, buried 

it in the earth, and to this day no one knows where it has been hidden …‖ (Gregg 1980: 96–98). A 

passage in the Bohairic Life of Shenoute 133 describes the treatment of the body of a young monastic 

novice in simple terms: ―They wrapped him in a shroud, took him out, and buried him‖ (Bell 1983: 85). 

Attempts at embalming employing any of the classical Pharaonic methods declined and ceased by about 

the 4th or 5th century A.D., a period which also roughly corresponds with the last dying vestiges of the old 

religion and its priesthood, and the loss of the knowledge of hieroglyphs.  

J. Procedure of Embalming  

Descriptions of the process of embalming in Egypt are extant only from the later periods, notably from 

the hands of Herodotus (History 2.85–90) and Diodorus Siculus (History 1.91). The earliest and fullest 

account is that of Herodotus, who visited Egypt just after 450 B.C., and whose account of mummification 

probably describes methods of embalming stemming from the New Kingdom period, but in the particular 

state of decline representative of the time in which he writes (see Lloyd [1976] for a recent detailed 

analysis of Herodotus‘ account of mummification). Herodotus appears to describe two or three individual 

methods of embalming, but recently Lloyd (1976: 356) discounts these as ―yet another example of the 

orderly Greek mind‘s imposing a rigid system [of classification of embalming] where none appears to 

have existed.‖ It is important to note that there is no inherent or direct derivational pathway between the 

dissection of the corpse during mummification and the development of Egyptian medicine and knowledge 

of physiology. Physicians were priests of the healing goddess Sekhmet, whereas the embalmers were 



priests of Anubis the god of the dead. Further, while much of the canon of Egyptian medical practice and 

tradition was already fixed near the beginnings of Egyptian history, the process of embalming developed 

much more gradually (see Wilson 1962: 121–22). And thus also, the mention in Gen 50:2 of the 

mummification of Joseph at the hands of the Egyptian ―physicians‖ (Heb rōpĕ˒  m) is probably incorrect 

as Egyptian physicians were not employed in the mummification of the dead.  

The religious character of the process of embalming cannot be overemphasized. For most, if not all of 

Egyptian history, embalming was a religious practice. The preservation of the body was necessary so that 

the ba, very roughly similar to an individual‘s soul or spirit, could recognize the body upon its return to it. 

Further, in certain periods at least, the embalming priests wore masks of the god whose function they 

were ritually performing upon the deceased. For example, from one workshop has been discovered a 

priest‘s mask of Anubis, the god of embalming, which has openings located at the bottom of the chin 

through which the wearer could see and work upon the dead while at the same time impersonating the god 

of embalming himself (Spencer 1982: 129).  

Embalming itself surely took less than the 70 days mentioned in certain texts. It is now clear that this 

included the period of actual embalming as well as the periods of mourning, ceremonies, and other burial 

preparations, as illustrated by one Demotic text which mentions day 35 as the day in which the prepared 

corpse was wrapped with linen. It has been rightly emphasized that the ceremonial and religious aspects 

of embalming were extremely important to the Egyptians, being the key to the continuance of life in the 

hereafter. Accordingly, the various ritualized performances attending death were the reason why the 

process of embalming and burial lasted so long (Lloyd 1976: 361; Spencer 1982: 126–27). The period of 

40 days in which the body of Jacob was embalmed (Gen 50:2–3), is not incompatible with current 

knowledge of the duration of the process.  

Embalming usually took place in a temporary structure located near the tomb or necropolis. Generally 

the corpse was placed upon the embalming table, a shallow stone ―trough‖ which sloped and drained 

toward one end where biological fluids and washes derived from any part of the embalming process could 

easily be collected. Actual work on human corpses began with the head. A narrow chisel was inserted into 

the left nostril and forced through the ethmoid bone into the cranial vault. The brain was slashed to pieces 

with a hooked rod, then removed (often incompletely) with a slender spoonlike instrument (Leek 1969). 

The vault was sometimes packed with linen soaked in resin. Next the corpse was incised on the left side 

of the lower abdomen so that the abdominal organs could be withdrawn. Such incisions are said to have 

been made with an Ethiopian obsidian knife (the use of obsidian knives for ritualistic purposes is known 

elsewhere, as in Joshua 5:2, where they are used for circumcisions). Through this incision the intestines, 

liver, and other organs were removed. The diaphragm was slashed and the thoracic organs removed. The 

heart and kidneys were usually left in situ. However, examples are known in which the internal organs 

were removed through the anus without the use of the abdominal incision, but with the aid of a fluid 

which was introduced to accelerate lysis and degeneration of the internal organs, much like one method 

described by Herodotus and for which examples are extant today (see Reyman and Peck 1980). The 

organs were individually preserved and wrapped in bundles which were either stored in canopic jars or 

returned to the corpse. Various spices such as myrrh, cassia, and other substances were placed in the body 

cavity, apparently to mask the smell of biodegradation of the corpse until it was completely dehydrated.  

The application of natron was the one step necessary to ensure successful preservation of the corpse. 

Natron is largely a mixture of sodium carbonate and sodium bicarbonate. It is found naturally in various 

locations, especially at Wadi el-Natrun in the Libyan Desert, Barnugi near Naucratis, and El-Kab in the 

south. The natron powder was applied in a process which Herodotus describes as being similar to the 

drying and salt preservation of fish, except he notes that natron was substituted for salt. Modern 

experiments have shown that natron in solution (as suggested by some of the older translations of 

Herodotus) was not suitable for embalming, and that dry natron powder is far superior as a desiccant and 

preservative than is sodium chloride or natural dehydration, or either substance in solution (Lucas 1932; 

Lucas 1962; Sandison 1963; David 1979). Even so, Iskander and others seem correct in believing that Old 

Kingdom mummies were often processed with a natron solution during the formative attempts at 



embalming, and that many such corpses which appear partially decarnated were not embalmed after 

partial decay but were actually exhibiting the results of an extended liquid steeping in salt or natron 

solutions (Iskander 1980: 9–10). The corpses were dehydrated by being packed within a pile of dry natron 

powder, and linen sacks of natron were also placed within the eviscerated corpse. In fact, one of the 

hieroglyphic symbols for natron is a sign representing a linen bag (filled with natron) like actual bags 

which survive as embalmers‘ refuse and which were originally packed within the corpse. In Egyptian 

texts, natron is sometimes termed ntry, meaning something like ―the divine salt,‖ so closely is it 

associated with embalming (Iskander 1980).  

After desiccation, the corpse was washed and cleaned of natron, then packed with resinated linen or 

other materials such as sawdust or lichen. Then the embalming incision was covered over with a gold 

plate or beeswax held in place with a coating of resin. The plate frequently bore the imprinted Eye of 

Horus, a powerful amulet which protected the now purified and preserved corpse from invasion by evil 

external influences (compare the similar notions of the origins of physical illness by demons ―from the 

outside‖ gaining access into the body, and the unique ghoulish determinative hieroglyph used in Egyptian 

medical texts which mention such illnesses, in Breasted 1930). At some time during the process of 

mummification, the eyes were pressed flat in the ocular orbits and packed with small resinated linen 

packets. Then the eyelids were closed over the top of the packing. Naturally, the embalmers may have felt 

obligated to restore portions of the corpse which were defective or had been lost (Gray 1966). The dried 

body was apparently anointed and freshened with a final dressing of ointments and spices, followed by a 

swabbing with resins. Finally the embalmed corpse was wrapped in linen shrouds and bound with linen 

strips. The mummy, called in Egyptian the sah, was then ready for various ceremonies such as the 

―Opening of the Mouth‖ and other vivifying rites, ultimately concluding with burial. Indeed, the mummy 

was now ready to live forever. A late Egyptian funerary text illustrates the purpose and final result of 

embalming: ―You live again, you revive always, you have become young again [now] and forever‖ 

(Sauneron 1952: 18).  

It is important to note that the entire mass of embalming refuse was buried with the mummy. Such 

matter included rags, natron stained with body fluids, scraps of tissue removed from the skull or abdomen, 

and vegetable matter which had been in contact with the corpse, hair, and other materials (Iskander 1980: 

25). The refuse was placed in as many as 70 jars, which were in turn placed within the tomb so that not a 

single hair or portion of the embalmed corpse could be obtained by enemies of the deceased who might 

apply black magic against the peaceful repose of what Morenz (1984: 198) calls the ―living corpse‖ and 

its eternal existence (Winlock 1941).  

There were some side effects of embalming. Occasionally sheets of epidermis were exfoliated and 

found in modern times wrapped in linen and buried within the tomb. The nails of the fingers and toes 

commonly fell off during the process and were tied in place with string. The color of the mummy changed 

over time from near natural color to the darker browns and blacks noted in modern times. The hair 

commonly suffered damage during mummification and through time lost natural pigmentation, seen in 

modern times as the patchy orange-brown hair observable in several New Kingdom mummies such as 

Rameses II, or Yuya and Thuya.  

K. Was Embalming Biohazardous?  

Portions of the process of embalming, especially the removal of the alimentary tract and certain other 

organs, could be expected to be associated with a relatively significant biohazardous risk to the team of 

embalming priests and subsequently their families and their immediate associates. Embalming must have 

occasionally placed the workers in direct contact with dangerous contagious microorganisms such as 

cholera vibrios, the causative agents of tuberculosis, dysentery, and typhoid fever, or the causative 

organisms of food poisoning illnesses such as salmonella and others. However, there is no evidence that 

the ancient Egyptians were aware of such potential or regarded the process as being risky in any way. In 

this light it is important to note that the occupation of embalming priest was hereditary.  

L. Embalming in the Bible  



In ancient Israel and in other early societies of the biblical world, embalming was not practiced. 

Excavations of numerous sites outside of Egypt have not produced a single native corpse which was 

embalmed. Obviously this also explains the lack of references to embalming in the OT and NT, the only 

exceptions being the specific mention of the embalming of the bodies of the Patriarchs Jacob and Joseph 

in Egypt (Gen 50:2–3, 26). In the case of Joseph, mention is made of the sarcophagus in which his body 

was placed (Gen 50:26, the Heb ˒ārôn, commonly translated ―ark, box, chest‖). The discrepancy found in 

Josh 24:32 which mentions the transport of Joseph‘s bones from Egypt, rather than his mummified body, 

undoubtedly reflects a scribal awareness of the common practice of secondary interment of skeletons, a 

practice which was common in ancient Israel as well as in nomadic societies, rather than reflecting in 

hindsight an accurate knowledge of the period and circumstances of the presumed removal of the 

mummified body of Joseph from Egypt.  

The lack of any form of embalming in ancient Israel is the result of its religion and theology, as well as 

the probable antipathy held by Israelites against Egyptian religion generally. The body of Asa was simply 

covered with spices (2 Chr 16:14). The body of Jesus was buried with 100 pounds of spices (John 19:39–

40; the text implies that certain women present at the burial regarded this amount as insufficient and 

therefore they brought to the tomb even more spices (Mark 16:1; Luke 23:35–36; 24:1). Neither of these 

examples describes embalming in any true sense but appears as an attempt to cover the foul odors 

associated with the natural biodegradation of corpses during the single day of mourning before burial, and 

to keep the immediate locality of the burial or tomb fresh. Even so, the body of Lazarus reeked with foul 

odors soon after burial (John 11:39). For such reasons the small son of the widow of Nain was mourned 

only briefly on the day of his death and then quickly carried off to his burial (Luke 7:11–17). Thus, in 

contrast to the beliefs of Egypt, where it was necessary to preserve a suitable habitat for the use of the 

dead in the next life, including a proper store of earthly supplies, in late ancient Israel (at least) and during 

the Christian period generally, preservation of the corpse was considered unnecessary in view of various 

developing beliefs regarding the resurrection.  

M. Embalming in Egypt, the History of Medicine, and Paleopathology  

It is only by the study of substantive extant ancient human remains that any sure knowledge of the 

history of human health and disease may be obtained. The advances in mummification and preservation of 

the body developed thousands of years ago in Egypt have preserved for the modern scientist the precious 

perishable organs and tissues required for a medical examination of the ancient inhabitants of Egypt. The 

fields of paleopathology and the history of medicine owe a great debt to the development of embalming. 

In fact, the beginnings of paleopathology appear more or less simultaneously with the influx of Egyptian 

antiquities into Europe and Britain and the first crude unwrapping and examination of mummified corpses 

more than 200 years ago (see the bibliographies and discussions in Dawson 1929; Strouhal and Vyhnanek 

1979; and PALEOPATHOLOGY). The importance of embalmed corpses for the field of Egyptology is 

exemplified in the extreme by one particular case—that of the Pharaoh Akhenaten. It is clear that the 

discovery of his mummy would bring to an end the countless debates regarding his personal health, his 

potency and children, related issues regarding the canons of artistic representation during his lifetime, and 

evidence for the presence of certain diseases in antiquity. Indeed, scores of historical problems could be 

solved by the discovery of this one mummy alone.  

It is unfortunate, however, that historically there has been a certain amount of neglect in the proper 

study and preservation of excavated human remains, as well as a reluctance by host countries to provide 

scholars freely with the opportunity to examine the remains of their ancient dead. Precious few mummies 

are currently available for serious examination and study. Egyptology in particular is desperately in need 

of a serious centralized preservation and storage facility with an associated data base devoted to the study 

of ancient human remains recovered from Egypt—and this logically located somewhere in Egypt. Sadly, 

it appears that the best examples of embalmed human remains from ancient Egypt have been exhausted, 

and certainly most of the better examples of Egyptian embalming have already been exhumed and largely 

lost forever during the last two centuries. It must be recognized by all that embalmed corpses, indeed all 

physical human remains from Egypt, are nonrenewable resources, and only now is modern science and 



technology just adequate for a serious study of such remains, enabling scientists to discover from them the 

vast store of evidence which they surely contain. Important studies of these human remains could be 

performed reverently by sympathetic scientists if only this could be freely permitted and allowed. Ancient 

corpses are dead indeed when left to lie in the earth. However, ancient human remains may yet speak to 

us of the many aspects of their lives if placed in the careful hands of modern forensic anthropologists and 

other specialists in related fields.  
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RICHARD N. JONES  

EMBROIDERY. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION.  

EMEK REPHAIM (JERUSALEM). See REPHAIM, VALLEY OF (PLACE).  

EMEK-KEZIZ (PLACE) [Heb ˓ēmeq qĕṣ  ṣ (יצ  One of the towns in the tribal territory of .[( ֵףֶֹמר ְרקִּ

Benjamin, listed after Jericho and Beth-hoglah and before Beth-arabah (Josh 18:21). Beth-hoglah may be 

identified with Deir Hujlah (M.R. 197136) and Beth-arabah may be associated with Ein el-Gharaba (M.R. 

197139), less than 2 miles N of Deir Hujlah. The context therefore suggests that it was located somewhere 

in the Jordan plain SE of Jericho, even though the name (containing the element ˓emeq, ―valley‖) hints 

otherwise.  

EMENDATIONS, SCRIBAL. See SCRIBAL EMENDATIONS.  

EMESA. The small but surprisingly influential Kingdom of Emesa arose in the 1st century B.C., basing 

itself on the city of that name in Syria (modern Homs). It lay on the Orontes River, N of the Anti-Lebanon 

Mountains, just W of the desert where the ―tent-dwelling‖ Arabs (Skenitai) ranged. Its prosperity derived 

from rich pastures and from trade.  



Though ancient, the city largely escaped notice in Hellenistic times, and also did not receive a Seleucid 

colony, retaining its native Arab name and rulers. About 88/87 B.C., Emesa emerged into recorded history. 

A possible ruler from there, Azizus, engaged in the factional disputes of the last Seleucids; he may have 

assisted Philip I Philadelphus against his brother, Demetrius III Eucaerus (Jos. Ant 13 §384). The 

conquest of Syria by Tigranes the Great of Armenia deferred these ambitions, but after Tigranes left in 69 

B.C. Azizus joined Sampsigeramus, the later King of Emesa, in a complicated intrigue designed to remove 

the last Seleucids and partition Syria (Diod. 40.1a–1b).  

The arrival of Rome in force prevented that, but Sampsigeramus maintained himself in Emesa and 

Arethusa, winning the praise of Strabo (16.2.11.753) for his well-ordered government. He appears to have 

been ruling, along with his son Iamblichus, as late as the conspiracy of Caecilius about 46/45 B.C. (Strabo 

16.2.10.753).  

Despite the failure of his scheme to obtain a portion of the former Seleucid holdings, Sampsigeramus 

became a Roman ally. During his reign at Arethusa, an era on its coinage honored Pompey. In 51, when 

he still lived, his son Iamblichus wrote to Cicero in Cilicia to warn of a Parthian invasion. Cicero 

describes him as one ―whom men consider well disposed to our Republic, and a friend‖ (Cic. Fam. 15.1).  

In 47 B.C., when Caesar sought to extricate himself from a desperate situation in Alexandria (not 

Cleopatra, but her brother), he summoned allies. Among the ―dynasts in Syria‖ who responded was 

Iamblichus (Jos. JW 1 §188). About two years later, however, he appeared among the allies of Caecilius 

opposing Caesar, for reasons impossible to determine (Strabo 16.2.10.753). The complexities of the 

Roman civil war caught more than one dynast on the losing side.  

Just before Actium, Antony executed Iamblichus. His brother, Alexander, succeeded him but suffered 

the same fate at the hands of Octavian soon afterward (Plut. Ant 37.2; Dio Cass. 51.2).  

By 20 B.C., Iamblichus II succeeded to the throne of Emesa, with the blessing of Augustus (Dio Cass. 

54.9). This restoration parallels others in the vicinity: Cilicia, Commagene, Armenia Minor. Iamblichus 

married his son, Sampsigeramus II, to a princess from the dynasty of Commagene, Iotape III. The son in 

turn carried on the policy by marrying his daughter, Iotape IV, to Aristobulus of Judea, grandson of Herod 

the Great. The sister and brother of Iotape II contracted a philadelphic marriage and became the parents of 

Antiochus IV of Commagene, who ruled throughout the reigns of the Julio-Claudians. A son of Iotape III, 

King Azizus of Emesa, also went to Judea for a brief marriage to Drusilla, daughter of Agrippa I and 

sister of Agrippa II (Jos. Ant 20 §139). This extensive intermarriage greatly strengthened the dynasties of 

the Near East (ANRW 2/8: 198–219, 296–354).  

Sampsigeramus II had begun his reign as ―Great King‖ by the time of Tiberius (ANRW 2/8: 213). He 

took part in the assembly of Eastern dynasts convened by Agrippa I of Judea at Tiberias in A.D. 42 (Jos. 

Ant 19 §338–342). One of the dynasts, Polemo II of Pontus, married an apparent relative of 

Sampsigeramus, Julia Mamaea.  

King Azizus, his successor, is first mentioned in A.D. 53, though he may have taken power as much as a 

decade before. He died by the first year of Nero, A.D. 54. He was succeeded by his brother, Sohaemus, the 

last firmly attested King of Emesa.  

Emesenes engaged as allies in the Roman wars of the 1st century. King Sohaemus ruled both Emesa and 

distant Sophene, near Armenia, under Nero. He appears several times under arms in the record of the 

Jewish War. In A.D. 70, he joined the forces of the future Emperor Titus marching on Jerusalem (Jos. JW 

2 §500–501; 3 §68; Tac. Ann. 2.81; 5.12). He also assisted Rome against its former ally, Commagene, in 

the war which broke out under Vespasian in A.D. 72 (Jos. JW 7 §226).  

Perhaps Emesa shared the fate of Commagene in due course, but its kings may have ruled to the end of 

the 1st century, as in nearby Judea. A ―very doubtful‖ coin of Domitian (A.D. 81–96) cannot prove the 

dynasty‘s eclipse; otherwise, Roman coinage apparently does not begin there until the reign of Antoninus 

Pius (A.D. 138–161) (ANRW 2/8: 218–19). Some dynastic names lacking the royal title turn up on 

epitaphs in the 2d century, but these people may be only relatives of a ruling king and do not prove the 

kingdom extinct. A King of Armenia with the Emesene royal name of Sohaemus ruled between A.D. 163 

and 175.  



Emesa leaped out of this second period of obscurity late in the 2d century. Suddenly a line of priests 

there began to supply the royal family for the Roman Empire (Stemma: ANRW 2/8: 200). One priest of 

the local cult (sacerdos Soli Elagabali), Ti. Julius Balbillus, may have descended from the royal family of 

Commagene. Another priest of this cult, Julius Bassianus, produced two daughters, Julia Maesa and Julia 

Domna, who married the Emperor Septimius Severus. Their two sons both ruled, Geta (A.D. 211–212) and 

Caracalla (A.D. 211–217). The grandson of Julia Maesa was the Emperor Elagabalus (A.D. 218–222).  

Emesa declined again in prominence after this last efflorescence. About 253, an aspirant with the 

pretentious name L. Julius Aurelius Sulpicius Uranius Antoninus declared himself Emperor of Rome at 

Emesa, and coins exist reflecting his claim (Seyrig 1958: 51–57; Magie 1950: 704, 1566 n. 26). 

Odenathus of Palmyra (ca. A.D. 260–267) has been considered a descendant of the Emesene royal house. 

He brought Emesa again into notice when he defeated the usurper Quietus there. In 272, his widow, 

Zenobia, suffered defeat by the Emperor Aurelian ―in a great battle at Emesa‖ (Scriptores Historiae 

Augustae: Aurel. 25).  

By late in the 4th century after Christ, Emesa had sunk to such obscurity that Libanius can speak of it as 

―no longer a city‖ although it ―continues to send ambassadors and crowns to the Emperors, knowing its 

poverty but ashamed to fall from the number of cities‖ (Lib. Or. 227, 42 Foerster; Ep. 846). Two 6th-

century lists, the ―Synecdemus‖ of Hierocles and the ―Description‖ of Georgius Cyprius, mention Emesa 

still among the cities of Syria (Jones 1971: App. III and 267).  

The little Kingdom of Emesa achieved an impressive record, dimly reflected in the echo of its ancient 

name in the modern town of Homs.  
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RICHARD D. SULLIVAN  

EMIM [Heb ˒êm  m (ם  Hebrew for ―terrible ones‖ or ―frightful ones,‖ the designation used by .[( ֵאיֹמִּ

the Moabites for giants who occupied their territory in more ancient times. Deut 2:10 describes the Emim 

as ―great and many, and tall as the Anakim,‖ another race of giants who lived in ancient Palestine. Both 

the Anakim and the Emim were called Rephaim (Deut 2:11). Because the Emim are associated with 

ancient Moab, the Zamzummim (or Zuzim) are giants linked with Ammonite territory (Deut 2:20; Gen 

14:5). The Emim were defeated by Chedorlaomer and his coalition in Shaveh-kiriathaim (Gen 14:5). 

Nothing is known about the Emim outside of the OT.  

GERALD L. MATTINGLY  

EMIR, IRAQ EL-. See IRAQ EL-EMIR (M.R. 221147).  

EMMAUS (PLACE) [Gk Emmaous (Ἐμμαους)]. Many places bore the name in antiquity, but in the NT 

Emmaus was a village where the risen Christ appeared to two disciples, one named Cleopas (Luke 24:13–

35). Efforts to identify this site have focused on its distance from Jerusalem. There are two figures in the 

textual tradition in Luke for the distance from Jerusalem to Emmaus. The better reading is ―sixty stadia.‖ 

This is the reading in Papyrus Bodmer (P75), Codex Alexandrinus, Codex Vaticanus, Codex Bezae 

Cantabrigiensis, the second corrector of Codex K, Codex Regius, the Freer Gospels, Codex X, Codex 

Delta, Codex Psi, and uncials 063 and 0124. ―Sixty stadia‖ also appears in minuscule families one and 

thirteen, in twenty-one other minuscule manuscripts, in the menologion of Byzantine Lectionary 185, in 



eight manuscripts of the Old Latin tradition, and also in several ancient versions: in the Vulgate, in the 

Curetonian, Sinaitic, and Harclean Syriac, in the Peshitta, in both the Boharic and Sahidic Coptic, in the 

Ethiopic, and in the Georgian. The poorer reading ―one hundred and sixty stadia‖ appears in Codex 

Sinaiticus, the original of Codex K, Codex Koridethi, Codex π, probably in uncial manuscript 079, 

certainly in minuscule 1079, in the Palestinian Syriac, in the Armenian, and in Eusebius, Jerome, and 

Sozomen. Codex Palatinus of the Old Latin reads ―seven stadia.‖ The Editorial Committee of the United 

Bible Societies‘ Greek New Testament feels that the reading ―160 stadia‖ arose with patristic 

identifications of Emmaus with Amwas-Nicopolis W of Jerusalem (Metzger 1971: 184). Since a stadium 

was 600 Roman feet, sixty stadia was about 7.5 miles, while 160 stadia was about 19.5 miles. The 

committee dismisses ―seven stadia‖ as a scribal blunder.  

According to Luke, the disciples journeyed to Emmaus, meeting up with Jesus on the way, ate a meal, 

and returned to Jerusalem, where they found the disciples still awake. These events therefore took place in 

one day, which makes a one-way distance of 160 stadia surely wrong. This distance would indeed place 

the traveler at ancient Emmaus-Nicopolis (modern Khirbet Imwas; M.R. 149138), which lies about 17.4 

miles or 153 stadia from Jerusalem on the S road and 18.3 miles or 161 stadia from Jerusalem on the N 

road to Joppa. Nicopolis is assumed in almost all Christian Pilgrim texts from the 4th century onward. In 

221 C.E. the emperor Heliogabalus (Elagabalus) gave Emmaus the title of ―city‖ and the name Nicopolis 

or ―City of Victory‖ at the petition of Sextus Julius Africanus, a Christian, who headed a delegation from 

Emmaus to the emperor. The Bordeaux pilgrim about 333 C.E. visited Nicopolis, but he merely listed it as 

a staging post. But in 404 C.E. St. Jerome describes his journey eight years earlier with Paula and her 

daughter Eustochium to the holy places, including Emmaus, which he names ―Nicopolis, formerly called 

Emmaus‖ (Letter 108; Wilkinson 1977: 47). Nicopolis is Emmaus in Eusebius‘ Onomasticon (90:16). In 

440 C.E. Hesychius of Jerusalem was aware that Nicopolis was too far from Jerusalem to be the Emmaus 

in Luke 24, if the distance was 60 stadia (Problems and Answers; Wilkinson 1977: 156). Extensive 

remains of Roman Jewish, Christian, and Samaritan buildings have been found at Khirbet Imwas.  

Other sites that have been recommended as ancient Emmaus are first el-Qubeibeh (M.R. 163138), 65 

stadia from Jerusalem on the road to Khirbet Imwas. This was a site favored by the Crusaders, who found 

an old Roman fort near el-Qubeibeh named Castellum Emmaus. A Byzantine church was excavated here 

by the Franciscans beginning in 1873.  

Second, Abu Ghosh (M.R. 160134) is about nine miles or 83 stadia W of Jerusalem on the S road to 

Khirbet Imwas. It is also known as Kiryat el-‘Anab (City of Grape[s]), and has been identified as OT 

Kiriath-jearim. There is a Roman fort at Abu Ghosh with a Greek inscription that mentions the Tenth 

Legion stationed there.  

Third, Qaloniyeh, or ancient Colonia, lies about four miles or 35 stadia W of Jerusalem on the same S 

road as Abu Ghosh. It is often identified with the Motza (M.R. 165134) of the Jerusalem Talmud (Avi-

Yonah 1976: 82; Sukkah 54b). Motza could be the Latin Amassa or Greek Ammaous of Josephus (JW 

7.10.9 §217), who tells us that Titus settled eight hundred Roman veterans at Motza after the First Jewish 

Revolt. Josephus also tells us that Ammaous was 30 stadia from Jerusalem. Although the distance is 

wrong, it is not impossible as a candidate for NT Emmaus. There is no scholarly consensus.  
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JAMES F. STRANGE  

EMPEROR WORSHIP. See ROMAN IMPERIAL CULT.  

EN-BOQEQ (M.R. 185067). An oasis on the SW shores of the Dead Sea. Like En Gedi 33 km to the 

N, it thrived on the growth of precious plants indigenous to hot climates. These were watered by two 

springs: En Boqeq and En Noith, producing 216,000 m
3
 and 17,500 m

3
 per annum respectively. The 

original name of the site is lost. However, it may be identified with the 7th century C.E. tetrapyrgium, 



mentioned by the monk Anasthasius in his Questiones (Migne, PG 89, col. 744–45), so named after its 

dominant castellum.  

Excavations have shown that the earliest occupation was in Hasmonean times, when a tower was built 

by Alexander Jannaeus (?) to guard the newly established plantations of pharmaceutical and cosmetic 

plants, such as the world famous and exceedingly lucrative judean balsam (cf. Strab 16.41, 486–89; HN 

12.111–23; JW 4.468–70).  

These plants, together with bitumen from the Dead Sea (also a much esteemed compound of ancient 

medications; Galen, De Simplicium Medicamentorum 11.2.10) were processed in a factory (officina) in 

the middle of the plantations, which were established by Herod and operated until its destruction by the 

Zealots during the First Revolt (JW 4.402). The Romans quickly restored the plantations (HN 12.112), but 

only Bar Kokhba refurbished the factory. Following the final destruction of the officina by Hadrian, the 

first certain sign of renewed life at En Boqeq is the building of the castellum during the first half of the 

4th century, either by Constantine or Constantius. Until the Islamic conquest in about 634 C.E. this 

castellum guarded the E flank of the cis-Jordanian sector of the Roman limes and the revived plantations. 

After the conquest, life in and around the castellum continued for several decades.  

A. The Officina  

This is a workshop of 20 × 20 m, built of coarse masonry and preserved to a height of 3 m. Six rooms, 

including the anteroom with benches, are arranged around a central courtyard, the covered portions of 

which formed an integral part of the production areas. See Fig. ENB.01. Room 4, with heavy plaster on 

the walls and floor, had a treading floor and a collection basin for pressed-out liquids. Room 6 housed a 

mill on a round base for crushing, and in room 5, fixtures belonging to a bag press (?) were discovered. A 

central production area in the courtyard had a storage facility for dry raw materials, a fireplace, a grinding 

platter, a stone vat, and two adjacent ovens, of stone and clay, constructed on two different levels. Other 

ovens and fixtures attest to the complexity of the production process. A staircase led to a flat roof or a 

second story.  

In one corner of the workshop area was a Hasmonean tower of well-cut ashlar blocks. This is the oldest 

preserved structure on the site. It served for protection as well as a strongroom for the officina.  

Heaps of dates and lumps of bitumen attest to their use, while chemical analyses have detected the 

presence of etheric oils and resinous matters; these could be residues of balsamum and related substances.  

The installation served, with minor changes, during three short periods: those of Herod, the first 

procurators, and Agrippas I up to 68 C.E. The workshop was roughly refurbished during the Bar Kokhba 

war (131/132–135 C.E.), after which it fell in permanent disuse.  

B. The Castellum  

The castellum was a typical tetrapyrgos (i.e., a square structure with four protruding towers). It was 

small but quite strong, guarding the oasis and its approaches. It measured 18 × 18 m, and its towers were 

about 6 × 6 m. The walls were about 1.90 m thick, and were built of rough ashlar faces with a rubble fill. 

The walls were preserved 5.80 m above the lowest floor and up to 8 m from the foundations. The deep 

foundations were an effort to reach a layer of hard gravel. To further strengthen the structure, its E half 

was filled with up to 2 m of hard pressed fine gravel beneath the lowest floor. All these were necessary 

precautions, since this region is susceptible to frequent earthquakes. The good state of preservation of the 

castellum attests to their success.  

The two internal barrack blocks, one or two stories high, were built against the outer walls, thus 

strengthening them and providing additional space behind the ramparts (see Gichon 1987). The following 

four phases of occupation have been established for the castellum: (1) Constantius II (337–361) to the 

second third of the 4th century; (2) Valentianus (364–375) to the mid-5th century; (3) mid-5th century to 

the Persian invasion (613/14); and (4) Heraclius (628/29) to the Arab conquest (634/35).  

C. Aqueducts and Plantations  

The oasis was watered by a system of channels and cisterns fed by two aqueducts from the springs of 

Boqeq and Noith. The former was 1 km long, and its course was partly rock-hewn, and part was on a 

freestanding wall which bridged the 35 m wide, 12 m deep Nahal Boqeq; this supplied water to the 



castellum. Water from En Noith was undrinkable because of its mineral content. The Noith aqueduct was 

maintained throughout the whole Byzantine period to irrigate the plantations that had adapted to the 

mineral waters.  

The plantations were partitioned into various-sized plots that covered the whole delta and some terraced 

slopes. The former were divided by dry walls up to 2 m high, with no openings; the sole access was by 

steps to the top and down again on the other side. The multiple enclosures seem to indicate that not all the 

plots were government owned, or that crown lands were leased out to private growers (cf. Yadin 1971: 

128, 239). Whether the partitions were constructed only to guard the precious plants from wandering 

cattle, or also against theft or hostile inroads, can only be conjectured.  
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MORDECHAI GICHON  

EN-DOR (PLACE) [Heb ˓ên dōr (ֵףין דֹש ); ˓ên dôr (ֵףין דוש ); ˓ên dō˒r (ֵףין דֹאש )]. A town located 

in the vicinity of the Esdraelon Plain (the ancient Megiddo Plain). Since the spelling of the final element 

varies in Hebrew, the meaning of the name is not certain. The spellings dōr (Josh 17:11), and dôr (1 Sam 

28:7) would seem to derive from the Hebrew root dwr and would yield a meaning ―spring of settlement,‖ 

or perhaps ―spring of divine assembly‖ (Margalith 1985: 111). There is no root d˒r in Hebrew, so the 

meaning of the third attested spelling (Ps 83:11 [—Eng 83:10]) is uncertain. It has been connected with 

the Greek tribal group the Dorians, on the presumption that a group of Dorian settlers settled beside a 

spring somewhere in the vicinity of the plain at the end of the LB or the beginning of the Iron I period 

(Brown 1981: 399; contrast Margalith 1985: 111).  

The town is to be distinguished from its larger namesake, often qualified as NAPHOTH-DOR, a port 

located on the Mediterranean coast 20 km S of Haifa at the foot of the Carmel spur. The spelling of the 

latter site also fluctuates between Dor and Do˒r, and confusion between the two sites seems to have led to 

attempts to identify which ―Dor‖ was intended in older texts where the qualifiers ˓ên and nāpat were not 

used by appending them after the fact (so esp. Josh 12:23; Josh 17:11 and perhaps other texts where the 

qualifiers now appear).  

En-dor is reported to have been the home of the medium whom Saul, the first king of Israel, was to have 

consulted on the eve of his final battle against Beth-shan (1 Sam 28:7). It is also named in Ps 83:11 (—

Eng 83:10) as the site of Sisera‘s defeat by Barak. According to Judg 5:19, the same battle took place ―at 

Taanach, by the waters of Megiddo‖—outside of Taanach, in the Megiddo Plain, near the Kishon River. 

The implication in the prose account (Judg 4:12–16) that the battle site was further N, in the vicinity of 

Mt. Tabor, may have arisen from the interweaving of Barak‘s battle against Sisera with another battle in 

which the enemy confronted was Jabin, king of Hazor (cf. Josh 11:1–9; contrast Rainey 1985: 63*–65*). 

A generic Dor is listed in Judg 1:27 as a Manassite city that lay within the territory of Issachar. The list 

appears to be loosely arranged from E to W, so that Dor‘s position between Taanach and Ibleam would 

favor its equation with En-dor rather than Naphoth-dor. The same city list appears again in Josh 17:11, 

but with the variant spelling dō˒r instead of dôr, and with the expository expansion immediately 

following, ―that is, the inhabitants of En-dor,‖ introduced by the explicative wāw (for this device, see 

Kallai HGB, 258; contrast the proposal that the latter phrase arose through dittography by Margalith 1985: 

111).  



On the basis of the available evidence, no final decision can be made as to whether the site was located 

on the S or N side of the Esdraelon Plain, but two factors tend to favor a S location. The battle in Judg 

5:19 was to have taken place in the immediate vicinity of Taanach, so the reported defeat at En-dor in Ps 

83:11 should have been in the S end of the plain, and all the other sites named in the list in Judg 1:27 are 

located on the S side of the Esdraelon Plain, perhaps indicating that En-dor was too.  

The site identification currently favored for En-dor is Kh. Ṣafṣâfeh (M.R. 187227), N of the Esdraelon 

Plain, on the N side of Nebi Dahi, ca. 6.7 km NE of modern Sôlem (i.e., Alt 1927: 41; Abel GP 2, 316; 

Zori 1952; Simons, GTTOT sec. 715; Aharoni LBHG, 434). This proposal has replaced the early equation 

with modern Indur, a few km SW of Ṣafṣâfeh, which was based on assumed name preservation and the 

4th century C.E. testimony of Eusebius in his Onomasticon (Klostermann 1904: 34, 94). Archaeological 

survey work has ruled out Indur as a candidate, since no antiquities were found. Most recently, Tell el-

˓Ajjūl (M.R. 185226) has been suggested as a viable candidate (Gal 1982: 85; Kallai, HGB, 175). As 

indicated above, however, a site on the S side of the Esdraelon Plain may be more consistent with the 

biblical evidence.  

The narrative about Saul‘s final battle positions the Philistine army on the N side of the Esdraelon Plain 

at Shunem (modern Sôlem) on the evening of Saul‘s visit to En-dor and the Israelites on the S side of the 

plain, at the foot of Gilboa (1 Sam 28:4). According to the narrative, Saul would have had to cross behind 

enemy lines undetected to reach Ṣafṣâfeh or ˓Ajjūl. The narrator‘s report in v 8 that he donned a disguise 

may therefore have had a twofold purpose: to lead the audience to believe that he needed it (1) to pass 

through the enemy ranks undetected and (2) to hide his true identity from the medium so that she would 

break his royal mandate and summon Samuel‘s dead spirit for him. Whether the author wanted to imply 

that Saul was risking his very life to go to En-dor to learn from the dead Samuel that he would die the 

next day is no longer clear to a modern audience for whom the location of En-dor is not common 

knowledge. It seems to be a possibility but is not a certainty. On the basis of 1 Sam 28:4–7, En-dor might 

just as logically be sought behind Saulide lines, on the S side of the plain, with the disguise intended to 

hide the king‘s identity from the medium.  

Since according to the story Saul‘s trip to En-dor was to have been a secret known only to a few trusted 

servants, it is very unlikely that such a trip actually occurred the night before his death. Knowledge of a 

secret rendezvous would not have survived in sources to be ―reenacted‖ by the ―Deuteronomistic 

Historian‖ in his account of Israel‘s past. Nevertheless, the author of chap. 28 would have been familiar 

with the geographical setting in which he was recreating his fictionalized action, so that implications 

derived from the story as to En-dor‘s location can be deemed reliable for the author‘s own time frame.  

A site in or near the S portion of the ancient Megiddo Plain, in the vicinity of the Kishon River, W of 

Ibleam, near a spring, and with evidence of Iron II occupation would be consistent with all the biblical 

evidence. All textual references to En-dor can arguably be dated to the Iron II period, so Iron I occupation 

does not seem to be a prerequisite. While Josh 1:27 and Judg 17:11 envision En-dor to have been a walled 

LB or Iron I site with dependent villages (―daughters‖) surrounding it, this characterization may not be 

reliable. It may have arisen from the use of the stereotypical description for all the sites, regardless of their 

size, and a retrojection or presumption of their existence ―from of old.‖  

Kh. Jadûrāh (M.R. 175213) suits the geographical context, but does not satisfy all the deduced criteria. 

While Iron II and Byzantine pottery has been found there during a single survey (Zori 1977: site 67), there 

is no spring in the immediate vicinity today. A non-perennial spring could have silted up over time, 

however. The site would only have housed a small village in the Iron II period, requiring one to discount 

the size implications from Josh 17:11 and Judg 1:27 as stereotyping. A second more promising candidate 

that meets all the specified criteria would be Tell Qedesh/Tell abu Qudeis (M.R. 170218). Surface survey 

has indicated more or less continuous occupation from the MB II period (Zori 1977: site 72), and a 12-day 

trial excavation in 1968 uncovered 5 strata spanning the Iron I, Iron II, Persian, and Late Roman periods 

in a probe trench that did not reach bedrock (Stern 1968). Two springs lay just outside the ruins to the 

NW. The site was a walled urban center during most of its existence, making it consistent with the 



descriptions in Judg 1:27 and Josh 17:11, although the reliability of the site characterizations in both lists 

needs careful consideration.  
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DIANA V. EDELMAN  

EN-EGLAIM (PLACE) [Heb ˓ên ˓eglayim (ם  A place apparently on the shore of the .[( ֵףין ֶףְגַליִּ

Dead Sea mentioned in Ezekiel‘s eschatological vision of the life-giving river flowing from the temple 

(Ezek 47:1–12). In that vision, the water flows S and E from Jerusalem (i.e., down the Kidron Valley) to 

the Arabah, freshening the once brackish water of the Dead Sea, which will then be so teeming with fish 

that ―from En-gedi to En-eglaim it will be a place for the spreading of nets‖ (v 10). However, in Ezekiel‘s 

vision salt will remain in the swamps and marshes (v 11).  

The location of En-gedi has never been doubted: it is identified with Ain Jidi (M.R. 187096) on the W 

shore of the Dead Sea about 9 miles N of the tip of the Lisan peninsula. The location of En-eglaim, 

however, is more problematic. Assuming that Ezekiel‘s vision was limited to only Cisjordanian reference 

points, many scholars have assumed that En-eglaim also lay on the W side of the Dead Sea. At one time, 

on linguistic grounds, it was identified with Ain Hujlah (M.R. 197136), about 3 miles N of the Dead Sea 

(however, this hardly seems to be a good place for ―casting nets,‖ and many scholars now identify this site 

[also, in part, on linguistic grounds] with Beth-hoglah). Another proposed identification has been Ain 

Feshkhah (M.R. 192122), on the W shore of the Dead Sea 16 miles N of En-gedi. In this view, Ezekiel 

envisioned a 16-mile-wide band of fresh water running across the Dead Sea, fed by the waters of the 

Kidron, with the salty marshes remaining intact N of Ain Feshkhah (and probably also S of En-gedi; 

Farmer 1956: 21).  

However, the assumption that Ezekiel‘s perspective was parochially restricted to the W side of the 

Arabah can be questioned, and it is possible that En-eglaim was located somewhere on the E shore of the 

Dead Sea opposite En-gedi. This possibility has been enhanced by the discovery of a cache of mid-2d 

century A.D. documents from caves in the Judean desert. One of these documents, a Nabatean contract, 

mentions a place named mḥwz ˓gltyn, which has been associated with the biblical En-eglaim (Starky 

1954: 167). A Hebrew document from this cache refers to two men ―from Luhith which is in mḥwz 

˓gltyn,‖ which is noteworthy because elsewhere (Isa 15:5) ―Luhith‖ is associated with Zoar, Eglath-

shelishiyah, and other Moabite places (including ―Eglaim‖; v 8) on the E side of the Dead Sea. Aramaic 

documents from this cache refer to this place simply as mḥwz˒, while Greek documents refer to it as Kōmē 

Maōza (―village of Maoza‖) and describe it as lying within the administrative district of Zoar, thus 

somewhere in the SE quadrant of the Dead Sea (Yadin 1962: especially 242 and 251; Polotsky 1967: 46, 

50).  

It is therefore possible that Maōza, mḥwz˒, mḥwz ˓gltyn, and En-eglaim are one and the same. It is 

furthermore possible that Ezekiel‘s En-eglaim is the same as Isaiah‘s Eglaim, which is cited apparently in 

poetic parallelism with Beer to define the extreme limits of Moabite territory (Isa 15:8). Beer is 

undoubtedly located N of the Arnon (wadi Mojib), thus Eglaim lies to the S. Eusebius (Klostermann ed., 

p. 36, lines 19–21) lists an Agalleim 8 (Roman) miles S of Areopolis (=Rabbah); if this is the same as 

biblical Eglaim it is located high on the Moabite plateau near Kerak (M.R. 217066), too far from Zoar to 

be associated with the mḥwz ˓gltyn of the 2d century and too far from the Dead Sea to be associated with 

the En-eglaim of Ezekiel 27. Aharoni (LBHG, 35), however, tentatively identified Eglaim with Mazra 



(M.R. 201078) on the shore of the Dead Sea on the NE end of the Lisan peninsula and therefore at the 

extreme SW corner of Moab, but still far enough S to be placed reasonably within an administrative 

district headquartered at Zoar in the 2d century A.D. If Mazra is (En-) Eglaim = mḥwz ˓gltyn, then Ezekiel 

envisioned the entire Dead Sea N of the Lisan (not just a 16 mile wide band extending from the wadi 

Kidron) being revived by the river flowing from the temple, with salt residues remaining only in the 

marshy area S of the Lisan.  
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GARY A. HERION  

EN-GANNIM (PLACE) [Heb ˓ên gann  m (ים  The fourth levitical city in the tribe of .[( ֵףין ַגנִּ

Issachar, mentioned only once in the Bible (Josh 21:29). It does not have a parallel in 1 Chronicles; 

instead ANEM is the fourth city in that list (6:58—Eng6:73).  

There is much disagreement about the identification of En-Gannim. Robinson (1841: 156) first 

suggested that the city should be associated with Jenin, but Jenin is clearly located in the tribe of 

Manasseh, only 2 km NE of Khirbet Bel˓ameh, a city that has been identified with the levitical city 

Ibleam. Because of Jenin‘s location, two other cities have been identified with En-gannim: En-onam 

(modern Olam) and Khirbet Beit Jann.  

˓Ôlām (M.R. 197230) was identified as En-gannim by Albright (1926: 232) as a result of his text-critical 

work. Albright had argued that there was a corruption in the name as reflected in two different readings 

between the Joshua and 1 Chronicles texts and that the name should have been En-onam. ˓Ôlām is 2 km 

SE of Tell Hadeṭeh/Tell ˓ên-Haddah and only 5 km from the Jordan rift. North of ˓Ôlām the slope drops 

decidedly into a narrow, cultivated ravine. Saarisalo (1927–28: 63) described this ravine as flowing to 

Wadi eš-Šerrâr. ˓Ôlām was near the trunk road running from Damascus to Egypt via Megiddo, providing 

it with ready access to other parts of Galilee as well as to the Mediterranean. The deep valleys around 

˓Ôlām contributed to an easy access to the site. It is believed that Eusebius identified ˓Ôlām as Ullama 

(˒Aulam) in the Onomasticon (140: 17).  

The first pottery found was identified by Albright as belonging to the Roman/Byzantine and Arabic 

periods and possibly some dating to the early Iron Age I. When the inspection visits were made by the 

Palestine Department of Antiquities (Makhouly 1927) and by the levitical city survey team (Peterson 

1977: 186–201), the pottery found was also exclusively Roman/Byzantine and Arab. It has been 

suggested that Albright‘s early Iron I assignment was based on a fine burnish ware that appears in the 

Roman period as well as in Early Iron I. From all the survey pottery evidence, it does not seem that ˓Ôlām 

had an occupation before the Roman period. If this is so, then another site for En-gannim in Issachar must 

be found.  

Over a century ago, Guérin (1880: 83) pointed out the similarity in the names between the biblical city 

En-gannim and the Galilee village Beit Jann. Aharoni (LBHG, 376) has followed this identification, 

suggesting that En-gannim should be provisionally identified with Khirbet Beit Jann, a site clearly 

situated on the NE border of Issachar (M.R. 196235), 1.5 km from Kh. Artushah at the mouth of Wadi 

Sarunah, where it emerges into the plain. Immediately to the W of the tell is the village of Bet-gan, 

bearing the ancient name of its neighboring ruin. It is only 7 km due W of the Sea of Galilee, but the 

altitude is much higher because of the mountains near the lake. The mound is about a km E of Har 

Yabneel; consequently Beit Jann looks over the plain to the E and has a good view to the N and S along 

Har Yabneel. It is on a strategic pass from Mt. Tabor to the Sea of Galilee. The occupational history of 

Kh. Beit Jann includes EB I and II, LB, possible Iron I, an abundance of Iron II, particularly the 8th 

century, Roman, Byzantine, and Early and Late Arabic (Porath 1971).  



The one unresolved question concerning this site is whether or not a linguistic association can be made 

between biblical En-gannim and the village Beit Jann. From an archaeological point of view the evidence 

supports an Iron Age occupation (and earlier) at Beit Jann, while at ˓Ôlām there is no such corroboration. 

The location of Beit Jann is also more accessible since it is directly on a trunk route. Nevertheless, to 

accept Beit Jann as biblical En-gannim does not deal with the 1 Chronicles 6 problem, but even Albright 

(1945: 70–71) admitted the solution to this question was ―more ingenious than convincing.‖  
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JOHN L. PETERSON  

EN-GEDI (PLACE) [Heb ˓ên-ged   (י  ,An oasis midway down the W shore of the Dead Sea .[( ֵףין־ֶגדִּ

about 35 miles SE of Jerusalem (Gold IDB 2: 102; M.R. 187096). This oasis is fed by a spring located on 

the lower slope of the cliff which rises from the Dead Sea; there are other springs nearby. The name ―En-

gedi‖ means ―spring of the young goat‖ or ―spring of the kid.‖ Its long usefulness as an oasis is attested to 

by a temple that has been uncovered which dates from the 4th millennium B.C.E. (Ussishkin 1971). En-

gedi later served as a stronghold in the Herodian period, ca. 50–60 C.E. (Mazar 1967a: 86; 1967b: 141–

42). The oasis also contained a bathhouse in the Roman period, and a synagogue existed at the turn of the 

6th century C.E. (Barag and Mazar, EAEHL 2: 377–79).  

In strata dating from OT times, excavations at Tell el-Jurn within the oasis have uncovered buildings 

dated to the turn of the 6th century B.C.E., ca. 625–580 B.C.E. and a larger settlement in the Persian period, 

ca. 400 B.C.E. (EAEHL 2, 373–75).  

En-gedi is spoken of in the OT both as a place whose springs created a fertile oasis and as a military 

stronghold. The Song of Solomon (1:14) speaks lovingly of the ―gardens of En-gedi,‖ while in 

Ecclesiasticus, the figure of Wisdom speaks of herself as having grown tall or been exalted ―like a palm 

tree in En-gedi‖ (24:14; cf. Pope Song of Songs AB, 354–55). Josephus (Ant 9.1.2) also praises En-gedi 

for its palm trees and balsam. Indeed, Mazar (EAEHL 2, 373) supposes that ovens and pottery unearthed 

at Tell el-Jurn were used for the production of perfume.  

As for the military side of En-gedi‘s history, 1 Sam 24:1 (—Eng 23:29) speaks of David in his period of 

flight from Saul as dwelling in the ―strongholds of En-gedi.‖ It is to this place that Saul pursues David (1 

Sam 24:2—Eng 24:1) and here that David cuts off a section of Saul‘s robe instead of killing the king (1 

Sam 24:5b–8—Eng 24:4b–7). 2 Chr 20:2, in relating the story of Jehoshaphat‘s battle against a coalition 

of Moabites, Ammonites, and Meunites, equates Hazazon-Tamar with En-gedi and says that the enemies 

of Israel gathered themselves for battle there. Hazazon-Tamar is spoken of as an Amorite stronghold in 

Gen 14:7, the story of Abraham‘s rescue of his nephew Lot from an alliance of eastern kings.  

En-gedi is assigned in the allotment of tribal territories to the wilderness district of Judah (Josh 15:62).  

The enduring quality of Israel‘s portrayal of En-gedi is apparent in Ezekiel, where En-gedi is named 

along with EN-EGLAIM as proverbial boundaries of the Dead Sea in the prophet‘s vision of the salty 

Dead Sea turned fresh and teeming with fish by the stream of water which will flow from the temple at 

the restoration of Israel (Ezek 47:10).  
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JEFFRIES M. HAMILTON  

EN-HADDAH (PLACE) [Heb ˓ên ḥaddâ (ֵףין ַחָדה )]. A town in the territory of the tribe of Issachar, 

mentioned only in Josh 19:21. The site is generally located at the former village of el-Hadatheh (M.R. 

196232), now named Tel en-Hadda on modern maps (LBHG, 434). This identification is based upon the 

similarity in the names, the order in which the towns are listed in the passage in Joshua 19, and the 

assumption that all the towns listed were located between Mt. Tabor (M.R. 187232) and the Jordan River. 

Kallai (1986: 476) questions the identification, since he would prefer to locate the town of Shahazumeh at 

Tel en-Hadda (HGB, 476), but his suggestion has not been accepted by other researchers.  

MELVIN HUNT  

EN-HAKKORE (PLACE) [Heb ˓ên haqqôrē˒ (ֵףין ַהקוֵשא )]. A name of a spring in an unknown 

location. The phrase, a hapax legomenon, is found only in Judg 15:19 as ―the spring of the invoker,‖ 

based on Samson‘s ―call‖ to God to quench his thirst and God‘s miraculous provision of a spring of water. 

An alternate etymology arises if one associates the name of the spring with that of a bird, qôrē˒, identified 

―usually as a partridge‖ (KB, 851, I; cf. 1 Sam 26:20). Burney (1970: 375) suggests that qôrē˒ likely 

refers to the quail (usually Heb sĕlāw). While springs and fountains in Scripture often have animal names 

(cf. KB 1958: 699–700), there is no apparent connection between Samson‘s tale and the qôrē˒, 

―partridge.‖ There is even less reason to believe that the qôrē˒ refers to sĕlāw, ―quail,‖ since the Bible 

employs both names and clearly differentiates between the two. The text suggests, instead, an explanation 

based on Samson‘s ―call‖ to God.  

The ancient translations (of Judg 15:19) provide the following insights. The LXX identifies the spring 

as bursting forth from a ―pond‖ (Gk lakkos) in the ―jawbone‖ (Gk siagōn). See also LEHI. The Aramaic 

Targum (Sperber 1959: 79) notes that the spring emerged from a ―tooth‖ (kakkā˒) ―in the jaw‖ (bĕlô˓ā˒). 

Because the Babylonian Aramaic kakkā˒ is related to Akk kakku, ―weapon,‖ the point of the Targumic 

passage may be that the spring gushed from Samson‘s weapon, the jawbone of a donkey. See RAMATH-

LEHI. The Vg reflects this approach by indicating that the water sprang out of the molar in ―maxilla 

asini,‖ ―the jawbone of the donkey.‖ Thus the ancient translations associate En-hakkore with a miracle, 

rather than with a specific topographical entity.  

Despite this, during Jerome‘s times (ca. 400 C.E.) the spring was believed to exist in the vicinity of 

Eleutheropolis (Robinson and Smith 1860: 64). Modern attempts to identify the spring have thus far been 

unsuccessful. Guerin‘s (1868: 318) suggestion of Kh. ˓Ain el-Lehî NW of Bethlehem is too far away for 

Samson‘s activities. Similarly, ˓uyûn qara, the ―fountains of qara‖ (whatever qara means), is not a 

convincing identification (Buhl 1896: 90–91; Naor 1954: 147–48). If indeed the tradition of the ancient 

translators is true, the search for a specific topographical spring may be pointless and futile.  

The extensive use of paronomasia in the Samson tales supports this view. The narrator intended a pun 

when citing leḥ   twice in verse 19. The source of water was from the leḥ  , the jaw, and the name ˓ên 

haqqôrē˒ was given to commemorate the event at a particular spot, but not necessarily to name an existing 

spring. The location of the occurrence was balleḥ  , ―in the leḥ  ,‖ which here means ―along the border‖ 

(see LEHI) where two other of Samson‘s campaigns against the Philistines took place.  
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MEIR LUBETSKI  



EN-HAZOR (PLACE) [Heb ˓ên ḥāṣôr (ֵףין ָחקוש )]. A fortified town of Naphtali, mentioned 

between Edrei and Yiron (Josh 19:37). It has been proposed that it can be identified as ˓n-y, referred to in 

the town list of Tutmoses III. Its location is not certain. Some scholars have placed it at Khirbet el-Hasireh 

in Upper Galilee (modern Khorvat Hadran; M.R. 179271). However, archaeological surveys there have 

shown that Khirbet el-Hasireh was not settled before the Roman period. Aharoni (LBHG, 150; EncMiqr 

6: 210) suggested that it may be identified with the modern Ainatha (M.R. 191281) near Bint Jbeil in S 

Lebanon.  
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RAMI ARAV  

EN-NASBEH, TELL. See NASBEH, TELL EN-.  

EN-RIMMON (PLACE). See RIMMON (PLACE).  

EN-ROGEL (PLACE) [Heb ˓ên rōgēl (ֵףין שֵֹגל )]. Spring on the boundary between Judah and 

Benjamin (Josh 15:7; 18:16). The name most likely means ―spring of the treader, fuller, or cleaner (of 

clothes, i.e., at a spring).‖ The boundary itself, from the standpoint of Judah, runs from En-rogel up the 

Hinnom Valley along the S slope of the Jebusite city, Jerusalem (15:7). From the standpoint of Benjamin, 

it goes down to the foot of the hill facing the Himmon Valley, then down this valley along the S slope of 

the Jebusite city (Jerusalem) to En-Rogel (18:16). Thus the location of the site is pinpointed to be S, ca. 

200 m (ca. 600 feet), just below the confluence of the Hinnom and Kidron Valleys as they join to become 

the lower course of the Kidron (Wadi en Nar), which then proceeds through the Wilderness of Judea to 

the Dead Sea. En-rogel, then (if the modern identification is correct), is just a short distance (ca. 650 m, 

ca. 2150 feet) S of the Spring Gihon located at the foot of the E slope of the City of David. 2 Sam 17:17 

reports that Jonathan, son of Abiathar the priest, and Ahimaaz, son of Zadok the priest (2 Sam 15:35–36), 

were stationed at En-rogel to pass on to King David the news they would hear about the rebellion of 

Absalom David‘s son, coming from the palace at the City of David near the Spring Gihon. A little later 

we are told that at the Stone of Zoheleth beside En-rogel, Adonijah, David‘s fourth son, who aspired to be 

king, sacrificed sheep, cattle, and fattened calves to enhance his cause (1 Kgs 1:9).  

En-rogel—Bir Ayyub (―Job‘s Well‖) in Arabic—then, near the junction of the Hinnom and Kidron and 

about 90 feet lower than Gihon—provided an additional water source for Jerusalem (En-rogel may share 

the same underground water source as Gihon). The lower part of the spring or well, 31 feet deep, is made 

of large, rough-hewn stones, with the upper section extending up from this lower part about 41 feet. It 

may be that the original spring was covered over in the earthquake in the days of Uzziah (Amos 1:1; Zech 

14:5; Ant 9.225) (Mazar 1975: 157–58). The water comes out of a cave at the bottom of the well and, at 

the time of the winter rains, overflows into this upper section; the waters from the well must have helped 

water the gardens, such as the King‘s Garden (2 Kgs 25:4; Neh 3:15), in the valley (Mare 1987: 108). 

Some feel En-rogel may be the same as the ―Jackal Well‖ of Neh 2:13, (Simons 1952: 161); others 

associate it with the Fountain Gate (Neh 3:15).  
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W. HAROLD MARE  

EN-SHADUD (M.R. 172229). Adjacent to a perennial spring located on the N-central slope of the 

Jezreel Valley at the foot of the Nazareth mountains, the site has a modern name derived from the Hebrew 

word for spring (En) combined with the name of the nearby Tel Shadud.  

Blanketed by as much as 1 m of alluvium, the low-lying site was apparently quite extensive, covering a 

wide swath of the valley slope up to and beyond the tell some 200 m to the W. The abundant water supply 



from the spring and annual rains, a mild climate, and large tracts of arable land in the valley favored 

settlement at this site.  

In salvage excavations directed by E. Braun and S. Gibson (Braun and Gibson 1984), initiated when 

modern construction activity uncovered some of the remains of the ancient buildings, two strata were 

uncovered. The earlier, Stratum II, founded on virgin soil, was represented by a number of partially 

preserved rectangular houses including several with features common to the EB Age such as pebbled and 

cobbled floors, stone pillar bases, and internal benches.  

Stratum I, constructed above and occasionally reusing the earlier walls, showed some continuation of 

the preceding architectural traditions but is notable for the addition of an unusual sausage-shaped structure 

and the appearance of rounded corners in rectilinear buildings, suggesting new architectural influences.  

The pottery associated with both strata is virtually identical, suggesting a continuous and probably 

relatively short-lived occupation. The majority of vessels are of light colored ware painted red or in the 

grain wash style. Rarer are finely made gray-burnished or Esdraelon Ware bowls, probably in forms 

attributable to the later development of this style. A few special finds include cylinder seal impressions, 

which have almost exact parallels at Megiddo (Stages IV and V) suggesting direct trade links, perhaps 

through the medium of an itinerant potter.  

En Shadud was a farming community of food producers with evidence found in the flint tool kit for the 

reaping of cereals. A study of the faunal remains suggests that the inhabitants were also herders of sheep, 

goats, cattle, swine, and perhaps ass. The presence of Canaanean flint blades, some unused, without the 

blade cores, suggests that the village was capable of producing sufficient food surpluses to stimulate 

trade.  

Sometime in the EB I period the low-lying village was completely and apparently peacefully abandoned 

with the permanent settlement shrinking to the area of the small nearby tell perched on a protruding hump 

of bedrock. Perhaps marshy conditions prevailed which might account for the serious warping of the 

strata of the site encountered in the excavation. Whatever the ultimate reason, despite the seemingly 

favorable factors for population development, the site never again attracted any sizable settlement, 

although there is evidence for occupation on the tell for the EB II, MB, LB, Iron II, Roman, and 

Byzantine periods as well as finds from the Middle Ages.  
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EN-SHEMESH (PLACE) [Heb ˓ên šemeš (ֵףין ֶשֶֹמש )]. A town on the border between Judah and 

Benjamin (Josh 15:7; 18:17). It is usually identified with Ein Haud (M.R. 175131), on the road between 

Bethany and Jericho 2 miles due E of Jerusalem.  

EN-TAPPUAH (PLACE). See TAPPUAH (PLACE).  

ENAIM (PLACE) [Heb ˓ênayim (ם  Place ―on the way to Timnah‖ where the sexual encounter .[( ֵףיַניִּ
between Tamar and her father-in-law, Judah, took place (Gen 38:14, 21). Its occurrence in the phrase of v 

14, bĕpetaḥ ˓ênayim, has been interpreted either, following the Targums, the Peshitta, and the Vulgate, as 

a reference to a fork in the road or crossroads (hence the NEB translation ―where the road forks in two 

directions‖), or, following the LXX, as a place-name (generating such translations as ―entrance to Enaim‖ 

(JPSV) or ―gate of Enaim‖ (RSV)). KJV simply translates ―in an open place.‖ The occurrence in v 21 of 

˓ênayim by itself, however, supports the latter interpretation as a place-name, possibly taken from nearby 

springs. Many scholars have equated Enaim with Enam in Josh 15:34, and locations in the Shephelah, 

either between Zanoah and Jarmuth in Nahal Yarmut (Wâdi Bûlus) or in the vicinity of the Vale of Elah, 

have been suggested.  
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GARY H. OLLER  

ENAM (PLACE) [Heb ˓ênām (ֵףיָנם )]. Town situated in the Shephelah, or lowlands, of Judah (Josh 

15:34), within the same district as Azekah, Zanoah, and Socoh. The only reference to this settlement, 

whose name perhaps means ―two springs,‖ occurs in the list of towns within the tribal allotment of Judah 

(Josh 15:21–62). The location of the ancient settlement is uncertain. It may be the same place as Enaim.  

WADE R. KOTTER  

ENAN (PERSON) [˓ênān (ֵףיָנן )]. Father of the chief (nāś  ˒, Num 2:29) Ahira of the tribe of Naphtali. 

Each of the five times that Enan is mentioned in the OT occurs in a tribal list where his mark of 

distinction is his status as the father of Ahira. Under the leadership of Enan‘s son Ahira, the tribe of 

Naphtali participated in the census of Israelite men able to go to war conducted by Moses (Num 1:15, 42–

43), presented its offerings on the final day of the twelve-day celebration of the dedication of the altar 

(Num 7:78, 83), took its proper place on the north side of the tabernacle in the Israelite camp (Num 2:29), 

and assumed its position in the order of march at the Israelites‘ departure from Mt. Sinai (Num 10:27). 

The name Enan is a hypocorism which seems to mean ― (God‘s) spring (of water)‖ and may have 

originated, as Noth (IPN, 224) contends, as a metaphor for the delight and joy the parents felt at the birth 

of their child.  

DALE F. LAUNDERVILLE  

ENCHANTER/ENCHANTMENTS. See MAGIC (OT).  

ENCOMIUM [Gk enkōmion (ἐνκωμιον)]. The encomium was a rhetorical device that has been 

described as an elementary exercise commonly mastered in Greco-Roman schools of rhetoric. Although 

the rhetoricians included discussions for writing encomia under the Epideictic (display) division of 

oratory, its impact upon the Deliberative (legislative) and Forensic (judicial) divisions is readily evident. 

The encomium played a pivotal role in the development and use of portraiture in all types of literature 

produced during the Greco-Roman period.  

While the encomium could be either a praise or an invective treatise, the primary purpose was that of 

praise. According to the rhetoricians, suitable subjects for the encomium included persons, cities, things; 

i.e., any subject an author might select. Lucian of Samosata, for example, wrote an encomium to a fly. 

Whereas Lucian‘s effort reflected his negative view of the device, such treatises were intended to 

demonstrate the author‘s rhetorical skill by concentrating on the degree of difficulty inherent in the 

subject chosen for praise.  

Rhetorical discussions of encomium writing are found in the Rhetorica by Aristotle, Rhetorica ad 

Alexandrum (author unknown, though attributed to Aristotle), Rhetorica ad Herennium (attributed to 

Cicero), De Partitione Oratoria (Cicero), Institutio oratoria (Quintilian), and the works of Theon and 

Hermogenes. Though this list is more representative than exhaustive, the examples cited encompass 

prominent Greek and Roman literary traditions and span five centuries of rhetorical activity (4th century 

B.C.–1st century A.D.).  

The rhetorical schools detailed precise rules for writing encomia. Quintilian‘s rules, for example, are 

representative (Inst. 3.7.10–18). Encomia that praise persons are to include signs or prophecies which 

anticipate the birth of the subject and significant events that occur on the occasion of birth. References to 

the person‘s country, parents, and ancestors may convey praise, as do accounts of his childhood and youth 

accomplishments. The author will then present the subject‘s adult career and offer accounts that give 

evidence of his praiseworthiness. The nature of the evidence depends upon the subject‘s vocation: i.e., 

battles for praising the soldier/general, laws for the ruler, orations for the orator, and the like. Next, the 

description of death with attention to how the subject stood in death is appropriate. Finally, praise is 

derived from events occurring both at the time of death (e.g., as signs or events of nature) and after death 

(e.g., resurrection accounts or festival celebrations in honor of the subject). In each instance, praise of the 



adult is the primary focus, and the author is free to select those topics which best serve this encomiastic 

purpose.  

Literary techniques are also specified. Amplification by way of exaggeration or embellishment is 

important to the writer of encomia. Amplification involves the selection of those events which best reflect 

the character of the subject, even to the point of attributing events or actions to a subject that have not 

occurred, if they are the kind in which the subject might have been involved. Comparison is also an 

important technique. Literary comparison with other personages demonstrate the superiority and 

excellence of the chosen subject.  

Extant texts illustrate the rigor by which the rules are followed. For example, Isocrates‘s Helen, Busiris, 

and Evagoras may vary with respect to the specific topics chosen for portrayal, but they mirror rhetorical 

encomium prescriptions. Xenophon‘s Agelilaus also presents the model. Other ancient works of 

portraiture reflect close affinity with the encomium but also give evidence of more fluidity of form and 

variation of purpose. Examples of this type include Philo‘s Vita Mosis, Tacitus‘s Agricola, Lucian‘s 

Demonax, and some of the lives by Suetonius and Plutarch.  

Further evidence for the fluidity of the form and the popular use (or misuse, as Lucian argues) appears 

in those works which contrast portraiture with history and in Lucian‘s invective treatise How to Write 

History. Polybius (The Histories 10.21.8), Cicero (Fam. 5.12.3), and Plutarch (Alex. 1.1–3) distinguish 

between tasks of positive or praise portraiture from the recording of events. Lucian likewise attacks those 

―historians‖ who praise at the expense of the accurate recording of events. In such works as these, one 

sees both the influence of this popular rhetorical device and the tensions the encomium produces, praise 

purposes which will move subsequent periods to further refine the art of literary portraiture.  

The relevance of encomium writing for biblical studies has recently focused on discussions of the genre 

of the canonical gospels. Whereas there is currently a general willingness to admit the biographical nature 

of these biblical writings, the identification of the gospels with specific bios (―life‖) categories remains 

tenuous and the question continues to be the object of open discussion. See GOSPEL GENRE.  
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ENCRATISM. The advocacy of a harsh discipline of the body, especially in regard to sexual activity, 

diet, and the use of alcoholic beverages. The word is derived from the Greek enkrateia, which has a basic 

meaning of ―self-control.‖ While the term had some significance in Greek philosophical usage and 

appears occasionally in the LXX and NT, its most familiar association is with early Christian groups 

practicing such disciplinary observances as celibacy, abstinence from wine, and vegetarianism (a triad 

familiar in the history of religions to this day). Most notable among these groups is an early Christian 

community called Encratites, said to have been founded by Tatian, the pupil of Justin Martyr.  

In discussions of ancient Greek philosophy enkrateia referred to self-mastery in relation to the desire for 

food, drink, sex, or sleep as well as the hardships of heat, cold, or drudgery (Xen. Mem. 2.1.1). The ability 

of Socrates not only to resist sexual attraction but also to endure physical hardship is an example admired 



by Plato (Symp. 219–20). Aristotle defines the virtue at length in the Nicomachean Ethics (7.1–10. 1145a–

1152b). Naturally, enkrateia was a highly prized virtue among the Stoics.  

The relatively few places where enkrateia is used in the LXX are mainly in the Wisdom literature and 

reflect the influence of Hellenistic asceticism. The term is not used in the Gospels. Paul uses it for the 

self-discipline of athletes (1 Cor 9:25), and it appears in the list of virtues in Gal 5:23. Exercising self-

control is contrasted to marrying in 1 Cor 7:9, but the perspective is obviously eschatological and, in any 

case, Paul is stating a preference rather than a command. More typically Hellenistic usages occur in Acts 

24:25, 2 Pet 1:6, and Titus 1:8.  

As might be expected, Philo has great affection for the ideal of enkrateia. It also appears that the main 

community at Qumran practiced celibacy, although the skeletons of women and children have been found 

in some of the adjuncts to the main cemetery there, suggesting that it was not practiced by all community 

members. A number of scholars have considered the asceticism of Qumran to have been a major influence 

on Jewish Christianity and have used this theory to account for the severe asceticism that characterized 

early Christianity in Mesopotamia. Two facts stand in the way of this interpretation: (1) the Jewish 

communities from whom the first Christian converts in Mesopotamia were drawn were very hellenized 

and showed little Palestinian sectarian influence, and (2) a demonstration of the origins of the initial 

impulse to this asceticism would not explain why it was so dispersed through the area and lasted so long.  

While early Mesopotamian Christianity as a whole was characterized by encratic tendencies, such 

tendencies were common elsewhere in the late Roman and early Byzantine period. There was a general 

mood, though not a movement, of popular encratism which extended from Mesopotamia to the Coptic 

monks, male and female, in the Nile river valley.  

Little is known about an organized sect of Encratites. The credit for founding such a group is given to 

Tatian by Irenaeus, who says that they rejected marriage, abstained from meat, and denied the salvation of 

Adam (Haer. 1.28). The heresies of which Irenaeus accused Tatian do not appear in Tatian‘s Oration 

Against the Greeks, but there is no reason to doubt that after Justin‘s death (ca. 165) Tatian returned to his 

Mesopotamian homeland and fell into an extremely ascetic form of Christian practice and teaching there. 

Certainly the fragments that have remained of Tatian‘s other works support this view and Tatian‘s 

Diatessaron contains what are described as ―encratite glosses,‖ or additions to the biblical text. Regarding 

Tatian, Hippolytus seems to have no information not derived from Irenaeus and he does not even connect 

Tatian explicitly with the Encratites. He does say of both that they were Cynics and not Christians (Haer. 

8.9, 13 and X.14). While virtually nothing is known about the sect, it must have shared the asceticism 

reflected in documents of other early Christian groups in Mesopotamia, documents as diverse as The 

Gospel of Thomas, The Acts of Thomas, The Odes of Solomon, The Gospel of Philip, and the works of the 

Marcionites, the Quqites (with significant differences), and the Manichaeans.  
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ENEMESSAR (PERSON) [Gk Eneméssar (os) (Ἐνεμέσσαρος)]. The name of an Assyrian king in the 

book of Tobit during whose reign Tobit was taken into captivity (1:2). His successor is said to have been 

his son Sennachereim (Sennacherib; Tob 1:15), who in turn was followed on the throne by Sacherdonos 

(Esarhaddon; 1:21). The Vulgate reads Salmanassar throughout (1:2, 15, 16).  

No king named Enemessar is otherwise attested. Since according to Assyrian sources Shalmaneser (V) 

was followed by Sargon (II), who was succeeded by his son Sennacherib, scholars have tried to see in 

Enemessar either a corruption of Shalmaneser or some reference to Sargon. To the latter belong the 

suggestions (1) that the name is an inversion of Assyrian Sarru-ukkin said to mean ―legitimate king,‖ 

adopted by Sargon who was a usurper, and (2) that it is an otherwise unrecorded private name of Sargon 



for Anumasir ―Anu is gracious.‖ In support of the former it has been suggested (1) that Enemessar derives 

from Senemessar, with a loss of l and transposition of m and n, and (2) that shal- was dropped and m and 

n were transposed. Corruption of the name would seem to be the better explanation, though it is not 

possible to trace all its stages. Transposition of m and n becomes the more plausible when one notes a 

similar metathesis in sacherdonos. Elsewhere in the LXX, Heb ˒sr-ḥdn is transliterated by some such 

form as asordan (2 Kgs 19:37; Isa 37:38; Ezra 4:2). It should come as no surprise that a romance written 

some centuries after its fictive date might make a mistake on the succession of Assyrian kings.  

ALBERT PIETERSMA  

ENGINE. See WEAPONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WARFARE.  

ENGLISH VERSIONS OF THE BIBLE. See the VERSIONS, ENGLISH articles.  

ENGRAVING. See JEWELRY, ANCIENT ISRAELITE.  

ENLIL (DEITY). The principal god of the Sumerians, attested as early as 2500 B.C., in the cuneiform 

tablets from Fara near Nippur (Sum EN.LÍL). His principal cult center was at Nippur, the Sumerian 

religious and cultural capital. His great temple there, called the Ekur, was considered to be the assembly 

hall of the gods.  

Although Enlil‘s father An was the nominal head of the Mesopotamian pantheons, his embodiment of 

authority was rather static, and Enlil was de facto the most important deity, representing activity and 

direct engagement with the human world. In this regard, the relationship between Mesopotamian An and 

Enlil was similar to that between Canaanite El and Baal.  

In the mythology, Enlil is allotted the earth as his domain, but he was also considered to have mastery 

over the moisture-bearing spring winds, and in the earliest periods Enlil was primarily a god of agriculture 

and productivity. He caused trees and plants to spring up from the earth and fashioned agricultural 

implements for humankind to use in tending them. His name was invoked in prayers for abundance and 

prosperity.  

By the second millennium B.C., the Assyrians and Babylonians attributed to Enlil a gradually more 

cosmic role. He became more explicitly a wise father figure, ordering and presiding over creation. 

Alternately he executed the collective will of the gods toward the universe or assigned to them specific 

tasks to be done. Eventually he came to embody the very notion of kingship and was the source of it 

among all of humanity. Kingship and authority were called in Akk ellilûtu (<*enlilûtu), ―Enlil-ship.‖  

Later texts, especially of the first millennium B.C., begin to assign progressively more negative traits to 

Enlil: he brings destruction, famine, chaos. This negative aspect, however, has probably been exaggerated 

in some recent studies. (See discussion in Kramer 1963: 119).  

Enlil‘s consort was Ninlil, and among their offspring were Ninurta, god of the plow and of spring 

thundershowers, Nergal, lord of the underworld, and Nanna-Su˒en, the moon god who was, in turn, father 

of Utu, the sun god. Enlil‘s preeminence in the Mesopotamian pantheon was gradually replaced by 

Marduk among the Babylonians and Ashur among the Assyrians.  

Enlil was prominent in many ancient hymns and tales. His role varies in the major Deluge traditions 

(i.e., in the Sumerian Flood Story, Gilgamesh Tablet XI, and Atraḫāsis), but in general he is the agent of 

the floods, sent because the gods are bothered by human noise. (See Jacobsen 1976: 118–21).  

The Hymn to Enlil (Jacobsen 1976: 100–101), akin in style and content to Ps 104 and to the Hymn to 

Aton (ANET, 369–71), proclaims that nothing can happen in the universe without Enlil‘s participation. 

There are at least two hymns to Enlil and Ninlil, and Enlil plays a part in the Journey of Nanna to Nippur 

and in the Descent of Inanna as well as in many other Mesopotamian texts. In the famous creation story 

Enūma eliš, Ashur is the force in creation in the Assyrian version and Marduk in the Babylonian, but 

some have suggested that these versions both reflect an earlier common tradition where the god was Enlil.  

The lore about Enlil was well known at the Canaanite city of Ugarit and presumably at other Canaanite 

sites at least by the middle of the second millennium B.C. The Hurrians were probably the transmitters of 

these and other major Mesopotamian religious ideas to the Mediterranean coast and into the cultural and 

literary milieu of the Bible (see Fulco EncRel 6: 533–35).  
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ENOCH (PERSON) [Heb ḥănôk (ֲחנוך )]. 1. Son of Cain and father of Irad (Gen 4:17–18). The 

genealogical context suggests that Enoch (rather than Cain) may have been the builder of the city which 

he named after his son, Irad (Cassuto 1961: 229–31; GHBW, 139–41; Sasson 1978: 174; Miller 1985: 

241–42 n. 9; but cf. Sawyer 1986: 164).  

2. Son of Jared, born when Jared was 162 years old (Gen 5:18), and at 65 years, father of Methuselah 

(Gen 5:21). Enoch lived 365 years, ―walked with God‖ (cf. also Noah in Gen 6:9), and was taken by God 

(Gen 5:22–24).  

The name Enoch may be derived from the West Semitic root ḥnk, ―to introduce, initiate‖ (Reif 1972; 

TWAT 3/1: 20–22). See HANUKKAH, which shares the same root. It has been suggested that the name 

Enoch means ―founder,‖ on the basis of its association with the founding of the first city in Gen 4:17 

(Westermann 1984: 327), or ―initiate,‖ on the basis of the non-canonical traditions about Enoch‘s 

introduction into the mysteries of the world (see VanderKam 1984).  

As the first biblical character to forgo death, Enoch had a unique relationship with God. This direct and 

continuous relationship may be the meaning of the phrase ―walked with hā˒ĕlōh  m,‖ though others have 

found here a reference to Enoch‘s association with angels. As the seventh in the line from Adam (Sasson 

1978), Enoch‘s life of piety is a contrast with the seventh in the line of Cain, whose life is one of 

bloodshed (Gen 4:23–24). Further, the tradition of acquisition of heavenly wisdom, which lies behind the 

prophecies of 1 Enoch and of Jude 24, contrasts with the earthly wisdom of Lamech (cf. Reiner 1961), 

seventh in the line of Cain.  

Enoch‘s life of 365 years is unusually brief for the members of the Sethite genealogy. It may suggest 

associations with the solar year (i.e., 365 days); in this regard, Enoch has been compared with 

Enmeduranki, a figure taught divinatory rites by the sun god and usually listed as seventh on 

Mesopotamian antediluvian king lists (VanderKam 1984: 33–52; Lambert 1967). However, a closer 

comparison exists with Enmeduranki‘s adviser Utuabzu (seventh and last in the bīt mēseri list of 

antediluvian sages), of whom it is also said that he ascended to heaven (Borger 1974: 192–93).  

In the NT, Enoch is portrayed as an individual who possessed faith and pleased God, so that he did not 

die (Heb 11:5–6); his prophecy in Jude 14–15 is a quotation from 1 En. 1:9. The quotations of Genesis 6 

that are found in the book of 1 Enoch argue against Milik‘s hypothesis that the Genesis 6 material is 

dependent upon 1 Enoch (1976: 30–31; cf. Black 1985: 24–25; 1987). Parallel themes in Mesopotamian 

myths may suggest other sources for the pseudepigraphic traditions (Grelot 1958: 24–25).  

Bibliography  
Black, M. 1985. The Book of Enoch or 1 Enoch. Leiden.  
———. 1987. The Strange Visions of Enoch. BRev 3/2: 20–23, 38–42.  

Borger, R. 1974. Die Beschwörungsserie Bīt Mēseri und die Himmelfahrt Henochs. JNES 33: 183–96.  

Cassuto, U. 1961. A Commentary on the Book of Genesis. Part 1. From Adam to Noah. Trans. I. Abrahams. Jerusalem.  

Grelot, P. 1958. Le légende d‘Hénoch dans les apocryphes et dans la Bible: son origine et signification. RSR 46: 5–26, 181–

210.  

Lambert, W. G. 1967. Enmeduranki and Related Matters. JCS 21: 126–38.  

Milik, J. T., ed. 1976. The Books of Enoch. Aramaic Fragments of Qumran Cave 4. Oxford.  

Miller, P. D., Jr. 1985. Eridu, Dunnu, and Babel: A Study in Comparative Mythology. HAR 9: 227–51.  

Reif, S. C. 1972. Dedicated to ḥnk. VT 22: 495–501.  

Reiner, E. 1961. The Etiological Myth of the ―Seven Sages.‖ Or n.s. 30: 1–11.  

Sasson, J. M. 1978. A Genealogical ―Convention‖ in Biblical Chronography?‖ ZAW 90: 171–85.  

Sawyer, J. F. A. 1986. Cain and Hephaestus. Possible Relics of Metalworking Traditions in Genesis 4. AbrNah 24: 155–66.  

VanderKam, J. C. 1984. Enoch and the Growth of an Apocalyptic Tradition. CBQMS 16. Washington, DC.  

Westermann, C. 1984. Genesis 1–11: A Commentary. Minneapolis.  

RICHARD S. HESS  



ENOCH, FIRST BOOK OF. A collection of traditions and writings composed between the 4th 

century B.C.E. and the turn of the era, mainly in the name of Enoch, the son of Jared (Gen 5:21–24). The 

collection, which is roughly the length of the Book of Isaiah, is extant in its entirety only in a Ge‘ez 

(ancient Ethiopic) translation of a Greek translation of Aramaic originals which are attested, nonetheless, 

by manuscript fragments from the Qumran caves (see B below).  

The Enochic corpus claims to be a series of revelations which Enoch received in antiquity and 

transmitted to his son Methuselah for the benefit of the righteous who would live in the end times. Its 

major subject matter is twofold: the nature and implications of the created structure of the cosmos and the 

origin, nature, consequences, and final judgment of evil and sin.  

The figure of Enoch portrayed in the various strata of this collection is much more complex than the 

prototypical righteous person suggested in Genesis. He is variously seer, sage, scribe, priest (or at least 

mediator), and eschatological judge.  

Three myths govern the exposition in 1 Enoch. The primary myth, rooted in Gen 5:21–24 and its 

Mesopotamian sources, is concerned with Enoch‘s journeys to the heavenly throne room and through the 

cosmos and the wisdom that was revealed to him during these excursions. Two other myths posit different 

scenarios for a primordial heavenly revolt that has had long-lasting evil consequences for the human race. 

In tension with these latter two myths, however, is the prevailing assumption that human beings are 

accountable for their conduct and for their positive or negative response to the revelations contained in 

this book.  

In order to trace the development of the diverse but related traditions that have been collected in 1 

Enoch, this exposition will follow what appears to have been the order of their composition.  

———  

A. The Component Parts of 1 Enoch  

1. The Book of the Heavenly Luminaries (Chaps. 72–82)  

2. The Book of the Watchers (Chaps. 1–36)  

3. Enoch‘s Two Dream Visions (Chaps. 83–90)  

4. Two Pieces of Testamentary Narrative (81:1–82:3; 91)  

5. The Epistle of Enoch (Chaps. 92–105)  

6. An Account of Noah‘s Birth (Chaps. 106–7)  

7. Another Book by Enoch (Chap. 108)  

8. The Book of Parables (or Similitudes) (Chaps. 37–71)  

9. The Book of the Giants  

B. Literary History, Versions, and Manuscript Tradition C. Literary Genres and their Function  

1. A Collection of Apocalypses  

2. A Testament and Testimony  

D. The Enochic Corpus as Revealed Heavenly Wisdom  

E. Dualism in the Enochic Writings  

F. 1 Enoch as a Theological and Intellectual Synthesis  

G. Provenance and Social Setting  

H. The Enochic Traditions and Early Christianity  

———  

A. The Component Parts of 1 Enoch  

1. The Book of the Heavenly Luminaries (Chaps. 72–82). The structure and functioning of celestial 

(mainly) and terrestial phenomena are the subject matter of these chapters (VanderKam 1984: 76–109). 

The primitive science that is expounded suggests that this section is the oldest stratum in 1 Enoch and that 

it stems from the Persian period (Neugebauer in Black 1985: 387). The text as it presently stands is a 

narrative in which Enoch recounts to Methuselah (76:14; 79:1) his journey through the heavens and over 

the earth, during which Uriel, the angel in charge of the luminaries, interpreted what Enoch saw.  



Fundamental to the treatise is a solar calendar of 364 days, i.e., four seasons of ninety days each, plus 

one day added to each season. In the 2d century B.C.E. sectors of the Jewish community were locked in a 

bitter debate about the divine institution of the solar or lunar calendar. Evidence of this controversy 

appears in the Qumran sectarian documents and in the book of Jubilees (4:17, 21), which cites this treatise 

in support of polemics against a ―gentile‖ lunar calendar (Jub. 6:35–38). Although the non-tendentious 

style of most of the treatise probably indicates that it was not composed for a polemical purpose, the 

revelatory form in which it is cast suggests that it is presented as a divinely ordained Torah, and two 

passages—probably not original to the book (80:2–8; 82:4–6)—indicate that the treatise had a polemical 

function in the form transmitted in 1 Enoch.  

The literary history of this section has many question marks. Because of its fragmented condition, the 

precise contents of the Qumran Aramaic material underlying these chapters are uncertain. It is clear, 

however, that at least parts of the Ethiopic version are a considerably abbreviated form of an Aramaic 

treatise that was copied on manuscripts that did not contain the other parts of 1 Enoch. On the other hand, 

literary considerations indicate that 81:1–82:3 in the Ethiopic are an addition to an earlier form of the 

Book of the Luminaries.  

2. The Book of the Watchers (Chaps. 1–36). These chapters constitute the second oldest section of 1 

Enoch. As a literary unit they probably date to the second half of the 3d century B.C.E. and reflect a 

developing accretion to a nucleus of traditions that stem from the 4th century.  

a. Introdution (Chaps. 1–5). Most likely composed as an introduction to chaps. 1–36, this section 

strikes the keynote for the book (Hartman 1979). The superscription and introduction to the section (1:1–

3) describe Enoch as a righteous man who saw heavenly visions that were interpreted by angels and that 

are now transmitted as a ―blessing‖ for ―the righteous chosen‖ who will live at the time of the 

eschatological judgment. That blessing is given in an oracle in late prophetic style which describes the 

eschatological theophany and the resulting blessing and curse on the righteous and sinners. Thus the Book 

of the Watchers is presented as a collection of revelations about the judgment.  

Parallels to the form and contents of this section indicate that it is a fusion of literary forms and ideas 

that were at home in prophetic, wisdom, and priestly circles. The opening words (1:1) and the beginning 

of the theophanic description (1:3c–4) are drawn from the blessing of Moses (Deuteronomy 33), and the 

oracle is introduced in analogy to the oracles of Balaam the prophet (1:2–3b; cf. Num 24:15–17). The 

poetic first and third parts of the oracle (1:3c–9; 5:4–9) are a pastiche of phrases from biblical accounts of 

theophanies (Deuteronomy 33; Micah 1; Zechariah 14) and from the scenario of the new creation in Isaiah 

65. Positive and negative paraphrases of the priestly benediction (Num 6:24–26) appear in 1:8 and 5:5–6. 

Between these two parts is a prose passage in wisdom style that contrasts nature‘s obedience to God‘s 

order with humanity‘s disobedience of the divine commands. The paradigmatic citation of the heavenly 

bodies may indicate that the human perversion of God‘s commands includes a rejection of the Enochic 

astronomical and calendrical Torah.  

b. The Myths of the Watchers’ Rebellion (Chaps. 6–11). This narrative of the primordial angelic 

rebellion serves as a mythic foundation for the Enochic authors‘ interpretation of certain regnant evils and 

their expectation of its resolution in the eschatological judgment (Nickelsburg 1981a: 212–13). The text 

conflates two or three separate traditions. The first recasts Genesis 6–9. The biblical ―sons of God‖ are 

angels, led by their chieftain Šemiḥazah—―holy watchers,‖ whose intercourse with mortal women breeds 

a race of malevolent giants whose bloody violence desolates the earth. The sin of ―all flesh,‖ which 

triggered God‘s judgment in the Deluge, according to Genesis, is here transformed into the watchers‘ 

rebellion and giants‘ violent victimization of ―all flesh.‖ The biblical description of the postdiluvian 

restoration of the earth (Genesis 9) is rewritten as a scenario of eschatological re-creation. The tradition 

interprets the events of Genesis as a prototype of eschatological violence, judgment, and restoration in 

which evil that originated in demonic rebellion would find its cure in divine intervention. Although 

aspects of this interpretation of Genesis may have their roots in pre-Hellenistic times, the form of the 

myth attested in 1 Enoch 6–11 fits well in the time of the successors of Alexander (the Diadochoi), whose 

wars in contention for the kingdom (323–302 B.C.E.) have a mythic counterpart in the violence of the 



giants and whose claims of divine parentage find an admirable parody in the motif of the watchers‘ 

rebellious spawning of semi-divine warriors.  

In the second tradition of angelic rebellion, the angelic leader, ˓Aśa˒el, reveals the secrets of metallurgy 

and mining which enable men to make the instruments of war and to fashion the jewelry and cosmetics 

that facilitate sexual seduction. According to the text of chaps. 6–11 preserved by the chronographer 

Syncellus, this rebellion preceded and precipitated the rebellion of Semihazah and his associates. It is 

likely that in the original form of this myth the watchers were sent by God to instruct humankind in useful 

arts (cf. Jub. 4:15; 5:6; Pseudo-Clementine Homilies 8:13). The story of ˓Aśa˒el has analogies in ancient 

Near Eastern myths about culture bearers and is most closely paralleled in the Greek myth of Prometheus 

as told by Hesiod and Aeschylus. The motif of rebellion through the revelation of forbidden knowledge is 

further expounded in 8:3 (perhaps relying on another tradition), which ascribes to various of the watchers 

the revelation of several kinds of astrological prognostication. In context this revelation is a foil to the 

astronomical revelations that Enoch received and transmitted.  

This section as a whole criticizes aspects of contemporary civilization, construing them as the result of 

heavenly rebellion that can be reversed and overcome only by divine judgment and reparation. The 

pervading sense of humanity‘s victimization by demonic forces and the necessity for direct divine 

intervention will continue to be a constitutive part of much of later apocalypticism.  

c. Enoch’s Commissioning as a Prophet of Judgment (Chaps. 12–16). In a kind of commentary on 

chaps. 6–11, this section describes Enoch‘s ascent to the heavenly throne room as a prophetic 

commissioning in the tradition of Ezekiel 1–2. The account also contains important characteristics of later 

Jewish accounts of mystical ascents. Although the name of Šemiḥazah is not mentioned, the text focuses 

on the watchers‘ sin with the women, which is interpreted as the heavenly priests‘ forsaking the eternal 

sanctuary and defiling themselves by violating the created distinction between spirit and flesh. Unlike 

chaps. 6–11, the death of the giants results not in their annihilation, but in the release of evil spirits which 

will plague the world until the eschaton (15:11–16:1; cf. Jub. 10:1–13). Reference to ˓Aśa˒el and the 

revelation of forbidden secrets (13:1–2; 15:2–3) appears to be secondary to the section but reflects 

˓Aśa˒el‘s increasing importance in the tradition.  

The watchers‘ sin is recounted in traditional language also found in polemics against the Jerusalem 

priesthood (15:3–4; cf. Ps. Sol. 8:13; CD 5:6–7), and aspects of the story are reminiscent of Ezra‘s 

confrontation with the Jerusalem priests who had married foreign women. This may reflect a conflict 

between this author and the Jerusalem priesthood. The narrative setting of the account in Upper Galilee 

near sites that were sacred to Canaanites, Israelites, Jews, pagans, and—later—Christians, suggests that 

this author lived in this region among people whose opposition to Jerusalem led them to another 

traditional sacred place (Nickelsburg 1981b). A date in the mid–3d century B.C.E. seems likely.  

d. Enoch’s Journey to the West (Chaps. 17–19). From the heavenly throne room (the setting of chaps. 

14–16) certain angels (17:1; only Uriel is named in 19:1) accompany Enoch on a journey to the western 

edge of earth‘s disk, which culminates in two visions of the places of punishment of the rebel watchers 

and certain transgressing stars (18:10–11 + 19:1–2 + 18:12–16 + 19:3, assuming there is a displacement 

in the received text). The order of the account parallels chaps. 14–16, with the horizontal journey to God‘s 

mountain throne and the vision of the watchers‘ punishment replacing the vertical ascent to the heavenly 

throne room and the oracle that announces that punishment. A literary form akin to the Greek Nekyia (a 

journey to the places of punishment in the underworld) replaces the form of the prophetic call. The 

detailed references to places of geographic and cosmic importance indicate the apocalyptist‘s familiarity 

with speculation about these matters. In the account, however, they function as landmarks that document 

the seer‘s progress to his journey‘s goal.  

e. Enoch’s Journey to the East (Chaps. 20–36). After a list of the seven archangels who will 

accompany Enoch (chap. 20), this section recounts Enoch‘s visions, from the far west (where chaps. 17–

19 left off) to the easternmost edge of earth‘s disk. The principal motif is eschatological retribution, which 

is stressed through a series of additions to the traditions in chaps. 17–19 (Wacker).  



The journey narrative begins in chap. 21 with a repetition, in reverse order, of the visions in 18:10–19:2. 

Still in the West, Enoch arrives at the mountain that holds the spirits of the dead until the time of the final 

reward or punishment (chap. 22). Chap. 23 may be a doublet of traditions in chap. 21. At 24:2–25:7, 

Enoch visits the mountain paradise where God‘s throne is set (cf. 18:6–8). Here the Tree of Life is kept 

until it will be transplanted to the temple mount in the new Jerusalem, where it will nourish the righteous 

in the new age. Enoch‘s vision of Jerusalem focuses on the cursed valley of Hinnom, where the wicked 

will be punished eternally in the presence of the righteous. Chaps. 24–26 depict the geographic setting for 

the scenario in the resurrection passage in Dan 12:2. In 28:1–32:2, a literary counterpart of 17:1–7, Enoch 

recounts his travels through the eastern spice orchards to the paradise of righteousness, whose trees are 

dominated by the fragrant tree of wisdom (32:3–6). At chap. 33 he arrives at the eastern end of the earth, 

where Uriel shows him the outlets of the luminaries, a summary allusion to the Book of the Luminaries. 

The Book of the Watchers ends in chaps. 34–36 with a brief account, reminiscent of chap. 76, which 

summarizes Enoch‘s journey around earth‘s edge, to the sources of the winds in the North, West, South 

and East.  

3. Enoch’s Two Dream Visions (Chaps. 83–90). Enoch recounts to Methuselah the contents of two 

dream visions which he saw before he was married to Edna. According to the first (chaps. 83–84), he saw 

a vision of the Deluge and prayed that his posterity not be destroyed.  

The second vision is an extensive allegorical apocalypse that traces human history from Adam to the 

eschaton (chaps. 85–90). The author depicts human beings as animals, and angels as human beings. The 

patriarchs through Isaac are portrayed as bulls. Jacob and his descendants are symbolized by sheep that 

are continually being victimized by the wild beasts that represent the gentiles. In response to the sin of 

Manasseh, the Lord of the Sheep commits his flock to seventy angelic shepherds (89:59–64), who are to 

rule for four periods. The shepherds abuse their office by permitting more than the proper number of 

sheep to be destroyed. This is recorded by an angelic scribe who intercedes for the sheep. The eschaton is 

depicted in a two-stage textual tradition (90:9–19). In its developed form, a great horned ram, representing 

Judas Maccabeus, wages war against the nations. A theophany leads to the final judgment of the rebel 

watchers, the angelic shepherds, and the apostate Jews of the end time (90:20–27). Then Jerusalem and 

the sanctuary are rebuilt in unsurpassed glory. A white bull is born as a (messianic?) reappearance of the 

primordial man, and the sheep and other animals are transformed into white bulls, thus signaling the 

eschatological unity of the human race which has returned to its created purity.  

This dream vision has important points of contact with Enochic and biblical traditions. The rebellion of 

the watchers and their judgment by the archangels, the intercession of the angelic scribe which triggers 

the final judgment, and the final reconstitution of a righteous humanity all have counterparts in 1 Enoch 

6–11. Many events in the historical narrative reflect biblical narratives. The antagonism of the sheep and 

wild beasts, the shepherds‘ dereliction of duty (cf. Zechariah 11), and the appearance of an eschatological 

messianic figure are all reminiscent of Ezekiel 34. The seventy shepherds and the four periods of their 

rule recall the seventy years in Jer 25:11–12 and 29:10 (cf. Dan 9:2) and the four kingdoms in Daniel 7.  

The dream vision was composed at least by the time of Judas‘ defeat of Nicanor in 161 B.C.E., though an 

earlier version may have ended with the theophany. Although the exact provenance of the apocalypse is 

uncertain, several details reflect social, theological, and ideological aspects of that provenance. The author 

is critical of the Second Temple and seems to assert that the polluted food on the sacrificial altar (89:73; 

cf. Mal 1:7) was never removed. Alongside this polluted food are mentioned apostate Jews (blind sheep, 

89:74), who, late in the Hellenistic period, are opposed by young lambs whose eyes are opened—

obviously pious Jews of the author‘s persuasion. At least in its final form the apocalypse was transmitted 

(and revised) by an author favorably disposed toward Judas Maccabeus, and the prominence of the motif 

of the eschatological sword indicates a militant ideology that is reminiscent of the congregation of mighty 

warriors, described as Hasidim in 1 Macc 2:42.  

4. Two Pieces of Testamentary Narrative (81:1–82:3; 91). The brief narrative in 81:1–82:3, which is 

out of place in its present context in the Book of the Luminaries, forms a narrative bridge with material 

that follows. Enoch views the heavenly tablets that contain a record of human deeds. He is then brought 



back to earth by the angelic guides mentioned in the Book of the Watchers and is told to instruct his 

children for one year, transmitting to them the wisdom he received on his journeys. This ―testimony‖ for 

future generations is given in the presence of Methuselah.  

Although chaps. 83–90 are part of Enoch‘s instruction to Methuselah, the narrative style of 81:1–82:3 is 

continued in chap. 91. Enoch‘s other children gather to hear the testimony of Enoch‘s final instruction. Its 

ethical component employs the scheme of the two ways, of righteousness and wickedness. The predictive 

section in vv 5–10 parallels two subsequent texts: the Apocalypse of Weeks (93:1–10 + 91:11–17) and 

Enoch‘s prediction in 106:13–107:2.  

5. The Epistle of Enoch (Chaps. 92–105). These chapters claim to be an epistle from Enoch to his 

spiritual descendants in the latter generations. Counterposed throughout are the righteous and the sinners 

and the respective judgments that await them. The introductory Apocalypse of Weeks schematizes human 

history from Enoch to the eschaton and provides a time frame for the judgment that is presumed in the 

rest of the Epistle (VanderKam 1984: 142–60). Central to the Apocalypse is the primordial and 

eschatological opposition between violence and deceit and righteousness and truth. The seventh week will 

be marked by the constitution of the community of the righteous and chosen, whose gift of ―sevenfold 

wisdom and knowledge‖ will enable them to uproot the structure of violence and deceit. The sword of 

judgment given to the righteous in the eighth week is reminiscent of the Animal Vision, and the motif is 

repeated in 95:3; 96:1; and 98:12. In the tenth week, the eschatological temple will be built, and the 

revelation of righteous Torah will turn all humanity to righteousness (see also above).  

The body of the Epistle employs three literary forms typical of biblical prophecy: woes, admonitions 

usually introduced by ―Fear not,‖ and eschatological predictions introduced by ―then‖ or ―in those days‖ 

(Nickelsburg 1977). Described throughout is the oppression of the righteous by rich and powerful sinners 

(corresponding to the aforementioned ―violence‖) and the false teaching of those who alter the Torah and 

lead many astray with their lies (corresponding to the ―deceit‖ mentioned in the Apocalypse; Nickelsburg 

1982). In a final major section (102:4–104:8), the author confronts the problem of theodicy raised by the 

present situation and offers a solution in the judgment that will give new life to the righteous dead and 

will recompense the sinners who have thus far gone unpunished. In a brief concluding section (104:12–

105:2), the eschatological wisdom mentioned in 93:10 is identified with the books of Enoch, which are 

the basis on which the righteous will ―testify to the sons of the whole earth.‖  

Although the Epistle employs earlier and, in many cases, non-Enochic traditions, the section as a whole 

was created as an exhortative conclusion to the Enochic corpus. Its admonitions to the faith and righteous 

conduct that will lead to salvation presume earlier sections of 1 Enoch. Enoch‘s vision of the place of the 

dead (chap. 22) is presupposed in 102:4–103:8, his viewing of the heavenly tablets is cited in 103:2, and 

his visions of angelic intercession are referred to in 104:1. Vision, angelic interpretation, and his reading 

of the tablets are mentioned in 93:2. Through these citations and the use of prophetic literary forms and of 

oath formulas that underscore the certainty of the author‘s message of judgment, the author identifies this 

section and the corpus as a whole as the revealed, saving wisdom they claim to be.  

The date and provenance of the Epistle are uncertain. If the Epistle as a whole was composed at the 

same time as the narrative in 81:1–82:3 and 91, the possible allusion to this narrative in Jub. 4:18–19 may 

indicate a date early in the 2d century B.C.E. On the other hand, the body of the Epistle may reflect 

excesses in the Hasmonean period and thus date to the latter part of the 2d century. The Epistle was 

composed in unidentified circles closely related to the Qumran community.  

6. An Account of Noah’s Birth (Chaps. 106–7). The miraculous circumstances attending Noah‘s birth 

terrify his father Lamech, who suspects an angelic conception and sends Methuselah to Enoch for an 

explanation. The seer attributes the evils of the present time to the angelic rebellion but promises that in 

Noah Lamech‘s progeny will be preserved and the world and humankind will be restored after the 

judgment of the Deluge. Thus the narrative concludes the Enochic corpus with the promise, inherent in its 

typology of primordial and end times, that salvation will follow the eschatological judgment. Evidence 

from the Qumran manuscripts indicates that the narrative was composed before the middle of the 1st 

century B.C.E. It is a variant of the stories of Enoch‘s vision of the Flood in chaps. 83–84 and Noah‘s 



anticipation of the Flood in chap. 65. All three reflect the kind of apprehension and fear that are typical of 

people who believe they are living in the last times.  

7. Another Book by Enoch (Chap. 108). This brief work of uncertain origin and date was added to the 

end of the corpus as a final word of exhortation to the righteous of the end time. Drawing on other parts of 

the corpus, it presents a brief vision of the place of punishment as evidence of the coming judgment and 

calls on the suffering righteous to endure in anticipation of their glorification.  

8. The Book of Parables (or Similitudes) (Chaps. 37–71). This longest of all the Enochic books is 

generally considered to be the latest major stratum in the corpus. There is some doubt as to its title. 

Although the superscription in 37:5 calls attention to the three ―parables‖ (38–44; 45–57; 58–69) that 

constitute its primary contents, and 68:1 (a later interpolation) refers to ―the Book of the Parables,‖ the 

expression ―He took up his parable and said‖ is used in earlier strata to introduce the initial oracle (1:2, 3) 

and the Apocalypse of Weeks (93:1, 3). The author‘s superscription designates the work as ―The vision of 

wisdom which Enoch … saw‖ and wrote down both for the men of old and those of the latter days (37:1–

3; cf. 1:1–2; 92:1).  

The Book of Parables is, for the most part, an account of the visions that Enoch saw and the 

accompanying angels interpreted as the seer journeyed to the heavenly throne room and through the 

cosmos. A significant part of the text is a revision of earlier Enochic traditions drawn from the Book of 

the Luminaries and the Book of the Watchers. Material parallel to the former is found in 41:3–8, chaps. 

43–44; 60:11–24; and 69:22–24. The first parable has many point-by-point similarities to chaps. 1–16, 

and later sections develop aspects of the accounts of Enoch‘s journeys in chaps. 17–36. The double list of 

angelic names in 69:1–12 is a variant of the lists in 6:7 and 8:1–3. The Noachic narratives in chaps. 65–67 

are related to the stories in 83–84 and 106–107, although this material may be a secondary interpolation 

into an earlier form of this work.  

The uniqueness of this Enochic work lies in a series of vignettes set in the heavenly throne room which 

depict, in the form of a developing drama, events related to the great judgment. The principal figure in 

these scenes is a transcendent heavenly figure whom God has designated as the eschatological judge and 

the vindicator of the righteous and elect. The text refers to him variously as ―the Chosen One‖ (his 

primary title), ―the Righteous One,‖ ―that son of man,‖ and God‘s ―Anointed One.‖ See SON OF MAN. 

As these designations indicate, the descriptions of this figure are the fruit of speculations on the biblical 

texts about ―one like a son of man‖ (Daniel 7), the Deutero-Isaianic servant of the Lord (esp. Isaiah 42, 

49, 52–53), and the Davidic king (Psalm 2 and Isaiah 11). The Chosen One will judge two major groups 

of sinners. They are ―the kings and the mighty,‖ who persecute the righteous and function in analogy to 

the giants in chaps. 6–11 and the sinners in 92–105, and the angelic chieftain Azazel and his hosts, who, 

like ˓Aśa˒el and the others in chaps. 6–11, have revealed the secrets of unrighteousness.  

Through these vignettes the author presents his message. In the coming judgment, God will vindicate 

the righteous and elect and punish their enemies. The book, in turn, is offered as revealed wisdom about 

this judgment and the heavenly realm in which it is already beginning to happen, and it promises salvation 

to the righteous who stand firm in this knowledge.  

The Enochic character of the Book of Parables is emphasized in its last two chapters, which, however, 

may be secondary to the text. Here Enoch‘s translation (Genesis 5) is identified with his ascent to the 

heavenly throne room (1 Enoch 14) and with the presentation of the son of man in Daniel 7. Thus, as a 

climax to the drama that the seer has seen unfold, he sees himself being presented to God as the son of 

man who is to be the eschatological judge.  

The date and provenance of the book have long been disputed. Taking note of their absence from the 

Qumran Aramaic fragments and some similarities to the Christian Sibylline Oracles, Milik (1976: 91–98) 

has argued that they are a Christian product from ca. 270 C.E. However, several weaknesses in Milik‘s 

argument make this conclusion highly dubious. The Parables‘ absence from Qumran need only indicate 

that their author based his work on copies of the pre-Qumran Enochic texts which circulated outside of 

Qumran. The Christian Sibyllines are probably ultimately dependent on the Parables and not vice versa. 

Milik‘s identification of the Parthians and Medes (56:5) with the Palmyrenes is generally not accepted. 



Currently, most scholars take the Parables to be a Jewish text from either the last half of the 1st century 

B.C.E. or the first three quarters of the 1st century C.E. The earlier dating finds in 56:5 a reference to the 

Parthian invasion of 40 B.C.E. and in 67:8–13 a reference to Herod the Great. The later dating emphasizes 

the affinities between the Parables and the Jewish apocalypses of the late 1st century C.E. and the book of 

Revelation (Knibb 1978). Their specific provenance in Judaism is uncertain.  

9. The Book of the Giants. Although these narratives about the sons of the watchers and the women are 

not part of the Ethiopic corpus, they are contemporaneous with some of the strata in that corpus. 

Fragments of six copies of the work have been identified among the Qumran Aramaic fragments, and 

paleographic considerations indicate the early 1st century B.C.E. as a terminus ad quem for its 

composition. From the Qumran fragments and from numerous fragments and passages from a Manichean 

version of the work we can reconstruct some of the contents of the book, but the rest of its contents and its 

relationship to the narrative parts of 1 Enoch are uncertain (Milik 1976: 298–317).  

B. Literary History, Versions, and Manuscript Tradition  

Although many details remain obscure, we can trace major aspects in the literary history of the Enochic 

corpus. The Book of the Watchers developed in stages from its mythic nucleus in chaps. 6–11. With some 

more additions this major unit came to function as the narrative introduction to an Enochic testament. An 

additional narrative described how Enoch returned from his journeys through the cosmos and was 

commanded to instruct his children (81:1–82:3; 91). At some point that instruction came to include not 

only the two–ways admonitions in chap. 91 and 94:1–4 and the historical surveys in 93:1–10 and 91:11–

17, but also the two dream visions (chaps. 83–90) and the body of the Epistle (92; 94:5ff). This latter 

served as an exposition of the two–ways theology and an extended exhortation that was based on Enoch‘s 

visions (chaps. 21–36; 81) and the announcement of the judgment implicit in them and explicit in chaps. 

1–5. The addition of chaps. 106–107 provided a narrative of primordial times that anticipated the 

salvation of the eschaton. A compressed form of the Book of the Luminaries (chaps. 72–82) was 

juxtaposed to the astronomical material in chaps. 33–36, and then the Book of Parables (chaps. 37–71) 

was interpolated between these two sections. Chapter 108 was added as a final exhortation.  

With the exception of the Parables and chaps. 83–84 and 108, all the major sections of 1 Enoch are 

represented among the Qumran Aramaic manuscripts, as is the Book of Giants. It is likely that all 

component parts, including the Parables, were composed in Aramaic. The Akhmim papyrus (6th century) 

and the Chester Beatty papyrus (4th century) preserve, between them, approximately twenty-five percent 

of the Book of Watchers and the Epistle in Greek translation. Two other mss preserve Greek fragments of 

the Book of the Luminaries and the Animal Vision. Quotations in the Book of Jude, various of the Church 

Fathers, and the chronography of George Syncellus reflect knowledge of a Greek translation of the Book 

of the Watchers, the Apocalypse of Weeks, and the Epistle, and the earliest of these quotations indicates 

the late 1st century C.E. as a terminus ad quem for the Greek translation(s). Whether the archetype of the 

Ethiopic translation, which was made no later than the 6th century, used a single Greek ms or a set of mss 

depends on whether the Parables were translated from a Greek version or directly from the Aramaic, as 

Ullendorf and Knibb suggest (Knibb 1978: 2.37–46). In the latter case, 1 Enoch would have come into its 

present form only in the Ethiopic version. Of that version, a large number of mss are known, many of 

them parts of more extensive biblical mss.  

C. Literary Genres and Their Function  

1 Enoch provides a wealth of information about the development of (biblical) literary genres during the 

crucial transitional Hellenistic period. Chaps. 6–11 are an early example of the rewriting of biblical 

narrative which will later emerge in Targum and Midrash. Other texts are developing examples of the 

prophetic forms of call story, salvation-judgment oracle, woe, or exhortation. Chaps. 2–5, the two–ways 

instruction in chaps. 91 and 94, and some of the woes in the Epistle have important analogies in Israelite 

Wisdom Literature.  

1. A Collection of Apocalypses. Large parts of the Enochic corpus belong to two literary genres. The 

first of these appears in various types of apocalypse. The Book of the Luminaries, chaps. 17–19 and 20–

36, large parts of the Parables, and part of the narratives in 81:1–82:3 and chap. 108 are cast as journeys 



to inaccessible places where visions are interpreted by an accompanying angel. This form and literary 

device have counterparts in Ezekiel 40–48 and Zechariah 1–6 (Himmelfarb 1983: 56–58). In addition, in 

texts with no counterpart in a biblical genre, Enoch recounts in chaps. 85–90, 93:1–10, and 91:11–17 

visions that describe the history of the world from primordial time to the eschaton. In both of these, the 

narrator functions as an inspired revealer of secrets about the hidden future. Finally, the instruction and 

exhortation that constitute the major part of the Epistle are explicitly based on Enoch‘s visions of 

heavenly and cosmic entitites: heavenly tablets and books, angelic intercession, and the places and objects 

of eschatological blessing and punishment. This repeated use of revelatory literary forms and recourse to 

revealed visions and information justifies our calling 1 Enoch an apocalyptic work or, in large part, a 

collection of apocalypses.  

Enoch sees and then reveals to the reader God‘s hidden world and hidden future. The former is 

important to note because studies of apocalyptic theology have tended to stress eschatology. However, in 

its earliest form, a work like the Book of the Luminaries appears not to have dealt with eschatology. 

Instead, the author revealed the hidden workings of the heavenly bodies which undergird a calendrical 

Torah.  

Although the journey narratives in chaps. 17–36 reveal aspects of God‘s hidden world and doubtless 

reflect study and speculation about ―scientific‖ matters, the journeys and various segments in them climax 

in interpreted visions about phenomena and places of eschatological importance, and thus the cosmic 

information functions to undergird the author‘s eschatology. This eschatology has both a temporal 

dimension and a spatial one. Here Enoch sees the places, things, and agents of the judgment that 

elsewhere is predicted. God has prepared and built into the cosmos the entities that will facilitate that 

judgment and its consequences. Enoch‘s revelation includes reports that these things are present and 

happening in God‘s hidden world, and this revelation of present realities guarantees that the future 

judgment and its consequences will also take place.  

2. A Testament and Testimony. The function of the apocalyptic genres becomes evident in the use of a 

second genre—the testament—which governs the shape of a large part of the Enochic corpus. Especially 

noteworthy are the similarities to parts of Deuteronomy. The superscription and initial description of the 

eschatological theophany recall the Blessing of Moses (1:1, 3c–4, 9; cf. Deut 33:1–2). The testamentary 

setting in 81:5–82:3 and chap. 91, the double description of future history in 91:5–10, 93:1–10, and 

91:11–17, and the two–ways instruction in 91:3–4, 18–19; 94:1–4 have counterparts in Deuteronomy 38–

32. The fragmentary passage in 93:11–14 paraphrases Deut 4:33 and sets the uniqueness of Enoch‘s 

revelations of the heavenly throne room and the cosmos in parallel to the uniqueness of the revelation of 

the Mosaic Torah (contrast Deut 30:11–14). The key word ―testify‖ (81:6; 91:3), used of Enoch‘s 

instruction to his children and of the book‘s function in the eschaton (104:11; 105:1), parallels the usage 

in Deuteronomy 30–31 and ascribes to the Enochic corpus a function that parallels the Mosaic Torah and 

Moses‘ descriptions of the future. In the end time the testamentary deposit of Enoch‘s revealed wisdom 

appeals to the righteous and the world at large to obey its Torah (both what is written in the corpus and 

the broader tradition transmitted by the community) so that they may be saved in the coming judgment.  

D. The Enochic Corpus as Revealed Heavenly Wisdom  

The Enochic authors‘ use of revelatory genres derives from their belief that they are transmitting 

heavenly ―wisdom.‖ Contrary to what one might expect, the noun ―revelation‖ seems never to have been 

used in this corpus, and the verb ―reveal‖ is rare (see 7:1; 8:3; 9:6, 8; 13:2 for the secrets brought by the 

rebellious watchers; 10:2, 107:3 for information about Noah and the Flood, and 106:19; 91:14; 94:2 for 

the revelations to Enoch and their promulgation in the end time). More frequently Enoch‘s revelations are 

called ―wisdom‖ (5:8; 32:3–6; 37:1–4; 82:2–3; 92:1; 93:8, 10; 94:5; 104:12; 105:1), and the verb ―given‖ 

denotes its divine origin (5:8; 37:4; 93:10; 104:12).  

The Enochic corpus is an earthly deposit of wisdom from and about the hidden world, which has been 

mediated through authors who are identified with the primordial sage and seer. One is interested not in the 

historical process by which this wisdom came to be embodied in these texts but with its identity as 



heavenly wisdom and its association with an ancient figure who is perceived to have been the 

quintessential source and mediator of such wisdom.  

Enochic wisdom has a salvific function. It is Torah broadly conceived. Aspects of it reveal the laws that 

embody the divine will that is to be obeyed if one is to be saved. It also provides instruction about the 

coming judgment, in which God will save and damn the obedient and disobedient. Thus the Enochic 

revelation of wisdom and one‘s response to it are crucial for salvation, or life, or blessing.  

This view of wisdom is functionally similar to Ben Sira‘s understanding of wisdom. As is evident from 

Sirach 24, Ben Sira sees the Mosaic Torah less as a historical phenomenon associated with Mount Sinai 

than as the perennial repository of preexistent heavenly wisdom whose life-giving function is mediated 

through its interpretation by sages like himself. The differences between the two authors‘ understanding 

of wisdom must, of course, be noted. Ben Sira expounds what he understands to be Mosaic Torah; his 

opinion about the specifics of Enochic wisdom is uncertain (44:16 is textually problematic). As to the 

means of revelation, he is skeptical about dreams and visions (34:1–8). Unlike the author of the Epistle, 

moreover, he does not limit salvation to those who accept his interpretation of Torah.  

E. Dualism in the Enochic Writings  

The Enochic authors‘ use of revelatory genres is a function of the dualistic understanding of historical 

and cosmic reality which pervades the corpus and is essential to its exposition. The phenomenal world is a 

reflection of a hidden world whose complex realities can be known only if they are revealed. The nature 

and functions of this dualism and the consequent pervasive use of apocalyptic genres are important 

defining characteristics of the Enochic corpus and signal some important transformations of biblical 

tradition.  

A spatial dualism is integral to the exposition of Enochic Torah. Although we are not well informed 

about the totality of the Torah of the circles that created the Enochic writings, it is evident that correct 

calendrical practice played an important role. For this reason, certain of the authors emphasized the 

revealed knowledge of the hidden world of the heavenly luminaries which was necessary for right 

conduct.  

Important aspects of the Enochic authors‘ understanding of the nature of evil were governed by a 

dualistic worldview. Human beings were, of course, responsible for their actions, and they would be 

rewarded or punished accordingly at the great judgment. Nonetheless, the Enochic authors attributed a 

significant part of the evils in this world to a hidden demonic world, and the corpus devotes considerable 

space to myths that trace the origins of that world to an angelic rebellion that took place in the heavenly 

realm and the hidden primordial past (see A.1.b above).  

Given the supernatural origin and character of the evils, the authors seek a remedy beyond history and 

beyond the empirical world. On the one hand, the remedy lies in the hidden future when divine judgment 

will usher in a new age qualitatively different from the present one, when the Creator‘s primordial 

intention will become permanent reality and evil will be forever eradicated. On the other hand, the 

solution is already in process, in the hidden throne room in the heavenly realm, where the archangelic 

counterparts of the demons plead and prepare for salvation, and in the secret recesses of the cosmos, 

where the places of punishment await or already claim their victims.  

F. 1 Enoch as a Theological and Intellectual Synthesis  

1 Enoch attests the confluence of many social, cultural, and religious currents in postexilic Judaism. 

Fundamental is the belief that God‘s will has been revealed and is to be obeyed. The Mosaic Torah, 

evidently interpreted in specific ways, is presumed, but supplemented by Enochic Torah, which focuses 

on cosmology and calendar. In their predominating claim to be mediating revelations about the great 

eschatological judgment that will recompense the righteous and the sinners for their responses to God‘s 

will, the Enochic authors are indebted to aspects of Israelite prophecy, as is evident from the use of 

prophetic forms and genres and dependence on specific prophetic traditions. However, the embodiment of 

this message in extended historical and cosmological apocalypses and the transformation of the call vision 

into a heavenly ascent reflect important divergences from biblical tradition. Passing allusions and detailed 

references to animate and inanimate aspects of the created world and its components and structure 



indicate more than a passing acquaintance with interests and concerns elsewhere evident in the Wisdom 

Literature (Stone 1976). These motifs supplement the temporal emphasis of prophetic eschatology with a 

spatial dimension, and the whole is further embellished through the use of literary forms and traditions at 

home in the Wisdom Literature.  

Through the intersection of these currents a new phenomenon appears in 1 Enoch. The content of Torah 

is broadened, and its true interpretation is specified. The revelation of God‘s will and of the eschatological 

future is supplemented by revealed knowledge of a hidden world, and together these are identified as 

heavenly wisdom of broad and inclusive dimensions, mediated by a primordial seer and sage.  

The Enochic convergence of Israelite intellectual, theological, and religious streams is further 

complicated by elements of pagan provenance: Babylonian myths about the ancient sage (VanderKam 

1984: 23–75), Greek myths about Prometheus and about the Titans, and common Near Eastern mythic 

geography and cosmology (Nickelsburg 1981a: 212–13). The principle of selective syncretism is not new 

to Israelite religion, but the specific mix is novel.  

G. Provenance and Social Setting  

The Enochic writings are a corpus of closely related traditions that were created, transmitted, and 

developed in ―pious‖ Jewish circles of the 4th to 1st centuries B.C.E. The Essenes at Qumran were one 

important heir and transmitter of the corpus during the 2d and 1st centuries, although there is no sure 

evidence that this group wrote any part of the corpus (Nickelsburg 1986). That the group or groups who 

created the Enochic traditions were closely related to the Qumran sect is indicated not only by the 

presence of many Enoch manuscripts at Qumran but also by allusions to this literature in Qumran 

sectarian documents and by a substantial number of similarities between 1 Enoch and various of the 

sectarian texts. Among the similarities are a common solar calendar, antagonism toward the Second 

Temple (though partly for different reasons), the prized memory of a religious awakening, reform, or 

renewal in the Hellenistic period, the claim to be God‘s (harried and persecuted) righteous elect who 

possess the interpretation of the Torah necessary for salvation and insight into the divine eschatological 

mysteries, and a common militant ideology that anticipated the elect community‘s participation in the 

coming judgment.  

Much work remains to be done on the history of the circles that produced the Enochic literature and 

their relationships to the Qumran sect, but the following are guideposts. In the earliest recoverable form of 

the Šemiḥazah story, the reference to God‘s revelation to Noah reflects the author‘s belief that he and 

certain others constitute a righteous remnant whose knowledge of the coming judgment will save them. 

The early date of the Book of the Luminaries indicates that a solar calendar was one of the earliest 

constituents of Enochic Torah. Chaps. 12–16 appear to reflect antipathy toward the Temple as early as the 

3d century, and the later Animal Vision and probably the Apocalypse of Weeks trace this back to the time 

of its construction. The book of Jubilees, which probably dates to the time of Jason‘s reforms in 

Jerusalem, prizes the Enochic traditions and emphasizes the importance of the solar calendar. 

Nonetheless, it reflects little sectarian consciousness and appears to limit its condemnation of the temple 

and priesthood to the Hellenistic period. Daniel 7 and 12 appear to reflect traditions in 1 Enoch 14: 24–27, 

and Daniel‘s visionary activity parallels that of Enoch. Although we know very little about the Hasidim 

mentioned in 1 and 2 Maccabees, nothing in the Enochic texts prevents the theory that these texts and that 

group were parts of a common reform movement or series of movements. Column 1 of the Damascus 

Document and the Apocalypse of Weeks appear to refer to a religious awakening in a period that both 

describe without mention of the Return and the Second Temple, and Column 8 of the Manual of 

Discipline reapplies the tradition to the founding of the Qumran community. The absence of the Book of 

Parables in the Qumran library suggests that the corpus was transmitted and developed in at least one 

context other than Qumran.  

Although the pseudepigraphic nature of the Enochic texts masks much of the social, institutional, and 

other functional realia that constituted their authors‘ world, some hints are present. Interpretation of 

received tradition was a primary activity. This tradition was, of course, ascribed to Enoch. Behind it, 

however, lay the Pentateuch and the Latter Prophets, and in the Animal Vision, the history recorded in the 



Former Prophets. In addition, certain kinds of speculation reflect a study of the heavens and transmission 

of cosmographic and geographic lore. From a formal point of view, the largest part of the corpus records 

dreams and visions and their interpretation—an activity with a history that runs from the Joseph stories, 

through Ezekiel and Zechariah, to the Danielic stories and visions.  

Binding all this activity together is the claim to be mediating revelation. Interestingly, however, in spite 

of the Mosaic and prophetic roots of much of the tradition, the authors never attribute the title of 

―prophet‖ to Enoch or to any of the righteous described in the texts. Two terms in the texts are suggestive 

of revelatory activity. Certain of the righteous who teach divine Law are called ―the wise‖ (98:9; 99:10), 

which may indicate the title ḥakk  m or maśk  l. Since Enochic ―wisdom‖ is revealed, the title has 

revelatory connotations. Enoch, on the other hand, is called the wise and righteous ―scribe‖ (15:1; 92:1). 

Although this term refers to his writing activity, it has more exalted connotations. In keeping with the 

earlier picture of Ezra and the later description by Ben Sira (chaps. 24, 39), it probably identifies the 

authors as sages who are the authoritative interpreters and transmitters of sacred tradition. Unlike both of 

these, however, the Enochic authors claim for their interpretation a directness and immediacy of 

revelation that functionally parallels that of the prophets. The precise office, institution, and practices that 

underlie the terms ―wise‖ and ―scribe‖ need further study. The Qumran Scrolls offer some hints in their 

references to ―the Teacher of Righteousness,‖ whose title parallels that of Enoch (1 Enoch 12:4; 15:1) and 

whose interpretation of the Torah and the Prophets may be counterparts of some of the types of activity in 

the Enochic tradition.  

How the Enochic authors and their readers and adherents may have been organized into a community or 

communities remains a mystery. Some suggestions of communal existence may be present in the 

references to the chosen righteous in chaps. 1–5, the Apocalypse of Weeks, and 104:12–14, as well as in 

the Parables in the reference to ―the houses of his congregations.‖ However, specific and explicit 

information of the type furnished by the Qumran Manual of Discipline and archeological evidence is 

lacking for the Enochic literature.  

H. The Enochic Traditions and Early Christianity  

Until the discovery of the Qumran Scrolls, the only preserved texts of the Enochic writings derived 

from Christian circles (see B above). The living context of this transmission was a religious community 

that arose from and for some time continued to draw on the resources of an apocalyptic Judaism 

transmitted in the Enochic writings. At least some of the Son of Man sayings in Mark and ―Q‖ know the 

tradition as it was reshaped in the Book of Parables and ―christologize‖ it (see SON OF MAN). Traditions 

associated with the Apostle Peter (in Matthew 16, 1 and 2 Peter, and the Apocalypse of Peter) draw on 

elements in the corpus (Rubinkiewicz). Matthew and probably Luke reflect parts of it. The Apocalypse of 

John of Patmos uses Enochic traditions about ˓Aśa˒el and is the closest formal counterpart to the Book of 

Parables. Jude (vv 14–15) and Tertullian (de Idololatria 4; de Cultu Feminarum 3:1) ascribe prophetic 

status to the patriarch Enoch and quote the opening oracle and the Epistle respectively. Barnabas 16 

quotes the Animal Vision and the Apocalypse of Weeks as ―scripture.‖ Justin Martyr (2 Apologia 5) and 

evidently Irenaeus (Adversus Haereses 4.36.4) appear to know the Enochic traditions about the angelic 

rebellion, and Pseudo-Clement (Homilies 8:12ff.) knows more than is preserved in 1 Enoch. Other 

allusions and quotations appear in Clement of Alexandria and in Origen. Thus, at a time when the 

writings ascribed to Enoch were falling into disuse among Jews, these same texts continued to be cited as 

inspired scripture in sectors of Christianity. Except in the Ethiopian church and among the Manicheans, 

however, this authority of Enochic scripture disappeared as the canon of ancient writings was limited to 

the books contained in the Hebrew Bible or the. Nonetheless, the Enochic influence has continued in the 

form of traditions that were formative in the writing of the NT texts.  
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GEORGE W. E. NICKELSBURG  

ENOCH, SECOND BOOK OF. This pseudepigraphical apocalypse is attested only in Slavonic. 

Conventionally identified as 2 Enoch, the work has almost as many names as there are manuscripts 

(Andersen, OTP 1: 102), ranging from ―The Tale (slovo, literally ‗word‘) of‖ or ―Life of‖ or ―Book of 

(the Secrets of) (Righteous or Wise) Enoch‖ to even more elaborate titles. These variants reflect the 

mixed identity, the diverse contents, and the complex structure of the work.  

———  

A. Contents  

B. The Text  

1. Manuscripts  

2. Recensions  

3. Text Criticism  

4. Chapters and Verses  

C. Literary Affinities and Dependencies  

1. 1 Enoch  

2. Comparative Methodology  

D. Composition, Translation, Transmission  

E. Translations  

———  

A. Contents  

In its most extended form, 2 Enoch consists of two distinct and different parts: first, the life of Enoch 

(chaps. 1–68); second, events after the final disappearance of Enoch until the death of Noah (chaps. 69–

73). The contents can be outlined as follows:  

1. Life of Enoch  

a. Enoch‘s Journey Through Seven (or Ten) Heavens (chaps. 1–21)  

b. Enoch‘s Interview with the Lord (chaps. 22–35)  

c. Enoch‘s Return to Earth (chaps. 36–38)  

d. Enoch Instructs His Children (chaps. 39–63)  

e. Enoch‘s Final Call and Last Words (chaps. 64–66)  

f. Second Translation of Enoch to Heaven (chaps. 67–68)  



2. Subsequent Events a. Ministry of Methusalom (69:1–70:16)  

b. Ministry of Nir (70:17–26)  

c. Birth of Melkisedek (chap. 71)  

d. Translation of Melkisedek (chap. 72)  

e. The Flood (chap. 73)  

B. The Text  

The study of 2 Enoch is hampered by the inaccessibility of the primary data in reliable form. Although 

at least twenty mss are known which contain portions of the text in various forms and contexts, so far 

only one (Mpr) has been published in facsimile (Tikhomirov 1961). There are no diplomatic presentations 

of any of the others, and critical editions (Sokolov 1899; 1910a; Vaillant 1952) are limited in scope and 

method.  

1. Manuscripts. The best available stemmatology is that of Vaillant (1952: xxiv). This will be used in 

what follows, although it can be considered only provisional. Vaillant classified twelve manuscripts (mss) 

into six families. Bonwetsch (1922: xiv) arranged ten mss into six families, different from those of 

Vaillant.  

a. Family 1. (1) Ms A. BAN 45.13.4 in the Library of the Academy of Sciences, Leningrad 

(Meshchersky 1964; 1965). This is a still unpublished 15th-century ms, the ―Academy Chronograph‖ in 

which the text of 2 Enoch occupies folios 357–366ob. This ms is the basis of Andersen‘s translation (OTP 

1: 101–221).  

(2) Ms U. The Uvarov ms, GIM 3 (18) in the State Historical Museum, Moscow. The text was 

published by Sokolov (1910a: 111–30), with notes (1910b: 33–44). In 1899 Sokolov (1–80) supplied 

variants from ms U to his edition of ms Rum (see family 2 below). This 15th-century ms was the basis of 

Vaillant‘s edition (1952). Ms U is close to ms A; in fact Meshchersky (1974) recorded the impression that 

ms A had been copied from ms U.  

(3) Ms Tr. Ms No. 793 of the Trinity-Saint Sergius Monastery Library (now in the Lenin Library, 

Moscow) is a 16th-century chronograph into which has been worked a summary of the final part of 2 

Enoch (folios 401–402ob). The extracts cover the closing scenes of Enoch‘s life and go on to the 

Melkisedek story. They correspond to 2 Enoch 67; 69:16–18a; 70:16; 71:1–23a, 27–29; and 72:9. This 

material was the first part of 2 Enoch to be printed in modern form (Tikhonravov 1863: 19–20 [Enoch]; 

26–28 [Melkisedek]). Sokolov subsequently published some extracts (1910a: 161–62; notes 1910b: 95–

103), and concluded that the précis had been made from a ms belonging to the same family as ms U 

(1910b: 103). Because the excerpts have been handled with considerable liberty, unique readings cannot 

be given much weight as evidence for the original text.  

(4) Ms Syn. Ms 387 (3) in the Moscow Synod Collection. In a late recension, the synaxarion for the 

feast of the Archangel Gabriel (celebrated on March 26) contains material reminiscent of 2 Enoch derived 

from a tradition resembling ms U (Sokolov 1910b: 103–105).  

b. Family 2. (1) Ms B. The Barsov ms in the State Historical Museum should not be confused with 

Charles‘ ―B‖ which is labeled ms N in Family 3 (see below). The text of 2 Enoch in ms B is a 17th-

century Russian redaction. It was edited by Sokolov (1899: 83–107 [text, with variants from mss N and 

V]; 1910b: 54–69 [notes]). Vaillant (1952) pays particular attention to its variant readings.  

(2) Ms Rum. Ms No. 578 in the Rumyantsev Museum is dated to the end of the 16th century. It is a 

miscellany of 466 folios, containing over fifty items (Sokolov 1910b: 84–89). The sixth (folio 164) is an 

extract from 2 Enoch. This text was published by Sokolov (1910a: 153–55). After a few phrases from the 

long heading as in ms B (1a:1–2), it jumps to the story of Melkisedek, for which it supplies a title. It 

reproduces 70:13 (Methusalom‘s investiture of Nir) and moves on to 70:22, continuing to the end of the 

story, which is complete except for a few small gaps. This portion was published by Tikhonravov (1863: 

28–31). Vaillant (1952: vi) suggested that this material was derived from a ms older and better than the 

Vorlage of ms B and was prepared to use its evidence rather confidently in textual reconstruction of the 

brief portion that it covers, which is otherwise rather sparsely attested.  



c. Family 3. (1) Ms N. Ms No. 151 (443) had been in the National Library of Belgrade, evidently 

destroyed during the war. It was published, not scientifically, by Novaković (1884), the first printing of a 

text of the so-called ―short‖ recension. The extract occupies folios 1–11. It is a 16th-century Serbian 

redaction (and abridgement?) from a Russian Vorlage. It ends with chap. 67, except that some later 

material has been inserted instead of 65:11. Sokolov (1910a: 83–107) incorporated variants of ms N into 

the apparatus of his edition of ms B. It is unfortunate that the early appearance of this text, which supplied 

the translation labeled ―B‖ in APOT, gave it prominence in the early stages of 2 Enoch research, since this 

ms is the worst of all the main witnesses.  

(2) Ms V. Ms No. 125 in the Austrian National Library (Vienna) is a Serbian recension, the text almost 

identical with that of ms N. Sokolov‘s notes (1910b: 74–77) listed its Russian traits (77), indicating that it 

was not as far removed from its source as ms N. Repp (1963) pointed out the superiority of some of its 

variants.  

(3) Ms B
2
. This is another ms in the Barsov collection of the State Historical Museum, Moscow, dated 

1701. Folios 87–98 contain a text virtually identical with that of mss N and V. They were studied by 

Sokolov (1910a: 133–42 [text]; 1910b: 69–72 [notes]), but his edition normalized the text from chap. 3 

onward, limiting its value for critical work.  

d. Family 4. (1) Mpr. Ms TSS 15 is in the Trinity-St. Sergius Monastery Library. Not later than the 13th 

century, a notable collection of juridical texts was assembled called Merilo Pravednoe, ―The Just 

Balance‖ (Job 31:6). It contains a chapter titled ―From the Book of Righteous Enoch.‖ It is not clear from 

the literature just how many copies of this work exist (Andersen, OTP 1: 215). There are at least three 

(Tikhomirov 1961: v), possibly four (Sokolov 1910b: 106–18), or even five (Meshchersky 1964a: 94). In 

any case, interest attaches to Mpr, a mid-14th-century copy which has been published in facsimile by 

Tikhomirov (1961). The text had been published by Tikhonravov (1863: 20–23), folios 36–38ob of Mpr. 

Although it is the oldest extant evidence for the text of 2 Enoch, it is limited to extracts from chaps. 41–65 

and its value for textual reconstruction is diminished by the great freedom with which the material has 

been rearranged and paraphrased (translated by Andersen, OTP 1: 215–21).  

(2) Ms TSS 498. Folios 335–37 are a copy of Merilo Pravednoe made early in the 15th century. It was 

described briefly by Sokolov (1910b: 92–93), who listed twenty variants.  

(3) Ms TSS 253. This gigantic codex of 1124 folios is divided into 827 small chapters and includes such 

curiosities as a calculation of the number of months, weeks, days, and hours from the creation of the 

world up to 1622 (chap. 815), which dates the ms. A copy of the 2 Enoch extracts derived from Merilo 

Pravednoe occupies folios 543–45 but has not been made a separate chapter. The (normalized) text was 

published by Sokolov (1910a: 155–57), with notes (1910b: 89–92). There is an intriguing reference to the 

Presbyter Jeremiah, a character much discussed in connection with possible links between 2 Enoch and 

the Bogomils (Angelov 1976; 1985).  

(4) Ms TSS 682 is a 16th-century miscellany in which chap. 16 is a copy of 2 Enoch as found in Merilo 

Pravednoe. Sokolov (1910b: 90–95) listed forty-two of the ―more interesting‖ variants.  

(5) ?. A fifth copy in the Mpr tradition about which we have no information beyond a remark of 

Meshchersky (1964a).  

(6) Ms G. In 1489, Gennady, Archbishop of Novgorod, wrote a letter to Ioasap, Archbishop of Rostov 

and Yaroslav, in which he quoted from 2 Enoch a passage resembling 65:1–10 and with a text resembling 

that of Mpr. It was first published by Popov, who compared it with ms P. Sokolov published the text and 

discussed its affiliation (1910b: 118–19); but he could not decide whether Gennady got his quotation from 

a copy of Merilo Pravednoe or from some other recension of 2 Enoch.  

e. Family 5. (1) Ms Chr. Ms No. 39 of the Institute of History and Philology, Nezhin, is a beautiful 

17th-century codex of 677 folios, a history of the ancient world into which extracts from 2 Enoch have 

been incorporated in four portions. The first (folios 16ob–17ob) describes the movements of the sun and 

moon as in 2 En. 11:1–13:2 and 14:1–15:3. The second (folio 20) has 2 En. 16:1, 6–8; the third (folio 36) 

58:1–5; the fourth (folios 50ob–53) represents a selection and rearrangement of 2 Enoch 37; 24:1–33:4; 



47:2–48:4; 40:1–42:6. These excerpts were edited by Sokolov (1910a: 148–53 [text]; 1910b: 80–83 

[notes]), with variants from three other mss of the chronograph (the three following items).  

(2) Ms Udolsky 728; see Chr above.  

(3) Ms Udolsky 729; see Chr above.  

(4) Ms Chr
2
. This 18th century ms is No. 590 in the Rumyantsev Museum. It reproduces the first extract 

from 2 Enoch as found in ms Chr in folios 134–36. Sokolov (1910a: 147–48) reproduced the text in 

normalized orthography.  

f. Family 6. (1) Ms R. This ms was No. 321 in the National Library of Belgrade. Sokolov had given an 

ample description of the ms and designated it ―A‖ (1910b: 10–32), but here we follow Vaillant (1952: vii) 

and call it ―R.‖ With a discoverer‘s enthusiasm, Sokolov made it the basis of his first critical edition of 2 

Enoch (1899). Bonwetsch used it for his 1922 translation, and Vaillant regarded it as the best witness to 

the ―longer‖ recension.  

(2) Ms J. BAN 13.3.25 is a 16th-century miscellany with Moldavian features. Sokolov published some 

notes on it (1910b: 44–53), but the text has not been published. Andersen used a microfilm, generously 

supplied by the Library of the Academy of Sciences of the U.S.S.R. through the good offices of James H. 

Charlesworth, as the basis of his translation of the ―longer‖ recension in OTP. The text continues into the 

Melkisedek legend, but not to the end.  

(3) Ms P. Part of the Khlyudov collection, now in the State Historical Museum, Moscow, was published 

by Popov (1880) and was the source of the Morphill-Forbes translation in APOT, recension ―A.‖ This was 

unfortunate, because P is the most corrupt of all witnesses (Vaillant 1952: iii, viii; Meshchersky 1964a: 

93).  

(4) Ms P
2
. Ms No. 3058 in the Rumyantsev Museum; an 18th-century extract of God‘s account of 

creation (2 Enoch 28–32), recensionally close to ms P (Sokolov 1910b: 77–79). The text was published 

by Sokolov (1910a: 145–47).  

2. Recensions. Because of the codicological practices of Slavic scribes, no intact copy of 2 Enoch exists 

as a stand-alone item. The text has been excerpted, abbreviated, expanded, and rearranged. A shorter and 

a longer recension are generally recognized. The available material may be classified as follows: (a) 

reasonably complete manuscripts of the shorter recension (A, U, B, N, V, B
2
); (b) excerpts from sources 

akin to the shorter recension which appear in other works—Tr, Syn, Rum, Mpr (TSS 253, TSS 498, TSS 

682), G, Chr (Ud. 728, Ud. 729, Chr
2
); (c) manuscripts of the longer recension, the only complete text (R) 

having been destroyed before it had been properly edited (J and P are truncated); and (d) a short extract of 

the longer recension (P
2
).  

3. Text Criticism. Early researchers favored the longer recension as more original. Charles, while 

recognizing that there were interpolations in P (his ―A‖) and that it was ―very corrupt‖ (Charles and 

Morphill 1896: xv) considered ―it is nevertheless a truer representative of the original than [his] B‖ (our 

N) (1896: xv). After Schmidt‘s paper (1921) opinion swung the other way (Vaillant 1952; Sparks 1984); 

but misgivings have been increasingly expressed (van den Broek 1972). The textual history of this work is 

probably beyond recovery; it is very complicated, and in all likelihood there have been deletions and 

interpolations in both recensions.  

4. Chapters and Verses. The mss present no standard system of versification and there is no agreed 

division into chapters. Sokolov introduced verse numbers, followed in part by Vaillant and Sparks. 

Charles made partial use of the (artificial and somewhat inconsistent) chapter divisions of P, which has a 

unique set of headings as well. Andersen (OTP 1: 98) extended Charles‘ system into the Melkisedek 

legend for the sake of continuity, and this scheme is being followed here.  

C. Literary Affinities and Dependence  

Although it is a pseudepigraphic apocalypse, 2 Enoch does not belong to only one distinctive genre. 

With its revelations of heavenly secrets it is indeed an apocalypse. As narrative, it is a kind of midrash on 

Gen 5:24. With its moral admonitions it stands with the wisdom tradition (Enoch is called ―wise‖ [1a:1]). 

Its discussions of natural phenomena, particularly astronomy, give it a strong scientific interest. 

Comparison with other traditions, literary corpora, and individual compositions suggests possible sources 



for the ideas found in 2 Enoch, but the only palpable connection that can be established is its dependence 

on 1 Enoch.  

1. 1 Enoch. The derivation of 2 Enoch from 1 Enoch, which is a collection of numerous Enochic books, 

is only partial and probably indirect. Even then the themes and motifs that 2 Enoch shares with 1 Enoch 

are not so distinctive as to require a direct connection, since many of them enjoyed a general circulation. 

The closest links are (a) in the journeys through celestial realms (but in 1 Enoch they are visions while in 

2 Enoch they are real); (b) in Enoch‘s visions of judgment on humans and angels; (c) in his intercessory 

role; (d) in using the legend of the fallen angels or watchers (including the Mount Hermon location); (e) in 

astronomical-calendrical matters (although they differ in specific details); (f) in gaining access to 

heavenly books (1 Enoch 81; 2 Enoch 23—details are different); (g) in being returned to earth to instruct 

his family (by seven holy ones in 1 En. 81:5; by two in 2 En. 38:1); (h) in forseeing the Flood (but 2 

Enoch ends there, whereas 1 Enoch surveys the whole history of Israel, a subject in which 2 Enoch has no 

interest); etc. See ENOCH, FIRST BOOK OF. The contacts are palpable with 1 Enoch‘s Book of 

Watchers and the Astronomical Treatise. Both books contain parting admonitions of Enoch to his family, 

similar in circumstances, intention, and ethical values and literary expression. Yet it is hard to find any 

passages in 2 Enoch which can be proved to be derived substantially from 1 Enoch. Besides that, there is 

much in 1 Enoch that has no echo in 2 Enoch (not only the Similitudes, which are a special problem) and 

much in 2 Enoch that does not match anything in 1 Enoch, such as the great interest in creation, and its 

continuation into the Melkisedek legend. The theory of Vaillant and others that 2 Enoch represents an 

early Christian revision of 1 Enoch is unconvincing, not only because the links are so tenuous, but also 

because hardly any of the material found only in 2 Enoch is distinctively Christian.  

2. Comparative Methodology. The piecemeal search for other occurrences of the hundreds of ideas 

and images found in 2 Enoch usually comes up with something. But not one of the innumerable cases 

now on record has indicated whether 2 Enoch borrowed from that source (and so is later), was itself the 

source (and so is earlier), or whether both got it from an unknown third source. This is true even when 

verbal coincidences suggest direct or indirect, conscious or unconscious literary quotation or allusion 

(there are no identified quotations in 2 Enoch). Thus the echoes of the NT, already noted by Charles 

(Charles and Morphill 1896) convinced him that 2 Enoch was known to early Christian writers; but the 

same evidence suggested to others that the NT was behind these parallels. The instances are so numerous 

that in this brief summary we shall mention only one or two examples of each kind, with a very small 

selection of the literature.  

a. Mesopotamian Background. The work of Borger (1974), Milik (1976), VanderKam (1983), and 

others has found a Mesopotamian background for motifs in 1 Enoch, some of it known only in works of 

great antiquity. In the case of 2 Enoch one could point to the issue of eating or drinking or changing 

clothes when a mortal visits heaven, as in the Adapa myth (ANET, 102), or the preservation of books 

written before the flood and their later recovery. But these could be floating folk motifs that could surface 

anywhere at any time.  

b. The OT. Biblical background can shine through indirectly. Ethical cliches about widow and orphan 

such as found in the OT and in 2 Enoch prove nothing. The surprising thing is that, apart from the 

recognizable contact with Genesis, there is no palpable use of OT sources. Even the Melkisedek legend 

shows no interest in what the Bible says.  

c. Egyptian Background. Charles (Charles and Morphill 1896; APOT) was convinced of the Egyptian 

provenience of 2 Enoch; for him, the author was an Alexandrian Jew in the 1st century B.C. He pointed to 

such details as the crocodile form of the chalkydri (chap. 12) and the Egyptian month names (chap. 73). 

One might add the peculiarity that the Lord tells the story of creation in the first person, just as Re does in 

the Brenner-Rhind Papyrus III: 26–27 (Faulkener 1936); or compare Enoch‘s mode of celestial travel with 

the ascension myth in the Pyramid texts (Davis 1977); or 2 Enoch‘s fascination with the sun; or the 

thought of salvation as healing (Therapeutae?). The two most serious proposals of this kind are (1) that of 

van den Broek, who has shown in detail (1972: 287–304) that both the phoenixes and the chalkydras of 2 

Enoch are close to Egyptian traditions and come from ―Egyptian syncretism of Roman times‖ (p. 297); 



and (2) that of Scopello (1980), who identified Enoch‘s transformation into a ―glorious one‖ (chap. 22) as 

gnostic and identified a quotation from 2 Enoch in the Nag Hammadi text The Apocalypse of Zostrianos. 

See also Charlesworth (1986). Philonenko (1969) found Egyptian affinities in the cosmogony of 2 Enoch.  

d. Other Pseudepigrapha. Innumerable tenuous similarities have been pointed out between phrases 

and ideas in 2 Enoch and other pseudepigrapha, though it is not possible to determine who borrowed from 

whom. Of interest is the similar description of bird songs at dawn in 2 Enoch 15 and 3 Baruch 6.  

e. Qumran. Soviet scholars have been particularly interested in possible links between 2 Enoch and the 

Qumran community (however they may have to be explained historically), especially in the matter of the 

calendar and the Melkisedek legend (Amusin 1971; 1981). In addition there are a number of motifs, such 

as dark (or cold) fire, as well as ideas about angels in which the two sources resemble each other.  

f. Philo. Some of Philo‘s ideas, such as Adam‘s appointment as king of the world (2 En. 30:12 

compared with Quaes Gen 2: 56), may have found their way into 2 Enoch. But these could have come 

through many channels, and 2 Enoch is quite lacking in Philo‘s philosophical seriousness.  

g. The NT. Charles‘ notes are rich in NT parallels which he took to be quotations from 2 Enoch, but 

most can be explained as late Christian interpolations and glosses. An obvious case is the Trishagion in its 

Christian form (2 En. 21:1), which is a later addition to the text.  

h. The NT Apocrypha. Some themes in 2 Enoch which remind one of marginal but popular Christian 

writings, such as the torments of the damned (chap. 10) or the release of Adam from hell (chap. 42), may 

be early or late Christian additions and do not prove that the book as a whole is a Christian composition or 

revision of ―Jewish‖ Enoch.  

i. Church Fathers. Early Christians debated such questions as the number of heavens, the place of the 

creation of angels in the program of Genesis 1, the day on which Satan fell, whether Satan tempted Adam 

before he tempted Eve, how long Adam was in Paradise, etc. 2 Enoch answers all these questions—there 

are seven heavens (chaps. 3–21 [but ten in chap. 10, a crude interpolation]); angels were created and Satan 

rebelled on the second day (chap. 29 [but the longer recension gives another version of the Satan legend 

in chap. 31]); Satan had no contact with Adam (31:6—interpolation); Adam was in Paradise for five and a 

half hours (32:1) or seven years (71:28).  

j. Hexameron. The relation of the six days of creation in 2 Enoch to the widespread hexameron 

tradition (Robbins 1912) needs a full study, especially in light of the prestige enjoyed by John Eksarch‘s 

Shestodnev (Kochev 1981) in Slavic culture.  

k. Judaism. The posture of 2 Enoch in relation to rabbinic Judaism is hard to gauge. The apocalyptic 

ascent to the place of secrets has affinities with merkabah mysticism (Gruenwald 1980); the 

uncompromising monotheism of 2 Enoch, and its strict moral code, could be Jewish, but there is no 

interest in the history of Israel apart from Enoch and his generation, and no trace of Torah piety. 

Rubinstein (1962) showed that a sacrifice rule (59:3; 69:12) is known in marginal Judaism; but the 

general teaching of the book about sacrifice is mixed.  

l. Gnosticism. The relation of 2 Enoch to Gnosticism is a vast question that still awaits systematic 

investigation. Its severe monotheism contrasts with the dualism(s) (Charlesworth 1968–1969) of 

Gnosticism (Segal 1977) and of Bogomilism (see below). But in numerous other respects, including 

Enoch‘s acquisition of knowledge, there is a gnostic flavor. Its cosmogony touches The Hypostasis of the 

Archons at some points (but then Archas [chap. 26] could have come from the Chaldean Oracles); its 

theory of sin includes the idea of a fall from spirit to body (Gero 1978); its question-and-answer method 

reminds one of the gnostic gospels. Yet these similarities are so vague (apart from the one noted by 

Scopello) that similar impressions could be recorded of the Corpus Hermeticum (Poimandres).  

m. Origen. The question whether Origen knew 2 Enoch has been debated since Charles (Charles and 

Morphill 1896: xx) argued the affirmative from a statement that Origen knew about creation in a book of 

Enoch (not a theme in 1 Enoch). Vaillant (1952: x) was likewise convinced; but Milik (1976: 109) 

explained this as no more than a reference to the astronomical section of 1 Enoch. Pennington (1984: 

323–24) reviewed the question evenhandedly but inconclusively, admitting that ―there is a similar 

uncertainty about all the other suggested patristic quotations‖ (p. 324).  



n. The Quran. There are a number of passages in the Quran that remind one of 2 Enoch, particularly 

those touching on creation and on the activities of Satan. Just one illustration: in 2 Enoch 71 the newly 

born Melkisedek is already fully developed, as Jesus was according to Sura 3:46; 5:110; 19:30.  

o. 3 Enoch. The numerous parallels between 2 Enoch and 3 Enoch were listed by Odeberg (1928: 52–

63), who accepted Charles‘ position. Of similar interest is the place of 2 Enoch in the Metatron tradition 

(Greenfield 1973). See also ENOCH, THIRD BOOK OF.  

p. Byzantine Background. Milik, accepting Vaillant‘s theory that the longer recension was the result 

of a late medieval revision of the Slavonic translation, argued that the Gk original of the short recension, 

―which preserves the original Greek text fairly faithfully‖ (1976: 109)—a theory impossible to prove or 

disprove, since not one word of this supposed Gk original is available—was based on 1 Enoch as we 

know it from the Ethiopic, and contains a number of Byzantine features which point to composition by a 

monk in Constantinople in the 9th or 10th centuries.  

q. The Bogomil Connection. The theory that 2 Enoch is simply a Bogomil work was propounded by 

Maunder (1918), but it received its fullest expression by Ivanov (1925). It was refuted by Turdeanu (1981: 

1–74) but is still strongly held by Bulgarian scholars (Andersen 1987).  

r. Slavic Culture. Study of pseudepigrapha in their medieval setting by scholars of eastern Europe has 

highlighted the significance of folk ingredients in this kind of literature (Petkanova 1979; Oinas 1985).  

D. Composition, Translation, Transmission  

The origins of 2 Enoch are unknown. Research has not reached any consensus about the time, place, or 

contents of its first published form. The options range from Charles‘ theory that the longer recension was 

written by an Alexandria Jew in the 1st century B.C. through belief that it was a Christian rewrite of 1 

Enoch, probably in Gk, made anywhere from the 2d century A.D. (in Syria?) to the 10th (in Byzantium), 

up to the denial that it is anything more than a home-grown product of Slavic religious culture. The 

numerous Gk elements, such as the names of the planets or the anagram for Adam‘s name (chap. 30), 

could betray the source language; but such features could attest no more than the general dependence of 

Slavic letters on Gk influence. The same can be said about the Semitisms that have been detected in this 

(Pines 1970) and similar works with a biblical flavor (Rubinstein 1953).  

E. Translations  

The main English translations are those of Morphill (Charles and Morphill 1896), Forbes (APOT), 

Andersen (OTP 1: 101–221), and Pennington (1984). In French there is Vaillant (1952). German 

translations include Bonwetsch (1922) and Reissler (1928), while Angelov (1922) and Petkanova (1981) 

are Bulgarian translations. For an extensive bibliography covering Bulgarian works, see Andersen 1987.  
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FRANCIS I. ANDERSEN  

ENOCH, THIRD BOOK OF. A late Jewish apocalypse in Hebrew, probably compiled in the 6th 

or 7th century A.D. in Babylonia.  



A. The Name ―3 Enoch‖  

Odeberg coined the name ―3 Enoch‖ for his 1928 edition of the text. He chose it because he held that 

the redactor of 3 Enoch made extensive use of 1 Enoch and 2 Enoch. Despite many shared motifs, direct 

literary dependence of 3 Enoch on the earlier texts has yet to be proved. To avoid the possibly tendentious 

overtones of ―3 Enoch‖ some scholars prefer the more neutral designation ―Hebrew Enoch.‖ The 

manuscripts refer to the work in whole or in part by a variety of titles, e.g., ―The Book of Enoch by Rabbi 

Ishmael the High Priest‖; ―The Book of the Palaces [Hêkālôt]ʷ; ―The Chapters of the Palaces‖; ―The 

Chapters of Rabbi Ishmael‖; ―The Matter of the Elevation of Metatron.‖  

B. Structure and Content  

Both the content and the redactional identity of 3 Enoch are problematic. The manuscripts and early 

printed editions contain very different collections of 3 Enoch traditions. The differences between these 

collections are fundamentally a matter of length; wherever 3 Enoch traditions are found they always occur 

in the same order. It is unclear whether the shorter collections have been excerpted from the longer, or 

whether they represent earlier stages in the evolution of the longer collections. The manuscripts which 

contain 3 Enoch material sometimes appear to be anthologies, i.e., private notebooks in which medieval 

scholars collected from diverse sources traditions which interested them. Note, e.g., the Cambridge 

Geniza fragment (T.-S. K 21.95.L; Schäfer 1984: No. 12) which quotes a version of 3 Enoch 1 (Schäfer 

1981: §§1–2) followed directly by a version of 3 Enoch 43–44 (Schäfer 1981: §§61–62). This 

consideration might be seen as favoring the primacy of the longer collections. On the other hand, the 

longer collections are clearly made up of preexisting and sometimes contradictory units of tradition 

(pericopae). Consequently the possibility cannot be ruled out that some of the shorter collections mark 

earlier phases in the history of the work. One Oxford manuscript (Neubauer No. 1748/2) and the early 

printed edition Dĕrûs  Pirq  Hêkālōt (ca. 1650) contain only the account of the elevation of Enoch (3 

Enoch 3–12, 15; Schäfer 1981: §§4–15, 19). The traditions regarding the elevation of Enoch play a 

pivotal role in the longer forms of 3 Enoch (see below on structure), so it is intrinsically probable that 

these were the first 3 Enoch traditions to be collected. They also happen to be the first collection of 3 

Enoch traditions to be externally attested (see below on date).  

The largest collection of 3 Enoch traditions is to be found in the manuscripts Vatican 228 and Oxford 

1656. This collection tells a coherent story and has a clear redactional structure. Rabbi Ishmael ascends to 

heaven and meets the archangel Metatron, who acts as his sponsor, rescuing him from the hostility of the 

Merkaba angels and bringing him before God‘s throne, where he joins the angels in the celestial Sanctus 

(Qĕduššâ). Ishmael asks Metatron to identify himself and in particular to explain the title ―Youth‖ (Na˓ar) 

with which the Merkaba angels addressed him. Metatron reveals that he is Enoch the son of Jared (Gen 

5:18–24); as the youngest of the angel princes he is known as ―Youth.‖ He recounts in detail to Ishmael 

how as Enoch he was taken up to heaven and transformed into Metatron, one of the highest of the 

archangels who acts as God‘s vice-regent. Having established Metatron‘s impeccable credentials as a 

heavenly guide, the text then turns to the revelations which he granted to Ishmael. First Metatron 

discourses to Ishmael on the angels (the familia caelestis)—their hierarchies, the sessions of the Heavenly 

Law Court, and the performance of the celestial Qĕduššâ. Then he takes Ishmael on a tour of the wonders 

of heaven: he shows him the cosmic power of the divine names and the storehouses of souls (both those to 

be born and those who have been born and returned). Finally he shows Ishmael the Right Hand of God 

waiting impatiently to redeem Israel.  

The structure of the text may be analyzed in detail as follows:  

A. SUPERSCRIPTION = Gen 5:24  

B. THE ASCENSION OF ISHMAEL (1:1–2:4; Schäfer 1981: §§1–3)  

1. Ishmael‘s ascent to heaven, his meeting with Metatron, and his participation in the Qĕduššâ (1:1–

12)  

2. Alternative version of the angels‘ opposition to Ishmael‘s ascent (parallel to 1:7–8)  

C. THE ASCENSION OF ENOCH (3:1–16:5; Schäfer 1981: §§4–20)  

1. The Names of Metatron, especially the name Na˓ar (3:1–4:2)  



2. The Elevation of Enoch (4:3–7:1)  

a. First Version: Enoch taken up as a ―witness‖ to God‘s justice (4:3–10)  

b. Second Version: Enoch taken up with the Šekīna (5:1–7:1)  

(1) Preface: the story of the taking up of the Šekīna (5:1–14)  

(2) First attempt to link Enoch‘s elevation with the taking up of the Šekīna (6:1–3)  

(3) Second attempt to link Enoch‘s elevation with the taking up of the Šekīna (7:1)  

3. Enoch‘s physical transformation, enthronement and insignia (8:1–15:2)  

4. The Humbling of Metatron (16:1–5)  

D. THE FAMILIA CAELESTIS: ITS HIERARCHIES AND ACTIVITIES (17:1–29:2; Schäfer 1981: 

§§21–58)  

1. The Angelic Hierarchies (17:1–29:2)  

a. First hierarchy, in descending rank (17:1–8)  

b. Second hierarchy, in ascending rank (18:1–25)  

c. Third hierarchy, in ascending rank (19:1–29:2)  

2. Traditions regarding the Heavenly Law Court (30:1–34:2)  

3. Traditions regarding the Celestial Qĕduššâ (35:1–40:4)  

E. THE WONDERS OF HEAVEN (41:1–48A:10; Schäfer 1981: §§59–70)  

1. Cosmology (41:1–42:7)  

a. The cosmic letters by which the world was created, i.e., the letters of the Divine Name (41:1–3)  

b. The power of divine names to hold in balance the conflicting physical elements (42:1–7)  

2. ―Psychology‖: the storehouses of souls (43:1–47:4)  

a. The souls of the righteous (43:1–3)  

b. The souls of the wicked and intermediate (44:1–6)  

c. The souls of the patriarchs (44:7–10)  

d. The souls in the Heavenly Curtain (the Pargôd) (45:1–6)  

e. The souls of the stars (46:1–4)  

f. The souls of the angels that erred (47:1–4)  

3. Eschatology: the Right Hand of God waiting to bring the messianic redemption (48A:1–10)  

F. CONCLUSION = Zech 14:9  

G. APPENDIX: THE ALPHABET OF AQIBA TRADITIONS ON METATRON (48B:1–48D:10; 

Schäfer 1981: §§71–80)  

1. The Seventy Names of God (48B:1–2)  

2. Short Account of the Elevation of Enoch, in acrostic form (48C:1–12)  

3. The Seventy Names of Metatron (48D:1 + 5)  

4. Metatron as Prince of Torah (Sõar Tôrâ) (48D:2–4 + 6–10)  

Certain elements within this long form of the text look like secondary additions. The Appendix (chaps. 

48BCD; Schäfer 1981: §§71–80) has clearly been borrowed from an alphabetic midrash, as its acrostic 

form shows. Its insertion at the end of 3 Enoch probably reflects the desire of the redactor to make his 

encyclopedia of Metatron traditions as full as possible. The parallel lists of the winds and chariots of God 

(chaps. 23–24; Schäfer 1981: §§35–38) seem to interrupt the third angelic hierarchy. However, their 

appearance at this point is not illogical in that they provide further information on the cherubim, who are 

the subject of chap. 22 (note 23:1 and 24:1). Chap. 34 (Schäfer 1981: §51), on the circles around the 

creatures (the Ḥayyôt), also looks intrusive. But note that it attaches itself by the catchword principle to 

33:4 (cf. 34:1), and it forms a natural transition to the following section on the Qĕduššâ (see 34:2). Chap. 

16 (Schäfer 1981: §20), on the humbling of Metatron, might be thought to reverse too abruptly the 

laudatory trend of the preceeding chapters. It need not, however, be explained as a secondary expansion; 

it could be an integral part of the work, added in a spirit of self-correction. Or it might represent an 

attempt to link the Metatron speculations to Talmudic tradition, and thus to validate them (see below). 

There is a suspicion of a lacuna at 4:1 (Schäfer 1981: §5); Ishmael‘s question about the seventy names of 



Metatron is not answered. A block of material (similar to 48D:1; Schäfer 1981: §76) has apparently been 

edited out.  

None of these cases seriously impairs the integrity of 3 Enoch as found in Vatican 228 and Oxford 

1656. Indeed, they are what would be expected, given that the work is basically a compendium. The 

redactor has gathered together certain Merkaba traditions that interested him and arranged them in a 

coherent order. As his organizing principle he has chosen a standard apocalyptic form, broadly resembling 

that found in 1 Enoch, 2 Enoch, T. Levi 2:6–5:3, Ascen. Is. 6–11, and Ap. Ab. 15–29, in which a sage 

ascends to heaven and meets an angel who discloses to him certain secrets. As a secondary measure, the 

redactor has attempted to superimpose on his apocalypse midrashic form by adding the superscription 

(Gen 5:24). The direct quotation of a biblical lemma is totally foreign to apocalyptic form, but it serves 

here to key the material of 3 Enoch into Scripture. Its presence illustrates the tendency of midrash to 

dominate all other literary forms in rabbinic literature.  

C. Literary and Historical Context  

Though 3 Enoch is an apocalypse which shares many features with early apocalypses such as 1 Enoch 

and 2 Enoch, and with late apocalypses such as Rĕ’uyyôt Yĕhezqē’l, its closest affinities (in language, 

style and content) are with the so-called Hêkālôt literature (represented by texts such as Hêkālôt Rabbāt   

and Hêkālôt Zûtartî). The Talmud classifies the subject matter of the Hêkālôt texts as Ma˓ăśēh Merkābâ, 

the ―Account of the Chariot,‖ a term used to describe Ezekiel‘s vision of the glory of God by the river 

Chebar (Ezek 1:1–28). The Hêkālôt texts draw motifs from Ezekiel 1 and from other OT theophanies but 

they are not straightforward expositions of the biblical text. They present themselves as fresh visions, as 

attempts to see again what Ezekiel saw. In elaborate descriptions of the heavenly world, of God‘s throne, 

of the angelic hierarchies, and of the celestial liturgy, they depict God as a heavenly emperor, the angels 

as a celestial civil service (pāmalyâ šel ma˓ălâ; cf. the Roman term familia Caesaris). They stress the 

transcendence of God: his throne is located in the seventh heaven, in the middle of seven concentric 

palaces or temples (hêkālôt), and can be approached only through seven doors guarded by fierce guardian 

angels. Even if the adept does manage to penetrate to the Throne of Glory, what he perceives on the 

throne is only the outward manifestation of God; God in himself dwells in impenetrable regions beyond 

the seventh heaven.  

The circles which produced the Hêkālôt literature were concerned to assert their links with rabbinic 

Judaism: they wrote in good rabbinic Hebrew and attributed their works pseudepigraphically to Rabbi 

Aqiba and Rabbi Ishmael. Yet their teachings were viewed with distrust by some rabbinic authorities; 

their appeal to fresh visionary experience ran counter to the fundamental rabbinic doctrine that the age of 

prophecy had passed, and their angelology at times comes close to jeopardizing the unity of God. The 

Talmud declares Ma˓ăśēh Merkābâ esoteric doctrine, not to be proclaimed in public, and to be studied 

only by scholars who have mastered the traditional discipline of halakhah (see m. Ḥag. 2:1, t. Ḥag. 2:1–7, 

j. Ḥag. 77a–d and b. Ḥag. 11b–16a). The nature of the Hĕkālôt circles is unclear. Some texts point to the 

existence of conventicles of Merkaba mystics who passed on a secret doctrine, and who met to engage in 

trance ascent to heaven (Hêkālôt Rabbāt  , Schäfer 1981: §§198–268). Other texts contain rituals (whether 

performed privately or with others is not clear) for conjuring the Prince of the Divine Presence ( ar 

happān  m) down to earth and inducing him to part with secret information, probably relating to the 

heavenly world, or to the future (Schäfer 1981: §§623–39). Yet other texts appear to be liturgies 

formulated to promote effective private prayer (Sēper haqqômâ Cx, in Cohen 1983: 195–96). A powerful 

current of theurgy runs through Hêkālôt literature: the ultimate aim is to compel God or the angels to 

perform one‘s will. This aspect of the literature brings it close to magical texts such as Sēper hārāz  m. 

Certain Hêkālôt motifs appear on amulets, notably on the incantation bowls from Babylonia.  

The historical development of Hêkālôt mysticism is obscure. The Talmud indicates that there were 

groups in Tannatic and Amoraic times (2d–6th centuries A.D.) devoted to the study of Ma˓ăśēh Merkābâ, 

though only glimpses are given of their teaching. It is reasonable to assume that some of the traditions 

contained in the extant Hêkāl  t texts go back to Talmudic times. Hêkālôt mysticism clearly owes a debt to 

Jewish apocalyptic of the Second Temple period, which suggests that it originated in Palestine. Scholem 



(1965) and others have argued that Hêkālôt mysticism and Gnosticism show significant parallels. The 

Hêkālôt distinction between God as transcendent and God as he reveals himself on the throne in the 

seventh heaven (a theophany sometimes designated the Yôṩēr bĕrē˒š  t, the ―Creator of the World‖) recalls 

the gnostic distinction between the Primeval Father who resides in the Pleroma and the Demiurge who 

created the world and who resides in the seventh heaven. (However, unlike most gnostic systems, Hêkālôt 

mysticism is not strongly dualistic; the transcendent and the revealed God are one and the same, and there 

is no obvious denigration of the material world as evil.) The seven hêkālôt with the guardian angels recall 

the seven gnostic aeons with their attendant archons. Both gnostic and Hêkālôt texts speak of an ascent of 

the soul to the highest heaven which involves negotiating one‘s way past the angels/archons by the use of 

magical names, called ―seals‖ in both literatures. Gnostic texts which will bear detailed comparison with 

the Hêkālôt literature are Hyp. Arch. 93:31–96:17 (NHC II,4); Orig. World 102:11–106:18 (NHC II,5; 

compare the elevation of Sabaoth with the elevation of Enoch!); and Origen‘s account of the doctrines of 

the Ophians (c. Cels. 6:24–38). Though the historical connection between the Hêkālôt texts and 

Gnosticism is much debated (see Alexander 1984), it is very probable that Hêkālôt mysticism emerged as 

a full-blown system within rabbinic society at the same time (3d–4th centuries A.D.) as Gnosticism was 

flourishing in the non-Jewish world.  

Hêkālôt ideas and literature were carried from Palestine to Babylonia, and some of the key texts were 

known to the Babylonian Geonim (e.g., Sa˓adya and Hai) in the 10th and 11th centuries. The texts were 

also known in North Africa and Egypt (they are referred to in the writings of Rabbenu Hanan‘el [11th 

century] and fragments have been recovered from the Cairo Geniza). The Qaraites attacked the Hêkālôt 

literature and made fun of its exaggerated anthropomorphism. Though this attack deeply embarrassed the 

Rabbanites, it did not halt the spread of Hêkālôt literature. Certain texts were transmitted W to Europe, 

probably via Italy. They were valued by the medieval German Jewish pietists, the Hăs  dê ˒Aškĕnaz. Most 

of the surviving texts have been passed down by the Hăs  dê ˒Aškĕnaz, who may have had a hand in 

editing some of them into their present form. From the Rhineland the texts traveled to E Europe, where 

they had some influence on the thought of the 18th-century Hasidic movement. From medieval Italy 

Hêkālôt ideas passed also into S France. Their presence there in the early 9th century is attested in the De 

judaicis superstitionibus of Bishop Agobard of Lyons. Certain Hêkālôt ideas were taken up and 

reinterpreted by the Qabbalists of Provence and Catalonia and can be found reflected at various points in 

the Zohar.  

D. Date and Provenance  

Given the long and active history of Hêkālôt mysticism and of the Hêkāl  t literature, it is not surprising 

that the date of 3 Enoch has been fiercely disputed. Odeberg (1928: Part I, 23–43, 188) argued that the 

text as a whole is pre-Islamic, the main body (chaps. 3–48A, Schäfer 1981: §§4–70) having been redacted 

in the latter half of the 3d century A.D. He detected a stratum of material on Metatron as a primordial 

being (9:2–13:2, Schäfer 1981: §§12–16) that goes back to the 1st century A.D. Scholem (1965: 17), 

Gruenwald (1980: 192), and Alexander (OTP 1: 229) favor a 5th- or 6th-century date. Milik (1976: 123–

35) suggests that 3 Enoch cannot have been composed before the 9th or 10th centuries, and that, in fact, 

most of it was written between the 12th and 15th centuries.  

In the case of a work such as 3 Enoch, which is made up of diverse traditions from diverse periods, 

dating is a complex problem covering at least three things: (1) the date at which the individual pericopae, 

traditions, and motifs originated; (2) the date at which the macroform of the text, represented by Vatican 

228 and Oxford 1656, was redacted; and (3) the dates at which the microforms of the text, represented by 

the other text witnesses, came into being. Though 3 Enoch contains traditions and motifs that can be 

traced back to the Talmudic era, or even to the Second Temple period, there are indications that the 

macroform belongs broadly to the Gaonic period. It is unlikely to be later, since there are no compelling 

reasons to date any of the Hêkālôt texts, with the possible exception of Masseket Hêkālôt, to post-Gaonic 

times (though some editorial activity on the texts by the Hăs  dê ˒Aškĕnaz cannot, as noted earlier, be ruled 

out). The Geonim Sa˓adya and Hai knew of a body of Hêkālôt literature and speak of it in terms which 

imply that it was of considerable antiquity. Conversely, the macroform is unlikely to be pre-Gaonic, since 



it includes the short account of the elevation of Metatron from the Alphabet of Aqiba (3 Enoch 48BCD, 

Schäfer 1981: §§71–80), a work normally dated to the early Gaonic period. The Qaraite Jacob al-

Qirqisani (10th century) criticizes these Alphabet of Aqiba Metatron traditions in his Kitab al-anwar wal-

maraqib I.4.2.  

That the macroform of 3 Enoch dates from the early Middle Ages is further indicated by its constant 

reuse of earlier Hêkālôt traditions and of traditions attested in the Talmud. The following are some 

examples:  

(1) 3 En. 4:2, 3, 10 (Schäfer 1981: §§5–6): Metatron‘s title Na˓ar originally meant ―servitor‖ and 

referred to his role in the heavenly sanctuary (cf. Exod 24:5; 1 Sam 2:13). 3 Enoch reinterprets it as 

meaning ―youth‖ and uses the reinterpretation to validate the identification of Metatron with Enoch. In 

doing so it is probably making use of the tradition in b. Yebam. 16b: ―The following was uttered by the 

Prince of the World [=? Metatron], ‗I have been a youth [na˓ar] and now I am old‘ ‖ (Ps 37:25).  

(2) 3 En. 4:3–5 (Schäfer 1981: §§5–6): Gen. Rab. 28:8 and b. Sanh. 108a consider the question of 

whether God acted unjustly in destroying all flesh in the waters of the Flood. 3 Enoch attempts to use this 

tradition to suggest that Enoch was taken up to heaven to bear witness to future generations that God had 

not destroyed the innocent with the guilty. 3 Enoch seems untroubled by the biblical chronology which 

implies that Enoch was translated 669 years before the Flood (Gen 5:21–24; 7:11). Note, however, that 

the motif of Enoch as a heavenly witness is very old (see Jub. 10:17).  

(3) 3 En. 4:6–10 (Schäfer 1981: §§5–6): b. Sanh. 38b reports the tradition that the angels opposed the 

creation of man and claimed that their opposition was vindicated when God was compelled virtually to 

obliterate mankind in the Flood. 3 Enoch rather obviously tries to adapt this tradition: (a) The Talmudic 

―third company‖ of angels is identified with ˓Uzza, ˓Azza and ˓Aza˒el, three angels mentioned elsewhere 

(3 En. 5:9, Schäfer 1981: §§7–8); (b) The general charge against mankind is made incongruously to apply 

specifically to Enoch; (c) The Talmudic ―first ones‖ is left without any obvious referrent; and (d) 3 Enoch 

perforce retains the dating of the tradition to the time of the Flood, even though the biblical chronology 

has Enoch translated to heaven long before the Flood (cf. 3 En. 4:7).  

(4) 3 En. 5:1–14 (Schäfer 1981: §§7–8) weaves together rabbinic traditions regarding the removal of the 

Šekīna from earth and the beginning of idolatry in the time of Enosh (Gen. Rab. 25:6; b. Sanh. 118b). It 

introduces the figure of Enoch and suggests that Enoch was translated to heaven with the Šekīna in the 

time of Enosh. That Enoch was contemporary with Enosh is based on the Cainite genealogy in Gen 4:17–

26, which makes both grandsons of Adam. The Sethite genealogy in Genesis 5, however, puts Enosh in 

the third and Enoch in the seventh generation from Adam (cf. Jude 14).  

(5) 3 En. 16:1–5 (Schäfer 1981: §20): 3 Enoch’s account of the humbling of Metatron is almost 

certainly dependent on that in b. Ḥag. 15a. The manuscripts of b. Ḥag. 15a offer at least three recensions 

of the story of the humbling of Metatron. Significantly 3 Enoch‘s version corresponds to the latest of 

these recensions (found, e.g., in the Vilna edition of the Talmud), which turns on the notion that there is 

no sitting in heaven (Alexander 1987).  

(6) 3 En. 18:22 (Schäfer 1981: §28): the name ˒Z‖BW‖GH, which in earlier Hêkālôt tradition probably 

designated the Ogdoad, the Eighth Heaven (its three groups of consonants each add up by gematria to 

eight), has been reinterpreted as a name of an angel and taken by a kind of notariqon to mean ―he who 

girds (the pious) with the garments of life‖ (˒ôzēr bigdê ḥayy  m).  

(7) 3 En. 31:1–2 (Schäfer 1981: §48): the ―staff‖ of Mercy appears (deliberately?) to transpose the 

―staff‖ of Violence (= Judgment) in b. Sanh. 108a. That the image of the staff is original to the Talmudic 

tradition is shown by the quotation of Ezek 7:11, ―Violence has risen up into a rod of wickedness.‖  

(8) 3 En. 45:2 (Schäfer 1981: §64): Metatron shows Ishmael all the generations of the world printed on 

the Heavenly Curtain (the Pargôd). This is probably modeled on the tradition (based on Gen 5:1, ―This is 

the book of the generations of Adam‖) that God showed Adam all his descendants (Gen. Rab.; b. ˓Abod. 

Zar. 5a; b. Sanh. 38b). The reference to ―tormentors‖ (sôrĕq  m) in 3 En. 45:2 possibly alludes to the 

martyrdom of Aqiba, whose flesh they ―combed‖ (sôrĕq  n) with combs of iron (b. Ber. 61b). The 



Talmudic version of the generations of the world tradition actually concludes with the martyrdom of 

Aqiba.  

The redactor of 3 Enoch has a clear purpose in reusing earlier rabbinic tradition: he wants to integrate 

his ideas with mainstream tradition and thereby to validate them. This maneuver only makes sense if the 

traditions he uses would be recognized as in some sense authoritative. The simplest hypothesis is to 

suppose that those traditions carried authority because they were already included in the Talmud. This 

indicates that the macroform of 3 Enoch is post-Talmudic. A date in the 6th or 7th century A.D. is 

probably not too far from the truth.  

As to provenance, there is evidence that the Hêkālôt movement flourished both in Palestine and 

Babylonia, so the macroform of 3 Enoch could have originated in either region. In favor of Palestine is 3 

Enoch‘s use of Palestinian apocalyptic traditions. However, the fact that 3 Enoch appears to have a 

particularly close literary relationship to the Babylonian Talmud (note especially its reuse of the story of 

the humbling of Metatron found elsewhere only in b. Ḥag. 15a) tips the balance in favor of a redaction of 

the macroform in Babylonia.  
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PHILIP S. ALEXANDER  

ENOS (PERSON) [Gk Enos (Ἐνος)]. The son of Seth and father of Cainan, according to Luke‘s 
genealogy of Jesus in Luke 3:38. See ENOSH (PERSON).  

ENOSH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ĕnôš (ְאנוש )]. Var. ENOS. Son of Seth at the age of 105 and father of 

Kenan (Gen 5:6–11). Enosh lived 905 years, fathering Kenan at the age of 90. Gen. 4: 26 also notes the 

birth of Enosh, with the observation that it was at that time that people first began to call on the name of 

Yahweh. Both the name of Enosh and the meaning of Gen 4:26 have been subjects of discussion.  

Enosh means ―man‖ in Hebrew. Despite attempts to prove the contrary, the term is virtually 

synonymous with the Hebrew root underlying the name of Adam (Maass TWAT 1: 373–75). It occurs less 

frequently than ˒dm, however, most often in poetic texts where parallelism demands a synonym for the 

more frequent term. The name ˒dm is unique to this figure, and ˒dm is used both as a name and as a 

generic term for humanity in the opening chapters of Genesis. Similarly, the figure Enosh appears first in 

that line, which was destroyed in the murder of Abel but renewed by the birth of Seth. Just as in the case 

of the name of Adam, the name of Enosh may also form a symbolic reference to that line from which all 

humanity would come after the Flood. Enosh thus appears as a parallel or new Adam (Cassuto 1961: 246–

47; Sasson 1978: 175; Rendsburg 1986: 24).  

During the generation of Enosh, people began to call upon the name of Yahweh. Setting aside earlier 

attempts to translate the verb as ―to profane‖ (for surveys, see Sandmel 1961; Fraade 1984), source critics 

view this statement as originating with J. They note the contrasting statements of E (Exod 3:13–15) and P 

(Exod 6:3–4) that the tetragrammation remained unknown until the time of Moses (Gunkel Genesis 

HKAT, 48; Skinner Genesis ICC, 127). Others understand the Exodus 6 (P) passage as referring either to 

worship in general taking place for the first time (Westermann 1984: 340–41), or to a particular type of 

divine self-revelation (Speiser Genesis AB, 37–38). A third alternative accepts both Yahweh‘s name as 



first revealed in the time of Moses and as revealing a particular aspect of the divine character, but also as 

having been retrojected into the Genesis narrative (including 4:26) by a writer who discerned that aspect 

of divine character as apparent in God‘s earlier manifestations (Wenham 1980: 182–83, 188 n. 72; 

Genesis 1–15 WBC, 116). Finally, an alternate translation has been suggested for Exodus 6:3 which 

would relate it to the occurrences of the divine name in Genesis, ―Did I not let myself be known to them 

by my name Yahweh?‖ (Martin 1955: 18–19; Driver 1973: 109). The implications of Gen 4:26 suggest 

that in some unspecified manner the worship of God began at this time. Whether or not this is intended to 

contrast with the line of Cain in the preceding verses depends upon whether or not the line of Cain is 

given as an example of wickedness in contrast to the righteousness of the line of Enosh (von Rad Genesis 

OTL, 112).  
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RICHARD S. HESS  

ENROLLMENT. See CENSUS.  

ENTRANCE OF HAMATH. See HAMATH, ENTRANCE OF.  

ENUMA ELISH. A Babylonian narrative myth of about 1100 poetic lines, often misleadingly called 

―The (Babylonian) Epic of Creation.‖ Its purpose was to explain and justify the rise of the god Marduk to 

headship of the pantheon, and creation is incidental to that. H. Gunkel and others held that it was the 

source or inspiration of OT passages about Yahweh‘s killing of Rahab, Leviathan, and other monsters, but 

this view is no longer tenable, since it is now known that Baal‘s defeat of Leviathan and Tannîn lies 

behind the Hebrew poetic passages. However, Enuma Elish remains important as a major Babylonian 

cosmological text, though it was not normative for its own world and needs to be understood in the light 

of other Sumero-Babylonian texts. It is a highly composite work, but many of its sources still survive so 

that its exposition is an object lesson in ancient composition.  

In this narrative, because of a primeval contretemps, a group of young gods was threatened with 

destruction by Tiamat (―Sea‖), who had her own group of followers. To prosecute her plan, she created a 

number of monsters which she put under the command of her spouse Kingu. Of the younger gods, 

Anshar, their king, first sent Ea and then Anu to do battle with Tiamat and her host, but both withdrew at 

the first glance. Marduk, Ea‘s son, was persuaded to take up the cause. He, however, imposed a condition 

that, were he to return victorious, the existing divine government would abdicate in his favor, and this was 

agreed. Duly armed he set out, and after falling back at the first sight of the enemy, he recovered his nerve 

and advanced to victory. Immediately after victory he rearranged the universe according to the 

Babylonian concept of the author‘s day and made Babylon the first city. In his newly built temple there he 

was celebrated by the gods as their king.  

In history, Babylon and Marduk, its patron god, were insignificant until Hammurabi made Babylon the 

capital of southern Iraq ca. 1750 B.C. and promoted Marduk to be a ―great god‖ (among other great gods). 

It was only under Nebuchadnezzar I (ca. 1120 B.C.) that Marduk was officially exalted as ―king of the 

gods,‖ though there are rare hints of this earlier. Enuma Elish was probably composed at about that time 

to support and justify this promotion (Lambert 1964).  

The text is divided by most ancient scribes into seven tablets, but though seven is a significant number, 

the author does not seem to have composed the text with this division in mind. Many pieces of this text 



written in cuneiform script on clay tablets have been recovered from both Babylonian and Assyrian sites, 

since it was a very popular composition at least with scribes in the second and third quarters of the 1st 

millennium B.C. Most date from between ca. 750 and 200 B.C., but there are four small fragments from 

Assur of about 900 B.C. The lack of earlier pieces and of allusions to the text opposes a date of 

composition substantially earlier than Nebuchadnezzar I, and nothing internal supports an earlier dating. 

Berossus narrates a very similar story, but it is different enough in some details that his dependence on the 

text we know is not completely certain. All the available evidence argues that this is an original 

composition, using very freely earlier sources. There is no reason to suspect that this is a lightly revised 

version of an earlier text (now lost).  

The major motif of threatened gods (gods actually worshipped in the author‘s time) saved by one of 

their juniors who is rewarded for the service is known from two other Babylonian texts, the Anzû Myth 

and the Slaying of Labbu. Enuma Elish clearly depends on the former, though all but a few of the details 

are changed. The text begins with a theogony that combines elements from the traditional ancestries of the 

gods Anu and Enlil. The only original elements are the pair at the head, the male Apsû (the underworld 

body of water on which springs draw) and the female Tiamat (―Sea‖). The concept of water as the prime 

element is commonly attested elsewhere in the ancient world, in Sumer with Nammu/Namma, mother of 

Ea, but only in Enuma Elish and dependent sources are the male–female pair Apsû and Tiamat used. 

Since there is no evidence of a Sumero-Babylonian background for Tiamat as the origin of everything, 

there have been suggestions that this concept was borrowed from the West, perhaps from the Amorites. 

However, there is no good support for this idea (―Sea‖ there is Yam, a male deity), and there is now 

evidence of Tiamat as a primeval god from the Diyala region in the later 3d millennium. So the author 

himself probably married the Sumerian male Apsû to the Semitic Tiamat (perhaps from the Diyala region) 

and used them as the prime elements. In Enuma Elish Tiamat in fact varies between being a body of water 

and a monstrous female goat. The theogony leads up to Ea, Marduk‘s father.  

At this point the junior gods disturb Apsû and Tiamat by their noise, so Apsû proposes to exterminate 

them, despite Tiamat‘s objections. Ea acts first by killing Apsû and sets up his abode on the dead body. 

This is etiological, explaining how (in Sumero-Babylonian thought) Ea lived in the Apsû. In this new 

abode of Ea, Marduk, Ea‘s son is born and promptly disturbs Tiamat by creating a wave. Gods of 

unspecified origin now urge Tiamat to act before she meets the fate of Apsû, so she creates eleven 

monsters (the victor of the Anzû Myth had defeated eleven opponents) and puts Kingu in charge. The 

author has incorporated verbatim a passage from a lost text describing the monsters. No explanation of 

Kingu‘s origin is given, but he is an alter ego of Enmesharra, who, with his sons (paralleling the monsters 

of Enuma Elish), was defeated by Marduk in another myth. From this point to the victory the Anzû Myth 

provides the outline of the narrative.  

Marduk‘s reorganization of the universe involves the Apsû, which already existed and was put at the 

bottom; the body of Tiamat, which was split into two to provide the watery upper heavens and the solid 

earth; and a lower heaven (―Esharra‖), the only part specially created. The author is in fact blending three 

originally distinct cosmologies: (1) a two-level universe of heaven and earth resulting from splitting a 

body of matter (an extremely widespread concept), (2) a Sumero-Babylonian three-level universe for the 

Neo-Sumerian trinity consisting of Anu in heaven, Enlil on earth, and Ea in the Apsû (most clearly 

attested in the Atra-ḫasīs Epic), and (3) the concept of three heavens (in Enuma Elish, the uppermost is 

half of Tiamat‘s body, the middle one was apparently made ex nihilo, and the lower one is the level of the 

stars, and not given any particular name). No netherworld is mentioned, though it was believed to exist 

below the Apsû. Enlil, the god Ea displaced as head of the pantheon, is first mentioned at this point, when 

Marduk assigns him the second heaven as his abode. Creation continues with the furnishing of the void 

between the base of the lower heaven and the surface of the earth. The heavenly bodies were appointed, 

but the author had no interest in astronomy as such and only deals with those heavenly bodies conceived 

to regulate the cultic calendar: the thirty-six stars that regulate the year; the moon, which regulates the 

month, and the sun, which governs the day. Meteorological phenomena are supplied, and the physical 

features of the surface of the earth are arranged from parts of Tiamat‘s animal body (the Tigris and 



Euphrates flow from her eyes, etc.). The various levels of the universe thus set up are finally stabilized by 

a cosmic cable and Marduk‘s battle net, which was spread around them. Images of the eleven monsters 

were then set up as a memorial of Marduk‘s victory (etiology in fact: representations of them existed in 

the author‘s day).  

From this point, between the remaining episodes, the gods repeatedly proclaim Marduk king. First 

Babylon is built on the earth and centrally in the universe to serve as Marduk‘s home, where the gods of 

upper and lower cosmic regions will meet in assembly. Thus Nippur, Enlil‘s town, where the gods met in 

Sumerian myths, was displaced, just as its god was. Now man is created by interplay between Ea (the 

traditional Sumero-Babylonian creator) and Marduk (who replaces the Mother Goddess of tradition). The 

particular version of creation used is that of the Atra-ḫasīs Epic, in which Ea and the Mother Goddess 

make man from clay mixed with the blood of a slain god, but in Enuma Elish much of the detail is 

omitted. There is no mention of clay, only of the slain god‘s blood (Kingu in Enuma Elish), but probably 

readers were expected to be familiar with the notion of clay being mixed with the blood. Kingu is 

judicially found guilty of causing the war (wrongly, according to the story of Enuma Elish: Tiamat was 

responsible), and he is condemned to die so that man can be created from his blood. It is assumed that life 

can come only from preexisting life. The contradiction in the story results from using the myth about 

Enmesharra as the basis of the judgment scene. In that story Marduk defeats Enmesharra and his sons, 

who had rebelled, and after a short period in prison their father is condemned to death as the ringleader 

while his sons are pardoned. The author deftly changes this freeing from prison into the freeing of the 

younger gods from the hard labor required of them to provide them with their daily bread. In Sumero-

Babylonian thought the human race existed solely to supply the gods with food and drink, which they did 

with regular meals set before the statues of the gods in the temples. With the gods now content with this 

supply of food and drink, Marduk proceeds to organize them in two groups, those of heaven and those of 

the netherworld, which suddenly appears from nowhere. At this the gods in gratitude build Marduk‘s 

temple in Babylon, Esagil, and, seated at a banquet, admire his net and bow and then, for the fourth time, 

proclaim him king and in addition take a loyalty oath, after which they proclaim his fifty names. This 

listing of names together with etymological and (more often) pseudo-etymological interpretations 

occupies 172 lines and was borrowed by the author from a triple-column god list with a little 

rearrangement and expansion (Bottero 1977). The interpretations constitute a theology of the god.  

The concluding epilogue hopes that this work, whose compilation was undertaken for the benefit of 

posterity, would teach the greatness of Marduk to scholar and shepherd alike.  

It is known that under the Late Babylonian empire this text was recited to Marduk‘s statue on the fourth 

day of Nisan in the course of the New Year festival (ANET, 332). During the same festival, about a week 

later, Marduk ceremonially defeated Tiamat and was proclaimed king by the other gods, who had 

assembled in Babylon for this purpose. It has been argued that Enuma Elish was the ―scripture‖ for this 

annual reenactment, an example of the interplay of myth and ritual. But the recitation did not take place in 

connection with the Akitu rites in the course of which Tiamat was defeated. Furthermore it is known that 

Enuma Elish was also recited to Marduk on the fourth day of Kislimu, when no Akitu house battle took 

place, and information about the fourth day of the other ten months is lacking. Thus it is possible that 

Enuma Elish was recited to Marduk on the fourth day of every month, so the occurrence in Nisan is not 

especially significant. In any case there is no evidence that Enuma Elish was composed with cultic 

recitation in view. The epilogue states clearly that it was intended to serve in spreading knowledge of the 

greatness of Marduk throughout the population, by oral recitation. Thus the context of Enuma Elish is the 

rise of Marduk in history, in the reign of Nebuchadnezzar I, not the cult of Babylon, in which its use was 

presumably secondary.  
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W. G. LAMBERT  

ENVY. Envy is not a topic of any significance in either the OT or the NT. There is, for instance, no 

passage in which envy itself is discussed. This is in striking contrast to the importance it is accorded in 

Greek and Latin literature and in the writings of the Fathers of the Church. In this latter body of literature, 

envy is singled out as a moral failing particularly to be avoided by Christians, because it is the peculiar 

fault of the Devil and because it is the very antithesis of the injunction that we love our enemies. Envy is 

the peculiar fault of the Devil, since it was envy that brought about his fall and it was his envy that caused 

man‘s fall (Cypr. Zel. et liv. PL 4:665–66); it is the antithesis of loving our enemies, since the envious 

man will hate even a friend if that friend is fortunate (John Chrysostom, Invid. PG 63:679). It is true that 

frequent citations from the Bible lend a seeming authority to the teaching of the Church Fathers on envy, 

but the real intellectual underpinning of that teaching is provided by Greek literature and philosophy. We 

have then something of a paradox: envy plays little part in the Bible but is a key concept in developed 

Christian theology.  

———  

A. Phthonos  

B. OT References  

C. NT References  

D. Extrabiblical Material  

———  

A. Phthonos  

The Fathers of the Church were the products of a culture that was acutely conscious of envy; they 

possessed a profound understanding of its nature and at the same time were convinced that it was an ever-

present threat. In these circumstances it is not surprising that they should have read their own 

preoccupations into the Bible. What the Fathers of the Church were concerned about when they spoke of 

phthonos, baskania or zēlos, or if they were writing in Latin, invidia, livor, zelus, or aemulatio, was a 

grudging, mean-spirited condition of mind. A man subject to that state of mind finds it difficult or 

impossible to share his own goods with another and cannot bear to see anyone else in possession of a 

good. It is this latter aspect of phthonos that corresponds to our ―envy‖ and ―jealousy.‖ It is important to 

bear in mind that phthonos has a broader application than ―envy‖ or ―jealousy‖ and that these terms are 

not always an accurate rendering of its meaning. Sometimes it is applied to those who only reluctantly 

share their own goods with others; on other occasions, and this is how it is most often used, it has the 

same intent as ―envy‖ or ―jealousy‖; and sometimes it is used of those who not only begrudge others a 

share of their own goods but begrudge others their good fortune.  

The man afflicted by phthonos, the phthoneros man, begrudges others their possessions not because 

they possess them unjustly but simply because it is not in his nature to view such good fortune with 

equanimity. It may nonetheless be the case that he is convinced that he is justified in his resentment. This 

unjustifiable begrudging is a form of malice or ill will; it is so because in wishing to see his neighbor 

deprived of a good he wishes him ill. It is the unjustified malevolence inherent in phthonos that makes 

people hate and fear it.  

Ancient moralizing on phthonos, both Christian and pagan, tends to concentrate on the ill it does its 

possessor rather than others, perhaps because arguments aimed at self-interest are more effective than 

those that rely on one‘s sense of altruism. Phthonos was supposed to make its possessor unhappy to the 

point that he might even begin to waste away in his misery. All ancient definitions of phthonos in fact say 



that it is distress (lupē) provoked by the good fortune of others (Plat. Phlb. 49d; Arist. Rh. 1387b22–25; 

SVF 3:99:38–39).  

Phthonos is to be distinguished, as in envy, from greed and from competitiveness. Unlike the greedy 

man, the man afflicted by phthonos does not necessarily want the goods he resents another having; he 

simply does not want that other to have them. He differs from the competitive man in that his aim, unlike 

that of the competitive man, is not to win but to keep others from winning.  

One of the pecularities of phthonos, as of envy, is its lack of self-awareness. The phthoneros man, if 

called upon to justify his conduct, will always tell himself and others that those he attacks deserve it and 

that it is the unfairness of the situation that moves him to criticize. If asked how he can possibly speak of 

a friend in the way he does, he will say that his criticisms have the friend‘s best interests at heart. It is 

because phthonos always conceals its true nature from its possessor and from others that it is associated 

with hypocrisy. This made it all the more feared, since its attacks were never open and straightforward but 

always veiled.  

Those given to phthonos were thought to indulge their spite in whispered slanders, in backbiting, and in 

denigration in general. Their ill will could also take a more sinister and immediately dangerous form: their 

hate-filled look was thought to blight that on which it fell. It was believed to make crops, livestock, and 

people wither and waste away. This is the superstition known as the evil eye, although there is very little 

ancient authority for it under that name. In Classical Antiquity, it was known simply as phthonos or 

baskania.  

This brief analysis of the nature of phthonos should make it clear on a little reflection that it is a 

particularly vicious and inexcusable form of malice. In Classical Antiquity it was a condition that was 

supposed to afflict all men in some measure and a very large number of men in significant measure 

(Aesch. Ag. 832–33; Hdt. 3:80:3; 7:237:2). This is a view of human nature shared by many other societies. 

What is so remarkable about the OT and the NT is that this fundamental human failing should have so 

little engaged the attention of its authors. What little is said about it shows the stamp of Greek ways of 

thought.  

B. OT References  

The Church Fathers when they discourse on phthonos regularly appeal to what was obviously a 

canonical list of the envious drawn mainly from the OT. They begin with the phthonos of the Devil for 

mankind, and proceed to that of Cain for Abel, to that of Joseph‘s brothers for Joseph, and to that of Saul 

for David and end up finally with the phthonos of the Jews for Jesus (1 Clem. 3; Cypr. Zel. et liv. PL 

4:665–67). Only in the first and third of the passages from which these exempla are drawn are phthonos or 

zēlos mentioned explicitly (Wis 2:23–24; Gen 37:11). This is an illustration of how seldom phthonos is 

cited as a motive for men‘s actions in either testament. By the standards of Classical Antiquity this is 

quite remarkable.  

It is really not until we come to the later books of the OT that phthonos makes an appearance, though a 

somewhat illusory one. It is in Ben Sira and in Wisdom that phthonos first comes to the fore. On closer 

scrutiny we find that the translator of Ben Sira, although he appears to be talking about phthonos, is not 

really doing so, for he uses phthonos and baskania with the same extension of meaning that they have 

elsewhere in the LXX. Warnings against phthonos and baskania turn out on closer inspection to be 

admonitions against a greedy and miserly spirit (14:3–10; 18:19). There is in that work very little 

evidence of a real concern with envy.  

Baskania in the LXX is used principally of a spirit that is both greedy and miserly. (Prov 23:6; 28:22; 

Sir 14:3–10; 18:19). In one passage, in Deuteronomy, ―jealousy‖ is a plausible rendering (28:54–56). 

Once in Wisdom it appears to be used of bewitching (4:12). The situation with phthonos is superficially 

less confused. It is used of envy and jealousy (Wis 2:24; 1 Macc 8:16) and is also applied to a begrudging 

and stingy spirit (Wis 6:23).  

The author of Wisdom has a rather better grasp of the concept of phthonos than is evident elsewhere in 

the LXX. In one passage, the writer promises to reveal all the wisdom he has received from God and not 



accompany that wisdom with wasted phthonos, on the ground that phthonos does not consort with 

wisdom.  

I shall not lead the truth aside, nor shall I accompany it with wasted phthonos, because phthonos does 

not consort with wisdom (6:23).  

The idea that it is wrong to hold back special knowledge or wisdom and not give it unstintingly is Greek 

and is to be found first in the collection of gnomic verses that go under the name of Theognis of Megara 

(769–72. Cf. Pind. Isthm. 1:43–46). It is very much the common currency of the time of the author of 

Wisdom and plays a prominent part in the writing of Philo Judaeus (Post 138; Spec Leg IV:75; Virt 223). 

It is especially prevalent in prefaces to technical treatises (Gal. De anatomicis administrationibus 9; Vitr. 

De Arch. 7 praef. 1).  

The mode of expression is also Greek; wasting is regularly associated with phthonos. It is so because 

the envious are thought to waste away in their own misery. It is nonetheless puzzling that wasting should 

be an attribute of phthonos here, as it is the phthonos of envy or jealousy which causes wasting and not 

that of being merely begrudging.  

The influence of Greek thought is to be seen most clearly in those lines in Wisdom in which the 

presence of death in the world is explained:  

For God made man without corruption and created him in the likeness of his own immortality. By the 

phthonos of the Devil death came into the world (2:23–24).  

What this passage amounts to is an interpretation of Gen 1:26, where God is said to create man in his own 

likeness, and Genesis 3, in which the story of Eve‘s temptation by the serpent is told. The serpent has 

become the Devil or the Devil‘s instrument, as it is hereafter in Christian and gnostic literature, while the 

temptation of Eve becomes the Devil‘s introduction of death into the world. His motive for so acting is 

put down to phthonos. We have to infer that his phthonos was aroused by God‘s making man in his own 

likeness and thus making him immortal.  

The influence of Plato‘s account in the Timaeus of how the Divine Demiurge made the world in his own 

image may be detected in this interpretation of the creation-myth in Genesis. In the Timaeus the Divine 

Demiurge is said to have created the world because he was good, since in one who is good there is no 

phthonos ever about anything at all (29e). The Devil has been endowed with exactly the attribute of which 

the Divine Demiurge is free and whose absence in the Divine Demiurge explains his willingness to create 

all things in his own image. We know that in Alexandria in the generation following that in which 

Wisdom was composed, Philo used the Timaeus to interpret the creation story in Genesis (Op 21). The 

same influence may well be at work in Wisdom. If not, it is exceedingly difficult to see where the idea of 

the Devil‘s phthonos can have come from.  

Reese (1970: 11) suggested that in this passage the author of Wisdom wished to introduce from Greek 

religious literature, where Reese thinks it is common, the motif of the envy of the gods to clear God of the 

responsibility of having brought death into the world. Van Unnik (1972: 130) was prepared to entertain 

the suggestion but very properly asked whether the idea was in circulation in the time of the author of 

Wisdom. There is no evidence in what we have of Hellenistic Greek literature for the idea as such, 

although belief in the phthonos of fate or fortune existed at that time. The two Greek authors in whose 

work the notion of the envy of the gods plays a prominent part belong to the 5th century B.C. They are the 

historian Herodotus and the lyric poet Pindar. It seems unlikely that the author of Wisdom had read either.  

Wis 2:23–24 was taken up by both Christians and gnostics as the accepted explanation of the Fall. It 

also helped shape one of the standard tenets of early Christian theology, namely, that envy is the Devil‘s 

chief and defining characteristic.  

C. NT References  

The NT has relatively little to say about envy. Perhaps not surprisingly it is Paul who mentions it most 

frequently, and it is what he has to say about envy to which the Church Fathers have most frequent 

recourse.  

At Rom 1:29, in the midst of a long catalog of the sins to which those who reject the knowledge of God 

for idolatry are given, Paul mentions phthonos, murder (phonos), contentiousness (eris), and deceit and a 



malicious nature (kakoetheia). Phthonos in Classical and later Greek literature is regularly mentioned 

alongside eris and phonos (for phthonos with eris and phonos, see Soph. OC 1234–35; for phthonos and 

phonos, see Eur. Tro. 769–70; Plut. Marc. 29:1; Phoc. 37:2) while kakoetheia and phthonos are frequently 

coupled in later Greek literature (Plut. Arat. 15:4–5; Demetr. 50:5; Mor. 92b; 100f–101a; 465b; 556b; 

630d; 845d; 856a–b). The influence of Greek culture on Paul here cannot be gainsaid, although there is 

little of ethical or theological significance that can safely be gleaned from this passage.  

In Gal 5:20–22 Paul mentions phthonos in a catalog of the deeds of the flesh. In that passage he also 

mentions eris and zēloi. In Rom 13:13 Paul couples eris with zēlos in appealing to his hearers to put off 

the deeds of darkness and don Christ. Again in 1 Cor 3:3 he warns his listeners that when there is eris and 

zēlos in them they are creatures of flesh. In 2 Cor 12:20 he expresses the fear that he may still find eris 

and zēlos in the Corinthians. There is really nothing in these catalogs to enable us to decide whether Paul 

intends a distinction between phthonos and zēlos or whether they are little more than synonyms for him. 

The conjunction of eris with zēlos does not help to clarify the issue, since contentiousness can equally 

well be coupled with both envy and worldly ambition. Although envy is clearly the graver failing, it 

would still make perfectly good sense for Paul to include worldly ambition among the deeds of the flesh. 

It does, after all, lead to envy and strife.  

There is little help in turning to Church Fathers to see whether they shed any light on what Paul means 

by zēlos and eris. Cyprian in the De Zelo et Livore (On Envy and Jealousy), not unsurprisingly, given his 

subject matter, takes Paul in 1 Cor 3:3 to be issuing a warning against envy (PL 4:672). Basil, for his part, 

associates zēlos and eris with philoneikia, ―contentiousness,‖ and places them in opposition to sumpnoia 

and homonoia, ―harmony‖ (jud. PG 31:660; reg. br. PG 31:1000). If these associations and oppositions 

point in any direction, they suggest that Basil understands zēlos to be competitiveness or emulation rather 

than envy.  

It would not greatly matter what Paul intended by zēlos and eris in these catalogs of the deeds of the 

flesh were it not the case that he also uses zēlos in his definition of what love (agapē) is in 1 Cor 13:4. It 

is, he says, long suffering, it does good, it does not engage in zēlos, it is not vainglorious, and it is not 

conceited. Both Origen (comm. in I Cor. 51 ed. C. Jenkins, JTS 9 & 10 [1908]) and Cyprian (Zel. et liv. 

PL 4:672) assume that he is speaking of envy or jealousy. Origen, as examples of a zēlos that is far from 

love, cites the zēlos of Cain toward Abel and that of Joseph‘s brothers for Joseph. These are by the time of 

Origen exempla of envy. Modern scholarship also takes it for granted that envy is at issue in 1 Cor 13.4 

(Conzelmann 1 Corinthians Hermeneia, 72 n.32).  

It is impossible to decide whether zēlos in this passage is to be rendered as envy or as competitiveness. 

If zēlos here is envy, Paul‘s definition of love has a sharpness and precision, since envy is the very 

antithesis of Christian love; it is self-absorbed and filled with ill will toward others, whereas love is 

selfless and goodwill toward others is of its essence. That said, it has to be admitted that Paul might well 

have meant that there is no competitiveness in love, in which case it is probably the self-sacrificing 

quality of love that he intends to emphasize.  

At the conclusion of Galatians 5, Paul calls on those he addresses to walk in the path of the spirit and to 

reject vainglory (kenodoxia) and neither challenge nor envy (phthonountes) each other (25–26). This 

exhortation is reminiscent of Epicurean and Stoic rejections of worldly ambition. Such ambition was 

rejected by Epicureans on the ground that it led to strife, murder, and the mental distress of greed and 

envy (Lucr. 3:59–81). For Epictetus, boastfulness and kenodoxia are one side of a coin whose other side is 

made up of distress, envy (phthonos), and lamentation (Arr. Epict. Diss. 3:24:43). Those in pagan 

antiquity who advocated withdrawal from the world did so in the belief that it gave men tranquility of 

mind and happiness by eradicating the sources of the aspirations that make men greedy, envious, and 

ambitious, and so tortured and unhappy. This concern with personal contentment and happiness is clearly 

not Paul‘s. It nonetheless remains the case that Paul‘s exhortation to the Galatians to put aside vanity and 

its attendant ills owes a good deal of its inspiration to Greek popular philosophizing.  

In Rom 12:15 Paul exhorts his hearers to rejoice with those who rejoice and weep with those who weep. 

John Chrysostom, in commenting on this exhortation, says that many weep with those who weep but do 



not rejoice with those who rejoice but rather weep. That, he says, is phthonos and baskania (hom. 1–32 in 

Rom. PG 60:447). That Chrysostom should see in Rom 12:15 an exhortation against envy was almost 

inevitable for a man both versed in Classical Greek literature and possessed of a heightened awareness of 

the part that envy played in human life. In Aeschylus‘ Agamemnon, the Chorus of Elders, addressing 

Agamemnon, remark that everyone is ready to groan over one in misfortune but that many men have to 

force their faces into a semblance of a smile when they want to pretend that they rejoice with someone 

(790–98). Agamemnon‘s response to this is that it comes naturally to few men not to envy a friend when 

he is successful (830–33). In a paraenetic speech in the Isocratean corpus the speaker bids the addressee in 

choosing his friends not to select those who are merely distressed by his ills but those who in addition do 

not envy him (Isoc. Ad Demonic. 26). The ultimate inspiration for Rom 12:15 must be teaching of the sort 

found at Isoc. Ad Demonic. 26, but Paul‘s failure to expand on the meaning of the exhortation makes it 

impossible to know whether he intended a warning against envy. Since he shows no great familiarity with 

the commonplaces of Greek moralizing, it seems on balance more likely that he did not have envy in 

mind.  

To put into perspective what Paul says about envy, we should remember that he does not accord that 

failing any special attention and that it is simply one among several other failings to which he makes 

passing reference. Only in Galatians 5 can envy really be said to be toward the center of his thinking. 

There is, in short, little sign that he has given much thought to envy.  

In James there is a passage in which bitter zēlos and factionalism are compared to their disadvantage 

with the wisdom that comes from on high and are condemned as the cause of anarchy and all that is bad 

(3:13–18). The writer then turns to the origins of wars and battles, which he finds in the pleasures that, in 

his words, ―campaign in our limbs‖ (4:1). As the ensuing passage makes clear, what he means by this is 

that strife comes from frustrated desires, which realize themselves in zēlos (4:2). The topic of physical 

pleasure leads into that of love of the things of the world, which the writer condemns as hateful to God 

(4.4). He then asks rhetorically:  

Does it seem to you that Scripture speaks emptily saying: ―The spirit that dwells in us longs jealously 

(pros phthonon)‖ (4:5).  

That is followed by the assertion that God sets himself against the proud and gives his grace to the humble 

(4:6 = Prov 3:34). The writer‘s hearers are now enjoined to place themselves under God‘s command and 

to resist the Devil, whom, they are assured, will flee from them (4:7).  

These strictures against phthonos and zēlos, and in particular the association of a bitter and contentious 

spirit with bodily desires and wordly ambition, strongly resemble Paul‘s warnings on the same topic. As 

in Paul there is the same difficulty in deciding what exactly the writer understands by zēlos and by 

phthonos and to what extent, if at all, he distinguishes between them. James goes beyond Paul in finding 

the origins of strife in frustrated physical desire, but it should be noted that his conception of physical 

desire is a broad one and encompasses a longing for the things of the world, among them the objects of 

ambition.  

In some ways the most interesting aspect of the passage lies in what seems to be implied in the 

exhortation to resist the Devil, namely, that zēlos and phthonos are the Devil‘s work. It is probably wrong 

to press this connection too hard and to take the writer to have in mind something akin to the later thesis 

that phthonos is the snare by which the Devil entraps men. The writer in all likelihood had nothing more 

specific in mind than that the deeds of the flesh belong to the Devil.  

In 1 Peter the writer calls on his hearers to put aside all wickedness, guile, instances of hypocrisy 

(hypokrisis) and phthonos, and all slandering, and in their place drink the unadulterated milk of the word 

(2:1). Hypokrisis and phthonos are almost certainly a hendiadys here and represent one idea, not two, the 

hypocrisy of phthonos. It is readily understandable why phthonos, which always tries to conceal its true 

nature, should be associated with hypocrisy. There are in Classical Greek literature before this passage no 

instances of this association. The earliest seems to be in the Meditations of Marcus Aurelius (1:11). That 

may be simply an accident of survival. However that may be, the association of these two ideas in this 

passage led some of the Church Fathers to profound insights into the nature of phthonos.  



Besides these passages of moral and theological purport, phthonos is twice adduced in narratives as the 

motive for men‘s actions. Both Matthew and Mark say that Pontius Pilate knew that phthonos was the 

motive that had prompted the high priests and elders of the Jews to hand Jesus over to him (Matt 27:18; 

Mark 15:10). We are told that he knew this when he asked these same high priests and elders whom they 

would prefer him to set free, Jesus or Barabbas. That is to say, both Mark and Matthew are suggesting 

that Pontius Pilate was being disingenuous in asking that question, since he already knew that the high 

priests and elders were fatally prejudiced against Jesus because phthonos was their motive in handing 

Jesus over to him. These passages were to bear fruit in later Christian literature: there Jesus‘ death is 

regularly ascribed to the phthonos of the Jews (Cypr. Zel. et liv. PL 4:667 is the first instance).  

In sum, neither the OT nor the NT provides any real guidance on the subject of envy. Paul, it is true, 

leaves us in no doubt that it is to be avoided. What neither he nor anyone else makes clear is what it is nor 

what there is about it which makes it reprehensible.  

D. Extrabiblical Material  

A better perspective on its relative insignificance in the NT may be gained by comparing the NT with 

some Jewish and Christian texts of roughly the same era. Philo Judaeus mentions phthonos frequently. 

For example, he appeals to God‘s complete freedom from phthonos to explain God‘s goodness and his 

creation of the world (Spec Leg II:141; 173). Philo‘s inspiration here is Plato‘s Timaeus. The adroit 

manner in which Philo handles and analyzes the concept suggests that he was deeply imbued with Greek 

culture to the point that his patterns of thought were those of an educated Greek.  

Phthonos plays an important role in the Testaments of the 12 Patriarchs, a Jewish work almost certainly 

of the 1st century A.D., which shows signs of a superficial Christian redaction. It is the envy which Joseph 

aroused in his brothers that is responsible for the work‘s concern with phthonos. One of the Testaments, 

that of Symeon, is devoted largely to that subject. The author of the work displays an easy familiarity with 

the concept, evidence that Hellenized Jews of very modest intellectual attainment and culture were quite 

at home with the notion.  

At the end of the 1st century A.D., we have a letter from a Roman Christian, presumably a man of some 

standing in the community, addressed to the Christians of Corinth, who had just deposed their leaders, 

warning them of the dangers of communal strife. This is the letter that goes under the name of 1 Clement. 

Its Greek is significantly more elegant and idiomatic than anything in the NT (Lane Fox 1986: 305). The 

writer of the letter, to impress on the Corinthians the evil phthonos does, cites a long list of examples of 

that failing drawn principally from the OT (4–6). It is true that he has little or nothing to say about the 

nature of phthonos and that his knowledge of Greek myth is sadly confused. Yet his concern with 

phthonos is transparent. He would hardly have devoted so much energy to cataloging the ills it does were 

he not convinced of its importance. Even if it is the case that the catalog is not his own work, it still 

remains true that here we have a man of modest education in whose consciousness phthonos looms large.  

The greater awareness of phthonos that Philo and the authors of T. 12 P. and 1 Clem. display is surely to 

be attributed to their having been more deeply Hellenized than any of the authors of the OT or NT. An 

indication of their Hellenization is their facility with Greek. Philo, despite his verbosity and pomposity, 

writes infinitely better Greek than anything in the NT; the writers of T. 12 P. and 1 Clem. write 

reasonably clear Greek and rather better than what is on offer in the NT. What all of this adds up to is that 

at a certain level of Hellenization, Greek ideas take hold. The authors of the books of the NT have barely 

crossed that threshold. Hence, apparently, their lack of concern with envy.  
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MATTHEW W. DICKIE  



EPAENETUS (PERSON) [Gk Epainetos (Ἐπαινετος)]. A Roman gentile Christian who received 

greetings from Paul in Rom 16:5 as ―my beloved.‖ Epaenetus had immigrated to Rome. Rom 16:5 depicts 

him as the first Christian convert of the province Asia whose capital was Ephesus. He may have been 

converted by Prisca and Aquila in Ephesus and moved together with them to Rome (see AQUILA); the 

couple is mentioned just before Epaenetus in Rom 16:3–5. He therefore also may have attended the 

couple‘s Roman house-church. Ollrog (1979: 38) even conjectured that he was one of Aquila‘s servants, 

although there is no evidence that Aquila had ever hired anyone other than Paul in Corinth for his 

workshop (Acts 18:2–3); Aquila‘s social status has often been overestimated (see AQUILA; Lampe 

StadtrChr, 160–64).  
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EPAPHRAS (PERSON) [Gk Epaphras (Ἐπαφρας)]. A Christian from Colossae (Col 4:12), referred to 

by Paul as a ―fellow slave‖ (Col 1:7) and ―fellow prisoner in Christ Jesus‖ (Phlm 23). Epaphras is also 

mentioned as having sent greetings to Philemon (Phlm 23) and to the Colossians (Col 4:12), both of 

whom were undoubtedly well known to him.  

According to Paul, Epaphras is the one who taught the Colossians ―the grace of God in truth‖ (Col 1:6). 

Paul also testified that Epaphras worked hard for them ―and for those in Laodicea and in Hierapolis‖ 

(4:13). From this it can be inferred that Epaphras was the founder of the Colossian church (Lightfoot 

1879: 29) and an important evangelist in the other two communities in the Lycus valley (Bruce 1984: 8–

10).  

During one of Paul‘s imprisonments Epaphras brought him news of the Colossians‘ faith in Christ Jesus 

and their love for all the saints (Col 1:4). Epaphras also conveyed to Paul their love in the Spirit (1:8). 

Furthermore, it was probably Epaphras who had informed Paul about false teachers in the Colossian 

community (2:4, 8). That very situation may have inspired Epaphras to visit Paul in prison in order to 

consult with him. When he saw Paul, Epaphras most likely is the one who gave him news about 

Philemon, thus bringing much joy to Paul (Phlm 5). In addition there is some merit to the suggestion that 

Epaphras brought the runaway slave Onesimus to Paul, because he knew that Paul would be able to help 

him (Bruce, Colossians, Philemon, Ephesians NICNT, 197).  

Paul greatly respected Epaphras, whom he describes as ―our beloved fellow servant,‖ and as ―a faithful 

minister of Christ on our (some mss read ‗your‘) behalf‖ (Col 1:7). Paul also calls him a ―doulos 

(‗servant‘ or ‗slave‘) of Christ Jesus‖ (4:12, cf. 1:7, where Epaphras is called sundoulos, ―fellow 

servant‖), a description Paul uses at various times of himself but rarely of another (cf. the identification of 

Timothy in Phil 1:1). From Paul it is also known that Epaphras was a man of prayer, for he tells the 

Colossians that Epaphras was constantly praying for them that they might ―stand mature and full assured 

in all the will of God‖ (4:12). Although the name Epaphras may be a shortened form of Epaphroditus, this 

Colossian should not be confused with the Philippian of similar name.  

On the site of ancient Colossae an inscription has been found which mentions a person named T. 

Asinius Epaphroditus (Johnson 1950: 7), but it is rather doubtful that this refers to the Epaphras known to 

Paul. A marble altar was also found in Laodicea which is thought by some to have the name of Epaphras 

on it (Johnson 1950: 7).  
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FLORENCE MORGAN GILLMAN  

EPAPHRODITUS (PERSON) [Gk Epaphroditos (Ἐπαφροδιτος)]. A Christian sent by the 

Philippians to help Paul and to take the collection from Philippi to Paul (Phil 2:25; 4:18). The name 

Epaphroditus, rather common in the 1st century, suggests that his family may have been followers of the 



cult of Aphrodite, the Greek goddess of love and fertility. It is interesting to note that after being 

converted from paganism to Christianity, Epaphroditus was not required to change his name in spite of its 

association with this cult.  

The identity of Epaphroditus is best understood within the context of his relationship to Paul and to the 

Philippians. Paul uses three significant terms to characterize his bond with Epaphroditus: ―my brother‖ 

(Gk adelphos), ―my fellow worker‖ (Gk sunergos), and ―my fellow soldier‖ (Gk sustratiotēs) (2:25). As a 

brother, Epaphroditus was one in the faith with Paul and other Christians, but more specifically, a 

colleague of Paul in evangelizing, as the next two terms suggest. As a fellow worker, one of those who 

labored with Paul in spreading the Gospel, Epaphroditus must have had a prior association with Paul, 

perhaps going back to the founding of the church at Philippi. As a fellow soldier, he had struggled side by 

side with Paul against adversaries of the Gospel (cf. 1:28, 30). See ARCHIPPUS. This military metaphor 

suggests that Epaphroditus experienced suffering and conflict in his ministry. Undoubtedly he was highly 

regarded by Paul.  

The Philippians sent Epaphroditus to Paul during his imprisonment either in Ephesus, ca. A.D. 56–57, or 

in Rome, ca. A.D. 61–63. The proximity of Ephesus to Philippi makes that city the preferred choice 

because of the frequent comings and goings between Paul and the Philippians implied in the letter. 

Epaphroditus was their Gk ˒apostolos (2:25) and a minister to Paul‘s needs. Whether the term indicates 

that Epaphroditus was their ―apostle‖ in the sense of being commissioned and sent out with a specific task 

of spreading the Gospel as was Paul, or in the sense of being their messenger, envoy, or delegate, is not 

immediately clear. Epaphroditus serves as a minister (Gk leitourgos) to Paul‘s material need by bringing 

the monetary gifts the Philippians entrusted him with, gifts described as ―a fragrant offering‖ and ―an 

acceptable sacrifice‖ (4:18), which perhaps also were intended to aid Paul in other ways while he was 

imprisoned. Thus Epaphroditus was able to ―complete their service‖ (2:30) as they could not all come 

personally. Also, he was probably the one who made Paul aware of the disagreement between EUODIA 

and SYNTYCHE.  

In the course of carrying out his mission, Epaphroditus ―risked his life‖ (2:30) and became so ill that he 

nearly died (2:27, 30). His illness may have developed during his journey to Paul, or later, when he was 

with Paul, doing the work of Christ. Paul says nothing about the nature of Epaphroditus‘ illness. But, the 

later regained his health—a turn of events explained by Paul as a merciful act of God. Thus, not only did 

Epaphroditus recover, but Paul was also spared from ―sorrow upon sorrow‖ (2:27).  

The Philippians eventually heard of Epaphroditus‘ illness and began to worry, which in turn caused him 

further distress and a longing to be with them (2:26). Hence Paul thought it necessary to send 

Epaphroditus back to Philippi sooner than expected (2:25) in order to calm the anxiety raised there, to 

enable Epaphroditus to fulfill his desire to be with them again, and to relieve Paul‘s own concerns. Paul 

may also have been thinking that Epaphroditus, probably a respected leader in the church there, would be 

instrumental in leading the Philippians away from a misguided perfectionism and legalism (cf. 3:2–19). 

Also, because of the way he had risked his life in self-sacrificing service while with Paul, Epaphroditus 

was an admirable example of one who had the ―mind of Christ‖ (cf. 2:5–11), which Paul asked all the 

Philippians to make their own.  

Epaphroditus probably delivered Paul‘s letter to the church at Philippi (cf. 2:25, 28; the aorists can be 

taken as ―epistolary‖). In sending him back, Paul includes a commendation, requesting that the 

Philippians ―receive him in the Lord with all joy‖ (2:29). Paul explains that he takes sole responsibility 

for Epaphroditus‘ return at that time, lest the Philippians suspect that Epaphroditus had not fulfilled his 

mission. Evidently Paul wanted no misunderstanding, no questioning of his character, no lessening of his 

authority. Epaphroditus was to be held in high esteem because of what he had done.  

Finally, Epaphroditus is among those sometimes identified with the ―yokefellow‖ in Phil 4:3; as the 

bearer of the letter he is the likely object of this otherwise obscure reference. See YOKEFELLOW. 

Epaphroditus should not be confused with the Christian Epaphras from Colossae.  
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JOHN GILLMAN  

EPHAH [Heb ˒êpâ (ֵאיָץה )]. See WEIGHTS AND MEASURES.  

EPHAH (PERSON) [Heb ˓êpâ (ֵףיָץה )]. Three persons in the OT, one of which (if not all three) was 

an Arabian tribe. If Ephah is a genuine personal name, it can be compared to Ar ǵayfâ˒ and ǵâfah (a kind 

of tree); compare the Hebrew personal name Elon. This explanation does not, however, apply to (1) 

because of the Akkadian evidence listed below.  

1. A son of Midian (Gen 25:4; 1 Chr 1:33). Midian‘s five ―sons‖ as listed in Gen 25:4 comprise the 

clans, tribes, or people inhabiting the country of Midian sometime before 716 B.C. (Knauf 1988: 84–86). 

Ephah heads the sons of Midian and may have been the leading tribe in this country. By the time of Isa 

60:6 (late 6th century B.C.?), the tribe was still famous for its camel breeding. In the Assyrian annals, 

Ephah figures as a tribe of NW Arabia under the names of (URU) Ḫa-a-a-ap-pa-a-a (Tiglath-pileser III, 

734 B.C.) and (lú) Ḫa-ia-pa-a (Sargon II, 716 B.C.). The Heb consonants ˓yph together with the Akk 

syllables lead to *Ǵayyâpâ as the original form of the tribal name. According to the Ar, Ǵayyâpâ can be 

explained as ―having long beards‖ (compare the Germanic ethnonym Langobards; Knauf 1988: 79–80).  

As the most prominent Midianite tribe, Ephah may have inhabited the Wâdî ˓Afâl, Midian‘s central area 

with the town of Madyan (today Maǵâyir Šu˓ayb and al-Bad˓). Tiglath-pileser‘s determinative URU 

(―city‖) in front of the tribal name may refer to this place. It is not possible to link Ephah/Ḫayyâpâ with 

the site of Ruwâfah, as Musil had suggested (Knauf 1983: 153–54).  

2. A concubine (Heb pîlegeš) of Caleb, and mother of several Calebite clans and/or villages, 1 Chr 2:46.  

3. A son of Jahdai (1 Chr 2:47) who appears in the list of Calebite towns and clans (1 Chr 2:42–50) 

without a genealogical connection to any descendant of Caleb. Ephah 2 and 3 may form variant traditions 

referring to a clan or family which originated from Ephah 1 and immigrated into the Negeb in the exilic or 

postexilic period. Such an immigration is suggested by the high frequency of Arabian names in 1 

Chronicles 2 and 4 (Wellhausen 1870: 38–39).  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

EPHAI (PERSON) [Heb ˓ēpay (ֵףַץי )]. A Netophathite from Judah whose sons were among the troop 

commanders of Gedaliah at Mizpah following the destruction of Jerusalem in 587/6 B.C.E. (Jer 40:8). The 

form of the name follows the Qere reading. The Kethibh reads ˓wpy ―Ophai‖ and is the reading of the 

name adopted by the LXX and Vg. In a parallel text, 2 Kgs 25:23, the words ―the sons of Ephai‖ are 

omitted and Seraiah the son of Tanhumeth is designated as the Netophathite.  

JOHN M. BERRIDGE  

EPHER (PERSON) [Heb ˓eper (ֶףֶץש )]. Three eponymous ancestors of tribes or clans in the OT. As a 

personal name, Epher can be interpreted as a phonetic variant of Heb ˓ōper, Ar ǵufr and ǵafr ―kid of a 

gazelle‖ (or ibex). For the Midianite tribe (see #1), Sabaic ˓fr ―agricultural land awaiting rain‖ provides a 

more fitting etymology (Knauf 1988: 80).  

1. A son of Midian (Gen 25:4; 1 Chr 1:33), i.e., a clan, tribe, or people inhabiting the country of Midian. 

The list of Midian‘s five sons antedates 716 B.C. (Knauf 1988: 84–86). There are three areas or towns in 

NW Arabia which may have preserved the name of this ancient tribe: (1) Wâdî ˓Afâl (also recorded as 

˓Afâr), the heartland of Midian with the site of Madyan/Maǵâyir Šu˓ayb - al-Bad˓; (2) Wâdî al-˓Ifr  yah, 

SE of Wâdî ˓Afâl; (3) Ṭayyib al-Ism on the Midianite coast of the Gulf of ˓Aqabah (ancient names from 



the root ˓PR have frequently been changed to ―good [of] name,‖ which is the literal translation of Ṭayyib 

al-Ism, in order to avoid any resemblance with Ar ˓ifr  t ―demon‖). The three places or areas were all 

settled in the Early Iron Age (Knauf 1988: xii Abb.1; 80).  

2. A son of Ezra (1 Chr 4:17). This Ezra is probably identical to the Ezer in 1 Chr 4:4, a grandson of 

Judah. Given the high frequency of Arabian personal and tribal names in 1 Chronicles 2 and 4, one may 

ask whether the Judahite Epher was in fact a family or clan of the Midianite tribe which immigrated into S 

Palestine in the exilic or postexilic period (Wellhausen 1870: 38–39; Knauf 1989: 68).  

3. A family in Israelite Transjordan, exiled by Tiglath-pileser III in 734 B.C. (1 Chr 5:24). 1 Chr 5:26 

suggests that the compiler of the list still knew descendants of these ―Manassite‖ families among the 

Jewish diaspora in Mesopotamia. If one accepts a 3d century B.C. date for the compilation of Chronicles 

(Welten 1973: 200), one may ask whether the Jewish families mentioned in 1 Chr 5:24 were not, in fact, 

exiled by the Persians in the course of the troublesome 4th century B.C. (IJH, 500–502). Their 

geographical distribution as described in 1 Chr 5:23 fits into the postexilic period much better than into 

preexilic times.  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

EPHES-DAMMIM (PLACE) [Heb ˒epeś damm  m (ים  Var. PAS-DAMMIM. The area .[( ֶאֶץש ַדמִּ

in which the Philistines gathered before the battle during which David slew Goliath (1 Sam 17:1). This 

text places the area between Socoh (M.R. 147121) and Azekah (M.R. 144123) and near the Valley of 

Elah where the Israelites under Saul gathered. It lies W of Bethlehem toward the Philistine coast. This 

same place is mentioned as Pas-dammim (Heb pas dammîm) with reference to David‘s victory over ―the 

Philistine‖ in 1 Chr 11:13. The main subject of the text in Chronicles is the exploit of one of David‘s 

warriors, Eleazar, against the Philistines. The parallel text at 2 Sam 23:9 lacks the reference to Pas-

dammim (Ephes-dammim) in the MT, but the fuller text in the LXX
L
 has the place-name and is to be 

preferred (see McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 490, 494–495; Driver Samuel ICC, 365). The area has been 

equated with modern Damun, ca. 4 miles NE of Socoh (McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 290; Gold IDB 2: 108).  

JEFFRIES M. HAMILTON  

EPHESIANS, EPISTLE TO THE. Ephesians, like Philippians, Colossians, and Philemon, is 

traditionally counted among Paul‘s ―imprisonment epistles‖ (3:1; 4:1). Although the majority of ancient 

manuscripts indicate that it is intended for ―the saints who are faithful at Ephesus‖ (1:1), the words en 

Ephesō (―at [or ―in‖] Ephesus‖) are not present in some of the earliest and most important manuscripts. 

Moreover, the phrase does not seem to have stood in the mss used by Marcion, who regarded this as the 

letter to the Laodiceans (Col 4:16), or in those known to Tertullian, whose rejection of Marcion‘s view 

makes no appeal to the text of the opening verse (Against Marcion 5.11.17; 5.17.1). By the end of the 2d 

century, however, it was generally regarded as a letter ―to Ephesus,‖ and so entitled; with this the way 

was clear for the words ―at Ephesus‖ to be inserted into the opening sentence by some later scribe or 

editor.  

———  

A. Structure and Contents  

B. Style and Character  

C. Relation to Colossians  

D. Relation to Other NT Writings  

E. Theme  

F. Conceptual Backgrounds  

1. Sectarian Judaism  



2. Hellenistic Greek and Jewish Thought  

3. Gnostic Thought  

4. Conclusion  

G. Authorship  

1. Reasons for Presuming Pauline Authorship  

2. Reasons for Questioning Pauline Authorship  

3. Conclusion  

H. Occasion and Purpose  

I. Date and Place of Writing  

———  

A. Structure and Contents  

At least in a general way, the overall structure of Ephesians conforms to that of the other letters of the 

Pauline Corpus. One notable difference, however, is that the address (1:1–2) is followed by two 

introductory paragraphs—a blessing (1:3–14; cf. 2 Cor 1:3–11) and a thanksgiving (1:15–23; cf. Rom 

1:8–15[17]; 1 Cor 1:4–9; Col 1:3–8). No other letter in the Pauline Corpus has both. Within the body of 

Ephesians, a series of affirmations (2:1–3:21) is followed by a lengthy series of appeals (4:1–6:20), a 

division which is found in most of the Pauline letters (Rom 1:18–11:36 [affirmations] and 12:1–15:13 

[appeals]).  

The affirmations of chaps. 2 and 3 reiterate and extend what is already stated in the opening blessing 

and thanksgiving: that through the grace of God bestowed in Jesus Christ, believers have experienced a 

moral and spiritual resurrection (2:4–9; 3:11–12; cf. 1:3–8, 13–14), and that by their incorporation into 

Christ‘s body the Church, they have become a new people reconciled to God and to one another (2:13–20; 

cf. 1:22–23). It is ―the mystery of [God‘s] will‖ (1:9; ―the mystery of the gospel,‖ 6:19) which is being 

presented here, as this has been made known to Paul by revelation (3:3–4, 7–9).  

The appeals in chaps. 4–6 call for the readers to manifest in their behavior, both personal and corporate, 

the new life that they have been given in Christ. Here as throughout Ephesians, various kinds of 

traditional materials are in evidence, drawn from the Church‘s liturgy (5:14) and Scripture (4:8–10) as 

well as from its ethical codes (5:21–6:9).  

Two special points should be noted about the outline that follows: (1) Although the thanksgiving (1:15–

23) has been placed within the letter opening, it could also be regarded as the initial paragraph of the letter 

body. (2) The introduction to the prayer and doxology of 3:14–21 actually begins in 3:1 (cf. vv 1 and 14), 

only to be broken off abruptly in favor of several important declarations about Paul‘s stewardship (vv 2–

13). Formally, then, vv 2–13 constitute a digression interrupting the prayer and doxology which conclude 

the first part of the letter body.  

I. Letter Opening, 1:1–23  

A. Address, 1:1–2  

B. Blessing, 1:3–14  

C. Thanksgiving, 1:15–23  

II. Letter Body, 2:1–6:20  

A. Affirmations about the mystery of Christ, 2:1–3:21  

1. Resurrection and reconciliation, 2:1–22  

2. Paul‘s stewardship of God‘s grace, 3:1–13  

3. Prayer and doxology, 3:14–21  

B. Exhortations to lead a Christian life, 4:1–6:20  

1. Fundamental appeals, 4:1–24  

a. Maintain the unity of the Spirit, 4:1–16  

b. Put off the old nature, 4:17–22  

c. Put on the new nature, 4:23–24  

2. Specific appeals, 4:25–6:9  

a. Various topics, 4:25–5:20  



b. Life in the household, 5:21–6:9  

3. Concluding appeals, 6:10–20  

a. Put on the whole armor of God, 6:10–17  

b. Pray in the Spirit, 6:18–20  

III. Letter Closing, 6:21–24  

A. Commendation of Tychicus, 6:21–22  

B. Benediction, 6:23–24  

B. Style and Character  

Ephesians is distinguished by a pleonastic, ornamented style (Percy 1946: 185–91). There are a striking 

number of sentences of extraordinary length (1:3–14 and 4:11–16, each of which is just one sentence in 

Greek), liberal use is made of prepositional phrases (4:12–16), relative clauses often follow one after 

another (1:6, 7, 8; 2:2, 3), and there are many constructions which employ participles (2:14–16; 4:18–19) 

or infinitives (4:22–24). Synonyms abound, often expressed in a genitive construction (―the counsel of his 

will,‖ 1:11; ―the working of the strength of his might‖ [RSV: ―the working of his great might‖], 1:19; ―the 

law of commandments,‖ 2:15; ―the spirit of your minds,‖ 4:23; ―in the strength of his might,‖ 6:10). 

Adjectives tend to pile up, especially with reference to the attributes of God (―the immeasurable greatness 

of his power,‖ 1:19; ―the immeasurable riches of his grace in kindness,‖ 2:7), and there is a tendency 

toward tautology (―a spirit of wisdom and of revelation in the knowledge of him, having the eyes of your 

hearts enlightened,‖ 1:17–18; ―we all once lived in the passions of our flesh, following the desires of body 

and mind,‖ 2:3).  

This ponderous, redundant style is attributable in part to the fact that certain liturgical and confessional 

traditions have been used in Ephesians, not only in 5:14 (where a liturgical acclamation is introduced by 

―it is said‖), but perhaps also in 1:20–23 (Deichgräber 1967: 161–65) and 2:14–16 [18] (Sanders 1965: 

216–18). Some interpreters believe that traditional materials also lie behind such passages as 1:3–14 

(Schille 1965: 65–73), 2:4–10 (Schille 1965: 53–60), and 4:5–6 (Fischer 1973: 137–38); but even if they 

do not, here as elsewhere in Ephesians the stereotyped language of the Church‘s traditions has left an 

imprint.  

Not only the style but also the fact that no specific congregational issues seem to be in view set 

Ephesians apart from the rest of the Pauline Corpus. Despite its epistolary opening and closing, it is a 

―letter‖ only in a highly qualified sense. Ephesians has been characterized by many as a theological 

―tractate‖ or ―manifesto‖ (Moffatt 1918: 388; Lindemann Der Epheserbrief ZBK, 14, 127; Fischer 1973: 

104; Schnackenburg Epheser EKKNT, 19), and by numerous others as a ―meditation‖ (Martin 1968: 302; 

Marxsen 1978: 194; Barth Ephesians AB vol. 1, 58). Pokorný (1962: 178) and Gnilka (Der Epheserbrief 

HTKNT, 33) refer to it as a ―homily,‖ while Schlier characterizes it as a ―wisdom speech‖ (1963: 21–22; 

Conzelmann 1966: 234).  

Taylor (Ephesians Augsburg, 22–24), prompted by Dahl‘s observation that Ephesians is in part a letter 

of ―congratulation‖ to those who have left their gentile ways for the gospel (Dahl 1977: 314; IDBSup, 

268; Lincoln 1982: 46), classifies Ephesians as an example of ―epideictic‖ literature. As defined by 

ancient rhetoricians, an epideictic composition uses praise or blame as the basis for some kind of an 

appeal. In Ephesians, however, the praise is much less specific and the appeals are much more extensive 

than in typical ―letters of praise‖ (epainetikai; Stowers 1986: 77–85). Moreover, the writers of epideictic 

letters ordinarily understood themselves as either inferior or equal to those whom they addressed (Stowers 

1986: 79)—which is by no means the case in Ephesians, where much is made of Paul‘s unique status and 

role (chap. 3).  

Ephesians does not, in fact, fit readily into any of the standard literary genres of its day, and not much is 

gained by trying to force it into one. It is best to describe it rather more loosely as a treatise, presented in 

the form of a letter, which combines edifying affirmations (chaps. 1–3) with exhortation (chaps. 4–6).  

C. Relation to Colossians  

One of the most striking features of Ephesians is the extent to which it is similar in both overall 

structure and particularly in contents to Colossians (for listings and displays of the verbal parallels, see 



Mitton 1951:279–321). It has been calculated that more than one-quarter of the words in Ephesians appear 

as well in Colossians and that more than one-third of the words in Colossians appear in Ephesians (Mitton 

1951: 57). In addition to the particularly close parallelism of Eph 1:1–2 with Col 1:1–2 and of Eph 6:21–

22 with Col 4:7–8, the following examples may be noted: Eph 1:22–23 and Col 1:17–19; Eph 2:13–18 

and Col 1:20–22; Eph 4:16 and Col 2:19; Eph 5:19–20 and Col 3:16; Eph 5:22–6:9 and Col 3:18–4:1. 

Moreover, certain concepts and terms are prominent in both letters, including the idea of Christ as ―head‖ 

of the church, which is his ―body‖ (kephalē/sōma; Col 1:18; 2:19; Eph 1:22; 4:15–16; 5:23), of a divine 

―fullness‖ (plērōma; Col 1:19; 2:9; Eph 1:10, 23; 3:19; 4:13), of a profound ―mystery‖ (Col 1:26–27; 2:2; 

4:3; Eph 1:9; 3:3, 4, 9; 5:32; 6:19), of ―reconciliation‖ (Col 1:20, 21–22; Eph 2:16), and of the believer‘s 

resurrection with Christ as an event already experienced (Col 2:12–13; 3:1; Eph 2:4–7).  

There are also some important differences between Colossians and Ephesians, however. Unlike 

Colossians, Ephesians seems not to have been intended for a particular congregation or to have any 

specific kind of ―false philosophy‖ in view. Of the twelve friends and associates mentioned in Colossians 

(including Timothy, who is identified as the co-sender of that letter, 1:1), only Tychicus is named in 

Ephesians (6:21). Whereas Scripture is never cited and there are few scriptural allusions in Colossians, 

scriptural passages are drawn on several times in Ephesians (2:17; 4:8–10; 5:31–32; 6:2–3; less directly in 

1:20, 22), and there are a number of scriptural allusions (Lincoln 1982). Whereas in Colossians interest is 

particularly focused on the cosmic role and significance of Christ, in Ephesians special attention is given 

to the cosmic role and significance of his body, the Church (cf. Col 2:9 with Eph 1:22–23). Only in 

Ephesians is there any reference to the law (2:15) or to righteousness (4:24; 5:9 [RSV: ―right‖]; 6:14). 

Moreover, certain key terms are used somewhat differently; for example, in Colossians the ―mystery‖ 

now disclosed is Christ himself (2:2; 4:3), especially as he has been preached among the gentiles (1:26–

27), but in Ephesians it is primarily understood to be God‘s plan for the inclusion of Jews and gentiles 

within the one body of Christ (3:2–6, 9; cf. 1:9); in Col 1:25 the word oikonomia refers to the ―divine 

office‖ (RSV) which God has given to Paul, but in Ephesians it is used of God‘s ―plan‖ (RSV) of 

salvation (1:10; 3:9; cf. 3:2, where it is not the oikonomia but the ―grace‖ which Paul has been granted); 

and although the term ―fullness‖ has an exclusively christological reference in Colossians (1:19; 2:9), that 

is not the case in Ephesians (thus 1:10, ―the fullness of time‖; 3:19, ―the fullness of God‖).  

If both Ephesians and Colossians are accepted as Paul‘s own letters, then the similarities between them 

would probably be due to their having been written at about the same time (presumably during the same 

period of imprisonment) so that the apostle still had the phrasing of the one letter in mind while he was 

writing the other. In this case, however, the differences are not easy to explain (see the discussion of 

authorship below). Numerous scholars hold, therefore, that one or the other of the letters is 

pseudonymous. Thus Mayerhoff—accepting the Pauline authorship of Ephesians—argued that the 

similarities and differences are due to the fact that Colossians is a secondary reworking of Ephesians by a 

later writer (1838: 72–106). De Wette, however, argued that the reverse is the case, Ephesians having 

been written in imitation of the authentically Pauline Colossians (1843: 79–81; 1858: 277–85). H. J. 

Holtzmann (1872) accepted neither Colossians nor Ephesians as authentic. Building on a hypothesis first 

advanced by Hitzig (1870: 22–33) that an authentic Pauline letter lies behind Colossians, he advanced the 

theory that a later writer used this proto-Colossians to create Ephesians (Holtzmann 1872: 131–48); then 

subsequently, according to this view, the same writer used Ephesians to interpolate and elaborate proto-

Colossians, thus creating our present canonical Colossians (Holtzmann 1872: 148–68).  

Because it was based on a number of highly subjective and questionable judgments, Holtzmann‘s 

complex theory never gained a following, and with only a few exceptions (Coutts 1958) scholars now 

agree that there is little evidence to support Mayerhoff‘s view that Colossians is later than and dependent 

on Ephesians. Those who regard both letters as authentic generally hold that the similarities between them 

demonstrate common authorship, and tend to dismiss the differences as relatively few and unimportant 

(Percy 1946: 360–433; Guthrie 1970: 492–502; van Roon 1974: 192–95).  

It is probable that some of the similarities and differences between the two letters resulted because 

common traditions have been adapted differently in each (Schille 1957; Dahl 1963: 72). Beyond this, 



however, most scholars are now agreed that one must reckon with the literary dependence of one letter on 

the other, and specifically of Ephesians on Colossians (Mitton 1951: 68–74; Lindemann 1975: 44–48). 

(A) It is easier to conceive of the author of Ephesians generalizing the more specific teachings of 

Colossians for a wider audience and eliminating the sharp polemic than to conceive of the author of 

Colossians adapting Ephesians in order to address a specific local situation. (B) The thought of Ephesians 

represents a development beyond that of Colossians (e.g., the cosmic Christology of Colossians has 

become the basis for a cosmic ecclesiology; in Colossians the expectation of Christ‘s future return has 

receded, but it is not present in Ephesians). (C) Certain passages in Ephesians read like elaborations of 

passages in Colossians (Eph 2:1–10 of Col 2:12–13, and Eph 5:21–33 of Col 3:18–19). (D) Certain other 

passages in Ephesians seem to represent the conflation of two passages from Colossians (Col 1:14 and 

1:20 in Eph 1:7; Col 1:9 and 1:4 in Eph 1:15–16; Col 2:13 and 3:6 in Eph 2:1–5). That one must reckon 

with a specific literary dependence of Ephesians on Colossians is indicated by various passages in which 

there is extensive verbatim agreement between the two letters; for example, between Eph 1:1–2 and Col 

1:1–2; Eph 6:21–22 and Col 4:7–8; Eph 1:7, 10 and Col 1:14, 20; and Eph 4:16 and Col 2:19.  

D. Relation to other NT Writings  

There are also parallels between Ephesians and the other letters of the Pauline Corpus, although these 

are neither so striking nor so extensive as those between Ephesians and Colossians (Mitton 1951: 98–158, 

173–75, 333–38). In many of these instances one may be dealing only with widely used stock phrases 

(Eph 4:17–19 / Rom 1:21–24; Eph 1:13 / 2 Cor 1:22; Eph 5:2, 25 / Gal 2:20). Other parallels, however, 

particularly in Romans and 1 Corinthians, suggest a specific dependence on the part of Ephesians (of Eph 

2:8 on Rom 3:20–27; of Eph 4:16; 5:23 on 1 Cor 11:3; of Eph 3:8 on 1 Cor 15:9–10; of Eph 1:20–23 on 1 

Cor 15:24–29). There may also be a literary relationship between Ephesians and the Pastoral Epistles, but 

in this case the dependence would be on the part of the Pastorals (of Titus 3:3–7 on Eph 2:3–7; Mitton 

1951: 173–75).  

It is sometimes held that there are echoes of Luke-Acts in Ephesians (Mitton 1951: 198–220) and 

echoes of Ephesians in the book of Revelation (Mitton: 170–73), but the evidence for both is slender. The 

parallels between Ephesians and 1 Peter are much clearer and more numerous (Eph 1:20–22/1 Pet 3:21–

22; Eph 5:21–6:9/1 Pet 2:18–3:7), and some have argued that a literary relationship exists between these 

two letters (Mitton 1951: 176–79 holds that 1 Peter is dependent on Ephesians). The nature of the 

parallels, however, makes it more likely that they are the result of common reliance on widely circulating 

church traditions (Schenke and Fisher 1978: 175) than that they are due to one author‘s borrowing from 

the other.  

E. Theme  

In Ephesians as well as in Colossians, the Pauline image of the Church as the body of Christ (Rom 

12:4–5; 1 Cor 12:12–27) has been expanded to include the idea of Christ as the ―head‖ of that body (Eph 

1:22–23; 4:15–16; 5:23; Col 1:18; 2:19). But while in Colossians attention is focused primarily on the 

cosmic status and role of Christ, the one great theme of Ephesians is the cosmic status and role of the 

Church. In Ephesians the word ekklēsia is never used of a local congregation (as in Col 4:15, 16), only of 

the Church universal (1:22; 3:10, 21; 5:23–32; cf. Col 1:18, 24). This church is understood to be part of 

the unity of ―all things‖ which Christ‘s sovereign rule represents and to be in a sense the crowning 

instance of that unity (1:22–23); for in and through the Church the gentiles have become ―fellow heirs, 

members of the same body, and partakers of the promise‖ bestowed upon the Jews (3:6)—reconciled 

along with them to God and therefore united with them in Christ (2:11–22).  

This participation of the gentiles in the promises of God is perceived to be a fundamental part of the 

divine ―plan‖ (oikonomia) ―to unite all things in him [Christ], things in heaven and things on earth‖ 

(1:10). It is therefore the content of ―the mystery of the gospel‖ (6:19) which is also called ―the mystery of 

[God‘s] will‖ (1:9), ―the mystery of Christ‖ (3:4; cf. ―the unsearchable riches of Christ,‖ 3:8), and simply 

―the mystery‖ (3:3). This ―mystery plan‖ (3:9; RSV: ―plan of the mystery‖) was hidden from all 

preceding generations (3:5), but now the Spirit has disclosed it to the Church‘s ―holy apostles and 

prophets‖ (3:1–6). However, in Ephesians the Church is presented as not only the recipient and mediator 



of this revelation but as a constituent part of it. Because it is the ―fullness‖ of Christ, the Church shares his 

cosmic status (1:22–23); it is the place where a new humanity has been created and where a cosmic peace 

has been instituted (2:15–16); and it is central to the divine purpose that ―through the church the manifold 

wisdom of God might now be made known to the principalities and powers in the heavenly places‖ (3:10, 

11).  

Because the Church is conceived here as being an integral part of the eternal plan and purpose of God, 

its existence transcends the boundaries of time as well as of space: believers were chosen for salvation ―in 

the heavenly places … before the foundation of the world‖ (1:3–4), ―destined‖ to be God‘s sons and to 

receive the grace bestowed in Christ (1:5–6), ―destined and appointed‖ to live for the praise of God 

(1:12), and ―created in Christ Jesus for good works, which God prepared beforehand‖ (2:10). Similarly, in 

Ephesians Christ‘s relationship to the Church is defined not with reference to his death (although there are 

references to this, formulated in traditional ways: 1:7, 20; 2:13, 16; 5:2, 25), but primarily with reference 

to his timeless cosmic rule. By raising him from the dead and seating him ―at his right hand in the 

heavenly places,‖ God has enthroned Christ as ―the head over all things for the Church‖ (1:20–23; 4:10); 

and by the bestowal of his power also upon the believers (1:19), God has ―raised [them] up with [Christ], 

and made [them] sit with him in the heavenly places in Christ Jesus‖ (2:6). Thus the baptized have already 

been ―saved‖ (2:4–6) and the ―hope‖ which belongs to their calling is already fulfilled (1:18–19; 2:12–13; 

4:4; cf. 1:12), their ―inheritance‖ (1:14, 18) already given, the kingdom ―of Christ and of God‖ (5:5) 

already present. Because it is through their incorporation into Christ‘s body the Church that believers 

come into possession of their true inheritance, one may properly describe the eschatology of Ephesians as 

―ecclesiological‖ (Lona 1984:442–48). There are, to be sure, traces of a more traditional Jewish and 

Christian eschatological perspective in the letter (1:13–14, 21; 2:7; 4:30; 6:17). These, however, are 

hardly more than terminological traces and provide not even a hint that Christ‘s return is expected.  

Although believers have already experienced resurrection with Christ to ―the heavenly places,‖ they 

nonetheless have a ―calling‖ (4:1) to fulfill within history, and the various exhortations of chaps. 4–6 are 

intended to make this apparent. Even these, however, must be read in the light of the earlier affirmation 

that believers were in fact ―created in Christ Jesus for good works, which God prepared beforehand, that 

[they] should walk in them‖ (2:10). Similarly, the closing appeal to ―put on the whole armor of God‖ in 

order to withstand ―the principalities, … the powers, … the world rulers of this present darkness, … [and] 

the spiritual hosts of wickedness in the heavenly places‖ (6:10–17; cf. 3:10), must be read in light of the 

earlier affirmation that Christ already has been exalted as sovereign above all other powers (1:20–22) and 

that his cosmic rule of peace has been established (2:14–18).  

F. Conceptual Backgrounds  

It is clear that Ephesians stands within the Pauline tradition and is, if not the apostle‘s own letter, at least 

indebted to his thought. It is also clear, however, that other contemporaneous religious traditions have 

influenced the way certain ideas, including that of the ―body of Christ,‖ have been developed.  

1. Sectarian Judaism. Some interpreters have emphasized the importance of Semitic and Jewish 

influences. One can no longer argue that the ―body of Christ‖ motif reflects a sense of ―corporate 

personality‖ and therefore an essentially ―Hebraic‖ way of thinking (Best 1955), since the ―corporate 

personality‖ concept as developed by H. Wheeler Robinson has been largely discredited (Rogerson 1970). 

There are, however, manifest similarities between some of the other ideas in Ephesians and the teachings 

of the Jewish sectarian community at Qumran (Kuhn 1968; Mussner 1968). For example, one prominent 

theme in these sectarian writings, as well as in Ephesians, is the present disclosure to the elect community 

of the ―mysteries‖ (almost always the plural) of God‘s grace, wisdom, and purposes (1QS 4.6, 18–19; 

11.5–8; 1QH 4.27–28; 7.27; 10.4–5; 11.9–10; 12.20; 13.13–14); and here, as in Ephesians, community 

virtues like humility and kindness are especially valued (1QS 2.24–25; 5.25–6.1; cf. Eph 4:2, 3, 25–26).  

More fundamentally, a similar kind of dualism seems to underlie the community rules of Qumran and 

the exhortations in Ephesians. This dualism is expressed in both instances as a struggle between God‘s 

elect and the hosts of wickedness (1QS 3.13–4.26; Eph. 6:10–17) who are commanded, respectively, by 

―the spirits of light and darkness‖ (1QS 3.25; cf. Eph 6:12, ―the world rulers of this present darkness,‖ and 



2:2, ―the prince of the power of the air, the spirit that is now at work in the sons of disobedience‖). The 

―sons of light‖ who ―walk in the light‖ (1QM 1.1, 3, 9, 11, 13; 1QS 1.9; 2.16; 3.13, 20, 24, 25; in Eph 5:8, 

the ―children of light‖) are therefore distinguished from the ―sons of darkness‖ who ―walk in the 

darkness‖ (1QM 1.1, 7, 10; 3.6, 9; 13.16; 14.17; 1QS 1.10; 3:21; 4:11–12; cf. Eph 2:2 and 5:6 [the ―sons 

of disobedience‖]; 5:11–12), and the former are required to keep themselves separate from the latter (1QS 

5.10–20; cf. Eph 5:3–14).  

2. Hellenistic Greek and Jewish Thought. Before anything was known about the Qumran sectarians, 

W. L. Knox had referred to the ―general Hellenistic outlook‖ of Ephesians (1939: 184, 203) and, with 

numerous others, had identified the body concept which is so central to its thought as deriving ultimately 

from Stoicism (Knox 1939: 161). In fact, various aspects of the concept as it is found in Ephesians recall 

ideas that are present in the Greek tradition beginning at least with Plato (TDNT 7/1025–44 offers an 

extensive survey). Among these are: (A) an assembly (ekklēsia) as a body which is more than the sum of 

the individuals who compose it, (B) the cosmos as the body (or ―image‖) of God, (C) the unity of the 

cosmic body (Hanson 1946: 46–57), and (D) the rule of the cosmic body by a divine ―head.‖  

To the extent that Hellenistic concepts have helped to shape the thought of Ephesians, they could have 

done so in part by way of Hellenistic Judaism (Hegermann 1961; Colpe 1960). Philo, for example, can 

describe the world (kosmos) as a body with many members (Plant 7), ruled by the divine Logos who is its 

head (Somm I.128; Spec Leg I 147; 3.184; On Flight and Finding 108–110), and in whom the members 

are knit together into ―a mutual harmony and unity‖ (Fuga 112; Migr 220; Qunes Ex II 74). One may also 

compare Philo‘s description of God as one who ―fills all things‖ in that the whole of the universe is 

penetrated by his power and presence (Conf 136; Leg All III 4; Vita Mos II 238; Somm 2.221), with 

statements in Ephesians about the divine ―fullness‖ with which both Christ and his church are associated 

(1:23; 4:10; cf. 3:19; 4:13). A similar idea is present even in the Greek Bible (Wis 1:7).  

3. Gnostic Thought. A number of interpreters have concluded that the author of Ephesians is more 

indebted to the cosmological and soteriological ideas of gnostic thought than to either sectarian or 

Hellenistic Judaism (Schlier 1930; Pokorný 1965). For example, the interpretation of Ps 68:18 in Eph 

4:8–10 has been compared with the gnostic idea of the heavenly ascent of the redeemer (Schlier 1930: 1–

18; Käsemann 1933: 138), and the conception of a ―dividing wall‖ broken down by Christ (Eph 2:14–16) 

has been compared with the gnostic view that a wall separating the heavenly realm from the earthly has 

been destroyed by this redeemer (Lindemann 1975: 162–64 cites Psalms of Thomas 1.3–5, according to 

which, also, the righteous are granted unity and peace). Further, an apparent preference for spatial over 

temporal categories (Eph 1:20–23) has been compared with the gnostic notion of salvation as deliverance 

from this world (Lindemann 1975: 237–59), and the emphasis on incorporation into the unity of Christ‘s 

body has been compared with the gnostic theme of incorporation into the cosmic body of the heavenly 

man (Käsemann 1933: 59–97, 138–59; Pokorný 1960).  

4. Conclusion. Nothing suggests that the author of Ephesians is directly dependent on any non-

Christian source (other than the Jewish Scriptures). The sources on which he is directly dependent are 

Christian, and it is primarily with reference to the Pauline tradition—above all to Colossians—that his 

thought should be assessed. Nevertheless, other contemporaneous religious traditions have undoubtedly 

helped to shape his thinking, even though indirectly and less decisively. It is difficult and probably 

unnecessary to single out one of these as more important than the others. He seems to have been an 

―eclectic‖ thinker, influenced by several different kinds of conceptual models (Lindemann Der 

Epheserbrief ZBK, 121—who, however, emphasizes the special importance of gnostic concepts).  

G. Authorship  

1. Reasons for Presuming Pauline Authorship. Paul‘s name stands in the salutation as the writer of 

this letter (1:1) and it appears again in 3:1. The comments about his apostolic status and role in 3:2–13 are 

formulated in the first person singular, as is the reference in 4:1 to his present imprisonment (3:1; Phlm 1, 

9). The dispatch of Tychicus, who is identified as a trusted associate (6:21–22) also suggests the apostolic 

origin of this letter (Col 4:7–8; Acts 20:4).  



The Pauline authorship of Ephesians seems never to have been doubted in the early Church. The earliest 

specific references to the letter all presume that it is Paul‘s (Irenaeus, Her. 5.2.3—who uses Paul‘s name 

in citing Eph 5:30 [cf. 1.8.4–5]; Clement of Alexandria, Str. 4.65; Tertullian, Against Marcion 5.11.17; 

5.17.1). Ephesians is listed among the apostle‘s letters in the Muratorian Canon (usually dated to the late 

2d century), and (according to Tertullian in the passages already cited) it was also accepted as Paul‘s by 

Marcion (even though he identified it as a letter to the Laodiceans). There could be echoes of Ephesians 

as early as 1 Clem (36:2 [cf. Eph 4:18; 1:18] and 46:6 [cf. Eph 4:4–7]) and it seems probable that Ignatius 

was acquainted with it (in the inscription of Ephesians [cf. Eph 1:3–23]; Schoedel Ignatius of Antioch 

Hermeneia, 9–10, 37). Alleged echoes in other Apostolic Fathers (Barnabas, Hermas, Polycarp) are not 

as clear, but from the end of the 2d century Ephesians is frequently cited in the patristic literature.  

Further, some typically Pauline ideas seem to be present in Ephesians, among them that salvation is not 

by works but by God‘s grace through faith (2:5, 8–9), that the secret wisdom of God has been disclosed to 

the apostle by the Spirit (3:5, 9–10; cf. 1 Cor 2:6–7, 10), that believers have been reconciled to God 

through Christ‘s death on the cross (2:16), and that the various gifts with which the members of Christ‘s 

body have been graced come from the one Spirit, and are to be employed for a mutual upbuilding in love 

(4:1–12; cf. 2:18–22; 4:16).  

2. Reasons for Questioning Pauline Authorship. In a monograph published in England in 1792, the 

Anglican cleric Edward Evanson had pronounced Ephesians (as well as most of the other NT writings) a 

forgery. The first careful arguments against the letter‘s authenticity were formulated by De Wette, initially 

in his introduction to the NT (1st ed. 1826; the English trans. of 1858 is based on the 5th German ed. of 

1848) and subsequently in a brief commentary on the letter (1843). The objections to Pauline authorship 

raised by De Wette are still matters of discussion and, along with further points developed since his day, 

may be summarized under four headings: (a) style and vocabulary, (b) theological viewpoint, (c) portrayal 

of Paul, and (d) dependence on Colossians.  

a. Style and Vocabulary. Beginning with Erasmus (Annotationes in Novum Testamentum, 1519), 

virtually all students of Ephesians have acknowledged that its extraordinarily long sentences, its 

pleonasms, and its numerous prepositional, genitival, participial, and infinitive constructions set the letter 

apart stylistically from most others in the Pauline Corpus. The statistics on sentence length, for example, 

are striking. Morton and McLeman (1966: Table 51) have counted 9 out of 100 sentences in the Greek 

text which have more than 50 words, whereas the incidence of sentences of this length in the letters 

certainly written by Paul is much lower: 3 of 581 sentences in Romans 1–4; 1 of 621 sentences in 1 

Corinthians 1–4; 2 of 334 sentences in 2 Corinthians 1–3; 1 of 181 sentences in Galatians; 1 of 102 

sentences in Philippians; and 1 of 81 sentences in 1 Thessalonians.  

The distinctiveness of the vocabulary used in Ephesians also gives pause. There are about 116 words 

which are not found in the letters of unquestioned Pauline authorship (Percy 1946: 179, 180), and some of 

these are associated in particular with Christian writings of the late 1st and early 2d centuries (Mitton 

1951: 8–9). Moreover, some terms found in the undisputed letters are used differently here, including 

ekklēsia (―church,‖ which Paul uses primarily with reference to specific congregations), mystērion 

(―mystery,‖ which even in Rom 11:25 does not refer specifically to the inclusion of the gentiles within the 

Church, but to the ―hardening‖ and temporary exclusion of Israel), and oikonomia (which in 1 Cor 9:17 

[cf. 4:1, 2], as in Col 1:25, refers to Paul‘s apostolic ―commission‖).  

b. Theological Viewpoint. When compared with the certainly Pauline letters, much of the teaching in 

Ephesians is distinctive. For example, special emphasis is placed on Christ‘s exaltation, enthronement in 

―the heavenly places,‖ and cosmic rule (1:3–4, 9–10, 20–23; 2:6; 4:8–10); the Church is viewed as a 

cosmic entity built on the foundation of the apostles and prophets (contrast Eph 2:20 with 1 Cor 3:10–11); 

Christ is portrayed as standing over the Church as its ―head,‖ which thereby distinguishes the head from 

all the other members of that ―body‖ (contrast in particular Eph 1:22 with 1 Cor 12:12–27, esp. v 21); and 

believers are exhorted to have nothing to do with outsiders (contrast Eph 5:6–11 with 1 Cor 5:9–12). 

Moreover, while the concern for the unity of Jew and gentile within the Church is certainly consonant 

with Paul‘s conviction that in Christ ―there is neither Jew nor Greek‖ (Gal 3:27–28), the presupposition in 



Ephesians seems to be that controversy over the law is a thing of the past (2:15), and that the Church is 

now composed primarily of gentiles. It may be significant that the parallel to Gal 3:28 in Col 3:11 is not 

picked up in Eph 4:22–32, which is clearly dependent on Col 3:5–12.  

Of greatest significance, however, is the altered eschatological teaching of Ephesians, which includes no 

mention of Christ‘s expected return (there is no parallel to Col 3:4), and according to which believers 

have already been ―saved‖ and resurrected with Christ (contrast Eph 6:17, ―And take the helmet of 

salvation,‖ with 1 Thess 5:8, ―and [put on] for a helmet the hope of salvation‖; and Eph 2:4–8 with Rom 

6:5, 8; 1 Cor 15:51–54; 1 Thess 4:16–17). The reference in Eph 3:21 to future generations of believers, 

and the evident concern for social order in the domestic code of 5:21–6:9, presume—contrary to Paul‘s 

comments in 1 Cor 7:31 and Rom 13:11–12—that the form of this world is not passing away and that the 

end of the age is not at hand.  

c. Portrayal of Paul. Beyond the fact that the reference to ―holy apostles‖ (Eph 3:5) is more in keeping 

with the viewpoint of the later church (―holy presbyters‖ in Ign. Magn. 3:1) than with Paul‘s own 

conception of apostleship (his description of them as ―earthen vessels,‖ 2 Cor 4:7), one must note that 

Paul is accorded a unique status within this group. To him in particular God has entrusted the mystery of 

Christ and granted insight into the meaning of that (3:3–4, 7–9). Thus he is portrayed here less as a 

missionary than as a mystagogue (Pokorný 1962: 181; Fischer 1973: 99), as one whose task is not just to 

convert the gentiles (as in Rom 15:15–21 and Col 1:25–29) but to ―enlighten‖ them about and initiate 

them into the mystery of Christ and his church (1:15–23). It is clear that the readers of Ephesians are to 

regard Paul as the apostle for the Church universal and not just for the congregations that he himself has 

founded.  

Paul‘s distinctive apostolic role is also emphasized when he is identified as ―the prisoner‖ for Christ 

(3:1 and 4:1; the definite article, which has been left untranslated by RSV in Eph 3:1 and 4:1, is not used 

by Paul in Phlm 1, 9), although little is said about the meaning of his suffering (contrast 3:13 with Col 

1:24). Moreover, neither Timothy‘s name (Col 1:1) nor that of any other associate appears alongside 

Paul‘s in the salutation of Ephesians; the great apostle is without peer. Even the statement of Eph 3:8, ―To 

me, though I am the very least of all the saints, this [God‘s] grace was given, to preach to the gentiles …,‖ 

seems to betray a later idealization of the apostle (1 Tim 1:15). Paul‘s remark in 1 Corinthians 15 that he 

is ―the least of the apostles‖ is not only more measured but is prompted by criticism of his apostleship and 

tied specifically to his having once been a persecutor of the Church (vv 9–11; see Fischer 1973: 95–96; 

Gnilka 1981: 187).  

d. Dependence on Colossians. There can be little doubt that the author of Ephesians has borrowed 

ideas and even terminology from Colossians. Thus one is bound to ask whether, if Paul wrote Colossians, 

he could also have written Ephesians. Can the borrower and the lender be the same person? Even if he has 

retained some kind of copy of an earlier letter, why would Paul be moved to borrow not only ideas but 

even phrases and on occasion whole sentences from himself—especially when he has to generalize and 

otherwise adapt those to serve a new theme?  

3. Conclusion. (A) The non-Pauline vocabulary and stylistic features of the letter may be due in part to 

the author‘s use of traditional language and materials. However, if all or even most of these non-Pauline 

features are attributed to reliance on the tradition, then one only has further reason to question Pauline 

authorship; such wholesale employment of traditional language and materials is not a characteristic of the 

undisputed letters (Dahl 1963: 76–77). The suggestion of Guthrie (1970: 491–92) that the circumstances 

of Paul‘s imprisonment or his mood could have affected the way he wrote not only is fanciful, but it must 

also reckon with the fact that Philippians, which would have been written during the same imprisonment, 

as Guthrie himself holds (515–16; 535–36), shows no such marked divergence from the apostle‘s style. 

(B) The theological differences between Ephesians and the undisputed letters are so extensive and 

significant that it does not suffice to say simply that the apostle‘s thought is ―more developed‖ here 

(Guthrie 1970: 504, referring to the doctrine of the Church); and again, Philippians does not show the 

same kind of theological ―development.‖ (C) The portrayal of Paul‘s status and role, especially in chap. 3, 

is without parallel in the undisputed letters and is most reasonably explained as reflecting the point of 



view of the later church. (D) If Paul wrote Colossians, then it is unlikely that he also wrote Ephesians, 

since the latter borrows so extensively from the former. Indeed, if Paul did not write Colossians, then it is 

certain that Ephesians too is pseudepigraphical.  

There is broad scholarly agreement that the author of Ephesians was, like Paul himself, a convert from 

Hellenistic Judaism. The style of the letter, the affinities of this author‘s thought with the teachings of 

both Qumran and Philo, and his way of interpreting Scripture (in its Greek version) all point in this 

direction. No more precise identification of the author is possible.  

H. Occasion and Purpose  

The affirmations and appeals of this letter are formulated in such general terms that nothing very 

specific can be determined about its occasion and purpose. It is clear that the author—whether this is Paul 

or someone else—wants to lead his readers more deeply into ―the mystery of Christ‖ (3:4), and therefore 

into a better understanding of what it means to be incorporated into Christ‘s church as fellow heirs with 

the Jews (3:6; 2:11–22). If he has taken up this theme in order to oppose some errant teaching (4:14), or in 

response to some particular crisis (Lindemann 1976: 242–43, referring to 6:10–17, suggests persecution), 

the letter gives scant indication of this. One can only say that it is written primarily for gentile Christians 

(2:11) who, the author presumes, have been instructed already in Christian ―truth‖ (4:20–21), but who, in 

the author‘s judgment, need further teaching and encouragement.  

There is little to support the hypothesis, first proposed by Weiss (1900: 556; RGG
1
 3/2209; Jülicher 

1906: 127), that Ephesians was composed by the redactor-collector of the Pauline letters in order to give 

them a more ―catholic‖ aspect. As developed by Goodspeed (1933; 1937: 210–39), this hypothesis holds 

that Ephesians was written (perhaps by Onesimus, Phlm 10; Col 4:9) as a covering letter for the collection 

in order to introduce the apostle‘s writings to the Church as a whole (hence the lack of a specific address 

in 1:1). The case for this hypothesis is not convincing, however: (1) One does not choose the 

pseudepigraphic form in order to introduce the person in whose name one writes; Ephesians is composed 

in Paul‘s name precisely because the writer can assume that the apostle‘s authority is already well 

established (Fischer 1973: 95–96, n. 1). (2) Contrary to the claims of those who have advocated this 

hypothesis or some modification of it, Ephesians does not provide a comprehensive summary of Paul‘s 

thought or even a good introduction to it. Indeed, a distinguishing feature of the letter is its sustained 

development of one fundamental theme (the mystery of Christ and his Church). (3) There is no evidence 

that Ephesians was ever circulated as the first letter of the collection, a position which Goodspeed‘s 

hypothesis must only presume that it once had.  

I. The Date and Place of Writing  

Those who accept the letter as Pauline ordinarily regard it as having been written during the apostle‘s 

imprisonment in Rome (ca. 62 C.E.). Had it been written during an earlier Ephesians imprisonment, one 

could hardly explain its distinctive theological viewpoint as a ―development‖ of the apostle‘s earlier 

thought.  

If Ephesians is pseudonymous it must have been written sometime before 100, since it was probably 

known to Ignatius, and sometime after the composition of Colossians, to which its author is heavily 

indebted. Colossians, if Paul‘s, was probably written ca. 62, and if post-Pauline, no earlier than ca. 65. 

Thus Ephesians could be broadly dated between ca. 70 and ca. 95, although its general point of view 

suggests a date fairly near the end of this period. The only clue as to the place of writing—if Ephesians is 

judged to be pseudonymous and if it was not originally addressed to any specific congregation—is the 

author‘s use of Colossians, which is addressed to a congregation in SW Asia Minor.  
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VICTOR PAUL FURNISH  

EPHESUS (PLACE) [Gk Ephesos (Ἐφεσος)]. A large seaport city in the Roman province of Asia.  

———  

A. Geographical Features  



B. Historical Survey  

C. History of Excavations  

D. Major Excavations and Restorations  

1. Temples and Shrines  

2. Private Dwellings  

3. Theater  

4. Agoras  

5. Library of Celsus  

6. Gymnasiums and Baths  

7. Fountains, Wells, and Aqueducts  

E. Ephesian Religions  

1. Paganism  

2. Christianity  

3. Judaism  

———  

A. Geographical Features  

Like most Greek colonies in Anatolia, Ephesus was located along the coastal region. It was situated near 

the nexus of the Cayster river and the Aegean Sea. The earliest evidence of occupation is reflected in a 

Mycenaean grave dating from ca. 1400–1300 B.C. The history and development of the occupied site can 

be divided into four eras, together lasting two millennia. These four periods can be traced by their 

relationship to three topographical landmarks. These landmarks are the three small hills known in modern 

Turkish as Bülbül Dagh, Panayir Dagh, and Ayasoluk. The first period is that of the old Ionian city. 

According to Strabo (Geog. 640) the Greek colonists from the time of Androclus to the period of Croesus‘ 

hegemony (ca. 1000–550 B.C.) settled at the N base of Panayir Dagh. The second period, that of the Greek 

city, lasted from the time of Croesus to Lysimachus (ca. 550–300 B.C.), during which time the population 

inhabited the region near the Artemision, SW of Ayasoluk. During the third period (Hellenistic–Roman–

Early Byzantine) the city was located, as a result of Lysimachus‘ efforts, in the valley between the two 

hills Panayir Dagh and Bülbül Dagh and was protected by the impressive Lysimachan city wall. The final 

era of the city‘s history was late Byzantine, when the city forsook the boundaries of the Lysimachan city. 

During this final period the population was divided among those who chose to remain within the walls of 

Byzantine Ephesus and those who decided to relocate at Ayasoluk.  

In addition to the hilly terrain, the river and harbors of Ephesus also affected the urban development of 

the city. One of the harbors was called Panormus by Strabo (Geog. 639). Additional harbors included one 

mentioned by Athenaeus (Deipn. 8.361d) as a sacred harbor. There was also the major commercial harbor 

for the Greco-Roman city (Meric 1985: 30–33). According to Strabo (Geog. 641) alluvium from the 

Cayster river caused navigation problems in this commercial harbor long before Rome‘s acquisition of 

Asia in the latter half of the 2d century B.C. Some scholars have misinterpreted this alluvium problem and 

have incorrectly concluded that, ―by NT times, however, the great days of Ephesus‘ trade were long past‖ 

and ―deepening economic depression and decline must have been a feature of Ephesus‘ life over the last 

century B.C.‖ (Blaiklock 1975: 324–26). Strabo‘s evaluation of Ephesus‘ mercantile prowess in the 

Augustan era, however, was that it was the largest commercial center in Asia Minor W of the Taurus 

(Geog. 641). Cicero likewise judged that the Roman province of Asia was without peer with regard to its 

natural resources. Moreover, literary (Tac. Ann. 16.23) and epigraphic documents (IvEph 23, 274, 2061, 

3066, 3071) testify to major efforts at keeping the harbor serviceable during and after the period of Paul‘s 

ministry there. These dredging operations were apparently successful since Aristides (Orat. 23.24) of the 

2d century A.D. and documents of the 5th-century Council of Ephesus refer to the accessibility of 

Ephesus‘ harbors (Foss 1979). Moreover, one must reckon with the fact that the alluvial sediment ―in the 

Kücük Menderes delta at Ephesus‖ was the greatest during the Hellenistic rather than during the Roman 

period (Brice 1978: 62, 71 fig. 2).  



The positive sentiments of the Ephesians toward the natural resources of the Cayster river, the sea, the 

ocean, Mt. Pion (Bülbül Dagh) as well as local brooks were evident in their mythological use of these 

resources and also in their personification of them on imperial Ephesian coinage (Imhoof-Blumer 1924: 

278–80; Paus. Descript. 7.2.7; 7.5.10).  

Strabo (Geog. 641–42) was correct in noting the significance of Ephesus‘ location as one of the many 

reasons for its commercial growth. In addition to its propitious littoral situation, it was also part of a 

principal trans-Anatolian highway system that had been in use for centuries (Birmingham 1961). In 

Strabo‘s words it was a ―common road constantly used by all who travel from Ephesus toward the East‖ 

(Geog. 663). The fact that Republican period milestones from Asia used Ephesus as the point of origin for 

measuring distances portrays the continuing significance of this site as a travel hub at the period 

contemporary with nascent Christianity. Furthermore, the city was also the hub of regional urban 

development. Ephesus had successfully annexed several adjacent suburban areas; NW to Metropolis, S 

toward Magnesia and Priene, and E 40 km into the Cayster valley. However, unlike other Ionion cities 

such as Miletus (Boardman 1980: 238–55), Ephesus is not known to have established colonies in other 

regions, though Hecataeus notes an island in the Nile river named Ephesus.  

B. Historical Survey  

Greek migrations to Ionia seem to be the best explanation for the beginnings of Ephesian settlement in 

the LB, though the presence of Mycenaean artifacts suggests some form of pre-Greek occupation, a 

perspective preserved in Pausanias‘ account (Descript. 7.2.6–8). The extant legends place the influx of 

Greek settlers at the dawn of the 1st millennium under the direction of Androclus, son of the Athenian 

king Codrus (Strabo Geog. 633). The 12 cities colonized comprised the Pan-Ionic League, with Ephesus 

serving, in Strabo‘s words, as ―the royal seat of the Ionians‖ (Geog. 633). In the late Archaic Period 

Ephesus, as other Ionian cities, came under the influence and control of the Lydian kingdom. The city 

itself was beseiged by the last Lydian king, Croesus, who, in spite of harsh treatment of the Ionians in 

general, was a primary benefactor in the construction of the temple of Artemis at Ephesus. This Lydian 

influence ―produced at Ephesus a more thoroughly mixed culture, part Greek, part Asiatic, than we know 

anywhere else in the Greek East‖ (Dunbabin 1957: 63). After the defeat of Croesus by Cyrus and during 

subsequent Persian hegemony, Ephesus enjoyed better relations with the Persians than did other Ionian 

cities. Between the time of the defeat of the Persians at Salamis (480 B.C.) and the later ascendancy of 

Alexander‘s successor, Lysimachus (ca. 290 B.C.), over Ephesus, the city was involved in various 

internecine Aegean conflicts.  

Under Lysimachus‘ insistence the city of Ephesus was relocated to the area between two hills, Panayir 

Dagh and Bülbül Dagh. The residents were reluctant to move, but Lysimachus‘ strategy of flooding the 

city‘s streets forced its denizens to relocate. Lysimachus‘ new city was arranged according to the 

Hippodamian plan, and this arrangement was to remain the warp and woof of civic administration and 

urban life for well over half a millennium (Paus. Descript. 1.9.7; Strabo Geog. 640). Lysimachus also 

enclosed the city within an impressive city wall, stretching approximately 9 km over hills and valleys and 

standing 7 m tall and 3 m thick, parts of which are yet in situ. Between the death of Lysimachus (ca. 280 

B.C.) and the Roman acquisition of all Asia in the will of Attalus III (133 B.C.), both the Seleucids and the 

Ptolemies forcefully exerted their control over Ephesus and W Anatolia.  

During the Roman Republic Ephesus vacillated in its relations with Rome. On the one hand, there was 

veneration of Dea Roma and Roman officials during the final century of the Republic. On the other hand, 

the city suffered from the fallout of troubles in Italy as well as insurrection in the provinces. The city had 

to pay a high price for its collaboration with the supporters of Mithridates, king of Pontus, who fomented 

revolt that eventuated in a one-day slaughter of 80,000 Romans in Asia. Moreover, the city ceremoniously 

welcomed visits from the soon-to-be-vanquished Antony and Cleopatra as late as the winter of 33–32 B.C.  

Beginning immediately with Augustus‘ ascendancy, Ephesus entered into an era of prominence and 

prosperity. It served as the capital of the Roman province of Asia and received the coveted title ―First and 

Greatest Metropolis of Asia.‖ The elevation of Ephesus in the dramatic urbanization policies of Augustus 

is revealed in its architecture. This revitalization included construction of aqueducts, repavement of 



streets, and Hellenization, including at times enlargement of agoras. As the political centerpiece of the 

province of Asia, Ephesus‘ burgeoning architectural program also encompassed triumphal monuments 

honoring C. Memmius, son-in-law of the Roman general Sulla, and M. Vipsanius Agrippa, adopted son 

and ally of Augustus. The new political realities of the early Empire were strikingly evident in the 

comprehensive romanization of the civic space in the State Agora (58 × 160 m). This ―strategy of 

incorporating the emperor into the public space‖ (Price 1984: 143) is reflected in the juxtaposition of the 

Royal Basilica, the temple of Roma and Julius Caesar, the temple of the Flavians (= ―Domitian‘s 

temple‖), and the temple of Augustus with the city‘s pre-Roman Prytaneion, Bouleterion, and agora.  

Beginning in the late 1st century A.D., Ephesus received its first of four imperial Neocorate temples. On 

a rotating basis Ephesus also served as the seat for the long-standing and very influential provincial 

institution known as the Koinon of Asia. The office of high priest of Asia in the Ephesian imperial cult 

was filled by both men and women of Ephesus, demonstrating anew that women of the period held public 

office (Magie 1950: 1518, n. 50). Reexamination of inscriptional evidence vitiates the traditional view 

that the high priestesses of the imperial cult in Asia held that title only because of their marriage to the 

high priest of the imperial cult. Recent investigations of the numismatic and epigraphic evidence are also 

calling into question the older majority view that the office of provincial high priest was identical with 

that of the Asiarch (cf. Acts 19:31; Kearsley 1986: 183–92; 1987; see ASIARCHS).  

Generally speaking, Ephesus prospered under the succession of various Roman emperors from late 1st 

century B.C. up to the mid to late 2d century A.D. The plague brought back by Roman troops in the latter 

half of the 2d century A.D. following the Parthian victory of the emperors Verus and Marcus Aurelius was 

virulent. Ephesus, along with the Empire in general, was better able to cope with a short-lived, albeit 

ravaging, plague than with the increasing incompetency and cruelty that characterized the stream of 

Roman emperors in the late 2d and 3d centuries. A cluster of misfortunes led to the deterioration of the E 

frontier of the Roman Empire in the 3d century. This included a depletion of political and administrative 

leaders through assassination, aggressive pogroms against Christians, and the increase of foreign 

intervention from Parthians in Mesopotamia and from Goths in S Russia. In these matters Ephesus 

suffered along with the rest of the Anatolian cities. It was during one of these sea attacks from Gothic 

invaders that the temple of Artemis was heavily damaged, never again to be restored to its former glory. 

The severity of the situation in the mid-3d century is captured in the observation of D. Magie: ―It was the 

first time that the country had been invaded by an enemy from outside since the Parthian army had 

overrun it in 40 B.C. and the first time that it had suffered from northern barbarians since the raids of the 

Galatians in the 3d century before Christ‖ (1950: 705). The impact of severe earthquakes in the late 4th 

and 7th centuries led to the partial desertion of the Lysimachan city. In comparison, however, to the fate 

of cities such as Sardis and Pergamum, Byzantine Ephesus was relatively viable, with one center of city 

life located near the harbor within the reduced walled city and a second center on the hill of Ayasoluk.  

C. History of Excavations  

The 18th and 19th centuries saw numerous explorers and dilettantes visit Ephesus. The first serious 

exploration and quasi-archaeological effort there occurred in the years 1863–74 under the guidance of 

John T. Wood, an architect who had a long fascination with ancient Ephesus. Wood was commissioned 

by the British Museum to locate the ancient temple of the Ephesian Artemis. Through the fortuitous 

discovery of an imperial inscription that adumbrated the route of the Via Sacra leading from the temple of 

Artemis to the theater at Ephesus and back again by a different route, Wood was able to locate the 

foundations of the Artemis temple 20 feet beneath the topsoil. His work there also included excavation of 

the theater and Odeon. With the departure from Ephesus of J. T. Wood, the British Museum terminated 

support of excavations there, with the exception of the brief work at the site of the Artemis temple 

conducted by David G. Hogarth in 1904–5.  

In 1895 the Austrian Archaeological Institute (Vienna) received permission to begin systematic 

exploration at the site of Ephesus and has continued to excavate there, interrupted only by world wars and 

outbursts of regional strife. With the commencement of its excavations, the Austrian Archaeological 

Institute begin publication of two serial works which have continued to be the principal outlets for the 



publication of epigraphic, numismatic, architectural, and plastic artifacts. These are the Jahreshefte des 

Österreichischen Archäologischen Instituts (annually) and Die Forschungen in Ephesus (irregular). 

Annual excavation reports are also published in Anzeiger der österreichischen Akademie der 

Wissenschaften (Phil.-hist. Klasse), Vienna. The inscriptions are now collected and published in the 

multivolume Inschriften von Ephesos (= IvEph), which is part of the series Inschriften der griechischen 

Städten Kleinasien.  

D. Major Excavations and Restorations  

1. Temples and Shrines. a. Imperial Temples. At the base of the S slope of Panayir Dagh along the 

Curetes Street lies a cluster of buildings used to quarter the city‘s Prytaneion and Bouleterion. Between 

these two was the single temple for Dea Roma and Divus Julius, probably representing the provincial 

desire, shortly after Actium, to venerate Augustus. According to Dio Cassius (Rom. Hist. 51.20.6) 

Augustus allowed the Ephesians to erect a sacred precinct for the veneration of Dea Roma and Divus 

Julius.  

Westward along the Curetes Street and situated at the foot of Bülbül Dagh is an immense temple, 

traditionally called ―Domitian‘s temple.‖ The temple, the altar, and a colossal statue were placed upon a 

substructure measuring 50 × 100 m and which contained underground shops. Only the foundation of the 

temple is preserved, indicating a stylobate of 34 × 24 m. With the damnatio memoriae of Domitian, his 

name was removed from all the inscriptions and replaced with the name of Vespasian. Some have 

suggested that it was at this time Domitian‘s (?) colossal statue was removed to the subterranean 

compartments (crypto-porticus) of the terraced area. This temple was apparently the first of several 

Neocorate temples of the imperial cult in Ephesus. Magie (1950: 1432–34, 18) suggested that the 

Neocorate temple was originally dedicated to the earlier emperor Vespasian, later usurped by Domitian, 

and then returned to Vespasian at the time of Domitian‘s damnatio. A collage of weapons and armor 

covers the remains of the altar of this temple.  

Farther westward along the Curetes Street lies ―Hadrian‘s temple.‖ It was constructed no later than A.D. 

127 and its diminutive size suggests that it surely was not a Neocorate temple. Considerable controversy 

yet surrounds the proper nomenclature for this edifice dedicated to the Ephesian Artemis, to the emperor 

Hadrian, and to the Neocorate people of the Ephesians (IvEph 429).  

b. Traditional Cults. (1) Artemis. The pinnacle of Ephesus‘ sacred architecture was the temple of 

Artemis, largest Greek temple in antiquity, and one of the Seven Wonders of the ancient world. In its 

1200 year history the sanctuary of the Ephesian Artemis underwent fundamental evolution and expansion. 

Typically the temple‘s history is divided into five successive periods, temples A–E respectively. Temples 

A–C were pre-Croesus and are known by only the most meager evidence. Temple D, on the other hand, 

can be evaluated on the basis of more artifactual evidence as well as ancient literary discussion of the 

temple. Herodotus noted that King Croesus had donated most of the columns for the new temple (Hist. 

1.92), a fact supported by the discovery of column fragments from the Artemis temple which read 

―donated by King Croesus.‖ Strabo (Geog. 640) and others report that the Croesus temple was destroyed 

by an arsonist named Herostratos in 356 B.C. Temple E was standing during the period of nascent 

Christianity, finally falling as a result of Gothic plunder (ca. A.D. 262) and Christian looting. Its 

dimensions were 70 × 130 m and it contained 127 columns, each approximately 2 m in diameter and 20 m 

high. There were originally 36 column bases with relief carvings (columnae caelatae); one has been 

unearthed and is now in the British Museum. Even though the temple foundation was discovered over a 

century ago by J. T. Wood, it was not until 1965 that the foundation of the temple‘s altar outside the 

temple was unearthed. This horseshoe-shaped altar was erected on an area 32 × 22 m. Since most of the 

temple was plundered, scholars have relied on literary and numismatic evidence for supplementary 

information. The typanum of the temple‘s pediment suggests the presence of an epiphany window for the 

goddess, a motif preserved in numismatic iconography.  

(2) Temple of Hestia. At the S foot of Panayir Dagh and directly N of the State Agora lies the 

Prytaneion, Ephesus‘ city hall. As goddess of the city‘s sacred public hearth, Hestia is mentioned in 

numerous inscriptions excavated at the Prytaneion, where her eternal flame was housed (IvEph 1058, 



1060, 1070). Certain cosmic qualities were also attributed to Hestia because of her identification with the 

pervasive and cosmic element of fire.  

(3) Temple of Serapis. This temple was located on the SW corner of the Square Agora. It is 

traditionally interpreted to be a temple of Serapis because of fragmentary inscriptional remains that refer 

to Serapis and other Egyptian deities and also because of the enormous size of the extant columns and the 

immense proportions of the overall structure. The forecourt was 16 × 107 m. The entrance to the cella was 

5 m wide with a lintel weighing approximately 5 tons. There were eight monolithic-form columns 15 m 

tall, weighing 57 tons. Since Egyptian cults relied heavily upon the use of sacred water rites, the 

abundance of water basins and of the symmetrical water canals has also contributed to the Egyptian 

interpretation of this structure. As the presence of a presbyterium and baptistery demonstrates, this temple 

was later adapted for Christian usage.  

(4) Sanctuary of Zeus and Mother Goddess. On the N face of Panayir Dagh were discovered, some in 

situ, several archaic inscriptions dedicated to Zeus and the Phrygian mother goddess. The reliefs typically 

depict a trinity consisting of Cybele the mother goddess, a younger male deity, and an older bearded male 

deity (perhaps Apollo and Zeus).  

2. Private Dwellings. The remains of several important residences have been discovered at Ephesus. 

Situated above the theater on the W face of Panayir Dagh is the foundation of a peristyle residence 20 × 

20 m. The splendid location and size of this residence have suggested to some archaeologists that it may 

well have been the home of the proconsul. During the Byzantine era a small chapel was erected at this 

site, including pews and a presbyterium. The partial remains of a small structure with a basin for bathing 

were also discovered nearby.  

The most significant dwellings so far excavated are the slope houses situated adjacent to the temple of 

Hadrian and the Scholasticia Baths but on the S side of the Embolos (Curetes Street). This area contained 

two insulae occupied from the late Roman Republic until the late 6th–early 7th centuries.  

Insula 1 (East Slope House) was trapezoidal, measuring 47 (S) × 54 (E) × 75 (W) × 50 (N) m, and 

containing peristyle courtyards with pool, fountains, sleeping quarters, and a cenatorium (dining hall). 

Separating insula 1 and the Embolos was a colonnade consisting of a series of 12 shops (tabernae) which 

were built and renovated from the 1st through 6th centuries. Some contained stairways leading to second 

floor dwelling quarters. The mosaics of this colonnade were commissioned by a certain Alytarchus and 

date from the 5th–6th centuries.  

Insula 2, situated to the W, has revealed seven opulently decorated peristyle dwellings with no adjoining 

shops. Dwellings nos. 1 and 2 lay on the S side of insula 2 and were two-story. Dwelling no. 1 contained 

approximately 700 sq. m of living space. This house contains frescoes with scenes from works of 

Menander and Euripides as well as typical scenes from mythology. Bedrooms, bathroom (with bathtub), 

triclinium (dining hall with couches), kitchens, and other rooms were discovered in dwelling no. 1 of 

insula 2. Insula 2, dwelling no. 2 contained approximately 900 sq. m of living space and was originally 

built in the 1st century A.D. Dwelling no. 2 likewise contains frescoes and mosaics dating from the Roman 

and Byzantine periods. Dwelling no. 4 dates from the late Roman Republic and later underwent extensive 

renovation. One of its more interesting rooms is the Socrates room, so named because of a fresco 

consisting of a stereotypical depiction of the philosopher Socrates. The presence of Socrates‘ name 

removes any doubt regarding whom the original artist was intending to depict.  

3. Theater. The major theater at Ephesus, seating 25,000, was built in the Hellenistic period into the W 

face of Panayir Dagh. Major structural alterations were carried out on the theater during the reigns of 

Claudius, Nero, and Trajan in order to bring it into line with the ideals of Roman theaters. Efforts at 

modernization included deepening the stage by extending its front edge 20 feet into the orchestra, 

constructing an impressive scaenae frons ―stage front,‖ and enlarging the orchestra at the expense of the 

front seats so that animal fights and gladiatorial combat could be accommodated (Bieber 1961: 213–20). 

Fragments of winged Erotes, Amazons, and satyrs, friezes with tragic masks, numerous inscriptions, and a 

―throne of honor‖ for prestigious individuals were found among the theater ruins during its original 

excavations (1897–1900).  



As in all cities, the theater at Ephesus served as the site for theatrical performances, for the regular 

meeting of the city‘s ecclesia (IvEph 27, passim), and for city meetings in times of urban crisis (Acts 19: 

23–41). Epigraphic data indicate that Nikes and Erotes were dedicated there (IvEph 724); the city‘s 

Ephebes conducted their songfest to the emperor Hadrian there (IvEph 1145); religious awards (IvEph 27, 

passim) and civic ceremonies (IvEph 1408, 1411, 1440, 1452, 1453, 1457, 2003) occurred there. 

Notwithstanding the widespread notion in popular and scholarly works, there is no historical evidence that 

the apostle Paul even once preached in the theater at Ephesus. The only text that mentions both Paul and 

the theater explicitly states that he did not go into the theater to preach and defend the gospel (Acts 

19:30).  

4. Agoras. Two agoras have been located and partly excavated at Ephesus. One is located S of the base 

of Panayir Dagh and is known as the State Agora. The State Agora is bounded on the W by the monument 

of C. Sextilius Pollio and the Domitian temple, on the S by the fountain of C. Laecanius Bassus and the 

Nymphaeum, on the NE by the so-called Varius Baths, and on the N by the Agora Basilica (Alzinger 

1974: 26–37; and IvEph 404), which separated it from the Bouleterion and Prytaneion, situated at the S 

base of Panayir Dagh. Begun in the Hellenistic era, the State Agora was modernized in the Roman period. 

In the Imperial period this agora was 58 × 160 m. A temple foundation 15 × 22 m, dating from the late 

Republic, was located in the W end of this agora. Some have suggested that it was perhaps dedicated to 

Egyptian deities, possibly under the influence of Antony and Cleopatra. More recently, scholars suggest 

that it was the city‘s temple of Augustus. A Byzantine inscription cleared from the theater by J. T. Wood 

refers to a forum of Theodosius; some have speculated that the State Agora later carried this appellation.  

The second agora is located on the W side of the Marble Road, SW of the Ephesian theater and N of the 

Celsus Library. Inscriptions refer to this agora as the Square Agora (tetragona agora; IvEph 3005, 4123), 

a term also used in other cities for their agoras. This Square Agora, or commercial agora, arose in the 

Hellenistic period and was 112 × 112 m. This agora was surrounded on all sides by shops which had 

arched roofs and were about 12 m deep. The recently restored Mazaeus-Mithridates Gate, named after the 

two freedmen of Agrippa who paid for its construction, connected the Square Agora with the plaza to the 

S that was adjacent to the Celsus Library. The agora also had gates on its N, S, and E sides, though these 

have not been as well excavated and restored as the Mazaeus-Mithridates Gate. The proximity of this 

agora to the harbor and to its numerous adjacent shops testifies that it was clearly the city‘s commercial 

agora. A sundial (horologion; IvEph 3004) and numerous statues (cf. IvEph 3007, 3019, 3031, 3046, 

3047, 3064, 3065, 3067, 3069) originally embellished the Square Agora. It underwent significant 

modernization under the reign of Caracalla (A.D. 211–17).  

5. Library of Celsus. The Celsus Library at Ephesus is one of the visual highlights of the restored city; 

the approximate dates of construction are A.D. 115–125. It is ―thought to represent the standard 

monumental form of the Roman library‖ (Johnson 1984: 11). Its facade (21 m long and 16 m high) is over 

80 percent original stone. It lay to the S of the Square Agora and E of the Serapis temple. Its facade was 

oriented toward the E, probably for better lighting (Vitruvius, 6.7.3 ad orientem autem bybliotecas). The 

interior area of the library was 17 × 20 m. Estimates of the Celsus collection at less than 15,000 rolls are 

small when compared to the hundreds of thousands of rolls collected in the libraries of the Ptolemies and 

Attalids (Kl.Pauly 1: 892–96).  

The library was dedicated to Tiberius Julius Celsus Ptolemaeanus, proconsul of Asia, by his son 

Tiberius Julius Aquila. Aquila‘s largess paid for the construction of the library (concluded by his relatives 

after his death), an operations budget for library staff and new acquisitions, and, in addition, annual choral 

performances in his father‘s behalf. Impressive statuary was also part of the original dedication. The 

function of the library as a memorial to Celsus is highlighted by the fact that his sarcophagus was located 

under the apse (Pliny Epist. 10.81.7). In the late 4th–early 5th century it was filled in with debris, while 

the magnificent facade became the backdrop for a monumental fountain. This remodeling was 

accomplished under the Christian proconsul Stephanus (IvEph 5115).  

6. Gymnasiums and Baths. The gymnasium ―was a center for mental as well as physical training, and 

inevitably became a center of general social life, like the agora and the stoas‖ (Wycherley 1962: 139). 



Roman imperial urban life depended upon the baths and gymnasiums to furnish a place for education, 

relaxation, contemplation, entertainment, admiration of plastic and performing arts, public hygiene, 

exercise, and intensive athletic training and competition. Even before the excavation of certain Ephesian 

bath-gymnasium complexes, several references to these had appeared in literary and epigraphic sources. 

These references mentioned an ―old gymnasium,‖ the ―upper gymnasium,‖ the ―Emperor‘s gymnasium,‖ 

the ―Koressus district gymnasium,‖ and the ―new gymnasium.‖ In all probability some of these coincide 

with extant gymnasium ruins, though the identifications are tenuous at times. All six baths which have 

been uncovered in Ephesus come from the 1st or 2d century A.D. and have acquired the following names 

in modern literature: (1) Harbor Gymnasium and Baths, (2) Vedius Gymnasium, (3) Theater Gymnasium, 

(4) So-called Varius Baths, (5) Scholasticia Baths, and (6) East Gymnasium.  

The state of preservation and extent of excavation of these six vary significantly. Each one, 

nevertheless, conforms to one of two architectural patterns. The first pattern is the symmetrical axis 

pattern where identical rooms were constructed symmetrically on both sides of an axis which divided the 

baths. This convention characterized the Harbor Baths, Theater Gymnasium, East Gymnasium, and 

Vedius Baths. The less dominant style was asymmetrical (Scholasticia and ―Varius Baths‖) so that the 

bather could enter and leave the baths through different doors without having to retrace his steps on 

departure.  

The normal configuration of rooms of a Roman bath included: (1) caldarium (warm water), (2) 

tepidarium (mild water), (3) frigidarium (cold water), (4) apodyterion (changing room with lockers), (5) 

latrine, (6) natatio (swimming pool), and (7) unctorium or elaethesium (rooms for anointing with oil and 

unguents). Several Ephesian inscriptions mention oil donations given by benefactors to all the local 

gymnasiums (IvEph 644, 661, 926, 3014; Vitruvius 5.10.1–5; 5.11.1–4; Lucian Hippias 4–8 for literary 

evidence regarding Greco-Roman baths and gymnasiums).  

The Greek gymnasium (palaestra) was often attached to a Roman bath and included an expansive area 

for exercise, jogging, and athletic competition. There were often rooms and auditoriums for rhetorical and 

musical performances and an ―imperial room‖ usually containing the bust of the emperor and other 

leaders who perhaps endowed the construction and maintenance of the gymnasium. In this regard the 

excavation of Ephesian gymnasiums has yielded an impressive collection of statuary and busts.  

a. Vedius Gymnasium. This building complex—gymnasium with palaestra and baths—was built in the 

mid-2d century by the Ephesian couple Publius Vedius Antoninus and Flavia Papiana. The inscription 

indicates that it was dedicated to Artemis and to the emperor Antoninus Pius. There were altars and 

statues of Antoninus Pius and later emperors. The gymnasium was 75 × 135 m and located directly N of 

the city stadium in the vicinity of the Koressian Gate. A latrine in the gymnasium‘s SW corner served 

both the street traffic and those from the inside. The complex contained an exercise room, changing and 

locker rooms, swimming pool, frigidarium, caldarium, and small shops.  

b. Harbor Gymnasium. This large complex (240 × 356 m) was not a single structure architecturally, 

but rather consisted of three components. The tripartite structure was situated close to the harbor, directly 

N of Arkadiane Street and was arranged, moving from E to W, with the Verulanus Hall, the gymnasium, 

and baths. The Verulanus Hall (200 × 240 m) takes its name from a benefactor, Claudius Verulanus, high-

priest of Asia, who paid for the marble veneer of the hall during the reign of Hadrian. The hall‘s principal 

entrance was situated on the E. The inside roofed perimeter of the Verulanus Hall was used for races and 

jogging (Vitruvius 5.11), while the uncovered center portion provided the location for training and athletic 

competition. It was in the Verulanus Hall of this sports complex that Apollonius of Tyana purportedly 

received a vision of the assassination of the emperor Domitian (Philostratus Vita Apoll 8.26). The 

gymnasium, dating at least from the time of Domitian, contained an inner square 88 × 88 m enclosed by 

surrounding colonnaded hallways 11 m wide. On the N and S sides lay marble rooms (16 × 32 m) used 

for the emperor‘s statue, works of art, and rhetorical presentations consistent with the pedagogical 

function of Roman gymnasiums.  

The baths themselves (70 × 160 m) consisted of dressing rooms, caldarium, tepidarium, and frigidarium. 

With the discovery of a statue base of the proconsul P. Calvisius Ruso, dated ca. A.D. 93, previous efforts 



to date the baths in the late 2d century have been abandoned. The baths were renovated in the mid-4th 

century.  

c. East Gymnasium. Located at the base of the SE face of Panayir Dagh and adjacent to the Magnesian 

Gate, the East Gymnasium was rectangular (50 × 75 m), with a palaestra in the S end of the complex. The 

East Gymnasium contained the rooms typical for such a complex and was completed probably by the 

middle of the 2d century A.D.  

d. The ―Varius Baths.‖ So-called Varius Baths (54 × 100 m) lay immediately E of the State Agora. 

They were apparently constructed in the 2d century A.D. However, the fragmentary nature of the ruins and 

the architectural deviations evident in the extant foundation make detailed suggestions tenuous.  

e. The Scholasticia Baths. Located adjacent to the ―temple of Hadrian‖ along the Curetes Street, they 

were, in all probability, constructed during the reign of Trajan or Hadrian. The Scholasticia Baths were 

laid out differently from most of the Ephesian bath complexes but contained the appropriate rooms for 

changing clothes, bathing, and swimming. The modern nomenclature, Scholasticia, derives from the name 

of a Christian woman of the late 4th century who rebuilt the baths and whose statue was erected in the 

entrance room.  

7. Fountains, Wells, and Aqueducts. The water requirements of the earliest settlement at Ephesus 

were probably met by the water source mentioned by Creophylos (Athenaeus Deipn. 8.361c–e) and by the 

collection of rainwater. In this latter case an Ephesian inscription (A.D. 92) is instructive regarding the 

volume of rain runoff in the area. In an epigram Claudia Trophime mentions that Mt. Pion drinks in so 

much rain water and stores it in its ravines, that it is comparable to the greatness of the sea (IvEph 1062; 

Engelmann 1987: 149–50). In the Hellenistic-Roman period the local river Marnas (IvEph 414, 415–17, 

1530, 4105) and waterway Klaseas (IvEph 415–16) were channeled into the city‘s fountains and 

gymnasiums; these were celebrated for the first time on coinage during the reign of Domitian.  

The early Empire saw the construction of three aqueducts at Ephesus. The emperor Augustus 

contributed to the construction of the Aqua Iulia (IvEph 401) and the Aqua Troessitica (IvEph 402), 

thereby reflecting his well-known attentiveness to the water supply of cities (Res Gestae Divi Augusti, 

20). The wealthy benefactor C. Sextilius Pollio also paid for the construction (ca. A.D. 4–14) of the 

aqueduct that can still be seen today approximately 4 km S of Ephesus (IvEph 3092; Alzinger 1974: 1.21–

23). Excavations among private dwellings (e.g., slope houses) reveal the presence of numerous cisterns 

and fountains.  

The most important public fountains and wells in use in the imperial era include:  

1. Fountain of C. Laecanius Bassus, built in ca. A.D. 80 (IvEph 695).  

2. Nymphaeum (S of State Agora), built sometime in 2d century A.D. (IvEph 414, 1316–17).  

3. Fountain in honor of C. Sextilius Pollio constructed in A.D. 93 (IvEph 413, 419).  

4. Fountain attached to Memmius Monument. The fountain dates from early 3d century A.D. (IvEph 

435).  

5. The impressive Trajan Fountain was constructed ca. A.D. 110 (IvEph 265).  

6. The Hellenistic Fountain, located at the NW foot of the city theater, was built sometime in the 3d–2d 

century B.C.  

7. Roadside Fountain (Strassenbrunnen) was constructed during the reign of Trajan, excavated and 

reconstructed in 1927 by the Austrian Archaeological Institute, and completely demolished in 1955 

by a Turkish road crew in order to construct a highway (IvEph 424a; Keil 1964: 138–39).  

E. Ephesian Religions  

1. Paganism. a. Artemis of Ephesus. Religion was of paramount significance to the city of Ephesus. 

The city was the cult center of the worship of the Ephesian Artemis. When called upon to do so, the city 

would vigorously defend the goddess against impious detractors. The origins of the Ephesian goddess are 

lost in the undocumented centuries of early contacts between the Greeks and their Anatolian neighbors. 

During the Roman period several facets about the Artemis cult are salient: (1) the goddess was the 

tutelary deity of the city; (2) the goddess‘ cult was not characterized by base sensualism or a focus upon 

sexuality and fertility; (3) the goddess‘ influence was evident in the city‘s political, civic, cultural, 



educational, and economic activities; (4) the goddess‘ religion was internationally recognized as a premier 

religion, and her temple was acknowledged as one of the Seven Wonders of antiquity; and (5) the goddess 

appealed to both the social need and to the personal pietism of the pagan Ephesians.  

b. Traditional Deities. Ephesus‘ religious climate was similar to that of many other large cities in the 

Greek East. There is documentation—including literature, epigraphy, numismatics, sculpture, and 

architecture—of a plethora of Greco-Roman and, to a lesser extent, Anatolian deities. These include the 

following:  

    
DOCUMENTATION  

NAME  Literature  Coins  Epigraphy  Monuments  

Aphrodite  *  
 

*  
 

Apollo  *  *  *  *  

Asclepius  *  
 

*  
 

Athena  *  *  *  
 

Cabiri  
  

*  
 

Demeter  *  
 

*  *  

Dionysus  *  *  *  *  

Egyptian Cults  *  *  *  *  

Ge  
  

*  
 

Gods Most High  
  

*  
 

Hecate  *  *  *  
 

Hephaestus  
  

*  
 

Hercules  *  *  *  *  

Mother goddess  
  

*  *  

Pluton  
  

*  
 

Poseidon  *  
 

*  
 

Zeus  *  *  *  *  

c. Hero Veneration. The worship of select individuals, sometimes while they were yet alive but more 

often after death, was a common practice of Greek cities. The motivation for such veneration could be a 

pious and grateful response to unusual benefaction, to miraculous assistance, to extraordinary civic or 

political contribution, or to a unique role in the founding and history of the honoring city. Heroes at 

Ephesus include:  

1. Alexander the Great, whose cult was still maintained into the 2d century A.D.  

2. Androclus, regarded as the Greek founder of Ephesus  

3. Apollonius of Tyana, a Neo-Pythagorean preacher and thaumaturgist, was venerated at Ephesus 

because of the exorcism he performed to rescue the city of Ephesus from a plague.  

4. Pixodarus Evangelus was worshipped with regularity at Ephesus, under the auspices of the city 

magistrate, because of his singular role in discovering the marble quarry from which the city took 

the marble for the construction of the temple of Artemis.  

5. There existed at Ephesus, even into the imperial era, a cult and priesthood for the former Roman 

proconsul of Asia (46–44 B.C.), Publius Servilius Isauricus. This honor was in all probability a 

response to this administrator‘s just treatment of the city and his advocacy of the city‘s interests in 

official issues.  

2. Christianity. The early history of Ephesian Christianity can be divided, for the sake of convenience, 

into periods characterized by the influence of different Christian authors and leaders. The earliest period 

obviously falls to the apostle Paul. The text of Acts indicates that Paul‘s efforts played an important role 



in the early spread of the Gospel in Ephesus (Acts 18–20). This city was not only the site of his longest 

missionary tenure, as presented in the scheme of Acts, but also was the base of operation for Paul and his 

associates as they spread the Christian Gospel into the adjacent cities and regions of Asia Minor (e.g., the 

Lycus valley). The Pauline Corinthian correspondence was written at a time contemporary with the 

apostle‘s Ephesian ministry and Romans was written shortly thereafter. Dogmatism in the matter of the 

provenance of the Pauline ―Prison Epistles‖ seems inadvisable. Nevertheless, notwithstanding the 

complex issues of authorship, the letters of Ephesians, Colossians, and the epistles of 1 and 2 Timothy 

provide strong indications of the importance of Ephesus in the Pauline Anatolian ministry and the 

perception of such in the nascent Christian community.  

Less well attested is the role of Ephesus in the final years and ministry of the apostle John. There is no 

internal evidence in either the Fourth Gospel or the Johannine Epistles that indicates their provenance or 

destination. While the Revelation of John was written from the island of Patmos, off the coast of W 

Anatolia, that geographical proximity does not intrinsically bespeak an Ephesian home of its author. In 

addition, there is no necessity based upon internal evidence of the documents themselves to identify the 

author of the Fourth Gospel with the author of the Revelation. The onus probandi for the historical 

reconstruction placing the apostle John (as the author of the Fourth Gospel, Johannine Epistles, and the 

Revelation) in Ephesus lies in the use of Christian literature of the 2d century. The consensus of 2d-

century sources is in favor of placing John in Ephesus in his latter years. It was during these later years of 

his life that he was exiled to Patmos, wrote the Fourth Gospel, Johannine Epistles, and the Revelation, and 

combated gnostic heretics such as Cerinthus. However, the matter of John‘s tenure there was not without 

dispute in this early Christian period, with the result that certain Christian authors opted for the presence 

of two different Johns (and later their graves) in Ephesus.  

The Ephesian Christian community of the 2d century is documented, in part, by the evidence available 

in the letter to it from Ignatius of Antioch. The name of the Christian apologist Justin Martyr was also 

associated with Ephesus in the first half of the 2d century A.D.  

3. Judaism. While Judaism thrived in Greco-Roman Ephesus, especially under the legal protection of 

the Seleucids and Romans, firm evidence of its size, character, and role in Ephesian urban life is difficult 

to reconstruct. The term Ephesus occurs about a dozen times in Josephus, making his record the largest 

Jewish literary testimony concerning Ephesian Jews (Ant. 16 §27–65). Unlike certain other cities of W 

Asia Minor, Ephesus has yet to yield any synagogue remains. Moreover, there is a dearth of physical 

evidence (e.g., lamps) and of inscriptional evidence to the presence of Ephesian Judaism in the Greco-

Roman era. Both the Pauline corpus and the Acts of the Apostles testify to Jewish-Christian hostilities in 

this region. For further discussion, see PWSup 12: 248–364, 1588–1704.  
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RICHARD E. OSTER, JR.  

EPHLAL (PERSON) [Heb ˒eplāl (ֶאְץָלל )]. Descendant of Judah (1 Chr 2:37) through Perez and the 

family of Jerahmeel. Considerable scholarly debate surrounds this particular family line. Some scholars 

maintain that the importance of these names in postexilic times stems from the possibility that they were 

not originally Hebrews but nomadic Edomites (Elmslie Chronicles IB, 353) settling in permanent kraals 

in S Judah about the time of David (Curtis Chronicles ICC, 86–87). The line of descent of which Ephlal is 

a part is of particular interest because of the prominent way in which women are noted in the genealogies. 

First, Atarah, the second wife of Jerahmeel, is named specifically. Secondly, Sheshan had no sons and 

thus gave his daughter, Ahlai, as wife to his Egyptian slave Jarha, from whose line Ephlal descends. 

Considerable scholarly debate surrounds the nature of these genealogies. While Curtis (Chronicles ICC, 

83) considers vv 34–41 an appendix to the descendants of Jerahmeel, Braun (1 Chronicles WBC, 45) 

adopts a more cautious and less speculative approach. The meaning of Ephlal is highly speculative. 

Frequent suggestions include ―nicked‖ and ―judgment.‖ It is possible the name comes from the root 

meaning ―intervene‖ or ―interpose‖ and producing such words as judge, intercede, and pray.  

W. P. STEEGER  

EPHOD (OBJECT) [Heb ˒ēpôd (ֵאץוד )]. An item of priestly apparel. As a noun it appears 49 times in 

the Hebrew Bible, and it occurs once as a denominative verb (Lev 8:7). In three more instances (Exod 

28:8; 39:5; Isa 30:22), a slightly different form of the word is used to accommodate a suffix. Since the 

word ephod refers to a sacred vestment, most of the usages are in the priestly passages of the Pentateuch, 

mainly in the tabernacle texts of Exodus. However, other individuals involved in cultic activity—notably 

Gideon (Judg 8:27), the priest of Micah (Judg 17:5; 18:14, 17, 18, 20), Eli (1 Sam 14:3), Samuel (1 Sam 

2:18, 28), and David or his priests (1 Sam 21:9; 22:18; 23:16; 30:7; 2 Sam 6:14; 1 Chr 15:27)—are 

associated with the ephod. In Hos 3:4 it is mentioned, along with the teraphim, independently of a priestly 

figure.  

Most of the information about the ephod‘s appearance comes in the description of Aaron‘s wardrobe. 

Despite the enormous amount of detail provided (mainly in Exodus 28 = Exodus 39), a clear picture of 

what it looked like is difficult to obtain. It apparently was an apronlike garment, suspended from waist 

level downward and kept in place by shoulder pieces or straps; it probably completely encircled the lower 



body. Two onyx stones, each engraved with the names of six of the Israelite tribes, were set into gold 

bracteates (RSV filigree) and attached to the shoulder pieces. The fabric of the ephod was of the most 

elaborate kind. It consisted of a multicolored mixture of wool and linen, but the predominant kind of 

thread woven into it was gold. Because it is mentioned first in the list of materials (Exod 28:8 = 39:2) and 

because it was evidently woven into all the individual threads of colored wool and linen (Exod 39:3), gold 

dominated its fabrication (Haran 1955) and certainly made it an object that was heavier and had more of a 

defined shape than do most items of apparel.  

As a golden garment, the ephod clearly had special status in the elaborate series of undergarments, 

overgarments, and supplementary vestments and headpieces worn by the high priest. It is one of four 

items of apparel reserved for the high priest alone, in addition to what he wore in common with the other 

priests. Two other special items were intimately connected with the ephod: the breastpiece was attached to 

it (Exod 28:25); and one of the high priest‘s outer garments, ―the robe of the ephod‖ (me˓  l hā˒ēpôd; Exod 

28:31) is designated in relation to it. All the items used in the priests‘ vestments and in the construction of 

the tabernacle belong to a sequence of workmanship and choice of materials, from simple to intricate, 

from common to costly (Haran 1978). The most elaborate items are the most holy ones, and the ephod 

clearly belongs to that category.  

The prominence of the high priest‘s ephod relates to its function and also its symbolic nature. Because 

the breastpiece containing the Urim and Thummim are attached to it, the ephod is an essential part of the 

divinatory apparatus of the Israelite cult. That function is clear in many of the passages associating David 

with an ephod, in which he uses it to ―inquire of the Lord‖ (1 Sam 30:7–8; cf. Judg 18:5).  

The symbolic aspect of Aaron‘s ephod derives from its nature as a costly and intricate golden garment. 

As such, it is made of materials that, in both ancient Egypt and Mesopotamia, were reserved for garments 

that clothed either the statues of the gods or a very select group of high officials (royalty and top priestly 

ranks). Several old Assyrian texts from Cappadocia refer to a rich and costly garment called an epattu 

(CAD 4: 183), and Anath in Ugaritic literature apparently wears an ˒ipdk (Albright 1941). In addition, 

certain elaborate and distinctive items, known as ―golden garments,‖ were used in Mesopotamian ritual to 

drape the statues of deities (Oppenheim 1949). This practice endowed the garment with an aura of 

sanctity, since it was used to clothe the god or goddess in rituals meant to secure the deity‘s presence and 

availability. For ancient Israel, with its aniconic tradition, the use of a distinctive golden vestment for the 

highest cultic functionary provided an analogous purpose. No image of Yahweh could be specially robed 

in order to insure divine immanence. But the priest closest to Yahweh was so adorned as a way of 

symbolizing and securing God‘s presence.  

The references to ephod outside the priestly texts do not say much about its appearance aside from 

several references to its linen fabric (Heb ˒ēpôd-bād). But they do indicate both cultic practice and 

priestly attire. Thus, while they may not refer to a physical item identical to Aaron‘s ephod, they belong to 

similar conceptualizations of sacred apparel. The same can be said for references to the ephod apart from 

a human wearer, as a item along with teraphim or images. Such passages may indicate the ephod‘s role as 

a garment for cultic statues that were part of Israelite religion at some stage.  

Scholars trying to understand the wide array of biblical information about the ephod have made various 

proposals about its appearance and function. Because of the apparent incongruities between the ephod in 

the priestly writings and the ephod elsewhere in the Bible, some have argued that this item is a sacred 

garment in some places but some sort of distinct cultic object or even an idol in other places (e.g., May 

1939; Morganstern 1943–44). Such speculation involves too rigid a classification of garment and cultic 

objects as separate categories. The ephod was both a special garment and a ritual object, and in either or 

both of these aspects it functioned symbolically to bring a human representative of the Israelite 

community into contact with the unseen God. See also BREASTPIECE.  
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CAROL MEYERS  

EPHOD (PERSON) [Heb ˒ēpōd (ֵאֹץד )]. The father of Hanniel (Num 34:23). The latter was a leader in 

the tribe of Manasseh selected for overseeing the distribution of the land to the ten tribes. The name has 

been corrupted in the LXX to read variously ouphi (d) and souphi. The meaning of the name is obscure, 

but has been related to the ritual vestment worn by the priests, the ephod.  

RAPHAEL I. PANITZ  

EPHPHATHA [Gk ephphatha (ἐφφαθα)]. Found in Mark 7:34 in words attributed to Jesus and 

addressed to a blind man whom he was healing, the word is there given a Gk translation, dianoichthēti, 

―be opened.‖ Since Wellhausen it has been widely regarded as reflecting the 2d person masc. sing. 

Ithpe˓el (reflexive-passive) of the Aramaic verb ptḥ, ―to open,‖ thus meaning ―be opened.‖ Wellhausen 

noted that in the Babylonian Talmud ephphatha was the usual contraction for the more formal and 

expected form [˒tptḥ]. Against this view I. Rabinowitz argued that this contracted form did not occur in 

the Jerusalem Talmud, Midrashim, or the pentateuchal Targums. He proposed instead that it was a 2d 

person masc. sing. Nip˓al, imperative of the Hebrew verb ptḥ, namely, hptḥ. Z. Ben-Ḥayyim showed that 

in Samaritan Hebrew this form is pronounced affeta. Now the contracted form of the Aramaic is in fact 

found in the Palestinian pentateuchal Targum ms Cod. Vat. Ebr. 440 at Gen 49:1; whereas, Targum 

Neofiti has the full form at that point. Whatever else may be said, it is clear that the form in the Vatican 

Codex is supported by the pronunciation given in Mark 7:34. First century A.D. Palestinian Aramaic 

inscriptions preserved on four tombs (the Kidron Valley Dipinto, line 4; the Uzziah Tomb slab, line 4; the 

Kidron Epitaph, lines 2–3; and the Jerusalem Hypogeum Ossuary 1, line b) give what appears to be the 

contracted form of the Ithpe˓el infinitive of Aram ptḥ, namely, in the formula l˒ lmptḥ (instead of l˒ 

lmtptḥ), ―not to (be) open (ed).‖ These inscriptions seem to confirm that in Mark 7:34, ephphatha reflects 

this assimilated pronunciation of the Aramaic. All this is consistent with the view that the word is part of 

the authentic speech of Jesus. The idea that in Mark 7:34 it is really a ―foreign‖ word, part of the 

magician‘s art, has met with support in a number of places but has an air of unreality about it in that such 

an Aramaic word can scarcely be ―foreign‖ in the setting given to it by Mark.  

MAX WILCOX  

EPHRAEMI RESCRIPTUS. See CODEX (EPHRAIMI RESCRIPTUS).  

EPHRAIM (PERSON) [Heb ˒eprayim (ם  EPHRAIMITES. The second son of the biblical .[( ֶאְץַשיִּ

patriarch Joseph, and the eponymous ancestor of the tribe bearing this name. The central hill country of 

Palestine was called Ephraim after the tribe associated with that region. This entry consists of two articles, 

one focusing on the topography and history of the region, and another discussing archaeological survey 

work in the region.  

EPHRAIM IN THE BIBLE  

A. The Name  

The original etymology of the name Ephraim is unknown. The derivation from Heb prh, ―to be fertile,‖ 

is based on a popular etymology (Gen 41:52; Hos 13:15). The ending -ayim indicates a place or 

geographical name. Noth (Joshua 145) translates the construction har ˒eprayim (Josh 20:7) as ―pasturage 

mountain‖ (Ger ―Weideland-Gebirge‖). More plausible is the derivation from ˒eper in the sense of 

―region‖ (cf. Akk epēru), plus the locality ending -ayim (Gesenius 1987: 91). But a reliable translation of 

―Ephraim‖ would seem impossible.  

Ephraim is the proper name of Joseph‘s second son (Gen 41:52; 46:20), who receives the blessing of the 

firstborn instead of Manasseh (Genesis 48); thus he received a share of Jacob‘s inheritance and is 

reckoned among the tribal eponymous heroes. The tribal territory named after him is situated in the S part 

of the central W Jordanian massif (the har ˒eprayim: Josh 17:15; 19:50; 20:7; etc.); its borders are 



described in Josh 16:5–10. In connection with Ephraim‘s N neighbor, Manasseh, the Bible speaks of ―the 

land of Ephraim and Manasseh‖ (Deut 34:2 and 2 Chr 30:10). In numerous passages in the prophetic 

writings, ―Ephraim‖ designates the N kingdom of Israel, since Ephraim actually encompassed the real 

territorial center of this geopolitical region (cf. esp. Isa 7:2, 5, 8, 9, 17; 9:8, 20; 11:13, etc.; see also Jer 

31:9, 18, 20; Ezek 37:16, 19).  

B. Topography  

The region designated by the name Ephraim was considerably larger than the territory originally 

inhabited by the tribe of Ephraim (cf. 1 Kgs 4:8; Josh 17:15). The ―mountain of Ephraim‖ was made up of 

the W Jordanian mountainous country stretching approximately from Bethel in the S to the plain of 

Jezreel in the N; in the NW, Mt. Carmel and, in the NE, Gilboa are probably to be reckoned to the 

territory as well. The town of Shechem, situated in a valley between Mt. Ebal to the N and Mt. Gerizim to 

the S, is probably to be seen as the real center of the region. The har ṣalmôn mentioned as being in the 

vicinity of Shechem in Judg 9:48 is not identifiable today. The mountain ga˓aš is located in the SW part 

of the Ephraimite massif, near Joshua‘s home at Timnath-Serah (Josh 19:50; 24:30). Although certainty in 

the matter is impossible, the mountain ṣĕmārayim (2 Chr 13:4), like the site of the same name (Josh 

18:22), was presumably located in the SE part of Ephraim.  

From the border of Benjamin in the S until around Shechem the Ephraimite massif is higher than the N 

section and can only be traversed with difficulty on the E–W axis. Its highest landmark, Baal-Hazor 

(modern Tell ‗Aṣur or Jebel el-˓Aṣūr), about 8 km NE of Bethel (mentioned in 2 Sam 13:23), reaches a 

height of 1011 m. This S part of the Ephraimite massif was the settlement area of the tribe of Ephraim. It 

is a fertile region, largely composed of cenomanite, an erosion-resistant hard variety of limestone. The 

main line of communication through the region is the road which traverses the sometimes difficult terrain 

running N–S along the watershed.  

The N part of the Ephraimite massif consists mainly of the rather softer limestone known as senonite, 

and is not as fertile as the S part. Numerous valleys offered suitable paths of communication for local 

traffic and thus encouraged the development of urban centers. In addition to Shechem, mention should be 

made of Tirzah (tell el-Fār˓a), at the E reach of the Wâdī el-Fār˓a, Dothan in the NW, and to the S, in an 

especially favorable location on a hilltop in the midst of a kettle-shaped valley, the city of Samaria.  

C. History  

Ephraim is regarded as the heartland of Israel. It was here, in a fashion entirely independent of 

developments in Judah to the S, that the history of what was later to develop into the entire people of 

Israel began. Bethel and Shechem appear as the main loci of the Jacob traditions (Gen 28:10–22; 33:17–

20; 34; 35), but some of the narratives connected with Abraham (Gen 12:16; 13:3) also lead through 

Ephraimite territory. The sanctuary at Shechem was the scene of important symbolic events of great 

significance to the development of the supratribal ―Israel.‖ Joshua‘s tribal assembly in Shechem (Joshua 

24) and the ceremony of curse and blessing on the mountains of Ebal and Gerizim (Deuteronomy 27; cf. 

also Josh 8:30–35) are among the more solid traditions of the central Palestinian tribal league which was 

also known as the ―house of Joseph‖ (Judg 1:23) and included both Ephraim and Manasseh (Deut 33:17). 

In the tribal blessings in Gen 49:22–26 and Deut 33:13–17, Joseph receives both a place of honor and a 

favorable comment.  

Shechem was already a political center at an early date. If the reading of the Execration Texts is correct, 

it was mentioned in them, as well as in the burial inscription of the Egyptian functionary Khu-Sebek, in 

the days of Sesostris III (ca. 1880–1840 B.C.E.; cf. ANET, 230–31). In the Amarna Letters the city is 

known as the home of the rebellious governor and king (?) Labayu; it possessed an aristocratic 

organization (cf. Judges 9) until Israelite times, when that organization was ultimately dissolved. 

However, Shechem did not achieve political ascendancy during the time of the N kingdom in spite of her 

favorable situation in the center of the region. Instead, the city remained an ―uncrowned queen‖ among 

the cities of Israel and Palestine (Alt 1925a: 4). Already the first N kings after the partition of the empire 

established themselves at, first, Tirzah (tell el-Fār˓a) and then Penuel (tulūl eḏ-ḏahab), until Omri finally 

purchased the hill of Samaria and there, in the borderland between Israelite and Canaanite influence, 



constructed his residence (1 Kgs 16:24; on the fate of the site described and evaluated in detail, see Alt, 

KlSchr 3: 298–302).  

In the course of his conquests, probably around the year 733 Tiglath-pileser III appropriated the border 

regions of the N kingdom and incorporated them as provinces of his empire under the designation 

Magiddū (Megiddo). The regions included were Galilee, Gal˒azu (Gilead) in the region E of the Jordan 

(although whether this was an independent province is contested), and Dū˒ru (Dor), a coastal province S 

of Carmel. The central region of Ephraim, consisting of Samaria and its immediate environs (often called 

the ―rump state‖ of Ephraim), was retained by King Hosea until, after the fall of Samaria in 722–721, it, 

too, became Assyrian.  

The attempts by King Josiah, as Assyrian power collapsed at the close of the 7th century, to unify the N 

kingdom with Judah foundered on the early death of the king (in 609 at Megiddo, at the hands of the N-

bound Egyptians) and the subsequent transition of suzerainty over the region to the Egyptians and, later, 

to the Neo-Babylonian Empire under Nebuchadnezzar.  

Probably as a continuation of the efforts of the Babylonian administrators, the Persian province of 

Samaria arose and attempted to maintain its independence of Judah and Jerusalem. After the conquests of 

Alexander the Great in Palestine during the last third of the 4th century, the final separation of the 

Samaritan cultic community from the Judaism which was centered on the temple in Jerusalem took place. 

When this occurred, an administrative and religio-political opposition between ―Judea‖ and ―Samaria‖ 

arose and extended into the Roman period. The Romans, however, partitioned off large parts of the areas 

won from the Hasmoneans in Judea. These included, in addition to the coastal cities and the region of the 

later Decapolis in the N part of the territory E of Jordan, on the W side of the Jordan also Samaria and its 

environs. The entire Syro-Palestinian region became the province of Syria and was subject to the rule of a 

governor.  

D. Archaeology  

At the beginning of the 20th century, the archaeological exploration of Palestine was concentrated on 

prominent sites in Ephraim and its periphery. American, British, German, and Danish archaeological 

societies and institutes, supported by both public and private funding, were involved in the effort. The 

work continued between the two world wars; it has been intensified since the foundation of the state of 

Israel and, in the wake of the events of 1967, the entire territory of Ephraim became open for study. 

Israeli, American, and European archaeological teams have since then participated.  

Among the sites that were excavated early on were, above all (including mention of the excavational 

seasons): SHECHEM (Nâblus; Tell Balāṭa), 1913–14, 1926–27, 1956–69; SAMARIA, 1908–10, 1931–

33, 1935; MIZPAH (Tell en-Naṣbe), 1926; SHILOH, 1926, 1929, 1932, 1963, 1981–84; 1933–35, 1964–

69; TAANACH, 1902–3, 1904, 1963–64, 1966, 1968; MEGIDDO, 1903–5, 1907–9, 1934; DOTHAN, 

1953–60; TIRZAH, 1946, 1950–51, 1954, 1958, 1960. (For the early period of excavation, see Thomsen 

1932.)  

In recent times further excavations have been undertaken, principally including: Khirbet Raddana on the 

W side of el-Bireh, 1971–75; BETHEL 1934, 1954, 1957, 1960; ˓IZBET ṢARṬAH, 1976–78; MT. 

EBAL, 1983–85. On these recent excavations, with inclusion of the Israelite Conquest in Ephraim, see 

Finkelstein (1988). In all brevity these studies allow us to conclude the following: the sites mentioned in 

the Conquest Narratives reveal no traces of the ―remains of the Late Bronze period‖ (Finkelstein 1988: 

352–56). Among the regions so thickly settled by Canaanites, there ―is virtually no evidence of Israelite 

settlement prior to the 10th century B.C.E.‖ Recent sociological studies have conjectured that the Israelites 

emerged at the close of the Bronze Age from the sociopolitical organization of Canaan (see Gottwald 

1979; differently, Lemche 1985, 1988). Against this it can be shown that the new inhabitants of the hill 

country of Ephraim and Manasseh in the Iron I period came from a pastoralist background. The beginning 

of Israelite settlement of the region cannot have taken place earlier than the 12th century B.C.E. Ten Iron I 

sites in Judah and about 12 in Benjamin must be compared with about 120 in Ephraim and about 100 in 

Manasseh. It can be shown that the ethnic composition of Ephraim during the Iron I period was strongly 

homogeneous. Although the settlement was regionally diverse, in general the new settlers either 



established themselves among the earlier populace or else settled in the thinly populated mountainous 

highlands. Taken together, these observations, which allow us to conclude that the population grew at the 

beginning of the Iron I period, coincide temporally and spatially and agree with the biblical information 

concerning the Israelite Conquest. They point to a largely peaceful process of settlement and are 

accordingly suitable archaeologically to confirm and support a number of observations and conjectures 

which Alt (1925b, 1939) had made concerning the essential character of the first stage of the course of the 

settlement. For a more extensive discussion of the archaeological survey of the Ephraimite territory, see 

below.  
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SIEGFRIED HERRMANN  

ARCHAEOLOGY OF EPHRAIM  

Since 1980, area of the ancient land of Ephraim has been the object of an intensive archaeological 

survey. Headed by I. Finkelstein, the survey covers an area of approximately 1050 km
2
. Its boundaries, 

which correspond roughly to the biblical borders of the inheritance of Ephraim, run along the Beth-horon–

Ramallah–Deir Dibwan road in the S, the Kanah brook and the northernmost reaches of the valley of Beit 

Dajan in the N, and extend beyond the easternmost of the permanent settlements of the desert fringes in 

the E; the W border is demarcated by the foothills of the Shephelah. See Fig. EPH.01. The major biblical 

sites located within the survey area include Bethel, Shiloh, and Tappuah, while Shechem lies just beyond 

its N border.  

To the end of 1985, some 95 percent of the sites in the survey region have been investigated (including 

the Arab villages) and about two-thirds of the area has been surveyed in detail. A total of some 550 sites 

have been discovered, enabling a reliable picture of the pattern of settlement to be drawn for each of the 

various periods of occupation.  

The land of Ephraim is located in the heart of the central hill country, a marginal zone for agriculture, 

since it has neither the arable mountain plateaus of Benjamin nor the broad alluvial valleys of Manasseh. 

Lithologically, most of the region consists of hard limestone formations, which make it difficult to till the 



soil. In ancient times much of the region was covered with dense forests, with Quercus caliprinos 

(Kermes oak) and Pistacia palaestina (terebinth) predominating, as inferred from the remnants of these 

forests today and paleobotanical samples from excavated sites. Since these forests had to be cleared 

before crops could be sown, the presence of these forests was another disadvantage for agricultural 

settlement.  

In order to understand the pattern of settlement through various periods, it is helpful to divide the region 

into six geographical subunits, each of which has its own distinctive morphological, ecological, and 

demographic-economic characteristics. (1) The desert fringe on the E is a long, narrow strip between the 

central mountain range and the Samaritan desert. The land is marginal but has some arable plots. (2) The 

N part of the central range is a large unit in the heart of the hill country and is characterized by small 

fertile valleys suitable for agriculture, extending from the valley of Shiloh in the S through the valley of 

Beit Dajan in the N. (3) The S part of the central range is a high plateau in the Bethel hills, which is a 

continuation of the plateau of the land of Benjamin. Topographically, it is an attractive area for 

settlement. (4) The N part of the W slopes is a hilly zone between the brook of Shiloh and the brook of 

Kanah. (5) The S part of the W slopes is a topographically wild zone lying S of the brook of Shiloh, 

consisting of an E–W series of steep scarps and deep wadis. This is the most difficult area for settlement 

in the land of Ephraim. (6) The foothills area is a long, narrow strip in the W with low rolling hills 

descending westwards towards the coastal plain. The central mountain range and the S part of the W 

slopes are rich in springs; whereas, there are almost no perennial water sources in the desert fringe, the N 

part of the W slopes, and the foothills.  

The subsistence economy in ancient times may be reconstructed for each subregion by analogy with the 

sources of livelihood of the Arab villages at the beginning of the present century. The villagers living in 

the E desert fringes were supported by cereal cultivation and grazing. In the interior valleys of the N–

central mountain range, the viability of raising field crops is also evident. In the S part of this range, the N 

part of the W slopes, and the foothills, acreage was divided equally between cereal crops and olive 

plantations. In the S part of the W slopes, the economy was based mainly on horticulture (olive groves 

today, in the past olive groves and vineyards). The sites on the E side of the central range had the 

advantage that they were able to diversify their economy into the three traditional components: cereal 

cultivation, horticulture, and grazing.  

The first significant human activity known in the land of Ephraim began in the EB Age. So far, some 30 

settlements are known from this period; the only large fortified city, however, was Khirbet et-Tell 

(biblical ˓Ai); the rest of the sites were rather small, with an area generally not exceeding 2.5 acres. The 

sites are concentrated along the desert fringes, the central mountain range, and the foothills. No signs of 

intensive settlement have yet been discovered in the interior valleys of the N–central range nor on its W 

slopes, which are almost completely devoid of human occupation. Apparently, most of the region was still 

heavily forested at this time, and the inhabitants were active mainly on its peripheries without attempting 

to contend with those areas that were difficult for habitation.  

Most of the MB I remains are burial concentrations on the edge of the desert and along the central 

range. The largest burial site was around ˓Ain Samiya. The location of the cemeteries may indicate that 

the population lived from seasonal pastoralism, transmigrating between the marginal zones in the green, 

wet winter season and the cooler central range in the summer.  

During the MB IIB–C a large settlement wave swept over the region, including the hill country of 

Manasseh. Almost 60 sites from this period are known, most of them concentrated in the desert fringes, 

the interior valleys of the N–central range, the NW slopes, and the Bethel hills. During the MB IIB, 

according to the survey results, small open settlements were established throughout the region. However, 

many of these settlements were abandoned in the next phase (MB IIC), and their inhabitants concentrated 

in a smaller number of central sites, some of them fortified. The main fortified sites, which usually extend 

over 4–5 acres, are Bethel, Khirbet Marjama, Shiloh, Sheikh Abu Zarad (biblical Tappuah), and Khirbet 

˓Urmah (biblical Arumah).  



During the LB Age there was apparently a serious settlement crisis in this and other parts of the hill 

country. Only five of the MB centers remained, and most of these seem to have decreased in size and 

importance. In one of them, at least (Shiloh), there was no real settlement but only a cultic place, as 

revealed by the recent excavations.  

Intensive settlement was renewed in Iron Age I. So far, 110 sites of the settlement period have been 

surveyed (another 6 are known on the periphery of the coastal plain in the vicinity of ˓Izbet Ṣarṭah). Some 

25 of these can be classified as large villages (ca. 1.5 acres each, sometimes larger); another 30 are small 

villages or hamlets (occupying 0.5–1 acre); and the rest are isolated farmsteads or seasonal campsites. 

Settlement at this time was concentrated along the desert fringes, around the small valleys in the N–

central range, on the Bethel plateau, and on the NW slopes. The settlement pattern, both in its local and 

overall aspects, indicates a clear preference for cereal cultivation and animal husbandry instead of for 

orchards and vineyards. A particularly large number of settlements is observable around Shiloh, the 

religious and political center of the central hill country at this time. Other important sites excavated over 

the years include ˓Ai, Khirbet Raddana, Bethel, and ˓Izbet Ṣarṭah. In the hill country of Manasseh, to the 

N of Ephraim, there are also a large number of Iron Age I sites. Together these two regions contain nearly 

90 percent of the Iron Age I sites of the hill country and some 75 percent of the total number of Israelite 

settlements W of the Jordan River. It would appear therefore that the N part of the hill country was the 

focus of Israelite settlement. Its density in the land of Ephraim accords well with the importance attributed 

to the tribe of Ephraim in the biblical tradition.  

During Iron Age II the magnitude of Israelite settlement reached unprecedented proportions. So far, 

some 185 sites are known in Ephraimite territory, including the majority of the Iron Age I sites. About 15 

of these are very large (5 acres or more), another 15 are medium sized (2.5 acres or more), and the rest are 

small villages (less than 2.5 acres). Population density is particularly observable in the N part of the 

region. However, fairly vibrant activity also begins in the S part of the W slopes—a classic area of olive 

groves, fruit orchards, and vineyards. Several olive oil production installations have been found here. In 

contrast to the increase in the overall number of settlements in our region, there appears to be a decrease 

in the Bethel hills, perhaps because this was the area of the contested border between the kingdoms of 

Israel and Judah, a condition which resulted in political instability. The volume of activity in the land of 

Ephraim indicates that almost the entire region was cultivated and that the agricultural scene was fairly 

similar to that known today.  

During the Persian period, after the downfall of the kingdoms of Judah and Israel, the population of this 

region decreased drastically. Only some 80 sites are known, most of them very small in comparison to 

those of Iron Age II. The center of gravity of settlement activity shifted westwards, perhaps because the 

coastal plain was flourishing.  

During the Hellenistic period the area began to revive; and in the Roman period the number of 

settlements once again equaled that of Iron Age II, except they were more evenly distributed; and an 

intensive settlement wave also took place in the S part of the area, apparently due to the influence of the 

great metropolis of Jerusalem to the S.  

Under the Byzantines, the number of sites reached 200 or more, the greatest population density in the 

history of the land of Ephraim. The center of gravity shifted clearly to the S, with settlement density 

thinning out in the vicinity of Shechem, probably because of the suppression of the Samaritans. In the SW 

of the region were a number of monasteries that were probably involved in the production of wine and 

olive oil.  
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ISRAEL FINKELSTEIN  



EPHRAIM (PLACE) [Heb ˒eprayim (ם  One of the tribal territories of Israel, the name of .1 .[( ֶאְץַשיִּ

which was often synonymous with that of the N kingdom of Israel. See the EPHRAIM (PERSON) 

articles.  

2. An important town near Baal-hazor; it was at Baal-hazor that Absalom kept his sheepshearers and 

where he assassinated his half-brother Amnon to avenge the rape of his sister Tamar (2 Sam 13:23). Baal-

hazor is usually identified with Jebel el-‗asur (M.R. 177153), 14 miles NNE of Jerusalem. Some have 

suggested that this village of Ephraim (also N of Jerusalem) might be the same village to which Jesus 

retreated after raising Lazarus from the dead in Bethany and incurring the wrath of the chief priests and 

Pharisees in Jerusalem (John 11:45–54). Others, however, suggest that these are separate places (ISBE 

[1929], 963) and that the Ephraim of Absalom may be Eusebius‘ Ephraim (Onomast., 90), 20 Roman 

miles N of Jerusalem, while that of Jesus may be identified with Eusebius‘ Aphra (Onomast., 28), 5 

Roman miles E of Bethel. (The latter may be the same ―Ephraim‖ that Vespasian captured along with 

Bethel; JW 4.9.9 §551.)  

Despite the marked difference in the initial consonants, this village of Ephraim has sometimes been 

equated with the ―Ophrah‖ (Heb ˓oprâ) listed in the tribal territory of Benjamin (Josh 18:23), which is 

also mentioned in Judg 6:11 and 1 Sam 13:17 (Robinson 1856: 444–47). Likewise, Ephraim has been 

associated with ―Ephron‖ (Heb ˓prwn), which lay near Bethel and vacillated between N Israelite and S 

Judean spheres of political and military control (2 Chr 13:19, note the Qere ˓eprayin). To this 

constellation some add the ―Ephron‖ of 1 Macc 5:46 (in Transjordan), while others add the ―Aphairema‖ 

of 1 Macc 11:34 (cf. Ant 13.4.9 §127), located between Samaria and Jerusalem.  

Most scholars identify Ephraim/Aphairema with et-Taiyebeh (M.R. 178151), a village 4 miles NE of 

Beitin (Bethel) and 15 miles NNE of Jerusalem on a high hill overlooking the plains of Jericho and the 

Dead Sea to the SE. Albright (1922), however, distinguished between ―Ephraim/Aphairema‖ on the one 

hand and ―Ophrah/Ephron‖ on the other. While he felt the latter pair could be identified with et-Taiyibeh, 

he felt that the former pair should be identified with Ain Samieh (M.R. 182155), about 3 miles NE of et-

Taiyibeh and closer to the Jordan valley. To Albright, John 11:54 suggested that Jesus needed a warm 

place in February to winter with his disciples: Ain Samieh (1400 ft. above sea level)—in a warm and 

secluded valley that was well watered and had numerous grottoes—would have been ideal, a better 

candidate than et-Taiyibeh (2850 ft. above sea level), where the temperature is often colder than 

Jerusalem. See also DHAHR MIRZBANEH.  

Noting the abundance of tombs in the vicinity of Samieh, Albright suggested that originally a sanctuary 

of the ewe goddess Rachel (Heb raḥel, ―ewe‖) was located here and that in time this came to be identified 

with the tomb of the matriarch Rachel, who died giving birth to Benjamin (1 Sam 10:2 locates Rachel‘s 

tomb in Benjaminite territory N of Jerusalem, although Gen 35:16–20 associates it with Ephrath in 

Bethlehem [v 19]). The similarity of the older names Ophrah and Ephraim N of Bethel (as well as 

Ephrath) to Arabic ˒ifrit, ―demon,‖ may have led subsequent Arabs, through the practice of euphemism, to 

change the older name to et-Taiyibeh (‗favor,‘ ‗goodness‘; cf. LBHG, 121; cf. also Ephron of 1 Macc 

5:46, which was identified with the former Efreh, now Taiyibeh).  
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HENRY O. THOMPSON  

EPHRAIM GATE (PLACE) [Heb ša˓ar ˒eprayim (ם  A gate of Jerusalem located .[( ַשַףש ֶאְץַשיִּ

immediately W of the temple precincts, where the Temple Mount gives way to the Central or Tyropoeon 

valley, and immediately N of the junction of Hezekiah‘s broad wall and the wall surrounding the Temple 

Mount. The Ephraim Gate was so named because it exited immediately to the central ridge route that led 

to the mountains of Ephraim via the central Benjamin plateau. The gate was first mentioned (2 Kgs 14:13; 

2 Chr 25:23) during the reign of Amaziah (798–769 B.C.E.); it was rebuilt during the early return of the 



exiles under Zerubbabel (ca. 539–536 B.C.E.?) and later dedicated (Neh 8:16; 12:38–39) by Nehemiah (ca. 

446–434 B.C.E.).  

During the reign of Amaziah, Jehoash of Israel destroyed 400 cubits (ca. 200) of the N defenses of 

Jerusalem between the Corner Gate and the Ephraim Gate, most probably along the line of Hezekiah‘s 

broad wall, built several decades later. The placing, by some, of the Ephraim Gate 200 m E of the Corner 

Gate is based on the assumption that the entire section of the wall between the two gates measured about 

200 m and that Jehoash destroyed the entire section of the wall between these two gates. This is not 

supported by the texts (note the different prepositional prefix [bĕša˓ar in 2 Kgs 14:13 versus mišša˓ar in 2 

Chr 25:23]; see also Avi-Yonah 1954: 243 and n. 25). Many, assuming that the two gates were 200 m 

apart, have placed the Ephraim Gate near Avigad‘s excavations in areas W or X–2 (Simons 1952: 234, 

255 n. 5, 276, passim), while Avigad would rather identify these gates as Jeremiah‘s Middle Gate (area 

W) and Josephus‘ Gennath Gate (area X–2) (Jer 39:3; JW 5.4.2; Avigad 1980: 59, 69).  

The reason Nehemiah mentions the dedication but not the rebuilding of this gate may be found in the 

first building activities of the early returnees under the direction of Zerubbabel (Sheshbazar) and Ezra 

(Ezra 1:5–11; 3:8). Upon arriving in Jerusalem with the temple treasures that were returned by Cyrus 

(Ezra 1:5–11; clay cylinder of Cyrus; ANET, 315–16), the returnees most probably secured a perimeter for 

the safekeeping of the temple utensils and for the guarding of the sanctity of the temple enclosure. This 

rebuilt perimeter may have included the Ephraim Gate years before Nehemiah‘s complete rebuilding of 

the walls.  
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DALE C. LIID  

EPHRAIM, FOREST OF (PLACE) [Heb ya˓ar ˒eprayim (ם  The site of the battle .[( ַיַףש ֶאְץַשיִּ

where the forces of David defeated the men of Israel who had joined Absalom‘s rebellion (2 Sam 18:6–8). 

Presumably it was also there that Absalom met his death (vv 9–15). Because of the direction of David‘s 

earlier flight (―toward Mahanaim,‖ 17:27), it would be logical to think that the forest of Ephraim was 

located E of the Jordan river (cf. 17:24 and 19:15). There may be implicit references to this forest in Josh 

17:14–18, although there the forest is associated with the whole tribe of Joseph (both Ephraim and 

Manasseh), not just Ephraim, and is located in the land of the Perizzites and the Rephaim. Some scholars 

see these latter as being Transjordanian peoples (Og of Bashan was the last of the Rephaim; Deut 3:12). 

Leibel (1967) has even suggested that we should instead refer to the ―forest of Rephaim‖ both in the 

Joshua 17 passage and in the 2 Sam 18:6 battle account. However, these peoples were not restricted to 

Transjordan: 2 Sam 23:13 refers to the valley of Rephaim near Jerusalem, while Josh 9:1 relates the 

Perizzites to the Jebusites, etc. Joshua‘s prediction that the Joseph tribe, in clearing out their new forest, 

would drive out the Canaanites also seems to point to a possible Cisjordan location (although the 

Canaanites may have had a broader range of territory). Thus the forest given to the tribe of Joseph and the 

scene of the battle between David‘s forces and Absalom‘s could be W of the Jordan river. However, the 

Lucianic LXX revised 2 Sam 18:6 to read ―the forest of Mahanaim,‖ thereby insisting that the battle was 

fought E of the Jordan.  

Noth suggested that the forest should be identified with the wooded hills S of the Jabbok (NHI, 60–61, 

201). This would account for the two different routes that the Cushite runner and Ahimaaz took to deliver 

the battle report to David in Mahanaim (2 Sam 18:19–23): the former ran due N through the forest and 

over the hills, while the latter ran by way of the Jordan valley (―the plain,‖ v 23).  

The nature of this ―forest‖ has been another issue discussed by scholars. The name Ephraim comes from 

a root meaning ―fruit bearing‖ (plural of Heb parah). Of course, by the time of David the name Ephraim 

may have been traditional, no longer designating an actual fruit-bearing forest. Some have argued that 



since Absalom‘s head was caught in a great oak tree, the Hebrew ya˓ar refers to what in English is meant 

by ―forest,‖ a densely wooded area with many standing trees. Others, however, suggest that ya˓ar is 

cognate with Arabic wa˓r, ―rough country,‖ which refers to an area abounding in rocks, stones, scrub, and 

only occasional trees (ISBE [1929], 963).  
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HENRY O. THOMPSON  

EPHRATHAH (PERSON) [Heb ˒eprātâ (ֶאְץָשָתה )]. Var. EPHRATH. A wife of Hezron and 

subsequently of his son, Caleb. All the references to Ephrathah the person appear in the genealogical lists 

of 1 Chr 2:19, 24, 50; 4:4. At least three problems related to Hebrew genealogies make personal 

identification difficult: (1) their eponymous nature, (2) the practice of patronymy and papponymy, and (3) 

the use of ben, ―son,‖ ―child,‖ esp. in the plural, to mean ―descendant‖ in general (see BDB, 120–21). A 

textual difficulty complicates Ephrathah‘s identity still further, but the passages do converge to yield a 

probable meaning consistent with the biblical use of EPHRATHAH (PLACE).  

Judah and Tamar (Genesis 38) were the parents of Perez, who had a son named Hezron (1 Chr 2:3–5). 

The textually corrupt 1 Chr 2:24 (lit. ―And after the death of Hezron in Caleb [Heb bĕkālēb] Ephrathah 

and the wife of Hezron her father and she bore to him Ashhur the father of Tekoa‖) should almost 

certainly be emended with BHS and RSV to read: ―And after the death of Hezron, Caleb went in to [Heb 

bā˒ for bĕ, haplography, cf. LXX and Vg, and context v 21] Ephrathah, the wife of [omit waw] Hezron, 

his father [add waw, haplography], and she bore to him Ashhur, the father of Tekoa.‖ Hence, it seems that 

Ephrathah was a wife of Hezron in the autumn of his life. After both Hezron and Caleb‘s wife, Azubah, 

had died (1 Chr 2:18–19), Caleb married Ephrathah, who was not his mother. Their son Ashhur is perhaps 

identical with their son HUR, a shortened form of the former (cf. 1 Chr 2:24, 50 [read ―sons of Hur,‖ 

plural, with and Vg], 4:4–5), though this is not clear. At any rate, Ephrathah is portrayed as ancestress of 

Tekoa and great-grandmother of Bethlehem, Kiriath-Jearim, and Beth-Gader [= Geder?] (1 Chr 2:50–51).  

Ephrathah‘s prominent mention in the traditions of the Chronicler belies the memory of her as a 

matriarch of Israel. The messianic line passed through her (with Hezron) to Ruth, (with Boaz) to David 

and Bathsheba. Both her son Hur and her grandson Salma are called fathers of Bethlehem (1 Chr 2:51; 

4:4). Mother Ephrathah would leave her name, not only to her clan, but to the region it inhabited.  

LAMONTTE M. LUKER  

EPHRATHAH (PLACE) [Heb ˒eprātâ (ֶאְץָשָתה )]. Var. EPHRATH. EPHRATHITES. Area 

inhabited by the Judahite clan of the same name (Gen 35:16, 19; 48:7). The gentilic form, Ephrathite(s), 

in 1 Sam 17:12 and Ruth 1:2 (cf. 4:17) refers to the extended family of David from the village of 

Bethlehem in Judah, and the poetic parallelism of Ruth 4:11 pairs Ephrathah with Bethlehem. Thus it 

seems clear as a starting point that Ephrathah includes or is in the environs of the village of Bethlehem. 

(The gentilic form of Ephraim [RSV Ephraimite] spelled ˒eprāt   in Judg 12:5; 1 Sam 1:1; and 1 Kgs 

11:26 is an etymological coincidence.) Micah 5:1—Eng5:2—addresses Bethlehem Ephrathah as a clan 

(Heb ˒elep) within the tribe of Judah.  

The Genesis occurrences of Ephrath (ah) may employ the he-locale (cf. BDB, RSV), but this is dubious 

given the plene spelling of the LXX in these verses and of the Hebrew occurrences everywhere else 

except 1 Chr 2:19 (where LXX also reflects the shorter variant). The only time the Hebrew text of 

Genesis actually records the abbreviated ―Ephrath‖ is the second occurrence in 48:7 (absent in LXX), and 

this could easily be due to haplography.  

According to the Genesis legend, Rachel died giving birth to Benjamin on the way to (Heb bĕderek) and 

a relatively short distance (Heb kibrăt-hā˒āreṣ) from Ephrathah while traveling S with her husband, 

Jacob, from Bethel. The eponymous nature of the tradition would affirm that the patriarch was born in the 

Benjaminite tribal territory. 1 Samuel 10:2 likewise locates Rachel‘s tomb in the territory of Benjamin, 

and Jer 31:15 records a tradition that she was buried at Ramah, midway between Bethel and the 



Benjaminite-Judahite border. Now 1 Chr 2:24, 50–52; and 4:4–5 recall Ephrathah as the matriarch of 

Kiriath-jearim, on the border between Benjamin and Judah; of Bethlehem, just S of Jerusalem; of Tekoa, 

just S of and visible, according to Jerome, from Bethlehem; and of Beth-Gader, which, if equal to Geder, 

was probably just W of Tekoa. In short, the memory of the region of Ephrathah is the Judahite area 

surrounding Bethlehem. This is congruent with a LXX verse (Josh 15:59a) lost to the MT due to 

homoeoteleuton, which assigns Ephrathah to the territory of Judah (see BHS, NEB). Similarly, Ps 132:6 

pairs Ephrathah with Kiriath-jearim (‗the fields of Jaar‘), on the N border of Judah and the S border of 

Benjamin, in poetic parallelism.  

This evidence renders von Rad‘s (Genesis OTL) suggestion that the Ephrath (ah) of Genesis is Ophrah, 

NE of Bethel, highly unlikely. LXX A of Josh 18:23 translates the Heb Ophrah as Aphra, though Gk text 

B reads Ephrathah; but LXX Judg 6:11, 24; 8:27, 32; 9:5 also translates Ophrah as Ephrathah, and this is 

clearly a different location. And while the Ephron (Heb ˓eprôn) of 2 Chr 13:19 may equal Ophrah, textual 

evidence does not equate it with Ephrathah: LXX transliterates as Ephrōn and the MT Qere is ˓epr  n.  

A broader assessment of the history of traditions leads to the conclusion that Ephrathah was originally a 

Judahite clan named after its matriarch which settled in and around Bethlehem, stretching N of Jerusalem 

to the Benjaminite border at Kiriath-jearim and S to Tekoa; see EPHRATHAH (PERSON). The Davidic 

family of the clan came from the village of Bethlehem, a fact recalled by which translates Mic 5:1 with 

―Bethlehem, house of Ephrathah‖ (oikos tou Ephratha, Heb bet-˒eprātâ). In other words, Bethlehem was 

a village locale within the greater expanse of the clan Ephrathah. As Israel‘s tribal structure gave way to 

the monarchy along with the rise of Ephrathah‘s most famous family as the dynasty, Ephrathah became 

more and more identified with Bethlehem, its royal village. Later glossators simply thought the two were 

synonymous (Gen 35:19; 48:7; Josh 15:59a [LXX]).  
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LAMONTTE M. LUKER  

EPHRON (PERSON) [Heb ˓eprôn (ֶףְץשון )]. Son of Zohar, identified as a Hittite, who sold his field 

containing the cave of Machpelah to Abraham (Gen 23:8–17; 25:9; 49:29–30; 50:13). Abraham‘s wife 

Sarah had died, and he urgently needed a place to bury her. He negotiated with Ephron to buy just the 

cave of Machpelah, but Ephron insisted on selling the field and the cave for 400 shekels of silver. This 

was a very high price compared with other land sales, cf. Gen 33:19. Although Lehmann (1953: 18) has 

argued that the negotiations between Abraham and Ephron presuppose an extensive knowledge of Hittite 

laws and customs, Tucker (1966: 77–84) has convincingly argued that these customs are not specifically 

Hittite at all. Instead, they are not significantly different from local customs relating to real estate 

transactions. Furthermore, Hoffner (1969: 32) has shown that the names of persons called ―Hittites‖ in the 

OT are almost all good Semitic names, e.g., Zohar, Gen 23:8; Judith et al., Gen 26:34; Ahimelech, 1 Sam 

26:6; etc. Ephron is also a good Semitic name from ˓pr meaning ―gazelle.‖ Therefore it is most likely that 

Ephron was part of a group of Canaanites living in the hills near Hebron during the time of Abraham and 

not a Hittite from Anatolia.  
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JAMES C. MOYER  

EPHRON (PLACE) [Heb ˓eprôn (ֶףְץשון )]. Three places in the Hebrew Bible and the Apocrypha have 

this name.  



1. City captured by Abijah, king of Judah, along with its surrounding villages, from Jeroboam I, king of 

Israel (2 Chr 13:19). It is usually identified with the Ophrah of Josh 18:23 in Benjamin (not the Ophrah in 

Manasseh, Judg 8:32) and modern et-Taiyibeh about 4 miles NE of Bethel (M.R. 178151).  

2. ―The cities of Mount Ephron‖ (Josh 15:9). It is part of a boundary description of the territory assigned 

to Judah. This district has been difficult to locate precisely, but Boling and Wright (Joshua AB, 369) 

place it at el-Qastel, near Mozah.  

3. A large and well fortified city which attempted to block the passage of Judas Maccabeus, who was on 

his way from Gilead to Judah along with his army. Judas captured the city, killed all the males, looted the 

city, and razed it to the ground (1 Macc 5:46–52; 2 Macc 12:27–29). It is located E of the Jordan river 

about 12 miles SW of the Sea of Galilee (M.R. 217216).  
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EPIC OF GILGAMESH. See GILGAMESH EPIC.  

EPICTETUS. Epictetus was born between A.D. 50 and 60 in Hierapolis (Phrygia) and died between 

120 and 140 in Nicopolis. As a youth he was a slave of Epaphroditus, a freedman of Nero. Epaphroditus 

was the one who enabled him to attend the philosophy lessons of C. Musonius Rufus and finally set him 

free. Therefore the well known story that Epictetus‘ lame leg was a result of torturing by his master 

(Celsus at Origen, Cels. 7.732) is hardly credible. First Epictetus himself taught philosophy in Rome; but 

when Domitian banished all the philosophers (A.D. 89), he transferred his school to Nicopolis (near 

Actium). His audience were part of the ruling class of the Empire (Diss. 1.11.1; 2.23.38; 3.4.1; 5.3; 7.1; 

4.4.1–2).  

Epictetus himself did not write anything. Of the originally eight books Diatribai (= Dissertationes) four 

have come down to us. They are notes of lessons, taken by Arrian, who also edited the famous 

Encheiridion, a compilation of the essential doctrines of Epictetus. The letter of dedication of Arrian to 

Gellius, which precedes the Diatribai, claims high proximity to the original lessons (accepted by 

Hartmann 1905 and the communis opinio, doubted by Wirth 1967). Apart from some redactional 

interferences by Arrian, the notes probably give us quite an authentic picture of Epictetus‘ philosophy and 

his way of teaching (Schmeller 1987: 164–66). The doctrine of Epictetus follows the Stoicism of 

Chrysippus to a great extent but also shows a certain Cynic influence (esp. in the Cynic ideal of the wise 

man, Diss. 3.22). Epictetus pursues popular philosophy, and so orthodoxy is irrelevant for him. Logic, 

physics, and the interpretation of philosophical texts must have been part of Epictetus‘ lessons but were 

apparently of very little importance (Diss. 1.4.5–17, 28–29; 17.13–19; 2.21.8–11). The only thing of value 

was the practical progress in the direction of one‘s aretē, ―virtue‖ (esp. Diss. 1.4: peri prokopēs, 

―concerning moral progress‖).  

The contents of Epictetus‘ philosophy are formed of two central themes, treated in multiple variations: 

the relation of man to the exterior things and to God. Fundamental to the first topic is his classifying of 

the reality accessible to man as ―up to us‖ on the one hand (this is the realm of good and evil) and ―not up 

to us‖ on the other hand (ta eph’ hēmin - ta ouk eph’ hēmin) (Diss. 1.22.10). The only thing which is up to 

us is the inner attitude to the ideas conveyed by our sense organs, the chrēsis tōn phantasiōn, 

―acquaintance of the mind‖ (Diss. 1.1.7): ―conception, choice, desire, aversion, and, in a word, everything 

that is our own doing‖ (Ench. 1.1). Richness, fame, health, etc., however, are exterior and indifferent to 

man. Epictetus does not join the Stoics in their distinction within the ―indifferent things,‖ the adiaphora, 

between the natural and the unnatural ones: in his eyes there is only the one diairesis, ―distinction,‖ 

―reckoning,‖ ―classification‖ as one‘s own things or strange things (Diss. 2.6.24; 19.15.17); and happiness 

depends on the self-restriction to the former (Fr. 4; Diss. 1.1; 4.1; and often). Liberty consists in ―desiring 

each thing exactly the way it happens. And how do they happen? As he that ordains them has ordained‖ 

(Diss 1.12.15; cf. 4.1.98–99; and often). The man who has aligned his own will with the divine will in this 

way is free from any determination by others and at the same time acknowledges the providence of God, 



who has arranged and guides everything perfectly (Diss. 1.6; 16). Every destiny is destined by God (who 

bears nearly personal traits) and therefore man may, but also has to accept it trustfully (Diss. 2.16.42). 

This includes fulfilling one‘s duties to the fellow beings (Diss. 2.10). Not least because of their ―diatribe‖ 

style the Dissertations are still today a most fascinating piece of literature.  
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THOMAS SCHMELLER  

EPICUREANISM. A philosophical movement founded by Epicurus (341–270 B.C.). Born at Samos, 

Epicurus established a school of philosophy called ―the Garden‖ (Gk kepos) in Athens after he settled 

there in 307–306 B.C. Only a few of his many writings have survived. We have three complete letters: 

Letter to Herodotus, a summary of his physics; Letter to Pythocles, a summary of astronomical and 

meteorological teachings; and Letter to Menoeceus, an introduction to his ethics. We also have a 

collection of sayings called Kyriai Doxai (Authoritative Opinions), another collection called ―Vatican 

Sayings,‖ and some fragmentary papyri; the most important papyri are the remains of his 37 books On 

Nature.  

Epicurus‘ physical doctrines are the basis of his ethics. His physics is greatly indebted to Leucippus and 

Democritus, the founders of atomism in the 5th century B.C. Epicurus held that physical doctrines deal 

with things that cannot be perceived by the senses. These hidden things, he maintained, must be 

discovered by the faculty of reason, using as evidence the information provided by the senses. The 

universe is composed of empty space (void) and subperceptible bodies, atoms, which are indivisible and 

cannot change in any way. The atoms have only three properties, shape, size, and weight; they have 

numerous types of shape but no color, taste, or other perceptible properties. There is an infinite number of 

atoms, moving in an infinite void.  

The atoms move extremely rapidly and collide frequently. By getting entangled with one another, they 

form complexes of various sizes. The largest type of complex is an entire world system. It is formed when 

a vast number of atoms come together and the heavier atoms gather in the center to form the earth, 

whereas the lighter atoms are squeezed out toward the periphery. This gathering and sorting of atoms may 

be described as a ―chance‖ happening, since it is the spontaneous and necessary result of infinite atoms 

forming infinite combinations throughout an infinite time. There is an infinite number of worlds in the 



universe, and worlds are continually being created and destroyed. Nothing is everlasting except the 

universe as a whole, the atoms in it, and the gods.  

Epicurus thought that it is self-evident that there are gods. But since the universe consists of atoms and 

void and nothing else, the gods are nothing but complexes of atoms. They live outside any particular 

world system in the spaces that separate one world from another. Most important, the gods never 

intervene in the affairs of any world. They do not create or destroy worlds, and they have no concern 

whatsoever for human beings or anything else in the world. They do not punish or reward human beings. 

This doctrine is summed up in the most famous of Epicurus‘ sayings, ―What is blessed and indestructible 

neither has trouble itself nor gives trouble to others, so that it is not subject to anger or favor; for all this 

sort of thing lies in weakness (KD 1).‖ The gods lead a perfectly happy life remote from the world, 

serving as models of happiness for human beings.  

By his physics Epicurus hoped to free humans of their fear of the gods. He also hoped to free humans of 

their fear of death. The human being, he held, is composed of body atoms and soul atoms; and when a 

person dies, the soul is destroyed along with the body. There is no afterlife; hence ―death is nothing to us‖ 

(KD 2). Freed of these fears, humans can devote themselves to the pursuit of their natural goal, pleasure. 

Epicurus held that the supreme good is pleasure, but his hedonism is modified by two considerations. 

First, he believed that the greatest pleasure is the absence of pain (KD 3). Second, he held that one must 

calculate pleasures carefully, so as to forgo some immediate pleasures for the sake of a maximum of 

pleasure. The source of all pleasures is a person‘s body; mental pleasures exist only insofar as they are 

thoughts about the condition of the body. It is not difficult to achieve a pleasant life since acute pains are 

of short duration and long-lasting pains admit of a preponderance of pleasure over pain (KD 4).  

These first four Kuriai Doxai form the tetrapharmakos, Epicurus‘ fourfold remedy for leading a happy 

life. This remedy is the basis of Epicurus‘ ethics. It follows that justice, wisdom, and other traditionally 

recognized virtues are desirable only as a means to living a pleasant life (KD 5). Political life is to be 

shunned. The best life is a quiet life, among friends, devoted to the satisfaction of simple desires.  

Epicurus‘ primary aim was to make people happy. To this end he directed his teachings at both the 

educated and the uneducated. His writings, which range from highly technical works to simple maxims, 

reflect this broad humanitarian concern. His followers gathered in groups to memorize and study his 

writings. After his death they celebrated his birthday each year. They regarded Epicurus as a savior who 

was more beneficent than any god was alleged to be. There was a tendency to accept Epicurus‘ doctrines 

as infallible; but there was also considerable dialogue with other philosophical schools, especially in the 

2d century B.C. We know of this activity primarily through Philodemus and Cicero in the first century B.C. 

The best known follower of Epicurus is the Roman Lucretius (ca. 99–55 B.C.), who endeavored to convert 

the Romans to Epicureanism. He wrote a magnificent poem, On the Nature of Things, in which he set out 

in detail Epicurus‘ physics and extolled its ethical value.  

Although Epicureanism enjoyed its greatest influence in the three centuries before Christ, it continued to 

have social and intellectual importance for some centuries afterward. The Epicureans continued to be 

denounced for denying providence and for making pleasure the goal of life. Because they rejected the 

influence of the gods in the world, they were often erroneously accused of being atheists. They were also 

denounced for denying the immortality of the soul and, in general, for being uneducated boors. But 

occasionally, even staunch opponents lauded Epicurus for the simplicity of his life, his courage in 

confronting a painful death, and his devotion to others. The Stoic Seneca, in particular, recognized ethical 

nobility in Epicureanism. The Epicureans seem to have gained a new vitality in the latter part of the 2d 

century (Lucian Alexander 61). Evidence of proselytizing activity is a long inscription of Epicurean 

doctrines put up by Diogenes (2d or 3d century) in the town of Oenoanda in Lycia, Asia Minor.  

In Judaism there are traces of anti-Epicurean polemic in rabbinic literature (Bastomsky 1973; Fischel 

1973). It is likely that Epicureanism had an influence on Wisdom (Reese 1970: 16, 65–66, 111–12). Philo 

opposed Epicurus‘ hedonism and denial of providence (Usener 1887). Josephus (Ant 10, §277–81) 

denounced the Epicureans for ―throwing out providence‖ and ―saying that the world moves spontaneously 

without a guide and administrator‖ (Unnik 1973). In Christian literature the Epicureans appear as 



opponents of Paul (Acts 17:18). Generally, Christian writers are hostile to the Epicureans, although there 

are a few positive evaluations (Schmid RAC 5: 780–811). The similarities between early Christians and 

Epicureans were overestimated by De Witt (1954). There are common features, however, notably the 

rejection of divination and fatalism (Simpson 1941) and the instructional use of moral sayings (Betz 1985: 

11–15).  
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ELIZABETH ASMIS  

EPIGRAPHY, TRANSJORDANIAN. Transjordanian epigraphy was born in 1868 when a 

French missionary, Rev. Klein, found the famous Mesha stele at Dhiban (biblical Dibon). The inscription 

engraved on this stele is still the longest and the most important inscription ever found E of the Jordan. 

Ammonite, Moabite, and Edomite inscriptions were also discovered in controlled excavations, especially 

after World War II. The publication of many new seals and a careful analysis of their script and 

iconography, initiated by N. Avigad, permitted clear distinctions between the Ammonite, Moabite, and 

Edomite seals or seal impressions, the ductus of which are different from the Hebrew, Phoenician, and 

Aramaic seals.  

Ammonite, Moabite, and Edomite epigraphy do not cover the whole field of Transjordanian epigraphy, 

either chronologically or geographically. These languages are represented in linear alphabetic inscriptions 

from the 10th century until about 500 B.C. The corpus under consideration thus does not include either the 

Deir ˓Alla tablets (Lemaire 1981: 98) or the Balu˓a stele (Drioton 1933; Ward and Martin 1964–65) (both 

of them still undeciphered and probably to be dated at the beginning of the 12th century B.C.). The 

Aramaic inscriptions from the Persian period and later (e.g., Ibrahim and van der Kooij 1983: 581; Milik 

1958–59; 331–42) are not included here (see ARAMAIC SCRIPT), nor are the N Arabic inscriptions 

(mainly Thamudic and Safaitic; see INSCRIPTIONS, SAFAITIC).  

Also excluded are Aram inscriptions from N Transjordan from the 9–6th century B.C., especially a few 

small incised inscriptions and the famous inscriptions on plaster found at Deir ˓Alla (Hoftijzer and van 

der Kooij 1976). The language of these last inscriptions is still a matter of dispute; there have been 

attempts to relate the language to Midianite, Ammonite, Gileadite, and Aramaic (e.g., Hackett 1984b, 

1986, 1988; BibAT, 313–70; Puech 1987). According to this last attribution (Lemaire 1987a, 1988a; cf. 

Garr 1985; Kaufman 1988) the ―Book/text of Balaam son of Beor, the seer of the gods‖ could be the oldest 

example of a literary Aramaic dialect of N Transjordan (Lemaire 1985; see DEIR ALLA [TEXTS]).  

The Edomite kingdom, however, occupied not only part of S Transjordan, but also part of S Cisjordan 

from at least 734 B.C. (the capture of Elat by the king of Edom [2 Kgs 16:6; the reading ―Edom‖ is to be 

preferred to MT‘s ―Aram‖]). Edomites occupied the Negeb in 597 B.C. and the S part of the Shephelah 

and the Judean mountains in 587 B.C. Edomite inscriptions can be found in Cisjordan as far N as a line 

from Lachish to Hebron and En-gedi.  

Transjordanian paleography is not yet so well known as paleo-Hebrew epigraphy. However, it is 

possible to distinguish several features which show that separate script traditions arose for Ammon, 



Moab, and Edom late in the Iron II period (Herr 1980; van der Kooij 1987). The linguistic features of 

Ammonite, Moabite, and Edomite show them to be Canaanite dialects closely related to Hebrew and 

Phoenician.  

A. Ammonite Inscriptions  

The identification and study of Ammonite epigraphy started about 1950 with the discovery of a few 

fragmentary inscriptions and the study of the characteristics of Ammonite seals (Avigad 1952). Today we 

can list the Amman citadel inscription, the Tell Siran inscription, the Heshbon, Tell el-Mazar, Deir ˓Alla, 

and Nimrud ostraca, a few fragmentary incised inscriptions, and about one hundred seals. To these texts 

in Ammonite script and language we may add a few Aram inscriptions containing Ammonite names.  

1. Amman Citadel Inscription. This fragmentary stone slab (26 × 19.4 cm) was discovered in 1961 in 

the excavations of the SW crest of the Amman citadel in an Iron Age level. Now in the Archaeological 

Museum in Amman (J 9000), this inscription contains fragments of eight lines incised in limestone. The 

paleographic dating can only be approximate: from mid-9th century (Cross 1969a) to early 8th century 

B.C. (Horn 1967–68: 83; 1969: 8).  

Because of the fragmentary state of this inscription, the reading of some letters is doubtful and the 

general interpretation unsettled. However, this inscription is probably a kind of building inscription, 

perhaps a royal inscription recording Milkom‘s oracle of ―building instruction‖ for new defenses in case 

of a siege (diverted entrance, doors, ditches, or cisterns … ) so that the country will be in security and 

peace.  

2. Tell Siran Inscription. This inscription was discovered in 1972 in the excavations at Tell Siran 

(University campus), about 10 km NW of Amman. It is incised around a 10-cm-long bronze bottle which 

contained wheat and barley grains (Helbaeck 1974; Thompson 1983). Because the bottle was not found in 

a stratified context, the inscription‘s paleographic and historical dating can only be approximated in the 

late 7th century B.C. The text is complete and the reading certain:  

1. ―Deeds of Amminadab king of the Ammonites  

2. son of Hizzilel king of the Ammonites,  

3. son of Amminadab king of the Ammonites:  

4. the vineyard and the garden (s?) and the canal  

5. and the reservoir (s?).  

6. May he rejoice and be glad  

7–8. for many days and long years.‖  

This inscription on a votive object records the foundation of a ―garden of pleasure,‖ a literary motive well 

known in Hebrew (Cant 4:12–15; 6:2.11; Qoh 2:4–6) and in Assyrian inscriptions.  

3. Heshbon Ostraca. Several Ammonite ostraca, first published by F. M. Cross (1973b, 1975, 1976), 

were discovered in the Tell Heshban excavations (probably biblical Heshbon).  

Ostracon 1 is a list of names: ―Son of Laha[y?];‖ ―˓Uzz  a (or ˓Uzz  e[l],‖ ―Son of Rabe[l?],‖ ―Son of 

Psammî,‖ ―Nanaydan.‖ It is probably to be dated ca. 525 B.C. Ostracon 2, probably also a list of names, 

though badly preserved, is of the same date.  

Ostracon 4 seems earlier and could be dated ca. 600 B.C. It is a list of names connected with various 

items: small cattle, gum (?), silver, wine, hay (?), cakes (?) and cattle (?) Ostracon 11 (7th century B.C.) is 

fragmentary; it could mention small cattle and beasts of burden.  

The ostracon most recently published by Cross (1986; Jackson 1983: 53–54), is likewise a list of names: 

―Elram son of Hô[sha]l, ―Azarel son of […],‖ ―Elazar son of Malakel,‖ ―NQR son of Elûr,‖ ―Elnadab 

(son of) Baraq …‖  

4. Tell el-Mazar and Deir ˓Alla Ostraca. Several ostraca dating from the 7th to 5th century B.C. have 

been found during the Deir ˓Alla (Ibrahim and van der Kooij 1983: 581) and Tell el-Mazar excavations: 

they are Ammonite or Aramaic. One of them, published by K. Yassine and J. Teixidor (1986; Yassine 

1988) is a message with formulas close to those found in Phoenician, Hebrew, and Edomite 

epistolography:  

― (Thus) said Palat: say to his brother to Abdâ: are you well? And now …‖  



5. Nimrud Ostracon. Found in the Nimrud excavations in 1957, this ostracon (registered as ND 6231) 

carries a list of names written in columns on both its sides. Some of the names were identified as 

Transjordanian by P. Bordreuil (1979) and the whole list as Ammonite by J. Naveh (1980):  

Recto: Column I. ― (1) […] son of Anael, (2) Hananel son of Anael, (3) Manahem son of Beyadel, (4) 

Shabel son of Uzzel, (5) Hananel son of Hazael, (6) GN‘ son of Menahem.  

Column II. (1) Elnur son of Me (na)hem, (2) Elnur son of Padiel, (3) Zakarel son of Zinnor, (4) Nadabel 

son of Hannun.‖  

Verso: ― (1) Menahem son of Elyasha, (2) Elnur son of Mikael, (3) Ayanadab son of Haggay, (4) 

Eltamak (the launderer), (5) Akbar s[on of E]lnatan.‖  

Ostracon ND 6231 was probably found in the last Neo-Assyrian level of Fort Salmanasar. According to 

M. E. L. Mallowan (1966: 407) it could be ―a list of foreign workmen employed by the Arsenal in the 7th 

century B.C.‖ However the paleographic date of this ostracon is disputed and seems rather ca. 700 B.C.  

6. Short of Fragmentary Incised Inscriptions. The Amman theater inscription, a triangular stone 

fragment, was discovered in 1961 in the course of excavations at the Roman Theater at Amman (Dajani 

1967–68); it contains remains of two incised lines and is probably to be dated in the late 7th century B.C.  

Three incised sherds from the Amman citadel, an incised sherd from Heshbon, an incised bronze cup 

from Umm Udheinah (Zayadine and Bordreuil 1986), and a still unpublished Deir ˓Alla sherd give the 

(fragmentary) names of the owners of the vessels.  

Eight isolated letters were incised on the backs of the eyes of double-faced heads found in the Amman 

citadel (Zayadine 1973: 33–35; Bordreuil 1973b); they are to be dated in the late 8th or early 7th century 

B.C.  

7. Ammonite Seals. Since the discovery of a few Ammonite seals in the Adoninur tomb (Driver 1953) 

and the first identifications of seals of unknown origin as Ammonite by Avigad (1952), the corpus of 

Ammonite seals identified as such by place of origin, paleography, onomastics, and iconography has 

continued to grow. The identification of seals as Ammonite according to these criteria can now be 

considered reliable, although the paleographic dating is still approximate. Several varieties of seals can be 

distinguished:  

• 5 seals of ―servants‖ (of a king): ―Adonipelet servant of Amminadab‖ (ca. 667), ―Adoninur servant of 

Amminadab‖ (ca. 667), ―Beyadel servant of Padiel‖ (ca. 701), ―Menahem son of Samak servant of 

(the) king‖ (ca. 700–650), ―Milkomûr servant of Baalyasha‖ (ca. 587).  

• 5 seals of various officers: ―Abdâ steward (n˓r) of Elram‖ (7th century), ―Battush steward of Barakel‖ 

(6th century?), ―Hatay scribe of Adonur‖ (7th century), ―Shôher the standard-bearer‖ (late 7th 

century), ―Nazarel the gold/silversmith‖ (7th century).  

• 2 seals of wives: ―Alyah (maid)servant (˒mt) of Hananel‖ (ca. 700–650), ―Anamût (maid)servant of 

DBLBS‖ (ca. 700–650).  

• 6 seals of women with a patronym: ―Abyehay daughter of Yenahem‖ (ca. 700), ―Elsagab daughter of 

Elshama‖ (ca. 700–650), ―Biqeshat daughter of Abdyarah‖ (ca. 700–650), ―Ala daughter of Amar‖ 

(ca. 700–650), ―Abyehay daughter of Uzziyâ (ca. 600).  

• 64 seals of men with a patronym.  

• 27 seals with only one name.  

• Several seals with various religious formulas: ―[To X son of] Abnadab who made a vow to Asta (rte) in 

Sidon. May she bless him!‖ (late 7th century); ―Seal of Mannuki-Inurta blessed by Milkom‖ (ca. 

700–650).  

• About 10 seals with partial abecedaries. The first four, five, eight, ten, or eleven letters of the alphabet 

are found. These seals were probably engravers‘ exercises.  

From all these inscriptions, the Ammonite onomasticon is becoming better known (Jackson WLSGF, 

507–21; O‘Connor 1987). The god Milkom was the national god of Ammon, and is mentioned in blessing 

formulas, but does not figure in the onomasticon. El is the divine name used in many Ammonite personal 

names.  



Ammonite script appears to be a branch of Aramaic script with certain local peculiarities, such as the 

square ˓ayin, the flag-shaped he, the oval angular ṭet with one horizontal stroke, and the kap with 

triangular head. Most of the letters tend to be upright in stance, a feature also found in Phoenician and 

Aramaic writing. As in Aramaic, the heads of the letters with closed curves (b, d, ˓, r) are no longer closed 

in examples datable to the end of the 7th century. The 6th-century Ammonite script so much resembles 

Aramaic script that in several cases only the language (e.g., Ammonite bn instead of Aram br) is a clear 

indication of a text‘s Ammonite origin.  

The influence of Aramaic on the Ammonite culture is further attested by the sporadic use of Aramaic in 

inscriptions written by Ammonites. This seems the case with the Amman statue inscription (ca. 700 B.C.), 

which reads:  

―[I],mage (or [S]tatue) of Yarahazar [son of Za]kkur son of Shanip.‖  

This is probably the statue of a grandson of the Ammonite king Shanipu mentioned in the Annals of 

Tiglath-pileser III. The use of Aramaic by Ammonites seems also to be attested by a Neo-Babylonian seal 

(ca. 600) to be read: ―To Tamakel son (br) of Milkom.‖ After the fall of the Ammonite kingdom (582 

B.C.), the Ammonites seem to have used Aramaic script and language with increasing frequency. So far, 

we have no evidence of the use of the Ammonite language after ca. 500 B.C.  

B. Moabite Inscriptions  

Since 1868 Moabite epigraphy has been dominated by the Mesha stele. However, other small 

inscriptions and several inscribed seals recently identified as Moabite have expanded understanding of 

Moabite epigraphy.  

1. Mesha Stele. This famous stele, discovered in 1868 at Dhiban, was later broken by bedouin. C. 

Clermont-Ganneau succeeded in sending most of the pieces to the Louvre in Paris, where it was almost 

entirely reconstructed from a squeeze taken before the stone had been broken (Horn WLSGF, 497–505; 

see also MESHA STELE). The stele is a royal inscription of Mesha, king of Moab, glorifying the king 

and his accomplishments in the two fields of warfare and construction. This inscription seems to have 

been written towards the end of Mesha‘s long and successful reign: not only has the house of Omri been 

destroyed (by Jehu in 841), but also Israel itself has been annihilated (under Jehoahaz‘s reign [2 Kgs 

13:3–7]); this latter political situation corresponds probably to ca. 815–810 (cf. 2 Kgs 13:20).  

2. Fragmentary Inscriptions. Several small fragmentary inscriptions have been found in Dhiban 

(perhaps mentioning the ―temple of Che[mosh]‖), in Kerak (with the name of the father of Mesha: 

―Chemoshyat‖), and in Balu˓a (Zayadine 1986).  

3. Moabite Seals. More than 30 seals can be identified as Moabite on the basis of their origin, 

paleography, onomastics, and iconography. The most important ones include a title: ―To Chemosham 

(son of) Chemoshel the scribe,‖ ―Amoz the scribe,‖ ―To Paltî son of Maosh the herald (mzkr),‖ ―To 

Menasseh son of the king.‖ Several of the names include the theophorous element ―Chemosh‖: 

―Chemoshmaosh,‖ ―Chemoshdan,‖ ―Chemoshzadaq,‖ ―Chemoshyahay,‖ ―Chemoshnatan.‖ Most of the 

Moabite seals employ only one name.  

Moabite script was close to Hebrew during the 9th and the beginning of the 8th century B.C., but at the 

end of the 8th and during the 7th century the ductus of Moabite underwent original development. The tails 

of letters became more curved, leaned to the left, and shortened, giving letters with descenders a squat 

shape; mem and nun developed large heads; and there developed a ḥet with the two vertical bars in the 

opposite direction. Later on, probably towards the beginning of the 6th century B.C., this script was 

influenced by Aramaic writing. Aramaic influence is perceptible especially in the šin executed in three 

strokes and in the open ˓ayin.  

No Moabite inscription currently known seems to be later than the 6th century B.C., but we know from 

an Aramaic inscription published by J. T. Milik (1958–59) that the cult of Chemosh was still attested in 

Moab in the late 4th–early 3d century B.C.  

C. Edomite Inscriptions  

The study of Edomite epigraphy is just beginning. Identification of inscriptions as Edomite is still 

largely conjectural.  



1. Tell el-Kheleifeh Ostracon. The first Edomite ostracon was discovered at Tell el-Kheleifeh (no. 

6043) and identified as Edomite by Naveh (1966: 28–30). The text is a list of ten names, the readings of 

which are sometimes uncertain: ―Rael,‖ ―Bodqô[s],‖ ―Shalem,‖ ―Qôsb[anah],‖ ―Pagaqôs.‖ 

Paleographically this ostracon is to be dated ca. 600 B.C.  

2. Umm el-Biyara Ostracon. Discovered in Umm el-Biyara (Milik 1966), this ostracon contains the 

beginning of three lines difficult to read and approximately to be dated in the 7th century B.C.  

3. Horvat ˓Uzza Ostracon. Discovered in Khirbet/Horvat ˓Uzza (a site in the Negeb) in a ca. 600 B.C. 

archaeological context, this ostracon is part of a letter:  

― (Thus) said Lumalak: say to Blbl. Are you well? I bless you by Qôs.  

And now, give the food …‖  

4. Fragmentary Inscriptions. An Edomite graffito was found on a small jar at Tell el-Kheleifeh; 

several fragmentary inscriptions come from Buseirah (Puech 1977); and at least two fragmentary 

inscriptions containing the DN Qôs have been found in the Edomite shrine of Qitmit in the Negeb (Beit-

Arieh and Beck 1987). A small bronze weight inscribed ḥmšt (45, 35g) from Petra is difficult to classify: 

it may be Aramaic, Ammonite, or Edomite (Pilcher 1922; Bron and Lemaire 1983).  

Other probable Edomite (or Aramaic?) ostraca have been found in the S Negeb: in Tell Aroer (Biran 

and Cohen 1982; Naveh 1985), and in Tell Malhata (Kochavi 1972).  

5. Lachish Inscription (?). A small cuboid limestone incense altar found in Lachish is inscribed on one 

side; the script is Aramaic (end of 6th or beginning of the 5th century B.C.); but the language is probably 

Edomite or N Arabic: ―Incense altar of Iyâsh son of Mahlay the king.‖ After 587, the Edomites occupied 

S Judah and were later (after ca. 552) probably absorbed and controlled by the Arab confederation of 

Qedar. Accordingly Iyâsh could be either an Edomite prince keeping the title ―king‖ within this 

confederation, or an Arabic king of Qedar (Milik 1958–59: 334, n. 4; Cross 1969b: 23; Lemaire 1974; 

1988b).  

6. Khirbet el-Kôm Ostraca? The relationship of the Khirbet el-Kôm ostraca to Edomite epigraphy has 

been disputed. If the categorization of the Semitic text as Edomite is sustained, the ostraca attest to the use 

of the Edomite language in Idumea in the early 3d century B.C. See KOM, KHIRBET EL- (OSTRACA).  

7. Edomite Seals. About ten seals can be identified as Edomite. One, an early 7th century bulla with the 

inscription ―To Qôsga[bar king of E]dom,‖ is especially precious; the king Qôsgabar is mentioned in 

Sennacherib‘s annals (LAR 2 876 [667 B.C.]) together with Musuri, king of Moab, and Amminadbi, king 

of Beth-ammon.  

Seven seal impressions on jars found at Tell el-Kheleifeh give us the name of a minister of the Edomite 

king: ―Qôsanal servant of the king‖ (late 7th century?). A bulla with the same title was found at Buseirah.  

Paleographically, the Edomite script seems to have been very close to Moabite and probably influenced 

by the Aramaic and Phoenician scripts from the 7th century on. However, Edomite script is the least 

attested of the Transjordanian scripts, making its typology difficult to describe. One feature of the ductus 

appears to be unique to Edomite: in most of the inscriptions from the 7th or early 6th century B.C., dalet is 

written with the tail pointing upwards, presumably to prevent confusion with reš.  

Edomite names with the theoporic element ―Qôs‖ appear, starting about the late 6th century, in 

cuneiform inscriptions (Dalley 1984; Joannes 1987), in Aramaic ostraca from Beersheba (Naveh 1979b) 

and Arad (Naveh 1981), and in Gk inscriptions (Milik 1958; 1960: 95–96; Israel 1979a) mainly from 

Marissa (Peters and Thiersch 1905; Oren and Rappaport 1984).  

Transjordanian Inscriptions  

INSCRIPTION  DATES  BIBLIOGRAPHY  

Ammonite  
  

Amman Citadel  

mid-

9th/early 

8th cent.?  

Horn ADAJ 1967–68; Cross 1969a; Albright BASOR 198 (1970): 38–40; 

Kutscher Qadmoniot 5/1 (1972): 27–28; Puech and Rofé RB 80 (1973): 

531–46; Dion RB 82 (1975): 24–33; Van Selms BiOr 32 (1975): 5–8; 



Fulco BASSOR 230 (1978): 39–43; sasson PEQ 111 (1979): 117–25; Shea 

PEQ 111 (1979): 17–25; PEQ 113 (1981): 105–10; Jackson 1983  

Tell Siran  
late 7th 

cent.  

Thompson ADAJ 18 (1973): 5–13; AJBA 2 (1974–75): 125–36; Thompson 

1883; Thompson and Zayadine BASOR 212 (1973): 5–15; BA 81 (1974): 

80–85; RB 81 (1974): 80–85; Zayadine and Thompson Berytus 22 (1973): 

115–40; Dion RB 82 (1975): 24–33; Krahmalkov BASOR 223 (1976): 55–

57; Loretz UF 9 (1977): 196–71; Shea PEQ (1978): 107–12; Coote 

BASOR 240 (1980): 93; Isreal BeO 22 (1980): 283–87; Baldacci VT 31 

(1881): 363–68; Becking BiOr 38 (1981): 273–76; Emerton  

Heshbon  6th cent.  

Cross AUSS 7 (1969): 223–29; AUSS 11 (1973): 126–31; AUSS 13 (1975): 

1–20; AUSS 14 (1976): 145–48; Cross 1986; Shea AUSS 15 (1977): 217–

22; Geraty AFO 27 (1980): 251–54; Jackson 1983  

Tell el-Mazar, 

Deir ˓Alla  

7th/6th 

cent.  

Ibrahim and Van der kooji 1983; Yassine and Teixidor 1986; Yassine 

1988: 137–55  

Nimrud  
ca. 700 

B.C.  

Segal Iraq 19 (1957): 139–45; Albright BASOR 149 (1958): 33–36; Segert 

Asian and African Studies 1 (1965): 147–51; Garbini AION 27 (1967): 94–

95; Bordreuil RHPR 59 (1979): 313–17; Naveh 1980; Jackson 1983  

short incisions  
8th/7th 

cent.  

Dajani 1967–68; Oded RSO 44 (1969): 187–89; Bordreuil 1973a; 

Zayadine 1973; Fulco JNES 38 (1979): 37–38; Jackson 1983; Zayadine 

and Bordreuil 1986  

seals  
8th–6th 

cent.  

Avigad 1952l Sepher Tur Sinai (1960): 319–24; BIES 25 (1961): 239–44; 

IEF 14 (1964): 190–94; IEF 15 (1965): 222–28; EI 9 (1969): 1–9; Avigad 

EI 13 (1977): 108–10; BASOR 225 (1977): 63–69; IEF 35 (1985): 1–7; 

Driver 1953; Hammond BASOR 160 (1960): 38–41; Martin RSO 39 

(1964): 203–10; Tadmor IEF 15 (1965): 233–34; Garbini AION 27 

(1967): 251–57; AION 28 (1968): 453–54; JSS 19 (1974): 159–68; Naveh 

and Tadmor AION 28 (1968): 448–52; Horn BASOR 205 (1972): 43–45; 

Bordreuil Syr 50 (1973): 181–95; Bordreuil 1986, 1987; Cross CBQ 36 

(1974): 486–94; Dion RB 82 (1975): 24–33; Bordreuil and lemaire Sem 26 

(1976): 55–63; JA 265 (1977): 17–19; Bordreuil and Lemaire 1979; 

Heltzer UF 8 (1976): 441–42; no. 131 in The Elie Borowski Collection, 

ed. R. Mehav, Tel Aviv, 1987; Puech RB 83 (1976): 59–62; Israel BeO 19 

(1977): 167–70; OLP 10 (1979): 143–59; Herr 1978; Abbadi ZDPV 95 

(1979): 36–38; Hestrin and Dayagi-Mendels 1979; Yassine and Bordreuil 

1982; Bordreuil and Gubel Syr 60 (1883): 335–41; Jackson 1983; Knauf 

BN 25 (1984): 22–26; Lemaire Syr 61 (1984): 255–56; CRAIBL (1985): 

270–85; EI 18 (1985): 29–32; Syr 62 (1985): 41–47; Syr 63 (1986): 305–

25; Lemaire 1987b; VT 38 (1988): 220–30; Tushingham 1985; Zuckerman 

1987; O‘cannor 1987; Israel Syr 64 (1987): 141–46; Millard 1988; 

Yassine 1988: 137–55  

Moabite  
  

Mesha stele  
ca. 815–

810 B.C.  

Clermont-Ganneau 1870; Cooke 1903; Sidersky 1920; Albright in ANET, 

320–21; Murphy CBQ 15 (1953): 409–17; Michaud VT 8 (1958): 302–4; 

Sur la pierre et l’argile, Neuchâtel, 1958, pp. 29–45; Bernhardt ZDPV 76 

(1960): 136–58; Van Zyl 1960; Kuschke ZDPV 77 (1961): 24–31; ZDPV 

78 (1962): 139–40; PEQ 99 (1967): 104–5; Segert ArOr 29 (1961): 197–

267; Schwantes AUSS 3 (1965): 158–66; Wallis ZDPV 81 (1965): 180–86; 

Anderson Or 35 (1966): 81–120; KAI 181; Schottroff ZDPV 82 (1966): 



163–208; Liver PEQ 99 (1967): 14–31; P. D. Miller Or 38 (1969): 461–

64; Bonder JANES 3 (1970–71): 82–88; TSSI 1: 71–84; Lipinski Or 40 

(1970): 325–40; OLP 8 (1977): 81–117; Lipinski 1978; M. Miller PEQ 

106 (1974): 9–18; Reviv 1975; Auffret UF 12 (1980): 109–24; Blau 

Maarav 2 (1980): 143–57; Timm ZDPV 96 (1980): 23–27; Timm 1982; 

Jaroš 1981; Horn WLSGF, 497–505; Demsky Shnaton 7–8 (1883–84): 

255–57; Beeston JRAS (1985): 143–48; H. P. Müller TAUT 1/6: 646–50; 

Dahood 1986: 429–41; Knauf BN 31 (1986): 70–95; Lemaire Syr 64 

(1987): 205–14; Smelik 1987  

Fragmentary 

inscriptions  

late 9th–

7th cent.  

Murphy BASOR 125 (1952): 20–23; Winnett BASOR 125 (1952): 7–20; 

AASOR 36/37 (1964): 6–10, 23; Reed and Winnett BASOR 172 (1963): 1–

9; Braslavi BIES 28 (1964): 250–54; Freedman BASOR 175 (1964): 50–

51; Schiffmann ZAW 77 (1965): 324–26; Tushingham AASOR 40 (1972): 

5–26; Israel Lateranum 48 (1982): 106–9; Swiggers AION 42 (1982): 

305–6, 521–25; Zayadine Syr 62 (1985): 155–58; ADAJ 30 (1986): 302–4; 

Smelik 1987  

seals  

late 9th–

early 6th 

cent.  

Herr 1987; Lemaire Sem 33 (1983): 18–31; Bordreuil 1986; AulaOr 4 

(1986): 119–20; Israel 1987a: 101–38; SMSR 53 (1987): 5–39; Millard 

1988: 44–46  

Edomite  
  

Tell el-Kheleifeh 

Ostracon  

ca. 600 

B.C.  

Albright BASOR 71 (1938): 17–18; BASOR 82 (1941): 11–15; Glueck 

BASOR 71 (1938): 3–18; BASOR 79 (1940): 2–18; BASOR (1941): 3–11; 

pp. 225–42 in Near Eastern Studies in Honor of W. F. Albright, ed. H. 

Goedicke, Baltimore, 1971; Naveh BASOR 183 (1966): 27–30; Israel RBI 

27 (1979): 171–205  

Umm el-Biyara 

Ostracon  
7th cent.  

Bennett RB 73 (1966): 372–403; Milik RB 73 (1966): 398–99; Israel RBI 

27 (1979): 171–205  

Horbat ˓Uzza 

Ostracon  

ca. 600 

B.C.  

Beitz-Arieh and Cresson TA 12 (1985): 96–101; Beit-Arieh Qad 19 

(1986): 31–40; Israel RBI 35 (1987): 337–56; Zwickel BN 41 (1988): 36–

40  

short or 

fragmentary 

inscriptions  

late 8th–

early 6th 

cent.  

Pilcher 1922; Kochavi 1972; Bennett Levant 6 (1974): 1–24; Levant 7 

(1975): 1–15; JSOTSup 24 (1983): 9–17; Puech Levant 9 (1977): 11–20; 

Israel 1979a; Biran and Cohen 1982; Bron and Lemaire 1983; Naveh 

1985; Beit-Areih Qad 19 (1986): 72–79; Beit-Areih and Beck 1987  

Lachish  

late 6th–

early 5th 

cent.  

Dupont-Sommer 1953; Milik 1958–59; Cross 1969b; Aharoni Leš 35 

(1970): 3–6; Naveh BASOR 203 (1971): 27–32; Degen Neue Ephemeris 

Fur Semitische Epigraphik 1 (1972): 39–48; Albright 1974; Lemaire RB 

81 (1974): 63–72; Lemaire 1988a; Israel 1979a  

Khirbet el- Kôm  
early 3d 

cent.  

Geraty BASOR 220 (1975): 55–61; AUSS 19 (1981): 137–40; WLSGF, 

545–48; Skaist IEF 28 (1978): 106–8; Israel 1979a; RBI 35 (1987): 337–

56  

seals  

late 8th–

early 4th 

cent.  

Diver QDAP 11 (1945): 81–82; Avigad BASOR 163 (1961): 18–22; 

Galling ZDPV 83 (1967): 131–34; Naveh BASOR 203 (1971): 27–32; IOS 

9 (1979): 182–95; Lemaire Levant 7 (1975): 18–19; Biran and Cohen IEJ 

26 (1976): 139–40; Herr 1978; Israel 1979a; Pratico BASOR 259 (1985): 

1–32; Becking UF 18 (1986): 445–46; Israel RBI 35 (1987): 337–56  
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ANDRÉ LEMAIRE  

EPILEPSY. See SICKNESS AND DISEASE.  

EPIPHANES [Gk epiphanes (ἐπιφανες)]. An epithet or title assumed by various Eastern monarchs, it 

is in ordinary usage an adjective having such meanings as ―evident,‖ ―conspicuous,‖ ―famous,‖ ―notable,‖ 

―coming suddenly into view.‖ Its common occurrence as a descriptive adjective modifying theos, ―god,‖ 

as well as, along with its cognate noun and verb, in descriptions of a manifestation of deity or of divine 

power, indicates that, even when used without theos, its full titular sense is ―God Manifest.‖  

The most notable, and apparently the first, to employ Epiphanes as a regal epithet were the Hellenistic 

kings PTOLEMY V of Egypt, who is so titled in the honorary decree of 196 B.C. that is recorded on the 

Rosetta Stone, and ANTIOCHUS IV of Syria, who ruled the Seleucid kingdom from 175 to 163 B.C. and 

is notorious in biblical history for his desecration of the temple at Jerusalem and his attempt to hellenize 

Judea (1 Maccabees 1–6; 2 Maccabees 4–10). Epiphanes was also frequently taken as a royal title by the 



later Seleucids; and in Roman times we find it, for example, incorporated into the nomenclature of 

Antiochus Philopappus, the exile prince of Commagene in whose honor the Athenians erected in A.D. 

114–116 the splendid monument the substantial remains of which are still in situ on the Hill of the Muses.  

Official usage of epiphanes was not confined to regal titulature. In 48 B.C. the cities of the province of 

Asia set up an inscription at Ephesus in which they honored Julius Caesar as a theos epiphanes, and 

Eastern cities later made a practice of so honoring the Roman emperor and members of the imperial 

family. Hadrian‘s favorite, Antinous, is in fact described in such inscriptions by both epiphanes and its 

superlative, epiphane-statos.  

In the NT, epiphanes occurs only at Acts 2:20, in the phrase ―that … notable day of the Lord,‖ quoted 

from the Septuagint (3:4) of Joel 2:31.  
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HUBERT M. MARTIN, JR.  

EPISTLES, APOCRYPHAL. One of the literary genres of the writings commonly called ―NT 
Apocrypha,‖ along with apocryphal gospels, apocryphal acts, and several apocalypses. The Apocryphal 

Epistles appear to imitate the epistles in the canonical NT. However, the epistle form did not gain the 

popularity of other genres, and only a few letters are found among the apocryphal material (NTApocr 2: 

90; and Enslin IDB 1, 166–69). Scholarly opinion as to the value and proper classification of the extant 

epistles varies greatly.  

At one time the writings of the Apostolic Fathers were considered NT Apocrypha. Now there is general 

agreement that they constitute a separate category (Wilson IDBSup 34–36). Classification of the 

Apocryphal Epistles becomes even more difficult with the discovery of the Coptic gnostic library at Nag 

Hammadi. Several of these documents, such as the Letter of Peter to Philip, the Apocryphon of James, 

Eugnostos the Blessed, and the Treatise On Resurrection, are in epistolary form. Opinions vary as to 

whether the Nag Hammadi material should be included with NT Apocrypha, but the general consensus is 

that it should be classified separately (Wilson IDBSup, 35).  

A fairly comprehensive list of Apocryphal Epistles includes: the Epistle to the Laodiceans; the series of 

14 letters known as the Epistles of Paul and Seneca; the Apocryphal Epistle of Titus; the two short 

Epistles of Christ and Abgarus (Abgar); and the Epistle of the Apostles. Often a medieval document 

describing Jesus‘ physical appearance, known as the Epistle of Lentulus, is included among the 

Apocryphal Epistles. Several epistles are embedded in other writings. Thus 3 Corinthians appears in the 

Acts of Paul; the Epistle of Peter is part of the Kergymata Petrou; and the Epistle of Pontius Pilate to 

Claudius is included in the Acts of Peter and Paul. English translations of these may be found in James 

(1924) and/or NTApocr.  

Further, Schneemelcher (NTApocr 2: 91–93) calls attention to a few Apocryphal Epistles known only 

through references in other sources: Clement of Alexandria (Prot. 9.87.4) quotes from a Letter of Paul to 

the Macedonians. The Muratorian Canon mentions, by way of rejection, the Letter of Paul to the 

Alexandrians. A Letter of Peter may be mentioned in Opatus Milevis (De schism. Donat. 1.5), and a 

Letter of John is referred to in ps. Cyprian (De Montibus Sina et Sion c. 13).  
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DANA ANDREW THOMASON  

EPISTLES, CATHOLIC. This term designates the group of seven NT documents consisting of 

James, 1 and 2 Peter, 1, 2, and 3 John, and Jude.  



Toward the end of the 2d century the term ―catholic‖ was utilized to describe an individual epistle. The 

first known example of this usage is by Apollonius (d. ca. 184 C.E.), who stated that the Montanist heretic 

―Themiso … dared to compose a catholic epistle imitating the apostle‖ (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 5.18.5), but it is 

not clear to which NT letter or apostle he is referring. Clement of Alexandria (d. 215 C.E.) called the letter 

arising out of the deliberations of the Council of Jerusalem in Acts 15:22–29 a ―catholic epistle‖ written 

by ―all the apostles‖ (Strom. 4.15). Origen, writing in the first half of the 3d century C.E., used ―catholic 

epistle‖ several times to identify 1 John (Jo. 1.22.137; 2.23.149; or. 22.2.14–5; etc.) as well as 1 Peter (Jo. 

6.35.175; sel. in Ps. 12.1128.56; cf. Eus. Hist. Eccl. 6.25.5). Dionysius, a pupil of Origen and later bishop 

of Alexandria (d. ca. 265 C.E.), suggested that John, the author of Revelation, was not ―the apostle, the son 

of Zebedee, the brother of James, who wrote the Gospel entitled ‗according to John‘ and the catholic 

epistle.‖ Though Dionysius knew of 2 and 3 John, he evidently distinguished them from the Catholic 

Epistle of 1 John (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 7.25.7, 10–11).  

It should be noted, however, that the term ―Catholic Epistle(s)‖ was also used to describe extracanonical 

letters. Eusebius describes a highly esteemed collection of letters by Dionysius, bishop of Corinth (written 

ca. 170 C.E.), as ―catholic epistles which he drew up for the churches,‖ but they were not considered in 

any sense to be Scripture (Hist. Eccl. 4.23.1, 12). The term was also used for documents which may have 

been considered authoritative by some but which were later excluded from the NT canon. For example, 

Origen identifies the Epistle of Barnabas by this term: ―Now in the catholic epistle of Barnabas, from 

which perhaps Celsus took the statement that the apostles were notoriously wicked men, it is recorded that 

…‖ (Cels. 1.63).  

This early usage of the term to identify certain letters probably arose out of the theological use of 

―catholic‖ to distinguish the universal Church from a local congregation (Ign. Smyrn. 8:2; M. Poly. inscr.; 

8:1; 19:2; cf. Cyr. H. catech. 18.23). 1 Peter and 1 John, the letter from the Council of Jerusalem, as well 

as some of the letters of Diognetus, and the Epistle of Barnabas were all written to a wider, more general 

audience. Therefore the term was originally used to identify the encyclical character of a document rather 

than its canonical or authoritative status. Later, in a work attributed to Leontius of Byzantium (d. ca. 543 

C.E.), the author identified seven Catholic Epistles, and explained that ―they are called catholic because 

they were not written to one group, as those of Paul, but generally [ katholou] to everyone.‖  

In the 4th century ―Catholic Epistles‖ was used to identify the seven NT documents as a collection. 

After narrating the story of James, Eusebius (d. ca. 340 C.E.) explains that James is ―the first of the 

epistles called ‗catholic‘. It is to be observed that its authenticity is denied, since few of the ancients quote 

it, as is also the case with Jude, which is itself one of the seven called ‗catholic‘; nevertheless, we know 

that these letters have been used publicly with the rest in most churches‖ (Hist. Eccl. 2.23.24–25; cf. 

6.14.1). Athanasius, bishop of Alexandria (d. ca. 373 C.E.), lists the ―seven epistles called catholic‖ in his 

NT canon (Ep. fest. 39.5; cf. synops. 28.292, 405; Epiph. Haer. 25.289; 31.251; 37.369; Gr. Naz. Carm. 

474).  

The use of ―Catholic Epistles‖ to identify this collection of NT documents probably developed as a 

result of a number of factors. The other NT epistles had already been collected together and identified as 

―the epistles of Paul‖ (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 3.25.2; cf. 2 Pet 3:15–16). Certain of the non-Pauline epistles, 

notably 1 Peter and 1 John, had already been designated individually as ―catholic,‖ and the term could be 

used to describe the encyclical character of most of them (except perhaps 2 and 3 John, which are 

addressed to individuals; cf. comment above on Dionysius in Eus. Hist. Eccl. 7.25.10–11). As part of the 

canonical process, the collective designation was a natural development. But it also suggests that the 

significance of the term shifted to indicate not only their encyclical character but also their authoritative or 

canonical status, though this status was still under debate for certain of these documents (cf. Eus. Hist. 

Eccl. 3.25.2–4). This shift is reflected in the Western Church‘s use of the term epistolae canonicae to 

identify these same NT documents (e.g., Cassiod. Div. lect. 100.8; Childs 1984: 494–95; Kümmel 1975: 

497–503).  

As a collection, the Catholic Epistles were not always listed or placed in the same location in the NT 

canon. After the Gospels, Acts, and the epistles of Paul, Eusebius lists 1 John and 1 Peter, then 



Revelation, and then the ―disputed books‖ of James, Jude, 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John (Hist. Eccl. 3.25.2–3). 

Athanasius lists the Gospels and Acts and then places the seven Catholic Epistles before the epistles of 

Paul (Ep. fest. 39.5). This order is also found in several canon lists and mss. In fact, except for Codex 

Sinaiticus, all uncial mss which have both Paul‘s epistles and the Catholic Epistles place the Catholic 

Epistles first (Farmer and Farkasfalvy 1983: 7–48, cf. n. 2). Westcott and Hort attempted to restore this 

order because of its ancient attestation. However, the order still used today demonstrates the dominant 

influence of the canonical order found in Jerome‘s Vulgate (Zahn 1890: 376–83; Metzger 1987: 295–

300).  

As a term identifying this group of NT epistles, the traditional term continues to be a helpful 

designation. However, its use should not overshadow the specific and diverse situations faced by the 

different recipients, nor encourage neglect of the distinctive theology and ethical advice offered in each 

epistle.  

On the character, contents, and canonical status of the individual epistles see their separate articles. See 

also CANON (NT).  
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ROBERT L. WEBB  

EPITHETS, DIVINE. See NAMES OF GOD IN THE OT.  

EPSILON. The seventh letter of the Gk alphabet.  

ER (PERSON) [Heb ˓ēr (ֵףש )]. 1. The firstborn son of Judah and a Canaanite woman named Shua, who 

married Tamar, possibly also a Canaanite, and who died childless in Canaan when Yahweh slew him for 

an unnamed wickedness (Gen 38:3, 6, 7; 46:12; Num 26:12; 1 Chr 2:3). The nature of Er‘s wickedness is 

unknown, although Skinner (Genesis ICC, 451) posits that it was simply an untimely, premature death, 

and not a crime, which would have indicated Yahweh‘s displeasure, while Braun (1 Chronicles WBC, 31) 

considers the reference unusual in light of the similar account regarding Onan and his sin, which may 

indicate haplography. On the origin of the Genesis 38 and 46 accounts see Skinner (pp. 449–50, 493) and 

Wilson (1977: 188–89). On possible origins of the Numbers account in Genesis 46 and the 1 Chronicles 

account in Genesis 38, see Budd (Numbers WBC, 286–88) and Braun (p. 30) respectively.  

2. The son of Shelah, the son of Judah, and the father of Lecah (1 Chr 4:21). This Er is otherwise 

unknown, although Braun (p. 59) believes there is ―nothing improbable in naming a child after his uncle‖ 

(see 1 above).  

3. The father of Elmadam and son of Joshua according to Luke‘s genealogy tying Joseph, the ―supposed 

father‖ of Jesus, to descent from Adam and God (Luke 3:28). Manuscript D omits Er, substituting a 

genealogy adapted from Matt 1:6–15 for Luke 3:23–31. The name Er is unknown in the direct line of 

Jesus in any other biblical documents, including Matthew‘s genealogy, although the name is found 

elsewhere in the Bible (see above; Fitzmyer Luke 1–9 AB, 501). Kuhn‘s (1923: 214–16) attempt to find in 

corrupted forms of names in 1 Chr 3:17–18 (MT) a source for Er as part of the group from Neri through 

Er is particularly unconvincing (even though it is endorsed by Schürmann Luke HTKNT, 201, n. 95); 

there is serious question whether the genealogy at this point is based on 1 Chronicles, which does not 

have Er in 3:17–18 MT or LXX (Marshall Luke NIGTC, 164; cf. Jeremias 1969: 295–96).  
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STANLEY E. PORTER  

ER-BALA, DEIR. See DEIR ER-BALAH (M.R. 088093).  

ERAN (PERSON) [Heb ˓ērān (ֵףָשן )]. ERANITE. The son of Shuthelah and the grandson of Ephraim 

who is the eponymous ancestor of the Ephraimite mišpāḥâ, ―protective association or clan,‖ the Eranites 

(Num 26:36). Noth (IPN, 208) claims that the information in Num 26:36 about the mišpāḥâ of Shuthelah 

and its subgroup the Eranites was not originally part of the basic clan list used to fashion the census list of 

Num 26:5–51 but was added to show that a segment of the mišpāḥâ of Shuthelah became independent. 

Noth‘s position is supported by the absence of Eran from the enumeration of Ephraimites in 1 Chr 7:20–

29. Since 1 Chr 7:20–29 is generally regarded as an expansion of Num 26:5–51, the Chronicler probably 

had a version of the clan list in Num 26:5–51 from which Eran was absent.  

The name Eran may mean ―protector,‖ ―watcher.‖ The LXX, Syriac, and Samaritan Pentateuch read 

Edan instead of Eran; this variant seems to be an instance of the confusion of dalet with reš in the old 

Hebrew script. The name Edan means ―joy,‖ ―delight‖ (Noth, 223) and would have been given by parents 

to express their feelings about the newborn child.  

DALE F. LAUNDERVILLE  

ERASTUS (PERSON) [Gk Erastos (Ἐραστος)]. Name of three persons in the NT.  

1. One of Paul‘s helpers who, along with Timothy, had been with Paul in Ephesus during his third 

journey (Acts 19:22). When Paul decided to leave there for Macedonia and Achaia, he sent Erastus and 

Timothy on ahead.  

2. A person said by the author of 2 Timothy to have ―remained at Corinth‖ (4:20). This implies he had 

been traveling with Paul and that after reaching Corinth Erastus stayed while Paul went on. The mention 

of Erastus in this epistle indicates he was known to Timothy.  

Erastus no. 1 and Erastus no. 2 are very likely the same person, since both are traveling companions of 

Paul, both are known to Timothy, and both may be connected with visits to Corinth. The link to Corinth 

raises the question of whether Erastus no. 3, the city treasurer of Corinth (Rom 16:23), might not also be 

identical to Erastus 1 and 2; but this is uncertain. As will be noted below, he might have been a city-

owned slave and thus hardly would have had the freedom to travel with Paul.  

3. This man is listed among those sending their greetings to the readers of Romans (Rom 16:23). Since 

Paul quite certainly wrote Romans 16 from Corinth, Erastus must have been living there. Paul describes 

him as ho oikonomos tēs poleōs, which the RSV renders as ―the city treasurer.‖  

Theissen has observed that Paul normally does not speak of the worldly status of a member of the 

Christian community in his letters; he is usually interested only in services given to the congregation, 

although he does at times allude to social, for example, slave, status (1982: 75–76). Acts, on the other 

hand, often supplies such information (e.g., that Aquila and Priscilla were tentmakers, Lydia was a seller 

of purple). Theissen concludes that the exceptional instance in Rom 16:23 where Erastus‘ worldly 

occupation is noted ―probably indicates status worth mentioning, that is, relatively high status‖ (1982: 

76). Yet others, notably Cadbury, have held that Erastus in his municipal office of oikonomos would most 

likely have been a city-owned slave with very humble financial duties (1931: 51).  

These differing assessments reflect a complex and ongoing debate over what can be known about 

Erastus. At issue is precisely what his social status and functions would have been as an oikonomos, a 

term whose meaning varied in time and place; it could denote either a high city office to which the person 

was elected or a far less significant post in financial administration normally held by a municipal slave. 

Related to the discussion about Erastus‘ role, and taking into consideration that Corinth in the mid-1st 

century C.E. was a Roman colony and therefore under Roman municipal organization, is the question of 

what Latin term corresponded to the Greek-named office of oikonomos. The witness of the Latin Vulgate, 

which translated the term as arcarius, figures prominently but not always conclusively in attempts to 

resolve that query. No consensus can yet be observed in studies on these matters and the controversy has 

been complicated by the possible relevance of an archaeological find.  



In 1929 an inscription was uncovered in Corinth which mentions an Erastus who had the Latin-named 

municipal office of aedilis, a function usually translated into Greek as agoranomos. The inscription, dated 

to the mid-1st century C.E., is on a long paving block of Acrocorinthian limestone found near the theater 

where a street from the NE enters a square. The seemingly incomplete text refers to an Erastus who had 

had the street paved at his own expense in return for his aedileship. Should this aedilis be identified with 

the Erastus of Rom 16:23, i.e., was the Christian Erastus, the oikonomos/arcarius (?), the same man as 

Erastus the agoranomos (?)/aedilis? At issue is the question of identity between an oikonomos and an 

aedilis, and, most importantly, in the face of the probable non-equivalence of those offices, the question 

of whether the same person might have held both successively, the rank of aedilis being the higher.  

For those who argue the improbability of the Erastus of Rom 16:23 and the Erastus of the pavement 

being the same person, e.g., Cadbury (1931: 58), the inscription of course adds nothing to our knowledge 

of the NT Erastus. But for some others who think it likely that the Christian oikonomos either (1) was at 

the time Paul mentioned him, or (2) later became an aedilis, the stone is illuminating. For example, 

Murphy-O‘Connor, reflecting the first slant, has commented that since the responsibilities of an aedilis 

included the management of public markets, ―it is not impossible that Paul first met Erastus in the latter‘s 

official capacity—that is when paying rent or taxes on his work space, which explains why he would call 

Erastus ‗the treasurer of the city‘ ‖ (1984: 155). Taking the second nuance is Theissen, who theorizes that 

Erastus could have been the oikonomos in the year when Romans was written and later have risen higher 

in his public career to the position of aedilis (1982: 83). This author points out that to be chosen aedilis 

one would have to have been a Roman citizen. Thus in his view Erastus was apparently a successful man 

who had risen into the ranks of local notables.  
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FLORENCE MORGAN GILLMAN  

ERECH (PLACE) [Heb ˒erek (ֶאֶשך )]. The biblical form of the Sumerian city of Uruk (the present-day 

Warka) built near the Euphrates on the left bank and undoubtedly on a subsidiary branch of that river. The 

name is cited only once, in Gen 10:10, where it appears with Babel and Akkad as one of the capitals of 

the country of Shinar, that is, of Mesopotamia. This unique reference does not correspond at all to the real 

importance of that city, which played an outstanding role in the process which led to urbanization and to 

what later became, perhaps for the same reason, one of the great religious centers of Mesopotamia.  

First visited in 1849 by William K. Loftus, who conducted an investigation there for three weeks, then 

again in 1902 by W. Andrae, it was not until 1912 that regular excavations were initiated by J. Jordan on 

behalf of the German Oriental Society. Interrupted in 1913, the work was not resumed until 1928. From 

then until 1977, under the direction of A. Nöldeke, E. Heinrich, H. Lenzen, and J. Schmidt, excavations 

were carried out intensively, except between 1939 and 1954 because of World War II. But since the 33d 

expedition in 1977, ground surveying and other complementary works seem to have taken precedence 

over the intensive research and excavation. This is regrettable, given the number of remaining problems 

the solution of which would require additional study of that site.  

The site is one of the largest in Mesopotamia. An irregular city wall almost 10 km long enclosed an area 

of nearly 5 km
2
 which extended more than 3 km from N to S and over almost the same distance from E to 

W. Three main tells dominated the center of the site: one of these was occupied by the ziggurat of Eanna, 

the second by the sacred sector of the god Anu, and the last by a large temple from the Seleucid era, 

called the Südbau by the excavators. Nevertheless, these three focal points of the city did not contain all 

of the most important monuments, since the palace of Sin-kašid, the temple of Gareus, and the palace of 

the Parthian era had their place in the area which extended between the central sanctuaries and the city 

wall, an area where the living quarters and perhaps the gardens were found.  



According to the investigation carried out in the Eanna sector, the history of this city began early in the 

Ubaid period in the 5th millennium B.C., but nothing is known of its real importance, or of its 

characteristics at that time. It was around 3700/3600 B.C. that forms of a new culture appeared which 

scholars have called ―Uruk culture.‖ Until now this is the site which has yielded the most precise 

information on this phenomenon, and phases 4 to 6 show very clearly the high degree of sophistication 

attained by the young city. Phase 3, which corresponds to the so-called Jemdet Nasr era, (at the very 

beginning of the 3d millennium B.C.), shows certain changes in its nature, but no decline. The city seems 

to have played an important role during the first half of the 3d millennium since the Sumerian King List 

cites Uruk as the second city after the Flood to have exercised hegemony. Furthermore, the legendary 

traditions of Enmerkar, Lugalbanda, and Gilgamesh all take place in and around Uruk, also attesting to its 

fame and importance. It was only during the ED period that the natural dynamism of the first city of 

Sumer seems to have weakened, but it was still from that place that the first abortive attempt was made to 

establish an empire by Lugalzaggesi (about 2400 B.C.). It was also this city which was the first to react 

after the dark era of the Guteans and that, about 2200 B.C., signaled the Neo-Sumerian revival, of which 

Ur rapidly became the actual center. It was not to play an important historical role from that time on, but 

continued as an active cult center the sanctuaries of which were the object of particular care by the rulers 

of the 3d Dynasty of Ur, Babylon, and Assyria.  

The ziggurat which stood at Eanna was built on older terraces by Ur-Nammu, and important works of 

maintenance and restoration were carried out by Hammurabi (18th century B.C.) and later by Sargon II of 

Assyria (8th century B.C.) In the Seleucid and Parthian eras the city experienced increased economic 

activity because of the exploitation of its palm groves. The temples of Anu and Antum, the Südbau, and 

the Gareus temple testify to this vitality. Nevertheless, it was actually its role in the origins of urban 

civilization that gave Uruk its importance. The efforts of German archaeologists have rightly focused on 

this period by studying two different and complementary work sites, the Eanna and the White temple.  

It was at Eanna that the archaeologists defined the phases of the Uruk civilization and the antecedents of 

the Ubaid period. For the first time Mesopotamia saw the development of complex constructions of 

several architectural units founded on the association of two types: the first was a tripartite plan inherited 

from the Ubaid period but pushed to an unequal degree of perfection. It was made up of a large central 

room of rectangular shape with buildings along the sides. These individual units were built in numbers of 

two, three, or more, around open spaces or joined to terraces covered by porticoes which represented the 

second type of construction: a mosaic decoration of cones or a set of redans and of abutments which 

adorned the front walls or the large indoor rooms. The quality and extent of this architecture, its 

requirements in lumber, and its suggestion of pomp lead one to think that only a really widespread 

political or religious power could have accomplished this work. But other novelties that can be 

understood only in such a context also made their appearance: such were the first cylinder seals which 

showed the growing role of trade as well as the birth of writing which, initially in the form of pictographs, 

was progressively transformed into cuneiform writing during the ED period. Economic life was based on 

the exploitation of the land, undoubtedly in the form of large areas with important shares belonging to the 

ruling power. But the role of trade in the development of urbanism should not be underestimated; for 

wood, metal, bitumen, and certain qualities of stone were totally lacking in Sumer; and the rise of the city 

could not come about without a regular supply of these raw materials. The birth of cities is as much the 

consequence of the development of agriculture as it is of trade.  

There remains a problem that is not yet totally solved. The German excavators, and those who followed 

them, considered the buildings unearthed in the Eanna precinct as religious in nature. Nevertheless, a 

strict analysis of the given findings does not make for absolute certainty. Therefore that sector could also 

be interpreted as the political power center the religious function of which, while generally accepted, is 

certainly not certain.  

On the other hand, the other major section of the city occupied by the White temple is certainly of a 

religious nature. The building itself clearly appears as a temple of the tripartite plan, equipped with two 

platforms, one with its back to the furthest wall, the other facing the first one in the position of an offering 



table. The temple is set up on a terrace 10 m high, assuring it of a dominant position in the city. The 

divinity worshipped in this temple could have been Anu, the god of the sky.  

Uruk is a key site of the Sumerian period for understanding the birth of urban civilization and also for 

elucidating the organization of sanctuaries and Middle Eastern forms of worship.  
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JEAN-CLAUDE MARGUERON  

TRANS. PAUL SAGER  

ERI (PERSON) [Heb ˓ēr   (י  A son of Gad, grandson of Zilpah and Jacob, and ancestral head of the .[( ֵףשִּ

Erites. His name is entered in the fifth position among the seven sons of Gad in the list of the descendants 

of Israel that went to Egypt (Gen 46:16; cf., Jub. 44:20). Likewise, in the census reported in Numbers 26, 

he is the fifth mentioned of the seven descendants of Gad whose names were adopted as clan names (Num 

26:16—LXX 26:25). The LXX readings in Gen 46:16 (Aēdis) and Num 26:25 (Addei) reflect the 

interchange of orthographically similar reš and dalet, which could easily have occurred at various stages 

in the development of the Hebrew script.  

RICHARD W. NYSSE  

ERIDU (PLACE). The name of the southernmost Sumerian city, the present-day Tell Abu Shahrain, 

situated on the right bank of the Euphrates, about 15 km SW of Ur in a region that was a complete desert 

at the beginning of this century. Located in a vast field of ruins measuring 5 by 4 km, Tell Abu Shahrain 

is of roughly circular shape, and about 600 m by 500 m across, and rises to more than 25 m at its highest 

point.  

Archaeological interest was drawn to Eridu because even in antiquity the city was renowned for its old 

age. According to Sumerian sources it is the world‘s most ancient city, predating even the legendary 

Flood. The first campaign, reduced to an impressive number of small investigations scattered around the 

site, was conducted in 1918 by R. Campbell Thompson. No spectacular discovery was made, but the 

site‘s early date was established and the existence of a prehistoric phase was recognized. H. R. Hall led a 

second expedition there in 1919, lasting only two weeks. It was not until 1946 that another mission, led 

this time by the Department of Antiquities of Iraq under the direction of F. Safar and S. Lloyd was sent to 

Eridu. Its results were important for two basic reasons: (1) for the first time a ceramic sequence was 

established for the Ubaid period in S Mesopotamia and (2) a series of monuments found at the foot of the 

ziggurat provided data concerning the emergence and development of the Sumerian temple.  

Regarding the first point, the stratigraphic sequence obtained at Eridu, the beginning of which shows 

similarities to the Samarra ceramics and dates back to the last centuries of the 6th millennium B.C., 

remained the sole source in the S until the undertaking of regular excavations at tell Oueli near Larsa in 

1975. Its importance can be seen in archaeological literature; nevertheless, the research carried out over 

the last decade, particularly at Oueli, but also the comparative studies made with the N sites and with 

Susa, led the archaeologists to make slight changes in the sequence, and, at times, to modify more 

drastically the conclusions from the chronology of the Ubaid era based on the testimony of Eridu.  

The conclusions concerning the emergence of the Sumerian temple based on Eridu must also be revised. 

The study of the front of the ziggurat of Ur-Nammu (ca. 2100 B.C.) had led excavators to engage in 

detailed research at the foot of the ziggurat. They had isolated 17 architectural levels on the elevation of 

the terrace which supported the temple. Going back in time, it was at levels 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11 that a 

comprehensible architecture was discovered; levels 12, 13, and 14 showed a gap in the evolution; finally 

levels 15, 16, and 17 yielded elements of monocellular constructions which were considered to be the first 

temples. But numerous reasons (gap in the phases 12–14, absence of sacred morphological characteristics 

at levels 15–17, scantiness of excavated areas) led to a sure recognition of temples only in the buildings 

found at level 8 and also, probably, at levels 9–11 despite the gaps that characterize them. Under these 



conditions, one would not find at Eridu the first stages in the formation of the temple: when the temple 

does appear, at level 8 and perhaps a little before, it already possesses its essential features.  

Among the other discoveries at Eridu, mention must be made of a house from the Uruk period found in 

a good state of preservation because it had been filled with sand shortly after being abandoned. Also, a 

palace from the ED III period was unearthed on one of the tells near Eridu. It showed certain 

characteristics very similar to those of other palaces of that era, but the city associated with it is unknown; 

consequently, its role does not appear to be clear.  

The site seems to have been more or less deserted in the 2d millennium B.C., but perhaps the worship 

offered to Ea was carried on in a city devoid of all other activity. Ea, whose Sumerian name was Enki, 

was in fact a very important god in the Sumero-Akkadian religion: the god of wisdom, friend of man, to 

whom the organization of the earth is attributed. It is possible that a scribal school functioned in the 

shadow of his temple, but, to the deep regret of various excavators, nothing of it has been found. Nor does 

anything prove that the exhumed temple at the foot of the ziggurat was even dedicated to Ea.  
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JEAN-CLAUDE MARGUERON  

TRANS. PAUL SAGER  

ERUPTION. See SICKNESS AND DISEASE.  

ES-SAIDIYEH, TELL. See SAIDIYEH, TELL ES-.  

ES-SAMRA, KHIRBET. See SABRA, KHIRBET ES-  

ESARHADDON (PERSON) [Heb ˒ēsar-ḥaddōn (ֵאַסש־ַחדֹן )]. The son of the Assyrian king 

Sennacherib, who ruled (ca. 681–669 B.C.) after his father‘s assassination (2 Kgs 19:37 = Isa 37:38). In 

Assyrian the name is spelled Aššur-aḫa-iddina and means ―the god Ashur has given a brother.‖ In other 

words Esarhaddon had one or more elder brothers, a fact borne out by other sources.  

Ezra 4:2 provides information otherwise unknown from biblical or Assyrian records, raising some 

questions about Esarhaddon‘s relations with Judah. According to Ezra when the exiles were permitted to 

return to Jerusalem by the Achaemenid Persians, they began to rebuild the temple. The narrative then says 

―the adversaries of Judah and Benjamin‖ approached the newly returned exiles offering to participate in 

the construction program; for, they said, they had worshipped the same god since the days of Esarhaddon 

―who brought us here.‖ The newly returned exiles refused cooperation and so ―the adversaries‖ began to 

plot against them. The question is, who were these ―adversaries‖?  

The kingdom of Judah is mentioned only once in the royal inscriptions of Esarhaddon (ANET, 291), 

according to which Manasseh, king of Judah, along with a number of other rulers in Syria-Palestine 

provided exotic building materials for the royal construction program at Nineveh. The implication is that 

all of these rulers, including Manasseh, were vassals of Assyria. This impression is borne out by the 

military activities of Esarhaddon, who campaigned through Syria-Palestine several times in his attempt to 

conquer Egypt but never mentions hostilities with Judah. Obviously he had a reasonably secure hold over 

the area.  

Returning to the question of the ―adversaries‖ and their claim that Esarhaddon had brought them to 

Judah, the following is a possible solution. Elsewhere (see SENNACHERIB), it was suggested that 

Sennacherib, the predecessor of Esarhaddon, led a campaign against Jerusalem late in his reign. In true 

Assyrian style some of the local population were carried off into exile and replaced by foreign 

immigrants. This process could have spread over many years into the early part of the reign of 

Esarhaddon. Relevant to this suggestion is the statement in 2 Chr 33:11–13 that the Assyrians took 

Manasseh as prisoner to Babylon. This may well have happened at the time that foreigners were 



transported to Jerusalem in the early reign of Esarhaddon. This proposal is hypothetical, however, and we 

must await further evidence on this question. See CAH 3/2/23.  

A. KIRK GRAYSON  

ESAU (PERSON) [Heb ˓ēśāw (ֵףָשו )]. Son of Jacob and eponymous ancestor of the Edomites (Gen 

25:25; 36).  

A. Etymology  

The etymology of the name Esau has not yet been clarified (cf. Nabatean: ˓sw; Thamudic/Safaitic: ˓ys 

[?]; Minaean: ˓ysw [?]). Uncertainty concerning the meaning of the name Esau is already evident in Gen 

25:25 (cf. Gen 27:11–24), where the explanations of the name—―red‖ (Heb ˒admôn  ) and ―hairy‖ (Heb 

śē˓ār)—are etymologically related, not to Esau, but to Edom (Heb ˒ĕdôm) and Seir (Heb śē˓  r) 

respectively. Philo‘s attempts to provide a suitable etymology—―oak‖ (Gk drys) and ―a thing made up‖ 

(Gk poiēma)—are linguistically unreliable (see also Sacr 17; Congr 61; Fuga 39:42).  

B. Israelite Traditions  

Esau was Isaac and Rebecca‘s firstborn son (Gen 25:25) and Jacob‘s older twin (Gen 25:22–25). In the 

OT he is described both as an individual person who represents a specific lifestyle (the hunter) and as the 

eponymous ancestor of a people (Edomites or Idumeans). These two variant representations are 

amalgamated in the different traditional compilations especially in the Pentateuch, and are seldom 

distinguished. At the same time the tradition is dominated by an additional theme of the unequal brothers, 

which, because of the one-sided perspective of the Israelite authors, leads to a relatively negative 

impression of Esau/Edom. See also Noth 1948: 103–11; Thompson 1974: 280–93; Westermann 1981: 

54–62.  

The contrast between the twins is already anticipated before their birth in God‘s proclamation that the 

older brother will serve the younger (Gen 25:23). The two brothers are clearly distinguished by their 

physical appearance (Gen 25:25; 27:11–23). The older son is his father‘s favorite (cf. later Jub. 35:13) 

while the younger is favored by his mother (Gen 25:28). Esau chose the profession of a hunter (Gen 

25:27; 27:3, 7, 30), while Jacob became a shepherd, ―a cultured man in tents‖ (Gen 25:27). The younger 

brother bargained for the older brother‘s birthright (Gen 25:29–34) in exchange for a dish of lentils, and 

deceitfully obtained the firstborn‘s blessing from Isaac (Gen 27:1–40) with his mother‘s help. Jacob fled 

to Harran (Gen 27:41–46; 28:1–5) to escape Esau‘s vengeance. In contrast to Jacob, Esau married several 

of the ―daughters of Canaan‖ (Gen 26:34; 28:9; 36). After Jacob‘s return the brothers reconciled (Gen 

32:1–22; 33:1–16) and settled in different regions: Jacob in the hilly central area of Palestine and Esau in 

Seir-Edom of S Transjordan (Gen 32:4; 33:16; 36).  

The association of Esau with Edom, alluded to in Genesis 25, becomes the essence of Genesis 36 (cf. 1 

Chr 1:35–54). Esau married Edah (36:2) and Basemath (v 3; as well as—in a secondary literary source—

Oholibamah, cf. 36:2, 14). Esau‘s sons, Eliphaz and Reugël (vv 4, 10)—as well as Jeush, Jalam, and 

Korah (vv 5, 14)—issued from these marriages. The tribal constitution of Edom, wherein the inhabitants 

of Edom were divided into two tribal units, the ―sons of Seir‖ (―Horites‖), and the tribe of Esau, is evident 

in this schema. Esau appears as the eponymous ancestor both of the tribal units and of the people as a 

whole. Therefore his sons from Adah and Basamath appear as separate tribes—their sons in turn are 

considered secondary tribes and/or clans. Inasmuch as ―Edom‖ refers to the name of a country, it is apt 

that Edom could either refer to the geographical boundaries of Edom or the people of Edom (see Gen 

36:1, 8, 19; Jer 49:8, 10; Obad 6, 8–9, 18–19, 21).  

The equation ― (patriarch‘s son) Esau = country/people Edom‖ (Gen 25:30; 32:4; 36:1, 8; Jer 49:8, 10; 

Obad 6, 8–9, 18–19, 21; Mal 1:2–3; 1 Chr 1:35) and Esau‘s settlement in Seir (Gen 25:25; 27:11, 23; 

32:4; 33:14–16; 36:6, 8; Deut 2:2–8, 12, 29; Josh 24:4) represent the Israelites‘ perspective of their 

neighbor. This perspective intends to explain the ethnic kinship of the two peoples on the one hand and 

their political differences on the other. It is probable that Esau, the patriarch‘s son, originally had little to 

do with the Edomite tribal ancestor or tribal unit. Like his brother Jacob, Esau was originally at home in 

Ephraim of Transjordan (cf. Gen 32:3, 31–32; 33:1–16). The negative theme of Jacob vs. Esau of Genesis 



25 is especially evident in the political contrast between Israel/Judah and Esau = Edom (and later Idumea) 

delineated by the oracles about Edom in Jer 49:8, 10; Obad 6–21; and Mal 1:2–3. See Weippert 1971: 

230–35, 437–62; TRE 9: 291–99; Kornfeld 1985; Maag 1957; Moritz 1926.  

C. Jewish and Christian Traditions  

God‘s proclamation transmitted in Mal 1:2–3—―and yet I love Jacob and hate Esau‖—retained its 

effectiveness in numerous variants within many Jewish and Christian sources throughout many ages (cf. 

Rom 9:13; Ps-Philo L. A. B. 32:5). Therefore within Jewish and Christian literature Esau represents the 

godless and jealous individual who is rejected by God because of wicked deeds and evil disposition (Jub. 

15:30; 35:13; 4 Ezra 3:16; Philo Leg All III 2, 88–89, 191–93; Sacr 17–18, 81, 120, 135; Ebr 9–10; Quod 

Det 45–46; Migr 208; Congr 61, 129; Fuga 24, 39, 43; Virt 209–10; Praem 62; Sobr 26–27; Quod Omn 

57; b. Šabb. 145b–147; b. B. Bat. 16b; b. Sanh. 12a; b. Giṭ 57b; Heb 12:16; 1 Clem. 4:8; Pre. Pet. H II 16; 

Ps-Clem. 16:6; Acts Thom. 84). In the same manner Esau becomes the symbol for the corrupt age (4 Ezra 

6:7–10), the evil passions (Philo Heres 251–54), or Rome (j. Ta˓an. 4:8, 68d; b. ˓Abod. Zar. 2b; Gen. 

Rab. 65:21, 67:7; Tanh. Ter. 3). See also EncJud 6: 854–59.  

One of the few positive treatments of Esau from this period comes thirdhand from Eusebius of 

Caesarea, citing a quotation of Alexander Polyhistor on the works of a 1st-century B.C.E. Jewish scholar, 

Aristeas the Exegete (p.e. 9.25.1). Aristeas uses a tradition where Esau marries Bassara from which 

marriage issues Job. However, other traditions of the period have Jacob killing Esau in a civil war (Jub. 

37–38 esp. 38:2; T. Jud. 9; b. Soṭa 13a; Gen. Rab. 100: 63d).  

The presentation of Esau follows a similar vein within the NT. In Rom 9:10–13 Paul interprets Esau‘s 

rejection typologically and undergirds his interpretation with two scriptural proofs (Gen 25:23 LXX; Mal 

1:2–3 LXX). Esau and Jacob are children of the same father and mother as well as the same age; their 

paths of life, however, are completely different. God‘s sonship and promise, based solely on God‘s free 

choice and not on priority of birth or one‘s own merits, is exemplified in the destinies of the two brothers. 

Though in Heb 11:20 the author notes that Isaac blesses both Jacob and Esau, yet in Heb 12:16–17 the 

author maintains the normative Jewish interpretation of Esau. Because Esau‘s behavior led to a complete 

loss of God‘s blessing, he represents therefore the individual who is lewd and godless (see TDNT 2:953–

54). See also Bibel-Lexikon
2
, 428; BHH 1: 437–38.  

Bibliography  
Eissfeldt, O. 1963. Schamämrummim ―hoher Himmel‖, ein Stadtteil von Gross-Sidon. KlSchr 2: 123–26.  
Kornfeld, W. 1985. Die Edomiterlisten (Gn 36; 1C 1) im Lichte des altarabischen Namensmateriales. Pp. 231–36 in Mélanges 

biblique et orientaux, ed. A. Caquot, S. Légasse, and M. Tardieu. AOAT 215. Kevelaer and Neukirchen-Vluyn.  

Maag, V. 1957. Jakob—Esau—Edom. TZ 13: 418–29.  

Moritz, B. 1926. Edomitische Genealogien I. ZAW 44: 81–93.  

Noth, M. 1948. Überlieferungsgeschichte des Pentateuch. Stuttgart.  

Thompson, T. L. 1974. The Historicity of the Patriarchal Narratives. BZAW 133. Berlin and New York.  

Weippert, M. 1971. Edom: Studien und Materialien zur Geschichte der Edomiter aufgrund schriftlicher und archäologischer 

Quellen. Ph.D. diss., University of Tübingen.  

Westermann, C. 1981. Genesis 12–36. Trans. J. J. Scullion. Minneapolis.  

U. HÜBNER  

ESCHATOLOGICAL MIDRASHIM. See FLORILEGIUM.  

ESCHATOLOGY. Derived from the Gk word eschatos, meaning ―last‖ or ―final,‖ eschatology is 

teaching about ―the last things.‖ It refers to a time in the future when the course of history will be changed 

to such an extent that one can speak of an entirely new state of reality. This entry surveys eschatological 

ideas in the biblical world, and it consists of three separate articles. The first focuses exclusively on the 

idea as it is expressed in the Hebrew Bible. The second, which picks up on the OT material, mainly 

surveys the so-called intertestamental writings. The third article focuses mainly on eschatology in the NT. 

See also APOCALYPSES AND APOCALYPTICISM.  

OLD TESTAMENT  

———  

A. Introductory Issues  



B. Sources of OT Eschatology  

1. Patriarchal Promise Traditions  

2. David-Zion Tradition  

3. Sinai Covenant Traditions  

C. Prophetic Eschatology  

1. Preexilic Prophets  

2. Postexilic Prophets  

D. Dynamics in OT Eschatology  

1. Historical Development  

2. Social Context  

3. Historical Period  

E. OT Eschatological Expectations  

———  

A. Introductory Issues  

At least three things should be said as part of the prologue to a discussion of OT eschatology: (1) the 

term eschatology is used with widely differing meanings; (2) the term, as applied to OT literature, dates 

only to the 19th century; and (3) despite the previous point, the term sounds vaguely archaic today, 

reminiscent of overly systematic treatments of ancient Israelite thought. Of these observations, the first 

especially requires some discussion. The word eschatology derives from the Greek term eschatos, which 

has a variety of meanings depending upon the larger frame of reference: farthest extent in space, final 

element of time, and last piece of money. The term eschatology has been prominent in theological 

discourse as a reference to the last things in a worldwide and historical sense, e.g., an apocalyptic, cosmic 

cataclysm and a new age of conflict followed by utopian bliss. Of course, it is possible to speak about an 

individual‘s ultimate fate, e.g., the afterlife, but this discussion senso stricto is not coterminous with 

eschatology, which is most often innately communal and cosmic in its reference.  

Another preliminary issue involves the uniqueness of eschatological notion in ancient Israel. Any 

discussion of eschatology in the OT must raise the question of whether or not ancient Israel, as reflected 

in the OT, possessed eschatological notions which serve to distinguish it from other ANE cultures. This 

particular issue has been important since the earliest discussions of the topic of OT eschatology. For those 

interested in religio-historical questions, e.g., Gressmann and Gunkel, Israel‘s religion grew out of its 

larger ANE environment. Gressmann argued that OT eschatology derived from royal language and 

ideology common throughout the ANE; whereas, for Gunkel, this larger environment involved 

perceptions of an Urzeit and Endzeit, primal time and a return to such time in the final days. Discussions 

of eschatology were often couched in this conceptual framework. Wellhausen, on the other hand, sought 

to focus discussion of Israel‘s eschatology on the unfulfilled predictions of Israel‘s prophets. As a result, 

he had no particular reason to discuss eschatology within the larger ANE context. Now, many decades 

after the work of Gressmann, Gunkel, and Wellhausen, it seems appropriate to maintain that no evidence 

from ANE civilization attests the level of eschatological expectation which we find in Israel; but this may 

be a function of lack of evidence, rather than of something wanting in these cultures.  

A related but by no means identical issue is the relationship between two conceptual terms eschatology 

and apocalypticism. At the outset it seems important to affirm that all apocalypticism involves 

eschatology, but not all eschatology involves apocalypticism.  

All apocalyptic literature in the OT, which may be conveniently subdivided into early (e.g., Isaiah 24–

27; Zechariah 9–14; Joel 3–4—Eng 2:28–3:21) and developed (Daniel 7–12), involves some notion of a 

momentous time during which Yahweh will act decisively to create a time of weal for Israel. Nonetheless, 

not all literature which has been labeled as eschatological shares the characteristics of this aforementioned 

apocalyptic literature, whether early or developed. Further complicating the relationship of eschatology 

and apocalypticism is the fact that whereas one may readily speak of apocalyptic literature, it is much 

more difficult to use the term eschatological literature. The term eschatological is not in the first instance 

appropriate as a literary description. Eschatological notions appear in prose and in poetic texts. There is 



no constellation of characteristics for eschatology that allows regular literary classification; and this is in 

contradistinction to the use of the term apocalyptic literature, which refers to vision reports such as those 

found in Daniel 7–12. Nonetheless, it is rare to read a discussion of OT eschatology without finding 

reference to Amos 5:18–20, a text which is regularly termed eschatological.  

B. Sources of OT Eschatology  

If by eschatology one means a form of radical orientation to the future, which may involve a sort of 

social and/or cosmic arrangement fundamentally different from that which currently exists, then it is 

possible to speak about the development of an eschatological tradition complex in ancient Israel. To pose 

the issue in this way is to refine the discussion by a reference to a particular method of biblical study, that 

of tradition history. (See TRADITION HISTORY.) The ingredients which make up the development of 

an eschatological tradition complex in Israel are several. These elements, in conjunction with the message 

of the Israelite prophets as well as the catalyst provided by the events surrounding the year 587, the year 

in which Jerusalem fell, configured the eschatological tradition in its most vigorous form.  

1. Patriarchal Promise Traditions. There are at least three important sources for the eschatological 

tradition complex. First, there are promise traditions often associated with the so-called patriarchs. 

Although there is considerable debate about the time during which these promises were conceptualized as 

well as debate about the most original elements of the promise, it seems clear that the form of the promise 

articulated by the Yahwist involved the promise of both land and progeny. This promise becomes much 

more specific, however, than the general terms of land and progeny would imply. After a careful 

examination of the relevant texts, one discovers that the land promised to the patriarchs is in fact the land 

that Israel controlled during the time of the united monarchy, so Gen 15:18–20. Moreover, the notion of 

progeny is defined in terms of ―a great nation.‖ This phrase, too, suggests a national context for the 

formulation of the patriarchal promise traditions. Quite apart from chronological considerations, this 

casting of the promise tradition holds out certain expectations for Israelite existence, national boundaries 

as well as national identity. From the perspective of the time of Israel‘s forebears, Israel‘s true existence 

lay in the future, namely, during the time of the Monarchy.  

2. David-Zion Tradition. Another tradition important for the development of eschatology focuses on 

the Davidic line and the city of David, Zion or Jerusalem. Through the instrumentality of David and in 

terms consistent with the notion of the patriarchal promise, Israel secured a place on the ANE map as a 

nation with certain distinctive boundaries. However, the institution of monarchy in Israel involved more 

than matters of boundary and nationhood. There was, first of all, regnant in the S kingdom or Judah, the 

promise that a member of the Davidic line would always reign on the throne, so 2 Samuel 7. Such an 

expectation was based on the so-called Davidic Covenant or Davidic Promise, a grant by Yahweh to the 

house of David (see Ps. 132). Secondly, and more generally, the inception of monarchy itself in Israel 

meant the introduction of some central ANE concepts involving the king, so especially Gressmann. When 

a just king sat on the throne, there were certain expectations, projections into the future about what would 

occur—peace, fertility, righteousness, and justice in the land—to name some of the more basic features, 

cf. Isa 9:2–7; 11:1–9. A third part of the kingship tradition in Israel involved the particular seat of David‘s 

rule, the city of David, or Zion. There was, as Gerhard von Rad has clearly shown, a basic expectation 

concerning this cosmic mountain city upon which the Deity dwelt and from which the Davidic heir ruled. 

For the expectations concerning the Deity‘s dwelling, one need only look at Psalm 46 or 48 to discover 

the notion of the inviolability of this special divine and human royal residence. It was a city which, 

because of the presence of the Deity, could not be defeated. Such virtual mythic connotations created a 

special aura for the Davidic heir, as well as a certain expectation about the future fate of the city. In sum, 

the royal traditions in Judah and, more generally, the united Israel, involved expectations which were not 

difficult to speak about in the future tense: there would always be a Davidide on the throne, a just 

Davidide would engender future blessing for Israel, the city of David would exist securely in the future. 

This tripartite monarchic tradition in Israel involved notions not only specific to Israel, but common to 

ANE ideas about kingship and the inviolability of the divine dwelling as well. These future expectations 



therefore entailed both powerful historic as well as mythic elements, linking as they do the patriarchal 

promise traditions to the inception of the institution of monarchy in Israel.  

The Day of the Lord is prominent in many eschatological texts. This notion belongs to the monarchic 

tradition complex, representing the dual motifs of Yahweh‘s combat and ensuing victory along with the 

subsequent enthronement of Yahweh as king. For Israel this day was, early on, a cause for rejoicing. 

However, the Day of the Lord becomes as well a day of Yahweh‘s assault on his enemies both inside and 

outside Israel, see Amos 5:18–20; Isa 2:11–17; Zeph 1:11–2:3; Joel 2:1–2. In postexilic literature, the Day 

of the Lord entails both positive and negative consequences, e.g., Isa 61:2. The importance of the Day of 

Yahweh traditions in early apocalyptic literature is suggested by the prominence of the phrase ―on that 

day‖ in the texts such as Zechariah 12–14.  

3. Sinai Covenant Traditions. The third tradition, that of the Sinai covenant, which is important for an 

understanding of OT eschatology, is not linked genetically with either the promise to the patriarchs or the 

monarchic tradition complex. E. Sellin emphasized the importance of the Sinai tradition when he argued 

for the early and specifically Israelite origins of OT eschatology. See COVENANT. Moreover, this 

covenant tradition often seems to stand in tension with the two aforementioned traditions. The Sinai 

covenant tradition involved the contract which the people of Israel made with their god, Yahweh. This 

contract included at its core a series of stipulations which the people had agreed to obey. Put another way, 

this idea of treaty incorporated the notion of future compliance or noncompliance. These alternate future 

possibilities were spelled out in the treaty‘s blessings or curses. Should the people follow the treaty‘s 

dictates, then a blessed existence and proper relationship with the Deity would ensue (see Deut 28:1–14). 

Conversely, should the people not follow the treaty‘s dictates, then a cursed existence and an improper 

relationship would eventuate (see Deut 27:16–46). The Sinai covenant has a distinctive future orientation 

spelled out clearly in the treaty‘s blessings and curses. Thus, although the Sinai covenant created a 

community which might be construed as present or existing at any given moment, there were decisive 

future expectations about the existence of this community, expectations which could be discussed in terms 

of a blessed and/or a cursed existence in the future.  

C. Prophetic Eschatology  

1. Preexilic Prophets. All these ingredient traditions: patriarchal promise, monarchy, and Sinai 

covenant have expectations involving the future. It lay with Israel‘s prophets to sharpen and even to 

challenge some of these future expectations. Although it is possible to speak of a prophetic tradition, for 

the purposes of this discussion it will suffice to think about the prophets as spokesmen utilizing various 

traditions already identified, in particular, the Sinai covenant tradition. The prophets seemed to have 

functioned as those who articulated the ways in which Israel had violated the covenant and then spelled 

out the character of the forthcoming punishment, understood properly as the covenant curses. The 

character of the Day of Yahweh as a day of negative expectation resounds throughout the so-called 

classical prophets. In time, the negative picture of the Day of Yahweh becomes so bleak that it sounds as 

if an entirely new aeon will dawn, one of catastrophic punishment and of national annihilation, so 

especially the formulations of Amos, Zephaniah, and Ezekiel. Because the future foreseen by these 

prophets is so different from that which Israel had experienced and had expected—namely, these 

unexpected eventualities: the forfeiture of national existence, the defeat of Zion, the devastation of the 

temple, and the loss of a monarch—such views are, not without reason, construed as eschatological, that 

is, final or of an end time. The picture drawn by the prophets out of the covenant curse scenario does 

mean an end to a prior mode of existence. Here there was, as it were, a negative eschatology. The good 

expectations involving kingship, statehood, and a national peaceful existence, are abrogated. The closer 

one comes to the decisive defeats of Jerusalem in 597 and 587, the more decisive is the punishment for 

Israel as a nation. An end, an eschaton, of statehood is foreseen. This eschatology which the prophets 

articulated could be construed as stemming directly out of the Sinai covenant traditions. Nonetheless, at 

least one of the other traditions, that of monarchy, figured prominently as well. To be sure, there is 

negative judgment upon individual kings for not having performed their royal duties, so for example, the 

section on kingship in the book of Jeremiah (Jer 21:11–22:30). The last oracle of this Jeremianic text 



would seem to preclude the possibility of any Davidide in the future. Nonetheless, this same prophetic 

tradition, in Jer 23:5–6, is able to foresee a time during which a Davidic heir will sit on the throne and will 

rule properly. The Davidic tradition would seem, almost inexorably, to provide not only a means for 

judging kings but also for thinking affirmatively about some future king who might preternaturally rule 

with justice and righteousness. Put another way, what seems at first glance to be a uniformly negative 

eschatology involves, almost inherently, positive future expectations for kingship as well. It is this 

component of the monarchic tradition which leads to so-called messianic expectations, namely, the 

expectation of some anointed human leader, in all likelihood a king, who will facilitate weal for Israel. 

See MESSIAH.  

The Sinai covenant traditions, just like the kingship traditions, allowed for both negative and positive 

expectations. For most of the prophets and for most of the time prior to 587, it was appropriate to speak of 

covenant curses. According to their oracular preachments Israel had violated the covenant stipulations. 

And yet, for those Israelites who believed that the covenant relation was still in force even after the 

catastrophe of defeat and exile by the Babylonians, it became possible to think of a time in which 

covenantal blessings might be possible, so the exilic texts of Isaiah 35. Such conviction depended, of 

course, on the presupposition of radical covenant obedience as this was articulated in the texts which 

describe the so-called new covenant (Jeremiah 31 and Ezekiel 11). Concomitant with this expectation of 

covenant blessing in the exilic and postexilic periods, it became possible to iterate patriarchal promise 

traditions which now held out the hope for restored national boundaries and resettlement in the land. It is 

not too much to say that all three traditions so far adduced, patriarchal promise, monarchy, and Sinai 

covenant, figure prominently in the strong, positive hopes—one may even say eschatological 

expectations—which were evoked during the 6th century B.C.E. Prior to the national defeat Israel had 

expressed the language of eschatological doom. Then, at another and later time, the language of 

eschatological blessing became appropriate.  

2. Postexilic Prophets. During the early restoration period Israel‘s eschatological traditions, which by 

this time entailed language of both weal and woe, began to develop in new and decisive ways. With the 

rededication of the temple, the stage was set for the realization of the eschatology of weal proclaimed 

most prominently by Deutero-Isaiah. Such realization did not, however, occur. In a dimly understood 

process, the eschatologies of weal and woe were conjoined and became what some have termed ―early 

apocalypticism.‖ This process in which the eschatological traditions intensified and coalesced was, no 

doubt, influenced by the frustrated expectations for restoration in the late 6th and the 5th centuries. All 

one has to do is compare the promises for blessing which date to the time of the Exile, e.g., Isa 54:11 ff., 

or from the time of the early restoration period, e.g., Hag 2:6 ff., with the realities of the late 6th and 5th 

centuries B.C.E. to appreciate the contrast between what was expected and what actually happened. The 

radically new ―good time,‖ with the streets paved with gold and with unprecedented crop yield, did not 

arrive for those who had returned to the land from exile. As a result, these expectations for a blissful 

restoration were frustrated, though still very much alive. Interestingly, in this development of 

eschatological traditions into apocalypticism as expressed in apocalyptic literature, the notion of a good 

future is linked with that of future doom. Zechariah 9–14, for example, envisions prospects for a glorious 

future, along with prospects for woe within Israel, so for example, Zech 14:2–5. Moreover, the character 

of what will happen moves beyond the world as humans had known it: ―on that day there shall be neither 

cold nor frost, there shall be continuous day‖ (Zech 14:6–7a). Such expectations would seem to constitute 

a major step beyond the notion of a day of defeat or a day of radical covenant loyalty proclaimed by the 

preexilic prophets. One senses, in such texts as Zechariah 14, the notion of a fundamentally different sort 

of cosmic and social order, one in which the experience of time, natural order, social existence, religious 

affiliation, even Yahweh‘s lordship, will be of a fundamentally different sort from that which had existed 

earlier. Whereas earlier eschatology had focused on an ―end,‖ with apocalyptic literature a new age is 

foreseen. There is something beyond ―the end.‖ Concern with the new time appears as one hallmark of 

apocalypticism.  



From this coalescence of earlier Israelite traditions into the eschatological tradition complex which 

developed in the late monarchic period, and then from the development of the eschatological tradition 

complex into apocalyptic literature in the early restoration period, the further step of fully developed 

apocalyptic visions, which were inherently eschatological, was not a large one. Here, with the 

eschatological visions of Daniel, there is a specific form—the apocalyptic vision—for articulating the 

complex conceptual apparatus of a radically new future, that of apocalypticism. With the configuration of 

the eschatological tradition complex into apocalyptic literature, the history of the development of OT 

eschatology is at an end. Postbiblical eschatology is prominent in the OT apocryphal literature, in the 

Dead Sea Scrolls, and in the NT.  

D. Dynamics in OT Eschatology  

1. Historical Development. At this point in the discussion it seems appropriate to make at least three 

fundamental observations. First, OT eschatology should be discussed within the context of historical 

development. Old Testament eschatology is best understood as a complex of traditions evolving out of 

earlier and discrete Israelite traditions. Old Testament eschatology is not essentially a systematic 

theological term, and therefore it is difficult to discuss eschatology as if one were describing one basic 

concept. Israel‘s eschatological expectations changed considerably over time. In this regard it is important 

to note that much of OT eschatology during, for example, the 6th century, was an intra-Israelite 

development. To be sure, there were notions about kingship which were common to the larger ANE 

environment. However, the patriarchal promise tradition as well as the traditions about the Davidic heir 

and the Sinai covenant were Israel-specific. Israelite eschatology becomes therefore much different from 

future expectations discernible in other Syro-Palestinian or Mesopotamian cultures.  

2. Social Context. Second, not all Israelites shared OT eschatological expectations. There were other 

circles in Israel which, especially during the time of the Exile and, even more so, during the time of the 

restoration, did not use eschatological or early apocalyptic language. For example, the wisdom circles, as 

these are preserved in the books of Proverbs, Job, and Ecclesiastes, did not seem to share the notion of a 

radical historical judgment or a fundamentally different sort of future. Moreover, there were circles whose 

views are preserved in the book of Ezra-Nehemiah and also in the book of Chronicles, which perceive 

Israel‘s existence during the Persian period in noneschatological ways. The same may be said for the so-

called Priestly circles associated with the P-source. Put another way, OT eschatology was not an all-

Israelite phenomenon but was one important way of perceiving reality. In all likelihood the eschatological 

perception of reality was experienced by those who were not necessarily in charge of either Israel‘s 

political or religious institutions.  

3. Historical Period. Third, OT eschatology, namely, the development of a certain tradition complex, 

seemed to evolve and intensify in particular historical conditions, conditions in which all Israel or even 

certain groups in Israel were not flourishing. For example, the intensification and the integration of the 

separate traditions during the time of the classical prophets occurred at a time during which Israel was 

under threat first by the Neo-Assyrian Empire and then secondly by the Neo-Babylonian Empire. This 

was a time of dire threat to the independence of Israel, and of course, eventuated in the demise of the 

nation-state. Then, too, the tradition complex of OT eschatology developed decisively in the Persian 

period. This too was a time in which the emergent identity of the restored Yahwistic community was 

under significant threat. Moreover, during this time there appeared to be fundamental dissensions 

occurring within the Yahwistic community, with various groups vying for leadership and authority. 

Threat to the community could come from without or from within. With this dual threat during the time of 

the Persian period, the specific historical contexts were set for the development of the eschatological 

tradition complex into apocalypticism and its literature configuration as apocalyptic literature.  

E. OT Eschatological Expectations  

Having described the development of the OT eschatology tradition complex, it is necessary to highlight 

briefly some of the major features in the fully configured eschatological tradition complex. The 

eschatological expectation is heavily dependent upon the notion of Yahweh‘s divine kingship and rule. 

Yahweh is expected to arrive again and act decisively in the future so as to effect the institution of his 



realm. Military imagery is a prominent way of describing this action, though interestingly, ―natural‖ 

events such as famine, drought, pestilence may create submission to his larger purpose. In fact, the entire 

cosmos may be affected by Yahweh‘s military action, e.g., Joel 3:15, Isa 34:4. During this conflict 

Yahweh‘s enemies, whether inside or outside Israel, will receive their just desserts. Only in later 

apocalyptic literature does the fate of those loyal to Yahweh become the subject of considerable 

reflection. Nonetheless, Isa 25:6–9 does hint at the fate of those upon whom Yahweh looks with favor. 

Since Yahweh‘s imperium is cosmic, all people have a place in it and therefore all people, including those 

outside the boundaries of Israel, may be construed as venerators of Yahweh (cf. Isa 2:1–4) and hence 

included in his kingdom.  

With Yahweh enthroned, one expects a time of paradise or peace. Such good times may be understood 

in terms of the monarchic traditions, namely, through the expectations associated with a just and divine 

king on the throne. Such expectations include proper administration of justice, fertility for the land, and 

the lack of military confrontation. Although the emphasis in eschatological tradition is on Yahweh as 

king, there is on occasion a place for a righteous Davidide, one who will rule with equity and beneficence. 

This expectation gives rise to so-called messianic texts, literature which attests to the hope of a radically 

good Davidic ruler, Ps 18:50; Ezek 37:23–24. Yahweh remains, however, the ruler par excellence.  

The future time may be described using the language of the covenant, so Isa 34:16, in which the future 

age is described with explicit reference to what is presumably a covenant text or book. The eschatological 

future is a time in which the covenant will be obeyed, so Jeremiah 31, which means eo ipso that covenant 

blessings will ensue. The specifics of covenant blessing language are not dissimilar to the sorts of things 

foreseen as part of Yahweh‘s just rule. So too, the patriarchal promise traditions figure in the 

eschatological scenario by indicating that Yahweh‘s rule will center not on a heavenly throne, nor just in 

the city of divine residence, but throughout the land which had been promised to Israel‘s forebears. That 

Israel will be great in number, the other side of the patriarchal promise, seems to be presumed in much of 

the eschatological tradition.  

By way of summary, two texts, one which predates the destruction of 587 B.C.E. and one which dates to 

the postexilic era, may serve to encapsulate critical emphases in the OT eschatological tradition 

complex—Ezek 7:2b–3a, ―An end! The end has come upon the four corners of the land. Now the end is 

upon you …‖; Zech 14:9a, ―Yahweh will become King over all the earth …‖ For further discussion see 

Smend TRE, 10: 254–64.  
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A. Introduction  

Although the term eschatology does not occur in the ancient sources, its widespread use in modern 

criticism reflects the correct notion that the OT, the Jewish writings of the Greco-Roman period, and the 

NT frequently assert that God will act decisively in the future and that a different state of affairs will 

ensure. The term and its traditional use have been misleading, however, because they have often been 

governed by theological agendas that have attempted to extrapolate from the texts a unified and 

systematic doctrine about the ―end of the world‖ or one‘s state and fate at the end of one‘s life. Also 

problematic is the implication that all the texts designated as ―eschatological‖ envision a decisive end to 

the present order and the beginning of a totally new order.  

Given the variety that contemporary scholarship has begun to discover in the sources, it is appropriate to 

hear the texts, each on its own terms, and to develop categories that reflect the differences and points of 

continuity—synchronically among contemporaneous texts and diachronically from the oldest OT strata 

through the noncanonical Jewish texts to the NT and beyond. This task, which awaits doing, is 

substantial; in what follows it is possible only to sample typical texts from the Hebrew Scriptures and 

from the Jewish writings up to ca. 100 C.E. Crucial in the analysis is the assumption that expressions of 

religious thought must be interpreted with a view toward the specific situations and experiences that gave 

rise to them and influenced their formulation.  

B. The OT  

1. Pentateuch. Composing their traditions when Israel already lived in its land, the authors of the J and 

E strands of the Pentateuch created a narrative world in which God, of old, had made covenant promises 

that would be fulfilled in the future, when Israel would be a great nation and inhabit the land of Canaan. 

While the fulfilled promise of land may have been understood as vindicating Israel‘s covenantal status, 

the promises of innumerable progeny and a superior relationship to the nations may well have been seen 

at times to await fulfillment in the future.  

The inseparable relationship between present and future is a basic structural component in the 

covenantal scheme of the Deuteronomist. As initiator and overseer of the covenant, Yahweh deals justly 

with Israel in the present, rewarding and punishing the people for past action; or Yahweh is expected to 

do so in the future because of their present actions. This causal relationship between past and present or 

present and future is explicated in detail in Deuteronomy 28–30, according to two scenarios in chaps. 28–

30 and chap. 32. Chapter 28 describes the blessings and curses that will be dispensed alternatively when 

Israel obeys and disobeys. Chapter 30 posits the chronological succession of blessing and curse, the latter 

culminating in exile; and it predicts that Israel will repent and God will restore the people to their land. In 

the Song of Moses (chap. 32) sin is punished through oppression by the enemy, but deliverance is not 



triggered by repentance, which is never mentioned; the arrogance of the enemy provokes the divine judge 

to vindicate the blood of the people.  

The Deuteronomic scheme, with and without the element of repentance, becomes paradigmatic for later 

writers; and Jewish texts from the Greco-Roman period explicitly refer to Moses and Deuteronomy to 

explain or speak to their present situation. The connection between past and present or present and future 

is cited in several ways. Present prosperity is evidence of Israel‘s faithfulness and God‘s blessing, and 

present calamity indicates a sinful condition that calls for repentance. Alternatively, in good times one 

may use the threat of punishment to effect repentance of perceived sin, while in bad times one may 

encourage the righteous to be faithful and await intervention by the vindicator of the covenant.  

2. Eighth-Century Prophets. Although the 8th-century prophets (Amos, Hosea, Isaiah, and Micah) 

were not primarily predictors of the future, such prediction was essential to their role as critics of a society 

which they perceived to be violating the stipulations of the covenant. The sinful nation could expect 

divine punishment.  

The time of that punishment is usually vague, but it is imminent enough to constitute a threat to the 

prophets‘ audiences. According to Isaiah God will shave Israel with a hired razor (Assyria) before a child 

soon to be born reaches the age of moral discrimination (7:14–16). Amos warns those who are 

anticipating salvation in ―the day of the Yahweh‖ that they will experience terror and death (5:18–20); 

and in a rare usage, he warns of the ―end‖ (qēṣ) that awaits the people (8:2).  

Occasionally these prophets anticipate divine blessing when Israel‘s punishment is sufficient and the 

people have returned to Yahweh. An important aspect of such consolation is the idea that God‘s action in 

the future will replicate the past. For Hosea, after a return to the wilderness, Israel will be betrothed again 

to God, and this covenant will restore primordial peace on the earth (2:14–23). Although an ―end‖ is not 

mentioned, a new beginning lies in the future.  

3. Exilic and Postexilic Prophets. a. Jeremiah. Although the final literary form of Jeremiah 

interweaves oracles of the 6th-century prophet with Deuteronomistic interpretations, later writers treated 

it as the work of ―Jeremiah.‖ Thus, Jeremiah decries the sins of Judah and Jerusalem and announces that 

in the imminent future Judah‘s leaders will be exiled, the temple and city will be destroyed, and the 

people will go into captivity.  

The prophet also anticipates a restoration of the former state, when the dispersion of Israel and Judah 

will return to the land from which they had been exiled (23:1–8; 29:10–14), Jerusalem will be rebuilt 

(31:38–40), and the Davidic king will rule (23:5–6). Like Hosea, Jeremiah expects a replication of the 

past; but God‘s new event will supersede the old. The God of the Exodus will be known as the God who 

has returned the dispersion (23:7–8). In the new covenant with the house of Israel and the house of Judah, 

the Torah will not have to be taught, because it will be written in human hearts (31:31–34). Different from 

the earlier prophetic books, Jeremiah specifies when the people will return from captivity—after 70 years 

are completed (29:10), when ―you seek me with all your heart‖ (29:13; cf. Deut 30:2). Although, for 

Jeremiah, Yahweh is the executor of covenantal curses and blessings, the prophet also depicts this God as 

the universal judge of the whole human race (―all flesh‖; 25:30–33).  

b. Ezekiel. Prophesying in Babylon between 593 and 571 B.C.E., Ezekiel interprets the Exile as 

punishment primarily for idolatry and anticipates an end to that punishment and the return of God‘s 

blessing. In his oracles about the future (chaps. 34–37), he elaborates motifs found in Jeremiah. The sheep 

of Israel, abused by their shepherds and devoured by the wild beasts (the nations), will be sought out by 

God and returned to the mountains of Israel. There God will make a covenant of peace with them, banish 

the beasts from the land, and nourish and lead them, placing them under the care of the Davidic shepherd 

(chap. 34). In 36:22–36 God‘s restoration is described as a new creation. God will cleanse Israel of its sin, 

put a new spirit in its people, and replace their heart of stone with a new heart; the desolate land will be 

made like Eden. Chapter 37 extends the metaphor, describing the resurrection and re-creation of the dead 

nation. Then Israel and Judah will return to their land and be joined as one nation, governed by the prince 

and shepherd David in the presence of the God who makes an eternal covenant of peace with them and 

dwells among them in the sanctuary. The importance of the city and sanctuary are evident in chaps. 40–



48, where Ezekiel records an extensive vision that balances chaps. 8–11. The old polluted sanctuary from 

which God‘s glory departed (chap. 10) will be replaced by a new temple to which the glory will return 

(43:1–9). Like Jeremiah, Ezekiel calculates the time when the punishment of Israel and Judah will be 

complete (4:5–6).  

c. Isaiah 40–55. The oracles of this unnamed prophet of the Exile (usually called ―Second Isaiah‖) are 

devoted entirely to the good news of Israel‘s deliverance and the punishment of its captor, Babylon. 

Different from Jeremiah and Ezekiel, this text does not mention the return of the N tribes; central are 

Mother Zion and her children (51:17–52:3) and the anticipated restoration of Jerusalem (54:11–12), to 

which God now returns (40:2–5, 10–11).  

As in all the earlier texts, the Exile is punishment for sin—now paid in full, indeed doubly (40:2). Thus 

the return is an act of divine justice, in which Yahweh sets things right with Judah, having also 

recompensed Babylon, the arrogant and idolatrous conqueror (chaps. 46–47; cf. Deut 32:26–43).  

The notion that God‘s act of deliverance will replicate the past is elaborated as the essence of the text. 

Constitutive for Israel is the Exodus, which is described, however, in language that is at home in Genesis 

1–2; God has ―created,‖ ―formed,‖ and ―made‖ Israel. God‘s creation of Israel in the past is the guarantee 

of the coming salvation, which is depicted in heavily mythical language as a new Exodus led by God 

(52:11–12; 40:3–5, 9–11) and as a new creation in which the old dragon is conquered (51:9–11), the 

world is reshaped (40:4; 45:2), and the wilderness is made fertile like Eden (51:3; see also Isaiah 34–35, 

which derives from this prophet or a disciple). The former things that God did and declared of old are 

contrasted with the new things God creates and declares (49:3–7). In another metaphor Israel‘s 

vindication is described as the servant‘s resurrection from death (52:13–53:12; cf. Ezekiel 37). As in Jer 

23:7–8, Yahweh‘s new act of salvation will vastly overshadow the old (Isa 43:18–19). One may debate 

how literally to interpret the prophet‘s mythical language about re-creation; however, the use of this 

imagery about the past to color the picture of the future indicates that a new beginning is clearly 

envisioned.  

Although Second Isaiah frequently refers to Yahweh as king—a staple in Israelite royal ideology—these 

chaps. give no hint that the prophet expects a restoration of the Davidic dynasty. To the contrary, Cyrus is 

identified as Yahweh‘s anointed one (45:1), David is demoted to ―a witness to the people, a leader and 

commander for the people‖ (55:4), and the everlasting covenant with David is democratized and applied 

to the nation as a whole (55:3).  

Whereas earlier prophets were vague about the time of God‘s future act of judgment and Jeremiah and 

Ezekiel specified the time of its consummation, Second Isaiah takes the radical step of identifying God‘s 

great act of deliverance with a historical event, the rise of Cyrus, the king of Persia. The future has broken 

into the present.  

d. Isaiah 56–66. A disciple of Second Isaiah (called ―Third Isaiah‖) composed these oracles in Judea in 

the decades following the return from Babylon. The style, vocabulary, literary forms, and concerns of the 

master have been radically transformed by bitter disappointment; the oracles of hope and promise have 

not been fulfilled. In the place of Israel, God‘s ―servant‖ and ―chosen one,‖ we hear of the ―servants‖ and 

―chosen ones,‖ who stand in opposition to the sinners (65:1–16), whose misdeeds in Jerusalem are 

catalogued at length (chaps. 56–59; 66:1–3). The situation is reflected in mixed oracles of salvation and 

judgment. In contrast to Second Isaiah‘s optimistic announcement of the imminent theophany and 

triumphant return to Jerusalem, this prophet confesses the sins of an impure people and desperately 

appeals for a theophany (63:15–64:12), in which Yahweh will come with fire and storm to execute 

judgment on ―all flesh‖ (66:15–16; cf. Jer 25:30–33). This judgment is associated with God‘s creation of 

new heavens and a new earth (65:17; 66:22) and a new Jerusalem (65:18–25; see also chap. 60), in which 

the righteous will live to old age and enjoy the covenantal blessings in a world that will revert to the peace 

of Paradise (65:25). Like Second Isaiah there is no place for a Davidic king in Israel‘s future; the prophet 

is the one who is anointed (61:1).  

Essential to Third Isaiah‘s message is a sharp contrast between the present evil time, which will end in a 

universal judgment that will eradicate evil, and the creation of a new cosmos (heavens and earth) in which 



God‘s primordial intentions are realized. Although the prophet does not mention an ―end‖ and a new 

―beginning,‖ the contrast between the present and a future that returns to primordial beginnings seems to 

justify the term eschatology. The term apocalyptic eschatology (Hanson 1975) seems problematic, 

however. Third Isaiah‘s situation and message have clear parallels in the early apocalypses (see below, 

C.1); but Isaiah‘s message is not embodied in the form of a mediated and interpreted revelation 

(apocalypse), as is the case in the later works. To preserve this distinction, which is an important fruit of 

recent scholarship (see the articles on APOCALYPSES AND APOCALYPTICISM), it seems better to 

define Third Isaiah‘s eschatology as ―dualistic,‖ emphasizing the contrast and caesura between old and 

new, or as ―mythical,‖ highlighting the appeal to primordial beginnings.  

e. Isaiah 24–27 (―The Isaiah Apocalypse‖). This text is actually not an apocalypse but is a collection 

of prophetic materials of disputed date, placed variously between 500 B.C.E. and the 3d century. Several 

features are of significance. The description of a broken and disintegrated cosmos exceeds the mythical 

language of Isaiah 34. Against this background the prophet anticipates a divine judgment that will 

replicate the Deluge and eventually punish the rebellious hosts of heaven and kings of the earth (24:17–

23). The finality of this judgment and of the concomitant punishment and salvation is indicated in the 

prediction of a resurrection of the righteous in 26:19. Although this could be a metaphor for national 

restoration (as in Ezekiel 37), the promise that God will swallow up death, the great swallower (25:8), 

suggests a finality that merits the term eschatology. In any case later authors will draw on these texts in 

Isaiah to inform their descriptions of a resurrection of those who are physically dead.  

f. Haggai and Zechariah. These two Judean prophets agree and also significantly disagree with their 

contemporary, Third Isaiah. Haggai expresses his chagrin over the returnees‘ failure to rebuild the temple 

(1:2–6); and like Second and Third Isaiah he uses language of cosmic disturbance to describe the events 

that will attend its rebuilding (2:6–8), which he and Zechariah anticipate in the very near future. However, 

different from Second Isaiah and Third Isaiah, Haggai and Zechariah tie their hopes to the Davidide 

Zerubbabel, whom Zechariah identifies as ―the Branch‖ predicted by Jeremiah (Zech 3:8; 6:12–13; cf. Jer 

23:5) and whom Haggai identifies as God‘s servant and chosen one (2:23). Together with the anointed 

high priest Joshua, who will preside over the cult, Zerubbabel—like Solomon—will build the temple and 

sit on the royal throne (Zechariah 3; 6:9–14). Thus, different from Third Isaiah, both prophets see in the 

present situation and in known historical personages the imminent fulfillment of the exilic prophets‘ 

predictions of restoration and rebuilding.  

4. The Legacy of Prophecy. The prophets of the 6th century created high expectations through their 

fantastic and sometimes heavily mythicized scenarios of the future. Among the staples in these scenarios 

(although they are not always present) were the return of the N and S dispersions; the glorious rebuilding 

of Jerusalem and its temple; the restoration of the Davidic dynasty and the united kingdom; the universal 

sovereignty of Yahweh, Yahweh‘s anointed one, and Yahweh‘s people; and the gathering of the nations 

to worship the one God.  

The rise of Cyrus and the beginning of a return to Judah were seen as the beginning of the fulfillment of 

these prophecies and hopes. But the historical experience of the returnees clashed with their expectations, 

as is evident, for example, in the differences between Second Isaiah and Third Isaiah. As time passed, 

moreover, it must have become painfully evident that specific predictions had not been fulfilled as 

expected. Zerubbabel the Davidide disappeared from the scene; much of Israel and Judah remained in 

dispersion; the scenarios of a new, sinless, and peaceful creation were not being played out. Much of the 

substance of the divine promises, as enunciated by the prophets, was held in abeyance.  

Further evidence for this state of affairs is provided by the 5th-century writings of Malachi, Ezra, and 

Nehemiah. The contrast between the prophecies of Haggai and Zechariah and the oracle of Malachi could 

scarcely be greater. In Malachi the restored temple, cult, and priesthood are seen to be polluted (chaps. 1–

2), and the people violate the Torah (3:5). As a result, the nation suffers the curses of the covenant. The 

prophet appeals for the repentance that will restore the divine blessings promised in Deuteronomy (Mal 

3:6–12). Additionally, the prophet anticipates the epiphany of God‘s messenger (Malachi, ―my 

messenger,‖ 3:1; cf. Exod 23:20 for the angel of the Exodus), who will cleanse the priesthood, and then 



the appearance of Yahweh, who will judge between the righteous and the wicked (3:16–4:3). In a late 

appendix to the book, the messenger and preacher of repentance is identified as the ancient prophet Elijah 

(4:5–6).  

The writings of Ezra and Nehemiah also reflect a critical assessment of the postexilic situation in Judah. 

The mixed marriages of priests and laity, as well as other sins, violate the Torah and have delayed a return 

of the covenantal blessing. Both books preserve extensive scenes and prayers of repentance and 

rededication to the Mosaic Torah (Ezra 9–10; Nehemiah 8–10). While this activity anticipates the return 

of God‘s favor, neither Ezra nor Nehemiah, nor indeed Malachi, suggests that the nation‘s future includes 

a place for the restored monarchy.  

Although Malachi, Ezra, and Nehemiah did not appeal to prophetic scenarios as a source of hope, the 

optimistic promises of Israel‘s prophets were not lost and forgotten in the Persian period. To the contrary, 

the oracles were gathered and edited into written collections, which would emerge by ca. 200 B.C.E. as 

authoritative deposits of divinely inspired oracles. In the meantime the content of the promises was in the 

awareness of the collectors, although it is uncertain how these promises may have been mediated to the 

people. The Psalms, on the other hand, were used in public worship; and in the case of the royal psalms, 

their ideology and references to the eternal Davidic covenant would have been repeatedly impressed on 

the minds of the worshipping community. In the absence of a royal incumbent, one would consider the 

promise to have been empty or to await fulfillment in the future.  

Thus a substantial part of the texts that would eventually emerge as Israel‘s Scripture were considered to 

be a corpus that contained divine promises which provided a scenario that awaited fulfillment. In the 

Torah were the promises to the patriarchs and the future-oriented final chaps. of Deuteronomy; in the 

prophets there remained many specific unfulfilled prophecies; in the psalms, one found allusions to, or 

citations of, the royal oracles. The Jewish writings of the Greco-Roman period indicate that these texts 

were being read in this manner.  

C. Jewish Writings of the Greco-Roman Period  

Less than a century after the time of Ezra and Nehemiah other Jewish texts which would later be 

excluded from the Hebrew canon were being composed. Historically, we must consider their views about 

the future in continuity with texts that were later declared to be canonical.  

1. Early Apocalyptic Writings. a. 1 Enoch 1–35 and 85–105. The early strata of 1 Enoch indicate 

significant points of continuity and contrast with the prophetic tradition in particular. First, these authors 

are aware of most of the texts that will constitute the Hebrew Scriptures. Second, because the fictive 

setting of these texts long antedates the time of the prophets, the authors never explicitly quote the 

prophets or employ the pattern of prophecy and fulfillment. Instead, they see in the prophetic texts a valid 

description of times still to come, and they weave the literary forms and the language of the prophetic 

texts into their own creations. Third, a major motif that runs through almost all the strata of 1 Enoch is the 

coming of the great judgment. Fourth, this judgment forms a caesura between the present time, which is 

coming to an end, and the future, which constitutes a new beginning. In a clear and meaningful way, one 

can speak here of ―eschatology‖—teaching about the end. Finally, for all of their use of prophetic material 

and motifs, the Enochic texts have almost no place for a Davidic king in their scenarios of the future (the 

exception is probably 90:37–38).  

Although the roots of the myths in chaps. 6–11 are lost in the mist of oral tradition, the present form of 

the myths was extant in the early 3d century B.C.E.; and the Šemiḥazah story, which forms the narrative 

framework for these chapters, must have had a viable function during the wars of the Diadochi, ca. 300 

B.C.E. Several factors are central to the author‘s perception of his world: the violence of war threatens the 

existence of the human race and its environment; the earth (or the Holy Land) is ritually polluted; the 

revelation of arcane knowledge has broken the appointed boundary between heaven and earth. In a radical 

appeal to the primordial past, the author parallels the present time with the period before the Flood and 

posits a new judgment that will exterminate the whole human race, except a righteous remnant, who will 

begin a new creation. A cue for this idea appears already in Gen 9:1, where Noah and his family, as the 

first parents, are given essentially the same command (cf. Gen 1:28).  



Two peculiarities characterize this author‘s use of the Genesis traditions. What Genesis places near the 

beginning of human history is here a transparent fiction for the present time; in this time one anticipates 

another, imminent end and, beyond it, a new beginning. The latter point is evident, above all, in 1 Enoch 

10. In the new creation that will appear after the judgment, all humanity including the gentiles will 

become righteous and worship the one God, all evil and defilement will be permanently banished, and 

blessing, truth, and peace will reign forever. This scenario is fleshed out through the use of language and 

motifs from Third Isaiah‘s picture of the new creation and new Jerusalem (Isaiah 65). Like Jeremiah and 

Ezekiel, who specified times for the end of Exile, the author of 1 Enoch 6–11 speaks of ―70 generations‖ 

until the consummation of the great judgment (10:12). The specification of the number suggests a 

predetermined scheme of ages between the primordial sin of the watchers with its first punishment in the 

Flood and the time of final judgment.  

Several basic features of this text parallel Isaiah 24–27: a time of great evil and oppression that threatens 

the existence of humanity and the earth; a great judgment like the Flood (Isa 24:18–20); the earth‘s 

disclosure of shed blood (26:21); the punishment of the hosts of heaven and the kings of the earth and an 

extended period of imprisonment in the pit before the final punishment (24:21–22). This last feature, 

which is a function of 1 Enoch‘s real and fictional time references to primordial and present times, has no 

clear rationale in Isa 24:21–22. This, along with the other parallels, could indicate that the Isaianic author 

knew something like the Enochic myth.  

According to the account of Enoch‘s call (chaps. 12–16), the death of the giants releases their ghosts as 

a host of evil spirits who plague humanity until their judgment and extinction at the end. Thus the 

postdiluvian world did not provide a new beginning with promise; it began a plague-ridden evil age which 

a just creator must eventually bring to an end. The promise of that end is guaranteed in a new way in 

chaps. 17–19; angels conduct Enoch on journeys across the earth, where he sees the places where the 

angelic sinners are already suffering punishment. A similar tour is recounted in chaps. 20–36, where 

Enoch sees places of eschatological import for the judgment and final salvation or punishment of human 

beings. In the segments in chaps. 24–27, Enoch sees the mountain of God and the tree of life, as well as 

the new Jerusalem, where, at the ―consummation,‖ the righteous will live long lives and the blasphemers 

will suffer in the valley of Hinnom. These visions are described in part with language that is drawn from 

Isaiah 65–66 (1 En. 25:5–6; 27:2–4; cf. Isa 65:18–22; 66:14, 24). Different from Third Isaiah, however, 

this author uses the form of an apocalypse—a guided tour for the primordial patriarch interpreted by an 

angel—to undergird the certainty of the oracle uttered by the prophet. Mythical eschatology has become 

apocalyptic mythical eschatology.  

Chapters 1–5 were composed as an oracle to introduce chaps. 6–36 by focusing on the coming judgment 

of ―all flesh.‖ The literary form of the oracle, with alternating blessings and curses, is paralleled in the 

oracles of Third Isaiah, on the words of which it is often dependent. Different from the prophetic 

prototypes, its central section of wisdom material emphasizes the faithfulness of the nonhuman creation as 

a foil to the human sins that will be punished in the great judgment that will usher in a new creation. The 

notion of replication appears in 1:1, 3–4, 9, which use the description of the Sinaitic theophany in Deut 

33:1–2 to depict God‘s imminent appearance as judge. Similarly, 1:2–3 recasts the language of the 

Balaam oracle (Num 24:15–17) so that ―Enoch‖ speaks ―not for this generation, but concerning one that is 

distant …,‖ the time of the righteous and chosen. This fiction asserts that another ancient prophecy was 

uttered with a conscious view toward its fulfillment at the time of the great judgment of all flesh, which 

will usher in the new creation envisioned by Third Isaiah (1 En. 5:5–9; Isa 65:13–23).  

For the author of the Epistle of Enoch (chaps. 92–105), the unrequited sins of the wicked and the related 

victimization of the righteous are cause for a great judgment, and the deeds and their judgment are 

described or implied through the use of traditional prophetic forms. The eschatological character of the 

real author‘s time and the expected judgment are indicated in the Epistle‘s superscription, which takes up 

the motif in 1:2; the patriarch addresses his sons but mainly ―the latter generation who will observe truth 

and peace‖ (92:1). Characteristic of this time is the existence of the community of the righteous, who 

receive a revelation about the character of good and evil and their reward and punishment in the judgment 



(94:1–5; 104:12–13, a reprise of 92:1). This is explicit in the Apocalypse of Weeks (93:1–10; 91:11–17), 

which places the revelation in the 7th week and a subsequent revelation to the gentiles in the 9th week (cf. 

105:1–2), both in conjunction with a series of judgments that precede the renewal of the earth and the 

creation of new heavens. The symmetry of the apocalypse‘s 10 ―weeks‖ or heptads suggests that the 

author has in mind a scheme similar to the 70 generations of chap. 10. The predetermined character of the 

scheme is implied by the prediction‘s fictive origin in primordial times and by the claim that Enoch‘s 

information was derived from heavenly tablets (93:2; see explicitly 81:1–4). Because Enoch mediates 

heavenly knowledge that was interpreted by angels, we may describe his eschatology as ―apocalyptic.‖ 

The deterministic character of Enoch‘s eschatology perhaps stands in tension with the epistle‘s assertions 

that the prayer of the righteous can trigger divine intervention (97:3–6; 99:3; 104:1–3). In any case the 

claim that the heavenly apparatus for judgment is already in motion (104:1–8) adds a note of imminence 

to the promises of judgment.  

That the course of history is fixed and that the author‘s own time is the predetermined end time is 

expressed nowhere as clearly as in the Animal Vision (1 Enoch 85–90). Already in Enoch‘s time God 

revealed the events to come, which would culminate in a great final judgment. The primordial rebel 

watchers will be punished. There will be an end to the long-standing victimization of the Israelite flock by 

the gentile beasts and the more recent abuse by the 70 shepherds. The present pollution of the cult will 

cease as a new Jerusalem and temple are built by the God of Israel. To that Jerusalem the gentiles will 

come, to be subject to Israel; and the dead and dispersed of Israel will return. Then all of humanity, Jews 

and gentiles, will be transformed to their primordial purity and unity. In this explicit way the seer 

envisions the end as a return to the very beginning.  

Like other parts of 1 Enoch, this vision employs imagery known from the prophetic texts, especially 

Ezekiel 34, and the more general expectation of a new Jerusalem. But at one point the author appears to 

espouse the notion that the end time brings the fulfillment of prophecy. The scheme of 70 successive 

angelic shepherds, whose periods of influence conclude with the judgment and restoration of Jerusalem, 

appears to be an interpretation of Jeremiah‘s prediction of 70 years, which may have been reshaped by the 

totally different scheme of four kingdoms (see below).  

b. Book of Jubilees. In this selective paraphrase of Genesis 1–Exodus 15, which purports to be a 

revelation given to Moses on Mt. Sinai, the author twice summarizes the history of Israel according to the 

schema of the latter chapters of Deuteronomy. Chapter 1 presents an overview of that history, from Sinai 

through the occupation of the land, and Israel‘s sin, and its punishment in the Exile, to the people‘s 

repentance and the return from the dispersion, and beyond that to the time of the new creation of the 

heavens and the earth. The summary in 23:11–31 focuses on the sins of postexilic Israel, which culminate 

in crisis of the Hellenistic period and specifically in the events of 200–150 B.C.E., during which time the 

book was composed. Repentance occurs when the people ―begin to study the law and seek the 

commandments and return to the way of righteousness‖ (23:26), that is, when they discover, accept, and 

obey the Torah as expounded in Jubilees’ hălākâ (specific legal prescriptions). Such obedience will lead 

to the renewal of the creation, which is briefly described in language drawn from Isaiah 65–66. In what 

way the author‘s view of the future is locked into a predetermined scheme of ages, or jubilees, is debated. 

However, the book is significant because Deuteronomy‘s categories of sin, punishment, repentance, and 

future salvation are interpreted in terms of the rejection and the return to a very specific understanding of 

the Torah. History, hălākâ, and eschatology are explicitly linked.  

c. Testament (Assumption) of Moses. For this author history stretches from ―the beginning of the 

creation of the world to the end of the age‖ (12:4), ―the consummation of the end of days‖ (1:18). All the 

events of this history and their time frame (10:13) were foreseen by God from the foundation of the earth 

(12:4–5; 1:13–14). The notion of a real end is tied to the fulfillment of prophecy, which is expressed in 

the literary form of the book. Writing at the time of Antiochus Epiphanes (ca. 168 B.C.E.) in the name of 

Moses, the author recasts the last chapters of Deuteronomy so that Moses foretells in detail the events of 

ca. 200–168 B.C.E., which time is identified as the consummation. Thus Moses‘ prophecy points to the 

end and provides a scheme for interpreting the events that lead up to it. The finality of imminent events is 



indicated in chap. 10, where history gives way to a mythical description of the judgment and its 

consequences. The agents of the judgment are a chief angel and the Deity rather than a human messiah. 

The sequence—angel and God—is reminiscent of Malachi. Associated with the judgment is the 

appearance of God‘s reign (or kingdom) throughout the creation; and after cosmic upheaval and the 

destruction of Israel‘s gentile enemies, Israel will be lifted up from earth to the heavenly, immortal realm 

of the stars. Thus a historical caesura is combined with a cosmic one. The notion of a new creation of 

heaven and earth is replaced by a division between earth, turned into the place of punishment, and heaven, 

the realm of salvation (10:9–10).  

d. The Book of Daniel. The eschatological ideas in the Testament of Moses appear also in the various 

strata of the contemporary apocalypse, the book of Daniel. Both Nebuchadnezzar‘s dream about the 

colossus (chap. 2) and Daniel‘s night vision (chap. 7) depict a succession of four kingdoms that will end 

with God‘s judgment and the inception of God‘s universal reign. In chap. 7 the bearer of that reign is a 

high angel—one who looks ―like a Son of Man‖—whose heavenly exaltation is simultaneous with the 

beginning of the everlasting earthly preeminence of Israel, ―the people of the holy ones of the Most High‖ 

(7:7–14, 26–27). That the details of history are, allegedly, foreseen is evident in the extensive revelation 

which the angel gave to Daniel in the Exile, forecasting events up to the time of the author (chaps. 10–12). 

As in the Testament of Moses, these events, described in prose, give way to a poetic description of the 

judgment and its consequences (12:1–3). These verses, presuming the scenario in 1 Enoch 24–27, allude 

to the long life of the righteous in the new Jerusalem and to the ongoing contempt to be heaped on the 

apostates. A decisive break between historical events and that future is indicated by the references to 

resurrection (12:2) and to the exaltation of the righteous leaders of the community into the realm of the 

stars (12:3). Although the fulfillment of prophecy does not structure the form of the book, the 

Deuteronomistic scheme of sin-punishment-repentance-salvation appears in chap. 9 (vv 4–19). Israel‘s 

present plight and its future resolution are related to both Moses‘ prophecy in Deuteronomy and 

Jeremiah‘s prophecy about 70 years (9:2, 11–13). Jerusalem is desolate because the people are suffering 

the covenantal curses foretold by Moses. The length of their period of punishment is calculated through a 

reinterpretation of Jeremiah‘s prophecy; 70 weeks of years (490 years) must pass between Manasseh‘s sin 

and the restoration of Jerusalem (cf. 1 Enoch 85–90). Like the Testament of Moses, Daniel‘s revelation 

has been recorded in order to be revealed at the end time (12:9; cf. T. Moses 1:17–18).  

e. Parables of Enoch (1 Enoch 37–71). This longest of the sections of 1 Enoch was probably 

composed in the decades preceding the turn of the era. Its central and all-pervasive theme is the great 

judgment that will befall ―the kings and the mighty,‖ the gentile rulers who are oppressing ―the righteous 

and the chosen.‖ The time of that judgment is tied to an invasion of Israel by the Parthians and Medes 

(56:5), although the only indication given for the source of this prophecy is the pseudonymous revelation 

itself. In God‘s scheme, however, the time is related to the predetermined number of the righteous who 

must die (47:4). The agent of God‘s judgment is a transcendent figure who combines the attributes and 

functions of the Davidic king, Second Isaiah‘s servant of Yahweh, and Daniel‘s ―one like a Son of Man.‖ 

Although the author never uses terms like last, latter, and end in a temporal sense, the events described 

clearly constitute the end of the present time and the beginning of a new and permanent order. Narrative 

material about Noah provides a paradigm for the coming judgment (54:7–55:2; 60:1–10; 65–68). 

Constitutive in the judgment will be a resurrection of the dead (51; 61:1–5), after which the righteous and 

chosen will dwell on a newly created earth, from which the sinners have been permanently expelled to the 

darkness and torture of Sheol (38; 45; 50; 58; 54; 63). Although fulfillment of prophecy cannot be an 

explicit category in this pseudonymous text, the language of Third Isaiah is evident; and the heavenly 

Chosen and Anointed One is seen as the referent of biblical descriptions (understood as prophecies) of the 

Davidic king and the Servant of the Lord. Just as important, this author is a bearer and transformer of the 

traditions generated in the names of Enoch and Daniel.  

2. Tobit, Sirach, and Baruch. The fulfillment of prophecy is an explicit category in three texts that are 

normally categorized as ―wisdom‖ writings. The earliest of these is the book of Tobit (3d century B.C.E.). 

The central tale about the suffering and healing of Tobit and Sarah is recounted within the context of the 



broader saga of the Exile and dispersion, which constitute a problem to be resolved in the future, when the 

nation‘s chastisement is removed by God‘s mercy. This future salvation has been predicted by the 

prophets, whose words await fulfillment in their time (14:5; cf. v 4). The succession of events forecast in 

14:4–7, with its remarkable parallels to the Apocalypse of Weeks (1 Enoch 93:1–10; 91:11–17), reflects a 

kind of determinism usually associated with apocalyptic thought rather than Wisdom Literature. 

Similarly, the language of 14:5 suggests that the times are fixed, although—different from some of the 

apocalypticists—this author does not indicate that the times themselves have been revealed to human 

beings. Tobit‘s scenario for the future culminates in the restoration of Jerusalem and the temple to their 

former glory, an event which is described in language drawn from Third Isaiah but not ascribed to 

―Isaiah.‖ Because this restoration is seen to be permanent (13:10; 14:5), one may properly speak of 

Tobit‘s eschatology. Consonant with Tobit‘s dependence on Third Isaiah is the omission of any reference 

to a restoration of the Davidic dynasty.  

For Joshua Ben Sira (floruit 198–175 B.C.E.), the prophets are an important group among Israel‘s heroes 

(Samuel, Nathan, Elijah and Elisha, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and the Twelve; 46:13–20; 47:1; 48:1–14, 

22–25; 49:6–10). Although they spoke primarily to their own situations, they uttered predictions that were 

shown to be trustworthy (46:15; 49:6). Isaiah, however, ―saw the latter things (˒ḥryt), and comforted those 

who mourned in Zion, [and] revealed what would happen forever (˓d ˓wlm) and the hidden things before 

they came to be‖ (48:24–25). This brief summary of Second and Third Isaiah reflects the notion that the 

prophets forecast hidden events that still lie in the future. Similarly, the prayer preserved in 36:1–7 

laments the Jews‘ subjugation to the nations, the dispersion, and the present state of Jerusalem; and it 

awaits the return of God‘s glory. Thus the sage appeals to God to fulfill the ancient prophecies and thus to 

reward those who wait for God to vindicate the trustworthiness of the prophets (36:15–16). Ben Sira‘s 

scenario of the future includes the reappearance of Elijah, who will calm God‘s wrath, bring repentance to 

Israel, and restore the dispersion (48:10; cf. Mal 4:5–6). He also anticipates a restoration of the Davidic 

dynasty, in keeping with the eternal covenant with David (47:11, 22). By associating this covenant with 

the priestly covenant with Phinehas (45:24–25; cf. Num 26:10–13), Ben Sira indicates a conscious pairing 

of the anointed priest and king, first indicated in Zech 4:14 and later developed in the Qumran Scrolls (see 

below).  

Like Tobit, Baruch is a pseudepigraphic text (probably from the 2d century B.C.E.) that is deeply 

impressed with the problem of exile and that construes the future in terms of a restoration of Zion. 

Speaking in the Jeremianic tradition, ―Baruch,‖ in the context of prayers that parallel Dan 9:4–19, 

describes the Exile as realization of the curses that Moses had predicted in Deuteronomy (Bar 1:20; 2:2, 

28). But following the scenario in Deuteronomy and the prophecy in Jer 29:10–14; 31:31–34, he 

anticipates that God‘s mercy will appear and an everlasting covenant will be made when the people repent 

in the land of their exile (2:30–35). Identifying Torah as divinely given Wisdom, the author interweaves a 

traditional wisdom poem (cf. Sirach 24) with the diction of Deut 28–33 (3:9–4:8). The last two chapters 

employ the language and imagery of Second and Third Isaiah to describe the return of Zion‘s children and 

the glorification of Jerusalem (4:9–5:9).  

3. The Qumran Scrolls. The collections of texts found at Qumran include works of diverse origin, date, 

and genre. Some antedate the founding of the community in the mid-2d century B.C.E.; others of later 

origin may have been brought to Qumran by new members. Although the presence of such texts may 

indicate what was considered to be compatible with the sect‘s religious thought and practice, one must 

exercise caution in using them as evidence for the group itself. Moreover, even the texts that were 

probably composed by members of the sect do not provide a single witness. They are of diverse 

authorship and were written over a period of perhaps a century and a half, and they do not clearly speak 

with one voice on major issues. Finally, of special significance is the evident fact that the Qumranites 

themselves authored few, if any, apocalypses—the genre that self-consciously presents detailed scenarios 

of the future.  

These difficulties and cautions notwithstanding, it is possible to identify some texts that seem to reflect 

a coherent sense of how their authors understood their community to be a unique phenomenon of the end 



time; and it is useful to indicate some points at which these texts agree and diverge in their pictures of the 

future.  

a. Structure of the Ages and God’s Foreknowledge. God‘s foreknowledge of historical events and 

human deeds and God‘s foreordination of the structure of the ages are a common topic, expressed in 

stereotyped language, in at least five Qumran texts: 1QS 3–4; CD 2:3–10; 1QH 1:7–8, 23–25; 4Q180 1; 

and 1QpHab 7. According to the Rule of the Community, ―the God of Knowledge‖ established (kwn) the 

shape of all things before they came to be and appointed (śym) two spirits to govern humanity (3:13–16). 

He has also set a fixed time or end for the existence of perversity (ntn qṣ) (4:18). The Damascus 

Document (CD) also ascribes ―knowledge‖ to God (CD 2:3) and then expounds the idea: God knew 

human deeds before they were created, and God knew the times of their coming and the exact length of 

their times for all ages (2:9–10). The first column of the Hymn Scroll, which may depend on 1QS 3–4, 

describes God‘s foreknowledge of human deeds before creation (1QH 1:7–8) and God‘s creative activity, 

including the apportionment of the two spirits (1:15–20). Human deeds and the times of their 

accomplishment, moreover, ―are engraved before you on a written reminder‖ (ḥqwq lpnykh bḥrt zkrwn, 

1:23–24). The language presumes the existence of written tablets that stand in God‘s presence. The same 

notion is evident in 4Q180 1 (―the Ages of Creation‖), where the tablets are said to contain a record of the 

successive ages (qṣ) that God has established for the orderly structuring of human history. The 

commentary on Habakkuk presumes a similar notion: ―all the ages (qṣ) of God come to their fixed place 

(tkwnh) as he has decreed (or ―inscribed,‖ ḥqq) them in the mysteries of his wisdom‖ (1QpHab 7:13–14).  

Although these assertions are not made in accounts of revelatory visions, their content parallels the 

pseudepigraphic historical apocalypses attributed to Enoch and Daniel, as well as Enoch‘s vision of the 

heavenly tablets in 1 En. 81:1–3. The claim of revelation is also present. According to 1QpHab 7:1–5 God 

―did not make known‖ to Habakkuk ―the end of the age‖ (gmr hqṣ), but God did ―make known‖ to the 

Teacher of Righteousness ―all the secrets of his servants the prophets.‖ Similarly, according to 1QH 1:21, 

―these things I know through your wisdom because you have opened my ears to your marvelous secrets.‖ 

In the same vein 4Q180 appears to have been an interpretation (pšr) of an authoritative text that laid out 

the structure and length of the ages, perhaps according to a scheme similar to the Enochic Apocalypse of 

Weeks (Milik 1976: 251–55).  

b. The Community’s Place in the Last Times. The scrolls widely attest the belief that the Qumran 

Community was living in the last part of the ages that God had predetermined and created. This belief is 

reflected in the authors‘ terminology (―latter generation[s],‖ ―latter days,‖ ―latter age,‖ ―the age is 

consummated‖), and it is bound up with the conviction that the prophetic oracles described this latter 

time.  

(1) The Qumran Commentaries. This conviction is explicit in the commentaries on the prophets and 

the Psalms—which are also considered to be prophetic. Running sections of text are quoted and then 

followed by interpretations that show how the text foretold in detail specific events in the life of the sect. 

The theory underlying this type of interpretation is spelled out in the exposition of Hab 2:1–2 (1QpHab 

7:1–5). Prophecy refers to the last times; the ―when‖ of those times was a ―secret‖ the interpretation of 

which was revealed to the Teacher. The theory is applied throughout the commentaries, as their authors, 

following the tradition of the master, see prophecy unfolding in their communal life, which is by 

definition set in the latter generations.  

(2) The Damascus Document (CD). Although this text is not a historical apocalypse, it frequently 

refers to the passing of time and to certain termini which are denoted by the conjunction ―until‖ (˓d). The 

historical context of the rise of the Qumran community is located in the latter times and associated with 

the fulfillment of prophecy. Four passages make basically the same point.  

In CD 1:1–2:1 the beginnings of the sect are placed at the end of ―the age of wrath, three hundred and 

ninety years after [God] delivered‖ Israel to Nebuchadnezzar (1:5–6). When the period of punishment 

predicted in Ezek 4:5 is completed, in a time of wickedness and apostasy described in Hos 4:1–6 and Isa 

30:10–13, God initiates a new beginning by causing a root to spring up from Aaron and Israel—a remnant 



who repent of their sin and seek (drš) God with their whole heart (1:10; Jer 29:13). To this ―latter 

generation‖ (1:11–12) God sends ―a Teacher of Righteousness‖ to reveal God‘s way (cf. Isa 30:19–20).  

In 3:9–5:19 the author focuses again on the span between the Exile and the rise of the community in the 

end of days, before the age is consummated (šlym hqṣ). It is a time of terrible evil instigated by Belial and 

marked particularly by fornication, the abuse of wealth, and the profanation of the temple. God makes a 

covenant with the community and reveals to them the hidden things of the Torah, especially laws about 

the observance of the Sabbaths and feasts.  

A similar collocation of ideas occurs in CD 5:20–6:19, which finds its scenario in Num 21:18; Amos 

9:11; and Isa 54:16. The men of Aaron and Israel, ―the converts of Israel,‖ have left Judah and the 

profaned temple in order to sojourn in ―the land of Damascus,‖ where they enter the new covenant during 

―the time of wickedness.‖ To them comes ―the interpreter [lit. ―seeker‖] of the Torah,‖ who may or may 

not be identical with ―the one who teaches righteousness at the end of days.‖ They dig the well of the 

Torah (cf. 3:16–17), taking heed particularly of purity regulations and the right observance of the 

Sabbaths and feasts.  

An explicit reference to Amos 5:26–27, the source of the references to ―the land of Damascus,‖ appears 

in CD 7:13–21, where ―the Interpreter of the Law‖ is said to be followed by ―the prince of the whole 

congregation,‖ evidently the Anointed One of Judah (Num 24:17).  

The last part of this time span is perhaps referred to in CD 19:35–20:1 and 20:13–22—the 40 years 

(20:15) between the death of ―the Teacher of the Community‖ and the coming of ―the Anointed One of 

Aaron and Israel‖ (20:1) and, evidently, the great judgment (20:17–22; cf. Mal 3:16–18), when God‘s 

glory will be manifest (20:25–26).  

In summary, the prophets foretold a latter time, in which God would create a remnant of penitents, to 

whom would be revealed the right understanding of the Torah. This they would obey (though not without 

periods of lapse) during a period of unmitigated wickedness, which would conclude with the appearance 

of the Messiah and with God‘s visitation of the earth (7:9; 8:2). Beyond that judgment were the ultimate 

punishment of the wicked (2:5–6) and eternal or long life for the righteous (3:20).  

(3) The Rule of the Community. In 1QS 8:1–9:11 the community is also placed in an eschatological 

context. Employing language from Isaiah 28, with its indictment of the rulers of Jerusalem and its 

announcement of the new cornerstone to be laid in Zion (v 16), the author describes ―the council of the 

community‖ as a temple that will atone for the land and as the chosen of God‘s good will (the servant of 

Isa 42:1), who will function as witnesses and agents of God at the judgment (cf. 1 En. 93:10). In the 

meantime they have separated themselves from the wicked to devote themselves to ―the study [lit. ―the 

searching‖] of the Torah‖ (midraš hattôrâ, 8:15), in keeping with the prophecy in Isa 40:3–5. This 

situation will continue ―until there shall come the prophet and the anointed ones of Aaron and Israel‖ 

(9:11). As in the Damascus Document (CD), the community is composed of converts who have ―entered 

the covenant‖ and live in accordance with the right and revealed interpretation of the Torah during the 

time of Belial‘s dominion (1:1–3:12; 5:1–20).  

c. The Community as the Present Locus of Eternal Life. Since the Qumranites‘ particular observance 

of the Torah is based on an eschatological revelation, they can speak of the community as the locus of 

eschatological covenantal blessings. Several texts in the Hymn Scroll employ such a rhetoric (1QH 3:19–

38; 6:1–7:5; 11:3–14). Outside the community is the sphere of death and damnation, where one is subject 

to the eschatological fury of Belial. When one enters the community, one is raised from the destructive Pit 

(Sheol) to a heavenly height and from dust and worms to the knowledge of God and the company of the 

angels. Thus entrance into the covenant (1QS 1–2, 5) is here construed as a resurrection from death to the 

life that is normally placed after the great judgment.  

d. The Tension Between Present and Future. The eschatological quality of life in the community 

does not eliminate the reality of evil in the present time. Even for the authors of the hymns, the 

consummation lies in the future, as is evident in a number of stylized passages in the Hymn Scroll (1:21–

23; 3:23–28; 4:29–40; cf. 1QS 11:9–22). The problem is stated in anthropological terms. Although the 

sectarian has been justified by God and has received the knowledge that saves, he continues to exist as 



―flesh‖ and ―dust.‖ This notion is explicated in the two-ways section of the Rule of the Community, which 

emphasizes the future dimension of eschatology (1QS 3:13–4:26). Although the Sons of Light and the 

Sons of Darkness are subject to the respective dominions of the Prince of Light and the Angel of 

Darkness, the evil spirit wars against the Angel of Light even in the hearts of the ―Sons of Light‖ (1QS 

3:21–24). The respective rewards and punishments of the Sons of Light and the Sons of Darkness, 

described in language found in some of the apocalypses (eternal life, unending light, the garments of 

majesty; punishing angels, torture in the flames and dark regions of Sheol), lie in the future (4:15–26). At 

the time which God has determined for the judgment, those who have been chosen for the everlasting 

covenant will be purified and given the primordial glory of Adam, and evil and the Angel of Darkness 

will be definitively annihilated. Until then the battle continues.  

e. The Future in Qumranic Eschatologies. Although it is not appropriate to conflate details from the 

many Qumranic documents into a single detailed picture of the future, a few items call for comment.  

(1) The War Scroll. A common feature in Jewish writings is the contest between angelic attorneys or 

chieftains (Nickelsburg 1972). The judicial nature of this contest, attested as early as Zechariah 3, is 

almost always present in later texts. Increasingly, however, the setting becomes the final judgment, and 

the opponents are depicted as chieftains of warring armies of angels and demons. This opposition is 

fundamental in Jubilees and the Melk  -ṣedek/Melk  -reša˓ documents—both found at Qumran—and is 

central to the two-ways section of the Rule of the Community. All of these texts feature a dualism that 

makes human beings the point of contention between opposing angelic chieftains and their benevolent or 

demonic hordes.  

This battle‘s culmination in the final judgment is the focus of the War Scroll, the seven Qumran copies 

of which indicate its significance for the sect‘s eschatology. The setting is the End, and the judgment is 

enacted in a great war, in which the sectarians are co-opted as major functionaries. The scroll‘s viewpoint 

stands in an ambiguous relationship with the Enochic writings and the book of Daniel. The warfare 

between angelic armies parallels Daniel 10–12, but the notion of human participation conflicts with 

Daniel‘s more pacifist viewpoint. A military interpretation of angelic activity is less evident in 1 Enoch, 

but the Epistle of Enoch (1 Enoch 92–105) does espouse such an ideology, and the final form of the 

Animal Vision (chaps. 85–90) celebrates the activities of Judas Maccabeus.  

(2) Messianic and Non-messianic Eschatological Figures. Traditional Christian categories have led 

scholars to generate a plethora of literature on Qumranic ―messianism.‖ What is striking is the variety 

that, on present evidence, escapes clear and certain categorization and chronological definition. Yet a few 

tendencies are evident.  

Three texts tie their hope of a future Davidic king to biblical prophecy. Thus 4QPBless interprets Gen 

49:10 with reference to Jeremiah‘s prophecy about the ―Righteous Branch,‖ who will sit on the Davidic 

throne in accordance with the covenant recorded in 2 Sam 7:13. A commentary on Isaiah 11 sees in that 

passage a prediction of the Davidide, ―who will arise at the end of [days] and rule over all [the nations] … 

and … execute judgment on [all] the peoples (4Q161). The ―Florilegium‖ (4Q174) also interprets 2 Sam 

7:13–14 of the ―Branch of David who will arise with the Interpreter of the Law … and … save Israel.‖ To 

this is added an interpretation of Ps 2:1, referring it to the eschatological battle against the elect ones of 

Israel. These texts emphasize the king‘s function as ruler, but also as judge and as Israel‘s military 

deliverer from its enemies.  

Alongside these texts, which focus on the future Davidic king, a significant group of texts presume a 

more complex messianism. Twice, and perhaps three times, the Damascus Document (CD) cites the 

coming of the anointed one of Aaron and Israel as a terminus for the end of the present age (―until the 

anointed one … arises‖ [˓d ˓mwd mšyḥ]; 20:1; 12:23–13:1; 14:19). A similar formula occurs in 1QS 9:11, 

which mentions two anointed ones, of Aaron and Israel, along with ―the prophet.‖ The triad of prophet, 

king, and priest (along with their opponent) is presumed in the Testimonium (4Q175) and is tied to Deut 

18:18–19; Num 24:15–17; Deut 33:8–11. The first addition to the Rule of the Community (1QSa) 

anticipates two anointed figures who will be present in the community in the last days. In none of this 



group of texts are the functions of the messianic figures spelled out; it is sufficient to cite their arrival as a 

highly significant event of the end time.  

This Qumranic messianism must be placed in the context of the community‘s eschatological self-

understanding. Because the rise of the community is itself an event of the end time, the Teacher and the 

other figures mentioned in the Damascus Document (CD) are also viewed as eschatological figures of 

soteriological significance. Their role is to elicit the repentance and obedience that will enable the 

members of the community to survive the divine judgment that separates the righteous and the wicked. In 

this sense they are analogous to the messenger of the Lord in Malachi.  

Commentators on the scrolls have often noted that the rich collection of Enochic literature at Qumran 

contains no single ms of the Book of Parables. Also lacking therefore is the transcendent judge and 

deliverer who dominates this text, the Chosen One, Son of Man, and Anointed One. What is usually not 

noted, however, is the prominence of another angelic figure, who appears in a number of the scrolls, 

exercising functions elsewhere attributed to priest and king. In 11QMelch, Melk  -ṣedeq, who is evidently 

identified with Michael, is the opponent of Belial and carries out military and priestly roles. In 4QAmram 

he is the judicial opponent of Melk  -reša˓. This military and judicial opposition parallels the Michael-

Satan antagonism in the War Scroll. The quotation of Isa 52:7; 61:2–3; and evidently Dan 9:25 in 

11QMelch may indicate that the term ―anointed one,‖ used in that text, does in fact designate a heavenly 

deliverer, as in the Parables of Enoch. On the other hand, this group of texts ascribes to an angelic figure 

the kind of eschatological functions attributed to the Davidic king in, e.g., the Psalms of Solomon (below 

C.5). In spite of all the Qumranic references to the anointed one(s) of Aaron and Israel, none of the texts 

that feature Michael and Melk  -ṣedeq (except 1QS, where the Prince of Light has primarily ethical 

functions) makes reference to an eschatological Davidic king or anointed priest.  

(3) The New Jerusalem. Although the Qumranites indicate considerable disenchantment with 

Jerusalem and its priesthood, the scrolls contain no major references to the future transformation of the 

holy city in the tradition of texts like Sirach 36 and Tobit 14. Nevertheless, a few hints of such an idea 

appear. The commentary on Ps 37:21–22 anticipates the time when ―the congregation of the Poor … will 

possess the high mountain of Israel … and will enjoy [everlasting] delights in his sanctuary‖ (4Q171 

3:11). The reference is noteworthy because the psalm itself does not mention Jerusalem. The idea of a 

purified Jerusalem also appears in one of the noncanonical psalms in 11QPs
a
 22. A detailed visionary 

description of the new Jerusalem in the tradition of Ezekiel 40–48 has also been found (5Q15). These 

texts notwithstanding, the eschatologically oriented passages in the scrolls are noteworthy, by and large, 

for their silence about the restoration of Jerusalem. On the other hand, in the spirit of 1QS 8, a 

commentary on Isa 54:11 interprets language about Jerusalem and its walls to refer to the community and 

its leaders (4Q164). Perhaps the hope for a restoration was satisfactorily met in such texts as 1 Enoch and 

Tobit, which are preserved among the scrolls.  

4. 1 and 2 Maccabees. The two historical texts that describe the events of the mid-2d century B.C.E. 

employ traditional future-oriented material in special ways that reflect the authors‘ situations and 

purposes. For both, but in radically different ways, prophecy has been fulfilled and God‘s future activity 

is anticipated.  

According to 1 Macc 1:64; 2:49 the persecution by Antiochus Epiphanes is an expression of God‘s 

wrath over the apostasy of the hellenizers who have forsaken covenant and Torah (1:11–61). This wrath is 

turned aside when Mattathias and his family obey the commandments, when the zealous Mattathias 

follows the example of Phinehas and exacts punishment on an idolatrous Israelite (2:19–26; Num 25:1–

13), and when Judas takes up his father‘s command to repay the gentiles (2:68; 3:8). Thus the Hasmonean 

house has shown itself to be ―the family of those men through whom deliverance was given to Israel‖ 

(5:62) as well as rightful high priestly dynasty in the succession of Phinehas. For this advocate of the 

Hasmoneans, God‘s turn from wrath to mercy is effected by militant human action; and as in Numbers 25 

and Exod 32:25–29, this equips one for priestly service. Writing early in the 1st century B.C.E., the author 

believes that he lives in the time of blessing that follows repentance from apostasy. Thus the hymn in 

praise of Simon (14:4–15), which is a veritable pastiche of prophetic clichés, strongly suggests that the 



time of fulfillment of the prophecies of Israel‘s glory had begun in the years of Simon‘s rule. The 

covenantal blessings now rest on Israel, and the high priesthood and the title of ―king‖ are legitimately the 

possession of the Hasmoneans. In such a context it is deemed unnecessary and inappropriate to mention 

the future consummation of a new covenant, the restoration of the Davidic dynasty, and the rise of a new 

and righteous high priest. Of course, 4:46 and 14:41 refer to ―a (trustworthy) prophet‖ who may change 

things in the future. However, since the Hasmoneans would have a say in judging the trustworthiness of 

such a prophet, there is a certain safety in their openness to future change in the high priestly dynasty.  

The author of 2 Maccabees orders the events of ca. 200–165 B.C.E. according to the pattern of 

Deuteronomy 28–32 (2 Maccabees 3–15). The action focuses on the sanctuary: God protects it during the 

righteous reign of Onias (chap. 3); the sins committed in it lead to its desolation and the punishment of the 

people (5:15–20); the repentant actions of the martyrs facilitate the turning of God‘s wrath to mercy (7:1–

8:5) and the restoration of the cult (10:1–8); in this new situation the temple is again under divine 

protection (chaps. 14–15). In their use of the Deuteronomic cycle, 2 Maccabees and the Testament of 

Moses are noteworthy for their similarities and their differences. Both authors explicitly impose the cycle 

on the same set of events, and for both, Moses‘ promise of deliverance from the curse is effected by the 

act of repentant obedience which occurs in the martyrs‘ passive acceptance of unjust death. However, 

different from the Testament, which anticipates future salvation through cosmic upheaval and divine 

epiphany, 2 Maccabees finds the fulfillment of the last stage of the cycle in the past historical events 

connected with the victories of Judas Maccabeus. In contrast with the propagandistic author of 1 

Maccabees, this writer makes pejorative comments in connection with Simon‘s activity (10:20; 14:15–17) 

and gives no indication of accepting the perpetual legitimacy of the Hasmonean dynasty.  

References to the future appear in two places. In the second letter preceding the historical account, the 

author cites a pseudo-Jeremianic account about the burial of the temple furnishings until a new time of 

God‘s mercy, when the people are gathered and glory returns to the sanctuary as at the time of Moses (and 

Solomon) (2:4–8). Thus a pseudonymous tradition is accepted as a genuine prophecy that awaits 

fulfillment. The second set of allusions to the future occurs in chap. 7 with reference to the resurrection of 

the seven brothers and their mother. Although God‘s mercy returns to Israel in the events that follow their 

deaths, they themselves must be vindicated for their faithfulness to the Torah. This notion is expressed 

through the use of three motifs from Second Isaiah: creation and redemption, the vindication of the 

Suffering Servant of the Lord, and the return of the children of Mother Zion. Through the use of this last 

motif, the author denotes a metaphoric fulfillment of Isaiah‘s prophecy, alongside the literal fulfillment 

indicated in chap. 2. Although this work shows no love for the priestly and royal pretensions of the 

Hasmoneans, its scenario for the future time reflects no expectation for a revival of the Davidic dynasty. 

This is consonant with other texts in the tradition of Second and Third Isaiah.  

5. Messianism and Resurrection (Psalms of Solomon). Written in the mid-1st century B.C.E., Psalms 2 

and 8 of this collection agree with the Qumranic Damascus Document (CD) and Habakkuk Commentary 

that the Hasmonean high priests have polluted the sanctuary (Pss. Sol. 2:3; 8:11–13). Psalms of Solomon 

17:5–6 goes beyond the scrolls in criticizing the Hasmoneans‘ usurpation of the Davidic throne, and it 

interprets their expulsion by Pompey as divine punishment for this arrogance (17:4–10). Like the authors 

of 4QPBless and the Florilegium, this writer cites the eternal covenant with David, here interpreted as an 

oath (cf. Ps 89:3–4), as the basis for his criticism of the Hasmoneans and his hope for a restoration (17:4, 

21). The major part of the psalm (vv 21–43) is a description of the activities of the future ―son of David‖ 

(v 21), ―the anointed one [of] the Lord‖ (v 32; cf. 18:5, 7). The description is expressed in terminology 

drawn from Ps 2:9 (17:23–24; cf. 18:7); Isaiah 11 (17:24–25, 35–37; cf. 18:7–8); and Ezekiel 34 (17:40), 

which are read together as a prophetic scenario to be played out in the future. To the normal military, 

ruling, and judicial functions appropriate to the future king are added others that may indicate priestly 

functions: the cleansing of Jerusalem (vv 30, 45) and, perhaps, teaching (v 43; cf. Ps 19:7–10). In 

addition, the time of the king is associated with the return of the dispersion and reordering of the tribes, 

who are described in language reminiscent of Isaiah 60 and Ezekiel 40–48 (vv 31, 28). This use of Trito-

Isaiah is unusual in a Davidic passage, but it occurs also in Pss. Sol. 11. Different from Qumran and the 



apocalypticists, the authors of these psalms do not claim to know the time of the restoration, which has 

been fixed by God (17:21).  

The resurrection of the righteous to eternal life and the eternal destruction of the wicked (Pss. Sol. 3, 13, 

14, 15) are an aspect of the eschatology of the Pss. Sol. that is never directly associated with their 

messianism, possibly because they are not functions of the retributive judgment against the enemies 

which is associated with the coming Davidic king (Nickelsburg 1972: 131–34). Chronologically, the 

resurrection is placed at the time of God‘s judgment, when God visits the earth, the day of mercy for the 

righteous (15:12–13; 14:9). How this is associated with the day of God‘s mercy at the time of the future 

king (17:45; 18:9) is unclear (for a similar duplication of terminology in 2 Maccabees, see above).  

6. Immortality in Heavily Hellenistic Texts. A group of thoroughly Hellenistic Jewish texts, possibly 

all from the 1st century C.E., express a view of immortality that is largely disconnected from the explicit 

future orientation of most Jewish speculation about a resurrection of the dead. For more details, see 

RESURRECTION. These texts reflect the typical eschatological concern that God bring to an end death, 

mortality, and other related human conditions, but that end is usually not associated with a particular 

future point in history.  

a. The Wisdom of Solomon 1–6. The primary example in this treatise on the certainty of divine justice 

is the case of the persecuted righteous one, who is vindicated when he is exalted in heaven over against 

his rich and powerful enemies. The precise moment of this post-mortem scene is uncertain because such 

chronological matters are irrelevant to the author (Nickelsburg 1972: 88–89). Immortality is the present 

possession of the righteous, although it will reach its fruition in God‘s presence after ―they seem to have 

died‖ (3:2). Conversely, what the author calls ―death‖ already characterizes the wicked and foreshadows 

their future annihilation. This radicalization of eschatology, while it may be compatible with a Greek 

notion of immortality, closely parallels the viewpoint of certain of the Qumran hymns.  

A temporal historical dimension is not totally absent in Wisdom. The wicked can be punished during 

their lifetimes (3:10–13, 16–19), and God exacts judgment in historical time and through the forces of the 

creation. Rulers may be toppled from their thrones or receive divine support, depending on the justice or 

injustice of their rule (5:17–6:21). One eschatological motif is notably, but not surprisingly, absent in this 

pseudo-Solomonic text allegedly addressed to kings and rulers. The use of Psalm 2 notwithstanding, the 

central figure in the text—although he is associated with eschatological functions—is not a future Davidic 

king, but a righteous spokesman of God patterned after Second Isaiah‘s servant of Yahweh. See SON OF 

MAN.  

b. The Testament of Job. Because Job, here the king of Egypt, has obeyed God‘s voice and destroyed 

an idolatrous temple, he becomes the victim of Satan. In this patently unjust situation, the significant 

soteriological axis is vertical—between earth, where Job is reproached because he has been toppled from 

his throne into a living death, and heaven, the realm of immortality, where Job‘s eternal throne is already 

established as the vindication of his righteousness (chaps. 32–33). Aspects of the narrative recall 

Wisdom‘s description of the righteous one (Nickelsburg 1981: 269, n. 35). The vertical dimension is 

emphasized also when Job distributes to his daughters the magical apparatus that enables them to 

transcend the things of this world and sing the angelic hymns (chaps. 46–52). In the context of this 

vertically oriented eschatology, where one participates on earth in the immortal blessings of heaven, there 

is no place for the horizontal axis of a historically oriented eschatology. Even the bodily resurrection of 

Job‘s first children (whatever the literary history of chaps. 39–40) is an accomplished fact rather than a 

future event of the eschaton.  

c. Joseph and Aseneth. Different from Wisdom and the Testament of Job, life and death are not treated 

here in a discussion of theodicy (although 4:12–6:7 recalls Wisdom 2 and 5). Rather, through her 

conversion from idolatry, Aseneth is brought from the realm of death to life, immortality, and 

incorruptibility. Her physical transformation attests that she is now qualified to marry Joseph, the son of 

God. Different from the Qumran hymns, where the ordinary Israelite‘s entrance into the sect brings one 

from the realm of death to the sphere of salvation and eternal life, here the conversion that confers 



immortality brings a gentile idolatress into the family of the God of Israel; and the wife of the son of God 

is seen as the mother of future converts to Judaism.  

d. 4 Maccabees. This hellenized reworking of 2 Maccabees 7 is noteworthy for its concept of 

immortality. This state, if it is not already present in the earthly life of the righteous, is conferred at the 

moment of death, which is the eschaton for individuals. There is no need for a future consummation.  

7. Writings Associated with the Destruction of Jerusalem. Four major works survive from the time 

of the Roman destruction of Jerusalem in 70 C.E.: 2 Baruch, 2 Ezra, the Apocalypse of Abraham, and the 

Book of Biblical Antiquities (Pseudo-Philo). For all of them, contemporary events constitute a crisis of 

theodicy, and each addresses the problem, using its own nuances to reshape earlier Jewish eschatological 

traditions. Here we discuss three of these works.  

a. 2 Baruch. Like its sister apocalypse, 4 Ezra, this work employs a fictional setting at the time of 

Nebuchadnezzar‘s destruction of Jerusalem as a paradigm for the Jews‘ situation after 70 C.E. The 

problems of theodicy are worked out through a series of conversations or debates between the seer and 

God, which make the following points. The present situation indicates that the Jews are being justly 

punished for their sins. Nonetheless, their gentile conquerors are guilty of greater sins; and their victory 

over the covenant people is a paradoxical contrast to the divine punishment that they themselves deserve. 

Moreover, if Israel‘s plight continues, the people will be denied the privileges of their covenantal status. 

Thus the present situation massively contradicts the axiom of divine justice and offers a classic 

opportunity for the solution offered by the varieties of Jewish thought about the future.  

The author‘s answers are difficult to schematize and harmonize, because he has assembled traditions 

whose views of the future stand in tension and even contradiction with one another if they are taken 

literally. Nevertheless, some general lines are clear. The solution to the present lies in the future, often 

designated as ―the latter (or last) times,‖ or ―in the consummation of the times.‖ God‘s ―chastisement‖ in 

the present will be alleviated through God‘s salvation in the future (1:5; 13:10; cf. Tobit). Chapters 49–52 

and 53–74 contrast present and future according to two traditional paradigms. The discussion of the 

resurrection (chaps. 49–52) employs a vertical axis, contrasting this world and its bodies bound to 

corruption with the heavenly world of incorruption reserved for the transformed bodies of the resurrected 

righteous. Chapters 53–74 are an extensive historical apocalypse, with a horizontal eschatological axis. 

Adam‘s sin brought untimely death, grief, anguish, pain, and related evils into the world (56:5–6). At the 

time of the judgment, paradisiacal peace will return, and the consummation of the corruptible will lead to 

the beginning of the incorruptible (chaps. 72–74).  

Three passages associate the events of the end time with the appearance of the anointed one. In chaps. 

25–30 his time is placed at the end of twelve periods of evil; he will initiate a time of great blessing and 

fertility on earth, which will be followed by the consummation and the resurrection. Chapters 36–40 

locate the coming of the Messiah during the reign of a particularly wicked king who rules over the last of 

four kingdoms (cf. Daniel 7). He will judge and condemn that king and reign over Israel until the end of 

the corruptible world. In the long periodized apocalypse in chaps. 53–74, the Messiah also appears as 

judge of Israel‘s enemies who will preside over a world returned to primordial peace. The precise 

relationship between this messianic reign and the world of incorruption is not clear. Common to all of 

these texts is their complete silence about the humanity and Davidic lineage of the Messiah. Similarities 

to Daniel 7 and the Parables of Enoch suggest that the author envisions a transcendental deliverer.  

More than the authors of any of the previous texts, this author explicates scenarios for a future that is the 

end of the old and the beginning of a new time that will replicate the first beginning. The reference to a 

deliverer defined only as ―the (or my) anointed one‖ (29:4; 30:1; [39:7; 40:1; 72:2]) suggests a fusing of 

separate eschatologies. The use of historical periodization indicates that God has determined the future, 

although it is unclear whether the author claims to know its precise time. The admonitions to observe the 

Torah during the time of the teachers who will succeed ―Baruch‖ suggests that, different from many 

earlier apocalypses, here the time is not thought to be imminent.  

b. 4 Ezra. The author of this apocalypse also reacts to what he considers to be the patent injustices 

evident in the gentile conquest of Jerusalem. Perhaps the major difference from 2 Baruch is the 



persistence and penetration with which the questions are pressed in lengthy dialogues that are reminiscent 

of, and perhaps as unsatisfactory as, the book of Job. These nagging doubts and this ongoing questioning 

color the book‘s discussions of the end time. The seer wishes to know: How long? Do we live closer to 

the end than to the beginning? Is this sorrowful age near its end? Are our sins delaying the 

consummation? What are the signs of the end? Could God not have made the judgment happen sooner? 

The responses to these questions indicate, first of all, that the times are fixed, as is the number of the souls 

of the righteous. Like the period of human gestation, the moment for the birth pangs of the new age can be 

neither delayed nor accelerated. That time, however, is near; this world is in its old age. A particular time 

frame for the end is indicated in chap. 12, which expects the Messiah during the reign of a contemporary 

Roman emperor.  

4 Ezra‘s messianism is noteworthy for its eclecticism. Chapters 11–13 expand on and elaborate the 

vision in Daniel 7, dividing it into two separate visions. Chapter 13 retains the notion of a heavenly figure 

who—different from Daniel, but like the Parables of Enoch—will function as the judge and annihilator of 

the nations. This idea of a transcendent messiah parallels 2 Baruch. In chaps. 11–12, however, the 

Messiah, whose functions parallel those in chap. 13, is identified as a descendant of David. See SON OF 

MAN. The Messiah‘s humanity is evident in a different way in chap. 7. He will reign for 400 years, and 

then he will die when the earth returns to primeval silence before the resurrection and judgment over 

which God will preside.  

The last mentioned passage posits a real end that precedes a new beginning which harks back to 

creation. Ezra‘s anthropology requires a radical new beginning, so that humanity may be rid of the evil 

seed which was sown in Adam‘s heart and produces ungodliness until the time of threshing (4:28–32). 

―But the day of judgment will be the end of this age and the beginning of the immortal age to come, in 

which corruption has passed away‖ (7:112–14). The formulation parallels 2 Baruch‘s.  

c. The Book of Biblical Antiquities (Pseudo-Philo = L.A.B.). This work is a retelling of the narratives 

from Genesis to 1 Samuel rather than an apocalypse that explicitly addresses questions about the end. 

Nonetheless, it addresses some of the same issues as 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch, sometimes employing the same 

traditions. The crisis of the year 70 is addressed in terms of present and future, but with a special nuance. 

Do Israel‘s sin and the plight that has resulted from it mean the end of the nation‘s covenantal status and 

the failure of God‘s promises to the patriarchs? An answer does, in fact, lie in the future, even if one is 

hard-pressed to find references to that future as the time of an end and a new beginning. However, the 

Enochic typology of Flood and final judgment appears to underlie L.A.B. 3:10, where the resurrection, 

which marks the end of the world and death, is associated with ―another heaven and another earth.‖  

Like the apocalypticists, this author presumes a preordained schedule of divine actions (3:9–10; 56:2; 

59:1; 61:3; 62:2–9). Whether the author expected a restoration of the Davidic dynasty is disputed. The 

book‘s sudden ending before the reign of David may contradict such an idea, or it may leave the story 

open-ended, precisely in order to suggest the coming of the Davidic heir.  

D. Summary  

1. The Future as a Necessary Change. Israelite attitudes about the future are bound up with a negative 

appraisal of the present, in two ways. The expectation that things will change in the future may stem from 

the belief that God‘s justice is absent in the present. Thus one awaits an act of divine judgment that will 

reverse present unjust conditions. Alternatively, one may believe that present calamities are the deserved 

punishment for the sins of the people or some group of them. In such a case one appeals for the 

repentance that will restore blessing from the just God of the covenant.  

The description of the present that needs to be changed varies from text to text and is always colored by 

the author‘s experience and appraisal of the current situation. Early texts cite the destruction or effective 

dismantling of significant social, political, and religious institutions (the monarchy and the temple, cult, 

and priesthood) and, preeminently, exile from the land. Some later texts continue to dwell variously on 

the absence of a Davidic king, the failed glory of Zion, the perceived ineffectiveness of the cult, and the 

continuation of the Diaspora. Other specific situations that call for adjudication or the repentance that 

leads to blessing include: religious persecution and social and economic oppression by one‘s compatriots; 



political domination by sinful foreigners; undeserved natural disasters; defilement of the temple; 

egregious disobedience of the Torah and, worse, the teaching of false interpretations of the Torah which 

leads others astray.  

In the context of these (perceived) conditions, Israelite authors await the inevitable intervention of the 

righteous God, who will adjudicate these wrongs. The arrogant and disobedient will be punished, the 

righteous will be rewarded, and those who suffer unjustly will be vindicated. A new day will dawn, in 

which righteousness and abundant blessing will flourish.  

2. Various Eschatological Topics. The 6th-century prophets addressed the disruption and chaos of 

their times by creating scenarios of the future that were basically restorationist: return from Exile and 

Diaspora; restoration of the Davidic monarchy over one nation; the glorious rebuilding of Jerusalem and 

the temple; the revival of the cult. When judgment had been effected, sin had been paid for, and the 

people had repented, these were the ways in which God would restore the promised blessings to Israel.  

Thus the prophetic texts provided a range of topics that reappeared in a wide variety of mixtures and 

with creative transformations and nuances in scenarios of the future that were, in turn, created by writers 

of the late Persian and Greco-Roman periods. This variety has tended to be obscured by synthetic and 

topically oriented handbooks—as valuable as these are for their collections of data. The scholarly 

investigation of Jewish eschatology needs to focus on individual texts and the specific ways in which their 

authors interpreted their circumstances and posited solutions to what they perceived to be the major 

problems that characterized their times.  

a. Messianism. The issue of Jewish messianism is particularly knotty, and references to a future 

Davidic king are far less frequent than one might suppose. The texts posit a variety of figures and 

combinations of figures with a range of judicial and salvific functions: angels and human beings, a king, a 

priest, a prophet, an interpreter of the Torah. The term messiah should perhaps be reserved for figures 

whose ―anointing,‖ whether literal or figurative, places them in continuity with the anointed kings, priests, 

and prophets of old. Attention to such detail allows one to detect significant discontinuities and 

distinctions, e.g., between an anticipated Davidide (Pss. Sol. 17–18) and a transcendent savior who fills 

the role that others ascribed to such a royal figure. Similarly, one can track such tendencies as the absence 

of a Davidic king in texts that are strongly beholden to the traditions of Second Isaiah and Third Isaiah.  

b. The Kingdom of God. The notion that God is king and exercises kingly rule even over the nations is 

a natural concomitant of royal messianism, as the biblical texts, and the psalms in particular, indicate. It is 

noteworthy therefore how seldom the term and the idea of the kingdom of God appear in texts of the 

Greco-Roman period. Significantly, however, this term does occur in contexts where no Davidide is 

evident but where the problem is a (potential) threat by gentile kings (Daniel 2; 7; T. Moses 10:1; Wis 

6:4). These and other occurrences need to be studied with an eye toward understanding why the term does 

not appear in other contexts.  

c. Resurrection and Eternal Life. While many of the texts of the Greco-Roman period posit God‘s 

transcendence over death, their formulations differ widely. Other texts get along handily without any such 

idea, and texts like Baruch and 2 Maccabees 7 can employ the same Deutero-Isaianic traditions to 

describe a literal return from dispersion and a resurrection of the dead. Careful study of historical 

situation, social context, and literary form helps to explain these differences.  

3. Development toward Eschatology. The term eschatology is problematic. The Hebrew and Aramaic 

roots ˒ḥryt and ˒ḥrwn (‗after,‘ ‗latter‘) need not, in themselves, denote a finality that involves a decisive 

break with the present. The emergence of the notion that the latter times will be the last times is difficult 

to track and is hardly the result of simple evolution. Linguistically it is perhaps most evident in texts—

whether original or translations—where eschatos (‗last‘) appears as the equivalent of the Semitic terms. 

More important indicators appear in the content and in the rhetoric or literary form of both Semitic and 

Greek texts.  

a. Replication in a New Beginning. The writings of the 6th-century prophets emphasize with some 

consistency that the future will be characterized by the replication of a significant past event or situation. 

A new beginning will correspond to an earlier beginning. One envisions a new exodus, or a new covenant, 



or, more radically in Second Isaiah and Third Isaiah, a new creation. The repetition of the primordial 

sequence of judgment and new creation is central to 1 Enoch and is suggested in Isaiah 24–27. To the 

extent that such new beginnings imply an end to the present order, one may appropriately use the term 

eschatology.  

b. Qualitative Distinction Between the Present and the First Beginnings. Increasingly with time, 

scenarios of the future posit a sharp and qualitative distinction from the present, a caesura that brings 

closure to the evils that characterize the present time. The new age will be marked by the universal, 

permanent eradication of evil and the cosmic, eternal sovereignty of God. In its universality and 

permanency the new order qualitatively exceeds and transcends the first beginnings that have been 

replicated. Different from the Flood (Gen 9:11 notwithstanding), this judgment will be final because the 

world that follows it will live up to the Creator‘s intentions, completely and forever. The distinction 

between the future and both the present and the first beginnings justifies the term dualistic or mythic 

eschatology. An increasing tendency toward such an eschatology is evident in some texts from Second 

and Third Isaiah onward.  

Dualistic eschatologies are a function of their historical contexts and express a pessimistic appraisal of 

the present situation and severe skepticism about the possibility of redeeming the present order. 

Differences in the manner and locus of eschatological salvation are, functionally, not all that significant. 

One may live an eternal life in a transformed and immortal body on a newly created earth. One‘s soul or 

spirit may permanently ascend from earth to heaven, the realm of immortality and incorruption, which 

may eventually be separated from earth, which becomes the place of damnation.  

Alongside texts that reflect such dualistic eschatologies, others appear that express views of the future 

that do not differ significantly from their counterparts in the 6th-century prophets. It remains a task for 

scholarship to identify and seek to explain these differences.  

c. Teleology. If one is justified in using ―eschatological‖ to describe dualistic views of the future with 

their notions of end and new beginning, there is also another sense in which one may see an ―end‖ in the 

future. When prophecy fails to reach its complete literal fulfillment, one may look for the telos, the 

moment when God‘s infallible word finds its ―goal‖ and reaches its fulfillment and culmination. This idea 

of end is clear in the Qumran commentaries on Scripture and, e.g., in Tobit and Sirach. It may be implicit 

when prophetic language is used to color new scenarios that describe the future (Baruch, as well as 1 

Enoch). It is evident in a different way when the Deuteronomic scheme is imposed on present and 

imminent events.  

4. Time Frames and Their Implications. Jeremiah and Ezekiel are the earliest among the extant 

prophetic writings to indicate the specific time when a prophecy was to be fulfilled. Second Isaiah follows 

by identifying the time of salvation (also the end of the Exile) with a historical event that was in the 

process of happening. Third Isaiah, Haggai, and Zechariah saw God‘s intervention as imminent. Although 

prophecy continues to fall short of its complete fulfillment, writers of the Greco-Roman period continue 

to announce God‘s decisive intervention in the imminent future. In the case of the apocalypticists, this 

notion is expressed in sometimes lengthy reviews of history, attributed to figures of the past, which place 

the eschaton very close to the real authors‘ own times. Precisely how these authors concluded that they 

were living in the end times is not clear. A comparison of these texts with non-apocalyptic writings may 

shed some light on the matter. Daniel 9 indicates a reinterpretation of Jeremiah; the Damascus Document 

(CD) cites Ezekiel‘s prophecy, perhaps in revised form, and the Qumran commentaries explicitly point to 

the fulfillment of specific prophecies; the Testament of Moses is cast in the form of a paraphrase of 

Deuteronomy. However, the methods and mechanics of timing the fulfillment of prophecy and the arrival 

of the end remain obscure.  

Two notions about the time of the end stand in tension with one another, although they sometimes 

appear in the same texts. The first is the relatively common idea that God foresees all of the future and, 

indeed, that God determined the structure of the ages before creation. This view is implied in historical 

apocalypses that ―predict‖ events that cover centuries and even millennia; it is evident in Enoch‘s claim to 

have seen the heavenly tablets; and it is explicit in a number of Qumranic texts. It may also be suggested 



in Tobit. Over against these kinds of determinism, one finds references to a variety of eschatological 

catalysts and deterrents. The end can be brought on by the prayers of the righteous, by conversion to a 

right understanding and observance of the Torah, and by the resolute deaths of the martyrs. Sin and its 

judgment can deter the coming of salvation and blessing; or for want of a better explanation, one may 

speak of the times being extended through the mysteries of God (1QpHab 7:7–11).  

As the last cited passage indicates, claims that the end is imminent (and in some cases, to be dated) 

bring with them the problem that one must with time explain the evident fact that the end has not come. 

The more precise the prediction, the greater the subsequent necessity to explain. Such explanations in the 

form of revised calculations appear in Daniel 9 and Dan 12:12–13. In T. Moses 6 and 1 Enoch 90 new 

material is interpolated to indicate a different time frame for an extant context.  

In some cases eschatological awareness is so high that one can rightly speak about a ―realized 

eschatology.‖ The events of the end have already begun to happen. Methodological rigor requires, 

however, that we employ the term with great caution, making appropriate distinctions between Second 

Isaiah, the Qumran hymns, and the Epistle of Enoch.  

5. Eschatology and Genre. Certain literary genres seem more likely than others to express 

eschatological ideas. Two implications follow from this. The absence of detailed and significant 

references to the future may be a function of the purposes and limitations of the genre and need not 

indicate that the author placed no stock in a change in the future. Ben Sira‘s wisdom genres tend to 

obscure his eschatology. On the other hand, one should be careful not to posit belief in a certain 

eschatological topic in spite of its absence.  

Eschatology is often linked with apocalyptic thought. Recent studies of apocalypticism have 

demonstrated, however, that apocalypses reveal the secrets of the cosmos, as well as the hidden events of 

the future—although the two may be related. The salutary distinction between the literary genre of 

apocalypse and the kind of eschatology that typifies some apocalypses needs to be maintained and 

investigated with greater precision. One blurs careful definition when one speaks of ―apocalyptic 

eschatology‖ in texts that chronologically precede the documented rise of apocalyptic genres (e.g., Isaiah 

24–27; 56–66; and Joel). Similar caution is necessary in the study of later texts that are contemporary 

with the writing of apocalypses. Do these authors (perhaps in their claims about the nearness of the end) 

presuppose notions of revelation present in apocalypses? Finally, why did apocalypticists employ new, 

revelatory genres to embody the mythic and dualistic eschatologies that the prophetic texts had expressed 

in other literary forms?  

6. Social Matrices of Eschatological Thought. Relatively little attention has been given to the social 

contexts that gave rise to early Jewish eschatological speculation. Qumran is an exception, because the 

archaeological evidence and the genre of some of the texts provide information that is not available in 

other texts. These latter texts, however, should be pressed for the evidence they may provide. For 

example, 1 Enoch suggests the notion of an eschatological community constituted by a belief that they are 

the possessors of eschatological revealed knowledge. Although we can know almost nothing about 

whatever communal structure may have existed, it is important to see in these texts and others like them 

how an eschatological belief may have created or influenced certain behaviors, ideologies, and social 

arrangements, or may have resulted from them.  
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A. Introduction  

The term eschatology, formed from the Gk adjective eschatos (meaning ―last,‖ ―final‖) was coined in 

the early 19th century by theologians to refer to that part of systematic theology which deals with 

Christian beliefs concerning death, the afterlife, judgment, and the resurrection, i.e., individual 

eschatology. The term is now used more broadly to refer to the whole constellation of beliefs and 

conceptions about the end of history and the transformation of the world which particularly characterized 

early Judaism, and early Christianity, and Islam, i.e., cosmic eschatology. The central foci of these beliefs 

are the judgment of sinners and the salvation of the righteous. In early Judaism and early Christianity 

eschatological beliefs were often linked with a sense of urgency in view of the imminent expectation of 

the end of the age, although the degree of urgency or imminence varies in accordance with the particular 

social situation in which such beliefs are thought meaningful (e.g., persecution, feelings of alienation, 

etc.). The future is more important than the present since the existing world order will soon be 

overthrown.  



B. The Morphology of Eschatology  

All religions are centrally concerned with salvation, though the fundamental problems of human 

existence perceived by particular communities and the solutions formulated by their religious systems 

exhibit great diversity. Eschatology is a mythical mode of understanding the complete realization of 

salvation as a future event or series of events which are, nevertheless, somehow linked to the present. For 

this reason, in the belief and myth systems of early Judaism and early Christianity there is always tension 

between the present and future, because the present can always serve as the stage for the inauguration of 

the eschatological drama and the future can always be drawn into the present through ritual anticipation. 

Since the emphasis on the imminent expectation of the end is often increased in settings of adverse social, 

economic, and political experience and decreased during periods of relative peace and prosperity, it is 

clear that eschatology had an important social and religious function in ancient Judaism and Christianity. 

Though the importance and salvation of the individual are not without significance, the eschatology of 

early Judaism and early Christianity tended to focus primarily on the social and ecological dimensions of 

salvation. Eschatology therefore has several important constituent features which require separate 

discussion.  

1. Protology and Eschatology. Many ancient religious traditions produced and preserved mythical 

accounts of the origins of the gods (theogony) and the world and humanity (cosmogony). They also 

consciously understood religious rituals as reenactments of archetypal or paradigmatic events, activities, 

and gestures from a pristine era (Eliade 1959: 21–27; 1963: 392–97), thus providing the basis for possible 

links between myth and ritual (Fontenrose 1966: 50–60). Comparatively few religious systems share the 

early Jewish and early Christian view that since the world had a beginning, it must also have an end. For 

both early Judaism and early Christianity, the idyllic conditions of earlier periods (e.g., the situation of 

Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden before the fall, the relationship between Yahweh and Israel in the 

wilderness of Sinai, the golden age of David and Solomon) became important sources of language and 

imagery for describing the ideal conditions of the future. This is the Urzeit-Endzeit (―primeval epoch-final 

epoch‖) schema, in which the future is expected to parallel idyllic eras of the past. Isaiah‘s vision of a 

world free from strife and of Jerusalem as an international center (Isa 2:1–4) is based on this pervasive 

pattern of thought. Similarly, the imagery of Isaiah‘s prophecy that ―the wolf shall dwell with the lamb, 

and the leopard shall lie down with the kid‖ (Isa 11:6), is a vision which conceptualizes the idyllic future 

in imagery drawn from the myth of Eden. Thus the conditions of eschatological salvation are usually 

conceptualized as a restoration of primal conditions rather than an entirely new or utopian mode of 

existence with no links to the past. On the other hand, the apocalyptic conviction that a period of great 

stress and upheaval will precede the inauguration of the end is also conceptualized using language and 

imagery from the past. The mythical primordial story of the fall of Helel ben Shachar (RSV: Day Star, 

Son of Dawn) first appears in Isa 14:12–15. There it is used in a song of taunt to celebrate the fall of the 

king of Babylon. Understood as a description of the primordial fall of Satan, it is alluded to in Jesus‘ 

vision of Satan‘s eschatological fall (Luke 10:18) and is applied in Rev 12:7–9 to Satan‘s protological 

fall. Similarly, the plagues unleashed by the seven trumpets and seven bowls of Rev 8:1–11:14 and 15:1–

16:21 are modeled after the ten plagues inflicted on the Egyptians in Exodus 7–12 (an earlier tradition of 

seven Egyptian plagues is preserved in several OT texts: Pss 78:43–51; 105:27–36; Amos 4:1–12; cf. Wis 

11:1–19:9).  

2. Eschatology and History. Since the focus of eschatological salvation is upon a transformed society 

living in an ideal environment, the earliest and most persistent forms of Jewish eschatology have a 

marked temporal and materialistic focus. The Israelite conception of ―salvation‖ centered in the notion of 

bĕrākâ (―blessing,‖), which consisted exclusively in temporal benefits: abundance of crops, long life, 

good health, many children, peace with one‘s adversaries, and (even better) victory in war (PI 1: 182–

212; Westermann 1978: 15–23). In addition, a strong emphasis on the secure and permanent possession of 

the land, with its center in Jerusalem, pervades the Hebrew Bible and has remained a focus of Judaism 

until modern times (Brueggemann 1977).  



Though there was a tendency in early Christianity to reject the temple (Acts 7) and to spiritualize the 

conceptions of the land, the holy city, and the temple (Davies 1970: 366–76), it is, nevertheless, true that 

for some strands of early Christianity strongly influenced by Judaism emphasis was placed upon the 

eschatological renewal of the earth and the exaltation of Jerusalem within the context of the land (cf. Rev 

14:1–5; 20:1–5; 21:1–22:5), a view particularly at home in Jewish Christianity (Danielou 1964: 377–404). 

The late 1st- and early 2d-century C.E. emphasis on millenarianism (a term ultimately derived from Rev 

20:1–5), at home in Jewish Christian circles, was particularly popular in Christian groups living in the 

Roman province of Asia. Millenarianism included an idyllic portrait of life on a renewed earth as 

emphasized by Papias (Iren. Haer. 5.33.3–4) and accepted by Justin, Irenaeus, and Hippolytus. This 

materialistic conception of eschatological salvation, however, antithetical to the Hellenic emphasis on the 

priority of spirit over matter, was ridiculed by educated Christians (cf. Eus. Hist. Eccl. 3.39.11–13) and, 

with the demise of Jewish Christianity, was eventually given up.  

Frequently Jewish and Christian perspectives on history have been characterized as linear, i.e., as 

portraying history as a line that began with creation and God‘s first covenants with people and progresses 

straight to the future eschatological consummation. This is contrasted with the cyclical perspective of 

Greco-Roman culture, which knows no final and nonrepeatable events. This contrast appears to be a vast 

oversimplification, however; for the historical thought of ancient Israel and early Judaism as well as early 

Christianity was not fundamentally different from that of ANE nations and Greece. The Stoic view of 

time in particular shows close similarities with ancient Israelite conceptions of time.  

3. Eschatology and Apocalypticism. Both eschatology and apocalypticism are modern terms used by 

scholars to describe an important religious perspective characteristic of some but not all strands of early 

Judaism and early Christianity. When applied to early Christianity, the terms eschatology and 

apocalypticism are essentially synonymous, since there is no aspect of cosmic eschatology that cannot 

also be considered an aspect of apocalypticism, apart from the element of the imminent expectation of the 

end. Yet until very recently eschatology and apocalypticism have frequently been distinguished, with the 

former regarded positively and the later negatively (e.g., Perrin 1963: 176–78). According to this 

assessment the most striking difference between prophecy and apocalypticism lies in their respective 

views of history. While prophecy regards history as the arena of God‘s saving activity, apocalypticism 

understands history in mythical terms so that individual events have ceased to be important and the 

emphasis is on a climactic series of events by which God will bring salvation to his people by bringing 

history to a cataclysmic conclusion (Perrin 1963: 176–78). Jesus is understood as rejecting the apocalyptic 

understanding of history and reverting to a prophetic understanding (Kümmel 1961: 88–104; Perrin 1963: 

178; Crossan 1973: 26–27).  

Old Testament scholars usually make a distinction between the ―prophetic eschatology‖ of the classical 

Hebrew prophets and the ―apocalyptic eschatology‖ characteristic of early Jewish apocalyptic literature. 

Until very recently there was a tendency to deny any direct continuities between prophecy and 

apocalypticism, a denial motivated at least in part by a generally negative attitude toward apocalypticism 

on the part of biblical scholars. Apocalypticism was consequently regarded, not as an internal 

development within the postexilic Jewish community, but as the result of the pernicious influence of 

external cultural forces (variously assessed as Canaanite, Babylonian, or Persian). ―Prophetic 

eschatology,‖ it was claimed, was essentially an optimistic world view espoused by the classical Israelite 

prophets, who expected that God would ultimately transform the world by reinstating the lost Edenic 

conditions. This prophetic optimism was supposedly shattered by the capture of Jerusalem and the 

destruction of the Solomonic temple in 587 B.C.E. This event, which entailed the exile of many inhabitants 

of Judea (Jer 52:28–30 reports three deportations totaling 4600 people; a larger, probably exaggerated, 

figure is reported in 2 Kgs 24:14), began centuries of national subjugation to a succession of Near Eastern 

empires. Preexilic optimism was replaced with despair and pessimism which found expression in 

―apocalyptic eschatology.‖ According to this perspective the world appeared to have become so 

irredeemably evil that only through a cataclysmic intervention and the destruction of the old world could a 

new and ideal society and environment be created.  



One persistent problem is the propriety of using the term eschatology of the message of the preexilic 

prophets (beginning with Amos and Hosea). In ancient Israelite thought the terms ˒ahăr  t (―end,‖) ˒ahăr  t 

yām  m (―end of days,‖) and yôm YHWH (―day of the Lord‖) do not refer to the eschatological 

consummation or the end of the world but rather to the more or less distant future (Lindblom 1952: 79–

114). While the OT speaks of the ―day of the Lord,‖ such phrases do not refer to the end of history but 

rather to a future time (sometimes considered near and at other times more remote), when God is expected 

to act in human history to accomplish his purpose. Though the precise origins of Jewish eschatology are 

obscure and a matter of some speculation, it is, nevertheless, clear that earlier noneschatological terms 

and conceptions were later given an eschatological significance.  

The critical issue for some scholars is whether or not prophets such as Amos and Hosea were prophets 

of doom (McKane 1979: 176 f.). Prophetic eschatology may be defined as ―the study of ideas and beliefs 

concerning the end of the present world order, and the introduction of a new order‖ (Clements 1965: 105). 

If the term eschatology is restricted to the anticipation of events which follow the consummation of 

history, then it is an inappropriate designation for describing the element of hope and restoration in 

Israelite prophecy subsequent to Amos and Hosea. The term eschatology can be meaningfully applied to 

the perspective of the 8th- and 7th-century Israelite writing prophets when the term is broadly defined as 

the expectation of imminent events brought about by the action of God in history accompanied by the 

dissolution of the old salvation history. Prophetic eschatology involves the implication that the saving 

events of the past (e.g., the Exodus; the conquest of the land; the Davidic covenant) are no longer 

considered adequate or valid (ROTT 2: 112–19). It is problematic to label the prophetic anticipations of 

hope, restoration, and reconstruction (cf. Isa 9:2–7; 11:1–9; 32:1–8; Amos 9:11–12; Hos 2:5) as 

eschatological, since a full and complete end is not anticipated. However, the language of prophetic 

expectation for the future of Israel became increasingly extravagant (cf. Isa 60:1–2; 61:1–7; 66:12–16) 

and in ignoring historical realities increasingly took on the characteristics of later apocalypticism. 

Apocalyptic eschatology, then, must be considered primarily as a theological development which took 

place within postexilic Jewish religious thought.  

4. Eschatology and Cult. Religious ritual is usually regarded by its practitioners as the conscious 

repetition and representation of paradigmatic events and activities of the past, serving to restore and 

invigorate the present (Eliade 1959: 5–6; Zuesse EncRel 12: 406–8). In Babylon the annual New Year 

Akitu Festival (preserved in documents from the Hellenistic period, cf. Smith 1978: 72–74) involved a 

sacred marriage ceremony and a ritual presentation of the primeval battle between the Babylonian god 

Marduk and the chaos monster Tiamat. The victory of order over chaos assured another year of blessing 

and prosperity. In ancient Israel and in Judaism, the šôfār (―ram‘s horn‖) was used in cultic contexts (2 

Sam 6:15; Isa 27:13; Joel 2:15; Ps 81:3), where it recalls the Sinai theophany (Exod 19:16; 20:18), and 

was also used as part of ancient Israelite theophanic imagery (Isa 18:3; Joel 2:1; Zech 9:14; Ps 47:5), a 

cultic metaphor found also in Rev 1:10.  

In early Christianity eschatology was not simply one aspect of a cognitive theological system, but rather 

was intimately connected with religious experience within the corporate setting of worship. Even though 

early Christianity (as early Judaism) conceptualized the future in terms of the meaningful paradigmatic or 

archetypal events and conditions of the significant past, nevertheless, during the first century C.E. the 

focus was placed on the eschatological consummation in which salvation would be fully and completely 

realized. Early Christian worship functioned primarily as a vehicle for celebrating the realization of 

salvation in and through Jesus Christ. The goal of salvation, the complete attainment of the presence of 

God, was considered the object of eschatological hope, whether in a renewed earthly environment or in 

the heavenly world (1 Thess 4:16–17; 1 Cor 15:20–28; Heb 12:18–24; Rev 21:22–22:5; Odes Sol. 11:16–

17; 36:1–2; Ign. Magn. 14:1). In Christian worship the anticipated goal of final, eschatological 

deliverance was drawn into the sphere of present experience and celebrated as if it had been fully and 

finally achieved. In the phenomenology of this worship, past and future collapse into an eternal present; 

and the spatial distinction between heaven and earth is momentarily obliterated. In the light of this kind of 



cultic experience, there can be no hard and fast dichotomy between the presence of Jesus in the midst of 

the worshipping community and the ―distant‖ presence of Jesus at the right hand of God.  

At least two major constellations of imagery were used by early Christians to conceptualize the final 

heavenly gathering of the redeemed (Aune 1976: 455–58). In early Judaism this final gathering before 

God or his accredited representative was sometimes conceptualized using banquet imagery (1QSa; 1 En. 

62:14; 2 En. 42:5; 2 Bar. 29:8; cf. Isa 25:6; 65:13). The cult meal of the Essenes anticipated the coming of 

the messiah(s) of Aaron and Israel (1QSa 2:17–22; 1QS 6:1–6; cf. JW 2.128–33), and is 

phenomenologically similar to the function of the early Christian celebration of the Last Supper (Kuhn 

1957: 65–93). Through the utilization of this messianic banquet metaphor (which early Christians used 

only rarely), the celebration of the Eucharist could be understood as an anticipation of the eschatological 

heavenly banquet (cf. Matt 8:11; 26:69; Mark 14:25; Luke 22:16; 18:30; Didache 9:4). Yet the primary 

way of conceptualizing the complete experience of eschatological salvation was not the messianic 

banquet metaphor, but rather the conception of the final festal gathering of both angelic beings and 

redeemed people before the heavenly presence of God. Using this imagery, the gathering of a local 

community for worship could be viewed from a cosmic perspective as the final gathering of the Christian 

church before the eternal presence of God. This phenomenon explains some unusual features of Christian 

worship, such as the belief that angels were present in the midst of the worshipping community (1 Cor 

11:10; Heb 12:22; 13:2; Col 2:18; Herm. Sim. 9.27.2; cf. Peterson 1964). The eschatological focus was 

celebrated in various ways in early Christian worship. Even the celebration of the Eucharist, which is 

often understood more exclusively in terms of the repetition of the Lord‘s Supper in light of the events of 

the death and resurrection of Jesus, nevertheless, has a significant eschatological emphasis in the 

fragments of the early liturgies which have been preserved (1 Cor 11:26; Mark 11:25 = Matt 26:29 = 

Luke 22:18; Didache 9:4). Some early Christian hymns, such as Phil 2:5–11, have an eschatological 

perspective in which events which clearly belong to the future are described as if they are already part of 

present experience. This phenomenon of the blending of the future with the present in the experience of 

worship suggests that the language of ―realized‖ eschatology (i.e., events and conditions which belong to 

the eschatological consummation are described as if they already belonged to present experience) may 

have its origin and primary setting in worship (Aune 1972: 8–23).  

5. Eschatology as Folklore. While accounts of the beginning of the gods (theogony) and of the world 

(cosmogony) are generally recognized as that type of folk literature usually labeled ―myth,‖ it is not often 

recognized that eschatology also belongs to the realm of myth and therefore itself belongs to the category 

of folk literature. Eschatology in the sense that the term is generally used of early Jewish and early 

Christian conceptions of the end, consists of narratives rather than doctrines. Furthermore, since such 

narratives focus on some time in the future at which the present order will be radically transformed, they 

are necessarily couched in metaphoric and symbolic terms and include large doses of communal fantasy. 

Jewish eschatology and Christian eschatology consist primarily in the imaginative projection of 

folkloristic themes and motifs into the future as constitutive parts of a final salvation presented in 

narrative form. In an important study the implications of which have yet to be realized L. Hartman (1966) 

isolated a sequence of five motifs which occur in order in 65 pericopes on the last things found in early 

Jewish apocalyptic literature (listed in Hartman 1966: 53, n. 13): (1) the preliminary time of evil, (2) 

divine intervention, (3) the judgment, (4) the fate of the sinners, and (5) the joy of the elect. This structure 

has two main forms, one in which God intervenes and no messiah is mentioned and the other in which the 

Messiah has a place in the pattern. Two other frequently occurring motifs are the earthquake motif and the 

tumult and assault of the heathen. The structural unity of the various scenarios consists in the relatively 

consistent use of this structural pattern and in the extensive use of ancient myths and symbols rather than 

in any theological or ideological consistency. It is important to emphasize the fact that neither Jewish nor 

Christian eschatology can in any way be considered a unified or consistent system of beliefs and symbols 

about the saving events of the future.  



There are several texts in early Christian literature which narrate a sequence of events associated with 

the end of the world. Several of these ―eschatological scenarios‖ are found in the Synoptic Gospels: Mark 

13; Matt 24–25; Luke 21; 17:20–37.  

C. The Jewish Roots of Christian Eschatology  

1. Introduction. Eschatology appears to have constituted not only the matrix within which early 

Christianity developed, but also an inseparable feature of early Christianity itself. One persistent 

methodological problem in reconstructing the Jewish eschatological setting of Jesus and early 

Christianity, however, has been the tendency to use the NT itself as a primary source for reconstructing 

Jewish eschatology for the 1st century C.E. This approach is made even more problematic once it is 

recognized that early Judaism had no single consistent ―eschatology,‖ but rather exhibited a variety of 

eschatologies. This problematic approach was particularly prevalent in the decades before the discovery 

and publication of the Dead Sea Scrolls, which provided a datable body of texts (and texts not subject to 

revision after ca. 68 C.E.), which attested to several forms of Jewish eschatology which existed in 

Palestine from the 2d century B.C.E. to the 1st century C.E. In most modern discussions of early Christian 

eschatology, the emphasis is usually placed on parallels with Jewish eschatology without a suitable 

emphasis on the distinctive features which Christian eschatologies share. The process whereby Jewish 

eschatology was transformed began with Jesus of Nazareth. Though Jesus certainly stands within the 

framework of early Jewish eschatological thought, his distinctive combination of eschatological motifs 

and themes and the way he related them to his own mission and message produced a new perspective 

which was inherited and broadened by his followers after his death and resurrection.  

2. The Messiah. Until the middle of the 1st century C.E. in Judaism, the term māš  aḥ (―anointed one‖) 

did not unambiguously refer to the eschatological Davidic messiah, a fact which suggests the relative 

unimportance of the term for Jewish eschatological expectation (de Jonge 1966: 133 f.). That usage 

begins to appear toward the end of the 1st century C.E. and becomes dominant in later rabbinic Judaism. 

In CD 14:11, an ambiguous text, there may be a reference to the coming of a single messiah representing 

both priesthood and people or the text may be understood to expect two figures, a priestly messiah and a 

lay messiah. Nothing in these texts suggests a Davidic messiah. In 1QS 9:11–12 there is a clear reference 

to two messianic figures, a priestly messiah and a lay messiah (i.e., the messiah of Israel is nowhere said 

to be Davidic): ―the coming of a prophet and the messiahs of Aaron and Israel.‖ In 1QSa 2:12–21, a 

single messiah, the messiah of Israel is mentioned alongside the priest. The War Scroll (1QM) contains no 

mention of any messiah, with the exception that the phrase ―anointed ones‖ (11:1–3) clearly refers to 

prophets. Similarly the Hodayot (1QH) makes no clear mention of a messiah. Elsewhere the notion of a 

Davidic messiah is found in 4QFlor and 4Q161 and 162. Despite the many fragments and documents 

which made up the library at Qumran, it is remarkable that references to a messiah or messiahs occur only 

sporadically and inconsistently. It is useful to understand Jewish messianism in terms of Gershom 

Sholem‘s typology, which distinguishes between restorative and utopian messianism. Restorative 

messianism anticipates the restoration of the Davidic kingdom, while utopian messianism expects the 

creation of a new and perfect world after the destruction of the present evil world.  

3. The Combat Myth. The legendary narrative pattern of a combat between a hero and his adversary or 

the mythical narrative of a primordial cosmic struggle between two divine beings and their allies for 

sovereignty over the cosmos was widespread throughout the ancient world. The names of the combatants 

(as well as their roles) change from culture to culture: in Babylon it was Marduk and Tiamat, or 

Gilgamesh and Humbaba; in Canaan the combatants were Baal and Yamm. There were many variants of 

the combat myth in Greece; and some of the combatants included Ouranos and Kronos, Zeus and the 

Titans, Zeus and Typhoeus, and Helios and Phaethon. Many of the mythical motifs of the combat myth 

remain constant or are subject to a limited range of variation.  

Various versions of the combat myth were adapted first by Israel and later on by Judaism from the 

various cultures with which they had close contact throughout their historical experience. Jewish 

apocalyptic literature reflects a renaissance of ancient mythical narratives, of which one of the more 

important was the combat myth. This myth functioned to ascribe the experience of suffering and evil in 



the world to an independent cosmic adversary, Satan. Satan is the primary adversary (variously conceived 

as a rebel, tempter, or tyrant) in early Judaism and early Christianity; his name suggests that his primary 

role is that of opposition (the Gk term diabolos means ―slander,‖ and the Heb term śaṭan means 

―adversary‖). He is of course known by many other names as well, including Beliar, Beelzebul, Abaddon, 

Apollyon, Lucifer, Sammael, Semihazeh, Asael, and the Devil. In Rev 12:9 he has a long list of aliases, 

including the Great Dragon, the Ancient Serpent, Devil, Satan, and the Deceiver of the Whole World. In 

the specifically Christian version of the combat myth, an exalted angelic being challenged the power of 

Yahweh and now has control of the earth. Christ functions as the divine warrior. Though Satan attempts 

to defeat him (cf. Luke 22:3: ―Then Satan entered into Judas‖), Christ has freed humanity through his 

crucifixion from the tyranny of Satan, though Satan‘s final banishment has yet to take place. This 

protological imagery was thus transformed into eschatology in early Christianity.  

4. The Paradise Motif. In early Judaism the protological conditions described in Gen 2–3 became the 

source of imagery for the widespread belief that the ideal conditions which existed before the fall would 

be restored in the eschaton. In an ideal earthly environment, called the Garden of Eden, but later 

frequently referred to as Paradise, Adam and Eve possessed perpetual life and were free from disease, 

pain, sorrow, and the necessity of labor. The process of mythologization further developed each of these 

ideal features. Paradise was considered a heavenly region (2 Cor 12:2f.; 2 En. 8:1), so that the expulsion 

of Adam and Eve was from heaven to earth. Adam was conceptualized as an angelic heavenly being who 

lost immortality when he was expelled from heaven. Further, the tree of life, first mentioned in Gen 2:9 

and 3:23–24, became a recurring symbol for access to eternal life in Judaism (Sir 19:19; 4 Ezra 7:123; 4 

Macc. 18:16; T. Levi 18:11; Apoc. El. 5) and in early Christianity (Rev 2:7; 22:2, 14, 19). Whenever the 

attainment of eternal life was the subject of Jewish eschatological hopes, that life was conceptualized in 

terms of the restoration of Edenic conditions. In Rev 22:1–5, for example, the New Jerusalem (the 

dwelling place for the righteous on a re-created earth) is described with imagery drawn from Gen 2–3.  

5. The Denationalization of Jewish Eschatology. While Christianity began as a movement within 

Judaism, by the late 1st century C.E. a polarization had taken place which eventually resulted in the 

complete separation of Christianity as a distinct entity from Judaism. Christianity then became a 

distinctive religious phenomenon in the ancient world, a religious cult without a national homeland. Paul 

had already placed all people into three distinct groups, Jews, Greeks, and members of the church of God 

(1 Cor 10:32). This tendency culminated in the designation of Christians as the tertium genus, ―third race‖ 

(Diog. 5–6; Tert. Ad Nat. 1.8).  

Since the mythical imagery and motifs of Jewish apocalyptic eschatology were drawn from the ancient 

national mythical traditions of creation and kingship, the separation of Christianity from Judaism also 

entailed separation from the mythical traditions which defined the Jewish national identity. It is not 

accidental that Revelation was apparently the only apocalypse with close generic ties to early Jewish 

apocalypses nevertheless produced by an early Christian author (theories proposing that Revelation is 

basically a Jewish apocalypse with a light Christian redaction have proven unconvincing). While the 

Shepherd of Hermas (particularly Vis. 1–4) is an apocalypse, there is little similarity in content with either 

Revelation or early Jewish apocalypses. Christian ―apocalypses‖ produced in the 2d and 3d centuries C.E. 

such as the Apocalypse of Peter, tend (like Greco-Roman apocalypses; cf. Betz 1983: 594 f.) to focus on 

tours of heaven and hell in which the eternal states of the righteous and sinners are emphasized as 

sanctions for present behavior. In several respects the acts of Christian martyrs, with their focus on 

individual eschatology, replaced the apocalypse as the idiom of an oppressed minority.  

D. Eschatology in the Greco-Roman World  

Several themes which play an important role in Jewish and Christian eschatology were also the subject 

of speculation in the Greco-Roman world. Three such themes include (1) the end of the world, (2) the 

schematization of history into periods, and (3) the anticipation of an idyllic period following a time of 

decline or repression.  

In early Greek thought the expectation of the end of the world was a concern of natural philosophy, not 

of religious or mythological speculation (Burkert 1983: 240). Stoicism taught a periodic conflagration 



(ekpyrosis) and reconstitution (palingenesia) of the cosmos (cf. von Arnim 1964: 2.596–632; Long and 

Sedley 1987 §46A–P). The conflagration of the world was a view attributed to Heraclitus (Diog. Laert. 

9.8). According to the Stoics the world, though imperishable, was subject to an eternal series of world 

cycles in which all matter was reduced to pure fire (ekpyrosis). Chrysippus emphasized the periodic return 

of the same world and the same people. Virgil, writing in this tradition, predicts that in the golden age a 

second voyage of the Argo (from the story of Jason and the Argonauts) will take place, and a second 

Trojan War will be fought, and a second Achilles will go to Troy (Ecl. 4.34–36). The Stoics even spoke of 

these cosmic cycles in terms of the beginning (arche) and end (telos) and of significant events which 

changed the character of the world. Though both Plato and Aristotle held to a conception of the eternity of 

the cosmos, they both thought that civilization was periodically destroyed by natural disasters and 

thereafter reborn (a view also reflected in Polyb. 6.5.4–9).  

The periodization of past epochs was also important for such Greek authors as Hesiod (Op. 106–201) 

and Plato (Plt. 273E; Ti. 29A). This historical scheme appears in Daniel 7–12 and later Jewish 

apocalypses and seems to have been borrowed by the Jews from the Greeks and thereafter transformed 

into an apocalyptic conception (Burkert 1983: 244–51; Momigliano 1984: 77–103). For Plato the present 

age is perfect and eternal, the third of three successive stages. The first was the period before the great 

reversal (Polit. 269C; 270A; 272E); the second was the great reversal, the Age of Kronos and the 

Earthborn (Polit. 269D–E; 270D ff.; 273A). However, the ideal past periods of human history (followed 

by periods of decline) were irretrievable. The Great Year, the cycle of time in which all things began 

again, was a widespread Greek belief. The legendary Musaeus reportedly claimed that ―everything 

proceeds from unity and everything is eventually resolved into unity‖ (Diog. Laert. 1.3). The 

Pythagoreans held that everything repeated itself in exact detail.  

During the early Roman Empire there was some speculation that the idyllic ―Saturnian‖ era of the past 

would again be realized in the near future. The poetry from the early Roman imperial period has just three 

passages concerning the imminent reemergence of the Saturnian age: Virgil Ecl. 4.5; Calp. Ecl. 1.42–45; 

anonymous poet in Anth. Lat. no. 726, 22–24. In Augustan propaganda, the return of the aureum 

saeculum (―golden age‖) was associated with Augustus (Virgil Aen. 6.791–94):  

Here is the man you‘ve heard so often promised:  

a golden age in Latium, land where once  

Saturn was king.  

The Romans adapted the god Aion (a deity who was important in Hellenistic Alexandria), the ruler of the 

universe and god of limitless time who was expected to bring about the return of the golden age.  

In the Hellenistic world the notion of immortality, originally understood in the Greek world as the 

exclusive possession of the gods and one which they jealously guarded, came to be understood as a 

permanent or ontological property of the human soul. Early Judaism was inevitably influenced by this 

conception (Wis 3:4; 6:18 f.; 4 Macc. 9:22; 14:5; 15:3; 16:13; 17:12; Philo Quaest Gen 3.11; Probus 7.46; 

Congr 18.97). Yet Judaism continued to associate immortality with resurrection at the end of days, and 

few conceptions were as foreign to Greek and Roman thought as that of physical resurrection.  

E. The Eschatology of Jesus  

Even though there is wide disagreement regarding what can be known about the historical Jesus and his 

teachings, two important features of his eschatological orientation have attracted the attention and the 

speculation of scholars: Jesus‘ views of the future (i.e., his eschatological perspective) and Jesus‘ 

understanding of his own role within the framework of that eschatological perspective. Whether or not 

Jesus considered himself an eschatological figure, his followers quickly placed him in that category 

within a relatively few years following his crucifixion in 29 C.E.  

1. Models for Understanding the Message of Jesus. The four canonical Gospels are the end result of 

complex oral and literary processes which have preserved a great variety of traditions about Jesus of 

Nazareth. While much of this material may be rooted in the teachings and activities of the historical Jesus, 

most of it has been subject to various degrees of modification by early Christians who transmitted the 

Jesus traditions. This complexity has made it very difficult to reconstruct the teachings of the historical 



Jesus with any confidence. It was not until the early 20th century, through the work of such NT scholars 

as Johannes Weiss and Albert Schweitzer, that the eschatological or apocalyptic character of early 

Christianity began to be more fully recognized and thereafter to be taken more seriously. This modern 

rediscovery of the significance of eschatology for early Christianity has been assessed in four very 

distinctive and influential ways (Chilton 1984: 1–26 contains a succinct survey).  

a. The Consistent Eschatology Model. This view, which developed toward the end of the 19th and the 

beginning of the 20th century, was formulated by Johannes Weiss (1971; originally published in 1892; 2d 

ed. 1900) and Albert Schweitzer (1964; originally published in 1901; 2d ed. 1913), and accepted by a 

number of prominent NT scholars including F. C. Burkitt, B. F. Easton, M. Dibelius, and R. Bultmann 

(survey in Perrin 1963: 13–36) and more recently by R. H. Hiers (1970, 1973). Schweitzer eloquently 

exposed the tendency of liberal scholars to create Jesus in their own image by turning him into a moral 

teacher who propounded timeless truths. Like Weiss before him, Schweitzer insisted that the 

eschatological views of Jesus be taken seriously and understood against the background of early Jewish 

apocalyptic literature (Schweitzer 1964: 367 f.). Ethics and eschatology in the teachings of Jesus and early 

Christianity, it was argued, are not superficially related to one another as kernel to husk. Both are 

essential. Jesus was an apocalyptist with an eschatological timetable. The mission discourse which Jesus 

gave when he sent out the Twelve (Matt 10:5–42) contained an explicit prediction of the imminent 

coming of the Son of Man (Matt 10:23), identical with the dawn of the kingdom of God, and the 

sufferings which the disciples would experience (10:34–39); both predictions failed to be fulfilled 

(Schweitzer 1961: 358–64). Since the tribulations heralding the end which Jesus had anticipated failed to 

materialize, he resolved to suffer himself in an attempt to force the arrival of the kingdom (Schweitzer 

1961: 387–97). Since the end did not arrive, Jesus is an example of a failed prophet. The whole 

subsequent history of Christianity is in fact based on the nonoccurrence of the Parousia and the 

consequent abandonment of eschatology (Schweitzer 1961: 360; Werner 1957). While few scholars 

accepted Schweitzer‘s thesis in all its details, his emphasis on Jesus as an eschatological prophet has 

continued to dominate modern conceptions of the historical Jesus.  

b. The Realized Eschatology Model. C. H. Dodd proposed that Jesus taught the essential presence of 

the kingdom of God (survey in Perrin 1963: 58–78). Formulated in opposition to consistent eschatology 

with its view of Jesus as a failed prophet, Dodd‘s view of the continuing truth and relevance of the 

message of Jesus was based on a careful exegesis of the sayings of Jesus in the Gospels, particularly the 

parables. Though recognizing that Jesus referred to the kingdom of God in some sayings as future and in 

other sayings as present, Dodd thought that Jesus‘ emphasis on the presence of the kingdom was the most 

characteristic and distinctive feature of his teaching (Dodd 1961: 34). Dodd therefore objected to 

understanding the kingdom of God as an apocalyptic concept. The ―kingdom of God‖ is rather ―the 

manifest and effective assertion of divine sovereignty against all the evil of the world‖ (Dodd 1961: 35), 

i.e., ―history had become the vehicle of the eternal‖ (Dodd 1961: 159). The real problem for Dodd was not 

the delay of the Parousia or the de-eschatologization of early Christianity, but rather how such doctrines 

as the imminent Parousia became such an integral feature of post-Easter Christianity at all. While the 

Synoptic Gospels, Acts, Paul, and the Revelation of John represent the entry of eschatology into Christian 

belief systems, according to this view the Fourth Gospel and Hebrews retain the original emphasis on 

realized eschatology as taught by Jesus.  

c. The Proleptic Eschatology Model. A number of scholars (J. Jeremias, O. Cullmann, W. G. 

Kümmel), reacting to the antithetical alternatives posed by Schweitzer and Dodd, proposed that Jesus held 

a paradoxical juxtaposition of the kingdom of God as both a present reality and a future expectation 

(survey in Perrin 1963: 79–89). Though few scholars explain the relationship between present and future 

in the teaching of Jesus in precisely the same way, the label ―proleptic eschatology‖ is useful for 

indicating that there is a tension between present and future in Jesus‘ understanding of the kingdom of 

God, in which the present is a critical stage in the full future realization of the kingdom of God. The 

positions of consistent eschatology and realized eschatology can only be maintained by ignoring or 

minimizing present or future elements in the eschatological teaching of Jesus. W. G. Kümmel (1961) 



sought to demonstrate three theses: (a) there is incontrovertible evidence that in the teaching of Jesus the 

kingdom of God is a future reality which will appear imminently (Kümmel 1961: 19–87); (b) there is also 

incontrovertible evidence that the kingdom of God is a present reality in and through the words and deeds 

of Jesus (Kümmel 1961: 105–40); (c) the eschatological message of Jesus must be contrasted with the 

apocalyptic eschatology characteristic of early Judaism, for Jesus‘ juxtaposition of present and future 

means that the redemptive function of the eschatological consummation has already become a present 

reality in the mission and message of Jesus (Kümmel 1961: 141–55). This view of the paradoxical 

juxtaposition of both the present and future aspects of the kingdom of God in the teachings of Jesus 

became dominant in the early 1960s as evident in the almost simultaneous publication of three books in 

1963–64, the first two of which are primarily surveys of research (Perrin 1963; Lundström 1963; Ladd 

1964).  

d. Models De-emphasizing Eschatology. At the present time the proleptic eschatology model (a 

synthesis of the antithetical consistent and realized eschatology models) dominates the modern 

understanding of Jesus‘ eschatological perspective. Yet some scholars have recently criticized the 

assumption that the outlook of Jesus was primarily determined by eschatology, i.e., he understood his 

mission and message within the framework of the actual end of the world in his generation (Glasson 

1980, 1984; Borg 1986; Mack 1987). This critique is based on several arguments (cf. Borg 1986: 81–

102). (1) In recent critical discussions of the coming Son of Man sayings in the Gospels, many scholars 

have concluded that such sayings are not authentic and that there was in fact no eschatological Son of 

Man conception in early Judaism to which Jesus could have referred. (2) The conception of an 

eschatological kingdom of God, which occurs so frequently in the Synoptic teachings of Jesus, is a notion 

conspicuous by its general absence from early Jewish apocalyptic literature (Chilton 1987: 51–75). Perrin 

(1963: 168–70) finds just five occurrences: Pss. Sol. 17.3; Sib. Or. 3.46 f.; Assum. Mos. 10.1; 1QM 6.6; 

12.7 (though a more thorough investigation is found in Lattke 1984: 72–91). The conception of the royal 

rule of God is completely absent from a surprising number of early Jewish apocalypses (Martyrdom of 

Isaiah; 2 Baruch; 3 Baruch; 2 Enoch; 4 Ezra; cf. Lattke 1984: 78). (3) The notion that Jesus‘ 

proclamation of the arrival of the kingdom of God involved the end of the world is a conception which 

has no basis in the kingdom sayings themselves. (4) The eschatological understanding of Jesus has not 

been able to account adequately for the strong component of proverbial wisdom present in the teachings 

of Jesus (particularly in Q, the Sayings Source). On the basis of arguments such as these, some scholars 

have rejected the widespread understanding of Jesus as an eschatological prophet, based on the 

apocalyptic context of his mission and message, and replaced it with the model of Jesus as a Cynic sage, a 

model which attempts to deal more seriously with the substantial element of proverbial wisdom preserved 

in the Synoptic Jesus tradition (Mack 1987:11–22). This construction has many similarities to the earlier 

liberal view of Jesus to which Weiss and Schweitzer reacted so strongly, as well as to the emphasis on 

realized eschatology begun by Dodd. A. Harnack, one of the more prominent Protestant liberal scholars, 

rejected the proposal that Jesus must be understood within the context of Jewish apocalypticism and 

emphasized instead the religious and ethical elements of the teaching of Jesus which were so prominent in 

Q (Harnack 1908),  

2. Jesus and the Kingdom of God. The kingdom of God, which is the focus of the teaching of Jesus in 

the Synoptic Gospels, was also central in the proclamation of the historical Jesus. Jesus proclaimed the 

kingdom, explained it through parables, enlisted disciples to help in its proclamation, was involved in 

disputes with Jewish religious leaders about its meaning, and very probably died as a consequence of the 

controversy which the proclamation of the kingdom of God generated. Despite this emphasis on the 

kingdom, the Gospels preserve no sayings in which Jesus explains precisely what he meant by it. Since 

the term kingdom in Judaism referred to the rule or sovereignty of God rather than to the territory or 

sphere ruled over by God, a more appropriate translation of the Gk phrase basileia tou theou (reflecting 

the Heb phrase malkût šāmayim) would be ―reign of God.‖ Despite the fact that the specific phrase 

―kingdom of God‖ or its equivalent occurs rarely in early Jewish apocalyptic literature (Perrin 1963: 168–

70; Lattke 1984: 72–91), it is sufficiently clear that in the Judaism of the time of Jesus there was a 



widespread expectation that God would soon act in a decisive way to visit and redeem his people. The 

many parables in the Synoptic tradition which illuminate various aspects of the kingdom of God suggest 

that Jesus‘ own perspective was not one commonly held but required definition and explanation (Matt 

13:24–50; 18:23–25; 20:1–16; 22:1–14; 25:1–13; Mark 4:26–34; Luke 13:18–20). The phrase ―kingdom 

of God‖ occurs just twice in John (3:3, 5) and usually in the form ―kingdom of heaven,‖ in Matthew.  

Jesus is presented as announcing the presence of the kingdom of God in many sayings preserved in the 

Synoptic Gospels (Matt 12:28 and par.; Matt 11:5–6; Luke 7:22–23; Matt 13:16–17 and par.; Luke 4:16–

30; 17:20–21; cf. Beasley-Murray 1946: 75–107). A similar emphasis on the presence of the kingdom 

appears in many parables (Mark 3:27 and par.; Matt 13:44–46; 18:23–25; 20:1–6; 22:1–14 and par.; Mark 

4:26–29; cf. Beasley-Murray 1946: 108–46). It is also evident that in many other sayings and parables the 

future arrival of the kingdom of God is emphasized (Matt 6:9–13 and par.; Matt 5:3–12 and par.; Matt 

8:11–12 = Luke 13:28–29; Mark 9:1 = Matt 16:28 = Luke 9:27). Many of the parables attributed to Jesus 

convey a situation of imminent crisis (Mark 4:30–32 and par.; Matt 13:33 = Luke 13:20–21; Mark 4:26–

29; Mark 4:1–9 = Matt 13:1–9; Luke 8:4–8; Matt 13:24–30). The many sayings which deal with entering 

the kingdom of God must also be understood in terms of the futurity of the kingdom (Mark 9:43–48 and 

par.; Mark 10:23 and par.; Mark 10:15 and par.; Matt 5:20; 7:21). Though the problem of the authenticity 

of many of these sayings will continue to be debated, the sheer volume of such Jesus traditions 

emphasizing the present or future dimensions of the kingdom of God strongly suggests that Jesus himself 

understood the kingdom as provisionally present in his own person and message but that complete arrival 

of the kingdom of God was the object of imminent expectation.  

This eschatological conception of Jesus, however, was not as unique in early Judaism as many scholars 

have thought. In the Hymn Scroll from Qumran, there is evidence that the Qumran sectarians held that 

eschatological salvation had already entered the present age in the history and experience of their 

community (1QH 3:19–36; 11:3–14; 11:15 ff.; 15; Kuhn 1966: 44–112; Aune 1972: 31–37).  

3. Jesus as the Messiah. The central category to which the earliest Christians assigned Jesus was that of 

messiah. Yet precisely how this title became a central way of characterizing the religious significance of 

Jesus is problematic since his career did not cohere well with early Jewish messianic expectations. It is, 

nevertheless, true that within 20 years after the crucifixion of Jesus, as demonstrated by Paul‘s letters, 

Christos (the Greek equivalent of the Hebrew term messiah) occurs 266 times, usually as a proper name 

for Jesus, as in the phrase ―Jesus Christ,‖ in the quasi-titular usage ―Christ Jesus,‖ or as the name for a 

specific messiah, i.e., Jesus (Rom 9:5). This suggests that Paul had no particular concerns about the 

messianic status of Jesus. In the Gospels and Acts, on the other hand, the specifically messianic status of 

Jesus is a central issue. Christos occurs 80 times, 16 times as a proper name for Jesus (e.g., Mark 1:1; 

John 17:3), but also as a title predicated of Jesus (e.g., Mark 8:29 and par.; 14:61 and par.), and a 

designation for the eschatological Davidic king (e.g., Mark 12:35 and par.; Acts 2:31). The meaning of 

the designation ―messiah‖ when applied to Jesus by Christians was determined primarily by Christian 

conceptions of Jesus rather than by conventional Jewish ways of understanding that title.  

4. Jesus and the Son of Man. The Son of Man designation, found 69 times in the Synoptic Gospels and 

13 times in John, is a distinctive designation which Jesus alone used of himself in the Gospels. In just two 

passages, John 12:34 and Acts 7:56, is the designation used by anyone other than Jesus himself. Further, 

Jesus is never referred to as Son of Man in the rest of the NT, apart from two allusions to Dan 7:13 in Rev 

1:13 and 14:14. The designation is not used in an exclusively eschatological way but is used of the 

present Son of Man (e.g., Mark 2:10, 28 and par.), the suffering Son of Man (Mark 8:31 and par.; 9:31 

and par.; 10:33–34 and par.), and the future or eschatological Son of Man (see below).  

The origin and significance of the Son of Man designation has become one of the most hotly debated 

issues in modern NT scholarship. Up until quite recently most scholars assumed that ―Son of Man‖ was a 

term for a heavenly eschatological figure expected by apocalyptic groups within Judaism. Since the 1960s 

it has become increasingly clear that such a concept was quite unknown in early Judaism (Perrin 1963: 

164–99; Leivestad 1987: 153–64). References to the Son of Man in 1 En. 37–71 (the dating of which is 

uncertain) appear to be based on an exegesis of Dan 7:13 rather than on a current eschatological 



conception. The Gospels contain a number of eschatological Son of Man sayings, i.e., those which center 

on his Parousia (cf. Mark 8:38 and par.; Matt 19:33 = Luke 12:8–9; Matt 19:28; 24:27, 37 = Luke 17:24, 

26), some of which clearly allude to Dan 7:13 (Mark 13:26 and par.; 14:62 and par.). These latter are 

often judged to be inauthentic. The fact that the Son of Man and the kingdom of God are motifs which do 

not occur together in authentic sayings of Jesus has suggested to some that the Son of Man sayings are all 

secondary, since many kingdom sayings have a strong claim to authenticity (Vielhauer 1965: 55–91). 

While some scholars argue that none of the Son of Man sayings in the Gospels is authentic, others argue 

that only the eschatological sayings are authentic but contend that Jesus is not speaking of himself but of 

another, since the sayings are couched in the third person. While Jesus could well have referred to himself 

as ―son of man‖ in a polite Aramaic idiom for ―I‖ or ―me,‖ it appears improbable that he consciously 

referred to himself as the heavenly redeemer figure of Dan 7:13. Evidence from the Gospels, however, 

makes it quite clear that this is precisely the category into which Jesus was placed in the sayings tradition.  

5. Eschatology and Ethics. The traditional understanding of the message of Jesus links his 

proclamation of the imminent but future arrival of the kingdom of God with repentance evidenced by 

changed behavior in the present (Mark 1:15; Matt 4:17). However, many of the ethical teachings of Jesus 

appear to have no logical relationship to his proclamation of the kingdom, such as the sayings on divorce 

(Mark 10:11–12 and par.; Matt 5:31–32). The reconciliation of the eschatology of Jesus with his ethical 

teachings occurs in the demand of Jesus that people make a present decision which will affect their future 

standing with God.  

F. Pauline Eschatology  

1. Sources and Problems. Seven of the corpus of 13 Pauline letters are widely regarded as authentic 

(Rom, 1–2 Cor, Gal, Phil, 1 Thess, Phlm). The other six letters, however, including the Pastoral Epistles 

(1–2 Tim; Titus), as well as Eph, Col, and 2 Thess (all written during the last quarter of the 1st century 

C.E. or later), are in all probability pseudonymous and reflect the later thought of various individuals and 

groups of Christians sympathetic to Paul. Though these six letters are valuable sources for the 

transmission and development of Pauline traditions, they cannot serve as primary sources for Paul‘s own 

thought. Acts, though emphasizing the travels, teaching, and preaching of Paul, is of uneven and uncertain 

historical reliability and can be used as evidence for Pauline thought only when supported by the authentic 

letters.  

There are several problems involved in evaluating the role which eschatology plays in the Pauline 

letters. First, since it is difficult to place the seven authentic Pauline letters in relative chronological order, 

the varying eschatological emphasis in them (e.g., the Parousia is not mentioned in Galatians) has led to 

various hypotheses of the development of Pauline eschatology (Hurd 1967; Longenecker 1985). Second, 

there is the problem of deciding on the center of Paul‘s thought and of determining whether 

apocalypticism is that center (Beker 1980: 15–18; 1982: 10), or what the relationship is between 

apocalypticism and that center.  

2. Transformations of Apocalypticism. Whether or not apocalypticism is the center of Pauline 

thought, the apocalyptic world view certainly provides a framework for his thought (Käsemann 1967a: 

82–107; Beker 1980: 143–52); and it is from this perspective that the gospel, the central theological 

emphasis in his letters, must be understood. The eschatological framework of Paul‘s gospel is clearly 

reflected in 1 Thess 1:9f., where he relates how the Thessalonians ―turned to God from idols, to serve a 

living and true God, and to wait for his Son from heaven, whom he raised from the dead, Jesus who 

delivers us from the wrath to come.‖ Here the themes of Parousia, resurrection, and judgment are 

interwoven. This apocalyptic orientation has several significant features: (1) eschatological dualism, i.e., a 

distinction between ―this age‖ and ―the coming age‖; (2) cosmic eschatology, i.e., the anticipated victory 

of God over the created world; and (3) a belief in the imminence of the end (Beker 1980: 135–38).  

a. The Two Ages. In continuity with the two ages characteristic of Jewish apocalyptic thought (Bousset 

and Gressman 1966: 243–49), Paul maintains a dualistic contrast between the present and future age or 

aeon (Gal 1:4; Rom 8:18; 1 Cor 7:26; cf. Eph 5:16). Paul frequently uses the expression ―this age‖ (Rom 

12:2; 1 Cor 1:20; 2:6, 8; 3:18f.; 2 Cor 4:4; cf. Eph 2:2) and speaks of the evil supernatural powers which 



dominate it (1 Cor 2:6; 2 Cor 4:4). This temporal dualism (the age to come as future) coincides with a 

spatial dualism (the age to come as a heavenly reality); i.e., in Judaism the age to come had two aspects, it 

was an unseen, heavenly reality, but one which would succeed this age in the future (cf. Davies 1970: 

308–20). Paul can also say that ―the things that are seen are transient, but the things that are not seen are 

eternal‖ (2 Cor 4:18; cf. Phil 3:20; 2 Cor 5:1–5). Paul expected the age to come, which would be 

introduced by the Parousia of Jesus, to arrive in the near future (Phil 4:4f.; 1 Cor 7:29), though he 

considered the possibility that he might die before its arrival (Phil 1:23).  

However, Paul‘s conviction that Jesus was the Lord who had already died and risen again meant that he 

could not simply retain the Jewish apocalyptic conception of the two ages unchanged. The resurrection of 

Jesus convinced Paul that the age to come had already begun. He did not view the resurrection of Jesus as 

an isolated event, however, but rather as the first stage in the future resurrection of all the righteous dead 

(1 Cor 15:20–23). The sharp distinction between the present and future characteristic of much of Jewish 

apocalypticism has therefore been softened or blurred in his thought, since Christians can experience the 

future age in the present time (1 Cor 2:6; 7:29–31; 10:11). He regarded the period between Christ‘s 

resurrection and the Parousia as an interim period in which the powers of the age to come were present in 

a hidden way for the community of Christian believers (Beker 1980: 135–81; 1982: 40). Deliverance from 

―the present evil age‖ has been made possible by the sacrifice of Christ (Gal 1:4). Thus Christian 

existence can be called a ―new creation‖ (2 Cor 5:17; Gal 6:15); for the Christian participates in salvation 

by being ―in Christ,‖ by ―putting on Christ‖ in baptism whereby he dies to sin and shares the promise of 

resurrection (Rom 6:1–11; Gal 2:20). Even though Christians are in process of transformation (2 Cor 

3:18; 4:16), the full transformation will not occur until the Parousia of Jesus (1 Thess 4; 1 Cor 15:51–56; 

Phil 3:20f.). When Paul speaks of the believer‘s rising with Christ, he uses what E. Käsemann prefers to 

call Paul‘s ―eschatological reservation‖ (Käsemann 1967b: 132–37), in that Paul does not speak of 

participation in Christ‘s resurrection as a past experience (a view expressed in Deutero-Pauline letters, cf. 

Col 3:1–3; Eph 2:1–10) but as one which lies in the future (cf. Rom 6:4–5).  

b. Judgment and the Parousia. The prophetic conception of the Day of the Lord (Amos 5:18–20; Zeph 

1:14–16; Joel 2:2; cf. Rowley 1956: 177–201) became the basis for Paul‘s conception of the impending 

eschatological judgment of the world (1 Thess 5:2; Rom 2:16). Phrases such as ―the Day of Jesus Christ‖ 

(1 Cor 1:8; Phil 1:6), however, indicate that for Paul the center of eschatological hope had shifted from 

God to Christ (Kreitzer 1987: 99–102). Yet the very fact that Paul can refer to the judgment seat of Christ 

in one place (2 Cor 5:10) and the judgment seat of God in another (Rom 14:10) suggests fluidity and 

ambiguity in his thought (Kreitzer 1987: 107–12), a phenomenon explicable in part by the application of 

the term ―Lord‖ to Christ. The expectation of the Parousia, which focuses on the return of Christ as savior 

and judge rather than on the visitation of God, is a major way of understanding the Day of the Lord. Paul 

refers to the Parousia frequently in his letters (1 Cor 15:23; 1 Thess 2:19; 3:13; 4:15; 5:23; cf. 2 Thess 2:1, 

8). In passages such as 2 Cor 4:4 it is clear that Paul understood that the resurrection of Christ implied the 

resurrection of believers. In 1 Thess 4:13–18 he depicts the Parousia primarily as a saving event signaled 

by the Lord‘s cry of command, the archangel‘s call, and the sounding of God‘s trumpet (apocalyptic 

visitation and judgment imagery), at which deceased Christians will rise from the dead and, together with 

living Christians, will be taken up to the Lord in the clouds. This passage should be understood in light of 

early Jewish apocalyptic imagery of accounts of translations or assumptions of living people into heaven 

(for other Christianized accounts, cf. Luke 17:34–35 = Matt 24:40–41; Luke 24; Acts 1; Rev 11:3–13; 

12:5); assumption of living people means that they do not have to taste death, while those who are really 

dead cannot be assumed (Plevnik 1984: 280). If Paul had taught the Thessalonians that at Christ‘s 

Parousia they would all experience assumption to the risen Lord, they would have believed that only the 

living could be assumed. Paul‘s insistence that the dead in Christ will rise first (probably in a transformed 

state rather than a restoration of earthly life) means that all will qualify for assumption (Plevnik 1984: 

280–83). In 1 Cor 15:51–57 the same event is dealt with in a different way (the Parousia itself is not 

mentioned), though the focus is on eschatological salvation. At the sound of the eschatological trumpet, 

the dead will be raised and will, with the living, experience a transformed state of existence.  



3. Did Paul Expect a Temporary Messianic Kingdom? The conception of an intermediate messianic 

kingdom which serves as a transition between a temporary age and an eternal age is found in three Jewish 

apocalypses: (1) Apocalypse of Weeks (1 En. 91:1–10; 93:12–17; between 175 and 167 B.C.E.), (2) 4 Ezra 

7:26–44; 12:31–34 (ca. 90 C.E.), and (3) 2 Bar. 29:3–30:1; 40:1–4; 72:2–74:3 (ca. 110 C.E.). Schweitzer 

proposed that Paul (particularly in 1 Cor 15:20–28), like John the Seer in Rev 20:1–15, anticipated a 

temporary messianic kingdom which would be introduced by one resurrection and concluded by a second 

resurrection (Schweitzer 1931: 65–68, 90–100; cf. Schoeps 1961: 97–110). Schweitzer proposed that Paul 

anticipated the following sequence of eschatological events: (1) the sudden and unexpected Parousia (1 

Thess 5:1–4); (2) the resurrection of deceased believers and the transformation of living believers (1 

Thess 4:16f.); (3) the messianic judgment presided over by Christ (2 Cor 5:10), or God (Rom 14:10); (4) 

the dawn of the messianic kingdom (not described but presupposed by Paul); (5) transformation of all 

nature (Rom 8:19f.) and a struggle with angelic powers (Rom 16:20) until death itself is conquered; (6) 

the messianic kingdom ends (Paul does not mention its length); (7) a general resurrection (1 Cor 6:3), 

followed by judgment upon all people and defeated angels. Schweitzer‘s reconstruction has been widely 

criticized (Wilke 1967; Davies 1970: 285–98). First, there is no evidence that Paul expected an 

intermediate messianic kingdom, and second, there is no evidence that Paul expected a general 

resurrection. In Pauline thought there is an unforeseen interval only between the resurrection and Parousia 

of Christ.  

4. Eschatology and Ethics. Paul often uses eschatological language as a means of sanctioning certain 

types of behavior (Gager 1970: 327–37; Meeks 1983b: 687–703). In Rom 8:18–25 Paul argues that the 

experience of suffering and tribulation is an indispensable condition for glorification (cf. 2 Cor 4:7–12; 

Rom 5:3–5; 6:5–11). Thus his eschatological perspective provides meaning for negative aspects of 

present experience. In Gal 5:21, at the conclusion of a list of vices, he claims that ―those who do such 

things shall not inherit the kingdom of God‖ (cf. 1 Cor 6:9–10, where the warning precedes a list of types 

of sinners). Here eschatology provides a direct sanction for discouraging certain unacceptable types of 

behavior. The relationship between eschatological language and moral exhortation is often more subtle. 

The social function of such language has been explored in several recent studies (Meeks 1983a: 171–80; 

1983b; Jewett 1986). In 1 Thessalonians, for example, apocalyptic language tends to reinforce notions of 

community uniqueness and solidarity, disposing Christians to act in a manner beneficial to the entire 

Christian community (Meeks 1983b: 694).  

G. Eschatology in the Synoptic Gospels and Acts  

The Synoptic Gospels are complex compositions which narrate the life and ministry of Jesus as 

refracted through decades of Christian tradition and interpretation culminating in the literary activity of 

each of the Evangelists. The various strata of each gospel exhibit varying emphases on eschatology 

overlaid on their presentation of the words and deeds of Jesus.  

1. The Gospel of Mark. The term ―kingdom of God,‖ introduced in Mark 1:15, occurs 14 times in 

Mark (1:15; 4:11, 26, 30; 9:1, 47; 10:14, 15, 23, 24, 25; 12:34; 14:25; 15:43), while the kingdom of David 

is mentioned just once (11:10). Despite C. H. Dodd‘s attempt to interpret Mark 1:15 to mean ―the 

kingdom of God has come‖ (Dodd 1961: 29f.), subsequent exegesis agrees that though the problematic 

verb eggizein is somewhat ambiguous (Berkey 1963; Perrin 1963: 64–66), it normally has a future 

reference (Fuller 1954: 21–25). The phrase in Mark 1:15 should be translated ―the kingdom of God has 

come near‖ or ―the kingdom of God is at hand‖ (Kümmel 1961: 19–25), i.e., it is not present, but 

imminent. According to Mark 9:1 the disciples will not die before they see the kingdom of God. 

Similarly, Mark‘s emphasis on ―entering the kingdom of God‖ (10:23, 24, 25) and on Joseph of 

Arimathea‘s expectation of the kingdom of God (15:43) also suggests that it is a future entity. With the 

possible exceptions of the parables of the Sower (Mark 4:3–9), of the Seed Growing Secretly (4:26–29), 

and of the Mustard Seed (4:30–32), there is no suggestion in Mark that the kingdom of God is in any 

sense a present reality. While these parables have been understood to refer to the presence of the kingdom 

in the ministry of Jesus (Dodd 1961: 140–47), that meaning is not evident in the present text of Mark; and 

if their original meaning is recoverable at all (Linnemann 1966: 117–19), it was oriented toward the future 



(Jeremias 1963: 149–53). The debate is far from over, however, for in a recent study Mack (1987: 29–44) 

argues that none of the kingdom sayings attributed to Jesus in Mark is authentic in the sense that they 

derive from the historical Jesus. The apocalyptic element, he argues, has been superimposed on an 

essentially non-eschatological Jesus by Mark and the community he represents.  

Mark 13 consists of an eschatological scenario which indicates the apocalyptic orientation of the author. 

Following Jesus‘ prediction of the destruction of the temple (13:2), Jesus predicts a series of 

eschatological events including the appearance of false messiahs, wars, earthquakes, and famines, a 

period of great tribution (13:5–8). The arrest and prosecution of Jesus‘ followers is predicted, along with 

persecution even by family members (13:9–13). When the ―desolating sacrilege‖ is set up (an enigmatic 

reference to the desecration of the temple based on an earlier event recorded in Dan 9:27; 11:31; 12:11), 

citizens of Judea are advised to flee; for a terrible time of tribulation will ensue, including the appearance 

of false messiahs and false prophets (13:14–23). Finally, after a cosmic upheaval (13:24–25), the Son of 

Man will come in the clouds and gather his elect from all parts of the world (13:26–27). Since there is no 

clear allusion to the fall of the temple in 70 C.E., it may be that Mark was written before that event 

occurred, i.e., from 65–70 C.E.  

2. Q: The Synoptic Sayings Source. The abbreviation ―Q,‖ (usually linked to the German word Quelle, 

meaning ―source‖) can be defined very simply as the non-Markan parallels between Matthew and Luke. 

This double tradition is quite extensive, consisting of about 250 vv found grouped in nearly 50 pericopes. 

Often referred to as the Synoptic Sayings Source, Q was in all probability a written (rather than an oral) 

source used by Matthew and Luke; it exhibits literary unity (Jacobson 1982); it was probably composed 

in Greek, ca. 50 C.E., very likely in Palestine (Kloppenborg 1987a: 42–64). Since Q probably arose within 

Palestinian Christianity, scholars often refer to the ―Q Community,‖ that is, to the hypothetical Christian 

community whose theology found expression in this document. Unlike the Gospels, Q consisted primarily 

of sayings of Jesus (and John the Baptist) and lacked the narrative unity provided by a plot. It contains 

just two miracle stories (Luke 7:1–10 = Matt 8:5–13; Luke 11:14 = Matt 12:22–23). It did not include an 

account of the last days of Jesus, nor does Q appear to have mentioned the resurrection.  

There is a strong and pervasive emphasis on eschatology throughout Q (Kee 1977: 87–117), yet there is 

also a significant focus on wisdom (Carlston 1982: 101–19; Edwards 1976: 58–79), as well as prophecy 

(Edwards 1976: 44–57). The relationship between these three emphases remains problematic. The 

emphasis on eschatology and prophecy has suggested to some that the hypothetical community which 

produced Q was an apocalyptic sect which lived in imminent expectation of the end (Schulz 1972: 168) 

and which had undertaken a prophetic mission to Israel.  

In the preaching of John the Baptist preserved in Q, imminent expectation consists of three connected 

motifs: (1) the threat of judgment, (2) the fact that this judgment is imminent, and (3) the focus on the 

coming judge (Luke 3:7–9 = Matt 3:7–10; Luke 3:16–17 = Matt 3:11–12). One of the more important of 

these motifs is that of the imminent expectation of the end (Hoffmann 1972: 34–49). There are nine Son of 

Man sayings in Q, six of which focus on the future coming of the Son of Man (Luke 11:30 = Matt 12:40; 

Luke 12:40 = Matt 24:44; Luke 12:8–9 = Matt 10:32–33; Luke 17:24 = Matt 24:27; Luke 17:26 = Matt 

24:37–39; Luke 17:28 = Matt 24:37–39). Three describe the present activity of the Son of Man (Luke 

7:34 = Matt 11:19; Luke 12:10 = Matt 12:32; Luke 9:58 = Matt 8:20), while Q contains no sayings 

relating to the suffering Son of Man. The Q Community appears to have experienced persecution (Luke 

6:22–23 = Matt 5:11–12; Luke 11:49–51 = Matt 18:34–35; Luke 13:34–35 = Matt 23:37–39). A 

continuing problem which dogs the analysis of Q, and the primary reason for the varied assessments of 

that source, is the difficulty of determining the extent to which it reflects the self-understanding of the Q 

Community.  

3. The Gospel of Matthew. The Christian community in which Matthew arose was apparently a 

Jewish-Christian group in conflict with a Judaism in process of reconstruction after the First Jewish 

Revolt of 66–73 C.E. (Matt 23:1–36). Probably allusions to the fall of Jerusalem in 70 C.E. are reflected in 

the parable of the wedding feast (Matt 22:1–14). For Matthew the Church is the true Israel and the 

eschatological promises made by God in the OT have been fulfilled in the life and ministry of Jesus (cf. 



the ten fulfillment quotations in Matt 1:22 f.; 2:15, 17 f.; etc.) The term kingdom of heaven (―heaven‖ is 

used as a pious circumlocution for ―God‖) is mentioned 32 times, kingdom of God 4 times (12:28; 19:24; 

21:31, 43); and the term kingdom with other modifiers occurs 14 times in Matthew. Though there are 

several passages which suggest the imminence of the end (10:23; 16:28; 24:34), they have been taken 

over with little change from sources (Strecker 1971: 41–43). Thus Matthew‘s expectation of the end is not 

as imminent as that of Mark. Further, there is little evidence that Matthew understood the kingdom of 

heaven as present in Jesus. The announcement that ―the kingdom of heaven has come near‖ is made by 

John the Baptist (3:2), Jesus (4:17), and the disciples (10:7). The phrase ―the gospel of the kingdom‖ 

(4:23; 9:35; 24:14; 26:13) is Matthew‘s designation for the message which Jesus and his disciples 

proclaimed to Israel, though in actuality this phrase refers both to the proclamation of the historical Jesus 

and that of the post-Easter Church (Kingsbury 1975: 129 f.). A distinctive emphasis of Matthew is that the 

coming judgment applies even to disciples (13:24–30, 36–43; Bornkamm 1963: 18). The Olivet discourse 

in Matt 24 (based on Mark 13), is directed to the disciples generally, not to a restricted group of four as in 

Mark; and it is more sharply focused on ―when this will be and what will be the sign of your coming and 

of the close of the age‖ (24:3). Matthew emphasizes the theme of eschatological judgment by appending 

several parables which focus on this theme in his rewriting of Mark 13 (the ten maidens, 25:1–13; the 

talents, 25:14–30 [= Luke 19:12–27]; the last judgment, 25:31–46). To the five parables of Mark 4, 

Matthew 13 adds the parable of the weeds (13:24–30) and its interpretation (13:36–46), along with four 

additional kingdom parables (13:44–52). The author frequently uses the Son of Man designation in its 

apocalyptic sense for Jesus (10:23; 13:37–41; 16:28; 19:28). Matthew is the first author to use the Gk 

term Parousia in the technical sense of the second coming of Christ (24:3; 24:27, 37, 39). Matthew 

closely links the coming of the Son of Man with the kingdom (compare Matt 16:28 with Mark 9:1 and 

Luke 9:27). The imagery of ―weeping, wailing, and gnashing of teeth‖ as a means of expressing the 

terrors of eschatological judgment occurs five times in Matt (8:12; 13:42; 22:13; 24:51; 25:30), though 

elsewhere in the NT it occurs only in Luke 13:28).  

4. Luke-Acts. While eschatology is clearly a central issue in Luke and Acts, it is also one of the most 

complex and debated aspects of Lukan theology. The central issue is not whether Luke anticipated an 

eschatological consummation, but whether he conceives of that consummation as belonging to the near or 

distant future. Wilson (1969–70) has proposed that Luke inconsistently emphasized both the imminence 

of the end and the delay of the end. This inconsistency results from the fact that his central concern is 

pastoral and these two emphases deal with different problems caused by the delay of the Parousia. 

According to Conzelmann (1960) Luke was aware of the problem involved in the delay of the Parousia 

and rewrote and edited his sources to eliminate or suppress the earlier expectation of an imminent 

eschatological consummation in favor of a consummation located in the indefinite future.  

There are some clear instances in which Luke has omitted or toned down the imminent expectation of 

the end found in Mark (Mark 1:15; cf. Luke 4:15; Mark 9:1; cf. Luke 9:27). In a saying attributed to Jesus 

in Luke 17:20–21, the kingdom of God will not come with outward signs, but is ―in your midst.‖ Jesus 

tells the parable of the pounds in Luke 19:11–27 because people thought that ―the kingdom of God was to 

appear immediately‖ (v 11).  

Yet Luke has also included several sayings (admittedly few) which emphasize the imminence of the 

eschaton. John the Baptist threatens his hearers with the imminence of eschatological judgment (3:7–9, 

16–17). Jesus announces the imminent arrival of the kingdom of God (10:9, 11; 21:31) as well as the 

coming of the Son of Man (17:22–37).  

One aspect of Luke‘s response to the problem of the delay of the Parousia, according to some scholars, 

is the transformation of macrocosmic eschatology (the end of the world) into microcosmic eschatology 

(the end of the individual), i.e., the judgment and entry of individuals into heaven or hell (Dupont 1973; 

Schneider 1975). However, the few passages used to support this view (Luke 12:20; 16:19–31; 23:43–46; 

Acts 7:55–60; 14:22) provide slim support for such a proposal. The parable of the rich man and Lazarus 

(Luke 16:19–31), for example, deals with punishment and reward in the afterlife; but the extent to which 

Luke‘s cosmology agrees with that of this traditional story cannot be known. Eschatological language is 



used in Stephen‘s dying vision of the Son of Man standing at the right hand of God (Acts 7:55–56). Some 

have interpreted this passage as involving a private and personal Parousia for Stephen. Yet the literary 

function of this passage (coming at the end of Stephen‘s long sermon) is to emphasize the divine 

judgment which will fall on those who do not heed Stephen‘s message, rather than simply to depict the 

Son of Man as standing to receive the soul of the dying martyr. Jesus‘ words to the dying thief, ―today 

you will be with me in paradise‖ (Luke 23:43), and his final words, ―Father, into thy hands I commit my 

spirit‖ (Luke 23:46; cf. Acts 7:59b), suggest that God receives the spirit of the righteous person upon 

death. Though individual eschatology is involved in these last passages, it is not without parallel 

elsewhere in the NT (Phil 1:23). Following Conzelmann, some scholars have argued that all traces of a 

belief in an imminent end have been eliminated by Luke (Kaestli 1969). Yet Luke has not completely 

shifted eschatological expectation from a near to a distant future, and there is a strong emphasis in Luke-

Acts that promised eschatological events have been partially fulfilled.  

Some passages in Luke which have played an important role in the theory of the delay of the Parousia 

are Luke 13:22–30; 14:15–24 (the parable of the Great Feast); 19:11–27. Other important passages are 

Acts 1:6–8; Luke 22:69; Luke 9:27; Luke 21:32. Luke 21:32 is a saying which does not fit well with the 

notion of an indefinitely delayed Parousia: ―Truly, I say to you, this generation will not pass away till all 

has taken place.‖ Yet this is the only passage in Luke-Acts suggesting imminence, and it is not part of 

Luke‘s editorial work but a traditional saying which he has retained relatively unchanged from Mark.  

In Luke-Acts the expectation of an Israelite messianic kingdom with Jesus as the Davidic messiah is 

part of the plan of God (Luke 1:32–33, 68–71; Acts 2:30–36; 3:20–21; 13:22–23, 32–34). Jesus‘ 

predictions that he must suffer and be rejected are not understood by the disciples (9:22, 44–45; 17:25; 

18:31–34; 22:22). This misunderstanding kindles false eschatological expectations. The disciples 

mistakenly expect the imminent arrival of the kingdom of God when Jesus triumphantly enters Jerusalem 

as messianic king (Luke 19:11; 24:21). Their disappointed expectation of the inauguration of the Davidic 

eschatological kingdom is momentarily rekindled after Jesus‘ resurrection (Acts 1:6). When he arrives in 

Jerusalem, Jesus is recognized as king (19:37–38). As the immediate result of the rejection of Jesus, the 

―restoration‖ of the messianic kingdom is delayed (Luke 19:41–44; Acts 1:6–7). In Acts the necessity of 

repentance becomes a condition for the arrival of the messianic kingdom (Acts 3:19–21), though this 

emphasis is found only here in Acts. Those who predict the coming of the Son of Man (Luke 17:23) or 

who announce that ―the time is near‖ (Luke 21:8) are false teachers.  

In Mark and Matthew the fall of Jerusalem (alluded to by reference to the ―abomination of desolation,‖ 

which refers to Dan 9:27 and 12:11) is an apocalyptic event which is part of the eschatological program 

culminating in the Parousia of Jesus (Mark 13:14; Matt 24:15). For Luke, on the other hand, the 

destruction of Jerusalem is a historical event separate from the events of the eschatological 

consummation. Whereas Mark was probably written shortly before the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 

C.E., Luke-Acts was probably written much later, ca. 90 C.E. For Luke the fall of Jerusalem was the 

fulfillment of a prophetic oracle (Luke 21:20; cf. 13:34–35; 19:41–44; 23:27–32). Yet Luke has portrayed 

the capture of Jerusalem in 19:42–44 and 21:20–24 in biblical language and imagery describing the 

conquest of Jerusalem by the Babylonians in 586 B.C.E. (Dodd 1968; Reicke 1972).  

Eschatology is little emphasized in Acts. Aside from several general references to the resurrection (Acts 

23:6; 24:15, 21; 26:6–8) and vague references to the hope of Israel (Acts 1:6; 28:20), the author refers to 

the eventual return of of Jesus from heaven in a manner analogous to his ascension (1:11). According to 

3:19–21 repentance will hasten the arrival of the messianic kingdom; and according to 10:42 and 17:30–

31, Jesus, acting as God‘s agent, will one day judge the living and the dead.  

H. Johannine Literature  

The eschatology of John is dominated by the presence of Jesus, who demands decision and belief on the 

part of characters in the narrative as well as on the part of the readers (John 20:30–31). A positive 

response to this invitation results in the present appropriation and enjoyment of the eschatological gift of 

eternal life.  



Just as in the Synoptic Gospels, the title messiah is of central significance for the christology of the 

Fourth Gospel (20:30 f.), since for the Fourth Evangelist the coming of the Messiah is an essential aspect 

of Jewish eschatological expectation (1:20, 25, 41; 3:28; 4:25, 29; 7:26 f., 31, 41 f.; 9:22; 10:24). These 

references, however, tell us more about the Christian conception of the messianic role of Jesus than they 

do about early 1st-century Jewish messianic expectation. Since the author clearly identified Jesus with the 

Christian conception of the Messiah of Jewish expectation (20:31), the title functions as a key to 

understanding the realized eschatology of John. Though ―Christ‖ is twice used as a name for Jesus (1:17; 

17:3), a usage characteristic of Paul, the term messiah is also used in a creedal or confessional way (9:22; 

11:27; 20:31). Many aspects of traditional future eschatology are found in John. Several times reference is 

made to ―I will raise him up on the last day‖ (6:39, 40, 44, 54). Two aspects of the Parousia of Jesus are 

described in 14:23. The future resurrection is referred to in 5:28–29. The second coming is mentioned in 

14:3 and 21:21–23. Judgment is referred to in 12:48, the Parousia in 14:18. The element of futurity is 

possibly retained in John 4:14, 36; 5:29, 39; 6:27; 12:25; 1 John 2:25.  

While the Gk text of the gospel of John contains eschatological statements which refer both to the 

present and to the future, the phenomenon of ―realized eschatology‖ is clearly dominant. Since realized 

eschatology refers to the realization in present experience of blessings normally regarded as belonging to 

the eschatological future, the author and the community he represents have transformed traditional 

Christian eschatology. The benefits of future eschatological salvation were experienced as present 

realities by the Johannine community in four primary ways. (1) Since the spirit of God is understood as an 

eschatological gift, the presence of the Spirit-Paraclete means that an aspect of the eschaton is present. (2) 

Since ― (eternal) life‖ is understood as a future blessing of eschatological salvation both in early Judaism 

and in pre-Johannine Christianity (Mark 10:17, 30, and par.; Matt 19:16, 29; Luke 18:18, 30; Matt 25:46; 

Luke 10:25; cf. Mark 9:43 and par.; Matt 18:8; Mark 9:45), the emphasis in John of the present 

possession of that life represents a radical modification of traditional Christian eschatology. The key 

phrase in John is ―to have/possess (eternal) life‖ (John 3:15, 36; 5:24, 40; 6:40, 47, 53, 68; 10:10; 1 John 

3:13, 15; 5:12, 13, 16). (3) Since judgment is an event normally associated with the eschatological 

consummation, the belief that divine judgment occurs in the present suggests that another important 

eschatological feature is regarded as part of present experience (3:36). (4) Since the Parousia or ―coming‖ 

of Jesus as Son of Man to save and to judge is one of the central features of the eschatological 

consummation for traditional Christianity, references to the present ―coming‖ of Jesus must be understood 

as realized eschatology.  

There are several ways of assessing the significance of realized eschatology in John. (1) Since realized 

eschatology is characteristic of Johannine theology, any references to apocalyptic eschatology can be 

regarded as foreign intrusions inserted in the text by later interpolators or redactors (Bultmann). (2) The 

presence of some features of apocalyptic eschatology in the present text of John and its supposed 

connection with Revelation have led a few scholars to accentuate the role of futuristic eschatology (van 

Hartingsveld 1962). (3) Most scholars, recognizing the presence of both present and future eschatology in 

John, accept the existence of a tension between these two aspects of Johannine thought (Corell 1958; 

Cullmann 1967: 268–91).  

I. The Revelation of John  

Revelation is the only Christian apocalypse in the NT (the name of the genre ―apocalypse‖ was derived 

from Rev 1:1). The main portion of the book (4:1–22:5) is a complex vision report stitched together from 

earlier Jewish and Christian eschatological traditions of various lengths and complexity. The overall plan 

of Revelation is a sequential narrative of future events of the type which characterizes the eschatological 

scenarios in revelation discourses (Mark 13 and par.; 1 Thess 4:13–18; 2 Thess 2:1–12; Didache 16). As 

in such revelatory discourses, the primary emphasis is on the eschatological punishments which will 

afflict the enemies of God‘s people (Rev 6:1–16:21). The anticipated destruction of Babylon-Rome is 

savored with particular glee (Revelation 17–18). The Parousia is presented as a final battle between 

Christ, depicted as a field marshall leading the heavenly armies, and his opponents, both earthly and 

supernatural (Revelation 19). Satan‘s defeat ushers in a millennial kingdom (20:1–6), which is concluded 



by the final defeat and punishment of Satan and his allies (20:7–10), followed by a great judgment scene 

(20:11–15). Following the destruction of the first heaven and earth, a new heaven and earth are created, 

and the heavenly Jerusalem descends from heaven to earth (Revelation 21), providing a restored Eden 

where Christians can enjoy eschatological salvation in the eternal presence of God and the Lamb (22:1–

5).  

Revelation is permeated by a sense of urgency. The eschatological events described in the book will 

occur shortly (1:1, 3; 22:10). Christ reiterates the claim that he will come soon (2:16; 3:3; 16:15; 22:7, 12, 

20). Moral exhortation, concentrated in Revelation 2–3, in the proclamations to the seven churches, is 

sanctioned by the rewards and punishments which will be meted out at the final judgment (21:5–8). While 

Jesus is sometimes referred to as the Messiah (11:15; 12:10; 20:4, 6), he is more frequently referred to as 

the Lamb (28 times), obviously with the intention of including the suffering and sacrifice of Christ (5:6, 9, 

12; 7:14; 12:11). Yet the Lamb is also associated with messianic imagery; he shares God‘s throne (22:1, 

3), he shepherds the people of God (7:17; 14:1–5), and he is a mighty warrior (17:14).  

J. The Problem of the Delay of the Parousia  

In the view of many scholars, the delay of the Parousia was the single most important factor for the 

transformation of early Christian eschatology from an emphasis on the imminent expectation of the end to 

a vague expectation set in the more distant future (Schweitzer; Werner 1957: 3–27. The Gk word 

parousia means ―coming,‖ ―arrival,‖ and was frequently used of the ceremonial arrival of a king, 

emperor, or highly placed government official. In the NT the term is applied to the eschatological return 

of Christ, a term widely used in early Christianity (1 Thess 4:15; 2 Thess 2:8; 1 Cor 15:23; Matt 24:3; Jas 

5:7; 1 John 2:28; 2 Pet 3:4). According to this view early Palestinian Christianity lived in the imminent 

expectation of the return of Jesus as Son of Man to bestow salvation and execute judgment. With the 

passage of time, the process of institutionalization, and the expansion of Christianity into the world of 

Roman Hellenism, the fervency and imminence of eschatological expectation began to diminish so that 

the significance which eschatology once had in Christian belief became increasingly less important. The 

widespread realization of the problem of the delay of the Parousia necessitated a theological adjustment. 

Thus the delay of the Parousia has been regarded as the single most important factor in the transformation 

of early Christianity. Since the imminent arrival of the end which was announced by Jesus in the Gospels 

(Mark 1:15; 9:1) and an early consummation expected by Paul (Rom 13:11; 1 Cor 7:29; 1 Thess 4:15) did 

not occur, awareness of the problems involved in this delay necessitated a readjustment in expectation. 

(See also Fitzmyer Luke 1–9 AB, 28.)  
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D. E. AUNE  

ESDAR, TEL (M.R. 147064). A small site on a low hill 2.5 km N of Tel ˓Aro˓er in the Negeb. It was 

excavated in 1963–64 by M. Kochavi, who discovered five periods of occupation.  

Stratum IVb consisted of silos and ash pits. These contained pottery and other finds from the 

Chalcolithic period typical of the Beer-sheba culture.  

Stratum IVa dates from the EB II period and yielded occupational evidence of pebble floors. A hoard of 

very large incised tabular flint scrapers was found on a floor.  

Stratum III dated to the end of the 11th century B.C. and was the most important stratum at the site. 

Remains of ten houses, built in a circle on the summit of the hill, were observed. At least six more are 

well attested. Eight houses were excavated, revealing the same architectural traits—long rectangular 

buildings divided by stone pillars into two or three living spaces. All entrances faced the center of the 

circle, and the houses were built adjoining one another, with their outer walls forming a kind of defensive 

wall. The area surrounded by the circular line of houses was left undeveloped and open and could have 

served as a corral. The settlement was probably destroyed in a sudden attack since all the contents of its 

dwellings were found smashed on the floors and were fully restorable—a phenomenon explained only by 

a sudden catastrophe such as an earthquake or a surprise assault.  

Stratum II consisted of two buildings on the slope of the hill outside the circular line of stratum III. Its 

architectural traits and pottery assemblage differed from those of Stratum III. This was a 10th-century B.C. 

farmhouse with a subsidiary building beside it.  

Stratum I was field terraces and scattered pottery sherds of the Byzantine period.  

The two earliest periods of occupation at Tel Esdar (stratum IVa–b) do not differ from other sites of the 

Chalcolithic and the EB in the Negeb. Farmsteads of the 10th century B.C. (stratum II) as well as 

Byzantine field terraces (stratum I) are also common in the area. The early Iron Age settlement of stratum 

III, however, was the first to be excavated in the Negeb and is still the best example of an early Israelite 

settlement there. Its initiation, like that of Arad XII and that Beer-sheba VIII–VII, coincides with the 

collapse of the large non-Israelite (probably ―Amalekite‖) center at Tel Masos. Early Israelite settlers 

could settle in the Beer-sheba/Arad plain only after the alien inhabitants of Tel Masos suffered severe 

blows, probably from Saul and David. After a short period of time, the settlement was totally destroyed. 

Its destruction could be attributed to the wars of Saul and David against the Amalekites (1 Sam 15:3; 2 

Sam 8:12; etc.).  

Since no early Iron Age pottery was found at nearby Tel ˓Aro˓er, usually identified with biblical 

AROER, it has been suggested (Biran 1983) that Aroer of the time of King Saul, mentioned in 1 Sam 

30:28, should be identified with Tel Esdar.  
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MOSHE KOCHAVI  

ESDRAELON (PLACE) [Gk Esdrēlōn (Ἐσδρηλων)]. Western section of the valleys and plains that 

separate Galilee from Samaria (Jdt 1:8; 3:9; 4:6; 7:3). The name does not occur in the OT, where the 

name given to this area is Jezreel. Esdraelon includes the plain of Megiddo, which extends from the N 

slopes of Mt. Carmel to the plain of Acco, to En-gammin (modern Jenin) as far as Mt. Gilboa on the S 

and NE to the slopes of Mt. Tabor. The river Kishon runs through the N of the valley. The plain served as 

a part of a trade route from the earliest times. As part of the Way of the Sea (Isa 9:1), it connected Egypt 

with the N. As Jezreel in the OT, it was the scene of many battles because of its strategic location. In the 

Apocrypha the name occurs in the book of Judith as the place where Holofernes camps with his army (Jdt 

3:9). It is one of the few place names in the book of Judith that can be identified with certainty.  

SIDNIE ANN WHITE  

ESDRAS, FIRST BOOK OF. A book of the Apocrypha which appears in the standard texts of the 

LXX as Esdras A or 1 Esdras. In OL and Syriac versions it is also called 1 Esdras. In English Bibles since 

the Geneva edition of 1560 it is named ―Ezra,‖ the same name as that of the canonical book. In 1883 P. 

Lagarde‘s Librorum Veteris Testamenti Canonicorum pars prior Graece refers to the book as Esdras B or 

2 Esdras and states that it represents the Lucianic recension of the LXX in which 1 Esdras is Ezra-

Nehemiah. Jerome condemned the text but, nevertheless, retained it and placed it after the NT. In Latin 

Bibles since his time it is designated 3 Esdras. In the ―Great Bible‖ of 1539, it appears as 3 Esdras while 1 

and 2 Esdras refer to Ezra and Nehemiah respectively. For clarity and convenience the book has also been 

called the ―Greek Ezra‖ to differentiate it from the other Ezra books. This brief summary of the names for 

this text indicates the complexity attached to the history of the text and the confusion which has 

characterized its study.  

A. Textual Traditions  

Various Gk texts of 1 Esdr 3:1–5:6 are to be found in many of the important mss and versions of the 

LXX. Among the Gk texts which provide a reliable text of 1 Esdras, Codex Alexandrinus (A) is the best. 

Contrary to a long-standing practice of using Codex Vaticanus (B) as the oldest and best extant copy of 

the LXX upon which to base a translation of 1 Esdras, Codex A provides the superior text, having 

suffered less extensive revision than B. Of additional value in studying 1 Esdras are Josephus, the OL, 

and the Syriac versions. R. Hanhart‘s critical edition of 1 Esdras in the Göttingen LXX is indispensable 

for its thorough ms citations on restoring the text.  

Of the numerous printed editions of the Gk text, S. Tedesche‘s critical edition (1928) is noted for its 

recognition and use of Codex Alexandrinus as the text superior to Josephus‘, the OL, and Syriac versions. 

Armenian and Arabic versions also exist, but little work has been done on them. Jellicoe (1968) and 

Myers (1–2 Esdras AB) offer extended discussions of the value of the several ms traditions of 1 Esdras.  

B. Contents and Relationships  

With the exception of 3:1–5:6, 1 Esdras is a rather free Gk version of the biblical history from the time 

of Josiah‘s Passover to Ezra‘s reforms. In any discussion of the book‘s origin, literary type, original 

language, purpose, value, date, and place, it is necessary to note the parallels with the biblical material and 

to take account of deviations in order and content. Using the RSV versification, the relationship of 1 

Esdras and the canonical books of 2 Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah is shown in the following table:  

1 Esdr 1:1–55 = 2 Chr 35:1–36:12  

1 Esdr 2:1–15 = Ezra 1:1–11  

1 Esdr 2:16–30 = Ezra 4:7–24  

1 Esdr 3:1–5:6 is without a parallel  

1 Esdr 5:7–46 = Ezra 2:1–70  

1 Esdr 5:47–73 = Ezra 3:1–4:5  

1 Esdr 6:1–7:15 = Ezra 4:24–6:22  

1 Esdr 8:1–9:55 = Ezra 7:1–10:44 and Neh 7:73–8:12  



As the table shows, 1 Esdras and portions of the Chronicler‘s work constitute duplicate versions, with the 

exception of the long passage 1 Esdr 3:1–5:6, which is unique to 1 Esdras.  

While the content of 1 Esdras parallels material from the canonical 1–2 Chronicles, Ezra, and 

Nehemiah, it is not in its present form an exact parallel, since 1 Esdras is a truncated version of the 

Chronicler‘s work. Some scholars view it as a fragment of the entire Chronicler‘s work with a 

rearrangement of some of the material in order to emphasize the role of Zerubbabel and Ezra in the return 

and rebuilding of the temple and revival of religious reform. The abrupt beginning and ending of the 

narrative suggest this rearrangement. The superior Gk style of 1 Esdras compared to the LXX version of 

the canonical Ezra-Nehemiah suggests to some that 1 Esdras and the canonical works stem from a 

common prototype (Pfeiffer 1949: 245).  

1 Esdras has traditionally been of interest mainly for its textual affinity with the canonical books of the 

Chronicler, and the work itself is canonical for the Eastern Orthodox Church but not for Protestants or 

Roman Catholics. Most commentators agree it has been preserved in 1 Esdras because it contains the 

Story of the Three Youths, an element without canonical parallel.  

C. Date  

While the historical period covered in 1 Esdras is from the reform of Josiah (621 B.C.E.) to the 

restoration of the Jews from Babylon to their homeland (444 B.C.E.), the book was probably written much 

later. Linguistic and stylistic affinities to Daniel and Esther make it probable that 1 Esdras was composed 

after 165 B.C.E. Since Josephus used 1 Esdras for his account of the postexilic period, the book can have 

been composed no later than the middle of the 1st century C.E.  

D. Story of Three Youths  

1 Esdr 3:1–5:3 constitutes a third person narrative of a contest of wits at the court of the Persian king 

Darius. Following a great feast, after which the guests and the king retire to bed, three young men, 

identified as bodyguards of the king, propose a riddle contest on the subject of the strongest thing in the 

world. After each youth names what he thinks is the strongest, the answers are put under the pillow of the 

king who, they believe, will reward the wisest youth with great gifts and honors. The king, upon waking, 

summons an audience and requests each youth to give a public defense of his answer to the riddle. The 

third youth, identified as Zerubbabel, delivers the winning speech on the strength of women and truth and 

accordingly is allowed to make a request of the king as his prize. He requests that the exiled Jews be 

permitted to return home to Jerusalem, that the city and the temple be rebuilt, and that the temple vessels 

be returned to the temple. The king grants his request and issues the proper decrees. Zerubbabel then 

offers thanksgiving to God for his gift of wisdom and prepares to lead the exiles to Palestine. Darius 

provides an escort. The narrative ends with a list of those returning under Zerubbabel.  

Basic to this story is the recognition that the passage is composite, the result of a growth of its various 

parts. These chapters, which purport to be history by virtue of their location in the middle of the 

―historical‖ work of the Chronicler, are in fact a devotional or edifying legend about an important leader 

of the Jews during the Babylonian Exile. This legend probably circulated independently before it was 

adopted and identified with Zerubbabel, a historical leader of a return from captivity during the early 

Achaemenid period. It is impossible to tell whether Zerubbabel‘s name was attached to this legend while 

it was circulating independently, or whether it was identified with the builder of the Second Temple when 

it was interpolated into the Chronicler‘s history.  

The devotional legend of 3:1–5:3 grew out of a court tale, still discernible in 3:1–4:42. An original tale 

about a riddle contest at the court of a nameless king was adapted and given a Persian court setting, the 

king having been identified with an unspecified Darius. Other details of the narrative framework indicate 

that the unspecified Darius is probably meant to be Darius I (the Great), the organizer of the Persian 

Empire. The passage on truth was not a part of the original court tale but was adapted to form a legend 

about the success of a Jew at a foreign court. The three answers of the youths—wine, the king, and 

women—were probably a part of the original court tale.  

The court tale of 3:1–4:42 constitutes Wisdom Literature with common elements of Oriental court tales 

abounding in the passage—two of these being the great feast (cf. Esth 1:3 and Dan 5:1) and the 



restlessness or sleeplessness of the king, giving the opportunity for some ―wise‖ individual to provide a 

remedy. In other Oriental literature Ahikar, Judith, Zerubbabel, Esther, Daniel, and ˓Onchschshonqy seize 

similar opportunities to exhibit their powers of wit and wisdom.  

The basis of the tale is the riddle, ―What is the strongest thing in the world?‖ This riddle constitutes the 

smallest unit with an independent existence within the entire section and no doubt was widely circulated 

throughout the ANE. Impersonal in style, the riddle form, along with aphorisms and parables, is 

characteristic of the wisdom genre. Interrogative form, either explicit or implicit, is basic to riddle speech; 

and embedding the riddle in a narrative framework is a characteristic means of transmitting riddles in both 

Hebrew and non-Hebrew literatures. The passage also shows that the original riddle has grown from its 

early oral stage and moved to the court tale, finally being fixed in a devotional legend. Future research 

should focus on textual studies and analyses of the ―wise sayings‖ in the speeches of the three youths.  

The most enigmatic unit of the Story of the Three Youths is the second speech of the third youth on the 

power of truth. In this passage the answer has been interpolated into the original, thus making ―truth‖ and 

not ―women‖ the winning answer. The abstract concept ―truth‖ in the third youth‘s answer seems to have 

a cosmic sense as well as an ethical content, a fact which makes a determination of its origin difficult. 

Asha in Zoroastrian circles, Maat from an Egyptian background, Hokmah of the Hebrews, and Sophia of 

the Greeks are all candidates as the original subject of the speech in praise of the power of truth in 1 

Esdras. The interpolation of truth into the original tale of the riddle contest thus moralizes the tale, 

removing what appears to have been a purely secular story from the sphere of the profane to serious or 

even sacred use.  

E. Purpose  

Temple oriented, 1 Esdras is largely a Gk translation of portions of the work of the Chronicler, except 

for 3:1–5:6, which is without canonical parallel. This unit is an independent literary unit apart from the 

rest of the book. Historical material precedes and follows it, with the RSV beginning at 3:1 with ―Now 

King Darius …,‖ thus indicating the beginning of a separate story or episode. The narrator does not seem 

to be concerned with historical accuracy (a characteristic of the entire book) and does not precisely 

identify King Darius.  

The origin of the material in the elaborated speeches or riddle answers has not been thoroughly studied 

and provides a subject for further research into parallels with other ANE wisdom material.  

Taken as a whole, 1 Esdras preserves some remarkable Wisdom Literature from the ANE in a 

devotional legend in which Zerubbabel, Sheshbazar, and Ezra, historical figures in the Chronicler‘s 

narrative, are presented as ―heroes‖ of the faith. The return from Babylonian Exile, the rebuilding of the 

temple, the reforms under Ezra, and the beneficent patronage of the Persian monarchs confirm the 

greatness of ―truth,‖ which prevails.  
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WILLIAM R. GOODMAN  

ESDRAS, SECOND BOOK OF. Also known as ―the Apocalypse of Ezra‖ or 4 Ezra, this work is 

a Jewish apocalypse written in the last decade of the 1st century C.E. It has not survived in its Semitic 

original (probably Hebrew; see Stone 1967: 109–11; Klijn 1983: 9–10), or in the Greek version made 

from that Hebrew. It was not preserved in rabbinic tradition and is known thanks to its popularity in the 

Christian churches.  



A. Versions  

Full-length versions made from the Gk translation survive in Latin, Syriac, Ethiopic; two in Arabic, 

Georgian, and Armenian. Fragments of a Coptic version have also been uncovered. In addition, the 

influence of 4 Ezra is witnessed by a number of tertiary translations. From Latin, translations were made 

into Arabic (a single fragment), New Greek (chaps. 11–12), Armenian (the second version), Georgian (the 

second version), and Slavonic. A Romanian version, apparently made from the Slavonic, exists. A third 

full Arabic version was translated from Syriac.  

Ever since the analysis by Robert Blake (1926: 308–14), it has been accepted that the textual tradition 

divides into two chief families: Latin and Syriac on the one part, and Ethiopic, Georgian, and Coptic on 

the other. The other translations from Greek are of a less literal character and generally have only 

secondary importance as textual witnesses. Readings attested by either of the two chief families have a 

strong claim to have existed in Greek. This is significant, since scholars have tended to attribute 

disproportionate weight to the Latin version.  

B. Use in Jewish and Christian Literature  

This wealth of translations reflects the extraordinary impact of 4 Ezra. This is corroborated by the 

number of later writings that depend on it, including the Greek Apocalypse of Ezra, Apocalypse of 

Sedrach, Vision of Ezra, Revelation of Ezra, Questions of Ezra, and further compositions in Ethiopic, 

Syriac, and other languages.  

The most widely known of the versions of 4 Ezra is the Latin. It was often contained in the Vulgate in 

the Middle Ages and is usually printed in an Appendix to the Latin Bible, following the NT. 4 Ezra is 

included in the Apocrypha of the Church of England and of Protestant churches. The Latin version 

includes four chapters, more than any other; two of these usually precede the book and two follow it. 

They are conventionally included in the chapter numbering, though recognized as different works. The 

title ―2 Esdras‖ is drawn from the English Apocrypha; most usually the Jewish Ezra Apocalypse, i.e., 

chaps. 3–14 of the Latin, is called 4 Ezra, while chaps. 1–2 are called 5 Ezra, and chaps. 15–16 are 6 

Ezra. These latter two writings are not integral parts of 4 Ezra; and while some scholars raise the 

possibility that 5 Ezra is Jewish or Jewish-Christian in origin, more generally both works are considered 

Christian.  

4 Ezra was apparently lost in Greek quite early. It is definitely cited by 2d-century authorities (e.g., 

Apostolic Constitutions 2.14.9 = 4 Ezra 7:103; 8.7.6 = 4 Ezra 8:23; Clement of Alexandria Strom. 1:22 = 

4 Ezra 5:35). Later, definite Gk citations are not known; and, although other quotations from the Gk text 

have been claimed to exist, they are far from certain. The reasons for the loss of the Gk text remain 

mysterious. The surviving versions were cited to a greater or lesser extent depending on particular 

circumstances in the diverse ecclesiastical traditions.  

C. General Character  

4 Ezra is an apocalypse. Written a generation after the destruction of the temple, it is dominated by this 

catastrophe. The book is structured in seven parts, conventionally called visions: Vision 1 = 3:1–5:20; 

Vision 2 = 5:21–6:34; Vision 3 = 6:35–9:25; Vision 4 = 9:26–10:59; Vision 5 = chap. 11–12; Vision 6 = 

chap. 13; Vision 7 = chap. 14. The first three visions are predominantly dialogues between the seer, 

identified as Ezra the Scribe, and an angel. In the fourth vision the seer meets a mourning woman, 

comforts her, and experiences her transformation into the heavenly Jerusalem. The fifth and sixth visions 

are political and messianic in character, foretelling in detail the downfall of the Roman Empire and of the 

wicked nations together with the coming of a redeemer. The last vision relates the revelation to Ezra of 

the sacred Scriptures as well as of 70 secret books, and it concludes with Ezra‘s assumption to heaven.  

D. Chief Critical Issues  

The chief critical issues raised in the study of the book over the past century and a half have been those 

of date, literary unity, and, in recent years, its overall character and purpose.  

The date cannot be more precisely established on external grounds than to say that 4 Ezra precedes the 

oldest definite citations from it, those by Clement of Alexandria and in the Apostolic Constitutions. The 

internal evidence that has been adduced to establish the time of composition has proved debatable in 



many instances. For example, 3:1 dates the book pseudepigraphically to the 30th year after the 

Babylonian destruction of the First Temple. Taken typologically, this date might be thought to indicate a 

date 30 years after the Roman destruction of the Second Temple, i.e., in 100 C.E. But such typological use 

of pseudepigraphical dates is unknown elsewhere, and 4 Ezra 3:1 may instead have drawn this date from 

Ezek 1:1. Other indications have been sought in certain prophecies of messianic woes (e.g., von 

Gutschmidt 1960: 78; de Faye 1892: 44–45; Wellhausen 1899: 247), but these woes can be shown to be 

traditional in character.  

More convincing are two considerations. The first is that, from its very character and central concerns, 

the book must have been written not very long after the destruction of Jerusalem and the temple by the 

Romans in 70 C.E. The other has to do with Vision 5. This is a political vision, like a number of other 

apocalyptic visions (e.g., 1 Enoch 89–90; Daniel 7; and others). Such visions tell past history and predict 

future history up to the eschaton, disguising events behind complex symbolic structures. If it is possible to 

isolate the point at which the narrative of past events is abandoned for the prediction of future happenings, 

that point may be regarded as the time of composition. Vision 5 of 4 Ezra is the seer‘s dream of a 

monstrous eagle with 12 wings, 8 little wings, and 3 heads. Each of these is said to represent a Roman 

ruler, and the peak of Roman wickedness was achieved during the rule of the three heads and particularly 

of the middle head. The heads are discussed in considerable detail, and can be most admirably identified 

as the Flavian emperors, and the middle head as Domitian (81–96 C.E.). The vision does not know of 

Domitian‘s death, which is taken to indicate that 4 Ezra was written before 96 C.E. The major arguments 

in this matter were already assembled by Schürer (GJV 3: 241–42), and no argument of substance has 

been added since then.  

The question of literary unity is deeply connected with the conception of the purpose of the book and 

has been a central issue since Richard Kabisch published his source analysis of 4 Ezra in 1889. The most 

influential English language scholar to follow this view was G.H. Box (1912), who concluded that 4 Ezra 

was composed of five sources combined by a redactor who was also responsible for part of the text. These 

sources were: (1) S: A Salathiel Apocalypse (3:1–31; 4:1–51; 5:13b–6:10; 6:30–7:25; 7:45–8:62; and 

9:15–10:57); (2) E: An Ezra Apocalypse (4:52–5:13a; 6:13–29; 7:26–44; and 8:63–9:12); (3) A: The 

Eagle Vision (chaps. 11–12 with revisions by redactor); (4) M: The Son of Man Vision (chap. 13, with 

much revision by redactor); and (5) E2: Second Ezra Piece (14:1–17a; 14:18–27; and 14:36–47). The 

redactor composed a number of passages and was responsible for numerous adjustments within the 

sources.  

The criteria applied for drawing these distinctions within the book were both literary and conceptual. On 

the one hand, literary unevennesses were highlighted and taken as indications of the inept combination of 

existing sources. On the other, supposed differences in the eschatological conceptions of the different 

parts of the book were also taken to demonstrate its composite authorship.  

The attack on this view proceeded along various lines. First, the literary difficulties, when examined, 

proved in no way as serious as Kabisch and Box had claimed (Sanday in Box 1912: vi–vii). Second, the 

assumptions about the requirements of consistency were questioned on the grounds that (1) they implied a 

systematic approach unjustified for a work of this genre, and that (2) in any case, very often the supposed 

contradictions were the result of exegesis designed to highlight differences (Keulers 1922: 46–54; Stone 

1965: 12–21; Hayman 1975: 48; Stone 1983, etc.).  

Gunkel (1900), while recognizing the differences between the various parts of the book, regarded them 

not so much as stemming from the combination of different sources, as reflecting the psychological 

stresses within the personality of the author. This view deeply influenced succeeding scholarship (e.g., 

Breech 1973). Today, on the whole, this source analysis is no longer accepted, while Gunkel‘s approach 

has been both criticized and modified.  

It is now almost universally accepted that 4 Ezra is the work of a single author who probably used some 

literary sources and some crystallized traditions, incorporating them skillfully into his book. Chief 

passages reflecting preexisting materials probably include 13:1–13 (Stone 1968); 9:43–10:3 (Gunkel 

1900: 334); 4:35–37; 6:49–52; 13:40–47; and perhaps 7:78–99. Such materials have further been detected 



in 5:1–13 and 6:18–27. This use of preexistent materials is, however, a quite normal and natural 

phenomenon in the literature of the age. The book is, nonetheless, a very deliberate and considered 

composition as has most recently been stressed by Brandenburger (1981) and Stone (4 Ezra Hermeneia).  

E. The Teaching of 4 Ezra  

It is quite evident that 4 Ezra is wrestling with the problems arising out of the destruction of the temple. 

Visions 1–3 are dialogues between the seer and an angel in which the seer repeatedly attacks the divine 

governance of the world as it is evident both in the fate of Israel (e.g., chap. 3) and that of human beings 

(e.g., Vision 3). In the fourth vision the seer changes and accepts the point of view presented by the angel 

(see particularly 10:5–17). The vision of heavenly Jerusalem ensues, and this is followed in Visions 5 and 

6 by prophecies of the destruction of the wicked kingdom. Finally, Vision 7 contains the story of the 

revelation of the sacred Scriptures, both exoteric and esoteric (14:37–48) and Ezra‘s last words to the 

people (Abschiedsrede) in 14:28–36. Although this seems clear enough, the question of the overall 

purpose and meaning of the book has been much discussed and, in the past a number of rather different 

interpretations have been offered.  

One interpretation is associated with the names of Brandenburger and Harnisch (1969), most recently 

expanded and refined by Brandenburger (1981). Brandenburger would claim that the book is a carefully 

developed treatise designed to forward the views set in the mouth of the angel (= God). Ezra, throughout 

the dialogues, represents an opposition point of view, characterized by him as ―skeptical‖ or 

―gnosticizing.‖ Ezra remains unmoved throughout the first three visions, and the change in Ezra in Vision 

4 is a mysterious act of divine grace in which the opponent is turned to accept the wisdom of God‘s 

governance of the world. This change is sustained throughout the following revelations and into the 

Abschiedsrede, where Ezra adopts the views previously set in the mouth of the angel.  

This significant theory has been attacked by a number of scholars (e.g., Breech 1973; Hayman 1975; 

and Thompson 1977). It seems to be unacceptable to regard the figure of Ezra as a literary fiction, used 

more or less ―cold-bloodedly‖ by the author to forward his theological views, which are set in the angel‘s 

mouth. This runs against the clear literary intent of the work of which Ezra is the obvious hero. Moreover, 

although, on the one hand, it is clear that the author cannot ascribe to God or his angel views which, in the 

final analysis, he rejects; yet on the other hand, Brandenburger and Harnisch offer no explanation for the 

ascription of these heretical and skeptical views to Ezra the Scribe (Hayman 1975: 51).  

It seems most persuasive to regard the book as the ―Odyssey of Ezra‘s Soul.‖ The first three dialogues 

do not present merely a static conflict, but a dynamic of dialogue and dispute in the course of which Ezra 

partially accepts certain of the ideas propagated by the angel (Stone 1988). There is development in 

Ezra‘s views, though even at the end of the third vision he is far from full acceptance of the angel‘s 

position. The fourth vision, rightly viewed by Brandenburger and others as a turning point, describes a 

major psychological experience of the seer in which he internalizes the teachings he has previously 

partially accepted. The result of this is precisely the epiphany of heavenly Jerusalem and the command to 

enter in and see whatever mortal eyes can see (10:55–56).  

The dream visions follow, revelations which resolve the basic issues that have motivated the seer from 

the first part of the book (chaps. 11–13). The main remaining difficulty touches on the final vision. What 

is its relation to and function in the rest of the book? Brandenburger puts almost exclusive emphasis on 

the Abschiedsrede, Ezra‘s address to the people. But this is a small part of this vision, which is clearly 

about the revelation of exoteric and esoteric lore. In the preceding visions the revelation to Ezra has been 

of esoteric teaching (see 12:36). In the seventh vision at first he is promised esoteric teaching (14:7–8); 

but only after his special prayer (14:19–22) does God also grant him the revelation of exoteric teaching, 

the 24 books of the Bible. Only with this does he become equal to Moses. The number of days of the first 

six visions totals 40, corresponding to the 40 days of the seventh vision (and of course to Moses‘ time on 

Mt. Sinai). The seventh vision tells of a revelation that parallels and complements the revelation of the 

first six visions. Ezra has moved from his doubts to a full prophetic position, indeed to the role of Moses. 

The transcending of doubts is the transcending of the problems raised by the destruction and the 

acceptance of divine governance of the world and divine determination of its history.  



F. 4 Ezra in Judaism of its Time  

The problems addressed by the book—of divine justice and the fate of Israel—were clearly very much 

on people‘s minds after the destruction of the temple in 70 C.E. As with all the apocalypses, we are quite 

ignorant of their social context or function (Stone 1984: 433–35). 4 Ezra does refer to a tradition of 

esoteric learning, of which the author partakes and which he traces back to Abraham and Moses. 

Moreover, the Eagle Vision is presented as contemplation on Daniel 7 (12:10); Ezra is commanded to 

teach it to ―the wise among your people‖ (12:37), and he is told in Vision 7 that the esoteric books are to 

be taught ―in secret to the wise‖ (14:26; cf. 14:47). Exactly what is reflected by these hints, in terms of 

social context and function, is beyond our ken. Some sort of social group must have existed, however, 

which bore and cultivated this tradition. This is corroborated by the fact 4 Ezra is particularly close to 2 

Apocalypse of Baruch, with which it shares the seven-vision structure and many elements of terminology 

and language. To a lesser extent it also shows clear affinities to Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum.  
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MICHAEL E. STONE  

ESDRIS (PERSON) [Gk Esdris (Ἐσδρις)]. A Jewish commander in 2 Macc 12:36. Esdris is a shortened 

form of the Heb Azariah. Abel noted that the Eleazar (Gk Eleazaros) of 2 Macc 8:23 is also a form of the 

Heb Azariah as is the variant reading Ezra (ArmLa
BMP

Vg), which he prefers. Abel thinks this Esdris or 

Ezra/Eleazar to be Eleazar, brother of Judas Maccabeus, mentioned in 1 Macc 2:5 (1961: 271). Goldstein 

points out that 1 Macc 5:56 refers to Azariah as a commander (2 Maccabees AB, 447). Judas, Simon, 

Jonathan, and Joseph are mentioned along with Azariah as military commanders in 1 Macc 5:55–56 as 

they are with Eleazar in 2 Macc 8:22–23. The confusion regarding the names may suggest that the author 

of the source common to both 1 and 2 Maccabees did not recognize that they were the same person. This 

confusion was passed on to Jason of Cyrene, whose history was epitomized in 2 Maccabees.  
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MICHAEL E. HARDWICK  

ESEK (PLACE) [Heb ˓ēśeq (ֵףֶשר )]. The name given to a well dug by the servants of Isaac (Gen 

26:20). The name means ―contention,‖ ―strife,‖ ―hostility‖ and is based on the tradition of conflicts 

between Isaac‘s herdsmen and those of Gerar over rights to its water (Matthews 1986). The exact location 

of the well is, of course, unknown; but the context suggests that it was located between Gerar and Beer-

sheba, perhaps somewhere in the Wâdī esh-Sheriah (Naḥal Gerar) E of Tell Abu Hureira (M.R. 112087).  
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GARY A. HERION  

ESH-SHUNA, TELL (NORTH). See SHUNA (NORTH), TELL ESH-.  

ESHAN (PLACE) [Heb ˒eš˓ān (ֶאְשָףן )]. Town situated in the central hill country of Judah (Josh 

15:52), within the same district as Hebron. The only reference to this settlement, the name of which 

perhaps means ―resting place‖ (from š˓n, ―to lean,‖ ―support oneself‖), occurs in the list of towns within 

the tribal allotment of Judah (Josh 15:21–62). Based on the alternative reading sōma in LXXB, it has been 

suggested (Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 389) that the ancient town might be associated with Khirbet 

hallat Sama, located approximately 17 km SW of Hebron. Considering the difficulty in understanding the 

differences between the two readings and the lack of archaeological verification, the identity of the 

ancient town must remain enigmatic.  

WADE R. KOTTER  

ESHBAAL (PERSON) [Heb ˒ešba˓al (ֶאְשַבַףל )]. The youngest son of Saul ben Kish and Ahinoam 

bat Ahimaaz, who succeeded his father to the throne of Israel. The name Eshbaal occurs in the Saulide 

genealogy in 1 Chr 8:33; 9:39. In 2 Samuel the same individual is consistently named ISH-BOSHETH. 

The alternate English form Ishbaal never appears in the Bible; it is a hypothetical reconstruction of the 

original name. The etymology of the name Eshbaal is disputed, with three possibilities proposed for 

understanding the initial element ˒eš-. The first suggests that it is a form of the Heb verb ˒wš, ―to give‖; 

the second, that it represents the noun ˒  š, ―man‖; and the third, that it derives from a verbal element 

corresponding to the more common yēš, ― (he) exists‖ (Schoors 1972: 8; McCarter 2 Samuel 86). It is 

commonly assumed that the second element, ba˓al, ―lord,‖ is an epithet for Yahweh, rather than a 

reference to the Canaanite deity Baal.  

The battle of Gilboa, in which Saul unsuccessfully attempted to capture the city-state of Beth-Shean, 

ended with most of the Saulide royal house decimated. Saul and his three eldest sons, Jonathan, 

Abinadab, and Malchishua, were killed. Only the youngest son of Ahinoam, Eshbaal, and two sons born 



to Saul by his concubine Rizpah, Armoni and Mephibaal, remained alive as male offspring of the former 

king; they could be considered as immediate dynastic candidates to succeed Saul to the throne. In 

addition, an infant grandson born to Jonathan and five grandsons borne by Merab, Saul‘s eldest daughter, 

were available as possible candidates for the throne.  

Abner, the general of the Saulide army and Saul‘s cousin, managed to survive the battle and sent the 

surviving troops to Mahanaim (modern Telul edh-Dhahab el-Garbi) in Transjordan. He then escorted 

Eshbaal from an undisclosed location in Cisjordan, probably the Saulide capital, across the Jordan to 

Mahanaim, where he was acclaimed king by the troops (2 Sam 2:8). The army was used on other 

occasions to represent a quorum of the Israelite citizenry for purposes of coronation (1 Kgs 16:16; 2 Kgs 

11:4–12).  

According to the accession formula in 2 Sam 2:10, Eshbaal was 40 years old when he began to reign; 

and he ruled for two years. It is likely that the reported age at accession is a round figure meant to imply 

maturity rather than a precise age. Even so, the figure is almost certainly inaccurate. Eshbaal‘s absence 

from the battle of Gilboa, requiring Abner to detour probably to the capital to retrieve him so that he could 

be crowned king by the surviving troops who were in Mahanaim, strongly implies that Eshbaal was under 

20—the legal age for military service (Num 26:2, 4)—at his accession. His youth tends to be confirmed 

by other considerations. Jonathan, the eldest of Saul‘s sons and heir-elect, appears to have only been in his 

twenties when he died, as indicated by his having a single infant child at the time of his death. As the 

youngest son of Ahinoam, Eshbaal could not have been 40 when crowned. In addition, Eshbaal‘s failure 

to produce an heir during his two-year reign, before his premature death, also suggests a youthful age at 

the time of his accession.  

It is commonly assumed that Mahanaim served as the capital of Israel throughout Eshbaal‘s reign and 

that the Philistines‘ victory at Gilboa led to their regaining political hegemony over Saul‘s Cisjordanian 

holdings (e.g., Ewald 1853: 144; Soggin 1975: 36–37; Miller and Hayes HAIJ, 146–47). However, neither 

of these ideas is explicitly supported by textual evidence. Abner‘s dispatching of the remaining troops to 

Mahanaim immediately after the defeat at Gilboa may have been determined more by his desire to secure 

this strategic site than by the Philistines‘ presumed overrunning of Cisjordan in the aftermath of Saul‘s 

defeat. Mahanaim controlled access to the iron-rich Ajlun region (HGB, 273), and Abner may have been 

primarily concerned with maintaining Saulide control over this vital resource. In view of the probable loss 

of a large portion of the Israelite army in the Jezreel valley, Mahanaim would have become a prime target 

for both the Ammonites and the Philistines.  

The list of Eshbaal‘s districts in 2 Sam 2:9 tends to refute the assumed large-scale Philistine seizure of 

Saulide land in Cisjordan. During his brief two years on the throne, Eshbaal was able to control Benjamin, 

Ephraim, Jezreel, and the Asherites in Cisjordan, in addition to Saulide territory in Gilead. It seems 

unlikely that he would have been able to recapture such extensive territories from the Philistines in such a 

brief period, especially since a sizable portion of his career is reported to have been preoccupied with war 

against David (2 Sam 3:1). The historicity of the claim that the Philistines seized Israelite settlements ―on 

the other side of the valley,‖ i.e., the N side of the Jezreel or Beth-Shean valley immediately after Saul‘s 

death at Gilboa (1 Sam 31:7; 1 Chr 10:7) is now open to question in light of the recent archaeological 

survey work in SW Galilee. No settlements were found that could be dated to the period of Saul (Gal 

1982: 80). It seems that this comment is literary embellishment intended to emphasize Saul‘s crushing 

defeat. The presumed widespread Philistine occupation of Israelite land in the wake of Saul‘s death does 

not appear to have historical foundation.  

The suggestion that there was a 5.5-year interregnum prior to Eshbaal‘s coronation, during which Abner 

was engaged in regaining lost Israelite territory from the Philistines and rebuilding the Israelite army, can 

also be dismissed as unlikely (Ewald 1853: 144–45; Soggin 1975: 37). The idea is derived from 2 Sam 

2:11, where it is reported that David‘s reign over the house of Judah from Hebron lasted 7.5 years, while 

Eshbaal‘s reign was only 2 years. It presupposes that David only became king in Hebron at Saul‘s death, 

which is consistent with the larger narrative portrayal of Saul as king over all the territory associated with 

the twelve tribes constituting premonarchic Israel but which may derive from the ideology of the biblical 



writer rather than reflect the historical situation. The narrative evidence for Saul‘s firm control over most 

of the territory of Judah is ambiguous. There is no unequivocal basis for rejecting David‘s establishment 

of Judah as a rival state to Israel during the last 5.5 years of Saul‘s reign.  

The site of Eshbaal‘s capital is not specified in tradition, but it is not necessary to assume that he 

remained at Mahanaim after his coronation. Having secured continued control over the iron ore near 

Mahanaim, it is likely that Eshbaal would have returned to the established Cisjordanian capital so that he 

could regulate affairs of state in the heart of his state. The account of the representative battle that took 

place at Gibeon immediately after Eshbaal‘s coronation (2 Sam 2:12–32) may hint that the latter site was 

the capital and that Eshbaal returned in the wake of David‘s unsuccessful attempt to take control over it. 

No reason is given for David‘s sending his general Joab with troops to Gibeon. The action would be 

understandable, however, had Gibeon been the Saulide capital.  

Eshbaal‘s removal to Mahanaim to be crowned by the remaining troops would have left the capital 

temporarily vulnerable to outside attack, and David appears to have attempted to take advantage of this 

situation. Abner apparently realized the danger and quickly sent a contingent to guard Gibeon after the 

coronation, only to find David‘s men already there, ready for a challenge. The issue under dispute would 

have been who was to control the newly forged state of Israel by controlling its capital: David or Eshbaal. 

The use of representative combat (2 Sam 2:12–16) (Sukenik 1948; Eissfeldt 1951) indicates that neither 

side wanted to destroy the city; each wanted to use it as the continuing seat of power. Although the battle 

was a draw, with all 24 representatives left dead and even though Eshbaal is said to have lost more men in 

the fighting that ensued than David (2 Sam 2:30–31), the ultimate result was victory for Eshbaal, who 

maintained Saulide control over the city, thwarting David‘s challenge. It seems warranted to conclude that 

Eshbaal would have returned to Gibeon in the aftermath of the withdrawal of David‘s troops to claim his 

rightful place on the throne of Israel‘s capital.  

Eshbaal‘s youth and inexperience would have led him to rely heavily on his uncle Abner‘s judgment 

and leadership as general of the Israelite army; and Abner seems to have decided to attempt to take direct 

control of the throne for himself, perhaps in collusion with David (see ABNER). As Saul‘s cousin and a 

proven military leader within Israel, Abner would have been able to garner support for his ambitions from 

portions of the Israelite populace and particularly from the army. His overt move to depose Eshbaal is 

reported to have been made by his taking over control of Saul‘s former harem (2 Sam 3:7). Possession of 

the royal harem was a symbol of kingship in the ANE. Eshbaal, clearly aware of the political overtones of 

Abner‘s move, is said merely to have rebuked his uncle (2 Sam 3:8) but apparently was able to quash the 

attempted takeover. It was in the wake of his failure to gain the throne that Abner met an untimely death 

at the hands of Joab, the commander of David‘s army, during a visit to David at Hebron (2 Sam 3:22–30).  

David‘s request that Eshbaal return Michal, his elder sister who is reported to have been married to 

David briefly during Saul‘s reign (2 Sam 3:18), would have taken place after Abner‘s death. David is 

reported to have requested Michal‘s return in his earlier private negotiations with Abner (2 Sam 3:13). His 

renewed interest in Michal seems to have been sparked by the possibility that he could claim as Saul‘s 

son-in-law to be a legitimate dynastic candidate for the throne of Israel through the practice of optative 

affiliation (Morgenstern 1929: 97). David‘s public demand that Eshbaal return Michal would appear to 

have been a declaration of his intentions to challenge Eshbaal‘s possession of the Saulide throne. Perhaps 

he was aware of growing discontent with the inexperienced king among the Israelite citizenry; and with 

Abner conveniently out of the way, David, the former Israelite army commander and son-in-law to the 

king, became an attractive alternative.  

Soon after Abner‘s death, Eshbaal was assassinated by two of his own raiding captains, Baanah and 

Rechab, from Beeroth. The men slipped into the palace, slew and beheaded Eshbaal while he was 

napping, and then took his head to David at Hebron (2 Sam 4:5–7). The parenthetical comment in vv 2–3 

tends to imply that the two captains were working on their own out of revenge for Saul‘s attempt to 

remove the Gibeonites from within the boundaries of Israel (2 Sam 21:1–2). One wonders, however, if 

this is not a deliberate attempt to disassociate the assassins from David, who may have plotted the murder 

to eliminate Eshbaal permanently from the throne after his unexpected success in thwarting Abner‘s 



initial, bloodless attempt to gain the throne. The men‘s immediate delivery of Eshbaal‘s head to David 

might imply his collusion in the murder (2 Sam 4:8); and David could have purposely recruited the two 

men because of their background, to be able to have blood revenge appear to be the primary motive for 

the murder (VanderKam 1980). With both Eshbaal and Abner dead, David had a clear path to gaining the 

throne of Israel himself two years after his unsuccessful bid in the event at Gibeon.  
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DIANA V. EDELMAN  

ESHBAN (PERSON) [Heb ˒ešbān (ֶאְשָבן )]. A clan name in the genealogical clan list of Seir the 

Horite. This person appears in Gen 36:26 as well as the matching genealogy in 1 Chr 1:41 as second of 

four sons of the clan chief DISHON and is thus considered the grandson of Seir. These elaborate 

genealogies may reflect tribal alliances or territories within the Edom region rather than actual blood 

kinship. For discussion of the Horite clans, see JAAKAN.  

VICTOR H. MATTHEWS  

ESHCOL (PERSON) [Heb ˒eškōl (ֶאְשכֹל )]. A brother of Aner and Mamre, who were allies of Abram 

(Gen 14:13, 24; see ANER). Eshcol is a personification of the place name naḥal ˒eškōl, ―valley of grapes‖ 

(Num 13:23, 24; 32:9; Deut 1:24) near Hebron in the same way as the name of Mamre, another locality 

near Hebron, was used as a man‘s name in the same vv of Genesis 14. See also MAMRE.  

MICHAEL C. ASTOUR  

ESHCOL (PLACE) [Heb ˒eškōl (ֶאְשכֹל )]. Name of a valley in the vicinity of Hebron from which the 

Israelite spies brought back a cluster of grapes so large that two men were required to carry it between 

them on a pole (Num 13:22–24). The text claims that the valley received its name Eshcol (―cluster‖) from 

this remarkable cluster. The area around Hebron, especially to the N, is well suited to viticulture, and its 

importance to the economy of that region continues even into modern times. Two other texts also refer to 

the valley of Eshcol in connection with this espionage mission (Num 32:9 and Deut 1:24). Eshcol, 

together with Aner and Mamre, also occurs as a personal name in Gen 14:13, 24; but since Eshcol and 

Mamre, at least, were place names from the immediate vicinity of Hebron, one should probably 

understand their significance here as personifications of the place names.  

WESLEY I. TOEWS  

ESHEK (PERSON) [Heb ˓ēšeq (ֵףֶשר )]. A Benjaminite, a descendant of King Saul according to the 

genealogy in 1 Chr 8:39. The name Eshek is unique to this person and its etymology is unclear. (Rudolph 

[Chronicles HAT, 80]; Noth [IPN, 254] find the translations ―oppression,‖ ―a forced groan‖ 

unacceptable.) This might explain why different names are found in the LXX (Codex Vaticanus, asēl; 

Codex Alexandrinus, eselek; Gk minuscules esēl). Eshek appears in the very last section of the genealogy 

of Benjamin in chap. 8; he is lacking in the Benjaminite genealogy in chap. 9, which is generally parallel 

to 1 Chr 8 (see AHAZ #1). 1 Chr 8:39–40 are concerned with the military prowess and the numerous 

progeny of the clan of the Benjaminites; this is related to the tradition of Benjaminite warriors in 1 Chr 

12:1–7 and broadly parallels the list of David‘s warriors in 1 Chr 11:10–47 (Ackroyd, Chronicles, Ezra, 

Nehemiah TBC, 43). However, the traditions in 1 Chr 8:39–40 are largely independent of 1 Chr 12:1–8 



(except for Eliphelet in 8:39, who might possibly be identified with Pelet in 12:3); and it is best to see 1 

Chr 8:39–40 as an independent genealogy of a subbranch of the Benjaminites which was tacked on as an 

appendix or conclusion to the Benjaminite genealogy.  

MARC Z. BRETTLER  

ESHTAOL (PLACE) [Heb ˒eštā˒ôl (ֶאְשָתאול )]. ESHTAOLITE. A town in the E part of the territory 

of Dan (Josh 19:41). Along with Zorah, Eshtaol comprised the core area of Danite settlement in the 

Judean foothills. It is this area which forms the backdrop for the activities of Samson (Judg 13:25), and it 

is from this area that the Danites sallied forth to conquer Laish (Judges 18). Subsequently, Eshtaol was 

considered Judahite territory (Josh 15:33; 1 Chr 2:53 [Heb ˒eštā˒ul  ]), settled by Eshtaolites of the 

Calebite clan of Kiriath-jearim. It has been identified with Khirbet Deir Shubeib (M.R. 148134), near the 

village of Ishwa (M.R. 151132), which retains elements of the ancient name (Kallai HGB, 368).  
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RAPHAEL GREENBERG  

ESHTEMOA (PERSON) [Heb ˒eštĕmo˓a ( ֶַאְשְתָֹמף )].  

1. The son of Ishbah listed in the genealogy of Caleb (1 Chr 4:17). This figure is otherwise unknown.  

2. A Maacathite, the grandson of Hodiah listed in the genealogy of Caleb (1 Chr 4:19). This figure is 

otherwise unknown. See also ESHTEMOA (PLACE).  

JEFFRIES M. HAMILTON  

ESHTEMOA (PLACE) [Heb ˒eštĕmōa˓ ( ֶאְשְתֹֹמַע )]. Fourth Levitical city in the Judah/Simeon list 

(Josh 21:14; 1 Chr 6:42—Eng6:57). Outside the Levitical city references Eshtemoa is mentioned in two 

other texts in the OT. The first is in Josh 15:50, where Eshtemoa is one of the cities in the hill country 

allotted to Judah. The second occurrence is in 1 Sam 30:28, when Eshtemoa, like Jattir, received some of 

the booty from David after his defeat of the Amalekites and return to Ziklag. There are no references to 

Eshtemoa outside the Bible.  

This biblical city has been identified with es-Sam ˓ (M.R. 156089), 8 km NE of Khirbet ˓Attir and 14 km 

SW of Hebron in the hill country of Judah. It is 10 km from the modern town of Zahariyeh. Today the 

modern village of Eshtemoa˓ covers the ancient occupation. Es-Sam ˓ lies on top of a hill at the edge of a 

mountain which rises to the S. To the N and E deep ravines isolate the village from surrounding 

neighbors. Because of its location in the hill country, es-Sam ˓ provides the people with an adequate 

defense. Important to this village are the roads and valleys that make up the communication network in 

the hill country (Peterson 1977: 500–58). One of the longitudinal roads runs the entire length of the 

country from Shechem to Hebron. At Hebron this road forks into two branches; the E branch turns from 

Hebron and passes Juttah and modern Eshtemoa˓ and then descends into the Negeb towards Arad. At es-

Sam ˓ a wadi flows just to the N of the town and there are several cisterns dotting the landscape near 

modern Eshtemoa˓.  

The first to identify es-Sam ˓ with biblical Eshtemoa was Robinson (1841: 626–27), and his 

identification has never been contested. Most of the archaeological interest at es-Sam ˓ has centered 

around the 4th-century synagogue, but in 1928 the Inspectors from the Palestine Department of 

Antiquities started to make frequent visits to es-Sam ˓. The pottery identified was predominantly Roman 

and Byzantine, but Iron Age, Greek, and Cypriot potsherds were also found, and several test-shafts 

foundation trenches were dug. In 1971 Yeivin carried out further repairs on the synagogue. During his 

work he found two vessels dated to the 9th–8th century B.C. There can be no doubt that this small village 

in the hill country of Judah is the biblical city of Eshtemoa.  
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JOHN L. PETERSON  

ESHTON (PERSON) [Heb ˒eštôn (ֶאְשתון )]. A descendant of Judah, the son of Mehir, and father of 

Bethrapha (1 Chr 4:11, 12). His ancestry is traced to a certain Chelub, which many, on the basis of the 

LXX, suspect is a variant of Caleb. Nothing concerning Eshton is otherwise known.  

H. C. LO  

ESLI (PERSON) [Gk Esli (Ἐσλι)]. The father of Nahum and son of Naggai, according to Luke‘s 
genealogy tying Joseph, the ―supposed father‖ of Jesus, to descent from Adam and God (Luke 3:25). D 

omits Esli, substituting a genealogy adapted from Matt 1:6–15 in Luke 3:23–31. Esli appears as Gk hesli, 

occasionally with -ei ending, in many mss and versions. The name Esli occurs nowhere else in the biblical 

documents, including Matthew‘s genealogy, and falls within a list of 17 otherwise unknown descendants 

of David‘s son Nathan (Fitzmyer Luke 1–9 AB, 500). See also ELIAKIM. Kuhn (1923: 211) also notes a 

number of possible variant Hebrew and Greek forms of Esli in 2 Kings 22:3; 1 Chr 34:8; Gen 46:24; Num 

26:48; 1 Chr 7:13; Num 26:48; 1 Chr 12:4. But as Kuhn admits, there is no exact form of Gk esli. With no 

textual variants for Esli and Eliakim to support confusion of the two, Kuhn‘s theory has little plausibility.  
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ESSENE GATE. In his famous description of the walls of Jerusalem, Josephus describes the course of 

the oldest (―the first‖) wall to the S of the Hippicus Tower: ―Beginning at the same point in the other 

direction, facing west, it descended past the place called Bethso to the Gate of the Essenes (Essēnōn 

pylēn) and thereafter facing south, extended above the fountain of Siloam‖ (JW 5.145). To mark 

variations in the course of the ―first‖ wall, the Jewish historian names respectively two or three nearby 

places (cf. JW 5.144–45). For this reason it is possible to locate the Essene Gate quite unequivocally 

(Riesner fc.): it was located at the point where the ―first wall‖ altered its N-S course to an E-W orientation 

and near an area called Bethso.  

Because of this information early 19th-century investigators usually looked for the Essene Gate on the 

SW hill of the ancient city of Jerusalem (e.g., Conder 1879), which has been called ―Zion‖ at least since 

the beginning of the 2d century C.E. (Riesner ARNW fc.) and which today lies beyond the Turkish city 

wall. In 1894 on the property of the Gobat School (today the American Institute for Holyland Studies), F. 

J. Bliss discovered a gate with several superimposed thresholds, which he originally identified as the 

Essene Gate (1895: 12). He later attributed the entire gate to the Byzantine period but thought in spite of 

this that the Essene Gate had stood at this place or nearby (1898: 16–20, 322–24). The excavation was 

soon filled in, but since then almost all topographers have searched for the Essene Gate on this SW 

hillside (e.g., Dalman 1930: 86–87; Simons 1952: 278–81; Vincent and Stève 1954: 65). An exception 

was M. Avi-Yonah (1956: 307), who like E. Robinson (1841: 473–74) identified the Essene Gate with the 

Dung Gate (Neh 2:13; 3:13–14; 12:31). Consequently, he looked for it near Shiloah, a location which 

conflicts completely with the description of Josephus.  

The dimensions used in the Roman construction caused A. Strobel to doubt the Byzantine dating of the 

underlying gate threshold (1974: 356–58). In 1977 B. Pixner again exposed the gate discovered by Bliss 

(1981: 5–7); and in 1979 ongoing, systematic excavations resumed (Pixner, Chen, and Margalit fc.). A 

few results have by now become certain: (1) the wall in which the gate is located belongs to the 

Hasmonean period; (2) an even older (preexilic?) wall lies below it; (3) the gate was built into the existing 

wall for the first time in the early Herodian period as an afterthought; (4) in the time of the late Roman 

Aelia Capitolina this gate took the shape of a simple gateway; and (5) in the Byzantine period a very weak 



wall was erected on top of the Hasmonean wall, and the gate itself was repaired. These five considerations 

conclusively refute the earlier view of Kenyon (1974: 199–203), already abandoned by her for other 

reasons, that the SW hill along with the traditional room of ―the Last Supper‖ (coenaculum) was not 

included in the city wall until the reign of Herod Agrippa I, 41–44 C.E. (1967: 155–62). The most recent 

view of Yadin (1985: 180–82), in contrast to his earlier opinion (1975: 90–91) which sought the Essene 

Gate in the middle of the Western Wall rather than at its SW corner (1985: 180–82), also has proved to be 

unnecessary. A gate found by M. Broshi near the SW corner of the present-day city wall (1977: 12) 

derives presumably from the late Roman period (Pixner, Chen, and Margalit fc.).  

During the Herodian phase the Essene Gate, accessible only to pedestrians, was possibly located at an 

inconvenient place above the steep incline of the Hinnom Valley. Numerous investigators believe (e.g., 

Vincent and Stève 1954: 65, 69–71; Michel and Bauernfeind 1963: 246) that the Essene Gate bears the 

name of an Essene settlement in the immediate vicinity. The archaeological data support the assumption 

that this quarter was erected at the beginning of the reign of Herod the Great (39–34 B.C.E.), who, 

according to Josephus, had a friendly attitude toward the Essenes (Ant 15.371–78). For the duration of his 

reign the monastic settlement at Qumran remained abandoned, a circumstance that would also support the 

possibility of an Essene settlement in the holy city (Pixner 1981: 3–5; Riesner 1985: 69–70). The Gk 

designation Bethso in Josephus also points to an Essene quarter located in the immediate neighborhood of 

the Essene Gate. Only in the Temple Scroll from Qumran is there a parallel to this name, specifically in 

the prescription for the construction of latrines (11QTemple 46:13–16). This evidence confirms the earlier 

view based on the Aramaic that the original place name was beth so’a (Dalman 1930: 86). Also in favor 

of locating the Jerusalem Essene quarter in this area are the ritual pools both inside and outside the wall 

(1QM 7:6–7; cf. Deut 23:13–15) as well as the Copper Scroll‘s treasures caches nos. 1–18 (3Q15 1:1–4, 

5). All of this evidence fits the SW hillside (Pixner 1983: 342–47).  

The assumption of an Essene quarter at this place is especially interesting, because a trustworthy 

topographical tradition locates the first assembly center of the early Christian community in Jerusalem 

and the room of Jesus‘ Last Supper quite near this area (Riesner 1985: 64–69; ARNW fc.). The similarity 

of certain early Christian rules of conduct (Acts 1–6) to those of Qumran has always attracted attention 

and might be explained by the conversion of some Essenes (cf. Acts 2:5 ff.; 6:7) to a new messianic 

belief. Besides other consequences these recent archaeological discoveries could shed light on the 

chronology of Jesus‘ last Passover meal (Ruckstuhl 1985) and the shared communal life of the early 

Christian community (Capper 1986).  
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RAINER RIESNER  

TRANS. PHILLIP R. CALLAWAY  

ESSENES. A Jewish sect which is known to have flourished from the mid-2d century B.C.E. to the time 

of the First Jewish Revolt against Rome (66–70 C.E.). They are described by a number of Greek and Latin 

authors, of whom the most important are the Jewish writers Philo and Josephus and the Roman Pliny (see 

HJP 2:555–74). The site of Qumran is widely believed to have been an Essene settlement, and the Dead 

Sea Scrolls are thought to have once constituted an Essene library. See also QUMRAN; DEAD SEA 

SCROLLS.  

———  
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B. The Sources  

C. Description of the Sect  
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E. History of the Sect  
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3. Survival after 70 C.E.  

———  

A. Etymology  

The name of the sect is variously given as Essaioi (Philo) or Essēnoi (Josephus, Dio, Hippolytus) in 

Greek, Esseni in Latin (Pliny). Epiphanius mentions both Essēnoi, which he identifies as a Samaritan sect, 

and Ossaioi or Ossēnoi from the vicinity of the Dead Sea (Adv. Haer. 19.1–4). The etymology of the 

name remains an enigma although several proposals have been put forward. Philo suggested that it was 

derived from the Gk hosiotēs, ―holiness‖ (Quod Omn 75). Josephus seems to imply a pun on semnotēs, 

―sanctity‖ (JW 2.8.2 §119). Most scholars have assumed that the name is of Semitic origin, like Pharisee 

and Sadducee. The more popular suggestions include the following.  

(a) The word Essenes could be derived from the Aram ḥsy˒ (pl. ḥsyn or ḥsyy˒), ―pious,‖ the equivalent 

of the Heb ḥas  d. This would suggest a connection between the Essenes and the ḥas  d  m (asidaioi) 

mentioned in 1 Macc 2:42; 7:12–13 and 2 Macc 14:6, but this idea is open to the objection that ḥsy˒ is 

never used in this sense in Jewish Aramaic.  

(b) The Aramaic ˒syy˒, ―healers‖ has been proposed especially by Vermes. Philo says that they were 

―therapeutae of God‖ (Quod Omn 75) and describes another community called Therapeutae (Vita Cont), 



but he understands the word in the sense of religious service rather than healing. It is not apparent that 

healing was such a dominant interest of the Essenes that they would derive their name from it.  

(c) The Hebrew verb ˓śh, ―do‖ yields a participial form ˓ōśin in rabbinic Hebrew. It has been suggested 

that this might be an abbreviation for ―Doers of the Law‖ or some such phrase (Goranson 1984). This 

form suggests the name Ossēnoi given by Epiphanius, but the word is too general and is not related to the 

Essenes by specific evidence.  

(d) The word ḥsh, ―to trust‖ is likewise only of general relevance. Other suggestions, such as ḥzzy˒, 

―seers‖ or ḥšyy˒, ―silent ones‖ are likewise inconclusive.  

It should be noted, however, that the name Essene is only attested in Greek and Latin, and hence the 

possibility of a Greek derivation deserves serious consideration. Two possibilities deserve mention.  

(a) Josephus (Ant 3.7.5 §163–71) uses the word essēn for the high priest‘s breastplate (Heb ḥošen) and 

says that the word signifies logion, ―oracle.‖ He adds that God foreshadowed victory in battle by means of 

the shining of the 12 stones, which the high priest wore upon his breast stitched into the essēn; hence the 

signification ―oracle.‖ The essēn ceased to shine about 200 years before the time of Josephus, i.e., in the 

late 2d century B.C.E. We will see below that Josephus attributed to some Essenes the ability to foretell 

future events. He does not, however, say that they used the essēn, or that their name was derived from it. 

A composition dealing with the shining of the ḥošen has now been found at Qumran (Strugnell fc.). It was 

not necessarily composed there, however, and it does not prove that the community attached any more 

importance to the ḥošen than did Josephus. An association of the name Essene with the priestly essēn is 

an intriguing possibility, but no more.  

(b) The term essēnas is attested as a designation for functionaries in the cult of Artemis at Ephesus, who 

had to observe an ascetic lifestyle while in office (Paus. 8.13.1; Jones 1985: 97; Kampen 1986: 61–81). 

We will see that the accounts of the Essenes in Philo and Josephus were written for hellenized readers and 

were assimilated to Hellenistic models to some degree. Nonetheless, the cult of Artemis at Ephesus seems 

a rather remote model for the identification of the Jewish sect.  

B. The Sources  

Philo provides two descriptions of the Essenes, in Quod Omn 75–91 and Hypothetica 11.1–18. There is 

considerable overlap between these accounts. Philo does not claim to have firsthand knowledge of the 

Essenes, and he is evidently dependent on a source or sources. Further, he portrays the Therapeutae in 

Vita Cont as people who bear some similarity to the Essenes but are located in Egypt and lead a less 

active life.  

The most extensive account of the Essenes is preserved by Josephus (JW 2.8.2–13 §119–161). A 

parallel to this account is found in the Philosophoumena, which is attributed to Hippolytus (Haer. 9.18.2–

28.2). Many scholars have held that Hippolytus is dependent on Josephus, but Morton Smith has shown 

decisively that this is not so. Some of the differences between the two accounts are due to confusion on 

the part of Hippolytus (he identifies the Essenes with the Zealots) or to editorial censure (he deleted 

apparent references to sun worship). Hippolytus‘ account of Essene eschatology, however, may well 

include authentic information which is omitted by Josephus. Some minor differences between the two 

accounts can be explained by positing a common source which was originally in Hebrew (Smith 1958: 

290–91). Josephus confirms most of the points mentioned by Philo but goes into greater detail. Another, 

shorter, account is provided by Josephus in Ant 18.1.5 §18–22. He also refers to individual Essenes at 

several points (JW 2.20.4 §566–68; 3.2.1 §9–12; Ant 15.10.5 §371–79) and once to the ―Essene Gate‖ in 

Jerusalem (JW 5.4.2 §142–45).  

Despite Josephus‘ claim that he personally made trial of the three major sects (Life 9–11), he can never 

have been a member of the Essenes. He claims to have undertaken the three courses at age 16, then spent 

three years with Bannus in the wilderness, and returned to Jerusalem at age 19. He evidently then did not 

have time to complete even the initial year of the Essene process of admission. With the possible 

exception of the testimony to their endurance in the war against Rome (JW 2.8.10 §151–52), his 

knowledge of the Essenes was based on sources. These sources were probably available to him in 



hellenized form. Both Josephus and Hippolytus make comparisons with Pythagoras and with the Greek 

conception of the isles of the blest.  

The most important notice by a pagan author is that of Pliny the Elder, in his Natural History (5.15.73), 

which was completed in 77 C.E. Pliny had probably been in Palestine with Vespasian in 68 C.E. He speaks 

of the Essenes in the present tense, but his information was probably gathered before 70. He mentions 

them in the context of a topographical survey of Judea and locates them on the W bank of the Dead Sea 

between Jericho and En-gedi (En-gedi is said to be ―below‖ them; this should be understood as 

southward, in view of the direction in which the description moves). Pliny‘s one-sentence description of 

the Essenes confirms some aspects of the accounts in Josephus and Philo, but he exaggerates their 

rejection of worldly goods when he says that they live ―without money‖ and also the duration of the sect 

as through ―thousands of centuries.‖  

Except for the enigmatic (probably confused) notice in Epiphanius which we have mentioned in 

connection with the etymology, the other ancient notices (Synes. Dio 3.2; Heges. Hypomnemata, Apos. 

Con. 6.6.1–8; Jerome, vir. ill. 11 and adversus Jovinianum 2.14) add nothing of significance to the 1st-

century sources. (All these and some later witnesses are conveniently collected by Adam and Burchard; 

note also the Syriac account of Dionysios Bar Salibi discussed by Brock.)  

C. Description of the Sect  

The classical sources are primarily concerned with the customs of the sect. Josephus also provides some 

information about its organization and discipline. We are given relatively little account of doctrines and 

beliefs.  

1. Location and Extent. Both Philo and Josephus say that the Essenes were spread throughout the 

country. Philo says that they lived in villages and avoided the iniquitous cities; Josephus, on the contrary, 

says that many lived in each city, but they had none of their own. The discrepancy here may be due to an 

idealizing tendency in Philo. Pliny, as we have noted, located the Essenes by the Dead Sea. Dio, as 

reported by Synesius, repeats this location but may depend on Pliny. Epiphanius says the Essenes were 

from Samaria but puts the Ossaioi in the vicinity of the Dead Sea. In view of Pliny‘s notice, we should 

assume that there was a major settlement by the Dead Sea; but evidently Essenes were not confined to one 

location. Both Philo and Josephus give their number as ―more than four thousand.‖ This figure was 

presumably derived from a common source which must have been extant in the early 1st century C.E.  

2. Organization. Josephus introduces the Essenes as one of three Jewish ―philosophies.‖ They are listed 

among the haireseis (whence heresies) of the Jews by Hegesippus and Epiphanius. (Josephus refers to the 

hairetistai of each philosophy—i.e., those who choose to follow it.) The modern term sect is influenced 

by the Christian usage and has the disadvantage of implying a normative orthodoxy, which is 

anachronistic for Judaism in the era before 70 C.E. Nonetheless, sect is accepted as a more appropriate 

label for the Essenes than for the Pharisees or Sadducees, since it is clear from Josephus that they had a 

distinct organization with clear procedures for admission and expulsion and also that they were at 

variance with the Jerusalem temple, which was the focal point of Judaism at the time. We have as yet no 

better term than sect to describe this organization.  

The procedures for admission are described by Josephus JW 2.8.7 §137–42). For the first year the 

postulant was required to follow the way of life but remain outside the community. After this there was a 

further probationary period of two years before final admission. Upon admission ―tremendous oaths‖ 

were required. These included promises to ―forever hate the unjust and fight the battle of the just,‖ to be 

loyal to those in authority, to conceal nothing from other members, and to guard their secrets, including 

their books and the names of the angels. There was also provision for expulsion, which had dire 

consequences, because the expelled person was still prevented by oaths from partaking of common food.  

The sectarian way of life was characterized by some form of communal property. According to 

Josephus (JW 2.8.4 §122) ―the individual‘s possessions join the common stock and all, like brothers, 

enjoy a single patrimony.‖ Philo comments that ―they stand almost alone in the whole of mankind in that 

they have become moneyless and landless by deliberate action‖ (Quod Omn 77). Pliny states that they live 

―without money.‖ All three 1st-century witnesses also attest the celibacy of the sect. Josephus says that 



they shun marriage but do not condemn it in principle (JW 2.8.2 §120–21) but also informs us of a second 

order of Essenes that practiced marriage (2.8.13 §160–61). Philo declares categorically that ―no Essene 

takes a wife‖ (Hypothetica 11.14) and is apparently unaware of exceptions. Pliny says that they live 

―without any woman‖ and renounce sex. He marvels that a community in which no one was born could 

still perpetuate itself through generations. Philo gives as a reason for celibacy that marriage was perceived 

as a threat to communal life.  

Much of the lifestyle of the sect follows from the requirements of communal living. Josephus 

emphasizes the hospitality extended to sectarians from other communities. Avoidance of wealth and 

distinction led to rejection of oil (which was also considered defiling) and to extreme frugality in dress 

(JW 2.8.4 §123–27). The cohesion of the community was ensured by strict obedience and deference to 

elders (JW 2.8.9 §146) and by a well-defined hierarchical order (2.8.10 §150). Both Philo and Josephus 

mention the rejection of slavery (Quod Omn 79; Ant 18.1.5 §21). Philo suggests that they also avoided 

weapons or at least refrained from making them (Quod Omn 78), but Josephus reports that they carried 

weapons on their journeys for self-defense (JW 2.8.4 §125). A figure called John the Essene appears as an 

officer in the war against Rome (JW 3.2.1 §9–12; 2.20.4 §566–68).  

3. Religious Practices. The attitude of the Essenes to animal sacrifice and temple worship has been a 

matter of much controversy. Philo says that they worshipped God ―not by offering sacrifices but by 

resolving to sanctify their minds‖ (Quod Omn 75). This would seem to imply a rejection of sacrifice in 

principle, but it may mean only that sacrifice was not central to their piety. The testimony of Josephus is 

confused by textual variation. The Gk mss say that they ―send votive offerings to the temple, but perform 

their sacrifices employing a different ritual of purification. For this reason they are barred from those 

precincts of the temple that are frequented by all the people and perform their sacrifices by themselves‖ 

(Ant 18.1.5 §19). The Epitome (an abbreviation of the Antiquities which is thought to date from the 10th 

century) and the Latin translation of Cassiodorus read a negative: ―they do not perform their sacrifices.‖ 

(Cassiodorus, however, only says that they did not sacrifice in the temple; see Black 1961: 40.) From this 

evidence it would seem that the Essenes were excluded from the official temple cult. However, the 

evidence could be interpreted to mean that they still offered sacrifice, either in a special part of the temple 

area or elsewhere, on their own.  

The preoccupation of the Essenes with purity is evident in many of their practices, including celibacy 

and avoidance of oil (see above). Josephus mentions their ritual baths in cold water (JW 2.8.4 §129), notes 

that novices were allowed to share a purer kind of holy water after their year of postulancy (2.8.7 §138), 

and mentions that if a senior member of the community was touched by a junior, he had to take a bath ―as 

after contact with an alien‖ (2.8.10 §150). He also reports their custom of burying their excrement (so as 

not to offend the rays of the deity) and of avoiding bowel movements on the Sabbath (2.8.9 §148). Even 

those expelled from the community were apparently still bound by purity regulations (2.8.8 §143–44).  

Perhaps the most distinctive custom noted by Josephus is the custom of praying towards the sun before 

dawn ―as if entreating him to rise‖ (JW 2.8.5 §128). They are said to pray ―towards‖ (eis) not ―to‖ (pros) 

the sun and so should probably not be regarded as sun worshippers. Nonetheless, the practice is surprising 

in a Jewish context and is reminiscent of the custom condemned in Ezek 8:16. The parallel passage in 

Hippolytus makes no reference to the sun, a fact which is probably due to editorial intervention.  

A more conventional aspect of the Essences‘ piety is their devotion to the law. They are said to hold 

Moses in reverence second only to God (JW 2.8.9 §145) and to display an extraordinary interest in the 

writings of the ancients (2.8.6 §136). Philo claims that the exposition of the law at the sabbath services 

was allegorical (Quod Omn 82), but his description of the Essene assembly does not differ greatly from 

his account of the assembly of the Therapeutae in the Vita Cont (75–78) or of the Jewish people in 

Hypothetica (7).  

Finally, the common meals of the community had religious significance. Josephus comments that, after 

their ritual bath, ―pure now themselves, they repair to the refectory as to some sacred shrine‖ (JW 2.8.5 

§129). The meal is ritualized by the prayers of a priest both before and after. Philo mentions the common 

meals as factors which further the unity of the members (Quod Omn 86; Hypothetica 11.5); but in his 



description of the related group, the Therapeutae, he dwells at length on the meal, which he calls a ―sacred 

symposium‖ (or banquet) (Vita Cont 71).  

4. Religious Beliefs. The 1st-century accounts of the Essenes are primarily concerned with the practices 

of the sect. Philo gives us scarcely any information about their beliefs but he does state that they believed 

that the godhead is the cause of all good things and nothing bad (Quod Omn 84). This belief may imply a 

dualistic view of the universe. The main account of the beliefs of the sect is found in Josephus (JW 2.8.11 

§154–58), and there is some additional information in Ant 18 and in Hippolytus.  

Josephus clearly asserts that the Essenes believed in the immortality of the soul and regarded the body 

as a prison house (compare Ant 18.1.5 §18). He compares their idea of the abode of the virtuous souls to 

the Greek isles of the blest and the murky dungeon of the wicked to Hades. The parallel account in 

Hippolytus, however, goes beyond this and says that they also believed in the resurrection of the body. 

The sojourn of the soul in the ―isles of the blest‖ is ―until the judgment,‖ which would be followed by the 

ekpyrosis, or universal conflagration. Some have suspected that the reference to resurrection is intended to 

bring the Essenes into line with Christian teaching, but it is by no means clear that Hippolytus would have 

wanted to make a Jewish sect look like an anticipation of Christianity. The account in Ant 18.1.5 §18 

emphasizes the determinism of the sect: they are wont ―to leave everything in the hands of God.‖  

Josephus and Hippolytus say that some of the Essenes professed to foretell the future. Josephus 

elsewhere relates incidents involving three different Essene prophets (JW 1.3.5 §78–80; 2.7.3 §111–13; 

and Ant 15.10.5 §373–79). In each case the prophecy concerns the fortunes of a king: in the first case, 

Judas the Essene predicted the murder of Antigonus (about 104 B.C.E.); in the second, an Essene named 

Simon interpreted a dream of Archelaus (about 6 C.E.); and in the third, Menahem foretold the kingship of 

Herod and earned the despot‘s respect for the Essenes. In Hippolytus the notice about prophecy follows 

immediately on the reference to the final judgment and may have apocalyptic overtones. Josephus also 

notes their interest in medicinal roots and the properties of stones (JW 2.8.6 §136).  

Hippolytus also ascribes to the Essenes a fanatic aversion to idols, an inclination to kill the 

uncircumcised, and an unwillingness to recognize any lord except God. Throughout this passage, 

however, he appears to have confused the Essenes with the Zealots or Sicarii. Despite this militant 

portrayal Hippolytus says that they swore not to hate anyone—in sharp contrast to the oath in Josephus 

which promises always to hate the wicked. It is possible that Hippolytus has introduced some elements of 

Christian morality into the text in this instance.  

D. Correlation with the Qumran Scrolls  

The identification of the sect of the Dead Sea Scrolls as the Essenes rests on two primary 

considerations: the location of the Essene settlement according to Pliny and the descriptions of the process 

of admission both in Josephus and in the Qumran Rule of the Community (1QS).  

1. Location. Pliny located the Essene settlement between Jericho and En-gedi (assuming that ―below‖ 

means ―to the South of‖ in accordance with the direction in which the description is moving). The only 

oasis between Jericho and En-gedi, is the Ain Feshka oasis, at the N end of which stands Qumran (M.R. 

193127). The excavations at Qumran have shown that there was a settlement at the site from the mid-2d 

century B.C.E. to the time of the Roman conquest (except for an interruption immediately before the turn 

of the era). The period of occupation at Qumran corresponds well to the period within which the Essenes 

are mentioned in Josephus. Since there is no other known site which would fit the location given by Pliny, 

it is reasonable to conclude that he was in fact referring to Qumran. See also QUMRAN.  

Prior to the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, the ruins at Qumran were thought to be part of a military 

fort. This theory has recently been revived by Golb (1985), who points out that Qumran was violently 

destroyed and so had presumably been defended. The standard Essene interpretation, however, can 

account for the military adaptation of the site, whether by the sect itself or by Jewish revolutionaries, in 

the face of the Roman threat. On the other hand, the ―military fort‖ theory leaves us with no identification 

for the site mentioned by Pliny. The assumption that Qumran was an Essene settlement remains the most 

economical way to account for the evidence.  



2. Admission Procedures. The second basic argument rests on the correspondence between 1QS and 

the description of the Essenes in Josephus. Evidently 1QS is the rule for a distinct community. See 

COMMUNITY, RULE OF THE (1QS). It is simpler to suppose that this community was located at 

Qumran, rather than at some other unknown location. The correspondences with the description of the 

Essenes, then, further confirm the identification of the site. These correspondences are not complete or 

without problems; but, nonetheless, they are impressive.  

The most striking point of analogy between 1QS and the account in Josephus concerns the procedures 

for admission to the sect. According to 1QS 6:14–23 the candidate is first examined by the overseer, at 

the head of ―the Many‖ or main body of the community. If he is accepted, he still cannot touch the 

―Purification of the Many‖ or mingle his property with that of the community for a year. At the end of this 

year, his property is handed over to the overseer; but he cannot partake of the drink of the congregation 

for another year. This account initially seems to posit a two-year, rather than three-year, candidacy. In 

Josephus‘ account, however, the first year was spent outside the community. The initial examination by 

the overseer in 1QS 6 may in fact mark the end of such a postulancy. In Josephus‘ account the candidate 

is allowed to share ―the purer kind of holy water‖ after the year as a postulant. If this corresponds to the 

―Purification of the Many,‖ as seems likely, then there is a discrepancy between the two accounts: either 

1QS envisages only a two-year candidacy or it places this stage of admission after the second year of 

three. The general similarity between the two procedures remains impressive, however, especially since 

we have no parallels for such a multiyear process of admission elsewhere in ancient Judaism. The 

discrepancy is most simply attributed to a misunderstanding on the part of Josephus‘ source, but it is also 

possible that it reflects a change in practice at some point in the history of the Essenes.  

3. Communal Property. Both Philo and Josephus emphasize the sharing of possessions in the Essene 

community. Some passages in 1QS have a similar theme: ―All the volunteers that cling to his truth shall 

bring all their understanding and powers and possessions into the community of God‖ (1:11). Again, 

when a candidate has completed one year in the community, ―his property and also his wages shall be 

handed over to the overseer of the revenues of the Many; but it shall be inscribed to his credit, and shall 

not be spent to the profit of the Many‖ (6:18–20). This latter passage does not clarify whether private 

ownership persists after full admission to the community. The Rule, however, presupposes some form of 

private property, since it requires that a member reimburse the community for damage to the communal 

property (1QS 7:6).  

Some scholars (e.g., Rabin 1957) have seen here a significant discrepancy between the Essenes and the 

sect of the scroll, since the classical accounts insist that ―the individual‘s possessions join the common 

stock and all, like brothers, enjoy a single patrimony‖ (JW 2.8.3 §122). Yet the similarity is more striking 

than the difference. Philo and Hippolytus mention the treasurer (Philo, Hypothetica, 11.10) or overseer 

(Hippolytus, Haer. 9.20.2, proestōta) who handles the community finances. The common meals, which 

are attested in the Gk sources and 1QS 6, required common funds. It is easy to see how the existence of a 

common treasury could have been perceived by a Gk ethnographer to imply a rejection of private 

property. Even the Gk term anamemigmenon, ―mingled,‖ which is used by Josephus (JW 2.8.3 §122) for 

the communal pooling of funds, may well be a translation of the Heb hit˓areb (1QS 6:17; see Black 1961: 

33–36). Rabin argues that hit˓areb in 1QS means ―to do business,‖ as in 1QS 9:8 it is used of dealings 

with outsiders. This interpretation does not account for the role of the overseer in 1QS 6.  

The role of the common treasury is further restricted in the Damascus Document (CD). There ―the rule 

of the Many to provide for all their needs‖ specifies: ―The wage of at least two days a month, this is what 

they shall pay into the hands of the overseer and the judges. They shall set apart a portion of this sum for 

orphans, and with the other they shall support the hand of the poor …‖ (CD 14:12–14). The remainder is 

presumably retained as private property. This, however, is part of the rule for the ―camps,‖ for those who 

live throughout Israel rather than in a monastic settlement. There is no such specification of the amount of 

the contribution in 1QS. The Gk account of communal property among the Essenes is more likely to have 

been derived from the regulations reflected in 1QS than from the rule for the camps in CD.  



4. Celibacy. Abstention from marriage and sexual activity was one of the hallmarks of the Essenes 

according to Philo, Josephus, and even Pliny. While Philo says flatly that ―no Essene marries‖ 

(Hypothetica 11.14), Josephus adds, in an epilogue to his account, that there is a second order of Essenes 

which differs in this regard (JW 2.8.13 §160–61) and says that even the celibates do not condemn 

marriage in principle (2.8.2 §121). (The notice in the Syriac author Dionysios bar Salibi [cited by 

Charlesworth 1980: 216] that the Essenes did not approach their wives again after they had become 

pregnant, is evidently based on a misunderstanding of Josephus.) The scrolls never mention a prohibition 

of marriage, but 1QS does not mention the subject at all and makes no provision for women in the 

community. In contrast, the rule for the camps in CD assumes marriage and family life; and the ―Rule for 

the End of Days‖ (the so-called ―Annex to the Community Rule,‖ 1QSa) provides for sexual relations 

when a man has reached 20 years of age, which is late by rabbinic standards. Here again the variation 

probably lies between the two orders of Essenes. Thus 1QS is at least compatible with the celibate life 

described in the Gk sources, while CD and 1QSa can only pertain to the second order of Essenes. The 

bones of a few women and children have been found on the periphery of the cemetery at Qumran. Their 

presence may be explained by the hypothesis that Qumran served as a center for Essenes from other 

locations, and so these women may not have lived there. While the Qumran evidence on this matter gives 

no positive support to the identification as an Essene settlement, it can be reconciled with this 

identification. (See further Vermes 1981: 108; de Vaux 1973: 128–29.)  

5. Relation to the Temple. We have seen already that the evidence of Josephus is ambiguous, but at 

least it shows clearly that the Essenes were at variance with the rituals usually practiced in the Jerusalem 

temple. In 1QS there is silence on this issue (as there is in Josephus‘ main account in JW 2 and in the 

parallel in Hippolytus). The information in CD is also ambiguous, but can be reconciled with the data in 

Josephus. In CD 6:11–13 we read that ―none of those who have entered the covenant shall enter the 

sanctuary to kindle his altar in vain.‖ This passage, like Ant 18.1.5 §18–19, is open to different 

interpretations but at least implies dissent from the official temple ritual. The ambiguity lies in the phrase 

in vain: it may be that sacrifice was permitted if the proper (sectarian) regulations were observed, or it 

may be that all access to the temple was prohibited. The archaeological evidence from Qumran has not 

clarified this situation. Carefully buried animal bones have been found; some scholars have taken these as 

evidence for the practice of sacrifice at Qumran (e.g., Cross 1961: 102), but others suppose that they were 

the remains of religious meals which had been ritually buried (de Vaux 1973: 14). A number of passages 

in 1QS speak of the life of the community as a substitute for the sacrificial cult (5:6; 8:3; 9:4). While this 

does not necessarily exclude the practice of sacrifice, it shows how the ritual could have been dispensed 

with. Josephus‘ statement that the Essenes sent offerings to the temple would seem to be in accordance 

with the situation envisaged in CD 11:19: ―let there be sent to the altar of holocaust neither offering nor 

incense nor wood by the hand of a man defiled by any defilement whatsoever, permitting him thus to 

render the altar unclean …‖ Presumably offerings could be sent if the bearer was not defiled.  

6. Religious Beliefs and Ideas. Josephus‘ statement that the Essenes are wont to leave everything in the 

hands of God (Ant 18.1.5) accords well with the deterministic theology of the scrolls (e.g., 1QS 3:15: 

―from the God of Knowledge comes all that is and shall be, and before they were, he established all their 

design …‖). The main doctrinal issue in the Gk sources, however, is the immortality of the soul, which is 

mentioned in both JW 2 and Ant 18. There has been considerable debate as to whether this belief is 

attested in the scrolls, or even whether some more Semitic conception of an afterlife underlies Josephus‘ 

hellenized formulation. The problem concerns the rather vague formulation of personal eschatology in the 

scrolls. In 1QS 3:7–8 the visitation of all who walk in the spirit of life ―consists of healing and abundance 

of bliss, with length of days and fruitfulness and all blessings without end, and eternal joy in perpetual life 

and the glorious crown and garment of honor in everlasting light.‖ The language of this passage is 

reminiscent of the Psalms (e.g., Ps 16:11: ―thou dost show me the path of life; in thy presence there is 

fullness of joy‖) or of Proverbs (e.g., Prov 8:35: ―he who finds me finds life and obtains favor from the 

Lord‖), which are not usually thought to imply a belief in an afterlife. In 1QS, however, the lot of the 

Children of Light is contrasted with that of the Sons of Darkness. The visitation of the latter ―consists of 



an abundance of blows administered by all the Angels of Destruction in the everlasting Pit by the furious 

wrath of the God of vengeance, of unending dread and shame without end, and of the disgrace of 

destruction by the fire of the region of darkness‖ (1QS 4:12–13). Since this passage clearly implies 

punishment after death for the wicked, it is hardly conceivable that the ―eternal life‖ of the righteous does 

not also extend beyond the grave. The ―eternal life‖ of the community certainly involved present 

participation in the eschatological state, as can be seen from the Hodayot (Thanksgiving Hymns), but it 

also extended beyond death. (Compare also the contrast between the fates of the wicked and the righteous 

in CD 2:5–6 and 3:20. See further Nickelsburg 1972: 156–67.) This conception could well have been 

translated into Greek, though not quite accurately, as the immortality of the soul.  

Hippolytus further claims that the Essenes believed in bodily resurrection, a final judgment, and 

universal conflagration (Haer. 9.27). A few passages in the Hodayot have been interpreted as references 

to resurrection: 1QH 6:34, ―they that lay in the dust have raised up a banner‖; 1QH, 11:12 ―that this 

vermin that is man may be raised from the dust to [thy] secret [of truth].‖ Other scholars, more plausibly, 

take these passages as references to the present state of the community. Thus 1QS does not clearly speak 

of resurrection; it simply does not specify whether or not the body will participate in eternal life. Since the 

scrolls do not make the typical Greek distinction of soul and body, it is likely that they had in mind some 

conception of a ―spiritual body‖ such as Paul has in 1 Cor 15:44. Here again we can see how an outsider 

might have construed this, inaccurately, as resurrection of the body. It is also possible that Hippolytus 

changed his source at this point, under the influence of his own Christian beliefs (see further Nickelsburg 

1972: 146–69).  

The final conflagration, in contrast, is strikingly illustrated in the description of the torrents of Belial in 

1QH 3:29–36. In this case at least, the scrolls seem to support the account preserved in Hippolytus.  

7. Further Correlations. There are several other points where the scrolls (esp. 1QS) correspond to the 

Gk sources (see Beall 1988). These include ritual bathing (JW 2.8.4 §129; 2.8.7 §138; 1QS 3:4, 9; 5:13); 

the common meal (JW 2.8.5 §131–32; Quod Omn 86; Hypothetica 11:5; 1QS 6:5); study of the law (JW 

2.8.6 §137; 2.8.9 §145; Quod Omn 80; 1QS 6:6); the prohibition of spitting (JW 2.8.9 §147; 1QS 7:13); 

the requirement of oaths upon admission (JW 2.8.7 §139; 1QS 5:7–8); the demand to hate the unjust as 

well as support the just (JW 2.8.7 §139; 1QS 1:9–10); and to conceal nothing from the members of the 

sect but divulge none of their secrets to others (JW 2.8.7 §141; 1QS 9:17–19). In some cases we can 

speak of ―verbal reminiscences in Josephus of theological clichés in the Qumran texts‖ (Cross 1961: 96): 

the use of the verb ―hate‖ with reference to the unjust, the term ―mingle‖ (hit˓areb, anamignusthai) with 

reference to the finances of the community, and the description of the dark netherworld, where the wicked 

are punished.  

Some other points which are not noted in the Rule of the Community are otherwise supported by 

discoveries from Qumran. Philo‘s statement that the Essenes supported themselves by labor on the land 

and by crafts is supported by the archaeological evidence from Qumran and nearby Ain Feshka (de Vaux 

1973: 60–87). The fact that the secrets of the sect include the names of angels (JW 2.8.7 §142) accords 

well with the general prominence of angels in the scrolls. The biblical commentaries or Pesharim may 

provide some basis for Philo‘s assertion that they interpret their writings ―through symbols‖ or 

allegorically, although Philo‘s understanding of allegory is very different from that at Qumran. The 

discovery of horoscopes at Qumran (4Q186) may be of relevance to the Essene interest in predicting the 

future. A very obscure fragment, the so-called 4QTherapeia, has been adduced as evidence of the Essene 

interest in superstitious medicine, but that interpretation has been decisively refuted (Naveh 1986).  

8. Discrepancies. Apart from the problems noted above relating to the practices of the sect, the most 

significant discrepancy is that the scrolls provide considerable information about the self-understanding 

and beliefs of the sect which has no parallel in the Gk sources. Josephus mentions that a priest says grace 

at meals but otherwise does not hint at the prominence of priests in the community. The theology of the 

Rule of the Community is dominated by the dualistic opposition of Light and Darkness, which will endure 

until the final judgment. This dualism is never explicit in the Gk sources. It may be implied in Philo‘s 



statement that they held the divinity responsible only for good things (Quod Omn, 84), while the Essene 

reverence for the sun is highly appropriate for self-styled ―Children of Light.‖  

Yet there is no doubt that the Greek accounts proceed from an understanding of the sect very different 

from what we find in the scrolls. In broad terms the contrast is between Hellenistic mysticism on the one 

hand and priestly apocalypticism on the other. In the light of the scrolls, the asceticism of the sect can be 

seen to arise from a strict adherence to levitical purity, intensified by the conviction that the end of days 

was at hand. The reference to a final conflagration in Hippolytus suggests that some apocalyptic motifs 

may have been dropped by Josephus and Philo. Basically, however, the difference between the two 

portrayals must be attributed to the fact that the Greek accounts, and their immediate sources, were 

written for Greek readers and that they adapted their material accordingly. As Morton Smith has observed 

(1958: 290–91), the common source of Josephus and Hippolytus was already a document of Greek 

ethnography. Some of the material—references to messiahs or to a final war between the forces of Light 

and Darkness—may have seemed too hostile for gentile readers, or the Hellenistic writer may simply have 

failed to appreciate the importance of some sectarian beliefs which could not be assimilated to Greek 

models. Despite the differences the parallels between Josephus‘ source and 1QS are far closer than those 

with any other known document.  

The discrepancies between the Greek sources and the scrolls, significant though they are, are 

outweighed by the similarities. The correspondence of geographic location and the extensive similarity of 

community structure make overwhelmingly probable the identification of Qumran, and of the Rule of the 

Community, as ―Essene.‖  

E. History of the Sect  

The Essenes appear in Josephus‘ account from the mid-2d century B.C.E. to the time of the war against 

Rome. He gives no explanation of their origin; except that he notes their difference from the ritual of the 

temple; and we might infer that this had some bearing on their separation from the rest of Judaism. 

Attempts to fill out the history of the Essenes are based primarily on evidence from the Dead Sea Scrolls 

and the archaeology of Qumran. Here we are concerned only with those points at which the Greek and 

Latin evidence has some bearing on historical reconstruction. There are three such points: (a) the early 

formation of the sect, (b) the interruption in its sojourn at Qumran, and (c) its survival after 70 C.E.  

1. Early Formation. It is evident from the Damascus Document (CD) that the sect had some history 

prior to the settlement at Qumran. On the most widely accepted interpretation of CD 1, the sect arose in 

the early 2d century B.C.E. (―390 years‖ after the fall of Jerusalem, granted that the number is not exact). 

(On the alternative interpretation, which pushes the origin of the sect back into the Babylonian Exile, see 

the discussion of CD in DEAD SEA SCROLLS.) There was then a 20-year period of uncertainty which 

ended with the arrival of the ―Teacher of Righteousness.‖ Subsequently there was a split in the movement, 

when some people ―departed from the way‖ and ―turned back‖ with the ―Man of Lies.‖ The settlement at 

Qumran is usually thought to have been initiated by the Teacher, but the evidence on this point is not 

clear.  

The Greek evidence is relevant to this early history at two points. The first concerns the designation of 

pre-Qumranic material as ―Essene.‖ The name, as used in the Greek sources, refers to an organized form 

of communal life. The designation is most fully warranted when we have a full community rule as in 

1QS. It is probably warranted with reference to the ―new covenant‖ of CD, which was probably formed 

before the arrival of the Teacher. It does not, however, seem to be warranted in the case of pre-Qumran 

pseudepigraphic works such as the early Enochic writings and Jubilees. While this material reflects 

incipient sectarian movements, which may have been forebears in some sense of the Essenes, it lacks 

reference to the distinct community structures which are a hallmark of the Essenes.  

A second point concerns the split in the early Essene movement. We know from Josephus that there 

were two orders of Essenes. The evidence of CD, which makes special provision for ―those who live in 

camps,‖ is compatible with this information. Neither the Greek nor the Hebrew evidence, however, 

suggests that the distinction of two orders was the result of a schism. In CD, those who live in camps are 

clearly regarded as part of the Teacher‘s movement, while the followers of the ―Man of Lies‖ are not. The 



suggestion that ―non-Qumran Essenes‖ were those who refused to follow the Teacher (Murphy-O‘Connor 

1974: 235–36) and so were in opposition to Qumran, is not supported by the evidence.  

2. Interruption of the Qumran Settlement. Two major developments in the history of the Qumran 

settlement are known from the archaeology of the site. The first was the expansion of the settlement in the 

time of Alexander Jannaeus (103–76 B.C.E.), presumably to accommodate an influx of new converts. This 

development has been associated with the persecution of the Pharisees by Alexander Jannaeus reported by 

Josephus (JW 1.4.6 §96–98; Ant 13.14.2 §380–83) but is not reflected in the accounts of the Essenes.  

The second major development was the destruction of the site and its subsequent abandonment in the 

reign of Herod. The destruction of the site has been variously attributed to an earthquake (which is known 

to have happened in 31 B.C.E.) or to the Parthian invasion of 40–39 B.C.E. (see de Vaux 1973: 20–24). We 

do not know where the community lived while the site was vacant. Since Josephus tells us that Herod held 

the Essenes in high respect (Ant 15.10.5 §378), the question has been raised ―should we think of the 

Essenes as retreating to Jericho and living beside the magnificent Herodian structures that have recently 

been excavated and restored?‖ (Charlesworth 1980: 227). In view of the general asceticism of the 

Essenes, this question should almost certainly be answered in the negative.  

3. Survival after 70 C.E. The majority of the Essenes lived at sites other than Qumran. (Philo and 

Josephus say that there were about 4000 Essenes; the capacity of Qumran was about 200.) It is therefore a 

priori unlikely that the destruction of Qumran would have brought the sect to an end, but it is possible that 

the sect dissolved in the general turmoil of the war against Rome. Evidence for the persistence of the 

Essenes after 70 C.E. is hard to find. The accounts of Josephus and Hippolytus were written in the present 

tense but they were based on older sources. Pliny‘s information was probably gathered before 70 C.E. 

Epiphanius, who preserves some distinctive material, claims to rely on a tradition (he eis hemas elthousa 

paradosis) the origin of which is unknown. Alleged theological and thematic influences on Syriac 

Christianity (Charlesworth 1980: 231) do not require the continued existence of the sect. The suggestion 

of Vermes (1975: 28) that a passage in Midrash Rabbah 36 be translated to say that Rabbi Meir visited 

the Essenes and found no copy of Esther among them is intriguing in view of the absence of Esther at 

Qumran but is very slender evidence for the continued existence of the Essenes. (The usual translation 

says he visited Asia Minor.) In short, while it is certainly possible that the Essenes continued to exist after 

the 1st century, we lack firm evidence to confirm that they did.  
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JOHN J. COLLINS  

ESTHER, ADDITIONS TO. The ―Additions to Esther‖ consist of six extended passages (107 

verses) in the Greek version/s which have no counterpart in the traditional Hebrew text. Regarded by both 

Jews and Protestants as apocryphal, i.e., noncanonical, these Additions (= Adds) never appear in Jewish 

Bibles; and if printed in Protestant Bibles, they usually appear, along with other apocryphal books, 

between the two Testaments or after them. By contrast, Roman Catholics since the Council of Trent 

(1546) have regarded these Additions as authoritative and have called them ―deuterocanonical‖; and 

following Jerome‘s practice in the Vulgate (A.D. 405), Catholic Bibles usually print these six Adds 

immediately after the canonical text, numbering them as chaps. 11–16.  

Designated by a variety of numbering systems, the Adds consist of the following: Mordecai‘s dream 

(Add A 1–11) and the discovery of a plot against the king (Add A 12–17); the royal edict dictated by 

Haman, announcing a pogrom against the Jews (Add B 1–7); the prayers of Mordecai (Add C 1–11) and 

Esther (Add C 12–30); a description of Esther‘s going before the king unsummoned (Add D 1–16); the 

royal edict dictated by Mordecai, counteracting the edict written by Haman (Add E 1–24); and the 

interpretation of Mordecai‘s dream (Add F 1–10) along with the colophon to the Greek version (F 11). 

These Adds differ from the canonical Esther—as well as from one another—in purpose (i.e., effect), 

content, and style.  

There is one other ―addition‖ in the Greek text which must be mentioned here: God himself. The word 

or his name occurs over fifty times, mostly in the deuterocanonical sections but sometimes even in the 

canonical sections (see below). This is in sharp contrast to the Hebrew text where God is not mentioned at 

all, a fact that has prompted much debate. (On this problem as well as other matters relating to the 

Hebrew version of Esther, see ESTHER, BOOK OF.  
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———  

A. Summary  

1. Add A 1–11 (=Vg 11:2–12). The Greek version of the book of Esther begins before the description 

of Ahasuerus‘ banquet (the scene that begins the Hebrew version), recounting that, on New Year‘s Day in 

the 2d year of the reign of Artaxerxes the Great, Mordecai ben Jair, a prominent Jew serving in the royal 

court at Susa, had a dream in which he saw the earth full of cries and chaos. Two great dragons were 

readying themselves for battle while the pagan nations prepared to war against the righteous nation. 

Surrounded by darkness and filled with fear, the righteous nation cried out to God. And from their crying 

there arose a mighty river; then light and sun appeared. Finally, the humble were exalted and devoured the 

eminent. Realizing that this dream was a portent of what God intended to do, Mordecai puzzled over it all 

day.  

2. Add A 12–16 (=Vg 12:1–6). Also placed before the banquet scene and also set on New Year‘s Day 

in the 2d year of Artaxerxes, these verses recount how Mordecai, while in the royal court that evening, 

overheard Gabatha and Thara, the king‘s bodyguards, plotting against Artaxerxes. Mordecai promptly 

informed the king; and after the culprits were executed, Mordecai‘s good deed was duly recorded; he was 

also ordered to serve in the king‘s court and received certain other rewards for his service. But Mordecai‘s 

―betrayal‖ of the eunuchs also earned him the enmity of Haman, son of Hammedatha, a Bougaion who 

was also the king‘s favorite, who decided to destroy not only Mordecai but his people as well.  

3. Add B 1–7 (=Vg 13:1–7). This florid and rhetorical Add, appearing between what would be verses 

13 and 14 of chap. 3 of the MT, transcribes the royal edict dictated by Haman. In it, the Persian king in 

effect says the following: ―Having conquered the whole world (but not out of any power-madness but 

always with gentle restraint), I was resolved to make the lives of my subjects untroubled by civilizing the 

land, making all travel safe, and restoring the peace. When I asked Haman, my second in command and 

an adviser of balanced judgment and consistent kindness, how this might be accomplished, he informed 

us that there is scattered throughout the empire a certain people whose own laws make them hostile to 

everyone else and who ignore the royal ordinances and frustrate our noble plans. Realizing that this 

people, alone, are always acting only in their own interests and are frustrating the good that I would do, 

and threatening the general welfare of the empire, I do hereby authorize their total and complete 

destruction—including their women and children—on Adar 13 of the present year. With all of them killed 

in one day, our government will then be secure and our future untroubled.‖  

4. Add C 1–11 (=Vg 13:8–18). Assured that Esther would intercede for her people, Mordecai left the 

King‘s Gate (4:17 of the MT). In the Greek verses immediately following, it is recounted that Mordecai 

prayed to God, in effect saying: ―Lord, king and creator of the universe, not out of insolence or vanity did 

I refuse to bow down to Haman. For Israel‘s sake I would have kissed the soles of his feet, but I will bow 

down only to you, my Lord. God of Abraham, spare your people, your heritage whom you ransomed from 

Egypt. Turn our mourning into feasting. Lord, don‘t stifle the voices of those who praise you!‖ 

Meanwhile all Israel was also crying out in fear of the impending implementation of the edict dictated by 

Haman (Add B).  

5. Add C 12–30 (=Vg 14:1–9). Terrified at the prospect of approaching the king unsummoned, Esther 

put on mourning clothes, covered her head with ashes and dung, and prayed, in effect saying: ―My Lord 

and only king, help me who am alone as I risk my life. I have always heard that you treated your 

inheritance Israel just as you had promised. But when we sinned and extolled the gods of our enemies, 

you handed us over to them. Not satisfied with our enslavement, they now are resolved to nullify your 

promises to us by destroying both the temple and us. Lord, don‘t relinquish your scepter! Frustrate their 

plot and make an example of Haman. Lord, give me courage! Make me persuasive before the ‗lion‘ and 

make him hate our enemy and his supporters. You know that I detest the pomp of the wicked and the bed 

of the uncircumcised. As for the royal turban I wear at court, I loathe it like a menstruous rag! I have not 

dined at Haman‘s table or partied or drunk the royal libations. God of Abraham, I have always delighted 

only in you. Save us from the wicked—and, Lord, protect me from my fears!‖  



6. Add D 1–16 (=Vg 15:4–19). This Add, an expansion of 5:1–2 of the MT, reports that on the third 

day, when Esther‘s prayers were finished, she dressed in her finest outfit and, with one maiden preceding 

her and another carrying her train, she finally stood before the king—radiant, regal, but unsummoned. But 

when the king turned livid at the sight of her, she turned pale and keeled over on her maid. God instantly 

changed the king‘s rage to gentleness so that Artaxerxes leaped from his throne and, gathering her up in 

his arms, assured her that everything would be all right. ―My lord,‖ she said to the king, ―I saw you like 

an angel of God, and I was upset.‖ As she sagged with relief, the king and his court continued to reassure 

her. The Greek then follows the MT (5:3–8:12), recounting how Esther asked that the king and Haman 

come to her dinner, how the second dinner culminated with the execution of Haman, and how the king 

authorized Mordecai to issue a pro-Jewish edict to counterbalance Haman‘s earlier anti-Jewish edict.  

7. Add E 1–24 (=Vg 16:1–24). These verses transcribe in diffuse and florid style the edict that 

Mordecai dictated. It begins with Artaxerxes greeting his governors and all his subjects throughout the 

empire. He then goes on to say, in effect: ―Some arrogant men, excessively honored by overly generous 

benefactors, scheme even against their own benefactors. Puffed up by flattery, they hope to escape the 

evil-hating justice of the omniscient God. Occasionally these malicious scoundrels through their guile and 

persuasiveness mislead even the most well-intentioned and highest officials. A case in point is Haman, 

son of Hammedatha, a Macedonian without a drop of Persian blood or goodness in him, who was not only 

treated as a guest but was even addressed in public as ‗our father‘ and was ranked second only to the king 

himself. In his arrogance, Haman schemed to rob us of both kingdom and life. He tried to destroy not only 

Mordecai, benefactor of the king, and Queen Esther, but their people as well. Then he would have had the 

hegemony pass from the Persians to the Macedonians! We now know that the Jews maligned and 

consigned to destruction by Haman are not criminals but are governed by the most just laws and are sons 

of the most high and living God who has always directed the fortunes of our empire. Therefore, ignore the 

royal decree sent by Haman, for he as well as his family are now hanging from Susa‘s gates! Post copies 

of this dispatch in every public place. Also, allow the Jews to follow their own customs—and support 

them on Adar 12. (The omnipotent God had determined that day to be a joyful one for his chosen people, 

not a day of destruction; moreover, henceforward that day shall be celebrated by you and by those 

Persians sympathetic to them.) Any city or province not acting in accordance with the present edict shall 

be so devastated by fire and spear that it will be forever avoided by both man and beast!‖  

8. Add F 1–10 (=Vg 10:4–13). This Add, which immediately follows the conclusion (10:3) of the MT, 

hearkens back to the scene with which the Greek version began. In these verses, the Greek version draws 

to conclusion with Mordecai realizing that all this had been God‘s doing. In his earlier dream, the ―river‖ 

symbolized Esther; the ―two dragons‖ were he and Haman; and the ―nations‖ represented the heathen 

world who would have annihilated the nation of Israel. The Lord himself had saved his people and done 

all these things. God had made two lots, one for his people and the second for all the other nations; and at 

the appointed time of trial he acquitted Israel, his inheritance. Therefore, all Israel should joyfully 

celebrate Adar 14 and 15 for all time.  

9. Add F 11 (=Vg 11:1). This additional verse is a colophon, which literally reads: ―In the fourth year 

of the reign of Ptolemy and Cleopatra, Dositheus, who said he was a priest and a Levite, and his son 

Ptolemy brought the above book of Purim, which they said was authentic and had been translated by 

Lysimachus, son of Ptolemy, a member of the Jerusalem community.‖  

The preceding summary has been unusually detailed for three reasons: (1) to provide data enabling us to 

see how the Adds are frequently inconsistent with or even contradictory to the canonical sections of 

Esther; (2) to underscore the explicitly religious character of the Adds; and (3) to show how the Adds help 

to alter dramatically the character and ―purpose‖ (i.e., effect) of the Greek version of Esther. Each of these 

matters will be treated in detail at some point below.  

B. Canonicity of Esther and Its Adds  

In the Hebrew version of Esther, the Persian king is mentioned 190 times in 167 verses; but the God of 

Israel not once. Nor are there mentioned in the MT such distinctive practices and concepts as prayer, 

kašrût, election, law, Jerusalem, temple, or divine intervention (in fact, fasting is the only religious 



practice mentioned [Esth 4:16 and 9:31]). These glaring omissions undoubtedly contributed to the 

difficulties the book had in gaining canonicity among both Jews and Christians. For as late as the 4th 

century A.D. some Jews were still denying the book canonical status, as were a number of Eastern Church 

Fathers as late as the 9th century (for further details, see ESTHER, BOOK OF).  

Just as the canonicity of the Hebrew version of Esther had long been debated by both Jews and 

Christians, so the canonical status of the Adds has also been a matter of dispute. With respect to the Adds, 

Esther‘s questionable canonical status was both their cause and an effect: on the one hand, the book‘s 

contested canonical status made it possible for editors to tamper with the text by creating the Adds; and 

on the other hand, the introduction of explicitly religious Adds improved the book‘s odds of gaining 

canonicity, at least among some of its critics.  

Although Jerome had removed the Adds from their logical positions in the LXX and had relegated them 

to the end of his Latin translation, further negative judgment on the Adds per se was not raised for the 

next thousand years.  

Then in the 16th century, during the period of the Protestant and Roman Catholic Reformations, 

Protestants, following Luther‘s lead, looked upon the Adds as apocryphal while Roman Catholics called 

them ―deuterocanonical.‖ Speaking of his church‘s doctrinal position concerning the Adds, the Roman 

Catholic biblical scholar Soubigou (1952: 581–82, 597) maintained that, while a Roman Catholic scholar 

must accept as doctrinally true the inspiration of the Adds, he need not subscribe to the view that they 

were an original part of the Esther story, the distinction here being that the provenance and original 

language of the Adds are matters for literary and linguistic analysis, not doctrinal pronouncement.  

C. Secondary Character of the Adds  

There can be no doubt that the Adds are properly called ―additions,‖ for both the internal and external 

evidence confirm this. As for the external evidence, none of the standard translations regularly based on 

the Hebrew text has them, i.e., neither the Talmud, Targums, nor the Syriac has these particular Adds. Nor 

are these Adds found in Aquila, Theodotion, or Symmachus, these being 2d century A.D. Greek 

translations based upon the current Heb text (Roberts 1951: 120–27). The so-called ―ancient‖ Heb version 

of Adds A and C in Sefer Josippon is actually a product of the Middle Ages and is based upon the LXX 

(Moore 1977: 154).  

By contrast, those ancient versions universally recognized as being based upon the LXX (i.e., the OL, 

Coptic [i.e., Sahidic], the Ethiopic) do have these Adds. The Latin Vulgate, which Jerome (340?–420) 

based upon the Hebrew, also has these Adds; but in a note after Esth 10:3 of his Latin translation Jerome 

said that these Adds were not in the current Hebrew text.  

Earlier, Origen (185?–?254) had reported in Epistle to Africanus 3 that neither the royal edicts by 

Haman and Mordecai (Adds B and E) nor the prayers of Mordecai and Esther (Add C) appeared in the 

Hebrew text of his day. Whether Adds A, D, and F did exist at that time is unknown; after all, to conclude 

that A and F did exist because they were not expressly mentioned as being absent is an argument based on 

silence.  

1. Inconsistencies. The intrusive or secondary character of these Adds is also attested by their 

inconsistencies with the MT. Admittedly, some of the inconsistencies are relatively unimportant.  

While in A 1 et passim the king is named Artaxerxes, his name in the MT is ˒ḥšwrwš (i.e., Xerxes). In A 

2, Mordecai is described as ―a prominent man who served in the king‘s court‖; yet not until 8:2 of the MT 

can he be so described, albeit he must have had some prior standing to have been identified in 2:21 of the 

MT as an official (literally, ―one who sat at the King‘s Gate‖), unless, as some scholars argue, A 2‘s 

characterization of him as one ―who served in the king‘s court‖ represents an inner-Greek corruption (i.e., 

Gk pulē, ―gate,‖ was early misread as Greek aulē, ―court‖).  

Haman is identified in A 17 as a ―Bougaion,‖ which is evidently a term of reproach (Moore 1977: 178), 

while in 3:1 and 9:24 of the MT he is called an ―Agagite.‖ The description of him as a ―Macedonian‖ in E 

10 is also a term of reproach, the claim of E 14 notwithstanding (i.e., that Haman had intended to deliver 

the kingdom into the hands of the Macedonians).  



The king‘s laudatory characterization of himself and his glowing description of Haman in B 2–3 and 6 

cannot be considered inconsistent with what is found in the MT. After all, the edict was composed by 

Haman, who would naturally have spoken favorably about the king; and as Soubigou noted, ―The eulogy 

of Haman was by Haman‖ (1952: 680).  

Esther‘s concern for the temple and altar at Jerusalem (C 20), her abhorrence at being married to a 

gentile (C 26), her loathing of all things worldly and courtly (C 25–27), her strict observance of dietary 

laws (C 28) are not even hinted at in the MT. If anything, one would infer from 2:9 of the MT that at Susa 

Esther did not observe kašrût. The mention in D 2 and 7 of two maids accompanying Esther finds no 

counterpart in the MT.  

Whether the date of Mordecai‘s dream (i.e., the 2d year of Artaxerxes‘ reign) contradicts 1:1 of the MT 

depends upon two things: (1) whether Haman‘s discovery of the plot by Gabatha and Tharra happened the 

day after the dream or at some later date; and (2) whether their plot is the same as the plot of Bigtan and 

Teresh, which, according to the MT, occurred in the 7th year of the king. Fuller (1888: 373) regarded 

them as separate plots; but the A-Text (see below), Josephus, and the OL report only one.  

2. Contradictions. It is, however, the contradictions between the apocryphal and the canonical sections 

of Esther that prove that the Adds are interpolations. According to Add A 1 and 11–16, Mordecai 

discovered the plot against the king in Artaxerxes‘ 2d year (7th year in 2:1 of the MT); he himself 

informed the king of the plot (in 2:22 of the MT, Esther did so in his name); and Mordecai was 

immediately rewarded (cf. 6:1–11 of the MT, where Haman was not rewarded until the king‘s 12th year 

[3:7]). According to A 17, Haman‘s hostility toward Mordecai was based upon the latter‘s informing on 

the two conspirators against the king; but in the MT it was because Mordecai had refused to bow down to 

Haman and because Mordecai was a Jew while Haman was an Amalekite (Esth 3:1, 5–6).  

What in the MT had been essentially a plot involving court rivalry (3:1–4), intrigue (3:8–9), and long-

standing hostility between Jews and Amalekites (3:1, 10, 13; 5:13; 6:13) becomes, implicitly in 

Mordecai‘s dream and explicitly in the narrative, an antagonism between Israel and all the rest of the 

world. What was portrayed in the MT as a pogrom in the Persian Empire became in the Greek version a 

cosmic struggle between the Jews and everyone else.  

While saying nothing in his prayer about Haman‘s ethnic background (i.e., that Haman was either a 

―Bougaion‖ [A 17], a ―Macedonian‖ [E 107], or an Amalekite), Mordecai explained his defiance of 

Haman by maintaining that he could bow down to any mortal but reserved that honor exclusively for the 

Lord, an explanation which is in sharp variance with that in 3:2–6 of the MT.  

In 5:1–2 of the MT the king received the unsummoned Queen Esther most cordially, and she displayed 

no outward signs of fear or anxiety; but in Add D the king was initially so infuriated at the sight of her (D 

7a) that she lost her nerve and fainted (D 7b). Fortunately God miraculously changed the king‘s mood (D 

8); but even though the king was very solicitous and reassured Esther of her safety (D 8–11), she had been 

so upset that she sagged with relief (D 16).  

In E 10 it was Haman‘s intention to hand the Persian kingdom over to the Macedonians that prompted 

him to mislead the king and to try to destroy Mordecai and the Jews, not his personal rivalry with 

Mordecai or his ethnic hatred of the Jews.  

In the MT, Haman was hanged on the gallows at his own home (Esth 7:9); a year later his ten sons were 

killed in Susa (9:6) and were exposed on the gallows the following day (9:13–14). But according to A 18, 

Haman and all his family were promptly executed and their bodies hanged on the gates of Susa at the time 

of his downfall.  

Finally, Add F makes explicit what was implicit in Add A, namely, that the conflict was a universal and 

cosmic struggle between Jews and all the rest of the world (F 5–9).  

While the account in the Hebrew is an intelligible and consistent whole, the contradictions and 

inconsistencies of the Adds clearly argue for their intrusive and secondary nature. Moreover, virtually all 

modern scholars agree that at least two of the Adds, B and E (see below), are not translations but original 

Greek compositions.  

D. Greek Version/s of Esther  



Before more is said about the Adds, a few words should be said about the Greek translations of Esther.  

1. The B-Text. Apart from a few Hebraisms which are probably later ―corrections‖ (Moore 1977: 162), 

the LXX (or B-Text) of Esther is a ―literary‖ translation, in the sense that it has very few readings that 

remind its reader that it is a translation (but see Esth 3:7; 6:13; 8:9; and 9:28 of the LXX). Ironically, 

while the Greek text of Esther is noted for its Additions, in point of fact it has even more ―omissions,‖ 

there being scarcely a verse where the translator has not omitted a word, phrase, or clause of the Hebrew 

version (Moore 1965: 23–54). Totally uninterested in creating a mechanical one-for-one translation of the 

Hebrew, the Greek translator was evidently content to proceed verse by verse, rendering the sense of each 

verse but omitting repetitious material. (That his Hebrew text was much like the MT is highly probable 

but impossible to prove, the oldest Hebrew ms of Esther dating to no earlier than the 11th century A.D.)  

2. Colophon to the B-Text The LXX of Esther is unique in the Jewish Bible for having its own 

authentic colophon (Bickermann 1944: 329–57), i.e., an inscription at the end of a ms telling about when, 

where, and by whom it was produced. While the latest possible date for the Gk translation of Esther is ca 

A.D. 93 (i.e., the date when the Gk version of Esther was paraphrased by Josephus in Ant.), the actual date 

is a century or two earlier. Assuming that the information in the colophon is correct (i.e., that Esther was 

translated in the 4th year of the reign of Ptolemy and Cleopatra), we can say that the probable date is 

either A.D. 114 (Fuerst 1972: 168; Moore 1977: 161, 150–52; HJP² 3/2, 719) or 77 B.C. (Bickermann 

1944: 346–47; Nickelsburg 1981: 173; Collins 1983: 87).3. The A-Text. In 1883 Lagarde published what 

he called the lucianic recension (or A-text) of Esther. Whatever else this eclectic text was, it was certainly 

not the Lucianic recension of Esther. Rather, Lagarde‘s text represented a separate Greek translation of a 

Heb text which was quite different, at points, from both the MT and the Hebrew text presupposed by the 

LXX (so Moore 1967: 521–28; Cook 1969: 369–76; but see also Tov 1982). Important though the A-Text 

is for reconstructing the earliest form of the Esther story, it is of little value for the Additions, since as the 

Adds were borrowed from the B-Text (Clines 1984: 72–92). For further information on the Greek 

translations of Esther, see ESTHER, BOOK OF.  

E. Original Languages of the Adds  

All six Adds were supplied after the completion of the canonical book of Esther. The growing 

consensus (HJP², 3/2, 718–19) is that Adds A, C,fi180 3. The A-Text. In 1883 Lagarde published what 

he called the Lucianic recension (or A-Text) of Esther. Whatever else this eclectic text was, it was 

certainly not the Lucianic recension of Esther. Rather, Lagarde‘s text represented a separate Greek 

translation of a Heb text which was quite different, at points, from both the MT and the Hebrew text 

presupposed by the LXX (so Moore 1967: 521–28; Cook 1969: 369–76; but see also Tov 1982). 

Important though the A-Text is for reconstructing the earliest form of the Esther story, it is of little value 

for the Additions, since as the Adds were borrowed from the B-Text (Clines 1984: 72–92). For further 

information on the Greek translations of Esther, see ESTHER, BOOK OF.  

E. Original Languages of the Adds  

All six Adds were supplied after the completion of the canonical book of Esther. The growing 

consensus (HJP², 3/2, 718–19) is that Adds A, C, D, and F were originally composed in either Hebrew or 

Aramaic, and that they were added to the canonical Heb text prior to the latter‘s being translated into 

Greek, and that Adds B and E (the edicts dictated by Haman and Mordecai) were originally composed in 

Greek and were added sometime after the completion of the Greek translation.  

1. Adds B and E. With the exception of Schildenberger (1941: 76), who argued that the royal edicts of 

Haman and Mordecai (Adds B and E) represent the actual edicts sent to Greek-speaking people in 

accordance with Esth 3:12 and 8:9, virtually all scholars regard Adds B and E as Greek in origin. Add B 

is so diffuse and rhetorical, so bombastic and convoluted in its literary style that anyone familiar with 

Greek and Hebrew literature can scarcely doubt that it is Greek in origin. Its literary style stands in sharp 

contrast to the simple, straightforward style of both the canonical sections and Adds A, C, D, and F. Add 

B is so reminiscent of Ptolemy Philopator‘s letter in 3 Macc. 3:12–29 (see Motzo 1924: 272–90), the 

latter being Greek in origin (Emmett, APOT 1: 155–62), that Barucq (Judith, Esther JB, 84) maintained 

that Philapator‘s letter is a ―Hellenistic imitation of Esther.‖ But a case can be made for saying the 



reverse, that Add E was inspired by 3 Macc. (Moore 1977: 195–97; but see HJP² 3/2, 720, n. 336). 

Although the 1 and 2 Targums of Esther (i.e., Aramaic translations dating to no earlier than the 8th 

century A.D.) offer Aramaic texts of Haman‘s edict, there is no justification for seeing either the Greek or 

Aramaic version of Add B as being dependent upon the other (Moore 1977: 195; HJP² 3/2, 720). In any 

event, Add B is a cleverly constructed piece of propaganda, feeding as it does upon men‘s fear and greed, 

even though, in contrast to Esth 3:13 of the MT, there is no mention of the possibility of looting Jewish 

property.  

If anything, the Greek of Add E is even more rhetorical and florid than Add B. While it is likely that 

both had the same author, it is unlikely that it was the same person who did the Greek translation of the 

Hebrew text (see below). The basic message of Add E (i.e., ―allow the Jews to follow their own customs‖ 

[E 19]) would have been most appealing to Jews of the Diaspora.  

2. Adds A, C, D, and F. That Adds A, C, D, and F were originally composed in a Semitic language was 

first proposed by Torrey (1944: 1–40), although as far back as 1890 Jacob (p. 257) had shown that 

another 50-word addition to Esth 4:17 in the OL presupposed a now lost Greek passage which, in turn, 

was based on either a Hebrew or Aramaic text (Moore 1977: 202). Unfortunately, Torrey offered only two 

readings to support his view of an Aramaic original for the Adds: (1) the B-Text‘s charitōn meston (―full 

of graciousness‖) in D 14 presupposed the Aram ml˒ r˓t˒, since the A-Text (see below) has in the 

corresponding place metron idrōtos(―a measure of sweat‖), the r in the Aramaic script easily being 

confused with the d; and (2) the B-Text in C 7 has en hyperēphania (―out of arrogance‖) while the A-Text 

has en peirasmō (―in rivalry‖), both renderings being legitimate translations of the same Aramaic word, 

b˒ithnassā˒ah (Torrey 1944: 8).  

Other evidence of a Semitic Vorlage is, admittedly, of a much ―softer‖ character. For example, Ehrlich 

(1955: 69–74) argues that Mordecai‘s dream in Add A seems to have biblical and Palestinian rather than 

Egyptian or Mesopotamian imagery, and had either a Hebrew or Aramaic Vorlage, the dream‘s typology 

as well as its Hebraisms reflecting a strong influence from Joseph‘s dream in Genesis 37. And, if one 

regards the colophon to Esther in F 11 as authentic, then, coming as it does after Mordecai‘s interpretation 

of his dream, it presupposes the inclusion of Add F, and hence of Add A, in the Hebrew text translated by 

Lysimachus, the LXX translator of the Hebrew text according to the colophon (Moore 1977: 244–52).  

Most persuasive of all, however, are the findings of Martin (1975: 65–72). Using a statistical analysis of 

syntax developed earlier for distinguishing between translation-Greek and original-Greek, Martin (1974) 

concluded that Adds B and E were originally composed in Greek; Adds A, C, and D are translations of a 

Semitic Vorlage; and that Add F is either original Greek or a very free translation of a Semitic text.  

F. Purpose/s of the Adds  

It is virtually impossible to know the intent of the author/s of the Adds, although Nickelsburg (1981: 

175) has argued that the Adds were made on analogy of 3 Maccabees and were intended to substitute the 

feast of Purim for the festival commemorating the Jews‘ deliverance from death in the hippodrome. The 

purpose of the Adds may better be inferred from the effect they have on their readers, although this too 

can vary from reader to reader. At the very least, the Adds seem to accomplish one of two things: either 

they compensate for what some readers have called the ―religious deficiencies‖ of the MT by supplying 

―the religious element that is so conspicuously absent from the Hebrew edition‖ (Paton, Esther ICC, 44–

45); or, as more and more scholars are now suggesting, the Adds make explicit in the Greek Esther what 

is only implicit in the Hebrew version. That is, the Hebrew version of Esther is a religious, not a secular, 

story; God may not be mentioned in the Hebrew text and he may not be onstage with the spotlight 

focusing on him, but he is clearly in the wings, directing the story and its actors (Cohen 1974: 87–94; 

Loader 1978: 417–21; Berg 1979: 173–87). For a discussion of the reasons for the absence of religious 

elements in the Hebrew Esther, see ESTHER, BOOK OF.  

In any event, God is quite evident in the Greek Esther, mostly in the Adds but occasionally even in the 

canonical sections. In the B-Text, he is mentioned in 2:20 (―to fear God and obey his commandments‖); 

4:8 (―to call upon the Lord‖); 6:1 (―and the Lord drove the sleep from the king that night‖); and 6:13 (―for 

God is with him‖). In addition, the A-Text also mentions him in 4:14 (―but God shall be their help and 



salvation‖); 4:16 (―propose a service and earnestly beg God‖); and 7:2 (―Esther was uneasy about 

speaking because the enemy was right in front of her, but God gave her the courage for the challenge‖).  

Certainly the Adds provide the opportunity for their respective authors to express their own particular 

theological views. All the Adds, but especially A and F (i.e., the dream and its interpretation) emphasize 

God‘s providential care for his people Israel; Adds A and F, along with Add C, also express a strong anti-

gentile attitude (e.g., A 6, C 26–28, and F 5, 8). But then Add C (i.e., the prayers of Mordecai and Esther) 

also attests to the efficacy of prayer, the concern for kašrût in food and marriage (C 26–28), and the 

importance of the cult and temple at Jerusalem (C 20). Add D, which is the real climax of the Greek 

Esther (Brownlee 1966: 161–85), describes the miraculous intervention of God on behalf of Queen 

Esther. That, together with the LXX‘s downplaying of the establishment of Purim in Esth 8:13–9:32 

(Moore 1977: 241–43), shifts the emphasis in the LXX away from the establishment of the Purim festival 

to God‘s miraculous and saving acts (see D 8, 6:1; 7:2 of the A-Text; and F 1, 6, 9).  

Even though God is not mentioned in Add B, its Greek author used the occasion for describing some of 

the causes and effects of anti-Semitism. Haman‘s edict represents a clever piece of propaganda which, 

feeding as it does on the fears and greed of men (B 4–6), also well illustrates the scapegoat mechanism. 

By contrast, in Add E, God is mentioned four times: E 4 (―the evil-hating justice of God‖); E 16 (―[Jews] 

are sons of the living God‖); E 17 (―an appropriate sentence which the omnipotent God promptly passed 

on him‖); and E 21 (―For the omnipotent God has made this a day of joy for his chosen people‖).  

The Adds have other effects beside making the story explicitly religious. The 16 verses of Add D, 

which describe Esther‘s unannounced audience with the king, are far more dramatic and detailed than the 

corresponding verses in the MT (Esth 5:1–2), and the same can be said for the edicts in Adds B and E in 

comparison to Esth 3:13 and 8:10–12 of the MT. Then too, whatever the intent of their respective authors, 

one of the effects of Adds B, D, and E is to ―strengthen the trustworthiness‖ of the story (Bardtke 1973: 

18), the logic here being that in antiquity many a naive reader would have concluded that ― ‗they‘ would 

not have written all this if it had not been true.‖  

Recently, Clines (1984), taking the position that the author of the ―Proto-Masoretic‖ story (pp. 115–38) 

edited out all of the religious elements in the ―Pre-Masoretic‖ story (pp. 93–114), has argued, with some 

justice, that ―the primary effect of the LXX expansions as a whole is … to assimilate the book of Esther to 

a scriptural norm, especially as found in Ezra, Nehemiah, and Daniel‖ (p. 169). But although Clines 

maintains that a ―transformation of [the book‘s] canonical shape had the effect of affirming its canonical 

status‖ (p. 174), the simple fact is that the Esther story, with the Adds (i.e., the Greek version) as well as 

without the Adds (i.e., the MT), had difficulty in attaining canonical status.  

The presence of the Adds in the Greek version may help to explain the change in the book‘s title. 

Whereas the Heb version is frequently referred to by Jews as the ―Megillah‖ (=Heb for ―scroll‖), 

Christians, who from the beginning read the Esther story with the Adds (i.e., the LXX or Latin), called it 

―Esther.‖ It is the Adds—especially Esther‘s prayer in C 12–30 and her obviously courageous 

performance in D 1–16—that increase her stature in the Greek vis-à-vis the Hebrew version, although 

even in the MT she plays a more dominant role vis-à-vis Mordecai than is generally recognized (Jones 

1977: 171–81).  

G. Dates of the Adds  

It is reasonably certain that the Adds were not composed all at the same time or by the same person. The 

latest possible date for Adds B, C, D, and E is A.D. 93, because they were paraphrased by Josephus in Ant. 

(Whether Adds A and F existed then but were omitted by him because they were irrelevant to his theme 

[so HJP² 3/2, 719] or because he feared that their anti-gentile character might offend his gentile readers is 

unknown.) Actually, however, those Adds which were originally in Hebrew or Aramaic would have been 

translated into Greek by Lysimachus in either 114 or 77 B.C. In terms of the literary style and theology of 

the Adds, not to mention their anti-gentile spirit, there is little reason not to regard the Adds as dating to 

the 2d and/or 1st centuries B.C. Nor need every Add have been created all of a piece. For example, the fact 

that Josephus and the OL, both of which were based upon the Greek, lack A 12–17 and C 17–23 indicates 

that these particular sections were not present in the Greek text used by their translators. As for Adds B 



and E (the edicts dictated by Haman and Mordecai), they would not have been composed until, at the very 

least, the appearance of the Greek translation of Esther. In any event, all six Adds did exist by the time of 

Origen (185?–?254).  

H. Provenance and Authorship  

Adds B and E (the edicts) were composed by the same person, their style and point of view of subject 

matter clearly indicating this (Schildenberger 1941: 20). But whoever their author was, he was certainly 

not Lysimachus of the colophon (but so Torrey 1944: 20); for one can scarcely imagine a stylist so 

enamored with producing the pseudoclassical style of Adds B and E being content, let alone able, to 

translate the rest of the book of Esther as simply and unpretentiously as Lysimachus had done (HJP² 3/2, 

719). But while the distinctive Greek character of Adds B and E may argue for their having originated in 

some sophisticated Greek Jewish center such as Alexandria (or ―in many parts of the Mediterranean 

diaspora‖ [HJP² 3/2, 720]), there is no reason to think that the remaining Adds had any other provenance 

than Palestine. Certainly the theological content of the Adds, not to mention the anti-gentile spirit of Adds 

A and F, is quite compatible with Palestinian Judaism as found in such books as Daniel, Judith, and the 

sectarian literature of the Dead Sea community at Qumran. Collins (1983: 88), with some justification, 

characterizes the Greek Esther as ―Hasmonean propaganda.‖  

I. Critical Editions  

The Greek Esther is fortunate in being one of the very few texts appearing in both the Cambridge (OTG 

3/1) and the Göttingen (Hanhart 1966) critical editions of the LXX. While English translations of the B-

Text of Esther are easily found, the only translation of the entire A-Text in any language is in Clines 

(1984: 215–48). Jerome‘s Latin Vg also has a critical edition of itself (Libri Hester et Job, Rome, 1951). 

Unfortunately, there is no critical edition of the OL, Coptic, or the Ethiopic versions.  

Bibliography  
Bardtke, H. 1973. Zusätze zu Esther. Pp. 15–62 in Historische und legendarische Erzählungen, jüdische Schriften aus 

hellenistisch-römischer Zeit 1/1, ed. W. G. Kümmel et al. Gütersloh.  
Berg, S. B. 1979. The Book of Esther: Motifs, Themes and Structure. SBLDS 44. Missoula, MT.  

Bickermann, E. J. 1944. The Colophon of the Greek Book of Esther. JBL 63: 39–62.  

———. 1951. Notes on the Greek Book of Esther. PAAJR 20: 101–33.  

Brownlee, W. H. 1966. Le Livre grec d‘Esther et la royauté divine: Corrections orthodoxes au livre d‘Esther. RB 73: 161–85.  

Clines, D. J. A. 1984. The Esther Scroll: The Story of the Story. JSOTSup 30. Sheffield.  

Cohen, A. D. 1974. ―Hu Ha-goral‖: The Religious Significance of Esther. Judaism 23: 87–94.  

Collins, J. J. 1983. Between Athens and Jerusalem: Jewish Identity in the Hellenistic Diaspora. New York.  

Cook, H. J. 1969. The A-Text of the Greek Versions of the Book of Esther. ZAW 81: 369–76.  

Ehrlich, E. 1955. Der Traum des Mardochai. ZRGG 7: 69–74.  

Fritzsche, O. F. 1851. Zusätzen zum Buch Esther. KEHAT 1: 67–108.  

Fuerst, W. J. 1972. The Rest of the Chapters of the Book of Esther. Pp. 132–68 in The Shorter Books of the Apocrypha, ed. J. 

C. Dancy. Cambridge.  

Fuller, J. M. 1888. The Rest of the Chapters of the Book of Esther. Apocrypha of the Speaker’s Commentary, vol. 1. Ed. Henry 

Wace. London.  

Hanhart, R. 1966. Esther. Septuaginta Vetus Testamentum graecum auctoritatae academiae scientaiarum gottingensis editum, 

8/3. Ed. J. Ziegler. Göttingen.  

Jacob, B. 1890. Das Buch Esther bei dem LXX. ZAW 10: 241–98.  

Jones, B. W. 1977. Two Misconceptions about the Book of Esther. CBQ 39: 171–81.  

Lagarde, P. de. 1883. Librorum Veteris Testamenti Canonicorum Pars Prior Graece. Göttingen.  

Loader, J. A. 1978. Esther as a Novel with Different Levels of Meaning. ZAW 90: 417–21.  

Martin, R. A. 1974. Syntactical Evidence of Semitic Sources in Greek Documents. SBLSCS 3. Missoula, MT.  

———. 1975. Syntax Criticism of the LXX Additions to the Book of Esther. JBL 94: 65–72.  

Meinhold, A. 1975–76. Die Gattung der Josephsgeschichte und des Estherbuches: Diasporanovelle. ZAW 87: 306–24; 88: 79–

93.  

Moore, C. A. 1965. The Greek Text of Esther. Diss., Baltimore.  

———. 1967. A Greek Witness to a Different Hebrew Text of Esther. ZAW 79: 351–58.  

———. 1977. Daniel, Esther, and Jeremiah: The Additions. AB 44. Garden City, NY.  

Motzo, B. 1924. Il Rifacimento Greco di Ester e il III Mac. Pp. 272–90 in Saggi di Storia e Letteratura Giudeo-Ellenistica of 

Contributi all’Scienza dell’Antichità 5. Florence.  

Nickelsburg, G. 1981. Israel in Egypt. Pp. 161–93 in Jewish Literature between the Bible and the Mishnah. Philadelphia.  



Roberts, B. J. 1951. The OT Text and Versions. Cardiff.  

Schildenberger, J. B. 1941. Das Buch Esther. HSAT 4. Bonn.  

Soubigou, L. 1952. Esther traduit et commenté. 2d ed. La Sainte Bible—Bible de Jérusalem. Paris.  

Torrey, C. C. 1944. The Older Book of Esther. HTR 37: 1–40.  

Tov, E. 1982. The ―Lucianic Text‖ of the Canonical and the Apocryphal Section of Esther: A Rewritten Biblical Book. Textus 

10: 1–25.  

CAREY A. MOORE  

ESTHER, BOOK OF. This OT book, which is part of the Writings (the third and final major section 

of the Hebrew Bible), takes its title from the name of its heroine, Esther (Heb ˒str). Her name is of 

uncertain origin, it being derived either from the Akk ištar (Jensen 1892: 70), the Babylonian goddess of 

love, or the Persian stara, ―star,‖ or possibly a postulated Median *astra, ―myrtle‖ (Yahuda 1946: 174–

78). The book is frequently referred to by Jews as Megillat Esther, ―The Scroll of Esther.‖ The LXX calls 

the book Esthēr; the Vg, Hester. The book claims to give the historical origins for Purim, a Jewish festival 

celebrated on the 14th and 15th of the month of Adar (i.e., the 12th month of the Babylonian calendar and 

corresponding to March-April).  

———  

A. Summary of Content  
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1. The Book‘s Purpose  
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1. Greek Versions  

2. Other Ancient Versions  

———  

A. Summary of Content  

One day during a lavish stag party in the courtyard at Susa, Xerxes (=Ahasuerus), king of the Persian 

Empire, commanded Queen Vashti to put on her finest clothes and come there so that he might show her 

off to his guests. When she refused, the king was furious. On the advice of one of his seven princely 

advisers, Memucan, who regarded Vashti‘s conduct as a personal insult to the king as well as a general 

threat to the men of the realm whose wives might follow her haughty example, King Xerxes issued an 

edict on the spot: Vashti was hereby stripped of her rank; a successor was to be sought; and all women 

throughout the empire were to show their husbands proper respect. Like all royal edicts, this decree was 

irrevocable (chap. 1).  

Soon afterward, King Xerxes launched an empire-wide search for a new queen. Among the bevy of 

beauties brought to his bed (but only after a year-long beauty treatment) was Esther (or Hadassah), 

daughter of Abihail, the niece and adopted daughter of Mordecai the Jew. A beautiful and shapely 

maiden, Esther was not only the favorite of Hegai, the eunuch in charge of the harem, but was also the 

most popular candidate in the palace. Not surprisingly, Xerxes chose her as his queen.  



Some time after this, Mordecai learned of a palace plot to assassinate the king. He told Esther, who in 

turn informed the king in Mordecai‘s name, without, however, revealing her own Jewish identity. But 

though it was officially recorded in the daily record that Mordecai the Jew had saved the king‘s life, 

Mordecai went unrewarded at the time (chap. 2).  

Later on, Mordecai refused to bow down to the king‘s new prime minister, Haman, son of Hammedatha. 

Once Haman was made aware of Mordecai‘s blatant disrespect for him, he decided to destroy not only 

Mordecai but all his people as well. To that end, and by simply identifying the Jews to Xerxes as ―a 

certain people,‖ Haman tried to persuade the king to approve a pogrom against them, insisting that they 

were a major obstacle to the realization of the king‘s plans for his empire. Moreover, the king was also 

persuaded by Haman‘s offer of 10,000 silver talents for permission to carry out his proposal, so Xerxes 

granted Haman permission to institute the pogrom. Not only did the king permit Haman himself to dictate 

the decree but he even let him issue it in the king‘s name and seal it with the royal signet. Thus an edict 

was sent throughout the empire, declaring that on the 13th day of the month of Adar all Jews—including 

women and children—were to be wiped out and all their possessions plundered (chap. 3).  

As soon as Mordecai learned of the edict, he tore his clothes in an expression of grief and put on 

sackcloth and ashes as an act of mourning. Arriving at the King‘s Gate, Mordecai had Esther‘s trusted 

servant, Hathach, give her the full particulars, urging her to go to Xerxes and intercede for her people. At 

first Esther demurred, arguing that anyone who approached the king unsummoned could be executed on 

the spot and, to make matters worse, for the past month she had not been in the king‘s favor. But after 

Mordecai had pointed out that either way (in the pogrom or by approaching the king) she might be killed 

and that perhaps she had come to her present position for just such a purpose as saving her people, Esther 

relented and agreed to appear before the king. To increase her chances for success, she insisted that all the 

Jews in Susa, herself included, observe a strenuous three-day fast, after which she would appear before 

Xerxes, unsummoned but looking her regal best (chap. 4).  

Three days later, when Esther approached the throne, the king received her most cordially and assured 

her that virtually any wish of hers would be granted. But instead of interceding for her people, Esther 

simply invited him, along with Haman, to attend a dinner for the three of them in her own quarters.  

At the party Xerxes, who was in the mood to grant Esther any request and who said as much, was asked 

only one thing: that the three of them have dinner again the next day, at which time she would ask the 

king her favor.  

Haman left the dinner elated, flattered by the special attention he had just received and enjoying the 

prospect of another such party the next day. But his joy quickly turned to rage when he saw Mordecai the 

Jew sitting at the King‘s Gate and acting as if nothing terrible had happened to him or his people—and 

still refusing to bow down to him! Haman kept his feelings under control until he got home, whereupon 

he boasted to his wife Zeresh and his friends about all his accomplishments and honors, including the 

queen‘s inviting him to intimate parties two days in a row. But none of that, he confided to them, really 

meant anything to him when he was reminded of that insufferable Mordecai. When they suggested that he 

build a gallows outside his home and ask the king for permission to hang Mordecai on it, the idea struck 

him as the most appropriate course of action. He ordered the gallows constructed and resolved to speak to 

the king about the matter the next morning (chap. 5).  

That night, because Xerxes could not sleep, he had the daily record read aloud. When the entry 

containing Mordecai‘s discovery of the plot against the king was read, Xerxes realized that absolutely 

nothing had been done for Mordecai in appreciation. The king then asked Haman, who just happened to 

be in the outer court, exactly how a king should treat a man he especially wanted to honor. Haman, 

assuming that he was the intended recipient of the honor, advised that the honoree be given a royal robe 

and allowed to ride on the king‘s horse while one of the high-ranking officials went before him 

throughout the city, crying, ―This is what is done for the man whom the king especially wants to honor.‖ 

Haman was, of course, appalled to learn that Mordecai, whose death he had just come to request, was the 

intended recipient and that he, Haman, would be that high-ranking official doing the honors.  



Later that day, after Haman had returned home and was seeking solace, he described to his wife and 

friends the whole wretched experience as well as the mortification he felt at leading Mordecai around 

through the city. They all cautioned Haman that, if Mordecai really was Jewish, then Haman would never 

get the better of him. The discussion was interrupted by the arrival of those sent to escort Haman to 

Esther‘s private party (chap. 6).  

If Haman thought his defeats were behind him and only pleasures lay ahead, he was deadly wrong. 

During the party Xerxes asked for the third time in two days what Esther‘s request was, promising her 

that he would grant it. Realizing that it was now or never, Esther begged for her life and that of her 

people. Asked who her enemy was, she identified Haman as the one who had abused his power and 

betrayed the king‘s friendship. So surprised and incensed was the king that he bolted from the room, only 

to return a minute or two later to find Haman ―touching‖ the queen, begging for his life. Haman was 

sentenced to death on the spot; and when one of the eunuchs told the king about the gallows Haman had 

constructed for Mordecai, the king ordered that Haman himself be hanged on it (chap. 7).  

Haman‘s estate was given to Esther, who in turn presented it to Mordecai; the king further rewarded 

Mordecai by appointing him Haman‘s successor. Because Haman‘s edict instituting the pogrom against 

the Jews on the 13th of Adar could not be revoked, the king did the next best thing: he allowed Mordecai 

to dictate a new edict, issued in the king‘s name and sealed with the royal signet, granting the Jews the 

right to defend themselves on the 13th of Adar and encouraging everyone to support them. Mordecai had 

copies of this new edict sent throughout the empire, hoping that it would counteract the potential evil of 

Haman‘s edict. Although many pagans, including public officials, began siding with the Jews, and some 

of them became proselytes, not all the enemies of the Jews were deterred by it (chap. 8).  

When the fateful day arrived, the enemies of the Jews were still so numerous that the Jews killed 500 

men in Susa and 75,000 throughout the empire. However, they did no looting, in spite of the fact that they 

had permssion to do so. So it was that the next day, the 14th of Adar, Jews throughout the empire 

celebrated their victory with feasting and the exchange of gifts. But in Susa itself the enemies of the Jews 

were still so strong that Esther had to get further permission from the king for the Jews to fight there the 

next day (the 14th) and to expose the corpses of Haman‘s ten sons on the city walls. Fighting on the 14th, 

the Jews in Susa killed 300 more of the enemy and so celebrated their victory on the 15th, a day later than 

the rest of the Jews.  

Later on, Mordecai wrote to all the Jews, commanding them to continue to observe Purim (the holiday 

being named after the pûr, or ―lot,‖ cast by Haman to determine the propitious day for the pogrom) on the 

14th and 15th of Adar. They were to be regarded as days of salvation and deliverance, and they were to be 

observed with feasting and joy.  

Still later, Esther, using her authority as queen to reinforce Mordecai‘s letter, urged all the Jews to 

observe forever both days of Purim (chap. 9). With Mordecai as Xerxes‘ prime minister, the Persian 

Empire prospered; Mordecai himself increased in power and influence throughout the empire and was 

held in great esteem by his own people (chap. 10).  

B. Preliminary Assessment  

As the summary above indicates, the plot is relatively simple and believable, its denouement sudden. 

The story, in the Hebrew at least, is most effectively told.  

1. The Book’s Purpose. As the story of Esther currently stands in the MT, its author was primarily 

concerned with telling a story which would provide the ―historical‖ basis for the festival of Purim, both 

days of it (9:16–19, 20–22, 26–28, 31).  

2. Contradictory Assessments. The establishment of Purim being the raison d’être of the book, the 

author‘s emphasis was more on plot and color than on personality or character. In fact, with the exception 

of Xerxes, who emerges as a hard-drinking, extravagant, and somewhat careless monarch with a nasty 

temper, all of the major characters seem rather two-dimensional. Neither Vashti nor Zeresh is a believable 

life-and-blood individual; they are merely tools the author uses to construct his story. Haman has no great 

stature or humanity, no redeeming qualities that enable the reader to identify with him or to pity him. The 

wisdom and goodness of Mordecai as well as the courage of Esther are asserted by the author more than 



proven. Beautiful and brave, Esther in the Hebrew account, in contrast to the Greek version (see below), 

seems to be a Jewish nationalist whose Jewishness is more a fact of birth than of religious conviction 

(4:16–17 notwithstanding). To say all this, however, is in no way to deny that the story is well told, its 

great popularity among Jews down through the ages certainly being proof of that.  

Nonetheless, the book has had its strong detractors almost from the time of its composition down to the 

present. In antiquity, a number of Jews and Christians contested its canonicity (see below). From the 

period of the Middle Ages, the pronouncement of Luther (WA 3: 302) stands out:  

I am so hostile to this book [2 Maccabees] and Esther that I could wish that they did not exist at all; for 

they judaize too greatly and have much pagan impropriety.  

Twentieth-century scholars have also been quite critical of the book‘s moral tone. Paton, who has written 

the most detailed and comprehensive Esther commentary in English, concluded that ―There is not one 

noble character in the book … Morally, Est. falls far below the general level of the OT, and even of the 

Apocrypha‖ (Esther ICC, 96). Other scholars have been almost as severe, claiming that Vashti, the 

deposed queen, was the only honorable person in the entire story. Scholar and rabbi Sandmel confessed 

that he ―should not be grieved if the Book of Esther were somehow dropped out of Scripture‖ (1972: 44) 

while the Israeli Ben-Chorin actually advocated that Jews abandon both the book and its holiday, arguing 

that ―Both festival and the book are unworthy of a people which is disposed to bring about its national and 

moral regeneration under prodigious sacrifice‖ (1938: 5). All this and much more has been said about a 

biblical book which the great Jewish scholar Maimonides (1135–1204) ranked as second only to the 

Pentateuch itself.  

C. Canonicity  

Both Jews and Christians have been contesting Esther‘s canonicity almost from the very beginning.  

1. Among Jews. Evidently the book was not used by the Jewish Dead Sea community at Qumran (ca. 

150 B.C.E.–68 C.E.), for no trace of it—alone of all the books of the Jewish canon—has been found there; 

nor was the festival of Purim a part of the Essene liturgical calendar. To be sure, Josephus (AgAp 1.38–

41) said that the Jewish canon contained 22 books; but, unfortunately, he did not enumerate them. In any 

event, there is not a shred of evidence that the book of Esther was canonized by the Academy of Jabneh 

(i.e., Council of Jamnia) ca. 90 C.E. As Orlinsky (1974: 274) has noted, when the rabbis of the 2d century 

C.E. justified Purim as a day of eating and rejoicing, they cited as their authority Megillat Taanit (dating to 

the 1st century C.E.), not the book of Esther (8:15–17); only after the book had entered the canon did the 

rabbis cite it as an authority for observing Purim as a festival. While Zeitlin (1972) would date the book‘s 

canonization to the Academy of Ousha, ca. 140 C.E. (i.e., soon after the Bar Kokhba catastrophe) and 

Orlinsky (1974) not until around 200 C.E., it should be noted that as late as the 3d or possibly even the 4th 

century C.E. some rabbis still did not regard the book of Esther as ―defiling the hands,‖ i.e., canonical; for 

in the Babylonian Talmud (Meg. 7a) we read that  

Rab Judah said in the name of Samuel: (the scroll of) Esther does not make the hands unclean. Are we 

to infer from this that Samuel was of the opinion that Esther was not composed under the inspiration of 

the holy spirit? How can this be, seeing that Samuel has said that Esther was composed under the 

inspiration of the holy spirit?—It was composed to be recited (by heart), but not to be written.  

Rabbi Samuel ben Judah and Rab Judah date to the 3d century C.E.; and we read in Sanh. 2 that  

Levi ben Samuel and Rabbi Huna ben Ḥiyya were repairing the mantles of the Scrolls of Rabbi Judah‘s 

College. On coming to the Scroll of Esther, they remarked, ―O, this Scroll of Esther does not require a 

mantle.‖ Thereupon he reproved them, ―this too savours of irreverence.‖  

Rabbis Levi and Huna belonged to either the 3d or the 4th century C.E. Whatever the reasons may have 

been for Jews in antiquity having reservations about Esther‘s canonicity, the simple fact is that they did.  

2. Among Christians. At first, Christians were no more unanimous about the canonical status of Esther 

than were Jews, although on this particular issue the division was more along geopolitical lines: in the 

Western Church Esther was nearly always regarded as canonical while in the Eastern churches very often 

it was not, especially in the area of Anatolia and Syria. The book, for instance, was denied canonical 

status by Melito of Sardis (fl. ca. 167), Athanasius (295–373), Gregory of Nazianzus (329–390) in 



Cappadocia, Theodore of Mopsuestia (350?–428) in Cilicia, and others. However, it was regarded as 

canonical by such Eastern Church Fathers as Origen (185?–254), Epiphanius (315–403), bishop of 

Constantia in Cyprus, Cyril of Jerusalem (d. 386), and John of Damascus (675–745). The book was also 

accepted as canonical by the Laodicene Canons (343–381), the Apostolic Canons (ca. 380), and the Synod 

of Trullo (692) at Constantinople. Thus, Amphilochius (d. 394), bishop of Iconium, said it best when he 

observed that Esther was ―accepted only by some.‖  

By contrast, Western Fathers and councils nearly always regarded Esther as canonical. Although 

Clement of Rome (30?–99) alluded to Judith and Esther as examples of brave and godly women (1 Clem. 

55), that does not necessarily mean that he regarded the book itself as canonical; but the book was so 

regarded by Hilary (315–367), Ruffinus (345–410), Augustine (354–430), Innocent I (401–417), and 

others, as well as by the councils of Hippo in 393 and of Carthage in 397.  

Even so, the book was not particularly popular among the Church Fathers, for even their casual 

references to it are quite rare. Interestingly enough, the three earliest Christian references to Esther are 

made in conjunction with Judith, the latter being a book which had never enjoyed canonical status among 

Jews (1 Clem. 55, Clem. Str. 4.19, and the Constitutions of the Holy Apostles [ca. 380]). A Christian 

commentary was not written on the whole book until Rhabanus Maurus‘ work in 836.  

The question of the canonicity of the Greek Additions to Esther (i.e., the six extended passages 

consisting of 107 verses which have no counterpart in the Hebrew text) was not a matter of debate among 

Christians until the period of the Reformation in the 16th century. Ultimately, Protestants followed the 

lead of Luther and called the Additions ―apocryphal‖; with the result that, if the Additions were printed in 

a Protestant Bible, they were usually placed between the OT and NT. The Roman Catholic Church 

continued the millennium-long practice of not discriminating against the Additions, and as the result of 

the decrees of the Council of Trent in 1546, Roman Catholics called the Additions ―deuterocanonical‖ 

and, after the practice of Jerome, printed them immediately after the canonical version of Esther.  

D. Reasons for Ancient Opposition to the Book  

Scholars disagree as to why so many Jews and Christians in antiquity rejected the book of Esther. Some 

argue that it was because of what the book lacked; others, because of what it contained.  

1. Its ―Deficiencies.‖ Those critical of the book have often observed that its most conspicuous absence 

is any reference to God. Whereas the Persian king is referred to one way or another 190 times in 167 

verses, the Lord God of Israel is not mentioned once. Apart from fasting (4:16 and 9:31), there is no 

mention of such basic OT themes and institutions as the law, dietary regulations, covenant, election, 

prayer, the temple, Jerusalem, sacrifice, and the like (however, all these features are explicitly mentioned 

in the Greek version of Esther, mostly in the deuterocanonical sections [see below]).  

The absence of any mention of the temple or sacrifice is perhaps understandable; after all, since the 

Deuteronomic Reformation of 621 B.C.E. sacrifices could be performed only in the temple at Jerusalem, 

some 800 miles W of Susa. But to have absolutely no mention of the law, covenant, election, or kašrût 

(i.e., permitted or kosher foods) is rather curious. Most significant of all, given the life-threatening 

situation confronting both Esther (4:8, 11, 16) and her people (3:13–14), one would certainly have 

expected some mention of prayer.  

On only one point do all scholars agree, namely, the absence of all these religious elements was no 

accident. But how can their absence be explained? Probably a distinction should be made between the 

absence of God‘s name and that of those ideas and practices so distinctive of biblical Judaism.  

With respect to the absence of God‘s name in Esther, the crucial question is whether it has always been 

absent from the Hebrew version or was deliberately edited out later. While there can be no certainty on 

this matter, the likelihood is that God was explicitly mentioned in an earlier stage of the story (see below) 

and was subsequently edited out. Even in the MT‘s present form Esther is a religious book, in that certain 

religious concepts are presupposed, though not explicitly mentioned: the concept of Providence (4:14; 

5:1–6), the efficacy of fasting (4:16) and, by implication, of prayer (4:16). In Esther, the God of the Jews 

is not seen or heard onstage but is surely standing in the wings, following the play and arranging the props 

for a successful resolution of the play.  



A number of scholars have maintained that God‘s name as well as all the other overtly religious 

elements in Esther were absent from the Hebrew text because of the joyous, almost abandoned way in 

which some Jews celebrated Purim. The Mishnah, for instance, says that Jews celebrating Purim are to 

drink until they are unable to distinguish between ―Blessed is Mordecai‖ and ―Cursed is Haman‖ (Meg. 

7b). Thus the joyous and carefree way in which Purim was to be celebrated required that distinctly 

religious elements not be present in the story, lest they be accidentally profaned by overly enthusiastic or 

inebriated Jews hearing the story read aloud.  

While the Mishnaic ruling may be the reason for no mention of the Deity in the present form of the MT, 

it probably does not suffice to explain the omission of all the other religious elements as well. Talmon 

(1963: 426) may have offered a more persuasive explanation for the latter phenomenon, i.e., Esther is a 

―historicized wisdom tale … an enactment of standard ‗Wisdom‘ motifs,‖ and the characters in Esther are 

the typical stereotypes found in Wisdom Literature. Just as the usual elements of Jewish piety (e.g., the 

observance of dietary laws, belief in sacrifice and the covenant, and, most important of all, faith in the 

immanent God who answers personal prayers and who intervenes in Jewish history) are virtually ignored 

in such Wisdom books as Proverbs, Job, and Qoheleth, so these ―religious‖ ideas and practices were 

ignored by the final author of the MT version.  

Gordis (1981: 375) would explain the absence of any reference to God as well as of Judaic beliefs, 

practices, and concerns by his hypothesis that the book of Esther represents a heretofore unrecognized 

biblical genre, to wit:  

A Jewish author undertook to write his book in the form of a chronicle of the Persian court, written by a 

gentile scribe. A Jew of the eastern Diaspora … writes the book as if it were an excerpt from the official 

chronicles of ―the kings of Media and Persia‖ (10:2).  

Gordis‘ thirteen points supporting his thesis are sometimes strained and usually better and more easily 

explained by less dramatic hypotheses (Moore 1985: 167–68).  

Berg (1979; 1980) has offered one such hypothesis. Agreeing with the view of Kaufmann (KRI) that the 

biblical Weltanschauung knows a dual causality behind events, Berg (1979: 178) maintains that  

The narrator believed in a hidden causality behind the surface of human history, both concealing and 

governing the order and significance of events … Because Yahweh‘s control of history is neither overt 

nor easily discerned in everyday events, the determination of the shape and dualism of history shifts to 

human beings. This understanding explains the narrator‘s emphasis upon individual responsibility for 

the successful outcome of events. It further provides the logic behind Mordecai‘s words to Esther in 

4:13–14, where he calls upon her to save her people.  

Working independently of Berg, Loader (1978: 417–21) arrived at similar conclusions. In his view, ―The 

Book of Esther should be read as a story of God‘s intervention on behalf of his people, but also as a story 

of human wisdom and initiative. This is shown by the Exodus model and other religious suggestions … 

which are purposely veiled‖ (421). The theory of structural-developmental psychology is used by Miller 

(1980: 145–48) to justify Loader‘s view that Esther has different levels of meaning.  

Last but not least, certain Judaic virtues are also almost totally absent from the book of Esther, 

especially virtues such as kindness, mercy, and forgiveness. Many students of Esther have remained 

largely unconvinced by scholarly efforts to soften or rationalize away such things as Esther‘s 

unwillingness to spare the life of Haman when he begged her (6:7), her requests both for an additional day 

to kill more of her enemies in Susa (9:13) and for permission to expose to public view the ten sons of 

Haman who had been killed the day before (9:13–14), and the storyteller‘s reporting with approval that 

―The Jews defeated all their enemies, slaughtering and annihilating them [500 in Susa and 75,000 

elsewhere], and treating their enemies as they pleased‖ (9:5).  

Certainly the most troubling passage is 8:11. Gordis (1976: 49–53) would see it not as representing 

permission for the Jews to do to others what others would do to them but as an actual quoting of Haman‘s 

original edict, i.e., ―By these letters the king permitted the Jews in every city to gather and defend 

themselves, to destroy, kill, and wipe out every armed force of a people or a province attacking ‗them, 

their children and their wives, with all their goods as booty.‘ ‖ This ingenious interpretation is probably 



not correct; for not only is the traditional interpretation in harmony with the ―blood and guts‖ spirit of the 

rest of the book of Esther, but Gordis‘ interpretation does violence to the principle of peripety (Radday 

1973; Fox 1983), i.e., the unexpected reversal of affairs, which is so much a part of the book‘s literary 

structure from 2:10 (Berg 1979: 110–11) on to the end of the book (cf. 2:10, 20 and 4:17; 3:1 and 10:3; 

3:10 and 8:2a; 3:12 and 8:9–10a; 3:13 and 8:10b–12; and 3:14 and 8:13).  

To be sure, there are a number of passages and scenes in the book which provide some ―comic relief‖ 

(Jones 1977). While the humor is sometimes quite obvious (e.g., the king‘s absurd conduct and ridiculous 

edict in chap. 1), other times it is more subtle, being in the form of irony (e.g., contrast 1:17–19 and 5:1–

2, 8; 6:11–12 and 3:2 and 8:1–2; 5:14 and 7:9–10). Jones has clearly seen all this, although he overstates 

his case by saying that, with the repetition in 9:12 of the reported fatalities in 9:6, ―The effect is almost 

slapstick‖ (1977: 180).  

In any event, while some of these troublesome passages reflecting a vengeful or vindictive spirit may 

not reflect reality (see below) but are merely the result of literary considerations, for many readers they 

still constitute a distasteful part of the book.  

2. Its Questionable Contents. As noted above, Esther‘s many Jewish and Christian critics in antiquity 

may have been offended by the book‘s contents. Some, for instance, may have resented, as some of its 

modern readers certainly have (Anderson 1950: 32–37), the book‘s vengeful, bloodthirsty, and 

chauvinistic spirit, although, in this respect, Esther seems no worse than some other biblical books, 

notably Judges and Nahum. But the fact remains that in Esther intrigue, deceit, hatred, murder, and 

revenge abound, regardless of whether the spotlight is on Haman, Esther, or Mordecai. An even more 

damning indictment of the book may have been that its story was simply regarded as untrue (see below).  

3. The Possible Pagan Origins of Purim. Esther‘s canonical status may have been opposed by those 

Jews and Christians who viewed the book as a defense for a Jewish festival which was actually pagan in 

origin. The festival‘s very name, Purim (9:26), which is a Hebraized form of the Babylonian pûru, 

meaning ―lot,‖ and secondarily, ―fate‖ (Lewy 1939: 17–24), suggests a non-Jewish origin for the festival. 

However, most scholars regard 3:7 (where the pûr, ―lot,‖ is cast) as secondary and not an original part of 

the Esther story (Clines 1984: 53), although some scholars like Cohen (1974) regard it as quite central to 

the story. Certainly a pagan origin for Purim would also help to explain the ―secular‖ way in which it was 

to be celebrated, i.e., with uninhibited and even inebriated behavior (cf. above Meg. 7b). Then too, a 

pagan origin for the festival would also help to explain the absence of various religious elements in the 

story.  

Given the fact of the festival having a Babylonian name, we should not be surprised to learn that many 

scholars have looked in the direction of Babylon for the origin of the festival. In the 1890s Zimmern 

(1891) and Jensen (1892) equated Esther and Mordecai with the Babylonian deities Ishtar and Marduk, 

and Haman and Vashti with the Elamite gods Humman and Mashti. Since then, various Babylonian myths 

and festivals have been suggested as the prototype for Purim, including the Gilgamesh Epic, the Enuma 

Elish, the Tammuz-Ishtar myth, and the Zagmuk Feast (Paton Esther ICC, 87–94).  

More recently, scholars have again looked in the direction of Persia for the festival‘s prototype, 

although as far back as 1887 Lagarde had suggested that Purim was a Jewish transformation of 

Farvardigan, the Zoroastrian Festival of the Dead, which was celebrated at the end of the Persian year.  

Especially on the basis of his analysis of names and epithets in the Greek texts of Esther, Lewy (1939) 

suggested that the book of Esther had nothing at all to do with any plots against Jews but rather with 

dangers confronting Mardukians (i.e., Babylonian worshippers of Marduk at Susa) at the hands of 

worshippers of the god Mithra, possibly during the Persian festival of Farvardigan (celebrated at the end 

of the year, from the 11th to the 15th of Adar) in the days of Artaxerxes II (404–358 B.C.E.). Vashti‘s 

dethronement and Esther‘s subsequent elevation to queenship actually reflect the dethronement of the 

Elamite Mashti by the Babylonian goddess Ishtar. Lewy maintains that the Jews adopted both the 

Babylonized Farvardigan festival and some Babylonian legends associated with it.  



The beginning of the Persian year has also been suggested as providing the pagan origins for Purim by 

Gaster (1950) and Ringgren (1956), who took certain phenomenological similarities between Purim and 

various Persian New Year festivals as the basis of their theories.  

But even more recently scholars are again looking to Palestine for the origin of the festival. Lebram 

(1972), for instance, views the Esther-Mordecai story as being originally two separate and unrelated tales: 

(1) the older Persian Esther legend in which a Jewish girl is instrumental in saving her people, and (2) a 

more recent Palestinian narrative featuring Mordecai and Haman.  

Herst (1973) also views the Esther story as being unhistorical and as having a Palestinian origin. Purim, 

Herst argues, is an adaptation of the Jewish holiday known as ―the Day of Nicanor,‖ a festival celebrating 

Judas Maccabee‘s defeat of the Syrian general Nicanor in 161 B.C.E. (cf. 1 Macc 7:26–49 and 2 Macc 

14:12–15:36); John Hyrcanus I (135–104 B.C.E.) tried to replace the Day of Nicanor with another 

February-March festival called Purim, the latter a Babylonian-Persian saga involving Elamite and 

Babylonian deities. With Herst‘s mention of Babylonian and Elamite deities we have come full circle.  

Although scholars have looked everywhere for the origins of Purim—Greece and Palestine (Paton 

Esther ICC, 77–84), Babylon, Persia, Elam, and the like—they have proven little about the origins of the 

festival, in part because of the inadequacies of our present sources but also because of the nature of 

holidays and festivals; that is, holidays are neither constant nor permanent in either form or content.  

4. Its Lack of Historicity. A number of the scholars just mentioned reject the historicity of the Esther 

story. In fact, rare is the 20th-century scholar who accepts the story at face value, Hoschander (1923), 

Schildenberger (1941), and Barucq (Judith, Esther JB) being the most prominent exceptions who come to 

mind. At first glance, such a situation might be surprising, especially given the fact that there is nothing 

miraculous or supernatural in the Esther story that might ―offend‖ the modern reader. On the face of it, the 

story seems true enough. Apart from the supposed irrevocability of the Persian law (1:19), which certainly 

seems inflexible and crippling to good government and which has no extrabiblical support (but see Dan 

6:8, 9, 12, 15) and perhaps the battle fatalities of the enemy for the 13th of Adar (75,000 in 9:16), nothing 

in the story seems improbable, let alone unbelievable.  

Moreover, much of what the ancient author says about the character of Xerxes/Ahasuerus, the only 

indisputably historical figure in the book, is compatible with what we know from other nonbiblical 

literary and archaeological sources. Also, the ancient author was aware of various actual practices and 

institutions of Persian government, including seven princely advisers to the king (1:14), the very efficient 

postal system of the Persian Empire (3:13; 8:10), the recording and rewarding of the king‘s ―benefactors‖ 

(2:23; 6:8), as well as such Persian customs as the observance of ―lucky days‖ (3:7), royal horses with 

crowns (6:8), and people eating while reclining on couches (6:8). Furthermore, the writer includes a 

number of Persian words in the text: prtmym, ―nobles‖ (1:3); bytn, ―kiosk‖ (1:5); krps, ―cotton‖ (1:6); dt, 

―law‖ (1:8); ktr, ―turban‖ (1:11); ptšgn, ―decree‖ (1:20); gnzym, ―treasury‖ (3:9); ptsgn, ―copy‖ (3:14); 

and ˒ḥštrnym, ―royal horses‖ (8:10).  

Then too, ―Mordecai‖ was a name of several historical persons, including one Mardukâ, an accountant 

who was a member of an inspection tour from Susa as mentioned in an undated text coming probably 

from either the last years of Darius (522–486 B.C.E.) or the first years of Xerxes (Ungnad 1940–41: 244; 

1942–43: 219). Pharshandatha, the name of one of Haman‘s sons (9:7), is also an authentic 5th-century 

B.C.E. name which occurs on a Persian cylinder seal in the Aramaic script as Pršndt (Millard 1977; 1982: 

152). Even though none of the other names in the story has been definitely authenticated by extrabiblical 

sources, most of them seem to be Iranian in origin; certainly none of them is Greek.  

But, taken together, the evidence outlined above provides, at best, only proof of the author‘s familiarity 

with Persian history, customs, vocabulary and names—all of which he could have become familiar with 

by reading such available Greek works as Herodotus‘ History, written during the second half of the 5th 

century B.C.E., or Berossus‘ Babylonica (ca. 270 B.C.E.). In other words, these Persian elements in Esther 

do not necessarily establish the essential historicity of the story itself, especially since there is evidence to 

the contrary.  



It is, for example, improbable that a king would have given a lavish feast for leaders lasting 180 days 

(1:1–3), or that his queen would have disobeyed a royal command given in public (1:12), or that a royal 

edict would have been sent throughout the entire empire for the ―man of the house‖ to be boss in his own 

home (1:22), or that non-Persians would have been appointed to the all-important post of prime minister 

(3:1; 8:2; 10:3), or that the royal edicts would have been sent out in every language of the empire rather 

than in Aramaic, the official language of the Achaemenid empire (1:22; 3:12; 8:9), or that royal 

permission would have been granted (a full year ahead of time!) for an entire people to be plundered and 

annihilated (3:8–15), or that a king would have sanctioned fighting within his own palace complex when 

neither side was a personal threat to himself (9:11–15).  

More serious against the book‘s historicity is the fact that some of the statistics in Esther are incorrect: 

Persian satrapies numbered 20, not 127 (1:1); if Mordecai had been part of Nebuchadnezzar‘s deportation 

of 597 B.C.E. (so 2:6), then he and, especially, Esther would have been far too old to have accomplished 

everything attributed to them in the days of Xerxes (486–465 B.C.E.), i.e., some hundred years after the 

deportation. According to Herodotus, Amestris was queen between the 7th and 12th years of Xerxes 

(compare Esth 2:16 and 3:7 with Herodotus 3.84) and Persian queens had to come from one of the seven 

noble Persian families, a custom which would have automatically ruled out an insignificant Jewish 

woman.  

While some of these ―improbabilities‖ can be regarded as simply literary embellishment which can 

easily be dismissed without discrediting the essential historicity of the story, others cannot, notably the 

matters concerning the irrevocability of a royal edict, the appointment of two non-Persians as prime 

ministers, the name and ―race‖ of Xerxes‘ queen, and on at least two occasions the abandonment of 

Aramaic as the official language of the Achaemenid empire. Although such anachronisms and errors of 

fact bother many informed modern readers, it is unknown whether they bothered ancient readers as well, 

and so could have constituted another strong objection to the book‘s inclusion in the Jewish canon. If the 

Purim festival was already suspected by some of them as being a pagan celebration in origin, then that 

fact would have created further misgivings as to the historicity of the Jewish account.  

Archaeological studies (Oppenheim 1965; Albright 1974; Moore 1975; Millard 1977; 1982: 152; and 

Hallo 1983: 19–24), while shedding much valuable light on the background and setting of the book of 

Esther, have, unfortunately, done nothing to confirm the book‘s historicity. On the positive side, however, 

the splendid photographs and diagrams in Ghirshman (1964: 129–277) provide the interested reader with 

marvelous insights into the magnificent setting for the Esther story.  

E. Genre  

If the book of Esther is not a historical account, then what is it? As we have already seen, a variety of 

answers have been offered. Some scholars have regarded the book as the historicization of either a myth 

(Zimmern, Jensen, and Herst) or a Wisdom tale (Talmon), while others have described it as pure fiction 

(Gunkel, Pfeiffer), and still others as a conflation of several folk tales, parts of which may be historically 

true (Lewy, Ringgren, Bardtke, Dommershausen, and Lebram).  

Cazelles (1961: 17–29) pointed out the phenomenon of ―two-ness‖ (e.g., two banquets [1:3, 5]; two lists 

of 7 names [1:10, 14], the one list apparently being the reverse order of the other [Duchesne-Guillemin 

1953: 105–8]; the ―second house‖ [2:14]; the ―second‖ contingent of virginal candidates [2:19]; Esther‘s 

two dinners [5:5; 7:1]; Haman‘s two discussions with Zeresh and his friends [5:14; 6:13]; and Esther‘s 

twice risking her life by appearing, unsummoned, before the king [5:2; 8:3]. Cazelles suggested that this 

two-ness was the result of the conflation of two texts: (1) a ―liturgical‖ one, centering on Esther, the 

provinces, and non-Jews near the time of a new year, namely, a bacchanalian type of Persian Sakaea 

(Paton Esther ICC, 92–93); and (2) a ―historical‖ text, centering on Mordecai, court intrigues, and a 

persecution of Susian Jews.  

Instead of two stories, Bardtke (Esther KAT
2
, 248–52) argued for the conflation of three separate and 

independent tales: (1) the Vashti story, possibly an apocryphal harem tale; (2) the story of Mordecai, with 

its court intrigues, jealousies, and persecution of Jews in Susa; and (3) the story of Esther, featuring a 

Jewish woman who, after becoming a favorite of a Persian king, saved her people from some persecution 



or destruction. These three tales, as well as many others, were to be found, Bardtke hypothesized, in ―a 

Jewish midrashic source‖ such as, perhaps, the Annals of the Kings of Media and Persia (Esth 10:2). In 

perfectly good faith and innocence, the author of Esther, maintained Bardtke, identified the ―Esther‖ of 

the one story with the ―Hadassah‖ (2:7) of the Mordecai story. Such an identification is certainly justified 

if, as Yahuda (1946: 174–78) has argued, our heroine‘s two names, ˒str and hdsh, both mean ―myrtle,‖ 

˒str being a Hebrew transliteration of a Medic *astra, ―myrtle.‖ On the basis of literary analysis of Esther, 

Dommershausen (1968: 15–16) also supported the ancient author‘s use of several sources.  

The author of the book of Esther may not have mentioned the God of Israel but was clearly familiar 

with some biblical books that did. Scholars have seen Esther‘s style, content, or even its plot as having 

been strongly influenced by other biblical books.  

Almost a hundred years ago Rosenthal (1895; 1897) established that certain phrases and details in the 

book of Esther had been influenced by the Joseph narrative (e.g., compare Gen 40:22 and Esth 1:3; Gen 

39:10 and Esth 3:4; Gen 41:37 and Esth 1:21; Gen 41:35 and Esth 2:3; Gen 41:42 and Esth 3:10; 8:2). 

Esther‘s dependence on the Joseph narrative in terms of much larger, clearly discernible literary and 

thematic units (Gattungsformular) has been more recently argued by Gan (1961–62: 144–49) and, 

especially, by Meinhold (1976: 72–93). Taking a clue perhaps from Humphreys, who viewed the tales of 

Daniel (Daniel 1–6) and Esther as ―expressing the possibility of a rewarding and creative life in a foreign 

court and in the same moment of the possibility of service and devoted loyalty to one‘s people and 

religious identity‖ (1973: 216), Meinhold viewed the Joseph and Esther stories as ―diaspora novellas,‖ 

which provided models for a general lifestyle, or mode of life, for Jews living in the pagan environment of 

the Diaspora. However, according to Meinhold, the differences between the Esther and Joseph narratives 

are more than just the result of the two stories having different settings of time and place (i.e., Egypt in 

the Second Intermediate Period versus the Achaemenid period of Persia): whereas God saved Joseph (Gen 

39:2–5, 21–23; 41:16–43:51), Esther and the Jews saved themselves. Thus, the book of Esther has a 

secularized, intellectual outlook. Meinhold also maintains that the festival legend of Purim was not 

originally a part of the Esther story (for a fair and reasonable critique of Meinhold, see Berg [1979: 33–

36]).  

An entirely different tack has been taken by Gerleman (Esther BKAT), who wrote an entire 

commentary on Esther with the central thesis that Esther‘s plot, its characterizations, and its major as well 

as minor ―details of fact‖ were deliberately patterned after the Exodus narrative:  

All the essential features of the Esther narrative are already there in Exodus 1–12: the foreign court, the 

mortal threat, the deliverance, the revenge, the triumph, and the establishment of a festival (p. 11).  

According to Gerleman, because Moses was adopted (Exod 2:9) and had kept his racial identity a secret 

while in Pharaoh‘s house (Exod 2:6–10), had at first been unwilling to act on behalf of his people (Exod 

3:11; 4:1, 10), and had to appear before Pharaoh several times (Exod 7:14–12:28) before the Egyptian 

enemies perished in great numbers (Exod 12:29–30; 14:27–28), only to find himself still later opposed by 

the Amalekites (Exod 17:8–16), so comparable things had to happen in the book of Esther. According to 

Gerleman, Esther is not a godless or profane book; rather, it represents a pronounced and conscious de-

sacralization and de-theologizing of a salvation (heilsgeschichtlich) tradition (p. 23).  

Although the Esther story may very well have been somewhat influenced by the Exodus story—in fact, 

what ancient Jewish writer could have completely escaped all conscious and unconscious influences of 

it—the Exodus influence seems neither controlling nor overriding (Berg 1979: 6–8). Andrews (1975: 25–

28) seems to be one of the few scholars subscribing to Gerleman‘s thesis, and even he has some 

reservations.  

F. Syntax, Style, and Structure  

More important than the influences of other biblical books on the author of Esther was the author‘s own 

perceptions of what and how something should be said to make a more interesting story. Because he was 

not restricted to describing accurately an actual historical event, the author could give his imagination full 

rein, allowing literary and dramatic interests to determine his use of the sources and the shaping of the 

narrative.  



Paton‘s judgment (Esther ICC, 62) that Esther‘s style is ―awkward and laboured‖ is much too harsh. 

After all, the plot was cleverly constructed, with clear attention given to increasing the reader‘s interest 

and suspense. The author used to good effect such things as emphatic word order, direct address, and 

short, to-the-point sentences. Repetitiveness, which is one of the literary weaknesses of the book, is also 

one of its strengths; for the frequent occurrence of identical or synonymous words, phrases, and clauses 

increases the story‘s clarity and unity. Thus, parallel phrases and parenthetical expressions are not so 

much doublets or interpolations as the author‘s way of increasing the clarity of his story.  

Striedl (1937) showed that Esther‘s syntactical features were characteristic of classical Hebrew, 

especially of such later books as Chronicles (there are many Persian words and Aramaic formations in 

Esther, but no Greek words). The word order of its sentences is more characteristic of Aramaic than of 

classical Hebrew, i.e., subject-verb-object, and the author‘s preference for the imperfect tense (160 times 

in 167 verses) may be an effort at archaizing (Striedl 1937: 74), but it also adds life and flow to the 

narrative (Dommershausen 1968: 138–43). To be sure, the Hebrew vocabulary of Esther is not at all rich 

or varied: in 167 verses of the book, mlk (―king/rule‖) occurs over 250 times; ˓śh (―to do/make‖) 87 times; 

ntn (―give‖) and dbr (―word/thing/to speak‖) some 40 times each; and bw˒ (―to come‖) 35 times. 

Nonetheless, the book‘s popularity down through the ages among Hebrew-reading Jews is eloquent 

testimony to its literary stature.  

Whereas Striedl was evidently content to describe sentence structure, Dommershausen (1968) tried to 

show the specific literary functions and psychological effect of the syntax, emphasizing such poetic 

features as alliteration, assonance, parallelism, hendiadys, hyperbole, and chiastic constructions. Utilizing 

the analytical tools of Formgeschichte, Dommershausen also isolated much larger component parts or 

types (Gattungen) sometimes to quite good effect, as in his calling 1:10–22 ―Wisdom Narrative‖ and 6:1–

14 ―Narrative with Wisdom Speech.‖ In other instances, however, his assignment of a Gattung helps 

little: giving something a ―label‖ does not always explain it.  

While Esther‘s chiastic constructions and especially its ―synthetic linear progressions‖ (i.e., the 

transformation of the same term from a negative to a positive meaning [e.g., ˒bl in 4:3 to that of 9:22, or 

of pršt in 4:7 to that of 10:2]) do serve to bind 9:20–10:3, the so-called ―appendix of Esther,‖ to all that 

precedes it (Jones 1978), there is no reason why a ―later editor,‖ one imbued with Esther 1–8, could not 

have written it (Clines 1984: 50–63). Clearly 9:29–32 is the product of just such a later editor 

(Loewenstamm 1971: 117–24).  

A most penetrating rhetorical analysis of Esther has been made by Berg (1979) who, like 

Dommershausen, has been primarily concerned with analyzing the book‘s larger component parts. Berg 

has shown that Esther‘s dominant motifs of banquets, kingship, and obedience/disobedience create the 

book‘s themes, namely, the Theme of Power, the Theme of Loyalty to God and Israel, and the Themes of 

the Inviolability of the Jewish People and Reversal (pp. 3–121). Berg has, it would appear, successfully 

demonstrated that, as the book of Esther currently stands, feasting (and its auxiliary motif of fasting) is 

the primary motif of Esther and is found throughout the entire book: there are two separate banquets at the 

beginning of the story (1:5, 9), two in the middle (5:5; 7:1), and two at the end (9:17–18, 20–22); and 

fasting is enjoined upon the Jews, both early (4:16) and late (9:31). (This does not necessarily mean, 

however, that the Esther story was originally a festival legend, only that one of its later editors made it 

that way [see below].) Equally acute is Berg‘s view (1979: 106–13) that Esther‘s literary structure is 

ordered according to the principle of peripety, i.e., the unexpected reversal of affairs.  

G. The ―Original‖ Form of Esther  

By combing various methods of analysis—text criticism, source criticism, redaction criticism, and 

literary criticism—Clines (1984) has offered, in the present writer‘s judgment, a most convincing case for 

the evolution of the ―original‖ Esther and Mordecai stories to their present forms in the MT and LXX.  

Building upon the seminal work of Torrey (1944) and many other scholars, Clines argues that the 

present book of Esther has evolved through five major stages. What were probably two originally distinct 

and separate stories—i.e., a court conflict/deliverance tale concerning a ―Mordecai‖ and a 

success/deliverance tale concerning an ―Esther‖—(stage one) were successfully combined in The Pre-



Masoretic Story (stage two). It was also at this stage that another separate tale, the Vashti story (= Esther 

1) was added. But although the God of Israel was mentioned at this stage of the narrative‘s evolution (i.e., 

in what corresponds to 4:14, 16; 6:11, 13; and 7:3 of MT), ―The inclusion of the Mordecai story within 

the Esther story—or, we might prefer to say, the conception of an Esther story of national deliverance 

which also included the Mordecai story of personal deliverance and success—tended to emphasize all the 

more the role of the coincidental‖ (Clines 1984: 151). The text of this Pre-Masoretic story is best reflected 

in the Hebrew Vorlage of the Greek A-Text (see below), ending at 8:17 (=8:2 of MT) and excluding the 

six major Additions.  

The Proto-Masoretic Story (stage three) introduced the concept of the irrevocability of Persian law 

(=1:19 and 8:8 of the MT), with all that that involved, and the discovery of the conspiracy of the two 

eunuchs (=2:21–23 of MT), with its ramifications. It was at this stage of the story‘s evolution that—for 

reasons that can only be speculated on—an editor removed the so-called ―religious elements‖ from the 

story. Clines (pp. 153–54), dissatisfied with the various explanations offered by other scholars for the 

deletion of the religious elements, maintains that.  

It is not so much the absence of the name of God from the book as the presence in it of critical 

coincidences working for the good of the Jewish people that defines its theological position. I would 

identify two primary elements in the book‘s theological statement: (i) the providence of God is to be 

relied on to reverse the ill-fortunes of Israel; (ii) divine action and human initiatives are complementary 

and both indispensable for success or ―salvation.‖  

The Masoretic Story (stage four) took its shape by the addition of three distinct appendices: (1) 9:1–19, 

which made the story more realistic and bloody and, at the same time, ―demilitarized‖ it to the point 

where the significance of the Esther story lies in the joyous celebration to which it gave birth; (2) 9:20–

32, which linked the celebration of the story‘s events with the traditional festivals of the Jewish year (it 

was at this stage of the story‘s evolution that the name of the festival, Purim [9:26], occurred in the story 

for the first time); and (3) 10:1–3, which moved ―in a quite different direction from the liturgically and 

religious oriented letters of Mordecai and Esther. Here the issue that is addressed is the significance of the 

Esther story for Jewish life under foreign rule‖ (Clines 1984: 167). The fifth and final stage, The 

Septuagint Story, especially with its six Additions, ―represents a more thorough and substantial reworking 

of the story than any [preceding] version‖ (p. 168); and its primary effect is ―to assimilate the book of 

Esther to a scriptural norm, especially as found in Ezra, Nehemiah, and Daniel‖ (p. 169).  

Owing to limitations of space, the preceding description of Clines‘ hypothesis is admittedly brief and 

oversimplified; but in the judgment of the present writer it has much to commend itself and, at the very 

least, is certainly headed in the right direction, especially because it takes seriously the evidence in the 

Greek A-Text and B-Text.  

H. Date(s) for the Book’s Composition  

If Clines‘ analysis of the evolution of the book of Esther is essentially correct, then one can distinguish, 

at best, only two dates: (1) the book‘s terminus a quo, or earliest date; and (2) its terminus ad quem, or 

latest date.  

The latest possible date for the book is 94 C.E., that being the date of Jewish Antiquities, in which 

Josephus paraphrased the LXX version, including Additions B, C, D, and E. However, if the colophon to 

Esther (i.e., F 11) is authentic and accurate, which is most likely the case (Moore Daniel, Esther … 

Additions AB, 250–52), then the lowest date for the Greek translation of Esther is either 78 B.C.E. or, more 

likely, 114 B.C.E., either of which moves the date of the MT back into the 2d century B.C.E.  

On the basis of the presence of ―Elamite‖ names and the fact that in Esther the apadana, or reception 

hall, and the court were on the same tell rather than on separate ones, Stiehl (1956: 203–13) would 

pinpoint the composition date of the MT to between 165 and 140 B.C.E., this being the only time since the 

Achaemenid period when such a situation had existed. Needless to say, these ―Elamite‖ names could just 

as easily have been part of the earlier Persian materials; moreover, Esther‘s topographical details 

concerning the king‘s palace are ultimately nondescript.  



Most scholars would put the ―final‖ form of the MT prior to the Maccabean period (167–135 B.C.E.), the 

latter being a time when antagonism toward gentiles ran high among Jews, a situation that does not exist 

in the MT of Esther. Berg (1979: 170) is certainly correct in saying that  

The scroll displays a generally positive attitude toward foreign masters. Its antagonism is directed 

specifically against those who seek to harm Jews, and this antagonism cannot be extended to include the 

Persian administration.  

The total absence of Greek words in the MT strongly argues against a Hellenistic date for the ―final‖ 

form of the MT, unless, as Berg suggests (1979: 170–71), the absence of Greek reflects the author‘s 

efforts at archaizing. Then too, the Hebrew of Esther has almost nothing in common with the 2d-century 

Hebrew at Qumran but is most like that of the Chronicler, which is now being dated to ca. 400 B.C.E. 

Thus, just as the Daniel stories (Daniel 1–6) probably go back to the 4th century B.C.E. while the visions 

(Daniel 7–12) date from the 2d century B.C.E., so the ―first‖ edition of Esther probably goes back to the 

late 4th century B.C.E. (i.e., the late Persian period) while the ―final‖ edition of the MT appeared in the 

early Hellenistic period. In any event, Esther‘s not unsympathetic attitude toward a gentile king suggests 

that it is older than the book of Daniel, which was written in a time when the Jewish people had a most 

negative attitude toward gentile kings.  

Perhaps a word should be said here about putting Esther in the late Persian period. Haman‘s 

characterization of the Jewish people as being ―scattered, yet unassimilated, among the peoples 

throughout the provinces of your kingdom‖ (3:8) certainly fits less well in the early or even the middle 

Persian period, although here one must keep ever in mind that this verse or other verses could actually be 

later materials inserted into older narrative. Nonetheless, a late Persian period for the ―original‖ of the 

Esther story seems a reasonable estimate.  

I. Ancient Versions  

1. Greek Versions. The LXX, or B-Text, of Esther is strikingly different from the Hebrew text (i.e., the 

MT) in two ways. In the first place, there are six extended sections (107 verses) in the Gk text which have 

no counterpart in the MT. These Additions (Adds) differ from one another—as well as from the canonical 

sections of Esther—in length, purpose, content, and style. Add A describes Mordecai‘s dream (A 1–10) 

and his discovery of a plot against Artaxerxes, the king‘s name throughout the Gk version (A 11–17). Add 

B is the royal edict dictated by Haman, announcing the pogrom against the Jews (B 1–7). Add C contains 

the prayers of Mordecai (C 1–11) and Esther (C 12–30). Add D describes Esther‘s unannounced audience 

with Artaxerxes (D 1–16). Add E is the royal edict, designed and dictated by Mordecai to counteract the 

effects of Haman‘s edict (E 1–24). Add F provides the interpretation of Mordecai‘s dream (F 1–10) and 

the colophon to the Gk version (F 11).  

The most striking addition in the Gk text, at least from a theological point of view, is of course specific 

reference to God. The word ―God‖ or God‘s name occurs over 50 times in the Gk text, primarily in the 

deuterocanonical sections (but see 2:20; 4:8; 6:1, 13). The general effect of these various types of 

additions is to make the Gk version of Esther more explicitly religious than the Hebrew, this in spite of 

the fact that in the LXX the establishment of the festival of Purim is actually deemphasized. For further 

details on this and other matters relating to the Gk version, see ESTHER, ADDITIONS TO.  

Second, there are many ―omissions‖ in the canonical sections; in fact, there is scarcely a verse where the 

text does not omit a word, phrase, or clause of the MT. Evidently its Gk translator, disliking the frequent 

repetitions and redundancies of his Hebrew text, deliberately chose to omit many of them. Thus the Gk 

translator proceeded to translate verse by verse the content but not the exact wording of his Semitic text. 

Apart from a few Hebraisms which may very well be later ―corrections‖ in the direction of the MT, the 

translation is literary, with very few places that are so labored or unclear as to remind its reader that it is a 

translation. The B-Text is thus free rather than literal, sometimes to the point of being quite paraphrastic.  

There is another Gk text that should be mentioned here: the A-Text or, as it has been frequently called 

since the days of Lagarde (1883), the ―Lucianic recension.‖ While it is highly probable that the six 

Additions of the A-Text were borrowed from the B-Text (Clines 1984: 71–92), the relationship of the 

canonical sections of the A-Text to the B-Text has been much debated, with the majority, including Tov 



(1982: 169–86), calling the canonical part of the A-Text a recension (i.e., a revision of the LXX), others 

regarding it as a separate and independent Gk translation of a different Semitic text (Torrey 1944; Moore 

1967; Daniel, Esther … Additions AB; Cook 1969; Clines 1984: 71–92). For an English translation of all 

of the A-Text, see Clines 1984: 217–48.  

2. Other Ancient Versions. For Esther, as for other books of the Bible, the OL, the Coptic (actually the 

Sahidic dialect), and the Ethiopic versions are translations of the LXX. By contrast, the Syriac and 

Jerome‘s Latin Vulgate are based on the Hebrew text and are quite faithful to it, although, given Jerome‘s 

claim to having translated his Hebrew text with great fidelity, the Vulgate is not nearly as close to the MT 

as one would have expected. Sometimes, in fact, Jerome‘s translation of the canonical sections is quite 

paraphrastic; and his translation of the Additions, which he held in lesser esteem because they were not 

present in his Hebrew text, is even more free.  

Esther‘s two targumim (Aramaic translations dating no earlier than the 8th century C.E.) are faithful to 

the MT but also include so much haggadic material that 1 Targum is more than twice as long as the MT, 

and 2 Targum is twice as long as 1 Targum, with the end result that they tell us much about Talmudic and 

post-Talmud Judaism but little about Esther. Unfortunately, ―critical‖ or scientific editions exist only for 

the Greek (OTG 3/1; Hanhart 1966) and the Latin (Libri Hester et Job, Rome 1951). The end result of all 

this is that the ancient versions are of far less help in establishing the ―original‖ or even the ―final‖ form 

of Esther than is the case for many other biblical books.  
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CAREY A. MOORE  

ET-TWEIN (PLACE). See ABU ET-TWEIN, KHIRBET.  

ETA. The fifth letter of the Greek alphabet.  

ETAM (PERSON) [Heb ˓êṭām (ֵףיָטם )]. One of the descendants of Judah (1 Chr 4:3). He is probably 

also to be associated with the Judean town of the same name (2 Chr 11:6). See ETAM (PLACE).  

ETAM (PLACE) [Heb ˓êṭām (ֵףיָטם )]. Two places in the Hebrew Bible.  

1. Town in the N hill country of Judah, listed among the cities fortified by Rehoboam near the 

beginning of his reign (2 Chr 11:6). An examination of the list of cities fortified by Rehoboam (2 Chr 

11:5–12) shows that they form a logical and fairly consistent defensive line on the W, S, and E frontiers 

of Rehoboam‘s domains, supplemented by additional fortresses at key road junctions (Aharoni LBHG, 

290–94). This strongly suggests that the editor of Chronicles had access to some sort of official military 

document delineating the defenses of the kingdom of Judah. The LXX includes Etam in the list of Judean 

towns within the vicinity of Bethlehem which it inserts after Josh 15:59. Whether this inserted unit 

represents part of the original list accidentally deleted from the MT or whether it is a later editorial 

addition based on an independent tradition remains uncertain. Etam also appears as the name of a 

descendant of Judah in 1 Chr 4:3. The fact that several other nearby places appear in this genealogical 

summary under the guise of personal names (e.g. Tekoa and Bethlehem) suggests that in this context the 

name of a town is being used as a metaphor for the kinship ties of its founders. Josephus (Ant 18.3.2) 



indicates that Etam was located approximately 8 Roman miles S of Jerusalem, near the aqueduct built by 

Pilate to supplement the water supply of Jerusalem. He also states (Ant 8.7.3) that Solomon often retreated 

to Etam when he wished to escape the hustle and bustle of his capital. The description of Etam as being 

located near Bethlehem, and its connection with the water supply of Jerusalem, has led most scholars to 

look for ancient Etam in the vicinity of modern Ain Atan, a powerful spring whose name may reflect that 

of the ancient town. The most suitable site in the vicinity is Khirbet el-Khokh, which stands on a ridge 

overlooking the spring (Aharoni LBHG, 301). It is located about 3.5 km SW of Bethlehem near the 

modern village of Artas in the vicinity of the traditional Pools of Solomon (M.R. 166121). This Judean 

town should not be confused with the Rock of Etam, retreat of Samson during his conflict with the 

Philistines (Judg 15:8–11).  

2. Village occupied by the descendants of Simeon (1 Chr 4:32). It appears in the list of Simeonite 

villages included by the editor of 1 Chronicles in his treatment of various aspects of tribal genealogy (1 

Chr 4:24–43). The differences between this list and that of Josh 19:1–9 seem to be merely editorial in 

nature, suggesting that both are derived from a single document describing the territory of Simeon 

sometime early in the period of the monarchy, presumably before Simeon was consolidated with the tribe 

of Judah (1 Chronicles AB, 25–31). The omission of Etam in Joshua 19 is most probably a simple scribal 

error. The location of this ancient settlement is unknown, although it presumably lay somewhere within 

the transition zone between S Judea and the N Negeb. As with its northern namesake, it should not be 

confused with the Rock of Etam mentioned in the book of Judges.  

WADE R. KOTTER  

ETAM, ROCK OF (PLACE) [Heb sela˒ ˓êṭām (ֶסַלא ֵףיָטם )]. A place to which Samson retired 

after smiting the Philistines, pursuant to their burning his wife and father-in-law (Judg 15:8). While he 

was staying in a cave at the Rock of Etam, men of Judah came to Samson in order to deliver him to their 

Philistine oppressors (Judg 15:11). While the site has not been identified with any certainty, ˓Araq 

Isma˓in on the N slope of the Sorek Valley near Zorah (M.R. 148131) is the strongest candidate (Gold 

IDB 2: 153; Kallai EncMiqr 6: 187); it was most probably not near either of the two cities named ETAM.  

CARL S. EHRLICH  

ETH-KAZIN (PLACE) [Heb ˓ittâ qāṣ  n (ין ָתה ָרקִּ  Town on the E border of the territory of .[( ףִּ

Zebulun, between Gath-hepher on the S and Rimmon on the N (Josh 19:13). The site of Eth-kazin, or, 

after the LXX, Ir-kazin (Gk polis Katesem)—―the citadel of the commander‖—has not been identified.  

RAPHAEL GREENBERG  

ETHAM (PLACE) [Heb ˒ētām (ֵאָתם )]. According to Exod 13:20 and Num 33:6–7 the first station on 

the Exodus route of the Israelites after leaving Succoth. Both citations are accompanied by the comment 

―on the edge of the wilderness.‖ Num 33:8 mentions three days of wandering in the ―desert of Etham.‖ No 

further information is given concerning the topography. The contextual position of the toponym and its 

commentary have been associated by M. Noth (Exodus ATD, 86; Numeri ATD, 210f.) with the work of J 

(Exod 13:20) and later redactions (Num 33:6–8). It seems more probable, however, that a late 

Pentateuchal redactor should be responsible for all citations of Etham showing a rather limited insight into 

the topographical situation of the E Delta (Weimar 1985: 264f.).  

Assuming a geographical entity, several attempts have been made to identify and localize the toponym. 

The literary comment seems to imply only a short distance to the Delta. So Noth argues for a localization 

within the water area N of es-suwes (Suez). Naville (1888: 28) proposed identifying the name with jdm in 

Egyptian texts, a toponym, however, which is identical with biblical Edom. The connection with the 

Egyptian word ḫtm, ―fortress,‖ which is originally Semitic, leads to some of the Egyptian E fortresses of 

which Sile (today El-Qantara) is the most important (cf. the well-known illustration on the N wall of the 

Great Hypostyl of Karnak temple; Papyrus Anastasi 1.27.2 (?); Anastasi 3.6.5; 6.20.1). Other fortresses 



named ḫtm are mentioned in Papyrus Anastasi 1.27.4 (certainly identical with a station along the Way of 

Horus; cf. Fischer-Elfert 1986: 233), in Anastasi 6.55.60.61 (a fortress named after Merneptah at Tjeku; 

cf. Sukkoth), and in Anastasi 6.69 (possibly one of the fortified watering places between the Nile and the 

Red Sea; cf. Caminos 1954: 298). The main objection against this equation may be the phonetic 

difference between Egyptian ḫ and Heb ˒alep (cf. Cazelles 1955: 359). Another suggestion, discussed by 

Cazelles (1955: 359f.) is to combine Etham with ―dwelling of the lion‖ as a name for a watering place 

along the Way of Horus: Etham being made up of the Sumerian ideogram É for ―house,‖ and Tam for the 

shortened form of the god‘s name Atum represented occasionally by a lion. This thesis remains 

problematic because Sumerian ideograms are not otherwise attested in biblical names. It seems better to 

take Etham as a toponym representing only a special variant of the well-known Pithom, which means 

―House of Atum,‖ assuming ˒ētām as the equivalent of a fuller writing of the god‘s name attested in the 

form j3tm of the 21st Dynasty (Görg 1990). Etham then should be a shortened form without the element 

pr as is the case with the toponym ra˓amsēs (Rameses) in relation to its fuller Egyptian counterpart Pr-

Rmssw, ―House of Rameses.‖ The meaning ― (house of) Atum‖ and the identification with Pithom fit the 

well-founded literary assumption of late redactional information about Etham.  
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M. GÖRG  

ETHAN (PERSON) [Heb ˒êtān (ֵאיָתן )]. 1. The son of Zerah, Judah‘s second son by his daughter-in-

law Tamar (1 Chr 2:6; Gen 38:30). Ethan was the father of Azariah (1 Chr 2:8). In the MT, 1 Chr 2:8 

reads: ―The sons of Ethan‖; however, only one name is mentioned.  

2. A wise man whose wisdom was surpassed by Solomon‘s (1 Kgs 5:11—Eng4:31). Ethan is called the 

Ezrahite (˒ezrāḥ  ), and he is associated with Heman, Calcol, and Darda, ―the sons of Mahol.‖ These three 

individuals also were wise men whom Solomon surpassed in wisdom. In 1 Chr 2:6 they are called the 

sons of Zerah. W. F. Albright (ARI, 122) believed that the word ―Ezrahite‖ did not refer to a family name 

but to the pre-Israelite inhabitants of Canaan and that ―the sons of Mahol‖ referred to a guild of temple 

musicians. This view seems to be confirmed by the superscription of Psalms 88 and 89 where Ethan and 

Heman are called ―Ezrahite.‖ The LXX renders the word ―Ezrahite‖ in both psalms as ―Israelites.‖ These 

wise men were not Israelites, but because they were associated with the music in the temple they were 

given place in the levitical genealogies. Heman was included in the family of Kohath, Asaph in the family 

of Gershon, and Ethan in the family of Merari.  

3. A Gershonite who was the son of Zimmah and the father of Adaiah (1 Chr 6:26–27—Eng6:41–42). 

Ethan was an ancestor of Asaph. Asaph was one of the leaders of the three groups of levitical singers who 

ministered before the ark of the Lord (1 Chr 15:16–17).  

4. The son of Kishi, a Levite from the family of Merari (1 Chr 6:29—Eng6:44). In 1 Chr 15:17 the 

name of Ethan‘s father was Kushaiah. According to the Chronicler, when David organized the levitical 

singers and the musicians in the house of the Lord, they were organized into three groups led by Heman, a 

Kohathite, by Asaph, a Gershonite, and by Ethan, a Merarite (1 Chr 6:16–33—Eng6:31–48). In 1 Chr 

16:41–42 and 25:1–3, Jeduthun replaced Ethan as one of the singers in the temple. This replacement has 

led Corney (IDB 2: 809) and many other scholars to identify Ethan with Jeduthun.  

There seems to be a relationship among these four individuals. According to Cheyne (EncBib, 1411–

12), during the reorganization of the guilds of singers in the postexilic community, three assumptions 

guided the thinking of the religious leaders of Israel: (1) that the founders of the guilds were Israelites, (2) 

that they were singers, and (3) that they were contemporaries of David. Thus the Chronicler made every 



one of these three singers a contemporary of David by adding names to their genealogies and by making 

them Levites.  

CLAUDE F. MARIOTTINI  

ETHANIM [Heb ˒êtān  m (ים  The seventh month of the Canaanite calendar, roughly .[( ֵאיָתנִּ

corresponding to September and October.  

ETHANUS (PERSON) [Lat Ethanus]. One of the five scribes whom Ezra was instructed to take with 

him when restoring the Scriptures (2 Esdr 14:24). Myers (1 and 2 Esdras AB) renders the scribe‘s name 

as Elkanah, following the Syriac, which reads hlqn˒. See DABRIA for further discussion.  

JIN HEE HAN  

ETHBAAL (PERSON) [Heb ˒etba˓al (ֶאְתַבַףל )]. King of Tyre, father of Jezebel who married Ahab, 

king of Israel (1 Kgs 16:31). After the kingdom of Tyre had grown to include the port city of Sidon, Sidon 

became a general name for the people of the area, hence the designation ―king of the Sidonians‖ in the 

biblical text. Josephus, drawing his information from the historian Menander, states that Ithobalus, an 

alternate form of the name Ethbaal, was a priest of Astarte who gained the throne by assassinating Pheles, 

king of Tyre (AgAp. 1.18). He ruled for thirty-two years (887–856 B.C.) and is said to have built two 

cities: Botrys in Phoenicia and Auza in Libya (Ant 8.13.2). Under his rule Phoenician commercial 

activities were expanded. The effects of a year-long drought which occurred during his reign were also 

felt in Israel (cf. 1 Kings 17). (See Gray Kings OTL; Jones 1 Kings NCBC.)  
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ETHER (PLACE) [Heb ˓eter (ֶףֶתש )]. The name of two places in the Hebrew Bible.  

1. Town situated in the Shephelah, or lowlands, of Judah (Josh 15:42), within the same district as 

Libnah and Mareshah. The only reference to this settlement occurs in the list of towns within the tribal 

allotment of Judah (Josh 15:21–62). It is commonly identified with Khirbet el-Ater (Aharoni LBHG, 376), 

located approximately 1.5 km W of Beit Jibrin (M.R. 138113).  

2. Town situated in the transition zone between S Judea and the N Negeb. The only reference to this 

settlement occurs in the list of towns within the tribal allotment of Simeon (Josh 19:7). It is omitted from 

the parallel list of Simeonite towns in 1 Chr 4:28–32, as well as the more remotely related list of S Judean 

towns in Josh 15:26–32. The differences between the lists in Joshua 19 and 1 Chronicles are mostly 

scribal in nature, suggesting that they stem from a single document describing the territory of Simeon 

sometime early in the period of the monarchy, presumably before Simeon was consolidated with the tribe 

of Judah (Myers 1 Chronicles AB, 25–31). The differences between these lists and that of Joshua 15 are 

more difficult to explain unless they reflect the political and demographic adjustments made necessary by 

the consolidation process (Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 436–37). The location of the ancient settlement 

is uncertain, although the ancient name may be reflected at Khirbet Attir (Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 

438), located approximately 13 km N of Beer-sheba. It is possible that Athach in 1 Sam 30:30 is a faulty 

reading for Ether, with the reš at the end of the word being mistaken for a final kap.  

WADE R. KOTTER  

ETHICS. This entry consists of two articles, one covering ethics in the OT and one covering ethics in 

the NT.  

OLD TESTAMENT  

The corpus of ethics of the OT is found in the Pentateuch (=Heb Torah). The Hebrew term tôrâ 

originally meant ―teaching,‖ ―instruction,‖ and ―direction‖ and not ―law‖ as it is translated into English. 

Torah refers to both the teaching and the content of God‘s revelation to humanity. What is revealed is a 

whole way of life lived in accordance with the will of God, not just observance of a set of laws largely of 



a ritual character. Thus the statutes, precepts, and ordinances in the Torah were intended to act as 

guidelines on how the Israelites could mold their lives in their ritual, cultic, social, moral, and economic 

practices to be in conformity with the will of God. Because these statutes and ordinances were strictly 

enforced, the term tôrâ assumed the erroneous meaning ―law.‖ The Israelites believed that God created 

the world with a divine purpose and that he disclosed his will when he elected them and made a covenant 

with them at Sinai. As their Lord, judge, and king (Isa 33:32), they believed that God demanded that 

humans strictly obey his divine laws which were summarized in the Decalogue (Heb haddĕbār  m). 

Moreover, they were to teach the statutes, precepts, and ordinances to their children not by word of mouth 

but by exemplary observance (Deut 6:1–4).  

Several factors influenced the Israelites to arrive at this monotheistic moral position. Firstly, they 

regarded Yahweh as the Creator of the heavens and the earth (Gen 1:1; Exod 19:4–5; Ps 8; Isa 43:5). The 

Priestly account of creation unequivocally states that when God created the universe, followed by the 

creatures and humankind, it was good (Gen 1:1–2:4a). According to the Yahwist‘s version, evil came 

because of humankind‘s refusal to regulate life according to the commandment of the Creator (Gen 2:4a–

27). Underlying the doing of the will of God is the doctrine of divine retribution based on the inviolable 

principle of mišpāṭ, ―justice‖ (Miller 1982: 134). Divine retribution is the means by which God, the holy 

one of Israel, rewards people according to their just deserts. Thus God punishes people who transgress his 

commandments and also rewards those who obey them.  

———  
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1. Universalism of Moral Law  
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5. Classical Prophets and Ethical Conduct  

———  

A. God, the Universal Judge  

The Israelites based their moral law on the premise that God, the judge of all the earth, Heb šôpēṭ kōl 

hā˒āreṣ (Gen 18:25; Judg 11:27), was their king (Isa 33:32). To the Israelites, religion, worship, and 

praxis were inseparable from their cultural behavior. Life was lived according to religious prescriptions. 

Because of the persistence of evil, God chose (Heb yd˓) Abraham in order that he might charge (Heb 

yĕṣawweh) his children and subsequent generations to observe the way of the Lord (Heb derek Yahweh, 

Gen 18:19). The way of the Lord refers to the quality of life which the Israelites must live and which 

reflects God‘s justice and righteousness (Heb mišpāṭ ûṣĕdāqâ). If Abraham and his household followed 

the way of the Lord, then Yahweh would fulfill the promise which he had made earlier (Gen 12:2; 15:1). 

The belief in divine retribution is quite discernible in the J narratives (e.g., Gen 2:16–17). The dialogue 

between God and Abraham on the fate of Sodom and Gomorrah (Gen 18:16–33) is elucidated by the 

principle of divine retribution. The extent of the cry (Heb ṣa˓ăqāh) coming from Sodom and Gomorrah 

was so great that the Yahwist depicts God personally going to investigate the cities‘ wickedness in order 

that he might mete out an appropriate punishment (Gen 18:21). Yahweh as king was also regarded as the 

guardian of justice because it was he who determined what was good and evil (Gen 3:5, 22). In 

accordance with his justice (Heb mišpāṭ), God could neither do wrong nor violate his role as the guardian 

of justice by treating the righteous and the wicked alike (Gen 18:25; cf. Num 16:22). The dialogue on 

Sodom is meant to underscore the fact that God would not miscarry justice on account of the righteous 

few living in the midst of the wicked majority should he decide to burn the city (Gen 18:32). At any rate, 

at no place in the dialogue is it implied that the righteous, by their righteousness, would save the wicked 

in spite of their wickedness (Ezek 14:14, 20). The narrative does not show us how Yahweh would have 

meted out retribution to Sodom had there been as few as ten righteous citizens living in the midst of the 

wicked (Gen 18:32). The fact that Yahweh destroyed Sodom is indicative of the fact that there was no 

righteous person among the city dwellers. It should not be overlooked that Lot with his household was a 

sojourner (Heb gēr) in Sodom (Gen 13:12b–13). According to the Torah, sojourners enjoyed limited civil 

rights which did not accord them full citizenship status of the land or city in which they lived (Speiser 

Genesis AB, 90, 139). This law must have been shared by the people of the ANE, judging by the 

Sodomites‘ surprise that Lot, who had come to their city to sojourn, should then try to act like a judge to 

them (Gen 19:9). This same reason demonstrates how Yahweh practiced justice by removing the 

sojourners, namely, Lot and his household, before annihilating the city with a conflagration (Gen 19:24–

29; cf. Num 16:26–33).  

An examination of the OT and of extrabiblical literature confirms that humankind regarded the deity as 

the source and guardian of justice. The juxtaposition of the merciful God, the Creator of the universe, by 

whose covenant Israel became the chosen nation, with the Israelites‘ endless cycles of sin and rebellion, 

elucidates the ethics of the OT (2 Kgs 17:15; Jer 6:19). The belief in the universal God, the Creator, was 

used by Deutero-Isaiah to rekindle the exiles‘ waning faith in Yahweh. He stressed that God, the holy one 

of Israel, was also their king and Creator (Isa 43:15). Against this affirmation Deutero-Isaiah went on to 

demonstrate to the dispirited Israelites that the God who led their ancestors during the Exodus from Egypt 

would lead them from the Babylonian captivity back to Zion (Isa 43:5–7). Several psalms also show how, 

whenever the Israelites were confronting life‘s predicaments, they cried to God for help, basing their 

wavering faith on the superiority and mercies of their God, the Creator of the world (Pss 8:1–8; 24:1–6; 

42:2; 33:6–9; 89:11–12a; 100:3; 136:69).  

B. Universalism of Ethics  

It follows that, since God was the Creator of the universe, his divine rule should be regarded as 

universal. God‘s laws and statutes were therefore relevant to Israel as well as to people of other nations 

(cf. Lev 20:23). Amos was the first classical prophet to proclaim God‘s oracles against the people of 

Israel and the pagan nations which surrounded them (Amos 1:2–2:16). He shocked the Israelites by telling 

them that they were like the Ethiopians (Amos 9:7a). In the same way that God had brought the Israelites 



from the land of Egypt, he had also brought the Philistines from Caphtor and the Syrians from Kir (Amos 

9:7b).  

1. Universalism of Moral Law. It was the underlying belief in the universalism of God, the Creator, 

which influenced the Israelites to believe that God had decreed a universal moral law which all the 

nations of the world were expected to obey (Wright 1950: 52). It was because of their disregard of that 

law that God was forced to destroy Sodom and Gomorrah. Because God was the universal judge, (Heb 

šôpēṭ kōl hā˒āreṣ (Gen 18:25), he could use the Assyrians as his agents to mete out punishment to the 

Israelites (Isa 10:5–6). But because the Assyrians were also wicked, God would, later on, punish them for 

their iniquities (Isa 10:12). In this light, God could address Cyrus as his anointed (Heb mĕšiaḥ), ―whose 

right hand I have grasped, to subdue nations …‖ (Isa 45:1). Understanding ethics of the OT against the 

backdrop of the universal sovereignty of God helps to highlight the impact of the covenant which Yahweh 

made with Israel. God had chosen Israel for a special mission: to be a light to the nations (Isa 49:6), that 

is, to show them the way of the Lord.  

2. God’s Universal Justice. The idea of regarding the deity as the source of justice is not unique to 

Israel. An examination of Mesopotamian and Egyptian texts yields some evidence which indicates that 

justice issued from the deity. Speiser correctly observed that the correlation between merit and fate was 

not a question which the Yahwist was the first to broach (Genesis AB, 35). Commenting on Gen 18:25, he 

pointed out that the basic issue was only one aspect of the theme of the suffering just, which 

Mesopotamian literature wrestled with as early as the Old Babylonian period. That ethical norms were 

expected even in a civilization where Yahweh was not worshipped is evidenced by the Mesopotamian 

gods Kittum, ―right,‖ ―justice,‖ ―jurisprudence,‖ and Mēšarum, ―fairness,‖ ―equity‖ (Ringgren 1947: 47–

55). These deities were the personification of ethical abstract concepts of justice and equity. The 

Babylonians regarded Shamash as the ultimate god of justice. A bilingual hymn in both Sumerian and 

Akkadian (Meek, BA 6: 1ff.) reads as follows:  

O Shamash, when you come forth from the shining heavens,  

May Right stand at your right side,  

May Righteousness stand at your left side.  

The Egyptians also presumed that bliss in the land came only after the goddess m3˓t (=Maat, ―truth,‖ 

―righteousness,‖ ―right‖) had successfully repressed all the wicked people and the evil which they caused. 

The absence of evil and wickedness would create a state of peace and joy for the righteous. A eulogy of 

the Egyptian king Merneptah (ANET, 378) reads:  

All ye righteous: Come that ye may see  

Right [maat] has driven out lying,  

Evildoers have fallen (upon) their faces,  

The water stands and is not dried up,  

The Nile lifts up, days are long  

Nights have hours … The gods are satisfied … in laughter and wonder.  

These two poems are a sample of several ANE texts which demonstrate that the people of other nations 

regarded as pagans were, in general, reflecting on the theme of evil and justice, regardless of their religion 

or the time in which they lived. Various literatures of the ANE exhibit a critical attitude toward the way 

justice was being executed by the nobles or by the kings and also by the gods (ANET, 438–41). The main 

difference between these ethical teachings and those found in the Bible lies in Israel‘s emphasis on the 

holiness of God and the covenant which he graciously made with human beings.  

C. Covenant and Ethics  

1. The Treaty Formula in the ANE. It was common practice among the nations of the ANE to make 

covenants with each other. The covenants in the form of treaties were of two types: (1) the parity treaty 

was made between monarchs of equal status who therefore exchanged mutual stipulations; whereas (2) 

the suzerainty treaty was graciously offered by a superior monarch to an inferior. See COVENANT. In 

the latter treaty, the superior king, as suzerain, stipulated his conditions to his vassal, the inferior ruler and 

his nation. In return for their loyalty and tribute, the suzerain would protect his vassal against enemy 



attack. However, should the vassal breach the stipulations of the covenant, then the suzerain would 

withdraw his military protection and might also punish the rebelling vassal by an invasion.  

2. The Sinaitic Covenant and OT Ethics. The Hittite treaty formula illuminates the covenants which 

God made with Noah (Gen 9:8–17), with Abraham (Gen 15:1–21), with Israel at Sinai (Exod 20:20–23), 

and with David (2 Sam 7:1–16). Although the Sinaitic covenant is formulated according to the suzerainty 

treaty, there are fundamental differences. In the covenant between Yahweh and Israel, Yahweh graciously 

and without obligation made a covenant with the Israelites, freely adopting them as his own people (Exod 

19:4–5). The Covenant Code (Exod 20:22–23:33) which God commanded the Israelites to observe 

specified two types of relationships. The vertical relationship required that the Israelites remain faithful to 

God and obey his law (Exod 20:3). The horizontal relationship was intended to promote peace among the 

Israelites by eliminating causes of friction among them. Just as in the Hittite suzerain-vassal treaty, the 

nations in a covenant relationship with the suzerain were forbidden to engage in hostilities against one 

another, similarly the people of Israel were prohibited by the covenant stipulations from being unjust to 

one another (Amos 2:6–16). The same stipulations applied to the neighboring nations such as Edom 

(Amos 1:11–15), Moab (Amos 2:1–3), and Tyre (Amos 1:9–10), who were covenanted with Israel during 

the reign of David. The worship of God would be rendered worthless if the Israelites failed to live in 

harmony with one another (Amos 5:21–24). They were expected to show justice to the powerless: the 

poor, widows, orphans, slaves, and the resident aliens (Deut 24:19–22; Job 29:12–20). Although Yahweh 

as Creator was not obligated in any way to make a covenant with Israel, once he made it he was bound by 

it in the same way the Hittite suzerain kings were bound by the covenants they made with their vassals.  

It is significant that all covenants are based on the principle of retribution. In a Hittite suzerainty treaty, 

fulfillment of the stipulations was rewarded by a defense alliance of the parties concerned. Serious 

consequences followed a breach of the covenant stipulations. Similarly, Yahweh would bless the Israelites 

if they observed the laws, statutes, and precepts summarized in the Decalogue (Exod 20:1–17). But if the 

Israelites transgressed the law God would punish them (Josh 24:19–20).  

Loyalty to God is by Israel‘s own free choice and not made by Yahweh‘s compulsion (Josh 24:14–15; 1 

Kgs 18:21–24). The rationale for choosing Yahweh is based on the fact that he is the God who acts in 

history and who has shown by his choice of Israel, as well as by his promises and blessings to the 

patriarchs of Israel, that his might is unequaled by any other deity. His might was demonstrated by his 

victory over Pharaoh and by his leading the Israelites from Egyptian bondage to freedom in Canaan (Deut 

6:22–25; cf. 11:3–12). The Israelites could therefore trust God because it is he alone who can perform 

great signs and wonders (Deut 4:34): the other gods are nothing (Isa 41:29; 44:9). God would continue to 

protect the people of Israel if only they remained loyal to him (Lev 20:22). It should be realized that 

keeping the covenant was of great benefit to the Israelites and was not in any way beneficial to God. This 

is what makes God‘s covenant with Israel unique in the ANE. The fact that these laws were useful for 

harmonious relationships among the Israelites themselves explains why, when giving the commandments 

(Heb haddĕbār  m; Exod 20:1–17), God did not have to justify the reason for the decrees. The exclusive 

worship of Yahweh was a unitive factor among the tribes of Israel and his decrees promoted harmony 

(Heb šālôm) among the people.  

3. The Deuteronomistic Formula of Retribution. According to the Deuteronomist, God‘s blessings 

and curses were thought to relate directly to Israel‘s obedience and disobedience to the law as stipulated 

in the covenant (Deut 28:1). God administers justice in historical events. The books of Joshua, Judges, 

Samuel, and Kings were reformulated to illustrate how God administered justice to Israel and to the 

nations in historical events. It is God alone who directs and controls the course of history (Wright 1950: 

49). It is significant that the same formula is implied in the Sumerian Job in which a wealthy man, who 

considered himself righteous and wise, attributed his good fortune to be consequent upon the fear of the 

gods. The OT Job ―repudiated not only a simplistic Deuteronomistic view of the historical process in 

which the mighty acts of God are transparent and history‘s theme is a simple one of blessing or curse, the 

way of life or the way of death‖ (CHME, 344). The lesson to be learned from Job‘s ordeal is that it is not 

always clear to humans how God administers justice. The most important thing that humans can do, in 



sickness or in health, or in facing any of life‘s predicaments, is to pray for the experience of God‘s 

sustaining presence and for a lucid vision of his majesty (Job 42:5–6).  

D. The Mighty Acts of God  

God‘s absolute claim for the Israelites‘ loyalty was not based solely on the covenant which he had made 

with them. It was because the mighty acts which he had performed for the Israelites testified to his 

sovereignty compared to that of the other gods of the surrounding nations which were idols and not gods 

(1 Kgs 18:24–30, 39; cf. John 14:11). To the Israelites there was no God like Yahweh, who was 

transcendent and looked far down upon the heavens and the earth (Ps 113:4–9). It was because the Lord 

wrought some great works during the process of Israel‘s redemption from Egypt, followed by God‘s 

leadership through the wilderness as well as the conquest of the Canaanite nations, that he had 

convincingly proved himself to be no match to the idol gods (Isa 44:6–17; cf. Ps 111:6). The redeeming 

acts of the God who made a covenant with Israel were later embellished with mythical motifs. Israel‘s 

crossing of the Reed Sea (Heb yam sûp, Exod 15:1–18) became the central event in Israel‘s history 

because the event was now associated with the cultic festival of the spring New Year (CHME, 123). 

Being the God who revealed himself through historical events, unusual events convinced the Israelites 

that indeed God was the Lord: for example, the victories of the Persian king Cyrus which led to Israel‘s 

liberation from Babylon (Isa 45:1–8; 47:1–4).  

1. Mythicization of God’s Acts. A close examination of Exod 15:1–18 highlights the significance of 

the Exodus in the history and religion of Israel. The poem opens with a vivid description of the combat 

between Yahweh, the Divine Warrior, and his enemies, the Egyptians, who were self-assured of victory 

(Exod 15:9). This historical event of the Exodus was later mythicized. God‘s might at the Reed Sea was 

later seen as God‘s splitting (Heb bq˓) of the inimical sea which was threatening the entire nation of Israel 

(Neh 9:11). God was no longer seen as dividing the sea by natural forces but, like Marduk, who split 

Tiamat in the Enuma elish to ensure the survival of the gods, God also split the sea to ensure the survival 

of the Israelites. To assure them that their God was always the same in spite of the vicissitudes of their 

political fortunes, mythic elements were added to their cultus (Job 41:1; Ps 74:14). This process assured 

the Israelites of Yahweh‘s consistent might throughout all generations. To reinforce the Israelites‘ faith in 

Yahweh, the only God, all mythical victories were deliberately attributed to him (Isa 27:1). Whenever the 

Israelites faced any form of oppression or predicament, they appealed to God, who had demonstrated his 

unsurpassed might diachronically by stunning victories over mythical and terrible dragons (Isa 51:9–11).  

2. Futility of Idols. Israel was often driven through fear to worship idol gods. Yahweh‘s injunction, 

―Fear not‖ (Isa 44:2), was based on the mighty acts of God, the first and the last (Isa 44:6). The creation 

and worship of idols which could neither speak nor hear was therefore a foolish act on the part of Israel (1 

Kgs 18:26–29). Idols were nothing (Heb tōhû) and they profited nothing (Isa 40:18–20). To be convinced, 

the Israelites were called upon to compare Yahweh with the gods of the other nations and then make up 

their minds as to which deity was supported by tangible evidence of his might and was worthy of their 

allegiance (Isa 44:7–9).  

E. OT Ethics Based on the God Who Acts  

According to the Yahwist, God was distinguished from the gods of the other nations in that he was not 

an idol which had no voice and made no sound (1 Kgs 18:26b; 29b). Israel‘s God was adored for his 

unique achievements such as the creation of the world and his redemption of Israel, which was announced 

in advance (Exod 3:19–22; cf. Isa 44:7). Unlike the lifeless idol gods of the other nations, God revealed 

himself through historical events because it was he who set history in motion by the creation of the 

universe and by calling Abraham, Israel‘s first patriarch, and by promising him and his progeny the land 

of Canaan (Gen 12:1; 15:1–2). This firm belief in the God whose acts influenced the Israelites to regard 

him as their king (Isa 33:22) and judge (Heb šôpēṭ) (Gen 18:25; Judg 11:27), and to be bound by the 

covenant which they had accepted freely (Exod 19:8; cf. Josh 24:22). The Israelites thus chose to follow 

Yahweh and promised to observe his law to earn his blessings in this world. But accepting the law also 

meant that God would punish them for transgressing the law. Israel‘s ethical norms were therefore 



believed to issue from the holy God, the Creator and Lord of the universe, who created the world with a 

divine purpose.  

F. God’s Holiness  

The Israelites regarded God as holy (Isa 41:4; 43:14). This means that they recognized him as the purest 

and highest standard of holiness and justice. This is evidenced by the use of the word ―holy‖ (Heb qādôš) 

and its derivatives over 600 times. With reference to humans, the word ―holy‖ refers to a perfect moral 

standard. Because they were his covenanted people, the Israelites were therefore required to be holy. The 

divine injunction was ―… be holy because I the Lord your God am holy‖ (Lev 19:2; cf. Matt 5:48). It is 

this exhortation which clarifies the rationale behind the whole so-called Holiness Code (Leviticus 17–26). 

The Israelites would be holy like God if they were righteous and just. Emphasis in the worship of God is 

laid on actions and not words. By contrast, the gods of the other nations, for example, the goddess Maat of 

Egypt as well as the gods Kittum and Mēšarum of Mesopotamia, were hypostases of ethical concepts. 

They were idols and not God. These and many other gods were believed to be motivated by appeasement 

and by outward show of piety. OT ethics, on the other hand, aimed at changing the heart, that is, the 

motives of the Israelites, by teaching them to observe the covenant law. Consequently, God was not going 

to accept or bless those who rendered sacrifices, performed acts of worship, or brought gifts unless their 

intentions and attitudes conformed to his holiness (Gen 4:5–7; Amos 5:21–24; cf. Matt 5:24). In 1 Sam 

16:7, it is clearly stated, and this was repeated by the classical prophets, that what God required of the 

Israelites was a broken spirit, a broken and contrite heart (Ps 51:17). An outward show of piety would 

never be accepted as a substitute for holiness (Isa 1:11–18; Jer 7:21–23; Hos 6:6; Mic 6:6–8).  

G. OT Ethics and Sexual Conduct  

NW Semitic religious practices regarded the divine love-making as a solemn act. It therefore behooved 

the Canaanites to imitate the gods Baal and Asherah by practicing temple prostitution in order to maintain 

the seasonal cycle. Yahweh, who is asexual, prescribed Israel‘s worship, which was clearly not to be 

associated with temple prostitution. In Deut 23:17 sacred prostitution was unequivocally denied a place in 

Israel‘s worship. In the worship of Israel, cultic prostitution was regarded in the same way as sexual 

promiscuity with harlots (Heb zûnôt). Not only was that wrong in itself, but even the money earned 

through acts of prostitution would not be acceptable as payment for a vow to the Lord (Deut 23:18). 

Prostitution, in general, was punishable by death. So also were a series of other types of promiscuous and 

incestuous sexual acts. While the women were severely punished for promiscuity, it seems as though men 

were condoned for being lured by lewd women (Gen 38:12–26; Joshua 2). However, prostitution was 

shunned and this is why the classical prophets referred to Israel‘s apostasy as harlotry (Hosea 1–3; Ezekiel 

16; 23).  

1. Sex with Animals. The Israelites were admonished not to engage in sex with animals (Exod 22:19; 

Lev 20:16; Deut 27:21). The question regarding this wayward sexual behavior is not to be judged by 

modern moral and legal standards, which consider a sexual offense to be one that involves sex with an 

unconsenting partner or that hurts someone in the process. In the religion of Israel, the criterion for 

deciding the sinfulness of these sexual acts was whether they were in accordance with the holiness of 

God. To discourage the proliferation of such promiscuous acts, the parties involved were to be stoned in 

order to purge Israel of such evil and its memory. Stoning the animal, obviously an unconsenting victim, 

was meant to underscore the gravity of the punishment and to deter potential sexual sinners from 

committing such a shameful offense. Sin committed in a corporate community, like that of Israel, was 

regarded as infectious. This explains why people contaminated with sin were to be eliminated from 

society only by stoning or shooting (Exod 19:13).  

2. Sanctity of Marital Sex. The Priestly account in Gen 1:26–27 affirms that God created humankind, 

male and female, in his own image. God blessed sexuality as a means by which humankind could 

multiply and fill the earth (Gen 1:28). Unlike animals, marriage among humans was a sacred rite. The 

Yahwist presents the man whom God created as being lonely in the Garden of Eden in spite of the 

presence of animals of all kinds (Gen 1:18–20). It was for this reason that God formed a woman and 

presented her to the man, who exclaimed in joyful amazement: ―Bone of my bone and flesh of my flesh 



…‖ (Gen 2:23). The two became one flesh again in marriage. This explains why extramarital sex or sex 

with animals was regarded as being against the holy law of God and was severely punished.  

3. Sanctity of Family. The religion of Israel regarded the family as sacred, having been ordained by 

God at the creation of the world. Regulations were instituted in the name of God to maintain the sanctity 

and stability of the family. Sexual relations which would cruelly hurt the feelings of a member of the 

family were punishable by death. In Lev 20:10, the man caught committing adultery with a neighbor‘s 

wife would be put to death. The woman who acted as an accomplice to the crime would also be put to 

death (Deut 22:22). Incest with one‘s father‘s wife was prohibited under penalty of death because it 

violated the very foundation of the family (Lev 20:11). Similarly, sexual intercourse with a daughter-in-

law was prohibited (Lev 20:12). The same law prohibited incestuous acts with a sister regardless of 

whether she was the daughter of the father by another wife or the daughter of the mother by another man 

prior to the parents‘ present marriage (Lev 20:17). It can be assumed that prohibition against sexual 

relations with a woman during her menstrual period was originally made for hygienic reasons (Lev 20:18) 

and also to observe the sacredness of blood (Lev 17:12–14). At any rate, all the sexual laws were intended 

to prevent incidents which would create family feuds and would lead up to the disintegration of the family 

unit.  

H. Law Concerning Aliens  

There were two types of aliens in Israel: the sojourner and the prisoner of war. Both of them were 

protected under the Torah.  

1. A Sojourner. The OT does not clearly tell how a person became a sojourner (Heb gēr). Economic 

and political reasons could force one to leave one‘s land of birth to be a resident alien in another country 

(Ruth 1:1). In search of pasture for his animals, Lot and his household became sojourners in Sodom (Gen 

13:11; cf. 19:9). To avoid famine in Canaan, the Israelites became sojourners in Egypt (Gen 46:2–7). A 

sojourner, according to the Torah, had some citizenship rights, though they were limited. Sojourners were 

protected by law and had recourse to the seat of judgment (Deut 1:16). The law reminded the Israelites to 

protect the rights of the sojourner in their midst because they were always to remember that they too had 

been sojourners in Egypt (Exod 22:21; cf. Deut 10:18–19; 24:17–22). By his compassion God redeemed 

the Israelites who were being oppressed while sojourning in Egypt. Similarly, the Israelites were required 

to show compassion toward sojourners. At all events, Yahweh, the Creator of the heavens and the earth, 

would always intervene on the side of the disadvantaged in the event of a miscarriage of justice by those 

in authority (Deut 24:15b; Ps 82:1–8).  

2. Religious Status of a Sojourner. While sojourners were dwelling among the Israelites, they were 

expected to observe all the ritual laws and cultic practices of the Israelites. Some laws to be observed 

related to sexual behavior (Lev 18:26) and to strict observance of the sabbath rest (Exod 20:10; Deut 

5:14). The sojourner was to offer an acceptable sacrifice at the door of the tent of meeting in exactly the 

same way as the Israelites (Lev 17:8–9). Just like the Israelites, the sojourner was forbidden to eat a beast 

or bird with its blood (Lev 17:12–14), which Yahweh had forbidden. If the sojourners were allowed to 

practice their own religious customs, they would influence the Israelites to practice pagan worship (cf. 1 

Kgs 11:1–4).  

3. Legal Protection of a Sojourner. Because sojourner did not have full citizenship rights, they were 

prone to exploitation by unscrupulous and usurious people. The sojourners were therefore at the risk of 

losing whatever little they had, a situation which would end in their selling themselves to the rich 

Israelites in order to earn a living (Lev 25:45). Otherwise nothing limited a stranger from amassing 

property to the point where he could even acquire an Israelite (Lev 25:47). When sojourners were few in 

number, it was easy to control them and to monitor their movements. The problem confronting the 

Israelites was what to do with a whole nation defeated in battle.  

4. Law of the Ban (ḥerem). The fear of being impacted by pagan religious practices forced the 

Israelites to observe strictly the law of the ban. This law was attributed to God, who was believed to be 

directly leading the Israelites in holy war against the Canaanite nations, which did not observe the holy 

law of God. For this reason all those conquered in battle were to be killed and all their property destroyed 



(Josh 7:7, 10–13; 1 Sam 15:3). For reasons of security and religion, the Israelites practiced the ban in 

order to curtail the number of strangers living grudgingly in their midst. Concerning a distant nation, the 

Israelites could offer peace terms which could lead to coexistence. If a nation refused the terms and waged 

war, the Israelites would besiege that nation and after conquering it kill all the males; the women and the 

movable property would be taken as booty (Deut 20:10–15). This exception to the law of the ḥerem was 

necessary for reasons of security and economy. If a distant nation accepted the Israelites‘ peace terms, its 

population would immediately become Israelites‘ laborers (Deut 20:11). By the nation‘s intransigent 

behavior, it had exhibited that it was a potential danger to Israel‘s security. Military operations against 

such a nation benefited the Israelites in that they would possess all the fruit trees, women, and livestock 

(Deut 20:19). This military leniency was not extended to the Canaanites, Perizzites, Hittites, Jebusites, 

Hivites, or Amorites for religious reasons. Conducting their well-organized religious practices in the 

midst of the Israelites, these nations would be a serious threat to Yahwism (Deut 20:16–18). To preserve 

the purity of Yahwism, the Israelites interpreted the law of the ḥerem as a divine command to annihilate 

these nations. They were not to save anything that breathed among the Canaanites (Deut 20:16; cf. Josh 

10:40; 11:11). A close examination of the process of the conquest of Canaan reveals that this narrative 

reflects Deuteronomistic exaggeration to underscore the benefits of obeying the commandments of 

Yahweh. The Israelites regarded other nations and their idol gods as enemies of Yahweh. For this reason 

the Israelites were not shocked by the callous cruelty they exhibited by killing men and women, young 

and old, ox and sheep, camel and ass (1 Sam 15:3; Josh 11:40). The goal was to preserve the exclusive 

purity of the worship of Yahweh.  

I. Ethics and the King’s Justice  

1. Justice in the ANE. In the ANE the gods Shamash and Enlil were regarded as the gods of justice. 

They appointed kings to act as their representatives in the administration of justice (ANET, 159; 164). 

Among their important responsibilities was to act as guardians of justice especially as it related to the 

poor, the widow, the orphan, the alien, and the oppressed people (Whitelam 1979: 17–19). This explains 

why King Urukagina of Lagash reported to his god that, at his accession to the throne, he immediately 

enforced justice and equity (Akk mēšerum ukinātum) by declaring a general amnesty for the poor and by 

rescinding social and economic constraints which were oppressing the common people and driving them 

into poverty. In Israel a general amnesty was declared every seven years, during the period referred to as 

the year of solemn rest (Heb šĕnat šabbātôn; Lev 25:5). This was a year of the dropping of debts and 

obligations (Heb šĕnat haššĕmittâ; Deut 15:9). Debtors and slaves were freed and had a new lease on life. 

The sabbatical year also required that land tilled for six years be left fallow during the seventh year. The 

plot with its fruit trees and vines reverted to God, who repossessed it for the common good of all the 

people and animals. For this reason, harvesting the yield of fallow land was prohibited by law. But 

sojourners, widows, orphans, and the poor in general were free to take the food as long as they did not 

hoard any for future consumption. In Ugaritic literature, the Kirta epic provides a good example of the 

role of the king as the guardian of the rights of the disadvantaged, that is, the downtrodden, the widow, 

and the orphan (CTA 16.6.45–57; cf. 2 Sam 15:1–4).  

2. Administration of Justice in Israel. The Israelites, like the people of Mesopotamia, regarded 

Yahweh as the God of justice (Heb mišpāṭ; Gen 18:25). The earthly judges (Heb šôpĕṭ  m) and kings were 

appointed by and answerable to him (Deut 1:16, 17). This is the reason why King Solomon prayed to God 

for wisdom (Heb ḥokmāh) to rule (špṭ) the nation of Israel (1 Kgs 3:19). At any rate, God remained the 

judge par excellence, the šôpēṭ kōl hā˒āreṣ (Gen 18:25) to whom the oppressed people could directly call 

whenever they were confronted with injustice (Judg 11:27; Ps 82:8; cf. Gen 16:5). Kings were regarded as 

Yahweh‘s representatives and their chief role was to administer justice in the land as his deputies (2 Sam 

8:15; cf. 1 Kgs 3:28).  

3. Justice and the Rights of the Poor. As in Mesopotamia and Ugarit, kings of Israel were responsible 

for safeguarding the rights of the poor, the widow, the orphan, and the sojourner (Ps 72:1–4). There are 

many instances in the OT where these classes of people are mentioned with reference to justice. In Exod 

22:21–27, the people of Israel are strongly warned against wronging strangers and the poor in general. If 



the poor and the strangers were oppressed and they in turn cried (ṣ˓q) to God, the compassionate king of 

Israel, he would listen and mete out retribution to the oppressors (cf. Deut 10:18; 14:29; 16:11; Ps 146:9; 

Isa 1:17; etc.). In Ps 82:1–8, God is portrayed as taking the radical step of deposing the gods (i.e., rulers) 

from their divine and immortal status to that of humans because of their dereliction of judicial duty as it 

applied to the poor, the widow, and the orphan. OT ethics aimed at an egalitarian society where every 

Israelite was compassionate enough to care for those in need. When there was a complete breakdown of 

justice, the Israelites expected God to intervene directly and restore peace and justice (Ps 82:8). Because 

Yahweh, the holy one of Israel, was their Lord, it behooved the Israelites to reflect Yahweh‘s 

righteousness by being just (Deut 1:16–17).  

J. The Teaching of OT Ethics  

Several classes of people were entrusted with the responsibility of teaching ethical norms to the people, 

beginning with the children.  

1. Parents as Moral Teachers. OT ethics was to begin at home, where the parents were expected to 

teach the Torah to their children (Deut 6:1–4). This is the reason why Yahweh had chosen (Heb yd˓) 

Abraham so that he might charge (Heb yĕṣawweh) his children and his household to carry out the way of 

the Lord (Gen 18:17–19). The Torah was to be taught not by word only but by practice and example 

(Deut 6:1–19). The children, after observing their parents‘ diligent observance of the law, would be 

provoked to ask the question: ―What is the meaning of the testimonies and the statutes and the ordinances 

which the Lord our God has commanded you?‖ That is the time when the children are ready to listen and 

learn to observe the statutes, ordinances, and precepts prescribed in the Torah (Deut 6:17, 20–25). The 

major reason for Yahweh‘s displeasure with Eli was that he had failed to teach his children the right 

ethical standards (1 Sam 3:12–24). Several instructions in the book of Proverbs reveal that parents played 

a vital role in the teaching of children (Proverbs 2–8). The role parents played in the teaching of the Torah 

emphasizes the reason why the family unit was considered to be ordained by God at the creation of the 

universe and why its preservation was to be guaranteed.  

2. Judges and the Torah. During the time of the tribal league, the Deuteronomistic Historian attributes 

the administration of justice and the teaching of the Torah to the so-called judges (Judg 2:17–19). 

Deborah, who is presented as both a prophetess (Heb nĕb  ˒â) and judge, is portrayed as moving about 

Israel deciding (Heb špṭ) cases. Samuel, who was also a judge, priest, and prophet, moved in a circuit 

between Ramah, Gilgal, and Mizpah judging (špṭ) cases (1 Sam 7:15–17). The judges (šôpĕṭ  m) served as 

governors, administrators of justice, and teachers of the Torah. This explains why, during their tenure of 

office, the Israelites lived according to the will of God and worshipped God alone. Apostasy followed the 

death or absence of the judge (Judg 2:18–19).  

3. Ethical Teaching of the Sages. The sages taught the proper way of conduct to the children of 

aristocratic families for pay. Their teaching was based on wisdom acquired by education and confirmed 

by observation and experience (Job 8:8–10; cf. Eccl 7:5; 9:17–18). The sages, like the Deuteronomist who 

came after them, believed that Yahweh‘s retribution was administered according to discernible rules. A 

person‘s behavior brought with it God‘s reward or punishment in this world (Job 8:3–6). The key to 

success was summed up in the proverb: ―The fear of the Lord is the beginning of knowledge …‖ (Prov 

1:8). In Matthew‘s gospel it was explicitly stated that those who seek God‘s rule and his righteousness 

first would have all their material needs satisfied (Matt 6:33). OT ethics is clearly theocentric.  

4. Priests and Ritual Law. The priests as well as the prophets supervised and gave advice on matters 

concerning the sacrifices and other ritual acts of worship which were performed in the holy places (1 Sam 

9:12; cf. 2:27–30).  

5. Classical Prophets and Ethical Conduct. The classical prophets interpreted the Torah in a radically 

new way. Basing their message on the one universal God who directed historical events, the classical 

prophets, beginning with Amos and Hosea, emphasized several attributes of Yahweh which had not been 

previously stressed. Worship and ritual acts which were performed by people who were devoid of justice 

were not acceptable to the holy God of Israel (Amos 5:21–24; Mic 6:6–8). Unless the Israelites practiced 

righteousness (Heb ṣĕdāqâ) and good neighborliness among themselves as a covenant community, God 



would punish them for their iniquities (Amos 2:6–8). True worship of Yahweh demanded a change of 

heart in those who believed in the holy God (Jer 31:33). This would be evidenced by their showing justice 

toward the poor, who were being crushed economically by the unscrupulous rich (Amos 4:1–3). Whereas, 

according to the sages, luxury indicated God‘s favorable retribution and poverty his punishment for sin 

(Job 8:1–22), the classical prophets turned the tables and indicated that God was not with the rich but was 

on the side of the poor and the oppressed (Jer 22:16; Ezek 16:49). See also POOR, POVERTY (OT). The 

prophets also confronted the Israelites who were constantly transgressing against the covenant, exhausting 

Yahweh‘s kindness (Heb ḥésed; Hos 3:1–5). But because the people of Israel had forgotten what the Lord 

their God had done for them (Hos 11:3), Yahweh had no choice but to punish them (Hos 11:5–6). The 

people of Israel could avoid the punishment of God by returning to him (Hos 14:1–2; cf. Amos 5:4–6). 

For further discussion, see ROTT.  
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TEMBA L. J. MAFICO  

NEW TESTAMENT  

In the NT, morality finds its setting in religion. The concept of NT ethics, as well as ethics in general, 

can be variously defined and must be analyzed in several areas.  

———  

A. Definitions of Ethics  

B. Sources of NT Ethics  

C. Approaches to NT Ethics  

1. Christian ―Code‖  

2. Universal Principles  

3. Encounter with the Living God  

4. Contextual Response in Love  

D. Jesus and the Synoptic Gospels  

1. Jesus‘ Preaching of the Kingdom  

2. Mark: Suffering Discipleship  

3. Matthew: Jesus‘ Higher Righteousness  

4. Luke: Forgiveness and Compassion  

E. Exhortation in the Pauline Tradition  

F. Themes in NT Exhortation  

1. Worship  

2. Relationships within the Community  

3. Sharing Wealth  

4. Sexual Morality  

5. Love of Enemies  

6. Relationship to the World  

———  

A. Definitions of Ethics  

The philosopher Aristotle insisted that ethics, the study of correct human action, was a form of 

―practical knowledge.‖ Its intention was to enable persons to conduct their lives and those of their 

communities well by choosing actions appropriate to the specific circumstances at hand on the basis of 



reasoned deliberation (Eth. Nic. 1.3.1095ab; 2.1.1103b27–29). Stoic and Epicurean philosophers from the 

NT period argued that the study of philosophy developed moral character by converting individuals from 

lives dominated by passions and false desires to lives of self-control: ―Certainly it teaches one to be above 

extravagance; it trains one to have a sense of shame, and to control one‘s tongue, and it produces 

discipline, order and courtesy, and in general what is fitting in action and bearing‖ (Musonius Rufus, That 

Kings Should Also Study Philosophy Fr. 8; Malherbe 1986: 31).  

In the Hebrew Scriptures the Torah defines how persons should conduct themselves as members of a 

people living in covenant with God (Exod 20:1–24:8; Deut 10:10–30:20). The prosperity of the nation in 

the land which Yahweh would give them is seen as a blessing for wholehearted devotion to the Lord and 

faithful obedience to the commandments and ordinances of the Torah. Justice is not discovered through 

the reasoned deliberation of morally serious persons as in Aristotle. Rather justice is found through the 

efforts of persons and the community to enact ―what the Lord requires‖ as made known through the Torah 

(Isa 1:12–17; Mic 6:8). Job 31 describes the actions of an individual who is just.  

The philosophical tradition would agree with the biblical view that the law which establishes a 

community is its basic expression of justice. Law understood in the broad sense as all that a community of 

persons holds to be good shapes the habits of individuals so that they will act justly. Both traditions agree 

that virtuous action is the only way in which humans can attain happiness and well-being. Both traditions 

see that for the most part human beings do not live and act justly. A conversion is required. The Hebrew 

prophetic tradition addressed its summons to repentance and renewal to Israel. Failure to live according to 

the covenant stipulations, though attributed to the actions of individuals, is a failure that touches the 

whole people. It represents breaking an obligation owed to God. God rightly punishes the people by 

removing their prosperity or allowing Israel to fall to her enemies. However, punishment is moderated by 

God‘s faithful love for the people who should repent and return to the Lord (Hos 11:1–14:9).  

Both the imperative to ―do justice‖ as a religious obligation, a way of living in relationship to God, and 

the call for communal repentance and reform are lacking in the philosophic tradition. Though the 

philosopher may address kings and persons from the local aristocracy, whose behavior has an impact on 

the lives of all persons subject to them, the philosophic appeal is made to individuals. Philosophers spoke 

of themselves as ―physicians‖ of the soul which must be governed by reason rather than passions and 

false opinion. Since the ―hardships‖ of the philosophic life lead most people to return to their old ways of 

living, the philosopher constantly exhorts people to virtue: ―… never deserting his post of duty, but 

always honoring and promoting virtue and sobriety and trying to lead all people thereto, partly by 

persuading and exhorting, partly by abusing and reproaching, in the hope that he may thereby rescue 

somebody from following low desires and intemperance‖ (Dio Chrys., Or. 77/78.38; Malberbe 1987: 56).  

Jews who lived in cities where the education, government, and culture were shaped by Greek thought 

and institutions often sought to show that their tradition embodied the best of the ethical insights of Greek 

thought. Writers emphasized aspects of the Torah most likely to win a hearing from sympathetic gentiles: 

(a) the superiority of monotheism to pagan idolatry; and (b) the high standard of sexual morality among 

Jews, including opposition to homosexuality, adultery, rape, abortion, and the exposure of children. Jews 

avoid all forms of divination and astrology; are free from greed and generous in aiding the poor, 

―fulfilling the word of the great God, the hymn of the Law, for the Heavenly One gave the earth in 

common to all‖ (Sib. Or. 3.218–47). A counterpart to the Stoic ideal of the ―passionless‖ soul could be 

found in the single-minded person: ―the single-minded person does not covet gold; does not overreach his 

neighbor; does not long for many luxuries; does not delight in varied clothing; does not desire to live a 

long life but only waits for the will of God‖ (T. Iss. 4.2–6).  

While the formative traditions of the Greek polis and the Hebrew covenant presumed stable, 

homogeneous communities that would ―approve‖ a single vision of justice, the upheavals of the 

Hellenistic and Roman periods had fractured the established communities. Persons migrated to cities in 

which they were outsiders or, like the Jews of Alexandria, formed an organized political minority 

(politeuma) within a city-state (polis). Jewish attempts to attain citizenship in the polis were rejected and 

even led to episodes of violence. The famous Stoic philosopher Epictetus (ca. 55–135 C.E.) had been the 



slave of Nero‘s freedman and secretary. Banished from Rome with other philosophers in 89 C.E., he took 

up residence in Nicopolis, where he spent the rest of his life teaching Stoic philosophy.  

The philosophic response to this social upheaval was to emphasize the ―wise person‖ as a ―universal 

citizen,‖ one who transcends the accidents of birth or fate. Freedom lies within reach if one learns to 

control the mind and the passions; ―And how shall I free myself?—Have you not heard many times that 

you ought to eradicate desire utterly; direct your aversion to things that lie within the sphere of the moral 

purpose, and those only; that you ought to give up everything, your body, your property, your reputation, 

your books, turmoil from office, freedom from office? For if once you swerve aside from your course, 

you are a slave, you are a subject‖ (Epict., Diss. 4.4.33). The tension evident in Epictetus‘ definition of 

freedom between individual self-sufficiency and a life of involvement in public affairs was resolved by 

those philosophers, like the Epicureans, who advocated withdrawal from public and civic life. Epicureans 

formed structured communities of ―friends‖ who admonished and supported one another. Their opponents 

insisted that virtue required willingness to participate in public affairs. Quietism and withdrawal are 

simply marks of ―low status‖ and ―cowardice,‖ not virtue.  

Philo of Alexandria pictured Moses as one of the great lawgivers of humanity (Vita Mos. 2.12–20). But 

Philo‘s allegorical interpretations of the Law transformed the universal validity of Mosaic lawgiving from 

the external realm of public affairs to the internal one of education for the soul. Just as the ―wise person‖ 

of Stoic philosophy lived in harmony with the eternal law of nature, so Mosaic law guides the soul to a 

life of reason in harmony with universal law. Then, drawing upon Platonic tradition, Philo argued that the 

soul is capable of attaining a vision of God (Vita Mos. 1.48; 75–76; Praem 24–56).  

The turmoil of the 2d century B.C.E. in Palestine produced a different form of ―withdrawal‖ among some 

Jews, withdrawal into sectarian groups which sought to purify both themselves and a land defiled by 

foreign occupation, customs, and ideas. The Essene writings discovered at Qumran have provided a 

fascinating glimpse into the life of a sectarian group which also had adherents in Egypt. Philo treats the 

Essenes as examples of the superior virtue mediated by Moses (Quod Omn. 75–91). Their own 

community rules and books of biblical interpretation show us a community of the ―new covenant‖ which 

sought perfect obedience to the will of God: ―All those who freely devote themselves to his truth shall 

bring all their knowledge, powers and possessions into the Community of God, that they may purify their 

knowledge in the truth of God‘s precepts and order their powers according to his ways of perfection and 

all their possessions according to his righteous counsel‖ (1 QS 1: 11–13).  

The Essene writings picture the world and the struggle for moral perfection in apocalyptic terms. God 

has permitted the world to be torn apart in the conflict between powers of light and darkness. But this 

dualism is part of God‘s hidden plan in which God knows those who will become ―children of light‖: 

―The Master shall instruct all the children of light and shall teach them the nature of all the children of 

humanity according to the kind of spirit which they possess, the signs identifying their works during their 

lifetime, their visitation for chastisement, and the time of their reward. From the God of knowledge comes 

all that is and shall be. Before ever they existed, he established their whole design, and when as ordained 

for them, they came into being, it is in accord with his glorious design that they fulfil their work. The laws 

of all things are unchanging in his hands, and he provides them with all their needs. He has created 

humanity to govern the world, and has appointed for them two spirits in which to walk until the time of 

his visitation: the spirits of truth and falsehood. Those born of truth spring from a fountain of light, but 

those born of falsehood spring from a source of darkness. All the children of righteousness are ruled by 

the Prince of Light and walk in the ways of light; but all the children of falsehood are ruled by the Angel 

of Darkness and walk in the ways of darkness‖ (1QS 3:13–21).  

This conflict between light and darkness will soon be brought to its end at the judgment. Consequently, 

persons are called to separate themselves from others who are walking in darkness: ―They shall separate 

from the congregation of people of falsehood and shall unite with respect to the Law and possessions, 

under the authority of the sons of Zadok, the Priests who keep the Covenant, and of the multitude of 

persons of the community who hold fast to the Covenant‖ (1QS 5:1–3). Isaiah‘s summons to prepare a 

path for the Lord in the wilderness was being realized in this community: ―This (the path) is the study of 



the Torah which he commanded by the hand of Moses, that they may do all that has been revealed from 

age to age, and as the prophets have revealed by his Holy Spirit‖ (1QS 8:12–17). Despite their withdrawal 

to create a new community of obedience, purity, and holiness, the lists of virtues and vices found in the 

community rule might be shared with any moral teacher of the time: ―spirit of humility, patience, 

abundant charity, unending goodness, understanding, intelligence … greed, slackness and pride, falseness 

and deceit, cruelty and abundant evil, ill-temper and much folly and brazen insolence, abominable deeds 

in a spirit of lust and ways of lewdness in the service of uncleanness, a blaspheming tongue, blindness of 

eye and dullness of ear, stiffness of neck and heaviness of heart …‖ (1QS 4:3–11).  

Such lists indicate there was widespread agreement about the type of behavior that was considered 

―good‖ even between groups which disagreed about how persons came to lead a virtuous life. The Essene 

requires life in a strictly ordered community devoted to study of the Torah. The philosopher requires a life 

of reasoned analysis and self-control. For the Essene, the urgent imperative behind the moral ordering of 

human life lies in the impending judgment by God. For the philosopher, however, the moral life itself 

renders a person like the gods: ―Therefore as God, through the possession of these virtues, is unconquered 

by pleasure or greed; is superior to desire or envy, and jealousy; is high-minded, beneficent and kindly 

(for such is our conception of God), so also a human being in the image of Him, when living in accord 

with nature, should be thought of as being like Him, and being like Him, being enviable; and, being 

enviable, he would forthwith be happy, for we envy none but the happy‖ (Musonius Rufus, Fr. 17; Meeks 

1986: 47).  

A sense of cultural agreement about the norms of ethical behavior can be grounded in the Stoic view of 

―reason as operative in nature‖ or in the Jewish vision of all creation existing under the sovereign rule of 

God. Such agreement makes it possible for preachers from one school to appeal to common views 

accepted by their hearers and even to adopt ethical arguments from other groups. The combination of a 

Platonic view of the soul‘s progress toward a vision of the divine and an ethic that is shaped by a Stoic 

understanding of reason and the passions such as we find in Philo is not uncommon in this period. 

Christians presume that their decent behavior will influence outsiders (1 Pet 2:12). Conscience enforced 

common moral norms by castigating the wicked with inward pain (Wis 17:11; T. Reu. 4:2–4). The self-

scrutiny that was part of an education in the moral life might intensify the warnings of conscience. Philo 

treats the Sabbath rest as an occasion for such self-analysis: ―… a seventh day holy, abstaining from other 

work that has to do with earning a living, and giving their time the one sole object of philosophy with a 

view to the improvement of character and submission to the scrutiny of conscience. Conscience, 

established in the soul like a judge, is never abashed in administering reproofs, sometimes employing 

sharper threats, sometimes gentler admonitions, to guard against a similar lapse in the future, when the 

misconduct seemed unintentional and the result of want of caution‖ (Op. 128). Paul can argue that the 

harsh accusations of their ―weak conscience‖ might cause Christians eating meat that has been used in an 

idol sacrifice to lose their new faith, even though eating such meat in a nonritual context is not an offense 

against the Lord (1 Cor 8:1–13).  

B. Sources of NT Ethics  

The NT does not have to create legal or ethical structures to guide the lives of persons. We do not find 

in its pages a legal interpreter and community founder like the Essene Teacher of Righteousness. Nor do 

we find there a philosophic rendering of the Torah as in Philo. We are not told how to govern cities or 

what sort of education is required if the soul is to progress in virtue. However, most of the NT is 

concerned with ethical exhortation. Its readers are being admonished to live in a way that will be pleasing 

to a God who stands in judgment on human activity (Matt 7:24–27; 1 Thess 1:10; 3:12–4:1). Conversion 

to Christianity can be described in terms of the moral reform and conquest of passions advocated by 

philosophers (1 Pet 4:2–5).  

Since the God who judges human conduct is the one who has spoken through the Scriptures, they 

remain a guide to how human conduct is evaluated by God even though the Christian community is not 

devoted to Torah observance (Matt 5:17–20; Jas 2:8–13). Its stories served as exempla in ethical 

exhortation (1 Cor 10:1–13; Heb 12:14–17; 1 Pet 3:5–6). The Synoptic Gospels represent Jesus‘ conflicts 



with the Pharisees over interpreting the Law as reflecting a higher standard of obedience to God‘s will 

than that made possible through the interpretations of the Law advocated by the scribes and Pharisees 

(Mark 7:1–13; 10:2–12). In some instances, such as the critique of the Pharisees for ―manipulating‖ the 

Torah to adjust to human concerns rather than the will of God, Jesus‘ remarks parallel those of the 

Essenes, who also argue that the immediacy of God‘s judgment requires a higher standard of human 

obedience. However, neither Jesus nor his disciples engage in the sustained study and interpretation of the 

Law which form the basis of that radical obedience among the Essenes.  

Unlike the scribes and Pharisees, who gathered students around interpretation of the Torah, Jesus 

summons disciples from the populace at large (Mark 1:16–20; 2:13–14). His preaching is directed to the 

people as a whole rather than to persons who will become specialists in the Torah. He uses parables and 

proverbial sayings (Luke 6:39, 40) which are similar to the use of parable and proverb in Jewish wisdom 

traditions (Luke 14:34–35 and Job 6:6). Sayings about worthless servants were frequently used in 

exhortation (Luke 17:7–10 and m. Abot 1:3: ―Be not like slaves that serve the master for the sake of 

receiving a bounty; be like slaves that serve the master not for the sake of receiving a bounty but let the 

fear of heaven be upon you‖; and maxims on the treatment of servants such as Sir 33:24, 31). Some of 

Jesus‘ sayings have the pragmatic character of wisdom exhortations which seek to instruct one on how to 

get along in the conflicts with others that make up human life (Sir 8:2; Matt 5:25–26).  

Other parables and sayings carry the overtones of apocalyptic warning. The present generation must 

repent before God‘s judgment comes. Yet most people will remain deluded by evil and fail to respond to 

the prophetic warning. Instead they malign God‘s messengers (Matt 11:16–19, 20–24; 12:33–37, 38–42). 

Just as the Hebrew prophets castigated the priests for leading people away from justice and bringing 

certain condemnation on the nation (Jer 5:30–31), Jesus contends with the Pharisees, who are pictured as 

―blind guides‖ (Matt 15:10–13). God uproots the unfaithful vine (Isa 5:1–7) or throws out the wicked 

vineyard tenants who hope to profit by rejecting God‘s messengers (Matt 21:33–44). Divine judgment 

plays a role in ethical exhortation in the NT. Faithful Christians are assured of reward or vindication for 

their suffering when the Lord comes (1 Thess 4:13–18; Phil 3:8–11; 1 Pet 1:3–9; Rev 6:9–11; 21:1–8). 

They are exhorted to continue lives of virtue, worship of God, and mutual love in view of the coming 

judgment (1 Thess 5:1–24; Phil 3:12–21; 1 Cor 7:25–31; Eph 5:6–20; Heb 10:19–31; 12:14–29; Rev 2:1–

3:22). Those who remain under the domination of sin or who have been enemies of the Christian message 

will be condemned at the judgment (e.g., 1 Thess 2:14–16; Rom 1:18–2:16; Phil 3:18–19; Jas 5:1–7; Rev 

19:1–4, 11–21; 20:11–15).  

Jewish apocalyptic writing also contributed to the picture of human bondage to sin and the renewing 

activity of God‘s spirit necessary to break free of an evil age that appears in the NT. 1 Enoch 6–36 

contains mythic traditions which appear to have developed in the last two centuries B.C.E. Evil came to 

dominate the world when the fallen angels of Genesis 6 seduced human women. The angels taught them 

magical, medicinal, and cosmetic arts that led to deception. They are the cause of passion and sexual 

immorality. The offspring of this polluted union, the giants of Genesis 6, are the cause of bloodshed, 

violence, and oppression. Until God eradicates the offspring of this evil from the earth, righteousness and 

truth cannot flourish (1 En. 10:8–22). The whole earth is corrupted and suffers the effects of sin (Rom 

8:19–25). The righteous see their suffering as part of the experience of living in a world dominated by sin. 

When the Lord has cleansed and purified the earth, human toil and anguish will come to an end. A time of 

abundant harvest will ensue: ―And in those days the whole earth will be worked in righteousness … and 

every seed that is sown on her, one measure will yield a thousand. And you cleanse the earth from all 

injustice, and from all defilement and from all oppression, and from all sin and from all iniquity … And 

all the children of the people will become righteous, and all nations shall worship and bless me; … And 

the earth shall be cleansed from all pollutions and from all sin and from all plague, and from all suffering; 

and it shall not happen again that I shall send [these] upon the earth‖ (1 En. 10:17–22).  

The moral problem of living in such a world is encouraging the righteous minority to persevere. Life 

may be described as a choice between two spirits (as in the passage from 1QS 3 above) or as a choice 

between walking in one of the two ways, righteousness or wickedness, life or death (1 En. 94:1–5; Matt 



7:13–14; Rom 8:1–8). Woes against the wicked and blessings pronounced on the righteous serve to 

consolidate such teaching (1 En. 94:6–9; 96:1–97:10; 98:9–99:2, 11–16). The apocalyptic view of evil, its 

demonic embodiment and the cosmic dimensions of its corruption, carries with it two convictions about 

the possibilities for establishing justice. First, in the world as it exists righteous persons will always be a 

minority whose lives seem irrational to the wicked. Even the righteous could not persevere without God‘s 

help. Second, cleansing the earth of injustice requires God‘s intervention. The righteous may establish 

sectarian groups in which they are able to pursue justice, but no human efforts can overcome the 

pervasive effects of evil. Apocalypses frequently presume that the ―last days‖ in which the addresses are 

living will be characterized by particularly violent outbursts of evil aimed at destroying the righteous (1 

En. 100:1–6; Mark 13:5–8, 14–23; Rev 13:11–18). The disorder of the world is too great for human 

reasoning to advance any claims to discovering the truth (1 Enoch 42; Rom 1:18–31).  

When the NT adopts the rhetorical forms and content of Greco-Roman philosophical ethic, it does so 

within the framework of biblical and apocalyptic images of salvation which negate a central claim of the 

philosopher-preacher. Human reason properly schooled by philosophic conversion is not the source of 

happiness, justice, or truth. The ―renewal of mind‖ (Rom 12:2) which makes Christian ethical exhortation 

possible comes through God‘s saving activity.  

However, the general moral consensus of the Greco-Roman world does enable NT writers to draw on 

ethical material from popular philosophic preaching. For some, the gospel picture of Jesus accompanied 

by a band of disciples as he wandered from town to town preaching his message would easily be 

assimilated to that of wandering Cynic philosophers. Paul also makes use of Cynic themes in picturing his 

own missionary efforts. Like Paul, itinerant philosophers could well emerge from the artisan class, who 

abandoned their trades to take up the philosopher‘s cloak. The philosopher is ―God‘s gift‖ to awaken 

humanity. A true philosopher will speak boldly even when afflicted rather than flatter the audience. A 

philosopher might warn the audience of the hardships faced in adopting the philosophic life. The Cynics 

were well known for their opposition to the conventions of a society which cares only for its own 

pleasures and remains blind to the pains which stem from their pursuit (1 Thess 2:1–12; Malherbe 1987).  

Other elements in early Christian preaching would have reminded the audience of Epicurean circles. 

Christians formed small groups which met in private households, spoke of one another in affective 

terminology (more usually with kinship terms like ―brother‖ and ―sister‖ than the Epicurean ―friends‖), 

and engaged in mutual exhortation. Paul also commends a quietist withdrawal from the world of public 

affairs (1 Thess 4:11–12). Paul may have been sufficiently sensitive to the criticisms of philosophic 

withdrawal to insist that the Christians whose ―retirement‖ involved continuing their trades would gain 

the respect of outsiders. Instead of using Epicurus‘ description of the philosopher as ―self-taught,‖ Paul 

has apparently coined the neologism ―taught-by-God‖ (1 Thess 4:9; Malherbe 1987: 96–106).  

Other elements of form and content found in the NT have counterparts in popular philosophic literature. 

Philosophers of all schools write epistles which advise addressees on moral topics. Lists of virtues and 

vices as well as summaries of philosophic teaching and collections of gnomic sayings are common forms 

of instruction. Similar to the short philosophic saying (gnome), the chreia was an instructive anecdote 

illustrating the teaching of a particular philosopher. Many of the controversy stories in the gospels can be 

assimilated to this pattern (Luke 12:13–14; 17:20–21; 21:1–4). The summaries of the duties of members 

of the household, ―household codes‖ (Ger Haustafeln), in Col 3:18–4:1, Eph 5:21–6:4, and 1 Pet 2:18–

3:7, are comparable to philosophic descriptions of a person‘s duties: ―… how a man must bear himself in 

his relations with the gods, with his parents, with his elders, with the laws, with strangers … that one 

ought to reverence the gods, to honor one‘s parents, to respect one‘s elders, to be obedient to the laws, to 

yield to those in authority, to love one‘s friends, to be chaste with women, to be affectionate with 

children, and not to be overbearing with slaves‖ (Plutarch, On The Education of Children 7DE; Malherbe 

1986: 31). Philosophic exhortation frequently dealt at length with duties toward relatives, diverse 

responsibilities of men and women in the household, and the management of households generally 

(Malherbe 1986: 96–104). See also HOUSEHOLD CODES; HAUSTAFELN.  



The diatribe style of popular philosophic instruction appears in Paul‘s letters and in James. Supposed 

questions or interjections of a questioner (1 Cor 15:35; Rom 4:1; 6:1; 9:19; Jas 2:18) serve to advance the 

argument. Ironic or satirical remarks also form part of the dialogue style of such preaching (1 Cor 4:8; 2 

Cor 11:1; Gal 5:12); or the author may point to common assumptions which the audience should accept 

(Rom 6:16; 1 Cor 3:16; 6:15; 9:24). Some scholars have even argued that Paul shaped entire letters 

according to the conventions of Hellenistic rhetoric. Galatians has been described as an ―apologetic letter‖ 

(Betz, Galatians Hermeneia, 14–28); Philemon as an intercessory epistle (Stowers 1986: 51–57; 155).  

C. Approaches to NT Ethics  

The NT draws upon the diverse resources of its cultural context. Its ethical exhortation cannot be 

described as the formal development of a particular line of biblical tradition such as a school of legal 

interpretation. Nor does it fit the mold of a philosophic teacher who expounds the doctrines of a particular 

school as did Epictetus. Outside the gospels, the teachings of Jesus are only occasionally introduced as 

explicit warrants for particular actions. The authors of the epistles and Revelation did not present 

themselves as disciples building upon the teaching of Jesus. Most of the ethical material in the NT has 

parallels in other writings of the period. The content of NT ethical teaching cannot be described as 

innovative; nor do NT authors claim uniqueness for their teaching.  

Ethical exhortation in the NT fits the pattern of ―occasional‖ treatment of particular themes that is 

typical of ethical teaching as we find it in the prophets, Wisdom Literature, Jewish apocalyptic as well as 

philosophic moralists. Unlike the latter, NT writers do not engage in extensive rational arguments for the 

positions that are advanced on particular issues. Warrants for a given statement may include Scripture, 

common opinion, usual practice, or the exemplary behavior of Jesus or Paul. Diversity in its sources, lack 

of systematization in its argument, and ambiguity about the weight attached to the warrants for concrete 

ethical recommendations make the NT difficult to use as the basis for a synthesis of Christian moral 

philosophy. A descriptive approach to NT ethics traces the sources, particular themes, and dominant 

perspectives of individual NT writers or schools. One may also attempt to trace recurring themes in 

several strands of the NT. Both approaches will be followed in this article.  

Most NT writings presume that God‘s salvation in Jesus makes it possible for those addressed to lead 

lives worthy of the Lord. They also presume that individuals are members of Christian communities in 

which mutual exhortation takes place. Ethics is not pursued as an independent topic whose conclusions 

must recommend themselves to persons who are not part of a religious association which worships God 

and acknowledges Jesus as Lord. Since NT writers share a soteriological conviction that the decisive 

salvation humans expect from God has already been realized in Jesus, their rendering of apocalyptic 

motifs includes the view that the domination of evil powers over the cosmos has already been shattered by 

the exaltation of the risen Lord to God‘s throne (Phil 2:6–11; Rev 1:5–20). Matt 28:16–20 invokes the 

authority of the exalted Lord as the basis for a universal preaching of his teaching. The NT claims general 

applicability for its ethical exhortation on the basis of what God has done in Jesus, not on the basis of the 

particular examples of moral teaching used to describe what ―walking in the Spirit‖ or ―entering the 

kingdom of God‖ requires of persons and communities.  

Since NT exhortation follows upon God‘s eschatological salvation in Christ, its demands upon human 

action presume that those addressed have been freed from bondage to sin, slavery to passions, and the 

other handicaps which mar human life in the ―present evil age.‖ Its writers do not calculate their advice on 

the basis of what ―weak‖ and ―corrupted‖ humans might be asked to achieve. Forgiveness of sin has 

already set persons in a new relationship with God. They are expected to achieve a life which expresses 

that reality. At the same time, the ongoing process of communal exhortation, forgiveness, and 

reconciliation (Matt 18:15–35; Gal 6:1–5; Rom 12:14–18; 14:10–15:13; Jas 4:11–12; 5:16, 19–20) shows 

that transformation of persons presented a continuing process of moral conversion. Early Christians were 

no more able to generate immediate and stable adhesion to virtue than their philosopher counterparts. 

However, their religious understanding of salvation and divine judgment provided a more pressing call 

addressed to a wider range of persons than one finds among those converted to the philosophic life of 

virtue.  



Attempts to divorce NT ethics from its context and the particularity of its treatment of ethical topics 

usually result in generalities which fail to describe the data. Four approaches to systematizing NT ethics 

are commonly attempted (Longenecker 1984).  

1. Christian ―Code.‖ The NT contains passages which are prescriptive, such as the command to love 

God and neighbor (Mark 12:29–31), to honor one‘s parents (Mark 7:10), or to reject divorce (Mark 10:7–

8). One cannot object that such demands are ―too difficult,‖ since God‘s will establishes the norms for 

human obedience. This approach would make the task of NT ethics one of formulating other commands 

and ordinances which ought to govern the lives of Christians. However, the NT writers never treat 

prescriptive statements as part of a legal code that is to be elaborated, interpreted, and reapplied. Such 

involvement with ―the Law‖ seems to be rendered inappropriate by the conviction that Christians live 

from a standard of righteousness that exceeds anything which could be formulated in legal terms (Matt 

5:20; Gal 5:22–23).  

2. Universal Principles. The NT contains passages which claim to summarize all that is required by the 

Law in terms of love and mercy (Matt 5:43–48; 22:34–40; John 13:34–35; Gal 5:14; Jas 2:8). It also 

affirms an equality of treatment for all persons based on their status as children of God, who loves all 

equally (Matt 5:43–48; 18:10–14; Luke 15:1–2, 11–32; 1 Cor 8:11–12; Rom 14:1–11). No one is 

excluded from God‘s salvation. Jesus‘ fellowship with sinners and other marginal persons demonstrates 

the universality of God‘s love. Such passages are then used to advance general principles which are said 

to be the normative core of a Christian ethic: (a) God‘s love for all persons as the basis of their human 

dignity and equality; (b) the ―unity‖ of all persons as brothers and sisters before God; (c) the claim which 

all persons have to our love, assistance, and concern. Liberation theologies, which often begin with the 

image of God as liberator of the oppressed in Exodus, advocate a reading of the ―love command‖ as an 

option for the liberation of the poor and oppressed.  

The various versions of a ―universal principles‖ approach assume that the ―specifics‖ of NT exhortation 

merely exemplify the general principles. Only the latter translate into binding obligations for Christian 

action today. In order to maintain the specifically religious context of NT ethics, this approach has to 

involve the ―motivating power‖ of its appeal to God. Otherwise its principles are indistinguishable from a 

philosophic humanism or a liberation praxis based on critical philosophy.  

3. Encounter with the Living God. NT exhortation flows from a conviction that salvation has been 

given to humans. God‘s forgiving word is prior to the moral efforts of human beings, all of whom stand in 

need of God‘s righteousness in Christ (Rom 3:9–21). Therefore it is not possible to formalize NT ethics in 

particular rules or principles. The Christian life of love and service represents a response to the love and 

forgiveness received in the saving encounter with God. God‘s free gift of righteousness is matched by an 

equally free giving of oneself in service and love (Gal 5:1–14; Rom 6:1–14). While this approach 

preserves the religious emphasis of the NT on conversion and God‘s free gift of salvation, it negates the 

obvious need of Christian communities for concrete expressions of what the Lord requires of human 

beings.  

4. Contextual Response in Love. Ethical exhortation in the NT is primarily concerned with 

relationships between persons. The basic characteristics of such relationships are described in terms of 

love, reconciliation, humility, placing the needs of another above one‘s own interests (Phil 2:1–5; Col 

3:5–14; Acts 4:32–37). Exhortations to love, service, overcoming hostile behavior and words, 

impartiality, and the like in the NT epistles are all ways of discerning what the example of God‘s love in 

Christ requires for a specific situation. Christians today should emphasize building up communities in 

which such relationships are the norm. But specific actions cannot be mandated in advance. Christians 

must discern the appropriate, loving response in each particular context. This approach emphasizes the 

communal concerns of NT ethics and the self-sacrificing character of love. As such, it challenges the 

modern preoccupation with individuals asserting their rights in competition with the claims of other 

individuals. However, if the NT contains only ―tactical examples‖ of how Christians responded in love in 

the past, then love remains indeterminate. It is not clear how Christians might respond to situations in 

which none of the options can be described as the expression of love.  



D. Jesus and the Synoptic Gospels  

The moral urgency of NT exhortation follows from the religious conviction that in Jesus God‘s 

eschatological act of salvation has begun. The teaching of Jesus was not preserved as an ethical or legal 

system. It served as an indication of what is required of those who would be Jesus‘ disciples, persons who 

acknowledge the risen Jesus as Lord and anticipate their own participation in that exaltation at the 

judgment (Matt 19:28–30; Phil 3:20–21; Rev 3:21–22). Before the mission to the gentiles created the 

form of Christianity which would dominate the movement, household communities of the Greco-Roman 

cities, Jesus‘ movement would have been viewed as a Jewish sect devoted to the renewal of Israel and 

claiming the risen Jesus as God‘s Messiah. Jesus had summoned persons to repent in light of the 

impending reign of God (Mark 1:15). Repentance implied breaking with the status quo of the everyday 

world of human behavior. Without a radical change in one‘s orientation, a person could not be saved 

(Luke 13:3–5). As the Synoptics incorporate traditions of Jesus‘ sayings and deeds into a narrative of his 

life, they also adapt this tradition of radical discipleship to the settings of largely gentile communities in a 

Greco-Roman milieu. (John does not preserve any ethical teaching of Jesus except the command to 

mutual love and service among members of the group; e.g., John 13:12–16, 34–35.)  

1. Jesus’ Preaching of the Kingdom. Jesus proclaimed that the power of God‘s reign was already 

breaking into human experience (Matt 12:28; Luke 17:20). His exorcisms are a manifestation of the 

liberating power of God overthrowing that of Satan (Mark 3:27; Luke 10:18; 11:20). Jesus‘ seed parables 

announce the time of unexpected, ―toil-free‖ harvest and rejoicing that marks God‘s salvation (Mark 4:3–

9, 26–29, 30–32; compare 1 En. 10:17–22 above). Unlike many Jewish apocalypses, Jesus‘ preaching 

does not envisage a ―gap‖ between his ministry and the manifestation of God‘s rule (Mark 9:1; Luke 

10:18) which would lead the ―righteous‖ to speculate about ―when‖ the end would come (Mark 13:22; 

Luke 17:20). Joyous reception of the reign of God (Matt 13:44–46) makes righteousness more than an 

effort against the evils of a world doomed to destruction. Jesus‘ disciples are to live as persons who 

experience the renewing power of God. Forgiveness and mercy are characteristics of God‘s power and its 

expression in the ministry of Jesus to those who are marginalized and oppressed. Forgiveness becomes a 

standard of the disciple‘s own standing before God (Matt 6:14–15; 7:1–2; 18:21–22, 23–34).  

From this perspective, Jesus criticizes his contemporaries‘ Torah interpretation. The rules and 

distinctions associated with applying the Torah to the activities of persons, such as what constitutes 

permitted activity on the Sabbath (Mark 3:1–6), valid grounds for divorce (Matt 19:3–10), purity or 

impurity in food preparation (Mark 7:2–8), a binding oath (Matt 5:33–37), products on which one must 

pay tithes (Matt 23:23–24) or required provision for aging parents (7:9–13), are all so many diversions 

from the radical conversion of heart which expresses itself in realizing the true intention of the Torah 

(Matt 5:21–48; Mark 7:20–23). A number of Jesus‘ sayings and parables reject the economic 

arrangements of debt repayment which kept the tenant farmers obligated to wealthy landlords or those 

from whom they had to buy grain and which made it possible for the creditors to avoid the Torah‘s own 

provisions for debt relief and return of land to those whom God had settled there (Leviticus 25; the 

steward in Luke 16:1–8 provides a negative example of ―the system‖). One is to lend without demanding 

repayment (Matt 5:42). Forgiving debts is a condition of receiving God‘s forgiveness (Matt 6:12; 18:23–

34). Jesus‘ preaching does not attack the Torah as God‘s expression of justice. It condemns the 

application and manipulation of the Torah to make it fit the conditions of a world marred by sin.  

Other sayings of Jesus represent the radical nature of discipleship by asking people to break with 

customs which all societies hold sacrosanct, such as the obligation to bury one‘s parents (Luke 9:59–60). 

The usual requirements of hospitality to a guest (Luke 10:38–42) and even family ties themselves (Mark 

3:31–35) may be suspended in light of the reign of God. The gospels also express the negative or 

incredulous response of disciples to Jesus‘ demands. Disciples are reassured that they can put aside 

anxieties about day-to-day sustenance and rely on God to provide (Matt 6:11, 25–34; 10:16–31). The 

possibility of such a life depends upon God‘s power, not upon calculation of human potential (Matt 

19:10–11, 16–30).  



Many of these sayings suggest that one can only be a disciple of Jesus by breaking with all the normal 

preoccupations and relationships of society. Such behavior makes Jesus and his band of followers appear 

much like the Cynic preachers encountered in the Greco-Roman cities (Mark 6:8–11). Some exegetes 

presume that the earliest Jesus movement represented a symbiosis of radical, itinerant preachers and 

sympathetic peasant villagers who gave them shelter and responded to their message of God‘s coming 

renewal but did not become wandering disciples (Theissen 1978). Others think that the gospel writers 

created a picture of Jesus as wandering teacher by assimilating the traditions handed down about Jesus to 

the Cynic model. The relationship between itinerant Christian preachers and those to whom they preached 

as well as the obligations of villager disciples remain unrecoverable (see Meeks 1986: 106–8). Exegetes 

committed to uncovering the warrants for liberation theology in the Jesus movements insist that it is the 

―renunciation‖ which has been added ―from above‖ by later tradition. Jesus and his disciples emerge from 

a disenfranchised peasantry in which possible homelessness, hunger, debt servitude, abusive treatment by 

social superiors whether Jews or Romans, were all part of the crushing realities of life. They might be 

imprisoned and embittered by the attitudes engendered by their experience (Matt 20:1–15), but they are 

not implicated in the system (Horsley and Hanson 1985; Schottroff and Stegemann 1986).  

2. Mark: Suffering Discipleship. Mark emphasizes Jesus‘ summons to discipleship (1:16–20; 2:14; 

3:13; 8:34; 10:52). The shape of discipleship emerges as the reader learns that the Jesus who appeared as 

an authoritative teacher (1:27–28; 2:10) and miracle worker (1:32–34; 4:41) has come to suffer and serve 

(8:31–33). Discipleship requires that Jesus‘ followers show the same willingness to suffer (8:34–38). 

References to suffering (Mark 13:9–13) and the need to persevere in times of tribulation (Mark 4:17) 

suggest that discipleship patterned on the cross emerges from a community which is endangered by 

persecution. Those attracted by the powerful teaching and miracles of Jesus must learn the harsh lessons 

of suffering. As the narrative progresses, Jesus‘ closest disciples prove fearful and hardhearted (4:40; 

6:50–51; 8:32–33; 9:32; 10:32; 14:50; 16:8a), while he carries out his entire ministry under the hostile eye 

of authorities who are seeking to destroy him (3:6; 8:15; 12:13; 14:1–2). Judas‘ betrayal plays into their 

hands (14:10–11), but it also enables Jesus to accomplish his mission, offering his life as ―ransom for 

many‖ (10:45).  

Mark 13:5–6, 21–22 warns Christians against responding to the sufferings they experience (13:9–13) by 

following prophetic figures who might claim Jesus‘ name or authority. Mark may have in view the 

prophetic figures active in the turmoil of the Jewish revolt against Rome (66–70 C.E.). The only route to 

―greatness‖ lies in suffering as Jesus has done. Power and greatness as exercised by rulers of the nations 

are rejected (10:35–44). Herod‘s execution of John the Baptist serves as advance warning of what one 

might expect from earthly kings (6:17–29). Along with rejection of the desire for power in social terms, 

Christians are also exhorted to adopt the place of those who count for nothing in Jesus‘ world, children 

(10:13–16). The story of the rich man serves as a sad lesson that wealth may keep even a good person 

from renouncing self to enter the reign of God (10:17–27). Had the rich man been willing to renounce his 

possession, he would have been able to enter the community of disciples (10:28–31).  

3. Matthew: Jesus’ Higher Righteousness. Matthew includes the most famous epitome of Jesus‘ 

teaching, the Sermon on the Mount (5:1–7:29). The risen Lord commands his disciples to carry this 

teaching to the nations (28:16–20) and thus removes the earlier restriction of Jesus‘ ministry to seeking 

and saving the ―lost sheep‖ of the house of Israel (10:5–6). The gospel has to make its case for Jesus‘ 

―greater righteousness‖ (5:20) on several fronts. Some have adopted an ―antinomian‖ stand. For these 

deceptive prophets Christianity is a matter of miraculous powers and confessing the name of Jesus 

without leading a life that bears ―fruit‖ in one‘s actions (7:15–23). Consequently, Jesus‘ coming in 

judgment will mean sorting out the chaff and wheat that have grown up together within the Christian 

community (13:36–43; 22:11–14). Others are overly influenced by the teachings and practices of the 

Pharisees and may even be seeking to establish a form of ―Christian Pharisee‖ within the Church. 

Matthew counters that threat by intensifying the traditional tensions between Jesus and the Pharisees into 

bitter accusations against the Jewish teachers for being hypocrites, who only seek to place heavy burdens 

on the backs of the people and to advance their own honor and glory (6:1–6, 16–18; 23:1–36).  



Matthew carefully avoids the dangers of Christian Pharisaism by insisting that Jesus‘ ―yoke‖ (an 

expression used of obedience to the Torah) is a light burden (11:28–30). It focuses on what really counts 

in the Torah: justice, mercy, and faithfulness (23:23). The Christian who follows Jesus‘ righteousness 

recognizes that it comes from the ―suffering servant‖ who bears the spirit of God in order to make God‘s 

justice victorious among the nations (12:15–21).  

The Sermon on the Mount begins with a series of beatitudes (5:3–12). Wisdom traditions used the form 

―Happy are …‖ to designate the blessings which could be expected by wise and pious persons in life 

(Psalm 1). Apocalyptic writers contrasted the punishments awaiting the wicked who prosper in this life 

with the reversal of fortunes that judgment would bring to the righteous (as in Luke 6:20–26). Here the 

beatitudes express both the situation and the character of Jesus‘ true disciples. ―Poor in spirit‖ suggests 

the ˓anaw  m, ―lowly ones,‖ of Hebrew piety (5:3). Mourning, hungering and thirsting for righteousness, 

and even persecution on its account (vv 4, 6, 10) can also describe the righteous who seek to do God‘s 

will in an evil age. Other beatitudes suggest more active traits of character which Matthew may have 

formulated with Scripture passages in view: mercy (Mic 6:8); meekness (= humility; Ps 37:11); purity of 

heart (= single-minded devotion to God, not hypocritical; Ps 24:3–4); peacemaking (Ps 34:14; also the 

effect of God‘s salvation, Zech 9:9–10). Matt 5:11–12 warns disciples that they must expect to be reviled 

and persecuted for Jesus‘ sake. Thus the beatitudes are not simply ethical traits that anyone might 

cultivate. They represent a new community of discipleship that is coming into being through Jesus.  

Matt 5:13–16 makes it clear that the faithfulness of that community is not an indifferent matter. As a 

light to the nations (Isa 9:1–2), the community continues Jesus‘ mission. Its exemplary conduct is 

responsible for bringing the world to acknowledge God. Matt 5:17–20 sets the agenda for what follows. 

Jesus will make possible a righteousness that does not negate the Torah but brings it to its completion. 

The epitome of this righteousness which is to follow has been shaped by antitheses and contrasts which 

indicate the superiority of Christian discipleship to the obedience taught by the scribes and Pharisees. The 

antitheses which follow do not imply that Jesus rejects the Torah or the formal practices of piety such as 

prayer, fasting, and almsgiving. Nor do the sayings which follow establish a new Christian legalism. They 

specify what single-minded devotion to God implies by using concrete examples that contrast acceptable 

but ―old‖ forms of righteousness with the new discipleship.  

Matt 5:21–48 expresses the contrast by gathering sayings of Jesus together in six antitheses. Christians 

not only avoid murder, they reject anger and hostile words; seek reconciliation with persons they have 

offended as more important than an act of sacrifice; and adopt the prudent policy of settling disputes 

before they come into courts (vv 21–26). Christians not only avoid adultery, they root out the lusts of eye 

and body which provoke it (vv 27–30). Christians will not avail themselves of the Torah‘s permission for 

husbands to divorce their wives except in the extreme case of a marriage which involves sexual 

immorality (vv 31–32). Christians do not require that their word be backed up by the legal apparatus of 

oaths (vv 33–36). Even more remarkable, Christians do not seek to protect themselves against abuse by 

others even when the Law permits them some recourse (vv 38–42). Their extraordinary behavior 

expresses the love which God shows toward all, since it implies loving enemies as well as friends (vv 43–

48).  

Matt 6:1–18 turns from ―love of neighbor,‖ now expanded to love of enemy, to ―love of God‖ as it is 

expressed in the fundamental expressions of piety: prayer, almsgiving, and fasting. Here the element of 

―higher righteousness‖ finds expression in the distinction between behavior which is seen and applauded 

by others and that which is known only to the individual and God. But Christians are also reminded of 

two other attributes of their relationship to God which have a bearing on their general conduct. Trust in 

God to provide the bread needed for one‘s survival (6:11) makes it possible to overcome the anxieties 

about material goods which can destroy the life of discipleship (6:19–21, 24, 25–34; 7:7–11). The mercy 

and forgiveness which disciples expect from God require that they show the same mercy to others (6:12, 

14–15; 7:1–5). This emphasis on mercy makes it clear that the holiness required of the Christian 

community does not require that it become a harsh, perfectionist group, which punishes transgressions. 

Matt 18:10–35 explains how transgression and forgiveness are to operate within the Church. Only those 



who are unwilling to accept exhortation and correction from the community are excluded. Otherwise, 

unlimited forgiveness is the norm. The golden rule (7:12) serves as a conclusion to the section on 

righteousness. The final section (7:13–27) warns of divisions within the Church, even among those who 

claim to be teachers. The wise person keeps Jesus‘ word.  

The emphasis on witness to the world (Matt 5:11–16) makes it clear that the ―perfection‖ by which 

Christians are called to imitate their heavenly Father (5:48) is not simply an individual matter. Nor is it 

simply oriented toward escaping condemnation in the judgment. This ―higher righteousness‖ has to be 

proclaimed among the nations. The community itself is the sign of its message about God‘s righteousness. 

The parable of the Sheep and the Goats (Matt 25:31–46) suggests that the standard of righteousness 

expressed in the gospel is ultimately binding on the nations. Some exegetes think that the sufferers aided 

by the just are identical with the persecuted Christian minority as in Matt 10:40–42. The nations may not 

be converted by Jesus‘ preaching, but they will be judged by their response to those who preach God‘s 

word. Traditionally, this passage is seen as establishing the basic requirements of social justice for all 

people. Response to the need of those who are weak and suffering, a response that forgets all distinctions, 

is the foundation of God‘s justice. It is not even necessary that the ―just‖ recognize Christ in those they 

serve.  

4. Luke: Forgiveness and Compassion. The canticles in the Lucan infancy narrative (1:46–55, 68–79; 

2:14, 29–32) as well as Jesus‘ opening sermon (4:16–22) announce that the time of God‘s salvation is at 

hand. Salvation is to extend from Jerusalem to the nations. The experience of salvation is frequently 

presented in the rejoicing of repentant sinners who find forgiveness (5:8; 15:1–6; 19:1–9). God declares 

the sinner who acknowledges his sin righteous over the Pharisee who takes pride in his piety (18:9–14). 

Jesus even carries out this ministry of calling sinners back to God while on the cross (23:39–43).  

The stories of the early Church in Acts provide a model for the type of Christian community Luke 

envisages. There we find Christianity established in the households of wealthy patrons in different cities. 

Such persons are not poor or hungry. Though the apostles suffer persecution for preaching, their local 

patrons only do so occasionally (Jason in Thessalonica, Acts 17:5). The lesson which these persons must 

learn is one of compassion and generosity, since they are called upon to support the weak and poor 

members of the community (Acts 4:32–5:11). Some resistance to the early Christian mission stems from 

its interference with money earned from idolatrous religious activities (Acts 16:19; 19:23–25). Not 

surprisingly, Luke 16:14–15 identifies excessive love of money as the primary vice of Jesus‘ Pharisee 

opponents. The dramatic parable of the Rich Man and Lazarus (16:19–30) illustrates the fate which awaits 

the wealthy who do not give alms to the poor at their doorstep. Paul tells the Ephesian elders that 

Christians are to work to meet not only their own needs but those of others (Acts 20:34–35).  

When Luke describes forgiveness and love of enemies, he emphasizes compassion as the attitude which 

motivates persons. Those who love their enemies exemplify God‘s mercy (6:35–36). Compassion 

motivates the father to welcome back the prodigal son with joy (15:20). Compassion also moves the Good 

Samaritan to care for the Jew who had been beaten even though the two groups were deadly enemies 

(10:33). Christians are expected to act like the Samaritan (10:37).  

Luke sets the emergence of the Christian movement on the stage of ―world history.‖ Jesus represents 

true peace in contrast to the promises of the emperor Augustus (2:1, 14). The activities of its apostles are 

public and well known to governing officials (Acts 26:26). Both Jesus and the apostles are tried before 

Jewish and Roman officials where, despite abusive treatment suffered by all prisoners, they often find a 

more sympathetic hearing than their enemies anticipate (23:13–16; Acts 5:34–42; 24:22–23; 25:13–27; 

26:28–32). In other cases, the Lord rescues the apostle from his enemies (Acts 12:6–11; 16:25–39).  

Luke‘s narrative includes the violent and capricious elements of Roman administration: beatings before 

courts, lengthy imprisonment even when the magistrate is persuaded of an individual‘s innocence, the 

sharp difference in treatment of subject peoples and Roman citizens, expectation of bribes for favorable 

judgment, pressuring judges by the local aristocracy. But the Roman trials in Luke-Acts are more ordered 

and protective of the apostles than the proceedings of Jewish officials or local magistrates. Therefore, 

scholars have suggested that Luke has a political perspective which is different from the apocalyptic 



perspective of passages like Mark 13:9 or 1 Thess 2:14–16 where trial before Jewish and gentile 

authorities shows their hostility to God. In the apocalyptic perspective, the persecuted anticipate the 

destruction of such enemies. Luke‘s narrative suggests that Christianity can coexist within the Roman 

order. That order may even protect Christians from more abusive exercise of power by local officials 

incensed at Christian preaching. At the same time, Christians are apparently loyal to the regime. Jesus‘ 

parents comply with a census aimed at establishing Judea‘s subordination through direct Roman rule and 

taxation (2:1–5). Paul‘s inherited Roman citizenship, and hence superiority to both his accusers and some 

of his captors, is emphasized in Acts (16:37–39; 22:25–29; 23:27; 25:10–12, 21, 25; 26:32).  

E. Exhortation in the Pauline Tradition  

For Paul the ethical life of Christians expresses their new identity as persons who are ―in Christ,‖ able to 

walk in the Spirit (Gal 5:25; Rom 8:1–14). Exhortations to be holy, blameless, pleasing to God (1 Thess 

3:13; 4:27; 5:23; 1 Cor 1:8; 7:34; 2 Cor 7:1; Phil 1:9–11; 2:15–16) show the importance of shaping the 

moral life of local communities. This concern was hardly unique to the Pauline mission since it is evident 

in the exhortation of 1 Peter and James as well. 1 Thess 4:1–12 contains a brief description of holiness 

which is similar to that of 1 Pet 1:14–22 and 2:11–12. Both authors presume that conversion to 

Christianity implied adopting a style of moral life in contrast with the individual‘s past life as a pagan. 

This life requires holiness, freedom from sexual immorality, and mutual love. It ackowledges God as the 

judge of all human action. Both agree that such behavior should commend the respect of outsiders.  

Love and nonretaliation in the face of such hostility is common (1 Cor 4:12b–13a; Rom 12:14–18; 1 

Thess 5:15; 1 Pet 3:9). Christ can be invoked as the model for the disciple‘s willingness to endure such 

suffering (2 Cor 4:8–10; 1 Thess 1:6; 1 Pet 2:18–24; 3:13–18; 4:13–14). The expectation attached to such 

behavior is not that individuals will actually be martyred but that they will come through the suffering 

sustained by God‘s power. Such patient endurance may also ameliorate the hostility and suspicion of the 

persecutor. In situations where Christians are not being persecuted or abused by masters, love may 

include meeting physical needs of the enemy or outsider (Rom 12:20; 1 Thess 5:15). It extends to the 

heart of Christians by insisting that not only do they accept hostility without retaliation, even in the verbal 

form of cursing, but that they actually speak a word of blessing. Christians seek to ―convert‖ their 

enemies by active concern for their welfare.  

This posture of love, nonretaliation, and willing subjection to authority, which is evident in the 

―household codes‖ of the NT, formed a fixed topic in early Christian exhortation. Parallels between 

Romans and 1 Peter indicate that it was widespread. 1 Pet 2:13–3:12 incorporates ―household code‖ 

material into the series: (a) Christians show respect for all governing authorities including the emperor 

(2:13–17); (b) Christian slaves are submissive even to cruel masters (2:18–25); (c) Christian wives are to 

win over their husbands by submissiveness and moderate dress and behavior (3:1–7); (d) Christians are to 

love one another (3:8); (e) Christians bless those who revile or persecute them (3:9–12). Romans picks up 

three of these themes: (a) Christians are willing subjects of governing authorities even when subjection 

involves taxation (13:1–7); (b) Christians love one another (12:9–13, 15–16); (c) Christians love their 

enemies (12:14, 17–21). Exhortations to Christian wives and slaves to be obedient to those who rule over 

them appear in Colossians and Ephesians. Christian women are told to dress and behave modestly in 1 

Tim 2:9–11.  

Comparison with popular philosophic preaching shows these themes to be conventional. The good order 

of society is maintained by submission and obedience of inferiors to their superiors. Women are to dress 

and behave modestly, managing affairs within the household while their husbands devote themselves to 

public business. Such advice was even given by women Pythagorean writers: ―The temperate, freeborn 

woman must live with her legal husband adorned with modesty, clad in neat simple white dress … For the 

woman who strives for virtue must not have her heart set on expensive clothing but on the management of 

her household … a husband‘s wishes ought to be an unwritten law to an orderly wife, and she should live 

by them‖ (Malherbe 1986: 83). When the Stoic, Musonius Rufus (ca. A.D. 30–101), defends the thesis that 

women who study philosophy will become just, courageous, and more suitable to govern their households 

and aid their husbands, he has to answer the charge that such study will only turn women into 



quarrelsome imitators of men: ―some will say that women who associate with philosophers are bound to 

be arrogant … in that abandoning their own households and turning to the company of men they practice 

speeches, talk like sophists … I should not expect women who study philosophy to shirk their appointed 

tasks any more than men, but I maintain that their discussions should be conducted for the sake of their 

practical application‖ (Musonius Rufus, Fr. 3; Malherbe 1986: 134). Christians clearly adopted the same 

measures to answer objections to the place of women in their groups: women are more devoted to their 

appointed roles; instruction of women must involve practical exhortation; women are not permitted to 

―abandon their households‖ for the male practices of public teaching and dispute (1 Cor 14:33b–36).  

Although the standards of Christian behavior represent a conventional understanding of ―good order,‖ 

the Pauline epistles suggest that they are not simply demonstrations of Christian philosophy. There appear 

to have been persons who insisted that the new life of walking in the Spirit gave Christians the freedom to 

break with social conventions. Paul‘s own preaching that Christians become righteous in Christ and not 

through the Law could have provided fuel for such efforts (Rom 6:15–23). Some exegetes suggest that the 

Galatians sought to adopt a form of Christian ―Jewishness,‖ with circumcision as its sign, to avoid 

possible abuses of Christian freedom. Paul‘s own example of ―celibacy‖ would also suggest a radical 

rather than a conventional approach. Philosophers concerned for the good order of society, like Musonius, 

insisted that persons have a duty to marry and raise children. The children are future citizens and the 

households are necessary to the good of the larger society. The Cynics, on the other hand, argued against 

marriage. It only binds a person to false values, slavery to sexual pleasure, seeking to please a mate, 

worrying about money and the like.  

1 Corinthians 7 suggests that some Christians even sought to dissolve their marriages. Paul defends 

marriage as an appropriate expression of sexuality, unlike frequenting the prostitutes of the city, which 

corrupts a body that should be holy to God (1 Cor 6:12–20). But Paul also defends the superiority of his 

own style of life for those who can follow it since it permits complete devotion to the Lord. When Paul 

returned the slave Onesimus to his master, Paul argued that Philemon should receive Onesimus as his 

―brother in the Lord.‖ He certainly implied that the legal penalties against the runaway should be waived 

and may even have expected Philemon to free the slave or return him to Paul‘s mission. But 1 Cor 7:20–

24 adopts a more conservative view. Slaves and free persons may be equal as Christians, but the Christian 

slave should not agitate to change his or her social status. Women have clearly been involved in the 

mission from the beginning, sometimes with their husbands and sometimes as individuals. They are 

patrons of communities which meet in their homes and are also involved in preaching the message to 

others (Rom 16:1–16; Phil 4:2–3; Acts 16:14–15; 18:1–4). However, Paul insists that those who are 

prophets in the assembly dress in ways which reflect the conventions of a created distinction between 

male and female rather than their unity in Christ (1 Cor 11:2–16). Exegetes have suggested that the 

elaborate regulations limiting those who can be enrolled as ―widows‖ (1 Tim 5:3–16) are aimed at curbing 

the tendency of women to follow Paul‘s advice and not remarry (1 Cor 7:34–35, 38–40). The 

requirements for public leaders of the community, ―bishops and deacons‖ (1 Tim 3:1–13), show concern 

for the acceptability of Christians in the eyes of their neighbors. Propriety is the norm.  

Exegetes are divided over the significance of eschatological language in shaping Paul‘s solutions to 

specific ethical problems. Obedience to political authority is commanded (Rom 13:1–7). But Paul also 

asserts that that authority is temporary, the day of the Lord is at hand (13:11–14). Remaining unmarried 

allows one to devote oneself to the Lord without other concerns. Besides, the time which remains is very 

short (1 Cor 7:29–31). Both married and unmarried are to conduct themselves with a detachment that is 

born of the ―time‖ in which they live. Christian freedom and detachment appear to be born of the 

conviction that one lives between God‘s salvation in Christ, which permits one to walk in the Spirit now, 

and the coming of God‘s judgment, which will overthrow all the structures of the world as we know it. 

The possibility of living in a way that is free from bondage to sin and passion now is grounded in the 

Spirit. So are the relationships of mutual love, self-sacrifice, and harmony that are the signs of the Spirit‘s 

work in building the Christian community. This new reality makes it possible for Christians to live in 

holiness without reintroducing the Law and the practices which set Jews apart from the pagan world that 



surrounded them. But Paul‘s eschatology also has a conservative side. He often rejects radical attempts to 

change social conventions.  

However, Paul does not always favor the status quo. Although the details of the conflict are difficult to 

reconstruct (Achtemeier 1987), Gal 2:11–14 alludes to an instance in which Paul opposed an 

accommodation to Jewish food rules by Peter, Barnabas, and other Christians at Antioch. An earlier 

meeting in Jerusalem had permitted Paul and others to convert gentiles without imposing any Jewish 

stipulations on the converts (Gal 2:1–10). If the emissaries from James were insisting that table fellowship 

between Jewish and gentile Christians required that the latter observe the minimal rules reflected in the 

―apostolic decree‖ (Acts 15:19–21), then Peter and the others who concurred may have felt this change to 

be an accommodation to conventional behavior, not an affirmation that the Law is necessary for salvation. 

Paul‘s violent reaction makes their withdrawal from table fellowship with those who would not accept the 

requirements a theological issue. They are not only going back on the earlier agreement about gentile 

churches, they are denying that Christ is the source of righteousness for all, Jew and gentile.  

Elsewhere Paul is quite willing to insist that Christians moderate their freedom to the needs of ―weaker‖ 

persons. One should refrain from eating idol meat if doing so would scandalize the conscience of a 

weaker person (1 Cor 8:7–13; 10:23–32). One should avoid disputes over matters like food. Paul would 

even become a vegetarian if another‘s faith were at stake (Rom 14:1–15:6). Paul‘s freedom includes 

adapting his behavior to whatever will serve to bring others to Christ. He is willing to live like a Jew or 

like a gentile (1 Cor 9:20). It is clear that Paul had to contend with persons who wanted to introduce the 

requirements of circumcision, food rules, and Jewish holidays into the gentile churches (Gal 5:2–3, 11–

12; 6:12; Phil 3:2–19). Paul‘s failure to win the Antioch church to his side in the earlier dispute, as well as 

his uncertain relationships with the Jewish Christian leadership at Jerusalem, served the purposes of his 

opponents.  

Paul‘s refusal to accommodate conventional behavior in the case of Jewish and gentile Christians 

emerges from what he sees as a threat to the gospel message. The Torah, even in some minimalist form, is 

understood to be the principle of salvation, of a right relationship with God, in the Jewish community. But 

the gospel insists that righteousness is God‘s gift in Christ which is given to Jew and gentile alike. Paul 

wishes that his fellow Jews would discover that righteousness (Rom 10:1–4). Any suggestion that 

requirements of the Torah be imposed on gentile Christians, even for the sake of fellowship with their 

Jewish brothers and sisters, compromises Paul‘s message. Some exegetes suggest that this case serves as 

an analogy for other situations in which Christians find themselves obligated to break with the established 

views of ―good order.‖ When the acceptance of slavery or the exclusion of women from public leadership 

in the community becomes a scandal to preaching the gospel that all persons have been made righteous 

before God in Christ, then Christians must demand to support the status quo.  

F. Themes in NT Exhortation  

Christian life requires obedience to the will of God. Conversion and new life ―in Christ‖ presumes that 

limits to human action expressed in phrases like ―bondage to sin‖ and ―hardness of heart‖ no longer apply. 

One does not calculate the likely success of a course of action against the probability that others will be 

dishonest, abusive, fail to return what is borrowed, or the like. One does not accept the view that what 

corresponds to the will of God can be specified in concrete, legal form so that what the Law permits 

defines what is ―good‖ human behavior. The Law is made for those who still live under the domination of 

sin and hardheartedness (Matt 19:8; Rom 7:7–25; Gal 5:18–24; 1 Tim 1:8–11). Nor is the good defined by 

philosophical arguments about how humans should govern themselves, their households and cities in 

order to achieve happiness. Such rational constructions of self and world stand under God‘s judgment. 

Christian allegiance to them is tempered by the recognition that they are not the source of justice, 

salvation, or happiness. They are merely the structures of a transitory world, which many NT authors 

suggest has already been condemned in God‘s eyes.  

Although it is not possible to systematize the ethical exhortation one finds in the NT, some topics recur 

in different contexts. Christians from different traditions would have recognized that such topics are 

essential to the new life of holiness. Common themes include: (1) worship; (2) harmonious relationships 



within the community, including mutual encouragement and support; (3) sharing wealth; (4) sexual 

morality; (5) love of enemies and active concern for outsiders; (6) relationship to the larger world and its 

values.  

1. Worship. The obligation to worship God forms the first part of the Decalog as well as the first part of 

the double love command (Mark 12:28–34). Biblical ethics are not motivated by appeal to human reason 

or self-interest. Justice, mercy, etc., follow from the person‘s devotion to God. For gentiles, conversion to 

Christianity required abandoning the gods and goddesses of family, city, trade association, and empire for 

the one God. Ethical life can also be characterized as obedience to Jesus, the exalted Son of God. In 

addition to the obligation to worship God alone, we also find exhortations to participate in communal 

forms of worship (Eph 5:18–20; Phil 4:6; Col 3:16–17; 1 Thess 5:17–21; 1 Tim 2:1–8; Heb 10:25; 1 Pet 

4:7). In some cases tensions within the community created by social divisions of rich and poor or the 

―divisions‖ in individual endowment with spiritual gifts require affirmation that all persons in the 

community are equal before God. Signs of status and divisions between members of the community 

corrupt its identity (1 Cor 11:17–14:40; Jas 2:1–13).  

2. Relationships within the Community. NT writers spend a great deal of time addressing the 

problems of relationships between Christians. The gospel sayings about mutual forgiveness, 

reconciliation, and authority as service rather than ―lording it over subordinates‖ already point to such 

concerns. Vice lists frequently point to anger, envy, malice, conceit, drunkenness, quarreling, and other 

sins of speech which also corrupt the love which is to exist between Christians (Rom 13:13; Gal 5:19–21; 

Eph 4:25–32; Col 5:9–10; Jas 3:1–18). Positive forms of speech include the mutual exhortation to virtue 

which was an ongoing part of Christian life (1 Thess 5:14). The peaceable ordering of the community 

requires respect and even financial support for those who are its leaders (1 Thess 5:15; Gal 6:6; 1 Tim 

5:17–20).  

Christian leaders must also be reminded of their obligations toward others in the community. They must 

not ―despise‖ persons who may have strayed (Matt 18:10–14). They must treat those whom they instruct 

with appropriate respect (Gal 6:1–5; 1 Tim 5:1–2; 1 Pet 5:1–4). Christians in general must learn to avoid 

judging and condemning the conduct of others, since God will be the judge of all conduct (Matt 7:1–5; 

Rom 14:10–12; Jas 4:12). Humility reflects a willingness to consider others and their needs before one‘s 

own (Phil 2:1–5; Jas 1:9). These various examples of relationships between Christians also include the 

material obligations of Christians to aid those who are poor and afflicted (Jas 1:27), as well as the 

hospitality which traveling Christians might expect from other communities (Rom 12:13; Phlm 22; Rom 

16:1–2). Such actions represent the concrete shape which commands to ―love one another‖ could take in 

early Christian churches.  

3. Sharing Wealth. Though the Jesus movement may have emerged among the rural peasantry which 

looked on local notables, wealthy landowners, and the aristocracy of Herodian and Roman circles from 

below, many NT authors presume that their audience includes Christians with sufficient wealth to dispose 

of it for the good of others in the community. They can be required to cancel debts, to invite the poor 

rather than wealthy friends to banquets, to provide assets for the community to use in supporting its poor 

and widows, and to provide the place for the community to meet as well as the food for the Lord‘s 

Supper. Such persons might also provide material support for Christian missionaries both in the form of 

money and perhaps persons to assist the apostle as the Philippians did for Paul (Phil 4:10–20). Though 

Paul also provided for his needs by laboring at his trade, he acknowledges that Jesus‘ saying that 

missionaries should be supported by those among whom they preached (Matt 10:9–11) was generally 

followed by other apostles (1 Cor 9:1–14).  

1 Tim 5:4, 16 prohibits enrolling widows who have children, grandchildren, or other family able to 

support them. This rule suggests that there may have been some who abused the charity of the 

community. A similar difficulty must lie behind reports of a dispute between Hebrew and Greek-speaking 

widows over their distribution in Acts 6:1–6, which Luke treats as the origin of the office of deacon in the 

Church. Paul‘s refusal to demand money from those among whom he was actively working (1 Thess 2:8–

9; 1 Cor 9:12b–18) led to conflict and suspicion about his ministry in Corinth. Though Paul apparently 



adopts the view of one group of Cynics that the harsh life of the laborer and refusal to depend on others is 

a mark of freedom, the Corinthians knew that Paul had received aid from other churches. He was also 

soliciting contributions from his gentile churches for the poor in Jerusalem (1 Cor 16:1–4). The exact 

accusations made against Paul are unclear (2 Cor 11:7–11; 12:13–18), but they involved some form of 

deceit in handling money or representing his financial dealings. Paul claims that his freedom from local 

support sets him apart from other missionaries, who have made abusive demands for support (2 Cor 

11:12, 19–20).  

Gal 2:10 claims that the collection for the poor at Jerusalem was part of the agreement Paul had reached 

with James and the others about the gentile mission. 2 Cor 8:1–9:15 contains appeals for those in Corinth 

and Achaia to contribute to this collection. Apparently the instructions in 1 Cor 16:1–4 had not been 

sufficient to complete the process. Paul endeavors to ―shame‖ the addressees by reminding them of the 

great generosity of the much poorer churches in Macedonia. He also assures them that Titus and other 

unnamed Christians are going to accompany the collection to Jerusalem. They can testify that the funds 

are used for their stated purpose (8:19–24). This appeal does not mention the former agreement. Instead, 

Paul uses a more general topos: those to whom God has given material wealth have an obligation to be 

generous. Such service is reciprocated by the prayers of those who receive the aid. Concern for reciprocity 

in giving and receiving was fundamental to the ethos of the ancient world. Luke 14:12–14 argues that 

Christian charity breaks with the normal patterns of obligation. Normally the recipient was under 

obligation to his or her wealthy patron to render any services required, or, if the gift were from a social 

equal, to repay in kind at an unspecified future time. Both Paul and Luke present Christian charity as the 

obligation of the wealthy to God. As such, it does not create the reciprocal obligations that society 

attached to such exchanges. Since such gifts are really ―to God,‖ a superior, the giver remains under 

obligation to give. Repayment can only be anticipated from God‘s side. Rom 15:25–33 anticipates Paul‘s 

trip to Rome with the collection with some foreboding. There the rationale for the collection is again 

inserted into Paul‘s understanding of his mission among the gentiles. It reflects the debt which gentile 

Christians owe those at Jerusalem for the spiritual blessings that they have received.  

Two elements stand out from the ethos of the ancient world in connection with the collection. First, it 

establishes the principle that one might have material obligations to aid the poor in a community that is 

not connected to one‘s own by any of the usual ties of kinship or ethnic origins. Second, it exemplifies the 

challenge which Christianity posed to the usual understanding of gift giving and exchange. Gifts to 

individuals created obligations which might link families together for generations. Gifts to religious cult 

groups, trade associations, or cities created an obligation for the group to provide appropriate honors for 

the donor: such as a statue, inscription, or titular honors. By insisting that gifts of wealth are really 

―owed‖ to God, the Christian community deprived its wealthy patrons of the possibility of obligating the 

poor members of a community in return for benefits received.  

4. Sexual Morality. Jews frequently associated the idolatry of pagans with sexual immorality. Artistic 

representations in the baths and houses of Pompeii and Herculaneum show that any form of sexual act 

between humans as well as acts between humans and animals were regularly depicted. Prostitutes were 

frequently attached to the baths. Since the baths were used by both sexes, such open displays of diverse 

sexual acts cannot have been limited to ―men only.‖ Though philosopher moralists might have argued 

against submitting to sexual passion and insist that sex was only appropriate for begetting legitimate 

children, the sexual mores of the Greco-Roman city were almost as open as the slogan Paul attributes to 

the erring Corinthians: ―All things are permitted.‖ Restrictions came into play only where the legitimacy 

of a man‘s offspring was threatened or where marriage or sexual liaisons violated class lines. A woman 

who had sex with her slave might be condemned to death. A patroness who sought to marry her freedman 

was to be prevented from doing so by the court. Other liaisons between freedwomen and slaves were 

denounced, though not necessarily punished. Freeborn women who cohabited with another‘s slave against 

the owner‘s consent were reduced to slavery. But a daughter still under her father‘s control was only 

denounced for union with a slave. Otherwise the parent would suffer for an act of his child.  



Within this social context, both Jews and Christians insist that holiness requires a much different 

standard of sexual morality (Rom 1:24–27). Prohibitions against incest were more extensive than in 

Roman society. These prohibitions may be the reference of the general word proneia, ―sexual 

immorality,‖ in the exception made to Jesus‘ prohibition of divorce (Matt 5:32). The Essenes claimed that 

unchastity, wealth, and defiling the sanctuary were the three nets by which Satan traps humans (CD 

4:12b–5:14a). Unchastity includes divorcing one‘s wife and marrying one‘s niece, which the author 

argues is equivalent to the explicit prohibition against marrying one‘s aunt (Lev 18:15). Other versions of 

the divorce prohibition circulated without the exception (1 Cor 7:10–11). The exception in Matthew‘s 

version may be intended to permit new converts to Christianity to dissolve marriages that fell within the 

forbidden degrees of kinship. Early Christians also adopted the Jewish prohibitions against homosexuality 

and bestiality, though neither appears outside vice lists. Paul does not envisage the possibility of a 

Christian spouse separating from a pagan who is willing to continue the marriage, but he does permit 

Christians whose pagan spouses have divorced them to remarry if they choose.  

Since marriage was a contractual agreement that could be dissolved if either party were willing to incur 

whatever stipulations were stated in the original document, opposition to divorce on religious grounds, 

whether by sectarian Jews like the Essenes or by Christians, probably struck many persons as peculiar. 

Paul‘s primary opposition to divorce in 1 Corinthians 7 comes in conflict over religious motivations, not 

social or legal customs. The main problems are being created by Christians who think that holiness 

demands that they refrain from sex altogether (1 Cor 7:1). They wish to divorce, to abstain from sex in 

marriage, or to avoid contracting a promised marriage in order to realize this ideal. Paul answers by 

insisting that lifelong marriage to one person is the legitimate expression of human sexuality. It does not 

subject the individual to the imprisoning passions of lust that are evident in the widespread ―sexual 

immorality‖ which Christians have been told to flee.  

5. Love of Enemies. Love of enemies takes on an important place in early Christian exhortation 

because Christians frequently found themselves objects of suspicion, persecution, or mockery. Christians 

who were in a subordinate position to a non-Christian, such as wives or slaves, were particularly 

vulnerable, since they had little recourse against abusive treatment. But other Christians were also told to 

reject any form of legal or even verbal retaliation against enemies. Instead, the ―enemy‖ should meet with 

words of blessing and even kind treatment. Those who remain enemies will suffer God‘s judgment (Rom 

12:19–20). But the general motivation for kind treatment does not seem to be vindictive pleasure in God‘s 

wrath. Rather, kindness to an enemy may win the person over. It also demonstrates the superiority of 

Christians to their enemies, since they are not implicated in the anger or the hostility of the relationship 

(Rom 12:21). They refuse to be persons who ―return evil for evil‖ (1 Thess 5:15; 1 Pet 3:9; Rom 12:17).  

6. Relationship to the World. Christians are in an ambiguous position over against the social world in 

which they live. Conversion has separated them from the normal religious ties to family, trade 

association, and city that constitute an ongoing part of life. Their break with old associates and patterns of 

behavior might lead to scorn or even persecution (1 Pet 4:1–5). They are exhorted to reject values and 

behavior common in the world around them (Rom 12:2). Yet Christians do not withdraw into an isolated 

sect. They seek to live ―peaceably‖ or ―quietly‖ within that society (Rom 12:18). Doing so apparently 

involved demonstrating by one‘s conduct that generally accepted standards of ―good‖ and ―honorable‖ 

behavior were practiced among Christians (Rom 12:13; Phil 4:8). Their own practice of doing good to 

others extended beyond group boundaries (Gal 6:10; 1 Thess 4:15).  

Negotiating the inevitable tension between radical renewal which challenges the given realities of the 

world and accommodation to generally accepted views of good behavior was clearly a problem in NT 

churches. Resolution of particular instances depended upon the discernment, persuasive or prophetic 

power of individual Christian teachers and communities. The apocalyptic radicalism of Revelation, for 

example, posed a prophetic challenge to accommodation in the churches of Asia Minor. Rome is not a 

power whose order can be accepted, even provisionally, as ―good.‖ She is the end-time incarnation of 

Satan, the great beast, the whore of Babylon who drinks the blood of subject nations, including Christ and 

faithful martyrs (11:7; 13:1–10; 17).  



Christians are warned of ―harlotry,‖ possibly participating in religious ceremonies sponsored by the 

trade guilds of their cities (2:6, 15). Citizens in these cities eagerly supported the cult of Augustan 

emperors. Revelation warns that the ―beast‖ will compel all the peoples on earth to worship it (13:4, 8, 12; 

14:9, 11; 20:4). The wealth of the Laodiceans is condemned by Christ (3:17). The Sibylline Oracles 

(3:350–55; 4:145–48; 8:11–92) castigate Rome for bleeding the provinces of Asia of their wealth and 

even enslaving its populace. Revelation depicts the collapse of the arrogant Roman Empire (17:4; 18:1–

16). Faced with such a mammoth incarnation of evil, the prophet requires that Christians withdraw from 

participation in the life of the flourishing cities of Asia Minor. The ―mark of the beast‖ is depicted as a 

parody of Christian sealing of the elect (7:1–8). If the ―mark‖ refers to the imperial image on coinage, 

then the only way in which Christians could avoid it would be to withdraw from economic activity which 

involved use of Roman currency (14:9–11).  

Other forms of withdrawal may be indicated in praise for the ―virgin‖ martyrs, who are permitted to 

share in the first resurrection when Jesus reigns on earth (14:1–5; 20:4). Some exegetes have linked this 

idea of ascetic purity with the author‘s use of ―priests‖ for Christians (1:6; 5:10). The Essenes extended 

rules for priestly holiness to all members of their sect, which had also favored celibacy in some of its 

groups, and withdrawal from the rest of Judaism, which limited one‘s economic transactions with those 

who did not belong to the sect. Only God‘s heavenly forces can destroy the imperial beast which has 

polluted and corrupted the world. Faithful Christians must divorce themselves from any entanglements 

with the beast and endure suffering until the end. When they have triumphed, they will share the glorious 

exaltation of the Lamb. This demand for loyalty rejects the benign coexistence between Christians and the 

larger socioeconomic world that Paul, Luke, and even the suffering Christians of 1 Peter think is possible. 

Lydia would hardly be allowed to pursue her trade as seller of purple cloth (Acts 16:4) in Thyatria if John 

has his way. Indeed, such ―lukewarm‖ Christians are objects of particular scorn (3:16). For Revelation 

this extreme form of discipleship is the only way in which Christians can defend the truth which they 

alone know: Christ is the Lord of the kings of the earth (Rev 1:5)—a claim which all NT ethics seeks to 

express.  
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PHEME PERKINS  

ETHIOPIA (PLACE) [Gk Aithiopia (Αἰθιοπια)]. ETHIOPIAN. The place name ―Ethiopia‖ (possibly 
meaning ―land of the people of burnt faces,‖ i.e., dark skin; cf. Jer 13:23) appears, as such, only once in 

the Bible (Acts 8:27), but in the LXX it usually translates the Heb kūš (Cush), a name which appears 

several dozen times in the OT. ―Ethiopian‖ (Gr Aithiops) similarly translates kūšī/kūšīt (pl. kūšīm). The 

only exceptions are the few instances when the Hebrew words are treated as proper names and 

transliterated as ―Cush‖ (LXX chous, e.g., Gen 10:6–8=1 Chr 1:8–10) or ―Cushite‖ (LXX chousi, e.g., 2 

Sam 18:21–32).  

In Egyptian texts Cush (or Kush) appears as a country to the S of Egypt, inhabited by non-Egyptians. 

See also KUSH (PLACE). The N border of Cush during Egypt‘s early dynasties lay between the first and 

second cataracts of the Nile but by the time of the OT had been pushed as far S as the fourth cataract. 

Cush extended deep into east-central Africa, but its S boundaries were never sharply delineated. From the 



Roman period onward the region was commonly known as Nubia and apparently comprised much of 

what today are the Sudan and Ethiopia (also known as Abyssinia). Cush was most easily reached from the 

Levant by way of the Red Sea or the W coast of the Arabian peninsula. Although Egypt and other nations 

traded with the region during the biblical period, obtaining from it spices, incense, ivory, rhinoceros 

horns, ebony, topaz (Job 28:19), gold, slaves, and other commodities, relatively little is known about the 

history of the country during that time.  

A. Geography and Ethnology  

Cush occupied a portion of E Africa that was at least as large as the Arabian peninsula. It had widely 

diverse geographical regions, the characteristics of which have largely persisted to the present day. The N 

region consists largely of arid steppeland, which gives way in the SW to the Sudd, a vast, virtually 

impenetrable swamp through which flows the White Nile. To the SE, rising above a torrid coast, is a vast 

massif with elevations averaging some 7,000–8,000 ft (4,400–5,000 m), where the climate is equable and 

the land generally arable, with sufficient rain in the winter to produce good crops. Two major sources of 

the Nile, the Takkaze and the Blue Nile, rise in these highlands, and farther to the S are other rivers.  

The migrations of the peoples who inhabited ancient Cush cannot be fully traced, but from an early time 

there was considerable ethnic diversity. The population of the N portion was, as it is today, predominantly 

negroid. The Ethiopian highlands probably were inhabited in the 2d millennium B.C. by a local ―Cushite‖ 

populace which, according to implications in the eponymous ethnic list in Genesis, may also have 

occupied parts of the W coast of the Arabian peninsula (Gen 10:6–8). During the 1st millennium B.C. 

there was considerable migration into Ethiopia by Semites from the Arabian peninsula, who made an 

impact on the languages and other aspects of culture of the highlands (Ullendorff 1973: 45–50). The 

Ethiopians of this region tend to be tall and slender with dark skin (cf. Isa 18:2), thin lips, and aquiline 

noses, some of which features are akin to those of the inhabitants of Arabia.  

B. In the OT and Intertestamental Literature  

Although geographically distant from Palestine, Cush was known to the Israelites not only because of 

its commercial activity, which was already under way by the time of Solomon in the 10th century B.C. and 

continued in subsequent centuries, but also because some Cushites frequented Palestine or even settled 

there. Individual Cushites are occasionally mentioned as having linked their lives with those of Hebrews. 

A Cushite was among the servants of King David (2 Sam 18:21–32). Jeremiah was released from 

imprisonment at the behest of one Ebed-Melech, a Cushite (described as a ―eunuch,‖ whether in fact or 

pro forma) who held a responsible position in the household of King Zedekiah of Judah (Jer 38:7–13; 

39:15–18). Two other OT persons bear the name ―Cushi‖ (Jer 36:14; Zeph 1:1), but their association with 

the country of Cush, if any, is unknown. Regarding Moses‘ ―Cushite‖ wife (Num 12:1), see below.  

The OT writers knew of the geographical proximity of Cush to Egypt, and in their literature often paired 

the two countries (e.g., Isa 20:3–4; Ezek 29:10; 30:4; cf. Dan 11:43; Nah 3:9; and Ps 68:31). Occasionally 

they mention details about the region, but inasmuch as their knowledge came largely from hearsay or 

conventional geographical conceptions it is not surprising that information was sometimes imprecise. Gen 

2:13 asserts that a primeval river, Gihon, flows around the land (cf. Jub 8:15, 23 and the LXX of Jer 

2:18). Isa 18:1 speaks more plausibly of the ―rivers of Cush‖ (cf. Zeph 3:10) and notes that the region 

beyond these rivers (though presumably still within Cush) sent ambassadors down the Nile ―in vessels of 

papyrus‖—a statement that may reflect knowledge that the inhabitants of parts of Cush constructed boats 

from bundled stalks of papyrus. The same passage also refers to Cush in obscure words that the KJV 

translates as ―land of wings on both sides‖ and the RSV translates as ―land of whirring wings,‖ but which 

may mean ―land of shadows on both sides,‖ that is, a region where, because of S Cush‘s location near the 

equator, shadows fall on one side of an object during the summer and on the other in the winter—a 

phenomenon noted by ancient Greek writers. In Esth 1:1 and 8:9, Cush is named as the W extremity of 

the Persian Empire. Several OT passages show knowledge of a region to the S of Cush, probably located 

in present-day Somaliland, which the Egyptians called ―Punt‖ and the OT writers ―Put‖ (e.g., Jer 46:9; 

Ezek 30:5; Nah 3:9). It is possible that in some OT passages Punt was understood to include a part of the 

coastal region E of Cush.  



During the late 8th and early 7th centuries B.C. Egypt was briefly dominated by a Cushite dynasty which 

figured considerably in Hebrew history. 2 Kgs 17:4 mentions the attempt of Hoshea, the last ruler of the 

N kingdom of Israel, to ally himself with ―So, king of Egypt,‖ i.e., Sebichus (Shebitku), a pharaoh of the 

25th Dynasty. In Isa 20:3–4 Assyria‘s invasion of Egypt toward the end of the 8th century is treated as an 

attack on both Egypt and Cush (cf. Nah 3:8–9). Around 689 B.C. Egypt mounted a military campaign in 

Palestine against the Assyrians. In recording that venture 2 Kgs 19:9 (= Isa 37:9) identifies by name the 

leader of the Egyptian army, Tirhakah (Eg Taharqa), and dubs him ―King of Cush.‖  

In view of these circumstances it is not surprising that for some time following the Ethiopian dynasty‘s 

control of Egypt, and perhaps even from as early as ca. 750 B.C., ―Cush‖ was sometimes used as a virtual 

synonym for ―Egypt.‖ Amos 9:7 mentions Cushites in a context evocative of the Hebrew exodus, in 

which case the term may be equivalent to ―Egyptians.‖ The references to Cush and Cushites in Zeph 2:12 

and 3:10 may similarly allude to Egypt. 2 Chr 14:9–13, a story describing an invasion by an otherwise 

unknown ―Zerah the Ethiopian‖ that is ostensibly set in the time of King Asa of Judah (913–873 B.C.), is 

not present in the corresponding account in 2 Kings, and possibly was a postexilic addition to the text; if it 

is historical, it may originally have alluded to an Egyptian, or possibly Arab, attack made at a later time 

than Asa‘s reign, perhaps around the time of the Ethiopian rule of Egypt.  

The story of the visit of the Queen of Sheba to Solomon‘s court (1 Kgs 10:1–13) has long been 

cherished in Ethiopian religion and national tradition (see Hubbard 1957), but the location of Sheba (i.e., 

the kingdom of Saba) was more likely on the W side of the Arabian peninsula than in Cush (see 

Ullendorff 1988: 131–45). The association between the Sabeans and the Cushites is not entirely 

unwarranted, however, and sometimes appears in the OT (e.g., Isa 43:3 and 45:14). A few OT passages 

seem to link Cushites closely with Arabs of the NW Arabian peninsula, the Negev or Edom. The 

statement that Moses‘ wife was a Cushite woman (Num 12:1) is hard to reconcile with the tradition that 

Zipporah was a Midianite (Exod 2:15b–22) unless ―Cushite‖ is an error for ―Cushanite‖ and therefore is 

synonymous with ―Midianite‖ (cf. the linking of ―Cushan‖ and ―Midian‖ in Hab 3:7). 2 Chr 21:16–17 

briefly narrates an otherwise unknown invasion (not found in the corresponding passage in 2 Kings) made 

into Judah during the reign of Jehoram (849–843 B.C.) by ―the Philistines and the Arabs who are near the 

Cushites.‖  

The relevance of Ethiopia for the understanding of the OT goes beyond the biblical references to Cush. 

It has been noted (e.g., Ullendorff 1988) that even into the 20th century the inhabitants of the Ethiopian 

highlands preserved concepts and practices evocative of the ancient Hebrew culture. Not only have town 

life, agriculture, and animal husbandry in that region long been broadly evocative of the world of the OT, 

but details of culture are also sometimes similar, such as an Ethiopian aristocrat‘s riding on a donkey as a 

symbol of rank. For centuries the Falashas of Ethiopia have regarded themselves as true Israelites, and 

Ethiopian Christians also have rites and customs which have affinities with the religion of Israel, among 

which are the celebration of the Sabbath on the seventh day of the week, the reckoning of the day as 

commencing at sunset, adherence to preexilic Israelite festivals, and the use of apotropaic devices similar 

to Hebraic ones (Ullendorff 1988: 2–3, 73130). Such elements in Ethiopian culture have been suspected 

to have their origin in a community of Jewish merchants or expatriates that was established in Ethiopia 

during the OT period, perhaps before the Exile.  

C. In the NT  

Ethiopia, as such, is not mentioned in the NT. The only reference to an Ethiopian is in the story of 

Philip‘s baptism of an unnamed Ethiopian who is ―a eunuch, a minister of Candace the queen of the 

Ethiopians, in charge of all her treasure,‖ who had just completed a visit to Jerusalem to worship (Acts 

8:27). Although the statement bristles with difficulties, there is no doubt about the fact that Ethiopia (both 

in the broader and narrower use of that term) had ready contact with Palestine in the 1st century A.D., and 

that Jerusalem occasionally would be visited by Ethiopians influenced by the Hebrew religion.  
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ROBERT HOUSTON SMITH  

ETHIOPIAN EUNUCH. Acts 8:26–40 narrates the story of the Ethiopian eunuch who is converted 

to Christian faith through the agency of the deacon Philip. In addition to the intriguing presentation of the 

character himself, the story is significant for the questions it has raised regarding the tradition that may 

stand behind it and for the role it plays in the larger framework of Luke-Acts.  

Luke describes the character in some detail: ―And behold, an Ethiopian, a eunuch, a minister of Candace 

the queen of the Ethiopians …‖ (Acts 8:27 RSV). The geographical name ―Ethiopian‖ would signal to 

Luke‘s audience that this man was from territories south of Egypt. Since he is also identified as an official 

of Candace, 1st-century readers would connect him specifically with the kingdom of Meroe, the queens of 

which traditionally were called ―Candace.‖ A late 1st century B.C. military campaign against Meroe, a 

scientific expedition into the same kingdom in A.D. 62, and another military campaign (planned but not 

executed) during the reign of Nero would have made Ethiopia a place of contemporary interest. Greek 

writers had long demonstrated a curiosity about and appreciation of Ethiopians, as is evidenced in 

Homer‘s reference to Ethiopians as the ―farthermost of men‖ (Od. 1.22–23) and in Herodotus‘ description 

of Ethiopians as the tallest and most handsome of all peoples (3.17–20). Luke‘s audience would have seen 

in the Ethiopian a positive figure, perhaps one to whom even an element of mystery would be attached 

because of his distant homeland.  

What has puzzled interpreters is that Luke identifies this particular Ethiopian as a eunuch, which means 

that he cannot have been a proselyte to Judaism (cf. Deut 23:1 and Joseph. Ant 4.290–91), despite the fact 

that he has been to Jerusalem to worship and is reading from a scroll of Isaiah as he travels (8:27–38). 

Narrating the conversion of a presumed gentile at this point introduces an anomaly into Luke‘s story, 

since Luke later portrays Cornelius as the first gentile convert (10:1–11:18). Interestingly, Luke himself 

does not comment on the restrictions about converting eunuchs, which may suggest that Luke is less 

interested in that feature of the story than he is in some others. For example, eunuchs frequently held 

places of respect and trust in Eastern courts, as does this one, and the identification of this figure as a 

eunuch may simply reinforce the reader‘s impression that he is an unusual person, a person who has come 

from the ―end of the world‖—at least from the end of Luke‘s world.  

Within the story, the Ethiopian‘s actions underscore this portrayal of him as an intriguing, romantic, 

even exotic personage. Luke initially explains that the Ethiopian has been to Jerusalem to worship and is 

in the process of returning home when he encounters Philip. Since there are indications that gentiles 

worshipped in the temple in Jerusalem, and since both Ethiopians and eunuchs seem to have been 

regarded as especially interested in religious matters, this feature of the story serves to underscore the 

readiness of the Ethiopian for the events that follow. By contrast with Philip, who responds almost 

passively to the instructions given him by the Spirit and the questions asked him by the Ethiopian, the 

Ethiopian takes an active role in his own conversion. (See CONVERSION.) He invites Philip to join him 

in his chariot (v 31); he asks Philip for interpretation of the scroll he has been reading (v 34); he actively 

seeks baptism (v 36); and he goes on his way rejoicing (v 39).  

Particularly because this story appears to contradict the presentation of Cornelius as the first gentile 

convert, scholars have been eager to determine the history of the story itself; i.e., where the story 

originated and what happened to it during its transmission. Several positions have been argued, with the 

following among the most prominent: (1) the story originated in an experience of Philip, who had 

prophetic and spiritual gifts like those of his daughters (see Acts 21:8–9), and who passed the story along 

to Luke; (2) the story did come from Philip, but originally it concerned the conversion of the first gentile, 

and Luke altered the story in order to preserve the role of Peter as the apostle involved in the first 

conversion of a gentile; and (3) the origin of the story has been lost in legendary elements that are typical 

of early Christian legends about the conversions of prominent individuals. No real consensus has emerged 

about the origin of this story. In fact, the very difficulty of deciding among these positions indicates the 

degree to which Luke‘s sources remain hidden.  



At least as important as the question of the history that stands behind the account is the question of its 

place within the scheme of Luke-Acts. In Acts 1:8, the Risen Lord announces that his apostles will be his 

witnesses ―in Jerusalem and in all Judea and Samaria and to the end of the earth.‖ Just prior to the story of 

the Ethiopian and Philip, persecution forces believers out of Jerusalem and into ―the region of Judea and 

Samaria‖ (8:1), where Philip preaches among the Samaritans. The Ethiopian, coming as he does from the 

―end of the earth,‖ stands at the threshold of the worldwide mission as yet another announcement of that 

mission (Ps 68:31). He prefigures Cornelius and the attending change in the Church‘s understanding of its 

mission (cf. Acts 10:34, 11:18). His own eagerness to hear Philip and his subsequent request for baptism 

symbolically convey Luke‘s understanding of the willingness of the gentile world to receive the gospel of 

Jesus Christ. Small wonder that early Church writers pass along a tradition that the Ethiopian returned to 

his own country and preached the gospel there (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 2.2.13–14; Iren. Haer. 3.12.8).  
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BEVERLY ROBERTS GAVENTA  

ETHIOPIC LANGUAGE. See LANGUAGES (ETHIOPIC).  

ETHIOPIC VERSIONS. See VERSIONS, ANCIENT (ETHIOPIC).  

ETHNAN (PERSON) [Heb ˒etnān (ֶאְתָנן )]. Son of Asshur (1 Chr 4:7). Nothing is otherwise known 

about him. It is possible that the name may actually be the name of a town, and it is often identified with 

Ithnan, a city in S Judah (Josh 15:23).  

H. C. LO  

ETHNARCH [Gk Ethnarchēs (Ἐθναρχης)]. See PALESTINE, ADMINISTRATION OF (ROMAN 

ADMINISTRATION).  

ETHNI (PERSON) [Heb ˒etn   (י —A Levite, ancestor of Asaph the musician (1 Chr 6:26 .[( ֶאְתנִּ

Eng6:41). The name Ethni is found only once in a genealogical list of levitical singers which attempts to 

trace ancestry back to the time of David. The list is secondary, perhaps based upon the preceding list (1 

Chr 6:1–15—Eng6:16–30). The name may be equivalent to Jeatherai in 1 Chr 6:6—Eng6:21. Noth (IPN, 

171) suggested that Ethni is a shortened form of Ethnan.  

TOM WAYNE WILLETT  

EUBULUS (PERSON) [Gk Euboulos (Εὐβουλος)]. A Christian who was with Paul (2 Tim 4:21) during 

the imprisonment from which 2 Timothy purportedly was written. While that confinement is usually 

assumed to have been in Rome, Dibelius and Conzelmann, for example, argue that Caesarea also might 

well have been the place of composition envisioned by the author of 2 Timothy (Pastoral Epistles, 

Hermeneia, 126–27). Eubulus sends greetings to Timothy along with Pudens, Linus, Claudia, and others. 

Since Eubulus was a rather common Greek name, one often found in papyri and inscriptions, one suspects 

he was a gentile by birth.  

A person named Eubulus—identified as one of the presbyters in the Corinthian community—is also 

mentioned in the letter from the Corinthians to Paul in the Acts of Paul (8.1.1), where Eubulus, along with 

others, send greetings to Paul. While the author of the apocryphal Acts may have known and used the 

Pastoral Epistles, it is also possible that both independently relied upon the same oral traditions and thus 

contain complementary information about Eubulus (see the discussion in MacDonald 1983: 65–66). At 

the same time, however, the commonality of Eubulus‘ name cautions against a solid identification of 

Paul‘s prison companion with the Corinthian presbyter.  
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EUGNOSTOS AND THE SOPHIA OF JESUS CHRIST. Eugnostos and The Sophia of 

Jesus Christ are closely related gnostic tractates. Most of the didactic portions of Eugnostos (which 

constitute its bulk) are found on the lips of Christ in Soph. Jes. Chr. For this reason, it is appropriate to 

consider them together. Both tractates occur in the Nag Hammadi library: Eugnostos is found twice, in 

significantly different versions, in Codices III and V; Soph. Jes. Chr. is found only in Codex III. 

However, another copy has been preserved, outside the Nag Hammadi library, in Papyrus Berolinensis 

8502. All copies are written in the Sahidic dialect of Coptic, although other dialectal influences are 

occasionally found. In addition, a fragment of Soph. Jes. Chr. in Greek (the language of composition) was 

discovered at Oxyrhynchus (P. Oxy. 1081). The number of preserved copies, and the evidence for two 

major recensions of Eugnostos, suggest wide usage and popularity.  

The major portion of Eugnostos has the form of a religio-philosophical controversy discourse. The 

distinctive structure of this widely used literary genre was as follows: announcement of theme; position(s) 

of opponents; refutation of opponents; presentation of one‘s own position (for another example, see 

Ptolemaeus‘ Letter to Flora). This discourse is framed by a letter format from an otherwise unknown 

religious teacher named Eugnostos. (It has been suggested that he was the scribe of the colophon of The 

Gospel of the Egyptians [NHC III,2], who is also named Eugnostos [Doresse 1960: 160], but that seems 

unlikely, since the tractate Eugnostos is undoubtedly to be dated considerably earlier than the time of the 

copyist of Gos. Eg.) The letter is directed to ―those who are his‖ (Codex III Eugnostos only; in Codex V 

Eugnostos, the section is mostly in lacuna). Although ―his‖ may refer to Eugnostos, it could also 

designate a deity. In Codex III Eugnostos, Eugnostos is given the honorific title ―The Blessed,‖ perhaps 

indicating the belief that he had died.  

The discourse portion of Eugnostos is divided into two parts. (In what follows, references are to the 

Codex III version unless otherwise noted.) Part I (70.3–85.9) consists of a description of the ―true‖ nature 

of that portion of the cosmos beyond the visible sphere. The writer of Eugnostos believed that the 

invisible realities were mirrored (albeit imperfectly) in the visible world, and that by examining it, with 

the help of a divine principle called Thought (Gk ennoia), those higher realities could be known 

(III,74.13–19 and Eugnostos-V, par.).  

The invisible world is understood to have originated with a being who himself has no origin, because he 

is eternal and unbegotten. He is the source of every mental power (73.8–11). Subsequent realities come 

into being through various means: self-mirroring, spiritual sexual activity by various male-female pairs, 

and direct creation. These realities establish the patterns for ―our aeon‖ and the various aspects of it 

having to do with time (83.20–84.10). In the process of the coming into being of these realities, a special 

group is produced, consisting of those subsequently to be embodied as gnostics (75.12–23).  

The shorter Part II (85.9–90.3) depicts the highest level of the visible cosmos, called ―chaos.‖ Although 

three aeons are spoken of at the beginning, the first two are largely ignored and the description focuses on 

the third, named ―assembly‖ (86.15–87.8). From it come divine beings and structures, as well as the 

patterns for the remainder of the cosmos. At its conclusion, Eugnostos looks forward to the appearance of 

one who will interpret (V,1) or simply repeat (III,3) the teachings of the tractate.  

Names given three of the major divine beings (Immortal Man; Son of Man, also called Adam; and Son 

of Son of Man, also called Savior) appear to refer in a partly veiled way to the sequence God, Adam, and 

Seth in Genesis 1–5. If that is correct, the tractate should be considered early Sethian gnostic in its present 

form. (There is reason to think that the names were added to an earlier speculative document.)  

Eugnostos probably originated in Egypt. There is a reference in the text to ―the 360 days of the year‖ 

(84.4–5), which was a calendrical concept only current in Egypt during the time when Eugnostos was 

probably composed. Although various suggestions have been made about evidence of Christian influence 

in the composition of Eugnostos (Wilson 1968: 115–16; Tardieu 1984: 66), none has been convincing and 

Eugnostos is generally considered non-Christian, except for what appears to have been a late modification 

of the concluding prophecy in Codex III Eugnostos. Influence of a speculative type of Judaism (perhaps 



the same as the early Sethianism mentioned above) is to be found in both parts of Eugnostos. Also, there 

is numerological speculation in Part I, which may indicate Neopythagorean influence.  

One other influence should be noted; namely, that of Egyptian religious thought. The sequential pattern 

of deities in Part I seems to be a reflection of a similar pattern developed in the Theban theology of the 

New Kingdom (1551–1070 B.C.E.). That pattern—an initial being without a consort, who produces 

another consort-less being, who in turn creates a group of sexually paired divinities whose sole function is 

to create other divinities directly involved in the world-creating process—was unique to Egyptian 

religion. Its use in Eugnostos may have influenced later gnostic speculative developments; e.g., compare 

the description of the highest being in Eugnostos with those in the probably later Apocryphon of John 

(NHC II,1; III,1; IV,1; and BG 2) and Tripartite Tractate (NHC I,5) (Parrott 1987: 91–92).  

As to the date of Eugnostos, these observations point to sometime in the 1st century C.E. A recent 

suggestion that it be dated in the latter part of the 2d century is not well supported (Tardieu 1984: 66).  

Soph. Jes. Chr. has the form of a postresurrection revelation dialogue between Christ and his male and 

female followers. Although it is said that all the disciples, as well as the women followers of Jesus, are 

present, the only ones who are named and who participate in the dialogue are Philip, Matthew, Thomas, 

Bartholomew, and Mary. These seem to have been given a special status, here and elsewhere, as 

recipients of distinctive gnostic revelations from Christ (Parrott 1986).  

Eugnostos was probably a source for Soph. Jes. Chr. rather than the other way around (Krause 1964). It 

seems likely that the writer of Soph. Jes. Chr. wanted to attract non-Christian gnostics, who would have 

known and perhaps revered Eugnostos, to a version of Gnosticism that placed Christ at the center, as 

revealer and savior. Christ, depicted speaking the words of Eugnostos, would have been understood as 

fulfilling the concluding prophecy of Eugnostos In the non-Eugnostos material in Soph. Jes. Chr., of 

which there is a significant amount, Christ is also emphasized. There, he is seen as revealer and as the one 

whose triumph over the wicked powers opened the way for his followers to do the same.  

Typical gnostic themes also found in the non-Eugnostos material, although in somewhat abbreviated 

form, are the wicked creator god Yaldabaoth, the fall of Sophia, the evil of sex, and the ultimate 

difference between those with pure knowledge and those with defective knowledge.  

Soph. Jes. Chr. should probably be dated early in the 2d century. This is suggested by the reason 

discussed above for its composition, the fact that references to the controversy with orthodoxy are 

missing, and the lack of any clear signs of the gnostic systems of the mid-2d century C.E. Earlier 

suggestions that Soph. Jes. Chr. should be dated late in the 2d or 3d centuries overlooked these 

considerations (Till and Schenke 1972: 56; Puech in NTApocr 1: 248).  
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DOUGLAS M. PARROTT  

EUMENES (PERSON) [Gk Eumenēs (Εὐμενης)]. Eumenes II Soter, son of Attalus I and brother of 

Attalus II, king of Pergamum (197–159 B.C.; 1 Macc 8:8). He was given vast territories in Asia Minor by 

the Romans after the defeat of Antiochus III (the Great). In the year Eumenes began to reign, Antiochus 

III began the reconquest of former lands of the Seleucid empire. Many of the cities under the control of 



Pergamum were lost. Through political negotiations and military alliance. Eumenes convinced Rome that 

Antiochus was a threat to Roman control in Asia Minor and that war should be declared. After Antiochus 

was defeated decisively at the battle of Magnesia (190 B.C.), Rome rewarded Eumenes with vast holdings, 

making him the most powerful ruler in Asia Minor. In the period 180–170 B.C., Eumenes rebuilt the city 

of Pergamum, erecting many shrines including the Great Altar of Zeus mentioned in Rev 2:13. Following 

the death of Seleucus IV in 175 B.C., Eumenes formed an alliance with Antiochus IV in order to undercut 

the former alliance between the Seleucid and Macedonian empires. Following Antiochus IV‘s death, 

Eumenes supported the pretender Alexander Balas against the claims to the throne of Demetrius. As a 

result of these alliances, Rome feared that Eumenes‘ power was becoming too great. Therefore, before his 

death Eumenes was stripped of many of the honors bestowed by Rome in spite of the fact that he 

remained a loyal ally of Rome unto the end.  
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RUSSELL D. NELSON  

EUNICE (PERSON) [Gk Eunikē (Εὐνικη)]. A resident of the city of Lystra in Lycaonia where she, her 

mother Lois, and her son Timothy were apparently converted by Paul and Barnabas on their journey 

together into Asia Minor (2 Tim 1:5; Acts 16:1). Timothy eventually became one of Paul‘s most 

significant helpers.  

The writer of 2 Timothy describes Timothy‘s faith as ―a faith that dwelt first in your grandmother Lois 

and your mother Eunice‖ (1:5). Thus he seems to be aware of a tradition that their conversion preceded 

Timothy‘s. Later in the letter Timothy is reminded that ―from childhood you have been acquainted with 

the sacred writings which are able to instruct you for salvation through faith in Jesus Christ‖ (3:15). 

Perhaps this text is intended to refer to Eunice and Lois as Timothy‘s earliest teachers. While there is no 

reason to think that the author of 2 Timothy was incorrect about the names of Eunice and Lois and that 

they were converted before Timothy, the idea that he had been taught the Scriptures from childhood, thus 

implying an orthodox upbringing by Eunice and Lois, may be a development of Christian legend 

(Dibelius and Conzelmann Pastoral Epistles Hermeneia, 98). Information in Acts 16:3 indicates that 

Timothy was uncircumcised, i.e., in reality the product of ―a lax Judaism‖ (Haenchen Acts MeyerK, 478).  

From Acts 16:1, which states that Timothy was ―the son of a Jewish woman who was a believer; but his 

father was a Greek,‖ it becomes evident that Eunice was a Jewess who had married a gentile and later had 

become Christian. Since no interference from Timothy‘s father is noted when Paul decides to circumcise 

Timothy, some have assumed that he must have been dead. Accordingly, a few manuscripts (generally 

considered secondary) refer to Eunice as a widow in 16:1.  

The marital situation of Eunice and Paul‘s circumcision of Timothy have caused ongoing debate over 

whether her children were considered Jewish or gentile. As a Jewess married to a gentile, Eunice‘s 

marriage would have been looked upon unfavorably by Jews. Many commentators observe, however, that 

her offspring would have been considered Jewish because they had a Jewish mother. Yet it has been 

questioned whether that matrilineal principle was actually in effect in Eunice‘s day and milieu. The 

suggestion has been made that in fact ―lineage was matrilineal when it was matrilocal. When the Israelite 

woman moved abroad to join her Gentile husband, her children were considered Gentile‖ (Cohen 1986: 

266). But a response has countered that matrilineal emphasis could very well have been operative in 

Eunice‘s situation (Bryan 1988: 294).  
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EUNUCH. See PALESTINE, ADMINISTRATION OF (POSTEXILIC JUDEAN OFFICIALS).  

EUNUCH, ETHIOPIAN. See ETHIOPIAN EUNUCH.  

EUODIA (PERSON) [Gk Euodias (Εὐοδιας)]. A Christian at Philippi who, in company with Syntyche, 

is described by Paul as having ―labored side by side‖ with him in the gospel along with Clement and other 

coworkers (Phil 4:2–3). Euodia and Syntyche are mentioned in Philippians because of a disagreement 

between them which Paul had become aware of, probably via EPAPHRODITUS (cf. 2:25).  

The identity of these two quarreling parties, whose Greek names are in the feminine gender, as they also 

appear in numerous inscriptions, has been questioned on various accounts. One theory claims that 

Syntyche ought to be spelled as the masculine Syntyches, and that ―he‖ was actually the jailer at Philippi 

(cf. Acts 16) and the husband of Euodia. But the Greek feminine plural pronouns ˒autais and haitines in 

Phil 4:3, which can only refer back to Euodia and Syntyche, require that both names belong to women. 

Another view, advanced by the Tübingen school, interpreted Euodia and Syntyche not as individuals but 

as symbols for Jewish and gentile Christians respectively. This approach viewed the person called 

Syzygus in 4:3, often rendered ―true yokefellow,‖ instead as ―the unifier,‖ i.e., as being in reality Peter, 

who was called to mediate between the Jewish and gentile factions within the Church. But Paul hardly 

seems given to writing with such obscure symbolism. Another theory concerning the identity of Euodia 

and Syntyche is that one or the other of the two women was in fact the LYDIA of Acts 16, her name there 

being an adjective indicating her place of origin, i.e., ―the Lydian.‖ The important role played by Lydia in 

the founding of the church at Philippi lends some support to this hypothesis.  

The quarrel between Euodia and Syntyche which prompted Paul‘s reference to them must have had 

ramifications for the entire Philippian community or it would hardly have been mentioned in a letter to the 

whole Church. Thus Paul‘s concern for these women reflects their importance in the group, probably due 

to leadership roles as deacons or leaders of house churches. This accords with the Acts 16 account where 

women are prominent among the original core of Philippian believers. While the content of Euodia‘s and 

Syntyche‘s quarrel is left unspecified, one suspects it was related to matters of church leadership as they 

exercised it. In any case, Paul urges the two to be reconciled in the Lord, emphatically repeating the 

phrase ―I entreat‖ (Gk parakalō) to each (4:2). He asks them to be of one mind in Christ.  

To help bring about the reconciliation of Euodia and Syntyche, Paul calls for the intervention of 

someone referred to simply as ―true yokefellow‖ (Gk gnēsie syzyge). In addressing this latter person, Paul 

states that Euodia and Syntyche had ―labored side by side‖ (Gk sunathlein) on behalf of the gospel with 

Clement, the other fellow workers (Gk sunergoi), and himself. It has been argued that the term Gk 

sunathlein, also used by Paul in Phil 1:27, where it implies resisting external opposition, bears the same 

nuance of confronting an outside force in 4:3, i.e., it ―suggests strife, danger, opposition, courage, 

memorable loyalty, not leadership, ministry, preaching, presiding‖ (Malinowski 1985: 62). Malinowski 

uses this observation to argue that Euodia and Syntyche thus could not have had leadership roles in the 

Philippian community. But this analysis overlooks the very noticeable singling out of these women for 

mention which necessarily accords them a distinction. Further, the theory fails to consider that Euodia‘s 

and Syntyche‘s ―laboring side by side‖ (if indeed it be restricted to facing external opposition) was 

probably carried on precisely in their being strong leaders or preachers—hence the seriousness of their 

quarrel for the church of Philippi.  

Paul, by reminding the mediator ―true yokefellow‖ of Euodia‘s and Syntyche‘s collaboration with him, 

indicates respect for their work; thus, they are not to be degraded for their disagreements, but recognized 

as esteemed members of Paul‘s team (Hawthorne Philippians WBC, 180). Nor does there appear to be 

any reason to assume, retrojecting the roles of later deaconesses onto Euodia and Syntyche, that the two 

labored for the spread of the gospel only among women. Rather, as the text implies, in Paul‘s eyes they 

were obviously his co-workers, equal in importance and role to Clement and the other co-workers. Paul 

reminds the Philippians that the names of each of these workers are ―in the book of life‖ (4:3), i.e., 

Euodia, Syntyche, and the others are indeed God‘s faithful servants.  
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EUPATOR (PERSON) [Gk Eupatōr (Εὐπατωρ)]. See ANTIOCHUS (PERSON).  

EUPHEMISM AND DYSPHEMISM IN THE BIBLE. See BIBLE, EUPHEMISM AND 

DYSPHEMISM IN THE.  

EUPOLEMUS. A Jewish historian who flourished in Palestine in the mid-2d century B.C.E. He wrote 

a work in Greek entitled Concerning the Kings in Judea, of which five brief fragments have been 

preserved. Other works entitled Concerning the Prophecy of Elijah and On the Jews of Assyria are also 

mentioned in connection with Eupolemus, but for convincing reasons are not now attributed to him.  

He is confidently identified as the Eupolemus who was a member of the priestly family Accos and sent 

as an ambassador to Rome by Judas Maccabeus (1 Macc 8:17; 2 Macc 4:11; Josephus JW 12.10.6 §415–

16).  

The major source for the Eupolemus fragments is Eusebius Praep. Evang., Book 9. In certain instances, 

however, the earlier testimony of Clement of Alexandria (Str.) provides an alternate (Frg. 1) or abridged 

(Frg. 2) version of fragments preserved in Eusebius; and in one case (Frg. 5) Clement preserves an 

additional fragment not mentioned by Eusebius. Both Clement and Eusebius attribute their knowledge 

and use of Eupolemus to the pagan author Alexander Polyhistor (ca. 112–30 B.C.E.), who in his work 

Concerning the Jews had quoted portions of Eupolemus‘ work.  

The contents of the fragments may be briefly summarized. Frg. 1 (Str. 1.23.153.4; Praep. Evang. 

9.26.1) briefly portrays Moses as the ―first wise man‖ and cultural benefactor responsible for originating 

the alphabet and recording laws. Frg. 2 (Str. 1.21.130.3; Praep. Evang. 9.30.1–34.18), the longest of the 

fragments (over 200 lines of Greek text), concentrates on David and especially Solomon, and provides a 

quite detailed, and in some respects unique, account of the preparation and building of the temple. One 

remarkable feature is the set of letters between Solomon and Souron (Hiram), king of Tyre, based on 1 

Kgs 5:2–6 and 2 Chr 2:2–9, and the similarly constructed apocryphal correspondence with Vaphres, king 

of Egypt. Frg. 3 (Praep. Evang. 9.34.20) briefly mentions Solomon‘s enormous wealth and length of 

reign. Frg. 4 (Praep. Evang. 9.39.1–5) rehearses events from the life of Jeremiah during the reign of 

―Jonacheim‖ and mentions the capture of Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar. Frg. 5 (Str. 1.21.141.4–5) 

calculates the length of time from Adam and the Exodus respectively until the reign of Demetrius I Soter 

(162–150 B.C.E.). Typical of such chronographical summaries, this fragment has some problematic 

features that have prompted textual emendations. Yet its mention of ―the 5th year of the reign of 

Demetrius‖ makes it fairly certain to date Eupolemus‘ work ca. 158/7 B.C.E.  

The fragments reflect use of both the LXX and MT, thus suggesting a bilingual author. The form of his 

syntax and use of language suggest that Hebrew or Aramaic was his first, Greek his second language. 

Nevertheless, he is skilled in the use of the latter and the fragments reflect knowledge, and perhaps direct 

use, of Greek sources, such as Ctesias and Herodotus.  

While he has made careful use of the biblical text, he also exhibits considerable independence from it. 

He frequently incorporates nonbiblical traditions into his account of the biblical story (Moses as inventor 

of the alphabet and legislation: the Solomon-Vaphres correspondence). There are numerous alterations 

and contradictions of the biblical text (the expanded measurements of the temple; David identified as 

Saul‘s son; the vastly extended territories over which David and Solomon reigned). The fragments also 

exhibit numerous geographical, chronological, and grammatical anachronisms. Territorial divisions of the 

Maccabean period are read back into the period of the monarchy. Certain features of Eupolemus‘ 

description of Solomon‘s temple appear to be drawn from the temple of Zerubbabel.  

The tone of the fragments is nationalistic and encomiastic. Typical of the Hellenistic historiographical 

tradition in which such authors as Manetho and Berossus wrote to glorify their national history and 

tradition, Eupolemus recounts the biblical story proudly and magnifies the accomplishments of biblical 

characters. He presents Moses as cultural benefactor of other nations, David and Solomon as international 



figures reigning over greatly expanded territories. Solomon is more than a peer to his counterparts Souron 

and Vaphres, he is their superior. The temple of Solomon is fabulously appointed.  

It does not appear that Eupolemus is theologically narrow. He reports without demur Solomon‘s giving 

Souron a golden pillar that was erected in the temple of Zeus at Tyre. Polemic against pagan worship is 

absent from the fragments. Yet in Solomon‘s correspondence with Souron and Vaphres, Eupolemus 

proclaims the ―Most High God,‖ and has the pagan kings acknowledge ―so great a God‖ and the Creator 

God.  

Eupolemus‘ work is best understood within the historical and cultural context of Maccabean Palestine. 

His preoccupation with the temple may be seen not only as a reflection of his priestly background but may 

also be related to the purification and rededication of the temple following the Maccabean war. The latter 

can be seen as an appropriate context for producing such a lavish description of the temple. Moreover, 

newly established independence and the hopes of the Hasmonean kings might well have become the 

occasion for recalling the earlier glory of the monarchy and embellishing it in the process. Expansionist 

policies might be served well by recalling the territorial expansions of David and Solomon, however 

exaggerated. Noting their willingness to deal with Egyptian and Syrian kings could also combat 

isolationist tendencies while promoting expansionist policies.  

Bibliography  
Fallon, F. 1985. Eupolemus. OTP 2: 861–72.  
Freudenthal, J. 1874–75. Eupolemus, der judäische Geschichtschreiber. Pp. 105–30, 208–15, 225–30 (also 82–103), in 

Alexander Polyhistor und die von ihm erhaltenen Reste judäischer und samaritanischer Geschichtswerke. Hellenistische 

Studien, Vols. 1 and 2. Breslau.  

Holladay, C. R. 1983. Eupolemus. Pp. 93–156 in Fragments from Hellenistic Jewish Authors. Vol. 1, Historians. SBLTT 20 

Pseudepigrapha Series 10. Chico, CA.  

Wacholder, B. Z. 1974. Eupolemus. A Study of Judaeo-Greek Literature. Cincinnati.  

Walter, N. 1976. Eupolemos. Pp. 93–108 in Jüdische Schriften aus hellenistisch-römischer Zeit. Vol. 2, pt. 1. Ed. W. G. 

Kümmel. Gütersloh.  

CARL R. HOLLADAY  

EUPOLEMUS, PSEUDO-. A designation used to identify two fragments about Abraham preserved 

by Eusebius in Praep. Evang., Bk. 9, both of which are taken from an earlier work Concerning the Jews 

by the pagan author Alexander Polyhistor (ca. 112–30 B.C.E.).  

The term ―Pseudo-Eupolemus‖ is used as a designation for these fragments because Eusebius attributes 

the first of them to the Jewish historian Eupolemus. Since Freudenthal (1874–75: 82–103), it has been 

widely held that, because of important differences in content and outlook between this fragment and the 

five other fragments generally attributed to Eupolemus, it, along with the second, unattributed fragment, 

should be attributed to someone else, an anonymous author, probably a Samaritan, commonly designated 

Pseudo-Eupolemus. Recently, however, a strong case has been made for attributing the first fragment to 

the historian Eupolemus (Doran, OTP 2: 873–76), and for seeing the second fragment as a collection of 

traditions unattributable to any single person (Walter 1976: 137–38).  

Even though it may not be possible to identify with certainty the author of these two fragments, it is 

nevertheless possible to establish some limits for their dating. Since they were originally preserved by 

Alexander Polyhistor, they obviously must have been written prior to the mid-1st century B.C.E. There is 

some evidence of dependence (in the first fragment) on Berossus Babyloniaca (ca. 293–292 B.C.E.). Thus, 

the fragments are to be dated sometime between the early 2d and mid-1st century B.C.E. Since they appear 

to presuppose the existence of the temple at Mt. Gerizim, which was destroyed by the Hasmoneans in 132 

B.C.E., a date in the first half of the 2d century B.C.E. is generally favored.  

Frg. 1 (Praep. Evang. 9.17.1–9) is said by Polyhistor to come from a work by Eupolemus entitled 

Concerning the Jews of Assyria, but the accuracy of the title has been disputed and therefore emended to 

simply Concerning the Jews. If it is to be attributed to the historian Eupolemus, it would appear to come 

from another work besides Concerning the Kings in Judea. The fragment, which consists of 

approximately 50 lines of Greek text, treats (in slightly rearranged order) events recorded in Genesis 6–

14: the postdiluvian founding of Babylon by the giants, their building of the tower (of Babel), and its 



destruction by God; Abraham‘s Babylonian origins, his migration to Phoenicia (Canaan), his military 

exploits (against the Armenians!), his hero‘s welcome at ―the temple Argarizin‖ (Mt. Gerizim), his 

receiving gifts from Melchizedek, his migration to Egypt. Frg. 2 (Praep. Evang. 9.18.2), consisting of 

about 10 lines attributed to ―anonymous works,‖ in certain respects represents a condensed version of Frg 

1: Abraham‘s lineage traced to the Babylonian giants, his migration first to Phoenicia, then to Egypt. It 

only alludes to the Flood, however, and omits reference to the destruction of the tower.  

In both fragments Abraham is portrayed in heroic terms as a sage of noble descent, pious servant of 

God, friend of kings, benevolent warrior, and cultural benefactor. Especially emphasized is his mastery of 

the ―movements of the sun and moon,‖ and his role in transmitting this ―Chaldean science‖ to the 

Phoenicians and Egyptians. Indeed, he (along with Enoch!) is credited with the discovery of astrology.  

The fragments reflect clear dependence on the LXX and possible use of the MT. They are especially 

characterized, however, by the inclusion of nonbiblical traditions, both haggadic (giants as builders of 

Babel, the destruction of the tower of Babel, Pharaoh‘s inability to have sexual intercourse with Sarah, 

Enoch as master of heavenly lore) and pagan mythological traditions drawn from Babylonian and Greek 

sources (the use of Babylonian chronology in tracing Cush and Mizraim back to Kronos, identification of 

Atlas and Enoch, attributing the building of the tower of Babel to Belus).  

Of particular significance is the mention in Frg. 1 of Abraham‘s being ―received as a guest by the city at 

the temple Argarizin, which is interpreted as ‗mountain of the Most High.‘ ‖ This prominence given to 

Mt. Gerizim as the site where Abraham received Melchizedek is one of the primary reasons for attributing 

the fragment to a Samaritan author. It was especially difficult to reconcile this primacy given to Mt. 

Gerizim as a sacred shrine with the primacy given in the genuine Eupolemus fragments (esp. Frg. 2) to the 

Jerusalem temple. Accordingly, two separate authors were proposed to represent these theologically polar 

viewpoints (Freudenthal 1874–75: 85–86). In addition, the conspicuous willingness to embellish the 

biblical account with pagan mythological traditions has been seen as a type of syncretism thought to 

characterize Samaritans. The attention given to Phoenicians within the fragments may also reflect a 

Samaritan bias since Samaritans appear to have been identified as ―Sidonians of Shechem‖ (Josephus Ant 

11.8.6 §344; 12.5.5 §§257–64; so Collins 1983: 38, 55).  

In spite of the continued debate about the authorship of these fragments, they remain important primary 

sources for the study of Samaritan traditions in the Hellenistic period. Their dependence on the LXX, like 

the Eupolemus fragments, makes them a useful source in tracing development and use of the LXX. The 

generous blending of pagan mythological traditions with biblical traditions provides a usual barometer for 

measuring degrees and kinds of Hellenization. The probable dependence on Berossus provides another 

concrete instance of Jewish or Samaritan incorporation of identifiable pagan traditions. The interpretive 

treatment of Abraham and Enoch within these fragments bears close resemblance to traditions in other 

noncanonical writings, such as the Genesis Apocryphon, Jubilees, 1 Enoch.  
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EUREGETES. See BENEFACTOR.  

EUSEBIUS OF CAESAREA (PERSON). Late 3d/early 4th-century Christian historian, biblical 

scholar, and theologian; the ―Father of Church History.‖ Born ca. A.D. 260, he was bishop of Caesarea, 

the administrative capital of Roman Palestine, from ca. 313 until his death, May 30, 339. Regarded by his 

contemporaries as the greatest Christian scholar of his time, he wrote a history of Christianity covering 



the first three centuries (his Historia Ecclesiastica or Church History) and a Life of Constantine 

celebrating the Christianization of the Roman Empire; compiled in a Chronicle a detailed comparative 

chronology of biblical, ANE, Greek, and Roman history; made the most successful early systematic study 

of gospel parallels (the Evangelical or Eusebian Canons); and wrote other works on biblical geography 

(Onomasticon), the pagan divine man motif (Contra Hieroclem), the interpretation of Scripture 

(Prophetic Eclogues, Demonstratio Evangelica, Commentary on Isaiah, Commentary on the Psalms, 

Gospel Questions and Solutions), martyrology (Martyrs of Palestine), various theological issues 

(Praeparatio Evangelica, Theophany, Contra Marcellum, De Ecclesiastica Theologia, On Easter), and 

other topics (the Panegyric to Constantine and Treatise on the Church of the Holy Sepulcher, important to 

the history of church-state relations, are contained in chaps. 1–10 and 11–18 respectively of his De 

laudibus Constantini).  

He was born ca. A.D. 260, probably in Caesarea, where he seems to have spent his entire life. The 

assessment of Eusebius‘ life and character has changed markedly with the establishment of more accurate 

dates for the various editions of his Church History (Grant 1980; Barnes 1981; Chesnut 1986). He lived 

the first forty years or so of his life during the Great Peace of the Church, when Christianity could be 

practiced openly. He developed his massive scholarship as a research librarian in the large library—of 

30,000 volumes, according to one ancient source—assembled by the wealthy presbyter Pamphilus in 

Caesarea in honor of the Christian teacher Origen. Eusebius was often identified simply as Eusebius 

Pamphili [Gk Eusebios ho tou pamphilou], ―Pamphilus‘ Eusebius.‖  

Richard Laqueur began the modern debate over the date and nature of the first edition of the Church 

History in 1929 by pointing out that the reference in the preface (Hist. Eccl. 1.1.2) to the Great 

Persecution under Diocletian in 303 had to be a later editorial redaction. It now seems clear that the first 

edition was not only written before 303, but that most of Bks. 1–7 represents unchanged text from that 

edition (Barnes 1981: 145–46, 346, n.10; Chesnut 1986: 116–21). Eusebius was still a research librarian 

in Pamphilus‘ library. There was no Constantine in that first edition, no Christian emperor, no triumph of 

the cross at the battle of the Milvian bridge. Eusebius at that time believed in religious pluralism and 

argued for tolerance for all religions in the Roman Empire. He nowhere sanctioned coercion or 

persecution of pagans, or of those regarded as heretics, and proclaimed that the gospel would ultimately 

triumph by the pure preaching and teaching of its truth.  

He was often strongly antimilitaristic: soldiers were decried as ―men stained with blood and with 

countless murders for the sake of children and fatherland and that sort of thing‖ (Hist. Eccl. 5.pref.3; cf. 

7.15.4). His recitation of the legend of the Thundering Legion (Hist. Eccl. 5.5.1–7) has been cited to show 

that he did not disapprove of Christians serving in the military, but here he was simply following his 

practice of incorporating in his history all the early Christian traditions he could find, and this was too 

well known a locus to omit. The usual point of this legend in its earliest Christian form was to show that 

Christians could aid the empire by praying for it as well as they could if large numbers of them had been 

willing to serve in its legions. In spite of the evidence that there were some few Christians in the Roman 

army during the first three centuries, Christians were regularly accused by the pagans of being unpatriotic 

in their more general unwillingness to fight in the legions. As he was finishing the first edition, Eusebius 

did, however, come across Dionysius of Alexandria‘s account of a group of Christians who had 

successfully used violent resistance on one occasion to drive off persecuting Roman soldiers (Hist. Eccl. 

6.40.4–9). But this does not seem to have moved him to suggest that other Christians follow their 

example, either in the first edition of the Church History or in the second.  

The beginning of the Great Persecution on February 23, 303, produced eight years of almost constant 

attack on Christians in the East. Eusebius‘ patron Pamphilus was tortured and sentenced to prison on 

November 5, 307, and eventually martyred on February 16, 310 (Eus. Mart. Pal. [both recensions] 7.3–6 

and 11.1–5; Barnes 1981: 152–54). The reigning bishop of Caesarea denied the faith at some point during 

this strife-filled eight years and the Christian flock of that city was left leaderless for the remainder of the 

persecution (Eusebius as a matter of principle refused to record how he fell, the length of time Caesarea 

was without a bishop, or even the man‘s name; see Lawlor and Oulton 1928: vol. 2, 263; Chesnut 1986: 



122). But then in 312 Constantine defeated his rival Maxentius at the battle of the Milvian bridge and 

became sole ruler of the western half of the Roman Empire. At Milan in early 313, Constantine met with 

the pagan Licinius, who now ruled the entire eastern half, and obtained an agreement that persecution of 

Christians would be halted all over the empire.  

At about the same time Eusebius, the quiet research scholar, was made bishop of Caesarea and found 

himself confronted with the task of renewing the spirit of a scattered and demoralized flock, living under 

the pagan emperor Licinius, who had been temporarily persuaded to give toleration to them. It is 

important to note that Eusebius was never Constantine‘s ―court bishop,‖ even though most of the 

literature written prior to the 1980s tends to portray him that way—he did not come under Constantine‘s 

direct rule until 324, when he himself was in his sixties.  

The second edition of the Church History, written ca. 313, portrayed Constantine calling upon ―God 

who is in heaven‖ (the Christian god? or the sun god Apollo/Mithras/Sol Invictus whose vision 

Constantine claimed he had seen in 310?) and praying for Jesus Christ (identified as the Platonic ―Logos‖ 

of the ―Heavenly God‖) to be his ―ally‖ or ―fellow fighter‖ (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 9.9.2). The pagan emperor 

Licinius was honored equally with Constantine for his ―understanding and piety‖ (Hist. Eccl. 9.9.1). 

Eusebius seems to have felt it safer to depict Constantine in language ambiguous enough to fit either a 

real Christian convert or simply a Platonic sun-worshipper (Plutarch, To an Uneducated Ruler 781f–782a) 

who was willing to ally himself with the Christians in the same way in which the emperor Philip the 

Arabian had done back in the mid-3d century (Hist. Eccl. 6.34, 6.36.3, and 6.39.1).  

Constantine defeated Licinius and took over the eastern half of the Roman Empire in 324, but Eusebius 

was not willing to regard him unambiguously as a believing Christian until eleven years later, in 335, 

when Eusebius himself was already in his seventies (Chesnut 1986: 135). Even then Eusebius was no 

more a servile tool of a Roman emperor than was Athanasius or Ambrose. His goal was always to control 

the ruling emperor in matters affecting the Christian community and to avoid being controlled by him. 

Public flattery was sometimes the best method—one that Ambrose of Milan also used on occasion.  

At the Council of Nicaea in 325, Eusebius subscribed to the conciliar decision, though with hesitation. 

But afterward, in an effort to undo the council‘s supporters, he managed to topple Eustathius, the patriarch 

of Antioch, in 330, and Athanasius, the patriarch of Alexandria, in 336. Eusebius is therefore often said to 

have been an ―Arian.‖ He would, however, better be described more as a defender of Origen‘s radical 

trinitarian and christological teaching, rather than as a supporter per se of Arius‘ version of the old, 

conservative, 2d-century angel christology, for there were many passages in Eusebius‘ hero Origen which 

could not fit the homoousios doctrine either.  

Constantine died on May 22, 337, and Eusebius almost immediately began his Life of Constantine. He 

had essentially finished it before his own death two years later, when he was almost eighty. It was not a 

―biography,‖ except perhaps in terms of the Platonizing theory of biography that one sees in Plutarch (Life 

of Pericles 1–2). It was instead a political manifesto cast in a form similar in ways to the medieval 

―Mirror of Princes.‖ It was directed at Constantine‘s three sons, who now jointly ruled the empire. The 

message was simple: the throne must be kept in Christian hands and the idol temples, whose followers 

had so recently carried out the bloodthirsty massacre of helpless Christians, should be closed down 

permanently. Constantine was portrayed both in Hellenistic style as the philosopher-king who was the 

saving image of the Logos on earth (Vita C. 1.5; De laud. 1–2) and in more Hebraic fashion as the great 

eschatological Warrior of God. The surprising new ―Warrior of God‖ motif—unknown in earlier 

Christian writings, even Eusebius‘ own—was one that would appear again and again in the Middle Ages, 

from the religious self-understanding of monarchs like St. Louis of France to the ethos of the Arthurian 

legends (Chesnut 1986: 140–74).  

Eusebius developed a complex philosophy and theology of history which stood as the only significant 

alternative in both the ancient and medieval worlds to Augustine‘s predestinarianism and determinism—

without sacrificing a profound understanding of human fallenness and the role of the nonrational. He 

should not be linked with the theological conservatives of his period, for he was a rather radical Origenist, 

who upheld the Origenistic doctrine of preexistence of souls and applied his vast knowledge of the history 



of Greek philosophy to theological problems. He argued for human free will against classical Greek 

fatalism and contemporary astrology and gnosticism, but also believed that a divine providence controlled 

the ―accidents‖ of history (ta symbebēkota, an Aristotelian term, Ph. 2.5.197a). Hence God‘s providence 

determined even the affairs of emperors and kings. As a radical Origenist, he rejected the apocalyptic idea 

of a future millennial kingdom of Christ on earth in favor of a more Platonic concept of immortal life in 

some supercosmic realm. But he also believed that this present cosmos would come to a cataclysmic end 

at some point several generations (or at most several centuries) after his own time. In a kind of ―expanded 

eschatology‖ the events of the apocalyptic end times were spread out over hundreds of years. The Pax 

Romana which began under the emperor Augustus was identified by Eusebius with the eschatological 

kingdom of peace (Isa 2:1–4; Mic 4:1–4), while the emperor Constantine and his descendants were ―the 

saints of the Most High‖ (Dan 7:18), the eschatological rulers who were to govern Rome, the fourth 

kingdom (Dan 2:31–45), until the final tribulation, when the world would be destroyed and the last 

judgment held.  

Eusebius‘ Church History was the first full-length continuous narrative history written by a Christian. 

Nothing truly comparable to it had been created before, for Hegesippus‘ Memoirs (completed between 

A.D. 175 and 189) seems to have been, from the surviving fragments, an anecdotal, basically antignostic 

work, nonchronological in organization. Sextus Julius Africanus‘ Chronographies (completed ca. A.D. 

221) seems also, from the fragments we still possess, not to have been a true narrative history but an 

attempt to establish dates, with only rare sections of historical commentary, for the primary purpose of 

calculating when the end of the world would come. (Having convinced himself that Daniel and other 

biblical texts proved that the millennium would arrive in what would be the 500th year after the birth of 

Christ and the 6000th year after the creation of the world, he wished to turn this into a date in his own 

Roman calendrical system.)  

Eusebius‘ Church History was true, continuous historical narrative, chronologically told, unlike either 

Hegesippus or Africanus; its influence over the following thousand years or more made it one of the four 

or five most important seminal works in the history of Western historiography. It relates the history of 

Christianity from the time of Jesus to the early 4th century, and is in fact the only such account which we 

possess of that 300-year period. He ―picked from the flowered meadows‖ of early Church history (Hist. 

Eccl. 1.1.4) a host of extended quotations from ancient writers, many of which would otherwise be lost to 

us, and included them at appropriate points in his Church History. He cites almost 250 passages in all, 

from Papias, Hegesippus, Quadratus, the Legend of Abgar, Clement of Alexandria‘s lost work the 

Hypotyposes, and many other sources. Nearly half of this material is preserved in Eusebius alone.  

Eusebius also preserves traditions about the early Christian community in Jerusalem, early Syriac 

Christianity, and the Ebonites; and about individuals such as the evangelists Matthew and Mark, James 

the brother of the Lord, Simon Magus, Valentinus, and Marcion. Some of the earlier traditions contain 

legendary or improbable material but can still be used, with the help of modern critical methods, to aid in 

putting together reconstructions of early Christian history. Robert M. Grant‘s Eusebius as Church 

Historian (1980) now gives a full analysis of some of the most important passages. Eusebius further 

records information about the development of the NT canon: which books were used by the earliest 

orthodox writers, which were read publicly in orthodox churches, and which were disputed (e.g., Hist. 

Eccl. 2.23.24–25; 3.3; 3.16; 3.24.2; 3.24.17–18; and 3.25). His detailed discussions are at least as 

important as, if not more so than, the early canonical lists.  

Based on the studies of Grant and Barnes (see also Chesnut 1986: 125), the various editions of the 

Church History can be reconstructed as follows:  

before the 

beginning of 

persecution in 303  

First edition:  

Most of the Books 1–7, excluding the preface at the beginning of the history at least 

in its present form, but going at least as far as the present Hist. Eccl. 7.30.22a and 

probably including also Hist. Eccl. 7.31 and Hist. Eccl. 7.32.5–21. Nothing past that 

point could be first edition material.  



ca. 313  

Second edition:  

Books 1–7.  

An eighth book incorporating the entire short recension of what is now called the 

Martyrs of Palestine.  

Book 9.  

ca. 315  

Third edition:  

Books 1–10.7 (including the present book 8, newly written to replace the older eighth 

book).  

ca. 325  
Fourth edition:  

Books 1–10 (with any older material favorable to Licinius altered or removed).  

ca. 326  

A minor additional reediting:  

Removal of any reference to the name of Constantine‘s son Crispus (executed by his 

father in 326).  

Grant gives a full account of editorial changes which Eusebius made within previously existing 

sections—for example, a two- or perhaps even three-stage change in Eusebius‘ attitude toward the book 

of Revelation and Papias (Grant 1980: 130–36).  

In another work by Eusebius, the Chronicle, he established thousands of ancient dates to produce a 

comparative chronology of ANE, Greek, Roman, and biblical history. It survives in a Latin version by 

Jerome and in an Armenian version. Unlike the critically naive Chronographies of his 3d-century 

predecessor Julius Africanus, who had thought he could discover the precise year in which the world was 

created, Eusebius explicitly stated that there was no way of dating anything in the OT, even 

approximately, prior to the time of Abraham. His Chronicle contains material, such as Manetho‘s 

Egyptian king list, which was of inestimable value in our own modern period for reconstructing the 

history of the ANE, and also valuable dates and other information on secular Greek and Roman history. 

The Eusebian Canons, still printed in standard critical texts of the NT, were invented by Eusebius as a 

means of indicating parallel passages in the gospels. His use of this device shows that he clearly 

recognized—though it was not safe to state it explicitly in his period—that one cannot set up a detailed 

chronology of the period of Jesus‘ active ministry. He also produced an Onomasticon, a work on biblical 

place names, giving geographical locations of some 600 towns, historical sites, districts, mountains, and 

rivers, and connecting them with contemporary Roman place names. It is still of great importance to 

Palestinian archaeologists for the data it gives. It his Onomasticon and Chronicle, Eusebius was also 

attempting, at the theological level, to create the sense of a Christian space and time for Roman Palestine 

(Groh 1986).  

In Against Hierocles, Eusebius argued that Jesus, rather than the pagan philosopher and miracle worker 

Apollonius of Tyana, had been the true theios anēr or divine man. In Origenist fashion, Eusebius asserted 

that Jesus was a man who was truly divine because his human soul possessed the full unfallen vision of 

God, and that his profound effect on other human beings demonstrated his divinity.  

After years of neglect, Eusebius is now increasingly being recognized as a major Christian thinker, who 

gave a serious alternative to the Augustinian theology of history, and who furnished a fascinating example 

in his own forty-year career (290s–339) of Christianity‘s transition from a persecuted, nonmilitaristic 

minority to upholders of the combined ecclesiastical, governmental, and military establishment created by 

the 4th-century Christian emperors.  
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GLENN F. CHESNUT  

EUTYCHUS (PERSON) [Gk Eutychos (Εὐτυχος)]. A young boy who, while listening to Paul in Troas, 

went to sleep and fell from an upstairs window (Acts 20:9). The story indicates that he was ―taken up 

dead‖ (not ―as dead‖). Paul is said to have ―bent over him‖ and embraced him and then said, ―Do not be 

alarmed, for his life is in him.‖ Whether or not the boy was actually dead is impossible to determine. 

Although the story is told as if he were dead, Paul‘s words, ―his life is in him,‖ may be understood as 

implying he was not actually dead. However one may resolve this ambiguity, the story appears to be 

attributing to Paul the ability to bring the dead boy back to life as Elijah and Elisha did in a similar 

manner. Paul‘s actions resemble the OT incidents involving Elijah and Elisha stretching themselves out 

over children in order the bring life back to them (1 Kgs 17:21; 2 Kgs 4:34–35).  

FRANK E. WHEELER  

EVANGELIST. See MINISTRY IN THE EARLY CHURCH.  

EVE (PERSON) [Heb ḥawwâ (ַחָּוה )]. Eve, the first woman, is an enigmatic figure. Apart from Genesis 

2–4, she is mentioned very rarely in biblical material and yet she has played an important part in 

theological discussion and debate over gender roles in society throughout the postbiblical period (Pagels 

1988). The origins of both the name and the figure have been the subject of wide-ranging scholarly 

debate.  

A. The Name ―Eve‖  

The woman in the garden of Eden story (Gen 2:4b–3:24) is given the name ḥawwâ, ―Eve,‖ in Gen 3:20. 

This verse sits awkwardly in the text and many scholars assume a different recension of the story is used 

here from that in Gen 2:23 where she is called ˒iššâ, ―woman.‖ Such a doublet could, however, arise from 

the oral tradition behind the narrative. The origin of the name ḥawwâ is uncertain. In the story the woman 

is called ḥawwâ because she is the ―mother of all living (ḥay).‖ This suggests a derivation from the root 

ḥyh, ―to live,‖ but no immediate connection can be sustained. J‘s etymology is based solely on a 

wordplay. Note that the LXX translates ḥawwâ by zōē, ―life,‖ in 3:20. Evidence from Ugaritic and 

Phoenician suggest another ancient word ―to live,‖ ḥwy from which ḥawwâ could be derived. If this is the 

case, then the name itself is either borrowed or is an ancient traditional name.  

The expression ―mother of all living‖ has suggested to some a connection between Eve and various 

ANE mother goddesses. The Akkadian goddess Mami is called bēlet kala ilī, ― mistress of all the gods,‖ 

and baniat awīlūti, ―creatress of humanity‖ (Atrahasis 1. 188–260). Ugaritic texts refer to Asherah as 

qnyt.˒ilm, ―creatress of the gods,‖ and mšnqt.˒ilm, ―nurse of the gods,‖ in her role as mother goddess. A 

Carthaginian devotional text (KAI 89) dated to the 3d or 2d century B.C.E. contains the word ḥwt, which 

could be related to Hebrew ḥawwâ. It begins rbt ḥwt ˒lt mlkt. ḥwt could be the name of a female deity or 

an epithet of a goddess, possibly Asherah or Tannit. These two divine names can be identified as referring 

to the one figure. Of all the goddesses, she is most frequently given the titles rbt, ―lady,‖ and ˒lt, 

―goddess.‖ If ḥwt is derived from a word for ―life‖ or ―to live‖ it is a fitting epithet for the mother 



goddess. These points suggest that the name given to the woman in Gen 3:20 could be a derivative of a 

title for the Canaanite mother goddess or at least an allusion to her.  

Some scholars have pointed to the similarity of the name ḥawwâ to the Aramaic word ḥewyā˒, 

―serpent.‖ In early Aramaic the word for ―serpent‖ appears to be ḥwh. They have proposed that ḥawwâ 

was originally the name of an underworld goddess or that in an earlier version of Genesis 3 Eve and the 

serpent were identical. While this is conjectural, the possible connection of ḥawwâ to a word for ―serpent‖ 

should not be overlooked. There is some tentative evidence suggesting a connection between the mother 

goddess Asherah/Tannit and serpents although the exact nature of the connection remains obscure. Both 

are strongly associated with fertility themes.  

From this discussion it could be suggested that the name ḥawwâ in Gen 3:20 is meant to allude to the 

great goddess Asherah. The designation of Eve as the ―mother of all living,‖ the presence of the motif of 

fertility, and the associations with the serpent and sacred trees all have possible counterparts in mythic 

material in which Asherah is mentioned. If such an allusion is intended, then we should note that the 

circumstances of the Gen 2:4b–3:24 narrative are the exact reversal of what one might expect in a story 

about the mother goddess. Rather than productivity and fertility, the outcome in the story in Genesis is 

death, sterility, and hardship (Gen 3:14–19). Even the ―mother of all living‖ is to suffer in childbirth. The 

interaction between Eve and the serpent, also a symbol of fertility, ultimately leads to death. The man‘s 

toil with the ground yields reward only at the price of pain and sweat. Thus Gen 2:4b–3:24 would seem to 

embrace a polemic against fertility themes of the Canaanite cult. This polemic, however, has been 

reworked by J so that now it forms part of the background of the story.  

B. Theological Considerations  

In Gen 2:20 it is stated that Eve is created to be an ˓ēzer kĕnegdô, ―a helper fit for him‖ (RSV). This 

expression has often been seen to indicate the subordination of Eve to Adam and hence generally of 

women to men in societal and family life. However, the word ˓ēzer, ―helper,‖ does not imply 

subordination. It can be used to refer to a superior person or even to God, e.g., Ps 146:5. The phrase ˓ēzer 

kĕnegdô is best understood as meaning ―a companion corresponding to him.‖ The fact that Eve is created 

second from one of the man‘s ribs and that she is tempted and submits first have also been used to argue 

for either the superiority of men over women or of women over men. The former position has been 

strongly supported historically in the traditions of Judaism (e.g., Gen. Rab. 18.2), Islam (Al-Baghawi, 

Mishkat al-Masabih), and Christianity. The only references to Eve in the NT, 2 Cor 11:3 and 1 Tim 2:11–

15, both develop this line. The argument can be traced to the present day. The latter position, arguing for 

the superiority of women over men, has been voiced more strongly recently but it had its early 

proponents, e.g., in the Talmud (Sanhedrin, 39a). In either case the arguments depend more on the 

presuppositions of the interpreters than on what the text of Gen 2:4b–3:24 states explicitly. The text in its 

original form is concerned about the potential for intimacy in the divine-human relationship and in human 

relationships in light of the alienation that exists in the world. The subordination of Eve to her husband 

(Gen 3:16) clearly stands as one of the curses of a broken creation.  
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HOWARD N. WALLACE  

EVERLASTING GOD. See NAMES OF GOD IN THE OT.  

EVI (PERSON) [Heb ˒ĕw   (י  A king of the Midianites (Num 31:8; Josh 13:21). The root ˒wy means .[( ֱאוִּ

―to seek shelter, refuge‖ in Canaanite and Arabic, and produces the personal names ˒wy (Phoenician, 



Safaitic, and ancient Syriac), ˒wy˒b˓l (Punic), ˒w˒ (Ammonite), the tribal name ˒wym (Sabaic), and the 

place names ˒wm (Sabaic, the main temple of Ma˒rib) and byt ˒wn (Heb). The name is therefore well 

attested in Semitic (Knauf 1988: 89), and need not be explained by Anatolian formatives (Mendenhall 

1973: 167).  

Historically, the five Midianite kings in Numbers 31 are difficult to deal with. Whereas Albright (1970) 

assumed that the Midianite war described in this chapter antedates the domestication of the camel (an 

observation which would now lead into the 3d millennium B.C.; Knauf 1988: 9–10), it is preferable to 

derive the Midianite ―kings‖ from a list of places forming an itinerary through N Arabia and S 

Transjordan in the Persian period (Knauf 1988: 166–67). For the localization of Evi, one of the natural 

strongholds in the Petra area (Ba˓jah or Umm al-Biyârah) is suggested.  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

EVIL [Heb ra˓ (ַשע ), rā˓â (ָשָףה ); Gk ponēros (πονηρος), ponēria (πονηρια), kakos (κακος), kakia 

(κακια)]. The opposite of good and righteous.  

A. The Old Testament  

The concept of evil in the OT has both qualitative and moral categories. Qualitatively, evil is something 

bad in nature or condition, worthless, corrupt, displeasing, undesirable, or inadequate. Evil is misfortune, 

particularly injury or threat of injury to life or standing in society. Evil can describe people (Prov 11:21; 

Ezek 30:12), names or reputations (Deut 22:14, 19; Neh 6:13), temperament (1 Sam 25:3), deep 

displeasure in someone else‘s performance (Gen 21:11–12; 28:8), despair (Gen 44:34; Prov 15:15), the 

distress common to humankind in this life (Gen 47:9; Ps 90:15), the trouble of the age (Eccl 9:12; Jer 

17:17–18; Amos 5:13), physical harm (Gen 26:28–29; 2 Sam 12:18), speech (Ps 34:13), and intentions (1 

Sam 20:7), situations (Exod 5:19), and land (Num 13:19; 20:5), disease (Deut 7:15), or animals either 

useless to the cult (Lev 27:10, 12) or dangerous (Gen 37:20, 33; Lev 26:6; Ezek 34:25). God can protect 

the faithful person or nation from these evils of life (Ps 23:4—LXX 22:4; Jer 29:11).  

Evil is also used in a moral and spiritual sense as the designation for immorality and unfaithfulness to 

the covenant. The origin of evil is the human heart (Prov 6:14; 21:10; Eccl 8:11). Evil describes idolatry 

and apostasy (Deut 4:25; 1 Kgs 11:6), disobedience to special commands of God (1 Sam 15:19), false 

prophecy (Deut 13:5), murder (2 Sam 12:9), disobedience to parents (Deut 21:20–21), false witness (Deut 

19:18–19), adultery and fornication (Deut 22:21–24), stealing (Gen 44:4; Deut 24:7), the ethical walk (Jer 

18:11; 23:22; 25:5), sin in general (Gen 13:13; Ps 51:4), and the inclination of the heart (Gen 6:5; 8:21; 

Jer 3:17; 7:24; 18:12). These sins are often described as defining good as evil and evil as good (Isa 5:20; 

Mal 2:17) or seeking evil rather than good (Amos 5:14–15; Mic 3:2). Evil is the opposite of the good and 

righteous (Gen 2:9; 3:5, 22; Prov 11:21; 12:13).  

Evil also describes God‘s judgment of the individual or nation of Israel for unfaithfulness, particularly 

to the requirements of covenant and the law of Moses (Deut 31:17–18; Jer 6:19; 18:11). This evil can take 

the form of the curses of the covenant (Josh 23:15–16), annihilation of a dynasty (1 Kgs 14:10; 21:21, 29) 

or city (2 Kgs 21:12–13), invading armies (Jer 4:6), wild beasts (Ezek 5:17; 14:21), disease (Deut 28:35, 

59), or the sending of an evil spirit (Judg 9:23; 1 Sam 16:14–15). God can also lead out of these evils (Jer 

15:21) or, as an outgrowth of his mercy (Exod 32:14) or the repentance of the unfaithful (Jer 18:8; 26:3, 

13, 19; Jonah 3:10; 4:2), change his mind about inflicting them. Humankind brings these evils upon itself 

(Deut 31:17–18; Isa 3:9) and plots them for others (Prov 14:22; Mic 2:1), but God can spare the intended 

victim (Jer 15:21).  

While the nation of Israel was independent and flourishing, while the corporate body was doing well, 

evil was viewed as the retribution from God upon individuals for sin and breaking of covenant (Judg 



2:11–15; 2 Sam 12:9–10; 1 Kgs 2:44). This evil served as a deterrent to pursuing further evil (Deut 19:20; 

Jer 36:3). The destruction of the nation by noncovenant nations, the divergence of the corporate and the 

individual emphases in Israel‘s religion (Jer 31:29–30; Ezek 18:2), the suffering of the righteous (Job 2:3; 

30:26), and the prospering of the wicked (Prov 11:21; Eccl 7:15; Jer 12:1–4; Hab 1:2–4; Mal 3:13–15), all 

presented Israel with the theological dilemma of the preponderance of evil.  

Within the confines of its own henotheism and later monotheism, Israel grappled with explaining the 

relationship of evil to its conception of God. It did not develop a metaphysical dualism in which evil 

could be explained as the work of demonic powers. Neither did it develop the concept of a capricious God 

to whom both good and evil could be ascribed. Rather it developed an ethical monotheism. Within this 

conception a major solution was to look for the justice of God in the eschatological future (Mal 4:1–3—

LXX 3:19–21), i.e., to accept the mystery of evil by conceptualizing a creator God with greater freedom 

to work in ways and for purposes that transcend human understanding (Job 42:2–3).  

B. The New Testament  

In the NT evil is also used in both qualitative and moral senses. Qualitatively, disease (Rev 16:2), fruit 

(Matt 7:17–18), nonuse of talents (Matt 25:26), an unmerciful servant (Matt 18:32), misfortune (Matt 

6:34; Luke 16:25; Acts 28:5), and the present age (Gal 1:4; Eph 5:16; 6:13) can be described as evil.  

However, the moral sense predominates in the NT. The evil person is the opposite of the good and 

righteous person (Matt 5:45; 13:49; 22:10). Evil is the disobedience to God‘s law, the preaching of Jesus, 

and the message of the apostles. It can describe human beings (Phil 3:2; 2 Tim 3:13), particularly the 

Pharisees (Matt 12:34), a faithless generation (Matt 12:39; 16:4), and those deciding against Jesus (2 

Thess 3:2; 2 Tim 3:13). It is rooted in the heart (Matt 12:34–35; Mark 7:21–23; Heb 3:12) or eyes (Matt 

6:23 par) or the love of money (1 Tim 6:10). It describes the conscience (Heb 10:22), thoughts (Matt 

15:19; Jas 2:4), deeds (John 3:19; Rom 7:19), speech (Jas 3:8; 3 John 10), and the works of the world 

(John 7:7). Evil is clearly incompatible with the new life in Christ (Rom 12:17, 21; Col 3:5; 1 Thess 5:15; 

1 Pet 3:9, 11).  

God does not tempt with evil (Jas 1:13) but rather rescues from it (2 Thess 3:3; 2 Tim 4:18). However, 

evil can be ascribed to the EVIL ONE, the Devil (John 17:15; Eph 6:16; 1 John 2:13–14; 5:18). He has 

the power to lead humankind into evil (Eph 4:27; 1 Tim 3:7; 2 Tim 2:26) but works only under the 

limitations imposed by God (John 12:31; Rev 12:9; 20:1–3). To some extent evil and theodicy have 

received an answer in the gospel of the redemption of humankind and nature by Jesus Christ. Christ has 

won a victory over the Devil (Heb 2:14–15; 1 John 3:8) and ushered in the kingdom of God. Christ‘s 

victory over evil will be consummated (1 Cor 15:24–26; Heb 10:12–13) and the Devil‘s reign ended (Rev 

20:2–3, 10). See also TDNT 3:469–87; 6: 546–66; NIDNTT 1: 561–67.  
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DUANE F. WATSON  

EVIL ONE, THE [Gk ho ponēros (ὁ πονηρος)]. A title for the Devil or Satan. There is no pre-

Christian equivalent for this title being applied to the Devil. That the title does in fact refer to the Devil is 

made clear by Matt 13:19 (ho ponēros) = Mark 4:15 (ho satanas) = Luke 8:12 (ho diablos). The Evil One 

is a title for the Devil when it is a substantive formed by the definite article and the masculine nominative 

of the adjective ponēros (Matt 13:19; 1 John 2:13–14; 5:18).  

It is uncertain whether the Evil One is a title for the Devil or an abstract concept of evil when the 

genitive tou ponēros occurs. The genitive could derive either from the masculine ho ponēros or the neuter 

ton ponēron. Although a genitive is used, a title is strongly indicated in John 17:15; Eph 6:16; and 1 John 

3:12; 5:19. On analogy with John 8:44, 47, which speaks of the alternative of being of the Devil or of God 

and contrasts Abel and Cain, the reference in 1 John 3:12 is probably titular. Since tou ponērou in 1 John 

5:19 is used in parallelism with tou theou and in conjunction with to ponēros in 5:18, it is also likely to be 

a title. The titular use of to ponēros in 1 John is a strong indication that tou ponērou in John 17:15 is used 



similarly. On account of the context of spiritual warfare and the preceding specific reference to the Devil 

in 6:11, tou ponērou in Eph 6:16 should also be in this category.  

Passages where a decision between tou ponērou as a title or an abstract concept is very difficult because 

the context lends little insight are Matt 5:37; 6:13; 13:38; 2 Thess 3:3. The references to evil in Matt 5:37 

and 13:38 are considered to be conceptual, although the reference to the Devil in 13:39 makes this 

determination for 13:38 quite uncertain. Debate centers here upon Matt 6:13, the conclusion of the Lord‘s 

Prayer. The Eastern Church takes it as a title on analogy with Matt 13:19. The Western Church takes it as 

a neuter reference to evil of the present age and the last days, and this interpretation predominates in 

current scholarship. Whatever decision is reached on Matt 6:13 is usually reached on its close parallel, 2 

Thess 3:3. For further discussion, see TDNT 6:558–62; NIDNTT 1: 566–67.  

DUANE F. WATSON  

EVIL-MERODACH (PERSON) [Heb ˒ĕw  l merōdak (יל ֶֹמשַֹדך  Third monarch of the .[( ֱאוִּ

Chaldean dynasty of Babylonia, mentioned in 2 Kgs 25:27 and Jer 52:31. The name in Akk reads Amēl-

Marduk, ―Man of Marduk.‖ In the Gk and Lat the name reads Ilumarodachus and Ulemadar respectively. 

This monarch succeeded his father Nebuchadnezzar in October of 562 B.C. and reigned for two years. 

Unlike his successors Neriglissar and Nabonidus, nothing whatsoever is known of his activities prior to 

his becoming king. In addition, while a few vase fragments and about 100 contract tablets datable to his 

reign survive, no text revealing the details of any military campaign he may have conducted has as yet 

been discovered or published. According to the OT (2 Kgs 25:27–30), the important event of his reign 

was the release of Jehoiachin, king of Judah, who had been imprisoned by Nebuchadnezzar thirty-seven 

years earlier.  

The later Gk and Lat sources, the rabbinic commentaries, and the Heb Chronicle of Jerachmeel provide 

us with most of our information concerning Evil-merodach‘s reign. Much of what these sources contain is 

legendary material. According to Lev. Rab. 18:2, high state officials took Evil-merodach and made him 

king in his father‘s place. Nebuchadnezzar subsequently threw his son into prison for life, holding him 

responsible for this act of infidelity. Evil-merodach thus refused the throne the second time it was offered 

and would only agree to accept it after Nebuchadnezzar‘s corpse was dragged from its resting place 

through the streets of Babylon. However, Jerome, in his Commentary on Isaiah 14:19, and Jerachmeel, in 

his Chronicle, assert that the leaders of the state would not allow him to become king and instead placed 

Nebuchadnezzar the Younger on the throne. According to Josephus‘ Ant. and II Abot de R. Nat., Evil-

merodach wished to release Jehoiachin from prison because he felt he had been held by his father without 

cause. After Nebuchadnezzar‘s body was removed from its resting place, Jehoiachin was immediately set 

free and given an allowance. The Babylonica of Berossus states that Evil-merodach‘s administration was 

―arbitrary and licentious,‖ but this statement is completely contradicted by the opinion voiced in the 

Bereshit Rabbah. According to Esth. Rab., Evil-merodach inherited an empty treasury because of 

Nebuchadnezzar‘s disposal of his kingdom‘s wealth before his death. Berossus comments that Evil-

merodach‘s reign ended a short time after the release of Jehoiachin, when he fell victim to a plot and was 

assassinated by his successor, Neriglissar, ―who was also his brother-in-law.‖ Unfortunately, no 

cuneiform source provides confirmation of these assertions.  
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EVODIUS, HOMILY OF. See VIRGIN, ASSUMPTION OF THE.  

EVRON (M.R. 160266). A prehistoric site near the Mediterranean coast N of Acco. Kibbutz Evron is 

on a sandstone ridge formed by the accumulation of alternating layers of sand and reddish loams. A few 

of the soils in the vicinity of Evron contain cultural remains of the Early Paleolithic. These sites, or find-

spots, are known as Zinnat, Shikun, Pardes, and the Quarry. In 1949, M. Stekelis dug three test pits in 

Zinnat. The assemblages since collected in Zinnat and Pardes by kibbutz members were studied by Gilead 



and A. Ronen. The Quarry site, discovered in 1969, was excavated by M. Prausnitz and A. Ronen in 

1976–77, and again by Ronen in 1985. Shikun site was discovered in 1980 by kibbutz members and 

studied by A. Ronen. The chronological relationships between these sites is to be considered in light of 

the geological stratigraphy seen E of the Evron ridge, summarized as follows (from top to bottom):  

1. Dark brown to black clay, about 2 m thick. Zinnat and Shikun sites, Upper Acheulian.  

2. River pebbles and gravel varying in size, 0.5–2.0 m thick.  

3. River clay with calcareous nodules, 2–4 m thick. Pardes find-spot.  

4. Yellowish sandy clay layer, 1–2.5 m thick. Mainly at the base are the finds of the Quarry site.  

5. Red loam, 1–1.5 m thick.  

6. Sandstone, 2–3 m thick.  

7. Red loam preserved only in a few thin lenses.  

8. Sandstone, 2–3 m thick.  

9. Miocene clay.  

The sequence—the longest and most complete in the coastal plain of the E Mediterranean—covers the 

Lower and Middle Pleistocene. Layers 8–5 indicate fluctuations of the sea level which resulted in the 

alternate depositions of sand and soil. Layers 4–1 indicate a continental, riverine environment, which has 

attracted humans time and again.  

A. Zinnat and Shikun  

These are similar to each other, with hand axes of Upper Acheulian character, Levallois technique, side 

scrapers, and denticulates. Bones were not preserved. These assemblages range in date from ca. 80,000–

250,000 years ago.  

B. Pardes  

Pardes has yielded a small number of artifacts attributable (although not found in excavation) to the 

lower part of layer 3. The hand axes are mostly large and ovaloid. The flake industry is too scanty to be 

indicative. Bone is not preserved.  

C. The Quarry  

The Quarry site is stratigraphically the most ancient human cultural occurrence in the coastal plain of 

Israel. The lithic assemblage contains small flake tools, not standardized to any particular form. There are 

borers, denticulates and notches, chopping tools and cores, as well as globular calcareous concretions 

(hammerstones?), all of small dimensions. Bones are well preserved, apparently due to the reduced 

environment. The animals consumed included the elephant, hippopotamus, boar, and deer. Several very 

large and coarsely made hand axes were found in the quarry refuse and seem to have originated in layer 4. 

They are very large (up to 22 cm long), have irregular edges, and were made with a small number of 

removals. In our excavation, however, no hand axe has turned up in layer 4. It is thus possible that they 

really belong to the base of the red loam of layer 3 (and hence are the equivalent of Pardes), or the hand 

axes may have been concentrated in a small area of layer 4. The age estimate for the lithic and faunal 

assemblage of the Evron Quarry site (layer 4) is between one half and one million years ago.  

These Early Paleolithic sites appear to have been feeding sites, with tool kits assigned for cutting and 

for marrow extraction of large game animals which were hunted and/or scavenged. The animal bones 

show abundant cut marks and signs of hammering. All these sites were near a river, which had possibly 

formed large marshes as a result of the obstructing formation of the Evron ridge. No site shows evidence 

for the use of fire. Other isolated Early Paleolithic remains have been found in various localities on the E 

side of the Evron ridge, probably similar to the Evron sites.  

AVRAHAM RONEN  

EWE. See SHEEP, SHEPHERD; ZOOLOGY.  

EX VOTO. The Latin phrase ex voto expresses fulfillment of a vow to make an offering in 

consideration of some benefit conferred by a deity or extraordinary being. The gifts or dedications 

(anathēmata) that are made in fulfillment of such vows are called votive offerings and are distinguished 



from stipulated sacrifices and financial obligations. (See PWSup 14: 964–73; Eitrem and Croon OCD, 

1132–33; Wachsmuth, KlPauly 5: 1355–59; Latte 1960: 46–47.)  

A basic feature of Mediterranean and Near Eastern culture is reciprocity. To confer benefits is the 

primary obligation of deities, heads of state, and all others who would aspire to a reputation for the 

highest excellence. Conversely, it is expected that the recipient of bounties will make appropriate 

acknowledgment. To hasten the process, a devotee may assure the deity that if a specific boon is granted 

the recipient will respond in the manner specified in what is termed the vow. The entire arrangement can 

be summed in the phrase do ut des (I am prepared to give in the hope that you will give).  

Homer‘s epics are replete with the policy. Athene is offered gifts, now by Trojans, now by Greeks, if 

she will secure for her petitioners safety, victory, or renown (Il. 6.86–101, 305–10; 10.284–94; Od. 

3.375–84). In Od. 16.181–85, Telemachos thinks that Odysseus is a deity and promises precious gifts in 

return for salutary intervention. Similarly, Eteokles, in Aeschylus‘ Seven against Thebes (264–87), 

pledges generous requital to the city‘s protecting deities for their help in the current crisis. Related 

promises are expressed on stone (Michel 1900: no. 21; IGR 1911: no. 1498).  

Hope of deliverance from a variety of perils induced citizens in both the private and the public sectors to 

make vows that were honored in a variety of ways. Gold tripods were a typical commemorative gift by a 

city-state after a successful military campaign (Diod. Siculus 11.26.7). A statue of victory, such as the 

Nike of Samothrace, now in the Louvre, was a popular type of war dedication. The sacred precincts of 

Asclepius became repositories of gifts made by grateful recipients of restored sight and deliverance from 

a variety of other disabilities. The coasts of Hellas, both of the mainland and the islands, were dotted with 

shrines erected in gratitude for deliverance from perils of the sea.  

During a heated battle between the Etruscans and Samites, the Roman consul Claudius Appius raised 

his hands to heaven and implored, ―Bellona, grant me the victory this day, and a temple shall be yours‖ 

(Livy 10.19.17). The consul‘s spontaneity is in striking contrast to formulations of the Arval Brethren 

(CIL 1902: no. 32363, annotation of no. 2059), which reveal the practice in official Roman quarters to 

leave nothing to chance in negotiations with deities. Dates and details of petition and response find 

precise expression. Livy‘s discussion of criticism concerning C. Flaminius (Livy 22.1.5–7) and of the 

precautions taken by Publius Licinius (42.49) disclose the monumental importance of vows in Rome‘s 

national life. To be damnatus voti meant that one was obligated to honor a vow. To such religiosity must 

be ascribed many of the public spectacles and monuments underwritten by the Roman state. Numerous 

inscriptions attest how scrupulous people in the private sector were in the fulfillment of their vows (with 

either the phrase ex voto posuit or its synonym votum solvit (ILS 1892,1902: nos. 2194, 2218, 3014, 3549, 

3562, 3964). In a playful mood, Horace reveals his piety by devoting his garments to the deity of the sea 

after having barely escaped love‘s shipwreck (Odes 1.5.12–16). In another poem, on the noxious charms 

of Barine (2.8.5–6), Horace sketches a violation of the popular understanding: Barine, the flirt, wantonly 

violates all canons of religious responsibility by making vows she does not intend to keep. With the air of 

a divine, Persius (Satires 2) preaches against hypocrisy in the making of vows, and Ovid (Art of Love 

653–54) jocosely sums a world of thought on the subject:  

Bribes work with gods as well as with humanity.  

A share to Jove, and he will bless you, trust me.  

Romans, impervious to Plato‘s earlier disclaimer of the concept (Rep. 3.390c), deviated little from the 

formulation used in Jacob‘s vow at Bethel (Gen 28:18–22; cf. Psalm 25). The OT portrays a strong sense 

of obligation, of which the most notorious example is the vow of Jephthah (Judg. 11; Hannah‘s vow had a 

happier ending, 1 Sam 1). Ps 66:13–20 offers an exemplary exhibit of the basic rationale in vows, with 

emphasis on the fact that God‘s end of the bargain has been kept, thus inviting the psalmist‘s praise and 

sacrifice (see also Pss 22:25; 50:14; 61:8; 65:1; 116, esp. vv 12–19; all rendered in the LXX with the 

formula apodidōmi euchēn). Sirach 18:21–22 warns against delaying payment of vows until one is at the 

point of death. Mal 1:14 pronounces a curse on one who tries to palm off a blemished sacrifice. The 

composer of Psalm 6 warns God that in Sheol there is no possibility of praise-filled remembrance, and the 



Epistle of Jeremiah (v 35) states that false deities cannot exact unpaid vows. Prov 7:14 is a bantering 

application of Lev 7:11–14 by a seductive woman.  

The absence from the NT of the formula apodidōmi euchēn is striking. Of a different order from ex voto 

performance in the nature of specific gifts are the obligation assumed by one who takes the vow of the 

Nazirite (Num 6; Acts 21:23–26) and the curse (anathēma) pronounced on oneself relative to a deed that 

is in progress or is to be performed (Mark 14:71; Acts 23:14).  
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FREDERICK W. DANKER  

EXACTOR OF TRIBUTE. See TAXES AND TAXATION.  

EXECRATION AND EXECRATION TEXTS. The formal cursing of persons deemed 

undesirable by the Egyptian state, and lying outside direct Egyptian control, a practice attested from the 

Old Kingdom into the early New Kingdom. The rite involved either figuring the individual in a terra-

cotta, stone, or wooden representation (whether inscribed or uninscribed), or writing his name on pottery 

vessels. The curse formula was undoubtedly then pronounced and the object broken (cf. the rite of 

―breaking the red pots‖; Schott and Sethe 1928; Borchardt 1929). In the Old Kingdom nearly every major 

pyramid temple reveals fragments of statues of bound foreigners (Nubians or Asiatics), but only one lot of 

inscribed figurines has come to light. The majority of pertinent inscribed material comes from the Middle 

Kingdom and Second Intermediate Period (Posener 1987). The practice, however, was followed so widely 

in all periods that it clearly constituted a standing policy of the state, and no inference can therefore be 

drawn regarding the political or military weakness of Egypt simply from the presence of an Execration 

Text.  

Among those cursed, native Egyptians are common, with Nubian chieftains and their tribes occupying 

premier position among foreigners. Three lots of texts, however, include sections dealing with W Asia: 

(1) the Berlin bowls acquired on the market; (2) the Mirgissa bowls from the Nubian fortress of the same 

name (Vercoutter 1963); and (3) the figurines from Saqqara, now in Cairo and Brussels (Posener 1940). 

Although the Berlin bowls were at first dated by Sethe to the 11th Dynasty, a close study of the 

paleography and orthography, as well as the discovery of the Mirgissa group, places them no earlier than 

the middle of the 12th Dynasty, and perhaps as late as the reigns of Amenemhet III and IV (Mazar 1968: 

74f., n. 22; Thompson 1974: 108–113). The Mirgissa text mentions two Nubian chiefs already known 

from the Berlin bowls. Certain Kushite princes in the Brussels texts are named as sons of a chief who also 

appears in the Berlin corpus (Posener 1940: 34, 49), suggesting that the Brussels material dates about one 

or two generations after Berlin, i.e., to the first half of the 13th Dynasty (early 18th century B.C.).  

The format of the texts is similar. The Berlin group names the chieftains of some 20 Asiatic places, 

often two or three names being associated with the same toponym. A comprehensive statement follows, 

cursing ―all Asiatics of …‖ (several places, some reduplicated from the earlier section), and ―their mighty 

men and their runners (?)‖ (see ANET, 328–29). Among the certain identifications are the land of Shutu, 

Rehob, ˓Arqata, Ashkelon, Byblos, Uzu, Yarimuta, and perhaps Jerusalem. The Brussels texts mention 

some 62 place names with their chieftains, almost invariably one chieftain to a place. The execration 

concludes, in similar fashion to that attested on the Berlin bowls, with general entries for ―tribes … and 

grandees,‖ and ―all the Asiatics of … (half a dozen places).‖ Many toponyms are instantly recognizable, 

including Ashkelon, Migdol, Shechem, Pella, Apheq, Achsaph, Rehob, Hazor Ayl (on), Siryon, Apum (= 

Damascus), Abel, Acco, ˓Arqata, Shim˓on, Ekr (on), Laish, and Beth-shemesh. Both inland and coastal 

towns are mentioned in both texts, but the latter seem to predominate in the generalizing sections. Regions 

mentioned include Damascus and the Beq˓a, the NW Negeb, and S Transjordan. Certain regions, such as 

the Ephraimite hill country and large sections of Coele-Syria are conspicuous by their absence. The 



sequence of names, especially in the Brussels texts, has suggested to some that there is a rational grouping 

along traveled routes (Yeivin 1959: 156–58).  

The significance of this material for Palestinian archaeology and biblical scholarship lies in the light it 

can shed on the political and social structure of MB Palestine and the alleged age of the patriarchs (see 

esp. Ward 1961: 141–47; Van Seters 1966: 78–81; Thompson 1974: 98–117). In the sphere of 

archaeology it has been realized that they can contribute to the debate over the date of the sedentarization 

attested in the MB I (2000–1800 B.C.; Mazar 1968: 82). It has been argued that the Berlin texts reflect a 

societal stage in which individual districts were partitioned among a number of chieftains and their clans, 

thus arguably still in a nonsettled state, while the Brussels texts from ca. 50 years later reveal a situation 

in which individual toponyms, mostly identifiable with town names, are paired with a single princely 

name, and thus reflect a state of increasing urbanization. This interpretation, which had formerly achieved 

a certain degree of acceptance, is now widely challenged (Thompson 1974: 113–17; Weinstein 1975: 13); 

and thus the bearing of the Execration Texts on the social and political history of Palestine remains moot.  

The personal names in both sets of texts conform to the W Semitic (―Amorite‖) onomasticon of the MB 

II period, devoid of names of clear Hurrian or Aryan derivation (Moran 1957; Goetze, 1958; APNM).  
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DONALD B. REDFORD  

EXECUTIONER. See PUNISHMENTS AND CRIMES.  

EXEGESIS. The process of careful, analytical study of biblical passages undertaken in order to 

produce useful interpretations of those passages. Ideally, exegesis involves the analysis of the biblical text 

in the language of its original or earliest available form, since any translation presents at least a slight 

barrier to precise definition of the intent of the passage‘s words. The passage involved may be of virtually 

any length, subject to the interest of the exegete. The goal of exegesis is to know neither less nor more 

than the information actually contained in the passage. Exegesis, in other words, places no premium on 

speculation or inventiveness; novelty in interpretation is not prized. In most circles, exegesis is also part 

of the theological enterprise, functioning as a basic means of achieving accuracy in interpreting the word 

of God.  

———  
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9. Biblical Context  
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11. Secondary Literature  

12. Application  
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A. Introduction  

To a considerable degree, the actual task of exegesis involves examining a passage as carefully as 

possible from as many angles as possible. In practice this means asking of the text all the questions whose 

answers might give insight into the text‘s meaning. For convenience, we may group the process of 

examination into twelve major steps, arranged in an order that lends itself to a logical progression through 

the entire exegesis process. The steps are interrelated and should not be viewed as independent stages 

guaranteeing adequate results when followed through once.  

An exegesis article or paper (a selective presentation of the results of the process) may be organized in 

any of several formats, including the verse-by-verse or section-by-section ―commentary‖ style, or 

according to groupings thought most important by the writer. The proportion of attention one must be 

prepared to give to any given part of the process may vary with the passage(s), since different passages 

demand different levels of concentration on issues. In other words, no two written exegeses will look 

exactly the same since no two passages are exactly the same.  

B. Process  

1. Text. A first step in virtually any exegesis is the establishment of the text. By this is meant first 

determining the length of the passage in terms of its logical beginning and ending point, which must be 

established with care lest an original author‘s meaning be distorted by beginning or ending the analysis in 

what is in fact a midpoint according to the original author‘s thought. Secondly, establishing the text 

requires determining to the best degree possible the original wording of the passage. Before the invention 

of the printing press, accidental miscopies readily accrued to the various manuscripts. Getting back to the 

original text, insofar as this is possible, involves examining all relevant evidence available and inducing 

from it the most likely original wording. This involves asking the basic question: ―What original wording 

would best account for the subsequent history of the text?‖ Among the pieces of evidence employed in 

this task are the many ancient translations. In the case of the OT, these include the Septuagint (LXX, the 

Greek OT) and its successive revisions (such as that of Theodotion, Aquila, and Symmachus, as well as 

Origen‘s Hexapla), the Aramaic, the Syriac (Peshitta), the Latin (including the Vulgate), and early 

Hebrew sources such as the Dead Sea Scrolls. In the case of the NT, textual reconstruction relies largely 

on comparisons of Greek manuscripts. There are more of them and they are dated comparatively close to 

the presumed original, as compared to the Hebrew manuscripts of the OT. Manuscripts in such languages 

as Coptic, Latin, Syriac, Armenian, and Ethiopic are also consulted, though the manuscripts in these 

languages are not usually considered as important as those in Greek.  

Many textual decisions cannot be made on the basis of a mechanistic comparison of ancient 

manuscripts, however. Textual criticism always involves the exegete‘s best judgment about what was 

likely to be the original wording, and this involves becoming so familiar with the book in which the 

passage is contained, and with its author, that one can reasonably rule out wordings that might seem to be 

suggested by scanty or faulty manuscript evidence, inconsistent with what the rest of the book or author‘s 

works contain. The text is first established tentatively, and reviewed as to its correctness during the 

remainder of the steps of the exegesis process.  

2. Translation. Since the languages of the Bible are no longer spoken (modern Hebrew, Aramaic, and 

Greek differ considerably from their ancient counterparts), exegesis invariably involves translating the 

ancient text (once established) into the desired modern ―receptor‖ language, i.e., the language of the 

exegete and his or her audience. One measure of the degree to which the exegete has correctly understood 

the passage is the degree to which he or she can translate it convincingly into a modern language. A so-

called literal translation is not necessarily the goal, since literal translations provide wooden, word-for-

word representations that do not reflect normal idiomatic speech in the receptor language. Instead, the 



goal is a translation so natural and appropriate to the receptor language that the exegete can fairly say that 

the translated text conveys the same thing to the mind as does the original text.  

There are many variables in this part of the process. Poetry can be difficult to translate satisfactorily 

since some of its impact is contained not in the meaning of its individual words, but in the beauty of how 

those words are chosen and put together. Poetry inevitably loses some of its effectiveness, therefore, in 

translation. Since virtually all exegetes rightly attach more importance to meaning than to form, that 

which is poetry in the original language is routinely—and necessarily—translated into what amounts to 

prose in the receptor language.  

3. Historical Context. Investigating and identifying the historical context of a passage is a pivotal step 

in the exegesis process. Reconstructing this historical context helps provide the exegete with a potentially 

clearer sense of the meaning of the passage than would otherwise be possible, by providing some of the 

general knowledge that its original audience(s) relied upon to understand what was said and/or written. 

There are at least five substeps to this aspect of exegesis. (1) The historical background to the passage 

must be learned, including whatever can be known of historical events that preceded and in any way may 

explicate statements contained in the passage. (2) The foreground must also be investigated, so that 

anything that the passage led to or anticipated is not overlooked. (3) The social setting (in the ancient 

world) of the topics or assumptions in the passage needs analysis. (4) Any geographical contents or 

allusions must be explored, so that such specifics, if present in the mind of the writer, may be fully 

appreciated. (5) The attempt is made to identify as closely as possible the date of the passage‘s 

composition, so that its historical context may be fixed with relative precision and its relationship to other 

datable passages explored as needed.  

4. Literary Context. This aspect of the exegesis process seeks to understand the implications of the 

position of a passage within a major division of a biblical book, and within the overall structure of the 

book itself. What does the passage immediately follow and precede? What does it depend upon that has 

already been said to the reader, and what does it tell the reader that subsequent passages will reflect in 

some way? Any passage in any biblical book is either part of a structured progression of information (as 

in one of the historical books) or a particular instance of a type of literary unit among similar or different 

types collected in a biblical book (as one psalm in the Psalter). The author or editor of any book has 

presumably used some sort of criterion for the arrangement of the material as now found (even if that 

criterion is simple randomness or convenience of grouping according to the order in which the materials 

came into his or her hand), and any passage can somehow be identified by its contribution to that 

arrangement and its influence upon it. Conversely, some of the meaning of any statement or passage is 

derived from its position within a larger document, since meaning is at least partly a function of context.  

Included within the process of examining the literary context of a passage are four steps: (1) 

examination of the literary function (the manner in which it fills in, adds on, begins, completes, or 

balances the portion and/or book in which it occurs); (2) examination of the placement (how its location 

within the section, book, division, Testament, and Bible may reveal something about its style, type, 

purpose, literary integration, function, etc.); (3) analysis of the detail (the degree to which the passage is 

comprehensive, selective, shaped by a special perspective, etc.); (4) analysis of authorship (whether or not 

the human author or editor can be identified and thereby his or her meaning and purposes can be further 

determined by comparison to other material produced by the same or similar author(s) or editor(s). 

Examination of the authorship will also include observations about any special features of style, 

vocabulary, motif, theological perspective, and the like—whether or not the passage‘s human author can 

be known.  

5. Form. There are many genres of literature, and any individual piece of literature will necessarily be 

characteristic of one (or more) of these genres. In the Bible eight major genres predominate: law, 

historical narrative, gospel (a unique type of historical narrative), illustrative narrative (e.g., parables and 

allegories), wisdom, prophecy, hymnody, and epistle. Along with these broad delineations of genre there 

are the two major stylistic determiners: whether the passage is prose or poetry (though some passages are 



a mix thereof. Of the basic eight, there are scores of further subdivisions, somewhat subjectively 

described by scholars, whose distinguishing terminology for the individual forms is not standardized.  

After one identifies the broad, general genre in which a passage is to be classified, it is then necessary to 

determine the specific literary form. For example, if the overall genre is that of a ―record‖ it is necessary 

to specify which particular form of record is at hand (contract, letter, list, law, cultic ordinance, etc.). 

Within the form it may also be possible to identify a subtype. If the form is law, the subtype might be 

apodictic, or unconditional, law (as in the Decalogue), or casuistic law (the paradigmatic case law that 

predominates in the Pentateuch); a further subform might be criminal law as opposed to civil law; or law 

with a prescribed penalty as opposed to law without a specific penalty; etc. It is desirable to describe a 

form as specifically and narrowly as possible without making it one of a kind. A major benefit of form 

analysis is the opportunity to compare the specific instance under analysis with similar forms. This is lost 

if the form is defined to such an extent as to become unique. A form is identified by what it holds in 

common with other comparable passages; unique features, peculiar to the passage, may be present, but 

these should be noted as ad hoc rather than as characteristic.  

Identification of form may lead to a suggestion of life setting. An ―individual psalm of thanksgiving,‖ 

the form of fifteen passages in the OT (mostly in the Psalter) was used by individuals to express their 

gratitude to God for deliverance from a misery or danger (judging inductively from all the information we 

have about such psalms). Thus, even when such a psalm is found without an indication of its purpose in 

the immediate context, we may still postulate the use to which it was put, simply because we can be 

reasonably confident that such psalms fit certain kinds of ―life settings.‖ Overemphasis on life settings is 

not justified, however. Virtually any form can be reused or adapted for new purposes and in new 

situations, i.e., secondary or ―adapted‖ settings. For example, a psalm originally designed for worship at 

the Jerusalem temple in the days of the Israelite monarchy could be used to express joy in God by 

Christians imprisoned in a Macedonian jail in the Roman era (Acts 16:25).  

It is necessary, finally, to analyze the completeness of the form in question, being alert to the possibility 

of partial or broken forms. A biblical writer need not provide all the features typically associated with a 

given form; to provide even a single key or characteristic feature of a form may be enough to clue the 

reader to that form. For example, the Gk verb eucharistō, ―I thank,‖ may be enough to alert the reader of a 

NT epistle that its author has begun the transition from the greeting section to the thanksgiving section 

characteristic of NT era letters. The presence of a vocabulary word like the Heb imperative hôši˓ēn  , ―save 

me,‖ may be enough to suggest to the reader that a psalm may be of the common individual lament type.  

Form analysis cannot reliably be used to date passages or to evaluate their historicity. Its primary value 

is in allowing for comparison with similar forms and for identifying those features of meaning shared by 

all such forms and thus contained within the particular form in question. For example, it is a rather well-

established interpretational rule that parables, with few exceptions, have a single pedagogic aim—in other 

words, they make a single point. It can then be assumed in the case of any given parable that there will be 

a single point that the parable intends the reader to grasp, rather than many meanings. Such a conclusion 

is inherent to the proper interpretation of parables, which share this feature common to their literary form.  

6. Structure. Although it is often necessary to pay some attention to a passage‘s structure as part of the 

process of identifying its form, it is desirable that the structure should be analyzed carefully as a separate 

step in exegesis, since the structure of a unit of literature is invariably a guide to its logic. Five stages of 

analysis may be mentioned:  

a. Outlining the passage. Simple as it may seem, outlining is a process that helps the exegete represent 

the major units of information in a passage. For an outline to be useful, it must be a natural outgrowth of 

the passage, and not an artificial imposition of order on it. Both quantitative (sheer volume of material) 

and qualitative (significance of the material) factors must be taken into consideration in constructing an 

outline that represents fairly the import of the various components of the passage. It is normal to outline a 

passage with three to five major divisions, simply because, as learning theorists have frequently pointed 

out, the human mind tends to organize material that way. However, there may be many minor divisions, 

in units as small as individual sentences, clauses, and phrases, which may prove upon analysis to 



constitute internal structures important to the passage‘s meaning. An outline should be as detailed as 

possible without becoming forced or artificial. Conclusions about overall structure can then be drawn.  

b. Pattern analysis. Any passage will be made up of meaningful thought patterns, which may be 

identified as to their key features (e.g., transitions, resumptions, central or pivotal terms, parallelisms, 

chiasms, inclusios, unique forms of phrase, and other such repetitious or progressive patterns). By design, 

poetry contains more striking structural patterns, especially repetition, than does prose. It is especially 

important to identify any structural patterns that are either unexpected or unique in the passage. All 

patterns, however, must be evaluated and the results interpreted for purposes of further refining one‘s 

understanding of the meaning of the passage.  

c. Analysis of structure according to descending units of size. It is normally helpful to move from 

largest to smallest units of structure (from passage to paragraph to sentence/verse to clause to phrase to 

term to word to sound) and where possible to identify how major or minor a given pattern seems to be in 

the passage.  

d. Minor patterns must be evaluated as to intentionality. A pattern may be accidental rather than 

purposeful (e.g., the repetition of certain vowel sounds in close proximity to one another, or the repetition 

of a verbal root in two successive verses) and thus have no intended significance for the meaning of the 

passage. Major patterns are so obvious that it is hard to doubt that they were intended by the ancient 

writer/speaker and easily recognized by his or her audience. Minor patterns may be more subjective. One 

must be careful not to assume that a pattern visible on the printed page of a modern Hebrew or Greek 

Bible after lengthy analysis would have been noticeable on the page of an ancient manuscript or to the 

original hearers of a portion of Scripture. Naturally, patterns evident only in translations from the original 

are irrelevant to accurate exegesis.  

e. Poetic structural patterns must be analyzed according to the canons of poetry. This is a special task in 

itself, yet absolutely necessary in the portions of the Bible that are written in poetry (almost one third of 

the OT; small portions of the NT). The exegete analyzing poetry must identify the parallelism (couplets, 

triplets, and occasionally quatrains), the scansion (the metrical pattern or cadence of the poetry), rhyme, 

assonance, acrostic or chiastic patterns, and metrical formulas (stock phrases employed to meet the 

demands of metrical patterns in given contexts), and must evaluate the interrelationship of these to the 

meaning of the passage. For example, Ps 19:1 (―The heavens declare the glory of God/ And the earth 

shows his handiwork‖) does not make two different statements; i.e., that God‘s glory is seen in the sky 

whereas his handiwork is seen in the earth. Rather, this synonymous parallelism, according to well-

attested canons of Hebrew poetry, makes a single essential point, which may be paraphrased as: ―The 

heavens and earth demonstrate God‘s glorious handiwork.‖ The type of parallelism, in other words, is a 

factor in the analysis of the meaning, which is the goal of exegesis. Such linguistic devices as epiphora 

(repetition of final sounds), anaphora (repetition of initial sounds), assonance (repetition or juxtaposition 

of similar sounds), paronomoasia (play on words), figure etymologica (plays on word roots, often 

involving names), and other literary devices must be identified, and their use within the passage evaluated 

so that these factors will be neither ignored nor overemphasized as to their contribution to the meaning.  

7. Grammar. Since grammar is the logical substructure of language, a correct understanding of 

grammar is essential to the correct understanding of the logic of statements made in a passage. The 

exegete must analyze the grammar of the passage under review, in the original, to determine if any 

grammatical ambiguities or uncertainties exist. It may be the case that a part of the passage is not certain 

as to its meaning because the interpretation of the grammar is difficult or debatable. Certain kinds of 

grammatical features are often important clues to meaning, including ellipsis, asyndeton, prostaxis, 

parataxis, anacolouthon, aposeopesis, and so forth.  

Orthographic and morphological analysis can provide important grammatical indices of meaning and 

sometimes even point toward the date of a passage. Orthography is normally more relevant to Hebrew 

exegesis than to Greek, since the OT was produced over a much longer period of time, during which 

Hebrew spelling habits evolved in a discernible manner. As a result, unusual orthographies may 

sometimes represent genuinely ancient forms preserved by tradition, or even by accident, through 



centuries of hand copying of the text. Since Hebrew spelling was partly reflective of dialect, it can even 

be the case that orthography gives clues as to geographical origin, as in the paronomasia of Amos 8:1–3, 

whose play between Heb qyṣ, ―harvest,‖ and qṣ, ―end,‖ would have been most effective in N Israel, where 

both words were pronounced qēṣ in Amos‘ day, as opposed to the S (Judah) where the word for harvest 

was pronounced qayiṣ and the word for end pronounced qēṣ. Commentators with insufficient knowledge 

of the grammar of the Bible‘s original languages may commit a variety of errors, including mistranslation 

and faulty analysis of logic. Those unaware of the history of pronunciation of Hebrew, for example, 

sometimes infer the presence of rhyme on the basis of the medieval Masoretic vocalizations when the 

original pronunciations would have been quite different. Those unfamiliar with the special rules of 

grammar that apply to Hebrew poetry as opposed to those for prose sometimes misunderstand even the 

tenses of the verbs in poetic contexts. In NT Greek, likewise, failure to appreciate simple syntactical uses 

of common words can cause distortions in comprehension, as in the somewhat confusing translation of 

John 3:16, ―For God so loved the world …,‖ better translated ―God thus loved the world …‖ It is highly 

unlikely that Gk houtos, ―so,‖ in this context could mean ―so‖ in the usually understood sense of ―so 

much‖ but highly likely that it means ―thus‖ in the sense of ―in this manner‖ (referring to the manner of 

God‘s love as described in John 3:14–15).  

8. Lexical Analysis. A correct understanding of the meaning of the words and terms of a passage is 

essential to proper exegesis. It is necessary, first, to attempt to identify for the audience of the exegesis 

any words or terms whose meanings might not be obvious. Normally one works in descending order from 

entire clauses, where applicable, to individual words or even parts of words in seeking to provide precise 

definitions for the terminology. Terms such as proper nouns almost always deserve attention in a full 

exegesis. Naturally, it is the terminology of the original language that one is after—analyzing words in 

translation is of limited value.  

Eventually it is necessary to attempt to identify the key wordings of the passage—those that are 

somehow essential or pivotal, or else sufficiently opaque at first reading as to demand exploration. The 

number of difficult or pivotal words in a passage cannot be predicted in advance; it will be a function of 

the passage‘s own uniqueness.  

The most important words must be studied carefully, via a process widely known as ―word study,‖ by 

which all the potential meanings of a word or term are considered with the goal of determining which of 

them applies in the passage at hand. Additionally, any special semantic features must be identified and 

analyzed as to their meaning for the interpretation of the passage. Such features could include irony, 

anaphora, epiphora, paronomasia, metonymy, synecdoche, hendiadys, formulae, loan words, and 

etymological oddities.  

The science of semantics, which governs lexical analysis, demands careful effort on the part of the 

exegete. Naive approaches to defining words are still widespread in the world of biblical studies. The 

exegete must strive to avoid such common faults as illegitimate totality transfer (thinking that all or any of 

the potential meanings of a word apply to that word in any passage where it occurs), excessive reliance on 

etymology (thinking that the original or ―root‖ meaning of a word stays with that word and is part of its 

meaning in every place it is used), and extracontextualism (finding a meaning for the given term in some 

usage far removed in time, circumstance, or ethos from the passage at hand and assuming that such a 

meaning ―fits‖ the term‘s use in the passage). In all lexical study, it is imperative that the meaning in the 

present context be given precedence over all other considerations. The fact that a word may be used 99 

percent of the time it is found in ancient writings to mean one thing is essentially irrelevant if in the 

context of the biblical passage under study it is used to mean something else. Any author may choose to 

use even a common word in an unusual way. Thus the final question must always be ―How is it used 

here?‖ rather than ―How does its use elsewhere tell us what it means here?‖ The latter question is not 

always entirely useless; it is, however, always a secondary question in lexical analysis to the question of 

meaning in the immediate context.  

9. Biblical Context. By this point in the exegesis process, the exegete must draw together enough of the 

information provided by the results of the previous steps to begin to focus on the passage as a whole in 



terms of its overall ―message.‖ To be sure, this is a subjective enterprise to some degree, but it is essential 

in light of the fact that in any passage the meaning of the whole is different from a mere compilation of 

findings made about the individual parts. One must move from paying primary attention to the individual 

features to treating the passage as an entity. How this entity fits into the broader body of truth contained in 

the Bible as a whole now becomes the focus. The exegete must keep in mind at this stage any essential 

characteristics, clear implications, or other central observations made as a result of the stages of the 

exegesis process pursued thus far.  

It is necessary now to analyze the use or reuse of the passage elsewhere in Scripture if it or any part of it 

is quoted or alluded to at another place. How and why the passage is used elsewhere may yield clues as to 

its meaning or value, and at least how it may have been interpreted within a time and culture much closer 

to its original composition than our own. Occasionally, an awareness of special circumstances under 

which it is quoted or alluded to may aid in its interpretation.  

Even if a passage is not quoted or alluded to elsewhere in the Bible, one must still analyze its relation to 

the rest of Scripture, by determining how the passage functions dogmatically in the section, book division, 

Testament, and Bible (usually in that order) of which it is a part. Here the exegete must ask how the 

passage or any of its elements compares to other Scriptures that address or relate to the same sorts of 

issues. In other words, one asks how the passage is similar or dissimilar to its immediate and broader 

context. This is, of course, a large question, but it must nevertheless be explored, based on one‘s general 

knowledge of the content of the Bible.  

Finally, the passage‘s import for understanding other parts of the Bible must be evaluated. The exegete 

must try to determine if the meaning of any other passage in part hinges on this passage, or if other 

elements in Scripture help make this passage comprehensible. Interrelationships or dependencies in 

meaning may well reach across literary or historical categories. It is necessary to determine whether or not 

the passage deals with issues that are in fact dealt with in the same way, or in a contrasting way, 

elsewhere in the Bible. An important question to ask in conjunction with this step of the exegesis process 

is whether or not there is any part of the message of the Bible that would be lost or rendered less complete 

by the absence of this passage. In effect, answering that question tells us what the passage actually 

contributes to the Bible.  

10. Theology. There is a natural continuity from biblical context to theology. Theology is here defined 

as the systematic study of revealed truth. The exegete will properly be concerned to determine how the 

passage being studied fits within the whole corpus of revelation, asking to which covenant the passage is 

directed, its limitations with regard to the progression of covenants in the Bible, the extent of its 

continuing relevance as an indicator of God‘s relationship to his creation, or as an indication of God‘s 

character, standards, immanence, transcendence, etc. Also, it is necessary to explore the way that the 

passage might or might not be related to broader theological concerns, and the general theological 

categories to which the passage contributes (e.g., theology proper, anthropology, Christology, 

pneumatology, harmatiology, soteriology, ecclesiology, eschatology, etc.). The nature of this contribution 

(via overt vocabulary, general subject matter, allusion, etc.) must be ascertained. An overdependence 

upon the vocabulary of the passage must be avoided here, since passages do not always contain terms that 

by themselves identify the meaning. That is to say, words are not the same as concepts; a passage that 

illustrates the love of God need not itself mention either of the words ―love‖ or ―God.‖  

Beyond the general topics of doctrine that the passage raises or contributes to, it is necessary to identify 

specific issues (e.g., the problems, blessings, concerns, confidences, ethics, etc.) about which the passage 

has something to say. If the passage raises complications for certain parts of the theological agenda while 

clarifying others, this must be evaluated as well.  

The theological contribution of the passage must be established as accurately as possible. To what 

extent does the passage contribute to the solution of any theological issues and how? How major or minor 

is the passage‘s contribution, and in what way does the passage conform to the entire system of revealed 

truth? To what extent is the passage theologically obscure or insoluble? The exegete must be careful in 

this process not to force the passage into a theological mold; any passage of Scripture has some 



contribution to make to theology; but some are much more obviously identified as to their theological 

orientation than others.  

11. Secondary Literature. By this stage, the exegete will of necessity have consulted many kinds of 

books and articles, such as grammars, commentaries, atlases, lexicons, etc. It is important, however, not to 

limit use of the secondary literature to such ad hoc consultations. A systematic survey of the secondary 

literature on or directly related to the passage is desirable. Investigating what others have written on the 

passage is necessary, both to supplement what one may have already concluded, and also to correct 

anything that a reading of the secondary literature might demonstrate to be wrong.  

A convincing exegesis should establish its conclusions both in concert with conclusions reached by 

some scholars and against conclusions reached by others. At this stage in the process the exegete must 

revise tentative conclusions reached earlier, if comparison to the work of others demonstrates the need for 

better analysis of the passage. Making additions and corrections to one‘s work is a normal part of the 

process. It is especially valuable to analyze the relative weight that other scholars have given to the 

various components of the passage. The exegete must attempt to decide if he or she has in fact understood 

the passage well enough to have weighed the import of the various contents properly relative to one 

another, and has weighed the importance of the passage‘s features in a manner that best portrays its 

meaning.  

It is of course the case that passages on which a large amount of scholarship has been published will be 

somewhat easier to review in this way than passages which have attracted relatively little attention from 

the scholarly community. Some passages have been the subject of scholarly study only in commentaries, 

and that not thoroughly. Others have been subjects of investigation in journal articles only with regard to 

limited aspects of the exegesis process (e.g., the text of the passage, or difficult words therein, but not the 

full range of exegetical investigation). Nevertheless, the exegete must review the literature as thoroughly 

as possible and be informed accordingly.  

12. Application. There is no disagreement among scholars on the purpose of exegesis: to determine the 

meaning of a passage. However, some exegetes hold that the goal of exegesis is merely the determination 

of the meaning of a passage to its original audience (what the passage once meant), rather than the 

determination as well of what the passage says to a modern reader who desires to understand its import 

for his or her life at the present (what the passage means now). Nonetheless, the vast majority of people 

who study the Bible do so not as an intellectual exercise but as a spiritual one: they are looking for 

guidance relative to their faith and practice. Pretending that exegesis can be kept more ―neutral‖ or 

―objective‖ by avoiding the question of current relevance of a biblical passage is thus a curtailing of 

activity just before the desired outcome—from the point of view of most readers—is achieved.  

Hermeneutics, the science of interpretation, attempts to bridge barriers that would prevent a modern 

understanding of a biblical text. The standards of this science are variously defined, but important to an 

accurate interpretation of the passage is a basic hermeneutical rule: a passage cannot mean now what it 

could not originally have meant. That is, there is no valid modern application of a passage that was not 

also a potentially valid application of the passage for its original audience. Some applications appropriate 

to their original audiences may now no longer be valid—for example, if the application was in part 

directed strictly toward some person or group or situation no longer in existence (e.g., 2 Tim 2:21). On the 

other hand, the extent to which a passage may have applied to its original audience may not be identical to 

the extent (greater or lesser) of its application to us (e.g., Exod 27:1–8). It may be noted that the exegete, 

the person who has developed expertise in the passage, is in the best position to recommend its proper 

application, as opposed to someone who has not been involved in the process prior to attempting to 

determine how the passage might apply.  

There are seven types of clarification necessary if an application is to be accurate. They are:  

(1) Clarification of comparable particulars. Here the exegete identifies those factors, issues, situations, 

life contexts, etc., that are still sufficiently analogous to that which prevailed at the time of the original 

composition of the passage as to constitute ―comparable‖ particulars. Some things have changed 

appreciably from ancient times to modern; some have not. Where the situation of the modern reader is in 



essence comparable to the situation of the ancient reader as regards issues addressed in the passage, the 

modern reader will profit from the same essential application of the passage that the ancient reader would 

have properly made.  

(2) Clarification of the nature of the application. Though the distinction is sometimes artificial, it is 

useful to ask whether a passage informs its readers or directs them. A passage containing or characterized 

by imperative, instruction, demand, command, etc., is a passage which in whole or in part may be said to 

direct the reader. A passage which describes, narrates, praises, etc., may be said to inform. Many 

passages, of course, do both, and the extent to which this is the case is an important feature of the 

application of the passage.  

(3) Clarification of the areas of application. Here it is faith or action that the exegete is interested in. 

While these two elements should actually go together in the life of a believer, they are distinct entities and 

a given passage may concentrate on one more than the other. The extent to which this is observed to be so 

is a factor in the application process.  

(4) Clarification of the audience. At this point the exegete must determine to whom the passage is 

directed. A delineation must be made as to whether the passage is aimed at personal or corporate 

application. Is it directed to a person or a group? What sort of person? What sort of group?  

(5) Clarification of categories. The actual subject matter of the application must be identified as 

precisely as possible. A passage about personal piety is quite different from a passage about national 

deliverance. Location of the subject matter within the various realms of life (social, economic, religious, 

familiar, financial, etc.) is an appropriate step in specifying the application.  

(6) Clarification of the time focus. A passage‘s focus may be past, present, or future, or a combination 

of these. Some passages call for an appreciation of what has occurred. Some call for a response to what is 

occurring. Some call for a preparedness for what will occur on the basis of what has occurred.  

(7) Clarification of the limits. An accurate understanding of any piece of literature may require not only 

a description of what it says, but also some analysis of what it does not say. It may well be necessary, in 

other words, to obviate any application that a well-intentioned reader might think at first glance is 

appropriate to the passage, but which in fact the exegete can determine is not. Applications of any passage 

should be limited as carefully as possible.  

Two of the most common tendencies of misapplication are moralizing from narratives and universal 

personalizing of ad hoc circumstances. Narratives tell what happened and are not designed to provide 

hidden ethical norms. Nearly all Bible characters do both good and bad things; following their example or 

learning from the ―moral‖ of the stories about them is risky if not carefully controlled. With regard to 

universal personalizing, the mentality behind the words ―we all have our‖ is often characteristic of 

inappropriate reasoning from a single given event mentioned in the Bible to a common ―personal‖ 

application, as if the reason for the passage‘s existence is that the same sort of thing mentioned in the 

passage somehow happens to everyone. Applying the story of Jesus‘ calming a storm (Mark 4:35–41 and 

parallels) by averring that ―we all have our storms in life …‖ is an example of the sort of extremely 

common but erroneous application against which the exegete must set limits.  
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DOUGLAS STUART  

EXEGESIS ON THE SOUL (NHC II,6). A devout gnosticizing early Christian exhortation to 

otherworldliness composed of narrative, Scripture, and paraenesis. No trace of the presumed Greek 

original remains except the Coptic translation (Sahidic dialect) on pp. 127–37 of Codex II from the cache 

of late 4th-century copies of earlier translations found in 1945 at Nag Hammadi in Upper Egypt. Based on 



its Christian piety (Moon 1983), use of the Bible (Scopello 1985), and affinities with the Valentinian 

Sophia myth and Alexandrian thought (Sevrin 1983), hypotheses on its origins have ranged from the 2d to 

4th centuries in Alexandria.  

The narrative (127, 22–129, 5; 131, 13–132, 10.13–15.18–27; 133,10–11.14–15; 133,31–134,3.8–

11.25–28) runs as follows. Originally the soul was ―alone with the Father … virgin and androgynous in 

form.‖ The narrative begins ―when she fell down into a body and came to this life.‖ Here in this world the 

life of the soul—personified as a woman, Psyche (the Greek word for soul, feminine gender)—is a sad 

story: she was raped, abused by one and then another and by still others, deceived, and cast aside, left 

abandoned with her deformed children. Under compulsion, deceit, and the shame of complicity, she 

seemed trapped with no escape, but ―she perceives the straits she is in‖ (131,17) and did the proper thing 

(in paraenetic jargon: ―it is fitting‖): she sighed and repented, called on the father for deliverance, and was 

heard and rescued. The father sent from heaven ―her man … her brother, the first-born … the 

bridegroom‖ (132,7–9). She bathed, prepared for the wedding, perfumed the bridal chamber, and waited 

for the bridegroom—anxiously, ―for she did not know what he looked like; she no longer remembers 

since the time she fell from her Father‘s house‖ (132,19–21). But she did recognize him; she ―enjoyed her 

beloved, and [he also] loved her. And when she had intercourse with him, she got from him the seed that 

is the life-giving Spirit, so that by him she bears good children …‖ (133,33–134,3). In this union the soul 

―received the divine nature from the Father for her rejuvenation, so that she might be restored to the place 

where originally she had been‖ (134,8–11).  

From the start of the story sexual abuse is the myth‘s linguistic imagery, but the sense conveyed in the 

rest of the narrative fixes not on the sexual violation but on sexuality itself. Before ―she fell down into a 

body and came to this life,‖ Psyche ―was virgin and androgynous‖ (hendiadys: virginity [purity] = 

nonsexual androgyne). In her prayer the wrong she confessed was ―I abandoned my house and fled from 

my maiden‘s quarters‖ (128,36–129,1). The afflictions she suffered were not the real defilement but its 

consequence: ―many are the afflictions that have come upon her because she abandoned her house‖ 

(129,4–5). The rescue was accomplished by sending from heaven her mate (132,7–10), with whom she 

was reunited in marriage, thereby reconstituting the asexual androgyne. ―So the cleansing of the soul is to 

regain the [newness] of her former nature …‖ (131,34–132,1). The narrative makes clear that the soul‘s 

fall into bodily existence (abandoning her house) was wrong, but it offers no explanation. That is added in 

a gloss on Genesis 2: ―the woman led astray the man who is her brother‖ (133,4–9). In structure as well as 

in substance, the gloss is of central importance; it stands where the several parts of Exeg. Soul are tied 

together, within a complicated composition of didactic instruction and interpretation of Scripture (132,27–

133,31) which is placed around the recognition scene (133,10–15).  

Scripture is first employed, interrupting the narrative at the soul‘s prayer of penitence and petition, in a 

lengthy exegetical composition entitled ―On the prostitution of the soul‖ (129,5–131,13: the image of the 

unfaithful wife from Jeremiah 3, Hosea 2, and Ezekiel 16 is applied by the Holy Spirit to the prostitution 

of the soul and interpreted as the soul‘s defilement by ―the domain of the flesh and the perceptible realm 

and the affairs of the earth‖; Paul‘s command not to associate with prostitutes [1 Corinthians 5,9] is taken 

as a summons to struggle against evil spiritual powers).  

After the story is told, the hortatory section (135,4ff.) twice says what is proper behavior (―It is fitting‖ 

135,4–15; 136,16–27)—sighing, weeping, hating ourselves and this place of deception, repenting with 

sincerity—and offers assurance that the father hears the penitent. Chains of Scripture (136,25–137,11; 

137,11–22) support both points. In the second instance the Scripture quotations also summarize the whole 

theme of repentance and deliverance, both in terms of narrative. One is from Homer‘s Odyssey (Helen and 

Odysseus are figures of the soul‘s perilous journey through this world to her true home) and the other is 

from Israel‘s exodus out of Egypt (to prooftext the groveling which is de rigueur in Exeg. Soul ‘s piety: 

―Certainly Israel would not have been visited in the first place, to be brought out of the land of Egypt … if 

it had not sighed to God and wept …‖). There are also single texts from Scripture: at the end of the 

narrative didactic definitions are coupled with quotations (134,4–5.11–25.29–135,4).  



Thus it appears the quotations, like the exhortation, were added to the story and so are not the 

narrative‘s source, as some have argued, but sanction its interpretation. The quotations interrupt the story 

and help give shape to the entire composition: interruption at the exegetical composition, shaping at the 

end where the whole is recapitulated in terms of the Odyssey and the Exodus, and both interruption and 

shaping at the point where the knots are tied, at the recognition scene where the myth is tied to the 

Genesis creation account.  

Exeg. Soul belongs to no single literary genre. It presents topics discussed in philosophical school 

treatises on the soul from the 2d century C.E.—the nature of the soul, her incarnation, her lot in this life, 

and eschatology (Festugière 1953). It exhibits a Platonic outline (Plotinus, Enn. 6.9.9) found also in 

Hermetic and pagan gnostic systems. It has points of similarity with Hippolytus‘ discussion of the 

Naasene gnostics (Elenchos V, 6–7), with what may be a pre-Valentinian form of the Sophia myth (Jonas 

1958) found in The Apocryphon of John (NHC II,1 and elsewhere), and with other Nag Hammadi codices, 

such as Authentic Teaching (NHC VI,3: the spiritual soul, thrown into a body, becomes involved in this 

life, forgets her origins, then turns against this world, and at her marriage receives from the bridegroom 

the word which provides her with the true and saving knowledge of her origins) and The Gospel of Philip 

(NHC II,3: connects salvation and the bridal chamber). But Exeg. Soul is not philosophical argument or 

pure myth or even novella, despite similarities with the Hellenistic romances of risk and rescue.  

Exeg. Soul is of interest as an example in Hellenistic Christianity of a Platonizing doctrine of the soul 

whose dualism was pessimistic enough to turn it gnostic (Sevrin 1983), together with narrative initiatives 

from the Hellenistic romances, and biblical and Homeric scriptures, all mixed into an exhortation against 

attachment to this life, which is characterized by suffering, affliction, distress, defilement and by fitting 

affective clichés (sigh and repent, weep, mourn). It interests some researchers because it may contain a 

simple—and hence possibly an early—version of the myth of the soul‘s fall into a body, which is her 

defilement, and her rescue, i.e., ascent back to the heavenly father.  
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EXILE. See ISRAEL, HISTORY OF.  

EXODUS, BOOK OF. The second book of the OT, and the second of the five books of the Torah or 

Pentateuch.  

———  

A. Title  

B. Masoretic Internal Divisions  



C. Place within the Torah  

D. Integrity and Chronological Scope  

E. Textual Traditions  

F. Contents  

1. Israel in Egypt  

2. Exodus Events  

3. Wilderness Wanderings  

4. Sinai Experiences  

G. Nature of the Material  

H. Composition  

I. Literary Aspects  

J. Historicity  

K. Religion of Exodus  

———  

A. Title  

The common English title Exodus is derived from the Vg [Liber] Exodus, which received it from the 

OL. This, in turn, was inherited from the Gk exodos, abbreviated from a fuller exodos aigyptou, ―The 

Departure from Egypt.‖ This name, descriptive of the main theme of the book, reflects an ancient Hebrew 

title current among the Jews of Palestine and Alexandria: sēper yĕṣ  ˒āt miṣrayim, ―The Book of the 

Departure from Egypt.‖ This title is still preserved in the 10th-century C.E. Ben-Asher MT (Baer and 

Strack 1879: 57). The Syriac title mapqanā˒ is similarly dependent on that tradition.  

The Hebrew name was wĕ˒ēllê šĕmôt, ―And these (are) the names (of)‖ (Exod 1:1), after the opening 

words, popularly shortened to šĕmôt. This title was used by Origen (3d century C.E.) and by Eusebius (4th 

century) in his Ecclesiastical History (6.25), transcribed in Greek as Oualesmōth as well as in Latin 

Bibles as Hebraica veelle semoth. It is found in Gen. Rab. 64.  

One other name is ḥōmeš šēn  , ―the second fifth‖ (of the Pentateuch) (Soṭa 36b).  

B. Masoretic Internal Divisions  

The present division of the books of the Hebrew Bible into chapters is a late innovation. It is Christian 

in origin and was transferred from the Latin Bible into Hebrew manuscripts by R. Salomon b. Ishmael ca. 

1330 C.E. According to this system, Exodus is divided into 40 chapters. The traditional Masoretic 

divisions only know of lectionary pericopes (sections for reading in synagogue service). The old 

Palestinian practice of completing the reading of the Torah in three or three and a half years separated 

Exodus into 29 or 33 weekly sabbath readings (sĕdār  m), while the annual system of Babylon that 

ultimately became universal in Jewish communities features 11 such pericopes.  

According to the Masoretic note at the end of several codices, the Hebrew text of Exodus contains 1209 

verses, 16,713 words, and 33,539 letters.  

C. Place within the Torah  

The book of Exodus is part of a larger literary unit known as the Torah or Pentateuch. As such, its 

opening section and subject matter have many points of contact with the preceding book of Genesis, and 

its final pericope constitutes a transition to the following books of Leviticus and Numbers. The links with 

Genesis are discernible in the initial verses. Verse 1 cites Gen 46:1, and v 5 is dependent on Gen 46:26–

27. The list of tribes in Exod 1:2–4 is drawn from Gen 35:23–26, because that chapter (vv 11–12) 

contains the divine promises to Jacob:  

Be fertile and increase:  

A nation, yea an assembly of nations,  

Shall descend from you …  

The land that I assigned to Abraham and Isaac  

And to your offspring to come  

Will I assign the land.  



Exod 1:7 tacitly affirms that the blessing of fertility has been realized; the fulfillment of the promise of 

national territory is about to be set in motion. In addition, the references to Joseph in 1:5–6 presuppose a 

knowledge of his identity and activities (cf. also 3:16 and 13:19 with Gen 50:24–25). Still other instances 

of dependency on the Genesis narratives lie in the repeated invocation of the divine promises to the three 

patriarchs (Exod 2:24; 6:3–4, 8; 32:13; 33:1; cf. Gen 12:1–3; 15:5, 7, 18; 17:2; 28:13–14; 46:3; Fishbane 

1979: 63–64).  

The closing chapters of Exodus that recount the construction and dedication of the tabernacle in the 

wilderness provide the background and rationale for the main theme of the books of Leviticus and 

Numbers, which is the ordering of the cultic institutions and religious life of Israel.  

D. Integrity and Chronological Scope  

Notwithstanding these obvious connections with the preceding and following books of the Torah, 

Exodus possesses an integrity of its own. It is marked off by a prologue and epilogue (1:1–7; 40:36–38), 

the former registering the migration of the Israelites to Egypt from Canaan, the latter recording the 

journeyings of the people on their way to Canaan from Egypt. Whereas Genesis concerns itself with the 

lives of individuals, the second book of the Torah relates to the fortunes of the people as a whole. The 

phrase ―people of Israel‖ appears here for the first time (Exod 1:9; cf. 3:7). In fact, Exodus may rightly be 

looked upon as the seminal book of the Hebrew Scriptures in that it features the pivotal events of Israel‘s 

history and the fundamental institutions of its culture and religion.  

The latest event mentioned in the narrative is the erection of the tabernacle in the wilderness on the new 

moon of the first month of the second year following the departure from Egypt (Exod 40:1, 17). The other 

end of the chronological spectrum remains unclear. This is due to the book‘s silence about the interval 

between the death of Joseph and the accession of the tyrannical pharaoh, and about the duration of the 

slavery. On these points there are divergent traditions. A comprehensive figure of 430 years is given in 

MT Exod 12:40–41, but LXX and Sam. Pent. include in this number also the length of stay in Canaan. 

According to Gen 15:13, the predetermined period of slavery was to be 400 years, which is said to cover 

four generations (Gen 15:16). This last tradition coordinates with the genealogy of Moses, who was the 

great-grandson of Levi, son of Jacob (Exod 6:1, 16, 18, 20) and more or less agrees with the notice that 

Joseph‘s great-grandson Jair, together with his sons, participated in Joshua‘s wars of conquest and the 

settlement of Canaan (Gen 50:23; Num 32:39–41; Deut 3:14; Josh 13:1; 17:1). The genealogies, 

therefore, leave room for no more than about a century or so for the entire Egyptian episode.  

Moses himself must have been born, of course, after the onset of the Egyptian oppression, and he was 

eighty years of age at the time of the Exodus (Exod 2:1; 7:7; Deut 34:7). This means that the enslavement 

of Israel lasted that long at least. On the other hand, it would have required many more generations than 

two or three for a mere seventy souls and their families to have proliferated to the extent of being 

regarded as a serious threat to the security of Egypt (Exod 1:5, 7, 9–10). At any rate, 19:1 and 40:17 show 

that the bulk of the book encompasses a period of just about one year.  

E. Textual Traditions  

Four textual traditions of Exodus can be distinguished. These are the received Hebrew text (MT), the 

Samaritan Pentateuch, the LXX, and now the tradition represented by 4QpaleoExod
M

.  

The Hebrew behind the Greek Exodus seems to have differed from MT more than the other books of the 

Pentateuch. It also differs from it in arrangement of contents in two main respects: (1) within the Decalog 

(chap. 20), the order of the commandments in Codex Vaticanus (B) is 7, 8, and 6; (2) while it closely 

corresponds to MT in chaps. 25–31, there are considerable differences in the parallel account in chaps. 

35–40. The section dealing with the ornaments and garments of the priesthood (39:2–31 [MT]), which in 

MT follows the description of the structure of the tabernacle and its furnishings, is shifted in LXX to head 

the entire section (36:9–40 [LXX]) within the subsections of that pericope (Swete 1902: 231–36).  

The Samaritan text is characterized by a number of major expansions, conflate readings, and 

interpolations. Thus Exod 18:24 is supplemented by Deut 1:9–18, the tenth commandment in Exod 20:17 

has been augmented by citations from Deut 11:29 and 27:2–7, Exod 20:19 has been enlarged by Deut 

5:24–27, and Exod 20:22 by excerpts from Deut 5:28–31.  



What seems to be the forerunner of this text-type is 4QpaleoExod
M

 from Qumran, which has survived in 

varying states of preservation. It contains Exod 6:25 to chap. 37. While not identical to the Sam. Pent., it, 

too, features repetitions, especially in the plague narratives, and also has passages interpolated from 

Deuteronomy. Another peculiarity is the placing of Exod 30:1–10 in chap. 26. This text displays 

numerous textual variants from MT, many of them corresponding to the Greek and Samaritan. On the 

whole, though, it is very close to MT (see Sanderson 1986).  

A total of fifteen Hebrew scrolls of Exodus, all fragmentary, were uncovered at Qumran. Thirteen were 

found in cave 4; two of them are written in the Paleo-Hebrew script. Other fragments were found in cave 

1, which feature Exod 16:12–16; 19:24–20:1; 20:25–21:1; 21:4–5, and in the ―small caves,‖ that is, in 

cave 2 that held Exod 1:11–14; 7:1–4; 9:27–29; 11:3–7; 12:32–41; 21:18–20(?); 26:11–13; 30:21 (?); 

32:32–34 and another group containing Exod 4:31; 12:26–27 (?); 18:21–22; 21:27–22:2; 22:15–19; 

27:17–19; 31:16–17; 19:9; and 34:10; and a third represented by 5:3–5. In cave 7 were found Exod 28:4–

6 and v 7 in Greek translation. In addition, fragments of Hebrew Exod 4:28–31; 5:3; and 6:5–11 were 

preserved at Murabba˓ât.  

F. Contents  

The book is devoted to the events leading up to the Exodus, the circumstances of the Exodus itself, and 

the experiences in the wilderness that include the covenant at Sinai, the corpus of legislation, and the 

construction of the tabernacle.  

A detailed analysis of the contents demonstrates the varied nature of the material, which may be 

subsumed under four rubrics as follows:  

1. Israel in Egypt (1:1–12:36)  

2. Exodus Events (12:37–15:21)  

3. Wilderness Wanderings (15:22–18:27)  

4. Sinai Experiences (19:1–40:30)  

1. Israel in Egypt. a. Prologue (1:1–7). An abbreviated recapitulation of Gen 46:1–27; the roster of 

Jacob‘s sons, the heads of families, who accompanied their father in the migration to Egypt; together with 

their households, they number seventy souls in all, including Joseph, who was already there; that entire 

immigrant generation dies out; the Israelite population increases phenomenally.  

b. Oppression (1:18–20). A new king arises in Egypt; unmindful of the benefactions that Joseph had 

bestowed on the land, he perceives the proliferation of the Israelites to be a threat to national security; in 

order to curb their natural increase he conscripts the people for forced labor on state projects; when this 

tactic fails to achieve its goal, more severe measures are taken; the range of tasks imposed on the 

Israelites is greatly expanded; the midwives are ordered to murder all Israelite males at birth; they 

disregard the decree, whereupon the pharaoh directs that all newborn males are to be thrown into the Nile.  

c. Birth of Moses (2:1–10). A baby is born to a levitical family and is kept in hiding for three months; 

when concealment is no longer feasible, the mother places him in a waterproofed basket among the reeds 

on the bank of the river, and stations his sister to keep watch from a distance; a daughter of the pharaoh 

comes down, espies the basket and, recognizing the baby to be a Hebrew, takes pity on him; at that 

moment, the sister approaches and offers to bring a Hebrew wet nurse; unaware, the princess hires the 

mother of the child, who brings him to the palace when he is sufficiently grown; the princess names him 

Moses.  

d. Moses’ Early Life (2:11–22). Moses kills an Egyptian who is beating a Hebrew, ―one of his 

kinsmen,‖ and hides the body in the sand; he tries to intervene in a fight between two Hebrews and is 

rebuked by the offender with a reference to that killing; realizing that his act is no longer secret, and that 

he is now under sentence of death, Moses flees to the land of Midian; there he saves the shepherdess 

daughters of the local priest from abuse by the male shepherds; he settles down with Jethro the priest and 

marries Zipporah, one of his daughters; a son named Gershom is born to the couple.  

e. Conditions in Egypt (2:23–25). The narrative now returns to conditions in Egypt and notes that the 

king has died but that the Israelites have gained no relief from their burdens; the time has arrived for God 

to respond to the outcry of the oppressed.  



f. Call of Moses (3:1–4:17). Moses, in the wilderness, drives his flock in the vicinity of Horeb, ―the 

mountain of God‖; there he witnesses a bush on fire yet remaining unconsumed; his curiosity aroused, he 

approaches the scene, only to hear a voice ordering him to come no closer and to remove his sandals 

because he is standing on holy ground; the voice then identifies himself as that of the God of his 

ancestors, the three patriarchs of Israel; Moses is told that God is about to deliver his people from Egypt 

and to bring them into the promised land; Moses himself is to be chosen the instrument for this purpose; a 

long dialogue between God and Moses ensues in which Moses protests his unworthiness and God 

repeatedly reassures him; a noteworthy feature is that Moses asks for the name of God that the people 

would recognize; in response he is told, ˒ehyê ˒ăšer ˒ehyê (3:14), a phrase whose vagueness has provoked 

centuries of commentary. Moses is then given the charge to negotiate with the pharaoh for the Israelites to 

be allowed to undertake a three-day journey into the wilderness in order to worship their God; at the same 

time, he is forewarned that the monarch will refuse unless coerced into agreeing; God will therefore strike 

Egypt with various punishments, after which the pharaoh‘s obstinacy will be broken; the Egyptians will 

even shower gifts on the departing Israelites.  

Moses still hesitates, fearing rejection by his own people; God then teaches him three signs to perform 

before them so as to ensure his credibility; Moses continues to demur, pleading lack of persuasive 

eloquence, an excuse dismissed by God, who points out that it is God alone who endows human beings 

with the faculty of speech. Moses makes one last desperate plea that someone else be chosen to liberate 

Israel, but he is rebuffed; his brother Aaron is appointed to act as his spokesman to relay God‘s message 

to the people and to the pharaoh.  

g. Return to Egypt (4:18–31). Moses returns to his father-in-law, receives permission to leave, takes 

his wife and sons, and sets out on the journey back to Egypt; he receives a divine message for the king 

that, should he refuse to let Israel, God‘s ―firstborn son,‖ leave, he will be punished with the death of his 

own firstborn son. The narrative is here interrupted by a truncated story about a mysterious incident that 

occurs on the way at a night encampment. Moses or his son (the text is not clear) suddenly becomes 

desperately ill. Zipporah perceives the cause to be neglect of the act of circumcision; taking a flint knife, 

she personally performs the ritual on her son and thereby averts the danger. Continuing the journey, 

Moses meets up with his brother Aaron and gives him a full report of all that transpired. The two then 

assemble the elders of Israel, deliver the divine message, perform the validating wonders, and are 

accepted by the people.  

h. Audience with the Pharaoh (5:1–6:1). Moses and Aaron have an audience with the pharaoh, who 

not only summarily rejects their request but even intensifies the burdens placed on the people. The 

overseers of the laborers remonstrate with the king but to no avail; as they leave the pharaoh‘s presence, 

they meet Moses and Aaron and bitterly accuse them of aggravating their unhappy situation; Moses, in 

turn, protests to God that his own mission has failed, at which the Lord reassures him of eventual 

fulfillment.  

i. Recommissioning of Moses (6:2–13). Moses receives a message from the Lord that he has revealed 

himself to the patriarchs of Israel by the name El Shaddai but has not made himself known to them by his 

name YHWH. In this capacity he will fulfill the covenant he made with them to give them the land of 

Canaan. Moses is bidden to bring the people the tidings of redemption and of the forging of a special 

relationship with God; Moses does so but, demoralized by their sufferings, they do not respond, and 

Moses once again questions his ability to influence the pharaoh.  

j. Genealogy (6:14–30). The narrative is again interrupted by a genealogy of the clan heads of the tribes 

of Reuben, Simeon, and Levi; the last-mentioned is given in greatest detail, leading up to Moses and 

Aaron; a brief recapitulation of their function and mission concludes the unit and serves to resume the 

sequence of the narrative.  

k. Another Recapitulation (7:1–7). The charge of Moses with Aaron as his spokesman is repeated as 

well as the pronouncement that God will harden Pharaoh‘s heart, but that the Egyptians will let Israel go 

free after experiencing extraordinary chastisements.  



l. Sign before the Pharaoh (7:8–13). Moses and Aaron perform a marvel in the presence of the court; 

Aaron‘s rod turns into a serpent; this feat is duplicated by the Egyptian magicians, but Aaron‘s rod 

swallows theirs; the pharaoh remains unmoved.  

m. Plagues (7:14–11:10). The promised chastisements arrive in the form of a concentrated series of 

disasters. The first nine plagues are a blood-red and foul Nile (7:14–24), an abundance of frogs (7:25–

8:11), a heavy infestation of lice (8:12–15), swarms of insects (8:16–28), pestilential diseases that strike 

the livestock (9:1–7), boils that erupt on man and beast (9:8–12), destructive hail that lashes the land 

(9:13–35), swarms of locusts (10:1–20), and thick darkness for three days (10:21–23). The pharaoh 

remains defiant; the final and climactic slaying of the firstborn is foretold.  

n. Passover Regulations (12:1–28). The month of spring as the New Year; preparations for the Exodus; 

the setting aside of the lamb; rules for preparing and eating it; the annual commemoration of the Passover; 

the eating of unleavened bread; rules for slaughtering the paschal lamb; future celebration of the Exodus.  

o. Tenth Plague (12:29–36). The firstborn of the Egyptians, man and beast are slain. The pharaoh 

summons Moses and Aaron; the Israelites are allowed to leave; the Egyptians are despoiled.  

2. Exodus Events. a. First Stage (12:37–13:16). The Israelites march from Raamses to Succoth; about 

600,000 adult males, aside from women and children, depart. A ―mixed multitude,‖ apparently a motley 

group of non-Israelites, accompany them. An aspect of the law of the Passover offering is defined; the 

sacrality of the firstborn is affirmed; the festival of unleavened bread is instituted. The law of the 

redemption of the firstborn of man and beast is announced.  

b. Second Stage (13:17–14:31). The indirect route from Egypt to Canaan is deliberately chosen; the 

bones of Joseph are carried out by Moses; the journey from Succoth to Etham; a pillar of cloud and fire 

accompany the people; the Egyptians come in pursuit of fleeing Israelites; the safe crossing of the sea by 

Israel and the drowning of the entire Egyptian force.  

c. Song of Triumph (15:1–21). Moses leads the people in a song of praise to God; Miriam leads the 

women in a song with dance and timbrels.  

3. Wilderness Wanderings. a. Shortage of Water (15:22–27). Three days‘ trek into the wilderness of 

Shur, the people are without a supply of water; on arrival at Marah, the waters are found to be bitter. The 

people complain; Moses intercedes with God, and the waters are miraculously cured. The people journey 

to Elim, where there are twelve springs and seventy palm trees.  

b. Manna and Quails (16:1–36). The trek from Elim to the Wilderness of Zin, the people arriving 

exactly one month after the Exodus. The people suffer hunger and clamor against Moses‘ leadership. 

They are providentially supplied with manna and quails. The sabbath law is explicated in relation to the 

manna.  

c. Shortage of Water at Rephidim (17:1–7). The trek to Rephidim, where water is scarce, leads to near 

rebellion against Moses, whom God instructs to strike a rock. Water gushes forth; the site is named 

Massah and Meribah.  

d. War with Amalek (17:8–16). Israel is suddenly attacked by the tribe of Amalekites. Moses appoints 

Joshua to lead the Israelite forces and he drives off the enemy. Moses stations himself on a hill 

overlooking the scene of battle; Israel prevails when he holds his hands aloft; Aaron and Hur support his 

hands. The Lord orders Moses to inscribe in a document that he would continually wage war against 

Amalek. Moses builds an altar at the site.  

e. Jethro and the Founding of the Judiciary (18:1–27). Jethro visits the Israelite camp and receives a 

full report of recent events. He expresses consternation at Moses acting as sole magistrate, and advises on 

the establishment of a standing judiciary, which Moses follows.  

4. Sinai Experiences. a. Preparations for the Theophany (19:1–25). On the third new moon 

following the Exodus the people enter the wilderness of Sinai and encamp ―facing the mountain‖; 

preparations are made for a communal theophany; the people station themselves at the foot of the mount 

on the third day.  

b. Theophany (20:1–21 [18]). God promulgates the Decalog. The people are seized with awe and fear, 

and ask Moses to mediate the revelation.  



c. Laws Regulating Forms of Worship (20:22[19]–26[23]).  

d. Book of the Covenant (21:1–23:33). A complex of laws, civil and criminal, moral and ritual; the 

judicial laws (21:2–22:17) are overwhelmingly formulated in casuistic style, the moral and ritual (22:18–

23:33) are mostly expressed apodictically.  

The following are the legal topics: 21:2–11, slavery; vv 12–17, capital offenses; vv 18–27, bodily 

injuries; vv 28–32, homicidal beasts; vv 33–36, damage to property; 21:37 (—Eng 22:1) to 22:3 (—Eng 

22:4), theft of livestock; 22:4–5 (—Eng 22:5–6), damage to crops; vv 6–14 (—Eng 7–15), laws of 

bailment; vv 15–16 (—Eng 16–17), law of seduction; 22:17 (—Eng 22:18), prohibition of sorcery; v 18 

(—Eng 19), bestiality; v 19 (—Eng 20), apostasy; 22:20–26 (—Eng 22:21–27), concern for the 

disadvantaged of society; 22:27–30 (—Eng 22:28–31), duties to God; 23:1–3, judicial procedure; vv 4–5 

restoration of lost property; vv 6–9, impartial justice; vv 10–11, seventh year fallow; v 12, sabbath law; v 

13, obedience to God; denial of other gods; vv 14–19, sacred seasons; vv 20–33, hortatory epilogue.  

e. Ratification of the Covenant (24:1–18). The covenant is affirmed by popular acclamation and is 

committed to writing. Sacrificial rituals are ordained, with ceremonial sprinkling of the blood of the 

animal. A public reading of the document. Moses ascends the mountain to receive the two tablets of stone.  

f. Instructions for the Tabernacle (25:1–31:18). Detailed instructions for the fabrication and 

equipment of the tabernacle, for the manufacturing of the priestly vestments, and for the consecration of 

the priests.  

g. Golden Calf (32:1–34:35). The absence of Moses on the mount causes the people to insist on 

fashioning a ―god,‖ so Aaron makes a golden calf. The covenant has been violated; Moses descends the 

mountain and smashes the tablets; a slaughter of the guilty ensues. The divine presence in the camp of 

Israel is endangered. Moses acts as mediator for Israel with God. The covenant is renewed. God warns 

against the incursion of alien cults into the religion of Israel. A religious calendar is prescribed.  

h. Erection of the Tabernacle (35:1–40:34). The detailed directions for the construction of the 

tabernacle are carefully executed; the divine spirit envelops the completed structure.  

i. Epilogue (40:36–38). Israel‘s movements toward the promised land are directed and timed by the 

protecting and sanctifying emblem of the divine presence in the midst of the people.  

G. Nature of the Material  

The book of Exodus can hardly be treated as historiography in the usual sense of the term, for its 

narrative is characterized by a paucity of historical detail. As noted above, some essential chronological 

data are lacking. In addition, no pharaoh is designated by name (contrast, e.g., 1 Kgs 11:40; 2 Kgs 23:29), 

and nothing is related about the upbringing and education of Moses or about the structure of Israelite 

society in Egypt and the inner life of the community. Although Israel is said to be organized as a 

confederation of twelve tribes, the histories of the individual tribes have been entirely ignored. In regard 

to the year‘s wanderings in the wilderness, only a few highlights are mentioned, and apart from the 

theophany and Covenant Code and God‘s benevolent provisioning of his people, they conform to a 

pattern of Israel‘s disobedience and rebellion against God. It is clear that the book presupposes a high 

degree of selectivity, with its focus on theological interpretation and didactic exposition. It is also evident 

that within these restricted parameters there is a tendency to preserve as many traditions as possible.  

The material itself reveals a veritable kaleidoscope of topics and literary genres. The following 

constitutive elements are discernible: saga (e.g., the birth story of Moses, 2:1–10); fragmented tales that 

presuppose more extensive knowledge than is recounted (e.g., Zipporah‘s circumcision of her son in 

4:24–26; the mention of Joshua and Hur without further identification in 17:9, 10); episodes that bear a 

richly poetic flavor (e.g., the theophanies in chaps. 19; 33:19–23); items that possess distinctly poetic 

form and phraseology (e.g., 3:15; 9:29; 17:16; 19:3,4); hymns (e.g., 15:1–21); paraenetic discourse (e.g., 

15:26; 19:3–6), and its related exhortatory promises and threats (e.g., 23:20–33); a corpus of judicial, 

moral, and ceremonial law (21:1–23:19); itinerary notices (12:37; 13:20; 14:2; 15:22–23, 27; 16:1; 17:1; 

19:1–2); genealogical information (1:1–5; 6:14–27); lists (25:1–31:11; 35:4–40:33); a census (30:13–16); 

chronological notices (7:7; 12:40–41; 19:1; 40:2, 7); ritual, cultic, and ceremonial laws such as 

circumcision (4:24–26; 12:44, 48–49); the Sabbath (16:5, 22–30; 20:8–11; 23:12: 31:12–17; 34:21: 35:1–



3); the festivals (chap. 12 passim; 13:6–7; 23:14–17; 34:18, 22–25); the consecration and redemption of 

the firstborn (13:2, 11–15; 22:28–29; 34:19–20); the disposal of the firstfruits (22:28; 23:19; 34:26); and a 

dietary law (23:19; 34:26).  

Irrespective of the great variety of literary types and topics, the work is presented as one long, 

continuous narrative. It is the sequential narrative mold that imparts a unified quality to the book as it has 

come down to us. All the varied material is woven into the narrative and becomes an integral part of it. 

Thus, the laws relating to the paschal lamb, the future annual celebration of the Passover festival, and the 

redemption of the firstborn are all expounded within the context of the tenth plague (chap. 12; 13:16). The 

sabbath law is laid out in relation to the story of the manna (chap. 16). The Decalog and the corpus of 

laws appear in connection with the arrival of the people at Mt. Sinai. They are presented against a 

background of preparations for a theophany and treated as the product of that theophany, which is 

depicted as taking place amidst upheavals of nature, themselves described in highly figurative and poetic 

language (chaps. 19–20). Even the construction of the tabernacle in all its elaborate technical details is 

narrativized and becomes an extension of the Sinai pericope (chaps. 25–31; 35–40).  

H. Composition  

Modern critical research in the book of Exodus cannot be separated from the investigation of the 

Pentateuch as a whole (see also TORAH). At the same time the distinctive characteristics of Exodus 

warrant attention to certain issues peculiar to it.  

The diverse literary genres and topics, the apparent doublets, inconsistencies, redundancies, and 

interpolations, as well as seeming differences in ideological and theological outlook, have inevitably 

raised questions about the history and growth of this text until it reached its final form.  

Scholarly energies have concentrated on the prehistory of the materials, that is, on the identification and 

isolation of the original building blocks of tradition, on the reconstruction of the setting in the life of Israel 

that would have generated and preserved the major motifs and themes, on the delineation of the complex 

process by which the units of tradition have been fused into a coherent whole, and on consideration of the 

literary artistry that has shaped the work into its final form.  

The classical documentary hypothesis originally claimed to identify three distinct narrative strands: J, E, 

and P, based upon the same distinguishing criteria as were applied to the book of Genesis. While there 

was no unanimity regarding the precise extent of these documents or their characteristics, and especially 

concerning the separation of the E source from J, a broad consensus nevertheless emerged in respect of 

the existence of three basic sources. In addition, Driver (1913: 99ff.; 1918:xvii–xviii) pointed to several 

passages in Exodus which approximate in style and tone to D. While he admitted that some of these may 

be explained by assuming D‘s use of JE, he claimed that a considerable number of phrases and 

expressions could only have entered the book under the influence of D.  

The classical documentary hypothesis has undergone much modification through attempts to subdivide 

the sources and discover new ones. R. Smend (1912) claimed that J was itself a composite of two 

originally independent sources which he designated J
1
 and J

2
. C. A. Simpson (1948) regarded J

1
 as 

preserving the traditions of the southern tribes and as having been written ca. 1000 B.C.E. To this source 

were added traditions of the Joseph tribes ca. 900 B.C.E. to form J
2
. Around 700 B.C.E., E reworked this 

source from a northern viewpoint. Both Volz and Rudolph (1933) had earlier concluded that E was not an 

independent narrative source and that the material usually designated E comprised a number of individual 

traditions that were incorporated into J. Rudolph (1938), however, did not agree that P was of the same 

character.  

Several scholars have attempted to isolate hitherto undetected sources. Morgenstern (1927) claimed to 

have identified Exod 4:24–26 and chaps. 18 and 33–34 as the remnants of a Kenite source (K) which was, 

to him, the oldest document in the Hexateuch. This had contained a narrative of the relationship between 

Moses and the Kenites.  

Otto Eissfeldt (1922; 1965) also argued for the presence of an additional narrative source to be carved 

out of J, which he designated L (―lay‖). Written between 950 B.C.E. and 850 B.C.E., it is said to be 

characterized by a lack of concern for cultic matters, a general primitiveness, and a commitment to the 



nomadic way of life and to the ideal of the unity of Israel. Fragments of this source were thought to be 

identifiable in chaps. 1–2; 3:21–22; 4:1–9, 19–26, 30b–31a; 7:15b, 17
6
, 20; 12:21–27, 33–39; 13:3–16, 

20; chap. 14; 15:20–27; chap. 16; 17:1a, 8–16; 19:2–25; 24:1–2, 9–11, 13a, 14–15a; 32:17, 18, 25–29; 

33:3b–4; 34:10–13. In contrast, the rest of J was compiled sometime between 900 and 721 B.C.E.  

This theory was modified by G. Fohrer (1968), who, for chaps. 1–15, preferred the designation N 

(nomadic) in place of L and dated the source to ca. 800 B.C.E., regarding it as a critical reaction to 

urbanism on the part of a southern Judean writer.  

M. Noth (HPT, 38–45) postulated the existence of a Grundlage (G) or an original document on which 

both J and E drew. This is said to explain the overlapping material in those documents as well as how 

variations developed in the course of time. Cross (CMHE) postulates an originally oral epic cycle of 

traditions deriving from the period of the judges, of which both J and E are variant forms. He does not 

regard P as being an independent narrative but rather the final redaction of the older material which was 

completed in the 6th century B.C.E. toward the end of the Babylonian exile. This priestly reworking was 

responsible for the superscriptions, date formulas, itineraries, genealogies, and the priestly legislation.  

Rolf Rendtorff (1977) similarly denies the existence of a continuous Priestly narrative source. He goes 

further in also arguing against an independent, extensive J source, claiming that the various major 

complexes of tradition developed in isolation from one another in small units. P and J reworked the 

separate blocks of material. The final redactor, not the Yahwist, was responsible for conjoining the 

narrative cycles.  

The search for the setting in life that inspired and preserved the basic themes of the book of Exodus led 

von Rad (PHOE) and Noth (HPT) to look to the dominant role of the cult for an answer. The former 

maintained that the origin of the material is to be sought in historical creedal confessions that were recited 

by the worshippers at cult centers on sacred occasions. Deut 25:5–9 provides the model for this practice. 

Other examples are Deut 6:20–24 and Josh 24:2b–13. These credos embodied three basic themes: the 

deliverance from Egypt, the conquest of and settlement in the land, and the divine promises to the 

patriarchs. These historical confessions of faith were recited on the celebration of the Feast of Weeks at 

Gilgal, Israel‘s earliest religious center in Canaan (cf. Josh 5:9–10). Since none of the above-cited credos 

refers to the revelation at Sinai, von Rad concluded that the Sinai covenant theme was originally 

independent of the confessional complex and originated as a cult legend celebrated on the Feast of 

Booths, an ancient covenant renewal festival held at the sanctuary at Shechem. This site was an important 

religious and political center for the tribes of Israel (cf. Josh 24:1). Von Rad further postulated that these 

credos were originally associated with distinct tribal groups. It was the Yahwist (J) who fused the 

complexes of tradition, incorporated into them other independent traditions, and furnished them with 

theological elaborations. He thereby created a continuous narrative which is a theological presentation of 

Israel‘s self-understanding.  

M. Noth has similarly placed the formation of the traditions and their elaboration in a cultic context. He 

isolated five discrete and originally independent themes that became central to the faith of Israel: divine 

promises to the patriarchs, guidance out of Egypt, guidance in the wilderness, revelation at Sinai, and 

guidance into the arable land of Canaan. The Exodus theme was originally confined to only some of the 

tribes. It gradually received ever wider circulation until it formed the nucleus of the faith of all Israel. The 

traditions about Moses were thought by Noth to have been later, secondary themes. In the course of time 

the themes were supplemented and expanded to be combined in the period of the judges. Whereas their 

origin was cultic, the impetus for their fusion was primarily political rather than theological. The 

amphictyonic twelve-tribe confederation meeting on cultic occasions at the central sanctuary provided the 

stimulus for the merging of the separate traditions that now became the possession of all Israel. This 

material in its content and arrangement formed the Grundlage (G), the common source on which J and E 

drew. A redactor drew upon E to augment J and this revised document was incorporated into the separate 

P narrative source.  

The foundations of the von Rad-Noth hypothesis have been largely undermined. Powerful arguments 

against the very existence of the institution of creedal confession have been adduced, and even those who 



do not discount it entirely deny its antiquity. Further, the reality of the amphictyony itself has been 

seriously questioned (IJH, 304–8).  

A completely different approach to the issues of the composition of Exodus has been pursued by B. S. 

Childs. To him, not the prehistory of the individual component traditions but the final shape of the book is 

the decisive factor in its interpretation and theological importance. This is so because there is a continual, 

dynamic interrelationship between the Scripture and the community of faith and practice that 

acknowledged the divine authority behind the traditions. The structure of the book is shaped by the role 

played by this ―canonical‖ literature in the life of that community (Exodus OTL; IOTS).  

I. Literary Aspects  

Whatever the literary prehistory of Exodus, the book in its final form amply attests to thoughtful design 

and the deliberate use of narrative art.  

The birth story of Moses, for instance, illustrates the point. The pharaoh decrees the destruction of Israel 

by drowning, but by an ironic reversal of fate it is the Egyptian oppressors who meet disaster by 

drowning. The reeds (Heb sûp) secure and thus save the basket of the infant Moses, and it is the Sea of 

Reeds (?) (Heb yām sûp) that dooms the Egyptians. The daughter of the pharaoh unwittingly rescues the 

one who will liberate those oppressed by the pharaohs. Without realizing it, she actually pays the infant‘s 

mother to nurse her own son. Finally, the princess bestows the name Moses on the baby and it turns out 

that this can be interpreted to mean in Hebrew (―He who draws out (from the water).‖ That is, she 

unwittingly gives him a name that foreshadows his destiny.  

The pericope of the ten plagues is set forth in the form of an impressive literary structure. There are 

three series of three calamities each, with the climactic tenth alone having no grounding in natural 

phenomena and therefore being wrought by God himself. The first two plagues in each series are 

forewarned, the third not. Moses is bidden to confront the pharaoh ―in the morning‖ in the first of each 

series, but there is no time indication in the case of the other two. The instruction given to Moses in the 

first of each series begins with ―Station yourself …‖ and in the second of each it is, ―Go to Pharaoh,‖ 

while the third is consistently without any such instruction. The entire first series is brought about through 

the agency of Aaron, the entire third series through the instrumentality of Moses (EncJud 13: 606–7; 

Sarna 1986: 75–77).  

Apart from the structural symmetry of the plagues narrative, there is additional evidence of studied 

literary design in the presentation of the motif of the hardening of Pharaoh‘s heart. Between chaps. 4 and 

14 this occurs exactly twenty times and the cause is equally divided between God and the pharaoh. Ten 

times the king‘s obstinacy is declared to be self-willed (Exod 7:13, 14, 22; 8:11, 15, 28; 9:7, 34, 35; 13:5) 

and ten times it is said to be the product of divine intent (Exod 4:21; 7:3; 9:12; 10:1, 20, 27; 11:10; 14:4, 

8, 17).  

Another numerical feature, to which Cassuto (1967) has drawn attention is the sevenfold repetition of 

certain key words for emphasis. This is so of the ―midwife, midwives‖ mĕyalledet/mĕyallĕdôt (Exod 

1:15–21), the ―child‖ (hā-yeled) Moses (2:1–10) and the stem lbn (verb and noun), in connection with the 

brick making (5:7–19). In the first story in the first series of three plague stories, the key term yĕōr (  m), 

―river Nile,‖ is repeated fourteen times (7:14–25), in the first of the second series of three, ˓ārōb, ―swarms 

of flies,‖ appears seven times (8:16–28—Eng8:20–32), and in the first of the third series barad, ―hail,‖ is 

repeated fourteen times (9:18–35; RSV adds an extra ―hail‖ in v 25 for clarity). In addition, there is a 

sevenfold mention of ˒arbeh, ―locusts,‖ in the eighth plague (10:1–20). The instructions for eating the 

paschal lamb (12:1–13) and those enjoining the eating of unleavened bread and prohibiting the eating of 

leaven (12:15–20) both feature the verb ˒kl, ―eat,‖ seven times. In addition, there are seven different 

expressions of redemption in the account of the recommissioning of Moses (6:6–8), and the 

commandment ordaining the weekly seven-day rest lists seven categories of God‘s creatures who are to 

benefit from it (20:10).  

Another device is the deliberate chronological displacement of an episode. Such is the case with the 

account of the visit of Jethro to the camp of Israel (chap. 18). This must have occurred after the revelation 

at Sinai (not before it, as its present position implies [Ibn Ezra Exodus 18: 1; Cassuto 1967: 211]). The 



evidence for this is that 18:15 has the people already encamped at ―the mountain of God,‖ whereas their 

arrival there is not recorded until 19:1–2; the burnt offerings (18:20) presuppose the existence of an altar 

of sacrifice at Sinai, which must be either that mentioned in 24:4 or that of the tabernacle; reference to 

―the laws and teachings of God‖ (18:16, 20) is more appropriate following the theophany than before it; 

the report about the organization of the judiciary in Deut 1:9–17 is immediately followed by the notice of 

the people‘s departure from Horeb, implying that the former took place toward the end of the sojourn at 

Sinai; this is consonant with Num 11:11, 29–32 which testifies to Jethro‘s presence in the camp in ―the 

second month of the second year after the Exodus,‖ so that the report of Exod 18:27 registering Jethro‘s 

departure must be dated after the theophany. The chronological disorder may be explained by the fact that 

the two distinct but interrelated units that make up chap. 18, vv 1–12 and 13–26, respectively, connect 

with the themes of the preceding and succeeding narratives. The first contrasts the friendliness of the 

Midianites/Kenites toward Israel with the treacherous behavior of the Amalekites. This is made explicit in 

1 Sam 15:1–6. The second theme provides a transition to the next pericope, the giving of the law.  

Another type of seeming disorder is the intersection of the account of the erection of the tabernacle by 

the episode of the golden calf (32:1–34:35). The anomaly functions as a kind of theological commentary 

on the incident. The tabernacle with the ark of the covenant as its focal point was meant to be an active 

extension of the Sinaitic experience into the wilderness wanderings. The golden calf resulted from a 

popular demand for a material representation of the continued presence of God in the camp of Israel in the 

wake of Moses‘ prolonged absence (32:1); a single motivation inspired both the tabernacle and the golden 

calf. The present arrangement of the two themes draws attention to this and points up the verdict that the 

first was a legitimate expression of spiritual yearning, the second was wholly incompatible with Israelite 

montheism (Sarna 1986: 215–20).  

J. Historicity  

The issues involved in determining the literary composition of the book of Exodus, and the variety of 

theories that they have generated, raise questions as to the reliability of the narrative as a witness to the 

historicity of the events described. It should be stressed that neither the theocentric nature of the biblical 

presentation nor the hypothetical lateness of the sources used would necessarily preclude the possibility 

that they may rest on a sound historical foundation. This is so even though there is a complete absence of 

any external written documents testifying to Israel‘s presence and subjugation in Egypt, to her migration 

from that land, or to her conquest of Canaan and her settlement there. In this situation, archaeological 

excavation in Israel and neighboring countries would appear to offer the most favorable prospects for 

resolving the issue. However, both the interpretation of the data and their correlation with the biblical 

sources have been matters of much scholarly disagreement.  

Assuming an Exodus date around the middle of the 13th century B.C.E. (the most widely held date), it is 

to be noted that the time around 1200 B.C.E. would provide favorable political, social, and material 

conditions for the appearance of Israel in Canaan. A marked deterioration in LB Age culture is 

discernible. Successive campaigns by Egyptian kings into Canaan and Syria had greatly weakened the 

military strength of the region, and Egyptian rule had drained Canaan‘s resources. The decline of 

Egyptian authority following the death of Merneptah, internal political fragmentation, and economic 

instability all contributed to the deterioration. A considerable decrease in the number of settlements in the 

N part of the mountainous region is apparent, while several towns and cities were violently destroyed, the 

sites of which were either abandoned or sparsely reoccupied at a lower level of material culture. In 

contrast, in the early Iron Age, a huge increase in settlements in the central highlands can be attested, an 

area hitherto very sparsely populated. This new development was facilitated by the increased use of iron 

tools, by the use of terracing, and by the introduction of lined water cisterns. In the main, the new 

settlements were unfortified and were grouped together in clusters. The old characteristic city-state system 

was abandoned, and in the earlier phases of settlement the collared-rim jar and a certain type of four-room 

house were innovated. What is uncertain is whether or not the transition from LB to early Iron I culture, 

with all its radical changes, involved cultural discontinuity, and whether or not it was an Israelite invasion 

from without that was responsible.  



The assumption that such was the case is not unreasonable, but it does entail a number of disparities 

between the biblical record and the archaeological evidence. The cities of Jericho (Joshua 6), Ai (chaps. 

7–8), Arad (Num 21:1; 33:40; Josh 12:14), and Hormah (ibid.), all said to have been destroyed in 

Joshua‘s invasion, were found to have been unoccupied in the LB. On the other hand, several of the cities 

found to have been violently destroyed in this general period are listed in Judg 1:27–36 among those not 

having been captured by the Israelites: Megiddo, Beth-shean, Gezer, and Beth-shemesh. Only Lachish 

and Hazor were found to have been laid in ruins around 1200 B.C.E. (cf. Joshua 10–11).  

The interpretation of the archaeological data has been complicated by the diverse scholarly perceptions 

of the nature and origin of the Israelite presence in Canaan.  

The school of Alt and Noth, ignoring the account of the conquest in Joshua, has argued against a unified 

Israelite military invasion of the country and in favor of a gradual, largely peaceful infiltration of 

individual nomadic tribes from outside Canaan into the sparsely populated central hill country. These 

settled down on the land and eventually organized into a confederation of tribes.  

G. E. Mendenhall (1962; 1973) has postulated that toward the close of the LB a sociopolitical peasant 

uprising against the city-states took place inside Canaan. This was joined by a group of liberated slaves 

who fled Egypt, led by Moses. This hypothesis has been elaborated by N. K. Gottwald (1979), who sees 

the origins of Israel in the commingling of a heterogeneous collection of disaffected social elements 

inside Canaan. These groups rebelled against the entire existing sociopolitical and religious feudal system, 

gradually retribalized, and developed a new social order along egalitarian lines based on a covenant 

relationship with YHWH.  

None of these theories leaves much room for accommodating the biblical account to history, although a 

kernel of factuality is conceded. Even this is flatly dismissed by Lemche (1985). Convinced of the late 

composition of Exodus and of the worthlessness of its traditions for historical research, as well as the 

original independence of the Sinai pericope, he believes the biblical account of Israel‘s pre-Davidic 

history to be entirely fictional and to be of use only for revealing Israel‘s self-understanding of its past 

half a millennium after the founding of the monarchy. Basing himself on a specific interpretation of the 

archaeological data, he argues that as a result of the disintegration of Canaanite culture and the serious 

crisis that beset the city-states from the 14th century down, exacerbated by the arrival of groups of the Sea 

Peoples, there occurred a substantial thinning out of the plains and valleys of Canaan and a movement of 

population eastward to the mountainous regions where an agrarian culture developed ca. 1200 B.C.E. 

Israel as a nation is said to have first emerged in this area. There was no discontinuity. The ethical aspect 

of Israelite religion really evolved from the ethical side of Canaanite culture. Lemche asserts that the 

notion of a covenant played no role in the religious life of Israel before the 6th century B.C.E.  

Hardly decisive, though worthy of note, is the fact that the Exodus narratives do contain undeniable 

Egyptian coloration. The evidence may be summarized as follows:  

(1) The descent of the Israelite shepherds into Egypt in the days of Joseph in order to escape famine 

finds an analogy in Papyrus Anastasi VI, in which a frontier official reports on the passage of Edomite 

bedouin tribes from Asia into the delta of Egypt ―to keep them and their cattle alive‖ (ANET, 259).  

(2) The title ―pharaoh,‖ uniformly used for the king of Egypt, points to the development that took place 

during the late 18th Dynasty when the term, meaning ―The Great House‖ and originally applied to the 

royal palace, came to be employed as a metonymy for the reigning monarch.  

(3) The conscription of Israelites for work on state projects (Exod 1:11) correlates with the tradition 

preserved by Diodorus Siculus (1.56) that Rameses II preferred to conscript foreigners rather than 

Egyptians for his vast building program.  

(4) The Israelites are said to have built the cities of Pithom and Raamses (Exod 1:11). The first is the 

Egyptian P (r) ˒Itm, ―House of (the god) Atum,‖ and the second is P (r) R˒mss, ―House of Rameses,‖ built 

by Rameses II in the eastern delta of the Nile. Egyptian texts extol the beauty and glory of this city 

(ANET, 470–71; cf. Gen 47:5–6, 11).  



(5) The Israelites were also subjected to hard work in the fields (Exod 1:14). The Egyptian text known 

as the ―Satire on the Trades‖ emphasizes the harsh conditions under which agricultural laborers worked 

(ANET, 433; AEL 1: 187–88; 2: 170).  

(6) The making of bricks proved to be an especially onerous imposition on the Israelites (Exod 1:14; 

5:7–8, 13–14). Alluvial mud supplied by the river Nile and shaped into bricks was the common building 

material in Egypt, other than for monumental architecture. Ordinary private dwellings as well as 

administrative buildings were mainly constructed of bricks, and the walls that encircled towns were of 

brick and often reached a height of about 60 feet. It is estimated that the pyramids of Sesostris III at 

Dahshur required about 24.5 million bricks. The massive building program of Rameses II would have 

necessitated the manufacture of enormous quantities of bricks (Spencer 1979). Surviving records from the 

time of this pharaoh describe how a quota of 2000 bricks was assigned to each of a gang of forty men and 

how that target was rarely reached (Kitchen 1976). The aforementioned ―Satire on the Trades‖ describes 

the hardships endured by the brickmaker (ANET, 433).  

(7) The midwives play a prominent role in the early phase of the oppression (Exod 1:15–21). The craft 

was evidently held in high esteem in Egypt, for in one Egyptian tale it was practiced by three goddesses 

(AEL 1: 220). The name Shiphrah held by one of the Hebrew midwives has turned up as belonging to an 

Asiatic woman in a list of slaves attached to an Egyptian household (Albright 1954: 229, no. 233).  

(8) Mention of the birth stool (Heb ˒obnāy  m [Exod 1:16]) appears to be connected with the Egyptian 

custom of women experiencing parturition in a crouching or sitting position. The Egyptian hieroglyph for 

birth is a kneeling woman, and one text explicitly refers to ―sitting on bricks like a woman in labor‖ 

(ANET, 381).  

(9) The story of the birth of Moses and his exposure in the Nile (Exod 2:1–10) reflects the widespread 

motif of the abandoned hero, known from the ANE and the classical world. A local Egyptian analogy 

exists in the story of the concealment of Horus from Seth.  

(10) The name Moses (Exod 2:10) is of Egyptian origin and appears as a frequent element in proper 

names, usually with the addition of a divine element (cf. Ahmose, Ramose, Ptahmose, Thutmose), and 

sometimes without it (EHI, 329).  

(11) Although not explicitly stated, it may be inferred from Exod 2:10 that Moses grew up and was 

educated in Egyptian court circles. Evidence exists for the presence of foreign students, especially 

Semites, in the royal schools in the Ramesside period.  

(12) The promised land is described for the first time as ―a land flowing with milk and honey‖ (Exod 

3:8). This matches the description of the land found in the Egyptian tale of Sinuhe (ANET, 18–23), and 

the Annals of Thutmose III (ANET, 237–38; Fensham 1966).  

(13) The request of Moses to allow the Israelites a three-day release from their corvée labors in order to 

celebrate a religious festival (Exod 3:18; 5:1–3; 8:22–25) follows established precedent as attested by 

extant records kept by supervisors of labor gangs (Erman 1971: 124; Kitchen 1975: 156–57).  

(14) The exceptional role of wonder-working in the early Exodus narratives (Exod 4:2–5, 6–9; 7:8–12, 

22; 8:3, 14–15) must be viewed in the light of the extraordinary place of magic as an essential part of 

daily life at all levels of Egyptian society. The feat of turning a rod into a snake finds analogy in the 

popular tale ―King Cheops (Khufu) and the Magicians‖ (Erman 1966: 36–38). As a matter of fact, the 

snake as stiff as a rod is still practiced in Egypt and has been well documented in modern times (Mannix 

1960: 32). The specific selection of this trick in order to impress both the Israelites and the pharaoh and 

his court may have been conditioned by the ceremonial insignia of Egyptian monarchs. The rod, or 

scepter, was emblematic of royalty, power, and authority, and the uraeus, or stylized representation of the 

sacred cobra, was worn on the forehead by the pharaohs as a symbol of imperial authority.  

(15) The turning of water into blood (Exod 4:9; 7:17–22) is mentioned in Egyptian compositions. ―The 

Admonitions of an Egyptian Sage‖ (ANET, 441), and the story of ―Setne Khamwas and Si-osire‖ (AEL 3: 

148) both refer to it.  

(16) The ninth plague, darkness (Exod 10:21–23), may be compared with mention of a similar 

phenomenon in the ―Prophecies of Neferti‖ (ANET, 445).  



(17) Finally, the ten plagues are described as ―judgments on the gods of Egypt‖ (Exod 12:12; cf. Num 

33:4; Jer 46:25), a verdict early interpreted to mean that they were a mockery of Egyptian paganism 

12:23–27; 16:1–14; cf. Exod 10:2; Jub. 48:5). Some of the plagues can be so explained if taken in a 

context of Egyptian religious beliefs. The Nile, the vital artery of the land, was personified as the god 

Hapi, and its annual inundation was regarded as a manifestation of Osiris. The first two plagues centered 

on the river and could certainly have been understood by the Egyptians as nullifying the powers of these 

two deities. The plague of frogs could well have been taken as mocking the frog goddess Heqt, who was 

fancied as assisting women in labor and who was the consort of Khnum, the one who fashioned human 

beings out of clay. The plague of darkness represented the defeat of the sun god Re, symbol of cosmic 

order. To the Egyptian mind, it would have evoked the powerful cosmogonic myth in which the monster 

Apophis, symbolic of darkness and the embodiment of all that is terrible, daily vied for victory over Re.  

The cumulative effect of the above data is to demonstrate the narrator‘s familiarity with Egyptian 

culture. It does not of itself prove the authenticity of the stories as being actual reflections of a historic 

circumstance. It does, however, accentuate an unanswered problem that besets the above-cited hypotheses 

that deny those narratives any objective reality, namely, how and why the Egyptian episode came to be 

invented, if such was the case. The failure to deal adequately with the issue is particularly acute in light of 

the Genesis traditions that locate the origins of Abraham neither in Egypt nor in Canaan but in 

Mesopotamia, and that are consistent in describing the continued associations of all the patriarchs with 

that region. Moreover, this tradition is also emphasized in the biblical ―credos‖ of Deut 26:5 and Josh 

24:2. Another weakness of the radical theories is their lack of convincing explanation for what would be 

the gratuitous invention and successful transmission century after century of such an inglorious and 

embarrassing tradition as the slavery in Egypt. Even more perplexing would be how to account for the 

fact that the Exodus theme managed to leave an indelible impress on the national consciousness to the 

extent that it became paramount in the religion of Israel, shaped all its basic institutions, and dominated its 

conception of God. One would also have to explain how a literary fabrication would be repeatedly cited 

and celebrated in the variegated historical, prophetic, and psalmodic literature (Judg 6:8–9, 13; 1 Sam 

12:6, 8; 1 Kgs 8:16, 51; Dan 9:15; Neh 9:9ff.; 2 Chr 7:22; Isa 10:24, 26; 11:15; 51:9–11; 52:4; Jer 2:2, 6–

7; 7:21–24; 11:1–8; 34:13; Ezek 20:5–29; Hos 8:13; 9:3; 11:1; 12:14; Amos 9:7; Hag 2:5). Finally, 

without the cohesive force provided by a shared experience in Egypt and the belief in the covenant 

between God and Israel, what were the forces at work in welding heterogeneous population groups into a 

unified nation under central authority, contrary to the entire past historical experience of Canaan?  

K. Religion of Exodus  

The Exodus theme is referred to in the Hebrew Scriptures in one form or another approximately one 

hundred and twenty times, apart from the primary narrative. This remarkable statistic bears unequivocal 

testimony to its centrality in the religion of Israel. From this preeminence flow certain consequential 

conceptions of God, of the relationship between God and Israel, of history, and of the proper ordering of 

human associations.  

The Exodus negates any notion of an otiose deity and asserts the reality of a God who is intimately 

involved in the life of the world. He is the God of history in the sense that the coming into being of the 

people of Israel, their enslavement in Egypt, their liberation, and the events connected therewith, are not 

fortuitous or the result of human endeavors, but the unfolding of the divine plan of history (cf. Gen 

15:13–14). The breaking of Egyptian resistance establishes God‘s absolute hegemony over history. 

History is the arena of divine activity and is thus endowed with meaning.  

A major consequence of this is that the religion of Israel became embedded in a historical matrix. Its 

major institutions, its religious calendar, its rituals and observances, have all been reinterpreted in terms of 

the Exodus and emptied of any theological association with the rhythm of nature and the life of the soil 

(Exod 23:14–15; Lev 23:42–43; Deut 5:15; 16:1–12). Even the dietary laws are given the rationale of the 

Exodus (Lev 11:45).  

God‘s role as liberator of the enslaved, and his repeated and benevolent provisioning of his people in the 

wilderness, notwithstanding their fractious ingratitude (Exod 15:22–27; 16; 17:1–7), become the 



paradigms for Israel‘s code of interpersonal relations. That is to say, the Exodus becomes the source of 

ethical teaching and the wellspring of moral action. God‘s actions on behalf of Israel must evoke 

corresponding human concern for the unfortunates of society (Exod 22:20; 23:9; Lev 19:33–34; Deut 

5:13–15; 10:17–19; 15:12–15; 23:8; 24:20–22).  

Axiomatic if unexplicated is the idea that knowledge of God‘s qualities and of his demands on Israel 

can be acquired only insofar as God takes the initiative in revealing them. Two clear statements of Israel‘s 

understanding of the divine personality are to be found in Exodus:  

I the Lord your God am an impassioned God, visiting the guilt of the parents upon the children, upon 

the third and fourth generations of those who reject me, but showing kindness to the thousandth 

generation of those who love me and keep my commandments. (Exod 20:5–6.)  

The Lord! A God compassionate and gracious, slow to anger, abounding in kindness and faithfulness, 

extending kindness to the thousandth generation, forgiving iniquity, transgression and sin; yet he does 

not remit all punishment but visits the iniquity of parents upon children and children‘s children, upon 

the third and fourth generations. (Exod 34:6–7.)  

These descriptions are presented as God‘s self-revelation, not as the product of speculation or experience. 

The same idea that, to know God, man must depend on God‘s self-disclosure is implicit in Moses‘ 

request, ―Let me know your ways‖ (Exod 33:13), and it is inherent in the obligations of the covenant set 

forth in the Decalog, which is portrayed as being the content of a great national theophany. It governs 

Israel‘s understanding of law. All the legislative complexes of the Pentateuch are formulated as a series of 

divine commands to Israel, albeit mediated by Moses.  

The most important contribution of Exodus to the religion of Israel is the idea of the covenant itself, not 

as a figure of speech but as an actual legal circumstance that henceforth governs the relationship between 

God and Israel. Foretold in Gen 17:7–8, the covenant is recalled in Exod 2:24 and in Exod 6:4–5. The 

second is associated with the first instance of the covenant formulation that is frequently repeated with 

variation in the Torah and the Prophets: ―I will take you to be my people, and I will be your God‖ (Exod 

6:7; cf. Lev 26:12; Deut 26:17–18; 29:12; 2 Sam 7:24; Jer 7:23; 11:4; 24:7; 30:22, 25; 31:32; Ezek 11:20; 

14:11; 36:28; 37:23). The great theophany at Sinai consummates the establishment of this covenant 

(Exodus 19–20, 24). Thereafter, covenant consciousness suffuses all subsequent developments in Israel‘s 

history, which is portrayed as being conditioned by the degree of fidelity or disloyalty to that special 

relationship with God and all that it entails.  

The institution of the Sabbath occupies a significant place in Exodus, exceeding in mention all other 

sacred times (16:5; 22:30; 20:8–11; 31:12–18; 35:1–3), even though it is connected with creation rather 

than with the Exodus (20:11; 31:17; cf. Deut 5:15).  

Lastly, as Y. Kaufmann has pointed out (KRI, 223–42), three fundamental characteristics of biblical 

religion first appear in Exodus: YHWH as the predominant personal name of the God of Israel (Exod 

3:14–15; 6:2); the war against paganism, which finds no mention in Genesis, but which is implicit in the 

Exodus narratives (5:2; 12:12) and is explicit in the laws (20:3–5; 22:19; 23:24:25, 32–33; 34:11–17); and 

the institution of apostolic prophecy as first represented by Moses in his mission to both the pharaoh and 

to Israel.  
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NAHUM M. SARNA  

EXODUS, THE. ―Exodus‖ is simply the Latin form of the Gk term exodos, for an exit or ―going 

out‖—even today, each passenger who steps out of a Greek motor bus exits from a door marked exodos. 

Regarding the OT, the word applies above all else to the clans of Israel leaving Egypt, to settle back in 

Canaan whence their ancestors had earlier come. The significance of this particular ―going out‖ derives 

from two elements in the biblical tradition. It was an escape from foreign oppression, and it led to the 

formation of an incipient nation. As the OT writers themselves viewed it, it was a deliverance effected by 

the power of the Israelites‘ deity (YHWH, ―the LORD‖ of Eng versions), in accord with whose promises 



to their ancestors they were to enter and occupy Canaan. Between these two termini (leaving Egypt; 

reaching Canaan), biblical tradition has an intermediate phase—the travels and sojourn of the Israelites in 

the Sinai peninsula and environs. This includes (1) the high point of the giving of the law and covenant 

and instituting of worship at a portable shrine (―the tabernacle‖) (see SINAI, MOUNT), and (2) the 

discipline for disobeying the deity of languishing long years in the wilderness before entering Canaan (see 

WILDERNESS WANDERINGS).  

———  
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———  

A. Sources  

1. Exodus 1–19. The existing book of Exodus hinges at chap. 19. Thus, Exodus 1–19 takes the reader 

from a point after the death of Joseph through a period in which the Hebrew family grew into a group of 

clans. Then follows the stirring narrative of Egyptian oppression, the origins of Moses, Israel‘s future 

leader, and then the contest with the pharaoh of Egypt, culminating in the Hebrews leaving Egypt through 

the shifting water bed of the Reed Sea (where their pursuers were swamped), and on into Sinai. 

Thereafter, Exodus 20–40 presents the making of the covenant between the people and their soveriegn 

deity, and of the portable shrine that was to be the practical focus of worship of their God in the life of 

these clans, incipient Israel.  

If one were to grant a historical basis for this series of events (see D and E below), then in principle 

what we now find in the book of Exodus would derive in some measure from earliest Israel‘s experience 

of those events. The extent to which the existing book of Exodus may be held to mirror those possible 

events closely and accurately, or else distantly with later elaboration, is still a question of mere opinion, 

not of formal proof. For this reason, it is useful and necessary to compare the data in the biblical text with 

external data from the Egyptian and Near Eastern world in which the whole OT is set. Following 19th-

century biblical scholarship, it is still commonplace to divide up the existing narratives, etc., among 

purely theoretical ―documents‖ (denoted by such sigla as J, E, P, D) variously dated across the 9th–5th 

centuries B.C. However, if honesty is to be maintained, it should be stated plainly that (in the words of no 

less a literary critic than Eissfeldt 1965: 240) ―the whole of Pentateuchal criticism is a hypothesis …‖ and 

not a proven fact. No manuscript evidence of any of these theoretical ―source documents‖ has been found 

(not even among the Dead Sea Scrolls). External evidence (see D and E below) suggests that the biblical 

traditions contain much that predates the 9th century B.C., and hence originated and was transmitted long 

before such documents were composed (if they ever were). For fundamental errors in, and criticism of, 

these literary methods, see Kitchen 1966: 112–29, whose arguments were opposed by Tigay 1985a: 3ff.; 

1985b: 152ff. (though unsuccessfully). Recently a detailed assessment of methodological problems in the 

―Documentary Hypothesis‖ has been provided by Whybray 1987: 43–113.  



2. Later Biblical Allusions to the Exodus, and Their Significance. Such allusions back to the 

Exodus-event are relatively numerous across the varied span of OT writings. For the reader‘s 

convenience, they can be usefully grouped by function and in broad biblical sequences.  

a. The basic historical reason why Israel should accept and obey YHWH‘s covenant. In the introduction 

to the Ten Commandments, both at Sinai and in Moab (Exod 2:20; Deut 5:6), he is their deliverer from 

slavery in accord with ancient promise (cf. Gen 15:13–14; 48:21; 50:24–25, for what was envisaged). 

Reminders of Israel‘s covenant indebtedness to their deliverer from Egypt then recur in the settlement 

narratives (Jos 24:5–7, 17, covenant renewal at Shechem; cf. Judg 2:1–3, 12; 6:7–10, 13; 1 Sam 10:18–

19), under Solomon (1 Kgs 8:51, 53; 9:9 = 2 Chr 7:22), then during the Divided Monarchy, Babylonian 

exile, and later (cf. Hos 12:9–10, 13; 13:4; Amos 2:10–11; 3:1–2; 9:7, in terms of judgment; Mic 6:3–4; 

Jer 2:6–7; 7:22–26; 11:3–5, 7; 32:20–23; 34:13). The editor of Kings (2 Kgs 17:7, 36), then others (Ezek 

20:5–10; Dan 9:15; Neh 9:9–12) follow out this line. It also appears in the Psalms (78; 80:8; 81:6–7; 

105:34–39; 106; 136: 10–16).  

b. A motivating reason for the Israelites‘ proper treatment of each other and of strangers, as pointed out 

by Sarna (1986: 3–5), and at feasts. See Exod 22:21; 23:9; 23:15 (also 34:18); 29:44–46. Likewise in Lev 

11:1–45; 18:3; 19:33–34, 36; 22:32–33 (cf. 25:54–55); 23:42–43; 25:36–38, 42; 26:13, 45. Fleetingly, we 

have only Num 15:40–41 in that book. Contrast Deuteronomy—in the prologue (4:20, 34, 37), as a basis 

for gratitude (a., above); and motivation, 6:12, 21–23; 7:8; 11:3–4; 13:5, 10; 16:1 (feast), 12; 20:1; 24:18, 

22; 26:6–10; 29:22–26. This theme thus extends across all aspects of the Law.  

c. Knowledge of the Exodus-event as showing the sovereignty of the God of Israel is credited by the 

Hebrew writers to people in Canaan in Joshua‘s time (Jos 2:10; 9:9), and to Transjordanians under the 

judges (Judg 11:13). Cf. also the Balaam episode, Num 22:5, 11; 23:22; 24:8.  

d. With the passing of time, the Exodus-event was used as an initial dateline (though not necessarily 

numerically) for the Israelites‘ history—much as the Egyptians would remark that something or other had 

never been seen ―since the founding of the land‖ or ―since the time of the god,‖ in their case. Such 

―dateline‖ references occur during the settlement (Judg 19:30—a deed, its like never seen since Israel left 

Egypt; the beginning of Eli‘s priestly line, 1 Sam 2:27; the time span of Israel‘s disobedience, 1 Sam 8:8; 

and the starting point of Samuel‘s historical review, 1 Sam 12:6–8). This usage is found associated with 

the times of David (2 Sam 7:6, 23–24 = 1 Chr 17:5, 21–22), Solomon (1 Kgs 6:1, 480th year; 1 Kgs 8:16 

= 2 Chr 6:5), and Manasseh (2 Kgs 21:15). Cf. Jer 16:14–15; 23:7–8; 32:20.  

e. Allusions to the period of the Exodus occur as a basis for comparison for later events, such as under 

Saul (1 Sam 15:6; cf. usage in Isa 11:16 and Mic 7:15); and simply as a long past event, as with Solomon 

(1 Kgs 8:9 = 2 Chr 5:10; 1 Kgs 8:21 = 2 Chr 6:11), Hosea (2:15; 11:1), Haggai (2:5), and the Psalms (114; 

135:8, 9).  

Thus, throughout early Hebrew history, from the settlement in Canaan (and probably even from Sinai), 

down to the Babylonian exile and beyond, we find a good number of allusions to the exodus-event, from 

several viewpoints, regardless of what analysis of the texts may be used. These vantage points include the 

basic reason for Israel‘s gratitude and obedience to their deliverer-deity, as good reason for caring for 

others too easily oppressed, as a basic dateline for commenting on subsequent events, as a point of 

comparison for significant events to come, and simply as past history. Within the biblical tradition, few 

other events enjoyed anything like the prominence accorded so pervasively in the work of so many 

writers, or were deemed of such basic importance for Israel‘s history.  

B. Modern Opinions about the Exodus-event  

Until well into the 19th century A.D., the prevailing judgment was that the narratives in Exodus 1–19 

should be regarded as essentially historical. However, influenced not by any fresh facts but by alien 

philosophical presuppositions brought in from outside, 19th-century biblical studies tended to reject the 

overall scheme of history and religious development of early Israel as found in the pages of our existing 

Bible. Adoption of such philosophically slanted, theoretical schemes has led to widely differing modern 

estimates of the historicity (from total to zero) of the exodus-event and of the narratives that recount it.  



Thus, about a century ago, in his famous article ―Israel‖ in the Encyclopaedia Britannica, and 

subsequently reprinted with his pivotal work, the Prolegomena (WPHI, 429–30), Wellhausen clearly 

envisaged the entry into Egypt of a group of Hebrew shepherds and goatherds, eventually enslaved in 

Egyptian public works in Goshen. Later, at a time of plagues in Egypt, this modest community took secret 

flight, crossed wind-driven shallow waters (led by Moses), battling with Egyptian chariotry that failed to 

hold them and were swept off by returning waters. Thus the great architect of conventional literary 

criticism certainly held to a definite (if limited) Exodus led by Moses.  

For several decades opinions have varied around this basis. Bright (BHI, 119) considered that ―there can 

really be little doubt that ancestors of Israel had been slaves in Egypt and had escaped in some marvelous 

way.‖ B. W. Anderson (1978: 43–45) implicitly accepts the reality of an Egyptian oppression and Hebrew 

exodus: ―it is clear that the biblical narratives reflect the sober realities of the political situation. But these 

realities were interpreted through the eyes of Israelite faith … Only the Hebrews who stood in the circle 

of Moses experienced the depth of historical meaning that led to the remembering … of these historical 

traditions.‖ By 1982, D. B. Redford viewed the Exodus narratives as ―a post-exilic composition,‖ but 

regarded as unassailable the following four points: (1) An early and strong reminiscence of pastoralists 

entering Egypt, one Jacob being an ancestral figure; (2) these incomers multiplied and briefly became 

―exceedingly influential in Egypt‖; (3) then strong antipathy arose between the local Egyptians and these 

Asiatics; so that (4) the latter withdrew to ―the Levantine littoral whence they had emerged‖ (Redford in 

Rainey 1987: 150). Subsequently, in 1988, Garbini averred that ―it is quite probable that Semitic people 

first settled in Egypt and then left it, but in this case, it is absolutely impossible to verify the event‖ 

(Garbini 1988: 15). More scathing still is Lemche (1988: 109): ―the traditions about … the exodus of the 

Israelites are legendary and epic in nature … There is no real reason even to attempt to find a historical 

background for the events of the Exodus … There was no massive emigration from Egypt under the 

eighteenth dynasty or later in the form described in the Old Testament.‖ However, a very different 

judgment is expressed by Sarna (in Shanks 1988: 52): ―Are the Israelite slavery, liberation and conquest 

as described in the Bible ‗proven‘ in a scientific sense? They are definitely not. Does the assumption of 

their general historicity provide the most reasonable explanation to account for and accommodate the 

most facts despite the puzzling complexity of the literary sources? It certainly is.‖  

Opinions in the abstract can settle nothing. Scientifically, the only feasible approach is to compare the 

content of the Exodus narratives with the available background material from the Egyptian and ANE 

cultural environment, to see what indications (if any) emerge. Before so doing (D, E, below), the 

approximate date and location of any ―exodus‖ must be considered.  

C. The Exodus: Time and Place  

1. Date. Much disputed for a century or more, a satisfactory solution depends (1) on having fuller 

information than we currently possess, and (2) on using correctly such data as we do have. The first 

condition is beyond reach currently, but the second is feasible. No final date can be offered, but some 

limits can be set.  

The ―lazy man‘s solution‖ is simply to cite the 480 years ostensibly given in 1 Kgs 6:1 from the Exodus 

to the 4th year of Solomon (ca. 966 B.C.) and so to set the Exodus at ca. 1446 B.C. However, this too 

simple solution is ruled out by the combined weight of all the other biblical data plus additional 

information from external data. So the interval from the Exodus comes out not at 480 years but as over 

553 years (by three unknown amounts), if we trouble to go carefully through all the known biblical 

figures for this period. It is evident that the 480 years cannot cover fully the 553 + X years. At best, it 

could be a selection from them, or else it is a schematic figure (12 × 40 years, or similar). But again, on 

other evidence to be considered, a date of ca. 1519 B.C. (966+553) and earlier is even less realistic for the 

Exodus. In Exod 1:11, the Hebrews are building Raamses, whence also they are said to have set out on 

the Exodus (Exod 12:37); the ―land of Rameses‖ (Gen 47:11) is a reflex of the same name and place. This 

place is Pi-Ramesse, the east-delta city built by Rameses II (1279–1213 B.C.) (see C.2 below). Thus, the 

end of the oppression and the start of the Exodus could not precede the accession of this king at the 

earliest, i.e., not before 1279 B.C. on our present knowledge of Egyptian chronology. That is only a little 



more than 300 years before Solomon, not 480 or 553. In ANE terms, the solution is quite straightforward. 

There were most probably considerable overlaps between contemporary groups of judges in Israel during 

the settlement period; hence, the 553 + X years totals up all the years of such people, years which in 

reality were partly overlapping and fitted inside the absolute period of 300 years or so. This early Israelite 

―intermediate period‖ between Joshua and the United Monarchy (Saul to Solomon) would in this respect 

have been exactly like such periods elsewhere in the biblical world. In Egypt, the dynasties of the Second 

Intermediate Period add up globally to well over 500 years; yet we know that these selfsame 13th–17th 

Dynasties all fit within a period of not more than about 230 years (in fact, within either 1786–1550 B.C. or 

1759–1530 B.C.). Similarly, one might add up the dynasties (Isin, Larsa, etc.) in the Old Babylonian 

period between the fall of the Ur III Dynasty and the triumph of Hammurapi of Babylon to some 500 

years; but they, too, must fit into the approximately 250 years that the interval really covers.  

From Egyptian data, a bottom date for the Exodus can also be set. In his 5th year, 1209 B.C., Merneptah 

(Rameses II‘s successor) mentions four entities recently subdued in Canaan: Ascalon, Gezer, Yenoam, 

and Israel; by the hieroglyphic determinatives, clearly three territorial city-states and a people, 

respectively. The disposition of related reliefs at Karnak would confirm (in conjunction with the ―Israel 

Stela‖) the location of earliest Israel in that area later known as Ephraim and (W) Manasseh, (see Yurco 

1986, which supersedes all previous treatments). Hence, the Exodus, the sojourn in the wilderness, and 

the entry into Canaan can reasonably be limited to within ca. 1279–1209 B.C., a maximum of 70 years; or 

if within about 1260–1220 B.C., very nearly 300 years before the 4th year of Solomon (966 B.C.). The 

other biblical (genealogical) data cluster around this general figure. Thus, we have roughly 300 years/10 

generations of high priests down to Zadok (1 Chr 6:3–8). The genealogy of David (5 generations, Ruth 

4:18–22) is clearly too short, and is probably ―telescoped,‖ i.e., some links are omitted.  

Archaeological evidence (though imperfect and unsatisfactory) is not incompatible with these findings. 

Rameses II invaded Moab, probably sometime within 1275–1260 B.C., including Dibon (Kitchen 1964, 

for the firsthand data; denial of this by Cross 1988: 58–59, n. 41, is based upon ignorance of the facts and 

upon errors by Ahituv). Clearly, the Hebrews would have come that way after such an event—―Israel‖ 

does not feature among Levantine place names under Rameses II as it did under Merneptah. In Canaan, 

the drastic destruction of Hazor (level 13) in the later 13th century B.C. (despite misconceptions to the 

contrary) may well reflect Joshua‘s exploit. Ai remains an enigma on any view; at Jericho, nearly half a 

millennium of erosion has long since removed virtually all pertinent evidence. Lachish level 7 fell at this 

time, but neither its fall nor even level 6 need be credited to the Israelites. (It should not need to be 

remarked that killing petty kinglets in battle, Josh 12:9–24, is a far cry from demolishing cities.) However 

all this may be, recent surveys and excavations do seem to indicate clearly that following 1200 B.C. there 

was a new intensity of settlement (farms, hamlets, villages) in Canaan, particularly and first in the N part 

that became Ephraim/W Manasseh (see AIS 1988). This sudden rise in population could not come from 

simply nowhere; and the entry of new groups, such as the Israelite clans (ultimately from Egypt) remains 

by far the most sensible explanation. (However, for an outline of various proposals, and Finkelstein‘s 

most recent assessment of the data, see AIS, 336–56.)  

Returning to the documentary evidence, it must be emphasized that the formulation of the Sinai/Moab 

covenant (Exodus-Leviticus; Deuteronomy) in its basic framework belongs squarely within the period 

1380–1200 B.C. (Kitchen 1989). This excludes an early date for the Exodus/lawgiving (e.g., 1440 B.C.), as 

Moses could not have used this format over 60 years before it had been invented; nor can the basic 

covenant be dated any later than the start of the 12th century at latest on analogous grounds. The Habiru 

of the Amarna Letters are a false trail; as was remarked long ago, the biblical Hebrews may have been 

Habiru, but not all Habiru are biblical Hebrews. So, in summary, the likeliest date for an exodus of 

Hebrews from Egypt would at present fall within the middle part of the 13th century B.C.  

2. Location and Route. The starting point of the Exodus is given as Rameses (Gen 47:11; Exod 12:37; 

Num 33:3, 5), alternately Raamses (Exod 1:11), in the E delta, it being also the scene of the Hebrew 

labors at brickmaking (Exod 1:11; 12:37; Num 33:3, 5). Within reach of Raamses, they labored also at 

Pithom (Exod 1:11). But when the Hebrews traveled out from Rameses, we hear no more of Pithom, but 



of Succoth as first stop (Exod 12:37; Num 33:5) on the way E (clearly, Pithom had been bypassed, not 

being on their direct route). When they first entered the E delta from Canaan, the patriarchal clan had been 

located in a district named Goshen (Gen 46:28), which the later editor of the Exodus period identified as 

―the land of Rameses‖ (Gen 47:11).  

Scrutiny of the total available Egyptian sources (Gardiner 1918; supplemented by Kitchen 1990) reveals 

scores of mentions of places called ―Rameses.‖ The vast majority of these refer to Rameses II, a very few 

to Rameses III, and none to any other Rameses. A handful of these mentions in fact relate to places totally 

irrelevant to the Exodus—a Rameses settlement over a thousand miles up the Nile in Nubia, and a couple 

of forts on the West, Libyan margins of the delta. In the E delta, just two such places are definitely 

attested. One is a fort at the W end of the chain of forts that ran along the N coast of Sinai from Egypt to 

Canaan: ―The Dwelling of the Lion‖ under Sethos I, renamed ―The Dwelling of Rameses‖ by Rameses II. 

Recent excavation at Tell Haboua has revealed a massive Ramesside fortress (up to 1000 m
2
), built over a 

Middle Kingdom/Hyksos settlement (Abd el-Maqsoud 1988; personal information; Abd el-Maqsoud 

1983, and especially 1987). This may well be the site of ―The Dwelling.‖  

However, the vast mass of references under Rameses II to Rameses III relate to a major delta capital 

city, built by Rameses II around the summer palace of his father Sethos I as nucleus, and on the N of the 

old town of Avaris, used by the Hyksos, but of no importance until the reign of Haremhab, the immediate 

predecessor of the Ramesside kings. The location of Pi-Ramesse, ―Domain of Rameses,‖ the clear 

original of Hebrew Rameses, was long disputed. Pelusium did not fit; Tanis proved to be an illusion, 

because all the Ramesside monuments found there (many from Pi-Ramesse) were in fact reused materials, 

brought from elsewhere by later kings to build the temple of Amun of Tanis in the 21st–22d Dynasties. 

But a growing series of important finds in the immediate area of Khata˓ana-Qantir-Tell-Dab˓a by Hamza, 

Habachi, Adam, Bietak, and Pusch have produced results that correspond remarkably well with the 

literary and inscriptional sources on Pi-Ramesse, as well as Avaris. See, conveniently, Bietak 1981, and 

for fuller detail Bietak 1975. It should be noted that the New Kingdom history of Avaris/Pi-Ramesse does 

not currently precede the reign of Haremhab (ca. 1320 B.C.), and that its main period runs from Rameses 

II to Rameses VI (ca. 1279–1140 B.C.), after which it rapidly fell into disuse and decay. Biblical mentions 

of Raamses therefore belong to the late 2d millennium B.C., after which the city and the name fell into 

total oblivion, being attested in 4th/3d century inscriptions for ―shadow-cults‖ of Amun, hidden away 

within late Egyptian sanctuaries, at a period when later Jewish tradition proved incapable of accurately 

locating this city (and others); see Bietak in Rainey 1987, and LÄ 5: 128–46.  

Succoth is a name widely agreed to be derived from Eg ṯkw, Tjeku. The Eg literary sources of the 13th 

century B.C. clearly show that Tjeku was the name for an area that contained a settlement (also called 

Tjeku), two forts or keeps, and pools. Statuary found at Tell el-Maskhuta and a stela of Ptolemy II show 

clearly that Tjeku (and therefore Succoth) should be located at Tell el-Maskhuta in Wadi Tumilat, 

approximately 22 miles from Pi-Ramesse to its NW.  

Pithom (Exod 1:11) is clearly bypassed, and therefore should be sought either N of Pi-Ramesse (where 

no appropriate site is known), or else somewhere S of Pi-Ramesse and W of Succoth. This option would 

bring us to Tell er-Retaba, 9 Roman miles W of Succoth/Tjeku. At this W site was a Ramesside cult and 

temple of the god Atum, who gave his name to Pithom (Pi- (A)tum, ―Domain of Atum‖); cf. Bietak in 

Rainey 1987: 168–69; the views of D. B. Redford (―Pithom‖ in LÄ 4: 1054–58) are totally mistaken; cf. 

Kitchen 1990, besides Bietak. Tell er-Retaba has appropriate Ramesside remains, but nothing much 

earlier.  

Unfortunately, almost nothing at all can be clearly identified among the other place names on the 

Exodus itinerary. That applies to Etham, certainly not an Eg Khetem, ―fort,‖ but evidently somewhere 

near the Bitter Lakes. Here, on the edge of the wilderness, the Hebrews had to turn aside and camp 

between Migdol, Pi-Hahiroth, and ―the sea,‖ before escaping past the wind-driven waters (Exod 14:2, 16–

22; Num 33:6–8). The Hebrews would appear to have first turned N, then E by the waters, before finally 

going off SE into Sinai, and well away from the forbidden ―Way of the Philistines‖ (Exod 13:17), with its 

chain of Egyptian forts (on which, cf. Oren and T. Dothan in Rainey 1987). Despite occasional 



suggestions to the contrary (e.g., Batto 1983, 1984), the so-called ―Red Sea‖ of Exod 10:19–15:22 is best 

rendered ―Sea of Reeds,‖ as part of the Bitter Lakes, the word ṣup, ―reeds,‖ being clearly derived from Eg 

twf, tjuf. (See also RED SEA.) Migdol is merely a common West Semitic word for a fort or watchtower, 

and this one cannot therefore be located. Baal-zephon may possibly be the later Tahpanhes/Daphnai at 

Tell Defenneh, where both Ramesside and later remains have been found. Pi-Hahiroth is unknown, but 

could be the Eg Pa-hir waters/canal in the Bitter Lakes area (note the form Ha-hiroth in Num 33:8); see 

details in Kitchen 1975: 428–32.  

Once away from Egypt, three routes E confronted the Hebrews. The N one (N Sinai coast) was excluded 

(Kitchen 1975). The central one across the barren, waterless limestone shield of central Sinai was 

impracticable (see Bietak in Rainey 1987: 170), and does not fit the conditions given and presupposed in 

the biblical text. Only the S route, toward the area of Mts. Serbal, Musa, etc., and then NE toward 

Kadesh-barnea, in any way fits the circumstances (see D below).  

D. The Ancient Cultural Context  

1. The Phenomenon of an ―Exodus.‖ While biblical writers view Israel‘s exodus from Egypt as 

uniquely important in their faith and history, they recognized that other peoples too might exit from one 

land into another. Amos (9:7) recalls three: Israel from Egypt, the Philistines from Caphtor, and the 

Arameans from Kir. Little can be said about Kir, but the Philistines certainly entered Canaan (with other 

Sea Peoples) from across the Aegean; their distinctive pottery is of Aegean inspiration (―sub-

Mycenaean‖).  

Like Israel escaping from oppressive Egyptian rule, so in Anatolia in the 15th century B.C., some 14 

―lands‖ and population groups rebelled against the Hittite king and transferred themselves to the land of 

Isuwa. However, his successor invaded Isuwa and brought these unfortunates back to heel (see Weidner 

1923: 5/7). In the 18th century B.C. tribal groups subject to the king of Mari sometimes tried to escape 

royal control by emigration (see Matthews 1978: 157–58).  

2. Conditions on the Eve of the Exodus. a. Labor in the brickfields. There the Hebrews saw hard 

service ―with clay mortar and with bricks, all service in the field … with hardship‖ (Exod 1:14), for the 

Egyptians ―had set over them directors of forced labor, to afflict them with their burdens‖ (Exod 1:11). 

More precisely (Exod 5:6–21), we find Egyptian taskmasters supervising gangs of Hebrews led by their 

own foremen or ―officers.‖ This two-tier control by supervisors and gang leaders is well attested in New 

Kingdom Egypt and earlier (Kitchen 1976: 138, 140–46). The well-known scene of brickmaking in the 

tomb chapel of the vizier Rekhmire (ca. 1450 B.C.) shows a mixed-race group of laborers (Canaanites, 

Nubians, Egyptians) making bricks under the eye of Egyptian overseers armed with slim batons, with 

(apparently) 10 men per overseer. A leather scroll in the Louvre, of Year 5 of Rameses II (ca. 1275 B.C.), 

lists a series of 40 ―stablemasters,‖ or junior taskmasters, each given a production target of 2000 bricks 

for his gang (other related documents exist; for references see Kitchen 1976).  

The Egyptians readily employed foreign captives on building projects during this general period. We 

find Apiru dragging stone for a temple of Rameses II at Memphis (Caminos 1954: 491), while in Nubia 

the viceroy Setau rounded up oasis-dwelling Libyans to build the temple of Rameses II at Wadi es-Sebua 

(Kitchen 1982: 138). The imposition of work quotas (Exod 5:8, 13–14) as in the Louvre scroll just 

mentioned recurs in the papyri: ―Total, 12 building-jobs; … people … are making their quota of bricks 

daily‖ (see Caminos 1954: 106). For seeking a religious holiday (cf. below), the Hebrews were punished 

by having to find their own straw to use in the brick clay, while maintaining production (Exod 5:6–16). 

The use of straw this way recurs in the papyri. One official laments, ―There are no men to make bricks, 

and no straw hereabouts‖ (see Caminos 1954: 188). Chaff or straw mixed with the clay provided stronger 

bricks that kept their shape in drying, a practice still in use (Nims 1950: 24–28). There are chemical 

reasons behind the phenomenon (Lucas 1962: 48–50). As later biblical references make clear, ˓ārê-

hammiskĕnôt, ―cities of storage,‖ contained storage magazines for food products (2 Chr 32:28; cf. 1 Kgs 

9:19, supply depots for the military). This would agree with the presence in Pi-Ramesse and elsewhere of 

military barracks, storage magazines, housing, etc., all of mud brick.  



Pharaoh‘s wrath at Moses‘ request for time off work (Exodus 5) for the Hebrews to go and worship 

their God in the desert is no surprise. In the 13th/12th centuries B.C., we have numerous work-attendance 

documents that detail the absenteeism of the royal workmen in W Thebes. The reasons for absence are 

fascinating: burying a deceased relative, brewing beer with the boss, or away worshipping one‘s god (cf. 

translation of OBM 5634, Kitchen 1982: 196–97; others are cited, Kitchen 1966: 157). The two principal 

Hebrew midwives, Shiprah and Puah (Exod 1:15), bear genuine West Semitic names (not artificial), 

attested in earlier Egypt (as loanword) and Ugarit.  

b. Role of Moses—Semites in Egyptian society. If indeed Moses was brought up at the Egyptian court 

in the E delta, he would have had plenty of other West-Semitic-speaking colleagues to chat with. Youths 

from Canaan (―Khor‖) as well as Nubia served as court attendants and fan bearers (Caminos 1954: 117, 

200–1), and many cupbearers or butlers are attested at court during the 15th–12th centuries B.C. (for 

references see Kitchen in Douglas 1980: 1.423; 2.1026–27). An Egyptian official might boast of his 

knowledge of Canaanite, rattling off pet phrases (ANET, 477 and n. 41). The words ˒amht, sqt, ―maidens,‖ 

―strife‖ (?), are written in early Canaanite script on a potsherd from the Queens‘ Valley in distant Thebes 

(˒amht, Albright 1948: 12, n. 33). Under Sethos II, we have mention of foreign children coming into the 

harem to be given training (Sauneron and Yoyotte 1950: 67–70). The story of Moses being left (and 

found) in the basket amid the bulrushes (Exod 2:1–10) has often been compared with the tale of Sargon of 

Agade cast away as a foundling. However, the differences are considerable, as clearly pointed out by 

Sarna (1986: 29–31). As for royal dealings with West Semites, one son of Rameses II married the 

daughter of a Canaanite ship‘s captain, a man called Ben-Anath (Kitchen 1982: 111–12, 253), and upon 

his eldest daughter (by Queen Istnofret), Rameses II bestowed the good Semitic name Bint-Anath. Thus 

the position of West Semitic personnel brought up and educated at the Egyptian court (with all that this 

implies) is nothing extraordinary, and a Moses would simply be one among many such people.  

c. Magic and plagues. Israel‘s deliverance from Egypt was the sequel to a series of severe plagues upon 

Egypt, to break the stubbornness of her king. It began with a contest in arcane skill between Moses and 

Aaron and Egypt‘s learned magicians, in which the latter were outclassed (Exod 7:11, 22; 8:7, 18). Rods 

turned into serpents are reminiscent of a trick known in modern times. If pressure is applied to its neck 

muscles, the Egyptian cobra can be made immobile (cataleptic) after having been charmed and seized by 

the neck (Keimer 1947: 16–17 with figs. 14–21).  

Written in straight prose, the Exodus account has a sequence of ten plagues (Exod 7:14–12:30), in 

contrast to the seven plagues alluded to in Pss 78:42–51; 105:28–36. However, besides being later in date, 

the accounts in the Psalms are generalized and poetic; thus, Exodus should be treated as our primary 

source. This is comparable with other ANE multiple accounts; e.g., when studying the wars of Thutmose 

III, we go first to the prosaic Annals at Karnak, and only secondarily to that king‘s anthological and poetic 

stelae. In the Exodus narrative, the sequence of the first nine plagues can be shown to be significant, 

rooted in observable natural phenomena, leading on from one to another. It is the severity of the Exodus 

plagues and their timing that distinguish them, not their physical nature. The sequence included the river 

Nile turning into ―blood,‖ swarms of frogs, then of mosquitoes; masses of flies, cattle pest, and blains on 

man and beast; storms (hail, thunder), locusts, and thick darkness, the khamsin dust clouds, and the 

narrative of these—to make sense—has to be taken as a unitary whole (Hort 1957–58, with additional 

observations by Sarna 1986: 68–73). The tenth plague, the death of the firstborn of Egypt, remains in the 

realm of miracle. As Sarna notes (77–78), these events are presented in a well-articulated literary 

format—three series of three plagues each, with the tenth as a climax. To some degree, individual plagues 

would negate the power or repute of particular Egyptian deities: e.g., the Nile as Hapi, the sun as Re, and 

so on (Sarna 1986: 79).  

3. The Exodus-event Itself. a. Preliminaries. Much ink has been spilled over the supposed origins of 

the Passover rite (Exod 12:1–28)—for example, deriving its usages from spring rites of nomadic origin 

(Sarna 1986: 85–89). The sober fact remains that no extrabiblical original or relevant background for the 

Passover celebration has so far been discovered; all suggestions about origins are guesswork at present. 

However, it is by no means unknown in the biblical world for a group of people and their leader to 



perform religious rites before embarking on a major expedition, whether of peace or war. In Egypt, 

propitiatory offerings to the gods preceded the dispatch of expeditions to far distant Punt, both in the 11th 

Dynasty, ca. 2000 B.C. (ARE, 1.210 § 432), and in the 18th Dynasty, ca. 1470 B.C. (ARE, 2.104/106 § 252, 

with 106 note a). Ca. 1390 B.C., Thutmose IV offered oblations to Amon in Karnak before warring in 

Nubia (ARE, 2.328 § 827), while Rameses III (ca. 1180 B.C.) was commissioned in Amon‘s temple before 

his first Libyan war (Edgerton and Wilson 1936: 4–5). In the Levant, in the Keret tale from Ugarit 

(14th/13th centuries B.C.), King Keret is enjoined to celebrate offering rites before marching off to Udum 

to secure his new bride (Gordon 1949: 68–69; ANET, 143b; or Gibson 1978: 83–84). None of these is a 

Passover, but they all exhibit the same principle of a solemn ritual before a great undertaking.  

According to the narrative (Exod 11:2–3; 12:35–36), the Egyptians of Rameses and environs gladly 

gave the departing Israelites whatever they cared to ask for, so long as they cleared out of Egypt—―or else 

we‘ll all be dead men‖ (Exod 12:33). The Egyptians‘ basic attitude was one of ―buying off‖ the wrath of 

an offended deity (YHWH of Israel in this case). Sometimes, convinced of a deity‘s anger against him, an 

Egyptian would vow a gift or offerings, praying for deliverance or healing. In the mid-13th century B.C., 

the draftsman Nebre vowed a stela for his son‘s healing (ANET, 381), while the sculptor Qen (while 

seeking forgiveness) recommended that anyone encountering his stela to the goddess Mertseger-Rennutet 

should offer her a jug of beer on the 20th day of the 5th month, and so guard against her (Clère 1975: 72–

77, esp. 76–77). Others promised to witness to a deity‘s might (Sadek 1987: 238, 239).  

b. Numbers. The 430 years since the patriarchs (Exod 12:40–41) if added to a possible Exodus date of 

ca. 1260–1250 B.C., would put the Hebrew entry into Egypt with Jacob and Joseph at about 1690–1680 

B.C., the period just preceding the Hyksos takeover in Egypt (which a Joseph could have lived to see). The 

patriarchal epoch would then broadly come within about 1900–1650 B.C. Despite much uncritical 

endorsement of the positions of Thompson (1974) and Van Seters (1975), many of whose arguments are 

badly flawed, there is good evidence for a specific and distinct such epoch within these general dates 

(Kitchen 1977: 56–74 with references 142–46). Therefore the 430 years is likely to have been a 

continuous era (like the Ramesside era of 400 Years of Seth-Nubti), and not added up from overlapping 

years or schematically obtained, as may be the case with the 480 years of 1 Kgs 6:1.  

A statistic of a very different kind is that found in Exod 12:37, where the usual rendering is ―600,000 

(men) on foot,‖ plus family members. While across the centuries one small clan could reproduce to very 

considerable numbers, yet the implied scope of 2 million or more total persons has prompted scholars to 

query this ―600,000‖ translation, as other meanings and uses of ˒elep besides ―1000‖ are well attested. 

Various previous suggestions (from Petrie to Malamat) have been reviewed but found wanting by Sarna 

(1986: 99). However, a far more thorough and comprehensive study of all biblical ―large numbers‖ by J. 

W. Wenham (1967: 27–32, in particular) deserves careful consideration. His results would suggest an 

exodus of perhaps 72,000 overall. His work would indicate about 40,000 able-bodied in Israel in the early 

settlement (Iron I) period, both E and W of the Jordan. This begins to approach recent estimates of 30,000 

to 50,000 people who settled in W Palestine in this period (AIS, 330–35).  

A much more limited Exodus statistic (14:7) is the squadron of reputedly 600 chariots that Pharaoh sent 

in pursuit of Israel. It is not impossible when compared with other figures available: supposedly 2500 

Hittite chariots at the Battle of Kadesh (1275 B.C.), or in the 15th century B.C. Thutmose III of Egypt 

capturing 924 Canaanite chariots on one campaign, while Amenophis II took 730 and 1032 such chariots 

on two further campaigns; 400 years after the Exodus, Ahab of Israel could muster 2000 chariots, 

according to Assyrian sources (ANET, 279). Therefore, the pharaoh‘s 600 chariots in Exodus represent a 

strong but moderate force.  

c. Progress. The initial segment of the Exodus route from Rameses to Succoth was about 22 miles (36 

km) at most; if the Hebrews lived on the S of Pi-Ramesse, they would have traveled slightly less. This is 

compatible with the day‘s journey over precisely the same ground by slaves fleeing in the reign of Sethos 

II (Caminos 1954: 255, or ANET, 259), or with the 15 miles per day commonly covered by advancing 

armies (Murnane 1985: Appendix 2) in less of a hurry than those slaves or the Israelites.  



The passing of the ―Sea of Reeds‖ was enabled by ―a strong east wind‖ (Exod 14:21), until the returning 

waters swamped the Egyptian chariots. The lakes of the delta have witnessed such phenomena in much 

more recent times, as the engineer Aly Bey Shafei discovered when his automobile got stuck in the 

returning waters while crossing such a lake bed (Shafei 1946: 278, 282, figs. 10, 11).  

Safely clear of their pursuers, the Israelites could pause to raise the Song of the Sea (Exodus 15). This 

splendid poem belongs to the class of triumphal poems particularly well attested during ca. 1500–1150 

B.C., especially in Egypt (ANET, 373–78; also Gaballa and Kitchen 1969), but also in Assyria with 

Tukulti-Ninurta I, not to mention the Song of Deborah in Judges 5.  

It is sometimes remarked that we have no Egyptian record of an Exodus such as the OT narrates 

(however interpreted). But several pertinent factors must be borne in mind. Military mishaps (like the loss 

of a large chariot squadron) are never the subject of triumphal temple inscriptions—Egyptian theology 

could only be sustained by successes, not failures. The flight of even a large body of slaves would only 

have been recorded in administrative daybooks and journals, like that excerpted in Sethos II‘s reign about 

the flight of two slaves, but over 99 percent of such records for the delta have long since totally perished. 

A handful of wine-jar labels under Rameses II is all we possess, and they only give vintage dates!  

4. Off into Sinai. The natural conditions prevalent in Sinai help to determine the route of the Exodus 

beyond Egypt (see above, sec. C.2 against N and central routes in Sinai). The natural phenomena 

concerned clearly favor a S route (Beit-Arieh 1988, and for more detail Kitchen in Douglas 1980: 3.1644–

45). Initial campsites such as Marah and Elim may have been at springs and oases like Ain Hawarah and 

Wadi Gharandel. If it means ―smeltery‖ (Wright 1957: 64), Dophkah may reflect some copper-mining 

site, which would bring us (if not to the Egyptian sites of Wadi el-Maghara or Serabit el-Khadim) to the 

metalliferous sandstone region of S Sinai. Areas like Wadis Feiran and Refayid could relate to such 

stopping places as Rephidim, but not with any certainty.  

The Israelites twice encountered flights of quail, once each at the Gulfs of Suez (Exod 16:13) and of 

Aqaba (Num 11:31), these creatures arriving in the evening. These are precisely the areas and time of day 

overflown by migrating quail in the spring, the season applicable to these two biblical references. For this 

phenomenon, see Lucas 1938: 58–63, 81 (but overstressing Aqaba in relation to Suez). This, again, 

reflects the S route; on the N route, quail migration is experienced in the autumn in the mornings, not 

spring in the evenings. For manna, see Sarna 1986: 116–18.  

A further natural feature encountered by the Israelites in the Arabah rift valley probably underlies the 

dramatic end of the rebellious Korah, Dathan, and Abiram, who were swallowed up by the ground (Num 

16:31–34) and struck by ―fire from the Lord‖ (Num 16:35). The rebels appear to have encamped on a 

mud flat (kewir), capped by a triple layer of hard clay, salt, and semisolid mud that covered a deep mud 

bog, of a kind attested in the Arabah. The change of atmosphere brought by a storm led to the sudden 

breakup of the upper crust, so that the lightning-struck rebels simply disappeared into the engulfing mud 

below (Hort 1959: 2–26, esp. 19–26). Given the multiple indications favoring a S route, the mountain of 

the lawgiving should also be located somewhere in S Sinai—whether at Serbal, Gebel Musa, or another 

peak, we cannot securely know.  

5. Egyptian Influence Accompanies the Hebrews to Sinai. a. Longing for Egypt’s ―fleshpots.‖ 

More than once, the Hebrews are portrayed as longing for the wealth of food in Egypt (Exod 16:3; Num 

11:4–5). They missed ―pots of meat,‖ ―the fish we ate,‖ the cucumbers, melons, leeks, onions, and garlic. 

This list echoes the scribal praises of the rich provisions of 13th-century Pi-Ramesse so lyrically 

described in the Miscellanies (Caminos 1954: 74; see also in part 117, 199–200 and parallels)—fishes, 

birds, fat cattle for meat, cucumbers, leeks, carobs (or melons?), and much more.  

b. The tabernacle. Fashioned of gilded wooden frames socketed together and covered with curtains, 

this structure (we now know) was based directly on long-established Egyptian technology. Precisely these 

techniques appear with the bedroom suite of Queen Hetepheres ca. 2500 B.C. (Smith 1958: pls. 30A, 34). 

Similar ―tabernacles‖ appear in tomb paintings as sacred embalming booths in ca. 1800 B.C. Although of 

different construction, the great tomb shrines of Tutankhamen (ca. 1330 B.C.) were dismountable 

structures of gold-sheeted wood. Beyond Egypt, near Sinai itself, a curtained and wood-framed 



tabernacular structure (but fixed to a stone base) was used for worship at Midianite Timna (Rothenberg 

1972: 152, fig. 44) in the 12th century B.C. Thus, we find the tabernacle of Exodus 26 and 36 is not some 

fantasy dreamed up in the Babylonian Exile or a retrojection of the Solomonic temple, but derives directly 

from Egyptian Bronze Age techniques unknown to any denizen of the Euphrates six centuries later.  

c. Tabernacle trappings. This modest shrine (barely 15 feet by 45 feet within its precinct) was to 

occupy the center of a rectangular camp of the Hebrew tribal groups (Numbers 2). This compares directly 

with the war tent of Rameses II within its shield-palisaded rectangular camp (for picture, see Kitchen 

1982: 55, fig. 18; see also Cross 1947: 55 and n. 17, following Gressmann; and Kitchen 1960: 11). In later 

epochs things changed; Assyrian camps of this kind were round, not rectangular (for picture, see Saggs 

1984: pl. 21A).  

The customary Hebrew trumpet was the ram‘s horn shofar. But two long silver trumpets (Num 10:1–7) 

were specified for tabernacle feasts and to signal the tribes to move onward. The tomb of Tutankhamen 

(ca. 1330 B.C.) contained a gilded copper or bronze trumpet and a silver trumpet of identical type (see 

Edwards 1972: item 45). To transport the dismantled tabernacle, the Israelites had ox wagons (Num 

7:3)—the term used, ˓ăgālâ, is that also used for just such desert ox wagons under Rameses IV ca. 1140 

B.C. for wilderness transport, but with six spans each of oxen, not just one (ARE, 4.227 § 467).  

The ark of the covenant was a gilded box carried upon removable gilded poles (Exod 37:1–4). This is a 

specifically Egyptian usage, as is readily seen from a splendid box on such poles from Tutankhamen‘s 

tomb (Millard 1985: 73; for details, see Edwards 1972: item 14). Egyptian sacred barque shrines were 

also carried on such poles by priests in procession.  

d. Cultic organization. The twofold division into priests and cult assistants (Levites) was also familiar 

to the biblical world in the 13th century B.C. and long before. In Egypt one may distinguish between the 

―lay priests‖ (wab, ―pure ones‖) caring for the mundane duties of the daily cult, and the higher clergy (1st 

to 4th prophets; ―god‘s fathers‖) who conducted the innermost rites of the sanctuary (Sauneron 1960: 56, 

60–63, 70–72). Even closer in some respects was Hittite usage in having external keepers and internal 

temple staff (Milgrom 1970). Therefore, in this, Hebrew usage conforms to the 2d millennium B.C.  

E. Evaluation  

How, then, shall we regard the Exodus? The foregoing survey indicates the nature of the available 

background. None of it can prove that the Exodus took place, or as narrated. But it does carry some clear 

indications. The Egyptian elements suggest a direct knowledge of how Egyptian labor functioned; the 

magical practices and the plagues are closely tied to specially Egyptian conditions, not readily inventable 

in exilic Babylon. The Exodus route via Pi-Ramesse and Succoth fits the 13th century B.C., not later 

centuries. The status of Moses particularly well fits cosmopolitan New Kingdom Egypt in a way unlikely 

some centuries later. A variety of ―cultural baggage‖ can be found even at Sinai: the very techniques of 

the tabernacle‘s structure, its silver trumpets, the portable ark, use of desert oxcarts, etc., all point back 

directly and immediately to Egypt, and to the late 2d millennium B.C. (as does the form of the Sinai/Moab 

covenant).  

The lack of any explicit Egyptian mention of an Exodus is of no historical import, given its unfavorable 

role in Egypt, and the near total loss of all relevant records in any case. Various factors favor a S route 

through Sinai. The sudden increase in settlement in 12th-century Canaan is best explained by an influx of 

new people (not needfully a military conquest, even if one or two towns fell). The initial mention of Israel 

on the stela of Merneptah in 1209 B.C. may tell us who many of these new people were. That they had 

ultimately come from Egypt is not proven but (in light of the long and pervasive biblical tradition and 

good comparative data) it is by far the most logical and sensible solution.  
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K. A. KITCHEN  

EXORCISM. See DEMONS.  

EXPURGATIONS OF THE BIBLE. Measures to mollify biblical references to subjects 

considered offensive or obscene were taken as early as OT times, and have continued to the present day. 

See BIBLE, EUPHEMISM AND DYSPHEMISM IN THE.  

EXTORTION. See DEBTS.  

EYE PAINT. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION.  

EYELIDS OF MORNING. See SHAHAR (DEITY).  

EZBAI (PERSON) [Heb ˒ezbāy (ֶאְזָבי )]. Father of Naarai in 1 Chr 11:37 in the list of David‘s warriors. 

In the parallel in 2 Sam 23:35, this warrior is called Paarai the Arbite. See NAARAI. There may be a 

textual confusion between n˓ry bn ˒zby (1 Chr 11:37) and p˓ry h˒rby (2 Sam 23:35). If this is so, then the 

name would be a gentilic, the Arbite, rather than a personal name. It is possible that it refers to Arab, a 

city in the mountain regions of Judah (Josh 15:52). In that case, bn, ―son of,‖ would be an insertion in the 

text, or possibly a corruption of the initial he in h˒rby (Rothstein Chronik KAT, 218). The various forms 

found in Gk mss (azōbai, asbi, asbaēl) suggest, however, that the LXX knew no form other than ˒zby, so 

if there was any textual corruption it must have taken place very early. It is impossible to determine with 

any certainty what the original form was (Kittel 1895: 64). See DAVID‘S CHAMPIONS.  
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EZBON (PERSON) [Heb ˒eṣbôn (ֶאְקבון )]. The name of two men in the OT.  

1. Fourth in a list of seven sons of Gad, according to one Gadite genealogy (Gen 46:16). According to 

the Gadite genealogy of Num 26:15–18, Ozni (Heb ˒ozn  ) takes the place of Ezbon, while the other six 

sons of Gad are maintained in identical order with Gen 46:16. A better reading, with the Syr and Sam. 

Pent., is ˒ĕsb˓ōn.  

2. A grandson of Benjamin, first listed among five sons of Bela, according to the shorter Benjaminite 

genealogy given by the Chronicler (1 Chr 7:7). These five sons of Bela are designated ―heads of fathers‘ 

houses, mighty warriors.‖ This shorter Benjaminite genealogy (1 Chr 7:6–12) has been thought by some 

scholars to be mistakenly attributed to Benjamin. Guthrie (IDB 2: 203) suggests that the list more likely 

belongs to Zebulun, a suggestion made on the basis that 1 Chronicles 8 gives a longer and quite different 

genealogy of Benjamin, while Zebulun is lacking in the genealogies offered by the Chronicler. 

Williamson (Chronicles NCBC, 77) calls attention to this and other features of the shorter list which have 

caused some scholars to view it as a corrupt genealogy of Zebulun, but he concludes that the names are 

probable in a Benjaminite context, and that the textual emendations proposed by those who wish to attach 

the list to Zebulun are ―too violent to inspire confidence.‖ Myers (1 Chronicles AB, 53, 59) likewise sees 

no reason to detach the shorter genealogy from Benjamin, stating that it is found in its ―proper place‖ in 

the Chronicler‘s arrangement of tribal genealogies.  

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON  



EZEKIEL THE TRAGEDIAN. In the middle of the 2d century B.C.E. a Jewish playwright, 

Ezekiel, wrote a drama on the Ezodus, Exagōgē, probably in Alexandria (Fraser 1972, 1: 707). If Clement 

of Alexandria‘s remark (Strom. 1.23.155) that he was a writer of tragedies (plur.) is to be trusted, Ezekiel 

wrote other plays as well, but only fragments from the Exagōgē have been preserved, altogether 269 

iambic trimeters. The preservation of these fragments is due to the quotations by both Alexander 

Polyhistor (who quoted extensively from Ezekiel in his Peri Ioudaiōn, written about the middle of the 1st 

century B.C.E.) and Eusebius of Caesarea (who plundered Alexander‘s work in his Praeparatio 

Evangelica). Some fragments are also quoted by Clement of Alexandria and Eustathius of Antioch.  

The remains of this play are important in at least three respects. First, since almost all of the extensive 

Greek dramatic literature of the Hellenistic period has been lost and the Exagōgē is the only play with 

considerable portions still extant, it is a valuable source for the study of postclassical drama (showing, for 

instance, that the unity of time and place that had been maintained by and large in classical drama had 

been almost completely dropped; Snell 1971a). Second, it is the earliest Jewish play known to us and the 

only one preserved from antiquity. As such, the drama is a fascinating specimen of what could be 

achieved when a Hellenized Jew molded biblical material into Greek dramatic forms (Wieneke 1931). 

Third, although the author primarily followed the LXX version of Exodus, his deviations from it represent 

an interesting witness to early postbiblical haggadah (Jacobson 1983). He is also the author of the earliest 

passage containing the idea of an originally human but now divine viceregent or plenipotentiary of God, a 

concept that was to play a more important role in later esoteric Jewish and Christian circles (van der Horst 

1982; 1983; 1984).  

As far as we can reconstruct the play, the outline is as follows. In the first scene (vv 1–65) Moses 

summarizes in a long monologue the events recorded in Exodus 1–2. This is followed by the encounter 

with Jethro‘s daughters (with several postbiblical developments, e.g., that Zipporah is identical to the 

Ethiopian wife of Moses in Num 12:1; see vv 60–62). The second scene (vv 66–89) contains, besides a 

short dialogue between Zipporah and a certain Chum, another nonbiblical scene, namely a report by 

Moses about a strange dream or vision he had in which he saw God enthroned on the summit of Mt. Sinai. 

God beckons him, hands over his regalia to Moses, descends from his throne, and orders Moses to sit 

upon it, whereupon all heavenly powers prostrate before him. Moses has been given all power in heaven 

and on earth (cf. Matt 28:18). The third scene (vv 90–174) describes how God commands Moses from the 

burning bush to lead his people out of Egypt (Exodus 3) and how he removes Moses‘ doubts by 

performing the miracles with the rod and the leprous hand (Exodus 4). Subsequently, in a long monologue 

God enumerates the ten plagues that he will bring upon Egypt (Exodus 7–11; these plagues could, of 

course, not be put onstage) and gives the rules for the institution of Passover (Exod 12:1–20). In a fourth 

scene (vv 175–192) Moses repeats these rules before the elders of the people (Exod 12:21–28, with the 

significant omission of the obligatory circumcision of all participants; a concession to his pagan 

audience?).  

In the fifth scene (vv 193–242) an Egyptian messenger gives an eyewitness account of the complete 

destruction of the Egyptian army in the Red Sea (Exodus 14, with significant haggadic details, on which 

see Jacobson 1983: 136–52), which is a striking parallel to Aeschylus‘ Persians where the crushing defeat 

of the Persian army is reported to the Persian queen, another well-known device for realizing dramatic 

scenes which were impossible to stage. In the sixth scene (vv 243–269) scouts report to Moses that they 

have found a paradisiacal place for the encampment (namely Elim, Exod 15:27) and describe at length a 

marvelous and gigantic bird that they have seen there. Undoubtedly the bird is a phoenix, whose 

appearance is always a symbol of the inauguration of a new era in history (or salvation history; see van 

der Horst 1982: 111–12; Jacobson 1983: 157–64). There must have been more acts in the play than the 

scenes enumerated, especially in view of the great time gap between vv 192 and 193 (scenes 4 and 5), but 

we do not know how many.  

This synthesis of biblical story, postbiblical haggadah, and Greek literary procedures makes the 

Exagōgē into one of the most typical products of Jewish Hellenism. See also OTP 2: 803–19.  
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PIETER W. VAN DER HORST  

EZEKIEL, APOCRYPHON OF. The title given to five fragmentary texts which are not found in 

the canonical Ezekiel (either in the MT or LXX), but which are explicitly attributed to Ezekiel by a 

number of early Church Fathers. The title itself is drawn from the Epiphanian introduction to the longest 

fragment: ―And also, so that I might not pass over in silence the things mentioned about the resurrection 

by Ezekiel the prophet in his own apocryphon‖ (Panarion 64.70).  

The five fragments share themes of repentance, eschatological judgment, and resurrection, but only the 

fragment preserved by Epiphanius is substantial enough to warrant summary. Epiphanius relates a story of 

a king who has everyone in his kingdom drafted into the army except for a lame man and a blind man. 

Shortly thereafter the king prepares a wedding feast for his son (cf. Matt 22:2; Luke 14:16) and invites all 

those whom he had drafted, snubbing the two crippled men. The two men then plot against the king to 

despoil his garden, but they quickly realize that they will not be able to carry out the deed until they figure 

out how to overcome their individual handicaps. Finally they hit upon the solution that the lame man 

should ride upon the shoulders of the blind man, and together they enter the king‘s garden. After the 

wedding feast has broken up, the partygoers notice that the king‘s garden has been destroyed and they 

report this fact to the king. The king approaches the blind man and the lame man and questions each one 

individually about the destruction. Each of the men appeals to his infirmity and claims that he could not 

have entered the king‘s garden. After a brief moment the king realizes what must have taken place. He 

places the lame man on the shoulders of the blind man and examines them together under the lash. The 

two men then begin to convict one another. The story concludes with the following moral: ―In the same 

way the body is connected to the soul and the soul to the body, to convict (them) of (their) common 

deeds. And the judgment becomes final for both body and soul, for the works they have done whether 

good or evil.‖  

Slightly variant versions of the same tale also appear in the rabbinic literature (cf. b. Sanh. 91ab; Lev. 

Rab. 4:5; Mekhilta of Rabbi Ishmael on Exod 15:1; Mekhilta of Rabbi Simeon ben Yochai on Exod 15:1; 

and Midrash Tanḥuma on Lev 4:1), but none are attributed to Ezekiel.  

The second fragment is a call to repentance (highly reminiscent of Isa 1:18) in which God promises his 

people: ―If … you turn back to me with a whole heart and say, ‗Father,‘ I will heed you as a holy people.‖ 

This quotation is preserved in Clement of Rome (1 Clem. 8.3), Clement of Alexandria (Paed. 1.10), and 

the Coptic Exegesis on the Soul from Nag Hammadi (135,30–136,4). Of the three, only Clement of 

Alexandria explicitly attributes the quotation to Ezekiel, but Clement of Rome implies that he is quoting 

from an Ezekielic source.  

Perhaps the most enigmatic of the quotations, fragment three, is found almost exclusively in the 

arguments against heretical views on the virgin birth by the Church Fathers. The quoted apocryphal 

phrase refers to a heifer that is said to have given birth and not given birth, although it should be noted 

that a shorter form of the saying makes no mention of a heifer and instead simply refers to an unidentified 

―she.‖ This shorter form is cited by the Acts of Peter (chap. 24), Clement of Alexandria (Str. 7.16.19), and 

Tertullian (attributed to the ―Academics‖; De Carne Christi 23). Within the same chapter, Tertullian also 



cites the longer form and attributes the saying to Ezekiel (for the longer form, cf. also Epiphanius, 

Panarion 30.30; Pseudo-Gregory of Nyssa, Testimonia Adversus Iudaeos 3).  

The fourth fragment is preserved with varying ascriptions in a wide variety of sources. The earliest 

citation is by Justin Martyr, who attributes the saying to Jesus: ―In whatsoever things I overtake you, in 

these also I will judge‖ (Dial. 47.5). Two later witnesses, Cyprian (De Mortalitate 17) and the Liber 

Graduum, also quote the saying as a teaching of Jesus. All the rest of the citations, which extend from the 

2d to the 15th centuries, either attribute the saying to God (Clement of Alexandria, Q.d.s. 40.2), to God as 

he speaks through the prophets (Pseudo-Athanasius, Quaestio ad Antiochum 36), or to Ezekiel (Evagrius, 

Vita Antonii; John Climacus, Scala Paradisi 7).  

The fifth fragment speaks of God as shepherd feeding his flock (Israel) on the holy mountain, remaining 

as near to them as the garment on their skin, and protecting them from harm (cf. Ezek 34:11–16). It is 

especially important for the study of the Apocryphon because it has been identified among the Chester 

Beatty papyri (4th century C.E.) by means of comparison with a quotation attributed to Ezekiel by 

Clement of Alexandria (Paed. 1.9; cf. Bonner 1940). Clement intersperses his quotation with hortatory 

remarks which are clearly not part of his source; the papyrus parallel does not include any of the asides by 

Clement, but instead follows the uninterrupted citation. It is clear, therefore, that the papyrus does not 

represent a copy of Paedagogus, but a copy of the Ezekielic source cited by Clement. Additional citations 

of portions of this fragment can be found in Origen‘s Homily on Jeremiah (18:9) and in the Manichaean 

Psalmbook (Psalm 239).  

Though the Apocryphon of Ezekiel has sometimes led a shadowy existence, it seems clear that the 

discovery and identification of the Chester Beatty material, along with the explicit introduction by 

Epiphanius, the citation of four of the five fragments by Clement of Alexandria, and the listing of such a 

work in the Stichometry of Nicephorus (cf. also the synopsis of Pseudo-Athanasius), provides strong 

evidence for the existence of an apocryphal work attributed to the prophet Ezekiel. The meager extent of 

the preserved fragments makes judgments about the Apocryphon as a whole difficult. Although preserved 

for the most part in early Christian texts and reflecting popular early Christian themes, the citations also 

share significant thematic parallels with the Jewish literature of the Second Temple period; as such, a 

determination of the character of the Apocryphon as a whole is problematic, although, on the basis of the 

appearance of the story of the lame man and the blind man in both Epiphanius and the rabbinic literature, 

one would be inclined toward a Jewish origin. The Apocryphon must date from no later than 90 C.E. 

because of the citation by Clement of Rome, but an earliest possible date cannot be determined with any 

precision. The most likely options for original language are Hebrew and Greek with a slight preference to 

be given to Hebrew.  
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JAMES R. MUELLER  

EZEKIEL, BOOK OF. The prophet Ezekiel lived during the Babylonian Exile and was active as a 

prophet from 593 B.C.E. to at least 571. He lived as an exile himself and, according to the label of the 

book that goes by his name (1:1–2), did all his preaching in Babylonia, probably in the Jewish settlement 

of Tel-abib on the Kebar canal near the ancient city of Nippur (3:15). According to the information in the 

label, he was the son of the priest Buzi (1:3), and his name is proper Hebrew, yĕḥezq˒ēl, meaning ―God 

strengthens (this child)‖ or possibly, ―May God strengthen (this person).‖ The name, however, is found 



only once elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible, at 1 Chron 24:16, where also it designates a priest, who 

probably lived in the century immediately after Ezekiel‘s own lifetime. It is likely that Ezekiel was among 

the first group of Jerusalemite citizens deported to Babylon when Nebuchadrezzar conquered the city for 

the first time in 598 B.C.E. (2 Kgs 24:10–17). Because he was of a priestly family, he probably had a good 

education, especially in the Law, and his father may even have had some influence in Jerusalem. Ezekiel 

was married (24:18), but little else is known about him personally except what can be gleaned from hints 

in the collection of his prophecies. Legend says that he is buried in a tomb at al-Kifl, near the modern 

town of Ḥilla in Iraq, not far from the site of ancient Babylon. It has been a Jewish shrine of some note.  

———  

A. Major Divisions of the Book  

B. Outline of the Book of Ezekiel  

C. Literary Structures of Organization  

D. Dates in Ezekiel  

E. Historical Background  

F. Ezekiel‘s Ministry  

G. Questions and Problems about Ezekiel‘s Ministry  

H. History of Critical Interpretation  

I. Textual Problems  

J. Style and Form in Ezekiel  

1. Dramatic Signs and Symbolic Actions  

2. Ecstatic Prophecy Forms  

3. Nonprophetic Genres  

4. Connections to Priestly and Apocalyptic Traditions  

5. Special and Unusual Vocabulary  

6. Artistic Devices  

K. Composition of the Book  

1. Glosses  

2. Oral vs. Written Prophecy  

3. Prophetic Influence on Ezekiel  

4. Priestly Connections  

5. Importance of the Date Notices  

6. Ezekiel‘s School  

L. Message of the Book  

———  

A. Major Divisions of the Book  

Ezekiel‘s prophecies, together with various additional materials, were gathered into a book under his 

name. It joins the books of Isaiah and Jeremiah among the major prophets in the Hebrew canon of 

Scripture. The book now stands at the end of this series in its proper chronological order, but the Talmud 

(B. Bat. 14b) records that the original order was Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Isaiah. Isaiah had been put last so that 

the message of the major prophets would end with a book full of hope. The change away from this took 

place in the early Middle Ages. In English Bibles, the book of Lamentations has been inserted between 

Jeremiah and Ezekiel, after the practice of the LXX.  

The book itself is one of the most highly structured among those of the prophets. It is clearly divided 

into three major sections that reflect different aspects of Ezekiel‘s ministry. Chaps. 1–24 contain oracles 

of judgment against Israel; chaps. 25–32 contain oracles delivered against foreign powers; and chaps. 33–

48 contain oracles of salvation on behalf of Israel. In intention, the foreign oracles of 25–32 can be 

included with 33–48 as words of hope, thus creating two equal halves. While there may be individual 

units within each of these sections that more naturally belong to one of the other sections, the pattern has 

been organized for a definite purpose: to show that the prophet preached warning and judgment to the 



Judeans up until the final catastrophe of 586 B.C.E. when the city fell completely to the Babylonians; and 

that he preached hope and promise of restoration after that date.  

Indeed the contrast between the first part of the book, chaps. 1–24, and the second half, chaps. 25–48, is 

so pronounced that the ancient historian Josephus reported that Ezekiel left behind ―two books,‖ not just 

one (Ant 10.79). This view, however, distorts the internal connection between the parts of the book. As it 

stands, the program of restoration in the second half dominates the order of the whole. The oracles of 

judgment help Israel understand why God let the city of Jerusalem fall and the old kingdom end for good; 

the oracles directed to pagan nations serve as a prelude to the establishment of a new kingdom of Israel by 

announcing punishment on all who oppress God‘s people; and the oracles of consolation focus on the new 

order that God will establish for Israel. This last section has two major movements: (1) a promise of a 

new exodus and conquest of the land in chaps. 33–39; and (2) a new division of the land and rebuilding of 

the holy city in chaps. 40–48. In this program, Ezekiel reflects the archetypal pattern found in the 

foundational book of the conquest story, Joshua.  

I. Oracles of Judgment  
 

A. Label for the Book  1:1–3  

B. The Prophetic Call of Ezekiel  
 

1. The vision of the divine throne  1:1–28  

2. The commissioning of the prophet  2:1–3:27  

C. Symbolic Acts and Oracles  
 

1. Three symbolic actions  4:1–5:4  

2. Three matching oracles  5:5–7:27  

D. The Vision of the Temple‘s End  
 

1. The abominations in the city  8:1–9:11  

2. God abandons the city  10:1–11:25  

E. Condemnation of Leaders and People  
 

1. Prediction of the coming exile  12:1–28  

2. Condemnation of false prophets  13:1–23  

3. Idolatry versus righteousness  14:1–23  

F. Allegories and Metaphors of Judgment  
 

1. The allegory of the vinewood  15:1–8  

2. The allegory of unfaithful Jerusalem  16:1–63  

3. The allegory of the two eagles  17:1–24  

4. A case for personal responsibility  18:1–32  

5. Two allegorial laments on the king  19:1–14  

G. Final Indictment and Condemnation  
 

1. Israel‘s history of infidelity  20:1–44  

2. The sword oracles  20:45–21:32  

3. The blood guilt of Jerusalem  22:1–31  

4. The allegory of the two sisters  23:1–49  

5. Two signs to mark the end  24:1–27  

II. Oracles against Foreign Nations  
 

A. Oracles against Neighboring States  25:1–17  

B. Oracles against Tyre  26:1–28:19  



C. Oracle against Sidon  28:20–26  

D. Oracles against Egypt  29:1–32:32  

III. Oracles of Restoration  
 

A. The Revitalization of the Land  
 

1. Ezekiel receives a second call  33:1–33  

2. The example of the Good Shepherd  34:1–31  

3. Oracles against Edom‘s mountains  35:1–15  

4. Blessings on Israel‘s mountains  36:1–15  

5. Divine holiness for Israel  36:16–38  

6. The people brought back to life  
 

a. The vision of the dead bones  37:1–14  

b. The two sticks rejoined  37:15–28  

7. The War against Gog of Magog  
 

a. Gog‘s attack on God‘s people  38:1–23  

b. The divine victory  39:1–29  

B. The New Temple and the New Cult  
 

1. The description of the new temple  
 

a. The outside of the grounds  40:1–47  

b. The inside of the temple  40:48–42:20  

c. The vision of the divine return  43:1–12  

2. The regulation of the cult  
 

a. The altar of sacrifice  43:13–27  

b. The priestly ministers  44:1–31  

c. The division of the land  45:1–17  

d. The regulations of the feasts  45:18–46:24  

3. The river coming from the temple  47:1–12  

4. The boundaries of the new land  
 

a. National boundaries  47:13–23  

b. Portions for each tribe  48:1–29  

c. The new Jerusalem  48:30–35  

C. Literary Structures of Organization  

Although the book is divided quite explicitly by means of the distinct contents of each major section, 

several literary devices are also employed to create a forward movement in the flow of the book. These 

structural keys were added anciently in the editing process to give a sequential focus that links the 

judgment oracles to the words of hope as the natural fulfillment of God‘s purpose all along.  

One means is the reuse of the commissioning scene of the prophet to his mission in both chaps. 3 and 

33. Both passages employ the same language of the prophet as watchman over Israel, who is held 

personally responsible to announce the word whether anyone heeds it or not. Both passages also play on 

the theme of the prophet‘s dumbness. In chap. 3 God appoints him to the role of warning the people, and 

then declares Ezekiel will be dumb until the day the city of Jerusalem falls. In chap. 33 the announcement 

of the city‘s fall arrives in Babylon and he is released from his dumbness and commanded to speak. It is 

often argued that the original use of this commission to be a watchman belongs to chap. 33 and its 

mission of promise, but the watchman theme in other prophetic books is usually associated with words of 



warning (Hab 2:6; Jer 6:17; Hos 9:8; cf. Ps 127:1). Only in Isa 21:6 does the watchman look for salvation 

to come. It seems more natural to assume the watchman motif belongs to Ezekiel‘s initial call to proclaim 

judgment and was reinterpreted by the prophet himself after the fall of Jerusalem to apply also to words of 

salvation. In any case, the device of repeating it before both major divisions in his ministry serves the 

function of equating the two as different aspects of the same charge from God. This linking purpose is 

confirmed by the addition of the note in 24:25–27, which predicts at the very end of the oracles of 

judgment that Ezekiel will soon hear the bad news of Jerusalem‘s fall and be freed from his speechless 

state. This note suggests a gap of time will occur and serves as an editorial means of creating space to 

insert the bloc of oracles against foreign powers at this point.  

A second major structuring device for the book as a whole is made up of the series of visions of the 

divine presence that overwhelm the prophet. The first and most elaborate description of the vision occurs 

in chap. 1, when Ezekiel is among the exiles in Babylonia and sees God‘s royal throne come down there. 

This heads the book and is intended perhaps as a sign of God‘s presence with those in exile and an 

assurance that they have not been abandoned, no matter what happens in the days to come. The second 

vision takes up chaps. 8–11 and involves a formal indictment of Jerusalem for its abominations, especially 

in the temple precincts, with the consequent departure of the divine presence from the temple and the city. 

This becomes a sign of the rejection of Jerusalem and its condemnation by God. The third vision of the 

divine presence stands in chap. 43 and marks the return of God to the newly restored temple precincts to 

take up residence once again.  

D. Dates in Ezekiel  

The third and most prominent of these structural means is a calculated series of dates which head 

selected oracles throughout the book. These dates fall into two major types. One is a series of seven dates 

that head oracles against foreign nations in chaps. 25–32. They are tied to specific political actions on the 

part of enemy nations which Ezekiel denounced at the time. Six of these head oracles against Egypt. They 

are almost certainly reliable.  

The second series of dates heads major moments in the prophet‘s preaching career and serves to show 

that the message he delivered was step by step in line with God‘s plan as it moved inexorably through 

judgment, disaster, and then restoration. These also form a series of seven, a favorite number in Ezekiel to 

show completion and fullness: 1:2–3 and 3:16 mark the prophet‘s inaugural call; 8:1 indicates the time of 

the vision of the divine glory in Jerusalem; 20:1 is more problematical but may be tied to the beginnings 

of rebellion under Zedekiah; 24:1 marks the beginning of the siege of Jerusalem by the Babylonians; 

33:21 notes the arrival of the news of the fall and the start of Ezekiel‘s ministry of promise; 40:1 signals 

the final vision of the new Jerusalem and its temple. Each date is later than the preceding one in this 

series, so that their placement gives a strong chronological ordering to the whole book.  

One other date occurs, in the first line of the book. It states that Ezekiel had visions of God in the 

thirtieth year. Since the next line (1:2) says that the throne vision in Babylon took place in the fifth year of 

King Jehoiachin‘s captivity, it must be decided whether the initial date is a duplicate of that event from 

another perspective, or whether it marks a time when all of Ezekiel‘s words were written down many 

years later. If it does duplicate the date of 1:2, then it signifies either that the prophet was thirty years old 

at the time (born therefore in 623–622 B.C.E.), or that it had been thirty years since some important event, 

perhaps the finding of the lawbook in the temple by Josiah‘s reformers in 622 (2 Kgs 22:8). If it marks a 

general date for the composition of the book, it could be also understood in a number of ways: it could 

refer to 568, thirty years from King Jehoiachin‘s exile; or to 563, thirty years from Ezekiel‘s call; or to an 

uncertain year which marked the thirtieth year of the current Jubilee period (cf. Leviticus 25). It is 

probable that the dates in 1:1 and 1:2 refer to the same event because both name the Kebar canal. All 

subsequent references to Ezekiel‘s initial vision also include mention of the same canal (thus see 3:23; 

10:15, 22; 43:3). The following chart illustrates the placing of the fifteen dates:  

Ezek 1:1  year 30, month 4, day 5  July 593 (or 568)  

Ezek 1:2  year 5, month?, day 5  July 593  



Ezek 3:16  year 5, month?, day 5  July 593  

Ezek 8:1  year 6, month 6, day 5  Aug–Sept 593  

Ezek 20:1  year 7, month 5, day 10  July–Aug 591  

Ezek 24:1  year 9, month 10, day 10  January 588  

Ezek 26:1  year 11, month?, day 1  Mar to Mar 587–586  

Ezek 29:1  year 10, month 10, day 12  January 587  

Ezek 29:17  year 27, month 1, day 1  Mar–April 571  

Ezek 30:20  year 11, month 1, day 7  Mar–April 587  

Ezek 31:1  year 11, month 3, day 1  May–June 587  

Ezek 32:1  year 12, month 12, day 1  Feb–March 585  

Ezek 32:17  year 12, month 12, day 15  Feb–March585  

Ezek 33:21  year 12, month 10, day 5  Dec 586–Jan 585  

Ezek 41:1  year 25, month 1, day 10  Mar–April 573  

The latest date in the book is found in the oracle against Egypt in 29:17. It seems to be an updated 

revision of the oracle in 26:7–14 that predicted Nebuchadrezzar would take Tyre. Since that did not 

happen, Ezekiel received a new word at a late date that the Babylonians could have Egypt instead. 

Otherwise, each of the two series of seven keeps a chronological order within itself.  

E. Historical Background  

Ezekiel lived through the greatest crisis in ancient Israel‘s history: the final destruction of Judah and its 

capital, Jerusalem; the loss of independence in the promised land, exile of all the leading citizens to 

Babylonia; and the tearing down of the temple and removal of the House of David from kingship (2 Kings 

25; Jeremiah 39–41, 52; Lamentations 1–5; 2 Chronicles 36). It was a double tragedy, for each of the 

losses just listed had both political and theological ramifications for the people, and not only were their 

physical lives disrupted but their faith was shaken as well.  

Since the middle of the 8th century B.C.E., events in Palestine had been determined by the policies of 

Assyria, the world power of the day. The N kingdom had come under Assyrian domination by the middle 

of the 9th century and was treated as a vassal state. Rebellion led to its fall in 722 B.C.E., and its territory 

had been made into a full Assyrian province. The wars surrounding this traumatic loss had brought the S 

kingdom of Judah into the Assyrian orbit as well (cf. Isaiah 6–8). Its king, Hezekiah, had tried to revolt in 

705–701, but failed; and although Judah was not wiped out completely, its next king, Manasseh, remained 

a faithful servant of Assyria throughout his long reign (2 Kings 18–21).  

Manasseh‘s grandson, Josiah, came to the throne in 640 as an eight-year-old boy. When he came of age 

to rule in 628, he began a religious reform as well as a political effort to retake the N territories (2 

Chronicles 34). The Assyrian empire had become seriously weakened after the death of its last strong 

king, Assurbanipal, and the Babylonians were building a new empire at its expense. Josiah was 

succeeding in both his religious and political goals until a foolish attempt to intervene against an Egyptian 

army going to the aid of Assyria led to his premature death in battle in 609 B.C.E. His son and successor 

Jehoiakim ended any further religious reform.  

In 605 a victory over Egypt brought the Babylonians to power over Judah. Jehoiakim pledged loyalty to 

Babylon but was soon attempting to rebel and win back Judah‘s independence. The prophet Jeremiah‘s 

ministry was largely carried out in opposition to this political opportunism of Jehoiakim. Jeremiah called 

for loyalty to the covenant with God and to the covenant treaty with Babylon; he warned that the God of 

Israel would not stand by a pledge to defend the people if they continued to rebel. Jeremiah‘s words were 

only too accurate, and in 598 a Babylonian army sacked the city of Jerusalem and led most of its educated 

and gifted citizens into exile (2 Kgs 24:1–7). Jehoiakim died during the siege, and the Babylonians took 

his young son Jehoiachin with them as a captured pledge so that further rebellion would not occur. In his 

place they named his uncle Zedekiah to rule as regent (2 Kgs 24:8–20). But he, too, in the following years 



began plotting to be free, and in a second prolonged attack of three years (588–586), Nebuchadrezzar‘s 

army leveled the cities of Judah and finally burned Jerusalem to the ground, taking away whatever 

remained of value and exiling the rest of its leading citizens in the summer of 586 (see 2 Kings 25; 

Jeremiah 52). Jeremiah survived this period of horror but disappeared soon after being forcibly taken to 

Egypt in 583 or so (see Jeremiah 37–45).  

F. Ezekiel’s Ministry  

Ezekiel and his family were undoubtedly among the 8000 exiles taken to Babylon after the siege of 

Jerusalem in 598 (2 Kgs 24:16). How old he was at the time of his call in 593 is uncertain, but he may 

have been about thirty (if the date in 1:1 indicates the prophet‘s age). Judging from the contents of the 

oracles in the book, most of his ministry took place from 593 to 585, during the reign of Zedekiah and 

through the first days of total devastation. However, an isolated oracle at 29:17 is dated as late as 571, so 

he may have produced most of his oracles of hope in the decade or so after 585. The book is dated in 1:1 

according to the ruling years of Jehoiachin rather than of Zedekiah, suggesting that Ezekiel may have held 

out hope that the imprisoned king would one day return to rule. The discovery of a Babylonian tablet 

listing provisions for the support of Jehoiachin as a state prisoner (ANET, 308) confirmed what 2 Kgs 

25:27–30 already hinted, namely that even the Babylonians considered Zedekiah to be only the regent for 

the rightful king whom they held.  

Ezekiel followed his older contemporary Jeremiah in steadfastly opposing the plans of Zedekiah and his 

advisers to rebel against Babylon (cf. 12:1–15; 17:1–22; 21:18–32). Although there is never mention of 

Jeremiah in the book of Ezekiel, there is much similarity of language and viewpoint, indicating Ezekiel‘s 

deep debt to Jeremiah‘s views. Jeremiah was often consulted by the kings and their advisers, and so 

became politically prominent. Ezekiel, on the other hand, lived only in exile and never dealt with a king. 

But several times it is noted that the elders of the people came to consult with him (8:1; 14:1–3; 20:1; 

33:30–31). These probably represented the governing body of the exilic settlements and thereby provided 

Ezekiel with a political platform. Since some communication with the homeland seemed to exist (cf. 

Jeremiah 29; Ezek 33:21), Ezekiel could easily have directed his message to both exiles and those still in 

Judah, especially in the period of Zedekiah‘s reign. But the prophet‘s situation in exile pushed his concern 

beyond simply demanding loyalty to Babylon as the will of God, toward a new concept of Israel that 

rejected the ambitions of political leaders in Jerusalem as expressions of the divine will. Instead, he 

demanded a community marked by faithful religious observance, ethical rigor, and a loyalty to God as the 

holy one of the universe, whether at home or in exile, whether independent or subjugated.  

G. Questions and Problems about Ezekiel’s Ministry  

Commentators have long been troubled about certain seeming inconsistencies between the claims for 

Ezekiel‘s historical ministry and the nature of the actual oracles in the book. One major question has 

centered on the personality of the prophet. There are accounts of great ecstatic visions which seem to 

seize the prophet (chaps. 1, 8, 10, 37, 40); he speaks of the hand of God grabbing him and moving him 

physically (37:1), or the spirit of God entering him in power (2:1). He performs symbolic actions which 

appear impossible or crazed by modern standards, lying on his side for 390 days (4:5), or digging through 

a wall of his house (12:7), or swallowing a scroll in esctasy (3:23). Many scholars have argued that he 

received most of his words in a trance (Buttenweiser 1931: 8–18), or showed signs of abnormal 

parapsychology, or even of an unbalanced mind.  

Still others have been troubled by the contrast between the vividness of his descriptions of Jerusalem 

and his knowledge of what was going on there and the claim that he knew this only through prophetic 

revelation while in Babylon. Over the last hundred years, several notable scholars have argued that 

Ezekiel‘s ministry must have taken place only in Jerusalem, at least for the period from 593 to 586, and 

the so-called Babylonian locale was an editorial fiction to make the book acceptable later to the exiles 

(Herntrich 1932; Brownlee Ezekiel 1–19 WBC). However, in light of the book‘s unwavering insistence on 

Ezekiel‘s location in Babylon, and the strong probability of exchange of messengers between the exiles 

and the homeland, this seems mostly a forced exercise and has won very little critical support. If Ezekiel 

was already an adult when sent into exile in 598, he probably knew the Jerusalem scene well, and his 



oracular words may well have been fueled by specific incidents reported to the exiles in Tel-abib by an 

occasional messenger from Jerusalem. And this by no means rules out the further possibility that he had 

some parapsychic powers to envision events at a distance.  

The language of the book has also disturbed modern commentators. It lacks the direct style of earlier 

oracular forms, and often involves convoluted and elaborated metaphors and even allegories, as well as 

extensive motivational sections that are unique to this prophet. There are strong similarities in many of the 

topics covered to the priestly concerns found in the Holiness Code of Leviticus 17–26, and many of the 

passages seem more like prose lessons than individual prophetic oracles of judgment or hope. In other 

ways, the language of Ezekiel seems more of a forerunner of the apocalyptic imagery found in the later 

materials of Zechariah 9–14, Daniel, and such pseudepigraphical works as 1 Enoch and 4 Ezra. In literary 

style, the book of Ezekiel has often been characterized as repetitive or redundant. The complexities of the 

throne vision in chaps. 1 and 10, e.g., repeat whole phrases and expressions on top of each other. In many 

passages, too, the prophet seems to mix poetic oracles with long prosaic expansions. In 29:1–16, e.g., a 

short poetic oracle in vv 3–7 is followed by a longer, seemingly more prosaic addition in vv 8–16. All of 

these observations about language have generated major controversies over whether the present book 

represents more the preaching of Ezekiel himself or more a school of priestly redactors and a plethora of 

glosses and added comments.  

H. History of Critical Interpretation  

Until the turn of the 20th century, Ezekiel escaped the heavy hand dealt to the books of Isaiah and 

Jeremiah that questioned their unity and their authorship. Because Ezekiel had such explicit indications of 

an overall plan by means of the vision structures and the series of dates, most commentators were 

impressed with its literary unity. After 1900, several scholars raised doubts about the complete coherence 

of the book, pointing to doublets such as in chap. 1, and noting the difference between poetic and prose 

passages with the suggestion that much of the prose may have been later inserts, while the poetry 

represented the oral preaching of the prophet.  

It was not until Gustav Hölscher, however, in 1924, that a full-scale attack was launched against the 

traditional confidence that Ezekiel was the major source of the material in the book. He identified only 

144 poetic lines out of 1235 as original to the prophet. These were based on ecstatic phenomena common 

to prophetic types of shamans throughout the world and easily recognized as genuine oral utterances. The 

remaining 80 percent of the text were later additions, often attempts to explain and make application of 

the prophet‘s words to postexilic situations. Soon after, C. C. Torrey (1930) proposed that the whole book 

was composed in the Seleucid period (3d century B.C.E.) as a fictive account not unlike the slightly later 

book of Daniel. Millar Burrows (1925) suggested an opposite solution: the book was largely written in an 

earlier period under King Manasseh in reaction against his idolatrous practices (ca. 650 B.C.E.). J. Smith 

(1941) moved it even earlier, to a N Israelite writing after the fall of Samaria sometime between 721 and 

650. In 1945, Nils Messel returned to a postexilic date, holding that the book was composed after 400 

B.C.E. to deal with the same problems faced by Ezra and Nehemiah. Other scholars were equally skeptical 

in different ways. Numerous commentaries in the 1930s doubted that Ezekiel ever lived in Babylon, or 

held that at least his Jerusalem prophecies had to have been delivered in Palestine. For a full treatment of 

this period, see Zimmerli Ezekiel 1 Hermeneia, 3–9.  

After World War II serious efforts were made to link the materials in Ezekiel with the exilic period. The 

studies of C. G. Howie (1950) and G. Fohrer (1952) and a number of American scholars stressed the 

stylistic elements, dates, and unique subject matter that situated the core of the book solidly among the 

problems of the period in which the text claims to have been written. These authors, however, did not 

return to the position that every word was from the prophet himself but acknowledged many additions and 

expansions of the text made by others who adapted it to the exilic or, in most cases, the postexilic 

situation. The prevailing opinion was that the book showed a long history of compilation and editorial 

activity, with the most skepticism directed toward the bloc of priestly materials in the vision of the new 

temple and land in chaps. 40–48. Many doubts were also expressed whether the apocalyptic style of 



chaps. 38–39 could date to the 6th century. And, in light of the many discrepancies between the LXX and 

MT, several studies pointed to the expanded character of the Hebrew text.  

Walther Zimmerli‘s massive commentary (2 vols. BK [1969]; ET Hermeneia [1979, 1982]) was the 

high point of this resurgence of respect for the book of Ezekiel. He carefully traced a core of Ezekiel‘s 

words throughout the text and then defined a series of later developments from Ezekiel‘s ―school‖ of 

disciples. Thus he differentiated between a substantial Grundtext from the prophet and a 

Nachinterpretation from a circle of faithful developers of the prophet‘s thought. These followers had a 

strong interest in the same reform that motivated the Priestly editors of the Pentateuch. Elsewhere, 

Zimmerli provided groundbreaking studies on the genuine oracular style of the prophet (1965). His work 

can be judged a fine example of a return to the middle in critical scholarship. However, his rigorous use of 

a form-critical methodology still led him to doubt much of the book came from the prophet, and to be 

more skeptical than necessary (see Boadt 1981).  

Since Zimmerli, proponents can still be found who admit little of the prophet‘s own thought and 

attribute most of the book to redactors (Garscha 1974). But the wheel has continued to turn farther toward 

recovering more of the prophet in the book than even Zimmerli allowed. The studies of Boadt (1980), B. 

Lang (1981), and M. Greenberg (Ezekiel 1–20 AB) all work with the literary style and historical setting of 

the book as a whole. They find a greater unity of viewpoint than do the primarily form-critical scholars, a 

unity to be closely associated with the prophet‘s own program of preaching. While all scholars today are 

deeply in debt to Zimmerli‘s insights into the editorial process, these literary critics see the editing tied 

more to the original thought of Ezekiel and not so much to the aims and goals of a later priestly 

movement of reestablishment after the Exile.  

I. Textual Problems  

The book of Ezekiel has a fair number of difficult words and grammatical forms that suggest faulty 

transmission and copyist errors through the centuries. But larger questions of the textual reliability of the 

Hebrew as we now have it are raised by two outside difficulties. One is the irregularity of the LXX Greek 

version in rendering the Hebrew. In many places the Greek is a shorter and tauter text. Does this suggest 

expansions at a late date to the MT, at least after the time when the Hebrew Vorlage of the LXX was 

brought to Egypt? A second is the tautological and repetitive nature of the style found in the Hebrew 

oracles. Does this imply glosses were added to make the message clearer by restating and enlarging the 

original words of the prophet? Two answers are possible. One is that indeed the Hebrew represents a later 

and more expanded text than does the Hebrew Vorlage of the Greek; the other is that the LXX has 

abbreviated long, difficult, and perhaps boring passages to make them sharper and clearer for a Greek 

audience outside of Palestine.  

Studies have shown that LXX Ezekiel is the work of different translators in different sections. Thus 

chaps. 1–27 were by one translator, 28–39 by another, and 40–48 by still a third (or perhaps by the same 

translator who did 1–27). The translators are recognized by their choices of vocabulary; so, e.g., the first 

translator rendered the city Tyre by Sor regularly, the second by Tyros. They also rendered the divine title 

˒ădōnāy found throughout Ezekiel differently from section to section. Indeed, older scholarly opinion 

judged from its irregular translation in LXX that ˒ădōnāy, ―the Lord (God),‖ was a late addition to the 

Palestinian text. However, more recent discoveries, such as the remarkable Papyrus 967, show quite 

different divergences from the Hebrew than does the standard LXX. Pap. 967 fragments now contain 

nearly all the text of Ezekiel except chaps. 1–11. They reveal that certain passages were left out altogether 

(12:26–28 and 36:23–38); they also reveal that part of chap. 37 followed chaps. 38–39. G. A. Cooke 

(Ezekiel ICC) gives a thorough chart of the variations between MT and LXX, and judges that in half the 

cases MT is a more likely original text, and in the other half LXX is. In general, then, it can be said that 

the Greek witness to the Ezekiel text is not homogeneous but represents its own traditions and reasons for 

rendering the Hebrew which probably follow principles other than a careful copying of a different 

Vorlage from that used by the Masoretes (see McGregor 1985).  

Other versions do not change the story. The Syriac Peshitta largely follows the complete order of the 

Hebrew though in a freer style. The large scroll of Ezekiel found at Qumran could not be opened, it was in 



such poor condition; but the numerous fragments of Ezekiel found in a number of other caves are all close 

to the MT (see Lust 1986). The Aramaic Targum of Ezekiel is closer to being a paraphrase of the original 

text, but it follows the MT almost line by line. Its additions give good clues to the interpretation of 

difficult thoughts in Ezekiel in the 5th century C.E. The comparison of the Greek and other versions with 

the many problems and apparent errors of copying in the MT of Ezekiel, then, has already proved useful 

in learning the techniques of ancient translation. It has not, however, been able to establish any agreement 

on a better and shorter text of the book than that found in the present MT. Answers to why Ezekiel is such 

a convoluted and repetitive text cannot look to the versions for a solution.  

J. Style and Form in Ezekiel  

Many of the doubts expressed about the unity of the book of Ezekiel depend on analyses of the literary 

style it employs and the conventions it uses, as well as an expectation of consistency in thought. All of 

these criteria are difficult to establish from the perspectives of a scholarship that is 2500 years later. 

Modern historico-critical presuppositions, as well as many canons of contemporary literary style, must be 

put aside. Critical efforts to emend the text on grounds of consistency or style have not met with 

widespread acceptance, although new attempts are made regularly. Hölscher‘s conviction that only a tiny 

portion of the present text stems from the prophet himself was based on the a priori judgment that 

prophets spoke only in rhythmical poetry. E. Vogt (1981) divided the call vision of Ezekiel in chap. 1 into 

two separate strands by separating out all repetitions on the supposition that the original must have been 

simply narrated. Neither of these positions, nor many others over the years, took seriously the 

observations of still other form critics that the oracular style in Ezekiel and other exilic writings had taken 

on an expansive and more repetitive style that included not only accusation and announcement of 

judgment but visions, extensive motivational reflection, and even long descriptions of the reactions of the 

audience to the prophetic charges (cf. Westermann 1967: 205–8). The modern reader can evaluate the 

style and originality of Ezekiel only by a careful comparison of the overall usages of the book, by 

listening to the text and its manner of expression, and by trying to get some grasp on the relationship 

between text and historical situation.  

The book of Ezekiel has many unusual features that mark it off from other prophetic collections. These 

include special vocabulary and forms of address; connections to priestly and apocalyptic ideas and 

language; employment of nonprophetic genres in prophetic oracles; revival of ecstatic language to 

describe prophetic inspiration; and the use of dramatic techniques on a much larger scale than in the 

earlier books of classical prophecy. In this section, it will be enough to mention many of these features 

and techniques, and then discuss their ramifications for the composition of the book as a whole under K 

below.  

1. Dramatic Signs and Symbolic Actions. Although most prophetic books include some dramatic 

actions performed by the prophet, Ezekiel uses them regularly. Some are for dramatic effect: God 

commands Ezekiel to clap his hands and stamp his feet (6:11), and to turn his face toward the people 

against whom an oracle is directed (6:1; 13:17; 21:2). Other symbolic actions are dramatic occasions 

which will lead people to ask why Ezekiel is doing them, and this in turn will initiate the oracle that the 

dramatic action hinted at: he is commanded to groan aloud so people will ask why he is groaning (21:11); 

he is not to perform the customary mourning customs at the death of his wife so people will wonder 

(24:17–19); he digs through the wall of his house at night with a backpack on to provide a context for 

predicting the Exile (12:5). Finally, he acts out long involved dramatizations of his message as a 

motivation or basis on which to interpret coming events. Thus the series of involved symbolic actions in 

chaps. 4 and 5, such as lying on his side for 390 days, building brick models of the siege, or cutting his 

hair into three piles and destroying each differently, are all intended as elaborate explanations or settings 

for the important series of judgment oracles of impending doom delivered in chaps. 5 to 7. These are close 

to being parables. They are not to be seen as magical acts, but rather as a form of teaching aid; they have a 

performative character that makes them a kind of street theater to provoke the people to listen (Lang 

1986: 297–316).  



2. Ecstatic Prophecy Forms. The auto-dramatic focus of Ezekiel in words that are coupled with 

symbolic actions links him most closely with the preclassical prophets such as Elijah and Elisha, and to 

details of the Balaam narratives in Numbers 22–24. An expression such as ―the hand of the Lord fell upon 

me‖ (1:3; 3:22; 33:22; 37:1) is also said of Elijah in 1 Kgs 18:46 and of Elisha in 2 Kgs 3:15. The writing 

prophets generally avoid the equally ancient imagery of the ―spirit of the Lord rushing upon‖ the prophet, 

perhaps to distance themselves from the wonder-working reputations of earlier prophecy. But Ezekiel 

uses it regularly (2:2; 3:12; 8:3; 37:1), largely to indicate divine compulsion to speak or to be moved 

physically in a trance, much as it occurs in references to Elijah being carried off by the divine spirit in 1 

Kgs 18:12 or 2 Kgs 2:16. The power of the spirit to overcome the prophet is also typical of early 

prophetic accounts in Num 11:17–19; 24:2; 2 Sam 23:2. It is the spirit that also moves the bands of 

prophets to ecstasy in 1 Sam 10:6, 10; 19:20, 23. It is in the archaizing account of Balaam (Num 22:41; 

23:13; 24:1) that we also find the practice of facing toward the object of the prophecy.  

Other notes about Ezekiel link him to earlier practices: sitting at home for the elders to visit, also 

reported of Elisha (2 Kgs 6:32; cf. Ezek 14:1; 20:1; 33:31); acting out his own words as a lesson, said of 

Elijah (1 Kgs 19:9) and Ahijah (1 Kgs 11:29–30). These seem to indicate that the prophet Ezekiel 

consciously reinstituted some archaic prophetic signs of divine inspiration and authority, perhaps to 

bolster faith in the prophetic word when people were doubting its power during the crises of 593–586 (see 

Jeremiah 23 on this).  

3. Nonprophetic Genres. The oracles and literary forms in Ezekiel are notable for their diversity and 

freshness. Although the traditional oracular components of address, accusations, passing of judgment, and 

the divine messenger formula (―Thus says the Lord‖) are all recognizably present, they are often 

combined with parables, proverbial wisdom, legal cases, disputations, and lengthy poems. He delights in 

using quotations or citations as a starting point for argumentation. He quotes God‘s word to him to people 

when they ask about the death of his wife (24:21–24); he quotes the people against themselves in 18:29 

and 37:11; and he quotes dialogue with God as a reason for his words in several places (see 9:8–10; 

12:23–25). Ezekiel also cites wisdom proverbs as a point of departure (12:22; 16:44; 18:2). He employs 

poems that were well-known, or else mocked well-known songs, for part of his accusation (cf. 21:9–17; 

24:3–5). He develops long diatribe speeches (16:44–52; 22:3–12), legal disputations (33:34–39; 18:1–32), 

and extended historical recitals (20:3–26). He favors mocking laments over the dead (19:1–14; 26:15–18; 

28:11–19; 32:1–16). Most striking, perhaps, is the development of extended allegories and metaphoric 

parables to make vivid lessons for the audience (15:1–6; 16:1–43; 17:1–22; 27:1–36; 28:12–19; 31:1–18). 

Many of these forms are artistic masterpieces and betray their origins in Ezekiel‘s oral preaching. They 

have a strong rhetorical flavor and are employed in the art of persuading the audience to change their 

ways of thinking.  

4. Connections to Priestly and Apocalyptic Traditions. Many passages in Ezekiel show strong 

priestly concerns. He accuses Israel above all of defiling the sanctuary (5:11), following after other gods 

(8:7–9), and worshipping idols (14:3–5). The people have made themselves unclean (20:30–31; 22:26; 

36:18). This same message underlies the involved allegories of the two sisters in chaps. 16 and 23. The 

text also has a strong cultic vision of the land. It frequently condemns the mountains of Israel as symbols 

of the sacred land because the people have defiled it with crimes and abominations (see chaps. 6, 36). The 

disaster that comes upon them is a result of disobeying the ordinances and commands of the Lord (5:6; 

18:1–32; 33:25; and especially the reasons given in 20:1–44 and 22:1–31). While sins against the rights of 

others are occasionally cited, by far the largest number of offenses are against laws of purity or cultic 

fidelity to God.  

There is a particularly close connection between the concerns of Ezekiel and the legal admonitions of 

Leviticus 17–26, the so-called ―Holiness Code.‖ Since this code is generally understood to have 

originated in the late preexilic period among Priestly circles, it is possible that Ezekiel was familiar with 

its general outline, although specific differences suggest that Leviticus 17–26 received its final form only 

after the time of Ezekiel. They both share a similar vision of a community ordered toward right worship 



of God with a clear distinction between the realms of the profane and the holy. This cultic-legal vision 

takes its ideal shape in the description of the new land and new city of chaps. 40–48.  

Many critics have pointed to the use of apocalyptic imagery in Ezekiel 38–39. Often they take this as 

proof that these must be later insertions into the text. However, most of the language is tied to the ancient 

imagery of the cosmic battle of the gods in creation which was seen in early Israelite traditions of God as 

the divine warrior. The appearance of mythological themes of creation, including such major pagan 

themes as the cosmic tree (chaps. 17, 31) and the chaos monster (chaps. 29, 32), are used to emphasize 

God‘s lordship. It is unlikely that Ezekiel should be identified with the later apocalyptic movement; 

rather, these later developments owe some of their imagery to Ezekiel. Commentators (e.g., Reventlow 

1961) have long pointed to the connections between the Holiness Code and the covenant traditions of the 

autumn festival of New Year, at which the divine kingship over creation was celebrated. Ezekiel may 

have combined legal and creation language to reestablish the symbol power of the covenant for his day.  

5. Special and Unusual Vocabulary. Although the text has quite a number of difficult words (e.g., 

˓ăbōt  m in 31:3; nĕḥōšet in 16:36), most of these may be due to scribal copying errors, and a few to the 

use of Aramaisms. However, they remain few and may well be influenced by the Babylonian context of 

Ezekiel‘s ministry, where Aramaic was the lingua franca. More interestingly, the book lacks many key 

terms found commonly in OT theological language. Ezekiel never uses yāšār for the upright person, 

˒āhab or rāḥam for the love of God, ˒āman for faithfulness, or da˓at for the knowledge of God, all 

common themes in the preexilic prophets. He also lacks many important words from the language of the 

Psalms and Deutero-Isaiah: examples include bārak, ―bless,‖ and ˒ārar, ―curse,‖ ḥesed for ―covenantal 

love,‖ ḥānan for divine favor, or ṣādd  q as a noun for a righteous person. Many other important words 

dealing with the traditional prophetic attacks on idolatry such as the baals, asherahs, massebot, and the 

idols are also missing. There is very little of traditional wisdom language, and surprisingly, only one use 

of the important prophetic-legal term for indictment of the people by God, rîb (44:24).  

On the other hand, there are 130 words found only in Ezekiel, or overwhelmingly found in this book 

(e.g., gillûlîm, perhaps meaning literally ―dung balls,‖ occurs 39 times, but only 9 times elsewhere in the 

Bible).  

Most striking are the few major formulas used throughout the book. ―Son of Man‖ is the form of 

address from God to the prophet. It is unique to Ezekiel, and underscores his merely mortal status before 

God who speaks and acts. The prophet may make eloquent words, but they are not his (cf. 33:30–33). The 

oath formula given by God, ―As I live,‖ is also common in Ezekiel, as is the formula for a divine saying, 

―the oracle of the Lord‖ (85 times), and the formula for closing a divine saying, ―I the Lord have spoken,‖ 

and the formula for a threat, ―Behold, I am against you.‖ What stands out in common among these heavily 

used words for structuring oracles is their intimate first-person nature. Their constant reuse creates a 

majestic effect of God speaking, but also emphasizes the direct encounter between God and prophet. 

These words from the divine side are matched by the introduction of new oracles with the formula, ―The 

word of the Lord came to me,‖ in which the recipient is stated in the first person and not the customary 

prophetic third person. But by far the most important formula in Ezekiel is the recognition formula, 

composed of two elements joined together: ―that you (or they) may know,‖ and the conclusion, ―that I am 

the Lord.‖ The second half is clearly related to the frequently stated ―because I am the Lord,‖ at the end of 

laws in the Holiness Code (Leviticus 19). It is a formula of divine self-revelation used in a theophany to 

establish divine authority. The first half also comes from legal proceedings, where it concludes a 

presentation of evidence on behalf of an accused (as in the case of Joseph‘s brothers in Gen 42:34). This 

formula occurs 54 times in Ezekiel and declares God‘s freedom to act and his decision to act either on 

behalf of Israel or in judgment against it. The proof that God is indeed active lies in the coming about of 

the contents of the oracle just pronounced. Thus Zimmerli (Ezekiel 1 Hermeneia, 37–38) has labeled this 

key expression a ―proof saying.‖  

6. Artistic Devices. Ezekiel‘s language has often been characterized as prosaic, and modern translations 

often put much of the book in prose form. But this should be questioned. Alliteration, assonance, 

chiasmus, the breakup of stereotyped expressions, heightened imagery, climactic series, polarity, 



intentional repetition and rhetorical euphemism are common. M. Greenberg (Ezekiel 1–20 AB) has further 

identified other techniques: the use of panels in which parts are constructed parallel to one another; 

spiraling techniques in which an oracle moves to a higher or more intense level; and ―halving,‖ in which 

an echoing short oracle follows the main oracle as an afterwave. When combined with other patterns, such 

as the use of allegorical and mythological language, it would be better to identify the style of most oracles 

as a kind of artistic prose, what the Germans call Kunstprosa, which owes more to poetry than to ordinary 

narrative or legal prose (see Boadt 1978; 1986). There has been a decided movement in recent study of 

Ezekiel toward recognizing the literary coherence and powerful effect of its overall message.  

K. Composition of the Book  

Most commentators in this century have argued that much of the book of Ezekiel does not come from 

the prophet‘s own preaching but from the work of the redactors. This has been given massive and careful 

undergirding by the work of Zimmerli in his commentary. However, he himself represents a turn away 

from the tendency to see almost nothing of the prophet in the present book toward a moderating position 

that ascribes the majority of the book to Ezekiel himself. Still more recently, several studies have tried to 

find that all except a few editorial additions stem from the basic message of the prophet. However, 

arguments for or against claims of redaction hinge on several considerations that must be answered 

individually. The general ―style‖ of the whole book alone cannot decide the question, since a thorough 

redaction could as easily leave a striking character on the book as the genius of the prophet would. Since 

the claim is put forward that many glosses have been added to the text, these need to be evaluated. 

Historical claims and references need to be situated: Are the dates reliable or are they an artificial device 

from a later time? Is the style clearly a written style or are there oral indications? Finally, are the main 

concerns of the book due to postexilic priestly reform or to problems that can most reasonably be 

attributed to the period from 593 to 571 B.C.E.?  

1. Glosses. To answer the question of glosses in the text requires defining what one considers a gloss. 

Both Fohrer (1951) and Zimmerli consider single lines or short sections that seem to be missing from the 

Vorlage of the LXX as arguments for late glosses in the text. But if doubt is cast on the reliability of LXX 

as a witness to a better and more original text, then the argument collapses. Other phrases and words 

appear to be either repetitive or editorial linkage between sections. These, too, are often judged as 

secondary. Fohrer identified 25 percent of his glosses as some form of repetition, either by dittography or 

clarification. He recognized a further 21 percent as added comments to fill out and complete a thought; 5 

percent to be editorial connectors, but a full 43 percent to be later explanations of ideas that were not 

clear.  

Zimmerli‘s Nachinterpretation focuses on the expansions of solid Ezekielan oracles that adapt them to 

reuse in the postexilic situation. Thus he identified much larger sections that he considered theological 

reinterpretations from later disciples. Examples include 1:6–10, 14–21; 3:16–21; 7:20–24; 12:13–16; 

16:16–23, 26–34, 42–63; 17:22–24; 20:27–29; 23:39–49; 24:25–27; 33:17–20; 36:16–38; 37:25–28; 

38:10–23; 43:13–27; 45:1–25; 46:1-24, and several others. When taken as a whole, they amount to a 

substantial part of the book. And where extensive, such as in chaps. 16 and 36, they eliminate major parts 

of the conclusion of the oracles. Greenberg, on the other hand, argues strongly against many of these 

decisions (see, e.g., his treatment of the unity of 17:1–19 and 20–22).  

2. Oral vs. Written Prophecy. The oracles of the prophet are highly developed artistic productions 

embedded in a careful overall structuring of the book. This would lend support to the common opinion 

that much of Ezekiel is the result of literary activity and not oral presentation. Certainly the book of 

Ezekiel is not a collection of oracles strung together by an editor, but manifests all the signs of having a 

thorough plan behind its composition. And yet the combination of strong formulaic language for 

attracting and persuading an audience and the regular use of symbolic actions that accompany oracular 

speech suggest the opposite, namely that most of the oracles of judgment, at least, were forged in an oral 

setting. This is confirmed by the constant use of double imperatives, ―prophesy … and say‖ (6:2–3; 13:2; 

34:2; 36:1); ―declare … say‖ (22:2–3); ―lament … and say‖ (19:1–2; 27:2–3; 32:2); ―proclaim … and 

prophesy‖ (20:46; 21:2) which highlight the necessity of speaking out immediately. The vivid connection 



of the oracles to particular events occurring in Babylonian or Egyptian campaigns and the specific dating 

of many of these oracles also argue for oracular utterances delivered on ad hoc occasions. It will be 

necessary to study more fully the indications in the book that reveal how the oral words of the prophet 

were edited into literary form that would speak to a later audience and generalize the lesson for them (see 

Clements 1986: 287–88).  

3. Prophetic Influence on Ezekiel. By all criteria, Ezekiel stands closest to the book of Jeremiah in 

content and style. Both prophets introduce themselves into their words, almost to the point of composing 

autobiographical oracles. Their own personalities play a stronger role in their message than was true of 

Amos or Hosea or Isaiah. They also engage their hearers much more intensely in debate on issues, 

working to win them over by disproving all counterarguments. Both prophets are concerned with the 

question of divine justice to the individual and the relation of personal responsibility to national 

accountability. Indeed, both prophets counter the same proverb used by the people: ―The fathers have 

eaten sour grapes, and the children‘s teeth are on edge‖ (Jer 31:29; Ezek 18:2). Both prophetic books 

pioneer the use of the prose oracle style, and both share many rhetorical features, such as repetition of key 

words (ḥereb, ―sword,‖ in chaps. 5–7; yôm, ―day,‖ in chap. 7; hămôn, ―crowd,‖ in chap. 29; and use of 

yārad, ―go down,‖ 15 times in chaps. 31–32; cf. use of tq˓, ―to blow the trumpet,‖ in Jer 6:1–12 and of 

˒arez, ―cedar,‖ in 22:6–23), word plays and puns (cf. use of npl/tpl in Ezek 13:11–12, hikratî ˒et-kĕrēt  m, 

―I will cut off the Cretans,‖ in 25:16, and beḥŏrābôt baḥereb, ―in the ruins by the sword (will they fall),‖ 

in Jer 31:15–22), and summing up important words for added emphasis (e.g., Ezekiel often repeats the 

reasons for the ―recognition formula‖ a second time, as in 30:25–26; while Jeremiah favors the use of 

chiastic structure and inclusion to bolster a point by repetition, as in 2:33–37, where the sequence of 

particles, mah, gam, gam, lō is repeated; for further cases, see Lundbom 1975).  

Above all, the topics they treat are often nearly identical. Jeremiah is to be a wall against this people, as 

is Ezekiel (Jer 1:18; Ezek 3:8); Jeremiah condemns the lying spirit of prophecy, as does Ezekiel (Jer 

14:14; Ezek 12:24; 13–17); Jeremiah speaks of Judah and Samaria as sisters in infidelity, and Ezekiel 

expands this into an entire allegory (Jer 3:6–11; Ezek 23:1–27). This last passage is the key example 

showing that Ezekiel knew Jeremiah and built on his words, molding them in an even more dramatic 

fashion (Jer 8:1–3, on the desecration of bones, should be compared with the great vision of the bones 

coming to life in Ezek 37:1–14). It is probable that Ezekiel knew of Jeremiah‘s words written on the scroll 

prepared in 605 B.C.E. and then expanded by Baruch (Jeremiah 36). They both framed their message of 

warning in the years before 586 around a common concern, one in Palestine, the other in exile: ―Do not 

rebel against Babylon, for it is a violation of your covenant bond with the Lord!‖  

Many scholars identify a school of Deuteronomists active in the early years of the Exile and point to 

close ties between its message and that of Jeremiah. Links to Ezekiel are much harder to pinpoint, since 

Ezekiel uses language much closer to the Holiness Code in Leviticus 17–26 (which itself is nearly parallel 

to Deuteronomic thought). In general, Ezekiel and Deuteronomy share a broad common outlook that 

understands God‘s covenantal word as either threat or promise, depending on the people‘s response. 

Ezekiel, however, like Jeremiah, was quite pessimistic about any possibility of turning back the divine 

punishment. Ezekiel may nonetheless depend on Deuteronomy in one important theme, namely that 

fidelity to God can be done only with all one‘s heart. This persistent theme in Deuteronomy inspired 

Ezekiel‘s reflections on the possibility of a new covenant with a new heart in 11:20; 36:27.  

4. Priestly Connections. The literary similarities to Leviticus 17–26 have already been noted above. 

But does Ezekiel depend on the Holiness Code or vice versa? The contacts between the two are numerous, 

but they are clustered. Ezekiel is undoubtedly familiar with the ideas found in Leviticus 19–20 and 26, but 

it is harder to find many connections to Leviticus 21–25. What few there are almost all occur in Ezekiel 

44–45, which many see as a later expansion. The most extensive parallels are between Leviticus 26 and 

Ezekiel 4–7 and 34–37. Even on specific laws, however, the two books differ frequently. The Talmud 

records that this so bothered the early rabbis that Hanina ben Hezekiah stayed up and burned three 

hundred jars of oil in his lamp at night until he could reconcile Ezekiel with the Pentateuch (Šabb. 13b). 

Unfortunately, his reconciliation has been lost! The best scholarly consensus now is that Ezekiel and 



Leviticus 17–26 represent independent uses of the covenant laws proclaimed in the Autumn Feast, and 

that the final form of Leviticus 17–26 probably represents a slightly later state of growth than does 

Ezekiel.  

5. Importance of the Date Notices. Enough chronological information has come to light from 

neighboring countries to establish a close correlation between the dates in Ezekiel and specific historical 

events to which the attached oracles seem to refer. A comparative study of the Babylonian and Egyptian 

chronicles of the period permits the conclusion that all of the dated oracles in the section against foreign 

nations (chaps. 25–32) stem from particular sermons triggered by known crises and therefore are likely to 

stem from the prophet himself (see Freedy and Redford 1970: 462–85; Wiseman 1956). The dating style 

of the book throughout is also similar to contemporary practices in Babylon and elsewhere.  

Several other observations can be made about the dates given. Certain themes and predictions could 

only be made early in the Exile and do not fit a possibility of significant redaction after the restoration of 

539 B.C.E. The reunion of Israel and Judah envisioned in chaps. 36–37 did not take place after the Exile 

but was true during the last years of Josiah. No prince of David regained the throne as chaps. 34 and 36 

envision; Egypt never fell to the Babylonians as 29:17–21 promises; the temple portrayed in 40–43 never 

became the blueprint for the Second Temple of 520, and the schema shows much closer connections to 

the P ideals of the desert sanctuary and to the Solomonic temple than to any later developments. Nor did 

Ezekiel‘s concern for Zadokite priests (44:15) ever become regulation in the postexilic period. Finally, 

Babylon is never condemned even after the fall of Jerusalem, suggesting that the book of Ezekiel was 

edited while that nation still held power, i.e., before 539. All in all, the combined dates, historical 

situation, and the contents of oracles work together to support the position that the major editing of the 

book as it stands, including the temple vision of chaps. 40–48, was completed well before the end of the 

Exile.  

6. Ezekiel’s School. Besides the expansions in the text identified by Zimmerli, other scholars have 

pointed to whole blocs of material that they consider later additions. The two most notable examples are 

found in the vision of Gog in chaps. 38–39, and in the new temple description of chaps. 40–48. Seen in 

the larger perspective of the book as a whole, these chapters probably belong to the original level of 

editing, because the great battle scene and the building of a new temple reflect a primal pattern in Israelite 

tradition. On the one hand, the frequent use in Ezekiel of mythopoetic language from ANE creation 

stories argues that these chapters are modeled on the myth of the divine warrior Marduk (or Baal), who 

conquers the cosmic forces of evil and builds himself a palace as the climax of his victory celebration. On 

the other, it also fits the Priestly theology of Exodus that sees the great victory of God at the Red Sea 

climaxed by the building of the sanctuary in the desert.  

Scholarship is still divided as to whether the advances that have been made in recent decades in 

understanding the intricate and purposeful structuring of the book as a whole support claims that the 

prophet Ezekiel himself had a major role in planning and executing its redaction. Greenberg would say 

yes; Clements (1986) would say no. B. Childs (IOTS) would also say no, although, because he writes 

from a canonical criticism viewpoint, he would reject a reading of the text that separated any original 

words of the prophet from later redactional expansions.  

One of the major questions facing Ezekiel research for the future will be a clearer identification of 

exactly what composes a ―school‖ of disciples. It is at least certain that they must have had ties to priestly 

ideals of a reconstructed community, that they functioned largely in the Exile and therefore do not 

precisely match the vision of the slightly later Priestly editors of the Pentateuch, and that they worked to 

produce a literary blueprint built on the oral message of Ezekiel. In all of these concerns, the prophet 

himself may have played either a minor or a major role.  

L. Message of the Book  

Because the book of Ezekiel has aspects of a ministry warning the people of God‘s impending judgment 

as well as of later prophecy of God‘s intention to restore, it contains three separate theological foci. The 

first is an explanation of what God is doing in bringing about the Exile and rejecting the covenant. The 

second is a program for what God will do in the future to reestablish the covenant relationship. The third 



is the combined meaning of the entire sequence of judgment and restoration as a new way to understand 

the divine purpose and avoid the failures of the past.  

Ezekiel is uncompromising in his condemnation of Israel‘s infidelity to God. Even though he indicts 

Israel for numerous sins against justice and right ethical behavior (7:10, 23; 18:7–9; 22:11–12), his stress 

falls mainly on disloyalty to God. They are sins by which the people defiled themselves and the land 

when they rejected the God of Israel for other gods. Israel has been rebellious from its first days after the 

Exodus (chaps. 16; 20; 23) and has never given its heart to God. It profaned the Sabbath (20:12, 24), 

worshipped on high places (6:13; 20:28), and defiled the sanctuary (23:37–38). Ezekiel can even condemn 

cultic offenses such as having sexual relations with a woman in her menstrual period in the same sentence 

as he denounces adultery (18:6). They all equally violate the holiness of God, who has taken possession of 

this people and this land and put his holy name on it. Ezekiel betrays his priestly outlook in taking this 

stand. If Israel is to be God‘s people, then it must tolerate no defilement or infidelity in its midst. But, in 

fact, the sin of generations had piled up and now brought disaster to Ezekiel‘s own age.  

He wrestles with this question in two major thematic attempts to address the why of responsibility. One 

is the theme of the watchman that heads both the period of judgment and the period of hope (chaps. 3 and 

33). It addresses the frustration of preaching to people who will not listen. His answer is that God has 

given him the duty to do what he is commanded; the people must assume responsibility for their own 

actions. Just as God will demand that the prophet act responsibly, so God will treat this generation. The 

book‘s second theme is explaining why this generation must pay for the sins of its ancestors; it is found in 

chaps. 14:12–23; 18:1–32; 33:10–20. He boldly proposes that a generation that obeys God‘s commands 

will not suffer for the sins of its ancestors, nor will future generations be spared punishment for their sins 

because of the goodness of a previous age. God will judge each generation on its own. In light of the 

pessimism that pervades chaps. 1–24 about reversing the coming punishment of God, we can be sure that 

Ezekiel did not believe repentance was any longer possible. And yet he proclaims the possibility of 

repentance for the people (16:54–63; 33:10–16). This ambivalence stems from the complete engagement 

of the prophet with the fate of his own people. He knows God will forgive, but he sees that they will not 

accept. This position is fully stated in the call of the prophet in 3:1–11.  

In the salvation oracles of chaps. 33–37, the prophet stresses God as life-giver, and above all as the king 

over Israel. These oracles promise that God will take over the role of shepherd that had been abused by 

the kings (chap. 34); God will also purify the land, restore its boundaries, and bring the people back from 

exile (chaps. 36–37). In these passages, the stress falls clearly on the contrast between what Israel had 

done on its own and the faithfulness of God, who maintains the holiness and glory of his divine name. 

God will act out of the freedom of his divine power and commitment, and not out of duty to Israel. At the 

same time, the destruction of Israel has made God seem powerless in the eyes of the pagan nations. They 

will now discover the divine power when they are destroyed for their arrogance in attacking Israel (chaps. 

35; 38–39).  

A special aspect of this promise of restoration is the promise of a new heart (11:17–20; 36:26–28). Here 

Ezekiel clearly takes a stand that it will not be through repentance or recommitment that change will 

come, but only through the initiative of God transforming Israel. By means of a new heart and a new 

spirit, they will be enabled to be faithful. Repentance will come after the recognition that God is acting on 

their behalf, because they will be filled with shame at their past conduct (16:54; 36:32). This new teaching 

on the part of Ezekiel finds its natural fulfillment in the preparations of a new, purified people and city in 

chaps. 40–48, climaxed by the divine presence in its midst (43:1–9; 48:35).  

The third aspect of the theological message of the book is found in its vision of God‘s activity in light of 

the sequence of disaster and salvation. The individual emphases of each half are combined in a single 

purpose: to renew the faith of Israel in God‘s credibility at a time when doubt and despair gripped the 

people in the terrible sequence of the loss of their land, nationhood, kingship, and temple, and their exile 

from home. Former confidence in the God who would never let Israel fall, based on a naive reading of 

Isaiah‘s oracles and the promise of the Davidic covenant in 2 Samuel 7, had led to serious questioning 

whether the God of Israel had any power at all compared to the gods of Babylon.  



Such basic doubt accounts for the enormous stress that Ezekiel places upon the transcendence and 

majesty of God. The prophet never beholds God directly but only sees the form of the divine glory (1:26); 

and he speaks reverently not of the Holy One, as does Isaiah, but of the holiness of God‘s Name (20:39; 

36:20; 43:7). For the same reason, he refers constantly to ˒ădōnāy yhwh, ―The Lord Yahweh,‖ using a 

plural of majesty unique to this book; and to himself as prophet only by the humble ―son of man.‖ The use 

of the recognition formula, ―That they shall know I am the Lord,‖ is also calculated to engender new trust 

in the power of God to act decisively both in judgment and in salvation; against Israel or against any 

foreign power. Moreover, the expression is borrowed from the traditional cultic proclamation of the 

awesome power of God to save and deliver the people out of slavery in Egypt that is preserved in the 

Priestly level of the Pentateuch (Exod 6:6–8; 7:5; 10:1–2; 14:4, 18).  

The book of Ezekiel attempts a complete program of reform that would reestablish the covenant in its 

proper relationship. God would again be overlord of the land and rule from the sacred mountains of Israel. 

To underscore this, the prophet introduces the theme of the mountains in chaps. 6, 17, 35–36, 38–39, and 

40–43. In doing so, he condemns the defiled mountains of Israel, purges them, and then establishes his 

temple on them. In the process, Ezekiel never refers to the home of the temple as Mt. Zion, in effect 

rejecting the past theology. The new mountain of the temple in 40–48 is closely connected with careful 

observation of the priestly laws, and thus becomes instead a new Mt. Sinai. The people, on their part, 

would be the faithful vassals, who kept their loyalty to God alone and did not betray it for other gods. 

They would be separated off as a holy people, and nothing profane would defile the tribes in the land. 

God in turn would protect them and destroy their enemies as an overlord was supposed to do. Thus there 

is an important place in this scheme for both the oracles against foreign nations and the cosmic war 

against Gog in chaps. 38–39.  

We must look to the cultic rituals for the background of much of this controlling vision. It was in the 

great feast-day liturgies that God was proclaimed in mythic categories as the victor over chaos, as the 

divine warrior, and as the king enthroned in the temple. It was a major purpose of the prophet to summon 

up the ancient convictions of God‘s power by structuring his message in the ancient mythic patterns. The 

oracles against nations mockingly allude to certain pagan myths on the divine status of kings to show how 

God destroys these divine pretensions of the kings of Tyre, Sidon, or Egypt. But the oracles of judgment 

in chaps. 15–19, with their strong allegorical coloring, also introduce cosmic language about the royal 

hubris in charges against Zedekiah and the rulers of Jerusalem. The parallel strongly suggests that Judah‘s 

royalty had fallen into idolatry by believing these false myths. To restore the power of the Yahweh myth, 

the prophetic plan then goes on to lay out the oracles of salvation in the pattern discussed above, namely 

that of the divine warrior who marches to victory from his holy mountain and returns at the end to his 

holy dwelling to rule (cf. the ancient hymns of Exodus 15; Judges 5; Habakkuk 3). It also follows the 

pattern of the Exodus-event itself, in which victory at the Red Sea is completed by the triumphal 

manifestation of God on Mt. Sinai.  

Thus the book of Ezekiel proclaims not a god who is powerless to act but rather an awesome God who 

rightly exercises divine judgment and divine compassion; and who will not abandon the covenant but will 

rebuild it on an even stronger footing. Thus all will know by concrete evidence in action just who is God 

and what God will do for this people that obeys the covenant commands. Only then will God be 

worshipped properly.  
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LAWRENCE BOADT  

EZEL (PLACE) [Heb *˒ezel (ֶאֶזל )]. A stone behind which David hid until Jonathan could inform him 

of King Saul‘s attitude (1 Sam 20:19); however, its location is unknown. The Hebrew text reads ˒ēṣel 

hā˒eben hā˒āzel, ―near the stone Ezel,‖ but LXX reads para to Argab ekeino, ―by that Argab/Ergab.‖ 

Since Argab means ―heap stone‖ (BDB, p. 918b) in Hebrew, the Gk demonstrative pronoun ekeino, 

―that,‖ corresponds to the hā˒āzel of the Heb text. The Gk translation ―by that Argab‖ presupposes the 

Heb original of LXX as hā˒argab hallāz (or hallāzeh), ―this heap-mound (or cairn).‖ For this reason some 

consider hā˒āzel as the metathetical spelling of the Heb demonstrative pronoun hallāz, ―this.‖ The RSV 

renders this phrase, ―beyond yonder stone heap.‖  

Another possible interpretation of this ―Ezel‖ is to seek a relation with the same triconsonantal Aramaic 

verb ˒ăzal, ―to leave, go.‖ The noun ˒ezel with the meaning of ―leaving or departure‖ makes good sense in 

the context: ―go, for Yahweh has sent you away‖ (1 Sam 20:21). Consequently, this phrase would be 

understood as ―the stone of Parting‖ in the sense of a commemorative stone for the separation of the two 

intimate friends.  

YOSHITAKA KOBAYASHI  

EZEM (PLACE) [Heb ˓eṣem (ֶףֶקם )]. A settlement of the tribe of Simeon (Josh 15:29). The KJV 

variant, Azem, derives from a Masoretic pausal form in Joshua. Ezem appears twice in Joshua; in 15:29 it 

is listed as part of the tribe of Judah, and in 19:3 it is a Simeonite settlement. It is also listed as a town in 

Simeon in 1 Chr 4:29. Since Simeon was assimilated to Judah at an early date, it is recorded under both 

tribes.  

Though the present literary context of the Judean town list is set in the period of Joshua, its original 

setting was as part of a post-Solomonic administrative division of the S kingdom. The date for the 

establishment of this system is debated, with suggestions ranging from the early 9th to the late 7th century 

B.C. Ezem is in the southernmost district of Judah, the Negeb.  

The location of Ezem is problematic. It is apparently mentioned on an ostracon from Tell esh-Shari˓a 

(Oren and Netzer 1974: 265), which may mean seeking the site somewhere to the N of Beer-sheba (M.R. 

134072). In the past many commentators have located Ezem at Umm el-˓Azam, 20 km SE of Beer-sheba 

(Albright 1924: 154; Simons, GTTOT, 144, 178, 183; M.R. 140055), but this may be too far S. Cohen 

(IDB 2: 213) suggested Umm el-˓Azem, two knolls not far to the N of Beer-sheba. It is possible that Ezem 

may be the ’-i-ḏ-m-i3 which is the 66th town Shishak claimed to have conquered in his topographic list 

(Simons 1937: 178, 183).  
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JEFFREY R. ZORN  

EZER (PERSON) [Heb ˒ēṣer (ֵאֶקש ); ˓ēzer (ֵףֶזש ); ˓ezer (ֶףֶזש )]. The name of several men in the OT. 

The name ˒ēṣer may come from a root meaning ―store up.‖ The ˓ezer forms may have the meaning ―help‖ 

(IDB 2: 213).  

1. One of the clan chiefs listed in the genealogy of Seir the Horite in Gen 36:21, 27, 30 and in the 

matching genealogical clan list in 1 Chr 1:38, 42. He is said to be the sixth son of Seir and the father of 

BILHAN, ZAAVAN, and AKAN/JAAKAN (Gen 36:27; 1 Chr 1:42a). The kinship terms found in the 

text may simply reflect alliances or the designation of tribal territories within this region.  

2. A descendant of Judah in the genealogical clan list in 1 Chr 4:4. Ezer‘s exact relationship with Judah 

is unclear since the genealogy is confused, not giving the lineage of each of Judah‘s sons. Ezer is simply 

described as the father of HUSHAH. This latter name, like several others in the list (Tekoa, Bethlehem), 

is the name of a village in the Judahite hill country.  

3. A member of the tribe of Ephraim mentioned in 1 Chr 7:21. Along with another Ephraimite, ELEAD, 

Ezer was killed by the men of Gath for raiding the Gathite cattle herds. Raids such as these are not 

uncommon among tribal peoples wishing to increase their own herds or weaken those of their neighbors 

(see Judg 6:2–5; 2 Kgs 13:20). It may also be reflective of the tensions which existed between the peoples 

of the high country and the towns and villages of the Philistine plain.  

4. The chief of the Gadite warriors who joined David in his stronghold at Ziklag during the time he was 

outlawed by Saul (1 Chr 12:10—Eng12:9). These men, along with those from several other tribes, 

represented David‘s growing political strength and gave him the ―mighty and experienced warriors‖ he 

needed to form an army corps when he succeeded to the throne of Israel.  

5. A Levite, a son of Jeshua, who was assigned to repair a section of the wall of Jerusalem during the 

administration of Nehemiah (Neh 3:19). He is described as the ruler of Mizpah and the section of the wall 

he was assigned was ―opposite the ascent to the armory at the Angle.‖ As a ―ruler‖ his role in the 

construction probably consisted of providing the funds and the men to do the work.  

6. One of the priests listed among those who participated in the dedication of the reconstructed walls of 

Jerusalem in Neh 12:42. They led the people with blaring trumpets and the offering of sacrifices.  
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VICTOR H. MATTHEWS  

EZION-GEBER (PLACE) [Heb ˓eṣyôn geber (ֶףְקיון ֶגֶבש )]. A port city on the S frontier of biblical 

Israel. The name is recorded in the Hebrew Bible seven times (Num 33:35; 36; Deut 2:8; 1 Kgs 9:26; 

22:49; 2 Chr 8:17, 20:36). The former three are written ˓eṣyōn geber and refer to the camping stations of 

the Israelites en route to the promised land. The latter four pertain to the S port city of Solomon and 

Jehoshaphat. While most translations render the name verbatim, the Aram translation of Tg. Ps. J. to the 

first three verses translates the place-name as kĕrak tarnĕgôlā˒, perhaps in the sense of the ―strong 

citadel.‖ For ˓eṣyôn KB (1958: 727) suggests the Ar cognate ǵaḍiān (Lane 2269a) while geber is left 

unexplained.  

Whether the Pentateuchal ˓eṣyōn geber is identical with the Judean kings‘ ˓eṣyôn geber is a question yet 

unanswered. No archaeological traces of the former have been uncovered so far and no location during 

that period has been unearthed. The place name ˓eṣyôn geber reappears in the history of Israel during the 

Solomonic era and is mentioned through the reign of Jehoshaphat. Solomon initiated construction of 



vessels and shipping on the Gulf of Elath with the Phoenician partners and for this reason he went to 

Ezion-geber and Jehoshaphat followed suit.  

Where is the geographical site of Ezion-geber? The Bible locates it ―near Eloth on the shore of the Red 

Sea, in the land of Edom‖ (1 Kgs 9:26). In the 19th century, Robinson (1856: 169–72) identified it as ˓Ain 

el-Gõuḍyan along a small wadi opening into el ˒Arabah. It was later revised by Phythian-Adams (1933: 

137–46) to refer to el-Meniyyeh. These earlier identifications have been toppled by three seasons of 

archaeological excavations of N. Glueck during the years 1938–40, who argued that it should be 

identified with Tell el-Kheleifeh (M.R. 147884), a suggestion put forth by Frank (1934: 244). The mound 

lies at about the center of the N coast of the Gulf of Elath (Aqabah) between Aqabah of Jordan at its E end 

and Elath of Israel at the W end. Glueck‘s (1940a: 93–104) early explanations have revolved around what 

seemed then to be the main activities of Tell el-Kheleifeh: construction of seagoing vessels, a large 

smelting refinery of local copper in furnaces, and industry of tools made out of copper. To support the 

theory of a metallurgical center at that site, Glueck (1940b: 3–7) argued that remains of extensive sulfuric 

discoloration due to the smelting activities are evident on the furnace‘s wall, and copper slags in 

substantial quantities are found at the site. He unearthed a casemate wall characteristic of the Solomonic 

construction of buildings and dated the pottery excavated at the mound to the 10th century B.C., parallel to 

the Solomonic period. Hence, the conclusion that Tell el-Kheleifeh = Ezion-geber. Glueck further inferred 

that Solomon‘s commercial prosperity depended largely on exporting ingots of copper produced at Tell 

el-Kheleifeh, which were shipped abroad from the port city. Moreover, Glueck (1940a: 110; 1940b: 15) 

asserted that the findings included the burnt relics of a heavy rope industry of the type employed for 

anchorages and the stretching of the boat‘s sails. Among other things, he found pitch for caulking the 

boats, nails made of iron and copper, and fishhooks and spearheads popular among seafarers, which 

testified that naval construction and maritime activity took place there.  

Glueck‘s identification was hailed by Wright (1957: 132–37), even though he admitted that actual 

remains of a port were never excavated. Albright (1960: 127–28), who agreed with Glueck that a 

tremendous metallurgical industry functioned at that site, nevertheless, following opinions of metallurgy 

experts, was perplexed as to how the production of copper was indeed accomplished.  

Glueck‘s findings were challenged by Rothenberg (1962: 44–56), who refuted the existence of a large 

metallurgical complex at Tell el-Kheleifeh. He proved indubitably that the room thought to be a furnace 

room turned out to be a large storehouse and what was considered to be sulfide fumes of copper ores on 

the walls were the result of a tremendous conflagration. A closer look at the surroundings did not show a 

significant quantity of slag associated with the production of copper and the flue holes in the so-called 

furnace room were in fact holes for wooden beams. Even the theory of Glueck (1940a: 93–94) about the 

strong northern winds blowing in the area essential for smelting refineries was found wanting as a result 

of Rothenberg‘s meteorological measuring. Had the builders wanted to take advantage of the strongest 

winds, a geographical point further to the W should have been located, where the winds are indeed 

turbulent and effective for a refinery. In sum, Rothenberg questioned the validity of Tell el-Kheleifeh = 

Ezion-geber.  

Glueck (1965b: 15–17) then radically revised some of his previous conclusions. He accepted that the 

place was primarily a fortified district granary and caravansary, yet he maintained that Tell el-Kheleifeh 

served as a copper center and that the place was the biblical seaport Ezion-geber. His excavations (1965a: 

82–87) revealed five strata of settlements extending from the Solomonic age until the end of the 5th 

century B.C. when Tell el-Kheleifeh was abandoned and a subsequent Nabatean settlement was located at 

Aila. Biblical Ezion-geber existed during two of those periods. Period I dates to the Solomonic era. It 

contained a small center for storage, industry, and commodities which also served the main S seaport of 

the king, a place probably destroyed by Shishak during the reign of Rehoboam (1 Kgs 14:25–26; 2 Chr 

12:2–4).  

Indeed, biblical citations from the chronicles of the Judean kings indicate a disproportionately fierce 

struggle for control of the S Arabah, an area vital to the economy of the kingdom, especially with regard 

to the valuable trade with Arabia and regions beyond it. It is therefore not surprising that the only 



competitors for these routes, the Egyptian kings, did not look favorably at the spread of this trade. Against 

this backdrop it is possible to explain the military foray of Shishak (ca. 924 B.C.) into the Negeb. List 

XXXIV of the Great Temple of Amon in Karnak (Simons 1937: 178–87) includes a yet unidentified 

conquered location š-b-r-t n g-b-r-y-, which may be transliterated as šblt n-gbr (y), meaning the whirling 

mass of water gbr, suggesting the likelihood of reference to Ezion-geber.  

Possible reconstruction at Period II took place during Jehoshaphat‘s reign and it reveals strengthening of 

the location with massive double walls and elaborate city gates. While the royal fleet was destroyed by a 

stormy sea (1 Kgs 22:49) the city may have been destroyed later because of an Edomite rebellion in the 

middle of the 9th century (2 Kgs 8:20–22; 2 Chr 21:8–10). The name Ezion-geber is not mentioned again 

in the Bible.  

Talmudical sources, however, preserve the tradition that the Sages visited a S town named ˓sy˒, 

geographically located along a seacoast which Klein (1939: 76, 122) identifies with Ezion-geber. Glueck 

(Elath 1963: 10–11) claimed that Elath (2 Kgs 14:22; 2 Chr 26:2) is the substitute for decimated Ezion-

geber and was constructed on top of the mound of the city which was never to be rebuilt. In any event the 

excavations and findings of Tell el-Kheleifeh (Elath, 1963: 19–20) contain the histories both of Ezion-

geber and Elath and therefore it is correct to say Tell el-Kheleifeh = Ezion-geber = Elath.  

Avigad (Elath, 1963: 24) lent support to Glueck‘s theory when he found an inscribed signet ring which 

he deciphered as ―LYTM‖ i.e., ―belonging to Jotham,‖ and described the picture on the ring as either an 

ignot of copper or a representation of bellows in front of a horned ram. This testified to continued 

metallurgical performance during a latter period of the Judean King Jotham. Aharoni (Elath, 1963: 71–73; 

1982: 169, 243, 249–51) while agreeing with the identification of Tell el-Kheleifeh with Ezion-geber, 

nevertheless disputed the theory of the city as being a copper mining center. He suggests, instead, that it 

was a fortified depot in a network of citadels securing the land route for commodities exported and 

imported through the port of this fortified complex. He, like Glueck, suggested that biblical Elath took on 

the functions of Ezion-geber once the latter ceased to exist.  

Glueck‘s identification of Tell el-Kheleifeh with Ezion-geber was contested again by Mazar (1975: 

126–31) on the basis of topographical evidence. He disproved the theory of sea regression in the region of 

Tell el-Kheleifeh. Furthermore, the shoreline along the location of the mound is sandy, the water is 

shallow, leaving it unsuitable for small boats, let alone for a substantial trader fleet. Some of the 

scheduled trips extended for three years, and Ezion-geber, while not built by Solomon, was employed as a 

naval yard for building a commercial fleet. King Hiram of Tyre supplied the woodcraft, the skilled labor, 

and the navigational expertise while King Solomon provided manpower and located a safe port for 

anchorage. The magnitude of the operation required facilities which could not have been provided by the 

coast of Tell el-Kheleifeh. Furthermore, a recent restudy of Glueck‘s material by Pratico (1986: 24–35) 

summarized the following: Tell el-Kheleifeh is post-Solomonic, and the mound, while important by itself, 

cannot be identified as Ezion-geber.  

The search for a natural harbor in the gulf of Elath suggested, therefore, the small island of Jezîrat 

Far˒ôn (recently named Coral Island) as a safe anchorage for boats. Indeed, 19th-century diaries of 

travelers acknowledged the island as a haven during stormy seas. Robinson (1856: 160–61) described it as 

oriented from NW to the SE, some 300 yards in length with two hills, one higher than the other, linked by 

a narrow strip of land. On the island, an Arabian fort was found. It was surrounded with battlements, with 

two pointed arches often signifying gateways.  

Unvanquished by the fleet of Ronald of Chatillon (ca. 1182 C.E.), the fort was identified by the Arabic 

geographer Abulfeda (ca. 1300), with the former citadel of Aila; however, in his own time it was already 

in ruins. While touring the place, Robinson also quoted former geographers, Laborde, Rüppell and 

Wellsted. The latter gave it the name Jezîrat Far˒ôn, the ―Island of Pharaoh,‖ and described it as the only 

sheltered place for boats when caught in a stormy sea. He sensed that this was perhaps biblical Ezion-

geber.  

It should be noted that the only natural anchorage in the N part of the gulf is the harbor on the island, 

while the modern ports of Elath and Aqabah are of wholly artificial construction.  



Mazar‘s scholarly interest in the island in 1956 (1975: 130), was followed by Rothenberg in 

collaboration with Aharoni and Hashimshoni (1961: 86–92, 183–89), who mapped the island and 

established the existence of a small harbor.  

Aharoni (1967: 182–83) was inclined to identify the island with Jotbatha, the Pentateuchal camping 

station listed before Ezion-geber. He relied on the phonetic similarity of biblical Jotbathah, Byzantine 

Yotabe (according to Procopius‘ testimony, a small island dominating the sea traffic in the gulf during the 

Byzantine era), and modern Ṭabeh.  

Rothenberg (1967: 212–13), however, on the basis of the ceramics found on the island suggested 

occupation as early as Iron Age I, and posited that the place must be Ezion-geber. His identification 

gained credence through underwater archaeological surveys conducted by Linder and Flinder (Rothenberg 

1972: 204–7) and a British-Israeli joint expedition in 1968. Flinder (1989: 39–41) concluded that Jezîrat 

Far˒ôn is indeed biblical Ezion-geber. The survey plus the underwater archaeological search shows that 

Jezîrat Far˒ôn had massive navigational installations put in position for heavy maritime traffic. It had a 

walled island comprised of an outer wall, an inner wall, and transversal walls forming casemate rooms 

plus towers. He confirmed that the edifice facing the mainland had groundwork similar to the casemate 

rooms, hence dated before its upper parts. Unique were the underwater archaeological findings which 

established the existence of an artificial enclosed harbor bordering a sizable natural anchorage, with jetties 

built out into the water to influence currents opposite the island on the shore of the mainland.  

Can we definitively identify the island with Ezion-geber? Solid dating indications are yet to be 

uncovered. What can be said is that the island‘s pottery dates to Iron Age I and that the island was utilized 

as a pharaonic mining anchorage by the Egyptians (Rothenberg 1972: 203). Furthermore, Jezîrat Far˒ôn‘s 

natural harbor shows man-made technological improvements by yet unknown ancient marine engineers. 

Comparisons of the structure of the port in the island suggest resemblance to the work done by Phoenician 

maritime personnel, who were the first to improve natural harbors in the Mediterranean basin.  

Tyre, the capital of Hiram, was originally an island (Isa 23:2) upon which man-made jetties and 

safekeeping walls were built for the protection of sea vessels. (The path built across the water to connect 

the offshore island to the mainland was a later addition as a result of Alexander the Great‘s work during 

322 B.C.) Leptis magna, founded by the Phoenicians from Sidon in what later became Roman Africa, was 

an offshore island with an artificial harbor adjoining a natural anchorage with breakwaters opposite the 

island on the mainland. Accordingly, it is not inconceivable to suggest that the partnership between the 

Tyrians and the Israelites was a continuation of what took place in the region during the reigns of earlier 

Egyptian monarchs who employed Giblite-Byblian mariners while embarking on their maritime 

endeavors along the Red Sea. It is likely that Solomon went to Pharoah‘s island, Jezîrat Far˒ôn, whose 

name in the Bible is Ezion-geber, and Hiram sent in the navy, his servants, and maritime personnel, along 

with servants of Solomon (1 Kgs 9:27–28; 2 Chr 8:18).  

This partnership is alluded to by Philo of Byblos, who cites the Phoenician historian Sanconiaton who 

in turn reports that a Phoenician caravan consisting of 800 camels carried timber to the southern port for 

the construction of the merchant fleet. The sources do not report improvements of anchorage facilities by 

either of the partners, but Ezion-geber, the point of embarkation for long voyages (1 Kgs 10:22; 2 Chr 

9:21), required adequate port facilities for oceangoing boats, and underwater archaeological excavations 

proved that reconstruction indeed provided the necessary efficiency.  

The identification of Ezion-geber with Jezîrat Far˒ôn rather than biblical Eloth or Elath is supported by 

the Bible. The Bible plus the major translations, the LXX and the Vg, view Ezion-geber as separate from 

Elath or Eloth. The terms ―next,‖ ―near,‖ or ―beside‖ are inserted between Ezion-geber and Eloth in 1 

Kings (9:26) and the wāw copulativum joins them in Deuteronomy (2:8) and 2 Chronicles (8:17).  

Flinder (1989: 45) further maintains that both sites fulfilled a commercial task for the partners. Ezion-

geber, on the island, while adequate for loading and unloading sturdy seagoing vessels, was not equipped 

to store and disburse the goods. Therefore, it was necessary to transfer the merchandise via smaller 

seacraft to the mainland, i.e., to Eloth, from where it was distributed through the traditional network of 

Solomon‘s far-flung land trading posts.  



Geographically, Israel enjoyed the role of an intermediary between adjacent countries. Not only did the 

Mediterranean seaports of the Solomonic empire offer commercial links with the communities W of the 

kingdom, but the S port gave Judah the added advantage of being able to control the valuable trade of 

luxury commodities. This was the exalted moment in Israel‘s secular history when the Israelites were the 

only land bridge between the two continents and had various ports serving the Mediterranean clientele, 

spreading toward the Atlantic Ocean in the occident, and Ezion-geber, which led to the Indian Ocean and 

farther to the orient.  
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MEIR LUBETSKI  

EZORA (PERSON) [Gk Ezōra (Ἐζωρα)]. Progenitor of a family which had six descendants who 

divorced their foreign wives during Ezra‘s reform (1 Esdr 9:34). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to 

have been compiled from Ezra and Nehemiah, ―Ezora‖ does not appear among the names listed in Ezra 

10. Omissions such as this also raise questions about 1 Esdras being used as a source by Ezra or 

Nehemiah. Furthermore, problems associated with dating events and identifying persons described in 1 

Esdras have cast doubt on the historicity of the text.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

EZRA (PERSON) [Heb ˓ezrā˒ (ֶףְזָשא )]. ―Nehemiah and Ezra, the creators of the post-exilic Jewish 

community in Palestine, are two of the greatest figures in Jewish history‖; so concludes a recent (far from 

conservative) volume (Widengren IJH, 538). Does this dictum, even apart from notably putting Ezra in 

second place, reflect what we really know from history?  

———  

A. Biblical Data  

B. Evaluations  

C. Conclusions  

———  

A. Biblical Data  

Ezra 7–10 and Nehemiah 8–12 contain only some twenty passages (mostly a single verse) giving any 

personal trait, title, or work of Ezra.  

1. Only six of these are really ―personal.‖ In Ezra 9:3 is his highly emotional but also carefully 

calculated behavior, tearing his garments and beard, then sitting speechless an hour or more with a crowd 

waiting for his word. When it comes (9:6) that word is also deeply emotional, but in an oratorical 



composition nominally addressed to God and largely made up of biblical phrases. Also a lyric outburst is 

Ezra 7:27, which could well be an editorial gloss except that it concludes, ―I took courage since the hand 

of my Lord God was upon me‖; so also 8:22b. Ezra 10:6 features his night of fasting and mourning. The 

long speech of Neh 9:6–37, also a lyric cento of biblical echoes, is attributed to Ezra by the Greek text, 

but rather unexpectedly, and not by the Hebrew at all; and the Greek (2 Esdr 19:38, even more than Neh 

9:15) seems to include the speaker as himself guilty of the marriage abuse he deplores.  

2. Another six verses give titles, claimed by Saeb (1982: 380) to be our firmest clue to the real Ezra. 

Chief of these is Ezra 7:12, attributed to Artaxerxes, describing Ezra as ―priest and scribe of the law of the 

God of Heaven‖ (so also 7:14, 21; in 7:6 Artaxerxes is said to detect God‘s hand upon Ezra). The biblical 

author himself presents Ezra (7:6 in third person; as also 8:5; 10; Nehemiah 8) only as a ―scribe skilled in 

the law of Moses,‖ though the preceding genealogy shows him as a descendant of known priests and of 

―Aaron the high priest.‖  

―Scribe‖ (Aram sāpar, Heb sōpēr; probably an equivalent of Akk šāpiru, AHW 1172) as attested in 

Persian royal usage could well mean ―an official‖ (Schaeder 1930: 46) of high or low degree; but in 

relation to the law of God and Moses it would seem rather ―he is a jurist and patron of text-scholars‖ 

(Gelin 1960: 24) with an eminent role in promulgating and interpreting or even editing ―the Law‖—

whether ―the Pentateuch in its present form‖ as Myers still firmly and plausibly maintains (Ezra, 

Nehemiah AB, lxxiv; more cautiously Donner 1986: 429), or at any rate the Priestly Source (P) or others.  

―The Law,‖ of which Ezra is sōpēr, is in Ezra 7:12–26 dāt, which in other attested Aramaic cases means 

rather ―the king‘s edict‖ (even if here ―making the Judeans‘ law his own‖). But in Nehemiah 8 ―the Law‖ 

is tôrâ, which Ezra merely ―reads out‖ (like any priest in a liturgical ceremony; not ―promulgates‖ or 

―compiles,‖ as Rendtorff 1984: 171 notes; he concludes sweepingly that any relating of Nehemiah 8 to the 

mandate of Ezra 7 is secondary).  

The occasion for the king‘s edict of Ezra 7 is seen to be the reaction against rebellions precisely in 458 

B.C. destabilizing coastal Dor near Jerusalem under Greek and Egyptian influence (Smith 1965: 361; 

Margalith 1986: 110).  

3. A third group of some five passages shows what Ezra actually did do or had a mandate to do. He had 

a certain freedom not only to dispose of surplus funds but also to supply deficits ―out of the king‘s 

treasury‖ (in Beyond the River, Ezra 7:20) up to amounts specified in v 22: a power he is never shown 

using. Then too (7:25, still in Artaxerxes‘ words) Ezra can appoint officials to impose the Jewish law on 

―everybody (Jewish?)‖ in Beyond the River, with fearful sanctions (hardly ―the original Great 

Synagogue,‖ Ellison 1981: 52).  

Quite different are the two passages which show Ezra actually functioning (Cazelles 1982: 224). In Ezra 

10:5 he merely implements (as ―his duty‖) the advice of a local culpable official; and in Neh 8:13 ―in the 

presence of Ezra‖ the people themselves discover and implement the sukkot law. The speaker of Neh 10:1 

(Greek 2 Esdr 19:38; named as Ezra only in the Greek 19:6) merely states that a new covenant is being 

made; what follows in Nehemiah 10 is the work of Nehemiah and others, not including Ezra. (Neh 12:26 

links Ezra with Nehemiah but as a purely chronological horizon, ―in those days.‖) From the above 

evidence it may be concluded that ―little political activity is ascribed to Ezra‖ (Myers Ezra, Nehemiah 

AB, lxxiv; rather than Gelin 1960: 24, ―he too is a manipulator of men, but of a more logical approach 

than Nehemiah‖).  

B. Evaluations  

The above personal traits, titles, and real or authorized activities give us all we need in order to know 

who Ezra really was, ―an ultraconservative would say,‖ observes Williamson (Ezra and Nehemiah OTG, 

69); he himself finds a solid historical kernel even while redimensioning such claims made by others. A 

historical minimum even smaller is clung to (following Noth [NCH]) by Kellermann in Ezra 7:12–26 and 

8:26–27 (1967: 458), though he dismisses all the rest of Ezra 8–10 and all of Nehemiah 8–12 as ―the 

Chronicler‘s midrash‖; so, too, In der Smitten (1973).  

But in 1986 there appeared a strong scholarly revival of the opinion that Ezra never existed at all, and 

was invented only in 159 B.C. to be the emblem of a religious reform which turned out to be abortive. 



Garbini (1986: 212) traces the history of similar theories from Vernes through Renan and Torrey to 

Hölscher. The undoubted factual data which they invoke to prove that the Bible does not give us a real 

Ezra history, chiefly the silence of Sir 49:13 praising Nehemiah, have in fact never been ignored by Ezra 

scholars. Most notable is the veritable revolution effected by Van Hoonacker‘s claim that an Ezra before 

Nehemiah as our Bible presents him is unthinkable. His success in imposing an Ezra date in 398 B.C., the 

7th year of Artaxerxes II, though not as complete as claimed by Castel (1985: 160) has doubtless 

contributed to the widely held third alternative of (Albright-)Rudolph, emending 7th to 37th of Artaxerxes 

I (so Pavlovský 1957).  

The existence of a (first-person) ―Ezra source‖ has, since the eminent Rudolph (Esra und Nehemia 

HAT), been held only by ―the most conservative, like Kidner and Fensham‖ (Williamson Ezra and 

Nehemiah OTG, 21; see also Mowinckel 1961; cf. Kidner Ezra and Nehemiah TOTC, and Fensham Ezra 

and Nehemiah NICOT). Meanwhile the historical reality of Ezra has suffered also from either of two 

contrary extremes. On the one hand, rabbinical tradition attributed the veritable creation of Judaism to 

him (m. ˒Abot 1:1). ―Ezra and the Torah surpassed in importance the building of the Temple‖ (b. Megilla 

16b); ―Ezra would have been worthy of receiving the Torah had Moses not preceded him‖ (R. José, b. 

Sanh. 21b; other citations in Myers Ezra, Nehemiah AB, lxxii). Doubtless rabbinic acclaim never quite 

reached the ―Son of God and Messiah‖ claimed in the Quran 9:3 (Uzair, linked by Hirschberg [EncJud 

6:1107] with Yemenite Jewish traditions; Ellison 1981: 49 does not specify the ―traditions making Uzair 

the place of his burial in Babylonia‖). Only Josephus informs us that Ezra died in honored old age in 

Jerusalem and was magnificently buried there (Ant 11.158; Tuland 1966; Ant 11.193 more soberly record 

Nehemiah‘s death).  

At the other extreme were the early Pentateuch critics (less careful than Wellhausen) assigning to Ezra 

the invention of much ―Mosaic‖ tradition. Though no one of the current interpretations of Ezra‘s law (as 

the whole Pentateuch; or P Source or the Holiness Code alone; or Deuteronomy; or lesser biblical-related 

prescriptions; or some purely civil authority conferred by Artaxerxes) can be categorically excluded, there 

is still a significant and sound group of critics regarding the ―editing and promulgation‖ of the more 

ancient Pentateuch traditions as the work of an ―Ezra-school.‖  

C. Conclusions  

The claim of having proved that ―Ezra never existed,‖ when looked at more closely turns out to mean 

rather that hagiographic and ideological features are attached to an individual who may have existed in 

some much humbler fashion, as in some Acts of the Martyrs or Golden Legends. It is surprising that 

Garbini does not ask us to consider that he is doing for Ezra precisely what has been done for Daniel, at 

first with great general scandal but now with almost universal acceptance: transposition of authorship to 

the Maccabean situation. His thesis is that in 1 Macc 9:54 Alcimus orders an inner Temple wall torn down 

in order to bring the populace closer to priestly functions; and though the opposition party prevailed (―he 

was struck by paralysis‖) the idea had worked itself out into general acceptance by the time of Herod‘s 

Temple (Garbini 1986: 227). In evaluating this thesis it would be well to put ourselves into the position of 

the scholarly and devout exegetes who were first confronted with the notion that Daniel reflects a 

Maccabean situation; and profit by their example in order to be more judicious and far-seeing in our 

reaction. In principle we admit the claim that around the vaguely known figure of Ezra (or Daniel, or 

Jonah, or Esther) were elaborated features intended to justify theologically the piety of a later date. Even 

Pfeiffer‘s discussion of Ezra (IDB 2: 215), pregnantly ―assuming he is a historical figure,‖ notes that in 

some lines of Jewish tradition his name is considered a variant of Malachi. Also, similarities between 2 

Maccabees and 3 Esdras have been studied (Gardner 1986).  

If Garbini had posed the question of whether his presumed Maccabean author was rather ornamenting 

the figure of an Ezra who genuinely existed in the 5th century, he would have noted that this is what 

almost every scholar admits ―the Chronicler‖ or other compiler to have done. But then he should go on to 

explain more fully why such a procedure was more likely in the Maccabean period than in the momentous 

days of the return from Babylon. Instead, he weakens his case by going on to ―prove too much,‖ namely 

that his ―Ezra exploits‖ are verified in the Damascus Rule-Zadokite Document 1:19 and the Qumran 



Temple Scroll 35:10–14. We do not object to his claim that ―3 Ezra‖ (the Greek Esdras A) is the earlier 

form of the story because it is the one which Josephus follows; but neither do we find in it Ezra traits 

notably different from the twenty we enumerated above.  

The four points with which Williamson concludes (Ezra and Nehemiah OTG, 69–76) are well worth 

noting, not only because they do provide in their way a viable underpinning for a realistic portrayal of 

―the historical Ezra,‖ but also because in their redimensioning of almost every similar project they show 

that even the ―likelier‖ approaches are still open to further inquiry.  

1. That Ezra was a high or stable official of the Persian court is unproved, even by Schaeder‘s (1930) 

use of arguments which only an Iranologist can evaluate; ―scribe‖ was taken in subsequent tradition 

simply as ―religious leader,‖ and any civil authority ―simply vanishes from view‖ (apparently toning 

down even the mild dissent of Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 100 from North 1972).  

2. Equally dubious is Koch‘s (1974) claim of a grandiose ―second Moses‖ who came leading a ―sacred 

Exodus procession‖ from Babylon to reform not only the Judeans but also the Samaritans.FEzra does not 

speak ill of the Samaritans as Nehemiah does (Cazelles 1982: 224), and our own sympathies still lie with 

those who claim that ―Ezra‘s Pentateuch was accepted by the Samaritans‖ (Cazelles 1954). But this is at 

best a hypothesis; and it remains true that the Samaritans vilify Ezra, but also that Koch‘s claim of a 

―spectacular failure‖ by Ezra is unproved.  

3. What was Ezra really sent from Babylon to do? Clearly he is shown as somehow ―in charge‖ of the 

Jews who were returning with him from Babylon at that time, and he may well have carried some token 

gifts from the king. The extent to which he had a mandate to investigate and reform Jewish religious 

practice remains somewhat mysterious, despite alleged parallels in the Passover Papyrus and the Cyrus 

Cylinder (ANET, 316). Partly at issue is what role in quashing mixed marriages is really to be ascribed to 

Ezra. Even Ackroyd (1984) exaggerates his ―community-building‖ powers.  

4. Ezra‘s recorded activity lasted only twelve months and was headed toward a bad ending (when last 

heard of), even if he was not involved in a pre-Nehemiah wall-building such as Ezra 4:12 may perhaps 

suggest.  

The difficulties which Williamson faces under these four heads, and Garbini‘s too, would largely vanish 

if we limit ourselves to ―what the Bible really says‖—not in a fundamentalist or maximalizing way, but 

considering how human speech actually functions. For one thing, human nature is prone to give any high-

placed person a title higher than he really deserves, and to interpret even the titles which he rightfully 

possesses as implying powers beyond what they really convey. Even the grandiose chancery-language of 

Artaxerxes‘ decree (as fondly preserved in Jewish sources) could quite normally mean no more than that 

Ezra is legitimately at the head of a group of returning exiles intent on law-abidingness—and to that 

extent in a general way likely to support the existing overlordship, whether or not in relation to 

Mediterranean coastal uprisings. Ezra at any rate was certainly not ―the signer of a Concordat‖ nor even 

―Persian Under-Secretary for Jewish Affairs.‖  

A second normal functioning of human speech is the proneness of lofty dignitaries to have themselves 

recorded as saying to humble people, ―Any time I can be of help to you, just call on me!‖ Even taking into 

account conformity with known Persian usages, what is said about ―appointing magistrates to apply 

strong sanctions‖ and ―drawing upon the king‘s treasury‖ (in view of their total nonimplementation in the 

biblical narrative, as also in the relevant Temple building of Ezra 1:4) may quite literally, i.e., realistically 

be interpreted merely as a rhetorical expression of the greatness and power of the speaker.  

This granted, what remains is not negligible. ―Ezra is a genuinely pious individual whose concern for 

the Law was based on his conviction that it was God‘s revelation for Israel‘s welfare‖ (Hoppe 1986: 285; 

also Dulin 1986). He had come to observe and to teach, and it is chiefly by these two activities that the 

Bible shows him as leader of the community. By studying the Law and by listening to what the local 

Judean community themselves felt ought to be done about their mixed-marriage problems, he 

understandably earned the gratitude of all subsequent Judaism. The aggrandizement to which this 

eventually led may be due to trends, already apparent in Sir 49:13, more separatist than Ezra himself 

would have approved.  
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ROBERT NORTH  

EZRA, BOOK OF. See EZRA-NEHEMIAH, BOOKS OF.  

EZRA, FOURTH BOOK OF. See ESDRAS, SECOND BOOK OF.  

EZRA, GREEK APOCALYPSE OF. This work, known only in Greek, was first published in 

1866 (von Tischendorf). Only two Greek manuscripts are known to date and both have been utilized in 

the most recent edition (Wahl 1977). Some emendations have been suggested (von Tischendorf 1866; 

Stone 1982: 17–18; Wahl 1977). The book has been translated twice into German (Riessler 1928; Müller 

1976) and three times into English (Walker 1899; Stone OTP 1; Sparks and Shutt 1984). There seems to 

be no reason to doubt that Greek Apocalypse of Ezra was composed originally in Greek. It seems to have 

utilized the Greek version of 4 Ezra (Violet 1910: l–lix), but that was in existence by the 2d century. It 

most likely originated sometime during the 1st millennium, as is evident from its literary affinities (see 

below).  

Ezra fasts and prays for the mysteries of God to be revealed to him. In answer to his prayer he is taken 

to heaven where he intercedes for sinners. Ezra prays again, questioning the righteous of the world and 

the fate of the sinners, and is informed that Adam‘s sin was due to Satan. He then argues with God, 

pleading for mercy on behalf of the Christian people (chaps. 1–2).  

Next Ezra petitions for a vision of the day of judgment. The signs of the end and the messianic woes are 

shown to him (2:26–3:7). He is then taken down to the depths of Tartarus where he sees various sinners 

being punished. A revelation of the signs of the Antichrist follows. Ezra sees further punishments and is 

taken to heaven (5:1–7).  

At this point a new subject is introduced: the development of the human infant, which highlights Ezra‘s 

doubts about the creation of human beings (5:12–14). Miscellaneous revelations about the saints, 

cosmological matters, and judgment follow. The final part of the book deals with themes discussed in 



other Ezra apocalypses: the seer‘s struggle with the angel for his own soul, God‘s solace given him in the 

face of death, and the narrative of his death and burial (chaps. 6–7).  

The work is clearly composite, and a number of sources have been distinguished within it (Stone OTP 

1: 562–63). The descent to Tartarus (4:4–21) is shared with Vis. Ezra and formed a common theme of 

many Byzantine apocalypses (Stone 1982: 6–8; Himmelfarb 1983). There are also three bodies of 

apocalyptic themes which seem to have been incorporated into the book from various sources: (a) The 

―hanging punishments‖ (4:22–25, 5:2–4 [?5–7], 8–11, 24:25 [26?]). This material is connected by theme 

with the preceding and in broader terms with the ongoing concern of the author for the fate of humans. It 

is also found in Vis. Ezra (Stone 1982: 9–10). (b) The description of the physiognomy of the Antichrist 

(4:25–43). The same description, dependent on a common source, is found in Apocalypsis Ioannou (von 

Tischendorf 1866: 47–48) and many similar passages occur in later apocalypses (Stone and Strugnell 

1979: 27–39). (c) The description of Paradise (5:20–23). In particular, the material from source (a) has 

been broken up and interwoven with the descent to Tartarus.  

It has been suggested that the materials dealing with the tour of hell in Gk. Apoc. Ezra and in Vis. Ezra 

―derive from a Christian tour of hell written relatively early in the development of the genre‖ 

(Himmelfarb 1983: 167). These two works, together with Apoc. Sedr., have been regarded as independent 

developments of a common stock of material (Stone 1983: 569), though the independence of Vis. Ezra 

has been questioned (Himmelfarb 1983: 26). The Ques. Ezra is a more remote representative of the same 

material.  

The relationship of Gk. Apoc. Ezra to 4 Ezra is quite unmistakable (Sparks and Shutt 1984: 929). In 

addition to the list of parallels noted above, the very argumentative character of the seer in his discussion 

with God and the dialogic character of the book are both derived from 4 Ezra (Stone OTP 1: 569; 

Himmelfarb 1983: 26).  

This apocalypse is part of a much broader literature that developed around the figure of Ezra in the 

Byzantine period. It is particularly closely related to the Greek Apoc. Sedr. and the Latin Vis. Ezra, and 

more remotely to the Armenian Ques. Ezra. By comparing it with 4 Ezra we can see something of its 

possible sources and discern which aspects of 4 Ezra were of concern to the writers of later apocalypses. 

Moreover, the complexity of the literary relationships between the various Ezra apocalypses is paralleled 

in other corpora of writings from this period, such as the Adam Literature.  
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M. E. STONE  

EZRA, QUESTIONS OF. The Questions of Ezra is preserved in two Armenian recensions. The first 

recension (A) was published by S. Yovsēp˓ianc˓ (1896: 300–3) and translated into English by J. 

Issaverdens (1900: 505–9). The text is drawn from a Ritual, Ms. 570 of the Mechitarist Library in Venice 

(1208 C.E.). No other copy is known. The second recension (B) occurs in the 4th recension of the 

Armenian Menologium. This text, based on the printed edition of 1730, with readings from a single 

further manuscript (Oxford Ms. Marsh 438 of the 17th cent.), was published by Stone (1977). Another 

copy of it had been printed by Dashian, but its relationship to Ques. Ezra had not been noted (Dashian 

1895: 79–80, from Venice, Mechitarist Ms. 10 of the 16th cent.). Recent English translations of both 

recensions exist (Stone OTP 1: 591–99. The text might be improved by examination of further 

manuscripts.  



Recension B is much shorter than A, but where the two overlap, B often preserves details not in A. 

There are two physical lacunae in the single manuscript of Recension A, following v 10 and v 40. 

Conversely, B contains nothing corresponding to vv 11–30 of Recension A.  

Ques. Ezra opens with a discussion of the fate of the righteous and sinners. Ezra poses questions to the 

angel about the fate of the wicked and the lot of the soul after death. In Recension B, at this point, a 

discussion of the aim of creation and the intermediate residences of the wicked is introduced. In 

Recension A, a fascinating description of the seven steps up to the Divinity then occurs. The role of 

expiatory prayer in liberating souls from Satan‘s clutches is discussed, and finally, in Recension B alone, 

the resurrection and judgment are foretold.  

Ques. Ezra should be viewed within the larger context of the apocryphal Ezra literature. This includes 

not just 4 Ezra (= 2 Esdras), but works such as Gk. Apoc. Ezra, Vis. Ezra, and others. The oldest of these 

works is 4 Ezra, which clearly has influenced, perhaps inspired, Ques. Ezra. The concern for the fate of 

the souls after death, the question-and-answer form, and the seven levels of the ascent of the soul are all 

features betraying its connection with 4 Ezra. The concern for the fate of sinners after death is also 

prominent in Gk. Apoc. Ezra, Vis. Ezra, and Apoc. Sedr. The Ques. Ezra, however, is not as closely 

related to these three works as they are to one another.  

Connections have been made between Ques. Ezra and other Armenian dialogic works which deal with 

the fate of the soul after death (Sarghissian 1898: 452–82). It is impossible, however, to know whether 

Ques. Ezra was written in Armenian originally or in another language, such as Greek.  

The comparison of Recensions A and B indicates that there may have been two source documents. The 

first was a dialogue between the prophet and an angel about the fate of souls (A, vv 1–10; B, v 4 or its 

original; A, vv 11–15; B, v 6 or its original; A, vv 31–40; and B, vv 10–14 or its original). The second 

document (A, vv 16–30) dealt with the ascent of the souls. This section has rather distinctive views and is 

a pastiche of older sources.  
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M. E. STONE  

EZRA, REVELATION OF. In a variety of languages of the Christian Orient and of Europe the 

name of Ezra is found associated with calendrical prognostications. The reason for the connection of such 

works with the person of Ezra remains unclear, but to some extent at least, his prophetic status, certified 

for the Middle Ages by 4 Ezra, must have played a role in this (Stone 1982: 14–16).  

The best known work of this type is the Revelatio Esdrae, which survives in several Latin manuscripts 

of the ninth century and later (Mercati 1901: 76). It prognosticates the weather of the seasons, the fertility 

of the flocks, and the abundance of the crops by the day of the week upon which the calends of January 

fall. Three versions of the Latin text were edited by Mercati (1901: 77–79), and further copies are known 

to exist. A modern English translation of the oldest of these has been published by Fiensy (OTP 1: 601–

4).  

The important article by Matter (1982) is replete with essential and thorough information about the 

Latin Revelatio Esdrae. The same text exists in Old French, Provençal, medieval Italian, German, and 

Czech (Matter 1982: 380–81). In English, the name of the author was later transformed into ―Erra Pater‖ 

and under this title it saw many printings both in Britain and in North America (Matter 1982: 384–86).  

In Greek, three versions are known. The first is a document, extant in two forms, communicating 

propitious and unpropitious days of the month (von Tischendorf 1866: xiii–xiv; Nau 1907: 14–15). The 

second resembles the Latin Revelatio Esdrae (Nau 1907: 15–16), and it, or some similar writing, is likely 

to be the ancestor of a Georgian version preserved in a manuscript of the year 949 C.E. (Tarchnišvili 1955: 



355). The third Greek document lists the thirty days of the lunar month and the birth or death of assorted 

biblical personalities. It is variously attributed to Ezra, Aristotle, or said to have been found in a temple in 

Egypt (Nau 1907: 17–21).  

Writings of like character, but with no particular association with Ezra, have been published in Syriac 

and Ethiopic as well (Grebaut 1913; Charlesworth OTP 1:473–80) and doubtless many similar works 

could be found in a variety of tongues.  
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M. E. STONE  

EZRA, VISION OF. A pseudepigraphal book written in the name of Ezra. The work is entitled in 

most manuscripts visio beati Esdrae, ―Vision of the Blessed Ezra.‖ It opens with a petition by Ezra that he 

should not fear when seeing the judgment of the sinners (v 1). Ezra is then taken by seven angels to hell. 

He sees the just passing the fiery gates, which the sinners cannot transverse (vv 4–10) and asks for mercy 

on them (v 11; this theme is also prominent in Gk. Apoc. Ezra 1:15, 5:6). Ezra passes the gates and enters 

Tartarus, which is described in great detail (vv 12–55), far more than the corresponding passage in Gk. 

Apoc. Ezra. He then enters Paradise, led by Michael and Gabriel (v 56). The angels ask him to intercede 

with God for sinners (vv 60–62), but God replies that humans are justly recompensed (v 64). Ezra then 

poses a question about intercession that is not answered (v 66). All forms of the text but one conclude at 

this point. A fourth recension (see Bogaert 1984) contains additional material on the Antichrist (vv 71–

80) and on Ezra‘s argument with the angel concerning the taking of his soul (vv 97–111).  

The work survives only in Latin with manuscripts chiefly from the 11th–14th centuries. The text is 

found in four forms. (1) The shortest is Vatican lat. 3838. Mercati, who first published it, regarded it very 

highly (1901: 64) and his assessment was accepted by others (e.g., Mueller and Robins OTP 1: 582; 

Sparks and Shutt 1984: 944). (2) A longer form occurs in manuscript L (Linz, Bibliothek der 

Priesterseminars A I/6—the oldest manuscript, 10th–11th centuries). (3) A third form is found in the 

Magnum Legendarium Austriacum (12th century) and in other Austrian manuscripts. This form of the text 

was used in the 12th century Vision of Alberich of Setterfrati, one of Dante‘s sources (Dinzelbacher 1976; 

Wahl 1977, 22–23). This is also a long form, like L, containing five additional passages, one of which is 

argued to be later than the 6th century. Dinzelbacher compared these three text forms, and argued for the 

priority of the Vatican manuscript (1976: 437). (4) A major reassessment is demanded, however, by the 

publication of the text of Vat. Barberini lat. 2318 (14th–15th century) by Bogaert (1984). This text is most 

important because it has additional material parallel to Gk. Apoc. Ezra and Apoc. Sedr. This makes Vis. 

Ezra a fuller text, comparable to both Gk. Apoc. Ezra and Apoc. Sedr. Bogaert suggests that the Barberini 

manuscript preserves a somewhat corrupted copy of the oldest form of Vis. Ezra. All other text forms, 

lacking the long ending, are secondary; the best of these is ms L. All the remaining text forms, including 

the shortest Vatican manuscript, derive from this.  

Vis. Ezra was apparently originally written in Greek. This has been argued from its close relationship 

with Gk. Apoc. Ezra and Apoc. Sedr., as well as on linguistic grounds. The matter merits some further 

investigation. The date of the work is uncertain, except to say that it is older than its oldest manuscript, 

which is of the 10/11th century. Mercati argued that it predates its two sister apocalypses, since it is far 

less dependent than they on the other Christian apocalypses (1901: 66). It seems, however, that this 

conclusion must be reassessed in light of the new text form.  

On the basis of the previously known texts, although the existence of a relationship with the Gk. Apoc. 

Ezra and Apoc. Sedr. is commonly accepted, the exact nature of that relationship has resisted definition. 



For example, Mercati saw Vis. Ezra at one end of a chain of development, followed in turn by Apoc. Sedr. 

and Gk. Apoc. Ezra (1901: 67–68). Himmelfarb regarded it as later than those works (1983: 165). In his 

study of the new manuscript, Bogaert asserted that this matter will now have to be reexamined (1984). 

The same is clearly true of the relationship between Vis. Ezra and 4 Ezra.  
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M. E. STONE  

EZRA-NEHEMIAH, BOOKS OF. The name given to the unit composed of the OT books of Ezra 

and Nehemiah.  

———  

A. Name  

1. 1 Esdras  

2. 2 Esdras  

3. 3 Esdras  

4. 4 Esdras  

B. Canonicity  

C. Extent of the Original Work  

D. Date and Place of Authorship  

E. Text  

F. Sources  

1. Ezra 1–6  

2. The Ezra Memoir  

3. The Nehemiah Memoir  

4. Other Sources  

G. Composition of Ezra-Nehemiah  

1. Ezra-Nehemiah as Distinct from 1 and 2 Chronicles  

2. Ezra-Nehemiah as Part of the Chronicler‘s History  

H. Historical Problems  

1. Sheshbazzar and Zerubbabel  

2. Date of Ezra and Nehemiah  

3. Ezra‘s Book of the Law  

I. Outline of Ezra-Nehemiah  

J. The Message of Ezra-Nehemiah  

1. Return from Exile and the Rebuilding of the Temple  

2. The Second Scene in Ezra-Nehemiah  

3. Nehemiah and the Rebuilding of the Walls  

4. Climax of the Work of Ezra and Nehemiah  

5. Final Acts of Nehemiah  

———  



A. Name  

The books of Ezra and Nehemiah were originally considered a single literary work called Ezra. 

Although this work was separated into two books by Origen (3d century C.E.) and Jerome (4th century 

C.E.), the division does not appear in Hebrew Bibles before the 15th century, and even in modern Hebrew 

Bibles the masora finalis occurs only at the end of the twenty-three chapters of Ezra-Nehemiah. In 

addition to the canonical book, the following writings carry the name of Ezra (Esdras):  

1. 1 Esdras. A Greek translation of 2 Chronicles 35–36; Ezra 1–10, and Neh 8:1–13, plus a major 

addition that is located at 1 Esdr 3:1–5:6 and lacks a counterpart in the Hebrew Bible, dealing with three 

royal pages, among whom is Zerubbabel, who debated before Darius to determine what is the strongest 

thing in the world. Zerubbabel won the contest by defending his nomination of ―truth.‖ In 1 Esdras the 

equivalent for Ezra 4:7–24 (1 Esdr 2:15–25) is placed before the supplementary wisdom tale (1 Esdr 3:1–

5:6) and before the translation of Ezra 2:1–70 (1 Esdr 5:7–45). The work is also known as 3 Esdras in the 

Vg, where it appears in an appendix to the NT. The title 1 Esdras is used in the Vg for the canonical Ezra.  

2. 2 Esdras. The translation of the books of Ezra and Nehemiah in the LXX; a few Greek manuscripts 

distinguish between Ezra and Nehemiah and call the latter III Esdras. The term 2 Esdras is used in the Vg 

for the canonical Nehemiah.  

3. 3 Esdras. The name for 1 Esdras in the Vg.  

4. 4 Esdras. The name in the Vg for the work called 2 Esdras in English bibles. Chaps. 3–14 are a 

Jewish apocalyptic work from late in the 1st century of the common era. Chapters 1–2 and 15–16, both 

Christian additions, are sometimes identified as 2 and 5 Esdras in late Latin manuscripts. Modern scholars 

usually designate chaps. 1–2 as 5 Ezra, chaps. 3–14 as 4 Ezra, and chaps. 15–16 as 6 Ezra.  

B. Canonicity  

Ezra and Nehemiah consistently appear in all canonical lists of Judaism and of Western Christianity, 

though they and 1 and 2 Chronicles are lacking in lists of the Syrian church. In the Hebrew canon they are 

considered part of the Writings. In the Palestinian tradition, followed by Spanish Hebrew Bibles and the 

Aleppo Codex (10th century C.E.), the Writings begin with Chronicles and end with Ezra-Nehemiah; in 

the Babylonian Talmud, followed by German and French Hebrew manuscripts and modern printed 

Hebrew Bibles, the Writings end with Ezra-Nehemiah and Chronicles (Clines Ezra Nehemiah Esther 

NCBC, 2–3).  

C. Extent of the Original Work  

A principal issue in research on Ezra and Nehemiah is whether the books were once part of a longer 

Chronicler‘s history, or whether they formed from the beginning an independent work. The question has 

not been finally resolved in recent studies (see CHRONICLES, BOOK OF 1–2). The following 

discussion is presented in terms of diverse authorship.  

D. Date and Place of Authorship  

Because Ezra and Nehemiah recount the rebuilding of the Temple and the work of Ezra and Nehemiah 

after their return to Judah, it is universally granted that the books were composed in Palestine.  

The date for the present shape of the books must be later than the events they recount: the dedication of 

the Temple in 515 B.C.E., the return of Ezra in 458 B.C.E. (or 398 B.C.E.; see H.2), and the governorship of 

Nehemiah, 445–433 B.C.E., and his second visit to Jerusalem, no later than 424 B.C.E. How many years 

elapsed after these dates until the basic shape of the books evolved depends on the compositional theory 

presupposed. Among recent commentators, Williamson (Ezra Nehemiah WBC, xxxvi) dates the final 

form of the books to about 300; Clines (Ezra Nehemiah Esther NCBC, 13–14) puts it ―within a few 

decades‖ of the time of Ezra and Nehemiah, or about 400 B.C.E. Japhet (1982: 89, n. 55), who notes that 

the last king mentioned (in 12:26) is Darius II (423–404) or Artaxerxes II (403–359), if Ezra came during 

his reign, and who believes that the last high priest mentioned, Jaddua, served under these Persian kings, 

assigns the book to the first quarter of the 4th century.  

E. Text  

The principal textual witnesses, in addition to MT, are both in Greek: 1 Esdras, a paraphrastic rendering 

of the Hebrew-Aramaic text, and 2 Esdras, the formally equivalent, or literal, translation of Ezra and 



Nehemiah in the LXX. The Syriac translation of Ezra-Nehemiah was not originally a part of the Peshitta, 

and no Targum exists for these books (cf. also Daniel). Little has been preserved from the Old Latin or 

from Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion. 1 Esdras appears to be typologically older than 2 Esdras, and 

the Semitic text it presupposes is further removed from MT.  

In almost seventy cases, a Hebrew or Aramaic expression omitted by 1 Esdras is also omitted by 2 

Esdras (see CHRONICLES, BOOK OF 1–2), the Syriac, or, in 2 Chronicles 35 and 36, the corresponding 

text of the Deuteronomistic History. Nearly a score of conflations in MT can be detected on the basis of 1 

Esdras. The use of double translations and hendiadys reveals an attempt to give a full representation of the 

Vorlage. Many other pluses in 1 Esdras result from bona fide Hebrew-Aramaic readings, some of which 

may be original readings and not expansions.  

MT is mildly expansionistic. The text of 2 Esdras appears to have been edited incompletely toward the 

kaige recension (Klein 1966; on the term, see SEPTUAGINT, D.1.d).  

F. Sources  

1. Ezra 1–6. Williamson (1983) isolates the following sources that were available to the editor of Ezra 

1–6: 1:2–4, the decree of Cyrus; 1:9–11, the inventory of Temple vessels; 2:1–3:1, the list of those who 

returned from the Exile; 4:6, 7, a Hebrew summary of two letters; 4:8–16, a letter in Aramaic from 

Rehum to Artaxerxes; 4:17–22, Artaxerxes‘ reply, in Aramaic; 5:6–17, a letter from Tattenai to Darius, in 

Aramaic; 6:3–12, Darius‘ reply, in Aramaic, including an Aramaic copy of the decree of Cyrus in vv 3–5.  

The Hebrew copy of the decree of Cyrus (1:2–4) provides for the repatriation of the Jews in addition to 

the rebuilding of the Temple. Bickerman (1946: 253, 273–75) suggests that these verses are the Hebrew 

text of a herald‘s proclamation addressed to the Jews that was also designed to be posted in a public place. 

A number of scholars, however, argue that the narrator created the account of the decree in 1:2–4 on the 

basis of 6:3–5 (see Donner 1986: 409). The latter memorandum is almost universally held to be authentic 

today.  

Williamson (Ezra Nehemiah WBC, 7) conjectures that the inventory of Temple vessels (1:9–11) was 

written in Aramaic.  

There is no consensus on the original purpose of the list of returnees from the Exile (2:1–3:1). In its 

present context the list suggests that Zerubbabel replaced Sheshbazzar at an unspecified time. To 

Williamson (Ezra Nehemiah WBC, 31) it is a composite summary of a number of returns to Palestine 

during the reigns of Cyrus and Cambyses. Galling (1951) thought it was drafted to offer proof to the 

Samarian adversaries (Ezra 5:3, 10) that the Jews had sufficient resources to rebuild the Temple. Hölscher 

(Ezra Nehemiah HSAT, 503–4) understood it as a Persian tax list; Alt (1934: 25–26) interpreted the list as 

determining the land rights of returning exiles; Albright (1963: 87, 110–11) proposed that it was a census 

of Judah from the time of Nehemiah. Mowinckel (1964a: 98–99) also believed it was a list of inhabitants 

of the province of Judah from a little after the time of Nehemiah.  

Also controverted is the original location of this pericope within Ezra-Nehemiah. Williamson (29–31) 

argues extensively that Ezra 2 was copied from Nehemiah 7; hence the editor of Ezra 1–6 already knew 

the combined account of Ezra and Nehemiah. Noth, Kellermann, and Mowinckel, on the other hand, 

argue that the list had its original position at Ezra 2 and that its repetition in Nehemiah 7 was made 

subsequent to the editorial work of the Chronicler.  

The two notices at 4:6, 7 summarize letters from Jewish adversaries in the time of Xerxes (4:6) and 

Artaxerxes (4:7). According to Clines (NCBC, 77), the latter letter was positive in its attitude toward the 

Jews.  

The principal dispute about the letters of Rehum (4:8–16) is whether only the letters themselves were 

available as sources (so Williamson 1983: 16–23), or whether the correspondence had been woven 

together into an Aramaic Chronicle prior to its editing by the biblical writer (so Clines, p. 8; Gunneweg 

1981: 150). De Vaux (1971) argues convincingly that the edicts of Cyrus and Darius in 6:3–12 are 

authentic.  

2. The Ezra Memoir. The account of the activities of Ezra (here, conventionally, called his Memoir; 

abbreviated EM) contains narratives in the first person (7:27–9:15), as well as in the third person (Ezra 



7:1–26; Neh 8, 9:1–5 [partim]). While the first-person narrative probably comes from Ezra himself, it is 

unclear whether the third-person perspective results from the recasting of Ezra‘s account by an editor 

(who was the Chronicler, according to Clines, p. 6) or whether there was an independent third-person 

source. Koch (1974: 177–78) finds an analogy to the alternation of third-person (7:1–26) and first-person 

(7:27–9:15) narrative in Egyptian biographical inscriptions; he attributes the return to the third-person 

perspective in Ezra 10 and Nehemiah 8 to the Chronicler.  

The narrative in Nehemiah 8, the canonical text of which makes Ezra and Nehemiah contemporaries, is 

thought to have dealt originally only with Ezra and to have had an original location between Ezra 8 and 

Ezra 9 or after Ezra 10 (see G. below). The materials lying behind Neh 9:1–5, though not the present text 

itself, also seem to have had a different original setting (between Ezra 10:15 and 10:16 according to 

Williamson; after Ezra 10 according to Rudolph [HAT]). Clines assigns all of Nehemiah 9 to the Ezra 

Memoir and places it and Nehemiah 8 right after Ezra 8.  

Within the Ezra material the following documents can be distinguished:  

7:12–26, the Firman of Artaxerxes, an Aramaic document giving the Persian king‘s commission to 

Ezra. According to In der Smitten and Kellermann, this is virtually the only authentic document dealing 

with Ezra; the rest of the Ezra materials are assigned by them to the Chronicler or to later redactors. In der 

Smitten (1973: 11–21) identifies 7:14 and 7:20–24 as secondary, but regards 8:1–14 as material older than 

the Chronicler. Kellermann (1968b: 56–59) identifies 8:26–27 as possibly coming from a source prior to 

the Chronicler.  

8:1–14, the list of those who returned with Ezra.  

10:8–43, the list of those who had been involved in mixed marriages.  

3. The Nehemiah Memoir. This first-person, autobiographical narrative (here, conventionally, called 

his Memoir; abbreviated NM) recounts events in which the author was personally involved. Because the 

author appeals to God to remember him and hear his prayer (5:19; 13:14, 22, 29, 31; cf. 6:9, 14), it must 

be considered in its present form as addressed in some sense to God. A number of formal analogies in 

ancient literature have been proposed (surveyed by Clines, pp. 4–5), among which are royal inscriptions, 

narrating the king‘s deeds in the first person, followed by a wish for good fortune and remembrance 

(Mowinckel); votive inscriptions (Sellin); biographical tomb inscriptions (von Rad); documents submitted 

for the defense in a lawsuit at the royal court (W. Erbt); reports to the king to safeguard the author from 

possible recriminations by opponents (M. Haller); and legal appeals to God against one‘s enemies; prayer 

of the falsely accused (Kellermann).  

Though one or more of these forms may have been employed by Nehemiah, none of the proposals is 

completely satisfactory. For criticisms of the first five see Kellermann (1967: 76–84) and for criticism of 

Kellermann see Emerton (1972: 171–85).  

The exact places where the NM breaks off and editorial work begins is in some dispute, though rarely is 

this a major interpretive problem. NM originally included the following passages:  

1:1–7:73a. Contested passages within this unit include 3:1–32. This list of those involved with 

rebuilding the wall of Jerusalem and the sections to which they were assigned is usually included in NM 

(Mowinckel 1964a: 109–16 forms an exception), although there is debate whether Nehemiah himself 

composed it. Clines speaks of the possibility that it is an editorial addition though he holds it ―reasonable‖ 

to regard Nehemiah as the original author (NCBC, 149). Williamson (p. 200) argues that Nehemiah 

himself did not write this chapter because its chronological standpoint is after the completion of the walls, 

because the account is in the third person, and because of the use of ―nobles‖ for local leaders and a 

reference to Nehemiah as ―their lord,‖ but he sides with Kellermann (1967: 14–17) and others in 

maintaining that Nehemiah included it in the original NM.  

Also contested is 5:14–19 (cf. 13:4–14, 15–22, 23–31). Williamson (xxiv–xxviii) assigns this paragraph 

to a second edition of NM. See the discussion of 13:4–31 below. 7:5b–72a (—Eng 73a) is the list of those 

returning from the Exile. This document stems from the early years of the restoration period. Those who 

include it in NM (e.g., Clines, Williamson) argue that Nehemiah could have used it in his genealogical 

determination of who was to be translocated to Jerusalem. Kellermann (1967: 23–26) denies the list and 



the transitional verses 7:72a (—Eng 73b)–8:1a to both NM and to the Chronicler, assigning them both to 

a later redactor. He believes the Chronicler himself included this material in Ezra 2:1–3:1a.  

11:1–2. These verses report the completion of the repopulation of Jerusalem, initiated by Nehemiah in 

chap. 7, but they are not in the first person and do not even mention Nehemiah. Clines (p. 211) holds that 

NM must have contained such an account while admitting that the wording may not be that of Nehemiah. 

Kellermann and Williamson deny the verses to NM.  

12:31–43. These verses recount the dedication of the wall. Williamson believes that some of these 

verses stem from an alternate account and that only vv 31–32, 37–40, and 43 were in NM.  

13:4–31. This description of activities during Nehemiah‘s second stay in Jerusalem is assigned by 

Williamson to a second edition of NM (cf. 5:14–19 above). He notes that there is a gap of twelve years 

between the account of the wall building and the items mentioned in chap. 13 dealing with Nehemiah‘s 

second stay in Jerusalem. All but one of the ―remember‖ formulas (5:19; see the first paragraph under F. 

3) refer to the later period and specifically to items also mentioned in chap. 10, which is historically later 

than chap. 13. He proposes that the first edition, written in Aramaic and without the prayers of 1:4–11, 

3:36–37(—Eng4:4–5), and 6:14, was a report on Nehemiah‘s work on the walls composed a year or two 

after his arrival in Jerusalem. In the second edition, Nehemiah claimed credit for certain activities for 

which he was not being given adequate credit in the community. The hypothesis of two editions is then 

used to explain the hybrid character of the document‘s genre. Kellermann (1967: 56) retains 13:4–31 in 

the NM though he identifies a number of late glosses (13:abb, 6b, 7bb, 10bb, 22a, 23b, 24b, 29bb).  

4. Other Sources. Williamson believes that there were a number of documents from the Temple 

archives that were favorable to the reforms of Nehemiah though they showed less allegiance than the NM 

to Nehemiah himself. These included, in addition to Neh 3:1–32 and 11:1–2 mentioned above, 10:1, 29–

40(—Eng9:38, 10:28–39) (a pledge by the people to live in accord with the law of Moses and touching on 

many of the issues in the account of Nehemiah‘s reforms in Nehemiah 13; Clines would add to this source 

the list of those who signed the pledge, 10:2–28[—Eng10:1–27]); 11:4b–20 (a list of those who settled in 

Jerusalem); 12:27–43 (this account of the dedication of the walls is a mixture of the archival source and 

the NM); and 13:1–3 (a narrative of how the people themselves separated out from Israel all those who 

are of mixed descent; Talmon [IDBSup, 326–27] inserts this passage after Neh 9:1).  

The materials in 11:21–36 (a list of the settlements of Judah and Benjamin not including Jerusalem) and 

12:1–26 (lists of priests and Levites from various periods) were added at a very late time to Ezra-

Nehemiah.  

G. Composition of Ezra-Nehemiah  

1. Ezra-Nehemiah as Distinct from 1 and 2 Chronicles. The composition of Ezra-Nehemiah 

consisted of the editing of previously available sources; the process may have taken place in two or more 

stages. Several recent proposals have been made. Williamson proposes that EM and NM were combined 

about the year 400 B.C.E into a work that juxtaposed the lives of the two great leaders of the restoration 

and brought their careers to a climax in Nehemiah 8–10. The editor began with Ezra 7–8, 9–10, part of 

which he recast from its original, first-person form. This editor was also responsible for moving 

Nehemiah 8 from its original position after Ezra 8 and Neh 9:1–5 from its original position between Ezra 

10:15 and 10:16. In the latter case he recast and expanded 9:1–5 and added to it the prayer in vv 6–37 

which was known to him from contemporary liturgical sources (WBC, xxxii). Neh 10:1, 29–40 was added 

from the Temple archives though the editor expanded it with a list of participants to show the 

participation of the whole community in the pledge. The editor concluded his presentation with 11:1–2, 

4b–20, supplemented with 11:3–4a, a report of the repopulation of Jerusalem, drawn from the temple 

archives; 12:27–43, a description of the dedication of the walls made up of a combination of materials 

from NM and the Temple archives; 12:44–47, the editor‘s own composition dealing with tithes and 

offerings; 13:1–3, an archival record dealing with separation of the people from foreigners; and 13:4–31, 

which, together with 5:14–19, had been added to the NM in a second edition. A later hand added 11:21–

12:36. Since the last high priest mentioned is Johanan, who served near the end of the 5th century (Jaddua 



is dismissed as a later gloss), the materials from Ezra and Nehemiah would have been combined by about 

400 B.C.E.  

This document, basically Ezra 7:1–Neh 13:31, lay before the editor who put together Ezra 1–6. He 

worked with the sources identified above and his knowledge of other relevant biblical literature 

(especially Haggai and Zechariah 1–8) to show that the Jerusalem Temple of his day and its cult were the 

legitimate successors of preexilic Israel (the comparison of the Second with the First Temple in Ezra 3 is 

dependent on the books of Chronicles; see Williamson 1983: 26–29). Williamson sees the purpose of 

Ezra 1–6 as a polemic against the building of the first Samaritan temple on Mount Garizim.  

2. Ezra-Nehemiah as Part of the Chronicler’s History.  

F. M. Cross (1975: 13–18) proposed a three-stage development: Chr 1, Chr 2, Chr 3.  

Chr 1: [1 Chronicles 1–9], 1 Chronicles 10–2 Chronicles 34, 2 Chronicles 35–Ezra 3:13 (520–515 

B.C.E.); thus without material about Ezra or Nehemiah. Originally Cross did not include most of the 

genealogies in 1 Chronicles 1–9 in Chr 1 (cf. McKenzie 1984: 30, n. 32).  

Chr 2: [1 Chronicles 1–9], 1 Chronicles 10–2 Chronicles 34, 2 Chronicles 35:1–36:23; Ezra 1–

Nehemiah 8 and the story of Zerubbabel‘s wisdom and piety now present only in 1 Esdr 3:1–5:6 (450 

B.C.E.); thus including the Ezra tradition.  

Chr 3: 1–2 Chronicles; Ezra-Nehemiah (400 B.C.E.); Nehemiah tradition added and other editing; 

wisdom tale about Zerubbabel dropped (1 Esdr 3:1–5:6).  

Ulrich Kellermann (1967: 68) concentrated on the Ezra and Nehemiah materials, with little attention to 

Ezra 1–6. The only Ezra materials available for the Chronicler according to him were 7:12–23, 26, and 

possibly 8:26–27. The Chronicler supplied most of the rest of the Ezra materials in attempt to portray 

Ezra as parallel to and even superior to Nehemiah. The passages he assigns to the Ezra and Nehemiah 

sources, to the Chronicler, and to an even later redaction are laid out in table form in Kellermann (1968b: 

56).  

Clines (pp. 9–12) assumes that the Chronicler was the editor of Ezra and Nehemiah, although he 

acknowledges the divergent positions of Williamson and Japhet. He proposes that this editor transposed 

Nehemiah 8 and 9 from their original location in the EM, the most dramatic change from his sources, in 

order to emphasize that it was an obedient and repentant community that Nehemiah brought to inhabit 

Jerusalem (11:1). He believes that the Chronicler composed Neh 12:27–30, 44–47, and 13:1–3, but 

remains undecided on whether 11:1–3 and 11:13–19 were part of NM. Like Williamson, he assigns 

11:20–36 and 12:1–26 to a very late redaction. Unlike Williamson, Clines does not propose an 

intermediate state in which EM and NM were combined prior to their inclusion in the books of Ezra and 

Nehemiah.  

H. Historical Problems  

1. Sheshbazzar and Zerubbabel. According to Ezra, Sheshbazzar was prince (1:8; Hebrew) and 

governor (5:14; Aramaic) of Judah. Appointed by Cyrus and entrusted with the return of the Temple 

vessels (1:7–11), he laid the foundation (that is, repaired the platform or podium?) of the Temple (5:14–

16).  

Zerubbabel, the son of Shealtiel (Ezra 3:2, 8; 5:2; Neh 12:1), on the other hand, replaced Sheshbazzar, 

perhaps early in the restoration period (Ezra 2:2), and it was during his tenure that the Temple was 

founded (Ezra 3:10–12; cf. 5:2).  

These data are difficult to harmonize, and they also stand in tension with material outside Ezra-

Nehemiah. Though Zerubbabel is also called the son of Shealtiel in Haggai (1:1, 12, 14; 2:2, 23), a 

genealogy in 1 Chr 3:17–24 makes him the son of Shealtiel‘s younger brother Pedaiah. Perhaps Pedaiah 

was his physical father and Shealtiel his legal father by Levirate marriage, but this genealogy in any case 

does make Zerubbabel a descendant of the Davidic line (cf. Hag 2:23; Zech 3:8). The silence about the 

royal ancestry of Zerubbabel in Ezra may reflect the book‘s anti-eschatological stance, which was 

receptive to Persian domination and which had no salvific hope tied to the house of David (Japhet 1982: 

75–76). The Bible nowhere identifies the ancestry of Sheshbazzar, and recent studies (Berger 1971) have 

undermined the proposed identification of him with Shenazzar (1 Chr 3:18), a descendant of David. 



Japhet (1982: 96) nevertheless argues for his Davidic origins and deems the silence about this in Ezra-

Nehemiah ideological. She even holds that Sheshbazzar may have been a son of Jehoiachin.  

Zerubbabel is called ―governor‖ in Haggai (1:1, 14; 2:2, 21), but not in Ezra (but see 2:63 and 6:7; cf. 

Neh 7:65, 69[—Eng 701]). Albrecht Alt (1934) contended that the use of the ―governor‖ for predecessors 

of Nehemiah (Neh 5:14–15) was inexact and that Judah was part of the province of Samaria until the 

coming of Nehemiah in the mid-5th century (cf. McEvenue 1981: 363; contra Smith 1971: 196). It seems 

difficult to deny, however, that Nehemiah referred to predecessors of his as provincial governors (Clines, 

171; Williamson, 242–44; note the anonymous governor referred to in the 5th-century book of Malachi 

[1:8]). Avigad‘s attempt (1976: 35; cf. IDBSup, 327) to reconstruct a list of such governors of Judah from 

the 6th–5th centuries is unsuccessful because a number of the names in question are actually the names of 

potters rather than governors (Cross 1969: 24). It is unclear whether the Hebrew title ―prince of Judah‖ 

given to Sheshbazzar (Ezra 1:8) is to be equated with the Aramaic term ―governor‖ that is also applied to 

him (5:14; so Japhet 1982: 97–98) or whether the title ―prince of Judah‖ is merely one of the New Exodus 

motifs incorporated into the account of the first return (so Williamson WBC, 17–18). In the final analysis, 

it is almost impossible to decide whether either title is used in the technical sense of a governor of a 

province of the Persian Empire as early as the time of Sheshbazzar and Zerubbabel. Almost all are agreed, 

of course, that Nehemiah was a governor in the strict sense of the term (for a refutation of the contrary 

opinion of Robert North, see Klein 1976: 365).  

The exact date of the end of Sheshbazzar‘s tenure and of the beginning of Zerubbabel‘s is unclear from 

Ezra. Haggai and Zechariah seem to know of no work on the Temple before the time of Darius I (cf. Ezra 

5:2), when the foundations of the Temple were laid (Hag 2:18–19; cf. Ezra 3:10–12). Williamson, who 

belives that Zerubbabel succeeded Sheshbazzar early in the restoration period, explains the reference to 

Sheshbazzar founding the Temple (Ezra 5:16) as an exaggeration by the Jews in their letter to the Persian 

court, designed to show that the decree of Cyrus had not been ignored. He also sees a chronological gap 

between the building of the altar in Ezra 3:1–6, shortly after the decree of Cyrus and under the leadership 

of Jeshua and Zerubbabel, and the laying of the foundations in 3:8–13, under the same leadership, in the 

time of Darius I (cf. 4:4–5; Zech 4:6–10). Halpern believes that Sheshbazzar laid the foundations of the 

Temple in 538 (he, too, concedes that the claim to uninterrupted activity from 538 on [Ezra 5:16] is 

hyperbole), and that the building of the altar (3:1–6) and the (renewed) laying of the foundations (3:7–13) 

were done 18 years later, under Darius I, by Zerubbabel and Jeshua. In his view, Sheshbazzar‘s 

preliminary work would have needed to be repeated at the later date. Others lessen the conflict between 

3:10–12 and 5:16 by translating the references to the Temple‘s ―foundation‖ in Ezra 3:10–12 as 

descriptions of the Temple‘s being ―repaired‖ (Clines NCBC, 69; Ackroyd CHJ 1: 139).  

2. Date of Ezra and Nehemiah. According to the present text of Ezra-Nehemiah, Ezra came to 

Jerusalem in 458 B.C.E. (Ezra 7:7–8, the 7th year of Artaxerxes) and Nehemiah in 445 B.C.E. (Neh 1:1; 

2:1; 5:14, the 20th year of Artaxerxes). Nehemiah‘s first stay in Jerusalem lasted 12 years, to 433 B.C.E. 

(Neh 5:14; 13:6), with a second stay at an unknown time and of unknown duration (but before the end of 

Artaxerxes‘ reign in 424). In 445 Ezra read the law at a public ceremony at which Nehemiah was also 

present (v 9). All of these dates assume that the Artaxerxes to whose reign the chronology of both Ezra 

and Nehemiah is correlated is Artaxerxes I (465–424). In the case of Nehemiah the correlation seems 

confirmed by one of the Elephantine papyri (AP 30), which shows that by 407 B.C.E. the Samaritan 

governor Sanballat, Nehemiah‘s implacable foe, was an old man whose duties were being handled by his 

sons Delaiah and Shelemaiah. The papyrus also shows that the high priest in 407 was Johanan, 

presumably the second successor of Eliashib, the high priest at the time of Nehemiah.  

The difficulty with this chronology is threefold (Clines, p. 16). With the exception of Neh 8:9 (the 

reading of the law) 12:26 (a note correlating Nehemiah and Ezra—in that order—with the high priest 

Joiakim), and 12:36 (the dedication of the walls), the two men are never mentioned together; they ignore 

one another completely. Since their powers and responsibilities are so similar, it seems unlikely that they 

would have played their respective roles in the Jewish community at the same time. Finally, Ezra, who 

came to implement and teach the law at the direction of Artaxerxes, did not hold the public law-reading 



ceremony recounted in Nehemiah 8 until 13 years after his arrival, which seems like an excessively long 

delay. (For 15 arguments customarily advanced in favor of this traditional date, see Kellermann 1968b: 

73–75).  

Three alternate modern chronological understandings have attempted to meet these objections. The first 

(associated with the names of Ackroyd, Bowman, Emerton, Galling, Rowley, von Hoonacker, Widengren 

and others) understands the Artaxerxes of Ezra to be Artaxerxes II (404–358), with a consequent dating of 

Ezra to 398. (Kellermann [1968b: 67–71] provides a list of 22 arguments often advanced in favor of this 

date.) While this solution involves no emendations of the figures given in the Hebrew Bible, it deletes the 

references which present Ezra and Nehemiah as contemporaries (probably correctly), and assumes 

(probably incorrectly) that the author who combined the Ezra and Nehemiah materials reversed the 

historical sequence of the two men despite the fact that Nehemiah antedated Ezra by nearly 50 years. 

Bright (BHI, 399) argues against this chronology because it suggests that Ezra stayed in the room of 

Jehohanan, the son of Eliashib (Ezra 10:6) even though Johanan (Joannes) had murdered his brother Jesus 

before 398 according to Josephus. But Josephus‘ negative interpretation of this event may not be the 

whole story. Johanan may have killed his brother because he saw in him a would-be usurper (Emerton 

1966: 12). In addition, the murder may have happened at a later date (Mowinckel 1964a: 161; Saley 

[1978: 156–58] dates this incident about 350–340, during the reign of Artaxerxes III!).  

A second alternative chronology changes the date of Ezra‘s arrival to 428 B.C.E. by emending the text of 

Ezra 7:7–8 to the 37th, instead of the present 7th, year of Artaxerxes. (For a list of 11 positive arguments 

for this date, see Kellermann 1968b: 75–77). This view, popularized in the United States through the 

influential history of John Bright (BHI, 391–402), is based on a very questionable emendation (Emerton 

1966: 18–19) and leaves unexplained why there is so little organic relationship between these 

contemporary leaders of the postexilic community.  

A third alternative leaves the dates of Ezra at 458 and of Nehemiah at 445, but transfers Ezra‘s public 

reading of the law to the first year after his arrival in Jerusalem by placing Nehemiah 8 immediately after 

Ezra 8 (Williamson WBC, 286; Talmon IDBSup, 325 includes both Nehemiah 8 and 9 at this position) or 

immediately after Ezra 10 (cf. Mowinckel 1965: 7–11; Pohlmann 1970: 127–48; cf. 1 Esdras). An editor 

later moved Nehemiah 8 to its present position in order to create a liturgical sequence of Nehemiah 8, 

reading of the law; Nehemiah 9, public repentance, and Nehemiah 10, undertaking of a covenant pledge.  

According to this reconstruction, Ezra began his journey from Babylon to Jerusalem on month 1, day 1 

(Ezra 7:9) or month 1, day 12 (Ezra 8:31) of the 7th year of Artaxerxes (= 458 B.C.E.) and arrived in 

Jerusalem on month 5, day 1 of the same year (Ezra 7:8–9). If Nehemiah 8 belongs historically after Ezra 

8, the public reading of the law took place on month 7, day 1 (Neh 8:2). The public assembly called to 

deal with the problem of mixed marriages came together on month 9, day 20 (Ezra 10:9) and the 

commission appointed to resolve this problem completed its work on month 1, day 1 of the 8th year of 

Artaxerxes (Ezra 10:17). Thus, the activities attributed to Ezra in the books of Ezra and Nehemiah were 

completed in a single year. It is possible that the return from exile and the attempted, but unsuccessful, 

rebuilding of the walls, during the reign of Artaxerxes I (Ezra 4:12), is an allusion to the work of Ezra.  

Several objections have been raised to this interpretation (these objections and other less serious ones 

are discussed by Clines, pp. 17–20). According to Ezra 10:1, Ezra found many people in Jerusalem, but it 

was underpopulated in the time of Nehemiah (Neh 7:4; 11:1–2). We cannot be sure what caused the 

depletion of population at Nehemiah‘s time; perhaps there had been some kind of disaster in the 

intervening period.  

A second objection notes that the reforms of Nehemiah (Nehemiah 13) would not have been necessary 

if Ezra had brought about popular acceptance of the law. But in the 25 years between Ezra‘s arrival and 

the end of Nehemiah‘s first stay in Jerusalem, there would have been ample time for abuses to develop. In 

addition, Nehemiah seems to be dealing with abuses against an already accepted way of life, thus actually 

presupposing that Ezra had implemented the requirements of the Torah in daily life.  

The wall that Ezra finds in Ezra 9:9 would seem at first to demand a date for his career subsequent to 

the arrival of Nehemiah, but the term ―wall‖ may be metaphorical (the RSV translates it as ―protection‖) 



and in any case the wall is not the city wall reconstructed by Nehemiah, but a wall ―in Judea [!] and 

Jerusalem.‖  

The most serious objection to this chronology involves the difficulty of correlating it to the sequence of 

contemporary high priests. According to Ezra 10:6, Ezra went to the chamber of Jehohanan the son of 

Eliashib. If this Jehohanan is the same as the high priest Johanan, grandson of Eliashib, then this incident 

would have to be dated later than Nehemiah, because Eliashib was clearly the high priest in Nehemiah‘s 

time (Neh 3:1, 20–21; 13:4, 7, 28). Three ways out of this difficulty have been pursued. First, Ezra 10:6 

does not indicate that Jehohanan and Eliashib were high priests. The names are relatively common, and 

the relationship of Jehohanan to Eliashib (son-father) is different from that of Johanan to Eliashib in the 

high priestly line (grandson-grandfather; Neh 12:22, but see 12:23). Secondly, the name Jehohanan may 

not have been associated with this room until the time of the person who edited the Ezra and Nehemiah 

materials. It was this editor who called the name of the room according to its contemporary designation 

and thus reveals only that he lived after the time of Nehemiah, a chronological sequence which is sure in 

any case.  

A third way out of this difficulty is to suppose that the line of high priests found in the books of Ezra 

and Nehemiah is defective. That line includes Jeshua (high priest at the time of the Temple building), 

Joiakim, Eliashib, Joiada, Jonathan (=?Johanan; cf. Neh 12:22; Williamson [p. 363] makes Jonathan a 

nephew of Johanan and his successor), and Jaddua (Neh 12:10–11).  

Cross (1975: 10–11, 17), on the supposition that papponomy (the naming of a baby after his 

grandfather; see Sanballat II in the Samaria Papyri) was used within the high priestly line, conjectures that 

an Eliashib [I] and a Johanan [I] should be inserted before the Eliashib [II] listed in Neh 12:10 (cf. the list 

in IDBSup, 327). Thus Ezra would have functioned during the high priesthood of Johanan I, and it was to 

the latter‘s room that Ezra repaired in Ezra 10:6. The Eliashib who served as high priest during the 

governorship of Nehemiah must, therefore, be called Eliashib II. Critics of the Cross solution have 

pointed out that there is no necessary reason to conclude that papponomy was practiced at this point in the 

high priestly line, that the relationship between Joiakim and Eliashib I that Cross proposes (brothers) is 

contradicted in Neh 12:10–11, which makes Eliashib I the son of Joiakim, and that the chronological 

difficulties with the list of the high priests in Neh 12:10–11 and 22–23 are not as severe as Cross implies.  

While the correlation between Ezra and the high priestly line remains the greatest difficulty in dating 

Ezra to 458, one or more of the three solutions above, dealing with the reference to the chamber of 

Jehohanan son of Eliashib, would still make it possible to retain the traditional early date for Ezra.  

Either 458 or 398 is a possible date for the arrival of Ezra, but the former date seems more probable 

since it agrees with the seqence of Ezra and Nehemiah presupposed in the present text of Ezra 7–

Nehemiah 13. Nehemiah‘s handling of mixed marriages also seems to presuppose the more general 

solution effected by Ezra and utilizes the type of hermeneutical approach Ezra employed in Ezra 9:1–2 

(Williamson, p. xliii). Whichever date is selected, the text of Neh 8:9, suggesting that the men were 

contemporaries (cf. 12:26) is to be viewed as secondary calculation. It is not impossible, of course, that 

Ezra could have taken part in the procession at the dedication of the walls (12:36) as a private, if 

prominent, citizen.  

Saley proposed (1978), with great caution, a unique chronology, placing Nehemiah into the time of 

Artaxerxes II. Like Cross he adds an additional Eliashib and Johanan to the line of high priests and 

identifies Nehemiah‘s high priest with Eliashib II. For him, contrary to Cross, this Eliashib served in the 

4th century and the opponent of Nehemiah was Sanballat II, who appears elsewhere only in the Samaria 

Papyri. But the line of high priests he reconstructs would require a number of very long lives since 

Eliashib II (ca. 380) is only the fourth in succession after Jeshua (ca. 520). In addition, Nehemiah‘s enemy 

Sanballat is called the Horonite (2:10, 19), and this lack of a patronymic might suggest that he is the first 

in his line rather than the second. Nehemiah‘s other foe, Geshem, is also most easily dated to the 5th 

century (IDBSup, 320). Kellermann (1968b: 87) argues for a date about 448 for Ezra, but his position is 

weakened by his drastic reduction of material he considers authentic in the Ezra materials. See G.2 above.  



3. Ezra’s Book of the Law. Much attention has been focused on the ―book of the law‖ of which Ezra 

was a scribe (Ezra 7:6, 12, 21). Artaxerxes sent Ezra to make inquiries on the basis of this law (Ezra 7:14) 

and to teach it to those who did not know it (Ezra 7:25). The Ezra story concludes with his festive reading 

from the law (Nehemiah 8). The Bible says nothing about Ezra writing or compiling this book, and the 

text seems to presuppose that it was already known before Ezra‘s arrival (cf. Ezra 7:25; but see Koch 

1974: 182–83). Since the law is identified as the law of Moses in Ezra 7:6 and Neh 8:1; 13:1, the present 

text of Ezra-Nehemiah suggests that this law was the Pentateuch.  

Numerous modern scholars have shared this opinion (e.g., Wellhausen, H. H. Schaeder, Galling, 

Mowinckel, and Albright). Others thought the law book of Ezra was only the priestly writing (A. Kuenen, 

H.-J. Kraus; Vink 1969: 63; for a discussion of the latter see Klein 1976: 367), a more or less undefined 

group of laws now included in the Pentateuch (e.g., Noth, von Rad, W. Rudolph), or some form of 

Deuteronomy (e.g., Bowman, Kellermann; the latter [1968a] believes that the P source was only a 

narrative and did not contain legal materials). Koch (1974: 181) finds no sure trace of D in Ezra‘s actions.  

Most conclude that a law which proved so crucial in the restoration community would not be lost and 

therefore must be somewhere in the present canon. Texts like Ezra 9:2 seem to allude to Deuteronomy 

(7:1, 3; 23:3) while Neh 8:14–15 is best construed as an interpretation of Deut 16:15 and Lev 23:33–43. 

Hence a restriction of the law book to either D material alone or P material is unlikely. Since Ezra-

Nehemiah is not explicit about the extent of this law book in any case, one‘s view of its identity may be 

colored by one‘s view of the composition history of the Pentateuch. If the Pentateuch was complete by the 

time of Ezra, there seems to be no reason to deny that his law book was the Pentateuch in its present form, 

or something very much like it.  

Rendtorff (1984) distinguishes between the law (Heb dat), referred to in the Aramaic text of Ezra 7:12–

26 and the Torah referred to in Ezra 7:6, 10; 10:3 and extensively in Nehemiah 8. In his view Ezra‘s law 

dealt only with legal issues and was given royal sanction in 7:12–26. The law of Nehemiah 8 was the 

Pentateuch, to be sure, but this narrative reflects only contemporary worship practices, especially the 

synagogal reading of Scripture, and has nothing to do with the commission of Ezra. He presupposes, 

therefore, that the law of Ezra has been lost and that the editor of the text (the Chronicler) misunderstood 

what this law was. Both of these presuppositions seem unlikely.  

C. Houtman (1981) notices that there are discrepancies between the laws cited in Ezra (6:18) and 

Nehemiah (8:14–15; chap. 10; 13:1–3) and the text of the Pentateuch and concludes that Ezra had a law 

book with a character of its own which has not been transmitted to us. He points to the recently 

discovered Temple Scroll as an analogous collection. But the Temple Scroll‘s laws in the first person may 

not be an adequate analogy and the discrepancies between Ezra-Nehemiah and the Pentateuch may result 

either from an ancient, less precise manner of citation or from Ezra‘s interpretation of the ancient laws to 

meet the needs of his day (Williamson, pp. xxxviii–xxxix; summaries of the history of research in Donner 

1986: 428–30; Houtman 1981; Kellermann 1968a; Klein 1976: 366–68).  

I. Outline of Ezra-Nehemiah  

I. Return from Exile and Rebuilding of the Temple (Ezra 1–6)  

A. Cyrus Grants Permission for Jews to Return and Rebuild Temple; Temple Vessels Entrusted to 

Sheshbazzar (Ezra 1)  

B. A List of Those Who Returned with Zerubbabel from the Captivity (Ezra 2)  

C. Jeshua and Zerubbabel Rebuild Altar in Seventh Month (Ezra 3:1–6)  

D. Foundation of Temple Laid in Second Year of Their Coming to the House of God (Ezra 3:7–13)  

E. Adversaries‘ Offer to Assist with Temple Refused (Ezra 4:1–3)  

F. Oppostion of People of the Land Prevented Building until Time of Darius (Ezra 4:4–5)  

G. Summary of Accusatory Letter in Time of Ahasuerus (Xerxes) (Ezra 4:6)  

H. Summary of Letter (Against the Jews) in Time of Artaxerxes (Ezra 4:7)  

I. Aramaic Narrative (Ezra 4:8–6:18)  

1. The Incident with Rehum and Shimshai (Ezra 4:8–4:24)  

a. Introduction of Letter of Rehum and Shimshai to Artaxerxes (Ezra 4:8–10)  



b. Letter to Artaxerxes Reporting Jewish Rebellion (Ezra 4:11–16)  

c. Artaxerxes‘ Reply Forbidding Rebuilding of City (Ezra 4:17–22)  

d. Rehum and Shimshai Make Jews Cease Their Building (Ezra 4:23)  

e. Repetitive Resumption Linking to 4:5 (Ezra 4:24)  

2. The Incident with Tattenai and Shetharbozenai (Ezra 5:1–6:15)  

a. Inquiry about Rebuilding of Temple (Ezra 5:1–5)  

b. Introduction of Letter to Darius (Ezra 5:6–7a)  

c. Letter of Tattenai and Shetharbozenai to Darius (Ezra 5:7b–17), Including a Jewish Message 

in vv 11–16  

d. Introduction to Reply by Darius (Ezra 6:1–2)  

e. Reply by Darius (Ezra 6:3–12), Including a Quotation of Decree by Cyrus in vv 3–5  

f. Work on Temple Completed (Ezra 6:13–15)  

g. Dedication of Temple (Ezra 6:16–18)  

J. Celebration of Passover in Response to Completion of Temple (Ezra 6:19–22)  

II. The Initial Work of Ezra (Ezra 7–10)  

A. Ezra Returns in Seventh Year of Artaxerxes—Narrative in Third Person (Ezra 7:1–10)  

B. Introduction to Artaxerxes‘ Commission (Ezra 7:11)  

C. Commissioning Letter (in Aramaic) (Ezra 7:12–26)  

D. First Person Narrative about Ezra (Ezra 7:27–9:15)  

1. Doxology (Ezra 7:27–28)  

2. List of Those Who Returned with Ezra (Ezra 8:1–14)  

3. Ezra‘s Trip to Jerusalem (Ezra 8:15–36)  

4. Crisis Arises over Mixed Marriages (Ezra 9:1–5)  

5. Ezra‘s Prayer (Ezra 9:6–15)  

E. Third Person Narrative about Ezra (Ezra 10:1–44)  

1. Covenant to Put Away Wives and Children; Assembly on Month 9, Day 20; Commission 

Appointed on Month 10, Day 1 to Handle the Task; Work Completed on Month 1, Day 1 (Ezra 

10:1–17)  

2. List of Those Who Put Away Foreign Wives and Children (Ezra 10:18–44)  

III. Return of Nehemiah and Rebuilding of Walls of Jerusalem (Neh 1:1–7:72a [—Eng 7:73a])  

A. Nehemiah Hears of Wall‘s Destruction; Offers Confessional Prayer (Nehemiah 1)  

B. Artaxerxes Authorizes Nehemiah to Return and Rebuild Wall (Neh 2:1–10)  

C. Nocturnal Inspection of Wall (Neh 2:11–15)  

D. Nehemiah Invites Jews to Rebuild; Opposed by Sanballat, Tobiah, and Geshem (Neh 2:16–20)  

E. List of Those Who Worked on the Wall (Nehemiah 3)  

F. Ridicule by Sanballat and Tobiah; Imprecation by Nehemiah (Neh 3:33–37 [—Eng 4:1–5])  

G. People Assigned to Work on Walls and to Guard Duty (Neh 3:38–4:17 [—Eng 4:6–23])  

H. Socioeconomic Problems during Wall Building (Neh 5:1–13)  

I. Nehemiah‘s Generosity; His Declination of Governor‘s Allowance (Neh 5:14–19)  

J. Nehemiah Avoids Plots by Sanballat, Tobiah, and Geshem and by the prophets Shemaiah and 

Noadiah (Neh 6:1–14)  

K. Completion of Wall in 52 Days (25th day of Elul); Further Conflict with Tobiah (Neh 6:15–19)  

L. Nehemiah Makes Plans to Repopulate Jerusalem (Neh 7:1–5)  

M. A List of Those Who Returned with Zerubbabel from Captivity (Neh 7:6–72a [—Eng 73a] = Ezra 

2:1–70)  

IV. The Climax of the Work of Ezra and Liturgical Responses (Neh 7:72b [—Eng 7:73b]–Neh 10:40 [—

Eng 39])  

A. Ezra Publicly Reads Law on Month 7, Day 1 (Neh 7:72b [—Eng 7:73b]–8:12)  

B. Celebration of Feast of Booths (Neh 8:13–18)  

C. National Mourning on Twenty-Fourth Day (Neh 9:1–5a)  



D. Confessional Prayer (by Levites?) (Neh 9:5b–37)  

E. A Pledge by the Community to Keep God‘s Law (Neh 10:1–40 [—Eng 9:38–10:39]; cf. Neh 

13:10–31); List of Those Who Signed Pledge (Neh 10:2–28 [—Eng 10:1–27])  

V. Further Acts of Nehemiah; Related Matters (Neh 11:1–13:31)  

A. People Cast Lots to Increase Population of Jerusalem (Neh 11:1–2)  

B. List of Residents in Jerusalem (Neh 11:3–24)  

C. List of Other Dwelling Places (Neh 11:25–36)  

D. List of Priests and Levites at time of Zerubbabel and Jeshua (Neh 12:1–9)  

E. List of High Priests from Jeshua to Jaddua (Neh 12:10–11)  

F. List of Priests and Levites from Time of Joiakim (Neh 12:12–26)  

G. Dedication of Wall of Jerusalem (Neh 12:27–43)  

H. Supervisors of Contributions Appointed (Neh 12:44–47)  

I. Separation from Foreigners (Neh 13:1–3)  

J. Reforms during Nehemiah‘s Second Term in Jerusalem (Neh 13:4–31)  

1. Misuse of Temple Chambers (Neh 13:4–9)  

2. Provisions for Levites (Neh 13:10–14; cf. 10:38–40 [—Eng 37–39])  

3. The Sabbath Day (Neh 13:15–22; cf. Neh 10:32 [—Eng 10:31])  

4. Intermarriage with Foreigners (Neh 13:23–30a; cf. 10:31 [—Eng 10:30])  

5. Duties of Priests and Levites (Neh 13:30b)  

6. Wood Offering and First Fruits (Neh 13:31; cf. 10:35–37 [—Eng 10:34–36])  

J. The Message of Ezra-Nehemiah  

In addition to the valuable historical data supplied in Ezra-Nehemiah, the canonical form of these books 

also conveys an important theological message, which may be summarized as follows (see also the 

accounts of the canonical form of Ezra-Nehemiah by Childs, Eskenazi, Gunneweg, Williamson):  

1. Return from Exile and the Rebuilding of the Temple. At the beginning (1:1–3) and end (6:22) of 

this section, the text asserts that Yahweh had brought about both the return of the exiles to Judah and 

Jerusalem and the rebuilding of the Temple through the favorable actions of the Persian kings toward 

Israel. Cyrus‘ own decree permitted the rebuilding of the Temple and the restoration of its vessels (6:5), 

and Darius reinforced these privileges and added to them a curse against any who would attempt to 

countermand them (6:6–12). The Persian authorization to rebuild includes not only the work on the 

Temple, fostered by Cyrus and Darius, but also, because of the mention of Artaxerxes in 6:14, the 

rebuilding of the walls as well (the term ―house of God‖ in Ezra-Nehemiah may include both the temple 

and the refortification of the city).  

The book seems to foster a collaborative attitude toward the Persians, or at least a resignation to the 

status quo (perhaps an argument against the late date for these chapters advocated by Williamson), and 

this may explain the absence of any reference to the Davidic ancestry of Sheshbazzar and Zerubbabel, and 

the failure to refer to the governors of Judah except in materials drawn from the author‘s sources, both of 

which might lead to a more eschatological or revolutionary orientation (Japhet 1982). The work of Cyrus 

fulfills the prophecy of Jeremiah (1:1), and contemporary prophets like Haggai and Zechariah merely 

encourage the Temple building (Ezra 5:2; 6:14) without setting forth any additional eschatological 

promises.  

The community in Jerusalem is made up of those who returned from the Exile (2:1–70) and who 

constitute the true Israel (note the 12 leaders mentioned in 2:2, with Nahamani restored from Neh 7:7 and 

1 Esdras). In order to maintain continuity with the great preexilic traditions, the totality of the Temple 

vessels, captured by Nebuchadnezzar, is returned to Jerusalem through the agency of Sheshbazzar (1:7–

11; 5:14–15; 6:5; cf. Ackroyd 1972: 178), and both altar (3:3) and Temple (6:7) are reerected on their 

former sites. The return from the Exile (1:6) and the rebuilding of the Temple (3:7–13) show similarities 

to accounts of the first Exodus and the construction of the First Temple respectively. The celebration of 

the Feast of Tabernacles after the completion of the altar (3:4–5) anticipates the joyful dedication of the 

Temple (6:16–18) and the equally joyful observation of the Passover a few months thereafter (6:19–22).  



The reason for the delay in the completion of the Temple is not blamed on the people‘s concern for their 

own comforts (as in Hag 1:4), but on the actions of the enemies of Judah and Benjamin, the people of the 

land, who persistently opposed the work in Jerusalem and disheartened the people (3:3; 4:1–24) and who 

later enlisted Artaxerxes I in their efforts to stop the building of the walls (4:21–22). The laying of the 

foundation for the Temple was a time for rejoicing, but also a time for weeping when the foundation was 

compared with the First Temple by older members of the community. The great noise produced by these 

emotions (3:13) was heard by the adversaries, and it spurred them on to a deceptive offer to help with the 

Temple building. Their opposition in the days of Cyrus (3:1–6) had already prevented further work on the 

Temple until the time of Darius (3:7–13; see the summary notation in 4:4–5 and IDBSup, 322).  

2. The Second Scene in Ezra-Nehemiah. This scene (Ezra 7–10) is formed by the initial activities of 

Ezra some 58 years later. Like Sheshbazzar and Zerubbabel, he, too, led a group of exiles home (8:1–14; 

8:15–34). His lineage is traced back to Aaron, the high priest (7:1–5), and his own attitude toward the law 

parallels that of Moses (7:10). The authority of the law is underscored by the firman of Artaxerxes (7:12–

26), which commanded Ezra to lead Jews to Jerusalem (7:13), deliver gifts offered by the Persian 

authorities and by the people to the Temple (7:15–18), make inquiry about conformity to the law in Judah 

and Jerusalem (7:14; 10:16–17), and appoint magistrates and judges to teach the law (7:25; cf. Nehemiah 

8). Blenkinsopp finds an analogy to the mission of Ezra in the work of a contemporary Egyptian scribe 

and priest, Udjahorresne.  

After the leaders reported their concern about the problem of mixed marriages (9:1–5), the prayer of 

Ezra in 9:6–15 made clear that the community was not yet the complete embodiment of Yahweh‘s will 

since it was still under bondage to Persian power. Still, Yahweh‘s love for the community precisely in 

these circumstances was considered as a sign of his favor and evidence for hope of a little reviving (Ezra 

9:8–9). Ezra articulated the people‘s confession of sin because of their intermarriage with foreigners 

(9:10–15), a fault deemed doubly shameful because they had sought a link with the surrounding powers 

from which every generation of the restoration community had experienced hostility. Ezra‘s prayer and 

confession were accompanied by public weeping (10:1) and fasting (10:6).  

The people echoed Ezra‘s confession of sin and resolved to correct it (10:1–5), gathered in a mass 

assembly during inclement weather to express their contribution publicly (10:6–12), and requested the 

creation of a special commission to carry out the removal of the foreign wives and their children (10:13–

17). Within a year of Ezra‘s departure from Babylon (cf. 7:9 with 10:17), a purified community was 

created in Jerusalem. (This was in addition to the earlier reestablishment of sacrificial worship and the 

completion of the Temple, which are the themes of Ezra 1–6).  

3. Nehemiah and the Rebuilding of the Walls. Nehemiah, too, led exiles home (cf. Sheshbazzar, 

Zerubbabel, and Ezra). Opposition from Sanballat and his allies was met by Nehemiah‘s defensive 

maneuvers (Neh 4:15–17 [—Eng 4:21–23]). He saw through the opponents‘ plots and their false charges 

about his desire for the office of king (6:1–14); he prayed for deliverance from them and placed an 

imprecation upon them (3:36–37 [—Eng 4:4–5]). The nations lost self-esteem when they perceived that 

the completion of the wall was the work of God (Neh 6:16). Nehemiah‘s work, then, authorized by 

Persian authorities (2:6–8; cf. Cyrus and Darius in Ezra 1–6 and Artaxerxes in Ezra 7–10) was ultimately 

successful: the purified community (Ezra 7–10) completed the building of walls (Neh 6:15) around the 

holy city (Ezra 1–6). Nehemiah himself corrected abuses in the making of loans and charging of interest 

(Neh 5:1–13) and generously provided for others at his table with no help from taxes enjoyed by former 

governors (5:14–19).  

After the threefold restoration of the community and city reported in Ezra 1–6, 7–10, and Nehemiah 1–

6, Nehemiah decided to remedy the lack of population in the city and resolved to select people for 

relocation there whose genealogy could be correlated with the list of those who returned at the first with 

Zerubbabel (7:5, 6–72a [—Eng 73a]), again identifying those who had returned from the Exile as the true 

Israel.  

4. Climax of the Work of Ezra and Nehemiah. Before the actual repopulation of Jerusalem the people 

unanimously requested Ezra to read them the law (Neh 8:1). Instructed by the Levites, and urged on by 



them and by Nehemiah and Ezra, the people heard the law with both joy and weeping. Ezra reassured 

them that the joy of the Lord offers protection against the judgments proclaimed by the law against 

transgressors (Neh 8:10; Williamson WBC, 292).  

The people resolved to study the law (Neh 8:13) just as Ezra had done (Ezra 7:10). On the basis of this 

study, they held a unique celebration of the Feast of Tabernacles (the booths signified the wilderness 

wandering and not just harvest booths), unparalleled since the days of Joshua (Neh 8:17). (According to 2 

Chronicles, the Passover at the time of Hezekiah was the first of its type since Solomon (30:26) while the 

Passover at the time of Josiah was without parallel since the days of Samuel [35:18].) The celebration at 

the time of Ezra also recalls the Tabernacles celebration at the erection of the altar (Ezra 3:4), and the 

dedication celebration (Ezra 6:16–18) and Passover (Ezra 6:19–22) observed at the completion of the 

Temple.  

According to the present arrangement of the materials, the people next separated themselves from 

foreigners and confessed their sins and those of their parents (Neh 9:2–3). A speech by the Levites (Neh 

9:6; LXX Ezra) rehearses the sinfulness of Israel in the days of the wilderness wandering (9:16–18), 

during the stay in the land (9:26–30), and including the present generation (9:33) despite Yahweh‘s 

repeated benefactions in creation (9:6), in the time of Abraham (9:7–8), in the Exodus from Egypt and the 

giving of the law on Sinai (9:9–14), in providing food, water, and guidance in the wilderness (9:15, 19–

21), in the gift of the land (9:22–25), and in providing rescue and patient warning through the prophets in 

the land (9:27–30). Even the defeats at the time of the Exile did not bring Yahweh‘s mercies to an end 

(9:31).  

The confession concludes with an acknowledgment that the present international situation, accepted 

elsewhere with equanimity in Ezra-Nehemiah, leaves the community in a less than perfect situation: ―We 

are slaves this day … and we are in great distress [9:36–37; cf. Ezra 9:8–9]. It appeals to God not to take 

this hardship lightly [9:32].‖  

In chap. 10 of Nehemiah, the community, then, enters into a covenant to walk in God‘s law and to do all 

his commandments (10:29 [—Eng 10:28]; cf. Ezra 7:10). The community obligates itself to correct 

practices in areas that later in the book will require Nehemiah‘s direct actions: mixed marriages, the 

Sabbath, the wood offering, firstfruits, Levitical tithes, and proper care of the Temple.  

Nehemiah 8–10, therefore, sets forth an ideal picture of the community. Made joyful by the reading of 

the law, after an initial reaction of grief, they celebrated Tabernacles, confessed their previous sins and 

God‘s constant deliverance—and their less than perfect current status. The appropriate sequel to reading 

the law and offering a confession was a community-wide commitment to keep the prescriptions of the 

law. McCarthy (1982: 35) saw the emphasis on law as an important factor in giving the covenant renewal 

rites of Ezra-Nehemiah their different cast from those in the books of Chronicles.  

5. Final Acts of Nehemiah. The perfected community decided to relocate one of every ten persons 

from the local towns to Jerusalem, thus carrying out what Nehemiah had begun in Neh 7:1–5. Subsequent 

lists identify those who lived in Jerusalem (11:3–24) and in the villages (11:25–36) and provide the names 

of priests, Levites, and high priests at various times of the restoration period (12:1–26). With the city fully 

repopulated, the author provides an account of the dedication of the city‘s wall, featuring a double 

procession in which both Ezra and Nehemiah play a role. The joy at the dedication (12:43) echoes the joy 

at the reading of the law (Neh 8:12, 17), at the beginning of the rebuilding of the Temple (Ezra 3:12–13), 

and at its dedication (Ezra 6:16). As at the commencement of the Temple building (Ezra 3:13), the joy at 

the dedication of the wall was heard at a great distance (Neh 12:43).  

After the appointment of supervisors of contributions, following the command and example of David 

(Neh 12:44–47), and a decision to separate from all foreigners (13:1–3), the rest of the book consists of 

specific corrections of abuses during Nehemiah‘s second stay in Jerusalem. He removed the Ammonite 

Tobiah from a chamber in the Temple (Neh 13:4–9), restored the portions due to the Levites (Neh 13:10–

14), reinstituted proper observance of the Sabbath (Neh 13:15–22), remonstrated with those who had 

married foreign women and whose children could not speak Hebrew (Neh 13:23–27), chased away the 

son of the high priest who had married the daughter of Nehemiah‘s arch-rival Sanballat (Neh 13:28–29), 



cleansed the community from foreign contamination and established priests and Levites in their duties 

(Neh 13:30), and provided for the wood offering and firstfruits (Neh 13:31). These reforms are precisely 

in those areas where the community had undertaken covenantal obligations according to Nehemiah 10.  

The line ―Remember me, O my God, for good‖ (Neh 13:31) and similar expressions in Neh 13:14, 22, 

and 29, whatever their function in the Nehemiah Memoir, call attention in the canonical context to the 

virtue of Nehemiah, wall-builder and reformer of the community. At the same time, Nehemiah 13 reminds 

the reader that even the best intentions of the perfect community under ideal leadership (see the 

ceremonies in Nehemiah 8–10) can fail and the people can lapse into sin. While the people confessed in 

chap. 9 that God‘s saving goal for them had not yet been achieved, the final chapter of Nehemiah 

concedes that the behavior of the restored community, too, is never fully perfected and often in need of 

reform. The real circumstances in which people live—still under Persian rulership and in imperfection—

set limits to the salvation that God gives in fulfilment of his promises. The author leaves unresolved the 

relationship between the present and the future in the divine plan of salvation (cf. Gunneweg 1981: 161).  
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RALPH W. KLEIN  

EZRAHITE [Heb ˒ezrāḥ   (י  Clan or family name of Ethan and Heman, wise men in ancient .[( ֶאְזָשחִּ

Israelite literature (1 Kgs 5:11—Eng4:31; Pss 88:1; 89:1). It has also been suggested that ―Ezrahites‖ 

could be another form of the ―sons of Zerah‖ found in 1 Chr 2:6.  

W. F. Albright has proposed that the term ―Ezrahite‖ means ―native,‖ that is, Canaanite (ARI, 210). In 

this case, Ethan and Heman would be two pre-Israelite figures renowned for their great wisdom. The 

writer of Kings incorporates these men as symbols of great wisdom and states that Solomon‘s wisdom 

was greater than even these sages from the past.  

PHILLIP E. MCMILLION  

EZRI (PERSON) [Heb ˓ezr   (י  A state official and the son of Chelub. He was one of twelve .[( ֶףְזשִּ

stewards of royal property appointed by David, and is named in a list of administrative officials (1 Chr 27: 

25–31). His specific charge was to oversee the workers in the royal fields (1 Chr 27:26).  

RICHARD W. NYSSE  



F  

FABLE. See FOLKLORE IN THE ANCIENT NEAR EAST.  

FACE. The Hebrew        is the primary OT word for ―face.‖ In its various forms, the word        

occurs over 2100 times. In Hebrew the word        occurs only as a plural, unlike the cognate form in 

Akkadian,  a ū, which occurs both as a singular and as a plural. The plural is often explained as the 

plurality of features that make up the face. Like the English word ―face,‖ the Hebrew root has both a 

common noun and a less frequently occurring denominative verb, ―to face, turn,‖     h. The word        

can refer to the face of a human, God, an animal, and inaminate objects such as the earth and waters.  

Although other Hebrew words are occasionally translated as ―face,‖ no other word expresses the range 

of emotions that could be indicated by       . The word ˓ayin, literally ―eye,‖ is translated five times in 

the RSV as ―face.‖ Four times the phrase used is ―cover the face (˓ayi ) of the earth,‖ and once it is the 

phrase ―face to face‖ (˓ayi  b˓ayi ). The word ˒ap, literally ―nose,‖ is translated ―face‖ at least 15 times in 

RSV. In 14 of these cases, the expression speaks of falling upon the face (˒a ) or bowing the face. The 

one other occurrence of ˒ap translated as ―face‖ speaks of the sweat of the face.  

P      is the most common word in the OT for ―presence‖ in a broader sense than just ―face.‖ Thus 

       was used in reference to entering or leaving the presence of a king or a superior, or of being in 

Yahweh‘s presence. The technical term lipnê YHWH, literally, ―before or to Yahweh,‖ occurs 225 times 

in the OT and regularly refers to cultic activity in Yahweh‘s presence. In a number of uses,        

becomes synonymous with the person. Thus references to ―the angel of his (Yahweh‘s) presence‖ and to 

―the bread of the presence,‖ and even a statement as ―My (Yahweh‘s) presence will go with you, and I 

will give you rest‖ refer respectively to Yahweh‘s own angel, his own personal bread, and his own 

presence.  

As indicated above, the face expressed a full range of emotions to the Hebrews. Thus anger, especially 

from a feeling of being rejected, was indicated by a fallen face or countenance. A closely related phrase, 

―to fall on one‘s face,‖ was a sign of obeisance or homage. The opposite of the fallen face is having one‘s 

face lifted or raised. This probably has its origin in the literal lifting the face of one who has fallen on his 

face. The meaning is acceptance or approval and often implies the granting of a request. When Yahweh 

lifted his face upon one, it was a sign of blessing.  

―To see the face of a king‖ indicated having an audience or entering his presence directly, and not being 

permitted to see his face indicated the absence of such an audience. In one unusual phrase the same verb, 

r ˒ h, occurs in a Hit a˓el, with        meaning ―to look at one another in the face‖ in the sense of doing 

battle. Probably in a related usage, the Mesha stela speaks of Chemosh causing Mesha ―to see over‖ all 

his enemies—giving Mesha victory.  

It seems obvious that ―seeing Yahweh‘s face‖ had much the same meaning, of entering Yahweh‘s 

presence directly. However, Hebrew theology had definite problems with the worshiper literally seeing 

God. Yahweh was not physically visible in the sanctuary, nor even in theophany. In the form the OT text 

is preserved, it is aniconic—the Hebrews had no images of Yahweh in their sanctuaries. Further, Exod 

33:20 clearly states that man cannot see Yahweh or Yahweh‘s face and live, thus the smoke and cloud of 

the theophany hid God. Even the   b d-glory does not represent the fullness of God and God‘s presence. It 

shields the individual from Yahweh‘s unmediated presence. Deuteronomic theology spoke less of 

Yahweh or his presence being in the sanctuary, but instead stated that the sanctuary was the place Yahweh 

caused his name to dwell. Only occasionally does the OT speak of one seeing God‘s face or seeing God 

face to face. The more common phrase is the passive (Ni ˓al) form of ―to see‖ with       , literally, ―to 

appear (be seen) before the [face of] Yahweh,‖ a technical term for visiting a sanctuary.  

Other phrases that relate closely to an audience with an important person include ―seeking the face of‖ 

and ―entreating the favor of.‖ Both of these phrases are used frequently in reference to Yahweh. Seeking 



the face of Yahweh may originally have referred to divination or seeking an oracle. ―To entreat the favor 

of Yahweh‖ literally meant ―to make sweet or appease [the face of] Yahweh.‖ Its meaning is more 

generally that of seeking favor, as is evident from one occurrence in reference to a man.  

When the king, or God, with whom one has an audience recognizes the person, he turns his face toward 

the person. This is a way of expressing the king‘s attention and usually his positive response. Turning 

away the face, or turning the back and not the face, is a lack or attention and response; it is normally a 

sign of rejection. Hiding the face normally has a similar meaning. When, however, Yahweh hides his face 

from one‘s sins, it is a gracious act. Also, one response of mankind to the presence of God is to hide the 

face, usually out of fear. Strong determination was shown by the phrase ―to set the face‖ or ―to set one‘s 

face like flint.‖ When Yahweh set his face on one it was usually set against one in judgment.  

The face could be either cheerful or sad, or even tearful. The light of one‘s face represented a bright, 

beaming, or cheerful face and therefore one‘s favor. A shining face speaks of a cheerful or joyful person. 

Thus when Yahweh caused his face to shine on someone or gave the light of his face, it represented 

Yahweh‘s joy and, therefore, his blessing.  
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FAIENCE. See JEWELRY, ANCIENT ISRAELITE.  

FAIR HAVENS (PLACE) [Gk Kaloi Limenes (Καλοι Λιμενερ)]. Harbor located along the S coast of 

Crete near the town of Lasea (Acts 27:8). The harbor (Leekley and Noyes 1975: 91–92) is now identified 

with a bay E of Cape Littinos. The biblical name means ―fair harbor.‖ The ship carrying Paul, during his 

voyage to Italy, anchored at Fair Havens and supplies were probably obtained from the nearby Lasea, 

located about five miles to the E (Acts 27:8). The captain of the ship decided not to winter here, despite 

Paul‘s warnings, and sailed on to the W into a storm which wrecked the ship (see Smith 1880: 251, 259).  

Captain T. A. B. Spratt (1865: 1–6) in 1853 led a Mediterranean survey team to this area and located a 

church dedicated to Paul on a hill overlooking the bay. This naval officer determined that the harbor 

would have been unsafe in the winter because of strong winds from the E and SE. Perhaps this is what 

prompted the captain of Paul‘s ship to leave the harbor. See Foakes Jackson and Lake 1932: 338.  
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JOHN D. WINELAND  

FAITH. This entry consists of three articles. The first expounds upon the concept of faith as it is 

expressed in the Old Testament. The second treats the concept in the Hellenistic period, focusing 

especially on the New Testament. The third article discusses the peculiar NT expression pistis Christou, 

which is often rendered ―faith in Christ‖ but may mean ―faith of Christ.‖  

OLD TESTAMENT  

———  

A. Introduction  

B. Terminology  

C. Biblical Descriptions of Faith  

1. Abraham  

2. David  

3. Prophets  

D. Believing and Doing  



E. OT Faith in Holistic Perspective  

1. Remembrance  

2. Faith Confronts Fear  

———  

A. Introduction  

Faith is a peculiarly Christian concept. While other religious traditions have aspects of what the 

churches have come to name ―faith,‖ none has the specific quality of intellectual assent that distinguishes 

faith from fidelity. The problem of faith and the central discussion of it arises in the context of the 

medieval attempts to codify and integrate the Christian experience into the emerging philosophical 

language of the scholastics. From these attempts there arose a uniquely Western view of faith which finds 

exquisite expression in the Summa Theologica of St. Thomas Aquinas. ―Faith is the act of the intellect 

when it assents to divine truth under the influence of the will moved by God through grace‖ (Summa 

Theologica II.II.q2.a.9).  

But such a view intellectualized the experience of God and appeared to reduce this inexpressible 

encounter to a sort of syllogism. In the period of the Reformation it was precisely to this point that Luther 

and the early reformers came seeking new ways to express it. Luther, of course, appealed to a biblical idea 

of faith, distinguishing it sharply from this scholastic model.  

While there was rich territory to mine in the writings of St. Paul and, indeed, in the Gospels themselves, 

the notion of faith in the Hebrew Bible was not so clearly articulated as to allow the fullest development 

of the reformed theology.  

The Hebrew Bible, in fact, does not really have a word for faith. The New Testament term which is used 

to express the idea is pistis, which occurs frequently. Pistis does translate, or at least approximate, the 

sense of faith as assent. But pistis does not express very well the variety of meanings encompassed in the 

Hebrew Bible‘s terminology. The Hebrew terms are much more elastic.  

B. Terminology  

The Hebrew Bible uses the root ˒mn to express what we are calling ―faith.‖ The verb ˒a    occurs in 

the Qal, Ni ˓al, and Hi ˓il forms. In the Qal form it never means ―believe‖ but expresses the basic sense 

of the root ―to sustain, support, carry‖ (2 Kgs 18:16).  

The root occurs in the Ni ˓al form referring to daughters carried at their mothers‘ sides (Isa 60:4): it 

refers to firm places (Isa 22:23); permanent posts in the royal service (1 Sam 2:35; 1 Kgs 11:38); to the 

people of Israel in perpetuity (Isa 7:9); to a variety of notions all of which have the sense of firmness, 

stability, confidence (1 Sam 2:35; 3:20; Deut 7:9, 12; Isa 49:7; Jer 42:5; 1 Kgs 8:26; Pss 89:29, 111:7; 

Neh 9:8).  

The root occurs in the Hi ˓il, he˒e    , a significant number of times (52) in the Hebrew Bible. The 

Hi ˓il form often occurs with the prepositions b and l, and in several instances with subordinate clauses 

introduced by kî (Exod 4:5, 31; Isa 43:10; Job 9:15; Lam 4:12). It is also used in the absolute, without an 

object. The general sense of the word in the Hi ˓il is ―to be firmly set in/on something.‖ With the 

preposition b it means to have confidence (1 Sam 29:12), and with the preposition l it seems to mean ―to 

hold something to be true,‖ ―to believe‖ (Gen 45:26). Three significant passages occur with the Hi ˓il. 

The first is Gen 15:6, ―And [Abraham] believed in Yahweh and He counted it as righteousness in him.‖ 

Further in Exod 3:1–22, the narrative has a dialogue between Moses and God where Moses noted that if 

he were sent even at God‘s command the people would not believe him. Again in Exod 4:28–31 the 

people are said to ―believe‖ or ―not to believe.‖ Another instance of the word coming close to the idea of 

―belief in‖ something is in Isa 7:9, the oracle of Isaiah to Ahaz: ―If you do not believe you will not 

endure.‖ In the latter the two nuances (to believe and to be firm) of the meaning are nicely expressed.  

In these instances the sense of trusting and having confidence is most noticeable. In Isa 43:10–12 the 

Hi ˓il occurs in a context that would readily lend itself to the understanding of faith as ―assent.‖ ―You are 

my witness, says the Lord, and my servant whom I have chosen, that you may know and believe in me 

and understand who I am.‖ Here the intellectual quality seems clear: knowing and believing. A distinction 

is made in some authors (Pfeiffer 1959: 155) between ―profane‖ and ―religious‖ use of the term ―believe.‖ 



For example, Gen 45:26, where Jacob refuses to believe the report of his sons that Joseph was indeed 

alive and in Egypt, would be a ―profane‖ use. But ―faith‖ in the primary sense (that it has in the 

communities of faith) is faith in God, ―not only in his ˒emet but all his characteristics and attributes (truth, 

constancy, goodness, love, justice, holiness, his claims on humanity), in a word, everything that makes 

God God‖ (Pfeiffer 1959: 157).  

The root also occurs in the nominal forms ˒emet and ˒emunâ, both meaning ―steadfastness,‖ 

―reliability,‖ and the like, and both are also used for the concept ―truth.‖ The word ˒emet is translated in 

the LXX by pistis, aletheia, and dikaiosune, ―because in the biblical context truth is grounded upon the 

divine faithfulness and the covenant relationship which sets it up‖ (Torrance 1956: 112).  

This brief overview of the etymological situation is intended simply to point out the variety of meanings 

which are attached in Hebrew to the root ˒mn. Even the Greek pistis which generally translates the verbal 

forms is said to be nuanced in its use. One author even goes so far as to say that it ―is never used to 

signify faith in the LXX but always translates the sense of faithfulness‖ (Torrance 1956: 111).  

The classic statement of this remains Martin Buber‘s Two Types of Faith (1951). Buber argues that the 

differences between the Christian and Jewish religious experience lies primarily in the distinction between 

pistis and ˒emunâ, believing in something and fidelity. Buber, of course, approached the question from an 

existentialist point of view. He was especially concerned with the ―objectification‖ of God in the Christian 

act of faith.  

This distinction can also very clearly be found in the examination of the Hebrew Bible and the models 

of faith which are present there. The central texts are Gen 15:6 and Hab 2:4. But these two texts need to 

be seen in the context of the description of faith in the Hebrew Bible.  

C. Biblical Descriptions of Faith  

Faith is described rather than defined in the Hebrew Bible. The description tends to be used in two 

ways, one where the relationship of Israel to Yahweh is described and the other where the relationship of 

certain key figures to Yahweh is described. Two models are clear, Abraham and David. One could 

certainly add others (Jacob, Joseph, Moses, Ruth, Deborah, etc.), but in a sense Abraham and David are 

paradigmatic for an understanding of faith. The common characteristics of the two are their unswerving 

loyalty to Yahweh even in the face of what appear to be insurmountable obstacles, and second is the 

purely gratuitous character of their chosenness.  

1. Abraham. In a way Abraham best exemplifies the notion of faith in the religion of ancient Israel. 

Perhaps that is the key role from a purely theological point of view that Abraham plays. The faith story of 

Abraham is clearly a conflation of varied traditions and so the role of Abraham is not to be seen as some 

well-delineated historical chronicle. Rather Abraham, Jacob, and Joseph (Isaac plays a very slight part in 

the history) found and articulate the notion of ―relationship‖ which is at the root of the Yahweh-Israel 

connection. The stories about them are told almost as ―afterthoughts‖ to this primary notion. They come 

from the classic traditions, traditions amalgamated over time and first clearly documented in the Davidic-

Solomonic monarchy (CMHE, 294–95).  

Von Rad argues that the oldest statement of faith in the Hebrew Bible is found in Deut 26:5, the 

―wandering Aramean‖ story. In that statement he notes: ―the events in the saving history up to the 

conquest were still very simply enumerated as facts in chronological sequence, without any special 

theological connection being brought out between the patriarchal era and that which followed or between 

the individual facts themselves generally‖ (ROTT 1: 170). He further argued that the story of the 

patriarchs was to be seen as a history of ―promise and fulfillment‖ (ibid.). The absence of tradition, cult, 

priesthood, and calendars, the utter simplicity and unquestioning character of the narrative, he thought, all 

indicated a developed and conscious theological view, rather than evidence of ―primitive religion‖ in 

early Israel.  

If one examines the story of Abraham from Genesis 12–15 it is most striking that the whole emphasis is 

on the notion of testing. Leaving aside the gratuitous character of the choosing (to which we will return), 

what is uppermost in the stories is the sense that this is a test, almost Jobian in its premises. Abraham is 

given divine instructions without explanations and is expected to fulfill these instructions 



unquestioningly. This he does over and over. Despite the hesitancy and ridicule he encounters from his 

wife and family, he leads them on in response to the demands.  

Now the rationale for the response lies surely in the promise. ―Leave your own country, your kinsmen, 

and your father‘s house, and go to a country that I will show you. I will make you into a great nation. I 

will bless you and make your name so great that it shall be used in blessings‖ (Gen 12:1–2). But again the 

promise is based on a logical impossibility, since Abraham is ―old‖ and since he has no offspring, and 

since Sarah is barren. The whole idea that this promise represented a real possibility is ludicrous. It may 

have represented what Johnson said of the second marriage of a friend, ―the triumph of hope over 

experience,‖ but it clearly did not represent a measured response. This same motif of the impossible 

dream occurs again and again in this narrative, reaching its peak in Gen 18:12 where Sarah laughs.  

But the promise is fulfilled in Genesis 21. Only the tale is not finished because, immediately after, 

Yahweh tests a final time in the story of the binding of Isaac (Genesis 22). Again von Rad writes 

extensively on this.  

That which happened to Abraham in this story is called in the very first verse a ―testing.‖ For in 

commanding Abraham to offer up Isaac, God apparently destroys his whole continually reiterated 

promise to Abraham. All the blessings which he had promised to bring about were all bound up with 

Isaac. The story of the offering up of Isaac goes beyond all the previous trials of Abraham and pushes 

forward into the realm of faith‘s extremest experience where God himself rises up as the enemy of his 

own work with men and hides himself so deeply that for the recipient of the promise only the way of 

utter forsakenness by God seems to stand open.  

(ROTT 1: 174)  

The story of Abraham contains the notion of promise and fulfillment as von Rad shows. But that aspect is 

not sufficient, for surely Abraham‘s relationship with the God whom he worshiped was much more 

complex than this. Abraham was tested and the testing it would seem was not peripheral to but 

foundational for the relationship.  

It might be helpful to consider a further remark of von Rad concerning the patriarchal narratives. ―For it 

is by no means the case that the later Israel simply projected herself and the theological ordering of her 

life and problems back into the era of the ancestors. Rather she here depicted a relationship to God of a 

quite peculiar and unique character‖ (ROTT 1: 125).  

It would be important to note that it is in this complex of narratives that the Hebrew Bible uses the word 

―faith‖ in a sense close to what contemporary theologies mean (Gen 15:6). But as we noted earlier it 

occurs in this sense only twice in the Hebrew Bible.  

2. David. The second figure we should consider in the notion of faith in ancient Israel is David. David 

has, of course, much greater historical data in his stories but, as is evident from the two variants of his 

origins (1 Samuel 16 and 17), there is considerable legend and lore associated with him. Whatever the 

purpose of hero stories may have been, it is David‘s peculiar relationship with Yahweh that interests the 

writer. Whether David was chosen out of the sons of Jesse by an oracle to Samuel, or emerged as a war 

hero out of the conflicts with the Philistines, he is established clearly in the court of Saul as a rival to Saul 

and to his dynasty. It is in this rivalry that the book of Samuel is set, and the reflection on the issues of 

kingship itself and then on the character of the two first kings, Saul and David, is the theological point of 

the book.  

The story of David cannot be disconnected from the Deuteronomistic History. The whole piece of the 

Deuteronomistic work and reflection is intimately woven together. And the most astonishing aspect of the 

story is the utter gratuitousness of the relationship and the way in which ―chosenness‖ supplements 

―testing‖ as the central piece of the work.  

Once we begin to consider the model of David we are necessarily compelled to examine the notion of 

covenant as it pertains to the faith of ancient Israel. In a very brief synopsis we ought to note that there are 

two distinct ―covenants‖ in Israel. See also COVENANT. The Sinai covenant articulates a relationship 

based on mutual (although as this pertains to Yahweh the term is certainly analogical) obligations and 

promises: ―You shall be my people. I shall be your God‖ (Exod 19:5). ―You only have I known of all the 



families of the earth; therefore I will punish you for all your iniquities‖ (Amos 3:2). The second is an 

unconditional covenant or a covenant of grant (Weinfeld 1970: 185). The Davidic covenant falls into this 

latter category. The promises made to David do not depend on David‘s future responses or those of his 

descendants. The oath which Yahweh takes on behalf of David is the result of David‘s previous activity. 

―In other words, it is the ancestor who is the human partner in the covenant‖ (Levenson 1985: 101).  

David‘s actions are clear enough. He is called. He responds. He serves Yahweh‘s purpose. He is the 

agent of historical change in Israel. He is the instrument of God‘s power against the enemies of Israel. For 

the Hebrew Bible David is the paradigm of the faithful Israelite. David‘s fidelity is manifested in his 

history, by which is meant that David‘s life history is the model of fidelity. His activities prosper as he 

obeys the call(s) of Yahweh. His victories over the Philistines contrast sharply with the continuous failure 

of Saul and his descendants to achieve the goals of the promised land. Of course, one could argue that the 

events are constructed to prove the claim or that David‘s political astuteness is mythologized into a 

religious calling. And from a historical-critical point of view that may very well be. But theologically, or 

perhaps more correctly, as a lesson in faithful living, David‘s intense loyalty, his unswerving devotion to 

the cause of extending the land which God had promised to Abraham, those things make David the 

paradigm. He listened and obeyed unquestioningly (again in sharp contrast to Saul). So he achieved goals, 

and the goals he achieved made real the divine promise.  

Thus, as in the binding of Isaac, David too was ―tested,‖ not so much in specific acts, but in the whole 

thrust of his life. His life‘s actions are a response to the call he had received. And, as a result of his 

fidelity to the call of Yahweh, he is made the bearer of unconditional promises from God.  

Thus, in Abraham and in David, the two poles of the life of faith in the Hebrew Bible are illustrated: in 

Abraham obedience and fidelity, in David chosenness and reward. The Hebrew Bible does not contrast 

these two as if they represented opposites. Rather in its narrative and its structure it continually illumines 

now one side, now the other of this model of fidelity.  

3. Prophets. Another important model of the life of fidelity is the prophet. The prophetic message 

reflects not primarily an ethical instruction, but rather a call to an ongoing relationship of trust. If one 

considers the parade example of ―faith‖ in Isa 7:9, where Ahaz‘s timidity is reprimanded by a reminder of 

the power of Yahweh (Pfeiffer 1959: 160–62), it is clear that the faith which Ahaz is called to exhibit is 

not an intellectual act but an act of trust in the action of the God of Israel.  

Further, the examples of the prophetic call and mission demonstrate over and over again that what is 

required is not understanding but trust. The prophet does not seek to understand God‘s way or God‘s call 

to him but seeks to respond to an imperative by acting appropriately. In fact, of course, it is often the case 

that reason and understanding serve as barriers to responding (Jer 15:10–18).  

The opposite of faith in the prophets is not unbelief; it is apostasy, because the faith which is required is 

not an act of assent but a commitment to a tradition, to a body of received things. The prophetic faith is 

clearly based in the covenant, especially the Sinai covenant, and expresses itself in acts of fidelity, not in 

creedal formulas. The passage of Jeremiah at the Temple gate (chap. 7) is quite illustrative. The 

interpretation of this passage as a polemic against temple worship is a complete misunderstanding of the 

context and scope, indeed the power of the passage. The prophet does not condemn temple or priests, or 

ritual—quite the opposite. He condemns the contempt of these, the reduction of these ―holy things‖ to 

mere formulas. He asserts the fundamental necessity of conversion of heart in the act of doing those 

things which are required, because to do these things without an upright heart is to apostasize and be 

unfaithful.  

In this the prophetic message reflects the Deuteronomistic proposition that faithfulness consists in the 

acknowledgement and keeping of commandments (ROTT 1: 379).  

D. Believing and Doing  

Again, it is important to reiterate the basic idea that faith in the Hebrew Bible is a multifaceted idea 

which is more clearly exemplified than explained. Perhaps to further illustrate the point we might consider 

a series of other texts related to the Hebrew notion of faithfulness.  

Mic 6:8  



God has told you what is good  

and what is it that the Lord asks of you?  

Only to act justly, to love loyalty;  

to walk wisely before your God.  

Here the notion of fidelity is tied to the actions of the ―good‖ person. This is a classic text for ―activist‖ 

religion, but, in fact, it really addresses a more fundamental notion: the tight connection between 

believing and doing.  

Deut 30:1–2  

… If you turn back to him and obey him and obey him heart and soul in all that I command you this 

day, then the Lord your God will show you compassion and restore your fortunes.  

In this passage faith is seen as a response to a command of God. And the reward of faith (a loving 

relationship to Yahweh) is conditioned on that obedience. So we find the theme of ―commanded love‖ 

(Moran 1963: 83–87). Obedience is an essential element in the faith relationship. All the ―models‖ of faith 

were obedient first and foremost.  

Jer 29:10–14  

If you invoke me and pray to me, I will listen to you: when you seek me, you shall find me; if you 

search with all your heart, I will let you find me … I will restore your fortunes and gather you again 

from all the nations and all the places to which I have banished you.  

There are two important aspects of Hebrew faith in this passage. First, the faithful seek God. They not 

only wait for God, they actively search for God and for God‘s purpose. And this search is a total 

commitment (with all your heart). And this search is not an intellectual quest (with all your heart). The 

second point to be noted in the text is the historical consciousness which grounds the relationship. The 

relationship is not ethereal but real, concrete, earthly (prosperity, return from exile, restoration).  

Ps 103:17–18  

But the Lord‘s love never fails those who fear him, his righteousness never fails their sons and 

grandsons who listen to his voice and keep his covenant, who remember his commandments and obey 

them.  

The Psalms, of course, reflect the worship of Israel, and so the theme of the Psalms leads us into the heart 

of the believer‘s self-understanding. The notions that stand out here are (a) the fidelity of God, (b) the 

obedience of the follower, and (c) the remembrance of the acts of God.  

God‘s fidelity is foundational. ―The words ‗faith‘ and ‗to believe‘ (he˒e i ) do not properly describe a 

virtue or quality of man, in the sense that virtues such as prudence or courage are ascribed to him, they 

describe man taking refuge from his own frailty and instability in God who is firm and steadfast‖ (Hebert 

1955: 374).  

Obedience we have already discussed. So finally there is the notion of remembrance (Heb zi   rô ). 

This important notion identifies the historical and ―eschatological‖ dimensions of the faithful life as a 

catalytic concept for understanding the faith of the Hebrew Bible. But before discussing this idea and its 

role in understanding the faith of the Hebrew Bible, it is necessary to recapitulate what has been discussed 

already.  

We have explored the etymological data in the Hebrew Bible from which it should be clear that faith 

and fidelity are intertwined inextricably in the Hebrew Bible, that is, faith is primarily not an intellectual 

act but an attitude which encompasses the two-sided sense of the root ˒mn: steadfastness, which addresses 

the concept of acts of obedience; and trust or confidence, which rests on the notion of God‘s constancy 

and fidelity. Moreover, there is a dual sense associated with trust: one aspect touches the notion of hope 

and future directedness; and the other alludes to the idea of assent, but not assent to a proposition so much 

as assent to a way of life that is consistent with the claims of God upon the community.  

There is an important factor present in all the texts that ought not to be overlooked. That is the sense of 

faith as residing in a community. It would require another lEngthy article to elaborate on the notion of the 

individual and the corporate in the Hebrew Bible, but it seems fairly clear that at least in its early phases, 

or at least in the presentation of its early phases, the faith of Israel was seen primarily as a relationship 



between the faithful community and Yahweh. It was not a ―conversion‖ experience that brought 

individuals to faith. It was their inclusion in the community of Yahweh, the People of the Lord.  

It is sometimes argued that the evolution of Israel‘s religion from the epic narrative to the prophetic 

interpretation includes the notion of a change in the nature of faith from a community-based to an 

individually-based idea. Both von Rad and Vischer argued for the origins of Israel‘s idea of faith in 

corporate notions. Von Rad saw it emerging from the Holy War ideology, and Vischer saw it coming 

from the cult. Many have argued that the prophetic faith uncoupled the notion of individual faith from the 

faith of the community (Pfeiffer 1959: 163). Such evidence as we have gives no clear indication either 

way. But the intellectual movements of the late biblical period did involve a general development of the 

notion of individuality, so such a development in the religion of Israel would not be surprising. Moreover, 

in the late biblical period, after the Maccabean revolt, the whole question of which community 

represented the faithful Israel necessarily involved the notion of the holiness and fidelity of the members. 

Apocalyptic ideas of sin, evil, punishment, reward, and the like also influence the notion of faith.  

To attempt to identify the chief among all the strands that are interwoven in the notion of Hebrew faith 

is an awesome task. It may be, also, a fruitless and even deceptive task. Believers and scholars, historians, 

and the curious all look for the unique and special qualities of Israel‘s faith. And because the search often 

begins with the conclusion, the quest is simply confirmation.  

Further, the faith of the OT is alive and well in a living community, indeed in a number of living 

communities of faith. And so there is a history and a course of development that each of the communities 

keeps, cherishes, studies, and elaborates. So the task of commentary is not uncharted. Indeed, the tasks 

may be so well charted that there is very little room for comment.  

E. OT Faith in Holistic Perspective  

At the risk of reviving a long debate over biblical theology, it seems appropriate to comment finally on 

the faith of the OT from a holistic point of view. It is a progressive development that comes from a 

common and identifiable source, because, whatever the manner of its development, every development 

claimed continuity with the original.  

1. Remembrance. It seems that among the many themes and strands thus far explored, one in particular 

might serve as the central focus of Israel‘s faith: the idea of ―remembrance‖ (Heb zi   rô ). The core of 

Israel‘s faith is found now, as it always has been, in the elements of the Seder meal and celebration of 

Passover. Since the Mosaic period the community of Israel has gathered on the 14th day of Nissan (or the 

appropriate alternatives in history) to celebrate, to pray, and to remember. The central notion among these 

three, in the writer‘s view, is that of remembering.  

The notion of remembrance as a central religious concern in the culture of the ANE can be illustrated in 

the Aramaic inscriptions from Zinjirli, where the king predicates the blessing of God toward his offspring 

on their fidelity to the remembrance of the king‘s name and deeds forever (KAI 214.21). So much of our 

knowledge of the culture and religion of the ANE is built precisely on the habit of memorializing. And, as 

with the Pannamū inscription, remembrance is not a single act of recollection. It is in effect the re-creation 

of the deed.  

―Moses said to the people, ‗Keep this day in remembrance, the day you came out of Egypt from the 

house of slavery, for it was by sheer power that Yahweh brought you out of it‘ ‖ (Exod 13:3–4).  

For ask now of the days that are past, which were before you, since the day that God created man upon 

the earth, and ask from one end of heaven to the other, whether such a great thing as this has ever 

happened or was ever heard of. Did any people ever hear the voice of a god speaking out of the midst of 

the fire, as you have heard, and still live? Or has any god ever attempted to go and take a nation for 

himself from the midst of another nation, by trials, by signs, by wonders, and by war, by a mighty hand 

and an outstretched arm, and by great terrors, according to all that the Lord your God did for you in 

Egypt before your eyes?  

But take care what you do and be on your guard. Do not forget the things your eyes have seen, nor let 

them slip from your heart all the days of your life; rather—tell them to your children and your children‘s 

children.  



(Deut 4:9–10)  

It is this remembering that is the essence of the faith of Israel. In the stories of Israel‘s triumphs and its 

tragedies, through glory, destruction, love, and hate, fidelity and apostasy are the two constant and 

enduring aspects of Israel‘s remembrance of Yahweh‘s deeds. In the retelling of the myth of the fateful 

night on which the angel of death passed by the Israelite children to destroy Egypt‘s firstborn, Israel‘s 

whole meaning is gathered. So even today, among all the religious ceremonies and cultic acts we 

experience or learn about, there is no more solemn or sacred night, no more poignant or ―pregnant‖ 

question than this which the youngest child is to ask: Why is this night different from every other night?  

2. Faith Confronts Fear. At the beginning as now, the question confronts the very nature of faith itself, 

because faith in the OT, as all faith by its very nature, confronts fear. Not just fear, but the fear. The fear 

that limits the possibilities of human life—fear of death, fear of self, fear of the universe. And Israel‘s 

faith asserts that the universe of human experience is the domain of human freedom.  

When you raise your eyes to heaven, when you see the sun, the moon, the stars, all the array of heaven, 

do not be tempted to worship them and serve them.  

(Deut 4:19–20)  

What both enthralls and enslaves human beings is this overpowering sense of being unable to control not 

just nature, but one‘s destiny. What the faith of Israel affirms in the Seder and Passover is to place 

humanity under the power not of nature, or fate, or political, or economic forces, but in the power of the 

God of Life itself. And so it confirms the ultimate freedom of the believers.  

But this freedom was not left abstract. This freedom is founded on a relationship, and this relationship is 

described in a significant way through the analogy of a covenant. The covenant analogy illustrates the 

tension between the Creator God and God‘s creative partner—the human community—and specifically 

the community of Israel as the chosen instrument of the divine love. And since God declares humanity 

free and gives over to it the power to create nature anew, and further, since God requires the exercise of 

this dominion as a condition for ongoing relations, the stage is set for the long drama of conflict between 

the divine and the human, between this world and the world to come, time and eternity, between moral 

absolutes and ethical compromise. It is a monumental struggle exquisitely illustrated in the story of Job, 

who serves as a brilliant metaphor of the faithful models (Moses, Abraham, David) discussed above.  

Because the faith of Israel rests on this strange and unique relationship between the believing 

community and God, it is always difficult and dangerous to try to explain it too carefully. The danger of 

the covenant analogy is to reduce this creative tension to a somewhat narrow, legalistic idea. It is rather a 

co-creative union. And the danger of historicizing the faith of Israel is that one fails to Engage the journey 

that this co-creative union represents. The journey does not deny the history. It simply refuses to 

absolutize the history. The history of Israel is not past- but future-oriented. God is not bound. God is not 

predictable except that his ḥesed endures. So, wherever hope triumphs over despair (or logic), wherever 

justice vanquishes injustice, wherever the creative potential of humanity emerges to respond to the needs 

for life, for love, for the solution to social, political, or economic problems, there the God of Israel is 

affirmed. God gives existence its completeness.  

These triumphs come at a cost, however. The compulsion to seek security gives the status quo a 

legitimacy to challEnge God, since it seeks to answer rather than to ask questions. So the prophetic 

element emerges as a vital part of the faith of Israel. Prophets reveal the eternal in the temporal, proclaim 

the future against the present, and make the remembrance of God real.  

Bibliography  
Alfaro, J. 1961. Fides in Terminologia Biblica. Greg 42: 463–505.  
Antoine, P. 1938. Foi. DBSup 3: 276–91.  

Barr, J. 1961. Semantics of Biblical Language. Oxford.  

Buber, M. 1951. Two Types of Faith. Trans. P. Goldhawk. London.  

Ebeling, G. 1963. Word and Faith. Trans. J. W. Leitch. Philadelphia.  

Gelin, A. 1955. La foi dans l‘AT. LumVie 22: 431–42.  

Hebert, A. G. 1955. Faithfulness and Faith. Theology 58: 373–79.  

Levenson, J. 1985. Sinai and Zion. New York.  



Michalon, P. 1963. La foi, rencontre de Dieu et Engagement envers Dieu, selon l‘AT. NRT 85: 587–600.  

Moore, G. F. 1927. Judaism. 2 vols. Cambridge.  

Moran, W. S. J. 1963. The Ancient Near Eastern Background of the Love of God in Deuteronomy. CBQ 25: 82–87.  

Pfeiffer, E. 1959. Glaube im Alten Testament. ZAW 71: 151–64.  

Procksch, O. 1950. Theologie des alten Testaments. Gütersloh.  

Segalla, G. 1968. La fede come opzione fondamentale in Isaía e Giovanni. SPat 15: 355–81.  

Smend, R. 1967. Zur Geschichte von h˒ y . Pp. 284–90 in Hebraische Wortforschung: Festschrift W. Baumgartner. VTSup 

16. Leiden.  

Torrance, T. F. 1956. One Aspect of the Biblical Conception of Faith. ExpTim 68 (57): 111–14.  

Weinfeld, M. 1970. The Covenant of Grant in the Old Testament and in the Ancient Near East. JAOS 90: 185.  

Weiser, A. 1967. Erwägungen zu h˒  . VTSup 16: 372–86.  

———. 1968. Glauben im AT. ZTK 65: 129–59.  

JOSEPH P. HEALEY  

NEW TESTAMENT  

In the NT ―faith‖ belongs to the terms of self-definition of what is later called ―Christianity.‖ It is thus 

not advisable to determine the NT meaning of ―faith‖ on the basis of a phenomenological investigation. In 

order to do this, one needs to ascertain the general concept of faith, which can be done only by reference 

to the history of Christian theology. For this reason, the following article follows the Greek vocabulary 

closely: however, the investigation of such a central theological category cannot remain purely lexical; 

much more, it must determine the sense which the word conveys.  

———  
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A. The Word “Faith”  

The noun ―faith‖ is the very consistent translation of the Greek word pistis, and the verb ―to believe‖ 

translates the Greek verb pisteuein. Other than in the Germanic languages (German: Glaube and glauben; 

Scandinavian: troen and troer), the Romance languages translate the noun and verb using different stems 

(French: foi and croire), just as the Latin language consistently rendered pistis with fides and pisteuein 

with credere. Because in the English language ―believe‖ corresponds to ―belief‖ (just as in German 

glauben corresponds to Glaube), the noun ―faith‖ goes back to the Latin fides.  



Just as the Latin translation of the Bible had influenced the language of Western theology, the other 

ancient translations provided, respectively, precise equivalents for what in the Semitic languages appeared 

as ˒mn. As the result of Bible translations, ―faith‖/―to believe‖ came to occupy a central position in the 

Christian language tradition. Recent translations of the Bible societies, produced for the purpose of 

missionary activity, often deviate from this straightforward way of translating, so that often a single word 

does not satisfy the translators. This is not unrelated to the fact that ―faith‖ is not a general phenomenon in 

all religions; rather, this central meaning was gained first in Christianity. This is clearly related to the 

Jewish language tradition, which, in addition, Islam took up in its own way. In Buddhism, Hinduism, or 

other religions unrelated to Christianity, Judaism, and Islam, to inquire as to the meaning of ―faith,‖ as it 

is always interpreted, leads nowhere or at least to the conclusion that ―faith‖ is in no way such a central 

category as in the religions of the West.  

B. Greek  

The Greek words which come from the root pist- have a broad range of meanings, which correspond to 

belief, confidence, trust, faith/faithfulness (LSJM 1407f.). The noun appears first in Theognis (66, 831, 

1137, 1244) with the meaning ―confidence,‖ ―trustworthiness‖ (the passage listed in LSJM 1408, Hesiod, 

op. 372, appears only in later manuscripts). The opposite of pistis is apistia (Theog. 1831). The noun and 

verb have technical meanings in the linguistic fields of law and philosophy.  

1. Legal Usage. In legal language pistis conveys, in addition to the general meaning of 

―trustworthiness,‖ the special meaning of ―guarantee,‖ ―trust,‖ or alternatively ―argument,‖ ―proof,‖ 

which sense one encounters especially in rhetoric. Frequently it is also connected with an oath. The Latin 

legal concept bona fide can be traced back to the Greek with kale pistei. Thus one can show the semantic 

and etymological closeness of fides and pistis; yet the two words are not exactly congruent, as the 

different interpretations of comparing pistis and fides among Greeks and Romans (Polyb. 20.9f.) showed. 

This legal linguistic usage approaches the understanding of what is meant in the NT by pistis, but only 

insofar as it plays a role in the Letter to the Hebrews (see D.8 below) and in Philo (see C.5 below) as the 

pistis of Abraham is connected with God‘s oath. In the Western tradition generally, as it has been 

mediated by Roman law, ―faith‖ remains a legal concept until the present day.  

2. Philosophical Usage. More important than the legal linguistic tradition, however, is the philosophical 

tradition. In the latter one encounters pistis in the sense of ―faithfulness‖ with Pittakos (FVS 10.3.5.13) 

and with Thales (ibid., line 4) in a catalog of virtues. Parmenides uses pistis first in his theory of 

knowledge: pistis alethes in contrast to doxai (―meanings‖ in the sense of ―the true understanding of the 

essence‖; FVS 28 B 1.30; cf. FVS 28 B 8.28). In Empedocles (FVS 31 B 71) pistis is, in opposition to 

―doubt,‖ the understanding of the rightness of an opinion.  

Throughout the Pre-Socratics pistis could mean the entrance to the knowledge of truth; for Plato, 

however, it is the highest step of knowledge only in the realm of the visible. It is in fact superior to 

eikasia, the ―apprehension by means of images‖; for the knowledge of ideas noesis (―understanding‖) or, 

respectively, episteme (―knowledge‖) is necessary, a level completely opposite to dianoia (―thought‖) 

(Resp. 6.511 D–E; 7.533E–534A). The exact opposite of pistis is the sensible world (Ti. 27D–28A); 

suffice it here to say that it does not approach the world of ideas. In opposition to mathesis (―learning‖), 

pistis can be either true or false (Grg. 454D–E). According to Plato, pistis succeeds through rhetoric; 

more importantly, it is the higher art of dialectic which leads to episteme.  

Differently from Plato, Aristotle applies the meaning of ―faithfulness‖ to pistis. In his Rhetoric, the 

different styles of pisteis (―arguments‖) play important roles; this corresponds with the legal linguistic 

usage (see B.1 above). For Aristotle pistis is not the opposite of episteme; rather, it is a step on the way to 

the mathesis (―learning‖) of knowledge, which leads from doxa through pistis to logos.  

In the Stoa, one finds fides (= pistis?) in a citation from Chrysippus, according to Seneca (Ben. 2.31), as 

a virtue of the wise along with pietas (―piety‖) and iustitia (―justice‖). In his doctrine of knowledge, pistis 

was the opposite of apistia (SVF 3.147, no. 548): ―confidence‖ as opposed to ―distrust.‖ According to 

Epictetus and his students, pistis meant the ―faithfulness‖ of the wise man in relation to himself (Diss. 



2.4.1), a virtue certainly among others in which the purpose of life was realized. This corresponds as well 

to a customary Greek usage of pistis as to the Latin usage of fides.  

As soon as early Christianity makes its claim before philosophy (see E below), a self-definition of 

―faith‖ as opposed to the Platonic tradition is dangerous. It would indeed mean that the Christian faith was 

a priori inferior to philosophical knowledge. In this case, philosophers of the Platonic school would find 

that Christianity was an intellectual absurdity.  

3. Greek and Hellenistic Religion. ―Faith‖ as a central category of Greek religious language did not 

exist. The History-of-Religions school and their follower R. Bultmann freely maintained that ―pistis 

became a catchword in those religions which Engaged in propaganda. This did not apply to Christianity 

alone‖ (Bultmann, TDNT 6:181). The texts given as evidence for this assertion about pistis, however, did 

not use the term pistis, or were not unquestionably independent of the usage of Christianity or Judaism. 

Hence, one cannot postulate that ―[a]ll missionary preaching demanded faith in the deity proclaimed by 

it‖ (TDNT 6:181). We will show that what is meant in early Christianity by ―faith‖ cannot be deduced by 

a general religious linguistic usage in the Hellenistic period.  

Bultmann had suspected such a usage first for the Hellenistic period, and he argued in favor of such a 

usage in the Classical period (TDNT 6:179), so that his conclusion concerned the Greek language 

generally (see Barth 1982 and von Dobbeler 1987: 283–303, concerning both parts of Bultmann‘s 

conclusion). He was, of course, correct that pistis and pisteuein were not foreign words in Greek. On the 

other hand, it can be shown in the passages to which Bultmann refers, and in other texts as well, that 

although pistis and pisteuein are encountered in religious texts, they do not form a comprehensive or 

adequate self-definition of religious groups. In Greek tradition, one can refer here to eusebeia (―piety‖); 

the conviction in favor of the existence of gods was formulated as nomizein theous einai (―to hold that 

gods exist‖). Such terminology is to be found first in early Christianity at a later time (see E below). What 

was evidence for a special religious use of language can be seen to be a general usage of language: how 

human beings can believe in or trust the gods, how human words or oracles can be trusted. In contrast, the 

Christian use of ―faith‖ is exclusive, and its object is God alone. pistis and pisteuein are nevertheless 

Greek words and not words foreign to Greek; yet they gained their meanings from the language of Greek-

speaking Jews, as it has been taken up in the NT.  

C. Judaism  

Strongly formative for the language of at least the first generations of early Christians was the Greek of 

Jewish tradition. From Greek-speaking Judaism came not only basic words, but also the framework for 

basic conceptions. All early Christian authors were influenced by it more or less, and particularly were 

they influenced by the language and word choice of the LXX. The point of reference for the NT is 

therefore not the Hebrew Bible as such, but rather Judaism, which for several centuries had taken its place 

in the Greek world, by way of being open to the Greek world or closed off from it.  

1. LXX. The LXX translates with unusual consistency the Hebrew words from the root ˒mn with Greek 

words with the root pist-, while otherwise throughout the LXX, Greek words can correspond to a variety 

of Hebrew words. Most obvious of all is the fact that (em-, kata-) pisteuein translates exclusively (with 

the single exception of Jer 25:8) the Hebrew verb ˒mn in the Hi ˓il and the Ni ˓al conjugations. pistis 

translates only the nouns formed from ˒mn, including ˒mth, which is otherwise translated by aletheia 

(―truth,‖ including especially 22 times in the Psalms for ˒emunâ). This indicates a strong affinity between 

˒mn and pist-, which is conveyed by the meaning of ―trust‖ for both words. This affinity has neither to do 

with similar uses of these words in religious language, nor with similar uses in legal language, which 

accounted for the equivalence of the Greek pistis/pisteuein and the Latin fides/credere.  

Although the NT did not quote Isa 7:9, the LXX translation of this verse, Kai ean me pisteusete, oude 

me synete (cf. Vulgate: Si non credideritis non intelligetis; as well as the Syriac translation), ―if you do 

not believe, you will not understand,‖ became important for the later history of theology (see E below). In 

certain traditions of Greek philosophy, albeit in opposition to Platonism, pistis can be seen to be the 

crucial preliminary stage for knowledge. Irenaeus of Lyons was the first Christian writer to appeal to this 

verse; he used it to show that Christian faith justifies, which philosophical knowledge does not.  



a. Ecclesiasticus. Clearly influenced by the language of the LXX was the Greek translation of a book 

composed originally in Hebrew, the book of Ecclesiasticus, or Jesus ben Sirach. It dates from the second 

half of the 2d century B.C.E. Here again ˒mn is translated by pist-, although the compound verb 

empisteuein is used instead of pisteuein. (Em)pisteuein also translates Hebrew verbs other than ˒mn. The 

ancient wisdom speech includes passages in which ˒mn in the Hi ˓il conjugation appears in the sense of 

―credulity.‖ While in all parts of the Hebrew text of Ecclesiasticus (as much of it as we possess), there is 

no evidence of a connection between ˒   (Hi ˓il) or ˒emunâ to God or to the Law, the Greek translation 

speaks of (em)pisteuein kyrio or nomo (―to be faithful to the Lord‖ or ―to be faithful to the Law‖); and 

this Greek usage is traceable to other Hebrew verbs than ˒   (Hi ˓il) (35[32]:24; 36[33]:3). There exist 

other passages, for which no Hebrew text is available to us, where the Greek translation appears to render 

other Hebrew verbs as well (2:6, 8, 10; 11:21). One can thus see in the Greek translation of Ecclesiasticus 

that ―faith‖ occupies a central position in the understanding of the relationship to God, whereby the Law 

is the document of the will of God. The adjective pistos (1:14) becomes a self-designation of those who 

involved in the Law; Abraham (44:20) and Moses (45:4) become models of ―faith.‖  

b. Wisdom of Solomon. The tendency observed in the Greek translation of Ecclesiasticus is carried 

forward in the Wisdom of Solomon, where in 1:2; 12:2; and 16:26 ―faith‖ becomes a designation of the 

relationship to God, even though in the rest of the book the author follows philosophical language of the 

Greek tradition.  

c. Later Books. In later books of the LXX pist- is used as the overall designation of the relationship to 

God and his Law. This meaning is, however, not limited to the Greek-speaking world, and should not be 

explained as an adaptation in Greek of previous terminology. Rather, pistis became more and more a self-

definition of Judaism, from within its own linguistic world, a world enlarged from the outside only in the 

case of Philo (see C. 5 below).  

2. 4 Maccabees. In 4 Maccabees faith is, above all, the observance of the Law under persecution. 

Included within pisteuein is the meaning of faith in eternal life (7:19). This ―faith‖ appears in a series with 

―philosophy‖ and ―virtue‖ (7:21). Models of faith include Abraham, Daniel, and the three men in the fiery 

furnace (16:22), along with the mother whose seven sons were put to death (15:24; 17:2). In 4 Maccabees 

pist- designates the ability to hold fast to God and his Law.  

3. Qumran. Written in the Hebrew language without direct contact with the intellectual categories of 

Greek, the Qumran texts take as the object of ―faith‖ the commandments (1QpHab 2:14), the covenant 

(2:4), the interpretation of the words of the prophets by the priests (2:6), and the interpretation of the Law 

by the ―teacher of righteousness‖ (8:1–3). It may well be that this understanding of faith in Judaism was 

influenced by Deuteronomy (9:23) or, respectively, by the Deuteronomistic tradition (2 Kgs 17:14), as 

well as by Hab 2:4. The Hebrew text of Hab 2:4a is unclear; 2:4b is to be translated as follows: ―the just 

shall live by his faith‖ (RSV). This statement is founded upon a declaratory form, wherein life is promised 

to the just (e.g., Ezek 18:9). In Hab 2:4 faith stands for life, corresponding to the life-promising 

commandment of God, which is in response to the faithfulness of God, just as the righteousness of the 

righteous corresponds to the righteousness of God. After the closing of the canon of the Hebrew Bible, the 

righteousness of the righteous was defined in this way: that they hold fast to the will of God revealed in 

the Law. Turning to this God means ―to come to believe‖ (Jonah 3:5; Jdt 14:10). See also FAITH (OT).  

4. The Wider Sphere. That ―faith‖ has become a term of self-definition of Judaism in the times 

preceding early Christianity, cannot indeed be explained by the encounter of Judaism with the Greek 

world. This concept developed within a sphere little affected by such an encounter, and the equivalence of 

pist- and ˒mn evidenced in the LXX transferred into the Greek-speaking world. Immediately arose the 

problem of how such a self-definition could be made understandable in connection with the Greek 

language.  

In the wider sphere of early Jewish Greek literature, pist- is in any case used as, in Greek usage, it refers 

to ―faithfulness‖ (Pseudo-Hecataeus and Pseudo-Phocylides), ―trustworthiness‖ (Ezekiel the tragic 

writer), ―to trust‖ (Pseudo-Phocylides). The definition of pist- as a relationship to God is indeed lacking in 

the Letter of Aristeas and in Joseph and Asenath. The texts collected in the Corpus Papyrorum 



Judaicarum, which displays the everyday use of Greek words, provide only pistis and pisteis, respectively, 

in the sense of legal terminology (CPJ 143.17; 146.44; 490.4; 508.5; cf. 424.6, 450.31). In the inscriptions 

of the Corpus Inscriptionum Judaicarum we find pistis once as ―faithfulness‖ (CIJ 1451.4); in the same 

collection the meaning of fides appears twice (CIJ 72.3; 64.1), along with one occurrence of the meaning 

vera fides (―reliable pledge,‖ CIJ 476.7). The fragments of literary texts, especially Jewish texts, which 

are contained in papyri and inscriptions, therefore, demonstrate a great restraint in the use of pist- as a 

self-definition; it is much easier to identify a familiarity with the possibilities of the meanings of words in 

Greek.  

5. Philo. Philo of Alexandria is the first theologian known to us who represents his Jewish tradition as 

pistis. He clearly follows the Greek usage which connects pistis (―faithfulness‖) with the oath or employs 

pistis to mean ―proof‖; yet he also uses the phrases pisteuein to theo and pistis pros theon (―to believe in 

God‖/―to be faithful to God‖) as a central part of his representation of the ―Mosaic philosophy.‖ In this 

connection, he attaches great importance to the story of Abraham and especially to the passage Gen 15:6; 

concerning Moses, he refers not to Exodus 4 but Num 12:7. pistis to theo is, throughout, the opposite of 

putting trust in the creature or in vain reasonings; it is, rather, turning to the one who alone is truth and 

stands over and above the creature. The interpretation of Gen 15:6 in Heres 90–101 is a good example of 

how Philo understood pistis (cf. also Abr 262–74). He asks the question of whether pisteuein is worthy of 

praise. He understands pistis to be the most perfect of virtues (91); it was also a virtue in Stoic tradition 

(see B.2 above), although not the most perfect virtue. pistis is not easy to achieve, because of our 

―mortality, which works upon us to keep our trust (pisteuein) placed in riches and repute and office and 

friends and health and strEngth and many other things‖ (92); pistis is ―to distrust created beings …, and to 

trust in God, and in him alone, even as he alone is truly worthy of trust‖ (93). On the second part of Gen 

15:6, Philo remarks ―that nothing is so just or righteous as to put trust in God alone‖ (94).  

In Heres 96–99 Philo explains the journey of Abraham out of Chaldaea (Gen 15:7) as a departure away 

from apistia. Abraham turned away from his trust in the creature to a trust in the Creator. Abraham thus 

became the model for conversion to Judaism as the true way to honor God. The way to faith, according to 

the Aristotelian tradition (see B.2 above) was in mathesis (―learning‖); yet a mathesis which did not 

simply pertain to an investigation of the nature of the world, but a complete transformation: ―to put on 

that surest and most stable quality, faith‖ (Conf 31). In Philo is displayed a self-definition of Judaism as 

pistis under the conditions of Greek philosophical language. Philo obviously cuts himself off from the 

tradition of the Stoa and to Aristotelianism, though not from Platonic tradition. From his biblical texts he 

took up pistis as a key word and interpreted it in categories which were understandable and plausible in 

the Greek philosophical tradition. How difficult such an enterprise was can be seen in the fact that no 

Christian achieved such a synthesis until Clement of Alexandria (see E below).  

6. Josephus. It is interesting to compare Philo‘s use of pist- with that of Josephus, even though in the 

latter‘s representation of the OT he makes use of the word group pist- only where it could be 

understandable to Greek readers. This word group is lacking in Josephus‘ representation of Abraham, just 

as it is lacking, incidentally, in the writings we possess from other Jewish-Hellenistic authors. The 

concept which stands for Judaism as a whole is, according to Josephus, eusebeia (―piety‖); he peri theou 

pistis (―the belief concerning God‖) is only a version of it as teaching (cf. AgAp 2.163–171). The 

meanings of pistis which predominate in Josephus are ―faithfulness,‖ ―pledge(s),‖ ―proof,‖ and he 

registers his description of OT legal passages in the Greek language, whether or not the LXX had pist- or 

the Hebrew text had ˒mn. Otherwise, just as Philo led Josephus in works written for non-Jews, faith in 

Josephus is not a self-definition of Judaism; and nowhere is it visible in Josephus‘ works that ―faith‖ is a 

phenomenon specific to Judaism.  

D. New Testament  

In the NT, in otherwise theologically quite different writings, pist- predominates as a self-definition of 

what the essence of the Christian proclamation is. Lexically, one finds first in the NT the connection 

between pistis and pisteuein through the preposition eis, ―in,‖ a connection made possible by the 

interchangeability of eis, ―in (to),‖ and en, ―in,‖ in Koiné Greek. Such a dominance was prepared for in 



the Greek language of Judaism, which was influenced by the translation of the LXX (see C.4 above); 

those who, through the Diaspora synagogues, had confidence in this specific language, could well 

understand what was meant by, and could take offense at, Christianity‘s frequent use of pistis to define 

itself.  

1. “Faith” and Self-definition. It is therefore indicative that in the later writings of the NT, e.g., the 

Pastoral Epistles (see D.5.), the theological language of Christianity relieved itself of ideas originally 

influenced by Judaism, and went back more strongly to religious ideas traditional in Greek. On the other 

hand, Christianity understood pistis as ―faithfulness,‖ yet it also understood dikaiosyne (―righteousness‖), 

corresponding to Greek tradition, all the more in the ethical sense. Since the Christian canon of the 

Hebrew Bible and the NT passed on pistis so strongly as a self-definition of Christianity, the Christian 

theologians of the 2d and 3d centuries gave up pistis not simply in favor of other categories; but they had 

to take on pistis, and in the Latin-speaking world fides, as fundamental categories (see E below).  

At the beginning of early Christianity, it was not the linguistic usage of Jesus which had formed the 

language of Christian theology. Rather one can see in the NT a variety of traditions, which at the same 

time in Judaism had taken up the developed meanings of pist-, and from them formulated concepts of how 

salvation was accomplished in Jesus. At the beginning there was no unified concept of faith, which was 

interpreted in different ways; yet early Christianity did have a common self-definition of pistis, which 

referred in different ways to salvation accomplished in Christ.  

2. The Jesus Tradition. In the Jesus tradition of the Synoptic Gospels, one encounters pist- quite often. 

A large and obvious block of occurrences of these words is in miracle stories. Since these stories go back 

to stories of Jesus told by the Church, they will be dealt with separately. There are, however, a series of 

passages which use pist- partly in the general sense of ―trust‖ (Mark 13:21 and par.); yet partly these 

passages are to be traced back to the later Church (e.g., Mark 1:15: ―believe in the Gospel‖). The word 

group pist- is lacking in the tradition of the parables which can be unquestionably ascribed to Jesus.  

Jesus had not encouraged ―faith‖ in and of itself. Such a formulation appears first in Matt 18:6 (it is 

lacking in Mark 9:42, although many manuscripts add there the words eis eme [―in me‖] from Matthew). 

In the tradition of the words of Jesus there does appear nonetheless the logion on faith able to remove 

mountains in Mark (11:22–24 [= Matt 21:21f.]. Paul refers to it in 1 Cor 13:2 (Gos. Thom. 24 and 106 

have it without the motif of faith). In Mark, the conclusion of the story lies in the opposition between faith 

and doubt; in Q, where Matt 17:20 has the original version (except for the final ―and nothing shall be 

impossible for you‖) compared with Luke 17:6, the conclusion of the story refers to the discrepancy 

between faith as little as a mustard seed and its ability to remove mountains. This saying is in accordance 

with other sayings of Jesus, proclaiming trust in God alone (e.g., Luke 12:22–34; Matt 6:25–34).  

3. Missionary Language. The missionary language of early Christianity did not take up this linguistic 

usage of Jesus, yet it did use pist- as a central term in the sense of conversion. It is joined in a minor way 

to Jewish language, where, in Jonah 3:5; Jdt 14:10; Wis 12:2; and Philo, Heres 99, pisteuein in the aorist 

tense means ―to come to believe.‖ As opposed to epistrephein (―to turn toward‖) or metanoein (―to change 

one‘s mind‖), which appear as synonymous with pist- (cf. 1 Thess 1:9; Acts 20:21), pist- did not have in 

Greek the meaning or sense of ―conversion.‖ The fact that pisteuein in the aorist, along with pistis, appear 

with this meaning in the NT, is to be explained by the fact that pistis/pisteuein was in both Judaism and 

Christianity a term of self-definition. Paul, for example, reminded his readers in 1 Cor 15:1–11 how they 

came to faith (episteusate, 1 Cor 15:2, 11). He cites there the words he used to preach the gospel to the 

Corinthians, and he uses terms of verbal transmission (―to deliver‖/―to receive‖). The content of this 

gospel is that Christ died for our sins and that he has been raised on the third day (1 Cor 15:3f.); this 

content of the gospel is the content of their faith. ―To come to believe‖ means therefore the acceptance of 

this proclamation. In the letters of Paul noun and verb display a thorough affinity to the Christos-title. 

This title has a firm position in the tradition taken up by Paul in 1 Cor 15:3b–5, where different 

interpretations of the death and resurrection of Jesus are compared. The connection of this precise content 

with pisteuein in the aorist, along with pistis, often is not traceable back to Paul himself; Paul, rather, took 

up already existing early Christian language (cf. Acts 24:24; Col 2:5). Faith has, in this connection, the 



meaning of the acceptance of the proclamation of the death and resurrection of Christos as a final salvific 

event (cf. 1 Thess 4:14; Rom 6:8). The reason why Paul speaks only in 1 Thess 1:8 of faith in God is to be 

found in the fact that in his tradition, faith had this specific content. One should not suppose that faith in 

Jesus stood over against faith in God; rather, faith was in God who in the death and resurrection of Christ 

had accomplished salvation. God is the logical subject of the passively formulated expression concerning 

the resurrection of Christ. This expression of faith did, of course, set itself over against Judaism; yet it did 

not proclaim a new God, but the final salvific activity of God. This faith set itself also against paganism, 

as 1 Thess 1:9–10 shows: the proclamation of the living and true God (in contrast to the idols), along with 

God‘s son, whom God raised from the dead and who will deliver us from the wrath to come. The 

acceptance of this faith meant salvation (1 Thess 5:9–10).  

That God achieved salvation is also a theme of NT miracle stories, while in other ancient miracle stories 

pistis/pisteuein often does not occur. Particularly typical is the story of the healing of the epileptic boy, 

Mark 9:14–29, where faith on the part of the healer, as well as those who seek healing, is a condition for 

the success of the miracle. The connection of pistis with gifts of healing and the working of miracles in 1 

Cor 12:9f. shows that pistis can mean a special charisma of the healers of the sick. In Acts 9:42; 13:12; 

and 14:9, faith is indeed the reaction of the observers of the miracle; this corresponds to the linguistic 

usage of conversion: on the basis of the miracle, faith is present as the act of turning oneself toward the 

proclamation.  

4. The Letters of Paul. The linguistic usage presented above is above all to be found in the letters of 

Paul. For Paul pistis, along with pisteuein in the aorist, means conversion to the proclamation of God, 

who raised Jesus from the dead, a new God for people who were previously pagans, the same God for 

Jews. With the exception of Rom 3:3 and Gal 5:22, where pistis appears with the meaning ―faithfulness,‖ 

pistis always means ―faith‖ in this sense; in the connection pistis Christou the genitive always designates 

the content of faith (cf. otherwise the pairing of eis Christon Iesoun episteusamen, ―we have believed in 

Christ Jesus,‖ and pistis Christou, ―faith in Christ,‖ in Gal 2:16), not the faithfulness of Jesus. Such a 

conversion Paul describes for himself in Phil 3:4b–11 (cf. Gal 1:11–16) as the turning away from the Law 

and the turning toward faith. The Law does not lead to the righteousness of God; only faith does. Faith 

here indeed means salvation, citizenship in heaven (Phil 3:20).  

Programmatic is the connection between justification and faith formulated in Rom 3:21–31, where verb 

and noun appear no less than 9 times. Paul had said in Rom 1:16 that in the gospel the righteousness of 

God has been revealed unto salvation for everyone who believes. This he takes up again in 3:21, now in 

contrast to the Law, even though this righteousness of God is demonstrated from the Law and the 

Prophets. The basis of his argumentation is the christological formula he takes over (3:24–26a), which 

describes salvation as a renewal of the covenant through the redemption by means of the blood of Christ, 

which will suffice for the forgiveness of sins. Paul, however, attaches to the end of the formula the result 

of salvation history, justification by faith in Jesus (3:26b). For this exclusive connection of justification 

and faith (in Christ) Paul appeals in Romans 4 to the story of Abraham, which indeed comes from the 

Law in Gen 15:6, where righteousness is reckoned to him because he believed God. The Jewish traditions 

had always maintained that Abraham had known the Law and kept it (cf. Sir 44:20; Jub. 24:11; among 

other passages), and that Abraham‘s pistis (= faithfulness) had been demonstrated in his readiness to 

sacrifice his son Isaac (cf. Sir 44:20; 1 Macc 2:52). Against this view, Paul maintains that the Law came 

430 years after Abraham, while Jewish tradition since Gen 26:5 had understood Abraham‘s faith as 

resting on his observance of the Law. Paul maintained in Rom 4:9 that Gen 15:6 was said before Abraham 

was circumcised (cf. Gen 17:24). Paul takes as the content of Abraham‘s faith the belief that God gives 

life to the dead and calls into being that which is not (Rom 4:17). This was already interpreted as faith in 

God, who justifies the godless (4:5); at the end of the chapter Paul takes up those who believe in God, 

who raised Jesus, our Lord, from the dead (4:24).  

For Paul, therefore, Abraham becomes the example of conversion, in fact the conversion to the 

proclamation of God who has achieved salvation in Christ. Paul in this way goes back to Jewish traditions 

which held Abraham to be the first proselyte (cf. Jub. 11:16–24; 12:1–18 among others; above all Philo, 



Heres 90–101). In Jewish interpretation, Abraham turned at his conversion to the Law, while Paul sets 

Law and faith as alternatives: Abraham came to faith before he knew the Law. His circumcision was only 

the ―seal of the righteousness by faith‖ (Rom 4:11). Such an interpretation of Gen 15:6 had been spoken 

against by the author of the letter of James (see D.9. below). According to Paul, faith is first of all made 

precise from its content, which achieves salvation; faith is made possible by proclamation (Rom 10:14 f.). 

Indeed, where pistis is used absolutely (cf. especially Gal 3:23–25), without specification of its content, 

this content is understood: faith in God, who in the death and resurrection of Christ has achieved 

salvation, outside of the Law. The triad of faith, love, and hope (1 Thess 1:3; 5:8; 1 Cor 13:13; cf. Col 1:4 

f.; Eph 1:15–18; Heb 10:22–24) is often put forward by Paul; in 1 Thess 5:8 these three ideas are assigned 

to the two parts of disarmament in Isa 59:16. Paul explains the triad thetically, not polemically; the triad is 

not used here as an anti-gnostic attack (Porphyry was the first to understand a way from faith to the 

knowledge of the truth, to love, to hope, in opposition to the Christian insistence on faith). Paul interprets 

the triad in Rom 5:1–5 in the sense of his doctrine of justification: justification by faith (5:1), hope in the 

glory of God (5:2), grounded in the gift of God‘s love (5:5). The three concepts are therefore fulfilled, 

according to their content, through justification.  

5. The Deutero-Pauline Letters. The use of pist- is established in two directions in the Deutero-

Pauline letters. On the one hand, proclamation is established as right teaching, as opposed to heretical 

teaching (cf. Eph 4:5; 1 Tim 4:6); on the other hand pistis as ―faithfulness‖ is understood as a virtue 

which, for example, Timothy should take for his example (cf. 1 Tim 1:5; 2 Tim 1:5, among other places). 

pistis in this double sense is a criterion of opposition to heretics; yet it has otherwise become a central 

term of self-definition. In its internal usage, however, pistis remains a self-definition; although it is 

especially submerged in the Pastoral letters beneath the Greek terms eusebeia or epiphaneia; otherwise 

pistis, like dikaiosyne, is understood as an ethical concept, corresponding to the tradition of Greek usage.  

6. The Synoptic Gospels. a. Mark. Mark locates programmatically at the beginning of the activity of 

Jesus a summary of the proclamation of Jesus (1:15): the nearness of the kingdom of God and the demand 

for conversion and faith in the gospel. In this demand, the early Christian linguistic usage of conversion is 

taken up (see D.3 above). Those addressed by this demand are the readers of the gospel, who should put 

their honest faith in the name of Jesus, as he is presented in the gospel itself (13:21 f.). It is important to 

note that the proclamation of the nearness of the kingdom of God in 4:1–34 is followed immediately by 

the story of the stilling of the sea (4:35–41), in which Jesus reproaches his disciples‘ failure of faith 

(4:40). For Mark, the kingdom of God has come near only in the word of Jesus, not in the situation of the 

destruction of the Temple in the Jewish War; faith in the gospel means, therefore, to hold fast to this 

gospel. Such a faith can remove mountains; Mark 9:14–29 clearly shows that faith, free of doubt, was an 

obvious problem for the readers of Mark.  

b. Matthew. Matthew brings into prominence, out of the Sayings Collection Q (Luke 12:28 = Matt 

6:30), the usage of oligopistia (―little faith‖; Matt 8:26; 14:31; 16:8; 17:20). This usage has parallels in 

rabbinic terminology. According to Matthew (and by way of contrast with Mark), faith is an attitude 

which can be quantitatively expressed as smaller or greater. Since Matthew‘s gospel was written in 

argument with newly forming Judaism after the Jewish War, pist- cannot display the disagreement with 

Judaism as a Christian self-definition; such a self-definition lacks the encouragement to belief (= 

conversion), for example, in Matt 4:17 as compared with its parallel Mark 1:15.  

c. Luke. Luke, in his two-volume work Luke-Acts, takes over from earlier tradition the meaning of pist- 

as ―conversion.‖ It is obvious that in the speeches of Acts, pist- is encountered, in fact, in the speeches 

made to Jews (Acts 16:31; 10:43; 13:39; 20:21; 24:24), but not in those made to gentiles (Acts 14:15–17; 

17:21–31). Luke also shows, therefore, the difference between the internal linguistic usage and such usage 

of language which occurred in Judaism without the influence of the outer world. In contrast to Matthew, 

who defined the Jesus tradition as over against Judaism after the destruction of the Temple, Luke looks 

back into Judaism from the standpoint of his contemporary Church, which was truly formed by gentile 

Christians. Unlike the later apologists, however, who entered the battlefield against Greek tradition, Luke 

revealed himself to be aware of the problem of defining Christianity against its background as pistis.  



7. The Johannine Tradition. a. The Gospel of John. The gospel according to John was written ―that 

you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God; and that believing, you may have life in his 

name‖ (20:31). This passage shows that the content of the gospel is understood to be signs, of which Jesus 

had performed even more than were written in this book (20:30). These ―signs‖ were miracle stories (cf. 

2:11, 23; 4:54; 12:37, among other passages). In contrast to the Synoptic Gospels‘ miracle stories, John‘s 

miracle stories lack the motif of faith which saves (cf. D.3 above). Faith is not the entity that makes 

miracles possible, from the side of the healer or of those who needed the miracle; rather, miracles happen 

in order to compel Jesus‘ followers to believe (2:11, 23; 4:54), who quite occasionally do not do so 

(12:37). John probably took these miracle stories out of a ―gospel of signs,‖ of which indeed the first half 

of the original end of the gospel (as cited above; 20:31a) is to be explained as a summary. This source 

recounted the miracles of Jesus (partially parallel to the synoptic miracle stories) with the purpose of 

awakening faith in Jesus. As the miracle worker of these signs, Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God; one 

would believe in him because he had performed the miracle. The church which stands behind this 

tradition continues this activity of Jesus; the faithful also do miracles, even greater ones than Jesus 

(14:12).  

In the gospel of John this miracle tradition is integrated into a larger connection in which especially the 

self-interpretation of Jesus is expressed in speeches; these speeches partially take up motifs of the miracle 

stories. The speeches make possible not only the faith in the miracles of Jesus; the miracle stories are also 

the proclamation of Jesus, the Christ, the Son of God. Thus faith is not bound to the direct encounter with 

Jesus (in the gospel of John only the verb pisteuein occurs, not the noun pistis). Faith is present on the 

basis of ―witness‖ or ―testimony‖ (1:7; 3:11, 32f.) and is drawn from the word (2:22), and from the words 

(5:46 f.; 6:63) which are continued in the word of the disciples (17:20). The sayings in the gospel of John, 

which are against a linking of faith and sight (20:29; 4:48), refer on the one hand to a continuation of the 

activity of Jesus in the proclamation of the Church; on the other hand, the content of faith refers to a 

specifically Johannine christology, which is to be found in the sayings about the sending of the Son (5:24, 

38; 6:29; 11:42; 12:44; 17:8, 21) and in the sayings about the relation of the Son to the Father (14:1, 10f.; 

16:27, 30f.). The ―I am‖-sayings of the gospel are taken up in 8:24 and 13:19; they mean that in believing 

in Jesus, all human hopes for life, truth, bread, etc., find their fulfilment. Just as in Paul (see D.4 above), 

faith is strongly specified by its content; clearly the content of this faith is not formulated in terms of the 

death and resurrection of Jesus, but in terms of a christology of God‘s sending Jesus into the world. 

Salvation is accomplished in the sending of Jesus; faith, the acceptance of this salvation, means salvation, 

so that the believer already possesses eternal life (3:15f., 36; 5:24; 6:40, 47; 11:25f.) and no longer comes 

into judgment (3:16, 18). ―To believe‖ is thus synonymous with ―to realize‖ (6:69); ―to realize‖ (which, 

like believing, occurs only as the verb, not the noun) means, just as ―to believe‖ does, the acceptance of 

salvation which has already happened. In taking up the linguistic usage and the intention of his ―gospel of 

signs,‖ John therefore specifies the content of faith with the faith that is connected to salvation.  

b. The Johannine Letters. The linguistic usage and intention of the gospel of John is taken up in the 

Johannine letters: faith rests upon evidence (1 John 5:10f.), ―to believe‖ and ―to realize‖ stand side by side 

(4:16). Inside the Johannine tradition, however, the definition of the content of faith is debated (in 1 John 

5:4, one finds indeed the noun pistis), whereas in 1 John 5:1–12 it is formulated against every sort of 

Docetism. The victory over the world has been won because the Son of God ―is come in the flesh‖ (1 

John 4:2). The struggle concerning this confession brings hate into the Church, even though love is 

commanded.  

8. Epistle to the Hebrews. In Hebrews, pisteuein and pistis occur very frequently, although the 

majority of occurrences are in the stereotyped repetition of the noun in chap. 11. pistis which is bound to 

an object is found only in 6:1: ―faith toward God.‖ This occurrence stands in the midst of a list of 

―principles,‖ in parallel to ―repentance from dead works,‖ which indeed recalls the conversion of the 

addressees of the letter. The use of the verb pisteuein in the aorist with the meaning ―to come to faith‖ 

(4:3, in opposition to apistia) also takes up this usage. The verb and the noun, however, are not applied in 

this letter to the widely unfolding christology of the Son, who was appointed as high priest according to 



the order of Melchisedek. The single statement of the content of faith (11:6) takes up a Jewish 

confessional formula: ―that he is, and that he is a rewarder of those who seek after him.‖ Pisteuein and 

pistis occur especially in the paraenetic parts of the letter; the dogmatic basis of Christianity does not 

make use of a self-definition as pistis. Pistis is in this letter, in contrast to Paul and John, not used in 

connection with the christological content of faith, but it marks the way which those who belong to the 

Christ, as Son and High Priest, must follow. The word pistis can be seen to stand behind ―patience‖ 

(hypomone 10:36; 12:1; makrothymia 6:12). pistis means above all ―perseverance,‖ the holding fast to a 

promised hope; it is threatened by apistia as the loss of such a hope. This is unfolded in chap. 11. In 

10:32–34 the author had reminded his readers of ―perseverance‖; the reality of the promise is proven by 

the OT (10:37f.: Isa 26:20 and Hab 2:4; the series is turned about in Hab 2:4). Because of its opposition to 

shrinking back in cowardice (10:38f., according to Hab 2:4), pistis has here the meaning of 

―perseverance‖ or ―endurance‖ in view of the hope. In 11:1 follows a defining sentence; the noun 

hypostasis occurs also in 1:3 and 3:14 and, corresponding to the philosophical linguistic tradition, should 

be translated with ―substance‖ (not ―assurance‖ as in the RSV): ―faith is the substance of things hoped for, 

the proving of things not seen.‖ This sentence is exemplified through the whole chapter with a long series 

of examples from the history of Israel. For Christians, this ―cloud of witnesses‖ should mean those who 

have followed the previously ordained way (12:1); Christ is the model for them as ―author and perfector 

of faith.‖ ―Perfector‖ means that he is the only one who has reached the goal of the way. In Hebrews, one 

sees also the same conception of faith which is used in Philo of Alexandria (see C.5.) in the Stoic sense 

(see B.2.), as an attitude; this is in opposition to how faith is meant in Paul and John as the content of 

belief.  

9. Epistle of James. Only through the genitive object in 2:1, ―of our Lord Jesus Christ in his glory,‖ is 

faith defined christologically in James. As in Hebrews, faith is above all an attitude; so in 2:1 the readers 

are warned against partiality, which is not appropriate to faith. Faith is put to the test through temptations, 

which produces patience. James 1:6 urges the right way to pray, ―in faith,‖ which stands in opposition to 

doubt. The poor are the ones who can be rich in this faith (2:5). In 2:14–26, the theme of ―faith and 

works‖ is handled with the thesis (2:20) that faith without works is useless (cf. 2:17, 26). This section is 

obviously polemically oriented, in contrast to the paraenetic character of the rest of the letter; this polemic 

can only be directed against the theological tradition which emanates from Paul, since Paul first presented 

the expressed antithesis of faith against works. This can be seen from the fact that James, in his examples 

from Abraham and Rahab, uses the catchword ―justification‖ (2:21, 24f.), according to which he spoke of 

deliverance. The Pauline connection, ―works of the Law,‖ is lacking; yet the theme of the Law is indeed 

taken up in 2:8–13, and the addition ―of the Law‖ to ―works‖ can also in the wider transmission of the 

Pauline doctrine of justification be omitted (Eph 2:9; cf. Titus 3:5, among other passages). In Jas 2:19 the 

content of faith is given as a monotheistic confession, which even a demon can say. The passages in 

James given above, outside this polemical section, show that the Pauline definition of faith as holding fast 

to something is contradicted; the sayings concerning the Law in 2:8–13 intentionally do this. We 

encounter in James a massive theological debate between two currents which, particularly in their 

understanding of faith, are diametrically opposed to one another, resulting only in an either/or: in Paul 

pistis is based on the proclamation of the death and resurrection of Christ, resulting in the antithesis of 

faith vs. works of the Law; in James the understanding of pistis is as a Christian virtue, resulting in the 

unacceptability of Paul‘s thesis.  

E. The Early Church  

The NT writings display throughout different settings of what is meant by the same self-definition of 

faith. This is partially because of different ways of taking up Jewish language and Jewish tradition, as 

well as critical dissociations among them. The Church‘s compilation of a canon of the NT did not result in 

a unified concept of faith, just as no unified concept of faith was achieved by the Church‘s connection 

with the Hebrew Bible through its acceptance of the LXX as the first part of a Christian canon.  

The later history of theology was, however, influenced by the canon. Faith was there as a term of self-

definition, and every determination of Christian theology will have to refer back to what is said in the 



canon about faith. Since Paul, Hebrews, and James all had to supply, for example, an interpretation for the 

story of Abraham, this was also true of those who taught about faith. One can see first in Augustine the 

medieval and also the modern theological differentiation between the fides quae creditur and the fides qua 

creditur, i.e., the difference between faith as teaching and faith as behavior, which is in a certain way a 

product of the connection of NT traditions, in which faith is primarily viewed on the basis of its content 

(Paul, John), along with the tradition found in Hebrews and James, as well as Matthew, in which faith is 

viewed primarily from its subjective side. Yet this differentiation is not worthy of recognition in the 

interpretation of biblical writings. In the strictest sense, NT writings were quoted as part of a normative 

canon first in the second half of the 2d century C.E.  

It is in the Apostolic Fathers, however, that one next sees the continuation of the lines of thought which 

we had observed in the writings which would become the NT canon: the line of Hebrews can be seen to 

continue in 1 Clement and the Shepherd of Hermas; the line of Paul continues in Ignatius of Antioch, 

Polycarp, and Justin Martyr in his Dialog with Trypho. These two lines converge in the Epistle of 

Barnabas. The combination of different early Christian understandings of faith occurs, however, in the 

time in which the question of faith of the two sides was yet again asked anew: once in the inner-ecclesial 

debate with Christian Gnosticism, and again in the new, unfriendly discussion with the Greek 

philosophical tradition. Indeed if these two new contexts of the question concerning faith were seldom 

suggested in the NT, and then appear to stand out clearly in the 2d century, then the asking of the question 

has become more radical, and the categories for the designation of faith in both of these horizons must 

first be developed. For this reason, solutions cannot be sought close at hand.  

In the debate with Gnosticism, faith was dealt with primarily as the inner determination of faith, which 

is part of a whole complex of relationships with God, the world, and the human being. Clearly, 

Gnosticism was in no way a unified movement; hence, there was no single terminology developed. Thus 

it should not be surprising that gnostics spoke in entirely positive terms of faith, in which the traditional 

Pauline formulas of ―salvation through faith‖ were taken up or in which the term ―faith‖ was used 

polemically with a newly developed meaning and content; other gnostics, such as the Valentinians, 

exercised caution with respect to ―knowledge‖ (gnosis), which was used by them as a concept opposed to 

―faith,‖ a concept which they devalued. The role of pistis is obvious in the Sethian Paraphrase of Shem 

(NHC VII,1), even though this theme is lacking in the parallel report of Hippolytus, Ref. 5.19–22, as well 

as in other reports of the Sethians. Clearly one does not encounter pistis in the cosmology with the 

otherwise well known triad of Light, Darkness, and Mind, which appears in soteriology along with Spirit, 

pneuma. Since it was related to Light, the demon who became powerful, it led directly to the revelation of 

Faith. pistis finally destroys physis. Pistis is used here as the name of the redeemer, and that is not to be 

explained by way of the Christian tradition, in which Paul established pistis as that which expected the 

Christos (e.g., Gal 3:23–25). The gnostics could also speak very positively about faith, in terms of faith as 

something within the human person, which was not obtained by the previous activity of God in Christ. 

Otherwise it is possible that a devalued sense of faith was meant, e.g., by the Valentinians (according to 

Irenaeus, Haer. 1.6.2), when pistis was assigned to the psychichoi, and these persons were identified with 

the Christians in the Church.  

The decisive difference between Gnosticism and the theologians referred to as orthodox was formulated 

in the ―rule of faith‖ (kanon tes pisteos = regula fidei); pistis, or fides, is there the orthodox position. This 

rule of faith was not something already formulated in a previous confession, such as a baptismal 

confession, which could be brought into play against those who deviated from it. It had to be hammered 

out in a concrete theological debate. It is not surprising that in the very same Church father, the 

formulation of the regula fidei could be, not insignificantly, disagreed with in its actual wording. The 

point of disagreement with the gnostics was that the Creation was not the work of an alien, evil God, but 

the work of the father of Jesus Christ. Another point of disagreement was that Christ was susceptible to 

suffering, and was in fact crucified. In the shadow of this development of the inner-ecclesial debate about 

faith, there stood also a longstanding dispute with Jews concerning what faith is. Here, as one views 

Justin‘s Dialog with Trypho, there are indications that these debates did not take place in a purely literary 



way. The subject of the debates was in what way, given the foundation already laid down by Paul of the 

identity of Christian faith with the OT, the Christian faith could claim ―faith‖ as a self-definition of its 

own, indeed in direct opposition to the Jews.  

More radical than the challEnge of Gnosticism to the Christians, the philosophical tradition brought the 

faith of Christianity into question. In the philosophical tradition, pistis had stood since antiquity among 

the ideas of knowledge. As in the wide circles of Judaism, which were strongly affected by the Greek 

background surrounding them (see C.4 above), where faith was not understood to be a self-definition, so 

also the early Christian apologists attempted to justify Christianity in the face of its Greek and Roman 

background. They used as technical terms of self-definition ideas from the religious and philosophical 

tradition, which did not include faith.  

Particularly obvious is the usage of Melito of Sardis, who used pistis throughout as a self-definition for 

his Christian readers; Justin Martyr also claimed faith for Christianity as a self-definition, denying it to 

Jews. In both of these apologies, insofar as words with pist- are used, the apologists appear embarrassed 

for their philosophically trained readers. Out of the Platonic tradition, in which pistis could mean 

knowledge only in the realm of the world of appearances, came Celsus‘ Alethes Logos (about 178 C.E.) as 

an attack on Christianity. He reproached Christianity directly because of its pistis character, and he 

maintained the superiority of philosophical knowledge over simple pistis on the part of Christians.  

Even before Origen, who took up the debate with Celsus, Clement of Alexandria was preoccupied in the 

second book of his Stromata with the justification of the pistis character, as represented by him, against 

the background of philosophical epistemology. Behind these prepared defenses against philosophers stood 

controversial debates; yet for Clement and for any similarly trained Christians the problem was also inner-

ecclesial. In the following generations, one can see more and more experiments of a Christian philosophy, 

which were carried out with the aid of philosophical epistemology. The problem was eased for Clement 

by the fact that in Stoicism pistis could be understood quite positively as ―confidence,‖ as opposed to 

―vain reasonings‖; thus the problem did not appear here in its full sharpness, as it would in the encounter 

with the Platonic tradition. Clement defined faith as an ―introduction‖ (prolepsis) and as an ―assent‖ 

(synkatathesis), as it developed from Heb 11:1, which he understood to have been written by Paul: ―Faith 

(pistis), however, spoken of as terrible by the Greeks, who hold it to be empty and barbaric, is an 

introduction (prolepsis) out of a free decision, an assent (synkatathesis) with the fear of God‖ (Strom. 

2.8.4). Origen, on the other hand, in opposition to Celsus, relativized the self-definition of faith insofar, in 

his view, that all other religious and philosophical schools claimed faith. Thus Origen made faith a 

general idea, and faith no longer meant the exclusive self-definition of Christianity. The translation of Isa 

7:9 in the LXX and Vulgate, which made faith the presupposition of knowledge, was not to be found in 

the NT, and was first used by Irenaeus to specify the relationship between faith and understanding.  

In the time in which the NT canon was being formed, Christianity was forced by Gnosticism, by 

Judaism, and by philosophical traditions, especially Platonism, to deal with its self-definition of faith; it 

had to make it precise, defend it, and establish it. With roots in Jewish tradition, taken up in different 

ways by Christianity, faith as a self-definition became the criterion for differences both within 

Christianity and outside.  
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DIETER LÜHRMANN  

TRANS. FRANK WITT HUGHES  

“FAITH OF CHRIST”  

The phrase pistis Christou (or its equivalent) occurs eight or nine times in the Pauline corpus (Rom 

3:22, 26; Gal 2:16 [twice], 20; 3:22 [3:26 in P
46

 et al]; Eph 3:12; Phil 3:9). Grammatically speaking, the 

genitive Christou may be objective or subjective. In the former case, its meaning is: ―faith whose object is 

Christ.‖ Thus most modern translations render it ―faith in Christ‖ although one can question whether 

―faith in‖ is equivalent to ―faith whose object is.‖ In the latter case, its meaning is ―faith (fulness) of 

Christ.‖ A modern translation which accepts this meaning is the Hebrew version of Franz Delitzsch, 

which renders it ―the faith of the Messiah.‖ In recent years a number of studies have concluded that Paul 

intended to express a subjective genitive.  

A. Arguments in Favor of the Subjective Genitive  

The construction of pistis followed by the genitive of a person or of a personal pronoun occurs 24 times 

in the Pauline corpus not counting the places where pistis Christou and its equivalent appear. Twenty 

times this construction refers to the faith of Christians, individually or collectively, one time to the faith 

(fulness) of God (Rom 3:3), two times to the faith of Abraham (Rom 4:12, 16) and one time to anyone 

who has his faith reckoned to him for righteousness (Rom 4:5). In all cases the phrase refers to the faith of 

the individual, never to faith in the individual. Kittel (1906: 424) observed that after Paul had used the 

subjective genitive in Rom 3:3 in reference to the ―faith of God,‖ and the subjective genitive in 4:16 in 



reference to the ―faith of Abraham,‖ he would have hopelessly confused his readers unless he intended the 

same grammatical construction in 3:22, 26 to refer to the ―faith of Christ.‖  

A peculiar change of idiom in Gal 2:16 points to the subjective use of the genitive. Paul says that ―a 

man is not justified by the works of the law but through the faith of Jesus Christ, and we believed in 

Christ Jesus, in order that we might be justified by the faith of Christ, and not by the works of the Law.‖ 

The passage makes a distinction in construction by alternately using the genitive to express the faith of 

Christ and eis with the accusative to express man believing in Christ. These phrases can hardly mean the 

same thing; otherwise the sentence is full of redundancies and tautology.  

The use of pistis in Hellenistic Jewish literature supports the subjective genitive. pistis followed by the 

personal genitive is quite rare; when it does appear it is almost always followed by the nonobjective 

genitive. Thus pistis occurs 23 times in the OT Apocrypha. Twice it is followed by the subjective personal 

genitive (Sir 46:15; 1 Macc 14:35) but never by the objective personal genitive. In Philo pistis occurs 116 

times. Twice it is followed by the subjective personal genitive (Spec Leg IV 30, 34); never is it followed 

by the objective genitive. Josephus uses pistis 93 times, four times followed by the subjective personal 

genitive (Life 1.84; AgAp 2.218; JW 3 §6; 6 §330) and one time by the objective genitive (Ant 19 §16). 

This last reference reads: ―provides good evidence (pistin) of God‘s power.‖ In this case pistin does not 

refer to the active faith of a person and consequently is unparallel to the construction pistis Christou.  

From the above statistics one can argue that it was inappropriate to the Hellenistic Jewish mentality to 

express the object of faith by means of the objective genitive. Though a theoretical case can be made for 

it, in actual practice it does not occur. Characteristically the writers use the preposition when they wish to 

express the object of faith. Thus such phrases as pistis pros ton Theon frequently occur (4 Macc.15:24; 

Philo Mut 201). But never does pistis followed by the genitive of person appear with this meaning. 

Conversely, the genitive of person is used after pistis when the construction expresses the subject of the 

implied action. Thus frequently such phrases occur as ten pistin tou Simonos (1 Macc 14:35) and tou 

 lethous …  istis (Joseph. Vita 84), each referring to the faith of the person(s) involved.  

The early versions of the NT (the Syriac, Latin, and Coptic) make it clear that the early Church 

understood pistis Christou to mean ―faith (fulness) of Christ.‖ The evidence is as follows. The Peshitta 

renders pistis Christou as haymanutha dameshiḥa, ―the faith of Christ‖ (or the like) in all 9 occurrences in 

the Pauline corpus. On occasion it uses the anticipatory He to express the genitive relationship and in 

doing so it renders the phrase even more explicitly to mean ―the faith of Christ.‖ In Gal 2:16, for example, 

the Syr reads: demen haimanutheh dameshiḥa  e˒dadaq, ―that by his faith, that of the Messiah, we might 

be justified.‖ There can be no doubt; the translator understood the genitive to be subjective and the 

meaning of the phrase to be ―the faith of Christ.‖ The Syriac, on the other hand, clearly distinguishes this 

from phrases that mean ―believing in Christ.‖ For the latter the Syriac uses the preposition to convey the 

meaning. Thus in Gal 2:16 it reads: ˒aph ḥenan beh beyeshu meshiḥa haymen, ―and we believed in him, in 

Jesus the Messiah.‖ This renders the parallel Greek phrase, eis Christon Jesoun episteusamen.  

The Vg always renders pistis Christou literally fide Christi, ―the faith of Christ.‖ In addition it always 

maintains a clear distinction between this phrase and the act of our believing in Christ. It translates the 

latter in Christo credimus. The consistency with which the Latin makes this distinction makes it clear that 

the Vg translator(s) understood pistis Christou as a subjective genitive.  

The Sahidic version renders pistis Iesou Christou consistently t istis   is   e  s , ―the faith of Jesus the 

Christ.‖ The Sahidic distinguishes this from ―faith in Christ Jesus‖ by rendering the latter  istis h    e  s  

  s . Again there can be no doubt; the two concepts were kept distinctly separate by the different renditions 

in the Sahidic version.  

Although an account of all the versions of the Church lies beyond the scope of this survey, it appears 

that translations of the NT used throughout the Middle Ages understood pistis Christou as a subjective 

genitive. This is true for the Latin Vg, the Sahidic and Bohairic Coptic, and the Peshitta Syriac. During 

the Reformation period translations both in England and on the continent continued to render the phrase 

with the meaning of ―faith of Christ.‖ Typical examples are: (a) the old Spanish version of Casiodoro de 

Reine revised by Ciprano de Valera in 1602, which translates without exception la fe de Cristo; (b) the 



version of John Wycliffe, dating ca. 1380, which translates invariably (including Gal 3:26) ―the feith of 

Jhesu Crist‖; and (c) the Authorized Version of 1611 which translates the phrase ―faith of Christ‖ (an 

exception is Rom 3:26).  

Although it would have to be proven by an exhaustive study of all NT versions, it appears that Luther 

was the first in the history of NT translators to render pistis Christou as an objective genitive. He 

consistently (except for Gal 2:20) translated the Greek Glauben an Christum. His rendition, which was 

perhaps influenced by his theology, has become dominate today and is followed by virtually all modern 

translations (an exception being that of Delitzsch; see above).  

B. Objections to the Subjective Genitive  

It has been argued that elsewhere in the NT, outside the Pauline corpus, pistis is occasionally followed 

by a personal genitive that is nonsubjective. The key passages are Mark 11:22; Acts 3:16; Jas 2:1; Rev 

2:13; 14:12. None of these passages, however, uses an unambiguous objective genitive. Each may be 

understood as employing a subjective genitive or some other nonobjective usage of the genitive. Mark 

11:22 may be translated: ―Hold on to the assurance of God [who will do for you what you ask].‖ (Cf. 

AgAp 2 §218, ―confirmed by the sure testimony (pistin) of God.‖) Acts 3:16 may be translated: ―And by 

the assurance (pistei) of his name, this one whom you see and know, his name has made strong, and the 

certainty (pistis) which [comes] through it [i.e., his name] has given to him this wholeness before you all.‖ 

The last three passages, Jas 2:1; Rev 2:13; 14:12, can also be understood as employing a nonobjective use 

of the genitive. In each instance a genitive of author or source may be implied.  

Arland Hultgren (1980) has argued that there is a syntactical reason why pistis Christou should not be 

considered a subjective genitive. Whenever Paul uses the pistis Christou formulation he never has the 

article before either noun. Elsewhere when Paul uses pistis before a genitive that is clearly subjective he 

uses the article before pistis. Twice the genitive is a noun (Rom 3:3 and 4:12); in other cases it is a 

pronoun such as hē ō  (Rom 1:8, 12; etc.). But the article with pistis followed by a pronoun does not 

provide evidence for Paul‘s use of pistis followed by a noun since, as Williams (1987: 432) correctly 

pointed out, usually in the NT the anarthrous noun followed by a personal pronoun does not occur. In 

other words one normally finds hē  istis hē ō , not  istis hē ō . This means that Hultgren has only two 

examples where articular pistis is followed by a subjective genitive noun to set against the pistis Christou 

formula. This is insufficient to prove his point. Furthermore, according to the canon of Apollonius (3d 

century), if two nouns are united by a genitive the article should occur with both or neither. Paul regularly 

employs both ways of writing nouns united by a genitive as the following examples show: tō  o ō tēs 

hamartias (Rom 7:23),  o ō ha artias (Rom 7:25); tō  o ō tou Theou (Rom 7:22),  o ō Theou (Rom 

7:25). These examples suggest that no difference in meaning exists between such forms as pistis Christou 

and a theoretical hē  istis tou Christou.  

C. The Meaning of “Faith of Christ”  

A number of interpretations have been given to the pistis Christou formula by those who believe it 

employs a subjective genitive. Herbert (1955: 373–79) explained it as the frailty of man taking refuge in 

the firmness and faithfulness of Christ. Torrance (1957: 111–14) explained it as both the faith of God and 

the faith of man being performed by Christ. Taylor (1966: 58–76) believed that for Galatians the phrase 

referred to the fidei commissum of Roman law. According to him it explains in juristic terms how 

Abraham‘s inheritance is passed on through Christ to both Jews and Greeks. Goodenough (1967: 57) 

argued that Christ‘s faith was ―his trusting that the cross would not be the end, and that God would save 

him from death because God is pistos, God is the righteous one who is absolutely supreme in that he is 

beyond life and death.‖ He further stated that we share Christ‘s faith when we identify with him. Hays 

(1983: 174) concluded that Christ‘s faith ―was manifested in his death on the cross, which, as a 

representative of human faith, brought about redemption and which at the same time manifested the 

faithfulness of God.‖ He further said that Christians are saved not by their own faith but by participation 

in Jesus Christ who was a representative figure. Pollard (1982) interpreted the phrase as Christ‘s own faith 

in God demonstrated by his obedient life and death. He suggested that Christians participate in this system 

of faith by believing in God and by obeying him as Christ did.  



It is likely that the pistis Christou formula, especially when it occurs in Romans and Galatians, relates 

primarily to the inclusion of the Gentiles. The faith of Christ is the fulfillment of the promise given to 

Abraham that all the nations will be blessed in him. Christ kept faith (= faith of Christ) with the divine 

promise by opening the doors to the Gentile nations. For Paul, then, the doctrine of justification by faith is 

the doctrine that by the faith of Christ God has united Israel and the nations in the present age in order to 

lead them to faith in God and to accomplish the salvation of mankind.  
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GEORGE HOWARD  

FALCON. See ZOOLOGY (FAUNA).  

FALSE APOSTLES [Gk pseudapostoloi (ψετδαποςσολοι)]. False apostles are mentioned only in 2 

Cor 11:13 within the context of Paul‘s defense of his apostleship (chaps. 10–13). The term may have been 

coined by Paul himself as a derogatory refutation of his opponents‘ claim to be apostles (cf. ―false 

witnesses‖ [pseudomartys] in 1 Cor 15:15 and ―false brethren‖ [pseudadelphos] in 2 Cor 11:26). The 

term aptly summarizes Paul‘s characterization of his opponents which is antithetical to a true apostle. 

They preach another Jesus, offer a different spirit, and proclaim a different gospel (11:4). Although 

claiming to be servants of Christ (10:7; 11:23), they are really servants of Satan disguised as apostles of 

Christ and servants of righteousness (11:13–15).  

Virtually nothing is said about the teaching of the false apostles. Some scholars claim that they are 

Judaizers because they stressed their Jewish heritage (11:22). Paul‘s accusation that they are false apostles 

and his later insinuation that they are false brethren (11:26) recall his characterization of Judaizers in 

Galatians as false brethren (Gal 2:4). There is some indication that, like the Gnostics, they claim to 

possess special knowledge (10:5; 11:6).  



Only slightly more can be surmised about the character of the false apostles. They are so boastful of 

their own accomplishments (10:12; 11:12, 18, 21) that Paul ironically refers to them (or the Corinthians 

appraise them) as ―super apostles‖ (11:5; 12:11). They claim that Paul was weak and their speaking 

ability superior to his own (10:10; 11:5–6). They challenge Paul‘s claim that the Corinthian Church was 

his own field of mission (10:13–18). They were leading the Corinthians away from a sincere devotion to 

Christ (11:3) for selfish exploitation (11:19–20; cf. 11:9).  

The false apostles claim that because Paul accepted financial support from other churches while 

refusing it from the Corinthians, he did not love them (11:11; 12:13). With this accusation they may have 

capitalized upon contemporary understanding that by refusing to fulfill patron-client expectations, Paul 

was affronting the Corinthians‘ friendship. Perhaps they went so far as to stress that rather than receive 

their support Paul chose to be a craftsman (tent maker), the most demeaning way an itinerant teacher 

could make a living.  
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DUANE F. WATSON  

FALSE CHRISTS [Gk pseudochristoi (ψετδοχπιςσοι)]. The sole NT references to false Christs are 

parallel sayings of Jesus found in the eschatological discourses of Matthew (24:24) and Mark (13:22). In 

both contexts Jesus warns his disciples of the appearance of false prophets and false Christs who will 

show signs and wonders (and also probably teach falsely) for the purpose of deceiving the elect into 

thinking that his Parousia has arrived (cf. the description of the false prophet in Rev 13:11–18). In a 

related passage, it is said that these deceivers will even claim, ―I am the Christ‖ and ―The time is at hand‖ 

(Matt 24:4–5 = Mark 13:5–6 = Luke 21:8). Since the genuine Parousia will be sudden and everywhere 

visible (Matt 24:27; Mark 13:26), the sign that they are false Christs will be the proclamation of both their 

followers and false prophets that they reside in a specific hidden location prior to their public appearance, 

such as the wilderness (where John the Baptist found Jesus) or inner rooms (as if plotting revolution) 

(Matt 24:26; cf. Mark 13:21).  

There is considerable disagreement over whether or not these false Christs are to be equated with the 

antichrists or the Antichrist mentioned elsewhere in the NT. Stressing their distinction, the false Christs 

are said to be those who make false claims to be the Messiah, impersonate him, and allow others to 

proclaim them as such. Stressing their equality, it is argued that the false Christs‘ very act of 

impersonating Christ is akin to the antichrists‘ attempt to usurp his position and pervert his teaching. Like 

the antichrists, the false Christs are active opponents of Christ, seeking to undo his work and teaching (1 

John 2:18, 22; 4:3; 2 John 7), like the supreme Antichrist of the last days (2 Thess 2:1–12; Rev 13:1–10). 

See also DNTT 1: 124–26.  

DUANE F. WATSON  

FAMILY. This entry focuses on aspects of family structure in ancient Israel, as well as on the 

association of household units with early Christianity.  

OLD TESTAMENT  

An understanding of the nature of the family in the OT is complicated by two factors. One is the 

historical lEngth of time involved and the changes in cultural and social patterns within that span of time. 

The other is the range of terminology for kinship relationships, which is often not accurately reflected in 

English versions of the Bible. The word ―family‖ is used to translate several Hebrew words, none of 

which means exactly what ―family‖ means in modern, Western usage. In the following survey of the 

major components and terminology of Israel‘s kinship system, allowance must be made for variation and 

changes in the course of history, and for some terminological fluidity.  

———  



A. Terminology  

1. Šēbeṭ/Maṭṭeh (―Tribe‖)  

2. Miš  ḥâ (―Clan‖)  
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4. Other Kinship Terms  
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A. Terminology  

Israelite nomenclature is the clearest window into Israelite kinship structure. The search for the guilty 

person responsible for Israel‘s defeat at Ai narrows down from ―tribe‖ (šēḇeṭ) to ―clan‖ ( iš  ḥâ) to 

―family‖ (bêt-˒ ḇ), and finally to the individual, Achan. These three major social units are then repeated 

in reverse order when his full name is given: ―Achan son of Karmi [patronymic, his own father‘s name], 

son of Zabdi [grandfather and head of his bêt-˒ b], son of Zerah [name of his  iš  ḥâ], of the tribe of 

Judah‖ (Josh 7:16–18). The same three levels of kinship are to be found in many other texts where names 

are used or selected, e.g., the selection of Saul (1 Sam 10:20f.), and the self-deprecating formulas of Saul 

(1 Sam 9:21) and Gideon (Judg 6:15): tribe, clan, and house.  

1. Šēbeṭ/Maṭṭeh (“Tribe”). This was the primary unit of social and territorial organization in Israel. The 

tribes bore the names of the twelve sons of Jacob/Israel, with Joseph divided into Manasseh and Ephraim. 

Their varied histories are as complex as the history of the emergence and settlement of Israel in Palestine 

itself. Although, as the nomenclature shows, a person‘s tribal identity was important, and in wartime the 

military levy was on a tribal basis, in terms of practical social impact on ordinary life, the tribe was the 

least significant of the circles of kinship within which one stood. The secondary and tertiary subdivisions 

of the social structure were both more socially relevant and also closer to what we could recognize as 

meaningfully ―family‖ structures.  

2. Mišpāḥâ (“Clan”). This word is awkward to translate. English versions (e.g., RSV) often render it 

―family,‖ but this is misleading since the  iš  ḥâ could comprise quite a large number of families. It was 

a unit of kinship, but of far wider scope than the English word ―family‖ denotes (except metaphorically). 

For a subunit of the tribe, the words ―clan‖ and ―phratry‖ are sometimes used (cf. Anderson 1969; 

IDBSup, 519–24). However, in common anthropological and sociological terminology these words 

usually designate exogamous kinship divisions (i.e., where marriage must take place outside one‘s own 

clan or phratry), whereas the Israelite  iš  ḥâ was normally (and in some circumstances, statutorily) 

endogamous, in order to preserve Israel‘s system of land tenure (cf. Num 36:1–12). Nevertheless, in spite 

of this difficulty (fully discussed by Gottwald 1979: 301–5), the word ―clan‖ is perhaps the best available 

rendering (as in the NIV), since it signifies something smaller than a tribe but larger than a family—

precisely its intermediate role in Israel.  

The primary nature of the  iš  ḥâ was a unit of recognizable kinship. The clearest evidence of this is in 

the census lists of Numbers 1 and 26 (cf. Mendenhall 1958), where the sons (in a few cases, the 

grandsons) of the tribal ancestors (i.e., the sons of Jacob) give their names to the clans of each tribe, as its 

major subdivisions. It is this kinship factor which lies behind the motive for the supportive and restorative 

roles of the  iš  ḥâ in the social and economic spheres (see B.1, below). The tribal and subtribal lists of 

Numbers 26 would yield a total of about 60 clans in Israel. But it seems certain that there were many 

more than that, since the numerical size of each would have been very large if limited to 60 clans. In the 

narratives, some clan names occur which are not recorded in the census lists, and there were probably 

many more: Saul, for example, was from the Matrite clan (1 Sam 10:21), and David was from the 

Ephrathite clan (1 Sam 17:12), but neither of these names are found among the clans of Benjamin or 

Judah in Numbers 26. It also appears that in the process of settlement some place-names became absorbed 



into the genealogical structures as clan names, so that some clan names and village or town names became 

interchangeable (Mic 5:2; 1 Chr 2:5ff.; 4:5). Thus, for example, Shechem, Tirzah, and Hepher, which 

were Canaanite towns (Genesis 34; Josh 12:17, 24), were included among the clans of Manasseh (Josh 

17:26; Num 26:31–33).  

This points to the second major feature of the  iš  ḥâ—its territorial identity. The clearest evidence 

for this is found in the ancient tribal boundary lists purporting to give the tribal portions in the division of 

the land, in Joshua 13–19. It is repeatedly recorded there that in the division, the tribes were allotted land 

―according to their clans‖ (e.g., Josh 13:15, and passim; cf. Num 33:54). Within these clan portions, each 

household also had its patrimonial portion (naḥălâ), as is clear from Judg 21:24, but the role of the 

 iš  ḥâ in Israel‘s economic system was very important (see below). So when an Israelite gave his full 

name, including his house, clan, and tribe, it not only stated his kinship network but practically served as 

a geographical address as well.  

3. Bêt-˒āb (“Father’s House”). This was the third level of the kinship structure of Israel, and the one in 

which the individual Israelite felt the strongest sense of inclusion, identity, protection, and responsibility. 

The ―father‘s house‖ was an extended family, comprising all the descendants of a single living ancestor 

(the head, rō˒š-bêt-˒ b) in a single lineage, excluding married daughters (who entered their husbands‘ bêt-

˒ b along with their families), male and female slaves and their families, resident laborers, and sometimes 

resident Levites. Thus, the bêt-˒ b included the head of the house and his wife (or wives), his sons and 

their wives, his grandsons and their wives, plus any unmarried sons or daughters in the generations below 

him, along with all the nonrelated dependents. Given the early age of marriage, a head of household could 

well preside over three generations below his own, so that his house would comprise several nuclear (two-

generation) families and (with average fertility even under monogamy) would have been numerically 

substantial. It is likely that a bêt-˒ b could have comprised some 50–100 persons, residing in a cluster of 

dwelling units. Thus, Achan was a married man with children, but he was part of the house of Zimri, his 

grandfather (Josh 7:17f.). Gideon, likewise, though married with teenage sons and servants of his own, 

lived under the authority and the protection of his father Joash and his house (Judg 6:11, 27, 30f; 8:20). 

The household of Micah the Ephraimite occupied several dwelling houses and could muster a contingent 

of men, but they were no match for a superior  iš  ḥâ (Judg 18:14, 19, 28f.).  

The bêt-˒ b in Israel was patrilineal (descent was reckoned through the male line) and patrilocal (the 

wife left the bêt-˒ b of her father and went to reside within the bêt-˒ b of her husband). Growth would 

happen by births, acquiring wives for sons, adoptions, attraction of resident workers and craftsmen (gēr    

and t  š b   ), and purchase of slaves. Conversely, a bêt-˒ b could shrink even to extinction, through deaths 

(natural, or unnatural—i.e., war or famine), infertility in general or lack of sons especially (since 

daughters would marry into other households), and the extremity of selling land and dependents because 

of debt. Various mechanisms existed to protect households from such attrition or extinction (see below). It 

is probable that on the death of the head of the household, his sons in the next generation would become 

heads of their own houses, either dividing the patrimony, or possibly in some cases choosing to live on it 

together (cf. Deut 25:5).  

4. Other Kinship Terms. Kinship terms in the Israelite family were simple, the same terms being used 

both for immediate blood relatives in the family and for wider relationships both vertically and 

horizontally, on the male side. Thus: ˒ b, ―father‖ (and any male ancestor in the same lineage); ˒ēm, 

―mother‖; bē , ―son‖ (and any male descendant in the same lineage); bat, daughter; ˒aḥ, ―brother‖ (and 

any male member of the same  iš  ḥâ); ˒ ḥōt, ―sister.‖ Since kin was reckoned unilineally through the 

male, the mother‘s relatives were not counted genealogically as kin, nor given differentiated generic 

names (cf. IDBSup, 519–24 on different systems of distinguishing kin). Thus, dōd and dōdâ refer 

respectively to the paternal uncle (father‘s brother) and his wife (sometimes father‘s sister). But although 

the terminology could be elastic in scope, the relationships themselves within the empirical extended 

family were carefully regulated. The prohibitions on certain degrees of kinship for marriage purposes 

(Lev 18:6–18; 20:11–14, 19–21) were not concerned so much with sexual ethics in a general sense, but 



with limiting and protecting the permitted sexual liaisons within and between the nuclear units within the 

extended family, for the sake of its overall stability (see Porter 1967).  

B. Social Functions  

The Israelite capture of Palestine meant the replacement of one social system with a very different one. 

Palestine before Israel was a city-state culture, with a very stratified social and economic hierarchy, 

topped by the local kings and their elites, supported by the mass of taxpaying tenant peasants. This power-

at-the-top, poverty-at-the-bottom pattern was accurately portrayed and warned against in Samuel‘s speech 

to monarchy-seeking Israelites (1 Sam 8:10–18). By contrast, Israel emerged as a social system based on a 

broad equality of kinship groups, initially without a centralized, elite power base. Even after the 

establishment of the monarchy (after much resistance, which never really died out), the kinship pattern 

survived as a potent social reality at local levels of authority and decision making. Many studies have 

shown that it was within the smaller kinship units, especially the bêt-˒ b and the  iš  ḥâ, that the 

individual found his or her identity as a member of the covenant people of Israel, and learned his or her 

obligations to the society and the God of Israel. The following brief survey of the social roles and 

functions of the  iš  ḥâ and the bêt-˒ b will show this familial basis of Israelite society and its 

significance in its members‘ theological self-understanding.  

1. The Mišpāḥâ. a. Socioeconomic. The expression ―protective association of extended families‖ 

(Gottwald 1979: 257ff.) is accurate as a description of the  iš  ḥâ because its role was primarily 

protective and restorative for the constituent households. The focus of this role was the figure of the gō˒ēl, 

the ―kinsman-redeemer.‖ The extent of kinship within which a man could be required to act as gō˒ēl was 

bounded by the  iš  ḥâ. This is clear from the regulations for land redemption by a relative in Leviticus 

25:49. The responsibility starts with a brother, moves to uncle, cousin, and then to ―any blood relative [lit. 

―of the flesh of‖] in his  iš  ḥâ.‖ The range of responsibilities that could fall on the shoulders of a 

kinsman as a gō˒ēl was wide and varied.  

First, he was supposed to avEnge the murder of a kinsman (Numbers 35). This is obviously a form of 

deterrent protection of the lives of the personnel of the  iš  ḥâ (though it could, in extreme 

circumstances, be counterproductive, as the hypothetical, but presumably realistic, story of 2 Sam 14:4–

11 shows).  

Second, the gō˒ēl was supposed to raise a male heir for a deceased relative (Deut 25:5–10). This was a 

form of emergency marriage (known as ―levirate,‖ from Latin, levir, brother-in-law) to the widow of an 

Israelite who had died childless. Its purpose was to preserve his name and patrimony by raising a son who 

would be counted as the son and heir of the deceased, even though fathered by the kinsman. It appears to 

have been a less than popular duty, judging by the form of the law. The economic reasons for the 

reluctance to perform it appear in Ruth 4. The nearer kinsman to Boaz declined to redeem the land of 

Naomi and Elimelech (deceased) when it turned out he would have to marry Ruth, since any son born to 

them would inherit the land which he had paid for and would have to maintain throughout the child‘s 

minority. Boaz‘s contrasting willingness to act as gō˒ēl for both the land and for Ruth is consequently 

seen as even more praiseworthy. The local residents appropriately pray that he will have more than one 

son (Perez was a twin, and bore two sons)—the first for an heir to Elimelech, and others as heirs for 

himself.  

Third, land within the  iš  ḥâ had to be redeemed (Lev 25:23–28). If a kinsman became poor and had 

to sell part of the land of the bêt-˒ b, it was the duty of a fellow kinsman either to buy it in advance 

(preemption) or buy it back if sold (redemption—the law has been interpreted both ways and both were 

possible). It then remained in the hands of the redeemer until the Jubilee year, when it returned to the 

original bêt-˒ b.  

Fourth, the redeemer was supposed to maintain or redeem the person or dependents of a kinsman in debt 

(Lev 25:35–55). The duties included providing interest-free loans (vv 35ff.), complete maintenance within 

one‘s own work force (39ff.), and redemption from bondage if the poor brother or his dependents had sold 

themselves to an outsider (i.e., outside the  iš  ḥâ, not necessarily to an ethnic foreigner, vv 47ff.).  



From this it is clear that the  iš  ḥâ existed primarily for the good of the constituent families. There is 

no evidence that it exercised any separate authority over them, or wielded any economic demands of its 

own. As Gottwald (1979: 267) notes: ―The  iš  ḥ h stands out as a protective association of families 

which operated to preserve the minimal conditions for the integrity of each of its member families by 

extending mutual help as needed to supply male heirs, to keep land, to rescue members from debt slavery, 

and to avEnge murder. These functions were all restorative in that they were emergency means to restore 

the normal autonomous basis of a member family, and they were all actions that devolved upon the 

 iš  ḥ h only when bēth-˒ v was unable to act on its own behalf.‖  

b. Military. The census lists of Numbers 1 and 26, which stress the listing of clans and houses, were 

explicitly linked to military capacity and the enrollment of the army. The term ˒elep, as well as being the 

numeral ―one thousand,‖ also could be used synonymously for  iš  ḥâ, usually in military contexts. It 

seems that the ˒elep was the ― iš  ḥâ-at-arms‖—i.e., the contingent of soldiers supplied as its quota to 

the tribal levy. This may have been very ideally 1,000, but in reality was far fewer than that. (Some 

scholars reckon that this accounts for the impossibly high figures for the army in Numbers 1 and 26: the 

number of ―thousands‖ may actually be the number of clan units in the tribal quotas.) When Gideon set 

out to raise an army against the Midianites, he began with his own Abiezrite  iš  ḥâ, after which he 

called out the rest of the clans of Manasseh, and only then came the wider appeal to the clans of other 

neighboring tribes (Judg 6:34ff; 8:2). Jesse‘s Ephrathite clan‘s contribution to Saul‘s army against the 

Philistines included three out of his eight sons in the bêt-˒ b, and the provisions he sent by young David 

included ten cheeses for the commander of their ˒elep (1 Sam 17:12–19). Thus the obligations of kinship 

in Israel included not only the socioeconomic restorative role of the  iš  ḥâ, but also the duty of 

providing manpower for the army in time of war, and both were regarded as fundamental obligations to 

Yahweh himself. The Song of Deborah is strong evidence for this sense of mutual obligation and equates 

the ―righteous deeds [i.e., military triumphs] of Yahweh‖ with the ―righteous deeds of his peasant farmers 

in Israel‖ (Judg 5:11).  

2. The Bêt-˒āb. Sociologically the bêt-˒ b was the most important small unit in the nation and for the 

individual Israelite, man, woman, or child—slave or resident alien—it was the essential locus of personal 

security within the national covenant relationship with Yahweh (cf. Mendenhall 1960; Wright fc.).  

a. Economic. The bêt-˒ b was the basic unit of Israel‘s system of land tenure, each having its own 

naḥălâ (inheritance) of land, and therewith intended to be economically self-sufficient. The intention of 

Israel‘s land tenure system, namely that ownership of land should be as widely spread as possible with 

broad equality over the network of economically viable family units, was embodied in and protected by 

the principle of inalienability. This was the rule that the land should remain in the family to which it had 

been apportioned, and could not be sold permanently outside the family. It was a rule tenaciously adhered 

to through Israel‘s history, as far as the evidence points. The whole OT gives us no single example of an 

Israelite voluntarily selling land outside his family. Recorded land transfers were either kinship 

redemption (Jeremiah 32, Ruth), sale by non-Israelites (2 Samuel 24; 1 Kgs 16:24), or nonvoluntary 

mortgage of land for debt (Neh 5:3). Nor is there any inscriptional evidence from Palestine of Israelite 

sale and purchase of land, even though there are abundant records of such transactions from Canaanite 

and surrounding societies. The only legal method by which land in the OT period ―changed hands‖ was 

by inheritance within the family. Even Ahab recognized this, when faced with Naboth‘s stand on this 

principle (1 Kings 21). The means used to circumvent it and the forcible confiscation of Naboth‘s family 

land show the grim fulfillment of Samuel‘s prediction as to what monarchy would entail for the 

previously economically autonomous families of Israel. In fact royal intrusion into Israel‘s traditional 

family land tenure system went back to David himself (see Ben Barak 1981). The case of the daughters of 

Zelophehad, according to which surviving daughters could inherit land in the absence of sons but must 

marry within their own  iš  ḥâ, expresses the principle of inalienability most explicitly (Num 27:1–11; 

36:1–12).  

It was this inalienability principle which lay behind the duty of redemption within the  iš  ḥâ, which 

we have already observed (Lev 25:23). Even more so it was the rationale of the Jubilee institution. One 



effect of the exercise of land redemption over a period of time could be that a few better-off households 

within a  iš  ḥâ could acquire (by redemption or preemption) the land of more impoverished ones, thus 

producing a polarization of economic wealth and social power by legal and superficially laudable means. 

The Jubilee functioned as an override to this potential inequity by requiring that in the fiftieth year (i.e., 

approximately every other generation), any land that had changed hands within the  iš  ḥâ through 

redemption should return to the original bêt-˒ b, along with any dependents who were in bondage for 

debt. The Jubilee was thus designed to maintain the viability of families on their own land by periodic 

restoration. It illustrates the point that Israel‘s economic system was geared—in principle at least, if not in 

practice—not to the interests of a wealthy elite, but to the economic survival and social health of the 

lowest socioeconomic units—the extended families on their patriomial land.  

b. Judicial. Law and the administration of justice were features of life to which the faith of Israel very 

specifically addressed itself, so much so that it has markedly affected the very shape and substance of the 

canon of Hebrew scriptures. In this sphere we also find that the bêt-˒ b was of central importance. The 

role of the family had two dimensions in this matter: internal, domestic jurisdiction, and external, public 

administration, of justice.  

(1) Internal Jurisdiction. In certain matters the head of an Israelite household had authority to act 

judicially without reference to any external civil authority. These included marriage and divorce, matters 

relating to slaves (except murder or physical injury, Exod 21:20f., 26f.), parental discipline (see Phillips 

1973; 1980). This judicial independence of heads of households can be gauged also from the degree of 

inviolability enjoyed by members of a household under a strong head. They could not simply be seized on 

suspicion (Deut 24:10f.; Judg 6:30f.; 2 Sam 14:7). Only a ―fool‖ would allow such a thing (Job 5:3f.). The 

law of the rebellious son (Deut 21:18–21) shows that it was only after internal family action had been 

persistently flouted that the matter came before the civil elders for public intervention. The bêt-˒ b, 

therefore, was the primary framework of legal authority within which the Israelite found himself from 

childhood, and to which he remained subject for a considerable period of his life—even into adulthood 

and parenthood, while his father was alive. The fifth commandment endows this social fact with all the 

weight of fundamental covenant obligation to Yahweh.  

(2) The Administration of Justice. As well as their responsibility for jurisdiction within their own 

households, the heads of houses acted judicially in the local civic assembly—―the gate.‖ This was 

probably their major public function as ―elders‖ in the everyday life of the community. The OT never 

spells out exactly the identity of the elders nor the qualifications for eldership, so there has been room for 

debate among scholars on the matter. But the most likely view is that they were composed of the senior 

males from each household—i.e., the rō˒š-bêt-˒ b, who were qualified by their substance—their family 

and their land (see Wolf 1947; Gordis 1950; McKenzie 1959; Phillips 1970: 17). Job 29, for example, 

gives a very informative picture of Job‘s prominent role within the local judicial assembly, which he 

tragically lost as a result of the loss of his family and substance, described in chap. 30. From this example 

(which must be true to life, whatever one‘s view of the historicity of Job himself), it can be seen how 

disastrous were the results of the loss of land and family. While Israel preserved a social fabric of free, 

landowning households, the administration of justice by the plurality of local elders would have been 

potentially healthy and ―democratic.‖ But when large numbers of Israelite farmers lost land and 

dependents, not through sickness but through economic oppression, debt bondage, and dispossession, the 

results were unavoidably felt in the shift of power in ―the gate‖ in favor of the wealthy few. The 

combination of economic and judicial corruption was keenly observed and bitterly denounced by the 

prophets. Obviously not even the judicial reform of Jehoshaphat in the 9th century could halt the process 

(2 Chr 19:4–11).  

c. Didactic. A most important aspect of the role of the family in ancient Israel was as the vehicle of 

continuity for the faith, history, law, and traditions of the nation. The preservation of these ―national 

assets‖ lay in the hands of the father especially. He was to teach the law of Yahweh to his children, not 

only as a duty of parenthood, but indeed (in the theology of Deuteronomy) as a condition of his own 

prolonged enjoyment of the gift of the land (Deut 6:7; 11:19; 32:46f.). Though it is going too far to see 



the family as the originating source of Israel‘s distinctive legal traditions, as Gerstenberger (1965) does, 

he is right to emphasize the influence of the ancient tribal and patriarchal structure of early Israel on the 

form and development of Israel‘s law, and the role of the bêt-˒ b and the  iš  ḥâ in preserving it.  

As well as teaching the law itself, the father was to give explanations to his child concerning particular 

events, institutions, or memorials. There are five such question-and-answer texts: Exod 12:26f.; 13:14f.; 

Josh 4:6f., 21–23; and Deut 6:20–24. Soggin (1960) termed these passages ―catechetical,‖ in view of the 

repeated formula ―When your son asks you … you shall say …‖ He regarded them as liturgical in form, 

which may be so, but that does not exclude the natural locus for such material, i.e., family-level teaching. 

The examples given offer a catechesis that included events related to the Exodus, the Conquest and gift of 

the land, and the receiving of the Law—all themes which were at the very heart of Israel‘s historical faith 

and relationship with Yahweh. The family‘s role in preserving both knowledge and understanding of 

these things was correspondingly crucial.  

One of the occasions for this parental catechesis related to the consecration of the firstborn son (and the 

sacrifice or redemption of all firstborn animals). The texts relating to the human firstborn are Exod 13:2, 

12–15; 22:28; 34:1–20; Num 3:11–13; 8:16–18; and 18:15. The rite itself is important as a link between 

family life in Israel and the national relationship with Yahweh. It had a double significance. First, it seems 

to have been a symbolic declaration of Israel‘s complete belonging to Yahweh. The firstborn of Israel had 

been spared when the firstborn of Egypt had been slain. Hence, those whom God had delivered from 

death belonged entirely to him (Num 3:13). And since the firstborn, like the firstfruits, represented the 

whole of which they were the part, this was the basis of the sanctification of the nation as a whole (cf. Jer 

2:3). Secondly, it was a declaration of the continuity and permanence of Israel‘s relationship with God. 

By claiming the firstborn in each family, God was claiming the whole succeeding generation as his own. 

The birth of the first son was a very significant event in the life of any family, since it ensured the 

continuation of the family into the next generation. The consecration of that son to Yahweh symbolically 

ensured the continuation of the covenant relationship into that generation also. As the psalmists delight to 

recall, Yahweh is Israel‘s God ―from generation to generation.‖ Like the Passover, to which it is closely 

related in the text (note the parallelism of the two rites in Exod 13:9 and 16), it is to serve as a constant 

memorial of the foundational redemptive events of the Exodus. And also like the Passover, it was within 

the family that this memorial and sign was to be perpetuated.  

d. Covenantal. From all the above points it can be seen that the family (meaning the bêt-˒ b) was of 

pivotal importance to Israel‘s relationship with Yahweh. Its position could be diagrammatically pictured 

as in Fig. FAM.01 (cf. Wright 1983: 184). First, the family was the basic unit of Israelite kinship and 

social structure (BD), with important military and judicial functions. Second, it was the basic economic 

unit of Israel‘s land tenure (CD), with a wide range of rights, responsibilities, and functions. Third, it was 

of central importance in the experience and preservation of the covenant relationship with Yahweh (AD).  

The social, economic, and theological realms were thus bound together and converged on the focal point 

of the family. It can be understood how anything which threatened the stability of the socioeconomic 

structure of the nation (the triangle BCD) would have serious repercussions on the national covenant 

relationship with Yahweh also, by undermining its roots and soil—the network of free landowning 

families. From this perspective one can appreciate better the strong concern for the family in the Law and 

the Prophets. As well as the various institutions designed to protect the family and its economic viability 

(levirate, inalienability, redemption, Jubilee), there were laws whose severity can best be understood 

against this familial background. The death penalty for breaking the fifth commandment (honor to 

parents) and the seventh (adultery) served to protect the family internally from the disruption of its 

domestic authority and its sexual integrity. The eighth (stealing), tenth (coveting a neighbor‘s house and 

all that went with it), and prohibitions on the removal of landmarks (boundary encroachment) or 

kidnapping of persons protected it externally from the diminution or total loss of its economic substance.  

The importance of the family and its land in the relationship between Israel and Yahweh also 

illuminates the prominence of the socioeconomic dimension in the prophetic preaching. From the time of 

Solomon onward, many factors in monarchic Israel militated against the characteristic socioeconomic 



structure of earlier Israel with its broad network of economically self-sufficient households, equitable land 

division, and protective mechanisms. These factors included the political reorganization of the state by 

Solomon into administrative districts which cut across the older kinship groupings, especially in the N; 

the acquisition of foreign territories where concepts of land tenure were very different from the 

inalienable family inheritance structure of Yahwistic Israel; the imposition of taxation and forced levy, 

which, even when it only included Canaanites, fell heavily on Israelite households which were 

periodically deprived of working members; and the growth of a wealthy class whose wealth came from 

Solomon‘s trade, not from the land, but whose greed led to the intrusion of royal grants and confiscations 

and the accumulation of large estates at the expense of poorer farmers. The prophets protested against 

these processes, not merely as the side effects of the wider rejection of Yahweh and his laws, but as an 

intrinsic threat to the whole covenant relationship itself. If the relationship with Yahweh was so closely 

bound to the life of the household units and their land, then the social and economic forces which were 

destroying them would inevitably shatter the nation‘s relationship with Yahweh also, certainly as it was 

enjoyed by the members of those households. The familial aspect is apparent, for example, in Isa 5:8–10; 

Mic 2:1–3, 8f.; 7:5f.  

C. Marriage  

The arrangement of marriage fell within the category of family law in Israel (i.e., as distinct from civil 

and criminal law, though the distinctions are not as clear-cut as in modern legal categories; see Phillips). 

Marriages were normally arranged between families, outside the prohibited degrees of kinship in the bêt-

˒ b (Leviticus 18 and 20), but usually within the kinship of the  iš  ḥâ. The latter was obligatory in the 

case of marrying daughters who, in the absence of sibling brothers, had inherited the land of their father 

(Numbers 36). Exceptions would have been marriage as the result of prior rape (Exod 22:16f., amended in 

Deut 22:28f.), and the taking of a wife from captives of war (which was hedged with humanitarian 

restrictions on mere rapacity, Deut 21:10–14). Marriage with foreigners is recorded (e.g., Gen 26:34; 

41:45; Exod 2:21; etc.). For ordinary people, this may sometimes have been the result of economic 

necessity (e.g., Ruth 1:4); for royalty, a matter of political expediency (e.g., 1 Kgs 11:1ff.; 16:31). The 

Law, at any rate, disapproved of it (at least, as regards the Canaanite population, Deut 7:3f.) and in 

postexilic times draconian measures were taken against foreign marriages by Ezra (Ezra 9 and 10) and 

Nehemiah (Neh 10:30; 13:23–37). Genesis 2:24 and the common prophetic imagery of the exclusive 

relationship between Israel and Yahweh as sole wife to divine husband shows that monogamy was the 

ideal. But it is equally clear that polygyny (though not polyandry) was practiced, though the Law (e.g., 

Deut 21:15–17, and the law governing concubinage, Exod 21:7–11) and some narratives (e.g., Genesis 29 

and 30; 1 Sam 1:1–8) are aware of its inherent problems. It seems very likely that an additional wife or 

concubine was taken primarily for the purpose of acquiring or adding to one‘s children, that monogamy 

was probably the general rule among ordinary people (for economic reasons), and that the taking of many 

wives was purely a symbol of prestige and power (or political alliances) indulged in by royalty, though 

condemned by Deut 17:14–17.  

As in many societies, ancient and modern, the arrangement of a marriage between families involved the 

exchange of gifts, cementing the relationship not merely between bride and groom but also between their 

families. This is the context in which to understand the Israelite môhar—the money or equivalent given 

by the bridegroom to the bride‘s father (Gen 34:12 for Dinah; Exod 22:15f. and Deut 22:28f. for a 

violated virgin; 1 Sam 18:25, David‘s exploit for Michal). The common translation, ―bride-price‖ is very 

misleading in giving rise to the idea that marriage in Israel was solely a matter of purchase. (In fact, the 

etymology and precise meaning of môhar is not at all clear, either in the OT or the comparative material 

which scholars have relied on heavily.) This view, and its oft-repeated correlates, that wives in Israel were 

chattel property and that adultery was simply a property offense, cannot be supported from a careful study 

of the laws and narratives about wives in the OT. (Texts concerning daughters or concubines or women in 

general cannot be used as evidence, though they are often loosely quoted. Daughters were considered a 

father‘s property, but that status did not continue after marriage; concubines were purchased slaves; but 

the status of wives was legally and socially quite distinct.) Nor does this view stand up to the impact of 



extensive anthropological and sociological research into societies where such exchanges of money or gifts 

at the time of marriage still take place and where the practice in no way indicates that marriage is simply 

purchase (see Thiel 1970). In India, for example, the direction of dowry is the opposite of the OT—that is, 

it is common practice for the girl‘s parents to pay large amounts to the bridegroom‘s family. Scholarly 

research in this century on the status of women in general and wives in particular in ancient Israel has 

tended steadily to the consensus that the older view of marriage by purchase and wives as chattels is 

simply untenable (see Wright fc. chap. 6; Burrows 1938; Mace 1953; Otwell 1977).  

Divorce was permitted in ancient Israel. The law of Deut 24:1–4, however, is not so much a law about 

divorce itself or the conditions on which it might happen (being a matter of family law, divorce cases did 

not come before the elders and the reasons for divorce in any case were not a matter of civil adjudication: 

hence the vagueness of the opening phrases of the law on that point). Rather, it is regulating for the 

protection of the woman in the event of a divorce taking place. First, she must be given a certificate of 

divorce (so that she could not be accused of adultery if she married again, nor could her second husband 

be so accused). Secondly, she could not be taken back by the original husband once she had married 

another (so that she could not be degradingly treated as a sexual object). Though the Law thus permitted 

divorce, it was not taken lightly in OT faith. Malachi‘s denunciation of divorce as something Yahweh 

―hates‖ (2:13–16) as a form of self-inflicted violence was surpassed only by Jesus himself. The same 

could be said of the high view of marriage, and the inner springs of thought and desire which threaten it, 

that are part of the lofty ethical content of Job‘s self-defense (Job 31:1, 9ff.). Even more inspiring are the 

portrait of the joys of sexual love and fulfillment in the Song of Songs, and the exalted evaluation of a 

good wife in Proverbs (31:10–31).  

D. Parents and Children  

It is very evident that children in ancient Israel were regarded as a precious gift from God (e.g., Pss 127; 

128). Besides long life, a large family was among the most tangible and desirable of God‘s blessings. Not 

only was it the essence of the Abrahamic covenant (Gen 15:5, etc.), a large family was an important 

element in the blessings that were promised for obedience in the Sinai covenant (Lev 26:9; Deut 28:4). 

Conversely, barrenness or loss of children were great tragedies.  

The authority of parents (both father and mother) and the duty of honor and obedience on the part of 

children is likewise stressed throughout the OT (e.g. Exod 20:12; 21:15, 17; Deut 21:18–21; 27:16; 

Proverbs passim, but N.B. 20:20; 30:11, 17; metaphorically Isa 1:2; Mal 1:6). In view of the foregoing 

discussion of the centrality of the family to the national relationship with Yahweh, this emphasis on 

internal discipline can be more fully appreciated. The security and stability of the family as a whole was 

valued even more highly than the life of one of its members, as the law of the incorrigible son shows 

(Deut 21:18–21). (The son in question should not be thought of as merely a mischievous child, but rather 

as of an age to seriously threaten, by his rebellious behavior, the very substance of the bêt-˒ b, and 

incapable of being entrusted with an inheritance from it.)  

As in the case of the status of wives, however, caution is needed in giving an accurate assessment of the 

position of children vis-à-vis their parents, especially the father. The view is sometimes expressed that 

children were the personal property of the father, who, accordingly, had absolute power over them (patria 

potestas), including the right of life and death. The first point is partially correct, with qualifications; the 

conclusion drawn from it is mistaken.  

Several laws do show that a man‘s children were legally regarded as his property with a calculable 

economic value. In common with other ANE laws, Israelite law protected the child before birth, 

prescribing that one who injured or destroyed its prenatal life, even accidentally, should pay compensation 

to the father (Exod 21:22). A daughter had an economic value related to the môhar that could be expected 

at her marriage. Hence, if she were violated while unbetrothed, the offender must compensate the father 

for the presumed loss of the môhar (Exod 22:15f.). Similarly, compensation must be paid to the father of 

a bride if her husband made accusations about her which could be proved false (Deut 22:13–19). A man 

could sell his daughter as an ˒ mâ (maidservant), sometimes for the purpose of concubinage (Exod 

21:7ff.). In circumstances of extreme poverty, parents might be reduced to selling children into bondage, 



as working pledges against loans (cf. Neh 5:1–5; 2 Kgs 4:1–7). Thus, children did have a value as 

property, which could be ―realized‖ in two kinds of circumstance, as far as the legal evidence goes, (i) if 

they were harmed or ―devalued,‖ and (ii) if financial extremity forced parents to use children as ―assets.‖  

However, the view that this gave the father absolute power over his children in any circumstance must 

be disputed. It is possible that the father had the legal right of execution over his children in the earliest, 

patriarchal period, but the evidence is not as strong as sometimes implied. Only Genesis 38:24 is a case of 

the head of a household passing a death sentence (on a daughter-in-law). Genesis 19:8 and Judges 19:24 

describe a father‘s willingness to sacrifice his daughter‘s virginity, not the judicial right of life and death. 

No examples are to be found in the postpatriarchal narratives (Jephthah‘s daughter was a sacrifice, not an 

execution; see below). On the contrary, the law of Deut 21:18–21 explicitly limits any such interpretation 

of patria potestas by placing the power of execution of a son in the hands of a court of elders, after due 

investigation which includes the presence and testimony of the mother as well as the father—probably an 

added element of protection for a son, in that the consent of both parents was required for the charge to be 

legally actionable.  

Child sacrifice is sometimes said to show the extent of a father‘s power over his children. Certainly, 

where it is practiced, it does. But it is decidedly not the same thing as the legal right of execution. The 

latter is the father‘s judicial authority over a child legally guilty of an offense. Sacrifice of a (legally) 

innocent child as a religious or propitiatory rite is a different phenomenon altogether. We have seen that it 

is very improbable that fathers had the judicial power of life and death over their children. Likewise the 

majority of scholars would now dissent from the older view that child sacrifice was ever an acceptable, let 

alone prescribed, feature of Yahwistic religion in Israel. Nevertheless, it happened. But, with the 

exception of the puzzling story of Jephthah‘s daughter (Judges 11; cf. also Genesis 22), the incidence of 

child sacrifice in Israel is limited in time and place: it was mainly concentrated in the reigns of Ahaz (2 

Kgs 16:3) and Manasseh (2 Kgs 21:6), in Jerusalem, and survived also in the remnant of the N kingdom 

after the destruction of Samaria (2 Kgs 17:17). This locates it in the late 7th and early 6th centuries, when 

Assyrian domination was at its height, and Israel‘s reversion to pagan practices of all sorts was at its 

worst. The condemnation of the horrific rite is universal in the Law, the prophets, and the narrative text 

mentioned above.  

Finally, there are several incidents in the OT where a whole family, or especially children, suffer death 

because of the sin or crime of the father. These have sometimes been understood as showing that in Israel 

children could be punished along with or instead of guilty parents. This has then been cited as evidence of 

―corporate personality,‖ or the ―primitive mentality‖ of the Hebrews. Such ideas, however, have been 

shown to be inadequate and misleading in more recent legal and anthropological research (see Porter 

1965; Rogerson 1970; 1978). It must first be pointed out that none of the incidents in any way illustrates 

normal judicial procedures in Israel (Korah‘s rebellion, Numbers 16; Achan, Joshua 7; the Gibeonites‘ 

revenge on Saul‘s sons, 2 Sam 21:1–9). They are explicable rather in terms of the solidarity of the family, 

in cases of serious violation of the covenant or of blood vEngeance. Secondly, the Law itself actually 

excludes collective or vicarious punishment, in practice and in principle. The law of the goring ox (Exod 

21:28–32), by stipulating that the owner of the ox must be dealt with in the same way, whether its victim 

is an adult or a child, excludes, probably deliberately the common ANE legal principle that for injury to a 

child the culprit could be punished by injury done to his own child (or even death, e.g., ANET, 176, 230). 

Similarly, in the case of a blow to a pregnant woman causing miscarriage (Exod 21:22f.), the Israelite law 

provides for compensation, but not the substitution by the offender of one of his own children, as in 

Middle Assyrian Law A 50 (ANET, 184). Such forms of vicarious, substitutionary or collective 

punishment of children for parents‘ offenses is ruled out in principle by Deut 24:16. This very law is 

regarded by the historian of 2 Kgs 14:5f. as the reason for Amaziah‘s refusal to execute the children of the 

murderers of Josiah.  

Our conclusion must therefore be that while children were certainly subject to the authority of parents, 

under severe penalty, and while they did count legally as part of the father‘s property, the social reality 



was not as harsh as is sometimes depicted. On the contrary, there is much in the OT to indicate that love, 

joy, care, and honor were to be found in the Israelite home.  

NEW TESTAMENT  

A. Terminology  

Two words are used in the NT for family and related concepts. The first is patria, which signifies family 

from the perspective of historical descent, i.e., its lineage. Thus in Luke 2:4, Joseph is of the patria of 

David—his biological lineage, as well as his house, oikos, with which it is paired (cf. Luke 1:27). In Acts 

3:25 it is used to translate the promise to Abraham that in him all ―families‖ of the earth will be blessed. 

In Ephesians 3:14 it is linked to the fatherhood of God, which Paul discerns behind all human parentage 

and lineage.  

The second word, oikos (plural oikia) is much more common and signifies family as household, in much 

the same way as bayit in the OT which this word frequently translates as. In the Greco-Roman world, the 

oikos (Latin, familia) was a comparable social unit to the Israelite bêt-˒ b. It included not only blood 

relatives of the head of the house, but also other dependents—slaves, employees, and that peculiarly 

Roman phenomenon known as ―clients,‖ (i.e., freedmen, friends, and others who looked to the head of the 

house for patronage, protection, or advancement). Oikia could also be used to indicate the property or 

substance of the household (e.g., Mark 3:23ff.; 10:29f.; 12:40).  

B. Households and the Church  

Since the household was a major feature of the Jewish world, and the oikos likewise in the Greco-

Roman world, it is not surprising that households played a significant role in the growth and character of 

the early Christian movement. The Jerusalem church worshiped and was instructed  at’oi o  (Acts 2:46; 

5:42; 12:12). The conversion of the entire household of Cornelius (Acts 10) was the first decisive 

transition of the gospel to the gentiles. Paul‘s missionary strategy followed suit, as the nucleus of most of 

his churches consisted of one or several households. Thus, we may note the households of Lydia and the 

jailer at Philippi (Acts 16:15, 31–34); Stephanas, Crispus, and Gaius at Corinth (Acts 18:8; 1 Cor 1:14–

16; 16:15; Rom 16:23); Priscilla and Aquila, as well as Onesiphorus at Ephesus (1 Cor 16:19; 2 Tim 1:16; 

4:19); Philemon at Colossae (Philemon 1f.); Nympha at Laodicea (Col 4:15f.); and Aristobolus, 

Narcissus, and others at Rome (Rom 16:10ff.). In some of these, Paul refers to ―the church (e  lēsia) 

which meets in their house (oikos).‖ This could mean that the household itself constituted a church (e.g., 

all the categories addressed in the ―household codes‖ in Ephesians and Colossians—husband and wife, 

parents and children, master and slave—would be comprised in a single household), or that it was the 

nucleus of a wider group of believers who met under its hospitality. At any rate, it is clear that the social 

nature of early Christianity was markedly centered on household units.  

C. Social Functions  

The important social and religious functions of the bêt-˒ b in Israel have been outlined. They could be 

summarized by saying that the household, for the Israelite, was the place of inclusion, authority, and 

spiritual continuity (by its role in teaching and preserving the faith and traditions). The same three 

features are noticeable in the household-church pattern of NT Christianity.  

1. Inclusion. When Paul describes the new inclusiveness of the gospel in Ephesians 2, he draws heavily 

on the kinship language of the OT. In Christ, through the cross, gentiles are no longer ―para-family‖ 

(paroikos), that is, no longer ―foreigners and aliens‖ (the equivalent terms to the gēr    and t  š b   , whose 

only means of sharing in Israel was to reside within an Israelite household). Rather, they have become 

―members of God‘s own household‖ (a term used to describe Israel), indeed ―fellow heirs‖ (Eph 2:19ff.; 

3:6).  

Inclusion in the family of God produces strong obligation to one‘s ―kin‖ in the faith. The social and 

ethical demands of  oi ō ia (a word with much more practical content than its common translation, 

―fellowship‖) are prominent in the NT (Acts 2:42, 44; 4:34; Rom 12:13; 15:26f.; Gal 6:6; 2 Cor 8:4; 9:13; 

Phil 1:7; 4:15ff.; 1 Tim 6:18; Heb 13:16). The emphasis on sharing, meeting needs, equality, and 

generosity strongly recalls the economic ethic of the OT and has roots in its household ethos. Thus, the 

―household of faith‖ (―family of believers,‖ Gal 6:10, NIV) has priority in the general command to ―do 



good.‖ And within that, obligations to one‘s own relatives are strongly reaffirmed (apart from the 

household codes, cf. also 1 Tim 5:4–8). See also HOUSEHOLD CODES. Of course, the early Christian 

community also included those for whom natural family ties had been disrupted as a result of their 

response to the gospel. Foreseen by Micah and commented on by Jesus, this was something for which the 

early Christian household churches provided compensation. ―The way in which the Gospels take up 

Micah‘s prophecy of the end-time (Mic 7:6 = Matt 10:35f.; Luke 12:53) indicates that the primitive 

community had to reckon with the disruption of the family for the sake of the Gospel. Those who take this 

upon themselves are promised ‗now in this time‘ new ‗houses and brothers and sisters and mothers and 

children‘ (Mk 10:29f; Matt 19:29; Luke 18:29f). The place of the disrupted family is taken by the family 

of God, the Christian community‖ (Goetzmann NIDNTT 2: 250).  

2. Authority. In Israel, authority and leadership, for all practical purposes at local level, lay in the hands 

of elders, who were almost certainly the senior males from each household. Whether consciously 

imitating this pattern or not, the early Christian movement entrusted its leadership (under the apostles) to 

―elders‖ in each church (always referred to in the plural in the NT), and these seem to have normally been 

drawn from the functioning heads of households, whose own family life was exemplary (see the 

guidelines for appointing overseers [episkopoi], elders [presbyteroi]—probably synonyms—and deacons 

[diakonoi], in 1 Tim 3:2–7, 12; Titus 1:6). It is interesting that women are mentioned as heads of 

households (e.g., Lydia, Nympha, and Priscilla are always named before their husbands). They are not 

explicitly called presbyteroi of the churches which met in their homes, but it seems not at all improbable 

that they would have been.  

3. Worship and Teaching. The Israelite family was the locus of key elements in the continuity of 

Israel‘s faith, such as Passover, circumcision, and the teaching of the Law. Similarly in the NT, much of 

the Church‘s functioning life took place  at’oi o , in homes. This included the preaching of the gospel 

(Acts 5:42; 20:20); administering baptism (Acts 16:15; 1 Cor 1:16); breaking bread, probably meaning the 

Lord‘s Supper (Acts 2:46); and systematic teaching (Acts 20:20). In this last text, Paul recalls that his 

prolonged teaching ministry in Ephesus was conducted both in public and in homes. And the household 

codes envisage not only the family-centered nature of the Church, but also the home as the place of 

Christian education for wives (1 Cor 14:35) and children (Eph 6:4).  

Finally, with all this wealth of familial characteristic and their OT background, it is not surprising that 

the early Christians also took over the metaphorical use of family as a picture for the whole Church. As 

Israel could be called the bêt-Yahweh, ―house/family of Yahweh‖ (Num 12:7; Jer 12:7; Hos 8:1; and Mic 

4:2, where the Temple probably stands for the whole land and people of God), so the Church, as the heir 

and organic continuum of Israel, could be called the oikos of God (Eph 2:19; Gal 6:10; Heb 3:2–6; 1 Tim 

3:15; 1 Pet 4:17).  
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C. J. H. WRIGHT  

FAMINE. The main word used in biblical Hebrew for famine is r ˓ b. The same word is used to 

express the simple idea of hunger. As a noun this word occurs 100 times in the Hebrew Bible. Its verbal 

cognate rǵb, ―to be hungry,‖ is attested in Ugaritic. The difference between the two main uses of this 

word depends on the number of persons involved. Hunger is experienced by an individual or small 

number of persons whereas a famine in biblical thought is a corporate hunger of a larger body of persons. 

When a famine was particularly severe it was described literally as ―heavy‖ (e.g., Gen 12:10). The Greek 

term limos occurs twelve times in the NT, and a majority of these occurrences refer to famine in the 

broader sense.  

———  

A. Origin  

B. Climatology  

C. Historical Famines  

D. Famine and Theology  

———  

A. Origin  

A famine or shortage of food with which to feed the population can develop when the process of 

production and delivery of food is interrupted anywhere along the chain. Two main types of disruptions 

bring this about. The first is climatological. In this case the production of food—especially the grain 

crops—is cut off in its initial growth phase through inadequate rainfall. A significant decrease in the 

amount of rainfall in the grain-growing areas results in a corresponding shortage in the amount of grain 

produced. If this is severe or widespread the population may experience a famine of sufficient severity 

that some persons die from starvation.  

Classical biblical examples of famines which resulted from conditions like these include the famines in 

the times of the patriarchs (Gen 12:10; 26:1; 41:54–57) and the famine in the time of Elijah (1 Kgs 17:1). 

In ANE texts these conditions were encountered especially during the First Intermediate Period in Egypt 

(ca. 2150–2000 B.C.E.) from which come an extensive series of inscriptions from local governors who 



complained about low Nile river levels and poor crop production, and the need to search upriver and 

downriver to find grain with which to feed their subjects.  

Plant disease or plagues of insects, especially locusts, may accompany drought conditions and worsen a 

famine by further destruction of crops, or this kind of damage may occur apart from a drought (note Joel 

1–2). The 8th-century prophet Amos referred to the fact that plagues of this type had afflicted Israel by his 

time (Amos 4:9).  

The other main type of disruption that can occur in the chain that brings food to human beings results 

from factors that destabilize the sociopolitical conditions necessary for the production of crops and their 

delivery to the consumer. An example of this type of famine is that which results from siege warfare. In 

this case it is the direct aim of the attacking army to produce famine in the besieged city by cutting off its 

food supply. This aspect of warfare was widely practiced in ancient times.  

A detailed description of the effects of a famine that resulted from a siege of Samaria by Ben-hadad of 

Damascus is narrated in 2 Kgs 6:24–7:20. It became so severe that some residents of the city resorted to 

cannibalism (6:29). Although the details of the siege of Samaria later by the Assyrians (725–722 B.C.E.) 

are not specifically mentioned in the biblical text (2 Kgs 18:9–12), it is likely that the royal storehouses 

there did not have sufficient supplies to withstand such an onslaught. The population of countries attacked 

like this commonly fled into the walled and fortified cities from the countryside for protection, placing 

greater stress upon the supplies of food stored there. The severity of the famine in Jerusalem when it was 

besieged by Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon is described in several texts (2 Kgs 25:3; Lam 2:11–12; 4:9, 10).  

Famines caused by siege are well known in extrabiblical sources. It took the Egyptian pharaoh 

Thutmose III seven months to starve the Canaanite coalition besieged in Megiddo into submission (ca. 

1475 B.C.E.; ANET, 238). The Assyrian artist who executed Sennacherib‘s reliefs, which depict the 

conquest of Judahite Lachish by the Assyrian army, showed some of the animals emerging from the city 

more emaciated than the captured people, which probably indicates the preferential use of foodstuffs 

within the besieged city. Josephus provided an extensive description of the horrors of the famine 

experienced in Jerusalem during its siege by the Romans (JW 5.424–38, 571; 6.1–3, 193–213).  

Similar conditions were also produced on occasion by internal factors within an ancient country without 

the invasion of foreign forces. When the central governmental control over a country disintegrated to such 

an extent that conditions of anarchy and chaos took over, farmers could no longer work their fields 

effectively, the delivery of the food produced was interrupted, and supplies in central storehouses were 

emptied and not replaced. This type of thing occurred on two prominent occasions in Egyptian history; at 

the beginning of the First Intermediate Period (ca. 2200–2100 B.C.E.), and at the beginning of the Third 

Intermediate Period (ca. 1200–1100 B.C.E.). The disturbed conditions of the former period are vividly 

illustrated by the description of the Admonitions of Ipuwer (ANET, 441–44).  

B. Climatology  

Shifts in climate along marginal and transitional zones in the ANE, between the desert and the sown, 

directly affected the amount of land available for human occupancy and agricultural use. The riverine 

societies of Egypt and Mesopotamia were able to circumvent some of these difficulties through the 

development of irrigation. Ancient Canaan, on the other hand, was more directly dependent upon and 

vulnerable to the amount of rainfall.  

General theory suggests that there are rather wide swings in climate between wet and dry periods that 

extend over centuries. Superimposed upon this larger pattern are lesser oscillations in rainfall and 

temperature that occur over shorter periods of time. The most likely time for a serious drought and famine 

comes at the bottom of the trough during a longer dry period when a short-term downward fluctuation 

provides an even greater decrease in rainfall. Scientists and historians have employed studies of tree rings, 

pollens, varves of glaciers, peat-bog stratigraphy, and written and unwritten archaeological sources in an 

attempt to work out the pattern of fluctuations of the climate of the Near East through ancient times.  

The evaluation and integration of the data derived from these different fields of investigation have been 

complex and sometimes disputed matters. In general it may be said that climatologists have not found any 

major long-term swings in climatic conditions through the historical period from the beginning of the EB 



Age, ca. 3000 B.C.E., to the last pre-Christian centuries in Roman times (Raikes 1967: 52). The period that 

comes closest to being an exception to this general rule is the intermediate period from the end of the EB 

Age to the beginning of the MB Age, ca. 2200–2000 B.C.E. (Crown 1972).  

It is from this intermediate period that the single largest collection of ancient famine texts has come, 

those from the nomarchs or local governors of Egypt from the 9th through the 11th Dynasties (Bell 1971). 

Changes in Egyptian fauna and retarded development of the Nile flood plain confirm the aridity of this 

period. Elsewhere in the Near East study of the laminated sediments from the Dead Sea indicates that the 

period from 2300 to 2000 B.C.E. was exceptionally dry, but since that time the climate of Palestine has 

been rather static (Neev and Emery 1967: 26–30). For the first millennium B.C.E., however, no major 

shifts away from the customary climate of the Near East have been detected.  

C. Historical Famines  

1. The Period of the Biblical Patriarchs. Gen 12:10; 26:1; and 41:54 indicate that famines due to 

drought occurred in Canaan through three successive generations of biblical patriarchs: Abraham, Isaac, 

and Jacob. The multiple references to this type of phenomenon suggest that this period as a whole may 

have been more dry than usual. If the patriarchs are dated somewhere around 2000 B.C.E. approximately, 

as is commonly the case, something similar can be said for Egypt at the same time.  

This is the period from which some 20 Egyptian famine texts have come. The earliest of these is the 

Admonitions of Ipuwer, which probably dates to the first half of the 22d century (7th–8th Dynasties). The 

last of these famine texts comes from the time of Sesostris I of the 12th Dynasty, ca. 1950 B.C.E. The 

distribution of these texts through time indicates that this was a dry period generally, and these were also 

the conditions experienced by the biblical patriarchs living in nearby Canaan. While the famines of the 

patriarchs cannot be connected directly to specific famines in Egypt, it can be said that the two periods of 

relative drought and famine in these two sources correlate well with each other.  

During the first and third of the patriarchal famines Abraham and Jacob migrated to Eygpt with their 

families and followers in order to survive. Thus while Canaan could not survive the crop failure due to 

lack of rainfall, Egypt was still able to produce some crops through irrigation from the Nile, reduced 

though it may have been. During the second patriarchal famine Isaac did not migrate to Egypt. Rather he 

simply moved farther N in Canaan from the Negeb, according to the place-names given for his 

settlements. In so doing he moved from a zone of lower rainfall to one of higher rainfall, from two inches 

of annual rainfall to an area of eight inches of annual rainfall, according to modern standards (Atlas of 

Israel 1970: 4/2).  

The third and final patriarchal famine had the most far-reaching historical consequences because it 

involved more than just a temporary sojourn in Egypt. Jacob and his family moved to Egypt and settled 

there. The prolonged nature of this settlement led to the subjugation of their descendants by the Egyptians 

during the period known as the Sojourn. The conditions of bondage which they experienced during that 

period were relieved only when Moses finally led them out of Egypt. Tracing this problem back to its 

origin, it was a famine in the time of the patriarchs which caused the Eisodus that ultimately required the 

Exodus for its resolution.  

2. The Late Bronze Age. There is no specific biblical reference to a famine in the time of the 

generations of the Exodus, Conquest, and Settlement which may be dated generally in the LB Age (ca. 

1500–1200 B.C.E.). There are, however, some indications that drought and famine did occur on occasion 

in some parts of the Near East during this period. The twenty years of plague for which the Hittite king 

Mursilis petitioned the storm god for relief in the mid-14th century B.C.E. may have been accompanied by 

famine (ANET, 394–96). The Amarna Letters from the same period tell of ravaged fields and depleted 

grain supplies due to internecine warfare between the Canaanite city-states. Shipments of grain were sent 

by Rameses II and Merneptah of Egypt to their treaty partners the Hittites to save them from starvation in 

the 13th century B.C.E., and these conditions were presumably caused by drought (ARE 2: 243–44; Barnett 

CAH 1/2: 360, 369). It has been suggested that drought and famine in the W and central regions of the 

Mediterranean were either one of or the most important of the conditions which triggered the eastward 

migration of the Sea Peoples to Syro-Palestine and Egypt (Carpenter 1966: 59–66). This theory is, 



however, unproved and disputed. From the same period in biblical history come the threatenings of 

famine as a curse for violation of the covenant (Lev 26:18–26; Deut 11:17; 28:23–24; 32:24).  

3. The Early Iron Age. References to famine are more common from the Early Iron Age (ca. 1200–

1000 B.C.E.) than from the LB Age, and this may be considered the next dry period after that of the First 

Intermediate Period. The evidence for this comes from Egypt, Mesopotamia, and Israel. From Egypt come 

the records of a prolonged period of intermittent labor strikes by the royal tomb cutters. They were not 

paid their wages of grain because the royal granaries were severely depleted. The strikes extended over 

the middle half of the 12th century, from the end of the reign of Rameses III to the reign of Rameses X 

(CAH 2: 184–95). These have previously been interpreted as symptoms of political instability due to the 

lack of a strong central government, but more recent study suggests that drought may also have played a 

part in them.  

Climatological evidence drawn from tree rings, glacier variation, shifts in pollen and vegetation, soil 

samples, and samples of sediments from lakes and rivers indicates that the period from 1200 to 900 B.C.E. 

was a warm and dry period in both the Near East and Europe (Neumann and Parpola 1987). Texts of this 

time from Assyria and Babylonia talk of crop failure, high grain prices, and outbreaks of plague. Repeated 

incursions of nomads have been attributed primarily to drought and famine in their own areas (Brinkman 

1968: 280, 389). Political and military effects from these conditions have been noted in the ―dark age‖ 

during which Assyria and Babylonia suffered from a reduction in strength and power. Both texts and 

scientific studies indicate that a wetter and cooler climate returned after 900.  

Evidence for similar conditions in the same period in Israel comes from three biblical narratives. The 

incursions of the Midianites, probably in the 12th century, resemble similar incursions of nomads at the 

same time in Babylonia. The severe pressure they placed upon food supplies and pastureland in Israel is 

described in the story of Gideon (Judg 6:2–6, 11). An approximate date in the early 11th century can be 

derived for the story of Ruth from the genealogy at the end of the book (Ruth 4:21). The experience which 

ultimately led to the incorporation of Ruth the Moabitess into the line of David‘s ancestors occurred 

because of a famine in Judah which drove Naomi and her family into Transjordan in search of food and 

crops for survival (Ruth 1:1–2). The three-year famine experienced in the time of David (2 Sam 21:1), in 

the early 10th century, occurred toward the end of this dry period. At the time of the dedication of the 

temple Solomon appealed for release from any potential future famine through prayer (1 Kgs 8:33–40).  

These three biblical famines from the 12th, 11th, and 10th centuries respectively parallel Mesopotamian 

famines which extrabiblical texts date from ca. 1140 to 940 B.C.E. The Egyptian famine texts of the 12th 

century document a similar experience in the early part of this period.  

4. The Later Iron Age. References to a three-year famine in the time of Elijah (1 Kgs 17:1) and a 

seven-year famine in the time of Elisha (2 Kgs 8:1–3) suggest that the middle of the 9th century B.C.E. 

may have seen a temporary return to drier conditions. There is no direct extrabiblical textual evidence for 

this but this is the time in which the Assyrian king Ashurnasirpal II began to take his army on the road to 

commence building an empire. In a text dated to 881 B.C.E. he mentions that he brought back to Assyria 

some of his subjects who had emigrated to the land of Shubru because of famine (Neumann and Parpola 

1987: 181).  

The occurrence of Elijah‘s famine in a generally wet period emphasizes its exceptional nature, which is 

the point that Elijah made (1 Kgs 17:1). The famine mentioned by Amos probably refers to one that 

occurred after the time of Elijah (Amos 4:6–8). Also coming from this time are references to famines 

caused by disturbed political conditions, especially siege warfare. The siege of Samaria by Ben-hadad (2 

Kgs 6:24–29) and the later famine caused by Nebuchadnezzar‘s siege of Jerusalem (2 Kgs 25:3; Lam 4:7–

10) provide examples of this type of development.  

5. The Persian Period. References to reduced productivity of crops and relative deprivation of the 

people in Hag 1:6 and 2:16 indicate that 520 B.C.E. and the immediately preceding period was a time of 

shortage. The description is not one of total crop failure and famine, only one of relative shortage. In their 

reduced condition, residents of the community of returned exiles were more susceptible to serious 

problems from such shortages than a well-established and prosperous community. This description of the 



people‘s plight resembles that of the futility curses found in extrabiblical covenant texts from Sefire 

(ANET, 659–61) and Tell Fekheriyeh (Millard and Bordreuil 1982: 138). No descriptions of drought at 

this time are presently known from extrabiblical sources.  

6. Greco-Roman/Intertestamental Period. References to famine in sources for the history of Judea 

from this period are not common, but one example of each major type illustrates that they did occur. A 

famine from siege warfare is mentioned in 1 Macc 6:48–54 and the parallel account in Josephus (Ant 

12.378). Beth-zur surrendered to Antiochus V Eupator in 162 B.C.E. because the supplies of food for its 

defenders were very low; the reason being that the crops had not been harvested that year since it was a 

Sabbatical Year. Most of the defenders of the temple complex in Jerusalem fled for the same reason, but 

those who remained were able to reach a truce with Antiochus.  

A famine due to drought occurred in the time of Herod the Great according to Josephus (Ant 15.299–

316). A drought lasting through 25 and 24 B.C.E. created famine conditions and an outbreak of the plague. 

Domestic animals were destroyed or consumed. With state supplies exhausted Herod stripped his palace 

of gold and silver in order to purchase grain in Egypt. His generous but careful distribution of the supplies 

obtained created much goodwill toward him on the part of a previously hostile public.  

7. The NT Period. Two OT famines are referred to in the NT, those of Joseph (Acts 7:11) and Elijah 

(Luke 4:25). Only one historical famine in NT times is referred to in NT records, that which was predicted 

by the prophet Agabus during the reign of Claudius (Acts 11:27–30). Famines in the time of Claudius 

(41–54 C.E.) are well attested by Roman historians (Suetonius, Claud. 18.2; Tacitus, Ann. 12.43; Dio 

Cassius, Hist. 40.11; Eusebius, Chron., Yr. of Abraham 2065). Josephus mentions the high prices of grain 

during this period but notes that notwithstanding the priests did not consume any of the flour to be utilized 

in the Feast of Unleavened Bread (Ant 3.320–21). Queen Helena of Adiabene, a convert to Judaism, 

bought large supplies of grain from Egypt and distributed them to the needy in Judea (Ant 20.101). 

Christians in Antioch took up a collection for relief for those in Judea at this time, and it was sent to 

Jerusalem with Paul and Barnabas (Acts 11:29–30). According to the procurators at this time named by 

Josephus, this famine can be dated between 44 and 48 C.E.  

D. Famine and Theology  

1. Canaanite Theology. Baal Hadad was the storm god of the Canaanite pantheon who was in charge 

of bringing the rains that made the crops grow. In one mythic cycle of the Canaanites, Baal Engaged the 

god Mot in battle. Mot won the battle and vanquished Baal to his underworld. Then Anat, the consort of 

Baal, did battle with Mot and won Baal back so that he could take up his activities in the world and the 

realm of the gods again (ANET, 138–41). This myth is commonly interpreted as derived etiologically 

from the annual cycle of rainy and dry seasons in Syro-Palestine. Drought and famine could result only if 

this pattern and Baal‘s absence or inactivity was prolonged beyond the annual cycle. In an epic text the 

king Danel prayed that Baal would withhold his clouds, dew, and rain for seven years, possibly as a 

punishment for the murder of his son (ANET, 153). Thus the Canaanites saw Baal in control of the factors 

that brought or relieved drought and famine, and they could petition him for their presence or withdrawal. 

The contest between Elijah and the prophets of Baal on Mt. Carmel at the end of three years of drought 

should be seen against this background (1 Kgs 18:23–39).  

2. OT Theology. In contrast to the Canaanite view, the monotheistic religion of Israel saw Yahweh as 

the one god in control of all of the forces of nature, including those that brought the fructifying rains. 

While there was a normal course of nature which he established (Gen 1; 8:22) he could, on occasion, 

intervene in those regular appointments. This aspect of God‘s work was especially prominent in the 

blessings and curses of the covenant (Leviticus 26; Deuteronomy 28). Related to the idea of famine as a 

covenant curse is the prophetic pronouncement of famine as a judgment upon a covenant-breaking people. 

Along with threats of the sword and plague, warnings of famine to come through the actions of 

Nebuchadnezzar‘s troops became a prominent part of the pronouncements of the late preexilic prophets 

Jeremiah and Ezekiel (Jer 24:10; 27:8–13; 29:17; 34:17; 38:2; Ezek 6:11; 7:15; 12:16). On the other hand, 

judgments by famine could also call the people to repentance, lest they suffer a more severe fate (Amos 

4:6–11). Amos also extended the imagery drawn from literal famine into a description of extended and 



unrelieved spiritual hunger, ―a famine … for hearing the words of the Lord‖ (8:11). Solomon 

acknowledged that relief from famine could come especially through prayer and supplication (1 Kgs 

8:37–40).  

In other biblical instances the coming of famine is not specifically attributed to divine activity, it is 

simply noted as a fact of historical occurrence. Even in these instances, however, God could still act on 

behalf of his righteous people, to preserve them through such trying times (Ps 33:18; 37:19; Prov 10:3). 

Thus Joseph saw his exile to Egypt before the famine as a providential way through which the 

preservation of the entire family of Jacob was accomplished (Gen 45:5–7). In a similar way God‘s servant 

Elijah was cared for in a special way through the famine which he was sent to announce (1 Kgs 17:1–6).  

3. NT Theology. Aside from the two historical (Luke 4:25; Acts 7:11) and one contemporary (Acts 

11:27–30) famines referred to in the NT, Jesus indicated that famines would occur prior to, and as a sign 

of, his Parousia at the Eschaton. Jesus also drew the contrast, as Amos had before him, between the 

relative importance of physical and spiritual bread (Matt 4:4). In the spirit of the OT prophets, Rev 6:8 

indicates that famine would play a part in the judgments unleashed when the fourth seal was broken. 

Famine is also to play a part in the end-time judgment upon spiritual Babylon (Rev 18:8). Finally, 

conditions are to be established in the coming kingdom of God whereby no human beings will ever have 

to suffer from hunger and famine again (Rev 7:16; 21:4).  
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WILLIAM H. SHEA  

FARA (NORTH), TELL EL-. See TIRZAH (PLACE).  

FARA (SOUTH), TELL EL-. See SHARUHEN (PLACE).  

FAST, FASTING. Fasting is the deliberate, temporary abstention from food for religious reasons. In 

the biblical material, fasting is total abstention, and is thus to be distinguished both from permanent food 

restrictions, like those against unclean animals, and also from occasional abstention from certain foods, 

like meat on Fridays, a practice adopted by the later Christian Church.  

At the end of the 19th century, our subject attracted the attention of social anthropologists of religion. 

They set out to compare fasting practices in many primitive religious cultures in order to construct a 

general theory of their origin and development (see Westermarck 1907). Some scholars, adopting an 

individualist perspective, emphasized that fasting produced heightened states of consciousness, resulting 

in visions and dreams, which were identified as the ground of all religious conceptuality (Tylor 1871: 

410). Others, taking a collectivist starting point, treated fasting simply as a rite of preparation for the 

sacramental eating of holy food, positing that in fasting is to be found the communal origin of religion 

(Smith, 1894: 434). More recently, modern semantic anthropology has been far less concerned with 

theories of the origin of religion than with the analysis of cultures as living systems. This approach 

refuses to isolate fasting from the total complex of purity rules that form the basic categories through 

which the universe of meaning and the self-identity of any religious group is structured (Neusner 1973: 

137–42). The implications of this development for the interpretation of the biblical material have yet to be 

fully worked out by biblical scholarship.  

———  

A. Terminology  

B. Fasting in Ancient Israel  

C. Fasting in Intertestamental Judaism  



D. Fasting in Early Christianity  

E. Fasting in the Jesus Tradition  

———  

A. Terminology  

The usual Hebrew noun for fasting is ṣôm; its cognate verb is ṣûm. These occur 14 and 20 times 

respectively in the Hebrew Bible. Periphrastic alternatives are ―to eat no bread‖ (e.g., 1 Sam 28:20; an 

idiom reflected in Luke 7:33) and ―to afflict oneself‖ or ―to afflict one‘s soul‖ (˒i  ah  e  eš), a technical 

term for fasting in the Priestly Code. The usual Greek words for fasting are the noun  ēsteia and its verb 

 ēsteuo (formed from a negative prefix and esthio, ―I eat‖). These denote the total abstention from food, 

whether by necessity or by deliberate choice. The verb may also be extended metaphorically, for instance 

it means ―to hold back from evil or pollution‖ in the Gospel of Thomas, logion 27: ―fasting from the 

world.‖ There are 20 occurrences of the verb in the NT and 8 of the noun, but in three of these the text is 

uncertain (see below). The adjective  ēstis occurs only at Mark 8:3 and Matt 15:32 in the involuntary 

sense ―on an empty stomach.‖ Two synonyms occur once each in the NT: asitia (Acts 27:21), probably in 

the natural sense of ―hunger,‖ and ta ei o hrosu ē, ―humiliation of mind‖ (Col 2:18), which appears to 

echo the Semitic periphrasis ―affliction of one‘s soul‖ and ought therefore to be translated ―fasting.‖  

B. Fasting in Ancient Israel  

The Day of Atonement is the only annual national fast day prescribed in OT Law. Although the 

legislation was reworked in the exilic period, the rite, with fasting as its central motif, is probably 

preexilic. The requirement to fast on this day is universal, and its penitential character is underlined by the 

terminology of ―self-affliction‖ (Lev 16:29, 31; 23:27, 32; Num 29:7). There may have been other 

liturgical fasts in the early period (see Jer 36:6); and a public fast could be called at special times of 

penance (1 Sam 14:24). The remaining preexilic references to fasting involve smaller groups or 

individuals, and are associated with the rites of mourning, personal penance, or the reinforcement of 

supplicatory prayer (e.g., Ps 35:13; 1 Kgs 21:27; Num 30:13).  

The allusions to fasting as a mourning custom in 1 and 2 Samuel deserve special note. David‘s fast 

following the deaths of Saul, Jonathan and Abner (2 Sam 1:12; 3:36) is related with approval. But in 2 

Sam 12:16 the king is said to have fasted only while the child produced by his illicit affair with Bathsheba 

was still alive. When it died, David discontinued his fast (2 Sam 12:20). Questioned as to his conduct, he 

explained: ―Now he is dead, why should I fast? Can I bring him back again? I shall go to him, but he will 

not return to me‖ (1 Sam 12:23). Hertzberg (1, 2 Samuel OTL) suggests that the baby‘s death was 

accepted as an atonement for the sin of adultery, so that the usual mourning customs were inapplicable. 

The incident bears some similarities to the gospel controversy on fasting, in which Jesus is questioned for 

refusing to fast (Mark 2:18–22) and where, in its immediate sequel (Mark 2:23–28), breach of the Sabbath 

is justified by an appeal to Davidic precedent.  

In the postexilic period, the number of annual public fasts was increased (see Ezra 8:21–23; Neh 9:1). In 

Zech 8:19 four fast days are specified. These clearly owe their origin to customs established during the 

Exile, though in later Jewish tradition they were given a wider historical rationale, and the Purim fast 

(following Esth 4:16) was added to them. Zechariah urges that these fasts be continued on the 

understanding that they are ―seasons of joy and gladness‖ now that the Temple has been rebuilt. In 

postexilic prophecy, the need for fasting to be accompanied by sincerity and charity is stressed (e.g., Isa 

58:3–9; Joel passim, e.g., 2:12–13). These passages use a pun on the words for fast (ṣôm) and day 

f4(yoÆm), i.e., the day of the Lord‘s judgment, a pun which is reflected in the gospel controversy (Mark 

2:20 ―they will fast on that day‖).  

Fasting may well have been used in ancient Israel as a technique for divination. Moses‘ 40-day fast on 

the mountain (Exod 24:28; Deut 9:9–10) was interpreted by the rabbis in this sense (b. Yoma 4b.), 

although in the original story the dominant idea was that of miraculous sustenance (cf. 1 Kgs 19:8). The 

fasting of Hannah (1 Sam 1:7) may contain a vestige of this practice, since it is linked with a form of 

ecstatic prayer which could be mistaken for intoxication (1 Sam 1:14).  



In later apocalyptic literature the use of fasting as a technique to become more receptive to divine 

revelation becomes more prominent. While penitence is probably the motivation of fasting in Dan 9:3, the 

use of fasting as preparation to receive visions cannot be excluded as a subsidiary idea (cf. Dan 10:3) 

since intertestamental references to this practice abound (e.g., 2 Esdr 5:13; 2 Bar. 5:7f.; Ascen.Is. 2:7–

etc.).  

E. G. Hirsch (JEnc 2: 166) expresses the not uncommon opinion that the relative paucity of references 

to fasting in the OT proves that asceticism was essentially alien to the outlook of ancient Israel. The tacit 

assumption underlying this judgment, namely that asceticism always entails a pessimistic worldview and 

a body-soul dualism, and therefore can only have resulted from hellenizing influence is highly 

questionable. What the OT evidence indicates is that even before the Greek period, fasting practices were 

the social and religious norm in several different contexts and for a variety of motivations.  

C. Fasting in Intertestamental Judaism  

The intertestamental period witnessed a marked increase in Jewish asceticism, not only among sectarian 

groups, but also in popular piety. Fasting as an act of devotion, having value in itself, is commended 

alongside prayer and almsgiving in Tob 12:8. The book of Judith argues that fasting is rewarded with 

divine favor (Jdt 4:9), but observes that it should not be used in an attempt to bend the divine will (8:16). 

The conservative Ben Sira reiterates prophetic warnings against ritualism (Sir 36:26); but the Testaments 

of the Twelve Patriarchs make frequent reference to fasting as the hallmark of piety, e.g., T. Jos. 3:4: 

―They that fast for God‘s sake receive beauty of face‖ (cf. Dan 1:15 and Matt 6:16–18). According to 

Josephus, the ascetic practices of the Essene sect included fasting (JW 2.8.5). The Dead Sea Scrolls 

contain no explicit rules concerning community observances apart from the Day of Atonement, but 

discretionary practice by individuals is probably assumed. The Egyptian Therapeuts, as described by 

Philo, regularly fasted during the hours of daylight (Vita Cont 34). The pious Pharisee, according to Luke 

18:12, fasted twice a week. Admittedly, there is some doubt about the accuracy of Luke‘s presentation, 

for the twice-weekly fast (on Mondays and Thursdays) cannot certainly be traced to Pharisaism of the 

pre–70 C.E. period, and when these fasts are referred to in the Mishnah, they are special devotions in time 

of drought, and not a regular pious devotion (b. Ta˓a . 12a; but cf. Did. 8:1). Nevertheless, the ascetic 

tendency of Pharisaism is indisputable, and the rabbinic warnings against the danger of excessive 

mourning fasts for the destruction of the Temple (b. Ta˓a . 57) only serve to underscore the point that 

asceticism was a customary reaction to such disasters.  

In addition to the sects, there were notable individual ascetics during this period, among them Haninah 

ben Dosa (b. Ta˓a . 24b) and John the Baptist (Matt 11:18). The former fasted to increase the efficacy of 

his charismatic prayer; the latter seems to have wanted, rather, to evoke by his abstemiousness an 

ideology of wilderness simplicity and dependence upon God. Thus, in the background to the NT one finds 

widespread approval of voluntary fasting as a mark of religious devotion, as well as the almost 

spontaneous rise of individual and communal asceticism. ―Fasting like a Jew‖ had become proverbial in 

the Roman world of the first century (Suet. Aug. 76).  

D. Fasting in Early Christianity  

The fasting practice of the early Church closely reflects that of its Jewish milieu. When Christian 

leaders are commissioned, fasting is the natural adjunct to fervent prayer (Acts 13:2–3 and 14:23). In 

Luke‘s infancy story, Anna the prophetess is held up as a paragon of traditional piety that expresses itself 

in fasting and continual prayer, and as a model for the church order of holy widows (Luke 2:27 cf. Acts 

6:1 and 1 Tim 5:5). Similarly, Cornelius the God-fearer is renowned for his prayer and almsgiving (Acts 

10:30–31). The textual tradition (P
50

,A
2
,D) quickly supplemented these two acts of piety (prayer and 

almsgiving, v 31) with a reference to the third, fasting. In the same way, the allusion to prayer in 1 Cor 

7:5 attracted a textual addition of fasting in some manuscripts (Codex Sinaiticus, K, L).  

Paul mentions ―fastings‖ in his lists of the sufferings of a true apostle. In 2 Cor 6:4–5 it is unclear 

whether natural hunger or deliberate abstinence is meant; this difficulty hinges on whether one reads the 

word more closely with the preceding or with the following items. The list in 2 Cor 11:27–28 has already 

included ―hunger and thirst‖ and so voluntary fasting is probably indicated. When Paul encounters 



difficulties regarding food regulations in culturally mixed Christian communities (1 Corinthians 8; 

Romans 14) it is interesting to note how readily he adopts the ascetic solution.  

Exaggerated asceticism evidently caused some problems in the early Church. In Colossians, the error 

involved ―self-humiliation‖ (2:18). This is probably a Semiticism for fasting, since the practice is coupled 

with ―angel worship,‖ i.e., it was intended to induce visions of angels. In 2:23 the term is further defined 

as ―severity to the body.‖ Despite this, the writer refrains from rejecting asceticism completely; he simply 

opposes this form of it, which is, in his view, ineffective against the passions of the flesh and involves 

undue submission to external regulations. Elsewhere, despite the perversions of extremists, ―bodily 

training,‖ askesis, is commended as ―beneficial up to a point‖ (1 Tim 4:8).  

The Church in the NT period did not reject the pious Jewish practice of fasting. But it had not yet 

formalized its own discipline, considering it a matter of individual conscience. There is no trace in the NT 

of the requirement that candidates for baptism should fast (but cf. Did. 7:4; Justin apol. 61.2) nor is there 

reference in the NT to a twice-weekly Christian fast in imitation of and rivalry with the rabbinic custom. 

This first appears in the Didache (8:1). It was only during the 2d century that the statutory public fast on 

Good Friday took root—a practice that seems to have arisen in the wake of the Quartodeciman 

controversy. The Quartodecimans (see Eus., Hist. Eccl. 5.23–25) adopted the anti-Jewish practice of 

fasting during the feast of Passover and celebrating Easter the following day. When the date of Easter 

came to be determined independently of the Jewish calendar, always on a Sunday, the conditions were 

established for the institution of a public Christian fast on the preceding Friday. Eventually, as baptisms 

were normally celebrated at Easter, partial abstinence during the preceding weeks of preparation began to 

be observed not only by the candidates, but also by all Church members as an annual Lenten fast of 

penitence.  

E. Fasting in the Jesus Tradition  

Most of the references to fasting found within the Synoptic Gospels conform to the common pattern of 

piety indicative of 1st-century Judaism and early Christianity. There is, however, one exception, the 

fasting controversy in Mark 2:18–22 and parallels which stands out as dissimilar from both backgrounds.  

Matthew‘s version of the longer Temptation narrative (4:2) states that Jesus fasted for forty days in the 

wilderness. The Moses typology here (cf. Exod 34:28) suggests that deliberate abstinence is meant; the 

Lukan parallel is more equivocal on the point: ―he ate nothing‖ (Luke 4:2). The shorter Markan scene 

omits any reference to fasting, and the author‘s allusion to the ―ministry of angels‖ (Mark 1:13) may even 

imply that he pictured Jesus receiving heavenly food in the desert. It is, therefore, likely that the motif of a 

forty-day fast has been introduced into the developing tradition of Jesus‘ temptation from the post-Easter 

preconceptions of the Church.  

Matthew includes a series of exhortations in the Sermon on the Mount (6:1–18) concerning the three 

pious duties, which contrast the hypocrisy of outward display with the secret devotion which earns divine 

approval. Since the Evangelist interrupts the closely parallel structure of the exhortations by inserting the 

Our Father into the section on prayer, this material is likely to be pre-Matthean (see SERMON ON THE 

MOUNT/PLAIN). This view is supported by the presence of several Matthean hapax legomena in the 

passage, and also by the tension between its theme of secret devotion and the redactional publicity motif 

at Matt 5:16, ―Let your light shine before men.‖ But, that the tradition is pre-Matthean does not 

necessarily mean that it goes back to Jesus: for it is in line with conventional Jewish wisdom (cf. e.g., Sir 

23:19)—upon which any early Christian preacher could have drawn. The assumption of the passage, that 

the disciples are to fast in secret, is also contradicted in the later controversy on fasting. The Evangelist 

seems to be aware of this, for he has slightly altered Mark‘s wording, so that Jesus can be understood to 

have rejected only the mourning custom of fasting (Matt 9:15) and not all other kinds. This alteration 

allows other motivations for fasting (i.e., inward devotion) to be appropriate for Christians, without 

making the practice a matter of coercion. Matthew‘s attitude to celibacy (Matt 19:10–12) is closely 

comparable. Certainly, his church could not have understood fasting as a mourning custom for removal of 

the bridegroom, for the Risen Christ was still continually present with the community (cf. Matt 28:20).  



In the majority of mss at Mark 9:29 a saying of Jesus on exorcism by prayer and fasting appears. 

Notably, Codex Sinaiticus and B omit the fasting reference. This case is much less clear-cut than that of 

the two other variants mentioned above, but scribal addition is more likely than scribal omission at this 

point. The secondary insertion may have arisen from the erroneous supposition that the statement refers to 

the qualities required of a successful exorcist; in fact, if the shorter form is original, it refers to the 

qualities required in a successful suppliant for exorcism, and alludes to the hesitancy of the father‘s 

supplicatory prayer (cf. Mark 9:24).  

The controversy dialogue found in Mark 2:18–22 and its parallels is the only NT text which raises any 

objection to the propriety of fasting. Its striking dissimilarity from prevailing views both in Judaism and 

in the early Church may be taken to indicate its substantial authenticity. The passage records that 

unidentified inquirers asked for an explanation of the difference in fasting practice between the followers 

of the Baptist and the Pharisees and the followers of Jesus. To the question ―Why do your disciples not 

fast?‖ he does not reply, as one might expect from Matt 6:6–18, ―How do you know they are not fasting; 

appearances can be deceptive!‖; instead, he justifies the disciples‘ present neglect of fasting practice by 

analogy with wedding guests who are dispensed from ordinary religious duties during a marriage feast. 

This opening statement is then qualified: Jesus prophesies that fasting will, nevertheless, become 

appropriate at some later date, i.e., on the day when ―the bridegroom is removed‖; and the passage 

concludes with the two short parables of the old garment and the new wineskins.  

The pioneer NT form critics M. Dibelius and R. Bultmann explained this puzzling text by a complex 

history of transmission, in which the original stance of Jesus against fasting was modified by the post-

Easter Church to bring it into line with its own practices (Dibelius 1971: 65; Bultmann 1963: 19, 49). The 

Church, however, still wished to differentiate itself from Judaism and so made the further addition of the 

two concluding parables. This analysis faces two major difficulties. First, there is no evidence that the 

Church in the NT period practiced a memorial fast for the death of Christ; the weekly Friday fast and the 

annual Good Friday fast are of later origin, as we have seen. Secondly, the retention within the paradigm 

of an element which radically contradicts its overall message is contrary to the usual form-critical 

presupposition. For these reasons, a unitary, historical approach to the passage may be preferable. On this 

view, Jesus rejected fasting as inappropriate to the initial period of his ministry. But his rejection was not 

unqualified; he predicted that at some later stage ―fasting,‖ in the sense of deprivation and persecution, 

would again become appropriate, and he may have expressed this in language deliberately reminiscent of 

Joel 2:16. At the same time, in response to those who were ready to criticize both the Baptist for his 

asceticism and Jesus for his lack of it (cf. Matt 11:16–19), he argued by means of the parables that both 

lifestyles were justifiable in the context of their different aims. The Baptist‘s reform movement was 

concerned to repair the old order, by penitence and fasting (by ―shrinking the patch‖); whereas a more 

flexible dispensation was needed (―new wineskins‖) to accommodate the eschatological joy of the 

dawning Kingdom.  

Whichever analysis of this passage is deemed to be more plausible, the way Jesus distances himself here 

from the pious practice of fasting, which was as widely esteemed in 1st-century Judaism as it continued to 

be in early Christianity, is highly distinctive.  
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JOHN MUDDIMAN  

FATE, GREEK CONCEPTION OF. ―Fate‖ in the strict sense may be defined as ―the principle, 
power or agency by which events are unalterably predetermined from eternity‖ (OED). Properly speaking, 

the concept presupposed some sense of a cosmic unity within which all individual events may be 

comprehended, as a system of causal chains. However, at the earliest stage of Greek thought, such a 

notion was not present in any coherent form, and indeed the ultimate implications of the concept were not 

worked out until after the Classical period by the philosophers of the early Stoa, in particular Chrysippus. 

The counterpart to the concept of Fate is that of Chance (Tychē, Fortu a), another concept which, while 

always present in Greek thought, attained vast influence in the Hellenistic and later Roman eras. In the 

case of Fate, all is determined; with Chance, nothing is; but the consequences, from the point of view of 

the ordinary individual, appeared very much the same.  

———  

A. Lexical Introduction  

B. Greek Thought  

1. Homer and the Poets  

2. Prose Writers  

3. The Philosophical Tradition  

———  

A. Lexical Introduction  

The English word ―fate‖ derives from the Latin fatum, past participle of the verb fari, ―speak,‖ and 

means ―what is uttered (sc. by the gods)‖—analogous to the Greek adjective thesphaton. The earliest 

Greek terms for Fate are moira, aisa, and to  e rō e o ; later, and generally in philosophical contexts, 

the usual term was hei ar e ē. The etymology of aisa is obscure, but probably originally means ―one‘s 

proper share‖ (of booty, cogn. with the verb aiteo, ―ask for one‘s share‖). Moira is the noun from 

meiromai, ―apportion‖ (of which hei ar e ē is the [fem.] past participle), the idea behind it being that of 

giving every man his due. Pe rō e o  is the (neuter) past participle of a root *por-, ―provide‖ (cf. poros, 

―provision‖), which conveys a similar notion. The idea of ―due portion‖ is thus firmly rooted in the early 

Greek concept of Fate.  

B. Greek Thought  

1. Homer and the Poets. In early Greek thought, the concept of Fate is pervasive but in a rather loose 

form. Homer envisages a fated course of life woven for each person at birth (Il. 18, 115ff.; 24.525f.; Od. 

7. 197–98), but this does not seem to result in determinism in any strong sense and there is even the 

periodic suggestion that one might ―go beyond‖ one‘s fate (though that is never actually achieved)—a 

notion expressed by the phrases hyper aisan or hyper moron, ―beyond fate‖ (Il. 16.780; 20.30; 21.517). 

There is some speculation, also, as to the relation of the decrees of Fate to the will of the gods, and in 

particular Zeus. Homer presents Zeus in Iliad, Books 16 (441ff.) and 22 (179ff.) as contemplating the 

overthrow of what is fated as a real option (in respect of saving Sarpedon and Hector), and only dissuaded 

from this by threats of retaliation from his wife Hera. Similarly, Poseidon in the Odyssey (5.288ff.) has to 

recognize that it is Odysseus‘ aisa to escape death at sea and reach home safely, but he does his best to 

dispose of him nonetheless. But this serves to remind us that Homer is a poet, not a theologian or 

philosopher.  



These concepts, moira, aisa, and the allied notions of  ēres, ―death spirits,‖ and daimon, ―divinity‖ seen 

as an apportioning force, are susceptible of personification on occasion, both by Homer and later writers 

(Il. 18.535; Od. 10.64; 11.61). The Moirai seem originally to have been birth goddesses, balancing the 

Kēres. In Hesiod, we find the three Fates (Moirai) personified, and given names, Clotho, Lachesis, and 

Atropos, and differentiated roles (Th. 211–19). In at least one genealogy (Th. 901–6) they are 

subordinated to Zeus as his daughters by Themis (an abstraction meaning ―right order‖), but their decrees 

are still unalterable. In personifying them and linking them closely with the Kēres, Hesiod seems to 

suggest in this passage that they actually pursue evildoers and punish them, but all he can really mean is 

that evil deeds have their inevitable consequences.  

Pindar, like Hesiod, places emphasis on the ―moral‖ role of the Moirai, and their connection with 

Zeus—though he actually presents them as bringing Themis to be wed to Zeus, rather than as being her 

offspring (Fr. 30 Bergk). He speaks of Moira both in the singular (Nem. 7.57) and in the plural (Pyth. 

4.145). In this latter passage, he speaks of the Fates ―withdrawing in shame‖ if kinsmen fight. He lays 

down the general precept, ―that which is fated cannot be escaped‖ (Pyth. 12.30).  

This basic principle might serve as a keynote for Greek tragedy. The tragedians obviously dwell much 

on what is fated, often through the medium of a prophecy delivered by one of the gods (usually Apollo), 

or the agent of a god (a prophet such as Teiresias of Thebes or Calchas, prophet to the Greek army at 

Troy). A favorite theme, originally of myth, but then of tragedy, is the tracing of the futile efforts of a 

mortal to evade (and thus nullify) a prophecy—Laius, king of Thebes, and then his son Oedipus, being 

perhaps the most notable examples (celebrated above all in Sophocles‘ Oedipus the King). A curious 

feature of Apollo‘s prophecy in this case, as in certain others, is that it is stated as a conditional (―If you 

have a son, that son will kill you, and marry his mother‖), though we know there is no real choice. A good 

statement of this occurs near the end of Euripides‘ Hippolytus (1256), where the Chorus is actually 

commenting on the fulfillment of Theseus‘ curse on his son, ―No refuge is there from Fate and what must 

be!‖ (also Aesch. PV 511–25; Soph. Ant. 133708; Eur. Or. 976–81). In one play, however, the Alcestis 

(based on a folktale), Euripides presents the apparent overturning of the ―fated‖ death of Alcestics by the 

plotting of Apollo (he actually got the Moirai drunk) and the agency of Heracles (who wrestled 

successfully with Death), but this is most peculiar and probably has something to do with the fact that the 

Alcestis was presented as the fourth play of a tetralogy, in place of a satyr play.  

2. Prose Writers. The historian Herodotus (ca. 485–425 B.C.E.) has a very vivid sense of Fate, allied 

with the concept of divine retribution for both human transgressions and overweening human pride. In 

Book 3.40, King Amasis of Egypt warns Polycrates of Samos against excessive good fortune, ―for I know 

how jealous is the divine nature.‖ In Book 1.91, we find a particularly interesting statement of the 

relationship between Fate and the gods, in the words of the Delphic priestess to the envoys of King 

Croesus of Lydia: ―It is impossible even for a god to escape his destined fate ( e rō e ē  oira).‖ But 

nevertheless she claims that Apollo delayed the capture of Sardis by three years and saved Croesus from 

death on the pyre. Where that leaves the inevitability of fate is not quite clear, but Herodotus does not 

appear to see any problem here.  

Thucydides, by contrast, is not oppressed by either a sense of fate or of the jealousy of the gods, so he 

calls for no comment here. In the orators of the 4th century B.C.E., however, we find many examples of a 

belief in fate. Lysias (ca. 455–380 B.C.E.), at the end of his Funeral Speech (78), reflects that ―the divinity 

(daimon) to whom has been allotted the charge of our fate is inexorable‖—a suitable sentiment, of course, 

for such an occasion. Demosthenes, in the De Corona (205), on the other hand, seeks to make a 

distinction between one‘s ―fated and natural death‖ and a death one might take upon oneself for the 

fatherland. This contrast between fate and free will, while purely rhetorical in this instance, is yet 

pregnant with significance for later philosophy, and specifically for later Platonism.  

3. The Philosophical Tradition. When we turn to the philosophical tradition, the technical term for 

Fate becomes, as we have said, hei ar e ē, which became falsely linked etymologically by the Stoics 

with heirmos, a ―chain‖ or ―series.‖ The first philosopher to whom a concept of Fate can be attributed is 

Heraclitus of Ephesus (fl. ca. 490 B.C.E.). He is reported by Diogenes Laertius (9.7) as having declared 



that all things take place through Fate, but the terminology here, and perhaps the doctrine also, may be a 

Stoic rationalization of his position. All we can be sure of is that he saw logos, which might be rendered 

―Reason‖ or ―Cosmic Order,‖ as the dominant principle of the universe. He was at any rate a powerful 

influence on the Stoics, so something in his recorded utterances must have attracted their attention. 

Parmenides (fl. ca. 480 B.C.E.) employs the term moira (Fr. 8.37 D–K), but only in a poetical phrase, to 

indicate the logical necessity of his concept of the plenitude and immobility of Being.  

In Plato, the issue of Fate and Free Will is certainly addressed, but Plato‘s conclusions are obscured by 

the mythological and poetic form in which he chooses to present them. The most notable passage is the 

myth of Er (Resp. 10.617Dff.). Here Lachesis, who is presented as the daughter of Necessity (Anankê), 

makes a speech (through a prophet) to the assembled disembodied souls, which attempts to preserve a 

place for free will while laying down laws of fate. This passage is philosophically problematical, but it 

was taken in later times as Plato‘s definitive pronouncement on the subject, so it deserves careful study.  

―Souls that live for a day, now is the beginning of another cycle or mortal generation where birth is the 

beacon of death. No divinity (daimon) shall cast lots for you, but you shall choose your own fate 

(daimon). Let him to whom falls the first lot select a life to which he shall cleave of necessity. But Virtue 

has no master over her, and each shall have more or less of her according as he honors or dishonors her. 

The blame is his who chooses; God is blameless.‖  

On the one hand, then, one‘s course of life is determined by one‘s choice of life in the antenatal 

distribution of lots, but in fact one‘s choice, as becomes clear, is itself determined by how one has lived 

one‘s previous life. And yet Plato wishes to preserve the autonomy of ―virtue,‖ or the rational soul, in 

determining its future. This was a position clung to by later Platonists such as Albinus (Didaskalikos, ch. 

26) and Pseudo-Plutarch (On Fate), as well as by the Aristotelian Alexander of Aphrodisian (On Fate), 

and later again by Plotinus, in Enneads 3.2–3 (On Providence). They tried to restrict the Stoic doctrine of 

determinism to the physical world and the lower soul (though Alexander is more defiant than the 

Platonists on that question), while freeing the rational soul from the ineluctable chain of causation.  

Aristotle does not contribute anything to the theological problem of Fate, but his discussion of the truth 

value of statements about the future, and his rejection of the view that they are necessarily true or false, in 

chap. 9 of the De Interpretatione, did provide a stimulus to later Stoic theorizing.  

It is only with the Stoics, in particular Zeno (335–263 B.C.E.) and Chrysippus (ca. 280–207 B.C.E.), that 

Fate as a philosophical problem comes into its own. Hei ar e ē is now seen as coextensive with the 

structure of the universe and identical with both Nature and God (who is simply the soul or mind of the 

universe). This results in a blending of the notion of blind necessity with that of purposive ordering, 

producing a doctrine which, while apparently depressing in its implications, yet, if assented to, seemed to 

bring solace to the Stoic philosopher.  

Chrysippus‘ principle that nothing takes place without an antecedent cause seemed to leave no room for 

anything spontaneous or ―unprogrammed,‖ but in fact the Stoics wished to find a place for the exercise of 

free will and responsibility, difficult though it might seem to do so. Chrysippus recognized that we do in 

fact make decisions, though such decisions are necessarily ―co-fated‖ with the results that accrue from 

them. ―Free will‖ is thus at best a subjective phenomenon, but one can decide to assent to the rational 

structure of the universe, which is God, and that way lies happiness and true freedom. To quote the later 

Stoic philosopher Seneca (Ep. 107, 11), ―The Fates lead the willing subject, but drag along the unwilling‖ 

(cf. also SVF II 974–1007: On Fate and Free Will).  

Meanwhile, on the popular level, a growing ―science‖ of astrology, given a stimulus from Hellenistic 

contact with Babylonian star-lore and beliefs, made Fate seem an overpowering force which, however, it 

was thought possible (illogically) to tamper with through the use of magic.  

Not far removed from the thought-world of magic, the movement broadly known as Gnosticism had a 

distinctive theory of Fate which is of some relevance for Christianity. For the gnostics, Heimarmené 

becomes a technical term for the sphere of existence ruled over by the Demiurge and his agents, and thus 

by definition a malevolent force, but also one from which the pneumatikos, or spiritual man, can escape 

(Jonas 1958: 156–210).  



This has been exclusively a survey of Greek thought. The Romans, in fact, contribute nothing of 

significance to the concept of Fate, but a number of Latin authors, particularly Cicero in De Fato, De 

Divinatione, and De Natura Deorum, and the Stoic philosopher Seneca in his essays and letters, constitute 

good evidence for Greek philosophical theories.  
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JOHN M. DILLON  

FATHER. See FAMILY.  

FATHERS, APOSTOLIC. See APOSTOLIC FATHERS.  

FATHOM. See WEIGHTS AND MEASURES.  

FAUNA. See ZOOLOGY (FAUNA).  

FAYUM FRAGMENT. The so-called Fayum Fragment is a small scrap of papyrus (3.5 × 4.3 cm.), 

dating from the 3d century, that partially preserves a version of Jesus‘ prediction of Peter‘s denial. The 

papyrus, discovered in 1885 among a collection of ancient Egyptian documents acquired by Archduke 

Rainer, is now held by the Austrian National Library (P. Vindob. G 2325; Aland: Ap 13). It carries seven 

incomplete lines of Greek text consisting of 106 characters. With plausible reconstructions, the text may 

be translated as follows:  

(He said, after)  

eating according to custom, ―Al[l of you on this]  

night will fall away, [according to]  

scripture: ‗I will strike the [shepherd and the]  

sheep will be scattered.‘ ‖ [When]  

Peter said, ―Even if all, [yet not I,‖ (Jesus said) ―Before]  

the cock crows twice [today]  

[three times] you will deny me.‖  

In substance this is closely parallel to the narrative given in Mark 14:26–31 = Matt 26:30–35 (cf. Luke 

22:31–34), but there are some noteworthy differences. The fragment does not give the statement found in 

Mark 14:28 = Matt 26:32, ―After I am raised up I will go before you to Galilee,‖ which seems intrusive 

and irrelevant in Mark and Matthew. But even apart from this, the narrative as given in the fragment is 

considerably more brief (42 words) than the versions of Mark (71 words) or Matthew (76 words). 

Generally, the style of the fragment is much less literary than the synoptic accounts. The fragment has 

points of agreement with each of the synoptic accounts, but separately: with Mark it shares the simplicity 

of Peter‘s response (14:29) and mentions the cock crowing twice (14:30, absent in Matthew and Luke); 

with Matthew (26:31) it inserts the phrase ―on this night‖ in Jesus‘ earlier, general prediction (omitting it 

in the later specific prediction about Peter, where, however, Matthew retains it [26:34]); with Luke 

(22:39) it mentions Jesus‘ following custom (although Luke relates this to going to the Mount of Olives, 

and the fragment seems to relate it to the eating of the meal). At the same time, the fragment differs 

appreciably from all the synoptic accounts. The fragment also exhibits some linguistic peculiarities: the 

formula for the citation of scripture (kata to graphen) ―according to scripture‖ is peculiar and not exactly 

paralleled in the NT; its word for ―cock‖ (ale truō ) has another form than the term exclusively used in 

the NT (ale tōr); and whereas the synoptic accounts use phonein (―to speak‖) of the crowing of the cock, 

the fragment uses the onomatopoetic kokkuzein.  

These observations pose the question of the relationship of the fragment to the Synoptic Gospels. Three 

alternatives have been considered: (1) that the fragment offers a secondary, somewhat abridged version of 

the episode, based on the account of Mark and/or Matthew, whether recalled from memory or perhaps 

drawn from a gospel harmony; (2) that the fragment comes from a primitive gospel document (Urtext) on 



which Mark depended; (3) that the fragment offers an independent version of the synoptic pericope, and 

that the larger document of which the fragment is a part was an early gospel, otherwise unknown, 

composed on the basis of oral tradition. The last explanation has been the most widely held among 

students of the fragment, and gives the most plausible account of the pattern of similarities and 

differences between the fragment and the synoptic texts. The absence in the fragment of a reference to 

resurrection appearances in Galilee is especially telling. This is a Marcan motif (cf. 16:7), and seems to be 

a secondary element in the pericope: the disciples do not remark on it, and it is beside the point of the 

narrative. Without it, the incident is tightly coherent. Further, the idiomatic freshness of the fragment‘s 

version and its distinctive word usage do not suggest any literary dependence on Mark or on another 

known gospel. The plausibility of the fragment‘s having belonged to an independent gospel is enhanced 

by the modern awareness that many such documents circulated in the early Church, perhaps especially in 

Egypt. At least some of those that have survived are clearly independent of the canonical Gospels (e.g., 

the Gospel of Thomas, the Gospel of Peter). However, any conclusion about the Fayum Fragment must be 

tentative, owing to its slight scope.  
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HARRY Y. GAMBLE  

FEAR OF ISAAC [Heb paḥad yiṣḥ q ( ד  חַּ ִיְצָחקפַּ  )]. An ancient title of the divinity used twice in 

the OT (Gen 31:42, 53, paḥad ˒ b  w yiṣḥ q, ―the Fear of his father Isaac‖), uniformly rendered in ancient 

times and generally in later times as ―the fear/terror of Isaac.‖ Some modern scholars have challEnged 

this interpretation, which they believe conforms poorly to the context, and instead understand ―kinsman of 

Isaac‖ (Albright FSAC, 248; de Vaux in La Bible de Jérusalem, but with more nuance in EHI 269–71; 

Anderson IDB 2: 260; Stähli THAT 2: 411; Schoors 1987). They appeal to the Arabic faḫid  and to the 

Palmyrene pḥd with the sense ―tribe, clan, family‖ (DISO, 226). The meaning ―kinsman‖ is not 

convincing, however, and has been strongly attacked (Hillers 1972; Puech 1984). Arabic faḫid  never 

refers to ―kinsman‖ as an individual, but always signifies a social group, so that this expression designates 

at best ―the clan of Isaac.‖ This sense is confirmed by the Palmyrene usage of pḥd, no more than a 

straightforward borrowing from the Arabic, to designate exclusively Arab tribes in or around Palmyra. (In 

Palmyrene the forms pḥd and pḥ (w)z are employed equally; /z/ and /d/ are two ways of rendering the 

Arabic /d / and not Aramaic archaisms for transcribing the original /d /.)  

The first sense of the Arabic faḫid  is ―thigh,‖ as in Sabean; the Aramaic pḥdyn (Tg. Onq.) and the Syriac 

pwḥd’ both signify ―testicle(s)‖ or ―thigh‖ in Job 40:17, and elsewhere ―jugular veins,‖ according to 

lexicographers. Paḥad in Job 40:17 must mean ―thigh,‖ but this unique usage of the Hebrew word is 

better understood as an Aramaism in Job, considering the irregularity of a Proto-Semitic development of 

/d / > /d/ in Hebrew, instead of the expected /z/.  

Albright appealed also to Ug pḫd in the sense of ―flock,‖ but its single occurrence in ˒imr bpḫd is not all 

that clear. If it is related to Akk puḫâdu, ―lamb‖ (Hillers 1972: 92), the word is not to be derived from 

pḫd ; but since the sense ―lamb‖ in this passage is hardly satisfying, some scholars have linked it to the 

Akk paḫīdu, ―flour.‖ However, the sense of ―thigh‖ is not to be excluded here also (Puech 1984: 359–60 

n. 5). Whatever the proper interpretation of Ug pḫd is, the meaning ―flock,‖ derived from ―clan, tribe‖ in 

the Arabic, is improbable. This same meaning should not be sought in the plaster inscription of Deir ˓Alla 

where the word does not in fact appear, not even in II 8, pḥzy.  

Since the meaning ―kinsman‖ is never attested in Semitic, not even in Arabic, and since the meaning 

―clan,‖ known only in Arabic, does not make sense in our context, an explanation which refers to the 

Arabic root pḫd  cannot be retained. In fact, on the basis of its construction, the expression pḥd yṣḥq must 

be parallel to ˒ĕlōh  ˒ b   ˒abrah     h r. ―God of [my] father/Abraham/Nahor,‖ or ˒ăb  r ya˓ăqōb, 

determinative titles of the God of the patriarchs and, consequently, of their clans; cf. ˒ăb  r yi r ˒ēl (Isa 



1:24; see Alt 1966: 25–30). The phrase cannot be the euphemistic ―father‘s thigh‖ (= sexual organs) by 

which Jacob swears (Koch 1980; Malul 1985; 1987) since the formula ―put the hand under the thigh‖ 

(e.g., Gen 24:9) is missing. There remains, then, the only other root, well known in the sense of ―to fear, 

tremble, be frightened,‖ in the noun form ―terror, fright, fear,‖ as the ancient translators understood it 

(LXX phobos). The expression paḥad yiṣḥ q cannot signify ―refuge of Isaac‖ without other convincing 

parallels (Kopf 1959).  

The element paḥad is not a divine name (as argued by Lemaire 1978); the personal name 

ZELOPHEHAD (Heb ṣĕlo ĕḥad), Num 26:33 shows, in its historically more correct Greek vocalization 

Salpaad (Num 26:37), cannot be compared to Akk names such as Ṣilli-Adad, Ṣilli-Amurru, Ṣilli-bal, or 

Heb bṣl˒l, nor understood as ―the Parent is [my] refuge‖ (HALAT 3: 872) or ―Shadow of Paḥad‖ (Müller 

1980: 120; TWAT 6: 560; DBSup 11: 485–86). It rather means ―the [divine] Fear is a/my refuge‖ (Puech 

1984: n. 10); cf. Akk puluḫti ṣillika and for the construction compare names whose theophoric element is 

a kinship term (see TPNAH, 40–50). However, this does not permit paḥad yiṣḥ q to be translated as 

―Protector of Isaac‖ (Westermann Genesis 27–35 BK, 607), where it is clear that ―the god of X‖ is his 

protector.  

The phrase must mean ―Terror/Fear of Isaac,‖ to be understood as a principal attribute of the god of 

Isaac, whose protective power sows terror among all his enemies. But this objective sense taken in the 

context of holy war (cf. Gen 35:5) does not exclude the numen tremendum, the divine majesty which 

inspires reverential fear of the sort well attested in ancient rituals (expressed in Akk puluḫtu û melammu; 

see 1 Sam 11:7; 2 Chr 19:7; Ps 36:2; Sir 7:29). It is even probable that the latter entails the former (see 

Becker 1965: 178–79). The phrase pḥd yṣḥq is comparable to ˒ăb  r ya˓qōb, ―the Powerful/Bull of Jacob‖ 

(Gen 49:24) an expression originating with regard to Baal, whose animal is the bull (see the Hyksos 

scarabs with Yaqub-Ba˓al and ˒ibrd at Ugarit: ―Adad is the Bull‖ [Puech 1984: 357]). The sense of the 

word paḥad is not always negative: it is sometimes parallel to y rē˒, ―to fear‖ (see Ps 119:120). A 

protector god such as would inspire reverential fear and terror could be invoked as guarantor for the oath 

in Gen 31:53, and as the divinity on whom one could count in Gen 31:42. If so, then indeed ―the sacred 

terror is a shelter‖ (a possible meaning of the name Zelophehad [corrected to ṣalpaḥad]). It is noteworthy 

that Zelophehad son of Hepher son of Gilead (Heb gilĕ˓ad) son of Machir son of Manasseh had only 

daughters (Josh 17:3) and that the story in Gen 31:42–53 for its part involves the daughters of Laban and 

the name gala˓ad gal˓ēd. These two precise points of contact are not due to chance, and it is probable that 

the name Zelophehad (ṣalpaḥad) has some relation to the designation of the God of Isaac, paḥad yiṣḥ q, 

at some point in the tradition.  

In conclusion, neither the unattested sense of ―kinsman,‖ nor the meaning ―clan‖ nor the euphemistic 

―thigh‖ can be upheld. The traditional interpretation of ancient and many modern commentators remains 

the best by far: ―Fear of Isaac.‖  
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EMILE PUECH  

TRANS. SARAH LIND  

FEINAN, WADI. Wadi Feinan is cut into the E escarpment of the Wadi Arabah, about halfway 

between the Dead Sea and the Gulf of Aqaba. Its catchment area is the depression of the Wadi el-Ghuweir 

that divides the Edomite plateau into two halves: el-Jibāl to the N and esh-Sharā to the S. The Wadi 

Feinan area includes the major concentration of copper ore in the S Levant (Hauptmann et al. 1985: 164–

66). Ancient roads connected the area with N Edom (el-Jibāl) via Wadi Ḍānā, and with S Edom (esh-

Sharā), via esh-Shawbak.  

A. The Name  

Feinan is primarily the name of a district, not a settlement. It can be explained by means of Arabic 

fay   , ―to have long, beautiful hair.‖ Like ―Seir‖ (literally: ―the hairy one‖), ―Feinan‖ refers to a region 

according to its vegetation: trees, grass, and reeds. Typologically, the name may go back as far as the 4th 

or 3d millennia B.C. (Knauf 1987).  

In the 13th century B.C., Rameses II might have referred to pwnw (that is, * ō ō from *     from 

* ay  ) as one of the regions inhabitated by Shasu, ―nomads‖ (Görg 1982). The Feinan region is 

mentioned twice in the OT (Gen 36:41; Num 33:42–43). In the first passage (Gen 36:41), P   ō  was one 

of the tribes of Edom at the time in which the list (Gen 36:40–43) originated. This list is one of the later 

lists compiled in Genesis 36. It is dependent on the lists of Gen 36:10–14 and Gen 36:20–28 (Weippert 

1971: 443–44). A date at the end of the 6th century B.C., which means after the Neo-Babylonians 

conquered Edom, is highly likely (Weippert 1971: 456–58). Regardless of whether one translates ˒allûp 

as ―tribe‖ or as ―chief‖ (Weippert 1971: 453–56), Pinon is a tribe of Edom whose name is derived from 

the name of a region. Tribes in ancient Palestine (and in ancient W Arabia and S Arabia) were primarily 

regional organizations (de Geus 1976: 124–56). In the same list (Gen 36:40–43), the tribal names Mibzar, 

Elah, Teman, and Timna also seem to be derived from geographical names. Pinon does not occur in the 

older lists which were partially the sources for Gen 36:40–43. This indicates that the Feinan region rose to 

prominence between the time of the compilation of the earlier lists (8th to early 7th centuries B.C.; Knauf 

and Lenzen 1987: n. 43) and the end of the 6th century B.C. This agrees well with the archaeological 

evidence (see below). Although a settlement at Khirbet Feinan (M.R. 197004) existed in the 7th and 6th 

centuries B.C., becoming the administrative center of the region and, finally, preserving its name, it is 

likely that Gen 36:41 refers to the region and/or the tribe rather than to this specific settlement.  

The second biblical text (Num 33:42–43) lists Pû ō  (variant reading: P   ō ) as a road station in the 

Wadi Arabah. The different forms of the name (Weippert 1971: 433–34) may be explained both 

graphically (w for y by scribal error) and linguistically (cf. Egyptian pwnw, supra). The itinerary of Num 

33:1–49 may date to the Persian period, 5th century B.C. (Hauptmann et al. 1985: 164; Knauf 1987). In 

the Roman-Byzantine period, this town was called Phai ō (for the missing -n, cf. again the Egyptian 

reference); for both literary and epigraphical references, cf. Weippert 1971: 696, n. 1637.  

B. History of Exploration  

A. Musil gave the first detailed description of Kh. Feinan and its vicinity (Musil 1907: 293–98). F. 

Frank and N. Glueck discovered more ancient copper smelting sites to the N of Wadi Feinan (Frank 1934: 

221–24; Glueck 1935: 20–34). Ancient mining sites have been described by geologists who worked in the 

Feinan area in the 1960s (Kind 1966). G. R. D. King surveyed Wadi Arabah during the survey ―Late 

Antique and Early Islamic Sites in Jordan,‖ and covered Wadi Feinan. He may have been the first to 

discover evidence for Early Bronze Age copper mining and smelting in the region (King 1985: 44–45). 

Since 1983, the Deutsches Bergbau-Museum, Bochum, has been conducting an archaeometallurgical and 

mining-archaeological survey in the Wadi Feinan region (Bachmann and Hauptmann 1984; Hauptmann et 

al. 1985). Archaeological survey work was carried out in 1985 by B. MacDonald and F. Koucky 

(MacDonald and Koucky 1987), and in 1986 by S. Hart and E. A. Knauf (Hart and Knauf 1986; and cf. 

Knauf and Lenzen 1987: n. 3).  



C. History of Occupation  

The Wadi Feinan region has been continuously occupied since the Late Neolithic period, i.e., from ca. 

7000 B.C. onward. Late Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic villages are reported (Raikes 1980; 1985). 

Intensive copper mining seems to have begun with the EB I period (3200–3000 B.C.); it is possible that 

mining and metallurgy started earlier in the Feinan area, but sufficient archaeological evidence for this 

assumption has not yet been presented. Another period of high mining activity was the EB IV (MB I) 

period, 2200–1900 B.C. Human presence was scarce in the Feinan region during the Middle and Late 

Bronze Ages (1900–1200 B.C.).  

Mining and smelting activities were more frequent in the Iron Age. Although the archaeological 

evidence for the earlier part of the Iron Age (1200–800 B.C.) is presently unclear (Hart and Knauf 1986), 

it can be reasonably assumed that from 1200 B.C. onward, if not some fifty or hundred years earlier, the 

Feinan region became increasingly important for the copper supplies of Syria-Palestine (and maybe even 

for Egypt; cf. Görg 1982). The troubles in the Aegean world around 1200 B.C. must have cut off Syria-

Palestine from its main copper supplier in the Bronze Age: Cyprus (Knauf and Lenzen 1987). Under 

Assyrian, Neo-Babylonian, and Persian rule, the Edomites exploited the copper ore deposits of the Feinan 

region industrially and left approximately 100,000 tons of slag; they must have produced several thousand 

tons of copper. Edomite (800/700–400 B.C.) smelting sites, with architectural remains, comprise Kh. el-

Ghuweibeh, Kh. el-Jāriyeh, Kh. en-Naḥās (M.R. 191010), and Kh. Feinan (all these sites are already 

described by N. Glueck [1935], who, however, dated the Edomite pottery to the 13th through 9th 

centuries B.C.; these dates are excluded by recent excavations on the Edomite plateau, cf. Hart 1986). It is 

likely that Job 28:1–12 describes mining as it took place in the Feinan area in the 6th or 5th century B.C. 

The references to Edom‘s ―wisdom‖ (Jer 49:7; Obadiah 8) may allude to the technical skill of the 

Edomites in mining and processing copper, and may also reflect some envy on the part of their neighbors. 

Edomite copper smelting seems to have come to an end around 400 B.C. (Knauf and Lenzen 1987).  

In the Nabatean period (1st century B.C. through 1st century A.D.), the area housed a number of small, 

isolated farmsteads. It is impossible to tell from the surface evidence how extensive and how urban the 

settlement at Kh. Feinan was at this time. The Nabateans did not mine copper in the Feinan area, probably 

because the ore deposits that could have been processed by the technical means of the Bronze and Iron 

Ages had been exhausted. It was the Romans who resumed metallurgy in the Feinan region. They mined 

new types of ore by means of new types of mines, and processed these ores in new types of furnaces 

(Hauptmann et al. 1985: 185). These activities took place mainly in the late 3d and 4th centuries A.D., 

another time of crisis and turmoil. Christians were among the slaves and criminals that were sent by the 

Romans to the furnaces and into the mines of Phaino/Feinan. In The Martyrs of Palestine, Eusebius of 

Caesarea includes a vivid description of the working conditions in Feinan ca. 300 A.D.  

In the Byzantine period, Feinan became the seat of a bishopric. Ruins of three churches and some tomb 

inscriptions have been found which date to the 5th to 7th centuries A.D. Another ecclesiastic building, the 

so-called ―monastery,‖ seems to have been subsequently transformed into a mosque. The latest smelting 

site known so far belongs to the late Ayyubid/early Mamluk period, 13th century A.D. More discoveries 

are to be expected in the next few years.  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

FEJJA (M.R. 141165). A ruined Arab village, today located within the municipal limits of Petah-

Tiqvah, about 5 km from Ras el-˓Ain (biblical Aphek/Antipatris). The name Fejja recalls the Gk name of 

the Hellenistic site Pegai, meaning ―the springs.‖ Pegai is first mentioned in the Zenon Papyri (ca. 259 

B.C.) as a frontier post between Judea and Samaria, although for topographic reasons it seems more likely 

that this post was actually located at Ras el-˓Ain, not at Fejja. Mishnaic sources distinguish two places—

Mei-Pigah (―Waters of Pegai‖; m. Para 8:6) and Pigah (m. Ter. 1:15). It seems that from the Hellenistic 

period onward the whole area around Aphek/Antipatris was called Pegai (―The Springs‖), and this would 

explain the persistence of the name in such a remote settlement.  

A survey in 1951 showed that the Arab village had been built on formerly uninhabited land, although 

ancient remains were found scattered in three areas, all in the same vicinity just N of Fejja. Area A, 

closest to the ruined Arab village, contained a sizable number of MB and Persian sherds. Area B, NW of 

area A and parallel to the road connecting Petah-Tiqvah with Lod, was covered with small fieldstones and 

many sherds from the Iron II and Persian periods. In area C, about 100 m NE of area A, the remnants of a 

wine industry were found sunk into the ground.  

Twelve years later trial excavations were conducted in areas A and B. Five short trenches were dug in 

area A. In trench A-1 were uncovered two settlement levels, but no building remains. The upper 

settlement dated from MB II–III; the lower one, built on virgin soil, dated from MB I. Trench A-2 yielded 

similar finds, including two Ghassulian potsherds and a single (bow rim) potsherd belonging to the Wadi 

Rabah culture. A number of Iron II sherds were also found, and on the surface near A-2 was found a coin 

of Alexander Jannaeus. In trench B a 60-cm-thick Persian-period stratum was followed by two MB strata, 

the first belonging to MB II–III and the second (on virgin soil) to MB I. In trench C a stratum was 

uncovered containing the remains of a Roman settlement, including a Roman coin from the 1st century 

A.D. Below the Roman stratum was a MB II–III settlement stratum, containing two sections of mud-brick 

walls with typical sherds of the period on the floor. A MB I stratum was below this level, founded on 

virgin soil; in its upper part was uncovered the foundations of a stone wall. Trench D was apparently 

beyond the ancient zone of settlement; the top stratum yielded only a dump of mixed Persian and MB 

pottery fragments. Beneath it, however, were discovered fragments of a basalt bowl with a rim decorated 

in a manner typical of the Chalcolithic period.  

Area C was found to contain the remains of Roman period wine presses and winery pits. The remnants 

of three separate installations were uncovered. The first was mostly in ruins, except for part of its mosaic-

paved treading floor. The second was also almost completely ruined, except for part of a round winery pit 

and paved mosaic floor. The third was almost completely preserved, making it possible to clear a section 

of the floor and the entire square winery pit; the floor was paved with mosaics, and a lead pipe was found 

running from the treading floor to the pit.  

In conclusion, the presence of Wadi Rabah and Ghassulian sherds indicates that somewhere nearby are 

buried the remains of a Chalcolithic settlement. It appears, however, that the site at Fejja itself was 

established and reached its zenith mainly during the MB Age, from which time building remains were 

also found. This MB settlement was no doubt connected with the mother settlement of nearby Ras el-



˓Ain. See ANTIPATRIS (PLACE). The extent of the Iron II settlement was not examined, but it appears 

to have been limited. In contrast, the Persian stratum (apparently 5th century B.C.) revealed extensive 

settlement. The lack of Hellenistic remains seems to reinforce the suspicion that Pegai was not here 

specifically, but more generally within the wider surrounding area. Settlement was renewed at this site in 

the 1st century A.D. and continued through Byzantine times.  

J. KAPLAN  

FELIX (PERSON) [Gk Phēli  (Φηλιξ)]. The procurator of Palestine from A.D. 52–60 who, supposedly 

―possessing accurate knowledge of the Way‖ (Acts 24:22), heard Paul‘s defense shortly after the apostle 

had been removed from Jerusalem to Caesarea (Acts 23:23–24:27). The little we know about Felix we 

learn from Josephus and from a number of Roman historians.  

Felix, interestingly, was a freed slave of the family of the Roman emperor Claudius. Since his brother, 

M. Antonius Pallas, was the freed slave (or ―freedman‖) of Claudius‘ mother, Antonia, this may have 

been the case with Felix as well. His full name was probably Marcus Antonius Felix (for the problems 

entailed, cf. Schürer HJP² 1: 460 n. 19). We may reasonably suppose that Felix shared his brother‘s 

aspirations to royalty through descent from Pallas, son of Evander, and the kings of Arcadia (who were 

also significant figures in the foundation myths of Rome): these aspirations were even given formal 

recognition by the Senate under Claudius (Tac. Ann. 12.54).  

Felix was a particular favorite of Claudius, who appointed him to a command in Palestine, a most 

unusual post for a freedman (Suet. Claud. 28 notes that Claudius had a reputation for giving excessive 

power to freedmen). However, our sources give conflicting evidence as to the precise nature of his post. It 

seems that Felix was appointed before A.D. 52 to govern Samaria and Judea, while Ventidius Cumanus 

governed Galilee. When problems arose, Quadratus, the governor of Syria, punished Cumanus but dealt 

favorably with Felix, though he was allegedly no less guilty (Tac. Ann. 12.54; Josephus‘ silence and 

contrary indications are puzzling; Schürer HJP² 1: 459 n. 15 tends to reject Tacitus‘ account). Josephus 

presents Felix as Cumanus‘ successor, as he was after the latter‘s removal; the high priest Jonathan had 

even called upon Claudius to appoint Felix (Ant 20.162).  

However, it was during Felix‘s term as procurator that rebellion firmly took hold in Palestine (HJP² 1: 

460), so Felix was an obvious candidate for blame. Josephus reports that he paid a large sum to induce the 

closest friend of Jonathan, the high priest, to arrange for the high priest‘s murder by sicarii (Ant 

20.162ff.). Jonathan, it is said, had annoyed Felix by repeatedly urging him to be a better governor; yet 

Felix had evidently taken strong (if not entirely honest, and perhaps even counterproductive) actions to 

deal with the growing disorder (Ant 20.161; War 2.252ff.). Indeed, Josephus‘ account of Felix‘s 

suppression of Jewish rioters at Caesarea shows that he tried persuasion before force and that, having 

made his point, withdrew his troops at Jewish request and referred the matter to Nero (Ant 20.177–78; 

War 2.270; cf. Life 13). It is against this background of severe and growing disorder that we must 

understand Felix‘s detention of Paul (Acts 24: 26–27). Felix‘s reputation will not have been helped by his 

slave origins; his ―servile nature‖ seems to be the burden of Tacitus‘ critique of him (Hist. 5.9; cf. Pliny 

Ep. 7.29 on Pallas). However, it must be observed that our sources are unanimous in their hostility toward 

Felix and it may very well be that their judgment is essentially sound (Schürer HJP² 1: 462–66).  

Felix was succeeded as procurator of Judea by Porcius Festus in about A.D. 60 (War 2.271; Ant 20.182; 

Acts 24:27). Felix‘s influential brother, Pallas, is said to have saved him from punishment for his 

maladministration (Ant 20.182). As procurator he married DRUSILLA, daughter of Agrippa, after having 

seduced her away from her husband; she bore him a son, Agrippa, who died during the volcanic eruption 

of Mt. Vesuvius in A.D. 79 (Ant 20.144). She was one of three ―queens‖ whom Felix is said to have 

married (Suet. Claud. 28). The second was granddaughter of Antony and Cleopatra—perhaps an 

otherwise unknown daughter of Juba II and Cleopatra Selene (herself the daughter of Antony and 

Cleopatra) and thus a member of the royal house of Mauretania. She may also have been called Drusilla 

(Tac. Hist. 5.9). Felix‘s third royal wife cannot be identified. Inscriptions record persons who might be his 

descendants (CIL 5.34; BCAR 1907, 215).  



DAVID C. BRAUND  

FELIX, MINUCIUS (PERSON). See MINUCIUS FELIX.  

FELLOWSHIP, TABLE. See TABLE FELLOWSHIP.  

FEMINIST HERMENEUTICS. Writing a dictionary article on feminist hermeneutics may 

encourage several misconceptions. It gives the impression that feminist hermeneutics is a finished 

research product rather than an ongoing process within the context of women‘s societal and ecclesial 

struggles for justice and liberation. It also highlights proposed solutions rather than the experiences and 

questions which have Engendered them. Insofar as this article is qualified by ―feminist‖ and other entries 

are not marked, for instance, as ―masculinist‖ or ―white,‖ readers may assume that an objective discipline 

and unqualified approach to hermeneutics exists. As long as other contributions do not explicitly 

articulate the fact that knowledge and scholarship is perspectival, such a misapprehension seems 

unavoidable. Yet feminist inquiry is not more, but less, ideological because it deliberately articulates its 

theoretical perspective without pretending to be value-free, positivistic, universal knowledge.  

A. A Delineation of Terms  

Since the expression ―feminist‖ evokes reactions, emotions, and prejudices, it becomes necessary to 

delineate the ways in which the term is here used in conjunction with hermeneutics.  

1. Feminist/Womanist. The term ―feminist‖ is commonly used today for describing those who seek to 

eliminate women‘s subordination and marginalization. Although women have resisted their subordinate 

position of exploitation throughout the centuries, the roots of feminism as a social and intellectual 

movement are found in the European Enlightenment.  

a. Although there are diverse articulations of feminism, feminists generally agree in their critique of 

masculine supremacy and hold that gender roles are socially constructed rather than innate. The ―root 

experience‖ of feminism is women‘s realization that cultural ―common sense,‖ dominant perspectives, 

scientific theories, and historical knowledge are androcentric, i.e., male-biased, and therefore not 

objective but ideological. This breakthrough experience causes not only disillusionment and anger but 

also a sense of possibility and power.  

Feminist analyses often utilize categories such as patriarchy, androcentrism or gender dualism as 

synonymous or overlapping concepts. Patriarchy is generally defined as gender dualism or as the 

domination and control of man over woman. Androcentrism refers to a linguistic structure and theoretical 

perspective in which man or male represents the human. Western languages such as Hebrew, Greek, 

German, or English—grammatically masculine languages that function as so-called generic languages—

use the terms ―male‖ or ―human‖ as inclusive of ―woman‖ and the pronoun ―he‖ as inclusive of ―she.‖ 

Man is the paradigmatic human, woman is the other.  

Masculine and feminine are the two opposite or complementary poles in a binary gender system, which 

is asymmetric insofar as masculine is the primary and positive pole. Dualistic oppositions such as 

subject/object, culture/nature, law/chaos, orthodoxy/heresy, and man/woman, legitimate masculine 

supremacy and feminine inferiority. Franco-feminist criticism therefore has termed this structuring of man 

as the central reference point ―phallocentrism,‖ understanding the phallus as a signifier of sociocultural 

authority.  

The philosophical construction of reason positions elite Western man as the transcendent, universal 

subject with privileged access to truth and knowledge. The Western construction of reason and rationality 

has been conceived within the binary structure of male dominance as transcendence of the feminine. 

Femininity is constituted as an exclusion. In analogy to ―woman‖ and the ―feminine‖ the nature of 

subordinated and colonialized peoples is projected as the devalued other or the deficit opposite of elite 

Western man, rationalizing the exclusion of the ―others‖ from the institutions of knowledge and culture.  

b. In protest of this ideological construction feminist liberation movements around the globe unmask the 

universalist essentializing discourse on ―Woman‖ and the colonialized ―Other‖ as the totalizing discourse 

of the Western Man of Reason. Instead they insist on the specific historical-cultural contexts and 

subjectivity, as well as on the plurality, of ―women.‖  



Women of color consistently maintain that an analysis of women‘s exploitation and oppression only in 

terms of gender does not suffice, for it does not comprehend the complex systemic interstructuring of 

gender, race, class, and culture that determines women‘s lives. Therefore, feminist hermeneutics must 

reconceptualize its categories of analysis. It has to distinguish between the categories of androcentrism or 

gender dualism as ideological obfuscations and legitimizations of elite male power on the one hand, and 

patriarchy in the strict sense of the word defined as a complex social system of male domination 

structured by racism, sexism, classism, and colonialism on the other hand. The system of Western 

patriarchal ideology was articulated centuries ago by Aristotle and Plato in their attempt to define the 

democratic polis, which restricted full citizenship to Greek, freeborn, propertied, male heads of 

household. Although cultural and religious patriarchy as a ―master-centered‖ political and cultural system 

has been modified throughout the centuries its basic structures of domination and ideological 

legitimization are still operative today.  

African-American feminists in religious studies, therefore, have introduced Alice Walker‘s term 

―womanist‖ (i.e., feminist of color) to signal the fact that feminism is more than a political movement and 

theoretical perspective of white women. When we speak of Africans, Europeans, the poor, minorities, and 

women, we speak as if women do not belong to all the other groups mentioned. Yet the expression 

―women‖ includes not just white, elite, Western, middle- or upper-class women, as conventional language 

suggests, but all women. Whereas feminist scholarship has become skilled in detecting the androcentric 

language and patriarchal contextualizations of malestream theory and biblical interpretation, it does not 

always pay attention to its own inoculation with gender stereotypes, white supremacy, class prejudice, and 

theological confessionalism.  

Jewish feminists in turn have pointed out that Christian feminists perpetuate the anti-Semitic discourse 

of otherness ingrained in Christian identity formation when they uncritically reproduce the anti-Jewish 

tendencies inscribed in Christian Scriptures and perpetrated by malestream biblical scholarship. This is 

the case, e.g., when Judaism is blamed for the ―death of the Goddess‖ or when Jesus, the feminist, is set 

over and against patriarchal Judaism. It also would be the case if this article on ―feminist hermeneutics‖ 

would be read as giving a descriptive and comprehensive account of feminist biblical hermeneutics as 

such, although it is written from a Christian but not from a Jewish or Islamic hermeneutical perspective. If 

feminist interpretation does not wish to continually reproduce its own internalized structures of 

oppression, it must bring into critical reflection the oppressive patriarchal contextualizations of 

contemporary discourses and those of the biblical writings themselves.  

2. Feminist/Womanist Hermeneutics. While women have read the Scriptures throughout the centuries, 

a feminist/womanist hermeneutics as the theoretical exploration of biblical interpretation in the interest of 

women is of very recent vintage.  

a. When one remembers Miriam, Hulda, Hanna, Mary Prisca, Felicitas, Proba, Macrina, Melania, 

Hildegard of Bingen, Margret Fell, Antoinette Brown, Elizabeth Cady Stanton, Jarena Lee, Katherine 

Bushnell, Margret Brackenbury Crook, Georgia Harkness, or Else Kähler, it becomes apparent that 

women have always interpreted the Bible. Moreover, books about Women in the Bible—mostly written 

by men—as well as studies of prescriptive biblical male texts about women‘s role and place have been 

numerous throughout the centuries.  

Biblical scholarship about women Engages diverse historical, social, anthropological, psychological, or 

literary models of interpretation without analyzing their androcentric frameworks. In addition, it tends to 

adopt the scientific posture of ―detached‖ inquiry that eschews feminist politics. Although such 

scholarship focuses on ―women,‖ it reproduces and reinscribes the androcentric-patriarchal dynamics of 

the text as long as it does not question the androcentric character of biblical texts and reconstructive 

models.  

Only in the context of the women‘s movement in the last century, and especially in the past twenty 

years, have feminists begun to explore the implications and possibilities of a biblical interpretation that 

takes the androcentric or patriarchal character of Scripture into account. This exploration is situated 

within the context of both the academy and the church. Insofar as feminist analysis seeks to transform 



academic as well as ecclesial biblical interpretation, it has a theoretical and practical goal. This praxis-

orientation locates feminist hermeneutics in the context of philosophical/theological hermeneutics as well 

as critical theory and liberation theology.  

b. The technical term hermeneutics comes from the Greek word hermeneuein/hermeneia and means the 

practice and theory of interpretation. The expression was first used as a technical term for exegetical 

handbooks that dealt with philology, grammar, syntax, and style. Today the term exegesis is generally 

used to describe the rules and principles for establishing not only the philological, but also the historical 

sense, of biblical texts.  

Hermeneutics, by contrast, explores the dialogical interaction between the text and the contemporary 

interpreter in which the subject matter of the text or the reference of discourse itself ―comes-into-

language.‖ It is not simply conveyed by, but manifested in and through, the language of the text. 

Understanding the meaning of texts emerges from a dialogical process between interpreter and text. This 

dialogical process presupposes a common pre-understanding of the subject matter of the text, since we 

cannot comprehend what is totally alien to our own experience and perception.  

Biblical interpretation seeks to understand the text and its world as a rhetorical expression in a certain 

historical situation. Insofar as the interpreter always approaches biblical texts with certain 

preunderstandings, and from within a definite linguistic-historical tradition, the act of interpretation has to 

overcome the distance between the world of the text and that of the interpreter in a ―fusion of horizons.‖ 

Interpretation has as its goal to establish agreement to and acceptance of the subject matter of the text. 

Understanding is achieved when the interpreter appropriates the ways of being human projected by the 

text. According to Gadamer the authority of the text has nothing to do with blind obedience, but rests on 

recognition (Anerkennung), because the subject matter of the text can be accepted in principle.  

c. However, insofar as patriarchal ideology and systemic domination have been passed down through 

the medium of Christian Scriptures, feminist biblical interpretation does not only seek to understand but 

also to assess critically the meaning of androcentric texts and their sociopolitical functions. Although I 

have introduced the nomenclature ―feminist hermeneutics‖ into the theological discussion, I have at the 

same time maintained that a critical feminist interpretation has to move beyond dialogical hermeneutics. It 

does not just aim at understanding biblical texts but also Engages in theological critique, evaluation, and 

transformation of biblical traditions and interpretations from the vantage point of its particular 

sociopolitical religious location. Not to defend biblical authority but to articulate the theological authority 

of women is the main task of a critical feminist hermeneutics.  

Insofar as hermeneutical theory insists on the linguisticality of all reality and on the sociohistorical 

conditioning of the act of interpretation, it is useful for womanist/feminist biblical interpretation. 

However, dialogical hermeneutics does not consider that classic texts and traditions are also a 

systematically distorted expression of communication under unacknowledged conditions of repression 

and violence. It therefore is not able to critique the androcentric, male-centered character of Western 

classics and texts, nor to problematize the patriarchal character of the ―world of the text‖ and of our own. 

Even Ricoeur‘s insistence on the restoration of the link between exegesis and hermeneutics as the 

dialectics between alienating distanziation and appropriating recognition cannot encompass the 

transformative aims of a critical feminist hermeneutics for liberation, because such a dialectics does not 

get hold of the ―doubled vision‖ of feminist hermeneutics.  

3. A Critical Feminist Hermeneutics of Liberation. Feminists/womanists have become conscious of 

women‘s conflicting position within two contradictory discourses offered by society. Unconsciously 

women participate at one and the same time in the specifically ―feminine‖ discourse of submission, 

inadequacy, inferiority, dependency, and irrational intuition on the one hand and in the ―masculine‖ 

discourse of subjectivity, self-determination, freedom, justice, and equality on the other hand. If this 

participation becomes conscious, it allows the feminist/womanist interpreter to become a reader resisting 

the reifying power of the androcentric text.  

a. The theoretical exploration of this contradictory position of women from the vantage point of an 

emancipatory standpoint makes it possible to ―imagine‖ a different interpretation and historical 



reconstruction. For change to take place women and other nonpersons must concretely and explicitly 

claim as their very own those values and visions that Western Man has reserved for himself. Yet they can 

do so only to the extent that these values and visions foster the liberation of women who suffer from 

multiple oppressions.  

This ―doubled vision‖ of feminism leads to the realization that gender relations are neither natural nor 

divinely ordained but linguistically and socially constructed in the interest of patriarchal power relations. 

Androcentric language and texts, literary classics and visual art, works of science, anthropology, 

sociology, or theology do not describe and comprehend reality. Rather they are ideological constructs that 

produce the invisibility and marginality of women. Therefore a critical feminist interpretation insists on a 

hermeneutics of suspicion that can unmask the ideological functions of androcentric text and commentary. 

It does not do so because it assumes a patriarchal conspiracy of the biblical writers and their 

contemporary interpreters but because when reading grammatically masculine supposedly generic texts 

women do not, in fact, know whether they are meant or not.  

b. The realization that women are socialized into the ―feminine discourse‖ of their culture and thus are 

ideologically ―scripted‖ and implicated in power relations Engenders the recognition that women suffer 

also from ―a false consciousness.‖ As long as they live in a patriarchal world of oppression, women are 

never fully ―liberated.‖ However, this does not lead feminists to argue that historical agency and 

knowledge of the world are not possible. Western science, philosophy, and theology have not known the 

world as it is. Rather they have created it in their own interest and likeness as they wished it to be. 

Therefore, feminists/womanists insist that it is possible for liberatory discourses to articulate a different 

historical knowledge and vision of the world.  

In order to do so feminist/womanist scholars utilize women‘s experience of reality and practical activity 

as a scientific resource and a significant indicator of the reality against which hypotheses are to be tested. 

A critical feminist version of objectivity recognizes the provisionality and multiplicity of particular 

knowledges as situated and ―embodied‖ knowledges. Knowledge is not totally relative, however. It is 

possible from the perspective of the excluded and dominated to give a more adequate account of the 

―world.‖ In short, womanists/feminists insist that women are ―scripted‖ and at the same time are historical 

subjects and agents.  

Therefore, a critical feminist/womanist hermeneutics seeks to articulate biblical interpretation as a 

complex process of reading for a cultural-theological praxis of resistance and transformation. To that end 

it utilizes not only historical and literary-critical methods which focus on the rhetoric of the text in its 

historical contexts, but also storytelling, bibliodrama, and ritual for creating a ―different‖ feminist 

imagination.  

B. Approaches and Methods  

In conjunction with feminist literary criticism, critical theory, and historiography, four major 

hermeneutical strategies have been developed for such a critical process of interpretation.  

1. Texts About Women. a. In pondering the absence of women‘s experience and voice from biblical 

texts and history, a first strategy seeks to recover information about women and to examine what biblical 

texts teach about women. This analysis usually focuses on ―key‖ women‘s passages such as Genesis 1–3; 

the biblical laws with regard to women; or on the Pauline and post-Pauline statements on women‘s place 

and role. This selective approach was adopted by Elizabeth Cady Stanton in The Wo a ’s Bible and has 

strongly influenced subsequent interpretations. Its ―cutting up and cutting out‖ method isolates passages 

about women from their literary and historical contexts and interprets them ―out of context.‖  

After having gathered the texts about women, scholars then catalog and systematize these texts and 

traditions in a dualistic fashion. They isolate positive and negative statements in order to point to the 

positive biblical tradition about woman. They isolate positive texts about women and the feminine from 

―texts of terror‖ that are stories of women‘s victimization. All statements about woman and feminine 

imagery about God are cataloged as positive, ambivalent, or negative strands in Hebrew-Jewish and early 

Christian tradition. Negative elements are found in the Hebrew Bible as well as in the intertestamental and 

postbiblical writings of Judaism, whereas in the Christian tradition they are seen as limited to the writings 



of the Church Fathers. Such a biased classification favoring Christian over and against Jewish tradition 

Engenders anti-Jewish attitudes and interpretations.  

b. A second approach focuses on the women characters in the Bible. From its inception, 

feminist/womanist interpretation has sought to actualize these stories in role-playing, storytelling, and 

song. Whereas the retelling of biblical stories in midrash or legend is quite familiar to Jewish and Catholic 

women, it is often a new avenue of interpretation for Protestant women. Interpretations that focus on the 

women characters in the androcentric text invite readers to identify positively with the biblical women as 

the text presents them.  

Since popular books on ―the women of the Bible‖ often utilize biblical stories about women for 

inculcating the values of conservative womanhood, a feminist/womanist interpretation approaches these 

stories with a hermeneutics of suspicion. It critically analyzes not only their history of interpretation but 

also their function in the overall rhetoric of the biblical text. Such a critical interpretation questions the 

emotions they evoke and the values and roles they project before it can reimagine and retell them in a 

feminist/womanist key.  

Within the African-American tradition of storytelling R. Weems, e.g., creatively reconstructs the 

―possible emotions and issues that motivated biblical women in their relation with each other‖ in order to 

draw ―attention to the parallels between the plight of biblical women and women today.‖ Weems informs 

her reader that the only way she could ―let the women speak for themselves‖ was to wrestle their stories 

from the presumably male narrators.  

Although it is important to retell the biblical women‘s stories, it is also necessary to reimagine biblical 

stories without women characters. In order to break the marginalizing tendencies of the androcentric text 

feminists/womanists have also to retell in a female voice and womanist perspective those stories that do 

not explicitly mention women.  

c. A third approach seeks to recover works written by women in order to restore critical attention to 

female voices in the tradition. This work has restored many forgotten or obscured women writers. In early 

Christian studies scholars have, e.g., argued that the gospels of Mark and John were written by a woman 

evangelist or that Hebrews as authored by Prisca. Others have pointed out that at least half of the Lukan 

material on women must be ascribed to a special pre-Lukan source that may have owed its existence to a 

woman evangelist. While such a suggestion expands our historical-theological imagination, it does not 

critically explore whether the androcentric text communicates patriarchal values and visions, and if so to 

what degree. It fails to consider that women also have internalized androcentric stereotypes and therefore 

can reproduce the patriarchal politics of otherness in their speaking and writing.  

d. Historical studies of women in the Bible or that of Jewish, Greek, or Roman women are generally 

topological studies that utilize androcentric texts and archaeological artifacts about women as source 

texts. They understand these sources as descriptive data about women in the biblical worlds and as 

―windows‖ to and ―mirrors‖ of women‘s reality in antiquity. Sourcebooks on women in the Greco-Roman 

world assemble in English translation literary documents as well as inscriptions and papyri about 

women‘s religious activities in Greco-Roman antiquity. However, such source collections are in a certain 

sense precritical insofar as they obscure that androcentric texts are ideological constructions. They must 

be utilized with a hermeneutics of suspicion and placed within a feminist model of reconstruction.  

Recognizing the absence or marginality of women in the androcentric text feminist historians have 

sought to articulate the problem of how to write women back into history, of how to capture the memory 

of women‘s historical experience and contribution. The historian Joan Kelly has succinctly stated the dual 

goal of women‘s history as both to restore women to history and to restore our history to women.  

Feminist/womanist historical interpretation conceptualizes women‘s historical agency, resistance, and 

struggles. Women have made sociocultural contributions and challEnged dominant institutions and values 

as well as wielded destructive power and collaborated in patriarchal structure.  

Feminist/womanist scholars in religion have begun to open up many new areas of research by asking 

different historical questions that seek to understand the socioreligious life-world of women in antiquity. 

What do we know about the everyday life of women in Israel, Syria, Greece, Egypt, Asia Minor, or 



Rome? How did freeborn women, slave women, wealthy women, or businesswomen live? Could women 

read and write, what rights did they have, how did they dress, or which powers and influence did they 

gain through patronage? Or what did it mean for a woman of Corinth to join the Isis cult, the synagogue, 

or the Christian group? What did imprisonment mean for Junia, or how did Philippian women receive 

Luke-Acts?  

Although many of these questions need still to be addressed and might never be answered, asking these 

questions has made it possible for instance to rediscover Sarah, the priestess, or to unearth the leadership 

of women in Judaism as well as in early Christianity, or to locate the household-code texts in Aristotelian 

political philosophy. However, insofar as such sociohistorical studies do not problematize the descriptive 

character or the androcentric source text as reflecting sociohistorical reality, the cannot break through the 

marginalizing ideological tendencies of the androcentric text.  

2. Ideological Inscription and Reception. Whereas feminist historical interpretation tends to be caught 

up in the factual, objectivist, and antiquarian paradigm of biblical studies, literary-critical studies insist 

that we are not able to move beyond the androcentric text to the historical reality of women. They reject a 

positivist understanding of the biblical text as a transparent medium as reflecting historical reality or as 

providing historical data and facts.  

a. Their first hermeneutical strategy attends to the ideological inscriptions of androcentric dualisms or 

the politics of gender in cultural and religious texts. The relationship between androcentric text and 

historical reality cannot be construed as a mirror image but must be decoded as a complex ideological 

construction. The silences, contradictions, arguments, prescriptions, and projections of the androcentric 

text as well as its discourses on gender, race, class, or culture must be unraveled as the ideological 

inscription of the patriarchal politics of otherness.  

Feminist literary studies-be they formalist, structuralist, or narratological-carefully show how the 

androcentric text constructs the politics of gender and feminine representation. By tracing out the binary 

structures of a text or by focusing on the ―feminine‖ character constructs (e.g., mother, daughter, bride) of 

biblical narratives, structuralist and deconstructionalist readings run the risk of reinscribing rather than 

dislodging the dualistic gender politidcs of the text.  

By laying out the androcentric bias of the text feminist literary criticism seeks to foster a hermeneutics 

of resistance to the androcentric politics of the canonical text. Such a feminist literary hermeneutics aims 

to deconstruct, debunk, and reject the biblbical text. However, by refusing any possibility of a positive 

retrieval they reinscribe the totalizing dynamics of the androcentric texts that marginalize women and 

other nonpersons or elminate them altogether from the historical record. Such a hermeneutics relinquishes 

the heritage of women be it cultural or religious, since not only the Bible but all cultural classics written 

in adrocentric language contain such an androcentric politics. A critical feminist reading can only break 

the mold of the sacred androcentric text and its authority over us when it resists the androcentric 

directives and hierarchially arranged binary opposisitions of the text, when it reads texts against ―their 

androcentric grain.‖  

b. A second strategy of feminist readings shifts the attention from the androcentric text to the reading 

subject. Feminist reader-reponse criticism makes conscious the complex process of reading androcentric 

texts as a cultural practice. By showing how our gender affects the way we read, it underlines the 

importance of the reader‘s particular sociocultural location. Reading and thinking in an androcentric 

symbol system forces readers to identify with what is culturally ―male.‖ This intensifies women‘s 

internalization of a cultural partriarchal system whose misogynist values alienate women from 

themselves.  

The androcentric biblical text derives its seductive ―power‖ from its generic aspirations. For instance, 

women can read stories about Jesus without giving any significance to the maleness of Jesus. However, 

theological emphasis on the maleness of Jesus reinforces women‘s male identification and establishes 

Christian identity as a male identity in a cultural masculine/feminine contextualization. Focusing on the 

figure of Jesus, the Son of the Father, when reading the Bible ―doubles‖ women‘s oppression. Women not 

only suffer in the act of reading from the alienating division of self against self but also from the 



realization that to be female is not to be ―divine‖ or ―a son of God.‖ Recognizing these internalizing 

functions of androcentric Scriptural texts which in the liturgy are proclaimed as ―word of God,‖ 

feminist/womanist theologians have insisted on an inclusive translation of the lectionary.  

Women‘s reading of generic androcentric biblical texts, however, does not always lead with necessity to 

the reader‘s masculine identification. Women‘s reading can deactivate masculine/feminine gender 

contextualization in favor of an abstract degenderized reading. Empirical studies have documented that 

so-called generic masculine language [―man,‖ pronoun ―he‖] is read differently by men and by women. 

Whereas men connect male images with such language, women do not connect images with the 

androcentric text but read it in an abstract fashion. This is possible because of the ambiguity of generic 

masculine language. In the absence of any clear contextual markers a statement such as ―all men are 

created equal‖ can be understood as generic-inclusive or as masculine-exclusive.  

When women recognize their contradictory ideological position in a generic androcentric language 

system they can become readers resisting the master-identification of the androcentric, racist, classist, or 

colonialist text. However, if this contradiction is not brought into consciousness, it cannot be exploited for 

change but leads to further self-alienation. For change to take place, women and other nonpersons must 

concretely and explicitly claim as our very own the human values and visions that the androcentric text 

ascribes to ―generic‖ man. Yet once readers have become conscious of the oppressive rhetorical functions 

of androcentric language, they no longer are able to read ―generically‖ but must insist on a 

feminist/womanist contextualization of interpretation as a liberating practice in the struggle to end 

patriarchal relations of exploitation that generate ―the languages of oppression‖ and are legitimated by it.  

3. A Critical Rhetorical Paradigm of Historical Reconstruction. A third approach seeks to overcome 

the methodological split between historical studies that understand their sources as windows to historical 

reality and literary-critical studies that tend to reinscribe the binary structures and dualistic constructions 

of the androcentric text. It does so by analyzing the rhetorical functions of the text as well as by 

articulating models for historical reconstruction that can displace the dualistic model of the androcentric 

text. It does not deny but recognizes that androcentric texts are produced in and by particular historical 

debates and struggles. It seeks to exploit the contradictions inscribed in the text for reconstructing not 

only the narrative ―world of the biblical text‖ but also the sociohistorical worlds that have made possible 

the particular world construction of the text.  

a. Such a critical feminist reconstruction, therefore, does not heighten the opposition of 

masculine/feminine inscribed in the androcentric text but seeks to dislodge it by focusing on the text as a 

rhetorical-historical practice. Androcentric texts produce the marginality and absence of women from 

historical records by subsuming women under masculine terms. How we read the silences of such 

unmarked grammatically masculine generic texts and how we fill in their blank spaces depends on their 

contextualization in historical and present experience.  

Grammatically masculine language mentions women specifically only as a special case, as the 

exception from the rule or as a problem. Whereas grammatically masculine language means both women 

and men, this is not the case for language referring to women. Moreover, the texts about women are not 

descriptive of women‘s historical reality and agency but only indicators of it. They signify the presence of 

women that is marginalized by the androcentric text. An historically adequate reading of such generic 

androcentric texts therefore would have to read grammatically masculine biblical texts as inclusive of 

women and men, unless a case can be made for an exclusive reading.  

By tracing the defensive strategies of the androcentric text one can make visible not only what the text 

marginalizes or excludes but also show how the text shapes what it includes. Androcentric biblical texts 

tell stories and construct social worlds and symbolic universes that mythologize, reverse, absolutize, and 

idealize patriarchal differences and in doing so obliterate or marginalize the historical presence of the 

devalued ―others‖ of their communities.  

Androcentric biblical texts and interpretations are not descriptive of objective reality but they are 

persuasive and prescriptive texts that construct historical reality and its sources. Scholars have selected 

original manuscript readings, established the original text, translated it into English, and commented on 



biblical writings in terms of their own androcentric-patriarchal knowledge of the world. Androcentric 

tendencies that marginalize women can also be detected in the biblical writers‘ selection and redaction of 

traditional materials as well as in the selective canonization of texts. It is also evident in the use of the 

Bible in liturgy and theological discourse. As androcentric rhetorical texts, biblical texts and their 

interpretations construct a world in which those whose arguments they oppose become the ―deviant 

others‖ or are no longer present at all. The categories of orthodoxy and heresy reinscribe such a 

patriarchal rhetoric.  

Biblical texts about women are like the tip of an iceberg indicating what is submerged in historical 

silence. They have to be read as touchstones of the reality that they repress and construct at the same time. 

Just as other texts so also are biblical texts sites of competing discourses and rhetorical constructions of 

the world. We are able to disclose and unravel ―the politics of otherness‖ constructed by the androcentric 

text, because it is produced by an historical reality in which ―the absent others‖ are present and active.  

A feminist/womanist interpretation is able to unmask the politics of the text, because women participate 

not only in the androcentric discourse of marginalization and subordination but also in the democratic 

discourse of freedom, self-determination, justice, and equality. Insofar as this ―humanistic‖ discourse has 

been constituted as elite ―male‖ discourse the reality to which it points is at the same time already realized 

and still utopian. It has to be imagined differently. Such ―imagination‖ is, however, not pure fantasy but 

historical imagination because it refers to a reality that has been accomplished not only in discourse but 

also in the practices and struggles of ―the subjugated others.‖  

b. The second strategy elaborates models of historical reconstruction that can subvert the androcentric 

dynamics of the biblical text and its interpretations by focusing on the ―reality‖ that the androcentric text 

marginalizes and silences. One has to take the texts about women out of their androcentric historical 

source contexts and reassemble them like mosaic stones in a feminist/womanist model of historical 

reconstruction that does not recuperate the marginalizing tendencies of the text.  

A critical feminist reconstructive model, therefore, aims not only to reconstruct women‘s history in 

early Christianity but seeks also a feminist reconstruction of early Christian origins. To that end it cannot 

limit itself to the canonical texts but must utilize all available texts and materials.  

Another strategy questions androcentric models of interpretation that interpret early Christian origins, 

e.g., in terms of the split between the public and private spheres. This model renders women‘s witness to 

the resurrection and their leadership in the early Christian movements ―unofficial‖ or distorts it to fit 

―feminine‖ cultural roles. Another strategy looks at economic and social status, at domestic and political 

structures, at legal prescriptions, cultic prohibitions, and religious organizations. However, 

reconstructions of the social world often uncritically adopt sociological or anthropological models of 

interpretation without testing them for their androcentric ideological implications.  

The strategy of a ―negative‖ mirror image which constructs early Christian women‘s history in contrast 

to that of Jewish women or Greco-Roman and Asian women in the first century is not only biased but also 

methodologically inadequate. Instead, a feminist reconstruction must elaborate emancipatory tendencies 

in Greco-Roman antiquity that made it possible for the early Christian movements to stand in critical 

tension to their dominant patriarchal society. It must identify institutional formations that have enabled 

the active participation of women and other nonpersons.  

Finally, a critical feminist/womanist reconstruction does not take the texts indicating the gradual 

adaptation of the early Christian movement to its dominant patriarchal culture as descriptive of historical 

reality. Rather it understands them as rhetorical arguments about the patriarchal ―politics of submission.‖ 

They do not reflect ―what really happened,‖ but construct prescriptive arguments for what the authors 

wished would happen. This applies not only to biblical texts but also to those ―parallel‖ texts that are cited 

for the ―depraved status‖ of Jewish or Greco-Roman women.  

In short, in a critical model early Christian history is reconstructed not from the perspective of the 

―historical winners‖ but from that of the ―silenced‖ in order to achieve an historically adequate 

description of the social worlds of early Christian women and men. The objectivity and reliability of 

scientific historical reconstructions must therefore be assessed in terms of whether and how much they 



can make present the historical losers and their arguments, how much they can make visible those who 

have been made ―doubly invisible‖ in androcentric sources.  

Feminist/womanist historiography, therefore, understands itself not as antiquarian science but as 

Engaged inquiry since it seeks to retrieve women‘s history as memory and heritage for the present and the 

future. Insofar as reconstructions of the past are always done in the interest of the present and the future, a 

critical reconstruction of early Christian history as the history of those who have struggled against 

hegemonic patriarchal structures seeks to enpower those who today Engage in the struggle to end 

patriarchy.  

D. Theological Hermeneutics  

Both sides in the often bitter struggles for ecclesial leadership and full citizenship of freeborn women, 

for emancipation of slave women and men, and for the survival of poor women and their children have 

invoked biblical authority to legitimate their claims. Consequently, a feminist theological hermeneutics 

has centered around the question of Scriptural authority.  

Several hermeneutical positions have crystallized in confrontation with biblical authority claims. The 

first rejects the Bible because of its patriarchal character. The Bible is not the word of God but that of elite 

men justifying their patriarchal interests. The opposite argument insists that the Bible must be 

―depatriarchalized‖ because, correctly understood, it fosters the liberation of women. A middle position 

concedes that the Bible is written by men and rooted in a patriarchal culture but nevertheless maintains 

that some biblical texts, traditions, or at least the basic core, essence, or central principle of the Bible are 

liberating and stand in critique of patriarchy.  

1. Biblical Apologetics. Historically and today the Bible has functioned as a weapon against women in 

their struggles for access to public speaking, to theological education, or to ordained ministry. In response 

a Christian feminist apologetics asserts that the Bible, correctly understood, does not prohibit but rather 

authorizes the equal rights and liberation of women. A feminist hermeneutics therefore has the task to 

elaborate this correct understanding of the Bible so that its authority can be claimed.  

However, insofar as historical-critical scholarship has elaborated the rich diversity and often 

contradictory character of biblical texts, it has shown that taken as a whole the canon cannot constitute an 

effective theological norm. Therefore it becomes difficult to sustain the traditional understanding that the 

canon forms a doctrinal unity which in all its parts possesses equal authority and which in principle rules 

out theological inconsistencies.  

Feminists who feel bound by this understanding of canonical authority propose three different 

hermeneutical strategies. A loyalist hermeneutics argues that biblical texts about women can be explained 

in terms of a hierarchy of truth. Whereas traditionalists argue that the household code texts require the 

submission and subordination of women or that Gal 3:28 must be understood in light of them, evangelical 

feminists hold that Ephesians 5 requires mutual submission and that the injunctions to submission must be 

judged in light of the canonical authority of Gal 3:28.  

A second strategy is revisionist. It makes a distinction between historically conditioned texts that speak 

only to their own time and those texts with authority for all times. For instance, the injunction of 1 Cor 

11:2–16 to wear a head covering or a certain hairstyle is seen as time-conditioned whereas Gal 3:28 

pronounces the equality of women and men for all times.  

A third approach is compensatory. It challEnges the overwhelmingly androcentric language and images 

of the Bible by pointing to the feminine images of God found throughout the sacred writings of Judaism 

and Christianity. It uncritically embraces the divine female figure of Wisdom or the feminine character of 

the Holy Spirit in order to legitimate the use of feminine language for God and the Holy Spirit today.  

2. A Feminist Canon. Recognizing the pervasive androcentric character of biblical texts, other 

feminists isolate an authoritative essence or central principle that biblically authorizes equal rights and 

liberation struggles. Such a liberation hermeneutics does not aim to dislodge the authority of the Bible but 

to reclaim the empowering authority of Scripture over and against conservative, right-wing, biblical 

antifeminism.  



A first strategy seeks to identify an authoritative canon within the canon, a central principle or the 

―gospel message.‖ Since it is generally recognized that the Bible is written in androcentric language and 

rooted in patriarchal cultures, such a normative center of Scripture allows one to claim biblical authority 

while rejecting the accusation that the Bible is an instrument of oppression. Feminist biblical and 

liberation theological scholarship has not invented but inherited this search for an authoritative ―canon 

within the canon‖ from historical-theological exegesis that recognizes the historical contingency and 

contradictory pluriformity of Scripture but nevertheless maintains the normative unity of the Bible.  

Just as male liberation theologians stress God‘s liberating acts in history or single out the Exodus or 

Jesus‘ salvific deeds as ―canon within the canon,‖ so feminist liberation theologians have sought to 

identify God‘s intention for a mended creation, the prophetic tradition or the prophetic critical principle as 

the authoritative biblical norm. However, such a strategy reduces the historical particularity and 

pluriformity of biblical texts to a feminist ―canon within the canon‖ or a liberating formalized principle.  

The debate continues in feminist hermeneutics as to whether such a feminist normative criterion must be 

derived from or at least correlated with the Bible so that Scripture remains the normative foundation of 

feminist biblical faith and community.  

Some would argue that the Bible becomes authoritative in the hermeneutical dialogue between the 

ancient world that produced the text, the literary world of the text, and the world of the modern reader. 

Yet such a position rejects any criteria extrinisic to the biblical text for evaluating the diverse, often 

contradictory biblical voices. Instead it maintains that the Bible contains its own critique. It points, for 

instance, to the vision of a transformed creation in Isa 11:6–9 as a criterion intrinsic to Scripture. The 

principle of ―no harm‖—―they shall not hurt or destroy in all my holy mountain‖—is the normative 

criterion for assessing biblical texts. However, this approach does not critically reflect that it is the 

interpreter who selects this criterion and thereby gives it normative canonical status.  

A second strategy recognizes that a feminist critical norm is not articulated by the biblical text. 

However, it insists that a correlation can be established between the feminist critical norm and that by 

which the Bible critiques itself and renews its liberating vision over and against corrupting deformations. 

Such a feminist hermeneutics correlates, for instance, the feminist critical principle of the full humanity of 

women with the prophetic-messianic critical principle or dynamics by which the Bible critiques itself. 

However, such a hermeneutics of correlation reduces the particularity and diversity not only of biblical 

texts but also of feminist articulations to abstract formalized principle and norm. It neglects biblical 

interpretation as the site of competing discursive practices and struggles.  

A third hermeneutical strategy argues that feminists must create as a new textual base a feminist Third 

Testament that canonizes women‘s experiences of God‘s presence. Out of their revelatory experiences of 

agony and victimization, survival, empowerment, and new life women write new canonical stories. Such a 

proposal recognizes women‘s experiences of struggle and survival as places of divine presence. Just as the 

androcentric texts of the First and Second Testaments reflecting male experience, so also the stories 

rooted in women‘s experience deserve canonical status. However, such a canonization of women‘s stories 

rescribes cultural-theological male-female dualism as canonical dualism. Just like canonized male texts, 

so also are women‘s texts embedded and structured by patriarchal culture and religion. Consequently both 

must be subjected to a process of critical evaluation.  

3. Critical Process of Interpretation. A critical feminist hermeneutics of liberation therefore abandons 

the quest for a liberating canonical text and shifts its focus to a discussion of the process of biblical 

interpretation that can grapple with the oppressive as well as the liberating functions of particular biblical 

texts in women‘s lives and struggles.  

Such a critical process of feminist/womanist interpretation for liberation presupposes feminist 

conscientization and systemic analysis. Its interpretive process has four key moments. It begins with a 

hermeneutics of suspicion scrutinizing the presuppositions and interests of interpreters, and those of 

biblical commentators as well as the androcentric strategies of the biblical text itself. A hermeneutics of 

historical interpretation and reconstruction works not only in the interest of historical distanziation but 

also for an increase in historical imagination. It displaces the androcentric dynamic of the text and its 



contexts by recontextualizing the text in a sociopolitical model of reconstruction that can make the 

subordinated and marginalized ―others‖ visible.  

A hermeneutics of ethical and theological evaluation assesses the oppressive or liberatory tendencies 

inscribed in the text as well as the functions of the text in historical and contemporary situations. It insists 

for theological reasons that Christians stop preaching patriarchal texts as the ―word of God,‖ and cease to 

proclaim the Christian God as legitimating patriarchal oppression. Finally, a hermeneutics of creative 

imagination and ritualization retells biblical stories and celebrates our biblical foresisters in a 

feminist/womanist key.  

Since such a critical process of interpretation aims not just to understand biblical texts but to change 

biblical religion, it requires a theological reconception of the Bible as a formative root model rather than 

as a normative archetype of Christian faith and community. As a root model, the Bible informs but does 

not provide the articulation of criteria for a critical feminist/womanist evaluation of particular in the 

interest of liberation. Christian identity that is grounded in the Bible as its formative prototype must in 

ever new readings be deconstructed and reconstructed in terms of a global praxis for the liberation not 

only of women but of all other nonpersons.  

Such a proposal does not abandon the canon as some critics have charged. It also cannot be 

characterized as extrinsic to the text, insofar as it works with the notion of inspiration. Inspiration is a 

much broader concept than canonical authority insofar as it is not restricted to the canon but holds that 

throughout the centuries the whole Church has been inspired and empowered by the Spirit. The NT 

writings did not become canonical because they were believed to be uniquely inspired; rather they were 

judged to be inspired because the Church gave them canonical status. Inspiration—the life-giving breath 

and power of Sophia-Spirit—has not ceased with canonization but is still at work today in the critical 

discernment of the spirits. It empowers women and others excluded from ecclesial authority to reclaim as 

Church their theological authority of biblical interpretation and spiritual validation.  

The ―canon within the canon‖ or the hermeneutics of correlation locates authority formally if not always 

materially in the Bible, thereby obscuring its own process of finding and selecting theological norms and 

visions either from the Bible, tradition, doctrine, or contemporary life. In contrast, a critical evaluative 

hermeneutics makes explicit that it takes its theological authority from the experience of God‘s liberating 

presence in today‘s struggles to end patriarchal relationships of domination. Such divine Presence 

manifests itself when people acknowledge the oppressive and dehumanizing power of the patriarchal 

interstructuring of sexism, racism, economic exploitation, and militarist colonialism and when Christians 

name these destructive systems theologically as structural ―sin‖ and ―heresy.‖ For this process of naming 

we will find many resources in the Bible but also in many other religious, cultural, and intellectual 

traditions.  

Understanding the act of critical reading as a moment in the global praxis for liberation compels a 

critical feminist hermeneutics to decenter the authority of the androcentric text and to take control of its 

own readings. It deconstructs the politics of otherness inscribed in the text and our own readings in order 

to retrieve biblical visions of salvation and well-being in the interest of the present and the future.  
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ELISABETH SCHÜSSLER FIORENZA  

FERTILITY CULTS. As in many ancient cultures, so in the Near East the experience of the 

numinous was closely associated with natural phenomena. The elements of air, water, earth, and fire were 

universally recognized as possessing or manifesting divine qualities. As these early cultures developed, 

the numinous character passed from the natural elements to the constructs of society (temples, 

priesthoods, kingships, the state [Jacobsen 1971: 163–69]). But in the earliest cultures it is clear that 

nature and its manifestations dominated.  

We have come to use the term ―fertile crescent‖ as a description of the band of arable land from the 

mouth of the Tigris and Euphrates to the Upper Nile region. It is a region in which the struggle between 

the forces of nature and the human communities which settled there was constant and demanding. In 

story, legend, and myth the cultures of the crescent recalled and celebrated the growth of their culture and 

life as a result of or in spite of the primordial elements.  

Since the success of agriculture and husbandry was the primary necessity upon which all else depended, 

it was natural that the earliest societies in the Near East associated the divine with the productivity of the 

land. In three main loci of Near Eastern culture, Egypt, Mesopotamia, and Canaan/Phoenicia, we find the 

earliest divinities associated with the fertility of the land. The association of the divine with the natural is, 

by definition, magic. And so, the earliest religions and rituals exhibit the qualities of magic with a strong 

belief in the effectiveness of symbols, either acts or words, to make things happen. Spells, incantations, 

extispicy, and necromancy are hallmarks of this early phase of the religions of the fertile crescent.  

In ancient Egypt the fertility of the land was most obviously associated with the sun and the flood of the 

Nile.  

Hail to Thee, O Nile, That Gushest forth from the earth  

And comest to nourish Egypt!  

(ANET, 372)  



Hail to Thee, Atum … thou carriest to him [Egypt] everything that is thee.  

Thou carriest to him everything that will be in them.  

(Breasted 1959: 14)  

The sun is deified in Re (Atum, Horus, Khepri) and the Nile in Osiris. Osiris is identified not just with 

the water of the Nile, but specifically he is seen ―as a source of fertility, water as a life-giving agency‖ 

(Breasted 1959: 20–21). Osiris is the power of life in the earth, the water, the soil, and the products of the 

earth. The story of Osiris‘ journey from life to death to renewed life is celebrated in the cult and myths. 

There is no evidence that the cultic practices of these fertility rites embraced the idea of human sacrifice, 

nor do we find in Egyptian religion the kinds of orgiastic excess that could mark fertility cults. Breasted 

notes that in Egypt ―the Osiris myth expressed those hopes and aspirations and ideals which were closest 

to the life and the affections of this great people‖ (1959: 37).  

Another major locus of the culture of the ANE is Mesopotamia. In the muddy silt at the ancient 

confluence of the Tigris and Euphrates rivers civilization has its origins. Almost all the older authorities 

on the Near East point to the great contrast between the cultures of Egypt and Mesopotamia. It may be 

romantic, but even the casual reader can discern the steady and optimistic character of Egyptian life and 

the much more enigmatic, troubled, and insecure character of life in Mesopotamia. Egypt‘s fertility did 

not depend on human initiative or creativity, only human cooperation and labor. But the fertility of 

Mesopotamia required the exertion of enormous human resources and ingenuity. The land between the 

rivers needed the constant and vigilant attention of its keepers to prevent its erosion, salinization, or 

denuding.  

The principal focus for the religious experience of fertility in Mesopotamia is found in the god Tammuz 

(or Dumuzi) and his consort Inanna. The stories of the courtship of Inanna and Dumuzi, their subsequent 

marriage, his murder at the hands of evil agents of Hades, her lament over him, and his resurrection, 

comprise the oldest piece of Sumerian religious lore we have. Indeed, Jacobsen writes, ―the earliest form 

of Mesopotamian religion was worship of powers of fertility and yield, of the powers in nature ensuring 

human survival‖ (Jacobsen 1976: 26).  

The worship of Dumuzi and Inanna was centered on the ritual and cultic reenactment of the story of 

Dumuzi‘s death. Clear association is made between the rites and the continued fertility of the land. Just as 

in Egypt, there is little evidence that human sacrifice was a part of these rituals. But sacred prostitution 

was clearly a feature of the religion. The central symbol of the presence of the gods, the ziggurat, for 

example, had as one of its chief components a bridal chamber where the priestess went to ―become the 

bride of the God, and by this mystic marriage to renew the fertility of the soil and the strength of the 

King‘s arms‖ (Smith 1952: 67). Tammuz is the power of fertility inherent in food and is, as such, the 

object of love but not himself an active lover. He receives love rather than gives it. As Jacobsen writes of 

Dumuzi/Tammuz:  

The cult of Tammuz is thus of a piece, simple and direct throughout. At its center lies numinous 

experience undergone in specific situations, in the renewal of life and the abundance of the 

Mesopotamian spring.‖  

(Jacobsen 1971: 101).  

Israel‘s own religious ethos, at least what we know of it in the Bible, eschewed this kind of simple 

correlation between the divine and the natural: ―When you raise your eyes to heaven, when you see the 

sun, the moon, the stars, and the array of heaven, do not be tempted to worship them and serve them‖ 

(Deut 4:19–20).  

The most immediate religious expression available to the newly forming nation was the Canaanite cult. 

The high god of the Canaanite pantheon was El. Associated with him was his son Baal and the son‘s 

consort Anath. Asherah and Astarth, two other female gods, are also closely linked. The three ladies are 

seen in clearly sexual terms, and the stories of them closely associate their sexual prowess and delight 

with the productivity and wealth of the land.  

Baal is the storm god, the bringer of rain and fertility. And even El, who is generally seen as an 

―inactive‖ god, is depicted in lusty and prodigious sexual activity. As a matter of fact, ―fertility is the 



main concern of the Ugaritic myths‖ (Gordon 1962: 170). This is evident even to the most casual reader. 

The Ugaritic tales of Aqhat, Keret, and the Baal cycle all devote significant attention to this aspect of the 

religion.  

It is alleged in numerous sources that the western Phoenicians practiced human sacrifice, but there is no 

mention of it in the texts from Ugarit. The probable survival of human sacrifice at Carthage and in some 

other Punic cities leads one to suspect that the practice was probably found in the earlier stages of the 

culture as well (see CANAAN, RELIGION OF; PHOENICIAN RELIGION).  

There was a clear revulsion against Canaanite religious practices in the Yahwistic religion of early 

Israel. It can be seen in numerous injunctions, prescriptions, and stories that either directly or indirectly 

impugn the practices of the ―inhabitants of the land.‖ That the religion of Canaan exercised a strong hold 

over many Israelites is also clear. It is really only in the prophetic movement and especially in the Elijah 

and Elisha stories that we get a close glimpse of the scope of the struggle. The Yahwistic religion of Israel 

came early on to define itself clearly as the opposite of the ―way of Canaan.‖  

The simple fact is that fertility cults are very much tied to the status quo. The fertility cult celebrates the 

cycles of life and death, and sees in them the very essence of the divine: pure, unchanging, timeless, and 

abstract from the historical. But Israel‘s religious experience of God as it is articulated in the Hebrew 

Bible was not based in the phenomena of nature, nor in a vision of an eternal cycle of life. Israel‘s 

faithfulness flowed from events and showed itself in events. The God Yahweh was the God of history, not 

because history was a cycle of eternally repeated acts, but just the opposite, because history happened and 

moved forward to an end. So the God of history is free to act where, when, and if God wills it. The status 

quo is always, therefore, vulnerable.  

Israel denied the validity of any cult which bound its God to the present as if to the eternal. The Lord 

would be free and so the Lord always stood against the status quo, the predictable. Israel‘s religion more 

and more definitively removed the numinous from the natural to the historical, from the accidental to the 

conscious.  
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JOSEPH P. HEALEY  

FESTAL GARMENT/ROBE. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION.  

FESTIVALS, GRECO-ROMAN. The Greeks named the months of their calendars after important 

seasonal rituals celebrated for the gods of the city. Called heortai, these festivals were organized around 

communal sacrifices and banquets, and provided regular holidays from civil, business, and agricultural 

affairs. In Athens there were heortai of the city, heortai of the local demes, and heortai of various groups 

based on kinship (e.g., gene) or common identity (e.g., orgeones). In addition to heortai, there were many 

public sacrifices (thysia) performed for the gods of the city.  

Some festivals, like the Panathenaia, included all of the city‘s residents (men, women, children, 

resident aliens, and slaves); others, like the Thesmophoria for women, were restricted by gender or social 

status. Some festivals were celebrated in the heart of the city, others, like the Apatouria for Zeus 

Phratrios and Athena Phratria, were celebrated by local groups (in this case, the phratries, male groups 

based on kinship) throughout Attica. Still others, including great public processions to outlying areas 



(e.g., the Eleusinian Mysteries to Eleusis, the Brauronia to Brauron) or to the city from outlying areas 

(e.g., the Dionysia, from Eleutherai on the Boeotian border), served to mark the territory controlled by the 

city and to acknowledge an originally local ceremony incorporated earlier into the city‘s calendar.  

At Athens there were more than thirty-five heortai and public thysia celebrated during the year. Some 

were agricultural festivals. The Stenia, Thesmophoria, Skira, Haloa, and Proerosia were celebrated in 

honor of Demeter to guarantee successful grain crops. The Oschophoria and Anthesteria were festivals of 

the grapevine and wine, celebrated for Dionysos, the god of wine. Other festivals or public ceremonies, 

like the Thargelia for Apollo or the Kallynteria for Athena, were concerned with various forms of ritual 

purification.  

As the city developed, simple festivals organized around public sacrifice became more complex. 

Processions became more elaborate, public contests were added, and festivals became an opportunity for 

displays of spectacle, personal achievement, and the political prestige of the city. Athletic and poetic 

contests were grafted onto the Panathenaia, ship races in the Piraeus were added to the Mounichia for 

Artemis, and dramatic contests became part of the Lenaia and Dionysia for Dionysos. During the years of 

the Athenian Empire in the mid-5th century B.C. the Athenians required their allies and subjects to bring 

contributions to the Athenian Panathenaia and Dionysia, and these festivals became public displays of 

Athenian political success for the representatives of subject cities and for the Athenian city body itself.  

All Greek cities participated in the great Panhellenic festivals at the great sanctuaries of Olympia, 

Nemea, Isthmia, Delphi, and Delos. During the Hellenistic period cities like Samothrace and Magnesia ad 

Sipylum vied with each other in establishing new Panhellenic festivals in order to increase the wealth of 

their sanctuaries and to enhance their civic reputations.  

Rome‘s agricultural origin is reflected in the agricultural context of many of the city‘s festivals (e.g., the 

Fordicidia, Vinalia, Robigalia, Floralia, etc.). While each Greek city had its own calendar of festivals, 

Roman conquest of Italy led to the standardization of the Roman calendar and consequently of Roman 

state festivals, the celebration of which implied allegiance to and acceptance of the Roman state. Roman 

festivals were called feriae, ―holidays,‖ and were of two kinds: public festivals organized by the city and 

private festivals celebrated in the family. Feriae could include a variety of rituals, but the heart of the 

ceremony was always a sacrifice to a specific divinity. In addition to the public feriae, public games, ludi, 

were regular events recorded in the city‘s calendar (e.g., the Ludi Romani in September).  

Some festivals celebrated in the countryside (e.g., the Compitalia in January, to mark boundaries 

between neighboring farms and to provide purification before the spring sowing) had their counterparts in 

the city (where the Compitalia were celebrated in local neighborhoods at points where streets intersected). 

Other festivals show traces of Rome‘s early administrative history. The Fornacalia, for instance, were 

celebrated in the meeting places of the Roman curiae, located throughout the city, long after the curiae 

ceased to be real instruments of political administration. Still other festivals were celebrated in the 

temples of the central area of the city and emphasized the unity and common identity of the Roman 

citizen body.  

Some festivals were restricted to certain groups. On March 1 men sacrificed to the god of war, Mars 

(whose priests, the Salii, performed special dances), while their wives celebrated the Matronalia for Juno 

Lucina, a goddess of childbirth. Other festivals for women included the Veneralia in April, celebrated by 

married women, brides, and even prostitutes, for Venus and Fortuna, and the Matralia in June, for 

mothers.  

Both Greek and Roman festival calendars could accommodate the addition of new festivals. During the 

Imperial period, for instance, local festivals in honor of the birthday of the emperor became a regular part 

of the religious life of the cities of the empire. In spite of the addition of new festivals for new divinities, 

however, the traditional festivals continued to be celebrated.  
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SUSAN GUETTEL COLE  

FESTUS, PORCIUS (PERSON) [Gk Phestos (Φεςσορ)]. Procurator of Judea (ca. 59–62 C.E.) who 

heard Paul‘s case with dispatch and, after consulting with Agrippa II, granted Paul‘s request to be sent to 

Rome for trial (Acts 24:27–26:32). Festus is known to us only from Josephus and the Acts of the 

Apostles.  

A. In Josephus  

Josephus is fundamentally positive in his evaluation of Festus, whom he contrasts sharply with both his 

predecessor Felix and his successor Albinus (Ant. 20.8.9–11 §§182–96; JW 2.14.1 §§271–72). When 

Festus arrived as procurator, the province of Judea was full of bandits (lestes, sicarii). In an attempt to 

restore order, Festus instituted a campaign against this ―principal plague of the country.‖ As a 

consequence, large numbers of bandits were captured, many killed. During his period in office, there was 

an uprising led by yet another savior figure who had gathered around himself a following; Festus sent 

troops against them and destroyed them. Josephus reports that after the Jews had constructed a wall in the 

Jerusalem Temple area to keep Agrippa from spying on Temple proceedings, Festus ordered its removal. 

At the Jews‘ entreaty, however, he agreed to allow them first to discuss the matter before Nero. This 

incident underscores the clearest impression one has of Josephus‘ portrayal of Festus—namely, his work 

against extremists and possible insurrection—while also demonstrating his desire to have good relations 

with the Jewish leadership.  

B. In Luke-Acts  

Porcius Festus inherited the responsibility of deciding Paul‘s case from Felix, and it is in the ensuing 

trial processes that the portrayal of Festus in Acts is developed.  

Three days after his arrival in Judea, Festus travelled from his headquarters in Caesarea to Jerusalem, 

ostensibly to establish good relations with the Jewish leadership. During his visit, they raised again the 

question of Paul. He agreed to reopen the case, but refused to grant their request that Paul be transferred 

to Jerusalem for the hearing. According to the account in Acts, Festus was at this point nonprejudicial 

toward Paul, and even left open the possibility of Paul‘s exoneration. In the ensuing trial, however, Festus 

reverses himself. In an attempt to ingratiate himself with the Jewish officials, Festus proposes that the 

venue for the proceedings be shifted to Jerusalem. Festus‘ impartiality compromised, Paul appeals to 

Caesar.  

In the subsequent narrative, Festus is portrayed as one interested in exonerating himself from any claim 

of his having mishandled Paul‘s case. After Paul appealed to Caesar, Festus arranged for Paul a further 

hearing before Agrippa II and Bernice. In his introduction to the proceedings, Festus presents himself as 

one who had acted fairly and responsibly in the face of difficult circumstances. His apology also serves to 

emphasize Paul‘s innocence: ―I found he had done nothing deserving death,‖ Festus asserted (Acts 25:25).  

Paul, then, was able to present his defense again, during which Festus concluded Paul was mad. 

Nevertheless, even if Rome‘s representative was unable to understand the religious matters at issue 

between Paul and his Jewish opponents (Acts 25:19–20; 26:24; cf. Haenchen 1971: 672–73, 288), when 

measured against Roman law, Paul was found free from guilt (Acts 26:32). Because Paul had appealed to 

Caesar, however, he was sent on to Rome with other prisoners (Acts 27:1).  

Sherwin-White has demonstrated the general historical veracity of the report of Paul‘s trial before 

Festus in Acts (1963: 48–70). At the same time, we should recognize that theological concerns have been 

woven into the overall portrait of Festus in Acts by its author. Thus, in addition to the apologetic motifs 

already noted, we may also draw attention to the significant parallels that exist between the trial of Paul in 

Acts 25–26 and that of Jesus in Luke 23:1–25 (O‘Toole 1984: 68–71).  



C. The Problem of Chronology  

Both Josephus and Acts report that Festus followed Felix as procurator of the province of Judea. When 

this succession occurred is unclear, however, with a range of dates, from 55 C.E. to 61 C.E., finding 

support. More certain is the year in which Festus‘ governance was terminated by his death in office, at 

which time he was replaced by Albinus. According to Josephus, Jesus, son of Ananias, prophesied against 

Jerusalem, creating such a stir that he was brought before the procurator, Albinus. Since this happened 

―four years before the war,‖ we may date the death of Festus and the appointment of Albinus to office in 

62 C.E. (Joseph. JW 6.5.3 §§300–9; cf. 2.14.1 §§272–76).  

Many who support an early date for the appointment of Festus follow Jerome‘s Latin version of the 

Chronicle of Eusebius. According to this testimony, Festus succeeded Felix in the second year of Nero—

that is, 56 C.E. (see the detailed discussion in Ogg 1968: 151–55). However, this datum is rendered 

improbable by the collusion of evidence gleaned from Josephus and Acts regarding a would-be Jewish 

savior figure from Egypt. The incident involving this fanatic occurred during the reign of Nero—i.e., 

sometime after October 54 C.E. (Joseph. Ant. 20.8.6 §§169–72; JW 2.8.5 §§261–63)—and prior to Paul‘s 

arrest in Jerusalem (Acts 21:27–39). Because Paul was arrested approximately at the time of Pentecost 

(Acts 20:16) at least two years before Felix was recalled (Acts 24:27), the earliest Festus could have taken 

office would have been 57 C.E. Accordingly, Jerome‘s version of the Eusebian chronology is 

undependable.  

Others have hoped to fix the date of Festus‘ appointment with reference to the assistance Felix received 

upon his recall to Rome by his brother, Pallas. Josephus writes that Felix was saved from disciplinary 

action under Nero by the intervention of Pallas, who at that time enjoyed favor with Nero (Ant. 20.8.9. 

182). Since Pallas was removed from his post as financial secretary in 55 C.E. (Tacitus Ann. 13.14.1–2), 

and apparently was never restored to office, some have concluded that Felix must have been succeeded by 

Festus no later than 55 C.E. Aside from the fact that this chronology compresses the careers of Felix and 

Paul overmuch, this logic depends on a faulty assumption—namely, that Pallas could not have had 

influence with Nero subsequent to his dismissal from office. His wealth alone, estimated as high as 

400,000,000 sesterces (Dio Classius 62.14.3; cf. Tacitus Ann. 12.53), guaranteed his continued power. His 

extended public favor is evidenced by his receiving the praetoria insignia and by the placing of a public 

monument fixed with a senatorial decree honoring him (Tacitus Ann. 12.53; Pliny, Ep. 8.6). Moreover, no 

evidence suggests Pallas left office on bad terms with Nero; rather, the reasons appear political and 

strategic, not personal. In the end, Nero poisoned Pallas ―because he kept his vast riches to himself by a 

too protracted old age‖ (Tacitus Ann. 14.65). Clearly, then, even after his departure from office, Pallas 

could have interceded successfully on his brother‘s behalf.  

There is therefore no reason to choose an early date for Festus‘ appointment, and several factors suggest 

a later one. Of the approximately ten years (i.e. 52/53–62 C.E.) that must be divided between the periods 

when Felix and Festus held office, most of this time must have been taken by Felix. Felix had held office 

―for many years‖ before Paul was first brought to him for trial (Acts 24:10), and Josephus devotes lengthy 

sections to the events that happened under Felix (Ant. 20.8.5–8 §§160–81; JW 2.12.8–13.7 §§247–70). 

Festus, on the other hand, receives comparatively little notice in Josephus (Ant. 20.8.9–11 §§182–96; JW 

2.14.1 §271). Moreover, the coin issue of the fifth year of Nero may indicate the appointment of Festus 

prior to October 59 C.E.; indeed, it is more likely that the minting of new coins was the work of an 

incoming procurator than that of an outgoing one who had already minted a large issue (Reifenberg 1963: 

27–28; Smallwood 1976: 269). Finally, in the Armenian version of the Chronicle of Eusebius, the sending 

of Festus to succeed Felix is placed in the tenth year of Agrippa II. If Caird is right (IDB 1: 599–607), and 

Eusebius wrongly reckoned Festus‘ accession from the year 45 C.E. rather than the year 50 C.E., when 

Agrippa II actually took office, then according to Eusebius‘ source Festus was appointed procurator in the 

summer of 59 C.E. We conclude, therefore, that Festus was procurator from 59–62 C.E.  
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JOEL B. GREEN  

FEVER. See SICKNESS AND DISEASE.  

FIBULA. See JEWELRY, ANCIENT ISRAELITE.  

FIERY SERPENT. See SERPENT, BRONZE.  

FIG TREE. See FLORA.  

FILIGREE [Heb  ĕšubbaṣ    (ִצים בַּ  A decorative treatment involved in the fabrication of .[( ְמשֻׁ

ceremonial clothing (Exod 28:20). The Hebrew word is based on the root šbṣ, which apparently refers to 

making a fabric with a design or pattern in it, and is also translated ―checker work‖ in the RSV (as Exod 

28:4, 39).  

As with many technical terms, the exact nature of this checker work cannot be established. Most of the 

references to it are in the context of the description of the ephod in the tabernacle texts of Exodus. See 

also EPHOD (OBJECT). Two symbolic onyx stones, each inscribed with the names of six Israelite tribes, 

were attached to the ephod. These stones, which were fastened to the ephod‘s shoulder piece, were 

secured in settings of gold filigree (Exod 28:11, 13, 20, 25; 39:6, 13, 16, 18). Since the Hebrew word for 

―settings‖ indicates something that surrounds or encloses, ―filigree‖ designates golden frames or patches 

in which the onyx stones were set. Similarly, the stones that were part of the high priest‘s breastpiece 

were set in ―gold filigree‖ (Exod 28:20). See also BREASTPIECE.  

In addition to these references to the filigree frames or settings for the stones of Aaron‘s ephod and 

breastpiece, the coat or tunic ( etō et) worn by the high priest was decorated with small patches or plates 

(―checker work,‖ Exod 28:4). This detail was not present for the analogous robes worn by the other 

priests.  

The filigree work is thus notable in its association with the garb of the high priest alone, in its role in 

attaching some of the most important symbolic elements (stones of the ephod and breastpiece) to that 

garb, and in its being made of gold. These features of the filigree work put it in the category of most holy 

items, according to the gradation of materials used in the tabernacle and in the fragments of the priesthood 

(Haran 1979: 158–74). The most elaborate and therefore holiest priestly apparel is for the high priest, who 

comes closest to Yahweh, the most holy of all. Aaron‘s clothing conceptually approximates the ritual 

garments used to clothe statues of the gods in Mesopotamian ritual.  

One of the technological features of the richly decorated ceremonial vestments in ancient Mesopotamia 

was the use of a technique of attaching small metallic bracteates (round, square, or rosette-shaped metal 

plates) to the fabric (Oppenheim 1949). The various arrangements of these bracteates, particularly the 

square ones, relieved the monotony of plain fabric not only in terms of color and shape but also in terms 

of texture. This special and costly treatment of sacred garments may be related to the golden settings 

specified for the holiest of human apparel in Israel, the high priest‘s vestments. One human royal figure, a 

princess, also has sumptuous clothing with these special decorations (Ps 45:14 [—Eng 45:13]). The term 

rendered ―filigree‖ or ―checker work‖ would thus be more accurately translated ―bracteates.‖  

The metallic nature of the biblical bracteates is supported by a verse in 1 Kgs 7:17 describing part of the 

capitals of JACHIN AND BOAZ, which were made of metal, as being of ―checker work.‖  
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CAROL MEYERS  



FILLET [Heb ḥ sûq (ָחסּוק )]. Sometimes translated ―band‖ or ―ring‖ in other English versions, this 

word refers to a fitting of the pillars used in the tabernacle court (Exod 27:10–18; 38:10–19) and at its 

doorway (Exod 36:38). The former were made of silver, and the latter were golden, in keeping with the 

principle of the material gradation in the fabrication of the tabernacle, whereby objects closer to the inner 

sanctuary were of increasingly precious materials and more costly workmanship. See also 

TABERNACLE.  

CAROL MEYERS  

FINGER. See WEIGHTS AND MEASURES.  

FIR TREE. See FLORA.  

FIRE, PILLAR OF. See PILLAR OF FIRE AND CLOUD.  

FIREPAN [Heb maḥtâ (ְחָתה  A receptacle used to carry live coals to or from the altars of both .[( מַּ

the tabernacle and the Temple. Since it held burning coals, as did censers, it could be used as a censer 

when incense was sprinkled on the coals. The firepans that were part of the tabernacle‘s array of altar 

equipment were made of bronze (Exod 27:3 = 38:3; cf. Num 4:14). A similar listing of utensils for the 

Temple indicates golden firepans (1 Kgs 7:50; 2 Chr 4:22); but 2 Kgs 29:15 implies that they were 

bronze, and Jer 52:19 does not specify. The confusion with respect to these Temple vessels may lie in the 

fact that there were firepans of gold to service the golden incense altar that stood inside the h   l, the 

main room of the Temple, and also firepans of bronze to service the bronze courtyard altar, which is not 

listed in the description of Solomon‘s Temple but which almost certainly was a part of the courtyard 

furnishings.  

CAROL MEYERS  

FIRST AND LAST. See ALPHA AND OMEGA.  

FIRST FRUITS [Heb bi  ûr    (ִבּכּוִרים ), rē˒š  t (ֵראִשית ); Gk aparche (ἀπαπχε)]. In the OT, 

―first fruits‖ most often is used to refer to a literal portion of the agricultural harvest. Two Hebrew words 

are rendered ―first fruits.‖ The first is bikkûrîm, which specifically refers to first-ripe grain and fruit, 

which was harvested and offered to the Lord according to sacerdotal prescriptions. This term always 

appears in the masculine plural and it may refer generally to the first produce of the soil (Exod 23:16, 19; 

34:26; Num 28:16; Neh 10:35; 13:31) or specifically to wheat (Exod 34:22) or the products of grain 

(dough, Ezek 44:30, or loaves of bread, Lev 23:17; 23:20), to fruits in general (Num 18:13; Ezek 44:30), 

to figs (Nah 3:12), or to grapes (Num 13:20); sometimes it simply indicates ―early ripe‖ (Lev 2:14; 2 Kgs 

4:42). The second is re˒š  t, which is usually translated ―first‖ or ―beginning‖ of a series. In a special sense, 

it can mean ―choicest‖; the substantive based on this idea is translated ―first fruits,‖ with specific 

reference to processed produce rather than produce in the raw state. This term specifically refers to dough 

(Num 15:20, 21; Ezek 44:30; Neh 10:38 [37]) or grain (Lev 23:10; Deut 18:4; 2 Chr 31:5), to new wine 

(Deut 18:4; 2 Chr 31:5), to oil (Deut 18:4; 2 Chr 31:5), to honey (2 Chr 31:5), to ―all the produce of the 

land‖ (2 Chr 31:5), to ―the fruit of every tree‖ (Neh 10:38), and even to wool (Deut 18:4). In addition to 

its literal meaning, the word is figuratively applied to Israel, the first fruits of Yahweh‘s harvest (Jer 2:3). 

Several times (Exod 23:19; 34:26; Ezek 44:30), the two terms are used together, meaning something like 

―the first of the first fruits.‖  

Because Yahweh is sovereign and because of his possession of all things, the first issue of man, beast, 

and soil were considered holy unto the Lord. Provision was made for the redemption of the firstborn of 

people and animals (Exod 13:2–16; Num 3:12–16). The offerings of first fruits provided the redemption 

of the harvest. The postexilic Jewish community acknowledged that the priests had to ―bring the first 

fruits of our ground and the first fruits of all the fruit of every tree to the house of the Lord annually, and 

bring to the house of our God the firstborn of our sons and of our cattle, and the firstborn of our herds and 

our flocks as it is written in the law‖ (Neh 10:36, 37—Eng10:35, 36). These offerings were given to the 



Lord as a thanksgiving offering and for the support of the priesthood, for the priests received the entirety 

of the first fruits, except for the cereal offering of Lev 14:14–16.  

As a part of the celebration of Passover, Lev 23:10–14 (and Exod 23:16, 19) prescribes the waving of a 

sheaf of first fruits before Yahweh to acknowledge the dedication of the grain harvest; this was a public 

ceremony performed on behalf of the nation. This initial sheaf was of barley, for barley ripens earlier than 

wheat (cf. the Gezer calendar: ―His month is barley harvest. His month is wheat-harvest and festival 

[―festival‖ refers to Pentecost]‖; see further ANET 321). Flavius Josephus (Ant 3.10.5) affirms that this 

was indeed a sheaf of barley. No additional harvest work could be accomplished before this ceremony 

was enacted. The second public occasion involving first fruits occurred seven weeks later, at Pentecost, 

when the first fruits of the wheat harvest were presented, as specified in Exod 34:22. At this time, ―the 

bread of the first fruits,‖ which was made from the initial wheat harvest, was offered; in Num 28:26, 

Pentecost is designated ―the day of the first fruits.‖  

In addition to these public events, there were individual offerings, offered by the head of each family. 

Fairly detailed liturgical instructions for these individual offerings of first fruits in the land are given in 

Deut 26:1–11. The worshiper placed the first fruits in a basket. He then proceeded to the place prescribed 

by Yahweh, reporting to the officiating priest, ―I declare this day to the Lord my God that I have entered 

the land which the Lord swore to our fathers to give us.‖ At that point, the priest accepted the basket and 

placed it before the altar. Then the worshiper would avow, ―My father was a wandering Aramaean, and he 

went down to Egypt and sojourned there, few in number; but there he became a great, mighty and 

populous nation. And the Egyptians treated us harshly and afflicted us, and imposed hard labor on us. 

Then we cried to the Lord, the God of our fathers, and the Lord heard our voice and saw our affliction and 

our toil and our oppression; and the Lord brought us out of Egypt with a mighty hand and an outstretched 

arm and with great terror and with signs and wonders; and He has brought us to this place and has given 

us this land, a land flowing with milk and honey.‖ It would seem that the worshiper has at some point 

resumed possession of the basket, for he continues, ―And now behold, I have brought the first of the 

produce of the ground which Thou, O Lord, hast given me.‖ With these words, the worshiper himself 

presents the basket before the altar and worships with rejoicing.  

Whereas OT occurrences of ―first fruits‖ all refer to a literal offering or a portion of the harvest (except 

for the metaphorical usage in Jer 2:3), the NT usage of aparche (―beginning‖) is exclusively figurative. 

The figure is based on the agricultural or ritual fact. Just as literal first fruits are a harbinger and sample of 

the full harvest, the presence of the Holy Spirit with the believer is an indication of that which is to come 

(Rom 8:23), Christians are the first fruits of God‘s people (Jas 1:18 and probably 2 Thess 2:13), and those 

who follow the Lamb are the first fruits to God (Rev 14:4). Just as literal first fruits are first in sequence, 

Epaenetus is the first fruits of the Christians in Asia, and the household of Stephanus is the first fruits of 

the Christians in Achaia. Combining the ideas of the harbinger and first in sequence, Christ, in his 

resurrection, is the ―first fruits of those that slept.‖ Just as the ritual called for a heave offering of the ―first 

fruits‖ of a batch of dough (Num 15:20) and the holiness of the first piece of dough assures the holiness of 

the entire lump, believing Jews are a sample pointing to a much greater yield (Rom 11:16).  
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RICHARD O. RIGSBY  

FIRSTBORN. See FAMILY.  

FISH. See ZOOLOGY (FAUNA).  

FISH GATE (PLACE) [Heb ša˓ar hadd g    (ָדִגים ר הַּ עַּ  A gate of Jerusalem in the northern .[( שַּ

wall around the Temple Mount. It is first mentioned in connection with Manasseh‘s refortification 

program of Jerusalem that included the areas of the Fish Gate, the City of David, and the east side of the 

city. Subsequently, the Fish Gate and the surrounding area was spoken of by Zephaniah (1:10–11) and by 



Nehemiah in his account of the dedicatory procession where the Fish Gate is located in the northern wall 

to the west of the Tower of Hananel and the Tower of the Hundred (Neh 3:3; 12:38–39).  

This gate opened to a ridge that led from Mount Moriah and the Temple enclosure to the Benjamin 

Plateau to the north. It was via the Beth-horon road and the Benjamin Plateau that merchants from Tyre 

and the coast brought fish and other imports to Jerusalem. The fish markets that developed inside and 

outside the wall most likely gave the gate its name (Neh 13:16).  

Until the extensive excavations of Jerusalem in the late 1960s, the majority view (Avi-Yonah being an 

exception, 1954: 242) placed the Fish Gate at the northern end (Simons 1952: 276) or on the northeast 

bank (Vincent and Steve 1954: 242–43) of the Central or Tyropoeon Valley near the present Damascus 

Gate. This assumed that this area was within the walled city during the First Temple period. However, 

Avigad‘s excavation of areas A (the Broad Wall), X-2 (the Gennath Gate?) and W (the Israelite Tower or 

the Middle Gate?) have shown that the northern wall of the Israelite city ran from the Corner Gate (near 

today‘s Jaffa Gate) east along the southern slopes of the Transversal Valley to the western wall of the 

Temple enclosure, and did not include the northern end of the Central or Tyropoeon Valley until after the 

Hasmonean period (possibly during the time of Herod). This archaeological evidence seems to affirm the 

view that the Fish Gate could not have been in the Tyropoeon Valley but above the valley on the 

northwest corner (the Baris) of the Temple Mount.  
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DALE C. LIID  

FISHER OWL. See ZOOLOGY (FAUNA).  

FIVE SCROLLS, THE. See MEGILLOTH.  

FLAX. See FLORA; DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION.  

FLEA. See ZOOLOGY (FAUNA).  

FLEET. See TRAVEL AND COMMUNICATION (NT).  

FLOCKS. See ZOOLOGY (FAUNA).  

FLOGGING. See PUNISHMENTS AND CRIMES.  

FLOOD. A catastrophic deluge recounted in Gen 6–9 and alluded to in other biblical passages. 

Traditions of a primordial flood existed among a number of ANE civilizations and are a feature of the 

ethnohistory of many other cultures. The Flood narrative of the Hebrew Bible was elaborated in later 

versions of the biblical text, and in Jewish and Christian literature and art.  
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A. Archaeological Disconfirmation  

Scholars are agreed that archaeological evidence for a universal flood in the historical past is wanting. 

The silt layers noticed at Ur and Kish by Woolley and Langdon (and similar silting at Nineveh, 

Shuruppak, Uruk, and Lagash) are of differing dates, and lack convincing connection with the biblical 

narrative. Extremely old sites in Palestine, such as Jericho, have revealed no flood deposits. (Aquatic 

fossils found at mountainous elevations were once seized upon as evidence of a universal flood, but they 

may be more reasonably explained as resulting from geological upheavals than as evidence of a 

cataclysmic flood.) Claims that remains of the biblical ark have been found on the 17,000 foot Agri Dagh 

peak northwest of Lake Van in Turkey (traditional Mt. Ararat) are unconvincing; such claims ignore the 

text of the Bible, which does not mention a specific mountain but ―mountains‖ (pl.), and are misguided in 

their certainty that Agri Dagh is the correct location. Carbon 14 dating of the wood allegedly found there 

dates the samples tested no earlier than A.D. 450, about the time Christian tradition began to center on this 

mountain. Claims formerly made of living persons who had seen remains of the ark, when examined, 

prove themselves incredible.  

B. Mesopotamian Flood Stories  

Sixty-eight different peoples are known to have flood legends. Philo of Alexandria and early Christian 

apologists knew of a Greek flood story in which Deucalion is the hero, and some identified Deucalion 

with biblical Noah. Berossus, a Babylonian priest of Marduk writing in Greek about 275 B.C., produced 

an account of a flood whose hero is Xisuthros. Though summarized by Eusebius (Praep. Evang. 9:11–12 

[written A.D. 414–15]) from a work by Abydenus, no great attention was paid to the account until the 

identification by George Smith in 1872 of fragments of a Babylonian flood story touched off great interest 

because of its similarities to the biblical narrative.  

Another, more-recently identified Mesopotamian flood legend is known by the name of its protagonist, 

Atrahasis. In this legend, the god Enlil decides to bring about a flood because the tumult of humanity is 

unbearable, disturbing the sleep of the gods. The hero Atrahasis is aided by the god Ea; by the latter‘s 

agency, the god Enki alerts Atrahasis to the impending flood and advises him to build a vessel in which 

he can survive. The vessel is roofed over and made secure with pitch. Atrahasis entered the vessel and 

shut the door; the storm raged 7 days and nights. The surviving text has not preserved the account of the 

conclusion of the flood, but after the flood Atrahasis sacrifices and the gods dispute over the outcome.  

Better preserved is a later variant of the flood story known from the 11th of 12 clay tablets that together 

constituted the Epic of Gilgamesh from Ashurbanipal‘s library (ANET, 93–95). The hero, Ut-napishtim, 

warned in a dream by Ea that the council of the gods—incited by Enlil—is about to destroy the city of 

Shuruppak with no exception, was instructed to tear down his house and build a vessel. The vessel was a 

cube 120 cubits in each dimension, of 7 stories with 63 compartments, of unspecified wood presumably 

made waterproof with pitch.  

Rather than warn his neighbors of the danger, Ut-napishtim was instructed to deceive them about the 

purpose of his boat if they asked him. He was to load into it ―the seed of life of all kinds,‖ his family, 

relations, and skilled craft workers, as well as beasts. They rode out a 7-day storm in which all the gods 

―cowered like dogs‖ (XI 115). The vessel came to rest on Mt. Nisir, and 7 days later Ut-napishtim sent 

out a dove, a swallow, and a raven. The raven did not return. Coming out of his vessel, he offered a 

sacrifice around which the gods, ―having smelled the sweet odor,‖ gathered ―like flies‖ (XI 161). Enlil 

was angry that any humans had survived but was pacified by the other gods. Eternal life was bestowed on 

Ut-napishtim and his wife.  

The story is known in several versions (Sumerian, Babylonian, Assyrian, and derivative traditions) and 

the hero has many names (Ut-napishtim, Atrahasis [see ANET, 104–5], and Xisuthros). A Sumerian 

version found at Nippur dates before 2000 B.C., and its hero is Ziusudra (ANET, 42–44). A fragment of 

the epic (though not of the flood portion) was found in 1956 on the slopes of Megiddo, indicating that the 

story was known in Palestine.  

Many attempts have been made to demonstrate a literary dependency of the biblical Flood narrative on 

Mesopotamian prototypes, but consensus on the matter has not been reached. Claims of direct dependence 



have been largely abandoned. Each form of the story has unique elements, and the differences from the 

biblical story are often more striking than the similarities. The ethical motivation and the monotheism of 

the biblical story are not elements of the Mesopotamian legends. In the biblical story, after the end of the 

flood Noah and his family replenish the earth; but Ut-napishtim and his wife are transformed into gods, 

making them immortal, and thus isolated from the general human condition. The Genesis story attests the 

mercy and the judgment of the Lord. Its religious interpretation of the cataclysm contrasts with the more 

obscure message of the Mesopotamian stories.  

C. Biblical Flood Traditions  

1. Genesis. The flood (Heb mabbûl; Gk kataklysmos) narrated in Gen 5:28–9:29 resulted from the 

Lord‘s decision to destroy all living creatures because of the great wickedness of man described in the 

phrases: ―every imagination of the thoughts of his heart was only evil continually‖ (6:5); ―the earth was 

filled with violence (Heb ḥamas)‖ (6:11); and ―all flesh had corrupted their way upon the earth‖ (6:12). A 

period of grace of 120 years (6:3) was set.  

Noah, the protagonist of the Flood narrative, was a son of Lamech (Gen 5:29; on his name, see NOAH 

[PERSON]). At the age of 500, Noah became father of Shem, Ham, and Japheth. In the midst of 

wickedness Noah was a righteous man (ṣaddiq), blameless (t     ) in his generation (6:9), who walked 

with God (6:9; cf. 5:22–24; note that later figures walk ―before‖ God [Gen 17:1]). Noah‘s obedience is 

repeatedly stressed (6:22; 7:5, 9). The evil human heart (6:5) troubles God‘s heart (6:6).  

The biblical narrative of the Flood proceeds as follows. At the Lord‘s instruction, Noah built an ark 

(Heb tēbâ; Gk kibotos) that was 300 × 50 × 30 cubits in size. (Allowing 18 inches for the cubit, the 

dimensions make a vessel 450 × 75 × 45 feet, with a displacement conjectured to be 43,300 tons.) The 

word tēbâ occurs elsewhere only for the craft in which the baby Moses was set adrift (Exod 2:3). 

Constructed of goper wood (Gen 6:14) and covered with pitch inside and out, the ark had rooms (Heb 

qinnîm, used in a rare sense), a roof (Heb ṣohar, used only here in MT, and in later tradition the subject of 

speculation), a door (petaḥ), and was of 3 stories. Two of every sort of animal were taken into the ark 

together with necessary stores. Noah took 7 pairs (Gen 7:2) of all clean animals.  

Noah was 600 years old when, on the 17th day of the 2d month, he took his wife, his 3 sons, their 

wives, and the animals into the ark. The Lord closed the ark. After 7 days the flood came, with water both 

from the fountains of the deep (Heb tehôm) and the ―windows of heaven‖ (Gen 6:11; cf. 2 Kgs 7:2, 19). 

The rain fell for 40 days and nights, and the water rose over the mountains to a depth of 15 cubits. Every 

living thing which had the breath of life died except for those in the ark; but God remembered Noah (8:1), 

made a wind pass over the earth, and the water abated.  

The water was on the earth 150 days, but at the end diminished so that on the 17th day of the 7th month 

the ark rested (MT uses the verb nwḥ, associated with Noah‘s name) on the ―mountains of Ararat‖ (8:4; 

cf. 2 Kgs 19:37; Jer 51:27). On the 1st of the 10th month the tops of the mountains were seen. After 40 

days, Noah opened the window and sent forth a raven, which went to and fro until the waters were dried 

up. He then sent a dove, which returned. Seven days later he again sent the dove, and it returned with an 

olive leaf. On its 3d mission 7 days later the dove did not return.  

On the 1st day of the 1st month of Noah‘s 601st year, the earth was dry, and Noah removed the 

covering of the ark. On the 27th of the 2d month the Lord ordered Noah out of the ark with the living 

creatures. Noah built an altar and offered a burnt offering of every clean animal and bird. The Lord 

smelled the pleasing odor (8:21) and promised never again to destroy every living creature as he had 

done.  

Noah was ordered to multiply and fill the earth. He was promised that animals, birds, and fish would 

fear him (9:2). Flesh might be eaten, but the blood was prohibited. A reckoning would be required of all 

blood shed.  

God made a covenant with Noah and the animals not to repeat the flood. This covenant is unilateral, 

initiated by the superior party and not dependent on the inferior party‘s acceptance or agreement. The sign 

of the covenant was the bow in the cloud. When God would see the bow in the clouds, he would 



remember the covenant (9:14–16). From Noah‘s sons, Shem, Ham, and Japheth, the whole world was 

peopled.  

2. Other OT Texts. Outside Genesis, biblical texts advert to a primordial flood and to isolated details of 

the Genesis narrative. Noah is listed in the 10th generation in genealogies (1 Chr 1:4; cf. Luke 3:36) and 

is noticed by Ezekiel as an exemplary righteous man who saved his children (Ezek 14:14, 20). The word 

mabbûl occurs outside of Genesis only in Ps 29:10, but the flood motif may be reflected in later sections 

of the Isaianic prophetic corpus. In the ―little apocalypse,‖ the declaration that Yhwh will lay waste the 

earth because the ―everlasting covenant‖ has been violated (Isa 24:1, 4, 5) probably resonates with 

allusion to a flood narrative; the same is probably true of reference in the same context to the ―windows of 

heaven‖ being opened and the foundations of the earth trembling (Isa 24:18). Also noteworthy is the motif 

of a few being preserved by entering their chambers until the divine wrath is past (Isa 26:20–21; note the 

reference to shed blood in v 21). Flood imagery is also detectable in Isaiah: the deep waters that do not 

overwhelm (Isa 43:2), and the concept of overflowing wrath (Isa 54:8). In Isaiah is also found a single 

direct reference to the Noah story: the divine oath not to repeat the Flood becomes the ground of a new 

oath not to continue the wrath which led to Judah‘s exile (Isa 54:9). ―Great waters‖ become a figure of the 

tribulation of the righteous from which only God can save them (Ps 18:16; 65:5–8; 69:1; 89:9; 93:3).  

In the Apocrypha, Noah becomes one who married a kinswoman (Tob 4:12). In contrast to the 

evildoers,  

Noah was found perfect and righteous; in the time of wrath he was taken in exchange; therefore a 

remnant was left to the earth when the flood came. Everlasting covenants were made with him that all 

flesh should not be blotted out by a flood (Sir 44:17).  

The Wisdom of Solomon declares:  

When the earth was flooded because of him, wisdom again saved it, steering the righteous man by a 

paltry piece of wood (Wis 10:4).  

3. Greek Versions. The Greek version of Genesis in LXX incorporated in its translation of the Flood 

story a variety of hermeneutical and traditional interpretations that reshaped the narrative for its 

Hellenistic Jewish and Christian readers. LXX varies from MT in chronology; among other differences, 

Noah remains in the ark 12 full months. The play on Noah‘s name (Gen 5:29) employs Gk dianapauein 

―give rest,‖ implying Heb nwḥ rather than nḥm, on which MT‘s pun depends. The anthropomorphism of 

God‘s ―repenting‖ implicit in the MT of Gen 6:6a (Heb nḥm) is nuanced by LXX‘s enthymeomai (―take to 

heart; be angry about‖).  

Rare and uncertain words are variously handled. MT‘s qinnîm is etymologically rendered nossiai 

(―nests‖), and the goper wood is translated xyla tetragō a (―squared wood‖). Heb ṣohar becomes Gk 

e isy agō  (―a gathering together‖). ―Because of the water‖ becomes ―through (dia) the water‖ (7:7), and 

the ―windows of the heavens‖ become katarraktai ―waterfalls‖ (cf. 4 Kgdms 7:19; Mal 3:10).  

In Aquila‘s translation, Heb ṣohar is (erroneously) glossed with Gk  esē bri os (―noon day‖), and 

sy thē ē is used for Heb berith ―covenant‖ (6:19 [18]; Symmachus also uses sy thē ē). Symmachus 

chose hilasterion ―mercy seat‖ to render tēbâ (―ark‖). The qinnîm are kaliai (―sheds‖; Gen 6:15 [14]), and 

the ṣohar is dia ha ēs (―transparent‖).  

4. Targumic Renderings. The Aramaic targums are paraphrastic in nature, avoiding 

anthropomorphisms and supplying interpretations from rabbinic tradition. The ark is of ―cedar wood,‖ the 

qinnîm are ―compartments,‖ the ṣohar is a ―light,‖ the ―windows of heaven‖ (7:11; 8:2) remain windows, 

and the landing place of the ark is in Cordyene at Mt. Kardu. In Tg. Ps.-Jon. the ṣohar is a sparkling gem 

and the ―windows of heaven‖ become ―latticed windows‖ (8:2).  

With characteristic desire to avoid anthropomorphism, the Targum Neofiti I explains Noah‘s name as a 

consolation for ―our evil deeds and from the robbery of our hands, from the curse of the earth …‖ Regret 

is before the Lord (6:6). The Targum adds ―robbers‖ to the catalogue of antediluvian corruption (6:11, 

13). The ark has a window.  

The 7 days Noah spent in the ark prior to the flood were days of mourning for Methuselah (7:10). 

Instead of shutting Noah in, the Lord protects him in his good mercies (7:16), and at the end of the flood 



the Lord ―in his good mercies‖ remembers Noah (8:1), and ―a spirit of mercies‖ passes over the earth. The 

ark rests on the mountains of Kardun (8:4). Noah opens the door of the ark rather than the window (8:6). 

The raven makes repeated trips (8:7).  

Noah‘s altar is to the name of the Word of the Lord (8:20). Man is created in ―a likeness from before the 

Lord‖ (9:6). The covenant is between the Word of the Lord and every living creature (9:16).  

D. Flood Traditions in the Pseudepigrapha  

Whether there was ever a pseudepigraphical book of Noah remains uncertain. No list of pseudepigrapha 

includes one. The Book of Jubilees attributes certain arts and halakic matters to Noah (Jub. 10:13–14; 

21:10), and the Gk fragment of T. Levi 56–57 speaks of ―the writings of the Book of Noah concerning the 

blood.‖ Some scholars have projected that 1 Enoch 6–11; 60; 65:1–69:25; 106–7 and a few other sections 

may have come from a Book of Noah; but the case is uncertain. A. Jellinek in his Bet ha-Midrasch 

projected a Hebrew Book of Noah back of fragments he published; however, folklore may be a better 

explanation of their origin.  

The Genesis Apocryphon devotes considerable space to Noah. Noah‘s wife is bt ˒ wš. Noah becomes a 

planter on Mt. Lubar.  

Pseudepigraphical writers found a homiletic value in the flood. Noah becomes an example of one who 

practiced asceticism in early life (The Book of Adam and Eve/The Cave of Treasures). The Sibylline 

Oracles furnish, in a sermon of Noah, a list of evil deeds of the guilty: fighting, murdering, and 

abandoning shame. Noah‘s contemporaries were tyrants, liars, unbelievers, adulterers, and slanderers (Sib. 

Or. 1:150–98). Numerous sources mention Noah‘s righteousness (T. Benj. 10:6; Jub. 4:33; Book of Adam 

and Eve 3:1). The ark is an example of the devout reason beset by the passions (4 Macc.15:30–32). 4 Ezra 

(3:9–12) cites the pre-flood conditions as a stage of apostasy. Extended surveys of the flood are found in 1 

Enoch 37–71, Jubilees 4–5, Sib. Or. 1:151–375, and in the Book of Adam and Eve.  

E. Hellenistic Jewish Literature  

Philo of Alexandria dealt with the flood on 3 levels: as an event from the past in which Noah 

participated; as a source of moral lessons to be drawn from the episode; and as an allegory of spiritual 

realities. The treatments are to be found in De Abrahamo, De Vita Mosis, Quod Deus immutabilis sit, and 

in Questions et Solutiones in Genesin. Philo, equating Noah with the Greek hero Deucalion, reflects the 

concept of a relative righteousness on the part of Noah. He interprets the variation kyrios and theos in 

divine names in the Gk narrative as showing the judgment and mercy of God. Philo uses the Noahic 

material to expound virtues he has otherwise accepted. The allegorical Noah represents a preliminary 

state, higher than Seth but lower than Abraham, in the advance of any soul to the mystic vision. The flood 

becomes a flood of human passion bursting forth in wrongdoing; Noah ultimately escapes. The flood is 

elsewhere a cleansing of the soul. The ark is the body; and in coming out of the ark, Noah escapes from 

the body to higher things. He then falls back into a foolish deranged condition in his drunkenness. The 

details of the allegory are technical, repetitious, and inconsistent. Philo expounds the idea that most of the 

goals of human striving minister only to the body and are unworthy. However, the body must be used 

until the flood of passion has dried up and the individual comes forth like Noah (presumably to 

immortality, although Philo is not explicit on this point).  

Pseudo-Philo in the Biblical Antiquities, written shortly after the destruction of the Temple in A.D. 70, 

reveals little in common with the genuine Philo. He has his own distinctive ideas, such as the notion that 

―rest‖ in the name of Noah involves relieving the earth of its wicked inhabitants; the age given for Noah 

at the birth of his sons; and the eschatological element (with resurrection, final judgment, hell, and the 

new heaven and earth), which he introduces into the post-flood blessing.  

Josephus, claiming that Berossus the Chaldaean, Hieronymus the Egyptian, and Nicolas of Damascus 

also mention the flood, gives a simple paraphrase of Gk Scripture embellished from pseudepigrapha and 

folklore (Ant 1.3–4). He does not, however, homilize the story. He offers a chronology and tends to give 

place names which his reader would know. He mentions only one journey for the dove, and he notes that 

Berossus reports that the ark was yet in Armenia near the mountains of the Cordyaeans and that people 

carried away bitumen from it. Nicolas called the mountain Baris.  



F. New Testament  

NT writers thought of the days prior to the flood as a time in which life went on in its careless way until 

the destruction came; it was therefore as a fitting comparison to expected conditions at the time of the 

second coming (Matt 24:37–39; Luke 17:26, 27). A fall of the angels is echoed in 2 Pet 2:4; Jude 6) but is 

not specifically connected with the flood narrative. Noah was a preacher of righteousness (2 Pet 2:5) who 

with 7 others had been saved. His fate and that of his contemporaries illustrate God‘s rescuing the 

righteous and his punishment of the wicked. Noah is a model of faith. By faith he built his ark, 

condemned the world, and became the heir of righteousness (Heb 11:7). God‘s patience waited in the days 

of Noah. The flood becomes a typological figure of baptism (1 Pet 3:20, 21). Beyond baptism is newness 

of life (cf. Rom 6:4).  

G. Rabbinic Sources  

References to Noah and his flood are scant in the Mishna and Tosefta, but are fuller in t. Sanhedrin, and 

in the Midrash Genesis Rabbah. The treatment is not a single unified picture, but is a record from diverse 

periods of various opinions supported by the haggadic method of interpretation (on the interpretative 

principles involved, see HAGGADAH).  

Some sages believed passages like Psalm 1 spoke of the righteousness of Noah and his sons, while Job 

21, 24, and 36 expounded the sins of the flood generation. Noah, born circumcised, should have been 

called Naḥman to fit the play on the name in Genesis 5:29. He had neglected the command to multiply 

until an advanced age because of the wickedness of his generation. Small interest is shown in Noah‘s 

wife, but the Midrash Haggadol applies the phrase ―woman of valor‖ (Prov 31:10) to her. Much 

speculation is devoted to what the sins of the flood generation were. Covetousness, licentiousness, 

whoredom, bestiality, and incest are all alleged. Robbery was thought to have been prevalent; justice was 

not done and mercy not shown. Even the prayers of the generation were to no avail.  

It was debated whether the antediluvians would have a share in the world to come. While some argued 

that they would not rise or be judged, other rabbis argued that they would stand in the congregation of the 

wicked at the judgment. For some, the 120 years was a limit on available time to repent; others saw it as a 

reduction of the life span in general.  

Aware that the narrative uses both Yhwh and ˒ĕlōh    in referring to God, the rabbis homilized. The 

tetragrammaton signifies the attribute of mercy, and ˒ĕlōh    that of judgment. Sin had turned mercy to 

judgment; therefore Yhwh decreed the flood (Gen 6:7). But Noah‘s feeding the animals turns judgment to 

mercy; hence, ˒ĕlōh    remembers Noah (Gen 8:1).  

The rabbis struggled with the fact that God grieved, that the decree of destruction also included the 

animals, and that Noah was found righteous. While some exalted Noah, there is a tendency toward seeing 

even in him only a limited righteousness. R. Judah insisted that it was only in comparison with the wicked 

of his generation that he was righteous, but compared with Moses and Samuel, he would not have been 

righteous. Noah‘s faith was considered weak, and R. Johanan asserted that had not the water reached his 

ankles, he would not have entered the ark. Moses was considered the greater in that he saved his 

generation, not just his family. However, Noah was the one herald in his generation, calling harshly for 

repentance.  

The proportions of the ark were considered to be normative for actual boat building. There were 

differences of opinion about the compartments in the ark and the arrangements for its occupants. 

―Gopher‖ wood was understood to be some sort of cedar. The ṣohar was considered a kind of skylight by 

some, but others thought of it as a gem which shone in the night. When completed the ark drew 11 cubits 

of water.  

Some teachers argued that suitable foods were provided for each sort of animal; however, one insisted 

that all had only pressed figs to eat. Only the perfect young specimens of animals were accepted, and 

those which had been involved in sin were rejected. The rĕ˒   , an unusually large animal, was said by R. 

Nehemiah to have been tied to the outside of the ark.  



God shut Noah in as a king might do for a friend he wished to protect when a general execution is 

decreed. At the onset of the flood the impenitent sought forcible entrance into the ark, but were killed by 

wild beasts.  

Water not only had its ordinary destructive power, but the flood waters were boiling, fitting punishment 

for the inflamed sensuous behavior of sinners. R. Judah argued that the waters were not level but were 15 

cubits anywhere measured. Some authorities argued that Palestine and the Garden of Eden were not 

covered. Fish were not included in the decree of destruction. Life in the ark was a trying experience; 

continence was demanded; but Ham, the raven, and the dog were transgressors, and each received a 

suitable punishment.  

The details of the chronology of the flood were a point of debate. The ark landed on Ararat (which is in 

the mountain range of Cordyene). An argument between Noah and the raven is reported, when Noah was 

ready to send the raven out. Some were of the opinion that the dove got its olive branch from the land of 

Palestine; others, from the Garden of Eden. Little concern is shown for what later happened to the ark. 

One passage assumes that Sennacherib found a plank from it.  

As Noah had been commanded to enter the ark, so he remained in it until ordered out. The idea that 

conjugal relations, suspended aboard the ark, were not immediately resumed by Noah, resulted from a 

comparison of Gen 8:16, where wives are mentioned apart from husbands, with 8:17, where wives are 

mentioned with Noah and his sons, and multiplication is alluded to. Instead of obeying, Noah planted a 

vineyard and suffered shame from his action.  

From the number of clean animals, Noah deduced the need to build an altar. Though not as pleasing as 

the sacrifices later offered by Israel, Noah‘s sacrifice brought the blessing of God. The bow in the clouds 

was the response to Noah‘s lack of faith which demanded a further sign. Noah‘s covenant would be 

replaced by Abraham‘s.  

Meat was permitted for food after the flood; but suicide was prohibited. Shedding blood impairs the 

image of God. Murder, slaughter of the embryo, and strangling were prohibited in keeping with the words 

of Scripture (b ˒ d   ―within man‖ Gen 9:6).  

H. Christian Writers  

Early Christian writers assumed the veracity of the flood story but were also influenced by earlier 

interpretations of the topos in the NT, Philo, and rabbinic traditions. There is little effort in the 2d century 

at systematic exegesis of the narrative. Righteous Noah serves the writers‘ moral purposes; he preached 

repentance and foretold the beginning of a new world (1 Clem. 7:6; 9:4). Theophilus of Antioch, 

Methodius, and Hippolytus all notice Noah‘s preaching. Justin (Apol. 2:5) lists the sins of the flood 

generation, and 1 Clem. 9:4 has the animals to enter in concord into the ark.  

Justin identifies Noah with the Greek hero Deucalion (Apol. 2.7.2), but Theophilus of Antioch, who 

rejected the value of Greek philosophy, rejected the identification (Autol. 2.30–31). Theophilus does 

indulge in a play on the Gk words Deute (―come hither‖) and kalein (―summon‖) which he alleges to have 

been used in Noah‘s preaching; the words permit a fanciful etymology of the name Deucalion.  

Gnostics allegorized the 30 cubits of the ark‘s height to represent their Triacontad (Iren. Adv. Haer. 

1.18.4) and the 8 persons in the ark to be their Ogdoad (ibid. 1.18.3). The Ophites had Ialdaboath to send 

the flood but Sophia to save Noah (ibid. 1.30.10). The Sethians had the mother (the power of all powers) 

to send the flood, but the angels saw to it that Ham and 7 others were saved so that the power of malice 

did not perish. Contributions to understanding Gnostic treatment of the flood have been made by the 

Apocalypse of Adam, the Hypostasis of the Archons, Apocryphon of John, and the Concept of Our Great 

Power from Nag Hammadi. The lower God destroys all flesh in the flood yet quiets his anger and saves 

Noah (who is called Deucalion; Apoc. Adam 79:2–17; 70:7–15). After the flood, Noah divides the earth 

among his 3 sons that they may serve the creator in slavery (Apoc. Adam 72:15–26). The coming 

Illuminator is to save the souls of those who have gnosis of the eternal God in their hearts and receive a 

spirit from one of the eternal angels (Apoc. Adam 76:8–27). In the Hypostasis of the Archons 92:5ff., the 

Archons decide to destroy man and beast, but the Archon instructs Noah to build a boat and take into it 



his children and birds and beasts. Norea (wife of Noah), refused admittance, burns the ark and Noah has 

to build it again.  

According to Marcion‘s idiosyncratic interpretation of the OT, Noah and other OT heroes rejected 

Jesus‘ preaching when he came to Hades, and thereby were lost (Iren. Adv. Haer. 1.27.3). Apelles, a 

disciple of Marcion, questioned how many animals were in the ark, how it would hold them all, and how 

they were fed (Origen Hom. in Gen. 2.2).  

Justin, arguing that the law was given to the Jews as an extra burden because of their hardheartedness, 

insisted that Noah was uncircumcised and did not observe the food laws (Dial. 19:4; 46). Christian 

treatment of the flood is christological, with Christ closing the ark and the logos being Noah‘s pilot. 

Typology becomes a principal mode of interpretation of the flood. Christ, the cross, baptism, and the faith 

of Christians are all signified in the narrative (Dial. 134, 138, 140), as well as the times of the end (Iren. 

Adv. Haer. 5.29.2). The flood becomes a type of the expected flood of fire (Justin Apol. 2.7.2); Noah‘s 

blessing on Japheth is interpreted as a promise of the preaching of the Gospel to the gentiles.  

Theophilus of Antioch eschewed allegory and expounded the flood as a historical event, stressing its 

universality and that it would not be repeated (Autol. 2.10). The flood is also surveyed by Irenaeus, 

Demonstration of the Apostolic Preaching.  

That Christians found multiple meanings in Scripture is reflected in the spiritual exegesis of the flood 

after the 2d century. Christological and typological exegesis was carried to absurd lEngths. Chrysostom 

said, ―The story of the deluge was a sacrament (mysterion) and its details a figure (typos) of things to 

come‖ (PG 48.1037). Noah was generally seen as a type of Christ, the end of one generation and the 

beginning of another. For most he was an exemplary righteous man, but Origen and Jerome reflect the 

midrashic doctrine that Noah was righteous only with respect to his own depraved generation. For 

Christians, the ―rest‖ (anapausis) spoken of by Lamech (Gen 5:29) became a link with the rest promised 

by Jesus (Matt 11:28–29), making Noah a type of Christ. The ark may be a sepulchre, or its wood may 

typify the cross, a point which likely comes from the resemblance of the Gk letter tau (whose numerical 

value is 300) to a cross. The ―mystery of the wood‖ becomes a commonplace. The Church is the ark of 

safety into which one must enter to be saved when the flood prevails. Each detail of the ark is allegorized; 

diverse animals represent the manifold character of the Church.  

The raven is a type of the impure who are sent forth from the Church not to return. Under the influence 

of the gospel baptismal story, the dove becomes the type of the Holy Spirit, and the olive leaf a symbol of 

peace. Some find in the 3 trips of the dove a symbol of the Trinity, while others find an allegory of the 

Spirit abiding with the believer.  

I. Flood Motifs in Art and Iconography  

Noah and his ark became a favorite subject in both Jewish and Christian art. The exit from the ark is 

depicted in a 5th-century synagogue mosaic found at Jerash; and Jewish tombs in Palestine use 

representations of Noah. Coins from Apamea in Phrygia thought to show Jewish influence depict Noah 

and his wife with their heads emerging from the ark, pushing back the lid. The ark is a box floating in the 

water, and Noah in Gk spelling is written across the box. A dove sits on the lid while another with an 

olive leaf in its claw flies in.  

There are 41 paintings in the catacombs and 33 representations on sarcophagi of Noah and his ark. 

These often show the ark as a box with a lid. The earliest is in the Domitilla catacomb and has the dove 

flying in the ark. The catacomb of Peter and Marcillinus shows Noah in a box with arms outspread to 

bring back the dove. The iconography reflects theological beliefs then current. It is not until the 4th 

century that an effort was made to show the ark from the side depicted as a boat.  
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JACK P. LEWIS  

FLORA. One hundred and twenty-eight different plants are mentioned in the Hebrew Bible and the NT. 

Certainly this does not constitute a complete inventory of every plant that grew in ancient Palestine. On 

the other hand, there are today 2,384 plant species in modern Israel, most of which have been introduced 

in recent centuries. For example, 2 of the more common floral types in modern Israel—the eucalyptus and 

the opuntia—obviously did not exist there in biblical times and were only recently introduced (from 

Australia and South America, respectively). This article, however, will discuss only species known or 

assumed to have existed in ancient Israel.  

A. Plants of the ANE  

It is impossible to obtain a clear picture of the flora of ancient Israel—much less to identify the plants 

mentioned in the Bible—without also considering the evidence from Israel‘s neighbors in Egypt and 

Mesopotamia. In this regard, it is worth noting that one of the earliest systematic studies of plants in the 

Near East was that of the Greek botanist Theophrastus (ca. 372–287 B.C.), a Peripatetic philosopher and 

student of Aristotle whose extant writings contain 2 works on the subject (Caus. Pl. and Hist. Pl.).  

1. Egypt. Ancient Egypt, like modern Egypt, possessed a rich and diverse flora. The Red Sea desert, the 

Libyan desert, and the Nile valley each contained distinctive plant types, although cultivated plants were 

restricted to the Nile valley and delta. Some plant material has been found in tombs and can therefore be 

readily identified; however, the task of identifying plants that appear in inscriptions and on monuments 

has been more difficult. The texts name plants, but do not describe them; thus, these ancient names had to 

be connected with specific plants through linguistic and other studies. Because the hieroglyphic portrayal 

of plants became increasingly stylized through the centuries, efforts to identify plants on a visual basis 

must appeal to earlier-depicted forms.  

The modern study of Egyptian flora began in 1775 with P. Forsskål, and during the Napoleonic 

expedition such studies by Delile (1813) connected modern with ancient Egyptian flora. The pioneering 

work on ancient Egyptian plants is that of Schweinfurth (1887–89), who spent 50 winters in Egypt and 

eventually identified 200 tomb plants while amassing a vast herbarium in Berlin-Dahlem (which was 

destroyed during the Second World War). These efforts have been continued by L. Keimer (1967), V. and 

G. Taeckholm (1973), and R. Germer (1985).  

2. Mesopotamia. Even though this region is also vital for understanding biblical flora, a comparatively 

few of its ancient plants have been identified. The study and documentation of modern flora in this area is 

associated with the works of Boissier (1867–88) and Post (1883–84, 2d ed. 1933). However, it has been 

especially difficult to work through the varied textual and monumental remains of the many ancient 

civilizations of this area. The earliest study was that of Bonvaria (1894), and R. C. Thompson (1949) has 

prepared a dictionary of Assyrian botany. There has also been a recent survey of plants depicted in 

Assyrian monuments (Bleibtreu 1980), and efforts toward identifying and describing ancient 

Mesopotamian plants continue in the Bulletin of Sumerian Agriculture.  

B. Plants in the Bible  

In addition to the incongruence between the flora of modern Israel and that of ancient Palestine, the 

identification of plants mentioned in the Bible is complicated by 2 other factors. First, at the popular level, 

plants native to many other parts of the world have often been given biblical names, sometimes giving the 

incorrect impression that these plants existed in ancient Israel (see section C below). In fact, many such 

plants could not survive in the climate and soil of Palestine.  

Second, at a much more academic level, the paucity with which biblical plants are described impedes 

confident identification. Frequently, plants mentioned in the Bible are only given broad and generic 



descriptions from which it is difficult to draw accurate conclusions. For example, the Song of Songs (2:1–

2) refers to certain spring flowers (ḥăbaṣelet; šôša  â) that may have been akin to tulips, or anemones, or 

chamomile (tulips and other bulbous plants are known to have existed in the E Mediterranean in 

antiquity). Often, all we have is simply the name of the plant that exists in the original languages in the 

biblical texts, as well as in other languages which translate those texts. Obviously, both Jewish and 

Christian exegetes had to rely upon some more or less reliable oral tradition when identifying, for 

example, a Hebrew plant name with some Greek or Latin equivalent. The early rabbis particularly 

displayed an interest in biblical plants (see m. Zer. and j. Talm. Zer.). But later legends certainly could 

embellish such traditions, sometimes incorrectly (e.g., the identification of the ―forbidden fruit‖ of Eden 

with the ―apple‖).  

The first book devoted exclusively to biblical botany was that of Levinus Lemmens in 1566, which was 

translated from the original Latin into English 21 years later by Thomas Newton, who added some 

supplemental material. The next century and a half saw the publication of a large number of studies, 

including the important Hierobotanicon by Celcius.  

The modern systematic study of biblical plants, however, began with F. Hasselquist, a student of 

Linnaeus, the founder of modern botany. Hasselquist journeyed to Egypt and Palestine in 1747, and was 

the first naturalist to visit the land and acquire first-hand knowledge of its topography and plant life. P. 

Forsskål, whose botanical work in 1775 has been mentioned, undertook a similar exploration; he died 

when his guides abandoned him in the desert. These initial efforts were continued into the 19th century; 

best among these was the work of J. Smith (1878).  

Immanuel Loew (1928) approached the subject differently, reviewing all known data pertaining to 

biblical plants, whether acquired from modern horticultural research or Jewish and Christian lore. His 

work not only discussed biblical plants, but also plants in later Jewish literature, particularly the Talmud. 

The British scholar G. E. Post provided a broad field study of modern plants in Palestine, Syria, Lebanon, 

and Jordan. More recent major treatments of the subject include those of A. and H. Moldenke (1952), M. 

Zohary (1982), and N. Hareuveni (1984). Today, articles on specific biblical flora and specific plants 

listed in the Bible can be found in any number of encyclopedias.  

A number of modern gardens have attempted to recreate biblical flora and to present them to a 

contemporary audience. In Israel, these include the Biblical Botanical Garden of the Hebrew University 

(Jerusalem) and the Neot Kedumim (near Tel Aviv). In America, the Denver Botanical Gardens 

(Colorado) has a Scriptural Garden, and biblical gardens have been created at Rodef Shalom Temple 

(Pittsburgh) and St. John the Divine Cathedral (New York).  

The following presentation attempts to provide a synthesis of the work of a number of scholars, among 

whom there is frequently disagreement. In only a limited number of instances can we be certain about the 

identification of a plant named in the Bible. In many instances biblical terms are used so rarely that the 

plants cannot be identified at all. Also, in many instances the traditions established by the Greek, 

Aramaic, and Syriac translations are helpful, although sometimes they are misleading.  

The following presentation subdivides plants into broad areas (e.g., trees of the forest, fruit and nut trees 

and shrubs, grains and legumes, vegetables and fruit, etc.). Alphabetically within each subdivision are the 

common English names of plants that existed in antiquity, followed by the Latin name and genus. 

Following this is a discussion of the relevant Heb/Gk words alluding to the plants in question, including 

pertinent data about their appearance and use. See also AGRICULTURE.  

TREES AND SHRUBS OF THE FOREST  

ACACIA (Acacia raddiana) or another variety of acacia is associated with the Heb  itt    (Exod 26:15; 

Num 25:1; Josh 2:1; Isa 41:19; Mic 6:5; see Loew 1928, II: 377; Moldenke 1952: 24). Some modern 

versions and the KJV do not translate but simply transliterate ―shittim.‖ The tree is native to the 

Mediterranean and the term is used either for the tree (Exod 25:5, 10, ff.) or to designate desert places, 

mainly along wadis (Num 33:49; Joel 3:18). Four varieties are found in the Sinai. All are topped trees 

with prickly branches and small compound leaves. Flowers are yellow globular, followed by brown, 

twisted pods. The portable Tent of Meeting in the desert, as well as the furniture in it, was constructed of 



its hard timber. Clamps on mummy coffins, fuel, hand tools, and posts were also made from its wood. The 

bark was used for tanning leather and its fiber for rope. The flowers, fruit provided fodder. One variety, A. 

nilotica produced gum arabic, widely used in Egyptian medicine for salve preparations.  

ALOE: see also Eaglewood in this article.  

ALOE (Aloe vera, succotrina) is the aleo of the NT (John 19:39); while the Eaglewood is the ˒ h l of 

the Hebrew Bible (Ps 45:8; Prov 7:17; Cant 4:14; see Post 1884: 783; Moldenke 1952: 35; Zohary 1982: 

204). The plant is native to Yemen and its extract was imported to ancient Israel; eventually this succulent 

was grown in Israel. Aloe vera produces a bitter juice. It is a small plant with succulent leaves and teeth 

along the edge. It produces spikes with yellow flowers and grows well in dry areas. Aloe succotrina is a 

similar succulent, but it produces red flowers on a spike and an aromatic juice which is extracted from the 

leaves. That juice was used for embalming in ancient Egypt and also as incense, perfume, and scented 

powder. Medicinally it found use as a purgative.  

BOX (Buxus longifolia) is mentioned 3 times in the Bible (Isa 41:19; 60:13; Ezek 27:6; see Post 1884: 

725; Loew 1928, I: 316; Moldenke 1952: 62); the identification of the Heb tĕ˒  ŭr has been contested and 

the RSV translates ―pine.‖ The box grows in the Galilean hills as a hardy, long-living tree that reaches a 

height of 20 feet. The leaves of this evergreen are thick and leathery, green above and paler below. 

Yellow flowers are followed by a papery capsule fruit with small black seeds. The wood was used in 

ancient times for statuary, flutes, writing tables, combs, and spoons. It is exceptionally hard wood and is 

as durable as brass. When mixed with lye, the leaves were used for tanning. Other uses were as a hair dye, 

dried and in a powder to shine the coat of horses.  

BRAMBLE or BLACKBERRY (Rubus species) is a thorny and prickly plant, identified with the 

Hebrew ˒ t d (Gen 50:10, 11; Judg 9:14, 15; Ps 58:9; see Tristram 1884: 293; Loew 1928, III: 175; 

Moldenke 1952: 206; see also Crown of Thorns). This and other plants may also be identified as the Heb 

b rq  i , sir  d, sir, or silôn. This is a prickly climbing plant with a cluster of radiating canes; they are 

erect at first, then arch downwards. The leaves are finely hairy with 3 to 5 leaflets, and its flowers are 

white followed by the fruit of black druplets on older shoots. The fruit and young shoots were used as 

food and a juice was pressed from them. The tannin was used as astringent and tonic to treat dysentery 

and diarrhea. The leaf was chewed for bleeding gums and placed on burns. The flower and fruit were 

considered a remedy for venomous bites.  

BROOM (Retama raetam) has been identified as the Heb rôtem (1 Kgs 19:4f; Job 30:3f; see Loew 

1928, II: 469; Moldenke 1952: 201; Zohary 1982: 144) which grows principally in desert, hill, and rocky 

areas in Israel and the neighboring lands. There it is often the only source of shade. Usually it is a bush 4 

to 12 feet high with a linear shape; the twigs bear small leaves and white, pea-like, fragrant flowers in 

spring. The roots are long and reach deep for water. The roots were used for charcoal.  

CEDAR OF LEBANON (Cedrus libani) has always been identified with the Heb ˒ērez (Num 24:6; 

Judg 9:15; 2 Sam 5:11; Isa 2:13; Ezek 17:3; Ps 29:5; Ezra 3:7). Solomon used it to build the temple in 

Jerusalem (1 Kgs 5:13ff). The large timbers were floated 200 miles down the coast to Jaffa and hauled 

another 25 miles across land to Jerusalem. With age (up to 3,000 years) the pyramidal form of this tree 

changes to widespread branches. The wood of this slow-growing tree is durable and fragrant; it takes a 

fine finish and is fungi resistant. The bluish-green needles are short. Male and female cones grow on 

separate branches. The wood was used for buildings and boats while the resin and oil were utilized for 

embalming and perfume.  

CROWN OF THORNS (Ziziphus spina-christi) is one candidate for the bramble or thorn bushes (Judg 

9:14f.; Matt 27:27; John 19:5; Moldenke 1952: 248; Zohary 1982: 154; see also Bramble), Heb ˒ t d. It 

has traditionally been associated with the crown of thorns placed upon Jesus‘ head by the Roman soldiers 

and was named accordingly by Linneaus. It is common near the Dead Sea. This evergreen reaches up to 

30 feet with an oval crown and leathery gray-green leaves. Its yellowish-green flowers bloom in summer. 

Mature fruit are edible and are marketed.  

CYPRESS (Cupressus sempervirens) has been identified with tĕ˒  ŭr, bĕrô , and gofer (Isa 41:19; Eccl 

24:13; Sir 50:10; see Loew 1928, III: 26; Moldenke 1952: 89; Zohary 1982: 106; see also Pine and Box). 



The RSV usually translates bĕrô  as ―cypress,‖ but sometimes uses ―fir.‖ The cypress is native to Israel. It 

was one of the trees used by Solomon for building the temple (1 Kgs 5:22; 2 Chr 3:5) and may be the 

gofer of Noah‘s ark (Gen 6:14). The cypress has often been grown in cemeteries. The tree may have been 

named after the Island of Cyprus, where the tree was worshipped. This is an evergreen which grows to 80 

feet. The small aromatic scale leaves are resinous. The fruit is a globe-shaped brown cone. The cypress 

has tiny nitrogenous nodules attached to its feeding roots and through them it improves the soil. The wood 

was used in the ANE for construction, shipbuilding, mummy cases, ancient idols, furniture, lances, 

musical instruments, doors. (The doors of St. Peter‘s Church in Rome, built of cypress wood 1,000 years 

ago, show no signs of decay.) The oil became a cosmetic and found medicinal uses.  

FIR: see Cypress.  

JUDAS TREE (Cercis siliquastrum) may be the tree on which Judas hanged himself (Matt 27:5; see 

Moldenke 1952: 73). The text mentioned no plant; legend has associated this plant, as well as the Ficus 

carica, Populus euphratica, or Pistacia terebinthus, with this story. This tree is native to Israel and the 

Mediterranean. The redbud is a N American variety of the same tree. The tree grows to 30 feet; it has 

small leaves and small red flowers whose flame-like colors may have led to the legend of its use by Judas 

(since they appear to ―burn with shame‖).  

JUNIPER, GREEK (Juniperus phoenicea) has been identified as the Heb ˓ar˓ōr (Jer 17:5f.; see Post 

1884: 748; Loew 1928, III: 33; Zohary 1952: 117). The RSV translates the term as ―shrub‖ while other 

translations use ―heath,‖ although most biblical scholars agree that this cannot refer to the true heath. 

Juniperus phoenicea berries were found in a 3d Dynasty Egyptian grave. The tree is a small pyramidical 

evergreen shrub with scale-like leathery leaves. Although a conifer, like all junipers, its fruit is not a true 

cone but a purplish-brown berry. The wood was used for construction. The berries provided flavoring and 

also a hair dye. Medicinally, the berries were used as a stimulant, expectorant, stomachic, poultice, and 

treatment for headaches. It was mentioned in more than 80 recipes in the Ebers Papyrus.  

LAURESTINUS (Viburnum tinus), which has otherwise not been identified, may be the Heb tidh r (Isa 

41:19; 60:13; see Zohary 1952: 112), which the RSV has translated as ―plane‖ tree. Zohary provides this 

identification partially based on the Aramaic term murneyon, which is akin to the Arabic term for this 

plant. Laurestinus grows on Mt. Carmel. It is an evergreen which reaches a height of 10 feet. The flowers 

are white or pinkish followed by black fruit.  

OAK (Quercus ithaburensis, calliprinos) is the Heb ˒ēlôn or ˒ llôn (Gen 12:6; 18:1; Deut 11:30; Isa 

6:13; Ezek 27:6); there is no agreement about the species, however (Post 1883: 737; Loew 1928, I: 621; 

Moldenke 1952: 193; Zohary 1982: 108). Some translations use ―oak‖ and ―terebinth‖ interchangeably. 

Individual specimens grow into mighty trees; oak forests existed in ancient Israel. This deciduous tree 

reaches a height of 60 feet and an age of 500 years, and it grows well below 1,500 feet. Deep roots enable 

it to survive fairly dry conditions, and it produces acorns abundantly. Its groves were considered sacred by 

the Canaanites. The dye produced from the Coccus ilicis, a small insect often found on this tree, was 

widely used; it was chiefly exported from Tyre and therefore called Tyrian crimson. The wood was used 

in construction and shipbuilding, and as tools. The acorns were used for tanning.  

OLEANDER (Nerium oleander) is the rose, the Gk rhododaphne (Sir 24:14; 2 Esdr 9:26; Loew 1928: 

206; Moldenke 1952: 151). It grows along stony riverbanks in Israel and as a shrub can reach a height of 

12 feet. The leathery leaves are narrow and glossy. The clusters of white, pink, salmon, or red flowers 

appear at the top of the branches. All parts of the plant are poisonous. An extract from this plant was used 

against lice.  

PINE, ALLEPO, JERUSALEM (Pinus halepensis) is one possible identification for the Heb bĕrô  (1 

Kgs 5:22; Isa 41:19; Ezek 31:8; Ps 104:17; see Loew 1928, III: 40; Moldenke 1952: 173; Zohary 1982: 

114), which has also been translated as ―juniper‖ or ―cypress‖ by RSV. This pine is native to the 

Mediterranean and large stands remain on Mount Carmel. This is a fast-growing, drought-resistant 

evergreen up to 80 feet in height, rich in resins. The spreading lower branches die back when 

overshadowed by the upper branches. It is two-needled, and the flowers are enclosed in short-stalked, 

woody cones with bean-winged seeds. The wood of this tree was used in Solomon‘s temple as floorings 



and for doors and ceilings. It was utilized for shipbuilding and musical instruments. The bark was used for 

tanning.  

POPLAR (Populus alba) provides dense shade. It is the libneh which Jacob used to influence the 

offspring of his flock (Gen 30:37; Loew 1928, III: 338; Zohary 1982: 132). It is a fast-growing tree which 

thrives near water along with willows. The undersides of the leaves are white. The wood was used for 

tools, roofing, and timber.  

STORAX (Styrax officinalis) as the source of stacte, a resin, is associated with the Heb natap and lôt 

(Exod 30:34; Sir 24:15; see Post 1883: 518; Loew 1928, III: 388; Moldenke 1952: 224). This is a many-

branched, small tree with rounded, shiny leaves, silvery white on the underside. Small, white, bell-shaped 

flowers bloom in June, followed by globular fruits. The resin, which is produced by old trees, was an 

ingredient of the holy anointing oil. Medicinally it was used to treat coughs and as an ointment for 

swellings. It also became an ingredient of perfume.  

TAMARISK (Tamarix pentandra) is identified with the Heb ˒e el (Tristram 1884: 250; Loew 1928, III: 

398; Moldenke 1952: 227), which grows in sandy areas and may have been the source of the biblical 

manna. Scholars described manna as a sweet secretion of various insects such as Trabulina mannifera. 

The word manna may be derived from the Egyptian word mennu, ―food,‖ or  â hû˒, Heb for ―what is it?‖ 

The Arabs called it mann al samma, ―heavenly bread.‖ Some modern scholars identify the manna as 

derived from lichen or allied species of plants found in Arabia and Yemen. The tamarisk (Gen 21:33; 1 

Sam 22:6; 31:13) is a deciduous tree up to 20 feet in height with small, feathery leaves that excrete salt 

through special glands. Tamarisks have a high water requirement and may cause desert water resources to 

dry up. The pink flowers are followed by minute seeds. The wood was used for construction and as 

charcoal. The bark was used for tanning and the leaves as fodder.  

WILLOW (Salix alba) or the Euphrates poplar (Populus euphratica) is the Heb ˓ăr b h (Lev 23:40; 

Job 40:22; Ps 137:2; Isa 15:7; see Post 1884: 741, 744; Loew 1928, III: 322; Moldenke 1952: 216). Both 

trees grow along streams. Willow boughs are among the 4 species for the Feast of Sukkoth. This 

deciduous tree has oblong leaves and flowers arranged in catkins, male and female on separate trees. The 

minute greenish flowers are followed by many-seeded fruits. The wood was used for simple objects like 

troughs, sieves, tool handles, and small boats. The bark was an ingredient in tanning while the twigs were 

woven into baskets and twine. The galls on the leaves contained a dye used on veils, while the seeds were 

fabricated into an inferior grade of lamp wick. All parts of the plant found medicinal uses as well.  

FRUIT TREES, NUT TREES, AND SHRUBS  

ALMOND (Amygdalus communis) is the Heb š qēd or lŭz (Gen 43:11; Eccl 12:5; Jer 1:11; see Loew 

1928, III: 142; Moldenke 1952: 35; Zohary 1982: 66); the tree is native to the Mediterranean. Almonds 

are among the first trees to flower in spring. The Heb word means ―diligence,‖ and the flowers symbolize 

the awakening of spring. The š qēd is mentioned 6 times in the Bible, while lŭz is sometimes a place 

name (Gen 28:19). The tree has been found in the Negeb and throughout the land. Almonds grow to 20 

feet. Oblong leaves appear after the white or pink flowers bloom. The flower of the almond or of the sage-

plant may have been used for the design of the candelabrum of the desert tabernacle. Almonds produce 

fruit after 5 or 6 years. The nut has been used for food and oil for flavoring. Iron Age remains of this 

specimen have been found at Bethlehem and at Tell el-Ful (Borowski 1987: 132). The gum found 

medicinal uses as a skin emollient and a mild laxative. The extract almond-milk was used to lower 

temperatures. The burned almond shell may have been used for kohl soot, so popular as Egyptian eye 

paint.  

APPLE: see Apricot and Quince.  

APRICOT (Prunus armeniaca) or the quince (Cydonia oblanga) have been identified as the Heb ṭa u ḥ 

(Joel 1:12; Prov 25:11; Cant 2:3ff.; see Loew 1928, III: 155; Moldenke 1952: 184). It is sometimes 

associated with the ―apple‖ tree, but while domesticated apple trees are now found in Israel, wild 

specimens are not believed to have grown there in biblical times since it is a tree native to the N 

hemisphere. Apricots, however, grow in warmer climes and are native to China; they have long been 

abundant in Israel and most probably were introduced in biblical times. Apricots in Cyprus are still known 



as ―golden apples.‖ The tree grows to 30 feet with a reddish bark. Pink flowers appear before its heart-

shaped leaves. The fruit were consumed as food, fresh or dried, and also produced a beverage. The seed, 

if chewed for extended periods, is poisonous.  

DATE PALM (Phoenix dactylifera) is among the very oldest cultivated fruit trees of the ANE, and is 

associated with Heb t   r (Exod 15:27; Num 33:9; Judg 1:16; Ps 92:13; Cant 7:8; see Post 1883: 813; 

Loew 1928, II: 306; Moldenke 1952: 169; Zohary 1982: 60). Jericho was known as the ―city of palm 

trees‖ (2 Chr 28:15), and some women bore the name of this tree, Tamar (Gen 38:6; 2 Sam 13:1; 14:27). 

Palm leaves are among the 4 species for the Feast of Sukkōth (Lev 23:40). This tall, feather palm can 

grow to 100 feet, and has large leaves. The white, fragrant flowers are followed by the date fruit. Plants 

are unisexual. The fruit onset is done by artificial pollination—branches with male flowers are cut off and 

fixed among bunches of female flowers. Only 1 male tree need be planted for the pollination of 50–100 

females. Palms begin to bear when 35 years old and average about 125 pounds of fruit per tree annually. 

Palms are symbolic of peace and plenty. Iron Age remains have been found at Beersheba and Arad 

(Borowski 1987: 128). Every part of this tree found a use. The trunk was used for construction, fences, 

rafts, and fuel. The leaf provided a motif for ornaments of King Solomon‘s temple (1 Kgs 6:32), and later 

became an emblem of victory on coins. The leaflets were woven into mats, baskets, untensils, sails, and 

roof thatch. The fiber was fabricated into rope. Fibers from the base of the leaves were used by the 

Egyptians for wigs, ropes, matting, baskets, bags, brushes, and brooms. When the fiber was mixed with 

camel hair it was woven into cloth for caravan tents. The leafless midrib sticks were manufactured into 

cages, chairs, doors, and palm-stick torches. The fruit was a basic food consumed both fresh or dried, 

made into honey (over 60 percent sugar content). Many scholars think that the honey mentioned 49 times 

in the Bible refers to date honey—not the honey derived from bees (which is mentioned only 4 times). 

Some Arab tribes have subsisted for months on dates and milk alone. The fermented fruit produces 

alcohol and vinegar. The unripe green date produces a dye, and is a good substance for tanning. The sap 

of the crown contains a syrup used for wine and as a sweetener. The kernel has long provided animal 

fodder (especially for toothless camels). Oil may be pressed from it, but the kernel has also been used 

ornamentally in necklaces.  

CITRON (Citrus medica) is not native to Palestine, but is believed to be the first of its genus to grow 

there. By 200 B.C.E. it was used as the ―goodly tree,‖ the ˒etrôg (Lev 23:40; see Loew 1928, III: 278; 

Moldenke 1952: 290; Zohary 1982: 123). This is a small evergreen tree with short spines and leathery 

leaves. The flowers are white inside and purplish outside. The yellow, thick-skinned fruit is fragrant and 

has a bitter taste. The fruit is one of the 4 species at Feast of Sukkoth: for this purpose, it must have its 

pistil intact to be kosher. The oil, distilled from the peel, is used as snakebite antidote.  

FIG (Ficus carica) is the first fruit tree mentioned in the Bible (Gen 3:7) and refers to Heb tĕ˒ē  h 

(Num 13:23; Judg 9:10; 2 Kgs 18:31; Prov 27:18; Matt 21:1; Mark 11:13; Rev 6:13; see Post 1884: 729; 

Loew 1928, I: 224; Moldenke 1952: 104; Zohary 1982: 58). Figs are among the 7 species of Israel (Deut 

8:8). They have been found among tomb offerings in dynastic Egypt. In biblical imagery the fig tree 

symbolizes prosperity and peace (Mic 4:4). The palmately lobed leaves with wavy margins often appear 

after the fruit develops. The flowers are borne inside the fruit. Pollination is by the female fig wasp, which 

crawls through a small hole to reach the flowers. The purple, greenish-yellow fruit ripens in 80 to 100 

days. Iron Age remains have been found at Beth-shemesh and appear in the Nineveh relief of the siege of 

Lachish (Borowski 1987: 116). The fruit, fresh or dried, could be made into cakes and wine, and the 

Assyrians used it as a sweetener. The leaves were woven into baskets, dishes, and umbrellas. Medicinally, 

the fruit proved an effective laxative and tonic, as well as a poultice. The fruit, pounded into a pulp, was 

used by King Hezekiah to cure a malignant swelling.  

MULBERRY (Morus nigra) is a native of Persia and was later cultivated in Israel. The corresponding 

Gk term sukaminos is found only twice (1 Macc 6:34; Luke 17:6; see Moldenke 1952: 108; Zohary 1982: 

71). It is of medium size with deciduous, heart-shaped leaves that are stiff and rough. Male catkins and 

female flower clusters appear before the leaves form. The fruit is black and contains sweet juice; its fruit 

was eaten fresh or dried and was used to make wine. The root and bark were used as a laxative. The fruit 



was used to provoke elephants to fight in 1 Maccabees; this may have been the unripe fruit, which can 

cause hallucinations, nervous stimulation, and upset stomach. The bark provided tannin.  

MYRTLE (Myrtus communis) is the hădas (Isa 41:19; 55:13; Zech 1:8ff.; see Post 1884: 318; Loew 

1928, II: 257; Moldenke 1952: 143; Zohary 1952: 119) which grows on hillsides in Israel. Myrtle is 

symbolic of peace and divine blessing. The Babylonian term for this plant was also used to designate 

brides. It has traditionally been used for the Jewish festival of Sukkōth (Neh 8:11). An evergreen bush, it 

grows to a height of 6 to 8 feet with shiny green leaves. The white flower is followed by a blue-black 

berry. The wood has been used for walking sticks, furniture, and tool handles. The leaf provided spice, 

perfume, and bridal wreaths for virgins. The berry was used as an aromatic food flavoring, a wine-like 

drink, and as a breath sweetener. The oil from its leaf was a carminative.  

OLIVE (Olea Europeae) has been cultivated for more than 6,000 years. The Heb zayiṭ is mentioned 

more than 50 times in the Bible (Gen 8:11; Deut 28:40; Judg 15:5; 2 Sam 15:30; Ps 128:3; Job 15:33; 

Rom 11:17; Rev 11:4; see Post 1884: 519; Loew 1928, II: 287; Moldenke 1952: 157; Zohary 1982: 56). 

Olive oil is symbolic of goodness and purity, and the tree is a symbol of peace and happiness (Hos 14:6). 

Many references to gardens in Scripture (including Gethsemane) seem to refer to olive groves (Exod 

23:11; Josh 24:13; 1 Sam 8:14; Neh 5:11). Trees can continue to bear even after the gnarled trunk is 

hollow. This slow-growing tree can grow to an age of 1,000 years or more. It is difficult to kill because 

when the tree is cut down, new sprouts appear from the roots around the old trunk. The willow-like, grey-

green leaves are followed by fragrant white flowers. The fruit is reddish-purple to black and has a bitter 

taste. Olives must be cultivated for 7 years before fruiting, and they reach maturity after 15 to 20 years. A 

full-sized tree produces 1/2 ton annually. Remains have been found in Israel from the Chalcolithic period 

onward (Borowski 1987: 117). The wood, which is richly grained, has been used in construction, for 

ornaments, and household utensils. The oil had sacred uses for anointing and sacrifices and was also 

utilized for cooking and lighting and as a leather softener. It could serve to ripen sycamore figs. The 

leaves were fabricated into wreaths and writing material. The bark found medicinal use as a vulnerary and 

the leaf as an astringent and febrifuge. The oil served as a laxative, and when combined with alcohol it 

functioned as a skin lubricant. It was also prescribed as an antidote for poison and a vermifuge.  

PISTACHIO: see Terebinth.  

POMEGRANATE (Punica granatum) has been cultivated in Egypt and Palestine from time 

immemorial. The corresponding Heb rimôn is mentioned frequently (Exod 28:33; 1 Sam 14:2; Joel 1:12; 

Hag 2:19; Cant 4:3; 2 Chron 3:16; see Post 1884: 319; Loew 1928, III: 80; Moldenke 1952: 189), and 

sometimes served as a proper name for places (Josh 15:32). The pomegranate was among the fruit 

brought back by spies sent out by Moses (Num 13:23). This is a deciduous shrub with glossy green leaves 

whose flowers are orange-red. The fruit is red, hard, thick-skinned, crowned with a persistent calyx. It 

contains many seeds. The flowers, bark, and rind produced a red dye particularly effective with leather. 

The calyx of the fruit later served as a pattern for the crowns of the Torah, called rimônîm. The fruit was 

used as a motif for the capitals of Solomon‘s temple (1 Kgs 7:18; Jer 52:22). The hems of the high priest‘s 

robes were embroidered with pomegranate designs (Exod 28:33). Iron Age remains have been found at 

Tell Qiri and Tell Halif (Borowski 1987: 117). The juice was often mingled with wine. The seeds were a 

symbol of fertility throughout the ANE. The seeds were prescribed medicinally against tapeworm; while 

the rind served as an astringent, for skin problems and diarrhea. Large doses of rind may, however, cause 

cramps and vomiting.  

QUINCE (Cydonia oblanga) was first cultivated in N Persia but soon was found in Israel. It is a 

candidate for the Heb ṭa u ḥ (Joel 1:12; Prov 25:11; Cant 2:3ff.; see Loew 1928, III: 240; see also 

Apricot). The RSV prefers the translation ―apple.‖ The tree reaches a height of 20 feet; it produces 

rounded leaves, woolly underneath; its flowers are pink, orange, or white. The skin of the pear-shaped 

acid fruit is covered with fuzz. Its fragrance was highly regarded by the ancients; the fruit served as food 

and medicinally as an ingredient for skin lotions as well as a vermifuge.  

RUSSIAN OLIVE (Elaeagnus angustifolia) is sometimes called ―wild olive‖; it has no botanical 

relationship to the true olive and is the Heb ˓ēṣ  e e  (1 Kgs 6:23; Isa 41:19; Mic 6:7; see Tristram 1884: 



404; Loew 1928, I: 590; Moldenke 1952: 97). This little tree may reach 20 feet. It has small deciduous 

leaves, greyish-green above and silvery and scaly beneath; the greenish-yellow flowers appear in clusters 

in the leaf axils. The fruit is bitter, but was used for food and fodder. The wood, hard and fine-grained, 

was used for carved images. The oil is inferior.  

SYCAMORE FIG (Ficus sycomorus) identified as the Heb  iq  h (1 Chr 27:28; 2 Chr 9:27; Ps 78:47; 

Isa 9:10; see Post 1884: 730; Loew 1928, I: 274; Moldenke 1952: 106; Zohary 1982: 68) is similar to the 

fig tree (Ficus carica; see above), but reaches a greater height, up to 60 feet (Luke 19:4). The leaves are 

evergreen and the tree fruits several times annually; the fruit is inferior in taste and sweetness to the true 

fig. Amos knew the importance of pricking each fruit at the right stage in its development to make it 

edible (Amos 7:14). It is pollinated much like the true fig. The wood is light and porous, and was used by 

Solomon (1 Kgs 10:27; 2 Chr 1:15); it is also found in Egyptian sarcophaguses, mummy coffins, 

furniture, boxes, and doors. The fruit served as food for the poor. The leaf was used as a dressing for 

wounds; the fruit was a vermifuge and laxative.  

TEREBINTH or PISTACHIO (Pistacia lentiscus, atlantica) are among several species of terebinth 

found in Israel (Post 1883: 206; Loew 1928, I: 190; Moldenke 1952: 177; see also Oak). The tree is not 

named in the Bible; it is the later Heb ˒ēl h. The nut is the Heb bŏt i  (Gen 43:11). The pistachio nut tree 

originated in Central Asia and was introduced to the Holy Land later; it is a deciduous tree up to 30 feet in 

height. The leaves are compound and are composed of 3 to 5 lanceolate and elliptical leaflets; there are 

inconspicuous flowers. The small globular stone fruits have an acrid odor of turpentine. Remains of the 

nut have been found in Iron Age strata at Beersheba and Arad (Borowski 1987: 133). The nut was usually 

roasted; the galls were an ingredient in dyes and were used for tanning; the gum was prescribed as 

ointments.  

WALNUT (Juglans regia) is native to W Asia and has spread to many countries. It is the Heb ˒ĕgôz 

(Cant 6:11; see Loew 1928, II: 29; Moldenke 1952: 119; Zohary 1982: 64), though the RSV does not 

identify it specifically. This is a wide-branched tree with brownish-grey bark. The leaves are coppery 

brown as they unfold, and are made up of 9 oval leaflets; the flowers appear before the leaves. The male 

flowers are catkins, the female flowers terminal spikes. The plum-shaped fruit is yellowish-green and 

contains the nut. The wood found use in construction, shipbuilding, and furniture; the leaves in tanning; 

the nuts as food. Remains have been found from the Chalcolithic period in Israel (Borowski 1987: 133). 

The oil was used as a wood polish and for lighting and cooking. The green husk contains a yellow dye; it 

was utilized cosmetically and medicinally as a laxative. The leaf was prescribed as an astringent.  

GRAINS AND LEGUMES  

BARLEY (Hordeum vulgare) has been grown in Egypt since 5000 B.C.E. The Heb ša˓ăr h was 

important in Israel throughout the biblical period (Exod 9:31; Lev 27:16; Deut 8:8; Ruth 1:2; 2 Kgs 4:42; 

John 6:9; Rev 6:6; see Loew 1928, I: 707; Dalman 1932: 250; Moldenke 1952: 111; Zohary 1982: 76). 

The grain played a major economic role and was included in the tribute exacted from the Ammonites (2 

Chr 27:5). Samples have been found in an Iron I stratum at Afula and in Iron II stratum at Khirbet Abu 

Tabaq among other sites (Borowski 1987: 92). It is able to survive heat and drought better than any other 

cereal, and it ripens in a shorter season than wheat. Barley grows to a height of 2 to 3 feet; the whiskery 

ears nod as they mature. The shallow roots develop faster than wheat, and the leaves are wider than those 

of many other grains. It was used only once in the sacrificial rituals (Num 5:15). The grain was rarely 

used alone in bread, but was mixed with millet, spelt, or pea meal. Malt syrup for beer was derived from 

it; this was particularly important in ancient Egypt where beer was an important drink. The stalk was used 

as fodder. Necklaces made from barley seed have been found on mummies. The seed was also used 

medicinally; barley water was prescribed as a demulcent, cooked barley as a poultice. Among numerous 

other Egyptian medicinal uses was that of a pregnancy test.  

BEAN (Vicia faba) was mentioned only twice, as Heb pôl (2 Sam 17:28; Ezek 4:9; see Loew 1928, II: 

481; Dalman 1932, II: 265; Moldenke 1952: 101; Zohary 1982: 84). Carbonized seeds have been found in 

the Iron I stratum at Afula and from a later period at Lachish (Borowski 1987: 95). It is among the first 

vegetables harvested in spring. This erect annual grows to 5 feet. The hollow stem is branched mainly in 



the upper part. The ovalish leaves are divided into 2 to 6 pairs. The small, white, sweet pea-like flowers 

are marked with a purple spot, followed by large green pods. Beans were consumed fresh, boiled, dried, 

or roasted. They were mixed with wheat for flour and were also used as a meat extender. In Egypt they 

were made into cakes and used both as human food and as animal fodder (the stems were camel fodder).  

CAROB (Ceratonia siliqua) is found in the coastal plains and the Galilee; it is common throughout the 

Mediterranean basin. It is often called ―St. John‘s Bread‖ because in the wilderness John the Baptist ate 

the pods of this tree. It is the keration of the NT (Luke 15:16; see Loew 1928, II: 393; Moldenke 1952: 

72; Zohary 1982: 63). Carob beans have been found at the Cave of the Pool in the Roman level (Borowski 

1987: 131). The pods were primarily used as animal fodder, but in times of famine humans could also eat 

them; when ripe the pods are sweet. The seeds of the carob were used as a standard weight and are the 

source of the term ―carat.‖ The carob is an evergreen with rounded top which reaches 30 feet. The small 

flowers, either yellow or red, are found on the previous year‘s branches. Pods ripen in spring, and are 6 to 

10 inches long and bear small pea-like seeds.  

CHICK-PEA (Cicer arietinum). The Heb ḥ  iṣ (Isa 30:24), which is similar to the Arabic ḥumus, may 

refer to this plant (Loew 1928, II: 411; Dalman 1932, II: 271; Zohary 1982: 83). The RSV translates this 

simply as ―provender.‖ It has been found as early as Pre-Pottery Neolithic B Jericho (Borowski 1987: 96). 

The plant is a 2-foot-high annual with small leaves and white or reddish flowers followed by a two-seed 

pod. The peas are consumed fresh, dried, boiled, and roasted or prepared as flour. The plant provides 

maximum nourishment for a minimum of expenditure with yields up to 1,000 pounds per acre. Humus, a 

popular dish in the modern Middle East, is made from the peas. The whole plant was used as fodder.  

EMMER (Triticum dicoccum) is the Heb  ūs   t, for which the RSV prefers ―spelt‖ (Exod 9:32; Isa 

28:25; Ezek 4:9; see Loew 1928, I: 767; Moldenke 1952: 231; Dalman 1932, II: 246). It originated in the 

Israel-Jordan region and has been found in the Chalcolithic site of Horvat Beter and later (Borowski 1987: 

91). It was used as porridge and for fodder.  

LENTIL (Lens esculenta, culinaris) is associated with Heb ˓ăd š h, Jacob‘s pottage (Gen 25:34). This 

plant grew in fields (2 Sam 17:28; 23:11; see Dalman 1932, II: 264; Moldenke 1952: 128; Zohary 1982: 

82) and has been found in Neolithic Jericho (Borowski 1987: 95), in Sumer, and in 12th Dynasty tombs in 

Egypt. This is a multi-branched annual growing to 18 inches high. The leaves are pinnate; its small white 

flowers are succeeded by short, flattened pods, each containing 1 or 2 green, greenish-brown, or reddish 

seeds. Flour for bread and pottage, as well as animal fodder, came from this plant. Medicinally, the seed 

provided a remedy for constipation, and a hot poultice was prepared for ulcers.  

MILLET (Panicum miliaceum) is the Heb dōḥan (see also Sorghum); it is mentioned only once (Ezek 

4:9; see Loew 1928, I: 743; Dalman 1932: II: 260; Moldenke 1952: 166; Zohary 1982: 77) to symbolize 

the difficult times that were approaching. This inferior grain was used mainly for fodder. It is an annual 

grass which reaches a height of 2 feet; the leaves are flat and hairy. The flowers and seeds grow in a 

compound, are branched and have nodding panicles. The Latin name miliaceum was an allusion by 

Linnaeus to its ―thousands of seeds,‖ from which we have the word ―millimeter.‖ Porridge and bread, as 

well as an alcoholic beverage, was prepared from this plant.  

SORGHUM, GREAT MILLET (Sorghum bicolor) is another possibility for the Heb dōḥan (Ezek 4:9; 

see Loew 1928, I: 740; Dalman 1932, II: 258; Zohary 1982: 77). The RSV prefers the translation ―millet.‖ 

It has been cultivated since 2000 B.C.E., though no samples have been found in ancient Israel. The plant 

grows to 9 feet. The leaves are flat and the panicles are many-branched, producing globular, whitish grain 

used as flour, syrup, and to prepare alcoholic beverages. Medicinally it was used as a diuretic and as a 

demulcent.  

SPELT: see Emmer.  

WHEAT (Triticum durum) was a major field crop in Israel throughout the biblical period, associated 

with Heb ḥitt h (Gen 12:10; Job 5:26; Ezek 27:17; Matt 18:6; Mark 2:23; 1 Cor 9:9; Rev 18:13; see Loew 

1928, I: 776; Dalman 1932, II: 243; Moldenke 1952: 2312; Zohary 1982: 74). Remains of wheat have 

been found at Afula in Iron I and at Tell Qiri in Iron II, as well as many other sites (Borowski 1987: 90). 

Wheat is one of the 7 species of the Holy Land (Deut 8:8). It was used in the sacrificial ritual (1 Chr 



21:23), in export trade (1 Kgs 5:11), and was consumed in many different ways (Exod 29:2; Lev 23:14; 2 

Kgs 4:42; Ezek 4:9). The Gezer Calendar speaks of its harvest in the 6th agricultural season, which fell in 

May. The first harvest was a temple offering at Pentecost (Exod 34:22). This annual grass grows to a 

height of 4 feet. The lower leaves are hairy, usually with 2 ears. The numerous varieties are divided into 

(a) spring and winter wheat; (b) hard and soft wheat; (c) red and white wheat; and (d) bearded and non-

bearded varieties. In biblical times the parched grain was consumed or used as a meal offering; flour for 

bread as well as starch and beer were prepared from it. The stems were used as fodder, animal bedding, 

compost, mulch, and fertilizer. They were also woven into hats, baskets, chair seats, and bee-hives. The 

starch was used medicinally as an emollient.  

VEGETABLES AND FRUITS  

CUCUMBER: see Muskmelon.  

ENDIVE (Cichorium endivia) is a candidate for Heb  ărôr (Exod 12:8; Num 9:11; see Loew 1928, I: 

415; Moldenke 1952: 74; Zohary 1982: 100; Dalman 1932, II: 312). This may be an annual or a perennial 

plant, which produces a dense rosette of leaves. Flower stems reach a height of 3 feet with blue flowers. 

The leaves were used in a culinary fashion.  

GARLIC (Allium sativum) is the Heb  û  (Num 11:5, 6; see Loew 1928, II: 125; Dalman 1932, II: 

276–77; Moldenke 1952: 32; Zohary 1982: 80); it has been grown in Egypt and the Near East since 

earliest times; remains have been found in the Cave of the Pool (Borowski 1987: 139). This is a hardy 

perennial with strap-like leaves to 2 feet with tiny sterile, pink flowers. The single bulb is composed of a 

number of bulblets, called cloves, which are wrapped together in a pinkish-white, papery skin. Garlic was 

consumed fresh, dried, or powdered, and was fed to the pyramid workers of ancient Egypt. The juice was 

prescribed to treat intestinal infections, respiratory ailments, snakebites, melancholy, and hypochondria.  

GRAPES: see Vine below.  

LEEKS (Allium porrum), the Heb ḥ ṣ  r (Num 11:5, 6; see Loew 1928, II: 131; Dalman 1932, II: 277; 

Moldenke 1952: 34; Zohary 1982: 80) may be the true leek or fenugreek (Trigonella foenum-graecum). 

Fenugreek seeds have been found at Tell Halaf in Egypt and an Iron Age sample was found at Lachish in 

Israel (Borowski 1987: 138). It was one of the foods the Israelites craved in the desert. The Heb ḥ ṣ  r 

literally means ―herbs.‖ It has always been the food of the poor in the Near East and was regarded as the 

food of humility. Leeks, unlike onions, do not have a bulbous base. The leaves are broad and flat. Leeks 

are biennial whose white flower appears in the second year in a ball-like cluster. The greens possess the 

same properties as garlic, but to a lesser degree. The leaf has been used medicinally as a disinfectant.  

MUSKMELON (Cucumis melo) has been identified as the Heb qi û˒    (Num 11:5; Isa 1:8; see Loew 

1928, I: 535; Moldenke 1952: 80; Zohary 1982: 86); the wild species was introduced from E Africa 

(Zohary). It includes forms with long and narrow fruits, resembling the garden cucumber. The cucumber 

(C. sativus), which is the translation of the RSV, is native to S Asia. Muskmelon is an annual with hairy, 

kidney-shaped leaves. The flowers are yellow. The yellow or green fruit varies in size and shape. Aside 

from the fruit, the leaves can be eaten raw or steamed. The seeds provide an edible oil. Medicinally it was 

prescribed as a demulcent, diuretic, and emetic.  

ONION (Allium cepa) is called the Egyptian onion; it is the Heb b ṣ l (Num 11:5; see Loew 1928, II: 

125; Dalman 1932, II: 276; Moldenke 1952: 32; Zohary 1982: 80). It is among the more than 500 species 

of onions, some edible and some ornamental. Onions are represented in many Egyptian tomb paintings, 

and were found in breasts of mummies, while onion peels were found on ears and eyes of mummies. 

Onions were considered a necessity for the workers building pyramids. Remains have been found in the 

caves of Nahal Mishmar in Israel (Borowski 1987: 138). This is a perennial herb whose large bulbs 

produce hollow leaves, terminating in umbels of pink or white flowers. Aside from its use as a food, the 

skin of the bulb produced a dye. It was prescribed medicinally as a laxative, vermicide, and antiseptic.  

VINE (Vitis vinifera) was the first cultivated plant mentioned in the Bible (Gen 9:20). The Heb gepen or 

the large number of other terms connected with its cultivation and use appear hundreds of times (Gen 

40:9; Num 13:23; Deut 8:8; Judg 9:12; Jer 2:21; Ezek 15:2; Cant 6:11; Ps 78:47; Matt 9:17; Luke 1:15; 

John 2:3; Rev 14:8; see Loew 1928, I: 48; Dalman 1932, IV: 291; Moldenke 1952: 239; Zohary 1982: 



54). Remains from the 3d millennium have been found at Jericho and Arad (Borowski). The cultivation of 

vine was mentioned in the Gezer Calendar. It was used as a symbol for Israel (Jer 2:21; Ezek 15:6; Hos 

10:1) and of peace and prosperity (1 Kgs 4:25; Mic 4:4). The vine is a fast-growing climbing shrub with 

long tendrils. The lobed leaves are deciduous. The minute, greenish, clustered flowers are followed by 

berries. The fruit, grapes, may be consumed fresh or dried into raisins and currants. Its juice may be 

produced into wine or vinegar. The leaves are edible and the remainder of the plant has been used for 

fodder and tannin. Wine was used as an anaesthetic and to reduce the anguish of capital punishment.  

WATERMELONS (Citrullus vulgaris) were grown in Egypt and Israel. This is the Heb ˒ batt  aḥ (Num 

11:5; see Loew 1928, I: 550; Zohary 1982: 85), which the Israelites longed for in the desert. The plant is 

90 percent water, and so it is invaluable in the desert. The opened plant was also used for plant 

propagation. This tropical trailer plant with hairy, deeply lobed leaves produces a yellow flower about 1 

inch across. The fruit is often ellipsoidal, 10 inches or more in diameter, with white, yellow, or red flesh. 

The fruit is eaten raw; the seeds are eaten either raw or roasted. Oil can be pressed from the seeds. 

Medicinally the fruit was used as an antiseptic, laxative, and vermicidal.  

SPICES, INCENSE, DRUGS, AND CONDIMENTS  

BALM (Balanites aegyptiaca) is the Heb ṣôr   (Gen 37:25; Jer 8:22; 46:11; 51:8; see Moldenke 1952: 

55) which is native to Egypt. It grew on the hot plains near Jericho and the Dead Sea. The RSV 

sometimes translates ṣôr   as ―spices‖ (1 Kgs 10:10; 2 Kgs 20:13; Isa 39:2) and at other times as ―balm‖ 

(Ezek 27:17). The plant grows to a height of 12 feet with woolly leaves and thorny branches. The oil of 

the fruit was used medicinally. Moldenke also suggested identifying the Pistacia lentiscus with the ṣ r   

(see Terebinth). The balm tree reaches a height of 3 to 10 feet with leathery leaves and a gummy sap. The 

fruit was fermented into an alcoholic beverage. It was used as a breath sweetener; medicinally it was 

prescribed as a stomachic and astringent.  

BAY LAUREL (Laurus nobilis) or Sweet Bay is the Heb ˒ezraḥ (Ps 37:35; see Post 1883: 708; Loew 

1928, II: 119; Moldenke 1952: 122; Zohary 1982: 120), which the RSV translates ―cedar.‖ This tree 

grows on rocky hillsides. The Romans named it from the word laudare, ―to praise,‖ for it was thought to 

be worthy of the highest honors. This is a slow-growing evergreen tree which reaches a height of 40 feet. 

The leaves are leathery, oblong with wavy edges. Male and female yellow flowers are borne on separate 

trees. It fruits in the fall and produces a red-blue berry which contains an oily seed. The wood was used 

for light carpentry. The leaves were used to form wreaths; when dried they became a spice. A perfume 

was extracted from the fruit. The berry served as a stomachic, astringent, and carminative.  

BURNET, THORNY (Sarcopoterium spinosum) is the Heb sîrîm (Hos 2:6; Eccl 7:6; see Zohary 1982: 

156), which the RSV translates as ―thorns.‖ This 1-foot-high shrub is densely branched and produces tiny 

flowers and a small fruit. The leaflets of the plant have been used as a pot-herb.  

CAPER BUSH (Capparis spinosa) is the ˒ăbiyô  h (Eccl 12:5; see Post 1883: 106; Loew 1928, I: 322; 

Zohary 1982: 98), which the RSV translates as ―desire.‖ This is a spiny shrub with thick leaves which 

spreads over rocks much like ivy. The flowers are white or pinkish, open in the evening and wilted by 

morning. The many-seeded berry hangs on long stalks. The unopened flower bud is pickled as capers; the 

young fruit were considered an aphrodisiac.  

CASSIA (Cinnamonum cassia) is the Heb qidd h (Exod 30:24; Ezek 27:19; Ps 45:8; see Loew 1928, II: 

113; Moldenke 1952: 75; Zohary 1982: 203) which was imported via the ancient caravan routes; it was 

considered inferior to true cinnamon. This is a medium-sized tropical tree with leathery leaves native to 

India and Sri Lanka. The inner bark is used for the spice; incisions are made in the bark, which is then 

dried. The bark serves as a spice and incense. Sometimes it is used to adulterate pure cinnamon.  

CASTOR OIL (Ricinus communis) may be associated with the q  q ỹn, the plant which shaded Jonah 

(4:6ff.; see Post 1883: 727; Dalman 1932, II: 297; Moldenke 1952: 203; Zohary 1982: 193), often 

translated as ―gourd.‖ Seeds have been found in a 6,000-year-old Egyptian tomb. It grows wild in Israel. 

This tropical shrub may reach 15 feet or more. The hollow, green, red, or violet stems become woody 

with age. Palmate leaves have veins usually the color of the stem. The male yellow and female pink 

flowers are arranged in racemes and lack petals. The fruit is a 3-celled capsule covered with prickles. 



Each capsule contains 3 smooth, mottled, poisonous seeds. The seed capsules are poisonous; the oil is 

pressed from the seed. Small seeds are richer in oil than large seeds. The Egyptians used the oil for 

lighting; they also used it as poultices for headaches and blended it with some fat to stimulate luxurious 

hair growth and as a base for unguents. It was also utilized as a cream for opthalmic preparations, as an 

antifungal, and as a laxative.  

CHICORY (Cichorium intybus) is a candidate for the Heb  ărôr (Exod 12:8; Num 9:11; see Loew 

1928, I: 415; Dalman 1932, II: 312; Moldenke 1952: 74; Zohary 1982: 100) of Passover. This is a 

perennial which reaches a height of 3 feet with tough stems and long, lobed, basal leaves. The bright blue 

flowers close at noon. After ripening, the heads close and conceal the fruit. Rain forces the heads to open 

and to disperse the seeds. The leaf is used as a pot-herb and for fodder; the root is an ingredient in 

seasoning. The leaves have also been used as a sedative and laxative, while the dried root has been used 

as a diuretic and tonic.  

CINNAMON (Cinnamonum zeylanicum) is the Heb  i   ô  (Exod 30:23; Prov 7:17; Cant 4:14; Rev 

18:13; see Loew 1928, II: 116; Moldenke 1952: 76; Zohary 1982: 202). The plant was imported; it is 

native to Sri Lanka where the evergreen tree may reach 40 feet. Its aromatic green leaves are 5 to 7 inches 

long. The flowers are white and the fruit is a dark purple berry. Cinnamon is obtained from the inner bark 

in the shape of quills. The bark provides oil, incense, perfume, and food flavoring. The leaf is used for 

wreaths.  

COLCHICUM (Colchicum autumnale) is the Heb hăbaṣelet (Isa 35:1; Cant 2:1; see Post 1883: 808; 

Loew 1928, II: 156) and is mentioned in the Ebers Papyrus of 1550 B.C. as a drug plant. The RSV 

translates this as ―crocus.‖ This poisonous cormus plant has dark-green leaves produced in the spring, 

followed by purple flowers in the fall. The fruit is a capsule with polished, whitish seeds. The cormus and 

seed were used as a sedative and cathartic.  

CORIANDER (Coriandrum sativum) is the Heb g d; the seed was mentioned in the desert (Exod 

16:31; Num 11:7; see Tristram 1884: 400; Loew 1928, III: 441; Moldenke 1952: 86; Zohary 1982: 92). 

The plant is an annual 1 to 3 feet in height with leaves deeply incised and umbels of pale mauve flowers. 

All parts of the plant have a strong odor. The seeds are used for flavoring food and beverages, and also as 

an ingredient in perfumes. Medicinally the seeds were prescribed as a stimulant and carminative. If eaten 

in excess, they had the harmful effect of a narcotic.  

CUMIN (Cuminum cyminum) is the Heb kamôn, whose seeds (Isa 28:25, 27; Matt 23:23; see Loew 

1928, III: 435; Moldenke 1952: 89; Zohary 1982: 88) have been found in an Egyptian grave of the 18th 

Dynasty, but not in archaeological excavations in Israel. This is a powerful aromatic, similar to caraway 

seed but larger, with a disagreeable taste. This annual herb reaches a height of 2 feet. The leaves are 

divided into a few thread-like segments. Small, white flowers are followed by the small oblong, aromatic 

fruit. The seeds are mixed with flour in bread; the oil was used medicinally as a disinfectant.  

CUMIN, BLACK (Nigella sativa) is the Heb keṣ h (Isa 28:25, 27; see Moldenke 1952: 152; Zohary 

1982: 91); in some versions it has been translated ―fitches,‖ and the RSV prefers ―dill.‖ Fragments have 

been found at Tell Goren in Stratum V from the end of the Israelite period (Borowski 1987: 97). This is 

an annual which grows to a height of 1 foot with fennel-like leaves and white or blue buttercup-like 

flowers. The fruit is a 5-celled pod with many black, pungent seeds. It is an ingredient for bread and 

cakes. Medicinally it was used as a vermifuge.  

DANDELION (Taraxacum officinale) is a candidate for the Heb marôr of Passover (Exod 12:8; Num 

9:11; see Loew 1928, I: 434; Moldenke 1952: 74). This common perennial has toothed oblong leaves. The 

yellow flowers open in the sun. The leaves are used as food and fodder, and also medicinally.  

DILL (Anethum graveolons) is the Gk anethon which has long been widely grown as a flavoring herb 

(Matt 23:23; see Loew 1928, III: 466; Dalman 1932, II: 290; Moldenke 1952: 46; Zohary 1982: 88; see 

also Cumin, Black). This hardy, low annual produces small yellow flowers and aromatic seed. The seed 

was used as food flavoring, an aromatic, and a breath sweetener; medicinally, it was prescribed as a 

carminative.  



EAGLEWOOD (Aquilaria agallocha) is the Heb ˒ h l (Ps 45:8; Prov 7:17; Cant 4:14; see Loew 1928, 

III: 411; Moldenke 1952: 47; Zohary 1982: 204; see also Aloe). The tree is native to N India and grows to 

a height of 120 feet with a trunk 10 feet in circumference. The tree secretes an aromatic resin when old. It 

was imported to Israel and was used for incense, perfume, embalming, and fumigation.  

FRANKINCENSE (Boswellia sacra) is the Heb lĕbô  h, an important ingredient for incense (Exod 

30:34; Lev 2:1; Num 5:15; 1 Chr 9:20; Cant 3:6; Matt 2:11; Rev 18:13; see Loew 1928, I: 312; Moldenke 

1952: 56; Zohary 1982: 197). It was imported by caravan from Arabia and E Africa; it did not grow in 

Israel. Various species of this plant were used. This is a medium-sized shrub with small white or green 

flowers. The aromatic gum is obtained through incisions from the stem. The gum was used for incense, 

perfume, holy ointment, and as a fumigant.  

GARDEN ROCKET (Eruca sativa) is the ˒ôrôt which was collected as a pot-herb by bedouins and that 

is the context for ˒ōrōt (2 Kgs 4:39f.; see Loew 1928, I: 491; Dalman 1932, II: 296; Zohary 1982: 101). It 

is found in Upper Galilee, the Jordan Valley, and the Dead Sea area. The RSV translates it ―herbs.‖ The 

plant was also called vesper flower, due to its fragrance at night. This is an annual with lower leaves 

divided into lobes. The flowers are creamy-yellow or white. The seeds were used as a substitute for 

pepper. The leaf is edible.  

HYSSOP, SYRIAN (Origanum syriacum, aegyptiacum) is the most likely identification for ˒ēzôb (Lev 

14:6; Num 19:6; 1 Kgs 4:33; Heb 9:19; see Post 1883: 615; Loew 1928, II: 83; Moldenke 1952: 160; 

Zohary 1982: 96) which was tied into bunches and was used as a brush to sprinkle blood on the doorposts 

in Egypt (Exod 12:21–22). The Samaritans have continued to use the Syrian hyssop in their Passover 

ritual. The plant, also known as marjoram, is found in dry places, growing among rocks. Its hairy leaves 

can absorb liquids. It has no relationship to the hyssop officinalis of Europe. This is a strong, multi-

stemmed shrub with ovate, hairy, gray leaves. The small white flowers are grouped in spikes. The fruit is 

a small nutlet. The leaves were used as a spice and medicinally as a tonic, carminative, and digestive aid. 

It was used for the purification of lepers.  

LETTUCE (Lactuca sativa var. longifolia) is a candidate for the Heb marôr of Passover (Exod 12:8; 

Num 9:11; see Post 1883: 486; Loew 1928, I: 424; Dalman 1932, II: 284; Moldenke 1952: 74). It is a 

plant picked before it is fully grown. When allowed to mature, lettuce develops a tall stem with alternate 

leaves and pannicled heads of yellow flowers. The leaf was used as a food and the seed for oil. Lettuce 

was a symbol of fertility in ancient Egypt and was used for impotency.  

MADDER (Rubia tinctorum) is only mentioned as the proper name, Puah (Judg 10:1; see Post 1883: 

379; Loew 1928, III: 270; Moldenke 1952; Zohary 1982: 191). This is a perennial creeping herb which 

grows to a height of 4 feet. The leaves grow in whorls of 4 to 6; the flowers are greenish-yellow. Its red 

berries turn black. The root, about the thickness of a quill, is collected in the third year, freed from its 

outer covering, and dried. The root was used as a red dye and medicinally as an astringent; the leaves 

provided fodder.  

MALLOW (Malva sylvestris) is the Heb ḥalômut (Job 6:6, 7; see Loew 1928, II: 227; Zohary 1982: 99), 

which the RSV translates ―purslane.‖ It is an annual herb which grows to a height of 3 feet with lobed 

leaves. The flowers are rose-purple with darker veins. The fruit, leaf, and seed were used as food. The 

leaves were prescribed as a demulcent and laxative.  

MANDRAKES (Mandragora officinarum) are the dud ˒ (Gen 30:14ff.; Cant 7:13; see Post 1883: 559; 

Loew 1928, III: 363; Moldenke 1952: 137; Zohary 1982: 188) found in stony places. The root resembles a 

human figure, which led to its association with fertility rites. The mandrake is a stemless perennial related 

to the potato. The dark-green, oblong, wrinkled leaves form a rosette; from this rises a flower stalk 

bearing a bluish-violet, bell-shaped flower followed by a yellow plum-sized berry. The fruit was used as 

food; the root possesses narcotic properties for which it was esteemed. The plant is slightly poisonous.  

MINT (Mentha longifolia) is the Gk heduosmon (Matt 23:23; Luke 11:42; see Post 1883: 614; Loew 

1928, II: 75; Dalman 1932, II: 291; Moldenke 1952: 139; Zohary 1982: 88) which is fragrant due to its 

oils. This common plant has been widely used for flavoring. It is a rapidly spreading perennial herb with 

small, greenish-gray leaves and grows to a height of 2 feet in well-watered areas. The leaves, aside from 



flavoring, have been used as a carminative, stimulant, emollient, ingredient for enema, and general pain 

remedy.  

MUSTARD SEED (Brassica nigra) is the Gk sinapi which grew along the Sea of Galilee and so is 

appropriate for the parable of Jesus (Matt 13:31; 17:20; Mark 4:31; Luke 13:19; 17:6; see Loew 1928, I: 

519; Moldenke 1952: 59; Zohary 1982: 93). This is a plant long cultivated for its flavoring. This annual 

herb with varieties from 2 to 6 feet in height has leaves which grow at the base of the stem, and it 

produces a large number of small yellow flowers. The seeds were used for mustard oil, a flavoring.  

MYRRH (Cistus incanus, creticus) is the Heb lōt (Gen 37:25; 43:11; see Post 1883: 115; Moldenke 

1952: 77; Zohary 1982: 194). It is not the tropical myrrh, but a resinous substance obtained from these 

plants. A shrub with hairy green leaves and pink flowers followed by small capsuled fruits, it is 

widespread in Gilead. The soft, dark-brown or black, gummy exudation is collected by drawing a bunch 

of leathery thongs through the plant to which the gum sticks, or by combing out goats‘ beards (to which 

the gum adheres); it is sold in golden spiral pieces. The stem and leaves were used to prepare perfume and 

incense, a use which continues in Eastern churches today. Medicinally the extract served as a salve, 

stimulant, and expectorant.  

PURSLANE: see Mallow.  

REICHARDIA (Reichardia tingitana) is a candidate for the Heb marôr eaten at the Passover Seder 

(Exod 12:8; Num 9:11; see Loew 1928, I: 131; Zohary 1982: 100). The poppy-leaved Reichardia is a 

desert plant. The flowers are yellow with a dark purple base. The leaf was used for seasoning.  

RUE (Ruta chalepensis) is the Gk peganon which has been widely used for flavoring and as an 

ornamental (Luke 11:42; see Post 1883: 197; Loew 1928, III: 317; Moldenke 1952: 208; Zohary 1982: 

90). It is a tough herb which grows under difficult conditions and reaches a height of 2 feet with strong-

smelling leaves and yellow flowers. The leaves were used as a condiment. Medicinally prescribed against 

insect and snakebites.  

SORREL (Rumex acetosella) is a candidate for the Heb marôr of the Passover (Exod 12:8; Num 9:11; 

see Loew 1928, I: 358; Moldenke 1952: 74). The plant is common throughout the Near East. It is 

invasive; only a few inches high, it grows to a length of 1 foot in a spreading pattern.  

SPIKENARD (Nardostachys jatamansi) is the Heb nerd (Cant 1:12; Mark 14:3; John 12:3; see Loew 

1928, III: 482; Moldenke 1952: 148; Zohary 1982: 205) which was imported from the mountains of India. 

It is also translated as ―nard.‖ This small perennial herb grows at high altitudes. The entire plant may be 

used for its aromatic oils as cosmetics and perfume. Medicinally it was prescribed as a stimulant.  

SUGAR CANE (Saccharum officinarum) is a candidate for the Heb q  eh (Isa 43:24; see Post 1883: 

849; Loew 1928, I: 747; Moldenke 1952: 214; see also Reed, Common; Sweet Flag; Giant Grass; Lemon 

Grass). It no longer grows wild anywhere in the world, so we are uncertain of its origin. Sugar, a tall 

grain, requires a tropical climate. The solid-jointed stalks are filled with soft, long fibers. The arching 

leaves have rough edges. The plume-like tassels contain hundreds of tiny, soft, lavender-to-dark purple 

flowers. The canes produce a dark brown, slightly acid juice. This juice is extracted and boiled, after the 

leaves have been removed. Medicinally it was also used as a laxative.  

SWEET FLAG (Acorus calamus) is another candidate for q  eh (Isa 43:24; see Loew 1928, I: 696; 

Moldenke 1952: 40; see also Sugar Cane; Giant Grass; Lemon Grass; Reed, Common); it has been 

identified with the sweet cane. This plant grows well near water and reaches a height of 5 feet. The root 

was used for perfume and medicinally as a stomachic.  

WATERCRESS (Nasturtium officinale) is another candidate for the Heb marôr of Passover (Exod 12:8; 

Num 9:11; see Loew 1928, I: 510; Dalman 1932, II: 289; Moldenke 1952: 74). This small plant spreads 

rapidly, and its flowers are abundant.  

WORMWOOD (Artemesia herba-alba) is the Heb la˓ă  h (Deut 29:18; Prov 5:4; Jer 9:15; Amos 5:7; 

Matt 27:34; Rev 8:11; see Post 1883: 440; Loew 1928, I: 379; Moldenke 1952: 48; Zohary 1982: 184). 

This is a small shrub. Most species of wormwood have grey, fragrant foliage with insignificant fragrant 

flowers. The leaves are used in beverages and as fodder; medicinally it was prescribed as a tonic, 

antiseptic, and expectorant.  



GRASSES  

GIANT GRASS (Arundo donax) may be the Heb q  eh or sup (but see RED SEA) and the Gk kalamos 

(Gen 41:5; Isa 19:6; 35:7; Ezek 40:5; Matt 11:7; Mark 15:19; Luke 7:24; Rev 11:1; see Post 1883: 875; 

Loew 1928, I: 662; Moldenke 1952: 50; see also Reed, Common; Sugar Cane; Sweet Flag; Lemon Grass). 

It was also known as the ―Persian reed‖ and is common throughout Israel, particularly near the Dead Sea 

and the Jordan Valley. It grows to a height of 18 feet with hollow, strong canes 2 to 3 inches in diameter 

at the base. The plume-like flowers are similar to pampas grass. The canes were used for roofing, arrows, 

fences, basketry, walking sticks, and flutes. Egyptian beehives were made from these reeds.  

LEMON GRASS (Cymbopogon citratus) may have been referred to by the Heb q  eh (Exod 30:23; Jer 

6:20; Ezek 27:19ff.; see Loew 1928, I: 692; Zohary 1982: 196; see also Sugar Cane; Sweet Flag; Reed, 

Common; Giant Grass). RSV translates this as ―calamus.‖ There are many species of aromatic grasses 

which were imported and were discovered in Egyptian tombs of the 20th and 21st Dynasties. This tropical 

perennial grass grows to 6 feet. The spike-like racemes grow in pairs at the ends of short branches. The 

leaf blade, sheath, and husk produced an oil used for flavoring, cosmetic, and perfume.  

FLOWERS, DECORATIVE PLANTS  

IVY (Hedera helix) is the Gk kesos (2 Macc 6:7; see Post 1883: 377; Loew 1928, I: 219; Moldenke 

1952: 111; Zohary 1982: 121). Ivy was introduced by the Greeks and reflects their influence during the 

Maccabean period. It is an evergreen perennial that spreads rapidly with a dense matting of leaves. The 

plant is now found throughout the world, but is rare in its wild state in Israel.  

The spring field flowers of ancient Israel cannot be identified with certainty. We have listed only some 

of the candidates below. See also Waterlily; Iris, Yellow Flag.  

ANEMONE (Anemone coronaria) may be the Gk krinon (Matt 6:28; Loew 1928, III: 118; Moldenke 

1952: 41). The plant develops from rhizomes with the flowers growing on 10-inch stalks. Flowers are 

usually scarlet though other colors are found.  

CHAMOMILE (Anthemis nobilis, tinctoria) may be the Heb  ô    (Hos 14:5; Sir 39:14; see Post 1883: 

430; Loew 1928, I: 375; Moldenke 1952: 41; Zohary 1982: 172). It is a spring flower of the field whose 

bright colors carpet the countryside. This flower is daisy-like with numerous species found in the area. A 

spreading perennial, it flowers profusely.  

CROWN DAISY (Chrysanthemum coronarium) may be the Heb niṣa     (Cant 2:12; James 1:10; see 

Post 1883: 438; Zohary 1982: 174). The plant blooms profusely in spring, but the flowers also fade 

swiftly.  

CROWFOOT (Ranunculus asiaticus) is also a candidate for the Heb  o    (Hos 14:5; Sir 39:14; see 

Post 1883: 38; Loew 1928, III: 124; Zohary 1982: 174). It grows in many areas extending into the semi-

desert areas.  

LILY (Lilium candidum) is yet a third candidate for Heb  ô    (1 Kgs 7:26; Cant 2:1; Matt 6:28; Luke 

12:27; see Loew 1928, II: 160; Moldenke 1952: 114; Zohary 1982: 176), though there is much scholarly 

debate. The water lily (Nymphaea caerulea) and lotus (Nymphaea lotus) are other candidates. As a 

symbol of fruitfulness, purity, and resurrection, it appears frequently in Christian art as the ―Madonna 

lily.‖ The plant grows from a bulb to a height of 3 feet with large white flowers. Either this variety or 

Lilium chalcedonicum, which produces a showy red flower, may be native to ancient Israel.  

NARCISSUS (Narcissus tazetta) is yet another candidate for Heb  ô    (1 Kgs 7:26; Cant 2:1; Matt 

6:28; Luke 12:27; see Loew 1928, II: 203; Moldenke 1952: 147; Zohary 1982: 178). This plant grows 

throughout the land into the Negeb and blooms profusely in spring. This bulb produces clusters of white 

flowers with a yellow trumpet.  

POPPY (Papaver rhoeas) is another candidate for the Heb niṣ      (Cant 2:12; James 1:10; see Post 

1883: 50; Loew 1928, II: 363; Zohary 1982: 172). This annual produces beautiful red flowers which close 

each evening. The opium poppy is somewhat taller with greyish leaves.  

SEA DAFFODIL (Pancratium maritimum) may also be the Heb  ô    (1 Kgs 7:26; Cant 2:2; Matt 

6:28; Luke 12:27; see Post 1883: 776; Loew 1928, II: 205; Zohary 1982: 178). This white-flowered bulb 



grows along the seashore. The fragrant white flowers are followed by linear leaves; the flowers live one 

night. The fruit capsules contain many black seeds.  

STERNBERGIA (Sternbergia lutea, clusiana) may also be the Heb  ô    (1 Kgs 7:26; Cant 2:2; Matt 

6:28; Luke 12:27; see Post 1883: 775; Moldenke 1952: 117). This bulb produces one-foot leaves and a 

yellow autumn flower.  

TULIP (Tulipa montana) may also be the Heb niṣa     (Cant 2:12; James 1:10; see Post 1883: 805; 

Moldenke 1952: 235; Zohary 1982: 180). The date of the ancient introduction of this plant to the Near 

East is not known. The bulbs produce single flowers on a stem up to 4–10 inches in height.  

WATER PLANTS  

CATTAIL (Typha sp.) may be the Heb sup (Exod 2:3; Isa 19:6; Matt 27:29; Mark 15:19; see Post 1883: 

814; Moldenke 1952: 235; Zohary 1982: 136), which the RSV translates as ―bullrushes.‖ While it grows 

in many places, huge colonies grow along the Nile and along fresh and brackish waters, where it reduces 

soil salinity. This 6-foot perennial has stout stalks crowned by ridged, cylindrical, flowering spikes to 8 

feet. Each spike contains hundreds of minute flowers—male flowers above, female flowers below—in the 

form of bristles without petal or sepal. The fruit is a small, hairy grain. The stalk was woven into articles, 

chair seats, caulk, sandals, and thatching. The seeds were used as cattle feed; their floss was used as 

tinder. Cattail was also used for dressing burns.  

IRIS, YELLOW FLAG (Iris pseudacorus) may be the Heb  ô    h (Hos 14:5; Sir 39:14; 50:8; see Post 

1883: 766; Moldenke 1952: 117; see also Flowers and Decorative Plants above); it is translated ―lily‖ by 

the RSV. This plant grows along waterways and marshes. The beardless water iris is a perennial with 

large, stout, fibrous roots. The sword-shaped leaves grow to 5 feet; flower stalks rise to 7 feet with yellow 

flowers.  

LOTUS: see WATERLILY.  

PAPYRUS (Cyperus papyrus) is the Heb gō e˒ (Exod 2:3f.; Isa 18:2; 35:7; Job 8:11; see Post 1883: 

830; Loew 1928, I: 559; Moldenke 1952: 92; Zohary 1982: 137). RSV sometimes translates this 

―papyrus,‖ other times as ―bullrushes.‖ Our word ―paper‖ has its origin from the word papyrus. In ancient 

Egypt, the papyrus represented the symbol of Lower Egypt, while the lotus represented Upper Egypt—

knotted together the 2 formed the sign of the union under one sceptre. Because the merchants of the 

Phoenician port of Byblos supplied the Greeks with Egyptian papyrus, which was used as paper, the word 

―Bible‖ was derived from that port city. The plant grew in Lake Huleh and in Egyptian swamps. While 

almost extinct in Egypt, it still grows in the Sudan and Uganda. Papyrus is a perennial with each stem to 

10 feet, and umbels of thread-like leaves. The stalks were used to fashion paper, boats, sandals, ropes, 

wrapping paper, bridges, mats, lamp wicks, sieves, chairs, pillows, boat caulking, baskets, boxes, sails, 

cloth, and paintbrushes (from frayed stalk ends). The root served as fuel and for carved utensils; the 

rootstock was chewed for the sweet juice resembling licorice, or it was boiled or baked. The umbels were 

woven into garlands, and umbel impressions were used on handles of mirrors and other household 

furnishings. The Ebers Medical Papyrus prescribed papyrus in 8 or 9 recipes.  

REED, COMMON (Phragmites communis) may be the Heb q  eh or ˒agmôn (1 Kgs 14:15; Isa 9:14; 

58:5; Matt 27:29; see Post 1883: 875; Moldenke 1952: 285; Zohary 1982: 134; see also Sugar Cane; 

Sweet Flag; Lemon Grass; Giant Grass). It is a bamboo-like, creeping cane growing up to 10 inches high; 

the woody-jointed stems are hollow. The brownish tassels develop in late summer. The canes served such 

varied uses as Egyptian sarcophagi, containers for lipsticks and eye shadows (mascara), pens, measuring 

rods, mats, flutes, walking canes, sandals, thatch, and fuel. The seed was ground into flour. The plant may 

have provided the motif for Egyptian columns.  

RUSH (Juncus effusus) is a candidate for the Heb ˒oḥu (Gen 41:2; Job 8:11; see Post 1883: 810; Loew 

1928, I: 572; Moldenke 1952: 120; see also Flowering Rush below). The RSV prefers the translation 

―reed.‖ This is a tufted perennial up to 4 feet in height, bearing soft, pithy, rounded, yellowish-green 

stems and sheathed with grasslike leaves. The small flowers are greenish or brownish. The stalks were 

used for fodder, mats, and chair bottoms. Marsh tribes still erect villages on artificial islands built up on 



reeds and mud, which are the oldest architectural styles in history. The pith was used as wicks for oil 

lamps.  

RUSH, FLOWERING (Butomus umbellatus) is a candidate for the Heb ˒oḥu which grows in the Nile as 

well as in Israel (Gen 41:2; Job 8:11; see Post 1883: 821; Loew 1928, I: 572; Moldenke 1952: 62; see also 

Rush above); it sometimes grows together with papyrus. RSV prefers the translation ―reed.‖ The Heb 

term comes from an Egyptian word. This is a tall, showy reed plant with rose-colored flowers on terminal 

umbels. It spreads rapidly along streams and in bogs. The entire plant was used as fodder.  

WATERLILY (Nymphaea caerulea) and LOTUS (Nymphaea lotus) may have been the Heb  ô    (1 

Kgs 7:19ff.; 2 Chr 4:5; see Post 1883: 48; Loew 1928, II: 280; Moldenke 1952: 154; see also Flowers and 

Decorative Plants above, also Iris, Yellow Flag). They were depicted on the capitals and decorations in 

Solomon‘s temple, and were also known in ancient Egypt. The N. caerulea is an aquatic plant that grows 

well in semi-still water and produces spectacular blue flowers. Medicinally the flowers were used as a 

headache remedy, while the rhizomes and leaves were prescribed as an enema and liver treatment.  

FIBERS  

COTTON (Gossypium herbaceum) is the Heb karpas (Esth 1:5, 6; Loew 1928, II: 235; Dalman 1932, 

II: 299; Moldenke 1952: 109; Zohary 1982: 79). It was cultivated very early in the Indus valley and 

Mesopotamia. Cotton is an annual growing up to 8 feet with deeply lobed leaves and yellow or pink 

flowers. Its fruit is a capsule surrounded by 3 or 4 heart-shaped bracts; these contain several seeds densely 

covered with long, white, fluffy hairs. The seed produced fiber for thread, cloth, mummy wrappings, lamp 

wicks, stuffing, and carpets. The seeds were also pressed for cooking oil and fodder, the stalks were used 

as a fuel and the hulls for fodder; the flower petals were a source of yellow and brown dye. Medicinally, it 

was used as a surgical dressing.  

FLAX (LINEN) (Linum usitatissimum) is the Heb  i t   (Gen 41:41; Exod 25:4; Lev 6:10; Deut 22:11; 

1 Sam 2:18; Isa 42:3; Matt 27:59; Mark 15:46; John 19:40; Rev 18:12; see Post 1883: 181; Loew 1928, 

II: 208; Dalman 1932, II: 298; Moldenke 1952: 129; Zohary 1982: 78); it is one of the world‘s oldest 

textiles, grown extensively in Egypt. It was mentioned in the Gezer Calendar. Seeds have been found at 

Tell el-Areini in the EB Stratum IV (Borowski 1987: 98). The plant grows to a height of 3 feet, has small 

narrow leaves and blue flowers with five petals. The fruit is a capsule containing several oleiferous seeds. 

When flax is grown for fiber, the seeds are sown close together so that stems grow straight, with as few 

branches as possible. Linen fibers are prepared by retting and scrutching the stems; the stems are soaked 

in water to separate the tough fibers and soft tissue. After combing, the fibers are spun. The stalks were 

used for fiber, sails, cloth (Israelite priests wore linen garments), curtains, wicks for lamps, mummy 

wrappings, cartonnage (linen and papyrus) used for mummy masks, and thread. The seed produced 

linseed oil, an edible oil when cold-pressed. Medicinally, the seed were prescribed as a demulcent, 

emollient, and laxative; it was also used as a remedy for burns.  

DYE  

HENNA (Lawsonia inermis) is the Heb  ō er (Cant 1:14; 4:13; see Post 1883: 320; Loew 1928, II: 218; 

Dalman 1932, II: 301; Moldenke 1952: 124). It has been discovered in Tutenkhamen‘s tomb. Henna dye 

is considered to have religious, utilitarian, mystical, and seductive powers. This shrub reaches a height of 

25 feet. The leaves are elliptical, greyish-green. The flowers are white and fragrant, and the fruit is a 

capsule. The leaves and twigs produce a bright yellow, orange, or red dye used on hair, palms of hands, 

soles of feet, nails, mummy wrappings, horse tails, and fabrics. The flowers provided an astringent and 

stimulant.  

SAFFLOWER (Carthamus tinctorius), also known as ―Bastard Saffron‖ or ―False Saffron,‖ is one 

possibility for the Heb karkôm (Cant 4:14; see Post 1883: 320; Loew 1928, I: 394; Dalman 1932: 300; 

Moldenke 1952: 87; see also Saffron). It has been used since 2000 B.C.E. in Egypt for dyeing grave-

clothes of mummies red and yellow; its flowers also have been found as garlands on mummies. This is an 

annual plant which reaches a height of 4 feet, its branched, smooth stems becoming woody during the 

ripening period. The leaves are mostly oblong-lanceolate. The orange-yellow flowers with leafy bracts are 



followed by oblong fruits. Aside from the dye, the young shoots were used as food; the seed produced a 

cooking oil; and the stem was used by the Egyptians for spindles.  

SAFFRON (Crocus sativus) is a candidate for the Heb karkôm (Cant 4:14; see Post 1883: 770; Loew 

1928, II: 7; Dalman 1932: 301; Moldenke 1952: 87; Zohary 1982: 206; see also Safflower). A yellow dye 

is obtained from the stigmas of this crocus. An Egyptian papyrus dated as early as 2000 B.C.E. mentions 

this plant. It is the world‘s most expensive spice because it requires the stigmas of 4,300 flowers for 1 

ounce of saffron. It is a bulbous plant which blooms in fall; the grassy leaves appear at the same time as 

the stemless lilac or purple flower. The stigma produced a dye, flavoring, and incense. Many Jews in the 

Middle Ages were spice merchants; they were called ―saffron merchants,‖ and over the ages the yellow 

color of the spice has been used to mock Jews (cf. the yellow ―Star of David‖ that the Nazis required Jews 

to wear). Medicinally, the plant was used to prepare tinctures, gastric and intestinal remedies, and a 

carminative.  

WEEDS, BRIER, THORNS, BRAMBLES, NOXIOUS PLANTS  

ACANTHUS, SYRIAN (Acanthus syriacus) is used in a description of the table on which the 

Showbreads were displayed (Letter of Aristeas 70; see Post 1883: 606; Loew 1928, I: 45; Moldenke 1952: 

26; Zohary 1982: 165). This thorny plant produces long spikes and large flowers with spines.  

BRAMBLE (Rubus sanguineus) is the Heb ṣinim (Num 33:55; Prov 22:5; Luke 6:44; see Post 1883: 

304; Loew 1928, III: 175; Zohary 1982: 157). RSV translates this simply as ―thorns.‖ This evergreen 

which grows to a height of 25 feet has dense prickly branches. It produces a small flower and edible black 

berries.  

DOVE‘S DUNG, STAR OF BETHLEHEM (Ornithogalum umbellatum) is the Heb ḥiryôn (2 Kgs 6:25; 

see Post 1883: 801; Loew 1928, I: 601; Moldenke 1952: 162). This plant grows profusely on the hills of 

Samaria, and the white flowers look like bird droppings. It is a small, bulbous plant with umbels of 

flowers. The bulbs are poisonous, unless roasted or boiled; then they may be ground into meal.  

NETTLE (Urtica dioica) grows in abandoned places; it is probably the Heb ḥarul, which some botanists 

consider to refer to any shrub growing in the desert wastelands (Loew 1928, III: 478; Moldenke 1952: 

237; Zohary 1982: 162). Because of its sting, the plant was used widely in metaphors (Isa 55:13; Job 

30:7; Zeph 2:9). This is a perennial which grows to a height of 2 to 6 feet with dull-green leaves, armed 

with prickles; the flowers are also green. The leaves of young plants were cooked as a vegetable. A beer 

and a green dye were also derived from this plant. The dried leaves were used as fodder.  

NIGHTSHADE, GRAY (Solanum incanum) is the Heb ḥedêq (Mic 7:4, 5; Prov 15:19; see Post 1883: 

566; Loew 1928, III: 376; Moldenke 1952: 221; Zohary 1982: 164). The RSV prefers the translation 

―briar‖ or ―thorn.‖ The Hebrew term is akin to the Arabic word for this plant. This multibranched bush is 

limited to the lower Jordan and Dead Sea areas. It is spiny and gray, its flowers are lilac, and its berries 

are yellow.  

POISON HEMLOCK (Conium maculatum) or ―wormwood‖ may be the Heb rôš (Deut 32:32; Lam 

3:19, 20; Matt 27:33, 34; see Post 1883: 335; Loew 1928, III: 440; Zohary 1982: 186), which is given 

various translations in the RSV. The Gk name conium means ―stimulating dizziness‖. This is an annual or 

perennial herb found in waste places. The hollow stems are marked with reddish spots. The leaves are 

pinnately decompound, the leaflets are feathery, and the white flowers grow in umbels. When bruised, the 

fresh plant has a disagreeable, mousy odor. The leaves and seeds were used as a painkiller. In classical 

times, a drink prepared from this plant was a standard method for the execution of criminals; Socrates was 

among those required to drink it.  

TARES, DARNEL (Lolium temulentum) is the Gk zizania (cf. Matt 13:24, 25; see Post 1883: 896; 

Loew 1928, I: 723; Moldenke 1952: 133; Zohary 1982: 161). It is a troublesome weed since it is very 

similar to wheat and can only be easily identified when ripe; if harvested and ground together the flour is 

spoiled. The plant also is host to a poisonous fungus. This annual grass-like weed, which grows to a 

height of 4 feet, is still widespread in the Near East.  



THISTLE (Scolymus hispanicus, maculatus) is the Heb ḥôâḥ (Isa 34:13; Cant 2:1, 2; Job 31:39, 40; see 

Post 1883: 474; Moldenke 1952: 153; Zohary 1982: 160). It is a noxious weed which crowds out other 

plants. This tall annual with its spiny branches produces a bright yellow flower.  

THISTLE, GLOBE THYSTLE (Echinops viscosus), SYRIAN THISTLE (Notobasis syriaca), HOLY 

THISTLE (Silybum marianum), SPANISH THISTLE (Centaurea iberica) are all candidates for the Heb 

bar       (Judg 8:7f.) and d rdar (Gen 3:17, 18; Hosea 10:8; Matt 7:15, 16; see Post 1883: 445, 448, 456, 

458; Loew 1928, I: 405, 406, 412; Moldenke 1952: 153, 171; Zohary 1982: 158, 159). These plants grow 

among shrubs and are common in Samaria and parts of Israel. They are perennials with stout, spiny stems 

and globular, spiny flowers of various colors.  

ZILLA, SPINY (Zilla spinosa) may be the Heb silôn (Ezek 28:24; see Zohary 1982: 166), which the 

RSV translates as ―briar.‖ This is a spiny desert perennial which grows to a height of 3 feet. It produces a 

large pink flower. The mature plants tumble through the desert.  

A number of plants not mentioned in the Bible and in addition to those listed above have been 

discovered at archaeological sites. This number will grow as more careful studies are undertaken. Among 

the plants are bitter vetch (Vicia ervilia) and fenugreek (Trigonela graecum), as well as the following 

weeds: Galium tricorne, Cephalaria syriaca, and Echium judaeum (Borowski 1987: 95, 97, 162).  

C. Plants with Biblical Names  

The practice of naming plants after biblical subjects began early as a pious way of remembering 

Scripture in daily life. It is manifested in the writings of some Church Fathers, in the Talmud, and in the 

art of Church and Synagogue from the 3d century onward. This may be seen in the Dura Europos 

synagogue and others, as well as in the mosaics of the great churchs in Ravenna which depict NT settings 

with Italian plants. Most medieval and later Christian art used either local (mostly European) flora known 

to the artist or composite flora (drawn largely from one‘s imaginative speculation about biblical flora).  

Many medieval monasteries had small gardens, where medicinal plants were often grown. However, 

some attempts to replicate biblical plants were made. Because the monks possessed no first-hand 

knowledge of biblical flora, they identified local plants which seemed appropriate or resembled some 

biblical person, object, or motif, and linked it explicitly with the Bible by name. Such identifications have 

often remained and become part of plant lore. The love of Scripture shared by subsequent generations led 

to similar identifications by laymen. Usually the source of these links is difficult or impossible to trace 

with any degree of accuracy. In modern times some hybridizers have continued to provide such 

designations for plants, continuing this old tradition. A partial list is provided here so that this love for 

Scripture will not be confused with actual biblical flora.  

Aaron‘s beard  Hypericum calycinum  Hyperiacaceae  

Adam and Eve  Arum Maculatum  Araceae  

Adam‘s needle  Yucca gloriosa  Agavacea  

Burning bush  Euonymous compacta  Celastraceae  

Gilead, balm of  Populus candicans  Salicaceae  

Jacob‘s rod  Asphodeline lutea  Liliaceae  

Jericho, rose of  Anastacia-hierochumtica  Crucifera  

Jericho, rose of  Silaginella lepidophylla  Selaginellaceae  

Jerusalem thorn  Parkinsonia aculeata  Leguminosae Maloides  

Joseph‘s coat  Amaranthus tricolor  Amaranthaceae  

Joseph‘s coat  Opuntia vulgaris  Cactaceae variegata  

Joshua tree  Yucca brevifolia  Agavaceae  

Moses in the bulrushes  Tradescantia  Commelinaceae  

Nile, lily of  Agapanthus umbellatus  Liliaceae  



Sharon, rose of  Hibiscus syriacus  Malvaceae  

Sodom, apple of  Solanum carolinense  Solanaceae  
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IRENE JACOB  

WALTER JACOB  

FLORILEGIUM (4QFlor). This set of 27 fragments from Qumran Cave 4 was discovered in 1952 

and purchased for the Palestine Archaeology (Rockefeller) Museum. Preliminary editions of the 

fragments were published by J. M. Allegro (1956: 176–77; 1958: 350–54) before they were fully 

presented by him labeled as 4Q174 in DJD 5 (1968: 53–57, pls. xix–xx); that edition of the fragments was 

thoroughly reviewed by J. Strugnell (1970: 220–25), and by G. J. Brooke (1985: 80–278), and is being 

researched by A. Steudel of Göttingen University.  

The fragments of 4QFlor belong to the 1st century C.E. 4QFlor contained at least 5 columns of 19 lines 

each. Because the fragments include extracts from various biblical books, notably 2 Samuel, Psalms, and 

Deuteronomy, Allegro entitled them Florilegium (anthology). More properly, the whole document or part 

of it may be generically categorized as Qumran midrash: the quotation and interpretation of the Psalms 

together are labeled  idr š (1:14), and each section of the interpretation of the Psalms is introduced with 

technical formulae including the word  ēšer; this enables 4QFlor to be distinguished categorically from 

the later rabbinic midrashim.  

The whole work is constructed in a very organized manner. In the interpretation of the base texts (2 Sam 

7:10–14; Pss 1:1; 2:1; and Deut 33:8–11, 12[?], 19–21) supplementary texts are included with formulaic 

introductions (Exod 15:17 and Amos 9:11 for 2 Samuel 7; Isa 8:11 and Ezek 37:23 for Psalm 1; Dan 

12:10 for Psalm 2). These supplementary texts are linked through catchword (gĕzērâ š wâ) to the base 

text and sometimes to each other. The text-type of these quotations differs slightly from the MT and from 

all known versions. The citation of Amos 9:11 almost certainly corresponds to the Vorläge of the same 

text as quoted in Acts 15:16; some minor variants in 4QFlor, such as the ambiguous spelling of swkt 



(Amos 9:11 in 1:12) and the abbreviation of 2 Sam 7:11–14 (1:10–11), may have been introduced for 

exegetical purposes. There are also allusions to other biblical texts.  

Among the Qumran scrolls 4QFlor has some affinity with 4QCatena 
a
, which contains interpretation of 

Psalms, especially on the basis of their opening verses, and with 11QMelch, which includes the exegetical 

use of Isa 8:11 (11QMelch 25). 4QFlor also shares much with CD: both speak of ―the Interpreter of the 

Law‖ (CD 6:7; 7:18); both use Amos 9:11 (cf. CD 7:16) and Isa 8:11 (cf. CD 8:16 = 19:29); both speak of 

―the sons of Zadok‖ and identify them with the chosen ones of Israel; together with some of the pesharim 

both use the phrase ―the latter days.‖ Like 4QFlor frags. 6–7, 4QTest 14–20 cites Deut 33:8–11. The 

subject of the nature of the Temple means that comparison with 11QTemple especially 29:7–10, is 

significant.  

The interpretation of 2 Samuel 7 underlines the difference between the historical Temple(s) of Israel and 

that of the future. The exclusive purity of the eschatological Temple (alluding to Deut 23:3–4) is stressed. 

In addition to the physical Temple, either of the Solomonic or postexilic period (or both), 4QFlor speaks 

of a sanctuary promised by God, a  iqd š ˒ d  . Some scholars argue that this refers to a ―man-made 

sanctuary,‖ probably that of Solomon (Schwartz 1979: 88), but most understand it as ―a sanctuary of 

men,‖ and argue that it is a substitute for the eschatological building. But nowhere does 4QFlor deny the 

hope for the final physical Temple building which God himself will provide, so the ―sanctuary of men‖ is 

better understood as its anticipation (Brooke 1985: 178–93): a present temporary substitute for the 

priesthood of the Temple in Jerusalem or some aspect of their practice (Dimant 1986: 184–89).  

In this respect, 4QFlor differs from the complete spiritualization of the eschatological Temple 

mentioned in the NT (e.g., 1 Pet 2:4–8). Yet 4QFlor has similarities with other NT passages. The 

combination of 2 Samuel 7 and Psalm 2 occurs in Heb 1:5 and may lie behind Acts 13:33–37; in both 

places the texts are used christologically. 2 Samuel 7, Ezekiel 37, and the figure of Belial occur in both 

4QFlor and 2 Cor 6:14–7:1.  

Two eschatological figures are mentioned in 4QFlor: the shoot of David and the Interpreter of the Law. 

The former is universally recognized as the Davidic messiah (cf. 4QpIsa
a
 frags. 8–10, line 17; 4QPBless), 

the latter is widely held to be the priestly messiah of Aaron, though the identification is not confirmed 

directly in any other place. With its use of 2 Samuel 7, Exodus 15, and Psalm 2, and its explicit Davidic 

messianism, 4QFlor asserts forcefully that God is king, will rule through his messiah, and receive 

obeisance through his own divinely ordained cult in which the community responsible for the text no 

doubt hoped to have a part as priests (Dan 12:10; 4QFlor 2:1–5).  
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GEORGE J. BROOKE  

FLUTE. See MUSIC AND MUSICAL INSTRUMENTS.  

FLY/FLIES. See ZOOLOGY.  

FOLKLORE IN THE ANCIENT NEAR EAST. This article will examine how the concept of 

―folklore‖ has been applied to the literature of the ANE.  

———  

A. Terminology  

B. Comparative Method  

1. Comparison with Ancient Cultures  

2. Comparison with Postbiblical Literatures  



3. Comparison with Islamic Cultures in the Near East  

4. Cross-cultural Comparison  

5. Comparison of Forms  

6. Morphological Studies  

7. Poetic Comparison  

C. Ethnographic Method  

1. Themes and Figures  

2. Genres  

3. Transmission of Tradition  

D. Folklore and the Biblical Text  

———  

A. Terminology  

Coined in 1846 by William John Thoms (1803–85) who proposed ―folklore‖ as a substitute for ―Popular 

Antiquities or Popular Literature‖ (Thoms 1846: 862). In spite of his claim for originality (Duncan 1946: 

372), folklore is a translation of the German term Volkskunde that Josef Mader (1754–1815) used already 

in 1787. As in other German compounds—such as Volkslied that Johann Gottfried Herder (1744–1803) 

employed in 1778, and Volksmärchen that Johan Karl August Musaus (1735–87) introduced in 1782—at 

the core of Volkskunde is the concept das Volk, ―the people,‖ that derives from Herder‘s thought and 

writings (Simpson 1921; Schütze 1921: 115–30). Volkskunde connotes the traditions that peasants and 

lower classes represent in language, narratives, songs, and sayings. So does folklore. For Thoms folklore 

refers to ―the manners, customs, observances, superstitions, ballads, proverbs, of the olden times.‖ In 

subsequent use the term has expanded its field of reference to include a broader range of verbal, visual, 

and musical forms, such as tales and legends; myths and riddles; artifacts, whether plain or decorated, 

religious or secular; and vocal and instrumental music. Similarly, festivals and rituals, the belief system 

that sanctions them, and the symbols that people use in their celebrations are elements of folklore.  

In most current definitions of folklore 2 main features stand out: orality and traditionality (Bauman 

1989; cf. Ben-Amos 1971). Consequently, oral tradition is the quintessence of folklore. As such, folklore 

thrives in nonliterate societies, whereas in literate cultures it functions through interdependence with and 

interreference to the literacy of the educated groups. While in nonliterate cultures, folklore is traditional 

ipso facto, the literate classes attribute to it the value of traditionality.  

Whenever and by whomever edited, the OT text was prepared to fulfill the role of the central canon in 

the Israelite society. It embodies the religious and ethical values, beliefs and facts, tales and poems that 

validated the Israelite leadership. Some of the OT texts could have circulated orally prior to their 

commitment to writing. Yet that oral tradition contained some additional themes and narratives which 

conflicted with the canonic religious, political, and ethical doctrines and were therefore excluded from the 

OT.  

Consequently the folklore of the era was relegated to a position of an extracanonic tradition. It was 

deliberately left out of the text in the transition from oral to literary tradition. Hence while not all folklore 

was in conflict with the OT text, all that conflicted with it remained only folklore. Occasionally, however, 

the oral ideas and images were an integral part of the Israelite culture and continued to resonate in the OT 

in metaphors, allusions, and fragmentary narratives.  

The earliest scholarly association between folklore and the Bible occurred in print in 1884 in the title of 

the book Bible Folk-Lore: A Study in Comparative Mythology by James Edwin Thorold Rogers (1823–

90). The book applies to the OT a kind of philological analysis that interprets figures and objects as 

representations of bodies in the solar system, and events as their motions, following the principles 

proposed by Max Müller (1823–1900). The book was inconsequential in either folklore or biblical 

studies, though similar interpretations that had been proposed earlier by Ignaz Goldziher (1850–1921) 

were very influential in biblical studies at the end of the 19th century (Rogerson 1974: 33–44).  

By and large, 4 conceptions of the relations between folklore and the OT have prevailed in scholarship.  



First is the notion that folklore is the historical antecedent of the OT. Early suggestions of such an idea 

appeared already in theological writings during the 16th and the 17th centuries (Knight 1975: 39–54). 

However they reached their clearest formulation during and after the Romantic era, in particular at the 

later part of the 19th century. Paradoxically, Julius Wellhausen (1844–1918), who most systematically 

formulated the documentary hypothesis, also stated unambiguously that oral folklore existed before the 

writing of each of the 4 documents. For him oral folklore preceded literature and history, though it was 

historically unreliable, formulaic rather than precise, and artistically incohesive. Cognizant of these 

attributed limitations, indeed because of them, he rejected any possibility of their having any historical 

and aesthetic value, and appraised the documents in terms of their distance from this oral period. (WPHI, 

296, 334–35, 336–37, 341).  

Second, there is an assumption of evolutionary relations between the oral tradition and the written text. 

Accordingly, folklore does not simply antedate the biblical text, but also evolves into scripture. This 

process of literary evolution has distinct principles. Following the propositions made by Robert Lowth 

(1710–87) and further developed by Herder, the assumption was that poetic forms were primary and oral; 

in their evolution into a written text they transformed into prose narration and commanded historical 

credibility. In their oral stage, biblical narratives were episodic, brief, and primitive. Their evolution into 

biblical literature involved the integration of the tales into complex and cohesive narrative cycles, cast in a 

refined language. Nevertheless, some of the biblical texts still bear the earmarks of their oral literary 

origin. Hermann Gunkel (1862–1932) offered the basic formulation of this proposition that was later 

explored from diverse perspectives (Gunkel 1964, 1987; Knight 1975: 71–176; Rogerson 1978: 69–72; 

Warner 1979).  

The attribution of primitivity to the OT plays a major role in the third view, reducing the OT to folklore, 

in practice if not in theory. The very comparison of OT themes, motifs, actions, and even laws, to similar 

narratives and practices found among our ―contemporary savages,‖ positions the OT society on the 

evolutionary stage of early man. Since the same evolutionary approach would regard the monotheism that 

the OT advocates as a mark of high cultural attainments, the magical practices and savage laws that are in 

the OT could be but survivals of earlier evolutionary stages. In this scheme it is not literature but mankind 

that evolves, yet he cannot completely shed beliefs and practices from earlier stages. These prevail and are 

found throughout the text. The most prominent expositor of this view is J. G. Frazer (1854–1941) who in 

his Folk-Lore in the Old Testament (1918) equates folklore with cultural survivals, and interprets the OT 

itself as being folklore.  

Fourth is the view that the OT, as a text that has been formulated in a society of restricted literacy 

(Haran 1988), contains numerous allusions to, and representations of, ideas and performances of folklore 

forms in social life. Accordingly, the OT has a documentary value for the reconstruction of the dynamics 

of folklore of land, the people, and the period. The OT in itself is not folklore, neither as a survival nor as 

a literary representation of oral forms. Rather it is a written text that has been subject to all the strictures 

and normative values applicable to writing, yet at the same time reflects the oral society and culture in 

which it has been formulated. Such a view maintains clear boundaries between orality and literacy, 

recognizing the qualities and the potentialities of each mode of communication. Yet the very permanence 

of written text enables it to document oral forms, and refer to their performances. On the basis of these 

references it is then possible to partially reconstruct the use of folklore in OT life and society. There is no 

single scholar who has advocated this view; however, it underlies numerous attempts to reconstruct life in 

the ANE, which respectively and in combinations effected the formulations of different theories and 

interpretations employed in either the comparative or the ethnographic methods.  

B. Comparative Method  

By analogy and through inference, comparison serves as a method for the reconstruction of folklore in 

the OT era (Talmon 1978). In each particular case the basic assumptions may vary, depending upon the 

compared language, literature, culture, or genre and their historic or geographic relations to the OT.  

1. Comparison with Ancient Cultures. The archaeological discoveries in Nippur, Ras Shamra 

(Ugarit), and other cities have brought to light literary traditions that parallel themes, figures, and forms of 



the OT. Though obviously in one script or another, this literature in the languages of the ANE drew upon 

oral traditions that were widespread in the region. In part they shared them; in part they knew but did not 

accept them as their own. These parallel traditions are reflected in the OT to a variable degree, in different 

ways, and in distinct biblical books and literary forms.  

Accounts of the creation of man (Gen 1:26–27) and the flood narrative (Gen 6:9–8:14), for example, 

occur in Akkadian and Old Babylonian epics and hymns (ANET, 68a, 99b–101a; Lambert and Millard 

1969; see also Dundes 1988). The deities that have central roles in the pantheon and the epics of Ugarit, 

such as Baal and E1 (Pope 1955; Oldenburg 1969), have been known to the Israelites. While references to 

the former occur throughout the OT, the latter is rarely used as a proper name for a deity (CMHE, 13–75). 

Other Canaanite deities and supernatural forces such as Rahab, Yam, Tanin, Leviathan, and the mythical 

Serpent, all associated with the sea, are mentioned by Isaiah, Job, and in Psalms as forces that God 

subdued (Rahab: Isa 51:9; 89:11; Job 9:13; 26:12; Yam: Isa 51:10; Ps 74:13; 89:10; Job 7:12; Tanin (im): 

Gen 1:21; Isa 27:1; 51:9; Ps 74:13; 148:7; Job 7:12; Leviathan: Isa 27:1; Ps 74:14; 104:26; Job 3:8; 40:25; 

Serpent: Isa 27:1; Job 26:13). The comparative study of these references in Ugaritic epics and the OT text 

has prompted the suggestion that, by analogy, there could have also existed a Hebrew epic as part of the 

prebiblical oral tradition (Cassuto 1975: 2.69–109; CMHE; Jason 1979). However, so far there is no clear 

evidence for a text of a Hebrew oral epic, only indications that Canaanite epics and their themes and 

heroes were known in Israelite society (Conroy 1980; Talmon 1981).  

The OT, however, shares other verbal forms with neighboring traditions. Narratives in prose about 

human beings occur in Egyptian literature (ANET, 18–31; Simpson 1972). One of them in particular, ―The 

Tale of Two Brothers,‖ shares central narrative episodes with the OT Joseph story (Redford 1970), and at 

the same time enjoys worldwide distribution in oral tradition (Aarne and Thompson 1961: type 318 ―The 

Faithless Wife‖).  

Proverbs and fables occur in Mesopotamian, Egyptian, and Canaanite literatures (Alster 1974, 1975; 

Falkowitz 1980; Gordon 1959; Lambert 1960; Lipiński 1983; ANET, 405–30; Simpson 1972: 159–79). 

Since these forms serve as rhetorical devices of persuasion, as they do in the OT (Fontaine 1982; 

Thompson 1974), whether they appear in catalogue format or in a narrative context, they have been part 

of the oral tradition of the ANE.  

2. Comparison with Postbiblical Literatures. The OT includes, in a succinct style, only a fraction of 

the tales told orally in ancient Israelite society. Many stories have been lost, while others were passed 

along to successive generations throughout oral transmission. These historic survivals of ancient traditions 

recurred in the apocrypha and the pseudepigrapha (OTP), in the writings of Josephus (Feldman 1984, 

1986), and in the interpretations that accompanied the ritualistic reading of the scriptural text in the 

synagogues (Gerhardsson 1961; Mann 1940). Later rabbis compiled these biblical exegeses into books of 

midrash. Midrashic literature relates primarily to postbiblical Jewish society. Most of its narratives, 

metaphors, proverbs, and fables—whether concerning biblical themes and figures (Ginzberg 1909–38) or 

not—have their particular literary history and thematic transformation, and are grounded in postbiblical 

religion, literature, languages, and society (Bloch 1954; DBSup 5: 1263–81; Heinemann 1974). Since by 

that time the religious and political conditions of the OT period no longer prevailed, postbiblical narrators 

were able to verbalize oral traditions that had been deliberately excluded from, or subdued in, the OT. A 

comparison between the midrashic literature and the OT narratives could uncover some of those 

traditions, and expose the dynamic folklore concerning (a) the formation of Israelite tradition, (b) the 

mythology of the ANE, (c) the historic-political narratives, and (d) sub-ethical themes in terms of OT 

standards.  

The formation of the OT tradition has been a selective process, the goal of which has been the 

establishment of a literary covenant between God and the people of Israel. Consequently, internal 

conflicts, apparent inconsistencies, and evidence of syncretism have been subdued in the OT, although 

some have reappeared in the midrash. For example, the biblical narrative of the sacrifice of Isaac (Genesis 

22) concludes with the substitution of a ram for the first-born child. In religious law (Exod 13:1,13,15; 

34:20; Num 18:15) a similar substitution prevails, sanctified by the Passover narrative. However in 



midrashic tradition references to ―the blood of Isaac‘s sacrifice‖ (Mek. R. Ish. 7.12) suggest the existence 

of an alternative tradition where no substitution occurred (Spiegel 1981: 51–59).  

During the biblical period the Canaanites threatened the monotheistic belief that the writers of the OT 

espoused. Therefore any mention of mythological creatures or deities in the OT has been tendentiously 

negated or limited to vague metaphors or, at most, casual allusions. However, in the postbiblical period, 

when the Canaanite religion posed no threat to Judaism, narrators were freer to articulate earlier religious 

conceptions. For example the references to Leviathan occurs in the prophecy and poetry of the OT (Isa 

27:1; Ps 74:14; 104:26; Job 40:25). It is a creature God defeats. In Canaanite myths, Leviathan serves the 

same role, being overcome by Baal and Anat (UT I:1–3; III:35–39; Oldenberg 1969: 33–34). However, 

the postbiblical literature includes descriptions of the full extent of his monstrosity, might, and wonder 

(Ginzberg 1909–38: 1.27–28;5.41–43), as it could have been known in the folklore of the OT period.  

The historic-political narrative in the OT anachronistically supports the centrality of the Davidistic 

dynasty, describing its rise and fall. Yet within a society consisting of several tribes vying for a dominant 

position, there are likely to be rival traditions concerning ruling families. In spite of editorial attempts, 

some narrative incongruity has survived in the text. For example, Samuel‘s nativity legend is replete with 

nouns and verbs that could have generated Saul‘s rather than Samuel‘s name (1 Sam 1:17, 20, 27, 28). 

The word play on Saul‘s name is indicative that originally the birth story related to the king rather than 

the prophet. However, only in a late midrash, the confusion comes full circle, when Samuel is described 

in terms commonly reserved for Saul. The written text thus ensures the supremacy of Samuel, but oral 

tales—clues to its existence appear in both the biblical text and the midrash—suggest a tradition 

upholding Saul as the judge-king (Seeligmann 1952: 199–200; cf. Zakovitch 1980).  

The ethical standards of the OT writers guided them to exclude bawdy tales. The narration of sexual 

matters, whenever it occurs, concerns more with political history than with sex. For example, the account 

of the rape of Tamar (2 Samuel 13) traces the rift between David and Absalom back to its very beginning. 

However, midrashic literature has been more lax in its ethical standards and more freely records popular 

narratives, even those that were likely told in the OT period. For example the story of Jael and Sisera 

appears twice: first as an historical account in prose (Judg 4:14–23), and second in a poetic rendition that 

alludes to the former version (Judg 5:24–30). However, the poetry hints at more than the prose version 

narrates, emphasizing by repetition that Sisera fell and laid between Jael‘s legs (Judg 5:27). Midrashic 

literature expounds in full the popular sexual imagination to which the OT only suggests but censors 

(Ginzberg 1909–38: 4.37–38; 6.198; Zakovitch 1981b).  

3. Comparison with Islamic Cultures in the Near East. Comparisons between the OT and the Islamic 

societies in the Near East and their folklores have taken 3 directions: (a) The use of oral tradition in 

nomadic society as a model for its use in OT times. (b) The conception of current Islamic culture and 

folklore as a survival from antiquity that reflects OT customs, rites, and beliefs. (c) The search for 

historical survivals of OT folklore in current Islamic culture.  

The documentary hypothesis that has dominated biblical research for so many years, introduced into 

scholarship not only workable paradigms but also complicating paradoxes. According to this hypothesis 

the formation of the OT took place in postexilic times on the basis of written sources that were prepared 

in the preexilic period. But such documentation assumed extensive literacy which was not part of the 

ancient Israelite society. In an attempt to resolve such a paradox Sigmund Mowinckel, and more 

emphatically Henrik Nyberg proposed that the OT was transmitted orally rather than through literate 

means; the OT itself is thus regarded as part of the oral tradition of Israelite society and therefore part of 

its folklore. They based their oral tradition hypothesis on the orality of pre-Islamic and nomadic societies 

in the Near East. They focused in particular on the prophets, whose texts were created orally while in 

ecstasy and passed along to successive generations by means of oral transmission.  

The debate that ensued (Knight 1975: 215–399) was concerned, among other things, with the validity of 

the model, rather than its application. That is to say, the exclusiveness of oral transmission in Islamic and 

pre-Islamic societies is brought into question and, by implication, the oral nature of OT society (van der 

Ploeg 1947; WidEngren 1948, 1959). These are issues with no clear resolution. First, the documentary 



and the oral traditional hypotheses have respectively drawn their evidence from different sources: the 

Pentateuch, the poetry of the Psalms, and the prophets. Second, in the broad cultural range of the Near 

East and East Africa, it is possible to find models for either propositions. In Somali, for example, poets 

compose orally, and their admirers commit their verses to memory for future recitation (Andrzejewski 

1964: 44–46), a model that would support the hypothesis of oral tradition. On the other hand, the 

existence of literacy in a society, restricted as it might be, effects tradition, literature, and education 

dramatically (Street 1984).  

The use of Islamic cultures in the Near East and Arabia as a model for ancient Israelite society began 

systematically in the 18th century, with an expedition planned by Johann David Michaelis (Rogerson 

1974: 3–5; Hansen 1965). While verbal folklore was not the focus of this research, the expedition set to 

explore, in addition to the fauna and flora of the region, the customs, rituals, and religious practices of the 

inhabitants. Theoretically Michaelis‘ approach set the foundation for the reconstruction and interpretation 

of the culture and folklore of the ancient Israelites on the basis of the assumed conservatism of desert 

societies, a trend that expanded in subsequent years (Smith 1889; AncIsr).  

While Islamic society of recent centuries, with all its assumed conservatism, does not necessarily reflect 

ancient Israelite culture, the Arabs of Palestine have preserved in their folklore elements that have 

survived transmission through oral tradition during the long history since antiquity. In particular, the 

geographical features of the land, be they mountains, springs or hills, have served as stable pegs upon 

which place names and local legends have been attached and preserved (Canaan 1927).  

4. Cross-cultural Comparison. The rationalism of the enlightenment is the basis of the cross-cultural 

comparison of the OT. Such a method abrogates the OT from its position as the singular manifestation of 

monotheistic religious belief, turning it into a text comparable with narratives that are found in the stories 

of polytheistic religions the world over. Studies such as those of Bauer (1802) involved theological, 

philosophical, and historical considerations, comparing OT narratives to Greek and Roman, and even 

Indian and Persian myths (see Hartlich and Sachs 1952: 79–87; Rogerson 1974: 8–9). In later works there 

was a shift from philological to cultural evolutionary frameworks, and from comparisons with classical, 

Indian, Islamic, and ancient Semitic mythologies to comparisons with the religions of peoples scholars 

deemed primitive. In the transition, comparisons based on names and language shifted into comparisons 

of thoughts and action. Employing the method of comparative mythology as formulated by Max Müller, 

Goldziher (1877), and Rogers (1884) derived from the names of biblical figures solar, stellar, and climatic 

meanings, for which they found corroboratory comparisons (Rogerson 1974: 33–44; Yassif 1987: 4–5). 

The philological cross-cultural comparisons offer an allegorical interpretation of heroes and events, the 

significance of which resides in cognate words and names in related or unrelated languages. Allegedly, 

the method exposes meanings that were lost in time through linguistic change, diffusion, and 

misinterpretation.  

The purpose of the cultural evolutionary comparison, on the other hand, is the identification of savage 

survivals in the OT. In Folk-Lore in the Old Testament (1918), J. G. Frazer, the champion of this method, 

compares biblical themes such as the creation of man (Gen 1:26–28; 2:7), the mark of Cain (Gen 4:15), 

and the flood (Gen 6–8) with similar stories found not only in the Near East and the Classical world, but 

more significantly among ―primitive‖ tribes in South and North America, Africa, and Asia (see also 

Gaster 1969). For him, the existence of parallel narratives is a demonstration that the OT teemed with 

survivals from an earlier stage of the intellectual evolution of man. Frazer conceived of this evolution in 3 

stages: magic, religion, and science. As the creation of an individual great mind, the OT represents the 

religious state of man, but the occurrence of numerous customs, tales, and superstitions that are 

characteristic of magical thought, as represented by tribal folklore, demonstrates that in large measure the 

OT itself is a survival of thoughts conceived by the savage mind (see Ackerman 1987: 180–96, 271–77; 

Rogerson 1978: 46–85; Yassif 1987: 10–11).  

5. Comparison of Forms. The comparative study of narrative forms, known as form-criticism, is a 

method designed to infer from the OT text its antecedent oral tradition, and to examine the place of its 

respective forms in the communal life of ancient Israelite society. Since the OT offers neither complete 



oral narrative texts, nor sufficiently detailed descriptions of their oral use, any necessary conclusions must 

be reached by analogy to themes and forms that are available in other oral cultures. The method hence 

rests, first, upon the assumption of the universality of oral literary forms and their use, and second, the 

universality of the principles that govern the transition from oral to written literatures. The major 

proponent of this method was Hermann Gunkel (1862–1932). He sought to identify the oral forms that 

preceded the OT through analogy with the narrative genres of European, particularly German, folklore 

such as myth, legend (Sage and legende), and folktale (Märchen). Myth is a story about deities; the legend 

is assumed to have historical validity; and the folklore, in contrast, is fictive (Bascom 1965). Gunkel‘s 

conception of the narrative context was similarly influenced by the available image of storytelling among 

European peasants: ―In the leisure of a winter evening the family sits about the hearth; the grown people, 

but more especially the children, listen intently to the beautiful old stories of the dawn of the world, which 

they have heard so often yet never tire of hearing repeated‖ (Gunkel 1964: 41). Later Gunkel proposed to 

conceive of these genres as forms of primitive literature, detectable in the OT with the aid of the epic laws 

formulated by Axel Olrik (1909).  

Accordingly, among the features that distinguish oral narratives are opening and closing formulas, triple 

repetition of episodes, and the occurrence of only 2 characters in a scene. These as well as the lEngth of 

the narrative served for Gunkel as a measure for recovering the oral strata in the OT text (Knight 1975: 

71–83; Rogerson 1974: 57–65; 1978: 69–72; Warner 1979; Wilcoxen 1974). The inference through 

comparison of forms, problematic as it is, has been a potent method in the exploration of folklore in the 

OT, mostly revolving around the traditions of the Pentateuch and the Hexateuch (Hayes 1974). Following 

Alt (1929), von Rad (1938, 1957) and Noth (1948) consider these traditions to evolve not around family 

entertainment, but within differentiable cultic circles, either as narratives or ritual recitations. A basic 

problem, yet unresolved, is the logical possibility of projecting, a posteriori, literary formal concepts that 

evolved in Europe after the Enlightenment, such as myth (Detienne 1986; Feldman and Richardson 1972; 

Hartlich and Sachs 1952), legend [Sage] (Gerndt 1988), and folktale [Märchen] (Fink 1966; Anthony 

1981) into the world of the ANE (cf. Ben-Amos 1976).  

6. Morphological Studies. The morphological method shares a goal with form criticism, namely, the 

discovery of the types of oral literature that preceded the OT text. However, it differs from it in one 

fundamental assumption. While form criticism accepts the narrative types as given, the morphological 

method regards their formal description as a primary analytical goal, the attainment of which is essential 

before the inception of any other study, either historical or cultural. The morphological study of the 

folktale emerged within the theoretical paradigm of Russian formalism (Erlich 1965; Steiner 1984). 

Following some preliminary exploratory essays (Nikiforov 1975), V. Propp (1895–1971) formulated the 

methodological concepts and procedure for the morphological description of the folktale. Initially his aim 

was to discover the historical roots of the folktale, but upon embarking upon his project he became aware 

of the absence of an adequate morphological definition of the folktale. He proposed to describe the 

folktale as a whole, and thus he considered it as ―any [narrative] development proceeding from villainy or 

a lack, through intermediary functions to marriage‖ (1968: 92). For descriptive purposes, Propp discerned 

in the tale distinct analytical units—he termed them ―functions‖—which are actions predicated upon a 

specific narrative role that follow each other in a specific sequential order. Repeatable functions that are 

logically or narratively connected constitute a move. Among the tale‘s dramatis personae Propp 

distinguished 7 roles: hero, false hero, villain, dispatcher, donor, helper, and princess.  

Propp analyzed morphologically only Russian tales. The application of his method and model to biblical 

tradition is significant because of 2 reasons. First it demonstrates the occurrence of the folktale 

morphology already in antiquity; second, the comparative dimension of this approach evidences that other 

cultures have the same form in their oral traditions. In the OT only David‘s early biography could be 

reconstructed to fit the morphological model to the folktale. If David is the hero, Jesse is the dispatcher (1 

Sam 17:17–19), Samuel is the donor (1 Sam 17:11–13), Goliath is the villain (1 Sam 17:23), and Michal 

is the princess whom the hero marries (1 Sam 18:17–23). The sequence of functions approximates 

Propp‘s morphology, spanning the entire range of the model up to the hero‘s difficult task and its 



resolution before the marriage (1 Sam 18:25–27) (Jason 1979: 42–43). Other tales fit only a specific 

sequence of functions such as Jacob‘s struggle with the angel (Gen 32:23–33) (Barthes 1974; Couffignal 

1975; Durand 1977; Greenwood 1985: 41–61; Milne 1988: 125–41); Jacob‘s biography in Gen 25:19–

50:14 (Blenkinsopp 1981), Ruth (Sasson 1979: 200–15); Daniel 1–6 (Milne 1988: 199–262), and the 

book of Tobit (Blenkinsopp 1981).  

Propp‘s Morphology offers not only a formal model for the folktale but also a methodology. Applying 

the latter and not the former, it has been possible to discern in the OT narrative themes that bear similarity 

in their formal exposition such as stories of deception (Gen 12:10–20; 20:1–18; 26:1–17), deceptive 

murders (Judg 3:12–31; 4:17–24); romantic encounters at the well (Gen 24:10–14; 29:1–14; Exod 2:15–

21) and tales of miraculous curing (i.e., 1 Kings 17–24; 2 Kgs 4:18–37). The patterned exposition of such 

themes, which is the earmark of oral narratives, strongly suggests that these narratives circulated orally in 

ancient Israelite society before they were committed to writing (Culley 1974; 1976: 33–115; Niditch 

1987: 23–125; Rofé 1988).  

7. Poetic Comparison. As a method, comparative poetics could reveal, by analogy, the features of oral 

literature that the OT text retained. The occurrence in the OT of poetic features that commonly appear in 

texts that have been recorded from oral singers and narrators is indicative of these texts being rooted in 

oral performance, or at least its impact upon their literary rendition. In other comparisons with Near 

Eastern cultures (i.e., van der Ploeg 1947; WidEngren 1959; see also Ong 1982; Goody 1986, 1987), oral 

tradition is conceived as an ideal and abstract concept. Comparative poetics, on the other hand, draws an 

analogy between the OT and oral poetry on the basis of recording and analysis of performance-generated 

texts. In such a comparison 2 features that have become distinctive of oral poetry stand out: (a) formula 

and (b) parallelism. These 2 poetic features are a function of oral performance and therefore their 

occurrence in the OT is indicative of the residue in, or the impact on, the OT of poetry that was performed 

orally in ancient Israelite society in a variety of religious and political contexts.  

Originally defined as ―a group of words which is regularly employed under the same metrical conditions 

to express essential ideas‖ (Parry 1930: 80) the formula has been regarded to be instrumental in the oral 

composition of poetry. M. Parry (1930) and A. Lord (1960) isolated such formulas in the texts of oral 

singers in the Balkan, and since they identified similar verbal patterns in the Homeric epics they inferred 

that Homer was an oral poet. This conclusion stimulated worldwide research (Foley 1985, 1988), 

confirming the use of formulas by oral poets, and more controversially, reconstructing the oral base of 

ancient and medieval epics. In a somewhat modified and expanded definition, R. Culley (1967) has 

applied the concept to the OT, identifying such phrases as ―incline your ear to me‖ (Ps 31:3; 71:2; 102:3) 

or ―hide me in the shadow of your wings‖ (Ps 17:8; cf. Ps 36:8; 57:2; 63:8) and many others as formulas 

(Culley 1967: 32–101), and inferring therefore the origins of the Psalms, and other OT parts in which 

formulas occur, in oral composition (Watters 1976: 2–19).  

Word pairs such as ―ground/dust‖ and ―ever/all generations‖ and many others have been recognized as 

particular formulaic parallelism that the OT shares with Canaanite myths (Avishur 1984; Cassuto 1975: 

60–69; Watters 1976: 20–38). The recognition of parallelism as a characteristic of OT poetry is one of the 

points that marked the inception of modern research in the 18th century (Lowth 1753; Watters 1976: 92–

95), and has continued to exert its influence on scholarship (Dahood Psalms 3 AB, 101–50; Kugel 1981). 

Modern field research among partial or nonliterate societies increasingly demonstrates that parallelism is 

a characteristic of oral poetry (Fox 1977, 1988).  

Neither formula nor parallelism are the exclusive features of oral poetry; they do occur in written poetry 

as well (Finnegan 1977; Jakobson 1966; Watters 1976). However their position in oral poetry and ancient 

recitations of myths that antedate writing indicates that even when they appear in written texts they 

resonate the oral voice in poetry.  

C. Ethnographic Method  

The ethnographic method is descriptive. Its purpose is a reconstruction of the process of folklore 

communication in OT society. Toward this goal, folklore is conceived not as an aggregate of verbal forms 

but as an artistic process of communication that is performed in oral culture, in face-to-face situations, in 



a society that shares language, themes, symbols, and cultural meanings (Bauman 1977; Bauman and 

Sherzer 1974; Ben-Amos 1971; Briggs 1988). In order to achieve a descriptive adequacy the ethnographic 

meaning refrains from comparative analysis with other cultures; while comparisons have illuminated 

various aspects of folklore, at the same time they introduce into the description either a different cultural 

system that is not necessarily congruent with the OT society, or a theoretical model that could constrain 

the description. So far the ethnographic method of folklore cannot claim to be part of a single school in 

OT research; Gandz (1935) and Eissfeldt (1965: 9–127) have made important contributions in this area, 

yet both were still historically associated with comparative methodology. At the same time the entire 

spectrum of OT research provides a foundation for this method. Other directions in OT research purport 

to reconstruct either the social life and structure or the social and political history of OT society, or to 

explore the history of Israelite language, literature and religion; by contrast, the method of historical 

ethnography in folklore aims at reconstructing the themes and forms of folklore, their social conception 

and function, their uses and users as they manifest themselves in the OT. The OT is admittedly a limited 

and tendentious text, documenting folklore only partially and doing that from the perspectives of its 

writers and editors who focused on the central institutions of authority, royalty, priesthood, and law. This 

limitation is an inherent part of the documentary value of the OT and has to be accounted for in any 

attempt at historical reconstruction. Furthermore, as a text that has been formulated over a long historical 

period, some of the ethnographic information that pertains to folklore is relevant to one era and not the 

other. The possibility of historical changes in folklore during the OT period is significant, yet at the 

moment cannot be discussed systematically.  

Though written, the OT contains traditions on an oral culture. In the accounts of the Patriarchal period, 

even commercial and legal transactions resorted to eye witnessing or monumental testimony (Gen 21:30–

33; 23:10–17; 31:44–52). The first reference to writing is associated with Moses (Exod 17:14; 24:4; 

34:27; Deut 31:9–19). However, even in the stories of a later period, monumental testimony was used for 

historical commemoration (Josh 4:6–7), or in conjunction with writing for legal purposes (Josh 24:25–

27).  

1. Themes and Figures. The hallmarks of folklore in society are thematic repetition and variation, 

patterned accounts, and recurring allusions to distinct events and figures. When these features characterize 

a corpus of written literature, there is a greater likelihood that these literary sources draw upon oral 

sources that were historically available. This approach is applicable to the OT. It is true that the OT text 

attributes events and characteristics to historically grounded, distinct personalities; yet the recurrence of 

themes, their patterned presentation, and the allusions that subsequent generations made to them in poetry 

and prophecy, evidence their circulation in oral tradition and the familiarity of the community with them.  

The OT accounts the history of the Israelites as a clan and a people through unfolding stories concerning 

family matters and magical acts that touch upon basic human needs of nourishment, health, and individual 

and collective freedom. These themes occur repeatedly. For example, female barrenness, a threat to the 

family future, has been attributed to Sarah (Gen 16:1), Rachel (29:31), Samson‘s mother (Judg 13:2–3), 

and Hannah (1 Sam 1:5). The acts of magical infliction of disease, even death (Exod 7:19–12:30; 2 Kgs 

2:24; 5:27), and their opposites, stories about magical nourishment, cure, and revival (1 Kgs 17:17–24; 2 

Kgs 4:8–37) have been an integral part of the prophetic narratives. The magical acts that the OT attributed 

to Moses affected the entire nation, whereas those attributed to Elijah and Elisha affected individuals.  

The variability of specific stories, either mythological or historical, is also indicative of their basis in 

folklore. The creation of Eve, from earth like Adam (Gen 1:27) or from Adam‘s rib (Gen 2:21–23), 

represents a basic variation in the mythology of the OT. Among the historical tales, the introduction of the 

young David to King Saul is subject to two incompatible OT versions. According to the first (1 Sam 

16:14–23), David is brought to play the harp before the depressed king, while according to the second he 

is the hero of the battle against the Philistines (1 Samuel 17). The killing of Goliath itself is attributed to 

another hero, Elhanan the son of Jaare-oregim, a variation that can reflect either suppressed oral tradition 

or a scribal error (2 Sam 21:19; 1 Chr 20:5).  



Variations in details do not preclude similarity in plot patterns. Some of the morphological studies (see 

above) have demonstrated that different OT stories of magic and family matters share similar discernible 

patterns thereby suggesting their basis in oral tradition.  

But the themes of oral traditions are not limited to family affairs and concerns with food and health. 

Rather, throughout the poetry and prophecy of the OT resonates the central historical theme of the 

Israelites: the exodus and the wandering in the desert. The recurrent references to this subject suggest that 

this tradition was familiar to all Israelites, particularly since the knowledge of these traditions has been 

reinforced in the ritual celebration of the Passover ritual.  

2. Genres. In personal interaction and artistic performances, oral communication is clearly dominant. 

Verbal communication is a framed activity, conveyed within verbal forms that the members of a culture 

name, or at least recognize, in terms of their textual features and the social contexts of their performance 

(Ben-Amos 1976: 215–42). The following are the genres that function in folklore communication.  

a. Poetic Genres. Šîr is the term for the general category of poetry as contrasted with prose. It 

encompasses songs, either a cappella or with instrumental accompaniment (Amos 6:5), recitation (Judg 

5:12), and popular songs or cultic songs (Ps 137:4). In Psalms the term occurs with the generic modifier 

mizmôr (i.e., Ps 30:1; 48:1) which also occurs independently (i.e., Ps 100:1; 110:1). The 2 terms šîr and 

zmr partially overlap, and partially relate to each other as the general to the particular: mizmôr and zmr 

appear to represent the more melodious subcategory, while šîr marks the basic distinction between prose 

and poetry. Šîr is also a category of verbal expression of joy that contrasts with qînâ, lamentation (Amos 

8:10), though qînâ could be a subcategory of šîr as well (2 Chr 35:25). Within court and cult organization 

there were professional singers. In the preexilic period, the OT refers to singers of both genders: š r    

and š r t, who were part of the royal personnel (2 Sam 19:36; cf. Eccl 2:8). Postexilic references mention 

mainly cultic male singers  ĕšōrĕr    associated with Temple worship (i.e., Ezra 2:41; Neh 12:28). 

Singing, together with music making and dancing was an integral part of joyous occasions, ranging from 

the celebration of war victories (1 Sam 18:6–7) to romantic love as represented in Canticles.  

A subcategory of šîr is šîrâ. This form is a commemorative song that commits to verse events of 

historical significance, in particular the deliverance from a powerful enemy. Thus the ―Song of the Sea‖ 

(Exod 15:1–19) and David‘s song (2 Samuel 22; Psalms 18) are both designated in the title as šîrâ. The 

song of Deborah and Barak the son of Abinoam (Judges 5) lacks a generic designation; nevertheless the 

OT employs the verb šîr to describe their performance. In all 3 cases the OT attributes the song and the 

singing to the leader, even though, in the case of the ―Song of the Sea,‖ Miriam is said to have repeated 

the song in a dance (Exod 15:20–21).  

The introduction to the ―Song of Moses‖ (Deut 32:1–43) illuminates a literary rather than oral 

perception of the genre of šîrâ. Before reading the song aloud (dbr)—the same verb that preceded David‘s 

song—Moses instructed the people to write down his song so that it would serve as a historical 

monument, a testimony for the covenant between God and the Children of Israel (Deut 31:19–23). From a 

literary perspective, the šîrâ serves the same function as the monument Joshua erected (Josh 24:25–27).  

The interchangeability of the verbs šîr, sing, and dbr, speak, in describing the šîrâ mode of performance 

may be indicative of historical change; the possibilities available for singers simultaneously; or a 

rhythmic delivery that can be perceived as either singing or speaking (cf. Judg 5:12). In all cases except 

one, the šîrâ is performed by an individual, with possible choral response (Exod 15:1). The exception is 

the ―Song of the Well‖ (Num 21:17–18). The writer introduces the song with the same formula employed 

in the opening of the ―Song of the Sea‖ (Exod 15:1), albeit the singer is a collective entity: Israel. Isaiah 

employs the term, in the construct state, šîrat, indicating a further possible extension of its meaning. He 

refers to a known genre, albeit in a mocking fashion, reversing its meaning from a song of victory to a 

song of defeat. This occurs in the song to the vineyard that brought forth wild grapes (Isa 5:1–2) and the 

song of the harlot (Isa 23:15). Isaiah admonishes Tyre, which is compared to a harlot, ―Take a harp, go 

about the city, though harlot long forgotten; make sweet melody, sing many songs, that thou mayest be 

remembered‖ (23:16). Possibly by his time the term šîrâ referred also to individual recitations 



accompanied by musical instruments performed by female singers who were wandering around urban 

areas (cf. Ezek 33:31–32).  

The Heb term, qînâ (pl. qînôt), lament or funeral dirge, is an oral poetic genre that contrasts socially and 

thematically with šîr and šîrâ: it conveys a message of defeat and loss (Amos 8:10). While kinot could be 

recited at any funeral, the OT reports them mostly after death in combat (2 Sam 1:17–25; 3:33–34). The 

information about the oral qînâ is meager and appears to be contradictory. The two complete qînôt texts 

are either literary quotations (2 Sam 1:18) or obvious literary compositions as the acrostic form of 

Lamentation clearly indicates. Both share a structure in the opening formula and the leitmotif phrase that 

begins with question marker ―how?‖ (Lam 1:1; 2 Sam 1:19, 25, 27). In spite of the literary nature of both 

qînôt they may replicate the oral qînâ, inasmuch as David‘s fragmentary lament for Abner (2 Sam 3:33–

34) similarly opens with a question that is the verbal equivalent to ―how.‖  

The information about the qînâ performance is similarly ambivalent. While Jeremiah refers to women as 

qînâ singers (Jer 9:16), and another text suggests a mixed choral group (2 Chr 35:25), the available texts 

are attributed to individual males—a king and a prophet. The discrepancy may reflect either historical 

development or different phases of the funeral ritual: choral singing and individual oration. Only the latter 

offers significant texts quoted by the OT.  

The most prominent of the poetic genres in the OT is ―the word of Yahweh‖ (dĕbar YHWH), a term 

designating prophecy in the preexilic and postexilic periods (i.e., Jer 1:4; Ezek 1:3; Hos 1:1; Joel 1:1; Mic 

1:1; Zeph 1:1; Hag 1:1; Zech 1:1), alternating with such terms as ḥ zô , vision (Isa 1:1; Obad 1:1) or 

 a   ˒ (Nah 1:1; Hab 1:1). The term  ĕbû˒â, prophecy, is postexilic, occurring in the OT only 3 times 

(Neh 6:12; 2 Chr 9:29, 15:8). The OT narrators, speakers in the biblical tales, attribute to the speakers of 

the word of Yahweh the role of a prophet,   b  ˒, a term which the prophets themselves rarely proclaim 

(Jer 1:5) and in fact occasionally deny (Amos 7:14) or even denounce (Zech 13:2–5). The word of 

Yahweh is a divinely inspired speech, uttered in OT poetic forms, in various degrees of ecstasy, in public 

places, mostly places of worship. The prophets often Engaged in verbal duels and open debates with each 

other and other religious personnel (Amos 7:10–17; Jeremiah 28). The OT describes prophetic speaking 

as a common occurrence in urban public life, though it has retained, and thereby canonized, only the texts 

of Yahweh-inspired prophets from the 8th century B.C.E. onward. Although occasionally the prophet 

committed their words of Yahweh to writing (Jer 25:13; 30:2; 36; Nah 1:1), their speeches were an 

integral part of the public oral poetic discourse revolving around ethical, religious, and political subjects.  

b. Prose Genres. The paucity of generic terms for prose narratives in the OT may be surprising in light 

of the rich scholarship of the form criticism school. The debates over definitions and categorization of one 

OT narrative or another—whether it is a myth, saga, legend, folktale, or novella—rarely incorporate the 

perception and conception of these tales by the OT narrators and writers. Rather, from their perspectives, 

as manifested in their textual accounts, the entire narrative of OT history from creation to exile of the king 

of Judah, is a trustworthy account, the veracity of which cannot be doubted, and which has the same 

validity as far as their faith is concerned. The story of creation (Gen 1–3), the sacrifice of Isaac (Gen 22), 

the story of Joseph (Gen 37, 39–50), the accounts of the beginning of the Davidic dynasty (1 Sam 16:2–

18:13), and the destruction of the Temple (2 Kgs 25:8–21; 2 Chr 36:15–21), had the same historical-

religious validity in ancient Israelite society, regardless of their scholarly classification as either myth, 

legend, folktale, or saga. In that respect the absence of generic terms is as significant as their abundance in 

other societies. Furthermore, except for rare cases the OT narrators do not offer a literary, generic 

metacommentary. There is hardly any report of narrating which would give room for the use of the names 

by which storytellers refer to the oral literary forms they distinguish.  

One exceptional case is the account of the confrontation between the anonymous man of God and King 

Jeroboam (1 Kgs 13:1–10). The tale has all the earmarks of a miracle tale and a story of an encounter 

between secular and religious authorities (cf. Rofé 1988). The OT text relates the retelling of these events 

by the son of an old prophet to his father, employing the term  a˓ă ēh. In postbiblical and medieval 

Hebrew this lexeme had become a term for a genre that includes tales of this kind. In the present use, 



 a˓ă ēh could refer either to the acts or to their narration. In other uses  a˓ă ēh refers to human or divine 

craftsmanship, work, or action (Exod 26:36; 28:6,11; 37:19; Josh 29:31; Isa 60:21).  

As in the present example, nouns that are predicated upon the verb spr, to tell, are likely to be names of 

oral literary forms. Prominent among these is the term  i l ˒ t, wonders, which always occurs in plural 

form. The term designates both actions and their narration; the former are predicated upon the verb ˓   h, 

to do (Ps 78:18; 86:10; 98:1), whereas the latter, the generic term, upon the verb spr, to tell (Ps 9:2; 26:7; 

71:17; 75:2; 105:2; 119:27; 145:5). Most of these usages of  i l ˒ôt appear in Psalms where poetry offers 

a possibility for commentary upon the narrative tradition and requires terms for references. Occasionally, 

the same term occurs in the same function elsewhere (Judg 6:13). The term refers to stories about historic, 

cosmic, and ethical actions of Yahweh, as he reveals himself to his people. The generic terms themselves 

are indicative of the theological and religious views of ancient Israelite society.  

c. Conversational Genres. Conversational genres are those forms of oral literature that require the 

active participation of 2 speakers or those that are interspersed within a conversation or speech making. 

Among those the   š l appears in the OT to be the most enigmatic. On the one hand it is part of a 

paradigm consisting of an insult, a taunt, and a curse (Jer 24:9; cf. Deut 28:37; 1 Kgs 9:7; 2 Chr 7:20). On 

the other hand the form is the epitome of wisdom, as represented in the book of Proverbs. Furthermore, it 

appears to parallel the riddle (Ezek 17:2; Ps 78:2), but its literary form is either a parable or an epigram. 

However, this apparent diversity of forms share a unity of use that provides them with a single generic 

categorization. The   š l is a self-contained proposition that cannot be contradicted by its own terms; 

hence it represents wisdom. In its appropriate application there is a correspondence between the 

proposition and the situation to which the   š l is applied, further reaffirming the notion of wisdom. 

Inappropriate application conveys stupidity (Prov 26:7, 9). The relevance of the proposition to a particular 

situation can be enigmatic, hence the riddling quality of the   š l. Finally, since the principle of 

correspondence is the main feature of the   š l, it is possible to establish it between a real situation and 

either terms in a proposition, or figures in a narrative, that then becomes allegorical.  

The   š l speakers are known as  ōšl    (Num 21:27) or  ĕ aššēl  ĕš l    (Ezek 21:5). Referring to 

his allegory, Ezekiel uses the term in a derogatory sense, but the attribution of 3,000 proverbs to King 

Solomon is a clear mark of his wisdom (1 Kgs 5:12). While the ability to speak in proverbs and parables 

could distinguish an individual, in the OT there are several narrative episodes in which figures, known for 

their other qualities, quote proverbs to resolve situations of conflict. David cites an ancient proverb to 

diffuse the tension between him and King Saul (1 Sam 24:14), and without offering generic designation 

Gideon (Judg 8:2), the Midianite chiefs (Judg 8:21), and Ahab (1 Kgs 20:11) employ proverbs during 

conflicts. A proverb is also used in the story of the anointment of David (1 Sam 16:7), replicating oral 

discourse. In speech making, orators and prophets use the   š l as either strings of epigrams (Num 23:7–

10, 18–24; 24:3–9, 15–24), or as parables (Ezek 17:2–10). As in other societies (Briggs 1988; Fontaine 

1982) proverbs serve as quoted speech. Jeremiah (31:29) and Ezekiel (18:2) quote the same proverb, ―The 

fathers ate sour grapes; But it‘s the children‘s teeth that rasp,‖ and both choose to dispute the value it 

conveys. This proverb, as others, has been quoted from a set of culturally available propositions that 

speakers could apply to various situations. They bear the authority of tradition as the abstract voice of the 

community, encapsulating cultural values, ideas, and even legal principles for the guidance of social 

conduct.  

In contrast to proverbs that appear in the OT relatively in abundance, the reports about riddles (ḥ  dâ, pl. 

ḥ  dôt) and riddling situations are rather scarce. The Psalmist ascribes to them, along with proverbs, the 

attribution of antiquity (78:2); but in riddles, novelty is required for the form to have any rhetorical effect. 

In Proverbs they are conceived as belonging to the same paradigm with proverbs, metaphors, and the 

words of the wise (Prov 1:6; cf. Hab 2:6). Indeed in use they serve as tests of wit and wisdom (Judg 

14:12–18; 2 Kgs 10:1; 2 Chr 9:1). In these cases the riddle context is an exchange between the genders or, 

as in the case of Samson‘s wife, her representatives.  

Least of all, the OT offers information about humorous texts and behavior. The OT, particularly the 

book of Proverbs, conveys a negative attitude toward humor and jovial behavior. However, the righteous 



condemnation of conviviality is a strong testimony of its central position in social life. Merrymaking was 

a social affair (Prov 1:22), part of urban life (Prov 29:8) often associated with drinking (Prov 20:1). 

Individually (Jer 20:7) and collectively (2 Chr 30:10) those who advocated righteous behavior conceived 

of the reaction toward them as ridicule. They were subject to the people‘s humorous songs (Lam 3:14), 

the texts of which have not been preserved.  

3. Transmission of Tradition. The Israelite oral tradition and literature in OT times were 

heterogeneous, multigeneric, and multipurpose. They served the needs and goals of several tribes and of 

different segments of the society. However, the writers and editors of the OT preserved and documented 

mainly those oral traditions that they perceived to be central to their conception of Israelite religion and 

history. Similarly in their references to the modes of transmission they continuously referred to the central 

institution of oral transmission. Stories of defeat and victory were told on the city streets (1 Sam 1:20), at 

the city gates and on the road (Judg 5:10–11), but the main institution of oral transmission to which there 

are repeated references is the passing on of cultural heritage from father to son (Exod 12:26; 13:8, 14–15; 

Deut 6:20–23; Judg 6:13; Ps 44:2; 78:3). Probably there were several informal occasions to pass on 

traditional knowledge, but the formal situation has been l l šĕ ûr   , night of watching, a term that likely 

refers to an all-night storytelling. The midrash in the Passover Haggadah about the rabbis telling Exodus 

stories all night, could be a record of a cultural historical survival which they try to explain through 

exegesis of the OT text. For the Israelite society the exodus and the Sinai experience, including its 

narrative and laws, have been the core of the national tradition, and it was transmitted within the family.  

D. Folklore and the Biblical Text  

The comparative and the ethnographic methods complement each other in reconstructing the folklore of 

the OT; neither can be exclusive. Rich as it is, the OT offers only a glimpse into the oral traditions of 

biblical society. Only a few of the tales, songs, proverbs, and riddles that were an integral part of the 

ancient Israelite society have survived the sieves of history and literacy. What has remained rarely reflects 

the changes in folklore within the different historical periods that constitute the OT era. Many themes and 

characters have been forgotten, leaving their traces in metaphors and allusions. The comparative method, 

particularly the examination of other cultures in the area, their literatures, languages and religions, 

supplement and illuminate the narratives, metaphors, and beliefs of the OT and the historic and heroic 

figures around which the biblical stories revolve.  

The relation of an oral theme or form to the OT, whether it is included, omitted, or allusively 

mentioned, is a function of the very process of canonization through literacy. In their act of committing a 

text to script, the writers and editors of the OT were motivated by a desire to sanction and commemorate a 

specific version of a story—to render permanent those texts that serve the writer‘s ideas, beliefs, and 

conception of history and nation. Literacy is not value free; hence any examination of the folklore in the 

OT must also account for the nature of the OT itself as a literary and religious canon.  

Stylistically, literacy imposes its own constraints upon oral tradition. The lEngth of a text and its 

rhetorical features can attest neither to its authenticity nor its antiquity. Short fragments are not 

necessarily oral and older; longer texts are not essentially literate and younger. Oral tradition has many of 

the capabilities literature possesses, and literature can imitate many of the qualities of oral performance. 

The texts that are available to us in the OT do not duplicate precisely the whole range of features of oral 

tradition for the simple reason that they are in a book. They can only echo the voices of a distant past.  
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DAN BEN-AMOS  

FOLLY. See VIRTUE/VICE LISTS.  

FOOD. See ZOOLOGY; MEAL CUSTOMS; EATING AND DRINKING.  

FOOTWASHING. The washing of the feet of guests before a meal seems to have been a sign of 

welcome in the ANE, as reflected in the Yahwist‘s account of Abraham and the heavenly visitors in Gen 

18:4. But in Exod 30:19 the washing of the feet is required of those who are to come before the presence 

of God at the Sanctuary. Philo‘s comments on these passages (Quaes Gen IV.5, 60, 88; Quaes Ex I.2; Vit 

Mos II.138; Spec Leg I.206–7) show that, within the Hellenistic synagogue, footwashing may have been 

the object of some discussion in connection with its ritual performance. Apparently it was thought that it 

provided sanctification by the divine spirit, and/or the opening up of the soul to manifestations of the 

divine. Discussion of the validity of this ceremonial practice seems to have continued for some time in 

some Christian communities, as reflected in Pap. Oxyrh. 840. This 4th century Christian document tells of 

a Pharisaic chief priest who challenged Jesus‘ right to walk on the sacred pavement of the temple 

―without having bathed yourself and your disciples not having washed their feet.‖ The text goes on to 

contrast exterior vs. interior washing. For our purpose it is important to note the association made 

between disciples with washed feet and their right to stand on the pavement of the sacred precinct.  

Within the early Christian communities there was an oral tradition about the washing of the disciples‘ 

feet on the part of Jesus. Apparently different Christian communities adopted the practice, but gave to its 

performance different meanings. Within the more ecclesiastically organized communities of the Pastoral 

Epistles the ritual became something that established the position of ―widows‖ as servants of the 

community (1 Tim 5:10). The exact circumstances under which widows were supposed to wash the feet 

of disciples, or the meaning attached to this ritual performance escapes us now due to the lack of further 

contemporary evidence.  

In the more egalitarian Johannine community the ritual seems to have gone through different stages of 

signification prior to the final redaction of the gospel of John. A form critical analysis of the passage 

(John 13:4–20) reveals that within the Johannine community the original account consisted of 13:4, 5, and 

possibly 12–15. These texts set the basic scene of Jesus washing the disciples‘ feet. The scene itself, 

however, seems to have been influenced by synoptic sayings of Jesus recorded in Mark 10:42–44 and par. 

This observation causes some scholars to suggest that the scene may represent a traditional elaboration of 

the synoptic sayings in narrative form. Verses 12–15, it is to be noticed, do not actually illumine the 

meaning of the action described in 4, 5. They only establish the mandatum that the disciples must follow 

the example of the Master, and that the one who did the washing was none other than their Master and 

Lord. That this command is recorded here would indicate that the ritual was part of the liturgical 



celebrations of the Johannine community. In this connection it must also be noticed that the washing of 

the disciples‘ feet in the context of a communal meal, where Judas the traitor is identified, replaces the 

institution of the eucharistic elements in the Johannine narrative. This fact argues most strongly for the 

unusual importance attached to the footwashing in the Johannine community, and is another indication of 

the community‘s sectarian characteristics.  

Verses 6–11 and 16–20 represent two separate elaborations on the scene done within the Johannine 

community, since they have the obvious marks of Johannine composition. Verses 6–11 give meaning to 

the scene by the well-known Johannine technique of a dialogue in which the interlocutor misunderstands. 

Verses 16–20, on the other hand, are a Johannine compilation of sayings of Jesus with synoptic parallels 

which begins and ends with ―amen, amen‖ statements. No consensus has been reached among scholars as 

to which of the two interpretative elaborations on the story was introduced first into the gospel. It is 

generally agreed, however, that these two interpretative elaborations represent different compositional 

stages of the gospel, and reflect different circumstances in the life of the community. The structural 

similarities between the Jesus-Peter dialogue in 13:6–11 with the Jesus-Peter dialogue in 21:15–19 

suggests that vv 16–20 may have been the earlier explication of the footwashing ritual, and that vv 6–11 

were introduced into the story at the same time when chap. 21 was added to the gospel. If this is the case, 

vv 6–11 serve to intensify the meaning assigned to the footwashing in 16–20. In their synoptic setting the 

sayings found in 16–20 set forth the cost of discipleship within the context of persecutions. Moreover 

John 13:16 is repeated in 15:20 with the addition ―if they persecuted me, they will persecute you.‖ It 

would seem, then, that the disciples‘ identification with their Lord and Master, actualized by the 

footwashing ceremony had within the Johannine community a persecution context, since the humility 

with which the disciples identify themselves is humility unto death. In their synoptic settings these 

sayings also require of the disciples willingness to face up to death.  

Verses 6–11 represent an elaboration of 13:17: ―If you know these things, blessed are you if you do 

them.‖ The Jesus-Peter dialogue contrasts the one who has knowledge of what he is doing with the one 

who doesn‘t. It also establishes that being ―clean‖ is the condition for receiving a portion of the 

inheritance. As 15:3 makes clear cleansing is not achieved by ceremonial purifications (John carries on a 

polemic against ritual cleansings), but by the abiding words of Jesus. Those who are clean and bear much 

fruit are those who in total identification with their Master and Lord bear testimony when ―their hour‖ 

comes.  

It may be that to a large degree the exact meaning of the footwashing in the Johannine community is 

hidden within the inner resonance of the language of the Fourth Gospel. Still enough of the meaning of 

this highly metaphorical literary piece is open to us to allow us some indication of the significance the 

community gave to its footwashing ritual.  
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HEROLD WEISS  

FOREIGNER. The OT employs a number of largely synonymous terms to designate the ―foreigner,‖ 
i.e., the person who, in the perspective of the writer or the audience, is irreducibly ―other,‖ the non-

belonger in some respect: z r, be   ē  r,  o r  . In most instances, the connotations attached to these 

terms are negative, although occasional neutral or even positive usages occur. (The OT‘s treatment of the 

―sojourner,‖ the gēr, i.e., the non-Israelite who in virtue of his status as a semi-permanent resident in 

Israel enjoys many protections as well as inclusion in the community‘s religious life, is quite different.) 

The OT‘s references to foreigners may be classified according to the particular sort of otherness/non-

belongingness attaching to the persons so designated.  



1. Particularly in the prophets, the terms cited above designate in generalizing and indeterminate fashion 

the other nations with whom Israel comes in contact. Frequently, these are cited as the actual or potential 

devastators or exploiters of Israel (Isa 1:7; 62:8; Jer 5:19; Lam 5:2; Hos 7:9; 8:7; Obad 11) who as such, 

however, function as Yahweh‘s punishing agents (Ezek 7:21; 11:9). Israel‘s involving itself with other 

nations is reprehensible (Isa 2:6; Jer 2:25; 3:13; Ezek 16:3; 44:7), above all because of the danger of 

apostasy to ―foreign gods.‖ Rather, Israel should separate itself from the nations to the extent possible 

(Neh 9:2). In the future it is hoped that foreigners‘ subjugation of Israel will be eliminated (Isa 25:2, 5; Jer 

30:18; Joel 4:17), and that Israel itself will attain to domination over foreigners (Isa 60:10; 61:5). In the 

same line are the legal prescriptions denying to those who are ethnically foreigners various Israelite 

prerogatives, whether political (Deut 17:15), economic (Deut 15:3; 23:21), or cultic (Exod 12:43; Lev 

22:25; Ezek 44:9). On the other hand, a few texts do allow for some degree of participation in Israel‘s 

worship by individual well-disposed foreigners (1 Kgs 8:41, 43; Isa 56:3, 6; cf. 66:18–21). Finally, in the 

prophetic oracles against the nations, ―foreigners‖ are peoples other than—and hostile to—the particular 

non-Israelite nation (Babel, Tyre, Egypt) against whom a given oracle is addressed (Jer 51:2; Ezek 28:7, 

10; 30:12, 31:12).  

2. In other contexts, the persons designated by the relevant terminology are not necessarily non-

Israelites in the ethnic sense. Their ―foreignness,‖ for example, consists rather in their not belonging to 

one‘s own extended family or household (Deut 25:5; 1 Kgs 3:18; Job 15:19; 19:15; Ps 69:8; 109:11; Qoh 

6:2). The non-family member likewise seems to be the person the book of Proverbs has primarily—if not 

exclusively—in mind when it warns against entanglements with ―foreign women,‖ i.e., the wives of other 

Israelites (Prov 2:16; 5:3, 17, 20; 6:24; 7:5; 22:14; 23:27) or giving surety for ―foreigners‖ (Prov 6:1; 

11:15; 20:16; 27:13). Throughout this body of material, the depiction of the persons concerned is largely 

negative. They represent threats to a family‘s prosperity, good name, and survival over time. It is best 

then not to become intimately involved with such ―foreigners,‖ above all not with ―foreign women‖ 

whom Proverbs characterizes as morally deviant (6:23; 23:27) in their advances to men other than their 

husbands.  

In a further intensification of this usage, foreigner-terminology is used to designate the nameless 

(presumably Israelite) persecutors tormenting the psalmist (Ps 54:3; 144:7, 11). Also to this category 

pertain the prescriptions of the Priestly tradition prohibiting the arrogation of Levitical and/or Aaronide 

prerogatives by ―foreigners,‖ i.e., Israelites not belonging to the two clerical divisions (Exod 29:33; 

30:33; Lev 22:10, 13; Num 1:51; 3:10, 38; 17:5; 18:4, 7—here the term used is always z r). These 

passages attest to a sharp dichotomy within the people of Israel itself as to degrees of holiness and cultic 

competencies. Finally, in a few instances ―foreigner‖ is simply a circumlocution for the non-self (Job 

19:27; Prov 27:2).  

3. Like the OT, the NT employs a variety of equivalent terms for the ―foreigner‖: alloge ēs, allo hulos, 

xenos, allotrios. It does not, however, give the same prominence to such terminology as does the OT—

primarily because through the work of Christ ethnic-religious divisions within humanity have been, in 

principle, overcome (see esp. Eph 2:11–21). Reminiscent of the OT, ―ethnic‖ usages are passages where 

―foreigner‖ designates those who are not by birth members of the people of Israel (Luke 17:18; Acts 

10:28; Eph 2:19; Heb 11:34) or of some other people (Acts 17:21). The faithful of OT times lived on the 

earth as ―foreigners‖ in exile from their heavenly homeland (Heb 11:9, 13). The duty of hospitality to 

fellow Christians who are ―foreign‖ in the sense of not being personally known to one is strongly 

inculcated (Matt 25:35ff.; 3 John 5).  
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CHRISTOPHER T. BEGG  

FORERUNNER [Gk prodromos (πποδπομορ)]. In Greek literature prodromos (―forerunner‖), used as 

a noun (the adjective means ―running before‖), designates someone or something which goes in advance 



and normally implies that others are to follow. The term is applied to messEngers, to the front-runner in a 

race, to advance military parties (especially scouts or guides), and to a kind of picket ship which leads 

others into port. The military usage seemingly predominates. Northerly winds, preceding the annual 

summer Mediterranean winds, are called prodromoi by Aristotle and Theophrastus. Prodromos is used 

metaphorically of first fruits, specifically, of early figs in Theophrastus (Hist. Pl. 5.1.5) and Pliny (HN 

16.113).  

A. Septuagint  

In the LXX, prodromos occurs in Num 13:21; Wis 12:8; and Isa 28:4. It is used twice in the 

metaphorical sense and translates the Heb bĕ ûrâ. In Num 13:21, springtime is poetically described as a 

time of first grapes (lit. ―the forerunners of grapes‖), while in Isa 28:4 the first-ripened figs (lit. ―the 

forerunner of the fig,‖), considered to be delicacies and therefore quickly picked, are used to symbolize 

the impending attack against Samaria (cf. Nah 3:12, where a similar image is used [with bĕ ûrâ in the 

Hebrew, but without the corresponding prodromos in the LXX], of the destruction of Nineveh).  

The military sense of prodromos is exploited in Wis 12:8 where wasps or hornets function as an 

advance party for God‘s army. For the sage, this first attack upon the Canaanites (cf. Exod 23:28; Josh 

24:12) is seen as a first skirmish and a warning. Thus, time is allowed for repentance before the definitive 

battle.  

B. Christian Literature  

―Forerunner‖ is frequently used in Christian literature of John the Baptist, whose image is developed in 

the synoptic tradition by means of biblical motifs (Isa 40:3–11; Mal 3:1) in such a way that John is 

considered to be one who prepared the way for Jesus.  

However, the NT does not explicitly use the term prodromos in reference to the Baptist. The sole 

occurrence of ―forerunner‖ in the NT is in Heb 6:20. There, used in reference to Jesus, its presence is 

sometimes deemed to be part of an anti-Baptist polemic.  

This unique description of Jesus as a forerunner (Heb 6:20) is one of a series of particular christological 

epithets found only in Hebrews (e.g., ―apostle,‖ Heb 3:1; ―perfecter of faith,‖ Heb 12:1). It belongs to a 

complex of terms (e.g., ―pioneer,‖ Heb 2:10; 12:2; ―cause of salvation,‖ Heb 5:9) which describe the 

human Jesus who has completed his journey and who has the capacity to secure a similar status for those 

who follow him. As such, the forerunner image is part of Hebrews‘ unique and variegated portrayal of 

Jesus.  

The forerunner notion embodies elements of continuity and of discontinuity. Specifically, the notion of 

Jesus-forerunner belongs to the author‘s theopoetic vision of Jesus, the high priest, and serves to 

differentiate the priesthood of Jesus from the Aaronic priesthood. Only the latter entered into the Holy of 

Holies, but Jesus enters so that others might follow him into the presence of God. Jesus enters into the 

inner sanctuary ―on our behalf‖ (Heb 6:20b): the prepositional phrase (hy er hē ō ) qualifies the 

entrance as such; only rarely does the manuscript tradition speak of Jesus as ―our forerunner‖ (prodromos 

hē ō ; e.g., minuscule 489). The idea that Jesus has entered into the sanctuary on our behalf is further 

developed in Heb 7:18–10:18, where the author expounds upon Jesus functioning as priest on our behalf 

within the inner sanctuary. Ultimately, the motif of Jesus-forerunner functions as an expression of 

Christian hope. For further discussion see TDNT 8:235 and ISBE 2: 337–38.  
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RAYMOND F. COLLINS  

FOREST OF EPHRAIM. See EPHRAIM, FOREST OF.  

FOREST OF LEBANON, HOUSE OF THE (PLACE) [Heb b t ya˓ar hallĕb  ô  ( ר עַּ ֵבית יַּ

ְלָבנון  Part of Solomon‘s palace complex (1 Kgs 7:2–5). It was probably a separate building (Heb .[( הַּ



bêt) not attached to the building whose compartments were the Hall of Pillars, the Hall of the Throne (or 

Hall of Judgment), and the private living quarters of the royal family (vv 6–8). See also JUDGMENT, 

HALL OF. The House of the Forest of Lebanon was approximately the size of the temple. Not only is the 

name of this building quite unusual, but its description is very problematic, containing some Hebrew 

words (šĕqu    ; meḥĕzâ) that cannot be translated with confidence. Its most prominent feature, however, 

is reasonably clear: the 3 (following; MT reads ―four‖) rows each containing 15 cedar pillars. The 45 

pillars aligned in a building 150 feet long by 75 feet wide would mean the 15 pillars in each row had to be 

spaced no more than 10 feet apart: the net effect was probably of a densely packed forest. Although no 

similar building has yet been discovered archaeologically, Ussishkin (1973: 92–94) notes a resemblance 

to the column-building at Altintepe in E Anatolia, a building of the 8th–7th centuries B.C.  
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FORGIVENESS. Forgiveness is the wiping out of an offense from memory; it can be affected only 

by the one affronted. Once eradicated, the offense no longer conditions the relationship between the 

offender and the one affronted, and harmony is restored between the two. The Bible stresses both human 

forgiveness and divine forgiveness: The latter is the divine act by which the removal of sin and its 

consequences is effected. This entry consists of 3 articles surveying the concept of forgiveness as it is 

presented in the OT, in early Judaism, and in the NT.  

OLD TESTAMENT  

The basic term for forgiveness in the OT is slḥ, occurring some 50 times: the verb s laḥ occurs 46 times 

in the active Qal (33) and passive Ni ˓al (13). The remaining 4 uses of the root comprise the noun sĕl  ḥâ 

(3 times) and the adjective sallaḥ (once). The agent effecting forgiveness is the deity: This usage is 

consistent both for the Qal, where the subject of the verb is always God, and for the Ni ˓al, which 

functions as a divine passive (e.g., wnslḥ lw = ―and it shall be forgiven him [by the deity]‖). The verb in 

the Qal takes as object both the person to be forgiven and the sin, expressed by the nouns ˓ wôn 

(―iniquity, guilt‖) ḥăṭ ˒â (―sin‖), and  eša˓ (―rebellion, transgression‖).  

An appeal to God for forgiveness is a regular feature of intercessory prayer. The first Pentateuchal usage 

of the verb slḥ (Exod 34:9) is in a context of intercessory prayer by Moses, for the sinful behavior of his 

people. Moses bases his appeal for forgiveness on the creedal statement in Exod 34:6–7 in which the 

character of God is described and in which his mercy and his willingness to forgive are confessed. 

(Forgiveness in this text is identified with God‘s continuing presence with and guidance of the people.) In 

Num 14:19–20, Moses‘ appeal (―Forgive the iniquity of this people‖) is based on the repetition in Num 

14:18 of the creedal statement of Exod 34:6–7.  

Another appeal to the deity for forgiveness is that of Solomon, in whose Temple prayer the verb slḥ 

occurs 5 times (1 Kgs 8:30, 34, 36, 50 = 2 Chr 6:21, 25, 27, 30, 39). Human repentance (―turning to God‖ 

in 1 Kgs 8:33 and ―turning from sin‖ in 8:35) and divine mercy (v 50) are associated with forgiveness in 

Solomon‘s prayer; the same linkage of repentance and forgiveness appears in the divine promise to 

Solomon in 2 Chr 7:14.  

In Amos 7:2 the verb slḥ is employed in a prophetic intercession for forgiveness. And the noun (sĕl  ḥôt) 

is employed in Ezra‘s penitential prayer in which he appeals for forgiveness in the words of the 

confessional formula in Exod 34:6–7 and Num 14:18. In Daniel‘s intercessory prayer for forgiveness of 

the people, the noun (sĕl  ḥôt) appears in Dan 9:9, linked with mercy; relying on God‘s abundant mercy 

(9:18), Daniel prays, ―O Lord, hear! O Lord, forgive!‖ (9:19).  

In addition to these prayers for forgiveness of the people, the Qal (active) form of the verb slḥ appears 6 

times in Jeremiah (5:1, 7; 31:34; 33:8; 36:3, 50:20). In the 2 instances in chap. 5 the possibility of 

forgiveness is questioned or denied because of the worship of foreign gods (Deut 29:19, 2 Kgs 24:4). In 

36:3 forgiveness is a possibility if the people repent (―turn‖: cf. 1 Kgs 8:33–36). The remaining 

occurrences in Jeremiah contain the positive divine promise of forgiveness. Similarly Isa 55:7 confesses 

God as merciful and rich in forgiveness.  



There are 4 instances of the root slḥ in the Psalter: The verb occurs in Pss 25:11 and 103:3, the adjective 

sall ḥ in Ps 86:5, in a context that echoes Exod 34:6–7 (cf. Ps 86:15), and the noun in Ps 130:4 (note the 

similarity of Ps 130:3–4 to Amos 7:2). The assurance of forgiveness in the lament of Psalm 130 is 

countered by a lament which denies the possibility of forgiveness (Lam 3:42).  

The remaining instances of active slḥ are Num 30:6, 9, 13, which deal with the divine release from sin, 

and the 2 occurrences in 2 Kgs 5:18 in which Naaman asks for forgiveness for future participation in non-

Yahwistic rites. The 13 instances of the passive of slḥ (10 in Leviticus and 3 in Numbers) are all part of 

the priestly legislation regulating the cult. The Ni ˓al (passive) of slḥ (nislaḥ) is linked with the verb 

 i  ēr in the stereotyped expression ―The priest shall make atonement/expiation on his behalf and it shall 

be forgiven him.‖ As mentioned above, nislaḥ is a divine passive, and so the agent effecting forgiveness 

is God, through the intercession of the priest; the passive verb makes the point that forgiveness does not 

inhere in the priestly rites, but in the action of God. The sins forgiven in these texts are in most cases 

identified as inadvertent (Lev 4:20, 26, 31, 35; 5:16, 18; Num 15:25, 26, 28). Lev 5:10, 13 (and Lev 5:6, 

where the passive nislaḥ is not used, but the formula abbreviated to ―and the priest shall make atonement 

on his behalf because of his sin‖) concern sins of omission which are ―hidden‖ ( ˓l  in Lev 5:2, 3, 4) 

from the sinner, i.e., which the sinner has forgotten. Only in Lev 5:26 and 19:22 are atonement rites 

performed and divine forgiveness granted to deliberate sinners.  

Synonyms of slḥ: In this section will be considered synonyms of slḥ, usually metaphorical expressions 

for the removal of sin that appear either in parallelism with or in contiguity to slḥ; the survey will be 

completed by mentioning usages of these expressions for forgiveness without connection to slḥ.  

1.   ˒: With the nouns ˓wn (―iniquity, guilt‖), ḥṭ˒h (―sin‖), and/or  š˓ (―transgression‖) as objects,   ˒ 

can mean ―to bear (iniquity, sin, transgression),‖ i.e., to bear away, to remove sin and its effects (including 

punishment) by taking it away, and thus to forgive or pardon. While the commonest of these expressions 

(  ˒ [b] ˓w ) occurs 35 times in the OT, the concern here will be with 7 occurrences (Exod 34:7; Num 

14:18; Pss 32:5, 85:3; Isa 33:24; Hos 14:3; Mic 7:18) where God is the subject of the verb and forgives 

the sinner by taking away human sin. Several scholars have argued that the nuance of   ˒ ˓w  in at least 

some of these 7 texts (e.g., Exod 34:7, Num 14:18) is not so much ―to take away iniquity‖ but ―to bear 

(i.e., tolerate) iniquity‖: God forbears to punish, postponing or deferring the consequences of sin. This 

temporary forbearance or deferment of punishment or retribution is provoked by repentance (2 Kgs 

20:16–19; 22:19–20). Noting this possibility, we will accept the more common understanding of this 

idiom as meaning ―forgive iniquity/guilt.‖  

The verb   ˒ occurs in connection with slḥ in three cases. In Exod 34:7 God‘s self-description (  ˒ ˓w  

w š˓ wḥṭ˒h: ―taking away iniquity, transgression, and sin‖) is followed in 34:9 by Moses‘ plea (wslḥt 

l˓w  w wlḥṭ˒tnw: ―forgive our iniquity and sins‖). In Num 14:18 a shorter version of the phrase in Exod 

34:7 (without ḥṭ˒h, ―sin‖) is followed in 14:19 by Moses‘ plea, ―forgive the iniquity (slḥ  ˒ l˓w ) of the 

people in accord with your great kindness, as you have pardoned (  ˒th, ―taken [sin] away‖) this people 

from Egypt until now.‖ More distantly, Ps 25:11 (wslḥt l˓w y, ―forgive my iniquity‖) is matched by v 18 

(w ˒ l l ḥṭ˒ wty, ―take away all my sins‖).  

The texts where   ˒ occurs without connection to slḥ are Exod 32:32, where Moses intercedes for the 

removal of the people‘s sin of constructing the golden calf (and note v 30, where Moses describes his 

prayer as ―making atonement‖ [˒kprh]). In Ps 99:8, the intercession of Moses, Aaron, and Samuel is 

directed to a ―forgiving God‖ (˒l   ˒). Two other instances of intercession for forgiveness are Exod 10:16–

17, where Pharaoh confesses his sin and appeals to Moses for forgiveness (w ˓th  ˒  ˒ ḥṭ˒ty, ―and now take 

away my sin‖), and 1 Sam 15:24–25, where Saul uses the same words in his plea to Samuel for 

forgiveness. While these last 2 instances might at first sight seem to deal with human forgiveness, Moses 

and Samuel are acting here not as themselves the bestowers of forgiveness but as intercessors for divine 

forgiveness (cf. Jer 15:1). In Josh 24:19 the successor of Moses warns the people that God ―will not take 

away their transgressions and sins‖ (l˒ y ˒ l š˓   wlḥṭ˒ wtykm) if they abandon him for the service of 

other gods.  



Two instances of   ˒ occur in Ps 32: in v 1 the psalmist uses the passive of   ˒ in describing the 

happiness of the one ―whose transgression is taken away‖ (  wy  š˓), and in v 5 confession of 

transgression is followed by the assertion ―you have taken away the guilt of my sin‖ (w˒th   ˒th ˓w  

ḥṭ˒ty). Psalm 85:3 employs the same phrase as in Ps 32:5 (  ˒t ˓w  ˓  , ―you have taken away the guilt of 

your people‖) and parallels it with ―you have covered all their sin‖ (kyst kl ḥṭ˒ tm ), just as ―whose 

transgression is taken away‖ in Ps 32:1 is paralleled by kswy ḥṭ˒th (―whose sin is covered‖).  

There are 3 prophetic texts employing   ˒ for the removal of sin. Isa 33:24 promises to the inhabitants 

of Zion that ―their iniquity will be taken away‖ (  ˒ ˓w ). Hos 14:3 is an appeal for repentance in which 

the prophet urges Israel to return to Yahweh with the prayer ―remove all sin‖ ( l t ˒ ˓w ). Mic 7:18 

confesses God as ―taking away iniquity‖ (  ˒ ˓w ) in a passage reminiscent of Exod 34:6–7. (The three 

other expressions for forgiveness in the Micah text will be treated below.)  

Finally, mention should be made of Lev 16:22, where the scapegoat bears away the iniquity of the 

people, and Isa 53:12, where the same role is assigned to the servant of Yahweh.  

2. r ˒: There is one instance of r ˒ (―heal‖) in parallelism with slḥ (―forgive‖), a usage that reflects the 

common biblical view of the connection of sin and sickness (Ps 38:4; John 9:3): Ps 103:3 (hslḥ l l ˓w  y 

hr ˒ tḥl˒y y, ―he forgives all your iniquities; he heals all your diseases‖). Perhaps 2 Chr 7:14 can be 

mentioned here as well; in that text God promises Solomon that, if the people repent, ―I will forgive their 

sin and heal their land‖ (w˒slḥ lḥṭ t  w˒r ˒ ˒t ˒rṣm).  

Other passages where r ˒ occurs without connection to slḥ but still probably describes God‘s removal of 

sin include Ps 41:5 (―Yahweh, be gracious to me: heal me [r ˒h   šy] for I have sinned against you‖). See 

also Jer 3:22, Isa 57:17–18 (and perhaps Isa 53:5), and more distantly Pss 107:20 and 147:3.  

3. l˒ z r: God‘s not remembering sin is once found in parallelism with slḥ, in Jer 31:34: ―I will forgive 

their iniquities and their sins I will no longer remember‖ ( y ˒slḥ l˓w   wlḥṭ˒t  l˒ ˒z r ˓wd). Other texts 

containing l˒ z r without connection to slḥ include Ps 25:7, where ―the sins of my youth and my 

transgressions do not remember‖ is preceded in v 6 by the positive counterpart ―remember your mercy, O 

Yahweh.‖ The same connection between God‘s not remembering iniquities and his mercy appears in Ps 

79:8. In Isa 43:25 the divine assurance ―your sins I will not remember‖ is balanced by another 

metaphorical expression for removal of sin (―your transgressions I will erase‖), to be treated below. In Isa 

64:8 the penitential prayer that God be not angry is completed with ―do not forever remember iniquity.‖ 

Finally, a similar expression may be mentioned here; instead of God‘s not remembering sin, Ps 32:2 

prays, ―happy the one to whom Yahweh does not impute iniquity‖ (˒šry ˒d  l˒ yḥšb yhwh lw ˓w ), an 

expression in parallelism with ―not remember‖ in 1 Sam 19:20.  

4. rḥm: The connection of divine mercy with forgiveness has been pointed out several times already. In 

2 texts it is linked with slḥ: 1 Kgs 8:50, where ―forgive‖ (slḥt) is followed by ―give them mercy‖ (wnttm 

rḥmym), and Isa 55:7 where ―[Yahweh] will show him mercy‖ (wyrhmḥw) is in parallelism with ―he is 

rich in forgiveness‖ (ky yrbh lslwḥ). In Ps 103:12–13 God in his mercy forgives transgressions by putting 

them far away. In Mic 7:19 divine mercy is connected with 2 unique metaphors for divine forgiveness: 

God‘s treading iniquities under foot and God‘s casting sins into the depths of the sea. These instances of 

the connection between divine mercy and forgiveness call to mind the similar connection between God‘s 

forgiveness and his ḥesed (steadfast love), which has the sense of deliverance or forgiveness in the creedal 

confession in Exod 34:6–7 and the texts dependent upon it (Num 14:18–19; Pss 86:15, 103:8, 145:8; Joel 

2:13; Jon 2:4; Neh 9:17).  

5. ṭhr: There is one instance of the parallelism of ―forgive‖ (slḥ) and ―purify, cleanse‖ (ṭhr [piel]) in Jer 

33:8 (―I will purify them of all their iniquities … and I will forgive all their sins‖). In Lev 16:30, the 

Priestly legislation for the Day of Atonement, atonement (ykpr) involves purification from all sin. God‘s 

purifying his people from iniquity and sin is mentioned in Ezek 36:25, 33; 37:23; the divine refusal to do 

so is found in Ezek 24:13.  

In the great prayer for forgiveness in Psalm 51, ṭhr occurs twice, in vv 4 and 9, where God‘s act of 

purification is paralleled by tḥṭ˒ny (―decontaminate me, remove sin from me‖), a usage that has its origins 

in the cult (e.g., Num 19:19), and by another cleansing metaphor (kbs, ―wash‖), also employed in Jer 2:22 



and 4:14. On the basis of kbs as a metaphor for cleansing of sin, some commentators have suggested 

emending y bš (―tread under foot‖) in Mic 7:19 to ykbs (―wash‖); see below.  

6. mḥh: Nowhere connected with slḥ but close to the notion of ―purify, wash, cleanse‖ is mḥh (―erase, 

wipe away‖ [transgression]‖), an expression found in Ps 51:3; it occurs as well in Isa 43:25, in parallelism 

with not remembering sin. The negative counterpart of this expression (i.e., the request that God 

remember iniquity and not wipe away sin) is found in Ps 109:14. Cf. Isa 44:22, Jer 18:23 (where ―wipe 

away, erase‖ is in parallelism with kpr [―atone, expiate‖]) and Neh 3:37 (where it is in parallelism with 

ksh [―cover‖]).  

7. kpr: Several passages speak of the removal of sin as ―expiation, atonement,‖ a concept drawn 

originally from the cult. The verb  i  ēr (―expiate, atone‖) occurs in Jer 18:23 (  r ˓l ˓w , ―expiate, 

forgive iniquity‖), in Ps 79:9 (  r ˓l ḥṭ˒h, ―forgive sin‖); also worthy of note are   r  š˓ (―forgive 

transgression‖) in Ps 65:4, and   r ˓w  (―forgive iniquity‖) in Ps 78:38. Note finally Ezek 16:63, and Isa 

27:9 (where the expiation of iniquity [y  r ˓w ] is paralleled by the removal [hsr] of sin; cf. Isa 6:7).  

8. h˓byr: The verb he˓ĕb  r (―make pass by‖) is found in several passages (2 Sam 12:13, 24:10; Zech 3:4; 

Job 7:21; and a related expression in Mic 7:18). With such objects as sin, iniquity, or the like, the verb has 

been understood as a figurative expression for the divine removal of sin; forgiveness is effected when God 

―makes (the sin) pass by,‖ i.e., when the sin is put away, at a distance. However, it has also been 

suggested that the idiom does not merely express metaphorically the removal or the forgiveness of sin; 

rather, it means that God has transferred one‘s sin (understood both as act and consequence) to another, 

i.e., God has made (the consequences of) the sin pass (to another). In this understanding, Nathan in 2 Sam 

12:13 does not give to David assurance of divine forgiveness; he declares God‘s intention to expiate 

David‘s sin of adultery by the death of his child. Similarly in 2 Sam 24:10–17 David‘s sin (the census) is 

expiated by its transfer to the people, 70,000 of whom die by pestilence. This understanding of the 

expression is similar to the suggestion recorded above that   ˒ (˓w ) means the deferral or postponement 

of the consequences of a sin; God does not acquit the guilty but rather ―carries on‖ the sin from one 

generation to another, until expiated.  

9. Infrequent or unique expressions: We can conclude our discussion of forgiveness by noting a number 

of infrequently occurring expressions. In Ps 103:12 forgiveness is expresssed as ―putting (sin) far away, at 

a distance‖ (hrḥyq). Cf. also Prov 4:24 (where it is paralleled by hsr, ―remove‖), Job 11:14 and 22:23. 

Another figurative expression is God‘s ―covering‖ (ksh) of sin, in Pss 32:1, 85:3, and Neh 3:37 (in 

parallelism with mḥh, ―wipe away‖); the expression ―do not cover (w˒l t s) their iniquity‖ in Neh 3:37 

appears in a variant form in Jer 18:23, as ―do not expiate (tkpr) their iniquity.‖ Twice forgiveness is 

expressed by God‘s throwing away (šl ); in Isa 38:17 God ―casts‖ sins behind his back, and in Mic 7:19 

he ―casts‖ them into the depths of the sea. The image of God treading sin underfoot ( bš) occurs only 

once in the OT (Mic 7:19). While some have suggested emending this unique expression to kbs (―wash‖), 

Akkadian parallels adduced by Gordon counsel against this emendation. And finally, equally unique is 

God‘s ―hiding (hstyr) his face‖ so as not to see sin, as an expression of forgiveness in Ps 51:11.  
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EARLY JUDAISM  

The study of forgiveness in pre-70 Palestinian Judaism is an unfortunately neglected area of research. 

Some important insights, however, are subsumed under discussions of redemption (Urbach), salvation 

(Neusner), and atonement (ROTT 1: 262–71; AncIsr; Elbogen, Gaster, Safrai).  

Jewish scholars, until recently, have tended to read rabbinic ideas back into pre-rabbinic times, and have 

been insensitive to the vast differences between pre-70 Judaism (or Judaisms) and post-70 Rabbinic 

Judaism. After 70, when the Temple was burned by the Roman soldiers, the type of Judaism that survived 

was reshaped so that it could succeed without Temple and cult, and without possession of the land 

promised as an inheritance. Also, terms and concepts like ―forgiveness,‖ ―redemption,‖ ―faith,‖ 

―salvation,‖ and ―Savior‖ were defined in western culture as if their only use was the one developed over 

the centuries in Christianity; hence, their presence and use in pre-70 Judaism was often unperceived.  

Christian scholars, under the influence of the NT authors, especially Paul, have frequently disparaged or 

been blind to the concept of forgiveness in Early Judaism (ca. 250 B.C.E. to 200 C.E.). Historians 

attempting to understand the rise and success of Christianity, even while trying to correct the excesses of 

polemics, tended to stress the uniqueness of Jesus and the creative qualities of Paul. The doctrine of the 

atonement, and the claim that forgiveness was won for all sinners by the passion of Jesus Christ, caused a 

failure to ask objectively how ―forgiveness‖ was perceived in Early Judaism and what methods were 

devised to obtain it. All too often pre-70 Judaism was portrayed as legalistic. E. Schürer, the author of the 

voluminous and major reference work on Judaism ―in the time of Jesus‖ at the end of the 19th century, in 

a marred attempt to describe accurately the historical climate in pre-70 Palestinian Judaism, claimed the 

following:  

Such external formalism is, as all can see, very far removed from true piety. The latter certainly might 

even under such a burden still continue to maintain a bare existence; but when besides this even prayer 

itself, that centre of the religious life, was bound in the fetters of a rigid mechanism, vital piety could 

scarcely be any longer spoken of (HJP¹ 2/2: 115).  

The discovery of manuscripts written and used by pre-70 Palestinian Jews, the new perspectives found in 

the Dead Sea Scrolls, and especially a refined interconfessional methodology now cumulatively help us to 

see more clearly into the vibrant culture of Early Judaism.  

An examination of forgiveness in Early Judaism may be organized in numerous ways; here the 

discussion will be brief, moving from the perception and expression of need to the cultic, personal, and 

national means employed by early Jews to obtain forgiveness from a ―Forgiving Father,‖ not a vEngeful 

demanding judge (all translations are by the author).  

Need. The early Jews were not sinners, unperceptive of the need for God‘s forgiveness. The Temple was 

not destroyed because of a sinning people, as the Jewish author of 2 Baruch claimed. The generation of 

Jews who lived just before the destruction of 70 C.E., as Neusner states, ―was not a sinning generation, but 

one deeply faithful to the covenant and to the Scripture that set forth its terms, perhaps more so than many 

who have since condemned it‖ (Neusner 1975: 25).  

Despite the distorted descriptions of Early Judaism caused by the claims that Jews were self-righteously 

proud of their obedience to God‘s Law (due to the denigration of ―Pharisaism‖ in the gospels and the 

misinterpretations of the parable of the Pharisee and the Tax Collector (Luke 18:9–14). The early Jews 

themselves stressed a perception of unworthiness and sinfulness (see e.g., Philo, Vit Mos 2.147), and 

frequently claimed that God alone can forgive humans, and render them righteous. Note, for examples, 

the following:  

And I, if I totter,  

God‘s mercies (are) my salvation for ever; …  

He has justified me by his true justice  

and by his great goodness he will forgive (kpr) all my iniquities. (1QS 11.11–14)  

And I, I know that righteousness (is) not of humankind, and perfection of the way (is) not of an 

individual. (1QH 4.30)  



The early Jews did not claim to be sinless; sinlessness was sometimes attributed to the great biblical 

heroes of old (Sir 44), especially to Abraham (Apoc. Ab., T. Ab.) and Joseph (T. 12 P.). The study of 

forgiveness in Early Judaism must not be centered on the Heb (sĕl  ḥâ) and Gk (aphesis) nouns for 

―forgiveness‖ and verbs ―to forgive‖ (Heb: viz.    ar,   să, s laḥ; Gk: viz. a oluō, chari o ai, 

a hiē i); it must derive from the full, perceptive, and sensitive readings of all pertinent documents. 

Aseneth, for example, is described as an Egyptian (and former pagan) who knows that the Lord will 

―forgive me every sin‖ (Jos. Asen. 11:18, cf. 13:11–13; also cf. 4 Ezra 7:105 and 2 Bar. 84:10).  

Religious Jews throughout Palestine before 70 C.E. memorized and recited daily the Amidah or Tefilah 

(18 Benedictions). They probably knew the 6th benediction in a form similar to the one preserved in the 

early Palestinian (Cairo Geniza) version:  

Forgive us, our Father, for we have sinned against you.  

Erase and blot out our transgressions from before your eyes,  

For you are abundantly compassionate.  

Blessed are you, O Lord, Redeemer of Israel.  

Cultic. The Jews who lived just before the destruction of 70 C.E. inherited cultic traditions, rituals, 

liturgies, and customs that were approximately 1,000 years old (ROTT, 1: 262–71; AncIsr). The means for 

offering gifts, burning incense, bringing agricultural produce, and sacrificing animals (from pigeons to 

bulls) was elaborate. One of the reasons for offering these up to God is the need to obtain forgiveness; and 

that entails perception of sin, confession of sin, and the understanding that God desires to and will forgive 

the sinner seeking forgiveness. Cultic means for forgiveness was centered in the Temple; but it flowed 

also over into the daily prayers, weekly Sabbath services in synagogues, and the periodic festivals.  

Personal. Devout Jews in face of the absolute demands of the Torah and especially the Decalogue 

experienced the need for forgiveness. To seek to be obedient to God, as revealed in the Written and Oral 

Torah, meant to confess the need for God‘s help in being obedient to him. Within a century before the 

destruction of 70 a Palestinian Jew, who was devout and introspective, wrote under the name of Manasseh 

the following:  

And now I bend the knee of my heart, beseeching you for your forgiveness.  

I have sinned, O Lord, I have sinned, and I know my transgressions.  

I earnestly beseech you, forgive me, O Lord, forgive me.  

(Pr. Man. 11–13)  

National. At the beginning of each new year Jews, together as the nation of Israel, and through the 

priesthood, especially the High Priest, focused at Yom Kippur (The Day of Atonement; see Lev 16:30) on 

the need for purgation and forgiveness. It is enlightening, and an essential perspective for an 

understanding of the perception of and need for forgiveness in Early Judaism to comprehend that the 

nation, the priesthood, and the High Priest were acknowledged to be sinful and in need of God‘s 

forgiveness. The central purpose of forgiveness was for the benefit of the nation and humankind (see 

Philo, Spec Leg 1.190). The Mishnah does reflect the needs and social setting of 2d century Rabbinic 

Judaism, generally reliable, in its intent but not wording, is the confession attributed to the High Priest on 

the Day of Atonement:  

O God, I have committed iniquity, transgressed, and sinned before you, I and my house. O God, forgive 

(kpr) the iniquities and transgressions and sins which I have committed and transgressed and sinned 

before you, I and my house … (m. Yoma 3.8)  

See also PRAYER IN EARLY JUDAISM.  
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JAMES H. CHARLESWORTH  

NEW TESTAMENT  

The existence of forgiveness takes for granted the fact of human sin as an offense against God‘s holy 

law or against another human being; forgiveness is the wiping out of the offense from memory by the one 

affronted, along with the restoration of harmony. Forgiveness is not simply ―the remission of penalties; 

what is remitted is sin‖ (Taylor 1948: 3).  

———  

A. Terminology  

B. Forgiveness by God  

C. Forgiveness by the Son of Man  

D. Forgiveness in the Cross  

E. Forgive Others as God Forgives You  

F. Remission of Sins by the Apostles  

G. The ―Unpardonable Sin‖  

———  

A. Terminology  

The NT and Apostolic Fathers used the word a hiē i (―to forgive‖) and aphesis (―forgiveness,‖ 

―release‖). These terms frequently have the sense of remission of financial debt; they were also used of 

forgiveness prior to the NT (e.g., Lev 16:26 LXX). But while it is thus hardly likely that the NT authors 

chose the words to give an economic flavor to God‘s pardon, Jesus did evoke the picture of release from 

debt as a metaphor of forgiveness. Another frequent synonym is charizomai, which usually takes the 

meaning ―to give (freely)‖ (always with that meaning in the LXX, but ―to show oneself gracious‖ in Ep. 

Arist. 38: 229; see Conzelmann and Zimmerli TDNT 9:389). A number of times in Pauline literature it 

means ―to forgive‖ (e.g., 2 Cor 2:7, 10; Col 3:13; cf. Luke 7:42–43). Since this the NT application is 

without precedent, it may have been coined by Paul to denote God‘s free pardon (Martin 1981: 30; Barth 

Ephesians 4–6 AB, 523–24). At any rate, it does not appear in later literature with that meaning except 

perhaps in Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 5.1.45 and Joseph. Ant 6, 144. Luke seems to use a oluō (―to loose from, 

dismiss, pardon‖) in Luke 6:37 as a synonym for a hiē i: ―forgive, and you will be forgiven.‖ Matt 

18:27 contains the same word used with its financial force: ―the lord … forgave him that debt.‖ Apart 

from this stock of vocabulary, the concept of forgiveness is implicitly present in other passages (e.g., 

Luke 15:20–24).  

B. Forgiveness by God  

The calamity of sin is perhaps the major concern of the NT. Offense against God is defined so broadly 

that mortals cannot by themselves avoid God‘s condemnation. So Matt 5:20: ―Unless your righteousness 

exceeds that of the scribes and Pharisees, you will never enter the kingdom of heaven.‖ Whether they will 

admit it or not, all find themselves needing to pray ―God, be merciful to me a sinner‖ (Luke 18:13; cf. 

Rom 2:3–4).  

Divine forgiveness is dependent on the loving nature of God. But while offered to all, pardon is not 

given to all. Impediments to forgiveness include stubborn unrepentance (Mark 4:12), unbelief (implicit in 

Acts 2:37–38, 40), denial of wrongdoing (1 John 1:8, 10), and refusal to forgive other people (Matt 6:14–

15). There is scarce NT support for the universal remission of sins. Rather, forgiveness is the exception to 

God‘s wrath which will fall upon all but the pardoned (Kümmel 1973: 41–46).  

The parable of the prodigal son (Luke 15:11–32) is a paradigm of the forgiveness of the sinner. One of 

its main features is the Father‘s eagerness to restore the one who humbly returns to him. Those whom 

Jesus receives and forgives are like the prodigal: Whether crushed by illness (Mark 2:3–4) or guilt and 



social ostracism (Mark 2:15; John 8:11), those who have felt the yoke of shame can find freedom in 

God‘s forgiveness.  

―Forgiveness of sins‖ becomes a synonym of salvation in Lukan literature. The disciples are to preach it 

(Luke 24:47), and in Acts it is announced to those in need of it (Acts 2:38, 5:31, 10:43, 13:38, 26:18). 

This forgiveness is offered in the context of initial repentance and conversion to Christ; it is the cleansing 

which issues from the suffering, death, and resurrection of Christ in accordance with the OT prophets. 

Forgiveness as a metaphor of conversion is also found in Rom 4:7–8, Eph 1:7, Col 1:14, 2:13, and 

probably Col 3:13.  

In other NT texts, forgiveness is offered to those who are already believers: Jesus taught his disciples 

daily to pray ―forgive us our debts‖ (Luke—―forgive us our sins‖; Marshall Luke NICNT, 460–61). So in 

1 John 1:7–10, rather than deny their sins, the disciples must confess them to God and be cleansed anew. 

God is ―faithful and just,‖ and forgiveness is part of his nature; but it is based on Christ‘s atoning 

sacrifice.  

One of the ongoing debates within the Christian Church has been the relation between baptism and 

forgiveness. The Lukan accounts of the preaching of John the Baptist (Luke 3:3) and Peter (Acts 2:38) 

contain the urging of baptism ―for the forgiveness of sins‖ (see also Acts 22:16, Rom 6:1–11, 1 Cor 6:11, 

Col 2:11–12, 1 Pet 3:21). With the overarching importance of baptism in the emerging Catholic Church of 

the next century, remission of sins and the removal of the taint of original sin came more and more to be 

associated with the sacrament (Kelley gives an index to the theology of baptism held by the Church 

Fathers). The spectrum of views on the meaning of baptism and the validity of infant baptism reflect 

differing approaches to its efficacy in removing sins (Beasley-Murray 1962: 263–305). The Fathers are 

deeply interested in the issue of postbaptismal sin, and prescribe often rigorous systems of repentance and 

reconciliation (Redlich 1937: 217–61; Telfer 1959: 46–48); it is also known that some delayed baptism 

until late in life, so that it would absolve them from all of life‘s sins.  

C. Forgiveness by the Son of Man  

One of the innovations in the Gospels is Jesus‘ claim that the Son of Man can forgive sins. The pericope 

of the healing of the paralytic is the fullest example of this (Matt 9:1–8 = Mark 2:1–12 = Luke 5:17–26): 

Jesus offers the man divine pardon and heals him ―that you may know that the Son of Man has the 

authority on earth to forgive sins.‖ Marshall has observed that Jesus‘ ministry was centered on his 

teaching which called men to repent and believe in the Gospel and to accept its spiritual blessings; he did 

not wish to perform physical healings which could become incomplete ends in themselves, and thus fail to 

be seen as symbolic parts of a greater whole (Luke NICNT). To be sure, Higgins theorizes that the Church 

created the saying that ―the Son of Man has authority on earth to forgive sins‖ in order to justify its own 

practice of forgiving sins. But this skirts the evidence of the NT, which does not confirm that the Church 

aspired to invest its leaders with the authority to remit sins. Jesus was accused of blasphemy, because he 

forgave sins committed against God, and not against himself personally.  

The point in the Son of Man sayings as presently written is that Jesus himself is the Son of Man on 

earth, and as such will be the eschatological judge (Matt 25:31–46, Mark 8:38, John 5:22). Thus he is able 

in advance to pronounce acquittal and to pronounce judgment (Matt 11:20–24 = Luke 10:13–15, among 

others).  

In other passages, Jesus affirms God‘s forgiveness without directly claiming personal power to forgive: 

in Luke 7:47, ―her sins, which are many, are forgiven‖; in Luke 19:9–10, ―today salvation has come to 

this house … For the Son of Man came to seek and to save the lost‖; and in John 8:11, ―Neither do I 

condemn you; go and do not sin again.‖  

The Gospels claim for Jesus not a common human ability to forgive others, but the right to speak for 

God in matters of judgment and forgiveness; if he possesses this delegated authority, then Jesus is neither 

usurping the divine prerogative nor blaspheming.  

While Jesus does not speak often of the atoning sacrifices of the temple, the repentant publican probably 

refers to his propitiatory sacrifice in Luke 18:13. Otherwise, in some heavily contested sayings he refers 

to his own death as a ransom (Matt 20:28 = Mark 10:45; Matt 26:28).  



D. Forgiveness in the Cross  

The ancient hope of the OT was for a New Covenant; the prophets were burdened down with Israel‘s 

perennial disobedience to the Law of Moses, which led inevitably to God‘s punishment. The solution 

would be a covenant in which God forgives and changes his people from within: ―For I will forgive their 

iniquity, and I will remember their sin no more‖ (Jer 31:34); ―I will sprinkle clean water upon you, and 

you shall be clean from all your uncleannesses, and from all your idols I will cleanse you‖ (Ezek 36:25; 

cf. Heb 9:12–14).  

The ministry of Jesus brings unprecedented forgiveness of sins. He pardons sins as a part of the 

inbreaking of the kingdom of God; other kingdom blessings include exorcism, healing, and salvation (see 

Luke 4:16–21). All of the versions of the Last Supper mention the establishment of the (New) covenant. 

Matt 26:28 goes so far as to say: ―This is my blood of the covenant, which is poured out for many for the 

forgiveness (aphesis) of sins.‖ That is why the preaching of the Church according to Acts typically 

contained the promise of God‘s forgiveness in Christ.  

Far from denying the OT demand for blood sacrifice for forgiveness, the NT authors consistently point 

to Christ as the ultimate sacrifice, and the fulfillment of the Mosaic system (Heb 9:22—―without the 

shedding of blood there is no forgiveness of sins‖). According to Heb 10:12–18, ―Christ had offered for 

all time a single sacrifice for sins‖ and ―by a single offering he has perfected for all time those who are 

sanctified.‖ Thus, there is no longer any need for the temple cult.  

Paul speaks of divine pardon always in terms of God‘s work in Christ. Even in Ps 32:1–2, Paul finds 

that sin is forgiven through faith (Rom 4:7–8), and in this age, through faith in the God who raised Jesus 

from the dead. Justification is God‘s declaration that the sinner is righteous; the linchpin of this 

transaction, and that which keeps God‘s declaration of innocence from being unwarranted, is the atoning 

death of Jesus: ―They are justified by his grace as a gift, through the redemption which is Christ Jesus, 

whom God put forward as an expiation by his blood, to be received by faith‖ (Rom 3:24–25).  

The consistent witness of the NT authors is that God offers forgiveness, not just because he is merciful, 

but because of the atonement in the cross. ―God was in Christ reconciling the world to himself, not 

counting their trespasses against them‖ (2 Cor 5:19). So, appeal must now be made not simply to God‘s 

mercy, but to God‘s mercy in Christ.  

E. Forgive Others as God Forgives You  

Forgiveness is not merely the end of human anger against an offender; it also effects the renewal of 

fellowship (Goppelt 1981: 134). The NT consistently teaches that the imperative to forgive one‘s fellows 

is based squarely on God‘s gracious forgiveness: The parable of the unmerciful servant in Matt 18:23–35 

is a vivid reproof against those who draw on God‘s mercy and offer none of their own; indeed, the parable 

threatens a rekindling of God‘s anger: ―So also my heavenly Father will do to every one of you, if you do 

not forgive your brother from your heart.‖ Other texts include Matt 5:7, 6:12, 14–15, Matt 18:15–17, 21–

22, Luke 6:37, 11:4, 17:3–4, Eph 4:32, Col 3:13, all of Philemon.  

When the Christian prays ―and forgive us our debts‖ he or she must also be able to say ―as we also have 

forgiven our debtors‖ (Matt 6:12). This kind of gracious response to offense undergirds Paul‘s advice to 

strong Christians in Gal 6:1–2, who are to offer loving and humble help to those who fall into sin. An 

unforgiving spirit is the evidence of stubborn pride, which is not the attitude with which to approach to 

God for mercy. ―Forgive and you will be forgiven‖ (Luke 6:37; also Mark 11:25, Sir 28:2). Jesus is also 

credited with the instruction that one should not ask for forgiveness if another is angry at him for some 

cause (Matt 5:23–24). The command to seek reconciliation is given to the offended and to the offender 

both.  

While the NT emphasizes human forgiveness more than the OT, there is a clear line of development 

from Judaism. The Psalms with their stern imprecations were concerned with those who have sinned 

against God and the author but have shown no remorse. In that case, the psalmists put forward the choice 

of siding with evil or siding with God; the righteous choice was to condemn those whom God condemns.  

Likewise, in many NT texts, forgiveness is commanded to be given those who regret their offense. This 

is not far off from contemporary Judaism: ―Love one another from the heart, therefore, and if anyone sins 



against you, speak to him in peace … If anyone confesses and repents, forgive him‖ (T. Gad 6:3–4). 

Unlike the NT, it goes on to say that if someone denies his guilt, one should not press the matter; he will 

come to realize his wrong, and will not do it again. The Lukan version of Jesus‘ teaching gives this 

condition: ―if your brother sins, rebuke him, and if he repents, forgive him; and if he sins against you 7 

times in the day, and turns to you 7 times, and says, ‗I repent,‘ you must forgive him.‖ The Matthean 

parable of the unmerciful debtor makes the two debtors humbly ask for release from debt. Matt 18:15–17 

includes the exhortation to approach the sinning brother to ―tell him his fault‖; reconciliation comes ―if he 

listens to you.‖  

On the other hand, Jesus‘ teaching was rich with exhortations to love one‘s enemies; taking vEngeance 

is forbidden, as is harboring resentment (Matt 5:39, Luke 6:35; see Rom 12:14–21). The disciple must be 

forgiving in spirit even if the offender is hardhearted. Again, this ideal is not absent from Judaism; again, 

T. Gad 6:7 provides a parallel: If the offender does not repent at all ―forgive him from the heart and leave 

vEngeance with God.‖ But whatever the parallels, the concept springs into life in Luke 23:34—―Father 

forgive them; for they know not what they do.‖ Jesus forgiving of his own executioners is mirrored by 

Stephen (Acts 7:60), and by a number of later victims of Roman persecution.  

F. Remission of Sins by the Apostles  

According to John 20:23, Jesus appeared to 10 of the apostles and promised, ―If you forgive the sins of 

any, they are forgiven; if you retain the sins of any, they are retained.‖ The Catholic Church has taken this 

as Scriptural warrant for Auricular Confession and the absolution of sins by a priest (Beasley-Murray 

John WBC, 382–84). Protestant interpreters generally understand the authority to be that of the preaching 

of the gospel (as in Luke 24:47), or the right to give or withhold baptism. It seems that from earliest times 

the whole congregation was involved in disciplining and forgiving (Matt 18:17, 1 Cor 5:1–13, 2 Cor 2:5–

11, James 5:16, 1 John 5:16), although an authoritative figure may have been involved in giving an 

official declaration of guilt or pardon (Matt 16:19, 18:18, Acts 5:3–4, 9; 8:20–24; 1 Cor 5:3–4).  

G. The “Unpardonable Sin”  

Later generations of Christians would take Mark 3:28–29 (= Matt 12:31–32 = Luke 12:10) and interpret 

―speaking against the Son of Man‖ as sins of ignorance committed by non-Christians, while ―blasphemy 

against the Spirit‖ was deliberate sin by the baptized (Higgins 1964: 130–31; Marshall Luke NICNT, 

516–19). Tertullian, following Montanism, taught that the 7 ―mortal sins‖ are unforgivable if committed 

by Christians (Telfer 1959: 71). Biblically, the sin which will not be forgiven (a hiē i) is ―blasphemy 

against the Spirit‖ (Matt 12:32 adds: ―speaks against the Holy Spirit‖). In the accounts of Matthew and 

Mark, the saying is given when Jesus‘ opponents credit his exorcism to Beelzebul. In that context, the 

unpardonable sin is an obstinate rejection of the Spirit‘s work in God‘s kingdom, and thus a rejection of 

God himself. Redlich (1937: 167) interprets the warning and the reference to the possibility of eternal 

punishment to mean that the unpardonable sin is a life of rejecting the Spirit, and not necessarily a 

specific act. Similar language is used to speak of a complete rebellion against Christian light in Heb 6:4–

8, 10:26–29 (cf. the ―mortal sin‖ in 1 John 5:16).  

There is a close parallel to the ―unpardonable sin‖ in Jub. 15:34. There is no forgiveness for those who 

commit the eternal error of not circumcising their sons. The sin is called a ―blasphemy‖ against God in the 

face of his Law. This passage was current in Jesus‘ day, and it probably provides the foundation for his 

counterproposal: It is not the failure to circumcise, but the rejection of the Spirit which constitutes the 

unpardonable sin. If it is analogous to the traditional sin, thus blasphemy of the Spirit is indeed a 

perpetual state rather than a single act.  
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GARY S. SHOGREN  

FORM CRITICISM. This entry discusses an important method of biblical study that arose early in 

the 20th century and that has continued to have a major impact on biblical criticism. The entry consists of 

2 articles, one covering how this method has been employed in OT studies, and the other covering how it 

has been utilized by NT scholars.  

OLD TESTAMENT  

In the OT, form criticism is a method of study that identifies and classifies the smaller compositional 

units of biblical texts, and seeks to discover the social setting within which units of these types or literary 

genres were originally used.  

———  

A. History and Development  

B. Stages of Form Critical Analysis  

1. Form  

2. Gattung  

3. Sitz im Leben  

4. Form and Function  

———  

A. History and Development  

OT form criticism is usually held to have begun with the work of Hermann Gunkel (1862–1932), who 

wrote major studies of the stories in Genesis (Gunkel 1964) and of the Psalms (Gunkel 1967). Earlier 

work on the oral literature of other nations formed the basis of Gunkel‘s work. He was the first to suggest 

that it was possible to penetrate behind even the earliest-written source material in the Pentateuch to a 

preliterary stage at which the individual stories were transmitted by word of mouth. Many of them, he 

suggested, owed their origins to the need to explain particular local customs, institutions, or natural 

phenomena, and so were aetiological legends. For example, the story of Jacob‘s dream at Bethel (Gen 

28:10–17) was originally a legend explaining the existence of a sanctuary there (―Bethel‖ = ―house of 

El‖) taken over by the Israelites from the Canaanites. In his study of the Psalms, Gunkel proposed that the 

present Psalms derived from earlier prototypes which were not (as he believed the present Psalms to be) 

personal lyric poems, but liturgical texts actually used in the cultic life of Israel. Gunkel‘s classification of 

the Psalms into 5 basic types (hymns, communal laments, royal psalms, individual laments, and 

individual songs of thanksgiving) is the basis of all modern study of the Psalter.  

Sigmund Mowinckel developed Gunkel‘s theories about the Psalms further and simplified them by 

proposing that many of the Psalms in the present Psalter were themselves cultic texts (Mowinckel 1962). 

With the aid of comparative material from other Near Eastern cultures he then sought to reconstruct the 

worship of the preexilic Temple by suggesting occasions on which the Psalms might have been used, 

adding rubrics to the Psalms to account for the changes of form within a single Psalm (see below) and 

hypothesizing an annual ―Festival of Yahweh‘s Enthronement‖ as the setting for many Psalms. 

Subsequent scholarship has been skeptical of the more speculative parts of Mowinckel‘s work (see Kraus 

1966). For example, it is not clear that all the Psalms can be fitted into a single festival; while many of 

Mowinckel‘s suggestions rest more on comparisons with other cultures of the ancient Near East than on 

form criticism, in any case. But OT scholars have continued to accept the general working hypothesis that 

form criticism can establish a Sitz im Leben (see below) for many Psalms in the worship of preexilic 

Israel.  

Gunkel‘s work on the Pentateuch led directly into the traditio-historical researches of Martin Noth 

(1972), and Gerhard von Rad (1966), who accepted the basic premise that the preliterary forms of the 

stories of the Israelite ancestors could be reconstructed. They tried to show that many of the cycles into 

which these stories had coalesced, even before being fixed in writing, had their Sitz im Leben in the cultic 

life of the Israelite covenant-league before the monarchy. The demise of Noth‘s theory of an Israelite 



―Amphictyony‖ has to some extent weakened this position. But most OT scholars still accept the view 

that the stories in the Pentateuch rest on oral prototypes, and that these prototypes can to some extent be 

reconstructed, though in some quarters there has been a return to Wellhausen‘s view that the Pentateuch 

was a literary document from the beginning. This has been argued particularly by Van Seters (1975) and 

Schmid (1976).  

Form criticism has been particularly fruitful in the study of legal and wisdom material. Albrecht Alt‘s 

pioneering work on Israelite law (Alt 1966) established the essential distinction between apodeictic law 

(commands) and casuistic law (case law), which continues to be widely used, though his assertion that 

apodeictic or categorical law (of the unconditional kind represented best by the Ten Commandments) was 

peculiar to Israel has had to be abandoned. Form-critical study of the wisdom literature has made 

comparison with the wisdom books of other Near Eastern cultures more precise, and perhaps represents 

the least controversial area of form critical work (see Crenshaw 1981).  

In the case of the prophets, form critics were for a long time impressed with the number of primarily 

cultic forms to be found in prophetic texts, and a number of scholars, notably A. R. Johnson in Britain and 

H. Graf Reventlow in Germany, argued the case for seeing the great classical prophets as cultic 

functionaries, at least partly on the strEngth of these similarities (see Johnson 1962; Reventlow 1962). G. 

Fohrer, however, warned against jumping too readily to this conclusion. He argued (see Fohrer 1961) that 

prophets could use cultic forms (or forms from any other sphere of Israelite life) because of their high 

degree of literary skill: it did not follow from this that they were themselves cultic officials. We shall 

return to this argument (see below under Form and Function). This has been widely accepted, and 

though it does not of course demonstrate that the prophets were not cultic functionaries, it does reduce the 

grounds for believing that they were.  

Form criticism is no longer in the center of interest in OT studies, as REDACTION CRITICISM and 

literary approaches (STRUCTURALISM, semiotics, READER-RESPONSE THEORY) have focused 

attention on the finished form of the text, rather than on preliterary stages of the text‘s growth. 

Nevertheless, form criticism remains an indispensable tool for the historical study of the OT (see Tucker 

1971; Koch 1969; Barton 1984).  

B. Stages of Form Critical Analysis  

Whereas ―Source Criticism‖ analyzes books which are the work of several authors into their component 

parts, form criticism is concerned with texts that contain material belonging to different genres, whether 

or not they are by a single author. For example, prophetic books often contain passages belonging to 

different genres within a single chapter. Thus Isaiah 5 begins (vv 1–7) with a poem which is generically a 

love song, but then continues with several oracles beginning ―Woe to …,‖ which are probably modelled 

on funeral dirges. In vv 24–5 the text shifts to a proclamation of divine judgment, and in vv 26–30 it 

concludes with a poetic description of the Assyrian army. To understand this chapter, it is obviously 

essential first to break it up into its separate parts and then to identify the genre of each.  

The word ―genre‖ perhaps suggests to a modern reader the categories of written literature (novels, lyric 

poems, etc.); but many of the genres we can identify in the OT, though now fixed in writing, probably go 

back to a time of oral composition, as Gunkel was among the first to recognize (see above). In any culture 

where literature is transmitted by word of mouth, different genres have different social contexts: Indeed, 

this is still true even in our own society of such genres as the sermon, the political speech, and the popular 

song. In societies such as ancient Israel, many types of utterance were strictly tied to particular settings, 

and followed highly stereotyped patterns. Consequently it is sometimes possible to learn about the social 

and religious life of ancient Israel by paying attention to the various oral and literary forms of speech 

encountered in OT texts. It is a feature of the OT, however, that one genre is often embedded in another. 

In the example from Isaiah, a poem in the form of a love song is set within the larger context of a 

collection of oracles, and this collection in turn forms part of a prophetic book. Detailed critical work may 

be needed before the various genres to be studied can be disentangled. Furthermore, even the term 

―genre‖ is too imprecise. Form critics distinguish 2 categories, known by the German terms Form and 



Gattung. Analysis of a text begins by identifying each Form within it, grouping them together to identify 

the Gattung, and then asking about the text‘s Sitz im Leben and its function.  

1. Form. Confusingly, the English word ―form‖ is used to render 2 of these technical terms of German 

form criticism, Form and Gattung. The first, the ―form‖ properly so called, is the structure or shape of an 

individual passage or unit, as in this may be described without regard to the content of the passage. For 

example, in studying the Psalms we can begin by describing each Psalm in terms of its meter, the number 

of stanzas or strophes it contains, whether the speaker is singular or plural, whether it is addressed to God 

or (as in Psalm 37) to the reader, and so on. Formal description at this level is an important method of 

breaking a text up into its component parts, and is essential in studying the OT because as it now stands 

the text lacks the kind of section divisions we are familiar with in modern books.  

In a prophetic book such as Hosea, for example, a reader who tries to read the text as a coherent and 

continuous whole is soon frustrated by the lack of overall shape, and begins to feel that the book needs to 

be broken up into shorter sections. Modern translations indicate such divisions by leaving blank lines, and 

sometimes by introducing subheadings. The criteria for these divisions are often connected with formal 

features of the text: for example, a change of speaker (e.g., between Hosea 5:15 and 6:1); a new start with 

a different audience addressed (5:1); a shift from a prediction of judgment (13:16) to an exhortation to 

repentance, introduced with an imperative (14:1).  

In the same way the Psalms sometimes ―change gear‖ in a disconcerting way, but the change can be 

precisely described in formal terms. Thus in Psalm 118, vv 1–18 are a hymn of praise, but v 19 is a 

request (―open to me the gates of righteousness‖); v 25 a prayer for deliverance (―Save us, we beseech 

thee, O Lord‖); v 26 a blessing (―We bless you from the house of the Lord‖); and v 27b perhaps a rubric 

(―Bind the festal procession with branches up to the horns of the altar‖) in imperative form. Formal 

description at this level does not tell us much that is new about the text, but it does help us to analyze it 

and, in some cases, to understand at a more theoretical level why it is intuitively puzzling.  

2. Gattung. Once a number of passages have been analyzed from a formal point of view, it may be 

possible to see them as belonging to a general class or genre, and it is for this that the German term 

Gattung is used. Thus there is a large number of Psalms that begin with a call to worship God and go on 

to extol God‘s mighty acts (e.g., Psalms 29, 33, 47, 66, 96, 98, 100); there are many laws in the 

Pentateuch that begin ―If a man …‖ (e.g., Exod 22:1, 5, 7, 10, 14 [Heb 21:37; 22:4, 6, 9, 14]); there are 

many prophetic oracles that run ―Because … therefore thus says the LORD …‖ (e.g., Isa 7:5–8; 29:13–

14; Amos 1:3–5). Having discerned the presence of such repeated structures and phrases, we are justified 

in concluding that Israel‘s literature (written or oral) included such stereotyped forms as standard types of 

which the particular cases we encounter in the OT are examples.  

Once scholars are convinced that a passage they have analyzed formally belongs to a more general 

class, they usually devise a shorthand title for the Gattung, and this results in many technical terms. In 

Psalm-study, common Gattungen are the hymn, the lament, and the thanksgiving, all of which may be 

further subdivided (individual laments, thanksgiving for victory in battle, etc.); legal sections of the 

Pentateuch yield ―apodeictic‖ and ―casuistic‖ laws (see above); wisdom literature contains proverbs, 

riddles, fables, and rhetorical questions; and prophetic books are made up of such forms as the oracle of 

judgment (Drohwort), the accusation (Scheltwort), the ―woe,‖ and the taunt.  

There is obviously a danger in inferring the existence of a Gattung from very few examples, since it is 

always possible that a single text is anomalous. If the book of Psalms contained only one ―lament,‖ it 

would be hazardous to say very much about laments in general. Nevertheless, a culture which values 

tradition more highly than creativity is likely to be very conservative in the way it uses its traditional 

forms, and so even a few examples of a Gattung may give us quite a clear impression of the conventions 

governing its composition. For instance, the OT records only a few cases of legal procedures, but they are 

enough to give us some idea of the conventional formulas used in the practice of law—for example, 

acquittal was probably accomplished by the stereotyped formula ―He/she is righteous (ṣaddiq)‖ (see Gen 

38:26; Psalm 51:5; Isa 41:26).  



Already in moving from Form to Gattung considerations of content begin to arise. Though form critics 

have sometimes maintained that form criticism should appeal only to strictly formal features 

(grammatical, syntactical, and metrical features of the text), most, in practice, regard the subject matter as 

relevant in establishing the Gattung to which a text belongs. In some cases, for example the category 

―royal psalms,‖ subject matter is expressly the criterion used; more often, however, subject matter is one 

among a number of factors. Oracles of judgment in the prophets can be identified both by formal features 

(e.g., first person address by God, often with ―Thus says the LORD‖ or ―oracle of the LORD‖ attached) 

and by their distinctive content, concerning the future of Israel or of other nations. This mixture of form 

and content as criteria for assigning a text to a particular Gattung is no different in principle from what 

happens in classifying modern literature, where to call a work a tragedy, for example, is to say both that it 

has the formal features of a play—with acts, scenes, dialogue, and so on—and that it has a certain kind of 

theme and plot.  

3. Sitz im Leben. In saying that a text belongs to a particular Gattung we are already saying something 

about the context in the life of Israel in which the text originated. If a text is a hymn, then people must 

have sung hymns, and there must have been occasions on which hymns could be sung; if there are laws in 

the OT, then Israel must have had a legal system of some kind in which these laws were used. The 

occasion or social setting for a given form is known as its Sitz im Leben (German, ―setting-in-life‖), a 

term for which no adequate English equivalent exists.  

The Sitz im Leben must be carefully distinguished from the historical occasion that may have led to the 

production of any particular text. Thus, it is possible that certain Psalms can be dated to a particular period 

in Israel‘s history, perhaps even to a space of a few years—Psalm 74, for instance, seems to reflect the 

situation of Israel in the early years of the Babylonian Exile (6th century B.C.). The Sitz im Leben of the 

Psalm, however, is not the period, but whatever context (presumably a liturgical context) it was composed 

to be used in. In the nature of the case, a Sitz im Leben is a general, and in principle repeatable occasion, 

not a single historical event. In the study of the Psalms, form criticism has been particularly useful, since 

the Psalms are the clearest case in the OT of texts intended for public use on many repeated occasions. 

Psalm 74 is rather an exception in being dateable to one particular period. Most of the other lament 

Psalms are so general in their description of the plight of the worshippers that they could come from 

almost any period. Indeed, the essential form-critical insight is that the question of their date is in many 

ways less interesting and important than the question of their intended use as conventional liturgical texts 

on any and every occasion of public lamentation. (See above for an outline of form-critical work on the 

Psalms by Gunkel and Mowinckel.)  

Although liturgy is one of the clearest examples of the kind of Sitz im Leben the form critic can 

reconstruct, other spheres of Israelite life also had their distinctive forms, and by paying attention to them 

we can understand many OT texts better, and in turn derive from the texts more information about the 

spheres concerned. An example already mentioned is the law court. The OT provides only one clear 

account of proceedings in court, in 1 Kgs 21 (the trial of Naboth), though there are frequent passing 

allusions to the institution. Form criticism, however, can throw considerably more light on the subject. 

For example, the prophets frequently use a form in which God (or his prophet) is portrayed as pleading a 

case in court (e.g., Isa 1:2; Mic 6:1–5)—the so-called rîb or controversy form—and they also describe 

visions of courtroom scenes in the heavenly world which are probably modelled on earthly legal 

processes (e.g., Zech 3:1–5). From these it is possible to form a fair idea of procedures in the courts: for 

example, to infer that Israelite courts knew of counsel for the plaintiff and for the defendant, and that 

cases were heard by a panel of judges. These conclusions in turn help us to understand such passages 

more clearly—to see that God is cast variously in the role of judge (Zech 3), plaintiff (Isa 1), and 

defendant (Micah 6), thereby gaining a sharper focus on these important texts.  

Other spheres of life which form criticism can illuminate have proved to be education, commercial 

practice, and the life of the royal court. Interest in recent years in the sociology of ancient Israel will both 

contribute to and benefit from form-critical studies of OT texts.  



4. Form and Function. Form criticism of the prophetic books raises some particularly interesting 

issues. As we have just seen, some of our information about certain spheres of life in Israel—for example, 

the procedures in law courts—derives from the use of legal forms by the prophets; but this use is at one 

remove from the primary or original use of legal forms, since the prophets are deliberately adopting forms 

from a sphere of activity other than their own in order to communicate their message more vividly. 

Whereas descriptions in the first person of a vision (as in 1 Kgs 22:19–23 or Amos 9:1–4) may be 

regarded as characteristically prophetic forms, with their Sitz im Leben in public prophesying, forms from 

the law court, the world of the popular singer (Isa 5:1–7), or the priestly call to worship (Amos 4:4) 

represent a deliberate use (or rather misuse) by the prophets of forms from other spheres of life. Amos, in 

effect, pretends to be a priest in order to utter sentiments that no priest would have accepted: that God no 

longer requires the worship of the sanctuaries. A form-critical study, by showing us the original and 

proper function of the forms used by the prophets, helps us to see more sharply the originality with which 

they contradicted the people‘s expectations.  

This does not in any way diminish the historical value of form criticism in elucidating Israelite 

institutions; for the prophets‘ words can only have been effective if the forms they used did indeed have a 

proper sphere of life in which they were completely familiar to people at large. But it does urge us to be 

cautious in thinking that form criticism can tell us exactly how a given text was actually used in ancient 

Israel; for clearly it would be illegitimate to argue from Amos 4:4 that the prophet was a priest, or from 

Isa 5:1–7 that Isaiah was a popular singer, simply because they use forms properly belonging to these 

spheres. The form of the popular song could not have existed to be exploited by Isaiah if no one in Israel 

sang songs; but it does not follow from this that any given text which we can classify as belonging to the 

Gattung of the popular song really was used as one, and Isa 5:1–7 provides a clear example of one such 

text that is transparently not a real song.  

This has implications also for the form criticism of the Psalms. Once certain genres of text exist, it is 

always possible for them to be imitated in a purely literary way, or even parodied—and parody is perhaps 

the best description of the use made of a variety of forms by the great prophets. The fact that a form has a 

proper or normal function in a particular society must not be allowed to lead us to the hasty conclusion 

that any given example of the form represents a primary case: It may be a secondary imitation or use of 

the form for some other purpose.  

Bibliography  
Alt, A. 1966. The Origins of Israelite Law. Pp. 79–132 in Essays on Old Testament History and Religion. Oxford.  
Barton, J. 1984. Reading the Old Testament: Method in Biblical Study. Philadelphia.  

Crenshaw, J. L. 1981. Old Testament Wisdom: an Introduction. Atlanta.  

Fohrer, G. 1961. Remarks on Modern Interpretations of the Prophets. JBL 80: 309–19.  

Gunkel, H. 1964. The Legends of Genesis. New York.  

———. 1967. The Psalms. Philadelphia.  

Johnson, A. R. 1962. The Cultic Prophet in Ancient Israel. Cardiff.  

Koch, K. 1969. The Growth of the Biblical Tradition. London.  

Kraus, H. J. 1966. Worship in Israel. Oxford.  

Mowinckel, S. 1962. The Psal s i  Israel’s Worshi . Oxford.  

Noth, M. 1972. A History of Pentateuchal Traditions. Englewood Cliffs.  

Rad, G. von. 1966. The Form-Critical Problem of the Hexateuch. Pp. 1–78 in PHOE.  

Reventlow, H. G. 1962. Das Amt des Propheten bei Amos. Göttingen.  

Schmid, H. H. 1976. Der sogenannte Jahwist. Beobachtungen und Fragen zur Pentateuchforschung. Zurich.  

Tucker, G. M. 1971. Form Criticism of the Old Testament. Philadelphia.  

Van Seters, J. 1975. Abraham in History and Tradition. New Haven, CT.  

JOHN BARTON  

NEW TESTAMENT  

In NT studies, form criticism may be defined as ―a systematic, scientific, historical, and theological 

methodology for analyzing the forms, and to some extent the content, of the primitive Christian literature, 

with special reference to the history of the early Christian movement in its reflective and creative 

theological activities‖ (Doty 1972: 62). The method developed as a means of analyzing and interpreting 



the Synoptic Gospels, but its application broadened during the 1970s and 1980s through the influence of 

aesthetic and rhetorical criticism.  

———  

A. Traditional Form Criticism  

B. Aesthetic Form Criticism  

C. Rhetorical Form Criticism  

D. Conclusion  

———  

A. Traditional Form Criticism  

Hermann Gunkel‘s Genesis (1901) [The Legends of Genesis] suggested that biblical literature was a 

product of combined traditions that had circulated orally before they were written down by various 

writers. Julius Wellhausen‘s Das Evangelium Marci (1903), Das Evangelium Matthaei (1904), Das 

Evangelium Lucae (1904), and Einleitung in die drei ersten Evangelien (1905)—building on David 

Friedrich Strauss‘s observation in Das Leben Jesu (1835–1836) [The Life of Jesus Critically Examined] 

that the Gospels must be compared unit by unit—used Gunkel‘s insight to break with the traditional 

explanation of the Gospels as products of written sources and to discuss the Synoptic Gospels as literature 

written by authors who used oral traditions. Karl Ludwig Schmidt, in Der Rahmen der Geschichte Jesu 

(1919), distinguished the editorial framework, which established a chronological and geographical 

scheme, from the units (―forms‖) that had been transmitted orally. He also described a stage between oral 

transmission and gospel writing in which similar kinds of forms existed in collections.  

Martin Dibelius‘ Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliums (1919) [From Tradition to Gospel] launched 

form criticism in the NT by differentiating 6 kinds of materials: sermons, paradigms, tales, legends, 

passion story, and myth. The sermon created the sociological setting (Sitz im Leben) for the tradition as a 

whole and represented for Dibelius the ―constructive‖ base for discussing Synoptic Gospel forms. 

Paradigms functioned as examples for early Christian preaching and were edifying and religious, not 

―worldly.‖ Tales (Novellen) present ―secular‖ events, motivated by a need for propaganda and a model for 

Christian miracles. They abound in details and conceal the epiphany of god‘s messenger. Legends cast a 

religious hero into a stereotyped mold as a man of piety. They exhibit manifold interests and portray 

secondary things and persons without clear focus. The passion narrative represents the story of Jesus‘ 

death, burial, and resurrection known by all Christians. Myth relates the cosmic significance of a cult hero 

and leaves few traces outside the baptism, temptation, and transfiguration of Jesus in the Synoptic 

Gospels. The writers of the Gospels worked as compilers or redactors rather than as authors—their 

contributions were limited to grouping and reworking traditional materials.  

Rudolf Bultmann‘s Die Geschichte der synoptischen Tradition (1921) [The History of the Synoptic 

Tradition] used an ―analytical‖ approach that started with the synoptic texts rather than the Christian 

sermon. He expanded the aims of form criticism by seeking to determine the original form, secondary 

additions and forms, and the results for the history of the tradition. As a correlate, Bultmann‘s concern 

was to determine the sociological setting at any particular time for each passage under discussion. 

Bultmann divided the synoptic tradition into ―sayings‖ and ―narratives.‖ Under sayings were 2 categories: 

(a) apophthegms (sayings in a situation), divided into controversy and school dialogues, and into 

biographical apophthegms; (b) dominical sayings (1 or 2 sentences long), divided into logia, prophetic 

and apocalyptic words, legal sayings and church rules, ―I‖-sayings, and similitudes and similar forms. 

Under narratives were 2 categories: (a) miracle stories (demonstrating Jesus‘ messianic authority or divine 

power), divided into miracles of healing (including demon healings) and nature miracles; (b) historical 

stories and legends (religious and edifying stories arising out of messianic hopes and institutions), divided 

chronologically: from baptism to triumphal entry, passion narrative, Easter narratives, and infancy 

narratives.  

Vincent Taylor, in The Formation of the Gospel Tradition (1933) gave life to form criticism within 

British scholarship by interweaving it with source criticism. In 2 instances he modified conventional 

terminology: (a) by using ―pronouncement story‖ for Bultmann‘s apophthegms and Dibelius‘ paradigms, 



which Eric Fascher, in Die Formgeschichtliche Methode (1924), had called Anekdoten (anecdotes) and 

Martin Albertz, in Die synoptischen Streitgespräche (1921), had called Streitgespräche (conflict 

dialogues); and (b) by using ―stories about Jesus‖ for narratives previously called legends or myths. In 

addition, he discussed passion narratives, sayings, parables, and miracle stories.  

After the phase in which comprehensive terminology was established for forms in the synoptic tradition, 

contributions focused on individual forms. C. H. Dodd, in The Parables of the Kingdom (1935), and 

Joachim Jeremias, in Die Gleichnisse Jesu (1947) [The Parables of Jesus], gave special attention to the 

parables of Jesus, distinguishing parable from allegory, differentiating eschatology from apocalyptic, and 

establishing a history of the parables from their authentic form on the lips of Jesus to their theological and 

christological functions in the Gospels. Ernst Käsemann, in ―Sätze heiligen Rechtes im NT‖ (1954–55) 

isolated ―sentences of holy law,‖ among which Richard A. Edwards identified ―eschatological 

correlatives‖—a form which D. Schmidt subsequently called ―prophetic correlatives.‖  

H. C. Kee (1977), incorporating work on collections prior to the written Gospels and importing some 

new terminology, presented a list of gospel forms within Bultmann‘s earlier two-division scheme. The 

first division is constituted by the sayings tradition, with 3 subtypes: (a) aphorisms; (b) parables; (c) 

sayings clusters with topical and formal groupings. The second division is constituted by narrative 

tradition, with 5 subtypes: (a) anecdotes; (b) aphoristic narratives; (c) wonder stories; (d) legends, 

consisting of biographical and cultic legends; (e) passion narrative. The use of the terms aphorism and 

aphoristic narrative reveal the influence of aesthetic criticism on forms in the Gospels (see Crossan 1983).  

Since traditional form criticism emerged during a phase when historical issues dominated the discussion 

of biblical literature, a major issue for debate concerned the historicity of various NT forms. Dibelius and 

Taylor considered Bultmann‘s approach too skeptical concerning possible historical reminiscences within 

many of the forms. Intensifying this concern, Harald Riesenfeld, in The Gospel Tradition and its 

Beginnings (1957), attempted to show that the gospel tradition derived from Jesus himself and that the 

tradition was passed down carefully as was the rabbinic tradition. Birger Gerhardsson, in Memory and 

Manuscript (1961), tried to support Riesenfeld‘s thesis through detailed analysis based on rabbinic 

tradition as a model. Research both by Morton Smith and Jacob Neusner has systematically challenged 

the use of rabbinic tradition by Riesenfeld and Gerhardsson to argue that historical reminiscence 

dominates, since rabbinic tradition is even less interested in historical information than the gospel 

tradition. These concerns, however, have been perpetuated by Heinz Schürmann, who posits a collection 

of sayings used by disciples of Jesus during Jesus‘ lifetime, and E. Earle Ellis, who argues that gospel 

traditions were probably transmitted in written form during Jesus‘ earthly ministry.  

One of the major weaknesses of traditional form criticism has been its reconstruction of underlying oral 

forms with a scribal method developed for text and source criticism. In other words, form critics have not 

used data that specialists in oral literature have systematically gathered and analyzed to understand the 

production and transmission of oral literature. Instead, form critics have attempted to reconstruct oral 

forms with the same procedures critics use to reconstruct early manuscript readings and early written 

sources. Thus, at this point in time it is not clear that interpreters ever will be able to get an accurate 

picture of oral activity in early Christianity. Yet it may be possible, as discussed below, to shed much 

more light on the symbiotic relation between oral and written composition in early Christianity.  

Another weakness has been the absence of detailed work in contemporary literature written in Greek, 

the language of the NT, to display the dynamic relationships between written and oral composition in 

Mediterranean society. This has led to an unwillingness to entertain the possibility that early Christians 

could have used oral speech in conventional situations in which other people spoke in the Mediterranean 

world. Thus the major situations envisioned have been baptism, eucharist, catechism, and preaching rather 

than challenge-riposte, argument, performance of witty caricatures, and storytelling. Also, it has led to a 

one-sided discussion of writing, in which interpreters with a negative view of form criticism have used a 

model of writing that existed in later rabbinic Judaism, but in which form critics have not used models 

from Hellenistic education and writing that spread throughout the Mediterranean world in the 3d and 2d 

centuries B.C.E.  



Yet another weakness in form criticism has resulted from the presupposition that the passion stories 

existed as a uniform narrative within a few years after Jesus‘ death. This presupposition prevented serious 

form-critical analysis of units recounting Jesus‘ arrest, trial, death, and burial. Recently the units in the 

passion narratives have become a subject of lively analysis and debate, aided substantially by inclusion of 

the Gospel of Peter in the discussion (see Kelber 1976; Mack 1988; Crossan 1988).  

Historical debate about traditional form criticism often has detracted from its major contributions to NT 

research and interpretation. The strEngths of form criticism include: (a) acceptance of significant 

limitations within historical research; (b) an unwillingness to import extrinsic data about authors into the 

intrinsic data in a NT document; (c) an intrinsic interest in forms of speech and narrative; (d) a search for 

a dynamic model to analyze transmission and adaptation of linguistic formulations; (e) an interest in 

social aspects of literature. These strEngths give form criticism a vitality and importance that has 

perpetuated it beyond its original literary-historical frame of reference into aesthetic and rhetorical forms 

of analysis and interpretation.  

B. Aesthetic Form Criticism  

A circle of interpreters in the United States have broadened and reformulated traditional form criticism 

with aesthetic criticism. To a great extent, these modifications have built on the strEngths of form 

criticism mentioned above. Aesthetic criticism is especially concerned with dynamics of language, 

imagery, and modes of perception. Amos N. Wilder, in The Language of the Gospel (1964), gave birth to 

aesthetic form criticism in NT studies with analysis of dialogue, story, parable, and poem. He observed 

that all the written forms in the NT lie outside the formal categories within the culture of the time. A 

major reason, he posited, is that the forms in the NT began in oral speech and still lie close to living 

speech. This means that one must appreciate and illumine special modes of language, newly created 

expressions and phrases, image, symbol, and myth in these forms. Robert W. Funk (1966, 1982) carried 

the work forward by interpreting parables as metaphors; by joining form criticism with style criticism to 

analyze letters; and by inaugurating research groups on parable, pronouncement story, miracle story, 

letter, and apocalypse in the Society of Biblical Literature. Dan O. Via, Jr. (1967) used an aesthetic-

literary approach to analyze 8 narrative parables according to their tragic or comic plot structure and 

existential mode. William A. Beardslee (1970) joined the ranks with analysis of proverb, gospel, history, 

and apocalypse. Robert C. Tannehill continued the approach by identifying ―the focal instance‖ and 

highlighting ―the antithetical aphorism‖ in the Gospels (1975). Then he continued his work with the 

pronouncement story, which he divided into 6 types: (1) corrections; (2) commendations; (3) objections; 

(4) quests; (5) inquiries; and (6) descriptions.  

John Dominic Crossan has used aesthetic criticism in tandem with traditional form criticism, 

reconstructing an earlier form with traditional source-, form-, and redaction-critical techniques before 

applying aesthetic criticism to the reconstructed form. His work has focused on parable, aphorism, and 

passion narrative.  

Aesthetic criticism began with an emphasis on the relation of existing texts to the living voice. Yet 

attention naturally moved to the written form of the text present to the reader. Thus, most aesthetic form 

critics are interested in the form on the written page. A notable exception has been Crossan, who 

reconstructs an earlier text to which he applies aesthetic interpretation.  

C. Rhetorical Form Criticism  

Rhetorical criticism is concerned especially with dynamics among speaker, speech, and audience. When 

applied to written literature, it focuses on implied authors; narrators and audiences enunciated in 

literature; and readers. Rhetorical form criticism in NT studies is characterized by interaction with 3 other 

kinds of analysis and interpretation: (a) aesthetic criticism; (b) traditional form criticism; and (c) social 

analysis of NT literature. For this reason, rhetorical form criticism in NT studies may function in any one, 

or a combination, of 3 modes.  

One kind of rhetorical form criticism has aesthetic criticism as its frame of reference. Wilder‘s aesthetic 

study of forms carried the subtitle Early Christian Rhetoric, and Tannehill‘s work on sayings and 

pronouncement stories in the Gospels is a type of rhetorical analysis. Likewise, Beardslee‘s studies of the 



proverb focused on their rhetorical function. Thus, some aesthetic form criticism incorporates a type of 

rhetorical criticism.  

Another kind of rhetorical form criticism uses Hellenistic rhetorical treatises, theories, and categories in 

an environment of traditional form criticism. Hans Dieter Betz gave birth to this kind of criticism by using 

categories from Hellenistic rhetoric to analyze Pauline letters in a manner akin to traditional form 

criticism. Subsequently, he moved to the Sermon on the Mount as an epitome of Jesus‘ teaching. Betz has 

maintained traditional historical interests in the mode of Bultmann‘s reconstruction of the history of the 

tradition, and he has carried traditional form-critical interests into rhetorical analysis that is focused 

primarily on genre (Gattung) and arrangement (taxis) in NT literature.  

A third kind of rhetorical form criticism uses insights from investigation of Hellenistic rhetorical 

treatises, theories, and categories with interests that move toward social analysis. Klaus Berger has 

contributed most comprehensively to form criticism with social interests by his virtually exhaustive 

analysis of NT forms (1984a; 1984b). He begins with collections of forms that include parables, 

allegories, maxims, chreiai, and apophthegmata, as well as types of argumentation (e.g., diatribe) and 

ways of rewriting scripture (e.g., midrash). Then he proceeds to symbouletic (advisory) forms: 27 forms, 

including various types of parenesis, vice and virtue catalogs, woes, domestic codes, and community 

rules. Next he discusses epideictic forms (praise or censure): 40 forms, such as acclamations, doxologies, 

hymns, reports of visions and auditions, travel reports, encomia, and narratives of the suffering and rescue 

of the righteous. Last he presents dikanic (judicial) forms: 6 forms including apologetic texts and speeches 

of indictment and accusation. With this classification system, Berger moved away from traditional and 

aesthetic form criticism—which favors forms that appear to be close to the living voice or to symbolic 

communication—to rhetorical forms as they function in different social locations for different social 

purposes. To traditional form critics, therefore, many of Berger‘s forms appear to be almost formless. The 

reason is that speech and writing receive their rhetorical form on the basis of their function within a social 

setting rather than on the basis of a historically or aesthetically conceived situation of creative speech or 

writing. What may not appear as a striking literary or aesthetic form may, however, be a sufficient and 

successful form within its conventional social setting.  

Contemporaneous with Berger‘s revisioning of form criticism, various studies of individual forms have 

produced a circle of NT interpreters Engaged in rhetorical form analysis with an interest in social 

environments. Stanley K. Stowers‘ analysis of diatribe as a teaching activity and of letter as 

communication in particular social locations has played an informative role for this kind of rhetorical 

form criticism. Analysis of household codes also has played a role, since directions for household 

management are so obviously social in import (see Stowers 1986; Aune 1988; Malherbe 1988). Rhetorical 

analysis of Paul‘s defense speeches in Acts has contributed to this kind of analysis, since the envisioned 

social location is a court trial, one of the 3 major social environments for speeches discussed by ancient 

rhetoricians (see Veltman 1978; Long 1983). Studies of the rhetorical chreia are also part of this 

movement, since they explore the environment of Hellenistic education and argumentation as an aspect of 

the social location of the Gospels within various early Christian groups (Aune 1988; Mack 1988, 1989; 

Mack and Robbins 1989; Robbins 1989).  

D. Conclusion  

Form criticism remains a central discipline in NT studies. A major reason is the existence of discrete 

segments of text with perceptible form in the Synoptic Gospels. Another reason may be that almost every 

document in the NT displays notable formal features or discrete forms are embedded in it: speeches in 

Acts; diatribes and household codes in letters; letters themselves; apocalyptic forms of various kinds. 

Form criticism in NT studies appears to persist beyond the literary-historical framework in which it 

began. For this reason, it has a significant place in aesthetic criticism in its various forms and in rhetorical 

criticism in its various forms.  
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VERNON K. ROBBINS  

FORNICATION. See SEX AND SEXUALITY.  

FORTIFICATIONS (LEVANT). Fortifications are the most important component of an ancient 

urban settlement, aimed at preventing hostile elements from entering the settlement, as well as serving to 

demarcate the limits of the city. The impact of new weapons on the shape of a city‘s fortifications was 

much less decisive than has been assumed by some scholars. Yadin‘s attempts to associate the use of a 

battering ram directly with the appearance of earthen ramparts in the Middle Bronze Age II and with a 

solid type of city wall in Iron Age II (Yadin 1963) is not supported by the factual evidence (see below). 

As part of the urban matrix, fortifications share both military and civic functions and their structure 

usually reflects a compromise between these conflicting roles. For example, the optimal defensive 

requirements such as maximal width and height of a city wall or depth of its foundations were limited by 

socioeconomic considerations. Similarly the number of gates in a city could be determined only as a 

compromise between the contrasting demands of security (a single narrow entrance) and everyday 

convenience (several wide openings). The history of alterations in shape, structure, and building materials 

of fortification systems demonstrates the shifts in priorities made by the community within the scope of a 

military-civic continuum.  

———  

A. Neolithic and Chalcolithic Periods  

B. Early Bronze Age  

C. Middle Bronze Age  

D. Late Bronze Age  

E. Iron Age  

1. Tenth Century  



2. Ninth Century  

3. Eighth and Seventh Centuries  

4. Fortresses  

5. Functional Interpretation  

———  

A. Neolithic and Chalcolithic Periods  

The surprising appearance in Pre-Pottery Neolithic Jericho of a city wall, built of brick and including a 

huge round tower predating any other similar example by thousands of years puzzled scholars ever since 

its discovery. A satisfying solution is finally offered by Bar-Yosef (1986) who interprets the elements not 

as fortifications but as a retaining wall against floods and a tower for ceremonial purposes.  

Only toward the end of the 4th millennium did actual fortifications first appear in the Levant. The 

concept, if locally developed, could have originated from the enclosure walls of the temenoi of the 

Ghassulian culture such as those in Tulleilat Ghassul and En-gedi.  

B. Early Bronze Age  

The earliest fortifications so far uncovered in Israel belong to EB I (Kempinski 1987). At Tel ‘Erani, in 

the S coastal plain, a city wall 3.00 m wide, an outer glacis, and 2 towers were exposed in a limited area, 

contemporary with a public building inside the settlement. From about the same time (late 4th 

millennium) an elaborate fortification system is found at Habuba Kabira in Syria. It consisted of a city 

wall 3.40 m wide constructed on the W side of the city in a straight line of about 600 m. Rectangular 

towers were spaced at regular intervals of 14.00 m and in front of them a thin (0.70 m) outer wall was 

added. There were 2 city gates of identical plan in the main wall, each with 2 towers and 2 doorways, and 

an additional outer gate through the outer wall (StrommEnger 1979).  

Toward the end of EB I more sites were evidently fortified: Jericho with a 1.1-m-wide city wall and 

semicircular towers, Tel Shalem protected by 2 parallel walls (inner wall 4.5-m-wide and outer wall 2.80 

m), and Aphek with a 2.90-m-wide city wall. The first phase of the fortification systems at Tell el-Far˓ah 

(north) and ˓Ai is attributed by some scholars to the late EB I and by others to EB II. At Tell el-Far˓ah a 

2.20 m city wall is joined to a remarkable city gate. It consists of two huge towers projecting 7 m outward 

from the wall, each about 8.00 m wide. The towers commanded the 4-m-wide approach-way which 

narrowed to a 2.00-m entrance. The gate was closed by double doors, as evident from the 2 door sockets 

found in situ. At ˓Ai the first city wall (C), 5.00–5.50 m thick, was built of large stones and strEngthened 

by semicircular towers. Two narrow (only 1.00 m wide) passages were uncovered but no main gate has 

been found so far.  

In EB II, fortified cities became common all over the Levant (Richard 1987). In addition to the above-

mentioned sites, fortified cities were found at Beth-yerah, Megiddo, Taanach, Kh. Makhruk, Dothan, Tel 

‘Erani, Tel Yarmut, Arad, and Bab edh-Dhra‘. A typical feature of most of these sites is the attempt to 

increase the strEngth of the city walls by making them very thick and by erecting additional parallel walls 

with fills in between. These cumulative fortification systems of walls and fills reached unusual width (and 

apparently considerable height): up to 15.00 m at Tell el-Far˓ah, and over 10.00 m at ˓Ai (walls C and B). 

However, the wall at Arad is only 2.00–2.50-m thick. In some cases, i.e., Megiddo and Jericho, the city 

wall was constructed in sections about 20.00 m long with narrow gaps of about 0.2 m between them, 

presumably to prevent the total collapse of the wall during an earthquake.  

The cities of EB II are also characterized by the existence of more than one gate (Herzog 1986: 12–23). 

Each city had at least one large gate (more than 2.00 m wide), like the main gates at Tell el-Far˓ah and 

Arad, through which fully laden beasts of burden could pass. In addition many cities had several narrow 

passages, only 0.80 to 1.00 m wide, often called postern gates. This duality reflects the attempts to 

counterbalance the conflicting military and civilian requirements of very large cities inhabited mostly by 

agriculturalists. Multiple passages saved the farmers from having to travel a distance of several kilometers 

in order to reach their fields. Their vulnerability was minimized by making the secondary gates as narrow 

as possible, so that they could be quickly blocked in an emergency or effectively defended from the top of 

the ramparts.  



Additional efficiency of the system was provided by towers projecting outward from the wall, thus 

allowing flanking fire. Most common are semicircular towers attached to the wall incorporating a narrow 

doorway, like those in Arad, built at intervals of 25.00 to 40.00 m. In some cases the towers were 

rectangular, such as the ones depicted on Narmer‘s pallette. An interesting innovation is a massive 

bastion, attached to the city wall at Tel Yarmut, measuring about 25.00 m in lEngth and 13.00 m in width. 

A similar structure (18.00 by 8.00 m) at Arad dominated the water reservoir inside the city.  

At several sites, such as Tell el-Far˓ah (north), Kh. Makhruk, and Jericho, the slopes around the city 

walls were reinforced by a composition consisting of alternate layers of different kinds of soils, called a 

glacis. The glacis served to prevent erosion, to force the attacking enemy to climb a slippery ascent, and 

to make any attempt to undermine the city wall more difficult. The bastion at Tel Yarmut is surrounded 

by an imposing stone glacis at least 6.00 m wide.  

The EB III people exploited the fortifications of the previous period with few alterations. Basically the 

technique was to increase the width of the former city walls; addition of wall A at ˓Ai created a complex 

of fortifications 17.00 m wide, and wall 4045A at Megiddo doubled the width to 8.50 m. At Tel Yarmut 

the fortifications in EB III reached a total width of 36.00 m. Rectangular towers in this phase were a 

typical feature. The bastions incorporated into the circumference of the city wall became more popular at 

this time. They were constructed of heavy walls with inner rooms, some of which were narrow stairwells, 

leading to upper stories. Such bastions are found at Jericho (16.00 by 7.00 m), Tell Hesi (18.00 by 9.00 

m) and Ta‘anach (10.00 by 10.00 m). In the absence of fortified palaces or acropolises, these bastions also 

served as power bases for the military elite of the city.  

The city gate in stratum XV at Megiddo had a ceremonial rather than a military function. Two wide, 

straight parallel gateways with stairs led up to the temple area, between 3 rectangular units. Stairs also led 

down into the city of Beth-yerah between 2 solid towers.  

During the EB IV period urban settlements did not exist in Israel, the population being rural or nomadic. 

However, in Transjordan there were fortifications attributable to this period, specifically at Khirbet 

Iskander. Here a 2.50-m-wide perimeter wall with reinforced corners and a 2-chambered gate was 

uncovered (Richard 1987).  

C. Middle Bronze Age  

Fortified cities reappeared in the Middle Bronze Age I, at first along the coastal plain and the internal 

valleys (Kochavi, Beck and Gophna 1979). Fortification systems included city walls, city gates, towers, 

glacis, and earthen ramparts. The walls were made of sun-dried bricks above stone foundations with a 

moderate width of about 2.00 m. In some cases, such as Megiddo and Aphek, the wall was reinforced by 

pilasters on the outer side. The common use of bricks as the main constructional material stimulated the 

wide introduction of the glacis, which protected the bottom of the city wall on its outer side and the slope 

immediately below it. The elaborate MB I glacis at Tel Gerisa is composed of several courses of bricks 

(up to 13 in one spot) laid on the slope of the mound and covered by a layer of crushed sandstone. This is 

a clear improvement over the earthen glacis of the EB Age.  

In addition to fortified cities built on hills or tells, large settlements surrounded by earthen ramparts 

were erected outside the tells in the lowlands. These ramparts were built by different techniques: with or 

without a stone core, with internal box-like brick constructions, or most commonly, with sloping layers of 

alternating soil types. In not a single case was a city wall found incorporated within the rampart. The 

absence of a defensive wall means that these earthen ramparts cannot be interpreted as fortifications 

against military attack. They were not designed to prevent the access of chariots nor could they provide an 

answer to the battering ram, allegedly introduced at that time. It is more likely that the earthen ramparts 

were an easy and quickly constructed means of demarcating the city limits of unusually large 

communities during peaceful times (Herzog 1986a). These communities could erect an earthen rampart 

within a few months with their own hands, and without the need to invest in professional builders and 

expensive materials. Such enclosures are known at the huge sites of Qatna and Tell Mardikh in Syria and 

at Hazor, Yavneh-Yam, Qabri, Tel Dan, and Akko in Israel. They were erected over areas of 20–100 

hectares during the MB Age I-II. Incorporation of city gates within the earthen ramparts does not 



contradict the demarcation function but rather supports it. The gates were not attached to any city wall; 

they were merely anchored to the rampart by short walls (as for their function see below).  

City gates in the MB I period present several different styles (Herzog 1986; Kempinski 1987a). A gate 

with an approach-way erected at right angles to the gateway was found at Megiddo Stratum XIII, forming 

a bent entrance, which was easier to defend than a straight entrance. The stepped approach-way to the 

gate indicates that only pedestrians or pack animals could enter the city.  

A second gate type is found at Tel Akko. It consisted of a gate chamber (8.25 by 7.00 m) with a 10.00-

m-long corridor, almost on the same axis. The narrow (1.75 m) entrance and 2 steps in front of the 

corridor also prevented the use of wagons or chariots.  

The long, stepped approach-way leading to the gate at Tel Dan points to similar constraints, but the plan 

of the gatehouse is different: it is a roughly square building (15.45 by 13.50 m) divided into 4 large 

rooms, 2 on each side of the gateway. The gate, including the front arches and half-barrel roof (all made 

of mudbricks), is exceptionally well preserved, due to the fact that it was intentionally and totally buried 

by the builders of the slightly later earthen rampart. The MB I gate at Dan has a striking resemblance to 

the 4-room gate type of Iron Age II. See Fig. FOR.01, and Fig. DAN.01.  

The 4th type of gate, which developed in Syria (Tell Mardikh) and was introduced into Israel (Yavneh-

Yam) in the MB I period, is the 6-pier gate, a type that became dominant in the MB II period. See Fig. 

FOR.02. City gates in this group are composed of formidable pairs of towers flanking straight gateways, 

which are narrowed by 3 piers on each side. The thick walls (2.00 m or more) of the towers point to their 

considerable height, with rooms on several floors. Some of these rooms served as stairwells, others were 

probably used as barracks for the city guards and storage areas for their equipment and food. The gates of 

this type had wide, straight entrances (between 2.80 to 4.00 m) and no stairs in the approach-way or 

gateway. This clearly indicates the usage of wheeled transportation.  

Functional interpretation of the 6-pier type of gate is based on the location of the door sockets at both 

the front and rear ends of the gatehouse (Herzog 1986: 62–66). This proves that the gate passage was 

closed off by 2 sets of doors, one set towards the exterior of the passage and the other on the city side. The 

dual-closure system converted the gate into an independent defensive unit, a kind of fort, that was vital in 

cities enclosed by earthen ramparts without proper city walls. This fort controlled the wheeled 

transportation in and out of the city and could serve as the only defensible structure for the local elite. In 

fortified cities, the gate with the dual-closure system may indicate internal social tension and the attempt 

of the ruling class to protect itself against attack from within the city as well as from without.  

City gates of the 6-pier type are known in Syria, in addition to that at Tell Mardikh (14.70 by 22.00 m), 

at Qatna (36.00 by 29.00 m), Carchemish (25.00 by 18.00 m), and Alalakh (23.00 by 17.00 m), all of 

which are cities enclosed by earthen ramparts. In Israel such gates are found attached to the earthen 

enclosures at Yavneh-Yam (25.00 by 18.00 m) and Hazor (20.60 by 16.20 m). They were also adapted for 

use in walled cities: at Megiddo (18.00 by 10.00 m), Shechem (17.00 by 19.00 m), Gezer (22.00 by 14.00 

m), Beth-shemesh (16.50 by 12.40 m), and Tell el-Far˓ah (south; 21.60 by 18.00 m). Bastions 

incorporated into the city wall, which like the glacis seem to revive a tradition from MB III, are another 

typical component of MB II fortifications. Bastions of moderate size (10.00 by 5.00 m) are found at Tel 

Zeror, Tel Poleg, and Megiddo, while large bastions were uncovered at Gezer (26.00 by 16.00 m) and Tell 

Mardikh (65.00 by 30.00 m).  

D. Late Bronze Age  

The people of the LB Age for the most part reused the fortification systems of the previous period and 

seldom erected new elements. One of the exceptions is in the newly built city at Tell Abu Hawam with a 

2.00-m-wide city wall. Usually, when the former walls were destroyed, cities—Megiddo, for example—

were surrounded solely by a belt of houses around the perimeter and not by an independent city wall. It 

seems that the Egyptian accounts and reliefs referring to captured cities in Canaan relate in many cases to 

the king‘s palace rather than to a fortified city (Herzog 1976: 80; 1986: 73).  

In the S coastal plain of Israel a series of forts or ―governors‘ palaces‖ evidently served the Egyptian 

administration in Canaan (Oren 1984). These solid square structures, measuring about 20.00 by 20.00 m, 



are found from Tel Mor to Deir el-Balah, in addition to the one at the Egyptian center at Beth-shean. 

These forts or palaces are usually isolated structures and are not incorporated into any fortification 

system. This indicates that not only the Canaanites but also their Egyptian overlords refrained from 

constructing fortified cities, perhaps to prevent their potential use as bases for revolt against Egypt.  

E. Iron Age  

Real fortification systems are absent in Iron Age I. The new settlements of the 12th–11th centuries 

adapted the principle of a peripheral belt of houses, creating either an enclosed settlement (with an empty 

central courtyard) like ‘Izbet Sartah Stratum II and Beer-sheba Stratum VII or as a settlement village 

(with dwellings filling the inner space) like ˓Ai and Beth-shemesh.  

The earliest city wall seems to be at Ashdod Stratum X belonging to a Philistine city of the late 11th 

century. The city has a 4.50-m-wide brick wall adjoining a 4-room gate, which is protected by 2 solid 

towers. At Megiddo Stratum VIA, a simple 2-room gate was incorporated in the belt of dwellings that 

encircled the city at the time.  

Regarding the Iron Age II fortifications, Yadin developed a theory of chronological-typological 

attribution. He assumed that only casemate walls and 6-room gates were used in the 10th century during 

the reign of Solomon and that they were without exception replaced by solid walls and 4-room gates in 

the 9th century during the reign of Ahab (Yadin 1963: 322–24). However, the wide variety of fortification 

systems observed in every century of Iron Age II disproves Yadin‘s schematic approach (Herzog 1987).  

1. Tenth Century. A peripheral belt of houses was still used at Megiddo stratum VA, Gezer Stratum VI 

and Lachish level V. A casemate city wall unconnected to the dwellings was found at Hazor Stratum X 

and apparently at En-gev Stratum IV. Casemates integrated with dwellings were attributed to this phase at 

Tell Beit Mirsim Stratum B3. Simple solid walls encircled the cities at Ashdod Stratum IX, Beer-sheba 

Stratum V, and eventually at Tel Dan. An offset-inset city wall was built at Megiddo Stratum IVB, while 

a solid wall with towers protected Lachish Level IV and Gezer. All 3 types of city gates were used in the 

10th century. Six-room gates were used at Ashdod Stratum IX, Hazor Stratum X, Gezer Stratum VI, 

Megiddo Stratum IVB, and Lachish Level IV. See Fig. FOR.03. Four-room gates were used at Beer-sheba 

Stratum V, Megiddo Stratum IVA, and eventually at Dan. See Fig. FOR.04. Two-room gates were found 

at Megiddo Stratum VA and at Tell Beit Mirsim Stratum B3. See Fig. FOR.05. Four-room gates were 

popular also in N Syria dated from the 10th century and onwards and exposed at sites such as Carchemish 

and Tell Halaf.  

2. Ninth Century. A casemate city wall integrated with dwellings was built at Beer-sheba Stratum III 

and casemates filled with earth at Samaria Stratum II and Hazor Stratum VII. A solid wall with towers is 

found at Tell en-Nasbeh attached to a 4-room city gate at an early stage, and to a 2-room gate in the final 

stage. A 4-room gate was erected also at Beer-sheba Stratum III.  

3. Eighth and Seventh Centuries. During this period only solid city walls were constructed. Simple 

solid walls are found at Jerusalem. Tel Batash Stratum III and Lachish Level II, while a solid wall with 

towers was built at Hazor Stratum VA. The 6-room city gate reappeared in the 8th century at Tel ˓Ira, a 2-

room gate was erected at Tell Beit Mirsim Stratum A2 and in the Assyrian city of Megiddo Stratum III. A 

gate complex in the form of an elaborate fort is represented at Lachish II.  

4. Fortresses. Military units in Iron Age II were mainly fortresses erected along border or trade lines. 

While the architects in Judah preferred rectilinear forms at the S end of their kingdom, the round type of 

fort seems to have been chosen at the E front of the Kingdom of Israel. A sequence of 6 square forts (ca. 

50.00 by 50.00 m) dating from the 10th through the 6th centuries B.C.E. was uncovered at Arad. Periods of 

shorter use (8th to 6th centuries B.C.E.) are ascribed to the rectangular fortresses at Kadesh-barnea (60.00 

by 40.00 m) and Horvat ‘Uza (51.00 by 42.00 m). All these units had elaborate fortified walls with towers 

and gates, systems for water supply and storage, and at Arad even a royal temple. Unlike their S 

counterparts, the circular forts of the N Kingdom—like the one at Khirbet Makhruk—were much smaller, 

only 19.50 m in diameter (about 300 square m). The small space was filled by 3 concentric walls, leaving 

room only for a few soldiers and their equipment. They date to the late 10th or 9th centuries B.C.E.  



5. Functional Interpretation. The diversity of the types of fortifications in Iron Age II as described 

above proves that no single factor was responsible for all of them. Rather, it seems plausible that the 

decision as to which type of defensive system was suitable for a certain city was dictated by the general 

economic conditions of the state, by the role of the city within the hierarchy of the royal administration, 

and by the location of the city as related to the overall defense lines of the state. These considerations 

affected the choice between the economical enclosure by a belt of houses, or the casemate wall with its 

savings in space and construction costs, or the more costly—but much stronger—type of solid city wall. 

Similarly they influenced the decision between 2-, 4-, or 6-room gates and the use of cheap mudbricks, 

fieldstones, or ashlar masonry as materials of construction.  

Complexity of roles is very clear in city gates which had to serve daily as civilian entrances into the 

city. Along with the variety of forms, Iron Age II city gates show also uniformity in a basic feature: deep 

rooms open to their full width onto the passageway. This characteristic is particularly striking in 

comparison to MB II gates, the rooms of which were closed inside the towers and where only short piers 

projected into the passageway. Another important difference in the Iron Age is the presence of a single 

pair of doors closing off the entrance into the city from the outside only, and allowing free access into the 

gatehouse from the city side. These characteristics indicate that, in contrast to MB II gates, Iron Age gates 

had civilian functions above and beyond their purely military-defensive role. This conclusion is further 

supported by several installations in or next to the gates. Large plazas adjoining the gate inside the city 

that could accommodate large audiences or serve as a market place were found at every site. Water 

reservoirs outside the gate (such as at Megiddo and Beer-sheba) served mainly caravans and travelers. 

Ceremonial installations (Megiddo and Dan) testify to cult activities conducted near the gate, and benches 

built into some of the side rooms (Dan, Gezer, and Beer-sheba) outfitted them for the use of merchants, 

judges, and prophets.  
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ZEEV HERZOG  

FORTUNATUS (PERSON) [Gk Phortounatos (Φοπσοτνασορ)]. A Corinthian Christian who was part 

of a delegation, along with Stephanas and Achaicus, which traveled from Corinth to see Paul in Ephesus 

(1 Cor 16:17). The name Fortunatus (Latin meaning ―blessed‖ or ―lucky‖) was common among freedmen 

and slaves at this time. The reference to the household of Stephanas immediately before the names 

Fortunatus and Achaicus has been interpreted by some as implying that the latter two were members of 

that household, and thus were numbered among Paul‘s first converts in Achaia (16:15). (Such an 

interpretation is supported by some manuscripts from the Western tradition which read ―and Fortunatus 

and Achaicus‖ in 16:15; this reading, however, is undoubtedly an assimilation to v 17). Although 

Fortunatus and Achaicus may belong to Stephanas‘ household this is not certain because (1) household 



members are normally not singled out by name apart from the global reference and (2) the Corinthians 

would probably send to Paul delegates from more than one household to provide a broader representation 

of the community.  

Upon arriving in Ephesus the three Corinthian members made up, as Paul puts it, for the ―lack of you‖ 

(hu etero  husterē a) which he keenly felt (16:17). Was this ―lack‖ the physical absence of the 

community experienced by Paul (cf. most commentators) or an obligation felt by the Corinthians to labor 

along with Paul in the mission field (Ollrog 1979: 97–98)? The text does not specify the matter. Paul also 

remarks that their presence refreshed his spirit (16:18), evidently because they personally renewed the 

bond between the Apostle and his community and perhaps because they alleviated some of his worries 

about the local church in Corinth. However, if Stephanas, Fortunatus, and Achaicus brought with them the 

letter with disturbing reports (see 7:1), then Paul still had reason to be concerned about certain incidents in 

the community.  

Finally, Paul exhorts the Corinthians to ―recognize these people‖ (16:18), meaning Stephanas, 

Fortunatus, and Achaicus. This concluding appeal suggests that they were among ―Paul‘s people‖ at 

Corinth (cf. 1:12). It may further indicate that they brought 1 Corinthians back with them to the 

community. See CORINTHIANS, FIRST EPISTLE TO THE.  

According to 1 Clement 65:1 a certain Fortunatus from the Roman church was a messEnger to the 

Corinthians. This person, however, is probably not to be identified with the one mentioned in 1 Cor 16:17 

because there is a difference of 5 to 6 decades between the 2 letters and because the Fortunatus of 1 

Clement was from Rome where this name was common. See STEPHANAS; ACHAICUS.  
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FORUM. See CITIES (GRECO-ROMAN).  

FORUM OF APPIUS (PLACE) [Gk Appiou Phoron (Ἀππιοτ Φοπον)]. Market town in Latium 

located along the Appian Way 43 Roman miles (39.5 U.S. miles) S of Rome (CIL 10.6824–25). 

Christians from Rome met Paul here soon after he landed in Italy at the harbor city of Puteoli (Acts 

28:15). It was a 1-day journey from Rome for ambitious travelers, although Horace preferred a ―lazy‖ 2-

day trip (Hor. Sat. 1.5). The town may have been founded at the time of the construction of the road from 

Rome to Capua in 312 B.C. by Appius Claudius Caecus. The Forum of Appius was located at a strategic 

point where a canal was located parallel to the highway (PW 2: 242). Many would travel down the canal 

by night on a boat pulled by a mule while they slept (Str. 5.3.6). Horace vividly describes the irritations he 

experienced during his trip. He mentions that the Forum of Appius was ―crammed with boatmen and 

stingy tavern-keepers.‖ The poor drinking water of the town made Horace ill and this coupled with the 

gnats, frogs, and a lazy boatman made Horace‘s canal journey quite unpleasant (Hor. Sat. 1.5.3–6).  

JOHN D. WINELAND  

FOUNDATION GATE (PLACE) [Heb ša˓ar (ר עַּ ְיסוד) hayĕsôd ( שַּ  An inner gate of .[( הַּ

Jerusalem in the N or NW quadrant of an enclosure that surrounded the Temple precincts and the royal 

residences. Jehoiada the priest stationed troops at this gate as a part of the security arrangements for the 

coronation of Josiah against his grandmother Athaliah (2 Kgs 11:6; 2 Chr 23:5). These troop deployments 

were in close proximity to the Temple and the royal residence; this suggests that the Foundation Gate was 

a gate of an inner perimeter (Avi-Yonah 1954: 240, fig. 1), similar to the Mifqad or Muster Gate on the E 

side of the Temple (Neh 3:31).  

The name ―Foundation Gate‖ is only one of several names that are used to refer to this gate. The earliest 

account of Josiah‘s coronation (2 Kgs 11:6) refers to this gate as the Sur Gate (Heb ša˓ar sûr, the gate of 

―turning aside‖ or ―departing‖) and is translated in the LXX as the ―Gate of the Ways.‖ These descriptive 

names most likely came from the busy intersections near the Fish Gate in the NW corner of the outer 

defensive perimeter of the city. This exit from the city led to several ridge routes that continued to the 



coast, to Ephraim in the N and to Judah and Egypt in the S. The later parallel account in 2 Chr 23:5 refers 

to the ―Foundation Gate‖ but is called the ―Middle Gate‖ in the LXX. The name ―Middle Gate‖ may 

allude to the gate being between an inner and outer perimeter. This is consistent with Jeremiah‘s reference 

to the princes of Babylon who, after having breached the N outer defenses of Jerusalem, met together at 

the Middle Gate (suggested by some to be between the Corner Gate and the Temple mount; see Simons 

1952: 276 and Avigad 1980: 59) before their penetration of the inner defenses of the city.  
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DALE C. LIID  

FOUNTAIN GATE (PLACE) [Heb ša˓ar (ר עַּ ִין)  h ˓ayi ( שַּ  A gate of Jerusalem about 85 m .[( ָהעַּ

(275 feet) SE of the present-day ―Pool of Siloam‖ at the S end of the City of David. The Fountain Gate 

figures in Nehemiah‘s nocturnal inspection (2:14), reconstruction (3:15), and dedication (12:37) of the 

walls of Jerusalem.  

―The ―Fountain Gate,‖ the ―stairs that go down‖ from the City of David (Neh 3:15; 12:37) and several 

water canals were excavated by Weill in 1923–24 (1947: 57–96). It was then discovered that the overflow 

from the Pool of Siloam at the end of Hezekiah‘s tunnel was channeled outside the E wall of the City of 

David (Weill 1947: 57–73) with canal IV exiting under the Fountain Gate and apparently giving the gate 

its name (rather than its association with En-rogel). This canal has been dated to the period of Hezekiah 

and presumably terminated in a pool (possibly the predecessor of the pool excavated in 1977 by David 

Adan 1979: 100) outside the Fountain Gate (Ussishkin 1976: 91). The seeming difficulty (according to 

some scholars) in the order of Nehemiah‘s account (locating the King‘s Pool to the N the Fountain Gate) 

may have been reconciled by the discovery of Adan‘s pool outside the city wall and to the N of the 

Fountain Gate just as it is recorded by Nehemiah.  

Although the Fountain Gate exited into something of a corridor at the joining of 2 sections of the city 

wall (at the N end of the wall excavated in 1894–97 by Bliss and Dickie), the Fountain Gate should not be 

equated with the ―Gate between the Two Walls‖ (2 Kgs 25:4; Jer 39:4; 52:7) which is to be found still 

further S at the end of the Central or Tyropoeon Valley.  
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DALE C. LIID  

FOWL. See ZOOLOGY.  

FOX. See ZOOLOGY.  

FRAGMENT, MURATORIAN. See MURATORIAN FRAGMENT.  

FRANKINCENSE [Heb lĕbō â (ְלבָֹנה )]. Designates the resin of trees of the genus Boswellia of the 

family Burseraceae. At present 2 species of frankincense trees are recognized in S Arabia and N Somalia: 

Boswellia sacra Flückiger in eastern S Yemen (Ḥaḍramaut and Mahra-Land), in the Dhofār-Province of 

˓Omān, and in N Somalia; and Boswellia frereana Birdwood in N Somalia. According to recent botanical 

investigations, all Arabian frankincense trees belong to one single species: Boswellia sacra Flückiger, 

also known as Boswellia Carterii Birdwood. Only in the middle part of the coastal region of S Arabia, on 

the island of Socotra, and in N Somalia are rainfall, temperature, and condition of the soil in a harmony 

which enables the growth of the frankincense tree. The resin which is gathered from the 2 species of the 



genus Boswellia growing in S Arabia and in Somalia is the most highly valued frankincense and almost 

the only sort which is put on the market.  

Due to its pleasant odor as well as other qualities, frankincense belonged in antiquity together with 

myrrh in almost all countries of the Near East and the Levant among the most-demanded and most-

expensive of spices. Frankincense was not only indispensable for sacrifice in divine worship, but was also 

burnt at funerals, profane festivities, and in honor of living persons; it was used also to a great extent as 

materia medica. See also INCENSE.  

The Hebrew word for frankincense, lĕbō â, as well as similar words in other ancient Semitic languages 

have most probably their origin in an Old South Arabic form *lib  . This is not only proved by the Gk 

loan-words libanos and liba ōtos, but also by the surviving form lib  , attested in the Arabic dialect of 

the frankincense region Dhofār and also recorded for other parts of S Arabia, and by various words in 

different languages of Ethiopia, which likewise can be derived from a S Arabic lib  . The word lib   

belongs to the Semitic root lbn in the meaning ―white, to be white‖ and designates originally ―milk-like 

(resin),‖ since bright frankincense was most highly esteemed and was considered to be the best.  

In Jer 6:20, Sheba is mentioned as the country from which frankincense comes, and in Isa 60:6 we learn 

that Sabeans imported the valuable resin by camel caravans to Palestine. Behind the description of a 

procession in Cant 3:6, which is compared to something coming up from the wilderness like a column of 

smoke perfumed with myrrh, frankincense, and all the fragrant powders of the merchant, lies perhaps the 

picture of a rich and joyfully expected caravan loaded with spices.  

Pure and unmixed frankincense was the essential ingredient of the incense which was used in the 

worship of the Lord in the Temple (Exod 30:34). The use of frankincense and the holy incense compound 

for cultic purposes other than those specified in the priestly legislation was forbidden, and any profanation 

of it was considered a capital crime deserving death (Exod 30:38). When Antiochos IV Epiphanes 

desecrated the Jewish worship it was felt to be a sacrilege that frankincense was burnt before the doors of 

the houses and in the streets (1 Macc 1:55). The difficult passage in Isa 66:3 where a memorial offering of 

frankincense is in parallel to the blessing of an idol might give a hint at the usage of frankincense in the 

cult of pagan deities.  

Frankincense and oil were added to the cereal offering, minḥâ (Lev 2:1–2); the priest used to take the 

fine flour, put on it the oil and frankincense, and then burned it on the altar (Lev 2:15–16). Pure 

frankincense as fragrant offering was also placed by the priest with each row of the loaves of the bread of 

the presence before the Holy of Holies (Lev 24:7). Explicitly forbidden, however, was the addition of 

frankincense to an offering for sin (Lev 5:11) and to an offering of jealousy (Num 5:15). Each kind of 

qĕṭōret, the incense compound, seems to have consisted to a great extent of frankincense. In the Temple 

of Jerusalem chambers are mentioned in which frankincense was stored (Neh 13:5.9), over which Levites 

were appointed (1 Chr 9:29). From these passages it can be concluded that the frankincense necessary for 

the sacrifice could be acquired in the Temple in case the ingredients for the offerings, including 

frankincense, were not brought by the pilgrims to the Temple, as it is described in Jer 17:26 and 41:5. It is 

reported (Bar 1:10) that the Jews in Babylon collected money and sent it to Jerusalem to buy sacrifices 

and frankincense in order to offer it on the altar of the Lord.  

The mountain of myrrh and the hill of frankincense which occur together in Cant 4:6 are probably a 

picture of the two breasts of the beloved one, and in Cant 4:14 frankincense wood is mentioned among the 

precious and valuable spices enumerated as metaphors of her beauty. In Sir 24:15 the personified wisdom 

which appears in the cult is compared to various aromata and finally to the vapor of frankincense in the 

holy tabernacle.  

The Wise Men from the east offered to the infant Jesus in Bethlehem gold, frankincense, and myrrh as 

gifts (Matt 2:11). In Rev 18:13, where the merchants of the earth weep and mourn since the fallen 

Babylon does not buy their cargo any more, frankincense is also mentioned.  
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W. W. MÜLLER  

FREEDMEN, SYNAGOGUE OF THE [Gk sy agōgē to  Liberti ō  (ςτναγωγη σον 
Λιβεπσινων)]. A synagogue in Jerusalem whose members argued with Stephen and then initiated the 

proceedings which led to his execution (Acts 6:9). The synagogue was named for Jews who had been 

liberated from slavery. Because the synagogue bore the Latin name Libertinos (transliterated into Greek), 

instead of the Gk apeleutheros it seems likely that its members descended from the Jews who had been 

captured and enslaved by the Roman general Pompey in 63 B.C.E. (Philo Gaium 155). The precise ethnic 

composition of the Synagogue of the Freedmen remains hotly debated because of Luke‘s vague phrasing 

of Acts 6:9. Four other groups are mentioned in addition to the freedmen: Cyrenians, Alexandrians, 

Cilicians, and Asians. Did all of these national groups attend the Synagogue of the Freedmen or did one 

or more of them have their own separate synagogues in Jerusalem? Any number of synagogues, from 1 to 

5, is possible. The syntax of the verse favors two synagogues, one composed of Freedmen, Cyrenians, and 

Alexandrians and the other composed of Jews from Cilicia and Asia (Robertson 1934: 788). Yet there is 

no convincing explanation why only Cyrenians and Alexandrians would have attended a synagogue 

named for freedmen (Lake and Cadbury 1933: 66). Goodspeed (1945: 127–30) solves the difficulty by 

suggesting that Liberti ō  is a textual corruption from an original reference to Libyans, libysti ō . 

Because the Armenian version provides the only manuscript support for this reading, his suggestion has 

not won wide support. Among those who accept ―Synagogue of the Freedmen‖ as the original reading, 

Bruce (Acts NICNT, 133), Haenchen (Acts MeyerK, 271), and Conzelmann (Acts Hermeneia, 47) all 

favor the hypothesis that Luke was referring to one synagogue which was attended by Jews from each of 

the 4 areas mentioned.  

Two Jerusalem synagogues described in ancient sources might possibly be identified with the 

Synagogue of the Freedmen. One was the Synagogue of the Alexandrians, which was purchased by Rabbi 

Eleazer ben Zadok ca. 100 C.E. (t. Meq. 3.6 [224]). The other was a synagogue rebuilt by Theodotus 

which included a guest house specifically intended for Jews traveling from abroad (IDB 4: 480). Without 

more evidence, however, neither can be positively equated with the Synagogue of the Freedmen.  

Luke‘s theological purpose in the narrative is to show that the members of the Synagogue of the 

Freedmen could not defeat Stephen in honest debate so they set up false witnesses to testify against him 

before the Sanhedrin (Acts 6:9–15). Thus, Stephen‘s arrest and martyrdom paralleled that of Jesus. 

Furthermore, Luke shows how an initial opposition by Jews from Cyrene, Alexandria, Cilicia, and Asia is 

overwhelmed by a gospel message carried by Christians from each of these same areas (11:20; 18:24; 

9:11; 19:10) (ISBE 2: 361). See also SYNAGOGUE.  
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MARK J. OLSON  

FREEDOM [Heb ḥu šâ (ְפָשה  Gk eleutheria (ἐλετθεπια)]. In both the OT and the NT freedom is ;( חֻׁ

liberty as opposed to slavery. More importantly, in the NT freedom is achieved through Jesus Christ.  

———  

A. The Old Testament  

B. Greek World and Hellenism  

C. Ancient Judaism  

D. The New Testament  

1. Paul  

2. The Rest of the NT  



———  

A. The Old Testament  

The OT knows of freedom almost exclusively only as a social state: The free stands in opposition to the 

slave. Thus the Hebrew terms for ―free‖ and ―freedom‖ (ḥōr, ḥu šâ, ḥo š  , dĕrôr, and the verb ḥ  aš), 

which are not witnessed very frequently, often occur in discussions of slavery and manumission (Exod 

21:2, 5, 26–27; Lev 19:20; Deut 15:12–18; Jer 34:8–17; Ezek 46:17; Job 3:19). In these texts, mainly 

ḥo š   is used to designate someone merely freed from slavery. The word ḥōr, in contrast, is an 

independent term for the noble (1 Kgs 21:8, 11; Isa 34:12; Jer 27:20; 39:6; Eccl 10:17; Neh 2:16, 4:8, 13, 

5:7, 6:17, 7:5, 13:17). Though the redemption of Israel from slavery in Egypt is cited in support for the 

manumission of Hebrew slaves in the 7th year (Deut 15:15), the OT does not develop a theology of 

freedom on the basis of the Exodus. Rather, Israel was ransomed in order to be God‘s servants (Lev 

25:42; cf. Deut 6:20–25), and the language used to describe this event is primarily that of ―redemption,‖ 

not of ―freedom.‖ On the other hand, the tradition of a year of ―freedom‖ (Lev 25:10) was subject to some 

theological development (Isa 61:1).  

Difficult passages (e.g., Ps 88:6—Eng 88:5; 1 Sam 17:5) and problems of the background and evolution 

of OT usage are discussed, with reference to the literature, by Lohfink (TDOT 5: 114–18).  

B. Greek World and Hellenism  

The further development of ―freedom‖ in Judaism and early Christianity may be understood only when 

due attention is given to the cardinal role that this concept played in the Greek, Hellenistic, and Roman 

world. Eleutheria (Gk ―freedom‖) first became a central value in connection with Greek resistance to the 

Persians. Particularly Herodotus‘s history promoted the understanding of the Persian War as a defense of 

freedom and law against despotism. Euripides then illustrated through his dramas the personal sacrifice 

demanded to defend such liberty. The subsequent history of this concept cannot be traced here even in its 

broadest outlines. Indeed, such summary presentations, especially those by theologians (Schlier TDNT 

2:487–496, Niederwimmer 1966: 1–68), run the risk of being too sweeping to allow for the details 

necessary to illustrate exactly how Greek and Roman ideas influenced Judaism and Christianity, and thus 

they often fall prey to the standard theological bias that portrays Hellenistic thought only as a foil against 

which the Jewish and Christian tradition gains its contours. It is best here simply to refer to several 

eloquent and arresting expositions of Greek and Roman freedom (Pohlenz 1966, Nestle 1967, Stylow 

1972, and Wirszubski 1950) and to mention only select major points; details pertaining to the influence of 

Greek ideas on the Jewish and Christian tradition will be included in the following sections.  

Though the precise content and implications of eleutheria and libertas (Latin ―freedom‖) were always 

subject to discussion in the Greek and Roman world, there was one clear, standard definition of 

―freedom‖ at the latest since the time of Aristotle. According to this definition, freedom is equivalent to 

―doing whatever one wants‖ (to ho ti a  boulētai tis  oiei , Arist. Pol. 5.9.1310a; [libertas,] cuius 

proprium est sic vivere, ut velis, ―[liberty,] the distinctive characteristic of which is to live precisely as 

you wish,‖ Cic. Off. 1.70; Epict. Diss. 4.1.1; Dio Chrys. Or. 14.13, 17). That such a definition might lead 

to conflicts with the law was not overlooked. Rather, this seeming contrariety of freedom and law was 

discussed ever anew by philosophers, historians, and legal experts (the classic treatments are Hdt. 7.103–4 

and Thuc. 2.35–46). Stoic dialectics resolved the debate in a spirit concordant with the rest of the 

Hellenistic and Roman world when they asserted that since the law (of nature) is good and since no one 

desires to do what is bad, the only person who is truly free and does what he wants is the one who does 

what is good and thus follows the law (see, for example, Cic. Parad. 34 and Epict. Diss. 4.1.1–5, 158). Of 

course, this clarification did not put an end to the discussions but rather only focused attention even more 

on the question of what the true law is and how it relates to existing laws. The theory that the true law can 

be recognized only by the rugged individual in a struggle against vulgar opinions (including laws 

established merely by humans) was advanced especially by the Cynics. This theory coincided with the 

rise of the ecumene, in place of the city, as the framework for human life, and a notion of an internal, 

individualized freedom, dissociated from any particular political system or social standing, became 

prevalent in the Hellenistic age. The relationship of state structures and freedom did not, however, fail to 



attract its own discussion, and ―freedom‖ was frequently employed as the central slogan in political 

propaganda.  

The connection of freedom and God also has a long tradition in the Greek and Roman world and 

extends back at least to the Persian War, when eleutherios (Gk ―liberating‖) became a particularly popular 

epithet of the gods. This tradition was later adopted by the Romans in their cult of Iuppiter Libertas (see 

Stylow 1972: 5–8). The notion that piety toward God brings freedom was further developed in Stoicism, 

where God was closely associated with the true law (Sen. Vit. Beat. 15.7; Epict. Diss. 1.19.9, 4.1.131, 

4.7.17; Max. Tyr. 36.5a), and in more personal religious cults (Apul. Met. 11.15).  

C. Ancient Judaism  

In the light of the central position ―freedom‖ assumed in Greek and Roman thought, it is no wonder that 

Judaism gradually picked up elements of this tradition and molded its own heritage to fit or complement 

this vibrant stream of thought (compare Heiligenthal‘s presentation [TRE 11: 498–502] with the 

following).  

Philo is perhaps the most eloquent example of this tendency. His Quod omnis probus liber sit (―That 

Every Good Man Is Free‖) is nothing other than a Stoic tractate on freedom in which the problem of the 

identity of the true law is resolved by its equation with the Jewish law. Philo elsewhere uses the glorious 

terms of freedom to describe the Exodus (e.g., Vita Mos I.71, 86), something not yet done in the LXX. 

The connection of freedom and God generally receives great emphasis. The type of freedom that Philo 

usually intends is the internal freedom of the mind, which God alone can enable (e.g., Sacr 127, Quod 

Omn 42, Conf 93, Heres 124).  

Though in the translation of the Hebrew writings the LXX shows little initiative in introducing the 

concept of freedom (Prov 25:10 LXX) and aphesis (―forgiveness‖) is used in the translation of passages 

referring to the year of freedom (also in Isa 61:1 LXX), the struggles of the Maccabees are depicted in 

terms of freedom (1 Macc 14:26; 2 Macc 2:22). Josephus similarly describes the Maccabees as fighters 

for freedom and projects the contest for liberty not only into the Exodus but also into several other stages 

of Israel‘s history. In his portrayal of the first war against Rome, ―freedom‖ is a leitmotiv, and it is not 

least in this point that Josephus is indebted to Greek and Roman historiography. That the war was actually 

fought under the slogan of freedom is, however, confirmed by coins from the revolt‘s second and third 

years that bear the inscription ―freedom of Zion.‖ JW 2.13.4 §259 reveals that certain Jews had employed 

the motto of freedom to connect religious motifs with political insurgence. Similar eschatological and 

apocalyptic hopes of freedom seem to be reflected in 4 Ezra 7:96–98, 101, 13:25–26, 29, and the 

eschatological hope is clearly present in the 10th request of the Eighteen Prayers and in the targum to Lam 

2:22. Much closer to the Stoic understanding of (internal) freedom, in contrast, are 4 Macc.14:2 and m. 

˒Abot 6:2. As regards the social freedom of Jews, a Hellenistic tradition that ascribed a servile nature to 

the Jewish people evidently gave rise to an emphasis both on Jewish love of freedom (e.g., Josephus Ant 

2.13.2 §281) and on the freedom of the Jewish patriarchs (T. Napht. 1:10; B. Qam. 8:6).  

D. The New Testament  

The NT statements on freedom must be ordered into some relationship to the background sketched 

above. Research is split between a camp that broadly affirms the Hellenistic origin of the NT remarks and 

a party that expends itself in denying the so-called ―Stoic derivation‖ of the NT concept of freedom. Each 

side has its peculiar shortcomings. The Hellenistic explanation has generally failed to trace out the precise 

lines of Hellenistic influence, and this has fostered its being attacked under the misnomer ―Stoic 

derivation.‖ Those who deny Stoic influence have themselves been unable to produce a coherent, 

convincing alternative. (A survey of research is offered in the first chapter of Jones‘s study [1987], the 

bibliography of which lists a considerable portion of the sizeable literature.)  

1. Paul. Paul‘s letters contain the first certain witness to an understanding of Christian faith as freedom. 

Paul‘s thought on the subject is habitually discussed in the categories freedom from the law, freedom 

from sin, and freedom from death (TDNT 2:496–502 and BTNT 1: 330–52 are largely responsible for this 

tendency). However, this trifold schema is based less on an examination of the passages on freedom than 

on the assumption that since law, sin, and death are the main enslaving entities in Paul‘s thought, freedom 



must consist of the inverse of these elements. The texts disclose a different picture. These passages are 

worth considering in detail, for Paul is by far the most vocal advocate of freedom in the entire Bible. The 

following will discuss the texts in their most probable chronological order.  

The freedom of the Christian is first mentioned in 1 Cor 7:22, a wordplay in which Paul describes the 

Christian slave as a freedman of the Lord and the Christian freeman as a slave of Christ. The dialectic 

employed here to comfort the Christian slave (for the order of the assertion could be inversed) is strongly 

reminiscent of a broad spectrum of Hellenistic statements and discussions that dismissed external social 

status as decisive for true (internal) freedom (already clearly present in Euripides, e.g., Fr. 831 and a 

standard starting point for Cynic and Stoic discussions of freedom, e.g., Bion in Stob. Flor. 3.2.38; Dio 

Chrys. Or. 14, 15; Epict. Diss. 4.1; that external freedom was not decisive for salvation was general early 

Christian tradition; cf. in the NT Gal 3:28; Col 3:11; Eph 6:8; Rev 6:15; 13:16; 19:18). 1 Cor 7:22 

imagines (in juristically correct terminology) Christ as the liberator of Christians from slavery to a third 

party and thus as the slave‘s patron. The identity of the third party is not explicitly indicated, but in view 

of the warning not to become slaves of humans in v 23 and in the light of the Cynic and Stoic parallels to 

the discussion, it is most likely that the third party should be understood as human opinion (doxa), which 

places great value on external social status. It was precisely for this sort of freedom that the Cynic 

Diogenes had fought (e.g., Ep. 7.1), and there can be no doubt that when Paul speaks of internal freedom, 

he clearly stands under the influence of the great Hellenistic traditions concerning freedom. Parallel to 

Paul‘s statement that Christ is the liberator of Christians are similar assertions by Cynics with regard to 

Diogenes (e.g., Crates Theb. Ep. 8; Lucian Vit. Auct. 8) and by Epicureans with regard to Epicurus (e.g., 

Cic. Tusc. 1.48; Lucian Alex. 47, 61).  

The discussion of sanctified meats in 1 Cor 8:1–11:1 presents two distinctive conceptions of freedom. In 

the excursus, chap. 9, Paul argues that he is free from everyone because he does not accept money for his 

proclamation. Instead, by preaching free of charge and enslaving himself to all he preserves his integrity 

and authority in the gospel and can thus win more converts (1 Cor 9:19). Though scholarship has only 

recently recognized the type of freedom that Paul here has in mind, there are numerous parallels to 

precisely such a conception of eleutheria in the Hellenistic tradition.  

Socrates was the most famous example of a teacher who refused to accept payment, and it is noteworthy 

that Xenophon uses the same words as Paul when describing Socrates‘ attitude: eleutheria (―freedom‖) 

and misthos (―reward,‖ ―payment‖); see Xen. Mem. 1.2.5–7, Ap. 16. Muson. Fr. 11 (Hense 59.9–11) 

witnesses to the survival of this tradition at the time of Paul, and an entire treatise by Lucian, De mercede 

conductis potentium familiaribus (Eng title: ―On Salaried Posts in Great Houses‖), is devoted precisely to 

the subject of loss of eleutheria through acceptance of a misthos. What is particularly striking in 1 

Corinthians 9 is the secular nature of Paul‘s freedom; Here it is not a gift of Christ or God but rather 

something Paul himself acquires by waiving financial support, even though he knows that Christ had 

commanded the opposite (1 Cor 9:14).  

Paul‘s attempt to heighten and glorify his freedom by reference to his self-denial is reminiscent of 

another Hellenistic tradition that stretches back to the plays of Euripides. Euripides had emphasized the 

need of individual self-sacrifice for preservation of the freedom of the community. Euripides‘ presentation 

of this motif had a strong influence on writers of the Hellenistic and Roman eras, and it is doubtless of 

influence on Paul here, though the precise channels through which these ideas reached Paul still deserve 

further investigation.  

1 Cor 10:29, in contrast, reflects an understanding of freedom that is specifically Christian. Certain 

Corinthians maintain that they are free to eat sanctified meat (1 Cor 10:29) because Christian faith had 

convinced them that the gods do not exist (1 Cor 8:4). They thus consider themselves free in contrast not 

to Jews (i.e., this is not ―freedom from the Jewish law‖) but rather to gentiles who had not yet 

accommodated this new monotheistic knowledge (1 Cor 8:7). The background for this view of freedom is 

best found among Cynics, some of whom maintained a monotheistic faith and harshly criticized other 

religious beliefs as superstition. Cynics were notorious for their indiscriminate eating habits, and at least 

sometimes they founded this practice in their monotheistic views (Diog. Laert. 6.73) and connected it 



with their slogan ―freedom‖ (Porph. Abst. 1.42). In other words, it seems that Cynic views influenced 

certain Corinthians in their understanding of Christian faith and led to an assertive notion of Christian 

liberty. Since Paul tries to correct this understanding of freedom by introducing a completely different 

conception of the term (1 Corinthians 9) and since Paul‘s concept, in contrast to that of certain 

Corinthians, does not have a clear basis in Christian faith, it is most likely that these Corinthians first 

introduced the concept of Christian freedom into the discussion with Paul. Paul does not reject this new 

understanding of Christian faith but rather draws on other Hellenistic concepts of freedom known to him 

in order to promote an internalized view of freedom (1 Cor 7:22, 9:19, 10:29). Later in the discussion Paul 

again speaks positively of Christian freedom (2 Cor 3:17) and notably introduces yet another Hellenistic 

tradition on the topic. Here eleutheria is equivalent to  arrhēsia or freedom to speak forthrightly (see v 

12); in Hellenistic writings the two words are frequently synonymous (e.g., Lucian Demon. 3, Peregr. 18; 

Philo Quod Omn 95).  

The observation that none of these views of freedom has anything to do with the conventional schema 

―freedom from law, sin, and death‖ sheds new light on Paul‘s use of the concept of freedom in Galatians. 

It can no longer be simply presupposed that Paul had preached ―freedom from the law‖ in his initial 

proclamation to the Galatians (or to any of his other congregations), for such an understanding of 

eleutheria is nowhere reflected in the Corinthian correspondence. Instead, Paul is probably first 

introducing the term ―freedom‖ into the discussion with the Galatians as he writes the letter. Furthermore, 

it should be noted that the phrase ―freedom from the law‖ is not witnessed even in this letter. Indeed, 

when Paul speaks of the upper Jerusalem as free in Gal 4:26, ―free‖ rather means free from corruption (cf. 

Rom 8:21), and in Gal 5:1 the freedom of the Christian includes at least also freedom from service to the 

elements. The rhetorical effect that Paul was trying to create by employing ―freedom‖ is most apparent in 

the political imagery evoked in Gal 2:4. Paul claims ―freedom‖ for his version of the gospel and brands 

his opponents as spies and enemies of freedom. Since the opponents‘ goal is to subject the free Christians 

to themselves (Gal 2:4–5), it is clear that Paul is not operating here with a well-defined concept of 

―freedom from the law.‖ ―Freedom‖ is more probably being employed in accord with the standard 

Hellenistic definition as ―freedom to do what one likes.‖ This meaning fits Gal 5:13, for in this passage 

the condition of slavery is described as not being able to do what one wishes (Gal 5:17), the inverse of the 

standard definition of freedom. That freedom carries anti-legalistic overtones in Galatians may be readily 

admitted, for this aspect had long been associated with the word in Greek and Roman tradition. 

Nevertheless, Galatians contains no evidence for a sharply defined concept of freedom as ―freedom from 

the (Jewish) law.‖  

In Romans, Paul is much more reserved in his employment of the notion of ―freedom.‖ Thus in Rom 

6:18–22 words of freedom are strikingly used in an absolutely neutral way to describe both Christian and 

non-Christian existence; vv 18 and 22 (―having been freed from sin‖) are counterbalanced by v 20 (―you 

were free with respect to righteousness‖). Rom 7:2–3 finally presents the phrase ―free from the law,‖ but 

the context strongly emphasizes the new bond of the Christian. A comparison of these verses with the 

marriage regulation of 1 Cor 7:39–40 discloses the actual evolution of the phrase ―free from the law‖ in 

Paul‘s writings and thus again provides concrete evidence that this term was not a central concept in 

Paul‘s earlier thought. Rom 8:2–4 states that the free Christian will fulfill the law and is thus thoroughly 

parallel to certain Stoic statements about the relationship of true freedom and the law. The context again 

witnesses to the standard Hellenistic definition of freedom or its inverse (7:15, 16, 19, 20). Finally, Rom 

8:21 transfers freedom totally into the future by reliance on an apocalyptic tradition (freedom from 

corruption; cf. Gal 4:26 and see the parallels in Jewish apocalyptic mentioned above). Paul‘s restraint and 

qualifications in his use of ―freedom‖ in Romans is doubtless owing to his suspicion that the Romans had 

heard blasphemies of his teaching as libertine (Rom 3:8, 6:1, 15).  

2. The Rest of the NT. The rest of the NT contains only scattered references to freedom, and thus the 

adoption of the concept by other NT authors cannot be traced in as much detail as is possible in the case 

of Paul. Though some scholars have thought that the appearance of the notion of freedom in the other NT 

writings must be attributed to Pauline influence (so, e.g., Pohlenz 1966: 170), it is much more likely that 



the widespread Hellenistic concept of freedom entered the NT not only via Paul‘s usage but also through 

several independent channels (cf. the case of some Corinthians, above). It should be noted that precisely 

the passages that mention freedom have often played a decisive role in the question of the literary 

influence of Paul on the various NT writings.  

1 Pet 2:16 is just such an instance. While this passage might seem to recall Gal 5:13 and 2 Cor 3:15–18, 

Paul never advances to the paradox that one is free while being a slave of God, whereas this idea is found 

in other writings (Sen. Vit. Beat. 15.7; Apul. Met. 11.15; Philo Quod Omn 20; Sext. Sent. 264b; Hom. 

Clem. 17.12.1). Since 2 Peter knows 1 Peter (see 2 Pet 3:1), the mention of corrupt preachers of freedom 

in 2 Pet 2:19 has perhaps been influenced by 1 Pet 2:16 (cf. also Rom 8:21). Still, the reality of such 

corrupt Christians and their promise of freedom seems to have been the major factor leading to the 

formulation of the verse. The proclamation of these Christians with respect to freedom may well have 

been affected by certain Pauline passages concerning freedom (see 2 Pet 3:16).  

When the Letter of James speaks of the ―perfect law of liberty‖ (Jas 1:25, cf. 2:12), there can be no 

doubt that Hellenistic ideas about the true law that leads to freedom and that is kept by the truly free 

human have been of decisive influence, though the author probably received these ideas via other 

Hellenistic Jewish thinkers. In any event, the notion cannot be adequately explained on the basis of some 

supposedly pure OT and Jewish background (contra Fabris 1977).  

John 8:31–36 reflects at least two different conceptions of freedom. The Jews who have believed in 

Jesus refer to Abraham as evidence of their freedom (see above under ―Ancient Judaism‖), while the 

Johannine Jesus is speaking rather of true freedom (v 36), which consists of not sinning. This last notion 

of freedom could possibly be a development of Rom 6:18–22 (so, e.g., Weiss 1902: 34 and Pohlenz 1966: 

170), but it could also have been independently developed from the Stoic tradition, where the truly free 

human always does what he wants and thus never ―sins‖ (e.g., Epict. Diss. 2.1.23). It is hardly plausible 

that this passage on freedom ultimately derives from Jesus himself (contra Lindars 1984). Indeed, the 

contrast of social freedom with another sort of true freedom is strongly reminiscent of the standard 

progression of Stoic discourses on freedom (e.g., Dio Chrys. Or. 15; Philo Quod Omn 17–19; Cic. Parad. 

35; Epict. Diss. 4.1).  

The pericope on the temple-tax, Matt 17:24–27, apparently arose before the year 70 C.E., but it is 

unlikely that any part of it goes back to Jesus himself. The reappearance here of the connection of ―sons‖ 

and ―freedom‖ (cf. John 8:31–39; Gal 4:21; Rom 8:21) is particularly noteworthy. In this case, ―free‖ has 

the specific meaning of ―free from taxation,‖ and the use of the word is to be explained on the basis of 

Hellenistic and Roman practice in taxation (see, for example, Josephus Ant 13.2.3 §15; cf. HJP² 2: 93 and 

the literature mentioned there; cf. also 1 Sam 17:25).  
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F. STANLEY JONES  

FRINGE. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION.  

FRIT. See JEWELRY.  

FROG. See ZOOLOGY.  

FRONTLETS. See JEWELRY.  

FRUITS, FIRST. See FIRST FRUITS.  

FULLER. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION.  

FULLER’S FIELD (PLACE) [Heb  ĕdēh  ôbēs (ְשֵדה ּכוֵבס )]. An open area approximately 0.5 

km (ca. 1/4 mile) S of Jerusalem near the juncture of the Hinnom and the Kidron Valleys adjoining the 

former spring, En-rogel (M.R. 172130; Josh 15:7; 18:16; 2 Sam 17:17). Because of the occasional surplus 

of water from the Spring of Gihon (via the Pool of Siloam) and the available water at En-rogel (presently 

Bir Ayyub), fullers cleaned and processed shorn wool, hence the name ―Fuller‘s Field.‖  

It is first mentioned (Isa 7:3) in connection with a roadway and a water conduit that passed N to S along 

the E side of Jerusalem in the Kidron Valley and continued S to the Fuller‘s Field. It was on this roadway 

near the water conduit that Isaiah and his son met with Hezekiah (Isa 7:2–4) and where the emissaries of 

Sennacherib stood as they attempted to intimidate the rulers and people of Jerusalem (2 Kgs 18:17; Isa 

36:2). It is this roadway and En-rogel that helps most in establishing the location of the Fuller‘s Field.  

En-rogel, being an important water source for Jerusalem (fullers included), was no doubt the terminus of 

a well-traveled roadway between it and the city. In addition, En-rogel would have been the preferred and 

adequate source of water outside of Jerusalem for Sennacherib‘s troops and emissaries, and at the same 

time it would have given them access to the rulers and general population of Jerusalem from outside the 

walls.  

Since the 1st century C.E. (Smolar 1983: xvi–xvii), En-rogel has been associated with the Fuller‘s Field 

as suggested by the Targums‘ rendering of En-rogel as the ―fountain of the fuller‖ (Tg. Ps.–J., Josh 15:7; 

18:16; see Smolar 1983: 112–13), with Rashi and Kimchi (Josh 15:7) attributing rōgēl to the Heb regel 

(meaning foot) ―because he (the fuller) treads woolen clothing with his feet.‖  
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DALE C. LIID  

FUNERARY INSCRIPTIONS. See PALESTINIAN FUNERARY INSCRIPTIONS.  



G  

GAAL (PERSON) [Heb ga˓al (ַגַעל)]. The son of the Canaanite Ebed and apparently a native of the city 

of Shechem during the time of Abimelech, the half-Israelite, half-Shechemite son of Gideon (Judg 9:26–

42).AbimelechhadappealedtotheShechemitesforrulershiponthebasisofhis―superior‖relationship

over the 70 sons of Jerubbaal (Judg 8:31; 9:1; cf. EHI 801 for the view that Jerubaal and Gideon are 

differentpersons).ThereisnobiblicalrecordofShechem‘sconquestbyJoshuanoranyarchaeological

evidence of destruction for that period (EHI 800), though it was designated as one of the cities of refuge 

(Josh 20:7). Thus, while the city was substantially Canaanite, Israelites lived in the surrounding area, with 

perhaps some in the city as well (EHI 638–39). Abimelech appointed Zebul as his personal representative 

to rule over the city while he lived in nearby Arumah. Into this complex and unstable political situation 

cameGaal,whosenamemeans―beetle‖or―dung-beetle‖(IPN 230; HALAT 192).Josephus‘useofgualēs 

suggests a Heb gō˓al. He is sometimes seen as simply a leader of a mercenary band of ruffians (Reviv 

1966: 255), and he identifies himself with the Shechemites (Judg 9:28; cf. Judges AB, 177; Judges OTL 

185).Duringanagriculturalthanksgivingfestivalforthecity‘sgod,Baal-berith(―BaalorLordofthe

covenant‖),Gaalmakesadrunkenclaimforthecity‘sloyaltybaseduponhis―purer‖blood—the exact 

same ethnically based argument as Abimelech had made earlier!  

ThenatureofthepolityofAbimelech‘sruleandGaal‘schallengeofitisamatterofsomedebate.Judg 

9:28 seems to indicate Shechem is a protectorate with Abimelech as an overlord, and Shechem did have a 

tradition of having no king, like the Gibeonite cities (EHI 639, 800). Others take Judg 9:6 to imply the 

establishment of a monarchy which provoked resentment in Shechem (Judges OTL 169). At the most it 

can be said that Abimelech claimed kingship over Shechem and its environs only (Judges AB, 183). 

WordofGaal‘s boast of supremacy over Abimelech reaches Zebul who advises his master to take 

immediate action. During the confrontation the next morning, Gaal led the Shechemites in battle against 

Abimelech and was defeated. Zebul subsequently denied Shechem to Gaal as a base to continue his 

seditious activities.  
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GAASH (PLACE) [Heb ga˓aš (ַגַעׁש)]. Mountain in the hill country of Ephraim, somewhat S of 

Timnath–serah (Josh 24:30; otherwise known as Timnath-heres, Judg 2:9). The exact location of the 

mountain is uncertain but, given its approximate relationship to Timnath-serah, is probably some 20 miles 

(30km)SWofShechem.OneofDavid‘s30bodyguards(Hiddai,2 Sam 23:30; var. Hurai, 1 Chr 11:32) 

issaidtohavecomefromthe―brooks‖ofthemountain,aregionofravineswhichwouldbecome

watercourses in the rainy season. LXXB of Josh 24:30 reads―Gilead‖inplaceof―Gaash,‖thoughthis

variant is clearly in error since Gilead is a district to the E of the Jordan while Ephraim is to the W.  

ELMER H. DYCK  

GABAEL (PERSON) [Gk Gabaēl (Γαβαηλ)]. 1. Ancestor of Tobit, described as a member of the tribe 

of Naphtali and mentioned in the opening genealogy of the book by the same name (Tob 1:1). Appealing 

to the Hebrew text of Tobit published by Fagius (HF), Simpson (APOT 1:202) suggests that Gabael (Heb 

gĕbāh˒ēl) might be read Gabriel (Heb gabrī˒el). The HF, however, is a free rendering of the story and of 

late origin (16th century), whereas by contrast the vast majority of the primary and secondary texts 

support the usual reading (Zimmerman 1958: 35, 44–45). A number of the names attributed to the 

relatives of Tobit are word plays, anticipating the deliverance from suffering which awaits him 

(Nickelsburg1981:40n.37).Itmaybe,therefore,thatthechoiceofthenameGabael,whichmeans―Elis



lofty,‖islikewiseintentionaland symbolic (McKenzie 1965: 291). Inasmuch as Tobit repeatedly 

admonishes his son Tobias to honor God, whatever the circumstances, the choice of the name Gabael may 

beadeliberateattempttoreinforceyetanotherofthenarrative‘sthemes.Asmorethanonewriter has 

noted,theauthoremphasizesthe―transcendentmajestyofGod‖(Pfeiffer1949:282–83; Metzger 1957: 

37–38; Nickelsburg 1981: 34).  

2. A man of Rages, a city in Media, in whose care Tobit left 10 talents of silver (Tob 1:14) and to whom 

he sent his son Tobias for its recovery (4:1, 20). Described as the brother of Gabrias, Gabael returned the 

money in sealed bags to the angel Raphael and then attended the wedding feast held for Tobias and Sarah 

(9:2–5).Atthewedding,Gabaelissaidtohave―blessed‖thecouple(9:6) and, although some Greek 

manuscriptsread―AndTobiasblessedhiswife,‖mostscholarsbelieveitwasGabaelwhogavethe

blessing in the original version of the story (Bückers 1953: 228 and Zimmerman APOT 1: 99).  
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FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT  

GABATHA (PERSON) [Gk Gabatha (Γαβαθα)]. Var. BIGTHAN. One of the eunuchs who conspired 

against King Ahasuerus, according to the Greek Additions to Esther (Add A; 12:1). The name Gabatha 

appears in the LXX in passages where the MT has BIGTHAN (Esth 2:21; 6:2). The variants Gabbathan 

and Bagathan (appearing respectively in the Cambridge and the Vulgate) are apparently due to metathesis. 

The JB considers the identification of Gabatha with Bigthan so normal that the name of Gabatha has been 

replaced.  

JOHN MCKENNA  

GABBAI (PERSON) [Heb gabbay (ַגַבי)]. Benjaminite and a postexilic resident of Jerusalem, cited 

along with Sallai in Neh 11:8.Theuseofthephrase―afterhim,‖theabsenceofaconjunctionbetweenthe 

names, and the lack of parallels has suggested to some scholars that the text is corrupt. Those who accept 

thisviewarguethetextshouldbeamendedinordertoread―hiskinsmen,menofvalor‖(Brockington

Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 189–90; Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 343). Others argue that the 

reference to Sallai in 12:20 indicates that the text should read as it stands (Myers Ezra, Nehemiah AB, 

184).  

FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT  

GABBATHA (PLACE) [Gk Gabbatha (Γαββαθα)]. The place where Jesus stood before Pilate in 

Jerusalem (John 19:13). The derivation of the original Aramaic term Gabbatha, of which this is a 

transliteration, is uncertainbutitprobablymeans―elevated,‖andisusedonlyhereintheNT.Johnreveals

that the place was well known by both the Aramaic term and a Greek term (lithostroton) meaning―stone

pavement,‖eachconveyingadifferentperspectiveofthesite.According to John, the judgment seat or 

tribunal (Gk bema), on which the Roman official sat to speak to the people was located here. Matthew 

saysthatPilate―sat onthejudgmentseat‖(bema; 27:19) when Jesus appeared before him.  

ItmusthavebeenonthissametribunalinJerusalemthatPilatesatwhenJews―surroundedhim‖and

protested his spending sacred money on the construction of an aqueduct (JW 2.175). Pilate also stood on a 

tribunal set up in the stadium in Caesarea and addressed protesting Jews during a demonstration in that 

city, according to Josephus (Ant 18.57; JW 2.172;). Paul appeared before the proconsul Gallio at such a 

tribunal in Corinth (Acts 18:12–17).  

The tribunal, called a rostrum in Latin, was usually set up in the forum (marketplace) of a Roman city. 

Examples have been found, among other places, in the forums in Rome, Philippi, Pompeii, Athens, and 



Corinth. The location of the one in Jerusalem has been disputed. However, it was most likely situated in 

the upper forum, adjacent to the E side of the palace of Herod (just S of the modern Jaffa Gate).  

Herodian foundations of a large stone podium have been recently found in the Armenian quarter, 

indicating that the palace of Herod stretched from the Citadel (Jaffa Gate) on the N, along the W modern 

Turkish wall to its S extremity, which turns E. Thus the podium, on which a stone pavement once stood, 

was built almost 12 feet higher than the previous Hasmonean building foundations. It was approximately 

1,100 feet long N–S, and 200 feet wide E–W. Nothing of the superstructure has been found by M. Broshi 

who excavated the area.  

Philo, a contemporary of Jesus, wrote that Pilate waslivinginHerod‘spalaceduringoneoftheJewish

feasts (Gaium 38).Hedescribesitas―theresidenceoftheprefects.‖GessiusFloruslivedherejustbefore

the destruction of the Temple by Titus, beginning in A.D. 66. Florus became prefect in A.D. 64. Mark 

statesthatthesoldiers―ledhim(Jesus)outsidethepalace,whichisthepraetorium‖(15:16). The 

PRAETORIUM, i.e. residence of the Roman authority, must have been in the Herodian palace, and the 

large podium Broshi found must have been that on which Jesus stood before Pilate.  

The stone pavement beneath the modern Sisters of Zion Convent could not have been the Gabbatha, 

because the pavement, now determined by archaeologists to have been contemporary with the ceiling 

vaults of the Struthion pools beneath, was not yet built when the Romans moved their siege machines 

―throughthepools‖inA.D. 70 (JW 5.467).  
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JOHN MCRAY  

GABRIAS (PERSON) [Gk Gabrias (Γαβριας)]. Described as the brother of Gabael in Tob 1:14, but as 

his father in 4:20. Gabrias is referred to as Gabri in the Sinaiticus text of the Book of Tobit. Comparing 

the relationship between Huri (1 Chr 5:14) and Ben Hur (1 Kgs 4:8), Zimmerman conjectures that Gabri 

may have the same relationship to Geber (1 Kgs 4:13). Although possible, however, Zimmerman provides 

no evidence to suggest that there is anything more than a formal similarity between the 2 names.  
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GABRIEL (ANGEL) [Heb gabr  ˒ēl (ַגְבִריֵאל)].Gabriel(whosenamemeans―Godismywarrior‖) is 

one of two angels named in the Hebrew Bible (Dan 8:16; 9:21), the other being Michael (Dan 10:13, 21; 

12:1). Along with Michael, Gabriel regularly figures as one of the 4 archangels (see 1 En. 9:1; 40:9; 54:6; 

71:8; Apoc. Mos. 40:2; 1QM 9:14–16; Num. Rab. 2:10; etc.). In the book of Daniel, Gabriel is 

preeminentlyanangelofeschatologicalrevelation.HeissenttoDanieltoexplainavisionof―thetime

appointedfortheend‖(8:15–26) and again to reveal the hidden meaning of the words of Jeremiah that 

Daniel is reading (9:20–27). Gabriel is implicitly the angel who appears to Daniel in Daniel 10–12.  

Gabriel‘sfunctionsaremorevariedin1 Enoch. In the Book of the Watchers (1 Enoch 1–36) he is listed 

as―theoneoftheholyangelswhoisinchargeofparadiseandthedragonsandthecherubim‖(20:2).He

is commissioned to destroy the offspring of the rebellious angels and human women (10:9–10). The 

fruitless petition addressed to Gabriel by the rebels in 10:10 complements the reference (40:6, 9) to 

Gabriel‘sassociationwithpetitionandprayerintheSimilitudes(1 Enoch 37–71).  

In the War Scroll from Qumran (1QM) the names of the 4 archangels, Michael, Gabriel, Sariel, and 

Raphael, are written on the shields of the 4 towers of the army. The positioning of the 4 archangels around 

the throne of God or other sacred space has a long subsequent history in both Jewish and Christian 

tradition (see Milik 1976: 173; Yadin 1962: 239–40).  



ThegospelaccordingtoLukeidentifiesGabrielwith―theangeloftheLord‖(Luke 1:11, 19, 26; cf. 

Luke 2:9; Acts 5:19; 8:26; 12:7).Gabriel‘sannouncementstoZechariahandtoMaryofthebirthsofJohn

and Jesus draws on an ancient tradition (cf. the announcement of the birth of Samson in Judges 13). In the 

Hebrew Bible, however, the angel of the Lord (Heb mal˒ak YHWH) is never named and in general is not 

conceivedofasadistinct,personalbeing,butisratherthemanifestationofGod‘spresence.See

ANGELS.  
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CAROL A. NEWSOM  

GAD (DEITY) [Heb gad (ַגד)]. A deity (or spirit) of fortune mentioned in Isa 65:11 as being 

worshipped, along with Meni (a god of fate or destiny), by apostate Jews, probably in postexilic Judah. 

The RSV translates Heb gad as―Fortune‖andmĕn   as―Destiny‖:―you…who set a table for Fortune and 

fillcupsofmixedwineforDestiny.‖Mostlikelythesettingofatabletookplacetoveneratebothdeities,

as also the filling of cups.  

According to the evidence of Aramaic, Syriac, and Arabic, gad should be understood as ―fortune,‖

―goodluck.‖ItisusedwiththisappellativemeaningintheOT(Gen 30:11 [kĕt  b], though some 

commentators would see here the name of the deity) and in other ANE literature. When gad is used as an 

element in compound names, it is often difficult to determine whether it should be taken in the appellative 

sense or as the name of the god. The place name Baal-gad (Josh 11:17)couldbeinterpretedas―Lord

Gad‖orasinvolvinganepithet(gad) joinedtothedivinenameBaal.Likewise―Migdal-gad‖(Josh 

15:37)couldbe―TowerofGad‖or―Toweroffortune.‖However,suchnamesasGaddi(Num 13:11), 

Gadi (2 Kgs 15:14, 17) and Gaddiel (Num 13:10) are best understood as using gad as an appellative (see 

RE 5: 329, 332–33; TDOT 2: 383, also for the name Gad [Gen 49:19, 1 Sam 22:5] as possibly 

representing the appellative meaning).  

Certain witness in the OT for a deity Gad comes from Isa 65:11, and from the name Azgad, Heb ˓azgād 

(Ezra 2:12 = Neh 7:17; Ezra 8:12; Neh 10:16—Eng10:15), according to analogy with the Phoenician 

names ˓zb˓l, ―Baalismighty,‖and˓zmlk, ―Malkismighty.‖ClearattestationforthedivinityGadalso

comes from Aramaic, Palmyrenian, and Arabic evidence. There is, however, no corresponding divine 

name in the pantheons of Assyria or Babylonia. It has been suggested, with some credibility, that the deity 

Gad,―Fortune,‖evolvedrelativelylate(perhapsinthe1stmillenniumB.C.) as a personification of the 

appellative (and abstract) gad, ―fortune.‖Supportforthissuggestionmaycomefromthepointinginthe

Hebrew text, which provides gad in Isa 65:11 withthedefinitearticle(lit.―forthe Gad‖),perhaps

indicatingthattheMasoretesretainedanawarenessofthe―original‖appellativemeaningofgad (i.e.,―for

the[godof]goodfortune‖?). 

Jewish tradition identified Gad with the planet Jupiter, regarded in Arabic astrology as the star of greater 

fortune. Yet there is insufficient evidence to establish that the apostates described in Isa 65:11 had such an 

understanding of Gad. Gad has also been identified with the deity Tyche (Gk tychē),―Fortune,‖

mentioned in Gk inscriptions, many of which come from the Hauran. This identification is probably 

correct: An Aram-Gk bilingual inscription from Palmyra apparently equates Gad and Tyche (however, see 

RE5: 334). A minority of scholars would connect Tyche with another divinity (e.g., Atargatis: RE5: 335), 

and the best-attested reading for the LXX at Isa 65:11 renders―Gad‖withdaimoni (or daimoniō), 

―demon,‖and―Meni‖withtychē (for one possible explanation for this reading, see Delitzsch 1969: 484; 

SDB 2:322).However,insomemanuscripts―Gad‖isrenderedwithtychē, ―Meni‖withdaimoni; the 

LXX at Gen 30:11 has for the Heb gad (used in the appellative sense) tychē; and for Isa 65:11 the Vg 

reads Qui ponitis Fortunae mensam, ―(You)whoplaceatableforFortune.‖ 

Gad is mentioned frequently in Syriac and later Jewish literature. A Syriac writer of the 5th century 

mentions that tables were still being set for Gad in his time. This practice of spreading a table laden with 

food before a deity or deities (usually equated with the Roman lectisternium) was common throughout the 



ancient world (in the OT, cf. Jer 7:18; in the NT, 1 Cor 10:21). There may be a partial parallel in the 

worshipofYahweh,theGodofIsrael,withtheprovisionofthe―shewbread‖(Lev 24:5–9) set on a 

special table (Exod 25:23–30; 1 Kgs 7:48). The apostates of Isa 65:11 were looking to Gad, not Yahweh, 

as the source of well-being and prosperity.  
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WALTER A. MAIER III  

GAD (PERSON) [Heb gād (ָגד)]. GADITE. Two persons bear this name in the Hebrew Bible.  

1. The son of Jacob, and therefore eponymous ancestor of the tribe of Gad. His mother was Bilhah, 

Leah‘shandmaiden(Gen 30:11).Theetymologyofthename―Gad‖isnotclear.Althoughsomesuggesta

derivation from the root gdd, ―tocutoff,‖mostscholarsfollowthepunofGenesis 30:―Gad‖=―(good)

fortune.‖ The name Gad is known as a theophoric element in a number of W Semitic personal names. It is 

nottherealnamebutanadjective,anappelative,―theFortune,‖andcouldbeusedforanumberofgods. 

There is not one system of 12 tribes in the OT, but two. The first is mainly a list of patronyms. It is 

mostlyknownas―systemA‖andincludesLeviandthetribeofJoseph.Thesecondsystem,called―B,‖

does not include Levi and has Ephraim and Manasseh in the place of Joseph. This second system is 

geographical,anditliststribalareas.Thissystem―B‖isolderthansystem―A.‖(Themaintextsfor

system―A‖are:Gen 29:31–30:24; 35:23–26; 46:8–25; 49:3–27; Exod 1:2–4; Deut 27:12–14; Ezek 

48:31–35; 1 Chr 2:2.Forsystem―B‖:Num 1:5–15; 2:3–31; 7:12–83; 13:4–15; 26:5–51; Josh 13–19; 

21:4–7, 9–39.) In the first system, Gad is usually the 7th son, in the second the 9th tribe. (The different 

order in Numbers 26 has to do with the placing of the standards in Numbers 2. In this way it was easy to 

prevent the tribe of Judah coming under the standard of Reuben.)  

In trying to locate the exact tribal regions or even their boundaries one encounters several problems. The 

first is the uncertainty about the identifications of biblical place-names, especially in Transjordan. The 

second is that those who produce biblical maps tend to harmonize different texts. The third problem is a 

methodological one. The biblical data on the geographical and historical situations in Transjordan show a 

wide variation. To what extent can these differences be explained historically? That is to say, do the 

different texts record different situations in successive periods? Or to what extent do we have to reckon 

with purely literary procedures, without any basis in a historical reality?  

There is a rather broad consensus that the oldest reliable source on the Transjordanian tribes of Gad and 

Reuben is the core of the city-list in Num 32:33–38. According to Wüst (1975) this core consists of the 

following 4 cities for Gad: Dibon, Ataroth, Aroer, and Atroth-shophan. The city-names Jaazer, Beth-

nimrah, and Beth-haran are later additions that were taken from Joshua 13. The addition of Jogbehah is a 

harmonization with Judg 8:12. This means that according to the oldest biblical tradition there is a tribe 

Gad centered around Dibon (cf. the name-form Dibon-gad in Num 33:45). This is a territory N of the river 

Arnon,itsheartlandbeingafertileplateauwithexcellentgrazing,called―theMishor‖(Josh 13:9, 16; 

Deut 3:10; 4:43). The oldest text locates Gad therefore to the S of the tribe of Reuben that was centered in 

the N parts of the Mishor around Heshbon. As will be shown below, the tribe of Gad was forced out of 

this S position and resettled in towns more to the N.  

Many have noticed that of the Transjordanian tribes only Reuben is mentioned in the very old Song of 

Deborah (Judges 5).InsteadofGadwefind―Gilead.‖Itistoosimplistictoassumethat―Gilead‖wasjust

another name for the territory of Gad. To the author of the Song there were obviously two nuclei of 

Israelite settlement E of the Jordan: Gilead, N and S of the river Jabbok; and the Mishor, called by him 

after Reuben, S of Gilead but N of the Arnon. In Num 32:29, 30 ―thelandofGilead‖isusedasthe

generalnamefortheIsraeliteterritoriesEoftheJordan.Itisequivalentto―thelandofCanaan.‖Inv1

thetribalterritoryofReubeniscalled―thelandofJaazer.‖TheabsenceofGadcanbestbeexplainedby

assuming that Gad was only later considered as a separate tribe. In the early monarchy, Israelite 

Transjordanwasknownas―thelandofGadandGilead‖(1 Sam 13:7; cf. also 2 Sam 24:5).  



Gadismentionedin2otheroldtexts:inthe―BlessingofJacob‖andinthe―BlessingofMoses‖

(Genesis 49 and Deuteronomy 33, respectively). Zobel has shown that the blessing of Gad belongs to a 

younger type. A comparison with an animal, for instance, is lacking. On the other hand the condition of 

the tribe differs in both blessings: In the older one (Genesis 49) the tribe is depicted as threatened; but in 

Deuteronomy 33 only praise is expressed for Gad—here the tribe is obviously in its prime. The rise of 

Gad was largely at the cost of the tribe of Reuben. This development becomes visible already in Num 

32:34–38. The analysis of this text by Wüst (1975) has shown that the additions to the original document 

are all situated to the N of the territory of Reuben. These additions are: Jazer, Beth-nimrah, Beth-haran, 

and Jogbehah.  

In the case of the tribe of Gad we have the rare opportunity to supplement biblical tradition with 

extrabiblical data. The famous stela of king Mesha of Moab (a modern English translation is given in 

HAIJ, 283) gives us valuable information on the historical situation in S Transjordan in the mid-9th 

century B.C.E. KingMeshaintroduceshimselfinline1as―theDibonite,‖whichseemstoimplythathe

was born there. Dibon therefore was already Moabite at the beginning of the 9th century. The homeland 

of the Moabites lay S of the river Arnon, and Dibon is situated just N of it. Then, in lines 7–8, Mesha 

informsusthat―themenofGadlivedalwaysintheregionofAtaroth.‖―Always‖shouldbeunderstood

as―ofold,‖―inlivingmemory,‖i.e.,atleastduringthelast3generations.Thisbringsusintothetimeof

Saul and David, in excellent agreement with 1 Samuel 13. Next, king Mesha informs us that the town of 

Medeba was given back to Moab by its god Chemosh. This former Reubenite town was clearly lost by 

Israel at an earlier time. After that it was reconquered by king OmriofIsrael.ButafterOmri‘sdeath,

Mesha had been able to conquer it again. From this we may conclude that the Moabite expansion 

probablywentNalongtheKing‘sHighwayandlefttheareasWofit—Ataroth—at first untouched. The 

following cities are counted by Mesha as having been conquered from Israel: Beth-baal-meon, 

Kiriathaim, Nebo, and Jahaz. All of these are well-known from the Bible. Mesha was the first king of 

Moab to make Dibon the royal residence. It was also here that the stela was erected. From this stela we 

see clearly how the border with Israel was pushed northwards.  

Pressure came not only from the S, but also from the E. The already famous scroll 4QSam
a
, found near 

the Dead Sea, has kept a few verses of 1 Samuel 11 that apparently were lost in the MT. This additional 

text is to be placed before 1 Sam 11:1 (translation F. M. Cross 1980):  

[And Na]hash, king of the Ammonites, sorely oppressed the children of Gad and the children of 

Reuben, and he gouged out a[ll] their right eyes and struck ter[ror and dread] in Israel. There was not 

left one among the children of Israel bey[ond] [Jordan who]se right eye was no[t go]uged out by 

Naha[sh king] of the children of [A]mmon; except seven thousand men [fled from] the children of 

Ammon and entered [J]abesh-Gilead. About a month later, Nahash the Ammonite went up and besieged 

Jabesh-[Gilead]andallthemenofJabeshsaidtoNahash[theAmmonite,―Make]with[usacovenant 

andweshallbecomeyoursubjects.‖]Nahash[theAmonitesaidt]o[th]em,[―Afterthisfashionwill]I

make[acovenantwithyou]… 

From the course of history we must conclude that the victories of Saul and David over the Ammonites 

were decisive: It was not until more than 2 centuries later that Ammon once again became a threat to 

Israel. David made himself king over Ammon and in 2 Sam 23:26 a hero from Gad and one from Ammon 

are mentioned side by side.  

The list of the Solomonic districts—1 Kgs 4:7–19—describes the land of Israel at the end of the United 

Monarchy.Attheendofthelistthe12thdistrictincludes―thelandofGilead, thelandofSihon.‖Theuse

of―Gilead‖issuspectbecauseofthegeographicalorderandbecauseGileadwasalreadytreatedasthe6th

district.(Toreadonly―thelandofGad‖withLXX
B
 is probably too simple.) Sihon was the Amorite king 

of Heshbon (Num 21:21–30). In any case the list does testify to the existence of an Israelite district in S 

Transjordan at this time.  

Deuteronomy, however, locates the tribe of Gad much farther to the N than do the older texts (Deut 

3:12, 16; 4:43; 29:7). A number of younger texts associate with the tribe of Gad an itinerary through the 

Jordan valley southwards. It passes through Zaphon, Succoth, Beth-nimrah, Beth-haran, and Beth-



jeshimoth. This route entered former Reubenite territory at Kiriathaim and joinedtheKing‘sHighwayat

Dibon. Again according to Wüst (1975), this itinerary was also known to the redactor of Joshua 13. This 

document originally listed Israelite cities in Transjordan; a subdivision over tribes was added later. In 

Joshua 13 the border is drawn between Gad (N) and Reuben (S) at the wadi el-Wâlah. From the Mesha 

stela we concluded the same borderline. Heshbon remained an Israelite city, probably until 722 B.C.E. Jer 

49:1–3 also considers the wadi el-Wâlah as the border with Moab. Jeremiah still connects Heshbon with 

the tribe of Gad.  

Remarkable, however, is Isa 15:2–4; 16:9. It does not seem to disturb the prophet Isaiah that almost all 

the Moabite towns he enumerates had been Israelite until a few decades before him.  

In later, postexilic texts, the location of the tribe of Gad continues to be in the N. We find Gadite cities 

even mentioned near the river Yarmuk. A Gadite city is also mentioned in the list of Cities of Refuge 

(Joshua 20). The list of Levitical cities from Joshua 21 ascribes a number of N cities to Gad too, but at the 

same time also Heshbon, the former Reubenite center. Maybe this can be explained by assuming that 

Gadite clans withdrew to the N and to the Jordan valley after their original territory was lost.  
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C. H. J. DE GEUS  

2. An Israelite seer (1 Chr 29:29) and prophet (1 Sam 22:5). He was a contemporary of King David, and 

wassignificantprimarilyforhisinfluenceinDavid‘slifeanddecisions.Havingbecometheobjectof

Saul‘sanger,DavidfledandlodgedinthecaveofAdullamwherehis family and many socially distressed 

persons joined him. After some time Gad counseled David to leave the cave and settle in Judah; David 

acceded to his counsel (1 Sam 22:5). Later, after David took a census of his increasingly numerous 

people, Gad offered David a selection of 1 from among 3 punishments for the prideful act; David selected 

a pestilence in the land as the preferred punishment. While the pestilence raged, Gad instructed David to 

sacrificeonanaltartobeerectedonachosenplot.Davidagainfollowedtheseer‘sinstruction:He

purchased the plot, erected the altar, and sacrificed; the pestilence ceased (2 Samuel 24 = 1 Chr 21:1–27). 

He was later influential, indirectly and posthumously, in a decision by King Hezekiah: When the king 

cleansed the polluted temple and consecrated it, he ordered the Levitical musicians to serve strictly 

accordingtoGad‘scommandmentissuedduringDavid‘sreignandapplicabletothesituation(2 Chr 

29:25). A document entitled Chronicles, devotedtothememoryofDavid‘srule,might,grandeur,and

success, is attributed to him either as its author or editor (1 Chr 29:29–30).  

GERALD J. PETTER  

GAD, VALLEY TOWARD (PLACE) [Heb gād (ָגד)].AplacewhereDavid‘scensusofficers
camped after crossing into Transjordan. The KJV, based on the MT of 2 Sam 24:5 (hannaḥal haggād), 

translatesthisphraseasthe―riverofGad.‖However,thefactthatbothwordsinthisexpressionhavethe

definite article suggests that this is an incorrect translation. The RSV and NEB, following Lucian, emend 

the two Hebrew words in this expression to read naḥal ˒el-haggadi and respectively translate the phrase 

―valley,towardGad‖and―gorge,proceedingtowardGad.‖Sincethisrivervalleyistheoneinwhich



Aroer is located, it is probably to be identified with the Arnon. This valley apparently formed the S limit 

of Israelite expansion in Transjordan.  

RANDALL W. YOUNKER  

GADARENES [Gk Gadarēnos (Γαδαρηνος)]. The name of the territory where Jesus cast demons out 

of 2 men and into a herd of swine (Matt 8:28). See also GERASENES. This area is associated with the 

site of Gadara, modern Umm Qeis (M.R. 214229), located near the N border of Jordan, about 10 km SE 

of the S tip of the Lake of Tiberias, on a flat plateau which is aligned in an E–W direction at an altitude of 

350 m above sea level. On the N, steep slopes descend to the Yarmuk valley, on the W is the Jordan 

valley, and to the S is the Wadi el-˓Arab. In and near the modern village lie the ruins of the ancient city, 

which was first associated with Gadara by U. J. Seetzen in 1806. Its arrangement and size were adapted to 

the local topography.  

In 1886, G. Schumacher was commissioned to undertake a surface survey of Umm Qeis, mainly in the 

upper city, which at that time was uninhabited. After a long interruption, several separate campaigns have 

been conducted at the site: The excavation of a late bath in the NW part of the village, whose mosaic floor 

and inscription were published by U. Lux (1966) and S. Mittmann (1966) respectively; the cleaning of a 

(probably) Late Roman tomb in the same vicinity, published by B. De Vries (1973); and the uncovering 

of an extensive, subterranean mausoleum within the ancient city limits (unpublished). In 1974 a second 

surface survey was carried out, and its site plan recorded the architectural remains of the ancient city over 

anareaca.1,600mlongwithamaximumwidthof450m,supercedingSchumacher‘s1886planofthe

upper city. The necropolises located all around the ancient city limits could not be taken into account.  

Between 1976 and 1980, excavations were conducted under the direction of Ute Wagner-Lux, and later 

with S. Holm-Nielsen who joined the expedition in 1977. Several fields between the upper and lower 

cities, the so-called terrace, and in the lower city were excavated. The results of these excavations are 

briefly presented in the remainder of this article. See Fig. GAD.01.  

Field I is situated in the central part of the terrace. The expedition unearthed the foundations of a square 

building (measuring ca. 23.5 × 23.1 m) with an octagonal interior, built over a floor from the Roman 

period which was composed of limestone slabs. The doors were on the W and E sides of the building. 

Two shaft tombs (0.52 × 1.72 m and 0.6 × 1.74 m) were found in the floor of the NE apse in front of a 

basalt sarcophagus. At the horizontal apex of the SE apse, which had been separated by chancel screens 

from the octagonal interior, a hexagonal basalt column 0.74 m high (a reliquary stand?) was discovered. 

In the interior, a corridor surrounds a central octagon, which is entered from the N and formerly was 

demarcated with chancel screens. On the E side of the central octagon was a semicircular, stepped 

installation oriented to the E, and just W of the latter, a shaft tomb with a stone ossuary or reliquary (?) 

(ca. 1.2 × 0.5 × 0.4 m). The floor of the building was overlaid with small, stone tiles assembled to form 

various geometric patterns in hues of black, slate blue, yellow, red, and white. All the excavation data 

indicate that this square building corresponds to a church of the central-plan type. It was erected at the 

beginning of the 6th century A.D. largely from reused material and was destroyed in the 8th century by an 

earthquake. From the courtyard, three doorways gave access to the decumanus maximus.  

Field II was excavated by the Danish team in 4 campaigns from 1977 to 1983. Its focus was a public 

bath located about 50 m W of the church and skirted on the N by the E–W oriented decumanus maximus. 

The main building was 30 m wide and 50 m long. It had been built on a steep slope, with its northernmost 

room cut partly into the rock and its S end supported by 2 large, vaulted rooms founded on bedrock. 

Skirted by another E–W street, the S facade of the building at its original height of about 14 m, must have 

been an impressive sight. Including the auxiliary rooms or corridors on the E and W as well as some on 

the N, the edifice covered an area of about 2,300 square m. From the auxiliary rooms, the hot bathrooms 

were heated through underground furnaces so that hot air circulated under the floors (hypokaustikon), 

which were supported by pillars made mainly of basalt but also of tiles. The temperature needed for the 

different rooms was further regulated by chimneys and hot-air pipes (tubulus) along the walls. It is 

estimated that 10 furnaces were employed when the 8-room bath was fully functional. Olive wood and 



olive seeds were used as fuel, and water was supplied by the main aqueduct carrying water to Gadara 

from the far NE. The various rooms known from the classical Roman public bath were represented: 

dressing room (apodyterium), cold-water room (frigidarium), lukewarm room (tepidarium), hot-water 

room (calderium), dry hot-air room (sudatorium), and possibly also a room for massage and anointment 

(unctorium). The open courtyard for gymnastic exercises (palaestra) does not seem to have been included 

in the construction, however, perhaps because by this time it was no longer a normal feature of public 

baths.  

Three main periods are discernible in the history of the bath. The first was terminated by a destruction 

possibly caused by an earthquake, around A.D. 400. In the second period, the building continued as a bath, 

but on a slightly reduced scale. The S wall had partly collapsed and was not re-erected. The southernmost 

room, originally the most luxurious of all the rooms, was abandoned as a bathroom and from then on 

served only as a stoke room for a new and much smaller, semi-circular hot-bath basin, which was built 

against the arched passage to the neighboring room on the N. Some of the other doorways in the building 

were narrowed and the heating system reduced. This gradual change may reflect the beginning of an 

economic decline at Gadara. Sometime in the first half of the 7th century A.D., the use of the building as a 

bath came to an end, and in the third period it was used for habitation and perhaps also for industrial 

purposes on a smaller scale. Whether this development had anything to do with the Islamic conquest is 

uncertain, but the finds, especially in the smaller rooms on the W, clearly attest an Umayyad presence. A 

semicircular niche in the S wall of Room VII seems to have been turned into an Islamic prayer niche 

(mihrab). The structure was ultimately destroyed by the great earthquake of A.D. 746 at the end of the 

Umayyad era.  

SVEND HOLM-NIELSEN  

Field III is located at the N end of a street that branches southward at right angles from the decumanus 

maximus, running to the W of and below the terrace, and leading along a row of consecutive rooms with 

vaulted ceilings but broken-off facades to the W theater. In this field the W face of the entrance at the N 

side of the terrace, as well as the adjacent vaulted room extending to the S, were exposed. The 

reconstruction of the facades on the series of consecutive rooms was facilitated by the recovery of various 

architectural pieces. In addition, a water system was identified both under the Roman street and, in its 

later phases, breaking through the pavement.  

Fields IV and V were in a 34 m length of the E–W oriented decumanus maximus, which was excavated 

at about the midpoint of the ancient urban area. The average width of the street between the N and S 

stylobates of the column rows measured 12.55 m, and the average width of the sidewalks was 3 m. The 

reuse of building stones for the street pavement suggests a secondary process of road formation, probably 

a renovation during the Byzantine period.  

Field VI is situated in the W zone of the ruins at the remains of a hippodrome. Three soundings were 

made in order to examine the structure more closely, but without obtaining further results.  

Although Gadara played a role as a member of the Decapolis only from the time of Pompey (64/63 

B.C.), the known history of the city nevertheless reaches well back into the Hellenistic period. According 

to the ceramic finds from the 1974 surface survey, Gadara must have had an even older, pre-Hellenistic 

predecessor; however, no clarifying section could be cut at a suitable place during the excavations.  

Gadara was made famous primarily because of its scholars: Menippus (3d century B.C.), Meleager (first 

half of the 1st century B.C.), Philodemus (first half of the 1st century B.C.), Theodorus, teacher of the 

emperor Tiberius (end of the 1st century B.C.), Oneomaus (2d century A.D.), and Apsines (3d century 

A.D.). The establishment of Christianity at Gadara must have occurred very early (as the participation of 

Bishop Sabinus in the Council of Nicea in A.D. 325 notably attests), though doubtless not without a 

struggle (witness the martyrdom of the deacon Zacchaeus in A.D. 303). Subsequently Christianity became 

the dominant religion throughout the Near East, resulting in the emergence of important Christian centers 

withproportionatelymajorchurchstructures,suchasBosra,Zor˓a,Jerash,andMadeba.Onthebasisof

the excavation of its central-plan church, Gadara joined these cities, with their analogous central-plan 

churches, as a center of equal rank.  



UTE WAGNER-LUX  

K. J. H. VRIEZEN  
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S.H.-N.  

U.W.-L.  

K.J.H.V.  

GADDI (PERSON) [Gk Gaddi (Γαδδι)]. Nickname of John, the eldest among the 5 sons of Mattathias 

(1 Macc 2:2). As with all his brothers, 1 Maccabees mentions his nickname. We do not know to what 

purpose these nicknames are mentioned nor when or why they originated. It is assumed that they were 

giventoMattathias‘sonsattheir birth, and were aimed to distinguish their bearers, especially because 

their proper names were very common at that period. Gaddi may be drawn from Heb Gad, which means 

(good) fortune. It may also be a name (cf. Num 13:11), but this is less acceptable since the other brothers 

carry what are evidently nicknames, and not second names. See MACCABEE.  

John the Gaddi did not distinguish himself in the Maccabean rebellion and is mentioned only once as a 

commander of a convoy, sent for shelter to the Nabateans, but ambushed on its way. In the ensuing battle 

or in captivity, John was killed (1 Macc 9:35–38). This event took place some time after the fall of Judah 

Maccabeus in 160 B.C.E. See JOHN (PERSON).  

URIEL RAPPAPORT  

GADDIEL (PERSON) [Heb gaddi˒ēl (ַגִדֵאל)]. The name is a compound of the Hebrew words gad 

and ˒el (―God‖).TherootmeaningofGAD is―luck‖or―goodfortune‖(cf.Gen 30:11). In Isa 65:11 it 

representsthenameofadeitywhichpersonified―fortune.‖Thus,themostlikelymeaningofGaddielis

somethinglike―Godismygoodfortune.‖ 

The personal name Gaddiel is found only in Numbers 13:12. The son of SODI, Gaddiel represented the 

tribe of Zebulun among the 12 men Moses sent from the wilderness of Paran (Num 12:16) to spy out the 

land of Canaan. Though not the head of the tribe of Zebulun (Num 1:9; 7:24), he was one of its leading 

princes (Num 13:2, 3). His selection was doubtless based upon his suitability for the mission to be carried 

out. For further discussion, see Gray Numbers ICC.  

JON PAULIEN  

GADI (PERSON) [Heb gād   (ָגִדי)]. The father of Menahem king of Israel and the assassin of Shallum 

ben Jabesh (2 Kgs 15:14, 17). Nothing is known about him apart from these 2 references. The name 

endinghassuggestedtosomescholarsthatitrefersnottohisfather‘sname,buttoMenahem‘splaceof

origin, the tribal territory of Gad on the E side of the Jordan River. However, that Gadi is a personal name 

is supported by its appearance as such in several sources. The name is found in a slightly different form in 



Num 11:13 as―Gaddi‖[Hebgādd  ], in the Samarian Ostraca (6, 16–18,30)as―Gaddiyo‖[Hebgdyw], 

possiblyanabbreviationfor―Gaddiyahu‖(TSSI 1: 8–11),andintheAradInscriptions(71,72)as―Gadi‖

or―Gaddiel‖andasapossiblediminutive,―Gada‖ [Heb gd˒] (AI, 95–96). Recently published Hebrew 

seal impressions from the 7th century B.C.E. (Avigad 1986: 39–41) have confirmed that Gadi is an 

abbreviationforGaddiyahu.Sealimpressions23,24and26mention―ShaharbenGad[d]iyahu‖[Hebšḥr 

bn gdyhw].Obviouslyreferringtothesamepersonissealimpression25,whichreads―ToShaharsonof

Gadi‖[Hebšḥr bn gdy].  
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GAHAM (PERSON) [Heb gaḥam (ַגַחם)]. SecondsonofNahor,Abraham‘sbrother,bytheconcubine
Reumah (Gen. 22:24).TheassumptionthatNahor‘s12sonswerethefathersofasmanytribesappearsto

be groundless since mostoftheirnames,asGaham,neveroccuragaininScripture.Thename―Gaham‖

mostprobablymeans―flame‖or―brightblaze.‖ 

JOEL C. SLAYTON  

GAHAR (PERSON) [Heb gaḥar (ַגַחר)]. Head of a family of nĕt  n  m (temple servants) (see 

NETHINIM) which is listed among those exiles returning from Babylon to Jerusalem and Judah (Ezra 

2:47 = Neh 7:49; 1 Esdr 5:30 [ geddour reading Heb gdwd instead of gḥr]). Noth (IPN, 229) places the 

name among those emphasizing spiritual/intellectual qualities and derives it from Ar jaḥirun ―weak(or

humble)ofspirit(orintellect).‖Koehler(1940:37),pointingtothe lack of such emphases in Hebrew 

names, derives it from the Ar jaḥara, similar to jaḥrāh ―yearwithlittlerain,‖whichheunderstoodas

describingone―bornatatimeoflittlerain.‖Loewenstamm(EncMiqr 2: 475), discounting these proposed 

Arabic etymologies for lack of supporting examples, holds that the interpretation of the name remains 

vague. Zadok (1980: 112) likewise agrees to the unsatisfactory nature of these etymologies as well as 

those he derives from Mishnaic Hebrew by citing Jastrow (1926: 237b, 233b): g  ḥôr ―red-spotted‖;

gĕḥār  m (or gehār  m) and gĕḥ  r  m from gaḥar or gahar ―projection,jetty.‖Zadokneverthelessincludes

thenamewiththosewhichare―bothHebrew(oralatetype)andAramaic.‖ 
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RODNEY H. SHEARER  

GAI (PLACE) [Heb gay˒ (ַגְיא)]. A place toward which the Philistines fled after the death of Goliath (1 

Sam 17:52).Althoughithasbeentranslatedas―thevalley‖(KJV;seealsoRainey1975:69*–70* who 

identifies―thevalley‖withtheElahValley),thistranslationappearsunlikelyowingtotheabsenceofthe

definite article. The syntax of the verse would seem to indicate that Gai is to be understood as a proper 

noun.However,onthebasisoftheLXX―Gath‖mostmodernscholarshipviewsGaiasaHebscribal

error for Gath (M.R. 135123; see Driver 1890: 114; McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 286, 290; RSV). This 

argument is strengthened by the pairing of Gai and Ekron as the destinations of Philistine flight in the first 

half of v 52 in the MT, and the pairing of Gath and Ekron in the second.  
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CARL S. EHRLICH  

GAIUS (PERSON) [Gk Gaios (Γαιος)]. 1. A Corinthian Christian mentioned after Crispus and before 

the household of Stephanas as one of the few people baptized by Paul during his stay in Corinth in the 



early 50s (1 Cor 1:14). Being baptized by Paul, it is reasonable to assume that Gaius waspartialtoPaul‘s

position in the disputes among the divisive Corinthians. It is most probable that he is the same Gaius who 

servedashosttoPaulandto―thewholechurch‖atCorinthinthelate50s(Rom 16:23), since Paul was 

apparently in Corinth when he wrote Romans. In Rom 16:23, Gaius sends greetings from his residence in 

Corinth to the church in Rome, implying that he may have known personally some of the Roman 

Christians. His Latin name and his financial position suggest that he belonged to the class of Roman 

freedmen who had come to Corinth and had apparently prospered economically. He was at least a person 

of sufficient wealth to host the whole Corinthian church, which must have been quite large judging from 

Acts 18:10 and from the names of the Corinthians that are known.  

Because Rom 16:23 names Gaius asPaul‘shostandbecauseActs 18:7 states that when Paul left the 

synagogue in Corinth he went next door to the house of the god-fearer Titius Justus, some have held that 

Gaius may be identified with Titius Justus, whose full name would then be Gaius Titius Justus. According 

to a tradition reported by Origen (comm. in Rom. 10.41). Gaius became the first bishop of Thessalonica. 

See JUSTUS.  

2. A Macedonian who was a traveling companion of Paul and who along with Aristarchus was present 

with Paul in Ephesus at the confrontation with Demetrius and the silversmiths (Acts 19:29). Gaius and 

Aristarchus weredraggedbytheriotersintothetheater,probablytobequestionedconcerningPaul‘s

activities. They apparently were freed shortly after the town clerk had defused the scene (Acts 19:35–41). 

Then it is probable that Gaius along with Aristarchus joined Paul when he departed for Macedonia and 

Greece (cf. 20:1–2).  

3. One of the 7 people named in Acts who accompanied Paul from Corinth to Troas as he journeyed 

toward Jerusalem with the collection (Acts 20:4). This Gaius may also have been one of the brethren 

referred to in 2 Cor 8:18–22, previously sent to Corinth by Paul. The text of Acts 20:4, which reads Gk 

Gaios Derbaios, isusuallytakentomeanGaius―fromDerbe.‖However,itisalsopossiblethathewas

not from Derbe since Derbaios could refer to Timothy who is also mentioned in 20:4 (cf. 16:1); thus the 

text could be read as listing Gaius as one of the Thessalonians, along with Aristarchus and Secundus. If 

so, it could be argued that this Gaius, being a Macedonian and being with Aristarchus, is to be identified 

with Gaius #2 above. The question whether Gaius was actually from Derbe has also been raised on textual 

grounds since the Western text (D) reads Douberios (instead of Derbaios), which like Thessalonica is also 

a Macedonian town. This reading, too, would support an identity of Gaius #3 with Gaius #2. According to 

the late 4th century Apos. Con. (7.46) Gaius (from Derbe) was made the first Bishop of Pergamum in Asia 

Minor. However, the historicity of this information, due to its late date of composition, is highly 

questionable.  

4. The personal recipient of the canonical letter 3 John (v 1) and a person who had showed hospitality to 

theJohannine―brothers‖(vv 5–6). Because he provided hospitality, Gaius must have been a wealthy 

Christianwhosemeans,home,andsocialstatusenabledhimtoplaysucharole.TherecipientsofGaius‘

hospitality were itinerant missionaries who adhered to the Presbyter (also translated Elder), the author of 3 

John. The Presbyter favors the leadership of Gaius, referred to affectionately as beloved (v 1), to that of 

Diotrephes, the head of a house church who refused hospitality to the Johannine―brothers.‖Whether

GaiushimselfbelongedtothehousechurchinwhichDiotrephesliked―toputhimselffirst(among

them)‖(v 9), or was part of another, is unclear. The use ofthesingular,―thechurch,‖invv 9–10, suggests 

that Gaius was a member of the house church controlled by Diotrephes. Other evidence seems to indicate 

that Gaius and his circleof―friends‖(v 15) were not dominated by Diotrephes: Gaius had been able to 

offerhospitalitywithoutbeingexpelledbyDiotrephes;―amongthem‖inv 9 excludes Gaius; and the 

singular,―thechurch,‖mayhaveamoregeneralreference,thusincludingthevarioushousechurchesin

the area. Also, if Gaius was unaware of the earlier letter sent to the church of Diotrephes (v 9), this is a 

further argument that the two were part of different groups since the Presbyter has to tell Gaius about this 

letter (Brown The Epistles of John 729, 731). Finally, it is unclear whether Gaius was a member or the 

head of a house church. There is no evidence that he had any special authority by virtue of his hospitality 

beyond that of being able to accept or to exclude traveling missionaries.  
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GALAL (PERSON) [Heb gālāl (ָגָלל)]. The name of 2 persons mentioned in Nehemiah and Chronicles. 

Thenamepossiblymeans―turtle‖(1PN, 230).  

1. An ancestor of one of the Levites who returned to Jerusalem following the Babylonian exile (1 Chr 

9:16, Neh 11:17). Galal is presented as a descendant of Jeduthun who was head of one of the 3 families of 

Levitical singers appointed by David (1 Chr 16:42, 25:1–8). Galal and his descendants probably 

continued to function as Levitical singers.  

2. One of the Levites who returned from Babylonian exile to Jerusalem (1 Chr 9:15). According to the 

text, Galal was a descendant of Asaph who was the head of another of the 3 families of Levitical singers 

appointed by David (1 Chr 15:16–17, 25:1–8) and the author of several psalms (Pss 50, 73–83). Thus 

Galal most likely served as a Levitical singer himself. Galal is not mentioned in the parallel passage in 

Nehemiah (Neh 11:15–18), but Bowman (Ezra and Nehemiah IB, 777) suggested that Gilalai (Neh 12:36) 

who was a trumpeter might have been Galal. Although the names and professions are similar, there is no 

conclusive evidence that Galal and Gilalai were the same person.  

ROBERT C. DUNSTON  

GALATIA (PLACE) [Gk Galatia (Γαλατια)]. GALATIANS. The name applied to a region of central 

Asia Minor (modern Turkey) which was occupied or controlled by Celtic immigrants of European origin 

known as Galatians. The geographical definition of this region varied widely at different periods. The 

Galatians crossed into Asia Minor in 278/77 B.C. and after raiding the prosperous W regions in the 270s 

were restricted to the arid steppes of central Anatolia stretching about 150 kms E and W of modern 

Ankara, henceforth known as Galatia. Raids against the cities of the W continued during the 3d century 

B.C., but Galatian power was much curtailed first by Attalus I of Pergammon between 240 and 230 B.C. 

They retained their independence and enjoyed a resurgence in the 1st century B.C. when their leaders 

proved to be stalwart allies of Rome in the wars against Mithridates VI of Pontus (95–63 B.C.). They were 

rewarded with important territorial grants by Cn. Pompeius and M. Antonius between 63 and 36 B.C. At 

the time of the Battle of Actium (31 B.C.) and the beginning of the principate of the emperor Augustus, a 

single Galatian ruler, Amyntas, controlled the whole of central Turkey and his kingdom even reached the 

Mediterranean. Other Galatians controlled territory in NE Anatolia, the old Pontic kingdom of 

Mithridates. During this period the Galatians retained much of their traditional Celtic culture: they spoke a 

Celtic dialect which survived in rural areas at least until the 4th century A.D.; Celtic personal and place 

names are widely attested; and they had a distinctive Celtic form of religious and political organization. 

They were renowned warriors and prized mercenaries whose outlandish appearance, great physical 

stature, and barbarian ways struck terror into their enemies, but they were insufficiently disciplined to 

prevail over the armies of the Hellenistic kingdoms or Roman legions (Stähelin 1907; Ramsay 1899: 1–

102).  

Around 25 B.C. the entire kingdom of Amyntas was annexed to the Roman Empire to form the province 

of Galatia. At this date the province included the original area of Galatian settlement around Ankara; 

ancient Ancyra, which was henceforward the chief provincial city; the steppic central Anatolian plateau of 

East Phrygia and Lycaonia; the mixed Pisido-Phrygian area around Pisidian Antioch and Apollonia; the 

mountainous tribal region of Isauria and Pisidia; and the Pamphylian plain. This vast and diverse area was 

further enlarged between 6 B.C. and A.D. 64 by the addition of Paphlagonia to the N and the Pontic regions 

to the NE. Between A.D. 70 and 114 it was joined under a single Roman governor with Cappadocia and 

Armenia Minor to form a central and E Anatolian province which reached as far as the river Euphrates 

(Sherk 1980).  

During the first 150 years of direct Roman administration autonomous city states with large adjacent 

territories were created over most of the province except for Cappadocia. For instance in N Galatia the 

CeltictribalpeopleswereconstitutedintothecitiesofPessinus,Ancyra,andTaviumduringAugustus‘



principate. At the same time, 13 Roman colonies, each inhabited by an elite of discharged Roman 

veterans, were founded mainly in the S of the province, including 3 cities evangelized by St. Paul on his 

first missionary journey, Pisidian Antioch, Iconium, and Lystra (Levick 1967; Mitchell 1980). During this 

period the province was generally governed by a Roman senator of consular rank with experience of 

important military commands behind him. Garrison legions were stationed in the S of the province around 

Pisidian Antioch under Augustus, and along the E frontier of the empire, the upper Euphrates, from the 

70s A.D. until late antiquity (Mitchell 1976; Mitford 1980). A major Roman highway, the via Sebaste, was 

built before 6 B.C. linking most of the major colonies of the S part of the province and helping to secure 

Roman domination over the intransigent native tribesmen of the Taurus mountains; the Roman roads of 

the N part of the province were constructed for the first time in the 70s and 80s A.D., as part of the 

program to fortify and garrison the Euphrates frontier (Magie 1950, 1: 566–92). As a result, many of the 

cities of the N, in particular Ancyra, witnessed a spectacular growth in military traffic.  

After A.D. 114 the E part of Asia Minor, including Cappadocia, Armenia Minor and most of Pontus, was 

made into a separate province under a consular governor, while central Anatolia was reserved for separate 

administration by a junior praetorian senator (Sherk 1954). Although the province of Galatia thereby 

reverted to relative insignificance in Roman political-military thinking, it enjoyed considerable prosperity. 

Much of the rural central plateau was divided into great estates owned by the emperor, members of the 

senatorial aristocracy, or civic dignitaries; it was inhabited by a peasantry which developed a thriving 

mixed agricultural economy alongside the rearing of livestock, which had hitherto been typical of the 

area. The cities meanwhile, benefitting from this rural prosperity, were adorned with fine public buildings 

in the Greco-Roman tradition and displayed many of the characteristics of cultural life which was the 

hallmark of civilization under the high Roman Empire. While the urban elites acquired the trappings of 

Hellenic sophistication, the indigenous population of the countryside retained its native culture. Not only 

Galatian but other local languages such as Phrygian, Pisidian, and Lycaonian were spoken under the 

empire (Holl 1908); there was worship of a bewildering diversity of native deities, principally Zeus, the 

Phrygian Mother of the Gods, and the Anatolian moon god Mên.  

Within the boundaries of the Roman province of Galatia there is little reliable evidence for Judaism or 

Christianity in the 1st and 2d centuries A.D. Except for the passages in Acts which refer to synagogues at 

Pisidian Antioch (13:14) and Iconium (14:1), Jews are hardly attested in any of the cities before the 4th 

century. There were, however, important Jewish communities to the W, above all in Phrygia at Apamea 

and Acmonia (HJP² 3/1: 27–32). Moreover, inscriptions of N Galatia from the 3d to the 6th centuries do 

indicate small Jewish communities in rural districts (RECAM 2: 133, 141, 2096, 508–11). There is only 

one unambiguous reference to Christians in a Galatian city before A.D. 200, to Montanists in Ancyra 

(Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 5.16); the evangelization of the apostolic period, therefore, left few traces. It is 

likely that Christian communities became larger and more influential in the second half of the 3d century, 

at least in certain cities (Harnack 1915, 2: 184–226). By the mid-4th century, however, Christianity seems 

to have become the religion of the majority of the inhabitants, as was more obviously the case in 

neighboring Cappadocia. The Galatian city of Laodice Catacecaumene was then a noted heretical center 

(Calder 1923).  

The references in the NT to Galatia, Galatians, and to cities in the province have given rise to 

contentious dispute. The central problemconcernstherecipientofPaul‘sepistletotheGalatians.The

letterisaddressed―tothechurchesofGalatia‖(Gal 1:2; 1 Cor 16:1) and the recipients are apostrophised 

as―foolishGalatians‖(Gal 3:1). Do the churches belong to the cities of Antioch, Iconium, Lystra, and 

Derbe, which Paul had visited according to Acts (the so-called South Galatian Theory); to the cities of 

Celtic N Galatia, Ancyra, Pessinus, and Tavium (the North Galatian Theory); or to the cities of the whole 

province? The most authoritative champion of the South Galatian Theory was the great explorer of Asia 

Minor, W. M. Ramsay, and although the North Galatian Theory still finds many supporters, his work 

should long ago have put the matter beyond dispute (Ramsay HDB 2:81–89; 1899).  

There is no evidence in Acts or any non-testamentary source that Paul ever evangelized the cities of N 

Galatia by any means. In so far as the gospel was taken here in the early years of the church, the 



evangelist was the author of 1 Peter, who addressed the Jews of Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Bithynia, 

and Asia (1 Pet 1:1). Paul did not visit N Galatia. The book of Acts relates that he passed through a region 

called Phrygia and the Galatic country after leaving Derbe and Lystra, as a stage in a journey that led 

through Mysia to Troas (Acts 16:6). This cannot have been Galatia, which lay some 200 km NE of any 

natural route between Lystra and Mysia in NW Asia Minor. The phrase is naturally understood as 

denotingthecountryofPhrygiaParoreiuswhichlayoneithersideofSultanDaǧ,themountainrangethat

divided Pisidian Antioch from Iconium, an area that was ethnically Phrygian but which was divided 

between the Roman provinces of Asia and Galatia.  

AlaterpassageinActsdescribingPaul‘sthirdjourneystatesthathecrossedthesesameregions,the

Galatic country and Phrygia, before coming to Ephesus (Acts 18: 22–23; 19:1). Again, this route can only 

have intersected the first one in the region of Phrygia Paroreius, not conceivably in N Galatia, which 

would have involved a huge detour for any traveller between Syrian Antioch and Ephesus. The Pontic 

bishop Asterius of Amasea in the later 4th century A.D. rightly understood this passage to refer to 

Lycaonia and Phrygia, not to Galatia in the ethnic sense. In the mid 1st century A.D. it was normal to refer 

to the whole province and not just the Celtic region as Galatia (Eutropius 7.10; Inscriptionos Latinae 

Selectae 9499; IG Rom. 3.263). It is proper therefore, for Luke to speak of non-Celtic parts of the 

province as Galatian country, and in the 1st century A.D. it was as natural to refer to the churches of 

Antioch, Iconium, Lystra, and Derbe as churches of Galatia as it was to call that of Corinth a church of 

Achaea (1 Cor 1:1).  

NoweightshouldbeplacedonPaul‘sreferencetothefoolishGalatians.Certainlythiswouldnotbea

natural mode of address to the inhabitants of cities which had few if any Celtic inhabitants, but that is 

precisely the point. It is partofPaul‘sreproachtohiscorrespondentsthatheequatesthemwiththe

barbarous and unsophisticated people who had given their name to the province and who, throughout 

antiquity, had a quite independent reputation for simplemindedness. The epistle, therefore, was certainly 

addressed to the Galatian churches where Paul had preached in the S of the province, and should be 

interpreted in conjunction with the account of his mission to them in Acts, not treated as a letter addressed 

to communities in N Galatia, with whom he had no other attested dealings.  

The churches of Galatia, therefore, were established in the S part of the province, at Antioch, Iconium, 

Lystra,andDerbeinthecourseofPaul‘sfirstmissionaryjourney.Althoughhewastorevisitthem twice 

they appear not to have flourished, and Christianity made no further significant progress in the region 

before the 3d century A.D.  
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STEPHEN MITCHELL  

GALATIANS, EPISTLE TO THE. A letter to the church at Galatia by the apostle Paul, now 

found as the ninth book of the NT canon.  



———  

A. Text  

B. Author  

C. Address  

D. Date and Place of Origin  

E. Galatians and the Corpus Paulinum  

F. Literary Analysis  

G. Galatians as a Historical Document  

1.Paul‘sOwnEarlyHistory 

2. The History of the Early Church  

3. The Anti-Pauline Opponents  

H. Galatians as a Theological Document  

I. Literary Influence of Galatians  

———  

A. Text  

Among the extant letters of the Apostle Paul, his letter to the churches of Galatia is the fourth in the 

present CANON (NT),butthefirstinMarcion‘s (Harnack 1924: 40*–79*). The canonical lists, however, 

do not reflect the actual historical chronology. Textually, we do not possess the Gk original, and the early 

history of transmission is unknown. The reconstruction of the text, presented by the critical editions of 

NovTG
27

 and The Greek New Testament (1983), is as close an approximation to the original as possible, 

given present knowledge (see TEXTUAL CRITICISM [NT]).J.C.O‘Neill‘s(1972)attempttofollow the 

example of Marcion by eliminating approximately one third as later glosses and interpolations remains 

unconvincing.  

B. Author  

The preface names Paul (1:1) as the author of the letter. This fact is confirmed by the literary form and 

style, argumentative methods, and theological content, as well as by the tradition, which never doubted it. 

Pauline authorship was denied by some scholars in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, but their 

arguments are insufficient. Since in the original the postscript was handwritten by Paul (6:11), the 

remainder of the letter must have been written by an amanuensis, a fact which complicates authorship 

technically but not substantially (Betz Galatians Hermeneia, 1).  

C. Address  

Theletterisaddressedto―thechurchesofGalatia‖(1:2; cf. 3:1). The location of this area called Galatia 

has been discussed extensively but without definitive result. Most likely the location is central Anatolia, 

where wandering Celtic tribes settled after 278/277 B.C.E. (the―NorthGalatian‖or―territoryhypothesis‖).

Lesslikelyisthe―SouthGalatian‖or―provincehypothesis,‖whichassumesthat Paul meant the Roman 

provincia Galatia, established in 25 B.C.E. This included Galatia as well as some areas to the south 

(Pisidia,Lycaonia,andPamphylia)whichcanbeconnectedwithPaul‘sfirstmissionarycampaign,

according to Acts 13–14. Yet the information contained in Galatians and Acts cannot be harmonized. Acts 

13–14 does not mention Galatia as all. In 16:8 and 18:23,a―Galatiancountry‖ismentioned,butno

missionisdescribed.Also,theinhabitantsofPisidiaandLycaoniawerenotcalled―Galatians.‖Whether

theitinerariesofActsarehistoricallyreliableinthattheyreportallofPaul‘scampaignsaccuratelyis

another unsolved problem. Although no archaeological traces seem to be left, central Anatolia is the most 

likely location of the churches of Galatia (see Betz Galatians Hermeneia, 1–5).  

D. Date and Place of Origin  

The Galatian letter can be dated only approximately, since no unambiguous evidence exists. Scholars 

have argued in favor of both early and late dates in relation to the other Pauline letters (see Betz Galatians 

Hermeneia, 9–12). Theologically Galatians reflects positions closer to 1 Thessalonians, while Romans, 

Paul‘slastextantletter, shows development and revision at important points. Hence, an earlier date is 

more probable (Vielhauer 1975: 79–81, 110–11: 52–54/55 C.E.; Jewett 1979: 103: 53 C.E.).  



The letter provides no clues as to its place of origin. The Marcionite Prologues (for the text see Harnack 

1924: 127*–28*) state that it was sent from Ephesus, but the subscriptio contained in some manuscripts of 

Galatians names Rome as the place from which it was sent. Scholars have argued in favor of Ephesus, 

Macedonia, and Corinth; but these are no more than possibilities (see Betz Galatians Hermeneia, 12).  

E. Galatians and the Corpus Paulinum  

Among the authentic Pauline letters, Galatians holds a peculiar position. While all the others are 

addressed to churches in Macedonia, Greece, and Rome, only Galatians has survived from what must 

have been at one time a larger correspondence with churches in Asia Minor (unless Romans 16 was 

originally addressed to Ephesus). The reasons for its survival, however, are unknown, as is the early 

history of transmission and edition of the Pauline corpus (see Gamble 1975: 403–18; Aland 1979: 302–

50). Galatians shows no awareness of or links with the churches of Macedonia and Greece, or with any of 

the other letters. The literary genre and composition of Galatians have much in common with Romans. 

Both are apologies; but while Galatians is short and confrontational, representing the beginning of a 

controversy, Romans is conciliatory and greatly expanded, showing an advanced stage of debate in which 

Paul defends his theology as a whole by elaborate arguments reformulating and even revising positions 

taken in Galatians. While Galatians is unaware of the Corinthian crisis, Romans acknowledges it. Because 

of the theology of the Spirit, Galatians is closer theologically to the early letter of 1 Thessalonians which, 

however, is not concerned with Jewish-Christian adversaries; in this regard, Galatians has parallels in Phil 

3:2–21; 2 Cor 10:1–13:10; Rom 16:17–20.  

F. Literary Analysis  

The literary analysis proposed by Betz (Galatians Hermeneia, 14–25) assumes Galatians to be of the 

―apologetic‖lettertype including other epistolary and rhetorical features. The letter frame consists of an 

epistolary prescript (1:1–5) naming the sender and co-senders (superscriptio, 1:1–2a) and the addressees 

(adscriptio, 1:2b) and a conclusion with an expanded salutation (salutatio, 1:3–4) and doxology (1:5). The 

epistolary postscript (6:11–18), handwritten in the original (6:11), sharpens the points Paul wishes to 

make in the letter and concludes with a blessing (6:18).  

The body of the letter (1:6–6:10) is a compositional unit containing the typical features of a defense 

speech. The exordium (―introduction,‖1:6–10) confronts the readers with the statement of the cause for 

the letter—their impending shift from Paul to his opponents (1:6–7)—along with a conditional curse (1:8–

9). The narratio (―statementoffacts,‖ 1:11–2:14)definesthenatureofPaul‘sapostleship(1:12) and 

narrates the history of his previous apostolic work (1:13–2:14) in three sections. The first section deals 

with the beginnings of his life as a Jew (1:13–14), his vocation (1:15–16a), and his early mission (1:16b–

24). The main point here is to underscore his independence from the authorities of the church at 

Jerusalem. The second section (2:1–10) treats the conference in Jerusalem, where the mission of Paul and 

Barnabas was recognized. The third section (2:11–14) recounts the conflict between Paul and Cephas at 

AntiochandthesubsequentseparationfromBarnabas.AsPaulformulatesit,Cephas‘dilemma(2:14) is 

precisely that which the Galatians must face. The propositio (―proposition,‖2:15–21) sets forth the points 

of agreement (2:15–16) and disagreement (2:17–18), an exposition 2:19–20), and a refutation (2:21). The 

probatio (―proofs,‖3:1–4:31) presentsthemajorargumentsjustifyingPaul‘stheologicalposition.The

first proof (3:1–5) is one of undeniable evidence: the Galatians have received the Spirit on the basis of 

their faith, not of their observance of the Torah. The second proof (3:6–14) uses the example of Abraham 

(Gen 15:6; 12:3; 18:18) and other testimonies from Scripture (Deut 27:26, Hab 2:4, Lev 18:5, Deut 21:23) 

todemonstratethatthosewhoarebelieversarethe―sonsofAbraham‖andtheheirsofthepromise.The

third argument (3:15–18) introduces an analogous example from the secular law of inheritance. Chapter 

3:19–25 is a disgression on the Jewish Torah. The fourth proof (3:26–4:11) is an argument from Christian 

tradition, using baptismal (3:26–28) and christological (4:4–6) formulae. The fifth proof (4:12–20) uses 

topicsfromfriendshipandspeaksaboutPaul‘s relations with the Galatians, both past and present. The 

sixth proof (4:21–31) consists of an allegory of Sarah and Hagar. The exhortatio (―exhortation,‖5:1–6:10; 

differently Merk 1969: 83–104; Hübner 1984a: 67, n. 65; Hübner TRE 14:6) is made up of three sections: 



a warning against the acceptance of the Jewish Torah (5:1–12), a warning against the corruption of the 

―flesh‖(5:13–24), and recommendations in the form of ethical maxims (5:25–6:10).  

The peroratio (―peroration,‖6:11–18) is identical with the epistolary postscript and sums up the main 

concerns of the letter. A sharp polemic against the opponents (6:12–13) is followed by a restatement of 

Paul‘sownposition(6:14) and his ―canon‖(6:15). The conclusion consists of a conditional blessing 

(6:16) juxtaposed with a conditional curse (1:8–9), an appeal (6:17), and a benediction (6:18). The 

rhetoric of the letter is, on the whole, of the judicial type (genus iudiciale), but the element of dissuasion 

is also present (genus deliberativum). The two genres co-relate here as they do in other texts. In addition, 

Galatianscontainsfeaturesofa―magical‖letter,inthatthereactionofthereaderstotheletterwill

activate either the conditional curse (1:8–9) or the blessing (6:16; see Betz Galatians Hermeneia, 25, 32–

33).  

G. Galatians as a Historical Document  

Galatians is an historical document of the first order, without which the earliest history of the Church 

would beevenmoreobscurethanitunfortunatelyis.Tobesure,Paul‘saccountsaretoacertainextent

biased in that Paul does not provide a full account of the history but only certain data and episodes that are 

important for his self-defense. Information is recoverable in mainly three areas.  

1. Paul’s Own Early History. ItwasPaul‘sconvictionthathewassetasidefrombirth(1:15) and then 

called when God had decided that the time had come to proclaim the gospel to the gentiles (1:16). 

Speaking of his time before conversion, he names his strict Jewish orthodoxy and zeal in persecuting the 

Church (1:13–14, 23–24). His early mission work was done in Arabia and Damascus, independently from 

the Jerusalem authorities (1:16–17). His first visit to Jerusalem occurred three years later (1:8), when he 

first visited with Cephas (Peter) and James, the brother of Jesus. Then there was more mission work in 

Syria and Cilicia (1:21). The apostle remained unknown to the churches of Judea (1:22–24; but cf. Acts 

9:26–30)untilhissecondvisittoJerusalem―afterfourteenyears.‖ 

2. The History of the Early Church. Information related to the history of the early Church is 

comparatively rich although it is extremely brief. When the mission spread to Palestine and Syria at a very 

early date, there was apparently no regulation concerning areas or ethnic identities. Opposition arose over 

the practice of making converts from gentiles without subjecting them to either the Torah covenant or 

circumcision. This dispute led to the conference at Jerusalem (2:1–10), where three parties came together: 

Paul, Barnabas,andTitusasdelegatesofthegentilemission;James,Cephas,andJohnasthe―pillars‖of

the Jerusalem church (2:9); and the anti-Paulineopposition,called―thefalsebrothers‖(2:4). The last 

group demanded circumcision and observance of the Torah for gentile as well as for Jewish Christians. 

Agreement was reached by two parties at the expense of the third. The gentile Titus took part in the 

conference and returned uncircumcised (2:3). Paul cites from what may be the formal agreement (2:7–9). 

The stipulation recognizes one God and one church, but the mission was divided into two thrusts. Cephas 

wasputinchargeofthe―apostolateofthecircumcision,‖whilePaulwasappointedastheleaderofthe

gentile mission. As a token of gratitude (2 Cor 9:6–15, Rom 15:27), Paul pledged a financial collection 

for the poor of the Jerusalem church (2:10; see Betz Galatians Hermeneia, 103; 2 Corinthians 8 and 9 

Hermeneia, 169). The final episode concerns the conflict at Antioch between Paul and Cephas (2:11–14; 

see Betz Galatians Hermeneia, 103–12; Kieffer 1982; Dunn 1983: 3–57; Hübner TRE 14:9–11). At issue 

was whether Jewish Christians could have table fellowship with gentile Christians without the former 

violating their Jewish purity laws (koinophagia, ―consumptionofuncleanfood‖).Thequestionwas,what

must take precedence, Christian fellowship or Jewish purity laws? Paul took the side of the gentile 

Christians, defending their religious standing in faith and salvation; but Cephas, Barnabas, and others 

werepersuadedby―themenfromJames‖towithdraw.The dispute was not resolved but resulted in the 

separation of Paul from the other Jewish Christians present; a further result was the current crisis in 

GalatiawhichprecipitatedPaul‘sletter. 

3. The Anti-Pauline Opponents. Also of great importance is what the apostle has to say about the anti-

Pauline opponents, whose agitation he traces back to the Jerusalem conference (2:4). As he sees it, the 

present crisis was caused by intruders who had almost persuaded the Galatians that their salvation 



depended upon their acceptance of Torah and circumcision (1:6–7; 5:1–12; 6:12–13). The question of 

who the intruders were is still a matter of controversy. The traditional view stated by the Marcionite 

Prologuesidentifiestheopponentsas―falseapostles‖whohadrevertedtoTorahandcircumcision

(Harnack 1924: 127*–28*; 37–38). Called Judaists or Judaizers (Gal 2:14; Ignatius, Mag. 10.3). they were 

seen as Jewish Christians who erroneously prescribed Torah and circumcision for all Christians. 

Rediscovery and reconstruction of Jewish Christianity by 19th- and 20th-century historians, however, 

brought to light a far more complicated picture (see Lüdemann 1983b for the history of research and 

bibliography). This picture is reflected by a number of hypotheses. Lütgert (1919) assumed that Paul 

fought on two fronts, against law-observantJudaistsandagainstlibertineenthusiasts(―pneumatics‖);the

evidence for the latter, however, came largely from 1 Corinthians. Schmithals (for bibliography, see Betz 

Galatians Hermeneia 7, n. 46; Schmithals 1983a: 27–58; 1983b: 111–13) took the opponents to be 

Jewish-Christian gnostics who for magical reasons were interested in Jewish rituals but not in the Torah 

as a whole. Other scholars opted for other syncretistic combinations of Christian, Jewish, gentile, and 

gnostic elements. Galatians, however, shows no evidence of gnosticism, and one must not supply it from 

otherPaulinelettersorlatersources.Atpresent,thereisagrowingconsensusthatPaul‘sopponentswere

rival Jewish-Christian missionaries opposed to the Pauline mission. For them, the Christian Church was 

an extension of the Jewish religion, so that joining the Church required conversion to Judaism with 

mandatory observance of the Torah and submission to circumcision. Jewett (1970–71: 198–212) pointed 

out their connection with Palestinian Judaism, both Christian and non-Christian. A further question is 

whether James (2:12) was in fact behind the agitators (see Lüdemann 1983a: 64–66). Betz (Galatians 

Hermeneia, 5–9) sees them in connection with the early history of the Galatian churches: following an 

initialphaseofspiritualenthusiasm,theGalatianshadincreasingproblemswiththe―flesh,‖atwhich

point the anti-Paulinists impressed them with the cultic and moral security provided by the Torah 

covenant.  

H. Galatians as a Theological Document  

GalatianstestifiestothefirstradicalquestioningofPaul‘sgospelandtheologicalviewsbyhisown

churches, a challenge the apostle met by his first systematic apology. This apology involved not only his 

message but also his apostolic office and mission work as a whole. The apostle was not defending himself 

for the first time. His report on the conference at Jerusalem (2:1–10) implies that he had had to justify his 

preaching and mission to the gentiles before, and especially at the conference. Similarly the account of the 

Antioch incident (2:11–14) suggests fierce debates in which Paul had to defend his position. One should 

not, however, assume that the arguments on these earlier occasions were quite the same as those he 

presents in Galatians. This particular apology was worked out to meet the Galatian crisis; other apologies 

employing different arguments were sent to Corinth (CORINTHIANS, SECOND EPISTLE TO THE). 

Compared with Galatians, Romans shows more similarity but also considerable expansion and reworking. 

However, Galatians does not represent a transition theology rendered obsolete by Romans (so Hübner 

TRE 14: 9–8,11).Paul‘stheologyanditsrelationtothelettershas yet to be described by scholarship. 

Galatians, in this respect, is important for several reasons.  

First,itcontainsPaul‘s line of argument as he justifies his preaching of the gospel to the gentiles and 

their acceptance into the church without Torah and circumcision. The theological legitimacy of this 

message and mission was questioned first by his Jewish-Christian adversaries and then by the Galatians 

themselves.Inthesectionofthe―proofs‖(probatio, 3:1–4:31), Paul argues from experience, history, and 

theology. He reminds the Galatians that they have received the gift of the Holy Spirit not on the basis of 

―worksofthelaw‖butbyfaith(3:1–5). He then demonstrates by exegesis of scripture (3:6–4:31) what he 

calls―thetruthofthegospel‖(2:5, 14),specifically―thegospeloftheuncircumcision‖(2:7). In the 

―statementoffacts‖(narratio, 1:11–2:14), Paul demonstrates that his preaching has always been 

consistent and in correspondence with the history of the Church, while his opponents have been acting 

disruptivelyandinconsistently.Inthe―exhortation‖(exhortatio, 1:1–6:10), the apostle recommends that 

continued reliance on the Spirit (5:25; 6:8–9) will enable the churches to deal effectively with the 

problems of ethical conduct that have arisen in their midst (6:1). Such reliance on the Spirit is declared 



sufficient even to the extent that it enables them to fulfill the demands of the law of God apart from the 

Jewish Torah (5:14; 6:2).  

Second, the arguments reveal that Paul can draw on a wide variety of conceptual, scriptural, and 

doctrinal resources. As in 1 Thessalonians, the doctrine of the Holy Spirit is fundamental. New in 

Galatians is the doctrine of justification by faith juxtaposedtojustification―byworksofthelaw‖(2:15–

16, 18–21; 3:6–25; 5:4–5). Two questions arise in connection with the doctrine of justification by faith. 

Did Paul work out the doctrine of justification by faith in response to his Galatian opponents (so Strecker 

1976: 481)? Or did he argue the doctrine before, at Jerusalem or Antioch (see Hübner TRE 14: 8)? 

Certainly the doctrine was shared by Jewish Christianity apart from Paul, but it was the apostle who fully 

realized the doctrinal implication (see Betz Galatians Hermeneia, 115–19). Accordingly, all Christians, 

including those of Jewish origin, are granted justification before God by faith in Jesus Christ (2:15–16). 

Therefore, christology and soteriology are of principal importance, while the Jewish Torah is devaluated 

(3:19–20).Christ‘sdeathonthecrossasavoluntarysacrificehasredemptiveefficacy(1:4; 2:19–21; 3:1; 

4:4–6; 5:11; 6:12, 14, 17). It is the source of Christian freedom (2:4; 5:1, 13; cf. 3:28; 4:21–31).  

Thepreachingofthekerygmaof―Christcrucified‖(3:1), accompanied by the gift of the Spirit (3:2–5, 

14; 4:6, 29; 5:5, 16, 17, 18, 22, 25; 6:1, 8), leads to baptism (3:27). In this ritual, the Christian is made 

partaker and beneficiary of redemption; together with other Christians the baptizedishenceforth―in

Christ‖(3:26–28; 1:22; 2:4, 17; 3:14; 5:6) and a member of the Christian church (1:2, 13, 22). The gift of 

the Spirit continues to serve in enablingtheChristian―towalkintheSpirit‖(5:16, 25) and to bring the 

―fruitoftheSpirit,‖theChristianvirtues(5:22–23). Living a life thus endowed and assisted by the Spirit, 

the Christian community awaits the eschatological judgment (5:5; 6:7–9).  

I. Literary Influence of Galatians  

The literary influence of Galatians must be distinguished from thatofPaul‘stheologyorlaterPauline

controversies (see on the whole Lindemann 1979; Lüdemann 1983a). In the NT, only Romans shows 

clear literary and theological relations with the Galatian letter (see Hübner TRE 14: 11). Acts refers to 

events told of also in Galatians but without knowledge of the letter. The epistle of James has polemics 

againstPaul‘stheology,butwhetheritalludestotheletterofGalatiansremainsunclear.Inthe2dcentury,

Justin Martyr (Dial. 46–47) could describe Jewish ChristianitywithoutreferencetoPaul‘sletters.The

Grundschrift (or―basicwriting‖)ofthePseudo-Clementines, however, seems to aim at Galatians in its 

anti-Pauline polemics (see Lüdemann 1983a: 248–52). Marcion appears to be the first to appropriate 

Galatians and its theology. Removing from it what he regarded as judaizing interpolations (see Harnack 

1924: 67*–79*),he―reconstituted‖the―original‖letterandplaceditatthebeginningofhisApostolikon. 

Marcion seems to have influenced Mani (216–276/274 C.E.) and some of his disciples who valued 

Galatians highly (see Betz 1986). In the 4th century, the unknown author of the so-called Ambrosiaster 

commentary shows an astonishing understanding of the letter, an understanding matched only by the 

commentaries of Martin Luther, especially that of 1535 (for bibliography see Betz Galatians Hermeneia, 

36–37).  
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HANS DIETER BETZ  

GALBANUM. See PERFUMES AND SPICES.  

GALEED (PLACE) [Heb gal˓ēd (ַגְלֵעד)]. The Hebrew name that Jacob gave the heap of stones that 

served as a witness to the covenant he had made with Laban (Gen 31:44–54). Laban named the heap in 

Aramaic JEGAR-SAHADUTHA;bothnamesmeanthesame:―heapofwitness‖(inHebgal means 

―heap‖and˓ēd means―witness‖).Verse 45 narrates that Jacob set up a single stone as a massebah (cf. 

Gen 28:18), probably serving the same purpose. One suggestion is that v 45 is from the E source of the 

Pentateuch while v 47 is from the J source. Skinner (Genesis ICC, 401) and Simpson (IB 1: 716) have 

suggested that originally the cairn or stele either was a god or was the home of a god. Hence Galeed may 

have been the name of a god, as the god Salem is reflected in Jerusalem. Note, however, that the 

inanimate is often called as witness to covenant making (cf. Josh 24:27) perhaps reflecting a naturalizing 

or historicizing of the ancient gods who normally served as witness to a covenant, or perhaps reflecting an 

animation or anthropomorphizing of nature, since Israel had (at least later) only one God.  

Von Rad (Genesis OTL, rev 1972: 313) sees v 53 (J) as speaking of two gods, the God of Abraham and 

the God of Nahor, but this could also be one deity. In v 50 (the Elohist? ca. 750 B.C.), God is the witness, 

which Skinner sees as an advance over the primitive witness of an inanimate object (J; ca. 950 B.C.). 

However, one may not be amiss here to see a touch of humor in the ancient mind when a god or symbol 

of a god is changed into a pile of rocks.  

One may also note (v 52) that the Galeed was a boundary marker between the two peoples of Israel and 

Aram.Theimplicationisapeacetreatyoranonaggressionpact,sinceneitheristopassthemarker―for

harm.‖However,thecovenantmeal(vv 46, 54) implies active protection of one another rather than 



simple―handsoff‖eachother‘sterritory.TheGaleedthenbecomesawitnesstoothersofthemutual

protection agreement between the two neighbors.  

Verse 50 introduces yet another dimension of the covenant. Marriages of the ancient world were often 

political alliances; thus Jacob was prohibited from other marriages that might endanger the covenant with 

Laban, and/or the Aramaeans.  

Some have suggested the Galeed was a witness of peace in the time of the writers (ca. 950–750) but von 

Rad proposed that it reflects a very old boundary agreement from a time of fairly peaceful contact, 

perhaps when both groups were still nomadic. Both J and E use the occasion to explain a well-known 

landmarkinGilead.The―Galeed‖hasbeenseenbysomeinterpretersasanetymologyofGilead.The

―Galeed‖hasbeenseenbysomeinterpretersasanetymologyofGilead,thenameofthecountry,anda

later great-great-grandson of Jacob. Gen 31:21, 23, and 25 allreferto―Gilead,‖perhapsbuildingupto

this etymology from gal˓ēd (Keil and Delitzsch n.d.: 300).  

At one time, some scholars suggested Galeed was the mountain range of Gilead and that Laban and 

Jacob were giants (Rephaim?), but as Skinner (Genesis ICC, 401) pointed out, there is no support for this 

inthetext.Thissame―naming‖ofGileadhasbeenrelatedtoJosh 22:34. The term gal˓ēd does not appear 

there, but some would restore it to the text. Joshua 22 tells the story of the 21/2 tribes of Transjordan, who 

returned after the conquest was complete. At the Jordan, they built an altar, which upset the other tribes, 

but the builders explained it as an altar of witness.  

The exact location of the gal˓ed is unknown, but Skinner, Gehman (1970: 625), and others note Kh. 

Jel˓adonJebelJel˓ad,SoftheJabbokNofes-Salt, as one suggestion. Keil and Delitzsch (n.d.: 300) 

reject this because Gilead is a much broader term, but especially because it refers to the area N of the 

Jabbok. They and others note that Jacob moved from N to S and did not cross the Jabbok until later (Gen 

32–33). Others do not think the narrative reflects a consistent line of travel and note that nomads 

following their flocks do not necessarily move in a straight line. Jacob may have been in the area for some 

time before Esau arrived. Still others take all the stories as fiction and aetiologies to explain such things as 

the heap of stones.  

Both (NHI, 158–159) dates the stories after the encounter between the Ammonites and Gileadites under 

Jephthah.―AgroupofAramaeanssettledforatimeSoftheJabbokimmediatelytotheEofthelandof

Gilead.‖HeretheycomeincontactwiththeGileadites. It was a peaceful contact and the boundary—the 

gal˓ēd—marked their frontier. They were, however, in the area of the expanding Ammonites who 

occupiedGilead,asettlementon―MountGilead‖fromwhichthewholedistricttookitsname.Itwasthis

occupation which brought the defensive action led by Jephthah, which drove out the Ammonites and 

saved the area for its Ephraimite inhabitants. See EPHRAIM, FOREST OF.  

Roland de Vaux (EHI, 170–71, 573) also thought the stories concerned two peoples, the Aramaeans and 

Israelites, though Aramaean was a more general term that included Ammonites. The gal˓ēd was set up as 

a boundary between them on Mt. Gilead and explained the name of the latter. Gilead is used in the earlier 

andnarrowersenseofSoftheJabbokintheregionof,andtheboundarytotheEof,JebelJel˓ad.The

frontier separated the two peoples in the time of the Judges, particularly the time of Jephthah. Finally, we 

note that the Aramaic name seems natural in the mouth of Laban, biblically part of the Aramaic tradition. 

Millard notes (NBD, 402) that documents of the earlier 2d millennium show a great mixture of ethnic 

groups in N Mesopotamia. It is quite possible some Aramaeans were included among them and that their 

dialecthadbeenadoptedbyotherSemiticgroups.TheAramaic,ofcourse,wouldalsobe―natural‖with

Noth‘stheory. 
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HENRY O. THOMPSON  

GALILEANS. Discussion of the ethnic strands among the inhabitants of Galilee in Hellenistic-Roman 

times has often centered on an understanding of Isa 8:23. In that oracle of salvation the three newly 

established provinces of the Assyrians in the north—the Way of the Sea, the Land of Zebulun and 



Naphtali, and Galilee of the Gentiles—are promised deliverance from their oppressor. Whatever the 

precise meaning of the expression galil haggoyim—circle or region—it can scarcely mean that the 

territory later to be known as Galilee was totally populated by non-Israelites in the wake of the Assyrian 

conquest (Alt, KlSchr 1). Yet, this has been the dominant understanding, so that when the phrase is 

echoed at 1 Macc 5:15—galilaia allophylon—it is assumed that Galilee in early Hellenistic times was 

populated for the most part by people of non-Israelite stock, with only a tiny minority of Jews living 

there. However, apart from other considerations (see GALILEE), there seems to have been an implicit 

understanding by the Hasmoneans that the region was part of traditional Jewish territory, and this 

influenced their approach to the region, including the forced circumcision of the Itureans who had 

infiltrated into upper Galilee and the Gaulan (Jones 1933). The fact that archaeological surveys suggest 

that the population of Galilee increased considerably in the early Hasmonean period (Meyers et al 1978) 

doesnotseriouslychallengethisassumption,since―internalcolonization‖ensuredthatthebestlandsin

the conquered territories were distributed to Hasmonean sympathizers from Jerusalem.  

Thename―Galilean,‖thoughprimarilygeographicinconnotation,oftencarrieswithitother

associations—cultural, social and religious—both in ancient sources and modern discussions. The 

purpose here is to focus primarily on the religious affiliations and attitudes of the Galileans. (For the 

cultural and social dimensions, though intimately interwoven with religious issues, see GALILEE 

[HELLENISTIC-ROMAN]). One cannot view these matters in isolation, however. If, for example, the 

Galileans of the 1st century B.C.E. were largely forced converts to Judaism, would that fact influence our 

perception of their alleged religious laxity when judged by the standards of later Jerusalem orthodoxy? If 

Galileans lived in conditions of social and economic deprivation, would this predispose us to view them 

as apocalyptically motivated revolutionaries (Lohmeyer 1936)?  

The Galileans are mentioned in lists of Jewish sects by two early Christian writers, Justin Martyr (Dial. 

80.2) and Hegesippus (Eusebius Eccl Hist 4.22.7), but no information is given on their distinctive beliefs 

andpractices,exceptthat,withtheothers,theywere―opposedtothetribeofJudahandtheChrist.‖In

addition, Galileans are mentioned by Epictetus (Arrian, Dissert. 4.7.6) and in a letter of Simeon bar 

Cosiba (Bar Kokhba) from Wadi Murabbaat, but both may be references to Jewish Christians of the 2d 

century rather than to a Jewish sect of earlier times.  

The number of sects listed by Justin Martyr and Hegesippus (as well as in a third similar list in 

Epiphanius, which does not mention the Galileans) is 7, and this is suspicious. Therefore we are largely 

dependent on Josephus and the NT for our information on the Galileans, while being conscious of the fact 

that these literary sources are themselves also the product of religious propaganda which may not convey 

a correct picture of the total complexity of the situation (Vale 1987). By far the greatest number of 

references occurinJosephus‘writings—82 in all, distributed as follows: 46 in Life, 20 in JW, 15 in Ant, 

and 1 in AgAp. These may be compared with the NT figures, where apart from the adjectival usage in 

regard to an individual (Jesus, Peter, or Judas, Matt 26:69; 14:70; Luke 22:59; 23:6; Acts 5:37), the plural 

galilaioi occurs only 6 times in all. Of these 2 refer to the followers of Jesus (Acts 1:11; 2:7), 3 to certain 

Galileans who had been put to death by Pilate on the occasion of a pilgrimage to Jerusalem (Luke 

13:1.2.3), and 1 to the inhabitants of the region generally who are said to have received Jesus in contrast 

to the Ioudaioi who rejected him (John 4:45).  

It has been proposed,particularlyonthebasisofJosephus‘Life,that―Galilean‖doesnothavea

geographical connotation, but refers rather to a party of revolutionaries against Rome who were so 

designated by the Jerusalem leadership opposed to the revolt (Zeitlin 1976: 193). This party is further 

linked to the Fourth Philosophy of Josephus, whose founder in 6 C.E. was Judas the Galilean (Ant 18.23–

25),andthemembersofwhichhavebeenidentifiedwithJosephus‘lestai who were responsible for the 

first revolt (Hengel 1976: 57–60).  

The theory of the Galileans constituting a revolutionary party with no geographical connotations 

attachedtothenamecanbeeasilydismissedonacloserexaminationofallthereferencesinJosephus‘

Life (Armenti 1981). In that work the Galileans are constantly distinguished from the inhabitants of the 

chief cities of Galilee (Sepphoris and Tiberias) with whom they have a generally hostile relationship 



(Freyne 1980b). They are equally distinguished from the brigands who operate in the border regions of 

upper Galilee, in the district of Ptolemais or in the Great Plain (Life 77f, 105–11, 126–31, 145, 175, 206). 

Since these various and separate bands of brigands do not operate in favor of the Galileans, they can 

scarcely be described as social brigands (Horsley 1979; Freyne 1988b). Allowing for the self-apologia 

operative in Life (Cohen 1979) it can still be said with a fair degree of confidence that the picture of the 

Galileans emerging in this work—namely, that of a confused peasantry, but with deep-seated attachment 

to Jerusalem and its representative, Josephus, and not at all intent on revolution—is in its general outline 

quite plausible (Freyne 1987).  

That does not deny that some Galileans were fired by the religious nationalism of the period. As well as 

the impending struggle with Rome, there were also the tensions with the residents of the surrounding 

cities and the Jewish inhabitants of the land which seem to have flared up with particular intensity just 

prior to the First Jewish Revolt. These tensions inevitably engendered increased religious fervor as a way 

of establishing separate Jewish identity, as is exemplified in the case of the Jewish inhabitants of Caesarea 

Philippi, who were prepared to pay exorbitant prices to John of Gischala for oil produced from olives 

grown within the land (Life 74f). John, a moderate turned rebel (Rappaport 1982; 1983), emerged in 

Jerusalem at the head of a company (syntagma) of Galileans, (JW 4.558), and we hear also of some 

Galileans who joined the leader oftheradicalsofTiberias,JesussonofSapphias,indestroyingHerod‘s

palace, ostensibly because of the animal representations in violation of strict Jewish observance of the 

second commandment (Life 66). There is also the rather surprising case of the inhabitants of Tarichaeae 

refusing to allow refugee noblemen to remain in their city unless they underwent circumcision (Life 112f).  

These examples of particular manifestations of Galilean fervor at the time of the First Jewish Revolt 

cannot be detached from their geographical setting, but neither can they be made to signify a radical party 

of Galileans, much less a whole province whose inhabitants were fired with religio-nationalist aspirations. 

It is not easy to assess the extent to which any of the special halachic developments associated with the 

parties during the Second Temple period had any impact on Galileans. Such essentials of Jewish life as 

Sabbath (Ant 13.347) and observance of the pilgrimage to Jerusalem (Luke 2:41; 13:1) are assumed in 

literary sources, though archaeological evidence for synagogues from the pre-70 period is meager (Levine 

1986).  

The gospel of Mark mentions scribes and Pharisees coming from Jerusalem in order to discredit the 

native Galilean teacher/healer, Jesus (Mark 3:22; 7:21); some local Pharisees are also presumed in the 

gospelnarratives.Lukespeaksof―teachersofthelaw‖(nomodidaskaloi) from every village of Galilee 

(5:17), but if he means Pharisaic scribes this can hardly be an accurate description of the situation in 

Jesus‘dayorbefore70C.E. TheGalileansofthegospelsareenthusiasticaboutJesus‘healingactivity,

whereas his teaching appears to have been directed to a more intimate band of traveling 

companions/disciples. The Fourth Gospel generalizes this picture by declaring that the Galileans received 

(that is, accepted) Jesus in a way that the inhabitants of Judea did not (John 4:3, 43–45), even though it is 

not possible to restrict the use of the term Ioudaioi to a purely geographic reference to Judeans (cf. John 

6:52; Ashton 1985; Bassler 1981). Yet the stance of James, the brother of the Lord, on issues such as the 

dietary laws (Gal 2:10), and even the vacillation of Peter on such matters, indicates that not all Galileans 

were automatically open to a more liberal understanding of their faith as proposed by Jesus, especially in 

regard to relations with gentiles.  

On several occasions the suggestion has been made that the enthusiastic crowds of the gospel narratives 

may be representative of post-Resurrection Galilean Christianity (Elliot-Binns 1956; Lohmeyer 1936; 

Meeks 1966). However, there is little evidence elsewhere of any substantial attachment to Jesus in his 

homeland after his death. Luke makes a passing reference to a mission in Galilee (Acts 9:31), but this 

seems to have been prompted by his missionary schema rather than by any hard evidence. Apart from an 

obscure sect of the Nazoreans, which Epiphanius locates in Transjordan, and the passing references to 

Galileans already alluded to in Epictetus and the Wadi Murabbaat letter, there is little evidence in later 

sources for a form of Christianity that remained directly rooted in Galilee. In these circumstances it seems 

bettertoapplytheterm―GalileanChristianity‖onlytothelater,post-Constantinian situation.  



We read about only a few other Galilean teachers in addition to Jesus of Nazareth in the literary sources. 

Judas the Galilean, the founder of the Fourth Philosophy, is described as a sophistes, teacher (JW 2.118). 

Eleazar, a Galilean teacher, is to be found at Adiabne, advocating circumcision for the royal family, 

despite the political implications of such an act (Ant 20.43). Yose, the Galilean, is known to us from the 

JamnianstratumoftheMishnah‘sredaction,butthereisnothinginthetraditionsascribedtohimthat

would link them specifically with Galilee or a Galilean viewpoint (Lightstone 1980). Significantly, all 

three seem to have operated outside the region.  

Even when the scribal schools moved N after the Bar Kokhba revolt (132–35 C.E.), rabbinic control of 

Jewish life in Galilee was not absolute. This emerges both from a study of the rabbinic documents 

emanating from the Galilean schools (namely, Mishnah/Tosefta and Yerushalmi) and from the 

archaeological remains of the great Galilean synagogues (Neusner 1983a; 1983b; Meyers and Strange 

1981), in which the Targumin (the Aramaic paraphrases of the Scriptures) were read. School and 

synagogue became the two independent but related centers around which Jewish religious life was to 

develop, and while there would appear to be no fundamental conflict concerning the nature of Israel and 

its responsibility between the rabbinic viewpoint and that reflected in the Targumin, some tensions can be 

detected between the two spheres of influence which these two bodies of writings represent (e.g., the 

matter of representational art and the different areas of jurisdiction of rabbinic and nonrabbinic courts). 

Thus, the divisions of an earlier age—in terms of the religious life of the ordinary Jews and the more-

intensified programs associated with the various parties—continued to find expression in the religious life 

of the Jews of Galilee, long after the destruction of the Jerusalem temple and the disappearance of the 

parties associated with it (Goodman 1983: 93–174).  
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SEÁN FREYNE  

GALILEE. The northernmost region of the land of Israel. Culturally and historically it is characterized 

by its close proximity to the coastal cultures of Canaan-Phoenicia on the W and NW and to the inland 

Syrian-Aramaean cultures on the E and NE. The character and culture of Galilee and its neighbors 

changed and developed with respect to their relative strengths, consequently the political and cultural 

borders between them fluctuated, and the direction and intensity of their mutual influences varied. To 

understand the culture and history of Galilee, one must first appreciate the interplay of these forces and 

cultures.  



Since Galilee was geographically distant from Jerusalem, the seat of the Judaean palace, temple, 

archives, and scribes, events occurring there are rarely mentioned in the Hebrew Bible, and its history is 

therefore difficult to reconstruct. However, throughout the biblical period, and even after Galilee had 

become part of the Assyrian empire in 732 B.C.E., the beauty of its countryside—particularly the 

mountains that skirt it: Carmel, Tabor, Bashan, Hermon, and Lebanon—inspired the prophets and poets; 

there are references to it in similes and metaphors throughout the poetic books of the Bible (e.g., Cant 

4:8–15; 7:5–6; Pss 42:7; 89:13; 133:3; Isa 33:9; 35:2; Jer 46:18; 50:19; Neh 1:4). On the other hand, 

because Galilee was the location for much of the ministry of Jesus, for the military activity of the Jewish 

historian Josephus, and for post-70 C.E. Palestinian Judaism, it is mentioned prominently in the NT 

(especially the Gospels), in the writings of Josephus, and in early rabbinic writings.  
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A. Geography  

1. Name and Borders. ThenameGalileeappearspossiblyforthefirsttimeinThutmosesIII‘stownlist

from the 15th cent B.C.E. as K-r-r (Simons 1937: list I, no. 80). In the OT the name appears as gāl  l or 

gāl  l  7 times (including1incorruptedstate),onceas―thelandofGalilee‖(1 Kgs 9:11), and twice as 

―GalileeoftheGentiles/peoples‖(Isa 8:23; Josh 12:23 LXX
B
). The name is derived from Heb gll, a root 

associatedwithcircularity,meaning―cylinder‖or―rod‖(Cant 5:14; Esth 1:6)or,byextension,―

(circumscribed)district‖(Josh 13:2; Joel 4:4). With the definite article, however, it always refers 

specifically to the N region (see Fig. GAL.01).  

ItisnotclearwhetherGalileeisanabbreviationof―Galileeofthepeoples‖(cf.also1 Macc 5:15, which 

mayalludeonlytopartofGalilee)orwhether―ofthepeoples‖isalaterexplanatoryaddition(Alt1937:

53–54). In either case, the name almost certainly originated as a description of the N mountain region of 

the land of Israel encircled by valleys, the coastal plain to the W, the Jezreel to the S, the Jordan to the E, 



and the Litani to the N. Throughout history, these valleys were usually more densely populated than the 

central mountain area, often with peoples of diverse character and origin.  

The OT references, although few, suggest that Galilee in the Bible coincided with the whole 

geographicalregionthatthenameimplies,including―thetwentycitiesinthelandofGalilee‖presumably 

in the coastal plain (1 Kgs 9:11–13); Kadesh in the central mountains (Josh 20:7; 21:32; 1 Chr 6:61); and 

Ijon and Abel-beth-maachah in the N Jordan valley (2 Kgs 15:29; Alt 1937: 55–56). Zebulun and 

Naphtaliappearasasynonymfor―Galileeofthepeoples‖asawhole(Isa 8:23). From later sources (such 

as Josephus, the NT, and Talmudic literature) the same geographic picture emerges, although in some 

cases the surrounding valleys are included in Galilee while in others they are not. On occasion there is 

similar confusion between Galilee as a geographic region and as a political or administrative province. 

Forinstance,theMishnaicdefinitionoftheborderbetweenSamariaandGalileeatKefar‘Otnay(Lejjun;

M.R. 167220) (m. Git. 7:7)impliestheinclusionoftheJezreelValleyinGalilee,asdoesJosephus‘

definitionofthisborderatGinaē(Jenin;M.R. 178207) (JW 3.3.4).However,Josephus‘definitionoftheS

border of lower Galilee at Exaloth (Iksal; M.R. 180232) (JW 3.3.1) would exclude the Jezreel Valley from 

Galilee.Similarly,byplacingPtolemais/Accoonthe―coastofthelandofGalilee‖(JW 2.10.2), Josephus 

includesthecoastalplainwithinGalilee;yetelsewherehestatesthattheborderofUpperGalileeand―the

landoftheTyrians‖isBaka(el-Buqeia/Peqein; M.R. 181264) (JW 3.3.1), which would exclude not only 

the coastal plain but also thehillsWofMt.Meron.Josephus‘definitionoftheNborderofupperGalilee

atMērōth(Marus;M.R.208272)isagainclearlyapolitical,notageographical,border(Ilan1984). 

2. Regional Subdivisions. In the OT, the subdivision of Galilee is generally according to tribal 

territories (see Josh 19:10–48). Joshua 11:2, however, suggests that there were also geographic 

subdivisions: mountain region (hār), the―Arabahsouth(negeb) ofChinneroth,‖the―lowland‖(šĕpēl ), 

and―Naphoth-Dor.‖The―Shephelah‖ofIsraelismentionedonlyoneothertimeintheBible(Josh 11:16, 

―the mountain of Israel and its šĕpēl ‖). This division is clearly reminiscent of the traditional subdivision 

of Judah into hill country, Negeb, and Shephelah (Deut 1:7; Josh 10:14; 12:8; Judg 1:9, and esp. Josh 

15:20–63); thus a familiar Judaean topography has been attributed superficially to Galilee. Nevertheless 

severalsuggestionshavebeenmadeastothepositionofthe―lowland‖or―ShephelahofIsrael‖(Josh 

11:2, 16), the most recent (Finkelstein 1981) locating it in the W foothills of upper Galilee (i.e., modern S 

Lebanon).  

In later literature, Galilee was subdivided by Josephus into Upper and Lower Galilee (JW 3.3.1), 

whereas the Mishnah divides it into Upper Galilee, Lower Galilee, and the valley (m. Šeb. 9:2). The 

places defining the border, Kefar Ḥananiya (m. Šeb.9:2;Kafr˓Inan;M.R.189258)andBeer-sheba (JW 

3.3.1; Kh. Abu esh-Shiba; M.R. 189259) are less than 1 km apart, clearly indicating that upper Galilee 

began with the steep escarpment N of these 2 sites. Upper and lower Galilee as defined in the Mishnah 

and by Josephus are strikingly different, upper Galilee having a maximum height of 1,208 m above sea 

level (Mt. Meron) and lower Galilee a maximum of only 598 m (Mt. Kamon). Height is not all: There are 

also noticeable differences in morphology, climate, vegetation, and agriculture; consequently modern 

geographers continue to subdivide Galilee into upper and lower regions.  

3. Topographical Features. The present morphology of Galilee is mainly the result of faulting and 

uplifting of tilted blocks of cretaceous rocks associated with the creation of the great Jordan valley rift. 

The most marked feature of the Galilean landscape is the great escarpment dividing upper from lower 

Galilee. The highest parts of upper Galilee are at its S extreme near this scarp; gradually it drops off to the 

N until it reaches the Litani river valley. The Cenomanian and Turonean rock formations exposed in the S 

of upper Galilee create a rugged landscape, which together with its height makes this one of the most 

forbidding and isolated regions of the country.  

North-south faults in upper Galilee create additional geographical features, primarily the great block of 

Mt. Meron. The hills W of this block are cut by valleys that flow W to the coastal plain. This W region 

was the natural hinterland of the coastal plain, whose political centers were Acco and Tyre; when these 

were politically strong, their E borders extended as far as Mt. Meron. To the E of the Mt. Meron block the 



valleys flow S and SE, so that this region was always more open to influences from the S. An interesting 

and anomalous feature in the E region are the 2 small basaltic plateaus of Dalton and Alma (W of Hazor).  

The hills of W lower Galilee consist of a series of blocks tilted by tectonic pressures from the N, 

consequently the S faces of the blocks are more abrupt escarpments, while the N faces gently slope down 

to the N, just like the main block of upper Galilee. In E lower Galilee the tectonic pressures were from the 

reverse direction (from the S), so that the abrupt escarpments face N and the gentle slopes extend S.  

The Tosephta (t. Nida 3:11; but cf. b. Nida 20a) names from N to S the parallel valleys of W lower 

Galilee: the valley of Beit Ha-kerem; the valley of Sakhni; the Valley of Yoṭbat; and the valley of 

Ginosar.AlsoknowninTalmudicliteratureisthevalleyofBeitNetofa(Klein1939:24),and―Yoṭbat‖

was either the name of its NW part or 1 of its 2 names. The last valley listed in the Tosephta—Ginosar 

(on the shore of Lake Kinneret)—is not included in lower Galilee according to m. Šebu. 9:2, and is there 

calledsimply―thevalley‖(notedetaileddescriptioninJW 3.10.8). Yet another valley apparently S of that 

of Beit Netofa is called Rimon in y. Ḥag. 3: 78d. Of the series of valleys of E Galilee apparently only the 

name of the northernmost (valley of Arbel) appears in Talmudic literature.  

Galilee has the highest annual rainfall of any region of the land of Israel, reaching 1,000 mm in the 

highest mountains; only in the E region of lower Galilee, where the average annual rainfall is below 400 

mm, is there any danger of drought. Consequently, there are several perennial streams and many springs 

in the region. In the mountains of upper Galilee temperatures reach below freezing point for some period 

every year, and some snow falls in most years; whereas in the valleys, and particularly in the Jordan 

valley, the winters are mild and summers hot. These differences allow for a great variety of agricultural 

crops and for regional variations in harvest times for the same crop or fruit.  

A map showing the probable course of ancient routes in Galilee can be drawn based on the location of 

ancient sites, on the records of ancient military campaigns, and on itineraries and roads of later periods. 

There were international routes in the Acco coastal plain to the W, in the Jezreel valley to the S, and in the 

Jordan valley rift to the E of the mountains of Galilee. The main N–S watershed route through the hill 

country of Judah and Ephraim continued N past Megiddo, ran to the E of Mt. Tabor and of the Beit 

Netofa valley, and entered upper Galilee near Beer-sheba and Kefar Ḥananiya. Since they were located on 

the road near where travelers crossed into upper Galilee, it is logical that Josephus and the Mishnah would 

define the regional subdivision in terms of these 2 towns. This route then continued E of Mt. Meron to 

Gush Halav and NW to Tyre. A subsidiary of this route branched E to join the Jordan valley road N of 

Tiberias.  

The 3 main E–W routes crossing the Galilean mountains were (from S to N) that associated today with 

the Way of Hauran from Acco via the Ibelin, Beit Netofa, and Rimon valleys (Oded 1971); the route 

through the Beit Ha-kerem valley; and the route from Tyre to Dan skirting the N edge of Upper Galilee, 

possiblyassociatedwiththe―wayoftheSea‖(Rainey1981:146–48).  

B. The Bronze Ages  

1. Chalcolithic Period. Until recently it was suggested that the Ghassulian-Beersheba culture typical of 

the land of Israel in the Chalcolithic period did not penetrate as far N as Galilee, and that in this region the 

pottery Neolithic culture continued until it was replaced by the EB cultures (CAH 1/1: 530–34). However, 

recent surveys have recorded some sites with close affinities mainly to the Wadi Rabah culture and others 

that can be associated with the later Ghassul Beer-sheba cultures (Frankel and Gophna 1980). The 

presence of Chalcolithic sites on the Dalton basaltic plateau is particularly interesting in light of their 

close cultural affinities with the Chalcolithic cultures of the Golan Heights (also a region of basaltic rock).  

2. Early Bronze Age. The early stages of the EB I (Proto-Urban) period were characterized in the N by 

grey, burnished pottery (Ezdrealdon ware) associated with intensive settlement in the valleys skirting 

Galilee;fewsiteswerefoundinthemountains.Inthelaterstages(characterizedinthisregionby―band

slip‖[or―grainwash‖]ware), settlement penetrated into the hills of lower Galilee. It was, however, only 

in the EB proper (EB II–III)—the period of urbanization—that the mountains of Galilee as a whole 

(including upper Galilee) were intensively settled (Broshi and Gophna 1983). Over 70 sites of this period 

are now known in the mountain regions, some of considerable size. The ceramic vessels typical of the 



region at this period are jars with everted rims (combed) and large platters, both of fine metallic ware. 

Also common in the region are seal impressions (Ben-Tor 1978). This first intensive occupation of the 

Galilean mountain areas came to an abrupt end and did not continue into EB IV, although the 

circumstances and the exact stage of this break remain a quandary.  

In Galilee, as in other parts of the country, the main finds dating to the EB IV period are from burial 

caves apparently not associated with settlements. However, some small sites have been recorded in SE 

lower Galilee and in the Jordan and Beth-shean valleys (Zori 1977; Gal 1980), while in upper Galilee the 

only evidence of actual settlement is in several natural caves. The remarkable finds from the cave at 

Kedesh would appear to represent a cult center (Tadmor 1978). The ceramic repertoire in Galilee at this 

time has close affinities to that found in Syrian sites, where urban civilization continued throughout this 

period; this suggests that during EB IV, Galilee culturally was a peripheral extension of Syria.  

3. Middle Bronze Age. In the MB III period of re-urbanization large cities were established in the 

valleys skirting the mountains of Galilee (Broshi and Gophna 1986), and a comparatively large number of 

them are listed in the Egyptian execration texts (Helck 1962: 49–66). The absence of Megiddo from these 

texts has been cited as evidence that this city was perhaps an Egyptian administrative center, while the 

others were at least potential enemies or rebels. The mountain regions of Galilee were less-densely 

populated in this period. In upper Galilee more sites have been recorded in the E than in the W, perhaps a 

result of the influence of the great urban center of Hazor.  

4. Late Bronze Age (1550–1200 B.C.E.). The primary importance of the LB Age for biblical studies is 

that it is the precursor of the Iron Age, the stage during which the Israelites first emerged in Canaan. The 

citiesoftheperiodweretheCanaanitecitiesoftheBible,andthe―princes‖ofthese cities the Canaanite 

kings mentioned in the Bible.  

The archaeological evidence suggests a cultural decline in the LB Age. In sites that have been 

excavated, many structures from earlier periods (particularly fortifications) continued in use, while many 

others (such as temples and palaces) were rebuilt with only slight modification. Excavations and surveys 

show a reduction both in the number and size of settlements. The main centers of population remained in 

the valleys; but LB sites have been recorded in the mountain areas also: 15 in lower Galilee and 6 in upper 

Galilee (within modern Israel), fewer sites than in the previous period. There are also several cases of 

burials from this period which cannot be associated with any settlement (e.g. Hanita, Saphet), presumably 

evidence of a non-sedentary population.  

However, Egyptian New Kingdom records provide us with data from which we can gain insight into the 

political and social structure and pattern of settlement in the region. The description of military 

campaigns, the topographical lists, and other documents (such as the El Amarna [EA] archives and 

Papyrus Anastasi A [ANET, 476–78] describing an imaginary journey through the region) allow us to 

draw up a reliable map of the Canaanite cities (Simons 1937; ANET, 242–43; CTAED). The locations of 

many places have been established without doubt, and the fact that others also appear in the description of 

Israelite tribal territories in Joshua 13–19 enables us at least to define the region in which they are 

situated.  

From the Thutmoses III list, 6 cities in the N Jordan valley have been identified: Laish (#31), Hazor 

(#32), Chinnereth (#34), Beth-shean (#110), Abel (-beth-maachah) (#92), and Ijon (#95). In the Jezreel 

valley another 6 cities have been identified: Megiddo (#2), Shimron (#35), Geba-Shumen (#41), Taanach 

(#42), Ibleam (#43), and Jokneam (#113). In the coastal plain only Acco (#47) can be identified with 

certainty; however, 4 other cities also listed in the territory of Asher (Josh 19: 25–26) are probably located 

somewhere in the S section of the Galilean coastal plain—Mishal (#39), Achshaph (#40), Allamelech 

(#45), and Helkath (#112). In lower Galilee 3 cities have been identified: Adami-Nekeb (#36), Kishion 

(#37), and Anaharath (#52). Aharoni (LBHG, 147–52) has suggested that some sites in upper Galilee can 

be associated with names on the Thutmoses III list, but these identifications are subject to revision. We 

learn of additional LB cities from other sources: Hannathon, a city in the portion of Zebulun (Josh 19:14), 

appears in two Amarna letters (EA 8 and 245), while Shunem in Issachar (Josh 19:18) is mentioned in 

another (EA 365). Yarmuth in Issachar (Josh 21:29) is mentioned on a Stele of Seti I (ANET, 255).  



The Amarna letters from the 14th century B.C.E. provide important glimpses into the political and social 

structure of Galilee at this period. They indicate that the region consisted of city-states whose princes 

nominally were Egyptian officials; in practice, however, they were vassal monarchs involved in 

complicatedrelationshipswithoneanother.The˓Apirumentionedinthoselettersweresocialandnot

ethnic groups, a class outside the law and the urban social structure; their connection with the Hebrews of 

the Bible remains a moot point. See HABIRU. Letters from some Galilean city-states were found in the 

Amarna archives, including Ṣur-ri (Tyre), Ak-ka (Acco), Ak-ša-pa (Achshaph), Ma-gid-da (Megiddo), Ta-

aḫ-nu-ka (Taanach), Ša-am-ḫu-na (Shimron), and Ha-ṣu-ra (Hazor). In addition, we know that Beth-

shean was an Egyptian garrison town. The Amarna archives were not retrieved in their entirety, and from 

earlier documents we know of other cities that were city-states (e.g., Geba-Shumen; ANET, 247). 

However, it is unlikely that there were many more than these, and although there could have been some 

changes in the political structure, it seems unlikely that all the cities in Thutmoses III list were 

independent city-states.  

From the Amarna letters we learn in considerable detail of the activities of the Galilean princes. Zuratu, 

prince of Acco, and Indaruta, prince of Achshaph, aided Abdu-Heba of Jerusalem with 50 chariots (EA 

366). Twice Rib-Addi of Byblos complained to the king of Egypt that Zuratu of Acco was unjustly 

receiving preferential treatment (EA 85, 88). The Babylonian king Baranburiash complained to the king 

of Egypt that one of his caravans had been pillaged at Hannathon in the land of Canaan by Sutatna, the 

son of Zuratu of Acco, and by Shum-Addi, the son of Balumeh, prince of Shimron (EA 8). Aiab of 

Ashteroth complained to the king of Egypt that the prince of Hazor had taken 3 of his towns (EA 364), 

whileAbimilkiofTyrecomplainedthattheprinceofHazorwasalliedwithAbimilki‘senemy,Zimreda

ofSidon,andhad―joinedthe˓Apiru‖(EA148).TheaffairsreferredtomostfrequentlyintheAmarna

letters are those connected withLabayuofShechem,who,withthehelpofthe˓Apiru,appearstohave

attempted to expand his influence as far N as Megiddo, as far S as Jerusalem, and as far W as Gezer. He 

was finally killed under mysterious circumstances in the region of Hannathon on the way to Egypt, but 

Zuratu of Acco, Biridiya of Megiddo, and Yashdata of Taanach all seem to have been involved in this 

affair (EA 245).  

The picture of Galilee that emerges from the written and archaeological evidence is one of city-states 

situated in the valleys. Even important towns such as Hannathon and Anaharath (the capture of which is 

described in detail in the annals of Amenhotep II; ANET, 247), both situated on routes crossing lower 

Galilee, were apparently not city-states in their own right but dependencies of states located in the valleys. 

From the Labayu affair we learn of a large political organization in the central hill-country around 

Shechem, and from the letters of Rib-Addi of Byblos (EA 68–137) we learn of a similar organization 

(―Amurru‖) furtherNunderthecontrolof˓Abdi-Ashirta and his son Aziru. The fact that Abimilki of Tyre 

complains of the activities of the prince of Hazor suggests that their respective territories met somewhere 

in the mountains of upper Galilee. Abdi-Tirshi of Hazorwastheonlyprincetocallhimself―king‖ina

letter to Pharaoh (EA 227), and he was also called this by Abimilki of Tyre (EA 148); it is therefore 

probable that he ruled large parts of the Galilean hill-country (Alt 1966: 155). The widespread influence 

of Acco beyond the immediate confines of the coastal plain is suggested by the fact that twice we hear of 

the prince of Acco being at Hannathon, that the king of Byblos regarded him as a competitor, and that on 

one occasion he sent aid as far as Jerusalem. Megiddo also seems to have enjoyed such widespread 

influence.  

C. The Late Bronze–Early Iron Age Transition  

The transition from the LB Age to the Iron Age is undoubtedly the period to be associated with the 

events portrayed in the books of Joshua, Judges, and the parts of the Pentateuch describing the Exodus 

and the Israelite entry into the land of Canaan. It was the time in which the Israelites first appear in 

history. However, the sparsity of extrabiblical (mainly Egyptian) sources, the varying critical 

interpretations of the biblical texts, and the ever-increasing amount of archaeological data have led 

different scholars to depict the historical events of the period in extremely different ways. Consequently, 

although research has reached the stage that the specific biblical texts associated with each site and each 



region demanded fresh examination in light of the new archaeological evidence, such an examination can 

only be intelligible within the wider context of the historical problems of the period in the country as a 

whole, and of the various historical hypotheses advanced to resolve these problems. See also ISRAEL, 

HISTORY OF.  

Albright and others regarded the very marked archaeological and cultural break characteristic of the end 

of the LB Age (manifested both in the destruction of the Bronze Age cities and in the very different 

character of the civilization in the subsequent strata) as evidence corroborating the historicity of the 

conquest narrative (especially in the book of Joshua). Alt (1966), however, pointed out that the Egyptian 

New Kingdom evidence shows that the important Canaanite centers were located mainly in the valleys, 

whereas the biblical evidence reflects the Israelite settlement to have been mainly in the mountains. A 

similar picture is reflected in the list of cities not captured by the tribes (Josh 1:27–36), usually 

understood as representing the cities that became part of the kingdom only at the time of David. Those 

cities are also located in the lowlands, mainly in the Jezreel valley and coastal plain. This settlement 

pattern, when viewed in terms of the analogy of modern bedouin and other nomadic sedentarization, led 

Alt and others to conclude that the Israelite settlement was primarily a peaceful infiltration of the largely 

unsettled mountain regions, corroborating their view that the narratives in the book of Joshua were largely 

etiological, not historical.  

ArchaeologicalresearchinGalileeinthe1950‘sbroughtthesetwoapproachesintosharperfocus.In

1951–53 Aharoni carried out an archaeological survey in upper Galilee, recording many small hill-

country settlements from the first stages of the Iron Age that had not been occupied in the LB Age 

(Aharoni 1956; 1957). These early Iron Age sites provided, for the first time, archaeological evidence that 

couldbeusedtosupportAlt‘shypothesisofpeacefulinfiltration,ahypothesisthatpreviouslyhadbeen

based only on written evidence. Excavations at Hazor in 1955–58, however, demonstrated that the 175-

acre LB city (stratum XIII) was utterly destroyed and that the subsequent Iron Age settlement there 

(stratum XII) was an extremely meager hamlet (Yadin 1972: 108–9, 129–32). For some, this provided 

striking archaeological confirmation not only of the biblical conquest narrative as a whole, but 

particularly of the events as described in Joshua 11. Subsequent discussion of the historical interpretation 

of the evidence from the Hazor excavations and the upper Galilee survey focused primarily on the 

chronological problem: Did the foundation of the early Iron Age villages in upper Galilee precede the 

destruction of LB Hazor or were they established after this destruction (Yadin 1972: 129–32)?  

Atthesametime,otherscholarsapproachedtheproblemoftheIsraelite―conquest‖fromadifferent

angle suggesting a completely new approach as to the origins of the Israelite tribes. The picture of social 

unrest as evidenced in the Amarna letters (e.g., EA 248; 74; 89), and the fact that many aspects of early 

Iron Age culture were apparently derived from Bronze Age (ceramic, linguistic, and epigraphic) 

prototypes, led Mendenhall (1962) and later Gottwald (1979) to suggest that people who lived in the early 

Iron Age villages (such as those discovered in the upper Galilee survey) were not nomads who had come 

from the far-off desert fringe to settle down, but rather indigenous town-dwellers who had fled from the 

more densely populated areas controlled by the Canaanite cities into the more remote hill-country area. 

Finkelstein (AIS) has suggested that these villages were created by the sedentarization of pastoralists who 

previously had existed in symbiosis with the LB urban population but who found it necessary to create 

self-sufficient farming villages when the urban structures collapsed.  

The ever-increasing archaeological evidence is modifying the picture by showing that the LB/Early Iron 

transition was much more variegated both culturally and chronologically than previously realized. The 

crucial question regarding the LB cities is the date of their destruction. Inscriptional remains provide 

rather precise termini post quem dates for the destruction of several LB cities. At Aphek/Antipatris the 

final LB occupation can be dated to early in the reign of Ramesses II (see ANTIPATRIS); at Lachish to 

that of Ramesses III; and at Megiddo certainly to that of Ramesses III and probably to that of Ramesses 

VI. These exact dates have led to attempts to reappraise the destruction dates of other LB cities. The 

destruction of stratum XIII at Hazor previously had been dated to ca. 1200 B.C.E. due to the presence of 

imported Mycenean IIIb vessels and the absence of those of Mycenean IIIc (Yadin 1972: 108–9). 



However, comparison of the locally made pottery withthatfromthegovernor‘spalaceatAphek(which

could be precisely dated) led Beck and Kochavi (1985: 33, 38) to suggest that the destruction of Hazor 

XIII should be dated instead to the beginning of the 13th cent. B.C.E. Thus, present evidence suggests that 

the LB cities were destroyed over an extended period of 150 years.  

Early Iron Age sites similar to those Aharoni identified in Upper Galilee have been reported from more 

recent surveys in the hill-country regions of W Galilee (Frankel 1983: 222–23; 1986) and lower Galilee 

(Gal 1982a), as well as in the hill-country regions of Samaria and Judah. Just when these sites were 

established remains unclear, and although early 13th or even 14th century sherds have been found at one 

or two sites (Gal 1982a: 86), there is as yet no stratigraphical evidence proving that any of these sites were 

established earlier than the end of the 13th century B.C.E.  

Examination of early Iron Age strata from excavated sites shows these to be far from uniform in 

character. Hazor stratum XII consists of foundations of huts or tents, cooking and similar installations, 

and stone lined storage pits (Yadin 1972: 129–20). Megiddo stratum VIb is a small village and Tel Abu 

Hawam IV a village of well-built square buildings divided into 1 large and 2 small rooms. At Beth-shean 

V we find temples, albeit different from those of previous strata. The diversity of these sites, all in the 

valleys of Galilee, suggest a variegated population in the region at this period.  

The results of current research permit the following conclusions. The archaeological evidence as a 

whole suggests that the cultural break between the LB and early Iron periods (i.e., the physical change in 

size, character, and pattern of settlement that took place at this time) was one of the most marked in the 

ancient history of the S Levant. Examination of the details, however, indicates that the changes took place 

over a considerable period and that neither the date of the destruction of the LB cities nor the character of 

the early Iron Age settlements is uniform. This overall picture—and the discrepancies in details between 

the archaeological evidence and the biblical narratives (esp. concerning, for example, Arad, Jericho, and 

Ai)—tend to corroborate the nonhistorical character of some of these narratives. From the historical 

evidence we know of many agents active in the region during the 14th–12th centuries, among these were 

the Canaanite city-states themselves, the Egyptians (whose military campaigns are recorded throughout 

the period), the Sea Peoples, the Israelite tribes, and apparently other tribal groups hinted at in the Bible 

(Jebusites, Perizzites, Hivites, the biblical Hittites, Amorites, Gibeonites, etc.) of whose history we are 

almost completely ignorant. The destruction levels and the early Iron Age settlements are evidence of the 

activity of these diverse agents. Scholars continue to be occupied with the important task of unraveling 

the specific historical details.  

D. The Settlement of the Galilean Tribes  

1. Written Evidence. a. Primary Documents. The Amarna letters provide an overall picture of the 

political climate prevailing in the country prior to this period. Several specific events mentioned in these 

documents have been related to the early history of the Galilean tribes, particularly some activities 

associatedwiththe˓Apiru.Theearlydateoftheseevents(ca.1350B.C.E.) and the clear realization that 

theterm˓Apirudesignatesasocialclassratherthananethnicgroup,however,raisesdifficultiesastohow 

these may be related to the Israelite tribes.  

Historically, not only did the Egyptian armies pass through Canaan in their campaigns against the N 

Hittite and Mitanni empires; we also know of punitive campaigns that the pharaohs took against Canaan 

itself, right up to the end of the 19th dynasty. Seti I campaigned in the N, capturing cities in the Jordan 

valley, the coastal plain, and the mountains of upper Galilee (LBHG, 166). Ramesses II also both passed 

through Galilee on his campaigns against the Hittites, and possibly also carried out punitive campaigns in 

theregionitself(Helck1962:222).The―Israelstele‖ofMerneptah,aftermentioning3cities—Ashkelon, 

Gezer, and Yanoam (in order from S to N)—mentions―Israel‖forthefirstandonlytimeinEgyptian 

sources, which could be interpreted as evidence for the presence of a people of this name in the north 

(ANET, 378).  

Severalreferencesin19thdynastytextshavebeententativelyreadas―Asher.‖Ifthisreadingiscorrect,

it would imply the presenceofthistribeintheregionatanearlydate.Albright‘s(1954)reservations

should, however, be taken into account. The Onomasticon of Amenope, one of the Egyptian sources 



referring to the Sea Peoples, lists 3 of these groups: Sherden (#268), Tjekker (#269), and Pleset 

(―Philistines,‖#270;Gardiner1947:194–201). The Philistine cities are on the S coastal plain. According 

to the letter of Wen-Amon (ANET, 26), the Tjekker lived further N at Dor in the Carmel coastal plain. 

Recent archaeological evidence of similar elements at Tel Akko and Tel Keisan (Briend and Humbert 

1980: plate 71: 8, 9?; plate 80: 12) have led scholars to suggest that the Onamasticon implies Sherden 

settlements still further N in the Galilean coastal plain (see ACCO).  

b. Biblical. The biblical evidence is more extensive but equally problematical. In recent years it has 

been suggested that the patriarchal traditions recount activities in this period (Mazar 1969; Naaman 1986: 

79–84). Since none of those traditions are connected to places in Galilee, and none of the 5 eponyms of 

the Galilean tribes figure in any significant patriarchal episode, these traditions clearly all originated in the 

S. Only the genealogy of these 5 eponyms is possibly relevant, although its date and significance are far 

from clear. Zebulun and Issachar, the eponyms of the 2 southernmost Galilean tribes, were the 2 youngest 

ofLeah‘s6sons(Gen 30:18–21),whilethoseofthe3northernmosttribesweresonsofJacob‘s

concubines—Asher of Zilpah, and Naphtali and Dan of Bilhah.  

On the other hand one of the main conquest stories (Joshua 11) takes place in Galilee, while two of the 

stories of the book of Judges—Deborah (chaps. 4–5) and Gideon (chap. 7)—take place in the Jezreel 

valley. The fact that Jabin king of Hazor appears both in Joshua 11 and Judges 4 has led to much 

controversy. As regards the Song of Deborah, Rabin (1966) has shown that each tribe is there depicted 

poetically in its traditional geographic setting, so that the historicity of this document as regards the 

activities of the Israelite tribes at the actual battle is doubtful. In the blessings of Jacob (Gen 40:1–28) and 

Moses (Deut 33:2–29) there are poetic references to the character, history, and geography of the tribes 

which cannot be ignored, although the date and significance of these poems are difficult to determine. 

Although their respective dates are also often uncertain, the genealogical tables (Genesis 36; 46:8–25; 

Numbers 26; 1 Chronicles 1–9; see LBHG, 221–27) provide evidence for connection between tribes, often 

incorporating geographical and historical elements of undoubted authenticity.  

Our knowledge of the tribes is derived primarily from the description of the tribal territories in Joshua 

13–19, the longest and most detailed geographical document in the Bible. Although there is considerable 

difference of opinion as to the origin of this document, there is no doubt that it originates from several 

different sources. It is generally agreed that one of these sources is a tribal border description 

distinguished by the use of verbs to connect various place names. The description, although not 

completely uniform in character, delineates a map of the country as a whole with neither intervening gaps 

nor overlapping territories. Some scholars date this source to the period of the judges (Noth 1935; LBHG, 

228, 233) while others date it to the United Monarchy (HGB; Naaman 1982a).  

The second source used in compiling this description of tribal territories was lists of towns that usually 

appear after the border descriptions. These are distinguished by the use of the conjunctive waw to connect 

various place names. These town lists themselves clearly derive from various sources. That of Judah (Josh 

15:21–62) originates in administrative lists of the kingdom of Judah, while parts of the town lists of the 

Galilean tribes derive partly from the cities appearing in Judg 1:27–35 (these always appear in Joshua at 

the end of the description of the territory of each tribe). It has been suggested that other parts of these lists 

originated in administrative lists either of the Assyrian province of Magidu (Galilee) (Alt 1927) or of the 

kingdom of Israel (LBHG, 227). The descriptions of the territories of Ephraim and Manasseh lack town 

lists, and in the description of Asher town list and border description have apparently been interwoven. 

On the other hand, Simeon, Dan, and Issachar seem to lack border descriptions and are represented only 

by town lists. The description of the tribal allotments (Joshua 19) does not indicate the N part of the tribe 

ofDan,includinginsteadaSDantodepictanhistoriographicviewpointpriortotheDanites‘migration

north (Naaman 1986: 46).  

The territories of the Galilean tribes, far from Jerusalem, are described more cursorily than those of the 

S tribes. The latter are described independently of each other, and common borders of adjacent tribes are 

often described twice; whereas the description of the Galilean tribal territories are integrated one with the 

other. That of centrally located Zebulun is the first to be described (Josh 19:10–16). Issachar follows (vv 



17–23), then the portion of Asher with respect to that of Zebulun (vv 24–31), and finally that of Naphtali 

with respect to both Zebulun and to Asher (vv 32–39). Also, the borders of Zebulun, Asher, and Naphtali 

are described in a similar manner. In each case the description begins from a fixed starting point, 

describing the border in one direction,andthen,usingthephrase―theborderreturns‖(wĕšob haggĕbûl), 

the description returns to the fixed starting point and continues describing the border in the opposite 

direction. In spite of the chronological, textual, and geographical problems of Joshua 13–19, this 

document undoubtedly represents an authentic picture of traditional tribal territories and must be the basis 

of any attempt to understand early Iron Age Israel.  

The lists of Levitic cities (Joshua 21, 1 Chronicles 6) have been regarded as an independent historical 

source (LBHG, 269–73; HGB, 379–403); however, recent research suggests that the full list of 48 cities is 

a literary expansion on a core of 13 cities in Judah (Auld 1979). Further it has been suggested that the 

expanded list was largely based on the tribal descriptions in Joshua 13–19 (Naaman 1986: 203–27). 

Consequently, all reconstructions based on these lists should be used with caution, especially those 

connected to the N regions of the country.  

2. Archaeological Data. In the valleys skirting the mountains of Galilee a large number of sites have 

been excavated providing data relevant to the period under discussion: in the coastal plain, Tel Abu 

Hawam, Tel Acco, and Tel Keisan; in the Jezreel and Beth-shean valleys, Tel Taanach, Tel Megiddo, Tel 

Beth-shean, Tel Yokneam, Tel Qashish, Tel Qiri, Afula, Tel Kedesh, and a site near Tel Menorah; and in 

the Jordan valley, Tel Hazor, Tel Dan, and Tel Kinnerot.  

Our knowledge of the mountainous areas, however, is based primarily on archaeological surveys. 

Aharoni‘spioneeringsurvey (Aharoni 1956, 1957) recorded intensive Early Iron occupation in the Peqiin 

Valley and more sparse occupation on the Meron Range to the E. Similar Iron Age sites were identified in 

the W slopes of the mountains of upper Galilee (Frankel 1983; 1986). Early Iron sites have been recorded 

in the Nazareth mountains (Gal 1982a), but the period is apparently not represented in the low hills to the 

E of Mt. Tabor (Gal 1980).  

An important aspect of the material culture of the early Iron Age is the marked regional diversity in the 

ceramic repertoire. This manifests itself primarily in the large storage jar or pithos so typical of the period. 

Three main types of this vessel have been identified: the collar-rim jar typical of the S regions; the 

Galilean jar (first published by Aharoni 1957: fig. 4); and the Tyrian jar (published from excavations at 

Tyre, Bikai 1978: plate 40). The geographical distribution of these pottery types is significant. The S 

collar-rim jar is found in the mountains only as far N as the Beit Netofa valley; the Galilean type is found 

in the mountains of upper and lower Galilee; and the Tyrian type has been found at sites along the present 

Lebanese border. The Tyrian jar has clear affinities to earlier jars from Tyre (Bikai 1978: plate 46), and 

the Galilean jar has similar affinities to LB jars at Hazor.  

Only a few Iron Age sites have been excavated in the mountains. These include the site of Horvat Avot, 

a small village at which both Tyrian and Galilean vessels were identified; and the site ofSa‘sa,wherea

cult installation was excavated and a kernos found. Of special significance are 2 Iron Age forts that have 

been excavated: one on Mt. Adir, where early Iron Age pottery from the 11th century B.C.E. has clear 

Tyrian affinities, and the other, Horvat Rosh Zait, dating to the 9th century B.C.E., with pottery that 

included fine specimens of Cypro-Phoenician ware with clear Phoenician affinities (Gal 1984). Several 

other forts from the Iron Age have been identified in surveys: one on the S edge of the peak of Mt. 

Merom; one on an E spur of Mt. Canaan; one on Mt. Mitzpeh Yamim, one of the S peaks of upper 

Galilee; and one on Mt. Gamal on a SW spur of upper Galilee facing Acco.  

3. The Galilean Tribes. a. Issachar. Thistribe‘sallotmentisdescribed second in the Joshua 19 list (vv 

17–23). Enough place-names there have been clearly identified to determine that the tribal territory 

consisted of the low, basalt hills SE of Mt. Tabor as well as the E section of the Jezreel valley. Most of the 

places in the description are connected by the conjunctive waw, leading Alt (1927) to suggest that this 

description was primarily a town list, and that Issachar originally was not included in the border 

description. Only the N border is described from Mt. Tabor to the Jordan (v 22), and Alt suggested that 

this was part of the original description of the border of the tribe of Manasseh. Thus, according to Alt, no 



allotment was originally assigned to Issachar, and the territory subsequentlyconsideredasIssachar‘sin

Joshua 19 originally belonged to Manasseh. Among the Galilean tribes, Issachar is exceptional not only 

because it is defined almost entirely by means of a town list but also because Judges 1 does not list any 

towns that Issachar failed to inherit.  

ThedescriptionoftheNborderofthetribeofManassehstatesthattheborder―touchesonAshertothe

northandonIssachartotheeast‖ (Josh 17:11)andthecitiesdescribedthereasbeing―ofManassehin

IssacharandAsher‖arethesamecitiesthatManassehfailedtoinherit(Judg 1:27). It has been suggested 

that Josh 17:11 be understood as meaning that these cities were on the border of the two N tribes (HGB, 

173), but it may also reflect two different historical situations, one in which the hills in the hinterland of 

Beth-shean, Ibleam, Taanach, and Megiddo were occupied by the tribes of Asher and Issachar, and a later 

time in which these were incorporated into the territory of Manasseh.  

There is much biblical evidence of close ties between the tribe of Issachar and the territory of Manasseh 

andMt.Ephraim.TheBiblerecountsthat―Tola,thesonofPuah,thesonofDodo,amanofIssachar,

dweltinMt.Ephraim‖(Judg 10:1). Both Tola and Puah are also listed in genealogies as sons of Issachar 

(Gen 46:13; 1 Chr 7:1). Shimron the son of Issachar is apparently to be associated with Mt. Shomron, on 

which the city of Samaria was built (1 Kgs 16:24). Jashub, another son of Issachar (1 Chr 7:1), may be 

connected to Jashub, a place mentioned in the Samaria Ostraca (LBHG, 223, 325).  

IssacharismentionedinthesongofDeborahasparticipatinginthebattleanddescribedas―onfootin

thevalley‖(Judg 5:15),acleardescriptionofthetribe‘shometerritory. Surprisingly, Issachar is not 

mentionedintheGideonstorythatissetinthattribe‘sterritory(Judges 6–7).InJacob‘sblessing(Gen 

49:14–15), Issachar is characterized as a corvee-workerthroughanapparentwordplayonthephrase―a

manofhire‖(Heb˒  š śakar).InMoses‘blessing(Deut 33:18–19)thetribe‘scloseassociationwith

Zebulun is expressed through poetic parallelism, and both tribes are associated with a mountain of 

sacrifice, undoubtedly Mt. Tabor. The territory of Issachar is listed 10thamongSolomon‘sdistricts(1 

Kgs 4:17), and the tribe is rarely mentioned in the Bible in connection with subsequent events.  

Egyptian New Kingdom documents describe two incidents occurring within the territory of Issachar. 

From the Amarna letters we learn that Labayu of Shechem captured Shunem (EA 250) and that its lands 

were worked by Birdiya of Megiddo with corvee labor (EA 365). On a stele of Seti I from Beth-shean 

there is referencetoabattlewith˓ApiruonthemountainofJarmuth(ANET, 20). Both Shunem and 

Jarmuth are towns of Issachar (Josh 19:18; 21:29; in Josh 19:21 Jarmuthappearscorruptlyas―Remeth‖).

On the basis of these sources, Alt (1924) reconstructed the history of the tribe, suggesting that the Amarna 

episode was evidence of the early settlement of the tribe among the Canaanites and that the tribal name 

(―manofhire‖)revealsitsstatusatthisearlytime.ThelackofaborderdescriptioninJoshua 19 was, he 

suggested, evidence that at the time of the formulation of these borders (in his opinion at the time of the 

judges) the tribe no longer existed as an independent entity, which explains the absence of Issachar from 

the Gideon story.  

The recent archaeological survey, however, has shown that the hill country of Issachar lacked early Iron 

Age sites. Gal (1980; 1982b) suggests that the tribe of Issachar originally dwelt in the hills S of the 

Jezreel valley and that only in the 10th century did it settle in the territory ascribed to it in Joshua 19 (the 

Jezreel valley together with the hills to its N). This earlier situation would then be reflected in the close 

connection between Issachar and Manasseh in the biblical tradition and perhaps in the references to 

Issachar in the description of the territory of Manasseh (Josh 17:10–11).  

b. Zebulun. In the allotment of Zebulun, the first of the Galilean tribal territories to be described in 

Joshua 19 (vv 10–16), the distinction between border description and town-list is clear. The starting point 

is Sarid (Tel Shaddud; M.R. 172229), a vantage point from which all the S border of the tribe can be 

clearly seen. The border is first described W towards Jokneam (Tel Qamun; M.R. 160230) and then E 

fromSaridtowardsMt.Tabor.ItisnotclearwhetherMt.TaboriswithinZebulun‘stribalterritoryoris

perhaps an extra-tribalarea,a―holymountain‖atthepointwheretheterritoriesofZebulun,Issachar,and

Naphtali meet (Deut 33:19; Hos 5:1). The border continued from Mt. Tabor N and W through the valley 

of Beit Netofa to the valley of Iphtahel, identified either with Wadi el-Malik (Nahal Sippori; Dalman 



1923: 35) or with the Ibillin valley (Gal 1982a: 104–5). The W border is not described. Nevertheless, the 

territory of Zebulun is thus a fairly well-defined area geographically, known today as the mountains of 

Nazareth bordering on the Jezreel valley to the S and the Beit Netofa valley to the N. Paradoxically, in 

bothJacob‘sandMoses‘blessingsthereareclearreferencestoZebulun‘sconnectionstotheseacoastand

maritime activities (Gen 49:13; Deut 33:18–19). This has been regarded as evidence of trading with and 

political dependence on the Canaanite coastal cities (NHI, 79), but there is no reason not to see here a 

reflection of an actual geopolitical situation, albeit a different one from that portrayed in Joshua 19.  

ZebulunistheonlyoneoftheGalileantribalterritoriesthatwasnotoneofSolomon‘sadministrative

districts. Alt (1913: 14) suggested that Bealot (1 Kgs 4:16) is a corruption of Zebulun (but see Ahlstrom 

1979) and that Zebulun was part of the 9th district with Asher, while Kallai (HGB) suggests that the close 

connections of Zebulun with Issachar make it probable that Zebulun was part of the 10th district with 

Issachar.ThereareseveralcasesintheOTwhere―ZebulunandNaphtali‖seemtorepresentGalileeasa

whole (Judg 4:6, 10; Isa 8:23 [—Eng 9:1]; Ps 68:28 [—Eng 68:27]), reflecting a situation in later years 

when these were the dominant Galilean tribes. Yeivin (EncMiqr 2: 895–900)followedAlt‘spremisethat

IssacharappearedintheJezreelvalleyasearlyastheAmarnaperiod.HeexplainedZebulun‘sabsence

from the N border of Manasseh (Josh 17:11),thecloseassociationofZebulunandIssacharinMoses‘

blessing (Deut 33:18–19), and the genealogies listing them as brothers of the same mother (Genesis 30; 

46) by suggesting that Zebulun was originally part of the tribe of Issachar and only later became 

independent.  

Gal‘srecentsurveyoftheterritoriesofbothtribes(Gal1980,1982a)requiresareappraisalofAlt‘sand

Yeivin‘sconclusions.IncontrasttothehillcountryofIssachar,which lacks early Iron Age sites, the hill 

country of Zebulun yielded several such sites, including some in which were found sherds of imported 

vessels dating to the early 13th century. The local ware had affinities to that from regions to the S. The 

mentionofZebulun‘sconnectionstotheseaintheblessingsofJacobandMosesreflectsasituationlater

than that portrayed in the territorial divisions in Joshua. At this later time, Asher had declined in 

importance and Zebulun and Naphtali then appear often representing Galilee as a whole.  

c. Asher. Asher is the third Galilean tribe to be described (Josh 19:24–31). The reference to the towns 

ofAchzib,Tyre,andSidonleavesnodoubtthatthistribe‘sterritoryincludestheGalileancoastalplain.

There is, however, considerable difference of opinion as to the exact extent of the tribal territory to the SE 

and N. The text consists apparently of alternating sections of border description and town list.  

ThestartingpointoftheborderdescriptionisHelkath(intheLXX―fromHelkath‖).Thissitehasbeen

identified with various places to the SE of the Galilean coastal plain: Khirbet Harbaj (Tel Regev; M.R. 

158240; Alt 1929: 38); Tel el-Amar (M.R. 159237; Gal 1982a: 107–8); or Tel Qashish (M.R. 160232; 

Aharoni 1959: 118–20). The precise location of Helkath would determine the extent to which the low hills 

in this region(the―Shephelah‖ofGalilee)belongedtoAsherortoZebulun.Shihor-Libnath is 

undoubtedly a river, and it has been identified with Nahr el-Zarqa (Nahal Tanninim), thus including Mt. 

Carmel in the territory of Asher (Grollenberg 1956: map 1; Alt 1927: 69, n. 4). However, analogy (with 

Josh 19:22, 27, 34)suggeststhat―touchingonCarmel‖(v 26) means that Mt. Carmel was outside the 

tribal area proper and that Shihor-LibnathwastheKishonriver.Theborderthen―returns‖tothefixed

starting point (apparently to Helkath) and then continues in the opposite direction N, touching on Zebulun 

andtheIphtahelvalley―goingouttowardsCabultothenorth‖and―reachesgreaterSidonandtheborder

returnstoRamahandtothefortifiedcityofTyre.‖ 

It has been suggested that the border actually reached the city of Sidon (HGB) but it is more probable 

that only the border of the Sidonian territory, the Litani river, was intended (LBHG, 238; Naaman 1986: 

54).Thementionofthe―fortifiedcityofTyre‖(v 29) shows close affinity to the description of the N 

borderinJoab‘scensus(2 Sam 24:6–7, where MT tḥtym ḥdšy [v 7] should be read tḥt ḥrmn, ―beneath

Hermon‖[Skehan1969:46–47]),whichinturnisreminiscentofotherreferencestoIsrael‘sNborder

(Josh 11:8; 13:4–6; Judg 3:3; see Naaman 1982a: 154–55). The border thus skirted a Tyrian coastal 

enclave S of Tyre. The description terminates with a list of towns clearly based on the same source as 



Judg 1:31. The territory of the tribe is then the coastal plain, from Mt. Carmel in the S to the Litani river 

in the N, excluding the city of Tyre and its environs, but including the low foothills E of the coastal plain.  

The list of cities that Asher did not inherit (Judg 1:31) is the longest such list. Three of the cities can be 

precisely identified (Acco, Sidon, Achzib), while Helbah and Ahlab are almost certainly to be read as 

Mahalab and identified with Khirbet el-Maḥalib (see MAHALAB). The remaining two, Aphik and 

Rehob, should probably be sought in the N part of the coastal plain of Acco. It is noteworthy that 

Achshaph, one of the more important of the Canaanite cities in the region, is not included in the list. 

Asher is mentioned in connection to the N border of Manasseh (Josh 17:10–11), Dor presumably being 

thetownthatManassehheld―inAsher‖(Josh 17:11).  

It has been suggested that the place-name Khirbet el-Ḥabay (M.R. 170265) is connected to Jehubbah 

(yḥbh), a descendant of Asher (1 Chr 7:34), and that the Iron Age site nearby was called Ḥbh (Zadok 

1988: 45). Similarly, Serah (śrḥ), Asher‘sdaughter(Num 26:26; 1 Chr 7:30), should perhaps be 

associated with Khirbet Suruḥ (M.R. 175276), near which an Iron Age site has been identified. There are, 

however, also several clear connections to the S tribes of Benjamin and Ephraim. Beriah appears as a son 

of Asher, as a son of Ephraim, and as a descendant of Benjamin (Gen 46:17; 1 Chr 7:23; 8:13).Beriah‘s

son Malchiel was father of Birzaith (1 Chr 7:31), almost certainly the modern Bir-Zeit (M.R. 169153). 

Heber, another son of Beriah, was father of Japhlet (1 Chr 7:32), associated with the border between 

Benjamin and Ephraim (Josh 16:3).ShualandShilshah,grandsonsofJaphlet‘sbrotherHelem(1 Chr 

7:35–37),maybeassociatedrespectivelywith―thelandofShual‖presumablyinBenjamin(1 Sam 13:17) 

andwith―thelandofShalishah‖inMt.Ephraim(1 Sam 9:4).  

Asher figures in the Gideon saga (Judg 6:35; 7:23), while in the Song of Deborah Asher is said to have 

―lingeredbytheseashore,byitsinletshestayed‖(Judg 5:17)—again a clear description of the tribal 

territory.Asherwasthe9thofSolomon‘sadministrativedistricts(1 Kgs 4:16) and the only one that 

combines a tribal name with what appears to be that of a city, Bealoth (
A
 Maalot). This anomaly has been 

explained by seeing Bealoth either as a corruption of Zebulun (Alt 1913: 14; but see Ahlstrom 1979) or as 

a city (Mazar 1942: map 16) possibly added to Asher to compensate for territory ceded to Tyre (1 Kgs 

9:11),andthatcanperhapsbeidentifiedwithMe‘ilya(M.R.174269). 

In several Egyptian New Kingdom inscriptions the word i-s-r has been deciphered. Opinions vary as to 

whether this refers to the tribe Asher, to Assyria, or to an unidentified place name (see discussion in 

Gardiner 1947: 191–93; CTAED, 73; Albright 1954). The name appears in town lists of Seti I and 

Ramesses II (Simons 1937: xvii 4, xxv 8). A town by the name of q-t-i-s-r (―Gath-Asher‖?Aharoni1957:

65; but see also Helck 1962: 222) is mentioned with Acco in a description of a campaign of Ramesses II 

(Wreszinski 1935: plate 55a). In papyrus Anastasia A, dated to Ramesses II (ANET, 477, and n. 42) a king 

or tribal chief of isr is mentioned in association with a description of a journey through what is 

undoubtedly the Aruna pass S of Megiddo. In the Onamasticon of Amenope (from the time of Ramesses 

XI), isr is listed between coastal cities of S Canaan and tribes of the Sea Peoples.  

In an archaeological survey of the region, a large number of small, early Iron Age sites have been 

recorded on the W slopes and foothills of the mountains of upper Galilee (Frankel 1983; 1986). These, 

however, neither reached the edge of the coastal plain nor do they reach the top of the hills; thus there 

remained an unsettled area between these sites and those discovered by Aharoni (1956; 1957) in the 

Peqiin valley and further E. This survey showed a difference in the ceramic repertoire between the 

northernmost sites (along the present Lebanese border) and those further S, the main difference evident in 

the pithos. Those found at the N sites have affinities to Tyrian pithoi both from Iron and Bronze Ages 

(Bikai 1978), while those found at the S sites are similar to those found in upper Galilee (Aharoni 1956: 

fig. 4; 1957: 22, plate 4:4, 5) and have clear affinities to pithoi from LB Hazor.  

On the basis of all these sources, certain tentative historical conclusions can be drawn. The list of 

Canaanite cities in Judge 1:31 show that most of the coastal plain did not come under Israelite control 

until the period of the monarchy, whereas Assyrian annals (ANET, 287) show that already in the 8th 

century this region was Sidonian. There is no proof as to when the region came under Sidonian control; 

however, the lack of a Solomonic district of former Canaanite cities in the coastal plain (NHI, 213 n. 3) 



makesitprobablethattheincidentof―thetwentytownsinthelandofGalilee,thelandofCabul‖(1 Kgs 

9:11–14; 2 Chr 8:2)reflectsSolomon‘s surrender of this region. Consequently the coastal plain, the 

heartland of the territory of Asher as depicted in Joshua 19, was Israelite for little more than a generation, 

which in turn leads to the conclusion that the small Iron Age sites in the Galilean foothills are evidence as 

to the character and extent of the tribe of Asher. On the one hand, the close affinities of the Galilean 

pithos to earlier pottery from the region and its marked differences from S pithoipointtothisNtribe‘s

extended cultural development independent of the S tribes; on the other hand, they suggest that its N 

culture either was derived directly from the previous LB Canaanite culture or coexisted with it for a 

considerable period.  

A question that remains is the significance of the genealogical tables. Asher and the other 3 tribal 

eponymslistedassonsofJacob‘sconcubines(Dan,Naphtali,Gad)shareanothercommontrait:theyare

geographically peripheral, which implies that they were politically peripheral was well. The question is 

whethertheywerealsoethnicallyperipheral.AsforAsher‘scloseconnectiontoBenjaminandEphraim,

the archaeological evidence does not support Asherite families having originated in the S at an early 

stage. It is possible that, like Dan or Issachar, clans moved N at a later stage. Recently an interesting 

solutionhasbeensuggested(Edelman1985)connectingthisSpresenceofAshertothe―Ashurite‖

province of 2 Sam 2:9. However, the most attractive explanation of the connections between Asher and 

Benjamin and Ephraim is that of Finkelstein (AIS, 299, n. 35). Based on an archaeological survey of the 

Bir-Zeit region yielding Iron Age remains (almost only from Iron II), he suggests that the Asherite family 

of Beriah did not originate in the S and migrate N but the reverse—they reached the region of Benjamin 

and Ephraim at a late period, possibly after the capture of Galilee by the Assyrians.  

The territory of the tribe of Asher as described in Joshua 19 (the Galilean coastal plain and adjoining 

foothills) is a geographical region that throughout history has been to a greater or lesser degree an entity 

separate from the region to the E. At many later periods this was the territory of the cities of Acco and 

Tyre, and in the LB Age, too, these were the dominant forces in the region (Meyers 1983: 55). It was 

within this geopolitical territory that the tribe crystallized.  

At various historical periods the exact position of the political border between the coastal plain and the 

mountain region of upper Galilee to the E has varied. The E border of Asher coincides with a rugged 

region that is difficult to settle and lacks Iron Age settlements; thus it coincides with a sparsely populated 

region. The pottery with Tyrian affinities found in the N suggests that this region was largely under the 

influence of Tyre until a late stage, probably until the Davidic expansion. The written sources hint at 

changes in the S border of the tribal territory also. The fact that it is implied that Dor belonged to or was 

on the border of Asher (Josh 17:11) and the possible reference to Asher in the same region in Papyrus 

Anastasi A (ANET, 477) perhaps suggest that at an early stage the tribal territory included the Carmel. 

The S border as designated in Joshua 19 is N of the Carmel (an intermediate stage?), and the blessings of 

Jacob and Moses imply yet a third stage in which Zebulun‘sterritoryreachedthesea(seeabove). 

The tribe of Asher, however, in effect never controlled more than the periphery of the well-defined 

geographic region that was its purported territory. It is perhaps significant that Asher is the only tribe of 

whichitissaidthat―theAsheritedweltamongsttheCanaanite‖withouttheaddition―andthey(the

Canaanite)becametributaries‖(Judg 1:31–32). It was certainly not one of the more important tribes and 

rarely appears in later episodes.  

d. Naphtali. Thereferencestothe―mountainofNaphtali‖(Josh 20:7)andthe―landofNaphtali‖(1 

Kgs 15:20; 2 Kgs 15:29)—terms rarely used in reference to other Galilean tribes—have been taken as 

evidence that the name was originally a geographic one (NHI, 67 and n. 1). Naphtali was the largest of the 

Galilean tribes and, used either in conjunction with Zebulun (Judg 4:7; Ps 48:28; Isa 8:23) or by itself 

(Deut 34:2; 1 Kgs 15:20; 2 Kgs 15:29; 2 Chr 34:6),―Naphtali‖wasoftensynonymouswith―Galilee‖

itself.  

The description of the border of this last Galilean tribe is cursory but clear (Josh 19:33–34). First, the S 

border is described from Heleph (without doubt a site at the foot of Mt. Tabor; v 33) E to the Jordan (the 

same border is apparently described in Josh 19:22).Thentheborder―returns‖tothefixedstartingpoint



(Heleph) to describe the W border in the opposite direction northwards. From Aznoth-Tabor the border 

―wentouttowardsHukkokandtouchedonZebuluntotheSandonAshertotheW…‖(v 34). The 

Jordan is clearly the E border, but the N border is not described nor are the important cities on this border 

(Dan, Ijon, and Abel-beth-maachah; cf. 1 Kgs 15:20; 2 Kgs 15:29) included in the list of cities that 

follows (Josh 19:35–38). Naaman (1986: 46) notes that the tribal territories have been compiled to reflect 

the situation prior to the Danite migration N. On the basis of biblical descriptions of the N territory that 

―yetremainstobepossessed‖(Josh 13:4–6; Judg 3:3) and of a geographical line often mentioned in 

various biblical episodes (Josh 11:8, 17; 2 Sam 24:6),itispossibletospeculateaboutNaphtali‘sN

border. The joint border with Asher almost certainly extended to the Litani river, and then that of Naphtali 

followed the river E and N; after the northward bend of the river, the border extended NE to include the 

valley of Marjayoun (Ijon) and then skirted the foot of Mt. Hermon to the Jordan.  

The description of the tribal boundary is followed by a list of towns (Josh 19:35–38). What appears as 

the first 2 towns (Ziddim and Zer) is apparently a corrupt text (see below). Not all the remaining 14 towns 

have been identified, but they are clearly listed from S to N. The last 2, Beth-anath and Beth-shemesh, are 

drawn from the list in Judg 1:33, and their identification remains uncertain.  

Thereferenceto―Naphtaliontheheightsofthefield‖intheSongofDeborah(Judg 5:18) is again a 

characterizationofthetribe‘shighlandterritory.Thereis,however,noreasontodoubtthatBaraktheson

of Abinoam the Naphtalite was the leader in the battle or that Naphtali was the leading tribe in this war. 

Naphtali also figures in the Gideon epic (Judg 6:35; 7:23)anditsterritorywasthe8thofSolomon‘s

administrative districts (1 Kgs 4:15).InMoses‘blessing(Deut 33:23),Naphtaliisurgedto―possessthe

westandthesouth,‖implyingaterritorialexpansion, although it is unclear whether this refers to the early 

stages of settlement or rather (as with most of the other blessings) to a later period. It perhaps implies an 

expansion at the expense of Asher and Issachar, who are rarely mentioned in later biblical episodes.  

The group of early Iron Age sites surveyed by Aharoni (1956; 1957) in the Peqiin valley and on Mt. 

Meron in the territory of Naphtali were explained by him as evidence of early Israelite settlement in the 

area. However, as in the territory of Asher so in that of Naphtali, strong Tyrian influence can be 

discerned. On the 1,006-m-high peak of Mt. Adir overlooking its surroundings, a well-built fort from the 

early Iron Age has been partly excavated and has yielded pottery of high quality with marked Tyrian 

affinities. Evidence of Tyrian presence in this region is referred to in the list of cities of Naphtali (Josh 

19:35), the first words of which should not be read―thefortifiedcitiesareZiddim,Zer,…‖butrather―the

fortifiedcitiesoftheTyrians:Tyre,…‖(Heb˓ry mbṣr hṣwrym ṣwr; cf. Kochavi 1984: 67–68). Kochavi 

also suggested that the other Iron Age forts situated on peaks in upper Galilee as well as the other early 

Iron Age sites in this region are all Tyrian, and that the early settlement of Naphtali should be sought only 

in lower Galilee. However, the exact date and character of the other Iron Age forts has not yet been 

ascertained; the character of the pottery found at Khirbet el-Tuleil (Tel Harashim; Aharoni 1956: fig. 4) is 

not Tyrian; and the term Mt. Naphtali (Josh 10:7) clearly suggests an upper Galilee component of the 

tribe. The LB geopolitical territory in which the tribe of Naphtali settled is that of Hazor, and although the 

borders are not necessarily identical with those of Hazor, there is every reason to regard the Iron Age sites 

identified by Aharoni as the early nucleus of the tribe of Naphtali.  

The history of Tyre at the end of the LB Age is not clear, but as opposed to the inland region where the 

Canaanite city-states were replaced by tribal and later national rule, in the coastal region the Canaanite 

city-state structure continued to exist, in time becoming the flourishing Phoenician kingdoms of the Iron 

Age. In the early stages of the Iron Age these were clearly dominant in the N, the fort on Mt. Adir 

probablymarkingtheirSborderwithNaphtaliuntilKingDavid‘sexpansionNtotheLitaniriverreduced

Tyre to a small enclave.  

e. Dan in the North. The detailed biblical description of the migration of part of the tribe of Dan 

northwards (Judges 18; Josh 19:47) is confirmed both historically and archaeologically. That Laish was 

the cityofDan‘sancientnameisconfirmedbyitsappearancebothintheExecrationTextsandin

ThutmosesIII‘scitylist.TheidentificationofancientDanwithTellel-Qadi is certain: The Arabic name 

is a translation of the Hebrew name. Eusebius states that a village named Dan was located 4 miles from 



Caesarea Phillipi, as is Tell el-Qadi;andrecentlythename―Dan‖hasbeenfoundinaGkinscriptionat

the site. Early Iron Age strata have been uncovered in which were found pithoi of the S type (the collar-

rim jar) as well as typical Tyrian pithoi, a remarkable illustration of the biblical episode (Biran 1980: 

176).  

For obvious historiographic reasons (Naaman 1986: 46) only the S territory of Dan is mentioned in the 

territorial descriptions attributed to the time of Joshua (Joshua 13–19).Moses‘blessinghintsthattheN

area occupied by the tribe reached as far as Bashan (Deut 33:22). Over time, Dan in the N was doubtless 

absorbed into Naphtali; in fact, Dan and Naphtali appear as the 2 sons of Bilhah (Gen 35:25). The 

complexity of N Danite identity, however, is suggested in the narrative about Huram-abi,―thesonofa

womanofthedaughtersofDan,andhisfatherwasamanofTyre‖(2 Chr 2:14); in the 1 Kgs 7:14 parallel 

hismotherissaidtohavebeen―awidowofthetribeofNaphtali.‖ 

4. Summary. The transition from the LB to the Iron Age was characterized by great change but also by 

much continuity. The continuity manifests itself in language, certain aspects of the ceramic repertoire, and 

apparently in the geopolitical divisions of the country. The changes are seen in the character and pattern 

of settlement: in the LB Age, cities were located mainly in the lowlands; in the Iron Age, villages were 

located mainly in the hill country.  

The maps of tribal territories undoubtedly reflect the dynamics of the settlement process. In part the 

territorial units are a continuation of those from previous periods; but on the other hand the borders 

between the tribes either are the areas of intensive Canaanite settlement or are the courses of important 

transportation routes. For example, the border between the Galilean tribes in the N and Manasseh, in the S 

is the Jezreel valley, an area of Canaanite and Philistine settlement apparently until the time of David. 

Similarly, the border separating Zebulun and Issachar in the S from Naphtali in the N is the Beit Netofa 

valleythroughwhichpassesthe―HauranRoute‖(Oded 1971), a route of intensive LB traffic and 

settlement. The territory of Zebulun is the mountain area between these two Canaanite regions—the 

Jezreel valley to its S and the Beit Netofa valley to its N. The tribe of Asher settled in the mountain areas 

E of the coastal towns Acco and Tyre, while Naphtali settled in those W of Hazor. The border between 

these 2 tribes coincides with an area of sparse Iron Age settlement, possibly the border of the area under 

the control of Hazor in the previous period.  

The regional diversity in ceramic typology between the Tyrian, Galilean, and southern cultures appear 

partly to coincide with the tribal territories. The Galilean pithos is apparently not found S of the Jezreel 

valley, and the southern collar-rim jar is not found N of the Beit Netofa valley (the border separating 

Zebulun in the S from Asher and Naphtali in the N); thus, both types are found in the territory of Zebulun.  

The cultural continuity from the LB to the Iron Age points to close connections between the periods. 

The continuity from period to period of the regional diversity in the ceramic repertoire such as that of the 

Tyrian and Galilean Pithoi is particularly significant when contrasted with the presence of the southern 

collar-rim jar at Dan. The latter is quite understandable in light of the biblical tradition about the 

migration of the tribe of Dan to the N. The lack of similar southern ceramic forms elsewhere in the 

mountains of upper Galilee suggests a lack of connections to the S in these areas, whereas the Iron Age 

ceramic forms there are quite similar to those found there from the previous LB period, suggesting 

continuity in population.  

In attempting to explain the changes, one must assess the overall historical background. This was 

apparently a time of general turmoil. Egyptian punitive expeditions were undertaken by all the pharaohs, 

and the capture of cities is recorded. Violent conflict between Canaanite kings as evidenced by the 

Amarnalettersdoubtlesscontinued,whilethe˓ApiruandtheShusu probably also played a disruptive 

role. The Egyptian annals record the invasions of the Sea Peoples, while the biblical traditions describe 

the penetration of the Israelite tribes (whose presence is also attested in the Israel Stele of Merneptah). 

The Bible hints also at the appearance of other tribes and peoples at this time.  

The crucial issue, however, remains the chronology of the changes. The present evidence shows that the 

destruction of the LB cities took place over a period of more than a century from the early 13th to the 

middle of the 12th century. The date of the beginning of the Iron Age villages remains a matter of 



controversy. There is as yet no clear evidence, however, that these existed before the second half of the 

13th century.  

Therefore we must see the end of the LB Age and the early stages of the Iron Age as contemporaneous. 

The collapse of the city-states was doubtless the result of a combination of external forces—Egyptians, 

Sea Peoples, Israelites, and others—and of inner strife between and within the cities themselves. The 

population of the Iron Age villages in the Galilean hill country was probably variegated, but doubtless 

included many people who formerly had lived in LB cities before their destruction and abandonment, as 

well as recent immigrants. The inhabitants of a city the size of Hazor probably later populated many such 

villages,Hazor‘sareabeingatleastasgreatasthatofalltheknownIronAgesitesinthemountains

combined.  

E. The Period of Samuel and the United Monarchy  

None of the events the Bible recounts for the period of Samuel and Saul are set in Galilee. The struggles 

with the Philistines, which was the challenge that led to the consolidation of the tribes and the creation of 

the Israelite monarchy, took place in the regions bordering on Philistia, primarily in Ephraim and 

Benjamin.  

Ithasbeensuggestedthatthereferencetothe―Ashurites‖inthedescriptionofthekingdomIshbosheth

inherited from Saul (2 Sam 2:9)shouldberead―Asherite‖(Alt1966:161;LBHG, 255), designating the 

province of Galilee. In no other cases, however, is Asher used to designate Galilee as a whole, and there is 

no other evidence of Saul being active in this region. Edelman (1985) suggests that the verse refers to a 

southern Asher. Jezreel (2 Sam 2:9), presumably a region, was part of the kingdom although it is not clear 

exactly what region was entailed. Beth-shean remained under Philistine control (1 Sam 31:10) as 

apparently did Megiddo (stratum VI) and the Jezreel valley as a whole. This is probably the explanation 

for the battle of Gilboa. Saul apparently attempted to gain control over the Jezreel valley in order to 

enlarge his domain to central Galilee and the Philistines went to war to prevent him; when Saul failed, 

David inherited the kingdom. There is no doubt, however, that in the time of David not only the 

mountains of Galilee up to the Litani river but also the surrounding valleys were incorporated into the 

kingdom.  

There is very little evidence about the attitude of the Galilean tribes to the struggle between the houses 

of Saul and David, or about their attitude to the later struggle between Israel and Judah. However, in later 

periods there are hints of special relations between Galilee and Judah (see G. below), the story of the wise 

woman of Abel-beth-maachah and Sheba the son of Bichri being one of these (2 Sam 20:14–22).  

The fact that Issachar and Zebulun are sons of Leah and not of Rachel perhaps also symbolizes such a 

relationship. In genealogical tables in the Bible, the geopolitical elements are no less significance than the 

historico-genealogical elements. This is demonstrated most strikingly by the Samaria Ostraca as regards 

the genealogy of Manasseh (LBHG,326,map29).Inthegenealogyofthetribaleponyms,Jacob‘s

(Israel‘s)sons conform to such a geopolitical reality. The sons of Rachel, Joseph (Ephraim and Manasseh) 

and Benjamin, are the dominant tribes of the N kingdom of Israel, later known as Samaria. The sons of 

the concubines (Dan, Naphtali, Gad, and Asher) are the peripheral tribes geographically and also 

politically. The first 4 sons of Leah (Reuben, Simon, Levi, and Judah) are the tribes of the S kingdom of 

Judah.ThefactthatIssacharandZebulunarethelast2ofLeah‘ssonsapparentlyreflectsageopolitical

conception by which these 2 lower Galilean tribes had closer relations to S Judah than with the 

neighboring region of Israel. The questions that remain are: when did this genealogy finally crystalize, 

and what specific political situation does it reflect?  

As regards Galilee during the Solomonic period, there is evidence both in the Bible and from 

excavationsforSolomon‘sbuildingactivities;thereisalsoevidenceforhisadministrativedistrictsand

hints of changes in the political borders during his reign. Megiddo was fortified at this time (1 Kgs 9:15), 

but there is considerable controversy as to which structures are Solomonic (Ussishkin 1980; Wightman 

1985). Hazor stratum X, with its typical 6-chamber gate and casemate wall, was the first city to be built at 

the site after the destruction of the Canaanite city (stratum XIII), and it is clearly Solomonic. The finds 

thereindicatethatSolomon‘sadministrationwascapableofbuildinga city at the N extreme of his 



kingdom, albeit only one-twentieth the size of its Canaanite predecessor. The episode of the 20 cities in 

the land of Galilee and the land of Cabul (1 Kgs 9:11–14; 2 Chr 8:2)apparentlyimpliesSolomon‘s

surrender of taxable land to Hiram king of Tyre, presumably in the coastal plain up to Cabul. It has been 

suggested that Cabul should be identified with Horvat Rosh-Zayit (M.R. 171253) 2 km NE of the village 

of Kabul (M.R. 170252). This early Iron Age site was a fortified town in the 10th century, which was 

superseded by a fort built in the middle of the 9th century (Gal 1984). Gal suggests that the city is the 

Israelite Cabul and that the fort is Phoenician, built after Solomon relinquished the area to Hiram.  

David‘sadministrationwasapparentlybasedonthetribalstructure(1 Chr 27: 16–22; the fact that Asher 

andGadaremissingisprobablyacorruptionofthetext).Solomon‘sadministrativedistricts,however,

were only partly tribal; those districts designated by city names were probably Canaanite regions only 

recently added to his kingdom (1 Kgs 4:7–20; Alt 1913). The Jezreel, Beth-shean, and part of the Jordan 

valleys constituted the 5th district designated by the names of cities; Naphtaliwasthe8th;―Asherand

Bealoth‖(LXX
A
 Maalot) the 9th; and Issachar the 10th. Two anomalies appear in the Galilean districts: 

the absence of Zebulun and the fact that the 9th is the only district apparently comprised of both tribe and 

city. Alt (1913) suggestedthat―Bealoth‖wasacorruptionofZebulun,thusresolvingbothproblems,but

for paleographic reasons this has been challenged (Ahlstrom 1979). It has also been suggested that 

―Bealoth‖beread―inAloth,‖andthatAlothbeidentifiedwithMe‘ilya (M.R. 174269; cf. Mazar 1942: 

map16).ThattwoofSolomon‘ssons-in-law are listed among the district officers, and that there is no 

district listed for the Canaanite coastal towns (NHI, 213, n. 3), suggests that the administrative list reflects 

a situationtowardtheendofSolomon‘sreign,afterterritoryinAsherhadbeensurrenderedtoHiram;

thus, in compensation, Aloth would have been added to Asher to help strengthen it. It has also been 

suggested that Zebulun was incorporated as part of the tenth district of Issachar (HGB, 59).  

F. The Divided Monarchy  

For 200 years, from the revolt of Jeroboam (928 B.C.E.) until the capture of Galilee by Tiglath-pileser III 

(732 B.C.E.), Galilee was part of the N kingdom of Israel. The history of the period was marked by 

complicated interrelations between Israel and Judah, as well as between both of these and their neighbors 

(Tyre, Sidon, and Damascus to the N, Moab and Edom to the E, and the Philistine cities to the SW). In the 

background loomed the evergrowing Assyrian empire, although, in the S, Egypt was comparatively weak.  

Five years after the schism ca. 924 B.C.E., Shishak I conducted a military campaign through Israel. The 

biblical account focuses only on Jerusalem (1 Kgs 14: 25–28; 2 Chr 12: 1–12),butShishak‘sinscription

at Karnak (Simons 1937: list XXXIX) indicates that the campaign reached as far N as Galilee. Several 

places in the Jezreel and Beth-shean valleys are listed (Taanach, Shunem, Beth-shean, Hapharaim, 

Megiddo). A stele of Shishak was found at Megiddo, and Kitchen (1973: 436–37; 447, no. 126) has 

suggested that the inscription perhaps includes references to campaigns in the N coastal plain and in the N 

Jordan valley. Opinions differ as to whether Shishak was responsible for the destruction of Megiddo 

stratum IVa or b (Yadin 1972: 147–164; Aharoni 1972; Ussishkin 1980; Wightman 1985).  

About 40 years later, Asa king of Judah made an alliance with Ben-Hadad king of Aram against Baasha 

king of Israel. Ben Hadad (I) invaded Galilee; captured the 3 border towns, Ijon, Dan, and Abel-beth-

maachah (1 Kgs 15: 20);thenadvancedtocapturetheJordanvalley(―Chinneroth‖)andallGalilee(―all

thelandofNaphtali‖).HazorstratumIXwasprobablydestroyedinthiscampaign.Ashorttimeafterthis

invasion, and probably partly as a result of it, a series of violent political upheavals raised Omri to the 

throne of Israel (1 Kgs 16:8–22). He and his son Ahab after him carried out a different foreign policy: 

cooperation with both Judah and Tyre as manifested in marriages with both royal houses (2 Kgs 8:26; 1 

Kgs 16:31). However, throughout the Omride dynasty there was continuous struggle with Aram-

Damascus. Ben-Hadad (II) seized Samaria, but Israel subsequently defeated Aram at Aphek (1 Kgs 

20:26), recently identified with a tell in the valley below Fiq in the Golan (see APHEK). Ahab was killed 

fighting Aram in Gilead (1 Kg 22:32–38), and thedeathofhissonJoramandJehu‘srevoltthatdisplaced

the Omride dynasty was also connected to the war against Aram at Ramoth-gilead (2 Kgs 9:14–27).  

At the same time, Assyrianinfluencebegantobefeltintheregion.InShalmaneserIII‘sdescriptionof

the battle at Qarqar (853 B.C.E.), both Ahab the Israelite and Hadadezer of Damascus are mentioned. 



Accordingtotheusualreading,Ahab‘sarmyconsistedof2,000chariots and 10,000 foot soldiers (ANET, 

279); but it has been recently suggested that this is a scribal error and should be read as 200 chariots 

(Na‘aman1976:97–102). The Assyrian campaigns are not mentioned in the Bible, although the alliance 

with Damascus is perhaps hinted at (1 Kgs 22:1–4; LBHG, 305). The description of the Qarqar battle is 

without doubt one of the factors that has led scholars to regard Ahab as an important monarch (Yadin 

ascribedHazorstratumVIIItohim).Inthisstratum,Solomon‘scity(stratumX)wasdoubledinsizeand

the water system and storehouses were built. Stratum IVa at Megiddo, with massive wall, water system, 

and 17 pillard buildings (described as stables), has also been ascribed to Ahab (Yadin 1972: 147–78). 

There is, however, controversy as to the date of both stratum VIII at Hazor and stratum IVa at Megiddo 

(Kenyon 1971: 106; but see Kenyon 1975: 167–169; Aharoni 1972), and it is possible that neither should 

be attributed to Ahab. There is similar controversy as to the function of the pillared buildings, which are 

probably royal storehouses (Pritchard1970;Herzog1973;Na‘aman1981:142–43).  

OneofthefirsteventstotakeplaceafterJehu‘srevoltwasthecampaignofShalmaneserIII(841

B.C.E.),whobesiegedDamascusandthenproceededto Ba˓aliRasi‖—the headland, probably the 

Carmel—to receive tribute from Jehu and from the kings of Tyre and Sidon (ANET, 280). The description 

ofShalmaneser‘sreceiptoftributeonBaali-Rasi (Carmel), combined with the fact that the religious 

strugglebetweenTyreandIsraelwassymbolizedbyElijah‘ssacrificing on Mt. Carmel (1 Kings 18), 

suggests that this had become the political border between Israel and Phoenicia, although we cannot 

determine when this border was fixed. The only hint as to a conflict between Israel and Tyre in the written 

sources is Amos 1:7–10, which presumably refers to a later period. However the violent destruction and 

abandonment of the fort at Horvat Rosh Zayit (Gal 1984) is evidence of such a conflict in the middle of 

the 9th century.  

The struggle with Aram continued during the reigns of Jehu and his son Jehoahaz, and Hazael king of 

Aram prevailed over both Israel and Judah (2 Kgs 10:32–34; 12:18; 13:3–4; 22). It was only in the days 

of Joash the son of Jehoahaz that Israel succeeded in rebuffing the Arameans, the battle once again being 

fought at Aphek, the gate to Golan (2 Kgs 13:17, 25), and the century-long conflict came to an end. It has 

been suggested that stratum VII at Hazor was destroyed by Hazael and that from this time on (except for a 

short interlude) Galilee as a whole was under Aramean rule (Oded 1971: 195–97). The battles described 

in the Bible, however, took place in Gilead (Ramoth-gilead), in the Golan (Aphek), or in the environs of 

Samaria and in Judah, and even in the very detailed list in 2 Kgs 10:33 there is no mention of Galilee. The 

written evidence therefore suggests that the wars between Damascus and Samaria bypassed Galilee. 

Furthermore, the large degree of continuity at Hazor between strata VIII–V makes it most unlikely that 

strata VI and V were Aramaean. Several Iron Age forts oriented towards the S and E have been identified 

in upper Galilee, and although their exact character and date must await excavation these were probably 

built as a defense against the Aramaean threat.  

During the reign of Jeroboam, the son of Jehoash, Israel became a dominant force in the region and 

succeeded in enlarging its territory N at Aramaean expense (2 Kgs 14: 25–28; Amos 6:14). It was a 

prophet from lower Galilee, Jonah the son of Amittai from Gath-hepher, who encouraged Jeroboam in his 

program of territorial expansion. Strata V–VI at Hazor, particularly the citadel with houses of the elite at 

the W end of the town and the residential quarter in the center, provide evidence of the prosperity enjoyed 

during this period. Stratum VI was probably destroyed in an earthquake (Amos 1:1; Zech 14:5), and the 

residential quarter was immediately rebuilt, but with some changes that perhaps hint at attempts to adapt 

the house plan to that of the popular 4-room house (stratum V; Shiloh 1970).  

The Assyrian armies of Tiglath-pileser III appeared in the region attacking Philistia in 734 B.C.E. and 

capturing Damascus and Galilee in 733–732, turning them into Assyrian provinces (Tadmor 1967). The 

biblical account enumerates the cities captured by Tiglath-pileser at the N approaches to Galilee (Ijon, 

Abel-beth-maacah,Janoah,Kedesh,andHazor)andthensumsup―GileadandGalilee,allthelandof

Naphtali‖(2 Kgs 15:29). Janoah is the only town whose identification is uncertain. Identifications with 2 

sites whose names resemble Janoah are problematic since the sites are too far distant from the other towns 

mentioned; one too far to the SW (LBHG, 37a), the other too far to the NW (Rainey 1981). Kaplan 



(1978), however, has suggested identifying Janoah at Tel Shoquet, situated between Abel-beth-maachah, 

Kedesh, and Hazor (as the biblical reference suggests). In the Assyrian annals the names of several other 

places appear: Hi-na-tu-na (Hinatun) and (Ia)-at-bi-te (Jotbah)intheBeitNetofavalley,and―Aruma

[and]Merom…fortifiedcitiesinthelandofOmri[situated]onhighmountains‖presumablyinupper

Galilee (Tadmor1967),althoughsomeregardtheseasbeinginlowerGalilee(Na‘aman1986:119–34). 

The Assyrian records also enumerate the number of people exiled from some of the cities, providing data 

useful in estimating the population of Galilee at this time. Tadmor (1967) has pointed out, however, that 

there is no evidence of the Assyrians settling people in Galilee from other parts of the empire, as was done 

in Samaria a decade later (ANET, 284; 2 Kgs 17: 24).  

Excavations at Hazor revealed dramatic evidence of the preparation for the Assyrian attack. Existing 

residential structures (stratum Vb) were destroyed to allow for additional fortifications (stratum Va), and 

alternative housing was constructed. The final destruction itself is also evident, and it is even possible to 

discern from which direction the attack came.  

The material culture in the few sites excavated in Galilee from this period shows a marked similarity to 

that exhibited in contemporaneous Judean sites, amongthesearethe―pillaredbuildings‖

(storehouses/stables)andthe―4-roomhouses.‖Ontheotherhand,thereareelementsfoundinvarious

sites both in Galilee and in other parts of N Israel showing affinities to the Phoenician cities to the NW 

and Syrian cities to the NE. Phoenician influence is particularly marked in the ceramics and the ivories, 

although one ivory found at Hazor shows Syrian influence and a pillar base found at Dan is similar to one 

found at Carchemish. The proto-aeolic capitals found at Hazor are markedly different from those found at 

other sites; they are more naturalistic and lack the typical (frontal) triangle (Shiloh 1979). It has been 

suggested that this difference is due to their earlier date (Aharoni 1982: 216); however, the capitals from 

Hazor show marked affinities to capitals appearing in reliefs from the N (Frankfort 1954: fig. 89, pl. 121), 

and thus their unique character is partly regional, apparently also a result of N influence.  

G. Assyrian and Persian Rule  

The Israelite regions captured by Tiglath-pileser III became Assyrian provinces named after their 

respective capitals: Dor (Duru, the Sharon coastal plain), Gilead (Galaza, the region E of the Jordan) and 

Megiddo (Magiddu, presumably Galilee). After Sargon II captured Samaria, the remaining region became 

a province of that name (Samerina). The prophet Isaiah (8:23—Eng9:1) was perhaps referring to these 

provinces in his description of the futureexaltationof―thewayofthesea[Dor?butseeRainey1981],the

landbeyondtheJordan[Gilead],Galileeofthenations‖[Megiddo].  

Little is known of Galilee at this period. At Megiddo (stratum III) fine examples of courtyard buildings, 

clearly part of the administrative capital, were found exhibiting Assyrian characteristics (Amiran and 

Dunayevsky 1958). This, however, was not the last Iron Age stratum of Megiddo; stratum II consisted 

only of a fort, and Alt (1938: 90–93) suggested that the capital of Galilee had been moved from Megiddo 

to Acco. At Hazor (stratum III), however, a fort resembling the Megiddo courtyard buildings was built on 

the ruins of the Israelite citadel (Yadin 1972: 191–194), and a large and impressive building built below 

the tell has been identified as an Assyrian palace or residence (Reich 1975). Avi-Yonah (1977: 25) has 

suggested that this, not Acco, was the capital of Galilee that replaced Megiddo. The fine bronze cup in the 

shapeofanantelope‘sheadfoundatKafrKanaisadditional evidence of Assyrian presence in Galilee 

(Frankfort 1954: 103, pl. 118A).  

Recent surveys show a marked decline in the size and number of sites during this period (Gal 1982a: 

78–79), as opposed to a marked increase in Judah (Kochavi 1972: 85). Also, the ceramics of the N are 

now stylistically much less similar to that of the S than in previous periods. Nevertheless, there is 

considerable biblical evidence for ongoing contact between Judah and Galilee during this period, in some 

ways more than between Galilee and Samaria. At the time of the great Passover, Hezekiah is said to have 

sentmessengerstoEphraim,Manasseh,―andasfarasZebulun.‖Itisthenstatedthatthepeopleridiculed

the messengers, but that a few people from Asher, Manasseh, and Zebulun (but not from Ephraim) came 

to Jerusalem (2 Chr 30: 10–11).Ephraim‘somissioncouldbetheresultofalaterscribalerror;itcould

reflect the truly special relationship between Judah and Galilee; or it could well be a result of the 



Chronicler‘shistoriographicalpreferenceforGalilee.Also,2 Kgs 21:19 records that Manasseh, 

undoubtedlyatHezekiah‘sinitiative,marriedMeshullameth the daughter of Haruz from Jotbah in lower 

Galilee (2 Kgs 21:19), identified with either Kh. Shefat (M.R. 176248) or Kerem el-Ras (M.R. 182239).  

DuringJosiah‘s reign, Judaean influence extended to Megiddo (2 Kgs 23:29) and even farther N (2 Chr 

34:6). The fort of Megiddo (stratum II) has been dated to this period. According to 2 Kgs 23:36, one of 

Josiah‘swiveswasZebudahthedaughterofPedaiahofRumah(Kh.el-Rumeh; M.R. 177243), located in 

the Beit Netofa valley onlyafewkmfromthe2sitesproposedforJotbah,thehometownofJosiah‘s

grandmother. Apart from Athaliah the Israelite princess (2 Kgs 8:26), these 2 queens from lower Galilee 

are the only queens of Judah known not to come from Judah.  

During the Persian period there is considerable archaeological and written evidence for the importance 

and prosperity of the Phoenician towns on the coast. The main source is the Periplus attributed to Scylax 

of Coryanda, but shown to date to the 4th century B.C.E. and known as pseudo-Scylax (Avi-Yonah 1977: 

28–31). The S coastal cities are all described as belonging either to Tyre or Sidon; but Acco and a city to 

its N (presumably Achzib) were apparently independent, and Acco is known to have been the Persian 

base for wars against Egypt (Strabo Geog. 16.2.25; Diod. 15.41.3). The archaeological evidence shows 

Acco to have grown immensely at this period (see ACCO), and the population inland also increased. We 

have no written evidence as to the administrative divisions of the region, but Hazor was probably capital 

of the province of Galilee during this period also (Avi-Yonah 1977: 28–31).  

A fundamental historical question that has aroused much controversy is the character of the population 

of Galilee culturally and ethnically in the Persian period—more specifically the degree of continuity 

between the Israelite presence in Galilee in the First Temple period and Jewish Galilee at the end of the 

Second Temple period. According to one view (Bar-Kochva 1977: 191–94), the Jewish population in 

Galilee in the Mishnaic period consisted mostly of descendants of Itureans converted during the 

Hasmonean period and Jews who migrated from Judea later. The main arguments put forward are: the 

complete lack of any reference to Galilee in the biblical sources of the Second Temple period; the 

completelackofarchaeologicalevidenceofaspecifically―Jewish‖characterfromthis period; and the 

fact that the situation in Galilee at the time of the Hasmonaean revolt as reflected in the written sources 

would appear to be one of a predominantly Gentile majority and a small Jewish minority (1 Macc 5:21–

23). Archaeologically the material culture in Galilee in the Persian period has been defined as Phoenician 

in character (Stern 1973: 237), and attempts have been made to show that sites important in later Jewish 

history had no antecedents in the First Temple period (Meyers, Strange, and Groh 1978).  

On the other hand, the same written sources have been interpreted as showing the existence of a Jewish 

population in Galilee before the Hasmonaean conquest (Alt 1939; Stern 1974: 225–26; Fuks 1981). 

Further, the deep-rooted Jewish traditions of a distinctly Galilean Judaism (already manifested in early 

Mishnaic texts) could not have arisen over such a short period or developed in a region that had been 

previously antagonistic. Furthermore, Samaria came under Hasmonaean rule a generation before Galilee; 

therefore the schism between Judah and Samaria, as well as the close connection between Galilee and 

Judah only 2 or 3 generations later, can only be explained as originating in characteristic differences 

between Galilee and Samaria in previous periods.  

There is biblical evidence for connections between Israelite elements in Galilee and Judah after the 

Assyrian conquest (2 Chr 30:10–11; 2 Kgs 21:19; 23:36), and it has been suggested that the cultural 

difference between Galilee and Samaria had its origins in the fact that the Assyrians settled people from 

other parts of their empire in Samaria but did not do so in Galilee (Tadmor 1967). The two remaining 

questions are whether or not there were differences between Galilee and Samaria prior to this, and in 

which parts of Galilee a Jewish population survived and continued into the Second Temple period.  
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A. Introduction  

As applied to the N part of Israelite, and later Jewish territory, the name Galilee has been interpreted to 

mean―thecircle‖or―thedistrict‖(Bosen1985:13–17). The former would be indicative of the early 



Israelite experience, surrounded by Canaanite city-states, and is perhaps echoed in the designation 

―GalileeoftheGentiles‖(Isa 8:23). Whatever about the precise designation, Galilee had become a proper 

namerelativelyearly,astherepeateddescriptionofKadeshas―acityinGalilee‖(Josh 10:7; 21:32; 1 Chr 

6:61)indicates.Itis,perhaps,significantthattheexpression―GalileeoftheGentiles‖isechoedinthe

Hellenistic period (1 Macc 5:15) when the predominantly Jewish territory was encircled by Hellenistic 

city-states.  

Josephus gives a detailed description of Jewish Galilee of his own day, defining its boundaries in terms 

of the surrounding states: On the W lay the regions of Carmel and Ptolemais, with those of Gaba (of the 

cavalry); Samaria and Scythopolis were to the S; on the E side the territories of Hippos, Gadara, and the 

Gaulanitis touched the Sea of Galilee; and to the N the territory of Tyre completed the circle (JW 3.35–

40). There is some scattered evidence, however, also from Josephus, to indicate that the territory had once 

been more extensive (Ant 5.63.89; JW 2.188f; 3.25). Both Josephus and the Mishnah agree on 

distinguishing between upper and lower Galilee, the latter on the basis of altitude and vegetation including 

a third division, namely the valley of Gennesar (JW 3.38f; m. Šeb 9.2), but the distinction had also social 

and cultural implications.  

B. Administrative History  

We are poorly informed about the administrative divisions of Palestine as a whole in the Persian period, 

and hence there is no definite information on whether Galilee constituted a separate political region at the 

beginning of the Hellenistic period. As part of Coele-Syria it was at the center of the struggles between 

the Ptolemies and the Seleucids during the 3d century B.C.E., and several of the campaigns that ensued 

between the rival Hellenistic monarchs were conducted in the region (Ant 12.132; Polybius, Hist. V, 62.2; 

87.1–7). In the wake of the Hellenistic reform of Antiochus IV Epiphanes, the Maccabean brothers were 

also involved in struggles there. Simon went to Galilee and rescued the Jews who were being harassed by 

the gentiles, probably only in the region of the Hellenistic coastal cities (1 Macc 5:14–23), and later 

Jonathan engaged the Syrian general Trypho at Kadesh in Galilee (1 Macc 11:63; 12:47,49). Two of the 

sons of John Hyrcanus, Antigonus and Alexander Jannaeus, are said to have lived in Galilee, and the 

former may have conducted a military campaign there (Ant 13.304.322). A third son, Aristobulus, had the 

Itureans, who had infiltrated into Galilee, forcibly circumcised as part of his consolidation of Jewish-

controlled territory, though (HJP² 2:9), this episode cannot apply to the whole of Galilee (Ant 13.318f, on 

the report of Timagenes, cited by Strabo). At all events the Jewishness of Galilee is recognized by both 

Pompey and Gabinius, the former making it part of the territory ruled by the ethnarch Hyrcanus II (Ant 

14.74), and the latter establishing a sanhedrin at Sepphoris as one of 5 such centers for his administrative 

reorganization of Jewish territory (Ant 14.91).  

After the long reign of Herod the Great, who as a young man had been governor of Galilee, and who 

encountered stiff resistance there at the beginning of his reign as king of the Jews (40–37 B.C.E.), the 

province was again detached from the S and, together with Perea, became part of the territory allotted to 

Herod‘sson,Antipas.Heruledastetrarch(thoughMark 6:14 gives him the title basileus, king) from 4 

B.C.E.–39 C.E., and it was in this period that Sepphoris was restored as the ornament of all Galilee (Ant 

18.27) and Tiberias founded, probably in the year 19 C.E. (Ant 18.36–38). The old kingdom of Herod the 

Great was briefly restored under his grandson, Agrippa I (41–44 C.E.). Thereafter, Galilee, while clearly 

retainingsomeinternaladministrativeseparateness(cf.theevidenceofJosephus‘Life at the outbreak of 

the First Jewish War), appears to have been included in an enlarged province of Judea (Ant 20.137; JW 

2.247; Tac. Ann. 12.54), even though Nero granted the cities of Tiberias and Tarichaeae with their 

territories to Agrippa II (Ant 20.159; JW 2.252). After the First War this administrative pattern was further 

developed, with Galilee incorporated into a reorganized province of Judea. However, a policy of 

increased urbanization was part of the Roman strategy also, especially after the Bar Kokhba revolt, when 

practically all of lower Galilee came under the administrative control of Sepphoris and Tiberias (Avi-

Yonah 1966: 111). Upper Galilee seems to have remained under direct Roman rule, with its village life-

style reflected in the later official Roman name for the area, Tetracomia. About the year 400 C.E. there is 

evidence concerning a Roman province, one of three in Palestine, called Palestina Secunda. This included 



Galilee of earlier times, the cities of the Decapolis and the Gaulan, as well as Scythopolis, which served 

as the capital of this enlarged province (Avi-Yonah 1966: 126).  

Galilee, then, is a recognized administrative territory throughout the Hellenistic-Roman period 

according to the ancient literary sources. We are less well-informed about its internal administration, apart 

from the city territories, though Josephus speaks of 204 cities and villages when he took over 

administration of the province in 66 C.E. (Life 235). This strongly suggests a rural way of life, even 

though some of the places not included in the list of chief cities (Life 123) such as Tarichaeae (presumably 

to be identified with Magdala), Gischala, and Gamala (in the Gaulan, though closely linked with Galilee) 

were, on the basis of other evidence, large and thriving centers, each with such hallmarks of a typical city 

as walls, a hippodrome, and its own adjoining land (JW 2.252.599; Life 45.188). In addition, Corazin, 

Bethsaida, Capernaum (Matt 11:20), and Nain (Lk 7:11) are also designated poleis in the gospels. 

Because of this, it has been suggested (Sherwin-White1963:130)thatJosephususestheterm―city‖to

denote a toparchic capital. On that reckoning, there would be 4 such centers in lower Galilee, with upper 

Galilee—sparsely populated in the early Roman period—constituting a 5th administrative unit in the area 

(Avi-Yonah 1977: 97f); however, others have argued for as many as 8 toparchic districts in Galilee (Klein 

1928: 44–47).  

OnthebasisbothofthegospelsandJosephus‘s Life, the internal administration of justice, as well as 

aspects of commercial and political activity, were in the hands of locals, presumably elders, but 

sometimes designated hoi protoi ton Galilaion (Mark 6:21; Life 220). This is similar to patterns of 

organization in other peasant cultures in antiquity, though we also hear of such local officials as the 

village scribe (komogrammateus), the leader of the synagogue (archisynagogos), the village chief 

(archon), the market supervisor, (agoranomos) and the controller of finances (epitropos). Larger centers 

such as Tiberias, and presumably also Sepphoris, had all the trappings of a polis with a boule (council), a 

demos (assembly), and an archon (a chief magistrate). Collection of taxes and tolls seems to have been 

highly organized also, presumably dating from Ptolemaic times, when a bureaucratic network, consisting 

of locals and foreigners, was established throughout the land on lines similar to Egypt, as we learn from 

the Zenon papyri (Freyne 1980a: 183–93).  

C. Economic and Social Conditions  

Galilean economic and social life was largely based on its rural ethos, though there is some evidence of 

other industrial activity as well. Josephus extols the fertility of the land, and, therefore, the intensity of 

agricultural activity (JW 3.42f). Elsewhere, he singles out the plain of Gennesar in particular for its 

fertility and the variety of its foliage based on ideal climatic conditions and a spring (JW 3.518). This 

picture can be substantiated both by archaeological surveys based on aerial photography, which suggest 

intense cultivation of the slopes and terraces, as well as by inference from modern climatic conditions 

(Applebaum 1977). Grapes, figs, and olives are repeatedly mentioned in Talmudic sources as stable 

produce, but wheat and other cereal crops were also grown, especially in the plains of lower Galilee in the 

Bet Netofah, Bet Kerem, and Saknin valleys, as well as in the plain of Gennesar. We hear of royal 

granaries in upper Galilee (Life 71); the underground silos at Sepphoris, reported in recent archaeological 

probes (Meyers 1986), may be further evidence of the wheat-growing capacity of lower Galilee.  

In addition to its soil and climatic advantages, Galilee was also ideally situated on the commercial 

routes to take advantage of the increased trade and commerce of the Hellenistic age. It provided a natural 

hinterland for the Phoenician coastal cities, and the important trade routes that operated from Tyre, Sidon, 

and Ptolemais were the natural outlets for the caravans of traders who followed the Via Maris. This was 

the road that lead from the E over Damascus to the Mediterranean; it followed the borders of upper 

Galilee and Tyre, or branched southwards by the lakefront and crossed the great plain to the coast or S to 

Egypt. The archaeological evidence from upper Galilee has convinced Meyers and his team that despite 

the religious conservatism of the region, as displayed for example in the synagogues of the Roman and 

Byzantine periods, strong trading and other commercial links existed between Tyre and the region 

(Meyers 1985: 123–25; Hanson 1980). Josephus informs us that the Jewish town of Chabulon, on the 



borders of Ptolemais and Galilee, had its houses built in Phoenician style, thus suggesting similar links 

between lower Galilee and the coast despite the religious differences (JW 2:504f).  

Apart from agriculture, the main industrial activities that can be documented from archaeological and 

literary sources and glass and ceramic ware and the salted-fish industry; as the name suggests, the latter 

had its center at Tarichaeae, even though the gospels make clear that other places along the lakefront, like 

BethsaidaandCapernaum,werealsoinvolvedintheindustry.AccordingtotheMeironteam‘s

archaeological survey, native Galilean fine ware does not appear on any significant scale before the 3d 

century C.E., though native Galilean bowls with everted lips are found in the 2d century already (Meyers, 

Strange, and Groh 1978: 10–16). Prior to that, luxury goods would have been the prerogative of a small 

bandofwealthyHerodianaristocracy,whoseaffluenceisexemplifiedinthewifeofHerod‘soverseer

Ptolemy. Her caravan, comprising of 4 mule loads of apparel and other articles, as well as a large pile of 

silver and 400 pieces of gold was waylaid as it crossed the great plain (Life 127).  

The emergence of large estates in which the peasants were sharecroppers, lessees, or simple day-

laborers, was a particular feature of Hellenistic economic policy in Palestine. This is indicated by the 3d-

century B.C.E. Zenon papyri, especially PCZ 59004, which deals with a tour of inspection conducted by 

Zenon that covered estates at Beth Anath and Kedasa, both inland from Ptolemais, where he and his 

retinue had disembarked. Other papyri help to complete the picture: they deal with the intensification of 

production, the provision of a proper water supply, and housing for the tenants (Hengel 1968: 12f). The 

gospel parables of Jesus which are presumed to reflect Galilean social conditions, do suggest a situation 

of absentee landlordism (Mark 12:1–10; cf. Qoh 2:4–12), yet the same parables know of family farms and 

small landowners also (Mark 4:2–9; Matt 21:28–30). We should not assume therefore that all Galilean 

landowners were holders of large estates, and that the peasantry was totally impoverished and in a 

condition of quasi serfdom. The evidence from Josephus, as well as other Jewish literature, suggests the 

opposite, while allowing for the fact that some of the better land was held in estates, but often in the less 

densely populated areas across the Jordan (Life 33). Herod the Great had made allotments of land both in 

Batanea and in the neighborhood of Gaba, as part of his colonization policy for security reasons, 

suggesting that small private holdings, rather than large tracts under single ownership, formed the 

dominant pattern in the area (Freyne 1980a: 156–70). This would have been reinforced by Jewish 

religious beliefs and continued as the dominant pattern in the post-Bar Kokhba period (Goodman 1983: 

27–40).  

Since it was the primary resource, social stratification was very much dependent on who did and did not 

own land. In this regard the gospel parables are also illuminating, since they presume a mixed social 

world in which the whole spectrum of large landowners, sharecroppers, and day laborers is represented. 

Debts were a fact of life, it would seem, and one can infer from the exhortations of Jesus about the sharing 

of goods as well as the blessings of poverty, that the prevailing social attitudes and assumptions were 

those of a limited goods economy. The basic resource, land, was in short supply, and consequently there 

was pressure upwards and downwards on the small owner. A bad harvest or some other catastrophe could 

mean lifelong penury. The poor tended to move to the cities—Josephus mentions the destitute classes at 

Tiberias (Life 66)—and there is evidence also of banditry, mainly along the borders and well away from 

the main centers of population (Life 77f.105–11.126–31). In view of this information it does not seem to 

be an accurate profile to suggest that Galilean life in Roman times was in a state of extreme social tension 

due to the impoverished condition of the population at large. In this regard an interesting contrast can be 

drawn between Galilee and Judea in the strict sense, where, according to Josephus, the emergence of the 

sicarii in the pre-Revolt period is to be seen as a symptom of the alienation of the people of the 

countryside, due to the hardships of direct Roman rule. The long reign of Herod Antipas, while not being 

without its own problems for the Galilean populace, would seem to have shielded them from the worst 

features of an insensitive or venal Roman administration.  

While the majority of the Galilean population was, we maintain, of peasant stock—that is, private 

holders of small holdings—there were undoubtedly some representatives of other classes also within the 

province in the 1st century C.E. These would have comprised both native gentry—the upper eschelon of 



the Herodian court—as well as military officers of various rank. In fact these 3 categories are mentioned 

astheguestsatHerod‘sbirthday(Mark 6:21), and this list corresponds to what we know from other 

sources also (Hoehner 1972: 102, 119f).  

D. Cultural Ethos  

ThecurrentunderstandingofJudaism‘scomplexinteractionwithHellenismasaculturalforce,evenin

Palestine,makesitimpossibletocontinuewithstereotypessuchastheepithet―GalileeoftheGentiles‖

might suggest. Galilee was unmistakably Jewish,atleastbythetimeofPompey‘sintervention;otherwise

it would not have been assigned to the territory of the ethnarch, Hyrcanus. See GALILEANS. The 

question then is: How did their Jewish loyalty affect the cultural affiliations of the natives, given that they 

were surrounded by Greek-style city-states and their territories? In discussing such a question it is 

important to recognize that while cultural affiliation and social stratification are intimately interwoven, 

allegiance to the values of the larger culture at one level need not necessarily mean their acceptance in 

other more-intimate areas of life. What, for example, are the assumptions of the Markan narrator about 

cross-cultural contacts in Galilee when we are informed that a Syrophoenician woman, a Greek, came to a 

Jewish healer, Jesus, in search of a cure for her child? Furthermore one must distinguish between various 

periods within the Hellenistic-Roman epoch generally for more intense and active hellenization. Thus the 

reign of Herod the Great would have to be sharply distinguished from the immediate post-Bar Kokhba 

situation when emigré Jews from the S found upper Galilee a safe haven in the wake of the collapse of the 

Second Revolt.  

There is widespread acceptance of the fact that Aramaic was the lingus franca of Galilee in the 1st 

century C.E., but that by itself did not mean cultural isolation; it had been for centuries the international 

language of the whole Syrian region. Greek, had indeed replaced it as the language of trade and 

commerceaswellasofadministrationsinceAlexander‘sconquests.InGalileethismeantthatthosewho

first used Greek would have been non-natives or those who were involved in the bureaucratic structures. 

Inscriptional evidence suggests that Greek was more common in the region of the lakefront than 

elsewhere, but even then one has to be cautious in using it as a cultural indicator. In the 1st century 

Tarichaeae was deeply involved in the international fish industry, we must assume, and it was endowed 

with a hippodrome; yet its inhabitants refused to accept refugee noblemen from the territory of Agrippa 

unless they underwent circumcision. Likewise, Tiberias, a city with very strong Herodian associations, 

had as its governor one Jesus, son of Sapphias, who seems to have been imbued with the xenophobic 

attitudes of the more nationalistically minded Jews of the period.  

These instances may have been exceptions to the rule that the more thoroughly Hellenized Jews, both in 

terms of outlook and values generally, were to be found in the Herodian cities. Justus of Tiberias, 

described by Josephus as not unversed in Greek education (Life 40) would be typical of such a Jew in the 

1st century (Rajak 1973). Even the earlier colonization of lower Galilee by the Hasmoneans would not 

necessarily have meant that the Jews of lower Galilee were particularly opposed to all aspects of 

Hellenism. The continuity of material evidence has suggested to the Meiron team that in fact they were 

quite open to such technical influences, even in supposedly conservative upper Galilee (Meyers 1985). At 

the same time it must be emphasized that no clear evidence, with the possible exception of the bilingual 

inscription from Dan (Biran 1981), has so far come to light to suggest syncretistic attitudes among the 

Jews of Galilee in the religious sphere—even when the late Roman and Byzantine synagogues, such as 

Hammath Tiberias and Capernaum manifest a combination of pagan and Jewish motifs in their artwork. A 

recently discovered mosaic of the wine god Dionysus, from Sepphoris, awaits a definitive interpretation 

(Meyers, Netzer, and Meyers 1987); but it is unlikely to change the profile of Hellenistic influences at this 

level being confined to the Herodian nobility, even if identification of Yahweh with the wine god may 

have been a particular temptation for people in the Galilean region generally (Smith 1975; Freyne 1988a).  

Other indicators of cultural change such as art and architecture, the presence of various symbols of the 

Greek way of life—theaters, baths, gymnasia, and the like—are indeed present in the archaeological 

remainsaswellasbeingmentionedintheliteraryevidence.―Theiracceptancewasgreatestwhereitdid

not affect native traditions at all, as with the use of baths, and least where it affected them the most, as 



withtheinsistenceonthestudyoftheGreekpoetsasthebasisforeducation,ratherthantheBible‖

(Goodman 1983: 86). Despite the clear evidence for trading influences with Tyre in upper Galilee, there 

seems to be reliable indications that it remained culturally more isolated than lower Galilee, as well as 

being less-densely populated in the early Roman period. On the basis of what we know from elsewhere, 

some distinction must also be made between the city culture of such places as Sepphoris and Tiberias as 

wellasthelargerofJosephus‘denselypopulatedvillagesandthesmallerunitsamongthe204suchplaces

which he claims for Galilee. In many of these, the natural conservatism of the peasant way of life would 

have been resistant not just to the cultural aspects of Hellenism, but even to its technical advantages. 

Claims to the contrary, often based on meager and disparate evidence, notwithstanding, there seems to be 

every indication that such resistance, often supported by Jewish religious values, was quite successful.  

E. Christian and Jewish Sources  

Galilee‘songoingsignificancebothinancientliteratureandmodernscholarshipislargelyduetoits

association with Jesus of Nazareth. The different evangelists focus on different aspects of his association 

with the region. In Mark, Galilee stands in opposition to Jerusalem as the place in which Jesus conducts a 

successful ministry of healings and exorcisms and where he is to be reunited with his chosen disciples 

(16:7). Matthew, maintaining the Galilee-Jerusalem tension of Mark, portrays the career of Jesus as 

messianic and seeks to validate its claims through scriptural allusions (2:21; 4:15–16). Even though he 

alsoincludesthewoesagainsttheGalileantownsfornotacceptingJesus‘message(11:20–24), he still 

locates the final meeting of the Risen One with his disciples and their commissioning for a universal 

mission on a mountain in Galilee, not in Jerusalem, as might have been expected on the basis of prophecy 

(28:16; Isa 2:2–4). For Luke, Galilee is the place of beginnings (23:5; Acts 10:37) from which the Jesus 

movement begins its journey that will eventually lead it to the end of the earth through Jerusalem. In 

John, Galilee functions as a place of refuge (4:1), but also as a place of revelation through signs (2:11; 

4:44; 21:2), even though it receives much less narrative space than it does in the Synoptics.  

Because of its treatment in the gospel narratives many different suggestions have been made about the 

importance of Galilee for the early Christians, ranging from the location of the expected Parousia to 

symbol of the gentile mission of the church (Stemberger in Davies 1974: 409–38). Despite its symbolic 

role within these narratives, the importance of Jesus‘historicalassociationwiththeregionmustalsobe

acknowledged, since a genuine memory of an actual ministry there undoubtedly underlies the later 

treatment of the region as the location for his career (Bauer 1927; Freyne 1988a).  

By contrast, Galilee does not feature prominently in the Jewish sources, even though such foundational 

documents as the Mishnah and the Yerushalmi reached their final redaction in the schools of Galilee and 

the Palestinian Targum must assuredly have originated in its synagogues. In the Mishnah it functions for 

the most part as a separate region from Judea for the working out of the implication of various case laws, 

but with little concern for detail beyond a few references to certain local customs and differences from 

Judea inweightsandmeasures.ThisabsenceofconcernforgeographicsettingmatchestheMishnah‘s

neglect of historical particularity in terms of its overall worldview (Neusner 1981). The often-cited dictum 

ofJohananbenZakkaiaboutGalilee‘sneglectofTorah learning would appear to reflect later Galilean 

neglect of the authoritative claims of the rabbinic schools, even though the impressive synagogue remains 

that have been uncovered in upper Galilee suggest an active Jewish faith with a prosperous social base. 

Despite the revolt under Gallus in the mid-4th century C.E., which was centered on Sepphoris 

(Diocaesarea) and which may have been prompted in part, at least, by increasing Christian claims on 

Palestine, Jewish and Christian practice would appear to have coexisted side by side in Galilee down to 

the Arab conquest, a fact to which the archaeological remains of a Christian church and a synagogue side 

by side in Capernaum bear striking witness down to the present day (Corbo 1975; Tzaferis 1985).  
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SEÁN FREYNE  

GALILEE, SEA OF (PLACE). The large expanse of water in the Jordan Valley rift which separates 

Galilee from the Gaulan and Decapolis regions. There is no consistency in the name that is given to it.  

A. Terminology  

In the OT, this lake was called―theseaofChinnereth‖(Hebyām kinneret, cf. Heb kinôr, ―lyre[-

shaped]‖),anditismentionedinconnectionwiththeNterritorialboundaryoftheearlyIsraelite

settlement (Num 34:11; Josh 12:3; 13:27). Josephus, who gives the most detailed description, usually 

callsit―thelakeofGennesar(itis)‖(JW 2.573; 3.463, 506, 515–16; Ant 5.84; 13.158; 18.28, 36); less 

frequentlyhedesignatesit―thelakeofTiberias‖(JW 3.57;4.456)orsimply―thelake‖(Life 96, 153, 165, 

304,327).Plinyassumesthattheusualnameisthe―lakeofGennesaret,‖whileobservingthatsomecallit

―(thelakeof)Tarichaeae‖fromthenameofthattownonitsshore(Nat. Hist. 5.71).  

These variant designations are easily explained on the basis of local topography, since Josephus does 

tellusthatnativescalleditthe―lakeofGenessar‖becauseaplacebythat name was situated above the 

NW shore of the lake (cf. 1 Macc 11:67). In all probability this was the oldest name, since it is clearly a 

grecizedversionof―theseaofKinnereth.‖Theotherdesignations—lake of Tiberias or lake of 

Tarichaeae—obviously stem from Roman times when these were established Herodian centers on the 

lakefront, each with its own territory.  

Ofthegospelwriters,Lukealoneretainsthemoregeneralusage,speakingofthe―lakeofGennesar‖ 

(Gk limnēn Gennēsaret; 5:1)or―thelake‖(5:2; 8:22, 23, 33). Mark and Matthew, on the other hand, 

neverusetheterm―lake,‖butspeakofthe―sea‖(Gkthalassa: Mark 7 times and Matthew 11 times), each 

employingthefullerexpression―seaofGalilee‖(Gkthalassan teµs Galilaias) twice (Mark 1:16; 7:31; 

Matt 4:18; 15:34).Johnalsospeaksofthe―seaofGalilee‖(John 6:1),towhichheadds―ofTiberias.‖

Elsewhere in chapter 6 he speaks of the sea 6 times, and in the later addition to the work, chap. 21, we 

read―theseaofTiberias‖simplyor―thesea‖(21:1, 7).  

Different proposals have been made to explain this rather distinctive usage. In ancient Semitic and 

Jewish mythology the sea is associated with evil monsters, of whom Yahweh is lord (Job 38:8, 11; Ps 

107: 23–25, 28f).ThisideawouldcertainlyconcurwithMark‘stheologicalpointofviewinregardto



Jesus (Mark 4:35–41; 5:13).Furthermore,withinMark‘sgospelthevariousseajourneysmediatebetween

the oppositions represented by the Jew/gentile portrayals within the work, which Jesus, Lord of the Deep, 

reconciles (Struthers-Malbon 1984). Alternatively, the case has been made by Theissen (1976) for seeing 

the terminology of the gospel writers in the light of local coloring, and the proximity of the traditions 

about Jesus and the lake to their original setting. In this connection the Heb yām can mean either sea or 

lake (something Jerome had noted against Porphyry who had attempted to discredit the miracles of Jesus). 

Mark‘sconstantuseofthalassa (followed by Matthew), would, in this view, be partly reflective of this 

linguistic background, but would also point to local usage by country people, living close to the lake and 

withaveryrestrictedviewoftheworld.Luke‘sconstantuseoflimnē bespeaks a greater distance from the 

localsituationandamuchwiderhorizon,whichrecognizesthattheonlyproper―sea‖intheregionwas

the Mediterranean.  

B. Geography  

The lake forms part of the rift that is usually called the Jordan valley. The 3 head-streams that 

eventually flow together to form the river rise in the foothills of Mt. Hermon (JW 3.515; 4.2–3) and enter 

lakeHuleh(Semachonitis).InJosephus‘daythiswasapproximately7mileslongby4mileswide,

surrounded by marshes. (Today, due to extensive Israeli irrigation, the whole area has been drained.) 

From there the river descends rapidly—930 feet in a 9 mile stretch—to the lake of Gennesareth. The lake, 

then, is part of a deep basin surrounded by mountains on both sides, but opening out on its NW shore into 

the plain of Gennesareth, the fertility of which Josephus so lavishly extols (JW 3.516–21).  

With his accurate knowledge of Palestinian, and in particular Galilean, topography, Josephus describes 

the lake in detail. His dimensions, 140 by 40 stadia—that is, 16 by 4.5 miles—differ apparently from 

modern reckoning, which is 12.5 by 7 miles. It may be that the line of the lakeshore at the N end has 

recededsinceJosephus‘day,sincethereseemstobesomeevidencethattheriverbedhas changed near 

the point where it flows into the lake, though it could scarcely diverge by as much as 4 miles (Pixner 

1985). The width of the lake as proposed by Josephus may have been estimated from Tiberias or 

Tarichaeae across to the other side, a journey that Josephus must have made more than once (Life 153).  

Strabo, Pliny, and Josephus all extol the lake as a natural resource: Its waters were fresh and of a 

pleasant temperature, unlike the Dead Sea; it had clear, sandy beaches rather than swampy marshes, and 

in particular it was well stocked with fish (Geog. 16.2; Nat. Hist. 5.15, 71; JW 3.506–8). Two of the towns 

along the lakefront have names associated with the fish industry: Bethsaida and Tarichaeae. It is generally 

accepted that the latter is the Gk name for Magdala (Migdal Nunija), a change of name which reflects the 

techniques for the preservation of fish, and is indicative of the technical advances which Hellenism 

brought to Palestine. Josephus also mentions that a fish resembling the coracin, a type of black eel 

normally associated with the Nile in Egypt, was found in a spring near Capernaum. This could indicate a 

deliberate policy of developing the fish industry by the early Ptolemaic rulers in Palestine also, since we 

know that they had a virtual monopoly of that industry in Egypt (Freyne 1980a: 174f). The gospels also 

mention the fish industry on the lake (Luke 5:1–10; John 21:1–11; Mark 1:16–20; Matt 4:18–22; 17:27), 

though the parables of Jesus do not reflect this to the same extent as farming and other types of 

commercial activity (cf. Matt 13:47f).  

Partly because of the industry which the lake, as a natural resource, generated, and partly because of its 

role as a border between Jewish and non-Jewishterritories,thelake‘ssurroundingregionsappeartohave

been quite heavily populated on both sides, with some important settlements in Hellenistic and Roman 

times. These settlements gave to the lake region a more cosmopolitan character well illustrated by the 

high incidence of Gk inscriptions in this area of Galilee/Gaulan (Meyers et al 1978: 16). This suggests 

frequent contacts between the Jewish and non-Jewish communities on either side of the lake, which is 

further substantiated by the similarity of the material culture of lower Galilee/Golan according to the 

evidence of the archaeological remains (Meyers 1976: 97).  
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SEÁN FREYNE  

GALL (LIVER). See SICKNESS AND DISEASE.  

GALLIM (PLACE) [Heb gall  m (ַגִלים)]. 1. A town mentioned as the place of origin of one Palti, the 

son of Laish, to whom Saul gave his daughter Michal, previously married to David, after David fled from 

Saul (1 Sam 25:44). Nothing further is known of this site (see McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 400), unless it is 

the same as the following place.  

2. A town located N of Jerusalem (Isa 10:30). It is mentioned by Isaiah in an itinerary of an invading 

army (Isa 10:27–34). The identity of this invading army approaching Jerusalem from the N has been 

identified as that of a Syro-Ephraimite coalition in 734–722 B.C.E. (Donner 1964: 30–38). Others identify 

the assailant as an Assyrian army, either Sargon II in 715 B.C.E. (Wildberger Jesaja 1–12 BKAT, 427–

428) or Sennacherib in 701 B.C.E. (Kaiser Isaiah 1–12 OTL, 150). Each of these suggestions has points of 

historical difficulty. The suggestion that the foe is the Syro-Ephraimite coalition is countered by the 

observations that the text is not within Isaiah memoirs of the Syro-Ephraimite War (i.e., Isa 6:1–9:6) and 

that a coalition army is not mentioned (Wildberger Jesaja 1–12 BKAT, 427). Both Assyrian proposals run 

into the difficulty that the route does not coincide with any known Assyrian invasion (Christensen 1976: 

387). Christensen (1976: 397–99) prefers to see this text as having been reworked and rendered 

anonymous with respect to the identity of the invader in order to transform it into an eschatological war 

oracle in which the foe is the Divine Warrior: God who comes to besiege Jerusalem in judgment.  

ThistownhasbeenidentifiedwithKhirbetKa˒kul(Albright1924:139)andKhirbetErḥa (Donner 

1968: 54), but in neither case is the identification certain. Both sites lie immediately N of Jerusalem. The 

mentioning of Gibeah of Saul in Isa 10:29 makes it likely that this is the same town as that mentioned in 1 

Sam 25:44 (above, 1), also connected with Saul.  
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JEFFRIES M. HAMILTON  

GALLIO (PERSON) [Gk Galliōn (Γαλλιων)]. L. Iunius Gallio Annaeanus, born M. Annaeus Novatus 

but later adopted by Iunius Gallio, was the oldest son of the rhetor L. Annaeus Seneca Sr. of Corduba 

(Spain) and a brother of L. Annaeus Jr., the famous politician and author, and of L. Annaeus Mela (Tac. 

Ann. 16.17.3, Stat. Silv. 2.7.32). Under Claudius he became proconsul of Achaia, in A.D. 55 consul 

suffectus (Pliny HN 31.62). In A.D. 59 he had to act as compère for Nero at his appearance on the stage 

(Dio Cass. 61.20.1). He died in A.D. 65 in the aftermath of the Pisonian plot as did his 2 brothers (Dio 

Cass. 62.65.3), probably by suicide (Eusebius ad annum 64), although the senate had testified to his 

innocence (Tac. Ann. 15.73.3). Famous for his charm, his brother Seneca speaks of him with admiration 

and love, especially commending his contempt of adulation (Stat. Silv. 2.7.32; Sen. QNat. 4 praef.10). He 

sharedSeneca‘slowopinionofClaudius,asisshownbyanironicalcommentupontheemperor‘sdeath

by poison (Dio Cass. 61.35.3). Both Seneca and Plinius mention a sea voyage which Gallio chose as an 

immediate remedy against symptoms of phthisis when he was in Greece (not during his proconsulship as 

some modern writers wrongly assume) (Sen. Ep. 104.1; Pliny HN 31.62; Cel. Med. 3.22).  

Gallio‘sproconsulship in Achaia becomes a matter of biblical studies because of his encounter with the 

apostle Paul as narrated in Acts 18:12–17. The story is important for chronological and legal aspects of 

early Christian history.  

A. Chronology  



The event gives one of the few firm and rather precise starting points for fixing the journeys of Paul 

within the frame of secular history and so-called absolute chronology. From 1905 on a number of 

fragments from an inscription at Delphi (in 1967 totalling up to 9) have been published which mention 

Iunius Gallio as proconsul and friend of Caesar. The text seems to be a letter (to the city of Delphi?) or 

decree of Claudius and is dated after the 26th acclamation of Claudius as imperator which leads to a date 

within the first 7 months of the year A.D. 52, probably in spring (Plassart 1967: 377). According to the 

reconstruction of the text by Plassart (1970: 27–30), which was only slightly modified by Oliver (1971: 

239–40) and Hemer (1980: 7), Gallio had reported the depopulation of Delphi; in reaction, the emperor 

gives orders to encourage new settlers to come to the city. Plassart (1967: 376; 1970: 31) takes the letter 

to be addressed to an individual (reading the pronoun se in line 17) different from Gallio (mentioned in 

the third person in line 6), probably his successor as proconsul; however, Oliver (1971) questions this 

reading of line 17 and concludes from the use of the title anthypatos in line 6 that Gallio is still holding 

his office at the time the letter was dispatched. Taking into account that the letter publishes a political 

decision with antecedents in a report of the proconsul (and beyond), and reckoning in that governors had 

to take up their provincial residence by May 1st and used to stay in office for 1 year at least, we reach the 

conclusion that Gallio seems to have been at Corinth in A.D. 51–52,ifnotlonger.The18monthsofPaul‘s

first stay at Corinth (Acts 18:11) must overlap with this period.  

More cannot be said from this part of the evidence—contrary to a popular reading of Acts 18:12,18 

whichdatestheeventatthebeginningofGallio‘sproconsulshipandshortlybeforetheendofPaul‘s

Corinthian ministry. Acts 18:12 doesnotsaythatGalliohadjusttakenupoffice,and―manydays‖ in Acts 

18:18 does not denote a short time but rather a longer one (Haacker 1972: 253–54; cf. 1 Kgs 2:38–39). 

TheassumptionthatPaulleftCorinthsoonafterGallio‘sarrival as proconsul becomes highly improbable 

if Orosius (7.6.15–16) is right in dating the expulsion of Jews from Rome (mentioned in Acts 18:2 and 

Suet. Claud. 25.4) in the 9th year of Claudius (i.e., A.D. 49). Aquila and Priscilla, whom Paul met on his 

arrival at Corinth and whose firm he joined for a while, will have needed some time for leaving Rome at 

theemperor‘scommandandforresettlingandreopeningtheirbusinessatCorinth.Allthisconsidered,the

proposal of Hemer(1980:8)that―PaulwasinCorinthfromautumn50toearlysummer52‖makesgood

sense.  

B. Legal Aspects  

The encounter of Gallio and Paul is introduced by Luke as a dramatic episode if not the climax of the 

apostle‘sconflictwiththemajorityofthe Jewish congregation at Corinth (Acts 18:1–11). Unable to 

accept the Gospel and unwilling to lose the support of semi-pagansympathizerswhorespondedtoPaul‘s

preaching, the Jewish leaders resorted to legal proceedings against the Christian movement. This step runs 

into the traditional policy of Jewish congregations to secure as much autonomy as possible, especially in 

religious matters, a fact which reveals the severity of the conflict.  

The historicity of the event had been disputed by Juster (1914, 2: 154–55) because of the clumsiness of 

the charge against Paul but was convincingly defended by Sherwin-White (1963: 99–100) who defines 

the proposed trial as a case of cognitio extra ordinem wherethejudgewasfree―todecidewhetherto

acceptanovelchargeornot‖(100).Arefusalofunsatisfactorychargeswaslikewisepossibleinthe

context of an ordinary quaestio where the defendant could be present already at the delatio nominis (as 

Paul was according to Acts 18:12) in order to be asked to plead guilty or not guilty (PW 24/1: 755–56). In 

the case of Paul, however, the judge refused to enter into any preliminary proceedings.  

Of course the accusation against Paul did touch problems which could demand legal action, since 

Corinth was a Roman colony and Roman society did not know religious liberty or toleration in the 

modern sense of the word (Garnsey 1984; cf. Acts 16:20–1). But apparently the enemies of Paul could not 

charge him with any break of public law, so that they could only denounce his alleged deviations from 

rules of worship contained in or deduced from the Law of Moses (Acts 18:13).Gallio‘sdecisioninterprets

the traditional Jewish privilege of religious autonomy as an obligation to settle their internal disputes 

themselves without disturbing the public or troubling the magistrates. Since Paul is not allowed to defend 

himself(asheisinlaterappearancesbeforeRomancourts),Gallio‘sattitudeshouldnotberegardedasan



expression of sympathy with the Christian movement. Rather it is indicative of the limits of tolerance 

towards Jewish congregations in Greco-Roman cities, completely in line with the letter of Claudius to the 

city of Alexandria (CPJ 153; Smallwood 1976: 248–50) and with his expulsion of Jews from Rome 

because of their being assidue tumultuantes (Suet. Claud. 25.4). Tensions within Jewish congregations or 

between Jewish and pagan inhabitants of Greek cities, however limited in scope, were considered as local 

disturbances of the pax Romana, the pride of the early principate (cf. Acts 19:40). That is why the later 

trial of Paul in Caesarea was much more dangerous for the apostle, because then he was charged of being 

―afomenterofdiscordamongtheJewsallovertheworld‖(Acts 24:5, NEB).  

The suggestion that the decision of Gallio might be due to an anti-Jewish bias of the proconsul (Elliger 

1978: 236–37) is confirmed by the reaction of the public (not the Jews themselves, as some mss read) 

againstoneoftheJewishleadersandbyGallio‘slackofconcerninthisoutbreakofviolence(Acts 

18:17).  

Gallio‘sopinionofJewsandJudaismmayhavebeensimilartothatofhisbrotherSenecawho,

according to Augustine (Civ Dei 6.11) was speaking of the Jews when he wrote (in De superstitione): 

―Thevanquishedhavegivenlawstotheirvictors.‖InEp. Mor. 95.47Seneca‘ssentence―quomodo sint 

dii colendi solet praecipi‖ (―Thereusetoberulesastohowthegodsshouldbeworshipped‖)remindsus

of Acts 18:13—but is followed by a criticism of the Jewish custom to light candles on Sabbath.  

Paul‘sownreactiontotheJewishattackonhismissionaryworkwasnotpeacefuleither:In1Thess

(writtenduringPaul‘sfirststayatCorinth)thepolemicalpassage2:14–16 sounds like a furious postscript 

to the episode of Acts 18:12–17. Taken together, the 2 passages give an impression of the fierceness of 

the early conflicts between the Christian movement and traditional Judaism in the first decades of their 

mutual relations.  
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KLAUS HAACKER  

GAMAD (PLACE) [Heb gammād (ַגָמד)]. A putative place name found in the lamentation over the 

Phoenician city of Tyre raised by Ezekiel (27:11). The Heb word gammād  m is not attested elsewhere and 

is of uncertain meaning. The context is metaphorical: Tyre is imaged as a ship whose crew is a collection 

of allied peoples. Fars (Persia), Lud, and Put are mentioned in v 10 as members of the Tyrian armed 

forces. Men of Arvad (the island of Aradus 125 miles N of Tyre) and Helech (less certainly a place name) 

are upon the walls—either the hull of the metaphorical ship or, shedding the imagery, the literal city 

walls)—and gammād  m in the towers (Ezek 27:11).  



The occasional confusion of the Heb letters dalet and reš has led to the reinterpretation of the word as 

*gōmĕr  m (see GOMER), to which has been compared Ug gmrm (IDB 2: 351). But the association with 

Arvad suggests a Phoenician city (Cooke Ezekiel ICC, 300). A site appearing in the topographical lists of 

Seti I at Karnak as qmd or kmt (LBHG, 166 no. 7) is located between Byblos and Arvad. Simons (who 

prefers to interpret the biblical word as an appellative noun rather than as a place name; GTTOT, 455) is 

among those who have noted the possibility that the name qmd in the Egyptian list may designate Kumidi, 

known from the Amarna letters (EA 116:75; 129:85; 132:49, etc.) and other sources (Simons 1938 

XIII/55; XIV/57; XV/20). Ancient Kumidi is identified as Kamid el-Loz N ofMt.HermonintheBeqa˓

valley of Lebanon between Sidon and Damascus (on the site, see Edzard et al. 1970; Hachman 1970).  
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HENRY O. THOMPSON  

GAMAEL (PERSON) [Gk Gamēlos (Γαμηλος)]. An alternate form of the name DANIEL.  

GAMALIEL (PERSON) [Heb gaml  ˒ēl (ַגְמִליֵאל); Gk Gamaliēl (Γαμαλιηλ)]. 1. Son of Pedahzur 

and head of the tribe of Manasseh (Num 1:4, 10, 16). He is so designated by God in the address to Moses, 

inwhichacensusofIsrael‘scongregationinthewildernessofSinaiiscommanded(Num 1:1–54). 

Gamaliel appears again in the next chapter of Numbers (2:20), where the encampment of Israel around the 

tent of meeting, by tribes organized by leaders, is set out (2:1–34). Within that scheme, Manasseh—

gathered at the appropriate standard and led by Gamaliel—is stationed to the W of the tent, next to 

Ephraim, the leading tribe of the 3 on the W (2:1–2, 18–24). The entire scheme establishes an ideal of 

both encampment and orderly movement through the wilderness, in which tribes and their leaders are the 

principle of discipline. Gamaliel is therefore emblematic, with the other leaders, of the structure inherent 

inIsrael‘sgatheringaroundthedivinepresence,guardedandmaintainedbypriestsandLevites(cf.Num 

2:17; 3:1–4, 49).  

Gamaliel next appears after Moses has anointed and consecrated the altar and its tabernacle (Num 7:1). 

The tribal leaders appear with offerings, which the Lord commands Moses to accept on behalf of the 

Levites (Num 7:2–10). Specifically, the leaders are to bring offerings one each day (v 11), in an order 

which corresponds to the scheme of encampment in chap. 2. The names of the leaders are given again in 

chap. 7, which enhances the impression of correspondence with chap. 2. Such differences as there are 

appearpracticallyinsignificant.Eliasaph,leaderofGad,isidentifiedas―sonofDeuel‖in7:42 (and 

10:20),ratherthan―sonofReuel‖(2:14); the variation is obviously the result of the similarity of the reš 

and dalet in the Hebrew alphabet. Similarly, Gamaliel in 7:54 is son of Pedah-Zur, rather than Pedahzur 

(2:20 cf. also 10:23), although the RSV does not do justice to the distinction. Although the same name is 

palpablyatissue,theseparatedorthographyperhapsbringsoutitssense,―therock(thatis,God)has

ransomed‖(cf.GKC,81;BDB,804).  

There is, however, a significant contrast between Numbers 2 and 7, which makes them appear more 

complementary than simply similar. The essential issue in chap. 2 is the order of procedure among the 12 

tribes. That order is fixed by the sequence encampment: Judah, with Issachar and Zebulun, camps towards 

sunrise (vv 3–9); Reuben with Simeon and Gad to the S (vv 10–16), the tent of meeting in the midst (v 

17); Ephraim with Manasseh and Benjamin to the W (vv 18–24); and Dan with Asher and Naphtali to the 

N (vv 25–31). The sequence of encampment is also prescribed as the sequence of setting out from camp 

(vv 17, 34). In chap. 7 the same sequence is maintained, but the emphasis is upon the equality of the 

tribes, rather than upon precedence among them. Each is said to offer precisely the same offering: a silver 

plate of 130 shekels; and a silver basin of 70 shekels, both filled with fine flour and oil for a cereal 

offering; a golden dish of 10 shekels (full of incense); animals for burnt offering (a young bull, a ram, a 

male lamb of one year); a male goat for sin offering; and peace offerings (2 oxen, 5 rams, 5 male goats, 5 



male lambs of one year). Those specifications are repeated for every leader of each tribe, and then the 

offering of the 12 tribes in aggregate is tallied (vv 84–88). Each tribe therefore takes part equally in the 

dedication of the altar (v 5), which is why a full day of dedication is allotted to each tribe (v 11). The 

sequence of tribes and leaders, when applied to encampment and movement, necessarily implies 

precedence; the same sequence, when applied to dedicatory sacrifice, assures an equality of participation.  

The last reference to Gamaliel, and to the other leaders, appears in Numbers 10. The order of march is 

in accordance with the specifications of chap. 2, except that there is a refinement in respect of the Levites 

(see vv 17, 21; and 2:17. The issue of priority among the tribes, however, which was implicit in chap. 2, 

becomes moot in chap. 10: the march is set in motion by the cloud which settles in the wilderness of 

Paran, not any tribe or leader (10:11, 12; cf. 9:15–23). All of the passages in Numbers which relate to 

Gamalielarecommonlyascribedtothe‗Priestly‘sourceofthePentateuch(cf.Marsh,NumbersIB 2: 

140). Whether or not a strictly documentary theory of Pentateuchal origins is to be upheld, it does appear 

evident that Gamaliel and the other tribal leaders in Numbers 2, 7, and 10 are invoked in order to offer a 

portrait of how the divine presence dwells in Israel. Sequence, tribal order, and equal offerings of sacrifice 

are all conveyed as the occasion of God being with his people.  

The function of the name Gamaliel in the book of Numbers, then, is less to refer to a definable character 

thanitistoholdtheplaceofthetheologicalmotifofGod‘spresencewithIsrael. 

2. A Pharisaic member of the Sanhedrin in Jerusalem who was widely respected for his learning in 

Torah (Acts 5:34). At first glance, the name Gamaliel—now attributed to a rabbi of the 1st century—

might seem to function differently in the NT than it did in the OT. He plays a crucial role in the 

proceedingsagainsttheapostles.AsaresultofSadduceanjealousyattheapostles‘reputationforhealing,

they have been put in jail, only to be released by an angel (vv 12–20). Once the Sanhedrin convenes, their 

officers eventually track the apostles down in the Temple, and set them before the council (vv 21–27a). 

Thehighpriestdemandstoknowwhytheapostlespersist,despitepriorwarning,toteachinJesus‘name;

they reply that obedience is owed to God, rather than people, and accuse the Sanhedrin of murdering the 

savior (vv 27b–32). Condemnation to death at that moment seems certain (v 33), but Gamaliel intervenes 

and cautions restraint. His standing in the Sanhedrin is assumed to be great, in that he commands the 

apostles to be put outside for a brief time (v 34c). He then urges caution, on the grounds that the 

movements of Theudas and Judas the Galilean had come to nothing: The apostles also will fail, if their 

movement is of men (vv 35–38). If their movement is of God, Gamaliel argues that the Sanhedrin would 

be unable to prevail, and rebellious even to try (v 39).HavingbeenconvincedbyGamaliel‘sarguments,

the Sanhedrin releases the apostles with a mere beating, and repeats the old command, not to speak in 

Jesus‘name(v 40, cf. 4:17). The second (and last) mention of Gamaliel occurs in Acts 22:3, within a 

speech of Paul, in which the apostle claims to have been instructed at the feet of Gamaliel with an exact 

knowledge of the ancestral law.  

Superficially, there is a degree of verisimilitude in Gamaliel‘sportraitinActs.ThePhariseesingeneral

are described by Josephus as combining a view of fate with that of the freedom of human will, a 

philosophicalcompromisewhichmayalsobesaidtoanimateGamaliel‘spositioninActs(cf.Ant 13.5.9 

§171–73; JW 2.8.14 §162–63; Neusner 1987: 279, 282; and Bruce 1982: 68 n. 5). Moreover, Gamaliel 

himself occupies a position of such prominence in Rabbinica, that his implicit status in Acts appears 

plausible. Soṭa 9.15hasitthat―WhenRabbanGamalieltheelderdied, the glory of the law ceased and 

purityandabstinencedied‖(Neusner1984:33,34).InthattheinterpretationoftheTorah(initsfullest

sense), keeping purity and maintaining dietary discipline were programmatically typical of Pharisaism (cf. 

Neusner 1987: 290), Gamaliel appears as a paradigmatic figure within the movement. For that reason, his 

decision that a Targum of Job was to be buried within a construction of the Temple (Sabb. 115a, cf. 

Neusner 1984: 53–54, cf. 37, 38, 42) was representative of the emerging attitude towards the Targumin 

among the rabbis: Targum, as the product of a discipline between Bible and Mishnah (cf. Sipre Deut 161) 

was to be orally promulgated (cf. Meg. 4.4), and yet disposed of as Scripture when it was written. The 

rabbinic ambivalence in regard to the medium of the Targumin is what resulted in their consignment to 

writing at a much later stage.  



Gamaliel is also said to have forbidden attempts by husbands to annul divorce proceedings without their 

wives‘knowledge(Giṭ. 4.2, cf. Neusner 1984: 34–37), and to have extended, for certain groups, the 

amount of movement permitted on the Sabbath (Rosû. Hasû. 2.5, cf. Neusner 1984: 29, 30). In that all of 

these matters—Targum, divorce, and keeping Sabbath—were of systemic import within the Pharisaic 

perspective,Gamaliel‘sprominence,asreflectedinActs 5:34 and presupposed in 22:3, may be taken as 

factual, and the position attributed to him is not implausible. Indeed, Neusner discovers a significant 

degree of corroboration between Rosû. Hasû. 2.5 and Acts 5:34. Because the former passage concerns the 

movement on the Sabbath of witnesses who attested sightings of the sun and moon, they were closely 

associated with the Temple, where the sacred calendar was declared. The pericope therefore assumes 

Gamaliel‘shighstandingamongtheauthoritiesoftheTemple,muchasActs 5:34 does (Neusner 1984: 29 

cf. also 38–40, 42, 43, 50, 55).  

Both passages of Acts, however, manifest characteristics which make their accuracy doubtful. In 5:36–

37, Gamaliel refers first to the revolt of Theudas, and then to that of Judas, in an evidently chronological 

order; as it happens, that seemingly careful presentation precisely inverts the order of events. Even more 

troubling(fromthepointofviewofthehistoricityoftheentireepisode)isthefactthatTheudas‘s revolt is 

dated in A.D. 44, some 10 years after any plausible dating of the scene in Acts (cf. Cadbury and Lake 

1979: 60). It has been suggested that the inversion of chronological order is the result of a elementary 

misreading of a passage in Josephus (Ant 20.5.1–2 §97–104, cf. Foakes Jackson and Lake 1979: 356, 357 

and Lüdemann 1984: 34, 35). Two considerations have also cast doubt on the alleged assertion of Paul in 

22:3. First, it seems strange that, if Gamaliel in 5:38, 39 counseled restraint in respect of followers of 

Jesus, his supposed disciple should have persecuted them. Second, even if one were to accept that a 

statement in Acts shouldbecreditedapartfromaconfirmingechointhePaulinecorpus,Paul‘slackof

sympathy with the rabbinic position in his own writings is striking. Each of these considerations requires 

to be weighed before the historical value of the statements in Acts can be assessed.  

TheanachronismofGamaliel‘sadviceinitsreferencetoTheudasinActs 5:36, 37, certainly casts doubt 

on the placement of the episode. The infelicitous sequence, which places Theudas before Judas, greatly 

strengthens the argument that the speeches of Acts are largely synthetic. Indeed, the reference to Gamaliel 

in Acts 5:34–39 seems to suit the programmatic purpose of Luke-Acts at least as well as, and probably 

better than, it accurately reports an episode of history. It has been aptly remarked that there is an irony in 

having―arespectedleaderoftheJews‖providetheinterpretation of the new movement which Gamaliel 

does: He himself provides the criterion by which the movement centered upon Jesus represented a 

fulfillmentofthepromisestoGod‘speople(Juel1984:66,99,117).WerethePhariseescomparatively

tolerant of Jesus‘followers,andwereGamalielareputed,Pharisaicleader,thosefactsmaybeallthat

need be posited in order to explain the composition of Acts 5:34–39.  

Justsuchapicture,ofPharisaictolerationofJesus‘s followers (at least relatively speaking), is conveyed 

in Acts 23:6–9: Hauled before the Sanhedrin (22:30), Paul is able to set Pharisees against Sadducees by 

means of his claim that he is a Pharisee, and that the Pharisaic belief in resurrection is what has 

occasioned the charge against him (22:6). The statement attributed to Paul in 22:3, that he was born in 

TarsusbutbroughtupandeducatedinJerusalematGamaliel‘sfeet,suitstheapologetictendencyofthis

section of Acts. Paul has entered the Temple at the suggestion of James, to purify himself and participate 

in the vow of several other men (Acts 21:23, 24). What was supposed to prove him a keeper of the Torah 

(v 24),however,failed:ThedeadlychargeisraisedthatPaulhasintroduced―Greeks‖intotheTemple(v 

28). The claim in 22:3, then, serves retrospectively, as an answer to the charge of sacrilege, and 

prospectively,assubstantiationofPaul‘scleverployinthehearingoftheSanhedrin.Ithasalsobeen

argued that the style of 22:3 suits the redactional tendency of Luke-Acts (cf. Lüdemann 1984: 39, n. 72).  

Indeed, the coherence of Acts 22:3 with the characteristically Lukan portrait of Paul is precisely what 

most casts doubt on its accuracy. Acts 22:3–21 gives us a Paul who was known from childhood in 

Jerusalem; the Paul of Galatians claims that his face was unfamiliar in Judea (1:22).Luke‘sPaulgivesan

account of his commissioning on the road to Damascus (22:6–11), in a manner strikingly similar to Acts 

9:1–9 (cf. also 22:12–21 and 9:10–31), but quite unlike anything Paul has to say on the subject in his 



letters. Precisely these observations were aptly described by Knox (1950: 34–40, 114–119) and have 

increasingly featured in discussions of the relationship between Acts and the Pauline corpus. Knox 

considered―gravelydoubtful‖thenotionthatPaulactuallystudiedwithGamaliel,althoughhealso

stopped short of denying it outright (1950: 35).  

Knox‘srestraintatthispointwasapposite.Forall that, there are grave difficulties in reconciling Acts 

andthePaulinecorpus,Paul‘sPharisaicbackgroundisamatterofagreementbetweenthem(cf.Phil 3:5). 

Gamaliel‘srelativetoleranceofJesus‘followersis, in itself, plausible—and not only in view of the 

general considerations suggested above. That doughty traditionalist of somewhat later in the century, 

Eliezer ben Hyranus, was known to have discussed exegesis with such a heretic (cf. Abod. Zar. 16b–17a). 

That Paul should have studied with Gamaliel, and then have failed to mention the fact is indeed 

perplexing, but not impossible (cf. Knox 1950: 35). The argument that Paul was too distinctive from 

Gamaliel, in his attitude towards the new movement, to have been his disciple, is not convincing.  

First, the material in Acts 5:34–39, upon which the argument is based, has itself been shaped by the 

apologetic requirements of early Christianity, and so is scarcely a direct representation of the historical 

Gamaliel.Second,Gamaliel‘sownson,Simeon,tookpartintherevoltagainstRomewhichisofficially

dated from A.D. 66 (cf. Josephus, Life 5.38–39 §189–98 and Neusner 1987: 276; compare Neusner 1984: 

57). If the son might depart from the father in his attitude toward Rome, the disciple might surely devolve 

from the master in the less pressing concern of a minor sectarian excess (cf. Bruce 1982: 226).  

We cannot say with certainty whether Paul ever visited Jerusalem prior to his famous visit with Cephas 

(cf. Gal 1:18; and Enslin 1927: 366, 372), or even whether such a visit would have been necessary in 

order for him to have been known as a Pharisee. In the latter regard, it might be observed that, in Phil 3:5, 

Paulcallshimselfa―Phariseeaccordingtolaw‖(kata nomon). The qualification might mean nothing 

morethan―bycustom,‖butasensesuchas―astothelaw‖(seeRSV)appearsmorelikely.Why should 

Paul have introduced such a qualification? It appears at least possible that he acknowledged that his 

Pharisaism was not of the sort which flourished in Jerusalem, where Pharisees had a particular concern 

for, and influence over, the cult in the Temple (cf. Enslin 1927: 365). That aspect becomes especially 

apparent in the traditions concerning Gamaliel (cf. Neusner 1984: 23–58).Manifestly,a―Pharisee‖living

in the Diaspora would need to be of an attenuated variety of Pharisaism, a movement whose focus of 

interest was the Temple, and the maintenance of purity in the interests of cultic worship.  

Paul must specify in Phil 3:5 thatheis―fromtherace(genos) ofIsrael,‖notfromthelandofIsrael.

Hellenistic Judaism (cf. Gal 1:14 and Georgi 1986: 46–49) was his natural milieu and continued to be 

even after he understood himself to be an apostle. Although considerable effort has long been expended 

on understanding Paul as a productof―Palestinian‖Judaism,theresultisonlyaparadox:Howcanan

allegedproductofrabbinicJudaismhaveseentheTorahasa―work‖whichearnsGod‘sfavorwhenthe

rabbis understood it as a gracious instrument, designed to convey the living possibilityofGod‘scovenant

with his freely chosen people (cf. Montefiore 1915: 24–44, 70–73)? Precisely that paradox is an obstacle 

before any attempt to portray Paul as a rabbi, trained by Gamaliel or any other Pharisee who was active in 

Jerusalem (cf. Montefiore 1915: 90, 91).  

Whether or not Paul actually had contact with Gamaliel at some point or another is impossible to know. 

The inextricable link between Paul and Jerusalem is a thematic and apologetic concern of Acts (cf. Enslin 

1927: 372–75).―Gamaliel‖isanemblemofthatconcern,and—except in very general terms—little 

historically accurate information is provided by Acts in respect of that rabbi. Comparison with rabbinic 

sources suggests that Paul should not be seen preeminently as a rabbi in the mode of the Pharisees in 

Jerusalem (cf. Montefiore 1915: 92–129). He was rather a provincial hanger-on of the movement, who 

turned a zeal for the Temple and purity into a zeal for the oral law (cf. Gal 1:13, 14 and Acts 22:3), and 

thereby sowed the seeds of his own conversion.  
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BRUCE CHILTON  

GAMMA. The third letter of the Greek alphabet.  

GAMUL (PERSON) [Heb gāmûl (ָגמּול)]. A priest who received the 22d position in the priestly order 

of the Temple during the reign of David (1 Chr 24:17). 1 Chronicles 24 is the only place where Gamul 

appears in the OT. An evaluation of the historical reliability of his appearance therefore depends entirely 

on the literary context of 1 Chr 24:1–19. Though generally agreed that the priestly list originated after the 

exile, its exact date remains debated. Liver (1968: ix, 33–52) associates the 24 course priestly 

organization to the reforms of Nehemiah, while Williamson (1979: 262–68) assigns it to the late Persian 

period. Due to genealogical connections between 1 Chr 24:7–18 and the Hasmonean priestly claims, 

Dequecker (1986: 94–106) dates the list to the Hasmonean era. The stylistic characteristics of the list, 

however, seem to link the list to the time of the composition of Chronicles (ca. 385 B.C.E.).  
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JOHN W. WRIGHT  

GANGRENE. See SICKNESS AND DISEASE.  

GARDEN OF EDEN. See EDEN, GARDEN OF (PLACE).  

GARDEN OF GOD (PLACE) [Heb gan-˒ĕlōh  m (ַגן־ֱאֹלִהים)]. A phrase occurring only in Ezek 

28:13 and 31:8–9. The similar phrase gan-yhwh, ―gardenofYahweh,‖appearsinsimiliesinGen 13:10 

and Isa 51:3. Both phrases indicate a place of great luxury. However, the notion of a divine garden is not 

restricted to biblical material. References are found throughout ANE literature.  

Descriptions of the gardens in ANE literature mention springs, trees possessing divine attributes, and 

the overall beautyandfertilityoftheplace.Thetreeson―thecedarmountain,thedwellingofthegods‖

mentioned in the Gilgamesh Epic, are said to be luxuriant (V.i. 1–9, Assyrian version; ANET, 82). No 

mortal is intended to enter there. In the biblical material, Ezek 31:2–18 compares Pharaoh to a great tree. 

Verse 9bstatesthat―allthetreesofEdenwhichareinthegardenofGod‖becamejealousofthetree

which represented Pharaoh. From further description it becomes evident that this tree grows in the divine 

enclosure.  

The divine garden is often the source of life-giving waters that refresh the earth. The land of Dilmun, 

the most celebrated example of the garden of the gods in Mesopotamian literature, is described in the 

Sumerian myth called Enki and Ninhursag. Thelandiswateredbythe―watersofabundance‖fromthe

earth which gush forth to fertilize the land (lines 55–64; ANET, 38). In Ugaritic myth, the high god El 

dwells―atthesourcesofthe(two)rivers,inthemidstofthe(double)deep‖(CTA 3.5.14–15, etc.). Ezek 

47:1–12, Zech 14:1–21, and Joel 4:16–18 all picture life-giving water rushing forth from the sanctuary on 

Mt. Zion. In the Ezekiel text this water fertilizes even the area of the Dead Sea. Every creature that comes 

to the stream lives, and its fish are prolific (vv 9–10). Ezekiel is shown two great trees (or forests) 

growing on its banks (v 7).  



Of course, the main feature of the garden of God theme is the presence of the deity. The divine council 

meetsthereanddecreesofcosmicimportanceareissued.El‘sdwellingisalsocalledthepḫr m˓d, 

―appointedassembly‖(CTA 2.1.19–21). It is to this place that Yamm sends messengers demanding the 

surrender of Baal (lines 36–38).Also,bothAnatandAsherahgotoEl‘sdwellingtoseekpermissionfor

the building of a temple for Baal (CTA 3.5.12–17, 4.4.20–24). In Ezek 28:14 the presence of lesser deities 

inthegardenmaybereflectedinthereferencetothe―protectingcherub‖andtothe―fierystones.‖ 

Finally the divine garden is the site where the sexual union of the deities occurs. The marriage of Enki 

and Ninhursag takes place in Dilmun (Enki and Ninhursag, lines 8, 11, and possibly 65–68, 75; see 

ANET, 38–39). In the Ugaritic Baal cycle, El anticipates some sexual activity on the occasion of a visit 

from his consort Asherah, only to discover that she has come for other reasons (CTA 4.4.31–39).  

The description of the garden of Eden in Gen 2:4b–3:24 contains many of these motifs. These include 

the unmediated presence of the deity, the issuing of divine decrees (3:14–19, 22–24), the source of the 

subterranean life-giving waters which supply the earth (2:6, 10–14), abundant fertility, and trees of 

supernatural qualities and great beauty (2:9). Eden should not be understood as a garden planted strictly 

forthehabitationofhumans.ItisessentiallyYahweh‘sgardenwhichhumanswereinvitedtoenjoyand

cultivate. The narrative is therefore concerned with the issue of humankind entering and dwelling within 

the presence of deity.  
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HOWARD N. WALLACE  

GAREB (PERSON) [Heb gārēb (ָגֵרב)].OneoftheelitegroupofDavid‘swarriors,knownas―The
Thirty‖(2 Sam 23:38 = 1 Chr 11:40). The etymology of the name is uncertain (see IPN, 227). He is 

placed near the end of the official list of warriors in 2 Samuel, a position which is reserved for those of 

non-Israelite descent (Mazar 1963: 318–19). He is called an Ithrite (hayyitr  ) in the MT. This is an 

adjective probably describing the clan with which he was associated. The Ithrite clan is known to have 

been related to the peoples who dwelled in the area near Kiriath-jearim in Judah and probably was of 

Hivite origin (Josh 9:17; 1 Chr 2:53). It has been argued that Gareb was not an Ithrite (hayyitr  ) but a 

Jattirite (hayyatt  r  )—a descendant from the town of Jattir, a Levitical city in the hill-country of Debir 

(Josh 15:48; 21:14; 1 Chr 6:42—Eng6:57) (Elliger 1966: 104–6). There is some evidence that supports 

this view but it is far from conclusive. See ITHRITE; DAVID‘SCHAMPIONS.  
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STEPHEN G. DEMPSTER  

GAREB (PLACE) [Heb gārēb (ָגֵרב)]. The name of a hill in the vicinity of Jerusalem mentioned in 

connectionwithJeremiah‘seschatologicalvisionoftherestoredandre-sanctified Jerusalem (31:39). It is 

usuallyassociatedwiththeSWhilltodayknown(erroneously)as―Mt.Zion,‖situatedWofthe

Tyropoeon Valley and N and E of the Hinnom Valley, a hill that was apparently inside the walls of 

Jerusalem during the century before its destruction in 586 B.C. InJeremiah‘svision,thesanctityofthe

citywouldextendto―thewholevalleyofthedeadbodiesandtheashes‖(31:40), presumably the Hinnom 

Valley outside the walls (cf. Jer 7:30–34). However, if sanctity is coterminus with the wall of the city (but 

it perhaps was not; see Num 35:4–5), then Gareb may have been a hill opposite the Hinnom Valley, either 

WorSof―Mt.Zion.‖Inthiscase,thecitywallenvisionedbytheprophetwouldhavelittle,ifany,



strategic military value, since the lower contours of the Hinnom Valley would then be situated inside the 

city.  

GARY A. HERION  

GARLIC. See FLORA.  

GARMITE [Heb garm   (ַגְרִמי)]. Gentilic derived from Gerem (Heb gerem), meaning bone or bony (1 

Chr 4:19). A man of Judah, Keilah isreferredtoas―theGarmite.‖ 

DAVID C. SMITH  

GAS (PERSON) [Gk Gas (Γας)]. A servant of Solomon who was the progenitor of a family which 

returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 5:34). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have been 

compiled from Ezra and Nehemiah, this family does not appear among their lists of returning exiles (see 

Ezra 2:57; Neh 7:59). Omissions such as this also raise questions about 1 Esdras being used as a source 

by Ezra or Nehemiah. Furthermore, problems associated with dating events and identifying persons 

described in 1 Esdras have cast doubt on the historicity of the text.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

GATAM (PERSON) [Heb ga˓tām (ַגְעָתם)]. One of the sons of Eliphaz who stemmed from the 

marriage between Esau and Adah (Gen 36:11; 1 Chr 1:36). According to Gen 36:16, he was considered to 

beoneoftheEdomite―tribalchiefs‖(˒all p  m), i.e., a clan of the Edomite-Esauite tribe Eliphaz. The 

meaning of the name Gatam (LXX: Gotom, Goōtam, Gotam; Vg Gatham, Gathan) is uncertain (cf. 

Arabic ǧu˓ṯumat, Safaitic j˓ṯm).  

ULRICH HÜBNER  

GATE, CITY. See CITIES (LEVANT); FORTIFICATIONS (LEVANT).  

GATE BETWEEN THE TWO WALLS (PLACE) [Heb ša˓ar bên-haḥōmōtayim ( ַׁשַער

 )]. A gate of Jerusalem at the extreme S end of the City of David where the Central andֵבין־ַהחֹֹמַתִים

Hinnom Valleys join in close proximity to the King‘sGarden.Itisonlycalledthe―GateBetweenthe

TwoWalls‖intheaccounts(2 Kgs 25:4; Jer 39:4; 52:7) of the escape of Zedekiah and members of his 

army from the forces of Nebuchadnezzar. Jeremiah dramatically broke a clay pot at this gate (19:2; Avi-

Yonah 1954: 245) alluding to it as the Potsherd Gate (Heb sa˓ar haḥarsô/ût[K]; haḥars  t[Q]), 

erroneously translated East Gate in the AV. This gate was later called the Dung Gate (Heb ša˓ar hā˒ašpōt) 

by Nehemiah (2:13; 3:13, 14; 12:13) and was located some 1,000 cubits (Avi-Yonah 1954: 245) S of the 

Valley Gate on the W side of the City of David. It was rebuilt by Malchijah, and the gate (or its successor) 

continued to be used through the Second Temple period (Kenyon 1962: 84).  

The yet unanswered question as to how Zedekiah and his men escaped the city under siege may be 

answeredbyKenyon‘sdiscoveryofanunexplainedtunnelcomplexnearandintrudingintotheareaofthe

Birket el-Hamra. This complex was sealed under 1.25 m of Iron AgeIIremainsandcontinued―an

unknowndistancetotheSEtowardsthevalley‖(Kenyon1965:16–17). Evidence of this nature may 

eventuallyexplainZedekiah‘sescapefromJerusalem. 

Opinions generally concur as to the location of the Gate Between the Two Walls. An exception is Weill, 

who proposes the Fountain Gate as the Gate Between the Two Walls because it exits to a 15 m (49 foot) 

corridor between two massive walls (Weill 1947: 95–96). Others propose that the pool Isaiah identifies as 

being―betweenthe twowalls‖(Isa 22:9–11) and the Gate Between the Two Walls share an identity with 

two parallel walls in the open Central Valley, while Simons believes that the gate received its name for 

being at the juncture of the two walls which come from the City of David and from the western Hill 

(Simons 1952: 128).  
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DALE C. LIID  

GATE OF THE GUARD (PLACE) [Heb ša˓ar (ַׁשַער) hammaṭṭârâ (ַהַמָטהָרה)]. An inner gate 

of Jerusalem in close proximity to the Court of the Guards and the Royal Palace that most likely gave the 

royal family, the judiciary, and security personnel access to the sacred Temple precincts.  

The Gate of the Guard is mentioned only once (Neh 12:39)asthedestinationofoneofNehemiah‘s

dedicatory processionals just before they entered the Temple precincts. But functionally, the Gate of the 

Guardandthe―courtoftheguards‖gotogether,andintheabsenceofphysicalevidencetherearetextual

referencesindicatingmorepreciselywherethis―gate‖and―courtoftheguard‖arelocated.Thetexts

concerningthe―courtoftheguards‖arefoundintheaccounts ofJeremiah‘simprisonmentinthe―court

oftheguards‖(Jer 32:3; 31:1; 37:14–21; 38:6–28; 39:12–18) inside the royal compound (originally built 

by Solomon, 1 Kgs 7:1–8; 9:15, 24) to the S of the Temple, situated on the former threshing floor of the 

Jebusites. The royal compound occupied the area at about the present al-Aksa Mosque, N to the stairs 

(Makam an Nabi) that lead to the platform on which the Dome of the Rock now sits. While the 

dimensionsofSolomon‘sbuildingsareknown,theirarrangementisnotcertainalthoughtheywere

probably more cloistered (e.g., Avi-Yonah 1973: 13–14, with maps 3.2. 3.3) than those portrayed by 

Vincent and Steve (1954: 428, fig. 134).  

ReferencestoJeremiah‘sconfinementinthecourtoftheguardsneartheroyalresidence,hisbeing

broughtfromconfinementforaprivateaudiencewithZedekiahatthe―thirdentranceoftheTemple‖

(probably the Gate of the Guard of Neh 12:39 as well as the New Gate of Jer 26:10 where the royal 

judiciaryhadearlierlistenedtothepeople‘scomplaintsagainstJeremiah),andtheabundanceofcisterns 

in this area of the Temple Mount point to a location of the court of the guards, and consequently, the Gate 

oftheGuardbetweentheroyalcourtsandtheTempleprecincts.ThefactthatoneofNehemiah‘stwo

processionals halted at the Gate of the Guard just prior to the dedicatory liturgy within the Temple 

enclosure (Neh 12:39) again indicates that the Gate of the Guard was a gate into the sacred Temple 

enclosure itself as proposed by Avi-Yonah (1954: 240, fig. 1; 1973: 14, with maps 3.2[7], 3.3[9]). There 

is little to suggest that the Gate of the Guard should be equated, as some have, with the Muster Gate or the 

Inspection Gate (Neh 3:31; Simons 1952: 340, 342).  
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DALE C. LIID  

GATH (PLACE) [Heb gat (ַגת)]. One of the five principal cities of the Philistines. Gath was situated in 

the Shephelah S of its sister city Ekron (now identified with Tel Miqne) and was the Philistine city in 

closest proximity to the territory of Judah to the E (1 Sam 17:52). However its exact location is still the 

subject of scholarly dispute. Early archaeological commentators, including W. F. Albright, favored 

identification with Tell Sheikh Ahmed el-˓Areini (M.R. 129113), near Araq el-Menshiyeh, located just N 

of the modern settlement of Kiryat Gat (Albright 1923: 6–12). Interpreting 1 Sam 7:14, which notes the 

restorationofIsraeliteterritory―fromEkrontoGath,‖asanotedefiningPhilistine boundaries, Albright 

looked for the site of Gath to the S, at some distance from Ekron. However, excavations at Tell el-˓Areini 

(now ironically called Tel Gat) between 1956 and 1961 by S. Yeivin showed that the site was not 

occupied during the Iron Age I (i.e., the Philistine period [Yeivin 1961; EAEHL 1: 89–97]). This led G. E. 

Wright to suggest an alternative location at Tell esh-Sheri˒ah(TelSera˒;M.R.119088),evenfartherS



along the Wadi Gerar at the very edge of the Negeb desert (1966: 80). Excavations there by E. Oren 

between 1972 and 1976 did recover significant Philistine period remains (EAEHL 4: 1059–69).  

However, consensus today supports an identification with the more N site of Tell es-Safi (M.R. 

135123). This site is located on the S bank of the Wadi Elah, ca. 5 miles NW of Beit Guvrin, and 10 miles 

to the SE of Tel Miqne/Ekron. Support for such a more N location is based on observations by B. Mazar 

and H. L. Ginsberg that, rather than suggesting distance between them, the Hebrew text in 1 Sam 7:14 

actually indicates the close proximity of Ekron and Gath (Rainey 1975: 68). A close proximity is also 

reflected in 1 Sam 17:52, and a location in this N region is likewise indicated by the few postbiblical 

references to Gath (Gitta, Geth) found in the writings of Eusebius and Jerome (Rainey 1975: 64). Two 

further references to Gath, involving conflicts with Ephraimite (1 Chr 7:20–23) and Benjaminite (1 Chr 

8:13) clans, also suggest a N location, but these may refer to a different site otherwise known as Gittaim 

(Mazar 1954: 228). Until now the only excavations conducted at Tell es-Safi were those by Bliss and 

Macalister for the PEF in 1899 (Bliss and Macalister 1902). While this early work recovered evidence of 

Iron Age occupation, including Philistine period vessels, only a very general stratigraphic profile was 

obtained (EAEHL 4: 1024–27).Finalconfirmationofthesite‘sidentificationwithGathawaitsfurther

field investigation.  

For the biblical writers, Gath was considered to be a city of early Canaanite origin where remnants of 

the Anakim, a race of giants, continued to dwell until after the time of Joshua (Josh 11:22). The huge 

Philistine champion, Goliath (1 Sam 17:4), was a Gittite, and other giant Philistine warriors also came 

from Gath (2 Sam 21:19–22). Canaanite backgrounds are further attested by a reference to Gath (gimti) in 

the LB Age Amarna correspondence. In letter 290 (EA 290:9), it is mentioned in relationship to Gezer 

(Tell Gezer) and to Keilah (a Judean town identified with Khirbet (Qila ca. 12 miles E of Beit Guvrin). 

Gath is also one of the cities to which the Ark of the Covenant was taken during its sojourn among the 

Philistines (1 Sam 5:1–12).  

The significance of Gath in biblical reference focuses mainly on its association with the early exploits of 

David. When first expelled from the court of King Saul, David sought refuge with Achish son of Maoch, 

the king of Gath. In 1 Sam 21:10–15, David flees to the city alone, and when recognized by the men of 

Gath, feigns madness and is rejected by Achish. This passage and the poetic lament in Psalm 56 (also see 

Psalm 34)seemtobepartofanapologetictraditionregardingDavid‘sassociationswiththePhilistines.

However, according to 1 Sam 27, David and six hundred of his men and their families are accepted into 

mercenary service by Achish. Together they reside briefly in Gath and then are settled in Ziklag, a smaller 

border village (1 Sam 27:6). Through deception, David gains full acceptance by Achish. The service of 

his mercenary contingent is terminated only by the suspicions and fears of other Philistine overlords 

during preparations for their final campaign against King Saul at Gilboa (1 Sam 29). It is in connection 

withDavid‘slamentoverthedeathofJonathanandSaulin2 Sam 1:20 thattheproverb―Tellitnotin

Gath‖firstappears. It is repeated in a similar lament context in Mic 1:10.  

David‘scuriousassociationwithAchishalsohelpsusunderstandthelatermentionofamanofGath,

Ittai and other Gittites among his professional soldiers (2 Sam 15:18–23), and explains his confidence in 

Obed-edom, another Gittite (2 Sam 6:10), to whom he entrusts the safekeeping of the Ark of the Covenant 

for three months before its transfer to Jerusalem (2 Sam 6:10–11; 1 Chr 13:13). In 1 Chr 18:1 David‘s

finalconquestofPhilistiaandof―Gathanditstowns‖isreported.Howeveratthispointintheparallel

passage in 2 Sam 8:1, the reading of the Hebrew, meteg ha˒ammāh, is uncertain. The RSV renders it as a 

place name. It is not clear which of the two texts preserves a correct reading.  

In later tradition, Gath is listed among the cities under Judean control that were fortified by Rehoboam 

(2 Chr 11:8), but 2 Kgs 12:18 records that it was taken from Judah by Hazael of Damascus during the 

reign of Johoash. 2 Chr 26:6 indicates that it was again recovered from Philistine hands during the time of 

Uzziah. Although Amos 6:2 testifiestoitscontinuedcharacterizationasa―Philistinecity‖wellintothe

early 8th century, no later reference to Gath is made in the prophetic literature, even where lists of 

Philistine cities otherwise appear (see Amos 1:6–8; Jer 25:20; Zeph 2:4). In 711 B.C., Sargon II of Assyria 

claims conquest of the city in his campaign against Azuri, the king of Ashdod (ANET, 286; also see Isaiah 



20). Apart from a few references in later, postbiblical commentaries, this is the latest historical reference 

to the site.  
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JOE D. SEGER  

GATH-HEPHER (PLACE) [Heb gittâ ḥēper (ִגָתה ֵחֶפר); gat haḥēper (ַגת ַהֵחֶפר)]. A town on 

the E border of the territory of Zebulun (Josh 19:13). Gath-hepher is recorded in the book of Kings (2 Kgs 

14:25) as the birthplace of the prophet Jonah, son of Amittai. Jerome, in his commentary on the book of 

Jonah, locates Gath-hepher two miles from Sepphoris (M.R. 176239), on the road to Tiberias. The 

modern village of Mashhad, about four km E of Sepphoris, in fact contains a tomb attributed to Jonah, 

and the nearby site of Kh. el-Zurra˓a(TelGat-hefer) is identified with ancient Gath-hepher. Tel Gat-hefer 

(M.R. 180238), which measures about 5 hectares at its base and 2.5 hectares at its summit, contains 

remains of urban settlement of the EB and MB Ages, as well as traces of LB Age settlement. A small 

Israelite settlement was established on the site in the Iron Age I, followed by a fortified city which was 

occupied until the Assyrian conquest. Settlement was renewed at the site in the Persian period (Gal 1982: 

21).  
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GATH-RIMMON (PLACE) [Heb gat rimmôn (ַגת ִרמון)]. The last city listed among the Levitical 

cities allocated to the tribe of Dan (Josh 21:24; 1 Chr 6:54[—Eng6:69]). Gath-Rimmon is also mentioned 

only in the inheritance list of Dan (Josh 19:45). It is generally accepted that in the city list of Dan, Gath-

Rimmon is so written in order to distinguish it from other cities with the element Gath, i.e., Gath of the 

Philistines, Gath-hepher, etc. (LBHG, 266). The possible confusion of names because of the lack of 

specificity is one of the problems confronted when looking at the nonbiblical texts that might have used 

the name Gath-Rimmon.  

Some have suggested that Gath-Rimmon is the city Gath (knt) of the Thutmose III city list. When 

studying the route of Thutmose III this suggestion makes good sense. The towns mentioned in the list are 

Joppa (62), Gath (63), Lod (64), Ono (65), and Aphek (66). If Gath were identified with Tell es-Safi, then 

Thutmose‘sforceswouldhavehadtobacktrack45km;ifGathwereassociatedwithGath-Rimmon, then 

Thutmose‘spathwouldhavebeenoncourse as the army moved NE from Joppa to Gath-Rimmon and 

then slightly SE to Lod before going N again to Ono and Aphek. Another reference to Gath-Rimmon is in 

the Amarna Letters. Mazar (1958: 115–23) and Aharoni (LBHG, 149) have identified Giti-rimuni with 

Gath-Rimmon. Although there is no mention of Gath-RimmoninShishak‘srecords,Mazar(1957:206)

hasarguedthatthesitewasdestroyedatthetimeofShishak‘scampaign. 

Two cities have been identified with biblical Gath-Rimmon: Tell Abu Zeitun and Tell Jerishe. Abel (GP 

2: 327) has been a major advocate of the former. Today Tell Abu Zeitun (M.R. 134167) is encompassed 

by the N section of Tel Aviv in the Bene Berak suburb, surrounded by industry and railroad tracks. It is 

only 6 km E of the Mediterranean and less than 1 km S of the prominent Yarkon River. The importance of 

this river cannot be underestimated, since not only is it an excellent water supply for drinking and 

irrigation, but it also provided transportation toward the Valley of Aijalon. Tell Abu Zeitun is situated on 

the Plain of Sharon, a plain that is nearly flat and was perhaps forested in antiquity (Isa 33:9). It was one 

of many ancient towns along the lower valley of the Yarkon, important to the sea and inland trade routes, 

especially the Via Maris.  



Very few geographers other than Abel make reference to Tell Abu Zeitun, although the inspection visits 

made by the Department of Antiquities in the 1930s are helpful. During these visits sherds from the 

Arabic, Hellenistic, and Iron Age periods were found (Ory 1932). In 1957 Kaplan (1958: 134) conducted 

an excavation, publishing pottery from the Persian, Iron I and II, and LB periods. The Levitical City 

survey team found the same periods represented, except for LB (Peterson 1977: 354–78).  

Ever since Mazar in 1951 suggested that biblical Gath-Rimmon be identified with Tell Jerishe (M.R. 

132166), most geographers have followed his proposal. Tell Jerishe (sometimes called Napoleon‘sHill)is

located 3.5 km E of the Mediterranean, only 500 m S of the Yarkon River; the mouth of Wadi Musrara is 

directly to the NW of the tell. As in the case of Tell Abu Zeitun, one of the important geographical 

considerations pertaining to Jerishe is the Yarkon River. Along with the other tells on the Yarkon, Tell 

Jerishe defended the mouth of the river, protecting the land against possible invaders from the sea.  

When the inspection visits from the Palestine Department of Antiquities began in 1925, the pottery 

found on the mound ranged from the EB to the Iron Age, with comparatively good numbers of 

representative sherds from Intermediate Periods. E. L. Sukenik conducted four seasons of archaeological 

excavations at Tell Jerishe in 1927, 1934, 1936, 1940. As a result of those excavations he identified MB, 

LB, and early Iron pottery. He suggested that the site was abandoned during the 10th and 9th centuries 

nevertobeoccupiedagain.However,theLeviticalCitysurveyteam‘sresearchdoesnotsupport

Sukenik‘sconclusionbecausenotonlywereMBIIA,LB,andIronIsherdsfoundatJerishe,butalso

Iron II, Hellenistic, and Islamic (Peterson 1977: 354–78). The Levitical City team found evidence of 

12th–11th century occupation, but a gap in the 10th century. There was evidence of occupation in the 9th 

centuryandagoodcollectioninthe8thcentury.ClearlySukenik‘sconclusionthatthesitewas

abandoned after the 10th or 9th century must be reconsidered. Although the site might not have been fully 

rebuiltafterthedestructionbyShishak‘scampaign,asettlementundoubtedlyexistedatTellJerisheinthe

8th century, as is the case at nearby Tell Abu Zeitun.  

When one studies both sites it is impossible to make an absolute identification. The sites are very close 

to each other, only a few meters away from the Yarkon River. The pottery distribution at both sites is 

nearly identical, and although Tell Jerishe is much larger physically, size certainly cannot be the 

determining factor. What is important to conclude here is that Gath-Rimmon, whether it was located at 

Tell Abu Zeitun or Tell Jerishe, was occupied through the 8th century. What possibly happened is that at 

the end of the 8th century Tell Jerishe was abandoned until the Hellenistic period, during which time Tell 

Abu Zeitun was occupied.  
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JOHN L. PETERSON  

GAULANITIS (PLACE) [Gk Gaulanitis (Γαυλανιτις)]. In the Hellenistic and Roman periods 

Gaulanitis was the common name for the Golan, a rocky plateau situated immediately E of the Jordan and 

stretching from the foothills of Mt. Hermon in the N to the Wadi Yarmuk in the SE. See also GOLAN 

HEIGHTS. Although in earlier years the land was used primarily for pastoral activity and was 

economically somewhat marginal, in the Roman and Byzantine periods this region flourished and became 

considerably more important. Increased settlement, coupled with the development of an excellent network 



of roads and more efficient exploitation of water resources, made the area viable for agriculture and craft 

industries as well.  

The political and cultural history of the Golan in the Hellenistic and Roman periods is interesting, if at 

times complex and even confusing. Much of our information comes from Josephus, although recent 

archaeological surveys and excavations are supplementing our knowledge. Significant advances in our 

understanding of the area are to be expected in the near future.  

At the beginning of the Hellenistic period, the Golan was an independent administrative unit with the 

rank of a hyparchy. The Seleucids had incorporated the entire Golan into the epiarchy of Gilead, however, 

during the Maccabean revolt, large areas of the Golan were captured and brought under Hasmonean 

control, particularly by Alexander Jannaeus. In 83–80 B.C.E., he annexed a large part of the Golan and 

accomplished the conversion of a considerable number of gentiles to Judaism as well.  

When Rome took control of the area in 64 B.C.E., Pompey gave the Golan to Ptolemy, son of Mennaeus, 

an Iturean ruler. In 20 B.C.E., Augustus granted the land to King Herod under whose leadership a 

significant amount of development took place.  

AtHerod‘sdeathin4B.C.E., the Golan (except for Hippos and Gadera) passed into the hands of 

Herod‘sson,thetetrarchPhilip.HerebuiltPaneas(CaesareaPhillipi)and made it his capital city. When 

Philip died in 34 C.E., leaving no heir, his territories were incorporated into the province of Syria. This 

arrangement lasted for less than three years, because in 37 C.E. the emperor Caligula gave the Golan to 

King Agrippa I. Although at the death of Agrippa I, the territory reverted briefly to Roman control, but 

was given to King Agrippa II in 53 C.E. and remained in his control until the first Jewish war against 

Rome. During the war, heavy fighting took place in the Golan and reached a climax in the heroic stand 

taken at Gamla, which fell after a seven month siege. At the death of Agrippa II the N regions of the 

Golan were annexed to Syria, and the S regions to Judea.  

Because Josephus is such an important source for this history, the situation in the Golan following the 

war is less clearly understood. Further clarification will come from archaeological excavations now in 

their early stages. It seems clear, however, that large numbers of Jews from S regions resettled in the 

Golan following the Bar Kokhba rebellion. Preliminary excavations confirm the view suggested by the 

occasional references found in rabbinic literature that these settlers flourished and that the region was 

prosperous throughout the Middle and Late Roman periods.  

It is becoming increasingly clear that there is a cultural as well as topological continuity between the 

Upper Galilee and the Golan. Inscriptional evidence indicates that the language in primary use was 

Aramaic, although Greek seems to have been widely known, even in small villages. The architecture, the 

ceramics, and the other artifacts which are found in archaeological excavations show a similarity which 

supports this picture of cultural continuity, but which separates the Upper Galilee and the Golan from the 

more thoroughly Hellenized and urbanized regions of the Lower Galilee and the coastal plain to the S and 

W.  
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THOMAS R. W. LONGSTAFF  

GAULS [Gk Galatai (Γαλαται)]. Var. GALATIANS. Cited in 1 Macc 8:2 as the name of a people who 

were defeated and brought under subjugation by the Romans and in 2 Macc 8:20 (here usually rendered 

―Galatians‖)asopponentsoftheMacedoniansinBabylonia.ItwastheRomanswhogavethemthename

by which we know them—Gauls [Lat Galli]. This Indo-European group from central and S Europe, also 

known in Greek literature as Celts [Gk Keltoi], was among the peoples who invaded Italy and other lands 

to the S in the 3d century B.C.E. A large number also went to Asia Minor where they settled in the region 

of Phrygia, later called GALATIA by the Romans.  

Both of the above citations require explanation. Is 1 Macc 8:2 a reference to the Roman conquest of its 

northern invaders in Cisalpine Gaul or to the defeat of the Galatians of Asia Minor in 189 B.C.E. 

(Schiffman HBC, 886)? The chronology of events and the context of 1 Maccabees 8 suggests the former. 



Goldstein has shown that the Romans did not yet rule nor extract tribute from the Galatians of Asia Minor 

(1 Maccabees AB, 350–51). The subjugation of Spain in 1 Macc 8:3 suggests the Second Punic War 

(218–201 B.C.E.) which also involved the Gauls of Europe. Since the Galatians of Asia Minor were used 

by Antiochus the Great (223–187 B.C.E.) in his war with Rome, their mention in v 2 rather than in the 

description of his defeat in vv 6–8 would be surprising. It is much more difficult to determine whether the 

Maccabean author is referring to the defeat of the Cisalpine Gauls in 222 B.C.E. or in 190 B.C.E.  

Since there is no clear record of a war involving the Gauls (or Galatians) in Babylonia, the specific 

designation of 2 Macc 8:20 is even harder to determine. Since the Galatians did have quite a reputation as 

mercenaries and functioned as such for various parties in the battles between the Hellenistic empires, it is 

reasonable to hypothesize that this citation is a reference to some such conflict (Goldstein 2 Maccabees 

AB, 331–34). The Babylonian provenance rules out a number of such instances (cf. Levy 1950). Whether 

the epitomist was alluding to the battle of Antiochus III (223–187 B.C.E.) with Molon in Media in 220 

B.C.E., the victory of Seleucus II Callinicus (246–225 B.C.E.) over his brother Antiochus Hierax (Bar-

Kochva 1973), or some other possibility is impossible to determine with any certainty (Habicht 2 

Maccabees JSHRZ, 240–41).  

While some variants of 2 Tim 4:10 read Gallian (Sinaiticus, Ephraemi, etc.), Galatian is more strongly 

attested. Most commentators understand this to refer to Asia Minor.  
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JOHN KAMPEN  

GAZA (PLACE) [Heb ˓azzâ (ַעָזה); Gk Gaza (Γαζα)]. A site in SW Palestine, located on Tell Ḥarube, 

and the highest point of modern Gaza, covering ca. 55 hectares (M.R. 099101). Gaza lies where the 

coastal plain is the widest, ca. 25 km, in a very fertile region, rich in wells of sweet water. High sand 

dunes separate Gaza from the sea, which is about 4–5 km to the W. Gaza lies on the main highway 

between Africa and Asia. This road is one of the oldest in the world, and has been the military road 

betweenEgyptandAsiasincethedaysoftheEgyptianNewKingdom;itiscalledintheBible―theway

of the landofthePhilistines‖(Exod 13:17).Lateritwasknownasthe―WayoftheSea‖orVia Maris (Isa 

8:23—Eng 9:1).  

This entry consists of three articles that cover the historical significance of Gaza: one focusing on the 

pre-Hellenistic OT period, another focusing on the Greco-Roman period, and a third focusing on the 

Byzantine period.  

PREHELLENISTIC GAZA  

———  

A. The Inscriptional/Textual Evidence  

B. Gaza and the Philistines  

C. Gaza and Israel/Judah  

D. Gaza and the Assyrians  

E. Gaza and the Egyptians/Babylonians  

F. Gaza and the Persians  

G. Gaza and Alexander  

H. Archaeological Remains  

———  

A. The Inscriptional/Textual Evidence  

Two ancient reliefs show a town in Palestine which can with great probability be identified as Gaza. 

The first is from the days of Seti I (ANEP, 329), and the second from the days of Sargon II (Botta 1972: 

pl. 90). In both, the town is extremely well fortified; in the second it is a watchtower next to a high strong 

wallrecallingthepassage:―He(=Hezekiah)smotethePhilistinesasfarasGazaanditsterritory,from



watchtowertofortifiedcity‖(2 Kgs 18:8). Both Arrian (Hist. of Alex. 1.2; 25.4–27.7) and Curtius (Hist. 

of Alex. 1.4.6–30) give some descriptions of the locality and the fortifications of Gaza in their books about 

Alexander the Great. The foundation, however, of Gaza is still obscure. The name appears for the first 

time in the annals of Thutmose III. At that time (April 25, 1468 B.C.—ANET, 235), Gaza was already the 

property of the Egyptian crown and it became the capital of the Egyptian province Canaan. In the records 

of the 19th and 20th Egyptian Dynasties, Gaza is generally referred to as (the town) The Canaan, which 

clearly demonstrates that Gaza is the town of Canaan, in other words, the capital, which is further 

evidenced by Taanach-Letter no. 6 (Albright 1944: 24–25) or by the Tell El-Armana Letters nos. 289 and 

296(EA,289,296).Egypt‘sruleoverCanaanwithGazaasitscapitallastedformorethan400years(ca.

1550–1150 B.C.).  

B. Gaza and the Philistines  

Already in the reign of Merneptah (1224–1214), the first waves of Sea Peoples menaced Egypt. In the 

reign of Rameses III (1195–1164), they invaded Palestine in such numbers that even though Pharaoh 

defeated them, he had to settle them as garrison troops. We know that the Sea Peoples came to Canaan 

partly in ships from Cyprus, and partly by the land route from Anatolia. These events may be reflected in 

the oracle of Balaam (Num 24:24):―ShipscomefromthequarterofKittim‖(i.e.Cyprus).Theyareeven

more clearly alluded to in Deut 2:23:―So,too,withtheAvvimwhodweltinvillagesinthevicinityof

Gaza: the Caphtorim, who came from Caphtor, wiped themoutandsettledintheirplace.‖  

The Philistines (who were one of the Sea Peoples) settled in the SW corner of Canaan and established 

the confederation of the five Philistine city-states, each under the rule of a lord (seren). Since Gaza had 

once been the capital, it became the leading power among them. This confederation soon came into 

conflict with another wave of immigrants, the Hebrew tribes. In the book of Joshua, Gaza is mentioned 

four times (Josh 10:41; 11:22; 13:3; 15:47). Josh 11:22 states that the Anakites disappeared from the land 

of the Israelites; but some remained in Gaza. Josh 13:2–4,whichstatesthatthewholeregion―fromthe

Shiḥor,whichisclosetoEgypt,totheterritoryofEkrononthenorth…,‖belongedto―thefivelordsof

the Philistines—theGazites,theAshdodites,theAshkelonites,theGittites,andtheEkronites…,‖clearly

reflects a tradition which is also preserved in the LXX of Judg 1:18 (contrary to the MT):―AndJudahdid

notcaptureGaza…,‖whichisconfirmedbyJudg 1:19:Judahcouldnot―dispossesstheinhabitantsofthe

plainfortheyhadironchariots.‖GazaappearsagaininthestoryofGideoninconnectionwith the raids of 

the Midianites, who, together with the Amalekites and the Kedemites, would attack the Israelites and 

destroy―theproduceofthelandallthewaytoGaza‖(Judg 6:3–4).  

The Philistines appear upon the biblical stage for the first time in the stories about Samson (Judges 13–

16), which describes the heavy hand of the Philistines on the Hebrew tribes, especially on Judah and Dan. 

TheleadingroleplayedbyGazaamongthePhilistinetownsisrevealedinthelaterstagesofSamson‘s

life. The town was well fortified, with a gate and a watchtower (Judg 16:1–3) next to it, and it had a 

prison (Judg 16:21). But the most important building must have been the temple of Dagon (Judg 16:23–

30). It is tempting to surmise that this temple of Dagon was built on the temple of Amon which Rameses 

III erected (ANET, 260–61).  

In the wars of the Philistines against Judah and later against Saul, Gaza must have played a part. During 

the reign of David, the power of the Philistines was much diminished, and this weakness may explain the 

easewithwhich―PharaohKingofEgypthadcomeupandcapturedGezer…‖(1 Kgs 9:16).  

C. Gaza and Israel/Judah  

It is possible that the Philistine city-states were later tributary to David and Solomon, and may be 

implied in a record from the days of Solomon,whichsaysthatSolomon‘sruleextended―fromthe

Euphrates to the land of the Philistines and the boundary of Egypt. They were bringing tribute and were 

servingSolomonallhislife‖(1Kgs4:21—Eng 5:1). The same statement is repeated almost immediately, 

thatSolomon―controlledthewholeregionwestoftheRiver(=Euphrates),fromTiphsahtoGaza,allthe

kingswestoftheRiver‖(1Kgs4:24—Eng 5:4). The geographic expression―westoftheRiver‖casts

some doubt on the authenticity of the source. On the other hand, the inclusion of the territory as far as the 



borderofEgyptisreaffirmed,whichreads:―fromtheentranceofHamath[Lebo-hamath] to the Brook of 

Egypt‖(1 Kgs 8:65).  

ItappearsthattowardstheendofSolomon‘sreign,oratthebeginningofRehoboam‘s,thePhilistines

began to escape Israelite domination and turned their attention toward Egypt, whom they solicited for help 

against the Hebrew kings. We may assume that at this time the seren of Gaza (and the other cities of the 

Pentapolis) became a king.  

In the fifth year of Rehoboam of Judah (ca. 928–911 B.C.) Pharaoh Shishak raided Judah and Israel. 

According to the place list on the Temple of Amon at Karnak (Kitchen 1973: §§398–415), the starting 

pointofShishak‘scampaignintoAsiawasapparentlyGaza.FromthereoneforceadvancedtotheN,and

another to the Negeb. On his way home, Shishak must have passed Gaza again; in the last row of the 

record is the name of Raphia. Since no other Philistine town is mentioned, apparently an understanding 

existed between Egypt and the Philistines, and in particular between Egypt and Gaza. Apparently Shishak 

diedshortlyafterthecampaign,beforehewasabletorestoreEgypt‘sgriponAsia,andeventhoughhis

weak successors did not follow up that victorious raid, the enfeebled Judah was no longer a real opponent 

to Gaza.  

The list of towns which Rehoboam fortified (2 Chr 11:5–12)mustrefertotheperiodafterShishak‘s

invasion and suggests possible territorial gains for Gaza and her sister towns—as allies of Shishak (?).  

Asa‘svictoryoverZerahtheCushite(2 Chr 14:11–14) almost certainly drove them to an alliance with 

Gaza.Gaza‘stradetotheS,mainlyspicesandincense, could only benefit from these new allies.  

LaterthealliancebetweenJehoshaphatandtheOmridesstrengthenedJudah‘spositionvis-a-vis her S 

and SW neighbors (cf. 2 Chr 17:11). Again Gaza and the Arabs cooperated to oppose Judah. It is no 

surprise that in the reign of Jehoram of Judah, when Judah and its former ally Israel were weakened by 

Aram, the Philistine city-states, together with the Arabs, sought revenge on Judah (2 Chr 21:16–17). From 

thispoint,thetraderoutefromArabiatoGazawasinthehandsofGaza‘sfriends(2 Kgs 8:20).  

The name of Pa-la-aš-tu (Philistia) appears in the Assyrian records for the first time about forty years 

later, in 805/804, when Adad-nirari III of Assyria appeared in the W (ANET, 281).  

Under Amaziah and his son and coregent Uzziah, Judah regained much of its former power. Amaziah 

defeated the Edomites and conquered their capital, Petra (2 Kgs 14:7); his son Uzziah conquered their 

port, Elath (2 Kgs 14:22; 2 Chr 26:2) and subjugated the Philistines, the Arabs, and the Ammonites. These 

events were certainlyinthebackgroundofAmos‘oracles,whichhedeliveredabout760B.C. 

Unfortunately the denunciation of Gaza (Amos 1:6) is extremely difficult to understand. While only Gaza 

is denounced, the punishment falls on all the Philistine cities: Gaza, Ashdod, Ashkelon, Ekron. It seems 

fair to infer that among the Philistine cities Gaza was at least prima inter pares. The book of Amos is the 

earliest source for the tradition that the Philistines came from Caphtor (Amos 9:7).  

D. Gaza and the Assyrians  

Evil days came upon Gaza in the reign of Tiglath-pileser III (745–727 B.C.). In the tribute list of the year 

738 the name of Hanno, king of Gaza, appears (ANET, 282). In 734 Tiglath-pileser undertook a special 

campaign―againstPhilistia,‖whosemainobjectwasGaza(ANET, 283). Hanno fled (cf. Zech 9:5), the 

royalfamilywascaptured,andahugetributewasimposedonGaza,wherea―customstationofAssyria‖

was established (Wiseman 1956: 121).  

In contrast, however, to the usual process of annexation by making a conquered state an Assyrian 

province, neither Gaza nor Tyre was ever incorporated into the Assyrian empire. Hanno was pardoned by 

Tiglath-pileser and restored to the throne of Gaza, but when Sargon II (721–705 B.C.) came to power, 

Hanno joined Hamath in rebelling against him. They had the backing of Egypt, but the Egyptian army 

was defeated at Raphia. Hanno was captured and taken to Assyria in chains, and Gaza again became a 

vassal city. Gaza remained loyal to Assyria until the reign of Pharaoh Psammetichus I (664–610 B.C.). 

This Assyrian loyalty made Gaza an enemy of Judah. When King Hezekiah tried to force his W neighbors 

to join him in the rebellion against Sennacherib (704–681 B.C.),he―overranPhilistiaasfarasGazaand

itsborderareas,fromwatchtowertofortifiedtown‖(2 Kgs 18:8).AfterhavingcrushedHezekiah‘s

rebellion and defeated the Egyptian army which had been called in to help, Sennacherib allocated some of 



the border cities of Judah to the Philistine kings who had remained loyal: Mitinti of Ashdod, Padi of 

Ekron, and Ṣil-Bel of Gaza (Sillibel according to ANET, 288). By those grants, Gaza (and her sister states) 

became―asemi-neutralbufferareabetweenAssyriaandEgypt‖(Tadmor1966:97).Ṣil-Bel ruled a long 

time and is mentioned in the annals of Sennacherib in 701, in those of Esarhaddon in 677, and in the 

records of Assurbanipal in 667. Gaza again became the leading city among the Philistine city-states 

(ANET, 291, 294). The name Ṣil-Bel testifiestoGaza‘sadoptionoftheusagesoftheAssyrianoverlord. 

E. Gaza and the Egyptians/Babylonians  

After the death of Assurbanipal in 627 B.C.(?), the Assyrian empire declined rapidly, while the 

Egyptians under Psammetichus I (664–610 B.C.) regained their full independence and tried to restore their 

hold in W Asia. In 616 B.C., after more than eight hundred years, an Egyptian army appeared again on the 

banks of the Euphrates, however, this time to support the Assyrians against the aggressions of the rising 

Babylonianpower.Doubtless,bythistimeGazahadanewoverlord.AhintofPsammetichus‘

overlordship over Philistia may be found in the prophecy of Zephaniah, since the list of the Philistine city-

states proceeds S–N as follows: Gaza, Ashkelon, Ashdod, and Ekron (Zeph 2:4). This can also be inferred 

fromaninscription,datedtothereignofPsammetichusI,whichmentionsaking‘s

messenger/commissioner/ambassador Petee-si son (of) Apy in The Canaan (= Gaza; see above) (and) 

in/of Philistia (Aḥituv1984:36).TherecanbenodoubtthatGazawasEgypt‘svassalin609,whenNeco

II (610–595 B.C.) hurried to Harran to help the Assyrians against the attacks of the Babylonians (2 Kgs 

23:29 = 2 Chr 35:20).  

In that battle (605 B.C.), Nebuchadnezzar (still as crown prince) totally defeated the Egyptian forces 

near Carchemish, and in the words of the Judean historian:―ThekingofEgyptdidnotventureoutofhis

country again, for the king of Babylon had seized all the land that had belonged to the king of Egypt from 

theBrookofEgypttotheriverEuphrates‖(2 Kgs 24:7).  

In the cup vision (Jer 25:15–26), dated from the 4th year of King Jehoiakim (= 605/604 B.C.), Jeremiah 

prophesied the downfall ofEgyptandof―allthekingsofthelandofthePhilistines‖(Jer 25:19–20). The 

same is repeated in the prophecy in chapter 47.Thestatementinv5that―Baldness(i.e.,mourning)has

comeuponGaza,Ashkelonisdestroyed,‖probablyreferstothefactthatinDecember604,

Nebuchadnezzar conquered Ashkelon and totally destroyed it (Wiseman 1961: 68/69). The editorial 

heading to Jeremiah 47:―beforePharaohconqueredGaza‖wasaddedbyascribeafter600B.C., because 

in December 601, Nebuchadnezzar clashed with Pharaoh Neco in a bloody battle near Migdol(Lipiński

1972). Apparently Neco pursued the beaten Babylon forces and occupied Gaza (Hdt. 2.159).  

The Chronicles of the Chaldaean Kings records that Nebuchadnezzar returned to Babylon and stayed 

there the following year to reassemble chariots and horses. Not until December 598 did he feel strong 

enough to return to the W and subdue the mutiny of his former vassal Jehoiakim (Wiseman 1961: 72–73; 

2 Kgs 24:1). It seems probable that when Nebuchadnezzar reappeared in the W, Neco decided to abandon 

Gaza without a struggle. Records show that some decades later, the king of Gaza was held with other 

kings in Babylon (ANET, 308). It is likely that under Nebuchadnezzar, Gaza became a Babylonian 

garrison-town as we find it in a record from the reign of Nabonidus (555–539 B.C.) (Langdon 1912: 220–

21). By conquering Babylon in October 539, Cyrus became the overlord of Gaza, too.  

F. Gaza and the Persians  

When Cambyses conquered Egypt in 525 B.C. Gaza became the bridge between Persian Asia and 

Persian Egypt. In 517, Darius visited Egypt and must have stayed in Gaza. Apparently Gaza, which 

belonged to the Fifth Persian Satrapy, became a strong fortress town for the Persians. At Tell Jemmeh (ca. 

10 km S of Gaza) two big buildings and storehouses belonging to the Persian period were excavated; they 

probably had been built for the Persian troops. Gaza became the staging era for Persian attempts to subdue 

Egyptian rebellions or (after Egypt had regained her independence) to restore Persian rule in Egypt.  

About 450 B.C., Herodotus passed through Gaza, and recorded that the town was almost as large as 

Sardis (Hdt. 3.5).  

In 350 B.C., Egyptian rebels with help from the Spartans, campaigned against Persia and conquered 

Gaza, and their fleet landed troops in Phoenicia. Thus after nearly 250 years, Egyptian troops again were 



operating in Syria. But an insurrection broke out in Egypt, and the Egyptian forces were recalled from 

Asia.  

About the same time, Artaxerxes III Ochus took over the supreme command to reconquer Egypt, and 

established his base in Gaza. The initial campaign failed, but proved successful several years later.  

G. Gaza and Alexander  

At Issus in 333 B.C., Alexander the Great gained a decisive victory over the Persians, and having 

conquered Tyre in 332, he appeared with his fleet and army at Gaza—the only city in W Asia to remain 

loyal to the Persian king. The town had been entrusted to one of the most loyal servants of the king, the 

eunuch Batis, who was determined to stop Alexander and thus save Egypt for the Persian crown (Arrian 

Hist. of Alex. 2.25.4–2.27.7; Curtius Hist. of Alex. 4.6.7–30). It took Alexander two months to conquer the 

strong-walled city. The fighting was fierce and all the citizens perished with their leader; the women and 

children were sold into slavery. The town was repopulated by the neighboring tribesmen (Arrian 2.27.7) 

and was again used as a fortress. The booty must have been enormous—aside from the presents that 

Alexander sent to his mother and his family, he sent his tutor, Leonidas, 500 talents weight of 

frankincense and a hundred of myrrh (Plut., De Alex. fort. 25.5).  

H. Archaeological Remains  

The material remains from pre-Hellenistic Gaza are meager. Probes have exposed remains of what may 

have been the wall that surrounded the city when Pharaoh Neco attacked it in the 7th/6th century B.C. (cf. 

Jer 47:1). An earlier wall has been dated to the middle of the 2d millennium B.C. and Phythian-Adams 

attributes it to the Philistines. Ceramic wares from the LB (base-ringware,Cypriot―milkbowls,‖etc.),

Iron Age I (Philistine wares), and some Iron Age II wares have been identified (EAEHL 2: 408–17). The 

series of excavation reports published by William Flinders Petrie, Ancient Gaza I–IV, do not pertain to 

this site, but modern scholarship has since identified that site, known as Tell el-˓Ajjul,asEusebius‘

(Onomast. 48.19) Beth Aglaim.  
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H. J. KATZENSTEIN  

GAZA IN THE GRECO-ROMAN PERIOD  

Gaza was one of the most important cities of Palestine in ancient times for two main reasons: its role as 

a major emporium for the lucrative luxury-goods trade from Arabia Felix and the Far East, and its 

location on the Via Maris leading from Asia Minor and Syria to Egypt. Strategically, it served as a 

bridgehead for Egyptian rulers who launched campaigns to conquer Palestine and Syria, just as it served 

as a springboard for conquering Egypt from the N. The city already became an international commercial 

center under the reign of the Achaemenid Persians (Rappaport 1970: 75), thanks to the political alliance 

and economic cooperation both with the Persian authorities and with neighboring Arab tribes. With good 

reasonHerodotus(3.5)ratedGazaasnoless―agreatcity‖thanSardisinAsiaMinor.  

A. Under Alexander the Great  

Gaza was the only city in Palestine which opposed Alexander. Its defense was directed by a local 

Persian governor called Betis (or Batis) who was assisted with Arab mercenaries (Arrian, 2.25.4; Curtius 

Rufus, 4.6.7; cf. Jos. Ant 11.320).SinceGaza‘ssecurityneedsrelatedchieflytocaravantradeoftheSinai

desert and the Negeb of Palestine, it wouldbereasonabletoassumethatanysuch―Arabmercenaries‖



hired to protect it had the appropriate military training, namely desert warfare. The explicit mention of 

Nabataeans in connection with events shortly afterward (312 B.C.E.) reinforces the impression that the 

Arab mercenaries were Nabataeans or of some closely related tribe.  

Alexander besieged the city for two months (August–September 332 B.C.E.) using war machines and 

digging in the sand underneath the city walls (Stark 1852: 236–244; Kasher 1975: 63–67). He could not 

leave Gaza unconquered, since it could serve to block him on his return back from Egypt. He was angry 

with the Gazaeans both for their stubborn resistance and because he sustained personal injury during the 

siege; he therefore treated them cruelly, their governor Betis in particular. Because this proud man had 

refusedtohonorAlexanderbykneeling,hewasboundbyhishealstoAlexander‘schariotandwas

dragged around the city, thus sharing a fate similar to that of Hector who was killed by Achilles in the 

Trojan War. The Gazaeans were sold into slavery and their city was repopulated with people from the 

vicinity, probably from the loyal Phoenician cities of Palestine. Eventually Gaza was reconstructed and 

was politically organized as a polis by Alexander himself, so as to safeguard his return from Egypt (Arr. 

2.25–27; Curtius Rufus, 4.6.7; Diod. Sic. 17.48.7; Plut. Vit. Alex. 24).  

TheconquestofGazawasalsoanimportantstepintherealizationofAlexander‘sdreamtogaincontrol

of the source and markets of perfumes and spices (Plut. Vit. Alex. 25.5). From Gaza he sent to Macedonia 

a cargo of 10 ships loaded with the booty he had captured there, and these ships had to bring back new 

recruits to fill the ranks of the army which had suffered heavy losses in Gaza (Diod. Sic. 17.49). Josephus 

reports that at this point Alexander paid his visit to Jerusalem (Ant 11.325), but the credibility of this 

report is still under debate.  

FollowingAlexander‘sdeath,Gazabecameafocalpointinthe conflicts between the Diadochi (323–

301 B.C.E.). First, it was conquered by Ptolemy I in 320 B.C.E., but already in 315 B.C.E. it fell in the hands 

of Antigonus Monophthalmus. Later in 312 B.C.E.,seizingtheopportunityofAntigonus‘temporary

absence from the Syro-Palestinian arena, Ptolemy I recaptured Gaza after winning a decisive battle over 

DemetriusPoliorcetes(Antigonus‘son).Butin311B.C.E. Ptolemy I was compelled to abandon Gaza 

once again because of the speedy return of Antigonus with a huge force. While retreating, he destroyed 

the fortifications of the city, just as he did to those of Acre, Jaffa and Samaria. In 301 B.C.E. he restored 

his rule in Gaza following the defeat of Antigonus in the battle of Ipsus (Hengel 1976: 25–33).  

B. Under Ptolemaic Rule  

Gaza was under Ptolemaic rule for a whole century (301–198 B.C.E.) and served as a prosperous and 

important economic center for trade with Egypt. Its commercial prosperity is well reflected in the Zenon 

Papyri found in Philadelphia in the Fayûm district of Egypt. Zenon, the chief agent of Apollonius the 

Dioketes (i.e., the Ptolemaic minister of finance), visited Palestine in 260/259 B.C.E. under the reign of 

Ptolemy II Philadelphus (283–246 B.C.E.), and Gaza was one of the most important cities mentioned in his 

Papyri. The main Palestinian commodities passing through the markets of Gaza were slaves, olive oil, 

Syrianwheatandothergrains,fish,wines,dryfruits,etc.ButGaza‘sworldfamewas,ofcourse,asa

centerofthe―Arabtrade‖dealing with spices and perfumes from Arabia Felix. The Zenon Papyri even 

mentionaPtolemaicfunctionarytherebearingthetitle―Officer-in-ChargeofFrankincense‖(PSI 628). 

The trade activity of the Arab tribes with Gaza branched out to India and the Far East. The main 

commodities brought from there to Gaza included Indian tree resin, dyes, aromatic essences, ginger, 

pepper, balsam, persimmon, fragrant creams, vermillion, specially processed wool cloth, precious woods, 

silk, brocades, and medical drugs (Tcherikover 1937: 9–90; Hengel 1974: 39; Kasher 1975: 68–70).  

DuringthePtolemaicperiodGazawasdeeplyinvolvedinthe―SyrianWars.‖In217B.C.E. Ptolemy IV 

Philopator defeated Antiochus III in the famous battle of Raphia (south of Gaza). But in 200 B.C.E. 

Antiochus was the victor, this time in the battle of Paneas against Ptolemy V Epiphanes (Bar-Kochva 

1976: 128–57); and within two years he had destroyed the last pockets of Ptolemaic resistance, including 

Gaza (Stark 1852: 404–405; Tcherikover 1959: 73–75).  

C. Under Seleucid Rule  

The Hellenization of Gaza probably deepened during the period of Seleucid rule even more, as 

suggested by the change of its name to Seleucia during the reign of Antiochus IV Epiphanes (175–164 



B.C.E.). Later, in the wake of increased internal conflicts and civil wars in Syria, Gaza gradually attained 

more autonomy as a polis; this is well reflected in the city coinage (Rappaport 1970: 78–80). Politically 

this was mainly manifested in connection with the war between Demetrius II and Tryphon, the legal 

guardian of young Antiochus VI. At that time (145/44 B.C.E.), Jonathan the Hasmonaean was an ally of 

Tryphon, while his brother Simon was nominated as the strategos of the coastal strip from Tyre to the 

border of Egypt (1 Macc 11:59). Since Gaza was hostile, the Hasmonaeans attacked the city and burned 

its suburbs to the ground. Under siege, Gaza sued for peace, which was accepted; however, the 

Hasmonaeans took some of the city archons as hostages and brought them to Jerusalem (1 Macc 9:61–62; 

Jos. Ant 13.150–53). Thus the plans of Gaza to gain independence went unfulfilled. Moreover, the 

conquest of Idumaea by John Hyrcanus I (ca. 125 B.C.E.)threatenednotonlythecity‘sroleintradeby

disrupting the Idumaean link in the Arabian trade route, but it endangered the very existence of the city‘s

autonomy as a polis.  

D. Under the Hasmonaeans  

In 103/102 B.C.E. Gaza was used as a military base from which Ptolemy IX Lathyrus, governor of 

Ptolemaic Cyprus, prepared to invade Egypt and depose Queen Cleopatra III, his mother (Jos. Ant 13.329, 

334, 348, 352). Following the failure of this invasion and the death of Queen Cleopatra III (101 B.C.E.), 

Alexander Jannaeus, the Hasmonaean king, seized the opportunity to conquer Gaza. Ptolemy XI 

(Alexander I) probably agreed to the conquest in order to have Jannaeus on his side against his rival 

PtolemyIXLathyrus.AccordingtoJosephus‘report(Ant 13.357–64), Jannaeus isolated Gaza from its 

hinterland by capturing Anthedon in the N and Raphia as well as Rhinocorura (modern El-Arish) in the S. 

When the city had been cut off from its own port to the W, the Gazaeans desperately appealed to Aretas II 

the Nabataean king for aid, but their hopes proved to be in vain. Apollodotus, the city commander, 

mounted a night raid on the Jewish besiegers, but at daybreak the Jews gained the upper hand. The fate of 

the city itself, however, had not yet been determined. Only after a fight had broken out between 

Apollodotus and his brother Lysimachus, in which the former met his death, did Jannaeus succeed in 

breaching the walls ofGaza.Fiercefightingbrokeoutinthecity‘sstreets,andwhentheGazaeans

realized that they had no chance of victory they set their property on fire and many preferred suicide 

rather than capture by the Jews. Jannaeus did not take pity even on the five hundred members of the city 

council (boulé) who had sought refuge in the local temple of Apollo. After besieging the city for an entire 

year (probably 100/99 B.C.E. and not 96 B.C.E. as maintained by many scholars), Jannaeus destroyed it and 

annexed it to his kingdom (Kasher 1988: 144).  

Josephus‘reportwasundoubtedlydrawnfromhistoricalsourceshostiletotheHasmonaeans,probably

from the writings of Nicolaus of Damascus. The Gazaeans are portrayed sympathetically, while Jannaeus 

is described as a bloodthirsty tyrant who tricked the Gazaeans into surrendering and then savagely 

slaughteredthem.Thestoryofthecity‘slasthourswaswrittenasarealGreektragedywhichaimedto

winthereaders‘sympathyfortheGazaeanvictims.Undoubtedly,thedestruction of the city was 

significant, as one might expect to happen after an entire year campaign, but there is no basis to believe 

that Gaza was completely destroyed. The very fact that Josephus himself stated that Antipas, the new 

governor appointed by JannaeusoverIdumaeaandGaza,―madealeagueoffriendshipwiththeArabsand

theGazaeans‖(Ant 14.10) suggests that the city still existed and even acted politically. Moreover, it 

seems that Jannaeus wanted somehow to soften the bitterness of his conquest by appointing an Idumaean 

governor who could win the trust of both the Arabs and the Gazaeans, who had enjoyed good relations in 

the past (Kasher 1988: 146–49).  

E. Under Roman Rule  

Gaza was liberated from the Hasmonaeans in 63 B.C.E. by Pompey. Like other liberated Hellenistic 

citiesinPalestine,Gazatooadopteda―Pompeiancalendar‖todateyearsfromthetimeofitsliberation

and reconstruction (61 B.C.E.) and thus to express its gratitude to Pompey. Later, Gabinius, the governor 

of Syria, rebuilt Gaza along with its neighboring towns Anthedon and Raphia (Stark 1852: 352; Jones 

1971: 256–58; 509–13; HJP² 2: 101–102).  



In 40 B.C.E. Gaza was assigned to the kingdom of Herod, but Herod could not realize his control on it 

until 37 B.C.E., when he defeated the last Hasmonaean king Mattathias Antigonus. The next year Herod 

lost Gaza with other cities and rural districts to Mark Antony, who gave them to Cleopatra VII. In 30 

B.C.E. CaesarAugustusreturnedGazatoHerod‘sdomain(Ant 15.217; JW 1.396); however, its autonomy 

as a Greek polis was very limited, because of the direct control of the Herodian governor of Idumaea (Ant 

15.254). It seems that Herod was suspicious of Gaza because of its close relations with the Nabataeans, 

his enemies. It is possible, therefore, that he rebuilt the port of Anthedon (then called Agrippias after 

MarcusAgrippa,Augustus‘commander-in-chief) in order to compete with Gaza and to diminish its 

economic power.  

AfterHerod‘sdeathGazaenjoyedthestatusofpartiallyautonomous polis under the aegis of the Roman 

governor in Syria (Ant 17.320; JW 2.97;Rosenberger1975:54).InEmperorClaudius‘daysGazawas

flourishing once again and was even described as an important city (Schürer HJP² 2: 102, n. 79). In 66 

C.E. Gaza and Anthedon were attacked by Jewish zealotic rebels. Josephus (JW 2.460) states that the two 

cities were totally destroyed, but numismatic evidence indicates that this report was greatly exaggerated 

(HJP² 2: 102). Later, in the days of Vespasian, Gaza was annexed to the province of Judaea, but the 

reason for this is not known.  

Under Hadrian, Gaza merited favored treatment, primarily in the economic sphere. Hadrian honored the 

city with a personal visit (129/130 C.E.) on his trip throughout the eastern provinces. Not only was the 

dateofthisvisitimprintedonthecity‘scoins,butitformedthebasisforanewlocalcalendarusedin

conjunctionwiththe―Pompeiancalendar‖adoptedin61B.C.E. With the suppression of the Bar-Kokhba 

Revolt in 135 C.E., many Jewish prisoners were brought to the large slave markets of Gaza, Acre, and 

Bothnah (near Hebron) to be sold and transported abroad (J. Avodah Zarah, I, 39 d; Bereshith Rabbah, 47 

end; Chronicon Paschale [ed. Dindorf], I:474; Hieronymus, In Jeremiam, VI 31, Patrum Latinorum 

Cursus Completum [ed. Migne], 24 col. 911 etc.). From Gaza the slaves were apparently brought to Egypt 

on cargo ships or on foot. Some were sold in Egyptian markets and some were sent further to the west. 

Taking into account the long enmity between Gaza and the Jews, it seems that the defeat of Bar-Kokhba 

and the Jewish national disaster were probably cheered by the people of Gaza. It is possible that the city 

served as an important staging base for Roman troops sent to crush Jewish resistance in the southern parts 

of Judaea (and in Idumaea in particular). Gaza undoubtedly played an important logistical role as a station 

between Egypt and Judaea, supplying food, water, equipment, and services to the auxiliary forces coming 

from the S.  

It is not known to what extent the establishment of Provicia Arabia in 106 C.E. affected Gaza. If the 

economic and trade activities of the Nabataeans indeed diminished, then it would seem that Gaza should 

have suffered as well. But it seems that this was not the case, at least not under the reign of Hadrian, as 

indicated above. In later generations, however, the fate of Gaza, for better or for worse, was closely 

involved with that of the Arab population in the vicinity.  
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ARYEH KASHER  

BYZANTINE GAZA  



During the Byzantine period, Gaza reached the highest level of prosperity and culture of its long history. 

Supported by a flourishing trade in agricultural produce, in particular the export of high quality wine 

throughout the Mediterranean and beyond, it developed as the home of a school of rhetoric which 

attracted students from the entire Byzantine world, as a focus for Christian pilgrimage, and as a city which 

offered its citizens a comfortable standard of living with lavish public cultural and recreational facilities. 

The period is illuminated by relatively abundant literary sources, many written in Gaza itself, and by some 

archaeological evidence.  

———  

A. History of Gaza  

B. Civic Administration  

C. Population, Trade, and Industry  

D. Rhetorical School  

E. Buildings and Archaeology  

———  

A. History of Gaza  

The history of Gaza in the Byzantine period is closely associated with the spread of Christianity in 

Palestine and with its adoption by the imperial authorities and the cities themselves. In Gaza, the conflict 

between pagans and Christians was particularly bitter and well documented.  

It is not known when Christianity first reached Gaza, but a number of Christians from the city, notably 

Silvanus,―thebishopofthechurchesaroundGaza,‖sufferedmartyrdomunderDiocletian(Eusebius,

Hist. Eccl. 8.13). The Christian community in Gaza was very small, and the majority of the citizens 

remainedmilitantlypaganthroughoutthenextcentury.Incontrast,thepeopleofGaza‘sporttown,

Maioumas, were more receptive to the new faith, and during the reign of Constantine they converted en 

masse. In response to this the emperor granted the town the status of an independent polis, renaming it 

Constantia. The people of Gaza refused to acquiesce in the loss of control over their port, and between 

361 and 363 they appealed to the pagan Emperor Julian, who decreed that Maioumas should lose its 

independenceanditsnewnameandreverttoitsearlierstatusas―thesea-sidepartofGaza.‖Itkept,

however, its independent Church administration under its own bishop. Even this did not satisfy the 

Gazaeans, and attempts were subsequently made to combine the two sees (Sozom., Hist. Eccl. 2.5; 5.3; 

Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 4.38). The bishopric of Maioumas seems to have survived, however, until the 6th 

century, when it was apparently combined with that of the neighboring town of Anthedon. The intensity 

and persistence of the struggle over the status of Maioumas suggest that the dispute was not purely 

religious.TheremayhavebeeneconomicfactorsbehindMaioumas‘desireforindependenceandGaza‘s

insistence to retain control over its port (Glucker 1987: 25–26, 43–44).  

Another ecclesiastical dispute occurred in 341, when Asclepas, the bishop of Gaza who founded the 

―OldChurch‖justoutsidethecity,wasaccusedbytheArians,atthattimeintheascendancy,of

Athanasian tendencies and dismissed him from his post. He was subsequently reinstated, following the 

intervention of Pope Julius and Emperor Constantius (Marc. Diac. v. Porph. 20; Socrates Hist. Eccl. 2.15, 

23; Sozom., Hist. Eccl. 3.8).  

The first half of the 4th century was also the period of activity of Hilarion, who introduced the monastic 

way of life into Palestine. He was born in the village of Thavatha, five miles S of Gaza, and after his 

education in Alexandria he returned to the area and adopted the ascetic life of a hermit in the desert 

nearby. His growing reputation as a holy man attracted a number of followers, and eventually an 

organized monastic community developed around him (Jerome, Vit. Hil. 2–4; 14).  

The reign of Julian was marked in Gaza by an outbreak of mob violence against Christians in which 

Hilarion‘smonasterywassackedanddestroyed.Hilarionhimselfwasabroadatthetimeanddiedlaterin

Cyprus. Eventually his body was brought back and buried in the restored monastery, which became the 

site of an annual festival. The anti-Christian riots in Gaza, which led to a number of deaths, were 

suppressed by the provincial governor, who was subsequently dismissed from his post and imprisoned on 

Julian‘sorders(Jerome,Vit. Hil. 35, 41, 44–47; Sozom., Hist. Eccl. 3.14; 5.9).  



The official adoption of Christianity came at the end of the 4th century, as a result of the efforts of 

Porphyry, who was appointed Bishop of Gaza in 394. An eyewitness account of the suppression of 

paganism in Gaza is available in the biography of Porphyry written by his secretary, Marcus Diaconus. 

The authenticity of this narrative has sometimes been questioned, but it seems probable that it is 

essentially genuine, despite some later editing, presumably on doctrinal grounds (Grégoire and Kugener 

1930: vii–lxxxix).SincePorphyry‘seffortstocombatpaganharassmentandenlargehissmall

congregation proved unsuccessful, in 398 he appealed to the Emperor Arcadius, who issued a decree 

ordering the closure ofalltheeightpublictemplesinGaza,excepttheMarneion,thetempleofGaza‘s

patron deity Marnas, who was a local rain god identified by the Greeks with the Cretan Zeus (Marc. Diac., 

v. Porph. 19–27, 64; Stark 1852: 576–80; Hill 1914: lxxv–lxxvii). Two years later Porphyry traveled to 

Constantinople and gained the support of the Empress Eudoxia, who finally prevailed upon her husband 

to grant a decree ordering the destruction of all the temples in Gaza (Marc. Diac., v. Porph. 32–34, 37–

54). This destruction was carried out in the summer of 402, under the supervision of an imperial official, 

the civil and military governors of the province, a large body of troops, and with the enthusiastic 

cooperation of the local Christians. Many of the pagans, however, including most of the richest citizens of 

Gaza, fled from the city, abandoning their homes (Marc. Diac., v. Porph. 57–71). The Marneion was 

razed and a large church was erected on its site, which was completed and dedicated in 407. It was named 

the Eudoxiana, after the empress, who had provided funds for the project (Marc. Diac., v. Porph. 74–79, 

84, 92). From this time onward the Church slowly gained strength and influence in the city.  

Almost nothing is known of Gaza during the 5th century. The controversial Monophysite theologian 

Petrus Iberus was appointed Bishop of Maioumas in 451. He spent many years in exile in Egypt, but 

eventually returned to Maioumas and was buried there (Raabe 1895). The Emperor Anastasius (491–518) 

granted a request by the orator and grammarian Timotheus of Gaza on behalf of his fellow-citizens and 

abolished an oppressive tax (the demosion chrysargyron). The people of Gaza expressed their gratitude to 

the emperor by the erection of a statue and a public encomium (Glucker 1987: 52–53).  

Gaza reached the height of its prosperity during the reign of Justinian (527–65). An ambitious building 

program, involving churches and other public buildings, was carried out at the instigation of Bishop 

Marcianus, who played a prominent part in the civic administration, with the cooperation of Stephanus, 

the civil governor of the province, who was a native of Gaza (Glucker 1987: 55–56). One of their first 

undertakings was the restoration of the city wall, which had fallen into disrepair. Evidence for this 

reconstruction exists in an inscription erected by the building contractors (Abel 1931b: 94–95; Glucker 

1987: 140–41, insc. 33). The orator Choricius speaks eloquently of the fear of enemy attack, conquest, 

and slavery, which he claims prevailed in the city before the restoration of the wall (Choricius Laud. 

Marc. 1.7), but there is no evidence that the security of Gaza was genuinely threatened. The most serious 

disturbance in the province at the time, the Samaritan Revolt, took place far to the N and did not affect 

Gaza. The region was occasionally troubled by bandits who menaced travelers on the roads, or by raiding 

parties of nomads from across the borders of Arabia or Egypt, but neither bandits nor nomads were 

capableofposingaseriousthreattoalargecity.Choricius‘remarksmust,therefore,beregardedas

heightened rhetoric, intended to justify a project undertaken primarily for reasons of prestige (Mayerson 

1964: 183–88; Isaac 1984: 198–201; Glucker 1987: 55–57).  

Gaza seems to have suffered from the terrible plague which spread throughout the entire empire 

between 540 and 542. Evidence for this consists in three epitaphs dated August 541. Others from the town 

of Nessana, which had close trading connections with Gaza, date from October and November of the 

same year (Kirk and Welles 1962: 168, insc. 80; 179–81, insc. 112–14; Glucker 1987: 124–27, insc. 9–

11).  

In 618/19 Gaza was occupied by the Persians under Chosroes II, as they overran the whole of Palestine 

and pushed S against Egypt. Nothing is known of Gaza under the Persian occupation, which apparently 

passed peacefully. The city was returned to Byzantine rule in 629, when the Emperor Heraclius regained 

control over Palestine.  



The Moslem attack on Palestine began in 634. Records of the invasion are confused and inaccurate, but 

it is clear that Gaza was one of the main objectives of the Arab armies and that some of the earliest battles 

took place near the city (Mayerson 1964: 156–59; Stratos 1972: 48–50). Gaza was finally occupied by the 

Moslems under Amr-ibn-el-As in June or July of 637 (Stratos 1972: 78–79). An account of the conquest 

of the city is extant in the Passio Sanctorum Sexaginta Martyrum, a Greek work of uncertain date 

surviving only in a poor Latin translation, which describes the martyrdom of the troop of soldiers 

defending Gaza, who were imprisoned and finally executed for their refusal to convert to Islam (Guillou 

1957: 396–404). Otherwise, however, the occupation of Gaza was peaceful, and the city continued as the 

administrative center of the region under the Arab governor (Glucker 1987: 59).  

B. Civic Administration  

TheByzantinesourcesonGazaprovideafewreferencestothecity‘scivicadministration and 

magistrates. A lead weight inscribed Kolonias Gazes epi Herodou Diophantou indicates that Gaza had 

been awarded Roman colonial status, probably in the late 3d or early 4th century (Kubitschek 1916: 31–

40; Glucker 1987: 77). As a colony, Gaza presumably adopted a Roman municipal constitution, as is 

suggestedbyJerome‘sreferencetoaduumvir (Vit. Hil. 20)andSozomen‘stostrategoi, the normal Greek 

equivalent (Hist. Eccl. 5.3). There are references to the city council (bouleuterion) and councilors 

(bouletai) by Marcus Diaconus (v. Porph. 95) and to a decurio by Jerome (Vit. Hil. 22). A damaged 

inscription of the 6th century possibly refers to the council (boulé) (Glucker 1987: 128–31, insc. 14). A 

numberofGaza‘smagistratesarementionedbyMarcusDiaconus: There are three references to the 

proteuontes in terms which make it clear that they were considered the chief officials of the city in his 

time (v. Porph. 25, 27, 95). They were apparently three in number, and are probably to be identified with 

the principales well-known from Byzantine sources, who seem to have formed an inner group of leading 

members of a city council which directed its administration (Glucker 1987: 80). Marcus also refers to a 

demekdikon, apparently a local term (it has not been found elsewhere) for the defensor civitatis, an official 

whose mandate was to protect the poorer citizens from exploitation, and to the eirenarchai, the 

commanders of the city police (v. Porph. 25; Glucker 1987: 79). Several lead weights have been found in 

Gaza inscribed with the names and title of agoranomoi, thesupervisorsofthecity‘smarkets,whose

duties included the issue of authorized standard weights (Lifshitz 1976: 168–87; Glucker 1987: 78, 147–

54, insc. 42/1–26; 43/1–3). Choricius mentions an astynomos, an official responsible for the maintenance 

of the water supply, public baths, roads, and bridges (Proc. 34). But it is clear that by his time the bishop 

was the most active and influential figure in the city. He did not replace the official magistrates, but 

tended to take the initiative in public affairs, civic as well as ecclesiastical.  

C. Population, Trade, and Industry  

The population of Gaza was mixed in origin, but by the Byzantine period appears to have been fairly 

cohesive. Two stories, by Jerome (Vit. Hil. 22) and Marcus Diaconus (v. Porph. 66–68), suggest that most 

people spoke Aramaic as their everyday language. Knowledge of Greek was evidently restricted to the 

upper levels of society, and there are hints that Christianity may have been more easily accepted by the 

Aramaic-speaking people than by the Hellenized upper class (Glucker 1987: 48–51). A few Talmudic 

references may suggest the presence of a small Jewish community in Gaza, possibly from the 2d century 

A.D. onwards. The early 6th century synagogue discovered at Maioumas indicates that there was a 

prosperous community there at that date. There are also references to Samaritans at Gaza and to colonies 

of foreign merchants resident in Maioumas (Glucker 1987: 98–102).  

By the ByzantineperiodthespicetradeonwhichGaza‘searlierprosperityhadbeenbasedhadlargely

dried up, although some trade between Gaza and the Arabian Peninsula continued. It is recorded that in 

the late 5th century a trader in Indian goods, a native of Aila, passed through Gaza with two giraffes and 

an elephant to be presented to the emperor Anastasius (Haupt 1869: 2, 15). Arab merchants from Mecca 

are said to have visited and even settled in Gaza before the Moslem conquest (Meyer 1907: 74; Mayerson 

1964: 169–71).ButinthisperiodGaza‘seconomyrestedlargelyontheexportofhighqualitywine,

particularly to W Europe. Agriculture in S Palestine was flourishing as a result of the sophisticated water 

conservation and irrigation techniques developed by the Nabateans, and excavations in a number of 



Negeb towns have revealed elaborate wine presses, evidence of wine production on an industrial scale 

(Mayerson 1962: 211–69; 1985: 75–80). The export of wine from Gaza is first reported in the mid-4th 

century by the Totius Orbis Descriptio (29A),whichstates:―AscalonandGaza…sendgoodwinetothe

wholeregionofSyriaandEgypt.‖Attheendofthecentury,accordingtoMarcusDiaconus(v. Porph. 

58), a colony of Egyptian wine merchants was resident in Maioumas. From the 5th to the early 7th 

centuryanumberofLatinwritersrefertothestrengthandqualityofGaza‘swine(Glucker1987:93–94). 

Pottery identified as amphorae from Gaza has been found on several sites throughout Europe and the Near 

East (Riley 1975: 27–31).Gaza‘swinemayhavebeenpopularizedintheWbytheChristianpilgrims

who visited the Holy Land in large numbers at that time (Mayerson 1985: 79–80).  

Gaza also served as a center for trade in other agricultural produce. The Nessana papyri provide 

evidence for trade in dates, and cereals, olives, and figs must have been marketed in the same way 

(Mayerson 1962: 227–29; Kraemer 1958: 175–79). The other Negeb towns and the villages on the coastal 

plain surrounding Gaza must also have dispatched their produce to the city, both to supply the needs of its 

large urban population and for export. In return, imported goods could be purchased in Gaza and 

distributed to the surrounding settlements (Glucker 1987: 94–96).  

Little is known of other industries at Gaza. The manufacture of pottery was important, consisting chiefly 

of amphorae for the transport of wine and other agricultural produce. Stephanus of Byzantium refers to 

jars from Gaza as keramoi Gazitoi, and the term gazition also appears in papyri (Steph.Byz., s.v. Gaza; 

Kraemer 1958: 246–47). Excavations on the site of Maioumas near the coast revealed the remains of a 

dyeworks containing numerous sherds stained with inorganic dyes, some of which had been imported 

from Italy and Greece (Ovadiah 1969: 197–98). A mosaic pavement in the synagogue also excavated 

there bore a dedicatory inscription by two timber merchants. This must have been an essential and 

profitable trade, wood being in short supply in the arid region around Gaza (Ovadiah 1969: 195; Glucker 

1987: 96).  

Gaza must also have profited from the many Christian pilgrims who began to visit the city from the late 

4th century onwards, apparently attracted by the numerous martyr shrines around the city, including those 

of Timotheus, Major and Thea in Gaza itself, that of St. Victor on the way to Maioumas, and the tomb of 

Hilarion two miles to the S. The Church officially encouraged pilgrims: a hostel was included in the plans 

fortheEudoxianachurchandafundwassetuptopayeachvisitoraday‘sexpenses (Marc. Diac., v. 

Porph. 53,93).Thecitizensalsoencouragedvisitorstothetown.Oneofthesepilgrimswrote:―Gazaisa

magnificent and delightful city; its people are most virtuous, endowed with the utmost generosity and 

loversofpilgrims‖(Antoninus Placentinus, Itinerarium 33; Glucker 1987: 96–98).  

D. Rhetorical School  

Gaza was the home of a famous school of rhetoric, which reached the height of its reputation in the late 

5th and early 6th centuries. At that time, it is reported, even Athenians preferred to study rhetoric in Gaza 

(Aen. Gaz., Ep. 18). Members of the school wrote on a wide variety of literary and mythological topics, in 

verse as well as prose, being strongly influenced by the school of Alexandria and the poet Nonnus. It was 

also a devoutly Christian school, some of its leading members producing theological as well as literary 

works, and this may have been a factor in its popularity. An official chair in rhetoric was established in 

Gaza, involving a salary paid out of public funds. As well as directing rhetorical education in Gaza, its 

occupant was expected to deliver orations on ceremonial occasions.  

Among the leading rhetors from Gaza were Aeneas, who combined Christianity with Neoplatonism in a 

dialogue, the Theophrastus, on the immortality of the soul, and Timotheus, who wrote a lost book on 

grammar and a treatise on exotic animals in four books of hexametric verse, partly preserved in a prose 

summary. A few Anacreontic verses by Johannes, a slightly later poet and grammarian, are extant, as is 

his long hexametric poem describing the wall paintings in a bathhouse in Gaza. Procopius of Gaza (died 

ca. 526) was one of the leading members of the school with a high reputation throughout the region. 

Many of his biblical commentaries are extant, as well as a few short speeches and a large collection of 

letters. He held the chair of rhetoric in Gaza and was succeeded in that post by his pupil Choricius, many 



of whose writings have been preserved. Most of these are purely literary in character, but some provide 

valuable information on Gaza in the first half of the 6th century (Glucker 1987: 51–53).  

Public oratory was the most elevated form of entertainment in Byzantine Gaza, and was part of the 

frequent and elaborate festivals which took place there, some under the patronage of the Church, others, 

suchasthe―DayofRoses,‖evidentlysurvivalsfromthepagantradition.Other,perhapsmorepopular,

amusementsincludedmimes,performedinthecity‘stheaters,instrumentalandchoralconcerts, chariot 

racing, wrestling and athletics (Choricius Laud. Marc. 1.83–89; 2.60–69; Apol. Mim; Glucker 1987: 54–

55).  

E. Buildings and Archaeology  

Gaza is represented on the 6th century mosaic map from Madeba in Jordan. The vignette of the city, 

only approximately half of which survives, depicts a walled city built on a Roman street plan, with 

colonnaded main streets running N–S and E–W, leading to gates in the city walls and meeting in a large 

forum in the center (Donner and Cüppers 1977: 158–59). A small domed structure in the middle of the 

forum may be the elaborate clock described by Procopius of Gaza (Diels 1917: 3–39). A semi-circular 

structure at the SE corner may possibly represent a theater, but is more probably simply a colonnaded 

courtyard. The SW quarter is filled by one large building, presumably a church, which cannot, however, 

be positively identified with any of the churches known through literary sources (Glucker 1987: 18–22). 

Earliest among these churches are the Irene and the Old Church, both probably dating from the first half 

of the 4th century (Marc. Diac., v. Porph. 18, 20), and the Eudoxiana, dedicated in 407 (Marc. Diac., v. 

Porph. 92). Two magnificent churches built in the 6th century are described in detail by Choricius: the 

church of St. Sergius, completed shortly before 536, and that of St. Stephen the Martyr, dedicated 

between 536 and 548 (Choricius, Laud. Marc. 1; 2; Abel 1931a: 12–27; Downey 1963: 126–139). 

Choricius also mentions the Church of the Apostles, which was repaired by Bishop Marcianus (Laud. 

Marc. 2.17–18).  

Other building projects initiated by Marcianus include additional stoas and a bathhouse (Choricius, 

Proc. 52). The provincial governor Stephanus was responsible for building another bathhouse, the 

―summertheater‖and,possibly,abasilica(Choricius,Laud. Arat. et Steph. 55). The private houses of 

Gaza were built, for the most part, of sun-dried brick and had flat roofs. They apparently adjoined each 

other closely, as the rooftops provided an escape (in times of danger) from riot (Marc. Diac., v. Porph. 21, 

96–98).  

No archaeological excavations have been carried out within the modern town of Gaza, apart from an 

exploratory trench dug in 1922, which revealed numerous Roman and Byzantine sherds (Phythian-Adams 

1923: 12, 23–24). In 1965, a large and well-preserved mosaic pavement was discovered close to the sea 

near Gaza. Subsequent excavations in 1967 disclosed the remains of a synagogue measuring 30 × 26 m, 

divided by four rows of columns into a central nave with two narrower aisles on either side. One mosaic 

depicts King David as Orpheus playing his lyre to a group of animals; another represents various animals 

and birds set in medallions formed from vine tendrils. A dedicatory inscription dates the synagogue to 

A.D. 508/9. Some private houses and a dyeworks were also uncovered. A second season of excavations in 

1976 revealed further domestic and industrial installations and substantial fortifications (a stretch of wall 

or a tower) close to the sea. These findings, mostly dating from the 4th and 5th centuries A.D., have finally 

settled doubts over the situation of the port town Maioumas (Ovadiah 1969: 193–198; 1977: 176–178; 

Glucker 1987: 12).  

A number of inscriptions from Gaza, mainly Christian epitaphs, were published at the end of the 19th 

century (Clermont-Ganneau 1896: 379–437). These appear to have come originally from a cemetery near 

Maioumas, but most were found in secondary use in buildings in Gaza. Additional inscriptions have been 

discovered subsequently; a full collection has recently been published (Glucker 1987: 115–63).  
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C. A. M. GLUCKER  

GAZELLE. See ZOOLOGY.  

GAZEZ (PERSON) [Heb gāzēz (ָגֵזז)]. The name of two persons in the OT. The name possibly means 

―shearer.‖ItappearsintheLXXasgezoue and in the Peshitta as gozan.  

1. A son of Caleb by Ephah his concubine (1 Chr 2:46). Gazez, however, may not in fact have been a 

descendant of Caleb, for some suspect, among them Williamson (Chronicles NCBC, 54–55) and Braun (1 

Chronicles WBC, 40–41), that the genealogy found in 1 Chr 2:42–50a represents a clan other than that of 

Caleb (compare 1 Chr 4:15). Gazez, as well as other names in this genealogy, appears nowhere else in 

biblical literature. From whose line Gazez descends is unknown.  

2. A son of Haran and grandson of Caleb (1 Chr 2:46). This Gazez is apparently a nephew to Gazez son 

of Caleb by Ephah his concubine.  

CRAIG A. EVANS  

GAZZAM (PERSON) [Heb gazzām (ַגָזם)]. Var. GAZZAN. Head of a family of NETHINIM (temple 

servants) who are listed as returnees from Babylonian exile under the leadership of Zerubbabel and others 

(Ezra 2:48 = Neh 7:51 = 1 Esdr 5:31).AccordingtoNoth,thenamemeans―birdofprey‖or―wasp‖(IPN, 

230). For further discussion see AKKUB.  

CHANEY R. BERGDALL  

GEBA (PLACE) [Heb geba˓ (ֶגַבע)]. Listed among Benjaminite towns (Josh 18:24) and Levitical cities 

(Josh 21:17 = 1 Chr 6:60),Geba‘soriginalinhabitants were reportedly exiled to Manahath (1 Chr 8:6). 

Geba is mentioned in such close connection with Gibeah in Judg 20:10, 33; 1 Sam 13:3, 16; and 14:5, and 

Isa 10:29 that textual emendations in the commentaries are legion; uncertainty exists as to whether the 



two toponyms refer to separate sites or are linguistic variants of the same site name. See GIBEAH. The 

city seems to have figured in a battle which expelled the Philistines from Benjamin (1 Sam 13–14; 2 Sam 

5:25), though credit for the victory is variously assigned to Saul, Jonathan, and David. After the division 

ofthekingdom,AsafortifiedthesiteasoneofJudah‘sNoutpostsontheIsraeliteborder(1 Kgs 15:22 = 

2 Chr 16:6). In the late 8th century B.C., an invader from the N reportedly passed by this fortress en route 

to Jerusalem (Isa 10:29). A hill shrineatGebawasreportedlydesecratedduringJosiah‘sreform(2 Kgs 

23:8). The city is mentioned during the postexilic period (Ezra 2:26; Neh 7:30; 11:31; and 12:29) and 

appears to have been regarded as a N limit of Judah into the 4th century B.C. (Zech 14:10).  

SinceE.Robinson‘s1838expedition(1874:440–42), Geba has been identified with the modern village 

ofJaba˓,9kmNEofJerusalem(M.R.175140).ThesiteislocatedonthebrowofasteephillSofthe

Wadies-Swen  tdirectlyoppositeMukhmas(see MICHMASH), 2 km to the NE. This location afforded 

Geba control over a key road which crossed the intervening valley at the Geba/Michmash Pass (1 Sam 

13:23; Isa 10:29; Judg 20:33?). Although the site hasneverbeenexcavated,M.Kochavi‘s1968surface

survey (1972: 183) discovered Iron Age and Persian sherds in and near the village.  

RegardingGeba‘sfrequenttextualconfusionwithGibeah,J.M.Miller(1975:165)proposedthatthe

two names are linguistic variants of the same toponym. P. Arnold (1987: 101–14) suggested that 

―Gibeah‖istheolder,IsraelitenameforthesiteknowninlaterJudeanrecordsas―Geba.‖TheJudean

border fortress at Geba was constructed simultaneously with Mizpah ca. 900 B.C. in order to guard the 

two main highways leading into Judah from Israel, the former at the strategic Geba/Michmash Pass, and 

thelatteralongthewatershedhighway.Theterm―fromGebatoBeer-sheba‖(2 Kgs 23:8) thus probably 

demarcated the limits of the Judean kingdom during monarchical times. Y. Aharoni (1968: 30) proposed 

that these border fortresses also contained sanctuaries, and that the excavation of Geba might reveal a 

cultic site corresponding to the shrines discovered at Beer-sheba and Arad.  

Geba‘sidentificationasaLeviticalcityprobablyrelatestoitspost-exilic settlement by priests active in 

the reconstitution of temple worship in Jerusalem (Neh 12:29).  

Bibliography  
Aharoni, Y. 1968. Arad: Its Inscriptions and Temple. BA 31: 2–32.  
Arnold, P. 1987. Gibeah in Israelite History and Tradition. Ph.D. diss., Emory University, Atlanta.  

Demsky, A. 1973. Geba, Gibeah, and Gibeon—an Historico–Geographic Riddle. BASOR 212: 26–31.  

Kochavi, M. 1972. Judea, Samaria, and the Golan: Archaeological Survey 1967–68. Jerusalem (in Hebrew).  

Miller, J. M. 1975. Geba/Gibeah of Benjamin. VT 25: 145–66.  

Robinson, E. 1874. Biblical Researches in Palestine. 11th ed. Boston.  

PATRICK M. ARNOLD  

GEBAL (PLACE) [Heb gĕbāl (ְגָבל)]. GEBALITES. 1. A famous ancient Phoenician seaport city, 

better known today by its Arabic name Jubail (M.R. 210391), situated on the Mediterranean seacoast 

about 20 miles (32 km) N of Beirut. Since it had a good harbor for small ships it was one of the principal 

Phoenician seaports long before the development of Tyre and Sidon. Gebal is the earliest Asiatic city 

mentioned in Egyptian Old Kingdom records. Ancient trade between Egypt and Gebal involved large 

quantitiesofpapyrusreeds.TheGreekscalledthecityByblos,meaning―book,‖becausethepeopleof

Gebal made paper from the imported reeds. This paper was used to record expense accounts, state 

correspondence, important documents, and religious texts. The Gebalites (Josh 13:5) were expert stone 

cutters and masons (1 Kgs 5:18). The inhabitants of the city were also known for their talent in caulking 

and boat building (Ezek 27:9). Ships built in Gebal sailed between Phoenicia and Egypt carrying cargo of 

oil for mummification, fancy woods including cedar for mummy cases, etc., and returned with shipments 

of papyrus reeds, metal wares, gold, and perfumes. These ships also traded throughout the Mediterranean 

seaports including Cyprus, Tyre, and Sidon.  

Gebalwasregardedasaholycity.Traditionnarratesthatthegod˒El,identifiedbytheGreekswith

Kronos, settled in Gebal at the beginning of time. Archaeological excavations conducted by E. Renan in 

1860, P. Montet from 1920–1924, and recent digs of M. Dunand revealed that the site of Gebal was 

occupied as early as 5000 B.C. Evidence of trade with the Caucasus region, Cyprus, Egypt, Mesopotamia, 



and Sudan are noted by the year 3000 B.C. During the Egyptian Old Kingdom (ca. 2700–2200 B.C.), Gebal 

continued its exportation of oil, leather, wine, and large quantities of wood to Egypt. Sometime before 

2100 B.C., five hundred years of peace in Gebal ended with the fall of the Egyptian Old Kingdom and 

conquest by the Amorites. The Amorites destroyed the city during the conquest, but later rebuilt it. 

Following the Amorite conquests of Canaan, Phoenicia, and Syria (although there is a shifting concensus 

thattherewasnota―conquest‖;Richard1987),peaceagain came to Gebal and the city enjoyed a new 

period of prosperity. During this time the city had close cultural ties with W Asia, yet politically it 

perhaps came under the Egyptian Middle Kingdom control (Albright 1964; however, some see the 

relation between Byblos and Egypt simply as that of trading partners, Ward 1961; Weinstein 1975).  

With the decline of the Middle Kingdom (ca. 1800 B.C.), Egypt lost most of its political outposts in 

Phoenicia and Syria. At this time the Hyksos moved in and controlled all the area of Palestine, Syria, and 

the delta region of Egypt. During this period Gebal grew into a large densely populated city and 

armaments excavated revealed the Hyksos military presence in Gebal. Under the 18th Dyn., the Egyptians 

drove out the Hyksos sometime after 1600 B.C. and established military control over Gebal and all 

Phoenicia. During the Amarna era (ca. 1350 B.C.),Egypt‘spowerweakened,andEgyptianstrongholdsin

Phoenicia came under heavy pressure from the Hittites, which resulted in some fifty appeals for help from 

Rib-Addi of Gebal to Amenhotep IV of Egypt for help (e.g., EA, 137; cf. ANET, 483–84), but Egyptian 

control all along the Phoenician coast declined. Under Rameses II, Egypt restored some control over 

Phoenicia (ca. 1285 B.C.) but later granted independent status to Gebal (ca. 1200 B.C.).Gebal‘ssubsequent

independent spirit resulted in an incident with Egypt (ca. 1100 B.C.) when Wen-Amon, an Egyptian 

official buying lumber in Gebal, complained about the impolite treatment given him by the king of Gebal 

(ANET, 25–29). See also EGYPTIAN RELATIONS WITH CANAAN.  

ThepeopleofGebalthwartedIsrael‘s attempts at conquest (Josh 13:5), enjoying several centuries of 

independence.DuringtheconstructionofSolomon‘stempleatJerusalem,Gebalsentskilledcraftsmento

Israel to assist in its construction (1 Kgs 5:18, 32). In 853 B.C., Gebal, in league with Tyre, fought a 

successful battle against the Assyrians. The inhabitants of Gebal according to Ezek 27:9, along with its 

―veterancraftsmen‖renderedtheirservicestothecityofTyre.Gebalremainedaprosperouscityduring

the subsequent reigns of the Persians, Greeks, Romans, and Muslims.  

Archaeological excavations of Gebal reveal some 21 strata of occupation. More significant discoveries 

include the Amorite temple of Resheph featuring standing obelisks, a Roman theater overlooking the 

Mediterranean Sea, a large stone Crusader castle, and the late 3d millennium temple of Hathor. Probably 

one of the most intriguing finds unearthed at Gebal is the sarcophagus of Ahiram, king of Byblos during 

the 11th century B.C. This sarcophagus is important because it contains one of the oldest Canaanite 

alphabetic inscriptions, providing a link in the development of the Phoenician alphabet. The inscription 

includesacurseforanyoneattemptingtodisturbthesarcophagusortheking‘sremainswithin(ANEP, 

figs. 456–59).  

2. A place referred to in Ps 83:8 (—Eng 83:7) SE of the Dead Sea, probably an Edomite territory N of 

Petra known also as Teman. It is referred to in a 6th century B.C. ostracon found in the excavations at 

Heshbon. The place is mentioned along with Amalek, Ammon, Moab, and other nations as forming an 

alliance against Israel. Josephus spoke of Gobolitis as part of Idumea (Ant 2.1.2 §6). However, some 

scholars believe that the Gebal of Ps 83:8 refers to the Phoenician Byblos (Shea 1977).  
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GEBER (PERSON) [Heb geber (ֶגֶבר)]. Son of Uri and the officer in charge of one of the twelve 

administrative districts under Solomon (1 Kgs 4:19).Geber‘sterritorywasthelandofGilead.In1 Kgs 

4:13, Ben-geber is listed as in charge of the territory of Ramoth-gilead, and some have taken the reference 

to Geber as a duplication of this earlier reference (Albright 1925: 26). Another solution is suggested by a 

reading in the Codex Vaticanus, which has Gad instead of Gilead in 1 Kgs 4:19. This places Geber in 

charge of S Transjordan and would leave Ben-geber responsible for N Transjordan. See BEN-GEBER.  
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GEBIM (PLACE) [Heb gēb  m (ֵגִבים)]. A town whose inhabitants fled as the Assyrian army marched 

S toward Jerusalem (Isa 10:31). In the poetic oracle of Isaiah it is placed between Anathoth and Nob, 

suggesting that it lies somewhere ca. 2–3 miles N and perhaps E of Jerusalem.  

GARY A. HERION  

GECKO (LIZARD). See ZOOLOGY.  

GEDALIAH (PERSON) [Heb gĕdaly  (ְגַדְלָיה); gĕdalyāhû (ְגַדְלָיהּו)]. The name gdlyhw occurs on 

a seal found at Lachish (de Vaux 1936; Gibson TSSI 1: 64 no. 18). Several individuals listed in the OT 

bear this name.  

1. The son of Pashur, and a functionary in the highest levels of politics in the days of Zedekiah (Jer 

38:1–6). In concert with three other Judean leaders: Sephatiah the son of Mattan, Jucal the son of 

Shelemiah, and Pashur the son of Malchiah, Gedaliah exerted such influence on King Zedekiah that he 

reluctantly resigned the fate of Jeremiah to these four war lords. Their cogent argument was that the 

prophet Jeremiah was undermining the national welfare by proclaiming surrender to the Babylonians as 

the only feasible policy. The prophet and his followers were weakening the will to resist among soldiery 

and people. This was branded by these war lords as treasonable and disastrous. Accordingly, they urged 

upon the king the immediate apprehension of Jeremiah and his incarceration in the muddy floor of the 

cistern of Malchiah, the son of the king.  

This incarceration would effectively silence the prophet. This was all they could hope for from 

Zedekiah since he had a personal interest in the prophet. Nevertheless, the imprisonment of Jeremiah in a 

foul, muddy cistern base would no doubt be fatal. The power of the quartet of nobles was frankly 

acknowledged by the king who confessed his inability to withstand their reasonable judgments and their 

official pressure (Jer 38:5). Ebed-melech who dared to withstand the justice of their plotting against 

Jeremiah feared for his life.  

Gedaliah lived in the tumultuous times when Judah was divided within and stormed at without. As one 

of the high lords of the royal court, he advocated a fight to the bitter end despite the cost and terror of the 

program and was diametrically opposed to the seeming utopianism of Jeremiah.  

EDWARD R. DALGLISH  

2. Son of Ahikam and grandson of Shaphan, who in 587/586 B.C. was appointed by Nebuchadrezzar to 

govern Judah (2 Kgs 25:22–26; Jer 40:5–41:18). The LXX (Jer 43:25) includes him among those who 

urgedKingJehoiakimnottoburnBaruch‘sscroll,whereastheMTprovidesDelaiah(36:25). The MT 

(39:14\v =r[BHS]Je 39:14) first mentions Gedaliah in connection with the prophet Jeremiah‘srelease

from captivity after the capture of Jerusalem by the Babylonians in 587 B.C. Nebuchadrezzar ordered 

Nebuzaradan, the commander of his bodyguard, to free Jeremiah and fulfill his wishes. No doubt other 

citizens who had encouraged submission to Babylon were similarly favored. Jeremiah was handed over to 

the care of Gedaliah whom Nebuchadrezzar appointed (Heb pqd) over those Judaeans who were not 

deported (2 Kgs 25:22; Jer 40:5). Since Jerusalem was uninhabitable (Lam 2:13), Gedaliah took up 



residence at Mizpah. Excavations at Mizpah have disclosed no signs of destruction for this period, in 

sharp contrast to Jerusalem and the cities of Judah (Albright FSAC², 322).  

Gedaliah may have acquired administrative experience under Zedekiah. A seal impression found at 

Lachish (dating about 600 B.C.)reads,―Belonging toGedaliah,theonewhoisoverthehouse,‖atitle

designating the chief minister of the king, although Gedaliah is nowhere designated as such in the Bible 

(Hooke 1935; de Vaux 1936; TSSI 1: 24, 64). Good (1979: 580–82; 1983: 110–11) argues that the title 

has a Ugaritic antecedent (but cf. Loretz 1982: 124–26). Lohfink (1978: 336, 341) suggests that the 

appointment of Gedaliah resulted from a plot by the Shaphan family, whose prominent members 

(including presumably Gedaliah) were exiled after the Babylonian capture of Jerusalem in 597 B.C. This 

family decided to replace the house of David by the house of Shaphan which would listen to Jeremiah 

rather than to the official temple prophets who were leading to disaster. There is, however, no evidence 

that Gedaliah actually went to Babylon (Scharbert 1981: 53 n. 56). De Vaux (1936: 102) suggests he may 

have been Master of the Palace under Zedekiah, an office he perhaps still held when Jerusalem fell to the 

Babylonians. This would help to explain why he was appointed governor of Judah by Nebuchadrezzar. 

Gedaliah at first had some success in his efforts at reconstruction. When the commanders of Judaean 

troops who had escaped the Babylonians reassembled at Mizpah, Gedaliah encouraged them to submit 

and proceed with harvesting the crops, which they did. Among these were Ishmael son of Nethaniah and 

Johanan son of Kareah. Judaeans who had fled to Moab, Ammon, Edom, and elsewhere also returned and 

participated in the abundant harvest (Jer 40:12).  

Not all the prominent Judaeans were satisfied with Gedaliah, however. Johanan son of Kareah led a 

deputation to Mizpah warning Gedaliah of a plot against him. Baalis king of Ammon had persuaded 

Ishmael son of Nethaniah, a royal prince, to assassinate Gedaliah. Johanan proposed the countermeasure 

of assassinating Ishmael, thereby preserving the continuing process of reconstruction. Gedaliah, however, 

failed to heed the warning (Jer 40:13–16) and in the seventh month (October) Ishmael and ten men came 

to Mizpah and killed Gedaliah along with other Judaeans as well as the Babylonian soldiers stationed 

there (41:1).TheyearofGedaliah‘sdeathisnotstated,althoughthecontextsuggeststhatitwasstillthe

year of his appointment (587/586 B.C.).(ThisfatefuldayiscommemoratedinJewishtraditionbythe―fast

of Gedaliah,‖heldintheseventhmonth[cf.Zech 7:5; 8:19]. Today it is celebrated on the third day of 

Tishri.)  

TwodaysafterGedaliah‘smurderIshmaelkilledseventypilgrimsontheir way to Jerusalem, and then 

departed,takingwithhimtherestoftheJudaeansfromMizpah,includingthe―king‘sdaughters‖whom

Nebuzaradan had entrusted to Gedaliah (Jer 41:10). The possession of these royal princesses may have 

constituted a claim to kingship (cf. 2 Sam 16:21). Lohfink (1978: 334) would see here the rationale 

behindIshmael‘smurder of Gedaliah: these symbols of royal authority belonged to the house of David 

alone.WhenJohananheardofGedaliah‘sdeath,hepursued.Ishmaelcaughtupwithhimatthegreatpool

of Gibeon and rescued those he had captured; however, Ishmael and eight of his men escaped to Ammon. 

FearingBabylonianreprisalsinthewakeofGedaliah‘sassassination,Johanan,hiscommanders,andthe

people they had rescued fled to Egypt. Near Bethlehem they asked Jeremiah for an oracle as to what they 

should do. Ten days later the prophet spoke: They were to stay in the land and Yahweh would protect 

them. The people, however, rejected this oracle and continued on to Egypt, taking Jeremiah with them 

(42:1–43:7). The effect that these events had on Judah is not altogether clear. In 582/581 B.C. (Jer 52:30), 

Nebuchadrezzar ordered a third deportation from Judah, perhaps as a reprisal; it is possible that Judah on 

that occasion lost all separate identity (Bright BHI, 331, 344).  

3. A member of the family of Jeduthun, Levitical musicians and singers after the Exile (1 Chr 25:3, 9). 

Rothstein (1 Buch der Chronik KAT,455)wouldidentifyGedaliahwithJeduthun‘sson,Galal(Neh 

11:17), but the evidence for this view is slight (Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 169). Williamson (1979: 

255–57) points out that in 1 Chr 25:1–6 David personally organizes the musicians, whereas in vv 7–31 

David is not mentioned and the musicians decide their duties by casting lots (v 8). These two lists, 

furthermore, intend different types of music. In v 7 š  r means,―singing,‖butinvv 1–6 it should be 



rendered,―music,‖thatisinstrumentalharmony.Gedaliahisthereforeaninstrumentalistaccordingtov 3, 

but a singer in v 9.  

4. One of the descendants of Jeshua the high priest and his brothers, who put away his foreign wife 

according to the decision of the postexilic community in the time of Ezra (Ezra 10:18). A possible parallel 

in 1 Esdr 9:19 lists the same brothers, but gives the name Jodan instead of Gedaliah. Fensham (Ezra-

Nehemiah NICOT, 143) observes that the list of priests who married foreign women is given first, no 

doubt to show that even the religious leaders had broken the law. The high-priestly family is mentioned 

right at the beginning to emphasize how deeply the exiles were involved in the matter. At the same time 

the guilt offering of a ram (v 19) usually refers to an unintentional transgression and should have the same 

meaning here (cf. Lev 5:14–26).  

5. Son of Amariah and grandfather of Zephaniah the prophet (Zeph 1:1). Heller (1971: 104) notes that 

four ancestors are listed for the prophet, which is exceptional in the OT. He argues that the oldest form of 

thetextcontainedonlyoneforefather,Cushi.AlaterredactorunderstoodCushiasgentilic,―theCushite,‖

and reprehensible. In the light of Deut 23:7–8, which allows children of third generationpagansto―enter

theassemblyoftheLord,‖headdedtwomoreancestors,makingCushiapersonalname.Rudolph(Micha 

… Zephanja KAT, 259) shows that this argument is not cogent, for Cushi need not express ethnic descent. 

It could, for instance, be a nickname for a Judaean. There is no compelling reason for omitting Gedaliah 

from the text.  
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GEDER (PLACE) [Heb geder (ֶגֶדר)]. GEDERITE. One of the 31 Canaanite cities conquered by the 

Israelites under Joshua (Josh 12:13).ItmayhavealsobeenthehomeofDavid‘sofficerBaal-hanan the 

Gederite, who was appointed over the olive and sycamore trees in the Shephelah (1 Chr 27:28). Geder 

belongs to a group of place names formed from the Heb root gdr ―wall‖(e.g., Beth-gader, Gederah, 

Gederoth, Gederothaim, Gedor). It has been suggested that its vocalization was influenced by the name 

Gezer in v 12 (Boling Joshua AB,326).Geder‘slocationandidentificationaredisputed.Itsproximityto

the preceding city in v 13, Debir, could indicate a location in the S Judean foothills, or Shephelah. 

However, Arad and Hormah, the cities immediately following in v 14, could indicate a location closer to 

theNNegebdesert.Na˒aman(1980:138)hassoughttoidentifyitwith Khirbet Jedur (M.R. 158115) 

between Bethlehem and Hebron (see GEDOR); while Aharoni (1956: 27; LBHG, 231) has suggested 

emending the otherwise unknown Geder to Gerar on the basis of the frequently attested orthographic 

confusion between dalet and resû in Hebrew.  
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GEDERAH (PLACE) [Heb gĕdēr  (ְגֵדָרה); gĕdērāt   (ְגֵדָרִתי)]. 1. A town in the Shephelah, the 

Judean foothills, in the second administrative district of the tribal allotment of Judah (Josh 15:36). It is 

probably identical with the Gederah where potters, descended from Shelah son of Judah, dwelt in the 

royal service (1 Chr 4:23).Gederah,whosenamemeans―sheepfold,‖hasbeenvariouslyidentified with 

Tell Judeideh 2 km N of Beth-Gubrin (M.R. 141115; Albright 1925: 50–51; but see Broshi EAEHL 3: 

694), Khirbet Judraya in the Elah Valley (Noth Josua HAT, 84; but see Kuschke 1971: 299, 312), and 

Khirbet Jedireh in the Aijalon Valley (Cross and Wright 1956: 215). Recently Galil (1985: 62) has sought 

Gederah in the vicinity of Latrun. Gederah has also been identified with Kedron, modern Qatra (M.R. 

129136), which was fortified by Cendebeus prior to his defeat by John son of Simon Maccabeus (1 Macc 

15:39, 41; 16:9; Turner IDB 3: 5).  

2. The home of Jozabad the Gederathite, one of the Benjaminite warriors who defected to David at 

Ziklag (1 Chr 12:5—Eng 12:4). It is probably to be sought at Jedireh near Gibeon (Myers 1 Chronicles 

AB, 96).  
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CARL S. EHRLICH  

GEDEROTH (PLACE) [Heb gĕdērôt (ְגֵדרות)]. A town in the Shephelah in the third administrative 

district of the tribe of Judah (Josh 15:41). It lay in the oftentimes disputed border area between Judah and 

Philistia. After the death of Uzziah/Azariah, who had subjugated the Philistine cities of Ashdod, Gath, and 

Jabneh (2 Chr 26:6–7), the Philistines were able to reassert themselves against the weak rule of Ahaz. 

They encroached on the Shephelah and the Negeb of Judah, capturing the towns of Beth-Shemesh, 

Aijalon, Soco, Timnah, Gimzo, and Gederoth (2 Chr 28:18). The precise relationship of these actions to 

the Syro-Ephraimite war and the campaigns of Tiglath-pileser III to Palestine (734–732 B.C.E.) remains 

unclear(Tadmor1966:88n.9).Gederoth‘slocationhasbeensoughtatmanyofthe same sites as 

GEDERAH #1 (GP 2: 330; Gold IDB 2: 361; Kallai-Kleinmann EncMiqr 2: 447–48).  
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GEDEROTHAIM (PLACE) [Heb gĕdērōtāyim (ְגֵדרָֹתִים)]. A town in the Shephelah in the second 

district of the tribal inheritance of Judah (Josh 15:36). One of a number of place names derived from the 

Heb root gdr ―wall,‖itfollowsimmediatelyonanother,Gederah.TheLXXreadingkai hai epauleis 

auteµs ―anditssheepfolds‖wouldpresumeaHebVorlagewgdrtyh instead of the MT wgdrtym. The 

scholarly consensus that the LXX version is to be preferredisgivenweightbythetext‘stotalof14cities

in the district (v 36), a number which can be arrived at only by deleting one town name from the list in vv 

33–36 (Abel GP 2: 330). The influence of the dual endings on the first two names in v 36, Shaaraim and 

Adithaim, was probably a factor in the development of the MT (Boling Joshua AB, 380). By following 

theLXX,onewouldalsorestoreaplayonwordsintheHebrew:―Gederahanditsgĕdērōt 

(‗sheepfolds‘).‖ 

CARL S. EHRLICH  

GEDOR (PERSON) [Heb gĕdôr (ְגדור)]. A son of Jeiel, the father of Gibeon, by his wife Maacah in 

the Benjaminite genealogies (1 Chr 8:31; 9:37). Owing to the frequent mixing of geographical, personal 

and clan names in the biblical genealogies (Myers 1 Chronicles AB, 66), the suggestion has been made to 



equate this Gedor with the gdr/d, possibly a district or suburb of Gibeon, found frequently on the 

inscribed jar handles from Gibeon/Tell el-Jib (Demsky 1971: 20–23).  
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GEDOR (PLACE) [Heb gĕdôr (ְגדור)]. 1. A town in the hill country of Judah in the district of Beth-

zur and Halhul (Josh 15:58). Most scholars identify it with Khirbet Jedur (M.R. 158115), between 

Bethlehem and Hebron. The site was inhabited as of the LB Age (Ben-Arieh 1981: 115). In 1 Chr 4:4 

PenuelismentionedasthefatherofGedor,whichmaymeanthattraditionascribedtohimthetown‘s

founding.  

2. A Calebite town in Judah, founded by Jered son of Mered (1 Chr 4:18). It may be identical with 

Gedor #1. The mention of Penuel (v 4) and Jered (v 18) as the fathers of Gedor may indicate variant 

traditions about the founding of the same town or different traditions about two similarly named sites.  

3. A town on the outskirts of the tribal territory of Simeon (1 Chr 4:39). Following the LXX gerara, this 

reference to Gedor should be corrected to Gerar (Aharoni 1956: 27).  

4. A town in Benjamin from which came two of the defectors from Saul to David at Ziklag (1 Chr 

12:8—Eng12:7). Some Hebrew mss record that Joelah and Zebadiah the sons of Jeroham came not min 

haggĕdôr ―from[the]Gedor‖(MT)butweremin haggĕdûd ―fromthetroop.‖Thesuggestion,however,

that the MT consonantal mn hgdwr at the end of v 8(7)isadittographyofthefollowingverse‘sinitial

wmn hgdy ―fromtheGadites‖isprobablycorrect(Williamson1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 106).  

Bibliography  
Aharoni, Y. 1956. The Land of Gerar. IEJ 6: 26–32.  
Ben-Arieh, S. 1981. A Late Bronze Age Tomb from Tel Jedur. EI 15: 115–28 (in Hebrew).  

CARL S. EHRLICH  

GEHAZI (PERSON) [Heb gêḥ z   (ֵגיֲחִזי)]. Servant (Heb na˓ar) of Elisha, the prophet, in three 

narrative contexts (2 Kgs 4:12–36; 5:20–27; 8:4–6). Two of these contexts are closely connected serving 

as a sort of frame around the central story of the cureofNaaman‘sleprosyandGehazi‘sgreedand

punishment.Forthenameitself,adualconnotationhasbeensuggested:―valleyofvision‖or―valleyof

avarice.‖ThelattersuggestionisfromtheArabiccognatejaḥida.  

In the story of the wealthy Shunammite woman (2 Kgs 4:8–37),GehaziisportrayedasElisha‘sfaithful

messenger and perhaps overzealous protector (v 27). The initial episode involving Gehazi is framed by 

therepetitionofElisha‘ssummonsthathe―CallthisShunammite‖(2 Kgs 4:12, 36)—a―greatwoman‖

who had made special accommodations for Elisha. Having failed in his initial efforts to repay her 

kindness, Elisha asked Gehazi what should be done. When Gehazi had the insight to recognize the 

woman‘ssecretdesireforason,Elishacommandedhimto―Callher‖(v 15) and the birth of the child was 

foretold. Some years later the child of promise died; and when the woman―caughtholdofElisha‘sfeet‖

in her grief, Gehazi thrust her away. Elisha then commanded Gehazi to run ahead to Shunem where he 

wastolaytheprophet‘sstaffonthechild,perhapsasasymbolofauthoritytopreventthepossibleburial

before Elisha‘sarrival.WhenElishahadrestoredthechild‘slife,heagaincommandedGehazitosummon

the woman. In this narrative Gehazi appears as a willing, efficient, and practical man (Schmitt 1975).  

Some years later, Gehazi was discussing the deeds of Elisha with an unnamed king (2 Kgs 8:1–6). 

While he was speaking about restoring the dead to life, the Shunammite woman and her son appeared 

seeking the restoration of her property after a sojourn in Philistia. When Gehazi identified her, the king 

secured her inheritance. Though nothing positive or negative is said of Gehazi here, the narrative elicits 

tension because of what precedes it.  

ThestoryofthecureofNaaman‘sleprosy(2 Kgs 5:1–27) presents Gehazi as greedy and deceitful, and 

ultimatelycursedwithNaaman‘sleprosy.Elisha‘sintegrityinrefusingthegiftsofNaamaniscontrasted



sharply withthebasenessofGehazi‘sactions.TheglibnesswithwhichheliedtoNaamanandthe

coolnesswithwhichhesubsequentlyappearedtoElishasuggestthat―avaricious‖isindeedacharacter

trait.Gehazi‘spunishmentwasimmediateandfitting:permanentleprosy, extending even to his 

descendants.  

A rabbinic tradition suggests the identification of the four lepers at the gate who discover the mysterious 

rout of the Syrians (2 Kgs 7:3–8) with Gehazi and his three sons. At first they carried off silver, gold, and 

clothing and hid them (2 Kgs 7:8). But then, realizing the folly of their greed, they bore the good news to 

theking‘shousehold. 

It should be noted that conversation between lepers and others was not forbidden. The leprosy of Gehazi 

was not necessarily the disease now known as leprosy (Hulse 1975). Moreover, it is possible that the 

sentence of perpetual leprosy was abrogated by penitence on the part of Gehazi. The judgments of God, 

though apparently unconditional, are sometimes withdrawn when the judged person repents (cf. 2 Kgs 

20:1–11).  

Ifthe―servantofthemanofGod‖in2 Kgs 6:15–17,whoisexplicitlydescribedasElisha‘s―boy‖

(na˓ar, v 17) is also to be identified with Gehazi (cf. 2 Kgs 4:43), the other suggested meaning of his 

nameas―valleyofvision‖becomesrelevant.ItwasElisha‘sprayerthatopenedhiseyessothathecould

seethat―themountainwasfullofhorsesandchariotsoffireroundaboutElisha‖(v 17). The dominant 

picture of Gehazi within the biblical narrative, however, is that of avarice. See Bronner 1968: 86–122.  
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DUANE L. CHRISTENSEN  

GEHENNA (PLACE) [Lat Gehenna]. Valley, currently known as the Wadi er-Rababeh, running S-SW 

of Jerusalem and also a designation for fiery hell, the opposite of the dominion of God and eternal life. 

The Lat form is derived from the Gk geenna. The Gk is a transcription of the Aram gêhinnām whose Heb 

form is gê-hinnōm. Thenamemeans―ValleyofHinnom‖oritsfullform―ValleyofthesonofHinnom‖

(see HINNOM VALLEY). Outside of the NT (Matt 5:22) and the OT Apocrypha (2 Esdr 2:29; 7:36 [Lat 

only]), the Gk geenna or the Lat Gehenna is not found in any sources, including the LXX, Philo, 

Josephus, or Gk literature. Further in the RSV, only 2 Esdr 2:29 renders the Latin form of the name as 

―Gehenna.‖TheotheroccurrenceoftheLatinformin 2 Esdr 7:36 and all NT occurrences of the Greek 

formofthenamearerenderedintheRSVas―hell.‖ 

A. Old Testament  

The Valley of Hinnom marked the boundary between the inheritance of the tribes of Judah and 

Benjamin (Josh 15:8; 18:16) and the northern border of Judah after the captivity (Neh 11:30). The valley 

was the scene of the idolatrous worship of the Canaanite gods Molech and Baal. This worship consisted 

of sacrificing children by passing them through a fire on Topheth (a high place) and into the hands of the 

gods (Jer 7:31; 19:4–5; 32:35). These practices were observed during monarchy at least under the reigns 

of Ahaz and Manasseh who themselves sacrificed their own children (2 Kgs 16:3; 21:6; 2 Chr 28:3; 33:6).  

Josiah defiled the site as part of his reform program (2 Kgs 23:10; cf. vv 13–14), but the prophecy of 

Jeremiah indicates that it probably recurred later in the monarchy. Jeremiah prophesied that it would no 

longer be called Topheth or the Valley of Hinnom, but the valley of Slaughter because of the numerous 

Judeans killed and thrown into it by the Babylonians (Jer 7:29–34; 19:1–15).  

Recently Bailey (1986: 189–91) has suggested that since altars and cultic places were considered an 

entrance to the realm of the god they served, and such sites often lent their name to that realm, then 

Gehenna may have naturally lent its name to the underworld realm of the god Molech who was worshiped 

there.  



B. Intertestamental Period  

One product of the development of a concept of the afterlife during the Hellenistic Period was the 

notion of a fiery judgment (1 En. 10:13; 48:8–10; 100:7–9; 108:4–7; Jdt 16:17; 2 Bar. 85:13), a judgment 

usually in a fiery lake or abyss (1 En. 18:9–16; 90:24–27; 103:7–8; 2 En. 40:12; 2 Bar. 59:5–12; 1QH 3). 

TheValleyofHinnom,oftenreferredtosimplyas―theaccursedvalley‖or―abyss,‖thencameto

represent the place of eschatological judgment of the wicked Jews by fire (1 En. 26–27; 54:1–6; 56:1–4; 

90:24–27).  

This association of fiery judgment and Gehenna was once attributed to the influence of the Iranian 

Avestan doctrine of the ultimate judgment of the wicked in a stream of molten metal (Yasna 31.3; 51.9). 

However, the Zoroastrian molten metal was purgatorial, not penal. Other reasons given for the association 

are the fact that the Valley of Hinnom was noted for the fires of the Molech cult and later contained the 

continually burning fires of a refuse dump. Although Gehenna does not have these associations in the OT, 

the OT is the primary source of the association, particularly the prophecies of Jeremiah regarding the dead 

bodies of the wicked cast into Gehenna (7:29–34; 19:6–9; 32:35). The prophecies of Isaiah which 

ironically prophesy the threat of the Topheth readied for Molech himself (30:33), a devouring fire and 

everlasting burnings, and of a fire that will not be quenched readied for the wicked all contributed to the 

association (33:14; 66:24; cf. Isa 50:11; Dan 12:2; Mal 4:1).  

By at least the 1st century C.E. there emerged a metaphorical understanding of Gehenna as the place of 

judgment by fire for all wicked everywhere (Sib. Or. 1.100–103; 2.283–312). The judgment of the wicked 

occurred either as a casting of their soul in Gehenna immediately upon death or as a casting of the 

reunited body and soul into Gehenna after the resurrection and last judgment (2 Esdr 7:26–38; 4 Ezra 

7:26–38; Ascen. Is. 4:14–18; cf. Sib. Or. 4.179–91). This understanding divorced Gehenna from its 

geographical location, but retained its fiery nature. Gehenna had become hell itself.  

C. New Testament  

All of the 12 references to Gehenna in the NT are used metaphorically as the place of fiery judgment. 

With the exception of Jas 3:6, which refers to the tongue being set on fire by Gehenna, all the references 

are in the Synoptic Gospels as sayings of Jesus (Matt 5:22, 29–30; 10:28; 18:9; 23:15, 33; Mark 9:43, 45, 

47; Luke 12:5). Gehenna is preexistent (Matt 25:41) and its fire is reserved for the destruction of the 

wicked (Matt 5:22; 13:42, 50; 18:9 = Mark 9:43). Its punishment is eternal (Matt 25:41, 46) and the fire 

will not be quenched (Mark 9:43, 48). Other related NT expressions include judgment, wrath, destruction, 

Tartarus, fire, and lake of fire and sulphur (Heb 10:27; 2 Pet 2:4; Jude 7; Rev 19:20; 20:10, 14; 21:8). 

Recently Milikowsky has cogently argued that the comparison of Matt 10:28 = Luke 12:5 and other 

passages reveals that both 1st century conceptions of Gehenna are found in the NT: Gehenna as a place of 

judgment for the soul of the wicked immediately after death is Lukan, and Gehenna as the judgment of 

the wicked in a reunited body and soul after resurrection and judgment is Matthean (1988: 242–44).  

Although not describing the torments of Gehenna, Jesus warned his disciples to take all precautions not 

to fall victim to it. Those who call their brother a fool (Matt 5:22), those who give in to sinful inclinations 

(Matt 5:29–30 = Mark 9:45, 47; Matt 18:9 = Mark 9:43), and the scribes and Pharisees (Matt 23:15, 33) 

are liable to Gehenna. A persondestinedtoGehennacanbedesignated―achildofGehenna‖(Matt 

23:15). Besides being the fate of the wicked (Rev 20:15; 21:8), Gehenna is the fate awaiting the devil and 

his angels (Matt 25:41; Rev 20:10), the beast and the false prophet (Rev 19:20; 20:10), and death and 

Hades (Rev 20:13–14).  

With the possible exception of Luke 12:5, the NT distinguishes Gehenna from Hades (NIDNTT 2: 208–

9). Whereas Hades is the provisional place of the ungodly between death, resurrection, and final judgment 

(cf. Rev 20:13–14 where Hades yields up its dead for judgment and is thrown into the lake of fire at the 

last judgment), Gehenna is the eternal place of the wicked after final judgment. Hades receives the soul 

only (Acts 2:27, 31), Gehenna receives both body and soul (Matt 10:28; cf. Luke 12:5). The NT does not 

describe the torment of Gehenna or portray Satan as the lord of Gehenna. These are later literary 

accoutrements. (See TDNT 1:657–58.)  

D. Rabbinic Literature  



The same extended metaphorical use of Gehenna as the place of judgment of the wicked is found in the 

Mishnah (m. Qidd. 4.14; m. ˒Abot 1.5; 5.19, 20), Tosefta (t. Ber. 6.15), and Talmud (b. Rosû. Hasû. 16b–

17a; b. Ber. 28b). In rabbinic thought, as early as the 1st century–early 2d century C.E., Gehenna was 

conceived as both an intermediate place of punishment for the souls of the wicked between death and 

resurrection to final judgment, and as the place of final judgment of the reunited body and soul of the 

wicked (Midr. Tehillim 31.3).  

Most Jews would be spared Gehenna completely, and most of those who do enter it in the intermediate 

state would be released from it, with the exception of historic reprobates, adulterers, or those who shame 

or vilify others (b. Rosû. Hasû. 16b–17a). It was a fiery purgatory for those Jews whose merits and 

transgressions balanced one another (t. Sanh. 13.3) who would afterward be admitted to Paradise. Often 

the punishment of Gehenna was restricted to 12 months (m. ˓Ed. 2.10; S. ˓Olam Rab. 3; b. Qidd 31b). 

However,thepunishmentforGentilesinGehennawaseternal.Theepithet―childofGehenna‖isused in 

the Talmud (b. Rosû. Hasû. 17b) as it is in Matt 23:15. (See Str-B 4: 1029–1118.)  
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DUANE F. WATSON  

GEMALLI (PERSON) [Heb gĕmall   (ְגַמִלי)]. The father of AMMIEL, who was sent from the tribe of 

Dan to spy out the land of Canaan (Num 13:12). The name Gemalli is related to the Hebrew for camel 

(gâmâl), thus it is often understood to mean―camelowner‖or―cameldriver‖butthisisanunlikely

appellationforaninfant.Morelikely,thenamederivesfromthebasicmeaningoftheroot,―bringto

completion,‖oritsextendedmeaning―dosomeonegood‖(cf.Isa 63:7; Ps 13:6; 116:7). Therefore, the 

namemayexpresstheparents‘senseoffulfillment(―mycompletion‖)orblessing(―mygiftofblessing‖)

resulting from the birth of the child. Noth (IPN 182) considers Gemalli to be a short form of GAMALIEL 

(―Godismyfulfillment‖or―Godismyblessing‖). 

JON PAULIEN  

GEMARA. Aramaic name for both the Talmud of the Land of Israel (ca. 350–450 C.E.) and the 

Babylonian Talmud (ca. 550–600 C.E.). These compilations contain a wide variety of supplemental 

materials organized as a paragraph-by-paragraphcommentaryontheMishnah.Theterm―Gemara‖isalso

used to describe the genre of this literature.  

A. Sources and Literary History  
TheGemara‘smaterialsstemfromaratherwiderangeofsources.Someunitsofdiscourseclearly

circulated independently of their inclusion in either Talmud, accounting for passages that occur nearly 

verbatim in the Gemara as well as in Midrash compilations (Neusner 1986: 22–25). Others seem to reflect 

traditional oral formulations of earlier customary law (Lieberman 1931: 216). And some pericopae, 

especially those narrowly focused on the Mishnah, seem to have been created afresh as part of the 

Gemara‘sdiscussions(Bokser1980:471–82).  

Recently, scholars have propounded two major theories regarding the literary history behind this 

diversity of materials. The first distinguishes sources—the rulings and opinions of earlier sages recorded 

more or less verbatim—from traditions—passages corrupted in transmission and so subject to rather 

convoluted interpretations (Halivni 1968: 8–15). Systematic, detailed attention to textual variants and 

parallel passages has allowed for recovery of many originally independent sources that lay behind 

textually difficult portions of the Gemara.  

AsecondliterarytheorydifferentiatestheGemara‘srulingsalongchronologicallines(Friedman1978:

283). The basic tenet of this method is that materials attributed to an individual rabbi or sage constitute 

the earliest layers of the Gemara, while anonymous rulings and sayings, for the most part, are part of the 

Gemara‘slaterredactionalframework.Asabove,applicationofthismethodmay allow a glimpse at the 

Gemara‘sredactionalplanpriortoitsfinaledition. 



B. Redactional Plan  

Overall,threepatternsmaybedistinguishedintheGemara‘svariousmaterials.Eachbuildsinthefirst

placeupontheMishnah‘slaws,butthenastimeprogresses develops an ever-widening range of interests.  

The earliest redacted portions of the Gemara are contained in the tripartite tractate Neziqin within the 

Palestinian (or Jerusalem) Talmud (Lieberman 1931: 5–6). These materials, completed and collected in 

Caesareawithin150yearsoftheMishnah‘sredaction,setouttodemonstratethecontinuityandcoherence

of the Mishnaic law with its earliest interpretation, found in the Tosefta. The simple redactional pattern 

established here—a passage of the Mishnah, complementary units from the parallel Toseftan tractate, and 

a brief discussion of the connection between the Mishnah and the Tosefta—serves as the foundation for 

the work of successive generations.  

Over the next 100 years, in the late 4th and early 5th centuries, a second set of materials took shape. 

Comprising the bulk of the Talmud of the Land of Israel, these portions of the Gemara add general 

inquiryabouttheMishnaiclaw‘srelationshiptoscriptural precedent and prooftext, rabbinic authority, and 

the special status of Torah. A typical passage opens with Mishnaic and Toseftan materials, to which it 

appends a comparative discussion of underlying legal principles, and finally topically related, although 

rather far-removed anthologies (Neusner 1983b: 12–13).  

The Babylonian Talmud represents the third and final stage of the Gemara, and presents the fully 

expounded system of Rabbinic Judaism. The redaction of an average passage unfolds from the legal 

pericope at hand to more general and abstract themes. Particular emphasis is placed on the dual nature of 

Torah: the Oral Torah, including the Mishnah and the Tosefta, together with their legal theory; the 

Written Torah, especially the Hebrew Bible taken on its own terms as regards to meanings and theological 

themes. To these the Babylonian Talmud adds discussion of the sage and his doings, which describe the 

life of Torah central to all later Judaism (Neusner 1986: 10, 213–15).  
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ROGER BROOKS  

GEMARIAH (PERSON) [Heb gĕmaryāhû (ְגַמְרָיהּו)]. 1. The son of Shaphan, and a high-ranking 

official in the government of King Jehoiakim (609–598 B.C.). Gemariah was one of those who 

participated in the important events surrounding the publicreadingofJeremiah‘sfirstwrittenscrollin604

B.C. (Jeremiah 36). His father Shaphan was one of the most influential persons in Jerusalem during the 

reign of Josiah, when the lawbook of Moses was found in the temple and the reform came to a grand 

climax (2 Kgs 22:3–14).InJosiah‘sgovernmentShaphanwas―secretaryofstate,‖andit is possible that 

he was also head of a scribal school in Jerusalem.  

Throughout the difficult years preceding the fall of Judah, the Shaphan family maintained close personal 

ties with Jeremiah (Muilenburg 1970: 227–28,231).Gemariah‘sbrother,Ahikam,who was also present 

when the law book was found (2 Kgs 22:12), gave Jeremiah some needed protection following his famous 

temple sermon and trial of 609 (Jer 26:24). Another brother, Elasah, hand-carried a letter from Jeremiah 

to the exiles in Babylon following the deportation of 597 (Jer 29:3). Gemariah did not hold the same high 

officeashisfather,perhapsbecauseofhisfamily‘s pro-Babylonian sympathies and the fact that 



Jehoiakim was an appointee of Egypt. Nevertheless, he had his own chamber in the temple, and it was 

there that Baruch made the first public reading of the Jeremiah scroll (Jer 36:10). After this reading 

Micaiah,Gemariah‘sson,notifiedsomeoftheking‘sministerswhothenwantedtohearthescroll

themselves. After Baruch read it to them they realized the king would have to be notified, but in 

anticipationoftheking‘sresponsetheywarnedBaruchandJeremiahtohide.Gemariahwaspresentwhen

the scroll was read to the king, and he along with two others unsuccessfully urged the king not to destroy 

it.  

Among a horde of 51 seal impressions discovered in the 587 B.C. destruction level of Jerusalem is one 

whichreads,―BelongingtoGemariahbenShaphan‖(Shiloh1984:19–20). The identification of this 

individual with the Gemariah of Jeremiah 36 appears certain, which then provides striking confirmation 

ofGemariah‘sactivitiesduringJudah‘slastdays,aswellastheauthoritywhichhehadtosealofficial

documents and other records.  
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2. Emissary of Zedekiah to Nebuchadnezzar who helped to carry a letter from Jeremiah to the exiles (Jer 

29:3—LXX 36:3).Asa―sonofHilkiah,‖heisnottobeconfusedwithGemariah son of Shaphan 

mentioned in Jer 36:10–12, 25—LXX 43:10–12, 25 (as does Thompson Jeremiah NICOT, 545; cf. 

Carroll Jeremiah OTL,552).TheprobabilitythatatleastoneifnotallofJeremiah‘ssympathizers,Elasah

(whoalsocarriedJeremiah‘sletter),Ahikam(e.g.,2 Kgs 22:12; Jer 26:24—LXX 33:24), and the other 

biblical Gemariah, were sons of Shaphan, the scribe of Josiah, lends force to the suggestion that this 

apparent friend of Jeremiah was also a son of a prominent figure associated with Shaphan and Josiah, 

namely,Hilkiah,Josiah‘shighpriest(2 Kings 22). It might be, however, that the association is 

coincidental;thenameofGemariah‘sfatherisverycommon,andthenameGemariahitself,inadditionto

Gemariah son of Shaphan (Shiloh and Tarler 1986: 204; see above), is attested three and perhaps four 

times in Israelite onomastica dating to the end of the monarchy (AI 31:8; 38:3; Lachish 1:1; Shiloh 1985 

80:19[?]) as well as among the later Elephantine papyri (Cowley CAP 2:2; 6:18; 8:29; 9:18; 22:2, 121; 

34:5; 43:2, 11; Kraeling BMAP 2:15; 4:23; 10:20). Gemariahprobablymeans―Yahwehhas

completed/accomplished.‖ 
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GENEALOGY, GENEALOGIES. Genealogiesarerecordsofaperson‘soragroup‘s descent 

from an ancestor or ancestors. Outside of Israel, genealogies appear only rarely in ancient Near Eastern 

literature and are attested primarily in Mesopotamian king lists and in 2d-millennium texts dealing with 

the political organization and history of the Amorites. However, the OT contains about 25 genealogies of 

varying complexity, a fact which suggests that genealogy played an important role in Israelite life and 

thought.  

———  

A. Introduction: Terminology and Use  

B. The Idiom of Genealogy  

1. Genealogical Forms  

2. Genealogical Functions  

C. OT Genealogies in Context  

1. Genealogy and Writing  



2. Genealogy and Literary Context  

———  

A. Introduction: Terminology and Use  

ThemostfrequentlyattestedHebequivalentsoftheEngword―genealogy‖are tôlēdôt and various 

verbs and nouns formed from the root yḥś. The former of these is derived from the root yld, ―tobear,‖and

seemstomeanliterally―theorderinwhichpeopleareborn.‖Thewordisusedprominentlybythe

Priestly Writer (hereafter P) in Genesis to introduce genealogies that are intended to give the book a 

literary structure (Gen 5:1; 10:1; 11:10; 25:12; 36:1). Outside of Genesis tôlēdôt is used to introduce or 

conclude genealogies (Exod 6:16, 19; 28:10; Num 3:1; 1 Chr 5:7), although not all of the OT genealogies 

are set off in this way. Becauseoftheword‘sassociationswithsequenceandprogression,itsometimes

takesontheextendedmeaning―story‖or―history.‖Inthissenseitcanbeusedtointroducenarrative

passages that are not genealogical in form (Gen 2:4; 6:9; 11:27; 25:19; 37:2). The root yḥś is attested only 

inpostexilictexts,whereitismostoftenusedinverbalformstomean―tobeenrolledbygenealogy,‖―to

berecordedinagenealogy‖(1 Chr 5:17; 9:1).  

GenealogiesareattestedintheOTprimarilyintextsthatdealwithIsrael‘searlyhistory(Genesis,

Exodus) or in literature from the postexilic period (Chronicles, Ezra-Nehemiah). This fact has led some 

scholars to conclude that Israel‘searlyinterestinkinshiptieswanedwiththeriseofthemonarchyand

was reborn only when the chaos of exile again made membership in a family and a nation an important 

issue. Although it is true that evidence for the use of genealogies during the monarchy is minimal, it is 

unlikely that they disappeared completely. Interest in family ties remained strong during the preexilic 

period, and in some cases old tribal ties continued to be important in spite of royal efforts to disrupt them. 

In addition, certain groups such as priests, scribes, craftsmen, and even the kings themselves undoubtedly 

preserved genealogies, and some of these records probably survived to be included in the genealogical 

collections of the postexilic period.  

Scholars generally agreethattheOT‘sattributionofgenealogicalinteresttotheearlyIsraelitesisnotan

anachronism but is rooted in the social structure of the groups that formed premonarchical Israel. The 

narratives that deal with this period all suggest that kinship was a major organizational principle, and for 

this reason genealogies, which use the idiom of kinship, became an important means of expressing all 

sorts of social, political, and religious relationships. Because of the persistence of genealogical thinking in 

Israel‘slaterhistory,anunderstandingoftheidiomofgenealogyisimportantforanaccurate

comprehension of the OT examples of the genre.  

B. The Idiom of Genealogy  

In societies such as early Israel, where kinship is a basis for organizing the society, the language of 

genealogy, which has its origins in the need to represent actual kinship ties, is used metaphorically to 

express other social relationships where real kinship is not involved. In these societies genealogies, 

usually in oral form, are part of daily life and are known and discussed frequently by the people. The form 

in which a particular genealogy is related is largely determined by the purpose for which it is being recited 

orrecorded.Thegenealogy‘sformandfunctionarerelated,andthis relationship must be understood if 

the genealogical idiom is to be interpreted correctly.  

1. Genealogical Forms. The most common genealogical form is the one which replicates a basic 

nuclear family consisting of two children having the same parents. Such a genealogy will be segmented or 

branched(thetraditional―familytree‖)andwillshowtherelationshipofthetwochildrentoasingle

parent. Genealogies of this sort have both a vertical and a horizontal dimension. Vertically, the genealogy 

has depth and traces the relationship between two generations. Horizontally, the genealogy has breadth 

and traces the relationship between siblings by relating them to a common ancestor. Segmented 

genealogies can theoretically be expanded beyond the nuclear family to include any number of related 

kin.Asmoredistantkinareincluded,thedepthofthegenealogywillincreaseasthefamily‘scommon

ancestor recedes further into the past. However, in practice segmented genealogies rarely exceed four or 

five generations in depth, even when the genealogies are in written rather than in oral form (Gen 35:22–

26; Num 26:5–51).  



Genealogies which are not segmented are normally in linear form. Linear genealogies are simply lists of 

names connecting an individual to an earlier ancestor by indicating the kinship relationships that tie all of 

the names together. Genealogies of this sort have only a vertical dimension and are normally of limited 

depth, although written genealogies sometimes violate this rule (1 Chr 9:10–13). In written genealogies, 

in particular, the distinction between segmented and linear forms may not be absolute, and the two forms 

may be mixed (1 Chronicles 6).  

When genealogies are reproduced either orally or in writing, they may be given as part of a larger 

narrativeorintheformofasimplelist.Inthelattercasetheywillhaveaformsuchas―XsonofY

daughterofZ‖or―thesonsofW:X,Y,andZ.‖Thegenealogiesmaybegivenindescendingorder from 

parent to child (1 Chr 9:39–44) or in ascending order from child to parent (1 Chr 9:14–16).  

All genealogies, whether oral or written, are characterized by fluidity. Where two or more versions of 

the same genealogy exist, it is usually possible to detect changes in the relationship of names within the 

genealogy or to note the deletion or addition of names. This sort of fluidity may occur because the names 

involved are unimportant and thus liable to be forgotten or at least to be poorly remembered. On the other 

hand, fluidity may be crucial for understanding the genealogies and may indicate significant shifts in 

social relationships. A number of examples of genealogical fluidity can be found in the OT, but 

unfortunately the reasons for the phenomenon cannot always be determined. In some cases simple scribal 

error may be involved (1 Chr 4:39), but in others changes in the social structure may be at the root of the 

alterations. For example, the variants in the genealogy of Esau (Gen 36:9–14, 15–19; 1 Chr 1:35–36) may 

reflect the different purposes for which the genealogies were originally created, while changes within the 

genealogies of the 12 Israelite tribes may reflect political or geographical realignments (Gen 46:9, 12, 17; 

1 Chr 7:23).  

2. Genealogical Functions. In societies that attach great importance to kinship, genealogies have 

numerous functions, and the idiom of genealogy is used for a variety of purposes. In the case of 

segmented genealogies, their primary purpose is to express actual kinship relationships between 

individuals. Such relationships are important in daily life because they are the basis for regulating social 

interaction, marriage, and inheritance, along with other social rights and obligations. At the level of the 

family, both the horizontal and vertical dimensions of the genealogy are important. Horizontally, people 

on the same genealogical level are related to each other as equals, while vertically people are ranked 

hierarchically according to the level of the genealogy which they occupy. Segmented genealogies are thus 

both statements of equality and statements of inequality.  

However, societies that value and use segmented genealogies to express family relationships tend also 

to use genealogies metaphorically to indicate the relationships of individuals and groups in other aspects 

of social life. If a genealogy can be used to relate members of an actual family, then it can also be used to 

express the political relationships between families that are not actually related to each other. This can be 

done simply through the creation of a common ancestor, who is considered the parent of all of the people 

living in the society. In this way, the whole political system can be conceived as one large family and 

described by using the idiom of genealogy. In the same way, status relationships can be expressed 

genealogically, and so can economic position, geographical location, or cultic position. In a given society, 

segmented genealogies being used for differing purposes may exhibit a great deal of variation, for the 

society‘spolitical,economic,andreligiousconfigurationsmaybequitedifferent.Insuchcasesthe

apparently conflicting genealogies are in fact accurately reflecting the way in which the society sees itself 

in a particular social sphere.  

In contrast to the multiple functions of segmented genealogies, linear genealogies have only one: to 

ground a claim to power, status, rank, office, or inheritance in an earlier ancestor. Such genealogies are 

often used by rulers to justify their right to rule and by office-holders of all types to support their claims.  

Many of these common genealogical functions have left traces in the OT genealogies, although because 

these genealogies have been set in new literary contexts it is not always possible to recover their original 

purposes accurately. The various genealogies of the 12 Israelite tribes probably go back to a time when a 

kinshipsystemwastheactualbasisofIsrael‘spoliticalorganization,althoughintheOTtribalequality



may well be more pronounced than it was in reality (Gen 29:31–30:24; 35:16–20, 22–26; 46:8–24; Num 

26:5–51; 1 Chr 2:1–2). In addition to using segmented genealogies for internal purposes, the OT also 

preserves genealogies of other nations and uses them to relate Israel to its neighbors (Gen 10:6–7, 21–31; 

22:20–24; 25:1–6, 12–20; 36). An important collection of segmented genealogies functioning religiously 

can be found in the various levitical and priestly genealogies that govern the relationships of the branches 

of the priesthood to each other and control access to priestly power (Gen 46:11; Num 26:57–62; Exod 

6:16–25; 1 Chr 6:1–81; 9:10–34).  

Although most of the OT genealogies are segmented, there are also examples of linear genealogies, and 

these too illustrate the characteristic function of this genealogical form. There are, for example, traces of 

royal genealogies that indicate that the kings of Judah justified their right to rule by demonstrating their 

connection to earlier rulers, and such genealogies may have been used in the postexilic period as well as 

by pretenders to the Davidic throne (1 Sam 9:1; 14:49–51; 1 Chr 2:3–17; 3:1–24; 8:29–40; Ruth 4:18–22). 

Other officials also seem to have used linear genealogies to justify their authority (Zeph 1:1), and they are 

particularly important in postexilic texts dealing with the authority of the priesthood (Ezra 2:59–63; 10:9–

44; Neh 13:23–28).  

C. OT Genealogies in Context  

While it is likely that many of the OT genealogies were once in oral form and exhibited the formal and 

functional characteristics that are common to genealogies used in living societies, it is also important to 

note that they are now part of a written text. This fact has important interpretive implications not only 

because writing has a tendency to modify somewhat the formal characteristics of oral genealogies, but 

also because the literary context of the OT modifies the purposes that the genealogies can serve.  

1. Genealogy and Writing. When oral genealogies are fixed in writing, they are likely to become less 

fluid than they were previously. Although conflicting genealogies in the OT suggest that fluidity in 

written genealogies is not out of the question, writing nevertheless discourages genealogical change. In 

turn, when genealogies lose their ability to change, they also tend to become less useful for purposes that 

require such change. This fact is particularly relevant in the case of segmented genealogies, which are 

often used to mirror the constantly changing shape of the social structure. On the other hand, writing 

sometimes helps linear genealogies to function more effectively by permitting them to be longer and 

therefore more impressive and authoritative.  

The most important contribution that writing makes to the use of genealogies is that it preserves them in 

fixed form so that future generations can read them, reuse them, and on occasion elaborate them. The OT 

contains a number of examples of this process at work. For example, in 1 Chr 1:1–2:2 the Chronicler has 

extractedP‘sgenealogiesfromGen 5; 10; 11:10–26; 25:1–4, 13–16; and 36:4–5, 10–14 and used them to 

supply a genealogical introduction to the tribal histories in 1 Chronicles 2–9, which themselves draw 

heavily on genealogical material found elsewhere in the Pentateuch. The genealogies in 1 Chronicles 2–8, 

whether drawn from earlier biblical texts or from independent sources, have probably been even further 

elaborated through the insertion of military census lists and geographical records, a process which adds 

considerablytothetext‘sgenealogicalcomplexity. 

AprimeexampleofgenealogicalelaborationofawrittentextcanbeseeninP‘sgenealogiesinGenesis 

5 and 10, where the ages assigned to these early figures seem to reflect some sort of chronological 

speculationinvolvingcrucialdatesinIsrael‘shistory:theflood,theExodusfromEgypt,thebuilding of 

Solomon‘stemple,theExile,andtheedictofCyrusendingtheExile.Scholarshavespeculatedthatthis

chronologyassumestheexistenceofaworldcycleor―GreatYear‖of4,000years,achronological

scheme found elsewhere in antiquity. Whatever the intent of the writer in the MT, chronological 

speculation clearly continued after the Heb text was fixed, for the figures contained in the LXX and 

Samaritan Pentateuch seem to reflect a different system. Also reflected in some of the genealogies is 

numerical speculation designed to locate an important figure in a numerically significant position, usually 

the seventh position. This sort of activity is particularly clear in Genesis 5, where P has reordered the 

genealogy from Gen 4:17–22 in order to place Enoch in the seventh slot (Gen 5:18).  



2. Genealogy and Literary Context. Although the OT genealogies can often be interpreted in their 

own right, they are also sometimes used for other purposes in the context of a larger narrative. These 

purposesareoftenfarremovedfromthegenealogies‘originalfunctionsandsometimesrepresenta

literary reuse of earliermaterial.TheclearestexampleofthisphenomenonisP‘suseoftheformula―these

arethegenealogies/generations‖(˒ēleh tôlĕdôt), which appears often at the beginning of narratives and 

genealogies, particularly in Genesis (Gen 2:4; 5:1; 6:9; 10:1; 11:10, 27; 25:12, 19; 36:1, 4, 9; 37:2; Num 

3:1). Although scholars have often suggested that these formulas mark material extracted from an 

independent genealogical book, it is equally likely that they are literary markers used by P to give 

structure to the narrative. Taken as a whole, the formulas, and particularly the genealogies that they 

introduce,highlightthewriter‘smotifofthetransmissionofIsrael‘selectionandblessingthrough

genealogical inheritance from Adam through the Israelite ancestors and finally to the Israelite priesthood.  

A similar reuse of genealogical material can be seen in Exod 6:14–25, where P has inserted into the 

narrative a portion of one of the standard versions of the Israelite tribal genealogy. The genealogical 

recitationstopswiththedescendantsofLeviandisclearlyintendedtounderlineMoses‘priestlyheritage

and thus reinforce his authority over the people, who at this point in the narrative are refusing to listen to 

their leader. In this case the original genealogy has been truncated in order to serve a very specific 

narrative function.  

Finally, the large collection of genealogies in 1 Chronicles 1–9, many of which presumably had other 

functionsinotherlocations,hasbeenpositionedatthebeginningoftheChronicler‘saccountofIsrael‘s

history in order to draw an inclusive picture of traditional Israel. It is to this broad understanding of the 

extent of Israel that the returning exiles are connected in 1 Chronicles 9.  

Just as a genealogy can take on new functions as part of a larger narrative, so also a narrative can help to 

interpret a traditional genealogy. In Gen 29:31–30:24 and 35:16–20 the writer presents a version of 

Israel‘sstandardtribalgenealogy.However,whilethestandardgenealogynormallystresses the equality 

ofthetwelvetribes,thisgenealogicalnarrativeintroducesthenotionofinequalitybyassigningJacob‘s

sons to their respective mothers. Reuben, Simeon, Levi, Judah, Issachar, and Zebulun are assigned to 

Leah, and Gad and Asher to her maid Zilpah. Joseph and later Benjamin are assigned to Rachel, and Dan 

and Naphtali to her maid Bilhah. In the idiom of genealogy the children of maids are clearly of lower 

status than the children of wives, and among the children of the wives the first-born are superior to 

younger children. When this genealogical information is combined with earlier narratives indicating 

Rachel‘sstatusasJacob‘sfavoritewife,thenitbecomesclearthatthewriterispresentingaversionofthe

twelve-tribe genealogy that gives primacy to Joseph rather than to Judah, which is usually the case in later 

versions of the genealogy.  

The various ways in which the biblical writers incorporated genealogical material into their work 

suggests that they understood the idiom of genealogy and were able to use it creatively throughout the 

biblical period, even though the social structure of Israel changed markedly during that time. This 

familiarity with genealogical language persisted well beyond the OT period and continued to flourish in 

later Jewish and Christian debates.  
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ROBERT R. WILSON  

GENESIS APOCRYPHON (1QapGen). One of the first Dead Sea Scrolls from Qumran Cave 1 to 

be discovered and published though some of its very fragmentary columns remain unpublished. It is 

written in a literary form of Imperial Aramaic that is very similar to the language of Daniel. Both 



linguistically and paleographically it has been dated to the last century B.C. or the 1st century A.D. though 

it may have been composed a little earlier.  

The preserved text is a rewriting of the events recorded in Genesis. The first clearly identifiable section 

isadescriptionofLamech‘sreactiontothenewsthathiswifeBitenoshispregnant(Col.2).Anumberof

fragments continue with the story of Noah (generally parallel to Genesis 8–9). Then follow the best 

preserved columns (19–22) which retell Gen 12:8 to 15:4—Abram‘sgoingdowntoEgypt,Pharaoh‘s

infatuation with Sarai, the defeat of the four kings and the promise of descendants. There are a number of 

eventswhichareaddedto,ormoredetailedthan,thebiblicalversion:Abram‘sdream,predictinghow

Sarai will save his life (and in which he and his wife are symbolized by a cedar and a palm tree); a visit by 

threeEgyptians(onenamedHirkanos)toAbramandtheirsubsequentreportofSarai‘sbeautytoPharaoh;

anaccountofAbram‘sprayer,theafflictionoftheEgyptians,andtheir subsequent healing; and a 

descriptionofthelandtobeinheritedbyAbram‘sdescendants.Stylistically,theApocryphonmaybe

described as a pseudepigraphon, since events are related in the first person with the patriarchs Lamech, 

Noah and Abram in turn acting as narrator, though from 22.18 (MT 14:21) to the end of the published text 

(22.34) the narrative is in the third person. There are also a number of specific details in content which are 

shared with contemporary literature. Thus, the visit of the Egyptians (when they receive religious 

instruction from Abram) finds a parallel in Pseudo-Eupolemos. The greatest number of similarities are 

with Jubilees. Bothtexts,forinstance,givethenameofLamech‘swifeasBitenosh and specify the 

mountainwhereNoah‘sarkcametorestasLubar.Nevertheless,thepreciserelationshipbetweenthetwo

textshasnotyetbeendetermined.ThedescriptionofSarai‘sbeautyisthoughttobepoetry,anearly

precursor of the Arabic wasf (VanderKam 1979). Some of the non-biblical parts and some of the 

rephrasing call to mind the later Jewish midrashic texts, but any links are tenuous.  

Despite the expansions and the recasting in the first person, the biblical text is still recognizable and has 

beenidentifiedas―anolderPalestiniantype‖(VanderKam1978:55).Also,asin11QtgJob,therearea

numberof―doubletranslations.‖ItispossiblethattheApocryphonis(orhadasoneofitssources)a

Targum of Genesis and hence that it may be a forerunner of the Rabbinic Targumim (Kuiper 1968). 

However, its closest similarities are with the Peshitta and not with the medieval Targumim. One 

characteristic of the way in which the text has been rewritten is its anticipation of passages which occur 

later in the Bible. Thus a number of phrases from the later encounter with Abimelech (Genesis 20) are 

placed in the narrative of Sarai and Abram in Egypt (Genesis 12).  
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RICHARD T. WHITE  

GENESIS, BOOK OF. Genesis is the first book of the Hebrew Bible. The name of the book is 

derived from Genesis 2:4aintheGreektranslation:―Thisisthebookoftheorigins(geneseōs) of heaven 

andearth.‖ThebookiscalledGenesisinthe Septuagint, whence the name came into the Vulgate and 

eventually into modern usage. In Jewish tradition the first word of the book serves as its name, thus the 

book is called  ĕrē˒š  t. The origin of the name is easier to ascertain than most other aspects of the book, 

which will be treated under the following headings:  

———  

A. Text  

B. Sources  

1. J  

2. E  

3. P  



4. The Promises Writer  

C. Narrative  

1. The Framework: Genealogy  

2. The Primeval Cycle  

3. The Abraham Cycle  

4. The Jacob Cycle  

5. The Joseph Narrative  

D. The Patriarchs and History  

E. The Religion of the Patriarchs  

F. Ancient Near Eastern Parallels  

1. Cognate Parallels  

2. Typological Parallels  

———  

A. Text  

There are four major textual witnesses to the book of Genesis: the Masoretic text (MT), the Samaritan 

Pentateuch (SP), the Septuagint (LXX), and the Genesis fragments from Qumran. The latter group 

comprises our oldest manuscripts but only covers a small proportion of the book (McCarter 1986: 82–88; 

Davila 1989). In general, the MT is well preserved and reliable, but there are many individual instances 

where the other versions preserve superior readings (see e.g., index in Tov 1981; frequent examples in 

McCarter 1986; Davila 1989). An important category of textual variants is the glosses in the MT that are 

not attested in other major versions; this category of variants shows how the Hebrew text continued to 

grow even in a conservative scribal tradition (e.g., Gen 14:22: yahweh added to ˒el ˓elyôn [not in LXX or 

Syr, SP has hā˒ĕlōh  m]; Gen 35:7: ˒ēl added to bêt-˒ēl [not in LXX, Vg, or Syr]; see Tov 1981: 307–9).  

B. Sources  

Since the beginnings of source criticism of the Pentateuch in the 17th and 18th centuries there has been 

much controversy over the sources of Genesis. There are several competing theories today, but the long-

established identification of J (the Yahwist), E (the Elohist), and P (the Priestly source) still provides the 

most plausible model for the composition of Genesis (Friedman 1987; see the overview of Knight 1985). 

To these three sources some scholars would add the Promises writer, who inserted a series of divine 

promises into the patriarchal stories of J + E (see below, B.4.). Other scholars would explain the growth 

of Genesis by a series of editorial expansions of a single source (Rendtorff 1977; Blum 1984) or as 

wholly composed by a single author (Whybray 1987), but these theories cannot adequately explain the 

evident inconsistencies in Genesis (see Emerton 1987–88).  

1. J. The J writer was probably not the first Israelite author to write prose narratives, but adapted the 

prosestylesofhispredecessors(amongwhomwereprobablythecomposersofthe―arknarrative,‖the

―historyofDavid‘srise,‖andthe―courthistoryofDavid,‖foundinslightlyexpandedformin1and2

Samuel; see McCarter I Samuel AB; II Samuel AB) to his task. J retold the stories of the past, from the 

creation of Adam and Eve through the patriarchs, the Exodus, and beyond, in a single extended narrative. 

J‘sstyleisgenerallyverycompressed,aswouldbenecessaryforsuchalargetask.Itislikelythatmany

of these stories would have been told at much greater length in Israelite oral traditions, as some of the 

allusionstounknowndetailsandvariantswouldsuggest(e.g.,Cain‘swife,Gen 4:17;the―menof

renown,‖Gen 6:4;Rebekah‘smessageforJacobtoreturn,Gen 27:45;Jacob‘sconquestofShechem,Gen 

48:22; Jacob weeping at Penuel, Hos 12:5—Eng12:4). J portrays his human protagonists as bold, complex 

figures who tend to choose their own destiny (e.g., the first couple, Gen 3:6), sometimes by devious 

means (e.g., Abraham, Gen 12:11–13; Isaac, Gen 26:7; Rebekah and Jacob, Genesis 27).J‘sdeityis

similarly complex; he is shown changing his mind about the desirability of destroying humans (Gen 8:21–

22; cf. 6:5–7) and, in a moving scene, takes ethical instruction from Abraham (Gen 18:22–33). Yahweh 

often has no role in the stories or intervenes only occasionally. This intermittent role of the deity is in 

markedcontrasttotheothersourcesofGenesis,andshowsJas,inasense,oneoftheleast―theological‖

writers of the Bible, perhaps reflecting a closeness to the folk traditions of Israel.  



The J composition is plausibly dated to the early monarchy and appears to reflect Judean interests 

(Skinner Genesis ICC, lvii; Friedman 1987: 61–67). The depictions of a sympathetic side of Esau (= 

Edom) in J (Gen 27:30–38) and E (Gen 33:4–16) are strong evidence against an exilic or post-exilic date 

for J (pace Van Seters 1975); at this later time Edom was reviled for its part in the sack of Judah (Ps 

137:7; Obadiah; cf. Ezek 25:12–14; Isa 34:5–17; 63:1–6; Mal 1:2–4). For other historical indications, see 

D. below. See also YAHWIST(―J‖)SOURCE.  

2. E. The E source is less dominant than J or P in Genesis but has a narrative voice and technique that is 

oftendistinct(McEvenue1975and1984)InE‘snarratives,beginningwithAbrahaminGenesis 20, the 

human protagonists are often idealized, with their deceits and ambiguous acts explicity justified (e.g., 

Abraham‘sapparentlieaboutSarah,Gen 20:11–12 [cf. Gen 12:12–13,J];Abraham‘s acquiescence in the 

expulsion of Hagar, Gen 21:10–13 [cf. Gen 16:6, J]). The human characters often voice their intentions 

andshowstrongemotions,displayingagreater―interiority‖thaninJ(McEvenue1984:320–21).God‘s

role in the stories is much more pronounced than in J; the events and plots of the stories are often 

explainedasthedirectexpressionofGod‘swill(e.g.,God‘sexplanationofAbimelech‘sinnocence,Gen 

20:6;God‘sremarkstoAbrahamabouttheexplusionofIshmael,Gen 21:12–13;thenarrator‘sdescription

of the plot of Genesis 22:―GodtestedAbraham,‖Gen 22:1;thedreamtheophanyexplainingJacob‘s

success in breeding sheep, Gen 31:10–12 [cf. Gen 30:32–43,J];Joseph‘sinterpretationofeventstohis

brothers:―Godsentmebeforeyoutosavelife,‖Gen 45:5 [cf. 45:7; 50:20]). E is interested in the piety 

andprobityofhischaracters;afavoredqualityisthe―fearofGod‖(attributedtoAbraham,Gen 22:12; 

possibly none in Gerar, Gen 20:11; attributed to Joseph, 42:18; see Wolff 1969), and a proper note of 

humilityisstruckwhenJacobandJosephexclaim,―CanItaketheplaceofGod‖(h taḥat ˒ĕlōh  m 

˒ānōk   ˒ān  : Gen 30:2; 50:19).  

The E source occasionally displays northern interests (Jenks 1977; Friedman 1987: 70–83) and may 

have been composed as an alternative text to J, though strongly influenced by J in style and length of the 

stories (Friedman 1987: 83–88). Others regard E as an expansion of J rather than an originally separate 

document (McEvenue 1984: 329–30), and some regard the E source as insufficiently proven (Rendtorff 

1977: 82; Westermann 1984–86: 2. 571–72). See also ELOHIST.  

3. P. To the P source belong two basic types of material in Genesis: narratives and genealogies. Among 

the narratives are whole texts, such as the creation account in Gen 1:1–2:4a, a version of the flood myth in 

Genesis 6–9,God‘scovenantwithAbrahaminGenesis 17,Abraham‘spurchaseofthecaveatMachpelah

in Genesis 23,andpartialnarrativesthatareappendedtoJorEtexts,suchasRebekah‘sdisgustatEsau‘s

marriages in Gen 27:46–28:9 and various notices of births and burials. Among the genealogical lists are 

extended sections, such as Genesis 5 or Gen 11:10–27, and also briefer notices that are scattered 

throughout the narratives. The genealogies and other chronological matter serve to structure the book as a 

whole. It appears that the P source is best described as a collection of independent narratives (Emerton 

1988; Nicholson 1988) and as a redactional source (CMHE, 301–21; Tengström 1981). It may be that this 

implies more than one compositional phase for P, perhaps a pre-exilic P writer and an exilic P redactor 

(Friedman 1981: 44–132).  

OneofP‘schiefinterestsis the relationship between narrative and cult: the practices of Sabbath 

observance and circumcision are explicitly connected with the narratives of creation (Gen 2:2–3) and 

God‘s covenant with Abraham (Gen 17:10–14). On a more subtle level the primeval events in P anticipate 

the creation of the Jerusalem temple, an institution at the center of Israelite religion. The language in the P 

creation story anticipates the construction of the tabernacle in Exodus 35–40,whichisP‘ssymbolforthe

Jerusalem temple (Weinfeld 1981; Blenkinsopp 1976: 280–86; Levenson 1988: 77–99). In addition, the 

chronology of the primeval events also anticipates the construction of the temple: the creation begins the 

first year, the emergence of the earth from the flood waters also begins a new year (Gen 8:13), the 

tabernacle is set up on the first of the year (Exod 40:2), all of which foreshadow the sanctification of the 

temple, which occurred at the (autumn) New Year festival (Blenkinsopp 1976: 283). The symbolic 

structure of P appears to bring the temple into a close bond with creation and the cosmic order. The 



interplay between myth and cult, and the explication of the sacred structure of the cosmos, joining past to 

present, are dominant concerns for P in Genesis. See also PRIESTLY (―P‖)SOURCE.  

4. The Promises Writer. In addition to the three major sources of Genesis (J, E, P) and a few texts of 

independent provenance (Genesis 14; 49:2–27), some scholarshavenotedthatmanyofGod‘spromisesto

the patriarchs belong to a separate compositional stratum (Hoftijzer 1956; Westermann 1980: 95–163; 

Emerton 1982). There is a common diction and set of themes in the divine promises in Gen 12:2–3; 

13:14–17; 18:17–19; 22:15–18; 24:7; 26:3b–5; 28:14; 32:13; and elsewhere. Many of these passages, 

which occur in both J and E contexts, appear to be intrusive (e.g., Gen 22:15:―theangelofYahwehcalled

outtoAbrahamasecondtime…‖).ThepromiseswereapparentlyaddedtothecombinedJEtextpriorto

the combination with P, since the promises in the P source are written in characteristic P language but 

appear to be influenced by the earlier texts (Gen 17:5–8; 28:3–4; 35:11–12). The promises of descendants, 

land,blessing,etc.,bringtotheforesomeoftheimplicitandexplicitthemesofYahweh‘srelationship

with the patriarchs, and apparently point to the era of the Israelite monarchy as the time of fulfillment of 

the promises (cf. 1 Kgs 4:20).ThePromiseswritergivesanethicalinterpretationtoGenesisinYahweh‘s

explanationofhischoiceofAbraham:―Ihavechosenhimthathemaycommandhischildrenandhis

descendants to keep the way of Yahweh by doing what is right and just, so that Yahweh may bring to 

Abrahamwhathehaspromisedhim‖(Gen 18:19). The promises provide a sense of structure and a 

commentary on the patriarchal narratives. Several of the promises are probably original to the J and E 

texts (Gen 12:7; 16:11; 18:10, 14; 28:15; also 15:4–5, 18 [source obscure]; see Emerton 1982: 17–23); 

these formed the basis for the redactional and interpretive activity of the Promises writer. It is instructive 

to note the differences in theme and diction between the passages from the Promises source and the earlier 

passages of the blessings given by Isaac (Gen 27:27–28, J) and Jacob (Gen 48:15–16, E; 49:2–27, archaic 

poetry).  

C. Narrative  

Hermann Gunkel began the modern study of the Genesis narratives with his attention to matters of 

genre, literary art, and prehistory in Israelite and ancient Near Eastern traditions (Genesis HKAT, 1964). 

Concernwiththefirstandlastofthesematters(―form-criticism‖and―tradition-criticism‖)hasdominated

scholarship on Genesis in the decades since (see Knight 1975), in conjunction with recurrent theological 

interests (e.g., von Rad Genesis OTL; Westermann 1984–86) and historical concerns (see D below). In 

recent years much attention has returned to the literary aspects of Genesis (Fokkelman 1975; Fishbane 

1979; Alter 1981; Sternberg 1985). Also in recent years some have drawn on other fields such as 

anthropology and folklore for new perspectives on the Genesis narratives (Culley 1985: 180–89; Niditch 

1987; Oden 1987; Hendel 1987b). At present there is a wide range of approaches to the Genesis 

narratives, though there is a regrettable tendency for each approach to be practiced in isolation from the 

others.  

1. The Framework: Genealogy. Genealogies serve as a framework for Genesis on two complementary 

levels: redactional and conceptual. The final editor of the book (probably to be identified with the P 

redactor; see B.3 above) used genealogical lists as a structural framework for Genesis (CMHE, 301–21; 

Tengström 1981). The list begins in Genesis 5 withAdam‘simmediatelineandcontinuesinGenesis 10 

and 11:10–27, and then occurs sporadically through the rest of the book, linking the various sections of 

narrative.Theeditorprefaceseachofthesesectionswiththephrase,―Thesearethegenerationsof…‖

(˒ēlleh tôlĕdôt … ), a heading that occurs ten times in Genesis. The editor essentially organized the book 

as a genealogical document, from the generations of heaven and earth (Gen 2:4a) to the genealogical 

descentofIsrael‘sancestors. 

InadditiontothisredactionalroleindefiningGenesisasa―bookofgenerations,‖thegenealogiesalso

play a conceptual role. The conceptual function of genealogy is evident throughout Genesis (see Oden 

1983;McCarter1988).ThelineargenealogyfromAdamtoJacobservestodefineIsrael‘srelationshipto

its neighbors and other foreign nations (the descendants of Noah, Gen 9:25–27 and Genesis 10; Moab and 

Ammon, Gen 19:30–38; Ishmael, Genesis 16; Edom, Gen 25:21–34).ThesegmentedlineageofJacob‘s

sons serves to define the internal relationships of Israel, clarifying the relationships among the tribes and 



affirming the genealogical unity that binds them together as a nation. The idiom of kinship relationships, 

whether real or ascribed, is a key organization principle in the type of society called a segmentary lineage 

system, as Israel appears to have been in the era of the tribal league (see Wilson 1984: 30–53). Derived 

from this social base, the genealogical structure of the Genesis narratives served to define Israelite identity 

as a function of the kinship relationships of their ancestors. The genealogical framework of the book thus 

operates as an expression of ethnic, national, and religious self-definition. Many of the narratives are 

explicitly concerned with the clarity of kinship relationships (e.g, the wife-sister stories, Gen 12:10–20; 

20; 26:1–11; the wooing of Rebekah, Genesis 24; the rape of Dinah, Genesis 34; Judah and Tamar, 

Genesis 38; the elevation of Ephraim, Genesis 48). The genealogical structure is difficult to separate from 

the individual stories; it appears that the narratives and kinship relationships are organically related, 

probably reflecting a common emergence in the early centuries of Israelite society (McCarter 1988: 15–

19; and D below).  

2. The Primeval Cycle. The stories of Genesis 1–11,oftenmisleadinglycalledthe―primevalhistory‖

(see the criticisms of Barr 1976; Hendel 1987a: 14 n. 8), form a loose cycle of stories, organized by the 

idiomofgenealogicaldescent.Thestoriesareproperlytermed―myths,‖thatis,―sacrednarrativesthat

relate how the world and man came intotheirpresentform‖(Dundes1984:1;cf.Oden1987:40–91; 

Müller 1972). The P sections of the primeval cycle include the creation myth of Gen 1:1–2:4a and a 

version of the flood in Genesis 6–9. The interplay between myth and cult in these P accounts has been 

mentioned above. The J section begins with the Garden of Eden and extends through the Tower of Babel.  

In these myths we see more explicitly the multiple functions of traditional myth: to explore the 

transition from creation to the present world and to construct the categories and relationships that sustain a 

coherentworld(seeTurner1968;Dundes1984;O‘Flaherty1988;Blumenberg1985).Thetransgressions

in these myths—disobedience (Adam and Eve), fratricide (Cain and Abel), illicit sexual union (Sons of 

God and Daughters of Men), generalized evil (the flood), familial taboos (curse of Canaan), excessive 

ambition (Tower of Babel)—serve as narrative catalysts that impel the movement toward the emergence 

of the present world; they provide the necessary crises for the definition of the proper relationships in the 

Israelite ethical system. In response to these transgressions Yahweh introduces the qualities and 

limitations of the present world: from an initial human state of nakedness and innocence come the familiar 

traits of clothing, mortality, work, the division of labor, a limited lifespan, the multiplicity of societies and 

languages, etc. The proper ethical relationships are established in this process: between man and woman, 

brother and brother, father and son, nation and nation, and running through all of these, human and God.  

Many views have been advanced in recent years concerning a central theme of the primeval cycle: the 

increaseofhumansinandGod‘sgrace(vonRadGenesis OTL, 24; Clines 1976: 502–3; see the criticisms 

of Golka 1980), the variety of human sin (Westermann 1984–86:1.53),thediminutionofthe―being‖

(Dasein) of humans (Steck 1971: 544), the irresolvable duality of human and divine (Oden 1981: 30–33), 

andtheproperlimitsofthehuman―driveforlife‖(Fishbane1979:37).Itmaybeappropriatetoavoidthe

search for a single meaning and to consider the mythic role of the primeval cycle as a narrative 

exploration and point of origins for the categories and ethical relationships of ancient Israelite religion.  

3. The Abraham Cycle. The stories of Abraham form a loosely connected cycle organized around two 

centralthemes:Abraham‘sneedforachild and his relationship with Yahweh. These themes concern 

Abraham‘sidentityastheancestorofIsraelandthefounderofIsraelitereligion.Thefirstthemeis

sounded in Gen 11:30 withthementionthat―Saraiwasbarren,shehadnochild.‖Thesecondtheme

beginstwoverseslaterwithYahweh‘scommandtoAbrahamto―Goforth‖(Gen 12:1). During the course 

of the Abraham cycle the relationship between Yahweh and Abraham is developed in various ways, with 

theproblemofchildlessnessasarecurrenttheme.ThestoriesthatconcernAbraham‘sneedforanheir

include: the wife-sisterstories,inwhichSarah‘sstatusasAbraham‘swifeisendangered(Gen 12:10–20, 

J; Gen 20:1–7, E); the stories of the birth and expulsion of Ishmael (Gen 16:1–15, J; 21:9–21, E); the 

covenant with Abraham (Genesis 17, P); the announcement that Sarah will bear a son (Gen 18:1–15, J); 

the birth and circumcision of Isaac (Gen 21:1–8, JEP); and the binding of Isaac (Gen 22:1–19, E). The 

passages from the Promises writer in the Abraham cycle often concern the promise of descendants; also 



the passage in Gen 15:1–6 (source obscure) relates the promise of a son. The story of the wooing of 

Rebekah continues the concern for proper descendants to the next generation (Genesis 24, J).  

Yahweh‘srelationshipwithAbrahamisdefinedinthecourseoftheAbrahamcycleasthatofapersonal

god who grants him offspring, land, abundance, blessing, and victory in battle. Abraham argues with 

Yahweh (Gen 18:22–33, J) but is obedient to his command (Gen 22:1–14, E), portraying a dialectic of 

autonomy and obedience that runs deeply in Israelite religion (Levenson 1988: 149–53). The Abraham 

cyclepresentsAbrahamasfatherandreligiousfounder;itdefinesIsrael‘sclaimtothepromisedlandand

its relationship with Ammon, Moab, Ishmael, and other peoples; and it depicts the religious bond between 

Yahweh and the children of Abraham.  

4. The Jacob Cycle. The stories of Jacob and his family continue some of the main concerns of the 

Abraham cycle. The themes of the barren wife and the need for an heir recur in Gen 25:21 (Isaac and 

Rebekah, J) and Gen 29:31–30:24 (Jacob and Rachel, JE), but are minor concerns in comparison with the 

Abrahamcycle.Jacob‘srelationshipwith Yahweh is also a subject of interest, particularly in the 

theophanies at Bethel (Gen 28:10–22, JE; 35:1–15, EP) and Penuel (Gen 32:23–33, E). The kinship with 

neighboring peoples, particularly Edomites and Arameans, is an important matter, as is the internal 

relationshipsamongJacob‘schildren.  

TheJacobcycleisprimarilyanarrationofJacob‘slifestoryandadventures,fromhisearlycareerasa

youthful trickster to his later identity as the eponymous ancestor of Israel (Hendel 1987b). Jacob faces a 

series of adversaries in the course of his career: initially Esau, later Laban, and at Penuel he contends with 

God. He prevails over his adversaries, both human and divine (as emphasized in Gen 32:29), generally 

through guile, and thereby wins the family birthright (Gen 25:29–34, J), the blessing of the first-born 

(Genesis 27, J), abundant flocks (Gen 30:25–31:8, JE), and finally a new name (Gen 32:27–29, E).  

Jacob‘scharacterisdefinedthroughhisencounterswithadversaries(Hendel1987b:101–31). His 

adversarialrelationshipwithhisbrotherEsauisechoedinRachel‘srivalrywithhersisterLeah.Rachel,

the younger childwhobecomesJacob‘sfavoredwife,acquiresthefamilygodsbydeceivingherfather

(Gen 31:19, 33–35, E), establishing her as a propercounterpartforJacob,whoacquiredhisfather‘s

blessing through deceit (Gen 27:1–29, J; see Hendel 1987b: 94–98). Jacob eventually resolves his 

relationships with his adversaries: first with Laban (Gen 31:43–54, E), then, curiously, with God (Gen 

32:23–33, E), and finally with Esau (Gen 33:1–17, E).  

TheJacobcycletracesJacob‘s identity in its various aspects: as a trickster, a founder of cult places, a 

manofblessing,ahusbandandfather,acontenderwithGod,andaneponymousancestor.Jacob‘s

struggles and the eventual outcome—that he prevails (Gen 32:29)—form an evocative paradigm for 

Israelite identity.  

5. The Joseph Narrative. The stories of Joseph have a different narrative pace than the other stories in 

Genesis; they linger on individual scenes and flow more directly from one episode to another. This is less 

a story cycle than a single narrative, though the difference may be one of degree rather than kind. Another 

difference concerns the absence of theophanies and links with cultic sites. It appears that the Joseph 

narrative continues the J, E, and P sources, though the differences between J and E are less distinct than in 

previous sections (compare Skinner Genesis ICC, 438–42; Redford 1970: 106–86; Schmitt 1980; 

Westermann 1984–86: 3. 20–22).  

Joseph is not presented as a cult founder or patriarch (except as father of Ephraim and Manasseh), but as 

the favored son of Jacob who ascends to authority over his brothers, as foretold in his dreams (Gen 37:5–

11). The ascent of the youngest is a common theme in Israelite traditions (cf. Isaac over Ishmael, Jacob 

over Esau, Rachel over Leah, Ephraim over Manasseh, Gideon, David). The Joseph narrative traces the 

rise of this eponymousancestorandprovidesatransitiontothestoriesoftheExodus.Joseph‘sriseistold

through a series of encounters with adversaries and benefactors, after each of which he experiences a 

changeinstatus.Josephbeginsashisfather‘sfavorite son and attracts the enmity of his brothers. His first 

transition, from beloved son to foreign slave, occurs after he is cast into a pit and his special garment 

takenaway.AsaslaveheisthefavoriteofPotipharbutattractsthedesireofPotiphar‘swife. His identity 

is transformed from slave to prisoner as he is cast into prison, again with his garment torn away by his 



adversary.TherepeatedimagesofJoseph‘sclothingtornawaypresentaseriesofsymbolic―ritesof

passage‖fromonestatetoanother, from beloved son to foreign slave to prisoner. After the cupbearer 

remembersJoseph‘swisdomtoPharaoh,Josephisreleasedfromprisonandisdressedinnewclothes

(Gen 41:14),signalinganewascentinidentity.HissuccessininterpretingPharaoh‘sdreamsisrewarded

byafinalascentinstatustoPharaoh‘svizier,andissymbolicallyenactedwhenPharaohhasJoseph

dressed in fine clothes and jewelry (Gen 41:42).Joseph‘sriseisfollowedbyhisreunionandeventual

reconciliation with his brothers. Yet before this occurs Joseph deceives his brothers, as Jacob had 

deceived his brother (Friedman 1986: 28–30; Niditch 1987: 99–104), and he implicitly threatens the life 

of the youngest son, Benjamin, by having a divining cup planted in his bag. In a moment of sharp irony, 

the brothers tear their clothes in anguish over the danger posed to their youngest brother (Gen 44:13), 

recallingthescenewhenIsraeltorehisclothesafterthereportofJoseph‘sdeath(Gen 37:34). Joseph then 

reveals his identity to his brothers and effects a reconciliation, symbolized in part by giving his brothers 

new clothes (Gen 45:22). The transformations that occur in the relationships of Joseph, his brothers, and 

the other major characters, are often accompanied by the granting, taking away, or tearing of clothing, 

providing a symbolic framework to the narrative. The key scenes in the story are also linked together by 

the themes of recognition, disguise, and knowledge, as Alter and others have noted (Alter 1981: 159–76; 

Sternberg 1985: 285–308).Theendofthenarrative,accordingtotheEsource,fulfillsGod‘sdesign:that

the lives of the Israelites be saved (Gen 45:5–8, 50:20).  

D. The Patriarchs and History  

The topic of the relationship between history and the patriarchal narratives has been of much interest in 

recent years (e.g., Van Seters 1975; Thompson 1974; de Pury 1978; de Vaux 1978: 161–266; Dever 1977; 

Worschech 1983; Malamat WLSGF 303–13; McCarter 1988). The confidence of Albright and his 

colleaguesthatthe―patriarchalperiod‖couldbelocatedinthearchaeologicalrecordofthesecond

millennium B.C.E. has waned in the light of recent criticisms, and research into the historical memory of 

oral narrative traditions has tempered earlier claims (Culley 1967). If the writers of Genesis were drawing 

on the oral narrative traditions of their times, as is the most plausible scenario (see F below), then we 

would expect these traditions to preserve a variety of old historical details—social, economic, and 

religious customs, names and epithets, vague traces of particular events—but would expect many of the 

themes and plots to be traditional rather than historical (Vansina 1985; Lord 1972; Finnegan 1970). We 

would expect most of the historical referents to reflect the times when the stories were told, not the times 

that they purport to describe. From the limited historical data available to us, it appears that the 

relationship between history and tradition in the patriarchal narratives fits this general understanding of 

oral traditional narrative.  

The Joseph narrative, though written down no earlier than the early monarchy, reflects in the tribal 

relationships a time when the Joseph tribes (Ephraim and Manasseh) were dominant. In the era of the 

Israelite tribal league, prior to the monarchy, Ephraim and Manasseh were the most populous tribes (AIS, 

324–35) and apparently had a dominant status (cf. the tribal blessings in Gen 49:22–26, Deut 33:13–17). 

This story thus preserves in its plot a memory of the social relationships of the Israelite tribal league. It is 

possible that the elevation of Joseph to a position of authority in Egypt also preserves a vague memory of 

a time when men with West Semitic names ruled Egypt (the Hyksos dynasty, ca. 1670–1570 B.C.E.). The 

role of Reuben in the E stratum of the Joseph narrative recalls the period of early Israelite history when 

Reuben was still an important tribe, while the corresponding role of Judah in the J stratum reflects a time 

after the rise of David when Judah became a dominant power. In the Jacob cycle, the dominance of Jacob 

over Esau corresponds to the era of the monarchy when Edom was a vassal of Israel, ca. early 10th to 

mid-9th centuries B.C.E. (the reference in Gen 27:40btoatimewhenEdomwill―breaktheyoke‖ofIsrael

appears to be a prose gloss added to update the poetic blessing; Gunkel Genesis HKAT, 314), yet Esau‘s

name, locale, and character are independent of his identification with Edom; thus it is evident that his 

narrative role predates this period (Gunkel Genesis HKAT, xx; 1964: 23–24).  

The names of the patriarchs follow normal West Semitic patterns that are found in the 2d and 1st 

millennia B.C.E., though the conspicuous absence of theophorous elements derived from the name 



―Yahweh‖lendsweighttothesuppositionthatmanymaybegenuinelyarchaicnames.Occasional

references in extrabiblical texts may directly relate to the patriarchal traditions. A local Canaanite ruler in 

the 18th century B.C.E. may have been named y˓qb-HR (in Eg transliteration), and it is conceivable that he 

may have been the precursor of the biblical ya˓ qōb, or Jacob (Kempinski 1988: 45–47). An Egyptian 

document from the 15th century B.C.E. mentionsaCanaaniteplacenamed―Jacob-El‖;thismayalsobea

sign of the antiquity of the Jacob tradition (LBHG, 163; McCarter 1988: 24). An Egyptian document from 

the late 10th century B.C.E. mentionsaplaceinJudahcalledthe―FieldofAbram‖;itislikelythatthis

place-name commemorated the biblical patriarch (Breasted 1904–5; LBHG, 328–29; McCarter 1988: 

239–40 n. 58). The names and social relationships of the Israelite tribes may also shed light on the history 

ofthepatriarchaltraditions.SomeofthenamesofJacob‘ssonsmayhavebeenoriginallygeographical

designations (possibly Naphtali, Asher, Ephraim, Judah, Benjamin; see McCarter 1988: 28) that were 

personified as the names of tribal ancestors in the narrative traditions.  

In general, the ethnic configurations in the narratives and genealogies reflect relations during the tribal 

league or early monarchy (Mazar 1969; McCarter 1988: 18–19), which was the era of the formation of 

Israelite identity and, evidently, of the narrative traditions which articulated this identity. There is thus a 

diversity of historical reference in the patriarchal narratives. Some items, such as the practice of erecting 

standing stones at sacred sites (Gen 28:18, 35:14) preserve customs that are continuous from Stone Age to 

Israelite times (Hendel 1987b: 66–67); many social and economic customs are at home during a broad 

range of the 2d and 1st millennia B.C.E. (Morrison 1983; Frymer-Kensky 1981; Matthews 1981; Selman 

1980); while other elements of the stories, such as the prominence of Hebron, Beer-sheba, and Jerusalem, 

or the ethnic and tribal relationships, reflect a time when Israel had become a nation.  

E. The Religion of the Patriarchs  

Without corroborative evidence it is impossible to tell whether the patriarchs were historical individuals, 

and thus it is impossible to tell what their religion may have been. It is, however, possible to gain a sense 

of the religious beliefs and practices that are contained in the patriarchal narratives. Many of the features 

of patriarchal religion are ordinary traits of Israelite religion, including such religious practices and 

objects as altars, standing stones, animal sacrifice, circumcision, prayers, and oracles (de Vaux 1978: 

282–87; Wenham 1980: 168–70). The sacred places founded by the patriarchs are local Israelite sacred 

places, reflecting the period before Josiah abolished the local shrines (ca. 622) and, more precisely, a time 

when these sites (Shechem, Bethel, Hebron, etc.) were prominent, pointing to the period of the tribal 

league and early monarchy (Mazar 1969: 81).  

There is a notable discontinuity from the normal pattern of Israelite religion, however, in the name of 

the deity worshiped by the patriarchs (Alt 1929; CMHE, 44–75; Köckert 1988: 55–114; and, in the early 

poetry, Freedman 1976: 63–66, 87–98, and 1987). Both the E and P sources preserve a tradition that 

Yahwehdidnotrevealhistruenametothepatriarchs,butwasknowntothemassimply―theGodof

Abraham,theGodofIsaac,andtheGodofJacob‖or―theGodofyourfathers‖(E,seeExod 3:6) or  ˒ēl 

sûadday‖ (P, see Exod 6:3). The J source does not follow this tradition and tends to call the patriarchal 

deity Yahweh. The nature of the titles of the patriarchal deity in Genesis lend credence to the E and P 

tradition of a patriarchal deity that was not yet named Yahweh (on the following, see esp. CMHE, 46–60 

and Cross TDOT 1: 255–60). The titles include ˒ēl rō˒   (Gen 16:13), ˒ēl ˓ôlām (Gen 21:33), ˒ēl ˒ĕlōhê 

yiśrā˒ēl (Gen 33:20), and ˒ēl sûadday. The god of Melchizedek, king of Salem, is called ˒ēl ˓elyôn qōnê 

šāmayim wā˒āreṣ (Gen 14:19). The word ˒ēl canbereadeitherasagenericnounmeaning―god‖orasthe

personal nameforagodnamed―El.‖Thelattermeaningclearlyholdsforthetitle˒ēl ˒ĕlōhê yiśrā˒ēl, 

literally,―El,theGodofIsrael.‖Manyoftheotherdivinetitlesareprobablytobeunderstoodinthesame

way as titles of the god El: thus ˒ēl ˓ôlām is probably―El,theEternalOne‖or―El,theAncientOne‖(or

simply―thegodofeternity‖or―theancientgod‖),˒ēl sûadday isprobably―El,theMountainOne‖(cf.

the Ammonite gods called šdyn, probably―themountainones‖intheAmmoniteinscriptionfromDeir 

˓Alla; Hackett 1984: 85–89), ˒ēl ˓elyôn qōnê šāmayim wā˒āreṣ is―El,theMostHigh,CreatorofHeaven

andEarth‖(cf.thetitle―El,CreatorofEarth‖inCanaaniteandotherWestSemitictexts;Miller1980),



etc. In much of the Hebrew Bible the name El is an alternate name for Yahweh, but in the tradition 

followed by E and P it is conceived as an earlier name than Yahweh.  

The discovery of the Ugaritic tablets from the 14th century B.C.E. and other epigraphic finds has made it 

clear that in Canaanite religion the high god of the pantheon was named El. Many of the El epithets in 

Genesis are also attested of other gods in Canaanite, Phoenician, Aramaic, and Ammonite religion. It 

appears that the biblical tradition according to which a god named El was worshiped in the land of Israel 

(i.e., Canaan) prior to the settlement of the Israelite tribes is historically accurate, and that the religion of 

the patriarchs described in Genesis preserves at least some authentic memories of Canaanite religion 

(pace Van Seters 1980). Many of the religious features of the patriarchal narratives would be at home in 

Canaanite traditions. For example, there are many continuities in the relationship between El and his 

votaries Danel and Kirta in the Canaanite epics and El and the patriarchs in Genesis (CMHE, 182–83; 

Clifford 1973; Hendel 1987b: 33–67). However, the patriarchal narratives only preserve features of earlier 

religious practice and belief that are compatible with Israelite religion; thus while there are divine 

―messengers‖(mal˒āk  m) in Genesis, there is no mention of Baal, Asherah, or other prominent Canaanite 

gods.  

Thepatriarchsaremonotheists(ormonolatrists)andpracticeaformof―personalreligion‖inwhicha

family enters into a close relationship with a deity, who blesses and protects the family. This type of 

religion is common in the ancient Near East, and appears to be a substrate of both Canaanite and Israelite 

religion(Albertz1978;Vorlander1975).Thetitle―theGodofmyfather‖isoftenappliedtothepatron 

god in personal religion. This personal god has a name (pace Alt 1929) and is often one of the major gods 

of the pantheon. The religion of the patriarchs preserves memories of El as a personal god, and this 

religious tradition, rooted in pre-Israelite times, was apparently a precursor of Israelite religion, in which 

Yahweh is both a high god and a personal god.  

F. Ancient Near Eastern Parallels  

There are many parallels in ancient Near Eastern literature to the narrative elements (motifs, episodes, 

themes, story patterns) in Genesis. Some of these parallels are sufficiently precise to indicate a genetic or 

historical relationship between the stories, while others may be attributed to general habits of thought or 

universal storytelling techniques. Often it is difficult to distinguish between these two classes of parallels, 

whichcanbetermed―cognate‖(i.e.,geneticallyrelated)and―typological‖(i.e.,notgeneticallyrelated).

Factors such as the degree of cultural contacts and the specificity and complexity of the parallel are 

important to assess in order to form a proper evaluation. In general it appears that the primary basis for 

cognate parallels is not a scribal relationship between individual texts but a continuity of the narrative 

traditions that the texts (and their audiences) presume.  

1. Cognate Parallels. Motifsbelongingtotheclassofcognateparallelsinclude:theheavenly―ladder‖

(sullām) in Gen 28:12 andtheheavenly―ladder‖(simmiltu) in Babylonian myth (see the Sultantepe 

versionof―NergalandEreshkigal,‖Hendel1987b:65);thegreatdragons(hattann  nīm haggĕdōl  m) in 

Gen 1:21 and the Ugaritic dragon tunnānu (Day1985:74);the―SonsofGod‖(bĕnê hā˒ĕlōh  m) in Gen 

6:1–4 andtheUgaritic―SonsofGod,‖ormoreprecisely,―ChildrenofEl‖(bn ˒il) (Hendel 1987a: 16 n. 

16); the cherubim (kĕr b  m) in Gen 3:24 and the Akkadian kurību and the frequent representation of 

mixed-breedguardiancreaturesinNearEasternart(FreedmanandO‘ConnorTWAT 4:322–34); the 

―sevenyearsoffamine‖inGen 41:27–30 and numerous examples of this motif in Egypt, Mesopotamia, 

andCanaan(McCarter1988:26n.77);the―spurnedwife‖motifinGenesis 39 andtheEgyptian―Taleof

TwoBrothers‖(Redford1970:91–93; Irvin 1977: 185–88).  

Some more general concepts or themesthatarecognateinclude:the―gardenofGod‖atthesourceof

the rivers, including the Tigris and Euphrates, in Genesis 2–3 and the abode of Canaanite El at the source 

of the Tigris and Euphrates (see the Hittitemyth―Elkunirsha‖andtheUgariticdescriptionsofEl‘sabode

at―thesourceoftherivers,‖Wallace1985:76–86);thecreationofhumansin―theimageofGod‖(ṣelem 

˒ĕlōh  m) in Gen 1:27 and 5:1 and the Egyptian descriptions of the king (and occasionally all humanity) as 

the―image‖ofgodandtheAssyriandescriptionsofvariouskingsasthe―image‖(ṣalmu) of a god (Dion 

DBSup 10: 365–403); the lengthy lifespans of the antediluvian patriarchs in Genesis 5 and the lengthy 



lifespansoftheantediluviankingsinMesopotamiantraditions(seethe―SumerianKingList,‖

VanderKam 1984: 23–38);thehumanswhohaveknowledge―likethegods(or:likeGod)‖butaredenied

immortality in Genesis 3 and in Mesopotamian traditions (Adapa and Gilgamesh, see Westermann 1984–

86: 1.272; Wallace 1985: 104–5); the creation of the universe by divine word or divine action in Genesis 

1 and 2 and numerous Mesopotamian, Egyptian, and Phoenician myths (Westermann 1984–86: 1.26–47; 

Blanquart 1987).  

Whole story patterns that are cognate include: the flood stories in Genesis 6–9 and the several 

Mesopotamian stories of the flood (Westermann 1984–86: 1.398–401; Wenham Genesis 1–15 WBC, 

159–66); and the birth stories of the biblical patriarchs and the Ugaritic birth stories in the Aqhat and 

Kirta epics (Hendel 1987b: 37–59). The parallels in the flood story extend from the general plot to 

specific motifs and scenes such as the wisdom and piety of the flood hero, the instructions to build an ark, 

the sending of birds (or the same bird) three times to determine when the waters have abated, the landing 

placeofthearkonamountaininArmeniaorKurdistan,thefloodhero‘ssacrificeafterdeparturefromthe

ark, a symbolic reminder of the flood (the rainbow in Genesis, a necklace in Atrahasis), and the ethical 

reflections of the deity (or deities) after the flood. Several obscure features of the biblical flood stories are 

illuminatedbythishistoryoftraditionreachingbacktoolderMesopotamianmyths.Yahweh‘sapparently

unmotivatedchangeofheartafterNoah‘ssacrificeisilluminatedbytheMesopotamiansceneatasimilar

point in the myth when the flood hero offers a sacrifice and the starving gods realize that they are 

dependent on humans for their sustenance. Similarly, theapparentcontradictioninYahweh‘sdecisionto

destroy all humans (Gen 6:7, J; 6:13,P)buttosaveNoah‘sfamily(Gen 6:8, J; 6:14, P) is clarified by the 

Mesopotamian tradition where there are two major gods in opposition, one of whom (Enlil) decides to 

destroy all humans, and another god (Enki) who determines to save the flood hero and his family. In the 

Israelite tradition a single god has taken on both divine roles—destroyer and savior—thus creating an 

inner tension in his character and a deep ambiguity in the story (cf. Petersen 1976; Müller 1985).  

In the Canaanite and Israelite birth stories there is a similar story pattern and set of relationships 

between the childless father and his god(s). The hero (Daniel [or Danel], Kirta, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob) 

has a special relationship with the god (El or Yahweh/El), he appeals to the god(s), and El or Yahweh 

finally blesses the hero and promises him a son. The parallels in narrative themes and plot are 

accompanied by the common role of El or Yahweh in both narrative traditions as the patron god who 

bestows blessings and progeny to his favored ones (see D above). The birth stories in the patriarchal 

narratives appear to be later multiforms of the traditional birth stories of Canaanite epic, though with the 

differences one would expect in Israelite narrative: there are no prominent gods besides El/Yahweh, and 

the human heroes are not kings but farmers and herders (Hendel 1987b: 47–48).  

The many cognate parallels between Israelite and Near Eastern texts lend credence to the theory that 

there existed a tradition of oral narrative in Israel that was continuous with other Near Eastern oral 

narrative traditions (Cross 1983; Wallace 1985; Hendel 1987b). There are some indications of cognate 

parallels with archaic Greek traditions as well, as in the myth of the destruction of the demigods in Gen 

6:1–4 and the Greek tradition that the Trojan War was sent to destroy the mixed offspring of gods and 

mortalwomen(seeHesiod‘s―CatalogueofWomen,‖Hendel1987a:18–20; Van Seters 1988: 4–9). The 

oral narrative traditions that served as the most likely source for these Near Eastern and Mediterranean 

parallels would have been characterized by a multiformity of stories and motifs, as one generally finds in 

oral narrative (Culley 1976: 1–68; Lord 1960). It is less likely that these parallels were generated 

primarily by textual or scribal traditions; it is possible that some Mesopotamian, Canaanite, or Egyptian 

literary texts were available to Israelite writers, but none have yet been found in Israelite sites, and direct 

textual influence is rarely discernible in biblical writings (a probable exception is the Egyptian 

―InstructionofAmenemope‖andProv 22:17–24:22, see McKane Proverbs OTL, 369–406).  

2. Typological Parallels. Ancient Near Eastern parallels that are more likely typological than cognate 

include: the symbolic contrast of culture and nature in the rivalry between Jacob and Esau and in the 

Mesopotamian rivalry between Gilgamesh and Enkidu, the Egyptian rivalry between Horus and Seth, and 

the Phoenician rivalry between Hypsouranios and Ousoos (Hendel 1987b: 111–31); the use of clothing to 



symbolize the rites de passage in the Joseph narrative (see above, C.5.) and in the Gilgamesh epic (Moran 

EncRel 5:559);Jacob‘smysterious wrestling encounter with God in Gen 32:23–33andGilgamesh‘s

dream of a wrestling encounter with his patron god Shamash in the Gilgamesh epic (Hendel 1987b: 103–

9). There are many typological parallels from other cultures for stories about tricksters like Jacob (Hendel 

1987b: 123, 128–29; Niditch 1987: 95–118), wise heroes like Joseph (Niditch 1987: 110–14), heroes who 

wrestle with gods (de Pury 1979), primeval floods (Dundes 1988), and many other motifs and themes in 

Genesis (Frazer 1918; Gaster 1950). There are also typological parallels for the overall structure of the 

book of Genesis, beginning with myths of origins and extending through the lives of the ancestors, e.g., 

the Mayan Popul Vuh (Pitt-Rivers 1977: 149–50).  
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RONALD S. HENDEL  

GENESIS, THE NARRATIVE OF. This entry consists of two articles surveying certain aspects 

of the story told in the biblical book of Genesis. The first summarizes the flow of the plot and the story 

line, while the second examines various literary forms that are found within the story.  

THE GENESIS NARRATIVE  

The book of Genesis, or the first book of Moses, is known in Jewish tradition by its opening words in 

Hebrew, bĕrē˒š  t, ―inthebeginning.‖ThenameGenesisderivesfromtheLXXheading(GkGenesis). 

Since the middle of the 18th century the great majority of scholars have explained the formation of 

Genesis, as part of the Pentateuch, by means of the documentary hypothesis, deriving in large part from 

K. H. Graf (1815–69) and A. Kuenen (1828–92), and given its definitive formulation by J. Wellhausen 

(1844–1918). All three scholars built on the work of their many predecessors, the earliest of whom were 

R. Simon (1638–1712), J. Astruc (1684–1766), and J. G. Eichhorn (1752–1827). The Graf-Kuenen-

Wellhausen hypothesis explained Genesis, and the Pentateuch, as in essence, the result of the 

juxtaposition of three written accounts of the origin of the human race and Israel known as the Yahwistic 

(J), Elohistic (E), and Priestly (P) documents. Scholars have subdivided these sources further. 

Wellhausen‘simportantcontributionwastodatethePriestlyDocumenttothelateexilicorpostexilic

period. The standard introductions to the OT by Eissfeldt (1965; see also his article in IDB 2: 366–80), 

and Fohrer (1968) provide detailed accounts of the documentary hypothesis (see also TORAH). Though 

many scholars still follow this hypothesis in substance, it has been subject to thorough examination and 

penetrating criticism by Volz and Rudolph (1933), Cassuto (1961), Engnell (1969), Schmid (1976), 

Rendtorff (1977, 1985), Thompson (1987), Whybray (1987).  

There has been a long and massive process of formation behind the book of Genesis. It is relatively 

simpletodiscerntheheavilystylizedPriestlytraditionand,byandlarge,a―Yahwistic‖storyteller.Itis

possible to note expansions of compact, self-contained stories, places where passages have been joined 

together more or less skillfully, and incoherences. There are also theological comments which betray a 

definite religious bias. In addition, the patriarchal stories are laid down on a set of promises, which reflect 

to a large extent the situation of land and people between the period of maximum expansion in the early 

monarchy and the Exile as well as the Deuteronomic-Deuteronomistic interests. See also GENESIS, 

BOOK OF.  

It is not known who gave to posterity the final biblical text of Genesis or when this was done, though it 

can scarcely have been preexilic. But this biblical text with its unity and disunity is the only definitive text 

that we have. It is this text that the scholar must exegete, always bearing in mind both its final form and 

its long period in the making.  

Genesis may be divided conveniently into three parts: The primeval story, 1:1–11:26; The patriarchal 

story, 11:27–36:43; The Joseph story, chaps. 37–50. Though the contents of these parts are different and 



the types of story have their own characteristics, they are not entirely disparate. One leads into the other 

until, in the steady expansion of the human race in time and space under the dynamism of the creation 

blessing (1:28),thepeoplethatistobecomeIsraelisinEgyptawaitingGod‘ssavingaction.Theword

―story‖isused to describe each of the three parts rather than history because history today, though 

descriptions of it vary, is still much under the influence of the fathers of modern scholarly and 

documented history—Leopold von Ranke (1795–1886) and Theodore Mommsen (1817–1903)—and 

rightlyso.VonRankeaimedtopresentthepast―wieeseigentlichgewesen,‖―asitactuallywas‖;

Mommsen pored over centuries of documents relating to Roman history and law with similar interest. For 

the people of Israel, the book of Genesis, and the whole Pentateuch, is their tradition; this is their past, this 

has made them what they are, this is what happened.  

———  
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A. The Primeval Story  

The Priestly (P) and Yahwistic (J) accounts of the primeval period may be considered separately, at 

least as a preliminary step, as each is large and, for the most part, presents an easily definable block.  

1. P Source. The creation of the universe and its inhabitants, animal and human, is followed by the 

blessing which is effective in time in the long genealogy of chap. 5. There is no account of sin or 

transgression or revolt on the part of humankind as a prelude to the flood, but merely the statement that 

―theearthwascorrupt…and…filledwithviolence‖(6:11). This omission makes one hesitate to 

describe P as a continuous document. God is in complete control of the flood and its effects (7:16; 8:1). 

The blessing of creation is renewed after the flood (9:1), and an assurance is given to humankind that the 

order and stability of the universe will remain undisturbed (9:8–17). The extension of the human race in 

space, stemming from the sons of Noah, is recorded in chap. 10; the progression in time of the 

descendants of Shem (11:10–26) leads to the father of the family which is to become Israel.  



2. J Source. The Yahwistic account presents a series of transgressions similar in style and pattern (cf. 

sections 5 and 6). The man and the woman transgress in chap. 3, and the first child, Cain, son of hā˒ādām, 

transgresses in chap. 4. There follows the defiance of Lamech, the father of Jabal and Jubal, the first cattle 

breeders and metal workers (4:23–24).Thetransgressionof―thesonsofGod‖(6:1–4) is a prelude to the 

general revolt against God that leads to the flood (6:5–8). Assurance is given after the flood that the order 

and stability of the universe will remain undisturbed even though the human race remains evil (8:21–22). 

The revolt continues when Ham dishonors his father (9:20–27),andwhen―thesonsofhā˒ādām‖attempt

to burst their limitations (11:1–9).  

3. Creation of the Universe and Its Inhabitants. The Priestly writer begins with a statement which 

distinguishesbetweenGodand―notGod.‖―InthebeginningGodcreatedtheuniverse,‖hasbecome,asit

were, the superscription of the Bible. The Hebrew word bārā˒, create, is used 46 times in the OT, always 

with God as subject, never with a preposition governing the material out of which God created, and with a 

variety of objects such as the universe, the human race, something new and wonderful (Isa 48:6–7; 

65:17),thepeopleofIsrael.―Theheavensandtheearth‖are the equivalent of the cosmos, for which 

Hebrew has no single word. The sentence in v 1 is of primary importance. It is an affirmation that God is 

supreme and, of course, alone to be worshipped; but the people of God fell away continually throughout 

its historyandworshipped―not-God.‖Verse 2 describes―beforecreation.‖ThePriestlywriterspeaksout

of the ordered universe of his experience, in which day follows night with regularity, season follows 

season, plants sprout and animals breed at their proper times, and water and land have their proper place. 

―Beforecreation‖istheoppositeofthis,namelytôhû wā bōhû, ―aformlesswasteorchaos.‖Darkness

was over the deep.  

TheverseinGenesisdescribes―beforecreation‖inalanguageandimagerystampedstronglyorfaintly

bythelanguageandimageryoftheancientNearEast.Itis―chaos‖asopposedto―cosmos.‖Onecannot

speak of God creating chaos or formless pre-existent matter; this is a contradiction in terms.―God

created‖meansGodcreatedorder.ThissentimentisexpressedintheIsaianpassage,―He(God)didnot

create (bārā˒) it (the universe) a chaos (tôhû); heformedittobeinhabited‖(Isa 45:18). The problem of 

creatio ex nihilo, creation out of nothing, is not a problem here; it became one for later generations when 

Hebrew and Hellenistic culture came together (cf. Wis 11:17; 2 Macc 7:28).  

The great Jewish scholar of the Middle Ages, Rashi, Rabbi Solomon, Son of Isaac (d. 1105), read v 1 as 

a temporal subordinate clause (protasis) in the construct with v 3 (apodosis), and v 2 as a parenthesis: 

―WhenGodbegantocreate(orInthebeginningofGod‘screating)theheavenandtheearth—the earth 

being unformed and void, with darkness over the surface of the deep and a wind from God sweeping over 

the water—Godsaid,‗Lettherebelight‘;andtherewaslight‖(NJPSV;Orlinsky1983:207–9; Speiser 

Genesis AB, 12–73). The NEB joins vv 1 and 2 as protasis and apodosis and reads v 3 as an independent 

principalsentence:―Inthebeginningofcreation,whenGodmadeheavenandearth,theearthwaswithout

form and void, with darkness over the face of the abyss, and a mighty wind that swept over the surface of 

thewaters.Godsaid.‖TheNABisvirtuallythesame.Inyetanotherviewtheactionbeginswiththe3d

partofv2:―WhenGodbegantocreate…,theearthwas…;andthespiritofGod was moving over the 

surfaceofthewaters,andGodsaid…‖Thewriter,itisclaimed,goesastepbehindcreation;v2cisa

circumstantial sentence referring to the creative breath of God which is about to become the creative word 

(Steck 1981: 236–37). The NIV and JB (1985, 2d ed.) retain the more familiar RSV translation reading vv 

1, 2, 3 as three successive main sentences. The question cannot be resolved on grounds of syntax alone. 

Thestructureofthechapterasawhole,inparticulartheeighttimesrepeated―AndGodsaid,‖mustbe

broughtintothediscussion.Thepositionadoptedhereisthat―AndGodsaid‖introduceseachworkof

creation after the presentation of chaos according to a pattern.  

ThewordofGodintheformula―AndGodsaid‖(vv 3, 6, 9, 11, 14, 20, 24, 26, [29]) dominates the 

account of the creation of the ordered universe and its inhabitants. God creates light and order, which are 

necessary for vegetable, animal, and human life to exist. He does this by his word. The writer stands in 

the full stream of the traditionoftheANE.―ThecreativepowerofthewordunderliesallMesopotamian

religiousliterature‖(Jacobsen1976:15).ThecreativewordisafeaturetoooftheEgyptiantheologyof



Memphis (Dürr 1938; Koch 1965). The word in the ancient Near East was presented under the image of a 

natural and cosmic power (Dürr 1938: 21); it came from the mouth of God and was the power that creates 

and sustains in existence. The word of God in the Bible must be effective, just because it is God‘s word 

(Pss 33:6; 104:7–9; 147:15–20; Isa 55:10–11). It is no emanation from thedivinity,butdependsonGod‘s

will.  

The priestly creation account follows a pattern in vv 3–25.Immediatelyaftertheformula,―AndGod

said,‖followedbythecommand,andbeforeanyaction,thereisthefulfillmentformula,―anditwasso.‖

The exceptions in the MT are vv 6–7, where the words follow the action of v 7 rather than the command 

of v 6, and vv 20–22,where―anditwasso,‖expectedattheendofv 20, does not occur at all. In the 

LXX,however,thefulfillmentformula,―anditwasso,‖followstheword of command immediately in 

each case (vv 3, 6, 9, 11, 15, 20, 24;―andtherewaslight‖inv 3, in both MT and LXX, is an equivalent). 

Whether the LXX imposed the fixed pattern or followed a slightly different Hebrew text, or whether there 

has been a slight dislocation and an omission in the MT, cannot be decided. It can be stated reasonably 

that there is the pattern, Word-Formula-Event.God‘swordeffectsanevent that follows immediately on it 

andinpreciseaccordancewithwhatissaid.ThereisaninnerconnectionbetweenGod‘swordandthe

event.God‘swordisanevent.Thepatternisthereinessenceinvv 26–31 where God speaks, creates, 

blesses,assignsafunction,andmakesprovisionforthehumanraceandtheanimals;theformula―andit

wasso‖isattheendofv 30.Asecondformula,―AndGodsawthatitwasgood‖(vv 4, 8 [LXX only], 10, 

12, 18, 21, 25); v 31 (―verygood‖), means that the ordered world with its inhabitants, human and animal, 

was just as it should be as it came from the word of God.  

The creation of humankind (Heb hā˒ādām),beginswiththewords:―AndGodsaid,‖(v 26), and ends 

with―anditwasso,‖(v 30).―Letusmake‖isbestunderstoodasapluralofdeliberation,thoughthere

may be an echo of the heavenly court. The word hā˒ādām means predominantly humankind, one of the 

human race; its various meaning groups are all related in some way to the creaturely state of humans; 

˒ādām occurs 46 times in Gen 1–11. God creates hā˒ādām ―inourimage‖(Hebṣelem)and―accordingto

ourlikeness‖(Hebdĕmût) (Gen 1:26). In Gen 5:3 (alsoP),Adambegotason―inhisownlikeness‖(Heb

bidĕmûtô)and―afterhisimage‖(Hebkeṣalmo), the same words used in Gen 1:26. Just as there is 

something of the father in the son, and there can be communication and response between the two, so 

there is something of God in hā˒ādām, and there can be communication and response between them.  

The statement about creation in v 27 is best set out in rhythmic form:  

So God created man (bārā˒ ˒et hā˒ādām) in his own image (ṣelem),  

In the image of God he created (bārā˒) him,  

Male and female he created (bārā˒) them.  

The creation of the human race is the creation of male and female. In v 28 the blessing, in the plural, is 

given to ―them,‖maleandfemale.Toblessistobestowwiththedynamismtoincrease.Theblessingis

given to humans and animals alike (v 22), and is natural to them. Both man and woman receive dominion 

over the world that God has created (v 28).―Dominion is not a license to caprice and tyranny but, in the 

bestsense,achallengetoresponsibilityandthedutytomakerightprevail‖(Vawter1977:59).Hā˒ādām 

standsoverGod‘sorderedcreation(Psalm 8),butwithGod,thecreatorofall,ashumankind‘spointof

reference.  

―Theuniverse(theheavensandtheearth)andallitsfurnishingwascompleted‖(2:1); the verse resumes 

1:1. The Priestly writer now links creation formally with the seven-day week and the Israelite sabbath 

(2:2–3), and with the last words of v 3 echoes 1:1 onceagain,―becauseonitherestedfromallthework

which God created (˒ šer bārā˒ ˒ĕlōh  m) andmade.‖ 

The priestly creation account carries traces of a variety of presentations of creation in the ancient Near 

East. Besides creation by word and act, there are traces of creation by separation (v 6), by eduction (v 11), 

and by spontaneous generation (v 20). But the priestly tradition has brought all under the creative word of 

God, though not at all times smoothly. There are some polemics too in the priestly account. Light is not to 

be identified with God (vv 3–5) as in Egypt (ANET, 365–66, 368); the sun and the moon (their names, 

šemeš and yārēaḥ are not used) are not deities (see the warnings in Deut 4:12, 15–20; 17:3; Job 31:31–38; 



and the abuses, 2 Kgs 23:5–11), but are described in their functions in an ordered universe (vv 14–18); it 

is God, not Baal,whogivesfertilitythroughGod‘sownblessing.These35versesarepriestlydoctrine,

the fruit of centuries of careful theological reflection (von Rad Genesis OTL, 63).  

―Thesearethegenerations(Hebtôlĕdôt, or, this is the story) of the heavens and the earth in their being 

created‖(2:4a). The word tôlĕdôt means begettings, generations, genealogies; hence, story, descendants, 

family history. Tôlĕdôt is used in Genesis in 2:4a (universe); 5:1 (Adam); 6:9 (Noah); 10:1 (Noah‘ssons);

11:10 (Shem); 11:27 (Terah); 25:12 (Ishmael); 25:19 (Isaac); 36:1, 9 (Esau); 37:2 (Jacob). This half verse 

(2:4a) is a link verse from the Priestly tradition. In retrospect, the ordered universe has been created; in 

prospect, the story of the human race, and of Israel, can run its course in the created universe (Anderson 

1977: 160–62).  

4. The Garden and the Transgression (2:4b–3:24). In the ancient Near East the story of the creation 

of the human race is a tradition separate from the creation of the universe. The final editor of Genesis has 

taken one such story, the work of the storytelling Yahwist, and put it immediately after the account of the 

creationoftheuniverse.RevoltagainstGodfollowsuponGod‘sordering of chaos. The story is not cut 

from whole cloth. The account of the four rivers (2:10–14) is an independent piece of geographical 

information; the punishments in 3:14–19 are etiological. There are the well-known themes from the 

ancient Near East of the garden and the tree of life. The grammatical structure of the opening verses, 2:5–

8, is similar to the structure of the opening oftheBabylonianepic,EnumaElish:―WhenYHWH-Elohim 

madetheearthandtheheavens,therewasnotyet…norwasthere˒ādām …thenYHWH-Elohim formed 

hā˒ādām.‖ TheBabylonianepicbegins:―Whenonhightheheavenhadnotbeennamed,firmgroundhad

not beencalledbyname…noreedhut…nomarshland…nogods…thenitwasthatthegodswere

formedwithinthem‖(ANET, 60–61). The important difference is that there is no theogony, that is, 

genealogy of the gods, in Genesis.  

The author of 2:4b–3:24 has fashioned a unity, tying the parts together with great skill. Hā˒ādām, dust 

from the earth (2:7) is to return to the source whence he came just because that is what he is (3:19); the 

tree of life, a symbol of immortality in the ancient Near East (2:9),mustbeprotectedagainstman‘s

attempt to reach beyond himself (3:22, 24); the prohibition to eat of the tree of the knowledge of good and 

evil is at the center of the story (2:16–17; 3:3, 11–12); the experiences of no shame and shame are linked 

(2:25; 3:7); nearness to God in the garden (2:9, 15) is followed by alienation and expulsion (3:23, 24). 

The Yahwist has given unity to disparate traditions and motifs.  

a. Making of hā˒ādām (2:4b–7). The combined name, YHWH-˒ĕlōh  m (2:4a) occurs only in Gen 2–3 

(in Exod 9:30 the text is uncertain). It is probably a construction of the Yahwist (or an editor) to mediate 

the transition from ˒ĕlōh  m in chap. 1 to YHWH. Man (hā˒ādām) from the surface dust (˓āpār), of the 

ground (˒ dām ; 2:7) is destined to return to the ˒ dām , because he is ˓āpār; the human being is linked 

inexorably with the ground and is limited; because of this limitation the human being is not immortal; 

humandestinyisfromthemother‘swombtothe womb of mother earth. The human being is a living 

being (nepesû ḥayyâ; 2:7) one with all other living beings (1:20, 21, 24, 30; 2:19; 9:10, 12, 25). In 9:12–

14 God makes a covenant with all living beings.  

b. Rivers (2:10–14). The author incorporates into the text a piece of vague geographical information 

(2:10–14), saying that the four great rivers, the Indus? (P  šôn), the Nile? (G  ḥôn), the Tigris (Ḥ  ddeqel), 

and the Euphrates (Pĕrāt), thesourcesoftheearth‘sfertility,havetheiroriginintheriverinGod‘s

garden. Verse 10 isbestrendered:―AndthereisarivergoingoutfromEdentowaterthegarden,and

fromthereitdividesintobranchesandbecomesfour(separate)streams.‖ 

c. Prohibition (2:15–17). The prohibition in 2:15–17 is essential to the story of chaps. 2–3 (cf. 3:3, 11–

13). There is plenty for the man to eat in the garden. The prohibition does not improve a privation, but 

tells the man that God the creator, who possesses a will beyond the creature, requires him to live 

accordingtothecreator‘swill.Thehumanbeingislimited;thecreaturecannotbethecreator.The

prohibition implies the possibility of the opposite, namely, of the creature acting freely against the creator. 

The penalty is pronounced in the form of a capital offense. If or when (bĕyôm doesnotmean―onthevery

day‖)youdoso,thenyouareguiltyofacapitalcrime(Hebmôt tamût or yāmût, a traditional phrase from 



the sanctions in the legal sections of the Pentateuch). Both stories of creation take for granted that work 

belongs to the nature of hā˒ādām who is at work before the revolt against God (1:28; 2:15).  

d. Woman (2:18–25). The man is alone in the garden, and this is not good (2:18). It is not that YHWH-

˒ĕlōh  m forgot to create woman or that God experimented to see if the man could manage alone. Neither 

is it that God took a wrong track in parading the animals before the man to see if the man could find a 

partner among them. The man exercises his dominion over the animals by naming them; he then decides 

himselfthatthereisnoneamongthemthatcanstandbeforehimashiscounterpart.The―deepsleep‖and

the removal of a rib from the man are part of the story. The counterpart is of the same stuff as the man. 

Thereisnoindicationthatthecounterpartistobesubordinate.―Thisisone(zō˒t) at last is bone of my 

bone and flesh of my flesh; this one (zō˒t) shall be called woman (˒išš ) because this one (zō˒t) has been 

taken from man (˒  š)‖ (2:23). The author repeats the forceful Hebrew demonstrative pronoun three times; 

it is this one, distinct from the animals, thatishisequal,inwhomheisreflected.―Boneofmybone‖isa

traditional formula of relationship (cf. Gen 29:14; Judg 9:23; 2 Sam 5:1; 19:13–14; in each case the RSV 

renderstheHebrew―bone‖by―fleshandblood‖).Theword˒išš , woman, taken from ˒  š, man, is a name 

etiology. The author is expressing the complete oneness of man and woman: their physical and spiritual 

unity, their mutual belonging as equals, their mutual joy in each other. They are to form their own 

community of life (2:24), and their relationship is without embarrassment (v 25).  

e. Transgression (3:1–7). The man and the woman are naked (Heb ˓ rûmm  m); the serpent is ˓ārûm, 

clever.TheserpentisacreatureofGod,―themostcleverofalltheanimalsthatYHWH-˒ĕlōh  m had 

made‖(3:1). There is the inexplicable riddle of a creature of God leading another creature of God to 

transgressGod‘sprohibition.Inthemodernstudyoffolklore,atalkinganimalisatraitofthefairytaleor

folktale (Märchen). The present scene is in the realm of primeval event, before time. The question is not, 

what does the serpent represent, but what is its function in the story? Its function is to act as antagonist to 

the woman in a brief dialogue. It disappears from the action as soon as it has enticed the woman to 

transgress,tobementionedlaterastheobjectofGod‘scurse (3:14–15). The serpent was a symbol of 

wisdom and magic in Mesopotamia and Egypt. There was the tradition of the bronze serpent in Israel 

(Num 21:4–9), an object which was worshipped in the temple area and later destroyed by Hezekiah (2 

Kgs 18:4). The serpent was familiar in Israel on pottery with serpent decorations on the handles, on cult-

stands showing twined serpents, and on an inscribed silver cup from 2250–2000 B.C.E. (EAEHL 2.457–58, 

477). The serpent was also a symbol of the Canaanite fertility cult, as witnessed by the thousands of cult 

symbols found in Palestine in the form of figurines of a naked woman with a serpent twined around her 

neck. Though the serpent in Genesis represents none of these, nor does it represent Satan or human desire 

or intellectual curiosity or a power of the underworld, nevertheless it is difficult to deny that it would 

evoke associations, especially with the Canaanite fertility cult, in the minds of the Israelites who listened 

to the story. See SERPENT (RELIGIOUS SYMBOL).  

The serpent exaggerates the divine prohibition (3:2); the woman in reply limits it to the proper object, 

thetreeoftheknowledgeofgoodandevil,butbuildsafencearoundit,―youshallnoteventouchit‖

(3:3).Theserpent‘scounteristhat―you(pluralthroughout)willbelikeGod(orthegods)knowinggood

andevil‖(3:4). The word hā˒ādām hasbeenmadelikeGod,―littlelessthan˒ĕlōh  m (God, the heavenly 

beings?)‖(Ps 8:5); now he will be God. Knowledge for the Israelite was not something theoretical, on the 

plane of mere understanding. It was practical and experiential. The knowledge of good and evil is the 

knowledge of what is good and evil for hā˒ādām, with whom these first 11 chapters are concerned. It is a 

knowledge that concerns humankind in community; the transgression is only completed when the man 

and the woman have eaten the fruit. To read the text as the seduction of the man by the woman is to read 

what is not in the text. The man and the woman were aiming to be masters of good and evil, to determine 

good and evil, to be autonomous and so to determine the course of life without reference to God.  

The writer faces that unfathomable riddle which is part of the human race so long as and wherever it 

exists. There is in the human being that drive to transcend the self by overstepping or bursting the limits 

withinwhichitisset.Thereisnothingwronginthedesireitself.Thefruitis―goodtoeatandpleasingto

lookat.‖Twonormalandgoodreactionsaredescribed.Thefruitisalso―desirablesoastomakeone



wise.‖Itisherethatthedrivetooverstep the limits is introduced (Vawter 1977: 79). The relationship of 

the man and the woman to God is changed by the transgression; hence too their relationship to each other. 

They are now embarrassed (cf. 2:25). They try to take away their own shame by covering themselves with 

fig leaves; but they still have to hide themselves from God.  

f. Interrogation (3:8–13). God‘scalltotheman:―Whereareyou?‖isdecisiveforunderstanding the 

story. The man and the woman are unmasked before God, who alone can take away their guilt. The four 

questions (3:9–13), call up the prohibition of 2:16–17. Though the man and the woman each try to shift 

the responsibility, each must remain responsible for the free individual transgression. There is no 

interrogation of the serpent; neither its motive nor the origin of evil are explained.  

g. Etiologies (3:14–19). These come from another source or are partly or wholly a construction of the 

Yahwist. In none of the three punishments is it a case of before and after. There was not a state in which 

the serpent moved along in a way different from crawling on its belly, in which there was painless 

childbirth, or when the man did not sweat at his work and thorns and thistles did not grow. The writer 

speaks out of his own situation in which he knows of the enmity between serpents and humans and of the 

burdens of life, offering an explanation of the cause, that is, an etiology.  

The serpent is cursed. In v 1 the serpent is clever (Heb ˓ārûm) above all wild creatures; in v 14 it is 

cursed (Heb ˒ārûr) above all wild creatures. Neither the woman nor the man is cursed, but the ground is 

cursed; and the man in his work is involved in the consequences. The woman is considered as wife and 

mother. In the very relationships where she finds her fulfillment, her dignity, and her joy, she also finds 

pain, suffering, and subordination. The writer speaks out of his own social situation.  

h. Woman’s Name; God’s Intervention (3:20–21). Thewife‘snameisḥāww  (Gk zôē, ―life‖3:20). 

Theblessingoffertilityisthere.BenSirachreflectsonthe―motherofalltheliving‖: 

A great anxiety has God allotted,  

and a heavy yoke to the sons of men;  

fromthedayoneleaveshismother‘swomb, 

to the day he returns to the mother of all the living.  

God makes garments of skins for the man and the woman (3:21), a sign of his care for his creatures. He 

alone can take away their shame and guilt before each other and before him.  

i. Expulsion (3:22–24). The story concludes with 3:23. It is the original punishment. From a life of 

intimacy with God, the man has passed into a state of alienation, and his life is forever bound to the earth. 

3:22 and 3:24 are aware of the two trees of 2:9; they form another ending. 3:22 has the form of a brief 

divine soliloquy (cf. 1:26; 11:6, 7). The man and the woman have sought to be morally autonomous by 

eating from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. Will they now reach for immortality as Gilgamesh 

did (ANET, 96)? But the Adapa myth says:―Tohim(man)hehadgivenwisdom;eternallifehehadnot

givenhim‖(ANET, 101, lines 4–5).―AndGodexpelledthemanandattheeastofthegardenofEdenhe

stationedcherubimandtheflickeringflamingswordtoguardthewaytothetreeoflife‖(3:24; 

Westermann 1984: 183, 174–75). The cherubim, whose human-beast-bird form varies at different epochs 

of Mesopotamian civilization, are to protect access to the tree of life.  

5. Synthesis (1:1–3:24). The story of Gen 2:4b–3:24 is the story of the primeval event. It is beyond 

history. It is the story of humankind or Everyman. The goal is not to present an ultimate state of the 

human race which is different from a previous state. The man and the woman are not endowed with 

supernatural or preternatural powers which they lost. The story reflects on the human being, and the writer 

speaks again out of his experience. This is what the human being is: created, limited, weak, with that 

dynamic in-built drive to know, to continue the species, and to reach beyond, and hence to burst its 

limitations and to be independent of the creator. Such is hā˒ādām ofthewriter‘sexperience;suchhas

hā˒ādām been from the beginning. There is the sequence, to be repeated several times in chaps. 1–11, of 

limitation, transgression, punishment, saving action—or simply crime and punishment. The story is 

making a basic statement about the human being which no religious, philosophical, scientific, technical, 

or medical advance can alter: the human being is never anything else but limited and weak. The story is 

about the representatives of mankind in the primeval period who, for the writer and his listeners, were 



people in history, the first man and the first woman. It is not concerned with hereditary sin as such or with 

death as punishment for sin. The story must not be read or interpreted in isolation, but with the rest of 

chaps. 1–11 as one of several stories about hā˒ādām that follow a definite pattern.  

6. Pattern of Transgression. There follows on chaps. 2–3 a series of independent stories (4:1–16; 6:5–

8 + 8:20–22 with 6:9–22 + 9:1–17; 11:1–9) about hā˒ādām which have been brought together in a 

common pattern. Hā˒ādām ―knew‖(experiencedwithinproperunion)hiswife(4:1); God saw that the 

wickedness of hā˒ādām was great, he was sorry that he had made hā˒ādām, and he decided to blot out 

hā˒ādām (6:5, 6, 7; the kôl bāśār, ―allflesh,‖of6:12 is the priestly equivalent; it is the human being in all 

its limitations); the bĕnê hā˒ādām, the sons of man (11:5) reach for the heavens (in 6:1, see below, 

hā˒ādām begins to increase in number on earth). In the story of Cain and Abel, the first children in 

primevaltime,CainusurpsGod‘sright.Godhasgivenlife(4:1) but Cain takes it; God punishes and, at 

the same time, protects Cain (4:15). The accusation or interrogation (4:9–12) is very like that in 3:9–13. 

In 6:5–8 the revolt of hā˒ādām has reached gigantic proportions; hence the punishment is proportional 

(see also 6:11–13). God saves through the ark. In the Priestly account, God chooses Noah, a just man 

(6:9) as the instrument through which he is to exercise his saving justice. The men who build the tower 

(11:1–9) want to become God, or reach to God, to make a name for themselves but not for God (11:4), by 

means of technology. The builders, who spoke one language (11:1), did not want to be scattered (11:4). 

They defied God with the work of their hands and so their language was confused; they were scattered 

andtheydidnotmakeanameforthemselves.God‘ssavingactionappearsinthePriestlygenealogythat

introduces Abraham (11:27) and in the Yahwistic introduction to the patriarchal story (12:1–3) where 

God‘schoice,Abraham,istheinstrumentthroughwhom―allthefamiliesoftheearthshallbless

themselves.‖Withchaps. 2–3, these three stories follow a pattern of limitation, transgression, punishment, 

saving action.  

7. Further Transgressions (4:23–24; 6:1–4; 9:20–27). God has reserved vengeance to himself (4:15). 

Lamech, a direct descendant of Cain (4:17–18) boasts before his wives that he will take vengeance 

himself (4:23–24), thus usurping the place of God. The four verses which are a preface to the biblical 

flood story (6:1–4) are not part of the traditional flood material from Mesopotamia. Rather, the writer uses 

a myth or mythical fragment, probably from Canaanite sources, and adapts it to his own purpose. The 

myth gave an account of the origin of the giants, the nĕph  l  m (Num 13:33; Deut 1:28), and the heroes of 

old, the gibbôr  m. Thetextasitstandsisa―mythologicaltorso‖(GunkelGenesis HKAT, lxvi). It is 

another story about hā˒ādām as the introductorysentenceindicates:―Whenhā˒ādām began to multiply on 

thefaceoftheearth‖(6:1).The―sonsofGod(orthegods)‖areclearlycelestialbeings(Job 1:6; 2:1; 

38:7; Pss 29:1; 89:6(7); 1 Kgs 22:19). There is a mingling of the human and the divine in an attempt to 

grasp at immortality in some form or other. Though the story is about primeval events, that is, about the 

human race in general, it was told and heard in a culture which was familiar with ritual prostitution as a 

form of contact with the divine. But there is to be no immortality for the created human being. Yahweh 

intervenes (6:3);God‘sspirit,whichgivesthebreath of life, will not remain in ˒ādām forever; three 

generations(3×40)shallbethelengthofaperson‘sdays(God‘sgreatservantandprophet,Moses,died

at 120 years, Deut 34:7). The pattern of crime and punishment is there.  

The wickedness of hā˒ādām (see 8:21 and below) continues after the flood (9:20–27). Ham, a son of 

Noah, dishonors his father. The brothers Shem and Japheth make amendsanddonotlookontheirfather‘s

nakedness, for nakedness, in Israel, meant a loss of human respect. Ham is cursed by his father. The 

namesHamandCanaanarenotconnectedphilologically,andtheHamitesarenotCanaanites.―Hamwas

the father of Canaan‖(9:18b), is a phrase inserted to link a genealogy with a story and is repeated in 9:22. 

The story itself takes up the genealogical note of 5:29. Drunkenness was just bad manners but not a crime 

in Israelite society; wine was not the invention of a god, but the result of human industry and not to be 

feared; it was a gift of God (Ps 104:15).InCanaan,thedutifulsonistheone―whotakeshim(hisfather)

bythehandwhenheisdrunk,carrieshimwhenheissatedwithwine‖(ANET, 150, lines 32–33). Ham 

was not a dutiful son.  



8. Genealogies. The genealogies from the Yahwistic tradition (e.g. 4:1–2, 17–22, 25–26) are usually 

annotated and do not simply report generation and ages. Notes on the progress of civilization are added to 

the short genealogy in 4:20–22: Jabal was the father of those who dwell in tents and have cattle, Jubal was 

the father of those who play the lyre and harp, Tubal-Cain was the forger of all instruments of bronze and 

iron. This type of genealogy is continued in 4:25–26. In 4:26b, the writer identifies the God who is 

invoked in the primeval stories with YHWH, theGodofIsrael:―thenitwasbeguntocallonthenameof

YHWH.‖ 

The names in the genealogy in 4:1, 17–22, 25–26 are the same as those in the Priestly genealogy in 

chap. 5, though with some variations: Seth and Enoch are interchanged (4:25–26 and 5:3–5, 6–8); the 

order of Enoch (4:17; 5:21) and Mahalalel/Mehujael (4:18; 5:15) is reversed. Noah of 5:29 belongs to 

chap. 4, after Lamech, and points forward at the same time to 9:20–27.  

The Priestly writer begins his genealogy with the tôlĕdôt, ―generations,‖formulain5:1–3, where he 

resumes the language of 1:26–27—bārā˒, ―hecreated,‖zākār ûnĕqēb , ―maleandfemale,‖ṣelem and 

dĕmût, ―image‖and―likeness.‖In5:4–5 he moves into a pattern which continues into the 10th generation 

of Noah, with modifications in the cases of Enoch (5:24) and Lamech (5:29). The enumeration of the 

years to the birth of the son, the name of the son, the generalizations about other sons and daughters, and 

furtherenumeration,endwiththesimplewords―andhedied‖(exceptforEnoch,5:24). The death of 

Noah, following the same pattern, is recorded after the flood in 9:29. Not even the hero of the flood is 

immortal. This is in contrast to the Mesopotamian flood story in which the hero Utnapishtim and his wife 

are enrolled among the immortals (ANET, 93, Tablet XI, lines 1–7; 95, lines 193–97). As for Enoch, he 

―walkedwithGodandhewasnot,forGodtookhim‖(5:24). This note has given rise to an extensive 

intertestamental literature surrounding Enoch. The mystery of the long lifespan of the primeval patriarchs 

has not yet been solved (Vawter 1977: 103–9; Westermann 1984: 352–54).  

The genealogy from Shem, a son of Noah, to Abraham (11:10–26) is modeled on chap. 5 and likewise 

spanstengenerations.Itomits―andhedied,‖which is added 8 times by the LXX. The ages of the 

ancestors of Abraham are high enough, though not as high as in chap. 5. The movement here is from the 

primeval period into the framework of history.  

The genealogies are an essential part of the structure of chaps. 1–11. They portray the blessing of 1:28 

and 9:1, 6 working itself out in time. They are an old and independent literary type which have their 

origin among nomad peoples where the basic sociological unit is the clan or family. The genealogy is the 

basis of origin and belonging (Johnson 1969; Wilson 1975, 1977; Westermann 1984: 6–18).  

9. Flood (6:5–9:17). The flood story is set within the framework of the Priestly genealogy (5:1–28, 30–

32, and 9:28–29). The analysis presented here supports the view that this block of material is composite in 

structure. The final editor has left intact the introduction and conclusion of both J and P without any 

interweavingoftexts.TheYahwisticintroductionandconclusionarelinkedneatly:―TheLordsawthat

the wickedness of man was great in the earth, and that every imagination of the thoughts of his heart was 

only evil continually‖(6:5); hā˒ādām is repeated three times in 6:5a; 6:6a; 6:7a. J is interpreting in 6:5b. 

Thewordsaretakenupintheconclusion:―Iwillneveragaincursethegroundbecauseofman,even

though (k  , emphaticconcessive)theimaginationofman‘sheartisevilfromhisyouth‖(8:21). Then 

followsYahweh‘spledgethathenceforthnaturewillrunitsregularcourse(8:22). The Yahwistic account 

of the flood moves directly from the divine decision to destroy creation to the entrance into the ark (7:1–

5).Thereisnomentionoftheconstructionoftheark.Theintroductionendswith―Noah did all that 

Yahwehhadcommandedhim‖(7:5), as does the priestly introduction (6:22), though with ˒ĕlōh  m instead 

of YHWH. The Yahwistic material in the description of the flood proper is very sparse, no more than 7:7, 

10, 12, 16b, 22–23. The flood is caused simply by rain (7:12; 8:2) which fell for forty days and forty 

nights (7:4, 12). Noah finds out that the flood has ended and the waters have abated by experimentation. 

He sends out birds (8:6–12, 13b) as did Utnapishtim in the Mesopotamian epic (ANET, 95, lines 156–61).  

The Priestly account of the flood moves directly from the genealogy (5:32) to the flood (6:9). The earth 

is corrupt and seething with revolt (6:11–12), and God decides to destroy it. God had blessed creation and 

seen that it was just as it should be (chap. 1). Now, with no previous mention of transgression or 



corruption, the whole world is corrupt. The instructions for building the ark (6:14–16) may be compared 

with the parallel instructions in the Mesopotamian account (ANET, 93, lines 24–31, 50–69). In the 

introduction, in the description of the flood itself and the abating of the waters, and in the account of the 

exit from the ark, P enumerates those who were saved with the animals (6:18–21; 7:13–16a; 8:1a, 15–19). 

There is a detailed chronological framework (7:6, 11, 24; 8:3b, 4, 5a, 5b, 13a, 14), and the flood is 

described as a return to primeval chaos (7:11; 8:2). The flood gates are open for 150 days. The flood and 

its effects last a complete solar year (7:11 and 8:15), i.e., twelve lunar months alternating between 29 and 

30 days (a 354-day year) plus eleven supplementary days. Throughout the whole account, God is in 

completecontrol.Thecombinedaccountmovestoamightycrescendo:―thewatersincreased,andboreup

the ark‖(7:17);―thewatersprevailedandincreasedgreatly‖(7:18);―andthewatersprevailedso

mightily‖(7:19);―thewatersprevailedabovethemountains‖(7:20);―allfleshdied‖(7:23);―andthe

watersprevailedupontheearthahundredandfiftydays‖(7:24). There is a pause after the crescendo 

reachesitsheight,―ButGodrememberedNoah‖(8:1), followed by a decrescendo down to 8:19.  

The repetitions in the narrative as a whole, with the J reference first in each case, are: the general 

corruption (6:5–7 and 6:11–13); the announcement of the flood (7:4 and 6:13, 17); Noah ordered to enter 

the ark (7:1–3 and 6:18–20); Noah obeys (7:5 and 6:22); Noah enters (7:7 and 7:13); the deluge 

commences (7:10 and 7:11); the waters rise and lift the ark (7:17 and 7:18); all living things die (7:22–23 

and 7:21); the waters subside (8:3a and 8:1a);God‘spromise(8:21–22 and 9:8–17). In the J account 

seven pairs of clean and one pair of unclean animals enter the ark (7:2), and it just rains (7:4, 12; 8:2b). In 

the P account one pair of each species enter the ark (6:9–20; 7:15–16), and the windows of the firmament 

open and the waters under the earth burst forth (7:11; 8:2a).  

In the light of this evidence, it is beyond reasonable doubt that the biblical writers knew the 

Mesopotamian flood story in some form. In fact, a fragment of the epic from the 15th century, written in 

Akkadian, was found accidentally at Megiddo.  

The Priestly conclusion to the flood story (9:1–17) resumes the blessings of creation (1:22, 28), and 

gives an assurance that God will henceforth be faithful to his creation. It is in two parts, each framed by 

an inclusio: (1) 9:1–7:―AndGodblessedNoahandhissonsandsaidtothem:Befruitfulandmultiply, 

andfilltheearth‖(9:1);―befruitfulandmultiplyandbringforthabundantlyontheearth,andmultiplyon

it‖(9:7); and (2) 9:8–17:―BeholdIestablishmycovenantwithyou‖(9:8);―Thisisthesignofthe

covenantwhichIhaveestablishedbetweenmeandallflesh‖(9:17). In 9:1–7, living creatures, as well as 

vegetable matter, are put at human disposal. Blood is taboo, a tradition elaborated in Lev 17:10–14. There 

was an ancient belief that life resided in the pulsating blood. It is not a question of shedding blood as 

such, nor of the material, blood, but of blood in so far as and so long as it is the life of an animal. An 

ancient prohibition against eating blood has been put into the context of the concession to hā˒ādām to eat 

flesh. The passage 9:5–6 is best set out in verse form:  

v 5 the blood of your lives I will demand  

from every living being will I demand it  

from hā˒ādām, from each person, I will demand the life  

of hā˒ādām  

v 6 who sheds the blood of hā˒ādām  

on behalf of hā˒ādām shall his blood be shed  

for God has made hā˒ādām in his image.  

Vengeance belongs to God. The prohibition is against clan vengeance. 9:6 does not give hā˒ādām the 

right to take the life of hā˒ādām, whom God has made in his image. As this image consists in a 

relationship to God (1:27), murder is a direct affront to God.  

9:8–11 describes the covenant, and 9:12–17 describes the sign of the covenant. In the Hebrew text, the 

word bĕr  t dominates the passages (9:11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17) where it occurs 7 times. It is already there in 

6:18(P). In both contexts it describes a solemn assurance by which God binds himself. There is no quid 

pro quo. The initiative and the assurance comes from God. The rainbow is the natural sign that the rain 

has passed; here it is the sign that destruction has passed. God binds himself to the earth (9:13), to Noah 



(9:15), and to all living things on earth (9:15, 16, 17). The covenant is an eternal covenant, bĕr  t ˓ōlām 

(9:16), a typical priestly expression (Gen 17:7, 13, 19; Exod 31:16; Lev 24:8; Num 18:19; 25:13). The 

goal of the Flood Narrative for the Priestly writer is a solemn assurance by God that he will remain 

faithful to his creation. The earth is to be populated anew by the descendants of the survivors of the flood 

(9:18).  

10. Table of Nations (10:1–32). The table of the nations synthesizesIsrael‘sknowledgeofthe

inhabited world in the period of Solomon in the 10th century B.C.E., and at the same time affirms the unity 

of the human race and the common stem from which it springs. It is an extraordinary combination of 

system and lack of system. A Priestly framework embraces two largely self-contained blocks from other 

(J?) sources.  

The Priestly writer introduces the generations, tôlĕdôt, or descendants of the sons of Noah—the sons of 

Japheth (10:2–4), peoples to the north; of Ham (10:6–7), peoples to the south; of Shem (10:22–23), 

peoplestotheeast.Eachlistendswithasummarydescriptionofwhatanationis:―These are the sons of 

(Japheth,Ham,Shem)intheirlands,eachwithhisownlanguage,bytheirfamilies,intheirnations.‖The

formula is virtually the same each time (10:5, 20, 31). The whole is summed up with a closing formula in 

10:32. Only Japheth, Ham, and Shem are personal names, the rest being the names of peoples, countries, 

or regions.  

The first block (10:8–19) is fitted in between 10:7 and 10:20. It elaborates on three of the names 

mentionedinthePlist,Cush,Egypt,andCanaan.AfterthenoteonCush‘sson,Nimrod(10:8–9), the list 

is expanded with names of lower Mesopotamian cities (or regions; 10:10), and northern Mesopotamian 

names (10:11–12). Misraim (Egypt) is the father of eight peoples, each with a Hebrew plural ending 

(10:13–14).AfterCanaan‘sfirstborn,Heth,comefourCanaanitepeoples,Jebusites,Amorites,

Gergashites, and Hivites (10:16–17a), and five Phoenician peoples, Arkites, Sinites, Arvadites, 

Zemanites, and Hamathites (10:17b–18a), and a geographical note on Canaan and seven of its main cities 

(10:18b–19).  

The second block (10:24–30) follows the P list of peoples to the east. Arpachshad (10:24) may well be a 

people to the east, though in 11:10–13 it is a personal name, as are Shelah and Eber (11:13–15). There is a 

note on Peleg (10:25), though it is not known to what it refers. The sons of Joktan (10:26–30) are thirteen 

South Arabian names. Jerusalem had commercial dealings with many of these groups just as it did with 

most of the Phoenician names.  

Israel is but one of these many nations, some of which have made substantial contributions to 

civilization. If Israel has any claim, it is due not to herself,buttoGod‘selection(Deut 7:7–8).  

11. Statement of Genesis 1–11. The biblical text of Gen 1:1–11:26 isIsrael‘sstatementontheuniverse

and the human race. The statement is complete only when both contributions, the Priestly and the 

Yahwistic, are read together as they stand. The Priestly writer is the systematizer, the Yahwistic writer is 

the story-teller who recounts the wickedness of hā˒ādām through stories. The Priestly writer presents 

God‘sordereduniverseasthetheaterinwhichmanandwoman,madeinGod‘simageandlikeness,and

so with a special relationship to him, are to play outaresponsibleexistence.HerecordsGod‘sblessing

(1:28) working itself out in time (5:1–32; 11:10–26) and space (chap. 10). Though he knows that the earth 

hasbecomecorruptinGod‘ssight(6:11–12), he gives no account of the revolt of hā˒ādām. However, the 

Yahwist does give such an account; it is his theme. The writer speaks from the world of experience, the 

world of revolt of hā˒ādām against God (chaps. 2–3), of brother against brother (4:1–16), of the race 

against the creator (6:5–8).Godstates,―Iwillblotouthā˒ādām whomIhavecreated‖(6:7).God‘sorder

is destroyed by the flood which God sends. The Priestly writer sees it as a return to primeval chaos (7:11; 

8:2a). Both writers record a return to the stability and order of creation (8:22; 9:12–16), again effected by 

God. The primeval blessing is renewed (9:1, 7). But hā˒ādām remains perverse (8:21). He continues to 

revolt, now by means of the work of his hands (11:1–9). But God will not abandon his creature of revolt. 

Such, then, is hā˒ādām; such has hā˒ādām always been and will always be.  

B. Patriarchal Story  



The story of the patriarchs may be divided into two parts, (1) the Abraham cycle, 11:27–25:28, and (2) 

the Jacob-Esau cycle, 25:19–36:43. The figure of Isaac joins the two parts; he is the channel through 

which the promises made to Abraham (26:3, 5, 24; 28:3–4) pass on to Jacob. This division is not 

arbitrary, as each part begins with the tôlĕdôt formula:―thesearethedescendantsofTerah‖(11:27) and 

―thesearethedescendantsofIsaac,Abraham‘sson‖(25:19), and each resumes a preceding genealogy. 

The parts are called cycles, i.e. each is a collection of individual stories or traditions about the patriarch 

which may have had already a certain unity, and which has now been given a final unity and stretched on 

a rack of promises. Neither part is a modern biography.  

1. Abraham Cycle (11:27–25:18). These chapters present a portrait of Abraham which is definitive 

biblically and which has determined all subsequent Jewish and Christian understanding of Abraham up to 

the Enlightenment. The portraits that come from the Yahwistic or Priestly sources, or from any other 

sources, are not complete. They are like the preliminary sketches of Leonardo da Vinci or Michelangelo. 

The faces and figures from the sketches can be seen in the final picture, but they are not the complete 

picture. The biblical writers, Yahwist, Elohist (?), Priestly, and others, as well as the final editor, did not 

work from nothing, but from material already at hand which itself had undergone a process of 

transmission. Each writer or editor was, in varying degrees, a receiver, a transmitter, and a contributor. 

The final product is not a carefully assembled jigsaw puzzle, but a loosely coherent story, put together 

from genealogies, lists, enumerative passages, and family stories, into and around which have been woven 

a variety of motifs: the complaints of childless parents; the promises of a son, of descendants, of land, of 

assistance; the promise in danger, and the son in danger. The final account is neither mere history, nor 

mere story, nor mere retrojection. It is coherent narrative in which all three elements coalesce within a 

theological framework.  

a. Barrenness, Promise of a Son, Fulfillment. Gen 11:27–32 is the first introduction to the story of the 

patriarchs. Its purpose is to link them in retrospect with the primeval story and to outline in prospect the 

framework in which the story of Abraham is to be played out. Abraham the father is also Abraham the 

son; his father, Terah, belongs to the nations. The elements of the Priestly genealogy (vv 27a–30b) lead 

into an itinerary (vv 31–32), and are combined with a genealogy at hand to the Yahwist (vv 27b–30), so 

as to form a literary unity. A typical Yahwistic note on the genealogy sounds the theme of the Abraham 

cycle:―NowSaraiwasbarren;shehadnochild‖(11:30). There follows at once a promise of increase and 

direct descendants (12:1–3). The Yahwist has constructed this second introduction to the story of the 

patriarchs as a theological transition. To bless is to bestow the dynamism of fertility (Gen 1:27). 

Immediately the promise, or rather the instrument through which the promise is to be fulfilled, is put in 

danger (12:10–20 = 20:1–18 = 26:1–11);therepetitionsofthisstoryof―theancestress(orpromise)in

danger‖arebestexplainedasthereworkingof12:10–20 by authors who, respectively, had the narratives 

in chap. 12 and then chapters 12 and 20 before them (Westermann 1985: 161–68; 318–29; 394–400). The 

tension between barrenness and fertility has been set up and is resolved only in 21:1–7, when a son is 

borntoAbrahamandSarah.―Sarai‘schildlessnessisthepre-condition for almost all the narratives that 

follow‖(GunkelGenesis HKAT, 162). In chap. 15 Abraham complains to God that he has no heir, but 

Godassureshimthat―yourownsonshallbeyourheir‖(15:4b). In 16:1, the absenceofanheir,―Now

Sarai,Abraham‘swife,borehimnochildren,‖leadstotheHagarepisode(16:1–14). In chap. 17, the 

Priestly writer heaps the promises together and has God repeat his assurance that Abraham and Sarah 

shall have their own son (17:15–21). This assurance constitutes the narrative about the visitors to 

Abraham‘stentin18:1–16a. The promise is put in danger again in 20:1–18, but God intervenes. Finally 

there is fulfillment with resolution of the tension in 21:1–7. Barrenness, the promise of a son, the absence 

of a son, the continual assurance, and the fulfillment constitute the Abraham cycle of the biblical text.  

b. Promise of a Son, Descendants, and Land. The stories, accounts, reports, and episodes in chapters 

15–18 are of different origins. Many scholars think that chapter 15 contains the beginning of the Elohistic 

strand in the Pentateuch and that the editor uses this tradition as the framework into which he has fitted a 

corresponding Yahwistic account so as to produce a literary unity (Cazelles 1962). Others suggest that the 

chapter consists of two stories fashioned out of the promises, namely, the promise of a son and 



descendants (vv 1–6), and the promise of the land (vv 7–21).Theyare―fictitiousnarratives‖

(nachgeahmte Erzählungen, Lohfink 1967). These narratives have been edited into the present context 

andintroducedby―Andafterthesethings,‖aneditoriallink(cf.Gen 22:1; 22:20; 39:7; 40:1; 48:1).  

In chap. 16, a Priestly framework (vv 1[a], 3, 14–16), encloses a Yahwistic narrative (vv 1[a]b–2, 4–14). 

Chapter 17 is not a narrative, but a literary construction of the Priestly writer, and is entirely theological. 

The writer reworks traditions at hand to him (12:1–3; 15; 18:1–16a), and accumulates virtually all the 

promise material into vv 1–22. The writer gathers together in concentrated form the essence of the 

Abraham story, what is in fact the central point in his conception of the patriarchal story. Hitherto he has 

given only genealogies and itineraries (11:27, 31–32; 12:4b–5; 13:6, 11b, 12; 16:1a, 3, 15–16). Now he 

gives his first detailed discourse. The key word, bĕr  t, ―covenant,‖heresolemnassurance,isused13

times in the passage (vv 1–22),whichisframedby―GodappearedtoAbram‖(v 1),and―Godwentup

fromAbraham‖(v 22); once in the introduction (v 2); 3 times in the promise (vv 3–8); 6 times in the 

prescription of circumcision (vv 9–14); 3 times in the promise (vv 15–21).  

The passage 18:1–16a is another type of narrative in which the promise of a son is given by God under 

the traditional figure of the unknown traveler(s). Abraham addressesthethreewayfarersas―myLord,‖

˒ donāy (v 3). In v 9athephrase―theysaidtohim‖indicatesthatthegroupdialogueswithAbraham. 

When Abraham replies in v 9b,onlyoneofthetravelerscontinuesthedialogue,―andhesaid‖(v 10). 

Then in v 13 oneofthetravelersisidentifiedinthestatement,―YHWHsaidtoAbraham.‖Soafterthe

meal the travelers take over the conversation affirming that a son shall be born to Abraham and Sarah 

within the year. The promise is again in danger in 20:1–18, but is fulfilled in 21:1–7.  

c. Other Abraham Traditions. Three other stories about Abraham are added in chaps. 22–24, the 

themeofeachbeingsoundedatthebeginning:―GodtestedAbraham‖(22:1);―AndSarahdiedatKiriath-

arba‖(23:2), and so a burial placemustbefoundforher;―Swear…thatyou…willgotomycountryand

tomykindred,andtakeawifeformysonIsaac‖(24:3–4), so that the promise may be handed on.  

The first story (22:1–19)istiedlooselytothematerialprecedingitbytheformula,―Nowafterthese

things.‖AstorythattellshowGodtestedAbrahamtoseewhetherhecouldgivebacktoGodthe

promised son, freely given to Abraham, is joined with a reassurance of the promises in the language and 

imagery of 12:3 and 28:14,givenaDeuteronomicdirectionwith―because you have done this, and not 

withheldyourson…becauseyouhaveobeyedmyvoice‖(vv 16b and 18b).  

Chapters 23 and 24 are family narratives about death and marriage. The story of the purchase of the 

family tomb is set in a priestly frame (23:1–2, 19), and may well be the work of the priestly writer. The 

long narrative about the quest for a wife for Isaac is regarded by many as late, though repetitions like 

24:11–14, 15–27, 42–49, and 24:2–8 and 34–42 arecommoninHomer‘sIliad and Odyssey. Abraham is 

the chief figure in each of these stories. He is the center of chap. 22, and he initiates the action in chaps. 

23 and 24. With the heir now settled in marriage (24:62–67), and with the promise of blessing assured, the 

Abraham cycle can close. His death, after a life of fulfillment (25:7–10[11]) is prefaced and followed by 

two genealogies (25:1–6; 25:12–18). Ishmael too has been blessed (17:20[P]; 21:13[J]), and his 

descendants are accounted for. The promises can now pass through Isaac to Jacob. (The Abraham cycle 

includes another tradition about Hagar and Ishmael [21:8–21], which has been joined to the account of the 

birth of Isaac [21:1–7].)  

d. Figure of Lot. Lot is mentioned in the genealogy of 11:27, and as a member of the company in the 

itineraries of 11:31; 12:4–5; 13:1–4.AnarrativeaboutadisputebetweenhisherdsmenandAbraham‘s

(13:1–12, 18; probably composite) grows out of the itinerary. After Abraham and Lot separate (13:11b), 

Lot settles in Sodom. The name of the city evokes another tradition about Lot, namely the destruction of 

SodomandLot‘sroleinit,whichisanticipatedhere:―NowthemenofSodomwerewicked,greatsinners

againsttheLord‖(13:13). The actual events are narrated in chap. 19, an account which is preceded by the 

dialogue between the Lord and Abraham about the punishment of the innocent with the guilty (18:22–32). 

This is itself preceded by a theological reflection (of the Yahwist?) in the form of a divine soliloquy 

whichreaffirmsthatAbraham‘sdescendantswillbenumerous,butthattheymust,inDeuteronomic

tradition,―keepthewayoftheLordbydoingrighteousnessandjustice‖(18:19b).  



e. Abraham the Warrior-Hero. The account of Abraham, the warrior-hero, remains an enigma. There 

is general agreement that it cannot be assigned to either of the traditions J or P, but stands outside them. 

Some scholars regard it as an authentic account of a historical event, at least in substance (Speiser Genesis 

AB, 103–9).―Butthistextappearsasanerraticblockandismoreahindrancethanahelptothehistorian‖

(de Vaux 1964: 240; EHI 216–20, 258–63).Otherscholarsrejectthe―historicity‖ofthechapter

(Thompson 1974: 187–95; Van Seters 1975: 296–308). A full history of the interpretation of the chapter 

may be found in Schatz (1972). Emerton (1971a, b) and Westermann (1985: 187–208) have opened the 

most satisfactory approach. Verses 1–11 are a self-contained account of a campaign in annalistic style (vv 

1, 4, 5, 8, 10, 11; cf. Zakir Stele, ANET, 501) into which an account of another campaign (vv 5b–7), and 

two lists (vv 1–2; 8–9) have been inserted. The account ends in v 11, and no sequence is expected. Verses 

12–17 with vv 21–24 are a narrative following the pattern of the hero stories from the period of the judges 

(compare Gen 14:14–15 with Judg 7:16–19). A narrative from this period has been applied to Abraham so 

as to exalt the patriarch to the status of a hero and a savior figure. This narrative has been joined to vv 1–

11 which have determined the interpretation of the whole. The section about Melchizedek (vv 18–20) 

forms an independent episode which breaks the continuity between vv 17 and 21; there was probably 

some sort of story behind them. They reflect sedentary cult in which priest and tithes have their proper 

place.  

2. Jacob-Esau Cycle. The Jacob-Esau cycle is nicely dovetailed into the Abraham cycle and continues 

the family story. The cycle begins with the tôlĕdôt formula:―ThesearethedescendantsofIsaac,

Abraham‘sson‖(25:19–20, 26b). The opening passage, describing the struggle of the twins in Rebekah‘s

womb (25:21–26a), sounds the theme of the cycle, conflict and rivalry—between Jacob and Esau, Jacob 

and Laban, Rachel and Leah; and the following episode about the pot of red soup (25:27–34; ˒ādōm, a 

play on ˒dm, ―red‖;hencethedescendantsofEsauaretheEdomites,―theredones‖),sketcheswitha

couple of strokes the broad outline of the type to which each twin belongs. The Jacob-Esau cycle draws 

on several blocks of tradition. Two of the blocks, Jacob and Esau-Edom (26:29–34; 27:32–33) and Jacob-

Laban (29–31; 29:31–30:24, the sons of Jacob, represent a later stage of the tradition), have a 

Transjordanian setting, the latter being in NE Syria. Another block is set in central Israel, 28:10–20 and 

35:7–14 at Bethel, 33:19–20 at Shechem, and 35:2–4 at Bethel and Shechem. There are two traditions 

aboutJacob‘schangeofname(32:23–33 [—Eng 22–32]) and 35:9–13.Jacobisindeed―awandering

Aramaean‖(deVauxEHI 169–85; Blum 1984).  

a. Isaac. There is a collection of stories about Isaac which have already been told about Abraham. 26:1–

11 (= 20:1–18 = 12:10–20) is a story about the ancestress and the promise in danger; 26:17–25 (= 21:25–

31) tells of a dispute about wells; 26:26–33 (= 21:22–32) narrates a confrontation between the patriarch 

and Abimelech. Isaac is a less important figure in the biblical story of the patriarchs; he is the channel 

through which the promises made to Abraham (26:3, 5, 24; 28:3–4) pass on to Jacob (Israel).  

b. Jacob-Esau Conflict Begins. The action that causes the conflict between Jacob and Esau begins with 

the deception of Isaac, who is now old and blind (27:1–40). The character types and the parental 

preferences, noted in 25:27–28, are resumed in 27:3–4, 11–15, 34. Jacob is quiet and pliable, Esau rough 

andready.Thematteratissueisthefather‘sblessing(27:4, 12, 25, 27–31, 31–38, 41) which Jacob gains 

by deception and which, after some decades in Paddan-aram, he gives back in part to Esau to seal their 

reconciliation (33:11).  

The conflict is now in motion, and Esau plans to kill Jacob (27:41–45). Rebekah again initiates the 

actionandurgesJacobtofleetoherbrotherLabaninHaran.ButthereisanothermotiveforJacob‘s

journey to the region between the two rivers. Esau has taken Hittite wives (26:34) who are an irritant to 

Rebekah and Isaac (26:35; 27:46). The one who is to carry the promise, Jacob, must take a wife from the 

family of the patriarch, Abraham (28:1–5). Isaac blesses Jacob again. There is no mention of the 

deception. As a consequence Esau, who has already two Canaanite (Hittite) wives, goes to his uncle, 

Ishmael,Isaac‘sbrotherfromAbraham and Hagar, and takes another wife (28:6–9).  

The first conflict, between Jacob and Esau, is now left, as it were, hanging in the air. It is to be resumed 

and resolved in chaps. 32–33. As Jacob leaves Canaan, he encounters God, 28:10–20, just as he does 



years later when he returns to Canaan, 32:23–33 [—Eng 22–32]). These two key encounters frame the 

lengthy Jacob-Laban conflict, chaps. 29–31.  

c. Jacob at Bethel. ThebiblicaltextnarratesthatJacob―happensuponaplace‖(yipga˓ bammāqôm), 

which is a sanctuary, though he himself is not aware that it is a sacred place. He takes a stone from the 

place and puts it at his head as a protection (he is not using the stone as a pillow). In a dream he sees a 

ramp (sullām) or sloping earthworks reaching from the ground to the heavens on which members of the 

heavenly court (Job 1:6; Gen 32:2–3 [—Eng 1–2]) are going up and coming down. Heaven and earth are 

joined, and so Jacob knows that the place is holy. Yahweh stands by Jacob (not at the top of the ramp) and 

repeats the promises of the land and numerous descendants, and adds another, the promise of the divine 

assistanceorpresence,―Iwillbewithyou‖—a promise peculiar to the Jacob-Esau cycle (26:3–24; 28:15 

[—Eng 20]; 31:3; 32:10 [—Eng 9]; 46:3; cf. 48:15; 50:24).Jacobnowrealizesthat―Yahwehisinthis

place‖(vv 16–17). He takes the protective stone which he had put at his head, sets it up as a holy stone 

(maṣṣēb ) andanointsit.Itistobeawitnesstotheevent.Hecallstheplace―thehouseofEl(God)‖(bêt-

˒ēl). He makes a vow and promises tithes (vv 20–22).  

MostscholarsregardthestoryofJacob‘sexperienceatBethelascomposite.DePury(1975:33–35, 

173–76) lists 21 scholars with their proposed divisions of the text which they assign in various ways to J, 

E, and a redactor. Blum (1984: 9–35) rejects all source division of the passage and argues that Gen 28:10–

22 comprises a compact self-contained narrative (vv 11–13a, 16–19a) which gives an account of the 

foundation of a place of worship by the eponymous father of the people; this story has been built into the 

broader context of the Jacob cycle by the itinerary note (v 10), the divine speech (vv 13a–15) and the 

accountofJacob‘svows(vv 20–22). The narrative begins with v 11 and continues as far as v 13a,―And

YHWHstoodbesidehim.‖Itisinterruptedbyvv 13a–15 and is resumed in v 16 continuing on to v 19, 

―HecalledthenameofthatplaceBethel.‖Thepassagesvv 13a–15 and 20–22, it is argued, take up a 

number of themes which have nothing to do with the narrative and which presuppose the broader context 

of the patriarchal story, e.g., the promise of the land (28:13b–14, see 12:7; 13:14–17; 15:7–21; 26:3–4; 

28:4; 35:12; 48:3–4), the promise of descendants (28:14, see 13:14–17; 22:17–18; 26:2–5, 24; 28:3–4; 

35:11–13; 48:3–4, 16, 19),theformulas―likethedustoftheearth‖(28:14a, see 13:16)and―by you shall 

allthefamiliesoftheearthblessthemselves‖(28:14b, see 12:3; 18:18; 22:18), the promise of assistance 

or presence (28:15, see 26:3, 24; 31:3; 46:3).Blum‘sargumentisverycogent. 

There was a sanctuary at Luz in ancient Canaanite times which became Bethel (28:19) and, later, an 

important center of worship in Israel. The place was to play an important role in Israel‘shistory:itwas

taken by the house of Jacob (Judg 1:22–25); it was a premonarchic sanctuary and place of assembly (Judg 

20:18, 26; 21:2; 1 Kgs 7:16); it was linked with the beginnings of prophecy (2 Kgs 2:2–3:23); and it was 

the chief sanctuary in the N kingdom (Amos 5:5; 7:10–13; Hos 10:5). There was a tradition that linked the 

patriarch Jacob with Bethel. The final redactor has taken the story that preserves this story tradition about 

Jacob, joined it with the promises, and added vv 20–22 so as to link the later cultic practices of vow and 

tithes, proper to sedentary life, to the patriarch and to Bethel, thus binding the story into its present 

context. The whole is now part of the Jacob-Esau cycle.  

d. Jacob-Laban Conflict. This is a self-contained conflict narrative in which there is no mention of 

Esau. The first part (29:1–30)isacombinationoftwostories,thestoryofJacob―thewandering

Aramaean‖who is looking for a wife and comes to love Rachel (vv 1–14), and the story of Laban, the 

deceiver (vv 15–30). The second part (30:25–32:54) tells how Jacob outwits Laban (30:25–43), how he 

leavesLaban‘shouseholdandoutwitshimagain(31:1–42), and how they are reconciled by making a 

solemn treaty (32:43–55). God was with Jacob throughout, particularly in the latter episodes (31:11–13, 

24, 29, 42).  

Just as the self-contained Jacob-Laban conflict has been inserted into the Jacob-Esau conflict, so too has 

the Rachel-Leah conflict (29:31–30:24) been inserted into the Jacob-Laban conflict. There is a conflict 

(29:31–30:24) within a conflict (29:1–30 and 30:35–31:54) within a conflict (27:41–45 and chapters 32–

33).  



The account of the rivalry between Rachel and Leah (29:31–30:24) includes the naming of the twelve 

children, eleven sons (Benjamin is born later, 35:16–19) and one daughter. The naming seems to be the 

work of a reviser or editor who gives, as the reason for each name, an action of God in language 

reminiscent of the Psalms (Westermann 1985: 471–77). The twelve tribes are mentioned in Genesis in 

chapters 29–30; 35:16–20, 22–28; 46:8–15; 49:1–17. The naming of the children is worked into old 

narrative material.  

Jacob is now ready to return to his own country (30:25). But his departure can only harm Laban who 

has profited from his twenty years of work (30:25–26).God‘sblessinghasalwaysaccompaniedJacob‘s

work (30:30). Jacob now outwits Laban (30:37–43). it is not at all clear what is going on in this old 

herder‘stale.JacobandLabanfinallyresolvetheconflictwithatreatyinwhichtheyinvoke―theGodof

Abraham and the God of Nahor, the Godoftheirfather‖(31:53). The climax of this well-ordered and 

well-edited chapter comes in v 42:―IftheGodofmyfather,theGodofAbrahamandtheFearofIsaac,

had not been on my side, surely you would have sent me away empty-handed. God saw my affliction and 

thelaborofmyhands,andrebukedyoulastnight.‖Labanhaslearnedthatmightisnotright(vv 24, 29, 

38–42).  

e. Resolution of the Jacob-Esau Conflict. These are chapters of meetings and encounters: with an 

army of heavenly beings (32:2–3 [—Eng 1–2]); with Esau (32:4–9 [—Eng 3–8], 14–22 [—Eng 13–21]; 

33:1–17); with God (32:10–13 [—Eng 9–12]);withthe―man‖atthe river Jabbok (32:23–33 [—Eng 22–

32]).  

JacobisafraidashepreparestomeetEsau.ButGod‘spowerappearsintheformofmal˒ kê ˒ĕloh  m, 

angels (32:2 [—Eng 1]). Jacob had seen the mal˒ kê ˒ĕloh  m in his dream vision at Bethel (28:12); they 

are not the mal˒āk YHWH of 16:7; 21:17; 22:11, 15 whoisYahweh‘s messenger and is identified with 

Yahweh;rather,theyaremembersoftheheavenlycourtwhorepresentGod‘spowerin32:2 (—Eng 1) 

and his holiness in 28:12, the only two passages where the expression occurs. Jacob sends two embassies 

to Esau (32:4–9 [—Eng 3–8] and 32:14–22 [—Eng 13–21]);betweenthemhepraysforGod‘shelp(v 12 

[—Eng 11]) and frames the petition by reminding God of his promises (vv 10 [—Eng 9] and 13 [—Eng 

12]).  

(1) Encounter at the Jabbok. There is broad agreement that a story or a tradition about a demon that 

guards access to a ford across the river Jabbok has been associated with or applied to Jacob. The Jabbok, 

Nahr-ez-Zerqa (the blue river), flows into the Jordan from the E side about 40 km N of the Dead Sea 

through a very steep ravine. After crossing and meeting Esau, Jacob appears next at Succoth (33:17) and 

Shechem (33:18–19), both to the N of the Jabbok, a sign that the present passage is not of one piece with 

the rest of the Jacob story.  

The biblical story says that a man, ˒  š, wrestles with Jacob all night but is unable to overcome him. 

Jacob demands that the man bless him, which he does (vv 27, 30 [—Eng 26, 29]). Jacob reveals his own 

name,andthemanchangesit:―YournameshallnomorebecalledJacob,butIsrael,becauseyouhave

strivenwithGodandwithmen,andhaveprevailed‖(v 29 [—Eng 28]).Whenthe―man‖(spirit/demon)

―fadedonthecrowingofthecock‖(Hamlet 1, 1; cf. v 27 [—Eng 26]), Jacob realizes that he has in some 

mysterious way, encountered God:―ForIhaveseenGodfacetoface,andyetmylifeispreserved‖(v 31 

[—Eng 30]). He calls the place Peni-el (v 31 [—Eng 30]),―faceofGod‖(Penu-el v 32 [—Eng 31]); the 

former has a better assonance with pann  m, face. An etiological piece about a taboo concerning the sinew 

of the hip has been built into the story (26 [—Eng 25b]), 32–33 [—Eng 31–32]).  

There have been many attempts to explain the meaning of the name Israel, yiśrā˒ēl: it has been derived 

from śrh, to prevail or contend; śrh, to fight: śr˒, to rule; Arabic waśara and Ethiopic sûaraya, to heal 

(Thompson 1974: 40–43). More recently Vermes (1975: 12–14) has derived it from śrr, to rule, act as a 

prince,andhastraceditslaterdevelopmentinJewishwriting.The―man‖ofGenesisbecomesan―angel‖

in Hos 12:4–5. An encounter with a river demon has become an encounter with God. Hence, Jacob has 

struggled with God. God has blessed him, and he can now go to his meeting with Esau in the strength of 

God.  



(2) Reconciliation of Jacob and Esau. Jacob‘sceremonialgreeting(vv 1–3, 6–7) is in contrast to 

Esau‘swarmadvance(vv 4–5). There is no recrimination. Jacob makes a gift to Esau (v 10), thus 

restoringsomethingofwhathehadstolen:―acceptmygift(bĕrāk  blessing)…becauseGodhasdealt

graciouslywithme‖(v 11).God‘sfavoratworkwithJacobisthedeterminingfactor.Each,nowsettledin

his own lifestyle, goes his own way (vv 12–17). The biblical story brings them together again to bury 

Isaac (33:19).  

f. Shechem. The chapter is in four parts: vv 1–3, the violation of Dinah; vv 4–24, the negotiations; vv 

25–29, the attack (with the conclusion in 35:5); vv 30–31, the reaction of Jacob. Two narratives, an older 

family narrative (a Shechem tradition), and a tribal narrative (a Hamor tradition), have been joined by an 

editor who made his own contribution to form a third and final narrative.  

g. Bethel Revisited; Death of Isaac. TheaccountofGod‘scommissiontoJacobandhishousehold

(35:1–7) refers back to the encounter at Bethel (28:10–20, in 35:1b, 3b, 7b). The writer is bringing the 

storyofJacob‘sflightandreturntoaclose.Theconclusionofchapter 34 is 35:5; v 6 is an itinerary 

sentence from P, molded into a unity with v 7 by the redactor. The redactor has arranged the chapter 

according to a definite plan. The Priestly section is a clearly planned whole, included between two 

itinerary notes (vv 6 and 27). In v 6, Jacob comes to Bethel; then God appears to him (vv 9–13; v 10 is the 

Priestly change of name); vv 22b–26 comprise a list of the sons of Jacob; in v 27 Jacob comes to Mamre. 

Finally in vv 28–29, Isaac dies. The texts that do not belong to P are set into an itinerary (vv 8, 14–15 [P 

knows nothing of pillars], 16–20, 21–22a); and the itinerary is expanded with notes or brief narratives (vv 

8, 17–18, 22a). The editor has prefaced his account with a construction of his own, tying it with 28:10–20. 

It is important for the family unity that Esau and Jacob bury Isaac (35:29), just as it is that Ishmael and 

Isaac bury Abraham (25:9).  

h. Descendants of Esau. The chapter is a redactional unity:  

vv 1–14  sons of Esau  names of sons  

15–19  chiefs of the sons of Esau  and chiefs are identical  

20–28  sons of Seir  names of sons  

29–30  chiefs of the sons of Seir  and chiefs are identical  

31–39  kings of Edom  
 

40–43  chiefs of Esau (an appendix)  
 

Verses 1–5 are a Priestly construction, introduced by tôlĕdôt (v 1). Three Canaanite wives of Esau are 

named, Adah, Oholibamah, and Basemath. The other wives of Esau are Judith and Basemath (26:34) and 

Mahalath (28:9).TheEdomitekinglistcomesfromtheperiodafterDavid‘sconquestofEdom(2 Sam 

8:13b–14). It has been suggested that the list derives most probably from the end of the 6th or the 

beginning of the 5th century B.C.E. (Knauf 1985).  

C. Patriarchs and Promises  

1. An Event between God and the Patriarchs. The promises tell of something that happens between 

God and the patriarchs, and so are a part of patriarchal religion. God makes the promises directly, without 

a mediator. Most of the divine addresses in chaps. 12–50 are promises. Promises are constitutive of the 

narratives of 16:1–14; 18:1–16a; narratives are constructed for the promises (15:1–6, 7–21; Lohfink 

1967); the promises are brought together so as to form an address by God (17:1–22; P); they form an 

independent scene (13:14–17) or episode (12:7; 26:24–25), or are introduced into or linked with 

narratives (15:13–16; 22:15–18; 26:2–5; 28:2–3; 28:13 [—Eng 14–15]; 35:9–13; 46:3–4); a short promise 

opens the Abraham cycle (12:1–3), and the Jacob-Esau cycle (26:2–5).  

2. Six Promises. The promises occur, for the most part, in groups, though occasionally alone. There are 

broadly speaking, six promises: of a son, of descendants, of divine assistance or presence, of land, of 

blessing, of covenant.  

a. Promise of a Son. It occurs alone in chap. 18; in the other cases it is linked with descendants or 

blessing. This promise is confined to the Abraham cycle and runs right through the biblical text from 



11:30 to 21:1–7. It is very probable that it belongs to the oldest part of the patriarchal tradition. It is 

distinct from the promise of descendants, as 15:1–6 shows, where vv 2–4 promise a son, and v 5 

descendants.  

b. Promise of Descendants. This promise is not found alone but together with the promise of a son 

(above), of land and blessing (13:14–17; 26:2–5; 28:3–4; 28:13–15; 35:11–13; 48:3–4, 16, 19); of 

assistance (presence) and blessing (22:17–18; 26:2–5; 26:24–25; 46:3–4); of blessing (13:1–3; 18:18–19; 

22:15–18). There are fixed formulastoexpressthemultitudeofdescendants:―Iwillmultiply‖sothatthey

willbeas―thestarsinthesky‖(15:3; 22:17; 26:4),―asthedustoftheearth‖(13:16; 28:14),―asthesand

bythesea‖(22:17; 32:13 [—Eng 12]). Abraham will be the father of a multitude of nations (17:5), the 

ancestor of nations (17:16), the father of a company of peoples (28:3; 35:11; 48:4), and the ancestor of 

kings (17:6, 16, 20; 35:11; Priestly emphasis). The promise is retrospective; it speaks from the standpoint 

of the greatest expansion of Israel from the river of Egypt to the great river, the Euphrates.  

c. Promise of Assistance or Presence. This occurs only in the Jacob story, chapters 26–50 (26:3, 24; 

28:15; 31:3; 46:3).ItislinkedwithJacob‘s journeys, and so may well go back to the patriarchal (pre-

settlement) period. It occurs alone only in 31:3. This promise is not limited to Genesis; rather it is found 

throughout the OT (Preuss 1968).  

d. Promise of Land. The promise is made to Abraham (12:7; 13:14–17; 15:7–21) and later to Jacob and 

his descendants as a renewal of the promise made to Abraham (26:3–4; 28:4; 35:12; 50:24). It is found 

alone in 12:7; 15:7–21 (24:7), and with the promise of descendants in 13:14–17; 15:11–13; 48:3–4; 

28:13–15. The promise in an inchoate form may go back to the nomadic period. The promise of a settled 

land is dominant in Deuteronomy where it is confirmed by oath on many occasions.  

e. Promise of Blessing. The Yahwistic writer has formulated a blessing given by Yahweh to Abraham 

and prefaced it to the patriarchal story. God who commissions Abraham is God who sends him out to 

effect blessing. Through Abraham, all the families of theearth―willbeblessed‖or―willbless

themselves‖or―willacquireblessingsforthemselves‖(12:1–3 [Westermann 1985: 151–52]; cf. 18:18; 

22:18; 26:3–4; 28:14).WhenGodblesses,heconfersthedynamismtocontinueone‘sposteritythrough

time and space (Gen 1:28), a blessing resumed in 35:11.ThepatriarchsstandunderGod‘sblessing. 

f. Promise of a Covenant. God, ˒ēl sûadday (P), gives a binding assurance, bĕr  t (17:7–8), that he will 

be their God, i.e., the God of Abraham and his descendants.  

3. Promise in History and Tradition. Each promise has its own history in the tradition. Probably only 

two, the promise of a son and thepromiseofassistanceorpresence―ontheway,‖gobacktothepre-

settlement period. In the biblical story of Abraham, all the promises are heaped together in the middle of 

the cycle, chaps. 15–18. The whole is given direction by the promise of blessing at the beginning (12:1–

3). The promises, apart from the promise of a son and, probably, the promise of assistance or presence, 

are the result of experience and reflection; they are projected back into the past and set within a 

framework of ancient traditions about the patriarchs.  

D. Joseph Story  

1. Unity or a Composite Story? Many scholars explain these chapters by means of classical source 

division as two separate narratives, J and E, each more or less complete. See JOSEPH, SON OF JACOB. 

Eissfeldt (IDB 2: 375–76, 377) and Seebass (1978) maintain that tribal traditions are the basis of the story. 

Redford (1970) proposes that the chapters are a combination of an original Reuben version with a later 

Judah version, brought together and worked over by a redactor, both versions having their origin in the 

period 650–550 B.C.E. Schmitt (1980) reverses the order; the Judah version from the early monarchy is the 

original version, while the Reuben version comes from the exilic or post-exilic period. Gunkel (1922) and 

Gressmann (1923) saw a unity in the Joseph story, but neither could free himself from the accepted source 

division. More recent scholarship generally favors a unity, with variations: Volz and Rudolph (1933), 

Whybray (1968), Brueggemann (1972), Coats (1976), Donner (1976), Crüsemann (1978), Willi-Plein 

(1979), Westermann (1986).  

2. Literary Type. The terminology used to describe the Joseph story shows uncertainty. It has been 

called a tale, a story (Sage), or a Novelle. The terms novelle (Old French), novela (Spanish), novella 



(Italian), and later Novelle (German), have their origin in the Renaissance period to describe certain 

―romances,‖longerorshorter,whichtelloftheexploitsofheroes,butthereisnogeneralagreementabout

whatpreciselytheycover(butseeHumphreys1985).TheEnglish―novel‖is equivalent of the European 

Roman, but the Joseph story is not long or broad enough to come under this category. Von Rad has 

writtenthat―theJosephnarrativeisadidacticwisdomstory,whichleansheavilyoninfluencesemanating

from Egypt, not only with regard to its conception of an educational ideal, but also in its fundamental 

theologicalideas‖(1966:300).Butthewisdomelementsarerestrictedtochaps. 40–41, and the woman, 

the wife of Potiphar, in chap. 39 is the spurned woman rather than the seductress against whom the book 

of Proverbs warns (Prov 2:16–19; 5:1–23; 6:20–25). It is best described, with due caution, as a short story 

and may be compared with the short stories of Guy de Maupassant (1850–93) or O. Henry (1862–1910), 

with the difference that the characters and material were at hand to the biblical writer. The biblical writer 

did not have to create the characters, nor cut the story from whole new cloth. The complete history of the 

interpretation of the Joseph story is discussed by Ruppert (1965), Westermann (1975: 56–68; 1986: 15–

30), Seebass (1978), de Vaux (EHI 291–320), Schmitt (1980).  

3. Story in the Broader Sense. The Joseph story in the broader sense has a Priestly frame (37:1–2 and 

50:12–14). It resumes the story of Jacob who has returned to Canaan, buried his father (35:27–28), and 

settled there (37:1),endingwiththeaccountofJacob‘sdeath,andhisburialbyhissonsinaccordance

with his wishes (50:12–14).ThethemeofJacob‘sdeathisintroducedin37:35b and runs through to the 

end (42:48; 44:22, 19; 45:28; 46:30; 47:9, 27–31; 48:1; 49:1, 28b–33). Chapter 38 is not part of the 

Josephstory,butfillsoutthestoryofJacob‘sfamily.TheconclusionsoftheJosephandJacobstoriesare

woven together in chaps. 46–50 and additional material and traditions are included, e.g., the list of all the 

descendants of Israel who went down into Egypt (46:8–27),theaccountofJoseph‘seconomicmeasures

as viceroy (47:13–26), the tribal sayings (49:3–27), which lie outside both stories, and other details. The 

purpose of the tribal sayings is to praise or blame (there is an earlier collection of tribal sayings in Judg 

5:14–18, and a later and more theological collection in Deut 33). Reuben, Simeon, and Levi are censured; 

Judah, Dan, Gad, Naphtali, Joseph, and Benjamin are praised; Zebulun, Issachar, and Asher are blessed in 

varying degrees. There are word plays on the names of Judah, Zebulun, Issachar, Gad, Asher, and Joseph. 

There are animal metaphors attached to the names of Judah, Issachar, Dan, Naphtali, and Benjamin; and 

in the very difficult saying about Joseph, there is a tree (plant) metaphor.  

4. Story in the Narrower Sense. The story of Joseph proper begins in 37:2 and comprises chapters 37; 

39–41; 42–45.ItisinessenceafamilystorywhichbeginswiththeshatteredpeaceofJacob‘sfamily

(37:4, 11, 18–23, 33–35), and moves through tension to climax and resolution (45:1–15), with the 

restoration of šālôm to the family. The device of the pairs of dreams is introduced in chap. 37 and 

repeated in chaps. 40–41.ThethemeofJacob‘sdeathissounded.TwotraditionsofhowJosephwas

disposed of and sold into Egypt are recorded. In one, Reuben is prominent (37:22–24, 29); in the other, 

Judah (39:1); now it is the Ishmaelites who take him (32:35 and 39:1), now the Midianites (37:28, 36).  

Chapters 39–41 form an interlude in the family story; they use two traditional themes: (1) the rise of a 

young man, his fall due to an injustice, and his restoration to favor; (2) a stranger or a foreigner or a 

pauper is summoned to answer a question that the wise of the land cannot answer. Joseph must rise to 

power before he can help his family in need and restore its peace. The account of the attempted seduction 

ofJosephbyPotiphar‘swife(39:7–18) resembles the Egyptian story of the Two Brothers (ANET, 23–25) 

so closely that scholars have thought that the biblical writer had direct knowledge of it. Joseph does not 

solve the riddles of the dreams of the prisoners, chap. 40, or of Pharaoh, chap. 41, by accepted Egyptian 

methods (ANET,495);rather―theinterpretationofdreamsbelongstoGod‖(40:8: 41:16, 25, 32, 38, 39). 

JosephproposesthatPharaohappoint―amandiscreetandwise(nābôn wĕ ḥākām)‖toadministerthe

economy of the kingdom (41:33), and Pharaoh appoints Joseph as his vice-regent (41:37–45). As viceroy, 

Joseph is in a position to help his family which has been driven down to Egypt by the famine. The story 

of the family continues in 42:1. The regular movement from Canaan to Egypt begins: Canaan to Egypt 

(42:1–5); Egypt to Canaan (42:26–34); Canaan to Egypt (43:1–15); Egypt to Canaan (45:21–28); Canaan 

to Egypt (46:1, 6–7; Coats 1976). Israel is now in Egypt definitively. These movements lead gradually 



and inexorably through climax to the resolution which restores the šālôm ofJacob‘sfamily.Joseph‘s

action in 45:1–15, without any recrimination, is an act of forgiveness. With peace and harmony restored 

in the family, Jacob can die in peace (45:28). The tension has been resolved; the Joseph story has ended.  

5. Theology. Gen 45:5–8 and 50:17–31 are key theological passages which tie the Joseph story proper 

with the conclusion of the story in the broader sense. As Joseph speaks words of comfort to his brothers 

(45:5), he insists that God has been at work throughout (vv 5b, 7a, 8a):―God sent me before you to 

preserveforyouaremnantonearth,andtokeepaliveforyoumanysurvivors.‖In50:17–21, the guilt of 

the brothers is acknowledged specifically. But Joseph will not play God. It is God who has turned their 

evil to good. God is acting throughout. The theological introit to the story proper (39:1–6, 21–23) 

emphasizesthat―theLordwaswithhim‖(vv 2, 3, 5, 21, 23). Joseph is aware thatheisGod‘sinstrument:

―theinterpretationofdreamsbelongstoGod.‖Godisatworkashebringsthebrotherstorecognizetheir

guilt:―WhatisitthatGodhasdonetous?‖(42:28),and―Godhasfoundouttheguiltofyourservants‖

(44:16). There is no personal revelation to Joseph, nor does he receive divine commands, nor engage in or 

presideoverformalworship.Thereisno―religionofthepatriarchs.‖Thepassage46:2–5a, where God 

appears to Jacob, is not part of the Joseph story, but part of the conclusion of the Jacob story.  

6. Egypt. There is no parallel to the Joseph story as a whole in extrabiblical literature of the period, 

though 39:7–18 has a parallel in Egypt. Chapters 39–41 are played out in Egypt. They, and the following 

chapters, display a favorable attitude to the Egyptians and a general knowledge of court protocol (41:37–

45; ANET, 248a), of dining customs (43:32), of divination (44:4–5), and of interpretation of dreams. But 

there is no interest in the great buildings or the general culture of Egypt. Westermann (1986: 29) thinks 

that the Egyptian traits are indicative of the Solomonic period. Vergote (1959) has argued that the Joseph 

story reflects much ancient Egyptian regal, social, and economic life. Redford (1970: 187–243) takes up 

twenty-three elements used to support ancient Egyptian influence and argues that they need reflect only 

the practices of the middle of the 1st millennium B.C.E. Palestine in general had been trading with Egypt 

since at least 2000 B.C.E.; remains of temples at Byblos, showing marked Egyptian influence, date from 

the 19th century; and the Amarna correspondence of the 14th century reveals details of the small 

Canaanite dependencies. Egyptian influence has left its mark. But the dating of Egyptian traits in the 

Joseph story comes under the history of the relations between Egypt and Palestine.  
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JOHN J. SCULLION  

LITERARY FORMS IN GENESIS  

Many of the terms used by biblical scholars to designate the literary forms of Genesis (and other books 

of the OT) were current among students of literature and folklore in the 19th century; they were used to 

describe types of literature and folktales well known in W European culture. However, only with great 

caution can they be applied to the writings of a civilization that flourished in a very different setting over 

twenty-five hundred years ago. The terms have often been overstrained. It is necessary to describe some 

of them before studying their application to the book of Genesis.  

———  

A. General Literary Terms  

1. Legende (Legend)  

2. Märchen (Fairy Tale, Folktale, Tale)  

3. Myth  

4. Narrative  

5. Novella (Short Story)  

6. Saga  

7. Sage  

8. Story  

B. Literary Terms Applied to Genesis  

C. Other Literary Terms Applied to Genesis  

D. Fixed Formulas and Genesis  

———  

A. General Literary Terms  



1. Legende (Legend). Legend has from its beginning expressed a typically Christian concept: the life of 

a holy person which was to be read to a community for its edification. Rosenfeld (1972: 11–12) describes 

itas―theimaginativereproductionoftheearthlylifeofholypeople…thepresuppositionofagenuine

Legende isfaith…ThemeaningandefficacyoftheLegende is limited to the religious community in 

whichitarose.Becauseitaroseoutoffaith,ithastheformofanaive,simple,uncomplicatedaccount.‖

Miracles are not essential to the legend, but are a regular part of it, being the sign that God is at work in 

theholyperson,thusconfirmingtheperson‘sholiness(OED1933;Hals1972;Rosenfeld1972;Scullion

1984). From the 17th century, legend took on a transferred meaning of an inauthentic or nonhistorical 

story, especially one handed down by tradition from early times, and popularly regarded as historical 

(OED). In popular speech today, the legend is a story of dubious veracity about historical persons or 

events. It is best, in scholarly circles, to restrict legend to its original and well-established hagiographical 

use.  

2. Märchen. The Märchen isafairytale,folktale,taleofmagic,orsimplyatale.Ataleisastory,―true

or fictitious, drawn up so as to interestoramuse,ortopreservethehistoryofafactorincident‖;again,it

is―amerestoryasopposedtoanarrativeoffact‖(OED).AMärchen or fairy tale is the sort of narrative 

found in the collections made by the Grimm brothers or in Hans ChristianAndersen‘sbooks.The

Märchen is indefinite as to time and place; its characters have generic or stereotyped names; its world is 

―thebeyond‖wherethe―unreal,‖thepreternaturalandthesupernatural,predominatesorhasbecome

normal; characters flit from place to place; animals and trees speak; people, fairy-godmothers, merlins 

appear and disappear; poor young men conquer monsters, confront giants, overcome obstacles, and marry 

princesses—―andtheylivedhappilyeverafter.‖Thereisasimplicity,playfulness, and lightness of touch 

in the Märchen (Lüthi 1968; 1975; 1976; 1977; 1979).  

3. Myth. Modern anthropology, sociology, and psychology have made contributions to the study of 

myth. However, such systems, worked out in European culture in the 20th century, are not to be imposed 

on the OT. Rather a description of myth for purposes of OT study begins from example. Myth is the sort 

of thing that is found in collections of ancient Near Eastern texts under the heading of myths and epics 

(e.g. ANET: 3–155) from cultures which have had more or less direct influence on Israel (Barr 1959). 

These ancient Near Eastern myths are not just symbolic or hazy expressions of truth; they are not 

metaphoric or poetic expression. They are attempts to express some transcendental truth. Myth is aware of 

reality, but reaches beyond concrete experience. What is narrated in myth not merely corresponds to 

reality; it is reality. When Tammuz, an ancient Mesopotamian god of fertility, dies and comes to life 

again, and vegetation dies and comes to life, the two are not just like each other; they are each other. Myth 

is not really a literary form, but a way of thinking. One may distinguish myth and Mythos (a word used by 

many German writers): myth is the story itself; Mythos is the basic philosophy that underpins it. See 

MYTH AND MYTHOLOGY.  

4. Narrative. Narrative is a general term; it is an account of an event, or events, which moves through 

tension to crisis and resolution (Licht 1978; Alter 1981). Westermann (1984: xii) often uses the word 

Geschehensbogen todescribethemovementofanarrative.Itis―likethearchofabridgewhichspansthe

whole from beginning to end. Likewise the narrative arch spans an event from beginning to end and 

makes it into a self-containedwhole.‖TheGermanwordmayberendered―narrativespan(arch).‖ 

5. Novella. The novella (Old French, novelle, Spanish, novela, Italian, novella) is a shorter (i.e. shorter 

than the novel, roman) prose narrative which tells an unusual, though quite credible, happening; it is brief 

and eschews prolixity. It has been described as a short novel or a longer short story (the latter, a division 

of the novella, presents an event in concentrated form; it often reflects a particular mood or attitude). The 

novellahasitsoriginsinthelateMiddleAgesandRenaissance:Boccaccio‘s(1313?–75) Decameron, 

MargueriteofValois‘(ofNavarre,d‘Angoulême,1492–1549) Heptameron, Cervantes‘(1547–1616) 

Noveles ejemplares. This type of writing developed in both western and eastern Europe, and particularly 

in the English-speaking world; some of the best known of its masters are: Guy de Maupassant (1850–93), 

E. T. A. Hoffmann (1776–1822), Alexander Pushkin (1799–1837), O. Henry (1862–1910), Henry James 

(1843–1916).  



6. Saga. The word saga is applied to the narrative compositions in prose that were written in Iceland or 

Norway during the Middle Ages. The events narrated in the Icelandic narratives belong mainly to the 

period 874–1030; they were written down in the 13th century. It is for the specialists in this area to 

discuss whether the sagas were handed down in oral tradition and committed to writing in the later period, 

or were due to a flowering of creative writing in the 12th and 13th centuries. In any case, there is a long 

period of oral tradition behind them. Einarsson (1957: 133–34) has summarized the composition and style 

of the sagas, while Ker (1957: 186) has described the content as follows:  

The original matter of the oral traditions, out of which the written Sagas were formed, was naturally 

very much made up of separate anecdotes, loosely strung together by associations with a district or 

family. Many of the Sagas are mere loose strings of adventures, or short stories, or idylls, which may 

easily be detached and remembered out of connection with the rest of the series.  

The Icelandic segja means to tell; in modern Icelandic saga covers the German Historie and Geschichte 

(Historie is what happened in fact; Geschichte is what these events became in the process of their being 

passedon).Bentzen(1961:240,n.3)hasnotedthattheSwedishterm―saga,‖usedforthe―chimerical

fairy-tale,‖is―nottobeconfoundedwiththeusageinDanish-Norwegian-Icelandic, where this word 

denotes a‗history-narrative.‘ ‖TheeventsnarratedintheNorwegianandIcelandicsagaswereHistorie, 

that which actually happened; they became famed in Geschichte.  

7. Sage. The Sage is a popular story, folk story, or simply a story. Though set in the past, often the 

distant past, it is specific as to place and names of the characters, and is rooted in reality. Though there are 

devils and ghosts, dwarfs and giants, ogres and spirits, there is a clear distinction between the real and the 

unreal world, the natural and the supernatural. The Sage has usually been worked over by poetic 

imagination in the process of transmission. It may be long or short. Olrik (1965) has formulated his well-

known ten laws of folk narrative from a study of the shorter forms of Sagen. Sage has often been 

translatedintoEnglish,incorrectly,by―saga‖(seeabove),withwhichithasnothingtodo. 

8. Story. TheOEDdescribesstoryasa―narrative,trueorpresumed to be true, relating to important 

eventsandcelebratedpersonsofamoreorlessremotepast;ahistoricalrelationoranecdote‖;andthen,

underN.5,as―anarrativeofrealor,moreusually,fictitiousevents,designedfortheentertainmentofthe

hearer or reader; a series of traditional or imaginary incidents forming the matter of such a narrative; a 

tale.‖ItisinthislattersensethatstoryisageneralequivalentoftheGermanSage and may be used aptly 

to describe many narratives, both short and long, in Genesis. The scope of its use is broad.  

Legende (legend), Märchen (tale), Saga (saga), Sage (story), Story, are terms which describe different 

types of narrative. The Märchen and the Sage differ in a number of important ways (see above), though 

there are many and inevitable overlappings between the two. The distinction between them is adequate, 

but not complete. The legend, as described, shares almost nothing with the Märchen but much with the 

Sage or folk story. French has but one word to render Sage and Legende, namely, légende; hence the clear 

and useful distinction is made between légende populaire (or folklorique) and légende hagiographique 

(Lüthi 1976: 11). In short, Sage (German) = légende (French) = (folk) story (English).  

B. Literary Terms Applied to Genesis  

1. Legend. Biblical scholars, e.g. Fohrer (1968: 90–95), often refer to the Elijah-Elisha cycles of 1–2 

Kingsaslegends.Theyalsousetheterm―cultlegend,‖i.e.astoryornarrativewhichisattachedtoa

placeandsetsout―to explain the origins of the sacredness of the place together with the customs which 

areobservedatit,‖e.g.JacobatBethel(Gen 28:10–20).Thecultlegend―alsogivesinformation 

concerningtheoriginandhistoryofmanydetailsofthecultus…ofthevariousmarvellouseffectswhich

wereproducedbythearkofYahweh‖(Eissfeldt1965:43–44). But, as Kaiser (1975: 50) has noted, the 

namecultlegend―isnotwithoutdanger, because it encourages us to transfer the characteristic features of 

medievallegendsofthesaintstothesenarratives.‖Itisbettertocallthecurrentcultlegends―cultic

etiologies,‖andthelegendsaboutindividuals―herostories,‖―propheticstories,‖or―hagiographical

stories.‖Theonlynarrativeinthepatriarchalstorythatfallsundertheheadingoflegendasdescribed

above is the story of the testing of Abraham (Gen 22:1–19). His steadfast adherence to God in faith is a 

model for the people of Israel.  



2. Märchen. The prevalent view of OT exegesis is that there are no Märchen in the OT, but that there 

are Märchen motifs (Hermisson 1977: 419: Wilcoxen 1974: 69–71). However, a great number of motifs 

which Gunkel (1917) claimed to be Märchen motifs are simply elements from the world picture current at 

the time or from myths of the surrounding world (Hermisson 1977: 438; 1985: 312–16), e.g. talking 

animals (Gen 3:1–7; Num 22:28–30);Moses‘staff(Exod 4:2–4); Elijah‘smantle(2 Kgs 2:8);Elisha‘s

floating ax-head (2 Kgs 6:3–7). There was no abundance of Märchen motifs which would point to a rich 

Märchen tradition in ancient Israel. The Märchen is a genre in which God does not appear, or in any case 

is not central. The wonder is a normal part of the Märchen world, but God is neither its source nor its 

cause. When speaking of OT genres, it is better to drop the word tale (used without qualification) because 

of its association with the Märchen, though some scholars use it regularly (Coats Genesis FOTL 1985). 

Märchen is often rendered by fairy tale in English (the title of the collection of the Märchen of the Grimm 

brothers is Grimm‘s Fairy Tales); folktale is perhaps a more acceptable rendering.  

3. Myth. There are no myths proper to the OT, though mythological language and imagery often occur 

(e.g. Isa 27:1 [see ANET: 137, lines 36–39]; 51:9; Ezek 28:11–19; Amos 9:3; Pss 74:14; 89:11—Eng 10; 

93).InGenesis,thepreludetothefloodstory,the―angelogamy‖of6:1–4,isa―mythologicaltorso‖

(Gunkel 1910: lxvi). Myth has left its footprint, however faint, on parts of the two creation accounts in 

Genesis 1–3.  

4. Narrative. Very many of the Sagen or stories or cycles of stories in Genesis may be described as 

narratives.  

5. Novella. The only story in Genesis that can be classified as a novella is the Joseph story in the 

narrower sense—that is, Gen 37; 39–41; 42–45 (Humphreys 1985: 82–96). It may be described too as a 

(long) short story. Coats (Genesis FOTL) classifies other stories in Genesis under the heading of Novella: 

the story of Lot as a subplot in the Abraham story (11:10–12:9 + 13:1–14:24 + 18:16–19:38), though it is 

very disjointed with disparate parts; the story of Sarah-Hagar (16:1–21:21), though this is rather a story 

about Hagar as the secondary wife of Abraham who finds herself in distress because of oppression by 

Sarah (16:1–14 is reworked in 21:1–21); the solemn assurance by the Lord of a son to Abraham and Sarah 

(17:1–22; 18:1–15), the reflection (18:16–21) and the theological discussion (18:23–33), the account of 

the destruction of the cities (19), and the account of the promise in danger a second time (20 though they 

are very disparate and so scarcely qualify either as separate novellae or as parts of a continuous novella; 

the story of the search for a bride for Isaac (24), though it is a family narrative; the Rachel-Leah conflict 

and the Jacob-Laban conflict within which it is set (29:1–32:1—Eng31:55), though it does not compare 

well with the unity that is the Joseph story (37; 39–41; 42–45); the Judah-Tamar story (38), though it 

really belongs to the Jacob cycle and is scarcely a novella.  

6. Saga. Neff (1985: 31–32),attendingtoKer‘sdescriptionofsaga,suggeststhatonemightspeakof

the saga of Abraham, 12:1–25:18, and of the saga of Jacob, 25:19–36:43.Thisisnotunreasonable.Coats‘

proposal to call 1:1–11:9 the PrimevalSagaissubjecttoreservationsasthe―eventsdescribed‖areonthe

other side of history. To avoid confusion it seems better to restrict saga to the Nordic classics. The stories 

about Abraham and Jacob can be suitably called the Abraham Cycle (or story) and the Jacob Cycle (or 

story).  

7. Sage. The OED (1933, saga. 2), Gibert (1974; 1979: 179–94), Van Seters (1975: 131, n. 19) and 

Scullion (1984: 327–29) have pointed out the error of translating Sage by saga, and McCarthy has written 

that―thefailure to understand that German Sage means―folktale‖orthelikeandhasnothingtodowith

English―saga‖ortheIcelandicoriginalhasmisledgenerationsanddeprivedform-criticism of a valuable 

word‖(1981:9).Coats(Genesis FOTL, 5–7, and passim) and Neff (1985: 19–25) have seen the problem, 

but have not met with complete success in their use of the terms Sage and saga. Coats (Genesis FOTL, 7–

8; 1985: 63–70) prefers to translate Sage by tale; the present article prefers story.  

8. Story. Story is a general term which embraces large blocks of narrative as well as short narratives of 

10–15 verses. The large blocks are the primeval story (1:1–11:26), the patriarchal story (11:17–36:43), 

which may be subdivided into the Abraham cycle (story; 11:27–25:18), and the Jacob-Esau cycle (or 

story; 25:19–36:43), and the Joseph story (37; 39–45), plus the two conclusions (chaps. 46–50). In the 



primeval story, distinctunitsfromvarioustraditionshavebeenbroughttogethertoformIsrael‘sstatement

ontheworldandonhumanbeings.Itisnotacloselyknit―longshortstory,‖butithassufficient

coherence, given by the final editor, to be called a story in the looser sense; it is a series of traditional or 

imaginary incidents on the other side of history. The loose unity, but essential coherence, of the two 

blocks that form the patriarchal narrative is enough to allow them to be called stories. The Joseph story in 

the more restricted sense (chaps. 37; 39–45)iswelldescribedasa―longshortstory,‖thoughsome

scholars prefer the term novella (Coats 1985; Humphreys 1985).  

The types of stories within these blocks must be considered in the context in which they are preserved. 

Many of them have had an independent history, perhaps even a long one, before they took their present 

form in the biblical text, so that it cannot be presumed that they circulated exactly in the form that they 

have in the OT.  

Stories, which form parts of the primeval story, are 2:4b–3:24; 4:1–16; 11:1–9. The first is a literary 

composition put together from various sources or traditions and edited into a well-bound unity, though the 

joins are clear. The stories of the first brothers and of the tower are just that, ―Sagen.‖ All three stories 

follow a pattern. The same basic pattern is there in the flood story which must be reckoned a genuine, 

though composite, narrative as it moves to climax (7:17–24) and resolution (8:1–5).  

Thelongpatriarchalstory(orcycles)containsmanystories.Theconcise―AncestressinDanger‖

(12:10–20), set within the framework of an itinerary (12:9 and 13:1), is considered by many scholars (Van 

Seters1975:169;Westermann1984:162)toexemplifyinessenceOlrik‘s―EpicLawsofFolkNarrative.‖

The second version of this episode (20:1–18) is not a story or legend in the strict sense, but rather a 

theological development (Coats Genesis FOTL, 149–51), while the third version (26:1–16) is more a 

story stretched over the promise of blessing made to Abraham (vv 2–5). The dispute between the 

herdsmen of Abraham and Lot is an episode in the life of the family in the broad sense, and scarcely a 

story. The Abraham, Sarah, Hagar story (16:1–16)isastoryoffamilystrifeinthecontextofSarah‘s

barrenness. In 18:1–16, the promise of a son constitutes the narrative; the tradition of a visit by strangers 

or unknown divine messengers to announce the coming of the son, sets the stage for the announcement. 

The story of Lot and Sodom and Gomorrah (19:1–29) is a narrative of destruction and rescue, and has 

been likened to the story of the flood in the primeval era (Westermann 1985: 297). The long narrative of 

the quest for a bride for Isaac (24:1–67) has been classified as a novella, and more specifically, an 

example-story to show the ideal model for future generations (Coats Genesis FOTL, 166–70). But this 

longest narrative in the patriarchal story is rather a family story about a search for a bride (vv 3–4 and 67) 

with a clear and transparent structure, commission (vv 1–9), execution (vv 10–60), resolution (v 67); the 

middle section makes use of the traditional literary device of repetition, well known in messenger stories 

(vv 11–14, 15–21, 42–49; Westermann 1985: 282–83). The Shechem narrative (34:1–31) is a tribal story 

composed from three parts.  

C. Other Literary Terms Applied to Genesis  

1. Dialogue. Two passages in the patriarchal stories are dialogues: Abraham and the Lord before Sodom 

(18:22–23), and Abraham and the Hitties at the sale of the cave in the field at Machpelah (23:1–20). The 

former discusses a theological problem; the latter, within a Priestly frame (vv 1–2, 19), describes a 

process of bargaining, not unlike that which goes on in the Middle East today (Scullion 1982/83: 54). Van 

Seters (1975: 98–100) explains the narrative from the pattern followed in certain neo-Babylonian 

documentsknownas―dialoguecontracts,‖whichdeVaux(1978:256)alsomentionsasapossible

parallel.However,the―dialoguedocuments‖beginwithatitle,―tabletof‖;thenfollowsindirect

discoursetheoffermadebythelegaladvocate:―AwenttoBandspokeasfollows.‖Thereisnofurther

bargaining. The reply of the second party is recorded in the third person in stylized form. But in Genesis 

23 thereisaprotracteddialogue;theonlylegalformulais―thecurrentmerchant‘srate‖(v 16), and the 

only legal procedure is the presence of witness (vv 17–18). The parallel is weak. The assurance given to 

Abraham of a son and land in 15:1–21 is not a dialogue;Abraham‘stwoutterancesinvv 3–4, 8 are no 

more than the occasion for a divine speech; the assurances follow from a prophetic oracle of salvation, 

―Fearnot,‖found about sixty times in a theological sense in the OT, especially in Deutero-Isaiah (e.g. Isa 



41:10, 13, 14; 43:1, 5; 44:2; 54:4).ThedialoguesbetweenJosephand(1)Potiphar‘swife,(2)the

prisoners, and (3) Pharaoh, do not follow any particular pattern.  

2. Divine Speech. The divine speeches of 9:8–17 and 17:1–22, which give assurance of a bĕr  t, 

covenant (the word is used 7 times and 13 times respectively), are both from the priestly tradition. In the 

former, Noah does not speak; in the latter Abraham falls on his face twice (vv 3, 17) and makes two brief 

interventions (vv 17b, 18). Before the dialogue that precedes the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah, 

there is a divine soliloquy (19:17–21) which is perhaps composite.  

3. Etiology. An etiology is a narrative whose purpose is to explain the origin of a custom, an event, a 

name, a geographical formation, an object, a shrine. There are no etiologies of any length in Genesis, but 

there are many (popular) name etiologies: 2:23 (woman); 3:20 (Eve); 4:25 (Seth); 16:13–14 (God who 

sees); 19:22 (Zoar); 19:37, 38 (Moab, Ammon); 21:31 (Beer-sheba); 26:20b (Esek), 21b (Sitnah), 22 

(Rehoboth), Ge 26:33 (Shibnah); 28:16–17 (Bethel); 31:47–49 (Jegar-sahadutha, Galeed, Mizpah); 32:3b 

(—Eng 2b; Mahanaim, a word play); 50:11 (Abel-Mizraim). Some scholars (von Rad Genesis OTL, 411; 

Coats Genesis FOTL, 298–300;Westermann1986:173)understandtheaccountofJoseph‘seconomic

measures (47:13–16) as a tax etiology, i.e. a story to explain a particular method of taxing in Egypt.  

4. Genealogies. In chaps. 1–11, the genealogies are a constitutive part and form an essential framework.  

Priestly sources (P): 5:1–32 Adam, through Seth to Noah  

6:9–10; 7:28–29 Noah and sons  

10:1–7, 20, 22, 23, 31, 32 generations of sons of Noah  

11:10–26 Noah, through Shem to Abraham  

11:27a, 31–32 Terah‘slifecycle. 

The Priestly genealogies trace an unbroken line from Adam to Abraham. Everything that happens in the 

patriarchal story springs from them. They are monotonous, systematized, and present sober succession 

without elaboration. Genealogy and narrative stand far apart.Theyrecord―thecontinuouseventof

generationfollowinggeneration‖(Westermann1984:16).Theypreserve(1)aconstant—the same 

sentences recur, begetting, lifespan, more offspring, age, death (chap. 5; chap. 11 is a little different), and 

(2) a variable—names and numbers. Yahwist source (J): In the Yahwistic genealogies, genealogy and 

narrative are closely linked and the form is flexible. Notes are added: (1) names are explained (4:1b, 25b; 

5:29; 10:25b); (2) the progress of civilization is recorded (4:2, 17b, 20b–22; 5:29; 9:20; 10:8–9); (3) the 

expansion of the race is noted (9:19b; 10:18b, 25b); (4) there are geographical descriptions (10:10–12, 19, 

20); (5) there are songs and proverbial sayings (4:22–23; 5:29; 10:9b); (6) the invocation of YHWH is 

projected back to the beginnings (4:26).  

The genealogies of chaps. 1–11 areawitnesstotheeffectsofGod‘sblessing. 

Genealogies frame the Abraham cycle (11:27–32 [with itinerary information]; 25:1–6 [an ad hoc 

creation]; 25:7–11[P]); and the Jacob cycle (25:19–20[P]; 35:8, 16–20[J?], 22b–26[P], 28–29[P]).  

Wilson (1977: 11–55) has demonstrated the importance of genealogies and their setting in life for non-

writing peoples, to which the genealogies of the patriarchal stories bear a close resemblance, and that the 

OT genealogies cannot be understood apart from their oral prehistory. They serve to specify the position 

of an individual in the community and form, so to speak, the family coordinates. They have their origin in 

tribal life and did not arise out of mere historical or antiquarian interest.  

From the point of view of form, the genealogies may be classified as linear or segmented (Wilson 1977: 

18–20, 196–97), the latter giving the relation to each other of the members of a group:  

Linear  Segmented  

5:1–32; 9:28–29  10:1–32  

11:10–26; 11:27–32  25:12–16 (segmented of one generation)  

22:20–24; 25:7–11  36  

36:9–14  
 



The genealogy of Esau in chap. 36 isa―collectionofEdomiteandpoliticalinformation,mostofwhich

ispresentedingenealogicalform‖(Wilson1977:167). 

5. Itinerary. The itinerary is a literary genre which stems from the nomadic or interant lifestyle. It 

reflects the process of movement from place to place. The patriarchal itineraries are not mere 

constructions (Davies 1974: 80–81); patriarchal tradition knows of an immigration of Abraham into 

Palestine. The itinerary form comprises: (1) information about the route, (2) the place of departure, (3) the 

place of arrival, (4) brief notes about events on the way (Westermann 1985: 56–58, 62). Itineraries run 

quietly through chaps. 12–25. Typical examples are: 11:31–32:Terahtook…wentforthfromUr…togo

tothelandofCanaan…cametoHaran…settledthere…died;12:4–9:Abrahamtook…setforthtogo

to the landofCanaan…cametoCanaan…passedthroughtotheoakofMoreh…builtanaltar…

movedtotheeastofBethel…builtanaltar…journeyedfurthertotheNegeb;12:9–13:1: Abraham went 

fromtheNegeb…arrivedinEgypt…eventthere…wentupfromEgypt;20:1: Abraham journeyed 

towardtheNegeb…dwelt…sojournedinGerar;22:19: all returned to Beer-sheba; hence, they must 

have started from there. Add to these 26:1–6.  

The motif of flight-return enters the itineraries of chaps. 27–33. Gen 28:10 and 29:1 are itinerary notes 

with an episode on the way in between. There are fixed itinerary formulas and data in 33:16–17, 18–19. In 

chap. 35, there is the departure from Shechem (vv 1, 3, [5]) and the arrival at Bethel (v 6); then come the 

two episodes on the way, the building of an altar (v 7), andthedeathofDeborah,Rebekah‘snurse(v 8). 

There follows the departure from Bethel (v 16), the episodeontheway,Rebekah‘sdeathasshegives

birth to Benjamin (vv 16b–20), the stop beyond Migdal-Eder (v 21), and the arrival at Mamre. In 36:1–8, 

an itinerary is joined to a genealogy: Esau took (v 6a)…andwent,(v 6c)…anddweltinthehillcountry

of Seir (v 8).Thereisaconcludingnote,―EsauisSeir,‖(v 8b).Finally,Anah―foundhotsprings,‖(v 

24b), quite likely on a journey.  

6. Hieros Logos (Cult Legend). This is a formula, or the sacred words of a story, which is attached to a 

place and sets out to explain the origin of the sacredness of the place together with the customs which are 

observedatit.Jacob‘sexperienceatBethel(28:10–20) is usually considered to be a cult legend (but see 

the preceding article, 28:10–20), as is the purchase of land at Shechem (33:18–20), which concludes with 

―thereheerectedanaltarandcalleditEl-Elohe-Israel,‖God,theGodofIsrael.Thesameissaidof35:1–

7,whereJacob‘sfamilyputsawayallforeignemblemsandheerectsanaltarattheplacewhichhe names 

El-bethel. In 35:9–15,JacobsetsupandanointsapillaratBethel.Threeoftheseepisodes,allofthem―on

theway,‖concernBethelwhichbecameanimportantshrineinIsrael. 

7. Lists. A list is a serial document. There is the list of the names of the sons of Jacob (35:22b–26), of 

Esau‘swives(withgenealogy;36:1–6), of the names of the chiefs of the sons of Esau (36:15–19, 40–43), 

of the Edomite kings (Wilson 1977: 167–98). Gen 36:9–14, 20–36 are lists/genealogies, as is 46:8–27, the 

enumeration of the descendants of Israel who went down into Egypt. There is a list of peoples whom it 

was important to know about (15:19–21), and a list of 16 places or personal names in the genealogy of 

25:1–6.  

8. Reports. This is a genre that communicates events for the sake of the record and without developing 

a narrative: (1) birth reports (4:25–26, Seth and Enosh; 21:1–7, Isaac; 26:19–26, Jacob and Esau); (2) 

death reports (23:1–2,19, Sarah; 25:7–11, Abraham; 25:17–18, Ishmael; 35:16–20, Rebekah; 35:27–29, 

Isaac; 47:28–31; 49:1,29–33, Jacob; 50:22–26, Joseph); (3) various: a marriage report (19:30–38; 36:1–

5);areportofEsau‘smove(36:6–8); an adoption report (48:1–12); and a blessing report (48:15–16, 

19,20a).  

The Priestly creation account has been described, with reservations, as a report (Coats Genesis FOTL, 

47), as a narrative, at least as a point of departure (again with reservations; Westermann 1984: 80), and as 

a document that sets out priestly doctrine (von Rad Genesis OTL, 63). The account, however, is unique in 

form and does not fit into any generic literary category. It is a solemn and stylized statement of the 

priestly teaching that creation proceeds immediately from the word of God which is itself event. The best 

parallels to the creation account of chap. 1 are Psalm 104 (a hymn of descriptive praise) and Psalm 136 

(the great Hallel, a litany of praise to God for his action of creation and redemption). The flood story 



(6:13–8:19) is a composite narrative set within disparate theological reflections (6:5–8; 6:11–12 and 8:20–

22; 9:1–17), rather than a report.  

D. Fixed Formulas and Genesis  

Gunkel (1906: 109; Rollmann 1981: 184), after careful study of the biblical texts, arrived at a 

description of a literary type (Gattung): it must exhibit, (1) a common store of ideas and attitudes, (2) a 

clear and constant form of speech, and (3) a setting in life from which alone the content and form can be 

understood. This description applies better to the shorter sayings, formulas, and episodes rather than to the 

longer episodes or stories. The following are the main fixed, short formulas that occur in Genesis.  

Accusation: mah zo˒t ˓āś  t, ―whatisthisyouhavedone,‖oraverysimilarformula, or a formula with 

lāmm , ―why‖:3:13; 4:10; 12:18–19; 20:9; 26:10; 29:25; 31:26, 30; 43:6; 44:15. It formulates a direct 

accusation of a misdemeanor.  

Blessing: The verb bārak, ―bless,‖isusedasanimperativeorajussive:1:28; 9:1–2, 27–28; 12:2–3; 

22:18; 26:1–3; 27:27–29; 28:3–4, 14; 32:28–29 (—Eng 27–28); 46:1–5a; 48:13–20.  

Call to attention: The word hinneh, ―behold,hereIam,‖orthelike,22:1, 7, 11; the particle draws 

attention.  

Covenant formula: ―IshallbeyourGod,andyoushallbemypeople.‖Theformula,typicalofJeremiah,

is expanded and varied in 9:8–17; 17:10.  

Curse: ˒ārûr, cursed, specifying person and content: 3:14–19; 4:11–12; 9:25; 27:29b.  

Dirge: a lament over a misfortune: 37:35; 42:36; 43:14.  

Farewell speech: An old man is to die; he expresses resignation, exacts a promise or oath, or gives a 

commission: 24:2–4; 46:30; 47:29–31; 48:11, 21–22; 49:29–32.  

Narrative link: the phrases ˒aḥar haddĕbār  m hā˒ēlleh, ―Afterthesethings…,‖orwayĕhi ˒aher … 

―Nowithappenedafter…‖;aformulaconnectingotherwisenoncontinuouspieces:15:1; 22:1, 20; 39:7; 

40:1.  

Self-revelation (or self-identification): God or a person identifies himself; ˒ānōk  , ˒ n  , ―I‖plusanoun:

15:1, 7; 17:1; 24:34; 26:24; 27:19; 28:13; 31:13; 35:11–12; 45:3, 4; 46:3.  

Tôlĕdôt: Scholars are not in agreement about the translation of tôlĕdôt (Wilson 1977: 158, n. 57; 

Tengström 1982). Suggestions are: generations, successions, descendants, family history, genealogy. In 

Genesis the formula occurs in ―These(˒ēlleh) are the tôlĕdôt of‖or―This(zeh) is the book (sēper) of the 

tôlĕdôt of‖(once,5:1): 2:4a (heavens and earth); 5:1 (Adam); 6:9 (Noah); 10:1 (sons of Noah); 11:10 

(Shem); 11:27 (Terah); 25:12 (Ishmael); 36:1 (Esau-Edom); 36:9 (Esau); 37:2 (Jacob).  

Transition formula: ―Nowithappenedatthattime,‖wayĕh   bā˒ēt hahiw˒, 21:22; 38:1,―Nowit

happenedattheendof(after),‖wayĕh   miqqēṣ, 4:3; 8:6; 41:1.  

Word of YHWH: ―ThewordofYHWHcametoAbram,‖hāyāh dĕbār YHWH ˒el (15:1); this is a 

common expression for prophetic revelation, but occurs only here in Genesis. It is frequent in narrative 

texts in Samuel-Kings: 1 Sam 15:10; 2 Sam 7:4; 1 Kgs 12:22; 16:1; 17:2, 8, etc.  

The pioneering work in the study of literary forms in the OT, and in the book of Genesis in particular, 

was done by Hermann Gunkel (1862–1932). He not only made use of the results of Near Eastern 

archaeology, but also applied the methods of comparative literature to the study of the OT. Gunkel based 

his study of literary types on the assumption that the rhetorical forms and literary types in OT times were 

more fixed than they are in modern times and, as it were, imposed themselves on the writer. If a poet or 

writer or cultic official wished to speak on a certain theme or in a particular situation, then he did so in a 

certain way. Forms and formulas became highly stylized. Now there is much truth in this insight which 

was a major contribution to the study of the Bible. But literary forms and form criticism are tools for the 

understanding of the Bible and not tyrannical masters. Naturally there were exaggerations in the use of 

this newfound tool.  

One must be aware of the literary type of a whole book as well as of its component parts, large and 

small (see the preceding article). One must be aware also that fixed formulas are often used in different 

circumstances. For example, it has been well argued that the formula―fearnot‖(˒al tīr ) is a key 

component in the language of war, in particular the Holy War (Conrad 1985). But it is an exaggeration to 



say that every time the phrase is used it is in the context of war or evokes associations with war. In Gen 

15:1,theLordaddressesAbraham,―Fearnot,Abraham,Iamyourshield.‖TosaythatAbrahamis

addressed as a warrior because he has taken part in a battle in the previous chapter (14:14–16), and the 

rootoftheword―shield‖(māgēn) is used as a verb in 14:20b (miggēn), is to strain the exegesis of the 

text.Abirthformula,―Behold,youarewithchildandshallbearason;youshallcallhisnameIshmael,‖

occurs in 16:11 and in other places in the OT (Gen 17:11; Judg 13:3–5; Isa 7:14; 1 Kgs 13:2; 1 Chr 22:9) 

as well as in the NT (Luke 1:31), but always with slight variations. The form has not imposed itself as if it 

were a straitjacket.  

Thereisnosuchthingasa―pure‖literary form, that is, a form that appears always word for word 

without variation. But there is a definite pattern according to which certain forms of speech are 

pronounced, e.g. the oracle of salvation (Westermann 1987).  

A literary form is not something that one can choose or not choose to adopt. One writes or speaks in 

some form and there is no form which is not stylization. The whole person is expressed through the form. 

It is not partly person, partly form. The style is the person. We must not equate the style merely with 

kinds of embellishments, with terseness, prolixity, continued metaphor, insistent parallelism. It is not 

possible to separate completely form from content. Any attempts to give precedence to the message must 

be very delicate when the work is of any degree of sophistication. A literary form is not like the skin of an 

orange which one peels off to get at what really matters. In brief, then, it is neither the form nor the 

content that prevails. The meaning of the text emerges from a fine blending of both. And the person who 

speaks or writes, and the situation out of which the speech or writing comes, will regularly modify the 

form.  
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JOHN J. SCULLION  

GENEVA BIBLE. The Geneva Bible is the translation made by the Marian exiles in Geneva and 

issued in 1560 by Rouland Hall at the expense of the English Church in Geneva. The preface describes 

theworkasrequiring―twoyeresandmoredayandnight.‖WilliamWhittingham,Anthony Gilby, and 

ThomasSamson,influencedbytheissuingofPagninus‘LatinBibleaswellasbyOliveton‘sFrench,and

theItalianversion,correctedTyndale‘stextbyBeza‘sLatinNT.TheOTisbasedontheGreatBible

corrected from Hebrew and Greek compared with the Latin text of Leo Juda. The NT revised 

Whittingham‘sTestamentof1557. 

The Geneva Bible (Herbert 1968: No. 107; all number references hereafter refer to Herbert 1968) 

printed in Roman letter borrowed the innovation of printing the verses within the chapters as separate 

paragraphsfromWhittingham‘sNT.WordsnotinGreek,butnecessaryforEnglish,wereinitalics.There

were long prologues, chapter summaries, and copious marginal notes. There were woodcuts like those 

used in a French Bible published in Geneva the same year. The size was small quarto (28 × 20 cm).  

Geneva Bibles printed after 1587 have a NT revised by Laurence Thomson who was secretary to Sir 

Francis Walsingham, and those after 1599 have the notes on the Apocalypse done by Junius, making three 

types of Geneva Bibles in all.  

John Bodley received a patent for the exclusive right of printing the revision in England for seven years; 

ArchbishopParkerin1565requestedthatatwelveyearextensionofBodley‘spatentbegranted.

However, no Geneva Bibles were printed in England until after the death of Parker in 1575. The Barker 

family retained the printing rights for 130 years, when it passed to the Baskets for sixty years, and they 

sold it to John Eyre of Landford Wilts. The Geneva was the first Bible in English, printed in Scotland in 

1579.  

Though never authorized and never needing it, the Geneva Bible proved to be extremely popular. 

Between 1550 and 1644 there were an estimated one hundred and forty editions of the Bible and the NT. 

After 1611 when it could no longer be printed in England, editions printed in Amsterdam and Dort gave 

the date 1599 and the name of Christopher Barker as printer. It is estimated by Butterworth (1941: 231) 

that nineteen percent of the wording of the King James is due to the Geneva. It influenced the translators 

of the King James version in their revision more than any other English version.  



ThoughtherenderinghadearlierappearedinWycliffe,inCaxton‘sGolden Legend, and in Coverdale, 

theGenevaisknownasthe―BreechesBible‖fromitstranslationoftheclothingofAdam and Eve in Gen 

3:7. While it has commonly been said that the Geneva was the Bible of the home in the Elizabethan 

periodandtheBishops‘wastheBibleoftheChurch,thereweremanyexceptions.Therewerequarto

printingsoftheBishops‘BiblesandfolioprintingsoftheGeneva.Churchwarden‘saccountsoftheperiod

recordthepurchaseofGenevaBiblesforsomeparishes.EvenafterthemakingoftheBishops‘Bible,

Andrews, Dillingham, and Overall continued using the Geneva in their sermons. The Geneva was used by 

William Shakespeare in his later plays and by John Bunyan. While it is known that the Puritans favored 

theGeneva,thatitalonewasallowedontheMayflowerseemsdisprovedbyJohnAlden‘sKingJames

Version (on display at Pilgrim Hall in Plymouth, Massachusetts).  

The notes of the Geneva are Calvinistic and anti-Catholic and are equal to a running commentary. In 

Junius‘notestheimagesoftheApocalypseareappliedtothechurchofRome.Thoughpopularwiththe 

people,thenotesweredescribedbyArchbishopParkeras―prejudicallnotiswhichmighthavebenalso

wellspared.‖TheGenevawasdecriedbyKingJamesattheHamptonCourtConferenceastheworstof

allthetranslations,anditsnotesdescribedas―partiall, untrue, seditious, and favouring too much of 

daungerous,andtrayterousconceites.‖Nevertheless,therewereprintingsoftheKingJamesBiblewith

Geneva notes in 1642 (No. 564), 1649 (No. 620), 1679 (Nos. 742, 743), 1863 (No. 782), 1708 (No. 987), 

and 1715 (No. 936).  

Selections from the Geneva were used in the Soldier‘s Pocket  ible of 1643 (No. 677). The Geneva was 

reprinted in facsimile by Bagster in 1842 (No. 1846), and the text in the English Hexapla of 1841 (No. 

1840) and by Luther A. Weigle in his The New Testament Octapla in 1962. The text of Psalms was 

printed in the Hexaplar Psalter of1911(No.2173)andthetextofGenesisincludedinWeigle‘sGenesis 

Octapla of 1965. The Geneva Bible was again reissued in a facsimile reprint in 1969 by the University of 

Wisconsin Press. The making and influence of the Geneva Bible is the subject of a multivolume (in 1988 

twenty volumes) study by Lewis Lupton.  
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JACK P. LEWIS  

GENITALIA. The Bible often employs euphemism when referring to the male and female sex organs. 

See BIBLE, EUPHEMISM AND DYSPHEMISM IN THE.  

GENIZAH, CAIRO. See DAMASCUS RULE.  

GENNAEUS (PERSON) [Gk Gennaios (Γενναιος)]. Father of Apollonius, one of the five military 

governors of a district of Syria in the time of Antiochus V, 164–162 B.C.E. (2 Macc 12:2). The father of 

Apollonius is mentioned to distinguish him from another Apollonius, son of Menestheus, mentioned 

earlier (2 Macc 4:21). The five local governors would not let the Jews live quietly and in peace to go 

about their farming (2 Macc 12:1–2). It is not clear from the text whether the governors had orders or 

permission for the central government to oppress the Jews. This passage has no parallel in 1 Maccabees, 

but it may have been derived from a common source (Goldstein 2 Maccabees AB, 432). The Jews did 

fight with neighboring peoples (1 Maccabees 5), but this reference seems to say that they fought with 

local Macedonian officials.  

BETTY JANE LILLIE  

GENNESARET (PLACE) [Gk Gennesaret (Γεννεσαρετ)]. 1. A plain thirty stadia long and 20 stadia 

wide (3.5 × 1.5 miles) on the NW side of the Sea of Galilee between ancient Tiberias and Capernaum (Ant 

3.521). As part of the rift valley, the plain is located 200 m (660 ft.) below sea level. Apparently, one of 

three branches of the Via Maris passed through the plain linking Megiddo and the coast with Hazor, 



Syria, and Mesopotamia (Negev 1972: 327); local roads connected it to important cities such as 

Sepphoris. The area is associated with Chinnereth of Jewish tradition (Deut 3:17; Josh 11:2; 12:3; 19:35).  

Much of the early activity of Jesus and the Jesus movement apparently took place in or near this area. 

According to gospel tradition, Jesus and his disciples were blown off their journey to Bethsaida and 

landed instead in the region of Gennesaret (Matt 14:34=Mark 6:53). A variant from D reads Gk Genesar. 

The basaltic red soil carried by three brooks, Nahal Ammud, Nahal Zalmon, and Nahal Arbel, made the 

plain fertile and allowed the growth of a variety of species including walnut, palm-trees, figs, and olives 

(Ant 3.515–18). According to Theophrastus, papyrus was planted and harvested by Egyptians near the 

lake (HP 4.8.4). Strabo mentions that balsam plants, a major export item, grew around the Lake, no doubt 

in this area (16.2.16). Hengel argues that the Romans may have extended balsam production to Galilee in 

order to increase profits (Hengel 1974: 45). The region was heavily populated during the Greco-Roman 

period and included the major urban centers of Tiberias and Tarichaeae/Magdala as well as the large 

village of Capernaum on its northern boundary.  

2. City overlooking the fertile plain whose name became associated with the plain and the Sea of 

Galilee; see CHINNERETH.  

3. An alternate name for the Sea of Galilee (Luke 5:1; 1 Macc 11:67).  
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DOUGLAS R. EDWARDS  

GENRE. See FORM CRITICISM.  

GENTILES, COURT OF THE. AportionofHerod‘stemplesquareopentoJewsandgentiles.An
enclosure or barrier (Gk druphaktos; Heb soreg) surrounded the inner sanctuary beyond which gentiles 

were forbidden to go. Tablets written in Greek and Latin were apparently placed at thirteen entrances on 

the low parapet that marked the boundary to the area specifically reserved for Jews; the tablets warned 

non-Jews not to enter (Joseph. JW 5.5.3; 6.2.4; Ant 17.11.5; cf. m. Mid. 2.1–3). Two tablets with a Greek 

inscription have been found, a complete one in 1871 (Clermont-Ganneau) and a fragment in 1935 (Iliffe). 

Thecompleteonereads―Noforeigneristoenterwithintheforecourt and the balustrade around the 

sanctuary.Whoeveriscaughtwillhavehimselftoblameforhissubsequentdeath‖(SchürerHJP² 2:222, 

n. 85; cf. 285, n. 57). In Acts, Paul was accused of taking a gentile, Trophimus the Ephesian, into the 

temple, presumably meaning that they passed from the court of gentiles through the enclosure (Acts 

21:28–29).Aroundthecourt‘sperimeterwereporticoes;itwasprobablyinoneofthese porticoes that, 

accordingtogospeltradition,Jesusoverturnedthemoneychangers‘tables(Matt 21:12; Mark 11:14; 

Luke 19:45; John 2:15). Josephus reports that Samaritans (ca. 6–9 C.E.) secretly scattered human bones in 

some of the porticoes and temple area, no doubt referring to this large area (Ant 18.30). The total area of 

the temple court could comfortably hold 75,000 people (Meyers and Strange 1981: 52).  
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GENUBATH (PERSON) [Heb gĕnubat (ְגֻנַבת)]. Son of Hadad, an Edomite of the royal house who 

found favor in Egypt where he took refuge when David conquered Edom (1 Kgs 11:20).Genubath‘s

mother is the sister of the queen, Tahpenes. That Genubath is weaned by the queen and raised with the 

sons of Pharaoh indicates the high esteem in which his father was held in Egypt. The name Genubath may 

be of N Arabic origin (gnb) or stem from an Egyptian name (qnbt˒).  
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PAULINE A. VIVIANO  

GEOGRAPHY AND THE BIBLE. This entry consists of two very different types of articles. The 

first article surveys not only the physical geology and geomorphology of Palestine, but also the human 

geography, including land use and settlement patterns characteristic of the land. The second article 

examineshow,inantiquity,biblicalandearlyJewishwritersthemselvesconfiguredtheworldandIsrael‘s

geographical relationship to it.  

GEOGRAPHY OF PALESTINE  

Geography is a spatial science which seeks to explain location and distributionsontheearth‘ssurface.

Palestine expresses this geographical tradition rather well. For example, the region is located 31 degrees 

N of the equator. At such latitudes desert and Mediterranean climates converge. Palestine is also 

approximately midway between the Nile and Tigris/Euphrates River basins indicating a sense of centrality 

and geopolitical consequences between great civilizations of the past which emerged to the W and the E. 

These basic patterns, to a high degree, have directed human occupance and cultural activity of the diverse 

landscape.  

The discipline of geography is also viewed as a bridge between social and physical sciences. The task of 

geographers is to interpret the meeting and the interrelationships between natural history and cultural 

history (Sauer 1972: 1–2). That is, they seek out interrelationships between land, humans, and time. The 

landscapeisoftendictatedbygeologicalforcesandthestructureoftheearth‘srocksinthesubsurface.

The physical forces such as weather and climate over eons of time break down the exposed rock to create 

soil and prepare the way for erosion by water. Such geological and climatically controlled processes and 

events began millions of years ago.  

Superimposed on the geologic and climatic mosaic of Palestine is the much more recent imprint of 

people. Palestine is a long settled region and its peoples are heirs to old and culturally diverse 

civilizations. With each new skill humans seized opportunities and resources to improve their well-being. 

Human groups benefited from the natural resources such as springs for water, topography with defensive 

advantage, and lowland soils which could be cultivated with ease. Geography may be viewed as human 

ecology since interactions between human and physical processes do occur. Humans are not set apart 

from the natural landscape but are participants or even motivators in its changes. Since the recession of 

the glaciers which began some 20,000 years ago the most significant modifier of the landscape has been 

people—not physical processes. Within the short span of occupance the geography of Palestine has been 

transformed from a physical entity to a culturally modified environment.  

In the brief survey of the geography of Palestine which follows, the physical elements including its 

geology, geomorphology, climate, soils, and water resources are discussed. This overview is followed by 

the human geography through biblical times. Included are subsections on land use, settlement patterns, 

rural and urban settings, and road networks.  

———  

A. A Geographic Perspective of Palestine  

B. Physical Character  

1. Geology  

2. Geologic Structures and Plate Tectonics  

3. Geomorphology  

a. The Coastal Plain  

b. The Hill Country  

c. The Dead Sea Rift  

d. Transjordan  

e. The Negeb  

f. The Sinai Peninsula  

4. Climatic Setting of Palestine  

a. Weather and Climate  



b. Controls of Weather and Climate  

c. Water Requirements  

d. Climatic Variability and Settlement  

5. Soil Types and Salinity  

6. Water Resources and Water Systems  

C. Human Geography  

1. Characteristics of Land Use in Palestine  

2. Settlement Patterns  

3. Settlements and Topographic Settings  

4. Landscape Modification  

5. Agriculture  

6. Towns  

7. Road Network  

———  

A. A Geographic Perspective of Palestine  

Since ancient times Jerusalem was portrayed as the omphalos, thatis,theearth‘snavel,fromwhich

orderwasestablishedanddiffusedto―thosewhodwellattheearth‘sfarthestbounds‖(Ps 65:8). The 

preeminence of Palestine and particularly Jerusalem was cartographically expressed on O and T maps. 

The Cottonian map, a 10th-century Anglo-Saxon predecessor to the traditional O and T maps which 

followed, depicts Europe to the left, Africa to the right and the Middle East and Asia at the top (i.e., east) 

(Elster1970).The―O‖ofthemapwasrepresentedbyauniversaloceanwhichcirclesthelandmasses.

The―T‖representedtheRedSeatotherightandtheBlackSeatotheleft.Thesetwoseas joined the 

Mediterranean Sea at approximate right angles which in turn, vertically bisected the map. The intent was, 

of course, to geographically highlight the importance of the Holy Land. When the map was oriented, E 

wasnaturallytothe―top‖ofthemap where it, figuratively speaking, belonged.  

Although T and O maps are geographically expressions of the past they do illustrate the theological 

significance of the Holy Land. Other maps also reveal salient geographical characteristics about Palestine. 

The region is situated midway between the Nile and the Tigris and Euphrates River basins which were 

centers of exceptional civilizations. The routes which led from Asia to Africa and Europe funneled 

through the narrow sliver of arable land called the Fertile Crescent which terminated in Palestine.  

In terms of geology, natural vegetation, and climate, Palestine is a meeting place. It is here that several 

crustal plates of the earth are pushing, pulling, and sliding past one another. The end product of these 

global subsurface forces are contorted land forms and inland seas created in the region which are 

manifested in the earthquakes and recent volcanic activity recorded in the exposed rocks.  

Palestine is a botanical boundary where three major natural vegetation zones meet: Mediterranean, 

Saharo-Sindian and Irano-Turanian. Trees and xerophytic shrubs of the Mediterranean zone contrast 

sharply with the sparse plant cover of the arid Saharo-Sindian zone. The Irano-Turanian zone is an 

intermediate grass steppe land forming a transition between the other two zones. A combination of 

climatic conditions for plant growth as well as modification or deforestation of the vegetation due to long 

human occupance has left little of the original cover.  

The land is also a place where arid and wet climates meet. Parod in Galilee annually receives 1,000 mm 

of precipitation whereas the Negeb 450 km to the south receives almost none. The boundary between the 

desert and the wetter zone is elusive and flexible which is illustrated by the repeated shifts of human 

settlements over time.  

The region was a meeting place of tillers and urban dwells. Semblance of urban status appeared with 

Jericho in the 6th millennium B.C. The site covered an area of 32 hectares and was protected by a stone 

wall.  

Curiously, the coastal plain and its shoreline were less significant to the people of Palestine than to 

others in the Mediterranean Basin such as the Phoenicians, Greeks, and Romans. The occupants were 

oriented toward the land not the sea. The land was a meeting place for farmers and nomads. The farmers 



preferred stability and lived in secure villages whereas the nomads tended to the needs of their flocks. In 

both cases water was key to their economic pursuits. During periods of ample water supply both 

prospered.  

B. Physical Character  

1. Geology. Although the geology of Palestine and the Sinai, in terms of rock types, structures and 

history is complex, it is significant in terms of land forms, water resources, and human occupation of the 

landscape. The rocks which make up the region may be broadly divided into three sequential types. See 

Figs. GEO.01 and GEO.02. The oldest rocks are of Precambrian age which chronologically are followed 

by a prolonged record of sedimentary deposits. The youngest earth materials are the most recent deposits 

occupying the lowlands.  

The most ancient rocks are some two to three billion years in age (Precambrian) and with the exception 

of the Sinai are of limited exposure. The rocks were derived from magmas which cooled in the subsurface 

to form calc-alkaine and alkaine magmatic rocks. These igneous rocks went through repeated folding to 

form high mountains in the S part of the region. The Sinai Peninsula, Arabia, E Egypt and the Sudan form 

the geologic core of the Middle East which is referred to as the Arabo-Nubian Massif. Over the millions 

of years the region was fractured and split by earthquakes. The ruptured zones were filled with younger 

crystalline rock and volcanic deposits which locally metamorphosed the existing rock. Today, the only 

aerially significant Precambrian exposures N of the Sinai occur NE of the Gulf of Elat.  

The Precambrian Era was followed by Paleozoic, Meszoic and, most recently, the Cenozoic Eras which 

covered a span of 0.5 billion years. This period of geologic time was generally characterized by deposits 

of sedimentary rocks. The land mass rose and subsided many times causing repeated inundations and 

subsequent exposures by the ocean which geologists refer to as the Tethys. During a period of drowning 

by the Tethys Sea, marine deposits, primarily carbonates, were laid down as muds which gradually 

hardened into sedimentary strata. Limestone, chalk, marl, dolomite, and flint were the common 

depositional products. The limestones frequently were composed of marine fossils such as foraminifera 

and coral. When the land was exposed during the regression of the sea, terrestrial deposits such as 

sandstone and gravels were deposited and lithified. The widespread Nubian sandstones in Palestine and 

the Sinai are evidence of the terrestrial regime in the region.  

On the basis of the geology, eight transgressions of the sea took place: five during the Paleozoic Era and 

three during the Mesozoic Era. The geographical distribution of the marine and terrestrial rocks reveal 

that the Transjordan to the E experienced greater periods of subaerial deposition. In contrast the Cisjordan 

to the W and N is predominantly characterized by marine deposits, suggesting that this region was 

submerged for a longer period of time and regression of the sea was a sporadic intermittent event.  

The present era of geologic time (Quaternary Era) has witnessed terrestrial deposition in basins along 

the Mediterranean Sea and the trough from the Sea of Galilee (Lake Kinneret) southward beyond the 

Dead Sea to the Gulf of Aqaba. During the Early Quaternary, more familiar features such as sand dunes 

along the shoreline, loess of the N Negeb and red sands of the coastal plain were deposited by winds. Also 

the Terra Rossa of the hills of Judea (e.g., Hebron Hills, Bethel Hills) and the marls in the Jordan Valley 

were deposited during this time.  

Althoughtheglaciersofthe―IceAge‖didnotdirectlyeffectPalestine,theaccompanyingPleistocene

climatic change did. With its onset, cooler climatic conditions occurred between 600,000 and 30,000 

years ago and are referred to as pluvials. The lower evaporation rates coupled with a probable increase in 

precipitation created lakes and wetlands in valleys and more intensive weathering of the exposed rocks. 

Streams with higher discharges carved canyons and deposited coarse debris in valley bottoms. Additional 

deposits included the Lissan marls of the Jordan Valley and a volcanic episode which poured lavas onto 

the Golan, E Galilee and Basan in Transjordan.  

2. Geologic Structures and Plate Tectonics. During the long periods of geologic time, marine and 

terrestrial deposition dominated the scene. However, skeletal clues suggest mountain building occurred 

during Precambrian time. More recently, however, the more salient geologic structures were formed. 

During the middle Cenozoic Era (Lower Miocene Epoch), the region from Spain to the Middle East and 



beyond experienced a principal mountain building event which is continuing. Referred to as the Alpine-

Himalayan revolution, simple folds were created in the sedimentary rocks of Palestine. Earthquakes 

accompanied the displacement of the land which were manifested as faults outlining the linear depression 

of the Jordan Valley. Over time, the rift deepened and tributary valleys formed. The rift valley which is 

one of the most outstanding geologic features on the surface of the earth is clearly visible as a linear 

trough occupied by the Sea of Galilee, the Jordan River, and the Dead Sea, and continuing southward to 

Elat, a total distance of some 360 km.  

In overview, the structural changes occurring in Palestine are related to the concept of plate tectonics. 

Theearth‘scrustiscomposedofseveralplates,likebrokenslabsoficeonalake.Alongtheirmargins,the

crustal plates are converging, diverging, or sliding laterally past each other. Since motion is occurring 

along the edges of the plates, earthquakes due to faulting, vulcanism and related geological displacements 

such as mountain building commonly take place along relatively narrow zones. A boundary separating the 

Arabo-Nubian Plate from the African Plate is located in the Red Sea where separation of Africa and the 

Arabian Peninsula is occurring. The plate boundary extends into the Gulf of Elat and farther N, creating 

the Dead Sea Rift. The plate boundary has the appropriate geological characteristics: volcanic activity, 

earthquakesanddisplacementoftheearth‘scrust. 

Seismological stations have been in place in the Middle East only since the 1930s. Therefore the 

seismic activity is historically not well documented. In spite of this, noninstrumental and instrumental 

observations indicate that between 1900 and 1980 over 50 earthquakes occurred adjacent to the Dead Sea 

Rift (Aryeh 1985). The seismic activity along the fault system is the result of the relative movement of the 

African and Arabo-Nubian plates which on the average have been one-half to one cm per year. Bowen 

and Jux (1987: 159) believe the total displacement was 105 km since the end of Mesozoic time.  

Recent investigations (Neev et al. 1987) based in part on Landsat satellite pictures suggest that vertical 

displacements are actively occurring along the E Mediterranean shoreline. Faulting has uplifted the land 

whereas the Mediterranean basin off the coast of Palestine has been submerged as blocks of the ocean 

crustsubsided.―Thesealookedandfled,Jordanturnedback.Themountainsskippedlikerams,thehills

likelambs‖(Ps 114:3–4), poetically describes the geological instability of the region.  

3. Geomorphology. The present-day topographic expression of Palestine began to evolve with the 

withdrawal of the Mesozoic seas and the Cenozoic uplifts and faulting. Orni and Efrat (1971) recognized 

six geomorphological provinces. See Fig. GEO.03. These are: the coastal plain; the hill country; the Dead 

Sea Rift and its branches; the Transjordan; the Negeb; and the Sinai Peninsula to the S and SW.  

a. The Coastal Plain. The coastal plain of the Palestine is a rather straight depositional surface 

extending along the Mediterranean shore. Topographically, the region is characterized by beaches and 

sand dunes occasionally interspersed with wetlands. There appears to be two source areas for the 

sediment. Currents moving northward supply quartzic sand-size particles to the shoreline from the Nile 

River. It has been suggested (Orni and Efrat 1971) that during the Pleistocene pluvials, which 

corresponded to periods of lower sea levels, the Nile River transported coarse sands from the Abyssinian 

highlands to the sea, which were then moved by coastal currents to the Palestinian coast. An alternative or 

supplemental source of sand is Wadi el-Arish which drains most of the Sinai and debouches into the 

Mediterranean 80 km W of Gaza. The siliceous sands are clearly derived from non-carbonate sources and 

are thus not local sediments. The deposits N of Haifa, however, are essentially composed of calcium 

carbonate and are derived locally from the weathered rocks of the interior of Palestine.  

Much of the shoreline has precipitous rock cliffs 10 to 40 m high suggesting that the coast is erosional 

innature.Sandstoneoutcropslocallycalled―kurkarridges‖paralleltheshoreline.Kurkararethoughtto

be sand dunes deposited during the Pleistocene and cemented by calcareous solutions. However, recent 

investigations (Neev et al. 1987: 4–5) suggest that fault activity and earthquakes may account for the 

position and trends of the kurkar ridges.  

b. The Hill Country. The hill country occupies most of the country between the coastal plain to the W 

and Jordan to the E. The hills were formed during the relatively recent Alpine-Himalayan mountain 

building period and are landforms of the Cenozoic age. With the exception of lower Galilee where 



volcanic basalts cover the surface, the rocks are sedimentary carbonates and include limestones, chalk, 

marl, and dolomite.  

Morphologically, the hills in the S (Judea) tread in a general north-south direction. Breaching and 

erosion has exposed the interior of some of these features, thus forming anticlinal valleys with interior 

drainage. Northward in Samaria over a distance of 50 km, three northeast–southwest ridges paralleled one 

another to form Mount Carmel in the NW, the Irron Hills in the center and the Tevez Hills in the SE. 

Structurally, the ridges are anticlines separated by two downward synclinal valleys. The subregion to the 

N is abruptly terminated by faults set at approximate right angles to the Jordan Valley, making the 

lineation of the ridges less clear.  

The geomorphic picture in the hills of Galilee is less clear because folding was complicated by faulting. 

It has been suggested (Orni and Efrat 1971: 74) that an anticlinal ridge striking N/S is paralleled by 

secondary folds on its flanks similar to the hill country to the S. However, faulting across the strike of the 

folds created tilted blocks. An additional element adding to the complexity of the topography was the 

more recent volcanic activity which has produced basalt plateaus. In summary, the topography consists of 

isolated narrow ridges, elevated plateaus, and dissected valleys and basins.  

c. The Dead Sea Rift. The most striking topographical feature in Palestine is the elongated valley 

created by rifting between the Cisjordan and Transjordan. The rift is the N sector of a plate boundary 

which extends southward into the Red Sea. A branch of the rift extends into E Africa which is occupied 

by well known lakes such as Lake Tanganyika and Lake Rudolf of the African Rift Valley. In Palestine 

the width of the rift varies from 5 to 25 km. Three lakes occupy the rift. From N to S these are Lake Hula 

(el. +70 m), Sea of Galilee (el. –209 m) and the Dead Sea (el. –395 m). Both Lake Hula and the Sea of 

Galilee were created by lava dams which impounded the drainage to the S. Prior to the 1950s Lake Hula, 

which was a basin colonized with papyrus and other marsh plants, was converted to fertile farmland 

(Fisher 1978: 414). The difference in elevation between the rift floor and adjacent upland is explained in 

part by vertical faulting which intensified during Late Cenozoic time. However great thicknesses of 

sediment have also contributed to the subsidence of the rift. On the basis of geophysical evidence, (Orni 

and Efrat 1971) 7000 m of alluvium overlie the bedrock in the Dead Sea area. The river readjusted its 

gradient as the water level of the Dead Sea oscillated. During higher lake levels the Jordan River 

meandered within its valley depositing alluvium (Kallner and Rosenau 1939). As the level of the Dead 

Sea fell, the river incised the valley bottom, creating a lower floodplain and abandoning the formerly 

deposited older and higher surfaces which now stand as river terraces.  

d. Transjordan. Transjordan includes the region east of the Dead Sea Rift. Geologically, in most areas, 

the Transjordan is the continuation of the hill country W of the rift. Its W boundary is sharply delineated 

by escarpments which face W, whereas the E slope has a gradual transitional zone to the Syrian Desert. 

With the exception of Cenozoic volcanics in the Golan region, most of the Transjordan is composed of 

uplifted carbonate rocks of Mesozoic age. The uplift was greater to the W adjacent to the rift. Thus the 

plateau surface dips gently eastward. The uplift of the plateau was gentle enough to allow the rivers in the 

Transjordan to cut downward and maintain their westward flowing courses. High, stream-eroded cuestas 

set perpendicular to the rift are well displayed E of the Dead Sea Rift. The most striking cuesta, Ras en-

Naqb, has a local relief of 300 to 400 m. In front of the cuestas, prominent sedimentary hills mainly 

composed of Nubian sandstones have remained exposed. Where river dissection has been extreme, large 

alluvial fans have been deposited at the base of these escarpments.  

e. The Negeb. The Negeb occupies an area of about 12,000 km
2
 (4,600 mi

2
). On the map, this 

geomorphic region has a shape of a near-isosoles triangle with its apex at the port city of Elat. Its remote 

location from the Mediterranean presents an area of extreme aridity. Geomorphologically the Negeb has a 

great diversity of land forms particularly from E to W. The E sector of the Negeb is well defined by the 

Arabah Valley which is the S most extension of the Dead Sea Rift. The rift valley averages 60 km in 

width. In spite of the aridity, flash flooding is rare but geomorphically significant in the Arabah Valley. 

Extensive alluvial fans derived from flood events have been deposited along the floor of the rift valley.  



North and east of Elat the Arabo-Nubian Massif with its ancient crystalline rocks forms a rugged 

landscape. The Precambrian crystalline and metamorphic rocks break down rapidly, creating vertical 

fractures often resulting in high angle slopes. Flanking the Massif is the Paran Plateau. This surface 

attains elevations of 600 m and gently dips to the NW where it intersects the Arabah Valley at an 

elevation of 100 m. Most of the plateau is flat indicating that the carbonate bedrock has not been severely 

deformed over time. Wadi Paran exhibits a dendritic drainage pattern and has a channel width of up to 

three km, indicating that high river discharge conditions occasionally occur.  

Midway between Elat and the Mediterranean, in the central Negeb, is a region of hills (Negeb Hills) 

commonly exceeding elevations of 1,000 m. Compressional forces on the strata during the Cenozoic Era 

created ridges and valleys generally conforming to anticlines and synclines. Comparatively little 

secondary deformation occurred to distort these primary structures. The anticlinal structures are in some 

localities breached, forming valleys within the anticlines. Makhtesh Qatan and Makhtesh Ramon are 

outstanding examples of these structural landforms.  

Between the Negeb hills and the Mediterranean lies a plain centered on Beer-sheba. Compared to the E 

Negeb, this plain is a low subdued surface ranging in elevation from 50 m in the W to 500 m in the E. 

During early Cenozoic time the sea penetrated the region forming a shallow estuary in which chalk 

(calcium carbonate)precipitated.Withthesea‘sregressiontheexposedareawasblanketedwithloesssoil

deposited by the wind. Sand dunes extending northward from the Sinai contribute to the landscape 

diversity of this area.  

f. The Sinai Peninsula. On a map, the Sinai Peninsula has two outstanding attributes. It is some three 

times (60,000 km
2
) the size of Israel prior to the Six Day War, and it has a long coastline encompassing 

much of its triangular shape. Sinai may be subdivided into four geomorphic subareas: the high mountains 

in the S; the a-Tih Plateau; the Northern Plain; and the coastal plain. Considering the size and the 

variability of rock types, the drainage network of the peninsula forms a rather simple pattern. Contrary to 

drainage patterns commonly observed in arid regions, very little of the peninsula drains inward. About 

two-thirds of the Sinai is drained northward by Wadi el-Arish which has a length of 250 km. This clearly 

suggests that higher topography occurs in the S. In the S area short wadis with steep gradients radiate 

from the uplands and debouch into the Gulf of Suez and Elat.  

The mountain block of the S is composed of granites, porphyries as well as metamorphic rocks, and is 

part of the Arabo-Nubian Massif. The highest elevations of any geographic region discussed are located 

here. Gebil Umm Shaumer and Gebil Eth Shari are 2586 and 2438 m above mean sea level, respectively. 

This Precambrian surface is crossed by numerous lineaments. N of the ancient crystalline complex the 

Nubian sandstones are exposed forming a crescent-shaped band of rock which lies uncomfortably above 

the Precambrian basement.  

The a-Tih Plateau is composed of resistant limestones and carbonates and represents about 60 percent of 

thepeninsula‘slandarea.Sincethecarbonate rocks do not weather as rapidly as the softer Nubian 

sandstones they have been preserved as well defined topographical ridges. Several elevations exceed 

1,000 m (e.g., Ras al-Ganeina, 1,626 m). To the N elevations are usually less than 400 m. The carbonates, 

although resistant, have been deeply dissected by N flowing drainage.  

The a-Tih Plateau merges with the Northern Plain which is, in general, relatively flat. However, 

isolated, elongated ridges oriented NE-SW appear as a continuation of fold structures noted in the Negeb. 

The ridges occur as two sets parallel to one another, and attain elevations of several hundred meters. Jebel 

Yiallaq, which is the highest ridge, has an elevation of 1,094 m. The floor of the Northern Plain is 

occupied by sand dunes which are crescent-shaped and are composed of quartz sand. Over large areas 

they are oriented in parallel chains.  

The coastal plain along the Mediterranean Sea is 230 km in length. An outstanding feature of the 

shoreline is a barrier spit which has enclosed a lagoon, Sabkhat el-Bardawil. The linear barrier is skewed 

eastward suggesting that the sediment source is to the W. It has been suggested that the Nile River 

supplies sediments to the shoreline of Palestine indicating that the longshore currents are from the W. The 

coastal zone of the Sinai joins the coastal plain of Palestine to form a northward sweeping arc.  



4. Climatic Setting of Palestine. a. Weather and Climate. The day to day condition of the 

atmosphere, including air temperature, precipitation, and air pressure, is referred to as weather. With each 

passing hour these elements, which are interdependent, change. However the change in the weather in 

Palestine from one day to the next is not as great as that experienced in Europe or N North America. The 

average condition of the atmosphere, on a monthly basis for example, may be referred to as climate. Since 

climate is based on statistical averages over the year, variability from one year to the next is modest at 

best.  

At the midlatitudes of the earth we most often think of seasonality in terms of temperature. Winters in 

North America and Europe are cold or cool whereas summers are hot or warm. Although temperature 

contrast in Palestine does occur, particularly in the interior of the region, it would be more appropriate to 

consider seasonality in terms of wet and dry seasons. Baly (1987: 21–23) not only recognizes a distinct 

wet and dry season, but two transitional seasons (from September 1 to mid-October and from mid-April to 

the end of May) each lasting about six weeks. Precipitation in terms of quantity, the period of occurrence, 

and its geographical distribution is perhaps the most significant physical element in directing human 

activity on the landscape of Palestine.  

b. Controls of Weather and Climate. A combination of atmospheric, marine, and topographic factors 

provide the essential controls of the climate of Palestine. Much of Palestine has a modified Mediterranean 

climate with increasing aridity eastward and southward. The more salient climatic controls are outlined 

below.  

The region is located between 30 and 33 degrees N latitude. During the period of high sun (summer) a 

subtropical high air pressure mass over N Africa expands. This condition creates hot and dry conditions 

over the Mediterranean basin. The wet season occurs when low pressure storm tracks over Europe are 

displaced more southward during the winter months. During this season, cyclonic storms move eastward 

through to the Mediterranean. Precipitation occurs mainly in the form of showers caused by the unstable 

air of the intruding cold fronts.  

The precipitation bearing winds move from W to E in Palestine. However, the mountains and hills strike 

in a N–S alignment. As the unstable air rises over the topographical barriers, orographic precipitation 

occurs on the windward slopes of the hills. As the winds descend along the lee slopes in the interior, the 

air expands and is drier, bringing less precipitation to the interior of the region.  

The proximity to the Mediterranean Sea plays a role in temperature modification. Air with higher 

humidity results in lower annual temperature ranges. The temperature contrast between summer and 

winter along the coastal plain of Palestine is 13 C degrees (Levi 1985: 20–21). However, in the isolated 

desert of the SE which is the lee side of hills, the difference in temperature between summer and winter is 

18 degrees C (Levi 1985: 20–21).  

c. Water Requirements. While precipitation data express the total intake of water in a given area, they 

do not reflect the amounts of needed or available water to sustain specified natural vegetation or 

agriculture. The amount of available moisture in a given area is determined by precipitation and by 

evaporation which is expressed as a water budget. Aridity is in a sense, the amount of moisture 

evaporated rather than the amount precipitated, and may be expressed as a mean annual potential 

evapotranspiration rate. Cressey (1960: 107–11) determined that the highest mean annual potential 

evapotranspiration occurs in the Dead Sea, an area of negative water balance or where potential 

evapotranspiration exceeds precipitation. More equitable conditions occur in the highlands in the N part 

of the region where altitudes are higher, temperatures are cooler, and precipitation is 1,000 mm annually.  

d. Climatic Variability and Settlement. Climatic change in the E Mediterranean and specifically in 

Palestine continues to be researched. Although several approaches to the question are used, such as 

paleobotany and geoarchaeology (Hopkins 1985: 101), satisfactory conclusions are still evasive. Fisher 

(1978: 72–73) suggests the long continuity of human activity in the Middle East implies only modest if 

any environmental change. He notes that the distribution of trade routes and settlements in the interior 

have maintained their unchanging geography for hundreds of years. Butzer (1957), after sifting through a 

diversity of information, came up with the same general conclusions with minor stipulations. Conversely 



Vita-Finz (1969) examined river terrace deposits in several sites around the Mediterranean which 

suggested wetter climatic conditions during the post-Roman period.  

The geographical pattern of aridity may in part, contribute to an understanding of human settlement in 

Palestine. Early village settlements occurred towards the end of the Natufian period (mid–late 9th 

millennium B.C.). The locations and associated artifacts revealed that the sites were next to permanent 

water sources (Miller 1980: 33). Throughout the centuries sites in upland regions appear to have had a 

relatively stable population compared to lowland sites. In the lowlands however, human occupance 

shifted with the geographic extent of aridity. The temporal pattern of the distribution of settlement in the 

NegebbroadlydefinedbySchechterandGalai(1977:263),onthebasisofButzer‘sdata(1957),isas

follows:  

6000 B.C.  
Settlements mostly in the Dead Sea Rift (Arabah Valley) with several in Negeb S of Dead 

Sea and Beer-sheba.  

5000 to 

4000 B.C.  

Previous settlements abandoned; settlement does not occur S of Dead Sea; settlements in 

oasis N of Dead Sea and agriculturally favorable lands further N.  

3500 to 

3000 B.C.  

Settlement again encroaches S mostly on loess areas around Beer-sheba; again abandoned 

about 3000 B.C.  

The changing pattern of settlement, abandonment, and resettlement particularly in the S, may be due to 

recurring patterns of aridity. Amiran (1953) after examining more recent population pulsations (1875 to 

1953) suggested that in the E (Dead Sea Rift) the line of aridity and settlement are relatively inflexible. 

Here desert conditions are largely a result of rain shadow conditions, and a broad zone of precipitation 

variability is lacking. Along the S in the Negeb proper, landforms are more subdued and the line of aridity 

is more flexible in part because rain shadow conditions do not occur. Here the belt of fluctuation is about 

100 km wide compared to some five km for the E. To be sure, the security of the Negeb has played a role 

in human settlement. However, an alternative possibility may be the variable width of the arid zone in this 

region. As aridity expanded in the S, settlements were abandoned and as aridity lessened settlements 

increased. See also PALESTINE, CLIMATE OF.  

5. Soil Types and Salinity. Although often overlooked, soil is one of the most vital biophysical 

resources of a region. Without it, agriculture is impossible and livestock herding is marginal at best. It has 

been suggested (Raikes 1966: 72) that Neolithic settlement at Beidha favored sites near fertile retentive 

soil rather than near water. It is a resource which has been intensely used and misused over time. Several 

factors are responsible for soil development. These include climate, parent material, or rock type upon 

which the soil forms, vegetation and microorganisms, slope and time. In general, climatic conditions and 

parent material are the two most significant factors in soil formation.  

On the basis of climate and topography, Reifenberg (1947) delineated Palestine into four regions, and 

identified alluvial soils, Terra Rossa soils, and Mediterranean Steppe soils as the most significant in terms 

of agriculture. More recently, Dan and Koyumdjisky (1963) recognized soil types on the basis of three 

terrain types: a coastal region; a mountain and hill country; and thirdly, a valley, plains, and plateau 

regions. Each terrain type was further subdivided with regard to moisture conditions and parent material.  

The coastal zone is composed primarily of sandy deposits. In the N where higher moisture conditions 

prevail, non-calcic brown soil is found. Further S in the semiarid regions, reddish chestnut soils occur. In 

the arid zone proper, calcareous coarse textured burezems (arid brown soils) have developed.  

The hill country to the W is underlain by hard limestones, softer marls, and other carbonate rocks of 

Cenozoic age. Terra Rossa soils have developed on the harder carbonates with Brown Rendzinas on the 

marls. With increasing aridity to the SW, calcareous desert-steppe lithosols predominate.  

The soils in valleys, plains, and plateaus are derived from sediments of varying consistency which have 

been broken down by weathering processes. In the moist areas, dark colored Grumusols are most 

common. In arid areas such as the Dead Sea Rift, soils referred to as hammadas predominate. These soils 

are characterized by hardened surface covers underlain by finer material, often with saline layers. Because 



of the high evaporation rates water moves up through the soil. As the water evaporates, carbonates remain 

behind which cement the alluvial surface and form a calachie or calcrete surface.  

Lithosols cover a large portion of the S Sinai which is composed of ancient igneous and metamorphic 

rocks (Beaumont et al. 1976: 42–44). Limestone Lithic Ermolithosols cover the central third of the Sinai. 

These soils are immature, thinly weathered, products of limestone bedrock.  

Salinity is a common problem in many soil types of Palestine. Climate, soil texture, and depth to ground 

water are some factors which contribute to the problem (Dan and Koyumdjisky 1987). Well drained sandy 

soils are non-saline because their coarse texture permits salts to be leached. The salinity of soils in hill 

areas depends upon the rock type which is normally at or near the surface. Shallow soils such as Terra 

Rossas and Brown Rendzinas which are sited on harder rocks are more leached and less saline than soils 

formed on softer calcareous rocks. Soils with the highest salinity have been salinized by ground water and 

occur in poorly drained areas such as the lower Jordan Valley. Within a regional perspective, the least 

saline soils are in the N and W sectors of Palestine. Soils with moderately to extremely high salinities 

occur on the S and E frontiers where negative water balances occur.  

6. Water Resources and Water Systems. In Palestine, a reliable source of water is a prerequisite for 

human survival and sustained economic activity. Nomadic migration patterns are often dictated by the 

seasonal occurrence and distribution of water in arid and semi-arid regions. Agriculture, including the 

types of crops and period of planting and harvesting was directed by precipitation. This was more 

pronounced during Natufian time in the Judean Hills, Galilee and Mt. Carmel where the wet (winter) and 

dry (summer) seasons display more regularity than in S Palestine.  

Another significant aspect of water was its aesthetic value. It was a resource which was cherished 

during biblical times. Gardens were familiar landscape elements in Palestine (Semple 1931: 481) 

especially after Babylonian captivity when a new concept of horticulture was introduced. What could be 

morepleasantandserenethan―gardensofflowersandfruittreeswithpoolsofwatertherein‖(Qoh 2:5–

6) to greet a traveler? To such green retreats, water lent its beauty or it might serve for a bath as inferred 

from the stories of Bathsheba (2 Sam 11:2–3) and the deutero-canonical story Susanna. The recreation 

and refuge value, especially on hot summer days must have been a significant dimension of life in 

Palestine.  

Orni and Efrat (1971: 441) estimated that an average annual total of 6,000 million m
3
 of precipitation 

falls within the drainage area of Palestine. Additionally another 10,000 million m
3
 is contributed by 

valleys draining into Israel. Of the total, 60 to 70 percent is evaporated or lost through evapotranspiration 

by vegetation and another 5 percent runs off to the Mediterranean Sea, Red Sea, and Dead Sea. The 

remainder percolates into the soil and rocks. Even here, however, a percentage finds it way to the seas. 

Therefore ground water and to a lesser degree surface runoff are the two practical sources of available 

water.  

Ground water is defined as water contained in void spaces of underground strata which are either 

bedrock, unconsolidated sediments, or soil. The water is originally precipitated at the ground surface and 

infiltrates downward into the underlying strata referred to as aquifers. If the water encounters 

impermeable rock it accumulates and produces a hydrostatic pressure. Since strata are often inclined, the 

water slowly flows down a gravitational slope of the aquifer.  

In Palestine, aquifers occur in bedrock as well as in alluvial sediments. The most productive aquifers are 

in sedimentary rocks, not the igneous rocks because of more pore space—hence higher water holding 

capacity. The most significant aquifers are those chalks, limestones, and sandstones of Cretaceous and 

more recent Cenozoic periods (United Nations 1982) which form the hill country E of the coastal plain.  

In N Palestine ground water is replenished by precipitation on the exposed and tilted rock outcrops of 

the various sedimentary aquifers and is thus being annually resupplied. In the Negeb, Sinai, and Arabah 

regions ground water is replenished only by infiltration due to intermittent thunderstorms or flash floods. 

Here, most of the ground water is fossil water which infiltrated into the reservoirs in the geologic past 

(probably Pleistocene time) when pluvial conditions existed. Therefore, water resources are not being 

replenished in the arid regions, a condition which has recently encouraged the Israeli government to 



undertake the National Water Carrier project (Beaumont et al. 1988: 101–5) to transfer water from the N 

(Galilee) for irrigation projects in the S (Negeb).  

Alluvial aquifers occur along gravel floored valleys. Here, rivers bifurcate and water rapidly percolates 

into the unconsolidated sediments. Most of these aquifers are less extensive and productive than the 

deeper rock aquifers. However, they are recharged by high discharging streams in spring and early 

summer. Most streams conduct water only after a rain and are thus ephemeral or dry riverbeds most of the 

time. A few streams are perennial due to year around flow which is modest at best during the dry summer 

months (e.g., Yargon, Nahal, Hadera).  

Considering the role of water in every day life during biblical times, its relationship to regional 

settlement geography is yet to be detailed. In earlier times, Neolithic inhabitants in the upper Jordan 

Valley apparently had as a prerequisite to settlement, the presence of a perennial spring and good bottom 

land for agriculture (Anati 1963: 229). Water distribution and reliability dictated settlement in the N as 

well as in the S. A map of the distribution of springs (Schmorak and Goldschmidt 1970: v/2) reveals that 

springs with the highest water discharge occur on the carbonate hills (Cenomanian or Upper Cretaceous 

limestone, dolomite or marls) or along significant faults. Springs on the coastal plain and Negeb are not as 

abundant. This geographical distribution may have a significant factor for settlement favoring the 

highlands over the coastal plains.  

A number of water systems and methods were used to procure water for the day to day domestic and 

economic needs of the inhabitants. Included are ephermal and perennial wadis, springs, tunnels, and 

aqueducts. Kedar (1957a; 1957b) has outlined the utilization of water resources at Shivitah in the Negeb, 

which was inhabitated between the 2d century B.C. to about the 8th century A.D. The entire economy of 

the agricultural village was based on the collection and storage of runoff from episodic rainfall. The 

ancient fields which totalled 7,945 dunams (10 dunams equal one hectare; 4 dunams equal one acre), were 

located in wadi beds and demarcated by dams or were located on adjacent channel banks. The wadi was 

the main source of water which was channeled down the gradient of the floodplain. A supplementary 

source was runoff derived from adjacent mountain slopes which was channeled onto the cultivated fields. 

A third source was runoff collected in cisterns and storage near the agricultural plots.  

The numerous place names in Palestine beginning with En or Ain meaning―spring,‖pointtothewater

supply as the determining factor in locating a town or village such as En-gedi on the west side of the Dead 

Sea. The geology especially in the N favors the occurrence of springs. Limestone which has been 

fractured and tilted, and adequate annual precipitation provides a textbook setting for springs.  

Springs occur where an aquifer is exposed and ground water flows onto the ground surface. The 

discharge may be a mere trickle or several liters per second. Undoubtedly springs were the focus of 

agricultural settlements which in many instances gradually evolved to urban centers. There was a 

preference of spring water for irrigation because it was cool and fresh, and because it brought no weed 

seed to the fields (Semple 1931: 439) as did water from streams. Also, wells dug near the coast of the 

Mediterranean or the Dead Sea were likely to yield brackish water. Initial occupance of Jerusalem was at 

Gihon (Ain Umm el Daraj), a spring which could provide 20 liters of water per person per day for 10,000 

people (Wilkinson 1974: 33). Although the spring was difficult to defend against attack its productivity 

value outweighed the risk.  

Larger, more permanent urban settlements came to rely upon external water sources to assure their 

water supply. While each dwelling had a cistern to store rain water from its own roof, the city provided 

public pools or reservoirs (Semple 1931: 563). Pools functioned as settling basins and were often linked 

with public baths that were often surrounded by porticos for lounging. The elaborate Pool of Siloam in 

Jerusalem, for example, had four such porticos.  

Issar (1976) identified the technical evolution of the water supply to Jerusalem from natural springs to 

reservoirs. The improved procurement of water first began by enlarging and cleaning the water bearing 

rock layers of soil and rock debris. Over time the Gihon spring outside the city was connected to the 

Siloam spring. As the city expanded, the land was covered with buildings and the spring eventually dried 

up. Supplementary water sources included rain collecting pools in valleys above the city (Wilkinson 



1974: 39–45) which improved the supply. Ben Sira boasts of the achievements of Simon the high priest 

(died ca. 198 B.C.):―Inhisdaysacisternforwaterwasquarriedout,areservoirliketheseain

circumference‖(Sir 50:3). The larger catchment areas were approximately one km
2
. The collected 

rainwater was transported to Jerusalem via aqueducts and tunnels in most cases.  

An alternative water supply system favored by the Romans was the aqueduct which transported water 

overland. The coastal city of Caesarea Maritima was supplied by two aqueducts (Mayerson 1986), 

referred to as the high level and low level aqueducts. The high level aqueduct supplied water from two 

springs some 8 km NE of the port town. The low level aqueduct took its water from the Zerga River some 

5 km N of Caesarea. The system as described by Olami and Pelag (1977) included shafts and tunnels, and 

was built and improved upon into the Byzantine era. In Caesarea there was a decided preference for 

external water sources rather than local wells. Perhaps saltwater intrusion, the lack of bedrock outcrops, 

and steep runoff slopes on the coastal plain forced the inhabitants to seek reliable and adequate water 

supplies beyond the local terrain.  

C. Human Geography  

Howtheearth‘ssurfaceisutilizedbypeople is within the sphere of land use. With improved mapping 

techniques and monthly monitoring of terrain with aircraft and satellites the analysis of land has been the 

concern of diverse disciplines including geology, forestry, and urban and regional planners. Using the 

landalsomeansmodifyingthelandtoserveone‘sneeds.ThechangesinPalestinehavesignificantly

altered the natural landscape.  

1. Characteristics of Land Use in Palestine. The land use of Palestine has unique characteristics and 

fundamental geographical traits. Here, modification of the natural landscape was initiated rather early. 

Whereas in the early stages humans lived in caves, by 35,000 B.C. they moved into more open 

environments. Hunting and fishing camps, now recognized as Natufian in age occupied sites along river 

banks and lakes as well as in hunting areas of the Negeb. Hunting and fishing were supplemented by 

some type of plant food since grinding stones and mortars as well as reaping knives were common 

artifacts of habitation sites. (Wagstaff 1985: 33). Near En Gav on the Sea of Galilee the discovery of a 

basalt mortar and pestle suggests that grains had been introduced by this time. The utilization of the land 

over the millennia implies that the distribution of natural vegetation is a mute topic except perhaps in 

deserts or remote highland reaches. It has been suggested (Baly 1987: 30) that by the early Bronze Age 

(ca. 2400 B.C.) the forests of the highlands were being harvested for timber.  

A second land use characteristic is an abandonment and reoccupation rather than an evolving land 

utilization pattern. Domestication and farm villages were well established in Palestine by 6000 B.C. 

However, there is a 1,500 year gap following this time, suggesting abandonment (Wagstaff 1985: 38). 

The reason for the change is not clear. Emigration by the population to districts further N or the return to a 

seminomadic life involving pastoralism are possible explanations (Mellaart 1975: 68). During the 

Crusades, Palestine and the Transjordan appeared prosperous. However, during the period 1500 to 1880 

while Europe was experiencing a renaissance, devastation and desertion dominated the Palestinian 

landscape. In fact, the only apparent area which saw a population density increase during this time was a 

coastal strip of the Mediterranean S of Tyre (Hütteroth 1969).  

A third characteristic of the regional land use is the intimate association between people and the 

physical attributes of the land. Frick (1985: 119–22)reviewedWebley‘s(1972)conceptof settlement and 

concluded that the distribution of archaeological sites of agrarian land use societies in Galilee are 

positively correlated with soil types. The most arable soils are the Terra Rossa, Mediterranean brown, and 

alluvial soils. More importantly, archaeological sites with long settlement chronologies are associated 

with a diversity of soil types rather than with only one type of soil. Diversity of soils provided a diversity 

of crops which minimized the risk of crop failure. To be sure, other physical and economic factors have 

been important but the significance of the soil has been a keystone to land use. Early settlements (of 

Natufian Age), of course, occurred on the coastal plain and Judean areas. However, there was a shift in 

preference for the Judean Hills, Galilee, and the highlands of Mt. Carmel. Although the sites are located 

on Terra Rossa or basaltic soils, the attractiveness of the highlands may have been the natural presence of 



wild edible vegetation (Hassan 1977). Likely candidates are two-row barley (Hordeum spontaneum) and 

emmer wheat (Triticum dicoctoides). Initially, natural stands of these cereals represented a natural 

vegetation resource not unlike preferred soil types or the location of natural freshwater springs.  

Finally, immigration is a valued source of innovation and the diffusion of ideas, as the recent 

agricultural changes in Palestine indicate. This characteristic underscores the significance of a cultural 

rather than a physical attribute in the development of the landscape. It may also make it quite clear that 

the physical attributes of the landscape such as soil and climate do not completely dictate habitation and 

land use patterns.  

Both hills and arid lands attracted settlement and provided a livelihood. Agricultural terraces were 

probably in use by the MB I period. Their utilization provided a more efficient means of coping with the 

undulating topography of the highlands of Judea, Samaria, and Galilee and made agriculture possible (de 

Geus 1975: 70). A second cultural land use innovation was the management of water. Miller (1980: 331–

32) suggests that irrigation may have been practiced in Jericho in the Pre-pottery Neolithic A settlement 

(late 9th to 8th millennium B.C.) within the rain shadow of the highlands. Between the 2d century B.C. and 

the 7th century A.D., periodic, yet elaborate irrigation networks were established around Ovdat (Aboda) in 

the Negeb. These examples suggest that the land use characteristics of Palestine were a product of 

physical resources and cultural innovation.  

2. Settlement Patterns. The location of settlement is determined by a variety of physical and cultural 

factors. Hostile environmental elements such as topography, lack of water, or poor drainage tend to be 

unattractive. Conversely, gentler slopes, springs with reliable flow throughout the year, and arable lands 

encourage settlement. Amiran (1953: 194–95) recognized contrasting viabilities between towns on the 

coastal plains and those on the highlands. All important highland towns of today have historical 

anticedence and are centuries old (Cressey 1960: 487). These settlements have had uninterrupted histories 

presumably because of their relatively defensible geography. In contrast, settlements on the coastal plains 

have experienced vacillating periods of growth and periods of demise as the political environment 

changed. Whenever conditions deteriorated, settlement in the coastal plain became marginal whereas 

highland settlements maintained or perhaps gained in importance.  

The shifting of settlements was not only altitudinal between the coastal plain and adjacent hills but 

lateralaswell.GophnaandPortugali(1988)examinedthesettlementgeographyfromthe―Ghassulian‖

Chalcolithic to the end of the MB from 4000 B.C. to 1600 B.C., a span of 2,400 years. Based on the 

location and size of archaeological sites, the core of Chalcolithic settlement was in S (Irano-Turanian S) 

Palestine and the peripheral zone was in the S sector of the plain. In contrast, the primary area of 

settlement during the MB was in the N or central part of the plain. A lateral settlement reversal had 

occurred on the plain. As noted elsewhere, prior lateral shifts due to the shifting boundary of aridity also 

occurred particularly in S Palestine.  

The above analyses reveal the ephemeral nature of settlement in Palestine. Many analyses of settlement 

patterns, whether ancient or modern, underscore the disproportionately high frequency of abandoned sites. 

At the beginning of the 20th century there were 329 active villages in Galilee and 460 ruined sites 

(Schwobel 1904: 96). Randall (1955: 117–18), noting that in 1944 there were 1,051 inhabitated sites 

compared to 2,048 abandoned sites and 223 temporarily occupied sites, suggests that a possible 

explanation for the fluid settlement pattern is the location of Palestine between the more sedentary 

Mediterranean culture and the nomadic character of the Middle Eastern desert occupants.  

The concern for safety in border areas to the S and E has been a potent factor in settlement patterns over 

time, as well as the demographic character of towns. Bedouin raids had created repeated occupation and 

abandonment of border settlements. The village of edh-Dhahitiyeh, the southernmost village on the road 

between Hebron and Beer-sheba in S Palestine, experienced several periods of occupation and decadence.  

Albright (1943: 158–59) identified four periods of occupation ranging from 200 to 600 years between 

the 23rd century B.C. through 1277 A.D. Between each period of active settlement a hiatus occurred. 

Amiran (1953: 69) found a similar pattern of use and abandonment of this settlement which has continued 

up to the present day.  



The number and size of border settlements were affected by raiding parties. The demographics of border 

villages suggest they were larger but fewer in number and had more land under cultivation. A comparison 

of village population of the Hebron area and Jerusalem to the N supports this view. In 1931, four percent 

of the villages in the Jerusalem area had 2,000 people (Amiran 1953: 71). Also 85 percent of the Hebron 

villages managed 10,000 to 25,000 dunam (1 dunam = 0.247 acres). In the Jerusalem area only 20 percent 

of the villages maintained a similar sized area. The border settlements were essentially a coalescence of 

many small villages which promoted security. During more peaceful conditions an increase occurred in 

the number of villages.  

Periods of stability may be viewed not only in political terms but in physical conditions as well. The S 

and E border of Palestine (i.e., the Negeb and Transjordan) are what J. Gottmann referred to as the 

―pioneerfringe‖ofPalestine.Asthetermimplies,thepioneerfringeisaregionofmarginalresources,

especially physical. The frontier settlements discussed above are located in the pioneer fringe, a zone of 

unreliable precipitation. During periods of extended aridity, the security of villages and cropland are 

stressed by nomadic pastoral populations. If irrigation systems are not in place, villages, particularly 

larger villages, may have to be abandoned.  

To summarize, settlement characteristics of Palestine present contrasting histories in the highlands and 

the coastal plains. The mountain villages feature more continuity and stability in spite of perhaps less 

favorable local physical circumstances such as agricultural land use and water resources. Such sites are 

less difficult to defend against aggressors. Amiran (1953: 193) suggests many mountain villages have had 

a continued occupancy dating back to the 2d millennium B.C., reflecting continued well-being and secure 

physical and social environment. The coastal plain villages experienced periods of instability causing 

periodic deterioration and a decrease in importance. During periods of economic well-being, however, the 

coastal towns did emerge as more economically viable population centers.  

3. Settlements and Topographic Settings. Palestine offers a wide variety of topography and climatic 

regions for settlement. Contrary to a basic geographic concept, in Palestine the flatter coastal plains were 

not always favored for settlement compared to the hill country to the E (Karmon 1956). Historically, with 

irrigation extending southward the pioneer fringe has been pushed farther into the Negeb and the 

opportunity for settlement in more marginal lands has improved especially within the past few decades. 

However, as discussed above the extension of the fringe occurred many times in the past, and the present 

is, in essence, a reflection of the past.  

In spite of the 20th-century cultural innovations, relationships between settlements and topography are 

evident. Amiran (1970: 11/2) noted in detail the topographical siting of settlements. Four morphologic 

settings are identified with several adaptations. Settlements may be in valleys, either on the floor or on an 

adjacent terrace or slope. A hilltop or acropolis-type site occupies ground which is as high as possible. In 

this second category villages on low hilltops are included. A third type of setting is a spur or an elongated 

ridge. In terms of elevation, it is located between valleys and mountain tops. Settlements located on 

extensive flat ground is a fourth topographic setting.  

The location of each setting has distinct advantages. Valley bottoms normally have deep soil and the 

best agricultural land in an area. Many of the larger basins and valleys originated through faulting. Such 

breaks created ground water springs such as Ramah in lower Galilee. Hill-top settlements and those on 

ridges have an obvious advantage with regard to security. The mountains and hills of Nazareth consist of 

semipervious chalk and marl. Through weathering, a substantial soil cover evolved and extended up the 

mountain slopes attracting settlers to higher elevations. Flat land normally ideal for agriculture may be 

susceptible to inundations following prolonged winter rains. Furthermore, settlements on flat plains also 

pose security problems. The location of an Arab village on flat, exposed ground, was not common. The 

deposition of extensive sand dunes, poor drainage, the lack of natural harbors (Karmon 1956: 35), and 

invading forces have made permanent and prolonged coastal plain settlements less tenable. Today 

however, the coastal plain is the area of the largest concentration of urban population (Amiran 1961) and 

has the largest number of towns. Jerusalem, located in the hills, was the primary city of Palestine for 



manycenturies.However,since1930TelAvivonthecoastalplainbecametheregion‘sprimaryurban

center.  

4. Landscape Modification. Even a casual view of Palestine would quickly reveal the lack of natural 

landscape or a landscape which has been completely modified by people. Isolated exceptions may perhaps 

locally exist in the Negeb or in the Transjordan. Landscape changes are particularly pronounced in areas 

of poor drainage and in what had been forested areas. It is generally agreed that prevalent scrub vegetation 

is a degraded relict of the original wooded cover. Forest degradation probably began by Neolithic time 

and continued into the present century. When thearmiesofJudahandIsraelinvadedMoab―theyfelledall

thegoodtrees;tillonlyitsstoneswereleft‖(2 Kgs 3:25). Excavations at Jericho suggest serious sheet 

erosion resulted from forest clearing during the EB (2600–2300 B.C.) (Baly 1974: 116). Indeed as early as 

the MB the forested slopes were replaced with terraces to hold the soil and retard erosion. Perhaps due to 

the severity of deforestation in Palestine, timber was imported from present-day Lebanon (Mikesell 1969: 

18). About 950 B.C.,SolomonrequestedfromthekingofTyre―asyoudealtwithDavidmyfatherand

sent him cedar to build himself a house to dwellin,sodealwithme‖(2 Chr 2:2—Eng2:3).  

A second modification of the natural landscape has been the drainage of swamps and marshes. Wetlands 

were viewed with tribulation and apprehension. The kurkar ridges paralleling the coastline have impeded 

the drainage from the adjacent uplands creating marshy lands. In earlier days the coastal plain was 

generally malarial, difficult to cross and lacking in stone for building. When Napoleon invaded Palestine 

the French army elected to take roads farther inland to avoid the wetlands of the Plain of Sharon (Amiran 

1953: 198). The Hula Valley located N along the Rift Valley was another wetland area plagued with 

mosquitos as well as severe winter flooding and occasional Bedouin attacks. Wetlands were viewed as 

unfavorable natural habitats to be avoided rather than managed. Certainly, place names such as Crocodile 

River did not encourage settlement. In spite of the negative historical connotations associated with 

wetlands, the agricultural potential was realized early in this century. The land was flat and compatible to 

mechanized farming, and both subsurface water and drainage techniques were available. Thus, large 

drainage projects transformed the wetlands to agricultural land.  

A third significant landscape transition has been a redistribution of water resources. Water retention and 

storage occurred in very early times but irrigation techniques developed and greatly improved in the 

Roman and Byzantine periods. These innovations are discussed elsewhere in detail (see above B.6).  

5. Agriculture. The primary purpose of the physical landscape modification such as the clearing of the 

land, was directed towards farming. By 7000 B.C. emmer wheat (Triticum dicocoides) displayed 

morphological signs of domestication in Palestine. Farming villages became more numerous and spread 

beyond the limits of the present-day permanent dry-farming zone. The exploitation of seasonal flood 

waters and the construction of temporary dams may have been utilized at an early date (Miller 1980).  

The Chalcolithic Period (ca. 4000–3000 B.C.) was a time of canals and dam construction. Crops of the 

4th millennium included wheat, barley, durra millet, flax as well as familiar Mediterranean products such 

as olives, figs and grapes (Whyte 1965: 99). By the so-called Patriarchal Period in the 18th century B.C. 

agriculture must have attained a high standard. Canaanite settlements during the Early and Middle Iron 

Age (1200–586 B.C.) were mostly situated on foothills adjacent to fertile plains where springs and wells 

provided the necessary water. With few exceptions, the mountainous regions were not occupied by a 

sedentary population before the arrival of the Israelites (Whyte 1965: 99). A strong administration 

safeguarded the flourishing agricultural community and protected it against nomadic raids.  

Farming was the keystone of Israelite society. The three major feasts—the feast of unleavened bread 

(April), the feast of harvest (May), and the feast of ingathering at the end of the year (i.e., the grape 

harvest) were all feasts related to farming (Exod 23:14–17). These feasts represent principal products of 

Palestine farming. The natural grasslands were replaced with fields of wheat and barley, the scrub 

woodlands with the vine and olives on the preexisting highland forests (Baly 1987: 30). The olive, wheat, 

and grape are traditional Mediterranean crops so vital to the Israelites that settlement occurred only where 

all three could be cultivated. Other common products included dates, figs, cucumbers, mint, cummin, 



almonds, and pomegranates (Baly 1987: 31–32). Sheep, goats, donkeys and camels were common 

livestock of the time.  

The life of the Palestinian agriculturalist was difficult. The weather conditions to which shepherds were 

exposeddisplayedextremes.―Bydaytheheatconsumedmeandthecoldbynight,andmysleepfled

frommyeyes‖(Gen 31:40). Crops were threatened by locusts (Amos 7:1; Joel 1:2–10), hail (Ps 78:47), or 

by droughts and mildew (Hag 2:17). Constantly, the threat of famine due to droughts or the aftermath of 

an invading army was likely on the mind of the farmers in Palestine (2 Kgs 6:24–29; Jer 14:2–6).  

Early farming was fundamentally directed to producing a mixture of products. Such mixed farming 

guaranteed the agriculturalist a harvest during inclement times as well as during good times. Essentially, 

this rather uncomplicated activity occurred until the recent period except when settlements were 

abandoned. See AGRICULTURE.  

6. Towns. Although urban settlements were reasonably well established in Palestine at least since the 

Early Bronze Age (ca. 3000 B.C.), an increase in settlements occurred during the 4th millennium, perhaps 

encouraged by canal and dam construction. Wagstaff (1985: 99) suggests this was followed by some 

concentrationofpopulation,thepreludetotheemergenceof―fortifiedcitieswithhighwalls,gates,and

bars‖(Deut 3:5) which, by the 2d millennium, became widespread.  

Trade and commerce, albeit on a local scale at first, formed a principal economic function of towns. 

Farmers from surrounding areas brought products to sell and trade. On a more externalized scale in towns 

such as Hebron and Beer-sheba, hill-farming produce was exchanged for the goods of nomadic herders 

(Orni and Efrat 1971: 309).  

Another function of towns was related to the administrative and political control of a region. Town 

residents often included regional landlords, nomadic chiefs, and religious and administrative officials. 

Solomon (ca. 961–922 B.C.)established―citiesforhischariots,andcitiesforhishorsemen‖(1 Kgs 9:17–

19) in his kingdom. Towns, the vestiges of which are often flat-topped hills or tells, physically 

encompassed a small area with relatively high densities. Several thousand inhabitants lived within a few 

hectares. Two important populous cities, Hazor and Jerusalem, barely covered 7 hectares (Orni and Efrat 

1971: 315). The compactness within such towns was a result of the need to concentrate the human 

resources on the defense of the walled town. Space between dwellings was wide enough to allow passage 

of a donkey, and houses were integrated with the town wall (Josh 2:15).  

7. Road Network. Although agriculture was the main activity in Palestine during biblical times, roads 

were a significant cultural feature in the landscape which allowed movement and trade from one place to 

another. Ancient roads were simple tracks, muddy in winter, dusty in summer, and often poorly 

maintained. Road construction was limited to removing boulders and levelling the surface—―buildup,

buildupthehighway,clearitofstone‖(Isa 62:10)—not much more.  

For an illustration of the distinct road pattern in Palestine during biblical times see ROADS AND 

HIGHWAYS (PRE-ROMAN). Two geographical factors emphasize the character of the road network in 

Palestine. In a geopolitical context, the region is situated midway between the two great river valleys in 

the Middle East. Both Egypt and Mesopotamia were centers of political influence. These powers often 

met in Palestine, mostly in strife, and the control of the road network was of strategic importance (Orni 

and Efrat 1971: 197).  

In a physical context, the road network today generally follows the pattern established in the past. The 

network was dictated by topography and rock type. The coastal plain, hill country, and Dead Sea Rift 

which make up the main elements of the landscape are all oriented in an approximate N–S direction. 

Likewise, the principal flow of traffic was N–S in Palestine. In the hill country W of the Dead Sea Rift, 

folded ridges composed of soft porous chalk of upper Mesozoic age (Senonian chalk) are aligned N–S and 

favored for roads. The Senonian chalk has been worn down by pedestrians and vehicles into a hard 

smooth surface devoid of cumbersome boulders and with good drainage. Baly (1974: 22) notes that 

passes along the hills of Carmel all trace the narrow Senonian outcrops, and many N towns (e.g., Tirzah, 

Samaria) are sited at junctions of similar valleys.  



Topographic controls also directed road patterns in the lowlands. In spite of the favorable topography of 

the Plain of Sharon the vitally important Via Maris connecting Egypt and the N Levant was located to the 

E on higher ground to avoid winter flooding which could inundate sections of the road for many days or 

even weeks. An equally important prerequisite was the availability of water for man and animals along 

the routes. Thus the roads had to go where springs and wells were to be found.  

Roads along both sides of the Dead Sea Rift paralleled faults and rock exposures where numerous 

springs provided water for travelers. Some 2,000 years ago qanats tapped underground water in the 

Arabah valley (Issar 1985: 107) S of the Dead Sea for travelers and local users.  

Tworoadsofinterregionalsignificanceare―thewayofthesea‖(Isa 9:1) or Via Maris, andtheKing‘s

Highway (Aharoni 1967: 39–57). The Via Maris was used during all historic periods by travelers 

including messengers, caravans, and armies. Coming eastward out of Egypt, the road paralleled the 

Mediterranean Sea, then continued northward along the Plain of Sharon. Here it turned northeastward and 

transversedthehighlandstoDamascusandalongtheFertileCrescenttoMesopotamia.TheKing‘s

Highway diverged from Damascus and ran southward along the length of the highlands of Transjordan E 

of the rift valley to the port of Elat. During the Israelite Monarchy the road provided an artery of 

commerce with Arabia (Aharoni 1967: 52).  

Intraregional roads which joined various regions of Palestine generally were oriented E-W joining the 

main N-S road network. Contrary to this general pattern is the Hill Road which runs along the divide from 

Beer-sheba northward through Hebron and Jerusalem to Shechem. From Shechem it branches E and W. 

In overview, the complexity and density of the network in the uplands is greater than the areas to the S 

and W as well as the coastal plain, suggesting the traditional center of commerce and economic activity 

was in the central region.  
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C. NICHOLAS RAPHAEL  

EARLY JEWISH GEOGRAPHY  

Authors of the biblical texts and early Jewish literature described their conceptions of the configuration 

of the world and the land of Israel in various ways. These descriptions often reflect the political and 

religious ideologies of the writers and their times.  

———  

A. Mental Maps and Models  

B. Geographical Texts  

C.―Maps‖oftheWorld 

1. Early Hebrew Cosmology  

2. The Rivers of Paradise  

3. The Table of Nations  

4. Jubilees  

5. Josephus  

6. Other Catalogues of Nations  

7. 1 Enoch  

D.―Maps‖oftheHolyLand 

1. The Short Biblical Boundary Texts  

2. The Biblical Borders of the Land of Canaan  

3. Genesis Apocryphon  



4. Targumim  

5. Rabbinic Definitions  

———  

A. Mental Maps and Models  

Much has been written about early Jewish concepts of time and history, and less has been written about 

early Jewish concepts of space and spatial organization, yet the latter topic is as important as the former 

for an understanding of the early Jewish mentality and worldview. Human beings appear to have a 

fundamental need to project order onto the space in which they live and move: they process spatial data 

received through the senses, relating one element to another and abstracting a mental map or model which 

functions as a constant frame of reference for all their activities (Gould and White 1986). Spatial data may 

be ordered in a variety of ways. Religious categories provide an old and powerful ordering system. 

Mountains,rivers,evencountries,maybemarkedoffas―holy,‖andmapsconstructedonagridofholy

places. Degrees of holiness may also function to differentiate space: e.g. a simple model of the world is 

generated by the notion that the Land of Israel is holy in contrast to the rest of the world; Jerusalem is 

holier than the rest of the Land; the Temple precinct in Jerusalem is holier than the rest of Jerusalem; and 

the holy of holies in the Temple is holier than the rest of the Temple. Geographers have become 

increasingly interested in these mental maps. They are less tied than they used to be to the idea that the 

only―real‖mapisonethatresultsfromcarefulsurveyingandmathematicalprojection.Geographyisin

part a behavioral science and geographers find it useful to project mental maps onto paper. Such maps, 

when compared with scientifically mapped space, may help to explain geographical data, e.g. population 

distribution or communication patterns (Abler and Adams 1971). Early Jewish geographical texts should 

be seen basically as exercises in cognitive mapping: they represent attempts to impose order on the chaos 

of spatial perception. The early Jews themselves probably occasionally drew out their own mental maps 

and models. The fact that none of these survive is not an irreparable loss. If we have sufficiently detailed 

verbal descriptions, which convey clear visual images (whether or not they were accompanied originally 

by drawn maps), we can translate these onto paper and compare themwith―real‖geographicalspace.Itis

important in this exercise not to denigrate too readily early geographical images, or to make too sharp a 

distinction between theological/mythological cartography on the one hand and real/scientific cartography 

on the other. All maps arguably express a worldview, some more explicitly than others. Even modern 

scientific maps, however objectively based on measurement and mathematics, are not always value-free, 

but can easily become the vehicles of ideology and propaganda.  

B. Geographical Texts  

The foundations of early Jewish geography lie in the Bible. Following Aharoni (1967: 73–83) the 

geographical texts of the Hebrew Bible may be classified according to their origin and function into three 

types: territorial administrative lists; itineraries of expeditions and conquests; historical geographical 

descriptions.  

Territorial administrative lists are texts which, however used now in the biblical narrative, originated in 

the government and administration of ancient Israel. They are official documents which by their nature 

must directly reflect geographical reality. Two subtypes are involved: (a) boundary texts, probably 

derived from treaties between states and tribes (e.g. Num 34:1–12; Josh 15:1–12; 16:1–8; 17:7–9; 18:11–

20; 19:10–14, 26–27, 29, 33–34); and (b) town lists, probably based on cadastral and population censuses 

(e.g. Josh 15:21–61; 18:21–27). Boundary texts and town lists differ in their representation of 

geographical space. In the case of the former, a series of border points is enumerated in consecutive 

geographical order. In the case of the latter, while points listed together probably belong to the same 

region, the principle of ordering may take into account other factors, e.g. town size.  

As with territorial administrative lists, itineraries of expeditions and conquests directly reflect 

geographical reality. The ordering of the points is determined by the movement of the army or the caravan 

on the ground, but this may not always be dictated by simple topographical factors. Accounts of military 

campaigns or of expeditions were carefully preserved in royal or personal archives in the ancient world. 

They were of practical importance, since it might be necessary in the future to retrace the journey. 



Material possibly derived from such itineraries is preserved in 1 Kgs 15:20; 2 Kgs 15:29; 2 Chr 13:19; 

26:6; 28:18. Noteworthy is the very ancient campaign itinerary in Gen 14:1–24.  

Historical geographical descriptions, unlike texts in the other two categories, do not serve any obvious 

practical or administrative purpose. To thatextenttheycanbeseenas―pure‖geography.However,as

representations of geographical reality they have a serious drawback: in some cases they appear to have 

originated in attempts to organize the scattered geographical data contained in earlier narrative traditions, 

so they reflect first and foremost the world of the text, and only indirectly external geographical space. A 

number of them deal with such remote and inaccessible regions that they cannot be based on the firsthand 

experience of their compilers. Texts obviously belonging to this category are Gen 2:10–14 (the Rivers of 

Paradise) and Gen 10:1–31 (the Table of the Nations). Aharoni (1967: 76) also includes the roster of 

conquered Canaanite kings in Josh 12:1–24, and, controversially, the wilderness itinerary in Num 33:5–49 

(see further Davies 1979).  

These three categories apply equally well to most post-biblical Jewish geographical texts. The Bible 

played a central role in early Jewish education and scholarship, and much geographical information was 

conveyed in the form of commentary on the biblical geographical texts. Note, e.g., Genesis Apocryphon‘s

detailedandgeographicallywellinformedinterpretationofAbram‘scampaigninGenesis 14 (1QapGen 

21:23–22:26; see further Alexander 1988: 105–107). The Table of the Nations (Genesis 10) and the 

Borders of the Land of Israel (Numbers 34)werethebasic―maps‖ofearly Judaism, continually re-edited 

to meet changing historical circumstances. A geographical literature per se, comparable in any sense to 

the writings of Eratosthenes, Ptolemy or even to Pseudo-Aristotle, De Mundo, does not exist in early 

Judaism. The most comparable are early medieval texts such as Midraš Konen or Seder Rabba˒ 

di ĕre˒šit, which belong to the rabbinic cosmographical (ma˓ śēh bĕrē˒š  t) tradition (Sed 1981). In these 

works theological ordering is so powerful that the images of the world have been virtually distorted out of 

any relation to geographical reality.  

C. “Maps” of the World  

1. Early Hebrew Cosmology. The cosmographical references scattered throughout the Hebrew Bible 

imply a remarkably consistent picture of the world. The universe is divided into three levels: the heavens 

above, the earth beneath, and the primeval waters and Sheol (the abode of the dead) under the earth (cf. 

Exod 20:4). The surface of the earth is of limited extent: if one travels in any direction one will come, 

sooner or later, to its edges or boundaries—the qaṣwê ˒ereṣ (Ps 48:11; 65:6) or qĕṣôt hā˒āreṣ (Isa 40:28; 

Job 28:24).Althoughtheexpression―theendsoftheearth‖isoftenusedvaguelyinthesenseof―distant

lands‖itsoriginal,literalmeaning was not entirely lost (Stadelmann 1970: 134–35). The sky too has its 

outer boundaries (the qĕṣōt haššāmay  m, Jer 49:36; Ps 19:6), beyond which lies perpetual darkness (Job 

26:10). The plane of the habitable earth was probably conceived of as a roughly circular disc. This notion, 

widespread in antiquity, would have initially been suggested by observation of the horizon. Several 

passages in the Hebrew Bible refer to the circle of the horizon: Job 26:10,―Hehasdrawnacircleuponthe

faceofthewatersattheboundarybetweenlightanddarkness‖;Prov 8:27,―Whenheestablishedthe

heavensIwasthere,whenhedrewacircleuponthefaceofthedeep‖(cf.ḥûg šāmay  m [―circleofthe

heavens‖]inJob 22:7 = ḥûg hā˒āreṣ [―circleof theearth‖]inIsa 40:22). The basic circularity of the earth 

may also be implied by the description of Jerusalem in a late passage in Ezekiel as the ṭabbûr hā˒āreṣ 

(Ezek 38:12). The meaning of ṭabbûr here has been much disputed, but according to one early tradition it 

referstothe―navel [i.e.,center]oftheearth.‖TheSeptuaginttranslatesitbyomphalos, ―navel.‖Cf.the

Aramaic ṭibbûr, ―navel,umbilicus.‖Thesurfaceoftheearthisdividedintoseasanddryland;thedryland

contains numerous topographical features—mountains, deserts, valleys, rivers, and springs which were 

apparently thought of as welling up from the waters under the earth (cf. Gen 7:11).  

The ancient Hebrews divided the earth into four regions which were named according to two main 

systems.Thefirstsystemrelatedthemtotheobserver‘sbody.Theobserverwasimaginedasfacing east: 

Ewasthen―front‖(qedem: Gen 2:8);Nwas―left‖(śĕmō˒l: Gen 14:15);Wwas―behind‖(˒āḥôr: Job 

23:8);andSwas―right‖(yām  n têmān: 1 Sam 23:24; Job 39:26). The second system named the cardinal 

points of the compass primarily in relation to the movement of the sun.Ewasthe―placeofsunrise‖



(mizraḥ haššemeš mizrāḥ: Num 21:11; Isa 41:2)orthe―placeofthegoingout‖(môṣā˒) of the sun (Ps 

75:7);Wthe―placeofthesetting‖(ma˓ rāb: Isa 45:6)ofthesun,orthe―placeofthegoinginofthesun‖

(mĕbô˒ haššemeš:Deut 11:30). The etymologies of the remaining two points on this system—dārôm, 

―south‖(Job 37:17) and ṣāpôn, ―north‖(Jer26:26)—are uncertain.  

2. The Rivers of Paradise. The purpose of the description of the rivers of paradise in Gen 2:10–14 is to 

locate the Garden of Eden in which, according to the second account of creation, God placed the first 

parents of the human race. Most of the geographical names in this passage occur elsewhere in the Bible 

andsomecanbeidentifiedwithreasonablecertainty.The―map‖describedshouldnot,therefore,be

dismissed as fictional: it records a serious attempt to locate the Garden of Eden in real geographical space. 

The Garden of Eden is sited at the headwaters of four great rivers, the Pishon, the Giḥon, the Ḥiddeqel 

andthePerat.The―Perat‖isunquestionablytheEuphrates,andthe―Ḥiddeqel‖theTigris.Sincethe

enumeration of the rivers seems to be from E to W, the remaining two rivers must lie E of the Tigris. The 

Giḥon may be the Diyala (the land of Cush through which it runs being the territory of the Kassites: 

Akkadian Kaššu = Kuššu in the Nuzi texts), and the Pishon may be the Karkheh which flows out of the 

Zagros Mountains (Speiser 1959). These four rivers are said to diverge from a common source in the 

Garden which God planted in Eden (Gen 2:8)—the latter, apparently, being the broad area in which the 

Garden lies. See Fig. GEO.04. The alignment of the rivers is generally N-S, so the Garden of Eden must 

belocatedsomewhereintheregionofArmenia.ThereferencetoEdenbeing―intheeast‖(Gen 2:8) 

should not be taken (as in later Jewish tradition) to mean that it lay on the E edge of the world. Rather it 

indicates a position E of where the author of Gen 2:10–14 lived.  

Josephus (Ant 1.37–39) provides the only reasonably coherent post-biblical Jewish account of the rivers 

ofparadise.HeidentifiesthePishonastheGanges(the―landofHavilah‖=India).TheGiḥon is the Nile, 

presumably because the land of Cush, through which it flows, is taken in its normal biblical sense of 

Ethiopia. The other two rivers are the Tigris and the Euphrates. Josephus seems to imply that all four of 

theseriversoriginateinthewatersoftheOcean,whichhedescribesas―theoneriverwhich encircles the 

wholeearth,‖andthatthisoneriver(Ocean)originatesintheGardenofEden,whichheprobablylocated

in the extreme E of the world. Other early Jewish texts also identify the Giḥon as the Nile (1QapGen 

21:15 and LXX to Jer 2:18; cf. Ecclus 24:27). The Palestinian Targumim to Gen 2:11 (Codex Neofiti 1 

and Pseudo-Jonathan) equate Havilah with India, though they do not go so far as to say which Indian river 

is the Pishon. Later rabbinic tradition maintained that the Pishon was the Nile. This view seems to have 

been based on deriving p  šôn from pištān, ―flax‖(anetymologyproposedinGen.Rab. 16:2, without 

mentioning the Nile).ThePishonissocalled,writesRashi,―becauseitgrowsflax,foritissaidwith

regardtoEgypt,‗Theworkersincombedflaxwillbeindespair‘(Isa 19:9)‖(seealsoSaadya‘sArabic

translation and Naḥmanides to Gen 2:11).  

3. The Table of Nations. The Table of Nations in Genesis 10 gives the most comprehensive biblical 

account of the inhabited world. As it stands, the text combines both Priestly (P) and Yahwistic (J) 

material, the former being found in vv 1a, 2–7, 20, 22–23, 31–32, the latter in vv 1b, 8–19, 21, 24–30. 

Note the contradictions: according to P the Lydians are descended from Shem (v 22), but according to J 

they are descended from Ham (v 13); according to P Havilah is descended from Ham (v 7), but according 

to J he is descended from Shem (v 29). The P-source, which appears to be intact, forms the highly regular, 

stylized framework of the Table. Its compiler uses the principle of genealogy (derived from family and 

tribal history) to organize certain geographical data, viz., the nations of the world known to him. He 

arranges them in families, relates them in terms of descent from common ancestors, or from each other, 

and,bytracingthembacktoNoah‘sthreesons, Shem, Ham and Japheth, integrates them into the 

narrative of sacred history. See Fig. GEO.05. Though the organizing principle appears to stress ethnicity 

(note v 20,―bytheirfamilies,theirlanguages,theirlands,andtheirnations‖;cf.vv 5, 31), it is political 

realities that are often reflected in the Table. Thus the Canaanites, despite being for the most part 

ethnically Semites are said to be descended from Ham, not Shem (v 6), presumably because the land of 

Canaan was regarded by the compiler of the P-TableasrelatedpoliticallytoEgypt,oneofHam‘sother 



sons. Similar political considerations (now rather obscure) may explain the curious descent of Lud (= 

Lydia) and Elam from Shem (v 22).  

The P-Table probably originated in the 7th century B.C.E. Its geographical horizon extends from the 

Black Sea in the N to Nubia in the S; from the Iranian plateau in the E to Spain in the W. There is, 

however, nothing on the P-Tableitselftolocatethevariousnationsontheearth‘ssurface,to relate them 

tothereader‘sownpositioninspace,ortoorientatehimgeographically.Itisassumedhealreadyknows

where at least some of them live. Von Rad (Genesis OTL, 139) speculates that the Table may have been 

accompanied originally by a drawn map,andnotesthat―thefinalformofthisPriestlytablemaybe

contemporaneouswithAnaximander‘smapoftheworld‖(AnaximanderofMiletus[ca.610–540 B.C.E.] 

was, according to Eratosthenes [in Strabo Geog. I 1.11], the first Greek to produce a world map). This is 

very uncertain. However, the fact remains that in order to tie the genealogical schema down to 

geographical reality the reader must already know at a minimum where some of the nations in each of the 

three main groups are located relative to his own position in space. If he has this information he can then 

very roughly locate the other nations by assuming that the closer the nations are on the genealogical tree 

the closer they will be on the ground. A genealogical tree as a geographical device cannot cope as well as 

a drawn map with spatial relationships, but it can show, in a way that a primitive map cannot, the 

political, linguistic, and cultural connections between peoples.  

A redactor filled out the P-Table of Nations with material drawn from a J-Table. The J-Table, which 

was older than the P-Table and probably more restricted in geographical horizon, presumably originally 

covered all three sons of Noah. Only fragments of it now survive in Genesis 10; nothing remains of its 

accountofJapheth‘soffspring.ThepurposeoftheseJadditionsisbroadlytolinktheP-Table more 

directlywithIsrael‘shistory.TheredactorusestheJ-source to relate two peoples to the Table—the 

Babylonians and the Philistines—who played a major role in the sacred history. The Nimrod traditions 

(vv 8–12)dealwiththeBabylonians;theadditionalinformationaboutEgypt‘sdescendants(vv 13–14) 

deals with the Philistines. The redactor also uses the J-sourcetorectifytheratherstartlingfactthatIsrael‘s

relation to the P-Table is unclear. The J-version indicates that he is descended from Arpachshad through 

Eber (vv 24–30). Unlike the P-Table, the J-Table does to some extent attempt to tie the genealogical 

schema to geographical space: note vv 19 and 30.  

4. Jubilees. TheTableoftheNationsformedthebasic―worldmap‖of the Jews in the biblical and 

postbiblical periods, and it was constantly reinterpreted to fit the changing state of their geographical 

knowledge. The assumption was that, being Scripture, the Table must be an accurate and comprehensive 

picture of the world. As the political scene shifted and new peoples came within the Jewish horizon, they 

were related to the Table. It was inconceivable that they should not be there somewhere (the view that the 

Table of the Nations is a comprehensive account of the nations of the world was held by Christians as 

well as Jews, right down to modern times. After America was discovered a debate raged as to whether or 

nottheAmericanIndianswere―Adamites,‖andiftheywere,howtheycouldbelinkedtoGenesis 10 

[Bickerman 1952: passim and esp. 77]).  

If we exclude its simple reuse in 1 Chr 1:4–27, the earliest and most significant interpretation of Genesis 

10 is in Jubilees 8–10. Jubilees (which dates from the mid 2d century B.C.E.) attempts to project the 

genealogy of Genesis 10 onto a standard world map of its day. It has been suggested that the author of 

Jubilees actually drew a map, but (as often happens with complex diagrams in manuscripts) it has not 

survived. Whether he did or did not, he unquestionably had an image of the world that can be expressed in 

the form of a map (Hölscher 1949; Alexander 1982). His description of the N coastline of the 

Mediterranean (9:11–12),withitsthree―tongues‖orbays(theAegean,AdriaticandTyrrhenianSeas),

illustrates how sharply he visualized the world. Jubilees‘ ―map‖isbasicallytheoldIonianworldmap

accommodated to the Bible. It envisages the inhabited world as a roughly circular land mass surrounded 

by ocean. The center of the world—its―navel‖(omphalos)—is Zion, not Delphi, as on the Ionian maps. A 

N-S median runs through Zion and Sinai; an E-W median through the Straits of Gibraltar, Zion and the 

Garden of Eden. The map is orientated with E at the top. The three continents of the Ionian geographers—

Europe, Asia and Libya (= Africa)—are correlated with the three sons of Noah: Japheth = Europe; Shem 



= Asia; Ham = Libya. This is shown by the fact that the boundaries between the territories of the three 

sons correspond precisely to the boundaries between the three continents according to one school of 

Ionian geography. Between Europe/Japheth and Asia/Shem, the River Tina (= Tanais, i.e. the Don) marks 

the boundary; between Asia/Shem and Libya/Ham it is the River Giḥon (i.e. the Nile); between 

Europe/Japheth and Libya/Ham it is the Straits of Gibraltar. Having established this correlation the author 

of Jubilees then distributes the sons of Shem, Ham, and Japheth appropriately across their respective 

continents. See Fig. GEO.06.  

The Jubilees mappa mundi is more than a piece of disinterested cartography which tries to reconcile the 

Bible with the science of its day. Like many other maps, it is a political statement. Jubilees stresses that 

thedivisionoftheworldafterthefloodwassolemnlyagreedtobythesonsofNoah:―SoNoahdivided

their lands among their sons in the presence of their father Noah; and he bound them all by an oath, 

putting a curse on anyone that tried to seize what had not fallen to him by lot. And they all said, So be it, 

Sobeit,forthemselvesandtheirsonsforever‖(Jub9:14).Jubilees notes that, according to his neat 

schema of continents, two nations were out of place on the map. Madai, not liking his allotted territory in 

the N-W of Europe, negotiated with Elam, Asshur and Arpachshad to be allowed to settle within the 

patrimony of Shem (10:35). Canaan also did not take up his allotted portion, which was in N Africa. 

Instead he violently seized―thelandofLebanonasfarastheriverofEgypt,‖whichwaswithinthe

patrimony of Shem, and was roundly cursed by his father and brothers for so doing (10:27–34). That land 

had been allotted to Arpachshad, the ancestor of Abraham (9:4). Jubilees‘aiminallthisis,presumably,

toprovethattheJewshaveanancientrighttosettleinthe―landofCanaan‖(it was the Canaanites, not 

themselves, who were usurpers), and to justify the territorial expansion of the Hasmonaean state. It has 

also been suggested that it is significant that the Jubilees map excludes Javan (the Greeks) from the 

middle east. They do not appear to be assigned territory even in Asia Minor, which is given as the 

patrimony of Lud, son of Shem (9:6, 10). This could be seen as an attack on Greek political hegemony 

and settlement in the Middle East (Schmidt 1988: 26f).  

The Jubilees world map is the earliest example of a type of world map that, despite the advances of 

scientific geographers such as Eratosthenes and Ptolemy, predominated in European culture down almost 

to the time of Columbus. Its essential features are reproduced in a series of Christian T-O maps, such as 

RichardofHaldingham‘sfamousandelaborateHerefordMap(ca.1290C.E.) (Bagrow and Skelton 1964; 

Almagià and Destombes 1964). It is unclear whether the Christian T-O maps go back to the lost drawing 

of the Jubilees map, or whether they are derived from the written text of Jubilees alone. Jubilees was 

certainly known to some Christian authors in its Greek translation, and it seems to have influenced the 

patristic Diamerismos literature, which is concerned with dividing up the world among the sons of Noah 

(von Gutschmid 1894; Bauer 1906).  

5. Josephus. Josephus‘detailedinterpretationoftheTableoftheNationsinAnt 1.122–47 resembles 

Jubilees‘inanumberofways—e.g. Josephus, like Jubilees, outlines first the broad territories of Shem, 

Ham, and Japheth, before dealing in detail with their descendants (Franxman 1979: 101). However, in two 

important respects Josephus differs from Jubilees. First, he does not follow Jubilees‘schemaof

correlating the three sons of Noah with the three Ionian continents. He tends to describe dispassionately 

the world as it is, not prescribe for how it should be. Thus he appears to see nothing wrong with the fact 

thatJapheth‘sandHam‘ssonsspilloverintoAsia(Ant 1.122,130). Nor is there any hint of the accusation 

that Canaan usurped the land in which historically he settled, nor any attempt to exclude the Greeks from 

AsiaMinor:Iauanos(=Javan)isidentifiedas―IoniaandalltheGreeks‖(Ant 1.124),andIauanos‘son

Tharsos (= Tarshish) is located in Cilicia (Ant 1.127). Second, Josephus has an essentially toponymical 

approach to the Table of the Nations. He is primarily concerned with discovering the modern equivalents 

of the biblical names, not with locating the various peoples and places on the surface of the earth. He 

seems to assume that once he has told the reader the modern equivalent the reader will be able to use his 

own knowledge to put the term in question on the map. Jubilees, by way of contrast, is primarily 

concerned with locating the biblical nations on the world map. It uses only the biblical names, and it 



seems to assume that once they are located on the map the reader will be able to work out the modern 

equivalents.  

ToponymydominatesJosephus‘exposition,andinanumber of interesting asides he makes clear the 

principles on which is identifications were made. He divides the names on the biblical Table of the 

Nations into three groups: (1) Names which refer to peoples or places which were destroyed long ago by 

natural disastersorwarsandwhich,consequently,nolongerhaveanyequivalentinJosephus‘world(Ant 

1.137,139). (2) Names which have been heavily corrupted or changed. Josephus blames the Greeks for 

altering or replacing ancient names: Ant 1.125,―Theires[=Tiras] called those whom he ruled Theirians, 

buttheGreekschangedthenametoThracians‖;Ant 1.138,―AmathusfoundedAmathuswhichthe

inhabitants to this day call Amathe, though the Macedonians renamed it Epiphaneia after one of 

Alexander‘ssuccessors.‖ (3) Names which have been preserved essentially unchanged, so that 

identification is not problematic (Ant 1.131, 132). Identification of a name on the Table of Nations 

basically depends on whether the modern equivalent resembles in some recognizable way the ancient 

name. Such similarity may be either direct or indirect. In the former case the modern name directly 

reflects the ancient: e.g. Ant 1.124, biblical Madaioi [Madai] = modern Medoi. In the latter case the 

ancient name survives, not in the modern name itself, but in something connected with it. Josephus speaks 

ofthislinkbetweentheoriginalnameandthemodernequivalentasa―sign‖(sēme  on): e.g. Ant 1.125, 

―TheMeschenians,foundedbyMeschos[=Meschech],aretodaycalledCappadocians,butaclear trace 

(sēme  on) of their ancient designation survives; for they still have a city of the name of Mazaca, indicating 

totheexpertthatsuchwasformerlythenameofthewholerace.‖Josephus‘principlesoftoponymyare

standard for the Greek historians and antiquarians. They also explain many of the identifications of 

biblical peoples and places found in rabbinic and in other early Jewish texts.  

6. Other Catalogues of Nations. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum 4:1–10 (1st century 

C.E.) gives a version of the biblical Table of Nations notable for its profusion of exotic names. It lists 

numerous descendants of the sons of Noah not mentioned in the Bible. Most of the names are 

unintelligible. If they ever had any real geographical reference, it must be assumed that they have become 

hopelessly garbled in the transmission of the text from Hebrew, through Greek, into its present Latin 

form.  

Acts 2:9–11 catalogues the nations residing in Jerusalem when the Spirit was poured out at Pentecost. It 

ispuzzlinghowthisshortlistofnationscanbetakenasrepresenting―everynationunderheaven‖(Acts 

2:5). One solution proposes that an astrological schema correlating the various nations of the world with 

the signs of the zodiac (cf. the 4th century C.E. Rudiments of Paulus Alexandrinus) lies behind the list. 

The list is comprehensive because it gives one nation for each of the twelve signs of the zodiac 

(Weinstock 1948; Metzger 1980). However, if the outpouring of the Spirit at Pentecost is seen in Acts as 

areversalofGod‘sconfusionoftonguesaftertheFlood(Gen 11:7), then the catalogue of nations is most 

obviously related to Genesis 10. The brief list in Acts is only an allusion to the longer Table in Genesis. 

Acts‘geographicalhorizonisfairlylimited:itstretchesfrom Persia in the E to Italy in the W, from the 

Black Sea in the N to Egypt in the S.  

Later Jewish literature contains various interpretations of the Table of Nations. Genesis Rabba (redacted 

4th century C.E.) is most concrete and geographical in its commentary on the N nations, the sons of 

Japheth (Gen.Rab. 37:1–8). The Jerusalem Talmud (redacted ca. 400 C.E.), commenting on m. Meg. 1.8, 

―Scripturemaybewritteninanylanguage,‖discussesthelanguagesoftheworldintermsofa

commentary on the Table of Nations (j. Meg. 71b). The Babylonian Talmud (redacted ca. 500 C.E.) 

presentsanexpositionoftheTableofNationsinordertoanswerthequestion,―Fromwheredoweknow

thatthePersiansarederivedfromJapheth?‖ThreerecensionsofthePalestinianTargum to the 

Pentateuch, Codex Neofiti 1, Fragmentary Targum, and Pseudo-Jonathan (redacted between 4th and 8th 

centuries C.E.) offer numerous identifications of the names on the Table of Nations. Targum 1 Chronicles 

1 contains also many equivalents, drawn mainly from the Palestinian Targum to the Pentateuch 

(Alexander1974:72ff.).Saadya‘sArabicversionofthePentateuch(10thcenturyC.E.) reproduces many 

of the Targumic equivalents, but introduces some of its own which involve an adjustment of the Table to 



his historico-geographical horizon. Seper Josippon (10th century C.E.) opens with a very detailed 

exposition of the sons of Japheth on the Table of Nations as a preface to its account of the antiquities of 

Italy and the rise of Rome (the Romans are said to be descended from the Kittim mentioned in Gen 10:4). 

It is quite common in medieval chronicles to begin with a Diamerismos (Flusser 1980: 1, 3; cf. 2, 98ff.). 

Josippon displays a detailed knowledge of early medieval Europe: it refers to the Franks, Bretons, 

Hungarians, Saxons, Russians, Lombards, Danes and Slavs. Its horizon is consonant with a geographical 

standpoint for its author in Italy. Rabbinic literature often refers to the 70 (or sometimes 72) 

nations/languages of the world, without going into detail as to who they are. This figure is derived from 

counting the names on the Table of Nations (Ginzberg 1968: 194 n. 72).  

7. 1 Enoch. 1 Enoch, the bulk of which can be dated no later than the end of the 1st century C.E., is a 

thesaurus of early Jewish lore on astronomy, meteorology, botany and geography. Two passages are 

important for its image of the world: 1 Enoch 76–77 and 1 Enoch 17–36. The Ethiopic manuscripts are in 

considerable confusion, and even with the help of the Aramaic fragments from Qumran, it is extremely 

difficult to reduce the text to order, or project its cosmographical ideas in the form of a map. Grelot 

(1958) and Milik (1976: 15–19, 34–41), however, have derived maps from the data of the text which, 

despitebeinghighlyspeculativeinparts,appearbasicallytobevalid.Enoch‘sgeographyisoftenreferred

toas―mythological‖(Grelot1958),orevenas―mystical‖(Neugebauer1985:407),becauseitisfull of 

fantasy, but such descriptions should not disguise the fact that 1 Enoch has a model of the world which is 

meant to organize phenomena and explain how they work. Parts of that model are clearly visualized and 

must have constituted for their author(s), a mental, if not a drawn map.  

a. 1 Enoch 76–77. 1 En. 76:1–14 describes a wind-rose, consisting of twelve winds (four bringing 

prosperity and eight disaster) that blow from twelve points of the compass. The rose is orientated with E 

at the top: note how N is said to be on the left and S on the right (76:2). The winds are imagined as 

blowingintotheworldthroughtwelvegatesspacedatregularintervalsroundtheworld‘srim.Chapter76

apportions three of these gates to each of the four quarters of the world; chap. 77 opens with an 

explanation of the names of these four quarters, which it enumerates in a clockwise direction—E, S, W, N 

(77:1–3a).Twoofitsexplanationsconveycosmographicalinformation.―North‖(ṣippûnā˒) is so called 

because―initallthe heavenly bodies hide [ṣāpĕn  n], gather, go round and proceed to the E of the 

heavens.‖TheideaisthattheheavenlybodiesaftersettingintheWgoroundtheNrimoftheworld

(presumablybehindtheNmountains)toriseagainintheE.―South‖(dārômā˒) issocalled―becausethe

Great One dwells (dā˒ēr rabbā˒) there.‖IftheallusionhereistoSinai,asmanysuppose,thenitsuggests

that 1 En. 77 locates the Mountain of God in the S quarter of the world, whereas 1 En. 17–36 appears to 

locate in the NW. 1 En. 77 next divides the earth into three parts: the 1st part is for human habitation, the 

2d is for seas and rivers, and the 3d is for deserts and for the Paradise of righteousness (77:3b). Milik 

(1976: 15) is probably correct in seeing these three parts as concentric circles: the 1st, the oikoumenē, is in 

the center; the 2d is the encircling Ocean; the 3d is the wasteland beyond the Ocean, in which Paradise is 

located.Milik‘srestorationoftheAramaictextsothatitreferstosevenregionsinthis transoceanic zone 

(one of them Paradise), though bold, may well be correct (Milik 1976: 15). The remainder of 1 En. 77 (vv 

4–8) gives a highly schematic description of the oikoumenē. It mentions the Great Sea (= the 

Mediterranean) and the Red Sea (= the Indian Ocean, the Persian Gulf and the present-day Red Sea). 

These were probably envisaged as great bays protruding from the surrounding Ocean into the circular 

oikoumenē. 1 En. 77 refers, without any toponymical detail, to the seven highest mountains, the seven 

greatest rivers, and the seven largest islands of the world. The mountains are not located, though their tops 

are said to be covered with snow (77:4). They are probably to be found among the ten mountains listed on 

the Jubilees map. One of them may beHermon,the―MountainofSnow‖(TargumPseudo-Jonathan to 

Num 34:11; Sifre Num §131). Another may be Sinai. Three of the rivers can be located with reasonable 

certainty. The two flowing from the N into the Red Sea must be the Tigris and Euphrates. The one 

flowing from the W into the Great Sea is presumably the Nile. The westerly alignment of the Nile is 

foundinsomeGreekgeographers.―Theremainingfourrivers,‖says1 En. 77:7,―comefromtheNside

towardsthesea,twototheRedSea,andtwoemptyintotheGreatSea.‖ThissecondmentionoftheRed



Sea is rather puzzling: why not simplysayat77:6,―four of them come from the N and shed their waters 

intotheRedSea?‖1 En. 77:7 is best taken as a description of four rivers in the N half of the world, 

counterbalancing the three in the S half (77:5–6).Ifthisisso,then―RedSea‖at77:7haspossibly

displacedthenameofaNsea,e.g.theBlackSea(=SeaofMe‘atontheJubilees map). The two rivers 

flowing into the Black Sea might be the Don (= the Tina of Jubilees) and the Danube. The two flowing 

from the N into the Great Sea could be any of the major rivers debouching into the Mediterranean on its N 

shores.Asforthesevenislands,fivearesaidtobeintheGreatSeaandtwo―onland‖(77:8).Theformer

statement makes obvious sense: the Jubilees map probably had five major islands in the Mediterranean. 

Thelatterstatementisproblematic.Thetextmayoriginallyhaveread―twointheRedSea.‖The

reference might be to Bahrain, the Dilmun of the Babylonians.  

b. 1 Enoch 17–36. Despite some differences, 1 Enoch 17–36 appears to presuppose a similar image of 

the world to that in 1 Enoch 76–77: the habitable earth is a circular landmass surrounded by Ocean, 

beyond which lies a region of outer darkness and chaos. The earth is described in terms of a series of 

journeys which Enoch makes in the company of angelic guides. First he travels to the W (17–25), then 

back to the center of the world (Jerusalem) (26–27), then eastwards to the end of the world (28–32). 

Finally, he goes around the extremities of the world in an anticlockwise direction, starting in the E and 

ending in the S (33–36). Because these journeys are so much concerned with the outer rim of the world 

(they include a visit to the underworld), the descriptions tend to involve fantastic features which cannot 

easily be related to real geographical space. The W is covered in greatest detail, partly because it is 

described twice over (once in 17–19, and again in 21–25). Some have supposed that this double 

description implies two separate journeys. It is more likely, however, that parallel accounts of the same 

journey have been combined. Notable features located in the W are: (a) the Mountain mf God, with its 

summitshapedlikeathrone.Thisis―thethroneonwhichthegreatHolyOnesits…whenhedescendsto

the earth in blessing‖(25:3;cf.18:8).(b)TheRiverofFireflowingintoOcean(17:5).Thereferencehere

could be to the Greek Pyriphlegethon, or to the River of Fire in Dan 7:10, or to both. The heavenly 

bodies, when they set in the W, replenish their fires from this fiery river (23:4). (c) The storehouses of 

winds, thunder, lightning and other meteorological phenomena, and the chambers of the stars and other 

heavenly bodies (17:3). (d) Sheol, with its four hollows for different categories of souls. The description 

ofthe―middleoftheearth‖(26–27), as Milik has shown, fits well the topography of the Jerusalem area 

(Milik 1976: 36). He has also argued that the journey to the E through the spice-lands (28–31) reflects real 

topographical knowledge (Milik 1958). The most notable feature in the E of the world is Paradise. 1 En. 

32:2–3 appears to locate the Paradise of righteousness in the region of outer darkness beyond the 

encircling Ocean, on the NE edge of the world.  

Some have detected Greek influence on 1 Enoch‘simageoftheworld(notablyinthedescriptionofthe

W in 1 Enoch 17–36). The major influence, however, appears to have been Babylonian. Grelot (1958: 64–

66) and Milik (1976: 17) compare the famous Babylonian mappa mundi in the British Museum (the copy 

of which dates from around 600 B.C.E.). The Greek influence on the Jubilees map is unmistakable, and in 

general (though their accounts of the oikoumenē arecompatible)the―spirit‖oftheJubilees map is very 

different from that in 1 Enoch. Itispossiblethatthesetwotextsrepresenttwobroad―schools‖ofearly

Jewish geography—the one oriental, looking for inspiration to the old centers of learning in the E; the 

other Hellenistic, receptive of the new ideas coming from the W.  

D. “Maps” of the Holy Land  

1. The Short Biblical Boundary Texts. The short boundary texts in the Bible define the Land by using 

asmallnumberofsalientborderpoints.AccordingtothemostbasicformulatheLandextends―fromXto

Y.‖Thesimplest and best known example of this formula is 2 Sam 24:2,―fromDantoBeer-sheba.‖Note

also Gen 15:18,―fromtheriverofEgypttothegreatriver,theriverEuphrates;‖Num 13:21,―fromthe

desert of Zin to Rehob, near Lebo-Hamath.‖Thesetwo-point definitions all appear to be on a N-S axis. 

Certain four-point definitions add a second axis for greater precision: e.g., Exod 23:31,―fromtheRedSea

(yam sûp) totheSeaofthePhilistines,andfromthedesert[inthesouth]totheEuphrates;‖Deut 11:24, 

―fromthedesert[intheS]to[emendingtowĕ˓ad] the Lebanon, from the river, the river Euphrates, to the 



HinderSea[=theMediterranean].‖OnewouldexpectthesecondaxistoberoughlyE-W, but this does 

not appear to be the case, unless geographical reality has been very severely distorted. Genesis 10:19 

offers a curious three-pointdefinitionoftheLand:―TheborderoftheCanaanitewasfromSidonasyou

go towards Gerar as far as Gaza, (and) as you go toward Sodom [omit: and Gomorrah and Admah and 

Zeboiim] as far as Lasha.‖TomakesenseofthisitmustbeassumedthatGerarlaybeyond Gaza and 

Sodom beyond Lasha as one moves S from Sidon. The Sidon-Gerar line is marked off at Gaza, and the 

Sidon-Sodom line at Lasha. The Land is defined by the Sidon-Gaza-Lasha triangle. See Fig. GEO.07. 

Ezekiel 47:15–20 containsafurtherelaborationofthe―fromXtoY‖formula.ItenvisagestheLand

basically as a rectangle with four sides (N, E, S, W). The rectangle is defined by four corner points: NE 

corner = Hazar-enon; SE corner = Tamar; SW corner = the mouth of the Brook of Egypt (= Wadi el-

Arish), where it enters the Great Sea; NW corner = a point on the coast of the Great Sea opposite Lebo-

Hamath. The picture is complicated a little, and greater precision attained, by introducing a number of 

intermediate border points and geographical features, between the primary corner points.  

2. The Biblical Borders of the Land of Canaan. Numbers 34:3–12, which purports to be a definition 

of the land of Canaan given by God to Moses on the eve of the Conquest, offers the most detailed biblical 

delineation of the Land. It enumerates a series of border points, starting at the SE extremity of the Dead 

Sea and going round in a clockwise direction (S-W-N-E) back to the starting point. The S boundary of the 

Land corresponds with the S boundary of the allotment of the tribe of Judah as defined in Josh 15:1–4 (cf. 

Ezek 47:15–20; 48:1, 28). Comparison of these texts reveals that while the border points are constant, the 

connecting verbs and phrases differ. This suggests that the linking elements are secondary, and that the 

source of this description of the boundaries of Canaan, which may have been a late 13th century B.C.E. 

document in Egyptian or Akkadian defining the Egyptian district of Canaan (Aharoni 1967: 68f.), 

containedsimplyalistofborderpointsconnectedby―and.‖Itisunclearwhetherthedifferentconnecting

verbs used—theborder―shallturn‖(wĕnāsab), ―goout‖(wĕyāṣā˒), ―crossover‖(wĕ˓ābar), ―goup‖

(wĕ˓ālāh), ―godown‖(wĕyārad)—have any precise geographical significance. The fact that one such 

verb—tā˒ar ―toturn‖—is used in the Hebrew Bible only in the delineations of the tribal allotments in 

Joshua (e.g. Josh 15:9) suggests it was a technical term in border descriptions. These connecting elements 

probably go back to the original redactors who incorporated the lists into the biblical narrative. Their 

general purpose was to indicate clearly that one had to imagine a continuous line drawn through the points 

mentioned. It was necessary to stress this in the case of the tribal allotments in order to distinguish the 

border delineations from the town lists for the various tribes. The points enumerated on the town lists are 

not to be imagined as points on a continuous line.  

The borders of Canaan as defined in Num 34:3–12, form the framework of two other geographical texts 

in the Hebrew Bible: (1) the definitions of the tribal allotments in Josh 15–19; and (2) the description of 

the land that remained to be conquered in Josh 13:1–7. Both these documents seem to presuppose Num 

34:3–12: the areas they define fit quite snugly into the area defined there. The description of the land that 

remainsisconstructedonthebasicformula:―alltheland/districtsofX,fromp to q.‖Both documents are 

best seen as coming from the period of the Judges. They represent, not the territory actually occupied by 

theIsraelitesthenbuttheterritorytowhichtheylaidclaim,via―thelandofCanaaninitsfullextent‖

(Num 34:2), as it had been defined earlier under Egyptian administration. The originals of these texts 

were probably documents preserved at Shiloh, the covenant center of the tribes. (For a discussion of the 

historical problems associated with tribal allotments and related texts see Alt 1953; Noth 1935; and Kallai 

1986.)  

3. Genesis Apocryphon. Genesis Apocryphon (early 1st century B.C.E.) gives two accounts of the 

borders of the land of Israel. The first isbasedonGod‘scommandtoAbraminGen 13:14f. to view the 

promisedland:―ThenextdayI[Abram]climbedtothetopofRamathḤaṣor, and I viewed the land from 

this height, from the River of Egypt to Lebanon and Senir, and from the Great Sea to Ḥauran, and all the 

land of Gebal as far as Qadesh, and all the great desert which is E of Ḥauran and Senir as far as the 

Euphrates‖(1QapGen21:10–12). This is clearly based on the biblical Nile-to-Euphrates type of short 

boundary description, but the author has blocked in skillfully some of the main geographical features 



between the N and S extremities of the land. Genesis Apocryphon‘ssecondaccountofthebordersis

basedonGod‘scommandtoAbraminGen 13:17,―Arise,walkthroughtheLandinthelengthofitandin

thebreadthofit,fortoyouwillIgiveit.‖In1QapGen21:15–19 Abram walks round the outer edges of 

his patrimony in a symbolic act of claiming it as his own. He starts out from the River Giḥon (= the Nile), 

moves northward along the shore of the Mediterranean till he comes to the Mount of the Bull (ṭûr tôrā˒) = 

the Taurus Mountains which some Greek geographers envisaged as a spine of mountains running W-E 

across N Syria. He turns eastward along the Taurus range until he comes to the Euphrates. He then 

followsthecourseoftheEuphratesinasoutherlydirectiondowntothe―RedSea‖(yammā˒ śimmôqā˒), 

the Erythrean Sea of the Greeks, i.e., the Persian Gulf and the Indian Ocean. He turns westward and 

proceedsuntilhereachesthetongueofthe―ReedSea‖(yam sûp) ―whichgoesoutfromtheRedSea‖=

the present-day Red Sea. He follows this till he comes back to his starting point at the Nile. Genesis 

Apocryphon‘simageoftheLandisverycoherentandeasilyrelatedtogeographicalreality.Its―map‖

corresponds very closely to the corresponding section of the Jubilees ―map,‖andmaybebasedonit.

Neither at Gen 13:14f. nor at Gen 13:17 does the underlying biblical text mention any geographical 

names. 1QapGen has derived its names from both the short and the long boundary descriptions of the 

land. It is notable that it takes the maximal definition of the borders, as indicated in some of the short 

boundary texts. This suggests that it took the short texts as primary and accommodated the longer texts to 

them.  

4. The Targumim. Three recensions of the Palestinian Targum (= PT)—Codex Neofiti 1, Fragmentary 

Targum, and Pseudo-Jonathan—identify many of the places mentioned in the definition of the borders of 

the land of Israel in Num 34:3–12. All the texts represent the same tradition and give the same picture, but 

Ps-J has the fullest account and identifies virtually every name which is not self-evident. The base stratum 

of the PT to Numbers 34 gives a broad Nile-to-Euphrates definition of the borders of the Land. An 

addition at Num 34:12, found only in Ps-J, uses four of the points from the complete border list to 

summarizetheTargumicpicture:―ReqemGe˓a[=Petra]inthesouth;TaurusAmanus in the north; the 

GreatSeainthewest;theSaltSeaintheeast.‖ThePTdefinitionagreeswellwith1QapGen‘sborders

and probably reflects pre-70 tradition. Like 1QapGen the PT has harmonized the long and short boundary 

texts of the Bible, using the latter as the framework for its identifications.  

Num 34:13–15 makes it clear that the borders defined in Num 34:3–12 relate to the territory of only 

nine and a half tribes. Although the two and a half tribes that settled E of the Jordan are mentioned, the 

Bible at this point does not attempt to define their territory. PT rectifies this omission by constructing a 

border definition for the two and a half tribes similar to that contained in Num 34:3–12. Codex Neofiti 1 

and Fragmentary Targum insert this definition at Num 34:15. Pseudo-Jonathan inserts most of it at the 

same point, but scatters part of it confusingly through its definition of the borders of the nine and a half 

tribes. Thus PT offers a comprehensive account of the territories of all twelve tribes, of the whole land of 

Israel. It derives its border points for the two and a half tribes from Num 32:33–42, Deut 3:1–17, and 

similar texts which describe the allotments of the two and a half tribes. Certain elements in the Targumic 

definition of the two and a half tribes appear to be related to the Tannaitic Boundary List (see below). It is 

probable that an attempt was made to rework the very broad Targumic boundaries of the Land to make 

them conform to the narrower rabbinic definition. This has resulted in some geographical incoherence in 

the Targumic texts.  

The PT at Num 34:6, exploiting the redundant ûgĕbûl [―and (the)border(thereof)‖]inthebiblicaltext,

definestheterritorialwatersofthelandofIsrael:―ForthewesternborderyoushallhavetheGreatSea,

Ocean, and the border thereof, that is the waters of creation, with the primaeval waters that are in the 

midstofit‖(Ps-J). The sense appears to be that the Targum carries the territorial waters of the Land all 

thewaywestwardstotheOcean(i.e.theAtlantic!).Thetextgoesontoclaimthe―airspace‖(˒byr = 

Greek aēr) above this territory as part of the land of Israel.  

5. Rabbinic Definitions. Prompted by the need to decide what towns and regions were subject to the 

―commandmentspertainingtotheLand,‖suchastithesandthesabbaticalyear,rabbinicliteraturegivesa

number of definitions of the borders of the land of Israel. Rabbinic thinking on the borders of Israel 



changed as rabbinic halakhah became more accepted by the Jewish communities of Palestine. The earliest 

traditions use very simple formulae, which set the borders very wide and follow basically the Nile-to-

Euphrates short boundary texts of the Bible. Gradually, however, the formulae become fuller and more 

precise, and the territory defined as land of Israel more restricted and realistic.  

a. The “Taurus Amanus” Formula. This, the earliestborderdefinition,statesthat―allthatrunsfrom

Taurus Amanus and inwards is the Land of Israel; from Taurus Amanus and outwards is outside the 

Land‖(t. Ter. 2:12; t. Ḥall. 2:11; y. Ḥall. 60a; y. S²eb. 32d).―TaurusAmanus‖(withwhichthePT

identifies―Mt.Hor‖inNum 34:7) refers to the range of mountains just N of Antioch on the Orontes, so 

this formula includes the Syria within the Land.  

b. The “Three Regions Formula:” ―There are three regions with regard to the Seventh Year Produce: 

All that they occupied who came from Babylon, from the Land of Israel as far as Kezib, Seventh Year 

Produce may not be eaten nor may the soil be cultivated; all that they occupied who came up from Egypt, 

from Kezib as far as the River and Amanah, Seventh Year Produce may be eaten, but the soil may not be 

cultivated; from the River and from Amanah outwards [reading laḥûṣ for lipĕn  m], Seventh Year Produce 

maybeeatenandthesoilcultivated‖(m. Šeb. 6:1). The basic formula is indicated by italics. A glossator 

has supposed, wrongly, that Kezib marks the N limit of the land occupied by those who returned from 

Babylon, and the Amanus-Euphrates line the N limit of the land occupied by those who came up from 

Egypt, at the time of theConquest(perhapsheisthinkinginthelattercaseofthebordersofDavid‘s

kingdom). Contrast m. Ḥall. 4.8 where this gloss is absent. With this formula, Syria does not qualify as 

the land of Israel in the full sense of the term. Its status is weakening, but it is still not wholly outside the 

Land.  

c. Judah ben Ilai’s Boundary Formula. ―ReqemandthecountryeastofReqemcountastheeast;

Ashkelon and the country south of Ashkelon count as the south; Acco and the country north of Acco 

count as the north‖(m. Giṭṭ. 1:2). The western border is not stated here but emerges at j. Ḥall. 60a (cf. t. 

Ḥall. 2.11; t. Ter. 2:12; j. S²eb. 36d; b. Giṭṭ. 8a):―Asfortheislandsthatareinthesea,youaretoimagine

alinedrawnfromTaurusAmanus[emendto―Kaphluria‖;seebelow]toNaḥal Miṣraim [here = Wadi el-

Arish].FromthelineinwardistheLandofIsrael;fromthelineandoutwardisoutsidetheLand.‖R.

Judah says: All that is opposite the Land of Israel belongs to the Land of Israel, as it is written,―Andfor

the western border, you shall have the Great Sea, and the border thereof: this shall be your western 

border‖(Num 34:6). As for the status of the islands that are on the sides, you are to imagine a line drawn 

from Kaphluria to Ocean, and from Naḥal Miṣraim to Ocean. From the line and inwards is the Land of 

Israel; from the line and outward is outside the Land. The definition, though still schematic, is more 

precise than the other formulae. The Land is now defined on all four sides, and Syria is quite definitely 

excluded.SeeFig.GEO.08.ThedefinitionofterritorialwatersontheWisnoteworthy.RabbiJudah‘s

ideas here correspond to those found in the PT to Num 34:6.  

d. The Tannaitic Boundary List. This, the most complex and complete definition of the Boundaries of 

the land in rabbinic literature, is extant in five main recensions: (1) Sifre Deut. §51; (2) t. Šeb. 4:11, 

Codex Vienna; (3) t. Šeb. 4:11, Codex Erfurt; (4) j. Šeb. 36c; (5) lines 13–18 of the 7th century synagogue 

inscription from Tel-Reḥov near Beth-shean (Sussmann 1973–74). The borders are defined basically in 

the manner of Numbers 34: a series of border points is given, going around (like Numbers 34) in a 

clockwise direction, and the border is constructed by joining the points up with lines. The area included is 

similartothatmarkedoffinJudahbenIlai‘sformula,andSyriaisdefinitelyoutsidetheLand(seefurther

Klein 1928, Neaman 1978, and Sussmann 1975–76).  
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PHILIP S. ALEXANDER  

GEOMETRY. See MATHEMATICS, ALGEBRA, AND GEOMETRY.  

GEORGIAN VERSIONS. See VERSIONS, ANCIENT (GEORGIAN).  

GER [Heb gēr (ֵגר)]. See SOJOURNER.  

GERA (PERSON) [Heb gērā˒ (ֵגָרא)]. Although Gera is a common NW Semitic name (McCarter 2 

Samuel AB, 373), in the Bible the name is restricted to members of the tribe of Benjamin. Aside from the 

patronymic Gera which appears in prose accounts (see nos. 5 & 6 below), the identity of the other Geras 

is bound up in the genealogical tree of Benjamin. In two similar lists of sons (Gen 46:21 = Jub. 44:25; 

Num 26:38–41—LXX 26:42–45), Gera appears only in Gen 46:21, as the fourth of ten sons of Benjamin. 

However, according to the scheme of the LXX, the ten sons are spread over a three-generational 

genealogy,whichincludes:Benjamin(ρ)Bela(ρ)Gera(ρ)Ard.Interestingly,whereasGeraislackingin 

Num 26:38–41, this two-generational genealogy of five sons of Benjamin ascribes Bela as father of Ard 

(and Naaman).  

WithintheChronicler‘sframeworkofgenealogies(1 Chronicles 1–9), the name appears three times in 

but one of the two multigenerational Benjamin genealogies (1 Chr 7:6–12; 1 Chr 8:1–40). According to 



MT,Benjamin‘sfirstbornson,Bela,isfatheroftwoGeras(1 Chr 8:3, 5), and Ehud is the father of 

another Gera who is father of Uzza and Ahihud (1 Chr 8:7). The sequence of generations is similar in the 

LXX of Gen 46:21, and in the MT and the LXX of Num 26:38–41 (—LXX 26:42–45) and 1 Chr 8:1–7; 

Gera, Ard (or Addar), and Naaman appear in each list. The problem of having two sons of Bela named 

Gera is solved variously. Based on the repetition of the name, and its absence in the Syriac text, the 

second occurrence can be regarded as no more than a dittography. Another suggestion is that the MT 

wĕgērā˒ wa˒ b  hûd (―Gera,Abihud‖)inv 3 should be read wĕgērā˒ wa˒ b   ˒ēhûd ―andGera,thatis,the

father of Ehud‖(RudolfChronikbücher HAT, 76; Williamson 1, 2 Chronicles NCBC, 83; Baker 1980: 

133).ThiswoulddistinguishthefirstGerafromthesecond,andfollowingRudolf‘sreconstructionofvv 

3–7 (Chronikbücher HAT, 76), the second Gera would be a son of Ehud. The third Gera, along with 

Naaman and Ahijah in v 7, would then be a repeat occurrence of the second Gera (with Naaman and 

Ahoah, vv 4–5). This identification assumes that MT wĕgērā˒ ȟ˒ heglām means―andGera,heistheone

whocarriedthemintoexile‖(Williamson1 & 2 Chronicles NCBC, 84) or its negative, based on the 

emended text lô˒ hegl m ―however,NaamanandAhijahandGeradidnotleadanyoneintoexile‖(Rudolf

Chronikbücher HAT, 76). Another possibility is to treat the ȟ˒ in v 7 likethe―wawexplicativum‖ofv 3, 

asdoestheRSV―andGera,thatis,Heglam.‖FollowingthelogicthatthethreeGerasaredistinguished

by other associations or identifying features, we find one Gera, the son of Ehud, and another Gera, who 

was also named Heglam. If Heglam is not taken as a personal name, then it is taken as a verb and this 

Gera is linked with the relocation of the tribe from Geba to Manahath. Braun (1 Chronicles WBC, 125) 

argues that this movement need not be understood as violent, and that the period of the judges is a likely 

date for this event (see also Williamson 1 & 2 Chronicles NCBC, 83–84).TheChronicler‘sseemingly

convolutedgenealogyofBelamaybetreatedasastraightforwardfamilylineageincludingBela(ρ)Gera

(ρ)Ehud(ρ)Gera,anditiseasytoseethatGen 46:16 and Num 26:38–41 utilize the same names, but in 

different ways.  

1. ThefourthofBenjamin‘stensons(Gen 46:21; see also Jub. 44:25). See the foregoing discussion for 

a treatment of the differences between the MT and the LXX genealogies here.  

2. The second son of Bela and grandson of Benjamin (1 Chr 8:3). In 1 Chr 7:6–12, where Bela is one of 

Benjamin‘sthreesons,GeraisnotamongthefivenamedsonsofBela.Ifweacceptthetranslation―Gera,

that is, thefatherofEhud‖(1 Chr 8:3, see discussion above), this Gera could perhaps be identified with 

Gera no. 4 below.  

3. The seventh son of Bela and grandson of Benjamin according to the MT of 1 Chr 8:5. As discussed 

above, textual considerations lead us either to delete this occurrence, or to identify this Gera as the son of 

Ehud, and therefore the great-grandson of Bela.  

4. A son of Ehud the Benjaminite, and father of Uzza and Ahihud (1 Chr 8:7). He may either be 

identified with Gera no. 3 above, or simply as another Gera who was also called Heglam (see discussion 

above).  

5. The father of Ehud the judge (Judg 3:15). This is perhaps also asserted in 1 Chr 8:3 (see Gera no. 2 

above).Whether―fatherofEhud‖(Heb˒āb   ˒ēhûd) should be regarded as a clan designation (Boling 

Judges AB, 86) or a direct statement of parentage (McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 373) is not clear.  

6. ABenjaminite,amemberofSaul‘s family and father of Shimei, the man who pronounced a curse on 

King David during the revolt of Absalom (2 Sam 16:5; 19:16—MT 19:17; 19:19; 1 Kgs 2:8). Shimei is 

repeatedly identified as coming from Bahurim, a Benjaminite town, which presumably was the home of 

Gera. SinceSaul‘sclanisidentifiedasMatritein1 Sam 10:27,itisbestnottounderstand―sonofGera‖

asthedesignationofShimei‘sclan(McCarter2 Samuel AB, 373).  

RICHARD W. NYSSE  

GERAH [Heb gēr  (ֵגָרה)]. See WEIGHTS AND MEASURES.  

GERAR (PLACE) [Heb gĕrār (ְגָרר)]. A town in the W Negeb which is associated with the lives of the 

Patriarchs. In the Table of Nations, Gerar is used as a geographical landmark for the S border of Canaan 



(Gen 10:19), probably because of its proximity to, and political association with, Gaza. Gerar figured 

prominently in the lives of Abraham and Isaac, who settled here at the invitation of its king, Abimelech 

(Genesis 20, 26). The reference to Philistine Gerar reflects a situation during the early Iron Age when the 

regionknownas―NegeboftheCretans‖wasunderthepoliticalpatronageofGazaandlaterofPhilistine

Gath. During the period of the monarchy (Hezekiah?), families of Simeon settled here and the land of 

Gerar became part of their tribal inheritance (1 Chr 4:39–41;assuming―Gedor‖oftheMT[andRSV]

shouldread―Gerar‖according to the LXX). Following the invasion of S Judah by Zerah the Ethiopian, 

theEgyptianmilitaryexpeditionwasdefeatedbyKingAsaandpursued―asfarasGerar‖resultinginthe

destruction of all the cities around (2 Chr 14:9–15). Gerar is not mentioned in extrabiblical sources (Gerar 

in 2 Macc 13:24 appears to be another site; cf. Goldstein, 2 Macc AB, 468–69). In the Roman-Byzantine 

period the name Gerar is preserved in the imperial estate Saltus Gerariticus and a monastery was 

establishedinthe―brookofGerar.‖AccordingtoEusebius(Onomast. 60.7), it was located 25 roman 

miles S of Eleutheropolis (Beit Govrin), making the identification of Gerar with Tel Haror (M.R. 112087) 

most likely.  

A. Site and Identification  

Tel Haror is located on the N bank of Nahal Gerar about 20 km W of Beer-sheba and near the main road 

from Gaza to Beer-sheba. The ancient mound comprised a lower tel or trapezoidal-shaped compound that 

covers about 40 acres and descends to the deep gorge of Nahal Gerar. In the NE corner rises the 4 acre, 

oval-shaped, upper tel which is 130 m above sea level and ca. 10 m above the surface of the lower tel.  

Earlier identifications of Haror with cities in the territory of Simeon, relied upon assumptions that the 

site was uninhabited prior to the Iron Age. Surface surveys by D. Allon and Y. Aharoni (1954) in the 

1950s indicated, however, that Tel Haror has been inhabited during the Bronze and Iron Ages, and this 

enhanced its identification with the Canaanite-Philistine Gerar, the city of Abimelech. Mazar (1974: 123, 

136; 1975: 114) maintained that Gerar was not a city, but the name of a region to be equated with the 

Roman-Byzantine imperial domain Saltus Gerariticus.  

B. Excavations  

Five seasons of excavations (1982–88) at Tel Haror under the direction of E. D. Oren indicated that the 

site has been occupied since the Chalcolithic period. The major periods of occupation were (all dates 

B.C.E.):  

Iron Age IIB–Persian  8th–4th centuries  Areas D, E, G, K  

Iron Age I  12th–11th centuries  Areas B, D, K, L  

LB II  15th–14th centuries  Areas K, L  

MB II–III  18th–16th centuries  Areas B, K, L  

1. Middle and Late Bronze Ages. Surveys and excavations demonstrated that Tel Haror was one of the 

largest MB settlement sites in S Canaan, covering an area of ca. 40 acres. Preliminary investigations 

ascertained that the city was fortified by an elaborate system of earthen ramparts and defense walls like 

the fortification systems at neighboring Tell el-Ajjul and Tell el-Fara (S).  

Excavations in area K yielded the architectural remains of a well-preserved temple complex. In the NW 

section of area K a thick mudbrick wall on stone foundations enclosed a spacious open courtyard and 

various structures and installations. A small chamber was built against the enclosure wall and included a 

number of low benches, niches, and stands for offerings. Nearby stood a partition wall with niched 

recesses and a mudbrick block that served as an offering table or altar, as well as some cup marks around 

it. Two refuse pits (favissae) were encountered just outside the enclosure wall. The floor was covered by a 

thick layer of ashes and charcoal, animal bones, and broken cult vessels. Around the altar were hearths, 

ash pockets, and large collections of animal bones and pottery vessels, implying that certain ceremonies 

such as burning of offerings were performed in this part of the temple. The ceramics included many 

miniature (votive) vessels, decorated stands topped with wide bowls, and vessels applied with bull heads 

and snakes. See Fig. GER.01. The collection of animal bones is represented largely by sheep and goats 

(50 percent) and birds (44 percent) though a few dog puppies were also recorded. The study of animal 



bones supports the conclusion that sacrificial slaughter, mainly of young sheep and goats, took place in 

the temple area. Excavations under this building exposed some architectural remains of what seems to 

have been an earlier MB II cult building. The temple site at Tel Haror was abandoned, but not destroyed, 

in the late MB.  

The evidence retrieved thus far indicates that the LB settlement was considerably smaller than that of 

the MB, totaling no more than a few acres. The LB site was restricted to area L in the NE corner of the 

lower tel and overlooking the springs of Nahal Gerar. It is represented by at least four phases of 

occupation that overlie perhaps the disused MB fortification system. The uppermost remains, including 

thick walls and a large pebbled courtyard, probably belonged to a patrician house or a small fort that 

guarded the nearby springs. Tell el-Ajjul provides a close analogy whereby the enormous MB city shrank 

in the succeeding LB to a single palace or citadel structure. Area L yielded an exceptionally rich 

assemblage of imported Cypriote ceramics. Also, a refuse pit that was dug into the remains of the MB 

temple in area K produced among other LB finds, fragments of cult vessels that perhaps originated from a 

cult place nearby.  

2. Iron Age and Persian Period. The early Iron Age settlement at Tel Haror, perhaps the―city‖of

Philistine, is on the NW corner of the lower tel and covers an area of about one acre in area B. The four 

strata of occupation were built over the remains of the MB settlement. The eroded remains of the 

uppermost stratum of the late 11th century B.C.E. belong to a fortified settlement enclosed by a 6 m thick 

mudbrick wall, complete with structural compartments. Earlier occupational strata in the 12th–11th 

centuries B.C.E. included sections of structures, plastered floors, a stone-lined grain silo, and refuse pits. 

The ceramic assemblage included masses of early and late types of beautifully decorated Philistine 

pottery. One of the 11th-century refuse pits produced a large collection of scrap iron tools and vessels, 

implying some processing of iron implements. The rich early Iron Age settlement at Tel Haror testifies to 

the dynamic eastward expansion of Philistine culture from the S coast into the Judean Shephelah.  

Excavations on the upper tel uncovered impressive evidence of a well organized town with its elaborate 

fortifications and carefully designed public architecture. The fortification system—rampart, defense wall, 

and glacis—determined the overall shape of the upper tel.  

The defense wall was exposed for some 60 m; it is 4 m thick, plastered on both faces and preserved 

about 4 m in height. In area D a massive tower projects from the wall and a complimentary buttress was 

added inside against it. Nearby, a massive mudbrick platform, over 150 m
2
, was constructed probably to 

support a corner tower.  

A trench was cut in area E to examine the fortification system and establish the sequence of 

construction. The system was founded on massive earth and kurkar ramparts and anchored by a belt of 

large kurkar fieldstones which was topped by thick deposits of ash and brick material. The mudbrick wall 

was then erected in a foundation trench on top of the rampart and its base was supported by an enormous 

mass of bricks, brick material, and soil. Against the city wall was built a glacis which was faced with 

kurkar stones affixed in, and coated with, gray clay. The glacis underwent a major repair, perhaps during 

the last phase of the Iron Age city. Systematic excavations inside the walled area encountered a series of 

floors, fill material, and buildings that were constructed against the city wall. The earliest floor abutting 

the wall and on top of the earthen rampart is associated with characteristically 8th-century ceramic types. 

The major destruction phase which was on one of the upper floors dates to the 7th century B.C.E. above 

which were remains of the Persian period. It is thus evident that this enormous defense system was 

constructed in the late Iron Age, ca. 8th century B.C.E. and destroyed in a great conflagration in the 7th 

century B.C.E.  

Excavations in area G uncovered a complex of public buildings-storehouses with symmetrically 

disposed long halled units that were constructed against the defense wall and erected on mudbrick 

platforms. At some stage in the late Iron Age the fortification system and buildings inside underwent a 

major renovation that involved raising the floors some 2 m, blocking the windows and entrances to 

accommodate a tremendous fill, as well as adding new sections of glacis. The town was destroyed in a 

major conflagration that was evident in the upper floors of the storehouses. The storehouses yielded large 



collections of artifacts including a broken clay weight inscribed in ink with the letters pym, and a storage 

jar inscribed with the word lbgd (―belongingtoBagad‖)alongsideanEgyptianankh sign and the hieratic 

number―8‖incisedfourtimes.ThedevelopmentofTelHarorwaspartofanoverallmilitaryand

economic organization of the Assyrian administration in S Philistia and on the border of Egypt. Evidently 

the well-planned fortified town was established as an administrative center in the late 8th century B.C.E. 

(Sargon II?) and destroyed in the second half of the 7th century B.C.E., apparently by an Egyptian military 

expedition of the Saite kings.  

Following the destruction of the fortified Iron Age town, the site was occupied during the Persian period 

in the 5th–4th centuries B.C.E. by one or two phases of settlement which are represented in area G by a 

large building, paved floors, as well as grain and refuse pits. One of the probe squares in area K yielded a 

badly preserved burial associated with Egyptian pottery and a Greek fibula. The settlement at Tel Haror 

falls in line with the densely populated map of the W Negeb in the Persian period.  
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ELIEZER D. OREN  

GERASENES [Gk Gerasēnos (Γερασηνος)]. The name of people in whose country Jesus encountered 

two demoniacs (cf. Matt 8:28), and where he exorcised the demons, allowing them to enter a herd of 

about2,000pigswhich―rusheddownthesteepbankintotheseaandweredrowned‖(Luke 8:26; Mark 

5:1). The location of this miracle is disputed in the NT manuscripts. The best current Greek text (Nestle-

Aland, 26th edition) reads Gadara in the text of Matthew but Gerasa in the texts of Mark and Luke. See 

also GADARENES. All three texts have variant readings which contain the other two alternatives 

(Gergesa is added as a third). Part of the reason for the confusion is that all three words are spelled 

similarly in Greek and there are three locations on the E side of the Jordan that may be identified by these 

names.Thename―Gerasenes‖istobeassociatedwiththemoderncityofJerash,locatedinTransjordan,

22 miles N of Amman. Josephus located it on the E borders of Peraea (JW 3.3.3) and its present 

identification is based on several inscriptions found in Jerash which refer to itsinhabitantsas―formerly

theGerasenes.‖ThemodernArabicnameissimilartotheancientone,whichitperpetuates.Coinsand

inscriptionsalludetoitas―thecityoftheAntiochenesontheRiverChrysorrhoas,formerlyofthepeople

ofGerasa…‖Thename Antioch, which it wore for a time, was given in honor of either Antiochus III or 

IV, after Transjordan was taken from Egypt by the Syrian Seleucids.  

Archaeological remains indicate that a settlement of some kind stood here in the Stone, Bronze, and 

Iron Ages. However, the NT city, whose walls enclosed about 200 acres, stood from Hellenistic times on 

its present location. Situated on the international N-SKing‘sHighway,itwasoneofthemostimportant

cities E of the Jordan River. The Romans included it among the ten cities of the E frontier which were 

organized into a DECAPOLIS.  

Gerasa, modern Jerash, can hardly be the location of the miracle story because it is 37 miles SE of the 

Sea of Galilee—too much of a run for the pigs. Gadara, which is to be identified with modern Um Qeis, is 

also too far away, 5 miles SE of the sea. This leaves Gergesa, modern El Koursi, on the E bank of the sea 

as the only reasonable possibility, if any credence is to be given to the geographical statements of the 

gospels.Thefactthatthisisstatedtohavehappenedinthe―country‖or―territory‖ofthesecitiescannot

mitigate the clear assertion that the pigs ran down a steep cliff into the sea. The only place fitting this 

descriptionontheentireEsideofthesea(―theotherside‖accordingtoMatthewandLuke)isadjacentto

El Kursi.  

Eusebius,inthe4thcentury,locatedtheeventhere:―GergesawheretheLordhealedthedemons.A

village is even now situated on the mountain beside the sea of Tiberias into which also the swine were 



castheadlong.‖(Onomast. 74.13;author‘s translation). Nothing has been found at Gerasa which would 

indicate early Christian interest in the city as a holy place. However, at El Kursi, a lavish church was built 

in the 5th century, which was found in 1970 and has been excavated. It contained beautiful mosaic floors, 

indicating considerable expenditure and thus a site of some importance. According to Cyril of 

Scythopolis, St. Saba visited the holy places across the Sea of Galilee in A.D. 491 and prayed in the 

church at Chorsia (Koursi).  

Halfway up the steep hill behind the monastic compound containing the church is a two-part building 

containing a small mosaic paved chapel with an apse in one part and the base of a tower-like structure in 

the other. The latter structure encloses a huge boulder, 22 feet high, which it may have been erected to 

preserve. V. Tzaferis, the excavator, thinks the memorial tower and chapel, as well as the monastery 

compound below, were constructed in the late 5th or early 6th century to mark the spot as the place of the 

miracle.  

Although Gerasa cannot have been the place of this story, it is interesting in its own right. According to 

an early tradition, Alexander the Great founded the Hellenistic city for his veterans. An inscription 

mentions Macedonians among the earliest settlers of the city. It was captured by Alexander Jannaeus 

around 85 B.C. (JW 1.4.8), and subsequently taken by Pompey for the Romans in 63 B.C. About this time 

it was included in the Decapolis as a city-state. During the first revolt against Rome (A.D. 66–70), this 

city, along with others in Syria, was sacked by Jews in retaliation for the Roman massacre of Jews at 

Caesarea Maritima (JW 2.18.1) but was later brutally retaken by order of Vespasian (JW 4.9.1).  

By about A.D. 75, the city was arranged on the Hippodamian plan, with its streets running in 

checkerboard fashion. Portions of the main N-S street and two main E-W streets are still well preserved. 

The 1st century A.D. also saw the construction of the unusual, elliptically shaped forum, built in Ionic 

style and opening to the S. The Cardo Maximus (N-S street) ran N out of it. A 3000 seat theater was 

constructed sometime after the mid-1st century, just inside the S walls of the city. A later inscription 

(Domitian) was found at the front of the stage. A Temple of Zeus Olympius was built between A.D. 22 

and 43 next to the S theater. Outside the S city walls a hippodrome was constructed, either in the 1st or 2d 

century, which was 800 ft long and would seat 15,000 spectators.  

Gerasa reached its zenith in the 2d century, when colonnades were added to the main streets and 

perhaps the tetrapylons as well. The Cardo Maximus was named the Via Antoniniana after the Antonine 

Emperors of the time. The walls of the city in the imperial period were 10 ft thick and embraced a two-

mile circle with a diameter of 3,500 ft. A triumphal arch was erected 1300 ft S of the city, dated by an 

inscription to A.D. 130, when Hadrian visited the city. The N tetrapylon, built at the intersection of the 

Cardo Maximus and the N Cardo Decumanus, was constructed under the Severans. Around A.D. 150, the 

huge Temple of Artemis was constructed on the W side of the main street, in the heart of the city. The 

temple was built on a podium, entered from the E, and was surrounded by columns—11 E and W, and 6 

N and S. Another smaller theater was built in the N part of the city, between A.D. 162 and 165, and a large 

bath complex was erected about the same time just E of the N theater. A thousand-seat festival theater, 

built to celebrate a special Syrian gala in honor of Artemis, was put up less than a half-mile N of the city 

walls in the Severan period.  

Gerasa was graced with many Christian churches in the Byzantine Period, most of them in the 6th 

century (Church of Procopius, of Saints Peter and Paul, of Saint John the Baptist, of Saint George, of 

Damian,andthe―SynagogueChurch,‖whichhadremainsofasynagoguebeneathit).Earlierchurches

were constructed as well: the 5th century (Church of the Prophets, Apostles, and Martyrs), and the oldest 

church in Gerasa, the Cathedral, built around A.D. 400. The latter stood just W of the Cardo Maximus on 

the S side of the Artemis Temple. The Church of Bishop Genesius was built in A.D. 611.  

Gerasa was first discovered in 1806 by U. J. Seetzen and subsequently explored by J. L. Burkhardt in 

1812, J. Buckingham in 1816, G. Schumacher and others between 1871 and 1902, and O. Puchstein in 

1902. From 1925 till 1956, extensive excavation and restoration was carried out by numerous British and 

American archaeologists including G. Horsfield, J. W. Crowfoot, C. S. Fisher, N. Glueck, and L. Harding.  
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JOHN MCRAY  

GERGESITE [Gk Gergesaios (Γεργεσαιος)]. See GIRGASHITE.  

GERISA, TEL (M.R. 132166). A large mound (2.6 hectares) located on a kurkar hill at the fork of the 

Yarkon and Aijalon Rivers. Because of its location, it was very likely the major harbor of the central 

coastal plain during the Bronze and Iron Ages. The site was first excavated by E. L. Sukenik, who 

conducted five seasons over a period of 25 years (between 1927–1951). The name of the site was adopted 

from a nearby Arab village, Jerisheh.  

Excavations, directed by Z. Herzog, were renewed in 1981, and so far, four seasons have been 

conducted (1981–83, 1986).  

The site was apparently first occupied in the EB III, but the only remains encountered are scattered 

sherds in later fills; the excavations since have not yet reached the lower levels.  

The MB remains present a more complex stratigraphic picture than was assumed by Sukenik (and 

published by S. Geva), who attributed them solely to the MB II. Not one, but three fortification systems 

were identified in the renewed excavations, dating to the MB I–II.  

The lowest MB I wall is 1.70 m wide. A thick layer of debris containing bricks from collapsed walls 

and burnt destruction material is deposited against its inner face, but the floor has not yet been reached. A 

second floor was laid over this debris.  

The second MB I wall (2.20 m wide) was erected on a higher level, about 0.90 m further inside the city. 

Two floors abutted its inner face, while on the outer side a formidable glacis covered the slope of the 

mound. At this spot the glacis was composed of about a dozen sloping brick layers, coated with a 

covering of crushed kurkar.  

The third fortification system, unearthed just below the surface, was a 3-m-wide brick wall. A series of 

large rooms and courtyards were constructed against this wall in Middle Bronze Age II.  

The high elevation of this sector of the site indicates that it accommodated the socio-political elite of the 

city, who built and rebuilt their royal palaces throughout the MB. A decline in LB I is apparent from the 

small size of the rooms of this period and the poor standard of their construction (Stratum AII). No later 

building remains are preserved at this spot, but there are two phases of pits (for storage or refuse) from LB 

II and Iron Age I.  

Evidence for LB occupation came mainly from Area C at the center of the mound, where a monumental 

brick-walled structure with stone pavement was erected. Political and administrative functions may have 

been transferred to this part of the city, perhaps because it was closer to the city gate (not yet uncovered). 

In the area S of the conjectured gate location, an open space with a white plastered paving is interpreted as 

the local marketplace. This function is inferred from the relatively large quantities of imported pottery, 

scarabs, and weights found on and around the pavement. Since there were no later occupational levels in 

this sector, the LB remains suffered from continuous erosion and plowing.  

In Iron Age I, there were two separate settlements, one at the N and one at the S end of the mound. The 

N one seems to have been of shorter duration, since two phases of occupation in stone and brick houses 

were followed by two phases of pits, probably used to store grains. These could have been harvested from 

cultivation of most of the mound by the settlers of the contemporary small village at the S end.  

The settlement at the S end was excavated by Sukenik, and much of the data is lost. In the renewed 

excavations, the remains of two houses were found nearby. Both were partitioned internally by rows of 

wooden columns, whose stone bases were preserved; both had been destroyed by fire. The rich ceramic 

assemblage collected from the houses indicates that this was a small village of the Philistines, 

contemporary with the larger Philistine settlement at neighboring Tel Qasile.  

The final Iron Age occupation was a small farmstead of the 10th century B.C.E. on the SW end of the 

mound, followed by two millennia of desertion.  



In addition to trade, probably much of it maritime, the economy of the site was supported by cultivation 

of the fertile land in the Yarkon valley, animal husbandry, fishing and limited hunting.  

The poor remains of Iron Age II do not support the identification of Tel Gerisa with the Levitical city of 

Gath-rimmon (Josh 21:24; 1 Chr 6:69), as some have suggested (cf. Aharoni, LBHG, 434).  
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ZE‘EV HERZOG  

GERIZIM, MOUNT (PLACE) [Heb har gĕrizz  m (ַהר ְגִרִזים)]. A place known today as Jebel et-

Tor (M.R. 176179) located just SW of the ancient city of Shechem. It lies on the S side of the Nablus 

valley, with Mt. Ebal standing opposite it on the N. Its valley became an important E-W pass and road. 

Thesummit‘selevationreaches2,849 ft, 228 ft less than Mt. Ebal. The mountain is made up of three 

summits. The Samaritan high place (still in use), a Muslim weli, the Christian ruins of the Theotokos 

church, and other fortification remains from the time of Emperor Justinian lay on the highest peak. It 

overlooks the nearby N-Shighway,whichgaveitanimportantstrategicposition.EarlyinMt.Gerizim‘s

historyitwasthesiteofAbram‘sfirstaltarafterarrivinginCanaanfromMesopotamia(Gen 12:6) and 

Jacob‘swellliesNEinthevalley(Gen 33:18–20; John 4:5, 6).  

Mt. Gerizim holds religious importance even though it is only mentioned directly four times (John 

4:20–21 referredtoitas―thismountain‖).Deut 11:29 and 27:12, as well as Josh 8:33 show the liturgical 

significance assigned this location. The texts tell of the huge mass of Israelites who assembled on the 

sides of Mts. Gerizim and Ebal, with the ark of the covenant and the levitical caretakers between them in 

the valley. There the law was read and the blessings and curses were announced. Moses specified Mt. 

Gerizim as the spot for the declaration of blessings and Mt. Ebal for the curses.  

In Judg 9:7, Jotham broadcasted his unusual parable from an uncertain location on the mountain. Some 

have proposed that the Tananir ruins is this spot, with its projecting crag recognized as a natural platform. 

Archaeological excavations in this area found what is thought to be a temple from various phases of the 

MB Age (Boling, Judges AB, 172).  

Interestingly, Judg 9:37 has a reference to Mt. Gerizim described as in the Heb tabbur hā˒āreṣ, which 

maybetranslatedas―centeroftheland.‖TheLXXrendersitasomphalos tēs gēs, ―naveloftheearth,‖

givingthephrasemoresignificance.Itrevealsthe―axismundi‖oftheterritorythatsurroundsit.The

mountain is understood to be a connection between heaven and earth, therefore consecrating the area for 

those who live and worship near it. This idea is widespread coming from the Mesopotamia 

conceptualization, also found in Iranian, Greek, Roman, and even Chinese thought.  

Josephus (Ant 11.8.2, 4) tells of the construction of the Samaritan temple on top the mountain by 

Sanballat, at the time of the great confrontation between the Jews and Samaritans. This division 

eventually led to the destruction of the Samaritan temple in 128 B.C. by John Hyrcanus, the Jewish King 

(Ant 13.9.1; War 1.2.6).  

The writer of 2 Macc (5:23; 6:2) mentions both the Jerusalem temple and Samaritan temple as spots of 

desecration in a context that reveals no hostility and may in fact give the Samaritan temple some 

legitimacy (Goldstein, 2 Maccabees AB, 261). The temple on Mt. Gerizim was renamed for Zeus, the 

patron of strangers, by Antiochus IV Epiphanes in the 2d century B.C.; the text of 2 Macc 6:2 recounts 

thatMt.Gerizim‘sinhabitantsrequestedtherenaming.Althoughthereissomecontroversyaboutthistext,

Josephus (Ant 11.5.5 §§257–64) presents the petition from the Samaritans for exemption from persecution 

and the renaming of their temple on Mt. Gerizim.  

It may have been that to some of the Jews and the Samaritans the renaming was inconsequential. 

Naming it after Zeus may have been considered justified by using the common usage of the name, that of 

―God.‖Thedeity‘sresidence―Olymipios‖relatedtotheethereallocationofheaven.Also,the

understandingoftheappellative―Xenios‖asonlythe―protectoroftherightsofstrangers‖gavethe

community an acceptable arrangement with the Greeks (Goldstein, 2 Maccabees AB, 272–74).  



Another indicationoftheSamaritan‘scasualattitudewithrespecttotherenamingwasthatthealternate

form of Zeus was Gk Zēna (Josephus, Ant 11.2.2) and Gk Xenos (stranger) had a Heb equivalent gēr; the 

combination of gēr and zēna would reflect the name of the mountain, Gerizim.  

Around 70 A.D., 11,600 Samaritans were slaughtered on top of the mountain when the Romans 

surrounded and finally attacked the mount (JW 3.7.32). In the 2d century A.D. the Emperor Hadrian 

rebuilt the temple of Zeus over the Samaritan ruins. During the 5th century A.D. the Christian emperor 

Zeno forced out the Samaritans from their sacred mountain and built a church dedicated to Mary as the 

mother of God. The Samaritans retaliated and destroyed the church, but later the emperor Justinian 

reconstructed and fortified it (ca. 530). Finally, the Arab invasion of the 7th century A.D. totally 

demolished the structure.  

ThearchaeologicalevidenceincludestheruinsofJustinian‘soctagonalTheotokoschurch,excavatedby

A. M. Schneider in 1928. R. J. Bull of Drew University uncovered the remains of the temple of Zeus, 

includinganinscription―toZeusOlympius‖attheNslopein1964and1966.Amassivestructure,it

measured 14 by 20 m and had a monumental stairway leading up to the temple. Under this temple were 

found the remains of a Hellenistic structure that is thought to be the temple that the Maccabean revolt 

destroyed. It was constructed of unhewn stone and mud mortar resting on bedrock.  

To this day, the Samaritan community near Nablus supports a synagogue and continues to celebrate the 

annual feasts on Mt. Gerizim.  

JEFFREY K. LOTT  

GERON [Gk Gerōn (Γερων)]. See SENATOR.  

GERSHOM (PERSON) [Heb gēršōm (ֵגְרׁשֹם); geršôn (ֶגְרׁשון)]. Var. GERSHON. GERSHOMITE. 

1. The son of Moses and Zipporah (Exod 2:22).Gershom‘sbirthservesasanetymologicalreminderof

Moses‘sojourninMidianandhisfavorablerelations with Ruel, a priest of Midian, and his daughter, 

Zipporah (Exod 2:15b–22). Gershom does not appear again by name in the Pentateuch outside of this 

reference, commonly assignedtothe―Yahwist‖stratumofthePentateuchaltradition.TheYahwistic

stratumalsorecordsZipporah‘sadhoccircumcisionofherson,unnamedbutpresumablyGershom,in

ordertosaveMoses‘lifefromthemurderousintentofYahweh(Exod 4:24–26). Gershom seems 

ultimately to reflect a Levitical family associated with the priesthood and shrine at Dan (Judg 18:30). 

Therefore,Gershomrepresents―theonlyinstanceofademonstrableelementofdistinctivelynorthern

traditioninthePentateuchalnarrative‖(NothHPT, 184). 1 Chronicles adapts Gershom and his family 

within the Levitical genealogical structure for the operation of the Jerusalem Temple (1 Chr 23:15–16), 

and even retrojects a son of Gershom, Shebuel, into the time of David as the prince (nag  d) over the 

Temple treasuries (1 Chr 26:24).  

2. A son of Levi and the father of one of the three Levitical families (1 Chr 6:1—Eng6:16). Chronicles 

usuallyreplaces―Gershon‖fromtheLeviticallistsinthePentateuch(e.g.,Gen 46:11; Exod 6:16) with 

―Gershom.‖Thus,GershombecomesoneofthethreesonsofLevi(1 Chr 6:1—Eng6:16) and his family 

receives thirteen cities for their occupation (1 Chr 6:47—Eng6:62). Gershomites even are appointed to 

Levitical roles in the operation of the Temple (1 Chr 23:7). Yet the Chronicles also recognizes the 

Leviticalstandingof―Gershonites‖(e.g.,1 Chr 26:21; 2 Chr 29:12). This confusion has produced several 

explanations. The LXX of Chronicles translated Gershom as Gedson (Gk gedson), the same name that 

Gershon received in the Greek Pentateuch. Where this equivalence was made difficult by the context in 

Chronicles, the LXX altered the translation of Gershom further (e.g., Parosom Gk parosōm, 1 Chr 23:7). 

Modern scholars have interpreted this inconsistency as evidence for secondary additions to the lists of 

Chronicles (Chronicles HAT, 51–57). The slight variation between Gershom and Gershon, as well as the 

clear identity of the two names within the narrative of Chronicles, may simply reflect onomastic variation 

at the time of the composition of Chronicles. See GERSHON.  

3. A descendant of Phineas who returned from Babylon with Ezra (Ezra 8:2). Gershom occupies the 

first position in the list of those who accompanied Ezra in his return to Jerusalem. Significantly, he 



receivesthefirstpositioninthelist,evenbeforethedescendantsofJudah‘sroyalline(Ezra 8:2b–3). His 

priestly lineage via the family of Phineas may explain this fact. Gershom, therefore, was a distant relative 

of Ezra, who himself traced his priestly heritage through Phineas (Ezra 7:5). The list in which Gershom 

appearsseemstoprovideanauthenticsourcefromthetimeofEzra‘sreturn(Ezra Nehemiah WBC, 108–

10), although important dissent from this view has existed (Mowinkel 1964: 118–22).  
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GERSHON (PERSON) [Heb geršôn (ֶגְרׁשון)]. Var. GERSHOM. GERSHONITE. First son of Levi or 

the Levitic clan of which he is the eponymous ancestor (Gen 46:11; Exod 6:16; Num 3:17). Chronicles 

sometimes calls him GERSHOM (1 Chr 6:1, 2, 5, 28, 47, 56; 15:7). The origin of these names is 

somewhat obscure. The Bible suggests that the latter form was parsed as gēr šām, ―asojournerthere‖

(Exod 2:22; Judg 17:7), but this is probably popular etymology. The root is ostensibly grš plus the suffix 

ôn/ôm (GKC §85t, u). Noth (IPN, 38, 223) points out that in Arabic jaras (un) means―bell,‖butthisis

without example as a name, and grš is not known to have this sense in Hebrew. The root seems rather to 

be grš, ―expel,‖whichmightformaclannamemeaning―theExile‖(perhapshintedat in Exod 2:22). 

There is also a noun gereš (Deut 33:14),whichbycontextmustmeanapproximately―harvest,produce,‖

the connection to grš perhapsbeing―thatwhichcomesforth‖;thiscouldformaregionalname,perhaps.

A final possibility is that Gershom is the original, Gershon having arisen by assimilation with the many -

ôn suffixed nouns, and that the root is gšm plus infixed resh (GKC §85w). That root, attested in the name 

of Geshem/Gashmu the king of Kedar (Neh 2:19; 6:1, 6; see Dumbrell 1971 on an extra-biblical allusion), 

means―body‖orperhaps―big.‖Thenamegrsûn may also be attested in Punic (Slouschz 1942: 348).  

According to the Zadokite genealogies of P and Chronicles, Gershon is the first of the three Levitic 

clans Gershon, Kohath and Merari (Gen 46:11; Exod 6:16; Num 3:17; 26:57; 1 Chr 5:27—Eng6:1; 6:1—

Eng6:16; 23:6). Gershon is divided into the clans Libni/Ladan and Shimei (Exod 6:17; Num 3:18, 21; 1 

Chr 6:2—Eng6:17; 23:7; 1 Chr 6:27–28—Eng6:42–43) anomalously and perhaps erroneously makes 

Shimei the son of Jahath the son of Gershom. In the desert, the Gershonites are entrusted with two 

wagons (Num 7:7) for transporting the textile and skin components of the tabernacle (Num 3:25–26; 

4:24–26) under the supervision of the family of Aaron, in particular Ithamar (Num 4:27–28). The number 

of male Gershonites is 7,500 (Num 3:22), 2,630 between the ages of thirty and fifty (Num 4:40). They 

camp on the E side of the tabernacle (Num 3:23). The prince of Gershon is Eliasaph the son of Lael (Num 

3:24).  

The register of Levitical cities, probably dating from the 8th century (Peterson 1977, Boling Joshua AB, 

492–97), is imperfectly preserved in Joshua 21 and 1 Chronicles 6. The Gershonites are assigned to Golan 

and Ashtharoth in Transjordanian Manasseh; Kishion/Kedesh, Daberath, Jarmuth/Ramoth and Ein 

Gannim/Anem in Issachar; Mishal/Mashal, Abdon, Helkath/Hukok and Rehob in Asher; and Kedesh of 

Galilee; Hammoth Dor/Hammon and Kartan/Kiriathaim in Naphtali (Josh 21:28–32; 1 Chr 6:56–61—

Eng6:71–76).  

The Chronicler says that Jehiel the Ladanite of the clan of Gershon (1 Chr 26:21; 29:8) supervised the 

collection of (precious? dressed?) stonesdonatedinDavid‘sreigninpreparationforSolomon‘sbuilding

the temple. In this period two hundred Gershonites were led by Joel (1 Chr 15:7; cf. 23:8; 26:22). 

Chronicles also mentions one Joah, the son of Zimmah and Eden (probably to be read Iddo as in 1 Chr 

6:6—Eng6:21 or Adaiah as in 1 Chr 6:26—Eng6:41) the son of Joah, Levites who participated in 

Hezekiah‘spurificationofthetemple(2 Chr 29:12).  

What are we to make of the similarity of the names Gershon and Gershom? In Chronicles, especially 

chap. 6, the two are confused. Biblical clan and personal names often appear in more than one lineage, a 

situation which reflects varying social and political alignments. It might seem, therefore, that some of the 

clan of Gershon/m claimed Mosaic descent while others did not.  



A further, more speculative, analysis is possible, however. To those who assign a major role to an early 

Mosaic priesthood, terming it Mushite (Cross CMHE, 195–215), it is a problem that the Zadokite 

genealogies make Mushi the last of the grandsons of Levi, i.e., the least significant, detaching him from 

Moses, the son of Amram, the son of Kohath. Presumably the displacement of Mushi would be the result 

of polemic, while the hero Moses graces the genealogy of Aaron. By identifying Mushites and 

Gershonites, Halpern (1974; 1976) restores this house to its place of pride, since Gershon is the first of the 

Levitic clans. It remains puzzling, however, that P would demote Mushi but not Gershon and leave 

GershomasMoses‘son.Perhapsweseeacompromise:Gershoniteswhorenounced Mosaic descent were 

given priority in the Levitic genealogy (but note the preeminence of Kohath in Num 4:34–45; 1 Chr 15:5–

7; 2 Chr 29:12), while Gershom and Mushi were allocated less distinguished places in the genealogy.  

If Gershom and Gershon were one, there were Gershonite priests at Dan (Judg 18:30), in addition to the 

cities listed above. Halpern (1974) notes that the tribal territories assigned under Solomon to Gershon 

were on the border, subject to Aramean depredations or annexation by Phoenicia, since three or four 

Gershonite cities were in the Cabul (1 Kgs 9:10–13).Suchanassignmentwould,byHalpern‘stheory,be

in effect a banishment of rivals as the houses of Zadok and David consolidated their position. And it 

would seem the strategy worked: Gershonites had little role in Judah, despite their prominence in Israel at 

Dan. After the Exile, we do not hear of their participation in the Restoration.  

Much uncertainty remains, but the position of Gershon in the LeviticgenealogyandGershom‘sstatusas

the elder son of Moses surely reflect the crucial role of this clan in early Israel.  
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WILLIAM H. PROPP  

GERUTH-CHIMHAM (PLACE) [Heb gērût (ֵגרּות) kimhām (ִכְמָהם)]. Name of a location near 

Bethlehem (Jer 41:17). It is mentioned as the stopping place of Johanan son of Kareah and his force, when 

fleeing to Egypt after the assassination of Gedaliah, a Babylonian appointed ruler of Judah. The name 

probably derives from the person, Chimham (note Heb Q kimhām, K kĕmôhām), who was honored by 

David in the place of Barzillai the Gileadite (2 Sam 19:38—Eng19:37). See CHIMHAM. Since Chimham 

received a royal pension (1 Kgs 2:7), it has been inferred that he also received a portion of land from 

David‘spatrimonyinBethlehem,whichbecameknownasGeruth-Chimham.Theword―Geruth‖isa

hapax legomenon, andprobablymeans―habitation,‖―fief,‖or―lodgingplace.‖Thisrarewordcaused 

differentunderstandingsintheversions.ItisreadasanameintheLXX(A=―landofBeiroth‖gei 

 eirōth; B = Gabeirōth [Heb letters gbrt]).Itisreadas―threshingfloors‖[Hebgornôt] in the Syriac and 

―sheep-folds‖[gidrôt] by Aquila and Josephus (Ant 10.9.5).  

STEPHEN G. DEMPSTER  

GESHAN (PERSON) [Heb gêšān (ֵגיָׁשן)]. Son of Jahdai, apparently of the family of Caleb (1 Chr 

2:47).Thenameprobablymeans―firm‖or ―strong.‖IntheLXXitappearsasgērsōm. How Jahdai relates 

to Caleb is not clear. Perhaps he is a descendant of Caleb, perhaps even a concubine of Caleb. On the 

difficulties of the genealogy in 1 Chr 2:42–50a see Braun 1 Chronicles WBC. The name Geshan occurs 

nowhere else in biblical literature.  

CRAIG A. EVANS  

GESHEM (PERSON) [Heb gešem (ֶגֶׁשם)].The―Arabian‖whoopposedNehemiah‘splansfor
rebuilding the Jerusalem wall (Neh 2:19). The gentilic following his name (hā˓arb   ―theArabian‖)



indicated his position of authority under Persian rule, specifically, the region over which he had 

governance. Sanballat and Tobiah, the governors of Samaria and Ammon, joined him in his opposition, 

andthethreederidedNehemiah‘sproject(2:19) and repeatedly asked to meet with him while conspiring 

to do him harm (Neh 6:1–4). When these ploys failed, Sanballat threatened to tell the king that Geshem 

believedrebelliousintentionstounderlieNehemiah‘sreconstruction(Neh 6:6). Obviously, Geshem was a 

figure of substantial influence if quoting him before the Persian king bore such weight.  

Gashmu, a more original form of the Hebraized name Geshem, appears in Neh 6:6 (RSV Geshem, Heb 

gašmû).Themeaningmaybe―bigman‖or―importantman‖(cf.thecommonArabicverbjasuma, ―be

large‖). 

From Nabataean, Safaitic, Thamudic, and Lihyanite epigraphic evidence, we know this name to be 

widely attested in the Arabian region of N Arabia. There are two inscriptions which are believed to refer 

to the Geshem of the Bible. The more important of these, a 5th-century Aramaic inscription on a silver 

vessel found at Tell el-MaskhutainLowerEgypt,refersto―Qaynu,thesonofGashmu,theking of 

Kedar‖(Dumbrell1971),apowerfulpeoplewhoappearpreeminentamongtheArabiangroupsofthe

time. The second, a contemporary Lihyanite inscription found at el-˓Ula (biblical Dedan) also mentions 

Geshem (Rabinowitz 1956) and another Gashmu appears in a 3d-century Lihyanite king list.  

Geshem was likely a Kedarite ruler and a figure of authority for neighboring peoples. Although 

somewhat overseen by the Persian Empire, his influence extended S and E from Judah and W across the 

Sinai into Egypt.  
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NORA A. WILLIAMS  

GESHUR (PLACE) [Heb gešûr (ֶגׁשּור)]. GESHURITE. A small, semi-independent kingdom left 

unconquered W of the half-tribe of Manasseh in the Bashan (Deut 3:14; Josh 12:5; 13:11). According to 

Mazar(1986)Geshurisidenticaltothe―LandofGa<su>ru‖mentionedinaletterfromEl-Amarna (EA, 

256). It seems that Ga<su>ri was, in the 14th century B.C.E., a league of seven cities bordering the 

kingdom of Pihilu (Pehal—Hellenistic–Roman Pella) and the kingdom of As-tar-ti (Ashtaroth) in Bashan, 

found on the S and E of Geshur respectively. In EA 256: 18 two cities at the border between Geshur and 

Pihilu were taken by Pihilu: Ha-iu-nithatwasidentifiedat˓AyunintheSGolanHeights(Schumacher

1888:97;Albright1943:14;alsomentionedas˓AyininthedescriptionoftheborderofCanaan[Num 

34:11]andas˒AyyanuintheExecrationTexts,E18;also˓IyyonintheterritoryofHippos-Susita [t. Šeb. 

4.10]); and Ia-bi-li-ma identified with Abel—classical Abila S of the Yarmuk River (Schürer, HJP² 2, 

136; also mentioned in the Execration Texts E43).  

It seems likely that the land of Geshur is therefore the geographical-administrative unit forming the S 

part of the Golan Heights: that is the territory of Hippos in Hellenistic–Roman times, surviving into 

Ottoman and recent times as Nahia Jaulan Gharbi (Hütteroth and Abdulfatah 1977: 196–97) and as 

Zawiyah Ghurbiyeh/Fiq (Schumacher 1888: 10).  

This area covers some 350 km
2
 of the most fertile part of the Golan Heights abounding in rich soils and 

springs. Its natural and administrative borders are: Nahal Samakh in the N, Nahal Yarmouk in the S, 

Nahal Raqqad in the E, and the Sea of Galilee in the W.  

According to the archaeological surveys conducted in the Golan Heights since 1967 (Epstein and 

Gutman1972;Ma˓oz1986),thisareaistheheartlandofthesettlementintheBronzeandIronAgesinthe

Golan. Some of the seven Geshurite cities mentioned in EA 256 can now be identified with sites in the 

area: U-du-mu with˓EinUmmel-Adam (Epstein and Gutman 1972: 290, No. 105), the town itself is 

probably buried under the modern village of Kfar Haruv. A-du-ri may be tentatively located at tell Abu 

Mdwawar in Nahal Samakh (Epstein and Gutman 1972: 290, No. 170). A-ra-ru atthetellabove˓Einel

Hariri (Epstein and Gutman 1972: 290, No. 109). Me-es-qi may be identified with Mashrafawi/Shukayyif, 

S of N Kanaf, an impressive tell surrounded by a Cyclopean Wall occupied from the MB through all 



periods to modern times (Epstein and Gutman 1972: 290, No. 137). Ma-ag-da-li is one of the MB-LB 

sites close to Mejdeliyah (Schumacher 1888: 134) such as Bjuriyye (Epstein and Gutman 1972: No. 135) 

or el-Qusayyibe (Epstein and Gutman 1972: 290, No. 130). He-ni-a-na-bi seems to be Tell Nab above a 

spring (ein-Nab; Epstein and Gutman 1972: No. 162; Schumacher 1888: 134; Albright 1943: 14) and Za-

ar-qi mayperhapsbethetellabove˓einet-Taruq (Epstein and Gutman 1972: No. 177; where Mazar 

1986: 116 n. 14 places Heni-anabi).  

The archaeological survey has located some twenty-seven sites occupied in the MB II, 8 in the LB, and 

18 in the Iron Age I. These sites seem to represent the occupational history of the Land of Geshur. As in 

other regions of Canaan, there is a marked decline in the settlement density from the MB towards the LB 

with a revival of occupation in the early Iron Age I (the 11th century B.C.E.).  

Geshur remained independent within the Israelite conquered territories. Ruled by a dynasty of kings, the 

names of two of whom are known, Ammihud (Ammihur, kethib) and his son Talmai. Both names seem to 

be of Hurrite origin. David made an alliance with Geshur by marrying Maacah, daughter of Talmai, who 

became the mother of Absalom (2 Sam 3:3). While the kingdom (?) of Maacah, located presumably N of 

Geshur, joined forces with Aram Damascus against David (2 Sam 10:6; 1 Chr 19:7), it was to Geshur that 

Absalom fled after killing Amnon (2 Sam 13:37; 14:23). Later during the reign of Solomon, Geshur 

became subordinate to the kingdom of Israel.  

After the division of the Israelite united kingdom, Geshur joined Aram in raiding the area of Manasseh 

in the Bashan, called Argob, capturing the cities of Jair from the Israelites (1 Chr 2:22–23; around 886 

B.C.E. Mazar 1986: 121). Geshur seems later to have been incorporated into the kingdom of Aram 

Damascus (mid–9th century B.C.E.) with the reorganization of the latter (cf. 1 Kgs 20:2–4).  

The battle between Ahab and Ben-hadad II (ca. 852 B.C.E.) took place on Geshur territory, close to the 

city called Aphek (1 Kgs 20:26–30). Aphek was recently located on a small tell in Nahal En-Gev (W. 

Fiq),1kmWofFiq.―TellAphek‖is2–3 dunams in size and is surrounded by walls. The site produced 

ceramic evidence of occupation from the EB IV–MB I period through MB II, LB, and Iron Age to the 

Hellenistic period.  

Geshur shared the fate of the capture of Aram Damascus in 734 B.C.E. by Tiglath-pileser III (2 Kgs 

16:29). The archaeological surveys show an occupational gap following the Conquest during the later Iron 

Age and Persian period throughout the Golan Heights.  
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ZVI U. MAOZ  

GESHUR BNOT YAACOV. See JISRBANATYA˓AQUB.  

GESHURITES [Heb gĕšûr   (ְגׁשּוִרי)]. 1. The inhabitants of an area SE of Philistia, between Philistia 

and Sinai (Josh 13:2). When Joshua was aged and the wars of the occupation of Canaan were subsiding, 

they were yet unsubdued; Israel had not yet possessed the area they inhabited. When David fled from Saul 

and resided in Philistia by permission of Achish, he executed forays against the Geshurites and despoiled 

them thoroughly (1 Sam 27:8–9).  

2. The inhabitants of a district, Geshur, bounded by Gilead on the S, Bashan on the E, and Mt. Hermon 

on the N (Josh 13:11).TheywereArameanswho,withtheMaacathites,remainedIsrael‘sneighborson

Israel‘sNEextremity.Thereciprocalrelationshipbetweenthe Israelites and the Geshurites appears to 

have been ambivalent. When the Israelites occupied Canaan they neither expelled nor subdued the 



Geshurites, and Josh 13:13 suggeststheGeshuritesmayhavenotonlyremainedasaneighboronIsrael‘s

border but may have intermingled with the Israelites. Whatever the relationship was between the Israelites 

and the Geshurites, it included periods of hostility. When Manasseh settled E of the Jordan, the judge, 

Jair, a Manassite leader, captured prominent Geshurite cities and numerous towns (Deut 3:14; Josh 13:30; 

Num 32:41). The Geshurites, in turn, recaptured some of those cities (1 Chr 2:22–23), a feat which must 

have evinced impressive military forceandoccasionedintenseconflict.OneofDavid‘swives,Maacah,

was a Geshurite, a daughter of Talmai, king of Geshur. This marriage certainly presupposed, included, or 

entailed some treaty between Talmai and David, and thus between the Geshurites and the Israelites. 

David‘sunionwithMaacahproducedAbsalomwhowasthuspartGeshuritebybloodifnotby

nationality.TheGeshuritesbecameAbsalom‘shostwhenhefledfromIsraelafterkillinghisbrother

Amnon (2 Sam 13:37–39).  
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GETHER (PERSON) [Heb geter (ֶגֶתר)]. According to the Table of Nations (Gen 10:23), Gether is 

the son of Aram, the forefather of the Arameans or Syrians, who himself was the son of Shem, son of 

Noah. He and his descendants are thus Semitic. The corresponding genealogy in 1 Chr 1:17 places Gether 

as a son of Shem and brother of Aram. This is probably due to a simple copying error by an early scribe. 

Hiseyeslippedfromthefirsttothesecondoftwolineswhichendedwiththesameword,―Aram,‖

leadingtothelossoftheoriginalline―thesonsofAram(are)‖whichisstillfoundinGenesis.Littleelse

is known about the identity or geographical location of Gether, although the association with Aram would 

suggest an Aramean city.  

DAVID W. BAKER  

GETHSEMANE (PLACE) [Gk Gethsēmani (Γεθσημανι)]. Garden located E of the Kidron Valley 

from Jerusalem (John 18:1), on the slopes of the Mount of Olives (Matt 26:30; Luke 22:39). Jesus often 

went to Gethsemane in order to rest, pray, and find fellowship with his disciples (Luke 21:37, 22:39; John 

18:2). After celebrating the Passover with his disciples for the last time, Jesus went to pray in 

Gethsemane, where he was later betrayed by Judas Iscariot (Matt 26:36–56; Mark 14:32–52; Luke 22:39–

53; John 18:1–12).  

ThenameGethsemanederivesfromHebrewandAramaicwordsfor―oilpress.‖Presumably

Gethsemane consisted of an olive orchard and an oil press to squeeze oil from the olives, both of which 

were common on the Mount of Olives. Matthew and Mark depict Gethsemane as a parcel of land 

(chorion) on the Mount of Olives (Matt 26:30; Mark 14:32). Luke does not mention Gethsemane, 

implying that the events of Matthew and Mark occurred at a place (topos) on the mount itself (Luke 

22:39). Only John describes it as a garden or enclosure (kepos), though he does not refer to Gethsemane 

by name (John 18:1). It may have been a walled garden since John describes Jesus and the disciples as 

havingenteredit.FromJohn‘saccountwederivethetraditionalnameofthe―gardenofGethsemane.‖

The garden must have been fairly large because Jesus led Peter, James, and John away from the rest of the 

disciples (Matt 26:36–38; Mark 14:32–34), and later Jesus withdrew further in order to pray alone (Matt 

26:39; Mark 14:35).  

In Gethsemane, Jesus warned his disciples several times to watch and pray against entering into 

temptation (Matt 26:41; Mark 14:38; Luke 22:40, 46). Jesus understood his own agonizing time of prayer 

as a time of temptation from completing the sacrificial will of God (Matt 26:42; Mark 14:36; Luke 22:40, 

46). He prayed three times for deliverance (Mark 14:32–42). Some ancient manuscripts of Luke include 

thephysicalaccountofhowJesus‘sweat became like great drops of blood falling down upon the ground 

(Luke 22:44). Jesus won the spiritual battle and faithfully met his betrayer in the garden (John 18:1–11). 

SomenowconsiderthegardenofGethsemanesacredbecauseitrepresentsthelocationofJesus‘

obedience to God and self-sacrificial love. Reminiscent of Gethsemane, Heb 5:7–8 reflects upon the 



prayers and supplications Jesus made with loud cries and tears. As a result of his godly fear and 

obedience, Jesus was made perfect and became the source of eternal salvation to all who obey him.  

Today four rival locations claim to be the authentic site of Gethsemane, though none can trace their 

authenticity prior to the 4th century. Although scholars doubt the accuracy of traditions which try to 

locate Gethsemane, all admit that the real site cannot be far from one of the traditional ones. In general, 

Gethsemane was located on the hillside of the Mount of Olives above the road between Jerusalem and 

Bethany. The traditional Latin (Roman Catholic) site lies nearest the roadway and contains olive trees 

hundreds of years old, carefully preserved by Franciscans. Despite claims to the contrary, the olive trees 

do not date back to the time of Jesus. Even if the trees could have lived that long, Josephus records that 

the Roman Titus cut down all of the trees in the vicinity during the seige of Jerusalem (see JW 6.1 §1). 

Other traditional sites of Gethsemane are maintained by Russian, Armenian, and Greek Orthodox church 

authorities.  

Early Christians conceived of Gethsemane as analogous to the garden of Eden in the divine plan for 

human redemption. The sinful actions of the first Adam are contrasted with the prayerful obedience of the 

second Adam—JesusChrist.OtherChristiansclaimthatJesus‘exampleinGethsemanegaverisetothe

custom of kneeling for prayer (Luke 22:41).  

DONALD A. D. THORSEN  

GEUEL (PERSON) [Heb gĕ˒û˒ēl (ְגאּוֵאל)]. One of the twelve individuals sent from Kadesh in the 

wilderness of Paran to spy out the land of Canaan (Num 13:15). Referred to only in this list of scouts, 

Geuel was the son of Machi and a representative of the tribe of Gad. He is numbered among the ten who 

returned from their adventure with a negative report. In translating gĕ˒û˒ēl (possibly―majestyofGod‖),

the LXX reads Goudiēl. Although attempts have been made to preserve this rendering on the basis of 

various original forms, Goudiēl appears more suitably as a transliteration of the Heb gadd  ˒ēl in Num 

13:10.  

TERRY L. BRENSINGER  

GEZER (PLACE) [Heb gezer (ֶגֶזר)]. A site in the foothills of the Judean range. The king of Gezer is 

said to have participated with the S coalition of cities against the incursions of the Israelites (Josh 10:33). 

While Joshua is described as having killed the king of Gezer (Josh 10:33; 12:12), the Israelites were 

unable to capture the city and it remained in Canaanite hands (Josh 16:10; Judg 1:29). The biblical texts 

hint that the Philistines later occupied the site (2 Sam 5:25) corroborating the finds of the archaeological 

excavations. Gezer finally came into the orbit of Israelite rule when the Egyptian pharaoh conquered the 

city and gave it to SolomonuponSolomon‘smarriagetohisdaughter(1 Kgs 9:16). Afterward Solomon 

fortified the city along with special projects at Jerusalem, Hazor, and Megiddo (1 Kgs 9:15–17).  

Ancient Gezer has been located at Tell Jezer (Tell el-Jazari), a 33-acre mound 5 miles SSE of Ramleh 

(M.R. 142140), since C. Clermont-Ganneau first made the identification in 1870. Gezer is situated about 

750 feet above sea level, on the last of the foothills of the Judean range where it slopes down to meet the 

N Shephelah. It guards one of the most important crossroads in ancient Palestine, where the trunk road 

leading to Jerusalem and sites in the hills branches off from the Via Maris at the approach of the Valley of 

Aijalon. It is mentioned not only in the Bible, but in several Egyptian and Assyrian texts (see Lance 1967; 

Ross 1967; and Dever fc.).  

———  

A. History of Excavations  

B. Results of Excavations  

1. Chalcolithic Period  

2. Early Bronze Age  

3. Middle Bronze Age  

4. Late Bronze Age  

5. Iron Age  



6. Persian Period  

7. Hellenistic Period  

8. Herodian Period  

9. Byzantine to Modern Periods  

———  

A. History of Excavations  

The first excavations at Gezer were conducted between 1902 and 1909 by R. A. S. Macalister for the 

Palestine Exploration Fund, and the findings were published in three substantial volumes as The 

Excavation of Gezer (1912). Although his notion of stratification was primitive—even judged by the 

standards of the day—he was able to recognize as many as eight strata (cf. the twenty-six strata of the 

Hebrew Union College excavations). The pottery was grouped according to seven general periods, some 

covering as muchaseighthundredyears:―Pre-Semitic,‖―First‖through―FourthSemitic,‖―Hellenistic,‖

and―Roman–Byzantine.‖Theremainingmaterialwaspublishedbycategoriesratherthanby

chronological periods—all the burials together, all the domestic architecture, all the cult objects, all the 

metal and lithic objects—and scarcely a single item can be related to the general strata, let alone to 

specific buildings.  

What was to have been the beginning of a second series of excavations was sponsored at Gezer by the 

Palestine Exploration Fund in the summer of 1934 under the direction of A. Rowe (1934). Bedrock was 

reached in a short time, however, and the excavations were abandoned. G. E. Wright attempted a history 

of Gezer in 1937, but he was forced by the inadequacy of the published material to confine himself to an 

article on some of the earliest periods. In 1964, Wright initiated a new ten-year project at Gezer, 

sponsored by the Hebrew Union College Biblical and Archaeological School (now the Nelson Glueck 

School of Biblical Archaeology) in Jerusalem and supported chiefly by grants from the Smithsonian 

Institution in Washington, with some assistance from the Harvard Semitic Museum. The project was 

directed in 1964–65 by Wright (thereafter, he was advisor), from 1966–1971 by W. G. Dever (again in 

1984); and in 1972–74 by J. D. Seger. Gezer was the largest and longest-running American excavation of 

the time in Israel, and pioneered many of the stratigraphic and interdisciplinary methods in widespread 

use today, as well as the exclusive use of student volunteers for labor.  

B. Results of Excavations  

The following brief reconstruction uses the latest excavations as a framework, but it incorporates the 

earlier excavations as well as the literary sources where these can be utilized (for semipopular summaries 

see Dever 1967; fc.; Dever et al. 1971).  

1. Chalcolithic Period. TheearliestoccupationinstratumXXVIisrepresentedbyMacalister‘s―Cream

Ware,‖which was found in crevices in the bedrock and was evidently deposited by primitive campsites. 

More of the material was recovered in the latest excavations in field I, again from hearths and thin 

deposits on the surface of the bedrock. Both the ceramic and the lithic industries are similar to those of the 

Ghassul-Beersheba horizon and are to be dated toward the end of the Chalcolithic period, about 3400–

3300 B.C.  

2. Early Bronze Age. The beginning of the EB is fairly well represented, although domestic occupation 

was not substantial, and there is no evidence that the site was fortified at this time. Most of the EB 

materialpublishedbyMacalister(mixedinhis―Pre-Semitic‖and―FirstSemitic‖periods)camefromthe

―TroglodyteDwellings‖—caves in bedrock that were initially used for habitation and storage and were 

later reused as burial places. The recent excavations cleared another of these enlarged and modified caves 

in the rock, Cave I.3A, from which came a variety of store-jars filled with grain, some stone vessels, and 

several grindstones and other implements (Seger 1989). We may designate this stratum XXV, belonging 

to EB IA, about 3300–3100 B.C.  

EB II (about 3100–2650 B.C.) is represented by rather meager evidence, principally in fields I and V, 

with their unimpressive domestic constructions. There are at least two building periods (str. XXIV–

XXIII),andifmostoftheelementsofthetownplanofMacalister‘s―FirstSemitic‖belonghere,asseems

likely, occupation may well have spread over most of the mound. However, the pottery and small objects 



ofthisperiodfromthelatestexcavationswerescantandratherpoor,astheywerefromMacalister‘s

excavations. Further evidence for the relative obscurity of Gezer in EB II is the fact that among the large, 

strategically located sites known from this period, it is the only one which remained unfortified. Whether 

the site was destroyed or simply deserted, occupation seems to have come to an end by EB IIIA at the 

latest. The gap in occupation continues throughout EB IV ca. 2400–2000 B.C.  

3. Middle Bronze Age. It was in the MB that Gezer enjoyed its greatest expansion and prosperity, with 

the main developments already underway before the end of MB I (str. XXI, about 1900 B.C.). Although 

the city was not yet fortified, fairly elaborate domestic installations were found in field VI on the 

acropolis. Houses and courtyards were well planned and constructed, with fine plaster floors. Rock-hewn 

cisterns were filled by runoff water carried from catchment areas by plastered and stone-capped drains. A 

partly subterranean granary was extremely well built, with substantial stone foundations, a mudbrick 

superstructure, and walls and floors sealed against moisture and rodents by a thick coat of plaster. Cist 

tombs of this period were found by Macalister, and there were also several intramural infant jar burials 

found by the recent excavations (Dever et al. 1986).  

Gezer reached the zenith of its power in the MB II–III periods (ca. 1800–1500 B.C., str. XXI–XVIII). To 

this phase belong the first fortifications of the city (str. XIX–XVIII).Macalistertracedthe―InnerWall‖

for nearly 450 yards, or one-third of the way around the mound. Eight rectangular towers were located by 

Macalister and one by Rowe in 1934, so the wall may have had twenty-five or more such towers. The 

onlyknowngateisMacalister‘s―SouthGate,‖atypicalthree-entryway MB city gate, reexcavated as field 

IV. On the W, it is flanked by Tower 5017, a citadel fifty-three feet wide and the largest single-phase MB 

defense work known in Syria–Palestine. See Fig. GEZ.01. The wall itself was constructed of large, 

roughly-dressed stones, some of them almost cyclopean, with a mudbrick superstructure. It averaged 12–

14 feet in width and is still preserved as much as 15 feet in height. It was set into a deep foundation trench 

reaching almost to bedrock. Pottery from this trench as well as from associated structures dates the Inner 

Wall in both its phases to the MB III period, ca. 1650–1500 B.C. Outside the wall is Glacis 8012, made up 

of alternating, closely packed fills of debris from the mound and freshly quarried chalk, topped with a 

thick plaster coating. It sloped up for about 35 feet at a 30 degree angle, leveling off in places to form a 

horizontal platform before abuttingthe―InnerWall‖(Deveretal.1970;1974). 

Another piece of monumental architecture belonging to this period (str. XIX–XVII)isthefamous―High

Place‖discoveredbyMacalister.SeeFig.GEZ.02.Itconsistsofarowoftenmonoliths,someover10-

feet high, erected in a N–Slinejustinsidethe―InnerWall‖inthenorth-central area of the mound. To the 

W of the alignment is a large stone block, perhaps a basin or a socket for a now-missing monolith. The 

surface over the area is plastered and is surrounded by a low stone curb wall. Macalister dated the main 

installationtohis―SecondSemitic‖period(MB–LB)andcompareditwithlaterbiblical―highplaces,‖

interpreting the steles as typical Canaanite ˒asherôth and construing burial jars in the vicinity (now known 

tobeearlier)asevidenceforchildsacrifice.WhilemostofMacalister‘stheoriesmustnowbediscarded

asfanciful,renewedinvestigationofthe―HighPlace‖in1968(fieldV)demonstratedthatitwas

constructed in MB III, with a possible reuse phase in the LB. A cultic interpretation still seems best, 

perhaps in connection with the covenant renewal ceremony of a tribal or city–state league (cf. Exod 24:1–

11; Dever 1973).  

Domestic structures of MB II–III show continuity with MB I levels, especially in field VI, where there 

is an unbroken sequence. The prosperity and artistic development of the period is attested by several rich 

tombs found by Macalister, especially Tomb 28 with its alabasters, scarabs, and gold jewelry.  

The MB city was brought to an end by a destruction that left three feet or more of burned bricks in every 

fieldinvestigated.Alongtheinnerfaceofthecitywall,justWofthe―SouthGate,‖therewasfoundarow

of hovels and storerooms containing quantities of grain-filled store-jars and other vessels, crushed under 

an accumulation of burned beams, ashes, fallen mudbricks, and debris from the collapsed wall. Imported 

Monochrome and local Bichrome, as well as other transitional MB–LB pottery, suggest a date as late as 

possible for this destruction. Provisionally, it may be correlated with the first campaign of Thutmose III 



(ca. 1482 B.C.), when he claims to have destroyed Gezer in his well-known inscription on the walls of the 

Temple of Amon at Karnak (Dever et al. 1970; 1974).  

4. Late Bronze Age. ApartfromafewhintsinMacalister‘smaterial,theLBIA(early15thcentury

B.C.) is scarcely represented, so a partial desertion may have taken place following the Thutmose III 

destruction. Stratum XVII of LB IB (late 15th century) is also poorly known, except for Cave I.10A of 

fieldI,cutintothebedrockoutsidethe―InnerWall.‖Mostoftheseveraldozenburialsdepositedinthe

lower level of this cave during a generation or so show signs of advanced arthritis, probably from stoop 

labor, which may be an indication of the hardships of life during this period. However, imported Cypriot 

pottery, Egyptian glass, alabaster, ivory vessels, and a unique terra-cotta sarcophagus of Mycenaean 

inspiration, all indicate international trade (Seger 1989).  

A renascence was underway by the beginning of LB IIA, undoubtedly associated with the well-known 

Amarna period when Palestine was under Egyptian domination. Stratum XVI, which should provide the 

context for the ten known Amarna letters from Gezer (Lance 1967; Ross 1967) was exposed extensively 

only in field VI, where unfortunately it had been almost entirely disturbed by later pits. Mere hints were 

preserved of what must once have been an impressivematerialculture.―Palace14120‖hadwallsasmuch

as 6 feet thick that were exceptionally well constructed. Thick plaster surfaces ran across floors and 

outdoor courtyards and sealed stone-capped drains. Among the small objects were quantities of Egyptian 

imports, especially fragments of Amarna Age faience bowls, glass beads, faience pendants, scarabs, 

fragmentsofgoldfoil,andastatuettebasebearingthenameof―Sobek-nefru-ankh.‖Localobjects

included a clay crucible for copper smelting and a perfectly preserved bronze serpent about 6 inches long 

(Dever et al. 1986).  

To this period, in all likelihood, belongs the construction and first-phaseuseofthe―OuterWall,‖which

Macalister traced for some 1300 yards, or four-fifths of the way around the perimeter of the mound 

(attributedtohis―ThirdSemitic‖period,orroughlyourLBAge).ItsupplantedtheruinedMB―Inner

Wall,‖followingalinefartherdowntheslopesandenclosingperhapsone-fourth more area, particularly 

on the NW. See Fig. GEZ.01. In most places, the wall was set into a deep trench reaching bedrock and 

destroying the earlier glacis. It averaged 12–14 feet in width and is still preserved as much as 15 feet high. 

A rather crude glacis was added to the exterior. The gateway has not been located, but it almost certainly 

lies below the Solomonic Gate on the S slopes (field III). If our date is correct, this city wall is unique in 

beingthecountry‘sonlydefensesystemoriginally constructed in the LB and not reused from an earlier 

period (Dever 1986 and references there to other views).  

IthasbeensuggestedthatMacalister‘sWaterTunnel(seeFig.GEZ.01)mayhavebeenduginthis

period, but the shaft was cut off from its context by Macalister and cannot now be dated. It may belong 

instead, like those at Hazor, Megiddo, and Gibeon, to the Iron Age II.  

The LB IIB period may have witnessed something of a decline at Gezer, as elsewhere in the post-

Amarna age. No large-scale destruction had taken place at the end of stratum XVI, but some disturbance 

may be evident in the fact that in both fields I and VI almost no element of the architecture survived to be 

reused in stratum XV, and the rather unimpressive buildings which succeeded were built on a new 

orientation.  

The end of stratum XV toward the late 13th century B.C. presents a problem. In field II, domestic 

occupation was interrupted by a destruction that left quantities of smashed pottery and other objects lying 

about a heavily burned courtyard. It would be tempting to relate this to the destruction claimed by 

PharaohMerneptahonthefamous―IsraelStele,‖about1210B.C.;amongMacalister‘sfindswasa

pectoral bearing the cartouche of Merneptah. Stratum XIV is attested only by a partial hiatus, marked by 

extensive trenching. These may explain the curious fact that nowhere did the excavations encounter a real 

destructionaccompanyingthearrivalofthePhilistinesor―SeaPeoples‖intheearly12thcenturyB.C. The 

site may already have been partially destroyed and deserted. An alternative would be to attribute the 

disturbance to an Israelite destruction and brief occupation, but the literary tradition in the Bible is explicit 

that Gezer was not taken in the conquest (Josh 16:10; Judg 1:29).  



5. Iron Age. Early Iron I, or the Philistine period at Gezer, is especially well attested, with strata XIII–

XI all belonging to this horizon. On the acropolis several subphases are characteristic of the energetic but 

stormy cultural history of the era. Although there is continuity in basic architectural elements, and 

certainly in the typical local painted pottery, no less than three major destructions are evident. In the first, 

sometime in the early 12th century, a large public granary was destroyed and then rebuilt. After the 

second destruction in the mid-12th century, it was abandoned, and the adjacent threshing floor was 

converted into an area of fine private houses. Two large courtyard houses on the upper terrace have been 

excavated. Both were destroyed by fire toward the end of the 12th century, then rebuilt, destroyed again, 

and finally rebuilt very poorly, before being abandoned in the mid-11th century B.C. Elsewhere, in fields I 

and II, two or three Philistine phases are also evident, though with less dramatic demarcations. 

Macalister‘sTombs9Upper,58Upper,and59Uppermayallbeascribedtothisperiod.Thepotteryof

this horizon, particularly in the 12th century, is a mixture of local traditions of the degenerate LB Age, 

plus the sudden appearance of the characteristic Philistine Bichrome wares. The distinctive Philistine 

painted wares are relatively scarce (perhaps less than 5 percent), and they decline in both number and 

quality toward the end of the period (Dever et al. 1986).  

In fields IIandVI,twoephemeral―post-Philistine/pre-Solomonic‖phaseswerediscerned,strataX–IX 

(late 11th–mid-10th centuries B.C.). These phases were marked by a distinctive pottery that was no longer 

painted but was merely treated with an unburnished, thin, red slip, especially on small bowls. The 

architecture following the Philistine strata was poor. Everywhere they were investigated, these levels 

came to an end in a violent destruction, which may be correlated with the campaigns of the Egyptian 

pharaoh who according to 1 Kgs 9:15–17 had―capturedGezerandburntitwithfire‖beforecedingitto

Solomon, probably around 950 B.C. (It has been suggested that this pharaoh was Siamun, of the ill-fated 

21st Dyn., but this is uncertain on present evidence; cf. Lance 1967).  

ThefirstIsraelitelevelisstratumVIII,towhichbelongsMacalister‘s―MaccabeanCastle.‖This

structure, only partially excavated, was first recognized by Y. Yadin (1958) as a typical Solomonic four-

entryway city gate, almost identical to those previously published from Megiddo and Hazor. The recent 

excavations in field III have fully confirmed the date and have filled in many details concerning the plan 

and construction. See Fig. GEZ.01. The inner gate was exceptionally well built, with foundations in the 

guardrooms going some 6–8 feet below the surface and with fine ashlar masonry at the jambs. Plastered 

benches skirted the three walls of each of the inner chambers, a feature considered so essential that each 

time floor levels were raised the benches were also raised and replastered. Roofs over these inner 

chambers are indicated by a plastered downspout drain at the rear corner of the gate structure. Shortly 

after its construction about the mid-10th century B.C., the gate was altered by the raising of the street level 

and the addition of a large drain, over 3-feet wide, running down the middle of the street and under the 

threshold. An outer two-entryway gate andshortstretchofwallconnectingwiththe―OuterWall‖were

recleared in 1984 (Dever 1986).  

The casemate wall connected with the upper gate has been investigated in field II as well, and it is also 

Solomonic in date. See Fig. GEZ.01. In all probability, the towers of ashlar masonry, which Macalister 

demonstratedasbeinganadditiontothe―OuterWall,‖areofthisperiod.Apparently,Solomonsimply

repaired and reused the LB fortifications wherever possible, adding his own distinctive type of city wall 

and gateway only in the area where we conjecture that the ruined LB gate had been situated, connecting 

thegatewiththecasematewallupslopeandthereused―OuterWall‖downslope(Dever1986).SeeFig.

GEZ.01. The 1984 season revealed part of a large barracks/administrative complex just to the W of the 

uppergate,―Palace10,000,‖perhapscomparableto―Palace6000‖atMegiddo(Dever1985,1986). 

The domestic architecture of stratum VIII was unimpressive, indicating perhaps that Gezer under 

Solomonic control was little more than a token administrative center. In field VI, large ashlars identical to 

those in the gate were found in secondary use in a citadel wall of about the Assyrian period—virtually all 

that survives here of the post-Philistine period—so it is possible that there was a Solomonic fortress or 

palace on the acropolis. No tombs were found in the recent excavations, but Tombs 84–85 Middle, 96, 

and138ofMacalister‘sexcavationshavegoodmid-10th century material. The pottery is typical of the 



period, with the red-slipped wares of the previous period now hand-burnished. Among the small objects, 

one may note a small limestone incense altar inscribed with a stick figure who resembles the Canaanite 

stormgodBa˓al,withanupliftedarmgraspingabundle of lightning bolts.  

A destruction, particularly heavy in the vicinity of the gateway, brought stratum VIII to an end in the 

late-10th century B.C. This was probably the work of Shishak about 924 B.C., as part of his well-known 

raid in Palestine (cf. 1 Kgs 14:25).  

Macalister‘sarbitraryselectionandpublicationofthematerialoftheIronAgeII(mixedinhis―Fourth

Semitic‖period) had led most scholars, including Albright, to assume that the site was virtually 

abandoned in the 9th–7th centuries B.C. However,Macalister‘sTombs28,31,84–85 Upper, and 142 

certainlybelongtoIronAgeII,andthe―gap‖hasbeenclosedbystrata VII–V of the recent excavations. 

Nevertheless, it is evident that occupation was rather sparse, and the site seems to have declined in 

importance following the Shishak destruction.  

In stratum VII (9th century B.C.), the Solomonic gate was rebuilt as a three-entryway gate, identical to 

that of Megiddo IV-A. Field VII produced several fine pillared-courtyard houses of strata VII–VI. The 

gate survived until stratum VI was destroyed, probably by Tiglath-pileser III in the Assyrian campaigns of 

734/33 B.C., which are depicted in a well-knownrelieffoundlongagoatNimrud(Calah).―Palace8,000,‖

abovetheruinsof―Palace10,000‖Woftheuppergate,wasalsodestroyedatthistime.Achamberofthe

adjacent casemate wall was filled with destruction debris, including iron arrowheads (Dever 1985). 

Domestic levels elsewhere were also brought to an end, these in a conflagration that has left dramatic 

evidence in field II.  

Stratum V (7th century B.C.) is of little importance, except that it provides a context forMacalister‘s

Neo-Asyrian tablets and the several royal-stamped jar handles found. Although little evidence survives, 

the gate apparently was converted at this time into a two-entryway gate like that of Megiddo III. Shortly 

after, it was destroyed so badly, probably in the Babylonian invasion of the 6th century, that it was never 

rebuilt as a chambered gate. In fields II and VIII, stratum V domestic levels were also found badly 

destroyed. In the casemate of the city wall in field II, there was found a quantity of smashed pottery, some 

of the sherds marked by firebrands, and a spill of calcined limestone.  

6. Persian Period. A gap follows the end of stratum V, which stratum IV of the Persian period (5th–4th 

centuries)onlypartiallyfills.Macalister‘s―PhilistineTombs,‖withtheirrichdepositsofsilvervessels,

belong here. The recent excavations produced very scant material, although typical Persian pottery was 

found in small quantities in stratum IV. Otherwise, only a few pits and some flimsy walls of the Persian 

period survive.  

7. Hellenistic Period. Strata III–II are Hellenistic, spanning the 3d and nearly all of the 2d centuries 

B.C. but representing for the most part the Maccabean era, as the literary sources lead one to expect (esp. 

1–2 Maccabees). From the Ptolemaic period, to which stratum III seems to belong, there is little material 

fromtherecentexcavations,althoughMacalister‘sYehûd and Yerushalayim stamp impressions attest to 

occupation. Somewhat later, the gate in field III was rebuilt, perhaps by the Syrian general Bacchides. For 

the Hasmonaean period, a fairly extensive exposure in fields II and VII has produced several fine 

courtyard houses. From the ruins of the last phase came a coin of Demetrius II (ca. 144 B.C.). In fills 

beneath the floors was a coin of Antiochus VII (ca. 138–129 B.C.). Rhodian jar handles, lead weights, and 

a mass of iron tools were also found. The gate of field III was rather hastily repaired, the threshold being 

narrowed nearly a meter, and only parts of the interiorstructurereused(Macalister‘s―Maccabean

Castle‖).Itseemscertainthatthe―OuterWall‖wasretrenchedandreused,Macalister‘ssemicircular

bastions being added around the towers at this time. With the destruction of stratum II sometime toward 

the end of the 2d century B.C.,Gezer‘slonghistoryasanimportantcityinPalestinecametoavirtualend. 

8. Herodian Period. Stratum I belongs to about the Herodian era (late 1st century B.C.–1st century 

A.D.), as shown by material from both the earlier and the more recent excavations. The site was virtually 

deserted,andmostoftheknownmaterialcomesfromMacalister‘skokhim tombs in the vicinity. The 

well-known Gezer boundary inscriptions, found in an arc some distance from the mound, are further 

evidence that in the Herodian period Gezer was no longer an independent city but merely part of a large 



private estate, thinly occupied and no longer of consequence. The owner or administrator, whose Greek 

name―Alkios‖isgivenontheinscriptions,mayhavebeenJewish,butthatisuncertain.Macalister‘s

―SyrianBath‖probablybelongstothisperiodandmaybeamikveh.  

9. Byzantine to Modern Periods. The only later material consists of tombs excavated by Macalister, 

most of which are Byzantine (4th–6th centuries A.D.), and faint traces of occupation in the vicinity of the 

mound. Two coins attributed to Chosroes II (about A.D. 614–628) attest to the era of the Persian conquest 

in 7th century A.D. Gezer was identified by Clermont-Ganneau with Mont Gisart of the Crusaders, but 

this identification is without supporting evidence. A few coins and some vessels of the Mameluke period 

in reused Byzantine tombs are evidence of an occupation in the 13th century A.D. A small wêli (Muslim 

shrine of a holy man) was built on the acropolis in the 16th century but is now destroyed, as is the modern 

village of Abu Shusheh on the W slopes, which was founded in the late 18th or early 19th century. 

Nearby, Kibbutz Gezer perpetuates the name.  
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WILLIAM G. DEVER  

GHASSUL, TULEILAT EL- (M.R.207135).Tuleilat,thediminutivepluralformofArabic―tell,‖

describes a series of small low mounds in the lower Jordan Valley, mounds once covered with a thick 

growth of a brushwood plant from which a washing (Ghassul) soda was extracted. The name literally 

means―thesmallhillsofthewashingsodaplant.‖ 

The site is situated at the NE corner of the Dead Sea, approximately 5 km to the E of the river Jordan 

and between 290 and 300 m below sea level. In modern times the area is hot (summer temperatures often 

in excess of 50° C [ca. 120° F]) and dry; but with recent irrigation from the East Valley Canal the soil has 

proven suitable for market garden produce.  

The ancient settlement was large, about 20 hectares, and, at the time of its initial settlement, founded on 

sandbars in the midst of slow moving fresh water. This swampy environment supported a luxuriant 

natural growth of sedge, alder, reeds, and mosses (Webley 1969).  

The importance of Tuleilat (or often Teleilat) Ghassul was first recognized by Pere Mallon of the 

Pontifical Biblical Institute and excavations were conducted on two occasions; initially from 1929–1938 

(Mallon, Koeppel, and Neuville 1934; Koeppel, et al. 1940) and again in 1960 under the direction of 

Robert North (North 1961). In 1967, a further series of excavations were instituted; however, the program 

was interrupted by the war of 1967, but it resumed in four more seasons between 1975 and 1978 

(Hennessy 1969; 1982).  

The stratification of the site has been complicated by the action of successive earthquakes, some which 

undoubtedly account for the destruction of the prehistoric settlements; but more recent seismic activity 

since the Chalcolithic period has continued to split the site, a result which has been accentuated by the 

soft, sandy base of the ancient settlement.  



There are about 5.6 m of accumulated settlement remains, representing almost 1000 years of 

occupation. Carbon 14 analyses suggest an original Late Neolithic settlement at about 4600 B.C. and a 

final desertion of the Chalcolithic town ca. 3600 B.C. Both figures are Libby half-life and uncalibrated.  

The initial Neolithic occupation consisted of half-sunken rounded houses or pits. Evidence of the 

settlement was found at the bottom of areas A and E and the dwellings were dug into natural sand. The 

flaked-stone industry and ceramics of these first settlers are similar to those of Jericho Pottery Neolithic A 

and B.  

Above the Neolithic settlement in area A there is about 5 m of deposit containing eight major building 

phases, separated from each other by camp floors. Throughout the deposit the architecture is uniform. The 

buildings appear to be domestic and consist of large rectangular rooms with dimensions up to 15 × 5 m, 

though the average is somewhat less.  

The normal method of construction was a single foundation course of heavy river stones, probably from 

the nearby Wadi Djarafa, and a superstructure of mudbrick. The bricks were bun-shaped, about 25–30 cm 

in diameter, sun-dried, and were laid in a mud mortar. Entrance to the building was through a single 

doorway, usually in one of the long sides. Roofs appear to have been pitched and constructed of reeds and 

a mud capping over a heavy timber frame. In some of the larger buildings central timber posts appear to 

have been used to support the roof.  

Floors were usually of packed mud or earth, though pebble floors were sometimes used and 

occasionally finished with a coating of thick lime plaster. The same plaster was used to line inner-wall 

surfaces and the faces of pits and silos cut into house and courtyard floors.  

In many instances the plaster-coated walls were painted with scenes of geometric and naturalistic 

patterns. The wide variety of colors, red, green, black, white, and yellow, in varying shades, appear to 

have been mineral based. Walls were recoated and painted; in some instances more than twenty 

replasterings have been counted. The painted buildings occur in all phases of the rectangular architecture. 

One of the earliest was lifted and conserved. It shows a human procession of richly garbed figures 

approaching what appears to be a building—perhaps the cult center of area E. A comparable construction 

appearsinthebackgroundofthefamous―starfresco‖foundin1933(Mallon,Koeppel,andNeuville

1934: 135–40). Stone-lined hearths and storage pits were found both inside houses and in courtyards.  

Two of the rectangular buildings (area E) were enclosed by a mudbrick wall on stone foundations. 

Although the E and S sides of the enclosure wall had been eroded, the general plan immediately calls to 

mind the cult area at En Gedi, and the contents of the two buildings at Ghassul supports the suggestion 

that the area was a cult center.  

No adult human skeletons have been found; but well-preserved remains of newly born children are quite 

common beneath the floors of houses. They occur in a corner of the room, either inside jars or covered by 

large pithos sherds, and may be evidence of foundation sacrifices.  

Throughout the occupation of Ghassul, the economy appears to have been based on agriculture and 

pastoralism, though some hunting is evidenced.  

In brief, the archaeological significance of an sequence at the site is as follows:  

1. The site was a large one, without any real evidence of technological specialization in any area of the 

settlement. The only isolated region appears to have been the sanctuary area.  

2. There is no evidence of any temporal significance to the various mounds—all areas tested show the 

same general sequence.  

3. The site was occupied for about 1000 years, ca. 4600–3600 B.C. There is strong evidence in some 

areas that at least one building phase had been eroded from the top of the site.  

4. The basic culture assemblage shows changes throughout the 1000 years of occupation, but nothing 

which could not be explained as simple internal change or development.  

The changes which do take place in the 1000 year history of Tuleilat Ghassul are most clearly seen in 

the ceramic industry. In general terms, the changes were in shape and decoration; the fabric and firing of 

the pottery remained fairly uniform.  



Buff wares tend to be more common in the earlier strata, but even there the majority of the pottery is red 

to gray ware with gritty inclusions, but well-fired. A notable feature of the developed Ghassulian ceramics 

is the technological skill of its manufacture. Many sherds show evidence of having been taken to a point 

of vitrification and held there. No wasters have been found on the site, and it is presumed that the firing 

took place outside the settlement area, probably nearer the foothills of the E range where timber for the 

kilns could have been more readily available (see Fig. GHA.01).  

However, three major periods can be seen in the ceramic phases. In phase 1, the earliest pottery (cf. 

Hennessy 1982: fig. 2) belonging to the period of the sunken round houses and earliest rectangular 

architecture, had simple and plain rims, with shallow bowls and jars; the ware was dark-faced and coarse, 

but with a notable percentage of buff clays. The surfaces occasionally had matte red slips (burnishing was 

rare) or were grass wiped, textured, incised, or with stabbed decoration. Painted decoration was extremely 

rare and when it did occur it was limited to a red band painted around the rim of shallow bowls. The bases 

were usually flat and often splayed, but ring bases did occur; round-weave mat impressions are clear on 

the bases.  

The middle phase 2 (cf. Hennessy 1977: figs. 7–8) was represented by an elaboration of rim shapes and 

the common appearance of the cornet with a uniform hard-fired red to gray ware (buff wares were less 

common). The appearance of simple geometric painted ornamentation became more common, but was 

still rare; chevrons, solid triangles, and loops also occur; mat impressions change from a round weave to a 

square weave.  

In the upper levels (cf. Hennessy 1977: figs. 5–6) the wares were often smear washed and painted; the 

cornet became more common and lighter and was commonly decorated. A large variety of deep and 

shallow bowls, jars, and jugs with the common appearance of small multiple lug handles appeared.  

Distinctions within the flaked-stone industry are less well marked, apart from a solid Neolithic content 

in the earliest phases, where there are: (1) blades with broad denticulation—but also fine denticulates; (2) 

notched blades; (3) serial flaked blades.  

These three elements disappear with the appearance of rectangular architecture. Axes, chisels, points, 

burins, steep and flat scrapers (round or fan) are common in all periods, and chisels tend to become longer 

and more slender as time advances. Certainly, on our evidence, hollow ground and polished cutting edges 

are a late feature.  

There is no obsidian and all flaked stonework was on local chert and flint. A number of blanks were 

foundandaknapper‘sworkshopinareaAdemonstratesthattheflaked-stone industry was a local one. 

Arrowheads, with or without tangs, do occur.  

As yet, the study of the faunal and floral evidence is incomplete, but from observations in the course of 

excavation, there appears to be no major change. Varieties of wheat, barley, peas, olives, and flax are 

common and often found in large storage jars. Remains of pig, goat, sheep, deer, and cattle are present at 

all levels. The suggestion of a mixed pastoral, agricultural, and hunting economy would suit the evidence 

at Tuleilat Ghassul well.  

A developing metal industry is attested in the upper levels (Mallon, Koeppel, and Neuville 1934: 75–

77) and malachite was traded for beads—presumably with the area of the Wadi Feinan to the S of the 

Dead Sea.  

The bone and ground-stone industries remained uniform throughout the site.  

The C
14

 dates, the Neolithic flaked-stone types, and the earliest pottery would certainly suggest 

connections with the Pottery Neolithic cultures of Jericho and the upper phases at Ard Tlaili, Middle and 

LateNeolithicByblos,andtheSNeolithicsitesoftheBeqa˓,butnowhere,sofar,arethe connections 

sufficiently close to allow one to fit the earliest Ghassul sequence into a certain slot in the Late 

Neolithic/Early Chalcolithic cultures of the Levant.  

Most of the normally accepted criteria for Late Neolithic—burnished wares, bow rims, herringbone 

incisions, and burnished red-on-cream wares are either missing or rare in the lower levels at Ghassul.  

With a few notable exceptions (javelin and projectile heads and tanged arrowheads), the flaked-stone 

industry is close to those Late Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic sites mentioned above, and right from the 



beginning,chiselsareadominantfeature.TheyoccurbythehundredsandfitwellintoCopeland/Perrot‘s

suggestion of an increased dependence on wood and woodwork from the beginning of the Middle 

Neolithic.  

At the other end of the scale, the relationship with the Beer-sheba sites are fairly clear; but there are a 

few points we should note. Cornets, which have an early origin at Ghassul are more common than they 

are on the W sites. On the other hand, churns which are comparatively common on the W sites are rare at 

Ghassul. The smeared-washed wares of Ghassul are again comparatively rare outside Ghassul.  

It seems that the relationships between the W sites and Ghassul, are confined to those features which are 

common at Ghassul only in phases A and B, the very final stages of occupation at the site.  
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JOHN B. HENNESSEY  

GHAZZA, KHIRBET. See ˓UZA, HORVAT.  

GHOSH (PLACE). See ABU GHOSH (M.R. 160134).  

GHOST. See MAGIC (OT).  

GHRAREH (M.R. 191956). Ghrareh is an Edomite site of the 7th–6th centuries B.C. It has not thus far 

been equated with any biblical site.  

Ghrareh is located in S Edom at the head of the Wadi Delaghah, one of the few practical routes to the 

Wadi Arabah and the W from this point on the plateau. It is situated on a projecting spur which slopes 

steeply to the N, W, and S and is approximately one km from the nearest source of water—the perennial 

springat˓AinReseis. 

Ghrareh was first discovered by the Edom Survey Project in 1984 (Hart and Falkner 1985). It was 

sounded during the 1985 season (Hart 1987a and 1987b) and in 1986 a full season of excavation was 

undertaken (Hart 1988). The top of the hill is enclosed by a substantial defensive stone wall, part of which 

may have been of casemate construction. In the center of the enclosure (area A) is a single courtyard 

house with a cistern and associated structures attached to the S. The main gate to the fortress was not 

found but was probably located at the E end of the site which has suffered badly from Nabatean stone-

robbing and recent ploughing. It would appear from surface remains that most of the enclosure was open 

or contained makeshift structures.  

The central building (area A) is built of the local limestone using large blocks (up to 1.5 m long) with 

some snecking. Bedrock, with plaster in places to smooth out irregularities, forms the only floor. In plan 

the building consists of a central courtyard divided by a line of pillars. Rooms adjoin to the W and S. On 

theNsidethereisnoroombutrathera―verandah‖raisedonoverlaidstones.Towersoccupythecorners 

of the building and project on either side of the front doorway (the E).  

Pottery is standard Edomite 7th–6th centuries B.C. with many parallels in the Buseirah and Tawilan 

corpora.  
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STEPHEN HART  

GIAH (PLACE) [Heb g  aḥ ( ִגיַח)]. An unknown site close to which Joab and Abishai rallied supportive 

Benjaminites in their pursuit of Abner (2 Sam 2:24). The text is difficult, if not corrupt. Neither the name 

Giah nor the hill of Ammah, which it is said to be near, are otherwise attested. LXX reads Gai, a 

transliteration of gay˒ (meaning valley), but that does not help us since, by itself, it is also completely 

unknown as the name of a particular place. The identity of the location is further complicated by the fact 

that the men are said to have been moving towards the desert of Gibeon. Since Gibeon is not in a 

wildernessordesertregion,weareprobablyjustifiedinacceptingS.R.Driver‘s(NHT, 244) suggestion 

that Geba be read in place of Gibeon. Geba stands near the desert region leading down to Jericho. While 

the exact location of the site is indeterminate, we can say with some assurance that it is in the tribal 

district of Benjamin.  

ELMER H. DYCK  

GIANTS, GIGANTISM. See SICKNESS AND DISEASE.  

GIBBAR (PERSON) [Heb gibbār (ִגָבר)]. Name of a family returning to Palestine with Zerubbabel 

shortly after 538 B.C.E., the end of the Babylonian exile. Ezra 2:20 includesthe―sonsofGibbar‖inalist

ofthe―menofthepeopleofIsrael‖(Ezra 2:2b–35), distinguishing them from the priests, Levites, and 

temple-servants. Since the parallel list of returning exiles in Neh 7:7b–38 recordsthe―sonsofGibeon‖

(7:25) in the place corresponding to the Gibbar entry in the Ezra 2 list, it has been conjectured that Gibbar 

is a corruption of the place-name Gibeon. This idea is further strengthened by the observation that many 

other place-names begin to appear in the Ezra 2 list, especially in 2:21–35 (immediately after the Gibbar 

entry). However, there is no additional evidence to support any connection between Gibbar and Gibeon; it 

is also uncertain as to which form is the more original.  

STEVEN R. SWANSON  

GIBBETHON (PLACE) [Heb gibbĕtôn (ִגְבתון)]. A Levitical city belonging to the tribe of Dan (Josh 

21:23). In the parallel list in 1 Chronicles, Gibbethon is omitted. Gibbethon was assigned to the tribe of 

Dan as a part of its inheritance (Josh 19:44) before the tribe migrated to the N. The city is also mentioned 

in two narratives concerning the Philistines and Israel. Baasha made a conspiracy against Nadab, king of 

Israel, and killed him while his army was attacking Gibbethon (1 Kgs 15:27). Some twenty-six years later, 

when Elah, son of Baasha, and all his descendants were assassinated by Zimri, Gibbethon belonged to the 

Philistines. Zimri had not taken into consideration his rival to the throne, Omri, who was proclaimed king 

overIsraelbyhistroops.Omri‘sarmyencampedagainstGibbethon,andwhenZimrisawthat the city had 

beentakenbyOmri,hewentintothecitadeloftheking‘shouse,setitonfire,anddiedintheblaze(1 

Kgs 16:15–18). These two events point out the importance of this city on the W edge of the Judean hills 

(LBHG, 45).  

Outside the Bible, Gibbethon appears in two major campaign lists. Thutmose III led an important 

campaign into Palestine and secured a decisive victory in 1468 B.C.; one of the cities on his city list 

(#103) is identified as Gibbethon (LBHG, 151). The second extrabiblical reference to Gibbethon appears 

in the description of the campaign of Sargon II against Azuri (713 B.C.) and Iamani (712 B.C.), kings of 

Ashdod (Tadmor 1958). Although this battle is reported in 2 Kgs 17:3–6 and Isaiah 20, Gibbethon is not 

mentionedthere.WhenSargon‘sarmyinvadedPalestine,heconqueredGath,Ekron,andGibbethonon

the way to capturing Ashdod and establishing it as part of an Assyrian province.  



Two sites have been associated with biblical Gibbethon. The first, Tell Malat (M.R. 137140), was first 

proposed by von Rad (1933: 30–42). Tell Malat is located near the E boundary of the coastal plain only 

20 km E of the Mediterranean, 5 km SE of Rehovot and 7 km S of Ramla. Tell Gezer sits boldly and 

alone on the horizon to its E. When looking at Gezer from Tell Malat one is impressed by the size of 

Gezer and by the close proximity that would almost certainly force a close relationship between the two 

sites. Surveys and trial probes at Tell Malat have yielded EB, MB II, LB, Iron I, Iron II, Persian, Roman, 

Byzantine, and Arabic artifacts. During the Iron II period there was a strong concentration of 9th/8th 

century occupation.  

The second proposed site for Gibbethon is Ras Abu Hamid (M.R. 139145), located 3 km SE of Ramla 

and 6 km NW of Gezer. The tell is a low, oblong mound lying in the fertile coastal plain, situated at the 

fork of the old and new roads to Jerusalem. Like Tell Malat, Ras Abu Hamid is on the E branch of the Via 

Maris, which in itself would emphasize the special importance of the site, particularly in its relationship to 

Gezer.In1951agroupofMazar‘sstudentsconducted a survey of the Dan region. As a result of this 

survey, Kallai suggested that Ras Abu Hamid be identified with Gibbethon. Prior to the survey in 1951, 

the early geographers who visited Ras Abu Hamid identified Iron I, Iron II, Roman (2d and 3d centuries), 

Byzantine,andArabperiods.Mazar‘sstudentsconfirmedthisoccupationalhistorythattheearly

geographers had indicated and noted Persian remains as well. Missing from all reports was evidence of 

LB occupation which, of course, raises questions about the Thutmose III campaign.  

The most important factor in determining which tell should be associated with Gibbethon is the 

reference in 1 Kgs 16:17–18. Here Gibbethon is referred to as a fortified city and citadel. Ras Abu Hamid 

is not fortified and does not have a citadel. On the other hand, Tell Malat is a prominent fortified tell, 

dominating the whole region. When one looks at the history of biblical Gibbethon, including the records 

of Sargon, it must be concluded that biblical Gibbethon is more likely to be identified with Tell Malat.  
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JOHN L. PETERSON  

GIBEA (PERSON) [Heb gib˓ā˒ (ִגְבָעא)].SonofShevaandgrandsonofCaleb‘s concubine Maacah (1 

Chr 2:49, cf. v 48).Thenameprobablymeans―highlander.‖IntheLXXitappearsasgaibaa. There is 

some speculation (Braun 1 Chronicles WBC, 42) that this name might relate to the place name Gibeah 

(see Josh 15:57). It is possible that other names in the genealogy of 1 Chr 2:42–50a may also refer to 

cities.  

CRAIG A. EVANS  

GIBEAH (PLACE) [Heb gib˓ah (ִגְבַעה)]. Four places in the Hebrew Bible use this name, which 

simplymeans―hill.‖ 

1. A town listed in a group of ten cities in the hill country of Judah (Josh 15:57) and among the cities 

belonging to the sons of Caleb (1 Chr 2:49). Each list associates Gibeah of Judah with towns in the region 

S of Hebron, otherwise its precise location is unknown.  

2. Ephraimite burial place of Eleazar, son of Aaron (Josh 24:33). It is unclear whether the Hebrew here 

indicatesanappellative(―inahill‖)orapropertoponym(―inGibeah‖).Ifthereferenceindicatesacity,

the lack of additional biblical information makes its location impossible to determine. Eusebius mentions 

a―Geba‖inEphraimfivemilesNofGophna(Jifna).Suggestedmoderncandidatesforthissitehave

included Jibia (M.R. 165156), 5 km NW of Bir Zeit, and et-Tell (M.R. 174158), 1 km S of Sinjil.  



3. TheMTtoponym―Gibeath-Kiriath‖(LXX:―Gibeath-Jearim‖)intheBenjaminitetown-list (Josh 

18:28)isprobablyatextuallytruncatedformofanoriginal―hillofKiriath-Jearim‖(Miller1975:147–

50), a site known from 1 Sam 7:1–2 and 2 Sam 6:2–4 as the resting place of the ark of the covenant until 

it was removed to Jerusalem by David. Kiriath-Jearim is commonly identified with modern Deir el-Azhar 

(M.R.159135),nearAbuGhosh,andits―hill‖wasprobablya―highplace‖inthisvicinity. 

4. AnimportantcityinBenjaminwhosenameappearsinawidevarietyofforms;e.g.,―Gibeah‖(Judg 

19:13),―GibeahwhichbelongstoBenjamin‖(Judg 19:14),―GibeahofBenjamin‖(1 Sam 13:2),―Gibeah

oftheBenjaminites‖(2 Sam 23:9),―GibeahofSaul‖(Isa 10:29),―GibeahofGod‖(1 Sam 10:5), and 

possibly―Geba‖(1 Sam 13:3).  

The location and modern identification of Gibeah is a long-disputed issue. In 1841, E. Robinson first 

proposedthat―Gibeah‖and―Geba‖werevarianttoponymsreferringtothesamecitywhichonceexisted

atthesiteofmodernJaba˓(M.R.175140),9kmNEof Jerusalem. See Fig. GIB.01. Later, Robinson 

emended this opinion on the basis of Judg 19:13, which supposedly located a distinct city of Gibeah on 

the watershed highway between Jerusalem and Ramah (er-Ram). Robinson therefore chose the prominent 

hill of Tell el-Ful,5kmNofJerusalem,asthesiteofancientGibeah,whilehecontinuedtoidentifyJaba˓

as Geba (1841: 6.440–42).YetscholarlydebateoverGibeah‘slocationcontinueduntilW.F.Albright‘s

excavations at Tell el-Fûl in 1922–23 and 1933 revealed early Iron Age remains, which were associated 

withthe―Gibeah‖ofJudg 19–20, and the foundations of an Iron Age tower, which Albright identified as 

the fortress of Saul (1 Sam 11–15), the first king of Israel (1924: 7–17; 1933: 6–12). Most scholars found 

these connections conclusive, and virtually every biblical atlas thereafter has identified Tell el-Ful as 

Gibeah.  

However,P.Lapp‘sexcavationsatTellel-Fûl in 1964, which ostensibly refined and confirmed 

Albright‘shypothesis(1965:2–10), actually tended to raise new questions about Tell el-Fûl. First, the 

remains from the so-called Iron I (Judg 19–20) village were meager and of questionable provenance 

(Franken1963:82),while―Saul‘sFortress‖(the base of a tower) could not be dated more precisely than 

ca. 1025–950 B.C., which includes the reigns of David and Solomon. Secondly, Lapp shifted Tell el-Fûl‘s

IronIIoccupationtothe―late7th–early 6th century B.C. horizon rather than the 8th–7th century B.C.E.‖

(1965: 3) which implies that the site was unoccupied at precisely the time in the late 8th century B.C. 

when―Gibeah‖clearlyappearsintheoraclesofthecontemporaryprophetsHosea(5:8) and Isaiah 

(10:29).  

Inviewofthesediscrepancies,J.M.Miller‘sliterary-criticalstudiessuggestedthatRobinson‘soriginal

placementofGibeah/GebaatJaba˓wasprobablycorrect(1975:151–62). Such an identification is 

consonant with biblical information which consistently associates Gibeah closely with the area near the 

Geba/Michmash Pass (Arnold 1987: 101–8).ApreliminaryarchaeologicalsurveyofJaba˓(Kochavi

1972: 183) indicated Iron Age and Persian remains at the site, though more precise archaeological 

investigations are needed.  

IfitwaslocatedatJaba˓,ancientGibeahwasperchedhighonahillaboveadeep,cave-pocked canyon 

(Wadi es-Swenit) on the N fringes of Benjaminite territory. Judges 20 contains vestiges of a tradition 

which described an elaborate ambush of the city by neighboring Ephraimite warriors who sprang out of 

hiding-placesintheGebaPassandmassacredGibeah‘sciviliansafteritsdefendershadbeenluredfrom 

thecity.ThesurvivingGibeahitesoldiersthenreportedlyfledtothenearby―PomegranateRock‖(see

RIMMON) where they remained four months (Judg 20:47). This tradition behind the presently edited text 

probablyreflectshistoricalintertribalconflictsbetweenBenjaminandEphraimearlyinIsrael‘shistory;

the editorial additions to the chapter rendered the event as a pan-tribal attack on Gibeah by the entire 

cultic confederacy of united Israel.  

The putative cause of the Gibeah massacre, the rape-murderofaLevite‘swife(Judg 19), is apparently a 

laterfictionalliteraryadditiontothetraditionforthepurposesoflegitimizingEphraim‘sparticipationin

the slaughter.  

Gibeah is also prominent in stories relating the rise of Saul as king of Israel. 1 Sam 9–14 seems to 

contain an ancient pro-Saul narrative, now rearranged and edited (Miller 1974), which once described 



howyoungSaulwassentonamysteriousmissionto―GibeahofGod‖(10:5; see GIBEATH-ELOHIM) 

where he struck down a Philistine official (13:4). The Philistines responded by fortifying neighboring 

Michmash while Saul established his base across the valley in the village of Gibeah (13:15), or in the 

nearby―Pomegranate‖cave(14:2) in the valley itself (see MIGRON).  

The original conclusion to this Saul narrative seems to have been replaced by a Judean narrative in 

14:1–46 (Blenkinsopp 1964) which describes how Jonathan single-handedly defeated the Philistines at 

Michmash from his baseat―Geba,‖probablyalaterJudeantoponymforthesiteknowninearlier

Benjaminiteloreas―Gibeah.‖Thisnarrativeprobablyaroseinpro-Davidic circles intending to discredit 

Saul‘saccomplishments(Arnold1987:184–218).  

The successful expulsion of the Philistines from the Benjaminite hill country enabled Saul to establish 

hisheadquartersatthecity,sothatitacquiredtheepithet―GibeahofSaul‖(1 Sam 11:4; 15:34; 2 Sam 

21:6; Isa 10:29).ThereisnoevidencethatGibeahservedasIsrael‘s―capital‖inthemodernsense,but

onlyasSaul‘sbase-camp for his campaigns against surrounding enemies (1 Sam 22:6; 23:19). Yet Gibeah 

evidentlyremainedthehomeofSaul‘sprogenyafterhisdeath,for seven Saulides were executed there by 

Gibeonites at the behest of David (2 Sam 21:6), ostensibly in atonement for an otherwise unrecorded 

massacre at Gibeon.  

After the mentionofDavid‘shero―Ittai,sonofRibaiofGibeah‖(2 Sam 23:29 = 1 Chr 11:31), 

references to Gibeah disappear permanently from Judean literature (except for the archaism in Isa 10:29). 

Anti-Saulidehostilitymayhaveoccasionedaslightchangeinthecity‘sname:accordingto1 Kgs 15:22, 

King Asa of Judah constructed new border fortresses at Mizpah (Tell en-Naṣbeh)and―Geba‖—modern 

Jaba˓.Afterthisperiod,referencesto―Geba‖inJudeanliteratureexistthroughthepost-exilic era. See 

GEBA.  

The last references to Gibeah both seem to refer to the same event: the Syro-Ephraimite invasion of 

Judah, ca. 735 B.C. Around this time, the Israelite prophet Hosea warned the N Benjaminite cities of 

Gibeah, Ramah, and Beth-aven of an imminent attack (5:8). Hosea seems to have regarded this 

approachinginvasionofJudahassymptomaticofIsrael‘streachery―sincethedaysofGibeah‖(9:9; 

10:9),aprobableallusiontothetraditionofEphraim‘sancientambushofGibeahcontainedinJudges 20.  

ShortlyafterHosea‘s warnings, the Judean prophet Isaiah described the actual Syro-Ephraimite invasion 

forceasitpassedthroughAiathandMichmashandcrossedtheGebaPass,causing―GibeahofSaul‖to

flee (10:27–29); the prophet probably uses the old term as a poetic archaism for the border fortress of 

Geba.  
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PATRICK M. ARNOLD  

GIBEATH-ELOHIM (PLACE) [Heb gib˓at (ִגְבַעת) hā˒ĕlōh  m (ָהֱאֹלִהים)].Asite,meaning―hill

ofGod,‖in the Benjaminite hill country to which Samuel directed Saul in fulfillment of a third prophetic 

sign confirming his anointment as prince over Israel (1 Sam 10:5). The Hebrew place name, in 

conjunctionwiththereportofSaul‘spredictedpropheticraptureinthecompanyofcelebratingprophets,

indicatesthatthesitewasacultic―highplace.‖Evidentlytheshrinewastemporarilyunderoccupationin



Saul‘stime,sinceaPhilistine neṣib (perhapsmeaning―governor‖or―garrison‖)isexplicitlymentionedat

this location.  

Since the toponym Gibeath-elohim occurs only in 10:5, most scholars agree that the site was not a 

completely distinct city in Benjamin, but was an alternate name, or perhaps a special precinct, associated 

with some well-knowncity.A.Demskysuggestedthat―thehillofGod‖wasactuallythefamousshrineat

Gibeon, the most likely city in Benjamin to have been occupied by Philistines (1973: 27–28). This theory 

is undermined not only by the lack of textual evidence to point to such a conclusion, but also by the 

absence of any Philistine remains from the el-Jib excavations. See GIBEON. Similar problems plague W. 

F.Albright‘sproposaltofindGibeath-elohim at Burj Beitin (1924: 28–43).  

Several textual clues suggest that Gibeath-elohim ought to be identified with Gibeah/Geba of Benjamin. 

Samuel‘sthirdpredictionthatSaulwouldundergo prophetic rapture on reaching Gibeath-elohim (10:5) 

appears to be fulfilled in 10:10 whenheisreportedtohavereachedecstacyonarrivalat―Gibeah.‖

Though Samuel ordered Saulthen―todowhateverhishandfoundtodo,‖thestorypresentlylacksany

fulfillment of this command. J. M. Miller, therefore, proposed that the original Saul folktale once 

described how Saul then struck down the Philistine neṣib in Gibeah (cf. 13:4), thus precipitating the 

Hebrew revolt (1974: 157–63). A later Judean gloss, however, also credited Jonathan with the same deed 

in Geba (13:3), the Judean toponym for Gibeah. This report probably arose in Davidic circles with the 

intentionofeclipsingSaul‘sresponsibilityforleadingtherevoltagainstthePhilistines(Arnold1987:73–

77).  

Gibeath-elohimshould,therefore,beregardedastheculticnameforthe―highplace‖inornear 

Gibeah/GebaofBenjamin,locatedatmodernJaba˓(M.R.175140)9kmNEofJerusalem.No

excavations have yet been undertaken at this site.  
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PATRICK M. ARNOLD  

GIBEATH-HAARALOTH (PLACE) [Heb gib˓at hā˓ rālôt (ִגְבַעת ָהֲעָרלות)]. A place within 

the tribal territory of Benjamin near Gilgal, where the Israelites were circumcised after crossing the 

Jordan River (Josh 5:3).Thenameliterallymeans―hilloftheforeskins.‖The KJV understood the 

reference to the place gib˓at in the list of Benjaminite towns (Josh 18:28) also to be a reference to 

Gibeath-haaraloth, although RSV understands it as a reference to Gibeah. Because the location of Gilgal 

is unknown, the location of Gibeath-haaraloth is unknown; both may have been campsites rather than 

inhabited towns (see Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 185, 192).  

Two aspects of the narrative are interesting. The first is the reference to the primitive flint knives used in 

the ceremony (Josh 5:3), reflecting the antiquity of the custom of circumcision. The second is the fact that 

this circumcision is, in fact, a second circumcision or re-circumcision (5:2; see Boling and Wright Joshua 

AB, 188–89, 193–94, for a discussion of this enigmatic passage).  

Bright (IB 2: 573) considered Gibeath-haaraloth to be a spot where in later years the Israelite rite of 

circumcision was carried out in relation to the great shrine at Gilgal. Boling, however, sees it as a pre-

Yahwist name associated with one of the little tells near Kh. el-Mefjir (M.R. 193143), 1.2 miles NE of 

Jericho. It may have been associated with a pagan ritual of circumcision—a rite of passage for marriage or 

war—before the Israelites took it over and reformed it along more orthodox Yahwist lines (Joshua AB, 

189). Because circumcision in time became, along with Passover, one of the main features of continuing 

Jewish faith, the circumcision at Gibeath-haaraloth—symbolizing entrance into the Promised Land and 

into the covenant with Yahweh as well as purification for Holy War and conquest—is much more 

important than its single reference in the text would suggest.  



HENRY O. THOMPSON  

GIBEON (PLACE) [Heb gib˓ôn (ִגְבעון)]. An important city of Benjamin, now identified with modern 

el-Jib (M.R. 167139), 8 km NW of Jerusalem. See Fig. GIB.01. The village is located on a small 

limestone hill surrounded by agricultural fields at an altitude of some 750 m above sea level. Eight nearby 

springs provide an abundant water supply.  

A. History  

The earliest narrative involving Gibeon (Josh 9:3–10:15)relatesthatJoshua‘sinvadingarmywas

trickedintoasolemnpeacetreatywithGibeon‘sHivitepeople,whohaddisguisedthemselvesas

foreignersrequiringIsrael‘sprotection.Aspunishmentforthissuccessfulruse,theGibeoniteswere

reportedlyforcedtobecome―wood-cutters and water-carriers‖fortheIsraelites,who,fortheirpart,felt

contractually obliged to rescue Gibeon from a retaliatory attack by five neighboring kingdoms. In the 

ensuingbattle,Joshua‘swarriorsdrovetheCanaanitesfromGibeondownintotheBeth-horon Valley 

whileGod―hurledhugehailstonesfromheaven‖(cf.Isa 28:21) on them as the sun and moon stood still 

in their courses.  

This famous story probably preserves etiological traditions explaining the historical subservient 

relationship of the Hivite citizens of Gibeon to the Israelites, an arrangement which may have been 

ratified at one point in some form of a vassal treaty—cf. 2 Sam 21:2 (Blenkinsopp 1972: 32–36). 

However,thepresentliteraryplacementofthesetraditionsintheaccountofJoshua‘sinvasionofCanaan

is problematic for biblical historians, since archaeologists have found no occupational remains at Gibeon 

in the LB Age in which the conquest stories are set; only a few burials from this period were uncovered 

(Pritchard 1961: 22–23).  

Archaeological remains at el-Jib show that Gibeon was reconstructed in the early Iron Age (1200–900 

B.C.); the city is mentioned prominently in narratives relating to the rise and establishment of the Israelite 

monarchy, which occurred during this period. Some scholars (e.g., Blenkinsopp 1974: 1–7) have 

proposed that Saul established his capital city at Gibeon after the successful Hebrew uprising against the 

Philistines.Textualsupportforthisargument(theoccasionalconfusionofthetoponyms―Gibeon‖and

―Gibeah‖)isratherweak.Moreover,2 Sam 21:1 reports that Saul, in violation of the Joshua treaty, 

massacred the Gibeonites during his reign. This report might simply indicate that Saul attempted at one 

point to eliminate Gibeon as an ethnic Hivite enclave lodged in the midst of his growing Israelite 

kingdom.  

David‘sforcesunderJoabreportedlydefeatedAbner‘sSaulidewarriorsat―thepoolofGibeon‖inwhat

appears to have been a ritual military contest (2 Sam 2:12–17; 3:30).This―pool‖undoubtedlyrefersto

the impressive water system uncovered at el-Jib during recent archaeological excavations (Pritchard 1962: 

64–74; Cole 1980: 21–29). See Fig. GIB.02. The bottom of the main cistern, a rock-hewn shaft 11.3 m in 

diameter and 10.6 m deep, is connected to a groundwater chamber by a 13.7 m sloping tunnel. See Fig. 

GIB.03. Constructed in the late 12th or early 11th century B.C., this pool apparently remained in use until 

the early 6th century B.C., when it was again mentioned in the Bible (Jer 41:12).TheslaughterofAbner‘s

forces there in the early 10th century caused the area around the pool thereaftertobecalledthe―Fieldof

Blades‖(2 Sam 2:16).  

GibeonagainwitnessedbloodshedasJoabmurderedtherenegadeAmasathereatthe―greatstone‖(2 

Sam 20:8–13). This term again suggests ritual battle, since it seemingly refers to a kind of massive cultic 

rock that is occasionally found in Palestine. No such object has yet been uncovered at el-Jib, for only a 

small portion the site has been excavated.  

TheaccountoftheGibeonites‘executionofsevendescendantsofSaul(2 Sam 21:1–9) attributes a 

three-year famine inDavid‘sreigntoSaul‘sotherwiseunrecordedslaughterofGibeonites.Supposedlyin

retributionforthismassacre,DavidallowedthemenofGibeontokillSaul‘sprogenyatGibeah(LXX:

Gibeon).ThisnarrativeapparentlyliterarilyjustifiesDavid‘sattempt to exterminate the surviving Saulide 

claimants to the throne of Israel (except Mephibosheth, kept in virtual house arrest in Jerusalem). In any 



case, the story underscores the impression that the Gibeonites were somehow considered a legally 

protected ethnic group within Israel.  

Gibeon achieved prominence as a cultic site during this early monarchical period. 1 Chr 16:39; 21:29; 

and 2 Chr 1:3, 13, respectively, place the Tabernacle of Moses and the Tent of Meeting at Gibeon during 

David‘sreign.Thoughtheseobjectsareoftenregardedasimaginaryoraslatecultic projections into the 

past, their location at Gibeon seems to signify its holiness in this era. 1 Kgs 3:4–5 (= 2 Chr 1:5–13) 

similarlyplacesSolomon‘sfamousinauguraldream at the Gibeon high place, at which the king 

reportedly sacrificed 1000 whole offerings at the altar.  

The fact that no sanctuary was excavated at el-Jib has led some commentators to speculate that the high 

place might have existed, not in Gibeon itself, but atop towering Nebi Samwil, nearly 2 km S of el-Jib. In 

thisview,Gibeontookitsnamefromtheimpressivenearby―hill,‖whileitspopulaceservedas―wood-

cutters and water-carriers‖forthefamoushillshrine(Blenkinsopp1972:7). 

This importantsanctuary,anditsculticpersonnel,mightalsoexplainGibeon‘sinclusioninthelistof

the Levitical cities (Josh 21:17).ThoughsetinJoshua‘s time, this document is widely regarded as a list of 

Levitical priestly communities dating to monarchic or even post-exilic times which was artificially placed 

withintheConquestnarratives.Similarly,Gibeon‘smentioninthelistoftownsgrantedbyJoshua to the 

tribe of Benjamin (Josh 18:25) probably derives from official town-list documents of the Judean 

monarchy or even the Persian colonial administration.  

Egyptian Pharaoh Sheshonk I (biblical Shishak—cf. 1 Kgs 14:25) included Gibeon in a list of cities 

either visited or captured in his late 10th century B.C. campaign into Palestine (ANET, 242). This entry is 

the earliest extrabiblical reference to Gibeon.  

Gibeon is not mentioned again in the biblical narrative until the events surrounding the fall of Jerusalem 

to Babylonian forces in 586 B.C. TheprophetJeremiah‘santagonist,Hananiah,whomistakenlyassured

Jerusalem of safety from attack, hailed from Gibeon (Jer 28:1). After the Babylonian invasion, Gibeon 

againbecamethesiteofbloodycombat.TheloyalJohananunsuccessfullyattackedIshmael,Gedaliah‘s 

assassin,atthe―greatpool‖ofGibeon(Jer 41:12). Ishmael managed to escape.  

Post-exilic references to Gibeon are decidedly more mundane than the earlier stories about the city. Neh 

7:25 reports that 95 Gibeonites accompanied those returning to Judah from exile in Babylon; many of 

these may have assisted in the repairs to the city wall of Jerusalem reported in Neh 3:7. The genealogies 

in 1 Chr 8:29 (cf. 9:35) also may have originated during the Persian era.  

Gibeon was to figure one final time in historical events of the biblical period. Josephus reports that, in 

the course of the Roman attempt to quell the Jewish Revolt, a force under General Cestius Gallus 

ascended the Beth-horon Valley from the coastal plain in October of 66 A.D. and camped for the night at 

Gibeon. The army then continued unmolested the next day in its drive toward the capital city of Jerusalem 

(JW 2.19.1).  

B. Site Identification  

E. Robinson was the first modern scholar to present reasons for identifying Gibeon with el-Jib (1874: 

455). Robinson argued that the site of el-Jib not only matched biblical topographical descriptions, but that 

themodernArabicnameofthevillagepreservedtheHebrewtoponymfromantiquityaswell.Robinson‘s

identification was widely accepted by scholars throughout the ensuing decades. The few remaining 

scholarlydoubtsregardingthisidentificationwereallayedafterJ.B.Pritchard‘sexcavationsatel-Jib in 

1956, 1957, 1959, and 1960. Included among the finds were thirty-one jar handles inscribed with the 

name―Gibeon‖(gb˓n) in ancient Hebrew script (Cross 1962: 18–23).  
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PATRICK M. ARNOLD  

GIDDALTI (PERSON) [Heb giddalt   ( ַדְלִתיגִ  )]. One of the fourteen sons of Heman who were 

appointed to prophesy with musical instruments under the direction of their father and the king (1 Chr 

25:4). Giddalti received the twenty-second lot cast to determine duties (1 Chr 25:29). The name has the 

form of a Pi˓el perf.verb,―Ihavemagnified.‖Scholarshavelongsuggestedthatthefinal nine names in 1 

Chr 25:4 can be read as a liturgical prayer. For a reconstruction and translation of the prayer, a summary 

of interpretative possibilities, and bibliography, see ELIATHAH.  

J. CLINTON MCCANN, JR.  

GIDDEL (PERSON) [Heb giddēl (ִגֵדל)]. The name of two individuals present in the postexilic 

writings.  

1. A temple servant who was the progenitor of a family which returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel 

(Ezra 2:47 = Neh 7:49). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have compiled from Ezra and Nehemiah, 

this family does not appear in the parallel passage 1 Esdr 5:30. Instead the name Cathua appears in that 

sequence. Such differences raise questions about the sources of and literary relationships among 1 Esdras, 

Ezra, and Nehemiah.  

2. A servant of Solomon who was the progenitor of a family which returned from Babylon with 

Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:56 = Neh 7:58 = 1 Esdr 5:33). Although the NEB follows a portion of the manuscript 

traditioninitsuseofthetextualvariant―Isdael‖fortranslating1 Esdr 5:33, Hanhart (1974) prefers 

―Giddel‖(Gkgiddel) in his critical edition of 1 Esdras.  
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GIDEON (PERSON) [Heb gid˓ôn (ִגְדעון)]. One of the great tribal leaders in the era of the book of 

Judges (chaps. 6–8).HeisalsocalledJerubba˓al,forwhichapopularetymologyisgivenin6:25–32 (see 

below). Although his story is told at length,Gideonisnotsaidtohave―judged‖(Hebšpṭ) Israel, unlike 

mostoftheworthiesinthebook.Norisitdirectlyclaimedbynarratororcompilerthathe―saved‖(Heb

yš˓) Israel, as is claimed for several others: Othniel, Ehud, Shamgar, and Tola. What did Gideon do?  

He was remembered for mobilizing a force which at last put an end to annual raids at harvest time, from 

across the Jordan into the broad Jezreel–Esdraelon plain and down the coast. The raiders were camel-

ridingMidianitesandother―Easterners.‖Therewerealso,concurrently,theannualplunderingsby

Cisjordan nomads (Amalekites).  

Gideon was also remembered for having an exceptional penchant for oracle-seeking and divinatory 

inquiry, but with finally unhappy results.  

It is not clear that the Midianites in these stories are merely direct descendants from the Midianite power 

center of the N Hejaz in the era of Moses and the wilderness wanderings, since domesticated camels were 

not generally known in the area until ca. 1200 B.C.E. The stories may reflect a recent wave of Midianite 

immigration down the N–S desert routes, which introduced the military use of domesticated camels (most 

likely from E Anatolia) to both Hejaz and the wider biblical scene (Mendenhall 1973: 163–73). These 

domesticated camels made possible vastly extended patterns of seasonal transhumance, as well as long 

distance raids from oases in the eastern desert. If, as generally concluded, the stories relate to the early- or 

mid-11th century B.C.E., we may have events contemporarywiththeEdomiteKingHadad‘svictoryover

Midian in S Transjordan (Gen 26:35).  



WhiletheraidinginGideon‘s day extended as far S as the coastal town of Gaza, the major threat was 

posed for Manasseh and Ephraim.  

The Israelite settlements of Manasseh and Ephraim were mostly concentrated in the Cisjordan hill 

country, where inhabitants lived in unwalled villages, subsisting mainly by terrace farming and small 

cattle husbandry (IDBSup, 11–13; Stager 1985). Scattered settlements out in the fertile plain of Jezreel 

were confronted with a new and unprecedented form of terror (Judg 6:2–6). It is difficult to imagine a 

more serious plight for village farmers who do not have the protection of standing armies, which early 

Israelites had repudiated precisely because of the high economic and social cost of such protection. The 

Midianiteswerelike―aplagueoflocusts‖(6:5; 7:12), causing harassed farmers to hide in caves or retreat 

to high country, leaving fields unguarded.  

According to the narrative, there was also an inner-Israelite threat. The name Gideon means, roughly, 

―hewer,slasher,hacker.‖HewassonofJoash(aYahwistname),whoseclanorregionalvillage

association, within the territory of Manasseh, was Abiezer. Joash and family lived at Ophrah (probably at 

ornear˓Affuleh,averyexposedpositionoutinthecenterofJezreelvalley).Joashwasapostate,beingthe

proprietor of a cult place at Ophrah where there was a sacred tree and where worship honored Baal. The 

place was also known for its Asherah. Thus was posed the inner threat to Israelite integrity and unity, 

―godsoftheAmorites‖(―westerners‖)asspecifiedin6:10.  

ThenarrativeofGideon‘scareerbeginswithavisitfromYahweh‘srecruitingangel.LikeAbrahamin

Genesis 18, Gideon entertained God unawares. Unlike those who have fled, young Gideon is at home in 

Ophrah threshing wheat, not with oxen and sledge on an open elevation, but in the cramped space of a 

winepress,forfearofdiscoverybyMidianites.Respondingmodestlytothemessenger‘sannouncement

ofacommission,couchedintermsofGideon‘sphysicalprowess,Gideonispartlyreassuredbythe

declaration that God is, in truth, with him—a clear echo of the call of Moses in Exodus 3 (Boling Judges 

AB, 128–37). Yet Gideon holds out for an authenticating sign, while hastening to meet the obligation of 

hospitality to the stranger. He prepares a banquet which becomes a sacrificial offering when the 

messenger, who has been resting in the shade of the sacred tree, brings forth fire from the rock (cf. the 

angelicaudiencewithSamson‘sparentsinchap. 13). Gideon promptly builds an altar and names it: 

Yahweh shalom.  

The story which comes next, where Yahweh speaks directly to Gideon (6:25–32), accounts differently 

for an altar which Gideon built at Ophrah. It also accounts for more, but it was necessary to learn first 

aboutGideon‘srecruitment.InthisstoryGideonreceivesYahweh‘sinstructionstodismantlehisfather‘s

altar, chop down the Asherah, replace them with an altar to Yahweh, and sacrificetoYahwehhisfather‘s

finest bull (Emerton 1978). He does this, but for fear of family and townsfolk, he does it under the cover 

of darkness. When the townsmen discover what has happened and demand the life of Gideon, Joash 

comestohisson‘sdefense, having decided it will be better to let Baal, if he is a god, defend himself. With 

this account of his activity as reformer, the narrator legitimates by means of popular etymology the name 

Jerubba˓al:―LetBaalProsecute‖(6:25–32).  

Therecentlyexcavated12thcentury―BullSite,‖intheterritoryofManasseh,may(Mazar1983)ormay

not (Coogan 1987) have been Israelite. In any case it illustrates religious options which continued to be 

available after the reformation of Israel, in the post-Moses era.  

Similarly, original significance of the element ba˓al (semanticcore―lord‖or―master‖)inthename

Jerubba˓alisunclear.ThereareotherexamplesofIsraelitesbearingnamescompoundedwithba˓al, 

presumably in reference to Yahweh, with no clear indication of religious syncretism. Within this 

narrative,however,giventhedescriptionofJoash‘splace,theissueisYahwismversustheoldstyle

fertility cult, in the productive plain of Jezreel. The story explains how Gideon the Yahwist reformer 

could properly wear a ba˓al name. On the other hand, it was the manner in which he carried out the 

reform,andotherdeedsinthestorieswhichfollow,whichearnedforhimthenickname―Hacker.‖ 

Gideon‘sreluctanceand insistence upon divine assurance beforehand is also the theme of the fleece-test 

story. Gideon holds out for a private miracle and God complies (6:36–40).  



Therolesarereversedinthenexttwounits.Inthefirst,―thespiritofYahwehclothedGideon‖(6:34), 

with the result that he rallies from the tribes of Asher, Zebulun, and Naphtali (in addition to his own 

Manasseh) an army far too large for the occasion. Yahweh thus resorts to his own form of testing, so that 

all those who are afraid of war are allowed to go home. The force is reduced to a mere three hundred 

Abiezrites, those who lapped water like dogs. Is there any special significance to the way they drank? 

DoesitimplysomeassociationorallusiontotheclanofCaleb(―Dog‖)?Itismostofteninterpretedas

showing how Yahweh intentionally chose the less alert (7:2–8) to magnifytheproportionsofYahweh‘s

achievement in activating Gideon and the three hundred. It appears that two cycles of Gideon stories, one 

remembering Gideon with three hundred Abiezrites and the other involving those tribes whose claims and 

interests impinged directly on the Jezreel plain, have been brought together by a compiler to make a 

theological point.  

A new set of orders next instructs Gideon to conduct a nighttime reconnaissance, from which Gideon 

learns that Yahweh has already inspired adequate fear of Gideon in the Midianite camp. There follows the 

sound and light demonstration—clay storage jars breaking to reveal blazing torches all around the camp. 

Terrified Midianites, unable to distinguish between friend and foe, slay many of their own before taking 

scatteredflightwithGideon‘sforceinpursuit(7:1–22).  

At the beginning of chap. 7,theleaderisintroducedas Jerubba˓al andtheidentitypromptlyclarified, 

―reallyGideon‖(7:1, again in a concluding framework verse, 8:35). Otherwise, in chaps. 7–8 the 

nickname is used exclusively, except in 8:29 and 35. Those verses, in turn, belong to a connective with 

the story of Abimelech in chap. 9, which identifies Jotham repeatedly (9:2, 5, 16, 19)asson

of Jerubba˓al (thenameisJerubba˓alalsoin1 Sam 2:11, but yerubbešet in 2 Sam 11:21).  

WhileitispossiblethatthenamesGideonandJerubba˓alshouldbeinterpretedasbelongingoriginally

to different individuals, it is more likely that two or more streams of tradition, each favoring one name or 

the other, have contributed to one continuous but sometimes disjointed story (Emerton 1976). There are 

other indications that this is so.  

The story line continues with Gideon sending messengers throughout Ephraim, whose territory opposite 

the mouth of the Jabbok is in the path of Midianite retreat. Troops from Ephraim capture two Midianite 

princes,Oreb(―Raven‖)andZeeb(―Wolf‖),atsiteswheretheirexecutionfixedthenamesofOreb‘s

RockandZeeb‘sWinepress. Taking the heads of Oreb and Zeeb as evidence, the Ephraimites continue E 

and catch up with Gideon in Transjordan. They complain to Gideon about not being included in the initial 

muster,butarepacifiedbyGideon‘sadmissionthattheirachievementisthe greater (7:24–8:3).  

In the next narrative unit (8:4–28), Gideon is prowling the E Jordan valley in search of two Midianite 

Kings, Zebah and Zalmunna. To the towns of Succoth(probablyTellDeir˓Alla)andPenuel(Tululedh-

Dhahab?), when they refuse to provision his troops, Gideon promises retaliatory vengeance. Place names 

appearing in the description of the pursuit (Karkor, Nobah, Jogbehah) suggest that the Midianites were 

headed for the protective reaches of the vast Wadi Sirhan in the E desert. Not all of them made it to 

safety. When Zebah and Zalmunna are captured and interrogated by Gideon, we learn that Gideon has 

beenusingthepeople‘smilitiainpursuitofprivate blood vengeance (8:19). Is that why Succoth and 

Penuel were not persuaded to provide supplies and so, subsequently, were destroyed by Gideon? Is that 

also, perhaps, why, in telling the exploits of this one who was in fact a savior of Israel, Gideon is severely 

caricatured?  

Whilethenarrative‘sinterestliesprimarilyintheologicalandcharacterologicalmatters,thereisnothing

implausible about the deployment and strategy, reconnaissance and timing, pursuit and search in chaps. 7 

and 8. These have been lauded by military experts as admirably credible (Malamat 1953).  

ThefinalstoryinthesequencerecountsIsraelites‘appealtoGideontobetheonewhowill―rule‖(Heb

mšl) over them. Without using the mlk words, it looks nonetheless like an offer of dynastic kingship. 

Gideon properly declines, where Yahweh is acknowledged sovereign, while requesting instead that the 

troops give him all the gold rings that they had taken as booty. With the gold he makes an ephod, an 

object of hallucinatory aid in oracle-seeking (cf. story of Micah in Judges 17). That is, while piously 

decliningtherightto―rule,‖heeagerlyacceptedthepoweroforacularauthority.Theresultwasthat―all



Israelplayedtheharlot‖atGideon‘sephod,withdireconsequencesforGideon‘sfamily(8:22–28). It is 

entirely possible, but not demonstrable, that at some point Gideon did bear the title of melek (―King‖),in

viewofthenamethathegavetothesonofhisShechemiteconcubine:Abimelech,―MyFatherisKing.‖ 

Accordingtothecompiler,Gideon‘slegacytoIsraelwas―fortyyears‖(meaningperhaps―a

generation‖)of―quiet,‖undisturbedbyMidianiteandotherraidersfromTransjordan.Itwasnodoubt

thankstoGideonthat―thedayofMidian‖becameastandardwayofsaying―Israelitevictory‖(Isa 9:4 

[Heb 9:3]; cf. Ps 83:11 [Heb 83:12] and Isa 10:26). Much later, Gideon is named in a NT roster of 

worthieswhothroughfaithhad―conqueredkingdoms‖(Heb 11:32).  

Gideon‘swealthandprominencearealsorecalledinthetraditionofhismanywivesandseventysons,

―hisownoffspring.‖Thenumberseventy,whichincludesneitherJothamnorAbimelech,probably

reflects a combination of genealogical and political relationship. There was a sonship which could be 

acquired by negotiation and demonstration of loyalty. Thus, at Gideon‘sdeaththerewouldbea

dissipationofleadership;thisformedthebasisforAbimelech‘spursuitofkingshipatShechem,

liquidationoftheseventy,andJotham‘sdenunciationinJudges 9.  

Gideon‘scareerbelongsto the mid-12th century, to judge from the massive destruction level at 

Shechem in Iron I, which is surely to be correlated with the Abimelech story.  

Thus,Gideon/Jerubba˓alwasamilitarydelivererwho,perhaps,foraperiodbecame―King‖overa

segment of the Israelite populace. Holding out for the exercise of highest authority, with or without the 

old labels, he had settled for something short of commendable faith in the view of the storytellers and 

their compilers.  
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ROBERT G. BOLING  

GIDEONI (PERSON) [Heb gid˓ōn   (ִגְדעִֹני)]. Father of the chief (nāś  ˒, Num 2:22) Abidan of the tribe 

of Benjamin. Each of the five references to Gideoni in the OT occurs in a tribal list where his mark of 

distinctionishisstatusasthefatherofAbidan.UndertheleadershipofGideoni‘ssonAbidan,thetribeof

Benjamin participated in the census of Israelite men able to go to war conducted by Moses (Num 1:11, 

36–37), presented its offerings on the ninth day of the twelve-day celebration of the dedication of the altar 

(Num 7:60, 65), took its proper place on the W side of the tabernacle in the Israelite camp (Num 2:22), 

andassumeditspositionintheorderofmarchattheIsraelites‘departurefromMt.Sinai(Num 10:24). 

ThenameGideonimaymean:(1)―onewithadisabledhand‖(NothIPN, 227),(2)―ayouth‖(HALAT 

173),or(3)―onewhocutsdowntrees‖(IDB 4: 395).  

DALE F. LAUNDERVILLE  

GIDOM (PLACE) [Heb gid˓ōm (ִגְדעֹם)]. According to the RSV (Judg 20:45), the name of a place 

near the rock of Rimmon where the Israelites slew the last two thousand Benjaminites (more likely the 

last―twocontingents[Heb˒alpayim]ofmen‖)inthecivilwarthatfollowedtherapeoftheLevite‘s 

concubine (Judges 19–20, esp. 20:4). The context suggests that Gidom was located in the wilderness E of 

Gibeah, although it is possible that the phrase ˓ad gid˓ōm does not delimit the geographical extent of this 

finalbattle(―asfarasGidom‖)butratheritsduration(―untiltheyhadbeencutdown‖),readinggid˓ōm as 

an infinitive construct with a 3 masc. pl. suffix (so NEB and Boling, Joshua AB).  

GARY A. HERION  



GIFTS, SPIRITUAL [Gk pneumatika (πνευματικα), charismata (χαρισματα)]. Special gifts 

bestowed by God on individual members of the Christian community for the edification of the whole 

community.  

———  

A. Background  

B. Lexical Matters  

C. Paul  

1. The Service of the Church  

2. The Assembly  

———  

A. Background  

Biblical religion witnesses to the activity of the divine spirit (whether in the OT as rûaḥ Yahweh or in 

the NT as the HOLY SPIRIT) which infuses the human person in worship, service, and religious ecstasy. 

Examples in the OT range from the visitation of ruaḥ upon characters as diverse as Samson, Saul, Micah, 

and Ezekiel (Judg 14:6, 19; 1 Sam 10:10; Mic 3:8; Ezek 1:2) to the cultivating of natural skills and 

abilities in the case of Bezalel (Exod 35:30, 31) and the oracles of the prophets and sages of Israel (Wis 

7:25–27; 9:17).Thepossessionof―spiritualgifts,‖however,looksforwardtothemessianicagewhenIsa 

11:2 wastobefulfilledandthespiritofYahwehwasbelievedtorestuponandendueGod‘sanointedone.

The latter event is associated with Jesus‘baptismandministry(accordingtothemultistrandNTtradition,

e.g., Luke 4:18–19) and epitomized in Acts 2:22; 10:38. After Pentecost, the birth of the Church was 

attestedbyapostolic―signsofpower‖asamarkofthenewageofmessianicfulfillmentwhichhad

arrived with the exaltation of Jesus the Messiah and the gift of the divine Spirit (Acts 2:17–39). One 

phrasewhichsumsupthemanifestationoftheSpiritintheexperienceofNTChristiansis―spiritual

gifts,‖andthesettingoftheterminthenewage,aspartoftheconquering,newbornelationthe first 

believers felt, is an important factor in its understanding.  

B. Lexical Matters  

Thegeneralsenseoftheterm―spiritualgifts‖coversallendowmentsoftheSpiritfoundinChristian

experience and designed to be of service to the Church. Two Greek words are used in the NT: pneumatika 

(employedinthesenseof―spiritualgifts‖ine.g.,1 Cor 14:1, 12; and most likely 2:13; 12:1 and best 

translatedwithSullivanas―giftsofinspiration‖)andcharismata which is the more important term, found 

only in the Pauline corpus (sixteen times) and 1 Pet 4:10. Charisma meansliterallya―gift-in-grace,‖

deriving from charis, ―grace.‖AttheheartofthewordisGod‘sfreefavorwhichrulesoutallnotionof

merit (Rom 4:4) or reward (Rom 6:23).Itis,therefore,atermsuitedtoexpressGod‘sinitiativein

restoring humankind to wholeness and harmony with the divine purpose and could stand as a synonym for 

―eternallife,‖thesupremecharisma (Rom 5:15; 6:23; 11:29).Paul‘sministryiscloselyboundwiththe

experience of this gift-in-grace (2 Cor 1:11), an idea found also in 1 Pet 4:10 where charisma is one of 

servicewhichspeaksandembodiesthewordof―grace.‖TheintimateassociationofGod‘sgracewhich

justifies the godless (Rom 4:5) with charisma is emphasized by Käsemann who regardsPaul‘steaching

on―spiritualgifts‖as―theprojectionintoecclesiologyofthedoctrineofJustificationbyfaith‖

(Käsemann 1964: 75–76).  

Charisma, then, is bound up with charis. This link is attested in Philo (leg All III.78) but the use of 

charisma is rare, not found in non-Christian Greek writers or Josephus. The LXX evidence is uncertain 

(Sir 7:33 has charis in one manuscript tradition with charisma in Codex S; 38:30 has to chrisma with 

charisma as a textual variant in Codex B*). Theodotion uses charisma once to render the Heb ḥesed, 

covenant love (Ps 30[31]: 22[21]). The NT data have to be considered on their own, without much 

assistance from parallel sources; and the lexical distribution shows that both pneumatika and charismata 

are words preeminently belonging to the Pauline vocabulary.  

C. Paul  



From the wording of 1 Cor 12:1–11 itisclearthattheissueof―manifestationsofspirit‖wasaheated

topic at Corinth. Paul pays tribute to the rich—if exotic—endowments of spiritual life found in that 

congregation (1 Cor 1:7). Evidently, the Corinthians had inquired of Paul how these gifts were to be 

exercised;hencetheformula―Iwouldnothaveyouignorant‖(12:1) is meant to address the phenomena 

of enthusiasm and ecstatic utterances that were prominent features of Corinthian church life. The question 

raised has to do with ta pneumatika, best taken in the neuter sense of gifts exercised in public worship. 

Paulconcedesthatsuchsignsofenthusiastic―spirit-power‖(pneumatika maywellbetheCorinthians‘

own designation, conceded in 1 Cor 14:12; Schulz 1976: 454–56)areexpressionsoftheSpirit‘sactivity,

butheproceedstosetthemwithinalargerframeworkofGod‘scharismata, a broader term referring to all 

manifestationsofGod‘sfavor,findingparticularandconcreteexpression in service of whatever kind. In 

so doing Paul has introduced a new set of criteria for evaluating spiritual gifts by setting them in an order 

ofprecedenceandimportance,andtherebyhehascorrectedtheCorinthians‘valuejudgments.  

1. The Service of the Church. ―Spiritualgifts‖(charismata) in the wider application which Paul 

prefers relates to the service of the Church and is set within the apostolic teaching of Christian calling. 

The chief criterion is not the display of some supernatural or paranormal activity but the use that is made 

ofit.―Thecriterionofagenuinecharismaliesnotinthemerefactofitsexistencebutintheusetowhich

itisput‖(Käsemann1964:71).Specifically,thisimpliesthatChristiansrecognizethecharisma as the 

Lord‘sgift-in-grace, and employ it as a way of expressing obedience to his call and requirement. Seen in 

this total way, many facets of life are brought under the rubric of charismata (Rom 12:6). The Pauline 

categories are (a) kerygmatic, the means by which the Gospel is proclaimed and applied by apostles, 

prophets, evangelists, and teachers (1 Cor 12:28–31; 14:3–5, 29–32; cf. Eph 4:11; 1 Tim 4:14; 2 Tim 1:6 

forlaterdevelopmentinto―office‖);(b)diaconal,giftsofservice(1 Cor 12:5:―actsofservice‖)involving

deacons, deaconesses, administrators, those who give assistance to others in distress, including 

almsgiving, hospitality, and care of the sick and widows (Rom 12:7–8, 13; 1 Cor 12:28; Phil 1:1; cf. 1 

Tim 5:9–10, 16–17; Titus 1:8); (c) miracle-working and healing ministries covered by the term in 1 Cor 

12:6 which takes in the role of those who practice healing with prayer, laying on of hands and exorcism (1 

Cor 12:10, 28);(d)theenduranceofsufferingfortheGospel‘ssake(2 Cor 1:5–7; 4:7–12; 12:9–10; Col 

1:24–25; and especially Phil 1:27–30 wherebothapostleandcongregationare―gifted‖[1:29] with the 

privilege of suffering on behalf of Christ); (e) special vocational giftedness which includes such general 

references as Rom 1:11 (―somespiritualgift‖);1 Cor 1:7 (―youdonotlackandcharisma‖)andmore

particular callings like that of celibacy or self-restraint within the married state (1 Cor 7:7). The fact that 

Paul can regard such abstinence from sex as a concession and as applicable for only a limited time (7:5) 

suggests that the charisma of continence within marriage is a special case and may not be available to 

those who practice normal marital relations. His eye is possibly on an unusual Corinthian practice of 

sexless marriage (1 Cor 7:36–38).  

It is evident that Paul as himself an apostle of Christ (Rom 1:1; 2 Cor 1:1) appealed to the witness of his 

―mightyworks‖(Rom 15:17–20) as tokens of divine power which accompanied his ministry, though he is 

careful to hedge about these statements by never appealing to such signs as validating proofs and by 

qualifyinghisassertionswithhisstresson―Christworkingthroughhim‖(Rom 15:18). In a polemical 

passage (2 Cor 12:11–13), he insists that what counted for him was fidelity to his apostolic call, not the 

―signs,wondersandmiracles‖whichhisopponentsevidentlylaidclaimto(2 Cor 12:12). Also to be 

consideredhereisPaul‘sownecstaticortranscendentalexperienceas―amaninChrist‖(2 Cor 12:1–10). 

Hewastherecipientof―visionsandrevelations‖andheardheavenlymessages(12:4) which may be the 

same as what he elsewhere (1 Cor 2:9-10) refers to an unmediated contact with God by the Spirit. The 

―journeytoparadise‖motif(2 Cor 12:2) is based on Jewish apocalyptic idiom (Revelation 4) which is 

mentionedinconnectionwithfavoredJewishheroesandholypeoplewhowererapturedtoGod‘s

presence. In view ofthespecialnatureofthis―mystical‖experienceforPaul—he summoned it from the 

past over fourteen years ago (2 Cor 12:2)—it is significant that he never built his case for apostolic 

authority on what was seen and heard, and has set the experience within a double frame (2 Cor 11:30–33 

the flight from Damascus as he was lowered in a basket; 2 Cor 12:7–10 the dialogue with the Lord who 



did not grant his request for the removal of his thorn in the flesh) that emphasizes vividly his frailty and 

continuing weaknesses. His critics at Corinth charge him with being deficient in spiritual ecstasies (2 Cor 

10:10; 13:9). In reply Paul makes it clear that such dissociative experiences as he has known (2 Cor 5:13; 

1 Cor 14:18) have not brought him nearer to God than at other times. They have been marked by an 

intimacy too precious to reveal, and too exceptional for any case of apostolic validation to be built upon 

them. Paul gloried in his weakness. The failure on the part of the Corinthians to appreciate this led to 

serious consequence. As Lang (1986: 18) puts it, overrating the charismata misled the Corinthians into 

devaluing the cross of Christ.  

2. The Assembly. Because of problems within the Corinthian community and in particular its services 

of worship Paul devotes considerable attention to spiritual gifts in a liturgical setting. In the section of 1 

Cor 7:7 ―eachpersonhashischarisma fromGod,‖Paulelaboratestheruleexpressedastoeachperson

his or her own gift. Each person in the assembly is gifted with some charisma, though not all have the 

same gift. The setting here is seen in the dialogue-analogy of 12:14–21 (reflecting the unity of the human 

anatomy): the foot has no reason to object that because it is not the hand it is not part of the body; 

conversely the eye must not say to the hand, I have no need of you. God has designed the ecclesial body 

to be one, yet composed of many members (12:12, 20, 27). He has fashioned charismata to express unity-

in-diversity, with no division within the body (12:25: schisma looks back to 1 Cor 1:10), no rivalry 

between the parts since all the members share a common life-in-the-Spirit (12:12, 13), and no justifiable 

sense of superioritysincethestrongerparts(thosegiftedwithamoreactivefaithbasedon―knowledge‖

and―wisdom,‖12:8–9) have need of the weaker elements in the Church (those possessing only limited 

endowment). In fact, there should be a mutual interchange (12:25) and a complementarity based on the 

way all the charismata cohere to fit with the divine scheme (12:18).  

The fact that the Spirit imparts charismata ―ashedetermines‖(12:11) and each gifted part of the 

ecclesialbodyistooccupyaplace―asGodchooses‖(12:18) sounds the death knell to inordinate pride on 

the one side, and low self-esteem on the other. All the members have a special charisma, but one does not 

have all the charismata; and some charismata are not universally available (12:29–30; these rhetorical 

questions expect the answer no).  

The second criterion laid down by Paul is that all the charismata serveonepurpose,statedasthe―good

ofall‖(2 Cor 12:7). This axiom will be elaborated in chap. 14 where the apostolic directive is that all the 

gifts on display in congregational assembly should be directed to the upbuilding (oikodomē) of the entire 

company (14:5, 12, 26). In the list of nine gifts in 12:4–10 a representative number are itemized, probably 

in descending order of Pauline evaluation. There are three groups, each with a distinctive aim: (a) 

pedagogicalministriesintheutterancesof―wisdom‖and―knowledge‖twincapacitieshighlyprizedat

Corinth and needing to be brought under the control of the Spirit lest they should minister to pride and 

speculation (1 Cor 8:1), and reliance on a private gnosis which benefits only the possessor.―Wisdomof

thisage‖(1 Cor 1:20–25; 2:5–6; 3:19) does not serve to build up the congregation; but wisdom as a God-

given insight into divine mysteries (2:7: cf. Eph 3:10–11; Col 1:9) does; (b) supernatural powers 

exemplified in deeds of faith, miracle-working abilities, and effective healings (12:9, 28, 30) suggest the 

presence of divine activity in relation to human weakness, sickness, and distress, though the Paul of Acts 

(Acts 14:8–10; 16:16–18; 19:11–12; 28:3–6, 7–10) is given a reputation as a wonderworker that is only 

marginally represented in the epistles (by contrast 2 Cor 12:1–10; cf. 2 Tim 4:20). (c) gifts of 

communication are expressed in the following terms—prophecy linked to the ability to evaluate the 

inspired utterances (of the prophets? 1 Cor 14:29–31);glossolalicspeech,oftensimplycalled―tongues‖

(1 Cor 12:10, 28; 12:30; 13:1, 8; 14:5–6, 22–23, 39)ora―tongue‖(14:2, 4, 9, 13–14, 26–27), best 

understood as an ecstatic cry or type of prayer-speech thought to articulate the language of heaven (T. Job 

48–50)asavehicleofpraiseandcommunication.So,becausePaulwillhavethe―tongue‖express

meaning for others and not simply serve to build up the glossolalic (14:2, 4a), he insists on the need for 

―interpretationoftongues‖(1 Cor 12:10; 14:26),andthepresenceofan―interpreter‖(14:28) who will 

exercise this charisma (12:30; 14:5, 13, 27). Only thus—inPaul‘spastoralcounsel—will the church be 

edified and worship be brought under the aegis of the rational in tandem with the affective. See 1 Cor 14:6 



forPaul‘spreferenceforthemorenoeticgiftsof―revelation‖(uncoveringthewillofGodforhispeople

perhapsasdirectivesandcommands);―knowledge‖ofGod‘ssalvificplaninallitsramificationsforthe

Church;―prophecy,‖inspired utterances which, unlike glossolalia, are marked by intelligibility and 

comprehensibilityinthemindsofthehearers;and―teaching,‖perhapsscripturalexpositionsbasedonthe

OT.Glossolalia,ontheotherhand,istobeunderstoodas―speaking‖and―praying‖whenthemindis

inactive (14:14). For Paul this is less desirable on the ground that the congregation is not built up by this 

exercise (14:11); rather the individual glossolalic serves only to build up himself (14:4). Prophecy, to the 

contrary,involvestheinterplayofspiritandmind,andaimstoedifythehearers,whetherone‘sfellow-

believers (14:3, 16–17) or outsiders (14:24–26).  

This last reference introduces yet another criterion for the right and profitable use of charismata in the 

Pauline churches. It may be stated as a concern for good order and seemly behavior among the 

worshippers not only because other types of corporate practice—such as the confusion of all speaking in a 

strange tongue (14:11) or all speaking together—lead to disarray (1 Cor 14:17–28) but because Paul looks 

to the character of God as setting the standard. He is not a God of disorder but of peace (harmony) 

(14:32), and any tendency that promotes the abandonment of control and produces the onset of 

uninhibited and unrestrained outpourings in glossolalic speech suggests that the worshippers are 

―possessed‖byademonicspirit(14:23). Thereby, they betray the nature of worship under the lordship of 

Christ (12:1–3). So the apostolic call is to permit glossolalia, with the necessary safeguards; to give 

priority to intelligible prophecy and revelation (14:30); and above all to promote good order and decorous 

conduct (14:40).  

Another way of putting these three criteria—the unity to be safeguarded amid competing interests at 

Corinth, the concern for upbuilding of the entire company at worship, and the restraints needed to retain a 

semblance of good order—is to make love the indispensable accompaniment of whatever charismata are 

foundintheChurch.―Love‖(agapē) is not one of the charismata; itisrathertheSpirit‘sfruit(Gal 5:22). 

As such, it is the test of all the charismata, for if love is absent, all the gifts, however valued and heroic 

they may appear, lose their value (1 Cor 13:1–3). Only love, best defined as a determination to seek and 

apply the interests of God in other people, can act to ensure that the true meaning of a spiritual gift may be 

properly achieved. That implies that its function is controlled and channeled along those lines which 

promote the intention of God whose nature for Paul as for the other NT writers is most adequately 

describedaslove.EvengiftsthatPaulotherwisewouldapplaud,suchas―knowledge‖and―prophecy,‖

havetheirtruefunctionwithinarelationshipoflove;andevensotheyarelimitedtothisage,inPaul‘s

eschatology (1 Cor 13:8–13). Love which is as eternal as God‘snatureendures. 
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RALPH P. MARTIN  

GIHON (PLACE) [Heb g  ḥôn (ִגיחון)]. The name of two sources of water; though it is possible that 

they are not independent of one another.  

1. According to three connected communications, an important spring in Jerusalem, presented as the 

place where Solomon is said to have been anointed king (cf. 1 Kgs 1:33, 38, 45). The communication 

about a sacred tent from which the priest Zadok took the horn of oil for anointing (1:39) leads to the 

suggestion that the sacred ark had its place at the spring. There is no reason, however, to identify the tent 

for the ark pitched by David (2 Sam 6:17) with an institute outside the walls and never qualified as a 

sanctuary elsewhere. So the historical value may be doubtful. If instead of Gihon a better-known 



sanctuary (such as Gibeon) had been named here originally (Görg 1967: 129, but cf. Schmitt 1972: 191–

93) or if the communication about the tent is based on a metaphorical use of the term ˒ōhel meaning a 

temple building in Jerusalem (Rupprecht 1977: 84) or on a literary interpolation (Langlamet 1981: 88), is 

open to further discussions. According to 2 Chr 32:30, the spring had been blocked by king Hezekiah, 

who channeled the water down to the W side of the city. This information would be sustained if the so-

calledInscriptionofSiloam(nowinIstanbul)wouldrefertoHezekiah‘sactivitygivingareportabout the 

last phase of the work possibly connected with the defense system against the Assyrians (but see Shiloh 

1984:23whoclaimsforadifferencebetweenanearlier―SiloamChannel‖and―Hezekiah‘sTunnel‖). 

King Manasseh is said to have rebuilt an outer wall W of the spring (2 Chr 33:14), a communication 

withoutparallelwithinthereportaboutManasseh‘sreignin2 Kings 21, and therefore of limited historical 

value.  

ArchaeologicalworkatthespringofGihon,nowidenticalwith˓EnSittīMaryam(Arabic˓EnUmmed-

Dereǧ),leadstoidentifyingthespringasthe―basicfactorintheexistenceoftheearliestJerusalem‖

(Kenyon 1974: 39).Thespringitself,―quitedifferentinhydrologicalcharacterfromtheordinarysources

onothersites,whichgenerallyarefedbyregularsourcesorbythewatertable‖(Shiloh1984:23),had

been accessible by a shaft from the higher slope of the hill. This shaft, first identified by Warren in 1867 

and reexamined by Vincent in 1911, has been regarded by Kenyon as the earliest access used for military 

purposes already by the pre-IsraeliteinhabitantsofJerusalem.AccordingtoShiloh(1984:24)Warren‘s 

Shaftbelongstogetherwiththe―SiloamTunnel‖toawatersystemfromthe10th–9th century B.C. 

connecting―thenorthernpartofthecityofDavid(andperhapsevenitscitadel)withthewatersource.‖

The entrance area excavated in 1984 under the directionofShilohisnowpartofthe―CityofDavid

ArchaeologicalGarden.‖ 

2. According to Gen 2:13 the second mentioned river of the four headwaters separated from the main 

stream watering the paradise of Eden. The river is said to wind through the entire land of Cush. For 

identifying the water many attempts had been made (see Westermann Genesis BKAT, 297f.) The 

equation with the Nile River sustained by the African Cush (Ethiopia) and by translation in Jer 2:18 

(LXX) lacks philological evidence, as is the attempt to identify the Gihon with the Nubian (Sudanese) 

part of the Nile. Further proposals regarding the later named Tigris and Euphrates point to a 

Mesopotamian river running to one of these main streams (cf. Lemaire 1981); but there is no name 

comparable with Gihon under the well-documented Mesopotamian geographical names. So should it be 

the best solution to identify the Gihon with the above-cited watering as the most important river for 

Jerusalem, and Zion itself as the center of the world (cf. Eising TWAT 1: 1010). Moreover, if the Pishon 

should be the Nile in mythical connection with the extending primordial ocean (cf. Görg 1987: 11–13), 

Gihon may be the next important river from the view of a Judean author being well acquainted with 

Egyptian ideas of primordial waterings. The so-called geography of the paradise offers a kind of 

cartography, setting Jerusalem into the midst of the world and regarding Cush as a country in the S 

encircled by the river, possibly an allusion to the special contact of Jerusalem under Hezekiah to the 

Egyptian neighbor dominated by the 25th (Ethiopian) Dynasty.  

This view may be strengthened by considering the prophetic vision of a spring gushing forth from under 

the Temple (cf. Ezekiel 47) as a utopic description of a river growing up to a stream of universal 

relevance. Such an aspect may correspond to the metaphorical reception of the Gihon together with the 

other rivers of paradise and the Jordan River by Sirach (24:23–33) in order to praise the growing of the 

Torah (cf. Eising TWAT 1: 1011).  
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M. GÖRG  

GIL˓ADI, KEFAR. See KEFARGIL˓ADI.  

GILALAI (PERSON) [Heb gil lay (ִגֲלַלי)]. The son of a priest who participated in the Great 

Procession as one of the musicians during the dedication of the Wall of Jerusalem (Neh 12:36). He lived 

during the time of Ezra and Nehemiah in the 5th century B.C.  

GARY C. AUGUSTIN  

GILBOA, MOUNT (PLACE) [Heb gilbōa˓ ( ִגְלבַֹע)]. One of a pair of mountains overlooking the 

Valley of Jezreel. The other is the Hill of Moreh. It was in this area that Saul fought the Philistines in the 

battle in which he lost his life. (1 Sam 31:1, 8; 1 Chr 10:1, 8). The Philistines gathered for battle at 

Shunem (M.R. 181223 modern Sôlem on the S slope of Mount Gilboa [McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 420]), 

while the Israelites mustered at Gilboa (1 Sam 28:4, the latter perhaps with reference to a town rather than 

themountainasawholesincetheMTlacksthefullname―Mount Gilboa‖atthispoint,cf.1 Sam 31:1; so 

Reed IDB 2: 396). Mount Gilboa ismodernJebelFuqu˓ah,inthehillstotheWoftheJordanvalley

midway between the Sea of Galilee and the Dead Sea.  

The difficulty in the account of the battle of Gilboa (1 Samuel 28–31 and its aftermath in 2 Samuel 1) 

has to do with the order of the narrative. As many commentators have noted (Driver Samuel ICC, 213–14; 

Hertzberg 1 and 2 Samuel OTL, 217; McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 422–23), 1 Samuel 28, which begins the 

account of the battle, appears to be interrupted by chaps. 29–30,whichnarrateDavid‘srescueofZiklag

and his defeat of the Amalekites. In 1 Sam 29:1 the Philistines are said to be gathering at Aphek, which is 

N of the gathering-place (Shunem) mentioned in 1 Sam 28:4 and so logically prior to Shunem according 

to what would be their normal line of march (Driver Samuel ICC, 213–14; cf. Koizumi 1976: 63–64 who 

also reads the order of events this way). 1 Samuel 28 (the story of Saul and the witch of Endor on the 

evening of the battle of Gilboa) flows more naturally into 1 Samuel 31 (the account of the battle itself). 

Similarly, 1 Samuel 27 (David in the service of the Philistine Achish) flows naturally into 1 Samuel 29–

30 (DavidreleasedfromAchish‘sserviceandtherescueofZiklag).Itislikelythenthatintermsofthe

order of events, 1 Samuel 29–30 are displaced.  

Additionally,Samuel‘sspeech(asaghost)in1 Sam 28:17–18 remindsthereaderofSaul‘sfailureto

destroy the defeated Amalekites (1 Samuel 15), an episode which the prophetic editor of the books of 

SamuelunderstandsasleadingtoYHWH‘srejectionofSaul.Thismaterialislikelyaninterjectionwhich

prepares the wayforthestoryofDavid‘sdefeatoftheAmalekitesatZiklag(McCarter1 Samuel AB, 

422–23).  

The other references to Mount Gilboa refer back to the battle in which Saul dies (i.e., 2 Sam 1:6, 21; 2 

Sam 21:12).  
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GILEAD (PERSON) [Heb gil˓ād (ִגְלָעד)]. Three individuals in the Hebrew Bible bear this name.  

1. The son of Machir and grandson of Manasseh (Num 26:29; 36:1; 2 Chr 2:21 ul 23is six sons, whose 

descendants became significant tribal clans, were Iezer (Abiezer in Josh 17:2), Helek, Asriel, Shechem, 

Shemida, and Hepher (Num 26:30–32; Josh 17:2). The Manassite genealogy in 1 Chr 7:14–19 also names 

Gilead as the son of Machir but presents the other family relations in a way that is substantially different 

from that in Numbers 26. The text of 1 Chronicles 7 is corrupt at this point, and a number of different 

proposals have been made to correct it (Albright 1925: 28; Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 68–71; Braun 1 

Chronicles WBC, 110–12).  



Elsewhere,Gilead‘snameisusedtodesignatehisdescendantsortheirland as a whole (cf. Judg 5:17; 

10:18; 1 Sam 13:7; 2 Sam 2:9), and it is often difficult to know which is intended. According to the folk 

etymology in Gen 31:47–48,―Gilead‖derivesfrom―Galeed‖(gal ˓ēd, ―moundofwitness‖)and

originallydesignatedthepileofstonesthatcommemoratedJacob‘scovenantwithLaban(Gen 31:43–50). 

Amorerecentsuggestion,though,proposesthatthename―Gilead‖originallymeant―ruggedcountry‖

(cf. Ar jal  d, ―rough,‖―rugged‖),describingtheterrain of Gilead in contrast to Bashan (Cohen IDB 2: 

397).  

2. The father of Jephthah, who lived in the land of Gilead and begot his famous son by a prostitute (Judg 

11:1–2). Gilead had other sons by his wife, and these sons expelled Jephthah from the family home in 

order to keep the inheritance for themselves.  

3. A Gadite mentioned only in 1 Chr 5:14. He was an ancestor of Abihail, the father of the eleven (or 

ten; see SHAPHAT) sons listed in 1 Chr 5:12–13.NeitherGileadnortheothersnamedintheChronicler‘s

genealogy for Gad (1 Chr 5:11–17) appear in other lists of Gadites (Gen 46:16; Num 26:15–18; 1 Chr 

12:9–16—Eng12:12–15) or elsewhere in the Bible.  
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M. PATRICK GRAHAM  

GILEAD (PLACE) [Heb gil˓ād (ִגְלָעד)]. GILEADITE. An area on the E side of the Jordan River that 

became part of the Israelite inheritance.  

A. Etymology and Usage  

The name gil˓ād is difficult to explain both as regards etymology and original usage. It is established in 

the OT forty-seven times as indeterminate and fifty-three times as determinate. The OT derivation of the 

word is found in Gen 31:48, from gal˓ed ―witnesscairn,‖reminiscentofpopularetymology.Thename

survives in Arabic in the form gel˓ad. It has been considered that the word incorporates a consonantal 

dissimilation. The root should be g˓d, meaning―curly(ofhair),difficult (ofterrain).‖Sincethereare

parallel examples of naming an area after the nature of the ground and Gilead was also forested (2 Sam cf. 

Jer 22:6), the meanings correspond to the structure of the landscape E of the Jordan. The word is both 

masculine and feminine. The indeterminate form has mostly the character of a nomen gentile or nomen 

tribus instead of the appellative designation of an area, but this is not always the case (cf. 1 Chr 2:21, 23; 

7:14; and Josh 17:1).  

Outside the OT the word is found in Ugaritic, Text 170 as a nomen loci, in Text 301 as a personal name, 

andinaroyalAssyrianinscriptionfromNimrud,K2649/IIIR10,2―thetownofga-al-˒a-a- (za),‖ 

possibly identical with Ramoth-gilead.  

Whatever usage the name Gilead may have in the OT—as heros eponymos of a tribe (Num 26:29; Judg 

11:1) to whom Machir was the father (Josh 17:1; 1 Chr 2:21, 23; 7:14),asthedesignationofa―tribe‖

(Judg 5:17; Hos 6:8), or as the name of a territory (Gen 37:25)—it is always connected with the region to 

the E of the Jordan. The inhabitants are often called Gileadites (Num 26:30; Judg 12:4–5).  

B. Geography  

In its widest extent Gilead covers the area from the Arnon in the S to Bashan in the N. The N limit is 

very vaguely expressed in the OT. The Yarmuk is never mentioned. To the E, the area is bounded by the 

desert. The Jordan in the W has never played the role of a historical border but is more of ideological 

character (Josh 22:19). The Jordan has several fords and although the valley is very deep, on both sides of 

the Jordan is an easily traversable plain several kilometers wide extending N from the Dead Sea. The 

Jordan River meanders from the Sea of Galilee (ca. 212 m below sea level) to the Dead Sea (ca. 394 m 

below sea level). The Jordan Valley is cut by numerous wadis which empty into the Jordan or the Dead 

Sea. The most outstanding wadis are Yarmuk, el-Jabes, Nahr ez-Zerqa, and the Jabbok in the N and wadis 

Kufrein, Wala, Mojib, and the Arnon in the S. Nahr ez-Zerqa is the main divider of Gilead and is regarded 

as the border of the Ammonites (Deut 3:16; Josh 12:2). N of this wadi, the landscape rises sharply to a 

height of nearly 1500 m forming the Ajlun mountains. The hill country S of the Jabbok is called Belqa 



and continues to the area just E of the Dead Sea with the Abarim summits including Mt. Nebo and Mt. 

Pisgah, which form the W limit of the plains of Moab (also named Mishor in the OT). A general 

description of the area is found in Deut 2:36–37.Sometimesthedesignation―halfofGilead‖isusedboth

of the area N of the Jabbok (Josh 12:5; 13:31) and S of the same cleft (Deut 3:12; Josh 12:2). This 

designation could have its origin in the topography or in the early history. Gilead together with Bashan is 

said to have been governed by two Amorite kings, Sihon in the S and Og in the N (Num 21; etc).  

One topographical designation in the OT is har gil˓ād (Cant 4:1) or har haggil˓ād (Gen 31:21, 25; Deut 

3:12; Judg 7:3) which refers to the mountain district of Gilead, otherwise ˒ereṣ gil˓ad (five times) and 

˒ereṣ haggil˓ad (tentimes),―thelandofGilead,‖areused.―ThecitiesofGilead‖(mentionedinNum 

32:3, 26; Deut 3:12; Josh 13:25; and Judg 12:7) refers to the cities of Reuben and Gad. Havvoth-jair is 

placed in N Gilead according to Num 32:41 and Judg 10:4 (cf. Deut 3:4). Very few city names occur in 

the N, but lists count several cities in the S (Num 32:3, 34–38; Josh 13:16–20; Isa 15–16). Most of the 

same names are also found on the Moabite stone.  

One of the products which made Gilead famous and reappears in the book of Jeremiah (8:22; 46:11), 

was balm, a drug which was evidently exported to Egypt (Gen 37:25). According to Pliny (HN 12.117) 

balm was very rare and in the days of Alexander the Great only a spoonful of balm could be collected on 

a summer day. Vespasian took balm plants to Rome and Pompey boasts of carrying them in his triumph 

(Pliny HN, 12.111).  

From the Dead Sea bitumen or asphalt was brought and used as insulation or packing material, e.g. in 

tombs (Tell es-Sa˓idiyeh). 

C. History  

Gilead is mentioned for the first time in Gen 31:23 inrelationtoJacob‘ssettlementwithLaban in the 

mountains of Gilead. Ideologically it is not by mere accident that Jacob consents to a contract with Laban 

in this area. We are told about a treaty which tends to show Jacob as the dominant party. He succeeded in 

shaking off the Aramean yoke, would have another settlement with his brother Esau/Edom, and after his 

enigmatic wrestling at the ford of the Jabbok, the name Israel was given to him (Gen 32:29). Jacob, heros 

eponymos of the N kingdom, thus legitimated the area on the other side of the Jordan as Israelite property. 

When conquering Gilead, Moses had to defeat the two Amorite kings, Sihon and Og, who together 

governed all Gilead and Bashan (Deut 4:47–49). The tribes of Reuben and Gad asked for and got their 

inheritances in the S, (cf. Num 32 and Josh 13) and the E branch of Manasseh settled in the N. The E 

Jordan Valley fell to Gad.  

ThehistoryofMachirisenigmatic.Heisnamed―thefatherofGilead‖(Num 26:29; Josh 17:1). Machir 

took Gilead (Num 32:39) and Moses gave him Gilead (Deut 3:15). Machir was certainly a Cisjordanian 

tribe (Judg 5:14) until he settled in the E. There are also other sub-clans as Jair and Nobah. Gilead as a 

tribal name is mentioned together with Reuben in Judg 5:17 and seems to represent the N part of the area. 

These tribes did not take part in the Cisjordanian war. There was marked dissension between the Israelite 

groupsintheWandintheE.Ephraim‘simpatienceoverthestatementsofindependenceamongthe

Gileadites under Jephthah (Judg 12:1–6), points to a W self-confidence of domination over Gilead. The 

ideological and tribal connection between E and W also involved the question of political power.  

Saul built up his kingdom by winning loyalty in the E by rescuing Jabesh-gilead (1 Sam 11) when the 

city was besieged by the Ammonites. And from Gilead he could then attack the Philistines in the W. After 

Saul‘sdeath,hisson,Ishbaal,triedtocreateacenterofpowerinMahanaimtoreconquertheCisjordan(2 

Sam 2). It failedasthehistoryworkedforDavid.Whenthelatterhadtaken―thereinsoftheland‖inthe

W (2 Sam 8:1), he established his hegemony over the area E of the Jordan, and through his victories over 

the Arameans and the Ammonites he got definite control of Gilead, where David himself had to retreat 

when his son Absalom revolted against him (2 Sam 15–18).  

The reasons for the severe battles for sovereignty over Gilead were not only militarily strategic, but also 

commercially so. When David broke the power of the Philistines in Cisjordan and signed a treaty with 

Hiram of Tyre, he controlled the W trade route between Egypt and Damascus, the Via Maris, and by his 

take-overofGileadhewasinapositiontocontroltradealongtheKing‘sHighway(Numbers 21). The 



census whichconcludes2SamuelandwhichformstheepiloguetoDavid‘spowerfulreignincludesthe

land E of the Jordan, which Israel had claimed since the period of the Conquest.  

For Solomon, Gilead was a matter of domestic politics (1 Kgs 4:7–19) and three of his administrative 

districtscoveredTransjordan.TheinformationonSolomon‘sbuildingprojects(1 Kgs 9:15–22) does not 

mention a single town in the E but there are indications that copper was refined in the Jordan Valley (1 

Kgs 7:46).  

After the division of Solomon‘sempire,GileadinitswidestaspectwasjoinedtotheNkingdom

althoughRehoboamwasofAmmonitebloodonhismother‘sside(1 Kgs 14:31). It is possible to discern 

inJeroboam‘sactivitiesastrategictendencyintheorganizationofthenewNkingdom.Hefortified

Shechem and Tirzah in the W and Penuel in the area of the Jabbok. It may have been an ideological 

complement to Mahanaim in line with the revival of the Bethel cult (Gen 32:24–32).Shoshonq‘sinvasion

of Palestine (1 Kgs 14:25–26), yields in the Karnak inscription reference to at least four towns, Adama, 

Succoth (?), Penuel, and Mahanaim, which were pillaged in the E, on which the OT is silent.  

During the divided kingdom, control of Gilead was an essential element in the policy of the N Israelite 

kings. But they had to fight the Arameans in the N, especially at Ramoth-gilead and the Moabites in the S. 

The effort of the Omride kings to keep a strong hand on Gilead may be regarded in terms of economic 

policy. The state of tension between E and W which sometimes arose became the demise of King Jehu. 

He was killed by Shallum, the son of Jabesh, a Gileadite (2 Kgs 15:10).Israel‘schancesof freeing itself 

from the Arameans depended on Assyria and Adad-nirari III who finally crushed Aram, who had 

―threshedGileadwiththreshingsledgesofiron‖(Amos 1:3).  

Jehoash and JeroboamIIrecoveredalltheregion,butIsrael‘sstarbegantowaneduringthelateryears

ofJeroboam‘sreignandafterhimtherewasonepalacerevolutionafteranother.Pekahiahwasmurdered

by Pekah who was supported by the Gileadites (2 Kgs 15:25). Pekah also entered a coalition with Rezin 

of Damascus and according to 2 Kgs 16:6, a campaign materialized E of the Jordan in which the 

Arameans forced their way through Gilead as far S as Elath. Pekah was then overthrown by a pro-

Assyrian phalanx led by Hoshea. Gilead became just an Assyrian province (Isa 8:23 as conquered by 

Tiglath-pileser (2 Kgs 15:29). We do not know if Josiah had any special interest in Gilead. Ishmael, the 

murderer of Gedaliah, had support from the Ammonite king Baalis and he was possibly the last important 

usurper from the E (Jer 41).  

In the OT, the history of Gilead is written from a Cisjordanian point of view. Since the tribes Reuben, 

Gad, and half-of-Manasseh (and with them related clans) are said to have settled there, the land of Gilead 

was regarded as a part of the land of Israel. Gad is mentioned in the Mesha Inscription, but in the so-

called P ideology, Gilead is excluded and the river Jordan is regarded as frontier (Num 34:12; Ezek 47:18) 

and in Josh 22:19, Transjordan is considered unclean (cf. Num 32). There were three Levitical cities E of 

the Jordan (Deut 4:41–43). Psalms 60 and 108 speakofGileadasbelongingtoGod‘spatrimonyandin

the prophetic talk of restoration, Gilead is specially mentioned (Jer 50:19; Mic 7:14; Zech 10:10; Ob 19).  

D. Archaeology  

The warm climate of the Jordan Valley gave possibilities for very early civilizations and Jericho, 

together with Beidha, had communities more than 10,000 years ago. Archaeological surveys show that 

humans lived there from the beginning of the Old Stone Age around 450,000 years ago. Remains of a 

Neolithic culture are also found in the Wadi Yarmuk. Excavations have been carried out since 1930 at 

Tuleilat el-Ghassul where remains from an outstanding Chalcolithic culture have been found. Houses 

were decorated with painted frescoes in polychrome. Some of the hundreds of dolmens spread over the 

area seem to have been erected in this period. The EB is represented, and at Bab ed-Dhra in the Lisan a 

very extensive cemetery from this period has been found. No major MB sites have been excavated so far, 

but the typical fortification of the period, the glacis, has been found. The theory that Transjordan was a 

nomadic area between 1900–1300 B.C. can no longer be accepted. Surveys and excavations show that the 

area continued to flourish during the LB (1550–1200 B.C.). Sites as Tabaqat Fahil (Pella), Deir Alla, Tell 

el-Mazar, Tell es-Sa˓idiyeh,Madaba,Jalul,etc.andcavetombsintheBaq˓ahValleyshowalargewealth

of objects and pottery typical for this period. The Square Temple at the Amman airport is dated to the LB 



as is possibly the building found at El Mabrak. The first written records appear now at Tell Deir Alla and 

atBalu˓a.  

During the Iron Age (1200–586 B.C.), Gilead was governed sometimes by the Israelites, sometimes by 

the Arameans, and sometimes by the Ammonites and the Moabites. Architectural remains from several 

sites indicate that the Iron Age cultures E of the Jordan attained a high degree of prosperity. There were 

large cities, well planned with magnificent water installations. Finds of glass beads of very high iron 

content (50 percent) in burialcavesintheBaq˓ahValleysuggestanironindustryintheareaalreadyin

Iron Age IA (ca. 1200–1050 B.C.). There are iron mines in the Ajlun area. Numerous megalithic forts 

were positioned along the trade routes. Several inscriptions and ostraca provide many interesting details 

of the history. The Moabite Stone, found in 1868 at Dhiban, gives the E opinion of the Israelite hegemony 

in the area N of the Arnon in the 9th century B.C. At Tell Deir Alla was found (in 1967) a remarkable 

inscription on cement. On paleographic grounds, it is dated to the 8th century B.C. and tells about the 

nightlyvisionsof―theseerofthegods,Balaam,Beor‘sson‖(cf.Num 22–24).  

At Tell Mazar in the Jordan Valley ostraca have been found, which date to the 7th–6th century B.C. 

Hebrew, and especially Ammonite, influences are evident in the texts (cf. the inscriptions from Tell Siran, 

the Amman Citadel, and the Amman Theatre). From the Persian period (ca. 539–332 B.C.), little is known 

except that citadels were built along the routes (Tell es-Sa˓idiyeh).TheHellenisticperiod(ca.332–63 

B.C.) offers especially one place of biblical interest, namely Araq el-Emir situated W of Amman. There 

the Tobiad family resided until Hyrcanos was overwhelmed by the Seleucids in ca. 175 B.C. A great Qasr 

surrounded by an artificial moat was built, and in a short inscription on stone the square letters of the 

Hebrew alphabet appear for the first time (ca. 190 B.C.).  
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M. OTTOSSON  

GILEAD, BALM OF. See BALM.  

GILGAL (PLACE) [Heb gilgāl (ִגְלָגל)]. A common place name in the OT. In all but two cases (Josh 

5:9; Josh 12:23), it is prefixed with the definite article (haggilgāl), or the definite article and preposition 

(baggigāl, as in Josh 4:19).Thenameappearstomean―circle(ofstones),‖apparentlybasedona

duplication of the root gll ―toroll‖or―rollaway.‖The MT refers to at least three, and perhaps as many as 

five, distinct locations by this name.  

1. A place near Jericho where the Israelites established their first encampment after crossing the Jordan 

River (Josh 4:19). As a memorial of passing over the Jordan on dry land, the Israelites set up at Gilgal 

twelve stones taken out of the dry river bed (Josh 4:20). It was here that the generation born during the 

wilderness wanderings was circumcised (Josh 5:2–9). The connection of the name Gilgal with the verb 



form―Ihaverolled away‖(gallôt  ) is perhaps better seen as a word play rather than a folk etymology. The 

Israelites celebrated their first Passover in the promised land at Gilgal (Josh 5:10–11), at the conclusion of 

which the provision of manna ceased (Josh 5:12). During their encampment at Gilgal, the Israelites were 

approachedbyemissariesofGibeon,who―tricked‖themintoagreeingtoanonaggressionpact(Josh 9:6). 

In fulfillment of this agreement, the Israelites used Gilgal as a base for their attack on the anti-Gibeonite 

coalition (Josh 10:6–7, 9, 15), and it was to Gilgal that they returned after their victorious sweep through 

S Canaan (Josh 10:43). It was also here that Joshua granted Hebron to Caleb as a reward for faithfulness 

during the wilderness wanderings (Josh 14:6). The allotment of tribal territories recorded in Joshua 15–19 

is also implicitly associated with Gilgal. Judg 2:1 records the movement of the angel of the Lord from 

Gilgal, where he had previously appeared to Joshua (Josh 5:13–15), to BOCHIM apparently signaling a 

downturninGilgal‘ssignificance.ItispossiblethatthisdownturnresultedfromthecaptureofGilgalby

the Moabites, for it is in the vicinity of Gilgal (Judg 3:19) that EHUD assassinates Eglon, king of Moab.  

In the time of Samuel, Gilgal appears to have undergone a renaissance, becoming an important cultic 

center. It was one of the three places where Samuel sat during his yearly judicial cycle (1 Sam 7:16). 

Following their initial encounter, Samuel asked SAUL to await him at Gilgal (1 Sam 10:8). It is here that 

Samuel makes Saul king (1 Sam 11:14–15),andherewhereSaulralliedtheIsraelitesafterJonathan‘s

victory over the Philistine garrison at GEBA (1 Sam 13:3–4). Impatient because Samuel was late, Saul 

presumptuously made burnt offerings at Gilgal, resulting in a stinging rebuke from Samuel (1 Sam 14:8–

15). That such offerings were considered appropriate at Gilgal under certain circumstances is 

demonstrated by the reference to peace offerings performed when Saul was made king (1 Sam 11:15). 

After his victory over the Amalekites, Saul met Samuel at Gilgal (1 Sam 15:12–13), where his failure to 

destroy the flocks of the Amalekites called forth another rebuke from Samuel (1 Sam 15:22–30), resulting 

inSaul‘srejectionasking.Saul‘sunacceptableexcuse,thathewassavingtheflocksforsacrificeat

Gilgal, is further indication of the cultic significance of the site at this time. A few years later, the men of 

Judah gathered at Gilgal to greet David on his return from exile following the death of Absalom (2 Sam 

19:15).  

Gilgal fades into obscurity until the 8th century, when in the thought and words of Amos and Hosea it 

becomes a symbol of apostacy. In the book of Amos, Gilgal appears in parallel with Bethel as a symbol of 

transgression and illegitimate sacrifice (Amos 4:4), and the people are encouraged to seek Yahweh 

instead of Bethel and Gilgal (Amos 5:5). Hosea warns the sons of Ephraim against entering into Gilgal 

(Hos 4:15), tells them that they have been rejected because of the evil they have done in Gilgal (Hos 

9:15), and informs them that sacrifices in Gilgal are useless (Hos 12:11). Only Micah presents a positive 

imageofGilgalwhen,aspartofYahweh‘slegalcaseagainsthispeoplebecauseoftheirviolationofthe

covenant,heasksthemto―rememberwhathappenedfromShittimtoGilgal‖(Mic 6:5).  

Some scholars (e.g., Kraus 1951) have argued that the description in Joshua 3–6 of the events 

surrounding the crossing of the river Jordan reflect an annual cultic celebration in which these events were 

reenacted. This is a provocative, but also highly speculative, theory. It is difficult to believe that such a 

celebration would have been entirely ignored in other portions of the OT, especially if it were associated 

with one of the other major feasts of the cultic calendar.  

The only OT clue to the exact location of ancient Gilgal occurs in Josh 4:19,whereitislocated―onthe

eastborderofJericho,‖meaning, of course, the territory of Jericho and not the city itself. Although Tell 

en-Nitla, about 3.5 km E of Jericho, seems to provide the best fit for this description, excavations have 

yielded no evidence for occupation before the Byzantine period (Muilenberg 1955: 19–20). Two more 

promising candidates are to be found in the vicinity of Khirbet Mefjir (M.R. 193143), about 3 km NE of 

Jericho. Archaeological soundings at one of these sites, a little N of Khirbet el-Mefjir, yielded 

characteristic Iron Age pottery (Muilenberg 1955), while work at the other site, slightly W of Khirbet el-

Mefjir, left the question unanswered (Bennett 1972; Landes 1975). Although it seems quite possible that 

ancient Gilgal is to be found somewhere nearby, its exact location remains enigmatic.  

2. A location in the S hill country of Samaria, near Bethel. It was here that Elijah and Elisha began their 

final journey to Transjordan (2 Kgs 2:1). Although some have identified this place with Gilgal near 



Jericho,thecontextclearlyreferstoalocationfromwhichone―wentdown‖toBethel(2 Kgs 2:2). This 

seems to indicate a place higher in altitude and perhaps to the N of Bethel. It has most commonly been 

identified with modern Jiljulieh (Muilenberg IDB 2: 398), which occupies the summit of a hill 

approximately 12 km N of Bethel (M.R. 171159). Despite the clear reflection of the ancient name, it is not 

yet known whether the site was occupied during the Iron Age. It is possible that the miracle in which 

Elisha purified a bowl of accidentally poisoned pottage (2 Kgs 4:38–41) is to be associated with this hill 

country Gilgal, although it could just as well be connected with Gilgal near Jericho.  

3. A station on the N border of the tribal allotment of Judah (Josh 15:7). Alt (1953) has persuasively 

argued that the border list of Joshua 15 is derived from an ancient legal document delineating the 

territorial claims of the tribes during the period of the Judges. In the parallel passage (Josh 18:17) 

describing the S border of Benjamin, the name Geliloth appears in place of Gilgal. Given the fact that 

both words are derived from the same root (gll), these are obviously variants referring to the same border 

station. There are no objective criteria that allow us to choose one variant over the other. Although some 

scholars have sought to identify this border point with Gilgal near Jericho, the context clearly indicates a 

location much closer to the ascent of Adummim, convincingly identified with a ridge approximately half-

way on the road between Jerusalem and Jericho whose red color is reflected in its modern Arabic name, 

Talat ed-Damm (Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 367–68). The nearby ruins at Khan el-Ahmar (M.R. 

181133), traditional location of the Inn of the Good Samaritan, have often been identified with the ancient 

border station. However, recent archaeological survey has produced no evidence of Iron Age occupation 

at Khan el-Ahmar, leading to a suggestion to identify ancient Gilgal/Geliloth with Araq ed-Deir (M.R. 

180133), an area of ruins approximately 1.5 km W of Khan el-Ahmar where some indication of Iron Age 

occupation has been found (Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 367).  

4. IntheMT,thelistofkingsdefeatedbyJoshuaincludesreferencetoa―kingofGoiimatGilgal‖(Josh 

12:23). The RSV, following the LXX, reads Galilee in place of Gilgal. This suggests a possible 

identification with the Galilean site of Haroseth-ha-goiim mentioned as the home of Sisera in Judg 4:2. 

However, if we prefer to follow the MT, then we must assume the existence of a Canaanite city by the 

name of Gilgal. Unfortunately, clues to its location are minimal. If we assume that the list of defeated 

kings proceeds in geographical order, which is not entirely untenable, the kingofGilgal‘sappearance

between Dor and Tirzah suggests a location somewhere on the E edge of Sharon Plain. If this is 

acceptable, then the ancient name may well be preserved in the modern town of Jiljuliyeh (GP, 327), 

approximately 5 km N of Aphek (M.R. 145173).  

5. The reference to Gilgal in Deut 11:30 remains enigmatic. The preceding verse gives the distinct 

impression that reference is being made to a location somewhere in the vicinity of Mount Ebal and Mount 

Gerazim, that is, near ancient Shechem. This is further strengthened by the reference to the Oak of Moreh, 

which Gen 12:6 clearly locates at Shechem. Thus, it seems that an as yet unidentified location somewhere 

in the vicinity of Shechem also bore the name Gilgal. Perhaps this is the same Gilgal as that known to 

Elijah and Elisha (see #2 above). However, many scholars feel that the overall context of this verse, 

referring as it does to entrance into the promised land, requires that Gilgal near Jericho (#1 above) be the 

point of reference. One provocative idea relates these verses in Deuteronomy to a rabbinic tradition 

suggesting that the Israelites utilized artificial heaps of stone as replicas of Ebal and Gerazim as part of a 

cultic celebration at the more famous Gilgal (Brownlee ISBE 2: 471).  
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WADE R. KOTTER  



GILGAL (PREHISTORIC SITES). Six prehistoric sites were uncovered in 1973–74 on a low ridge and 

in a flat valley nearby, which were formed by the lisan bed in the lower Jordan Valley about 12 km N of 

Jericho. This ridge stands on the E part of the Salabiya Valley and is 220 m below sea level. Three sites 

were found on the ridge: Gilgal I (Pre-Pottery Neolithic A), and Gilgal II and VI (attributed to the 

Natufian Culture). In the valley are sites III and IV which are PPNA and site V, also attributed to the 

Natufian. In the past they may have been one unit while in a later period erosion activity cut the ridge and 

separated most of the sites by gullies.  

This entire area lies between the Irano-Turanian and the Saudi Arabia plant belt with around 150 mm of 

rain, very mild winters and very hot summers. Only in Natufian times did humans arrive in this area, 

when the salty lisan lake which covered most of the Jordan Valley dried and a sweet water spring was 

exposed. Traces of a large deep swamp were also left on the W side of the Gilgal ridge. The PPNA people 

followed the Natufian people in this area, making the span of human occupation in this area ca. 9000–

7600 B.C.E. Beyond this period, very little is known about the exploitation of the area. The water sources 

probably ran out, and it has remained barren and neglected almost until modern times.  

A section has been dug in most of the sites mentioned, but only in Gilgal I has systematic excavation 

continued since 1974. The site is about 3–4 dunams and is located on the ridge and its W slope. On the 

surface, traces of stone walls of about 15 oval structures were seen, some of which have been examined. 

Although very close to the surface, the house floors were still very rich in finds. On most of the house 

floors which were white, a flat stone with cup-holes was found, sometimes along with a grinding stone. 

The arrowheads were of El Khiam points type with some variations; there also were long sickle blades, 

borers and a few axes, all made from flint. Polished axes were made of limestone and basalt and there 

were also upper grinding stones and some polishers from basalt.  

In the heart of the site, almost on top of the ridge, a wide section was dug and two major levels have 

been identified. Level 1, (the upper one) has lighter soil material, similar to mudbrick, and the lower 

Level 2, has walls of dark grayish soil. The lowest house uncovered (No. 11) is ovoid, its daub walls 

remain to a height of 50 cms. The house floor was laid on a very compact pebble foundation; similar 

pebbles were seen on sites III and IV. This house contained large quantities of carbonized seeds of oats 

and barley and a handful of acorns and pistachioes, which were probably stored in small containers. In a 

different corner of the same house some very significant objects were found, such as three human 

figurines made of clay (perhaps burnt), and a bird figurine carved from limestone, as well as large pieces 

of asphalt that had coated baskets, which still bore the basketry and showed quite high quality 

craftmanship. Another human figurine carved from limestone and carrying signs of a skirt was found on a 

floor of building No. 10. The combination of the store of seeds and the above-mentioned objects indicates 

a new symbolic thought and behavior of the people of that time.  

The economy of the people was based on gathering wild plants and hunting, mainly birds, fowl, crabs 

and gazelles. The carbon dating taken from the seeds yielded dates ranging from 7900–7800 B.C.E.  

The rich finds in the Jordan Valley sites correspond to the specific environment and location of this 

area: the spring environment which allowed special exploitation, the relatively short distance to the Dead 

Sea, a source of asphalt, which was so frequently used by these people. The clayish soil was conducive to 

varied usages—for use in bricks, and later on for pottery.  
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TAMAR NOY  

GILGAMESH EPIC. A masterpiece of ANE literature, the Gilgamesh Epic (GE) is composed in 

Akkadian. It features the adventures of Gilgamesh, a king said to rule the S Mesopotamian city of Uruk 



around 2600 B.C.E. Since Gilgamesh has left us no contemporaneous monuments, scholars debate whether 

hereallyexisted.Gilgamesh‘sexploits in the GE, however, are mostly beyond historical evaluation. In 

other traditions and in omen literature, Gilgamesh is invoked as a mighty builder, but also as an infernal 

deity.  

———  

A. Sources  

B. Versions  

C. Contents of Two Versions  

D. Gilgamesh and Biblical Studies  

———  

A. Sources  

The GE is a long narrative with multiple episodes, allocated to at least 10, but no more than 12 tablets, 

eachaveragingabout300lines(anafternoon‘slistening).Onenativetraditionsimplyreferstothe series 

byitsopeningline,―Hewhosawall.‖Sourcesfortheepic‘svariousepisodesmayhavecirculatedin

Sumerian as early as the Ur III Dynasty (2100–2000 B.C.E.). Written or copied as much as half a 

millennium after the fall of Ur, these narratives may well be the products of learned Semitic scribes. Of 

the following self-contained Sumerian compositions, the first three have echoes within the GE: 

Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living; Gilgamesh and the Bull of Heaven; Gilgamesh, Enkidu and the 

Netherworld; Gilgamesh and Agga; The Death of Gilgamesh. A Sumerian flood story which does not 

feature Gilgamesh is eventually redrafted for inclusion in the GE.  

B. Versions  

We do not yet know when and how the independent narratives about Gilgamesh were first woven into a 

whole; a very late tradition, which is beyond present confirmation, has assigned the composition of the 

epic to a Gilgamesh contemporary, a diviner named Sin-leqi-unninni.BytheLBAge,Gilgamesh‘s

adventures had come into full vogue in the Near East so that major Mesopotamian sites continue to yield 

GE copies and fragments (some as yet unpublished). Emar in Upper Syria and Megiddo in Canaan have 

contributed Akkadian fragments as has Hattusûasû, capital of the Hittite empire. Additionally, Hattusûasû 

hasproducedHittiteandHurrianadaptationsofGilgamesh‘sexploits.  

Because no complete edition of the epic has survived from a single site, scholarship has created a 

composite using tablets originally belonging to diverse renditions (or recensions) of two major versions of 

the GE: one stemming from the latter half of the Old Babylonian (OB) period (1750–1600 B.C.E.), the 

other influenced by Neo-Assyrian (NA) scholarship (750–612 B.C.E.), but refined over the next four 

centuries. A third edition, of which we have but fragments, may have been completed during the Middle 

Babylonian (MB) period (around 1250 B.C.E.). Some scholars attribute one of the later versions to the 

legendary Sin-leqi-unninni. The various versions of the GE share major characters as well as specific 

episodes. They differ appreciably, however, in how they begin or end, and in the way they manipulate 

individual scenes. They also diverge in their perspectives on life, their controlling metaphors, and the 

themes which give integrity to the whole narrative. A comparison may be made with the various editions 

of the Tristan narratives which shared characters and episodes, but addressed differing audiences.  

C. Contents of Two Versions  

TheNAversionoftheGEopenswiththepoet‘sinvocationand―argument‖aboutamanwhohasseen

and accomplished everything possible; who has learned much from common experience as well as from 

hidden sources (the netherworld?); who has knowledge of a pre-diluvian past inaccessible to ordinary 

mortals; who chooses to record everything about his exhausting journey. Nothing of the tale, therefore, is 

invented, and lest anyone doubts its authenticity or accuracy, the poet takes the audience on a tour of 

Uruk. The listeners draw closer to its walls, enter its Eanna temple, and inspect the fortifications built by 

the protagonist. They are guided to a corner where, upon extracting a lapis lazuli tablet from a copper box, 

they can read a most beautiful hymn to the hero, Gilgamesh: an awesome king, offspring of the goddess 

Ninsun and of the mighty Lugalbanda. This hymn, in fact, inaugurates the OB version of the GE.  



Nothing in ancient literature matches the generative and integrative powers of this poem, as it prepares 

the audience to expect the extraordinary: deeds eliciting pain and suffering, but also conferring 

illumination and wisdom, abound, and mysteries about the Flood and the Netherworld are resolved. The 

poet‘sexerciseisnotjustpedagogic,however,forindisclosingGilgamesh‘sultimateachievement—the 

buildingofUruk‘sdefenses—is within human ability, the poet accords the audience a standard by which 

tomeasureGilgamesh‘striumphsorfailuresandinstillsinitanironicvisionbywhichtoevaluateflaws

when he acts beyond human capacity.  

The tale quickly establishes its setting, opening on an obstreperous king who will not grant his urban 

subjectstheirdignity.Uponappeal,thegodsaskArurutoproducea―double‖—the Akkadian here is 

difficult—ofGilgamesh,equallyaggressive,sothatthetwocanabsorbeachother‘senergy.Aruru,

however, creates a double of the god Anu, therebychangingthefutureofthatrelationship.Enkidu‘s

formation reverses the virtues of cultured folk: he cannot groom, feeds like animals, and prefers their 

company. Enkidu, therefore, compares to Gilgamesh, not in physical stature (although the OB version is 

literal here), but in his ability to thwart nonurban dwellers who live by snaring animals. A frustrated 

hunter solicits Gilgamesh who sends a harlot to tame Enkidu. The NA is psychological in recounting the 

ensuing transformation. Even after a week of mating, Enkidu establishes no emotional bonds with the 

woman. When he eventually discovers his humanity, sexuality is not the teacher; rather, the human odor 

heabsorbsfrightenstheanimalsintoabandoninghimtothelass‘scomfort.Theharlotmoves him from 

his now empty world to that of Gilgamesh. There, the goddess Ninsun readies her son Gilgamesh for 

Enkidu‘sarrivalbyinterpretingpowerfullyforetellingdreams. 

IntheOBversion,however,theanimals‘rejectiondoesnotcauseEnkidu‘sillumination, instead, the 

harlot becomes maternal and pedagogic immediately after their sexual bout. She shares her clothing with 

Enkiduandleadshim,―likeachild,‖toagatheringofshepherds.ThesceneturnscomicasEnkidu

serially reverses those habits which separate him from humankind, making him hunt what he once 

protected. In the OB the role of Ninsun is minimized as a shorter dream sequence is placed before the 

harlot comes to Enkidu.  

The story in tablet 2 is carried best by the OB version. Enkidu entersUrukandblocksGilgamesh‘s

entrance into the nuptial hall (where presumably Gilgamesh is abusing his power). The two lock into a 

terriblefightfromwhichGilgameshemergesvictorious.However,recognizingeachother‘sstrength,they

become fast friends.  

Tablet 3 is likewise damaged, but much less so in the OB than in the NA version. Gilgamesh seeks 

glorybeyondUruk,despiteEnkidu‘spremonitionsaboutsinisterends.TheNAretainsNinsun‘smaternal

role:shefretsoverherson‘srestlessness,placeshim under the protection of the Sun-god Shamash, and 

bindsEnkidutohisservice.TheOB,however,focusesonGilgamesh‘splansand,inaremarkable

passage,hasGilgameshadmittohumanlimitations,―Whomyfriendcanscaleheaven?Onlythegods

live foreverunderthesun.Asformankind,numberedaretheirdays;whatevertheyachieveisbutwind.‖

Gilgamesh‘saspirationsarenotyetbeyondhumanachievements,foralthoughheexpectstodiebattling

Huwawa (NA: Humbaba), his deed will long be remembered. In this version, as the town forges powerful 

weaponsfortheheroes,itisGilgameshwhoseeksShamash‘shelp. 

The struggle against Humbaba/Huwawa occupies two badly preserved tablets. The 4th tablet of the NA 

version finds Gilgamesh and Enkidu quickly reachingtheirdestination(―thedistanceofamonthand

fifteen day they traversed inthreedays‖)andeggingeachothertoentertheirfoe‘slair.Tablet5isset

within the Cedar Forest, which in the OB version includes Mt. Hermon and the Lebanon. The two receive 

cautionary dreams which they perversely misinterpret. Humbaba attacks and is nearly victorious. 

Shamashinterferes,andthemonsterbegsformercy.Enkidu,however,urgesHumbaba‘sdeath,which

comes after a brief gap. OB fragments, however, credit Enkidu with the mortal blow and have him 

discover the secret dwelling of the gods.  

Successful beyond their wildest hopes, the heroes acquire perilous hubris. In Tablet 6, known almost 

completely from NA sources, Ishtar, the divine manifestation of human passions, wants to grant 

Gilgamesh her favor. He refuses her, but is needlessly insulting as he uses coarse language to catalog her 



previous indulgences. Angry, Ishtar forces the god Anu to release his bull against the two heroes. 

Gilgamesh is matador to Enkidu as picador as they dispatch the animal and further anger Ishtar by 

misusingitscarcass.Thetabletendsbrilliantly,withanotherofEnkidu‘spremonitions,―[Inmydream,]

myfriend,whyarethegreatgodsincouncil?‖ 

The gods are in council—we learn from tablet 7—to punish the insolent pair. Shamash directs their 

anger toward Enkidu and, as he lay dying, the poet arrests the narrative to reflect on the human condition. 

Enkidu curses first the harlot, then the hunter who brought him to such an end, imposing upon them a life 

ofwantandmisery.UponShamash‘sinterference,however,Enkidurecants,convertinghiswordsinto

blessings.Tablet7continuestheNApoet‘sassimilationofothermyths.Enkiduhasenoughbreathto

report on the Netherworld, resortingtoavocabularyduplicatedinIshtar‘sdescenttotheNetherworld. 

Preparing to bury his friend, Gilgamesh reconsiders his former perspective on life. He now protests a 

death which comes suddenly, stealthily, and prematurely. As tablet 8 (NA) obsessively rehearses 

Gilgamesh‘soutrage,theepicemulatesGilgamesh‘soverheatedmind;itturnssurrealistic,favoring

marvelous settings and fantastic characters.  

Disheveledandwastingaway,Gilgameshembodieshisfriend‘sunpromisingbeginnings.Heroams the 

countryside,seekingUtnapishtim.Tablet9(NA)intimatesthatGilgamesh‘swanderingsarealsoinward.

Gilgameshbegsforadream,butinacrypticscenewhoseambiguityandcentralityevokeJacob‘sJabbok

struggle, Gilgamesh rises to battle unknown enemies(hisownfears?).Itisconceivablethattheepic‘s

remainingactivitiesarebutonenight‘shallucinations. 

Gilgamesh arrives at Mashu, twin-mountain fulcrum for Heaven, Earth, and Netherworld whose deadly 

guardians, scorpion-creatures, direct him to Utnapishtim through an immense, pitch-dark tunnel. At its 

end, Gilgamesh finds a garden of precious stones. The OB version, apparently lacking these details, has a 

scenenotavailabletotheNAwhereinShamashdiscouragesGilgamesh‘sfoolishsearchfor immortality.  

OftheOBtablet10,wehavebuttwoscenes.Inone,Siduri,thegods‘tavernkeeper,deliversAkkadian

literature‘smostquotedverses(―Gilgamesh,whitherrovestthou?…‖Intheother,Gilgameshmeets

Surshanabi who can ferry him to Utnapishtim. Henceforth, we lose track of the OB version and can only 

guess how it ends. That Gilgamesh meets Utnapishtim is certain; that the latter dissuades him from his 

impossible goal is also certain; how he does so, however, is unknown.  

Tablet 10 of the NA cultivates the comic. Siduri bolts her door, thinking Gilgamesh a murderer. 

Appropriating threats Ishtar used to summon the Bull of Heaven (above, tablet 6), Gilgamesh threatens 

Siduri. She regretfully guides him toward a boatman (here called Urshanabi) who can cross him to 

Utnapishtim. The cryptic violence of tablet 9 is replayed, but this time Gilgamesh destroys implements 

(―Stoneitems‖)necessaryforcrossingtheWaterofDeath.Gilgameshuseseasilydecayingsubstitutes

which can leave him stranded atimmortalUtnapishtim‘sisland.―Thedistanceofamonthandfifteen

day‖iseffectedinthreedays(seetablet4,andthetwocarryonapowerfuldialoguewhereinUtnapishtim

affirms truths the OB assigns to Siduri.  

StunnedbyUtnapishtim‘sunheroicbearing, Gilgamesh can hope to similarly realize immortality. 

Utnapishtim,however,stiflesGilgamesh‘sexpectations;hisowntranslationtoeternallifeprovestobe

exceptional in circumstance, for the gods will no longer send a devastating flood against humanity. The 

flood episode, adapted for inclusion into the GE from the NA (rather than the OB) Atrahasis, crowns the 

NA11thtabletandfulfillsthepoet‘sintroductorypromisetodivulgeimpossibleknowledge. 

Gilgamesh‘scommonplaceevaluationoftheheroic also proves superficial. Albeit ordinary looking, the 

divinized Utnapishtim needs no sleep and cleverly proves that it is otherwise for the mortal Gilgamesh 

who needs a seven-dayslumber.AsUtnapishtimentruststoUrshanabiGilgamesh‘spreparationfor 

reentry into the human world, the poet brilliantly replays steps Enkidu had taken toward civilization. The 

two steer their boat toward that direction.  

The OB version of the GE, which probably had no flood story to tell, may well have ended on this or on 

asimilarproofofGilgamesh‘smortality.TheNArendition,however,shiftssuddenlyintoanothertest

scene. Gilgamesh is summoned back and told of a rejuvenating plant, deep in the waters. He retrieves it, 

but fearing its powers Gilgamesh decides to test it first on an elderly person from Uruk. When a snake 



eats the plant and sheds its skin, Gilgamesh recognizes the loss of opportunity. Sadder but wiser, 

Gilgamesh returns home, accompanied by Urshanabi. The epic wheels upon itself as Gilgamesh quotes 

the poem‘spaeantoUruk‘smightystructureandinassumingthepoet‘svoice,Gilgameshbreaksout

from his narrative confines to guide all those searching his autobiography for wisdom.  

Gilgamesh discovers his limitations as a mortal. His fears of death, however, may yet be with him. The 

NA version, therefore, closely reproduces in its 12th tablet portions of Gilgamesh, Enkidu and the 

Netherworld, a Sumerian tale which may be linked to the cult of Gilgamesh as an infernal deity. 

Gilgamesh interviews the ghost of Enkidu, who amplifies on themes delivered already in tablet 7: Men 

with many sons, who die in bed or in battle and who retain the love of bereaved are more likely to find 

peace in thebeyond.Enkidu‘sinstructionsmaythusgivecomforttoGilgamesh,freeinghimfrommorbid

anxiety about death.  

D. Gilgamesh and Biblical Studies  

Whenfirstpublished,theGE‘sfloodnarrativeshockedEuropenolessthananyofDarwin‘stheories,

for it placed into question the uniqueness and authenticity of the Hebrew experience. Links between the 

GE and Hebrew Scripture are more responsibly evaluated nowadays than during previous generations 

when Gilgamesh was grist for the Babel/Bibel controversy. While scholars still compare the flood 

accounts in the GE and in Genesis, there is an appreciation that both have adapted traditional narratives to 

suit their own contexts. Moreover, scholars now generally avoid making judgmental contrasts among the 

accounts (e.g., which one has a better blueprint for a seaworthy ark or communicates a more spiritual 

description of the deity). There is also continuing interest in the harlot scene, since it reminds us of 

Adam‘slossofinnocence.TheGEisoftenminedforitsinformation on death and the afterlife whenever 

similar topics are entertained for the Hebrew world.  

The most useful studies of the GE and the Hebrew Bible develop from recognition that even in its 

fragmentary shape the GE is a superb literary accomplishment whose artistry is worthy of comparison 

withthemostaccomplishedpagesofScripture;thatresolvinghowtheGE‘sversionsachievedtheir

intricate structures can enhance our understanding of Hebrew narrative techniques; that so rich a 

storehouse of words, characters, metaphors, themes, and scenes can only make us better aware of the 

heritage the Hebrews could adopt, adapt, or even reject.  
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J. M. SASSON  

GILOH (PLACE) [Heb gilo ( ִָגל)]. Var. GILO. GILONITE. One of eleven towns in the hill country of 

Judah, located in the general vicinity of Debir (Josh 15:51). It was also the hometown of Ahithophel, one 

ofDavid‘scounselors(2 Sam 15:12; 23:34)whoplayedakeyroleinAbsalom‘srevoltagainstDavid.

The town is often identified with Khirbet Jala, about 5 miles N-NW of Hebron, an identification that is 

problematic in that it locates Giloh more in the vicinity of Beth-zur (Josh 15:58) than of Debir (15:49; 

IDB 2: 399). It is more likely to be found somewhere S and W of Hebron near Kh. Rabud (M.R. 151093). 

See MBA, map 130.  

GARY A. HERION  

GILOH (M.R. 167126). An Iron Age site located in (and named after) a S suburb of modern Jerusalem, 

on the W side of the watershed and main road leading from Jerusalem to Hebron. Excavations at the site, 

directed by A. Mazar between 1978–82, revealed an Iron Age I village, which may be identified as one of 

the earliest Israelite settlement sites in the region of Jerusalem.  



The site covers about 2 acres and is situated on top of a high summit, overlooking the Valley of 

Rephaim on the N, and Bethlehem on the S.The summit is rocky and no water sources or fertile land are 

nearby. The village was established on bedrock early in the 12th century B.C. and existed for only a short 

time. It was probably abandoned before the end of the 12th century.  

The S part of the site was protected by a defensive wall. Inside, the area was divided by long walls into 

several units. One unit contained a large animal pen. The building technique was very rough and the walls 

were uneven and poorly constructed. The house contained a courtyard divided by rough stone pillars into 

roofed and unroofed areas. A rectangular room and two square rooms bordered the yard on two sides. 

Thishouseisoneoftheearliestexamplesofa―pillaredbuilding‖(includingthe―Four RoomHouse‖)

which became common during the entire Iron Age.  

In the N end of the site a foundation of a square tower was revealed, measuring 11.7 × 11.7 m. Its 

foundation was well built of large stones. This might have been a fortified tower, a feature unknown in 

other settlement sites of this period.  

The finds in the excavation are typical of the settlements in the mountain region—few pottery types 

wereinuse,mainlylarge―collarrim‖pithoi,smallerportablejars,cookingpots,andafewother

undecorated bowls and kraters. A bronze spearhead of well-known Canaanite shape was found, which 

probably originated in a Canaanite workshop. This site is one of the few excavated sites which may throw 

light on Israelite material culture in its earliest phases. The village apparently accommodated only a few 

families who lived mainly on animal breeding and some agriculture. It was abandoned sometime during 

the period of the Judges, probably because its location did not allow further development into an 

agricultural village.  

In the 8th or 7th century B.C., a square tower (ca. 10 × 10 m) was constructed on the site. Its walls were 

2 m thick, and it was probably a tall and massive structure. It probably served as a watchtower, part of a 

system of similar small forts which protected the approaches to Jerusalem. It could have played a role in 

the system of forts used to transfer fire signals to Jerusalem. See also ABU ET-TWEIN, KHIRBET.  

The site may tentatively be identified with Baal Perazim, where David defeated the Philistines in the 

battle at the Valley of Rephaim (2 Sam 5:20; 1 Chr 14:11). Though the settlement village probably was 

not reoccupied during the time of David, the name may have been preserved from the earlier period. The 

referenceto―MountPerazim‖inIsa 28:21 may refer to the same ridge, where inIsaiah‘stimethe

watchtower may have been in use.  
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GIMEL. The third letter of the Hebrew alphabet.  

GIMZO (PLACE) [Heb gimzô (ִגְמזו)]. A town in the Shephelah captured by the Philistines from 

Judah around the time of the Syro-Ephraimite war (ca. 734 B.C.E., see Thompson 1982, esp. pp. 104–114; 

2 Chr 28:18). Presumably the town had originally come underJudeancontrolatthetimeofUzziah‘s

incursions into Philistine territory (2 Chr 26:6–7; but see Rainey 1983: 15 who believes that Gimzo had 

originallybeeninIsrael‘sterritory).TakingadvantageofJudah‘sweakpositioninthefaceofpolitical

and military pressure from Aram and Israel, the Edomites and the Philistines sought to reextend their 

bordersatJudah‘sexpense(2 Chr 28:17–18). The Philistines encroached upon the Negeb and the 

Shephelah, capturing the towns of Beth-Shemesh, Aijalon, Gederoth, Soco, Timnah, and Gimzo. Most 

would identify the site of Gimzo with modern Gimzo (Jimzu; M.R. 145148) in the Aijalon Valley, 3 miles 

SE of Lod (Lydda) and 4 miles E of Ramla (see GP 2: 338; LBHG, 435). Doermann (1987: 142, 144) 

however has suggested locating Gimzo at Tel Hesi (Tell el-Hesi; M.R. 124106) in the Philistine coastal 

plain. At a later period, Gimzo was known as the home of Rabbi Nahum.  
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CARL S. EHRLICH  

GINATH (PERSON) [Heb g  nat (ִגיַנת)]. Father of Tibni, whose claim to the Israelite throne was 

supported by half of the people over against that of Omri (1 Kgs 16:21–22). The feminine ending of 

Ginath suggests that the term is the name of a tribe or place-name, but in 1 Kings it refers to a person. 

(See Gray Kings OTL; Jones Vol.1 of Kings NCBC; Noth IPN, 240.)  

PAULINE A. VIVIANO  

GINNETHON (PERSON) [Heb ginnĕtôn (ִגְנתון)]. 1. A priest and signatory to the covenant 

established by Ezra (Neh 10:6).  

2. Head of a priestly family serving during the reign of Joiakim (Neh 12:16). If, as some argue however, 

it is an ancestral name, then both references may be to the same family (Ward IDB 2: 399).  

FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT  

GIRDLE. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION.  

GIRGASHITE [Heb girgāš   (ִגְרָגִׁשי)]. One of the peoples comprising the Canaanites, who 

descendedfromNoah‘ssonHam(Gen 10:15–16; 1 Chr 1:13–14). They were indigenous to the land when 

Joshua led the Israelites across the Jordan River in the Conquest, along with the Amorites, Canaanites, 

Hittites, Hivites (missing from Neh 9:8), Jebusites, and Perizzites (Deut 7:1; Josh 3:10; 24:11; Neh 9:8).  

Reference to a similar name, grgsû and bn grgsû ―sonofGrgs,‖hasbeenfoundintheUgaritictexts

(UT 3:381, no. 619), showing that the name form existed in Canaanite territory early in the period of the 

Israelites. Two suggested identifications have been made, but neither is convincing. A location in Asia 

Minor, based on Karkisa in Hittite and ḳrḳs in Egyptian texts, places the people too far N. An 

identification with the Gergesenes (Gerasenes, Gadarenes; Matt 8:28; Mark 5:1; Luke 8:26, 37), who 

were in Transjordan, places them on the wrong side of the Jordan River, since Israel is explicitly said to 

have encountered them on the W side of the Jordan (Josh 24:11).  

DAVID W. BAKER  

GIRZITES [Heb girz   (ִגְרִזי)]. One of the peoples against which David and his troops ventured forth 

from their base at Ziklag (1 Sam 27:8). Mentioned along with the Geshurites and the Amalekites, their 

area of settlement would have been somewhere in the region between Philistia and Egypt (see Edelman 

1988: 254). However, the scholarly consensus is that the Girzites, unknown from any other source, most 

probably did not exist. Already the MT corrected the Ketib reading girz   to the Qere reading gizr   

―Gezrites,‖meaninginhabitantsofGezer.Gezer,however,liesmuchtoofartotheNtofitthecontextof

this passage. Evidence from the LXX would indicate that the MT reading either represents a conflate text 

presenting two variants in Geshurites and Girzites/Gezrites (Driver NHT, 211; McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 

413) or is a result of a dittography of Geshurites (Aharoni EncMiqr 2: 554).  

Bibliography  
Edelman, D. 1988. Tel Masos, Geshur, and David. JNES 47: 253–58.  
CARL S. EHRLICH  

GISCALA (M.R. 191270). The Greek name of a site located some 5 km N off Meiron in Upper 

Galilee. Its fame is due in part to the reputation of John ben Levi of Giscala who became an important 

leader of the First Jewish War against Rome in 68 C.E. (Josephus, Life 70–76; JW 2.590–92) and who 

challengedJosephus‘commandinGalilee.ItsArabicnameisel-Jish (= Heb Gush Halav). The site, in the 

wadi E of the contemporary village, attracted the attention of modern explorers such as Renan, Wilson, 

Conder and Kitchener, Guérin, and Kohl and Watzinger. Medieval visitors probably visited the 

archaeological ruins in the upper village where sepulchral remains were known and some remains of 



synagogues were believed to exist. The relationship between the upper and lower cities is not clear but the 

two quarters apparently existed side by side since antiquity.  

The only archaeological work that has been conducted at the site has focused on two tomb complexes in 

the upper city (Makhouly 1938; Vitto and Edelstein 1974) and the synagogue in the lower city (Meyers, 

Strange, Meyers 1979). The tombs and rather large monumental structure resembling a mausoleum date to 

the Late Roman and Early Byzantine periods. The simple tomb gives some evidence of being Christian 

while the mausoleum seems to be Jewish largely due to the absence of Christian decoration. In neither the 

upper or lower cities have any significant remains of the time of John of Giscala been found, though there 

is abundant ceramic material of the 1st century in both places. A similar problem is posed by the Mishnaic 

reference which says that Gush Halav was fortified in the time of Joshua (˓Arak 9.6); limited sherds of the 

early Iron Age have been found, but nothing at all that might be construed as walls. Although Jerome 

twice mentions that Paul the Apostle was born in Gush Halav, there is no data whatsoever to support or 

contradict such a notion.  

Major excavations in the lower synagogue site were undertaken in 1977–78, and the chronological 

results of these excavations may be summarized as follows: the building history of the synagogues 

consisted of Period I (ca. 250–306 C.E., Middle to Late Roman), Period II (ca. 306–363 C.E., Late 

Roman), Period III (ca. 363–460 C.E., Byzantine 1), and Period IV (ca. 460–551 C.E., Byzantine 2a). 

Other periods represented at the site are: the LB–Iron Age I, Iron Age II, Hellenistic 1–2, Early Roman, 

Byzantine 2b, and the Early and Late Arabic periods. The extraordinary feature of this site is that the large 

accumulation of debris occurred without the creation of a tell or artificial mound above ground. All of the 

pre-synagogue materials, however, give evidence of an important village in late First Temple times and 

throughout the Second Temple period (515 B.C.E. to 70 C.E.) and the century and a half after the 

destruction of the temple.  

The synagogue that was erected in the mid-3d century is a basilical structure with two rows of four 

columns running N-S, dividing the internal space of the building into a central nave and two side aisles. 

The dimensions of this internal space are 13.75 m long and 10.6–11.00 m wide. The only monumental 

entrance to the building lies in the center of the S, ashlar wall which is oriented toward Jerusalem. 

Another entrance may be located in the NW corner at the top of a small stairway in a small corridor. The 

underside of the lintel which adorns the entryway in the S wall is decorated with an eagle. In addition, the 

rectangular building is surrounded by a corridor or storage area on the W, a gallery or additional seating 

area on the N, and one or more rooms on the E, thereby extending the overall space to 17.5 m N-S, by 

17.5–18.00 m E-W. The German team of Kohl and Watzinger (1916) which surveyed the site in 1905 was 

unable to locate the interior walls on the E and W, hence their ground plan reveals a nearly square 

building.  

A relatively large bema—a platform on which Scripture was read—rectangular and finely executed, on 

the SW section of the S facade wall may be associated with the Period I building. It appears to have been 

badly damaged in the earthquake of 306 C.E., but a similar, less elegant one, is executed for the Period II 

building.  

The devastation created by the 306 earthquake led to other changes in the building also. A floor of white 

mosaic was laid at this time and possibly one or more of the rooms on the NE were added. The first 

column in the SE row of columns was reerected at this time and donated by Jose bar Nahum. Either after 

306 or just after the 363 earthquake the heart-shaped columns associated with the gallery on the N were 

added. Benches along the three sides, N, E, and W, were used for limited seating. In general, people sat on 

the floors.  

The floor plan of the Period III and IV building remained the same except for the bema which was 

rebuilt after 363 in a smaller, far more modest fashion in the same spot on the SW S wall. There was a 

slow deterioration in the building that culminated in the mid-6th century when the building and site began 

to decline. The change in fortune of the building may in general be related to the decline in fortunes of 

Jews in Palestine on the eve of the Persian and Moslem conquests.  



Some scholars have suggested, however, that not all the ancient inhabitants of Gush Halav were Jewish 

and that the settlement in the upper city might have been Christian or Jewish–Christian and the one in the 

wadi, Jewish (Saunders 1977). Whatever the reasons, both synagogue and site were in major decline by 

the end of the Byzantine era and only patches of settlement remained for the newcomers of the 7th 

century.  

The Gush Halav synagogues are important also because they present an unusual series of basilicas that 

do not adhere to the older view of the evolution of Galilean synagogues (see SYNAGOGUE) but instead 

demonstrate the inventiveness of local architects adapting to local conditions. Sacred orientation toward 

Jerusalem, the holy city, remains the most distinctive aspect of the synagogues at Gush Halav and the S 

wall, the only one executed in fine ashlar masonry, is fitting testimony to that dominant idea. Despite 

pressures from many quarters and increasing legislation which limited the mobility of Jews in the empire, 

the existence of such a grand building over so long a period attests to the tenacity of Jews and their ability 

to persevere in difficult times.  
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ERIC M. MEYERS  

GISHPA (PERSON) [Heb gišpā˒ (ִגְׁשָפא)]. An overseer of the Nethinim, the temple officers (Neh 

11:21). It has been noted (BDB, 177–78) that Gishpa may be a corruption of Hasupha. Myer (Ezra, 

Nehemiah AB) suggests this verse was a late edition and is dubious of a parallel between Gishpa and 

Hasupha. His argument notes that Ziha, another overseer, is used in all three passages listing the Nethinim 

(Ezra 2:43; Neh 7:46; 11:21), but Gishpa is only found in Neh 11:21. See NETHINIM.  

GARY C. AUGUSTIN  

GITTAIM (PLACE) [Heb gittāy  m (ִגָתִיים)]. Town in which the Canaanite population of Beeroth 

took permanent refuge for reasons unstated (2 Sam 4:3). It may be that as members of the Gibeonite 

federation (Josh 9:17)thepeopleofBeerothhadalsobecomevictimsofSaul‘shostilitiesagainstthe

Gibeonites (2 Sam 21:2; Blenkinsopp 1972: 8–9, 100). In Neh 11:33, Gittaim appears in the list of towns 

inhabited by the Benjaminites during the period of the restoration.ThemeaningofGittaimis―Double

Gath‖or―DoubleWinepress.‖ConsideringGittaim‘shistoricalassociationwiththeBenjaminites,one

could possibly identify it with the town of Gath which in 1 Chr 8:13 appears to be near Benjaminite 

territory at Aijalon, and in 1 Chr 7:21, near Ephraimite territory. This Gath must not be confused with 

Gath of the Philistine pentapolis (1 Sam 5:8). Perhaps Gittaim may be located at Ras Abu Ḥumeid (M.R. 

140145).  
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GIZONITE [Heb gizôn   (ִגזוִני)]. A gentilic adjective applied to Hashem, one of the Mighty Men of 

David (1 Chr 11:34). See DAVID‘SCHAMPIONS. By comparison with similar usage elsewhere (e.g., 2 

Sam 15:12,―AhithopheltheGilonite…fromhiscityGiloh‖)thisshouldrefertoaplacenamed―Gizo‖;



but such a place is unknown in the Bible. The parallel passage in MT of 2 Sam 23:32 omits this word, 

reading only the proper name, Jashen.  

Manyscholarsproposeageographicalsolutiontotheproblem:somefollowElliger‘s(1935:31,53)

conjectureandread―Gimzo,‖aplacesituatedSEof Lydda (2 Chr 28:18), near Shaalbim, the previous 

place mentioned in this list (1 Chr 11:33). Ben Zbi (1948: 606), however, considered Gimzo as too far W 

tobetheoriginofoneofDavid‘sMightyMen;andsinceitwasnotmentionedinthelistofSolomon‘s

cities (1 Kgs 4:9)heconjectured―BeitJiz,southwestofLatrun‖;butthissitelacksconfirmation. 

Textual variants abound in the LXX for Hashem and its parallel in 2 Sam 23:32. The Lucianic texts of 

the LXX clarify 2 Sam 23:32 by adding ho gounai, reflecting Heb haggûn   (Num 26:48),―theGunite.‖

For 1 Chr 11:34 LXX reads Osom ho Gennouni, probably reflecting a proposed Heb, *hāšēm haggĕnûn  , 

―HashemtheGunite.‖Text-criticalstudyofimportantvariantreadingsthuspointsto―Gunite‖asthebest

reading. Linguistic study, however, suggests that Heb hgwny is more likely to have derived from hgzny 

thanthereverse;thusthedifficultterm―Gizonite‖mightbetheolderreading(McCarter2 Samuel AB, 

492–93).  
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JOHN C. ENDRES  

GLACIS. See FORTIFICATIONS (LEVANT).  

GLAD TIDINGS. Thestartingpointforadiscussionof―gladtidings‖mustbetheKJV,forthis
translation established the phrase as one way to speak oftheproclamationoftheGospel.―Todeclare,

bring,orshowgladtidings‖occursfourtimesintheKJV:Luke 1:19; 8:1; Acts 13:32; Rom 10:15. In 

each instance the phrase translates the verb euangelizomai. Closely related to this phrase is the expression 

―tobringgoodtidings,‖whichtranslatesbotheuangelizomai (e.g., Luke 2:10) and Heb bāśar (e.g., 2 Sam 

4:10; Isa 40:9; 52:7).Thesignificanceofthewords―glad(good)tidings‖for the study of proclamation in 

thebiblicaltraditionfarexceedstheirpresenceasatranslationintheKJV,however.―Glad(good)

tidings‖explicitlylocatestherootageofproclamationintheannouncementof(good)news. 

The earliest uses in the Hebrew Bible of the verb bāśar (regularly translated in the LXX as 

euangelizomai) concern the announcement of battle results. The word bāśar is used to announce news of 

defeat (1 Sam 4:17), but primarily announces news of victory (1 Sam 31:9). The most concentrated and 

dramatic cluster of baśar is in 2 Samuel 18, where David awaits news from the battlefront about the fate 

of Absalom and his revolt. This scene is rich with irony, all of which hinges upon the announcement and 

reception of news (18:19, 20, 25, 26, 27, 31). This densely textured narrative conveys the power inherent 

in the announcement of news, for it is only in the moment of the announcement of the tidings from the 

battlefrontthatAbsalom‘sdeathbecomesrealforDavid. 

The word bāśar is given a cultic function in its use in the Psalms. In Pss 40:10 and 96:2 bāśar is used to 

announceYahweh‘ssalvationandsovereignty.InPsalm 40 theannouncementismadetothe―great

congregation‖;inPsalm 96 to―thenations.‖Theshiftfrombattlefieldtocultisimportant.The

announcementofnewsislinkedtoIsrael‘sidentityandvocationasthepeopleofYahweh. 

The most important development in the use of bāśar in the Hebrew Bible occurs in Second Isaiah. In 

Second Isaiah, bāśar becomes a distinctively theological term (TDNT 2:708). In Isa 40:9; 41:27; and 52:7 

bāśar isusedtoannouncethebeginningofGod‘sreignandatimeofeschatologicalnewness.Whatis

most significant about the use of bāśar in Second Isaiah, however, is not simply the content that is 

announced,butthatthewordsoftheannouncementitselfmakeGod‘snewreignarealityforthosewho

hear.Thatis,theannouncement,the―tidings,‖arethemselvestheconsolation for which Israel yearns. 

This highly intentional theological use of bāśar continues in Third Isaiah (Isa 60:6; 61:1) where the word 

that is announced clearly is an embodiment of comfort and salvation.  

In pre-Christian Greek literature (apart from the LXX), the verb euangelizomai can be traced as far back 

as the writings of Aristophanes (Eq. 643). As in the Hebrew Bible, the verb is used primarily to announce 

news. The announcement of news ranges from victory in battle (Plut. Pomp. 66) to the birth of a child 



(Theophr. Char. 17.7) to the death of an acquaintance (Heliod. 2.10). Euangelizomai takes on a religious 

significance in the Greek literature (TDNT 2:711) when it is paired with sōtēria and eutuchēma or 

eutuchia (e.g. Heliod. 10.1f.). The pairing with sōtēria has parallels in the NT, but the pairing with 

eutuchia is foreign to NT usage.  

The NT notion of good news (glad tidings) builds directly upon the theological developments in Second 

andThirdIsaiah.Paul‘suseofIsa 52:7 in Rom 10:15 is a good example. Paul uses Isa 52:7 to depict the 

role of the preacher, the one who announces glad tidings, in leading people to faith in Jesus Christ. The 

spokenwordisitselfacriticalelementintheinbreakingofGod‘snewage.SeeStuhlmacher 1968: 109–

206.  

In Isaiah and the NT, the word that announces glad tidings is not simply a vehicle for conveying 

important news. Rather, the word itself is now the news. The spoken word of the announcement makes 

God present and life new. To hear the spoken announcement of glad tidings is to participate in the offer of 

salvation.  

Bibliography  
Stuhlmacher, P. 1968. Das paulinische Evangelium. Göttingen.  
GAIL R. O‘DAY  

GLAPHYRA (PERSON). Two women named Glaphyra appear in the record of Cappadocian and then 

Judean dynastic politics late in the 1st century B.C. The second married two Judean princes and a N 

African king, leaving a line of well-known descendants, active in the later house of Herod.  

1. The first Glaphyra attracted the attention of Antony as an hetaera, ―courtesan.‖Thestorywentthat

her beauty led Antony to bestow the kingdom of Cappadocia on her son, Archelaus. Whatever the truth of 

the matter, King Archelaus ruled for 50 years after this (Dio Cass. 49.32.3; App. BCiv 5.7). Martial could 

not resist a scurrilous reference to this (Spect. 11.20.3).  

2. The second Glaphyra (PIR² G 176) was the granddaughter of #1 above, and daughter of Archelaus, 

perhaps by an Armenian princess, because her own son is later described by Augustus (Res Gestae 27) as 

―fromtheroyalhouseoftheArmenians.‖GlaphyraherselfclaimeddescentfromDariustheGreatof

Persia (JW 1.476) and this claim could be made by a descendant of the Armenian dynasty.  

Glaphyra‘sfirstmarriagetookhertoJudeawhereshewedHerod‘ssonAlexanderabout18B.C. She 

soon found trouble, partly through the beauty she had inherited from her grandmother, for Herod himself 

feltapassion―difficulttocontrol‖towardher.ThisannoyedHerod‘ssisterSalome,asdidGlaphyra‘s

behaviortowardSalome‘sdaughterBernice,whohadmarriedAristobulus,brotherofGlaphyra‘s

husband. Glaphyra left no doubt that she perceived herself superior to Bernice and in fact to all the other 

ladiesatcourt,ofwhomsheconsideredherself―mistress‖(despotis) on the grounds of more noble 

descent (Ant 16.11, 193, 206; JW 1.476).  

Glaphyra‘spopularityworsenedasherfatherbegantointerveneinJudeandomesticpolitics,eventothe

pointofassistingHerod‘stwosonsagainsthiswishes.In7or6B.C.,HerodfinallyexecutedGlaphyra‘s

husband and returned the woman with her dowry to King Archelaus.  

Glaphyra then went in marriage to King Juba (PIR² J 65) of Mauretania. The marriage is attested not 

onlybyJosephusbutalsobyaninscriptioninAthenscallingher―QueenGlaphyra,daughterofArchelaus

andwifeofJuba.‖Itsoonended,however,apparentlyindivorce;Josephus(JW 2.115) mistakenly regards 

her as widowed, but Juba ruled on until at least A.D. 23, subsequently married to Cleopatra Selene, 

daughter of the famous Cleopatra VII of Egypt.  

Glaphyra‘slifeendedstrangely.ShemarriedanothersonofHerod,HerodesArchelaus(PIR² A 1025). 

He had become so enamored of her that he divorced his wife, Mariamme (PIR M 204), despite the fact 

thatmarriagetohisbrother‘swifetransgressedJewishlaw(Jos.Ant 17.341). Once more at the Judean 

court, Glaphyra had a dream in which her first husband, Alexander, reproached her for the marriage to 

Jubaandespeciallyforthisthirdmarriagetohisbrother,callingit―unfitting‖and―shameless.‖Glaphyra

reported the dream and then died shortly afterward.  

She left an important legacy. To Alexander she had borne two sons. One became the later King Tigranes 

V (PIR T 149) of Armenia, installed there by Romans relying on his claims through her of local descent. 



A second son, Alexander (PIR² A 499), sired another King of Armenia, Tigranes VI (PIR T 150), who 

attempted to rule there from A.D. 60 to 62. He in turn left a son, King Alexander (PIR² A 500 = J 136), 

who became under Vespasian the final king in Cilicia. (For details on all of the above, see Sullivan 

ANRW 2/7/2: 1161–66; PW 7: 1381).  
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RICHARD D. SULLIVAN  

GLASSY SEA. See SEA OF GLASS, GLASSY SEA.  

GLEANING. See HARVESTS, HARVESTING; AGRICULTURE.  

GLOSSES, TEXTUAL. Additions of extraneous notations or comments to a text made by a scribe 

or copyist. Glosses are generally brief, consisting of one or two words, a short phrase, or even a sentence. 

They may be made deliberately by a scribe who added his own notations or comments, or those found in 

the margins of his exemplar or other sources, in order to clarify an ambiguous text. In other cases, they 

may have been added by a scribe or copyist who believed that a marginal notation from the exemplar was 

an omission from the original text which he then corrected in his own copy. It is also possible that such 

additions were made inadvertently by a copyist who accidentally incorporated marginal notations or 

comments from his exemplar into the text.  

General discussions of glosses appear in text-critical handbooks including Metzger (1968: 27), Deist 

(1978: 44–46), Würthwein (1979: 110), Weingreen (IDBSup, 437–38; 1982: 79–90), and McCarter (1986: 

32–36). Examples of explanatory or exegetical glosses in the MT include Gen 7:6, where mayim, ―water,‖

has been added to explain the rare mabbûl, ―flood,‖(McCarter1986:32–33) or Zeph 1:3 where 

wĕhammakšēlôt ˒et hārĕšā˓  m, ―andthosewhocausethewickedtostumble,‖wasaddedtoredirecta

universal condemnation against all the earth to those responsible for wickedness. Glosses also preserve 

variant readings as in 1 Sam 12:13 where two relative clauses concerning the choice of Saul as king, ˒ šer 

bĕḥartem, ―whomyouchose,‖and˒ šer šĕ˒eltem, ―whomyourequested,‖preservealternativereadings

with differing views of the party responsible for Saul‘sselection(Weingreen1982:84–85). An example 

oftheinterjectionofascribe‘sassenttothesentimentsofapassageappearsinIsa 40:7 where ˒ākēn ḥāṣ  r 

hā˓ām, ―indeedthepeopleisgrass,‖isclearlyintrusive in its context (Deist 1978: 45).  

Although glosses have played a very influential role in the interpretation of biblical texts throughout the 

history of modern critical scholarship, there has been relatively little systematic study of the phenomenon. 

The earliest stages of scholarship focused on variant readings in manuscripts and versions as the primary 

meansforidentifyingglossesinordertoeliminatethemandtherebyrecoverthe―original‖text.

Waterman‘searlyattempt(1937)todefinesecurecriteria for identifying glosses when no manuscript 

evidence was available to validate the identification is likewise based on an interest in recovering the 

original text. His criteria concentrates on inconsistencies in the text and includes disruptions of grammar, 

incongruity of ideas, and the extraneous nature of a statement, the elimination of which would not damage 

the context.  

Fohrer‘s groundbreaking study of the glosses in Ezekiel (1951) produced the first systematic 

classification of the phenomenon in the Hebrew Bible. In addition to his identification of six basic 

categories of glosses, an important aspect of his study is his attempt to describe the means by which 

glosses might enter a text based on the principles of rabbinic exegesis.  

The most comprehensive study to date is that by G. R. Driver (1957) who attempts to define principles 

for recognizing glosses, to classify them according to their characteristic signs or forms, and to identify 

thepurposeswhichtheyareintendedtoserve.Driver‘sstudyestablishesvariouscharacteristicmarksof

glosses including Hebrew pronouns (ȟ˒, zeh, etc.), particles (˒ šer, ˒et), prepositions (bĕ-, lĕ-), copulas 

(wĕ-, û-), interrogative particles (h -, h lō˒), Aramaisms, syntactical and grammatical disruptions, and 



disruptions of meter or rhythm. The most important criteria, however, is the absence of the suspected 

word or phrase from the older versions. Their primary purpose is to obviate difficulties, such as 

interpreting unknown or obscure words and sentence constructions. Other purposes include presenting 

variant readings or parallel passages, explaining historical allusions, enhancing or mitigating the force of 

the original text, expressing feelings or theological opinions, and inserting liturgical features such as the 

enigmatic selâ found in many psalms.  

Weingreen‘sstudies(1957;1963;1964;1976;1982;IDBSup, 436–38) have added several important 

refinements to scholarly understanding of the phenomenon. For one, he emphasizes the rabbinical 

character of glosses insofar as they represent an early form of biblical interpretation which stands at the 

beginning of the evolution of rabbinic interpretation. At the same time, he is careful to distinguish glosses 

from editorial additions. Editorial additions are deliberate insertions made by a scribe (Heb sōpēr) and are 

intended to be an integral part of the text. Glosses are the result of the activity of a copyist (Heb liblār) 

who copies extraneous words or phrases, either deliberately or inadvertently, from the margins of his 

exemplar into the Biblical text. Consequently, the identifying characteristics of glosses include their 

intrusive nature, their succinctness, and their clarifying function. It is doubtful whether glosses and 

editorialadditionscanbeseparatedsoneatly,butWeingreen‘sworkdoesemphasizetheneedtoconsider

the interpretative function of glosses and their place in the development of Jewish biblical interpretation.  

With the increasing interest in the interpretative character of glosses, it is clear that the phenomenon 

must be considered in relation to recent advances in canonical hermeneutics, text critical methodology, 

and the interpretative character of other scribal practices (e.g., Masoretic notations and treatises, 

Qere/Ketib, Tiqqune Soferim, Scholia, etc.), which focus on the variety of text traditions and their 

function and interpretation within their respective communities (Sanders 1979). Consequently, a 

systematic reinvestigation of the phenomenon of glosses will be necessary to define the generic character 

of glosses and their function in text transmission and interpretation.  
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MARVIN A. SWEENEY  

GLUTTONY. See VIRTUE/VICE LISTS.  

GNAT. See ZOOLOGY.  

GNOSTICISM. Theterm―gnosticism‖(fromtheGkwordfor―knowledge,‖gnōsis) was first used in 

the 18th century to refer to a current in the religious life of late antiquity which had direct bearing on the 

development of the belief and practice of the early church. The term has traditionally functioned in a 

pejorative sense.  

———  

A. Definition and Nature  

B. Sources: Primary and Secondary  

C. History of Research  

D. History of Gnosticism  



1. Origins  

2.EarlyGnostic―Schools‖andSystems 

3.GreatGnostic―Schools‖andSystemsofthe2dCentury 

4. Later Developments  

———  

A. Definition and Nature  

Theterm―gnosis,‖referring to a phenomenon from the early church and its religious and philosophical 

contexts, was introduced into a broad array of modern academic disciplines by church historians, 

especially those in the field of NT scholarship. Early Christian writers already used the term as a general 

name for various social groups which were not content with orthodox practices and beliefs otherwise 

widely accepted. The first certain early Christian reference to the term, and this in an orthodox text, is 1 

Tim 6:20. In reflecting on the theological problem of the origin, development, and continued existence of 

evil, these gnostic groups were at odds with developing orthodoxy. Radical dualism was a prime factor in 

the gnostic conceptual framework. Dualistic views were already found, to varying degrees, in Platonism 

and in Iranian and Zoroastrian religious thought, and by the Hellenistic period had entered into early 

Judaism as is evidenced by various writings from Qumran and in a broad array of apocalyptic texts. Such 

polarizing concepts provided a philosophical and religious solution to the human predicament, including 

the experience of difficult political situations which were believed to have had their ultimate origin in 

prehistory (Urzeit) when the cosmos was first created. The experience of the conquered peoples of the 

Near East enabled them to perceive such ultimate issues behind the tumultuous political events from the 

time of Alexander the Great (d. 323 B.C.E.) and later with the political occupation of the East by the 

Romans.  

To be sure, such a dualistic view was not new, but it was conceived by the gnostics in a unique fashion. 

Beginning with the Genesis account of creation and the element of belief in an absolute, transcendent 

God, many strove to attain and develop the knowledge (gnōsis) that this world is the product of a foolish 

creator(demiurge)whosettoworkwithoutthepermissionofthehighestandtherefore―Unknown‖God.

This foolish creator was assisted in the creation process by a lower angel or planetary being. In order to 

put an end to the monstrous process of physical (nonspiritual) creation, the highest God had only one 

choice: to avail himself of cunning countermoves which he initiated among human beings, understood to 

be the apex of the physical creation. Without the knowledge or consent of the foolish creator, the highest 

Godprovidedhumankindwithanotherworldly,divinesubstancevariouslycalled―spirit,‖―soul,‖and

―spark.‖Thissubstanceenabledhumanity (called the ideal Adam) to see through the monstrous physical 

work of the lower creator and to perceive as the true goal of humanity a return to the spiritual realm of the 

highestGod,whichwasoftendepictedasthe―KingdomofLight.‖ 

In the gnostic view, the end (telos) of history was the ultimate dissolution of the cosmos and the return 

ofthehuman―sparksoflight‖totheKingdomofLight.Theknowledge(gnōsis) of these cosmological 

and anthropological connections is, of course, a special and supernatural knowledge which is mediated to 

thegnostics(―theknowers‖)throughspecialrevelation.Thisrevelationwasmadeavailableeitherthrough

various messengers, who acted on the instructions of the highest God, or through the traditional form of 

the myth, the sacred narrative which recounted the events which occurred in the primitive period when the 

mistake of the physical creation first took place, events which were understood to be the ultimate causes 

for the problematic present state of humanity.  

Thegnosticsunderstoodthemselvestobetheelite―chosenpeople‖who,indistinctionfromthe

―worldly-minded,‖wereabletoperceivethedelicateconnectionbetweenworld(cosmology),humanity

(anthropology), and salvation (soteriology). The goal of gnostic teaching was that with the help of insight 

(gnōsis), the elect could be freed from the fetters of this world (spirit from matter, light from darkness) 

and so return to their true home in the Kingdom of Light—forthataloneisthemeaningof―salvation.‖It

is not a matter of deliverance from sin and guilt, as in orthodoxy, but of the freeing of the spirit from 

matter (hyle), in particular, the material human body. In the course of time, gnostics developed a coherent 

conceptual framework from both their myths and their practice in behavior and cultus. Their mythology 



consistedofan―exegeticalprotest‖againsttheolderandwidelyacceptedtraditions.Thisinvolveda

reinterpretation of the older traditions in a manner which was opposed to their original sense. The field of 

practice, on the other hand, included both their prevalent, world-rejecting ascetic ethos and a curtailing (at 

least an ideologically-demanded curtailing) of traditional sacramental ritual in favor of a salvation 

achieved only through insight (gnōsis). The supposed libertine traits, which arose from the ascetic desire 

to overcome the world, are as yet attested only in biased heresiological reports and not in the writings of 

actual gnostics. Their critical attitude towards traditional sacramental ritual may have included the 

continuation, reinterpretation, or reestablishing of even older cultic ceremonies. It is to be emphasized that 

Gnosiswasnotdevoidofcult.Thatthegnostic―community‖wasestablishedintheloosesocialstructure

ofa―schoolofdoctrine‖ora―mysteryclub,‖withatmostonlyarudimentaryhierarchicalorganization

(the Manichaeans were exceptions) was formally derived from the ancient social mode of the 

philosophical or religious association.  

B. Sources: Primary and Secondary  

Up to modern times, very little original source material was available. Quotations found in the 

heresiologists comprised no more than fifty or sixty pages. The so-called Corpus Hermeticum, the origin 

of which is still largely unexplained, contains a few Greek tractates whose tenor is gnostic, even if they 

have been strongly influenced by Hellenistic–Egyptian (Alexandrian) traits. An example is the first text in 

the collection, which has been known in Europe since the 15th century as Poimandres (Shepherd of Men). 

The only extensive original works were two Coptic manuscripts brought to England in the 18th century 

but not published until the end of the 19th. They contain the so-called Pistis Sophia (Faith [and] Wisdom), 

the Two Books of Jeu, and four fragmentary texts. Another gnostic Coptic codex was discovered in 1896 

by the Berlin church historian C. Schmidt (Papyrus Beroliniensis 8502), first published in 1955 and which 

contains, among other things, two writings which are essential to research on gnosis: the Apocryphon of 

John and the Sophia Jesu Christi. Finally, to the texts which claim to be gnostic belong the Odes of 

Solomon (Coptic and Syriac) and the so-called Song of the Pearl (= Hymn of the Pearl or Hymn of the 

Soul) from the apocryphal Acts of the Apostle Thomas. The most extensive amount of gnostic literature 

has been transmitted through the small baptismal community of the Mandaeans, still located in the region 

of the lower Tigris and Euphrates rivers and in Iranian Karun (Khuzistan). However, this continuing 

community has only become known in detail since the end of the 19th century. See MANDAEISM.  

A decisive event was the discovery in 1945 of thirteen Coptic gnostic books called the Nag Hammadi 

codices in upper Egypt near the modern village of Nag Hammadi. See NAG HAMMADI (CODICES). 

This discovery is one of the most extensive manuscript finds of recent times. The long and difficult 

process of editing, translating into modern languages (English, German, and French), and commenting 

began very early in the case of Nag Hammadi texts which were available to individuals (J. Doresse, H.-C. 

Puech, A. Böhlig, M. Krause, J. Leipoldt, P. Nagel, H.-M. Schenke). Diglot editions are now appearing in 

Coptic-English and Coptic-French. (For a useful English translation of all texts, see NHL.)  

The great significance of these new primary sources is readily apparent. Even if until now no precise 

explanation has been given to how this collection came to be and in what circles particular writings were 

handed down, the greatest part is still of gnostic origin—at least 40 of 51 writings. In any case, the entire 

complex seems to have been collected and used by Christian gnostics. From the documents, which were 

in book form and between leather covers for protection, we can establish that the place where they were 

found is not far from the place where they were originally prepared in antiquity, that is, in the area of the 

Egyptian monastic settlements of Chenoboskion: Diospolis Magna (Thebes) and Parva. We can also 

establishthattheageofthedocuments‘preparation,asevidencedbypalaeographyandthesomewhat 

datable cartonnage (scrap paper used to stiffen the leather bindings), dates them to no earlier than the 

middle of the 4th century C.E.  

In the Nag Hammadi texts, we have a collection of writings made by heretical monks, against whom 

were directed the orthodox polemics from Alexandria, the spiritual center of orthodox Egyptian 

Christianity at the time. The common and dominant ascetic and encratic character of the texts makes this 

thesis even more tenable. Upper Egypt was a very frequent place of refuge for heretical groups, such as 



theManichaeans,andalsothelocationoftheCopticlanguagedialectregularlyknownas―theheretics‘

dialect‖(Ketzerdialekt). After Alexandria lost some of its importance under Roman rule, the native 

cultural life moved to Middle and Upper (i.e., S) Egypt. Evidence for this diffusion is provided not only 

by the discoveries of gnostic and Manichaean texts but also of classical Greek texts in the same area (e.g., 

Menander). The Neoplatonist Plotinus (d. ca. 270 C.E.) also comes from Upper Egypt.  

Thus the collection of original gnostic texts has been considerably broadened and scholarship has taken 

the initiative provided by the new materials. Since the texts are almost all translations from Greek 

originals, though several ultimately derive from Syriac originals, the time of composition, naturally, can 

be estimated to be earlier than the date when the texts were prepared. On the whole, the composition of 

the majority of the writings is now dated to the 2d and 3d centuries, and the literary sources of some may 

date to the 1st century.  

Apart from their basically gnostic content, the Nag Hammadi texts are not uniform in their approach but 

can be organized according to several categories established by the heresiologists. They present us with a 

rather broad spectrum of gnostic positions. Aside from the Hermetic and decidedly Valentinian texts, the 

so-called―Barbelognostic‖and―Sethian‖schoolsaremostprominent.Themultiplicityofgnosticmodes

of thought and action are very clear, and so researchers are provided with the primary materials needed to 

reconstruct the nature, diversity, and development of gnostic systems of belief and practice.  

It is of great importance that the discovery presents us with both Christian and non-Christian gnostic 

writings. The latter have been occasionally edited, but only secondarily, by Christian editors. That is, the 

writings confirm the independence of gnostic from Christian writers, and so corroborate the thesis of the 

non-Christian origin of gnostic teaching. At the same time, a strong connection with Jewish traditions, 

especially apocalyptic and extrabiblical, is visible. Thus, the view frequently advocated earlier, that 

Gnosis germinated on the margins of early Judaism, can no longer be easily dismissed.  

On the other hand, in the intertwining of gnostic and early-Christian ideas in the Christian-gnostic texts 

wecannowseetheprincipalbackgroundforthepolemicofthechurch‘sheresiologists.Theyapparently

recognized the real danger that a foreign conceptual world might initiate a popular abandonment of 

orthodox Christianity. Nevertheless, the gnostics, as creative theologians in their own right, often 

contributed to Christological, trinitarian, and cosmological teachings. They were occasionally the first to 

raise such problems for discussion, and they caused the larger church to take a stand on a variety of 

subjects. Their activity in this regard was of positive value for the development of Christian doctrine. In 

addition, the new texts occasionally display the role of Greek philosophy in gnostic conceptions, and they 

also help with the question of the role of Gnosis in the formation of Neoplatonism. Thus, the discovery of 

the Nag Hammadi codices has already provided us with many new insights and has set an unexpectedly 

rich agenda for future research on Gnosis.  

Before the discovery of the Nag Hammadi texts in 1945, the Church Fathers of the 2d to the 4th 

centuries provided, naturally in polemical guise, several reports including abstracts from actual gnostic 

texts (e.g., the Book of Baruch by Justin the Gnostic, the Great Exposition ascribed to Simon Magus, the 

Naassene Homily and the Letter to Flora by Ptolemy). Among these Church Fathers are Justin Martyr (d. 

ca. 165), Irenaeus of Lyons (ca. 140–200), Hippolytus of Rome (d. ca. 235), Tertullian (ca. 150–223/5), 

Clement of Alexandria (ca. 140/150–211/215), Origen (d. ca. 253/54), and Epiphanius of Salamis (315–

403).  

The difficulties in using the heresiological literature are twofold. The first difficulty is the biased 

heresiological point of view, for they saw in gnostic teaching only deviations from pure teaching, 

deviations which were spawned by the devil. The second difficulty is based in the interdependence of the 

gnostic sources, since the later gnostic authors naturally developed the gnostic conceptions they had 

received, but rarely added to them more than a few new bits of information. Moreover, the heresiologists 

had different theories about the historical origin of Gnosis, and these theories determined the way they 

presented the gnostic materials. Justin and Irenaeus prefer an origin from Judaism, and Hippolytus and 

Clement prefer an origin from Greek philosophy, while Epiphanius tries to trace back, in a purely 

schematic way (according to the Song of Songs 6:8), eighty heresies to Greek and Jewish schools or sects. 



In spite of all this, scholarly research in the 19th century (esp. F. C. Baur and A. von Harnack) could 

construct an objective image of Gnosticism, even if primary sources were limited and the traditional 

heresiological perspective dominated.  

C. History of Research  

The increase in new original sources has fundamentally altered the state of research in the last few 

decades. As a result, older notions must and should be abandoned. Together with progress in the critical 

analysis of sources has come a change in the formulation of questions, which above all had been 

introduced by the groundbreaking Religionsgeschichtliche Schule (History of Religions School) of 

Protestant historial theology in Germany at the turn of the century (W. Bousset, H. Gunkel, W. Wrede). 

This state of affairs reveals another aspect of historiography—the conditioned viewpoint of the 

investigator. In the 19th century, the gnostic sects were still widely seen as early Christian heresies. 

Scholarly accounts were influenced by the polemical rhetoric and bias of the Church Fathers, who were 

responsible for creating such a view. All this changed, however, with the approach adopted by the 

Religionsgeschichtliche Schule. Church-historical research, as it had been conducted (above all by the 

influential A. von Harnack), was replaced by religio-historical research as practiced by W. Bousset and R. 

Reitzenstein. A regional perspective was replaced by one more universal, a theological perspective by a 

religio-historical perspective. This change in perspective extended even further. Questions were 

formulated so as to include the new sociological or social scientific, economic, and social-historical 

approaches, in an attempt to place Gnosis in the context of the ideological history of the Hellenistic world 

and late antiquity. Gnosis was seen as a part of a broader religio-philosophical protest movement—as a 

manifestation of the dissolution of the classical world view—and as a fragmentary attempt to master 

social,political,andideologicalcomplexesbyopposingdualitiessuchas―lowerandhigher,‖between

East and West (Rome), as was done by other religions. The inclusion of Gnosis in a universal, ecumenical 

compass strongly shapes present research, at least to the extent that that research is devoted to more than 

the necessary processing and analysis of sources.  

D. History of Gnosticism  

1. Origins. According to the view of the Church Fathers, the gnostic movement was introduced by the 

devil―whohateswhatisgood,astheenemyoftruth,evermosthostiletoman‘ssalvation,turnedallhis

devicesagainstthechurch‖(EusebiusofCaesarea).TheheadofthedeceiverswasSimonMagus(i.e.,

―theSorcerer‖)knownfromActs 8 in the NT. Most of the heresiologists considered Simon as the first 

gnostic, the founder of the sect or heresy (cf. Justin, Irenaeus, Hippolytus, Epiphanius). His disciple 

Menander then distributed the gnostic teaching to Saturninus of Antioch and Basilides of Alexandria. 

With the help of this lineage, the beginning and expansion of Gnosticism was explained for centuries in 

the orthodox ecclesiastical tradition.  

It is very difficult to write the history of Gnosis since we still do not have a text from a gnostic writer 

which can be considered an attempt at history writing. Only from a careful analysis of the sources 

themselves, and the relations of the gnostic schools to other movements, can we reconstruct parts of that 

history. Most of it, especially the beginnings, are still shrouded in legend.  

There is no doubt that the cultural and religious-historical background of Gnosis is closely tied to 

Judaism, Iran, and the Hellenistic tradition. The area of Syria and Palestine was its home. Many of the 

writings can be understood as interpretations or paraphrases of the Jewish scriptures (in spite of the 

polemic against the traditional meaning of those texts). Various figures of the OT (Adam, Seth, Cain, 

Shem, Enosh, and Noah) function as ancestors, revealers or saviors. The Jewish idea of one God can be 

presupposedbehindthegnostic―UnknownGod‖(agnōstos theos) but clothed in Greek terms; the same is 

trueforthegnosticdemiurge(oftencalleda―fool‖or,byname,Saklas) who is the devaluated creator 

depicted in Genesis.  

Two early Jewish traditions must be mentioned to understand gnostic origins: the apocalyptic and the 

sapiential (wisdom) tradition. Both are linked together by various threads. The apocalyptic (traced back to 

the 2d century B.C.E.) is characterized by the belief in the end of the worldwithGod‘sinterventionin

favor of the elect. The world view is dominated by a dualistic pessimism with the teaching of two ages 



(aeons). The present age, governed by the devil and his powers, is bound to perish and will be followed 

by the future age ofsalvation.Onlytheman,who―knowshimself‖tobetrulypious,willbesavedby

God.Apocalypticisesoteric,revealedwisdom,andtheresulting―knowledge‖hasadirectrelationto

redemption, because cognition or wisdom is the basis for future salvation. Apocryphal and 

pseudepigraphical writings are the main types of apocalyptic literature, and which are continued in 

gnostic texts, sometimes with clear literary links to the nongnostic apocalyptic classics. Figures like the 

Adamites and other forefathers of Judaism played a leading role in this type of literature. The same is true 

for the use of the interpretation of the biblical tradition in gnosticizing allegorical exegesis.  

Thesoteriologicalconceptof―knowledge‖alsoappearsintheDeadSeaScrolls (Qumran), especially in 

the hymns, where a cosmological dualism of two spirits (or angels) of light and darkness who rule the 

world is part of that teaching. The pious one lives as a stranger in an evil world ruled by the devil. The 

―Godofknowledge‖hadcreatedtheworldbuthispowerismomentarilylimitedbythe―Godof

ignorance‖andhisminions.ThesameideaappearsinlateJewishWisdomLiterature,wherethefemale

figurecalled―Wisdom‖(Sophia, Ḥokhmah) is not only connected with God and his Law (as a means of 

creationandfortheguidanceofIsrael)butshealsohasaredeemingfunction:the―knowledge‖and

wisdomofthelawguaranteesalvation,sothatinGnosticism―knowledge‖issavingknowledge.Theidea

ofthe―disappointedwisdom‖whoreturns from earth to heaven because error and foolishness worked 

against her is well known (1 Enoch 42). In Jewish philosophical skepticism, the pessimism about the 

world dominates the whole view of mankind (cf. Ecclesiastes, ca. 200 B.C.E.). For the despairing pious it 

is difficult to recognize any meaning or purpose in the world: there is no longer a fixed order of existence. 

Chance and fate rule the world. Man, the world, and God are irreparably separated, as the gnostic 

interpretation of Genesis 1–3 attests.Possiblythis―tragicviewoflife‖(G.vonRad)isthebackgroundfor

theoriginoftheanticosmicworldviewofGnosisanditsdistinctionbetweenthe―creatorGod,‖whois

responsible for the existence of the evilcosmos,andthe―Godbeyond,‖whoisthesourceandfinalgoal

of his sparks of light.  

Two other influences can be mentioned which were important for the origins of Gnosis: the Persian 

(Iranian) Zoroastrian traditions and Greek Hellenistic traditions. Both can be discovered centuries before 

the rise of Christianity in the language, literature, religion, and art of the Syrian-Palestinian era. 

Zoroastrian elements are to be found in Jewish apocalyptic traditions: the idea of the eschatological 

judgment, the resurrection of the dead, the coherent scheme of successive world periods (ages), the ascent 

of the soul, and, above all, the constant dualism. Surely the Iranian dualism of the two principles was 

decisively altered in that it was transformed into a substantial contrast of matter (body) and spirit (soul), 

as was typical in gnostic thought. The Hellenistic influence on the ancient Near Eastern world from the 

time of Alexander the Great (d. 323 B.C.E.) was of equally great ideological importance, Without the 

presupposition of Greek language and philosophy, Gnosis is unthinkable. The gnostic systems of the 2d 

century C.E., which flourished in Alexandria, were influenced by the development of Middle-Platonism 

especially concerning the problem of the transition from the single divine unity (theos) to the infinite 

diversity of the world (cosmos) in the sense of an evolution downwards from spirit (pneuma) to matter 

(hyle), resulting in an alienation of the spirit itself. There are a series of themes which Gnosis and 

contemporaryphilosophyshared:Godandthesoul,the―UnknownGod,‖thecreationofthecosmos,the

origin of evil, and the descent and return of the soul (or spirit). The well-known Platonic duality between 

spirit and matter, soul and body, God and world, had a significant impact on the development of Gnosis. 

There are some witnesses for the existence of non-Christian Hellenistic-Oriental literature which are 

closely connected with the beginnings of Gnosis: the Hermetic Corpus, which originated in Egypt, and 

the―Mysteriosophies‖ortheologiesoftheorientalcults(Naassene Homily; but the contribution of 

Orphism is still unclear).  

In addition to the ideological and religious factors associated with the Hellenistic climate of syncretism 

(the spiritualization of ancient religious or cultic practices) and the rise of individualism and esoterism (in 

contrast to the older religions of the polis with their societal concerns), another important factor in the rise 

of Gnosis was the economic and social conditions in the urban centers of the Hellenistic Near East. 



Gnosis was not only connected with the reaction of the orient against the perceived Greek and Roman 

imperialism and exploitation, but it was also associated with the protest against the social and political 

situation of the lower classes in oriental communities. As an urban religious phenomenon, Gnosis was 

part of the social protest movement on the level of religious ideology (mythology). It represented a new 

ideology which offered a support to the individual, even a certain democratized connection to God 

through the idea of a divine spark in every human. This provided assistance towards the self-recognition 

of any individual who had become conscious of his or her autonomy and independence from any worldly 

ties, including official religions. The world (kosmos) was seen as an area of disorder not ruled by reason 

(logos) as in Greek philosophical thought. Here Gnosis was very different from other religions of this 

period. Its soteriology was closely linked to a strict attitude of world denial, which is the most radical of 

its kind in all antiquity. Thus, the modern theory is partly correct which insists that behind this position 

stands the non-priestly intellectualism of the laity of Jewish provenance, who lost their active function in 

official political matters. This fits very well into the image of the skeptical wisdom tradition which played 

an important part in the shaping of Gnostic thought.  

2. Early Gnostic “Schools” and Systems. As we have seen, Simon Magus (ca. 50 C.E.) was considered 

the originator of Gnosis by the heresiologists. In Acts 8:9–25 he is described not as a real gnostic, but as a 

magicianwhoseducedpeopleinSamariaandwhomhisfollowerscalled―TheGreatPowerofGod.‖Not

untilJustinMartyr(d.ca.165)wasSimonsaidtohavehadafemalepartnerHelena,alsocalled―First

Thought‖(Ennoia).Irenaeus(ca. 180) later reported a complete gnostic system for the Simonians, which 

focusedontheredemptionofthe―FirstThought‖(representedbyHelena)fromhercaptivityinthehuman

material body. It seems that Simon was believed to be a kind of gnostic redeemer and revealer. Further 

information is given by Hippolytus (Haer 6.9–18) with his excerpt from the alleged Simonian treatise 

―TheGreatExposition‖(Apophasis Megale) which was probably a philosophical interpretation of sayings 

attributed to Simon by his school in the 2d century. Later Christian literature brings legendary tales about 

Simon, his school, and his opposition to the Apostle Peter (Acts of Peter, The Pseudo-Clementines, 

Epistula Apostolorum). Very close to the supposed teaching of the Simonian Gnosis stands the Nag 

Hammadi text Exegesis on the Soul (NHC II,6) which is marked by the fundamental gnostic idea of the 

fall and redemption of the soul.  

If it is correct to call Gnosis a non-Christian movement from its origin, then we may be able to discover 

early relations with Christian traditions before the end of the 1st century C.E. An important feature was the 

appropriation of the figure of Jesus in the gnostic concept of soteriology in which a historical person was 

inserted into the gnostic framework of redemption. The first witnesses for this so-called docetic 

Christology are names like Satornilos (Satorninus) and Cerinthus (ca. 120/130 C.E.). But the testimony of 

the NT provides more glimpses of the connections between the early-Christian and early-gnostic 

traditions and communities. The process which is reflected in some of the NT writers is twofold: the 

Christianizing of Gnosis and the gnosticizing of early Christianity. The result of both events before the 

middle of the 2d century is the rise of an orthodox canonical Christianity on the one hand and the 

elimination of Gnosis as a heresy on the other. At the beginning of this process stands Paul in 1 and 2 

Corinthians; the deutero-Pauline traditions in Colossians, Ephesians, and the Pastoral Epistles; and 

diverse texts such as Hebrews, Jude, 2 Peter (the latest book of the NT: ca. 140), and the extant letters of 

Ignatius of Antioch (d. ca. 110–117) and Polycarp of Smyrna (d. ca. 165). The Revelation of John (ca. 95) 

mentions the gnostic sect called the Nicolaitans in Asia Minor (Rev 2:6, 15).  

A special case is the four Johannine writings (John, 1–3 John) which probably originated in Syria about 

100–110 C.E. Here we have an understanding of Gnosis that had been adapted to Christian tradition and 

that can be seen as an early and unique type of Christian Gnosis. Some of its features include dualistic 

terminology, Christ as a heavenly messengerwhobringsdivisionwithinhumanity,―knowing‖is

synonymouswith―believing,‖spiritualizedorrealizedeschatology,andthecommunityastheredeemer‘s

―ownones.‖ 

3. Great Gnostic “Schools” and Systems of the 2d Century. The main centers of Gnosis in the 1st 

century had been Syria and Asia Minor. In the 2d century they were Alexandria (Egypt) and Rome. The 



questionisstillopenwhetherthereexistedonlyone―system‖ofearlyGnosticismorseveralatthesame

time, as we find in the 2d century. A certain plurality, adapting to local situations and traditions, seems to 

have existed from the beginning. But within this plurality one finds an interest in the same topics such as 

cosmology, soteriology, Christology, eschatology, and ethics. Certain basic ideas were elaborated at an 

early date and by the 1st century were already formulated into discrete theological systems. Among these 

wereideassuchasthe―UnknownGod,‖thefemalecounterpartofGodcalledSophia(Wisdom),the

demiurge with the planets (Hebdomad) and creative powers, the fall of the divine soul or spirit into the 

world and the human body of Adam (as the first man), the sending of heavenly figures (e.g., Seth or 

Baruch) or abstract entities (Sophia, Ennoia, Logos) to rescue the divine spirit (as part of God) from the 

matter,the―ascentofthesoul,‖thedestructionofthecosmos,and,atthepracticallevel,thepersonal

discipline of distancing oneself (enkrateia) from the world.  

The 2d century is the period of the great gnostic systems and the flourishing of Gnosticism (this term is 

assigned to this period in particular). The first significant teacher of Gnosticism is Basilides, who was 

active under the emperors Hadrian and Antoninus Pius (117–161 C.E.). He lived in Alexandria (Egypt) 

and published several writings, a gnostic composition of the gospel, and exegesis (Exegetica) in twenty-

fourbooks,andpsalms.Onlyfragmentsofthemhavebeenpreserved;alsolostisthe―Refutationof

Basilides‖byAgrippaCastor.TheschoolofBasilides was, after his death, handed over to his disciple or 

―son‖Isidore,whoalsowroteseveralbooks,ofwhichthreeareknownbutnotpreserved(―OntheGrown

Soul,‖―Ethica,‖―ExpositionsoftheProphetParchor‖).ThesystemofBasilidesisnoteasily

reconstructed because the primary sources are very fragmentary. From the heresiologists we have two 

verydifferentreportsaboutBasilides‘system:adualisticversion(Iren.Adv. haer. 1.24) and a monistic 

and more Greek philosophical interpretation (Hipp. Haer. 7.20–27). It is possible that the system, as 

Hippolytusdescribesit,isafairdescriptionofalaterstageofBasilides‘system,butitmayderivefrom

Hippolytus‘ownmisunderstandingorreinterpretation.AccordingtoIrenaeusandthefewauthenticextant 

fragments(patristicquotes),Basilidestaughtanemanationofbeingsandangelsfromthe―Unbegotten

Father,‖atfirstsixspiritualpowerswhichformedthePleroma:mind(nous) or Christ (Christos), word 

(logos), prudence (phronesis), wisdom (sophia), and power (dynamis). From the last of these six 

emanated365angelicbeingsinanunbroken,descendingprocess,eachcreatinga―heaven‖asitshabitat.

These365heavenscorrespondtotheworldyearor―aeon.‖Thelowestclassofthepowerswasledby the 

demiurgic God of the Jews called Abrasax (= 365) who created the physical world (kosmos) and men. In 

ordertorescuemenfromthetyrannyofthisdemiurge,the―Father‖or―UnknownGod‖senthisChrist-

Nous, who appeared in the divinely adopted human being Jesus of Nazareth. Simon of Cyrene, not Jesus, 

was crucified, so that the Christ-Nous could escape and return to the Father without the knowledge of the 

evil powers. Only the soul, never the devalued physical human body, is the object of gnostic soteriology. 

The―faithful‖or―pneumatics‖arealientoboththecosmosandhumankind,astheyareofsupernatural

origin.Theacceptedmodeofbehavioristheasceticlife,andonlysinscommitted―involuntarilyandin

ignorance‖willbeforgiven. 

Although Marcion of Sinope (d. ca. 154–160) was not strictly a gnostic theologian, his significance in 

early Christianity is best understood in relation to gnostic thought. According to Irenaeus, Marcion had 

contact with a Syrian gnostic teacher named Cerdo (in Rome ca. 136–142) and his famous disciple 

Apelles,andlaterjoinedgnosticcirclesinAlexandria.ApartfromMarcion‘sgreatimportanceonthe

development of the NT canon, the later development of Pauline theology, and the foundation of a 

―heretic‖churchas well, he is part of the history of Gnosis in the 2d century. The supposed absolute 

separation between the Jewish God of Law and the gracious Christian God of salvation and love is not 

only an extreme interpretation of the Pauline theology, but reminds one of the gnostic antithesis between 

thefoolishcreator(demiurge)andthe―UnknownGod.‖TheJewishGodofcreationinMarcion‘ssystem

corresponds fully to the foolish creator God of the gnostics, despite the fact that the latter was understood 

to be related to the highest being (God) as a fallen product of the spiritual universe (pleroma), which is not 

the case in the system of Marcion.  



Marcion‘sexegeticalprotestagainsttheOT,hisnegativevaluationoftheworldandmatter,andthe

ascetic consequences which he drew from that belief, are very much in agreement with gnostic attitudes. 

Different,however,wasMarcion‘sbeliefthatmanistotallycorrupt,notonlyinbodybutalsoinsoul.To

him salvation means a transformation of the soul (which is not a fallen, divine element as in Gnosticism).  

The last great school of Gnosticism can also be dated to the first half of the 2d century. Its founder was 

a Christian teacher named Valentinus (died ca. 160–175). Very little is known about his life. He was 

probably born in Egypt and educated in Alexandria where he converted to Christianity (apparently in a 

gnostic form). About 140 he went to Rome and was active there for many years, involved in church 

affairs and founding an influential school. As in the case of Basilides, only few fragments of his work 

have been preserved: most of these are sermons, hymns, and letters. His teaching was spread in this form 

as well as by oral instruction. Only one theological treatise is attributed to him: On the Three Natures (the 

Tripartite Tractate of the Nag Hammadi Library [= NHC I, 5] is not identical with this work, although it 

is related to the later Valentinian school). Divine revelation, it is said, had been the origin of the teaching 

of Valentinus. It may be that this tradition is one of the reasons that the original and complete system of 

Valentinus has not been preserved. No fewer than six more or less complete reports of the Valentinian 

system are to be found in the heresiological sources. No doubt there existed a basic doctrine behind them. 

Fundamentalistheideaofemanationfromtheprimordialbeginning:thedivine―depth‖(bythos). The 

pleroma consists of at least thirty aeons arranged in fifteen pairs and called with different names. Most 

important are only the twofirsttetrads,whichbearthefollowingnames:―primal-depth‖(bythos) and 

―thought‖(ennoia),alsocalled―grace‖(charis)and―silence‖(sige);then―mind‖(nous)orthe―only

begotten‖(monogenes)and―truth‖(aletheia);nextcomes―word‖(logos)and―life‖(zoe);then―man‖

(anthropos)and―church‖(ekklesia).Thelastaeonisnamed―wisdom‖(sophia), which plays an essential 

roleintheprocessofthecreationofthephysicalworldbyits―ignorance‖or―error.‖Theeventsinthe

pleroma have consequences for all that exists outside of it. In order to pacify the pleroma disturbed by the 

fallofSophia,thetwoaeons―Christ‖and―HolySpirit‖arecreated,anditis―Christ‖whobringsthe

unbridled Sophia back to the harmony of the pleroma. The passionate desire (enthymesis) of the restored 

Sophiaisseparatedfromhertotheregionsoutsideofthepleroma,andbecomesthe―lowerSophia‖or

Achamoth(Heb―wisdom‖).Toremovethe―sufferings‖ofthislowerSophia,―JesusSoter‖isbrought

forth by allaeonsofthepleroma.Heputher―affects‖inorderthrough―gnosis,‖buther―passions‖are

separated and become the elements of the future creation of the cosmos. The psychic elements are the 

origin of the demiurge, who with his powers resides in the―placeofthemidst,‖thatis,betweenthe

―Ogdoad‖orAchamothandthematerialworld(earth).Thespiritualelementsconsistofthe―seedof

light‖(pneuma) and represent the pneumatics. The material world, including man, is created out of 

material and psychic substances.  

The system of Valentinus is marked by an original combination of former gnostic speculations 

(especially of the so-called―Barbelo-Gnostic‖systems,asintheApocryphon of John) and Greek platonic 

philosophy; Valentinianism is therefore often characterized as the apex of Gnosticism before 

Manichaeism (which first developed in the mid-3d century). The Valentinian school was the most 

influentialandthegreatestofGnosticism.SomeofValentinus‘disciplesweredistinguishedintellectuals, 

vehemently attacked by the Church Fathers. The division of Valentinianism into two different schools, 

whichtheythemselvescalledthe―Anatolian‖(Oriental)centeredinAlexandria,and―Italian‖(Western)

centered in Rome, was a significant development. The difference between them centered on christological 

issues. The Oriental school was active in Egypt, Syria, and Asia Minor, the old places of Gnosis. To it 

belonged the well-known gnostic Marcus, who changed the system of his teacher Valentinus into 

―numericalspeculations‖and―lettermysticism,‖andwhopracticedspecialculticceremonies;and

Theodotus, some of whose writings have been transmitted in a fragmentary form by Clement of 

Alexandria.The―ItalianSchool‖wasdominantinRomeandwasespecially opposed by Irenaeus of 

Lyons (Gaul). Its representatives included Ptolemy, whose system is reported in the polemic of Irenaeus; 

and Heracleon, who wrote the first commentary on the Gospel of John, used by Origen and Clement. 



Evidence for the existence of the Valentinian Gnosis also comes from the 3d to the 5th century, 

particularly from the area of Egypt, Syria, and N Mesopotamia.  

4. Later Developments. Strictly speaking, the productive period of western Gnosis ends with 

Valentinus and his school. Later gnostics and their works had nothing essentially new to contribute to the 

development of Gnosis. Writings like Pistis Sophia, The Two Books of Jeu, and parts of the Hermetic 

corpus and the Nag Hammadi library belong to this late period. Epiphanius reported on some sects (e.g., 

Archontics and Borborians) which belong to the later period of Gnosticism.  

The aftereffect of Gnosis—and also of organized Gnosticism—is part of the religious history of late 

antiquity and the Middle Ages, and also of the history of philosophy into the modern period. Already the 

German classicist J. G. Herder saw in Gnosis the first religious philosophy in Christendom, and he 

realized that the shaping of Christian theology since the 2d century is unintelligible apart from questions 

raised by gnostics. The theological agendas of orthodox thinkers like Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, 

Origen, Lactanius, and Augustine (himself a convert from gnostic Manichaeism) were largely determined 

by issues introduced by their gnostic opponents. Questions concerning cosmology, creation, and 

salvation, and christological issues concerning the divine Savior Christ in relation to both God and to the 

human Jesus of Nazareth, and the relations between presumed antitheses such as faith and knowledge, 

death and resurrection, body and spirit, good and evil, tradition and interpretation—all are themes upon 

which the gnostics elaborated and, because they often diverged far from the consensus of Christian 

tradition, provoked an intense response.  

The heresiologists not only evaluate gnostic concepts negatively through various attempts to discourage 

acceptance of gnostic belief and practice, but also reflect gnostic concepts positively by their response to 

those tendencies in their own alternative programs. More than just the ideology of the gnostics was 

influential, for in practical social matters the foundations of the gnostic community were of existential 

importance for the development of the Orthodox Church. This is seen, for example, in the organized 

community structure of authority (the episcopal system), the exclusion of women from community 

leadership (especially advocated by Tertullian), and the integration of the laity into the legal and 

hierarchical institution of a state church.  

The Church almost neverescapedfromthe―gnosticdanger.‖Asthegnosticsystemsofthe2dand3d

centuries lost their influence, there arose in Mesopotamia the first gnostic world-religion: Manichaeism. 

Even today this geographical region, the ancient seed-bed of Gnosis, remains the home of the only 

remaining gnostic community, the Mandaeans (see MANDAEISM). Gnosis, Manichaeism and 

Hermeticism have also had significant influential aftereffects in the history of Islamic heresies (Shi˓ite

extremism). In the same way gnostic ideas extended into the Christian Middle Ages (Bogumils and 

Albigensians), into the history of world-rejecting mystical groups (e.g., kabbalism), and up to modern 

theosophical and anthroposophical occultic movements.  
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KURT RUDOLPH  

GOAH (PLACE) [Heb gō˓āt  (ֹגָעָתה)]. An area in the vicinity of Jerusalem mentioned in connection 

withJeremiah‘seschatologicalvisionoftherestoredandresanctifiedJerusalem(31:39). Its location is 

unknown, although the context of the biblical passage suggests that it was likely S and E of GAREB, but 

presumablystillNoftheHinnomvalleyandWoftheKidronvalley.InJeremiah‘svision, the sanctity of 

the city would extend to include (presumably) the Hinnom valley and certainly the Kidron valley; thus it 

ispossiblethatGoahwasoppositeoneortheotherofthevalleys.TheRSVformofthename,―Goah,‖

reflects a reconstruction of the name in its absolute form, without the locative -â and the feminine 

construct -t-.  

GARY A. HERION  

GOAT, GOATHERD. Goats are cloven-hoofed ruminants, usually with hollow horns that sweep 

backwards, although some may have corkscrew or scimitar horns. They are gregarious, strong, and 

surefooted creatures. The domestic goat (Capra hircus mambrica) is thought to have derived from the 

wild goat (C. aegagrus) of W Asia. The Hebrew names used for goat do not define the various species; 

the general Semitic word and most frequently used in the OT is ˓ēz (Akk enzu, Ar ˓anz, Syr ˓ezzā; Gen 

15:9; 27:9, 16). Another common name śā˓  r (―shaggy,‖―hairyone‖),appearingmanytimes,isahe-goat 

(Gen 37:31; Lev 4:28; 16:10; Ezek 43:22), but occurs in certain passages as a demonic figure, translated 

―satyrs‖/―devils‖(Lev 17:7; 2 Chr 11:15; Isa 13:21; 34:14). The ˓attûd (Akk at du) also refers to rams or 

he-goats (Gen 31:10, 12). The gĕd   is a young goat, a kid (Gen 27:9; Judg 6:19). Both ṣap  r, found in later 



OT material (2 Chr 29:21; Dan 8:5, 8, 21; Ezra 8:35), and tayisû (Gen 30:35; Prov 30:31) mean he-goat. 

The ˒aggô appears only once (Deut 14:5)andhasbeentranslatedas―wildgoat‖or―ibex,‖butthe

identification is questionable. The zemer also is found only in Deut 14:5 and has been identified as the 

aoudadorBarbarysheep,orthemouflonwildsheep.Thewordhasbeentranslated―chamois,‖butthis

animal was apparently never a native of Palestine. The horns of the zemer were possibly used for musical 

instruments. The yā˓ēl (1 Sam 24:3—Eng 24:2; Psalm 104:18; Job 39:1)istranslated―wildgoat‖(C. 

Sinaitica), or was possibly the Nubian ibex (C. ibex nubiana).  

Like the sheep, the goat was widespread and valuable in ANE society, and is presumably included 

underthegeneralOTtermfor―flocks‖(ṣō˒n, Gen 4:2, 4; 12:16; 13:5; Exod 10:9; Ps 144:13; Job 1:3; 

42:12).Jacob‘sgiftofover530animalstoEsauincluded―twohundredshe-goats and twenty he-goats‖

(Gen 32:14); Nabal possessed a thousand goats (1 Sam 25:2, 3), and Jehoshaphat received tribute of 

―seventy-seven-hundred he-goats‖(2 Chr 17:11). The goat was domesticated by the 7th millennium B.C. 

and was kept mainly for its milk (Deut 32:14; Prov 27:27; Bodenheimer 1960: 209). As food, the goat 

was permitted by the Torah (Lev 7:23; Deut 14:4), in fact, the meat of a kid was highly prized (Gen 27:9; 

Judg 15:1; 1 Sam 16:20; Luke 15:29).David‘sencampmentatEinGedi(―fountainofthegoats‖) likely 

provided his men with ample food as well as a choice hiding place (1 Sam 24:1—Eng 23:29). The wool 

of the various species produced different kinds of cloths, some coarse and rough, but others provided 

superior mohair and cashmere garments (cf. 1 Sam 19:13; Jonah 3:6; Heb 11:37). Because of its 

toughness and resistance to heat and water the hair was used to make tents, such as the present-day 

bedouins‘tents(cf.Cant1:5),andalsotwine.ThecurtainsoftheTabernacleweremadeofgoat‘shair

(Exod 26:7; Cant 1:5). The hair was generally black (Cant 1:5), but spotted and speckled colors were also 

known (Gen 30:32).Theskinswereusedtomakeleather,andofgreatimportancewastheiruseas―bags‖

for the storage and transportation of liquids such as wine, oil, water, and milk (Gen 21:14; Josh 9:4, 13; 

Judg 4:19; 1 Sam 1:24; Ps 119:83; Mark 2:22; Luke 5:37–39).  

The goat is listed early in the OT as an acceptable sacrifice (Gen 15:9). The animal was equal to the 

sheepforthePassover,andwasincludedunderthecommontermfor―lamb‖(śeh; Exod 12:5). The 

various offerings enumerated in Leviticus include the goat (Lev 1:10; 3:12; 4:22–24, 27, 28; cf. Num 

15:24, 27; Lev 5:6; 9:3, 15).Atthepresentationoffirstfruitstherewasaprohibitionagainst―seethinga

kidinitsmother‘smilk‖(Exod 23:19; 34:26; Deut 14:21), an injunction either against some Canaanite 

rite, or possibly, a cruelty (Gaster 1950: 423; cf. Lev 22:28; Deut 22:6; cf. Bodenheimer 1960: 214–15; 

Keel 1980). Two goats were selected for the Day of Atonement ritual: one for a sin offering and the other 

consigned―to/forAzazel‖(Lev 16:6–26); Azazel was either the goat on which sins were carried into the 

wilderness(―scapegoat‖),thewildernessitself,oradesertdemon. 

The nature of the goat lent itself to symbolism, but in comparison to sheep imagery, the number of 

metaphorical references in the Bible is limited. Goats are destructive to cultivated areas, and with their 

beetling brow and thrust-out lower lip they could easily represent power and belligerence. The common 

word for goat (˓ēz) is derived from ˓āzaz, ―tobestrong.‖Theiroverbearingtemperandaggressiveness

requiredtheshepherdtokeepclosewatchovertheflockssothatthesheepwouldnotbeharmed.Israel‘s

leadership is compared to he-goats who have harassed the sheep and the reason given was the absence of 

a shepherd to watch over them (Zech 10:3). In the judgment against evil shepherds God is saidto―judge

between sheep and sheep, rams and he-goats‖(Ezek 34:17).The―leadersoftheearth‖inSheolare

symbolized as he-goats (Isa 14:9).IsraelistoldtogooutfromBabylonianexile―ashe-goats before the 

flock‖(Jer 50:8). In Proverbs the he-goat is given regal status (30:29–31).Israel‘sarmyiscomparedto

―twolittleflocksofgoats‖(1 Kgs 20:27). Alexander the Great is described as a he-goat with a 

conspicuous horn between his eyes (Dan 8:5, 8, 21; cf. 8:23). Because of the dark and silky color of the 

goat,amaiden‘sflowinghairislikenedtoaflocktrailingdownMountGilead(Cant 4:1; 6:5).  

The use of the goat was widespread in the art of Mesopotamia. Numerous figurines, plaques, clay 

models, and glyptic objects show that the animal was used for many different motifs: a serpent lying 

acrossagoat‘sbackwithitsheadbetweenthehornsisnovel, but a common scene is that of one or two 

goats rearing on a sacred tree which grows out of a mountain (see Van Buren 1930: 171–76; Buchanan 



and Hallo 1981: passim; Frankfort 1954: pls. 28, 29, 67, 68, 192; Keel 1980: 72, 96, 104, 115). The ibex 

is common in glyptic art, and in Mesopotamian literature symbolized the sweet underground water (see 

Jacobsen 1976: 111). Goat and rams horns were a frequent motif in the Asian steppes and the goat was a 

popular symbol for royalty in ancient Persia.  

In the OT the goatherd is not distinguished from the usual term for shepherd (rō˓eh). Both sheep and 

goats were normally herded in the same flock. In the Song of Songs the shepherdess is spoken of as one 

who shepherded her kids (Cant 1:8).  
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JACK W. VANCIL  

GOB (PLACE) [Heb gôb (גוב)]. The site of two battles against the Philistines during the reign of David 

(2 Sam 21:18, 19).GobappearstwiceinaseriesoffourepisodesinwhichheroesfromDavid‘sranks

defeated Philistine champions (2 Sam 21:15–22). During the first encounter at Gob, Sibbecai slew Saph 

(v 18), while during the second, Elhanan killed Goliath (v 19; but see the parallel in 1 Chr 20:5, in which 

Elhanan is alleged to have killed Lahmi the brother of Goliath). Gob does not appear in the parallel 

account in 1 Chr 20:4–8. In Chronicles, Gezer is presented as the site of the encounter between Sibbecai 

and Saph (v 4, where the latter name is given as Sippai), while there is no place mentioned as the site of 

the encounter between Elhanan and Lahmi (v 5). Scholars have been divided on the place of Gob in the 

biblical traditions. Following a suggestion by Wellhausen, Eissfeldt (1943: 120–22) emended the name of 

the site of the first of the four episodes from Nob to Gob (2 Sam 21:16), thus having three of the four 

episodestakeplaceatGob.Then,basinghimselfonthevariant―Gezer‖in1 Chr 20:5, he located the site 

of Gob in the vicinity of Gezer, identifying Gob with Gibbethon (M.R. 137140; identified with Tell el-

Melat, 4 km from Gezer), known as a point of conflict between the Philistines and Israel in the late 10th 

and early 9th centuries B.C.E. (1 Kgs 15:27; 16:15; see also Smith Samuel ICC, 377–78 and Williamson 1 

and 2 Chronicles NCBC,141whosupporttheprimacyofthereading―Gob‖asagainstGezerin2 Sam 

21:18 on the basis of its being the more difficult reading, and on an assumption that the Chronicler 

substituted the familiar name Gezer for the unfamiliar Gob). Opposed to this view is that of McCarter (II 

Samuel AB, 447–50),whoacceptsthereading―Gob‖onlyintheaccountofElhanan‘sbattlewithGoliath

(2 Sam 21:19). In 2 Sam 21:18, McCarter follows 1 Chr 20:4 in placing the battle at Gezer. In doing this, 

he finds some support in the Lucianic version of the name in question, gazeth. He explains both the MT 

―Gob‖andtheLXXCodexVaticanusvariant―Gath‖asanticipatory of vv 19 and 20, respectively (see 

Myers II Chronicles AB, 141 in support of Gezer in 1 Chr 20:4).  
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GOD. This entry consists of two articles, one covering God in the OT, and the other covering God in the 

NT. See related entries: DRAGONANDSEA,GOD‘SCONFLICTWITH; IMAGE OF GOD (OT); 

KINGDOM OF GOD/HEAVEN; NAMES OF GOD IN THE OT; SON OF GOD; WILL OF GOD IN 

THE OT; WORD OF GOD; WORKS OF GOD; WRATH OF GOD.  

GOD IN THE OT  

There is no treatise on God in the OT, no equivalent of the tract De Deo Uno (concerning the one God) 

ofmedievalandclassicaltheology,nodiscussionofthe―ideaofGod.‖TheexistenceofGodistakenfor

granted. ThePsalmistproclaims:―Thefoolsaysinhisheart,‗ThereisnoGod‘ ‖(Pss 14:1; 53:2—Eng 

53:1). The God of the OT is a God whom one experiences. One believes in God; one reflects on the 

present situation, on what led to it, on the distant past, and one knows that God is at work in this process. 

The OT writers do not prove the existence of God scientifically for the modern scientist, philosopher, or 

historian. They know from experience that God exists. They reflect and are convinced that God initiates, 

sustains, and governs the universe, and that he directs history. They do not know an inert God.  

———  

A. Toward One God  

1. The Struggle for One God  

2. Dtn-Dtr and One God  

3. The One God  

B. God Ever Active  

1. God Who Creates and Blesses  

2. God Who Calls the Fathers  

3. God Who Rescues  

4. God and the Prophetic Word  

C. God and Prayer  

1. God and the Psalmists  

2. God Inexhaustible  

D. God Mysterious  

1. God beyond Human Measure  

2. God Unteachable  

3. God beyond Images  

E. God King and Warrior  

F. God and Wisdom  

G. God the Restorer  

H. Conclusion  

———  

A. Toward One God  

The Hebrew Bible and its final expression of a one God is the end result of a struggle for God that has 

beenlongandcomplicated:―TheBibleprobablyshouldnotbethoughtofasamonotheisticbookbutas

monotheizing literature. There is no serious treatise in it arguing monotheism philosophically. But every 

bit of it monotheizes—moreorlesswell‖(Sanders1984:51).Thisprocessofmonotheizingcametoan

official end with the editing and crystallization in writing of the record of the struggle for the one God. 

The Chronicler and the book of Daniel in its present form represent the last stage. Those who followed 

strictly the first commandment (Exod 20:2–6; Deut 5:6–10) and the Shema (Deut 6:4–9) were a minority. 

The religious history of Israel is the story of constant falling away from the one God. Yet the one, 

exclusive, and only God is the center of true Israelite religion.  

1. The Struggle for One God. The Hebrew Bible was some eight hundred years in the making and 

bearsmanyaprint,faintandfirm,ofIsrael‘sstrugglewiththeCanaanitereligionanditspantheonwith

which it lived side by side. There are many stages in the process that lead to the monotheism of Deutero-



Isaiah. The journey was not along a straight path. But the God of the Hebrew Bible is ultimately a one and 

only God; there is no God beside him.  

God in popular Judean or Israelite religion is not necessarily the God of the definitive Hebrew Bible, 

thoughthis―popularGod‖isimportantforunderstandingtheprocessofrefinement.Onecanspeakoftwo

religions in Israel: (1) the official one, concerned with the one God and his law, represented by the priests 

and prophets, refined, speaking a language that the people do not know, and (2) the popular one, crass, 

ignorant, with emphasis on the periphery and with practices outside official control. The official or 

minority religion is expressed in the Priestly writing, Deuteronomy, the Deuteronomistic history, the 

positive proclamation of the prophets, and the Psalmists; the popular attitude is reflected in much of 

Samuel-Kings, the prohibitions of Deuteronomy, and the polemics of the prophets. The people, common 

folk and high officials alike, substituted Canaanite gods and worship for the one true God. Hosea, for 

example,givesacompendiumoftwocenturiesoffalseworship:―theyhaveturnedtoraisincakes‖(3:1); 

―theyhaveplayedtheharlot‖(4:11–14; 9:1);―theyturntoBaal‖(7:16);―withsilverandgoldthey made 

idols…aworkmanmadeit,itisnotGod‖(8:4–5);―Ephraimhasmultipliedaltarsforsinning‖(8:11); 

―IsraelhasforgottenhisMaker‖(8:14);―Ephraim…incurredguiltthroughBaalanddied‖(13:1). 

Polytheism and forms of idolatry became virtually official both in the N (2 Kgs 17:7–18) and in the S (2 

Kgs 18:4—the bronze serpent; 2 Kgs 21:1–16—Manasseh). God, who had brought the people out of 

Egypt, had been pushed aside. The idols of the majority had, on the popular level, prevailed over the one 

true God of the minority. The people had forgotten that it is YHWH, not Baal, who blesses, that is, gives 

fertility and prosperity to humans, animals, and the fields (cf. Jer 14:22).  

2. Dtn-Dtr and One God. The God of Israel is a jealous God, ˒ēl qannā˒, who tolerates no other (cf. 

Exod 20:5; Deut 5:9; Deut 4:24; 6:15; 9:7b–10:11). He has an exclusive claim on Israel, though other 

peoplesmaygotheirway:―forallthepeopleswalk each in the name of its god, but we will walk in the 

nameoftheLordourGodforeverandever‖(Mic 4:5). But a stiff-necked people (Exod 32:9; 33:3, 5, 

etc.) murmured against its God (Exod 16:2; Num 11:2; 12:1; 14:2, 26, etc.) through forty years in the 

wilderness even to the edge of the promised land, so that the anger of the Lord blazed up against them 

(Exod 32:11; Num 11:10, 33, etc.). These traditions provided material for the Deuteronomic and 

Deuteronomistic writers. These writers contemplate Israel encamped on the threshold of the promised 

land, led there from Egypt by the one God, and put under obligationtohimalone:―YHWHisyourGod,

YHWHisone‖(Deut 6:4). Because he is unique and has led the people from Egypt, he can command 

love and demand that the people serve him with an undivided heart (kôl lēb), with their lives even unto 

death (kôl nepeš), and with all their possessions (kôl mĕ˒od; Deut 6:5). The God of Deuteronomy is the 

God of the first precept oftheDecalog.God‘sblessingwillcontinuetobeeffectivebothinincreaseof

descendants and in prosperity in the land. But it is now conditional on adherence to the one God and his 

commandments (Deut 31:15–20). The Deuteronomic Code imposes at the least a strict monolatry.  

TheDeuteronomistisevenstricter.Godisbothnearandremote,mercifulanddemanding:―Forwhat

great nation is there that has a god so neartoitastheLordourGodistouswheneverwecalluponhim?‖

(Deut 4:6);―ForthiscommandmentwhichIcommandyouthisdayisnottoohardforyou,neitherisitfar

off…butthewordisverynearyou;itisinyourmouthandinyourheart,sothatyoucandoit‖(Deut 

30:11–14).ThepeoplemustnotconfusetheirGodwith―thesunandthemoon and the stars and all the 

hostofheaven‖(Deut 4:19). God controls these celestial bodies, but he is not in them, just as he is not 

immanent in the forces of nature. To stress theuniquenessofGodandtheuniquenessofIsrael‘scalling

byGod,theDeuteronomist,throughthepersonofMoses,looksbackintothemysteryofcreation:―For

ask now of the days that are past, which were before you, since the day that God created man upon the 

earth, and ask from one end of the heaven to the other, whether such a great thing as this has ever 

happened or was ever heard of. Did any people ever hear the voice of a god speaking out of the midst of a 

fire,asyouhaveheard,andstilllive?‖(Deut 4:32–33).ThereasonforGod‘sactionisthat―helovedyour

fathersandchosetheirchildrenafterthem‖(Deut 4:37).Andtheconsequence?:―Besuretotaketoheart

that the Lord is God in heaven and on earth below; there is no other. You shall keep his statutes and his 

commandmentswhichIgiveyoutoday‖(Deut 4:39–40). Love of God and the keeping of his 



commandmentsareinseparablecorrelativesinDeuteronomy.BecauseGodisthepeople‘srescuer,hecan

commandthislove;because―totheLordyourGodbelongheaven and the heaven of heavens, the earth 

andallthatisinit‖(Deut 10:14).Hecanrequireofthepeople―tolovehim,toservetheLordyourGod

with all your heart and with allyoursoul,andtokeepthecommandmentsandstatutesoftheLord‖(Deut 

10:12–13). A key theme of the Deuteronomistic History and theology is sounded in 1:8:―I have laid the 

landopenbeforeyou.‖ItisGodandhealonewhohasaccomplishedeverything.Healonehasbroughtthe

people to this stage of their history as they stand between promise and fulfillment. Deut 1:6–3:29 is not 

just historical retrospect. It is preached history which demands that the people learn from what their God 

has done.  

The story of the people of Israel, as the Deuteronomist interprets history, is the story of the violation of 

thefirstcommandmentbytheworshipof―foreigngods.‖ThestandardstatementsinJudgesformulate

this theological interpretation of history (2:11–19; 3:7–11; 10:6–16).Godissaidtobeangry:―Sothe

angeroftheLordwaskindledagainstIsrael‖(Judg 2:20). The whole history of the people under the 

monarchy was a continual falling away from God so that the Deuteronomist could say at the demise of the 

Nkingdomthat―theLordwasveryangrywithIsrael, and removed them out of his sight; none was left 

butthetribeofJudahonly‖(2 Kgs 17:18).ButJudahfarednobetterintheend:―forbecauseoftheanger

of the Lord itcametothepointinJerusalemandJudahthathecastthemoutfromhispresence‖(2 Kgs 

24:20).  

3. The One God. It is Deutero-IsaiahwhoexpressesmostclearlythatIsrael‘s God is one and unique, in 

short, monotheism in the strict sense. There are twelve verses in particular where this prophet asserts the 

uniquenessofIsrael‘sGod(45:14–25):―Godiswithyouonly,thereisnoother‖(v 14a);YHWH…he is 

God‖(v 18a);―I,YHWH,andthereisnoother‖(v 18d);―IYHWH‖(v 19c);―WasitnotI,YHWH,and

thereisnootherGodbesidesme‖(v 21c);―noneapartfromme‖(v 21d);―forIamGod(˒ēl) and there is 

noother‖(v 22b);―onlyinYHWH‖(v 24a);―inYHWH‖(v 25). These nine monotheistic assertions have 

acumulativeeffect.Withthemisfoundalsotheword―save,‖whichoccurssixtimesasanoun/participle

oraverb.―Save‖doesnothaveheretheovertonesoftheChristiantheologyoftheNT.Itisrendered

betterby―rescue,‖oranequivalent:―GodofIsrael;rescuer‖(v 15);―IsraelisrescuedbyYHWHwitha

rescuethatisforever‖(v 17); thepagansinvoke―agodwhodoesnotrescue‖(v 20c);YHWHisa―god

whodeliversandrescues‖(v 21d);thepagansareinvitedto―turntomeandberescued‖(v 22a). YHWH 

will vindicate his people in the eyes of their enemies, who will be brought to acknowledge that it is the 

God of Israel who acts.  

The God of Israel is immeasurable and unteachable (40:12–17), incomparable (40:18; 46:5, 9); he 

stretches out the heavens (40:21–22; 42:5; 44:24; cf. Ps 104:2b); he is apart, the holy one of Israel (41:14, 

16, 20; 43:15; 45:11; 48:4; 49:7); he is with his people (41:10; 43:2); he brings joy, comfort, and 

assurance (51:3, 6, 8, 11, 16; 52:10, 12; cf. also 41:8–13, 14–16; 43:1–4, 5–7; 44:1–5).Itis―I‖whoact

―thatpeoplemayseeandknow,mayconsiderandunderstandtogether,thatthehandoftheLordhasdone

this,theHolyOneofIsraelhascreatedit‖(41:20). Thereare,therefore,noother―gods.‖Tospeakof

them is to speak either of nothing or of the ineffective work of human hands (40:19–20; 41:6–7; 41:23–

24, 29; 42:17; 43:10; 44:9–20; 46:1–13; 48:5). In the middle of the 6th century B.C.E., Deutero-Isaiah has 

proclaimed monotheism in its fullness.  

B. God Ever Active  

1. God Who Creates and Blesses. The Hebrew Bible begins with a clear distinction between God and 

―not-God,‖betweencreatorandcreated.―InthebeginningGod.‖Thewriterpresupposescreationand

God as creator and has no need to prove it. Creation by God is simply accepted. It is not an article of faith, 

as in the Christian creeds, inasmuch as it was never contested. The history of the theology of creation in 

Israel is another matter (cf. Westermann 1978: 1–10; Saggs 1978: 30–63; Anderson 1984; Day 1985: 1–

62). The Bible stands under God and his creative word which dominates the priestly recitation of creation. 

Therefrain,―andGodsaid,‖occurseighttimesinGen 1:3–27. There is the word, the formula of 

command,andtheevent.God‘swordisfulfilledinaneventimmediatelyfollowingitandin precise 

accordancewithwhatissaid.ThereisaninnerconnectionbetweenGod‘swordandtheevent.God‘s



word is event.WhatGodhassaidmustcometopass.―BythewordoftheLordtheheavensweremade,

andalltheirhostbythebreathofhismouth‖(Ps 33:6). We read the same in Ps 147:15–20 as well as in 

the concluding passage of Deutero-Isaiah:  

For as the rain and the snow come down from heaven,  

and return not thither but water the earth,  

making it bring forth and sprout  

giving seed to the sower and bread to the eater,  

so shall my word be that goes forth from my mouth;  

it shall not return to me empty,  

but it shall accomplish that which I purpose  

and prosper in the thing for which I sent it (Isa 55:10–11).  

CreationbywordhasalonghistoryintheancientNearEast.―Thecreativepoweroftheword underlies 

allMesopotamianreligiousliterature‖(Jacobsen1976:15;cf.Dürr1938;Koch1965).ThewordofGod

often appears under the image of a natural and cosmic power through which the voice of God comes; it is 

the power that creates and maintains in existence. Psalm 29 repeats qôl YHWH, ―thevoiceofYHWH,‖

seventimes;itmayberenderedaswellby―thewordofYHWH.‖ 

ThepriestlywriterintroducesGodwhowastherebeforecreation:―fromeverlastingtoeverlasting thou 

artGod‖(Pss 90:2; 93:2), God who speaks and whose word must issue into event, God who acts and 

whose action must issue into order. For the priestly writer, as for Deutero-Isaiah, to conceive of God as 

one who creates chaos or preexisting unordered matter is to conceive strict nonsense; for both writer and 

prophet,creationandchaosareincompatible:―ForthussaystheLord,who created the heavens—he is 

God! who formed the earth and made it—he established it; he did not create it a chaos (tôhû), he formed it 

tobeinhabited!‖(Isa 45:18; cf. Psalm 136). The God who creates is, in Deutero-Isaiah, also the God who 

redeems. He redeems or rescues precisely because he is creator, the word to create (bārā˒), used only with 

God as subject in the OT (49 times), occurs 17 times in Deutero-Isaiah (40:26, 28; 41:20; 42:5; 43:1, 7, 

15; 45:7 (twice), 8, 13, 18 (twice); 48:7; 54:16 (twice). God, the creator and sustainer, is the theme of 

Psalm 104 (linked closely with Genesis 1) and of the hymns of the praise of the creator which are the 

basis of Job 9:5–14; 26:5–14).  

The God who creates is the God who blesses. He blesses all living creatures, animal and human (Gen 

1:22, 28), so commanding them to exercise the dynamism to reproduce and increase conferred on them in 

their being created. The blessing is effective through time, in the genealogy of Genesis 5 (it is renewed 

after the flood, Gen 9:1, 7),andinspace,inthespreadofthehumanraceovertheearththroughNoah‘s

sons (Genesis 10), and in the line through Shem that leads to Abraham. The formula of Gen 1:28 and 9:1, 

7, is taken up again in 35:11 whenthepromiseisconfirmedtoJacob.―Blessingisa continuing activity of 

Godthatiseitherpresentornotpresent‖(Westermann1978:4). 

2. God Who Calls the Fathers. Blessing stands at the head of the story of the patriarchs and permeates 

it:―NowYHWHsaidtoAbram:Goyourwayfromyourlandandyourkindredandyourfather‘shouseto

the land that I will show you. And I will make you a great people, and I will bless you, and I will make 

your name great, so that you will be a blessing. I will bless those who bless you, and him who despises 

you,Iwillcurse.Andsoalltheclansoftheearthshallfindblessingthroughyou‖(Gen 12:1–3). The 

writer looks back from the period of the later monarchy on the history of his people and links history with 

God‘sunseenactionofblessing.Theblessingachievesitseffectinhistoryindescendantsbeyond

counting:―ifonecancountthedustoftheearth,yourdescendantsalsocanbecounted‖(Gen 13:16; 

28:13);―looktowardheavenandcountthestars,ifyouareabletonumberthem‖(Gen 15:4; 22:16; 25:3); 

―Iwillgreatlymultiplyyourseed‖(Gen 16:10; 17:2, 19; 22:16; 26:3, 24). The descendants will be as the 

―sandwhichisontheseashore‖(Gen 22:16).AbrahamandJacobareGod‘sinstrumentsbywhich―allthe

clansoftheearthshallfindblessing‖(Gen 12:3; 22:18; 28:14).―The significant place of the call of 

Abraham simply serves to underscore the point being made here. The popular understanding of the God 

of the Bible often conceives of the deity as a God of love and wrath, a God of mercy and judgment, as 

these were the two parts of the character of God or the two sides of the divine activity and purpose. The 



call of Abraham helps to make clear that the God of biblical faith, in contrast to such a popular notion, is 

clearly bent toward blessing and mercy toward human creatures. Judgment takes place when the loving 

purposes of a compassionate God are thwarted or opposed. But the divine way and purpose are not any 

less loving or set for blessing. When Yahweh sent Abraham out, it was to bring about blessing, not curse. 

That is thegoodreportwhichtheBibletransmitstoeachgeneration‖(Miller1984:475). 

3. God Who Rescues. a. From Egypt. ThereflectivetheologiansofIsraelsawGod‘sblessingatwork

among his people in Egypt (Exod 1:7). It is the effect of the blessing that gives rise to the oppression 

(Exod 1:8–14). God is a God who responds. He saw, he knew, he remembered his assurance (bĕr  t) given 

to the patriarchs, and he intervened (Exod 2:25; 3:15–17). The God who rescues or delivers or saves is 

identified with the God of the fathers (Exod 3:1–6; 6:2–8).Heisdescribedas―theLordyourGod,who

brought you out of the land of Egypt, out ofthehouseofbondage‖(Exod 20:2; Deut 5:6). This became 

Israel‘sconfessionoffaith(Deut 6:20–25; 26:5–9; Josh 24:2–13).  

Who is this God who rescues? He is symbolized by the bush which burns but is not consumed (Exod 

3:2). He is there, ever active, indestructible. He says ˒ehyeh ˓immāk, ―Iwillbewithyou‖(Exod 3:12); his 

name is ˒ehyeh ˒ šer ˒ehyeh, ―IamwhoIam‖;andheinstructsMosestosay ˒ehyeh (Iam)hassentyou‖

(Exod 3:14). The God who rescues is the God who, as in the patriarchal stories, acts when, where, and 

how he will. It was this God, YHWH, who, in the belief of Israel, was the God of the beginnings; so that 

it was him, YHWH, whom people invoked in the primeval period (Gen 4:26). He cannot be contained by 

image, shrine, or territory. He is always present (Exod 33:12–16).Thepresencemaybesymbolized―by

day in a pillarofcloudtoleadthemalongtheway,andbynightinapillaroffiretogivethemlight‖

(Exod 13:21);―but…youcannotseemyface;formanshallnotseemeandlive‖(Exod 33:20), even 

thoughtheelders―sawtheGodofIsrael‖(Exod 24:10),underimagery,and―the Lord used to speak to 

Mosesfacetoface,asamanspeakstohisfriend‖(Exod 33:11), that is, intimately.  

The theme of deliverance, expressed vividly in the poetic climax of Exodus 15, became the confessional 

tradition of Israel. When in the 6th century, the creator God used Cyrus the Persian as his instrument in a 

second rescue, the appropriate language and imagery was at hand to the prophet of the exile (Isa 44:24–

27; 44:28–45:5; 45:6–7).  

b. From Babylon. The Deuteronomistic Historian-theologian interpreted the destruction of Samaria and 

JerusalemandIsrael‘shalf-century of captivity in Babylon as a punishment inflicted by God for constant 

infidelity to him during the period of the monarchy (2 Kgs 17:7–41; 21:1–16; 24:1–7). This same God 

now leads his people back to Jerusalem. Deutero-Isaiah sees God at work in the victories of Cyrus (41:2–

4; 41:25; 44:22–45:7; 45:12–13). Cyrus made Media a Persian satrapy in 556; in 547 he swept across 

Asia Minor to defeat Croesus of Lydia; in 546 he attacked Babylon; in 539 he overcame it. But, for the 

theologianoftheExile,hewasGod‘sinstrument.CyrusisGod‘sshepherd(44:28)andGod‘sanointed

(45:1).Alltheseeventshavetakenplacebecause―IamtheLord,whomadeallthings‖(44:24);―Iamthe

Lord, there is no other; besides me, thereisnoGod‖(45:5);―Iformlightandcreatedarkness,Imake

wealandcreatewoe,IamtheLordwhodoesallthesethings‖(45:7).Thecry―IamHe,‖―IamYHWH,‖

rings through Deutero-Isaiah (e.g., 41:4; 43:13, 15; 45:3–7, 8; 48:12; 49:23–24; 51:16). The creator God 

works wonders in the desert (40:3–5; 41:18–19; 44:3–4; 49:11). Because he is the creator, he is the Lord 

of the universe and the Lord of history. Because he is the creator, he is also the rescuer. The proclamation: 

―IamYHWH,‖(44:24b),isintroducedbytwoqualifyingactiveparticiples,―whoredeemsyouandwho

fashionsyou‖(44:24a), and is followed by nine more active participles describing YHWH in act (44:24b–

28). In all, YHWH is described by eleven active participles—redeeming, fashioning, making, stretching 

out, spreading out, frustrating, turning back, confirming, saying (3 times).  

4. God and the Prophetic Word. The prophets of Israel do not discuss the subject of God, nor do they 

have something of their own to say about God (cf. Zimmerli 1976). They claim that God comes to word 

throughtheirwordsandthatGod‘swordisirresistible:―Thelionhasroared,whowillnotfear?TheLord

hasspoken,whocanbutprophesy?‖;―theLordtookmefromfollowingtheflock,andtheLordsaidto

me,‗Go,prophesytomypeopleIsrael‘ ‖(Amos 3:8; 7:15). God is active in the call of the prophet (cf. 

Isaiah 6; Jeremiah 1; Ezek 2:1–3).Thephrases―oracleoftheLord‖(nĕ˒um YHWH),―thussaystheLord‖



(kô ˒āmār YHWH),and―thewordoftheLordcametome‖(wayĕhi dĕbar YHWH ˒ĕlay), make it clear 

that the prophet does not speak about God. God sends his prophet, is involved in the life of the prophet, 

and moves into history through the prophet. But God transcends the prophet and his proclamations, and is 

not constrained within the framework of his interventions through the prophet.  

It is through the prophets that God denounces both houses of Israel (Amos 2:2–4; Isa 8:14). God 

accuses Israel of social injustice through Amos and Micah, of defection to strange gods through Hosea 

and Jeremiah, of violation of the sanctity of God by political intrigue through Isaiah, of violation of the 

sabbaththroughEzekiel.Doomisdecreed.ButpunishmentisalwaysprecededbyGod‘swarningand 

offer of mercy (Amos 4:1–12; 5:4–7, 15; 7:8; 8:2; Isa 5:25; 9:11[Eng 12], 16[Eng 17], 20[Eng 21]; 10:4; 

14:32; 28:16–17; 30:18; Ezek 20:5–26). The prophets, under God, leave open the possibility of a 

―remainder.‖ItisGodhimselfwhowillrenewthepeopleinternally(Jer 31:31–34; Ezek 36:24–32) and 

breathe new life into dead bones (Ezekiel 36).  

Ezekiel 25–32 containaseriesof―oraclesagainstthenations(cf.Isaiah 13–23; Jeremiah 46–51; 

Obadiah).Theoraclesareintroducedbythestandardformulas,―thewordoftheLordcametome,‖―thus

saystheLordGod‖;thencomethedetailsofthepunishmentfollowedbythepurposeortheresult.

NineteentimesinEzekielthepurposeorresultis―you(they)willknowthatIamtheLord‖(k   ˒ n   

YHWH, 25:5, 7, 11, 14, 17; 26:6; 28:22b, 23b, 24, 26; 29:6a, 9, 16, 21; 30:8, 19, 25, 26; 35:15). God, 

through his chastisement proclaimed in the word of the prophet, brings knowledge of himself at work in 

history.  

C. God and Prayer  

God is readily accessible in prayer. Any member of the community can approach God anywhere and at 

any time and speak freely. Abraham approaches God and talks with him (Gen 15:1–6; 19:22–33); Moses 

speakstoGod―facetoface‖(Exod 33:11);Hannahrespondswithher―Magnificat‖whenGodanswers

her prayer; Hezekiah laments before God in his illness (Isa 38:9–20); Job argues with God throughout the 

book; Jeremiah confronts God (11:18–23; 12:1–6; 15:10–12, 15–21; 17:12–18; 18:18–23; 20:7–18).  

1. God and the Psalmists. The Psalter brings together what is essential in the prayer of Israel. God of 

the psalms is God who is ever at work. He is addressed as the one who has acted in the remote or 

immediate past, or is now acting. The psalmist calls on other worshippers, even on enemies and pagans, to 

acknowledgeGod‘sactionandtorespondbymakingitknown. 

a. God and the Lament. About one fifth of the psalms are personal laments (Psalms 3; 4; 5; 7; 10; 17; 

22; 25; 26; 28; 31; 39; 42; 43; 54; 55; 56; 57; 59; 61; 64; 69; 70; 71; 77; 120; 140; 142; add the 

―penitentialpsalms,‖Psalms 6; 32; 38; 51; 102; 130; 143). There are also communal laments (Psalms 12; 

44; 58; 60; 80; 83; 85; 94; 123; 126). The individual calls on God in distress; God delivers him; so the 

psalmistcallsforpraise,thatis,foracknowledgmentofGod‘saction(e.g.,Psalms 18; 30; 40; 66:13–20). 

The psalmist, who is in distress, recognizes that God has responded, that the petition has been heard; so he 

declaresGod‘spraise,e.g.,Ps 40:9–10:  

I have told the glad news of deliverance,  

in the great congregation;  

lo, I have not restrained my lips,  

as thou knowest, O Lord.  

I have not hid thy saving help within my heart,  

I have spoken of thy faithfulness and thy salvation;  

I have not concealed thy steadfast love and thy faithfulness  

from the great congregation.  

b. God and Praise. PraiseisaresponsetoGod‘saction.AtypicalresponsetoGod‘sactionis:―Ogive

thanksto(praise)theLord,forheisgood,‖oracloseequivalent (e.g., Psalms 18:3, 49; 30:1, 4, 12; 34:1, 

3; 52:9; 66:20; 107:1, 8, 15, 21; 116:19; 118:1, 26; 138:1, 2).  

c. God at Work. ThepsalmistnotonlydeclaresGod‘spraise,acknowledgesthatGodhasacted,but

also describes God at work. Psalm 103 begins and ends with a call to praise or bless (vv 1–2, 20–22). The 

openingcallisfollowedbysixactiveparticiplesdescribing―Godinact‖—―whoforgives…whoheals…



whoredeems…whocrowns…whosatisfies…whoworks‖(vv 5–9); he is at work in this ordered 

world (vv 10–26); he gives life to all living creatures (vv 27–30). Hence, may the glory of the Lord 

(kābôd YHWH)endureforever.God‘skābôd is created order (cf. Isa 6:3c:―thefullnessofalltheearthis

hisglory‖)andhislife-giving power which effects this order. Psalm 147 describes God in act with six 

active participles in vv 1–6, five in vv 7–11, and five in vv 12–20; a number of verbs (in the imperfect) 

are used to express continuous action (cf. Job 9:5–14; 26:5–14).  

d. God of Steadfast Love. God of the psalms, like the God of Moses (Exod 34:6–7) is the God of 

steadfast love (ḥesed). The word occurs in some fifty psalms, in a number of them several times (e.g., 

59:11[Eng 10], 17[Eng 16], 18[Eng 17]; 89:2[Eng 1], 3[Eng 2], 15[Eng 14], 25[Eng 24], 29[Eng 28], 

34[Eng 33], 50[Eng 49]; 106:1, 7, 45; 107:1, 8, 21, 31; 118:1–4, 29; 119:41, 64, 76, 88, 124, 149, 159). In 

every verse of Psalm 136,theresponseis―forhissteadfastloveisforever‖(k   lĕ ˓ôlām ḥasdô). The 

steadfast love covers creation, rescue, and covenant fidelity.  

2. God Inexhaustible. The psalmists describe God in many ways, God hears the cry of the distressed 

(6:9–10[Eng 8–9]; 17:6; 28:6; 66:19–20) and rescues him from Sheol, the Pit, or the grave (16:10; 30:4; 

49:16[Eng 15]; 86:13; 99:11 139:8); he delivers the petitioner from his enemies (18:49[Eng 48]; 35:9–10; 

40:18[Eng 17]; 59:2–3[Eng 1–2]); he judges (6:11[Eng 10]; 7:7[Eng 6], 9[Eng 8], 12[Eng 11]; 9:8–9[Eng 

7–8]; 94:2; 96:13; 98:9); he is king (10:16; 24:7–10; 29:10[forever, lĕ ˓ôlām]; 43:4[Eng 4]; 47:8; 93:1; 

95:3; 96:10; 97:1; 99:1; 145:1; 146:10). God is a rock, a fortress, and a refuge (18:3[Eng 2], 32[Eng 31], 

47[Eng 46]; 27:1; 28:1; 31:4[Eng 3]; 61:3[Eng 2]; 62:3[Eng 2], 7–8[Eng 6–7]; 71:3; 78:35; 89:27[Eng 

26]; 91:2). God is a shield (3:4[Eng 3]; 7:11[10]; 28:7; 84:10[Eng 9]; 144:2), and the one in whom the 

petitioner has confidence (4; 55:24[Eng 23]; 56:4–5[Eng 3–4], 12[Eng 11]). God hides people in his 

presence and shelters them (31:21[Eng 20]; 32:7; 91:1). God loves and prospers the law-abiding just one 

(1; 11:7; 15:2; 37:30–31; 112) and raises the poor (72:12; 113:7). God rises up in the assembly of the 

gods (29:1–2; 77:14[Eng 13]; 82:1; 89:6–9[Eng 5–8]; 95:3; 96:4; 97:7; 148:2). God is the Lord of history 

(77:20–21[Eng 19–20]; 78; 81:11[Eng 10]; 105). God is incomparable (77:14[Eng 13]; 113:5–60), 

incomprehensible, all-knowing, all-seeing (139; 147:5). God is all this because he is the creator (8:4[Eng 

3]; 19 24:2; 33:6–7; 90:2; 95:6; 96:10; 100:3; 102:26; 103:14; 104; 136; 138:8; 147:4; 148:5). He is also 

described as creator in the imagery of the mythological struggle at the beginning (74:13–17; 89:10–

12[Eng 9–11]).Godishe―whomadeheavenandearth‖(96:5; 115:15; 121:2; 124:8; 134:3; 144:6).  

D. God Mysterious  

Israel had to learn how mysterious, unteachable, and beyond manipulation was its God.  

1. God beyond Human Measure. The psalmists know that God does not judge according to a strict 

pattern.Godis―mercifulandgracious,slowtoangerandaboundinginmercifullove…hedoesnotdeal

withusaccordingtooursins,norrequiteusaccordingtoouriniquities‖(Psalm 103:10; cf. Psalm 130:3; 

Exod 34:6–7).Goddoesnotactashumansdo.HosearecallsIsrael‘slonghistoryofinfidelitytoGod

(11:1–9).But,despitecenturiesofdisloyalty,GodwillnotdestroyEphraim―forIamGodandnotman,

theHolyOneinyourmidst,andIwillnotcometodestroy‖(11:9). When David had displeased God by 

holding a census of the people (2 Samuel 24), the prophet Gad offered him three choices of punishment, 

three years of famine in the land, or three months in flight before his enemies, or three days of pestilence 

intheland.Davidanswered:―Iamingreatdistress;letusfallintothehandsoftheLord,forhismercyis

great;butletmenotfallintothehandsofman‖(2 Sam 24:14).  

2. God Unteachable. Oneoftheelementsofthe―commontheology‖oftheANE(cf.Smith1952)that

Israelsharedwithherneighborswasthatthe―highgod‖rewardsandpunishesaccordingtoa strict 

pattern. The previous paragraph has shown that the true Israel did not accept this standard theology. 

JeremiahandJobexplicitlycontestit.Jeremiahdoessoinhis―confessions‖(11:18–23; 12:1–11; 15:10–

12, 15–21; 17:12–18; 18:18–23; 20:7–18). The beginning of his private debate with God may be 

rendered:―JustyouareYHWH;evensoIwillarguewithyou;yes,therearecasesIwouldliketodiscuss

withyou.Whydothewickedprosper?‖(12:1). God replies in two proverbs (12:5–6). God does not solve 

the tension between belief and reason for Jeremiah. He demands that Jeremiah renounce any ultimate 

insightintothe―why‖oflifeandthat he give himself in complete trust to the will of God, known only by 



faith. Jeremiah admits his own shortcomings (15:17, 19); he almost accuses God of being untrustworthy 

(15:18), and lays against God the charge of deception (20:7–12).Buthefinallyacceptsthe―Lordofhosts

whotriestherighteous,whoseestheheartandthemind‖(20:12), though at the same time calling for 

vengeanceonhisandGod‘senemies‖(11:20; 15:15; 20:12b). Job contests this traditional teaching on 

retribution through forty chapters. But God directs the drama (1–2; 42:7–9). God will teach Job, not Job 

God.God‘shonorisatstake. Will Job, the just one, blaspheme him? Eliphaz (15:17–19) and Bildad (8:8–

10; 18:2–21) go back to the testimony of the ancients and to traditional theology to insist that Job must 

have done wrong. Job protests his innocence. The friends persist with the standard answers. Job wrestles 

withGod:―ThoughIaminnocent,Icannotanswerhim;Imustappealformercytomyaccuser‖(9:15). 

He tells his disputants that their so-called orthodox theology is worthless and false to God (13:2–12). 

They want to lock God within a system. Then God speaks to Job out of the tempest. His power and 

wisdom have organized the ordered cosmos out of the primeval chaos; how, then, can Job know and teach 

him? (38:4–7). If Job cannot master and tame the mythical monsters, Leviathan and Behemoth, whom 

YHWH vanquished, how can he master God? (cf. Day 1985: 62–87, esp. 86–87). Job acknowledges that 

he has not understood and that God is beyond him (40:3–5). He has now really experienced God. He now 

knows that God cannot be encapsulated in a formula. At the end of his struggle, Job confesses:  

I know that thou canst do all things,  

and that no purpose of thine can be thwarted.  

Who is this that hides counsel without knowledge?  

Therefore I have uttered what I did not understand,  

things too wonderful for me, which I did not know (42:2–3).  

God does not give a solution. He does not intervene as another contestant or as a deus ex machina in a 

Euripidean drama. He is above all this. He speaks as God, not as one among humans. The solution lies 

hidden in him.  

The problem of the just who suffer had been raised in the case of the total destruction of Sodom (Gen 

18:22–33).AbrahamaskstheLord:―Willyoureallysweepawaythejustwiththewicked?‖(v 23b). The 

OTwasawarebothofthesolidarityofthecommunityinguilt‖(Gen 20:9; Exod 34:7; Josh 7; Deut 21:1–

9) and of the responsibility of the individual (Deut 24:16; Jer 31:29–30; Ezekiel 18). Abraham does not 

―prayfor‖SodomsothatGodmayaverthiswrath,nordoeshebargainwithGod.Abrahamraisesthe

questionofthejusticeof―thejudgeofalltheearth‖(v 25b). The judge insists that the innocent are not to 

perish:―ForthesakeoftenIwillnotdestroyit‖(v 32b). But it seems that there are no just people in 

Sodom. The problem of the justice of God is not fully solved. It remains part of the mystery of God.  

3. God beyond Images. It was an abomination in Israel to make any image of YHWH (Exod 20:4–6 = 

Deut 5:8–10) who is intangible and unseeable (Exod 33:19–22; cf. Gunneweg 1984). An early tradition 

didawaywith―foreigngods‖(Gen 35:1–5). Images, though not of the Lord, had been tolerated as part of 

the official cult (2 Kgs 18:4; 23:4–14).Israel‘srevulsionforimagesofthedivinityisexpressedinits

extreme form by Deutero-Isaiah (44:9–20; cf. end of A.3). Israel was not to have representations of God 

as did her neighbors. God cannot be confined to an image or even represented by one. God cannot be 

confinedevenwithinthetemple.Solomonprayedontheoccasionofthededicationofthetemple:―But

will God indeed dwell on earth? Behold, heaven and the highest heaven cannot contain thee; how much 

lessthishousewhichIhavebuilt?‖(1 Kgs 8:27). Further, the Israelite must not try to manipulate God by 

magic:―thereshallnotbefoundamongyouanyone…whopracticesdivination,asoothsayeroraugur,or

asorcerer,oracharmer,oramedium,orawizard,oranecromancer‖(Deut 18:10–11; cf. Lev 19:31; 1 

Sam 28:7–19; Isa 8:19). The God of Israel is beyond any manipulation.  

E. God King and Warrior  

Israel, united and divided, was a monarchy for four-and-a-half centuries. The cult of YHWH was 

conducted in the temple built by the king. It was natural, then, that YHWH and king be linked. The cry, 

―Mardukis(hasbecome)king,‖had beenechoingforcenturiesinMesopotamia.Thecry―Elisking,‖

―Baalis(shallbecome)king,‖wasechoinginCanaanwhereIsraellived.Baalhadbattledwiththe

monster Yam (the sea); he had conquered; his temple was built; he had become king. But no, proclaimed 



Israel in polemic. It is YHWH, the God of Israel, who is king, not El or Baal. YHWH conquered and 

shattered the heads of the mythical monster, Leviathan or Rahab, at creation (Psalms 74:12–17; 89:10–

15[Eng 9–14]). He repulsed and tamed the revolting, primeval rivers (nĕhārôt), and so is king (Psalm 

93:1, 4–5). Let the sea (yam) and the unruly waters (nĕhārôt) roar as they will, YHWH is king over all 

(Psalm 98:6–8).―YHWHsitsenthronedovertheflood(mabbûl)forever‖(Psalm 29:10). YHWH is 

master of the foundations of the earth, the deep (tĕhôm), and the waters (mayy  m) (Psalm 104:6). He is the 

kingofglory―whofoundedtheearthupontheseas(yammim), and established it upon the rivers 

(nĕhārôt),‖andisnowenthronedinthetempleon Zion (Psalms 24; 46:4; cf. 1 Sam 4:4). He is enthroned 

forever (Ps 102:12).ThemythicallanguageispartofIsrael‘sCanaaniteheritage.  

Deutero-IsaiahrecognizesYHWHas―thecreatorofIsrael,yourking‖(43:15), as he links the battle 

against the waters with the Exodus, old and new (43:15–16; 44:24; 45:11–13; 54:5). The messenger who 

announcesthegoodtidingsofreleasetoZionproclaimsthat―yourGodisking‖(52:7), that is, God has 

rescuedandtriumphed.ThesongofMoseshadalreadycelebratedYHWH‘svictoryat the Red Sea as the 

victoryofaking:―YHWHiskingforeverandever‖(Exod 15:18). Finally, on the day of the Lord, 

―YHWHwillbecomekingoveralltheearth‖(Zech 14:9).―…thedayoftheLordistheepiphanyofthe

divine King; here the battle against chaos is ultimately waged against Leviathan, the Serpent, the Dragon, 

and Death. Cosmic evil is conqueredonceandforall‖(Mettinger1985:33;cf.Isa 25:8; 27:1).  

YHWH, the God of Israel, is described as a man of war (˒  š milḥāmāh, Exod 15:3). In one graphic 

passage Deutero-Isaiahsaysthat―theLordgoesforthlikeamightyman,likeamanofwarhestirsuphis

fury;hecriesout,heshoutsaloud,heshowshimselfmightyagainsthisfoes‖(Isa 32:13). YHWH is 

consulted about war (2 Sam 5:19, 23; 1 Kgs 22:5, 7–8). YHWH declares war (Exod 17:16; Num 31:3). 

YHWH walks in the camp (Deut 23:14)and―hecanbringussafewhetherwearefewormany‖(1 Sam 

14:6; cf. Judges 6).Thewarcryisoften―thebattleisYHWH‘s‖(e.g.1 Sam 17:47), and the cry in the 

middleofthebattleis―theLordhasdeliveredthemintoyourhands(e.g.,Judg 3:28; 7:15; 1 Sam 7:8). 

Theram‘shornsoundedinbattleisthesymbolofYHWH‘svoice(e.g.,Num 10:9). YHWH alone wins 

the victory (Josh 10:10; Judg 4:15; 2 Sam 5:24).TheholywarideologywassharedwithIsrael‘s 

neighbors, and war between them and Israel was a contest between their gods (e.g., 2 Kgs 3:21–27). The 

immediate postexilic prophets draw on the imagery and ideology of thedivinewarriortodescribeGod‘s

intervention to bring about the ideal eschatological age (Isa 59:15b–20; 63:1–6; 63:19b–64:1 [Eng 64:1–

3]; Zech 9:1–17; 10:1–12; 14:4).  

F. God and Wisdom  

TheDeuteronomisturgesthepeopletoobeyGod‘sordinancesandstatutes,for―thatwillbeyour

wisdom and understanding in the sight of the peoples, who, when they hear all these statutes will say, 

‗Surelythisnationisawiseandunderstanding people (˓am ḥākām wĕnābôn)‘ ‖(Deut 4:6). That is, the 

people will be acting in the best tradition of wisdom. The experience of God that the wisdom writings 

presuppose is called―thefearofGod.‖Thewisdomschool(teacher[s])ofProverbsexplainsthiswisdom:

―ThefearoftheLordisthebeginningofknowledge‖(Prov 1:7);―thefearoftheLordisthebeginning of 

wisdom,andtheknowledgeoftheHolyOneisinsight‖(Prov9:19).Aboutoneseventhofthesayingsin

the Solomonic sections of Proverbs (10:1–22:16; 25–29) have a religious flavor. The fear of the Lord is a 

sourceofconfidenceand―fountainoflife‖(14:26–27);itis―instructioninwisdom‖(15:33);it―leadsto

life‖(19:33). Godistheonewhohassupremedominion,―manyaretheplansinthemindofman,butitis

thepurposeoftheLordthatwillbe‖(19:21; 20:24). Decision is wholly with God (16:33); man proposes, 

but God disposes (16:1–9). God made the eye and the ear (20:12); God created poverty and riches (22:2); 

―evilmendonotunderstandjustice,butthosewhoseektheLordunderstanditcompletely‖(28:5). The 

wisdom tradition urges its disciples to search for the fear of the Lord (2:1–5) and for true religious 

wisdom (3:1–2). This wisdom (ḥokmâh), this fear of the Lord, is awe and reverence before God who 

creates and orders. The fear of the Lord and the knowledge of God are equated (2:5). Knowledge for the 

Israelite is an experience of the innermost being. It is God who possesses this wisdom. He founded the 

earth by his wisdom (3:19), and wisdom has always been his (8:22–31). Proverbs identifies the creator, 

the source of wisdom, with YHWH, the God of Israel.  



G. God the Restorer  

The Chronicler inherited the theology of infidelity and retribution of the Deuteronomist, the theology of 

God‘ssteadfastlove(ḥesed) and covenant loyalty, and the theology of God the rescuer who is the God of 

Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. He is concerned with the law, the lawgiver, and the land. Ezra accepts the law 

again and looks to the reestablishment of the people of God. God, in his steadfast love, has restored his 

people using the Persian kings as his instruments (Ezra 7:27–29). God, who is just, has both punished and 

preserved his people (Ezra 9:10–15). The restoration belongs to God alone. The promise of the land is 

renewed, the temple is restored, and God dwells again with his people. As God has acted in the past, so 

will he act in the future. The God of the Chronicler is one; he is the God of the past and the future, and the 

God who makes himself known in the present in the law of the temple.  

H. Conclusion  

God of the Hebrew Bible is God who is forever active. God is always present and can be found 

anywhere, but cannot be trapped, manipulated, or reduced to human dimensions. The OT experience of 

God is the experience of some eight hundred years. In the traditions of the ancestors of Israel, the 

patriarchs worshipped one God; they were concerned with one God, and no other appears. They may have 

identified their one God with El of Canaan. But God was one, though of many titles: El Elyon (God, the 

most high), El Qoneh (God, the creator), El Roi (God, the [one] seeing me?), El Olam (God, the eternal), 

El Bet-el(God,[theoneof]Bethel),ElEloheYisrael(God,theGodof[thepatriarch]Israel),AnokihāEl

(I am God himself), El Shadday (God, the steppe one). This was at least monolatry. The Exodus reflects a 

view of one God, identified with the God of the patriarchs, who intervenes as a God who rescues and 

takes vengeance, who is a God of war and a warrior. During the periods of the settlement and the 

monarchy, the one GodwasconfusedinthepopularmindwiththegodsofCanaan.Even―official‖

religion, that is, religion under royal aegis, joined in the confusion. The Deuteronomic tradition called for 

order. The Deuteronomist(s) was even stricter. Monolatry, implied monotheism, and the monotheizing 

struggle, crystallized in the explicit monotheism of Deutero-Isaiah. YHWH, the God of Israel, alone 

existed;other―gods‖or―divinities‖simplydidnotexist.Israelhadarrivedatthestrictmonotheismof

Judaism. But throughout this long struggle, and despite popular aberrations, Israel was always sure that it 

was dealing with the same God.  
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JOHN J. SCULLION  

GOD IN THE NT  

The heart of the NT message is the proclamation of what God has accomplished through Jesus Christ. 

The focus of these documents is therefore predominantly Christological, but not to the exclusion of 

theologicalconcepts.Tobesure,Jesus‘ownpreaching was verifiably God-centered, but a doctrine of 

God is no longer the thematic center in the NT nor in the early Christian preaching that lies behind it. 

Nevertheless,thisdoctrineisalwaysandeverywheretheNT‘smostfundamentalpresupposition,for

statements about God form the matrix of the Christian message, conditioning what is said about Jesus, 

providing warrants for ethical appeals and warnings, and structuring the concepts of church, salvation, 

and history.  

From this matrix a NT doctrine of God, a list of divine attributes and essences, can be formulated, 

though such an approach runs the risk of masking the diversity of theological emphases found within the 

various books. The fundamental understanding of God that emerges in the NT, however, is in direct 

continuity with OT theology, especially as this was interpreted by later Judaism. Nevertheless, though 

familiar OT concepts are sustained, they acquire in their new setting a characteristically Christian focus. 

God is one, and there is likewise one Lord, Jesus Christ; one church, his body; one Spirit; and, in later 

texts, one doctrine about Christ. God is the creator and giver of life, who has raised Jesus from the dead 

and who will give resurrection life to all who believe. God is the sovereign ruler, whose strength is 

paradoxically revealed in the weakness of the cross. God is the righteous judge, whose impartiality 

extends to both Jews and Gentiles and who will set things right for the faithful in the age to come. God is 

the loving father, who supremely demonstrated that love in the sending of Jesus Christ, the Son.  

Although some passages in the Johannine corpus describe God in terms of abstractions like spirit (John 

4:24), light (1 John 1:5), and love (1 John 4:8), and other NT writings use the philosophical language of 

eternality (Rom 16:26), invisibility (1 Tim 1:17), and immortality (Rom 1:23; 1 Tim 1:17; 6:16), God is 

encountered in the NT primarily as a personal force, occasionally an anthropomorphized (Luke 11:20) 

and anthropopathized (Rom 1:18; 2 Pet 3:9) force. Moreover, because the God of the NT is 

characteristically conceived and addressed as Father, this experience of the divine takes on a very intimate 

character as well as an overwhelmingly masculine one. The several OT texts that describe God in terms of 

female imagery (Deut 32:18; Isa 42:14; 49:15; 66:12–13; Psalm 22:9–10) are reduced in the NT to a 

single Lukan parable that likens the joy in heaven over a repentant sinner to the rejoicing of a woman who 

has found a lost coin (Luke 15:8–10).  

———  

A.Jesus‘ProclamationofGod 

B. God in the Preaching of the Early Church  

C. The NT Concept of God  

1. The One God  

2. The Creator and Giver of Life  

3. The Sovereign Power of God  

4. The Righteous Judge  

5. The Loving Father  



D. Trinitarian Formulations  

———  

A. Jesus’ Proclamation of God  

Jesus‘understandingofGod,insofarasitcanbereconstructedfromthegospelaccounts,standsin

strong continuity with OT thought, particularly that of the prophetic literature. God is creator, king, and 

judge, whose holy will, though not fully captured by the Law, is certainly not antithetical to it, and whose 

loveforallcreationisreflectedin,butnotlimitedto,God‘scovenant love for Israel. Two features, 

however,emergefromthisbackgroundasparticularlycharacteristicofJesus‘preachingandparticularly

evocative of his concept of God: his proclamation of the imminence of the kingdom of God and his use of 

˒abbā (father) in prayer to God.  

In proclaiming the apocalyptic message of the imminent coming of the kingdom of God, Jesus implies 

certain attributes of God. Insofar as the kingdom is presented as the end of historical development, yet as 

an event that cannot be influenced by any human plan, God is proclaimed as the One who is outside 

humanhistory,whoisabovethishistory,andwhostandsinjudgmentoverit.ThusGod‘spower,

sovereignty,andespeciallyGod‘sabsolutetranscendencearestronglyaffirmed. 

Yet Jesus also addresses God as Father (abba), a title that is found in Judaism and Greco–Roman 

religions, but not in the familiar form or with the prominence it finds in the prayers of Jesus. This form of 

address suggests a different understanding of God. A sense of intimacy is conveyed, a relationship 

characterized by simplicity and rapport, but also one that, in view of the rigid patriarchal structure of 

Palestinian society, was not without elements of reverence and obedience.  

ThesetwoaspectsofJesus‘messagestandincreativeandsomewhatcorrectivetension.TheGodofthe

kingdom sets before the world the radical demands of the kingdom, yet the God who demands and who 

will judge is also the Father who can be appealed to in prayer with familial intimacy. Conversely, this 

intimate form of address is guarded by the kingdom language against any interpretation that would 

dissolve the divinity into merely a subjective experience.  

B. God in the Preaching of the Early Church  

In the earliest preaching of the Church, insofar as it is recoverable from certain hymnic and creedal 

statements embedded inthelettersoftheNT,Jesus‘messageaboutGodandthecomingkingdomhas

already been transformed into a message about Jesus. To be sure, in the preaching to gentiles (as opposed 

to the preaching made to Jews) an important component was the proclamation of the one true God (1 

Thess 1:9–10; 1 Cor 8:6; Eph 4:4–6; cf. 1 Tim 2:5), since conversion to Christianity meant for many of 

them also conversion from idolatry. The central feature of this preaching, however, was the message of 

Jesus‘deathandresurrection,yeteventhis message contained a strong theological statement: Jesus has 

been raised from the dead and it is God who has done this. Sometimes indicated merely by the passive 

voice (1 Cor 15:4; Rom 8:34), but more often explicitly stated (Rom 4:24; 1 Pet 1:21; Acts 2:24), this 

claim involves more than a Christianized instance of the fundamental faith in the God who makes the 

dead to live (2 Kgs 5:7), more even than the proclamation that this eschatological activity is now breaking 

into the world. God is confessed as having raised Jesus from the dead, yet Jesus was crucified because of 

his understanding and proclamation of God. In this context the resurrection is not only a demonstration of 

God‘slife-giving power, but more concretely a vindication of Jesus and his message about God. Since 

Jesus was crucified as the Messiah, the eschatological salvation bringer in whom the promises of God are 

fulfilled, the resurrection also confirms him in this role and indirectly confirms God as a fulfiller of 

promises.Finally,insofarasthisearlypreachingretainedJesus‘calltorepentance(cf.1 Thess 1:9–10), it 

also retained his vision of the transcendent God who will judge the earth, but who, as the loving Father, 

offers pardon to all sinners.  

C. The NT Concept of God  

That God is good, wise, powerful, just, blessed, holy, and merciful the NT writers do not for a moment 

doubt. Nor, however, do the OT writers or, for the most part, the pagan writers of this period. 

Documentation for these and other attributes is as easy to come by in the NT as in the OT. In what 



follows it is not the mere presence of these affirmations that will be discussed, but the way in which some 

of these familiar attributes acquire special nuance and specific application in their NT contexts.  

1. The One God. Statements of faith in the one God (1 Cor 8:4–6; Eph 4:6; 1 Tim 2:5; Rom 3:30; Jas 

2:19), the only God (Rom 16:27; 1 Tim 1:17; 6:15; Jude 25; John 17:3), the God from whom all things 

derive (Rom 11:36; Heb 2:10; 1 Cor 8:6; Rev 4:11) permeate the NT, and their presence guarantees 

continuity with the OT and its fundamental proclamation of practical (Deut 5:7) and theoretical (Deut 

4:35) monotheism. Even within the Greek tradition the affirmation of one God, though often only a 

syncretistic formula, had become during the Hellenistic period something of a commonplace. Thus, 

exceptintheJohanninecorpus,whereexplicitaffirmationsofJesus‘equalitywithGod(John 5:18; 10:30) 

made the issue problematical, most statements of monotheism in the NT are cited, not as a point of 

dispute, but as a common foundation upon which to build more exclusively Christian claims.  

To be sure, insistence on faith in one God did not preclude belief in the existence of lesser powers (Jas 

2:19; 1 Cor 8:5). Whether they be termed demons (Jas 2:19; 1 Cor 10:20), elemental spirits of the 

universe (Gal 4:3), principalities and powers (Rom 8:38; Col 1:16), or, more metaphorically, the belly 

(Phil 3:19) or mammon (Matt 6:24), their presence and power were considered a real and constant threat 

to Christians. Yet at the same time they were not comparable to the reality and power of the true and 

livingGodandthusnotachallengetomonotheisticfaith.Rejectionofthese―powers‖was,ofcourse,a

necessary component of conversion to the true God (1 Thess 1:9; Acts 14:15; 17:29–30; 19:26), but the 

primary emphasis of the polemic against them was not to refute their reality (which was generally 

assumed) but to point out the moral consequence of submission to their inferior power, for the NT 

followed the OT in its assumption that idolatry led inevitably to moral decay (Rom 1:18–32; Eph 4:17–

24; 1 Pet 4:3).  

This concern with ethical monotheism is also found in the gospel tradition, especially in the Gospel of 

Mark, which places strong emphasis on the affirmation of one God. In Mark 12:28–34, Jesus responds to 

a question about the greatest commandment by quoting the Shĕma˓ (Deut 6:4–5), thus affirming the 

primacyofmonotheisticfaith:―Hear,OIsrael:TheLordourGod,theLordisone;andyoushalllovethe

Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your mind, and with all your 

strength.‖Yetthefullnessofthisquotation,withitsemphasisontotaldevotiontoGod,andtheaddition

ofa―secondlikeit,‖loveofneighborasoneself,drawsouttheethicalconsequenceoffaithintheone

God. Again in Mark 10:18–19 thisideaisstressed,fortheaffirmationofGod‘suniquegoodness(―No

oneisgoodbutGodalone‖)isimmediatelyfollowedbyalistofethicalimperativesthatderivefromthe

uniquely good God. The monotheistic confession was thus taken very seriously in Mark, not because 

there was a pervasive rational challenge to it, but because its ethical implications were so serious. 

DedicationtotheoneGodwasdemonstratedbylivingoutGod‘sethicaldemands.  

Monotheism was also seen to have Christological implications. In Mark 10:17–22, the confession of 

―Godalone‖iscoupledwithJesus‘commandto―followme,‖suggestingthatfaithinoneGodand

following Jesus are compatible and even complementary (see 2:7–12). In Matt 23:9–10, the uniqueness of 

God,the―oneFather,‖isparalleledbytheuniquenessofJesus,the―onemaster‖who stands in contrast to 

the multiplicity of earthly masters. This point is also emphasized in 1 Tim 2:5–6, where the contrast is 

between one God—one Mediator and the multiplicity of gods and mediators suggested by gnostic 

theogony.Finally,Paul‘scomplexargumentinGal 3:15–20 contrasts the one God and one (messianic) 

offspring with the multiplicity suggested by the Law and its mediators.  

Ecclesiological conclusions are also drawn from the fundamental premise of one God. In 1 Cor 8:4–13, 

Paul‘sthoughtmovesdirectlyfromtheideaoftheexistenceofoneGodandoneLord(incontrasttothe

multiplicityof―so-called‖godsandlords)tothecommunalandsocialconsequencesofthis.Sincethe

Church owes its communal existence and thus its allegiance to the one God and one Lord, it must show 

this monotheistic allegiance and maintain this unified existence by exercising concern for the weaker 

members of the community. In Rom 3:29–30,PaulusesGod‘sonenessasawarrantfortheprimacyof

faith over Law and for the consequent unity of Jews and gentiles in the Church. This concept receives 

liturgical amplification in Eph 4:1–6, where the admonition to the Church to maintain unity is backed up 



by a reference to the theological unity that sustains it. Here in the context of competing winds of doctrine 

(4:14), the one-God affirmation has exploded into a multiplicity of monads: one body, one Spirit, one 

hope, one Lord, one faith, and one baptism. In the Pastoral Epistles the competing doctrines seem to pose 

an even greater threat, for the rhetoric has taken on a more aggressive tone. Here the gnostic challenge to 

Christian monotheistic faith has led to an insistence that only one doctrine preserves the truth of this faith, 

the doctrine transmitted carefully by the Church (1 Tim 1:3; 4:6–10). In addition to these specific 

applications, acclamation of the only God is a standard component of hymnic and doxological passages 

(Jude 25; 1 Tim 1:17; 6:15–16; Rom 16:27), where it contributes more indirectly to the contextual 

argument.  

This fundamental monotheistic faith is challenged, but not seriously compromised, by Christological 

developments within the early Church. Many of the functions of God—creative (1 Cor 8:6; John 1:3), 

ruling (1 Cor 15:24–25), and judicial (1 Cor 4:4–5)—and a number of divine epithets, including the title 

―Lord,‖aretransferredtoJesus.HeistheimageofGod(Col 1:15),bearstheverystampofGod‘snature

(Heb 1:3), and in a few texts, some more ambiguous than others, he is even hailed as God (Rom 9:5 

[disputed]; Titus 2:13 [disputed]; John 1:1; 20:28). Yet Paul insists that Jesus resisted the temptation to 

grasp equality with God (Phil 2:6) and affirms that in spite of the divine authority of the risen Christ, 

whichincludesdominionover―everyruleandeveryauthorityandpower‖(1 Cor 15:24), he will 

ultimatelydeliverthisdominionbacktoGod,includingdominionoverhimself,inorder―thatGodmay

beeverythingtoeveryone‖(v 28).ThusPaulinsiststhatJesus‘divineauthority,thoughtremendous,is

neverthelesspartialandtemporary,whileGod‘spoweranddeityareeternal(Rom 1:20). Even in the 

Fourth Gospel, where assertions of the unity of Father and Son abound (10:30; 14:10; 17:11, 21), the 

point is emphasized that this oneness is that of agent and sender (5:19–30; 6:38–40), a oneness of will and 

function that allows the agent-son to reveal the sender-father (12:44–50; 14:9) without compromising 

God‘sprimacy(14:28).  

2. The Creator and Giver of Life. The NT writings stand in firm continuity with the OT when they 

acknowledge God as the living God in contrast with idols, which may represent active, though 

subordinate, powers but are themselves lifeless forms (1 Thess 1:9; Acts 14:15; Rom 1:23). The living 

God, the immortal, imperishable God, also stands in contrast to, and thus as the hope for, mortal and 

perishable humanity (1 Tim 1:15–17; 4:10; John 6:57; Rev 7:2–3). Thus, God is affirmed in both OT and 

NT as the One who lives and who gives life. In the NT, however, this affirmation acquires a distinctly 

Christological focus.  

Ingeneral,God‘screativeactivityispresupposedratherthanarguedintheNT,andthusreferences to it 

appear as simple allusions or in formulaic contexts (Mark 13:19; Rom 11:36; Eph 3:9; 1 Tim 6:13). This 

concept receives, however, particular prominence in the prayers (e.g., 4:24) and speeches (14:15–17; 

17:22–31)ofthebookofActs.WhiletheprayersrefertoGod‘screativepoweraspartofanaffirmation

of absolute divine sovereignty, the speeches to the gentiles (pagans) show more proselytizing intent as 

they portray a God whose self-revelation through the created order is available to all. Indeed, one of the 

most sustained theological statements in the NT, the Areopagus speech in Acts 17:22–31, develops this 

idea at great length, drawing from it not only the usual (but here muted) condemnation of idolatry but also 

thesomewhatsurprisinglinkwithapantheisticformula(―inhimweliveandmoveandhaveourbeing‖)

as well as the more usual call to repentance (vv 30–31). The motif is also prominent in the book of 

Revelation,wheretherepeatedemphasisonGod―whocreatedheavenandwhatisinit,theearthand

what is in it, and the sea and what is in it‖(10:6; cf. 4:11; 14:7) sets the stage for the later description of 

God‘screationofanewheavenandanewearth(Rev 21:1–22:5).  

The historical situation often influenced the application in quite specific ways. In Colossians, for 

example,God‘screativeactivity,effectedthroughChrist,isstronglyemphasized in order to counteract an 

ascetic, world-denying piety. The author of 1 Peter, on the other hand, addresses a situation of persecution 

by stressing the faithfulness of the Creator (4:19), thereby establishing the hope that God will faithfully 

rewardthosewhosufferthroughthe―fieryordeal‖(v 12). The most widely developed idea, however, is 

that one should respond to God, the creator and giver of life, with an attitude of thanksgiving for the gift 



(1 Cor 4:7). Though this idea is often presented in connection with food, especially in the context of 

ascetic or Jewish dietary restrictions (1 Tim 4:3–5; Rom 14:5–23; 1 Cor 10:23–30, for which 8:6 serves as 

the premise), Paul develops fully its theological implications in the opening chaps. of Romans. There the 

fundamental failure of the gentiles to render thanks to their creator, who has been clearly revealed through 

nature,resultsintheirtotalcondemnation:―Thereforetheyarewithoutexcuse‖(Rom 1:20–21). This 

pattern continues to influence the subsequent argument, where justification itself is defined as a gift (3:24; 

5:15–17), which evokes (Rom 6:17–18; 7:25; 1 Cor 1:4; 1 Thess 2:13), or should evoke (1 Cor 14:16–17; 

1 Thess 5:18), an attitude of profound thanksgiving.  

ThoughgeneralstatementsaboutGod‘screativeactivityarefairlywidespread, because of the 

resurrectionfaiththatformstheheartoftheNTmessage,itisGod‘spowertorestorelifetothedeadthat

istheactualcenterofattention.ThisideaofGod‘spoweroverdeathandlifeisfound,ofcourse,inthe

OT as well, whereittakesmanyforms,rangingfromliteralaffirmationsofGod‘sabilitytoresurrectthe

dead (Dan 12:2; Isa 26:19) to more metaphorical references to the ability to restore the fortunes of the 

afflicted individual (1 Sam 2:7–8) or the oppressed nation (Deut 32:34–42). So fundamental is this aspect 

ofGod‘spowerthattheability―tokillandmakealive‖becomessynonymouswiththeconceptofdivinity

(2 Kgs 5:7). This same equation of life-giving power with divinity surfaces in a number of NT passages 

(Heb 11:19; Rom 4:17; 2 Cor 1:9; Mark 12:18–27), but it receives perhaps the fullest development in 

John 5, where its Christological implications are explored.  

According to John 5,partofJesus‘defenseagainstthechargeof―makinghimselfequalwithGod‖(v 

18) is to assert that his powerisderivative,notautonomous,foritis―onlywhatheseestheFatherdoing

…thattheSondoeslikewise‖(v 19). As the first and primary example of what the Father does, the 

evangelist cites the power over life and death (v 21), a power now transferred to the Son. The Son 

therefore has life in himself (v 26) and this power is actualized for the believer in the present (v 24) and in 

the future (v 25) by hearing and heeding the voice of Jesus.  

This emphasis on the words of Jesus as the locus of life, effected through a transfer of divine power 

fromFathertoSon,isparticularlycharacteristicofJohn‘sgospel.Elsewhereit is the specific instance of 

God‘sresurrectionofJesusfromthedeadthatshapestheologicalreflectiononthisissue.InActs,for

example,God‘sresurrectionofJesusispresentedasthefulfillmentofthefundamentalpromisesand

hopes of Israel (Acts 24:14–15; 26:6–8). With its strong emphasis on salvation history, this book equates 

the rejection of the Christian message of Jesus‘resurrectionwiththerejectionofthecentralhopeof

Pharisaic Judaism, and the Jews who do so are presented as denying their own belief. Faith in God as the 

giver of life is here equivalent to faith in the resurrection of Jesus, and denial of the one is denial of the 

other.  

TheresurrectionofJesusnotonlygivesconfirmationandconcreteshapetoGod‘sfundamental,life-

givingnatureandpower,italsoservesasthebasisoftheChristians‘hopefortheirownresurrection,as

Paul makes abundantly clearinhisfirstlettertotheCorinthians:―IfChristispreachedasraisedfromthe

dead,howcansomeofyousaythatthereisnoresurrectionofthedead?‖(15:12).PaulalsocitesGod‘s

resurrection of Jesus from the dead as the basis for ethical admonitions about the attitude toward the body, 

which will be raised as a member of Christ (1 Cor 6:14); as the warrant for hope in the life-giving power 

of the indwelling Spirit (Rom 8:11) or hope in the face of tribulation (2 Cor 4:14); as the paradigm and 

theological basis of his own conversion from persecutor to apostle (Gal 1:1, 13–16); and as the 

theological premise for the central concept of the justification of the ungodly (Rom 4:16–17). In this last 

passageGod‘screativeandresurrectionalpowers,two aspects of the same animating potentiality, 

coalesce once again when the justification of the ungodly is equated both with giving life to the dead and 

withcallingintoexistencethingsthatdonotexist.TheappealtoJesus‘resurrectionasaspecificinstance 

ofGod‘slife-giving power is retained in post-Pauline writings, but the context becomes one of general 

benediction (Heb 13:20; 1 Pet 1:3) and the applications lose their Pauline concreteness.  

InmanyofthesecitationsofGod‘spastresurrectionofJesus,theemphasishasshiftedfromthehope

for a future reduplication of this event for the believer to a more metaphorical application to their lives in 

the present. This shift is most pronounced in baptismal contexts, where participation in the death and 



resurrection of Jesus yields new birth (1 Pet 1:3), new creation (2 Cor 5:17), new life (Rom 6:4; Col 2:12–

13; Eph 2:1),evenanew―man‖(Eph 2:15)forthebeliever.ThusGod‘slife-giving power, demonstrated 

in the resurrection of Jesus, is proclaimed to be effective here and now within the community, even in the 

evangelistic activity of the community (2 Cor 2:14–16; 2 Tim 1:10; John 5:24). In the more narrative 

contextoftheGospels,thisinbreakingofGod‘s life-giving power into the present is suggested by the 

miracles, for even healings and exorcisms, not to mention resuscitations, are often presented as life-

restoring acts (Mark 3:1–5; 5:1–20; 5:35–42; 9:26–27).  

3. The Sovereign Power of God. When NT doxologies ascribe power and glory and might to God (Eph 

3:20–21; 1 Pet 4:11; 5:11; Jude 25; Rev 5:13), they affirm traits absolutely inherent to the nature of 

divinity (see Rom 1:20). Epithets reflecting these attributes thus naturally accrue to God elsewhere: 

Almighty (Rev 1:8), Lord of Hosts (Rom 9:29; Jas 5:4), the Most High (Luke 1:32, 35, 76; Mark 5:7; 

Luke 8:28), the Sovereign (1 Tim 6:15; Rev 6:10), the Mighty One (Luke 1:49), Power (Mark 14:62), 

Majesty (Heb 1:3), King of ages or kings (1 Tim 1:17; 6:15; Rev 15:3), Lord of lords (1 Tim 6:15), Lord 

of the earth (Rev 11:4) or of heaven and earth (Matt 11:25). An overwhelming impression of power is 

often conveyed, especially in Ephesians and Colossians, by piling up attributive phrases and descriptive 

adjectives (Eph 1:19; Col 1:11). It is, however, the various applications of this concept of sovereign 

power, not its mere presence, that give shape to the NT concept of God.  

The NT gospels, in harmony with the Jewish and Greek traditions, affirm that all things are possible to 

God. Though infrequently cited, this motif does appear at important nodes of the gospel story. Thus in 

Luke it serves as a warrant for the miracle of the virgin birth (1:37), while in all three Synoptic Gospels, 

with their characteristic message that the last shall be first and the first last, it offers assurance that even 

the first, now become last, are not beyond salvation (Mark 10:27; Matt 19:26; Luke 18:27). Mark alone 

includes this motif as part of the Gethsemaneprayer:―Abba,father,allthingsarepossibletothee;remove

thiscupfromme;yetnotwhatIwill,butwhatthouwilt‖(Mark 14:36). In this Markan form, the prayer, 

which serves as the immediate introduction to the passion narrative, implies that subsequent events could 

haveturnedoutdifferently,andthusthatthedeathonthecrosswastheresultofGod‘splan,notGod‘s

weakness. (This important point is lost with Matthew‘smoretentativeform,―ifitbepossible,‖and

Luke‘sshiftofemphasistovolition,―ifthouartwilling.‖)Mostcharacteristic,however,isthetransferred

application of this concept. If all things are possible with God, then all things are possible to those who 

believe (Mark 9:23; 11:22–24; Matt 17:20). The NT, however, is far more interested in God‘spowerin

thecontextofsalvationhistorythaninanabsolutesense.Thus,moreemphasisisplacedonGod‘sability

to fulfill promises.  

ThefulfillmentofGod‘spromisetoAbraham,theleitmotifofthebookofGenesisandtheoverarching

and unifying theme of the Pentateuch and Hexateuch, figures prominently in some NT passages as well. 

TheauthorofHebrews,forexample,referstothisancientpromiseandto―theunchangeablecharacterof

(God‘s)purpose‖inordertostrengthenthefalteringfaith of his readers (6:13–20).―Itisimpossible,‖he

insists,―thatGodshouldprovefalse‖so―wehavethis(promise)asasureandsteadfastanchorofthe

soul.‖In similar fashion, but without a reference to Abraham, Paul closes a petition to God with a 

referencetotheconvictionthatgroundshopeandmotivatesprayer:―Hewhocallsyouisfaithful,andhe

willdoit‖(1 Thess 5:24). Elsewhere Paul, like the author of Hebrews, reflects on the promise to 

Abraham,butheshiftstheemphasissomewhatfromGod‘ssteadfastness(whichisneverthelessstilla

prominent idea) to the nature of Abraham‘sfaith(Romans 4).HereAbraham‘sunwaveringconfidencein

the promise (v 20), his absolute conviction―thatGodwasabletodowhathehadpromised‖(v 21), 

becomesaparadigmforChristianfaithinthenewpromisethatJesus―wasputtodeathforour

transgressions and raisedforouriniquities‖(v 25).  

TheopeningthanksgivingofEphesiansevolvesintoaneloquentdiscourseonthefirmpurposeofGod‘s

will, but the reference point is no longer historical (Abraham), but cosmic (1:3–14). Established before the 

foundationoftheworld,God‘swillforcosmicunityisrealizedinthe―fulnessoftime,‖aperiodanda

unity already experienced in the Church but with full consummation yet to come (see also Eph 3:4–6). A 

similar theological presupposition but a different concern motivates the author of Acts, who takes pains to 



emphasize that the death of Jesus, indeed the entire history of salvation, was no historical accident or 

theologicaltragedy,butinfullaccordwiththedefiniteplan,foreknowledge,and―counsel‖ofGod(2:23; 

4:28; 5:38–39; 13:36).  

With only a slight shift of emphasis, the conviction that events occur according to the plan of God leads 

to the conviction that events are predestined by God, an idea that surfaces repeatedly and with diverse 

application in the NT. Not just Ephesians but other documents as well assume that events, especially the 

Christ event, follow a timetable established by God (Acts 1:7; Mark 13:32; Gal 4:2–4; 1 Pet 1:20). Even 

the fates of various individuals and groups have been ordained by God. This strongly predestinarian 

concept surfaces most prominently in documents written during times of persecution, where it serves as a 

source of solace and hope to those who are suffering (1 Pet 1:2; 2:8; Rev 13:8; 17:8; John 6:37, 44, 65; 

17:6). The classical text for this doctrine, however, is Romans 9–11, where the situation is not one of 

persecutionbutofreflectiononthemysteryofGod‘splanofsalvationasreflectedinthepatternof

missionary success. At a time of great tension between the Jewish and gentile elements within the Church 

and with the gentiles in the ascendancy, Paul reflects on the theme expressed in 9:6 and 11:1:―HasGod

rejectedhispeople?‖Theansweriscouchedintermsofdoublepredestination,withthe two groups 

servingasinstruments(orvessels)ofGod‘swill.Yettheemphasishereisnotonpredestinationperse,

butonGod‘spower,faithfulness,andautonomyofpurpose.Thecurrentgentileprominence,Paulasserts,

is not a sign of injustice, unfaithfulness,orpartiality,butisconsistentwithGod‘swillandpartofalarger

plan to effect mercy upon all (11:32).  

Astheprecedingexamplesshow,God‘spowerwasrarelyconceivedasanabstractqualityintheNT. 

Rather, it served in various ways as the foundation for petitions, the basis for hope, or the source of 

consolation.InalltheseapplicationsthereisimpliedorexplicitoppositiontoGod‘spower,opposition

over which God will prevail. Sometimes this opposition is personified as Satan (Matt 4:1 and par.; Luke 

8:12; 1 Thess 2:18) or Beelzebul (Matt 10:25; 12:24 and par.) or identified with the serpent of Genesis 

and the dragon of primordial chaos (Rev 12:3–17; 20:2).OthertextsdefineGod‘soppositionintermsof

titles like the Ruler of This World (John 12:31; 14:30; cf. 2 Cor 4:4; 1 Cor 2:12), the Destroyer (1 Cor 

10:10), the Evil One (Matt 6:13; 2 Thess 3:3; 1 John 2:13), or the Antichrist (1 John 2:18–22; 2 John 7), 

or describe it more abstractly as principalities and powers (1 Cor 15:24–27; Eph 1:21–22; 1 Pet 3:22) or 

simply as sin (Rom 5:21; 6:12–23). In every case, however, the point is strongly made that God will 

prevailoverthisoppositionattheend.ThiseschatologicalcomponentofGod‘spowerisfamiliarfrom

Jewish apocalyptic, but in the NT this confidence in the final victory is linked to what God has already 

accomplished in Jesus. First the exorcisms (Mark 3:21–27 and par.) and then the resurrection (1 Cor 

15:20–26; Eph 1:20–23; 1 Pet 3:21–22) were viewed as proof that the power of opposition had already 

been broken.  

If one aspect of the NT message is that God will overcome all opposition in a final manifestation of 

divine power, another important component of that message is that this power is now, in this age, often 

paradoxicallyrevealedinweakness.ItisinPaul‘sletterstoCorinth, a congregation predisposed to 

boasting over powerful manifestations of the Spirit, that this idea is most eloquently developed in terms of 

the theological implications of the crucifixion. The apparent weakness and folly of the message of the 

cross (1:18–25), which is mirrored by the weakness of the Christian community at Corinth (1:26–31) and 

of the apostle himself (2:1–5), leave no doubtthattheeffectivenessoftheChristianmissionrests―notin

thewisdomofmenbutinthepowerofGod‖(2:5; cf. 2 Cor 4:7–12; 6:3–10; 11:21–12:10).  

The paradox of the cross (strength revealed in weakness) exists, of course, only in this age. In the future 

age or the heavenly world, what appears now as paradox will appear then in the form of reversal. What 

now exists in the guise of weakness, whether the crucified Christ, the apostle, or the individual Christian 

or Christian community, will then appear in glory (2 Cor 13:4; 1 Cor 4:1–5; 15:43). This reversal theme, 

inseparable from the very heart of the Christian message of the crucifixion and resurrection, is also a 

strong feature of some sayings attributed to Jesus. Briefly summarized in the eschatological inversion 

formula,―manythatarefirstwillbelast,andthelastfirst‖(Mark 10:31; Matt 19:30; 20:16; Luke 13:30), 

it appears in many guises throughout the synoptic tradition but most prominently perhaps in Luke. First 



announced there in the Magnificat (1:51–53), the theme of the exaltation of the humble reappears in the 

openingsceneofJesus‘ministry(4:18), in the Lukan form of the Beatitudes (6:20–26), and in the 

parables of Luke 14–16. In the speeches of Acts a different form of the same motif appears. There the 

focusisontheinversioninherentinJesus‘crucifixionandresurrection,notthepromisedexaltationofthe

socially deprived, with theemphasisplacedontheresponsibleagents,notontheinversionitself:―This

Jesus…you crucifiedandkilledbythehandsoflawlessmen.ButGodraisedhimup‖(2:23–24, 36; 

4:10).  

The NT speaks not only of an eschatological reversal of power, but also of an earlier transfer of power 

from God to Christ and from Christ to the disciples. The first transferral pattern is particularly prominent 

in the Fourth Gospel (John 5:20, 27; 10:18; 17:2; cf. Matt 11:27), while the second characterizes the 

various commissioning scenes in the gospels (Mark 3:15; 6:7; Matt 10:1; Luke 10:19; John 17:22) and 

seemstohaveinfluencedPaul‘ssenseofapostolicauthority (see, e.g., Rom 15:18–21; 1 Cor 4:19–20; 

5:3–5; 2 Cor 12:11–12). Christians experience this transferred power in various ways. The Corinthians 

experienced it as wisdom (1 Cor 3:18–20) and knowledge (1 Cor 8:1) and Paul counters with the 

argument that it is authentically experienced as power in weakness or the power of endurance (2 Cor 4:7–

12; cf. Mark 13:11–13). In the Fourth Gospel power seems to be internalized and identified with the 

indwelling presence of God (John 14–16). More widespread, especially in Acts, is the conviction that 

God‘spowerisdramaticallyexperiencedasspiritualgiftsortheworkingofsignsandmiracles(Mark 

16:17–18; Acts 2:22; 8:9–13; 2 Cor 12:12; Gal 3:5), or more pragmatically in the success of the Christian 

mission (1 Cor 3:5–9; Acts, passim). Paul can even speak of the gospel message itself (Rom 1:16; 1 Thess 

1:5) and the boldness of its promulgators (1 Thess 2:2; 2 Cor 3:4–6; 10:3–4) as the effective locus of the 

power of God.  

4. The Righteous Judge. God has created the world, God rules the world in sovereign power, and 

ultimately God will judge the world. Though the actual eschatological judgment has, according to many 

NT texts, been transferred to Christ (Acts 10:42; 17:31; 1 Cor 4:5; 2 Tim 4:1; John 5:22), the notion of 

God‘scosmicjudicialauthorityremainsaxiomatic(Heb 10:30; 11:6; Rom 3:6; Jas 4:12; 2 Tim 4:8). 

Threatening references to the Day of Judgment dramatically underscore the negative implications of this 

authority for the unbelieving world (Matt 10:15; 11:24; 12:41–42; Heb 10:26–27), but its positive side 

actuallyreceivesgreatertheologicaldevelopment,fortheDayofJudgmentrevealsnotonlyGod‘swrath

(Rom 2:18),butalsoGod‘sintrinsicjusticeandrighteousness.WhileitisaffirmedthatallofGod‘s

actions are manifestations of this justice (Rev 15:3–4; cf. 16:7), it is in the eschatological judgment that 

this justice is fully and finally revealed and thus it is in discussions of this judgment that various aspects 

ofGod‘sjusticearemostfullyexplored. 

The absolute and universal character of divine justice demands, for example, that God show no 

partiality in his judgment. In Col 3:25 and Eph 6:9 this idea serves to warn various social classes not to let 

the false expectation of privileged treatment erode their ethical behavior, though Colossians presupposes 

that it is the lower classes that expect this treatment (in accord with the principle of eschatological 

inversion), while the opposite is true in Ephesians. In Romans, Paul addresses ethnic groups, not social 

classes,anddeclaresthefundamentaldichotomybetweenJewandGreekovercomethroughGod‘s

judicial impartiality (2:6–11). This impartiality manifests itself not only in judgment but also in grace 

(3:22; cf. Acts 10:34–35), though it sometimes receives a Christological rather than a theological 

grounding (Rom 10:12; Gal 3:28).  

Righteous judgment demands not only an impartial judge but also a full disclosure of evidence, and it is 

thus presupposed that God sees in secret (Matt 6:4, 6, 18; Rom 2:15–16), knows the innermost purposes 

of the heart (1 Cor 4:5; Luke 16:15; Acts 15:8; 1 Thess 2:4),andbringsallone‘s deeds to light (1 Cor 

3:13; John 3:19–21). Because of this, retribution can be meted out fully and justly in accordance with 

deeds (Rom 2:6; 1 Cor 3:8–15; 2 Cor 5:10; 11:15; 1 Pet 1:17; Rev 20:12; Matt 16:27; Eph 6:8; 2 Tim 

4:14). Often the principle of measure-for-measure retribution is cited to underscore the absolute justice of 

divine retribution. Reward and punishment are not simply appropriate to, but in exact accordance with, 



one‘sactions.Thepunishment,itisaffirmed, perfectly fits the crime (Matt 7:2; 26:52; Rev 13:10; 2 Cor 

9:6; Jas 2:13; 2 Thess 1:5–7).  

This widespread attestation of a final judgment on the basis of deeds generates some tension with the 

equallywidespreademphasisonGod‘sgrace, particularly within the Pauline tradition. Paul, however, 

presents righteousness not only as a juridical attribute of God (Rom 1:17; 3:21), but also as a gift from 

God (Rom 3:22; Phil 3:9), available through the atoning and reconciling power of the cross to all who 

believe. In thiscontext,righteousnessreflectsGod‘ssavingactivityandrestsonthedecisivethingthat

has been accomplished in Christ. Yet it also looks forward to a final consummation, and in this sense 

remains a hope that embraces the judgment to come (Rom 5:9, 17–19). Thus, the expectation of a final 

judgmentremainsfirm,butequallyfirmisthehopethatGod‘srighteousness,revealedinChristand 

received by faith, will prove to be a power of obedience that will deliver the believer in the final 

judgment.  

Like Paul, the Fourth Gospel retains a complex lawsuit motif with God presiding as judge. But whereas 

Paul remained highly optimistic about the outcome of this judgment for Christians, even while leaving 

open the final verdict (1 Cor 3:12–15; 4:3–5), the Fourth Gospel finds judgment already effected at the 

moment of response to Jesus and to his word (John 3:18–19), with a heavy predestinarian and somewhat 

pessimistic flavor to the discussion ofwhois―ofthetruth‖(18:37; cf. 6:65; 10:14, 27). Included in the 

Johannine community are many false disciples (1 John 2:18–19; cf. John 8:31–38), whose identification 

and separation will be accomplished by a final judgment (John 12:48; 1 John 2:28–29). Other NT books 

also assert that participation in the community of faith does not provide certitude of salvation, and the 

concept of divine justice and judgment, once again appearing as a threat, evokes a demand for 

righteousness and repentance among the faithful, with more pessimism than Paul evinced about the final 

verdict (Heb 2:1; 12:25–29; Matt 7:21–23; 13:47–50; 1 Tim 5:24; 2 Tim 2:20–21).  

5. The Loving Father. Though very characteristic of the NT, references to God as Father are not 

unique to it. Zeus, for example, was hailed by the Greeks as the Father of gods and men, and many of the 

general affirmations of divine fatherhood in the NT are very close to this use of the term to designate God 

as the physical cause of the world and all that is in it (1 Cor 8:6; Jas 1:17; Eph 3:14–15; cf. Acts 17:28). 

While some metaphorical uses of the term suggest that God is the ultimate or original manifestation of a 

particular quality (Father of mercies in 2 Cor 1:3; Father of glory in Eph 1:17), the specifically Christian 

usage centers on the concept of God as the Father of Jesus. This messianic application is prepared for by 2 

Sam 7:14, which asserts that Israel‘sanointedkingwillbeGod‘s―son‖(cf.Psalm 2:7), but its remarkable 

prominenceintheNTwasprobablyencouragedbyJesus‘ownuseof˒abbā (father) in prayer. References 

to―myfather‖or(inJohn)―thefather‖ arepervasiveintheGospelswhilethephrase―FatherofourLord

JesusChrist‖occursintheNTlettersasaformulaicpartofbenedictionsandthanksgivings(Rom 15:6; 2 

Cor 1:3; Eph 1:3; Col 1:3). This father-language suggests a clear distinction between God and Jesus, but 

at the same time a close relationship that is enhanced in the gospel of John by frequent use of the adjective 

monogenēs tosuggesttheuniquenessofJesus‘sonship(John 1:14, 18; 3:16, 18; 1 John 4:9). An 

important corollary of the father-son relationship is that, because of the loving intimacy of this 

relationship (John 3:35; Mark 1:11; Col 1:13), each one is supremely able to reveal the other. The 

Father‘srevelationoftheSonisassociatedprimarilywiththecosmicaspectsofthebaptism(Mark 1:11; 

Matt 3:17), transfiguration (Mark 9:7), resurrection appearances (Acts 10:40; Gal 1:16), and parousia (2 

Thess 1:7; 1 Cor 1:7; 1 Tim 6:14–15; 1 Pet 1:7, 13). The Fourth Gospel, on the other hand, emphasizes 

that God is revealed in the encounter with Jesus (John 1:18; 12:45; 14:9; cf. Matt 11:25–27 and Luke 

10:21–22) while Paul speaks of this revelation as occurring in the proclamation of the message about 

Jesus (Rom 1:17; 2 Cor 4:5–6).  

God, however, is not only the Father of Jesus but also the Father of all believers. This concept of God as 

the―father‖ofaspecific group has its roots in the OT concept of election, though the actual kinship 

terminology surfaced only occasionally in that context (Exod 4:22; Hos 11:1). In the NT, however, it is 

all-pervasive,fromthe―OurFather‖oftheLord‘sPrayertoabsolutereferencestotheFatherinletter

openings and benedictions. Paul describes the relationship of believers to God in terms of adoption (Gal 



4:4–7; Rom 8:23), a metaphor that marks the contrast between former and present status. The Johannine 

literature prefers the concept of begetting (1 John 2:29; 3:9–10; 4:7; cf. John 3:3–9), thereby placing the 

emphasisonthefactthattheChristian‘sneworiginisinGod. 

As Father, God can be a disciplinarian (Heb 12:7),butGod‘sprimaryparentalqualitiesare love (1 John 

3:1; 2 Thess 2:16; Eph 2:4; Rom 8:38–39) and compassion (Matt 6:25–32; 10:29–31). Through the 

reconcilingpowerofthecross,God‘sfatherlyloveembracesevensinners(Rom 5:8; Eph 2:11–18; cf. 

Luke 15:11–32), an idea that is constitutive and characteristic of the new covenant.God‘soffspring,

moreover,shouldimitatetheFather‘slove,andthusChristiansarecalledtorememberthemercy

extended to them and to show the same magnanimous love to others, thereby revealing themselves as true 

children of God (Matt 5:9; 5:44–48; Luke 6:35–36; Eph 4:31–5:2).  

D. Trinitarian Formulations  

One does not find in the NT the trinitarian paradox of the coexistence of the Father, Son, and Spirit 

within a divine unity, the mystery of the three in one, yet one does find there the data that serve as the 

foundation of this later dogmatic formulation. Though each member of the triad has its own identity, each 

is also and most frequently identified in relation to the others. The Spirit appears in some texts as the 

autonomous agent of prophecy (Acts 1:16; Heb 3:7); the vehicle of sanctification (Rom 15:16; 1 Pet 1:2), 

moral integrity (Rom 8:4; Gal 5:16–25), and intercession (Rom 8:27);thesignofGod‘sacceptance(Acts 

15:8; Gal 3:2); and a guarantee of future salvation (Rom 5:3–5; 2 Cor 5:5). It is also, however, clearly 

designated as the Spirit of God (1 Cor 2:11–12; Rom 8:9–17), the Spirit sent by God that represents in 

somesenseGod‘sactiveandindwellingpresence.Yet,theSpiritisalsocalledtheSpiritofChrist,and

there is a remarkable degree of fluidity in these two designations (Rom 8:9). In this guise the Spirit is sent 

byGodasChrist‘ssuccessor(John 14:16), as his witness (John 15:26; cf. Mark 13:11), and as evidence 

of his exaltation (Acts 2:32–33).  

Likewise Jesus, while possessing his own identity as the prophet from Nazareth (Luke 24:19), is clearly 

placed in the intimate relation of sonship with God, who sent and commissioned him (John 3:34), attested 

to him (Acts 2:22), dwelt in him (2 Cor 5:19; John 17:21), vindicated and exalted him (Phil 2:9; Acts 

5:31), and will through him judge the world (Acts 17:31). On the other hand, Jesus was conceived by the 

Holy Spirit (Luke 1:35; Matt 1:20), received the Spirit at baptism (Mark 1:10), and was resurrected 

―accordingtotheSpirit‖(Rom 1:4)or―intheSpirit‖(1 Tim 3:16).  

Though all of these texts point to an intimate relationship of God, Christ, and the Holy Spirit, a formal 

triadic coordination of the three is found in only a few places. Pair-wise coordination is more frequent. 

God and Christ, for example, often appear in parallel construction (John 14:1; Rom 1:7; Rev 5:13) as do, 

somewhat less frequently, Christ and the Spirit (1 Cor 6:11; Rom 15:30; Heb 10:29). The baptismal 

commission in Matt 28:19 and the apostolic benediction in 2 Cor 13:14 are the clearest examples of 

triadic coordination, though other texts of somewhat looser formulation (1 Cor 12:4–6; Jude 20–21; 1 Pet 

1:2; Rev 1:4–7) probably reveal its influence. Even these texts, however, do not formalize the relationship 

as that of one in three, but assert somewhat more simply that the work of the three is the same work, 

whether it is perceived in terms of the creative and ruling power of the universe, the crucified and 

vindicated messiah, or the religious experience of the community.  
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JOUETTE M. BASSLER  

GOD MOST HIGH. See NAMES OF GOD IN THE OT; MOST HIGH.  

GOEL HADDAM [Heb gō˒ēl haddam ( ַדםֹגֵאל ַה  )]. See BLOOD, AVENGER OF.  

GOG (PERSON) [Heb gôg (גוג)]. 1. A Reubenite, descended from Joel (1 Chr 5:4). Gog is second in 

the list of the sons, or descendants, of Joel. The list may represent a line of Reubenite chieftains (Ackroyd 

Chronicles Ezra Nehemiah TBC, 36). The name appears after Shemaiah and before Shimei. Others in the 

list include Micah, Reaiah, Baal, and Beerah, who was taken into exile by the Assyrians. As the text does 

notstateJoel‘srelationtoReuben,andsincetheuseof―son‖inHebrewissomewhatbroaderthanin

English,itisimpossibletopinpointGog‘stemporalsetting.Thelistends with the Exile, but the name 

Baal may point to the presence of an older tradition (Myers 1 Chronicles AB, 36–37). Apparently Gog 

was a member of the clans of seminomadic herdsmen who roamed the desert frontier E of Gilead, from 

Moab to the Euphrates (1 Chr 5:9–10). LXX has Goug, while Syriac renders the name dw˒g (Doeg). Noth 

(IPN 223) traces the name to Akkadian gāgu, meaninga―valuablegoldobject‖(cf.CAD5:9andHALAT 

1: 174).  

2. Chief prince of Meshech and Tubal, from the land of Magog (Ezek 38:2). See GOG AND MAGOG; 

MESHECH; TUBAL. In Ezekiel 38–39 God draws Gog out of Magog, with a large army. In later years 

he will advance against Israel from the far N (Ezek 38:8–15),therebyincurringGod‘swrath.Godwill

judge him and his hordes with military and natural disasters (Ezek 38:18–22). Gog and the invading army 

will fall and be buried in Israel (Ezek 39:4–5, 11–15). In all of this God intends to vindicate his holiness 

before the nations (Ezek 38:16) that they might know that he is Yahweh (Ezek 38:21; 39:6, 22). The 

displayofGod‘sgloryandjudgmentislinkedwiththerestorationofIsrael to a right relation with their 

Maker (Ezek 39:25–29).  

Attempts to identify Gog have included proposals of connections with (1) Gyges, King of Lydia (Gugu 

of Ashurbanipal‘srecords);(2)Gaga, a name in the Amarna correspondence for the nations of the N; (3) 

Gaga, a god from Ras Shamra writings; (4) a historical figure, especially Alexander; and (5) mythological 

sources, with Gog being a representation of the evil forces of darkness which range themselves against 

Yahweh and his people. None of these identifications has been demonstrated with certainty. Apparently, 

thenameofGogwasderivedfromaccountsofcampaignsofNnationsandin―somewayunknowntous

has come to be the name given to their commander-in-chief‖(EichrodtEzekiel OTL, 522; cf. IDB 2: 436–

37; Taylor Ezekiel TOTC, 244; HALAT 1: 174–75). What Gog symbolizes is clearer. He is the archetypal 

enemy from the N, the head of the forces of evil that rise against God and his people (Beasley-Murray 

Revelation NCBC, 297; Caird Revelation HNTC, 256).  

3. A name, which, along with Magog, describes the nations of the earth (Rev 20:8). In Ezekiel Gog was 

the leader and Magog his land, while in Revelation both represent nations. As in Ezekiel vast hordes 

gather and are supernaturally destroyed. Satan deceives these evil nations and gathers them in great 

numbers for battle against Israel. Fire from heaven finally consumes these peoples and God triumphs 

(Beasley-Murray Revelation NCBC, 297; Caird Revelation HNTC, 256–57; ISBE 2: 519–20).  

KENNETH H. CUFFEY  

GOG AND MAGOG [Heb gôg (גוג) and magôg (ַמגוג)]. Names of a ruler, Gog, and his land, 

Magog, in the Bible. Gog is the leader, in Ezekiel 38 and 39,ofaninvadingarmyfrom―theuttermost

partsofthenorth‖whowillattackIsrael―inthelatteryears.‖SeeGOG (PERSON) and MAGOG 



(PERSON).Inlanguagesimilartothatfoundinlaterapocalypticwritings,EzekieldescribesGod‘s

complete devastation of Gog and his forces upon the mountains of Israel. The defeat of Gog will serve as 

avindicationofGod‘sholinessandademonstrationofGod‘smight.God‘svictorywillmakeplaintoall

the nations of the earth that the people of Israel had been sent into Babylonian captivity because of their 

sinfulnessandnotbecauseofGod‘sweaknessorunconcern.NowGodhasrestoredthem to their own 

land and will protect them.  

Various attempts have been made to explain the origin of the name Gog. Some scholars have looked for 

a historical figure as the source of the term. Among the many suggestions which have been proposed, the 

most convincing historical referent is the 7th-century B.C.E Lydian king Gyges. Other scholars have 

explained the name mythologically, derived from the Sumerian word for darkness or from the name of the 

Akkadian god Gaga.  

Ezekiel has likely combined earlier traditions which spoke of an enemy from the north who would bring 

destruction to the Israelites (cf. Jer 1:13–15; 4:6) with the prophecy of Isaiah that God would destroy the 

enemies of Israel upon the mountains (Isa 14:24). These prophecies, which for Ezekiel are still unfulfilled, 

willtakeplace―inthelatterdays‖whenGod‘ssalvationofIsraelwillbecomeevidenttoallthenations.

Ezekiel has borrowed the name of Gyges of Lydia to describe this mysterious enemy of God, partly 

because Gyges had a reputation as a powerful king from the N. In the Ezekiel oracles the figure of Gog 

has assumed mythical proportions (Wevers Ezekiel NCBC; Zimmerli Ezekiel Vol. 2 Hermeneia).  

ThewordMagog,likelyderivedfromanAkkadiantermmeaning―thelandofGyges(Gog),‖occurs

also in Gen 10:2 inthe―TableofNations.‖InGenesisandEzekiel,MagogisgroupedwithMeshechand 

Tubal, regions in Asia Minor. For Ezekiel, Magog is simply the mysterious land of Gog located 

somewhere far to the N of Israel (TDOT 2: 419–25).  

The author of the book of Revelation uses the Gog and Magog imagery to describe the final attack of 

the evil forces against the people of God following the millennial reign of Christ (Rev 20:8). Whereas in 

Ezekiel Gog is a person and Magog is a territory, in Revelation both Gog and Magog have become the 

names of evil nations. Both terms also appear in rabbinic writings in descriptions of eschatological events.  
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GOIIM (PLACE) [Heb gôy  m (גוִיים)]. Ostensibly the kingdom of Tidal, one of the allies of 

Chedorlaomerandthe―kingofGoiim‖(Gen 14:1, 9). Heb gôy  m means―nations.‖SeeNATIONS. QL 

Gen Apocryphon XXI:23–24 glossed td˓l mlk gwym by dy hw˒ byn nhryn ―whowasbetweentherivers‖

(i.e., in Mesopotamia). LXX, the Targums, and Vg rendered gôy  m by one of the equivalent terms in the 

respective languages. The old rapprochement of Goiim with cuneiform Guti or Quti, a people in the 

Zagros Mountains, by H. Rawlinson (ap. E. Schrader 1883: 137), was based only on a remote assonance. 

As long as Tidal (Tudḫulaofthe―Chedorlaomertexts,‖cf.CHEDORLAOMER, sec. B) was identified 

with the Hittite Tudḫâliyaš,itwaslogicaltointerpret―thenations‖asthevariousethnicgroupsof

Anatolia,comparabletothe―IslandsoftheNations‖ofGen 10:5. But if the plausible equation, by 

Tadmor (EncMiqr 8: 435–6), of Tidal (Tudḫula)withSennacheribisaccepted,then―thenations‖should

be understood as the vast conglomerate of peoples in the Assyrian empire. The compiler of Genesis 14 

may have been acquainted with the titles and self-praising epithets of Neo-Assyrian kings; cf., e.g., in the 

annalsofAssurnasirpal:―theSunofallpeoples‖and―whohasbroughtunderhisswaythetotalityofall

peoples‖(ARAB I,§437)or,evencloser:―Shalmaneser(III),kingofallpeoples,lord,priestofAssur,

mighty king, king of all four regions, Sun of all peoples, despot of all lands‖(ARAB I, §556).  

A king of Goiim in Gilgal appears in the list of the kings vanquished by Joshua in the Heb text of Josh 

12:23. (codd. Vaticanus and Alexandrinus) has here gōim (var. geei) tēs galilaias, which makes better 

sense in view of gālīl hag-gôy  m ―Galilee(lit.‗district‘)ofnations‖inIsa 8:23—Eng 9:1—and the 

Galilean city HAROSHETH-HAGOIIM in Judg 4:2. the LXX reading has been accepted in RSV.  
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GOLAN (PLACE) [Heb gôlān (גוָלן)]. A city of Manasseh in Bashan, the northernmost of the three 

Cities of Refuge E of the Jordan river (Deut 4:43; Josh 20:8). It is also a Levitical city assigned to the 

sons of Gershon (Josh 21:27; 1 Chr 6:71). A placebythisnameismentionedbyEusebiusas―alarge

village,‖andintheTalmudicliteraturethetoponymGavlanaisalsoknowninreferenceto

Bashan/Batanea. Scholars tend to identify the town of Golan with Sahem el-Joulan (M.R. 238243), which 

lies on the E bank of the river el-˒Allan.  

In addition to the town Golan there exists a district of this name, which was known to Josephus as 

Gaulanitis. The district Golan lies W of Sahem el-Joulan. Therefore, some scholars have suggested 

reevaluating this identification and seeking the town of Golan within the boundaries of this region. Others 

have suggested retaining this identification and explaining it as political deviations that separated the town 

from its district.  

It has been suggested that the region of Golan was apparently formed when the city Golan may have 

become the capital of the land of Geshur as a result of the Geshurite and the Aramean conquest of the 

sixty cities in the region of Argob in Bashan during 886 B.C.E. (2 Chr 2:23). This annexed territory was 

then named after the newly captured city of Golan.  

Other scholars maintain that the district Gaulanitis was formed during the 3d century B.C.E., due to the 

Ptolemaic administrative rearrangement of their estates. According to this theory, the large Assyro-

Persian jurisdictional region of Carnaim was split into two zones, Batanea and Gaulanitis. This view, 

which is based primarily on the suffix itis common to Ptolemaic Egyptian districts, was rejected by other 

scholars on the grounds that there were insufficient 3d century B.C.E. settlements in the Golan to justify 

the split. They propose, instead, that the administrative district was established only by the beginning of 

the 1st century B.C.E. as a result of the Alexander Jannaeus campaign. The boundaries of the newly 

formed region embraced the territory from Mt. Hermon in the N to the Yarmuk river in the S, where it 

met the district of Gileaditis; it remained intact for a period of 18 years (81–63 B.C.E.). This region 

included the town of Golan and wasnamedafteritasabiblicalreminiscent.AfterPompey‘scampaign

during 63 B.C.E. the Golan district was reduced in size due to territorial grants bestowed to Hippos in the S 

and to Phoenicia and the Ituraean estates in the N. The town of Golan was appended to the district of 

Batanea, which was formed during this transaction. This state of affairs remained all through the Roman 

and Byzantine periods.  

Josephus speaks of the subdivision of Gaulanitis into Superior and Inferior. Many scholars postulate 

that these terms refer, respectively, to N and S, which correspond to the subdivision terms of Upper and 

Lower Galilee. However, other scholars claim that, unlike Galilee, these subdivision terms of Gaulanitis 

should correspond, respectively, to E and W. Since the Golan constituted, during the period of Josephus, 

the section of 20 km by 25 km between the jurisdictional territory of the city of Caesarea Paneas in the N 

and that of the city of Hippos in the S, the subdivision terminology conforms with the different elevations 

between E and W. The Golan is a basalt plateau which inclines from N–NE, where it rises to an average 

altitude of 900 m above sea level, to the S–SW, where it declines to an altitude of 200 m below sea level. 

Gaulanitis Superior is, therefore, at the E–NE corner, and Gaulanitis Inferior is the section near the Sea of 

Galilee. At the NE corner there is an inactive chain of volcanic cones whose activities in the past created 

thick basalt layers resulting in rocky terrain that was inadequate for intensive agriculture. This type of 

environment was suitable mainly for grazing land and pasture. The modern term Golan Heights refers to 

the region extending from the foothills of Mt. Hermon to the Yarmuk valley in the S, the Jordan river in 

the W, and thevalley˒AllanintheE.TheGolanregiontodayismuchlargerthanthatduringtheRoman

period.  
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RAMI ARAV  

GOLAN HEIGHTS. The modern name for the Transjordanian plateau just E of the Sea of Galilee. 

The etymology of the name Golan is unclear; it could derive from gwl ―round,‖glh ―pitorpool,‖orgbl in 

thesenseof―stonefence-border.‖ 

———  

A. Geographical Background  

B. History of Exploration and Excavations  

C. Archaeological Finds and History  

1. Paleolithic to Neolithic Periods  

2. Chalcolithic Period  

3. Early Bronze Age  

4. Early Bronze Age IV (ca. 2350–1950 B.C.E.)  

5. Middle Bronze and Late Bronze Ages  

6. Iron Age (the Israelite Period)  

D. Golan in the Bashan  

E. Gaulanitis/Gaulane  

———  

A. Geographical Background  

The Golan Heights is a modern geographical division. The name does not appear in this sense before the 

late 19th century C.E. (Schumacher 1888). The Golan Heights is the northwesternmost part of 

Transjordan, extending from the Yarmuk gorge in the S to the slopes of Mt. Hermon in the N. On the W, 

it borders the Jordan Rift with the Huleh basin and the Sea of Galilee. Its E border is the Raqad river, 

beyond which lies the Bashan (Batanea) and Jeidur (Trachona). The Golan Heights is a volcanic plateau 

that slopes from 900 m above sea level in the NE to 250 m above sea level in the S and to 200 m below 

sea level in the area NE of the Sea of Galilee. In the N and S sections of the W plateau, steep slopes 

descend toward the Huleh and the Sea of Galilee, while the central section slopes gradually toward the 

Jordan river and the Bethsaida valley. On the E part of the plateau, volcanic cinder cones project from the 

surface (1100–1200 m); in the S, however, the ancient volcanoes have eroded to low-lying hills. The 

streams that flow on the plateau are very shallow, almost invisible, and are called Massil, but as they near 

the Jordan Rift they deepen and descend through waterfalls into deep canyons. In the S Golan, the wadis 

that drain into the Sea of Galilee and the Yarmuk gorge have carved wide basins. The basalt rock, which 

covers most of the surface of the Golan Heights, originated in a series of volcanic eruptions dating from 

3.7 to 0.14 million years B.P. (Mor 1986).  

TheNEterrainiscoveredbyrelativelyyoungbasalt,the―GolanFormation‖(0.35–0.14 M.Y.B.P.), that 

has eroded to red and brown Mediterranean soils. In the NW and central parts of the Golan Heights is the 



older―OrtalFormation‖(1.61–0.74 M.Y.B.P.), mostly covered by shallow Grumosol and Protogrumosol 

soils.Noteworthyisthe―Dalwemember‖oftheOrtalFormation,erodedintolargeboulders,theraw

materialofthe―megalithicarchitecture‖aboundingintheGolan.IntheSGolanHeightsistheoldest 

―coverbasalt‖(3.7–2.8 M.Y.B.P.), overlain by deep and fertile Grumosol soils. On the slopes and river 

basins of S Golan, sedimentary rocks, older than the basalt (up to 4.5 M.Y.), are exposed, mainly 

cretaceous and chalk rocks of the Miocene and Middle Pliocene ages. These are covered by 

colluvial/alluvial soils and rendzina.  

The climate of the Golan Heights is Mediterranean, and the annual precipitation ranges from 350 mm in 

the S to 1200 mm in the NE. In ancient times the Golan was covered by Mediterranean forests that still 

survive in some nature reserves. In the N and above the 500-m elevation were forests of the evergreen 

oaks and worm oaks (Quercus calliprinus and Q. boissieri). In central Golan, open, parklike forests of 

Tabor oak (Q. ithaburensis) with rich pastures exist, while on the slopes and river basins of S Golan, a 

savanna of Ziziphus (Z. spina Christi) covers the area.  

An understanding of the road system of the Golan Heights is important, as it impinges on the settlement 

pattern throughout the periods. Entrance from the N and S is blocked by the Mt. Hermon massif and the 

river Yarmuk, respectively, forcing all crossing roads to align along an E–W axis. Other natural obstacles 

such as the Huleh basin, the Jordan gorge, and the Sea of Galilee on the W, and the volcanic mountain 

chains and the Raqad canyon on the E, allow access to the Golan only in a few places. The four main 

routes, therefore, connect E and W from Damascus and the Bashan to the Mediterranean ports of Acre, 

Tyre, and Sidon. In the N, an important highway leads from Tyre through Banias (Paneas) to Damascus. 

In the center, the Via Maris passes from Acre (or from the S along the Jordan valley) through the Jisr 

BanatYa˓aqubBridgetoQuneitraandhencetoDamascus.AlessimportantroadconnectstheGalilee

and the Golan from Capernaum through Bethsaida to Seleucia and Hushniyye in the central Golan. In the 

S, the road from Beth-shan through Zemakh climbs the Golan in several ascents to the Fiq/Rafid 

thoroughfare and E to the Bashan.  

From a geographical point of view, supported by the settlement and political history of the area, the 

Golan Heights can be divided into three parts. This division has affected the settlement patterns, history, 

culturalcharacteristics,andadministrativedivisionsoftheareainmostperiods.The―south,‖fromWadi

Shbeib-SamakhintheNtotheYarmukgorgeintheS,isalevelfertileplaincalledbytheArabs―Ardel-

Kamh‖(Schumacher1888:20),i.e.,the―landofgrain,‖anditisthemainagriculturalzoneoftheGolan.

The―south‖isfurthersubdividedintothecoverbasalt plateau and the sedimentary slopes of river basins. 

This part of the Golan Heights was continuously inhabited with no significant gaps in the occupational 

sequence.  

The―center‖extendsfromWadiSamakhintheStoaNboundarylinethatstartsatthe S edge of the 

Huleh lake and extends E through Nahal Shelef, N of Kfar Naffah, and through Mt. Shifon and Tell 

Khari‗a(8kmSofQuneitra)tomeetNahalRaqad.Thisarea,mostlyonDalweandMueissehbasalt,is

calledbySchumacher(1888:13)―StonyJaulan‖andisindeedroughandsuitablemainlyforgrazingas

its Arabic local name—Belad er-Rabi(―landofpasture‖)—testifies. The central region is also subdivided 

intoE(―upper‖)andW(―lower‖)areas.TheWparthasanabundanceofstreamsandspringswhich 

allows limited agriculture, including cereals in small plots and, especially, olive groves. This area has 

been inhabited in most archaeological periods, although with many gaps in the sequence; it was densely 

settled in the Roman-Byzantine period. The E part of central Golan lacks arable soils and water sources. 

The parts that were not thickly forested were very sparsely settled in Roman-Byzantine times by herders 

and horse-breeding farmers.  

The―north,‖fromNahalShelefintheStoNahalSa˓arandMt. Hermon in the N, is mostly covered by 

young basalts and volcanoes, with almost no arable soils. The abundance of rain causes rapid soil erosion 

and encourages thick oak forests. The N is subdivided into several zones, some more suitable for human 

habitation than others. The westernmost zone, on the slopes toward the Huleh valley, has soils and some 

springs, and was always sparsely settled with only a handful of EB and Iron Age I sites. The central zone 

iscoveredbythe―EinZivan‖basaltmemberandisdevoid of soils, springs, and any ancient sites; it is 



still thickly covered by forest. The easternmost zone has small arable plains between the volcanic 

mountains; lack of water sources, however, permitted only a few settlements (EB, Iron Age, and 

Hellenistic-Roman). In terms of settlement potential, the Golan Heights are divided therefore into three 

different regions: the fertile S, the pastureland in the center, and the forested N, each with its own 

environment and cultural characteristics.  

B. History of Exploration and Excavations  

Although the Golan was described by early-19th-century travelers, the first systematic survey in the area 

wascarriedoutinthe1880‘sbyG.Schumacher(Schumacher1886;1888).Schumacherdescribedthe

geography, flora, and population and provided a detailed description of some 150 settlements and ruins. 

The majority of these, however, date to the Roman-Byzantine period. The only pre-Roman remains he 

noted were the numerous dolmens (recorded in a dozen fields), interpreting them as tombs of ancient 

bedouin. In subsequent surveys, he collected sherds at some sites which he dated to the Bronze Age. 

During the French Mandate Period and under the Syrian government, only Roman tombs which were 

unearthed during construction works were recorded. In 1967, a systematic survey was conducted by two 

teams headed by C. Epstein and S. Gutman (Epstein and Gutman 1972). For the first time, pre-Hellenistic 

siteswereidentifiedbysurfacesherdingorby―megalithic‖masonrystyle.The1967–68 survey recorded 

sites from the Paleolithic period through the Iron Age. Since 1969, surveys conducted by C. Epstein, M. 

Hartal,S.Barlev,andZ.Ma˓ozhaveaddedscoresofsitesdatingfromearlyperiodsandhaveprovided

much environmental and archaeological data. The first excavations were conducted at Roman-Byzantine 

sites such as Jukhader, Qasrin, and Gamla by Urman and Gutman, as well as at some 30 dolmens, dating 

to the EB IV, which were explored and excavated by C. Epstein from 1969 to 1973. Epstein also 

excavated several Chalcolithic settlements in 1973–86. Subsequent to the discovery of Tel Soreg in S 

Golan, which D. Ben-Ami has suggested was biblical Aphek, extensive archaeological excavations were 

begun at the site by M. Kochavi. Additional seasons of research in the vicinity by Kochavi exposed a 

round fortress at Tel Hadar (Sheikh Hader), dating from the 12th century B.C.E., that was destroyed by a 

heavy fire in the beginning of the 11th century, and an EB enclosure at Mitham Leviah (Lawiyye; 

Kochavi 1989: 6–11). Excavations and surveys are currently being carried out and will no doubt 

contribute to a broader and deeper understanding of the nature and patterns of settlement in the area.  

C. Archaeological Finds and History  

1. Paleolithic to Neolithic Periods. The earliest human remains unearthed in the Golan date to the 

UpperPaleolithicperiod.AtBerekhatRam(EofMas˓ada),apaleosollayercontainingflintsandbasalt

implements from the Acheulian culture, sandwiched between two lava flows, indicates that the Golan was 

inhabited over a quarter of a million years ago. Surface surveys have revealed several other sites that 

belong to the Acheulian horizon. The Mousterian culture is represented in an open-airsiteatBiq˓at

Quneitra (Goren-Inbar 1989) and a few other small workshops (approximately 50,000 Y.B.P.).  

The site of Moujhaya in the S Golan (excavated by A. Gofer) is a large site belonging to the Neolithic 

period. Other scattered sites have yielded Neolithic tools—flint axes, arrowheads, and other implements.  

2. Chalcolithic Period. In 1973, a Chalcolithic site dating from the 5th–4th millennium B.C.E. was first 

exposed in the Golan. The Chalcolithic culture appeared in the Golan after a long gap, since no remains of 

the Pottery Neolithic or Wadi Rabah culture have been found (Epstein 1978b). Between 1973 and 1988, 

excavations and trial excavations were carried out at 15 sites, exposing domestic buildings and a unique 

material culture, but one with affinities to the Chalcolithic material culture found in other areas of Israel 

and Jordan. Extensive surveys have discovered many additional sites, some of which have been 

excavated, and no doubt more sites will yet be revealed.  

So far 25 Chalcolithic sites have been found, mainly in the central Golan (Epstein 1986: 34–35). They 

are located on Dalwe basalt, on the more gentle slopes, and mainly at an altitude between 445 and 555 m 

above sea level. They tend to be adjacent to wadis or springs in regions with about 600 mm precipitation 

per annum. The extensive pasturelands and the wetter parts of the central Golan were exploited in the 

Chalcolithic period for crop cultivation. The environment was suited for a population whose economy 

was based on cattle grazing and agriculture.  



All the sites are unwalled and spread over a large area. There are villages of between 15 and 40 houses, 

as well as some smaller hamlets and individual farms. On some sites, the houses are built in two parallel 

rows with adjacent houses sharing a sidewall. Some villages flank both sides of the wadis with houses 

opposite one another. On three sites, well-constructed storage bins were found. Some sites are located 

next to seasonal riverbeds, with perennial streams some distance from the sites.  

All the houses have a broad-room house plan with basalt walls constructed of dry masonry. The average 

size of a house is 15 m × 6 m. The long walls are orientated E–W, the general direction of the slopes, and 

the entrance is from the S. Floors are part paved, part bedrock, and there is sometimes a bench at the base 

of the long walls. The houses have internal walls, either forming a long narrow back room or smaller side 

rooms. The internal divisions must have facilitated the roofing, which seems to have covered the whole 

area of the house.  

All the Chalcolithic sites have a large variety of ceramic, basalt, and flint vessels, showing affinities to 

the finds at Chalcolithic sites in other regions, but with many features unique to the Golan. Many vessels 

are decorated with bands of rope impressions, incisions, and pierced decorations. The vessels are 

handmade, but with some use of a handwheel evident on the upper part of the larger vessels. The local red 

clay of volcanic origin contains many grits, including basalt chips. Particularly noteworthy is the large 

number of pithoi for the storage of grain. Other vessels include jugs, bowls, hole-mouth jars, spouted jars, 

bowlswithfenestratedpedestals(―incense-burners‖),andloom-weights for weaving wool. There are 

significantly few vessels for everyday use, such as cups and cooking bowls.  

In the volcanic Golan, basalt vessels are commonplace, the repertoire including bowls, basins, kraters, 

grinding stones, and mortised stones. Basalt tools, including agricultural implements, hammers, hoes, 

weights, and hoe-weights, also occur. The flint implements include many types characteristic of the 

period, including axes, scrapers, awls, fan-scrapers, and sickle blades. In addition, worthy of note are 

perforated implements of laminated flint cut into piriform and round shapes, found mainly in the N 

(Epstein and Noy 1988).  

A unique feature of the Golan Chalcolithic culture is the basalt pillar figures, of which over 50 examples 

are known (Epstein 1982; 1988). Many were excavated in reliable house contexts or discovered within 

Chalcolithic sites. The pillar figures are cylindrical, the top of each forming a shallow offering bowl. Most 

have facial features with a protruding nose, others are horned, and some have a goatee beard. It is 

generally agreed that the pillar figures have cultic significance, and since they were placed in houses, it is 

assumed that they played a part in the fertility cult. The horned and bearded figures were probably 

associated with fertility in the herds, and those without horns probably with the general concept of life, 

fertility, and abundance in both man and crops.  

Asmallquantityofseedshasbeenfoundatthesites,includingpeas,lentils,andbak˓a.Thecharred

remains of domestic wheat (Triticum dicoccum) were found in a storage bin, but the most widespread 

organic remains are olive pits. Moreover, 90 percent of some 30 samples of burnt wood remains examined 

are olive. Few animal bones were found in the houses, but those remains include goat and sheep teeth, 

with a few cow bones and teeth of wild boar and ass. No human bones or burials can be related to this 

period.  

There is no evidence to suggest that the Chalcolithic period in the Golan ended violently. It is unclear 

why the inhabitants left their villages, abandoning their large storage vessels and heavy equipment, 

including their house gods. Perhaps a prolonged drought resulted in the deterioration of the economic 

base. On the basis of the lack of changes and developments in the houses and pottery vessels, it appears 

that the culture was a single phase, lasting 200–300 years. Calibrated C
14

 dates of charred wood provide a 

date of 4140±150 B.C.E.; and burned wheat grains provide a calibrated date of 3800±100 B.C.E.  

3. Early Bronze Age. The available archaeological evidence suggests an occupational gap after the 

Chalcolithic period in most of the Golan. In the S Golan, however, are three EB I sites; they are adjacent 

to the Yarmuk river and Nahal Meizar. At the site on the bank of the Yarmuk, building remains and 

pottery characteristic of the EB I were revealed in a trial excavation (Epstein 1985c), and the site appears 

to have been extensive.  



Our knowledge of the EB II occupation is based mainly on the material from surveys (Epstein and 

Gutman 1972; Hartal 1989). From this period, 42 sites have been found throughout the Golan: 7 in the S, 

12 in the center, 17 in the N, and 6 more at the foot of Mt. Hermon. The sites include settlements and 

large enclosures (Heb mitham).Atthefortifiedsettlements(e.g.,Za˓artaintheNand Zalabeh in the 

central Golan), sections of fortification walls and building remains are extant. Other sites have building 

remains, but thus far no evidence of enclosing walls (e.g., Seleucia and Gamla in the central Golan and at 

Kh. Huttiyye in the S). The enclosure sites have massive fortifications, which sometimes incorporate 

natural elements, such as rocks, cliffs, and abysses overhanging wadis. The sites of Mitham Yitzhaki in 

the central Golan and Mitham Leviah and Mitham Bardawil in the S are protected by steep precipices. 

Other enclosures erected in areas without natural fortifications are surrounded on all four sides by solid 

fortifications,asatSha˓abniahandEs-Sur in the central Golan.  

Excavations have recently been carried out at Mitham Leviah (Lawiyye; Kochavi 1989). The site is 

located on an elongated spur overlooking Nahal Kanaf to the N and Nahal Samakh to the S, and is 

protected by steep precipices on the N, S, and W. A long, high heap of stones separates the enclosure 

from the plateau on the E, and two similar stone heaps run across the center of the site and close to the W 

end. Excavation of the central heap exposed a substantial stone wall, 4 m thick. A section excavated on 

the W has exposed rectangular houses with stone walls from the EB III together with KHIRBET KERAK 

WARE found in situ. Pottery from the EB IA, EB IB, EB II, and EB IV was also found in this area, 

indicating habitational continuity at the site. At the other enclosure sites ceramic material dating to the EB 

II has also been found. Es-Sur is attributed to the same period on the basis of similarity of construction of 

its walls. Mitham Bardawil, however, produced only a few EB II sherds, but an abundance of sherds from 

EB IV, perhaps attesting to its construction or reoccupation in the latter period. It is clear that the 

enclosures sometimes incorporated buildings, as at Mitham Leviah and es-Sur, but the function of the 

enclosures has not yet been clarified. They may either have been fortified areas, occupied by the unsettled 

local pastoralist population and their flocks in times of danger, or walled cities.  

An unusual and unique site of the EB II is RUJM EL-HIRI, situated on a plateau, through which flows 

Nahal Daliyyot (Kochavi 1989; Zohar 1989). This massive construction of huge, unworked basalt stones 

is similar to the enclosures, but in other respects is unique. The site consists of a huge central tumulus, 

measuring 20–25 m in diameter and 7 m high, surrounded by four concentric walls, the outer of which is 

155 m in diameter, and is interrupted in two places by entryways. So far no stratigraphic sequences have 

been found to help date the site, although a small trial excavation has been conducted (which did yield a 

few EB II and Iron Age I sherds). The function of the site has also not yet been established, but it is likely 

that the site was a ceremonial center with symbolic significance for certain social groups.  

Only recently has evidence been found to indicate that settlements continued into the EB III in the 

Golan; these include Gamla and Mitham Leviah (Kochavi 1989: 6). The nature of this period, the pattern 

of settlement, and the causes leading to the termination of the period, however, cannot yet be established.  

4. Early Bronze Age IV (ca. 2350–1950 B.C.E.). At the end of the 3d millennium, there was a 

significant change in the settlement pattern of the Golan. No occupation sites have been located in the N 

and central Golan. In the S, eight sites have been identified, of which three are burial sites. It seems that 

during this period pastoralists, whose origins have not yet been fully established, moved through the N 

and central Golan and did not construct any permanent settlements. On the other hand, they erected 

hundreds of burials in the form of dolmens, standing in groups, and sometimes concentrated together in 

―dolmenfields‖(Epstein1985a).Sofarover30dolmenshavebeenexcavatedatvarioussites,andmany

others have been surveyed. The dolmens may be dated by the earliest finds exposed on their floors, which 

are funerary goods accompanying secondary burials and date to the end of the 3d and beginning of the 2d 

millennium B.C.E.  

The typical Golan dolmen is not the picturesquetrilithic―stonetable,‖consistingoftwostoneuprights

with a third horizontal stone laid on top, as is suggested by the ancient Bretonic word. The typical 

dolmens are small, rectangular, or sometimes trapezoid burial chambers, measuring ca. 1.5 m × 3.5 m, 

with an entrance on one of the short sides. They are built of unworked basalt stones, with monolithic slabs 



as the lower walls, balanced by smaller stones, and with paved floors. The roofs are of large stones rising 

in step form from the narrow sides to the center, with a single stone on top, forming a domed ceiling 

inside the chamber. The dolmens are usually surrounded by an oval stone heap, or tumulus, supported at 

the bottom by a circular wall; in many cases only the top roof-stone is visible, while in others the dolmen 

is completely hidden beneath the tumulus. See DOLMEN.  

The earliest finds from the dolmens date from the EB IV and include jars, spouted jars, a bottle, pedestal 

lamps, and round, handleless cooking pots. The metal finds are mainly of copper and include a long pin 

with a bent head, pins with points at both ends, a bracelet and ring, and weapons, such as a dagger, a 

socketed spear, and leaf-shaped blades. These ceramic and metal types have clear parallels in assemblages 

from burials of this period from N Israel and Syria (e.g., Megiddo and Ugarit). Several dolmens were later 

reused for burials, both in ancient and modern times.  

It is important to emphasize that it was the volcanic nature of the Golan that made possible the 

construction of dolmens. Great effort and technical knowledge were required for the construction of the 

graves, indicating the importance accorded to the subject of burial by people who otherwise apparently 

had no permanent dwellings.  

5. Middle Bronze and Late Bronze Ages. Following the EB IV, there seems to have been an 

occupation gap in the Golan of about 150 years—no MB I settlements have been found. The only finds 

are a few pottery vessels, found in a dolmen in secondary use, which are characteristic of the transition 

between the MB I and MB II, with parallels in graves at Ginossar, Hazor, Dan, and other sites in the N 

(Epstein 1985a).  

The beginning of the MB II witnesses the resettlement of the Golan. About 40 sites, including graves, 

have been found, mostly identified in surveys (Epstein and Gutman 1972; Hartal 1989), and occasionally 

examined in small trial excavations. The large number of sites parallels the increased number of MB II 

sites throughout Palestine. In the N and central Golan there are very few settlements—11 in the N and 

only 4 in the center, few of which have left substantial architectural remains. In contrast, about 25 sites 

are concentrated in the S Golan, probably because of the possibility of hewing impervious wells for water 

storage out of the limestone rock. These often-fortified settlements were established at strategic locations 

on the high plateau between the Sea of Galilee and Nahal Raqad, and were apparently used for defense 

and to control trade routes; a particularly large concentration of sites stood on the slopes overlying Nahal 

Samakh and its tributaries. The main tell sites include et-Tell in the Bethsaida valley; Masharfawi in 

Nahal Kanaf (surrounded by a cyclopean wall); Fakhuri, el-Mudowarah, and Hutiyye in the Samakh 

basin; Tell ed-Dahab (wall remains), and others. Only 14 of these sites continued to be occupied in the LB 

period. In addition to the tell sites, there are small forts, such as site No. 151 in Nahal Samakh, which 

measures 20 m × 24 m and includes a fortification wall, in which there are small rooms, and two square 

towers. Other sites are burial caves with many funerary goods. Most of the information on the sites is 

based on survey work rather than on excavations; thus, not many details on the nature of the settlements 

are available.  

The ceramic repertoire is varied, typical of other sites from this period in Palestine. Noteworthy are the 

large storage jars of coarse clay, decorated with bands of zigzags—short combed or incised lines—similar 

to those found at Hazor and other sites in the N of the country.  

In the LB, the number of sites in the Golan decreased by half. Most of the sites overlie MB sites and 

continued into the Israelite period, particularly in the S Golan, where half the sites are located. At Tel 

Madawwar, no LB settlement was found between the MB and Israelite levels, but a grave complex with 

complete LB vessels was found at the foot of the site. An additional burial complex was found in a cave at 

the foot of Tel Soreg, identified with Aphek of the Golan, but it has not yet been excavated (Kochavi 

1989: 7). The ruins of Tel Soreg indicate continuity of settlement from the MB II and the LB II into the 

Israelite period.  

Characteristic of the LB pottery in the Golan, particularly in the S, are storage jars of light coarse clay, 

decorated with a red-painted geometric pattern. Noteworthy of the finds is a bichrome fragment decorated 

with a bird ravaging a fish. In some assemblages, including a late dolmen burial site in the central Golan, 



imported Cypriot ware was found; and in another dolmen a typical figurine of a woman with a Hathor wig 

was found. To the end of the LB should be attributed finds from a late dolmen burial, including a pilgrim 

flask sherd and some bronze arrowheads.  

The historical evidence for the MB and LB must rely on Egyptian records. There are no references from 

the first half of the 2d millennium that can be shown to relate directly to the Golan. From the 14th century 

are extant letters from El-Amarna (Amenhotep IV) that throw some light on the region. In EA 364, the 

ruler of Ashtartu complains to Pharaoh that the ruler of Hazor took three cities from him. It is clear that 

the kingdom of Ashtartu bordered on the kingdom of Hazor. The area of controversy was probably in the 

centralGolan,orperhapstheNWBashan(Ma˓oz1986:145–46), and was probably related to a struggle 

for control over the trade routes. Another letter, EA 256, sent by the prince of Pihilu (Pella) to the 

Egyptian governor, describes a conflict between the prince of Pihilu and his ally, the prince of Ashtartu, 

on the one hand and the land of Ga-ri on the other (ANET, 486). It appears that the two cities of URU Ha-

iu-ni and URU Ia-bi-li-ma were captured from the prince of Pihilu by the cities of the land of Ga-ri. 

Albright (1943) identified the former city with Kh. el-˓Ayun, in S Golan, and the latter with Tel Abil, in 

the Yarmuk river bed. Other cities in the letter were also identified by Albright and later scholars in the S 

Golan. Mazar subsequently proposed that the land of Ga-ri, KUR Ga-ri should be restored as Ga- (su)-ri, 

that is the biblical Geshur (Mazar 1986a). Apparently the land of Geshur existed as a political unit in the S 

Golan from at least the 14th century B.C.E.  

Maacah, the entity bordering Geshur (Josh 12:5; 13:11), is alluded to even earlier in the Egyptian 

Execration Texts as a tribal name (E 62) and a place name (E 37; Ahituv CTAED, 132). It is presumed to 

lieNofGeshur,inNGolan,extendingtotheHulehvalleyandSBeq˓avalley.Itslocationisbasedonthe 

identification of Abel-beth-maacah (2 Sam 20:15; 2 Kgs 15:29) with Tell Abil, S of Metual. Maacah may 

havebeenthesouthernmostoftheAmoritetribesoftheLebanonBeq˓a. 

6. Iron Age (the Israelite Period). Following the decline in population in the LB, there was a renewed 

spread of population in the Iron Age. Many MB sites were reoccupied in the Iron Age. Most of our 

information is from surveys (Epstein and Gutman 1972; Hartal 1989), which have revealed more than 52 

sites (22 in the N, 10 in the center, and 20 in the S). They include small settlements, forts, and dolmens 

reused for burials. Among the sites established for the first time in this period are fortresses and fortified 

settlements, erected at strategic locations, such as Tel Dover at the entrance to the Yarmuk, Kh. Dajajiyye 

attheWentrancetoNahalSamakh,˓EnGevandTelHadar,both on the E bank of the Sea of Galilee, and 

TellAbuZeitunand―MezadYehonatan‖(Tannuriyye)ontheGolanplateau.ExcavationsyieldingIron

Agestratahavebeencarriedoutat˓En-Gev,TelSoreg,TelHadar,Kh.Kanaf,Qasrin,―Mezad

Yehonatan,‖TellAbuZeitun, and Bab el-Hawa.  

At˓En-Gev, five Iron Age strata were exposed (Mazar et al. 1964). Limited probes, at the S and N 

edges, revealed a sequence of fortifications. The earliest (stratum V) was a solid wall 1.85 m wide, 

followed by a fortification system which consisted of a casemate wall (stratum IV), similar to those 

unearthed at Hazor and Megiddo, and the erection of a citadel (ca. 60 m × 60 m) at the N end of the site. 

The construction of stratum IV is attributed to Solomon. In stratum III (9th century B.C.E.), an 

offsets/insets wall, 5 m thick, was built beyond which was an alley and a courtyard building. This stratum 

was destroyed by a conflagration. Stratum II (838–790 B.C.E. followed the same building layout, while in 

stratum I (790–732 B.C.E.), the site was unfortified and a public building (perhaps a fort) was built in the 

N. The ceramic repertoire included red-slippedburnishedbowlssimilartothe―Samariatype,‖cooking-

pots with triangular rims, jugs, a store-jar, hole-mouth jars, and lamps. The stone objects included basalt 

pestles,atripodbowl,an―incensebowl,‖andavotiveaxeofnephrite.Especiallyimportantisanostracon

inscribed in Aramaic: lsqy˒ (ca. 850 B.C.E.),probablyadignitarytitlesuchas―cupbearer‖ofanofficialat

the site.  

At Tel Hadar (i.e., Sheikh Khadr; Kochavi 1989: 9–11), a substantial round fort (ca. 70 m in diameter) 

was exposed from the Iron Age I, surrounded by two fortification walls and a gate. The building served as 

a granary, as indicated by the plan, the pottery, and charred grain remains, and was destroyed in a fire at 



the end of the 11th century B.C.E. After a gap, the site was reoccupied in the 9th–8th centuries B.C.E., with 

the floors of the new houses overlying the old walls. It was eventually abandoned.  

A similar round or ovoid fort, some 70 m across, was partially exposed at Tell Abu Zeitun, on the upper 

plateau of S Golan. The outer face of the wall was well preserved, and its pottery derives from the Iron 

Age I.  

At Tel Soreg (Kochavi 1989: 6–9),asmalltellinNahal˓EnGev,afortifiedsettlementfromthe9th–8th 

centuries B.C.E. was exposed, including a fortification wall, a large building, and a series of dwellings.  

At―MezadYehonatan,‖C.Epstein(1984:5–6) excavated another fort dating to the Iron Age I. The 

fort, located on the upper tributary of W. Tannuriyye in E-central Golan, is square (26 m × 26 m). Its 

walls are preserved (ca. 3 m high in 3–7 courses) and were built of an inner vertical wall (1.7 m thick), 

abutted on the outside by a sloping stone glacis. The gate was on the E, and measured 2.45 m wide and 

2.65 m deep; a pair of pilasters on the inside restricted its passage. The tomb of a Roman soldier, buried 

with his iron sword, was also found.  

In NE Golan, M. Hartal excavated Bab el-Hawa, an Iron Age II structure reoccupied in the Byzantine 

period. The exposed section includes a rough semicircular wall, 0.8 m thick and ca. 8 m across, with 

beaten earth floors laid on bedrock. The nature of the structure is unclear.  

Below a Hellenistic fort at Khirbet Kanaf, a small section of a stone floor was exposed on which rested 

pottery of the 10th century B.C.E. The exposure at Qasrin was very limited—the site produced no Iron Age 

architecture, only hearths near the spring, which may attesttotheactivityofnomads(Ma˓ozand

Killebrew 1985).  

The historical evidence for the Israelite period is to be found in the Bible—the books of Joshua, Samuel, 

and Chronicles (Pitard 1987). During the 10th century B.C.E., the area came under the control of the 

United Monarchy, and later the N kingdom of Israel. Transjordan was occupied by the Israelite tribes of 

Reuben, Gad, and half-Manasseh, and in the N by the Aramean tribes of Geshur and Maacah. The major 

powers in Syria were the Aramean kingdoms of Zobah and Damascus. The first three centuries of the 1st 

millennium are characterized by the ongoing struggle for control between the Israelite and Aramean 

kingdoms.  

The book of Joshua indicates that the regions of Geshur and Maacah were not conquered by the 

Israelites at the time of the Conquest (Josh 12:5). While the borders of these kingdoms are not defined 

specifically, Geshur was located in the S Golan and Maacah in the N. According to 2 Sam 8:3–6, David 

defeated Hadadezer, the king of Zobah, and his ally Aram-Damascus, and placed garrisons in Damascus. 

The area under the control of Solomon (1 Kgs 9:18) reached Tadmor and Hamath and would have 

included Geshur and Maacah in the Golan. Geshur became a political ally with David, as indicated by the 

marriage pact between David and the daughter of Talmai, the king of Geshur. Maacah, on the other hand, 

took part in a coalition led by Hadadezer of Damascus against David, together with the children of 

Ammon, Aram Zobah, Rehob, and Tob (2 Sam 10:6–19). The Aramean coalition was defeated in battle 

and became subservient to David (Pitard 1987: 93). Maacah seems to have disappeared shortly afterwards 

as an independent entity, but Geshur continued to exist and, together with Damascus, exploitedIsrael‘s

weakness in being unable to wrest Bashan from their control.  

During the reign of Solomon, Rezon established a new independent dynasty at Damascus (1 Kgs 11:23–

25; Pitard 1987: 96–97). His grandson, Ben-hadad, campaigned against Baasha, the king of Israel around 

886 B.C.E. (Mazar 1986b; Pitard 1987: 107–14).―AndBen-hadad…sentthecommandersofhisarmies

against the cities of Israel, and conquered Ijon, Dan, Abel-beth-maacah, and all Chinneroth, with all the 

landofNaphtali‖(1 Kgs 15:20). This campaign led, according to Mazar, to the destruction of several 

cities, including theIsraelitestratumIVsiteat˓En-Gev, and the establishment of an Aramean fort at the 

site (Mazar et al. 1964: 44). On the basis of 1 Chr 2:23 (―ButGeshurandAramtookfromthemHavvoth-

jair, Kenath and its villages‖),MazarassumesthatGeshurannexedtheWpartoftheArgobregionin

Bashan.  

Another series of clashes between Israel and Damascus, with a decisive battle at Aphek in S Golan, is 

recorded in 1 Kgs 20:1–43. Thenameofthe―kingofIsrael‖inthiscycleofstories(1 Kings 20 and 22) is 



Ahab, but it has been suggested that the event took place later, in the days of Joash of the dynasty of Jehu 

(Pitard 1987: 114–25).Israel,seriouslyweakenedbythebloodypurgethatfollowedJehu‘sseizureofthe

throne (2 Kings 10), fell victim to the expansionist policy of Hazael, king of Damascus. In 2 Kgs 10:32–

33,itisrecorded:―InthosedaystheLordbegantocutoffpartsofIsrael.Hazaeldefeatedthem

throughout the territory of Israel: from the Jordan eastward, all the land of Gilead, the Gadites, and the 

Reubenites, and the Manassites, from Aroer, which is by the valley of the Arnon, that is Gilead and 

Bashan.‖AfterthedeathofJehu,ca.814B.C.E., in the reign of Jehoahaz, Hazael seems to have expanded 

even to the W of the Jordan (2 Kgs 13:22; 12:17–18) and subdued Israel. Revival seems to have come 

only in the reign of Joash, after the death of Hazael, at the beginning of the 9th century B.C.E. (Pitard 

1987: 161–70).Inaseriesofbattles,lastingsomefiveyears,Hazael‘sson,Ben-hadad (Bir-Hadad III), 

was first repulsed in battle close to the Israelite capital at Samaria (2 Kgs 6:24–27), after which he 

reorganized his army and perhaps also his administration by reducing his vassal states, including Geshur, 

to provinces (1 Kgs 20:24). A second battle, in which Ben-hadad was defeated, was fought near Succoth 

in Transjordan (1 Kgs 20:1–21). The third and final battle occurred near Aphek (1 Kgs 20:24–43); this 

sitehasbeenidentifiedrecentlywithTelSoreginSGolan(1kmWofFiq;Ma˓oz1986:139).Inthe 

ensuingperiod,theterritoryoftheGolanprobablyremainedinIsrael‘shands(2 Kgs 14:25) and was only 

finally annexed to the Assyrian empire, together with the rest of N Israel, by Tiglath-pileser III following 

his conquest of the area in 732 B.C.E. (2 Kgs 15:29; Pitard 1987: 186–89).  

D. Golan in the Bashan  

The OT town of Golan was the northernmost of the Cities of Refuge, assigned by Moses in Transjordan, 

allotted to Manasseh (Deut 4:43; Josh 20:8). It was situated in the territory of the half-tribe of Manasseh 

that settled in Bashan in the former kingdom of Og (Deut 3:13). It was also a Levitical city assigned to the 

Gershonites, one of the families of the Levites (Josh 21:27; 1 Chr 6:56). As a Levitical city, it presumably 

served as the cult and administrative center of the Israelite settlement in Transjordan N of the Yarmuk 

river during the United Kingdom period.  

The identification of the site has been much contested from antiquity to modern times, for the name 

Golan was retained in two different areas: firstly, in the place name Gaulon in Batanea in the Rmman 

province of Arabia E of Nahr er-Ruqqad (Eus. Onomast. 64.6), and secondly, in the name of the territory 

Gaulanitis, adjacent to Galilee on the E of the upper Jordan River. Thus, while Eusebius in the early 4th 

century C.E. equated biblical Golan with the LXX village Gaulon in Batanea, rabbinic sources looked for 

Golan within Gaulanitis. The Jerusalem Targum to Deut 4:43 equates Golan with Dabra, probably Dabura 

in central W Golan Heights. A Geniza fragment of Midrash Tanhuma equates Golan with Sluqiyye 

(Ginsburg 1928: 112), a fortress mentioned by Josephus in Gaulanitis (Ant 13.393; JW 4.3), identified at 

―TellSluqiyye‖(Schumacher 1888: 237; Epstein and Gutman 1972: 271). Both references in the rabbinic 

sources, however, clearly testify that the rabbis had no knowledge of a place by this name within 

Gaulanitis. In modern research, Schumacher (1886: 91–99) was first to identify Golan with Sahm el-Jolan 

(M.R. 238243). His identification was followed by that of many scholars (e.g., Abel, GP 2, 338–39). 

Helck (1962: 129) suggested that Sahm el-Jolan is the place of Alunnu of the Thutmose III city list at 

Karnak (I:27a; Ahituv CTAED, 58–59) and Hlunni of EA 197:14; this name survived at nearby Nahr el-

˓Allan.  

Albright (1943: 9; 1946: 57) preferred to look for Golan within modern Jaulan, W of Nahal Raqad, but 

could not specify a location. Loewenstam (EncBib, 458) followed Albright and suggested that the site 

should be N of the territory of Geshur, i.e., in N Golan in the territory of Aram Maacah. Oded (1968: 45–

46)suggestedanidentificationwith˓En-Gev, whose stratigraphy (Mazar et al. 1964) is similar to 

Ramoth-gilead (Tell Ramid), another city of refuge and Levitical center. According to Oded, Geshur 

extendedintheNonlytothe˓En-Gev/Fiq line, the boundary of the Israelite settlement. Ilan (1971: 50–

51) returned to the ancient rabbinic suggestions and combined both references mentioned above to 

identify Daburah with both Golan and Seleucia. This suggestion is untenable since it is based on two 

erroneous rabbinic ideas (Bar-Kochva 1976: 62). Furthermore, the latter site has produced no evidence of 

occupation prior to the Roman period. Urman (1985: 22) suggested an identification for Golan at Tell el-



Jukhadar, an important MB II/Iron Age I site in the SE Golan (Epstein and Gutman 1972: 276). He has 

not, however, produced any evidence for this proposal, and the area in which the last-mentioned site is 

found seems to be included in the land of Geshur and, therefore, cannot be Golan. The original 

identification at Sahm el-Jolan is still to be preferred for the following reasons: (1) Golan must be within 

the Bashan, the area settled by the Israelites, a center probably replacing Ashtaroth, capital city of Og, 

only 6 km to the NE (the Israelite settlement area did not extend W of Nahal Raqad, beyond which lay 

Geshur and Maacah in the Golan Heights); (2) the place Gaulane captured by Jannaeus in 81 B.C.E. (Ant 

13.393) was seemingly situated en route between Dion (Tell el-˓Ashari; Schurer, HJP² 2, 148–49), on the 

E Yarmuk, and Seleucia and Gamala in the central Golan Heights, a location that fits Sahm el-Jolan; (3) 

the name Gavlan is also alluded to in rabbinic sources as an estate of R. Judah Hanasi (Šeb. 6.1), 

elsewhere connected to Batanea (Ma˓as. S². 4.1); a place by the name Gavlan, with a synagogue is 

referred to in the early 4th century C.E. (Meg. 73d; Klein 1911: 12); (4) a large village by the name 

Gaulon, with a territory by the same name in Batanea is mentioned in the early 4th century C.E. by 

Eusebius (Onomast. 64.6); the NW border of the province of Arabia, that included Batanea, bordered on 

Nahal Raqad, beyond which lay Palaestina(Sartre1982:69;Ma˓oz1986:57);(5)asimilarname,perhaps

somewhat corrupted, Go‹la›nia, is listed in Arabia in the 6th century C.E. (Georgius 1890: 1079). It seems 

likely that all the above references point to one and the same place, Golan in the Bashan. The name thus 

survived from the biblical period throughout the Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine times to the Ottoman 

period and present-day Sahm el-Jolan.  

The site was described by Schumacher (1886: 91–99) as a large basalt village. The only ancient remain 

he mentions is a Roman mausoleum. Subsequently, two Greek inscriptions from the late Roman period 

were found. The reckoning in these inscriptions is to the era of Bostra in 106 C.E. (Brunnow and 

Domazewski 1909: 270).  

The village is ca. 700 m × 200 m, lying on flat ground (440 m above sea level) on the E bank of the 

shallow Wadi Shafil, a tributary of Nahal el-˓Allan.Thewateroftwosprings,called˓Eines-Safuqiya, is 

brought to the village by a channel. The site is situated in the middle of a very fertile plateau of deep soils 

developedonthe―coverbasalt,‖theproductofavolcaniceruption3.8millionyearsB.P. (Mor 1986: 2). 

Annual precipitation is ca. 300 mm, and the area is known for its rich grain crops. No pre-Roman remains 

have yet been reported for Sahm el-Jolan, but the site has not been properly surveyed, and early 

occupation levels may be still buried below the village or at an unknown nearby site. This area of S 

Bashan (en-Nugra), however, abounds in Bronze Age sites (Albright 1925; Braemer 1984: 221 for further 

references). See also GOLAN (PLACE).  

E. Gaulanitis/Gaulane  

Gaulanitis was an administrative unit within the kingdom of Herod and his descendants Philip, Agrippa 

I, and Agrippa II. Josephus mentions Gaulanitis as distinct from the other units in the Golan Heights, such 

as Hippos and the estates of Lysanias and Zenodorus, and later from the territory of Paneas and Oulatha in 

the Province of Phoenicia (cf. Ant 16.215–17, 354; 17.189, 319; etc.). From JW 3.37, it is evident that 

Gaulanitis bordered Galilee on the E along with Hippos. The unit must, therefore, be located in the central 

Golan Heights within modern Jaulan. The four cities referred to by Josephus in this division—Gamala, 

Seleucia, Soganae, and Julias—areallidentifiedwithinthecentralGolan(Ma˓oz1986).This

administrativeunitseemstohavesurvivedintoearlyOttomantimesinthedivisioncalled―Nahia

Butayha‖(HutterothandAbdulfatah 1977: 195–96). Its borders are Nahal Neshef in the N (beyond which 

lay Paneas), Nahal Raqad in the E (beyond which was Batanea in Arabia), Nahal Samakh in the S 

(beyond which lay Hippos), and the Jordan and the Sea of Galilee in the W. See also GAULANITIS 

(PLACE).  
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ZVI MAOZ  

GOLDEN CALF. The Golden Calf (˓ēgel zāhāb, 1 Kgs 12:28) or molten calf (˓ēgel massēk , Exod 

32:4) appears only a few times in the Hebrew Bible, but it has come to epitomize the vilest kind of 

apostasy committed by the ancient Israelites. The worship of this calf is seen as a clear, unequivocal 



rejection of the proper worship of Yahweh in favor of an image of either Yahweh or a foreign deity. Such 

worship practices are uniformly condemned by the ancient writers.  

There is little confusion about the nature of a calf (˓ēgel). It is a young male bovine, the counterpart of a 

heifer (˓egl ), a young female cow. The nature of a golden calf (˓ēgel zāhāb) is likewise fairly clear. It is 

an image of a young bull made from gold. The nature of that image and its construction is defined by the 

phrase often used interchangeably with the golden calf—the molten calf (˓ēgel massēk ). The word 

―molten‖inHebrew(massēk ) is from the root nsk, whichmeans―topourout.‖Fromthatverbisderived

the nominal form of the word, which has two senses: (1) to pour out a libation or drink offering (Exod 

30:9; 1 Chr 11:18; Joel 1:9) or (2) to pouroutliquidmetaltomakea―moltenimage‖(Num35:52;2 Chr 

28:2; Isa 42:17). It is in this latter sense that the word is used in this study. It is also in this latter sense that 

the word carries a negative connotation and is usually the subject of condemnation (Deut 27:15; Isa 

30:22).  

———  

A. Occurrences in Scripture  

1. Hebrew Bible  

2. Intertestamental Literature  

3. New Testament  

B. Issues Regarding the Calf  

1. Construction of the Calf  

2. Destruction of the Calf  

3. Identity of the Calf  

———  

A. Occurrences in Scripture  

The idea of a molten calf or golden calf appears in the Hebrew Bible in four major and several minor 

places, a few times in the intertestamental literature, and in the NT in only one place.  

1. Hebrew Bible. The most famous occurrence is in Exodus 32. In this account of the events at Mt. 

Sinai, the people, impatient for the return of Moses from up on the mountain, agitate for the construction 

of some gods they can worship. Aaron obliges their request by collecting gold from the people and 

―creating‖(seediscussionbelow)amoltencalf,ofwhichitissaid,―Theseareyourgods,OIsrael,who

broughtyouupoutoftheLandofEgypt‖(Exod 32:4). As a result of this action and after an altar has 

been erected to this calf, the anger of Yahweh and Moses erupts, and Moses descends from the mountain 

tocorrectthesituation.He―destroys‖(seediscussionbelow)thecalf(v 20), accuses Aaron of complicity 

in the apostasy (vv 21, 25, 35), an accusation Aaron seeks to sidestep (vv 22–24), and asks the sons of 

Levi to kill those who participated in the apostasy (vv 26–28).  

A second major reference to the golden calf is in Deut 9:13–21. In a passage which talks of the 

stubbornness and sinfulness of the people (v 13), Moses intercedes with Yahweh to save the people from 

Yahweh‘swrath.Itwasthemakingofamoltencalf(v 16)whichprovokedYahweh‘sangeragainst the 

people in general and against Aaron in particular (v 20).ItisMoses‘fortydaysofprostrationandfasting,

his prayers, and his destruction of the calf which saved the people and Aaron (vv 18, 20, 21).  

Another passage which includes the golden calf is 1 Kings 11–12.FollowingSolomon‘ssins(1 Kgs 

11:1–8), Yahweh becomes angry at Solomon (vv 9–13), and through the prophet Ahijah, Yahweh splits 

the kingdom in two parts, the N (Israel) and the S (Judah). The ruler of the N kingdom is Jeroboam I 

(922–901 B.C.E.) who is given ten tribes by Yahweh (11:31). Jeroboam is then concerned about his people 

going to Jerusalem in Judah for worship and, as a consequence, being influenced by the southern 

perspective (12:26). Thus he buildstwotemplesites,atDanandBethel,andplacesa―goldencalf‖at

each site (12:28–29). As in Exodus 32,thesecalvesaresaidtobe―yourgods,OIsrael,whobrought you 

upoutofthelandofEgypt‖(12:28). Furthermore, Jeroboam selects priests who are not Levites (12:31) to 

serve at these temples. All of these activities in the north are soundly condemned (12:30; 13:33–34; 14:7–

11) by the Deuteronomistic Historian, the southern writer and redactor of this material.  



The fourth major reference to the golden calf is in the book of Hosea. One of the many sins of the north 

which the prophet Hosea condemns is the apostasy of the people. Among the various apostasies he rails 

against is the worship of the calf (Hos 8:5; 10:5–6). This sin is compounded by the making of molten 

images and the practice of sacrificing to these images, which are apparently in the shape of calves (13:2) 

and made of gold and silver (8:4).  

There are other minor references to the golden calf or molten calf. In 2 Kgs 10:31, Jehu, king of Israel 

(842–815 B.C.E.), is condemned because he did not turn away from the sins of Jeroboam, who made the 

golden calves at Dan and Bethel (2 Kgs 10:29). Later in 2 Kings, when the Deuteronomistic Historian is 

explaining the fall of the north, he lists the many sins which led to that fall, one of which was making 

―moltenimagesoftwocalves‖(17:16).  

A similar perspective is found in the postexilic material of Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah. In 2 

Chronicles 11 and 13 the Chronicler discusses the division of the country immediately after the death of 

Solomon. He points out how Rehoboam, the king of Judah, opened his doors to the Levites (2 Chr 11:13), 

unlike Jeroboam, the king of Israel, who rejected the Levites as priests (v 14) and chose his own priests to 

worshipthe―calves‖(v 15).These―calves‖areclearlyareferencetothedetestedgoldencalves.A

comparable view is present in 2 Chronicles 13, where Abijah, king of Judah, is speaking against the 

Israelites who had followed Jeroboam in making the golden calves (13:8)andhaddrivenoutthe―sonsof

AaronandtheLevites‖whowerepriests(vv 9–10). In Nehemiah 9, Ezra utters a long confession which 

rehearses the history of the people and cites several of their sinful acts. Among the sins which are 

enumeratedarethemakingofa―moltencalf‖andtheproclaimingofitas―yourGodwhobroughtyouup

outofEgypt‖(9:18). Note that in this telling of the story, God is singular, not plural as in Exod 32:4 and 1 

Kgs 12:28. Perhaps for the writer of Nehemiah, the sin of idolatry was bad enough without also the 

intimation of polytheism (see Isa 42:17).  

The last minor reference to the calf is found in Psalm 106. The theme of this psalm is the constant 

mercy of God in spite of the sinfulness of the people. The apostasy reported in Exodus 32 is retold in v 

19,usingpoeticparallelismthatassociates―calf‖with―moltenimage‖: 

They made a calf in Horeb  

and worshipped a molten image.  

2. Intertestamental Literature. There is a brief reference to the golden calf in the apocryphal book of 

Tobit. In recounting his history of true faithfulness to Yahweh, Tobit mentions that the rest of his house of 

NaphtalididnotworshipinJerusalem,butsacrificed―tothecalfBaal‖(Tob 1:5). In the Lives of the 

Prophets in the Pseudepigrapha, it is said that when Elisha was born in Gilgal, the golden calf, 

presumably at Bethel, bellowed so loudly that it could be heard in Jerusalem. A priest interpreted this 

bellowingasasignthataprophethadbeenbornwhowoulddestroythe―carvedimagesandmoltenidols‖

(Liv. Pro. 22:1–2).  

Finally, in the pseudepigraphical work Pseudo-Philo, there are two references to the golden calf. One is 

abriefallusiontothetribeofCalebconfessingtheirdesireto―makethecalfthattheymadeinthe

wilderness‖(Ps-Philo 25:9). The second reference is an entire chapter devoted to retelling the story of the 

golden calf (Ps-Philo 12). In this account Aaron pleads with the people to be patient while waiting for 

Moses‘return(12:2),butbecausehefearsthepeople, Aaron gives in and collects the gold for the calf. 

However,itis―they,‖themen,whocastthegoldenearringsintothefirewheretheearringswere

fashioned into the molten calf. (v 3). There is no intimation at all that Aaron had a hand in creating the 

calf.  

3. New Testament. In Acts 7, Stephen preaches about the past history of his Jewish community. When 

hefocusesontheperiodofMoses,hementionsthepeople‘srefusaltoobeyGod(v 39). This rejection of 

Godismanifestedinthepeople‘srequesttoAaronto―makeforusgodstogobeforeus‖(v 40). Then 

they make a calf and offer sacrifice to it (v 41). As a consequence, God turns away from them (v 42).  

B. Issues Regarding the Calf  

Thereareseveralissuesassociatedwiththese―goldencalf‖referenceswhichneedfurther

consideration. One issue is the construction of the calf. Who made it and how was it made? Closely tied to 



the former question isthematterofAaron‘sassociationwiththecalf.Asecondissueistheprocedurefor

the destruction of the calf. Finally, there is the question of who or what the calf represents.  

1. Construction of the Calf. The crux of the difficulty in understanding the construction of the golden 

calf is found in Exod 32:4, 24. Part of the problem is the conflict between Aaron as the creator of the calf 

(v 4) and the calf as self-created (v 24). The remainder of the problem is in trying to decipher the actual 

process by which the calf was constructed (vv 4, 8, 20, 24, 35). It is clear that v 4 indicated that Aaron 

brought the calf into existence. He both collected the gold (vv 2–3) and somehow created the molten calf 

(v 4). This seems to be confirmed by v 35, which speaks of the calf that Aaron made (˓āšāh). When one 

turns to v 24, a different picture is painted. In his defense before Moses, Aaron suggests that the creation 

of the calf was not his doing. He only collected the gold and threw it into the fire. The calf somehow 

emerged from the fire on its own accord, self-created.  

OnesolutiontothisconfusionastoAaron‘sroleinthecreationofthecalfistounderstandExodus 32 

as the product of several authors or sources (see Perdue 1972: 237–38; Lewy 1959). Thus v 4 and v 24 

would be from different authors. Some suggest that the source of v 4 (and v 35) would be the earlier, anti-

Aaron tradition of the Elohist, and v 24 would be from the later, pro-Aaron tradition, probably the Priestly 

writer. The secondary insertion of v 24 would then be trying to put the best face possible on a difficult 

situation for Aaron.  

Another solution is to see vv 4 and 24 as coming from the same source (e.g., Loewenstamm 1967: 483; 

1975: 330–36).Withthiskindofanalysis,oneisforcedtoexplaintheapparentcontradictioninAaron‘s

actionbyappealingtotheveracityofthestoryitself.WhileacceptingAaron‘sdenialof his complicity, 

onecouldaffirmthatAaron―made‖thecalfbycastingthegoldintothefirewiththesubsequent

emergence of the calf by itself.  

The too quick rejection of the results of literary analysis, which suggests that at least two authors were 

involved in the production of Exodus 32, and the contortions often necessary to preserve the story as 

unified, make the single-author approach hard to accept. Accepting a multiple authorship of the story fits 

with thegeneralliteraryanalysisofthePentateuchandwithotherliterarytextsinwhichAaron‘sroleisat

best ambivalent (see Numbers 12; Deuteronomy 9).  

The discussion of who made the molten calf carries over into the issue of how it was made (see Perdue 

1972). Here the focus is on Exod 32:4.Inthisverse,Aaron―takes‖(wayy  qqaḥ), presumably, the gold 

which the peoplehadbroughttohim.Hethen―fashions‖(wayyāṣar) itwitha―tool‖(baḥereṭ) and makes 

it (wayya˓ śēhû) a molten calf (˓ēgel massēk ). The difficulty arises when one seeks to understand how 

the calf can be both molten (i.e., a cast object) and fashioned with a tool (i.e., an engraved or carved 

object). The frequent assumption is that the calf cannot be subject to both seemingly incompatible 

processes of creation. That in turn raises questions about the appropriate understanding of the MT and has 

brought forth various suggestions, including some which would emend the MT. The pivotal point in the 

argument is the understanding of wayyāṣar ˒ōtô baḥereṭ, oftentranslatedas―heshapeditwithan

engravingtool.‖Forthosewhoadvocatethesingleauthorshipof Exodus 32, or who want to preserve an 

entirely positive and innocent image of Aaron, this translation is problematical since it implicates Aaron 

in the creation of the calf. The usual mechanism for avoiding this problem is a reinterpretation of ḥereṭ, 

―engravingtool,‖asḥārīṭ, ―bag‖or―cloak‖(Gevirtz1984;Noth1959).Thenextstepistoseewayyāṣar 

as coming from the root ṣrr, meaning―tobind,‖ratherthanṣwr, ―tofashion.‖Thus,thepassagewouldbe

translatedas―heboundit(thegold)inabag(orcloak),‖whicheasesAaron‘scomplicityinthecreation

of the calf. Alternatively, it has been argued that ancient languages and translation traditions saw ḥrṭ as 

being a ―castingmold‖(Perdue1972:245).Thus,theunderstandingisthatAaron―fashioneditina

castingmold,‖whichremovestheengravingversusmoldingconflict. 

Thus there are four possible interpretations of Exod 32:4: Aaron bound the gold in a bag; he bound it in 

a cloak; he fashioned it in a casting mold; and he fashioned it with a graving tool. The first two 

suggestions are normally accompanied by a required emendation of the text and often seem to be 

influenced in part by the desire to maintain the sanctity of Aaron. The third possibility requires no 

emendations, but the linguistic basis for the reading is not as evident as one would like. Finally, the fourth 



possibility leaves in place the conflict between engraving and molding. However, Isa 8:1 seems clearly to 

understand ḥrṭ as―engravingtool,‖andthepossibilityofamoldedimagebeingfinishedbyengravingis

not out of the question. The only complication would be the inverted sequence of finishing the calf before 

it is molded, but such reversals are not unknown in the Hebrew Bible (cf. Gen 49:27; Isa 14:17).  

2. Destruction of the Calf. Reports of the destruction of the golden calf are found in Exod 32:20 and 

Deut 9:21. The concerns are how the calf, if it is made of gold, could be burned, crushed, ground, 

scattered, and drunk in water, and whether there are any liturgical or ritual connotations to this process of 

destruction (see discussions in Begg 1985; Fensham 1966; Loewenstamm 1962; 1967; 1975; Perdue 

1972). The obvious problem in burning a golden object has often been noted, and there are two solutions 

which have tried to preserve the literalness of the text. One solution is to suggest that the calf sat on a 

wooden pedestal, and thus it was the pedestal which was burned. Another proposal is to understand the 

calf as being made of wood plated with gold. Neither of these possibilities is particularly attractive, for 

neither has any textual evidence to support it, and neither seems to account for the sense of outrage which 

precipitatedthecalf‘sdestruction. 

It seems much more likely that some kind of symbolic or ritual destruction was envisioned by the 

authors.OnesourcethatisexaminedforsuchsymbolicactionistheBa˓al-˓Anat Cycle from Ugarit, 

which describes the destruction ofMôtby˓Anat(KTU 1. 6:II:31–36). She burns, grinds, and scatters Môt, 

perhaps in the sea. This seems to be a good parallel to Exod 32:20 and Deut 9:21, and scholars have thus 

argued for a dependence of the Israelite tradition upon the earlier Ugaritic material. Such dependence 

would thus suggest that a literal understanding is not warranted. However, the parallel with the Ugaritic 

texts may not be as clear or strong as is often intimated. On the one hand, the Ugaritic story may have 

more to do with the treatment and processing of grain than the destruction of a god. On the other hand, the 

specificterminologyusedintheBa˓al-˓Anat account is not as closely paralleled in Exod 32:20 and Deut 

9:21 as one might expect or hope.  

Nevertheless this idea of a ritual destruction of an enemy or a foreign deity is still quite plausible, since 

appropriate parallels can be found within the Hebrew text itself. One only has to look at the actions of 

Josiah in 2 Kgs 23:6 to find a striking parallel (see also Deut 7:5; 12:3; 2 Kgs 23:4, 15; 2 Chr 15:16). 

Thus a ritual annihilation of a non-Yahwistic god seems to be the implication of the passage in Exod 

32:20.  

3. Identity of the Calf. The identity of the golden calf is a most intriguing yet difficult issue. The 

suggestions for the identity of the calf have been far-ranging, but generally these suggestions cluster into 

twocategories:thecalfrepresentsworshipofadeityoutsideofthe―normal‖Israelitetradition;orthecalf 

represents the worship of an idol from within the Israelite tradition. In either case, the tradents condemn 

the practice of worshiping this golden calf. In the first category, the condemnation is a consequence of the 

worship of a deity other than Yahweh, suchasS  norBa˓al. In the second category, the condemnation is 

for the construction and worship of an idol, even though that idol may have been intended to symbolize 

Yahweh or was somehow associated with Yahweh.  

One suggestion which falls into the second category is the identification of Moses with the calf (Sasson 

1968; see also Coats 1987). This argument relies upon three observations. The first concerns the reason 

fortheconstructionofthecalf.ItisaresultofMoses‘extendedabsence,andinthat absence a desire to 

replacehimarises.Hencethecalfismade.ThesecondobservationistheidentificationofMosesas―the

manwhobroughtusupoutofthelandofEgypt‖(Exod 32:1)andthecalfas―yourgods,OIsrael,who

broughtyouupoutofthelandofEgypt‖(v 4). Because of this parallel identification, the calf is seen as a 

substitution for Moses, who has disappeared. The third argument is that Moses develops horns and is thus 

again to be identified with the calf. Moses having horns is based on the contention that Exod 34:29, 30 

shouldbetranslatedas―theskinofhisfacebecamehorned‖(ordevelopedhorns),notas―hisfaceshone.‖

Thus, the worship of the golden calf is the worship in absentia by the waiting Israelites of their venerated 

leader—Moses.  

Also in the second category is the argument that the calf represents Yahweh, or at least a place or stand 

for Yahweh (Coats 1987; Kapelrud TDOT 1:42–44). That it represents Yahweh is based, in part, on the 



iconography of the bull in the ANE. The bull is often seen as a symbol of strength and virility, both of 

which were desired characteristics for the god Yahweh. In addition, there are several biblical references 

which could be used to identify Yahweh as a bull. In Gen 49:24; Ps 132:2, 5; and Isa 49:26; 60:16, 

―Yahweh‖isinpoeticparallelismwith―themightyoneofJacob.‖Similarly,―Yahweh‖isparallelwith

―themightyoneofIsrael‖inIsa 1:24.Thereplacementof―mightyone‖for―bull‖dependsonthefact

that both understandings are legitimately derived from the same Hebrew root, ˒br. Furthermore, it is 

usually thought that ˒āb  r (―bull‖)waschangedto˒abb  r (―mightyone‖)bytheMassoretes,bysimply

altering the pointing (adding a dagesh to the bet), in order to remove any undesired association of Yahweh 

with a bull. Nevertheless,itisquiteclearthat―bull‖isalegitimateunderstandingof˒br in Hebrew (Isa 

34:7; Ps 50:13)andthat―bull‖canbeassociatedwith a deity (Jer 46:15; Ps 22:13—Eng22:12).  

An alternate way to associate the calf with Yahweh is to argue that the calf is really a stand or pedestal 

for Yahweh (Eissfeldt 1940–41; for summary of arguments see Bailey 1971: 97–105). Again, ANE 

iconography is appealed to for this understanding, since gods are often displayed standing on the back of 

animals, including bulls (see ANEP, 170, 179–81; Negbi 1976: 21–23). These bulls were not the gods 

themselves, but symbols of the attributes of the gods. Hints of this idea of a god standing or sitting upon 

an animal are found in the Hebrew Bible. In 2 Sam 22:11, Yahweh is described as riding on a cherub, and 

some descriptions of the ark indicate that it has cherubim and is a seat for Yahweh (Exod 25:17–22; Lev 

16:2).  

FollowingthislineofargumentthenprovidesanunderstandingofJeroboam‘sactionin1 Kings 12. He 

was not starting the worship of another deity in the construction of the golden calves. Rather, he was 

setting up an alternative symbol to the ark, to represent the presence of Yahweh and to provide a place for 

Yahweh to sit upon the bull at Dan and Bethel as he would sit upon the ark in Jerusalem (see Aberbach 

and Smolar 1967: 134–35). The difficulty with this line of argument is that there is no indication in the 

Bible that the bull was seen as a pedestal for Yahweh.  

The alternative to seeing the calf as something representing Yahweh is to see it as representing some 

othergod.Twofrequentlysuggestedidentificationsare˒ElandBa˓al.˒Elisfrequentlylabeled―thebull‖

inUgariticmaterials,signifyingthestrengthandfertilityof˒El(KTU 1.4 II:10; 1.3 III:29). In a similar 

way,Ba˓alisthoughttoberepresentedbyabull(seeTob 1:5), in part because after intercourse with 

˓Anat, a steer is born (KTU 1.10 II:26–III:4).  

The argument for an association of the calf with some member of the Ugaritic pantheon is reinforced by 

the claim that Exod 32:18 shouldbereadas―soundof˓Anat‖(qôl ˓anāt)ratherthanthe―soundof

singing―(qôl ˓annôt), (See discussions in Edelman 1966; Sasson 1973: 157; Whybray 1967.) This would 

introduce another Ugaritic deity to the account. However, this alteration of the MT has no textual support 

and is thus not widely accepted.  

AnothersuggestionisthatthecalfrepresentsthemoongodS  n (see discussions in Bailey 1971; Key 

1965; see also Lewy 1945–46). This argument is buttressed by many pieces of evidence. One is that in 

general the bull in the ANE, particularly in Sumerian and Akkadian traditions, represents the moon god, 

and this is alsotrueforthegodS  n.Thisprobablyreflectstheassociationofthecrescentmoonwiththe

hornsofthebull.TheexistenceofthemooncultofS  niswidespreadandmanifestsitselfinsuchnames

asNaram-S  nandRim-S  n. Within the biblical material,itisarguedthatthenameofAbraham‘sfather,

Terah,isderivedfromatermreferringtothemoon,thatLaban,derivedfromawordmeaning―white,‖is

alsoassociatedwiththemoon,andthatthenameSinaimaybeassociatedwiththegodS  n. A second

elementoftheargumentconcernsthefactthatthePatriarchscomefromandthroughterritoriesassociated

withtheworshipofS  n.S  nispresentatUr, the city of origin of Abraham. In addition, Haran, a stop on 

the patriarchal journey, was a prominentculticcenterfortheworshipofthemoongod.Thus,the

PatriarchscouldnothaveavoidedcontactwiththeworshipofS  n. Finally, there is the archaeological 

evidence from the city of Hazor in N Israel. In a Late Bronze (LB) Age temple at the site, there were 

found a seated figurine with a crescent moon on his chest and a stele which had a crescent symbol above 

two up-reaching hands (see Yadin 1970: 216–17, 223). It appears that worship of the moon god was 

present in Palestine at this time.  



The reference to the stele and figurine at Hazor brings to the fore a final consideration in regard to the 

identification of the calf—the archaeological evidence. As indicated earlier, there are many examples of 

the calf or bull in ANE iconography. Sometimes the bulls have gods standing on their backs (see ANEP, 

170, 179–81; Negbi 1976: 21–23). However, there is also evidence that the bulls themselves were 

understood to be gods or symbols of gods which were to be worshipped. This was seen in the literary 

evidencefromUgarit(seeabove),whereBa˓al,˒El,and˓Anatarerepresentedasbulls,andfrom

SumerianandAkkadiantexts(seeabove),whereS  nappearsasacalf. Beyond the literary evidence is the 

discovery of bulls at such sites as Byblos, Ugarit, Hazor, Tell Halaf, and Carchemish (see Mazar 1982; 

Moorey 1971). Some of these finds are from the early 2d millennium; however many are from LB or Iron 

Age contexts. In addition, there is the discovery of a bull at an unnamed cultic site near Shiloh in 

Palestine which is clearly from the Iron Age (Mazar 1982). Hence the association of the bull or calf with a 

deity is found in the same time frame as that of the ancient Israelites and within the geographical limits of 

Palestine. One must therefore conclude that the writers of the Hebrew Bible knew of the traditions of calf 

worship, which explains not only the references to such worship in the Hebrew Bible but perhaps also the 

antipathy toward the practice by the tradents of the Hebrew Bible.  

None of these suggestions for the identity of the calf can be held with absolute certainty. Rather, the 

discussion must be in the realm of probabilities. The argument for the calf being Moses is intriguing but 

unlikely, since the worship of a statue representing a human seems out of character with the ancient 

traditions, and the argument that Moses grew horns is based on one of several possible renderings of the 

text. The argument that the calf was a stand lacks any textual support and depends on the possible parallel 

with the ark. TheassociationwithBa˓alor˒Eliscertainlypossibleiffornootherreasonsthantheclose

geographical association of Ugarit and ancient Israel and the many examples of syncretism between their 

religion and culture. Furthermore, the animosity toward Ba˓alintheHebrewBiblemaybereflectedinthe

strongreactionagainsttheconstructionofthecalf.Finally,theassociationwithS  nhasthewidest

collection of evidence, from names, iconography, proximity to the cult, and archaeological evidence of 

the presence of the moon cult in Israel. Indeed the reference in Josh 24:14to―godsbeyondtheriver‖may

reflectacallfortherejectionofagodsuchasS  n.  

Regardless of the identity of the calf, it is clear that its presence struck a discordant note to the biblical 

tradents. Nothing good could be said about the calf or its worshipers, and it represented something seen as 

quite contrary to the appropriate worship of Yahweh.  
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JOHN R. SPENCER  

GOLDEN GATE. See BEAUTIFUL GATE (PLACE).  

GOLDEN RULE. Sincethe18thcenturythe―GoldenRule‖hascommonlydesignatedtheethical
maxim,―Dountoothersasyouwouldhaveothersdountoyou,‖attributedtoJesusbyMatthew(7:12) 

and Luke (6:31). The descriptive terminology is thus quite modern, but it had an antecedent in the 

expression,―GoldenLaw,‖usedofthemaximasearlyas1674. 

A. Reciprocal Morality  

Similar kinds of statements, focusing on a morality of reciprocity, are to be found in various cultures. 

OneoftheoldestsuchsayingsisattributedtoMaeandrusbyHerodotus:―IwillnotmyselfdothatwhichI

accountblameworthyinmyneighbor‖(Hdt.3.142;cf.7.136:―IwillnotdothatwhichIblameinyou‖).

Similarly, Thales, when asked how men might live most virtuously and most justly, is reported to have 

replied:―Ifweneverdoourselveswhatweblameinothers‖(Diog.Laert.1[Thales].9).Anearly positive 

formulationoftheprincipleisfoundinIsocrates:―Youshouldbesuchinyourdealingswithothersasyou

expectmetobeinmydealingswithyou‖(Nicoles 61).  

A negative formulation tends to predominate, particularly in Eastern cultures, where it is variously 

foundamongtheConfucians,Buddhists,andZoroastrians.Forexample,toTzuKung‘squestion—―Is

thereanyonewordthatcanserveasaprinciplefortheconductoflife?‖—Confucius is reputed to have 

answered:―Perhapstheword‗reciprocity‘;donotdotootherswhatyouwouldnotwantotherstodoto

you‖(Analects 15.23).Ontheotherhand,alatersource(16thcentury)identifies―Treatothersasthou

wouldstbetreatedthyself‖asatraditionalsaying. 

B. Jewish Sayings  

Within the Jewish tradition, various formulations of the Golden Rule are found from about 200 B.C. 

Bartsch (1984) suggests that the oldest Jewish reference to the Golden Rule is in the Letter of Aristeas (of 

uncertain date somewhere between 200 B.C. and A.D. 33).There,theking‘squestion—―Whatisthe

teachingofwisdom?‖—receivedtheresponse,―Asyouwishthatnoevilshouldbefallyou,buttobea

partakerofallgoodthings,soyoushouldactonthesameprincipletowardsyoursubjectsandoffenders‖

(Let. Aris. 207). Other commentators, however, compare the Golden Rule to Lev 19:18 and Deut 15:13, 

and find early Jewish formulations in Tob 4:15,―Andwhatyouhate,donotdotoanyone,‖andSir 31:15, 

―Judgeyourneighbor‘sfeelingsbyyourown.‖  

A positive version of the principle is found in 2 Enoch 61:1,―Just as a man asks (something) for his 

ownsoulfromGod,solethimdotoeverylivingsoul‖(cf.T. Naph. 8:4,6).IntheMishnah,―Letthe

honorofthyfellowbedeartotheeasthineown‖isattributedtoR.Eliezer(m. ˒Abot 2: 10). The 

Palestinian targum on Lev 19:18 reads,―sothatyoudon‘tdotohim(yourneighbor)whatyouyourself

hate.‖Accordingtoafrequentlycitedrabbinictradition,HillelwasonceaskedtorecitetheentireTorah

by a heathen, who offered to become a proselyte if Hillel could make the recitation while the prospective 

convertstoodononefoot.ThewiseHillelsimplyresponded:―Whatishatefultoyou,donottoyour

neighbor: that is the whole Torah, while the rest is commentary thereof;goandlearnit‖(b.Šabb. 31a).  

The wide diffusion of sayings such as these makes it difficult to accept as demonstrated R. G. 

Hammerton-Kelly‘sclaim(IDBSup, 369–70) that the Golden Rule is the product of Greek popular 

morality, formulated by the sophists (5th century) and taken over by Jewish thought in the Hellenistic 

period. The Golden Rule is a typical and traditional epitome of popular wisdom.  

C. Jesus’ Saying  

SomeauthorscontrastMatthewandLuke‘spositiveformulationofJesus‘sayingwiththe negative 

formulation in much Jewish literature. Hence, they conclude that the Golden Rule, as expressed in the 

gospels, represents an authentic utterance of the historical Jesus. However, there seems to be no 

compelling reason to ascribe the gospel logion to the historical Jesus, even if it be likely that Jesus did 

summarize the Jewish law in some manner.  



Because of the use of the imperative in the gospel saying, Bultmann (1963) and Dibelius (1971) have 

specifically identified its genre as an exhortation. The positive formulation of the Jesuanic logion was 

echoed, in early Christianity, by 1 Clem. 13:2, which cites it as part of a catena of citations, and by 

Tertullian (Adv. Marc. 4.17),whoarguedthatJesus‘positivelyformulatedutterance(=Luke 6:31) 

implied its negatively formulated counterpart. In contrast, the Didache, however, offered a negative 

formulation,withoutspecificallyascribingittoJesus,i.e.,―Whateveryou[inthesingular]wishnotbe

donetoyou,donotdotoanother‖(Did. 1:7–9).AnegativeversionoftheRule,―Whateveryouwouldnot

have done toyou,donotdotoanother,‖isalsofoundintheWesterntextoftheApostolicdecreeandits

accompanying letter (Acts 15:20; 29 in D, 323, 945, 1739, 1891, and a few other ancient mss). Finally, a 

negative version of the logion, hardly different from the common Jewish formulation, is ascribed to Jesus 

by the Coptic Gospel of Thomas: ―Donotdowhatyouhate‖(Gos. Thom. 6).  

The Golden Rule found in Matthew and Luke has been taken over from the Q source, whose version of 

thelogionwasmostlikely―Sowhatyouwishthatotherswoulddotoyou,dosotothemaswell.‖Both

Matthew and Luke incorporate the saying in a programmatic sermon attributedtoJesus(Matthew‘s

SermonontheMount;Luke‘sSermononthePlain).ThatisalsoitsmostlikelycontextintheQsource,

where it likely came before an exhortation on neighborly love (Matt 5:44; Luke 6:27).  

D. Matthew  

Each of the evangelists has edited the traditional logion and placed it in a different location within the 

sermon. Matthew is fond of summaries, and his version of the Golden Rule clearly functions as a 

summarywithintheSermonontheMount.―So‖(oun, therefore),―whatever‖(panta, literally―all‖),and

―forthisisthelawandtheprophets‖(houtos gar estin ho nomos kai hoi prophētai),Matthew‘sthree

editorial additions to the Q material, clearly indicate his summarizing use of the utterance.  

On the literary level, while recognizing that oun clearly links the logion to what precedes it, exegetes are 

divided among themselves as to the unit of the Sermon which Matthew intends to summarize and 

conclude at Matt 7:12. While there are some who identify a unit beginning at 7:1 or 6:19, the better 

opinion seems to be that the unit begins at 5:17.The―lawandtheprophets,‖aMattheanrefrain(5:17; 

7:12c; 22:40), brackets and unifies the disparate material gathered together in 5:17–7:12.  

Ontheleveloftheevangelist‘sthought,theGoldenRuleepitomizestherighteousnessofthosewhoare

to enter the Kingdom of Heaven (Matt 5:20) and sets the stage for the warnings which follow (7:13–27). 

The recurrence of the law and prophets motif,Matthew‘sinterpretiveadditiontotheGoldenRule(7:12c), 

in 22:40,confirmsMatthew‘suseoftheGoldenRuleasasummarynormfortheChristianwayoflife.In

Matt 22:40 the evangelist also summarizes the ethical demands addressed to the disciples of Jesus. For 

Matthew, the Golden Rule is not simply one ethical norm among others; it is a succinct expression of the 

life to be lived bythosewhofollowJesus‘teachings. 

Bultmann (1963) noted that the isolated logion has the form of a profane masûal (metaphorical speech) 

whichgivesmoralexpressiontoa―naiveegoism.‖Matthew‘suseandinterpretationoftheutteranceare,

however, tobeotherwiseunderstood.Theuseof―whatever‖(panta, ―all‖),aMattheanexpression(6:33; 

cf. 13:46; 18:25), provides the Golden Rule with a quantitative and comprehensive dimension. The 

positiveformulationandtheappearanceof―do‖intheactivevoice(poieō) in both the protasis and the 

apodosis (12a, 12b; cf. Did. 1:2andtheWesterntradition‘sversionofActs 15:20, 29, where the more 

passive ginomai appearsintheapodosis)impartanactivenuancetoMatthew‘suseoftheGoldenRule.

ThisactivedimensioncorrespondstoMatthew‘sunderstandingoftheChristian life expressed elsewhere 

in his work (e.g. his more active version of the Beatitudes (Matt 5:3–10; cf. 21:35–46).  

Althoughitsetsstandardsofconductintermsofone‘sdesireforoneself,Matthew‘sversionofthe

Golden Rule—located as it is within his Sermon and summarizing the Christian life as it does—in no wise 

proposes a self-centered motivation for behavior. After the Matthean exposition on the Law, Christian 

living, and prayer and worship, key features of the new righteousness, the Golden Rule functions as an 

exhortation to an active way of life.  

E. Luke  



InLuke‘sSermononthePlain,theGoldenRule(Luke 6:31) is directed to the people of God, prefigured 

bythecircleofJesus‘disciples.ThesettinginLuke,whereitappearsinthemidstofaseriesof

exhortations on love, is apparently more natural than the setting in Matthew, but many authors ascribe this 

morenaturalsettingtoLuke‘seditorialwork.Asanisolatedlogionassumedintoacollectionofsayings,

Luke‘sGoldenRuledoesnotsomuchfunctionasanepitomeasitdoesas a specific moral exhortation: 

―Also,treatothersasyouwantthemtotreatyou‖.ThisisincontrastnotonlywithMatthew(cf.Luke‘s

―andas,‖kai kathōs; Matthew‘s―sowhatever,‖panta oun hosa), but also with extrabiblical usage (cf. the 

responses of Confucius, Thales, and Hillel).  

Luke has directed particular attention to the idea of reciprocity implied by the adage. He has accentuated 

thenotionofreciprocitybyaneditorialadditiontotheQlogion.―So‖(homoios) is a Lukan term (Luke 

3:11; 5:10, 33; 6:31; 10:32, 37; 13:3; 16:25; 17:28, 31; 22:36; but only three times in Matthew and twice 

inMark)thatprovidesaqualitativedimensiontotheLukanGoldenRule(cf.Matthew‘squantitative

panta, ―all‖).Withtheadditionofvv 32–34, Luke immediately modifiestheGoldenRule‘sinherent

notion of reciprocity. The Lukan Jesus can endorse traditional wisdom, but he exhorts his disciples to a 

way of life that transcends mere reciprocity. Love of self is neither the norm nor the final word.  
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RAYMOND F. COLLINS  

GOLGOTHA (PLACE) [Gk Golgotha (Γολγοθα)]. The place in Jerusalem where, according to the 

Gospels, the Passion of Jesus ended with his burial in a new tomb which lay in a nearby garden (John 

19:17–42).  

A. Biblical Information  

From the gospels, the location is clearly defined with reference to the city of Jerusalem: (1) the site was 

known by its Hebrew name, gwlgwlt˒, transliterated into Greek as golgotha, which was translated Kraniou 

Topon (―PlaceoftheSkull‖)andCalvariae locum in the Vulgate (John 19:17–18; Luke 23:33; Mark 

15:22; Matt 27:33); (2) the site was outside one of the city gates, but not far from it (Heb 12:12); the 

FourthGospelstressesthatmanyJewsreadtheinscriptiononthecross―becausetheplacewasnearthe

city‖(John 19:20); (3) at the site of Golgotha there was a garden containing a new tomb (cf. John 19:41; 

20:15, which implies the existence of a garden with the mention of a gardener); (4) the owner of the new 

tomb was Joseph of Arimathea (Matt 27:59–60); (5) the tomb was cut into the rock and the entrance 

closed with a large stone in the shape of a millstone (Matt 27:59–60; Mark 16:3–5; Luke 23:53; 24:2). 

The tomb appears to have been of the arcosolium type rather than kôk  m. See BURIALS (ANCIENT 

JEWISH). In John 20:12,theangelswereseatedatJesus‘headandfeetwhen he lay on the burial 

platform.Theevangelist‘sdescriptionoftheangelswouldbeimpossibleinatombofthekôk  m (or 

oblong oven) type, while it would be quite natural in an arcosolium tomb.  

B. Location  

The Christian tradition since the early days of the Church has always recognized Golgotha in that place 

now located within the confines of the Anastasis Church. Beginning in 1961, archaeological excavations 

and underground explorations have been conducted in the area of the Anastasis, commonly known today 

as the Basilica of the Holy Sepulchre. At the same time, the adjoining area of Muristan has also been 

investigated (e.g., Kenyon 1974; Lux 1972).  



The ancient tradition and the recent archaeological discoveries must be compared with the biblical data 

to establish whether the oldest tradition is valid and the Basilica of the Holy Sepulchre is indeed the 

authentic site of Golgotha. It must be noted that after the death of Jesus, the area of Golgotha was 

included within the Jerusalem city walls by Herod Agrippa I (A.D. 40–44.) After Jerusalem had been 

destroyed in A.D. 135,thenewcity,―ColoniaAeliaCapitolina,‖wasrebuiltfurthertothenorth,sothat 

the site of Golgotha ended up in the center of the city. According to the historical sources (Eusebius Vita 

C.; Jerome Ep. Paul.), the site of Golgotha was buried under the vast landfill of the Capitolium (pagan 

temple) of Aelia. The new Roman city is clearly outlined in the famous Madeba Map of the 6th century 

A.D.); however, in place of the Capitolium stands the Constantinian Anastasis. The changes effected as a 

result of the establishment of the Roman city can still be seen today in the Old City, explaining how the 

site of Golgotha came to be in the center of the city.  

C. Results of Archaeology  

What was the site of Golgotha like at the time of the Passion of Christ? The information provided by the 

gospels finds good support in the results of recent archaeological research (e.g., Corbo 1981–82: Vol. 1) 

The excavations undertaken from 1961 to 1980 at the site of Golgotha yield the following data:  

(1) No dwellings of any kind belonging to a time prior to the end of the 1st century A.D. were found at 

the site.  

(2) From the 7th century B.C. onwards, the saddle of Mt. Gareb, where Golgotha was later situated, 

contained a great quarry of malaky (royal) stone. Obvious and sure indications of this quarry were found 

throughout the area which underlies the Basilica of the Holy Sepulchre and in the adjacent Muristan area.  

(3) When the quarrying was discontinued in the 1st century B.C., the pit was reclaimed for cultivation. 

Topsoil and scattered stone chips were thrown back into the pit. The result was a garden with levels 

corresponding roughly to the floor of the present basilica, ca. 10 m below the contour line (760 m above 

sea level) of the original saddle of the slope of the hill.  

(4) Since the pit was turned into a garden, it had vertical walls of stone at its outer edges, especially its 

W and S sides. At least two tombs were cut into the W walls of the rock: that of the arcosolium type (the 

tomb of Jesus) and the one commonly known as the tomb of Joseph, with burial sites of the kôk  m (or 

oven) type. The vertical wall on the S flank rose above the garden like a kind of spur, so that its E and S 

flanks remained connected to the original saddle of the hill. This rocky spur, including the garden below, 

was called Golgotha.  

(5) The garden, along with the rock escarpments of Golgotha and the tombs, underwent two great 

alterations after the resurrection of Jesus. First, with the construction of Aelia Capitolina, the garden and 

the rocky escarpments were buried beneath a vast landfill that raised the levels of the garden to the level 

of the remaining saddle of the mountain, thus creating a large platform. The Capitolium was then 

constructed on this platform, above the tomb of Jesus. The structure had three chambers with a statue of 

Jupiter in the central one. The rocky spur of Golgotha, now buried in the landfill, then became the 

foundation for a marble statue of Venus. Our source for this information is Jerome in his letter to 

Paulinus. The testimony of Eusebius (Vita C. 26) concerning the Hadrianic temple above the garden of 

Golgothaismorevague,becauseitspeaksingeneraltermsofacultofVenus(―…buildingadarkrecess

foranunchastedeity,Aphrodite…‖).RecentexcavationshaveyieldedmanyHadrianicremainsofthe

temenos oftheCapitolium‘sfoundations (Corbo 1981–82: 1.33–37; 2. Table 28; 3. Photos 1–3, 5, 14, 15, 

17, 30, 31, 34, 44, 45, 50, 51, 53, 88–90, 118–20). The rediscovery of remains of Hadrianic construction 

on the site of the garden of Golgotha is a most certain criterion for the authenticity of this site.  

The second alteration, according to information provided by Macarios, bishop of the mother church in 

Jerusalem, was the work of Constantine the Great, who, in A.D. 325, had the Capitolium and the temenos 

torn down and the landfill removed. In this process, the garden of Golgotha, with its two monuments of 

the Passion (the tomb of Jesus and the hill of Golgotha) was discovered: on the S side, the rocky spur of 

Golgotha itself reemerged, while in the W, the rocky escarpments of the saddle containing the two tombs 

were rediscovered.  



In order to isolate the arcosolium-type tomb of Jesus, the rocky flanks to the W and N were 

subsequently cut away. This re-landscaping was undertaken to make way for the construction of both the 

Anastasis around the tombofJesusandthepatriarch‘shouseforthebishopofJerusalem.Inaddition,the

two remaining sides (E and S) were now also trimmed down and squared off, resulting in a type of four-

sided pillar open to the sky (see Corbo 1981–82, 2: fig. 41). Thus, with the renovations of Constantine, 

the geography of the hill of Golgotha and of the garden was radically altered, differing appreciably from 

its appearance at the time of the Passion.  

When thus isolated, the rock of Golgotha now faced the S and E wings of the Constantinian triportico 

and stood across from the walls of the grandiose basilica of the Martyrium. This basilica, according to the 

later account of the 4th-centurypilgrimageofEgeria,wasgivenGolgotha‘spropername,Martyrium,or

―placeofwitness‖:―…thereforeitiscalledMartyriumbecauseitisinGolgotha‖(Maraval1982:272).

See Fig. GOL.01.  

The building complex which Constantine then erected to honor the memory of the Passion has now 

been excavated and can be reconstructed (Corbo 1981–82, 1:39–137; 2: tables 10, 11, 14, 16–19, 21, 23, 

24, etc.; 3). This complex includes (from the W) the Anastasis (with the clergy residence to its N), the 

Triportico, the basilica (Martyrium), and the E court with its main entrance facing the Cardo Maximus 

(thecity‘sprincipleN–S artery).  
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VIRGILIO C. CORBO  

TRANS. DIETLINDE M. ELLIOTT  

GOLIATH (PERSON) [Heb golyat (ָגְלַית)]. The Philistine champion slain in single combat with 

David (1 Samuel 17. In one of the most familiar passages from the Hebrew Bible, the Philistines and the 

IsraeliteswereencampedfacingeachotheracrosstheElahvalleyduringSaul‘sreign(vv 1–3). Each day 

for forty days Goliath of Gath, a Philistine warrior of great stature, went forth and challenged the Israelite 

host (vv 4–11, 16).Finally,theinexperiencedyouthDavid,armedonlywithhisshepherd‘sstaffanda

slingshot,metGoliath‘schallenge(vv 24–40). After hurling invectives at each other, the unmatched foes 

approached each other to do battle (vv 41–48). A well-slung stone by David felled the Philistine, after 

which David cut off his head and (in an apparent anachronism) brought it to Jerusalem (vv 49–51a, 54). 

At the death of their champion (Heb ˒  š habbēnayim [vv 4, 23] or gibbôr [v 51]; about the former term, 

see de Vaux [1971: 124–25] and McCarter [1 Samuel AB, 290–91]), the Philistines fled; the day belonged 

to Israel (vv 51b–53). From later passages, it can be inferred that David subsequentlydevotedGoliath‘s

sword to the sanctuary at Nob (1 Sam 21:10—Eng 21:9; 22:10; see also Josephus, Ant 6.192, 244).  

IntheMT,Goliath‘sheightisgivenas―sixcubitsandaspan‖(1 Sam 17:4), which would be about nine 

feet and nine inches, a true giant. However, LXX Codex Vaticanus and the Lucianic recension, as well as 

4QSam
a
 and Josephus (Ant 6.171)allgiveGoliath‘sheightas―fourcubitsandaspan,‖aboutsixfeetand

nine inches. Since the expected tendency would be to exaggerate the height of David‘sopponent,the

latter reading, according to which Goliath would still be a giant (albeit among men), is to be preferred (see 

McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 286). Parallells to the single combat between two parties to determine the 

outcome of a larger conflict have been identified in the Iliad (Paris and Menelaus in Book 3, Hector and 

Ajax in Book 7), in the Egyptian Story of Sinuhe (de Vaux 1971: 129; but see Hoffner 1968: 220–21), in 

the Hittite Apology of Hattushilish III (Hoffner 1968: 221–25), and in the Hebrew Bible (2 Sam 2:12–17, 

in which the battle is between two groups of soldiers equal in number). According to Galling (1966: 153–

67),Goliath‘sarmorandarmaments,including a helmet, a breastplate of scales, a shield, a scimitar, a 



javelin, and greaves, cannot be viewed as evidence of his Aegean origin. His arms were an eclectic lot, 

listed in detail as a literary device to emphasize his stature as a warrior. The name ―Goliath‖ismost

frequently derived from the Lydian/Luwian Alyattes (Albright 1975: 513). Although the Philistine warrior 

in 1 Samuel 17 is named Goliath, that name only appears twice in the chapter (vv 4 and 23), both times in 

contexts which would suggest that the name is a later addition to the story. In the rest of 1 Samuel 17, 

David‘sopponentissimplyreferredtoanonymouslyas―the/thatPhilistine‖(cf.1 Sam 19:5). In addition, 

2 Sam 21:19 attributes the killing of Goliath to a certain ELHANAN (see 1 Chr 20:5). Although attempts 

have been made to equate Elhanan and David, either as personal name and title (von Pákozdy 1956: 257–

59) or as given name and throne name (Honeyman 1948: 23–24), it seems most likely that details of 

Elhanan‘sbattlewithGoliath,includingthenameGoliathandthecomparisonoftheshaftofhisspeartoa

weaver‘sheddle-rod (about which see Yadin 1955: 58–69), were transferred to David and became part of 

the legend of his battle with a Philistine champion at a very early stage. See also DAVID (PERSON).  

Bibliography  
Albright, W. F. 1975. Syria, the Philistines, and Phoenicia. CAH³ 2/2: 507–36.  
Galling, K. 1966. Goliath und seine Rüstung. VTSup 15: 150–69.  

Hoffner, H. A., Jr. 1968. A Hittite Analogue to the David and Goliath Contest of Champions? CBQ 30: 220–25.  

Honeyman, A. M. 1948. The Evidence for Regnal Names among the Hebrews. JBL 67: 13–25.  

Pákozdy, L. M. von. 1956. ˒Elḥånån—der frühere Name Davids?. ZAW 68: 257–59.  

Vaux, R. de. 1971. Single Combat in the Old Testament. Pp. 122–35 in The Bible and the Ancient Near East. Trans. McHugh. 

Garden City, N.Y.  

Yadin,Y.1955.Goliath‘sJavelinandthe mĕnôr ˒ōrĕg  m. PEQ 87: 58–69.  

CARL S. EHRLICH  

GOMER (PERSON) [Heb gōmer (ֹגֶמר)]. The name of two people in the OT.  

1. Oldest son of Japheth and grandson of Noah who was the father of Ashkenaz, Riphath, and Togarmah 

(Gen 10:2; 1 Chr 1:6). In the 6th century B.C.,theBiblepicturesGomer‘s descendants as being allied with 

those of Togarmah in support of Magog, Meshech, and Tubal, brothers of Gomer in the early genealogies. 

TheyaretobedefeatedaspartofGod‘sjudgmentonGog,kingofMagog(Ezek 38:2–6). These peoples 

are probably to be identified with the CIMMERIANS (Akk qimmiraia; Gk kimmerioi). These were Indo-

Europeans from the Ukraine in south Russia, forced out of their homeland by the descending Scythians. 

They, themselves, advanced upon the Urartians in the region of Lake Van in the 8th century B.C., and also 

threatened the Assyrians. Pushing W into Asia Minor, the Cimmerians conquered Gordion and its 

Phrygian king Midas (676 B.C.). They then defeated Gyges of Lydia at his capital, Sardis (644 B.C.). Some 

of the Cimmerians apparently settled in Cappadocia, which was called Gomir by the later Arameans. 

Defeated by the Assyrians in the mid-7th century B.C., the Cimmerians intermarried with their neighbors 

and disappeared from history in the 6th century B.C.  

2. ThedaughterofDiblaimwho,althoughshewasaprostitute,marriedHoseaatGod‘scommand(Hos 

1:2–3). She seems to have continued her unfaithfulness after marriage. She bore three children in the 

marriage,butonlythefirstisexplicitlystatedtobeHosea‘s(1:3; cf. 1:6, 8), allowing for the possibility 

thatthefathersweredifferent.Expelledfromherhusband‘shousebecauseofhercontinuedsin(Hosea 2), 

she is ultimately readmitted (Hosea 3).Themarriage,children‘snames,separation,andrestorationareall

mentioned in order to graphically portray Israel‘sadulterouswanderingfromher―husband,‖Yahweh,

whom she had married at Mt. Sinai, had been separated from in the Exile, and had been restored to under 

Ezra and Nehemiah.  
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GOMORRAH (PLACE). See SODOM AND GOMORRAH (PLACES).  

GOOD (NT).InmodernEnglishversionsoftheNT,―good‖appearsasatranslationofagathos, kalos, 

and chrēstos. In the Greek text, each of these terms, with their cognates, has specific nuances. The 



nuances vary somewhat from one NT author to another, as does the preference for one term or another. In 

the whole of the NT, agathos appears 107 times, kalos 104 times, and chrēstos 7 times.  

A. The Synoptics  

Agathos denotes the significance or excellence of a person or a thing, frequently in the moral sense. In 

the Synoptics it is used often by Matthew (16x) and Luke (17x), and much less often by Mark (4x). Three 

of the Markanusagesareinadialoguebetweena(richyoung)manandJesus:― ‗Goodteacher,whatmust

Idotoinheriteternallife?‘AndJesussaidtohim,‗Whydoyoucallmegood?NooneisgoodbutGod

alone‘ ‖(Mark 10:17–18).Jesus‘responsedoesnotsomuchdenythegoodnessofJesushimselfasit

emphasizes the goodness of God. In this way, the Markan Jesus recapitulates traditional biblical teaching 

about the goodness of God, a teaching likewise reflected in the qal wahomer argumentation (a rabbinic 

argument from the lesser to the greater of Matt 7:11 (= Luke 7:13).AccordingtoMark,God‘sgoodness is 

manifest in his giving the gift of eternal life.  

The Markan dialogue, found also in Luke 18:19, is slightly modified by Matthew who presents the 

interrogation as focusing on an ethical good to be achieved as a condition for entrance into eternal life. 

WhilemostcommentatorsviewJesus‘response,―Onethereiswhoisgood‖(Matt 19:17), as a paraphrase 

of the Markan statement about the goodness of God, Cope (1976: 111–20), followed by Murray (1986), 

has argued that Matthew has made a statement about the goodness of the Law (cf. ˒Abot 6:3).Matthew‘s

emphasis upon the ethical good (Matt 19:16–17)iscongruouswithMatthew‘sgeneralethicalinterests

andhisconsistentantitheticaluseof―good,‖agathos, and―evil,‖ponēros (Matt 5:45; 7:11, 17–18; 

12:34–35; 20:15 [literally,―IsyoureyeevilbecauseIamgood?‖];22:10; 25:21–26). Matthew frequently 

contrasts good and evil persons (Matt 5:45; 12:34–35; 20:15; 22:10; 25:21–26; cf. Matt 12:35).  

The Q statements of Matt 7:11 (= Luke 7:13) and 7:18 (= Luke 6:43) reflect an understanding of good 

as that which is useful. Usefulness seems to be the dominant connotation of agathos in the Lukan use of 

theterm,especiallyinthosepassages,propertoLuke,wherethepluralisusedinthesenseof―useful

things‖or―possessions‖(Luke 1:53; 12:18–19; 16:25). When Luke wants to emphasize the ethical 

connotationof―good,‖heusesanotheradjectiveinapposition;thus,―honest‖(kalos) in Luke 8:15 and 

―righteous‖(dikaios) in Luke 23:50.  

Apassageinthetripletradition,―Isitlawfulonthesabbathtodogood(agathon poiēsai) or to do harm, 

tosavelifeortokill?‖(Mark 3:4; par. Matt 12:12; Luke 6:9) points to the basic interchangeability of 

agathos and kalos within the Synoptic tradition. Whereas Mark uses the pronominal adjective agathon 

and Luke the compound verb agathopoieō (―todogood‖;cf.Luke 6:33, 35), Matthew employs the adverb 

derived from kalos. That both agathos and kalos arecontrastedwith―evil‖(ponēros), that Matthew writes 

of both a good (agathos) and a sound (kalos) tree (Matt 7:17, 18; 12:33), and that Matthew and Luke use 

agathos and kalos in parallel sayings (Matt 7:18; Luke 6:43) also point to the essential synonymity of the 

two terms in Synoptic usage.  

ParticularlysignificantistheSynoptics‘useofkalos (Matthew 21×; Mark 11×; Luke 9×) in ethical 

exhortation. The term abounds in the parables and other examples of figurative language, e.g., the good 

fruit (Matt 3:10), good soil (13:8), good seed (13:38), fine pearls (13:45),etc.Thecommonformula,―itis

good‖(kalon estin; cf. Matt 17:4, par. Mark 9:5; Luke 9:33) is frequently used in Synoptic paraenesis, 

especially in Mark (9:42)withthesenseof―itisbetterto.‖Thegoodfruit,ametaphorattributedtoboth

John the Baptist and Jesus (Matt 3:10; 7:17 and par.), apparently refers to conduct which Matthew 

describesas―goodworks‖(Matt 5:16).Christiansareexpectedtodo―goodworks.‖These,however,are

to draw attention not to Christians themselves but to the good Father in heaven.  

B. John  

IntheFourthGospel,Jesus‘activityisdescribedasa―goodwork,‖aformulawhichdrawsattentionto

theFatherasthesourceofJesus‘work(John 10:32–33). This theological use of kalos derives from the 

same biblical roots astheSynoptics‘emphasisonthegoodnessofGod.TheFourthGospelalsoatteststo

speculation about the goodness of Jesus (agathos, John 1:46; 7:12), that is, whether the Father is 

ultimately the source of his behavior. The idea of Jesus as the good shepherd is particular to the Fourth 

Gospel (John 10:11 [2×], 14). The metaphor has little to do with later and popular romantic ideas about 



Jesus; rather, the image underscores and highlights the uniqueness of Jesus. Ethical connotations are not 

absentfromthe―gooddeeds‖(agatha) of John 5:29 andthe―goodwork‖(kalon ergon) of John 10:33, 

notwithstanding the more profound issue involved in the latter expression.  

C. Paul and the Deutero-Pauline Literature  

Among the NT authors it is Paul who seems most to have reflected on the nature of goodness. The 

paraenesisof1Thessaloniansincludestheinjunction―todogoodtooneanotherandtoall‖(1 Thess 

5:15). In some ways, Paul seems to have used agathos and kalos interchangeably (cf. Rom 7:18, 21). In 

Romans, where agathos occurs most often (21×) in the NT, Paul reflects on the goodness of God and the 

good that humans strive to accomplish. The diatribe of Rom 2:1–11, addressed to the presumedly upright, 

recallsthebiblicalconceptionofGod‘sgoodness,manifestinthegiftofeternallife.ItwarnsthatGod‘s

goodness (chrēstotēs) is not construed as a reluctance to punish; glory, honor, immortality, and peace are 

given only to those who truly do good (Rom 2:7, 11). Rom 7:7–25 reiterates rabbinic teaching about the 

goodness of the law, but states that the power of sin uses the law to entice people to sin. Thus, humans do 

not accomplish the good that they intend. Elsewhere, Paul includes goodness among the fruit of the Spirit 

(Gal 5:22); from the power of the Spirit comes the goodness of humans (Rom 15:14). Paul, then, views 

goodness in a cosmic perspective and considers the goodness that accrues to humans to be the result of 

God‘sempoweringgift.  

The Deutero-Pauline literature seeks to actualize the Pauline tradition. Eph 2:7 looks to the 

manifestationofGod‘sgoodness(chrēstotēs) among us, mediated through Jesus Christ, in the age to 

come. In contrast, the very creation of God is good (1 Tim 4:4), and Titus (3:4) views the earthly presence 

of Jesus as a manifestation of divine goodness. Peculiar to the Pastoral Epistles istheuseof―goodworks‖

(kala erga) as a summary description of the Christian life (1 Tim 6:18; Titus 2:7, 14; 3:8, 14). The 

implication is that Christians are expected to live according to the predominant moral norms of the times; 

in fact, according to a rather bourgeois ethic. (For further discussion, see TDNT 1:10–18; 2: 536–56; 

Käsemann Romans HNT.)  
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RAYMOND F. COLLINS  

GOOSE. See ZOOLOGY (FAUNA).  

GOPHER WOOD. See FLORA.  

GORGIAS (PERSON) [Gk Gorgias (Γοργιας)]. General in the Seleucid army, known only through his 

activity against the Jewish rebels under Judas Maccabeus (1 Macc 3:38; 2 Macc 8:9). He was one of the 

commanders of the Seleucid forces in the battle of Emmaus, and was considered to be a professional in 

militaryaffairs.ItwasprobablyGorgias‘initiativetochaseJudasintothemountains and to deprive him 

of the possibility of dictating the place and timing of the battle (1 Macc 4:1).NeverthelessGorgias‘tactics

failedinthefaceofJudas‘superiorstrategy.  

Gorgias, in all probability the same person in both 1 and 2 Maccabees, is featured also in the battles, 

which took place later on the S borders of Judea. He is fighting in conjunction with the Idumeans and in 

the region of Jamnia, and is assumed to be a governor of Idumea. Gorgias was victorious in a battle at 

JamniaagainstJewishcommanders,whodisobeyedJudas‘commands(1 Macc 5:59; cf. 2 Macc 10:14–

17).  



Gorgias is mentioned as governor of Idumea in 2 Macc 12:32. He was conducting battle against Judas at 

the neighborhood of Marissa, and was forced to retreat to that city (2 Macc 12:32–35; cf. 1 Macc. 5:65–

68, where Gorgias is not mentioned).  

In summary, Gorgias seems to have been a professional soldier and an able commander in the Seleucid 

army, though Judas surpassed him by far.  

URIEL RAPPAPORT  

GORTYNA (PLACE) [Gk Gortynas (Γορτυνας)]. Second most powerful city in Crete during the 

Hellenistic period, located near the sea on the river Letheus in south-central Crete (1 Macc 15:23). 

Gortyna was an ancient city and, according to Homer, was famous for its walls (Il. 2.645). Strabo notes 

that it was second only to Cnossus in power and vied with it for control over Crete (Geog., 10.4.11). 

Gortyna‘slegalcode(5thcenturyB.C.E.) has been of considerable importance to the study of ancient 

Greek jurisprudence since its discovery in 1884 at hagioi deka by Federico Halbherr and Ernst Fabricus 

(Kohler and Ziebarth 1912: iii–viii). In 1 Macc 15:23, Gortyna is listed as one of the recipients of a letter 

from the Roman consul Lucius recommending support for the high priest Simon and his fellow Jews in 

their quest for independence. Lucius further requests extradition for any Jew fleeing from Simon and 

taking refuge in those cities to which his letter was sent. The letter from Lucius was addressed to cities 

which would have had trade relations with Judea and, with the presence of a Jewish commercial 

community,wouldhavebeenapossiblehavenforopponentsofSimon‘srule.Thiswascertainlythecase

for Cyrene and Rhodes and seems plausible for other cities in the list as well, including Gortyna. That 

Gortyna was the only Cretan city in the list, and one that was near the sea, suggests that Gortyna was the 

chief commercial outpost for Judean interests in Crete.  
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GOSHEN (PLACE) [Heb gošen (ָגֶׁשן)]. Region in the eastern Egyptian Delta where the Hebrews lived 

during their stay in Egypt. Though some authorities argue otherwise (e.g., North 1967: 83), this is a place 

distinct from (1) Goshen on the S border of the land said to have been occupied by Joshua (Josh 10:41) 

and (2) Goshen in the hill country of Judah (Josh 15:5). In both latter cases, the LXX renders the spelling 

Gosom, suggesting that this tradition considered them to be localities other than the Goshen in Egypt.  

WhenJacobandhisfamilymigratedtoEgyptduetoafamineinCanaan,theysettledin―thelandof

Goshen,‖whichprovidedthenecessarypasturagefortheirflocks(Gen 46:28–34; 47:1–10). The Egyptian 

pharaohgrantedpermissionfortheirstayandappointedmembersofJacob‘sfamilyasoverseersofroyal

possessions, presumably animal herds, since it was as shepherds that the Hebrews had presented 

themselves (Gen 46:33–34; 47:6). The family prospered in Goshen, and its descendants still lived there at 

the time of the Exodus (Exod 8:18; 9:26).  

There has been a long debate over the precise location of the Egyptian Goshen. In the LXX, Goshen in 

Egypt is rendered as Gesem or Gesem Arabia (Gen 45:10; 46:34). Arabia was used by Herodotus to refer 

to the area from the Nile to the Red Sea and, more specifically, by Pliny and Ptolemy the Geographer to 

designate the 20th Lower Egyptian nome, or administrative district (Helck 1975: 197–98). This nome, 

attested first in Egyptian texts of the 8th century B.C.E., lay on the border of the eastern Delta in the region 

of modern Fâqûs and Saft el-Hinna. Fâqûs is ancient Phacusa, which, according to Ptolemy, was the 

capital of the Arabian nome, and Saft el-Hinna preserves the ancient name Pr-Spdw, ―Domainof(the

god)Sopdu,‖theEgyptiantermforthe20thLowerEgyptiannome.Supportforthishasbeenseenina

place name, generally read Gsm.t, found in the geographical lists of the Ptolemaic temples at Edfu and 

Dendera and on a Ptolemaic shrine from Saft el-Hinna itself. Gsm.t has been equated with the LXX 

Gesem (Arabia), providing internal Egyptian evidence for the location of the biblical Goshen at the latter 

site. However, there are two philological difficulties: the reading Gsm.t for the Egyptian geographical 



term is not at all certain (Vergote 1959: 184–86), and Greek Gesem cannot be derived from the older 

Hebrew gosûen.  

An alternative has been suggested by Rabinowitz (1956: 5) who believes that the place name Gesem 

reflects the name of Geshem, a N Arabian ruler of the mid 5th century B.C.E., mentioned on a silver bowl 

found at Tell el-MaskhûtaintheWadiTumilat.ThismanGeshem,thesame―GeshemtheArabian‖who

was the adversary of Nehemiah (Neh 2:19; 6:1–2, 6), was a Persian official whose influence reached as 

far as the E Delta. His fame was suchthatthatregioncametobedesignatedbyhisname.The―landof

Gesem (Arabia)‖intheLXXwouldthusrefertoawell-known personage—―landofGeshem(of

Arabia)‖—and this would be more likely to have been understood by the Jewish audience of the time. 

This theory does away with both the questionable Egyptian evidence and the lack of any philological 

connection between the Hebrew and Greek terms.  

The precise location of gosûen of the Hebrew text remains problematic. The basic requirement for Jacob 

and his family was pasturage for their herds; the general region of the E Delta fits this admirably. 

Egyptian texts speak of other Canaanites moving into that area for precisely this reason, and their 

presence was carefully recorded in official frontier journals. The biblical references clearly indicate that 

the Hebrews settled within Egypt, and the story of Moses in the bulrushes (Exod 2:3–9) shows they lived 

along the Nile in proximitytotheroyalfamilyanditsofficialresidence.Furthermore,thephrase―inthe

landofGoshen‖oftheP-source is replaced in the J-sourceby―inthelandofRamesses‖(Gen 47:11). 

Hebrewtraditionevidentlyconsidered―Goshen‖and―Ramesses‖tobethesameplace,bringinginto

focus the claim that the Hebrews engaged in building activities at the cities of Ramesses and Pithom 

(Exod 1:11).  

The city called Pr-R˓mssw-mry-˒Imn, ―DomainofRamesses,belovedofAmon,‖orsometimessimply

―Ramesses,‖wastheroyalresidencecityoftheEmpirebuiltonthesiteoftheoldHyksoscapitalAvaris

(Bietak LÄ 5:128–46). There is little doubt that it is to this city that the biblical narrative refers. While 

founded earlier than the period of Ramesses II, the royal residence city came to be associated mostly with 

him; hence its name. Over the past decades, the cityhasbeenidentifiedwithmanyDeltasites,thoughit

nowseemscertainthatitwaslocatedatTelled-Dab˓a/Qant  r, 7 km N of modern Fâqûs, thus within the 

region later designated as Arabia, the 20th Lower Egyptian nome.  

Pithom—Pr-‘Itm, ―Domainof(the god)Atum‖—has traditionally been identified with Tell el-Maskhûta 

in the Wadi Tumilat. New excavations at this site, however, show that the town was not actually founded 

until the late 7th century B.C.E. Uphill‘ssuggestion(1968–69) that Pithom was rather located at Heliopolis 

near Cairo is much more plausible.  

Theevidenceathandsuggeststhatthebiblical―landofGoshen‖waslocatedintheEEgyptianDeltain

thegeneralregionofmodernFâqûs,Saftel-Hinna,andTelled-Dab˓a/Qant  r. In Egyptian, this region was 

knownasthe―DomainofSopdu,‖the20thLowerEgyptiannome;classicalwritersreferredtoitas

Arabia. The translators of the LXX, apparently modernizing the narrative for a contemporary audience, 

substituted Gesem (Arabia) for the original Hebrew gosûen. There is no known Egyptian equivalent for 

either the Greek or the Hebrew term.  
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WILLIAM A. WARD  

GOSPEL GENRE. ―Gospel‖asadesignationforgenrereferstoavarietyofearlyChristianwritings
both inside and outside the canon. The term is not used in this sense in the NT, and the present 

superscriptions of the four canonical gospels according to Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John did not form 

partoftheoriginalmanuscripts.Althoughthesewritingsarecommonlyreferredtoas―gospel‖asan

indication of genre, this practice probably originated in the 2d century C.E. (cf. Did. 15.3–4; 2 Clem. 8.5; 



Mart. Pol. 4.1) and was only established by the 4th century. Several writings outside the canon, some of a 

totallydifferentcontentandtexttype,cametobeknownas―gospels.‖Itisnormallyarguedthat

noncanonical gospelswerecalled―gospels‖inviewofthetitlesgiventocanonical―gospels.‖Thus,

according to some scholars, the noncanonical gospels are apocryphal and therefore fictional and inferior. 

Thequestionof―gospel‖asgenreisoften,inviewofthis,restricted to the text type of the four canonical 

gospels. It is not correct to make canonical versus noncanonical a priori a norm for the discussion of the 

gospel genre. On the other hand, there seems to be sufficient reason to regard the canonical gospels as a 

distinct class of texts.  

———  

A. Can One Speak of a Gospel Genre?  

1. Canonical Gospels  

2. Noncanonical Gospels  

B. Gospel, a Unique Genre?  

1. An Evolutionary Model  

2. Analogical Explanations  

C. What Then Is the Gospel Genre?  

———  

A. Can One Speak of a Gospel Genre?  

Genre can be described either by comparison of generic types and subtypes (for example, drama, epic, 

lyric, novel, biography, sonnet, and so on) or in terms of the organization of the material in a given text 

(for example, narrative, argument, exposition, description, and listing). Until recently, discussions about 

the gospel genre were restricted to the first method of classification of texts, and the gospel genre was 

regarded as sui generis; that is, unique. On the other hand it is clear that the canonical gospels are 

narrativesandthuscomparabletoothernarrativetextsofantiquity.Notall―gospels,‖however,are

narratives; nor do they all share the same features. This gives rise to the question of whether one can 

speak of a gospel genre?  

1. Canonical Gospels. It is maintained in many circles that the author of the gospel of Mark created a 

unique genre in writing his gospel. By making use of oral and written sources he created a text of 

exceptional character. It is regarded as a passion narrative with a long introduction. Some scholars assert 

that,contrarytotheothergospels,Mark‘sgospeldoesnotonlycontainpreaching(kerygma) but that it is 

also kerygma. It is maintained that, in comparison to the other canonical gospels,Mark‘sgospelisunique.

Matthew made use of Mark in the compilation of his gospel but laid far more stress on the teaching of 

Jesus. The gospel of Matthew is a composition of halachic and apocalyptic discourses in a narrative 

framework.John‘sgospelis a composition of semeia (signs) and revelatory speeches, and Luke wrote a 

vita (life),orhistory,ofJesus.Accordingtothisview,Mark‘sgospelistheonlytrue―gospel.‖This

makes it hardly possible to speak of a gospel genre. It is clear, however, that the foregoing argument is 

basedontheideathatMark‘sgospelisuniqueandthatitpresentsadifferentgenrebecauseitisregarded

as kerygma. This view does not account for the fact that all four gospels are narratives, albeit narratives of 

which the character and arrangement of material are in many respects different. Once the narrative 

character of the gospels is taken seriously, there seems to be little reason to argue that they are not of the 

same genre.  

2. Noncanonical Gospels. Neither from the point of view of literary character nor from the perspective 

of content is it possible to regard as of the same genre all the noncanonical texts which are called gospels. 

These texts include collections of sayings of Jesus, infancy and miracle stories, post-Resurrection 

discussions between the risen Lord and his disciples, speculative dialogues, meditations, and theological 

and ethical treatises. The corpus of gospel texts originating from the 2d century and later has been 

expandedbythediscoveryofthe―gospels‖ofNagHammadi.Althoughthereisoftenaveryclear

relationship between the NT and these texts (cf. Gospel of Thomas and the hypothetical sayings collection 

of Q), the differences in genre are obvious. In view of these and other noncanonical texts, however, some 

scholarsarguethatoneshouldbroadenthedefinitionof―gospelgenre‖byincludingindependentsayings



collections, revelatory speeches, aretalogies (stories of miracle workers), and narratives such as the 

canonicalgospels.Thiswouldmake―gospelgenre‖acontradictioninterms,sincenogenrecouldconsist

of such dissimilar text types. It might be possible to trace back to the canonical and precanonical gospel 

traditions the origin of the different texts which now belong to the so-called gospel-literature, but that 

does not mean that all of them should therefore belong to the same literary genre as the canonical gospels. 

The Gospel of Thomas, for example, is clearly not a narrative. The Gospel of Mary and the Gospel of 

Philip are also not related to the same genre, even though they have material in common with the 

canonical gospels. The canonical gospels are narratives about the life, deeds, and words of Jesus, while 

most of the noncanonical narrative gospels are narratives about an aspect of his life.  

Inviewofthegreatvarietyoftextsthatarecalled―gospels,‖itseemsnecessarynottoconfusetheterm

gospel genre with the name gospel, which has been given to texts of different genre. The canonical 

gospels are narratives, and in this regard it would be possible to speak of a subgenre of narrative as gospel 

genre.  

B. Gospel, a Unique Genre?  

In view of the language and style of the gospels, it has been argued that it is impossible to compare 

them to literary texts from the Hellenistic and Semitic world of the same period or earlier. The gospels are 

folk literature, it is argued, and therefore should not be compared with contemporary literary texts. 

Because Justin and Papias, for example, incorrectly regarded the gospels as literature of the same quality 

as contemporary Hellenistic and Semitic texts, they compared the gospels with these writings. It is for 

apologetic purposes that Justin (1 Apol. 66.3) calls the gospels apomnemoneumata, thatis―memoirs‖(of

the Apostles). He probably wanted his readers to believe that the gospels were of the same quality as the 

Hellenisticmemoirliterature(cf.Xenophon‘sMem.). According to some scholars, there seems to be no 

reasontobelievethis.Papias‘remarksabouttheliterarycharacterofMatthewandMarkareinnoway

more credible (cf. Eus. Hist. Eccl. 3.39.15). In the light of this, the question arose as to whether there is 

any text type of antiquity which has the same genre characteristics as the gospels. The answers given to 

the question are basically of two kinds: On the one hand, the gospel genre is explained in terms of an 

evolutionary model; on the other, it is explained in terms of analogy.  

1. An Evolutionary Model. The evolutionary model has dominated discussions about the gospel genre 

for the greater part of the 20th century. This was the result of the rise of form criticism as a tool in biblical 

criticism. Convinced by the idea that the gospels were folk literature and not biographies, as some 

maintained, some scholars asserted that the gospels developed from cult legends and narratives, or the 

basic outline of the Christian kerygma. The early Christians were storytellers, and they used the stories of 

and about Jesus for cultic purposes. Mark collected some of these traditions and wrote a gospel. Except 

for other folk literature, there are no parallels to the gospel genre which Mark created. This form has no 

literary genealogy. Through a process of development which was influenced by the emphasis on the death 

and resurrection of Jesus, on missionary activities of the early Church, and on its eschatological 

expectations, these traditions grew or developed into the gospel form. Mark, the first person to write a 

gospel, was more of a collector than an author. Within the evolutionary model, various solutions have 

been given to the problem of gospel genre. All of these solutions are related to the idea of evolution of the 

gospel material and its form.  

In the first place, some postulate that the gospel genre is the end product of a process of development of 

the primitive kerygma, which proclaimed the passion, death, and resurrection of the incarnated Lord (cf. 1 

Cor 15:1–17). The gospel genre presents the final phase in the evolution of this early Christian kerygma. 

A form of literature which is sui generis developed from the cult legend about the death and resurrection 

of Jesus. According to this view, the absence of biographical detail about the birth, education, 

development of personality, background, and character of Jesus is explained by the fact that the gospel 

originated from this cult legend and not from the life story (biography) of Jesus. The gospel genre evolved 

from the traditional core of beliefs of the Christian community without any literary concerns. One should 

therefore not be surprised that the gospel genre has no literary parallels. Contrary to biographical 



literature, the contents of the gospel text focus on the passion and resurrection of Christ. A gospel is in 

this view kerygma—the kerygma about the Passion with an extended introductory narrative.  

Closely related to the previous explanation of the uniqueness of the gospel form is the theory of an 

original outline or framework from which the gospel genre developed. The framework serves as the basic 

structure or skeleton for the gospel material. For example, it can be found in Mark 1:14–15 and Acts 

10:34–43. Traditional material, which included more than material about the death and resurrection of 

Christ, was inserted into this framework. It also contained the idea of fulfilled Scripture and the return of 

the Lord. Other scholars found other frameworks (such as the so-called Hellenistic myth in Phil 2:6–11 or 

the Hellenistic-Jewish-Christian credo in Rom 1:3–4) that form the base into which other traditions were 

inserted. In this way a unique literary form, the gospel genre, evolved out of a kernel of cult beliefs.  

Although it was an individual person who wrote down the traditional material in the form of a gospel, 

the creative power behind the gospel genre was the primitive Church as a cultic community. In this 

argument, the individual as author is replaced by a collective group that was responsible for the origin of 

the literary form. According to this view there is no place for the creativity of the mind of an individual 

author. It is only since the rise of redaction criticism that more attention has been given to the individual 

editors of the different gospels and that the idea of the gospel as a unique literary form without parallel in 

contemporary literature has come to be questioned. Although the idea of the development of the kerygma 

explains the growth of tradition, it cannot explain the characteristics of genre. There are only a limited 

number of ways in which any communication—that is, any text—can be arranged, and the organization of 

material in a text determines its genre. In the light of this, many attempts have been made to determine the 

place of the gospels in the history of literature and to explain the texttype―gospel.‖ 

2. Analogical Explanations. Before the rise of form criticism, it was customary to compare the gospels 

with the Hellenistic vitae (ancient biographies) and memoir literature like the Memorabilia of Xenophon, 

Arrian‘sEpictetus, and Philostratus‘Life of Appolonius of Tyana. In recent years the search for literary 

parallels of the gospel genre was reopened, and scholars made fresh attempts to find possible parallels 

either in Hellenistic or in Semitic literature. In the search of an ancient genre which could have served as a 

model for the first author of a gospel, analogies of many different types of texts have been found in 

ancient literature. In addition to the Hellenistic vitae and memoirs of the rulers and philosophers, other 

kinds of texts have been taken into account, such as aretalogical biographies, tragedy, tragicomedy, and 

Socratic discourses. From the Semitic point of view, the gospels have been compared with apocalypses, 

the legend of Ahikar, Exodus, the book of Jonah, a Passover Haggadah, Midrashim, and the Mishnah. 

What is remarkable about these comparisons is that most of them were based on an explanation of the 

gospel genre derived by form criticism and not on their own merit.  

The gospels have been associated with biographies in various ways during the past. In recent years the 

conviction has grown that the gospels reveal features of ancient biographies. Recognizing the differences 

between the gospels and ancient biographies, as well as the diversity in the different types of biography of 

the ancient Greco-Roman and Semitic worlds, a growing number of scholars maintain that biography is 

the only generic text type with which the gospel genre can be compared. Taking into account the 

objections raised against the comparison, it nevertheless appears that although the gospels fall short in 

literary style and language usage, they are nothing less than biographies. It has been argued, for example, 

that the gospel genre comes closest to the type of biography in which the purpose is to praise a person by 

accentuating his life, works, and teachings. This type of biography is called encomium, or―laudatory

biography,‖andexamplesofitcanbefoundinthewritingsofPolybius(cf.Hist. 10.21.8), Cicero 

(Fam.5.13.3), Lucian (Hist. conscr. 7), Cornelius Nepos (Pelopidas 16.1.1), and—according to this 

view—also in the gospel genre. Closely related to this view is the search for aretalogical biographies in 

the Greco-Roman world as possible models for the gospel genre. From a Semitic perspective, the gospel 

genrehasbeencomparedwiththe―biographyofarighteousperson‖foundintheProphets.Thepurpose

of such a biography is to portray paradigmatically the suffering of a righteous person. Jesus is portrayed 

in such a manner in the gospel of Mark, which served as a model for the other evangelists when they 

wrote their gospels.  



In all these studies it is not so much a particular biography, which served as an analogy for the first 

author of a gospel, that is emphasized as it is the generic type of text—or more specifically a story—about 

the life, works, and teachings of a person. In the analogical approach, the uniqueness of the gospel genre 

as genre is denied in view of the features this text type shares with other texts of the same generic kind.  

C. What Then Is the Gospel Genre?  

In conclusion, the question of the gospel genre is complicated enormously by the general confusion 

surrounding genre in literary criticism and by the role which the origin and growth of the gospel materials 

play in discussions about the matter. If it is granted that genre can be described in terms of the 

organization of material in a given text and by comparison between generic types, it is clear that all four 

canonical gospels are narratives and that they reveal features of ancient biographies despite the fact that 

they are not of the same literary standard. In view of this it would be possible, for the sake of 

convenience, to speak of a subtype of narrative as gospel genre. Based on these assumptions, it is 

unnecessary to regard the so-called gospel genre as sui generis. The question of who wrote the first gospel 

is immaterial to the question of how to define the gospel genre. The first is a historical problem; the 

second is a literary one.  

The implication of defining the genre of the gospels as a subtype of narrative is that very few so-called 

noncanonical―gospels‖wouldqualifytobecalled―gospels‖simplybecausetheyarenotnarratives. 
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WILLEM S. VORSTER  

GOSPEL HARMONY. See HARMONY OF THE GOSPELS.  

GOSPELS, APOCRYPHAL. Apart from the four gospels, which by tradition have been passed 

down to the Church as part of the canonical NT corpus, early Christianity produced a number of other 

writingsthatalsomightlegitimatelybecalled―gospels.‖Likethecanonicalgospels,allofthese

apocryphal gospels claim in some manner to transmit the words and/or deeds of Jesus. Unlike the 

canonical gospels, they come in a variety of different literary forms, from a simple collection of sayings 

such as the Gospel of Thomas to the complex series of speeches and discourses that make up a work such 

as the Dialogue of the Savior. They also derive from a variety of different periods within the development 

of early Christianity, from the 1st century to the 4th, or even later. See THOMAS, GOSPEL OF, and 

DIALOGUE OF THE SAVIOR.  

Theplethoraofformspresentingthemselvesunderthetitulardesignation―gospel,‖togetherwiththe

fact that not all early Christian works claiming to offer the reader an account of the words or deeds of 

Jesusactuallycallthemselves―gospels,‖naturallyraisesthequestion,Whatisa―gospel‖?Thequestion

has received much discussion, yet with little in the way of agreement. The variety of forms to be found 

among the apocryphal gospels make it clearthattheterm―gospel‖shouldnotbeusedtorefertoa

particular genre, such as the quasi-biographical genre shared by the four canonical gospels, but rather to a 

larger body of literature, which itself encompasses a multiplicity of forms and genres. Accordingly, 

scholars have gradually come to use the following or similar categories when discussing the variety of 

apocryphal gospels known to have existed in antiquity.  

A. Sayings Gospels  

The Gospel of Thomas, a collection of sayings, all of which are attributed to Jesus, is the single example 

ofthisgenreknowntohavesurvivedantiquity.Howmanyothersuch―sayings‖gospelswereassembled

by early Christians is not known. Most scholars today accept the hypothesis that the authors of Matthew 

and Luke made use of such a gospel in the composition their respective narrative gospels. Several 



attemptstoreconstructthisgospel,commonlyreferredtoas―Q‖(fortheGermanQuelle, or―source‖),

based upon a comparison of the material shared by both Matthew and Luke, have collectively resulted in a 

relatively clear understanding of its content and theology.  

B. Revelation Dialogues and Discourses  

One of the most popular ways to package Jesuanic traditions in the early Church was to create the 

literary fiction of a dialogue between Jesus and a prominent figure of early Christianity, in which various 

sayings of Jesus could be presented as his answers to specific questions posed by the imaginary 

interlocutor. It is common in such dialogues for the individual sayings to have been combined to form 

extensive speeches or discourses, which are then placed on the lips of Jesus.  

The revelation dialogue or discourse was a versatile genre, serving the needs of the early Church with 

great utility. Through it, collections of simple sayings could be transformed into expositions of secret, 

revealed knowledge (gnosis), as is illustrated by the Dialogue of the Savior or the Book of Thomas the 

Contender. See THOMAS THE CONTENDER (NHC II,7). It was also a medium through which 

originally pre- or non-Christian religious ideas could be introduced into the Christian sphere (thus the 

Sophia of Jesus Christ, the Second Treatise on the Great Seth, the Pistis Sophia, or perhaps the 

Trimorphic Protennoia). It could also provide an opportunity to clarify or elaborate on points in earlier 

traditions. (Thus the Gospel of Bartholomew offersinstructiononsuchmattersasChrist‘sdescentinto

Hades, the departure of souls, and the annunciation of Mary.) It could also be used to lend authority to 

innovative interpretations of Church practices, such as the sacraments (so the Gospel of Philip). In fact, 

innovation was probably the key to the success and popularity of the revelation dialogue. The setting is 

often a post-Resurrection dialogue between the risen Lord and a disciple. Therefore, the genre lends itself 

well to the introduction of the novel or innovative expression, because the new material could be 

presented as something left undisclosed by Jesus during his lifetime, only to be revealed privately to a 

privileged few after the resurrection. Eventually, revelation dialogue or discourse probably became its 

own undoing. Pagels has argued that the innovation allowed by the very notion that Jesus continued to 

appear to select persons after his death and reveal secret knowledge to them soon became cumbersome to 

an emerging Church seeking to establish some parameters around its traditions, and develop some 

consistent lines of authoritative leadership (Pagels 1978: 415–30).  

C. Narrative Gospels  

There are a number of apocryphal gospels, which, like the canonical gospels, present the tradition in 

quasi-biographical, narrative form. Many only survive in a state so fragmentary that identification is no 

longer possible. This is the case with P. Oxy. 840, P. Oxy. 1224, P. Cairensis 10,735, and the so-called 

Fayyum Fragment. The fragments of P. Egerton 2 are somewhat more extensive, but still do not allow 

positive identification. Others, such as the Gospel of the Nazoraeans, Gospel of the Hebrews, or Gospel of 

the Ebionites, survive only through snippets cited by various early Christian authors. Of those that survive 

moreorlessintact,anumberfocusontheeventssurroundingJesus‘passion, death, and resurrection: the 

Gospel of Peter, the Gospel of Gamaliel, and the Gospel of Nicodemus (Acts of Pilate). There are also 

gospelsfocusingonthelegendsofJesus‘childhood,amongthemtheInfancy Gospel of Thomas and the 

Protevangelium of James.  

D. Treatises  

Finally,therearetwodocumentswhichcarrythedesignation―gospel‖intheirtitles,butwhichrightly

could only be called treatises or tractates. The Gospel of the Egyptians is a Sethian gnostic treatise which 

incorporates Christian elements into its structure. The Gospel of Truth is a gnostic tractate narrating 

cosmic history from the point of view of the Valentinian school. Neither of these reports the words or 

deedsofJesus,andmayperhapsevenstretchtheuseoftheterm―gospel‖toitslimit.  

E. Sources  

English translations or summaries of many of the apocryphal gospels may be found in The Apocryphal 

New Testament (James1924)orinEdgarHenneckeandWilhelmSchneemelcher‘sNew Testament 

Apocrypha (1963), an English translation of the fourth edition (1959) of their German collection 

Neutestamentliche Apocryphen. The latter has recently appeared in a new German edition (1987), and a 



neweditionofJames‘collectioniscurrentlybeingpreparedbyJ.K.Elliott.Anewfour-volume 

collection of apocryphal texts is also currently in production. Many of the gospels referred to above come 

from a hoard of texts discovered in 1945 at a site near Nag Hammadi in Upper Egypt. English translations 

of these are to be found in The Nag Hammadi Library (Robinson 1988).  

Criticaleditionsofanumberofapocryphalgospelsarealsoavailable.FormanyyearsTischendorf‘s

Evangelia apocrypha, published originally in 1853 and reissued in 1966, has been the standard critical 

edition for those preserved in Greek. Critical editions of the Nag Hammadi texts have appeared in the 

series Nag Hammadi Studies. Critical editions of all of the Nag Hammadi codices are currently in 

productionorimminentlyforthcominginthisseries.CarlSchmidt‘stextofthePistis Sophia has been 

published in the same series, as has his text of the Books of Jeu from the Bruce Codex. The entire text of 

BG 8502, which contains the Gospel of Mary, the Apocryphon of John, and the Sophia of Jesus Christ, 

was published originally by Walter Till in 1955 and reissued in a revised edition by Hans-Martin Schenke 

in 1972. The texts pertinent to the reconstruction of the Synoptic Sayings Source (Q) have been published 

by John Kloppenborg (1987). A new fragment of P. Egerton 2 has been published by Michael Gronewald 

(1987) and should thus be added to the fragment originally published by Bell and Skeat (1935). For 

critical texts of other apocryphal gospels and fragments, one should consult the appropriate sections of 

HenneckeandSchneemelcher‘sNew Testament Apocrypha.  
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STEPHEN J. PATTERSON  

GOSPELS, LITTLE APOCALYPSE IN THE. Theexpression―littleapocalypse‖is
ambiguous. Commonly, it has been used to denote the eschatological discourse in Mark 13 and its 

parallels in Matthew 24 and Luke 21. For centuries Matthew was the most widely read of the four 

gospels, so people usually turned to Matthew 24–25 to see what Jesus taught about the end of the age. 

Since the 19th century the general acceptance of the priority of Mark, however, has led to the 

concentration of attention on the Markan version of the discourse.  

TheinterpretationofthechaptertookadecisiveturnwiththepublicationofColani‘swork(1864)on

Jesusandthemessianicbeliefsofhistime.Colani‘sstudyoftheGospels led him to believe that Jesus 

rejected the eschatological views of his contemporaries and replaced them with a belief in the organic 



development of the kingdom of God. Mark 13, by contrast, shows many similarities to Jewish apocalyptic 

thought, which Colani affirmed Jesus could not have shared. Noticing that the three synoptic versions of 

the discourse end at v 31 ofMark‘saccount,ColaniconcludedthatJesus‘realanswertothedisciples‘

question in v 3 is given in v 32: God only knows the answer to their question! Accordingly, the 

intervening passage (vv 5–31) is judged to be an interpolation. Its likeness to Jewish apocalypticism led 

Colanitodescribeitasa―littleapocalypse‖andtopostulatethatitoriginatedintheJewishChristian

Church.  

ThishypothesiswasimmediatelytakenupbyColani‘scontemporary,CarlWeizsäcker(1864),and

developed in a significant manner. Colani had divided the discourse into three scenes: vv 5–8, the 

birthpangs; 9–13, the tribulation; and 14–31, the end. Weizsäcker, however, noted that some sayings in 

the discourse appeared to be authentic words of Jesus, such as the parable of the fig tree in vv 28–29. This 

raised the problem of the limits of the apocalyptic source of the discourse. Weizsäcker solved it by 

stressing the threefold division proposed by Colani: The three scenes consisted originally of vv 7–8, 14–

20, and 24–27; to these Mark added an introduction concerning false prophets (v 6), repeated between the 

second and third groups (vv 21–23) warnings about persecution of the disciples (vv 9–13), and added a 

largely parabolic epilogue (vv 28–37). It is this delimitation of the apocalyptic source of the discourse 

whichiscustomarilydenotedbytheexpression―littleapocalypse.‖Weizsäcker‘sdefinitionofithasbeen

accepted by a majority of critical commentators on the Synoptic Gospels, and is elaborated at length by 

Brandenburger (1984), the latest exponent of Mark 13.  

The accord of the commentators has by no means been shared by all writers on the eschatological 

teaching of Jesus. An examination of the discussions reveals a high degree of subjectivity in the analyses 

ofthe―littleapocalypse.‖Moffatt(1918:207–9), forexample,affirmed:―Thecontoursoftheapocalypse

areunmistakable;itpartsasawholefromthecontextandformsanintelligibleunity,‖butnooneappears

to have accepted his own analysis, namely, vv 5–8, 14–27. Some scholars have proposed a fourfold 

instead of a threefold division of the source; Wendling divided it thus: vv 7–8; 9a, 12; 13b–20a; 24–27 

(1908: 155–57). He was followed in a slightly simplified version by Hölscher (1933: 196–97) and by 

Bultmann (1957: 129), who extended it to include vv 7–8; 12; 14–22; 24–27, 30, and 32. Grayson (1974: 

371–87) proposed a quite different division: vv 7, 9, 11, 14–16, 18, 21, and 23. Hartman (1966: 235–41), 

in an original and significant study, modified the main line of analysis by proposing the source as vv 5b–

8, 12–16, 19–22, and 24–27 and interpreting it as a midrash on the apocalyptic visions of Daniel. Hahn 

(1975: 240–46) extended the source by defining it as vv 7–8, (9–13) 14–22, and 24–31. It will be 

observed that Hahn has omitted only v 23 from the proposed source vv 7–31. In this he was followed by 

Pesch, who renounced his earlier adherence to the customary definition of the little apocalypse (1968: 

207–18)andaddedtoHahn‘sanalysisofthesourcevv 3–5, so omitting from the discourse of vv 3–31 

only vv 6 and 23 (Mark HTKNT, 266–67).  

It was inevitable that someone should at length propose that the entire chapter was taken over from an 

early apocalypse. Such was the view of Bishop Barnes (1947: 136–37). It was equally inevitable that 

others should reduce the compass of the source. More than one writer has limited it to vv 14–20 

(Goodspeed 1950: 186–88). Holtzmann (1904: 456–57) actually reduced it to vv 14–18. Since vv 15–16 

are manifestly from a tradition of the words of Jesus (they occur in Luke 17–31),theterm―little‖isvery

appropriate to such an apocalypse. Indeed, it is a misnomer for such a fragment. In the history of 

endeavors to reconstruct the apocalyptic source of Mark 13, not only has every statement of the chapter 

been included in it but everyone has been omitted from it as well. The fragmentary nature of the 

suggested apocalypse and the uncertainty of the links that are thought to bind its elements make it 

apparent thatitisno―intelligibleunity,‖asMoffattthought.ThiswasacknowledgedbyW.G.Kümmel

(1956:98),whoaffirmed,―Thereisnopossibilityofestablishinganoriginalliterary sequence between 

the conjectured components of this apocalypse, so that the hypothesis of a connected apocalyptic basis for 

thischapterishardlysufficientlywellfounded.‖ 

It is further to be noted that there are contacts between almost all the contents of Mark 13, including the 

apocalypse as generally defined, and the teaching of Jesus attested elsewhere in the gospel. The prophecy 



of the doom of the temple in vv 1–2 is in harmony with warnings of Jesus in Luke 13:1–5, Matt 23:34–39 

= Luke 20:49–51, 13:34–35 and closely related to Luke 19:41–44. Verses 5–6 and 21–22 are as plainly 

related to the Q saying Matt 24:26 = Luke 17:23. The phenomena of wars, earthquakes, famines, and 

plagues in vv 7–8 are traditional elements in prophetic and apocalyptic representations of the last times 

andareparticularlyclosetothe―foursorejudgments‖describedbyEzekiel(Ezek 14:12–23). Associated 

in human experience, they are harmonious with the presuppositions that lie behind the prophecies of 

Jerusalem‘sdoom,namelythelordshipofGodoverhistorymanifestedinhisjudgments. Verses 9 and 11 

form a single sentence in Luke 12:11–12, and v 10 indicates the reason for the persecution, namely the 

preaching of the gospel of the kingdom. Verse 12 has its parallel in Matt 10:34–36 = Luke 12:51–53 and 

illustratesthereasonforMark‘sv 13a.The―abominationofdesolation‖ofv 14 is an apocalyptic symbol 

well known to the Jews, taken from the book of Daniel. Originally it denoted an idolatrous and 

blasphemous object in the temple of Jerusalem, but significantly its first mention in Daniel (9:27) is set in 

a prophecy of the destruction of Jerusalem and its sanctuary, which is the reason for its citation here. The 

useoftheexpressionmakestheprophecyofthetemple‘sdestructioninv 2 an eschatological 

phenomenon; it is the day of the Lord on Jerusalem and its people. This is the reason for the adducing of 

vv 15–16; they presuppose a threat of war from which one must flee. The saying is reproduced in Luke 

17:31,butitsearlierexplanationisinMark‘scontext.Soalsovv 16–17 assume the necessity of urgent 

flight before a threatening army. Verse 19 cites Dan 12:1 and again harkens back to the situation of v 14, 

characterizingitasaneschatological―tribulation,‖whichtheLordwillshortenforthesakeoftheelect(v 

20).  

The substance of vv 24–27 finds parallels in the synoptic representations of the Parousia of the Son of 

Man (Mark 14:62). When it is recognized that v 22 is linked with v 6, and that v 23 is an isolated saying 

placed here by Mark, we then perceive an earlier connection between vv 21 and 24 and others following: 

the alleged secret manifestation of the hidden messiah is contrasted with the revelation of the Son of Man 

in his Parousia, and that is precisely the purpose of Luke 17:23–24. The theophanic language of the OT 

prophets in vv 24–25 serves to represent the Parousia of the Christ in v 26 as a theophany, a concept 

which is already contained in the description of the coming of the Son of Man on the clouds with great 

power and glory, as in Dan 7:13–14 and Mark 14:62. Such a concept is uniquely Christian; it does not 

appear in any Jewish apocalyptic work, not even in 1 Enoch (there is no depiction of the coming of the 

Son of Man in that work). The parable of the fig tree (vv 28–29) is significant as embodying the basic 

notion of the discourse that events in history can serve as signs of the kingdom of God, a view 

emphasized by Jesus in Luke 12:54–55 (Matt 11:20–24 = Luke 10:13–15). The language of v 30 is 

reminiscent of that in Matt 23:26 = Luke 20:51; these latter parallels indicate the original reference of v 

30, namely to the day of the Lord on the ancient people of God in the not distant future.  

It is evident, accordingly, that the discourse is replete with reminiscences of the traditionofJesus‘

words. There is no conclusive evidence that a single strand of tradition can be separated as distinct in 

thought, form, and language from the rest of the chapter as its basis. The reference to language is 

important. Whereas Perrin (1963: 131–32) sought to show that the vocabulary of Mark 13:5–27 is less 

characteristic of Mark than that in vv 28–37, Lambrecht (1967: 65–260), by his exhaustive analytical 

study of the discourse, was led to conclude that every sentence in the chapter bears the stamp of Mark. 

This does not indicate that Mark composed the discourse ex nihilo; rather it shows that he treated the 

material of the Jesus tradition in Mark 13 as he has elsewhere in his gospel.  

ItiswellknownthatcertainelementsofMark‘sgospeltraditionhadalreadybeenbroughttogether

before he incorporated them in his gospel. This is evident in the controversy narratives (Mark 2:1–3:6) 

and the parables collection (4:1–32). So it is likely that elements of chapter 13 had earlier been grouped 

together. In all probability this happened in the primitive Christian catechesis, which preserved the 

traditions of the instruction of Jesus. In the catechesis, eschatological teaching commonly occurs at the 

end of collections of sayings of Jesus (cf. the little discourse of Mark 8:27–9:1 and the Matthaean 

discourse, chaps. 5–7, 10, 13, 18, and 24–25). Apart from any tradition which Mark had received 

concerning instruction Jesus gave in his last week in Jerusalem, it was natural that Mark‘saccountofthe



Lord‘sministryshouldconcludewithasummaryoftheteachingofJesusonthelastthings.Theelements

ofhisteachingwillhavecirculatedasdisparateitemsatfirst,asdidmostofJesus‘teaching,butsignsof

early groupings of the sayings may be discerned.  

1. Sayings on the distress of Israel center above all in vv 14 and 19, and were obviously linked in the 

tradition with v 2. In due time vv 14–15 and 17–18 were added to vv 14 and 19, and finally v 20.  

2. Sayings on the distress of the Church are to be observed in vv 9 and 11. Two factors will have caused 

v 10 to be associated with them: the witnessing activity of the disciples, which was prime cause of their 

persecution,andthesettingoftheChurch‘smissioninaneschatologicalperspective.Verses 12 and 13a 

became conjoined through the same motive, as also v 13b.  

3. Sayings on pseudo-messiahs and the true Messiah, vv 21, 24–26. As we have seen, the contrast 

between the Jewish notion of the secret appearance of the Messiah and the Christian hope of the Parousia 

of the Son of Man is here set forth. The reference to false messiahs in v 21 attracted the related sayings of 

vv 6 and 22. The connection between vv 26 and 27 must have been early, as evidenced by 1 Thess 4:16–

17 (basedona―wordoftheLord‖). 

4. Sayings on the Parousia and watchfulness, vv 26–27 and 34–36. It is noteworthy that 1 Thess 4:15–

5:11 reflects the thought of Mark 13:24–27, 33–36, so indicating that the theme was current in the 

catechesis which circulated in the primitive churches.  

While these related elements of the catechesis were clearly known in the early period oftheChurch‘s

life,wecannotassumethattheyexistedintheformofaconnecteddiscourse.Mark‘sdispositionofthe

elements of the discourse indicates the likelihood that he himself brought together the varied 

eschatological traditions and fashioned them into a unity in light of the situation and needs of the churches 

he served. If, as is likely, Mark wrote after the Jewish war with the Romans had begun, eschatological 

anticipation would have been at a high peak, both in Palestine and among Christians in the outer world, 

for Jewish believers were in many churches throughout the Diaspora, and eschatological expectations 

wouldhavebeenstirredeverywherebytheeventsinIsrael‘sland.Thesamewouldhaveappliedinthe

period immediately after the fall of Jerusalem and the terrible fate of its people. There would have been an 

urgent desire to know what Jesus had said about these events and the end of the age. Mark had good 

reason to warn Christians against false prophets and messiahs (they were active in his time!) to encourage 

his fellow believers in faithful ministry and conduct and to inspire them to continue in faith and hope in 

Christ. This situation would have provided the necessary impulse to gather into one collection the sayings 

in the tradition of the judgment of Israel, the vocation of the Church, the coming of the Lord, and the call 

to maintain alertness of spirit.  

The chapter as a whole naturally divides itself into four sections: (1) vv 1–4, Introduction—prophecy of 

thetemple‘sdoomandthedisciples‘question;(2)vv 5–23, the Tribulation of Israel and of the Church; 

(3) vv 24–27, the Parousia of the Son of Man and the Gathering of the People of God; and (4) vv 28–37, 

the Times of Fulfillment and Exhortations to Watchfulness.  

If sayings on the four topics of Mark 13 had already been linked in the catechetical tradition, at least 

someofthesegroupingswouldhavebeenknowntoLukeandMatthew,quiteapartfromMark‘sordering

of them in his discourse (1 Thessalonians 4–5 and 2 Thessalonians 2 suggest that Paul was acquainted 

with various elements of them). Both Matthew and Luke show evidence of various records of sayings in 

the discourse. On the least estimate, Luke appearstohavecombinedwithMark‘srecorddifferentforms

of sayings at his disposal, notably in Luke 21:20–24 and 25–28, while in 21:34–36 he provides an 

altogether different ending of the discourse from that in Mark 13:33–37. Formidable arguments (Hartman 

1966: 226–35; Gaston 1970: 355–65)canbeadducedforLuke‘spossessinganindependent form of the 

discourse, to which he added features of the Markan version. Most scholars, however, consider that Luke 

followedMark‘soutlineandincorporatedothermaterialsavailabletohimfromthecatechetical

collection.Luke‘schiefconcerninthediscourse was to clarify the distinction between events that 

concerned Israel and those that concerned the wider world in light of the catastrophe that happened to 

Israel and its people. Contrary to popular opinion, Luke in no way implies a long delay in the coming of 

the Lord, not even in Luke 21:24;intheNTerathe―timesofthegentiles,‖i.e.,ofgentiledominationover



Israel, were viewed as lasting for a limited time. So in Dan 7:25 (the source of the idea) the expression 

―time,times,andhalfatime‖inthatpassagecorrespondswithausageamongJews,wherethreeanda

half is a limited number; in eschatological contexts it is applied to a restricted period of suffering (cf. 

Luke 4:25 and Jas 5:17 with 1 Kgs 18:1). Luke 21:24 is consonant with the general near-expectation of 

NT writers regarding the coming of the Lord.  

Matthew‘sinterestinthediscourseissimilartothatofLuke‘s.Itisexpressedinhiswordingofthe

disciples question in Matt 24:3;theyaskfirst,―Whenwillthisbe?‖(i.e.,thetimeofthedestructionofthe

temple),andthenquestionthetimeof―yourcoming[Parousia]andtheconsummationoftheage.‖This

latterissueisMatthew‘smajorconcern,anditisseeninhisreplacementofMark‘sbriefconclusionofthe

discourse (Mark 13:33–37) with the lengthy addition of material from the Q-Apocalypse of Luke 17:22–

37, together with that in Luke 12:39–46 and the three parables of Matthew 25. This additional teaching is 

longerthanMark‘sentirediscourse.Itallrelates to the coming of the Lord and inculcates the lesson of 

―watching‖orpreparednessfortheLord‘scoming.ItisnoteworthythatthetermParousia occurs in this 

passage alone in the four gospels (with vv 33, 27, and 29 replacing other expressions in his sources). So 

also,onlyMatthewintheNTspeaksof―thesignoftheSonofMan‖intheheavensheraldingthe

Parousia; it is a reminiscenceandadaptationofthe―standard‖towhichtheJewsareexpectedtorallyat

the sounding of the trumpet for their deliverance and entry into the kingdom of God, a destiny extended to 

the nations in Isa 11:10 (see also Isa 18:3, and note the Tenth of the Eighteen Benedictions used by the 

Jewsthroughoutthecenturies:―Soundthegreattrumpetforourliberty,setupthestandardtogatherour

outcasts, and gather us from the four cornersoftheearth‖). 

Finally, it is important to note that each version of the eschatological discourse in the Synoptic Gospels 

is marked by an emphasis on ethical exhortation, expressed especially in the call to be watchful, and for 

continuance in faith and endurance in Christian action. The apocalyptic element in the discourse is equally 

evident, for the most characteristic feature of apocalyptic thought is precisely the Lordship of God over 

history and its end in the kingdom of God. But the parenetic emphasis, present in the discourse from its 

beginning to its end, is unique among apocalyptic writings. This accords with the general emphasis of 

Jesus‘teachingonthekingdomofGod,namelytheproclamationofredemptiveethicaleschatologyand

redemptive eschatological ethics.  
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G. R. BEASLEY-MURRAY  

GOTHIC VERSIONS. See VERSIONS, ANCIENT (GOTHIC).  

GOTHOLIAH (PERSON) [Gk Gotholias (Γοθολιας)]. An alternate form of the name ATHALIAH.  

GOTHONIEL (PERSON) [Gk Gothoniēl (Γοθονιηλ)]. Father of Chabris, one of the elders of 

Bethuliah (Jdt 6:15). The name in its Greek form appears only in the book of Judith, but is probably a 

translation of the Hebrew name Othniel (Heb ˓otn  ˒ēl; gamma replacing ˓ayin). Othniel in the OT was the 

brother of Caleb and the first judge of Israel (Josh 15:17; Judg 1:13; 3:9; 3:11; 1 Chr 4:13; 27:15). 

Although the two figures are certainly not to be identified, it is possible that the author derived the name 

Gothoniel from the well-known figure Othniel.  
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PROCURATOR.  

GRACE. This entry consists of two articles, one focusing upon the concept of grace as it is expressed in 

the Hebrew Bible, and the other focusing upon the notion of grace in the New Testament. See also LOVE.  

OLD TESTAMENT  

Grace is the favor of God to human beings. The subject of grace in the OT is too vast for comprehensive 

treatment. Since creation, the redemption and election of Israel, and the gift of the law are all acts of 

divine favor, a full treatment of grace would have to examine these primal gracious acts of God and much 

else in the OT (cf. Hals 1980 for an example of such treatment). The present discussion shall be limited to 

a consideration of three terms for grace that come together in the confession of Exod 34:6 and in the 

echoes and reflexes of this confession elsewhere in the OT.  

The divine self-revelation to Moses in Exod 33:19–34:9 includes the creedal statement of Yahweh as 

―Godcompassionate(˒ēl raḥûm) and gracious (wĕḥannûn), patient and abundant in love (ḥesed) and 

fidelity (i.e., constant,reliablelove).‖Thetwoadjectivesraḥûm and ḥannûn, and related forms derived 

from the same root, and the noun ḥesed all contribute to the meaning of grace in the OT.  

The creedal affirmation of Exod 34:6 is quoted once more in the Pentateuch (Num 14:18), where Moses 

appealsfordivineforgivenessofthepeopleonthebasisofGod‘sself-revelation in Exod 34:6. It is 

quoted three times in the Psalter (Pss 86:15; 103:8; 145:8) and alluded to in abbreviated form twice more 

(Pss 111:4; 116:5). Ps 112:4 isambiguous,inthat―gracious and compassionate (ḥannûn wĕraḥûm) and 

righteous‖seemtorefertothejusthumanbeing;however,Dahoodinhiscommentaryunderstandsthe

formula as referring rather to the deity (Psalms 100–150 AB). In the prophetic literature, the confessional 

formula of Exod 34:6 is quoted twice (Joel 2:13; Jonah 4:2). It is quoted in Neh 9:17 (cf. Neh 9:31) and 

alluded to in 2 Chr 30:9. A previously unnoticed allusion to the confession occurs in Ps 77:9–10, where 

the poet in distress calls into question the self-revelatoryaffirmation:―Hashislove(ḥsdw) ceased 

forever? Has his promise failed forever? Has God (˒ēl) forgotten to be gracious (ḥnwt)? Has he shut up his 

compassion (rḥmyw) inanger?‖InthistextthethreeaffirmationsaboutGodinExod 34:6 are recalled and 

questioned; and in both Exodus and the psalm, God is addressed by the divine name El.  



The first term to be considered is the root ḥnn (grace), which occurs about 200 times in the OT. 

Derivatives of the root include the verb ḥānan (―begraciousto,actgraciouslytoward‖),thenounsḥēn, 

tĕḥinnâ, taḥ nûn  m, and ḥ n  n , and the adjective ḥannûn. The verb ḥanan (78 occurrences)means―be

gracious,showfavorto‖inthebasic(qal)form,and―seekfavor‖inthereflexive(hithpael)form.Ofthe

55 uses of the qal verb, 30 occur in the Psalter: of these, there are 15 instances of the imperative ḥonnēn   

(―Begracioustome!‖)inprayersfordivinefavor:Pss 4:2; 6:3; 9:14; 25:16; 26:11; 27:7; 30:11; 31:10; 

41:5, 11; 51:3; 56:2; 86:3, 16; 119:29; and 132. Note also Pss 123:3 (―Begracioustous‖)and67:2 (―May

Yahwehbegracioustous‖). 

The noun ḥēn (―grace,favor‖)occurs69times;afrequentoccurrenceisinsuchexpressionsasmāṣā˒ 

ḥēn bĕ˓ênê (―findfavorintheeyesof‖),whichservesasthepassiveofḥnn (―findfavor‖=―befavored‖),

and nātan ḥēn bĕ˓ênê (―givefavorintheeyesof‖).Theidiom―findgrace,favorinthesightof

(someone)‖refers to the positive disposition of the one acting graciously and granting favor, a disposition 

which is manifested in the bright, happy countenance of the one granting favor. In Num 6:25,―May

Yahweh make his face shineonyou‖isfollowedbyaformoftheverbḥnn (―andmayhebegraciousto

you‖).Withoutḥnn, there are a number of similar expressions denoting joy or happiness in speaking of 

thelightofone‘sface;thelightofYahweh‘sface,hisgraciousbenevolence, is referred to in Pss 4:7; 

31:17; 44:4; 67:2; 80:4, 20; and 89:16.Theprayer―Turntomeandbegracioustome!‖(Pss 25:16; 86:16; 

119:132) asks God to turn his bright happy countenance toward the person praying, a gesture which 

indicates that God is favorably disposed toward the petitioner. The opposite sentiment of divine wrath or 

angerisshownbyGod‘shidinghisface: cf. Pss 27:7 (―Begracioustome‖)andv 9 (―Donothideyour

facefromme‖)and30:8 (―Whenyouhideyourfacefromme,Iamterrified‖)and v 11 (―Begraciousto

me‖). 

The nouns tĕḥinnâ (25 occurrences) and taḥ nûn  m (18occurrences)mean―supplication,prayerfor

favor‖;thereisalsoasingleoccurrenceofanothernominalformḥ n  n  (Jer 16:13),where―Iwillnot

show(lit.―give‖)youfavor‖isequivalentto―givefavor,showkindness‖(nātan ḥēn), an expression 

occurring 7 times (Gen 39:21; Exod 3:21; 11:3; 12:36; Ps 84:12; Prov 3:34; 13:15. With the exception of 

Prov 13:15, all the other cases have God as subject).  

The adjective ḥannûn (―gracious‖)occurs13times:inExod 34:6 and the passages which quote or 

allude to this creedal statement (listed above), and in Exod 22:26. With the possible exception of Ps 112:4 

(mentioned above), ḥannûn is only used of the deity.  

In both human-human relationships and human-divine relationships, ḥen (―grace‖)intheOTinvolvesa

positive disposition of someone toward another (cf. NAB translation of Gen 39:21; Exod 3:21; 11:3; 

12:36). It is an undeserved gift or favor, which can be requested, which is freely and unilaterally given 

and not coerced, and which can be withheld. Grace is characteristically a favor for a specific occasion 

given to an inferior by a superior, a person in authority (e.g., a king: 1 Sam 16:2; 27:5; 2 Sam 14:22; 16:4; 

1 Kgs 11:19; a royal official: Gen 47:25; Yahweh: Exod 22:26). This uncoerced and unilateral favor is 

more than a disposition of passive benevolence on the part of God. It is action thatisrequested,God‘s

action in aiding the poor, delivering the oppressed and the mortally ill (Exod 22:24–26; Pss 9:14; 30:11; 

31:10), and forgiving sin (Pss 41:5; 51:3; 103:8–10) after repentance (Isa 30:19; Joel 2:13).  

The second term to be considered is the noun ḥesed. While no English translation captures the full 

contentofthisterm,thestandardrenderingsinclude―kindness,‖―steadfastlove,‖―covenantlove,‖and

the like. Ḥesed occurs twice in the confessional formula in Exod 34:6–7: in v 6 the expression is rab-

ḥesed we˒ĕmet, ―abundantinḥesed andfidelity‖(ahendiadysmoreaccuratelytranslated―abundantin

reliable, unfailing ḥesed‖); and in v 7 where the expression is nōṣēr ḥesed lā˒ lāp  m, ―keepingḥesed for 

thousands.‖ 

Ḥesed occurs some 245 times in the OT, of which slightly more than half (127) are found in the Psalter. 

As a characteristic of the deity, itoccursinsuchphrasesas(1)―theḥesed (or pl. ḥasdê, ―actsofḥesed‖) 

ofYahweh‖(1 Sam 20:14; Pss 33:15; 89:2; 103:17; 107:43; Isa 63:7; Lam 3:22);(2)―theḥesed of 

Elohim‖(2 Sam 9:3;Ps52:10);(3)―theḥesed ofEl‖(Ps 52:3);and(4)―theḥesed ofElyon‖(Ps 21:8). 

Godisfurtherdescribedas―abundantinḥesed‖ in Pss 5:8; 69:14; 106:5; Isa 63:9; Lam 3:32; and Neh 



13:22. Since such passages all concern the attitude and activity of God toward humankind, they can be 

understood to speak of divine grace.  

The meaning of ḥesed has been illuminated by the important study of Sakenfeld (1978). Building upon 

and refining previous work, this author lists the following characteristics in her definition of ḥesed: (1) 

ḥesed is an action rather than simply an attitude or a psychological state, and the action involved is 

usually one of deliverance or protection; (2) an act of ḥesed is based upon and performed in an existing 

relationship, either explicit or implicit; (3) ḥesed is an action requested or expected of someone who is 

situationally or circumstantially superior to another who lacks power or resources to perform the desired 

action; (4) ḥesed is extralegal and cannot be coerced; the situationally superior party cannot be compelled 

to act and remains free not to perform the needed act of ḥesed; and (5) ḥesed is an act which fulfills an 

essential need that the person in need cannot meet, and for which there is no alternative source of 

assistance.  

The concept of ḥesed describes a human-human relationship, and the responsibilities incurred in such a 

relationship. When used to describe the divine-human relationship, ḥesed can appropriately be considered 

awordforgrace,i.e.,God‘sfreeanduncoercedactionforindividualsorforthewholepeople,ina

situation of grave need, when God is appealed to as the only source of assistance.  

AsaworddescribingGod‘sgraciousactivitytowardandassistanceforhispeople,ḥesed is part of the 

vocabulary of covenant in Israelite religious thought. See also COVENANT. In the Mosaic conditional 

covenant,whichstresseshumanobedienceasthebasisforacontinuingrelationshipwiththedeity,God‘s

ḥesed, involving deliverance and forgiveness for the undeserving, operates even in the context of a broken 

relationship.WherehumansinandrebellionhaveendedIsrael‘srelationshiptoGod,allthatthepeople

canexpectisdestruction,annihilation;whenIsraelexperiencesnotdivinewrathbutGod‘ssurprisingand

unexpected deliverance and preservation of the community, and divine forgiveness, Israel experiences the 

ḥesed of God. While human ḥesed depends upon an unbroken relationship in good repair between the 

superior and inferior parties, divine ḥesed isGod‘sgraciousandunexpected decision to restore and repair 

thebrokenrelationship.IntheothercovenantformoperativeinGod‘sunconditionalcommitmentto

Israel‘spatriarchsandkings,God‘srelationshipwiththehumancovenantpartnerisbasedonthedivine

promise alone, and thus is not subject to negation because of human failure. Thus ḥesed includes both 

undeserved deliverance (in the context of the Sinai covenant) and promised divine fidelity (in the context 

of the royal covenant).  

While ḥēn and ḥesed as divine characteristics can both be understood as grace (cf. Gen 39:21 where 

both terms are used), they are distinguishable. Ḥesed involves freely given and essential assistance by a 

circumstantially superior or dominant party to an individual or a group in need; it is responsible action 

within an existing relationship. Ḥēn also involves a freely given benefit by a superior party to an inferior, 

but there is no previous existing relationship between the two parties.  

The final element of the tripartite confession of Exod 34:6 isthedescriptionofGodas―merciful‖

(raḥûm). This term too finds a place in the OT conception of grace, as is indicated by the passages which 

link divine mercy to the two other words for grace, ḥēn (ḥnn) and ḥesed. There are 13 occurrences of the 

adjective raḥûm, in 11 of which it is paired with ḥannûn (―gracious‖),andallofwhichrefertoGod(with

the possible exception of Ps 112:4; see above). Only twice is raḥûm used of God without ḥannûn (Deut 

4:31; Ps 78:38). Other forms of the root rḥm linked with ḥnn comprise Exod 33:19; 2 Kgs 13:23; Isa 

27:11; 30:18; and Ps 102:14. Even more frequently is rḥm linked with ḥesed, especially in the Psalter (Pss 

25:6; 40:12; 51:3; 69:17; 77:10; 103:4; 106:45–46). Other texts which link rḥm with ḥesed outside the 

Psalter include Isa 54:7, 8, 10; 63:7, 15; Jer 16:5; Hos 2:21; Zech 7:9; and Lam 3:22, 32.  

In both secular and theological usages, rḥm involves the movement of a superior to an inferior, of the 

powerful to the weak, provoked by love or pity on the part of the superior and need on the part of the 

inferior. When used to describe the relationship of God to human beings, such divine compassion or 

mercyisanappropriatepartofIsrael‘slexiconforgrace. 
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JOHN S. KSELMAN  

NEW TESTAMENT  

Grace is love demonstrated by giving; in the gospel, grace is unmerited divine favor, arising in the mind 

of God and bestowed on his people. It is often considered with regard to its beneficial effects.  

A. Terminology  

ThecommonOTtermsforGod‘sfavorabledispositionareḥesed and ḥēn, usuallymeaning―mercy‖

and―favor‖(Smith1956:33–55).TheNTwritersprefertouse―grace‖(charis). It appears most 

commonly in Acts and theepistles(except1John);intheSynopticGospels,onlyinLuke(―favor,‖in

1:30; 2:40, 52; also see John 1:14, 16, 17).Besides―grace,‖charis mayalsoberenderedas―gracious‖

(Luke 4:22; Col 4:6),―graciouswork‖(2 Cor 8:6, 7, 19),―favor‖(2 Cor 8:4),―credit‖(Luke 6:32, 33, 

34),―thank‖(Luke 17:9);―asagift‖(Rom 4:4),―pleasure‖(2 Cor 1:15),―blessing‖(2 Cor 9:8), and 

―approved‖(1 Pet 2:19).  

The NT writers can also use charis in a distinctively Christian way, to describe the loving inclination in 

Christ (TDNT 9:391).Thus―grace‖isacentralterminPaulinesoteriologyandimportantinthe

vocabulary of Acts, Hebrews, and 1 Peter.  

B. Grace as Divine Help and Empowerment  

Gracecanmeanlovinghelptoanindividualortopeople.Thus,aChristian‘sspeech―mayimpartgrace

tothosewhohear‖(Eph 4:29). The term charis isthustranslatedas―graciouswork‖in2 Cor 8:6, 7, 19. It 

is not here a technical term for the Jerusalem Collection (contra TDNT 9:393), but rather a description of 

unusual generosity.  

GraceismostoftenGod‘sgeneralblessingstowardpeople.Forexample,God‘s grace enabled the 

Macedonians to donate to the Collection despite their own trials (2 Cor 8:1), and enabled the Corinthians 

to do the same (9:14).InthistheywillemulateJesus‘graciouscondescension(8:9).  

God‘sgracecomestothosewhoareinneedandhumblyapproachGodforhelp.ThusbothJas 4:6 and 

1 Pet 5:5 reach back to Prov 3:34:―Godopposestheproud,butgivesgracetothehumble.‖God‘sgrace

brings enablement to the helpless, especially the poor and persecuted. Paul had to learnthat―mygraceis

sufficientforyou,formypowerismadeperfectinweakness‖(2 Cor 12:9; see Heb 4:16; 1 Pet 5:10). 

God‘sgraceincludeshelpinpreachingthegospelandinenduringpersecution(seeActs 4:33; Phil 1:7).  

C. Grace as God’s Saving Benevolence in Christ  

GracefrequentlydenotesGod‘sgivingofhimselfinChristinordertoeffectsalvationforthe

undeserving.BecauseofthecloseconnectionofgracewithGod‘swork,theformerisattimesusedasa

signforthelatter.InActsthephrase―wordofgrace‖isthe gospel of Christ (Acts 14:3; 20:32). Believers 

areurgedto―continueinthegraceofGod‖(13:43). In 1 Pet 5:12 the author testifies that his message is 

―thetruegraceofGod‖(cf.Gal 1:6; Col 1:6). In Acts 11:23 ―grace‖isametonymyfortheresultsof

salvation—―WhenhecameandsawthegraceofGod[inthenewconverts],hewasglad.‖  

Bultmann (BTNT 1: 288–89) understands grace not as the personal quality of a giving God, but as the 

eventofsalvation.HewishestodemythologizewhatheregardsastheanthropomorphismofGod‘sgrace

and wrath, but the NT writers clearly viewed grace and wrath as inclinations within the mind of God 

rather than as soteriological events alone. The picture of a loving Father is never far behind the word 

―grace‖(seeEph 1:6–7).Incontext,divinegraceisdescribedinmoredetail:―ButGod,whoisrichin



mercy, out of the great love with whichhelovedus…‖(Eph 2:4; also 1 Tim 1:14; Titus 2:11; Heb 2:9; 

10:29).  

It was commonplace for the early Christians to trace their salvation directly to the grace of God in 

Christ.ForPaulinparticular,arightstandingwithGodwaswhollyofgrace.God‘sgraceisextended 

where the gospel is preached and received (2 Cor 4:15; 6:1).PaulisthereforeastewardofGod‘sgracein

Eph 3:2,preachingthegospelanddeclaringGod‘sgoodfavortomoreandmorepeople. 

In Rom 3:24,sinners―arejustifiedbyhisgraceasagift,throughtheredemptionwhichisinChrist

Jesus.‖God‘s grace is needed to the extent that sin is present, that is, universally (Rom 5:20–21; see 1 

Tim 1:15–16).―Grace‖inRomans 5–6 is a shorthand both for the gospel and for the liberty with which 

the Christian serves God apart from the Law (see Rom 5:2, 15, 17; 6:1, 14, 15).  

Eph 2:8–9 exemplifies the Pauline emphasis on the incompatibility of a system of works with salvation 

byGod‘sgrace:―Forbygraceyouhavebeensavedthroughfaith;andthisisnotyourowndoing,itisthe

gift of God—notofworks,lestanymanshouldboast.‖Graceis―notsomething proceeding from himself 

orfromhisownnature,orfromhisownwilloreffort,butsomething‗whollyother,‘whichproceedsfrom

Godandis‗exhibited‘onthecrossofChrist(Rom 3:25–26)‖(Whitley1932:43–44).  

The author of Acts likewise values saving grace. At the Jerusalem Council, Peter refuses to place 

gentilesundertheMosaiclaw:―ButwebelievethatweshallbesavedthroughthegraceoftheLordJesus,

justastheywill‖(Acts 15:11; cf. Acts 18:27; 20:24).  

Salvation by grace is used as a foil to meritbytheLawinseveralimportantpassages.Johnuses―grace‖

to describe the Logos in John 1:14–18:theWordis―fullofgraceandtruth,‖wehavereceivedfromhim

―graceupongrace.‖JohncontrastsJesusandMosesbysayingthat―thelawwasgiventhroughMoses;

graceandtruthcamethroughJesusChrist.‖ 

PaulwasdeeplyconcernedwithsalvationbyGod‘sgraceasopposedtosalvationinanywaymerited

by works: by definition, grace must be undeserved. He states in Rom 4:16 that―thatiswhyitdependson

faith,inorderthatthepromisemayrestongrace…‖Fortheapostle,justificationbyfaithsafeguardsthe

purerealityofsavinggrace:―Idonot nullify the grace of God; for if justification were through the law, 

thenChristdiedtonopurpose‖(Gal 2:21).Paul‘sopponentswarnedthatsalvationbygracealonewould

lead inevitably to licentiousness; Jude 4 seems to indicate that that might have been one of the perversions 

of the gospel. But Paul knows that saving grace also means that Christians may find power to live holy 

lives apart fromlegalisticstructures:―Forsinwillhavenodominionoveryou,sinceyouarenotunder

lawbutundergrace‖(Rom 6:14; see also 6:15; 2 Tim 1:9). A striking parallel to the Pauline emphasis 

(e.g., in 1 Cor 8:8) is found in Heb 13:9,wheretheauthorwarnshisreaders:―Donot be led away by 

diverse and strange teachings; for it is well that the heart be strengthened by grace, not by foods, which 

havenotbenefitedtheiradherents.‖ 

In Gal 5:4 PaultellscertainChristiansthattheyhave―fallenawayfromgrace.‖LiketheJewsofRom 

10:3,theGalatians―whowouldbejustifiedbythelaw‖areturningtheirbacksonjustificationbyfaith,

which to Paul is falling from salvation by grace. In trying to merit the undeserved, they are giving affront 

to a giving God.  

The contrast between salvation wholly by grace and salvation through works is illustrated by divine 

election. In Rom 11:5–6 Paulstatesthat―thereisaremnant, chosen by grace. But if it is by grace, it is no 

longeronthebasisofworks;otherwise,gracewouldnolongerbegrace.‖Intheapostle‘smind,graceis

found not only in justification by faith; it also means that those whom God elects are chosen without 

regard to their religious zeal. Saving faith is also regarded as a gift of God: in Eph 2:9 the whole process 

of salvation through faith is a gift of grace; Acts 18:27 referstoChristiansas―thosewhothroughgrace

hadbelieved‖(seealsoActs 13:48; 16:14).  

In 1 Peter, Peter twice (1:10, 13)speaksofgraceastheeschatologicalrevelationofGod‘ssavinggrace.

This certainly does not restrict divine grace to the future, since the author views the whole of the Christian 

message as grace (5:10, 12). Within the NT, grace as eschatological glory seems to be limited to 1 Peter 1; 

but note Did. 10.6:―Maygracecomeandmaythisworldpassaway.‖ 



―Grace‖iscommonlyconnectedwiththepreachingoftheWord.IntheNT,however,itisnotexplicitly

used in connection with the sacraments, as is often the case in later theology.  

D. Grace as Special Endowment for Ministry  

Both charis and charisma are used in the NT to refer to extraordinary divine empowerment for ministry. 

While charisma alreadyhadthemeaningof―gift‖inHellenisticliterature,theNTauthorsmayhaveused

the term of spiritual gifts with a conscious allusion toGod‘sgraceinChrist.  

Paulreceived―graceandapostleship,‖meaningthatapostleshipwasagraciousgift(asinRom 12:3; 

15:15; 1 Cor 3:10 [in the Greek]; 1 Cor 15:10; 2 Cor 1:12; Gal 2:9; Eph 3:7–8). Apostleship is but one of 

the charismata, and 1 Cor 1:4 incontextconfirmsthatallthespiritualgiftsaredivine―graces.‖Paulsays

the same thing in Rom 12:6:―Havinggiftsthatdifferaccordingtothegracegiventous,letususethem‖

(cf. Eph 4:7). In 1 Pet 4:10,similarvocabularyisused:―Aseachhasreceivedagift(charisma), employ it 

for one another, as good stewards of God‘svariedgrace.‖GraceisgiventoChristiansintheformof

charismata, withwhichtheymayedifytheChurchandthusactaschannelsofGod‘sgoodnessandcare. 

E. Grace in Salutations and Benedictions  

TheimportanceofGod‘sgracecanbeseeninpassages such as Acts 14:26; 15:40; 20:32, in which 

believers(inthefirsttwoinstances,departingmissionaries)arecommendedtoGod‘sgrace at parting. 

―Grace‖isalsousedinthesalutationandbenedictionofeveryletterofthePaulinecorpus,1and2Peter,

Revelation, and 1 Clement. It is found in the closing words of Hebrews and 2 John, but is not used either 

to begin or close James,1and3John,andJude.Graceisoftenlinkedwithotherwords,suchas―peace‖

or―mercy,‖asinthePauline―GracetoyouandpeacefromGodourFatherandtheLordJesusChrist‖(so

2 Cor 1:3), or in 1 Peter 1:2:―Maygraceandpeacebemultipliedtoyou.‖  

Theuseof―grace‖asagreetingprobablyderivedfromtheuseofthecognatecharein (―greetings‖)in

Hellenistic epistles (as in Acts 15:23; Jas 1:1).Thechangefrom―greetings‖to―graceandpeace‖may

havebeenPaul‘sowninvention(Moffatt1932:135–55), although other NT writers also use that 

convention.  

F. Grace in the Theology of the Christian Church  

The doctrine of grace came to its fullest exposition in the theology of Augustine. He rejected 

Pelagianism, the contemporary movement which stressed the freedom of the will and the natural human 

ability to serve God. Augustine countered that the fall of Adam ensures that no individual is able to turn 

toGod,muchlessobeyhim.ThusallofsalvationmustflowfromGod‘sgrace.Eventhedecisionto

receivesalvationarisesfromGod‘scall,inwhichgracetobelieveisgiven.God‘sgraceisprerequisiteto

any true movement toward God. As a later heterodox reaction to Augustinianism, semi-Pelagianism 

taught that the beginning of faith and perseverance were to be regarded as the fruits of the human will.  

For the late medieval Church, grace was an effluence rather than a divine disposition. Thomas Aquinas 

could define it as a substance which was infused in people through the sacraments. Infused grace enabled 

Christians to produce good works, which would lead to God‘sforgiveness. 

The Reformation brought about a revival of Augustinian theology, finding its expression in the slogan 

sola gratia: salvationisofGod‘sgraciousinclinationtowardusfrombeginningtoend,anddoesnot

depend on works nor Church nor sacrament. It has its beginning in the gracious election of some to 

salvation, without regard to merit or spiritual inclination, and leading to the gift of regeneration. Calvin in 

particulardismissedthemedievalviewofgraceas―magic‖(Institutes 4.14.14–17).  

TheCouncilofTrentrejectedtheReformers‘understandingofgrace.Prevenientgraceandfreewill

could lead one to initial faith in Christ and baptism. Through the sacrament, grace would be given to start 

the process of justification and holy living.  

The theology of grace has received much attention in the 20th century, particularly in the theology of 

Karl Barth (see Berkhouwer 1956).  
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GARY S. SHOGREN  

GRANARY. See AGRICULTURE.  

GRANULATION. See JEWELRY, ANCIENT ISRAELITE.  

GRAPES. See FLORA.  

GRASS. See FLORA.  

GRASSHOPPER. See ZOOLOGY (FAUNA).  

GRATING [Heb mikbar ( רִמְכבַ  )]. A bronze mesh that apparently covered the upper part of the 

bronze altar of burnt offerings that stood in the courtyard of the Tabernacle (Exod 27:4; 35:16; 38:4, 5, 

30; 39:39). This mesh was placed under the ledge of the altar, which seems to have been just beneath the 

rim. Its four corners were fitted with rings to hold the poles by which the altar could be transported. 

Despite the information provided by the text, the exact appearance, location, and function of the grating 

cannot be understood.  

CAROL MEYERS  

GRAVEN IMAGE. ―Gravenimage‖normallytranslatestheHebrewpesel or pās  l. Etymologically, 

both words are related to the verb pāsal, ―toheworcarve‖(e.g.,Exod 34:1; 1 Kgs 5:21 [—Eng 5:18]), 

and in some instances (e.g., Deut 27:15) pesel seems to refer to a carved image in contrast to one made by 

casting molten metal (massēk , nesek, nās  k). In other instances this distinction between the words is not 

maintained, and Isa 40:19 and 44:10 indicate that a pesel could be cast (nāsak). Other words for images 

such as semel and ˓āṣāb probably refer to similar kinds of images.  

These images were occasionally made of stone (Hab 2:19) or wood (Isa 40:20; 45:20), and stone statues 

of deities, sometimes life-size, are known from elsewhere in the ancient Near East. Often they were made 

of wood carved into the shape of the deity, overlaid with gold and silver, and then fastened to a base (Hab 

2:18–19; Isa 30:22; 40:19–20; Jer 10:3–5). Texts from Egypt and Mesopotamia describe similarly made 

cult statues of deities. Such statues were an important focus of worship in both Egypt and Mesopotamia, 

and texts like 1 Sam 5:2–5; Deut 7:5, 25; and 2 Sam 5:21 (cf. 1 Chr 14:12) make it clear that they were 

also used by the Canaanites.  

While cult statues were generally life-size, their appearance probably varied considerably depending on 

the material from which they were made and the resources available for creating the statue. Some, 

described in Egyptian and Mesopotamian literature, were covered with silver, gold, and precious stones 

and were spectacularly attired; others probably were made of wood and stone and were much less 

impressive. Some images may have consisted of little more than a consecrated stone or piece of wood. 

The real significance of images for those outside Israel lay not in appearance but in function. The life of 

the god was thought to reside in the statue, and the deity was considered actually present in the image. 

Other statues, usually smaller in size, were used as votive offerings and for protective and magical 

purposes.  

The use of such images was strictly forbidden by biblical law. However, the context in which the 

prohibition occurs in the Ten Commandments (Exod 20:2–6; Deut 5:6–10) suggests that its primary focus 

was to forbid images used in worship rather than to prohibit artistic expression. Figures of cherubim 

(Exod 26:1, 31; 1 Kgs 6:23–28; 2 Chr 3:7) and other artistic representations (1 Kgs 7:25, 29, 36; Jer 

52:20) were used in the tabernacle and the temple. For further discussion and bibliography, see IDOL, 

IDOLATRY.  

EDWARD M. CURTIS  

GREAT ASSEMBLY. The Great Assembly (Heb kĕneset haggĕdôl , often mistranslated as the 

Great Synagogue) is first mentioned in m. ˒Abot 1:1 (written about 250 C.E.), where it is placed in the 

chain of tradents who handed down the oral torah from Moses to the post-70 rabbis. Its position in this 

chainbetweenthe―prophets‖andthefive―pairs‖(seeZUGOTH) indicates that it belongs to the 



postexilic period, sometime before the collapse of the Maccabean dynasty. In fact, it is the only institution 

˒Abot mentions that could have existed during the first 200 or 300 years after the return to Jerusalem.  

Rabbinic literature depicts the Great Assembly as an important and authoritative body that legislated 

significant changes for Judaism. Later rabbis held that it established the festival of Purim (b. Meg. 2a) and 

wrote the books of Ezekiel, Esther, Daniel, and the twelve prophets (b. B. Bat. 15a). The rabbis also held 

that the Assembly played a major role in creating the liturgy used in the rabbinic period, attributing to 

them the Eighteen Benedictions (b. Meg. 17b), Kiddush and Habdalah (b. Ber. 33a) as well as other 

prayers and benedictions.  

Only one member of the Great Assembly is ever mentioned by name: Simeon the Just. According to 

˒Abot, hewas―oneofthelastsurvivorsofthegreatassembly.‖Scholarshaveattemptedtoidentifyhim

with Simeon I (310–291 B.C.E.), Simeon II (219–199 B.C.E.) and Simeon the Maccabee. While the case 

for Simeon II appears strongest, none of the identifications is by any means certain.  

In fact, the historicity and nature of the Great Assembly are a matter of scholarly debate—one which 

has engendered little agreement, even on elementary questions. The most significant information, often 

ignored, is the lack of contemporary evidence for this institution; the first mention of the Great Assembly 

comes some 400 to 600 years after it supposedly existed and in documents not known for their interest in 

history. Furthermore, ˒Abot and the rest of rabbinic literature depict the Assembly as a permanent 

institution, but several passages (e.g., y. Ber. 1:6; y. Ber. 7:3; Midr. Ps. 19) reveal that the rabbis connect 

it to the one-time general meeting depicted in Neh 8–10. The concept of the Great Assembly thus 

appeared first among the rabbis of the 1st or 2d century C.E., and they or their successors tied it to the 

Nehemiah story. It is unlikely that the Great Assembly ever was a historical institution as portrayed in 

rabbinic literature.  
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PAUL V. M. FLESHER  

GREAT BIBLE, THE. Henry VIII, seeking a Bible free from undesirable interpretations, permitted 

Thomas Cromwell, his Vicar-General, to proceed with the preparation of what came to be called the Great 

Bible. Cromwell, securing permission from the King of France, appointed Richard Grafton and Eduard 

Whitechurch to do the printing in Paris because of the superior paper and workmanship available there. 

ThoughMilesCoverdale‘stranslation of the Bible had been out only two years, he was persuaded to 

prepare the new text. Coverdale and Grafton wrote Cromwell from Paris in June of 1538 of their progress.  

CoverdaleusedMatthew‘sBible(1537),SebastianMünster‘sLatintextoftheOldTestament (1534–

35),Erasmus‘LatinBible(1516,1519,1522,1517),andperhapstheComplutensianPolyglot(1521).

BecauseofthepatronageCromwellgave,theBibleissometimescalled―Cromwell‘sBible.‖ 

A printing of 2,000 copies was planned, but relations with France worsened so that by December of 

1538 Coverdale wrote Cromwell of the political danger. The Inquisition arrested the printer, Francis 

Regnault, and seized all the stock; however, the correctors escaped with some sheets. Four vats of the 

sheets, escaping from the fire, were sold to a haberdasher, and after repurchase by the British reached 

England safely. After extended negotiations, the press, type, and printers were brought to England, and 

the Bible was finally finished in 1539 (Herbert 1968: No 46).  

Named from its size of fifteen inches in height, the Great Bible had a woodcut title page, formerly 

erroneously ascribed to Holbein, which shows Henry VIII with Cranmer and Cromwell distributing 

Biblestothepeople,whocry―Vivatrex!‖and―God savetheKing!‖Therearenumerouswoodcut

borders and initials scattered through the book.  

An edition in 1540 had a preface by Cranmer, Archbishop of Canterbury, which is why it is known as 

―Cranmer‘sBible.‖Thisprefacewasfrequentlyalsoprintedinlater Bibles of other types. The title page 

of1540carriedthewords―ThisistheBibleappointedtobereadinChurches.‖Bytheendof1541there

had been a total of seven editions with an estimated 20,000 copies. These editions were the subject of a 

study by Francis Fry in 1865.  



The text used the paragraphs of Stephen Langton, had no verses, but used A, B, and C down the 

margins to mark sections. Words derived from the Latin Bible but not represented in the original 

languages were printed in small type. The order of books in the New Testament is that of Erasmus (later 

usedintheKJV),notthatofLuther.TheLord‘sPrayerread―Forgiveusourdettes…‖ratherthan

―trespasses,‖whichTyndalehadused. 

Coverdale had planned a set of annotations for the end of the Bible, and he inserted a pointing hand at 

appropriate places in the text, but the notes were never approved and never appeared.  

TheroyalInjunctionsof1538hadorderedthatbyacertaindateeveryparishwastohaveaBibleof―the

largest volumeinEnglish‖tobesetuptoberead.TheGreatBiblesoldfortenshillingsunboundand

twelveshillingsboundandclasped.Churchwardens‘accountsoftheperiodenterthecostfor―halfa

Bible,‖whichmeanstheparishpaidhalfandtheclergyhalf. Because the book was often chained to the 

reading stand, as books of the period in libraries were often chained to prevent theft, it has been called 

―thechainedBible.‖SixcopiesweresetupinSt.Paul‘sinLondon,andcrowdsgatheredtohearthe

reading, making it necessary for the Bishop of London to forbid reading during the sermon.  

An effort in 1542 to revise the Great Bible to make it more like the Latin failed, for the bishops to 

whom parts were allotted had no real desire for the planned revision. No Bibles were printed in England 

duringHenry‘sreignafter1541.In1543BibleswiththenameofTyndalewereproscribed,andin1546

Coverdale‘snamewasincludedintheprohibition.AfterHenry‘sdeath,inthesixandahalfyearsof

EdwardVI‘sreign (1547–1553), there were twenty-four printings of the NT and sixteen of the entire 

Bible of various sorts. Under Mary (1553–1558), no Bibles were published in England. Rogers and 

Cranmer, who had played a role in Bible translation, were martyred (1555, 1556). With the accession of 

Elizabeth (1558), Bibles were printed again, with the Great Bible printed in 1561 (No. 110), 1562 (No. 

117), 1566 (Nos. 119, 120), and 1668 (No. 122).  

The Great Bible was used as the basis for the revision done by Matthew Parker, which came to be 

knownastheBishops‘Bible.TheBishops‘BibleimmediatelydisplacedtheGreatBible,ofwhichthelast

printing was in 1569; however, the Great Bible Psalms had become a lasting part of the Book of Common 

Prayer, and they were insertedinBishops‘Biblesafter1572.Butterworth(1941:231)estimatedthat

thirteenpercentofthewordingoftheKingJamesversionoftheBibleisduetoCoverdale‘swork,

including the Great Bible.  

ThetextoftheNTwasreprintedinBagster‘sEnglish Hexapla in1841andinWeigle‘sThe New 

Testament Octapla in 1962. Its Psalms are in the Hexaplar Psalter of1911,anditsGenesisisinWeigle‘s

Genesis Octapla in 1965.  
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JACK P. LEWIS  

GREAT COMMISSION, THE. Thepericopespecificallyknownas―theGreatCommission‖is
Matt 28:18–20, but the post-Resurrection narratives in the Gospels and Acts record other directives (Mark 

16:15; Luke 24:47–49; John 20:21–23; Acts 1:8) as well that the risen Lord gave His church (Matt 16:18) 

toobey―tothecloseoftheage‖(Matt 28:20). Each account makes distinctive, but complementary, 

contributions to the Commission that has fueled the spread of Christianity to the present time (Peters 

1972: 174–98; Warren 1976).  

Of the various passages, Mark 16:15, located in the longer ending of the second gospel, is likely not 

original. However, this section of Mark was quoted by Irenaeus and Hippolytus in the latter 2d and early 

3d centuries A.D. Also,thewording―Gointoalltheworldandpreachthegospeltothewholecreation‖

(Mark 16:15)isstrikinglysimilartothePaulinestatementsthat―thegospel…hasbeenpreachedtoevery

creatureunderheaven‖(Col 1:23)and―inthewholeworld‖(Col 1:6). Thus, a mandate for universal 



proclamation of the gospel message is understood in the NT and early church history, completely apart 

from a decision on Mark 16:15.  

TheCommissionstatementinJohn‘sgospelreads,―AstheFatherhassentme,evensoIsendyou‖

(20:21).TheemphasisisoncontinuationofJesus‘ earthly ministry through the disciples (vv 19, 20). The 

Son came to fulfill a redemptive mission from the Father (3:16). Now, following the Johannine account of 

the death and burial of Jesus (19:17–42) and the glorious resurrection (20:1–9), the offer of forgiveness of 

sins (v 23) is sent forth (v 21) in the power of the Holy Spirit (v 22).  

TheversionofChrist‘scommissioninLukealsomentionsforgivenessandmorepreciselydescribesthe

geographical―sending‖:―Repentanceandforgivenessofsinswillbepreachedinhis name to all nations, 

beginningatJerusalem‖(24:47).ThecombiningofrepentanceandforgivenesslooksaheadtoPeter‘s

sermon at Pentecost (Acts 2:38).ThestatedscopeofPaul‘sapostolicmissionis―allnations‖(Rom 1:5; 

16:26), and he declares that he has proclaimed the gospel―fromJerusalemallthewayaroundto

Illyricum‖(Rom 15:19). Thus, there seems to be a consciousness of the Lukan Commission at an early 

stage.  

Luke‘smessageisrepeatedinActs 1:8,whichpicksupthethemesofbeing―witnesses‖fromLuke 

24:48 andof―power‖from24:49. It also states the same geographic starting point as seen in Luke 24:47 

(i.e., Jerusalem). In well-known words which generally prefigure the development of Acts, Jesus says, 

―YouwillreceivepowerwhentheHolySpirithas come upon you; and you will be my witnesses in 

Jerusalem,andinallJudeaandSamaria,andtotheendoftheearth‖(Acts 1:8). These words come 

immediately before the Ascension (v 9), thus accentuating their implications.  

Thespecific―GreatCommission‖isinMatt 28:18–20. In the light of the resurrection (28:1–7), the 

triumphant Lord asserts universal authority (v 18) and commands a universal age-long strategy (vv 19–

20;O‘Brien1978:256–67). While the background, structure, function, and theology of this section has 

recently been widely debated (Brooks 1981: 2–18; Hubbard 1974; Kingsbury 1974: 573–84; Friedrich 

1983: 137–83),thegeneralthrustisclear.InhispublicministryJesushadcalled―disciples‖(Gk

mathētai; TDNT 4:390–461; Wilkins 1988) from the masses as He went about proclaiming the gospel of 

the kingdom and teaching (Matt 4:17–5:2). Now He directs His closest disciples (Matt 28:16)to―Go…

and make disciples (mathēteuō)ofallnations‖(v 19).ThisrepresentsashiftfromJesus‘focusonIsrael

seen in Matt 10:5–6 and 15:24 (Brown 1980: 193–221).  

While the worldwide goal of the Great Commission is equivalent to Luke 24:47 and Acts 1:8, the 

sequential procedure isuniquetotheMattheanstatement:―going‖(Gkporeuthentes) for the purpose of 

evangelism and making disciples (Matt 28:19); baptizing those who respond to the gospel (v 19); and 

teaching those new disciples what Christ had commanded (v 20; Luter 1980: 269–70). Further, in words 

recallingthe―Emmanuel‖promisein Matt 1:23, Christ promises His ongoing presence in the Great 

Commission process (v 20), which will only be fulfilled at the time of the Parousia (Matt 24:14).  

The beginning of the outworking of the Great Commission is seen in the activities of the generation that 

receivedit.Peter‘sprocedureatPentecostwasevangelisticpreaching,thenbaptismandteaching(Acts 

2:41–42). The approach of Paul seen in Acts 14:21–23 isevangelisminorderto―makedisciples‖(the

only use of mathēteuō outside Matthew), then instructing the disciples (mathētai) and organizing them 

intochurches.SuchexamplesimplythattheapostlesunderstoodthatChrist‘schurch(Matt 16:18) was to 

be built up by making disciples of all nations throughout the age (Matt 28:19–20).  
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A. BOYD LUTER, JR.  

GREAT POWER, CONCEPT OF. See CONCEPT OF GREAT POWER (NHC VI,4).  

GREAT SEA (PLACE) [Heb hayyām haggādôl (ַהָים ַהָגדול)]. A geographical designation for the 

sea located W of the Promised Land (Num 34:6–7; Josh 1:4; 9:1; 15:47; 23:4; Ezek 47:15, 19, 20; 48:20). 

The Egyptians referred to it as W3ḏ-wr, the―GreatGreen,‖atermconnotingaseaingeneral,but

particularly the sea known today as the Mediterranean. Assyrian kings, whose armies reached the sea, 

called it t mtu rab  tu, the―GreatSea.‖TheAramaictranslation,theLXX,andtheVulgatefollowedsuit.

The Genesis Apocryphon, however, added a modifier. When delineating the W boundary of the land 

promised to Abraham, it called the sea to the west, ym˒ rb˒ dn dy mlḥ˒, the―GreatSeaofSalt‖(1QapGen

21).Thisseaisdesignatedas―great‖todistinguishitfromtheinland―SeaofSalt,‖acharacterization

found later in Jewish sources of the Middle Ages (Maimonides, Arabic commentary on m. Kelim 15:1).  

TheTargumrecognizestheexistenceoftwo―GreatSeas,‖oneintheWandoneintheSorSE(Tg. Ket. 

Ps 72:8). Since there was more than one great sea known to the ancients, a further distinction was made. 

The chronicles of the Assyrian kings show that the royal scribes described the Mediterranean as tam-ṫ 

rab  -tu ša šul-mu 
d
šam-ši (―theGreatSeawhichisinthewest‖),differentiatingitfromthetam-ṫ rab  -tu 

ša na-paḫ 
d
šam-ši (―theGreatSeawhichisinthe East‖).Similarly,whendrawingterritorialboundaries

of the biblical land, the Hebrews used the term hayyām haggādôl in conjunction with another word or 

phrase which signified the W, such as hayyām haggādôl mĕbô˒ haššāmeš, ―theGreatSeawherethesun

sets‖(Jos 1:4; 23:4), or yām, literally,―sea,‖butfiguratively,inmostinstances,―west‖(Num 34:6; cf. Ps 

107:3 where yām signifies―south‖). 

The ancient Near Eastern people gave designations to parts of the Great Sea, especially to its Syro-

Palestinian shores. Although not mentioned in Scriptures, Egyptian sources employ the term p3ywm ˓3 n 

Ḫ3rw, ―theGreatSeaofḪuru (Gardiner1932:61–76), which refers to the Great Sea of Ḫuru-land (= 

Syria-Palestine). The name is drawn from an ethnic group, Ḫurrians, which inhabited Syro-Palestine long 

before the appearance of the Israelite tribes (Gen 14:6; Deut 2:12). The biblical text preserves another 

ethnological term,―SeaofthePhilistines‖(Exod 23:31), located along the Palestinian shoreline, most 

probably in the vicinity of Philistine settlements. In the same vein, the Sea of Joppa is the part of the 

Great Sea named after the port city prominent from the pre-biblical era through the post-biblical period. 

Ancient Israel regarded this port city as the main outlet to the Great Sea for goods as well as for travelers 

even before it came under direct Jewish control in 143 B.C.E. (1 Chr 2:15; Ezra 3:7; Jonah 1:3; see also 

Let. Aris. 115; Strab. Geo 16 2.28).  

Designations of parts of the Great Sea by names of independent seaports or ethnic groups raised the 

question of the jurisdiction of the city or the people over the territorial waters adjacent to the land. While 

not discussed in Scriptures, the issue concerned the postbiblical Jewish sages. They argued that the W 

border, for the purposes of Jewish law, did not end with the seacoast of the Great Sea but incorporated 

that part of it that extended due W between the S and N borders of Israel. Theminimalists‘approach

included under Jewish jurisdiction only segments of the east Mediterranean along the coast. The 

maximalists‘viewencompassedamajorpartoftheGreatSea,placingnotonlytheseabutalsothe

islands under the jurisdiction of the Promised Land (b. Giṭ 8a), a theory which runs parallel to the Roman 

conception of the Mediterranean Sea as mare nostrum.  

The Israelites, contrary to their stereotype of landlubbers, were not only farmers but were also 

participants in maritime enterprises taking place in the Great Sea to the W and the Great Sea to the SE.  

A major preoccupation of the conquering Israelites was their attempt to control the seacoast which 

stretched from Gaza in the S to Sidon in the N. Coalitions of powerful western kings along hôp hayyām 

haggādôl (Josh 9:1), an hapax leqomenon referringtothe―shoreoftheGreatSea,‖joinedforcesto



prevent the advancing tribes of Israel from dominating the coastal strip. The alliance was defeated and the 

Israelites were able to occupy the coast, albeit only sections of it (Josh 11:8; Boling Joshua AB, 308; Judg 

1:27, 30–32; Boling Judges AB, 60). The efforts to control the seacoast were continued by the conquering 

tribes who achieved dominance over the central part of it, except for the famous harbor town of Dor (Josh 

17:11; Boling Joshua AB, 306; Judg 1:27).  

The possession of large sections of the coastal region permitted participation in marine trade and 

provided direct access to marts in foreign lands. According to biblical evidence, no less than three 

tribes—Zebulon, Dan, and Asher—were involved in maritime activities (Gen 49:13; Judg 5:17; see also 

Yadin 1965: 42–55).  

Recent maritime archaeological surveys reveal numerous harbors and havens along the ancient 

Mediterranean coast of Israel, suggesting considerable sea trade (Linder and Leenhardt 1964: 47–51; 

Raban 1984: 241–53). Later, when the Philistines gained control over the S coast, the Hebrews found 

another sea outlet. King Solomon exploited the geographical position of Ancient Israel as a land bridge 

between the two Great Seas and entered into a commercial partnership with the Phoenicians, which 

overcame geographical barriers for both. For the Hebrews, it opened up the sea-lanes on the 

Mediterranean, and for the Phoenicians, it allowed access to the lucrative sea trade from the east (1 Sam 

5:11; 1 Kgs 5:15–26; 9:11–14; 26–28; 10:11; 22; 2 Chr 2:2–15; 5:17–18; 9:21; see also Menander apud 

AgAp 1.120; 126).  

When the monarchy was divided and the tribes could no longer regain possession of the coastal strip, 

the maritime ventures on the Great Sea were severely curtailed (Gordon 1963: 31). There was, however, a 

full-blown revival of maritime activity during the Maccabean period (See MEDITERRANEAN SEA). As 

an integral component of the Mediterranean society (Gordon 1963: 20–22), the Hebrews always strove to 

achieve an outlet to the Great Sea. Whenever the goal was realized, they set sail and engaged in all 

aspects of maritime activities.  
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MEIR LUBETSKI  

GREECE (PLACE) [Gk hē Hellas (ἡ Ἑλλας)]. The lower part of the Balkan peninsula which protrudes 

southward from the continent of Europe, between Italy and Turkey (Acts 20:2).  

———  

A. Geographical Location  

B. Terminology  

C. Early Civilization (before 2000 B.C.)  

D. Migrations and Language (ca. 2600–1000 B.C.)  

E. Minoan Civilization (ca. 2000–1400 B.C.)  

F. Mycenaean Civilization (ca. 1450–1200 B.C.)  

G. The Dark Age (ca. 1200–800 B.C.)  

H. The Archaic Age (ca. 800–500 B.C.)  

I. The Classical Period (ca. 500–338 B.C.)  

J. The Hellenistic Period (338–146 B.C.)  

———  

A. Geographical Location  

The major part of the country of Greece is located between 20 and 25 degrees east longitude and 

between 36 and 40 degrees north latitude. However, there are more than 2,000 Greek islands, 151 of 



which are inhabited, which extend to the coast of Turkey, where colonists of ancient Greece established 

themselves in Aeolia and Ionia.  

B. Terminology  

The name Greece (Hellas) was brought into the main part of the country by an invading tribe of 

Hellēnes. According to Aristotle, they came from Epirus in NW Greece; more specifically, the area 

around Dodona, which they called Hellas. The name was later applied to the entire country. Greece is 

mentioned only once by name in the New Testament (Acts 20:2), where it refers only to Achaia (S 

Greece) as opposed to Macedonia in the N (v 3). Most modern translations of the Hebrew Bible render the 

term JAVAN as Greece (e.g., Dan 8:21; 10:20; 11:2; Zech 9:13). Javan is mentioned among the distant 

(gentile) nations in Isa 66:19; Ezek 27:13). The name was apparently derived from Javan, the fourth son 

ofNoah‘ssonJapheth(Gen 10:2, 4; 1 Chr 1:5, 7). Greeks are referred to in Joel 3:6.  

In NT times, subsequent to the extensive Hellenization of the ancient world by Alexander the Great, the 

term Greek became somewhat of a cultural designation, referring to anyone who accepted Greek culture 

and spoke the language. The Jews who came to worship at the Passover feast and asked to see Jesus are 

called―Greeks‖(hellēnes) by John, meaning they were from the Diaspora (John 12:20). Luke calls them 

―Hellenists‖(hellēnistōn, Acts 6:1). Ancient Greek manuscripts sometimes confuse or equate the two 

terms (Acts 9:29).Lukeprobablyreservestheterm―Greeks‖fornon-Jews who worship the one true God 

(Acts 14:1; 16:1, 3; 17:4, 12; 19:17), also calling them Godfearers (13:16, 26; 16:14; 18:7), and 

designatesas―Gentiles‖thosewhowerepolytheisticpagans(4:25, 27; 9:15; 18:6; etc.). Jews in 

Jerusalem felt that anyone who had not become a proselyte was a gentile, even if he was a Godfearer like 

Cornelius (Acts 11:1, 18).  

C. Early Civilization (before 2000 B.C.)  

There are no written documents concerning Greece prior to the Iliad of Homer, around 800 B.C. We 

rely, therefore, largely on archaeological discovery and philology for information about the prehistoric 

period. From a study of the language we learn that a non-Indo-European people lived in Greece before the 

arrival of Indo-European Greek-speaking tribes. The former seem to have come from Armenia and the 

latter from south Russia.  

Agricultural and pastoral seafaring nomads settled in Crete, Cyprus, and the Cyclades early in the 

Neolithic Period, around the close of the 4th millennium B.C. In the Early Bronze Period (ca. 2600–2000 

B.C. for Crete), migrants from Asia Minor settled in Crete and the Cyclades. Skeletons show that they 

were long-headed and narrow-faced people, rather short in stature; the men averaged five feet and two 

inches and the women four feet and eleven inches. These are regarded as the first Minoans, who settled in 

Crete and were later named after Minos, a famous king of Crete.  

Extensive trade developed between Cyprus and Babylonia, testified to by the discovery of many 

Babylonian cylinder seals in Early Bronze settlements in Cyprus. Trade also flourished between the 

Cyclades and Asia Minor. Undoubtedly prompted by this trade, the pictographic form of writing was 

replaced around 1600 by a linear script, called Linear A, which has never been deciphered. It was widely 

used throughout Crete. It was written from right to left and probably did not represent the Greek language. 

It may have belonged to the period prior to the Indo-European settlements.  

D. Migrations and Language (ca. 2600–1000 B.C.)  

The first Greek-speaking people in the southern Balkan Peninsula arrived in Macedonia, Thessaly, and 

Epirus sometime after 2600 B.C. and developed, probably due to the extreme mountainous nature of the 

country, their several different dialects. About 1900 B.C., people who spoke Ionic, the oldest dialect of 

Greek, moved into Boeotia, Corinthia, and Argolis.  

About 1600 B.C., the largest migration of Greek-speaking people entered Greece, speaking the Achaean 

groups of dialects—the Aeolic branch in E Greece and the Arcadian branch in the Peloponnese. The 

development of the epic Greek language began at that time, when these two branches were the main 

dialects of the Greek world. Those who spoke the Ionic dialect were driven southward into Attica by the 

Aeolic-speaking branch. The Dorians brought their dialect into S Greece, when they overthrew the 

Mycenaeans around 1200. About 1000 B.C., Ionians migrated to W Asia Minor and settled along its S 



coast. Homer and Hesiod wrote primarily in Ionic. The people of Athens were part of this Ionic-speaking 

tribe in Attica, and by the Classical Period, on the mainland, Ionic was spoken in Attica alone. Aeolic-

speaking Greeks also migrated to the W coast of Asia Minor, settling in the area immediately N of Ionia. 

The youngest stratum of dialect is Attic, which underlay the amalgamated Koine (common) Greek in 

which the New Testament was written.  

E. Minoan Civilization (ca. 2000–1400 B.C.)  

The Minoan civilization reached its zenith from 1600 to 1400 B.C. Excavated settlements show a highly 

developed society with two-story houses which contained bathrooms, lavatories, halls, and interior 

staircases. Frescoes and statues show the men wearing a codpiece, a tight belt, and occasionally a short 

kilt. Women wore a skirt, a tight belt, and sometimes a low corset, leaving the breasts exposed. Both 

sexes were slender and wore their hair long. The men were beardless. Both sexes participated in public 

functions, especially sports such as the popular somersaulting over the backs of charging longhorn bulls 

(bull-leaping). Dancing girls were frequently portrayed on the walls of the palace at Knossos in N Crete, 

excavated by Sir Arthur Evans in A.D. 1900. The chief deity of this devoutly religious civilization was 

female. The Mother Goddess of Anatolia may be the source of this deity, but this is uncertain.  

The major palaces of Crete were destroyed around 1400 B.C. when the Minoan civilization came to an 

end. The causes are not known, but several have been suggested as possible: (1) the mid-15th-century 

volcanic explosion that destroyed Thera (Santorini), which some identify with ancient Atlantis; (2) civil 

war on Crete; (3) pirate activity of the kind that later destroyed Troy and Mycenae and attacked Egypt; (4) 

an invasion of the Mycenaeans.  

F. Mycenaean Civilization (ca. 1450–1200 B.C.)  

Around 1450 B.C., Mycenaean expressions permeated the palace at Knossos. Michael Ventris 

deciphered the script, Linear B, recognizing the language as a primitive form of Greek (Chadwick 1958). 

It seems to have developed at Crete for commercial reasons in order to communicate in the Mycenaean 

language (which previously had existed only orally), having been brought to Crete from the mainland of 

Greece. Evidence indicates that the Mycenaeans never used Linear B for anything except accounts, 

inventories, and the like. No examples of continuous prose exist, and what is known of the system makes 

it unlikely that it was suitable for such communication. The script continued to be used on the mainland, 

after the destruction of Crete, until about 1200 B.C.  

The mainland had been settled about the same time as the islands, around 3000 B.C., in the regions of 

Thessaly, Phocis, and Boeotia. These settlers came from the hinterland of Asia Minor as well as from the 

N. The S portion of Greece entered the Bronze Age (ca. 2600 to 1900 B.C. for the mainland) sooner than 

did the N. The Middle Bronze Age (ca. 1900 to 1600 B.C.) saw the invasion of central and S Greece, 

including the Peloponnese, by Greek-speaking people from the N. This culture, which entered Greece 

with violent destruction, developed significantly and from 1600 to 1450 prevailed in Boeotia and Argolis. 

In the latter district, the city of Mycenae was first excavated in 1874 by Heinrich Schliemann, who found 

the first evidence of this culture, and it was therefore dubbed Mycenaean.  

Excavations by Sir Arthur Evans and others have shown that the Mycenaeans and the Minoans were 

two distinct cultures. The Mycenaeans, unlike the Minoans, were a taller, warlike people, who buried their 

dead in lavish shaft graves and used gold in abundance. However, the Mycenaeans were influenced by 

Minoan culture from Crete while retaining their own. This is seen especially in their pottery, jewelry, 

religious symbolism, and association with a cult of the Mother Goddess. Excavations by Schliemann at 

Mycenae and Troy have given historical credibility to the geographical and historical background of 

Homer‘sIliad.  

G. The Dark Age (ca. 1200–800 B.C.)  

Mycenaean civilization was destroyed about 1200 B.C. in a way not yet known. It may have been an 

invasion of Dorians from the N. Civilization devolved into barbarism, and all cultural advance stopped—

seal engraving, fresco painting, faience making, ivory carving, working with stone, etc. No documents in 

any language have been found in Greece during this period; Linear B ceased to exist. It was a time of 

general disruption in the Mediterranean. Troy fell to a Mycenaean coalition which itself was almost 



immediately destroyed, perhaps by Dorians. Sea Peoples (probably Philistines) attempted an invasion of 

Egypt. The Hittites were conquered by the Phrygians. Lydia was overrun and Cyprus plundered. Tarsus 

(in Asia Minor), Ugarit (in Syria), and Sidon (in Lebanon) were burned.  

H. The Archaic Age (ca. 800–500 B.C.)  

During this period significant changes took place in Greece. Sometime in the early part of the period the 

Phoenician alphabet was adopted, and a complete system of vowels developed. Writing was virtually 

rediscovered, making possible the production of Greek literature. The topography of the land, 

characterized by many isolated valleys, which contributed to the perpetuation of various dialects, also 

fostered the rise of the city-state (the polis). These independent cities were never able to be absorbed into 

a single political entity until the time of Philip of Macedon. For its citizens, the city was the state, and 

every member of the polis was also a member by birth of both a tribe (the larger unit) and a brotherhood 

(primarily a religious association which observed festivals).  

During the early part of this period, the Olympic Games were founded. Subsequent Greek calendars 

were based on the Olympiads, the four-year intervals between games. The games provided one of the few 

times when Greeks transcended local loyalties and interests and came together to honor Zeus. Only men 

participated in the games, which also banned women spectators in the early years.  

Trade between Greece and the east increased during these centuries, while colonization of S Italy took 

place. Greek settlements were also made in the N Aegean, on the shores of the Black Sea, and along the N 

coast of Africa. Aristocratic landowners maintained control of the society and conducted warfare during 

the early years of the period. Sometime after the mid-7th century, the aristocratic type of rule was 

replaced by that of tyrants (from both the aristocracy and the people), who took control of city-states by 

the use of bands of armed followers. Some of these were good for the people, but most were not. The 

latter are responsible for the negative connotation of the word in subsequent history.  

The first temples built of stone in Greece date to around the end of the 7th century. In the following 

century, they were built throughout the Mediterranean world. These temples were not places of worship 

but residences of the gods, and by the 6th century they ceased to satisfy the religious needs of the 

worshipers, who created a new form of expression, the Mystery Religions, or secret cults, which centered 

on Dionysus, Demeter, and Orpheus. These maintained their popularity until well after the NT period.  

The Archaic Age witnessed the creation of lyric poetry, which probed the depths of human emotions, 

but almost no Greek music has survived. Scientific and philosophical speculation also developed during 

this time. Military defense was enhanced by the construction of substantial city walls, while harbors and 

public buildings of various kinds were built to intensify commercial activity.  

Although Greece had been divided into many city-states in the 6th century, the history of the 5th 

century was predominantly the history of two of these—Athens and Sparta. This is partially because these 

two cities were the two major forces in preventing Persian control of Greece. Nevertheless, each 

represented a completely different approach to Greek culture at the time.  

Sparta consisted of a group of five neighboring unwalled villages, rather than a walled city. It evidently 

had been settled by Dorians, who took the area in Mycenaean times. A totalitarian regime governed 

Sparta,emphasizingmilitarypreparednessandresistinganykindofsocialchange.Sparta‘slawsforbade

foreign travel by its citizens, discouraged foreign visitors, and prohibited coined money. This eliminated 

foreign trade, of course. A system of communal living developed, unlike anything known elsewhere in 

Greece. Although they were expected to marry by age 30, the sexes continued to live in segregated areas, 

the young men sleeping in military club dormitories for years later. Clandestine evening rendezvous with 

wives were routine, of course. Spartan women became more socially independent in such a society, 

developing a reputation for sexual aggressiveness and lesbianism. Children belonged to the state, and if 

notperfectatbirthwere―exposed‖(thrown out to die). At age 12 a boy was taken into military service 

and left home forever to live with other young men. Girls also received some physical education. 

Homosexuality was common in such segregated circumstances.  



This system gave Sparta the best army in Greece from about 550 to 350 B.C., an army created to defend 

and preserve its own way of life, not to make military conquests. The cost of such security was the 

surrender of individualism to the interests of the state, somewhat along the lines of modern communism.  

Athens, by contrast, developed a system of laws in the 6th century that modernized the old system of the 

city. Solon, himself an aristocrat who was chosen by the city as a virtual benevolent tyrant to renovate its 

laws, abrogated the old Draconian code, which had been produced by the aristocracy. In its place he made 

sweeping reforms and instituted what became the basis of a democracy. Changes in the judicial system 

were accompanied by the transference of more power to representatives of the people.  

At the time that democracy was emerging in Greece, a challenge to its existence was developing further 

east. By 550 B.C. the Persian king Cyrus had overthrown the king of Media, whose brother-in-law 

Croesus, king of Lydia, then marched against Cyrus but was defeated in 546 B.C. Ionia and Aeolia, the 

Greek colonies in W Asia Minor, had backed the loser and were placed under the rule of tyrants, who 

were answerable to the Persian satrap at Sardis. After the death of Cyrus, his son Cambyses conquered 

Egypt, and the Greeks found themselves bordering the greatest empire the world had ever known.  

Ionia revolted in 499 B.C., and the war that followed was recorded by Herodotus, a native of Ionia, who 

wrote his history of the Persian Wars in the Ionic dialect during the 5th century. Ionia failed, and its 

greatest city, Miletus, the pride of the Greek world, was evacuated; its inhabitants were resettled in the 

east. Darius had taken the Persian throne in 522 B.C. and now decided to take the mainland of Greece. He 

sent an expedition there in 492, which failed when the Persian fleet was destroyed in a storm off Mt. 

Athos. Two years later, in 490, he sent another force which landed at Marathon, but it was also 

unsuccessful. More than 6,000 Persians were killed at Marathon, compared to only 192 Athenians. The 

Persians withdrew by sea and sailed against Athens. However, the Athenian troops made a marathon 

march to Athens, arriving there in twenty-six days, before the Persians could prepare for a battle. The 

Persians then left without attempting a landing.  

The Athenians commissioned Themistocles to build a navy, anticipating another Persian attack 

eventually. The fleet numbered 200 ships and was ready when Xerxes, the son of Darius, invaded Greece 

in 480 B.C. to avenge the loss at Marathon. The force, which Herodotus says numbered 1,700,000, was 

too large to move by sea, and so it marched from Sardis in Asia Minor, across the Dardanelles on a 

pontoon bridge, and then down the coast of Greece, while the navy sailed just off shore.  

Leonidas, a Spartan king who was assisting Athens, met the Persians at a narrow pass on the coast 

called Thermopylae (about 50 yards wide at the time, though wider now). Seeing the hopelessness of the 

situation, Leonidas sent the largest part of his force back to Athens, and with the remainder of his troops 

fought a delaying battle to allow Athens time to prepare for the Persian invasion. A treacherous local 

Greek guide took a Persian contingent through the mountains, allowing them to outflank Leonidas and his 

men, all of whom were killed. However, the Persian fleet lost 400 ships in a gale at Artemision off the N 

end of Euboea and 200 more around the S end of the island.  

Meanwhile, the citizens of Athens had been given enough time to evacuate the city and move to the 

island of Salamis, where they would rely on the navy of Themistocles to defend them. The Greek navy, 

consisting of about 300 ships, destroyed much of the remaining Persian fleet in the straits of Salamis 

between the island and the mainland. After sacking Athens, Xerxes returned to Sardis and left a large 

force to finish conquering the mainland. However, the Spartans met them with a force of 38,000 hoplite 

soldiers at Plataea in SW Boeotia and defeated them. The year was 479 B.C. The Greek fleet crossed the 

Aegean sea, caught what remained of the Persian fleet ashore in Mycale, between Miletus and Ephesus, 

and burned it.  

I. The Classical Period (ca. 500–338 B.C.)  

Although Sparta had been a trusted ally of Athens during the Persian Wars, rivalry soon developed 

between them, eventually producing a conflict that lasted from 460 to 404 B.C.  

In 478–477 B.C. in addition to maintaining the alliance she had with Sparta, Athens proceeded to create 

another alliance with all her allies around the perimeter of the Aegean, and functioned as the unquestioned 

leader of this new Delian League, which met on the sacred island of Delos. A treasury to fund the league 



was established on the island in the temple of Apollo and Artemis. Although Sparta, which never liked 

outside involvement, was happy for Athens to have allies who would fight with her, and thus free Sparta 

from the task, she eventually came to resent the encroaching control of Athens over the entire Delian 

League. Sparta was gradually losing her position as leader of the city-states, while Athens was gradually 

enhancing her position.  

The tension peaked when Sparta called upon Athens to help her with an internal crisis, a revolt of her 

serfs, who were called helots. Athenian forces did so poorly that the Spartans contemptuously dismissed 

them, preferring to fight without their weak assistance. Athens thereupon broke her alliance with Sparta 

and made one about 464 B.C. withSparta‘senemyArgos,whichlaybetween Athens and Sparta.  

A major factor in the gradual transformation of leadership from Sparta to Athens was the evolution of 

themethodologyofwarfareinGreece.Sparta‘suniqueandwell-disciplined army had made her the 

supreme power in Greece for a long time. However, after the defeat of the Persians by the navy of Athens, 

itbecameincreasinglycleartoeveryonethatGreece‘sfuturelayinitsnavy.Furthermore,Athenswas

much more involved in naval matters than Sparta because of its leadership of the Delian League, which 

involved the Aegean islands and the coast of Asia Minor. In this way, Athens inevitably assumed the 

leadership once held by Sparta.  

In addition to these factors, there was also the rise of democracy in Athens, made possible by economic 

andpoliticalconditionsthatdidnotandcouldnotexistinSparta‘smilitaristicconfiguration.Pericles,a

dedicated Athenian aristocrat who hungered for democracy, eventually persuaded the leaders of Athens in 

462–461 B.C. to pass a series of laws that eliminated the last remnants of the old aristocratic constitution 

and instated full democracy.  

According to Thucydides, the Athenians were exacting and harsh, eventually losing their popularity as 

the leaders of the Delian League but maintaining their control by force. Thus, the Delian League became 

anAthenianempire.AfterminorconflictswithCorinthandAegina,Athensbuiltthe―LongWalls‖

between herself and the newly constructed port at Piraeus. She also supported an Egyptian revolt against 

Persia, which ended in disaster for the Greek fleet, which was completely destroyed in 454. Athens now 

shifted her policy from an intensive involvement with the League to preoccupation with mainland 

defense.TheLeague‘streasurywasmovedfromDelostotheAcropolis in Athens for safety.  

By 449 B.C., Athens and Persia realized that further conflict was unprofitable for both and reached a 

compromise. Athens abandoned Cyprus, and Ionia became a demilitarized zone. Due to the inability of 

Athens to defend her interests in the Aegean, her allies lost confidence in her leadership and revolted, 

provoked by the decision of Pericles to use League money to rebuild the temples in Athens which Xerxes 

had burned. In 450 B.C., Spartan commanders brought a large Peloponnesian army to Eleusis on the W 

outskirts of Athens, but they were bribed by Pericles with money from the League treasury and took the 

army home. Athens and Sparta made a thirty-year nonaggression pact in 445 B.C., agreeing not to interfere 

witheachother‘s allies, and Athens moved toward even greater exclusiveness, having already passed a 

law requiring Athenian parentage on both sides for citizenship.  

It was in the years after the Persian Wars that Greek culture matured into what is now called Classical 

Greece. During these years, Pericles was the undisputed majority leader of the Assembly in Athens, which 

was the governing body of the city, but he was not a head of state. Democracy was at work here. The 

Council of the Five Hundred, which advised the Assembly, was composed of fifty men from each of the 

ten tribes, and its members were selected annually by the casting of lots. Lobbyists arose among the 

business classes to see that their interests were not overshadowed by the wealthy. They were called 

demagogues(i.e.,―leadersofthepeople‖)andwerethefirstprofessionalpoliticians.Theywere,of

course, not liked by the gentry, but were an essential part of the working democracy. Any person, 

regardless of class, could speak before the Assembly.  

Even though Athens and Sparta had made a thirty-year peace pact, there was constant anxiety between 

them because of the desire of Sparta to remain culturally introverted and her fear that the extroverted 

AthenswouldeventuallystirupSparta‘salliesagainsther.War between them was inevitable, according 

toThucydides,becauseofthe―growthofAthenianpowerandthefearwhichthiscausedinSparta.‖



Within a decade the Peloponnesian War (434–404 B.C.) broke out. Sparta prevailed in the war against 

Athens, at the conclusionofwhichAthenswasforcedtosurrenderandSpartatoredownthe―Long

Walls‖ofAthensaswellasthefortificationsofherharborcity,Piraeus.TheAthenianempirewas

dissolved, and Athens was forced to become an ally of Sparta.  

The Classical Period was a time of the extraordinary burgeoning of the Greek genius, the blossoming of 

the human spirit. This era saw the work of Herodotus, who wrote about the war between Greece and 

Persiainsuchananalyticalwayastobecomethe―FatherofHistory‖andprobablyofcultural

anthropology as well. He created the discipline of history by not only investigating and recording what 

happened but also attempting to determine why. During this time, Thucydides penned his account of the 

Peloponnesian War, one of the greatest histories ever written, though not in the modern sense of the term. 

His analysis of events carried him into a philosophical quest for underlying realities and universal 

principles that transcend modern history writing. Xenophon also wrote, through the eyes of a farmer and 

soldier, about the world as he saw it.  

The Classical Age saw the great poets and playwrights of both tragedy and comedy. Tragedy originated 

in the religious drama connected with the worship of Dionysus. This is reflected in the works of 

Aeschylus through the recurring themes of religion and politics. The ancient world, of course, was 

basically theistic and theocentric, unlike the pragmatic atheism and cultural hedonism that prevails in 

much of modern society. Of the ninety plays Aeschylus is said to have written, only seven survive. 

Sophocles, his contemporary, reportedly wrote 120 plays, of which only seven also are extant.  

Whereas Aeschylus and Sophocles left the issue of human suffering and justice in the mysterious realm 

of divine fate, a younger tragedian named Euripides dealt with an emerging national sense of justice that 

predicated some element of personal responsibility. Law courts in Athens were now proceeding on the 

assumption that guilt could not adequately be accounted for by blaming an invidious cosmic system. 

Euripidesdepartedfromhispredecessors‘preoccupationwithmythologyandconcernedhimselfmore

withthehumandrama.InEuripides‘plays,eventhegodswerecalledtoaccountforconductunbecoming

to a deity. Nineteen of the some ninety plays he is said to have written survive. The great writers of 

comedy during the period included Aristophanes and Menander, who brought a new sense of meaning to 

theater by both creating new material and parodying some of the tragedies.  

The theaters in which these plays were originally performed were made of wood, but during the 

Classical Period stone theaters began to be erected. The Dionysus theater, the oldest theater in Greece, 

was located at the foot of the Acropolis in Athens. It was rebuilt in stone during the time of Alexander the 

Great by the Attic statesman Lycurgus (ca. 330 B.C.). Greek drama had reached its zenith by the 5th 

century B.C., with the works of the above-mentioned authors, and extant theaters reflect alterations 

required by developments in dramatic activity over two hundred years. All the surviving theaters—e.g., at 

Epidarus, Corinth, Dodona, and Philippi—were built or renovated later than the composition of the plays 

that were performed in them. We know most about those constructed in the 4th century and later. Creative 

writing for the theater ceased after the 5th century, and attention was centered on the alteration of 

facilities.  

An equal emphasis was placed on the construction of temples during this period, which saw the erection 

of monumental structures, such as those still standing in Athens today. The Theseion (Temple of 

Hephaistos and Athena), built in the Greek Agora in 449, began the period of reconstruction following the 

Persian Peace, which had been executed that year. On the Acropolis, the Parthenon (Temple of Athena) 

was erected from 447 to 438 B.C., the Temple of Athena Nike from 427 to 424, and the Erectheion 

(Temple of Athena and Poseidon) some time after 395.  

Some of the greatest Greek sculpture was produced during this period, one of the most significant pieces 

being that of the colossal bronze statue of Athena Promachos by Pheidias, which was finished in 458 B.C. 

and stood forty paces inside the monumental entrance to the Acropolis. Another huge chryselephantine 

statue of Athena by Pheidias was completed in the Parthenon in 432 B.C.  

Both Socrates and Plato were products of the Classical Period. Their contribution to human thought is 

foundational for much of the subsequent intellectual history of the Western world. Aristotle, the pupil of 



Plato, became the tutor of Alexander the Great in his youth. The type of Greek culture that Alexander 

spread throughout his empire was learned at the feet of this teacher, whose thought continues to influence 

human history.  

J. The Hellenistic Period (338–146 B.C.)  

In the closing years of the Classical Period, Athens, Sparta, and Thebes had all exhausted themselves 

trying to build empires. By 360 B.C., the balance of power politics had left Greece without a leader. The 

time was ripe for the emergence of a powerful unifying force. That force emerged in the person of Philip 

II, who became king of Macedon in 359. Macedonia was a poor and divided country when he became its 

ruler, but within twenty-one years he ruled the entire Balkan Peninsula. He captured the gold fields at 

Philippi and bought mercenary soldiers to build an army. Among those available were 10,000 Greek 

mercenaries who had fought with the Persian king Cyrus in 401 in an unsuccessful attempt to overthrow 

Artaxerxes. When Cyrus was killed, rather than surrender they elected new generals who led them out of 

Mesopotamia, north to the Black Sea, and eventually home to Greece. One of these generals was 

Xenophon, who tells the whole story in his Anabasis (―LongMarch‖).  

While Demosthenes, the golden orator of Athens, was warning the Athenians about the rising power in 

Macedonia, Philip was building his army. In one of the decisive battles of history, the Macedonians 

defeated Athens and Thebes, theMacedoniancavalrybeingbrilliantlyledbyPhilip‘ssonAlexander.The

year was 338 B.C. Two years later Philip was assassinated, and Alexander was quickly elected to succeed 

his father in 336.  

Alexander was only twenty when he came to power; he was referred to contemptuously by 

Demosthenesas―theboy.‖AlexanderimmediatelysecuredhisbordersandputdownarevoltinThebes,

razing it to the ground. He later regretted the atrocity. However, the lesson was sufficiently clear to 

everyone,andbyithecowedallofGreece.Hewaselected,likePhilip,―GeneraloftheHellenes‖at

Corinth.Alexander‘sfavoriteauthorwasHomer,andhetendedtoidentifyhimselfwithAchillesandthe

spirit of the great heroes about whom Homer wrote. He thus resisted pressure by his officers to marry and 

provide an heir in case he should die in battle. There was little need to concern himself with affairs at 

home when there were worlds to conquer.  

In 334 B.C., Alexander moved eastward against Persia, meeting its army at the Granicus River in N 

Mysia of Asia Minor. Commanding 40,000 soldiers, he defeated the Persians, but was almost killed 

himself. Asia Minor was his. He moved further eastward to Syria, where he met the Persian king Darius 

III at the Issus pass and defeated him in 333. Darius panicked and fled toward Persia, his wife and family 

having been captured by the Greeks. Moving south along the Levant, Alexander took the city of Tyre 

after a lengthy siege. The inhabitants had fled to an offshore island, and Alexander had no boats. So he 

took the ruins of the destroyed city and built a causeway to the island, making it forever a peninsula. 

Continuingsouthward,AlexanderenteredEgypt,whichhe―liberated‖fromPersian control and where he 

was appropriately treated as a hero. Here he built the first of his many cities named Alexandria, at the 

mouth of the Nile. The new city replaced Tyre as the chief port in the E Mediterranean.  

Alexander refused an attempt by Darius to ransom his family and, heading east again, met the Persian 

army in 331 B.C. at Gaugamela, a city in Assyria on the Tigris River, 200 miles N of Baghdad. Defeating 

Darius again, Alexander rested his troops in Babylon for a while and then moved on southeast to conquer 

Susa and Persepolis. In the latter city, he burned the palace of Xerxes, the Persian king who had burned 

Athens. The treasury of the Persians fell into his hands, and after Darius was deposed and murdered by 

his own satraps in Bactria for incompetence, Alexander declared himself a successor of the Achaemenid 

dynasty of Persian kings and embarked on a conquest of the eastern parts of the empire.  

After three years of hard battle, Alexander reached the Indus River valley in W India and planned to go 

on to the Ganges, but his exhausted army refused to go any farther. So he returned to Babylon and 

reorganized his empire. He planned to have a link by sea with India, to circumnavigate Arabia, and 

possibly to conquer the western Mediterranean, but his plans were terminated by his death in Babylon. He 

succumbed after having lain ill with a fever for ten days. He died June 13, 323 B.C., at the age of thirty-

two.  



Alexander left no legitimate heir of Greek blood; his army was unwilling to accept the son, Alexander 

IV, whom he had sired through the barbarian Roxane. His feebleminded half-brother, Philip III 

Arrhidaeus, was equally unacceptable. The first line of contenders for the throne, his senior commanders, 

either died or were killed. All his blood relatives were killed as well, including his son Alexander, 

Roxane, his mother Olympias, and his brother. A second group of contenders divided the empire among 

themselves, and after some conflict power was massed in three centers. Ptolemy consolidated control of 

Egypt, and from him arose the Ptolemies who governed Egypt until the last of them, Cleopatra, died. 

AntigonusIIGonatas(sonoftheAlexander‘sgeneralAntigonustheOne-eyed) took control of 

Macedonia and Greece, and established the Antigonid dynasty. Seleucus took the eastern satrapies in 

Mesopotamia, as well as Syria and parts of Asia Minor. The Seleucids established their dynasty in 

Antioch of Syria and ruled from there until Pompey took the area for Rome in 64 B.C.  

After a considerable effort in putting down an attempt by the Macedonian rulers to regain a dominant 

position in Greece, an attempt which included aiding Carthage against Rome in the Punic Wars, the 

Roman general Mummius decimated the Macedonian army at the battle of Pydna in 168. In 148 B.C. a 

Roman army annexed Macedonia as a province, and in 146 another Roman army defeated the Achaean 

League and took S Greece. This time Mummius made an example of Corinth by slaughtering the men, 

enslaving the women and children, and razing the city. It would not be rebuilt for a hundred years. Greece 

was now firmly in the control of Rome.  

During the time of the NT, Greece consisted of two large provinces: Macedonia in the N and Achaia in 

the S. The central section of the country was subdivided into two smaller geographical but not political 

districts: Epirus on the W and Thessaly on the E. A major road, the Egnatian Way, was built from 

Apollonia and Dyrrhachium on the W coast, cross Macedonia, through Thessalonica and Philippi to Asia. 

Paul traveled the road when he brought Christianity to Greece from Asia Minor. Good roads and maritime 

service connected the N and S parts of the country.  

Macedonia had several ports on the E coast, including Neapolis, Methone, Aliki (for Pydna), and Dion. 

On the W coast Apollonia was served by the harbor at Aulona, and others existed along the coast as well. 

Achaia was accessible by sea through numerous ports along the E coast, and Athens could be reached 

through ports in Glifada, Phaleron, and Piraeus. The W coast of Achaia was served by several harbors, 

including those at Actium and Nicopolis. On the Peloponnese, there were good harbors at Lechaion and 

Cenchrea, which allowed Corinth to develop into a large international city. Lechaion provided access to 

Italy and Europe through the Corinthian Gulf, while Cenchrea supplied an outlet eastward through the 

Saronic Gulf to Asia. Greece was a great maritime nation, but her sailors, unlike the Phoenicians, were 

not necessarily great navigators, since they were almost never out of sight of one of the more than 2,000 

islands in the Aegean. Most of the important cities in Greece were built on the Aegean side of the country.  

Undoubtedly the greatest contribution Greece made to the world relative to biblical studies was the 

spread of Hellenism throughout the Mediterranean world. The Greek language was the lingua franca of 

the empire from the time of Alexander to Constantine, replacing the Aramaic tongue used by the Persians. 

The Jews had translated the Hebrew Scriptures into Greek as early as the 3d century B.C. in Alexandria, 

and most of the Apocrypha was written in that language. Most Christians used the Greek Bible rather than 

the Hebrew one, because even Jewish Christians would not have been fluent in Hebrew. That is, after all, 

why the Septuagint was produced. All the books of the NT were apparently composed in Greek, as the 

more than 6,000 preserved manuscripts and pieces of manuscript testify. No ancient manuscript of a NT 

book has been found in Aramaic, although patristic sources state that portions of it existed in Aramaic. 

Greeceplayedavitalroleduringthat―fullnessoftime‖(Gal 4:4), when Christianity was introduced into 

the world.  
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JOHN MCRAY  

GREEK LANGUAGE. See LANGUAGES (GREEK).  

GREEK VERSIONS. See SEPTUAGINT; and VERSIONS, ANCIENT (GREEK).  

GRIESBACH HYPOTHESIS. See TWO-GOSPEL HYPOTHESIS.  

GRIFFON. See ZOOLOGY (FAUNA).  

GUARANTEE. See DEPOSIT.  

GUARD, COURT OF THE (PLACE) [Heb ḥ ṣar (ֲחַצר) hammaṭṭār  (ַהַמָטָרה)]. A place 

within the palace complex where prisoners were confined. However, all biblical references to this place 

are in the book of Jeremiah, and attest to the dire circumstances at the time of the Babylonian siege of 

Jerusalem. Jeremiah, who was confined there (32:8, 12; 33:1; 37:21; 38:6, 13, 28; 39:14–15), nevertheless 

seems to have enjoyed some freedom of movement. It is possible that the court in question was only being 

used temporarily to house (mostly political) prisoners during times of political crisis (cf. the house of 

Jonathan the secretary, which was also being used to detain prisoners at the time, 37:20).  

GARY A. HERION  

GUARD, GATE OF THE. See GATE OF THE GUARD (PLACE).  

GUARD, PRAETORIAN. See PRAETORIAN GUARD.  

GULL. See ZOOLOGY (FAUNA).  

GUNI (PERSON) [Heb gûn   (גּוִני)].GUNITES.1.ThesecondofNaphtali‘sfoursons(Gen 46:24; 1 

Chr 7:13), who went into Egypt with him (Gen 46:8, 26–27), and whose family emerged as a substantial 

clan within the tribe by the time of the ExodusandMoses‘censusinthewilderness(Num 26:48). The 

name may be cognate with the Arabic term j nun, which refers to a variety of bird (IPN, 230).  

2. A Gadite who was the father of Abdiel and the grandfather of Ahi (1 Chr 5:15). What is not clear, 

however, is the connection between these three men and the other Gadites listed in 1 Chronicles 5. It may 

be that the three were the ancestors of Buz and his descendants (vv 12–14) and that textual corruption is 

responsible for the break between vv 14 and 15. It is also possible, however, that this three-name 

component of the Gadite genealogy is unrelated to the other names. At any rate, neither Guni nor the other 

Gadites in the genealogy (1 Chr 5:11–17) appear in other lists of Gadites (Gen 46:16; Num 26:15–18; 1 

Chr 12:9–16—Eng12:8–15).  

3.OneofDavid‘smightymennamedJASHEN (Heb yāšēn), who is listed in 2 Samuel 23 with the 

otherswhoconstituted―thethree‖and―thethirty,‖maybeassociatedwiththename―Guni.‖Although

the MT of 2 Sam 23:32 reads―thesonsofJashen,‖scholarshavelongfavoredemendingthetextby

droppingout―thesonsof‖(bĕnê), arguing that the expression results from dittography after the preceding 

word that ends in -bōn  . Furthermore, since many LXX mss of 2 Sam 23:32 and its parallel in 1 Chr 12:34 

call Jashen a Gunite (ho gouni or some variant of this spelling), it has been suggested that the MT be 

emendedto―JashentheGunite.‖Driver(NHT, 371) and Elliger (1935: 53–54), however, argued that 

since the Gunites of Naphtali were too far removed from David in his early days in Judah, the text should 

beemendedto―JashenofGimzo.‖According to 2 Chr 28:18, the town of Gimzo was much closer to 

David‘snativecountry,onlyafewmilesSEofLydda/Lod.McCarter(2 Samuel AB, 492), however, has 

suggestedthatthetextbeemendedto―JashentheGizonite,‖followingthe―Gizonite‖readingoftheMT

of1Chr11:34.InspiteoftheLXX‘ssupportforreading―theGunite,‖McCarterbelievesthatearlier

scribes or translators confused two Hebrew letters (zayin and waw).  
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M. PATRICK GRAHAM  

GUR (PLACE) [Heb gûr (גּור)]. The name of the ascent located by (near) Ibleam where Ahaziah, king 

of Judah, was fatally wounded by Jehu (2 Kgs 9:27). On the analogy of Josh 10:10, it seems likely that the 

ascent was named after a neighboring site.  

Ahaziah was fleeing S from Jezreel toward Samaria and Jerusalem. This road, leading SW to modern 

Jenin (the natural pass from the Jezreel valley into the Dothan valley and the Samaria mountains), is 

calledthe―roadofBeth-Haggan.‖Knowingwellthelocaltopography,Jehuorderedtheattackon

Ahaziah―intheascentofGur,whichisbyIbleam.‖Thisgeographicalnoteleavesnodoubtthat Gur 

should be located near Ibleam, well identified at Kh. Belameh (M.R. 177205), a large mound located ca. 2 

km S of Beth-Haggan (modern Jenin). Eusebius also indicates that a place named Gur is located near 

Ibleam (Onomast. 72: 23–24).  

Zertal has suggested identifying Gur with Kh. en-Najjar (M.R. 178205), a fortified tell of 32 dunam in 

area, located in the high, E side of the deep Wadi Belameh, where both the ancient and the modern roads 

passed. Topographically, this is the only pass between Beth-Haggan (and the Jezreel valley) and the 

Samariamountains.Theroadthereisnarrowandhard,andthebiblicaldescription―ascent‖(Heb

ma˓ leh) fits well the topographical conditions. Just as Kh. Belameh controls the pass from the W, Kh. 

en-Najjar controls it from the E. Gur is probably preserved in the 15th century B.C. Taanach letter no. 2, 

line 5, as Gur-ra,theplacewhereAkhiyamiinformedRewassathat―hewasambushed,‖confirmingthat

the ascent of Gur was a good place for planning an ambush. Biridiyah, prince of Megiddo, attested in the 

Amarna letters, is also mentioned in this Taanach letter, indicating that the arena of the letter is the S part 

of the Jezreel valley.  

According to the transcription rules, the Arabic term Najjar may well preserve the name―Gur‖(the

addition of n- prefixes is not unusual). Kh. Najjar was founded in the Chalcolithic period, but Zertal (fc.) 

tends to date the fortifications to EB I–II. After a probable abandonment, the site was resettled in MB II, 

continuing into the LB IronIIperiods.Thus,allrelevantperiodsfortheidentificationof―Gur-ra‖and

―Gur‖arerepresented. 
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GURBAAL (PLACE) [Heb gur-ba˓al (ֻגר־ַבַעל)]. A small Arab town, against which Uzziah, king of 

Judah, received divine assistance (2 Chr 26:7).TheLXXandVulgatetranslations‘―rockofBaal‖suggest

an original reading of ṣûr ba˓al (Heb) or tur ba˓al (Aram). Its association in the text with Meunim 

(Mehunim) indicates a location to the E, probably somewhere in Edom. It has been suggested that Jebel 

Nebi Harun, near Petra, may have been the rock of Baal, since this location appears always to have had a 

sanctuary on its summit. Another suggestion equates Gurbaal with the Kr-b˓r of the Egyptian town lists. 

The precise location of this latter site is unknown at present.  

RANDALL W. YOUNKER  

GUSH HALAV. See GISCALA (M.R. 191270).  

GYMNASIUM. See EDUCATION (GRECO-ROMAN).  



H  

H. The abbreviation used by biblical scholars to represent the Holiness Code in pentateuchal source 

criticism. See HOLINESS CODE.  

HA-ELEPH (PLACE) [Heb hā˒elep (ָהֶאֶלפ)]. A Benjaminite town listed between Zela and Jerusalem 

(Josh 18: 28). The name is problematic. LXX
B
 omits the name altogether; and LXX

A
 conflates it with 

Zela, reading Sēlaleph. On identification, see ZELA (PLACE).  

GARY A. HERION  

HAAHASHTARI (PERSON) [Heb hā˒ăḥa tār   (ָתִשי  )]. The eponymous ancestor of aָהֲאַחשְׁ

familyofJudahknownasthe―Ahashtarites‖(1 Chr 4:6, cf. Noth IPN, 236). The genealogy traces 

Haahashtari‘slineagebacktoAshhur,thefatherofTekoathroughhiswifeNaarah.Immediately

preceding the Ahashtarites in the list are three sons of Ashhur and Naarah: Ahuzzam, Hepher, and 

Temeni. Whether the Ahashtarites are descended from one of these three or represent a line through a 

fourth son is unclear. A derivation of the name from a Persian root ḫ aça, meaning―kingdom,‖―power,‖

―rule‖has been sought (HALAT 1: 36; cf. Myers 1 Chronicles AB, 28). That the name is a corruption of 

hā˒a ḥ r  , the―Ashhurites,‖anddescribestheprecedingnames(ISBE [1939] 2: 1311) is unnecessary. 

This emendation lacks manuscript support. Further, the name of the family may have been derived from a 

name in an intervening generation between Ashhur and the families of the Ahashtarites that were in 

existenceatthetimeofthelist‘scompilation. 

KENNETH H. CUFFEY  

HABAIAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥŏbayyâ (ֳחַבָיה)]. Var. HOBAIAH. The head of a family of priests 

which is listed among those exiles of uncertain descent returning from Babylon to Jerusalem and Judah 

(Ezra 2:61 = Neh 7:63; 1 Esdr 5:38). This priestly family, along with two others, was excluded, at least 

temporarily, from the priesthood as being unclean for lack of documentation of their priestly lineage. The 

name is theophoric and derives from the Heb root ḥb whichmeans―withdraw,‖―hide.‖TheQal impv., 

ḥă   , is used in Isa 26:20 thus suggesting that this name was formed with the imperative, not an unusual 

occurrence, according to Albright (1928: 234), in hypocoristic formations. Since the Heb root ḥ ˒, which 

inthecausativemeans―hide,‖isusedinthesenseof―protect‖elsewhere(Josh 6:17, 25; 1 Kgs 18:4, 13; 

Isa 49:2), the name, which Noth (IPN,178)understandsas―Yahwehhashidden,‖couldalsomean

―Yahwehhasprotected‖ or―Protect,OYahweh.‖TheseveralGreektransliterationsofthisnameaccount

for the variety of its spelling in translation: Ezra—hobaia (A), labeia (B), ōdouia (Luc); Neh—hebeia (A, 

B), abia (S, Luc); 1 Esdr—hobbeia (B), obdia (A), ōdouia (Luc).  
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HABAKKUK, BOOK OF. The eighth book of the Minor Prophets. Medieval and early modern 

exegetes derived the name from the Hebrew root ḥbq, ―toembrace.‖MostmodernscholarsfollowNoth

(IPN, 231), who derives it from Akk ḫa  aqūqū/ḫam aqūqū, which refers to a type of garden plant (AHW 

1: 304).  

———  

A. The Prophet  

B. Text and Versions  

C. Literary Issues and Authorship  

1. The Book as a Whole  



2. The Pronouncement of Habakkuk  

3. The Prayer of Habakkuk  

D. Significance in Later Jewish and Christian Tradition  

———  

A. The Prophet  

The book of Habakkuk provides little information concerning the identity and historical background of 

theprophetonwhomitisbased.Heisidentifiedsimplyas―Habakkuktheprophet‖in1:1 and 3:1 with no 

indication of his lineage, provenance, or dates. Consequently, a number of apocryphal traditions 

concerning Habakkuk appear in postbiblical literature. The apocryphal Bel and the Dragon (2d century 

B.C.E.) portrays him as a contemporary of Daniel during the Babylonian exile and identifies him as 

―Habakkuk,thesonofJesus,ofthetribeofLevi‖(Bel 1:1 = LXX Dan 14:1). The pseudepigraphic Lives 

of the Prophets (1st century C.E.) follows this dating but identifies him as a member of the tribe of Simeon 

(Life of Habakkuk 1–9). The midrashic historical treatise Seder ˓Olam Ra  ah (2d–3d century C.E.) places 

him in the reign of Manasseh (S. ˓Olam Ra . 20). Clement of Alexandria (2d–3d century C.E.) identifies 

him as a contemporary of Jeremiah and Ezekiel, but he also states that Jonah and Habakkuk are 

contemporaries of Daniel (Str. 1:21). Finally, the medieval kabbalistic commentary Sefer ha-Zohar (ca. 

1300 C.E.) identifies him as the son of the Shunammite woman saved by the prophet Elisha (Zohar 1:7; 

2:44–45).  

Although most modern scholars reject these traditions as the product of later legend, the absence of 

personal information about Habakkuk continues to confound attempts to identify his historical 

background. A wide range of dates have been proposed,fromSennacherib‘sinvasionofJudahinthelate

8thcentury(Betteridge1903)toAlexandertheGreat‘sconquestoftheNearEastinthe4thcentury

(Duhm 1906; Torrey 1935). On the basis of Hab 1:6, which mentions the establishment of the Chaldeans, 

most contemporary scholars maintain that Habakkuk lived during the rise of the Neo-Babylonian Empire 

in the latter part of the 7th century, from the latter years of Josiah (640–609) to the reign of Jehoiakim 

(609–598) or perhaps Jehoiachin (598). A recent study by Haak (1986) maintains that Habakkuk was a 

pro-Babylonian supporter of King Jehoahaz, who was removed from the Judean throne and exiled to 

Egypt by Pharaoh Neco in 609. It should be kept in mind, however, that decisionsconcerningHabakkuk‘s

dates and the relation of his message to the historical events of his time are dependent on a literary 

assessmentofthebookandtheidentificationofseveralkeyreferencesincludingthe―righteous‖(1:4, 13; 

2:4),the―wicked‖(1:4, 13; 3:13),thesubjectofthe―woe‖oracles(2:6–20), and the Chaldeans (1:6). 

These issues will be discussed below.  

Thequestionoftheprophet‘svocationislikewisedependentonthe assessmentofthebook‘sliterary

genre. Many scholars follow Mowinckel (1921–24: 3. 27–29), who argued that Habakkuk was a temple 

cult prophet on the basis of the liturgical forms found in the book (cf. Sellin KAT [1930]; Eaton TBC 

[1961]; Watts CBC [1975]; Széles ITC [1987]). This view is supported by Jeremias (1970: 103–7), who 

notestheparallelsbetweenHabakkuk‘swatchstation(2:1) and those of the postexilic Levites and priests 

in the Temple (Neh 13:30; 2 Chr 7:6; 8:14; 35:2; cf. Isa 21:8) as well as the temple context of the terms 

nā   ˒, ―prophet,‖maśśā˒, ―pronouncement‖(RSV‗oracle‘),andḥāzâ, ―tosee‖(i.e.,haveavision).A

dissenting view sees Habakkuk as a visionary prophet without cultic connections (Rudolph KAT [1975]; 

Jöcken 1977). Others stress his wisdom background (Gowan 1968, 1976; Uffenheimer 1987) or his 

concern as an individual with the troubling events of his day (Keller CAT [1971]; 1973). Finally, a 

number of scholars note his connections with the Isaiah tradition (Brownlee 1971; Janzen 1982; Peckham 

1986).  

B. Text and Versions  

The text of Habakkuk presents scholars with a number of problematic readings, not only because of the 

difficulties presented by the MT, but also because of the many variant readings found in ancient 

manuscripts and versions. Consequently, many scholars consider the MT of Habakkuk to be quite corrupt 

(e.g., Delcor 1961: 399). Earlier scholars generally assumed that these manuscripts and versions 

represented variant Hebrew originals and corrected the MT accordingly (Lachmann 1932; Good 1958). 



Recent advances in text-critical methodology which emphasize the interpretative character and intent of 

many text witnesses call this judgment into question (Sanders 1979). At present the issue is divided; some 

studies show great confidence in the MT (e.g., Haak 1986), whereas others rely heavily on textual 

emendation (e.g., Hiebert 1986).  

A critical edition of the MT appears in BHS. This edition contains notes concerning the various 

medieval Masoretic mss and other textual versions. In addition to the Masoretic mss, the principal 

Hebrew, Greek, and Aramaic text witnesses are as follows:  

The Habakkuk Pesher from Qumran (1QpHab) (Burrows, Trever, and Brownlee 1950; Trever 1972) 

dates to the 1st century B.C.E. and contains the text of Habakkuk 1–2 together with a commentary that 

interprets Habakkuk in relation to the early history of the Qumran sect. The text was thoroughly studied 

by Brownlee (1959), who examined over 160 variants from the MT. Most were minor orthographic, 

grammatical, and spelling changes or Aramaicisms which had crept into the text. There were a number of 

substantial changes, however, including wyśm for wĕ‚ ā ēm, ―guiltymen,‖in1:11; ḥrbw for ḥermô, ―his

net,‖in1:17; hwn wbgd for hayyayin  ôgēd (RSV:―wineistreacherous‖)in2:5; mw˓dyhm for 

mĕ˓ôrêhem, ―theirshame,‖in2:15.  

TheScrolloftheMinorProphetsfromW d  Murabba at(Mur 88) dates to the 2d century C.E., some 

decades after the fixing of the Textus Receptus. Within its text of the Minor Prophets, it contains Hab 

1:3–2:11 and 2:18–3:19. Apart from orthographic changes, there are a few variant readings or corrections. 

Most notable is the substitution of zrmw mym ˓ wt from Ps 77:18 for zerem mayim ˓ā ār (―theraging

watersswepton‖)inHab 3:10.  

The LXX and other Greek versions (Aquila, Theodotion, Symmachus) are represented in a critical 

edition (by J. Ziegler 1943) of the Greek text together with notes on the various readings found in the 

manuscripts. Cothenet (DBSup 45: 793) notes that its variations from the MT are due to a number of 

causes: variant consonantal texts, revocalized consonantal texts, and attempts at reinterpreting the text.  

The Greek Scroll of the Minor Prophets from Naḥal Ḥever (8 Ḥev XIIgr) was apparently hidden during 

the Bar Kokhba revolt against Rome (Barthélemy 1963). The text contains Hab 1:5–11; 1:14–2:8; 2:13–

20; 3:9–15. Barthélemy (1963: 144–57) attributes this text to Jonathan ben Uzziel, known in Greek as 

Theodotion (1st century C.E.). It represents a revision of the LXX made in Judea, based on a Hebrew 

consonantal text which is nearly identical to the MT.  

The Barberini Greek version of Habakkuk 3 appears in six medieval manuscripts dating from the 8th to 

the 13th century (Good 1958, 1959). It does not correspond to any other known Greek version; but it 

appears to have a close relationship with the Coptic versions, especially the Achmimic. It has affinities 

with North African Latin texts, the Palestinian Syriac version, and the Peshitta. It is a free translation 

which employs paraphrase and is deliberately exegetical. Good (1959: 28–30) maintains that this 

translation was made for liturgical purposes. Its provenance is Alexandria, and it dates to the early 2d 

century C.E. at the latest.  

Targum Jonathan ben Uzziel on the Prophets, an Aramaic version, presupposes a Proto-MT Hebrew text 

(Sperber 1962). It is contemporary with Targum Onqelos but preserves traditions from the Palestinian 

Targum. Brownlee (1956) has noted the affinities between the interpretations found in this Targum and 

those of 1QpHab.  

Critical editions of the Peshitta (Peshitta Institute 1980; cf. Gelston 1987) and the Vulgate (Weber 1975) 

have also been published.  

C. Literary Issues and Authorship  

The history of critical scholarship on Habakkuk through the mid-1970s has been exhaustively surveyed 

and evaluated by Jöcken (Habakkuk BBB). Van der Wal (1988) has published a complete bibliography of 

works through 1987.  

1. The Book as a Whole. Most scholars maintain that the book of Habakkuk contains three major 

literary units: a dialogue between the prophet and God in 1:1–2:4/5; a section containing a series of woe 

oracles in 2:5/6–20; and a psalm in chap. 3 (Childs IOTS, 448). This view raises problems, however, in 

that there is little agreement concerning the interrelationship of these units. An alternative proposal 



(Széles Habakkuk, Zephaniah ITC; Sweeney HBC, fc.) maintains that the book of Habakkuk comprises 

two distinct sections: Habakkuk 1–2, the Pronouncement (maśśā˒) of Habakkuk, and Habakkuk 3, the 

Prayer (tĕpillâ) of Habakkuk. These sections are demarcated formally by their respective superscriptions 

in 1:1 and 3:1; the technical terms in 3:1, 3, 9, 13, 19, which identify Habakkuk 3 as a psalm; the 

distinctive mythological background of Habakkuk 3; and their respective generic characters.  

The distinctive characteristics of the sections that comprise Habakkuk, however they are defined, 

together with the literary tensions within and between them, have raised the question of literary integrity 

and authorship. Many critics followed the lead of Stade (1884), who argued that 2:9–20 and chap. 3 were 

later additions, in arguing that Habakkuk did not constitute a unified, coherent literary work (Jöcken 

1977: 116–240 surveys the history of scholarship). Under the influence of form-critical studies of the 

Psalms, chiefly by Mowinckel (1921–24) and Gunkel (1933), and the lexical study of Habakkuk by 

Humbert (1944), scholars have currently reached a consensus that although the book was probably not 

entirely written by a single author (contra Eissfeldt 1965 and Brownlee 1971), its present form constitutes 

a coherent literary unity (Jöcken 1977: 241–519). In this respect a number of scholars see the book as a 

liturgical or cultic composition (Mowinckel; Sellin KAT; Humbert 1944; Elliger ATD; Nielsen 1953; 

Eaton TBC; Jeremias 1970; Watts CBC; Haak 1986; Széles ITC) or a prophetic imitation of a cultic 

liturgy(Fohrer1985).Othersseeitasacompositionwhichisconcernedwiththeprophet‘svisionary

experience (Rudolph KAT; Janzen 1982; Peckham 1986). A third view maintains that the book is 

organized around the question of theodicy (Keller 1973; Gowan 1976; Bratcher 1984; Otto 1985; 

Gunneweg 1986; Sweeney HBC, fc). Consequently, there is no consensus as to the nature of the final 

form of the book.  

2. The Pronouncement of Habakkuk. In the present form of the book, the superscription in 1:1 

identifies chaps. 1–2 as―ThePronouncementwhichHabakkuktheprophetsaw.‖TheHebrewterm

maśśā˒, ―pronouncement,‖―burden,‖refers to a type of prophetic oracle, but its precise meaning has been 

an enigma. A recent investigation by Weis (1986) demonstrates that maśśā˒ refers to a specific type of 

propheticdiscoursethatattemptstoexplainthemannerinwhichGod‘sintentionwill be manifested in 

human affairs. It is generally based on a vision or other revelatory experience and is spoken by a prophet 

in response to a particular situation in human events. An alternative view maintains that these chapters are 

an expanded form of the complaint genre (Haak 1986).  

The pronouncement contains four major sections. Hab 1:2–4 is a complaint by the prophet to God 

concerningtheoppressionofthe―righteous‖bythe―wicked.‖Neitherpartyisidentified. Hab 1:5–11 is 

God‘sresponsetothiscomplaint,announcingthecomingthreatoftheChaldeans.Hab 1:12–17 is a 

second complaint by the prophet to God concerning the oppressive nature of the Chaldeans. Hab 2:1–20 

constitutestheprophet‘sreportofGod‘ssecondresponseinHab 2:1–4 together with his explanation of 

themeaningofGod‘sresponse in Hab 2:5–20.  

The Pronouncement of Habakkuk raises three major problems which have been the subject of scholarly 

discussion.Thefirstconcernstheidentityofthe―righteous‖(ṣadd  q) andthe―wicked‖(rā ā˓) in 1:4, 13, 

and 2:4 and the role of the Chaldeans mentioned in 1:6. Most scholars maintain that the purpose of the 

Chaldeansistopunishthe―wicked‖oppressorsofthe―righteous‖mentionedin1:2–4. Two possibilities 

havebeenputforwardforunderstandingthisoppression.Thefirstidentifiesthe―wicked‖asanexternal 

enemywhichisthreateningrighteousJudah.Assyria,Egypt(Bič1968),Chaldea(Wellhausen1892;

Sellin KAT), Greece (Duhm 1906; Torrey 1935), or an unidentified enemy (Horst HAT [1956]) have all 

been proposed. The second possibility identifies the oppression as a reference to an inner Judean conflict 

inwhicha―wicked‖partyisopposedtoa―righteous‖group.Scholarswhoholdthisviewarguethatthe

language used to describe oppression in 1:2–4 refers to internalsocialtensionsandidentifythe―wicked‖

very generally as the wicked in Judean society (Gowan 1976; Achtemeier Nahum-Malachi IBC; 

Gunneweg 1986) or specifically either as those who allowed the Josianic reform to lapse (Janzen 1982; 

Johnson 1985) or King Jehoiakim and his supporters (Ward Habakkuk ICC; Humbert 1944; Nielsen 1953; 

RudolphKAT).Othersarguethattheprophet‘scomplaintwasoriginallydirectedagainstaJudeangroup

but was later reapplied against Chaldea in light of historical experience (Jeremias 1970; Otto 1985; 



Peckham 1986; Haak 1986). Elliger (ATD) maintains that the book was originally directed against Egypt 

but was later reapplied against Chaldea.  

Because each of these identifications presents problems, there is no consensus on the issue. A recent 

study by Johnson (1985) may resolve the impasse. The primary issue is to explain why Chaldea is used to 

correct oppression in 1:5–11 but then becomes the oppressor in 1:12–17. Johnson notes that 1:5–11 does 

not portray Chaldea in a positive light. He therefore concludes that the establishment of Chaldea should 

not be viewed as a solution to the oppression described in 1:2–4. Hab 1:5–11 does not therefore solve the 

old problem of theodicy but constitutes a heightened form of the complaint in 1:2–4 concerning the 

Chaldean oppression. Not only does this view resolve the difficulties of the text, it explains the reference 

to the treachery of the Chaldeans in 1:13 (cf. 2:5) in light of the long history of alliance between Judah 

andBabylonfromthetimeofHezekiahandKingJosiah‘sdeathinbattlesupportingBabylonianinterests. 

The second problem concerns the meaning of Hab 2:4 and the relation of 2:1–4 to its context. Scholars 

generally view 2:1–4 in relation to the preceding dialogue between Habakkuk and God and maintain that 

2:1–4 isGod‘sresponsetoHabakkuk‘ssecondcomplaintin1:12–17. The prophet describes his waiting 

for the divine response in 2:1 and reports that response in 2:2–4, where he is instructed to write his vision 

clearly on tablets (Holt 1964) and to wait for its fulfillment.  

Scholars agree that Hab 2:4 containsthecoreofGod‘sanswertoHabakkuk, but there is no consensus 

astoitsmeaningbecauseofitsgrammaticalandlexicalproblems.Theversereads,―Behold,hewhose

soulisnotuprightinhimshallfail[acorrectionofMT‗ispuffedup‘]buttherighteousshalllivebyhis

faith[or‗faithfulness‘]‖(RSV).Emerton‘sstudyoftheissue(1977)summarizestheproblemsofthefirst

half of the verse. First, the translation of the Hebrew verb ˓uppĕlâ as―ispuffedup‖lackssupportinthe

versions and appears nowhere else in the Hebrew Bible.Second,theantecedentsofthepronouns―he‖and

―him‖arenotclear.Third,althoughtheportrayalofaconceitedandunjust(puffedup)figureinv 4a 

contrasts well with the righteous (ṣadd  q) of v 4b, there is no antithesis to the statement that the righteous 

shall live. These problems have prompted scholars to advance numerous textual emendations and 

interpretations (e.g., van der Woude 1966, 1970; Emerton 1977; Janzen 1980; Scott 1985), but none has 

gained general acceptance.  

The text can be understood without resort to emendation. Hab 2:4 must be understood in relation to 2:5–

20, which describes the downfall of an unsated oppressor because of excessive greed (cf. Schreiner 1974; 

Humbert 1944: 150–51; van der Woude 1966: 367). The vocabulary and syntax of 2:4 contrast the 

instability and impending fall of an arrogant oppressor with the righteous victim who will survive; the 

―wicked‖oppressorisChaldeaandthe―righteous‖victimisJudah. 

The third major problem presented by Habakkuk 1–2 concerns the identity of the oppressor presupposed 

by the woe oracles of 2:5–20. Because the crimes specified in these oracles are localized, some scholars 

suggest that the woes were originally directed against an internal Judean group, such as the ruling class of 

Jerusalem (Otto 1977; Jeremias 1970), before being reapplied against Chaldea by later editors (cf. Jer 

22:13–23, where Jeremiah condemns Jehoiakim for such crimes). Others maintain that Chaldea was the 

intended subject of these oracles (Janzen 1982; Peckham 1986). In this respect it is important to recognize 

Coggins‘observation(1982)thatHabakkukmayrepresentadifferentprophetictraditionfromthat of 

Jeremiah. Prophets are known for using local imagery to condemn international crimes (e.g., Amos 1:3, 

11, 13; Isa 10:14; Nah 3:5–7). Furthermore, statements in the woe oracles suggest an international 

situation, such as the references to peoples and nations (vv 6a, 8a, 10b, 13b), the earth, humankind, and 

the sea (vv 8b, 14, 17b), and the violence of Lebanon (v 17a). A supporting example is Nebuchadnezzar‘s

report that he took Lebanon from an unnamed ruler and transported its wood back to Babylon to build a 

palace for the ruler of heaven and earth (ANET, 307). Such an act well suits the crimes mentioned in these 

oracles, which speak of extortion and plundering nations (vv 6b–8),unjustgainusedtoprotectone‘s

house (vv 9–11), bloodshed to build a city (vv 12–14), and the rape of a land (vv 15–17). The prophet 

concludes by stating that the oppressor will fall by its idolatry (vv 18–20), which corresponds to the 

Chaldeans‘crimein1:11 and 1:16 (cf. 2:13a).  



3. The Prayer of Habakkuk. Habakkuk 3 beginswiththesuperscription,―ThePrayerofHabakkukthe

Prophet concerning  igyōnôt.‖ The term  igāyôn, which has been associated with the Akk  eg ,―songof

lament‖(Mowinckel1921–24: 4.7; rejected by Seux 1981; see also MUSIC AND MUSICAL 

INSTRUMENTS) also appears in Psalm 7, a Psalm of Lament. This superscription, the technical music 

notations in 3:3, 9, 13, 19, and the situation of distress presupposed in the psalm have prompted many 

scholars to argue that Habakkuk 3 is a cultic song of lament sung as part of the temple liturgy (Sellin; 

Nielsen 1953; Eaton 1964; Margulis 1970). On the basis of its mythic themes of divine combat against the 

forces of cosmic chaos (cf. Cassuto 1975; Irwin 1942, 1956), others view it as a song of triumph (Albright 

1950) or a song of victory (Hiebert 1986). Although many of these studies presuppose that the psalm was 

originally an oral composition because of its affinity with Ugaritic prosody (e.g., Albright 1950), Floyd 

(1980) disputes this view. Finally, a number of scholars have noted its associations with other theophanic 

texts in the Bible as well as a relationship between its framing verses (3:2, 16) and the reference to 

Habakkuk‘svisionin2:1–4. Consequently, they define it as a vision report (Fohrer 1985) which contains 

a description of a theophany (Jeremias 1965; Rudolph; Achtemeier IBC).  

In its present form the prayer in vv 2–19a is a petition addressed by the psalmist to God to manifest 

divine power in the world in order to deliver the land from invaders (v 16). It includes an introductory 

section (v 2), which petitions God to manifest divine acts in the world (cf. 1:5), and a concluding section 

(vv 16–19a),whichexpressesthepsalmist‘sconfidencethatGodwillanswerthepetition.Thesesections

bracket a description of a theophany in vv 3–15, which consists of two parts (cf. Jeremias 1965). Verses 

3–6 describethedeity‘sapproach,andverses 7–15 depictGod‘svictory over the enemy in mythological 

terms.Thetheophanyexpressesthepsalmist‘sconfidencethatGodwilldelivertheland(v 13), 

demonstrating the steadfast faith of the righteous in 2:4. Instructions to the choirmaster in v 19b follow 

the psalm.  

Because of its distinctive character many early scholars argued that Habakkuk 3 was an independent 

psalm that was originally not a part of the book of Habakkuk (Stade 1884; Wellhausen 1892; Nowack 

HAT [1897]; Marti KHC [1904]). Although the absence of Habakkuk 3 from 1QpHab might lend support 

to this view (Taylor IB, 974), most scholars maintain that this is irrelevant (Eissfeldt 1965; Fohrer 1985) 

because the reasons for its omission are unclear (Brownlee 1971). Contemporary scholars have identified 

a number of reasons for associating Habakkuk 3 with Habakkuk 1–2, including the same general theme 

that God will bring the oppression of the people to an end; similarity of language, particularly the 

referencestothe―wicked‖(rā ā˓) in 3:13 and 1:4, 13; and the relationship between 3:2, 16, which 

indicate that the psalmist is waiting for God to bring about deliverance, and 2:1–5, which instruct the 

prophet to wait for the fulfillment of the vision (Eissfeldt 1965; Fohrer 1985). Others maintain that the 

unity of the book is to be found in its cultic character. This argument is based on the correspondence of 

the vocabulary of Habakkuk 1–2 and Habakkuk 3 with cultic psalms (Humbert 1944) or the association of 

the genres of lament/complaint and response in Habakkuk 1–2 with the liturgical character of Habakkuk 3 

(Mowinckel 1921–24 vol. 3; Sellin; Eaton). Consequently, most scholars view the book as a unity. A 

number of contemporary scholars maintain that Habakkuk was the author of the psalm (Eissfeldt 1965; 

Fohrer 1985; Brownlee 1971; Rudolph). Hiebert (1986) employs textual and motif considerations, 

together with evidence pertaining to the Kuntillet Ajrud inscriptions, to argue that the psalm was 

composed in the premonarchic period and later added to Habakkuk 1–2. Although the question of 

authorship cannot be settled decisively for lack of an adequate text base (cf. Peckham 1986), it is clear 

that in the context of the book as a whole Habakkuk 3 functions as a corroborating conclusion which 

responds to the issues raised in Habakkuk 1–2. The poem expresses confidence that the vision mentioned 

in 2:1–4 willbefulfilledandthatGod‘srighteousnesswillbevindicatedwiththedeliveranceofthe

people from oppression.  

D. Significance in Later Jewish and Christian Tradition  

The book of Habakkuk has played an important role in both Jewish (Baumgartner 1885; Coleman 

1964–65) and Christian (Cothenet DBSup 45: 791–811) traditions. As noted above, Habakkuk 1–2 served 

as the basis of a commentary which interpreted the text in relation to the early history of the Qumran 



community. In the NT, Hab 2:4 servesasthemajortextualbasisforthedoctrineof―justificationbyfaith‖

in Rom 1:17; Gal 3:11; and Heb 10:38–39 (Sanders 1959; Feuillet 1959–60; Strobel 1964; Fitzmyer, 

1981). The Talmudic Rabbi Simlai likewise identified Hab 2:4 as a summary of all 613 commandments of 

the Torah (b. Mak. 23b–24a). In Jewish tradition Habakkuk 3 is understood as a description of the 

revelation at Sinai and is read as the Haphtarah section for the second day of the Festival of Shavuot, 

which commemorates the revelation of the Torah at Sinai (b. Meg. 31a).  
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MARVIN A. SWEENEY  

HABAZZINIAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥă aṣṣinyâ (ָיה  )]. The grandfather of the Rechabites whoֲחַבִצנְׁ

were tested by Jeremiah (Jer 35:3).Habazziniah‘sgrandsonJaazaniahandhishouseholdaretakenby

Jeremiah to the Jerusalem temple. They are offered wine but citing the command of their ancestor 

Jonadab (2 Kgs 10:10–15) refuse to drink it (Jer 35:6–7). While the narrative in Jeremiah 35 concerns 

Habazziniah‘sgrandson‘sgeneration,Habazziniahislikelyincludedtounderscorethecontinuityofthe

Rechabite tradition and family. In Jeremiah 35 the faithfulness of the Rechabites to Yahweh for many 

generationsiscontrastedwithKingJehoiakim‘sfailuretoheedYahweh‘swordinJeremiah 36. Thus the 

Rechabites are promised descendants (Jer 35:18)whileJehoiakimiswarned―heshallhavenonetosit

uponthethroneofDavid‖(Jer 36:30). The Rechabites were noted for their zealous devotion to Yahweh, 

and this is perhaps reflected in the yāh endings of the three names in Jer 35:3—Jaazaniah, Jeremiah, and 

Habazziniah (Orelli 1889: 264). A variety of connections have been suggested between Habazziniah and 

the Akk ḥa āṣu (‗theLordhasmademeabundant‘),thoughhowthisbearsuponthetextisnotclear.

Alternatively,itmaymean―Yahwehhasmademejoyful‖(TPNAH, 96, 178).  
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JOHN M. BRACKE  

ḪABIRU, ḪAPIRU. Often considered to be the Akkadian equivalent of Heb ˓i r  . See HEBREW.  

A. The Identity of the ḫabiru/ḫapiru  

Ever since this Akkadian expression was first recognized in A.D. 1888, viz., in the Amarna Letters 

written by Abdi-Ḫepa of Jerusalem around 1375 B.C. (EA 286–90; Greenberg 1955: 47–49) scholars have 



discussed the significance of the ḫabiru/ḫapiru for the origin of the Israelites. In this discussion the 

etymology of the word has played a significant part since it was soon recognized that a W Semitic word 

must lie behind the Akkadian expression. In Akkadian cuneiform writing the consonant ḫ represents at 

least three different W Semitic gutturals (notably ḥ, ḫ, and ˓), and it was therefore proposed that the 

ḫabiru mentioned in Abdi-Ḫepa‘sletterswereIsraelitetribesmenwhowerethenforcingtheirwayinto

Palestine in the course of the Israelite conquest. The fact that these ḫabiru/ḫapiru (or ˓a iru/˓apiru) were 

only mentioned by the king of Jerusalem was, however, considered a serious obstacle to this 

identification, because—according to the OT—Jerusalem was not attacked by the Israelites until the early 

days of King David, ca. 1000 B.C.  

Only when the German orientalist Hugo Winckler succeeded in A.D. 1895 in identifying the 

ḫabiru/ḫapiru of Abdi-ḫepa‘sletterswiththeSA.GAZ people, who figure far more frequently in the 

Amarna Letters, did scholars in general incline to accept the identification of the ḫabiru with the Hebrews 

(Loretz 1984: 60). This seemingly obvious identification was soon challenged by other discoveries which 

showed that the ḫabiru/ḫapiru were present in sources from all over the ANE in the 2d millennium B.C. 

Especially when they appeared in the Hittite archives from Boghazköy (Ḫattušaš)itbecamedoubtful

whether they could in fact be identical with the early Israelites. Evidently the expression covered an 

ethnic entity which could not be equated with the forefathers of the Israelites in a simple way. The 

confirmation that it was necessary to disassociate the problem of the ḫabiru from the early history of the 

Israelites first became apparent in Egyptian sources and later in Ugaritic documents, which made it clear 

that the second consonant should most properly be read p instead of b; the same also proved that the first 

consonant actually was an ˓ (in Eg ˓pr.w, in Ug ˓pr). Doubt also arose as to the ethnic content of the 

expression, especially because of the German Egyptologist Wilhelm Spiegelberg (1907: 618–20), who 

believed that the term designated a social group of some sort. According to Spiegelberg the term was most 

properly applied to nomads who lived on the fringe of the Syrian desert (including the Proto-Israelites).  

Today the mainly social content of the expression is only occasionally disputed (e.g., by de Vaux 1968), 

but the interpretation of its social content has changed, most notably thanks to Benno Landsberger, who 

showed that the expression ḫabiru/ḫapiru shouldactuallybetranslated―fugitives‖oreven―refugees‖(in

Bottéro 1954: 160–61). That such an understanding lies near at hand is confirmed by the Sumerian 

equivalent of ḫabiru/ḫapiru, SA.GAZ (variant spellings SAG.GAZ, or simply GAZ), as this Sumerogram is in 

fact merely a transcription of the Akk  agga um, ―murderer.‖Moreover,SAG.GAZ is occasionally, in the 

Akkadian lexicographical lists translated as ḫabbatum ―brigand.‖Todaymostorientalistsconsiderthatthe

expression ḫabiru/ḫapiru encompassed fugitives who had left their own states either to live as refugees in 

other parts of the Near East or outlaws who subsisted as brigands out of reach of the authorities of the 

states (Bottéro 1980).  

B. The Etymology of ḫabiru/ḫapiru  

The etymology of the expression has never been fully explained; nor has the discussion about the 

correct spelling of the word ever ceased. The Semitic root on which the expression is based may be either 

˓br or ˓pr depending on the correct reading of the second consonant. If the term should actually be read 

ḫabiru then the most obvious etymological explanation must be that it is a derivation from the verbal root 

˓br meaning―topassby,‖―trespass‖(e.g., a border, a river, or the like), a meaning which would suit the 

notion of the ḫabiru as fugitives/refugees excellently. If the correct rendering of the Akkadian cuneiform 

is ḫapiru, a derivation from the noun ˓pr meaning―dust‖or―clay‖wouldbelikely; and ˓apiru might then 

have been a popular way of designating people of low social standing. Both Egyptian and Ugaritic 

evidence seems to favor a rendering of the cuneiform syllabic writing (ḫa- i/p  -ru) by ˓apiru. However, 

as several scholars have maintained, none of these sources is conclusive. The Egyptian writers in 

particular were inconsistent as to the rendering of the Semitic labials b and p, and also the Ugaritic writers 

seem to have been uncertain how to render the same labials (Weippert 1971: 76–79). The evidence in 

favor of the rendering ḫabiru proposed by Jean Bottéro (RLA 4/1:22) is perhaps more rewarding. Some of 

it dates from the Middle Babylonian period and includes a series of occurrences where the word is spelled 

ḫa-bir-a-a (ḫa irāyu, cf. Greenberg 1955: 78; cf., however, also Borger 1958: 126). Another part comes 



from the Hittite archives where the cuneiform sign bi always seems to represent a bi and never a pí 

(according to Bottéro RLA 4/1:22).WhetherBottéro‘sconclusionsarefullyjustifiable is, however, still 

under debate. Therefore, although the rendering of the cuneiform writing as ḫabiru seems most likely at 

the moment, we cannot exclude the reading ḫapiru.  

C. The Sources for the ḫabiru/ḫapiru  

The total number of occurrences of the word ḫabiru/ḫapiru in the ANE documents is today just above 

250 (total listing until ca. A.D. 1970 in RLA 4/1:15–21, supplemented and corrected by Bottéro 1980: 211 

[no. 2]; English translation of most passages in Greenberg 1955). Practically all examples belong to the 

2d millennium B.C. although there are certain indications that the expression was not totally unknown 

before that date. The latest occurrences are from Egyptian sources (from the reign of Rameses IV, ca. 

1166–1160 B.C.) although a few literary texts from the 1st millennium mention the ḫabiru/ḫapiru (Bottéro 

1954: 136–43; Greenberg 1955: 54–55). As a social and political force the ḫabiru seem to have 

disappeared just before the end of the 2d millennium B.C. The geographic distribution of the 

ḫabiru/ḫapiru covers most of the Near East, from Anatolia in the N, Egypt in the S, and W Iran (Susa) to 

the E. The ḫabiru/ḫapiru were found all along the Fertile Crescent, from Palestine to Sumer.  

The oldest sources which for practical reasons tell us anything about the status of the ḫabiru/ḫapiru 

comefromKaniš,theAssyriantradingstationinAnatolia(19thcenturyB.C.) and from the Sumerian area 

during the Neo-Sumerian epoch. Whereas doubt may be cast over the last mentioned examples (the 

Sumerogram SA.GAZ is always used, although the spelling may differ), the evidence from Anatolia at the 

beginning of the 2d millennium B.C. is more promising. The information we gain from this is, however, 

not totally in accordance with later sources, because the persons named ḫabiru/ḫapiru here may at the 

same time be called aw  lu, thatis―Sir,‖―Mr.‖Thederogatorycontentoftheexpressionisconspicuous

because the persons called ḫabiru/ḫapiru are at that time in jail, although in possession of sufficient funds 

to pay for their own release. Finally, these persons were members of the staff of the palace. More 

important is, on the other hand, that so far it has not been possible to decide whether they were foreigners 

in this Old Assyrian society or belonged to the local population.  

During the following era, the Old Babylonian period, the ḫabiru/ḫapiru are mentioned more often. 

There is some indication of these people being employed as mercenaries in the pay of the state 

administration, whereas in the archival reports from the royal palace of Mari we are confronted with the 

first known examples of ḫabiru/ḫapiru as outlaws or brigands. One document mentions that they had 

even conquered a city belonging to the kingdom of Mari and caused serious trouble there (Greenberg 

1955: 18). The documents from Mari and elsewhere also show that the ḫabiru/ḫapiru were considered a 

highly mobile population element.  

The evidence of the presence of the ḫabiru/ḫapiru becomes far more extensive in the LB Age, during 

the second half of the 2d millennium B.C. The centers of gravity of this documentation are Nuzi, in NE 

Mesopotamia (15th century B.C.); Alalakh (15th century B.C.) and Ugarit, two coastal states in N Syria; 

Ḫattušaš(Boghazköy)inAnatolia; and Palestine and Lebanon as documented by the Amarna Letters 

(beginning of the 14th century B.C.). Most evidence originates in official state archives; only at Nuzi are 

private references to the ḫabiru/ḫapiru frequent. At Nuzi the ḫabiru/ḫapiru are most often mentioned in 

private contracts according to which persons called ḫabiru/ḫapiru bind themselves to the service of Nuzi 

citizens. The documents in question show that the ḫabiru/ḫapiru were not themselves citizens of Nuzi but 

foreigners without any juridical rights at Nuzi. By binding themselves through these service contracts they 

obtained a sort of social security so long as they remained in the service of a citizen of Nuzi. The analogy 

between these contracts and the OT law of the Hebrew slave (Exod 21:2–11) seems obvious (see 

HEBREW).  

In Alalakh the ḫabiru/ḫapiru are normally mentioned in administrative documents listing persons of 

foreign origin. These foreigners seem to have been kept apart from the ordinary population of this state, 

maybe as servants of the royal palace administration (Greenberg 1955: 19–22). One inscription from 

Alalakh, however, shows that the ḫabiru/ḫapiru also operated as bands of brigands or outlaws outside the 

control of the state. In the autobiography of King Idrimi we are told how the young Idrimi during his exile 



lived for seven years among ḫabiru/ḫapiru out of reach of the authorities from whom he had escaped 

(ANET, 557–58). The same distinction between ḫabiru/ḫapiru as foreigners in the service of the state and 

ḫabiru/ḫapiru as outlaws is apparent in the sources from Ugarit and Ḫattušaš.Mostimportantis,

however, a passage in a treaty between the king of Ugarit and his overlord, the Hittite king, according to 

which the two monarchs promise to extradite citizens who have deserted their own state to seek refuge in 

territories known as ḫabiru/ḫapiru land. Such entries in the political treaties become quite frequent in this 

period; the phenomenon testifies to a growing concern because of the increasing number of persons who 

chose to live as ḫabiru/ḫapiru (Liverani 1965; cf. also, for the connection between ḫabiru/ḫapiru and the 

fugitives in Akk munnabtu, Buccellati 1977).  

Most important, however, are the testimonies as to the activities of the ḫabiru/ḫapiru in the Amarna 

Letters, although the evaluation of the content of the expression ḫabiru/ḫapiru is subject to discussion. 

Generally two different hypotheses as to the content of the expression in the Amarna Letters prevail. The 

first (and more popular) maintains that their situation was not much different from their situation 

elsewhere in the ANE. The second argues that the mentioning of the ḫabiru/ḫapiru in the Amarna Letters 

does not normally indicate a sociological phenomenon, but that it is just as often used in an exclusively 

pejorative sense to denote opponents of the official community, that is, the Egyptian suzerainty (thus 

Mendenhall 1973: 122–35; Liverani 1979). In favor of the first option is the fact that the occurrence of the 

term ḫabiru/ḫapiru is unevenly distributed over the Palestinian/Lebanese area. It is seemingly 

concentrated in areas in or close to the mountains, the most obvious ḫabiru/ḫapiru territory (cf. below), 

whereas the number of sources mentioning the ḫabiru/ḫapiru becomes more restricted in other places. 

This distribution indicates that the expression was not just a derogatory term in the Amarna age but 

reflected a real social problem of the Palestinian and Lebanese societies. In favor of the second option is 

the fact that persons styled ḫabiru/ḫapiru in the Amarna Letters are in general neither foreigners nor 

fugitives, but heads of states or citizens of states. When a king of one of the Palestinian petty states calls 

his neighbor king a ḫabiru/ḫapiru, it is certainly not because this other king has left his country to become 

a ḫabiru/ḫapiru but because he is considered by his fellow king to be a public enemy. When we hear that 

the citizens of a certain city have joined the ḫabiru/ḫapiru and given their city over to them, this does not 

necessarily mean that they themselves have become ḫabiru or that they have in a physical sense left their 

city at the mercy of the ḫabiru/ḫapiru. It simply means that the rulers or the citizens of the neighboring 

city-states look upon them as enemies. That we cannot exclude the second possibility is proven by an 

Amarna Letter in which even the Egyptian governor residing at Hazor is accused of making alliances with 

the ḫabiru/ḫapiru. On the other hand, although this second hypothesis about the content of the expression 

in the Amarna Letters certainly limits the amount of actual references to the activities of the ḫabiru/ḫapiru 

people properly speaking, the derogatory use may be considered indirect evidence of the importance of 

the ḫabiru/ḫapiru phenomenon as such. If there had not been a considerable element of these people, the 

derogatory use of the expression itself would have been meaningless.  

Perhaps the Amarna Letters cannot be taken to prove that gangs of ḫabiru/ḫapiru as well as 

ḫabiru/ḫapiru fugitives roamed Palestine proper. Their presence is, however, proved by an Egyptian 

inscription from the end of the 14th century B.C., which mentions an Egyptian campaign against some 

ḫabiru/ḫapiru living in the mountainous area around Beth-shan in Palestine (translation ANET, 255; cf. 

Albright 1952). In the Egyptian sources the ḫabiru/ḫapiru from Syria/Palestine are, however, mentioned 

as early as during the reign of Amenophis II (ca. 1440 B.C.), when they appear alongside the ḫurri people 

(i.e., the settled population of Asia) and the  asu nomads in a list counting the prisoners of a Palestinian 

campaign led by this pharaoh (ANET, 247). According to Egyptian documents mentioning the presence of 

ḫabiru/ḫapiru in Egypt proper, they seem to have been employed by the Egyptians as an unskilled labor 

force, used among other things for work on public building projects.  

D. Factors Behind the ḫabiru/ḫapiru Movement  

Although it is impossible to present a detailed history of the ḫabiru/ḫapiru, it should, nevertheless, be 

possible to delineate some of the conditions which contributed to the development of the phenomenon 

during the 2d millennium and to indicate some general reasons both for the seemingly increasing 



importance of the phenomenon especially in the LB Age and for its disappearance at the beginning of the 

Iron Age.  

The etymology of the word is W Semitic and points toward an origin among the W Semitic- or 

Amorite-speaking population of the ANE, although the phenomenon as such was in no way confined to 

the areas inhabited by this population. Nor would it be correct to think that the ḫabiru/ḫapiru were 

generally of W Semitic origin. To the contrary, the available evidence shows that a variety of ethnic 

groups could be listed under this heading in any society of that time, as was the case at Alalakh, where the 

ḫabiru/ḫapiru groups encompassed foreigners bearing W Semitic as well as Ḫurrian names. Accordingly, 

the expression must already at an early date have been separated from any specific ethnic background and 

become a purely social designation. Since the ḫabiru/ḫapiru whose names are preserved in the source 

material are always considered foreigners in the societies where they lived and where they were excluded 

from normal civil rights, they were obviously intruders who had arrived from some other parts of the 

region. Though their presence was noted, their status in the society was invariably low; they were almost 

slaves, as at Nuzi, or else they were employed by the state as unskilled laborers or ordinary mercenaries. 

Finally, their affinity to groups of outlaws outside the control of the political centers of that period is 

evident from the fact that they shared their name or designation with the brigands. Therefore both the 

ḫabiru/ḫapiru living in state societies and ḫabiru/ḫapiru living on their own as outlaws must be seen as 

representatives of one and the same general social phenomenon, that is, they were refugees or fugitives 

who had left their own country to find a way of survival in other parts of the Near East.  

The reasons for this wave of fugitives, which, according to the available sources, seems to have 

increased in force during the MB and especially the LB, may have varied, and it may be futile to attempt 

any easy explanation. However, such a factor as debt—resulting in regular debt slavery—may have 

induced many impoverished peasants of the ancient states to find a living out of reach of the authorities 

who were going to enslave them as debtors. The actual extent of such conditions which led to the 

enslavement of presumably a considerable part of (especially) the rural populace may only be surmised. 

On the other hand, the practice, common in the Old Babylonian period, of issuing at regular intervals 

royal grants which annulled debt as well as debt slavery and which released mortgages on landed property 

(see esp. Kraus 1958; Finkelstein 1961), demonstrates that the problem was very real. Such measures, 

however, may not have continued beyond the period of the Amorite dynasty in Babylonia proper; and 

edicts of that kind may not have been issued in other places, at least not to the same extent as in 

Mesopotamia proper (Lemche 1979). The burden of debt may have increased because of the growing 

centralization of the state administration, especially in the LB, when the so-called―palatinate‖typeof

states developed into a despotic system with ever-diminishing rights of the ordinary population (on this 

system Liverani 1974 and 1975). It may be an indication of the juridical organization of this type of state 

that no law codices have survived from those regions of W Asia where, seemingly, the ḫabiru/ḫapiru 

movement grew to unprecedented dimensions in the LB Age, because all juridical power was vested in 

the centralized state authorities symbolized by the person of the king residing in his palace.  

Two additional factors contributed to the development of the ḫabiru/ḫapiru movement. First of all, the 

region was subdivided into numerous petty states which evidently facilitated the possibility of escaping 

theauthoritiesinone‘sownstate.Second,andmoreimportantfortherefugeeswhodecidedtoliveas

outlaws, was the extent of territories especially suitable for the life of such brigands, that is, territories 

which could in no way be controlled by the tiny forces of the petty states of the area. Such territories were 

normally to be found in the mountains or in the steppes between the desert and the cultivated areas (on 

this see Rowton 1965: 375–87 and 1967; cf. also Rowton 1976). The extent of the movement and the 

problems which it caused transpire from a series of international treaties trying to regulate the traffic of 

the refugees by impeding their freedom in states other than their own. The reciprocity of the extradition of 

the ḫabiru/ḫapiru between states testifies to a deeply felt concern because of the movement of the 

refugees. The acme of these endeavours on the part of the communities is the paragraphs included in the 

great international treaty between Egypt and Ḫatti at the beginning of the 13th century B.C. (ANET, 199–

203; cf. Liverani 1965).  



Irrespective of whether this sketch of the development of the ḫabiru/ḫapiru movement is true or not, the 

movement lost its impetus after the breakdown of the palatinate system at the end of the LB; and although 

the problem of refugees and fugitives has always been endemic to the Near East, the ḫabiru/ḫapiru 

disappeared. One may only guess at the specific reasons, but the possibility exists that the ideological 

foundation of the new states which arose during the Iron Age, not least in W Asia, promoted a better 

understanding of social responsibility among the leading class, since many of the states were founded on 

the basis of former tribal societies. It may be that the egalitarian ideology of these tribal societies lived on, 

although it cannot be assumed that debt slavery disappeared in the Iron Age. To the contrary, debt slavery 

was very much in evidence; but it was perhaps softened by an ideology which proclaimed brotherhood 

among all members of the new states (on the egalitarianism of the Iron Age using Israel as an example see 

Gottwald 1979; cf., however, also Lemche 1985: 202–44, including criticisms of Gottwald for not 

distinguishing between ideology and real life).  

In conclusion it must be maintained that after 1000 B.C. no reference to the activities of the 

ḫabiru/ḫapiru is known. References to ḫabiru in later sources are literary reflections of the past.  
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NIELS PETER LEMCHE  

HABOR (PLACE) [Heb ḥā ôr (ָחבוש)]. A river along which the Assyrians resettled some of the N 

Israelites after they had captured Samaria in 721 B.C. (2 Kgs 17:6; 18:11; cf. 1 Chr 5:26). The Habor was 

a tributary of the Euphrates river, attested in Assyrian sources as ḫa  r; today it still retains the name al-

Khābûr.ThebiblicaldesignationoftheHaboras―theriverofGozan‖wasapparentlyuniquetothe

Israelites. Assyrian documents recovered at Gozan (Akk Guzana,modernTellHalafontheKhāb ratthe

Turkish-Syrian border) contain some Israelite personal names which undoubtedly belonged to some of the 

exiles deported there from Samaria (see Cogan and Tadmor 2 Kings AB, 197).  



The―upperHabor‖originatesEoftheEuphratesinthemountainousregionofSETurkeyandflowsSE

intoSyria.This―upperHabor‖region(aboveAl-Hasakah [36°29´N; 40°54´E]) is within the 10-inch 

rainfall line; the agricultural fertility of this region (as well as its cultural vitality) is attested by the 

plethora of still-unexcavated mounds. Below Al-Hasakah the Habor flows due S where it joins the 

Euphrates at Buṣayrah(35°09´N;40°26´E),about60milesupriverfromMari.This―lowerHabor‖region

is within the 4-inch rainfall line, meaning that it was better suited for sustaining pastoral rather than 

agricultural activities. In the Old Babylonian period (esp. ca. 1900–1700 B.C.) numerous tribal groups 

considered the steppe-land bounded by the Habor, Balikh, and Euphrates rivers to be their territory. The 

BenēSim‘altribesapparentlypasturedtheirflocksmorealongtheupperHabor;theYaminitetribes, 

which were actually quite wide-ranging, apparently centered their pastoral activities more to the S (along 

the Balikh and Euphrates rivers); the tribes of Khana (centered around Terqa) seem to have pastured their 

flocks more along the lower Habor as far SE as Mari (CAH
3
 2/1: 24–27).  

GARY A. HERION  

HACALIAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥăkalyâ (ָיה  )]. The father of Nehemiah (Neh 1:1), Hacaliah isֲחַכלְׁ

mentioned only here and in Neh 10:2—Eng10:1.Itisoftensuggestedthatthenamemeans―Waitfor

Yahweh,‖buttheuseofanimperativeformrunscountertothewayinwhichHebrewpropernamesare

usually formed (Brockington Ezra, Nehemiah and Esther NCBC, 124; Cohen IDB 2: 507; TPNAH, 125–

26), and the root ḥkl has no attested verbal form in biblical Hebrew (TPNAH, 125). Apart from a brief 

reference to family sepulchers (Neh 2:3, 5), which may suggest a certain measure of wealth or social 

standing,nothingelseisknownaboutNehemiah‘sfatherorhisfamily(Brockington,124). 

FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT  

HACHILAH (PLACE) [Heb ḥăk  lâ (ֲחִכיָלה)]. A hill in the Judean hill country where David found 

refuge from Saul (1 Sam 23:19; 26:1) and on which Saul encamped in his pursuit of David (1 Sam 26:3). 

Located on the hill of Hachilah (1 Sam 23:19) was HORESH, a site in the Wilderness of Ziph (1 Sam 

23:15), and its strongholds. While the hill of Hachilah remains unidentified, the association of Horesh 

with Khirbet Khoreisa (IDB 2:644)perhapsprovidesaclue.AccountsintheOTlocateit―southof

Jeshimon‖(1 Sam 23:19),―eastofJeshimon‖(1 Sam 26:1),and―besidetheroadontheeastofJeshimon‖

(1 Sam 26:3).  

LAMOINE F. DEVRIES  

HACHMONI (PERSON) [Heb ḥakmôn   (ֹמוִני  ,   )]. HACHMONITE. Since this name ends withַחכְׁ

which frequently occurs as a formal element indicating a gentilic name, it is possible in both passages in 

whichthenameoccurstoreadeitherapersonalname,―Hachmoni,‖oragentilicname,―aHachmonite.‖ 

1. ThefatherorancestorofJashobeam,oneofDavid‘schampions(1 Chr 11:10–47, v 11; = 2 Sam 

23:8–39, see v 8, where the variant Tahchemonite occurs). Here the name has generally been read as a 

gentilicdesignationwithreferencetosomeunidentifiedplaceorpeople:―sonofaHachmonite‖or

simply,―aHachmonite‖(NothIPN,232).If―Tahchemonite‖isacorruptionfor―theHachmonite‖

(Driver NHT, 364), then the form in 2 Samuel also supports reading with the gentilic name. Also, 

apparently the same Jashobeam, as well as 11 other men from this passage, is mentioned again in 1 Chr 

27:2–15, where he is designatedasthe―sonofZabdiel‖(v 2), a name, which formally cannot be other 

than a personal name. Caution, however, must be exercised before attempting to harmonize these two 

passages and reaching the conclusion that Jashobeam both was the son of Zabdiel and was a Hachmonite. 

Differences between the two lists in 1 Chronicles suggest that the composition of neither was dependent 

upon the other (Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 174). Further, there appears to be a convention in 

theselistsofusingpersonalnamesintheformula―asonof(personalname)‖andgentilicreferencesinthe

formula―the(gentilicname).‖Notethatthediscrepanciestothisrulefoundintheparalleltext in 2 Sam 

23:8–39 are resolved in Chronicles (see Hebrew texts: 2 Sam 23:11 and 1 Chr 11:27; 23:34 and the 



possible parallel 11:36; 23:30 and 11:31; 23:36 and 11:38). Also, two other names ending in i occur in the 

Chroniclestextinthe―sonof‖formula.Theinterpretationofthefirst,―thesonofHAGRI‖(v 38) may be 

opentodebate;however,thesecond,―thesonofSHIMRI‖(v 45), designates a personal name, since the 

textgoesontomentionhisbrotherandgivehisgentilicreference,―JOHA his brother, the TIZITE.‖

Given this convention, it appears that the author of our text understood Hachmoni to be a personal name 

for the father or ancestor of Jashobeam.  

2. The father or ancestor of Jehiel, an official of the court who served as a counselor or tutor to David‘s

sons (1 Chr 27:32). This name, if derived from ḥkm, ―tobewise,‖wouldhaveanappropriatesymbolic

value(i.e.,―Jehielthesonof‗thewiseone‘ ‖) and raises the issue of the name being an artificial 

construction.Again,althoughitispossibletoreadthisphraseas―sonofaHachmonite,‖theauthor

appears to have followed the convention mentioned above and to have understood Hachmoni to be a 

personal name.  

RODNEY K. DUKE  

HADAD (DEITY) [Heb hădad (ֲהַדד)]. The ancient Semitic storm god, the deity of rain, lightning (his 

weapon),andthunder(hisvoice).―Hadad‖perhapsmeans―thunderer‖(cf.Hebhêdād, ―shout‖).His

name was Hadad among the Amorites and Arameans, Adad among the Mesopotamians, and Haddu 

among the Canaanites. He is the god Baal, well-known from the Ras Shamra texts and the OT. 

Hadad/HadduwasmostprobablythepropernameofBaal(―Baal‖means―lord,‖awordusedtodesignate

the deity, as a title for other gods, and in secular contexts). Hadad also was known as Ramman or 

Rimmon (2 Kgs 5:18).  

The name Hadad may have been brought E to Mesopotamia by the Amorites toward the end of the 3d 

millennium B.C. Among the Mesopotamians Hadad/Adad was revered as the god who gave the life-

sustaining rains but feared as the one sending storms causing destruction and loss of life. He was a god of 

oracles and divination (so, too, at Aleppo in Syria). The Assyrians in particular venerated him also as a 

war divinity.  

Among the W Semites the dominant characterization of Hadad/Haddu, as seen especially in the Ras 

Shamra texts (and as reflected in the OT), was as the storm god who was the fertility deity par excellence. 

Baal-Haddu sent the all-important, fertilizing rains; he overcame the dark forces of chaos and death.  

Thisdivinity,whenheismentionedintheOT,isneverdesignatedas―Hadad‖(―Baal‖is used), with 

onepossibleexception(―Hadad-rimmon‖ofZech 12:11).However,―Hadad‖doesappearasatheophoric

element in OT personal names. Since Hadad was the chief deity of the Arameans of Syria, a number of 

kings from this area had the name Ben-hadad (Aram Bir-hadad),―sonofHadad‖(e.g.,1 Kgs 15:18 [cf. 

thenameTabrimmon,―Rimmon/Rammanisgood‖];2 Kgs 13:3). An Aramean king of Zobah, defeated 

byDavid,wasnamedHadadezer,―Hadadishelp‖(e.g.,2 Sam 8:3, 5; 10:16, 19; 1 Chr 18:3). A prince of 

HamathhadthenameHadoram,―Hadadishigh/exalted‖(1 Chr 18:10; see also Gen 10:27; and 2 Chr 

10:18).―Hadad‖occursbyitselfasapersonalname(e.g.,1 Kgs 11:14; 1 Chr 1:30, 46–47, 50–51), which 

isprobablyanabbreviationofacompoundorsentencenamecontaining―Hadad‖astheophoricelement. 

Concerning iconography, the bull was the symbolic animal of Hadad. The god himself is depicted in 

certain representations as wearing a headpiece with horns protruding from the front and grasping the 

thunderbolt.  

The worship of Hadad persisted into the Hellenistic era and beyond. Lucian (or Pseudo-Lucian), giving 

his own eyewitness description of the religion of Hierapolis in his The Syrian Goddess (2d century A.D.), 

identifies―Zeus‖astheconsortoftheSyriangoddess(Atargatis).ItisgenerallyagreedthatthisZeusis

actually Hadad.  

See also BAAL (DEITY); HADADRIMMON (DEITY); RIMMON (DEITY); UGARIT (TEXTS AND 

LITERATURE).  

WALTER A. MAIER III  



HADAD (PERSON) [Heb hădad (ֲהַדד);ḥădad (ֲחַדד)]. Var. HADAR. In addition to being the name 

of one of the sons of Ishmael (Heb ḥădad), Hadad (Heb hădad) is also the personal name of three rulers 

of Edom, only two of which are attested in the Edomite King List (Gen 36:31–39). Opinions vary as far as 

the date of the Edomite King List is concerned. Suggestions range from the 11th century B.C. (Weippert 

1982: 155), through the 8th to 6th centuries B.C. (Bennett 1983: 16), to the 6th–5th centuries B.C. (Knauf 

1985). Scholars tend to agree, however, that the succession scheme of this list is artificial and that, in all 

likelihood, the rulers listed in it were contemporaries (Bartlett 1972: 27; Weippert 1982: 155).  

As a personal name, Hadad is only attested for Edom, ancient S Arabia (hdd
m
 CIS IV 55) and ancient N 

Arabia (Safaitic and South Safaitic hdd, to be vocalized Hadād, Hudaid, or Haddād according to the 

Classical Arabic; Knauf 1985: 246). According to these parallels it is not necessary to assume that Hadad 

is a hypocoristic name containing the name of the Syrian weather god, Hadad, without a predicative 

element. Certainly, however, Hadad, both as a name of a deity and of a person, conveys the same basic 

meaning:―Theonewhosmashes.‖ 

1. The eighth son of Ishmael (Gen 25:15). The MT here and in the parallel 1 Chr 1:30 reads ḥădad, 

while other mss read hdd and ḥdr. See also HADAR (PERSON).  

2. The son of Bedad and fifth ruler of the Edomite King List (Gen 36:35f. = 1 Chr 1:46f.). For the name 

of his father, one may compare bd and  d˒l in Safaitic and Thamudic, Thamudic bddt, and Classical 

Arabic Budaid. This Hadad is said to have defeated Midian in the country of Moab. The historical value 

of this statement is doubtful; it may derive from an unjustified synchronism with the major judges of 

Israel in their present order, which made Hadad I contemporary with Gideon (Knauf 1985: 251f.). The 

nameofhis―capital‖(avillage,tower/castle,orencampment?),Avith,mayreflectanArabic*Ghuwaith. 

The place is not yet identified (Knauf 1985: 250).  

3. The eighth ruler of the Edomite King List (1 Chr 1:50f.). In the Gen 36:39 parallel the RSV translates 

HADAR, following MT hădar. His filiation is not recorded; instead, the name of his wife (Mehetabel) is 

given. This could indicate that he was a man of no family who owed his status to a marriage into the 

Edomitenobility.His―capital‖,Pau(Arabic*Faghw?), remains unidentified (Knauf 1985: 250).  

4. The adversary of Solomon (1 Kgs 11:14–22). The biblical narrative presents a number of problems: it 

is unclear what kind of ―kinglystock‖existedinEdomwhenDavidconqueredthecountry(thatis,

probably the N part of what later became the Edomite state); and it is unclear how successful Hadad III 

was in organizing Edom against its occupation by Israel (Bartlett 1976). Therewasno―unitedmonarchy‖

in Edom prior to the end of the 9th century B.C. (Bartlett 1972). That the name of the father of this Hadad 

remained unrecorded, too, indicates that his lineage was unknown to the biblical author. Remarkably, no 

name of a ruler ofEdomisgivenintheaccountofDavid‘ssubjugationofthiscountry(2 Sam 8:14). It 

can be doubted, however, that Solomon would be overly concerned about the revolt of Hadad; Israel, at 

that time, was probably content to control the communication lines to Elath/Ezion Geber on the gulf of 

Aqaba, and had no interest in a permanent occupation of the Edomite plateau (and probably also lacked 

the means to do so). The basic outlines ofthestoryofHadadIII,however,neednotbequestioned.He

wasamemberoftheEdomitenobilityandfledfromtheIsraeliteonslaughttoEgyptviaMidian(NW

Arabia),crossedthegulfofAqabaandtheSinaipeninsulaviaPharan(W d  Feiran), and found political 

asylum in Egypt, where he was kept and taken care of as a potential card to play off against Israel when it 

would suit Egypt. At the same time the Israelite rebel, Jeroboam, was similarly treated by Egypt (1 Kgs 

11:40).  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

HADADEZER (PERSON) [Heb hădad˓ezer (ֶףֶזש  )]. Aramean king defeated by David asֲהַדדְׁ

reported in 2 Sam 8:3, 5 (= 1 Chr 18:3, 5); and 10:16 (= 1 Chr 19:16). According to the 2 Samuel 8 

passage he was the son of REHOB, king of ZOBAH, located N of Damascus. In the 2 Samuel 10 passage 

his territory is unnamed. 1 Kgs 11:23 mentions him as king of Zobah from Davidic on through Solomonic 

times.  

The exact location of the territory controlled by Hadadezer is not certain. While 2 Sam 8:3 and 1 Kgs 

11:23 designate him as king of Zobah, which is generally located N of Damascus, 2 Sam 10:16 describes 

himascontrollingtheArameanterritory―beyondtheriver(i.e.,theEuphrates)‖(Malamat1958),which 

suggests territory E of the Ammonite range and not N of Syria.  

In the unit preceding 2 Sam 10:16 there is mention of Arameans from Beth-rehob and Arameans from 

Zobah functioning as mercenaries for the Ammonites. Though Hadadezer is not mentioned in this unit 

while there is in the unit mention of other kings, it would appear that an Aramean Empire controlled 

Syrian and Mesopotamian territory.  

There is also a question as to the number of times Hadadezer and David met in battle. While on the 

surface the narratives of 2 Sam 8:3–8; 10:6–15, 16–19 suggest three such occasions, there is much 

disagreement as to whether the references to these battles between David and Hadadezer are to the same 

or different battles, and if the latter, as to the sequence in which they occurred.  

First, the description of the battle in 2 Sam 10:16–19 ends with the claim that the Arameans thereby 

became subject to David. Since this is also the result of the battle described in 2 Samuel 8, other scholars 

argue that these are references to the same battle (Wellhausen 1891; Ackroyd 1981; Soggin 1984).  

On the other hand, according to the 2 Samuel 8 account Hadadezer and his army are totally defeated and 

his territory subjugated. In the 2 Samuel 10 account, however, there is no sense that he is leader of a 

vassal state under Davidic control. Rather the state of affairs appears to be that his territory is independent 

of any foreign control and that he commands large mercenary troops. Thus the question arises as to how 

he could be so soundly defeated in chap. 8 and so independent in chap. 10. For this reason some scholars 

argue that the battle in 2 Samuel 10 must have preceded that in 2 Samuel 8 (Bright BHI; McCarter 2 

Samuel AB; Noth NHI).  

Finally in the 2 Samuel 10 accounts as noted above Hadadezer is not mentioned in the unit which 

describes the coalition of Arameans hired by the Ammonites to attack David (2 Sam 10:6b–15 [= 1 Chr 

19:6–15]). Rather his name appears in a subsequent unit (2 Sam 10:16–19a [= 1 Chr 19:16–19a]), where 

his army appears to be in battle along with other Arameans against David. Interestingly, there is no 

mention at all of Ammonites in this unit. This is surprising since the battle described there is used as the 

basis for an etiology on the break in the military relationship between the Ammonites and Arameans. 

Thus the question arises as to whether these war stories in chap. 10 relate to a two-stage operation or to 

totally different wars.  
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RANDALL C. BAILEY  

HADADRIMMON (DEITY) [Heb hădad-rimmôn (ֲהַדד־ִשֹּמון)]. The ancient Semitic storm god. 

Zech 12:11 statesthatinthefuturetherewillbegreatmourninginJerusalem,―asgreatasthemourning

forHadadrimmonintheplainofMegiddo‖(RSV).HadadisthegodBaal(wellknownfromtheRas

ShamratextsandtheOT),―Hadad‖probablybeingthepropername(perhapsmeaning―thunderer‖)of

Baal(―lord‖).―Rimmon‖isanepithetofHadad(AdadinMesopotamia);theAkkformisRam(m)an.It



has been suggested that Heb Rimmon (rimmôn), whichisidenticaltotheHebwordfor―pomegranate,‖is

a deliberate mispointing of an original Ram (m)an, ram (m)ān (or something similar), to disparage the 

deity.ThisepithetRimmon/Rammanisbestunderstoodas―thunderer‖(cf.Akkramāmu, ―toroar,‖

hence,―tothunder‖).Accordingly,thenameHadadrimmonmeans―HadadisRimmon‖or―Hadadisthe

thunderer.‖Hadad,orRimmon/Ramman,wasthechiefdeityoftheArameansofSyria,andhisworship

there is mentioned in 2 Kgs 5:18 (cf.thenameTabrimmon,―Rimmon/Rammanisgood,‖in1 Kgs 15:18).  

Concerning the mourning referred to in Zech 12:11, there are two main positions seen in the scholarly 

literature (for other interpretations of the passage, see the summaries of Baldwin Haggai, Zechariah, 

Malachi TOTC, 192–93 and Smith Micah–Malachi WBC, 278–79). The first, and older position, is that 

theverseshouldbetranslated,―themourningof Hadadrimmon,‖Hadadrimmonbeingregardedasa

village or town (named after the deity) in the plain of Megiddo. Reference is made to Jerome, who said 

that this Hadadrimmon was a town called in his day Maximianopolis, SE of Megiddo, close to Jezreel and 

Taanach (and later identified by some scholars with a village named Rummaneh). The lamentation―of

Hadadrimmon,‖whichtookplaceinthevillageand/orthroughoutJudah,was,itisexplained,forthe

good king Josiah (see 2 Chr 35:20–25, esp. v 25), because Hadadrimmon was the location either of 

Josiah‘sbeingmortallywoundedorofhisdeath.However,thatthisvillageactuallyexistedisuncertain;

thatitwasthespotofJosiah‘sbeingwoundedbythearchersisevenmorequestionable.Astowherethe

king died, 2 Chr 35:24 indicates he expired in Jerusalem (cf. 2 Kgs 23:29–30, to be understood as saying 

―Neco‖fatallywoundedJosiah,whowasbrought―dying‖fromMegiddotoJerusalem?).  

The second main position, preferable to the first, is that Zech 12:11 speaks about mourning rites for the 

deity Hadadrimmon. Devotees of the god believed that it was he who sent the rains necessary for 

abundant crops and the preservation of life. Conceivably this mourning took place at times of drought, 

when rain from Hadad would be sorely missed. Comparison can be made to the Baal cycle in the Ugaritic 

literature, which describes the mourning of El (the headofthepantheon)andAnath(Baal‘sconsort)when

Baal dies (later Baal revives), and a subsequent struggle between Baal and Death, which neither 

combatant wins. One should also note Ezek 8:14, which depicts annual, ritual mourning for the 

Mesopotamian fertility deity Tammuz (Dumuzi). Lamentation for Hadadrimmon is mentioned in Zech 

12:11 as a point of comparison since it would have been a (or the) striking example from the ANE milieu 

of bitter mourning shared by many people. This grief would have been particularly intense in the broad, 

fertile plain of Megiddo, a choice agricultural area. See also BAAL (DEITY); HADAD (DEITY); 

RIMMON (DEITY); UGARIT (TEXTS AND LITERATURE).  

WALTER A. MAIER III  

HADAR (PERSON) [Heb hădar (ֲהַדש)]. Var. HADAD. A masculine name found in the OT.  

1. The eighth ruler listed on the Edomite King List (Gen 36:39). In the 1 Chr 1:50–51 parallel the MT 

reads hădad. See HADAD (PERSON).  

2. The Syriac version and the Bomberg (Venice) edition (1524–25), followed by the KJV, read ḥădar as 

the name of the eighth son of Ishmael in Gen 25:15. The RSV here and the 1 Chr 1:30 parallel read 

Hadad. He is said to have dwelt with his brothers in the region from Havilah to Shur, in the area of the 

Sinai and NW coast of Arabia. The names of six of these brothers are mentioned in Assyrian inscriptions 

from the 8th and 7th centuries B.C.E., but Hadar is one of four names which do not appear elsewhere.  

VICTOR H. MATTHEWS  

HADASHAH (PLACE) [Heb ḥădā â (ֲחָדָשה)]. Town situated in the Shephelah, or lowland, of 

Judah (Josh 15:37), within the same district as Lachish. This settlement, the name of which perhaps 

means―newtown,‖islistedamongthetownswithinthetribalallotmentofJudah(Josh 15:21–62). It may 

be the same place as Adasa, which 1 Macc 7:40–45 identifies as the location of the victory of Judas 

Maccabeus over Nicanor. Although a general location somewhere between Lachish and Gath is called for 

by the context, no suitable candidate for the ancient town has been identified.  

WADE R. KOTTER  



HADASSAH (PERSON) [Heb hădassâ (ֲהַדָסה)]. The name given to Esther when she is first 

introduced by the narrator of the book of Esther (2:7). He tells us that Mordecai, a Jew resident in Susa, 

was―raisingHadassah,thatisEsther,his(i.e.,Mordecai‘s)niece.‖Themostnaturalunderstandingofthis

appositive construction is that her given name was Hadassah, but she subsequently became more 

commonly known by the name Esther. In this interpretation Hadassah would be her Hebrew name (the 

view adopted by the Targum, see Paton Esther ICC, 170; Moore Esther AB, 20), belonging to that class 

ofmaleandfemalenamesintheOTdrawnfromthenamesofplants.―Hadassah‖wouldbe the feminine 

form of hădas, ―myrtle‖(cf.Isa 49:19; 55:13; Neh 8:15; see Noth IPN, 230–31). An earlier view held that 

the book of Esther washistoricizedBabylonianmythologyinwhich―Esther‖isIshtar,theBabylonian

goddessoflove;andhence―Hadassah‖wastheHebrewformofAkkḫada  atu, ―bride,‖anepithetof

Ishtar (Jensen 1892: 209; cf. Paton, 88). Such an etymology is belied not only by the fact that this view of 

the book is today given no credence, but also by the fact that it is highly improbable that Akk ḫ would be 

rendered by Heb h, i.e., Akk ḫăda  atu would appear in Hebrew as ḥădassâ (with ḥet), not hădassāh 

(with he).  
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HADES, HELL. The Greek word Hades (ha dēs) issometimes,butmisleadingly,translated―hell‖in

English versions of the NT. It refers to the place of the dead but not necessarily to a place of torment for 

the wicked dead. In Greek religious thought Hades was the god of the underworld; but more commonly 

the term referred to his realm, the underworld, where the shades or the souls of the dead led a shadowy 

existence, hardly conscious and without memory of their former life. In early times it seems Hades was 

usually conceived as a place of sadness and gloom (but not punishment) indiscriminately for all the dead. 

However, as early as Homer the notion existed that some individuals experienced endless punishment in 

Hades, and later, especially through the influence of Orphic-Pythagorean ideas, belief in postmortem 

rewards and punishments in Hades became common. While Greek ideas about the afterlife probably did 

not influence the origins of Jewish expectations of retribution after death, later Jewish writers sometimes 

incorporated particular terms and concepts from the Greek and Roman Hades into their own pictures of 

the afterlife.  

The old Hebrew concept of the place of the dead, most often called Sheol ( ĕ˒ôl) in the Hebrew Bible, 

corresponded quite closely to the Greek Hades. Both were versions of the common ancient view of the 

underworld. Like the old Greek Hades, Sheol in the Hebrew Bible is the common fate of all the dead, a 

place of darkness and gloom, where the shades lead an unenviable, fading existence. In the LXX therefore 

Sheol is usually translated as Hades, and the Greek term was naturally and commonly used by Jews 

writing in Greek. This Jewish usage explains the ten NT occurrences of the word Hades.  

The rise of Jewish belief in resurrection and eternal life had a significant impact on ideas about 

Sheol/Hades.ResurrectionwasunderstoodasGod‘s eschatological act of bringing the dead from Hades 

back to life. Probably the earliest, simplest idea was that the shades will return from Hades to bodily life. 

Sometimes they were expected to be raised as spirits to dwell with the angels in heaven. According to a 

more dichotomous view of human nature, the soul will be brought from Hades, the body raised from the 

grave, and body and soul reunited in resurrection. Whichever view of resurrection was adopted, Hades 

became the temporary abode of the dead, between death and the general resurrection at the end of the age; 

but there was not necessarily any other change in the understanding of Hades.  

In most early Jewish literature Hades or Sheol remains the place to which all the dead go (2 Macc 6:23; 

1 En. 102:5; 103:7; Sib. Or. 1:81–84; Ps.-Phoc.112–113; 2 Bar. 23:4; T. Ab. A 8:9; 19:7) and is very 

nearly synonymous with death (Wis 1:12–16; 16:13; S. Sol. 16:2; Rev 6:8; 20:13), as well as actually 

synonymouswithotherOTtermsfortheplaceofthedead(―theearth,‖―thedust,‖Abaddon:1 En. 51:3; 

4 Ezra 7:32; Ps.-Philo 3:10; 2 Bar. 42:8; 50:2). At the resurrection Hades will return what has been 

entrusted to it (1 En. 51:3; 4 Ezra 4:42; 7:32; 2 Bar. 42:8; 50:2; Ps.-Philo 3:10; 33:3; cf. Rev 20:13)—a 



notionwhichexpressesGod‘ssovereigntyover Hades (cf. 1 Sam 2:6; Tob 13:2; Wis 16:13). The dead 

have been temporarily entrusted by God to the safekeeping of Hades; at the resurrection he will demand 

them back. Thereafter death will no longer happen, and so the mouth of Hades will be sealed so that it can 

no longer receive the dead (2 Bar. 21:23; Ps.-Philo 33:3), or, in an alternative image, Death and Hades 

will be thrown into the lake of fire (Rev 20:14). Thus Hades retains its close association with death and is 

not confused with the place of eternal torment for the wicked after the day of judgment, which was 

usually known as Gehenna. Even when Hades is portrayed as the fate for which the wicked are heading, 

in contrast to the eternal life to which the righteous are destined, the traditional characteristics of the place 

of the dead—darkness and destruction—are often in mind (Pss. Sol. 14:9–10; 15:10, 13; 16:2; Jub. 7:29; 

22:22).  

However, the picture of Hades was affected by the expectation of resurrection and eternal destiny in a 

further way. The notion of resurrection was connected with that of the judgment of the dead. At the day of 

judgment, the righteous will receive the reward of eternal life and the wicked the judgment of eternal 

destruction or eternal torment. This ultimate distinction between the righteous and the wicked was often 

held to be anticipated during the temporary abode of the dead in Hades. The earliest example is 1 Enoch 

22,whereEnochisshownfour―hollowplaces‖inwhichfourdifferentclasses of the dead are kept until 

the day of judgment. The early character of this concept is shown by the fact that one of the two classes of 

the wicked, those who have already been punished for their sins in this life, will apparently be neither 

rewarded nor punished on the day of judgment, whereas sinners who have not been punished in this life 

will then receive their judgment. But for all classes Hades is essentially a place of waiting for judgment: 

the righteous are refreshed with a spring of water while they await the joys of paradise, but the wicked are 

not said to be punished. They are simply held in detention awaiting trial and condemnation. In later 

conceptions the classes of the dead are reduced to two. The places where they wait came to be called the 

chambers or treasuries of the souls (Ps.-Philo 32:13; 2 Bar. 21:33; 30:1; 4 Ezra 4:35, 41; 7:32, 80, 85, 95, 

101, 121; cf. Ps.-Philo 15:5:―chambersofdarkness‖forthewicked;Ps.-Philo 21:9:―thesecretdwelling

placesofsouls‖;theterminologyofchambersmayderivefromIsa 26:20; cf. 1 Clem. 50:3).  

In the extended account of the intermediate state in 4 Ezra 7:75–101, it is explained that after death the 

souls of the dead have seven days of freedom, during which they see the rewards awaiting the righteous 

and the torments awaiting the wicked. The wicked are therefore sad in anticipation, and the righteous 

rejoice in anticipation of the destiny awaiting them, but the rewards and punishments themselves are 

reserved for the last day. After the seven days the righteous enter their chambers, where they rest in 

quietness, guarded by angels (7:85, 95). In this account the wicked do not have chambers at all but 

continue to wander around in tormented awareness of their doom (7:80, 93).  

The idea that the eternal punishment of the wicked has already begun in Hades, even before the last 

judgment, begins to be found occasionally in Jewish literature of the NT period. In this case Hades 

sometimes becomes the scene not only of darkness and gloom, but also of fire (cf. Sir 21:9–10), which 

had traditionally been reserved for the torment of the wicked in Gehenna after the last judgment. (1 En. 

63:10 seems to be an exceptional case where Sheol itself is the scene of final punishment in fire after the 

last judgment; cf. perhaps 103:7–8.) Thus in the surviving fragments of Jannes and Jambres we seem to 

have the first instance of the many stories (later popular in Christianity) in which someone is brought back 

temporarily from Hades in order to warn the living of the fate of the wicked (it is this possibility which is 

requested and refused in Luke 16:27–31). The Egyptian magician Jannes explains to his brother that he is 

being punished in the fires of the underworld. In the Apocalypse of Zephaniah Hades is equated with the 

abyss (6:15; 7:9; 9:2), and the seer sees in it the sea of fire and other forms of punishment for the wicked 

(6:1–2; 10:3–14). (However, neither of these works is certainly of pre-Christian Jewish origin.) Josephus 

claimsthatthePhariseesbelievedtherearepostmortemrewardsandpunishments―undertheearth‖(Ant 

18.14).  

In a final development Hades sometimes becomes exclusively the place of punishment for the wicked, 

while the righteous go at death to paradise or heaven. This may be the case in the Apoc. Zeph. However, 

we should not expect too much consistency in eschatological concepts. Older images often survive 



alongside later developments. Thus the Testament of Abraham (Recension A) clearly refers to Hades as 

the fate of all the dead (8:9; 19:7); but it is not easy to reconcile this with its account of the separation of 

the souls, who at death go through two distinct gates, one leading to eternal punishment and the other to 

paradise(11),whichislocatedinheaven(20:12,14).InJesus‘storyoftherichmanandLazarus(Luke 

16:19–31), which reflects popular conceptions of the afterlife, it seems that only the rich man goes to 

Hades(thoughthisisnotentirelyclear),whereheistormentedinfire,whileLazarusgoesto―Abraham‘s

bosom‖inparadise(cf.T. Ab. A 20:14). The two locations are within sight of each other (cf. 4 Ezra 7:85, 

93); but this need not imply that both are in the underworld, since even after the last judgment paradise 

and Gehenna are said to be within sight of each other (4 Ezra 7:36–38; 1 En. 108:14–15; Apoc. El. 5:27–

28).  

Other NT references to Hades also reflect Jewish usage. In Acts 2:27, 31, which directly reflect OT 

usage, Hades is the abode of all the dead before the resurrection. Also directly dependent on OT usage is 

Matt 11:23 = Luke 10:15 (cf. Isa 14:13–15). The image in Rev 20:13 is a traditional apocalyptic one (1 

En. 51:3; 4 Ezra 4:42; 7:32; 2 Bar. 42:8; 50:2; Ps.-Philo 3:10; 33:3), while the personification of Hades, 

along with death, there and in Rev 6:8, derives from OT usage continued by later writers (for death and 

Sheol both personified, see Ps 49:14; Isa 28:15; Hos 13:14).  

The gates of Hades (Matt 16:18) are traditional. Both the Babylonian Underworld and the Greek Hades 

had gates, but the image more immediately reflects the OT (Isa 38:10;cf.―gatesofdeath‖inJob 38:17; 

Ps 9:14; 107:18) and later Jewish writings (Wis 16:13; 3 Macc. 5:51; So. Sol. 16:2; cf. Ap. Pet. 4:3). The 

gates of Hades keep the dead imprisoned in its realm. Only God can open them (cf. Wis 16:13; Ap. Pet. 

4:3, which probably reflects a Jewish description of resurrection; Ps 107:16 may have been interpreted in 

this way). Whatever the precise meaning of Matt 16:18, its reference must be not to the powers of evil, 

but to the power of Hades to hold the dead in death. A related image is that of the keys of Hades (Rev 

1:18), which open its gates (cf. 2 En. 42:1): the risen Christ, victorious over death, has acquired the divine 

power to release from the realm of death (cf. also b. Sanh. 113a). For bibliography see DESCENT TO 

THE UNDERWORLD.  

RICHARD BAUCKHAM  

HADID (PLACE) [Heb ḥād  d (ָחִדיד)]. Town in the territory of Benjamin. Scholars maintain that 

HadidisalreadymentionedintheThutmoseIIItownlist,no.76―h (u)dit (i)i‖(h-d-t), after a place in the 

Shephelah and before a place in the Sharon. Hadid is also mentioned as one of a cluster of towns, the two 

others of which are Lod (Lydda) and Ono, to which the Babylonian exiles returned (Ezra 2:33; Neh 7:37; 

11:34). From this text one may infer that Hadid was settled during the First Temple period, in the time 

when the tribe of Benjamin expanded W, perhaps during the reign of Josiah. See also Alt 1925: 11–15.  

Hadid had strategic significance during the Hasmonean period, after Jonathan had fortified Jerusalem. 

Simeon,whoencampednearHadid,hadfortifiedthetownandinstalledgatesduringtheTrypho‘s

campaign (1 Macc 12:38; 13:13). In a clash near Hadid, Alexander Jannaeus was defeated by the 

Nabatean king, Aretas III, who invaded Judea (Ant 13.392). Later Vespasian conquered it and built a 

camp there (JW 4.486). According to the Mishnah, Hadid was among the cities surrounded by walls since 

the times of Joshua (m. ˓Arak. 9:6). See also Abel 1926, 35: 218; Boree 1930: 29.  

Josephus describes the city as being situated on a mountain overlooking the plains of Judea (Ant 

13.203). Eusebius locates it E of Lydda (Onomast. 24:24; see also Beyer 1933: 233). It also appears on 

the Madeba Map (no. 59; Yeivin 1954: 149) and is mentioned by the Jewish traveler Astori Haparchi ca. 

1322. The city is identified with a mound named al-Haditha, 6 km E of Lod. Archaeological surveys there 

yielded sherds of pottery dating from the LB and Iron Ages (Alt 1928: 71). A mosaic pavement with 

Nilotic scenes, dating from the 6th century C.E., was discovered there in 1940. See also Noth Joshua 

HAT, 93; Historical Encyl. of Palestine 2: 248 (in Hebrew).  
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RAMI ARAV  

HADLAI (PERSON) [Heb ḥadlāy (ָלי  )]. The father of Amasa, one of the leaders of the tribe ofַחדְׁ

Ephraim during the time of Pekah, ruler of the N kingdom, Israel (2 Chr 28:12). This patronymic could 

also refer to the extended family of Hadlai, rather than to the biological father of Amasa. The name 

belongs to a class of nontheological Semitic personal names having to do with the body (Noth IPN, 226). 

The precise determination of the meaning of the name is an illustration of the history of the Hebrew 

language. There are two meanings to the Heb root ḥdl, either―tostop,‖―forbear‖or―tobefat,‖

―successful‖(HALAT, 280–81). The lack of a close semantic connection between the two meanings may 

be explained by the fact that the earliest form of the Semitic language from which Hebrew later developed 

had two closely related consonants, the voiceless, fricative, pharyngeal ḥ and the voiceless, fricative, velar 

ḫ. Hebrew used the one letter ḥet to represent both sounds (Moscati et al. 1969: 38, 41). Thus there are 

two roots represented with two separate meanings; and, according to Kutscher (1984: 18), they were 

pronounced by the ancient Hebrews differently from each other. Of the two choices Hadlai probably 

means―fatone‖(ḫdl) ratherthan―forbearer‖(ḥdl), since fat is also used metaphorically in Hebrew to 

mean―successful‖andapersonalnameismostlikelytobecomplimentaryorhopeful. 
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KIRK E. LOWERY  

HADORAM (PERSON) [Heb hădôrām (ֲהדוָשם); hădorām]. 1. A son of Joktan (Gen 10:27; 1 Chr 

1:21) and hence the name of a S Arabian locality or of the tribe residing in it. E. Glaser (1980: 434) 

juxtaposed the biblical hădôrām and Yemenite Dauram. Epigraphically dwrm is attested in two Old 

Sabean inscriptions, RES 3945,15 from Ṣirwāḥ andCISIV603b,12fromNašqintheJauf.Inthefirsttext

it is listed along with several towns which the Sabean king Karib˒ilWatar(probablyinthe7thcentury

B.C.) incorporated into his realm. The context of the other places mentioned in both inscriptions suggests 

that dwrm is to be identified with Dauram attheupperpartoftheW d  Ḍahr about 16 km NW of Ṣan ā˒.

Probablybecauseofitsstrategicallyimportantlocation,al-Hamdān  inthe10th century A.D. refers to 

Dauram asapre-IslamicfortressoftheW d  Ḍahr (1979: 123). The ruins of the ancient town are situated 

on the flat-topped mountain Ṭayba bordering on the SW part of the fertile valley, which still bears the 

name Dauram today. A clan name (ḏ)dwrm, which could be read (Ḏū-) Dauram,i.e.,―(heof)Dauram,‖

is attested in two votive inscriptions which are kept in the Museum of Aden (AM 840 = NAM 418,2; AM 

343,1.3); both inscriptions had been dedicated to the Sabean god Almaqah in two different temples in the 

regionoftheoasisofMārib.ThereasonwhythenameDôrām is not attested in the biblical text, as one 

might expect, assuming that Dauram and hădôrām are to be identified, may be that the Arabian name was 

adapted to the NW Semitic name hădôrām borne by two different persons in the OT (see #2 and #3 

below). The identification of hădôrām with the Ahl al-Hadara, a designation used by the inhabitants of 

Oman for certain bedouin tribes, was proposed by B. Thomas (1932: 48) and was taken over by Koehler-

Baumgartner (HALAT, 229). This equation is, however, unacceptable, because the correct form is Ahl al-

Ḥadara withtheliteralmeaning―tribesofthedowncountry.‖Likewisetoberejectedbecauseofthe



inaccurate correspondence of the consonants is the identification of biblical hădôrām with the tribe of the 

Ḥaḍūr (A. von Kremer 1866: 25), whose name survives in the miḫlāf Ḥaḍūr to the W of Ṣan ā˒. 
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W. W. MÜLLER  

TRANS. PHILLIP R. CALLAWAY  

2. Son of Tou, king of Hamath, who was sent by Tou with gifts to thank King David for defeating their 

mutual adversary Hadadezer (1 Chr 18:9–10; MT hădôrām; LXX hidouraam). The Israelite form of the 

name, Joram (Heb yôrām; anabbreviatedformof―Jehoram‖),isusedintheparallelaccount(2 Sam 8:9–

10; note LXX reads ieddouran here, and Ant 7.5.4 reads adōramon), replacing the theophoric element 

Hadad(―Hadadisexalted‖)withJehu(―Yahwehisexalted‖).AccordingtoMalamat(1963:6–7) this is a 

second (diplomatic?) name taken by Hadoram and reflects Israel‘sinfluenceinHamath,whichhadbeen

at least geographically part of the Hittite Empire (see also Malamat 1958: 101; McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 

244, 250). Thus, rather than assuming there is a textual corruption and emending Joram to Hadoram in 2 

Sam 8:10, both names can be considered authentic references to the son of Tou.  

3. The taskmaster under Rehoboam who was stoned to death by the enraged Israelites, who heard 

Rehoboam vow to increase their burden of forced labor (2 Chr 10:18; MT hădorām; LXX adōniram; but 

Codex Alexandrinus reads adōram; Ant 8.8.3 reads adōramos). Various spellings of the name create some 

confusion about the identity of Hadoram. The parallel account spells his name Adoram (1 Kgs 12:18; MT 

˒ădorām; LXX adōniram; but Codex Vaticanus reads aram). The person responsible for forced labor 

under Solomon was named Adoniram, the son of Abda (1 Kgs 4:6; 5:28—Eng5:14; MT ˒ădon  rām; LXX 

adōniram), and previously under David was named Adoram (2 Sam 20:24; MT ˒ădorām; LXX 

adōniram). It is reasonable to assume that the person in charge of forced labor could have remained in 

office from the time of David until the beginning of the reign of Rehoboam. Based on the shared office 

and similar spellings of their names, Hadoram can be identified with Adoniram and Adoram, as the LXX 

already did by standardizing the spelling to Adoniram. His brutal death stands as a symbol of the break 

between the N (Israel) and the S (Judah), and foreshadows the turmoil yet to come in their history.  
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MARK J. FRETZ  

HADRACH (PLACE) [Heb hadrāk (ָשך  )]. A place, probably an Aramean city-state, located in Nַהדְׁ

Syria on the Orontes river S of Hamath and N of Damascus. The city may be identified with the present 

dayTellĀfis,locatedabout20miles(45km)SWofAleppo.ItismentionedonlyoncebyZechariah

alongwithDamascusandHamathinconnectionwithaprophecyconcerning―thecitiesofAram‖(Zech 

9:1), which were enemies of Israel. In 1908 the stele of Zakir, king of Hamath and Lu ash(ca.800B.C.), 

was discovered here. Zakir had withstood a siege of Hadrach by an Aramean coalition led by Ben-hadad 

III. Tiglath-pileserIIInamedHadrachinhisannalsasoneofthe―19districtsofHamath‖thathadallied

to support Azariah of Judah (742 B.C.) and was later made an Assyrian province. Zech 9:1–6 may be the 

record of an unsuccessful revolt by Hadrach against Sargon II (720 B.C.).  

RAY L. ROTH  

HADRIAN (EMPEROR). Hadrian, who became emperor on 11 August 117, was born in Rome of a 

family whose ancestors, originally Italian colonists, had long been resident at Italica (near Seville) in 

Spain.Afterhisfather‘sdeathin85,hewasbroughttoRomeundertheguardianshipofthefuture

emperor Trajan (to whom he was related) and the future praetorian prefect Attianus. The link with Trajan 

was further strengthened in 100 when he married Vibia Sabina, also an imperial relative. His official 



careerbeganlateinDomitian‘sreignwithmilitaryserviceinGermany and Moesia and progressed 

rapidly once Trajan became emperor. He took part in the first Dacian War, commanded a legion (1 

Minervia) in the second, governed Pannonia in 107, became consul in 108 (when only 32), held a number 

of priesthoods, and, towardtheendofthereign,wasappointedgovernorofSyria.AtthetimeofTrajan‘s

death, Hadrian was designated to his second consulship, which he held in 118. His support in the imperial 

court was widespread, but not universal; and while his popularity with Trajan (and especially with his 

wife Plotina) is well attested, neither he nor anyone else received any of the honors usually granted to 

heirsapparent.However,onthedayafterTrajan‘sdeathatSelinusinCilicia(8August117),aletterof

adoption, allegedly written by Trajan, reached Hadrian at Antioch, followed on the eleventh by the news 

ofTrajan‘sdeath.Thesameday,thetroopsproclaimedhimemperor. 

Despite the controversial circumstances surrounding his accession, the Senate immediately voted him 

the usual imperial powers; but he never managed to establish a successful relationship with that body, 

mainlybecauseoftheinitialdecision(whichmaynothavebeenhis)toexecutefourofTrajan‘sleading

generals. They were accused of planning Hadrian‘sassassination,foundguilty,andpromptlyexecuted.

PossiblytheyhadopposedhisdecisiontoabandonsomeofTrajan‘sEconquests.Butthedamagewas

done; and, when he reached Rome, he had to strive to attain some degree of popularity: he was obliged to 

dismiss Attianus, now prefect (responsibility for the executions was assigned to him); to distribute largess 

to the people on three occasions by January 119; to cancel debts; and to provide expensive gladiatorial 

displays. Yet his efforts were not without success. Throughout his reign of 21 years, he was away from 

Rome for about 12 (121–125; 128–134); and no serious attempts were made to take advantage of these 

absences. On the other hand, he was never popular with the Senate.  

He worked hard. Forhimitwasanemperor‘sdutytofamiliarizehimselfwiththeentireempire.So―he

personallyviewedandinvestigatedabsolutelyeverything‖(DioCass.69.9.1).Hevisitedarmies

everywhere, drilled the soldiers himself, lived as they did (Dio Cass. 69.9.3), and even published an 

assessment of their efficiency (CIL VIII 2532, 18042: N Africa, July 128). But he did not limit himself to 

militarymatters;forheseemstohaveregardeditashisresponsibilitytobecomeawareofaprovince‘s

problems, to inspect its administration, to attend official and religious festivals—and, as well, to indulge 

in hunting and sight-seeing. The emperor was no longer a remote or vague figure.  

Hadrian withdrew from some of the newly acquired provinces (e.g., those beyond the Euphrates) and 

consolidatedRome‘sgainsinothers(e.g.,Dacia).Almostcertainlyhisreasonswereeconomic.Hesought

prosperity and security for the empire through a policy that was essentially defensive; and, in the main, he 

was successful, though there were uprisings on the lower Danube, in Britain, in Mauretania, and in Judea. 

But the most outstanding example of his policy, without parallel in Roman times, was seen in Britain, 

where, on the Tyne-Solway line to which Trajan had already withdrawn, Hadrian erected a massive wall 

some 70 miles long, more than half of it in stone. It was at least 15 feet high and 7.5 feet thick, with a 

deep ditch in front and substantial earthworks behind. As well, there were 16 garrison forts, a fortlet every 

mile, and a turret every third of a mile. Consistent with this was the considerably less expensive timber 

barrier linking the Rhine and the Danube.  

He had least success in dealing with the Jews. Severe riots had occurred in Jewish areas throughout the 

east toward the endofTrajan‘sreign(DioCass.68.32.1–2), and they continued under Hadrian until 119 

(Annee Epigraphique 1928, Nos. 1 and 2). Later his insistence on having a shrine in Jerusalem dedicated 

to Jupiter Capitolinus and built on the site of the temple resulted in the revolt of 132–135, led by Bar 

Kokhba and ruthlessly suppressed by Hadrian (Dio Cass. 69.12.1–14.3).Asaconsequence,―Fromthat

timeon,theentireracehasbeenforbiddentosetfootanywhereintheneighborhoodofJerusalem‖

(Eutropius Historia Ecclesiastica 4.6).HispolicytowardChristianitywas,likeTrajan‘s,oneoftoleration,

as is evident from his much-discussed letter in 122/123 to the proconsul of Asia, Minicius Fundanus: 

Christianswouldbepunishedonly―ifsomeoneprosecutesthem andprovesthemguiltyofanyillegality‖

(Eutropius Historia Ecclesiastica 4.9).  

In administration his aim was consolidation and centralization rather than innovation, as has sometimes 

been argued. Leading bureaucrats were now almost always equestrians and not freedmen. Attempts were 



madetoimprovecontroloftheempire‘sfinances,butwhethertheywereintroducedbyHadrianorTrajan

is uncertain; and similarly with the development of a pay and career structure for equestrian officials. 

Again, legal reformswereintroduced,soldiers‘conditionsimproved,andtheirweaponsstandardized.In

essence he tried to systematize existing practices rather than introduce new ones.  

Hadrianwasenlightenedandintelligent,takinganactivepartintheempire‘sliterary and cultural life. 

His architectural achievements included the villa at Tivoli, the mausoleum in Rome, and the rebuilding of 

the Pantheon. He was, nonetheless, an autocrat; and in 136, he executed his only relatives, his 90-year-old 

brother-in-law, Julius Ursus Servianus, and his grandson Pedanius Fuscus Salinator, then adopted one of 

the consuls for 136, Ceionius Commodus, who took the name L. Aelius Caesar. But when he died on 31 

December 137, Hadrian chose another senator, Aurelius Fulvus (later the emperor Antoninus Pius), who 

wasrequiredtoadoptbothAelius‘son(latertheemperorCommodus)andthegrandsonofanother

senator, Annius Verus (later Marcus Aurelius). On 10 July 138 Hadrian died at Baiae and was buried in 

his mausoleum. The Senate still detested him and deified him only at the insistence of Antoninus Pius.  

Bibliography  
Barnard, L. W. 1968–69. Hadrian and Judaism. JRH 5: 285–98.  
Garzetti, A. 1974. From Tiberius to the Antonines: A History of the Roman Empire A.D. 14–192. London.  

Syme, R. 1958. Tacitus. Oxford.  

———. 1981. Hadrian and the Vassal Princes. Athenaeum 59: 273–83.  

———. 1984. Hadrian and the Senate. Athenaeum 62: 31–60.  

———. 1986. Fictional History Old and New: Hadrian. Oxford.  

BRIAN W. JONES  

HAGAB (PERSON) [Heb ḥāgā  (ָחָגב)]. A temple servant who was the progenitor of a family which 

returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:46 = 1 Esdr 5:30). The omission of Hagab in the parallel 

text in Nehemiah 7 appears to be a result of haplography, due to the similarity of the name Hagabah in 

Ezra 2:45 = Neh 7:48 = 1 Esdr 5:29 (Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 26). Differences such as this 

raise questions about the sources of and literary relationships among 1 Esdras, Ezra, and Nehemiah.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

HAGABAH (PERSON) [Heb hăgā â (ֲהָגָבה)]. Head of a family of Nethinim (temple servants) who 

are listed as returnees from Babylonian exile under the leadership of Zerubbabel and others (Ezra 2:45 = 

Neh 7:48 = 1 Esdr 5:29). For further discussion, see AKKUB.  

CHANEY R. BERGDALL  

HAGAR (PERSON) [Heb hāgār (ָהָגש)]. According to Genesis 16; 21:8–21; 25:12, Hagar was the 

handmaiden of Sarah (Gen 16:1) with whom Abraham fathered his son Ishmael. See also ISHMAEL 

(PERSON); ISHMAELITES. Genesis 16 is a short story of high literary standing: human attempts to 

implement the divine promise (Gen 15:4) prove counterproductive; they lead to the anarchy of the desert 

(Gen 16:12). When the promised child, Isaac, finally is born, it is against human expectations (Gen 

18:10–15; 21:6–7). From Gen 16:15–16 (usually attributed to the P source), the author of Gen 21:8–21 

musthaveconcludedthatHagarhadreturnedtoAbraham‘shousein order to give birth to Ishmael; 

accordingly,hisstoryofHagar‘sexpulsionaimsatbringingIshmaelbacktothedesert,wherehebelongs

(Thompson 1987: 89–97; Knauf 1989: 16–35). As a sophisticated theological construct, the stories 

Genesis 16 and 21 do not necessarily reflect oral traditions about Hagar (and Ishmael) except for a general 

knowledge that Ishmael was the name of a bedouin tribe (or tribes; Gen 16:12; 20:20–21) and that Hagar 

was the legendary ancestress of the Ishmaelites (see below).  

Hagar‘sEgyptiannationality(Gen 16:1; 21:9, 21; 25:12) is a literary device to connect the story in 

Genesis 16 with Gen 12:10–20 (cf. Gen 12:16). If the first story about Hagar was written at the time of 

Hezekiah,Hagar‘snationalitymayveiltheauthor‘soppositiontoHezekiah‘sforeignpolicy(cf.Isa 30:1–

5; 31:1–5; Görg 1986).  



As a female personal name, Hagar is well attested in ancient Arabia (Palmyrene and Safaitic hgr, 

Nabatean hgrw; to be distinguished from the male name Hâjir in Arabic, Minaean, and Nabatean; Knauf 

1989: 52, n. 253). The name can be explained by Sabean and Ethiopic hagar, ―town,city‖(froman

originalmeaning―thesplendid‖or―thenourishing‖?);itisunlikelythatthereisanyconnectionwith

hajara, ―toemigrate,‖inmorerecent Arabian languages.  

Just as Ishmael represents a large N Arabian tribal confederacy of the 8th and 7th centuries B.C. (see 

ISHMAELITES), so also can his mother be expected to have been of similar importance and antiquity. 

ThereforeIshmael‘smother,Hagar,shouldnotbeconnectedwiththeHagrites,arelativelysmallSyrian

and N Arabian tribe of the Persian and Hellenistic periods, attested in 1 Chr 5:19 and in Greek and Roman 

geographers (Knauf 1989: 49–53; and see also HAGRITES).  

A cuneiform inscription found on Bahrain and dating to the second half of the 2d millennium B.C. 

mentions―thepalaceofRimum,servantof(thegod) Inzak, the one of A-gar-rum‖(Butz1983).Hagaris

then mentioned as a country and/or people by Darius I in an Egyptian hieroglyphic inscription from Susa 

(Roaf 1974: 135). The name, spelled hgrw, is accompanied by a representation of a typical Hagrean, 

whose hairdress distinguishes him from the central Arabian bedouin. This ethnographic feature suggests 

thatDarius‘―Hagar‖referstotheEArabiancountryandnottoacentralArabiantribe(Knauf1989:144–

45). In the 3d century B.C. a king of Hagar issued his own coins; at the same time, trade between Hagar, 

the Minaeans, and the Nabateans flourished. As D. T. Potts has most convincingly shown, Hagar is 

nothing else but the Gk Gerrha and can be identified with the present ruins of Tâj (Potts 1984). Both 

ChristianandMuslimauthorsused―Hagar‖forEArabiawellintotheMiddleAges(Knauf1989:54). 

The available documentation, in spite of a gap between the LB Age and the Persian period, is more 

likelytoconnectIshmael‘smotherwithHagarinEArabia than with another Hagar (of which there is no 

lack, given the meaning of the word in Old S Arabic). For the prophet Jeremiah there were only two 

political entities in Arabia (with the exception of the caravan cities of NW Arabia): the Qedarites (see 

KEDAR), surviving from the Ishmaelite confederation, and Buz, which was the designation of E Arabia 

current in the 7th century B.C. See BUZ (PLACE).  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

HAGGADAH. A noun derived from the Hebrew root ngd, ―toshow,‖―toannounce,‖―totell,‖―to

testify‖(Jastrow1903:871).Incontemporary scholarship the word (also spelled aggadah) carries several 

meanings: (1) nonlegal material in rabbinic literature (EncJud 2: 354; 6: 141; Moore 1927: 161; Cohen 

1975: 24); (2) narrative, story, legend, folktale, fairy tale, or the like (EncJud 2: 356; 6:141; Bacher 1892: 

408); (3) biblical exegesis or an amplification of the Bible (EncJud 2: 354, 358–59; 6:410–11; Bacher 

1892: 418); (4) discourses which are assumed to have followed the Torah readings in the ancient 

synagogues (EncJud 2: 358–59; Cohen 1975: 26); and (5) one segment of midrash, distinguishing 

between legal exegesis (halakic midrash) and nonlegal exegesis (haggadic midrash; EncJud 2: 354; 6:141; 

Cohen 1975: 25; HJP² 2: 346; Bacher 1892: 425; Vermes 1961: 1–8).  

Approaching the meaning of Haggadah from the point of view of its role in rabbinic culture, several 

scholars underscore the fact that Haggadah was not authoritative, while the Halakah (legal discourse) was 

binding (EncJud 2: 354; Moore 1927: 162; Cohen 1975: 24; HJP² 2: 497). Therefore Haggadah is much 

more imaginative, freewheeling, and varied than Halakah (EncJud 2: 354–59; Cohen 1975: 25; HJP² 2: 

346, 353–54, 497; Slomovic 1988: 65). Haggadah is often described as that segment of rabbinic literature 

which (1) deals with morals, ethics, and daily life; (2) provides the motivation and the will to follow 



YHWHandtoperformhiscommandments;(3)includesthediscussionsofYHWH‘sattributes;or(4)

contains words of comfort (Halivni 1986: 509; EncJud 2: 355–56, 360–62; 6: 141; Moore 1927: 161–62; 

Cohen 1975: 25; HJP² 2: 346; Halivni 1986: 509).  

These varied meanings of Haggadah also appear in the rabbinic texts. In Mishnah Ned. 4:3 Haggadah 

probably refers to a nonlegal biblical exegesis. In Sipre Numbers the word conveys the sense of (1) tales 

and events, or (2) biblical exegesis (Kosovsky 1973: 1280). A review of the references to Haggadah in the 

concordance to the Babylonian Talmud reveals that Haggadah carries the meaning of (1) utterance, (2) 

giving evidence or testimony, (3) biblical exegesis, or (4) the nonlegal segment of rabbinic thought. 

Haggadah is set in opposition to (1) ḥokmâ, wisdom, (2)  ĕm ˒ôt, oral legal teachings, and (3) Halakah, 

law. The Talmud refers to books of Haggadah; however, their content is unknown, except for one which 

reportedly contained discussions of the laws concerning the execution of a gentile and another which 

included biblical terms and the ways in which they were to be treated in exegesis. References to books of 

Haggadah appear, even though there is a ruling that such collections should not be written down 

(Kasowski 1971: 1024–25).  

Contrary to much speculation it seems likely that Haggadah did not derive solely from biblical exegesis 

(EncJud 2: 356; Moore 1927: 161–62). Also, the non-halakic nature of Haggadah has been exaggerated 

(EncJud 2: 359). There is a Jewish tendency to classify and categorize the phenomena in the world 

(Cooper 1987), and the distinction between Haggadah and Halakah probably results from this inclination. 

The difference between Halakah and Haggadah is artificial and perhaps too precise, and it may merely be 

literary convention for expressing a supposed binary division of rabbinic thought. The sages to whom 

Haggadah, in its variety of meanings, is attributed also are rabbis to whom halakic statements are assigned 

(EncJud 2: 363). Furthermore, the theological presuppositions which stand behind the Halakah—there is 

one God, who created the world according to a plan, who revealed that plan to Israel, and who will reward 

or punish Israel and all humankind commensurate with their adherence to that plan—also serve as the 

underpinning for the haggadic texts. Many haggadic passages serve to illustrate halakic statements, and 

there appear to be instances in which general halakic rules are derived from haggadic pericopes. While 

Halakah teaches by enumerating rules and principles, Haggadah enlightens by means of stories and 

examples (Safrai 1987: 127). The latter appeals to human imagination, while the former results from strict 

adherence to the intellectual processes. In expressing the complementary nature of Halakah and 

Haggadah,Bialikstatedthat―Halakhahisthecrystallization,thehighestquintessenceofaggadah,while

aggadahistherefinementofhalakhah‖(EncJud 2: 354). CohenwritesthatHalakah―…standsforthe

rigid authority of the law, for the absolute importance of theory, the law and theory which the Haggadah 

illustrates by public opinion and the dicta of common-sensemorality‖(1975:25). 
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HAGGAI, BOOK OF. The tenth book in the Masoretic ordering of the Book of the Twelve (or 

Minor Prophets). It contains oracles alluding to the harsh socio-economic conditions that dominated the 

tiny province of Yehud (Judah) during the reign of Darius I. Two factors had influenced Judean identity at 

this time: the Persian mandate to rebuild the temple, and the dyarchic structure of governor and high priest 

approved by the Persian authorities. The temple still lay in ruins when Haggai began to prophesy on 29 

August 520 B.C.E. (Hag 1:1); but enormous progress had been made by the time he concluded his brief 

ministry, some three and a half months later, on 18 December 520 (Hag 2:10, 20). The book of Haggai 

itselfprovidesvividtestimonytotheeffectoftheprophet‘swordsonthepeopleastheybeganthetaskof

rebuilding the temple (Hag 1:12–13), supplementing the cursory notes provided by Ezra (5:1; 6:14).  

BecauseHaggai‘sministryoverlappedwiththatofZechariahandsince Zechariah presupposed that 

temple work had already recommenced, the decision to rebuild the temple, which dates back to the first 

return in 538 (Ezra 1:8–16; 3:6–4:4), was evidently reactivated as the result of Haggai‘seloquent

exhortations. Haggai was greatly concerned with the reluctance of the Judeans to respond to the Persian 

mandate to rebuild the temple. In urging them to begin reconstruction, he also supported the pattern of 

high priestly and gubernatorial joint rule as permitted by the authorities in Ecbatana (Hag 1:1). 

Zechariah‘s subsequent focus on the meaning and symbolism of the temple as a legitimate expression of 

thenewdyarchythataccompanieditcomplementsHaggai‘sprogram. 

A. Dyarchic Pattern of Rule in Judah  

AlthoughHaggai‘sutteranceswereforthemostpartaddressed to the whole community of Judeans, 

many of whom had only recently returned from Babylon (Hag 1:12; 2:2), it is clear that his words were 

directed mainly toward the two leaders, Zerubbabel, the Davidic governor, and Joshua, the high priest. 

The province of Yehud no longer had a Davidic king; and Zerubbabel, the governor, was officially in 

charge of the liaison in all matters requiring Persian attention. Joshua held an office of ecclesiastical 

authority that had clearly been upgraded in the restoration (see Zech 3:1ff.). The priesthood in the early 

postexilic period began to assume much of the internal political, economic, and judicial administration 

that previously had resided with the royal house, although the presence of the Davidic scion Zerubbabel 

as the governor of Yehud encouraged occasional eschatological outbursts that focused on the future role 

of the Davidide (Hag 2:21–23; Zech 4:6b–10a). These future-oriented oracles suggest a belief among the 

Judeans that this dyarchic pattern was only temporary. The lineage of Joshua, however, was no less 

impressivethanZerubbabel‘s,thoughfromaPersianperspectivesuchanarrangementwaspermanent

exceptincaseofrebellion,whenanykindofhomerulewouldberemoved.Persia‘smotives in appointing 

both a Davidic governor and a legitimate priestly officer thus cannot be divorced from political purposes: 

establishing a loyal following in Yehud that would guarantee control of the major roadways that skirted 

the Mediterranean and that gave Persia access to the W portion of its far-flung empire.  

B. Literary Considerations  

The book of Haggai may be divided into two major parts containing five literary subunits. The first part, 

Restoration of the Temple (1:1–15),consistsoftwosubunits:―Propheticcalltoworkonthetemple‖(1:1–

11)and―Responseoftheleadersandpeople‖(1:12–15a). The second part, Oracles of Encouragement 

(2:1–23),isdividedintothreesubunits:―AssuranceofGod‘spresence‖(1:15b–2:9),―Priestlyrulingwith

propheticinterpretation‖(2:10–19),and―Futurehope‖(2:20–23). Each of the units is associated with one 

of the five chronological notations in the book, indicating the separate moments in the second year of the 

reign of Darius when certain prophetic materials emerged. Although there is an integrity to each subunit 

with respect to content, there is also a continuity and flow from beginning to end, which gives the book a 

sense of unity and a vivid rhetorical style.  

Although Haggai and Zechariah each have their distinct style and message, there are many literary 

similarities and connections between the two chapters of Haggai and Zechariah 7–8. Some 18 

correspondences in literary form and language may be isolated for these four chapters (Meyers and 

Meyers, Haggai, Zechariah 1–8 AB, xlix), indicating that Haggai and Zechariah 7–8 form an envelope 

construction tying together the elements of a composite work, Haggai–Zechariah 1–8. Because it makes 



no reference to the rededication of the temple in 516 or 515 B.C.E., this composite work probably was 

finished well in advance of that event. The latest date mentioned in either Haggai or First Zechariah is 7 

December 518 (Zech 7:1). Hence, the compilation of the composite work, probably intended to be 

presented at the temple rededication, would have been completed between 518 and 516–15.  

The following is a list of the chronological data in the book of Haggai and First Zechariah:  

Chronological Data in Haggai–Zechariah 1–8  

Passage No.  Passage  Year of Darius  Month  Day  Date of New Moon  Equivalent Date B.C.E.  Date No.  

1  Hag 1:1  2nd  6th  1st  29 Aug.  29 Aug. 520  1  

2  Hag 1:15  2nd  6th  24th  29 Aug.  21 Sept. 520  2  

3  Hag 2:1  2nd
a
  7th  21st  27 Sept.  17 Oct. 520  3  

4  Hag 2:10
b
  2nd  9th  24th  25 Nov.  18 Dec. 520  4  

5  Hag 2:20  2nd  9th  24th  25 Nov.  18 Dec. 520  4  

6  Zech 1:1
c
  2nd  8th  —

d
  27 Oct.  Oct. (Nov.) 520  5  

7  Zech 1:7  2nd  11th  24th  23 Jan.  15 Feb. 519  6  

8  Zech 7:1  4th  9th  4th  4 Dec.  7 Dec. 518  7  
a
The year appears at the end of the preceding date, Hag 1:15.  

b
This date is repeated, without the year, in 2:18 as a summary of the 2:10–18 section.  

c
This date breaks the sequence, being earlier than the previous two dates in Haggai.  

d
The formula omits this day.  

The date formulas in Haggai, unlike comparable material in Kings, Chronicles, or other prophets, are 

tied to the realm of a foreign power. As such, they indicate the extent to which Judean policies and 

thinking were geared towards Persia. They also suggest prophetic awareness of the imminent conclusion 

of the 70 year period of desolation referred to in Jeremiah (Jer 25:11–12; 29:10). Reckoned from the 

destruction of the First Temple in 587–586, the approaching year 517–516 apparently signaled a new era 

forJudah.ThiscarefulreckoningofdatesisuniqueinprophecyandaccentuatesHaggai‘sviews

regardingYahweh‘spurposefulcontroloverhistory.Thedateformulas,whichmirroreachotherbyvirtue

of the chiastic arrangement of year–day–month language, also constitute another literary device by which 

the overall unity of Haggai and First Zechariah is established.  

1. Prophetic Call to Work on the Temple (1:1–11). Because of the adverse economic and political 

conditions in Judah at the time, the prophet was acutely aware of the disparity between present conditions 

and future hope. Temple language and ideology are utilized in trying to convince the populace to build 

God‘shouse(1:8, 14). Haggai succeeded in rousing the spirit of Yahweh in the two leaders who, together 

with the people of Judah, rebuilt the temple. By providing centralized management for the limited 

resources to which the leadership had access, the temple became the cornerstone of the new 

administrative organization. In the first literary unit (1:1–11),theword―house‖isusedforGod‘s

dwelling in vv 2, 4, 8, and twice in 9, and for individual households in vv 4 and 9. This repetition 

highlights the contrast and the connection between the personal welfare of the people and the plight of the 

temple.  

2. Response of the Leaders and People (1:12–15a). Haggai uses a clear and powerful argument to 

advance his case: the difficult circumstances of the present and the misfortunes of the past are directly 

relatedtotheneglectofthetemple,whichrepresentsGod‘spresenceinthecommunity.Theonly escape 

from such a predicament lay in rebuilding the temple. Only then could appropriate blessings flow and the 

just rewards of human labor be realized, according to the promise of the covenant.  

The description of the positive Judean response to this exhortation ends with a date formula (1:15), 

which gives the day and the month (21 September) of the year 520 B.C.E.,Darius‘secondregnalyear,less

than a monthafterHaggai‘sinitialaddresson29August(1:1). The people had wasted little time in 

beginning the temple project. The several weeks involved may have been the time required for 



community deliberation, although that deliberation may have been immediate. The decision was made, 

materials were secured, and the preliminary work on the temple site began immediately.  

3. Assurance of God’s Presence (1:15b–2:9). The next date (in 2:1) is built upon the regnal year given 

in 1:15b, indicating that within a month (17 October) enough progress had already been made on the 

building so that the people could already compare it to the preexilic one. Thus, after less than a month, 

Haggai had once again spoken in the name of Yahweh.  

As in the previous section, he addressed the civil leader Zerubbabel, the priestly leader Joshua, and the 

people (2:2).Thesethreearetheneachcommandedto―takecourage‖forthetaskathand(vv 3–5), 

although the terminology used for the third group isaltered(―alltheremnantofthepeople‖becomes

―peopleoftheland‖).Thefulllistingoftheprophet‘saudiencetwiceinthissectionemphasizesonce

more the prophetic role as intermediary between God and the people.  

The dual concerns of this oracle of reassurance—economic well-being and political structure—come 

togetherinitsfinalstatement;―inthisplaceIwillgrantwell-being‖(2:9). The well-being for which the 

people yearn will become available to them, but not only to them. In the future time, when all the nations 

recognizeYahweh‘suniversalrule,thosenationstoowillachievewell-being. The power of Yahweh as 

universal ruler will not be exploitative. In contrast to human emperors, Yahweh will establish universal 

plenty.ThiseschatologicalvisionaccordsYahwehthepositionofking.ItisYahweh‘shouse(thetemple)

that is to be exalted with treasures, and Yahweh will give his blessings from there. The temple is a symbol 

of divine kingship, and no politicalkingsharesYahweh‘srule.Theeschatologicalimageryofthis

passage, like that of Isa 2:2, is surely derived from the short-lived zenith of the Israelite empire under 

David and Solomon, when glory and wealth filled Jerusalem (1 Kings 4 and 10). But even that empire 

was a God-given structure in its Deuteronomistic formulation, and so its ideal replication in the future 

naturally shiftsthefocustoGod‘skingship. 

4. Priestly Ruling with Prophetic Discourse (2:10–19). The arcane priestly language and the 

agricultural terminology of 2:10–19 are linked tothespecificitiesoftheprophet‘simmediatesituation,

making this passage in Haggai more difficult than most for the modern reader to comprehend. No 

passage, however, is more indicative of the transformation of prophecy itself than this. A complex priestly 

ruling has become the vehicle for conveying the message that work on the temple is related to the fortunes 

ofthepeople.TheprophetutilizestherulingtoexpandonitsmeaninginGod‘sdesign.Althoughthis

passage ends with an oracle (indicating Haggai‘spropheticrole),thesituationinvolvespriestlydecisions

and reveals the authoritative position of the priesthood even prior to the completion of the Second 

Temple.  

The heart of the priestly ruling itself concerned the concepts of sanctity and defilement. Haggai asserted 

that sanctity is nontransferable but that defilement is; or rather, that sanctity can be transmitted only 

through direct contact with a sacred substance or person and not via a third party or object, whereas 

contamination can be transmitted both directly and indirectly. This distinction reveals something about 

the nature of holiness and purity, and about their opposites, defilement and impurity. Because these 

categories have contrasting properties, sanctity, which surrounds God, is much more difficult to contract 

than is uncleanness, which is apparently very contagious.  

The sequence of conditions set forth in 2:15–19 amplifiesHaggai‘sassertionsof2:14—that the 

sacrificesofferedpriortotherestorationofGod‘shousewerenotacceptable.God‘sfavorwasnot

forthcoming because the people were tainted by sinful behavior, which had inevitably caused the 

pervasive impurity. Before temple restoration began, the people were experiencing economic deprivation; 

but now, however, God is offering them material blessings (2:19).God‘spowertodosoisimplicitinthe

dramatic change of fortunes. By drawing attention to God‘spowerbeingusedinthepresentforeconomic

purposes,thestagewassetforHaggai‘sfinaloracle,whichportrayedYahweh‘sexerciseofpowerinthe

future and in the political realm.  

5. Future Hope and Zerubbabel (2:20–23). This oracle, like the preceding one, was delivered on the 

24thdayofthe9thmonth(18December520).Thistime,however,Haggai‘saudienceconsistedofa

single individual, Zerubbabel. Although a royal figure (as the final verse of the oracle makes clear), 



Zerubbabel is addressed as governor and his Davidic lineage is downplayed by the omission of his 

patronymic. This private oracle is addressed to a civil leader who, along with the high priest, shared the 

ceremonial aspects of temple refoundation. That event marked a restoration of the high priestly role that 

hadbeenassociatedwithtabernacleandtempleinthePentateuchandinEzekiel‘svisions;butwhat

implications did it have for the monarchic role? The rebuilding of the temple meant the reestablishing of 

the kingship of God, and not of man.  

The eschatological idea evoked by the temple restoration appears in terms of political imagery: a 

politicalrulersuchashadexistedinthedaysofIsrael‘sgreatestgrandeurwouldonceagain appear on the 

world scene. Yet there would be a difference. David as royal prototype first had to conquer many lands 

beforeestablishingimperialdomination.Incontrast,thisoracleassertsthatJerusalem‘sfutureuniversal

role will be inaugurated first byGod‘soverthrowingforeignkingdoms(2:22). Yahweh will assume the 

military tasks essential to the overthrow of lands that do not acknowledge his sovereignty. The Davidic 

model of a human warrior king is absent. Only divine intervention can bring about the universal kingdom. 

Because it is Yahweh who will one day overthrow the powers that dominate the world, it is Yahweh 

whose sovereignty will be established. The role of a Davidide cannot be the same as it was in the past. 

Having overturned the world order, Yahweh will then reign with the Davidide ashis―servant‖andhis

―signet.‖ThesetwotermsrelegatetheDavididetoavice-regency,aparticipantinGod‘sadministration

of the nations of the world, but not the initiator or leader in that task. The oracle is not only eschatological 

but also theocratic.  

The monarchic potential contained in the figure of a Davidide has thus been made a component of 

theocraticrule;heisaninstrumentofYahweh‘sdominionandnotapoliticalmonarchofanindependent

kingdom. The accession of a Davidide to a special relationship with Yahweh in the future signifies the 

centralityofJerusalembutnotofamonarchy.Ratherthanbeinga―messianic‖figure,anactive

participant in the struggle to bring about the new age, he will be a token earthly symbol of divine 

sovereignty.  

The mention of Zerubbabel by name has occasioned all manner of speculation about political 

developmentsinYehud.DidtheJudeansperhapsexpectZerubbabel‘sstatustochangeabruptlyfrom

governor to king? Does this oracle reveal stirrings of nationalism or even of rebellion against Persian 

rule? The answer to these questions, in the light of the preceding discussion, is negative. Zerubbabel is 

governor now, and his future role could only be a subsidiary one in a theocratic scheme. The naming of 

Zerubbabel is secondary to the choosing of Zion, which is the place where the locus of universal well-

beingwillbeestablished.ThatZerubbabel‘snameappearsinthiseschatologicalvisiontestifiesto

Haggai‘sintenseawarenessofJudeanuncertaintyabout rebuilding a temple without also restoring the 

palace;itdoesnottestifytoanexpectationofsomechangeinYehud‘sstatusfromPersianprovinceto

independent kingdom. The Jerusalem temple and priestly establishment had always accompanied, and 

indeed had legitimized, a royal house. That royal house was not ignored during this period of rebuilding, 

asHaggai‘soraclesindicate.Theprophetdeeplybelievedthattherebuildingofthetempleaccompanied

thereturnofYahweh‘spowerasanactivepresencein the world. Could the overthrow of nations and the 

universal rule of Yahweh with his Davidic assistant be far behind? It is no wonder that with such a view 

ofthetemple,Haggai‘swordsdisplayasenseofimminence. 

Subsequent generations felt that the eschatological force of this last oracle was weakened by its specific 

reference to a particular Davidic descendant who came and went without any noticeable change in world 

history.Atthesametime,pinpointingHaggai‘sutteranceinthiscrucialtransition period in Judean history 

hasmeritofanotherkind:itlinksthepresentmoment,concretizedbyZerubbabel‘sname,withthefuture.

ItinsertsacontemporaryfigureintotheagewhenGod‘sbenignanduniversalrulewillprevail.Haggai,

by using a living individual in his future vision, bridges the gap between present and future. Although he 

does not make the future imminent, he presents a view of time in which eschatology is not distinguished 

fromhistory.Haggai‘soraclesinspiredtherebuildingofthetemple; and his words of encouragement 

ensured that the Judean restoration would begin in a framework that was true to its ancient heritage, with 

both priest and prophet as contributors to the organization of the affairs of the people of Israel.  



(For bibliography see Meyers and Meyers, Haggai, Zechariah 1–8 AB, lxxiii–xcv. See also Peterson, 

Haggai and Zechariah OTL.)  

CAROL MEYERS  

ERIC M. MEYERS  

HAGGEDOLIM (PERSON) [Heb haggĕdôl  m (דוִלים  )]. Presumably the father of Zabdiel, aַהגְׁ

priest and contemporary of Nehemiah (Neh 11:14 RSV, NEB, AB). His supposed son, Zabdiel, is 

describedasanoverseeroftheprieststhenengagedintheworkofthehouseofGod.―Haggedolim,‖

however, as a personal name is very suspect, as it structurally appears to be a Hebrew masculine plural 

adjectiveusedsubstantively,meaning―greatones‖ gĕdôl  m], prefacedbyadefinitearticle―the.‖

Accordingly, BHS has proposed reducing the present word to its masculine singular counterpart 

haggādôl, ―thegreatone,‖seeinginthepresenttext‘sfinaltwoHebrewconsonantsacaseofmistaken

dittography with the immediately succeeding Hebrew word in the next verse [ûmin, Neh 11:15]. As a 

consequence, Zabdiel may then be viewed as a person of high priestly descent, i.e., the son of the great (= 

high) priest (cf. the terminus technicus for―highpriest,‖hakkōhēn haggādôl in Nehemiah [3:1; 3:20] and 

elsewhere [Lev 21:10]). Katzenstein believes that the title (hak-)kōhēn (hā-)rō˒  was the title of the chief 

priest in the time of the First Temple with the title kōhēn gādôl appearing only after its destruction. See 

Katzenstein 1962: 377–78, nn. 3, 4. The strong likelihood that we are not dealing here with a personal 

name is further strengthened by the LXX, where the end of the verse is omitted in the major mss; and in 

thoseremainingLXXmsswhichdohavesomeadditiononereads―sonof(oneof)oneofthegreatmen‖

 huios tōn megalōn]).ComparealsotheVg‘s―sonofthemightyones‖[filius potentium] andtheKJV‘s

―andtheiroverseerwasZabdiel,thesonofone ofthegreatmen.‖Inclosing,onemaynotetheabsenceof

the name Haggedolim as well as any reference whatsoever to Zabdiel as overseer in Neh 11:14‘sown

synoptic parallel, 1 Chr 9:13.  
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ROGER W. UITTI  

HAGGI (PERSON) [Heb ḥagg   (ַחִגי)]. A son of Gad, grandson of Zilpah and Jacob, and ancestral 

head of the Haggites. His name is entered second among the seven sons of Gad mentioned in the list of 

the descendants of Israel that went to Egypt (Gen 46:16; so also Jub. 44:20). In the census reported in 

Numbers 26, he is again the second mentioned of the seven descendants of Gad whose names were 

adopted as clan names (Num 26:15—LXX 26:24).  

RICHARD W. NYSSE  

HAGGIAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥaggiyâ (ַחִגָיה)]. A Levite, a descendant of Merari and father of Asaiah 

(1 Chr 6:15—Eng6:30). Noth (IPN, 222) argued that the last portion of the name is hypocoristic, not 

theophoric,soinsteadofmeaning―FeastofYah‖itwouldmean―Bornonafeastday.‖ 

TOM WAYNE WILLETT  

HAGGITH (PERSON) [Heb ḥagg  t (ַחִגית)]. A wife of David and mother of Adonijah (2 Sam 3:4 = 1 

Chr 3:2).Haggithisthefourthwife/mothermentionedintwolistsofDavid‘ssonsborninHebron(2 Sam 

3:2–5 = 1 Chr 3:1–3). Her name alsoappearsintheepithet―sonofHaggith‖asadesignationfor

Adonijah (1 Kgs 1:5, 11; 2:13). Used three times, the phrase alerts the reader to the rivalry between 

Solomon/Bathsheba and Adonijah/Haggith.  

The list of wives and sons in 2 Sam 3:2–5 serves both a genealogical and literary function. 2 Sam 3:1 

notesthatDavidgrew―strongerandstronger,‖whilehisenemySaulgrew―weakerandweaker.‖This

generalstatementaboutDavid‘sstrengthismadespecificbythegenealogicallistinvv 2–5. The increase 

ofDavid‘sstrengthismirroredintheincreaseofhiswives(i.e.,Haggith)andsons.SeealsoDAVID; 

ITHREAM.  



LINDA S. SCHEARING  

HAGRI (PERSON) [Heb hagr   (ִשי  )]. According to 1 Chr 11:38 Hagri was the father of Mibhar, oneַהגְׁ

ofDavid‘smightymen.Inplaceof―thesonofHagri,‖theparallelpassageat2 Sam 23:36 reads―Bani

theGadite,‖indicatingtextualconfusionbetweenbn hgry (1 Chr 11:38) and bny hgdy (2 Sam 23:36). For 

a discussion of the variant forms see MIBHAR.  

STEPHEN PISANO  

HAGRITES [Heb hagr   (ִשי  )]. Name of a pastoralist tribe residing in the region E of Gilead duringַהגְׁ

the period of the early Monarchy. In the time of King Saul, the tribe of Reuben, assisted by the other 

Transjordanian tribes of Gad and Manasseh, subjected the Hagrites and took control of their territory 

―untilthe[Assyrian]exile‖(1 Chr 5:10, 19–22). Since the Hagrites are listed with other Transjordanian 

enemies of Israel during the preexilic period—Edom, the Ismaelites, and Moab (Ps 83:7—Eng 83:7)—it 

appears that the hostilities continued even afterwards. King David later seems to have won the loyalty of 

at least some of the tribe, as Jaziz the Hagrite was given oversight of the royal flocks in the organization 

of his kingdom (1 Chr 27:30).  

Since this information is derived entirely from later traditions, it has been suspected that it reflects the 

later Transjordanian ethnography at the time of the Chronicler in the postexilic or Persian period (Knauf 

1985: 49–52). The earlier sources of Samuel and Kings are silent in regard to the Hagrites (cf. 1 Sam 

15:4–7). The account of the Chronicler also contains some exaggerations and anachronisms that create 

suspicion the Hagrite material is a fabrication, e.g., the numbers provided for the booty and captives taken 

in the campaign seem incredible (1 Chr 5:21); the mention of Jetur (= Ituraeans?), Naphish, and Nodab 

with the Hagrites (5:19)appearstobeatraditionno―earlierthanthe8thcenturyB.C.‖(Eph al1982:239).

However, there is a possible reference to the HagritesintherosterofDavid‘ssoldiersfromanearlier

source (2 Sam 23:8–39). In v 36,thenameof―IgalthesonofNathan‖isfollowedbythephrase―of

Zobah,BanitheGadite‖(MTmṣbh bny hgdy).Thismaybeacorruptionofthereading―Igalsonof

Nathan,thecommanderofthearmyoftheHagrites‖(rb ṣ ˒  ny hgry), as suggested by McCarter (2 

Samuel AB, 493–94). The proposed emendation agrees both with the context and the parallel passage of 1 

Chr 11:37,―MibharthesonofHagri‖(mbḥr bn hgry, MT 11:38; but cf. LXX and Knauf 1985: 49, n. 

235). This phrase also appears in a context with other foreign soldiers (2 Sam 23:36–39) who served in 

David‘sprofessionalarmyatJerusalem(Na˒aman1988).TheputativeHagritemaybeanotheroneofthe

mercenaries recruitedduringDavid‘sTransjordanianconquests.Itisthenpossiblethatthereferencesto

the Hagrites in the Chronicler preserve an older tradition stemming from the early Monarchy, not a 

postexilic addition. Nevertheless, any ethnographic relationship of the Hagrites to Hagar and the 

Ismaelites is uncertain (Gen 16:15–16); and they definitely should be disassociated from the later 

Agraioi/Agraei mentioned by the Greek and Latin geographers (Str. 16.4.2 [767C]; Ptol. Geog. V.19.2; 

and Plin. NH VI.159–61). The latter are probably the inhabitants of Hofuf-Thaj located in the al-Hasa 

oasis in NW Arabia, on the Persian Gulf (Potts 1984: 111–12).  
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DAVID F. GRAF  

HAIRNET. Hairnets, sometimes even made of gold, were worn by women in Palestine during the 

Roman period. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION.  



HAKKATAN (PERSON) [Heb haqqatan (ַהַקַתן)]. A descendant of Azgad and the father of the 

returning exile Johanan. Johanan returned under Ezra with 110 other descendants of Azgad (Ezra 8:12 = 1 

Esdr 8:38). Williamson (Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 111) suggests that the list of twelve in Ezra 8 is indicative 

oftheauthor‘stheologythattheremnantisthetrueheirofIsrael.AccordingtothetableinEzra 2:12, 

1222 other descendants of Azgad (Neh 7:17 reads 2322) had returned earlier to the land under 

Zerubbabel.  

GARY S. SHOGREN  

HAKKOZ (PERSON) [Heb haqqôṣ (ַהקוצ)]. Var. KOZ; ACCOS. 1. A Judahite, the father of Anub 

and Zobedah (1 Chr 4:8).Koz‘abruptentryintotheJudahitegenealogyin1 Chr 4:8 may have resulted 

from the accidental or intentional omission of the name at the end of v 7 (Curtis and Madsen Chronicles 

ICC, 107). Scholars currently tend to argue that Koz represents an actual preexilic person whose name 

was embedded in a source that the Chronicler employed (Weinberg 1981: 104). This view diverges from 

an earlier generation which argued that Koz and his compatriots of 1 Chr 4:5–8 originated at an artificial 

construct, formed from postexilic familial names (Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 32–33).  

2. A priest who received the seventh position in the priestly order of the temple during the reign of 

David (1 Chr 24:10). An evaluation of the historical reliability of his existence in the time of David 

depends ultimately on the literary context of 1 Chr 24:1–19. Though there is general agreement that the 

priestly list originated after the Exile, its exact date remains debated. J. Liver (1968: ix, 29–32) associates 

the 24-course priestly organization to the reforms of Nehemiah, while H. G. M. Williamson (1979: 262–

68) assigns it to the late Persian period. Because of genealogical connections between 1 Chr 24:7–18 and 

the Hasmonean priestly claims, L. Dequecker (1986: 94–106) dates the list to the Hasmonean era. The 

stylistic characteristics of the list, however, seem to link the list to the time of the composition of 

Chronicles. Whatever the exact date of the composition of the list, Hakkoz does not seem to represent an 

individual from the time of David. The Chronicler may have transformed the name of an important 

postexilic family into the name of an individual for his priestly list in 1 Chronicles 24.  

3. A prominent postexilic family, who returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:61 = Neh 7:63 = 

1 Esdr 5:38). Upon their return to Jerusalem the family of Hakkoz were not able to produce the necessary 

genealogical records to prove their priestly lineage (Ezra 2:62 = Neh 7:64 = 1 Esdr 5:39). They thus had 

to wait upon the outcome of the casting of the Urim and Thummim. The outcome of this process is 

unknown. Only 1 Chr 24:10 suggests that the family may have been permitted to enter the priestly ranks. 

Other references to the family do not regard the family as priestly; nevertheless, they did obtain a certain 

degreeofsocialprominence.Amemberofthisfamily,Meremoth,constructedasectionofJerusalem‘s

wallduringNehemiah‘srefortificationofthecity(Neh 3:21). The family seems to have retained its 

prominencewellintotheHellenisticera.AcertainEupolemus,―thesonofJohn,from[thefamilyof]

Accos,‖servedasaspecialJudeanambassadortoRomeinordertosolicitRomanaidagainsttheSyrians 

during the Maccabean War (1 Macc 8:17).  
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JOHN W. WRIGHT  

HAKUPHA (PERSON) [Heb ḥăq pā˒ (ֲחרּוָץא)]. Head of a family of Nethinim (temple servants) 

who are listed as returnees from Babylonian exile under the leadership of Zerubbabel and others (Ezra 

2:51 = Neh 7:53 = 1 Esdr 5:31). For further discussion see AKKUB.  

CHANEY R. BERGDALL  



HALAH (PLACE) [Heb ḥălaḥ (ֲחַלח)]. 2 Kgs 17:1–6 narratesIsrael‘srevoltagainstAssyriaandthe

Assyrian conquest of Israel. In v 3 the Assyrian king is Shalmaneser V (727–722); but the capture of 

Israel‘scapital,Samaria,ishistoricallycreditedtohisbrother,theAssyrianmonarch,SargonII(721–

705). Isa 20:1 referstotheconquestsofSargon.AccordingtoSargon‘sarchiveshecapturedSamariaand

deported 27,290 people (ANET, 284). According to 2 Kgs 17:6,―HecarriedtheIsraelitesawaytoAssyria,

and placed them in Halah,andontheHabor,…andinthecitiesoftheMedes.‖2 Kgs 18:9 states that 

Shalmaneser captured Samaria after a three-yearsiegeandinv11,―thekingofAssyriacarriedthe

Israelites away to Assyria, and put theminHalah…‖In1 Chr 5:26 we read that the two tribes of Reuben 

and Gad and half of the tribe of Manasseh in the Transjordanian region (Gilead) were deported by Pul (his 

personal name), better known by his throne name, Tiglath-pileser (745–727),―toHalah,Habor,Hara,and

the riverGozan…‖In2 Kgs 15:29 this same king had captured Gilead, Galilee, etc. and deported the 

people to Assyria. Obadiah 20 says―theexilesinHalah who are of the people of Israel shall possess 

PhoeniciaasfarasZaraphath‖(RSVemendingHebhaḥēl-hazzeh, ―thisarmy,‖toHalah). While it is 

unclear exactly who deported them to Halah, the site seems distinct from Habor (the city or river), Hara, 

and Media. The LXX considered Halah a river, possibly the Balikh, which flows from Haran to the 

Euphrates 100 miles W of the Khabur. The Balikh, Khabur, and Media combination would have the sense 

of geographic spread, i.e., Sargon spread the Israelites across the N part of the Assyrian Empire.  

However, the exact location of Halah is still debated. Gehman (1970: 358) calls Halah a district to 

which captives of the ten tribes, i.e., not just those of the city of Samaria, were taken as exiles. This 

combines the exiles of Pul and Sargon and assumes the ten tribes were still distinct entities. Gehman 

identifies Halah with the later Chalchitis (Ptolemy 5.18.4) in Mesopotamia near Gozan (the later 

Gausanitis—Tell Halaf on the river bank) in the basin of the Habor orKhābûrriver.Anothersourcesays

Ptolemy‘sChalkitis[sic]isnearGozan,ontheBalikhriver.HalahhasalsobeenidentifiedasAkkadian

Halahhu on the W bank of the Tigris near the mouth of the Lower Zab river S of the capital of Ashur, 70 

miles S of Nineveh, 250 miles from the Balikh, which is W of Ashur and Nineveh (Gray Kings OTL, 
2
1970: 644). Millard (1980: 602) identifies Halah with the Assyrian site of Halahhu, both a town and a 

districtNEofNineveh.Sennacherib‘sinscriptionsrefertoagateofNinevehnamed―thegateoftheland

ofHalahhi.‖HalakkuhasbeenlocatednearKirkuk,9milesEofNuzi,and60milesEofAshur.An

unidentifiedHalhuisrelatedtoStrabo‘sCalachene,aplainofNAssyria,EoftheTigris.Thereisa

Chalonitis in Pliny and Strabo, NE of Assyria (cf. Millard), called Halah by Syrians. Halah has also been 

identified with Assyrian Kalah, biblical Calah (Gen 10:11), Nimrud, 18 miles S of Nineveh. Hilakku has 

been identified with Cilicia (Turkey). Pinches (ISBE 2: 1321–22 [1939 ed]) lists these various 

identifications, but considers all more or less improbable for philological reasons except Assyrian 

Halahhu, which (except for the doubling and the case ending) is the same as Halah, letter for letter. It is 

mentioned in Western Asia Inscriptions (2, pl. 53, 1. 35), between Arrapha (Arrapachitis) and Rasappu 

(Reseph). Tablet K. 123 calls it mat Halahhi, ―thelandofHalahhu.‖Itapparentlyincludedthe towns of 

Se-bise, Se-irrisi, and Lu-ammu[ti?], which were centers for the Assyrian government. The first quote 

implies that Halah was near or in Gausanitis and had chief towns of these names. Of the eight personal 

names in K. 123, five are Assyrian; and the remainder are Syrian rather than Israelite.  
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HENRY O. THOMPSON  

HALAK, MOUNT (PLACE) [Heb hāhār (ָהָהש) heḥālāk (ֶהָחָלך)]. A mountain in the central 

Negeb, the identity of which is uncertain. It is sometimes thought to be the same as Jebel Halaq on the

NWsideoftheW d  Marra,Nof Abdeh.TheBibledescribesitinfairdetail.Itisprobablylocatedclose

to the ascent of Akrabbim (Num 34:4; Josh 15:3). It is a range in between the Wilderness of Zin and the 

wooded slopes of Seir (Josh 11:17). The ancient towns of Tamar, at the S tip of the Salt Sea (Ezek 47:18–



19), and Kadesh-barnea flanked it on either side. It formed the boundary of Judah and Edom (Josh 15:1) 

and indicated the S limits of the land conquered by Joshua (Josh 11:17; 12:7). The Deuteronomistic 

History, by its reference to Mount Halak, stresses an important theological point. The Lord, just as he 

promised to Moses (Josh 1:3; 11:23) and the fathers (Josh 1:6; 21:43), gave to Israel the whole land, 

Mount Halak being a prominent landmark in the wilderness in the S.  

PAUL BENJAMIN  

HALAKAH. A noun derived from the Hebrew root hlk (הלך). ―towalk.‖Itisusuallytranslatedas

―law‖anddenotesaspecificruling,alegalstatementordiscussion,thegeneralcategoryoflegalmaterial,

or that portion of rabbinic literature which is not Haggadah. Halakah focuses on activity, specifically that 

activity in which primarily Jews should be engaged in personal, social, national, and international 

relationships, as well as in all other practices and observances of Judaism (EncJud 7: 1156; Safrai 1987: 

121–22; Finkelstein 1975: 261; Ginzberg 1970a: 166).  

Moorebelievedthat―JewishethicsareimpressedupontheHalakahaswellasexpressedinthe

Haggadah‖(1927:141).However,theHalakahisnotindependentoftheethicalcategoriesofJudaism,

and it―expresses‖JewishethicsasmuchasdoestheHaggadah(Ginzberg1970a).Intheoryatleast,there

was no hierarchical ranking among matters which we today might label as ethical laws, civil laws, or 

ritual laws because all of them play the same essentialroleinGod‘sdesignoftheuniverse(m. ˒A ot 2:1; 

j. Qidd. 1:1). Based on their reading of Genesis, the rabbis believed that God created a highly structured 

and ordered world and that the Torah, with its laws, commandments, proscriptions, and prohibitions 

provided the blueprint of this order (Midr. Gen. Rab. 1:1). It was the task of all Jews to study the Torah, 

sothattheymightunderstandGod‘splanandascertainwhattheywereexpectedtodoinordertoalign

themselves with the cosmic and social order God had designed. Because properly observing the entire 

Halakah was viewed as being essential to life on earth, the study of Torah in its broadest sense became the 

primary religious activity of rabbinic Judaism (Viviano 1978).  

It has often been said that the Halakah is a set of rigid rules or commandments which were imposed 

upon the Jewish people by God (Moore 1927) or, in a pejorative sense, by the rabbis (Schürer HJP² 1:69; 

2 §25, iii). While the rabbis would agree that God is the ultimate source of the Halakah, they did not view 

the commandments or the Halakah asanimposition:―BelovedaretheIsraelites,forGodhas

encompassed them with commandments: Phylacteries on head and arm, fringes on their garments, 

mezuzot ontheirdoors‖(b. Men. 43b).  

The Halakah, however, developed as much from within the life of the Jewish community as it did 

within the rabbinic academies. Local customs frequently took on the force of Halakah (EncJud 7: 1160; 

Safrai 1987: 121, 128, 175–77; Zeitlin 1975: 294, 305). If the majority of the people could not follow a 

particular law or if its implementation would cause a substantial loss, it was rejected (b. B. Bat. 60b; b. 

Mo˓ed Qat. 2a; EncJud 7: 1159; Safrai 1987: 125, 132; Zeitlin 1975: 305, 311). Because the laws were 

given to the Jews so that they might live by them, almost any specific rule could be abrogated in a time of 

emergency (Sipra 86b and parallels; Mek. Ish. on Exod 31:16). If there were uncertainty about a specific 

practice, one need only to observe how the common people acted in order to discover what was 

acceptable (Safrai 1987: 177–79; Zeitlin 1975: 290).  

From the rabbinic point of view, the major source of the Halakah was the written Torah, the first five 

books of the Hebrew Bible—Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy. The importance of 

the written Torah is illustrated by the fact that laws designated as dĕ˒ôraytâ, ―fromtheTorah,‖were

viewed as superior to those which were dĕra  ānān, ―fromourrabbis‖(EncJud 7: 1157–59). Alongside 

the written Torah was the oral Torah, the most important part of which is its legal as against its nonlegal 

portions.  

It is likely that the designation of something as part of the oral Torah did not necessarily mean that it 

was created or transmitted orally; rather, it denoted that part of the Halakah which was not explicitly 

contained in the written Torah (Brüll 1876: 5–6).Someheldthattheinjunctionsinthe―Prophets‖andthe

―Writings‖weretheearliestportionsoftheoralTorah(EncJud 7: 1157). In any event part of the Halakah 



in the oral Torah derives directly from interpretations of Scripture, by whatever definition (EncJud 7: 

1158). Many consider biblical exegesis to be the earliest source of the Halakah in the oral Torah, but the 

arguments over the origin of biblical exegesis, midrash, continue today. Some hold that biblical exegesis 

was the original route by which postbiblical Halakah was created, while others claim that biblical exegesis 

postdates the non-exegetical statements of law contained in the Mishnah, considered by many to be the 

first written compilation of the oral Torah (Lauterbach 1951; Halivni 1986: 38–65; Safrai 1987: 153–55).  

Another view of the oral Torah argues that it contains legal materials which were transmitted orally 

from God through Moses, Joshua, the elders, the Prophets, the men of the Great Assembly, and the rabbis 

(m. ˒A ot 1:1). While these materials supplement, complement, and complete the material in the written 

Torah, they are not considered to be the product of actual biblical exegesis. A number of legal injunctions 

fromtheoralToraharedesignatedas―torahgiventoMosesatSinai.‖Thesemaybeancienttraditionsfor

which there is no scriptural support or at the most very faint support, but which are considered to be of 

equal authority with those which are specifically mentioned in the Torah (EncJud 7: 1158; Safrai 1987: 

183).Somelegaltraditionsaresaidtoderivefrom―thewordsofthescribes‖(EncJud 7: 1158–59), but 

thisisanambiguousphrase,for―scribes‖existedthroughoutlateantiquity, and their exact activity is 

unknown (EncJud 7: 1160; Safrai 1987: 128, 175–76; Zeitlin 1975: 305; Saldarini 1988: 241–76; 

Bickerman 1962: 54–71). Decrees and ordinances also serve as sources for acceptable activity (Ginzberg 

1970b: 79; Safrai 1987: 128, 163; Zeitlin 1975: 302–4). In addition, case law and precedent also form an 

important source for legal decisions (Safrai 1987: 164, 178–79). It appears that most of the legal traditions 

derive from individual sages and discussions within rabbinic academies, not from formal national 

institutions, such as the Sanhedrin or court,  êt d  n (Safrai 1987: 168; Neusner 1981). A large number of 

thesetraditionshavelittleornosupportintheBible;forexample,wereadthat―therulesaboutthe

Sabbath, festival-offerings, and sacrilege are as mountains hanging by a hair, for Scripture is scanty and 

therulesaremany‖(m. Hag. 1:8; Safrai 1987: 155–56). Halakot may deal with practical matters or may 

be totally abstract and theoretical; however, seldom is this distinction made clear in the rabbinic 

documents. While the statements of Halakah are essential elements within the oral Torah, the methods by 

which the injunctions were to be derived are also carefully delineated and are also viewed as part of the 

oral Torah (EncJud 7: 1158; Safrai 1987: 153–55; Halivni 1986). Judaism seems to favor justificatory 

law, so that the reasons given for a specific Halakah were frequently assessed and debated (Halivni 1986).  

Because Judaism does not have a hierarchal structure of authority, in principle each sage and each court 

has equal authority, so that the pronouncements of all sages are theoretically of equal value. For this 

reason, the rabbinic legal discussions are characterized by differences of opinions, disputes, and debates 

(Safrai 1987: 168–75; Neusner 1971). However, the rabbinic documents do contain some guidelines 

concerning which sage is more authoritative on a particular subject (EncJud 7: 1164). Similarly, the 

rulings of one court may supersede the rulings of another only if it is composed of sages of superior 

intellect and ability (EncJud 7: 1159).  
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GARY G. PORTON  

HALAKHIC LETTER FROM QUMRAN. See MIQSATMA ASEHATORAH(4QMMT).  

HALAM, KHIRBET EL-. See ARUBBOTH (PLACE).  

HALHUL (PLACE) [Heb ḥalḥûl (חּול  )]. Town situated in the N-central hill country of Judah (Joshַחלְׁ

15:58), within the same district as Beth-zur. This settlement is listed among the towns within the tribal 

allotment of Judah (Josh 15:21–62). During Roman times this town was known as Alulus. Josephus 

records that the Idumeans assembled here in A.D. 68 (JW 4.9 §6). The ancient name is preserved at 

modern Halhul, located approximately 6 km N of Hebron (M.R. 160109). The ruins of the ancient town 

are surely located here or in the immediate vicinity.  

WADE R. KOTTER  

HALI (PLACE) [Heb ḥăl   (ֲחִלי)]. The second town listed in the description of the territory of the tribe 

of Asher (Josh 19:25). As such, it is to be sought in the S section of the tribal territory. Abel (GP, 2: 341) 

suggested it be identified with Tell el-Aly (M.R. 160235), which, however, is a natural hill and not an 

ancient ruin. Aharoni (LBHG,377)proposedKhirbetRas Ali(Tel Alil;M.R.164241)onaspurcloseto

the coastal plain, S of the Naḥal Sipori gorge. This site was occupied during the EB and LB periods and 

duringthefirststagesoftheIronAge.Gal(1982:22,107)hassuggestedthatRas Aliretainstheancient

name but that the actual location of biblical Hali was at a siteontheothersideofthegorge(Tel Alil

West; M.R. 164242), which shows evidence of having been occupied from the 10th to 8th centuries B.C.E. 

and again in the Persian period. If this identification and those of Beten with Tell al-Far and of Achsaph 

with Tell el-Harbaj (Aharoni LBHG, 371) are correct, then these three places listed in Josh 19:25 are 

located in the same vicinity and appear in the text in geographic order, but from N to S.  
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HALICARNASSUS (PLACE) [Gk Alikarnassos (Ἀλικαπναςςορ)]. The principal city of Caria in 

Asia Minor located on the coast opposite Cos on the N bank of the Sinus Ceramicus(37°02‘N;27°26‘

E). The ancient city had two ports protected by a small island called Zephyrion (or Arconnesus). The 

historians Herodotus and Dionysius and the elegiac poet Heraclitus came from the city of Halicarnassus. 

It was also the site of the famed tomb of King Mausolus. The city is mentioned in passing as a recipient of 

a letter from Lucius in support of the Jews (1 Macc 15:23).  

Halicarnassus was probably established prior to 2200 B.C.E. by an unknown tribe belonging to a 

language family the most vivid testimony of which was the -ssos/-nthos place name suffixes scattered 

throughout W Anatolia and parts of Greece. Halicarnassus was later populated by Mycenaeans (compare 

with Strabo 14.2.6). A continuity of the pottery at Halicarnassus from the close of the Bronze Age 

through the Greek Dark Ages appears to suggest that the site was continuously occupied by the same 

people during a period otherwise marked by population shifts and political upheaval.  

During the Dark Ages the city was revitalized by Dorians and Ionians from Troezen in the Argolis 

(Strabo 8.6.14; and 14.2.6; Vitr. 2.8; Paus. 2.30; and Hdt. 7.99). Later epitaphial evidence shows that the 

city had a mixed population of Greeks and Carians who apparently used the Ionic dialect as their official 

language (see Meiggs and Lewis 1969: no. 32). Halicarnassus was part of a six-state Dorian confederation 

but was expelled from the league because a champion athlete from the city supposedly refused to dedicate 

a victory tripod to Triopian Apollo, the god in whose honor the games were held (Hdt. 1.144).  

In the 6th century B.C.E. a citizen by the name of Lygdamis (I) usurped authority in Halicarnassus and 

was succeeded by his daughter Artemisia (I). Artemisia (I) supplied five ships to the Persian fleet and 

fought valiantly at the Battle of Salamis (see Hdt. 7.99; 8.88; 8.93; and an interesting tradition about her 



death in Ptolemy Hephaestion 190). Artemisia (I) transmitted the rule to her son Lygdamis (II). Herodotus 

opposed Lygdamis (II) and was exiled to Samos during his reign. Lygdamis (II) later ordered the 

executionofthehistorian‘suncle,theepicpoetPanyassis.Herodotus,however,returnedtoleada

conspiracy which drove the tyrant from power. Shortly after this, the city came under Athenian control for 

a brief time (Thuc. 2.9; and 8.42).  

In the early 4th century the Carian cities were subjugated by Hecatomnus from Mylasia (395–377 

B.C.E.). Hecatomnus had three sons, Mausolus, Hidrieus, and Pixodaruq, and two daughters, Artemisia 

and Ada, who married their two older brothers. Mausolus succeeded his father and changed his capital to 

Halicarnassus. When Mausolus died in 353 B.C.E., he was buried in an elaborate tomb that was completed 

by his wife and successor Artemisia (II).  

The so-called Mausoleum at Halicarnassus, one of the Seven Wonders of the ancient world, was 

rediscovered by C. T. Newton in 1857 using descriptions found in Vitruvius and Pliny the Elder. Some 

architectural and sculptural fragments are now housed at the British Museum. Pliny described the tomb as 

a circular structure 140 feet high and 410 feet in circumference. It was surrounded by 36 columns and 

covered by a pyramidal dome. According to Vitruvius the tomb was behind the agora, which was situated 

along the seashore. Still further away from the agora behind the tomb was a temple of Mars. The agora 

was flanked by the palace of Mausolus and the temples of Venus and Mercury.  

Artemisia (II) was succeeded by Hidrieus, who died without leaving an heir. The crown passed to 

Hidrieus‘wife,Ada,whowasdeposedbyheryoungestbrotherPixodaruswiththeassistanceof

Orontobates, a Persian satrap and son-in-law of Pixodarus. Alexander the Great laid siege to 

Halicarnassus; defeated Memnon, the Persian general who was defending the city; and restored Ada to 

authority. Halicarnassus was later rebuilt and six towns were annexed to it as compensation for its losses 

(Pliny 6.29). The city suffered again during the Mithradatic War but was restored to its former prosperity 

byCicero‘sbrotherQuintus(Cicero,QFr 1.8).  

A number of Jews lived in Halicarnassus, and in the year 139 B.C.E. a letter was written by the Roman 

Senate on their behalf (1 Macc 15:23). A decree was issued in the 1st century B.C.E. granting the Jews of 

Halicarnassusthefreedomtoworshipandtoconstructa―placeofprayer‖neartheseaside,accordingto 

their ancestral customs (Jos. Ant 14.10.23).  
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HALIF, TELL (M.R. 137087). A site on the N fringe of the Negeb, between Beer-sheba and Lachish.  

A. Identification  

Tell Halif (Tell Khuweilifeh) has been identified with biblical Ziklag, the city ceded to David by the 

Philistines (1 Sam 27:6–7). This suggestion was first made by M. Abel in 1938 on the basis of its 

proximity to Horvat Rimmon (Khirbet Umm er-Rammamin), which lies less than 1 km to the S (Abel, GP 

2, 318). Already in the 19th century, C. R. Conder and H. H. Kitchener had identified this latter site with 

biblical En-rimmon. Both sites are mentioned in the territorial lists of Judah in Josh 15:31–32 and as part 

of the inheritance of the tribe of Simeon in Josh 19:5–7.  

Tell Halif has also been identified with the later Byzantine settlement called Tilla. According to the 

Onomasticon of Eusebius, two large Jewish villages, Tilla and Rimmon, were located just 16 miles S of 

Beit Guvrin, which places them exactly in the Halif area.  

MorerecentlyE.OrenhassuggestedthatTellSera˒,onthePhilistineplain18kmWofTellHalif,is

Ziklag (Oren 1982). At the same time A. Kloner has argued that Tell Halif was the original site of 

Rimmon, its name having been taken and preserved at nearby Horvat Rimmon by the first Roman-

Byzantine reoccupants of the area in the 2d century A.D. (Kloner 1980).  

B. Location  

Tell Halif is a prominent mound in the easternmost part of the high Shephelah at the N fringe of the 

Negeb. It faces the Hebron mountains to the E and overlooks the plain of Philistia to the W. Modern 

Kibbutz Lahav is located on its SE shoulder. The mound lies in a marginal and potentially erratic 



subsistence zone but occupies a strategic position astride the westernmost ridge of the Judean foothills. Its 

position commands the main S route from Egypt and the Mediterranean coast eastward into the Hebron 

area.  

C. Excavations  

Serious investigations at and around Tell Halif began only in the 1950s following the establishment of 

Kibbutz Lahav. Initial efforts included informal survey work and intermittent salvage operations (Biran 

and Gophna 1970; Gophna 1972; Seger 1972; and Alon 1974).  

In 1975 the Lahav Research Project, a private consortium of American scholars and institutions, was 

formed by Joe D. Seger to undertake an integrated study of the region focused on excavation of the 

ancient remains at Tell Halif. During Phase I, through 1980, five major seasons of field investigations 

were conducted (see Seger 1984a; Seger and Borowski 1977). Phase II work was initiated in 1983 (see 

Jacobs 1984). From the start excavation efforts were accompanied by complementary investigations of the 

region surrounding Lahav, its ancient environments and human ecology, as well as by an ethnographic 

studyofthearea‘smorerecentbedouinandvillageAraboccupants.Primaryexcavationworkhasbeen

concentrated in three major fields on the mound summit (Fields I–III), with satellite projects in Cave 

Complex A, just below Field I, and on Sites 101 and 301 of the lower town area to the NE. In addition, an 

intensive site survey of the region within a 10-km radius of the site is being undertaken.  

D. History of Settlement  

Researches in the Lahav area have documented a long history of habitation stretching from the 

Chalcolithic period in the late 4th millennium B.C. to modern times (see Table 1). The earliest settlement 

was on the NE terrace (Sites 101 and 301), where Chalcolithic and EB I occupants lived in open villages. 

During the EB II the settlement shifted onto the higher ridge to the W, and a well-fortified town was 

established overlooking both the E valley and the W coastal plain. Four substantial strata of EB II and III 

remains have been identified with a history roughly coterminous with the Old Kingdom period in Egypt. 

Excavated remains in Field I include major Stratum XV fortification walls with an outlying glacis. The 

site suffered a major destruction ca. 2550 B.C. after which occupation resumed and continued until ca. 

2300 B.C. From this time and until the very end of the MB in the mid-2d millennium, the tell was 

abandoned.  

However, following the 16th century B.C. Egyptian resurgence under the early 18th Dyn. pharaohs and 

the associated destruction of Stratum D occupation at Tell Beit Mirsim, located just 8 km to the N, 

settlement at Halif resumed. During the LB I reoccupation included the construction of a substantial 

―residency‖typeEgyptian house suggesting that the area was firmly under Egyptian control. Analysis of 

faunal remains from associated Stratum X remains in Field I shows a frequent occurrence equus assinus 

(donkey), suggesting that Halif may have served as a trading outpost or way station during this time. 

Following a major destruction at ca. 1400 B.C., the residency house was partially reconstructed and reused 

during the Amarna age; but during the LB IIB (Stratum VIII) the area of the house was completely 

transformed into a storage facility with a succession of stone-lined pits.  

Table 1  

TELL HALIF—MAJOR STRATA  

Stratum  Period  Date  

I  Modern Arab  A.D.1800–1948  

II  Islamic-Crusader  A.D. 700–1500  

III (Site 66)  Roman-Byzantine  A.D. 100–600  

(gap)  Early Roman  100 B.C.–A.D. 100  

IV  Hellenistic  300–100 B.C.  

V  Persian  500–300 B.C.  

(gap)  Late Iron II  650–500 B.C.  



VIA  Iron II  700–650 B.C.  

—————————— destruction  

VIB (Site 72)  Iron II  900–700 B.C.  

VII  Iron I  1200–900 B.C.  

VIII  LB IIB  1300–1200 B.C.  

IX  LB IIA  1400–1300 B.C.  

—————————— destruction  

X  LB IB  1475–1400 B.C.  

XI  LB IA  1550–1475 B.C.  

(gap)  MB II  1850–1550 B.C.  

(gap)  EB IV  2300–1850 B.C.  

XII  EB III  2400–2300 B.C.  

XIII  EB III  2450–2400 B.C.  

XIV  EB III  2550–2450 B.C.  

—————————— destruction  

XV  EB II–III  2650–2550 B.C.  

XVI (Site 101, 301)  EB I–II  3200–2650 B.C.  

XVI (Site 101, 301)  Chalcolithic  3500–3200 B.C.  

Aside from the abandonment of use of the storage area in Field I, only minor shifts in domestic 

architecture document the Stratum VIII–VII transition to the Iron Age I period in the early 12th century. 

In general, traces of 12th and 11th century occupation are limited. However, continuity through the period 

is indicated; and late 11th century settlement is inferred from the presence of degenerate-style Philistine 

potsherds and other late Philistine period artifacts. While the site clearly was not a major Philistine center, 

evidence, nonetheless, indicates that it was within the orbit of Philistine influences during the period of 

David‘sexilejustbefore1000B.C. and thus may in fact have been Ziklag (see Seger 1984a).  

During the 10th century and continuing into the Iron Age II period after 900 B.C., the site once more 

enjoyedaneraofgrowthandexpansionandwasdevelopedasoneofJudah‘sfrontieroutposts.Perhapsas

early as the reign of Jehoshaphat (874–849 B.C.), the mound was massively refortified with substantial 

walls and by an outlying glacis paved with a flagstone surface. The 9th–8th century is well marked on the 

mound by Stratum VIB occupation and by an extensive cemetery on the Site 72 hillside to the S. In both 

Fields II and III substantial late 8th-century domestic remains were found sealed by a massive destruction 

of the city. This has been associated with the 701 campaign of the Assyrian king Sennacherib against S 

Judah and Lachish. Iron Age II occupation was resumed by squatters for a brief time in the early 7th 

century, but by 650 B.C. the site was completely abandoned and remained so until the Persian period after 

500 B.C.  

In the 5th century the E summit of the mound was again resettled. The remains of a substantial Stratum 

V building that probably served as a barracks or storage facility for a Persian military outpost were 

excavated in Field II. Above the Persian building two occupation phases of a subsequent Hellenistic 

domestic structure were found. A Ptolemaic coin from below its final-phase surface indicates that this 

Hellenistic occupation persisted at least into the late 3d century.  

During the early Roman period between 100 B.C. and A.D. 100, the site once more lay abandoned. 

However, a dramatic recovery took place following the Roman destruction of Jerusalem and especially in 

the wake of the Second Jewish Revolt under Bar Kokhba in the 2d century A.D. Both Halif (Tilla) and 

nearby Horvat Rimmon (En-rimmon) were resettled. At Halif substantial remains of this occupation are 

found both on the mound and down its NE slopes on Site 101, and the occupation is documented also by 

presses and other installations throughout the surrounding countryside.  



Site 101 continued to be occupied well into the early Islamic period. During the time of the Crusades, in 

A.D. 1192, a significant battle between Saladin and Richard the Lion Hearted took place at Beer Bustan, 

thearea‘smainwelljustbelowthetelltotheNW.Inthe18thandearly19thcentury the site developed 

into the bedouin and village Arab market settlement of Khuweilifeh, which provides the Arabic name for 

the site.  
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JOE D. SEGER  

HALL OF JUDGMENT. See JUDGMENT, HALL OF.  

HALL OF PILLARS. See JUDGMENT, HALL OF.  

HALL OF THE THRONE. See JUDGMENT, HALL OF.  

HALL OF TYRANNUS. See TYRANNUS (PERSON).  

HALLEL. A designation for a small grouping of psalms. The word comes from the Heb verb hālal, ―to

praise,‖sincemanyofthepsalmscontainthephrase―PraisetheLord!‖Ithasbeenvariouslyusedto

describe the following psalm groups: 104–106, 111–118, 120–136, and 146–150.  

Israel used the Hallel Psalms regularly in her three great feasts: Passover, Pentecost, and Tabernacles. 

Hallel Psalms 113–118 arecalledthe―EgyptianHallel‖;inpart,theyrecountthesavingdeedsofYahweh

from the time of the Exodus from Egypt under the leadership of Moses (to whom the authorship of these 

psalms was traditionally attributed). They were sung or recited at these feasts, the later Feast of 

Dedication (or Lights, the modern holiday Hanukkah), and the New Moon assemblies. They were not 

used at the more solemn occasions of the New Year and the Day of Atonement, where confession and 

self-examination predominated.  

The celebration of Passover particularly utilized the Hallel Psalms 113–118. Jewish pilgrims sang these 

psalms on their way to Jerusalem. Bowman (1962: 743) relates that Psalm 118 was sung responsively by 

pilgrims and the Levites as the former approached to enter the temple and worship. The popular response 

toJesus‘entryintoJerusalemonPalmSundaywastheritualwelcomeaccordedtoallpilgrims. 

Jewish families sang Psalms 113–114 before the Seder meal and 115–118 afterward. In the Synoptic 

Gospels (Matt 26:17–29 [= Mark 14:12–25; Luke 22:7–20]), Jesus and his disciples ate a Seder 

(Passover) meal and sang a hymn before departing for the Mount of Olives (Matt 26:30). Thus, in all 

likelihood, they sang all or parts of Psalms 115–118 (or, less probably, Psalms 135–36).  

The―GreatHallel‖wasidentifiedwith Psalms 120–136, 135–136, or 136 alone.ItcontainsIsrael‘s

praiseforYahweh‘sprovisionsinthepastandpresent.Alongwith Psalms 146–150, it was used in the 

daily morning service of the synagogue. See also PSALMS, BOOK OF.  
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HALLELUJAH. See PSALMS, BOOK OF.  



HALLOHESH (PERSON) [Heb hallôḥē  (ַהֹּלוֵחש)]. The father of Shallum, ruler over half the 

district of Jerusalem, and one of those who, with his daughters, assisted in making repairs to the city wall 

(Neh 3:12). Hallohesh is also described as one of the chiefs of the people and a signatory to the covenant 

established by Ezra (10:24).  

FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT  

HAM (PERSON) [Heb ḥām (ָחם)]. The name of the second son of Noah, and the brother of Shem and 

Japheth. The name appears 17 times in the Bible (Gen 5:32; 6:10; 7:13; 9:18 (twice), 22; 10:1, 6, 20; 14:5; 

1 Chr 1:4, 8; 4:40; Pss 78:51; 105:23, 27; 106:22). It is either etymologically related to the word ḥm, 

―warm,‖―hot‖(fromḥmm, ―tobecomewarm,hot‖),orderivedfromtheEgyptianKeme,―theblackland‖

(a name for ancient Egypt). In support of the former, the descendants of Ham appropriately occupy the 

warmer or hotter lands of the S regions of the ancient world. In support of the latter, the name Ham is 

used in some of the later psalms in apposition to Egypt (78:51; 105:23, 27; 106:22).  

A. Biblical Data  

Ham‘ssonsareCush,Misraim,Put,andCanaan.Thedescendants of three of these—the Cushites 

(Ethiopians), the Egyptians, and the Canaanites—and their respective lands are mentioned hundreds of 

times throughout the Bible. The fourth son Put—Libya according to some, the Horn of Africa according 

to others—and his descendants figure less prominently. According to the biblical ethnographic 

conceptions, the descendants of Ham occupy chiefly the lands to the S and W of Israel. Some of his 

descendants, however, may have controlled part of Asia (cf. 10:6–20).  

HamisoneofNoah‘sthreesonswhojoinedhimintheArkandtherebyescapedtheFlood(6:9, 13; 

9:1–18). It was he who reported to his brothers that Noah, who had become a tender of vineyards after the 

Flood, was drunk and naked. His brothers walked carefully backward and covered their father (9:22–23). 

The disgrace ofadrunkenfather,accordingtoUgariticepicpoetry,wasacrime;and―lookinguponthe

nakedness‖ofone‘sfather,mother,orclosestrelativeswasprohibitedinIsraelitetradition(Lev 18:7–19; 

20:11–21).  

Related to this episode, Ham is also distinguished as being the father of Canaan (9:18, 22) whom Noah, 

after he woke up from his drunken sleep, condemned to servitude (9:20–27) and after whom the land of 

Israel was named (9:18; 11:31; 13:12; 17:8).Thetextreads,―AndNoahawokefromhiswine,andknew

whathisyoungersonhaddonetohim.Andhesaid,‗CursedbeCanaan;aservantofservants[or,the

bottom-rankedservant]shallhebecometohisbrothers…‘ ‖(9:24–25). This statement has been 

misinterpreted by medieval Jewish, Christian, and Muslim theologians, transferring the curse of Canaan 

on to Ham. Such an interpretation has no basis in the biblical text or in early Jewish thought. According to 

onepostbiblicalJewishoraltradition(seeBbelow),CanaanwasactuallyNoah‘sfourth and youngest 

son—hence,hewasHam‘sbrother,nothisson.Thisandsuchphrasesas―hisyoungerson‖and―tohis

brothers‖inGen 9:24–25 (the passage concerning Canaan) have led some exegetes to theorize that there 

was an earlier story separate from the flood story, with another list of Noah‘ssonsasShem,Japheth,

Ham, and Canaan, and that a later tradition harmonized the two stories, making Ham the father of Canaan.  

B. Later Jewish Tradition  

Very few references are made to Ham in the so-called Apocrypha or Pseudepigrapha, or in the literature 

of Qumran (Jub. 4:33; 8:10, 22–24; L. A. B. 1:22; 4:6; T. Sim. 6:4; T. Isaac 3:15). The most important 

references are found in the book of Jubilees. According to one of these, it was Ham who, together with his 

other sons Cush and Misraim, cursed his son Canaan, because Canaan violated the divine ordinance of 

land distribution and usurped the dwelling and inheritance of the children of Israel, the land of Canaan 

(Jub. 10:28–34). According to another the land given to Ham is hot, to Japheth cold, to Shem neither hot 

nor cold (18:12–30). See Fig. GEO.05.  

The first world empire, the building of cities, and particularly the building of the Tower of Babel are 

attributedtoHam‘sgrandsonNimrod,thesonofCush(b. Ḥul. 89a and ˓Abod. Zar. 53b; Pirqe R. El. 24; 

cf. also 3 Enoch 1; L. A. B. 4:6–8; 5:1). According to a 13th-century ethical work called Sefer ha-Yashar 



(Noah 22), Ham stole from Noah the garments which God had originally made for Adam and Eve and 

which had been in the possession of Enoch and Methuselah and gave them to Nimrod. The quasi-Jewish 

Hellenistic Sibylline Oracles, in which the sons of Noah are given the names of Greek gods (3:110–15), 

and the gnostic Sethian Apocalypse of Adam (V, 5 72:17; 73:14, 25; 74:11; 76:134) mention Ham in the 

context of the division of the world and empires among the sons of Noah.  

FewbiblicalstoriesareasenigmaticasNoah‘scurseofoneofhisdescendants,popularlybut

erroneouslyknownas―theCurseofHam.‖SomelaterJewishtraditionsspeakaboutthepunishment of 

Ham personally (Tanhuma Noah 13) or his immediate family (Pesiq. R. 21:22 [ed. Friedmann]) on 

accountof―hissin.‖ThatHamcommittedasinisnotquestioned(b. Sanh. 70a; 108b). The expression 

―sinofHam‖isalsofoundonceinJubilees (22:21).Butthepopularexpression―curseofHam‖isfound

neither in biblical nor postbiblical Jewish literature.  

Most later Jewish sources make it clear that Canaan, not Ham, suffered the curse (Bek. 13a; Qidd. 7a; 

67b; Lev. Rab. 17:5; Midr. Tadshe 17; etc.). In their speculation as to why Canaan was cursed instead of 

the guilty Ham, some rabbis went as far as to assert that God wanted to spare the other members of his 

family which naturally included Cush, Misraim, and Put (Midr. Ha-Gaggdol Bereshith, Noah 25). Others, 

however, not content with this answer alone, chose to speculate that Noah, stopped by Ham from having a 

fourth son, in accordance with the law of retaliation cursed Canaan, his fourth son (Gen. Rab. 36:5–7). 

Still others, not being satisfied with this answer, propose the syllogism that since God had already 

bestowed a blessing upon Ham (Gen 9:1) and since a blessing cannot be retracted nor can a curse be 

substituted in its place, Noah put the curse on his grandson. None of these explanations seeming adequate, 

others suggest that not Ham but Canaan himself must have been the real culprit, ascribing to him varieties 

of sins which he might have committed against Noah—whetheritwasseeingandreportingNoah‘s

nakedness or being involved in a disgraceful act of castration or sexual assault against Noah (cf. also Gen. 

Rab. 36:5–7; Tanhuma (Buber) 49–50; Tanhuma Noah 13–15; b. Sanh. 70a and Pesaḥ 113b; Targum 

Jonathan; Genesis Apocryphon 19:13).  

It is not until the Middle Ages that the curse of Canaan became attributed directly to Ham by Jewish, 

Muslim, and Christian writers equally (see, e.g., Saadia Gaon, Perush Rabbenu Saadia Gaon al ha-Torah 

[ed. Y. Gafah, p. 21]; Rashi on Kiddushin 22b, sade niqneth; cf. also Benjamin of Tudeal, the 12th-

century traveler, who speaks about the sons of Ham being black slaves [Maasot Benyamin or The 

Itinerary of Benjamin of Tudela, 1625]).  

C. Christian Tradition  

Early Christian exegesis wasnotkindtoHam.Augustinecalledhimthe―wickedbrother,‖andsaidthat

―Ham(thatishot)whoasthemiddlesonofNoah,andasitwere,separatedhimselffromboth,and

remained between, neither belonging to the first family of Israel nor to the fullness of the gentiles, what 

does he signify but the tribe of heretics, hot with the spirit, not of patience, but of impatience, with which 

thebreastsofhereticsarewonttoblaze,andwithwhichtheydisturbthepeaceofthesaints?‖(City of 

God, Book 16: 2). Elsewhere he compared Ham with Cain.  

Chrysostom likewise spoke about the sons of Noah who received good reports because they loved their 

father―whereastheotherwascursedbecausehehadnoloveforhisfather‖(Homilies on I Thess 4). 

According to Clement of Rome, ―Tertia decima generatione cum ex tri us filiis suae ex maledicto 

conditionem servitutis induxit‖ (Recognitiones, Book 1, 30; cf. also Cave of Treasures, fol.19b[Budge‘s

edition, p. 121]).  

The objective of the early Christian theologians was primarily exegetical exposition, wrong as it may 

be, for homiletic purposes. Beyond that, they did not propound the slavery of African people on the 

ground that they are descendants of Ham. On the other hand, their rationalization of the biblical curse of 

Canaan, especially in the medieval period, contributed to the later justification of slavery and colonialism: 

the―CurseofHam‖wascoinedandthepunishmenttransferredfromCanaanandhisdescendantsto

Ham‘swholefamilysystematically(see,e.g.,Jobson‘sThe Golden Trade [1623], ed. C. Kingsley 

[Teignmouth, 1904], 65ff.; cf. also Pernal 1940).  

D. Islamic Tradition  



Ham is not mentioned by name in the Quran but is alluded to as the unbelieving son who refused to 

follow his father at the time of the Flood and who consequently drowned (11:44[42]–49[47]). Extra- and 

post-Quranic Islamic traditions are acquainted with the biblical story of Gen 9:18–27 concerning the curse 

ofHam‘sson,Canaan,andwithlater Jewish and Christian legends. Muslim historians repeat versions of a 

certainspuriousJewishhaggadictraditionthatHam‘ssinwascarnalrelationsintheArk;andtheyaddto

his offense an assault against his father; they claim that, although born white, he turned black as a result 

ofhisfather‘scurse.  

According to al-Tabari Jesus brought Ham back to life. Ham related episodes of life in the Ark and the 

end of the Flood to the apostles. Al-Tabari meliorates the fate of Ham—although he was reduced to 

servitude, his brothers were lenient. The historian al-Masude, a contemporary of Saadia Gaon writing in 

the first part of the 10th century, obstinately misrepresents Gen 9:25 quotingit:―Andhesaid,‗Cursedbe

Ham…‘ ‖ 
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HAM (PLACE) [Heb hām (ָהם)]. In Gen 14:5 the locality at which CHEDORLAOMER and his allies 

defeated the Zuzim. It is listed between Ashteroth-karnaim (in Bashan) and Shaveh-kiriathaim (in Moab). 

Ancient interpreters were uncertain about its location. The Qumran text 1QapGen 21:29, which has 

zwmzmy˒ instead of Zuzim, accordingly replaced Ham with ˓mn. The LXX, Tg. Neof., and Vg understood 

bhm of the Heb text as  āhem ―amongthem‖(i.e.,amongtheRephaim),ratherthan ĕ-hām, ―inHam.‖

The Tg. Onq. and Tg. Ps.-J. rendered Ham by hmt˒ (HemtāorHamettā),asthoughtheyknewofaplace

so named in the appropriate region. But no such toponym appears in the Talmudic literature, unless it is a 

deliberate alteration of ḥammet a dĕ-pĕḥal, a place with hot springs near Pella in Transjordan mentioned in 

the Jerusalem Talmud. Ham is believed to appear as hum in the Palestine List of Thutmose III, No. 118; 

but its place in the enumeration provides no clues as to the area of its location. It has been suggested that 

Ham was identicalwiththesmallmound(37×34matthetop)atthemodernvillageofHām,5.5kmS-

SW of the city of Irbid in N Jordan. See BETH-ARBEL. The surface survey of the mound by N. Glueck 

revealed great numbers of medieval and Roman sherds, a considerable number of Iron Age I–II sherds, a 

small quantity of EB I–II sherds, but no MB and LB sherds. Unless excavations prove differently, this gap 

in the occupation of the site excludes its identity with Hum of ThutmoseIII‘slist,thoughnotnecessarily

with Ham of Genesis 14. A. Bergman (1934: 176) thought to have discovered another mention of Ham in 

the Bible by emending ḥwtyhm (ḥawwōt êhem, ―theirvillages‖)inNum 32:41 to ḥwt-hm (ḥawwōt-hām, 

―thevillagesofHam‖)astheearliernameofHavvoth-Jair. However, the biblical passages on the latter 

disagreeabouttheirlocation(inBashanorinGilead);andinanycaseTellHāmwastooinsignificant a 

site to have given its name to a cluster of 30 or 60 fortified cities.  
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MICHAEL C. ASTOUR  

HAMAN (PERSON) [Heb hāmān (ָהָֹמן)]. A nobleman, promoted to the rank of vizier by King 

Ahasuerus, and mortal enemy of the Jews in the book of Esther. After being made vizier by the king, 

Haman became enragedatMordecai,whoministeredattheking‘sgate,fornotobeyingaroyalcommand

to bow down and show proper respect to Haman (Esth 3:2–5). Haman decided therefore not only to 

eradicate Mordecai but also every Jew in the realm (3:6). He convinced the king that the Jews were 

disobedient to his rule and deserved to be eliminated (3:7–11). He received the authority to send out a 

decree ordering the elimination of all Jews and the confiscation of their property (3:12–14). In the 



meantimehebuiltagallowsespeciallyforMordecaiandwasplanningtoasktheking‘spermission to 

hang him from it (5:9–14). This plan, however, was foiled when Queen Esther turned Ahasuerus against 

Haman at the second of two feasts she had prepared for the two men. When Haman accidentally fell on 

Esther‘scouchpleadingformercy,Ahasuerusthoughthewastryingtoassaulther.Thushehadhim

hanged from the same gallows that Haman had prepared for Mordecai (7:5–10).  

This story portrays Haman as the adversary par excellence of the Jews. The MT tradition links him with 

AGAG, the ancient king of the Amalekites, who were enemies of the Hebrews (Esth 3:1, 10; 8:3, 5; 9:10, 

24; cf. 1 Samuel 15; Num 24:7; Exod 17:8–16; Deut 25:17–19). Moreover, Mordecai is portrayed as a 

relativeofKingSaul,whowasinturntheenemyofAgag,Haman‘sancestor(Esth 2:5; 1 Sam 9:1–2). 

Thus the ancient conflict between Israel and Amalek is portrayed as continuing in the contest between 

Mordecai and Haman (McKane 1961; Clines 1984: 14–15; Berg 1979: 66–67). This interpretation of the 

person of Haman is continued by Josephus, the Targums of Esther, as well as the Talmud. These sources 

consistently describe Haman as a descendant of Amalek (Paton Esther ICC, 194–95; Thornton 1986; 

Moore Esther AB, 35). The LXX treats the figure of Haman in a similar way. He is never described as an 

Agagitebutratheraseithera―Bugaean‖(GkBougaios; cf. LXX 3:1; 9:10; A:17), perhaps a reference to 

afamousfriendofAlexandertheGreat,orasa―Macedonian‖(Gkho Makedōn; cf. LXX 9:24). Either 

way Haman would be seen as a hated Greek by later Jewish audiences who still remembered the atrocities 

of Greek rule (Moore 35–36; Clines 1984: 44).  

This does not mean that Haman was a purely fictitious character. The name agag may be derived from 

agazi, aMesopotamiantribementionedinSargon‘sannals(Paton,69–70). (Although it is difficult to 

explain how the final g in Heb agag has shifted to z in Akk agazi.) In addition, hāmān may be a Persian 

name derived from Old Persian hamanā, ―illustrious,‖orperhapshoma, ―asacreddrink.‖Severallinkit

with omanes, a Persian name mentioned by Greek authors (Paton, 69; Moore, 35). Moreover, the ten sons 

of Haman (Esth 9:7–10) also appear to have genuine Persian names (Clines 1984: 323; Gehman 1924: 

327–28). What we seem to have then in the character of Haman is a historical figure whose lineage has 

been reshaped and reinterpreted by the various traditions in a symbolic way (Clines 1984: 293).  

Bibliography  
Berg, S. B. 1979. The Book of Esther. SBLDS 14. Missoula, MT.  
Clines, D. J. 1984. The Esther Scroll. JSOTSup 30. Sheffield.  

Gehman, H. S. 1924. Notes on the Persian Words in the Book of Esther. JBL 43: 321–28.  

McKane, W. 1961. A Note on Esther IX and 1 Samuel XV. JTS 12: 260–61.  

Thornton, T. C. 1986. The Crucifixion of Haman and the Scandal of the Cross. JTS 37: 419–26.  

JOHN M. WIEBE  

HAMATH (PLACE) [Heb ḥămāt (ֲחָֹמת)]. HAMATHITES. A city in Syria, the S border of which 

often became part of the formula for the N idealized border of Israel (cf. 1 Kgs 8:65; 1 Chr 13:5). The city 

was an object of the Assyrian conquest (Isa 36:19), and some of its inhabitants were exiled and settled in 

Israel (2 Kgs 17:24). The site has a long history, from early prehistoric through modern times. It was 

known as Ematu in the Ebla texts, and in the Syro-Hittite (Luwian) hieroglyphic inscriptions it is called 

Amatu. During the classical period its name was Epiphaneia Syriae or Epiphaneia ad Orontem. The non-

classicalnameisthoughttomeanthe―warmplace‖or―fortress.‖Themodernnameofthe site is Hama.  

———  

A. Location and Excavations  

B. Results of the Excavations  

1. Prehistoric Finds  

2. Early Bronze Age  

3. Middle and Late Bronze Ages  

4. Iron Age  

5. Hellenistic Hamath  

6. Roman Period  



———  

A. Location and Excavations  

Hamath is situatedincentralSyria(M.R.312503)wherethemainroadfromtheNfirstcrossestheriver

al- Ās  , the ancient Orontes, 214 km N of Damascus. The river flows through the town from SE to NW, in 

the form of an S. The greater and older part of the town lies on the left bank and is dominated by the 

Citadel Mound, ca. 45 m high and ca. 400 × 300 m. From 1931 through 1938 the site was excavated by a 

Danish expedition, which opened a total area of 18,000 m
2
, to a depth varying between 4 and 29 m. In 

addition, 48 smaller excavations were made in the modern town and a few in the neighborhood. The 

excavations on the Citadel Mound revealed a long series of cultural layers, numbered from the top, M 

marking the earliest, those of the Neolithic period, 6th millennium B.C., and A, the top layers containing 

remains from the Middle Ages.  

B. Results of the Excavations  

1. Prehistoric Finds. The earliest signs of human presence in the area are the so-called pebble tools 

from the Pluvial A period corresponding to the earliest two glacial periods of Europe, Günz and Mindel; 

theywerefoundbyDutchgeologistsatŠaryaintheEoutskirtsofḤamā.Somewhatlater,fromtheFirst

Interpluvial, the Second Interglacial period of Europe, are artifacts of Acheulean and Levalloisian types 

collected near Ḥamā.SevenNeolithiclayersweredistinguishedonthetell,bearingwitnessofaculture

relatedtothatinthe AmqatthelowerOrontes.  

In Chalcolithic times, in layer L (ca. the 5th and most of the 4th millennium B.C.), there was a strong 

cultural influence from N Mesopotamia, probably because of intensive barter. This layer, however, also 

comprised obsidian from Asia Minor. In layer L 3 Ḥalāfianpotteryappearedtogetherwithlocal

imitations of pottery from Samarra. At the end of the 5th millennium, the influence from the SE was 

stronger,asisshownbyalocalvarietyofthe Ubaiḍ ware. Houses at that time often had one large room 

with a hearth in the middle. The dead were buried under the floors. Board-shaped idols and animal figures 

of clay indicate the emergence of artistic development, as do stamp seals of stone or clay with incised 

geometric patterns. Some of the seals must have been personal identification marks like those of 

Mesopotamia in the 4th millennium, when the first attempts of writing developed. About 3300 B.C. full 

urbanization was a reality in Syria.  

2. Early Bronze Age. TheKlayersbelongtotheearliestBronzeAge.AlreadyinK10,thepotter‘s

wheel appeared; and a terrace wall may be part of a true town wall; but houses were soon constructed 

beyond it. Seals and figurines of Mesopotamian types and primitive local sculptures have been 

discovered. About 2600 B.C. more primitive tribes from Asia Minor made their way into central Syria as 

inferred from a new, mottled reddish or yellow and black, polished pottery, the so-called KHIRBET 

KERAK WARE; at ḤamāitturnedupinK5,fromwhichperioddatesalsotheearliest-found casting 

mold for bronze tools. Interments under the houses became rarer; and a large space was reserved for 

round structures, which were probably grain silos.  

Layer K 1 had signs of a destruction, which was followed by a rebuilding in J 8. Layer J is the fully 

developed EB. Apparently burials no longer occurred in the town, which had become a densely built-up 

area with narrow streets or alleys. From K to J the pottery did not change very much, but a tall goblet was 

the leading characteristic all through J 8–1,and―Goblet‖or―ChaliceCulture‖hasbecomeapopular

denominationofthisperiod‘sSyriancivilization.InJ5aspade-like rope-traction ard was used for tilling 

the ground, but soon the ard-plough gained predominance. Botanical finds indicate cultivation of barley, 

wheat, probably emmer, horsebean, lentil, a plant with seeds resembling peas, wine, cherry, and olive. Oil 

lamps were flat bowls with pinched rims to produce a spout for the wick. The wheeled carriage, and 

perhaps the horse, were known. Husbandry comprised at least donkeys, oxen, sheep, goats, pigs, and 

dogs. The town of J 5 suffered a violent destruction followed by a slow decadence in J 4–1. The J 5 

pottery corresponds completely to that in the destruction layer of Ebla, modern Tell Mardikh, the center of 

a wealthy kingdom which reached its highest peak in the 24th century B.C. Evidently the same catastrophe 

hit both sites in the 23rd century, probably a consequence of the Akkadian conquest of N Syria; the date is 

confirmed by a C
14

 analysis of material from Hamath.  



3. Middle and Late Bronze Ages. Nomads from the N part of the Euphrates valley, in Akkadian named 

―Amurru,‖(i.e.,―West‖),causedmuchtroubleinSyriaabout2000B.C. In the 19th century these so-called 

Amorites established their own states, and the finds in H 5 actually present a new picture. In the middle of 

the town, enormous cylindrical grain silos were constructed; the dead were buried in rock-cut chambers 

outside the urban area; and the ceramic repertoire was simple and monochrome with combed or ropelike 

patterns and with a carinated bowl as the leading type. Between the MB layer H and the LB layer G, no 

real difference in culture can be proved; but H 1 showed signs of a great destruction, perhaps caused by 

the Hittites, who invaded N Syria ca. 1375 B.C. At that time the frontier of the Egyptian Empire was only 

about 50 km S of Hamath, the Bronze Age name of which, Ematu, may be identical with the Imat or 

Amata of Egyptian texts. Sherds of imported Cypriot and Mycenaean vases date the layers of the G period 

to the 14th and 13th centuries B.C. Some buildings were more spacious and had corridor-like storerooms 

resembling those of palaces elsewhere. However, the LB town may have been administratively subject to 

the neighboring, more wealthy city of Qatna.  

4. Iron Age. According to the Bible the king of Hamath, Toi, sent his son, Joram, with gifts and 

congratulations after David had defeated Hadadezer, ca. 975 B.C. (2 Sam 8:9–10; cf. 1 Chr 18:9–10). 

Solomon, however, is said to have built fortresses and grain storesinpartofHamath‘sterritory(2 Chr 

8:4); Jeroboam II also is said to have defeated Hamath (2 Kgs 14:28). Nevertheless, the Assyrian records 

reveal that in 853–845 B.C. the Hamathite king, Urhilina, played an important role in the great coalition 

which for a time was able to stop the Assyrian advances toward the W. Stone blocks with Luwian 

inscriptions in Syro-Hittite hieroglyphs found at Ḥamāinthe19thcenturyrefertoUrhilina‘srenewalofa

templededicatedtoBa alatandtohisson,Uratamis,fortifyingthetown;thetemplehadbeensomewhat

neglectedunderUrhilina‘sfather,Paritas,andunder his anonymous grandfather. In the first half of the 

8th century B.C., under King Zakkur, from whom a victory stele inscribed in Aramaic is kept in Paris, 

Hamath apparently reached its greatest power, dominating most of Syria from the Amanus to the Lebanon 

andfromtheMediterraneantothedesert.Butin738 EnelofHamathwasforcedtosurrender19

provincestotheAssyrians,i.e.,thecoastandtheNpartoftheOrontesvalley.In720ausurper,Iaubi˒di,

perhaps of Palestinian origin, tried to regain the lost territory but was defeated and killed; and a number of 

the inhabitants were deported and the whole country incorporated in the Assyrian Empire.  

The remains of biblical Hamath were discovered in the so-called Syro-Hittite or Early Iron Age layers F 

2–1 and E 2–1 and are supplemented by the cemeteries found outside the mound. In the troubled times 

around 1200 B.C., several profound changes took place. A new burial rite, that of urn fields with 

cremation, was introduced; weapons and tools of iron appeared among which was the cut-and-thrust 

sword. The fibula replaced the dress pin, and the pottery developed new shapes and patterns in a 

―geometric‖styleshowinginfluencefromtheMycenaeancultureinGreeceandCyprus. 

The Royal Quarter was found on the SE part of the mound. See Fig. HAM.01. Its ruins, called Buildings 

I–IV, spread over an area of at least 160 × 160 m around an open central space with a small sanctuary. 

Toward the SE was a towered gate (I); toward the NE a temple, probably that of Ba alat (III); in the W, a 

small gate (IV) led to the other quarters of the town; and to the S was a palace (II). The palace had a large 

reception hall, many storerooms, and an upper story, which seems to have been the royal residence. The 

entrances to the buildings were guarded by lion sculptures half in relief, and the front of the palace was 

guarded by colossi in the round. The fittings of the central sanctuary comprised a huge stone basin and 

two stone altars, one of which had the shape of an empty throne with armrests representing sphinxes. The 

basin and the throne obviously correspond to the Copper Sea and the cherubim-borne mercy seat in the 

contemporary temple of Jerusalem. A relief stele of ca. 900 B.C. was reused as a threshold in the supposed 

Ba alat temple. The front of the stele has a representation of a seated god served by a smaller person, most 

likely the king; below this is a monster with two lion heads and the body of an eagle, a creature which in 

Mesopotamia was the symbol of the war god Ningirsu. The storerooms of the palace contained jars for 

grain, wine, and oil, and included tools, weapons, horse trappings, and much more. A foundation 

document with the impression of a cylinder seal in the style of the first half of the 8th century was found 

under the E wing of the palace, and in front of the building were bricks with incised Aramaic inscriptions 



mentioning the major domus Adanlaram. Scanty remains of clay tablets inscribed in cuneiform writing, 

ritual texts, and a letter to king Uratamis were discovered in the temple.  

Among the funerary offerings the most spectacular are a gold-plated bronze statuette of a seated god 

with beard and horns and an ivory goblet with a handle in the shape of a wild goat.  

Other fine works of art were found in a small palace, Building V, in the SW part of the town (e.g., ivory 

reliefs from furniture, which seem to be local products). Several cylinder and stamp seals were brought to 

light, both in the cemeteries and in the town, including reused items, and sealings, among which was one 

with the name of Adanlaram. The cremation burials ceased about 700 B.C., and everywhere in the town 

indisputable signs of the Assyrian ravages were visible. The buildings perished in a conflagration which 

was so vehement that even some basalt sculptures and bowls partly melted. After the catastrophe most of 

the site was abandoned; but the literary sources report that Hamath still existed in the 7th and 6th 

centuries B.C.; and they are corroborated by a few remains from that period, now labeled E/D.  

5. Hellenistic Hamath. Under the Seleucids the town revived and was named Epiphaneia, presumably 

after Antiochus IV Epiphanes, who reigned from 175 to 164 B.C. The excavations have shown that all 

over the mound a new settlement was laid out according to a rectangular plan with the streets orientated 

N-S and E-W. The coins found under the constructions date from the 3d and 2d centuries B.C. and thus 

confirm the attribution to the monarch. In the middle of the mound, a large ruin was transformed into a 

podium measuring ca. 20 × 20 m, which may have supported the principal sanctuary. Most of the names 

scratched or painted on pottery were Greek; only a few were Semitic. No doubt, Epiphaneia was almost 

completely included in the European cultural sphere; but it was a small and rather insignificant provincial 

town.  

6. Roman Period. In 64 B.C. the Romans conquered Syria, and in 52–50 and 40 B.C. the Parthians 

invaded the country. But a coin hoard dated to the first half of the century betrays nothing of these events. 

During the Roman domination the town gradually expanded into the valley, where remains of a 3d-

century A.D. temple are preserved in the present Great Mosque. In the 4th or 5th century A.D. it was 

transformed into a church, rebuilt in the 6th century; and recent finds nearer to the mound (under the 

Greek Orthodox cathedral and Episcopal residence) indicate the existence of another large church with 

mosaic floors (ca. A.D. 415); the earliest local bishop known was Mauritius about 325.  

Probably large waterwheels similar to the present nawa˓  r or norias (which a tradition attributes to the 

Romans)wereadominantfeatureinthetown‘sphysiognomy,astheywerein neighboring Apameia, 

where one was represented in a mosaic. Roman tombs were discovered in the rocks to the W. In the 

largest one, of the 2d century A.D., funerary plaster masks, limestone busts, and statues portray the 

deceased. Although of modest local workmanship, they are closely related to those found in the 

cemeteries of the important caravan town Palmyra. That the tomb was still used in the Christian period is 

established by the inscriptions and crosses on the walls. A few marble sculptures have survived in the 

town, hidden away by a faithful pagan worshipper. Two of them are busts of the Greco-Egyptian god 

Serapis,respectivelyacopyandavariantofBryaxis‘sfamouscolossalcultstatuefromthe4thcentury

B.C. in Alexandria. Compared with biblical Hamath, the Greco-Roman town marked both a step backward 

insofar as it had lost the characteristics of a capital in an independent state and an advance since it profited 

from participation in the culture of a world empire. The care of the central government is shown by the 

fact that a fortification wall was built under Constantine the Great, or more likely Justinian the Great, to 

avert the danger of Sassanian attacks.  

After the Muslim conquest in A.D. 636, the ancient name of the town was resurrected.  
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MARIE-LOUISE BUHL  

HAMATH, ENTRANCE OF (PLACE) [Heb lĕ ō˒ (בֹא  A geographic location .[(ֲחַֹמת) ) ḥămatלְׁ

in modern Syria which is specifically mentioned as a part of the N boundary for the land promised to 

Israel (Num 34:7–9; Josh 13:5; Ezek 47:16). The land of HAMATH, with which Lebo-Hamath is 

associated, was well-known and may explain the function of Lebo-Hamath as a boundary marker. 

However, Lebo-Hamath itself may also have been well-known (RLA 6: 410).  

The question of the exact location of Labo-Hamath has not been decisively answered. Some propose 

that the whole phrase lĕ ō˒ ḥămat must be taken together as the name of a city. Riblah has been one 

possible site because of the association of Lebo-Hamath with Zedad and Hazar-enan (see Num 34:7–9). 

More strongly supported, however, is modern Lebweh, located below Riblah at the source of the Orontes 

river (attested in Assyrian texts as La-da/ab-˒u-u). Lebo occurs in some Egyptian inscriptions (rwbj in the 

Execration Texts, la-bi-˒u in the syllabic orthography of the New Kingdom) in reference to a city S of 

Hamath in the Lebanon valley, corresponding to modern Lebweh.  

Others (including RSV) analyze lĕ ō˒ ḥămat as a construct noun phrase. The infinitive lĕ ō˒, ―toenter,‖

―toapproach,‖istakentogetherwiththeplacenameHamath,specifyingaparticulargeographicareaof

Hamath. Three suggestions have beengivenforthelocationofapossibleareaknownasLebo-Hamath.

TheOrontesvalley,betweenAntiochandSeleucia,isoneproposal.Also,anareanearW d  Nahrel-

Barid has been suggested. These first two ideas, however, are not well substantiated. More likely is the 

last notion of the lower part of the valley of Coele-Syria between the Lebanon and the Anti-lebanon 

mountains (see Josh 13:5; Judg 3:3; Num 13:21; see also CANAAN).  

TOM F. WEI  

HAMATH-ZOBAH (PLACE) [Heb ḥămāt ṣôbâ (ֲחָֹמת קוָבה)]. A compound place name found 

only once in the Bible (2 Chr 8:3).ItoccursinanaccountofSolomon‘sfortificationprogramthroughout

his empire (8:1–10). Verses 3–4 briefly state that Solomon captured Hamath-zobah in a military 

expedition and went on to fortify the great Syrian oasis of Tadmor and to build store cities in Hamath. 

These events are not mentioned in 1 Kgs 9:10–22, the passage that is roughly parallel to 2 Chr 8:1–10.  

The exact referent of this name is not clear. Some scholars identify the name with the combined regions 

of the ancient states of Hamath and Zobah, suggesting that the Chronicler is using Persian period (i.e., his 

contemporary) terminology for that area, since during the Persian period Zobah was part of the province 



of Hamath (Noth 1937: 45–47; Myers 2 Chronicles AB, 47–48). Others, however, propose that Hamath-

zobah was the name of a city in the kingdom of Zobah. Eissfeldt (1975: 592–93) suggested that it was the 

capital of Zobah, a city quite distinct from the Hamath which was capital of the state of Hamath. Lewy 

(1944: 443–54) also viewed it as a city of Zobah and identified it with Baalbek/Heliopolis in Lebanon.  

Another proposal has been made by Y. Aharoni (LBHG, 319, n. 54), who noted that the major 

manuscripts of the LXX read Baisō a instead of Hamath-zobah in 2 Chr 8:3. Arguing that the Greek 

reading represents Heb Beth-zobah, he proposed that the Greek reflects the original text, that the current 

Hebrew reading is the result of a scribal error, and that the town referred to here had no connection with 

the name Hamath.  

Unfortunately, little certainty can be reached on these matters, although a few comments are worth 

making. The wording of 2 Chr 8:3 slightly favors the interpretation of Hamath-zobah as a city name, since 

similaroccurrencesoftheverb―togo‖inthesenseofamilitarycampaignnormallyappearinaccountsof

attacks against cities (cf. Judg 9:1; 1 Kgs 22:6 = 2 Chr 18:5; 1 Kgs 22:15 = 2 Chr 18:14). But even 

assuming that it is a city name, no further evidence is available which would allow one to determine 

whether the Hebrew or the Greek text preserves the name more accurately.  

The question of the historical accuracy of this account of a military campaign by Solomon is also 

unsettled. The differing opinions on this passage are largely based on the varying evaluations of the 

historical reliability of Chronicles as a whole and particularly of the material in Chronicles that is not 

found in Kings. Those who generally accept the assertion in 1 Kgs 5:1(—Eng4:21) that Solomon 

controlled the Levant as far N as the Euphrates usually assume some historical accuracy for the account of 

the campaign against Hamath-zobah (e.g., Eissfeldt 1975: 592–93; Malamat 1963: 7; Aharoni, LBHG, 

319, n. 54). Others (e.g., Miller and Hayes, HAIJ, 197–98, 208–10) are much more skeptical about the 

extentofSolomon‘sempireintheNingeneralandabout this passage in particular, arguing that the 

account occurs in the middle of a passage (8:2–4) that seems to be a serious distortion of what is found in 

1 Kgs 9:10–18. In 1 Kgs 9:10–14 Solomon gives 20 cities to King Hiram of Tyre, while in 2 Chr 8:2 

Hiram gives the cities to Solomon. 1 Kgs 9:15–18 makes no reference to Hamath at all and mentions 

Tamar, a small town in Judah, instead of Tadmor, the great oasis city in Syria referred to in 2 Chr 8:4. On 

the issue of the historical reliability of Chronicles, see CHRONICLES, BOOK OF.  
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WAYNE T. PITARD  

HAMID (PLACE). See ABU HAMID, TELL.  

HAMMATH (PERSON) [Heb ḥammat (ַחַֹּמת)]. Apparently a descendant of Hur, son of Caleb; and 

also the father of the Rechabites (1 Chr 2:55). It is possible that this Hammath is to be identified with the 

city of Hammath in Naphtali (Josh 19:35, where LXX A reads hamatha, but B reads hamath). In 1 Chr 

2:55, however, the LXX reads mesēma. Talmon (1960) suspects that here ḥmt should be understood as 

―family-in-law.‖ApparentlythisistheideathatunderliestheNEB:―ThesewereKeniteswhowere

connectedbymarriagewiththeancestoroftheRechabites.‖Theentirepassage(1 Chr 2:42–50a, 50b–55) 

is problematic (see Braun 1 Chronicles WBC, 42–43).  
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HAMMATH (PLACE) [Heb ḥammat (ַחַֹּמת)]. Var. HAMMOTH-DOR; HAMMON. One of the 

fortified cities of the tribe of Naphtali (Josh 19:35). Aharoni has suggested that Hammath was #34 in the 

hypothetical original list of Levitical cities on which the Joshua 21 and 1 Chronicles 6 lists were based 



(LBHG, 304), although in those lists it appears in its variant forms HAMMOTH-DOR (Josh 21:32) and 

HAMMON (1 Chr 6:61—Eng6:76). The name Hammath—and that of its variants—means―hotsprings,‖

and at least since the time of Josephus (who referred to it as Emmaus) the place was renowned for its 

healing power (Ant 18.2.3 §36; JW 4.1.3 §11). Hammath was apparently well-known in the early rabbinic 

period, and it is referred to numerous times in Jewish writings of that period. These writings make it clear 

that Hammath was a suburb just outside Tiberias, the site of a major Jewish academy (Talm. Meg. 2.2; t. 

˓Erub. 7.2, 146); consequently, ancient Hammath/Hammoth-Dor/Hammon can be confidently identified 

with Hammam Tabariyeh (M.R. 201241), a hot springs 3 km S of Tiberias on the W shore of the Sea of 

Galilee. Apparently the hot springs provided a sufficiently stable economic base to enable the town to last 

well beyond the abolition of the Jewish Patriarchate in A.D. 429. See also TIBERIAS (PLACE).  

Excavations there, however, have thus far failed to yield Iron Age remains (see EAEHL 4: 1178–84). In 

1921Slouschzexcavatedasynagogueabout500mNofthecity‘sSwall,whichhassincebeendatedto

the 4th century A.D. A contemporaneous cemetery was found nearby. In the early 1960s M. Dothan 

excavated a portion of the city wall and one of its towers, which were dated to the Byzantine period 

(although they apparently rested on the remains of earlier fortifications). Coins indicate that the site was 

occupied at least as early as the 1st century B.C. Dothan‘sexcavations near the hot springs themselves 

uncovered three occupation levels. In the lowest (level III, early 2d century A.D.?) was found the remains 

of a public building the function of which is unknown. Above it, in levels IIB, IIA, IB, and IA, were 

found the remains of a synagogue that went through four successive construction phases between the 4th 

and the mid-8th centuries A.D. Among the finds associated with the level IIA synagogue (4th century 

A.D.) were important Greek and Aramaic inscriptions and well-preserved mosaics (of the Torah shrine and 

the zodiac) exemplifying superb Hellenistic-Roman artistic style.  
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GARY A. HERION  

HAMMEDATHA (PERSON) [Heb hammĕdātā˒ (ָדָתא  )]. The father of Haman. He is mentionedַהֹּמְׁ

in several places in the book of Esther (3:1, 10; 8:5; 9:10, 24) as well as in the Additions to Esther 

contained in the LXX (Add Esth 12:6; 16:10, 17). He is never spoken of apart from being the father of 

Haman and as such has no independent existence as a character in the Esther story. Nothing further is 

known about him, but he appears to have a bona fide Persian name. A contemporary Aramaic ritual text 

found at Persepolis contains a proper name that could be the Aramaic equivalent to his name, spelled 

˒mdt. In addition, in the Persepolis fortification tablets this name or one like it appears to be spelled out in 

cuneiform writing as ha-ma-da-da (Millard 1977: 484). Millard suggests that the Persian name from 

which these names are derived would be amadāta, ―stronglymade‖(1977:484).OthersuggestedPersian

etymologies include hāma-dāta, ―givenby(thegod)Hāma,‖ or mâh-dāta, ―givenbythemoon.‖Onthe

other hand, some see this name as a variant form of the name Haman (Paton Esther ICC, 69).  
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JOHN M. WIEBE  

HAMMOLECHETH (PERSON) [Heb hammōleket (ַהֹֹּמֶלֶכת)]. A Manassite mother of three, who 

is mentioned only in 1 Chr 7:18.Hernamemeans―shewhoreigns‖andmayhaveoriginallyservedasa

divine title. The form of the name in the LXX, Malecheth, reflectsthetranslator‘sinterpretationofthe

initial ha in Hammolecheth as the Hebrew article. Ishhod, Abiezer, and Mahlah were her children. While 

all three are usually regarded as sons, the last name may be a feminine form and so designate a daughter 

(cf. Josh 17:3). Morgenstern (1931: 58), however, has suggested that hammōleket was not a proper noun 

at all but simply indicated the authoritative position that the woman held in one of the clans of Manasseh. 



In this way it preserves evidence of the matriarchate in Israel. This suggestion, though, has won little 

support, and most continue to regard hammōleket as a proper noun. (Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 70)  

Two problems arise in the passage that introduces Hammolecheth. The first concerns the designation of 

heras―hissister.‖Theprecedingversecontainsthenameoffivemen,thelastofwhomisManasseh.

Whiletheantecedentof―his‖thereforeisbynomeanscertain,mostinterpreters have favored Gilead 

(Myers 1 Chronicles AB,50).InthiscaseHammolecheth‘sfatherwouldhavebeenMachirandher

grandfather Manasseh.  

AdditionalproblemsariseinconnectionwithHammolecheth‘schildren.Whilegenealogiesinthe

Hebrew Bible usually trace ancestry from father to son, in this case the husband of Hammolecheth is 

unnamed. The reason for this is not obvious. Moreover, Joshua 17 lists Abiezer and Mahlah, the second 

andthirdofHammolecheth‘schildren, as the first son of Gilead (17:2) and the first daughter of 

Zelophahad (17:3) respectively. This may reflect multiple uses of the same names, or it may indicate 

confusion in the genealogical tradition. Finally, Curtis and Madsen (Chronicles ICC, 152) have suggested 

that Shemida (1 Chr 7:19), who is not related to the rest of the genealogy of Manasseh in 1 Chronicles 7, 

was the fourth son of Hammolecheth. This proposal has found little support among other interpreters. See 

SHEMIDA.  
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M. PATRICK GRAHAM  

HAMMON (PLACE) [Heb ḥammôn (ַחֹּמון)]. Var. HAMMATH; HAMMOTH-DOR (?). 1. A town in 

the territory of Asher (Josh 19:28). The portion of the list in which Hammon occurs seems to refer to 

cities in the N area of the tribe, much of which today is in Lebanon. While some scholars (GTTOT, 191; 

HGB,432)doubtthatthecitywaslocatedonthecoast,thesiteisgenerallyidentifiedwithKhirbetUmm

el-Awamid(M.R.164281)intheW d  el-Hamul near the spring of En-Hamul. Both the name of the wadi 

and the name of the spring suggest the preservation of the name Hammon.  

Two Hellenistic period Phoenician inscriptions support this identification (TSSI 3: 188–121); one was 

excavated at Umm el-Awamid, and a second was purchased nearby, and both refer to an ˒l ḥmn, which 

canbereadas―godofHammon‖andtothe ˓l ḥmn, ―thecitizensofHammon.‖Whiletheinscriptions

are not conclusive given their Hellenistic date, on balance, the names of the spring and wadi, combined 

with the inscriptions, support the identification of Umm el-Awamid with Hammon.  

2. A town in the tribal territory of Naphtali assigned to the Gershomite clan of the Levites as a Levitical 

city (1 Chr 6:61—Eng6:76). Another list of Levitical cities is preserved in Joshua 21, where in v 32 

Hammon is replaced by Hammath-dor. Most researchers have concluded that the two OT lists of Levitical 

cities were derived from a single original, which dated to the time of the United Monarchy (Albright 

1945: 49–55). Aharoni (LBHG, 304) has suggested that both Hammon and Hammath-dor developed 

because of scribal errors from an original Hammath, which is located at modern Hammam Tabariyeh 

(M.R. 201241), springs to the S of modern Tiberias. See also HAMMATH (PLACE). Albright (1945: 55) 

argued that both Hammon and Hammath-dor were independent toponyms but suggested a location for 

neither.  
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HAMMOTH-DOR (PLACE) [Heb ḥammōt (ַחֹֹּמת) dō˒r]. Var. HAMMATH; HAMMON. A town 

in the tribe of Naphtali which, along with its pasture lands, was set aside for the Levites (Josh 21:32). In 1 

Chr 6:61—Eng6:76, the second city in the parallel list is Hammon (ḥammōn). Albright (1945: 64) has 

argued that Hammoth-dor and Hammon are different cities and should not be understood to be the same. 

He based his argument on the readings of Joshua 21, observing that although the LXX offers variant 

readings,acomparisonshowsthattheoriginaltextispreservedintheGreek.Albright‘spositionhasnot



been widely accepted. Aharoni (LBHG, 105) argued that Hammoth-dor and Hammon are an example of a 

―doublelist‖andthatthedifferencesinthelistmaybeinterpretedasavariationonthesamename.Inhis

listing of the Levitical cities, he maintains the 34th city is Hammoth-dor/Hammon while Dor (unidentified 

in either Joshua 21 or 1 Chronicles 6) is the 35th city in the supposed original list. A problem with that 

reconstruction arises from the fact that there is no record of any city named Dor in Naphtali. Van Beek 

(IDB 2: 517) suggested that this Levitical city is almost certainly known as Hammon in 1 Chr 6:61—

Eng6:76 and Hammoth-dor in Josh 21:32. Hammoth-dor appears once outside the Levitical city listing as 

Hammath (ḥammat) in the allotment to Naphtali in Josh 19:35. Hammon is mentioned only in the list in 1 

Chronicles 6. Outside the OT it is possible that the Hamath mentioned in the papyrus Anastasi I, a 

document from the time of Rameses II, is Hammath on the Sea of Galilee, i.e., Hammath-Dor. See also 

Thomas 1934: 147–48.  

Hammoth-dor has been identified as Hamman Tabariyeh (M.R. 201241), a hot spring just S of Tiberias 

on the W shore of the Sea of Galilee (Dothan 1962: 153–54). It is located on a trade route that starts at 

Hazor and goes along the W coast of the Sea of Galilee. From there it goes into the Rift valley extending 

S to the Red Sea. A secondary route breaks off from this trade route a few km S of Hamman Tabariyeh. 

That road goes past Mt. Tabor on its way to Acco. Hammoth-dor is famous for its hot baths that date back 

to the period of the Second Temple; however, one of the problems of identifying Hamman Tabariyeh with 

Hammath is that there are no remains there earlier than the Roman period. Albright (1926: 26–27) argued 

that a Bronze Age town at the hot springs of Tiberias is not likely. He suggested that Hammath was 

probably on Iron Age foundations since there was no trace of a mound near the site. Because there are no 

early remains at Hamman Tabariyeh, its identification with biblical Hammoth-dor must be questioned. 

Just N of Tiberias is a site called Tell Raqqat. Peterson (1977: 95) in his survey has suggested this 

identification, and Boling (1985: 24) has accepted his proposal. At Tell Raqqat there is evidence that the 

site was occupied from the Early Bronze to Iron II inclusively. See also EncJud 7: 1242–44; 12: 818–21.  
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JOHN L. PETERSON  

HAMMUEL (PERSON) [Heb ḥamm ˒ēl ( לַחֹּמּוֵא  )]. A descendant of Simeon (1 Chr 4:26). The 

various genealogies for Simeon differ in the number of sons attributed to Simeon. Gen 46:10 and Exod 

6:15 list six and comment that Shaul (the last listed) was born to a Canaanite mother. Num 26:12–13 and 

1 Chr 4:24–27 list onlyfive,omitingOhadandthecommentonShaul‘smother.In1 Chr 4:24–27 

Simeon‘slineistracedsevengenerationsbeyondhimthroughShaulwithonlyonenamegivenforeach

generation and usually without notation on their activities. Hammuel is named the fifth generation 

descendant. He is not otherwise known. His grandson Shimei, however, did draw the notice that he 

outdistanced his unnamed siblings in producing offspring, 26 sons and 6 daughters; but none is named; 

and the genealogy ends with Shimei.  

In 1 Chr 4:26 the LXX reads amouēl, suggesting a Hebrew spelling with only one mem. Such a spelling 

is commonly present in the versions outside the MT for Hamul, a son of Perez (Gen 46:12; Num 26:21; 1 

Chr 2:5).  

RICHARD W. NYSSE  

HAMMURAPI (PERSON). The sixth and best attested of 11 kings in the so-called First Dynasty of 

Babylon (also known as Hammurabi), whose extensive collection of laws provides numerous 

correspondences with biblical law. During his 43-year reign the city of Babylon for the first time rose to 



prominence as the hub of a short-lived but extensive empire, which declined after his death. Although 

each of the 42 years following his accession year is identified sequentially with an event considered 

significant (building projects, pious royal donations to temples, wars), like other events in the early 2d 

millennium B.C. the absolute dates of Hammurapi remain uncertain. Astronomical data narrow the likely 

dateforHammurapi‘sfirstyeartotheyears1848or1792or1736(theso-called high, middle, and low 

chronology respectively).  

A. The First Dynasty of Babylon  

Hammurapi is part of a wave of rulers in S Mesopotamia who began to appear at this time bearing 

Amorite names; some of the kings of the First Dynasty of Babylon who preceded Hammurapi still bore 

Akkadian names; but beginning with Hammurapi all of the rulers of this dynasty after him had Amorite 

names. The Amorites had long before begun to infiltrate the urban centers of Mesopotamia, and the reign 

of Hammurapi marks the apexofthiscultureshift.ThetribaloriginsofHammurapi‘sdynastywerenot

forgotten when the Amorites became thoroughly urbanized and ultimately wielded the scepter of the 

kingdom(seeFinkelstein1966),asituationwithsomesimilaritytoIsrael‘stradition of a transfer from a 

tribal hegemony to a monarchic state. During the 300 years which passed from the founder of the First 

Dynasty of Babylon (Sumuabum) to the last king (Samsuditana), no king reigned longer than Hammurapi. 

The five kings of Babylon in the 100 years which preceded Hammurapi give little evidence of ambitions 

beyond the confines of the city-state of Babylon itself, and they may indeed have often been vassals of 

morepowerfulneighbors.Hammurapi‘sfatherandpredecessor,Sin-muballiṭ, seems to have begun the 

inertiaofexpansionwhichhissonbroughttofruition.ButHammurapi‘ssonandsuccessor,Samsuiluna,

already began to experience the consequences of an overextended empire confronted with numerous 

enemies (among them the Kassites—who eventually would rule Babylonia—and other foes formerly 

fought by Hammurapi). The decline which followed Hammurapi climaxed 155 years later in the reign of 

the final king (Samsuditana), who saw the dynasty brought to an end by a Hittite invasion.  

B. Military Expansion  

Before Hammurapi consolidated all of Mesopotamia under the dominion of Babylon, the balance of 

powerwassuccinctlyportrayedinaletterwrittenbyacontemporarywhonotedthat―thereisnokingwho

ismightybyhimself.‖Thewriterproceeds to clarify this generalization by identifying five primary 

coalitions: 10 to 15 kings follow Hammurapi of Babylon, a like number of kings each following Rim-Sin 

of Larsa, Ibal-pi-el of Eshnunna, and Amut-pi-el of Qatana, while Yarim-Lim of Yamhad stands out with 

20 kings following him (ANET,628).Thisbalancebegantoshiftwhen,accordingtoHammurapi‘s30th-

year date formula, he fought and protected his borders against Elam, Assyria, Gutium, Eshnunna, and 

Malgium; the following year he defeated Rim-Sin of Larsa. In order to defeat Rim-Sin, Hammurapi 

exploited the combined power of the above-noted royal coalitions by soliciting military support from the 

kings of Mari and Eshnunna (ARM 2.33).Kingswithforesightadvised,―Don‘tprovidethemanof

Babylonwithauxiliarytroops!‖(ARM 6. 27); for Hammurapi eventually turned against even those to 

whom he once turned for help, a notable case being the king of Mari, who had commemorated his 

assistanceinhisownyeardateformula:―TheyearZimri-Lim went totheaidofBabylon.‖  

The year following Rim-Sin‘sdefeatbegananeight-year period of persistent attacks by Hammurapi to 

the N, beginning with his defeat of the armies of Eshnunna, Assyria, and Gutium. This N campaign was 

repeated in the following year when he this time defeated Mari and Malgu, returning two years later to 

demolish their walls. The 37th-, 38th-, and 39th-yeardateformulasrecordHammurapi‘svictoriesagainst

his foes to the N.  

C. Administration of the Kingdom  

Hammurapi‘srulewasnot exclusively preoccupied with military exploits, for the 18 middle years of his 

42 year reign (his 12th through 29th date formulas) are exclusively identified by domestic activities. The 

incorporation of S Mesopotamian cities into a single political unit under the leadership of Babylon was 

perceived as the legitimate continuation of an old tradition where the kingship of Sumer and Akkad was 

transferred from city to city. Not only does Hammurapi style himself the king of Sumer and Akkad, but in 

the prologue and epilogue to his collection of laws he appears as the one who benevolently restored the 



land‘sprosperityfollowingaperiodofdecline:―theShepherd…whogathersthescatteredpeopleofIsin

…whocausesjusticetoappear…whocausesthelighttoshineforthelandofSumerandAkkad,…I

uprootedtheenemiesaboveandbelow,Iextinguishedstrife,Ipromotedthewelfareoftheland,…I

tolerated no trouble-makers…thatthestrongmightnotoppresstheweak,toguideproperlytheorphan

and the widow.‖SuchimageryisrelatedtothatlateremployedbyIsrael‘sprophetsintheirdescriptions

ofYahweh‘sfuturerestorationandgatheringofhisscatteredpeople.  

InadditiontoHammurapi‘sofficialinscriptions,whicharedesignedtypicallytopublicize his regal 

grandeur to observers and future generations, eyewitness accounts of Hammurapi in action in his court in 

Babylon have been preserved, providing candid glimpses into the behavior of a Babylonian monarch. We 

have preserved the claims of a man whoinsiststhat―whateversubjectoccupiesHammurapi‘smind,he

alwayssendsmewordandwhereverheisIgotohimsothatwhatevertroubleshimhecantellme‖(ARM 

2. 31); and several such encounters are preserved (e.g., ARM 2. 21, 22, 24, 25). Hammurapi is represented 

by these sources as actively involved in all affairs of his kingdom, easily approachable, and hardly aloof. 

Another witness testifies that when Amorite messengers from the N once received an audience with 

Hammurapi, an inequality in gifts of garments on this occasion was perceived as an insult. Hammurapi 

wasreportedtohaverepliedcurtlytothemessengersasheinsistedonhisabsolutesovereignty:―You

always cause trouble for me. Now you are harassing my palace about garments. I clothe those whom I 

wish;andifIdon‘twish,Idon‘tprovidegarments!‖(ARM 2. 76). Hammurapi is heard elsewhere 

imperiouslyinsultingvisitingdignitaries:―I‘llreturntheElamitemessengerstotheirlordwithoutescort!‖

(ARM 2. 73). On the other hand, Hammurapi‘svassalrulersofwhatisnowTell-Rimah received a report 

fromtheirson,whonotes:―IreachedBabylonsafelyandhaveseenthekingHammurapiinagoodmood‖

(Dalley et al. 1976: 135).  

Some of the correspondence in which Hammurapi was an active communicator is preserved. Of his 

international correspondence, there remains evidence of letters passing between Babylon and Mari (ARM 

2. 33–34, 51–54, 67–68) and reputed quotes from correspondence between Hammurapi and Rim-Sin of 

Larsa (ARM 2. 72). Scores of letters from Hammurapi himself are also preserved in the archives of two of 

Hammurapi‘sadministratorsinLarsatowardtheendofhisreign,andthesedocumentsarehelpfulin

discerningthestructureofBabyloniansocietyandHammurapi‘sremarkablyactive role in the 

maintenance of the kingdom (AbB 2, 4, 9).  

There is also a letter which gives a hint as to the eventual demise of Hammurapi. His son Samsuiluna 

wrotealetternowinourpossessioninwhichhenotes:―Thekingmyfatheri[sill(?)]…Ihave taken [my 

seat]onthethroneof[myfather‘s]house‖(ANET, 627). He proceeds to relate how he has canceled debts 

in the land, a typical action of monarchs when they began their reigns.  

The reign of Hammurapi, with its expanding horizons for Babylon, facilitated the enhancement of 

enriched cultural and cosmopolitan dimensions in Babylonian society. The flourishing of scribal activity 

is evident not only in the numerous administrative documents from this period, but also in the quantity of 

OB literary texts (themselves already heirs to a long tradition), which were to set the standard for future 

literary activity into the 1st millennium B.C.  

D. Hammurapi and the Bible  

Hammurapi‘soriginalsignificanceforbiblicalstudiesderivedfromtwofacts.First was the discovery in 

1901 of a corpus of laws which was promulgated by Hammurapi (ANET, 163–80). The 8-foot-high diorite 

stele (now in the Louvre) originally containing 282 laws was discovered not in Babylon (where it was 

erected by Hammurapi) but in Susa, where it had been taken as booty by the Elamites, who raided 

Babylon six centuries after the time of Hammurapi (many of the laws were effaced from the stone by the 

Elamites). In addition to that discovery, numerous copies and fragments of these laws have been found at 

other sites throughout Mesopotamia; and the stone was copied by scribes even down into the first 

millennium B.C. The portrait of Hammurapi on the stele depicts the deity Shamash granting to 

Hammurapi the symbols of justice (scepter and ring), appropriately corresponding to the content of the 

stone, which relates the laws which Hammurapi promulgated.  



TherelevanceforsocietyingeneralofthecollectionandstandardizationofHammurapi‘slawsis

perplexing. Prices, fines, and penalties do not always correspond with actual data from the same period; 

and records of actual court cases do not cite the collection of laws as a basis or rationale for adjudication. 

This is a problem similar to that which confronts the biblical scholar with regard to the antiquity of the 

civil laws in Exodus and Deuteronomy which were often ignored in narratives (e.g., Deut 24:16; Josh 

7:24–25; 2 Sam 21:1–9; cf. 1 Kgs 21:1 with 2 Kgs 9:26). Likewise, the Laws of Hammurapi and the laws 

inthePentateuchareincompleteandleavemanysubjectsuntreated.ItislikelythatHammurapi‘slaws

are to be understood as part of his amalgamation of diverse traditions in a newly unified domain, and he is 

therefore not to be pictured as an innovator of new legislation. Hammurapi was not the first patron of an 

edition of laws, for he stands in a tradition of legal editors as is seen in smaller and less well-preserved 

law collections sponsored by kings before the time of Hammurapi. A continuity among legal collections 

makes it clear that even the internal arrangement of laws was not haphazard but followed certain 

conceptual patterns, a feature which seems to be reflected in biblical law as well (Kaufman 1987).  

In the epilogue of his laws, the public nature of this collection is underscored by an appeal to their non-

elitist,universalavailabilitytoall:―Letanyoppressedmanwhohasacausecomeintothepresenceofthe

statue of me, the king of justice, and then read carefully my inscribed stele, and give heed to my precious 

words; and may my stele make the case clear to him; may he understand his cause; may he set his mind at 

ease!‖Onlyaminoritycouldreadthecuneiforminscription,makingtheappealitselfanexaggeratedone. 

But the old tribal justice once achieved by recourse to tribal leaders was compromised by the reality of an 

extensive kingdom where, although Hammurapi continued to involve himself in mundane affairs to an 

amazing degree, a vast administration and bureaucracy stifled the active involvement of the king in every 

legal dispute. Such stone steles inscribed with laws distributed throughout the kingdom functioned as 

Hammurapi‘ssurrogates—if not in fact, at least symbolically—in asserting a non-arbitrary and coherent 

stabilitytothejusticeadministeredbythekingdom‘sbureaucrats. 

The format of engraving legal norms in stone finds an echo in Deuteronomy (5:22; 9:9–11; 10:3), where 

the laws given to Moses at Mt. Sinai are depicted as also being engraved in stone. Words in stone are not 

subjecttoeasymanipulation,andtheexplicitwordsofHammurapi‘sepilogueclarifythepermanence

which the mediumpresumes:―Inthedaystocome,foralltime,letthekingwhoappearsintheland

observe the words of justice which I wrote on my stele; let him not alter the law of the land which I 

enacted.‖Numerouscursesareinscribedforthepersonwho―hasabolished the law which I enacted, has 

distortedmywords,hasalteredmystatutes.‖ 

The second significance of Hammurapi for biblical studies lies in a now abandoned proposal that the 

biblical Amraphel from Shinar (appearing in a story about Abraham in Gen 14:1, 9) was the famous 

Hammurapi of the First Dynasty of Babylon. Although Shinar is defensible as a designation for Babylon, 

the Hebrew form of the name Amraphel seems to presuppose a name of Amorite background such as 

˒Amar-pi-˒el or Emudbal (Schatz 1972).  

The name Hammurapi is not unusual, being attested elsewhere not only of other kings (e.g., of kings of 

Yamhad, Hana, or Kurda also in the early second millennium B.C.) but also of nonroyal figures. In the 

13th century B.C., the last king of Ugarit of whom we have information bears the same name as well. The 

spellings of these names presume an initial element ˓ammu, ―paternaluncle‖andasecond element rapi˒, 

―healer‖or―hale,‖pointingtoanamewhichsignifiesthatthedeceaseddivinizedkinsmanistheonewho

invigorates (perhaps bearing some connection to the Rephaim).  

Bibliography  
Dalley, S.; Walker, C. B. F.; and Hawkins, J. D. 1976. The Old Babylonian Tablets from Tell al Rimah. London.  
Driver, G. R., and Miles, J. C. 1952–55. The Babylonian Laws. 2 Vols. Oxford.  

Finet, A. 1973. Le Code de Hammourabi. Paris.  

Finkelstein, J. J. 1966. The Genealogy of the Hammurapi Dynasty. JCS 20: 95–118.  

———. 1981. The Ox That Gored. TAPhS 71: 5–47.  

Kaufman, S. A. 1987. The Second Table of the Decalogue and the Implicit Categories of ANE Law. Pp. 111–16 in Love and 

Death in the ANE, ed. J. Marks and R. Good. Guilford, CT.  

Klengel, H. 1976. Hammurapi von Babylon und seine Zeit. Berlin.  



Leemans,W.F.1985.Hammurapi‘sBabylon.Sumer 41: 91–96.  

Schatz, W. 1972. Genesis 14: Ein Untersuchung. Frankfurt.  

SAMUEL A. MEIER  

HAMON-GOG (PLACE) [Heb hamôn-gôg (ַהֹמון־גוג)].Thename,translatedas―themultitudeof

Gog,‖ofavalleydescribedinEzek 39:11, 15. Of uncertain location, Hamon-Gog was prophesied as a 

place for the massive burial of Gog, chief prince of Meshech and Tubal, and the multitudes that followed 

him. See also GOG (PERSON). Verse 11 reports that the extensive burial would deter traveling through 

thispass,eventhoughitwouldalsobecalledthe―valleyofOberim‖(―travelers‖),perhapsareferenceto

a well-traveled highway or suggesting a connection with the Abarim mountain range of Num 33:47, 

located in NW of Moab, NE of the Dead Sea. Mt. Nebo is the dominant feature in this portion of land.  

JEFFREY K. LOTT  

HAMONAH (PLACE) [Heb hămônâ (ֲהֹמוָנה)]. The name of the city in the valley in Ezek 39:16 

where the armies of Gog will be buried after their destruction. This is the only occurrence of the name, 

and its location is unknown.  

The name derives from the noun hmôn, ―sound,‖―murmur,‖―roar,‖―crown,‖―abundance,‖fromhmh, 

―murmur,‖―growl,‖―roar,‖―beboisterous,‖i.e.,theroaringofacrowd,multitude(BDB,242). The LXX 

has Poluandrion, ―multitude‖andusesthesametermforHamon-Gog (Ezek 39:11, 15) and as generic for 

multitude (Ezek 39:11; Jer 2:23; 19:2, 6). BDB (242) notes the reading as dubious, as does Kittel (BHK), 

for wĕgam  em-˓  r hămônâ, literally―andalsothenameofthecityHamonah.‖RSVsaysthecityisthere

(taking  em, ―name,‖assûam, ―there‖)whileKJVsupplies―shallbe,‖i.e.,willbebuilt to commemorate 

thedefeat,oracurrentcity‘snamewillbechangedtoHamonah.Eichrodt(Ezekiel ET, OTL, 517–18) 

leaves the phrase out of the text, translates vv 11 and 15 as―thevalleyofthepompofGog,‖andfootnotes

v 16,―MT:‗AndalsothenameofonecityisHamona‘(i.e.pomp);andarchaeologicalnote,explaining

thenameofacity,Hamona,bythe‗pompofGod.‘ ‖ 

The city is in the valley of the Travelers, called the valley of Hamon-gog, E of the sea (39:11). May (IB 

6:28)interprets―sea‖astheDeadSea.TheHebrewfor―travelers‖isrepointedbysomefollowingthe

Coptic version to read Abarim (ha˓ă ār  m for hā˓ō ĕr  m),i.e.,themountainsofAbarim,whichincluded

Mt.Nebo,NofW d  ZerqaMa˒in(Nahaliel; Num 27:12; 33:47–48; Deut 32:49) above the NE corner of 

the Dead Sea. One notes that the troops will die on the mountains of Israel (39:4); and God is quoted as 

saying,―IwillgivetoGogaplaceforburialinIsrael.‖The people of Israel will spend seven months 

burying the dead (39:12). All this suggests the valley and its city are in Israel, i.e., Cisjordan. There were, 

of course, times when Israel controlled the Nebo area, which was also controlled by the Ammonites at 

times, though it seems most often to have been part of Moab. Thus it seems more natural to interpret 

―sea‖asMediterraneanSeaandtheburialandthecityasinIsraelproper,withthecleansingoftheland

meaning burial, and not removal of the bodies to another land.  

Zimmerli (Ezekiel 2 Hermeneia, 291–93, 317–19) also sees v 16a as an obvious addition. He translates 

v 11 as Oberim (?) valley,butacknowledgesthereadingAbarim.―Sea‖maythenmeanDeadSea,buthe

notes that this is not Israel. The sea may be the Mediterranean or the Sea of Galilee. The former might 

suggest the valley of Jezreel, while the latter might indicate the valleyoftheWanderers,theW d  Fejjas, 

as cited by several scholars. Beth-shan, Megiddo, and Emmaus (Ammaoun in 1 Macc 3:40) have been 

suggested as the city that will be renamed Hamonah. He notes the identifications―remainintherealmof

freespeculation.‖ForhisownspeculationZimmerliraisesaquestionaboutthelooseassonancebetween

thevalleyofHamonah(―hordes‖)andthevalleyofHinnom.Thisassociatesthevalleyofabomination

withGog.―Thatanetymologicaletiologyisintendedhereisinanycaseprobable.‖ 

Ofcourse,theentirecontextinEzekielismetaphoricandsymbolic,orlegendarytouseEichrodt‘s

phrase (Ezekiel ET,OTL,529);soitmaynotbealiteralcityorplaceatall.Theterm―multitude‖isa

common metaphor as is another valley in the famous line in Joel 4:14 [—Eng 3:14],―Multitudes,

multitudesinthevalleyofdecision.‖ 



HENRY O. THOMPSON  

HAMOR (PERSON) [Heb ḥămôr (ֲחֹמוש)]. The father of Shechem (Gen 33:19). When Jacob returned 

from Paddan-aram, he purchased from the sons of Hamor a piece of land, upon which he erected an altar 

(33:19–20). Presumably the sale happened in the presence of the representatives of the place (cf. chap. 

23). Joseph was later buried there at Shechem (Josh 24:32) when his remains were removed from Egypt to 

Canaan.Stephenjumbledtwostorieswhenhesaidthat―Jacobandourfathers‖wereburiedatShechem

in a plot bought by Abraham from the sons of Hamor (Acts 7:16). Actually Jacob was buried at 

MachpelahinaplotboughtbyAbrahamfromthe―sonsofHeth‖(Gen 50:13).  

Hamor‘ssonShechemrapedJacob‘sdaughterDinah(34:2).AtShechem‘srequest,Hamor,without

mentioning the violation, asked for Dinah to be given in marriage to his son (vv 4–8). Both agreed to the 

condition of circumcision, only to be killed in that weakened state by Simeon and Levi three days later 

out of revenge (vv 13–29).  

Hamor was the prince or chief of the region around the city (v 2) However, the textual tradition appears 

confused about whether the tribe of which Hamor was head was Hivite (MT) or Horite (LXX)—cf. Josh 

9:7; also note Gen 36:2, 20. These terms seem to overlap to some extent, a circumstance which was 

historically grounded in contacts between the two groups to the N of Canaan proper (Boling Joshua AB, 

251, 264–65; Blenkinsopp 1971: 275, esp. n. 38). The Hamor clan remained dominant at Shechem into 

the time of the judges. According to Judg 9:28, depending on how one understands the passage, either 

Abimelech and his deputy were put in office by the Hamorite aristocracy or the Shechemites were being 

urged back to traditional ways—viz.,thoseofservingthe―menofHamor.‖SincethenameHamormeans

―(he-)ass,‖theMBpracticeamongAmoritesattheWMesopotamiancity-state Mari of ratifying a treaty 

by sacrificing an ass comes to mind. Some (e.g., Albright ARI, 113; Willesen 1954: 216–17) have 

supposedthattheexpression,―sonsoftheass/Hamor,‖appliedtotheShechemitesseveraltimes,might

havedesignated―membersofaconfederacy.‖Others(e.g.,KidnerGenesis TOTC, 173; Davidson 

Genesis 12–50 CBC, 191) have objected that although sacredness of the animal may account for the 

name, Hamor was an individual.  
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EDWIN C. HOSTETTER  

HAMRAN (PERSON) [Heb ḥamrān (ָשן  )]. Var. HEMDAN. A clan name mentioned in theַחֹמְׁ

genealogy of Seir the Horite in 1 Chr 1:41. Hamran is listed as the first of four sons of DISHON, son of 

Anah, and he is therefore a great-grandsonofSeir.ThenameHamran,whichappearsas―Amran‖inthe

KJV, is found only in 1 Chr 1:41; but it is equivalent to HEMDAN (the Gk Lucian and Alexandrinus 

form) also found in the parallel genealogical clan list in Gen 36:26. For discussion of the Horite clans, see 

JAAKAN.  

VICTOR H. MATTHEWS  

HAMUL (PERSON) [Heb ḥām l (ָחֹמּול)]. The younger son of Perez (Gen 46:12; 1 Chr 2:5), one of 

the twin sons of Judah and Tamar (Gen 37:27–30). His name appears as Hamuel in the Samaritan 

PentateuchandintheLXX,inwhichcaseitmeans―Godprotects‖(TPNAH, 138). In the record of 

Jacob‘sfamily,Jacob‘schildrenandgrandchildrenarelistedbyfamilies,accordingtotheirmother and 

order of birth (Gen 46:8–27). Hamul was the grandson of Jacob and Leah by their fourth son, Judah (Gen 

46:12).NoneofHamul‘sdescendantsismentionedintheOTalthoughthedescendantsofhisbrother

Hezron are fully given (1 Chr 2:5–24). Hamul was the head of the family of the Hamulites (Num 26:21). 

Thenamemaymean―spared‖(IDB 2: 519).  

CLAUDE F. MARIOTTINI  



HAMUTAL (PERSON) [Heb ḥăm ṭal (ֲחֹמּוַטל)]. Daughter of Jeremiah of Libnah; wife of King 

Josiah; and mother of Johoahaz and Zedekiah, kings of Judah (2 Kgs 23:31; K ḥăm  ṭal, Q ḥăm ṭal in 2 Kgs 

24:18 and Jer 52:1).Thenameofthisindividualperhapsmeans―myfather-in-lawisprotection‖(HALAT, 

313b)or―myfather-in-lawisthedew‖(BDB, 327b); if waw/yod expresses the vocative (see Dahood 

1977:218;1978:190),itmaymean―becomewarm,ODew.‖ 
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ROBERT ALTHANN  

HANA (PERSON) [Gk Anan (Ἀναν)]. Var. HANAN. A temple servant who was the progenitor of a 

family which returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 5:30) and clearly a variant of HANAN 

(Heb ḥānān) in Ezra 2:46 = Neh 7:49.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

HANAMEL (PERSON) [Heb ḥănam˒ēl (ֵאל  ,)].ThesonofJeremiah‘suncleShallum(Jer 32:6, 8ֲחַנֹמְׁ

9) and the cousin whose field at Anathoth the prophet purchases. This incident, widely held to be 

authentic, occurred during the Babylonian invasion of Jerusalem (587 B.C.E.) while Jeremiah was 

imprisoned.IncludedinthatpartofthebookofJeremiahknownasthe―BookofConsolation‖(Jeremiah 

30–33),thepurchaseofHanamel‘sfieldexpresseshopeforYahweh‘srestorationofJudahfollowingthe

Exile:―Housesandfieldsandvineyardsshallagainbeboughtinthisland‖(Jer 32:15). The purchase of 

Hanamel‘sfieldoccursaccordingtotherightofredemption(Lev 25:25); so the event has been of 

particular interest because the detail of the text provides a glimpse into the social, economic, and legal 

practices of ancient Israel. It is widely held (TPNAH,82)thatHanamel‘snamederivesfromhnn ˒l, ―God

isgracious,‖though how this bears upon Jer 32:6–15 is uncertain.  

JOHN M. BRACKE  

HANAN (PERSON) [Heb ḥānān (ָחָנן)]. Var. HANA. The name of nine men in the Hebrew Bible. 

Hanan is a shortenedformofnamessuchasElhanan,―Godisgracious,‖andJohananorHananiah,

―YHWHisgracious.‖Therootḥnn, ―tobegracious,‖isacommonelementinmanybiblicaland

extrabiblical Hebrew names from various periods (IPN, 187; Shiloh 1986: 29; Avigad 1986: 57–58, 74, 

97; TPNAH, 345); the shortened form Hanan, however, is only known from late preexilic (Jer 35:4; 

Avigad1986:58)throughpostexilicsources.Thename‘sprominence in the postexilic period suggests 

that the returnees were either thankful to God, who had restored them to Zion, or were hoping that God 

would soon complete the promised ideal restoration.  

1. According to Jer 35:4 JeremiahbroughttheRechabitesto―thechamberofthesonsof  ĕnê] Hanan 

thesonofIgdaliah,themanofGod‖intheJerusalemtemple.ThisHananisnevermentionedelsewhere.

The plural  ĕnê, ―sonsof,‖isodd,especiallysincetemplechambersareusually occupied by a single 

person. Carrol (Jeremiah OTL, 652) has suggested that  ĕnê is being used as a technical term for a guild 

memberandtheverserefersto―thepropheticguildofHanan…theprophet.‖Asimilaruseof ĕnê plus 

a personal name for guildmembersisattestedtointhenamesofpsalmists‘guilds,asin―thesonsof

Korah‖(e.g.,Psalm 42), namely, members of the Korahite guild. Thus Jeremiah brought the Rechabites to 

the chamber of a prophetic guild at the temple, probably since he thought they might be sympathetic to 

the anti-Jerusalem component of this prophecy (v 17). Several LXX mss read a longer form for the name 

Hanan; there are several similar cases within the MT where the full and abbreviated names of the same 

person alternate (TPNAH, 150–52).  

2. One of the families of the NETHINIM,―templeservants,‖which returned from the Exile according to 

the lists in Ezra 2:46 and Nehemiah 7:49, which are almost identical. The list of returnees is probably 

composite and its original purpose and date remain uncertain (Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 28–32; 



Blenkinsopp Ezra Nehemiah OTL, 83). According to the tradition of Josh 9:23 and 27, the temple 

servants were non-Israelite in origin; and this explains the many non-Israelite names in the temple servant 

list (Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 36; Blenkinsopp, 90). In this case it is possible that Hanan should 

not be interpreted as an abbreviation of a specifically Israelite name like Yohanan but should be 

connected to the name Hanan, which was commonly used by other Semitic peoples (HALAT, 321), and to 

seals of probable Ammonite or Edomite origin which use the names Hananel and Elhanan (TPNAH, 345).  

3. A prominent Levite who played a role in the reforms of Ezra according to Neh 8:7 and 10:11—

Eng10:10. Nehemiah 8:7 describes the public reading of the Torah by Ezra on the first day of the seventh 

month at the Water Gate in Jerusalem (Neh 7:72 [—Eng 7:73–8:8]). Hanan is listed as one of the 13 

Levites who instructed the people in the meaning of the Torah. The MT reads wĕhalwiyy  m, ―andthe

Levites,‖possiblysuggestingthat13peopleplustheLevitesparticipated;however,wĕhalwiyy  m should 

either be emended with the LXX to halwiyy  m (BHS; Blenkinsopp, 284), or the waw should be 

understood explicatively. The exact role of these Levites remains unclear because of the unique technical 

vocabulary in v 8 (Fishbane 1985: 108–9), but the connection of the Levites to teaching or to liturgical 

reading and singing is consistent with what we know elsewhere of their role in the postexilic community 

(Cody 1969: 187–90). In Neh 10:11 (—Eng 10:10), Hanan appears on a list of Levites in vv 10–14 (—

Eng 9–13) among the signers of the ˒ămānâ, ―compact,‖onthe24thofthefirstmonth(Neh 9:1). There is 

approximately a 50 percent overlap between the list of Levites in Neh 8:7 and 10:10–14 (—Eng 10:9–13); 

this might suggest that the list in Nehemiah 10 is largely artificial (Williamson, Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 

325–30), or it might suggest that the Hanan of 8:7 should probably be identified with that of 10:11 and 

indicates that Hanan was among the more important Levites of the period.  

4 and 5. Two people listed in Neh 10:23 and 27 (—Eng 10:22 and 26),inalistof―thechiefsofthe

people‖(vv 10:15–28—Eng10:14–27). Both the list as a whole and the appearance of Hanan twice on the 

list may be problematic. In v 27—Eng 26 the Peshitta reads Hanani for Hanan, and Rudolph (Esra und 

Nehemia HAT,172;soBHS)wouldchangeoneoftheHanan‘s to Hanani. This is not compelling; this list 

is a compilation of various lists, and the doubling of Hanani probably reflects two separate Hananis in the 

author‘ssourcematerial.Williamson(Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 325–30; and Blenkinsopp, 313) have shown 

persuasively that much of this list is an artificial creation since it incorporates lists known elsewhere in 

Nehemiah. In that case the overlap between the list of Levites in vv 10–14 (—Eng 9–13) and the list of 

chiefs in 15–28 (—Eng 14–27) should be pointed out (Bani in vv 10 [—Eng 9] and 15 [—Eng 14]; 

Hodayah in 10, 14, and 19 [—Eng 9, 13, and 18]; possibly Binui [10—Eng 9] = Buni [16—Eng 15]; and 

Hashaviah [11—Eng 10] = Hasub [24—Eng 23] or Hashabiah [26—Eng 25]), in which case the name(s) 

Hanan might have been borrowed from the levitical list to the list of chiefs. Thus it remains unclear how 

many, or indeed if any, people named Hanan were actually among the chiefs of the people who signed the 

compact.  

6. Son of Zaccur, son of Mattaniah, one of the four people entrusted with the proper distribution of 

tithesuponNehemiah‘sreturnfromhisvisittoPersiaaccordingtoNeh 13:13. The verse states that these 

fourdistributedtithes―totheirbrethren.‖Thissuggeststhat this Hanan was a Levite; perhaps he could be 

identified with the Hanan of 8:7 and 10:11. Williamson (Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 388) and Blenkinsopp 

(356)suggestthatthisHanan‘sgrandfather, Mattaniah, should be identified with the Mattaniah the 

precentor mentioned in 11:17 and 12:35.ThisispossiblysupportedbytheinclusionofHanan‘s

grandfather‘sname (Mattaniah) in Neh 13:13, since these name lists in Nehemiah sometimes give 

genealogical information to connect someone to a well-known ancestor (e.g., 12:35).  

7. According to 1 Chr 8:23 a Benjaminite, the son of Shashak (v 25); Hanan among the clans who 

resided in Jerusalem (v 28). It is not clear how this entire section of the Benjaminite genealogy should be 

related to the rest of the chapter and when this Hanan supposedly lived (Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles 

NCBC, 82–83). The presence of the names Anthothijah and Penuel in vv 24–25, which are related to 

geographic locations, suggests that one of the functions of this genealogy is to relate clans living in 

various places (Demsky 1971; see ALEMETH and MOZA). In this case Hanan here might be related to 

the town Beth-hanan mentioned in 1 Kgs 4:9.  



8. According to 1 Chr 8:38 and 9:44 one of the six sons of Azel, son of Moza, a descendant of Benjamin 

andSaul.Hanan‘snamewithinthislistisabitodd,sinceitistheonlyhypocorismamongthesix 

children. Given the tendency of v 36 in this genealogy to connect clans through geographic locations 

(Demsky 1971; see ALEMETH), this Hanan might be related to the Beth-hanan mentioned in 1 Kgs 4:9. 

The genealogy in chap. 9 ends with Hanan, while that in chap. 8 contains additional information (see 

ESHEK). On the repetition of the genealogy in chaps. 8 and 9, see AHAZ (PERSON) #1.  

9. Son of Maacah and one of the warriors of David (Mazar 1963) according to 1 Chr 11:43. The list of 

David‘swarriorsin1 Chr 11:26–47 is derived from various sources; the first section (until the middle of v 

41) is derived from 2 Sam 23:24–39. The second part differs in form from the first and probably reflects 

an additional preexilic source that was available to the Chronicler (Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles 

NCBC, 103–4).Ifitwereafabrication,itwouldprobablyfollowtheprevioussection‘sstylemore

closely. The purpose of 1 Chronicles 11 is to glorify David by showing the extent of the military power 

that supported him, thus reinforcing the divine promise to David (see 1 Chr 11:10); this idea probably 

motivated the chapter‘seditortogobeyondhisusualsourceandtofindadditionallistsofDavid‘s

warriors.  
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MARC Z. BRETTLER  

HANANEL, TOWER OF (PLACE) [Heb migdal hănan˒ēl (ֵאל ַדל ֲהַננְׁ  )]. A tower in the Nִֹמגְׁ

part of exilic and postexilic Jerusalem, mentioned in Jer 31:38; Zech 14:10; Neh 3:1; and 12:39. The 

tower‘sexactlocationisnotcertain.Thefullestinformationforlocating the tower comes from the 

topographical details in Nehemiah 2, 3, and 12. These passages indicate that the tower was at the NW 

corner of the wall surrounding the Temple Mount. Neh 3:1 specifies the tower as the farthest point in 

Nehemiah‘srestoredwallto be consecrated by the high priest (or, following Williamson, to be boarded). 

It has been proposed that this tower, together with the Tower of the One Hundred, guarded the NW 

approach to the Temple Mount. Possibly they flanked the Fish Gate (Avi-Yonah 1954: 240–42). These 

towerswereperhapsrelatedtothetemple‘sfortressmentionedinNeh 2:8 (Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah 

WBC, 204). The later citadel of 1 Macc 13:52 and the Antonia Fortress of Herod may correspond to the 

Tower of Hananel (Avi-Yonah 1954: 242) or mark the spot on which it had stood earlier. Zech 14:10 has 

led some to suppose that the Tower of Hananel was a prominent landmark for the N boundary of the city 

at that time (Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 204).  

It is striking that the Tower of Hananel appears in texts that stress the completion of some important, at 

times eschatological, event. In Jer 31:38–40 the reference to the Tower of Hananel appears at the 

climactic conclusion of the Book of Consolation (Jer 30:1–31:40). Here, in the last of three oracles about 

the coming days, Jeremiah speaks of the full restoration of the city for all time. The Tower of Hananel is 

one of several landmarks indicating the large scope of the restoration. Could the references in Neh 3:1 and 

12:29 allude to this promise in Jeremiah? In Zechariah the Tower of Hananel also appears at a concluding 

section, in a sequence of proclamations concerning the coming Day of the Lord (Zech 14:1). Here nature 

itself will be transformed (Zech 14:6).God‘skingshipwillbemanifest(Zech 14:9), and Jerusalem will be 

literally elevated. The Tower of Hananel marks the N limit of this newly elevated and secure Jerusalem. 

Such references suggest that the Tower of Hananel represented more than a stronghold and a recognizable 

landmark. It may have become a symbol for a fulfillment of certain eschatological hopes (Eskenazi 1988: 

85–86).  
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TAMARA C. ESKENAZI  

HANANI (PERSON) [Heb ḥănān   (ֲחָנִני)]. The name of five individuals in the Hebrew Bible. The 

nameisashortenedformofHananiah,whichmeans―YHWHhastakenpity‖(NothIPN, 187).  

1. The father of the prophet Jehu (1 Kgs 16:1, 7; 2 Chr 19:2; 20:34 [LXX anani]) and a seer during the 

reign of Asa (2 Chr 16:7). TheDeuteronomisticHistorianrecordsonlyJehu‘sprophecyagainstBaasha,

king of Israel (900–877 B.C.E.).ThatHananiisconsistentlynamedasJehu‘sfathermightindicateeither

that Hanani was a well-known figure, thus helping to identify Jehu, or that ―JehusonofHanani‖istobe

clearlydistinguishedfrom―JehusonofJehoshaphat‖(2 Kgs 9:2). The Chronicler records a prophecy by 

Hanani himself against King Asa of Judah (913–873 B.C.E.) in the 36th year of his reign (2 Chr 16:1–10). 

This story is theologically motivated and follows the tradition of later prophets, e.g., Isaiah 7 and Zech 4:6 

(Myers 2 Chronicles AB,94).Hanani‘sprophecyalsoshowsthelessonsofAsa‘sdownfalljustas

Azariah‘ssermonin15:2–7 explains the good years of his reign (Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 274). 

The Chronicler goes on to relate two prophecies of his son Jehu against Jehoshaphat of Judah (873–849 

B.C.E.). The dates of these prophecies do not preclude the possibility that all the accounts are based on 

authentic memories of historical persons and their activity.  

2. A postexilic family of levitical singers within the Heman group (1 Chr 25:4, 25 [LXX ananias]). 1 

Chronicles 25 describes the selection of 288 Levites from the families of Asaph, Jeduthun, and Heman, 

whowereto―prophesywithlyres,withharps,andwithcymbals‖(v 1). (The Chronicler seems to have 

replaced the cultic prophets with Levites [Myers 1 Chronicles AB, 171; see 2 Chronicles 20, and compare 

2 Kgs 23:2 with 2 Chr 34:30].) Lots were cast to determine the specific duties of each family. The 18th lot 

fell to the family of Hanani, but the text does not specify what duty was assigned to them. Although the 

Chronicler alleges a random selection process, the lots seem to fall in a regular pattern based on the order 

of names listed in vv 1–6. Myers believes the names listed in v 4b (of which Hanani is one) are actually 

incipits of hymns interpreted by the Chronicler as personal names, filling out the needed number for the 

24 lots (Myers 1 Chronicles AB, 172–73). Williamson asserts that these five families were named, 

―perhapsplayfully,aftertheopeningsofPsalmswhichtheywereregularlyaccustomedtosing‖

(Williamson Chronicles NCBC,167).Ineithercaseitseemslikelythatthis―personalname‖was

originally a word in the opening line of a psalm.  

3. A member of the priestly family of Immer and one of the returned exiles who was required by Ezra to 

divorce his foreign wife (Ezra 10:20 [LXX anani] = 1 Esdr 9:21 [LXX ananias]). Hanani was a member 

of a family from which a group of exiles returned with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:37; Neh 7:40). For further 

discussion, see BEDEIAH.  

4. AbrotherofNehemiahwhobroughtnewstoNehemiahofJerusalem‘sstateofdisrepair(Neh 1:2 [ 

anani]; 7:2 [ anania]).Whiletheword―brother‖(˒aḥ)hasabroadmeaningwithinNehemiah‘smemoirs,

this is the only use of the term referring to a specific individual; so we can assume that Hanani was 

Nehemiah‘sbloodbrother.Notingtheseeminglycasual conversation between Nehemiah and Hanani, 

Fensham suggests that Hanani was merely on a family visit to Susa (Ezra Nehemiah NICOT, 151). 

Alternatively, Myers raises the discussion that Hanani was part of a delegation sent directly to Artaxerxes 

in order to bypass unfriendly Samaritans who had blocked attempts at rebuilding Jerusalem (Ezra, 

Nehemiah AB, 94–95). Neh 7:2 shows that Hanani held a position of power in Jerusalem under 

Nehemiah‘sgovernorshipasoneoftwopeople responsible for opening and closing the gates during a 

timeofpoliticaltension.(Itispossiblethat―Hananiah‖isinappositionwith―Hananimybrother,‖but

note―Isaidtothem‖inv 3.) Much has been made of a possible identification of Hanani with an 

individual named in the edict of Arsames to Elephantine. However, the reading of the name is 

questionable,andtheprobablereconstructionis―Hananiah‖(Sachau1911:pl.4).Thusourknowledgeof

Hanani is limitedtoNehemiah‘smemoirs. 



5. A postexilic musician who assisted in the ceremony rededicating the newly reconstructed walls of 

Jerusalem (Neh 12:36). Neh 12:27–43 lists the persons who accompanied Ezra in a circumambulation of 

the walls of Jerusalem in a dedicatory service; however, the LXX omits Hanani and the five names 

preceding his, and there are other differences from the Hebrew text. Hanani is listed as a trumpeter who 

―wenttotheright‖(12:31)aroundthewallwhileanothergroupofcelebrants―wenttotheleft‖(12:38). 

The inclusion of rituals of purification (v 30) underscores the importance of this rite. It is possible that this 

is the same Hanani mentioned in Ezra 10:20 orNehemiah‘s own brother (Neh 1:2). However, Hanani was 

a popular name in the postexilic community (in addition to the above texts, note 1 Chr 25:4); and the 

missions of Ezra and Nehemiah may have been separated by several decades; therefore such an 

identification seems unlikely.  
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HANANIAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥănanyāh  (ָיהּו ָיה) ); ḥănanyâֲחַננְׁ  )]. Eleven individuals in theֲחַננְׁ

HebrewBiblebearthisname,whichmeans―Yahuisgracious‖(NothIPN, 187). The name is found three 

timesintheGibeoninscriptions(#‘s22,32,51.SeeTSSI 1: 56). It also occurs in a 2d-century A.D. 

fragment, probably from the Herodium (Puech 1980: 121 [line 5], 125).  

1. Commander of a military unit under King Uzziah of Judah (2 Chr 26:11).  

2. Father of the Zedekiah, who was a high official under King Jehoiakim and who was among those 

wholistenedtothescrollofJeremiah‘soraclesbeingreadbyBaruch(Jer 36:12).  

3. Son of Azzur,afalseprophetfromGibeonwhocontradictedtheprophetJeremiah‘swarningthat

Judah should continue to accept the rule of Nebuchadrezzar, king of Babylon (Jeremiah 28; cf. chap. 27). 

In the fourth year of the reign of Zedekiah, king of Judah (594/593 B.C.), in the fifth month, Hananiah 

declaredpubliclyinthetemplethatYahwehhadbrokenBabylon‘syokeandthatwithintwoyears the 

exiles of 597 B.C., including King Jehoiachin, would return (28:1–4). This optimistic view is probably to 

be understood in relation to the plans of Judah and her neighbors to rebel against Nebuchadrezzar. The 

moment might have seemed opportune for in 595/594 B.C. Nebuchadrezzar had to deal with a revolt in 

Babylon, which he rather quickly suppressed (Wiseman 1956: 36–37). Hopes may also have been pinned 

on the accession in 594 B.C. of a new pharaoh in Egypt, Psamtik (Gk Psammetichus), who might restore 

Judah‘sformerboundaries(BHI, 328). The division between pro-Babylonian and pro-Egyptian parties 

will in any case have ensured continual ferment, which the royal government, weakened by the 

deportations and torn in different directions, will have been unable to control.  

In 594/593 B.C. ambassadors from Edom, Moab, Ammon, Tyre, and Sidon came to Jerusalem, perhaps 

atZedekiah‘sinstigation.JeremiahwarnedthemtoacceptBabylonianrule.AccordingtotheMT(Jer 

27:2–3) Yahweh tells the prophet to put on yokes and send them to the kings as a sign that they should 

submit. Jeremiah himself is still wearing the yoke when Hananiah meets him in the temple, and he replies 

to Hananiah that prophets who prophesy good fortune can be judged authentic spokesmen of Yahweh 

only when their words are fulfilled (28:6–9; cf. Deut 18:21–22). In a symbolic action Hananiah then takes 

off the wooden yoke Jeremiah wears around his neck and breaks it, reiterating his prophecy (vv 10–11). 

After an interval Yahweh informs Jeremiah that he has placed an iron yoke on the neck of 

Nebuchadrezzar‘ssubjects,thatisonethatcannotbebroken.JeremiahthentellsHananiahthathehas

been misleading the people and preaching rebellion against Yahweh. For this he will die (cf. Deut 18:20), 

a prophecy that was fulfilled that same year in the seventh month (vv 12–17; cf. Ezek 11:1–13).  

4. Father of Shelemiah and grandfather of Irijah, the sentry who arrested Jeremiah at the Benjamin Gate 

on the grounds that he was deserting to the Babylonians when the prophet was about to leave Jerusalem 

for AnathothduringabreakinNebuchadrezzar‘ssiegeofthecity(Jer 37:13). (For a discussion of the 

spelling of Nebuchadrezzar, see NEBUCHADNEZZAR.)  

5. A son of Zerubbabel and descendant of David (1 Chr 3:19, 21), perhaps born ca. 545 B.C. (Myers 1 

Chronicles 21).  



6. A postexilic person of the tribe of Benjamin (1 Chr 8:24).  

7. A descendant of Heman (1 Chr 25:4, 23), a postexilic member of a family of temple singers 

established by David (v 1).  

8. Member of the family of Bebai; he put away his foreign wife in the time of Ezra (Ezra 10:28; 1 Esdr 

9:29).  

9. A perfumer who helped renovate the walls of Jerusalem under Nehemiah (Neh 3:8).  

10. Son of Shelemiah and among those who repaired the walls of Jerusalem under Nehemiah (Neh 

3:30).  

11. Governor of the castle, whom Nehemiah put in charge of Jerusalem (Neh 7:2). The Hebrew of the 

versecouldmean―mybrotherHanani,thatisHananiah,thegovernorofthecastle.‖―Hanani‖isashort

formof―Hananiah.‖ 

12. AheadofthepeoplewhosignedEzra‘scovenant(Neh 10:23; cf. McCarthy 1982: 34).  

13. The head of the priestly family of Jeremiah in the time of the high priest Joiakim (Neh 12:12). He 

was a trumpeter at the dedication of the wall of Jerusalem (v 41).  

14. Ancestor of a Levite family which returned from the Exile with Ezra (1 Esdr 8:48; cf. Ezra 8:19).  

15. One of the four young men of the tribe of Judah who figure in the stories of the book of Daniel (1:6–

7, 11, 19; 2:17) and the Alexandrian additions (see also 1 Macc 2:59). The chief of the eunuchs gave him 

the name Shadrach.  
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ROBERT ALTHANN  

HANDBREADTH. See WEIGHTS AND MEASURES.  

HANDPIKE. See WEAPONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WARFARE.  

HANDS, LAYING ON OF. The laying on of hands is a ritual gesture attested in both the OT and 

the NT.  

OLD TESTAMENT  

The laying on of hands is a gesture which, in the context of sacrifice, shows ritual attribution of a 

sacrificial animal to the one performing the gesture, or which, in a nonsacrificial context, demonstrates 

who the object of ritual action is.  

The majority of examples of this gesture is found in the Priestly literature (P) described with the 

Hebrew verb sāmak, ―leanon,‖―support.‖OutsideofPthegesture is found only twice: in 2 Chr 29:23 

with sāmak and in Gen 48:14, 17, 18 described by the verbs ś  m and  ît (bothmeaning―place,‖―put‖).It

has been thought that the verb sāmak indicates a form of the gesture where pressure is applied to the 

recipient (m. Beṣa 2:4; m. Ḥag. 2:2–3; Daube 1956: 225), as opposed to the gesture with ś  m/   t, which 

would not entail pressure. But this distinction in the form is hard to sustain on the meager evidence. The 

verb sāmak in the Priestly writings may be only idiomatic and not indicate that pressure was applied.  

The instances occurring with the verb sāmak can be sorted out into two categories distinguished by 

context of the rite, its physical form, and its meaning (Wright 1986):  

(A) The majority of the cases of the gesture occurs in the context of sacrifice. Here the one who brings 

an offering(andonlythisperson,notsomeoneelseintheperson‘sbehalf;cf.m. Menaḥ. 9:9) puts one 

hand on the head of the animal being offered (cf. Lev 1:4; 3:2, 8, 13; 4:4, 24, 29, 33). If a group of people 

perform the gesture together, they presumably each lay one hand on the head of the animal (Exod 29:10, 

15, 19; Lev 4:15; 8:14, 18, 22; Num 8:12; 2 Chr 29:23).  

This one-handed form of the gesture in sacrifices is best explained as ritually attributing the animal to 

the offerer; it indicates that the entire sacrificial rite pertains to him or her, even though others (priests and 

other auxiliaries) participate in making the offering later in the rite. This interpretation is confirmed by the 

fact that it makes sense of the lack of the gesture with birds and cereal offerings (Lev 1:14–17; 2; 5:7–13). 



These offerings are small and can be carried by the offerer in the hands. The simple presentation of these 

offerings is sufficient ritually to attribute them to the offerer; no hand placement is therefore necessary.  

Other interpretations of the gesture in sacrifice, such as viewing the rite as the means of transferring the 

offerer‘sevil,personality,oremotiontotheanimalandthroughwhichtheanimalservesastheofferer‘s

substitute (suffering punishment vicariously) or as a vehicle for carrying the personality or emotion to 

God, do not easily fit every case of sacrificial hand placement and do not explain the lack of the gesture 

with birds and cereal offerings.  

The hand placement on the Levites in Num 8:10 is to be understood under the principle of attribution 

just explained (note that the surrounding terminology is sacrificial in nature). By this gesture the Israelites 

showthattheLevitesaretheir―offering‖toGodandthatbenefitsfromtheLevites‘servicewillaccrueto

them.  

From a comparative perspective Hittite ritual has a hand placement gesture very similar in form and 

meaning to the gesture in biblical sacrifice. This rite occurs most frequently in contexts of sacrifice or 

offering. It is performed by placing one hand on or at a distance from some offering material (e.g., bread, 

cheese, wine, meats, a live animal). And it ritually attributes the offering material to the one performing 

the rite. This allows other persons to distribute the offering material while the credit goes to the one who 

placed the hand.  

(B) Three cases of the gesture in the Bible described with sāmak are nonsacrificial and appear to be 

performed with two hands, rather than one (Peter 1977; Janowski [1982] is more cautious in his 

assessment of the evidence). The clearest example is Lev 16:21. Here the text explicitly prescribes that 

Aaron place his two hands on the head of the scapegoat. (Note that the scapegoat is not a sacrifice; it is 

merely a bearer of impurity.) The other two cases are less clear in regard to how many hands are used. In 

Num 27:18 GodtellsMosestoplacehishand(singular)onJoshua‘sheadandsethimapartasthenew

leader of Israel. In the fulfillment section (v 23),however,MosesplacesbothhishandsonJoshua‘shead

(note that the parallel text, Deut 34:9, has the plural). The LXX reads a plural in both cases (though the 

Samaritan reads a singular in both cases). The final example is ambiguous. Witnesses of blasphemy are to 

place their hands on the head of a blasphemer before he is stoned (Lev 24:14). Since the subject of the 

action is plural, it is impossible to determine from the text how many hands were used.  

A conclusion from the foregoing evidence is difficult and can only be tentative. Numbers 27, despite the 

conflict between prescription and fulfillment, indicates that two hands could be used in the ritual of 

succession. Hence it and Leviticus 16 provide two examples of a two-handed gesture outside of sacrifice. 

The ambiguous example in Leviticus 24, since it is also outside the context of sacrifice, may also be 

intended to occur with two hands.  

Proceeding under the hypothesis that these three examples all use a two-handed form of the gesture, it is 

possible that a single meaning fits all of them. The meaning that suits all of them is demonstrating who or 

what is the focus of the ritual action. This is evident in three key texts. (1) The rite in Leviticus 24 is the 

means the witnesses have of demonstrating who the guilty party is, thereby confirming their testimony 

and emphasizing their responsibility in the death of the blasphemer. This meaning is suggested by the 

parallel action of witnesses in Deut 13:10; 17:7; and the hand placement gesture in Susanna 34. The 

interpretation that by this gesture the witnesses transfer the pollution of blasphemy that has attached to 

them back to the blasphemer is not supported by the what is known about impurities elsewhere in the 

priestly writings of the Bible. (2) In Leviticus 16 Aaron demonstrates what object is the recipient of the 

sinsofthepeople.Theritehereisnotstrictlyameansoftransfer;sinsdonottravelthroughAaron‘sarms

to the goat. It merely points out where the sins confessed by Aaron are to alight. (3) In Numbers 27 the 

ritedemonstrateswhoMoses‘successorwillbe.Againhere,inviewoftheprecedingexamples,authority

isnotpassedthroughMoses‘armstoJoshua.Moses by the gesture merely points out who the recipient of 

his authority is and demonstrates to the community that Joshua is his legal successor.  

Finally, hand placement in Gen 48:14–18, described with ś  m and  ît, can be understood like the last 

three examples as a means of designating who the recipients of blessing are. A gesture related to hand 

placementforblessingisAaron‘sstretchingofhishandsoutoverthepeopleinNum 9:22.  
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DAVID P. WRIGHT  

NEW TESTAMENT  

―Layingonofhands‖isregularlythetranslationoftheGkphrases(epi-)tithenai tas cheiras (epi) and 

epithesis tōn cheirōn, which depend on the Heb sāmak yad ˓al, ―topressorleanthehandon,‖or   t (ś  m) 

yad ˓al, ―toplacethehandon.‖ThisGreekterminologyisratherset,althoughMarkinterchanges

epitithenai tas cheiras and haptesthai (cf. Mark 7:32–35; 8:22–26; 10:13–16; cf. 16:18); and cheirotonein 

(Acts 14:23) should be viewed as part of this verbal pattern. The OT application of laying on of hands is 

followed in the NT, except that there is no sacrificial use and that the association with healings and with 

baptism and the Holy Spirit is added. Thus in the NT laying on of hands relates to healing, blessings, 

baptism and the Spirit, and assignment to a given task. There are underlying unifying characteristics. The 

context is always religious, as the frequent mention of prayer demonstrates; and obviously the laying on 

of hands is a symbolic action. Yet in each instance something is achieved (Adler 1951: 63, 67–68).  

In the OT and rabbinic tradition the laying on of hands is never associated with healing (cf. 1QapGen 

20:28–29), and surely this gesture is not an essential part of miracles (TDNT 9:428, 431). According to 

Mark and Luke, Jesus did heal through the laying on of hands (Mark 5:23; 6:5; 7:32; 8:22–26; Luke 4:40; 

13:13); and so did Christians (Mark 16:18) like Ananias (Acts 9:12, 17) and Paul (Acts 28:8; New 1933: 

137–38). Of course, healing is communicated through this laying on of hands.  

Jesus also blessed children through the laying on of hands (Mark 10:13–16 and parallels). The passage 

views children as having the correct attitude for reception into the kingdom. Luke 24:50,―andlifting up 

his hands he blessed them (kai eparas tas cheiras autou eulogēsen autous),‖shouldbenotedhere,

althoughtheGreekisnotthatof―layingonofhands.‖ 

In Acts laying on of hands is related to the reception of baptism and the Holy Spirit. Acts 19:5–6 state 

this most clearly. In a scene reminiscent of Pentecost, Paul laid hands on those who had received only 

John‘sbaptismandwerenowbaptizedinJesus‘name,andthe Holy Spirit came upon them, and they 

spoke with tongues and prophesied. According to Acts 9:17 throughAnanias‘layingonofhandsPaulnot

only regains his sight but is filled with the Holy Spirit. Acts 8:16–19, likewise, report the reception of the 

Holy Spirit through the laying on of hands. However, Luke in this passage is less interested in 

distinguishing the laying on of hands and the reception of the Spirit from baptism in the name of the Lord 

JesusthaninstressingthesignificanceoftheChurchinJerusalem‘s(and,hence,God‘s)approvalofwhat

hashappenedinSamaria(O‘Toole1980:860–62). Finally, most scholars understand Heb 6:2 in terms of 

the laying on of hands connected with baptism (Parratt 1969: 211; cf. Attridge Hebrews Hermeneia).  

Jesus himself did not ordain the apostles through the laying on of hands, nor is Matthias through the 

layingonofhandsassignedJudas‘placeamong the Twelve. However, in the NT, ordination is associated 

with the laying on of hands and should probably be linked to the ordination of rabbis, the evidence for 

which comes from the second half of the 1st century. Daube (1956: 229–33; but see TRE 14: 418–20) 

holds that the rabbis confined sāmak yad ˓al, ―topressorleanthehandon,‖tothesacrificialcultandto

the ordination of a rabbi. Whether Daube is correct or not, it does not seem unreasonable to assume that 

the ordination of rabbis originated earlier than A.D. 50, with the development of the scribes as a specific 

group (m. Sanh. 1:3; t. Sanh. 1:1; TDNT 9:429). But Christian ordination would also include recognition 

of apostolic authority and be accompanied by prayer (Knoch 1983b: 232).  

Of the passages to be considered here, Acts 13:3 is really more of a commissioning of Barnabas and 

Paul for the task to which the Holy Spirit has called them, than an ordination (Barrett 1985: 51). Although 

it is difficult to uncover the historical background, most scholars hold that Acts 6:6 (cf. Num 8:10; 27:15–

23) is an ordination (TRE 14: 418). For Vanhoye (Vanhoye and Crouzel 1982: 730) Acts 6:1–6 provide 

indications of how ministries were established in the Church. The passage distinguishes between ecclesial 



authorityand―themultitudeofthedisciples.‖TheTwelvecallthemeetingandexplainwhatseemsgood

to do and why. The assembly agrees, holds an election, and presents those elected to the Twelve, who 

confer on them their ministry through prayer and the imposition of hands. But some scholars feel that all 

the disciples laid hands on the Seven.  

Paul and Barnabas, with prayer and fasting, appointed (cheirotonein) elders in Lystra, Iconium, and 

Antioch (Acts 14:21–23; TDNT 9:437).OtherpassagesrefertoTimothy‘sordination.Accordingto1 Tim 

4:14 (cf. 1:18) Timothy is not to neglect the gift given him by the prophetic utterance when the council of 

elders laid their hands on him, while 2 Tim 1:6 again records the gift of God, but through the laying on of 

Paul‘shands.Whetheroneseesacontradictionbetweentheseverses,ora―fiction‖inthesecond(TRE 

14: 420), or simply explains that Paul along with the council of elders could have ordained Timothy 

dependsinpartonthedategiventhePastorals.Ontheotherhand,Daube‘s(1956:244–46) proposed 

translation of meta epitheseōs tōn cheirōn tou pres yteriou (1 Tim 4:14)as―ordinationtotheeldership‖

is not justified because it does not respect the context or the genitive case of tou presbyteriou. However, 

Timothy‘sordinationisdesignatedagraceoragift(Knoch1983a:160);andprophecyplayedapartinhis 

being chosen for this ministry.  

In 1 Tim 5:22 Paul advises Timothy not to be hasty in the laying on of hands. Since the context (vv 17–

21)considersTimothy‘streatmentofeldersandsincethe―layingonofhands‖ parallels 1 Tim 4:14 and 2 

Tim 1:6,theauthorisspeakingofTimothy‘sordinationofelders(Grelot1983:225). 
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ROBERT F. O‘TOOLE  

HANES (PLACE) [Heb hānēs (ָהֵנס)]. In Isa 30:1 the prophet condemns the rebellious people who 

seek protection from pharaoh (Shabaka of the 25th Dyn.). That protection will turn to shame, and v 4 

notes―forthoughhisofficialsareatZoanandhisenvoysreachHanes,everyonecomestoshame.‖Gold

(1965: 857) notes this is an embassy sent to Egypt ca. 703 B.C. seekingsupportforHezekiah‘srebellion

againstAssyria(othersseetheseaspharaoh‘senvoys).GoldidentifiesHaneswithAnusi,80kmSof

Memphis (at the S end of the delta), probably Heracleopolis, ca. 100 km S of Cairo. The site is known as 

Ahnas el-Medina, just S of the Fayyum, on the W bank of the Nile. Kyle (ISBE 2: 1335 [1939 ed]) says it 

was a large city on an island between the Nile and Bahr Yuseph (a branch of the Nile that leads into the 

Fayyum), opposite the modern town of Beni Suef. Simons (GTTOT, 440) describes it as on the right bank 

of the Bahr Jusuf and W of Beni Suef. Lambdin (IDB 2: 522) derived the Hebrew from Eg Hwt-nn-nsw, 

―theHouseoftheroyalchild.‖SimonssaysitsancientEgyptianname(h)nni continued in Anysis 

(Herodotus) and as Khininshi in the annals of Ashurbanipal (ca. 668–631/627). The name now survives in 

the Coptic ahnas or ahnasijeh el-medinah. Its local name ahnasijeh umm el-kiman means―oftheheapsof



ruins,‖areflectionoftheextensive remains of the ancient city. It is also the Egyptian Hunensuten, 

abridged Hunensu and Arabic Ahmeysa.  

The Greeks identified the local deity, the ram-headed Herishef, with Hercules and called the city 

Heracleopolis, the city of Heracles. This was Heracleopolis Magna. Besides being the capital of the 20th 

nome of Upper Egypt, Hanes was the home of the 22d Dyn. (ca. 935–735 B.C.) and remained a city of 

great importance. In the reign of Psammetichus I (ca. 663–609, 26th Dyn.), Hanes was the center of 

government for Upper Egypt. Griffith (HDB, 363) noted that in the 25th–26th Dyn. (ca. 715–600 B.C.) the 

standard silver of Egypt was that of the treasury of Harshafe. Shabaka, the Ethiopian, established the 25th 

Dyn. in 715 and wiped out the short-lived SaiticDyn.andtheirDeltastate.WhileIsaiah‘soraclesays

Judean efforts at alliance with Egypt were useless, Scott (IB 5: 330) notes the reasonableness of it. The 

Ethiopian Dynasty had come N to Middle Egypt in Hanes and controlled Lower Egypt as well. Thus it 

might very well be strong enough to defeat Assyria. But it was not.  

Hanes has also been identified with Heracleopolis Parva in the E delta in Lower Egypt. Spiegelberg 

derivedsuchasitefromHerodotus‘(2.166.137)referencetoAnysisinthedelta(Kitchen NBD, 452–53). 

Griffith (363) says the LXX translators did not recognize the name of the city in Isa 30:4, so they tried to 

translatetheword.Thereisawidedivergenceofreadingsbut―invain,‖hinnam, seems to have been read 

insteadofHanes.Onetranslationis―forthereareinTanis(Zoan)princes,wickedmessengers.‖Kitchen

suggested―mansionoftheking‖asthenameofpharaoh‘spalaceinZoan/Tanisitself.TheAramaic

Targum of Isaiah has Tahpanes, theEgyptianfortressonEgypt‘sEfrontier,nearZoan,intheNdelta.

KylenotesDumichen‘sviewthatthehieroglypicnameofTahpanesisHens.Thiscouldhaveinfluenced

the Targum translation. He thought the plain meaning of Isa 30:4 points to a city in the delta nearer to 

Jerusalem than Tanis. Kitchen sees v 4 as a parallelism so that the second line refers to the first, either as 

the mansion of the king noted above, or as Heracleopolis Parva. But this is not necessary if the intent of v 

4 is to show how far the embassy traveled in contrast to how little good it did.  
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HENRY O. THOMPSON  

HANGING. See PUNISHMENTS AND CRIMES.  

HANGINGS [Heb qelā˓  m (ֶרָלִףים)]. Fabrics that were part of the construction of the tabernacle 

court as described in the books of Exodus and Numbers (Exod 27:9–18; 35:17; 38:9–18; 39:40; Num 

3:26; 4:26). The tabernacle was situated inside an enclosure measuring 50 × 100 cubits. This court was 

demarcated by a series of five-cubit-high (ca. 7.5 ft) pillars: 20 pillars on the two long sides, 10 pillars on 

the W end, and 6 on the E end. The fewer number on the E is the result of the 20-cubit-wide (ca. 30 ft) 

gatetothecourtyardatthatend.Thegatehaditsseparatefabric―screen‖(RSV;alsocalled―hangings‖in

the KJV). See also TABERNACLE.  

The hangings were evidently stretched or draped from the pillars that marked the perimeter of the 

courtyard (Exod 27:9–18; 38:9–18). They thereby formed the courtyard walls, extending a total distance 

of280cubits(ca.420ft).Likethe―walls‖ofthetabernacleitself,thehangingswerefabricandthuspart

of the movability associated with all components of the tabernacle, which was a portable shrine. The 

hangingswereamongthetabernacle‘scomponentscarriedbytheleviticalfamilyofGershon(Num 3:26; 

4:26).  

The nature of the fabric from which they were made, along with their position as the outer boundary of 

the tabernacle precincts, makes the hangings the least sacred among the various furnishings and 

construction materials (fabrics and planks or pillars) that constituted the tabernacle complex. These 

materials exhibit a range of quality and workmanship, from ornate and costly to plain and less costly. The 

gradations correspond to levels of sanctity, with the richest items, and the ones most complicated to craft, 

being the most sacred.  



Thehangingsweremadeof―finetwinedlinen,‖whichwasamuchsimplerfabricthanthemulticolored

and mixed linen and wool weaves, some with decorative embroidery, that characterized other tabernacle 

fabrics. Four levels of complexity and thus of sanctity can be identified for the cloth used in the tabernacle 

(Haran 1978: 167); and the hangings belong to the fourth, or least elaborate, level. The only other fabrics 

described in the tabernacle texts of Exodus that are like those of the hangings are the four basic 

undergarments worn by all the priests. The word for the linen fabric of the hangings and the priestly garb 

is  ē , which is probably an Egyptianism and should be considered evidence of very early literary 

material, perhaps going back to an Egyptian environment, preserved in the priestly writings (Hurvitz 

1967).  

TwootherHebrewwordsaretranslated―hangings‖intheRSV.One( ātt  m, 2 Kgs 23:7) apparently 

refers to woven garments or drapings made for the Asherah that stood in the temple in Jerusalem at the 

timeofJosiah‘sreform.Theother(tĕkēlet, ―bluehangings,‖Esth 1:6) is a word for some sort of blue 

fabric that, along with white cotton material, was stretched on marble pillars in the garden of the Persian 

king Ahasuerus.  

Bibliography  
Haran, M. 1978. Temples and Temple Service in Ancient Israel. Oxford.  
Hurvitz, A. 1967. The Usage of    and bwṣ in the Bible and Its Implication for the Date of P. HTR 60: 117–21.  

CAROL MEYERS  

ḤANINA BEN-DOSA. There are more rabbinic references to Rabbi Ḥanina ben-Dosa than to Ḥoni 

and Ḥilkiah. He was from Galilee and lived during the middle of the 1st century C.E.; he was thus a near 

contemporary of Jesus of Nazareth. A pupil of Joḥanan ben Zakkai, he was a Tannaitic sage of the first 

generation, and was revered as a wise teacher (b. Ber. 34a; Pirqe R. El. 204–5; y. Ber. 4, 5, 6; b. Ber. 

34b). He is quoted in the Mishnah:―R.Ḥaninab.Dosasaid,‗Hewhosefearofsinprecedeshiswisdom,

hiswisdomendures;buthewhosewisdomprecedeshisfearofsin,hiswisdomdoesnotendure…‘ ‖(m. 

˒Abot 3:10). He was righteous, denied being a prophet, and was probably an ascetic. A voice from heaven 

is reputed to have commended his devotion and self-sacrifice ( . Ta˓an. 24b–25a; b. B. Bat. 74b; b. Ber. 

17b):―ThewholeworldissustainedforthesakeofmysonḤanina (Heb ḥnyn˒  ny), and Ḥanina my son 

(bny) has to subsist on a qab ofcarobsfromonesabbatheveningtothenextsabbathevening‖(b. Ber. 

17b). He was a wonder-worker, and like Ḥoni and Ḥilkiah he was able to cause rain to fall ( . Ta˓an. 

24b). Like Jesus of Nazareth he was famous for his healing miracles. He is alleged to have healed not 

onlyR.Gamaliel‘ssonbutalsoR.JoḥananbenZakkai‘sson(b. Ber. 34b).  

Like Ḥoni and Jesus of Nazareth, Ḥanina‘slifewasembellishedwithlegends(Midr. Rab. Qoh.; y. 

Dem. 1:22a; t. Ber. 3). His empty oven fills miraculously with bread; he sees his goats return home with 

bearsontheirhornsandextendsthebeamsofaneighbor‘shouse( . Ta˓an. 25a).  
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JAMES H. CHARLESWORTH  

HANNAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥannâ (ַחָנה)]. The first, and doubtless the favorite, of the two wives of 

Elkanah (cf. 1 Sam 1:2, 5). Barren for many years, Hannah may have prompted Elkanah to take a second 

wife (a similar rationale explains the actions of Sarai, Gen 16:2; Rachel, 30:3; Leah, 30:9). To be infertile 

was the ultimate tragedy for a married woman, since only by bearing a son to her husband could she 

provide a means of perpetuating his name and securing the orderly transfer of his estate upon his death 

(cf. e.g., 11:30; 15:2–4; 16:1–2; 17:15–16; 21:1–2; 25:5).  

Hannah‘sshrewishrival,Peninnah,becamethemotherofmanychildrenandmadeconstantfunof

Hannah, apparently unaware that her infertility was caused by the Lord (1 Sam 1:5–6; cf. similarly Gen 

15:3; 16:2; 20:18; 30:2). So merciless and continuous was the provocation that Hannah not only often 

weptandrefusedtoeatbutalsobecame―resentful‖(1 Sam 1:8;literally,hada―bad/angryheart‖;forthe



only other precise parallel cf. Deut 15:10,wherethesamephrasemeans―grudging[ly]‖).Onsuch

occasions Elkanah would attempt to console her with the thought that he was better for her than ten sons.  

ButHannahrefusedtoresignherselftoalifeofbarrenness,andhersadnessand―bitternessofsoul‖led

her to pray and make a vow to the Lord (1 Sam 1:10–11).WhileatShilohononeofherfamily‘sannual

pilgrimages (probably to celebrate the Feast of Tabernacles; cf. Judg 21:19–21), she promised that if God 

would give her a son, she would give the child back to him as a perpetual Nazirite (1 Sam 1:11). Although 

the term Nazirite does not appear in the account, it is clearly presupposed (as demonstrated by 4QSam
a
; 

the Hebrew text of Sir 46:13; Jos. Ant 5.10.3 §347; and m. Nazir 9:5).  

Eli, priest at Shiloh, observed Hannah moving her lips as she prayed silently, and he misinterpreted her 

action as a display of drunkenness. It is understandable that he should do so, since prayer in the ancient 

world was almost always audible (cf. e.g., Dan 6:10–11; Pss 3:4; 4:1; 6:9; etc.) and excessive drinking 

was a common accompaniment of festal occasions (including especially the Feast of Tabernacles; AncIsr: 

496).  

But Hannah justly protested that she had not been drinking; on the contrary, she had been pouring out 

her soul (1 Sam 1:15) to the Lord, a vivid figure of speech for praying earnestly (Pss 42:4; 62:8; Lam 

2:19) to him. Her explanation satisfied Eli, who expressed his hope that God would grant her request. 

SensingdivineassuranceinEli‘sresponse,Hannahbrokeherself-imposed fast and in due course 

returned, expectantly, with Elkanah to their hometown.TheretheLord―remembered‖her(1 Sam 1:19)—

as she had asked him to (1:11)—and enabled her to conceive and eventually bear a son to her husband. 

She named the boy Samuel.  

AfterSamuel‘sbirthHannahdecidednottomaketheannualpilgrimagetoShilohuntilhewasweaned

so that, on her next trip, she could leave him there to serve the Lord for the rest of his life. Since the 

breast-feeding of a child lasted for two or three years in the ancient world (2 Macc 7:27), Samuel would 

have been considered old enough to spend an extended period of time away from home after his weaning. 

Accompanied by a three-year-old bull to be sacrificed to the Lord, Elkanah and his family made what was 

to be their most fateful journey to Shiloh. There Hannah affirmed to Eli that she was the woman whom he 

had first met a few years earlier; there she introduced him to Samuel as the son whom God had given to 

her; and there, as she had promised, she gave her son back to the Giver.  

Although 1 Sam 2:1–10, the so-called Song of Hannah, may have originated as a royal song of triumph 

(Willis1973)attheShilohsanctuaryinconnectionwithIsrael‘svictoryoveranenemy,suchsongswould

then have been taught to worshippers. This one would have perhaps become a personal favorite of 

Hannah and would have been used by her to express her gratitude and praise to God as well as her 

―victory‖overPeninnah(seeesp.2:10, whereHannahdeclaresthattheLordwill―thunderagainst‖all

whoopposehim,justasPeninnah‘sintentionhadbeento―irritate‖—literally,―thunderagainst‖—

Hannah; 1:6). The first three lines of 2:8 are almost identical to Ps 113:7–8a. If Psalm 113 is later than 

Hannah‘ssong,thepsalmisthasaddedanexquisitetouchinthelightofHannah‘ssituation:―[TheLord]

settlesthebarrenwomaninherhome/asahappymotherofchildren‖(113:9; cf. also the mention in 1 

Sam 2:21 of additional children later born to Hannah). Since the Song of Hannah is commonly dated to 

the 11th or 10th century B.C. on the basis of stylistic phenomena as well as the divine names and titles it 

contains (cf. e.g., Freedman 1976: 55, 96), there would seem to be no compelling reason to deny that 

Hannah‘ssongiscontemporarywithher. 

Appearing near the beginning of 1 Samuel, its closest parallel in the OT is the Song of David (2 Samuel 

22), which appears near the end of 2 Samuel. These two remarkably similar hymns frame the main 

contents of the books and remind us that the two books were originally one. Both songs begin by using 

―horn‖asafigureofspeechfor―strength,‖byreferringtoGodasthe―Rock,‖andbyreflecting on divine 

deliverance (1 Sam 2:1–2; 2 Sam 22:2–3).Bothendbyparalleling―hisking‖with―hisanointed‖(1 Sam 

2:10; 2 Sam 22:51).  

Hannah‘ssongisgenerallyconcededtohaveprovidedthemaininspirationforMary‘sMagnificat 

(Luke 1:46–55). The two hymns, both commemorating miraculous pregnancies, begin similarly; and 

certain themes in the Song of Hannah recur in the Magnificat (cf. 1 Sam 2:4, 7–8 with Luke 1:52; 1 Sam 



2:5 with Luke 1:53). These two songs and their contexts have in turn influenced the Protevangelium of 

James, a 2d-century A.D. pseudepigraphicworkthattellsthestoryofMary‘selderlyparents‘prayersfora

child. The old woman vows that the childwillbe―agifttotheLordmyGod‖(cf.1 Sam 1:11). Mary is 

born in response to the prayers, and at the age of three she is presented by her parents to the priests in the 

templeatJerusalem.Mary‘sagedmotherisnamedAnna,thesameasthatofSamuel‘sagedmother,

Hannah (see JAMES, PROTEVANGELIUM OF).  

As for the name Hannah itself (ḥannâ, ―Grace/Gracious‖),itisfoundonlyin1 Samuel 1–2 in the OT. 

But a Hebrew seal from the Lachish area dating to ca. 725–675 B.C. displays the name ḥnh (Bartlett 1976: 

59–61). And in the NT, Luke 2:36–37 mentions an aged widow named Hannah. Unfortunately, the KJV 

spelling―Anna‖inthatversehasbecomeconventional.InanycasetheNTHannahiscalleda

prophetess—as, coincidentally, is the OT Hannah in Jewish tradition as enshrined in the Targum of 

Jonathan ben Uzziel as well as in Meg. 14a.  
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RONALD YOUNGBLOOD  

HANNATHON (PLACE) [Heb ḥannātōn (ַחָנֹתן)]. A city on the N boundary of the territory of 

Zebulun (Josh 19:14). Situated on the Darb el-Hawarneh—the major highway connecting the Hauran and 

N Transjordan with coastal Palestine—Hannathon was one of the major Canaanite centers of the lower 

Galilee (Oded 1971). The town figures in two of the Amarna Letters, that of the king of Babylon (EA 8), 

who describes the robbing of a Babylonian caravan nearHannathonbythekingsofShim onandAcre,

and that of Biridiya, king of Megiddo, who tells of the release of Labayu of Shechem at Hannathon, 

following the payment of a ransom or bribe to Zurata, king of Acre, who was to escort him to the custody 

of the pharaoh. Hannathon appears once more in the extrabiblical record in the annals of Tiglath-pileser 

III of Assyria who, in 733/732 B.C.E., campaigned in N Palestine. Hannathon, along with several other 

Galilean towns, fell to the Assyrians during this campaign (ANET, 283; cf. 2 Kgs 15:29).  

Tel Hannaton (Tell Badawiya; M.R. 174243) is a large site (5 hectares) which dominates the SW part of 

the Bet Netofa valley. Systematic surveys of the site (Gal 1982: 24) have revealed evidence of settlements 

in the Chalcolithic period, the EB, MB, and LB, the Iron Age I, and in the 10th–8th centuries B.C.E. 

Traces of several fortification lines are visible on the site.  
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RAPHAEL GREENBERG  

HANNIEL (PERSON) [Heb ḥann  ˒ēl (ַחִניֵאל)]. Two persons mentioned in the Hebrew Bible have 

this name. The name Hanniel has been explained variously but is derived in one case from the root ḥnn, 

―tobegracious,‖―toshowfavor.‖Thisproducesameaning―godhasbeengracious.‖Onesuggestion

(EncMiqr 3: 215–16)isthatHannielissimilarinformtoHanniba al,anameknownfromPunic(Benz

1972: 313) and which came into Latin as Hannibal. Another explanation of the name uses the root ḥen, 

―favor,‖―pity,‖asanounandwouldsuggestthat―godisḥen [pity]‖orthat―godismyḥini [my pity-

taker].‖ 

Note that the Samaritan reads ḥana˒el and that similar names occur in the Samaria ostraca and the 

Elephantine documents.  

1. The son of Ephod and the member of the tribe of Manasseh selected to oversee the distribution of the 

land of Canaan (Num 34:23).  

2. The father of a clan from the tribe of Asher (1 Chr 7:39).  
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HANOCH (PERSON) [Heb ḥănōk (ֲחנֹך); ḥănôk (ֲחנוך)]. HANOCHITES. 1. Third son of Midian 

(Gen 25:4). For the meaning of the name, see ENOCH, which shares the same Heb spelling (ḥănôk). As 

withtheotheroffspringofKeturahandAbraham,this―grandson‘s‖namemayhavebeenrelatedtoan

Arabiantownoroasisontheinternationaltraderoutes(Eph˒al1982:231–33, 240), perhaps even the city 

Cain named after his son Enoch (Gen 4:17; Winnett 1970: 192–93).  

2. First son of Reuben (Gen 46:9) and ancestor of the Hanochites (Num 26:5). The proximity of 

Reuben‘stribalareatoMidianmaysuggestarelationshipbetweenthepeoplesrepresentedby the two 

Hanochs (Skinner Genesis ICC, 352).  
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RICHARD S. HESS  

HANUKKAH. See DEDICATION, FEAST OF.  

HANUN (PERSON) [Heb ḥān n (ָחנּון)]. A personal name formed from the Qal passive participle of 

the root ḥnn meaning―favored.‖Theimpliedsourceoffavorisadeity(IPN, 169, n. 4; 187).  

1. An Ammonite king, the son of Nahash (2 Sam 10:1–4; 1 Chr 19:1–4) and brother of Shobi (2 Sam 

17:27).HanunwasacontemporaryofDavid‘s,andisreportedtohavesucceededtothethroneuponhis

father‘sdeath(2 Sam 10:1; 1 Chr 19:1). Following usual dynastic principles, he would have been the 

eldest son of Nahash. Upon the advice of his court, Hanun was to have rebuffed andhumiliatedDavid‘s

envoys, who were sent to reaffirm the preexisting alliance between Israel and Ammon, which needed the 

ratificationofthenewking.SomeweresuspiciousthatDavid‘smessengershadbeensentasspiesto

scoutoutthecapitalcity‘sweaknesses in preparation for its capture (2 Sam 10:2–4; 1 Chr 19:2–4). The 

reference to loyal behavior (ḥesed) in v 2 designates the mutual relationship of rights and duties between 

allies (Glueck 1967: 46–47) and is frequently used in parity and vassal treaties. War was to have ensued 

asaresultofHanun‘sfailuretoratifyanewtreaty,withaneventualvictorybyDavid‘stroops(2 Sam 

10:6–12:31; 2 Chr 19:6–20:3). The historical reliability of the biblical account is questionable since the 

Israelite historiographer would not have been privy to the private consultations at the Ammonite court; 

nevertheless,thenarrativewouldseemtobebasedonareliabletraditionaboutAmmon‘srefusalto

continue treaty relations withIsraelatHanun‘ssuccession. 

After the capture of the capital city of Rabbath Ammon, David is reported to have donned the crown of 

thekingorthenationalgodMilcom(O‘Ceallaigh1962),therebysignalinghisassumptionofdirect

control over Ammon. He was to have put the Ammonites to labor with saws, and iron picks, and axes (2 

Sam 12:31; 2 Chr 20:3). According to tradition then AmmonlostitsallystatussoonafterHanun‘s

accession to the throne; and Hanun was deposed. It is commonly argued that David took personal control 

of the throne of Ammon, joining it to Israel and Judah through a personal union, but assigning it a lower 

status (i.e., Alt KlSchr, 70; Noth NHI, 194; Bright BHI, 198; Herrmann HHI, 157–58). Two alternate 

views have been suggested. According to one, Ammon was made a vassal state (Soggin 1985: 59). 

According to the other, it was directly incorporated into the Davidic state, with a governor in charge 

(Ahlström fc.).  

The subsequent report in 2 Sam 17:27 concerning Shobi ben Nahash indicates that after the capture of 

Rabbath Ammon, David reinstated a member of its ruling family to serve as titular head of state. Shobi 

wasanothersonofNahash,evidentlyayoungerbrotherofHanun‘s.Hisofficetenuretendstoruleoutthe

general view that David became king in Ammon, unless he ruled only briefly and then decided to step 

down in favor of a new arrangement involving Shobi. Nor is it likely that David would have appointed a 



member of the former royal family to be a governor in annexed Ammonite territory; he would have 

served as a rallying point for rebellion by the local population in a bid to reestablish statehood. It is most 

likely that Shobi was set on the Ammonite throne personally by David, to be a loyal vassal, sometime 

afterHanun‘sdeposition.DavidmayhavegivenShobihisthronename,whichmeans―captive.‖Shobi‘s

status as a vassal is strongly implied by both his name and by his offering aid to his distressed overlord 

duringAbsalom‘srebellion,demonstratinghisresolvenottosidewiththeoverlord‘senemy,following

common vassal treaty requirements (McCarthy 1963: 182, 191, 194, 200). Even if one would choose to 

dismiss the reference in 2 Sam 17:27 about the aid supplied by the three Transjordanian vassals as 

fictionalelaborationaimedatstressingDavid‘s legitimacy and status as king even in exile, the names of 

the three individuals depicted may well derive from official Davidic court records that indicated their 

status as vassals to David.  

2. A member of the postexilic community who participated in the rebuilding of the walls of Jerusalem in 

the time of Nehemiah (Neh 3:13, 30). He appears to have worked on two different sections of the project, 

with different cohorts, as did a number of other individuals. In one assignment he worked alongside the 

inhabitants of the town of Zanoah to rebuild the Valley Gate, on the W side of the settlement, near the 

present-day Jaffa Gate (Burrows 1934: 129, 134–36; Simons 1952: 124–27), restoring its masonry, doors, 

bolts, and bars. In addition, the group repaired a segment of the old wall that ran S from the Valley Gate 

for about 1000 cubits, or 1500 ft, to the Dung Gate. Since this was a comparatively large section of wall 

and the only one the length of which is specified in the entire account of the wall rebuilding in chap. 3, it 

is suggested either that Hanun and the Zanoahites represented a large work force or that most of the wall 

was still standing and required only nominal repairs (Keil 1873: 197; Batten Ezra, Nehemiah ICC, 214; 

Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 207). When the Neo-Babylonians destroyed the city in 587/586 B.C.E. 

(2 Kgs 15:4–10), they probably would not have broken down the entire wall, an act which would have 

been unnecessarily time-consuming. Instead, they probably would have breached at intervals segments of 

the wall that remained after the direct assault. Only certain segments would have required rebuilding from 

the foundation level. Hanun worked on another segment with Hananiah ben Shelemiah N of the Horse 

Gate, just S of the area where the temple servants and merchants resided.  

Debate continues over whether or not the two Hanuns in vv 13 and 30 are a single individual or two 

separate people (i.e., Batten, 214; Keil 1873: 193; Myers Ezra, Nehemiah AB, 119). Hanun appears in v 

13 without a patronymic or hometown identification, which has led some to conclude that he was a chief, 

ruler, or another inhabitant of Zanoah, the home of the group with which he was working (i.e., Batten, 

214; Keil 1873: 183). In v 30 Hanun is identified as the sixth son of Zalaph. Because it is very unusual to 

denote birth order in a patronymic, it has been suggested that the consonants of the Hebrewword―sixth‖

(h  y) mayhaveoncerepresentedHanun‘shometown(Guthe1901:44):Hanun,thesonofZalaph,the

―…ite.‖ 

In favor of identifying the two Hanuns is the reference in v 30 to the work constituting a ―second

section,‖whichimpliesthatoneorbothoftheindividualshadalreadycompletedasectionelsewhere

(pace Burrows 1934: 127–28). There are seven instances where the text refers to work representing a 

second section. Of those occurrences, details of both sets of constructions are given for Meremoth, son of 

Uriah, son of Hakkoz; the Tekoites; and Binnui/Bavvai, son of Henedad; while details are lacking for the 

first repair work completed by Malchijah, son of Harim, and Hasshub, son of Pahath-Moab; Ezer son of 

Jeshua; and Baruch son of Zabbai. Possible details about the first work assignments completed by both 

Hanun and his companion Hananiah may be provided in vv 8 and 13 respectively if one is willing to 

identify the individuals without patronymics with their namesakes with patronymics. It seems likely that 

the report of rebuilding in chap. 3, which follows a sequential arrangement for the entire circumference of 

the city, has been based on actual records of the repair process but has been simplified and pieced together 

from a nonsequential list for narrative flow and easy audience understanding (Myers, 112–13; contrast 

Williamson, 199–200). Work on many sections was almost certainly undertaken simultaneously, to speed 

completion of the project. It is possible that the first assignment Hanun completed was the one at the 



Horse Gate, so that his name was listed with patronymic in the records in this first occurrence and that he 

was listed by first name only under the second entry.  

Bibliography  
Ahlström, G. W. fc. The History of Ancient Palestine. Winona Lake, IN.  
Burrows, M. 1934. Nehemiah 3:1–32 as a Source for the Topography of Ancient Jerusalem. AASOR 14: 115–40.  

Glueck, N. 1967. ḤESED in the Bible. Trans. A. Gottschalk. Cincinnati.  

Guthe, H. 1901. The Books of Ezra and Nehemiah. The Sacred Books of the OT, pt. 19. Baltimore.  

Keil, C. F. 1873. The Book of Ezra, Nehemiah and Esther. Trans. S. Taylor. Edinburgh.  

McCarthy, D. J. 1963. Treaty and Covenant. AnBib 21. Rome.  

O‘Ceallaigh,G.C.1962.AndSo David Did to All the Cities of Ammon. VT 12: 179–89.  

Simons, J. 1952. Jerusalem in the OT: Researches and Theories. Studia Francisci Scholten memoriae dicata, vol. 1. Leiden.  

Soggin, J. A. 1985. A History of Ancient Israel. Trans. J. Bowden. Philadelphia.  

DIANA V. EDELMAN  

HAPAX LEGOMENA. Words (other than proper names) which occur only once in the Bible. This 

originallyGreekterm,whichmeans―oncesaid,‖wasfirstusedbyAlexandriangrammariansinthe3d

century B.C.E. to mark unique terms in classic Greek works.  

Rare biblical words have attracted attention for centuries, usually because they are believed more 

difficult to understand or more susceptible to scribal confusion than other words. However, the criteria 

used to identify such words have differed according to the varied concerns of those who study them. The 

Masoretes marked many phrases and spellings found only once in the Hebrew Bible with the letter lamed, 

as an abbreviation for the Aramaic word lêta˒ (―thereisnoother‖),presumablytowarnscribesthat,

although unusual, these forms were not mistakes.  

As is common in the early stages of linguistic study, medieval Jewish Bible scholars were particularly 

awareofdifficultwords,drawingspecialattentiontothosetheydescribedashaving―nothingsimilar‖

(Heb dômeh). The 12th-century Spaniard Abraham ibn Ezra was especially fond of pointing out linguistic 

rarities,identifyingsuchwordswithavarietyofphrases,including―ithasnomotherorfather‖and―itis

one,andthereisnosecond,‖whichJewishtraditionhadusedtodescribeGod,ofteninanti-Christian 

contexts.  

WhereastheMasoreteswereconcernedwithavoidingscribalerror,themedievals‘concernwasmore

linguistic. Committed to the accuracy of the traditional Hebrew text, they recognized that the Bible did 

not preserve all of ancient Hebrew. As a result, words which occurred only a limited number of times 

seemed particularly difficult to understand. Whereas some interpreters, such as the 10th-century Spanish 

lexicographer Menahem ibn Saruq, chose to rely on biblical context alone, his near-contemporary, the 

philosopherandexegeteSa adiaGaon,proposedthatonecoulduserabbinicliteratureasasourcefor

additional attestations of such terms. His list of 90 (though the title of his work refers to only 70) words 

for which this approach was useful thus anticipatesmodernscholarship‘srelianceoncognateliteratures

wherethebiblicalevidenceisinsufficient.However,Sa adia‘smotivewasnotacademic.Concernedwith

theKaraitemovement‘sclaimthatJudaismshouldrelyontheBiblealone,hesawsuchwordsas

demonstrating the need for rabbinic literature.  

Although the widening horizons of modern biblical scholarship have provided a host of new resources, 

the problem with hapax legomena is still generally perceived as resulting from the limited evidence 

available for their interpretation. This etymological focus is particularly apparent in the importance 

ascribed to a subcategory which I. Casanowicz (JEnc 6: 226–28)called―absolute‖hapaxlegomena,those

words which not only occur only once in the Bible, but are also unrelated to any other words found there. 

The fact that published lists differ as to which words belong in this class demonstrates inconsistency as to 

how the definition should be applied. One reason for this is uncertainty as to whether to include words 

which occur several times, but in only one context (for example, a single verse or a passage repeated 

verbatim in two different parts of the Bible). Although in itself a relatively minor disagreement, this 

reflects differing assumptions as to the significance of certain words being rare and disagreement as to 

their difficulty.  



Scholars usually seek ways to link rare words with more common terms so as to make them less 

difficult to understand. In earlier times this often involved showing that certain pairs of consonants can 

interchange or that the order of letters can be reversed so that seemingly rare words can be correlated with 

more common terms. Arguing that unique words are incorrect, perhaps because of scribal errors resulting 

from their unfamiliarity, modern scholars have sometimes proposed textual emendations, preferably on 

the basis of some sort of credible evidence. Others accept the likely accuracy of the text, seeing such 

wordsasanaccidentalresultoftheBible‘srelativelysmallsize,the limited number of topics which it 

contains, and the paucity of surviving texts in ancient Hebrew. To compensate for the limited information 

availablewithintheBibleitself,theyhavefollowedSa adia‘sleadinseekingevidencefromotherSemitic

languages. During the Middle Ages the resources available for this approach, which can be traced back to 

antiquity, were extended beyond Aramaic and rabbinic literature to include Arabic and sometimes even 

unrelated languages, such as Berber and Greek. With the wealth of additional resources now available, 

modern scholars have found Akkadian and Ugaritic texts particularly valuable.  

Noting that related words can have different meanings in different languages, H. Cohen (1978) has 

urged caution in the use of such materials. To avoid mistakes, he suggests that cognates must appear in at 

least one context that is identical with that of their biblical counterparts before information about one 

should be used to illuminate the meaning of the other. Although intellectually appealing, this method has 

proven possible in only a handful of cases.  

An alternative approach looks upon hapax legomena as a statistical rather than a philological 

phenomenon.Numerousstudiesofwordfrequencyhaveshownthatabouthalfofanywork‘s vocabulary 

is likely to occur only once. The comparable proportion for the Hebrew Bible is closer to one-third. There 

are several possible explanations for this relative paucity. One is that because the Bible is substantially 

larger than the other texts studied, it offers more opportunities for words to recur. The nature of Hebrew 

grammar, in which different meanings can be generated by conjugating the same verbal root according to 

different patterns, may also play a role. In any event such evidence raises serious questions for those who 

havequestionedthebiblicaltext‘sreliabilitybecauseofthesupposedlylargenumberofhapaxlegomena

it contains.  

Aword‘sfrequencyisdependentonthenatureofthetextinwhichitoccurs.Forexample,animal

names are less likely to be found in military passages than in those devoted to farming. Words which are 

rare in the Bible may not therefore have been difficult for ancient readers or listeners. However, 

statisticians have also demonstrated that certain words are inherently more common than others. This is 

supportedbythefactthattheBible‘shapaxlegomenaoccursignificantlymoreofteninpoeticpassages

thaninprose,aresultofpoets‘preferenceforlessordinarywordsaswellasoftheparallelism

characteristic of biblical poetry, which relies heavily on synonyms. The concentration of uncommon 

words is also a function of style; some authors use a more esoteric vocabulary than others. One can find 

variationevenwithinindividualbooks.Forexample,God‘sspeeches in the book of Job include markedly 

more rare words than those of other characters, a phenomenon which can be paralleled in the literatures of 

other traditions.  
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FREDERICK E. GREENSPAHN  



HAPHARAIM (PLACE) [Heb ḥapārayim (ַחָץַשִים)]. A town located in the territory of the tribe of 

Issachar, mentioned only in Josh 19:19. Yeivin (1957: 590) equated Hapharaim with both Number 53 (˓pr 

wr) and Number 54 (˓pr  ri) in the List of Thutmose III at Karnak. However, Kallai (HGB, 422) has noted 

that the Egyptians did not usually confuse the letters ḥet and ˓ayin and that therefore the names in the 

Thutmose III list are not to be associated with Hapharaim. The toponym had also been connected with 

Number 18 (ḥprm) in the Conquest List of Shishak I at Karnak (see ANET, 242), which, while 

linguistically acceptable, is rejected by many researchers Aharoni (LBHG, 327) who believe the site 

Shishak mentioned was located E of the Jordan river.  

Hapharaim is sometimes located (RAB, 146) at Khirbet el-Farriyeh (M.R. 160226), based in part on the 

similarity of the ancient and modern names. However, this site, located NW of Megiddo, is far outside the 

territorial boundaries of Issachar determined by the other sites in the passage. Albright (1926: 227–28) 

suggested the location of Hapharaim at the village of et-Ṭaiyibeh (M.R. 192223). While superficially the 

name is not similar, by the Islamic period Hapharaim had changed to a root of ˓pr, (HGB, 423), which has 

negative connotations in Arabic, resultinginthesubstitutionofa―good‖(ṭyb) name.Albright‘s

identification has been generally accepted, although Kallai (HGB, 203) has noted that Afula (M.R. 

177223) remains another possibility.  
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MELVIN HUNT  

HAPIRU. See HABIRU, HAPIRU.  

HAPPIZZEZ (PERSON) [Heb happiṣṣēṣ (ַהִפֵצצ)]. A priest who received the 18th position in the 

priestlyorderofthetempleduringDavid‘sreign(1 Chr 24:15). 1 Chronicles 24 is the only place where 

Happizzez appears in the OT. It seems highly unlikely that he was a historical priest contemporaneous 

with David. Instead, Happizzez may represent a familial name, a clan located at Beth-pazzez (Josh 19:21). 

An evaluation of the historical reliability of his appearance, however, depends ultimately on the literary 

context of 1 Chr 24:1–19. For questions regarding the date of this list of priests, see HAKKOZ. See 

BETH-PAZZEZ.  

JOHN W. WRIGHT  

HAR HARIF (M.R. 107989). A set of prehistoric sites located at the highest elevations of the central 

Negeb highlands adjacent to Sinai, ca. 900–1000 m above sea level. It was first investigated by an 

expedition under the direction of A. E. Marks from 1969 through 1974. More extensive excavations were 

conducted by A. N. Goring-Morris and A. Gopher in 1980 and 1981.  

This area, at the S boundary of the Irano-Turanian vegetation zone, contained relatively abundant plant 

and animal food resources during the Late and Terminal Pleistocene and so provided an attractive focus 

for local hunter-gatherer bands. Various open-air campsites of Upper Paleolithic and Epipaleolithic 

groups(especiallyofthelocal―Ramonian‖industry)havebeeninvestigatedontheloess-covered plateau. 

These camps usually comprise limited (20–150 m
2
) scatters of flint artifacts in which organic materials 

have not been preserved and presumably represent ephemeral hunting camps.  

A large Natufian site complex of the 10th millennium B.C., Rosh Horesha, is located in an adjacent 

shallow valley; extending over at least 4 dunams, it is the southernmost Natufian base camp known in the 

Negeb. Many bedrock mortars in the vicinity indicate that plant resources (probably pistachio nuts, but 

perhaps also barley) were major staples in addition to meat from hunted prey. The associated lithic 

assemblage was abundant.  

The Epipaleolithic Harifian industry is named after a series of sites found on Har Harif, the best 

documented of which are Abu Salem and Ramat Harif. These sites, well dated by C
14

 determinations to 

the second half of the 9th millennium B.C., apparently represent the summer base camps of a local group. 



These camps, each extending over ca. 600 m
2
, comprise no more than three or four separate (family?), 

semi-subterranean, circular dwellings up to 3 m in diameter and a few additional smaller structures, such 

that there would have been no more than 30 occupants. The economy was based upon vegetal resources, 

processed on grinding slabs (barley? or other cereals) and by pounding with mortars and pestles, as well 

as upon hunting (especially gazelle, ibex, and wild goat), seemingly with the newly developed bow and 

arrow. An abundant flint industry (more than 5000 tools and 80,000 pieces of waste in one structure 

alone) is distinctive but reminiscent of the preceding Natufian. Exotic ornamental elements are quite 

common, especially sea shells, most from the Red Sea (as opposed to the Mediterranean orientation at 

Rosh Horesha), turquoise beads, malachite, and other rare minerals.  

During the winter months the Harifians apparently separated into smaller (family?) units and moved to 

nearby lower regions, especially the dune fields of N Sinai and the W Negeb, where small transient 

campsites without architectural remains have been documented, and perhaps also E to the shelter of the 

Maktesh Ramon.  

This transhumant Harifian adaptation was disrupted by increasing desiccation, leading to the virtual 

abandonment of the Negeb during the first half of the 8th millennium B.C. The region was only 

subsequently reoccupied some 1000 years later at Abu Salem, where the remains of a Pre-Pottery 

Neolithic B campsite with a few small structures were found.  
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NIGEL GORING-MORRIS  

HAR-HERES (PLACE) [Heb har-ḥeres (ַהש־ֶחֶשס)]. The toponym Har-heres,whichmeans―scurfy

mountain(s),‖appearsintheOTonlyinJudg 1:35. It was the name of a mountain range on the E or SE 

edge of the valley of Aijalon (cf. Josh 10:12), in the transition zone between the mountains and the hill 

country. In certain periods there may have been a settlement on the mountainside. In any case a site on the 

S slope of the bare hills running NW about 2 miles SE of Yalo bears the name ḥirbet ḥir a; another, on 

the W slope of a range slightly farther S is called ḥirbet ḥars  s. It is reasonable to assume that one of these 

names preserves the OT toponym Har-heres.  

Judg 1:35 mentions Har-heres in conjnction with Aijalon (Yalo) and Shaalbim (Selbiṭ), which are 

clearly villages; in the past the toponym has likewise been understood as the name of a village. It has 

usually been interpreted as a variant of the familiar Beth-shemesh (Tell er-Rumeileh near En-shems), 

since Heb ḥeres, like sûemesû, can also mean―sun‖(cf.Job 9:7). This identification is contradicted, 

however, by the initial element har, whichintheOTalwaysmeans―mountain(range).‖Theapparent

exception in Josh 15:10, where Har-jearim is equated with the village Chesalon, is based on a mistaken 

secondary identification: Chesalon was located on the N slope of Har-jearim. Furthermore, the LXX of 



Judg 1:35 translates har as oros, whereas it always transliterates the names of villages (e.g., baithsamys 

for Beth-shemesh).  

According to Judg 1:34–35 Har-heres, like the nearby villages of Aijalon and Shaalbim, remained in the 

hands of the Amorites when the small band of Danites tried to enter the fertile valley of Aijalon before 

migrating to Laish (Judg 18:27–29) from their encampment at Kiriath-jearim (Judg 18:12). The house of 

Joseph, more precisely the tribe of Ephraim, considered this territory as part of its sphere of influence and 

finally acquired sovereignty over it.  
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TRANS. DAVID E. GREEN  

HARA (PLACE) [Heb hārā˒ (ָהָשא)]. A place of exile for some of the Israelites or at least the people 

ofthecapitalcityofSamaria.Thewordmeans―mountain‖or―highland.‖It is omitted in LXX A B and 

Syr. In 1 Chr 5:26 Hara is listed with Hala, Habor, and the river Gozan, as the place of exile by Assyrian 

King Pul (his personal name) or Tilgath-pileser (more accurately, Tiglath-pileser III, his throne name, 

745–727 B.C.). In 2 Kgs 17:6 and 18:11 the RSV records that the king took the people of Samaria (the 

city) to Assyria and put them in Halah; on the Habor, the river of Gozan; and in the cities of the Medes. 

InsteadofHara,Hebhas―citiesofMedia.‖TheLXXhas―mountainsofMedia.‖PerhapsHaraisa

corruption of har, ―mountain,‖orha˓ir, ―city.‖Gozan(Ptolemy‘sGauzanitis,modernTellHalaf)isinN

Mesopotamia. Curtis (Chronicles ICC) claimed it was a district, the Assyrian Gu-za-na. The Habor is the 

modernriverKhābûr,theancientChaboras,whichrisesinKarabjabDagh(ancientMonsMasius),runs

for 200 miles through the Gozan district, and empties into the Euphrates SE of the modern town of ed-

Deir, which some identify as Hara. Some suggest that Hara should be read Hara on the Balikh 100 miles 

to the W. Others understand Hara as a local designation of Mons Masius. But a similar attraction is found 

inthemountaindistrictEoftheTigrisriver.ArabscalledthesehighlandsElGebal―theMountain.‖Itis

less likely, but possible, that Hara is a corruption of Harhar, a Median city conquered by Sargon and 

colonized by him with captives from other countries. Tobit (1:14–15) communicated with fellow Jews in 

Media (Bowman IDB 2: 523–24), lending some support to a location in Media. Many commentators see 

―mountains‖or―cities‖asoriginalwiththeChronicler,mistaking the term for a place called Hara. 

However, Keil (n.d.: 111) suggested the Chronicler was drawing on a separate authority. Cities is a more 

general term while Hara is the specific name of the district (El Jebel) in Aramaic, for Heb har, 

―mountain‖aname which he knew through his separate authority. It is a name which could only have 

beenhandeddownbytheexileswholivedthere.KeilidentifiedHalahwithStrabo‘sCalachene,Eofthe

Tigris near Adiabene, N of Nineveh on the Armenian frontier. The Habor is not the Chaboras in 

Mesopotamia, but a district in N Assyria where Jakut mentions there is both a mountain Chaboras on the 

Assyria-MediafrontierandariverKhābûrChasaniae,whichstartsneartheUpperZab,nearAmadijeh,

and enters the Tigris below Jezirah. Thus Halah, Habor, and Hara are E and N of the Assyrian capital, 

further removed from Israel than the upper Euphrates and further removed as troublemakers for the 

Assyrian occupation of Israel.  
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HARADAH (PLACE) [Heb harādâ (ַהָשָדה)]. The ninth encampment of the Israelites after leaving 

the Wilderness of Sinai as listed in Num 33:24–25, placed between Mt. Sepher and Makheloth. The name, 

whichmeans―fear,‖―trembling,‖or―anxiety,‖givesnoclueastoitspossiblelocation,thoughitmay



suggest a place where the Israelites met some misfortune (compare this with Kibroth-hattaavah, in Num 

11:4–6 and 31–35, where a story relates the origin of a similar name). Suggested locations for this site 

include the Wâd  Lussan(GP,215;M.R.085985)andJebel˒Aradeh(Palmer1872:253,419;M.R.

099843). For a discussion of the location of any of the places associated with the journey of the Israelites 

from Egypt through Sinai see DOPHKAH.  
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JEFFREY R. ZORN  

HARAN (PERSON) [Heb hārān (ָהָשן); ḥārān (ָחָשן)]. 1. Son of Terah; brother of Abram and Nahor; 

and father of Lot, Milcah, and Iscah (Gen 11:27–29). Haran died in Ur of the Chaldeans while his father 

was still alive. Haran as a personal name is to be distinguished from Haran, the place name (Heb ḥārān). 

The personal name is composed of two elements: hr, theHebrewwordfor―mountain‖;andaWSemitic

suffix which appears on proper names -ānu/i/a (Sivan 1984: 97–98). (For another use of the -ān ending in 

personal names of Genesis 1–11, see KENAN.) In personal names from Mari and Alalakh, the spellings 

ḫa-ri- and ḫa-ru- occur, but their relation to the hr element is not certain (cf. Sivan 1984: 222; but 

Huffmon APNM, 204). Such an element has not been recognized in Amorite; and the only example of the 

W Semitic noun, hr, in cuneiform, appears in a gloss in an Amarna Letter from Byblos (EA text 74, line 

20), where it occurs in a geminate form ḫa-ar-ri. More certain is the initial element in both the later 

Phoenician personal name, hr- ˓l (Benz PNPPI, 303), and the Israelite personal name, hryhw, from 

Gibeon (Pritchard 1962: 119).  

2. A son of Shimei, of the sons of Gershon, of the tribe of Levi (1 Chr 23:9).  

3. Son of Caleb and his concubine, Ephah; brother of Moza and Gazez; and father of Gazez (1 Chr 

2:46).  
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RICHARD S. HESS  

HARAN (PLACE) [Heb ḥārān (ָחָשן)]. The place to which Terah and his family (including Abram) 

migratedfromUrandwherethedescendantsofAbram‘sbrotherNahordweltandTerahdied(Gen 11:31, 

32).  

A. Name and Location  

The Sumerian word KASKAL, which Akkadians read as ḫarrānu, ―road,‖wasadaptedasthenameofthe

city of Haran. The determinative signs URU or KUR attached before the name of the city of Haran indicated 

it either as (1) city (or town, or village), or (2) country (or land, or region). The Akkadian city name 

Ḫarrānu was transcribed into Hebrew as Ḥārān. The Babylonian and Assyrian word ḫarrānu as a 

feminine noun (rarely as masculineword)denoted(1)―highway,‖―road,‖―path‖;(2)―trip,‖―journey,‖

―travel‖;(3)―businesstrip‖;(4)―caravan‖;(5)―businessventure‖;(6)―businesscapital‖;(7)―military

campaign,‖―expedition,‖―raid‖;(8)―expeditionaryforce,‖―army‖;(9)―corvéework‖;(10)―service

unit‖fromtheOAkkperiodonwards.ThecityofHaran,probablylocatedatthe―junctionoftrade

routes,‖wasnamedafterthecrossroads.  

Someconsiderthatthiscity,Haran,wasnamedafterTerah‘ssonHaran(Gen 11:26–28), but the 

Hebrew spelling of the names is different. Since Haran was born at Ur and died there before the migration 

of the Terahide family from Ur, it is inconceivable that the city of Haran was named after him.  

Haran may be identified with Padan (Gen 48:7). The Akk padānu and paddānu bothmean―road‖(like

ḫarrānu)and―thebiliaryductsoftheliver.‖The expression Padan Aram appears more often than the 

simplePadanbutonlytentimesinGenesis.Someconsidertheexpression―thefieldofAram‖(Hos 



12:12) as the Hebrew translationofPadanAram.However,mostprobablytheexpression―thefieldof

Aram‖maybeanotherwayofreferringtotheplainbetweentworivers(eitherEuphratesandTigrisor

EuphratesandKhābûr)correspondingtothenameAram-naharaim. In the Targumic Aramaic the word 

paddĕnā˒ means―yoke,‖―spanofoxen.‖TheAkkpaddānu ―road,‖andtheArampaddĕnā˒ ―spanof

oxen,‖sharethecommonideaof―spanningtworegions,‖fortheroadisconsideredasthebridgebetween

two or more regions.  

Haran is situated about 100 km N from the confluence of the Euphrates and the Balikh (a tributary of 

the Upper Euphrates) and 80 km E of the city of Carchemish on the winding upper Euphrates river. It is 

located at the confluence of the wadis which join the Balikh in winter, also at 80 km W of the city of 

Guzana or Gozan (Tell Halaf) and halfway between Guzana and Carchemish on the E-W road which links 

Nineveh on the Tigris and the E Mediterranean countries, at the point where the N-S route along the 

Balikh crosses.  

―ThecityofNahor‖inGen 24:10,mentionedastheplacewhereRebekah‘sparentslived,maybe

identifiedwith―Nakhur,‖whichisoftenmentionedintheMaritabletsaswellasintheMiddleAssyrian

documents of the 7th century B.C. According to Albright it is located below Haran in the Balikh valley, 

judging from the name of a town Til-Nakhiri,―theMoundofNakhur,‖intheabovedocuments(FSAC 

115, 236–237). It was probably another town, different from the city of Haran, but still in the Haran 

district.InAssyriandocumentsweseemorenamesoftownssimilartothenamesofthepeopleinTerah‘s

family: e.g., Til-Turakhi,―MoundofTerah,‖probablyalsolocatedontheSBalikhlikeTil-Nakhiri, and 

Serugi―Serug,‖modernSeruj, some 55 km W of Haran.  

B. History  

The OA Cappadocian tablets (Kültepe texts), business letters and legal documents of Assyrian 

merchants (working in the E portion of Asia Minor in the 19th and 18th century B.C.), and an itinerary and 

a letter addressed to Yasmah-Adad (the Assyrian viceroy at Mari of the OB period belonging to the 18th 

century B.C.) mention Haran as an important crossroads. The main temple, È-ḫULḫUL, at Haran was a 

center for the worship of Sin, the Mesopotamian moon-god.  

The Israelite‘sconfessionthat―myfatherwasawanderingAramean‖(Deut 26:5) suggests that their 

ancestors were either Aramean nomadic people or non-Semitic nomadic people who came to live in an 

Aramean environment in the Haran district. Terah and his family genealogically belonged to the Hebrew 

(orperhaps‗Apiru),whoarethedescendantsofEberinGen 10:21, 25; but they had a close association 

with Arameans before or after coming to Aram-naharaim―Aramoftworivers(=Mesopotamia).‖Terah

andhisfamilysettledthereforaconsiderablylongtime,sothatAbrahamcouldcalltheHaranregion―my

country‖(Gen 24:4).  

At the time of Terah and Abram, the culture of the people of NW Mesopotamia, in the region around 

Haran, was a mixture of Hurrian and Amorite elements on a Sumero-Akkadian foundation defined and 

illustrated by the Cappadocian tablets, the Mari documents, the Code of Hammurapi, the OB letters from 

Babylon, and the Nuzi tablets of the 15th century B.C. There is no positive evidence for defining the time 

of the earlier migration from Ur of the Chaldees to Haran. Moreover, the Chaldeans during the patriarchal 

periods seem to be rather nomadic raiders (Job 1:17) who lived near Haran or Edom; so the traditional site 

of Ur in S Mesopotamia may be reexamined as some seek the location near Haran; but the place is not 

identified yet.  

AfterTerah‘sdeathAbrahammigratedfromHarantoCanaanwhenhewas75yearsold(Gen 12:4–5), 

but the family of Nahor remained there, and his wife Milcah bore 8 children: Uz, Buz, Kemuel, Chesed, 

Hazo, Pildash, Jidlaph, and Bethuel (Gen 22:20–22). Eliezer brought Rebekah, daughter of Bethuel, from 

there (Genesis 24);andlaterJacobfledtheretolivewithLaban;therehemarriedLaban‘stwo daughters, 

Leah and Rachel; and there his 11 children were born.  

At the time of Hammurapi (1728–1686 B.C.) Haran was under an Amorite king, Asdi-takim. The 

alliance between this king of Haran and the kings of Zalmaqum and sheikhs and elders of the 

Benjaminites (mentioned in one of the Mari Letters), was concluded in the temple of the moon-god at 

Haran. In the MA period Adad-nirari I (1307–1275 B.C.) fortified the citadel of Haran, and Tiglath-pileser 



I (1115–1077 B.C.) embellished the temple É.ḫULḫUL of the moon-god. Because of its rebellion the city of 

Haran was destroyed by Asshur-dan III in 763 B.C., which event Sennacherib (704–681 B.C.) mentioned 

to intimidate Jerusalem (2 Kgs 19:12; Isa 37:12). The city was restored by Sargon II (721–705 B.C.), and 

the temple was repaired by Esarhaddon (675 B.C.) and by Ashurbanipal (668–627 B.C.). A letter to 

AshurbanipalsaysthatEsarhaddon―saw in the region of Harran a temple of cedarwood. Therein the god 

Sinwasleaningonastaff,withtwocrownsonhishead‖(ANET, 450). After the fall of Nineveh (612 

B.C.), Haran became the last capital of the NA Empire until its capture by the Babylonians in 609 B.C. The 

NB Empire restored the temple of the moon-godatHaranandappointedNabonidus‘motherasthehigh

priestess of the temple. In the book of Ezekiel, Haran is mentioned as one of the famous commercial cities 

trading with Tyre (Ezek 27:23), but after then the city existed without particular relation to the biblical 

account until several centuries after the NT period when it fell into ruin. For further discussion, see 

EncJud 7: 1328–30; NBD, 504.  

YOSHITAKA KOBAYASHI  

HARARITE [Heb hahărār   (ַהֲהָשִשי)]. A gentilic adjective describing the location or clan from 

whichanumberofDavid‘smightymencame(2 Sam 23:11, 33). Most scholars feel that the adjective 

designates a location, although it has not been identified with certainty. On the basis of the appearance of 

the term A-ra-ri in the Amarna Letters, it has been identified with either a town in the S district of Judah 

near Hebron (Elliger KlSchr, 98) or the biblical Aroer in the Negeb (Albright 1943: 14). Others have 

argued that the location is in the Shephelah, since a Hararite led a battle against the Philistines (2 Sam 

23:11–12; HDB 2: 301). This assumes that the battle was fought near the border of Philistia and Israel and 

also that the Hararite‘splaceoforiginwasinthesamegeneralarea.Perhapsthesimplestexplanationis

thatofGesenius,whoarguesthatHararitemeans―mountaindweller‖(Hebhar = mountain) (BDB, 251).  

ThreeofDavid‘smightywarriorswereHararites,onebelongingtothegroupdistinguishedas―The

Three‖andtwototheoneknownas―TheThirty.‖Shammahwasamemberoftheformergroup.His

father, Agee, was known as a Hararite (2 Sam 23:11; Heb hārār   is a contraction for hahărār  ), and 

presumably he was too. Shammah played an important role in defeating the Philistines in a significant 

battle.TheothertwomemberswereShammah‘sson,Jonathan(readingwithLXX:huios in 1 Chr 11:34; 

cf. LXX in 2 Sam 23:33), and Ahiam, whose father, Sharar (1 Chr 11:35 = śākār), is called the Hararite 

(Heb hā˒rār   in 2 Sam 23:33 is a variant of hahărār  ). See also DAVID‘SCHAMPIONS.  

Bibliography  
Albright, W. F. 1943. Two Little Understood Amarna Letters from the Middle Jordan Valley. BASOR 89: 7–17.  
Stenning, J. F. 1899. The Hararite. Hastings Dictionary of the Bible 2: 301–2.  

STEPHEN G. DEMPSTER  

HARBONA (PERSON) [Heb ḥarbônâ (ֹּבוָנה ֹּבוָנא) ˒); ḥar ônāַחשְׁ  )]. See MEHUMANַחשְׁ

(PERSON).  

HARE. See ZOOLOGY (FAUNA).  

HAREPH (PERSON) [Heb harep (ַהֶשפ)].SonofHurand―fatherofBeth-gader‖(1 Chr 2:51). Beth-

gader isatown,notaperson.Harephpossiblymeans―autumn‖or―maturity‖(or―toscorn‖).IntheLXX

it appears as hari[e]m. Reflectingtheuncertaintiesofthetextualtradition,thePeshittareads―Abi,who

wasborninGader‖(seealsotheKJV).ThenameHareph occurs in a fragment of a Calebite genealogy 

that the Chronicler (or the tradition before him) has broken up (1 Chr 2:18–20, 24, 50b–55; 4:4b). This 

name occurs nowhere else in biblical literature, and the town of which this person was supposedly the 

father is unidentified. Most interpreters think that it was in the vicinity of Bethlehem, a town which 

Salma, another son of Hur, also supposedly founded (Braun 1 Chronicles WBC, 42).  

CRAIG A. EVANS  



HARHAIAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥarĕhăyâ (ֲהָיה  )]. The father of Uzziel, one of those who workedַחשְׁ

on the wall of Jerusalem following the return from Babylonian exile (Neh 3:8). See UZZIEL. Since the 

root and meaning of the name are unknown (BDB, 354) and the word as it stands creates an awkward 

phrase, an emendation to ḥeber has been proposed, in which case this would be no proper name. The 

emendationwouldalterthephraseto―Uzziel,ason(member)oftheguildofthegoldsmiths‖(cf.IDB 2: 

525). Clines (Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 153) finds the proposed emendation attractive, since it 

wouldaccountforthepluralform―goldsmiths.‖ One hindrance in accepting the emendation is that in this 

sameverseHananiahisidentifiedas―asonoftheperfumers‖andin3:32 Malchijahisnamedas―asonof

thegoldsmiths,‖inbothcaseswithoutthewordguild being interjected.  

MICHAEL L. RUFFIN  

HARHAS (PERSON) [Heb ḥarḥas (ַחס  )]. Var. HASRAH. Grandfather of Shallum, husband of theַחשְׁ

prophetess Huldah (2 Kgs 22:14). The name is unusual and may have resulted from metathesis. In the 

parallel text in 2 Chr 34:22,Shallum‘sgrandfatherisḤasrâ, which may be the proper form of the name.  

PAULINE A. VIVIANO  

HARHUR (PERSON) [Heb ḥarḥûr (חּוש  )]. The name of a family of temple servants (Nethinim)ַחשְׁ

who returned to Palestine with Zerubbabel shortly after 538 B.C.E., the end of the Babylonian exile. The 

name appears in Ezra 2:51 inthephrase―thesonsofHarhur,‖wherethetempleservantsaredistinguished

from the people of Israel, the priests, and the Levites. The parallel passage Neh 7:46–56 alsolists―the

sons of Harhur‖(Neh 7:53).  

In another parallel passage, 1 Esdr 5:29–32, it appears that the names Asur and Pharakim have replaced 

Harhur (1 Esdr 5:31). However, there are a sufficient number of discrepancies between the Ezra-

Nehemiah and 1 Esdras lists to suggest that the absence of Harhur is not due to an intentional 

replacement; there is no known connection between Harhur and these other names which would occasion 

the suggested substitution.  

STEVEN R. SWANSON  

HARIF, HAR. See HAR HARIF (M.R. 107989).  

HARIM (PERSON) [Heb ḥārim (ָחִשם)], Var. ANNAN; REHUM. 1. Name of one of the 24 divisions 

of the priests in the time of David (1 Chr 24:8). Although the Chronicler attributes this division of the 

priests to David, most scholars regard the list as reflecting priestly organization from a later time, with 

estimates ranging from the late preexilic period (Myers 1 Chronicles 165–66) to ca. 300 B.C. (Williamson 

1979: 251–68). See 3 below.  

2. Name of a family of priests in the postexilic period who are listed as returnees from Babylonian exile 

under the leadership of Zerubbabel and others (Ezra 2:39 = Neh 7:42 = 1 Esdr 5:25). Some from this 

family married foreign wives and later agreed to divorce them in responsetoEzra‘sreform(Ezra 10:21). 

In both of these contexts, Harim is one of four priestly families listed. For discussion of the list in Ezra 2, 

see AKKUB.  

3. Name of one of the priestly divisions in the postexilic period (Neh 12:15), whose representative 

signed the covenant document of Nehemiah in Neh 10:6—Eng10:5. In both of these contexts, Harim is 

one of more than 20 priestly names listed. The virtual identity between the priestly divisions of Neh 

12:12–21 and Neh 12:1–7 indicates that REHUM (Neh 12:3) is a variant of Harim caused by the 

transposition of the first two consonants. The priestly lists in Ezra 2:36–39; 10:18–22; Neh 10:3–9—

Eng10:2–8; 12:1–7, 12:21; and 1 Chr 24:7–19 provide evidence for tracing the development of 24 priestly 

divisions in the postexilic period. (See Myers Ezra-Nehemiah 196; Kidner Ezra-Nehemiah TOTC, 122; 

Clines Ezra, Nehemiah and Esther NCBC, 223–24; Williamson Ezra-Nehemiah WBC, 359–61.)  



Many do not regard the list and covenant of Nehemiah 10 as belonging originally in this context. 

Williamson (Ezra-Nehemiah WBC, 325–30) surveys various views about the origins of this list. He 

concludes that it was compiled from other lists in Ezra and Nehemiah in order to be attached to the terms 

of an agreement drawn up by Nehemiah following his reforms of Nehemiah 13. This document was then 

kept in the temple archives until being inserted into its present position. (See also Clines, 199–200; Myers 

Ezra-Nehemiah AB, 174–75; Jepsen 1954: 87–106.)  

4. Name of a family of laypeople who are listed as returnees from Babylonian exile under the leadership 

of Zerubbabel and others (Ezra 2:32 = Neh 7:35). The presence of Harim in a section with many 

geographic names (Ezra 2:21–35)raisesthepossibilitythatthisfamily‘snamewasderivedfromaplace

rather than a person. (See Batten Ezra and Nehemiah ICC, 81; IB 3: 581; Williamson Ezra-Nehemiah 

WBC, 33–34.) Some from this family married foreign wives and later agreed to divorce them in response 

toEzra‘sreform(Ezra 10:31 = 1 Esdr 9:32). 1 Esdras gives ANNAN as the name of the family, which 

could be the personal name by which it was known.  

A member of this family assisted Nehemiah in rebuilding the walls of Jerusalem (Neh 3:11). That the 

list of builders is a partial one is evident from the reference in this verse (and also vv 19, 20, 30) to a 

―secondsection‖without any previous notation of a first section (compare 3:4 and 21; 3:5 and 27). There 

is widespread agreement that the list came from independent archives, perhaps in the temple, and was 

incorporated into the Nehemiah memoirs by Nehemiah himself or by some other editor. (See Batten, 206–

7; Clines, 149; Williamson Ezra-Nehemiah WBC, 199–202.)  

The leader of this clan affixed the family name to the covenant document of Nehemiah in Neh 10:28—

Eng10:27.  
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CHANEY R. BERGDALL  

HARIPH (PERSON) [Heb ḥār  p (ָחִשיפ)]. The head of an important Judahite family who returned 

after the Exile (Neh 7:24). He was one of those who sealed the covenant of reform (Neh 10:20—

Eng10:19), and the men of his family are said to have numbered 112 (Neh 7:24; cf. 1 Esdr 5:16).  

There appears to be some confusion among the OT versions of the list of returnees. In Ezra 2:18 the 

name Jorah corresponds to Hariph. 1 Esdr 5:16 variants read Arseiphoureth (Gk arsiphouris; cf. 

hariphou).Ineachcasethefamilyisrecordedasnumbering112―sons.‖ThenameHariphmayhave

some connection with the gentilic (RSV Haruphite) of 1 Chr 12:6 (Heb K hăr  p  , Q hăr p  ). A possibly 

related name is known from Ugarit (Ug ḫrpn).  

NORA A. WILLIAMS  

HARMON (PLACE) [Heb harmôn (ֹמון  )). A place to which the leading women of Samaria are toַהשְׁ

be carried away (Amos 4:3). All efforts to discover the place named in only this one text have failed. 

Many modern scholars will repoint the word to read Hermon (Wolff Joel, Amos Hermeneia, 207). Mt. 

Hermon lies beyond Bashan (famed for the cattle used to characterize the apparently voluptuous women 

of 4:1), far to the N of Israel in the general direction of Damascus, but by virtue of its great height is 

easily seen from most higher elevations within Israel. To be cast here, it may be argued, is but another 

way of saying that they will be deported by enemies from the N. This argument is much more convincing 

that those suggesting other place names like the mountain of Remmon (LXX), the mountains of Armenia 

(Targums), or such specific places as the palace (KJV) or dunghill (NEB), and certainly more than those 

that would turn the place into an otherwise unknown goddess by the name Rimmonah. See also Harper 

Amos and Hosea ICC.  



ELMER H. DYCK  

HARMONY OF GOSPELS. A gospel harmony is a narrative life of Jesus constructed by 

combining or otherwise harmonizing the four different canonical gospel accounts of Matthew, Mark, 

Luke, and John. A gospel harmony rests on the proposition that the four canonical gospels are in 

fundamental or absolute substantive agreement (consensus evangelistarum) in their presentation of the life 

of Jesus.  

The earliest known gospel harmony is that of Tatian, who wrote his Diatessaron in the latter part of the 

2d century (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 4.29.6). Many of the basic questions associated with the text remain in 

dispute, including the original language (Greek or Syriac), its place of composition (Rome or E Syria), 

and the sources Tatian used (simply the four canonical gospels or an additional noncanonical source). 

Attempts to settle these and other issues have been hampered by the fact that Tatian‘stextsurvivesinbut

one small Greek fragment (Kraeling 1935). Most of our knowledge of the text comes from the partially 

preservedSyriactextinEphrem‘sCommentary on the Diatessaron (ed. Leloir), and various later 

translations and versions, including texts in Armenian, Arabic, Middle Persian, Old Latin, and Italian (for 

a concise listing of the relevant manuscripts, see Wünsch TRE 10, 628–29).  

ThoughTatian‘sDiatessaron continued to be translated, summarized, or otherwise adapted for popular 

readership (so, for example, the Gesta Christi of John Hus, or the medieval Jesus epic Heliand), no new 

gospel harmony seems to have appeared before the 15th century, when the reformer Johannes Gerson 

wrote his Monotessaron. Gerson‘smethodwastofollowthenarrative outline of John, inserting 

harmonized versions of synoptic pericopes into contexts which he thought to be appropriate (Wünsch 

1983: 15–20).Gerson‘sworkmarksthebeginningofaperiodinwhichthisgenreenjoyedimmense

popularity. The next two centuries saw the publication of over 40 different gospel harmonies, including 

those of Lucinius (1525), Beringer (1526), Alber (1532), Osiander (1537), Jansen (1549), and perhaps the 

most ambitious effort within the genre, the Harmonia evangelica, begun by Chemnitz but finished and 

publishedbyP.LeyserandJ.Gerhardbetween1593and1652.Chemnitz‘plan,likethatofGerson,was

to follow the outline of John, filling in the interstices with harmonized versions of synoptic pericopes. 

Thus each chapter begins with an explanation of the relative placement of each pericope. This is followed 

by the parallel gospel texts themselves, in both Greek and Latin, then a harmonized version of the text 

with explanatory notes to the harmonization, and finally a commentary upon the particular section under 

consideration (Wünsch TRE 10, 633–34).  

The popularity of gospel harmonies continued for another century, but with the Enlightenment and the 

advent of more critical approaches to the life of Jesus, the scholarly energy required to produce a work on 

the level of the Harmonia evangelica was channeled to newer methods of reconstructing the life of Jesus 

that were not so intent upon producing accounts in absolute literal conformity with the canonical texts.  

In the modern period the comparative function performed by gospel harmonies was taken up by various 

gospel synopses, which present the canonical gospels in parallel columns or lines but do not necessarily 

presume the dogmatic position that all four gospel accounts must be in substantive agreement. The most 

popular of these has been the Synopsis Quattuor Evageliorum compiled by the German scholar Kurt 

Aland. It presents the three Synoptic Gospels in parallel columns, as well as the Johannine parallels where 

such exist. The basic plan of the Aland synopsis is based upon the Markan order, including the longer 

sections in which Matthew and Luke create their own order as detours within this overall framework. 

RobertFunk‘sNew Gospel Parallels, on the other hand, seeks to arrange the material in such a way that 

preserves the narrative sequence of each of the primary texts. It thus presents each of the gospels 

(including John and several extracanonical texts) consecutively, first Matthew in its entirety, with 

parallels from other gospel texts given in parallel vertical columns located to the right of the primary text, 

then Mark in its entirety with parallels, then Luke, and so forth. The result is a longer, more repetitious 

work, but one which may prove more useful for persons interested in a more literary-critical approach to 

the gospels.  
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STEPHEN J. PATTERSON  

HARNEPHER (PERSON) [Heb ḥarneper (ֶנֶץש  )]. A descendant of Asher, known only from theַחשְׁ

segmented genealogy of Asher in 1 Chr 7:30–40. The name appears in v 36 as a son of Zophah, as a fifth-

generation descendant of the eponymous tribal ancestor Asher. Although the genealogy suggests that 

Harnepher was a person, other names in the list, such as Shual, Zophah, Japhlet, and Shelesh/Shilshah, are 

known from their appearances elsewhere in the Bible to have been clan names and/or geographic 

designations. The summary in v 40 would seem to indicate that the names used to create the genealogy 

were derived from administrative lists used for purposes of army conscription and possibly also taxation. 

Accordingly, the names probably represent clans, villages, or regions associated with clans rather than 

historical individuals. The entire Asherite genealogy in 1 Chronicles 7 reflects groups living in the 

Asherite enclave in S Mt. Ephraim, not those inhabiting the Galilean territory of Asher (Edelman 1988; 

see ASHER; ASHURITES).  

Harnepher is an Egyptiannamemeaning―(thedeity)Horusisgood.‖Accordingtothelegendofthe

winged disk written on the walls of the temple of Horus at Edfu, Horus was the champion of the sun-god 

Ra and was symbolized in the winged solar disk. Thus he was especially associated with war and the 

conquestofforeignenemies.PharaohwasbelievedtobeHorusincarnateandassuchbecameRa‘s

champion whenever he undertook military campaigns (Watterson 1984: 107).  

The most plausible explanation for the appearance of an Egyptian name in an administrative list that 

would have been derived from Judahite archival records is that Harnepher represents an Egyptian military 

garrison that was built within Judahite territory sometime during the brief period of Egyptian domination 

of Palestine under Psammetichus I and his successor, Neco II (Edelman 1988: 19). 2 Kgs 23:33–35 

indicates that Judah was a vassal to Neco II; and as overlord, the pharaoh would have been free to 

establish garrisons withinJudahiteterritoryinSMt.Ephraimtosecurehisinterests.Judah‘svassalstatus

mayalreadyhavebeenestablishedduringPsammethicus‘reign(MillerandHayesHAIJ, 388–90, 402). 

The underlying administrative list that included Harnepher as a part of the Judahite taxation/military 

conscriptionbasethereforecanprobablybedatedwithinthelastfourdecadesofJudah‘sexistenceasan

independent state, ca. 630–587 B.C.E., during the reign of Josiah or one of his successors.  
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DIANA V. EDELMAN  

HARNESS. See ZOOLOGY (FAUNA).  

HAROD (PLACE) [Heb ḥărod (ֲחָשד)]. 1. The name of the spring by which Gideon made his camp 

before his battle against the Midianites (Judg 7:1). Thenameofthespringmeans―trembling,‖whichis

related to the first test to which Gideon subjected his men. It was at the spring that Gideon conducted his 

final test, excusing those who knelt down to drink. Traditionally, the spring is identified with that which 

flowstodayatAinJalud(M.R.184217).AtthissiteGideon‘scampwouldhaveoverlookedthe

Midianites, who camped below the hill of Moreh.  

2. ThehometownoftwoofDavid‘smightymen,ShammahandElika(2 Sam 23:25). In this instance 

Harodshouldbeunderstoodasatown,notaphysicalfeature.GivenDavid‘slinkswiththeS,most

scholars (McCarter, 2 Samuel AB, 497; GTTOT, 338) have suggested Khirbet el-Haredan (M.R. 178126), 

a few km SE of Jerusalem, as the location of this Harod. The question is complicated by the parallel list of 



themightymenofDavid‘sarmyin1 Chr 11:27, where Shammoth of Haror replaces Shammah and where 

Elika is dropped entirely. However, the final re  in Haror may be easily emended to dalet; however, it 

remains possible that Harod and Haror are distinct toponyms.  

MELVIN HUNT  

HAROEH (PERSON) [Heb hārō˒eh (ָהשֶֹאה)]. Son of Shobal, founder of Kiriath-jearim (1 Chr 2:52). 

Haroehmeans―theseer.‖AlthoughtheLXXapparentlysupportsthisreading (haraa), Curtis and Noth, 

followed by others (Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 55; Braun 1 Chronicles WBC, 38), believe that the 

original reading was Reaiah [Heb rĕ˒āyāh], as in 1 Chr 4:2. This is likely the case. The Peshitta also 

attests the corrupt state of the textual tradition (compare the KJV). 1 Chr 2:50b–55 is probably a fragment 

of a Calebite genealogy that the Chronicler (or the tradition before him) has broken up (see 1 Chr 2:18–

20, 24; 4:4b).Reaiahprobablymeans―visionoftheLord.‖Althoughthenameoccurselsewhere in 

biblical literature (Ezra 2:47; Neh 7:50), nothing is known of this Reaiah, the son of Shobal.  

CRAIG A. EVANS  

HAROSHETH-HAGOIIM (PLACE) [Heb ḥăro et (ֲחָשֶשת) haggōyim (ַהגִֹים)]. The place where 

Sisera, the army commander of Jabin of Hazor, dwelt; the place from which his chariots went forth before 

the battle at Mt. Tabor; and the place toward which they fled after their defeat (Judg 4:2, 13, 16). The 

precise location of this site has never been established. Indeed, serious questions have been raised whether 

Harosheth-Hagoiimwasatownatall.TheLXXtranslatesthetermas―forestsofthenations‖;soMaisler

(1953: 83) and Aharoni (LBHG, 221–23) have argued that, like the term gĕl  l haggôyim ―Galileeofthe

nations,‖itreferstoaforestedregionofNIsraelwhichSisera―ruled‖(analternativetranslationofthe

verb y    ) on behalf of Jabin, controlling the seminomadic Israelite inhabitants (see GOIIM). This 

explanation, while superficially plausible, requires a chronological reversal of the battles of Deborah and 

Barak with those of Joshua and overlooks the statements (Judg 4:13–16) that Sisera marshaled his forces 

at Harosheth-Hagoiim and fled there after the battle.  

However, it remains puzzling why Harosheth-Hagoiim is mentioned only here in all the ancient sources 

available to us, if in fact it was an important power in antiquity. Attempts to link Harosheth-Hagoiim with 

the Muḫrashti of the Amarna archives (Boling, Judges 94) are not convincing. Proposed identifications 

with Khirbet el-Haritiyye (M.R. 161236) and Tell Amr/Tel Geva Shemen (M.R. 159237) (GTTOT, 288; 

RAB, 147) are not supported by the archaeological evidence from the sites.  

Recent archaeological studies (Gonen 1984; Oren 1984) have shown that beginning in the LB and 

continuing into Iron I, urban activity in Palestine declined, while Egyptian influence as far N as Beth-shan 

remained strong. It seems unlikely that the remaining Iron I Canaanite strongholds, although they were 

strong enough to resist the Israelites, retained the economic or social capacity to field major chariot forces 

on their own. Yet the OT makes no explicit reference to Egyptian activity in Palestine during the period of 

the judges. It may be possible that the dilemma posed by the enigmatic Harosheth-Hagoiim is an oblique 

reference to an Egyptian presence in the Jezreel valley.  
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MELVIN HUNT  

HARP. See MUSIC AND MUSICAL INSTRUMENTS.  

HARSHA (PERSON) [Heb ḥar ā˒ (ָשא  )]. Var. CHAREA. A temple servant who was theַחשְׁ

progenitor of a family which returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:52 = Neh 7:54). Although 1 

Esdras isoftenassumedtohavebeencompiledfromEzraandNehemiah,thenameofthisfamily‘s



ancestorappearsas―Charea‖(GkCharea) in 1 Esdr 5:32. Differences such as this raise questions about 

the sources of and literary relationships among 1 Esdras, Ezra, and Nehemiah.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

HARSHA, TEL. See TEL-HARSHA (PLACE).  

HART. See ZOOLOGY (FAUNA).  

HARUM (PERSON) [Heb hār m (ָהשּום)]. A Judahite, the father of Aharhel and ancestor of the 

families of Aharhel (1 Chr 4:8; cf. Noth IPN, 241). Harum was apparently descended from Koz. Rudolph 

(Chronicles HAT, 30) concluded that the text is in disorder—since the line of Aharhel is traced back to 

Koz, how could the family also be descended from Harum? This objection is ungrounded, however, as 

Koz did not father the families (mi pĕḥôt) of Aharhel in one generation. In genealogies the concepts of 

father and son are used to refer to descent over varying numbers of generations. Harum, then, might have 

been a prominent descendant of Koz in the line which gave rise to the families of Aharhel. The Greek has 

Iarim.  

KENNETH H. CUFFEY  

HARUMAPH (PERSON) [Heb ḥăr map (ֲחשּוַֹמפ)]. The father of Jedaiah, one of those who worked 

on the wall of Jerusalem following the return from Babylonian exile (Neh 3:10). See JEDAIAH. Batten 

(Ezra and Nehemiah ICC, 212) notes the suggestion of Bertholet (Esra und Nehemia KHC, 100) that the 

namemeans―withasplitnose‖butmaintains that it would have been a nickname. This translation sees 

the name as a combination of ḥāram and ˒p. Lev 21:19 provides an example of ḥāram being used to 

describe a facial disfiguration.  

MICHAEL L. RUFFIN  

HARUPHITE [Heb K ḥăr  p   (ֲחִשיִץי), Q ḥăr p   (ֲחשּוִץי)]. A descriptive adjective designating 

either the ethnic or family affiliation of Shephatiah, one of the ambidextrous warriors from the tribe of 

Benjamin who joined David during the period of his fleeing from Saul (1 Chr 12:6—Eng12:5). The term 

probably designates an otherwise unknown locality, but it could be associated with the Calebite clan of 

Hareph (1 Chr 2:51) or the clan of Hariph (Neh 7:24; 10:20—Eng10:19). The Chronicler has doubled the 

list of warriors who supported David (1 Chr 11:41b–12:40) beyond what was contained in the parallel 

narrative (2 Sam 23:8–39 = 1 Chr 11:10–41a); the source for these additional lists can only be a matter of 

conjecture.Thelonglistreflectshisconcerntoshow―allIsrael‖unitedinsupportforDavid,a

characteristicthemeoftheChronicler‘shistory.Withintheimmediatecontext(1 Chr 12:1–8—Eng12:1–

7)theChroniclerisconcernedtoshowthesupportDavidenjoyedamongSaul‘skinsmenbeforeSaul‘s

death; the 23 Benjaminite warriors named here joined David while he was at Ziklag, the Philistine city 

given to David by Achish, king of Gath (1 Chr 12:1; 1 Sam 27:6). Ambidexterity or left-handedness 

among Benjaminites is also noted in Judg 3:15; 20:16.  
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RAYMOND B. DILLARD  

HARVESTS, HARVESTING [Heb qāṣ  r (ָרִקיש)]. Harvesting (ingathering) is the culmination of 

the agricultural cycle followed immediately by the processing of crops and fruit into foodstuffs such as 

grain, wine, oil, and dried fruit. In a good year the season of ingathering was time for merrymaking (Judg 

9:27; Isa 9:3; 16:9–10; Ps 126:5). A good agricultural year would have been one in which one ingathering 

activity did not end before another started (Amos 9:13).  

The Gezer calendar, an ancient record of agricultural activities, designates five periods totaling seven 

months for ingathering activities, beginning with the harvesting of cereals. The first period, yrḥ qṣr ś˓rym 

(a month of harvesting barley), is named in the Bible qĕṣ  r śĕ˓or  m (Ruth 2:23) and lasted from the spring 



equinox in mid-March to mid-April. This was followed by yrḥ qṣr wkl (a month of harvesting [wheat] and 

measuring [grain for taxes]) ending at the autumnal equinox in mid-May and mentioned in the Bible as 

qĕṣ  r ḥiṭṭ  m (Gen 30:14; Judg 15:1). The time of cereal harvesting, referred to in the Bible as qāṣ  r (Gen 

8:22; Exod 34:21), opened with the festival of pesaḥ/maṣṣôt (Passover/Unleavened Bread) and ended 

with the festival of  ā u˓ôt (Weeks). These two periods of harvesting cereals were followed by dayi  (Lev 

26:5), threshing and winnowing to separate the grain from the chaff.  

Cereals were harvested during a hot period—an activity well described in Ruth 2. The ripe crops were 

either pulled out whole by hand or cut with a sickle (maggāl [Jer 50:16; Joel 4:13] or ḥermē  [Deut 16:9; 

23:26—Eng 23:25]). At times, only the top of the stalk was cut, leaving the rest of the plant standing in 

the field for grazing animals. At other times, when straw was needed, more of the stalk was cut. Sickles 

were made either of segments of sharp flint chips attached with some adhesive to a bone or wooden frame 

or were made of metal (bronze, iron) with a wooden handle. The stalks were bound into sheaves and 

transported to the threshing floor for threshing and winnowing. From there the clean grain was transferred 

for storage in specially constructed pits or other facilities where it was stored in jars.  

According to the Gezer calendar the two periods of cereal harvest were followed by a third period, yrḥw 

zmr (two months of grape harvesting [and wine making]), from mid-May to mid-July, mentioned in the 

Bible as  ās  r (Lev 26:5; Isa 24:13). The fourth period in the Gezer calendar, yrḥ qṣ (a month of 

[ingathering] summer fruit), extended into August and is referred to simply as qayiṣ in the Bible (Jer 

40:10, 12; Amos 8:1–2). This was followed by yrḥw ˒sp (two months of ingathering [olives and pressing 

oil]), referred to as ˒ās  p in the Bible (Exod 23:16; 34:22). If it is correct that the Gezer calendar is a 

product of the N, then this period lasted there for two months, while in Judah it lasted only one month. 

The agricultural year closed with the autumn festival of ˒ās  p/sukkôt (Booths, or Tabernacles).  

Part of these latter harvest periods entailed the processing and storage of the harvest produce. Thus wine 

making was part of grape harvesting. Because of the nature of grapes that disallows their transport over 

long distances, most winepresses were hewed in bedrock near the vineyard (Isa 5:2). After treading the 

grapes, the wine makers stored the juice in jars, which were kept in a cool place for fermentation. Dried 

fruits such as raisins, dates, and figs were made by simply placing them in the sun. When ready, they were 

pressed into cakes or strung on a string to facilitate storage and transport. Olive oil was produced by first 

crushing the olives by mortar and pestle and then placing them in wicker baskets on top of a collection 

basin with pressure applied from on top. The beam press, invented in the Iron II period, made oil pressing 

a profitable venture. The oil was then placed in jars for storage and transport.  

Bibliography  
Borowski, O. 1987. Agriculture in Iron Age Israel. Winona Lake, IN.  
ODED BOROWSKI  

HASADIAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥăsadyâ (ָיה )].ThenameoftwomenintheBible.Itmeans―Godֲחַסדְׁ

iskind‖(TPNAH, 76, 161).  

1. The sixth son of ZERUBBABEL, mentioned in 1 Chr 3:20. Hasadiah is part of a distinct list of 

Zerubbabel‘soffspringcontainedinv 20. Verse 19 lists his first two sons and a daughter. The distinctness 

of the list of five sons in v 20 isreinforcedbythe―tally‖number,five,attheendoftheverse.Itis

possible that the first three children listed in v 19 were born in Babylon and the following five in Palestine 

after the return, thus two lists (see Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 57).  

2. The son of Hilkiah and the ancestor of Baruch, the son of Neriah and scribe of the prophet Jeremiah 

mentioned in Baruch 1:1.  

RUSSELL FULLER  

HASHABIAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥa ă ĕyâ (ָיה  )]. Var. ASIBIAS. 1. The ancestor of Ethan, theַחֲשבְׁ

Levite musician under David (1 Chr 6:30—Eng6:45); he was a descendant of Merari, son of Levi (called 

Asebi in the).  



2. A Levite, the son of Jeduthun (1 Chr 25:3). 1 Chronicles records that David established 24 divisions 

of singers for the worship of the Lord, headed by the 24 sons of Asaph, Heman, and Jeduthun. Hashabiah 

with his sons and brothers, 12 men in all, received the 12th lot (1 Chr 25:19). He was also the ancestor of 

Shemaiah (1 Chr 9:14; Neh 11:15).  

3. AprominentHebroniteruler.AtthetimeofDavid‘sdeath,hewithhisbrothers(―menofability‖)

was ruling Israel W of Jordan on behalf of King David and on behalf of the cult in Jerusalem (1 Chr 

26:30).  

4. AleaderofthetribeofLeviattimeofDavid‘sdeath(1 Chr 27:17). He was the son of Kemuel (ms B 

reads―thesonofSamuel‖). 

5. A chief of the Levites during the reign of Josiah. He and other leading Levites gathered and turned 

over to the other Levites lambs, kids, and bulls for the Great Passover under Josiah (2 Chr 35:9). In 1 Esdr 

1:9 heandhisfellowsarecalled―captainsoverathousand.‖ 

6. A leading priest in the time of Ezra, he is usually linked with Sherebiah (Ezra 8:19, 24; 1 Esdr 8:54—

AV Assanias, NEB Assamias). He later set his seal on the renewal of the covenant (Ezra 10:11). Neh 3:17 

lists a Hashabiah, the ruler of half the district of Keilah, who with his fellow Levites repaired part of the 

wall of Jerusalem. This individual is likely the same prominent Levite mentioned in 1 Esdr 8:48—

Eng8:48; and Neh 12:24.  

7. An Israelite descended from Parosh who returned from Exile and put away his foreign wife under 

Ezra (1 Esdr 9:26; Ezra 10:25, an emendation of Malchijah based on the LXX reading). His name is 

spelled Asibias or Asabeias in 1 Esdr 9:26.  

8. An Asaphite, the ancestor of Uzzi. Uzzi was the overseer of the Levites in Jerusalem during the time 

of Nehemiah (Neh 11:22).  

9. The head of the priestly house of Hilkiah (Neh 12:21) under the high priest Joiakim, the son of 

Jeshua, who officiated after the return from Exile.  

GARY S. SHOGREN  

HASHABNAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥă a nâ (ָנה  )]. One of the chiefs of the people and aֲחַשבְׁ

signatory to the covenant established by Ezra (Neh 10:26—Eng10:25). An attenuated form of 

Hashabneiah,thenameprobablymeans―Yahwehhastakenaccountof(me)‖(BrockingtonEzra, 

Nehemiah and Esther NCBC, 182).  

FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT  

HASHABNEIAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥă a nĕyâ (ָיה נְׁ  )]. 1. A man known only throughֲחַשבְׁ

association with his son Hattush (Neh 3:10). Hattush helped rebuild the walls of Jerusalem during the 

time of Nehemiah.  

2. A Levite (Neh 9:5)whoparticipatedintheceremoniesprecedingthe―sealing‖ofthenewcovenant

(Neh 9:38). These ceremonies included both communal confession and worship. According to Neh 9:5 

Hashabneiah and other selected Levites called the assembly to join in a liturgical blessing of Yahweh 

priortoEzra‘sprayer. 

In Neh 9:5 the Syriac reads Hashabiah. Such a reading suggests that Hashabneiah might be identical 

with a certain Hashabiah mentioned elsewhere during this time (Ezra 8:19, 24; Neh 10:12—Eng10:11; 

11:22; 12:24).  

TERRY L. BRENSINGER  

HASHBADDANAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥa  addānâ (ַֹּבָדָנה  )]. One of the men who stood onַחשְׁ

Ezra‘sleftduring the great public reading of the Law (Neh 8:4). Hashbaddanah was not designated as a 

Levite; his position at this event suggests that he was an influential or representative member of the 

Israelite laity.  

TERRY L. BRENSINGER  



HASHEM (PERSON) [Heb hā ēm (ָהֵשם)].OneofDavid‘smightymenofwar(1 Chr 11:34) named 

in a list of warriors which the Chronicler adapted from 2 Sam 23:32. This earlier text, however, contains a 

slightly altered spelling of the name: JASHEN (Heb yā ēn). Mazar (1986: 95, n. 49) considers both these 

forms―tobecorruptionsofḥ m, anamewhichappearsinthegenealogiesofbothDanandBenjamin.‖

Mostscholarsagreethat―sons‖(Heb ĕnê) should be omitted from the MT of 1 Chr 11:34 (and 2 Sam 

23:32) as dittography, since it simply repeats the final consonants of the preceding word (Heb hs˓l ny). 

Moreover,LXX(Lucianic)omits―sonsof‖here,simplyreading(Gkiassai) (McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 

492). However, LXX codices Vaticanus and Sinaiticus interpret the Heb  ĕnê of 1 Chr 11:34 as a 

personal name, Gk bennaias, possibly from the Heb root bny (h), which may reflect the omission of the 

appellative―sonof‖(Hebbn) in the hypothetical line Heb * ny  n h m, ―BanisonofHashem.‖Perhaps

thelistoriginallyread―Jashen,‖asoneofDavid‘smightymenwhosupportedhisreign,beginningin

Hebron and the Judean region.  
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Jerusalem.  
JOHN C. ENDRES  

HASHMONAH (PLACE) [Heb ha monâ (ָֹמָנה  )]. The 14th encampment of the Israelites, afterַהשְׁ

leaving the Wilderness of Sinai, as listed in Num 33:29–30, where it is placed between Mithkah and 

Moseroth.Themeaningofthesite‘snameisunknownanddoesnotcontributetodeterminingitslocation.

SuggestionsadvancedforitslocationincludeQeseimehontheW d  el-Hashim (Abel GP, 215; Simons 

GTTOT, 255–56; M.R. 099008), though the area NW of Kadesh-barnea has also been suggested (Palmer 

1872: 419–20; M.R. 145025). Palmer (419–20) also suggested identifying it with the Heshmon of the 

Negeb of Judah in Josh 15:27.  

For a discussion of the location of any of the places associated with the journey of the Israelites from 

Egypt through Sinai, see DOPHKAH.  
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JEFFREY R. ZORN  

HASHUBAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥă ū â (ָבה  )]. The third son of ZERUBBABEL. Hashubahֲחשֻׁ

appears in 1 Chr 3:20 attheheadofthesecondgroupofZerubbabel‘schildren,whomayhavebeenborn

in Palestine (see Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 57). The name is based on the root ḥ   whichmeans―to

value,‖―consider,‖―think.‖Hashubahthusmeans―consideration.‖Notethe related verbal element 

Hashub from the same root, which occurs frequently in names in levitical families in the postexilic period 

(e.g., HASHABIAH). Names formed on this root are frequent in Nehemiah and Chronicles. Newman 

(IDB 2: 536) considers Hashub a shortened form of the theophoric name Hashubyah—―Yah(weh)has

considered.‖ItislikelythatHashubahshouldalsoberelatedtothesenames. 

The BHS suggests that ḥă ū â may be a corrupt rendering of ˒aḥărê    ô, ―afterhisreturn,‖meaning

that the children of Zerubbabel in v 20 are―afterhisreturn,‖toPalestine,andthatHashubahisnotoneof

them. If Hashubah is a name, then the BHS indicates that the form is doubtful and proposes ḥă ā â, 

following the LXX
A 

Aseba.  

RUSSELL FULLER  

HASHUM (PERSON) [Heb ḥa um (ם  ,)]. A postexilic name present throughout Ezra, Nehemiahַחשֻׁ

and 1 Esdras, whose occurrences suggest the identification of two separate individuals.  



1. The progenitor of a family which returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:19 = Neh 7:22). 

His name is missing in the parallel account in 1 Esdr 5:17. He may be the same Hashum whose 

descendantsdivorcedtheirforeignwivesduringEzra‘sreform(Ezra 10:33; 1 Esdr 9:33 [Gk asom]).  

2. The above instances of Hashum as an eponym suggest that it is another individual who participated in 

the assembly of the returned exiles when Ezra read the law of Moses to the people (Neh 8:4). In the 

parallel account of 1 Esdr 9:44, Lothsubus (Gk Lōthasou os) occurs in place of Hashum. It also seems 

probable that the same Hashum present at the reading of the law subsequently signed the pledge to keep 

the law (Neh 10:19—Eng10:18). The difficulties in identifying individuals such as Hashum and his 

family raise questions about the sources of and literary relationships among Ezra, Nehemiah, and 1 

Esdras.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

HASIDEANS [Gk Asidaioi (Ἀςιδαιοι)]. The name of a group of pious Jews noted for their loyalty to 

the Torah, some of whom united with the priest Mattathias and his sons in their resistance to the practices 

of the Seleucid rulers of Judah (1 Macc 2:42). The event which precipitated their joining Mattathias was 

the slaughter of a thousand Jews who had hidden in caves outside Jerusalem so they could practice their 

faith and who refused to fight on the Sabbath (even when attacked) for fear of breaking the law (2:29–38). 

Mattathias offered them a new principle, namely, that defensive action in the face of death was allowable, 

even on the Sabbath (2:41).  

The importance of the Hasideans to the Maccabean Revolt can be seen in the report of the aspiring high 

priest Alcimus, who exaggerated their role by telling Demetrius I Soter (Seleucid ruler 162–150 B.C.E.) 

that the Hasideans, with Judas as their leader, had carried out the Jewish Revolt (2 Macc 14:6). Demetrius 

named Alcimus high priest and sent him along with Bacchides, the new governor of the area W of the 

Euphrates, with instructions to take vengeance on Israel for revolting. Perhaps the Hasideans were willing 

to accept Alcimus as high priest because he was an Aaronite, or perhaps they simply misread the political 

situation, thinking the time was right to get good terms. Either way they believed Alcimus when he 

promised them safe conduct for a conference and stood in the forefront of a group of scribes who sued for 

peace. Their trust proved ill founded, for Alcimus killed 60 of their number (1 Macc 7:12–16). They 

hastily returned to Judas to continue the war.  

The origin of the Hasideans is obscure. The name derived from the Heb word ḥăs  d  m, usually 

translated―saints‖(e.g., 1 Chr 6:41)or―faithfulones‖(e.g.,1 Sam 2:9), which appears frequently in the 

OT, especially in the book of Psalms (e.g., Pss 30:5—Eng 30:4; 31:14—Eng 31:23; 37:28; 50:5; 52:11—

Eng 52:9; 97:10; 149:1, 5, 9). Scholars agree that the Hasideans as a group preceded their withdrawal to 

the caves in the wilderness outside Jerusalem (1 Macc 2:29), even though the term does not appear in 

earlier literature as a designation for a particular group. Beckwith (1982: 17–22) hypothesizes that the 

movement originated ca. 330 B.C.E. in a Proto-Pharisaic reaction against the marriage of Manasses, 

brother of the high priest Jaddua, to a Samaritan princess, when a lay revolt forced Jaddua to remove his 

brother from office. A subsequent revolt in 251 resulted in the addition to the Hasideans of a priestly 

group, which eventually separated into Essenes and Sadducees (Beckwith, 41–42).  

In any case the Hasideans formed a recognizable group at the time of the persecution by Antiochus 

Epiphanes. The name Hasidean does not appear subsequently as a title for a group. Instead, during the 

time Jonathan was the high priest, one finds mention of three distinct groups: Pharisees, Sadducees, and 

Essenes (see Jos. Ant 13.6.9 §171). Scholars are divided about which group descended from the 

Hasideans. Older scholars saw the Hasideans as the forerunners of the Pharisees, but never writers, 

acquainted with the Dead Sea Scrolls, often see the Essenes as their descendants (see Milik 1959: 80). 

Hengel (1974: 1.224–28) thinks both groups derived from the Hasideans, while Beckwith argues (41) that 

all three parties originated in a common movement against the negligence of the common people as well 

as the overt syncretism of the Hellenists.  

Most writers agree that the split among the Hasideans occurred because of a dispute over the legitimacy 

ofJonathan‘sclaimstotheofficeofhighpriest.Thisdisputeapparentlystandsbehind the negative tone 



of 1 Macc 7:12–17, whose author sided with Jonathan against the Hasideans, whom he considered naive 

for trusting Alcimus. Modern scholars often conclude from this passage that the Hasideans were only 

concerned with religious law and not Jewish nationalism, but that conclusion overlooks the partisan 

nature of the passage, the political nature of the split among the parties involved, and the lengthy 

involvement of the Hasideans in the Maccabean Revolt.  
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PAUL L. REDDITT  

HASIDIM [Gk Asidaioi (Ἀςιδαιοι)]. The name of a group of participants in the Maccabean Revolt 

mentioned in 1 Macc 2:42; 7:14; and 2 Macc 14:6 (RSV―Hasideans‖).TheGreekappellationisa

transliteration of the Hebrew ḥăs  d  m (Hasidim) or the Aramaic ḥas  dayyā˒. While the name is rooted in 

the use of the term ḥas  d in the Hebrew Scriptures it is doubtful that Ps 149:1 or other references to 

ḥăs  d  m in the Psalms should be used as evidence of the group mentioned in 1 and 2 Maccabees. The 

appearance of the name in Gk transliteration does suggest that at least the translator of 1 Maccabees and 

the author of 2 Maccabees understood the term as a proper noun; hence any argument that claims these 

references merely allude to pious Jews in general must be rejected.  

Any serious study of the Hasideans in antiquity must begin with an examination of the three passages in 

Maccabees where they receive mention (Davies 1977: 128; Collins 1977: 201–5). On the basis of a 

literary analysis, it has been demonstrated that the Hasideans of 1 Macc 2:42 are not the same persons as 

those who fled to the desert seeking righteousness and justice in 1 Macc 2:29. This connection has 

sometimes been used as evidence of the ascetic nature of the Hasideans, thereby providing justification 

for the hypothesis that the Essenes are one of the groups which arose out of the Hasideans (Black 1961: 

16). The Hasideans in 1 Macc 2:42 are rather included as part of a description of the growth of the 

Hasmonean movement that begins with v 39 and ends with v 48, the major subject of which is Mattathias 

and his friends. The Hasideans are included with others who join this popular revolt.  

In 1 Macc 2:42 the Hasideans are described as a synagōgē (company)whichconsistedof―mighty

warriorsofIsrael,everyonewhoofferedhimselfwillinglyforthelaw.‖WhiletheGkischyroi dynamei is 

almost certainly a translation of the Heb gibborê ḥayil, itisnotasclearthattheRSV―warriors‖isthe

propertranslation.Itisjustaspossiblethatthisphraseshouldbetranslated―mightymen,‖withtheauthor

of this text wishing to point out that these Hasideans were a group of leading citizens of Judea who joined 

the forces of Mattathias in revolt. This company of leading citizens was devoted to that law which in 1 

Macc 1:41–50 Antiochus IV had ordered the Jews to forget. Among the activities prohibited by the king 

were circumcision as well as the sacrifices and festivals which constituted the temple cult.  

The purpose of the story concerning the Hasideans in 1 Macc 7:12–18 is to discount their significance. 

WhileJudasMaccabeusrefusestolistentothe―peaceablebuttreacherouswords‖(7:10) sent by the 

messengers of Bacchides because they are accompanied by a large force, the Hasideans are prepared to 

negotiate, presumably in order to avert the catastrophe that Bacchides could perpetrate. Since this 

governorandfriendofthekingisaccompaniedbyAlcimus,―apriestofthelineofAaron,‖thecompany

of Hasideans, here said to be scribes, thinks that they can be trusted in negotiations. Bacchides swears an 

oathtothem,―Wewillnotseektoinjureyouoryourfriends.‖WhentheHasideanstrusthim,heseizes60

of them and kills them in one day. Having already invoked in 1 Macc 1:37 and 3:45 images of the gentile 

pollution and destruction of the sanctuary through allusions to Ps 79:1–3, the author of the Hasmonean 

history, citing Ps 79:2b–3 as Scripture, equates the Hasideans with those leaders of Jerusalem who in 1 

Macc 1:30 believedthepeaceablewordsofAntiochusIV‘staxcollector,who―suddenlyfelluponthe

city,dealtitasevereblow,anddestroyedmanypeopleinIsrael.‖Thishistorianwishestodiscountthe

influence of this company of leading citizens, whom he calls scribes, by portraying them as naive. 

According to the Hasmonean historian, their viewpoint did not provide a credible basis for the future 



development of the Jewish state. This means that any simplistic presentation of the Hasideans as either 

pacifists who deviated from their basic ideology in 1 Macc 2:42 or as the religious wing of the revolution 

that broke ranks with the Hasmoneans when their religious objectives had been accomplished does not 

find support in these sources.  

In 2 Macc 14:6 the Hasideans are described as a seditious group led by Judas Maccabeus. Since these 

charges are placed in the mouth of Alcimus, who wishes to be appointed to the high priesthood by 

Demetrius, the epitomist of this history is probably making positive statements about Judas and the 

Hasideans in a negative way (Doran 1981: 68–70). Since Judas is the hero of this work, which emphasizes 

his piety and his purity, we can see that the Hasideans are incorporated into the work to augment that 

portrait. HisleadershipofthatbodyismeanttoprovidefurtherevidenceofJudas‘piouspersona. 

While this group has frequently been considered to be the forerunner of both the Essenes and the 

Pharisees, there is no evidence in these references to support the Essene connection, even though those 

who in 1 Macc 2:29 flee to the desert in search of righteousness and justice could be from such a group. 

There is, furthermore, no evidence in these references which would support a hypothesis that the 

Hasideans were the authors of apocalyptic literature (cf. Plüger 1968: 8; Hengel 1974: 1.80, 175–80). The 

treatment of the Hasideans in this work does coincide with what we would expect the attitude of a 

Hasmonean historian to be toward the Pharisees.  

In Talmudic literature there are also references to ḥăs  d  m (Hasidim) as well as to individuals who are 

designated ḥas  d, such as Honi and Hillel. Resolution of the extensive debate over whether any of these 

references applies to the body mentioned in 1 and 2 Maccabees should begin with an analysis of the 

passages which refer to the ḥăs  d  m hāri˒ on  m (the―early‖or―first‖Hasidim).Anexaminationofm. 

Ber. 5:1; t. B. Qam. 2:6; b. Nid. 38ab; b. Ned. 10a; and B. Menah. 40b–41a shows that this group was used 

in the Talmudic tradition as example rather than as evidence of a divergent legal tradition (cf. Safrai 1977, 

1985). The examples cited from these early Hasidim could reflect the way of life of a group of the 

Maccabean period prior to the formation of some of the major legal traditions. In Talmudic literature 

other stories concerning individuals designated as has  d were added to the traditions concerning these 

early Hasidim.  
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JOHN KAMPEN  

HASMONEAN DYNASTY. A family of high priests and kings descended from Mattathias, the 

father of JUDAS MACCABEUS. They were prominent in Judea from 165 until 37 B.C. and controlled it 

as rulers between 142 B.C. and 63 B.C. The name derives, according to Josephus, from that of the great-

grandfather of Mattathias, in Gk Asamōnaios (Ant 12.263); and its original version, in Hebrew or 

Aramaic, is now generally held to reflect a place name, either Heshmon or Hashmonah. The name does 

not appear in the books of the Maccabees, but it is used several times in Josephus in slightly varying 

forms (Ant 14.490; 16.187; 20.189; 20.238; Life 4); and it is also found in Talmudic literature (m. Mid. 

1:6; b. Sabb. 21b). The emergence of a name for the dynasty drawn from that of an early progenitor may 

be due to Hellenistic influence. The family belonged to the priestly course of Joarib (= Jehoiarib, 1 Chr 



24:7; Joiarib, Neh 11:10), originated in Jerusalem, but had settled before the time of Mattathias in 

Modein, near Lydda (1 Macc 2:1).  

Under the Hasmoneans, Judea became, in the period of Seleucid decline and before the rise of Rome, an 

independent power with a considerable influence on the politics of the region; her dimensions equaled 

those of the kingdom of David. The impact of their national experience under the Hasmoneans continued 

for the Jews through the classical era, and, indeed, far beyond. However, long-term stability was not 

secured. Externally, her geographic position made Palestine vulnerable; internally, the conflict between 

profane and sacred values was ever present; and major religious and political differences opened up 

within the community. The formation of parties and sects within Judaism is a major feature of the 

Hasmonean period; and although this made the period fruitful in cultural and religious terms, politically it 

was often deeply troubled. There were significant elements which found the hardening authority, the 

wealth, the sacrilegious habits and perhaps the Hellenizing style of the Hasmoneans wholly unacceptable. 

In the end the ruling family, too, fell prey to conflict and brought civil strife upon the nation.  

ThebasisofHasmoneanascendancylayinMattathias‘actofrebellion in 167 B.C. against the anti-

Jewish decrees of Antiochus IV Epiphanes, when the old man resisted the demand by an officer of 

Antiochus IV for pagan sacrifice at Modein and then escaped to the hills with his five sons. By the time of 

Mattathias‘deathinthe next year, the family had drawn all the rebels to itself and organized resistance 

throughoutthecountry.ThemilitarysuccessesofJudas(the―Maccabee‖),whoseincreasinglywell-

organized fighting force overcame several Syrian armies before meeting defeat, and his reoccupation and 

rededication of the temple in 165 B.C. made him and his surviving brothers the unchallenged leaders of 

the majority of the nation, apart from the Hellenists (see Fig. HAS.01). See also MACCABEAN 

REVOLT.  

———  

A. The Powers and Titles of the Hasmoneans  

1. The Emergence of the Dynasty  

2. Simon  

3. John Hyrcanus  

4. Alexander Jannaeus  

B. The Hasmoneans as Conquerors  

1. Jonathan  

2. Simon  

3. John Hyrcanus  

4. Aristobulus  

5. Alexander Jannaeus  

C. Opposition to the Hasmoneans  

1. The Essenes  

2. The Pharisees  

D. The End of the Hasmoneans  

———  

A. The Powers and Titles of the Hasmoneans  

1. The Emergence of the Dynasty. No official title is associated with Judas Maccabeus. The death-bed 

instructionsascribedtoMattathiashavehimdeclareJudas,inbiblicalstyle,tobethepeople‘scommander

who would fight their battles for them; and another son, Simon, was to act as adviser. In fact, it is obvious 

thatJudas‘overallresponsibility for the nation took on both military and political aspects: he appointed 

―leadersofthepeople,commandersofthousands,ofhundreds,offiftiesandoftens‖(1 Macc 3:55); and 

after 164 B.C. he organized the priests to serve in the rededicated temple service. Yet in the documents 

from2MaccabeeswhichrecordthedealingsofLysias,AntiochusIV‘sviceroy,aftertheking‘sdeath

(chap. 11), there is no acknowledgement of Judas at all. Perhaps it was this very absence of formal 

position which led Josephus to the belief that Judas actually became high priest on the death of the 

Seleucid nominee, Alcimus (Ant 12.415, 419, 434). Yet this is not only unsupported by 1 Maccabees, 



where Alcimus is shown to have died after Judas (1 Macc 9:54–56), but contradictsJosephus‘own

statementselsewherethatthehighpriesthoodwasvacantforsevenyearsattheendofAlcimus‘tenure

(Ant 20.237; Life 4). In any case Judas himself was killed in battle within a year.  

JudashadbeenthethirdofMattathias‘five sons (1 Macc 2:4–5); the survivors put the youngest, 

Jonathan,inchargeofrescuingthesituationafterJudas‘deathanddefeatatEleasain161–160 B.C. 

Jonathan, now, wastobe―ourrulerandcommanderandtofightourbattlesforus‖(1 Macc 9:30). The 

decision to continue the struggle, with the ultimate aim of ousting both the Seleucid general Bacchides 

andtheJewishHellenizerswhostillheldJerusalem,wasentirelyinthespiritofJudas‘activitiessince

164. The new element in the position of the leader was the registering of a popular vote in his favor. 

Jonathan, though tried and tested in war, was an instinctive politician just as Judas had been a natural 

general, and the younger brother may well have seen the value of securing a popular mandate by way of 

substituteforJudas‘charisma. 

When, around 155 B.C., the Syrian general Bacchides came to terms with Jonathan, Jerusalem remained 

with the Hellenizers; yet Jonathan was not prevented from establishing himself at Michmash, a small 

placeNofthecity;therehe―begantojudgethepeople‖(1 Macc 9:73). This probably amounts to 

recognition by the Seleucid monarch Demetrius I of a local fiefdom. Subsequent developments were 

startlingly rapid. Jonathan had fully grasped what opportunities the moment held for fishing in the 

troubled Seleucid waters to enhance his own position; the continuing rivalries among the Seleucids led 

themtoviewithoneanotherinofferingprivilegestoJonathan.TheHasmoneans‘influenceinJudeawas

evidently now such that Jonathan coulddeliverbettersupportthancouldthe―Hellenizers,‖andDemetrius

was especially in need of troops. Once authorized to raise a proper army, Jonathan was able, in 152, to 

occupy and fortify Jerusalem, though the Akra (which we should understand therefore to have been a 

sealed-off section of the city rather than a mere fort) was still in the hands of Hellenizers and Seleucids. It 

remainedforJonathan‘ssupremepositioninJerusalemandinthecountrytobesignaledwiththehigh

priesthood. During the disturbances of the 20 years before Jonathan, there had been either Hellenizing 

high priests or none, and the appointment of one of the rebel Maccabeus brothers was a momentous 

development. After the death of Demetrius, Jonathan received further grants, notably the position of 

provincial governor (meridarch). Thus, the Maccabees, once the most unremitting of rebels, became 

willing dependents of one Seleucid after another, governing Judea by their favor.  

Jonathan was careful also to look further afield, sending ambassadors to Rome to renew the friendship 

andalliancebetweenJewsandRomansoriginallynegotiatedthroughJudas‘envoys.Jonathan‘s

ambassadorsalsogaveexpressiontoJudea‘snewself-consciousness as a Hellenistic state by visiting 

Sparta and securing letters that claimed kinship and ancient ties between the two peoples (see 1 Macc 

12:1–23).  

2. Simon. The work done by Jonathan made possible a formal declaration of independence under his 

successor, Simon (nicknamed Thassis). Here the history of the Hasmoneans as a dynasty may be said to 

begin. In the year 142, as 1 Macc 13:41–42 hasit,―TheyokeofthegentileswastakenawayfromIsrael.

And the people begantowriteontheirrecordsandtheircontacts,‗inthefirstyearofSimon,thegreat

highpriest,general,andleaderoftheJews.‘ ‖Simonhadtakenoverdirectlyfromhiselderbrotherand

had been drawn into a similar course of action—a show of strength, followed by well-judged diplomatic 

feelers.Evenbeforehisbrother‘sdeath,Trypho,apretendertotheSeleucidthrone,hadinvadedPalestine

fromtheNW.NegotiationwiththeusurpingTrypho‘srival,DemetriusII,hadbeentheobviousmove.

From him, it would appear, came by letter the offer of peace, immunity from tribute, and remission of 

taxesoroftaxarrears(itisnotclearwhich).Simon‘shighpriesthoodwasimplicitlyrecognizedby

Demetrius; it may or may not have been a Seleucid grant in the first place. The freedom from tribute, in 

any case, now marked the autonomous status of Judea; it possessed a symbolic significance well captured 

inJosephus‘accounts(JW 1.53; Ant 13.211). The announcement of the new chronological era was a 

statement of this, even if the era does not seem to have survived as a lasting basis of reckoning.  

Simon was an excellent propagandist. He imprinted his achievement on the public mind with festival 

and ceremony. The literary record, which derives at least in part fromahistoryofSimon‘ssonand



successor,JohnHyrcanus,istingedwithflattery.Therefore,whileSimon‘sachievementwasanimportant

one, the situation in Judea was by no means yet wholly resolved. Given the unsettled state of the Seleucid 

monarchy, DemetriusII‘sdeclarationdidnotguaranteetheabandonmentoffutureclaims;itwasnotuntil

the death of Antiochus VII Sidetes (in 129 B.C.) that claims to Jerusalem and the demand for tribute were 

finally abandoned. We may even doubt whether all the promises made to Simon actually bore fruit; for 

therighttoissuecoins,grantedtohiminaletterfromAntiochusVII,afterDemetriusII‘simprisonment

in 140/139 (1 Macc 15:6), seems never to have been exercised at all. There is a telling absence of any 

coinageofSimon‘sfromthearchaeologicalrecord. 

What Simon accomplished was to impose his authority on the whole country and on Jerusalem as its 

capital. An early move, made in 141 B.C., was therefore to secure the surrender of the surviving garrison 

fromtheAkra,thecity‘sHellenisticbase,whichwasprobablyontheWhill,thoughitslocationisstill

uncertain.Fromthere,―TheyhadsalliedforthandpollutedtheprecinctoftheTemple‖(Avigad1984:

64–65).SinceJonathanhadsealedoffthezonewithawall,inanattempttostarveitout,hissuccessor‘s

task was to manage the expulsion. Choruses, hymns, and instruments as well as the traditional waving of 

palm branches accompanied the grand entry; and an annual festival was declared to commemorate the 

historic moment. The Hellenists as a faction were never heard of again. The reconstruction and walling of 

the city, begun by Jonathan, could now be pushed on (1 Macc 10:10–11; 13:10); and we should probably 

ascribe to Simon the inclusion, for the first time since the days of the First Temple, of the W hill as a 

living area within the city and of much of the completed circumference of the so-called―firstwall.‖The

planning of a spacious capital, its expansion over a difficult site, and the building of the wall are the 

enterprises of a self-confident ruler with substantial resources.  

The year 140 saw another great moment: the assembled people declared Simon high priest, commander 

and ethnarch—head of the nation—oftheJews,―forever,untilatrustworthyprophetshallarise‖(1 Macc 

14:41). The amalgam of powers was not new, but the change lay in the manner of their conferment; they 

were now internally sanctioned, and external approval was not deemed necessary. The Parthian invasion 

of Iran under Mithradates I probably emboldened the Jews to assert themselves, and it is possible that by 

thetimeofthepeople‘sdecreeDemetriusIIwasalreadyinParthiancaptivity.Simon‘spowerswereas

monarchic as the purple robe and gold clasp which he was to wear, even though the title king was 

avoided. His orders were not to be opposed, assemblies were not to be convened without his consent, all 

on pain of punishment if disobeyed; the unanimity of the popular decision was emphasized. On this 

Simon‘spositionultimatelyrested.Itwasendorsedbythenew king, Antiochus VII, in a letter of 138 B.C. 

butnotshakenbythatking‘srapidvolte-face, his demands for the return of the Jerusalem citadal and 

other towns or else for the payment of tribute on them, or by his threat of war (1 Macc 15:2–9, 26–35).  

The form of rule set up by the decree for Simon drew on traditional Jewish conceptions. Nonetheless, 

the people of Hasmonean Jerusalem were sufficiently influenced by the prevailing style in public affairs 

to have their declaration inscribed in bronze, just as a Greek city might do, and to display it in no less a 

place than the temple precinct and also in its treasury. The new Jewish state was thus visibly Hellenistic in 

at least some of its public forms. The mores of the ruler were also affected by this spirit, as is revealed by 

the manner of his death: the aged Simon was to be murdered within five years of the decree, together with 

two of his sons, as he feasted and drank in a fortress near Jericho. The assassin was his son-in-law, the 

wealthy and interestingly named Ptolemy, son of Abubus (Aboub), who was commander of the plain of 

Jericho (1 Macc 16:11) and had sought to involve other army officers in his conspiracy. This man does 

not appear to have been a Jew (Ant 13.234–5); and on the failure of his attempt to gain the support of 

Antiochus VII for his coup, he fled to the court of a local dynast, Zenon Cotylas of the partly Hellenized 

city of Philadelphia (Amman).  

3. John Hyrcanus. JohnHyrcanus,Simon‘sthirdson,whohadalreadybeengovernoroftheimportant

fortified town of Gezer, assumed the highpriesthoodonhisfather‘sdeath.Thissuggeststhatthelatter

postwasdesignatedashereditarybythe―forever‖ofSimon‘sinvestitutedecree;andJohnwas

presumably already high priest when he sacrificed before setting out to attack Ptolemy. However, 

Josephus (Ant 13.230) does not clarify the mechanism of succession.  



There would always be uneasiness and often contention surrounding the definition of Hasmonean 

sovereignty.TheJewsmoreoftenthannotnurseddoubtsaboutthefitnessofanyman‘sholding power of 

akinglytype.WemaypointtovariouswaysinwhichHyrcanus‘rulewashedgedaboutorchallenged.

Yet, in the first place, we should stress the very real importance of a 31-year tenure (135–104 B.C.), 

followed by an accepted dynastic succession.Johnisdescribedasthenation‘ssecularauthorityaswellas

the high priest; and his regime is named an arche, or―rule.‖UnderJohntooweseeanindependent

coinage, albeit limited to bronze; it is now established that these are the first coins to be minted by any 

Hasmonean. While Tyrian silver was confirmed in its role as the principal major currency in the area, 

filling the gap left by the Seleucid withdrawal, everyday needs were henceforward supplied by successive 

large issues of aniconic pĕrûtôt, theircraftsmanshipvaryinginprecisionandquality.Hyrcanus‘coins

carry two types of formulas, both written in an archaizing paleo-Hebrew script which visibly evoked the 

daysoftheFirstTemple.Onegrouphas―Johananthehighpriestandthecouncil (or community, Heb 

ḥeber)oftheJews‖andanothergrouphas―Johananthehighpriestheadoftheḥeber oftheJews.‖Their

relative dating is uncertain, but it may be reasonable on historical grounds to posit an initial reluctance by 

John to take on any title beyond the traditional high priesthood, followed later by the emergence of a 

cautious formula, which still gave the assembled people a high visibility in its wording. This caution, did 

not, however, prove sufficient to curb the strictures of the more punctilious religious elements.  

4. Alexander Jannaeus. The political style of the later Hasmoneans acquired, in due course, further 

Hellenistic traits. Jannaeus called himself king, as well as high priest, in a juxtaposition quite 

unsanctioned by Jewish tradition; and he feasted in public with his concubines in a manner perhaps not 

totally alien to David and Solomon, but quite unacceptable in the Jewish high priesthood (Ant 13.380). 

The testamentary choice of his widow, Salome Alexandra, as successor, in preference to either of his 

sons, may also reflect Hellenistic influence.  

Jannaeus was the next after Hyrcanus to issue a major coinage. He was less conservative, using Greek 

and Aramaic as well as Hebrew, and, on some types, openly advertising his kingship, either in words or 

with the star and diadem symbols. On his Hebrew coins, he gave his Hebrew name, Jonathan, rather than 

Alexander;andtherewereothersonwhichheemployedHyrcanus‘formoflegend,referringonlytothe

high priesthood and to the Jewish ḥeber. Agroupofoverstruckcoins,where―Jonathanthehighpriestand

the ḥeber oftheJews‖obliteratestheearliertextontheobverse,isplausiblyassociatedwiththemajor

crisis surrounding the Pharisees which occurred in his middle years (Meshorer 1982). The Greek and 

Aramaiccoinage,ontheotherhand,maywellhavebeendesignedlargelywiththeking‘snon-Jewish 

subjects in view, and first and foremost, for his mercenary soldiers. An undated lead issue and the light 

weight of most of Jannaeus‘coinshavebeenrelatedtodifficultiesinmeetingthetroops‘requirementsfor

payment during the major campaigns (Ariel 1982).  

B. The Hasmoneans as Conquerors  

Simon‘sendinasoldiers‘conspiracyhadrevealed,amongotherthings,howthemilitary base of 

Maccabean authority, far from diminishing with the end of the struggle for survival, had become 

institutionalized. Almost to the end the dynasty would remain a warrior dynasty. Peace was something to 

hope for; but even then, it was the security born of victory that was spoken of. Under Simon, it was said 

―eachmansatunderhisownvineandunderhisownfigtree.Theenemiesinthosedayslefttheirlandand

theenemykingswerecrushed‖(1 Macc 14:12–13).Thedynasty‘schronicler(as1Maccabeesmayfairly

bedubbed)speakswithprideoftheyoungmen‘sappearanceintheirdazzlinguniforms,andleavesusin

nodoubtthattheregime‘sideologycontainedastrong dose of militarism.  

ThelargestterritorialgainsweretobemadeunderSimon‘ssuccessors.Butthemaphadalready

changed significantly before the death of Simon. The Jewish entity of the Persian and early Hellenistic 

periods might be described as a small temple state. Now, with a strong army and enlarged aspirations, it 

had outgrown that model. Defensive needs had shaded imperceptibly into aggressive or punitive policies.  

From the beginning the war against the Seleucids brought with it enmity with those local gentiles who 

livedbesidetheJews,bothwithinandoutsideJudea.TheculminationcameafterJonathan‘skidnapping,

when the surrounding peoples are said to have been enchanted with the possibility of destroying Judaism 



root and branch (1 Macc 12:53). The Maccabean wars are seen at this point quite simply as a struggle 

againsttheheathen;anditisimpossibletodistinguishintheleaders‘activitiesbetweenthe vision of a 

holy and cleansing war, conceived of in biblical terms, and the real strategic need to weaken a threatening 

force. We can at any rate be sure that not all the local tribes were unfriendly during this period, for the 

Nabatean Arabs across the Jordan gave the Maccabees useful information more than once.  

1. Jonathan. Jonathan‘scampaignswereundoubtedlywellconceivedandskillfullyexecuted(see1 

Maccabees 10–11). Attacking the coastal strip, in the name first of Alexander Balas and then of Trypho, 

he mounted ferocious assaults on cities that did not open their gates, such as Ashdod, Joppa, and Gaza; 

though Askalon, which did, was unharmed. The Philistine city of Ekron with its territory came to 

Jonathan by way of reward. Other lasting results of his activities were the permanent garrisoning of Beth-

zur,onJudea‘sSline,thearea‘slastremainingSeleucidfortressapartfromtheAkrainJerusalem;and,to

the N, the gain by royal grants of three districts which had previously been reckoned part of Samaria. 

Moreover,quiteapartfromacquisition,Jonathan‘sgeographicandeconomichorizonswereexpandedby

far-flung campaigns against Demetrius II, which took him through the northernmost part of Galilee and 

into Lebanon.  

2. Simon. It was left to Simon, as one of his first acts, permanently to settle Jews in Joppa, expelling the 

―idolatrous‖inhabitants(1 Macc 13:11), or at any rate some part of them. This secured for his state a 

dependable outlet to the sea, as was amply appreciated at (or near) the time (cf. 1 Macc 12:43–48). Gezer 

(= Gazara),strategicallyplacedattheedgeoftheJudeanfoothillsandcontrollingJerusalem‘saccessto

Joppa, was treated in the same way as that city (1 Macc 13:43–48). Recent archaeological information to 

emerge from Gezer suggests that occupation was abandoned around 100 B.C. (Reich and Geva 1981). The 

same pattern was revealed with the excavation of Beth-zur, similarly a town fortified by the Seleucids and 

taken over by the Maccabees, where there are signs of vigorous growth under Jonathan and Simon, with 

settlement spreading outside the old walls, but soon afterwards coming to an end altogether.  

The territorial claims of Jonathan and Simon did not go untested. As soon as the new king, Antiochus 

VII,haddisposedoftheusurperTrypho,Simon‘sassistancebecamelessimportanttohimthanthe

restoration of his lost revenues and of his authority in Palestine. His general, Cendebeus, was told to 

regain possession of the coastal strip and to attack Judea from Jamnia (1 Macc 15:38–40). Josephus, who 

is here independent of 1 Maccabees, has the commander under instruction also to seize the person of 

Simon (Ant 13.225). Simon is said to have put 20,000 men into the field and to have held the day.  

3. John Hyrcanus. Simon‘ssuccessagainstCendebeuspromptedAntiochustoinvade and ravage the 

country; he then laid Jerusalem under the strongest of blockades (JW 1.61; Ant 13.236–46). Both 

Josephus and a parallel account in the Greek historian Diodorus (which contains a notably hostile account 

of the Jewish cult) indicate that Sidetes terminated the siege in an unexpected and generous manner, with 

conduct very different from that of Epiphanes some 30 years earlier. No garrison was installed in 

Jerusalem; only a symbolic section of wall was taken down; and Joppa, Gazara, and the other cities held 

by Simon were made subject to tribute, but not removed from Jewish control. Hyrcanus, who, according 

to Josephus (JW 1.61; Ant 13.249),hadequippedhimselfwithfundsbyriflingDavid‘stomb,soon

afterward set off with his army to accompany Sidetes into Parthia, where he was treated with courtesy. 

Thecollapseoftheexpedition,Sidetes‘deathinbattle,theSeleucidabandonmentofIran,andtherenewal

of wars within the Seleucid dynasty finally left the Jewish king a free agent. It is on record that the 

payment of tribute now ceased permanently (Ant 13.273).  

Attheverymoment,however,whentheHasmoneans‘dependenceupontheSeleucidscametoanend,a

rising power was looking with intensified interest toward Judea. A senatorial decree cited out of context 

inJosephus‘Antiquities suggeststhatAntiochusSidetes‘abruptwithdrawalfromJerusalemwas

encouraged by a behind-the-scenes move of the Roman Senate (Rajak 1981). The possibility of a Seleucid 

revival at this stage will hardly have been welcome to Rome; and the document, responding to the 

complaintsofaJewishembassyaboutAntiochus‘seizureofvariousterritoriesincontraventionofa

previousdecree,reiteratesRome‘slong-standing friendship and alliance with the Jews. It is the 



diplomatic activity accompanying this statement which will have had the desired effect, delivering a stiff 

warning to Antiochus.  

Judas‘famoustreatyof161B.C. (there is no reason to doubt its historicity) had been renewed and 

widely publicized underJonathanandagainunderSimon.DuringHyrcanus‘periodofrule,therewere

altogether three reassertions of the relationship. It is probable that in the early days no more than a token 

gesture, based upon a limited conception of her advantage, had been intended by Rome; but by the 130s 

her interest in the E was much greater. And for the time being she could look indulgently on what the 

Hasmoneansweredoing.ThisphaselasteduntiltheendofHyrcanus‘rule,afterwhichwehearofno

more renewals (Rappaport 1968).  

TheextensionofJewishterritorywasvigorouslypursuedunderHyrcanus;andthedynasty‘smilitary

capacity grew, especially after he introduced the practice of hiring foreign mercenaries. Nonetheless, it is 

important to point out that, of all the rulers, only Jannaeus pursued patently aggressive policies. Hyrcanus, 

to be sure, paved the way; but his activities were restricted to carefully judged campaigns with limited 

targets; and there were long periods when he was not at war.  

Josephus givesarésuméofHyrcanus‘earlywars,beginningin129B.C.:―Assoonashehadheardof

the death of Antiochus [Sidetes], Hyrcanus marched out against the cities of Syria, expecting to find them 

devoid of soldiers and of anyone able to rescue them, whichwasindeedthecase‖(Ant 13.254). This 

sweeping sentence heralds several important conquests (Ant 13.255–58): the capture of Medeba in Moab 

(S Jordan), together with the neighboring town of Samoga (or Samega); the Samaritan city of Shechem 

and the shrine on Mt. Gerizim; and, lastly, the Idumean cities of Adora and Marisa, to the S of Judea. The 

Idumeans are said to have accepted circumcision and adopted the Jewish law in order to retain their 

homeland.  

Toward the end of his life, Hyrcanus returned to the Samaritan region; this time two of his sons laid 

siege to the Hellenized city of Samaria (Ant 13.275–83). The siege lasted a year; but neither the Samaritan 

population, nor Antiochus IX (Cyzicenus) who came to their aid, nor the two generals whom he later left 

behind there, nor even the troops supplied to Antiochus by Ptolemy Lathyrus could shake off Hyrcanus. 

In the end he effaced the whole settlement by the method, if this can be believed, of undermining its 

foundations. Scythopolis, the Greek city situated at the key point where the valley of Jezreel meets the 

Jordan valley, was taken immediately afterward. According to Josephus (JW 1.66) the city was razed to 

the ground and its inhabitants reduced to slavery, a rare case of enslavement being mentioned as a 

consequence of Hasmonean seizure.  

The precise motivation behind these different campaigns is for the most part lost to us. To increase his 

resources may well have been a priority for Hyrcanus, given on the one hand, the agriculturally 

unproductive character of his homeland and, on the other, the demands of a new aristocracy in an 

enlarged city. Trading interests might help to explain the conflict with the Nabateans, formerly a friendly 

people, since they had long operated by controlling the roads, and MedebawassituatedontheKing‘s

Highway, the great trade route which skirted the desert and linked the Red Sea with Damascus. The 

Samaritans had cut Judea off on the N, as the Idumeans had done on the S.  

Hyrcanus‘treatmentofconqueredterritoryfollowed, for the most part, the unremitting severity learned 

by his family through bitter necessity during their early struggles. Special vindictiveness was reserved for 

the Samaritans of Shechem. The book of Jubilees, thought by some to belong to this period (Mendels 

1987),highlightsthebiblicalstoryoftherapeofDinahandofherbrothers‘brutalpunishmentofthe

Shechemites;thisinterpretationofthetextmaywellhavebeenmeanttojustifyHyrcanus‘treatmentof

Samaria/Shechem.  

It is often asserted that destruction and expulsion were the preordained lot of all those who would not 

convert and that Hyrcanus (and equally his successor, Jannaeus) were seeking to secure for the entirety of 

their holdings a purely Jewish occupation. But our evidence does not justify this extreme view. The 

Judaization of Edom had its own special story. In the light of indications in the ancient narratives that this 

transformation was at least partly voluntary and of the attachment of the Idumeans to the Jewish cause at 

the time of the great revolt of A.D. 66–74, a certain affinity between the Jews and a significant element 



within Idumea seems probable. Unfortunately, we cannot know what caused the removal to Egypt of a 

community of persons with obvious Idumean names revealed to us in papyri (Rappaport 1977).  

4. Aristobulus. During the single year of his rule, Aristobulus managed one enterprise. The outcome in 

this case too was the circumcision of at least a part of a defeated people, this time, the Ituraeans of the N, 

who were ordered to become Jewish or to move (Ant 13.318). This policy was perhaps determined by the 

preexistence of a Jewish population in upper Galilee. Strabo, the Greek writer whom Josephus mentions 

by name at this point, actually praises Aristobulus for having served his nation well by its enlargement.  

5. Alexander Jannaeus. Jannaeus overran numerous towns in the course of a stormy career, with 

dramatic advances and equally dramatic setbacks. He has gone down in history as the destroyer of Greek 

cities, as a ruthless opponent of paganism and indeed of Hellenism. Josephus, however, lists the 

conquered cities as ones belonging to Syrians, Idumeans, and Phoenicians (Ant 13: 395). What is involved 

is, simply, the achievement of Hasmonean control over the remaining parts of Palestine and over its 

surroundings—the coastal strip, Idumea, Samaria, Carmel, the Perea, Gaulanitis (the Golan), and Moab. 

Certainly, recalcitrant cities were not spared brutality: Josephus (JW 1.87)speaksofJannaeus‘reducing

Gaza, Raphia, and Anthedon to servitude. But this brutality was matched by that of the other side and 

seems to have been more a means of reducing opposition or punishing the obdurate than a bid to Judaize 

whole populations by the sword. So, for example, Amathus in S Jordan was demolished because its ruler, 

Theodorus, would not meet Jannaeus in combat. Only in the case of the Transjordanian city of Pella do 

wehearthatJannaeus‘troopswreckedthecitybecausetheinhabitantsrejectedthecustomsoftheJews

(Ant 13.397). That vague phrase may be taken as referring to an attempt formally to transfer political 

control to a Jewish element. In general, ancient (and modern) allegations about the root and branch 

destruction of Greek cities by Jannaeus must be viewed as exaggerated, since many of those mentioned 

rapidly revived (Kasher 1988a: 133–62), while the context of those statements in Josephus shows that 

they originated in the propaganda surrounding the subsequent refoundation of the cities by Pompey and 

Gabinius: Pompey, thenewAlexander,wastoarriveasthesaviorofthe―Greeks‖ofSyriaandof

Palestine.  

The wars of King Alexander Jannaeus were dominated by pragmatic rather than by religious 

considerations. The coastal strip and the E bank of the Jordan, from Moab to the Golan, were now the 

central areas of attention: here his predecessors had established a limited foothold. The determining factor 

of the advance was a complex interaction, scarcely avoidable, with other rising powers in the region. With 

this came, perhaps, the lure of new commercial possibilities.  

Thus,Jannaeus‘openingventurewasamajorassaultontheimportantportofPtolemais(Akko).This

went well, until it was cut short by the intervention from Cyprus of the deposed Egyptian king, Ptolemy 

Lathyrus. Jannaeus reached an accommodation with Lathyrus, which, in turn, was soon nullified by 

Jannaeus‘owndouble-dealing:hewascaughtinsecretnegotiationswithLathyrus‘mother,nowrulingas

Queen Cleopatra III (Ant 13.324–37). Lathyrus went on to inflict two major defeats on Jannaeus, one in 

thelowerGalileeandoneintheJordanvalleyandthentoinvadeJudea.OnlyCleopatra‘smilitary

interventionhaltedhisadvance.InJosephus‘narrativeJannaeus‘initialassaultonAkko remains 

unexplained; but it is not improbable that Lathyrus had already before nursed hopes of using the city as a 

springboard into Palestine and thence back to his own kingdom, while Jannaeus, for his part, had seen the 

advantages of gratifying Cleopatra by forestalling her son (Stern 1981).  

Lathyrus was eventually, though as it turned out temporarily, deflected by Cleopatra; and some time 

before her death in 101 B.C., she signed a treaty with Jannaeus at Scythopolis (Ant 13.355). That observers 

were struckbythequeen‘ssubsequentdisengagementfromtheaffairsofPalestineisrevealedbyastory

in Josephus which tells how a prominent Egyptian Jew in her army flatly refused to cooperate with her 

unless she undertook to leave the Jews alone. Whatever her real considerations, her decision was an 

invitation to Jannaeus to move in and onward; and in the succeeding years he took not only the towns of 

the tyrants, but also, notably, Gadara, which was becoming a genuine center of Greek culture, and Gaza. 

The latter was the key to the S sector of the coastal strip; it was also an established ally and outlet of the 

Nabateans, whose trade was threatened by Jannaeus, not only at Gaza, but also, and perhaps more so, by 



his activities across the Jordan. During some eight or nine years the Nabateans, with the help of the 

Seleucid monarch, Demetrius III, fought with unexpected tenacity to retain their sphere of influence; and 

in battle they inflicted a serious defeat on the Hasmoneans deep inside Judea. But in the last years of his 

reign (83–76 B.C.), Jannaeus was able to redress the balance, so that he finished master of most of what 

lay between the Golan (in the N) and Moab (in the S), including such places of importance as Gerasa, and 

Gamala, and, as already mentioned, Pella. The country was secured by a network of virtually impregnable 

fortresses, of which Josephus names three: Hyrcania, Alexandreion, and Machaerus, all of them 

overlooking Transjordanian territory (Ant 13.417).  

The new areas were an integral part of the kingdom which on his death the king bequeathed to his 

widowandsuccessor,SalomeAlexandra.Thequeenretainedherhusband‘skingdomintactduringher

nine years of rule (76–67 B.C.),andshesubstantiallyincreasedthearmy;butJudea‘spoweracross the 

Jordan was to prove short-lived and to be replaced almost immediately by a very different arrangement, 

the group of cities founded or refounded by Pompey, which together became known as the Decapolis. The 

mixed character of these places had probably persisted throughout, and the enhanced Jewish presence of 

the Hasmonean period will have served in equal measure to Hellenize the Jews and to Judaize the region.  

C. Opposition to the Hasmoneans  

The Hasmoneans may have acted on behalf of the people, but this did not mean that they were 

acceptable to all. The shifting patterns of support and opposition to the ruling house are now in large part 

lost to us. We are, however, able, by combining with caution reports in Josephus, recollections in the 

Talmudic literature, and allusions in the Qumran texts to form some impression of the connections 

between various groupings and political events. Overall, the emergence of a military monarchy was bound 

to have social and religious repercussions in a tightly knit society, as Judea had been. The formation of 

sects which dissociated themselves to a greater or a lesser extent from other Jews, begun under the impact 

of earlier pressures, was undoubtedly accelerated by the political changes of this period.  

It is in connection with the rule of Jonathan that Josephus first mentions the three major divisions, 

which he calls haireseis (sects)or―philosophies,‖thatwereinexistence―atthistime‖—the Pharisees, the 

Sadducees, and the Essenes; he then offers a brief account of them (Ant 13.171–73). We may take it 

thereforethatJosephus‘view,derivedperhapsfromtradition,wasthatthesegroupingshadcomeinto

their own during the early Hasmonean period; and this is wholly plausible. It is a pity that the author then 

goes on to describe the bone of contention between them in terms which have nothing to do with the 

context from which they emerged, because he has chosen at this point to focus on what might interest his 

Greek readers, that is to say, differences of philosophical standpoint.  

1. The Essenes. We are fortunate that the evidence from Qumran bears witness to a more direct (though 

enigmatically expressed) response to contemporary affairs, on the part, at least, of the community which 

possessed the scrolls that were found in the caves near that site. In the present state of research there are 

few who still deny the identification of this community as a branch of the Essene sect (see ESSENES). 

The specifically sectarian documents found in the Qumran library (which include, in fact, some of the best 

knownofalltheDeadSeaScrolls)energeticallycastigatethesect‘senemiesandemphaticallyjustifyits

members‘withdrawalfromthemainbodyofthenation.Noneoftheencodedallusions to persons, times, 

or places is unequivocal. But among the many reconstructions that have been made, some have a fair 

degree of probability (Vermes 1981).  

ThreehundredandninetyyearsaftertheExiletoBabylon,a―plantroot,‖sprungfrom―Aaronand 

Israel,‖madeittheirpurposetocastofftheiniquityaroundtheminwhattheyperceivedasan―ageof

wrath.‖Aftertheyhadgroped―likeblindmen‖for20years(theroundnumberlookslikeasymbolic

one), the drama began to unfold with the appearanceofthe―TeacherofRighteousness,‖acertainpriest

whomadethemunderstandthenatureofthegulfbetweenthemselvesandthat―congregationoftraitors‖

which was firmly set in its unacceptable ways. By this time the public evils had greatly increased, under 

theinfluenceofa―scoffer,‖whodealtinlies,abolishedthemoralboundaries,andmisledthepeopleby

detaching them from the traditions of their forefathers, thus calling forth on them all the curses contained 

in the covenant. His followers, ―seekersofsmooththings,‖turnedontherighteousfew,persecutingand



killing them. If we are also to attach to the Teacher of Righteousness the hymns of thanksgiving 

(Hōdāyôt) from the somewhat damaged Hymn Scroll (1QH), then it emerges that his own former friends 

andcompanionshadbeenamongthosewhorebelled.Therewasonepowerfulpersecutor,a―Wicked

Priest,‖who,though―calledbythenameoftruthwhenhefirstarose,‖hadbetrayedGodanddefiled

himself and the cult out of greed and pride so asto―buildacityofvanitywithblood‖andtorobthepoor

of their possessions. He had in the end been put to death by his enemies. The elect saw themselves not 

onlyasguardiansoftheLaw,butaspriests,―sonsofZadok,‖whowereultimatelytoprotect the temple 

from the utter defilement which those in charge had wrought in it. However, they had been driven for a 

period into exile, described again, it would seem, symbolically, as located in Damascus. There they lived 

a life based upon the new covenant, interpreting the Law punctiliously, in its ritual and its compassionate 

requirements. Living in perfect purity, they had to remain separate from the community and, especially, to 

avoid all contact with the temple cult as it existed. They looked forward to the imminent punishment of 

the traitors and rebels and to their own salvation.  

It has been observed that the date of 390 years from the Exile, even if we take it as an approximation 

accommodated to traditional reckonings, takes us to the beginning of the Hellenizing crisis, early in the 2d 

century.Thewithdrawalto―Damascus‖—that is to say, perhaps, to Qumran and similar places beside the 

Dead Sea—would seem, then, to happen at about the time of the Hellenistic reform in Jerusalem. An 

identification of the Wicked Priest with Jonathan the Hasmonean, who did indeed die at the hands of his 

gentileenemies,isplausible.Thearchaeologicalevidenceofferedbythecommunity‘sinstallationsat

Qumran cannot confirm this chronology but is consistent with it to the extent of revealing one stratum 

which precedes that of the Hyrcanus-Jannaeus era. That there is no known historical personage with 

whom we can identify the Teacher of Righteousness is not wholly surprising: the bitter quarrels which 

were all-important to the history of the sect had no real claim to attention in the Hasmonean record; and 

both Teacher and followers had conveniently taken themselves out of sight of Jerusalem, probably 

without causing much disruption to public life. This should not, of course, stand in the way of our 

recognizing the historical importance of their action.  

Thesect‘sabhorrenceoftherulinghousedidnotcometoanendwiththewithdrawalfromJerusalem;

but when the Commentary on Nahum (4Q169) points the finger at a peculiarly cruel ruler, seemingly 

Jannaeus,whoisdubbed―thefuriousyounglion,‖itismadeclearthatthelion‘spreyconsistednot,now,

oftheQumransectaries,but,instead,ofthe―seekersofsmooththings,‖reasonablyinterpretedasthe

Pharisees. The damaged text seems to suggest that the crucifixion of the seekers by the king, by way of 

reprisal, shocked the sect, and added a new note of revulsion to their long-standing criticism of the 

Hasmoneans for the familiar vices of accumulating wealth, abusing power, and polluting all that was holy. 

It is noteworthy that, even from their exile, these Essenes kept an eye on Jerusalem; indeed, the Nahum 

Commentary‘spublicawarenessextendstoauniquereferencetothedoingsofaKingAntiochus

(apparently Epiphanes)andaKingDemetrius(mostlikelyJannaeus‘adversary,DemetriusIII).Inthis

respect,thesectariescannotbedescribedasdisengaged.Nordidthesadfateofthe―seekersofsmooth

things‖underJannaeus(ifindeedhewastheculprit)reduceanyofthesectaries‘animusagainstthat

group.  

The Temple Scroll (11QT) presents the temple legislation from the Pentateuch with a number of 

additions, and within this context it finds room for a theory of Jewish kingship (Hengel, Charlesworth, 

and Mendels 1986). Here a Bible-based reaction to the Hasmonean style of rule stands out plainly (the 

document is most usually dated, from its description of the Jewish monarch, to the period of Hyrcanus): 

the king must be Jewish; he must not have many horses; he must not make war in Egypt; he must not be 

polygamous; he must not acquire much silver and gold; his army must consist of Godfearers and is to 

protect him against foreigners; he must make all decisions in consultation with a council of 12 Israelites, 

12 priests, and 22 Levites; he must marry a Jewish wife; his conduct in war must follow certain set 

patterns and must be preceded by a consultation by the high priest of the Urim and Thummim. The 

conclusion is a resounding warning, the contemporary meaning of which isundeniable:―Thekingwhose

heart and eyes have gone astray from my commandments shall never have one to sit on the throne of his 



fathers, for I will cut off his posterity forever so that it shall no more rule over Israel. But if he walk after 

my rules and keep my commandments and do that which is correct and good before me, no heir to the 

throneofthekingdomofIsraelshallbecutofffromamonghissonsforever‖(col.59). 

2. The Pharisees. The nature of the other major groupings within Judaism and their relation to political 

developments is in some ways even more elusive. But it is clear that unlike the Essenes, the Pharisees did 

not turn their backs on Jerusalem, to criticize from afar; and there is great interest in the picture in 

Josephus of their regular involvement in direct opposition to the rulers. It is understandable, in the light of 

this opposition, that their influence should have spread through society. Josephus claims that by his day 

they had won wide popularity among the people and that their scholarly interpretations, as embodied in an 

oral law supplementing the Torah, dominated public practice. Throughout the Hasmonean period that 

influence was in the making.  

The dynasty, whose authority would always depend on its beginnings as Israel‘ssavior,showed

understandable reluctance to break irrevocably with those who stood for piety and purity. Hyrcanus was 

in his early days a pupil and favorite of the Pharisees (Ant 13.289). His quarrel with them is couched in an 

anecdote which figures also in the Talmud (b. Qidd. 66a). The core of this story is the Pharisaic demand 

that Hyrcanus give up the high priesthood and retain only the temporal leadership. The underlying reason 

for the demand could be that the two functions had traditionally been separated or else that the 

Hasmonean house lacked the correct, Zadokite descent, or, again, that Hyrcanus outward-looking 

activitieswerepollutingthetemple.Josephusreportsdrasticresults:HyrcanuscanceledthePharisees‘

religious ordinances (to which he had evidently accorded binding force), punished their followers, and 

took up with the Sadducees. Josephus, furthermore, believed that the breach was never healed. Yet the 

hazy recollections of this ruler in Talmudic literature are favorable, and Josephus himself proceeds to sum 

him up as a man both fortunate and charismatic. It may well be that the image of special spirituality was 

one adopted by Hyrcanus to counter Pharisaic disapproval and that the historian reflects this projection 

when he says that Hyrcanus was honored by God in three separate ways: with the leadership, with the 

highpriesthood,andwithaprophet‘spowertomakepredictions(Ant 13.300). This last ability was 

exemplified in an episode, found in both Josephus (Ant 13.282) and Talmudic texts, which tells how 

Hyrcanus was busy about his high priestly duties when a voice from above (bat-qôl) brought him the 

newsofhissons‘victoryoverAntiochusCyzicenus.WhileallthreeofHyrcanus‘rolesareneatlyunited

in this tale, the religious capacity has pride of place.  

With Alexander Jannaeus the conflicts intensified greatly and gave rise to mass slaughter and to civil 

war.ThistimenotthePhariseesbuttheJewishmassesingeneralaregivenastheking‘sopponents,and

the reconstruction which puts the Pharisees at the forefront of the reaction rests on no more than a 

plausible conjecture. The Talmudic accounts of the flight of Simeon ben Shetah, one of the leading 

scholarsoftheera,maygosomewaytoconfirmthatJannaeus‘quarrelwas primarily with elements 

rigorous about the law, both written and oral, as we know the Pharisees to have been, and to show that 

politics and religion were not distinguishable spheres of activity (Efron 1987: 176–90). At this time 

objections seem, once again, to have been directed at the Hasmonean tenure of the high priesthood; in 

addition, since one popular outburst was the pelting of the king with the citrons carried at the Festival of 

Tabernacles, there would appear also to have been controversies about his holy day observances. For the 

rest it is hard for us to envisage how the slaughter of 6000 citizens could follow from the pelting, or what 

could have been the character of the ensuing troubles in which, between about 90 B.C. and 85 B.C., 50,000 

people perished, while their surviving associates had to seek the protection of King Demetrius III 

(Eukairos). Six thousand of his subjects apparently changed sides twice before Jannaeus took his most 

appalling revenge of all, crucifying 800 of them in public and massacring their wives and children while, 

it was said, he feasted openly with his concubines. That this act sent ripples even to Qumran is hardly 

surprising.Josephus‘assurancethattheking,havingdisposedofallthetroublemakers,―reignedthereafter

incompletetranquility‖(Ant 13.383), is not wholly believable, though he did recover somewhat from the 

military setbacks which also accompanied his middle years and which, no doubt, had been partly a 

consequence of the uprising within his own borders.  



Yet even the dreadful deeds described by Josephus did not finally rupture the link between the Pharisees 

and the dynasty. Jannaeus, with striking pragmatism, concluded from his own extensive experience that 

the Pharisees were now a power in the land, without whom one could not govern securely. He allegedly 

left his widow and successor, the queen Salome Alexandra, with the instructions to placate them and to 

share power with them in the future (Ant 13.400–404). These concessions made them prepared, 

apparently, to go so far as honoring the corpse of Jannaeus.  

D. The End of the Hasmoneans  

DuringAlexandra‘snine-year rule, the Pharisees are said by Josephus to have come to dominate public 

life. Talmudic tradition remembered the reign with affection, valuing it especially as the heyday of Simon, 

son of Shetah. But the Pharisees became, in their turn, objects of public resentment. Elements hostile to 

themralliedtothesideofAlexandra‘syoungerson,Aristobulus;andduringherlastillnessthey

organized themselves to take over the country. His supporters included much of the priesthood (Ant 

14.24); and it was that show of violence which persuaded the elder brother, Hyrcanus, formally to cede 

thethronetotheyoungershortlyafterthequeen‘sdeath.However,under the impact of the Roman 

presenceintheareaandofhisIdumeanadviser,Antipater(thefatherofHerodtheGreat),Hyrcanus‘

claim was soon revived and was eventually endorsed by Pompey when he arrived.  

We cannot judge which sector of the population it was that presented itself to Pompey at Damascus in 

the spring of 63 B.C. and requested the restoration of the traditional system of rule under a high priest (Ant 

14.41).Josephusdescribesthisastheviewofthe―nation.‖Whateverthecase,thesadday had arrived 

when these people preferred to deal with Rome rather than with either of the aspiring Hasmonean rulers. 

Those hopes in a solution from the outside very rapidly faded, however, once Pompey had wrested the 

Temple Mount from the forces of Aristobulus after a three month siege, had marched into the holy of 

holies, had imposed Roman tribute, and had taken many into slavery. Some of the Psalms of Solomon 

express the horror of the pious at that act of desecration, voicing the feelings of those people who had 

been repelled, like the Qumran settlers, by the greed, lawlessness, and arrogance of their own leaders. 

Here,too,wereadofsomewhohadatfirstwelcomedPompey,theinvaderfromthewest,―amanaliento

ourrace‖(Pss. Sol. 2:1–2).  

This was the end of the Hasmoneans as a ruling dynasty. The sequel is known to us almost entirely from 

book14ofJosephus‘Jewish Antiquities. Aristobulus was taken to Rome as a prisoner, to be displayed in 

Pompey‘striumph.Hyrcanuswasallowedtoremainashigh priestandreceivethetitle―ethnarch.‖

Between 57 and 55 B.C. the reduced entity of Judea was divided by Gabinius, the Roman proconsul of 

Syria, into five administrative and fiscal districts. During this period several revolts were organized, either 

by Aristobulus or by one or more of his sons, who seemed to have little difficulty in escaping from their 

Roman captivity; but these were fielded, on behalf of Rome, by Hyrcanus with his increasingly energetic 

minister, Antipater. A further rebellion, under Pitholaus, was crushed by Cassius, in 51 B.C.  

During the 40s the upheavals in Roman politics consigned Judea to constant instability, for the civil 

wars were fought out largely in the E. Julius Caesar, maneuvering against Pompey, released Aristobulus 

and perhapshopedtoreinstatehim;butAristobulus‘suddendeathnecessitatedarapprochmentbetween

thedictatorandthepartyofHyrcanus,whichnowincludedAntipater‘ssons,theyoungerofwhomwas

Herod.Hyrcanus‘ethnarchyandhighpriesthoodwereconfirmed. This state of affairs did not change 

during the ascendancy of Marc Antony, though Antipater himself was killed in disturbances.  

ButtheParthianinvasionofRome‘sEprovincesin40B.C., which brought a Parthian army into 

Jerusalem, again reversed the situation. Hyrcanus was taken prisoner and had his ear mutilated to 

disqualify him from the high priesthood, while Herod fled to Rome. Antigonus, son of Aristobulus, was 

installed as king; and the Hasmonean dynasty was for a brief moment revived. He issued coins with 

Greek on the reverse and Hebrew on the obverse, styling himself, in Greek, King Antigonus, and, in 

Hebrew, Mattathias the high priest. One issue makes mention in the Hebrew also of the community 

(ḥeber) of the Jews. The iconography is associated with the temple. Syria was torn between Romans and 

Parthians during the next three years, allowing Herod to engage in the reconquest of Palestine with 

Roman support. In 37 B.C. Jerusalem fell to Herod together with Sosius, the Roman general; and 



Antigonus was beheaded at Antioch on the orders of Antony. Earlier in the year, Herod had married 

Mariamne (Mariamme I), granddaughter of Aristobulus (through her father) as well as of Hyrcanus 

(through her mother), thus uniting and also superseding the two branches of the Hasmonean dynasty. 

Mariamne‘sdeathatthehandsofherjealoushusbandoccurredin29B.C., and the two sons of this 

marriage, Alexander and Aristobulus, fell under suspicion and were executed in the year 7 B.C.  

That the dynasty was remembered with admiration by at least some sections of the Jewish aristocracy is 

shown by the pride with which the historian Josephus speaks of his Hasmonean ancestry in the 

introduction to his autobiography, a work published as late as the A.D. 90s (Life 2).  
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TESSA RAJAK  

HASRAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥasrā ( ָש  )]. Var. HARHAS. 1. Grandfather of Shallum, the husband ofַחסְׁ

Huldah the prophetess (2 Chr 34:22 [ chellēs]). Harhas, a variant form of the name, appears in the parallel 

text of 2 Kgs 22:14.  

2. A temple servant who was the progenitor of a family which returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel 

(1 Esdr 5:31 [Gk Asara]).Hemaybethesame―keeperofthewardrobe‖mentionedin2 Chr 34:22 (= 2 

Kgs 22:14). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have been compiled from Ezra and Nehemiah, the 

family of Hasrah does not appear among their lists of returning exiles (see Ezra 2:49; Neh 7:52). 

Omissions such as this raise questions about the sources of and the literary relationship among 1 Esdras, 

Ezra, and Nehemiah.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

HASSENUAH (PERSON) [Heb hassĕn ˒â (נּוָאה  )]. The father of Judah, a Benjaminite andַהסְׁ

second in command over postexilic Jerusalem (Neh 11:9). In a related list Hassenuah is also described as 

the father of Hodaviah (1 Chr 9:7), but some scholars have argued that the record in 1 Chronicles has been 

corrupted (Curtis and Madsen Chronicles ICC, 171).  

FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT  

HASSHUB (PERSON) [Heb ḥa     (ַחּׁשּוב)]. The name of several different persons mentioned in the 

OT.  



1. The father of Shemalah, one of 284 Levites who agreed to settle in postexilic Jerusalem (Neh 11:15). 

His name appears in the parallel account in 1 Chr 9:14. According to the latter account he was a member 

of the Merari clan, but Nehemiah omits this information. This, like other differences in the two lists, 

suggests that there is no direct literary relationship between the two lists (contra Kellermann 1966: 208–

27; and Mowinckel 1964: 146–47). Some, however, have conjectured that both writers were dependent 

upon common archival materials (Schneider Esra und Nehemia HSAT, 42–43; Brockington Ezra, 

Nehemiah and Esther NCBC, 187; cf. Myers Ezra, Nehemiah AB, 185). In any event the differences at 

this point between the accounts provide no further evidence of use in resolving the problem. The name 

may be a shortened form of the name, h  yh, meaning―Yahwehhasconsidered‖(IDB 2: 536).  

2. The name of two men given responsibilities in the rebuilding of postexilic Jerusalem (Neh 3:11, 23). 

The first, described as the son of Pahath-moab, was charged with responsibilityforrebuildingthewall―as

faras‖or,perhaps,―by‖theFurnaceTower.(OntheambiguitiesoftheHebrewatthispoint,seeEhrlich

1914: 190; and Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 197.) He may have already been responsible for 

reconstruction of other parts of the wall, since the writer describes this as the second section for which he 

(along with others) was responsible (Brockington, 138). The second Hasshub was charged with 

responsibility for rebuilding the wall in front of the dwelling he shared with someone named Benjamin (v 

23). It is possible that the two men are actually one with two assignments, but it is impossible to be 

certain (IDB 2: 536).  

3. A leader of the people and a signatory to the covenant established by Ezra (Neh 10:24).  
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FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT  

HASSOPHERETH (PERSON) [Heb hassōperet (ַהסֶֹץֶשת)]. The form in Ezra 2:55 for Sophereth. 

It is also the RSV rendering of the Gk Assaphiōth in 1 Esdr 5:33. See SOPHERETH (PERSON).  

HASUPHA (PERSON) [Heb ḥăś pā˒ (ֲחׂשּוָץא)]. A temple servant who was the progenitor of a 

family which returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:43 = Neh 7:46 = 1 Esdr 5:29).  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

HAT. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION.  

HATHACH (PERSON) [Heb hătāk (ֲהָתך)]. One of the eunuchs of King Ahasuerus appointed to 

attend to Queen Esther (Esth 4:5–12). DistressedwithMordecai‘sbehaviorwhenhelearnedofHaman‘s

decree against the Jews in the empire, Esther sent her eunuch for some explanation. Mordecai returned her 

servant with a request urging the queen to go to the king and intercede for her people. Thus the Jews were 

deliveredfromHaman‘splotsagainstthem.ThedeliverancewascomparedintheTargumtothatof

Daniel (Grossfeld 1984), and evidently some think that Hatach is called Daniel by the rabbi (Moore, 

Esther AB, 98). It has been claimed that the eunuch may have been a Jew (Haupt 1982), but his name has 

beenassignedPersianoriginsmeaning―theGoodOne‖(hataka is hat plus ka; Gehman 1924) or 

―courier.‖ 
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HATHATH (PERSON) [Heb ḥătat (ֲחַתת)]. A Judahite, the son of Othniel and grandson of Kenaz (1 

Chr 4:13).Hathath‘snameappearsinalistofdescendantsorrelativesofCaleb(1 Chr 4:11–13). The 

exact nature of his relationship to Caleb remains unclear. 1 Chr 4:15 apparently traces back from Kenaz to 

ELAH toCaleb,makingHathathatleastCaleb‘sgreat-great-grandson. Yet Josh 15:17 refersto―Othniel,

thesonofKenaz,thebrotherofCaleb‖(cf.Judg 1:13), thus indicatingthatHathathisCaleb‘s

grandnephew(assumingthat―thebrotherofCaleb‖describesKenazandnotOthniel).Onecouldsimply

posit the existence of separate traditions. However, Myers (1 Chronicles 26) suggests that a transposition 

ofthe―sonsofKenaz‖with˒lh (notasaname,―Elah,‖˒ēlâ, butthedemonstrativepronoun,―these,‖

˒ēlleh) may have occurred in 1 Chr 4:15,withtheoriginaltextreading―thesewerethesonsofKenaz.‖

However, this only accounts for the latter of the two occurrences of Elah in the verse. It is also possible 

that the name Kenaz was given to two people in the clan over a period of several generations, thus 

meaningthatCaleb‘sgrandsonKenaz,thesonofElah,wasthegrandnephewof another Kenaz, the 

brotherofCalebandgrandfatherofHathath.Thenameprobablymeant―weakness,‖―weakling‖(Noth

IPN, 227; cf. HALAT for etymology). Both G
L
 andVginsertaMeonothaiasHathath‘sbrother(1 Chr 

4:13).  

KENNETH H. CUFFEY  

HATIPHA (PERSON) [Heb hăṭ  pā˒ (ֲהִטיָץא)]. A temple servant who was the progenitor of a family 

which returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:54 = Neh 7:56 = 1 Esdr 5:32).  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

HATITA (PERSON) [Heb ḥăṭ  ṭā˒ (ֲחִטיָטא)]. A gatekeeper at the temple who was the progenitor of a 

family which returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:42 = Neh 7:45 = 1 Esdr 5:28).  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

HATTIL (PERSON) [Heb ḥaṭṭ  l (ַחִטיל)]. A servant of Solomon who was the progenitor of a family 

which returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:57 [LXX atil] = Neh 7:59 [LXX etēl] = 1 Esdr 

5:34 [LXX agia]).  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

HATTUSH (PERSON) [Heb ḥaṭṭ   (ַחטּוש)]. 1. The son of Shemaiah and a descendant of 

Zerubbabel who is mentioned in the list of exilic and postexilic descendants of David in 1 Chr 3:22. If, as 

seemslikely,thephrase;―…sonsofShemaiah…‖istobedeletedasadittographyinv 22 (see 

Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 58), then Shemaiah becomes the first son of Shecaniah and Hattush is his 

second son. The root ḥṭ  is otherwise unattested in biblical Hebrew.  

2. A descendant of David who accompanied Ezra on his return to Jerusalem (Ezra 8:2). The text of Ezra 

8:2 is a disturbed reading;―…ofthesonsofDavid,Hattush,ofthesonsofShecaniah,ofthesonsof…‖

The superior reading is preserved in LXX
A
 of1Esdr8:29,whichreads,―HattushthesonofShecaniah.‖

This reading agrees with the corrected text of 1 Chr 3:22,whichdeletesthephrase―sonsofShemaiah‖in

MT, and makes Hattush the second son of Shecaniah. It is uncertain whether the Hattush mentioned in 

Ezra 8:2 isidenticalto(1),becauseoftheuncertaintyofthedateofEzra‘smissionaswellasthe

disturbed text of both Ezra 8:2 and 1 Chr 3:22; but it is quite possible.  

3. The son of Hashabneiah (Heb ḥă a nĕyāh), a man of Jerusalem who repaired a part of the walls 

under Nehemiah (Neh 9:5).  

4. One of the priests who put his seal to the covenant of the postexilic community recorded in Nehemiah 

10. He may be identical to the Hattush mentioned in Neh 12:2 who returned to Jerusalem with Zerubbabel 

and Jeshua.  

RUSSELL FULLER  



HATULA (M.R. 148137). A Natufian and Pre-Pottery Neolithic A (PPNA) site in the Shephelah near 

Latrun monastery. The site of Hatula is located on the S bank of Naḥal Nahshon close to its entrance to 

the plain of Aijalon. Its name is derived from the ruins of Hatula on a hill ca. 2.5 km to the E. The 

prehistoric remains are embedded in a brown alluvium covering an old river terrace 15 m above the 

present bed. The remains occupy an E-W orientation some 100 × 25 m along the lower edge of the rocky 

slope bodering the valley.  

The site was discovered by Father Claude of Latrun monastery and was excavated during six seasons 

from 1980 by M. Lechevallier and A. Ronen. It contains two layers: Natufian and PPNA. The excavations 

have concentrated on the upper, PPNA layer, of which some 80 m
2
 were uncovered. The underlying 

Natufian was reached in limited test pits which exposed approximately 10 m
2
.  

A. The Natufian  

The Natufian remains occupy the lower half of the deposits covering the terrace, about 1 m of dark 

brown silty clay with small stones or calcareous fragments, with few stones larger than 3 cm. The 

archaeological remains are sparsely distributed in the entire thickness of the layer; but a major 

concentration exists at the bottom, near the calcareous crust (nari) which constitutes the local bedrock. 

Here is a rich living floor, 10 cm thick, with abundant flint industry and animal bones. A considerable 

length of time separated the Natufian and PPNA settlements, during which the site was unoccupied. The 

top of the Natufian bed served as the foundation of the Neolithic settlement; hence at this point the 

remains of the two periods may have mixed, with no way to distinguish them.  

Among the lithics, flakes constitute some 66 percent of the knapping products, blades/bladelets form ca. 

25 percent, and the remainder are cores and waste products. The cores are rather small; a good number 

among them were prepared by breaking a nodule into halves or quarters. The scarcity of nodules at the 

site indicates that prepared cores were imported from a flint source, probably from one of the 

conglomerates along the Nahshon river. Chief among the retouched tools are the microliths (57 percent), 

with lunates largely dominating. At Hatula, borers (ca. 9 percent) are the most numerous among all 

known Natufian sites. The borers have especially delicate, needlelike tips generally placed at an angle. 

Similar borers become very numerous in the PPNA. Other tools include retouched blades and flakes, 

grattoirs, burins, truncations, and a small number of sickle blades with sheen (0.2 percent). The size and 

shape of the lunates indicate a Late Natufian phase.  

Nonlithic artifacts include a bone sickle fragment with a groove 2.5 mm deep, a few bone awls (one 

with a pierced end), and a few pieces of ornament: beads, perforated seashell, and dentalium.  

No structures or stone mortars have yet been discovered in the Natufian phase of Hatula. One burial, a 

female ca. 12 years old, without accompanying objects may belong to either the Natufian or Neolithic.  

Table 1  

Major Tool Types of Hatula (%)  

 

Natufian  

(N = 517)  

Khiamian  

(N = 705)  

Sultanian  

(N = 610)  

Grattoirs  1.7  2.1  1.3  

Burins  6.3  2.5  2.9  

Borers  8.7  17.4  28.6  

Backed blades  1.9  0.1  0.6  

Truncatures  2.9  2.6  2.6  

Denticulates & Notches  5.4  2.6  3.6  

Sickle blades  0.19  1.4  1.8  

Retouched pieces  13.0  18.8  27.9  

Backed bladelets  22.0  8.8  9.1  

Geometric Microliths  35.3  36.1  7.2  



El Khiam Points  ––––  3.1  4.2  

Celts  ––––  ––––  0.8  

B. The Neolithic  

The layer of Neolithic remains is about 1 m thick and differs clearly from the underlying one. It is soft, 

of light brown color with white pockets. It is rich in stones of various sizes, dominated by those of 5–10 

cm in diameter. Many of the stones are broken river pebbles, in our opinion, man-made breaks. The 

composition of the Neolithic layer and its structure closely resemble the deposits of a tell and likewise 

denote a strong anthropogenic influence. The upper part of the Neolithic layer was eroded, as indicated by 

the large number of artifacts found on the surface and by several Neolithic burials, which were originally 

dug to a certain depth but were found almost at surface level.  

Two structures were unearthed in the Neolithic layer. Both are oval and were dug to form a shallow 

depression in the underlying sediment. One of the oval structures measures ca. 4 × 3 m. The depression 

was filled by a fine, loess-like yellow sediment, which seems to have been imported. In the yellow 

sediment were numerous concretions, yellow or orange in color, perhaps the remains of bricks or plaster 

from the roof or walls of this apparently adobe structure. The oval structure was subsequently (perhaps 

after a fire) filled with a 30-cm-thick, gray, ashy, soft sediment. In it a concentration of broken pebbles 

and numerous faunal remains was found.  

The second structure measures ca. 5.5 × 4 m and was dug about 50 cm into the underlying deposit. The 

outer wall had a stone base, made of large cobbles in the S end and smaller ones in the rest of the 

periphery. The entrance, 1.4 m wide, was in the center of the E wall. The N end of the structure suffered 

from erosion. About 1 m W of this stone structure was a depression filled with a yellow deposit overlain 

by a gray, ashy layer rich in large bone fragments, similar to the situation described in the former 

structure. This depression was only partly excavated. Its precise relation to the stone structure is unclear—

perhaps it was an adjacent working area (butchery or kitchen?).  

Inside the stone structure and in the space separating the two depressions were numerous grinding 

implements, mortars and pestles made of limestone or basalt. The mortars and lithic concentrations 

indicate at least two superimposed floors.  

The lithics are very similar to the Natufian ones, both in types and technique of manufacture. The major 

technical components—flakes, blade/bladelets, cores and waste—are represented in similar ratios to the 

Natufian series. The main differences are the presence of newly introduced El-Khiam arrowheads or 

points, the introduction of celts, and the considerable augmentation of borers (from 9 to 29 percent).  

After the microliths (45 percent) borers constitute the most numerous tool type in the Neolithic of 

Hatula (29 percent). They are the same types as the Natufian ones. The El-Khiam points (4 percent) were 

made on carefully selected, thin blades with a width closely ranging around 10 mm. The notches which 

separate the stem from the top have a standard size around 5.5 mm. The butt is truncated, frequently 

concave. The presence of numerous El-Khiam points determines this assemblage as Khiamian. However, 

a few celts were also found at Hatula, specially located in the stone structure, an arrangement which gives 

a local Sultanian aspect to the industry. It remains to establish the precise chronological relationship 

betweenthe―Sultanian‖stonestructureandthe―Khiamian‖adobestructure;thiswilldeterminewhether 

these lithic facies denote functional or chronological differences.  

Bone tools, mainly awls, are of the same type, but more abundant than in the Natufian. There are fine 

greenstone beads, with biconical perforations exceeding 40 mm in length. A few perforated seashell and 

dentalium beads are present here, as in the Natufian. Mortars and pestles are numerous in the Neolithic. 

The mortars are large slabs (ca. 30 × 30 × 20 cm) with a ca. 10-cm-deep depression and a diameter of 10 

cm. The pestles are 10–15 cm long, with one end rounded and the other flat; the latter was held in the 

hand.  

Four Neolithic inhumations were uncovered, all in flexed position. Only one had an accompanying 

object: a round, perforated, limestone bead near the chest.  



Natufian fauna is largely dominated by gazelle (95 percent). Wild cattle and wild boar come next as 

food resources, followed by a few hares and sea fishes. Possibly mole rats and reptiles were also 

consumed, since several of these remains were charred; and test excavations failed to reveal mole rat and 

reptile bones outside the occupied area. Few carnivore remains were found in Hatula (fox and cat). Dog 

remains were not found, but their presence may be inferred from the small bones which were corroded in 

a way typical of a partial digestion by a dog. Isolated examples of deer, badger, polecat, and hedgehog 

were also present. A large quantity of birds, including aquatic species which require year-round water, 

completes the faunal remains.  

The Neolithic has a faunal composition similar to that of the Natufian but with a decreasing role of 

gazelle and an increase of fish and fowl in the diet.  

C. Summary  

The open-air site of Hatula was a permanent, or semipermanent, village during the Late Natufian (ca. 

12,000 years ago) and PPNA (9500 years ago). The almost total reliance on gazelle as staple food in the 

Natufian indicates highly specialized hunting strategies, if not a form of seasonal control. The situation 

changed in the Neolithic when the gazelle population seems to have diminished, with a correspondingly 

greater dependence on smaller game, mostly birds and fish. In many ways the PPNA material culture 

seems a direct continuation of the Natufian—an―Epi-Natufian.‖Thescarcityofforest-dweller game and 

the presence of such humidity lovers as polecat, badger, and ducks constitute somewhat contradictory 

evidence, implying a large treeless country with a nearby lake or marsh. But we should remember that at 

this stage man was capable of altering his environment, and our evidence does not necessarily reflect 

solely natural conditions.  

AVRAHAM RONEN  

MONIQUE LECHEVALLIER  

HAUSTAFELN. The German word Haustafeln (―tablesofhouseholdrules‖)isatechnicaltermused

to designate lists of duties for members of a household. These lists were widely used in antiquity as part 

of the moral instruction given to individuals in regard to proper behavior toward the gods, the state, 

friends, fellow members of the household, and others. Examples of the lists, which vary widely in form 

and function,occurinthe―unwrittenlaws‖ofpopularGreekethics(e.g.,Aesch.Supp. 701–9; ps-Arist. 

Rh. Al. 1421b 37–40; ps-Isoc. Demonicus 16; Lycurg. Leoc. 15; Xen. Mem. 4.4.18–24), philosophical 

traditions (e.g., Cic. Off. 1.17.58; 3.15.63; Dio Chrys. Or. 4.91; DL 7.108, 119–20; 8.22–23; Epict. Diss. 

2.10.1–23; 14.8; 17.31; Hierocles apud Stob. [cf. Malherbe 1986: 85–104]; Hor. Ars P. 312–16; ps-Plut. 

De liberis educandis 7E; Sen. Ep. 94.1), Hellenistic Judaism (Joseph. AgAp 2.190–210; Philo Dec 165–

67; Deo 17, 19; Hypo 7.3, 14; Post 181; ps-Phocylides Gnom. 175–227), and early Christian literature.  

The earliest, most complete Christian examples are Eph 5:21–6:9; Col 3:18–4:1; and 1 Pet 2:13–3:12. 

The principal interest of these NT Haustafeln is in the relationships between husbands and wives, parents 

and children, and masters and slaves. Wives are exhorted to be submissive to their husbands (Eph 5:22–

24, 33; Col 3:18; 1 Pet 3:1, 5–6), children to be obedient to their parents (Eph 6:1–3; Col 3:20), and slaves 

to be subject to their masters (Eph 6:5–8; Col 3:22–25; 1 Pet 2:18–25). Husbands (Eph 5:25–33; Col 3:19; 

1 Pet 3:7), fathers (Eph 6:4; Col 3:21), and masters (Eph 6:9; Col 4:1) are exhorted to be considerate and 

just and not to abuse the power of their dominant position. Later material that belongs to this tradition of 

instruction or is related to it includes 1 Tim 2:1–2, 8–15; 5:1–8; 6:1–2; Titus 2:1–10; 3:1–2; 1 Clem. 1:3; 

21:6–9; Ign. Pol. 4:1–6:1; Pol. Phil. 4:2–6:3; Did. 4:9–11; and Barn. 19:5–7. Some of the preceding texts 

(such as Pol. Phil. 4:2–6:3) are frequently called Gemeindetafeln (―tablesofchurchrules‖)becausethey

include instructions for groups within thechurch,―thehouseholdofGod‖(1 Tim 3:15).  

Scholarly debate has centered on the issue of the origin and function of these lists of social duties. 

Whereas early research on the NT Haustafeln sought their origin in Stoicism (Weidinger 1928; Dibelius 

Kolosser, Epheser, and Philemon HNT, 48–50), Hellenistic Judaism (Crouch 1972), or even early 

Christianity itself (Schroeder 1959), recent studies derive them principally from the Hellenistic discussion 

ofthetopic―concerninghouseholdmanagement‖(peri oikonomias), especially as outlined by Aristotle 



(Pol. 1.1253b 1–14; cf. also Eth. Nic. 8.1160b, 23–1161a, 10) and developed by the Peripatetics and Neo-

Pythagoreans (Lührmann 1975, 1980; Thraede 1977a, 1977b, 1980; Balch 1981, 1988). The function of 

the NT household codes is highly debated. Dibelius (48), for example, argues that the Haustafeln are 

parenetic in function and that they were adopted by early Christians when the hope for an imminent 

parousia began to wane. Crouch, on the other hand, argues that the Christian Haustafel reflects the 

nomistic tendencies of Deutero-Pauline Christianity and that it was formed to deal with the problem of 

social unrest within the Church occasioned by the egalitarian actions of women and slaves; it functioned 

thereforetocombatthethreat―tothestabilityofboththeChurchandthesocialorder‖(1972:151).Elliott

(1981: 208–20; 1986) contends that the Haustafel in 1 Peter is part of a sectarian strategy to foster the 

distinctive identity and solidarity of the Christian community as the household of God over against a 

hostile world that it still hopes to convert; that is, the code has an internal integrative function within the 

Church as well as an external missionary goal. Balch (1981, 1986), by contrast, maintains that the 

domesticcodein1Peterrepresentsanapologeticresponsetooutsiders‘criticismsthatChristianitywas

socially irresponsible and domestically disruptive; the Petrine Haustafel encouragestheChurch‘s

integration into Greco-Romansocietybypromotingtheadoptionofcertainvaluesofthatculture.Balch‘s

position is bolstered by the fact that the Haustafeln in Philo and Josephus have a similar apologetic 

function (cf. also Malherbe 1983: 50–53; 1989: 17).  

Historically, the appearance of the Haustafeln in 1st-century Christianity reflects the theological 

conviction that the new life in Christ is to be lived within the framework of existing natural and social 

orders (Dahl 1965: 69). Modern Western society, however, differs markedly from the Greco-Roman 

culture that the household codes presuppose. These differences raise acute hermeneutical questions about 

the Haustafeln and their present theological relevance, especially inregardtothecodes‘acceptanceof

slavery as an institution (Laub 1982: 83–98)andtheirespousalofwomen‘ssubordinateposition

(Schüssler Fiorenza 1984: 65–92; cf. also Müller 1983). In this regard it is important to interpret each of 

the Haustafeln individually; some of the codes do not simply assume the authority of the paterfamilias but 

also criticize aspects of it. For example, the Haustafel in 1 Peter rejects the ancient tradition that a wife 

was to fear her husband and acknowledge only his gods. In this tradition a wife was guilty of 

insubordinationifsheadoptedareligionotherthanherhusband‘s.1Peter(3:1–6) rejects these ideas, 

exhorting wives to maintain their Christian faith and not to be intimidated by their husbands (cf. Balch 

1984). See also HOUSEHOLD CODES.  
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JOHN T. FITZGERALD  

HAVILAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥaw  lâ (ַחִויָלה)]. Two individuals with this name, whose identities are 

closely associated with the place which bears this name, appear in the Bible. See also HAVILAH 

(PLACE).  

1. A son of Cush listed in the so-called Table of Nations (Gen 10:7; 1 Chr 1:9).  

2. A son of Joktan listed in the so-called Table of Nations (Gen 10:29; 1 Chr 1:23).  

Havilah is the biblical form of the name of the large and old tribal federation of Ḫaulān in SW Arabia, 

which is divided into two or three branches. The identification originates from Niebuhr (1772: 292f.), 

who associated ḪaulāntotheSEofṢan ā˒withHavilah,thesonofJoktan,andḪaulāntotheWofṢa da

with Havilah, the son of Cush. He found it remarkable that two tribal districts in different regions of 

Yemen have the same name and are also mentioned twice in the Table of Nations (Gen 10:7, 29).  

Two tribal groups of Ḫaulāncontinuetoexisttoday. The E (or S) branch are the Ḫaulānal- Āliya or 

Ḫaulānal-Ṭiyāl,theterritoryofwhichextendsfromtheEofṢan ā˒overTan imtoṢirwāḥandintothe

W d  ḎanajustbeforereachingtheoasisofMārib.TheNbranchisthefederationoftheḪaulānbin Amr

or ḪaulānQuḍā a,theterritoryofwhichliestotheNWofṢa da.TheḪaulānwereprobablyoriginally

one single tribe, the territory of which was later separated when the Minaean realm arose and the Ḥāšid

andBak  linvadedtheYemenitehighlandand settled there. Place names in the region of these two tribes 

still indicate the former presence of the Ḫaulān.Also,inotherpartsofYemen,dispersedgroupsofthe

Ḫaulānareencounteredatalaterdate. 

The earliest epigraphic attestation of ḪaulānistobefoundintheOldSabeanrecordoftherulerKarib˒il

Watar, set up at Ṣirwāḥ,RES3946,3,wherevassalsofacertainYa ṯuq of Ḫaulān(˒dm y˓ṯq ḏḫwln ḏyrrt) 

arementioned.IntheMinaeaninscriptionM247=RES3022,2fromBarāqišfromthetimeabout 340–

330 B.C., the donors of the text give thanks to their gods for having saved them and their possessions from 

theraidswhichSaba˒andḪaulānundertookagainstthemonthecaravanroutebetweenMa   nand

Ragmatum(Nagrān).AlsointheQatabanianinscription RES 4274,1 a member of Ḫaulān(ḏḫwln) is 

attested as a person who makes a dedication to the goddess Aṯirat.  

IntheSabeaninscriptionsfromthetimeofthekingsofSaba˒andD ū-Raydāntherearenumerous

references to Ḫaulān,whichcanbesubdivided into three different groups. The E branch is the tribe which 

settles around Ṣirwāḥ and is called the tribe ḪaulānḪaḍilim ( ˓ n ḫwln ḫḍlm; e.g.,Iryān  28,1); through 

common leaders it is closely connected with the tribe of Ṣirwāḥ andHainān( ˓ n ṣrwḥ wḫwln ḫḍlm 

whynn; e.g., Fakhri 3,2). In the genealogy of the N ḪaulānaroundṢa da,whichinIslamictimesarethe

Ḫaulānbin Amr,theoldernameBanū udādoral-A dūdisstillquotedbyal-Hamdān  (1965: 143–45). 

In the inscriptions these are the tribe ḪaulānGudādim( ˓ n ḫwln gddm; Ja 577,8) or the tribe Ḫaulān

Gudādān( ˓ n ḫwln gddn; Umm Lailà 1,1–2) or the groups of Ḫaulān˒Agdūdān(˓ r ḫwln ˒gddn; Ja 



658,13); the largeness of Ḫaulānissometimesexpressedbytheplural˒ ˓bn placed in front of the name 

(―thetribesofḪaulān;‖Ja601,10)orbythedesignation―thetribesandgroupsofḪaulānGudādim‖(˒ ˓  

w˓ r ḫwln gddm; Ja 616,12); their territory is the land of ḪaulānGudādim(˒rḍ ḫwln gddm; Ja 2109,4) or 

ḪaulānGudādān(˒rḍ ḫwln gddn; Ja 601,5) respectively, or the land of Ḫaulān˒Agdūdān(˒rḍ ḫwln ˒gddn; 

Ja 658,10). Once the term ḪaulānGudādatān(ḫwln gddtn; Ja 671,5) is found. In pre-Islamic times there 

existedinSEYemenaroundthetownofWa lānintheancientdistrictofRadmāna further branch of 

Ḫaulān,whichisoftenattestedintheinscriptionsofthe2dand3dcenturiesA.D., namely, the tribe of 

RadmānandḪaulān,theleadersofwhichcamefromtheclanMa āhirandD ū-Ḫaulān( n m˓hr wḏḫwln 

qyl rdmn wḫwln; e.g., RES 3958,1–2). See also HAVILAH (PLACE).  
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W. W. MÜLLER  

HAVILAH (PLACE) [Heb ḥăw  lâ (ֲחִויָלה)]. The rich land surrounded by the river Pishon according 

to the story of the Garden of Eden (Gen 2:11). Its richness derives from the gold, resin bdellium, and onyx 

stones present there. All three of these products point to S Arabia as the location of Havilah, since S 

Arabia is the homeland of valuable resins and precious stones. According to Pliny (HN 12.23), the tree 

which yields bdellium also grows in Arabia, and the resin from Commiphora mukul, Arabic muql, is up to 

now a Yemenite product (cf. Schopen 1983: 176f.). Onyx (Arabic ǧaz˓) is found at all times in various 

places in Yemen; and among the sorts which were usually named after the places where they were found, 

therewasalsoa―Ḫaulāniteonyx‖(al-Hamdān  1884: 202–3). Among the gold mines of the Arabian 

peninsula,themineof AšamintheregionoftheQuḍā aisattested,thegoldofwhichisredand

excellent; also attested are the mines of al-Qufā ainthelandofḪaulān,whichyieldgoldofasuperior

quality(cf.al-Hamdān  1968: 138–41). J. Halévy reports that, as an eyewitness in 1870 in Ṣirwāḥ in 

Ḫaulān,hesawArabswashinggoldandnotedthatgold was found in small grains in the sand and in the 

river bed (1872: 54). Since in Old South Arabic dhb does not only mean gold but also a type of incense, it 

is possible that zāhā  ṭō  in Gen 2:12 doesnotreferto―goodgold‖butrathertoafragrantresin(cf.de

Langhe 1959: 493).  

In Gen 25:18 ḥăw  lâ, which by the Israelites might have been connected with Heb ḥôl, ―sand,‖

designates presumably the SE desert border of the region where the Ishmaelites settled. From this fact and 

from the reference to the Chaulotaîoi by Eratosthenes (Strabo, Geog. 16.4.2), H. von Wissmann (1970: 

905–80, esp. 947–54) concluded that there must have existed a colonial Sabean ḪaulāninNWArabia

along the incense road before or perhaps still during the Minaean period in the oasis of Dedan. Probably 

this N Arabian ḥăw  lâ is to be distinguished from the S Arabian Ḫaulānandperhapstobecomparedwith 

the tribe of ḥwlt, which is repeatedly mentioned in the Safaitic inscriptions and which might be identified 

with the Avalitae of Pliny (HN 6.157) and the later Arabian tribe of Ḥawāla. Possibly the old biblical 

name of this region survives in the name of the N Arabian town of Ḥā˒il(cf.Knauf1985:64).The

borders of the Ishmaelites in Gen 25:18 with the local destination ḥăw  lâ have also been taken over in 1 

Sam 15:7 and transferred to the Amalekites.  

It should also be noted that other less convincing identification of ḥăw  lâ have been proposed, e.g., in 

thecentralArabianYamāma,inNEArabiaatthePersianGulf,orevenwithAvalitēs (Periplus maris 

Erythraei 7; Ptolemy, Geog. 4.7.10),thelaterZayla attheNEAfricancoast.Forfurtherbibliography,

see Westermann (1984: 214–15).  
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W. W. MÜLLER  

HAVVOTH-JAIR (PLACE) [Heb ḥawwōt (ַחֹּות) yā˒  r (ָיִאיש)]. A region E of the Sea of Galilee 

comprising a group of Amorite cities granted by Moses to the half-tribe of Manasseh. The name Havvoth-

jair occurs in six OT passages (Num 32:41; Deut 3:14; Josh 13:30; Judg 10:4; 1 Kgs 4:13; 1 Chr 2:23). 

The noun ḥawwâ, ―village‖(?),isfoundonlyinthesixpassageslistedaboveandinallbutone(Num 

32:41) of its six occurrences only in the phrase ḥawwōt yā˒  r, ―Havvoth-jair.‖Thelexicalisolationofthe

phrase places its Israelite origin in question.  

The name has been appropriated in Hebrew by means of conflicting etiologies. The two pentateuchal 

instances of Havvoth-jair incorporate an etiology which derives the toponym from the capture of these 

villages by yā˒  r  en-mĕna  ê, ―JairthesonofManasseh‖(Num 32:41;cf.―theManassite,‖Deut 3:14 

[RSV]), in the course of the Israelite acquisition of land E of the Jordan. The etiology interprets ḥawwōt 

yā˒  r as―villagesof[theperson]Jair.‖Asimilaretiology(Judg 10:4) attaches the name to a Gileadite 

judge named Jair (on the text see Boling 1966: 295–96).  

Just as the etiologies of the name differ, so also the number of cities included in the region, and its 

geographic associations, are variously given in the biblical texts. The etiologic narratives in the 

Pentateuch (Num 32:33; Deut 3:10–11, 13) and the topographic list in Joshua (13:30) associate Havvoth-

jair with the kingdom of Og, the realm of which encompassed BASHAN. Deuteronomy (3:13–14) and the 

Deuteronomistic tradition (1 Kgs 4:13)furtherspecifythattheBashanregionoverlapped―thewhole

region (ḥebel) ofArgob‖(Deut 3:4). The ḥe el ˒argō , ―regionofArgob,‖isspecified as the area 

captured by Jair and renamed eponymously (Deut 3:14). See also ARGOB (PLACE).  

The Deuteronomistic traditions (Deut 3:13–14; Josh 13:30; 1 Kgs 4:13) agree that 60 cities comprised 

the region called Havvoth-jair, whereas Judg 10:4 presumes 30 cities, associated with the 30 sons of the 

judge Jair (the political significance of the kinship language is stressed by Boling Judges 188). The 

Chronicler allots 23 cities to Jair (1 Chr 2:23); the cities of Havvoth-jair together with KENATH and its 

dependencies total 60 cities (˓  r) taken by Geshur and Aram. The Solomonic administrative district 

centered at Ramoth-gilead included Havvoth-jair (1 Kgs 4:13), and 1 Chr 2:22 placesthecities―inthe

landofGilead.‖IntheetiologicnarrativesHavvoth-jair seems to be distinguished from Gilead (see 

Aharoni LBHG, 209).  
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HAWK. See ZOOLOGY (FAUNA).  

HAZAEL (PERSON) [Heb ḥăzā (h)˒ēl (ֵאל  .)]. Powerful king of Aram-Damascus between caֲחָזהְׁ

842–800 B.C.E., remembered by the Israelites as one of their most brutal enemies. Hazael is known from 

biblical and Assyrian sources, from an inscribed ivory fragment found at Arslan Tash (among booty 

seized by the Assyrians) which refers to himas―ourlord,Hazael,‖andfromacylindersealfoundat

AššurwhichmentionsbootytakenfromMallaḫu, one of his royal cities.  

Hazael was a usurper to the throne of Aram. 2 Kgs 8:7–15 portrays him as a high official in the royal 

court who, after being told by the prophet Elisha that he was to become king of Aram, murdered the ailing 

king Ben-hadadandseizedthethrone.TheannalsofShalmaneserIIIalsoindicateHazael‘sstatus,calling

him―thesonofanobody,‖i.e.,ausurper.Thereissomequestionconcerningtheidentityofthekingthat



Hazaelassassinated,anditislikelythatthelatter‘snamewasHadad- izr, rather than Ben-hadad (see 

BEN-HADAD).  

Following his seizure of the throne, Hazael began a campaign of aggression against Israel that was to 

characterize his entire reign. Before 841 B.C.E. Hazael and Joram of Israel were in conflict in Gilead (2 

Kgs 8:28–29), and it was during these hostilities near Ramoth-Gilead that Joram was wounded and that 

Jehu began his revolution that resulted in the overthrow of the Omride dynasty (2 Kings 9).  

The years between 841 and 836 were a period of serious trouble for Aram and Hazael. The powerful 

Syro-Palestinian coalition headed by Aram and Hamath, which had held back the advances of the 

Assyrian army of Shalmaneser III four times between 853 and 845, fell apart shortly after Hazael came to 

power. Hamath apparently made a separate peace with Shalmaneser, and the other partners appear to have 

pulled away from the alliance as well, leaving Aram alone to face the attack when Shalmaneser returned 

to Syria in 841. Hazael met the Assyrian army at Mt. Senir but was defeated. He withdrew into 

Damascus, which Shalmaneser besieged briefly but did not capture, although he devastated the orchards 

and farmland in the Damascus oasis. The Assyrians returned in 837 and perhaps also in 836 (cf. Pitard 

1987: 149–50), but Aram held its own in these battles as well. After 836 Assyrian pressure abated; and 

Hazael recovered very quickly, turning his attention to the conquest of his S neighbors.  

BiblicalaccountsindicatetheextentofHazael‘sattacksonIsraelandPhilistia.Itappearsthathe

annexed Israelite holdings E of the Jordan (2 Kgs 10:32–33)anddecimatedIsrael‘sarmy,almostcertainly

making Israel into a vassal state. He also attacked Philistia (2 Kgs 12:17; 13:22 LXX) and Judah (2 Kgs 

12:17–18), both of which also appear to have become vassals. There is no information on his relations 

with Ammon, Moab, and Edom; but it is likely that they too came under his sway. Although some 

scholars have suggested that Hazael was also able to subdue the major states in central and N Syria, there 

is actually no evidence of this. But the empire which he built in S Syria and Palestine was significant 

enough to make Aram-Damascus one of the leading states, and perhaps the dominant political power, of 

Syria during this period.  

FewexplicitdetailsareknownofthelatterpartofHazael‘sreignbesidesthefactthathecontinuedto

dominateIsraelthroughbothJehu‘sandJoahaz‘reigns.SomescholarshaveidentifiedthekingofAram

calledMar˒iintheinscriptionsofAdad-nirari III (ca. 810–783 B.C.E.) with Hazael. These inscriptions 

describe Adad-nirari‘sattackonDamascus,whichresultedinthesurrenderofMar˒iandthepaymentofa

large tribute to the Assyrians. This campaign against Damascus, however, appears to have taken place in 

796 B.C.E.,someyearsafterthedeathofHazael,sothatMar˒ishouldbeidentifiedwithHazael‘sson, Ben-

hadad. Hazael appears to have died toward the end of the 9th century, in the last years of the reign of 

Joahaz of Israel (2 Kgs 13:22).  

Hazael was one of the two most powerful kings of Aram-Damascus (along with Hadad- izr, who ruled 

justbeforehim),andhehadasubstantialimpactonIsraelitehistory.Israel‘svividmemoriesofhisharsh

treatmentoftheirpeoplearewellillustratedinthestoryofElisha‘sfatefulmeeting with him (see esp. 2 

Kgs 8:12).  
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WAYNE T. PITARD  

HAZAIAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥăzāyâ (ֲחָזָיה)]. The father of Colhozeh and an ancestor of Maaseiah, a 

descendant of Judah, and a provincial leader who agreed to settle in Jerusalem (Neh 11:5). Although a 

shortened or corrupt form of Maaseiah (i.e., Asaiah) is mentioned in the parallel list found in 1 Chronicles 

9 (cf. v 5), Hazaiah is not. This, like other differences in the two lists, suggests that there is no direct 

literary relationship between the two lists (contra Kellermann 1966: 208–27; and Mowinckel 1964: 146–

47). Some, however, have conjectured that both writers were dependent upon common archival materials 



(Schneider Esra und Nehemia HSAT, 42–43; Brockington, Ezra, Nehemiah and Esther NCBC, 187; cf. 

Myers Ezra-Nehemiah AB, 185). In any event the presence of Hazaiah in the list provides no further 

evidence of use in resolving the problem. Apart from the probable significance of the name itself 

(―Yahwehhasseen‖),nothingisknownaboutthisJudeanpatriarch(Brockington, 188).  
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HAZAR-ENAN (PLACE) [Heb ḥăṣar ( ֲחַקש)˓ênān (ֵףיָנן)]. Var. HAZAR-ENON. The 

northernmost town on the idealized border of the promised land (Num 34:9–10). As such it also figures in 

Ezekiel‘seschatologicalvisionoftheboundariesoftherestoredIsrael,andEzekielconfirmsitslocation

inthevicinityof―theentrancetoHamath‖(Ezek 47:17–18; 48:1). Some scholars (IDB 2: 538) identify it 

with the modern village of Hadr (M.R. 228299) at the foot of Mt. Hermon 11 miles E-NE of Dan. 

However, Aharoni (LBHG, 73, 486, see map 4) and Simons (GTTOT, 283f.) identify it with the important 

desert oasis of Qayatein (M.R. 360402), about 70 miles NE of Damascus and 60 miles E of Lebo-Hamath 

(modern Lebwe). The differences between the two identifications are significant. The latter identification 

envisions an idealized Israelite territory about 80 percent larger than what it would be if Hazar-enan were 

identified with Hadr (see also MBA, map 50).  

GARY A. HERION  

HAZAR-GADDAH (PLACE) [Heb ḥăṣar gaddâ (ֲחַקש ַגָדה)]. A town in the tribal territory of 

Judah (Josh 15:27). Its location is unknown.  

HAZAR-SHUAL (PLACE) [Heb hăṣar ( ֲהַקש) u˓āl ( ָףלשֻׁ  )]. A settlement of the tribe of Simeon. 

Hazar-shual appears in Josh 15:28, where it is listed as part of the tribe of Judah, and in Josh 19:3, where 

it is a Simeonite settlement. It is also listed as a town in Simeon in 1 Chr 4:28. Since Simeon assimilated 

to Judah at an early date, it is recorded under both tribes. Though the present literary context of the Judean 

town list is set in the period of Joshua, its original setting was as part of a post-Solomonic administrative 

division of the S kingdom. The date for the establishment of this system is debated, with suggestions 

ranging from the early 9th to the late 7th centuries B.C. Hazar-shual is in the southernmost district of 

Judah, the Negeb. It is also included in the list of settlements S of Jerusalem occupied by the exiles 

returning from Babylon in Neh 11:27.  

The location of Hazar-shualisproblematic.Itsname,―theenclosureofthefox,‖isofnohelpinlocating

it. Hazar-shual occupies the same position in all three lists, between Moladah and Baalah/Balah/Bilhah 

(the latter three being variant spellings for the same site). This places it in the vicinity of Beer-sheba. Abel 

placed it at Khirbet el-Watan 4 km E of Beer-sheba (GP, 89.344; M.R. 137071), though Aharoni believes 

this site to be Moladah (LBHG, 410).  
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JEFFREY R. ZORN  

HAZAR-SUSAH (PLACE) [Heb ḥăṣar  sâ (ָסה  )]. Var. HAZAR-SUSIM. A settlement ofֲחַקש שְׁ

the tribe of Simeon. Hazar-susah appears once in Joshua (19:5), where it is listed as being one of the 

settlements occupied by the tribe of Simeon in the aftermath of the Conquest. 1 Chr 4:31 has the variant 

Hazar-susim. Since the tribe of Simeon was assimilated to that of Judah at an early date and most of the 



Simeonite towns are listed again clearly in the record of the Judean settlements in Josh 15:21–32, an 

explanation for its absence there is necessary.  

In 19:5–6a the text reads: Ziklag, Beth-marcaboth, Hazar-susah, Beth-lebaoth; the parallel passage in 

15:31–32a has: Ziklag, Madmannah, Sansannah, Lebaoth. Since these short sections of the list begin and 

end with the same towns (Lebaoth being a variant for Beth-lebaoth), it is very likely that the towns in 

between are also to be equated. An explanation for this difference is that Sansannah is the earlier name for 

the site. The name Hazar-susah,meaning―theenclosureofthemare,‖mayhavebeengiventoitunder

Solomon, who is known to have trafficked in chariots and horses (1 Kgs 10:28–29).  

If the equation of Hazar-susah and Sansannah is accepted, the older name for the site may be preserved 

at Khirbet esh-Shamsaniyat (Abel GP, 447; Aharoni LBHG, 439), 16 km NW of Beer-sheba (M.R. 

140083), though commentators who do not accept this identification locate it at Sbalat Abu Susein (M.R. 

103074), 4 km to the E of Tell el Farah (Abel, 344; Albright 1924: 158). Aharoni reconstructs, with some 

plausibility, [Hazar]-susah on Ostracon 32 from Arad (AI, 60).  
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JEFFREY R. ZORN  

HAZARMAVETH (PERSON) [Heb ḥăṣarmāwet (ָֹמֶות  )]. A son of Joktan (Gen 10:26; 1 Chrֲחַקשְׁ

1:20) and hence the name of a S Arabian tribe ( ˓ n/ḥḍrmwt: Ja 643,6) and of the country Ḥaḍramaut 

(˒rḍ/ḥḍrmwt: YM 349,5) inhabited by it. The S Arabian genealogies, too, follow the biblical tradition in 

making Ḥaḍramaut a person and a son of Qaḥṭān,theancestorofallSArabs(al-Hamdān  1954, 1:51–52). 

On the other hand, however, taking into account the political situation of pre-Islamic Arabia, a younger 

Ḥaḍramaut as brother of ḤimyarandsonofSaba˒isinsertedinthegenealogyofSaba˒theyoungerone

(al-Hamdān  1954, 2: 105). In the Old South Arabic inscriptions of Ḥaḍramitic dialect, the name is always 

written in the form ḥḍrmt (e.g., RES 2693,1), likewise in Minaean (RES 2775,1; etc.); in the Sabean texts, 

however, it is mainly written ḥḍrmwt (CIS IV 540,65; etc.), rarely ḥḍrmt (e.g., BR-M.Bayḥān5,7).Both

forms occur also in Qatabanian (ḥḍrmt in the older text RES 4932,4; ḥḍrmwt in the late text RES 4336,3); 

once also the form ḥḍrmtm is found (in CIS IV 547,5 from Haram).  

The pronunciation of the name in the country itself continues up to the present day in Ḥaḍramūtor

Ḥaḍramōtrespectively;thisisinaccordancewiththeformsofthenametransmittedbyGreek and Latin 

authors: hadramuta in Theophrast (Hist. Pl. 9.4.2), chatramōtitai in Strabo (Geog. 16.4.2), Chatramotitae 

and Atramitae in Pliny (Nat. hist. 6.154f.), chatramōnitai and hadramitai in Ptolemy (Geog. 6.7.25 and 

10), haṭramitai in Uranios (Arabica III), and chatramōtai in Stephanos of Byzanz (Ethnika 689,12). In 

Arabic the name is, apart from dialectal variants, vocalized Ḥaḍramaut, which might also have been the 

pronunciation of the Sabean form ḥḍrmwt. This form has certainly been influenced by the popular 

etymologyofthenameas―abodeofdeath,‖anewinterpretationwhicharosefromlegendswidespreadin

antiquity and deterring from the frankincense-growingregion,sinceaccordingtosomerecords―thisplace

was fearfully unhealthy and alwaysfataltothosewhoworkthere‖(Periplus maris Erythraei 29). 

Hebrew, too, followed this popular new interpretation, whereby *ḥăṣarmôt postulated by the LXX 

asarmoth became ḥăṣarmāwet in the MT (cf. a parallel alteration of the vocalization of ṣalmūt, 

―darkness,‖toṣalmāwet, ―shadowofdeath‖).Asatisfyingetymologyofḥaḍramūt/ḥaḍramōt could 

hitherto not be given; it is, however, certain, that -ūt/-ōt must be considered a suffix which occurs quite 

frequently in the toponymy of SE Arabia. The form of the relative adjective (Arabic nisbah) is in Sabean 

in the singular ḥḍrmyn (BR-Yanbug 47bis,2), which is equivalent to Arabic al-Ḥaḍram  , ―theonefrom

Ḥaḍramaut;‖intheplural‘ḥḍrn, ‘Aḥḍūrān (YM 390,7; etc.), and ḥḍrmn (CIS IV 140,5) are equivalent to 

Arabic al-Ḥaḍārim.  

According to present-day usage the name Ḥaḍramaut,strictlyspeaking,designatesthedeeplyincised

valleywhichisapproximately170kmawayfromtheSArabiancoastandextendsfromtheconfluenceof

theW d  KasruntiljustEofthetownofTar  m. In the most comprehensive sense, however, as the name 



also was understood in antiquity, ḤaḍramautcomprisestheplateauandthecoastalstripintheSofthe

largevalleyandintheWthecatchmentareaofthetributaryvalleysoftheW d  Ḥaḍramauttotheold

capitalShabwa.IntheNitincludedtherangeofmountainsrunningintothelargecentralArabiandesert,

andintheEtheregionaroundtheW d  Mas  la,thecontinuationofW d  Ḥaḍramaut, as far as the 

country of the Mahra. While in the Old South Arabic inscriptions that whole region of the ancient 

kingdom of Ḥaḍramaut is designated as Ḥaḍramaut,theW d  Ḥaḍramaut properly speaking is called, at 

least in the Sabean inscriptions, srrn, Sar  rān (e.g.,Iryān  32,37f.: kl/hgr/ḥḍrmwt/wsrrn, ―alltownsof

ḤaḍramautandSar  rān‖).  

Hardly anything is known about the earliest history of Ḥaḍramaut; numerous prehistoric findings, 

however, indicate that ancient settlements existed in the wadis, in which artificial irrigation may have 

been used as early as the end of the 2d millennium B.C.AdensepopulationistobeassumedfortheW d  

Ḥaḍramaut and itstributaryvalleys,fortheW d  GurdānandW d  Maifa aaswellasforthecapital

ShabwaandfortheseaportQana˒.SpecialimportancewasduetoḤaḍramaut because of the possession of 

the frankincense-producing regions, which especially lay in present-dayDhofār,theancientSa˒kalān,

fromwherethevaluableresinwasbroughteitherbyanoverlandrouteorbyseaviaQana˒toShabwa,

where the proper incense road to the Mediterranean Sea started.  

The first attestation of Ḥaḍramaut is to be found in the Old Sabean inscription RES 3945,12f., a record 

ofKarib˒ilWatar,probablyfromthe7thcenturyB.C., in which the ḤaḍramitekingYada ˒ilismentioned

as ally of the Sabean king. When in the 4th century B.C. the Minaeans started to control the caravan route 

to the N the king of Ḥaḍramauthadbecome(probablybecauseofcommercialinterests)aconfederateof

Ma   n, as the Minaean inscription M 30 (= RES 2775) testifies. The Ḥaḍramitic inscription RES 2687, 

which had been engraved on the wall barrier of al-Binā˒atthecommunicationroadbetweentheharbor

Qana˒andthecapitalShabwatowardtheendofthe1stcenturyB.C., gives account of the efforts which 

Ḥaḍramaut made at that time to defend its territory against the Himyarites, who had gained ground on the 

S coast. Otherwise the local inscriptions give us only scanty information about the political history of 

Ḥaḍramaut. The Ḥaḍramite kingdom reached its largest expansion after it had annexed the remaining 

partsoftheformerQatabānintheWinthesecond half of the 2d century A.D. The following period is 

marked by continuous warfare and hostilities with the Sabeans and Himyarites, in the course of which in 

thefirstquarterofthe3dcenturytheSabeankingŠa irumAutarevensucceededincapturing the 

ḤaḍramitecapitalShabwa.Towardtheendofthe3dcentury,theHimyaritekingŠammarYuhar iš

conquered Ḥaḍramaut and united S Arabia to a large realm; henceforth he and his successors also bore the 

designation―kingofḤaḍramaut‖intheirtitles.Efforts of indigenous princes in the following decades to 

regain the independence of Ḥaḍramaut met with failure.  
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W. W. MÜLLER  

HAZAZON-TAMAR (PLACE) [Heb ḥaṣăṣōn ( ַחֲקקֹן)tāmār (ָתָֹמש)]. In Gen 14:7 the locality at 

which the Amorites were defeated by Chedorlaomer and his allies. (See below on its mention in 2 Chr 

20:2.)Intheintineraryofthosekings,itstandsbetween―Enmishpat‖(thatis,Kadesh)andthe valley of 



Siddim(thatis,―theSaltSea‖).ThisshouldbecomparedwiththetracingoftheSborderofthefuture

land of Israel in Ezek 47:19–19; and 48:28: the E boundary, which runs along the Jordan and the Eastern 

Sea (Dead Sea), ends at Tamar, thence it turns to the waters of Meribath-kadesh and to the Great Sea, 

forming the S boundary of the land. This points to the identity of Hazazon-Tamar with Tamar, as 

believed, among others, by Aharoni (LBHG,140,142),whohadlocateditat AinḤuṣb, 32 km (20 miles) 

S -SW of the southernmost point of the Dead Sea (Aharoni 1963; LBHG, 55, 70). The author of Genesis 

14, following his predilection for composite place names, called the site ḥaṣăṣōn tāmār, ―thepebbly

terrainofTamar‖(Borée1968:89,§23:12). 

2 Chr 20:2, in a different connection identified Hazazon-Tamar with En-gedi, an oasis on the W shore 

of the Dead Sea, about halfway between its N and S points. This identification was probably caused by an 

association of tāmār, ―datepalm,‖withtherenownedpalmgrovesatEn-gedi. It was followed by Tg. 

Onq., which rendered Hazazon-tamar by ˓ēn-gĕd  , and by Tg. Neof., which has ˓n gdy tmry˒, ―En-gedi of 

thepalms.‖ButEn-gedi lies too far N from the line of the march as understood by the author of Genesis 

14.  
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MICHAEL C. ASTOUR  

HAZER-HATTICON (PLACE) [Heb hāṣēr hatt  kôn (ָהֵקש ַהִתיכון)].TheNEcornerofEzekiel‘s 

ideal boundary of Israel, located in the Hauran (Ezek 47:16). The unusual form coupled with the context 

of the passage has suggested to several scholars that this is another namefor―Hazar-enon,‖(Ezek 47:17). 

Aharoni identifies the latter site with Qaryatein (M.R. 360402), a desert oasis E of Zedad (LBHG, 73).  

RANDALL W. YOUNKER  

HAZEROTH (PLACE) [Heb hăṣērôt (ֲהֵקשות)]. The book of Numbers records the departure of 

Israel from Mt. Sinai (chaps. 1–10), the journey from Sinai to Kadesh (chaps. 10–21), and the journey 

from there to Transjordan (21–36). The Israelites were led by the ark and the pillar of cloud. At Taberah, 

they complained about their misfortunes (11:1–3). Then chap. 11 records the strong craving of the people 

for meat. The wind brought quail for them to eat, and they were struck with a great plague. The dead were 

buried at a place called Kibroth-hattavah,―GravesofCraving‖(11:34). This has been identified with 

Rueiss el-Ebeirig. From there they journeyed on to Hazeroth and remained there (11:35). It was at 

Hazeroth that Miriam and Aaron spoke against Moses (chap. 12) because he had married a Cushite 

woman;andtheyaskedifGod‘swordwaslimitedtoMoses,claimingit came through themselves as well. 

Miriam got leprosy, but Aaron pleaded with Moses to pray for her. Moses did pray and Miriam was 

healed. After that the people traveled to the Wilderness of Paran (12:16), from which Moses sent spies to 

reconnoiter the land of Canaan in preparation for an invasion. Numbers 33 lists many stopping places. 

After Hazeroth (33:17) Israel traveled to Rithmah (site unknown), Rimmon-perez (possibly Naqb el-

Biyar, W of Aqaba), Ezion-geber (v 35), and Kadesh (v 36).  

If Mt. Sinai is in the S end of the Sinai peninsula (Jebel Musa) and if the Wilderness of Paran stretches 

from the Gulf of Aqaba NW into the N center of the peninsula, one would expect Hazeroth to be on the E 

side of the peninsula, where it is located by Wright and Filson (WHAB, 40, map V). They show Kadesh-

barnea in the Wilderness of Zin, N-NW of Aqaba, ancient Ezion-geber, though Deut 1:19–23 says the 

spies were sent from Kadesh-barnea and Num 13:26 says they returned to Kadesh in Paran (Num 33:36 

mentions Zin instead of Paran). Hazeroth is also listed in Deut 1:1, between Laban and Dizahab, both 

locationsunknown.Hazerothisusuallyidentifiedwith˒Ainel-Khadra or Hudra (Abel GP 2: 214), 35 km 

NE of Jebel Musa (Simons, GTTOT, 255–56). The identification was first suggested by Burckhardt, 

favorably entertained by Robinson (1856: 151), defended by Palmer (1872: 213–17), and adopted by 

others (Gray Numbers ICC, 119–20). Earlier, Keil and Delitzsch (n.d., 3: 74–75) noted the identification, 

Hazeroth = Bir et-Themmed, based on the hypothesis that the Israelites went from Sinai to Canaan by the 



most directroute,throughthedesertfromtheW d  es-SheikhintotheW d  ez-Zuranuk. Gray cautions 

that identification based on the similarity of the names is inadequate. Hazeroth simply means enclosures, 

parks, settlements, courts, or villages. Aharoni (LBHG, 109) says courts are especially typical of the 

Negeb.  
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HENRY O. THOMPSON  

HAZIEL (PERSON) [Heb ḥăz  ˒ēl (ֲחִזיֵאל)]. A Gershonite Levite, presumably the son of Shimei and 

the brother of Shelomoth and Haran (1 Chr 23:6–7, 9a). Yet, oddly enough, when the four sons of Shimei 

are listed in the very next verse (1 Chr 23:10), Haziel and his two brothers are not among them. What is 

more,Hazielandhistwobrothersarecuriouslyencaptionedas―theheadsofthefathers‘housesof

Ladan‖(1 Chr 23:9b),thelatterclearlyShimei‘sbrother(1 Chr 23:7; 26:21), although elsewhere the 

name Libni enters the picture (Exod 6:17; Num 3:18, 21; 1 Chr 6:2—Eng6:17). Possibly the Shimei of 1 

Chr 23:7, 10 and the Shimei of 1 Chr 23:9 are not the same person (Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles 

NCBC, 161). However, the caption itself in 1 Chr 23:9b may be a secondary gloss inserted to escape the 

difficulty raised by the twofold reference to Shimei. In this view the second Shimei of 1 Chr 23:10 is to be 

interpretedasatextualerrorfortheonceoriginalname―Shelomoth,‖asthename―Jahath‖(1 Chr 23:10–

11) reoccurs as a son of Shelomoth in 1 Chr 24:22, although unfortunately this time from the line of 

Kohath through Izhar (see 1 Chr 6:3—Eng6:18) and not from Gershon (Curtis Chronicles ICC, 264). On 

the other hand, the name Shimei earlier in 1 Chr 23:9a may represent a scribal error for one of the three 

sons of Ladan given in 1 Chr 23:8, justifying then the presence and current position of the aforementioned 

caption in 1 Chr 23:9b. In this regard, interestingly, the NEB regards the whole of the problematic phrase 

―ThesonsofShimei:Shelemoth,Haziel,andHaran,three‖ascorruptenoughtobeomittedcompletely.

Still, the LXX traditions retain the name Haziel, in its present location, as either (e)i (e)iel or aziel; and so 

does the Vg, in the name Ozihel. If authentic to its position, the name Haziel refers to one of the 

Gershonite levitical courses (1 Chr 23:7–11) important to the postexilic situation. The Chronicler or 

possibly even a later redactor wished to attribute the origin and assignment of these postexilic courses, 

among others, to the authority and initiation of King David (Braun 1 Chronicles WBC, 228, 231).  

ROGER W. UITTI  

HAZO (PERSON) [Heb ḥăzô (ֲחזו)]. A son of Nahor by Milcah (Gen 22:20–22). More precisely he 

was the fifth of eight from the union of Milcah and Nahor, although the latter had others from a 

concubine. Hazo was also a nephew of Abraham, who was a brother of Nahor. Hazo was possibly the 

eponym of a Nahorite family or clan. The genealogy of which he is part shows an Aramean band of 12 

whosehometerritorywasintheareaNEoftheJordanandwhoapparentlybelongedto―Nahor‖asa

summarizing generic term (von Rad Genesis OTL, 245). Thus a league of 12 Aramean tribes is 

introduced, just as 25:13–16 lists 12 Ishmaelite tribes and Jacob/Israel becomes the father of 12 tribes in 

35:23–26.While―Hazo‖wasapersonalnameandwhileitcannotbeproventhatitwasthenameofa

place or region as well (Westermann 1985: 368), some believe it should probably be identified with the 

mountainous,uninvitingregionofHazuinNArabia.AninscriptionofEsarhaddon‘sArabiancampaign

describes Ḫaž as hill country consisting of bluish sangilmud-stone and extending over a space of 20 miles 

(RA 1: 440). The region of Hazu is the coastal district of al-Ḥasā,locatedoppositetheislandofBahrain

(Simons GTTOT, 15).  
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HAZOR (PLACE) [Heb ḥāṣôr (ָחקוש)]. 1. A fortified town in N Galilee at the SW corner of the Huleh 

plain and N of the Sea of Galilee (M.R. 203269). Hazor stood at the crossroads of the main trade routes 

from Sidon to Beth-shan and from Damascus to Megiddo. It thus occupied the most strategic position in 

the region.  

This strategic position is indicated by the prominence which Hazor receives in the story of the 

settlement of the land. Joshua 11 describesthe―northerncampaign‖ofJoshua,provokedbythecoalition

of the N cities under the leadership of Jabin, the king of Hazor, to oppose the Israelites. Hazor is said to be 

―theheadofallthosekingdoms‖(Josh 11:10) and is destroyed by Joshua, the only one of the N cities said 

to receive such retribution (Josh 11:13). Hazor appears in the list of conquered cities (Josh 12:19) and is 

assigned to the tribe of Naphtali (Josh 19:36).  

Hazor resurfaces as a source of trouble for Israel in Judges 4,where―Jabin,kingofCanaan‖threatens

Israel by means of his army led by Sisera (Judg 4:2, 17). This threat was overcome by the prophetess and 

judge, DEBORAH, and her military counterpart, BARAK. This episode is recounted by Samuel in his 

farewell address to the nation (see 1 Sam 12:9). On the difficulties posed by the presence of Jabin in both 

the Joshua and Judges accounts, see JABIN.  

Later Hazor is refortified by Solomon (1 Kgs 9:15) and is destroyed by Tiglath-pileser III of Assyria ca. 

733 B.C.E. during the reign of Pekah (2 Kgs 15:29). Finally, the Maccabean warrior, Jonathan, defeated 

theSeleucidgovernorDemetriusIIonthe―plainsofHazor‖(1 Macc 11:67).  

The ruins of Hazor at modern Tell el-Qedah were first excavated by J. Garstang in 1928 and more 

thoroughly under the leadership of Y. Yadin over the course of several seasons from 1955 to 1969. The 

site is comprised of two areas: a mound of about 25 acres and a large area next to it of about 170 acres, 

the latter enclosed by steep slopes and earthworks. The large enclosed area was destroyed in the 13th 

century B.C.E., about the time of the Israelite settlement (and never reoccupied), as was the mound next to 

it. On the debate about the identity of the ones who caused this destruction, see Gray 1966 and the articles 

by Yadin (who attributes the destruction to the Israelites), Fritz 1973 (who attributes the destruction to the 

Sea Peoples), and Aharoni 1970 (who believes the destruction reflects the events of Deborah, Barak, 

Jabin, and Sisera). The excavations at Hazor have also unveiled on the smaller mound building projects 

which date from the time of Solomon. On the dates of the various layers of settlement at Hazor, see 

conveniently the chart at Yadin 1976: 495. See also QEDAH, TELL EL-.  

2. Another Hazor is mentioned in an oracle by Jeremiah (Jer 49:28–33), though it was apparently 

located in the desert. Nothing further is known about this Hazor.  

3. Josh 15:23–25 mentionseveraltownswiththename―Hazor‖intheNegebregion.Nothingfurtheris

known about these locations.  

4. ThereturneesfromtheExilearesaidtohavesettledina―Hazor‖inthetribalregionofBenjamin

(Neh 11:33). This is the only mention of such a location, and nothing further is known about it.  
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JEFFRIES M. HAMILTON  



HAZOR-HADATTAH (PLACE) [Heb ḥāṣôr ( ָחקוש)ḥādattâ (ָחַדָתה)]. A settlement of the tribe 

of Judah. Hazor-hadattah is only mentioned once, in Josh 15:25, where it is listed among the settlements 

occupied by Judah in the aftermath of the Conquest. Though the present literary context of the Judean 

town list is set in the period of Joshua, its original setting was as part of a post-Solomonic administrative 

division of the S kingdom. The date for the establishment of this system is debated, with suggestions 

ranging from the early 9th to the late 7th centuries B.C. Hazor-Hadattah is in the southernmost district of 

Judah, the Negeb.  

The location of Hazor-hadattah is problematic. In the list it is placed between Bealoth and Kerioth-

hezron.ThesecondelementofthenamemaybeAramaicfor―new,‖andHazor-hadattah would mean 

―NewHazor.‖Kerioth-hezronisqualifiedby―thatis,Hazor.‖Itseemsthattheauthorintendedtomake

clear that he was referring to two towns in the same region with similar names. Even if this suggestion is 

correct,itdoesnotexplainwhyanAramaicwordwasusedinthetown‘sname.Abelsuggestedalocation

in the region of el-Hudeira, 11.5 km NE of Arad (GP, 345; M.R. 170086). Eusebius placed it near 

Ashkelon, but this is too far to the W (Onomast. 20:4).  
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HAZOROTH (PLACE). See HAZEROTH (PLACE).  

HAZZELELPONI (PERSON) [Heb haṣṣĕlelpôn   (פוִני ֶללְׁ  )]. A woman listed in the genealogy ofַהצְׁ

the tribe of Judah (1 Chr 4:3). She was the sister of Jezreel, Ishma, and Idbash. The LXX identifies Etam 

astheirfather(―thesearethesonsofEtam,‖houtoi huioi Aitam), while MT begins the verse with the 

statement―thesearethefather(singular)ofEtam‖(wĕ˒ēlleh ˒ă    ˓êtām). Myers (1 Chronicles AB, 28) 

suggeststhatsomethinghasfallenoutbetween―these‖and―thefatherofEtam.‖Whateverwasoriginally

there provided the name(s) of the ancestor(s) of the people living at Etam to parallel the mention of 

Penuel,―thefatherofGedor,‖andEzer,―thefatherofHushah‖inv 4. Myers identifies Gedor, Hushah, 

andEtamasplacesinthevicinityofBethlehem(cf.thedesignationoftheirfatheras―Hur,thefirst-born 

of Ephrathah, the father ofBethlehem‖inv 4). Were this the case, Etam would not necessarily have been 

the father of Hazzelelponi (possibly a brother?). The BHS proposes that Hazzelelponi does not represent a 

name, but rather the letters are a garbled rendering of a gloss on the sequence of the names of the two 

wives in vv 5b and 6–7 (MT: wĕ ēm ˒ăḥôtām haṣṣĕlelpôn  ; proposed: hūṣṣa  lipnê  ēm ˒ăḥôtāh). 

However, this is not likely in that it lacks manuscript support, requires changing the consonants and word 

order, and is too distant from the text of vv 6–7. Her name is missing entirely from the Syriac versions. 

Evidently the text of 1 Chr 4:3 has suffered some corruption Noth (IPN, 241).  

Thenameprobablymeans―heshadesmyface,‖incorporatingtheHip˓il of ṣll and pān  m (HALAT 244). 

The Vg has Asalelphuni.  

KENNETH H. CUFFEY  

HE. The fifth letter of the Hebrew alphabet.  

HEAD COVERING. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION.  

HEADDRESS. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION.  

HEALING. See MEDICINE AND HEALING.  

HEALING, GIFTS OF [Gk charismata iamatōn (ἰαμασων)].Literallyrendered,―giftsofhealings,‖
charismata iamatōn occurs three times in the NT, 1 Cor 12:9, 28, 30. The phenomenon is indicated by 

other terms elsewhere in Paul and in the NT.  

A. Pauline References  

1. The Corinthian Context. Thenounusedherefor―healing,‖iama, is not used elsewhere in the NT. 

No reason has been advanced for understanding anything other than the usual meaning of the Gk word: 

healing, physical cure (BAGD 368). The other noun used in the NT for healing, iasis, also occurs only 



three times, in Luke 13:32 and in Acts 4:22 and 4:30, where the Lukan contexts illustrate the meaning 

with the miraculous physical restorations of the stooped woman (Luke 13:10–17), the dropsical man 

(Luke 14:1–6), and the lame beggar (Acts 3:1–10, the referent of 4:22 and model for 4:30, picking up on 

the―wondersandsigns‖motifof2:19, 22, 43).GivenPaul‘sassociationofcharismata with charis (the 

grace of God; see Koenig 1972: 48–70), charismata iamatōn are precisely experienced as gifts of God, 

not simply as human abilities.  

ThepeculiardoublepluralformofPaul‘sphrase,―gifts of healings,‖mightsuggestthathereferstothe

repeated phenomena of physical cures rather than an enduring personal gift for healing. However, since 

his point is that different persons have been given different gifts for the good of the community, the 

implication is that certain Christians have been given the special capacity to mediate physical cures on a 

regular basis. Hence charismata iamatōn is a stock phrase referring to a charism parallel to the eight other 

charismata (see 1:7; 7:7; 12:4, 31) or pneumatika (―spiritualgifts‖;12:1; 14:1) listed by Paul in 1 Cor 

12:8–10, or to the seven others listed (twice) at vv 28–31, or to the seven listed at Rom 12:6–8 (there 

described as charismata deriving from the charis [―favor‖]―bestoweduponeachofus‖).Unlike

glossolalia or prophecy (see 1 Corinthians 14), the gift of healing is simply alluded to as a fact of 

Christianlife,anditneverbecomesafocusofPaul‘spastoralconcern. 

2. Other Pauline References to the Gift. Scholars (see Gatzweiler 1961; Furnish 2 Corinthians AB, 

555–56) have recognized similar references to the experience of the gifts of healing in Pauline 

communities in Gal 3:5, Rom 15:19, and 2 Cor 12:12. As in 1 Corinthians 12, these contexts understand 

the healings as the work of the Spirit of God.  

B. Non-Pauline References  

1. Luke-Acts. Although all strata of the gospel tradition (Q, Mark, Matthew, Luke, John) witness to 

healing as a component of the activity of Jesus, it is Luke who comes closest to Paul in presenting that 

healing activity as a divine gift, as, for example, in 4:14–44,whereJesus‘ministryisinterpretedasan

expression of divine endowment of the Spirit. When the verb iaomai (―Iheal‖)isfirstusedofJesus,itis

tosaythat―thepoweroftheLord[God]waswithhimtoheal‖(5:17).ThisLukaninterpretationofJesus‘

healing as a kind of prophetic gift is most explicit at Acts 10:38, where the healing work is an effect of 

divine anointing with the Holy Spirit and power. Luke also understands healings in the ministry of the 

disciples according to the same model of prophetic gift. The healing activities of both Jesus and his 

disciplesarecalled―signsandwonders‖(Acts 2:19, 22, 43; 4:30; 5:12; 6:8; 14:3; 15:12), a stock OT 

phrase recalling the signs and wonders accompanying the first exodus (Acts 7:36; see Exod 7:3; Deut 

4:34; 6:22; 26:8).  

2. Hebrews. This letter summarizes Christian experience of God in language resonating with both Paul 

andLuke:―…Godalsoborewitnessbysignsandwondersandvariousmiracles[dynameis] and by gifts 

[merismoi, lit.―distributions‖]oftheHolySpirit‖(Heb 2:4).  

3. James. James 5:14–16 is notable in that it describes prayer for physical healing without implying that 

itisa―charismatic‖giftgiventocertain individuals. Rather it is occasioned by community prayer led by 

elders.  

C. Contemporary Approaches  

NTaccountsofJesus‘healingactivityandthegiftofhealingintheChristiancommunityhavebeen

approached in a variety of ways in modern scholarship: in continuity with OT traditions of divine healing 

(e.g., Richardson 1941, Fuller 1963, and Brown 1971); from the historical perspective (van der Loos 

1965, Kee 1986); form-critically (e.g., Achtemeier 1970, 1972); from the history-of-religious perspective 

(Smith 1971, Tiede 1972, Kee 1973 and 1986, Hull 1974); in continuity with later church history (Kelsey 

1973); from the redaction-critical perspective (e.g., Held 1963 and Achtemeier 1975); as narratives with 

symbolic dimensions (Hamm 1986); and, increasingly, from the perspectives of the various social 

sciences (McCasland 1951, Hollenback 1981, Theissen 1983, and Pilch 1988).  
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M. DENNIS HAMM  

HEAVE OFFERING. See SACRIFICE AND SACRIFICIAL OFFERINGS.  

HEAVEN [Heb  āmayim (ָשַֹמִים); Gk ouranos (οὐπανορ)].IntheBibletheword―heaven‖is used to 

describe both a physical part of the universe and the dwelling place of God. In Hebrew the word for 

heaven is plural; the LXX usually translates the Hebrew word by a singular noun. In the NT both the 

singular and plural forms occur with no difference in meaning.  

A. Heaven as a Physical Reality  

IntheHebrewBible―heaven‖issometimesusedasasynonymfor―firmament‖(Hebrāq  a˓) to 

describe the dome-shaped covering over the earth that separated the heavenly waters above from the 

earthly waters beneath (Gen 1:6–8; Ps 148:4). Heaven, or the firmament, was thought to be supported by 

pillars (Job 26:11) and had foundations (2 Sam 22:8) and windows. When the windows of heaven were 

opened, the waters above the firmament fell upon the earth as rain (Gen 7:11; 8:2; Isa 24:18). Through 

these windows God also poured out blessings upon the earth (Mal 3:10). The birds fly across the 

firmament (Gen 1:20; Deut 4:17) and the sun, moon, and stars were set in the firmament (Gen 1:14–18).  

Whereas the firmament referred specifically to the canopy covering the earth, heaven often had a 

broader meaning, referring to all that was above the earth, including the firmament. Rain, snow, hail, and 

thunder come from heaven (Exod 9:22–35; Isa 55:10; Josh 10:11; Rev 11:19). Heaven contained the 

storehouses of the winds, the snow, and the hail (Job 37:9; 38:22; Ps 135:7; Jer 10:13).  

Heaven is also a place for signs. God placed the rainbow in the heavens as a sign to Noah of the 

covenant which God made with him (Gen 9:12–17).God‘s power is displayed in the signs and wonders 

which are performed in heaven and on earth (Dan 6:27).SignsintheheavensalsoportendGod‘s

judgment on the earth, particularly the eschatological judgment (Joel 2:30–31; Matt 24:30; Luke 21:11, 

25; Acts 2:19; Rev 15:1).  

Thephrase―heavenandearth‖wasusedtodenotetheentireuniverse,thetotalityofGod‘screation

(Gen 1:1; Deut 4:26; Ps 121:2; 146:6; Mark 13:31; Acts 17:24). Because heaven is a part of the created 

order, it too suffers the judgment of God. The heavens are shaken by the anger of God (2 Sam 22:8); the 

sun and moon will be darkened (Amos 8:9; Jer 4:23, 28; Isa 51:6; Mark 13:24–26; Rev 8:12); heaven and 

earth will pass away (Matt 24:35; Luke 16:17; 2 Pet 3:10; Rev 21:1). Eschatological hope envisioned a 

new heaven and earth (Isa 65:17; 66:22; 2 Pet 3:13; Rev 21:1).  

B. Heaven as the Dwelling Place of God  

Whereas the Israelites could speak of God as dwelling on Mount Sinai (Deut 33:2; Ps 68:17), in the 

temple (1 Kgs 8:12–13; Ps 68:17–18; Ezek 43:7), or in Zion (Ps 74:2; Isa 8:18; Joel 3:17, 21), the 



supreme abode of God was in heaven. In the heavenly palace or templeisGod‘sthrone,fromwhichGod

reigns as king over heaven and earth (Isa 6:1; Ps 11:4).HeavenisGod‘sthroneandtheearthGod‘s

footstool (Isa 66:1).Fromheaven,―abovethecircleoftheearth,‖Godlooksdownupontheearth,where

the people appear as grasshoppers (Isa 40:22; Ps 102:19).  

TodescribeGodasdwellinginheavenistorecognizethetranscendenceofGod,God‘sseparateness

from the created order. At times, some individuals within Israel wondered if the clouds of heaven shielded 

theearthfromGod;Godwasshutupintheheavens.EliphazaccusesJobofthinking,―IsnotGodhighin

theheavens?Seethehigheststars,howloftytheyare!Thereforeyousay,‗WhatdoesGodknow?Canhe 

judge through the deep darkness? Thick clouds enwrap him, so that he does not see, and he walks on the 

vaultofheaven‘ ‖(Job 22:12–14; cf. Lam 3:44). The author of Isa 64:1 callsonGodto―rendtheheavens

andcomedown‖inordertomakeGod‘spowerknown. 

Even the vast expanse of heaven, however, is not large enough to contain God (1 Kgs 8:27).The―God

ofheaven‖(2 Chr 36:23; Ezra 1:2; Jonah 1:9) is also the God of earth, who on occasions was described as 

coming down from heaven to visit the earth (Gen 11:5, 7; Exod 19:18; Isa 64:3). Moreover, even with the 

beliefinYahweh‘s transcendence, Israel always saw God as one who was involved in the world which 

Godhadcreated.ThewholehistoryofGod‘sdealingwiththepeopleofIsraelandJudahdemonstrated

God‘sactivityintheworld.Goddweltnotonlyinheaven,butalsoamong God‘speople(Exod 29:45–46; 

1 Kgs 6:13; Zech 2:10–11). The NT, which also speaks of God as residing in heaven (Matt 5:16; 6:9; 

Mark 11:25; Rev 3:12; 4:2), likewise emphasizes the presence of God in the world, with special emphasis 

giventoGod‘sdwellingintheChurch,God‘stemple(1 Cor 3:16; Eph 2:21–22).  

Since heaven is the abode of God, heaven is also the source and locus of salvation. The bread which fed 

the Israelites in the wilderness came from heaven (Exod 16:4).BlessingsuponGod‘speoplecomefrom

heaven (Gen 49:25; Deut 33:13). Elijah is taken up into heaven in a whirlwind (2 Kgs 2:11). When the 

idea of life after death developed within Judaism, the location of such existence was often situated in 

heaven with God (T. Ab. 11:10; 2 Esdras 7; cf. Dan 12:2–3). The idea of heaven as the place of eternal 

reward for the faithful is well attested in the NT, which describes heaven as having many rooms (John 

14:2),ascontainingthebeliever‘seternalhouse(2 Cor 5:1–10),andasbeingthelocationofthebeliever‘s

commonwealth (Phil 3:20; see also Heb 11:16; Rev 11:12).  

Postexilic Jewish literature manifests an intense curiosity about the contents of heaven. Various writings 

describe heavenly visions or journeys of revered individuals such as Enoch, Abraham, and Baruch (1 

Enoch, 2 Enoch, Testament of Abraham, 3 Baruch). The topography of heaven, the inhabitants of heaven, 

the places of judgment, as well as other heavenly secrets are revealed to these persons. Many of these 

writings describe heaven as containing various levels, referred to as different heavens. The most popular 

numberofheavenswasseven.(ComparePaul‘sstatementin2 Cor 12:2 concerning the third heaven.) The 

various heavens contain not only the throne room of God, paradise (the intermediate reward for the 

righteous), and the eternal abode of the righteous, but in many cases one or more of the heavens also 

contain the places of punishment for the wicked.  

Certain non-canonical Christian writings also contain elaborate descriptions of heaven (The Apocalypse 

of Peter, The Apocalypse of Paul, The Ascension of Isaiah 6–11). In the NT book of Revelation, John of 

Patmos describes his vision of God seated on the heavenly throne surrounded by various members of the 

heavenly court (Revelation 4–5).John‘sdescriptionoftheNewJerusalem,whichcomes―downoutof

heavenfromGod‖(Rev 21:1–22:5), has been the source for many later popular ideas about heaven.  

MITCHELL G. REDDISH  

HEAVEN, ASCENT TO. The motif of the journey to heaven is a vitally important phenomenon of 

ancient Mediterranean religions. There are five figures in the Bible who, according to standard Jewish and 

Christian interpretation, are reported to have ascended to heaven: Enoch (Gen 5:24); Elijah (2 Kgs 2:1–

12); Jesus (Luke 24:51; Acts 1:9); Paul (2 Cor 12:2–4); and John (Rev 4:1). There are also four related 

accounts in which individuals behold the throne, or heavenly court, of Yahweh: Moses, Aaron, and the 

elders of Israel (Exod 24:9–11); Micaiah (1 Kgs 22:19–23); Isaiah (Isa 6:1–13); and Ezekiel (Ezekiel 1, 



10).Finally,thereisthesceneinwhichanotherwiseunidentified―sonofman‖comesbeforethethrone

of God in an apocalyptic vision of Daniel (Dan 7:11–14). The notion that mortals enter into, or behold, 

the realm of the immortal God (or gods) undergoes various complicated developments from the earlier 

ANE periods into the Hellenistic period. It is closely related to a number of other topics such as the 

descent or journey to the underworld of the dead (see DESCENT TO THE UNDERWORLD), the 

heavenly destiny of the immortal soul, the apotheosis or divinization of selected mortals (rulers, 

philosophers, divine men), and aspects of Greco-Roman, Jewish, and Christian mysticism. Sorting 

through this complex conceptual web and trying to understand these biblical texts with their contexts and 

complicated traditional development has occupied historians of ancient religions for the past 150 years 

(Bousset 1901; ANRW 23: 1333–94).  

The motif of the heavenly journey can be divided into four basic types or categories, based upon the 

fundamental purpose or outcome of the ascent as reported in a given text. Generally speaking, the first 

two categories are more characteristic of the ANE or archaic period, which would include most texts of 

the Hebrew Bible (OT). The latter two categories are more typical of the Hellenistic period, which reflects 

the perspective of the NT.  

———  

A. Ascent as an Invasion of Heaven  

B. Ascent to Receive Revelation  

C. Ascent to Immortal Heavenly Life  

D. Ascent as a Foretaste of the Heavenly World  

———  

A. Ascent as an Invasion of Heaven  

In the cosmology reflected throughout most of the Hebrew Bible, mortal humankind belongs on earth, 

not in heaven, and at death descends below to the netherworld known as Sheol. Psalm 115 expresses this 

succinctly:  

Theheaven‘saretheLORD‘sheavens, 

but the earth he has given to the sons of men.The dead do not praise the LORD,  

nor do any that go down into silence.  

But we will bless the LORD  

from this time forth and for evermore.  

Generally speaking, just as there is no coming back from the dead, there is no idea or expectation that 

humans can go to heaven, a place reserved for God and his angelic attendants. This means that any report 

of a human being ascending to heaven would be seen as not only extraordinary, but often even as an 

intrusion or invasion of the divine realm. In an Akkadian text, Adapa, the son of Ea, attempts to ascend to 

heaven to obtain eternal life but is cast back down to earth (ANET, 101–3). A somewhat similar story is 

told of Etana, one of the legendary rulers of the Sumerian dynasty of Kish (ANET, 114–18). A direct 

protest against such an ascent is found in Isa 14:12–20 (compare Ezek 28:11–19). There the prideful King 

of Babylon, who wants to ascend to heaven and become like God, is cast down to the netherworld of 

worms and maggots (v 11). The ironic language of Prov 30:2–4 (compare Job 26; 38:1–42:6), though not 

a tale of ascent, emphasizes the contrast between the human and divine realms. A similar idea lies behind 

Deut 29:29 and 30:11–14.Thereisnoneedforonetoascendtoheaventolearnthe―secretthings‖which

belong to God (compare Sir 3:21–22).Lucian‘stale,Icaromenippus, though from the Roman imperial 

period, typifies this understanding of ascent to heaven as an invasion of the realm of the gods.  

The accounts of Enoch and Elijah are best understood in this context. First and foremost, they are 

extraordinary. The normal fate, even of great heroes of the Hebrew Bible such as Abraham, Moses, and 

David,isdeathor―rest‖inSheol(Gen 25:7–9; Deut 34:6; 1 Kgs 2:10, cf Acts 2:29–34). Furthermore, 

both texts, particularly the one about Enoch, are ambiguous. Gen 5:24, from the P source, in lieu of 

recordingEnoch‘sdeath,simplysays―EnochwalkedwithGod;andhewasnot,forGodtookhim.‖The

text does not say where he was taken. Though the bulk of later Jewish and Christian tradition understood 

this text as an ascent to heaven (OTP 1: 3–315; Tabor 1989), this was not universally the case (compare 



Heb 11:5, 13–16).Theauthormighthavehadinmindajourney―beyond,‖tosomespecialregiononthis

earth(e.g.,―IslesoftheBlessed‖),asinthecasesofGilgamesh‘sUtnapishtimor Menelaus in Homer. 

Such might also be the case with Elijah. Though it is clear he is taken from the earthly scene in a chariot 

of fire that rises to heaven like a whirlwind, the author might well have had in mind his removal or 

―retirement‖tosomeremote area.Ifso,―heaven‖inthistextisequivalentto―sky,‖andtheauthordoes

not intend to imply that Elijah joined Yahweh as an immortal in the heavenly court. This appears to be the 

understanding of the Chronicler, who reports that much later, Jehoram, king of Judah, receives a letter 

written by Elijah (2 Chr 21:12–15).  

B. Ascent to Receive Revelation  

Thistypeofascentinvolvesa―roundtrip‖fromearthtoheavenand back again, or some visionary 

experience of the heavenly court from which one returns to normal experience (ascent/descent). In 

contrast to the previous type, the journey or experience is appraised most positively. The earth, not 

heaven, is still understoodastheproperhumanplace,sothattheascentremainsa―visit,‖thoughnotan

intrusion, into the divine realm.  

The complex literary traditions surrounding the ascent of Moses on Mount Sinai, now found in Exodus 

24, though not explicitly referring to a journey to heaven, are closely related to this category. Moses (or 

alternatively Moses, Aaron, and the seventy elders), in ascending the mountain, enter the presence of God, 

the realm of the divine. He is given revelation in the form of heavenly tablets, then descends back to the 

mortal realm. Though he is not explicitly deified or enthroned, he becomes a semi-divine figure, eating 

and drinking in the divine presence and returning from the mountain with his face transformed like an 

immortal (Exod 24:11; 34:29–30). In later interpretation this was understood as full deification (see Philo, 

vita Mos 2.290–91; virt. 73–75; Ezekiel the Tragedian 668–82). The prophetic call of Isaiah is a further 

example of this same pattern (Isa 6:1–3).SincethereisnospecificreferencetoIsaiahbeing―takenup,‖

thisisa―visionaryascent,‖thoughthedistinctionbetweenthetwotypesisnotalwaysclear(see2 Cor 

12:2–4).Hesees―TheLORDsittingonathrone,highandliftedup…‖(v 1). He is then given a message 

with a corresponding prophetic commission. As a mortal, he is out of place in the divine realm; he cries 

out―Woeisme!ForIamlost;forIamamanofuncleanlips…formyeyeshaveseentheKing,the

LORDofhosts!‖(v 5). The throne visions of Ezekiel (Ezekiel 1, 10) should be compared here, as well as 

thescenebeforethethroneofthe―AncientofDays‖inDan 7:14 wherea―sonofman‖isgiven cosmic 

rulershipoverallnations.Micaiah‘svisionoftheheavenlycourtalsobelongsunderthiscategory(1 Kgs 

22:19–23). In all these texts the ascent or vision of the heavenly throne serves as a way of claiming the 

highest and most direct heavenly authority for the message. Such experiences are clearly evaluated as 

morenoteworthythantheepiphanyofanangelicmessengerorreceiptofaprophetic―wordofthe

LORD.‖ 

Widengren (1950) has traced this motif of royal or prophetic enthronement (ascent, initiation into 

heavenly secrets, receipt of a divine commission) into later Jewish traditions involving kingship, 

prophetic commissions, and the revelation of secret heavenly lore. This understanding of ascent 

dominates one of the oldest sections of 1 Enoch, the Book of the Watchers (chaps. 1–36). The legendary 

figure Enoch is taken through the heavenly realms and shown cosmic secrets, even appearing before 

God‘slofty throne. The Greek version of the Testament of Levi (2d century B.C.E.) draws upon the ascent 

motif in a similar way, as does the Latin Life of Adam and Eve (1st century C.E.) and the Apocalypse of 

Abraham. In each of these texts the ascent to heaven functions as a vehicle of revelation, offering divine 

authority to the cosmological and eschatological lore the authors were expounding.  

The closest non-Jewish,orGreek,paralleltothisnotionofascentisprobablyParmenides‘prooemium, 

which survives in only a few fragments (Taran 1965). He tells of being taken in a chariot through the gate 

leading to daylight, where he is received and addressed by a goddess. On the whole, for Greeks in the 

archaic period, revelations came through epiphanies, oracles, dreams, omens, and signs of various sorts, 

not by being taken before the throne of Zeus. The fair number of Jewish (and Jewish-Christian) texts 

which make use of the ascent to heaven motif as a means of legitimating rival claims of revelation and 

authority is likely due to the polemics and party politics that characterized the Second Temple period. It 



becameacharacteristicway,intheHellenisticperiod,ofclaiming―archaic‖authorityofthehighest

order,equaltoaEnochorMoses,forone‘svisionofthings.  

C. Ascent to Immortal Heavenly Life  

Thistypeofascenttoheavenisfinalor―oneway‖:amortalobtainsimmortality,orreleasefrommortal

conditions, through a permanent ascent to the heavenly realms. Broadly, there are two overlapping ideas 

involved here, both of which have been extensively investigated: first, that a hero, ruler, or extraordinary 

individual has obtained immortal heavenly existence (Farnell 1921; Guthrie 1950; Bieler 1935–36; Smith 

1971; Gallagher 1982); and second, the more general idea that the souls of humankind, bound by mortal 

conditions, can obtain release to immortal heavenly life (Rhode 1925; Bousset 1901; Burkert 1985). The 

second is not merely a later democratization of the first; rather, the two exist side by side throughout the 

Hellenistic period. While they are distinct from one another, both are related to a fundamental shift in the 

perception of the proper human place. Increasingly in this period one encounters the notion that humans 

actually belong in heaven, with lifeonearthseenaseithera―fall‖ortemporarysubjectiontomortal

powers (Nilsson 1969: 96–185; EncBrit 8: 749–51).  

The only candidates for such immortalization in the Hebrew Bible are Enoch and Elijah, though, as 

noted above, both texts are ambiguous. As early as the Maccabean period (2d century B.C.E.) Daniel 

speaksoftherighteousdeadbeingresurrectedand―shininglikethestarsforeverandever,‖having

obtained immortality (12:3).AsimilarnotionisfoundintheWisdomofSolomon,wherethe―soulsofthe

righteous‖arepromisedimmortallife(3:1–9). Gradually, in Jewish and Christian texts of the Hellenistic 

period, the older idea of the dead reposing in Sheol forever is replaced with either a notion of the 

resurrection of the dead or the immortality of the soul or some combination of the two (Nickelsburg 

1972). Both ideas involve the notion of a final ascent to heaven.  

The NT reflects this Hellenistic perspective in which mortals can obtain heavenly immortality. Matthew 

13:43,reflectingthelanguageandinfluenceofDaniel,assertsthat―therighteouswillshinelikethesunin

the kingdom of their Father.‖EternallifeispromisedtotherighteousthroughouttheNTcorpus(Mark 

9:42–48; Q [Matt 10:32–33=Luke 12:8]; Matt 25:46; Acts 13:48; John 3:16; 14:1–3; Rom 6:23; Col 3:1–

4; 1 Tim 1:16; Heb 12:22–23; Jas 1:12; 1 Pet 1:4; 2 Pet 1:4; 1 John 5:11; Jude 21; Rev 20). In most cases 

this involves ascent to heaven and life before the throne of God (1 Thess 4:13–18; Rev 7:9–17). 

According to the NT, the righteous of the OT, such as Abraham, Moses, and the prophets, are included in 

this promised resurrection to immortal heavenly life (Hebrews 11).  

In the NT the ascent of Jesus to heaven is the paradigm for all those righteous mortals who follow. Just 

as he was raised from the dead, made immortal, and ascended to the Father, so will followers experience 

the same at his return (John 14:1–3; 1 Cor 15:20–28; Rom 8:29–30). The state of the righteous souls who 

have died prior to the time of the end and the resurrection and ascent to heaven is not always clear. Paul 

seems to prefer themetaphorof―sleep,‖whichparallelstheHebrewBiblenotionofSheol(1 Thess 4:13; 

5:10; 1 Cor 15:18–20).Butintwoplaceshemightimplythatthese―souls‖or―spirits‖depart

immediately at death and ascend to the presence of Christ in heaven (Phil 1: 21–24; 2 Cor 5:1–10). In 

Revelationthe―soulsofthemartyrs‖arepicturedasunderthealtar,presumablyinheaven,longingfor

their time of vindication (6:9–11). In distinction to both of these views, the story of the rich man and the 

beggar Lazarus, unique to Luke, pictures the Hadean world of the dead, which is below, not above, as a 

place in which rewards and punishments are already being experienced prior to the final resurrection and 

judgment (Luke 16:19–31). This latter text is more in keeping with other Jewish materials of the period 

whichseethe―dead‖asconscious,butintheHadeanworldbelow,awaitingtheresurrectionandlast

judgment (cf. Rev 20:11–15).ThereisnouniformNTviewofthe―stateofthedead.‖ 

Surprisingly, an actual narrative account of the ascent of Jesus to heaven occurs only in Luke (24:51, 

but see textual variants; Acts 1:9). It is assumed in Matthew and Mark and spoken of in John (20:17) and 

Paul (Rom 8:34). A similar resurrection from the dead followed by bodily ascension to heaven is 

prophesied forthe―twowitnesses‖inthebookofRevelation(11:7–12).TheyareGod‘sfinalprophets

before the return of Christ and the last judgment.  



The contrast between the NT and the Hebrew Bible regarding this expectation of ascent to heaven could 

not be more striking. Other than the doubtful examples of Enoch and Elijah, it is not until the book of 

Daniel, which is perhaps the latest text in the canon of the Hebrew Bible, that one finds any reference to 

mortals ascending to heavenly life (some would include Isa 26:19; Job 14:14–16 is a longing, not an 

affirmation). The NT is fully a part of the process of Hellenization in which notions of resurrection from 

the dead, immortality of the soul, and ascent to heaven were the norm rather than the exception.  

D. Ascent as a Foretaste of the Heavenly World  

Thistypeofascentinvolvesajourneyor―visit‖toheavenwhichfunctionsasaforetasteoranticipation 

of a final or permanent ascent to heavenly life. Though related to the second category, ascent to receive 

revelation,itisfundamentallydifferent.Forexample,whenIsaiahistakenbeforeGod‘sthrone,though

he receives a commission and experiences the glories of the heavenly world, there is no idea that he will 

return to that realm. He remains a mortal who dies and descends to Sheol with all the other dead.  

The earliest example of this notion of ascent is in the Similitudes of Enoch (1 Enoch 37–71), probably 

dating from the 1st century B.C.E. In chapter 39 Enoch relates how he was taken to heaven. The 

experience transforms him (39:14) and he is told that he will later ascend to heaven permanently and 

receive glory and immortal heavenly life (chaps. 70–71). 2 Enoch (Slavonic) also reflects a similar 

pattern.Enoch‘sjourneythroughthesevenheavens,whichlasts60days(chaps.1–20), is followed by a 

return to earth. The experience transforms him and functions in anticipation of his final translation to 

heaven. Christians later took up and elaborated this understanding of ascent from such Jewish models, as 

seen in texts such as the Ascension of Isaiah.  

IntheNTwehavethestrikingfirsthandaccountofPaul‘sownexperienceofascenttoParadise(2 Cor 

12:2–4). This text provides evidence for the actual―practice‖ofascenttoheaveninJewish-Christian 

circles during this period, in contrast to a purely literary motif adopted to lend heavenly authority to a text. 

ObviouslyPaul‘sexperiencefunctionsasahighlyprivilegedforetasteoftheheavenlyglorification which 

he expected at the return of Christ (Tabor 1986).  

There are definite links from the language and ideas of these Jewish texts from Second Temples times 

and the testimony of Paul to and the Tannaitic and Amoraic Merkabah (and later Hekhalot) traditions 

(Scholem 1960; Gruenwald 1980; Halperin 1980).  

There are also examples of this type of ascent to heaven in non-Jewish/Christian materials. Perhaps the 

clearestisCicero‘sreportofthe―DreamofScipioAfricanus‖inhisRepublic (6. 9–26). The text was 

highly influential and functions as a kind of universal declaration of the gospel of astral immortality (Luck 

1985). Scipio travels to the heavenly world above and returns with a revelation that all humans are 

immortal souls, trapped in mortal bodies, but potentially destined for heavenly life above. The gnostic text 

Poimandres, found in the Corpus Hermeticum, also fits this category of ascent. There is also an important 

text in the Greek Magical Papyri, mistakenlycalledthe―MithrasLiturgy‖(PGM 4. 624–750). It provides 

the initiate who desires to ascend to heaven with an actual guide for making the journey with all its 

dangers and potentials. There are Jewish texts such as Hekhalot Rabbati which have strong parallels with 

such magical materials, showing that we are dealing here with an international phenomenon of late 

antiquity (Smith 1963). It is also likely that the rites of initiation into certain of the so-called―mystery

religions,‖suchasthatofIsis,involvedsuchprolepticexperiences of ascent to heaven (see Apuleius, 

Metamorphoses 11, and discussion of Tabor 1986: 89–92).  

ItisnoteworthythatPaul‘stestimonyin2 Cor 12:2–4 remains our only firsthand autobiographical 

account of such an experience from the Second Temple period.  
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JAMES D. TABOR  

HEAVEN, NEW. See NEW EARTH, NEW HEAVEN.  

HEAVEN, QUEEN OF. See QUEEN OF HEAVEN (DEITY).  

HEBER (PERSON) [Heb ḥeber (ֶחֶבש)]. 1. A son of Beriah, grandson of Asher, and ancestral head of 

the Heberites (Gen 46:17; Num 26:45; 1 Chr 7:31–32). Heber and his brother Malchiel are listed in the 

genealogies of Asher in Gen 46:17, Num 26:44–46—LXX 26:28–30, and 1 Chr 7:30–39. These lists vary 

in the number of sons of Asher mentioned, but all of them mention his daughter Serah and trace the next 

generation only through Beriah. Heber is not otherwise known, but apparently he was an important figure 

in the history of the tribe of Asher. In 1 Chr 7:30–39, which may have been drawn from a military census 

(Williamson 1 & 2 Chronicles NCBC, 82), both Heber and Malchiel are listed as the sons of Beriah and 

grandsons of Asher, but the genealogy of Asher is continued only through Heber. Heber has three sons, 

Japhlet, Shomer, and Hotham, and a daughter, Shua. Grandchildren of Heber are listed for each of his 

sons: three sons through Japhlet (v 33), four sons through Shemer (= Shomer, v 34), and four sons 

through Helem (= Hotham, v 35).Heber‘slineisnottracedfurtherthroughJaphletandShermer/Shomer, 

but it is continued at least into a third generation of descendants through Zophah (vv 36–37), one of the 

four sons of Helem/Hotham, and perhaps even into a fourth generation if Ithran, one of eleven sons of 

Zophah, is the same as Jether (v 38), who has three sons. In 1 Chr 7:40 the summary statement on the 

descendants of Asher indicates considerable military importance, but there is no indication if this was true 

for all the generations listed or only some.  

2. TheKenite(―smith‖)husbandofJael,andthusadescendantofHobab(Jethro),thefather-in-law of 

Moses (Judg 4:11). According to Judg 4:11, Heber had separated from the main group of the Kenites who 

were in the south (Judg 1:16)andmovedhishouseholdtothe―OakinZaanannim‖nearKedesh(perhaps

to be distinguished from the Kedesh of v 10). Judg 4:17 notes that while there he allied himself with 

Jabin, the king of Hazor, who had been harassing Israel for twenty years (Judg 4:3). Significantly, Jael is 

not mentioned in the reporting of either the movement or the alliance. Elsewhere in Judges 4–5, Heber is 

regularlysubordinatetoJael,ifheismentionedatall(―Jael,wifeofHeber‖in 4:17, 21; 5:24, and simply 

―Jael‖in4:18, 22, and 5:6). From the viewpoint of Judges 4, Jael is treasonous to her husband, but in 

Judges 5 thenarratorportraysHeber‘sactionsastreasonoustoIsrael. As the battle unfolded, Sisera, 

Jabin‘sgeneral,retreatedtoanalliedhousehold,butJael‘sloyaltieswereelsewhere.Shelavished

attention on Sisera, providing milk when he asked for water, but, once asleep, she killed him inside 

her/Heber‘stent.ThenarratorcondemnsHeberthroughsilence,butinDeborah‘ssong,wheresheis

ironically termed the wife of Heber the Kenite, Jael is twice called blessed (Judg 5:24).  



3. The father of Socoh, son of Mered and grandson of Ezrah the Judahite (1 Chr 4:18). This segment of 

the Judahites is not connected to the larger genealogy (1 Chr 4:1–20).Ezrah‘sfatherisnotstatedandthe

genealogy is extended only one generation beyond Heber. 1 Chr 4:17 mentions that Mered had married an 

Egyptian (Bithiah) who bore three children, and v 18 begins,―AndhisJudahitewife.‖Thepronoun

presumably refers to Mered. The Judahite wife is unnamed, but she bore three children: Jered, Heber, and 

Jekuthiel. The textual difficulty of having no subject in v 17 for―andsheconceived‖(Hebwattahar) may 

be solved by transposing v 18b to follow v 17a as in the RSV (Williamson 1–2 Chronicles NCBC, 60).  

4. The fourth of seven sons of Elpaal the Benjaminite. This Heber is mentioned only 1 Chr 8:17. His 

connection through his father Elpaal to the larger group is not clear, for the relationship of the Elpaal in vv 

17–18 to the Elpaal of vv 11–12 isambiguous.ThissegmentoftheChronicler‘sgenealogies appears to 

start with Shaharaim in 1 Chr 8:8. Shaharaim married Hushim, Baara, and Hodesh and divorced the first 

two, and from the union of Shaharaim and Hushim came Abitub and Elpaal (v 11). The genealogy 

continues through Elpaal, but the number of his sons is not entirely clear. Verse 12 lists Eber, Misham, 

and Shemed, and v 13 mentions Beriah and Shema, but their connection to Elpaal is interrupted by 

commentsonShemed‘senterprisesattheendofv 12. Presumably Beriah and Shema are to be included 

among the sons of Elpaal, for all the other names in the context are attached to a parent. The ambiguity is, 

however, compounded in subsequent verses, for offspring are listed for Beriah (14–16), Elpaal (17–18, 

where Heber is listed), and Shimei (= Shema, 19–21). On this basis some commentators (see Williamson, 

1–2 Chronicles NCBC, 84–85) would insert Elpaal in v 13 between the references to Beriah and Shema, 

thus assuming that Elpaal named one of his sons Elpaal and that the total number of sons was six. In 

short,Heber‘sgrandfatherisnotknownclearly. 

RICHARD W. NYSSE  

HEBREW [Heb ˓i r   (ִשי )].InEnglish,generallysynonymouswith―Jew,‖butintheHebrewBibleִףבְׁ
it mostly designates members of the Israelite nation.  

The use of this expression is confined to certain parts of the OT, the story of Joseph (Genesis 37–50), 

the history of Israel in Egypt (Exodus 1–15), and 1 Samuel. Apart from these major narrative 

compositions the Hebrews are mentioned in a few other passages, notably in Gen 14:13, where Abraham 

is called a Hebrew; in the Book of the Covenant, Exod 21:2–11, which regulates the service of Hebrews 

who had been enslaved; and in texts dependent on this law (Deut 15:12; Jer 34:8–20; see Lemche 1976: 

43–45, 51–53). Finally, in Jonah 1:9 the prophet describes himself as a Hebrew who has run away from 

his country. The last mentioned example is the only one where a person describes himself as a Hebrew, in 

all other instances they are described as such by other peoples, in the story of Joseph and in Exodus by the 

Egyptians, in 1 Samuel by the Philistines.  

The etymology of the expression is not yet totally clear (see proposals in Loretz 1984: 235–48) and the 

possible derivation from the Akkadian expression ḫabiru/ḫapiru, thought to mean a population element of 

fugitives and outlaws, remains a subject of discussion. See HABIRU, HAPIRU. This discussion about the 

connection between Hebrews and ḫabiru/ḫapiru is, however, fundamental for understanding the ethnic 

term―Hebrew‖intheOT.Ifthisderivationiscorrect,itwouldhardlybereasonabletodenythe

significance of the more general ḫabiru/ḫapiru-movement in the ANE in the 2d millennium B.C. for the 

population processes in Palestine and adjacent areas which led to the formation of the Israelite society in 

the early Iron Age, just before 1000 B.C. (against Loretz 1984; cf. already Mendenhall 1962, and 1973: 

122–41). Therefore the rise of the Israelite nation cannot be separated from the social upheavals during 

the Late Bronze Age, of which the ḫabiru/ḫapiru-movement is evidence. According to this view we shall 

have to reckon with a considerable element of ḫabiru/ḫapiru in Late Bronze Age Palestinian society as 

one of the single major factors behind the emergence of Israel.  

Since the expression ḫabiru/ḫapiru evidently covers a social phenomenon, whereas Hebrew in the OT, 

with perhaps one exception (Exod 21:2–11, the law concerning Hebrew slaves), always stands for 

members of the Israelite people, a certain shift of meaning has taken place. It is, however, interesting to 

note how some aspects of the former social meaning of the expression have survived almost everywhere 



intheOTwheretheexpressionisused(Lemche1979;seealsoNa˒aman1986).Thusinthestoryof

JosephandinExodus,theword―Hebrew‖isalwaysusedtorefertothe Israelite refugees in Egypt, in 

contradistinction to the local population or authorities, and in 1 Samuel only the Philistines speak about 

Hebrews, normally in a derogatory sense, to indicate runaway slaves or renegades (David, who is 

considered to have deserted his own master, King Saul, is thus styled by his Philistine superiors in 1 Sam 

29:3). Even in such late texts as Gen 14:23 and Jonah 1:9, relicts of the former sociological meaning of 

the expression may be supposed to be behind the present usage.  

Irrespective of the relative age of those texts in the OT which mention the Hebrews, it is therefore true 

to maintain that the OT usage is based on an old and historical tradition. On the other hand, it is hardly 

possible to argue that all instances are postexilic, or that the use of the expression also derives from such a 

late period as maintained by O. Loretz (1984: 271–75). First and foremost, in the postexilic and pre-

Hellenisticperiods,―Hebrew‖wasneverunderstoodasageneraltermdenotingordinaryIsraelitesor

Jews. Moreover, in Exod 21:2–11 we have a testimony of the survival in Israel of an age-long societal 

connection; here two distinct terms are used which in the Late Bronze Age indicated two different though 

interrelated social categories (the ḫabiru/ḫapiru and the ḫupšu[Hebḥop   ] respectively,i.e.,―peasants‖

according to general opinion [a variant interpretation is mentioned by Lemche 1975: 139–42, 

―copyholders,‖orsimply―clients‖]).ThesedistinctionsdisappearcompletelyfromNearEastern

documents after the collapse of the Bronze Age social system.  

Only in the Greco-Roman tradition did Gk Ebraios become the ordinary way of indicating Jews, and 

thereafter this tradition was taken over by the Christian Church and became a general way of designing 

members of the Jewish people. The three passages using the term Hebrew in the NT (2 Cor 11:22; Phil 

3:5; Acts 6:1) do not enlarge the meaning of the expression. In 2 Corinthians and Philippians, Paul calls 

himself a Hebrew, thus indicating that he is a Hebrew-speaking Jew in contrast to those Jews whose 

language is Greek, or perhaps he wanted to distinguish between himself as a Jew and the Gentiles. In Acts 

the expression is applied to characterize the so-called Jewish Christian congregation.  
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NIELS PETER LEMCHE  

HEBREW LANGUAGE. See LANGUAGES (HEBREW).  

HEBREW NARRATIVE. See NARRATIVE, HEBREW.  

HEBREW SCRIPTS. The study of the alphabetic scripts used to write the Hebrew language is a 

specialized field of palaeography, the study of ancient writing. To prevent confusion and to establish a 

common terminology, the definitions proposed by F. M. Cross (1961b: 189–90, nn. 4–5) have been 

adopted.  

Hebrew script refers to the original Hebrew letter forms derived from the Phoenician alphabet and used 

throughout the First Temple Period. Palaeo-Hebrew script refers to the continued use of the Hebrew 

script after the loss of national sovereignty and in particular to the revived official use of the Palaeo-

Hebrew script first noted in the late Persian period and continued into the Second Temple Period. Its last 

documented use is on the coins of the Bar Kokhba Revolt or the Second Jewish War against Rome (A.D. 

132–135). However, Palaeo-Hebrew script survives until this day in the collateral branch known as the 

Samaritan script. Jewish script refers to the national script which developed from the Persian Aramaic 

script employed for official use throughout the Persian empire. This Jewish script is still used today.  

A. Hebrew Script  



The surviving examples of the Hebrew script were inscribed on durable materials such as stone, gems 

used for seals, jar handles, or clay bullae impressed by seals or written on ostraca with a carbon or iron 

salt ink. At present there is only one example of Hebrew script written on papyrus, found at the Wadi 

Murabba  t.Itisdatedonthebasisofpalaeographicevidencetothemid-7th century B.C.  

Some of the more important inscriptions include the Gezer Stone, the Siloam Inscription, and the tomb 

of the Royal Steward. The Gezer Stone is an agricultural calendar from the 10th century B.C. inscribed on 

limestone. It lists the months of the year by the tasks to be performed in that time period. The Siloam 

Inscription (late 8th century B.C.) records the joining of the tunnel of the aqueduct dug by Hezekiah to 

provide water for Jerusalem in the event of siege. The tomb inscription of the Royal Steward is from the 

same period and records the plea of the Steward to would-be grave robbers to leave his tomb alone as it 

contained no treasures, but simply the bones of him and his handmaiden.  

Several collections of invoices or letters written on ostraca provide a base of evidence upon which 

palaeographic research depends. These include the Samaria Ostraca (8th century B.C.), the Arad Ostraca 

(8th to 6th century B.C.), and the Lachish Ostraca (6th century B.C.).  

B. Palaeo-Hebrew Script  

Aside from the discoveries in the caves of the Judean Desert, the bulk of surviving Palaeo-Hebrew 

inscriptions are found on stone, ostraca, and most extensively on the coins of the Hasmonaean rulers 

(circa 100–37 B.C.), the First Jewish War against Rome (A.D. 66–70), and the Second Jewish War against 

Rome (A.D. 132–135).  

The importance of the manuscripts found at Qumran (the Dead Sea Scrolls) for the study of the biblical 

text, not to mention the history, culture, politics, and religion of Judea in 1st century B.C. and 1st century 

A.D., would be hard to overstate. This is especially true for the field of palaeography. Aside from 

manuscripts written exclusively in Palaeo-Hebrew Script or in Jewish Script, a number of manuscripts 

written in both Palaeo-Hebrew and Jewish Script have provided palaeographers with a key for developing 

a relative chronology for the evolution and use of the Palaeo-Hebrew script found in the manuscripts and 

in the nationalistic coinage of the Hasmonaean rulers and that of the leaders of the First and Second 

Jewish Wars against Rome.  
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MARK D. MCLEAN  

HEBREW VERSION OF MATTHEW. See MATTHEW, HEBREW VERSION OF.  

HEBREWS, EPISTLE TO THE. This product of the mature early Christian movement offers an 

impressive attempt to revitalize commitment to Christ through an imaginative reinterpretation of 

traditional Christological affirmations which undergirds an appeal to continued fidelity.  

———  
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A. Authorship  

Although Hebrews is included in the Pauline corpus and was part of that corpus in its earliest attested 

form (P
46

), it is certainly not a work of the apostle. This fact was recognized, largely on stylistic grounds, 

even in antiquity. Some patristic authors defended the traditional Pauline attribution with theories of 

scribal assistants such as Clement of Rome or Luke, but such hypotheses do not do justice to the very un-

Pauline treatment of key themes, particularly those of law and faith. Numerous alternative candidates for 

authorship have been proposed. The most prominent have been Barnabas, to whom Tertullian assigned 

the work; Apollos, defended by Luther and many moderns; Priscilla, suggested by von Harnack; 

Epaphras; and Silas. Arguments for none are decisive,andOrigen‘sjudgmentthat―Godonlyknows‖

who composed the work is sound.  

B. Date  

The latest possible date of composition is provided by the virtual citation of portions of Hebrews in 1 

Clement, conventionally dated to around 95 C.E. The earliest possible date is more difficult to determine. 

Several data suggest that a date prior to 60 C.E. is most unlikely. The author describes himself as among 

those who have received the message of salvation at second hand (2:3). His addressees have been 



believers for a considerable time (5:12). They have previously experienced persecution, reproach, and 

imprisonment (10:32–34). All of this indicates that some time has elapsed since their initial conversion 

(6:4).  

Within the broad range of the years 60–95 C.E., various conjectures have been made about a more 

precise dating. References to the Jewish sacrificial cult in the present tense (9:6–10; 10:1–4), along with 

the lack of any mention of the destruction of the temple, have been taken as evidence of a date prior to 70 

C.E., when the Jerusalem temple was destroyed. This argument, however, is inconclusive, since our author 

is not at all concerned with the Herodian temple. Rather, he deals with the desert tabernacle and argues 

exegetically from biblical data. Moreover, authors writing after 70 C.E., such as Josephus, Clement of 

Rome, and the compilers of the Mishnah, often refer to the temple as a present reality.  

Attempts have been made to date the work by identifying the persecution mentioned. Thus, if the 

addressees were in Rome, the references to affliction and material loss (10:32–34), coupled with the 

remark that the addressees have notyet―resisteduntoblood‖(12:4), could indicate a date between the 

expulsion of Jews and Jewish Christians from Rome under Claudius and the bloody persecution under 

Nero. Yet even if the hypothesis of a Roman destination is accepted, the text could have been aimed at a 

segmentofthecommunitywhichdidnotbearthefullbruntofNero‘spersecution. 

Attempts have also been made to date the work on the basis of its position within the development of 

early Christian doctrine. Unambiguous evidence for post-apostolic,―earlyCatholic‖doctrinalor

organizational principles are, however, lacking. Hence only a general time frame, from 60 to 90 C.E. can, 

with any degree of certainty, be determined as the date for Hebrews.  

C. Addressees  

Theworkitselfgivesnoexplicitindicationofitsintendedreaders.Thetitle―TotheHebrews‖is

probably a later conjecture. The implication of that title, that the work was addressed to Jewish Christians, 

has often been defended, but that position is by no means certain. The extensive reliance upon the OT and 

theelaborateexegeticalargumentswhichcharacterizetheworkindicatesomethingabouttheauthor‘s

background, but need say little about the addressees. Pauline letters such as Galatians or 1 Corinthians are 

certainly addressed to predominantly Gentile congregations but make extensive use of the OT and employ 

subtle exegesis. A major reason for assuming a Jewish-Christian readership is the assessment of the 

problem which the author addresses, but the judgment that the work is an apology for Christianity 

designed to prevent a relapse to Judaism is dubious.  

The location of the addressees is also problematic. Many ancient and some modern commentators have 

assumed that the intended recipients were in Jerusalem. Others have argued for Corinth, Asia Minor 

(particularly the Lycus valley), and Rome. The only relevant internal datum is the final greeting to the 

addresseesby―thosefromItaly‖(13:24). The phrase is commonly taken to mean that Italians living away 

fromhomesendgreetingstotheirplaceoforigin.Thephrasecould,however,meanthat―thoseofItaly,‖

i.e., Italians at home, send their greetings someplace else. The former construal is somewhat more natural. 

Moreover, there are other indications of a connection with Rome, particularly the citation by 1 Clement 

and a series of close parallels in theme and vocabulary with 1 Peter which was probably written from 

Rome (1 Pet 5:13). It is likely then that Hebrews was sent to the Roman Christian community or a 

segmentofitbysomeonefamiliarwiththatcommunity‘stheologicaltraditions. 

D. Genre, Structure, and Style  

1. Genre. The literary riddle of Hebrews arises from the fact that it concludes in standard epistolary 

form (13:22–25) but lacks any epistolary introduction with greetings and indications of sender or 

recipients. Various attempts to explain this anomaly have been proposed, including the accidental loss or 

intentional deletion of the prescript or the secondary addition of the conclusion. Either alteration could 

have been occasioned by a desire to make Hebrews suitable for inclusion in the Pauline letter corpus. 

Deletion of the prescript could have eliminated embarrassing evidence of non-Pauline authorship. An 

added conclusion with its reference to a Timothy (13:23) could, on the other hand, have suggested Pauline 

authorship. Such hypotheses are, however, unconvincing. The elaborately structured rhetorical prologue 

(1:1–3) makes a suitable beginning to the work, and the casual reference to Timothy is too subtle a device 



forapseudepigraphist.IfthisTimothyisindeedPaul‘scompanionandcollaborator,thereference

indicates some loose connection between the author and the Pauline circle. The concluding greetings may 

well be an addition made by the author, in order to render his text suitable as an address to a distant 

congregation, but suspicions about the integrity of Hebrews, and especially of chap. 13, are unfounded.  

In those concluding remarkstheworkisdescribedasa―wordofexhortation‖(13:22). This designation 

aptly describes the bulk of the text and suggests that the most appropriate generic identification is a 

homily. This homily, with its regular alternation between expository argument and exhortation, includes 

well-defined segments which probably exemplify homiletic patterns and may be based upon independent 

sermons. Chaps. 3 and 4 provide a good instance. An introduction (3:1–6) announces the major theme to 

be treated. A scriptural text from Psalm 95 is cited (3:7–11). Expository comments follow, culminating in 

an exhortation (3:12–4:11).ArhetoricalflourishonGod‘swordroundsoffthetreatment(4:12–13). 

Precisely the same pattern is evident in chapters 8–10. An introduction (8:1–6) articulates a basic 

oppositionbetweenthe―heavenly‖andthe―earthly‖which will dominate what follows. A lengthy 

citation of Jer 31:31–34 suggests other important thematic oppositions. The themes enunciated in the 

introduction and citation are explored and carefully interwoven (9:1–10:10). A concluding flourish 

triumphantly summarizes the basic affirmation of the sermonette (10:11–18) while recalling the quotation 

from Jeremiah. In each case the text continues with a formula indicating what the author and addressees 

―have‖(4:14; 10:19–21), which in turn serves as the basis for further hortatory remarks (4:14–16; 10:22–

25). Other less well-defined units of scriptural exposition (2:5–18; 7:1–28; 12:1–13) replicate major 

elements in this homiletic pattern.  

2. Structure. Analyzing the overall structure of the text is made difficult by the elaborate 

foreshadowing and interconnecting devices which the author uses and various proposals highlight one or 

another of these literary techniques. The following outline attempts to conveysomeofthework‘s

complexity while suggesting the function of its various segments:  

1:1–4: Exordium  

I. 1:5–2:18 Christ exalted and humiliated, a suitable High Priest  

A. 1:5–14 Christ exalted above the angels  

B. 2:1–4 Paraenetic interlude: hold fast  

C. 2:5–18 Christ the savior, a faithful and merciful High Priest  

II. 3:1–5:10 Christ faithful and merciful  

A. 3:1–4:13 A homily on faith  

i. 3:1–6 Introduction: the faithful Christ and Moses  

ii. 3:7–11 Citation of scripture: the faithless generation  

iii. 3:12–4:11 Exposition  

a. 3:12–19 The failure of faithlessness  

b. 4:1–5 Thenatureofthepromised―rest‖ 

c. 4:6–11 Faithfullyentertherest―today‖ 

iv. 4:12–13 Concludingflourish:God‘spowerfulword 

B. 4:14–5:10 Christ the merciful High Priest  

i. 4:14–16 Paraenetic prelude: hold fast and approach  

ii. 5:1–5 The characteristics of high priests  

iii. 5:6–10 ChristasHighPriest―AccordingtotheOrderofMelchizedek‖ 

III. 5:11–10:25 The difficult discource  

A. 5:11–6:20 Paraenetic prelude  

i. 5:11–6:3 Progressto―maturity‖ 

ii. 6:4–12 Warning and consolation  

a. 6:4–8 The danger of failure  

b. 6:9–12 Hopeful assurance  

iii. 6:13–20 God‘soath:asuregroundofhope 

B. 7:1–28 Christ and Mekchizedek  



i. 7:1–3 Introduction and scriptural citation  

ii. 7:4–25 Exposition  

a. 7:4–10 Melchizedek superior to the Levites  

b. 7:11–19 The new priest and the new order  

c. 7:20–25 The priesthood confirmed with an oath  

iii. 7:26–28 Concluding flourish on the eternal High Priest  

C. 8:1–10:18 AnexegeticalhomilyonChrist‘ssacrificialact 

i. 8:1–6 Introduction: earthly and heavenly sanctuaries  

ii. 8:7–13 Citation of scripture: a new, interior covenant  

iii. 9:1–10:10 Thematic exposition  

a. 9:1–10 The old, earthly sacrifice  

b. 9:11–14 The new, heavenly sacrifice  

c. 9:15–22 The new covenant and its sacrifice  

d. 9:23–28 The new, heavenly unique sacrifice  

e. 10:1–10 The new, earthly-heavenly sacrifice  

iv. 10:11–18 ConcludingflourishonChrist‘ssacrifice 

D. 10:19–25 Paraenetic applocation: have faith, hope and charity  

IV. 10:26–12:13 Exhortation to faithful endurance  

A. 10:26–38 Paraenetic prelude  

i. 10:26–31 A new warning against failure  

ii. 10:32–38 Recollection of faithful endurance  

B. 11:1–40 An ecomium on faith  

i. 11:1–2 Introductory definition  

ii. 11:2–7 Faith from creation to Noah  

iii. 11:8–22 The faith of the patriarchs  

a. 11:8–12 The faith of Abraham and Sarah  

b. 11:13–16 Faith‘sgoal:aheavenlyhome 

c. 11:7–22 The faith of Isaac, Jacob and Joseph  

iv. 11:23–30 The faith of Moses and followers  

v. 11:31–38 The faith of prophets and martyrs  

vi. 11:39–40 Summary: faith perfected in Christians  

C. 12:1–13 A homily on faithful endurance  

i. 12:1–3 Jesus,theinauguratorandperfecteroffaith‘srace 

ii. 12:4–6 Citaton of scripture  

iii. 12:7–11 Suffering as discipline  

iv. 12:12–13 Brace for the race  

V. 12:14–13:21 Concluding exhortations  

A. 12:14–17 Paraenetic prelude: a final warning against failure  

B. 12:18–29 The serious, but encuraging situation  

i. 12:18–24 Not Sinai, but a Heavenly Zion  

ii. 12:25–29 An unshakable Kingdom  

C. 13:1–21 The life of the covenant  

i. 13:1–6 Mutual responsibilities  

ii. 13:7–19 TheimplicationofChrist‘ssacrifice 

13:20–25 Concluding benediction and greetings  

3. Style. Within this carefully structured work the author deploys an abundance of rhetorical fitures, 

including alliteration (1:1; 2:1–4; 4:16; 10:11, 34; 11:17; 12:21); anaphora (chap. 11); antithesis (7:18–20; 

7:23–24; 7:28; 10:11–12); assonance (1:1–3; 6:20; 10:26; 12:90); asyndeton (6:3; 7:26; 12:25); chiasm 

(2:8–9; 2:18; 4:16; 7:23–24; 10:38–39; 12:19); ellipse (7:19; 12:25); hendiadys (2:21; 5:2; 8:5; 12:18); 

hyperbaton (12:25); isocolon (1:3; 6:3; 7:26); litotes (4:15; 6:10; 7:20; 9:7); and paronomasia (9:16–18; 



13:2). Various metaphors, derived from the standard rhetorical repertoire, grace the discourse. These 

include images taken from the sphere of education (5:12–14); agriculture (6:7–8; 12:11); seafaring (6:9; 

cf. 2:1); law (2:3–4; cf. also 6:16; 7:12, 22, 9:16–17); athletics (5:14; 12:1–3, 11–13); and sacrifice (4:12–

13). Common rhetorical formulas of citation (2:6) and transition (5:11; 11:32) are used. Inferential 

particles,―for,‖―wherefore,‖―therefore,‖and―hence,‖areexceedinglycommonandlendaveneerof

consequential argumentation, although the author operates more on the level of symbolic and verbal 

association than on that of logic.  

The pace of the discourse is modulated, and there is a harmonious balance between lapidary, sometimes 

sententious phrases (2:16; 3:19; 4:9; 7:19; 9:16; 10:4, 18, 31; 11:1; 12:29; 13:1, 8); series of staccato 

questions (3:16–18) or exempla (chap. 11); and complex periods (1:1–4; 2:2–4, 8–9, 14–15; 5:7–10; 7:1–

3; 9:6–10; 10:19–25; 12:1–2). The author deploys an extensive vocabulary, including a large number of 

terms (150, excluding proper names) not found elsewhere in the NT and many others (92) which appear in 

only one other text. Our author avoids monotony in his exhortations, where he alternates between 

hortatory subjunctives (4:1, 11, 14, 16; 6:1; 10:22–24; 12:1, 28; 13:13, 15) and imperatives (3:12, 13; 

10:32, 35; 12:3, 7, 12, 14, 25; 13:1, 2, 3, 7, 9, 6, 17, 18, 24). The general tone of the discourse is similarly 

variegated, ranging from the solemnity of festive, quasi-poetic passages (4:8–9; 7:11–12; 10:2), to the 

playfulness of suggestive exegesis (7:9–10; 9:16–17).  

E. The Aim of Hebrews  

This subtle and elusive text has been construed in a variety of ways. Many of these construals focus on 

one or another element of the text to the exclusion of others and reconstruct the problem being addressed 

on the basis of a partial and selective reading of the data. A prominent feature of Hebrews is its frequent 

comparative arguments which contrast Christ or aspects of the dispensation which he inaugurated to 

individualsorinstitutionsoftheoldcovenant.ThusChristasSonisshowntobe―better‖thantheangels

(1:5–14), Moses (3:1–6), Aaron (5:1–10), and the Levitical priests (7:1–28). His sacrifice is better than 

the sacrifices of the old sanctuary (9:1–14) and the covenant which he inaugurated is better than the first 

(8:7–13; 9:15–22; 12:24). Such comparisons have often been seen as the heart of the work, which would 

then be construed as a polemical or apologetic tract arguing for the superiority of Christianity to Judaism, 

its―fleshlyordinances‖(7:18; 9:10),andits―diverseandstrangeteaching‖(13:9). The major problem 

with this construal is that it ignores the parenetic sections of the text which evidence little, if any, concern 

with the attractions of traditional Judaism. The problem addressed would thus seem to be in inner-

Christian one.  

The expository sections of Hebrews have been construed to provide evidence for various doctrinal 

problems. The insistence on a high Christology (1:3; 7:3; 13:8) might suggest that the addressees had too 

―low‖aviewofChrist,andaninadequatecomprehensionofhisheavenly,mediatorialrole.YetHebrews

insists quite as strongly on the genuine humanity of Christ (2:6–18; 5:7–8). One could argue with equal 

plausibilitythatHebrewsattemptstocorrecttoo―high‖aChristology.Allsuchattemptstofinda 

doctrinal problem behind Hebrews, which distantly reflect patristic use of Hebrews in Christological 

controversies, are equally unconvincing and rely on tendentious and one-sided interpretations of the 

work‘sdoctrinalaffirmations. 

The same may be said of attempts to see Hebrews dealing with a sacramental problem. There are in the 

work vague references to baptism (6:4; 10:22) and even more vague allusions to the eucharist (13:10). 

Despitesuchmeagermaterial,allegoricalreadingsofthediscussionofChrist‘ssacrifice(9:11–10:10) 

have suggested that the author is advancing an apologetic interpretation of the eucharist. At the same time, 

theinsistenceontheuniquequalityofChrist‘ssacrifice(7:27; 9:26–28; 10:12) and the metaphorical use 

of cultic categories (13:15) have been construed as anti-sacramental polemic. These construals, which 

mirror debates about the Mass in the post-Reformation period, again find little support in the extensive 

parenetical sections of the work, and these sections must be considered in assessing its overall aims.  

The parenetic sections contain a few rather general bits of information about the addressees and a series 

of interconnected exhortations which suggest what the author, at least, thought their problems to be. It is 

clear that they had undergone persecution (10:32–34) and likely that similar persecution was continuing 



or threatening (13:3). A major aim of Hebrews is to strengthen a community of believers in Christ in the 

face of opposition. This is certainly the major function of the exposition on faith in the final chapters. 

Faithiscloselylinkedwith―endurance‖(10:36–39; 12:1–3). The catalogue of those who exemplified this 

virtue highlights the alienation which they experienced (11:9, 13–16, 26), culminates in a graphic 

description of the sufferings they endured (11:35–38), and prepares for the final dramatic portrait of Jesus 

as the martyr who inaugurated and perfected faith by his endurance (12:1–3). On the basis of this strand 

of Hebrews it might be fair to characterize the work not as the first adversus Judaeos tract but as the first 

exhortation to martyrdom.  

Another datum on the addressees provided by the author‘spareneticremarksisthenoticethatsome

members of the community addressed have withdrawn from fellowship (10:25; cf. 3:12). The extent and 

precise causes of such disaffection are not indicated, and it may well be that the author was not fully 

informed about them. Several elements in his parenesis, in addition to the external fact of persecution, 

suggestinfluenceswhichmayhavebeenatwork.Theauthor‘sinsistenceonthe assurance of a coming 

judgment (2:2–3; 6:8; 10:25, 29–31; 12:18–24, 26–29)andonthefinalrevelationofChrist‘slordship

(2:8; 10:13) might indicate a weakening of faith due to the delay of the parousia. If this is indeed part of 

the perceived problem, it is addressed obliquely and indirectly. Other remarks by the author suggest that 

he is attempting to deal with a disaffection which has more diffuse roots. He thus refers to a potential 

neglect of the message of salvation (2:3) and, perhaps with a certain irony, argues that the addressees have 

through the course of time become sluggish or dull (5:11; 6:12). If such remarks reflect the actual 

situation of the addressees, a major element of their perceived problem would be the diminishing of the 

initial ardor of their Christian commitment. Such growing disaffection would be readily comprehensible 

in a community which had for some time accepted Jesus as the Christ, but was subject to external pressure 

and the disappointment of their first hopes.  

Whatever the precise causes of the problem confronted by the author and whatever his perception of 

that problem, he is engaged in Hebrews in an attempt to revitalize the faith of his addressees and put their 

commitment on a more solid footing. To this end he deploys several parenetic devices, both negative and 

positive. On the one hand he issues a series of severe warnings, illustrating the dire consequences of 

apostasy (6:4–6; 10:26–31; 12:15–17; cf. 13:19–19; 4:11). These passages, which are regularly balanced 

by more positive, hopeful sentiments, are not so much condemnation of what has taken place as they are 

hypotheticalsketchesofwherethecommunity‘stendenciescouldlead. 

The more positive exhortations revolve around two related poles. On the one hand the author urges his 

addresseesto―holdon,‖inparticulartotheir―confession‖(3:6, 14; 10:23; cf. 2:1). On the other, he urges 

movement, an approach either to the ultimately reliable source of support (4:16; 6:18–20; 10:19–22); to a 

deeper apprehension of their own faith (6:1);ortothe―external‖realm,wherefaithwillbemanifestedin

suffering (13:13). Characteristic of such faith will be both hope (3:6; 6:11; 7:19; 10:23)anda―boldness

ofspeech‖exercisedbeforeGodandhumanity(3:6; 4:16; 10:19, 35).  

AlthoughunderstandingthepareneticprogramofHebrewsisessentialtocomprehendingthework‘s

aims, the exhortations ought not to be seen in isolation. The author does not simply admonish his 

addressees and encourage them to a firmer commitment. He also attempts to secure that commitment 

through a deepened understanding of the person and work of the one who makes faith possible.  

F. The Christology of Hebrews  

1. The Eternal and Exalted Son. Woven into the first five chapters of Hebrews are several strands of 

Christological tradition which stand in some tension with one another. These strands probably reflect 

beliefs of the community addressed and constitute what theauthorreferstoasits―confession‖(3:1; 4:14; 

10:23), that is, the faith which it professed in a variety of liturgical forms and settings. In the exordium 

thereisaclearstatementofa―high‖Christology.ChristisaffirmedtobetheeternalSon,theagentof

God‘screativeandsustainingactivityandthefinalbearerofhisword(1:1–4). These affirmations, like 

other high Christologies of the early Church, utilize imagery of the Wisdom tradition. That derivation is 

evenclearerherethanelsewhereintheNT,sincetheimagesof―effulgence‖and―imprint‖(1:3) are 

ultimately derived from Wis 7:25. Our author is probably not directly dependent on that work, but rather 



cites a modified form of an early Christian hymn. The forcefully stated high Christology is not confined 

to the exordium but is reflected at several points in the course of the text (7:3; 13:8). Nonetheless it is not 

the focal point of the Christology of Hebrews.  

Immediately following the exordium stands another, probably traditional block of material with a 

different Christological perspective. In 1:5–13 is found a catena or florilegium of scriptural citations, the 

originalfunctionofwhichwasprobablytocelebratetheexaltationofChristandhis―sessionattheright

hand‖(Ps 110:1, Heb 1:13). How our author reconciled the eternality of the Son with his eschatological 

―begetting‖(Ps 2:7, Heb 1:5) is unclear. It is likely that he interprets the exaltationist language of the 

catena in terms of the three-stage Christology of the exordium, but his concern is not to systematize and 

render coherent such diverse traditions. Rather, his effort is to make all these traditions more vital. As 

they stand, the Christological statements of the exordium and the catena together highlight the heavenly 

status of Christ.  

2. The Suffering Son. The next block of Christological material (2:10–18) derives from yet other 

sources. Here Christ is presented as the leader of a new humanity who blazes the way for his brethren, 

withwhomheshares―bloodandflesh‖(2:14), to the heavenly glory to which God has destined them 

(2:10). He accomplishes this through undertaking suffering and death, whereby he defeats the satanic 

forces who control death and make it fearsome (2:10, 14–15). The imagery of combat with the powers of 

hell and liberation of their captives is rooted in widespread classical myths of heroic deliverers. This 

imagery was adapted by Hellenistic Jews and appropriated by early Christians. As in the case of the other 

Christological patterns of the first two chapters, Hebrews will not further exploit the details of this 

imagery. In the perspective of the whole work this pericope serves to balance the affirmations of the 

exordium and the catena and to highlight the humanity of Christ. This focus is made clear by the 

introductory exegesis of Ps 8:5–7 (Heb 2:6–9), which may originally have been part of the traditional 

catena of chap. 1.Itslanguageof―man‖and―Sonofman‖couldhaveevokedinantiquity,asinthe

history of exegesis, numerous Christological affirmations. For our author it serves to emphasize that the 

onewhowasSonfromthefirstandwhoisexaltedatGod‘srighthandisahumanbeing,whoseexalted

statusresultsfromthefactthathewas―foralittlewhilemadelowerthantheangels.‖ 

3. The High Priest. At the conclusion of chap. 2 the author introduces a new Christological element. 

Theeternal,exaltedSonwhosufferedis,becauseofthatsuffering,a―mercifulandfaithfulhighpriest‖

(2:17). This is the first intimation of the Christological category which will dominate the central 

expository section of Hebrews. As a title for Christ, it is unique to Hebrews among the writings of the NT. 

It is, however, unlikely that it was invented by the author. Scattered references to Christ as high priest in 

later Christian literature may attest to a traditional use. In Judaism there was widespread speculation on 

angelic figures who exercised priestly functions in the heavenly sanctuary. This speculative tradition, 

whichalsounderliesPhilo‘selaborateallegoriesofthehighpriestandhispresentationoftheLogosas

chief intermediary between God and humankind, was probably adopted in some Christian circles as a way 

ofportrayingChrist‘sroleasheavenlyintercessor.ThetitleofhighpriestfirstdeployedinHebrews 2:17 

is probably rooted in such a Christian appropriation of Jewish tradition. The image of Christ as heavenly 

intercessor (4:16; 7:25) reflects that traditional usage. The author builds his Christological exposition on 

thisbasis,buthistreatmentofChrist‘spriesthoodisnotconfinedtothedimensionsofthetraditionaltitle. 

The next development of the high priest motif (5:5–10) highlights the human suffering and resultant 

exaltation of Christ. At this point yet another Christological strand is interwoven. Here the author cites 

another verse from one of the traditional exaltation texts, Ps 110:4, the use of which verse is unattested 

elsewhere in the NT or in other early Christian literature not dependent on Hebrews. This verse, with its 

referencetoapriesthood―aftertheorderofMelchizedek,‖formsthebasisfortheexpositionofchap. 7. 

Its citation here, however, raises the question of when Christ became high priest. The problem is 

analogous to that of the differing Christological perspectives of chaps. 1 and 2 and is to be resolved in a 

similarfashion.TheauthorhasinheritedatraditionofChristashighpriestwhichfocusesonChrist‘s

heavenly status. The citation from Psalm 110 givesexpressiontothatunderstandingofChrist‘s

priesthood.Fortheauthor,however,thedecisivepriestlyactisaveryearthlyone;henceChrist‘s



priesthood is not confined to heaven. The tradition will undergo modification in the course of the 

exposition, and that modification begins here (5:7–10) with its graphic portrait of the human Christ at 

prayer, a portrait inspired not by accounts of the agony in Gethsemane, but by the language of the psalms 

developed in Hellenistic Jewish circles.  

The next stage in the Christological development is the explanation in chap. 7 of what it means to be a 

highpriest―accordingtotheorderofMelchizedek.‖Thechapterinterpretsdatafrom Psalm 110 and the 

only other scriptural reference to Melchizedek. Gen 14:17–20, and argues that Christ, as a priest of this 

order, is eternal and hence superior to Levitical priests. Only such an eternal or heavenly priest can 

provide―perfection‖(7:11). The chapter may be influenced by the widespread speculation on the 

mysterious Melchizedek found in various sources, including Qumran fragments (11QMelch), apocrypha 

(2 Enoch), Philo, and Gnostic sources (NHC IX,1 Melchizedek: Pistis Sophia), but Hebrews is restrained 

and limited in its use of the figure.  

4. The High Priest’s Sacrifice. The climax of the Christological development occurs in the complex 

expositionofthenatureofChrist‘s―onceforallselfsacrifice‖(7:27) which occupies chaps. 8–10. Here 

the death of Christ, which had often been understood as an atoning sacrifice, is presented as analogous to 

a specific sacrifice, that of the high priest on Yom Kippur (Day of Atonement). Employing categories 

which probably derive from popular Platonism used to interpret Jewish cultic institutions, the author 

presentsChristaseffectingrealatonementforsinbyentering―throughthespirit‖(9:14) into the realm of 

the―true‖and―heavenly‖orultimatelyreal(8:2; 9:11–12; 9:23–24) where God himself is present. This 

imagery does not stand uninterpreted but is ultimately taken to be a symbolic expression of the 

conformity of Christ to God‘swill(10:5–10).The―heavenly‖actisparadoxically,anearthlyone,donein

a body (10:10), but is heavenly because of its intentionality.  

The model of the Yom Kippur ritual is dominant in chaps. 8–10, but it is not the only device used to 

interpretChrist‘ssacrificialdeath.Hissacrificeisalsoseentobeacovenant-inaugurating event (9:15–

22), which fulfills the prediction of a new covenant made by Jeremiah (8:7–13; 10:16–17). The value of 

the victim guarantees the effective forgiveness promised under the covenant (8:12; 9:14; 10:17), while the 

dispositionwhichmakesChrist‘ssacrificeeffectivefulfillsthepromiseofanewinterior covenant (8:10; 

10:10; 10:16).Furthermore,becauseChrist‘sdeathinauguratesanewcovenant,ithasdirectimplications

for the behaviorofmembersofthatcovenantwhoarecalledupontofollowChrist‘sexemplaryself-

sacrifice through their fidelity (12:1–3). Thus the Christological exposition is intimately related to the 

parenetic program of Hebrews.  

G. The Soteriology of Hebrews  

No other topic receives as much attention in the expository sections of Hebrews as does Christology. 

Other elements of early Christian belief are suggestively presented in images derived from the OT as they 

had been developed in Hellenistic Judaism, apocalyptic literature, and early Christian traditions.  

TheultimateresultofChrist‘sworkis―salvation‖(1:14; 2:3, 10; 5:9; 6:9; 9:28). This consists, 

negatively, of preservation from the fearful judgment (10:29–31)whichwillbemanifestedonthe―day‖

(10:25) when heaven and earth will be removed (1:12; 12:26–28)bytheGodwhoisa―consumingfire‖

(12:29).Morepositively,salvationisaprocessofobtainingorinheritingGod‘s―promises‖(4:1; 6:17; 

9:15; 10:36),whicharetobefullyrealizedinthe―worldtocome‖(2:5)whenChrist‘svictoryiscomplete

(1:13; 2:8; 10:13),butcanalreadybe―tasted‖now(6:5)inthe―timeofcorrection‖(9:10). Such a 

foretaste is experienced in the life of the new covenant, where worshippers have their consciences 

cleansed (9:14; 10:2),experience―sanctification‖(10:10) and thus, at least in a preliminary way, attain 

―perfection‖(10:14).YetasChrist‘sownperfectionthroughsuffering(5:8–9) was a process which 

culminated only in his exaltation (2:9), so the perfection of his followers is fully realized only when they 

too are led to glory (2:10). The nature and the goal of the salvific process find expression in the evocative 

imageofthewanderingpeopleofGod,aliensandsojournersonearthwhoseekfora―heavenly

homeland‖(11:13–16),aheavenly―city‖founded by God himself (11:10); 12:22–24). That goal is further 

describedwiththeimageof―rest‖(3:11; 4:3–6, 11), a designation derived from biblical accounts of 

Canaan, but widely interpreted in Jewish texts (4 Ezra; Philo) and Christian and Gnostic sources as an 



image of the heavenly realm or state which is thegoalofthesaved.Theauthor‘sexegesisofPsalm 95 

(4:3–10) offers a similar interpretation and equates the rest, which believers are promised, with a share in 

God‘sown festive sabbatical repose.  

H. The Use of Scripture  

The text with which the author works is clearly a form of the LXX. This is abundantly clear in the cases 

where his version differs markedly from the MT, and those differences are due to obvious translation 

errorsoralternativereadingsattestedintheLXX,suchas―body‖for―ears‖inPs 40:7 (Heb 10:5) or 

―staff‖for―bed‖inGen 47:31 (Heb 11:21). In many cases the OT version cited in Hebrews does not 

correspond exactly to any extant witness to the LXX. This may be due to loose citation (cf. the varying 

citations of Jer 31:33–34 at 8:10–12 and 10:16–17), intentional alteration by the author (Ps 21:23 at 2:12 

and Ps 95:7–11 at 3:9–10), or an otherwise unattested LXX text. Evidence for use of a Hebrew text is 

slender at best.  

AsconsiderationofHebrews‘Christologyandsoteriologyindicates,theOTanditsinterpretationplaya

major role in developing the doctrinal perspectives of the work. The theoretical basis for that importance 

resides in the estimation of scripture as the word of God (1:1; 4:12–13) or of his holy spirit (3:7; 10:15). 

As such it has decisive significance for the contemporary listener (3:13; 4:7; 12:5–7). The key to 

understanding that word is the recognition that the God who spoke through the prophets has spoken 

eschatologically in his Son (1:2; 2:3). As for most other early Christians, the experience of and belief in 

Christisthematrixwithinwhichtheauthor‘shermeneuticdevelops.Yetwithinthatgeneralframework,

Hebrews displays remarkable boldness, subtlety, and technical sophistication in handling OT passages.  

The Christological referent of scripture is clear in the traditional catena of 1:5–13, where common proof 

texts such as Ps 2:7 and 110:1 are taken not as addresses to an Israelite king but as divine oracles directed 

at Christ. The same principle underlies the application of the other, less common citations in the catena. A 

rather different Christological presupposition is evident in the citations from psalms and prophets at 2:12–

13 and 10:5–10, where words of scripture are set on the lips of Jesus to give expression to fundamental 

aspects ofhismission.Thesecitationsinfactaretheonly―sayingsofJesus‖recordedinHebrews.While

theJesusof―bloodandflesh‖(2:14), of the tribe of Judah (7:14), is of prime importance, traditions of his 

teaching play no explicit role. The conceit used here of attributing OT passages to Christ is not confined 

to Hebrews, but appears also in synoptic materials, particularly in the passion narratives. There is no 

explict development of a theory that Christ himself inspired the writers of the OT or that he spoke through 

them. Such theories, found in the second century, are rooted in elements of texts such as Hebrews, with its 

pre-existence Christology and attribution of OT texts to Christ.  

Application of OT passages to Christ or to the contemporary situation usually involves taking them out 

oftheiroriginalliteraryorhistoricalcontextsandconstruingthemwithinaframeworkoftheauthor‘s

own devising (Ps 8:5–7 at 2:6–8; Ps 110:4 at 7:21; Ps 40:7–9 at 10:5–7). Yet occasionally the assumed 

original context plays a part in interpretation (3:7; 7:10).  

Many texts are simply cited and given an interpretation from their new context in this discourse. For 

others, the author pays special attention to the vocabulary and syntax of the passage and argues 

exegetically. Thus in treating Ps 8:5–7, he exploits ambiguity to find a new referent forthe―man‖

involved (2:8–9).Inexplicatingthemeaningof―rest‖inPsalm 95, he employs the technique of 

―inferencebyanalogy,‖utilizing Gen 2:2 (Heb 4:4–5); the argument, incidentally, works only on the basis 

of the Greek texts. In indicating the significance of Ps 110:4 and its references to Melchizedek, he again 

argues through appeal to another text (Gen 14:17–20) which is initially explicated both through 

etymology (7:2b, 3a) and through an argument from silence (7:3b). Comparative and a fortiori arguments 

are common (1:4; 2:2–3; 7:22; 8:6; 9:14; 12:9–11). An important exegetical device is the discovery and 

resolution of oppositions either in scriptural texts or implied by them. Thus the promise of a new 

priesthood after the order of Melchizedek implies the rejection of the Levitical priesthood and its laws 

(7:11–12).TheantithesisbetweeneternalsacrificeandinteriorconformitytoGod‘swillisevidentinPs 

40:7–9, and the enunciation of the latter is taken to be a principle which abrogates the former (10:8–9). 



The complex exposition of Jeremiah 31 in chaps. 8–10 is based in part on the oppositions between new 

and old, interior and external suggested by the citation from the prophet.  

In addition to explicit citations of and exegetical arguments from scriptural texts, Hebrews frequently 

makes allusive use of scripture. This is most obvious in the case of Psalm 110, which surfaces throughout 

the text (1:13; 5:6; 8:1; 10:12; 12:2). The lengthy encomium on faith (chap. 11) has few actual citations 

but is throughout based on OT narratives and their legendary elaborations. The word of exhortation which 

isHebrewsisaboveallanattempttomakethewordofGod―living,active,andsharperthananytwo-

edgedsword‖(4:12).  

I. Hebrews and First-Century Religion  

Numerous attempts have been made to understand Hebrews and its peculiar conceptuality on the basis 

of its affinities with various religious traditions, particularly within Judaism. The author has been seen as 

a disciple or opponent of Philo and the sort of sophisticated Hellenistic Judaism which he represents, as a 

thoroughgoing apocalyptist, and as an interpreter utilizing gnostic patterns of thought to make Christianity 

comprehensible in a Hellenistic environment. Each of these appraisals can find evidence within the 

discourse which points in the appropriate direction. None, however, provides a satisfactory overall 

evaluation of Hebrews.  

1. Hebrews and Philo. Hebrews does share with Philo not only his Greek Bible but also a number of 

exegetical concerns, perspectives, and traditions. Most interesting and least noticed of these 

commonalities is the way in which the author uses cultic images to symbolize both ontological and 

psychological elements (chaps. 8–10). Another telling indication of affinity with Philo are certain halachic 

or legal positions, mentioned only in passing in Hebrews. Such, for example, is the remark that the high 

priest must offer daily sacrifice for himself and the people (7:27; cf. Philo, Spec Leg 1.131). Insofar as 

philosophical presuppositions affect the argument of Hebrews, here too the author displays some affinities 

with Philo and his Platonic interpretation of Judaism. Hebrews, however, is at most a distant cousin of 

Philo. The philosophical elements of this text are much more superficial and unsystematic than anything 

in Philo. In his handling of Scripture, the author of Hebrews does not represent the same degree of 

consistent and complex allegorization found in Philo. He does not try to develop, nor does he presuppose, 

the same elaborate theology or anthropology as does the Jewish philosopher and exegete. What most 

distinguishes him from Philo is the seriousness with which he treats eschatology, a subject which Philo 

generally avoids.  

2. Hebrews and Qumran. The eschatological dimensions of Hebrews have often been taken as 

evidence of a relationship between the author and Jewish apocalyptists, especially the Essenes of Qumran. 

Other elements in his discourse point in this direction, including the eschatological presuppositions of 

some of his exegesis of the OT (1:2) and his priestly Messianism, which has some remote parallels in the 

doctrine of the two Messiahs at Qumran (1QS 9:11; 1QSa 2:12–15). Yet here again the parallels are often 

superficial.Hebrews‘hermeneuticscannotsimplybereducedtoaChristianizedversionoftheQumran 

pesher,noristhetext‘sChristologymerelyaunifiedandbaptizedversionoftheexpectationofthetwo

Messiahs. Its roots are more complex and its elaboration more subtle. While Hebrews does maintain a 

lively eschatological expectation, it differs from that of Jewish apocalypticism in general and Qumran 

literature in particular in several important respects. Like most early Christians, the author understands the 

decisive eschatological event to have occurred already in the death and exaltation of Christ. As a result of 

that event salvation is understood not only as a future reality with cosmic or political dimensions, but as a 

process under way in the present as Christians, through faith, hope, and charity (10:22–24), follow the 

―newandlivingway‖toGod‘spresenceopenedbyChrist(10:19–21). The primary implications of this 

eschatology are a life of prayer, service, and suffering in an alien world (13:13–16), rather than anxious 

withdrawal in expectation of final vindication.  

3. Hebrews and Gnosticism. There are obvious dualisms in the work, an eschatological dualism of the 

two ages (2:5; 6:5) and the more metaphysical dualism of flesh and spirit (7:16; 9:9–10) which is 

connected with the dualism of earth and heaven (8:5; 9:11; 11:13–16). Such sharp contrasts have been 

takenasevidenceoftheauthor‘sgnosticbackground.Todosoistoconstrue Gnosticism in far too broad 



a sense. In such passages the author displays his acceptance of various common elements of 1st-century 

Jewish and Christian cosmology. He is not, however, radically anti-cosmic in his perspectives as is 

classical Gnosticism. Neither does his Christology, even at its most mythic (2:10–16), have gnostic roots. 

What affinities there are between Hebrews and Gnosticism result from their common heritage in the 

Hellenistic Judaism of the 1st century.  

Attempts to anchor the author of Hebrews in one or another strand of 1st-century religious history are 

generally unsatisfactory because they fail to recognize that the work is fundamentally the product of a 

Jewish-Christian rhetor, an individual who draws freely on a broad spectrum of legends, theological and 

philosophical patterns, scriptural interpretations, liturgical formulas, and oratorical commonplaces. He 

reshapes many of these and combines them in an imaginative way, not in order to effect a new systematic 

synthesis on any doctrinal issue, nor to reproduce in Christian terms the conceptual scheme of another 

religious tradition, but to affect the heart and will of his addressees.  

4. Hebrews and the New Testament. This homilist displays affinities with many of his Christian 

contemporaries, but as he is not simply a representative of some general religious tradition, neither is he 

easily classified within the spectrum of the 1st-century Church. We have noted a possible indication of 

relationshipwiththePaulinecircle,buttheauthorishardlyamemberofaPauline―school‖aswerethe

authors of Ephesians, Colossians, or the Pastoral Epistles. Unlike those texts, there is no appeal in 

Hebrews, either explicitly or through the device of pseudepigraphy, to the authority of the Apostle to the 

gentiles. Nor is there any intellectual indebtedness. The priestly Christology of Hebrews is quite different 

from anything in Paul. Like Paul, our author criticizes the Law (7:16–19), but on quite different grounds. 

For Paul the Law is either temporally limited (Gal 3:15–29) or an instrument of sin (Rom 6:20). For 

Hebrews the Law, conceived primarily in cultic terms, is simply ineffective. Like Paul, our author 

requiresfaithinordertoattainsalvation,butfaithisnot,asinPaul,theacceptanceofGod‘sgracious gift 

of righteousness (Rom 3:21–31)attainedthroughthe―faithofJesusChrist‖(Gal 2:16), but the hopeful 

fidelitywhichenablesthosewho―participateinaheavenlycalling‖(3:1) to endure as Christ did (12:1–3). 

While faith in Hebrews has a Christological contentexpressedinthemaintenanceofthe―confession,‖it

is, more clearly than in Paul, an imitation of the faith imputed to Christ himself. If the author of Hebrews 

is indeed in the Pauline circle, he is a very independent member of that circle.  

There are parallels between Hebrews and certain deutero-Pauline texts. The author of Colossians 

addressed a community in which some ill-defined objectionable belief or practice involving angels was at 

work (Col 2:18).ManyscholarshavefoundasimilarproblembehindtheargumentaboutChrist‘s

superiority to angels in chap. 1 of Hebrews. Yet nothing in the hortatory portions of Hebrews suggests a 

problem of this sort in the community addressed. The argument of the first chapter is best understood as 

anexpansionofthecommonimageryofChrist‘sexaltation,designedtohighlighthisheavenlystatus. 

With Johannine Christianity Hebrews shares only the most general features. Attempts have been made 

tofindthesourcesofHebrews‘ChristologyintheFourthGospel‘soverallconceptionofChristasthe

mysteriousrevealerisfarremovedfromHebrews‘highpriest. 

Many of the closest links to any other NT document are found in 1 Peter, another message of 

―exhortation‖(5:12). Its Christology also combines traditions of the exaltation based on Psalm 110 (3:22) 

withanunderstandingofChrist‘sdeathasanatoningsacrifice(1:2, 19; 2:12–15) which cleanses 

conscience (3:16) and provides access to God (3:18). Hebrews (13:20) and 1 Peter (2:25; 5:5) also share 

the image of Christ as shepherd. The soteriological framework is also similar. Salvation for 1 Peter is the 

eschatological (4:7) attainment of a promised heavenly inheritance (1:4–5) which involves the 

glorification (1:11; 4:13; 5:4) of Christians. That glorification is to be attained through faithful endurance 

(1:6–9; 2:20), sharing the sufferings of Christ (4:13) and bearing the reproach of being Christian (4:14; 

Heb 11:26). The life of faith is also seen to involve many of the same particular virtues represented in 

Hebrews, including hospitality (4:9; Heb 13:2) and submission to authority (5:5; Heb 13:7, 17). Further 

parallels could be cited, but these suffice to show the extensive common tradition shared by both texts. 

While Hebrews is distinctive within the NT, it is clearly rooted in Christian traditions and in particular the 

traditions at home in the Roman community.  



J. Canonization  

Hebrews was accepted as Pauline in the Greek east, particularly among the Alexandrians (Pantaenus, 

Clement of Alexandria, and Eusebius) from the 2d century on. In the west, doubts about Pauline 

authorship, expressed by Tertullian, Hippolytus, and Irenaeus, contributed to a general neglect of the text 

in the first three centuries, and it is not mentioned in the Canon Muratori. By the end of the 4th century, 

however, the Pauline authorship and authoritative, canonical status of Hebrews became generally 

recognized in both east (Athanasius) and west (Lucifer of Cagliari, Prisicllian, and Ambrose). Jerome and 

Augustine both recognized that there had been doubts about the status and authorship of the text in the 

west; but primarily on the authority of the eastern tradition, they acknowledged Pauline authorship and 

accepted Hebrews as authoritative. That status remained unchallenged until the Reformation, when doubts 

were again expressed about Pauline authorship by Erasmus, Luther, and Calvin, but by that time the 

canonical status of the work was secure.  

K. Conclusion  

Despite its many enigmas and idiosyncrasies and a conceptuality and style of argument which is quite 

foreign to modern sensibilities, Hebrews is an elegant, sophisticated, and indeed powerful presentation of 

the Christian message. It is perhaps the most self-consciously rhetorical discourse of the NT and its 

unknown author one of the most imaginative figures of the early Church.  
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HAROLD W. ATTRIDGE  

HEBREWS, GOSPEL OF THE. The title ascribed in antiquity to at least one and probably two 

Jewish-Christian narrative gospels that are extant in fragmentary form in a few quotations preserved in 

early church writings. Because of the scantiness of the citations and the uncertainty of their patristic 

source attributions, assessing these fragments is one of the most vexing problems in the study of early 



Christian literature. Determining the precise number of these gospels, identifying which fragments may 

plausibly belong to which text(s), appraising the nature and extent of those texts, and establishing the 

relationship of one gospel to another are extremely problematic tasks that continue to challenge scholars.  

Jerome has preserved the most numerous references to and apparent quotations of Gos. Heb. In a series 

of writings that date from 386–415 C.E., he repeatedly maintained the view that there was only one 

Jewish-Christian gospel in existence, assigning all quotations known to him to this one document. When 

referring to this document Jerome regularly used variants of the title Gos. Heb., which he regarded as the 

original―Hebrew‖orAramaicGospelofMatthew.However,criticalscholarshiphasdeterminedthat

Jerome almost certainly never saw an actual copy of this document but most likely knew of its existence 

from citations he had taken from other early Christian writers. Moreover, it is quite certain that Jerome 

never translated such a gospel into Greek and Latin, as he avers, for he misquotes certain texts that he 

allegedly had translated and assigns to this gospel several pericopes whose wording and construction are 

manifestly impossible in a Semitic language. Thus, in spite of himself, Jerome attests to the existence both 

of a Greek Gos. Heb. and another Jewish-Christian gospel, one which appears to be closely related to or 

identicalwithanexpandedversionofMatthew‘sGospelthatwastranslatedfromGreekintoAramaicor

Syriac. This expanded version of Matthew is customarily referred to today as the Gospel of the 

Nazoreans, a document whose original title is unknown but which seems to have been used since the 2d 

century C.E. by the Nazoreans, a group of Jewish Christians in W Syria. Although it is extremely difficult 

to identify with confidence which patristic quotations may belong to which gospel, it is not possible to 

assign all of the extant quotations to only one text. In fact there can be no doubt that another, completely 

different Jewish-Christian gospel was in circulation in the early Church, for Epiphanius (late in the 4th 

century) has preserved a few quotations of the so-called Gospel of the Ebionites, a harmony, composed in 

Greek, of the Gospels of Matthew and Luke (and, probably, the Gospel of Mark as well). Therefore, the 

testimony of Jerome notwithstanding, there were at least two and most likely three Jewish-Christian 

narrative gospels in antiquity, one of which was composed in Greek and entitled Gos. Heb.  

Although the existence of Gos. Heb. is not in question, identifying its fragments and appraising its 

character remains difficult. In quoting the sources of this gospel, early Church writers repeatedly cited 

those texts incorrectly, attributed quotations to the wrong gospels, and interpreted what they did record in 

a biased manner. Jerome, for example, only exacerbates the confusion when he introduces a quotation that 

healonehaspreservedasfollows:―IntheGospelwhichtheNazoreansandEbionitesuse,whichwehave

recently translated from Hebrew into Greek, and which is called by most people the original (Gospel) of 

Matthew…‖(Comm. in Matt. 2). Mistakes such as this have led to countless difficulties in our attempts 

to isolate and verify the gospel(s) in which these fragments belong. Nevertheless, if one distinguishes the 

fragments on the basis of their original language of composition, their form and content, their relationship 

to the gospels of the NT, and the groups said to have used a particular gospel, one can reconstruct a 

number of sayings and stories which may plausibly be ascribed to Gos. Heb. The discussion that follows 

is based on such a reconstruction, though it must remain tentative pending the discovery of new 

manuscripts.  

Gos. Heb. is a syncretistic, Jewish-Christian document, composed in Greek, which presents traditions of 

Jesus‘preexistenceandcomingintotheworld,hisbaptismandtemptation,someofhissayings,anda

resurrection appearance to his brother, James the Just. This is the Jewish-Christian gospel most frequently 

mentioned by name in the early Church; it is also the only one whose original title has been transmitted 

from antiquity. The title seems to indicate the identity of the group who used this gospel, and suggests 

that this was the gospel of predominantly Greek-speaking Jewish Christians. Gos. Heb. appears to have 

no connection with the so-called Gospel of the Nazoreans or Gospel of the Ebionites, for it displays no 

kinship with the Gospel of Matthew. It is instructive to note that the earliest and most important witnesses 

to the text of Gos. Heb. come from quotations in the writings of persons who lived in Alexandria, Egypt.  

Although Eusebius (early in the 4th century) reports that Papias of Hierapolis (ca. 100–150 C.E.) 

expounded a story contained in Gos. Heb. (Hist. Eccl. 3.39.17), the absence of any citations of Gos. Heb. 

in the extant writings of Papias does not permit this reference to be used as a witness to the existence of 



the text. The first certain attestation of Gos. Heb. by name is documented in the late 2d century by 

Hegesippus (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 4.22.8), whose extracts from the text are no longer preserved. Eusebius lists 

thisgospelamongthe―spurious‖writingsrejectedbysomemembersoftheChurch(Hist. Eccl. 3.25.5), 

though he does not quote from the text. If the reference to a Gos. Heb. in the recently discovered 

Commentary on the Psalms by Didymus the Blind (in the mid to late 4th century) can be properly 

assigned to our text and not to some other Jewish-Christian gospel, then Didymus provides additional 

testimony of an acquaintance with this gospel in Alexandrian circles. Fragmentary quotations are 

preserved in the writings of Clement of Alexandria (late in the 2d century), Origen (early in the 3d 

century), and, apparently, Cyril of Jerusalem (in the mid 3d century). Jerome (ca. 400 C.E.) also preserves 

several fragments, most if not all of which he probably reproduced from the writings of Origen. The 

extent of Gos. Heb. is no longer known. Accordingtothelistof―canonical‖and―apocryphal‖books

drawn up by Nicephorus (Patriarch of Constantinople, 806–818 C.E.), Gos. Heb. contained 2200 lines, 

only 300 fewer than Matthew.  

The report of a resurrection appearance of Jesus to his brother, James the Just (Jerome De vir. inl. 2), 

indicates the position of authority assigned to James in Gos. Heb. James was regarded as a leading figure 

of the Jewish-Christian church in Jerusalem (Gal 1:19; 2:9, 12; Acts 12:17; 15:13; 21:18), one of those 

namedinPaul‘slistofpersonsaccreditedforhavingseenavisionoftherisenJesus(1 Cor 15:7). 

According to the account in Gos. Heb., James was the first witness of the resurrection and thus its 

principal guarantor. He is so distinguished that he is said even to have taken part in the Last Supper of 

Jesus. The esteem in which James is held in this gospel may be used to locate the authority and secure the 

identity of the tradition of those communities which appealed to him as their leader.  

TheaccountsofJesus‘preexistenceandcoming(Cyr.H.Discourse on Mary Theotokos 12a), baptism 

(Jerome Comm. in Isa. 4), and temptation (Origen Jo. 2.12.87) are abbreviated mythological narratives. 

They presuppose a myth of the descent of divine Wisdom, embodying herself definitively in a 

representative of the human race for the revelation and redemption of humankind (Sir 24:7; Wis 7:27). If 

it is proper to correlate those narratives with the most prominent saying in Gos. Heb. (Clem. str. 2.9.45.5; 

5.14.96.3), then this gospel announces that Wisdom‘s―rest‖canbefoundinJesusandattainedbythose

who seek her (Sir 6:28; 51:27; Wis 8:16). The fact that a variant of this saying is also preserved in the 

Gospel of Thomas (saying 2) indicates that it was a tradition at home in Egypt as well as in Syria. The 

other two sayings ascribed to Gos. Heb. (Jerome Comm. in Eph. 3; Comm. in Ezek. 6) permit the 

suggestion that a majority of the sayings in this gospel had the same parenetic character as those in the 

synoptic gospels.  

The extant fragments of Gos. Heb. display no dependence on the NT or other early Christian literature. 

Unfortunately there is no way to determine the (in)dependent status of those portions of the text that are 

no longer preserved. The earliest possible date of the composition of Gos. Heb. would be in the middle of 

the 1st century, when sayings of and stories about Jesus began to be produced and collected in written 

form. The latest possible date would be the middle of the 2d century, shortly before the first recorded 

reference to this gospel by Hegesippus and attested quotations of it by Clement and Origen. Based on the 

parallels in the morphology of the tradition, an earlier date of composition seems more likely than a later 

one. Identifying the provenance of Gos. Heb. is difficult, though external attestations make Egypt an 

attractive option. For further discussion see ANRW 2/25/5: 3997–4033.  
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RON CAMERON  

HEBRON (PERSON) [Heb ḥebrôn (שון  )]. HEBRONITE. Of the seventy-two references toֶחבְׁ

―Hebron‖intheOT(therearenoneintheNT)andoneintheApocrypha(1 Macc 5:65), nine refer to a 

person rather than a place. The related patronymic―Hebronite(s)‖[Hebḥe rôn  ] appears six times.  

1. The third son of Kohath and grandson of Levi (Exod 6:18; Num 3:19; 1 Chr 5:28,6:3—Eng6:2,18; 1 

Chr 23:12. Hebron was the brother of Amram, Izhar, and Uzziel, and the uncle of Moses, Aaron, and 

Miriam.Hebron‘ssonEliel,witheightyofhisbrethren,isnumberedamongtheleviticalfamilies

summoned by David to arrange for the transfer of the ark to Jerusalem (1 Chr 15:9). Four Hebronite 

family heads, of which Jeriah was chief, appear in the series of chapters in Chronicles (1 Chronicles 23–

27)whichascribetoDavid‘singenuitytheleviticalpatternsinplaceinthepostexilicperiod(1 Chr 23:19; 

24:23; 26:31). There it is reported how the Hebronites Hashabiah and his brethren were given the 

oversightofIsraelwestoftheJordan―foralltheworkoftheLordandfortheserviceoftheking‖(1 Chr 

26:30).InDavid‘slastyearaskingasearchwaspresumablyconductedtofindmoreHebronites,anda

sizable number were found in the levitical city of Jazer in Gilead (Josh 21:39; 1 Chr 6:66—Eng6:81; 

26:31; 29:27). David is said to have appointed Jerijah (variant of Jeriah above) and his number to have 

supervisionoverthetribessettledinTransjordan―foreverythingpertainingtoGodandfortheaffairsof

theking‖(1 Chr 26:32).EspeciallynoteworthyhereistheChronicler‘switnesstoabroaderdefinitionof

and function of Kohathite Levites than the usual more sacral activities performed within the temple 

complex.  

2. A Judahite, the son of Mareshah and grandson of Caleb (1 Chr 2:42 RSV). This manner of entry 

presupposestheadoptionbytheRSVofthetextualemendation―Mareshah‖[Hebmārē â] supplied from 

the second half of the verse, with the LXX [marisa], inplaceofthename―Mesha‖ mê ā˓] in the MT, 

whichreadsliterally:―AndthesonsofCaleb,thebrotherofJerahmeel,wereMeshahisfirstborn—he was 

the father of Ziph—and the sons of Mareshah,thefatherofHebron.‖Thephrase―thefatherof‖may

actually refer to the founding of the cities Ziph and Hebron, as the NEB so interprets it (cf. also the use of 

the same phrase with respect to Ashhur, Shobal, Salma, and Hareph in the same context in 1 Chr 2:24; 

2:50–52). There was indeed a nearby city by the name of Ziph (Josh 15:55), and the link between Caleb 

and the city of Hebron is well attested (Josh 14:13; 15:13; Judg 1:20).However,the―Hebron‖inthevery

next verse (1 Chr 2:43) who is ascribed four sons (Korah, Tappuah, Rekem, and Shema) appears to be a 

person. Still another reconstruction of the text of 1 Chr 2:42 hasbeentomakeCalebthefatherof―Mesha

hisfirstbornsonwhowasthefatherofZiphwhosesonwasMareshahthefatherofHebron‖(Myers1 

Chronicles AB, 11). By this more conjectural reconstruction, Hebron, while still the son of Mareshah, 

becomes the grandson of Ziph and the great-great-grandson of Caleb.  

ROGER W. UITTI  

HEBRON (PLACE) [Heb ḥebrôn (שון  )]. An important city located on the crest (ca. 3350 ft. elev.)ֶחבְׁ

of the Judean mountain ridge ca. 19 mi. SSE of Jerusalem and ca. 23 mi. NE of Beer-sheba.  

The ancient site (M.R. 159103) is strategically located on Jebel er-Rumeidah near where two routes 

coming from the Shephelah in the W, one via Lachish up the Adoraim ridge, and another following the 

Nahal Guvrin and ascending a ridge, intersect with the main N-S ridge route connecting Jerusalem and 

points N with Beer-sheba in the S. Another route leaves Hebron to the SE passing Carmel and Maon and 

then descending to Arad, the administrative center in the W Negeb.  



The Canaanite city, which was built seven years prior to the establishment of Zoan (Gk. Tanis) in Egypt 

(Num 13:22), is also called Kiriath-arba (Gen 23:2, etc.) possibly after a notable ancestor of the Anakim 

(Josh 14:15; 15:13). Another suggested etymology assumes four villages connected with the city, hence, 

―City-of-Four‖(Heb˒arba, ―four‖)(seeJosh 15:54; 2 Sam 2:3). Kiriath-Arba was both the earlier as well 

as a later name for Hebron (see Neh 11:25).  

Abraham lived in the vicinity for some time and eventually purchased a cave at Machpelah in the valley 

below in order to bury Sarah (Genesis 23). Later Abraham himself was buried there in the cave (Gen 

25:9–10), as was Isaac (Gen 35:27–29).  

Hebron was one of the cities which the twelve Israelites spies reconnoitered in Num 13:22. The biblical 

narrative indicates that the area just to the N of Hebron, the valley of Eshcol, was extraordinarily lush and 

fertile. Later, Hebron, under the leadership of king Hoham, joined a coalition of Amorite cities from the 

Shephelah and hill country headed by Adonizedek, king of Jerusalem. This coalition was formed against 

the Gibeonites, who had entered into an alliance with Israel after the fall of Ai (Josh 9–10). Under siege, 

the people of Gibeon invoked their treaty with Joshua and in response Israel marched all night, 3360 ft., 

up from Gilgal (Khirbet el-Mafjar?), surprising this Amorite coalition and routing them down the other 

side of the mountain by way of Beth Horon to the valley of Aijalon and beyond. In the aftermath of the 

battle of Aijalon, Hebron was conquered by Joshua (10:36–37). Joshua then deeded the city to his fellow 

veteran spy, Caleb (Josh 14:13). However, the city was later assigned to the Kohathites, who were 

Aaronic priests, as a levitical city (21:11–13) and designated a city of refuge (20:7; 21:13).  

DuringSaul‘sreign,the people of Hebron were sympathetic toward David, who had cultivated a 

relationship with them (1 Sam 30:26–31).AfterSaul‘sdeath,theLordinstructedDavidtoestablishhis 

rule in Hebron (2 Sam 2:1ff) where David reigned as king of Judah for seven and a half years (2:11; 5:5). 

By the end of that period David had proven his ability to consolidate the twelve tribes behind him. As a 

result the people of the northern tribes came to David at Hebron along with their tribal elders, and David 

was anointed king over all twelve of the tribes (5:1–4; 1 Chr 11:1–3). After this, David moved his capital 

toamore―neutral‖siteontheborderofBenjamin:Jerusalem,acitywhichhehadcapturedfromthe

Jebusitesandthereforecalled―thecityofDavid‖(5:7–12; 1 Chr 11:4–9).  

Someyearslater,David‘s rebellious son Absalom established his base at Hebron and from there 

attemptedacoupd‘étatandclaimedthethrone(2 Samuel 15).  

The strategic location of Hebron is indicated yet again in 2 Chr 11:5–12, which reports that Rehoboam, 

concerned with protecting the southern flank, fortified a number of cities to the S and W of Jerusalem, 

including the administrative center, Hebron.  

After the fall of Jerusalem to Nebuchadnezzar in 586 B.C., the Edomites (or Idumeans) extended their 

control almost to Beth-Zur, some 5 miles N of Hebron (1 Macc 24:33). After the return from Exile in 

Babylon, Jews moved back into many of the towns of Judah, then a Persian province, as well as Hebron 

and other towns in Idumea (Neh 11:25). By the end of the second century B.C. the Hasmoneans had 

conquered Idumea, including Hebron (1 Macc 5:65), and Judaized it (Josephus, Ant 13.257–58) and 

namedAntipater,whowouldbeHerodtheGreat‘sgrandfather,asgovernor. 

On recommendation from Mark Antony, the RomansenatenamedtheIdumean,Herod,―kingofthe

Jews.‖HerodtheGreat(37–4 B.C.) built the beautiful enclosure which surrounds the cave of Machpelah 

tothisday.Thisenclosure,or―haram,‖asitiscalledinArabic,isofspecialinterestbecauseits 

architectural features, such as its large ashlar masonry (the largest stone is more than 24 ft long) and its 

pilasters,aswellasitsarchitecturalproportionsarealmostidenticaltoHerod‘s―haram‖attheTemple

Mount in Jerusalem (Vincent and Mackay 1923).Thechurchstructureonthe―haram‖overthecaveswas

built during the Byzantine period.  
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HECATAEUS, PSEUDO-. The designation used to refer to one or more Jewish authors who are 

thought to have written pseudepigraphs attributed to the pagan author Hecataeus of Abdera.  

Hecataeus of Abdera was a Hellenistic ethnographic historian who flourished around the time of 

Ptolemy I Soter (ca. 300 B.C.E.). He is credited with having written the grammatical work On the Poetry 

of Homer and Hesiod, as well as two ethnographic works, On the Hyperboreans, and On the Egyptians. 

SubstantialportionsofthislastworkarepreservedinDiodorusSiculus‘World History (Book 1). In other 

sections preserved by Diodorus (Book 40), Hecataeus treats various aspects of Jewish history and culture, 

including the emigration from Egypt and certain features of the Mosaic law. The treatment is remarkably 

accurate and generally positive in its assessment. It is also notable for containing the first documented 

reference to Moses in pagan literature.  

It is widely believed that this material treating the Jews is from the hand of the pagan author Hecataeus. 

The major point of dispute has been whether it should be attributed to an earlier pagan author, the 

geographer Hecataeus of Miletus (ca. 500 B.C.E.), a position favored by Photius (9th century). This view, 

however, has not won acceptance, and consequently this material is reliably attributed to Hecataeus of 

Abdera.  

In addition to these passages, however, there are other passages treating Jewish topics that are also 

attributed to Hecataeus but whose authenticity is disputed. Essentially, two such works are mentioned in 

ancient sources: On the Jews and On Abraham (and the Egyptians). Whether these were formal titles of 

the works or merely phrases describing their contents is not clear; probably the former.  

A work devoted exclusively to the Jews, perhaps entitled On the Jews, attributed to Hecataeus of 

Abdera is first mentioned by Josephus (AgAp 1.22 §§183; 1.23 §214; cf. §205; later repeated in Eusebius 

Praep. Evang. 9.4.1) and later attested (perhaps independently) by Origen (Cel. 1.15). Clement possibly 

alludestotheworkwhenhementions―Hecataeuswhocomposedhistories…‖(Strom. 5.14.113.1).  

The content of this work is generally thought to be reflected in two passages from Josephus: AgAp 1.22 

§§184–204 (portions of which are repeated in Eusebius Praep. Evang. 9.4.2–9) and AgAp 2.4 §§42–43 

(extended by some scholars through §47).  

In the first passage Josephus summarizes portions of the work and provides excerpts. He tells us that 

Hecataeus flourished in the time of Alexander the Great and Ptolemy I Soter and wrote a book devoted 

entirelytotheJews.AmongtheitemsselectedfromHecataeus‘account by Josephus are the following: 

the emigration of the Jews to Egypt after the battle of Gaza in 312 B.C.E.; an account of an elderly (high) 

priestEzechias,otherwiseunattested,whopromotesemigrationtoEgyptasagoodpolicy;theJews‘

tenacious fidelity to their laws in the face of resistance and persecution, illustrated by specific examples 

fromthetimeofAlexander;thepopulousnessandpopulationshiftsresultingfromtheJews‘deportation

to Babylon and subsequent migrations to Egypt and Phoenicia; a geographical description of Judea, 

Jerusalem,andthetemple;theJews‘participationinthemilitarycampaignsofAlexanderandhis

successors; and the account of Mosollamus, a shrewd Jewish archer, who bests a pagan diviner.  

In the second passage (which Josephus attributes to Hecataeus without identifying the title of the work), 

Hecataeus is said to have reported that Alexander the Great gave the Jews the district of Samaria free of 

tribute in appreciation of their faithful service to him. This occurrence is not mentioned elsewhere.  

Josephus also attributes to Hecataeus what appears to have been a separate work devoted to Abraham 

(Ant 1.2 §159; this passage is also repeated in Eusebius Praep. Evang. 9.16.3). Clement seems to refer 

(independently) to the same work, although he provides a longer title: According to Abraham and the 

Egyptians (Strom. 5.14.113.1; also repeated in Eusebius Praep. Evang. 13.13.40).  

While Josephus only refers to the work, Clement provides an excerpt: a poetic passage attributed to 

Sophocles in which he confesses faith in the one true Creator God and concedes the error of idol worship 

and pagan sacrifice.  

Besides the aforementioned references to actual works written by Hecataeus, there are other references 

that mention the figure Hecataeus, and his treatment of Jewish topics, yet without reference to a particular 

work, most notably Let. Aris. 31 (also quoted in Josephus Ant 12.4 §38 and Eusebius Praep. Evang. 



8.3.3). Although ambiguous, this passage suggests that Hecataeus recognized the sacred character of the 

biblical writings and perhaps used this to account for the failure of other Greek authors to refer to them.  

Assessments of the Pseudo-Hecataeus corpus (i.e., these several references to Hecataeus of Abdera, 

works attributed to him, and the summaries and excerpts from these works) have been numerous and 

widely divergent.  

One point in which there is widespread agreement, however, is the pseudonymity of On Abraham. 

There is substantial agreement among scholars that such a work attributed to Hecataeus did exist in 

antiquity, but that it was written by a Jewish author. The author is variously designated as Pseudo-

Hecataeus (FrGrHist; Collins 1983: 42–43, 137–41), Pseudo-Hecataeus II (Walter JSHRZ 1/2: 144–60), 

and Pseudo-Hecataeus III (Wacholder 1974: 263–73). Though only brief fragments survive, it certainly 

contained a pseudonymous poetic text attributed to Sophocles, and perhaps similar texts attributed to 

other Greek poets. Given the prominence of Hecataeus of Abdera, and the undisputed fact that he dealt 

with Jewish topics, the motivation for a Jewish author to write under his name is clear. Because of the 

brevity of the fragments, it is very difficult to suggest a date and provenance for this work. It is only 

known for certain that it predates Josephus, though it may have originated as early as the 1st century 

B.C.E.  

If scholars are generally agreed about the pseudonymity of On Abraham, there is widespread 

disagreement about the authenticity of the statements summarized or quoted from On the Jews.  

On the one hand, there is a well-established tradition of interpretation that finds it impossible to attribute 

these statements to the pagan author Hecataeus of Abdera. Even in antiquity, questions about the 

authenticity of the Hecataeus fragments were raised. According to Origen (Cel. 1.15), Herennius Philo 

found it difficult to believe that a pagan author could speak so positively about the Jews. Similar doubts 

continued into the modern period and led scholars to argue that On the Jews is a pseudonymous work 

written by Jewish author best designated Pseudo-Hecataeus. Among the reasons for seeing the work as 

pseudonymous are alleged anachronisms, including references to Jewish martyrdom, to the high priest 

Ezechias, to the practiceofpayingtithestopriests,andtoAlexander‘stransferofthedistrictofSamaria

to Jews. In various ways these have been seen to reflect a setting in the mid-2d century B.C.E. or later. 

Many modern scholars favor this view.  

On the other hand, however, those defending the authenticity of the fragments insist that the evidence is 

ambiguous. Those who see no difficulty in attributing these passages to the pagan Hecataeus insist that 

there is no reason, in principle, that Jewish martyrdom could not have occurred during the late 4th and 

early 3d century, even if not with the frequency that it did during the Maccabean period. Moreover, 

certain numismatic evidence has been cited that points to the existence of a Jewish high priest named 

Hezekiah at a much earlier period. It is also argued that the precise details about the administration of the 

tithing system are not altogether clear. Certain other references that seem unlikely for a pagan author to 

make, e.g., the passage praising Jews for destroying pagan temples, are explained as later redactions by a 

Jewish author. Scholars who defend the passages as authentically Hecataean include Lewy, Tcherikover, 

Gager, Stern, Doran, and Collins.  

Those who dispute the authenticity of the fragments and attribute On the Jews to a Jewish author have 

made several proposals concerning its authorship. One position sees a distinction in content, tone, and 

seriousness between On the Jews and On Abraham. The former work belongs to the genre of encomiastic 

ethnography and was probably written by a Palestinian Jewish priest who emigrated to Egypt in the 

aftermathofAntiochusIVEpiphanes‘arrivalinPalestinein170–168 B.C.E. The references to Ezechias 

are regarded as thinly veiled references to Onias IV, who established the temple at Leontopolis. This is 

the work alluded to in Let. Aris. 31 and should be dated prior to the mid-2d century B.C.E.  

This position is further refined by Walter, who attributes the work to a Jewish author whom he 

designates Pseudo-Hecataeus I. Walter sees no connection, however, between this work and the reference 

in Let. Aris. 31.Instead,heregardsthelatteraslikelybasedonHecataeus‘On the Egyptians. Because of 

the probable anachronistic references in the surviving excerpts of On the Jews, Walter dates Pseudo-



Hecataeus I towards the end of the 2d century B.C.E. The attention given to the Ptolemies leads him to 

propose an Alexandrian provenance for the work.  

A further refinement is proposed by Wacholder (1974), who thinks the references in Josephus ordinarily 

attributed to a single work point to two separate works: an earlier work On the Jews written toward the 

end of the 4th century B.C.E. by Pseudo-Hecataeus I, a Jewish priest from Jerusalem, and a second work 

by a Jewish author whom he designates Pseudo-Hecataeus II, written sometime after Let. Aris. yet prior to 

Josephus (see further HJP² 3/1: 671–77).  
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CARL R. HOLLADAY  

HEGAI (PERSON) [Heb hēgay (ֵהַגי); hēge˒ (ֵהֶגא)]. A eunuch in charge of one of the harems of king 

Ahasuerus (Esth 2:3, 8, 15).Hisspecificoffice,―thekeeperofthewomen‖(Heb ômēr hannā   m), 

entailed the supervision of a harem of virgin girls within the royal palace, in order to prepare them for 

eventual marriage to Ahasuerus as concubines. Their preparation consisted of a proper diet and continual 

bathings in aromatic substances (Esth 2:9–14). These bathings are said to have gone on for a full year 

(Esth 2:9–12), but this detail may be a satirical exaggeration on the part of the author. When Esther and 

the other virgins who were selected as possible replacements for the deposed queen Vashti were sent to 

Susa,theywereplacedinHegay‘scare(Esth 2:8). Esther immediately became his favorite, and she 

received special treatment as well as advice on how to please the king (Esth 2:9, 15). The Heb 

hēgay/hēge˒ appears to be a rendering of a Persian proper name derived from either the Sanskrit root, āga, 

meaning―eunuch,‖ or Bactrian, hugāo, ―onepossessingbeautifulcows,‖orperhapsAvestan,haēk, ―the

sprinkler‖(Gehman1924:326andPatonEsther ICC, 69). This name has been falsely equated by some to 

the contemporary name of hēgias, cited in Herodotus (9.33) and Ctesias (Persians 24) (Gehman 1924: 

326 and Paton, 69). Herodotus was referring to a Greek who was an enemy of Persia at the battle of Platea 

while Ctesias wrote of an Ephesian military officer of Ahasuerus. In both cases this name appears to be 

Greek and not Persian, and in any case the two sources mentioned are not making reference to the same 

hēgay of the book of Esther.  
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HEGEMONIDES (PERSON) [Gk Hēgemonidēs (Ἡγεμονιδηρ)]. In 2 Macc 13:24 Hegemonides is 

left as governor over the area of Judea and its environs by Antiochus V Eupator (164–162 B.C.E.) as he 

rushes off to Ptolemais on the way to quell the revolt of Philip in Antioch. The absence of other uses of 

this term has caused many scholars to question whether it was the name of an actual person or even a 

proper noun (PW 14: 2598; Abel 1949: 456). It now seems quite probable that inscriptions from Dyme in 

Achaia on a monument to Antiochus IV, Queen Laodice, and the son Antiochus erected by Hagēmonidas, 

son of Zephorus, are a reference to the same person (Habicht 1958). The rare name on these inscriptions, 

dated between 170 and 164 B.C.E., suggests he was in a military position, perhaps a commander of Greek 

mercenaries, in Achaia prior to his appointment as governor in 162 B.C.E.  

The area over which he was appointed as governor continues to be a matter of debate. While Ptolemais 

is readily identifiable as the biblical Acco, the land of the Gerrhenes (tōn gerrēnōn) is not as simple. 

While most commentators, following Grimm (1853: 191), propose Gerar in the Sinai SE of Gaza as the 



site, Abel points to Gerrha near Pelusium (1949: 456), and Goldstein suggests an area called Gerrha in the 

valley of Lebanon, later called Chalkis (II Maccabees AB, 468–69).  
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JOHN KAMPEN  

HEGESIPPUS (PERSON) [Gk hēgēsippos (ἡγηςιππορ)]. A 2d-century Christian writer (b. before A.D. 

130; d. between 180 and 192). Author of a work in five books (surviving only in fragments) entitled 

Hypomnēmata ekklēsiastikōn praxeōn, ―MemoirsoftheActsoftheChurch,‖completedwhenEleutherus

was bishop of Rome (between 175 and 189). He set down oral traditions about the early 1st century 

Jerusalem Christian community and the earliest gnostic heretics, along with observations about other 

ecclesiasticalmattersdowntohisowntime.HereferredtoHadrian‘sfavoriteAntinous(d.130)as

someone who had lived during his own lifetime (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 4.8.2). The Chronicon Pascale says 

Hegesippus died during the reign of Commodus, that is, between 180 and 192 (Telfer 1960). At some 

time between ca. 154, when Anicetus became bishop of Rome, and the death of Eleutherus in 189, he 

traveled by sea to Rome—via Corinth, indicating that his home must have been in the E end of the 

Mediterranean world—and his Memoirs were completed at some time after this trip.  

The actual passage in Hegesippus describing the visit (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 4.22.3) is ambiguous as to the 

time and length of the stay in Rome. The 4th century church historian Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 4.11.7) 

interpreted it to mean that he came during the reign of Anicetus (ca. 154–166) and remained until that of 

Eleutherus (175–189), making a quite extended residency in the capital, but the odd construction of the 

passage could well mean instead that Hegesippus simply visited Rome briefly when Anicetus was bishop, 

took notes on the succession up to that point, then added the names of Soter and Eleutherus years later, 

after he had returned home and was preparing his final draft. Yet another interpretation of the peculiar 

syntax could be that Hegesippus had come and gone during the bishopric of Eleutherus, who had supplied 

information orally about his predecessors Anicetus and Soter, but that he wished his readers to know that 

obtaining an accurate list of the names of the earlier bishops had required independent research. The 

unanswerable question is whether Hegesippus‘sstayinRomeoccurredduringthetimeofJustinMartyr

(fl. ca. 155–165), or Irenaeus (fl. ca. 177–190), or both.  

The complete work survived in several Greek monasteries as late as the 16th–17th centuries, but only 

fragments exist today, nearly all preservedinEusebiusofCaesarea‘sChurch History (see especially the 

quotations and paraphrases in Eus. Hist. Eccl. 2.23.4–18, parts of 3.5.2–3, 3.11.1–12.1, 3.16.1, 3.20.1–6, 

3.32.1–8, 4.8.2, and 4.22. 1–9).  

Although some have attempted to call Hegesippus, rather than Eusebius of Caesarea, the Father of 

Church History, his work does not seem likely to have been a true continuous historical narrative. The 

account of the death of James the brother of the Lord, for example, was in the fifth and last book, far too 

late for a genuinely chronological presentation. Since ekklēsiastikos at that time frequently meant 

―orthodox‖asopposedtoheretical,thetitleofHegesippus‘sworkcouldequallywellbetranslatedas

―Memoranda‖or―Notes‖(Turner1918;Telfer1960)―onanOrthodoxActs,‖withthetargetofattack

being the various apocryphal acts of the apostles which began appearing in the 2d century (cf. Eus. Hist. 

Eccl. 4.22.9).Eusebiusregardeditbasicallyasaworkdefending―theorthodoxkerygma‖against 

heretical interpretations (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 4.7.15–8.2), both those of the apocryphal acts and those of the 

early gnostic theologians, from Simon to Marcion and Valentinus (Hist. Eccl. 4.22.5). A fragment of the 

Memoirs found in Photius seems clearly antignostic (Telfer 1960).  

Hegesippus had access to certain traditions deriving from the early Jerusalem church. He described the 

death of James the brother of the Lord (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 2.23.4–18) and said that the Jerusalem community 

decided that the next leader of their church also had to be a blood relative of Jesus—Simon, the son of 

Joseph‘sbrotherClopas,eventuallybeingchosen(Eus.Hist. Eccl. 3.11–12, 4.22.4). Two grandsons of 



Jesus‘brotherJudasalsoplayedimportantroles(Eus.Hist. Eccl. 3.20.1–6, 3.32.5–6). This suggests 

something like a Muslim caliphate in its conception (Stauffer 1952 gives Jewish and Roman antecedents 

for the dynastic approach), but Hegesippus in addition seems to have stressed that these leaders were not 

only related to Jesus but also, by that fact, were of the line of David (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 3.12, 3.20.1–2, 

3.32.3–4).Theseearly―bishops‖ofJerusalemseemthereforetohavebeenregardedastheDavidic

dynasty of the end time. The oral traditions which Hegesippus recorded described the central kerygma 

preached by these kinsmen of the Lord: Jesus was the Messiah and the Son of Man, who would return to 

establish his earthly kingdom at the apocalyptic end of this world (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 2.23.10, 2.23.13, 

3.20.4).  

Hegesippus was the first Christian historiographer to introduce the (usually pernicious) notion of the fall 

of the church from its apostolic purity at a particular point in its history. In his case, he chose the death of 

the last blood relatives of Jesus during the reignofTrajan.Untilthen,hesaid,―theycalledthechurch

virgin,forithadnotbeencorrupted‖(Eus.Hist. Eccl. 4.22.4, 3.32.7). Later theologians and church 

historianshavedatedtheravishingofthe―pureanduncorruptedvirgin‖totheriseofFrühkatholizismus, 

thetriumphofConstantine,or(inPopeLeoXIII‘sAeterni Patris) to the Protestant Reformation.  

Eusebius believed that Hegesippus was a convert from Judaism, because of his knowledge of Hebrew 

and Syriac and of the unwritten Jewish tradition, and because of his use of the Gospel according to the 

Hebrews (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 4.22.8). He might instead have been brought up in a kind of traditional E 

Mediterranean Christianity of still slightly Jewish slant, though certainly not the sort represented by the 

Judaizers whom Paul combatted, for he acknowledged the teachings of the church of Corinth and of 

Rome as identical to his own in all true essentials (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 4.22.1–3) and Eusebius regarded him 

as totally orthodox (Hist. Eccl. 4.7.15–8.2). He also used the LXX rather than the Hebrew text for the 

prophecyofJames‘smartyrdom(Eus.Hist. Eccl. 2.23.15; Telfer 1960). Hegesippus did however describe 

theSadducees,Pharisees,Samaritans,Essenes,andsoonasthose―amongthechildrenofIsrael‖who

opposed―thetribeofJudahandtheMessiah‖(Eus.Hist. Eccl. 4.22.7), indicating that his version of 

Christianity preserved a strong sense of Jewish identity—members quite specifically of the tribe of Judah, 

who had been led originally by a Davidic episcopacy.  

The passage preserved in Eus. Hist. Eccl. 4.22.3 has drawn much discussion. Hegesippus said that while 

inRome,―diadochēn epoiēsamēn [literally,‗Imadeasuccession‘]untilAnicetus,whosedeaconwas

Eleutherus; Soter diadechetai [‗succeeded‘]Anicetus,andafterhimcameEleutherus.‖Theolder

scholarship interpreted this to mean simply that Hegesippus researched and drew up a list of all the 

bishopsofRome,fromPetertoEleutherus.Themoremodernscholarshippointsoutthat―succession‖in

that context referred to continuity of teaching and identity of doctrines (Turner 1918). That Hegesippus 

putthisintheformofalistof―bishops‖inchronologicalorderseemslikely,however,givenhis

treatment of the early Jerusalem church, so the older scholarship had a point, but it would be anachronistic 

toregardthisashavingbeenintendedbyhimasasacramentalguaranteeofan―apostolicsuccession‖of

ordination to the priesthood and the episcopacy. When pagan philosophers represented continuity of 

teachingbylistingthenotedleadersofaphilosophicalschoolinachronological―succession‖list,the

issue was not sacramental efficacy but an attempt to show that the same philosophical positions had 

continued to be held through the entire history of that school.  

The fragments of Hegesippus are important, in spite of the fact that he wrote fairly late in the second 

century, because he seems to represent contact with an oral or written tradition and a conservative 

Christian community that preserved many archaic features going back to the first century.  
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GLENN F. CHESNUT  

HEGESIPPUS, PSEUDO-. The name given the anonymous author of a Latin account of the Jewish 

revolt against Rome in 66–73. Ambrose is most commonly assumed to be the author, but the arguments 

arenotconvincing.Thetitleandauthor‘snamearemissingfromtheearliestextantmss.(6thcentury),but

internal evidence suggests a date of composition of ca. 370 C.E. and the probability that the author was a 

bilingualAntiochene,perhapsEvagrius,thetranslatorofAthanasius‘Vita Antonii and close friend of 

Jerome. His history, which seems to have been originally titled De excidio Hierosolymitano, relies heavily 

on Josephus without being a mere translation. The author also draws information from Livy, Suetonius, 

Tacitus, and other appropriate Greek and Roman sources to produce what E. M. Sanford called 

―substantiallyanindependentbook.‖InfivebooksinsteadofJosephus‘seven,itwasoftencitedasaco-

equalauthoritywithJosephusintheMiddleAges,whichreadJosephusinRufinus‘translation.Itcontains

apocryphal material about Peter, including some Simon Magus narratives and an early version of the 

―Quovadis?‖story(De excid. 3.2).ThetextofthisstorydifferssodramaticallyfromAmbrose‘saccount

(Ser. contra Auxent. 13) that the two could not have been written by the same author. This apocryphal 

material led to the association of this work with the Hegesippus (mentioned by Eusebius) who wrote a 

history of the Church in the mid-2d century.  

Theauthor‘smainpurposeistoshowthatGodhadwithdrawnhisfavorfromtheJewsandthatthe

destruction of the Temple in 70 C.E. was irreversible, the supremum excidium (this perhaps prompted by 

JuliantheApostate‘sabortiveefforttorebuildthetemplein363).Inhisprologue,whichisoriginaland

bears no resemblance to that of Josephus, he announces his intentiontomake―cleartothewholeworld—

and this is an indication of the depravity of the race—thattheybroughttheirmisfortunesonthemselves.‖

Thisthemereflectsthe4thcenturychurch‘sclaimtobethenewIsrael,heirtotheOTpromises.Itis

echoed in Ambrose, Jerome, John Chrysostom, and other Christian authors of the period.  

Pseudo-Hegesippus supports his reinterpretation of history with biblical proof-texts. In 400 pages of 

printed text there are over 270 biblical quotations or allusions, some in the most unlikely or inappropriate 

places.InaspeechputinthemouthofTitusashebesiegedJerusalem,thereareallusionstoAbraham‘s

sacrificeofIsaacandJephthah‘ssacrificeofhisdaughter(De excid. 4.41,2). In his speech urging the Jews 

nottobegintherebellion,HerodAgripparemindsthemto―letwhatisowedtoCaesarbepaidtoCaesar‖

(2.9,1). Josephus, in his role as a character in the story, also quotes the NT when he urges his comrades 

not to commit suicide (3.17).  

At other points the author makes additions to the biblical accounts. He refers (5.32) to Naboth as a 

prophet, a view shared by Jerome (Comment. in Matt. 21.35) and Ambrose (Expos. in Lucam 9.25). He 

alsoheightenstheshameofHerodias‘marriagetoHerodAntipasbynoting that she was carrying the 

childofherfirsthusbandPhilip,Herod‘sbrother,atthetime(2.5,3).Nootherpatristicsourcemakesthat

claim.  

These citations provide some insight into the thinking of the 4th century church and also a long-

neglected textual witness. Comparison with the pre-Vulgate texts reveals that pseudo-Hegesippus‘biblical

quotations follow no single version. Since, as his use of Josephus demonstrates, he was capable of 

translating Greek, it seems most likely that he was working from a Greek text and not an early Latin 

version. His biblical citations could thus be considered a version in themselves, one dating from about the 

timeJeromewasbeginningtheVulgate.FromJerome‘sownwritings(Ep. 5.3; De vir. illus. 125; Vita 

Malchi prol.) it is clear that he was in frequent and close contact with Evagrius at this time, even staying 

in his home for a while. Further study of pseudo-Hegesippus is needed to identify him; if he should prove 

to be Evagrius, comparison of his biblical citations with the Vulgate text could also prove illuminating.  
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ALBERT A. BELL, JR.  

HEGLAM (PERSON) [Heb heglām (ָלם  )]. A proper name equated with Gera in the RSV (1 Chrֶהגְׁ

8:7). Of the modern biblical translations only the RSV recognizes this verbal form as a proper name. Beck 

(IDB 2: 577–78) seemingly incorrectly identifies heglām as an―…alternativeforthehypocoristicname

Gera.‖TheHip˓il perfectformpluspronominalsuffixcanmean―causedthemtoberemoved‖or―carried

themawayintoexile.‖Theverbalformisusedwithhu (w)˒ in the MT following a listing of three sons of 

Ehud in 1 Chr 8:7, Naaman, Ahijah, and Gera. These three sons are described as heads of families of the 

ones residing in Geba (8:6). They are given credit in this obscure reference, with Gera receiving chief 

emphasis, of deporting a group of Benjaminites from Geba to Manahath (8:6–7). Geba was one of the 

levitical cities of Benjamin as mentioned in Josh 21:17; 1 Chr 6:60; and Josh 18:24. It was located 

betweenAiandJerusalemsome6milesNNEofthecityofDavidclosetoJudah‘s N boundary. The city 

was an important site in the conflicts with the Philistines. The traditional site of Manahath is considered to 

be Malah, some 3 miles SW of Jerusalem (1 Chr 2:52–54).  

The text is obviously difficult at this point. Scholars are divided as to whom, what, and where is actually 

being referred in vv 6–7 of 1 Chronicles 8. Slotki (1952: 47–48) suggests that perhaps Ehud is the subject 

of the verb heglām with the three sons as the objects. Myers (1 Chronicles AB, 60) speaks of the verses as 

defyingexplanation,butcallsthemapossible―garbled‖versionofthetraditionreflectedinJudges 20. 

Rudolph (Chronikbücher HAT, 79) considers that it is a reference to a movement of a portion of the 

Benjamin tribe to a site in Edom (1 Chr 1:40) in the postexilic period. Williamson (Chronicles NCBC, 83) 

points out that even though the sections of the Benjaminite genealogy move toward the postexilic time 

frame, not all material present must hail from this later period. Bartel (1969: 24–27) sees the narrative as 

being compressed and referring to the Benjaminites forcing indigenous inhabitants of Geba to relocate to 

Manahath in Judah (cf. 1 Chr. 2:52–54). Braun (1 Chronicles WBC, 127) suggests that a better translation 

of the verbal form heglām is―toemigrate.‖Hestatesthatthisremovesthedifficultyoftheexilernot

being properly identified. He further suggests that the problem of period and circumstance remain at best 

obscure. However, he does suggest a possibility associated with Ehud, son of Gera, in Judg 3:12–4:11 in 

which action is taken against the Moabites. Braun feels that an event in the period of the Judges is the 

likely reference. This seems to be a situation in which one is forced to choose between a variety of 

speculative offerings. Given the current available options it may seem best to consider an emigration of 

some 9 miles from Geba to Malah associated with some military campaign at a time before the exile and 

likely as early as the period of the Judges.  
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G. EDWIN HARMON  

ḤEGRA (26°47‘N;38°14‘E).AnancientNabateansettlementoftheRomaneralocatedintheḤijāzof
Saudi Arabia. It is mentioned only rarely by classical authors, who locate it in the territory of the 

Nabatean king Obodas III on the Red Sea coast (Strabo 16.4.24 [782]); associate it with the Laeanitae, 

i.e., the Liḥyanites of Dedan (Pliny, HN 6.156), and in Arabia Felix (Ptolemy, Geog. 6.7.29). The site is 

identifiedwiththeruinsjustSofthevillageofMadā˒inṢāliḥ about 15 km N of al- Ula (Dedan) and 110 

kmSWofTayma˒.Itisgenerallyassumedthatanearbyportofsimilarnametotheinlandruinsonce



existed on the Red Sea coast, but it has never been located. During the late 19th century, the ruins were 

visited by C. M. Doughty, J. Euting, and C. Huber.  

Recent surveys of the site have provided additional evidence of the history of the area (Winnett and 

Reed, ARNA, 42–53; Parr, Harding, and Dayton 1972), but the definitive study of the monuments and 

inscriptions of the settlement remains that of Jaussen and Savignac (1909; 1914). The only possible 

mentionofthesiteintheBibleisPaul‘sreferencetoHagarasrepresenting―MountSinaiinArabia‖(Gal 

4:25); this has been interpreted as a cryptic allusion to the Nabatean settlement of Ḥegra (Gese 1967), but 

the proposal is not convincing (see Davies 1972).  

The settlement remains unexcavated, and its ruins are disappointing, with only a few traces of the city 

walls and towers barely visible. Far more impressive is the spectacular necropolis surrounding the 

settlement, which rivals even that of Petra. It consists of some 79 tombs cut into the adjacent mountains, 

31 of which have inscriptions dating from A.D. 1 to A.D. 75. They reveal the names and professions of 

their owners, most of whom represent a civic and military elite. Attempts to arrange the various types of 

tombs in a chronological scheme from the simple to the complex are defied by the information contained 

in the dedication inscriptions about their construction. The names of the artisans and stonecutters are 

mentioned in 16 of the inscriptions;mostofthemaremembersofasinglefamily,thatof Abd Obodat,

which also possibly operated at Petra and Wadi Ramm (Schmidt-Colinet1983).Thisartisanfamily‘s

repertoire included different types of styled facades to satisfy the demands of the individuals who 

commissioned them; the elaborate and ornated types are reflections of social status and are contemporary 

with the simpler types. The architectural style of the facades has been associated with that of Ptolemaic 

Alexandria (Schmidt-Colinet 1980; McKenzie and Phippen 1987).  

The first appearance of the village in ancient sources is in connection with the Arabian expedition of 

AeliusGallus‘Romanexpeditionin26/25B.C. The Roman enterprise was supported by 1000 Nabatean 

troops and 500 Jews. A Nabatean official named Syllaeus, the ambitious chancellor (epitropos) of the 

Nabatean king Obodas II (30–9 B.C.), served as guide for the forces that accompanied the Roman 

commander. After the disastrous campaign, the forces stopped at the port of Egra, located within the 

territoryofObodas‘kingdom(Strabo16.4.22–24). Later, at the death of the Nabatean king in 9 B.C., 

Syllaeus seized control of Nabatea with the approval of the Roman emperor Augustus. The challenge of 

hisrulebyHerodtheGreat‘senvoy, Nicolaus of Damascus, and the opposing Nabatean claimant, Aretas 

(IV), saw his prompt removal. It recently has been conjectured that Syllaeus was from the Ḥijāzandeven

owned property at Ḥegra. The single uncompleted facade of Qasr al-Bint at Ḥegra also has been 

associated with him, its unfinished state being explained by his execution in Rome in 6 B.C. (Schmidt-

Colinet 1987: 147). If correct, this would make it earlier than any of the tombs dated by inscriptions, but 

the hypothesis is dependent on a chain of assumptions lacking any explicit evidence.  

There is a unique Nabatean coin inscribed with the name ḥgr˒ evidently referring to the city. It has the 

head of a long-haired Aretas IV on the obverse, and a bell-like object with a handle on the reverse, just 

above the inscription. The coin has been interpreted as a commemoration issue for the founding of the city 

(Meshorer 1975: 53–54, no. 87). It is possible that Aretas IV developed the site in conjunction with the 

harbor village of the same name. Earlier evidence for the settlement is minimal (Parr, Harding, and 

Dayton 1972: 23). The cosmopolitan atmosphere of the settlement is reflected in inscriptions from the site 

by inhabitants from Aela (Aqaba), perhaps Edom (JS no. 138), Petra (no. 152), Moab (386), and S Syria 

(no. 226). One of the tombs (A8) is also for a Jew (no. 4 = CIS II, 219), and a sundial found at the 

settlement also dating from the 1st century A.D. is inscribed mns˒  r nṭn, ―MannasehsonofNathan‖

(Healey1989).TheDiwansanctuaryorculticcenterintheSiqofJabalIth libatḤegra contains graffiti 

petitioning the Nabatean gods of Dushara and Allāt,andalsotheEdomiteQos,andtheSyriandeityShai˒

al-Qaum;thereisalsoareferenceto―A ara,godofRabbel,whoisinBoṣra,‖thecityintheḤaurānthat

later became the capital of the Arabian province. Since the settlement is located on the incense route, 

Ḥegra was originally interpreted as a commercial entrepôt, but recently emphasis has been placed on its 

strategic importance as a military frontier settlement on the S borders of Nabatea (Negev 1976; Bowsher 

1986).  



During the accession year of the Nabatean king Rabbel II (A.D.71–106),arebellionagainsttheroyal

houseofPetrawasledbyDamas  , one of the scions of a prominent family at Ḥegra. The tribes of the 

ḤaurānknownfromSafaiticinscriptionsandprobablyformersubjectsoftheNabateanrealmalso

supportedtherebelcause(Winnett1973).Bothhisfather,Rabib˒el,anduncle,G animū, the sons of a 

Damasippos, served as governors of Ḥegra and are known from inscriptions near Jauf (Dumat al-Jandal) 

in the Wadi Ṣirḥan (J. Milik and Starcky in Winnett and Reed ARNA,142),explainingperhapstheN

supportfortherebelDamas  .TherevoltappearstohavebeenprecipitatedwhenMalikū,theyounger

brotherofDamas  , was appointed governor of Ḥegra (JS no. 34) instead of him. The phrase―hewho

broughtlifeanddeliverancetohispeople‖intheroyaltitularyofRabbelIIperhapsreferstothequelling

of the rebellion by the young monarch.  

After A.D. 75, Ḥegra falls into obscurity. Its fate after the Roman annexation of Nabatea in A.D. 106 is 

equally difficult to determine. The hypothesis of R. Dussaud that Ḥegra was the center of a truncated 

Nabatean kingdom under the rule of a putative dynast named Malichus III, the son of Rabbel II, must now 

be rejected on the basis of new documentary evidence (Graf 1988: 176–77). The family of Damasippos 

continued to dwell at the Ḥegra until at least the 2d century A.D. Rabbinic sources appear to refer to the 

site in conjunction with Petra.  

In the 2d and early 3d century, Roman auxilia—the ala Gaetulorum and an ala dromedariorum—and 

even a detachment of the Arabian legion of the III Cyrenaica served in the region. It is generally assumed 

thatthesettlementwasabandonedduringDiocletian‘sreorganizationoftheEfrontier,butitispossible

that it was never formally annexed after the Roman acquisition of Nabatea (Graf 1988). The silence about 

the ḤijāzinofficialRomandocumentssuchasthePeutingerTableandNotitia Dignitatum is noteworthy. 

The last datable Nabatean inscription indicates that Ḥegrawasruledbyamannamed Adnon,whose

brotherruledTayma˒,descendantsperhapsofaJewishfamily(Stiehl1970).Islamicsourcesprovidesthe

reasonforthechangeinthenameofthesiteto―Ṣāliḥ‘svillages.‖TheQuranindicatesthatitwasthe

Thamud who carved their houses out of the rock at the site. Other Arab sources characterized them as an 

idolatrous and rebellious people who rejected the prophet Ṣāliḥ, even slaying the camel he had conjured 

from the adjacent rocks to convince them of his divine mission. God then is said to have sent an 

earthquake to destroy the town and its inhabitants (Vidal 1971: 366). The ruins have never been 

excavated, but the Saudi Arabian Department of Antiquities has conducted several recent surveys of the 

environs and sponsored a preservation project for the ruins.  
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DAVID F. GRAF  

HEIFER. A young cow, primarily one which has not given birth to a calf. This term is the usual 

translation of Hebrew ˓eglâ and occasionally of pārâ. A more precise translation of ˓eglâ would be 

―youngcow,‖sincean˓eglâ may be a three year old animal (Gen 15:9) and may even be producing milk 

(so apparently in Isa 7:21–22; see Z. Zevit 1976: 384). Also, though contexts of certain passages suggest 

that pārâ maybetranslated―heifer,‖itshouldbekeptinmindthatthistermindicatesgenerallyanadult

female bovine (see R. Peter 1975).  

The term ˓eglâ is found is several contexts in the OT.  

(1) Young cows appear in agricultural contexts in capacities of plowing, threshing, and producing milk. 

Mostoftheinstancesinthiscategoryaremetaphorical.Samson‘spartyguestsfoundouthisriddleby

―plowingwith[his]youngcow‖(Jud 14:18).Babylon―gamboledlikeayoungcowtreadinggrain‖when

it spoiled Jerusalem (Jer 50:11). Ephraimwasatrainedyoungcowthat―lovedtothresh‖(Hos 10:11). 

According to Isa 7:21–22, a young cow and two flock animals are to provide an abundance of milk.  

(2) Young cows appear in various ritual contexts. Samuel was to take a young cow for a sacrifice at 

which David would be anointed king (1 Sam 16:2).  

This type of animal is used in more unique ritual situations. Abraham divides a three year old young 

cow, along with other animals, in a covenant ceremony (Gen 15:9). A torch, probably representing God, 

passes between the pieces of the animals to establish the covenant with the patriarch.  

In Deut 21:1–9 a unworked young cow is brought to a perennially flowing wadi where it is killed in a 

rite to remove pollution caused by a murder in which the culprit is not known. The killing of the cow has 

beeninterpretedasasacrificetothevictim‘sghostorunderworldpowers,thesymbolicexecution of the 

murderer, the representation of the penalty of the elders will suffer if their testimony that they had no part 

in the murder is false (cf. vv. 3–4, 6–8), the means of preventing the animal beset with guilt and pollution 

from returning to the community, or a reenactment of the murder which transfers blood pollution to an 

uninhabited area. The latter interpretation is preferable (see Wright 1987: 387–403; also Zevit 1976).  

Also in a ritual context the term in the plural is used of bovine idols at Bethel (Hos 10:5).  

(3)Inmiscellaneouscontexts,―youngcow‖isfoundasametaphorforEgypt(Jer 46:20). It is found as 

a constituent in the geographical name Eglath-shelishiyah (Isa 15:5; Jer 48:34; see EGLATH-

SHELISHIYAH).EglahwasalsothenameofoneofDavid‘swives(2 Sam 3:5; 1 Chr 3:3).  

The term pārâ hasbeenconstruedoccasionallyas―heifer‖:(1)Manytranslatepārâ ǎdummâ in Num 

9:2 (cf. vv. 5, 6, 9, 10)as―redheifer‖ratherthan―redcow‖becausethecontextrequiringanunworked

animal suggests that the animal was young. Cf. the AV, RSV, JB and Greek.  

(2) Pārâ in Hos 4:16,whichcomparesIsraeltoarebelliouscow,hasalsobeentakenas―heifer‖or

―youngcow‖(seethetranslationsmentionedabove).This translation may be ultimately due to the 

influence of Hos 10:11 whereEphraimismetaphoricallycalleda―youngcow‖(˓eglâ).  

(3) The LXX translates pārôt in Amos 4:1 as damaleis ―youngcows‖or―heifers.‖ 
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DAVID P. WRIGHT  

HEIFER, RED. The animal slaughtered and burned to make ashes for purifying persons and objects 

from pollution by human corpses (Num 19). Though the context requiring an unworked animal for the rite 

impliesthattheanimalisyoung(a―heifer‖;cf.LXXdamalis), the Heb. term pārâ ădummâ (v 2) literally 

means―RedCow‖(seeHEIFER).  

The rite of the Red Cow, found among the Priestly regulations of the Pentateuch, is unique in the OT. 

The legislation in Num 19:2–10, presented in terms of a revelation to Moses and Aaron, prescribes that 

the Israelites provide a perfect, unblemished red cow which has not been agriculturally worked. The cow 

isgiventoEleazar,apriest,andAaron‘ssonwhoisnextinlinetobecomehighpriest,whotakes it 

outsidethecamp.AnanonymousslaughtererkillstheanimalunderEleazar‘ssupervision.Eleazarthen



takes some of the blood and sprinkles it seven times in the direction of the front of the tent of meeting. An 

anonymous person, probably the same person who did the slaughtering, then burns the entire cow under 

Eleazar‘ssupervision.Whenthisisbeingdonethepriestthrowscedarwood,hyssop,andscarletthread

into the fire. Finally, a pure person (this is someone other than the priest and the slaughterer/burner, since 

these are now impure; see below) then gathers the resulting ashes and stores them in a pure place outside 

the camp.  

A main problem surrounding this rite is whether it is to be considered a sacrifice or an act of ritual 

slaughtering distinct from sacrifice. Certain features indicate that it is sacrificial. First, it is in fact called a 

ḥaṭṭā˒t (vv 9, 17), that is, a purgationsacrifice(otherwiseknownasa―sinoffering‖).Also,thesacrificial

nature of the rite is underscored by the supervision and involvement of the priest Eleazar. His sprinkling 

of blood seven times toward the tent, which appears to be the means of initiating the ritual and 

consecrating the animal and its blood, particularly emphasizes the sacrificial nature of the ritual. 

Furthermore, the requirement of a female animal fits well with the requirement elsewhere that a ḥaṭṭā˒t of 

a lay individual be a female (Lev 4:28, 32; 5:6; Num 6:14; 15:27; the Red Cow, though provided by the 

community, is for lay individuals).  

But though this evidence indicates that the rite is theoretically a sacrifice, other details show that it is 

very exceptional as such. Instead of being slaughtered at the altar at the sanctuary, the cow is killed 

outside the camp, apparently without an altar, in direct contradiction to general Priestly law (cf. Lev 17). 

The qualifications that the cow be perfect and unblemished are found in sacrificial rules (cf. Lev 22:17–

25), but the additional qualification that it should not have had a yoke placed on it is not. This is found in 

cases which are not properly sacrifices (Deut 21:3; 1 Sam 6:7; Deut 15:19 has a similar requirement 

perhaps limited to firstborn sacrificial animals). That the cow is totally burnt is reminiscent of the total 

burning of a burnt offering (Lev 1:6–9, 12–13) or of the incineration of ḥaṭṭā˒t carcasses, whose blood is 

used in the Tent (Exod 29:14; Lev 4:11; 8:17; 9:11; 16:27, note the similarity of the list of parts here to 

that in Num 19:5; see also Lev 6:23; 10:18). But on second inspection it is really quite different. The 

burning of the holocaust is the means of making the offering, and the burning of ḥaṭṭā˒t carcasses is for 

the purpose of disposing of a impure sanctum. In Numbers the burning of the cow serves to provide ashes 

which will then later be used; it is not a means of offering or disposal. Finally the use of cedar, hyssop, 

and scarlet material is not found in sacrifice. The only other place where these three elements appear 

together is in the nonsacrificial rite for purification from scale disease (ṣāra˓at; see LEPROSY) in Lev 

14:5–7, 51–52. There they are used as an instrument for applying purifying liquid, not burned, as in 

Numbers 19. These items certainly had symbolic meaning, but that meaning is unrecoverable (see Wefing 

1981: 350 and Milgrom [1981] for explanation of these irregularities).  

The goal of this unusual sacrificial procedure is to provide ashes for purifying persons and things from 

corpse contamination. Corpse contamination is one of the major impurities in the Priestly system of 

impurities. Persons or objects so polluted are impure for seven days and can pollute other persons and 

objects of a profane or common (i.e., nonholy) nature. See UNCLEAN AND CLEAN (OT). To purify 

from corpse contamination, the ashes obtained from the Red Cow rite are mixed with spring water (mayim 

ḥayy  m; Num 19:17). This water-ash mixture is called in vv 9, 13, 20, 21 mê (han)niddâ ―waterfor

purgation.‖SeeWATER FOR IMPURITY. A pure person dips hyssop in the water and sprinkles it on the 

corpse-contaminated persons or objects (v 18) once on third day of the period of impurity and again on 

the seventh day (v 19). In addition to sprinkling with the water for purgation, persons need to bathe and 

launder (in regular water) on the seventh day, and wait for evening, when they become pure (v 19). 

Noteworthy is the fact that Numbers 19 prescribes no seventh day ablutions for corpse contaminated 

objects that correspond to the laundering and bathing of people. Priestly legislation regularly has parallel 

purification procedures for persons and objects. This gap in the prescriptions was sensed by later editors 

who consequently supplemented the law with Num 31:19–24 to provide the missing ablutions. According 

to this passage, objects that can endure fire (such as those of metal) are to be passed through fire. Other 

objects that cannot endure fire (organic items) are simply immersed in water (see Wright 1985).  



One of the most striking things about the rite of the Red Cow and the ashes is that while they lead to the 

purification of those polluted by a corpse, they pollute pure people who participate in the preparing of the 

ashes or who touch the ashes or the water for purgation. The priest who supervises the burning of the cow 

is impure for one day and needs to launder and bathe (v 7). The one who burns the cow and the one who 

gathers its ashes are similarly impure (vv 8, 10). One who sprinkles the water for purgation or one who 

otherwise touches it becomes impure for one day (v 21). This paradox is explained by character of the 

Red Cow rite as a ḥaṭṭā˒t (see above). The purpose of other ḥaṭṭā˒t sacrifices is to purify; their blood is 

applied to various sancta in order to remove impurity from those sancta. The ḥaṭṭā˒t carcass and blood as 

a result become impure, even to the extent that they can pollute other persons and things (cf. Lev 6:20–21; 

16:28). This explains the impurity of the Red Cow and its ashes. As a ḥaṭṭā˒t sacrifice it is impure and can 

pollute others (here it does so prospectively, before actual use in purification), but as an agent of 

purification it can purify those who are corpse contaminated (see Milgrom 1981).  

Recent discussion has focused on the nature of the rite before its incorporation in the Priestly legislation 

in its final form. S. Wefing (1981) has argued mainly through a literary critical approach that originally 

the rite was a non-Israelite burnt offering. This was eventually incorporated into Israelite liturgy, not as a 

legitimate sacrifice, but as a sort of ordeal inveighing against pagan sacrifice. The mê (han)niddâ, which 

were added at this stage, were perhaps like the drinks for ordeal in Num 5:17–24 and Exod 32:20. Finally, 

late in the exilic period, the rite received its present form. The mê (han)niddâ lost their significance of 

ordealandcametomeansimply―wateragainstimpurity‖or―waterforpurification.‖J.Milgromargues

from a more traditio-historical point of view that an earlier, non-Israelite, purgation rite for corpse 

defilement was taken over into the Priestly corpus and assimilated, as much as it could be, to its sacrificial 

system, particularly to that of the ḥaṭṭā˒t sacrifice. In this assimilation of the Red Cow rite to the ḥaṭṭā˒t 

scheme there was also a move made to reduce somewhat the strength of corpse contamination: according 

to Numbers 19 the impure person needs no first-day ablutions (contrast the scale diseasedperson‘sritein

Lev 14:8); the corpse-defiled person does not need to leave the camp (cf. a different law in Num 5:2–3); 

and no sacrifice is required (contrast Num 6:9–12; Ezek 44:25–27).  

Later Jewish tradition devoted two tractates of the Mishnah to the issues of this ritual (Para, Oholot). 

The Temple Scroll developed the laws of corpse contamination in cols 49:5–50:19. For discussion of the 

Red Cow in postbiblical traditions, see Bowman 1958.  
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DAVID P. WRIGHT  

HEILSGESCHICTE. See THEOLOGY (BIBLICAL), HISTORY OF.  

HEIR. See FAMILY.  

HELAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥel˒â (ָאה  )]. One of two wives of Ashhur, listed in the family line ofֶחלְׁ

Judah (1 Chr 4:5, 7). Ashhur is identified as the ancestor of the people of Tekoa (v 5). Helah bore him 

Zereth, Izhar, and Ethnan (v 7). The other wife of Ashhur was Naarah. Her sons are listed in 4:6. In 1 Chr 

4:5, Helah is named first, while in 4:6–7,Naarah‘ssonsarerecordedbeforeHelah‘s(achiastic

arrangement).  

Bothwives‘namesareomittedintheSyriacofv 5.ThenameHelahapparentlymeans―necklace.‖Noth

(IPN 223; cf. HALAT 2: 302) points to ḥǎl   (pl. ḥǎlā˒  m) and ḥelyâ, both of which refer to ornaments. See 

HAZZELELPONI regarding a proposed reading (in the BHS apparatus) of the end of v 3 as a gloss on the 

sequence of the names in vv 5–7.  

KENNETH H. CUFFEY  



HELAM (PLACE) [Heb hêlām (ֵהיָלם)]. A town in Transjordan ca. 40 miles E of the Sea of Galilee. 

In 2 Sam 10:1–10 we read that King David sent messengers to Hanun, king of the Ammonites, to comfort 

HanunwhenhisfatherNahashdied.HanuninsultedDavid‘smessengers.Inpreparationforwar,Hanun

hired Syrian mercenaries from Beth-rehob, Zobah, Maacah, and Tob. The Israelites under Joab defeated 

them all (vv 6–14). The Syrians regrouped. Hadadezer, king of Zobah (8:3), brought other Syrians from 

beyond the Euphrates and came to Helam (10:16). David and his troops went to Helam (v 17) and fought 

the Syrians. The army commander Shobach was struck and died and the Syrians were again defeated. 

They made peace with Israel and became subject (tribute payers?) to Israel. The same story is told in 1 

Chronicles 19, but there is no mention of Helam. McCarter (2 Samuel AB,269)notesThenius‘viewof

the Heb hylm asmeaning―theirarmy‖(cf.Vulgate),buttheLXX,SyrandTargrenderitasapropernoun

identical with hl˒mh in v. 17. McCarter understands chapter 10 as a unit, though other commentators 

separate the Ammonites from the Aramaean wars and the vv 6–14 battle from the Helam battle. These 

views do not seem to affect the identification of Helam. Helam appears also in the LXX of Ezek 47:16 

and 48:1 (Gk Eliam), but not in the Hebrew. In Ezekiel, the site is between Damascus and Hamath, not far 

fromHadadezer‘smaincities,TebahandBerothai(2 Sam 8:8), from which David had taken large 

quantities of bronze as war loot. Hoffmann identified Helam with Haleb, the city of Aleppo (Smith 

Samuel ICC, 316). Ewald connected it with Alamatha on the Euphrates asinPtolemy‘sGeography 5.15 

(Keil and Delitzsch, n.d.: 380). Ottosson (1969: 207) claims the Arameans would not have been 

threatened unless Helam was in Aramean territory. But McCarter (p. 273) and others consider this too far 

N. Shobach was invading Israelite territory or planning to, rather than waiting for David to come to 

Aramean territory.  

ThetownofAlema,modernAlma,NEofDer˒aintheplainofHauranontheSborderofSyriainN

Transjordan is mentioned in 1 Macc 5:26, 35. Judas Maccabeus burned it after having liberated its Jewish 

prisoners. McCarter notes that in the Greek, Alema is preceded by en, ―in,‖ratherthaneis, ―at,‖which

appears with the preceding places.Theotherplacesare―in‖Helam,i.e.,Helamisthenameofadistrictin

which the battle took place, rather than the actual siege of a city. The preceding site of Bosor is identified 

with Busr el-Hariri, 45 mi east of the Sea of Galilee. From an earlier date, the city name appears as Hl˒m 

in the Egyptian Execration texts from ca. 1850 B.C., on a figurine now in Brussels (Albright 1941: 33).  
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HENRY O. THOMPSON  

HELBAH (PLACE) [Heb ḥelbâ (ָֹּבה  )]. One of the towns from which the tribe of Asher failed toֶחלְׁ

drive the Canaanite inhabitants (Judg 1:31). Earlier in the same verse the town of Ahlab is mentioned, and 

many scholars (GP 2:67; Boling, Judges AB, 455) argue that Helbah is either a dittographic error for or a 

variant spelling of Ahlab, the Maḫalliba of Sennacherib, which they locate at Kh. el-Mahalib (M.R. 

172303). See AHLAB (PLACE).  

Kallai argues that Helbah is an independent location, which he links with the mēḥebel of Josh 19:29 

(RSV―Mahalab‖),alsomentionedinadescriptionoftheterritoryofAsher(HGB, 222). He argues that 

the initial mem of mēḥebel isreallythepreposition―from,‖sothatthetwonames(Helbahand*Hebel)

share the same consonants. On balance, it seems more probable that Helbah, Ahlab, and mēḥebel are all 

variants of the same name. See also MAHALAB (PLACE).  

MELVIN HUNT  

HELBON (PLACE) [Heb ḥelbôn (ֹּבון )].AplacementionedinEzekiel‘slamentationoverTyreֶחלְׁ

(Ezek 27:18). According to Ezekiel, Damascus traded wine from Helbon (as well as wool, and wine from 

Uzal) for Tyrian merchandise. There is almost universal agreement that this place is to be identified with 



modernHelbûn,located11milesNofDamascus(33°38‘N;36°15‘E),an area where even today 

viticulture plays a prominent role in the local economy. Contemporaneous with Ezekiel, a Babylonian text 

indicates that Nebuchadnezzar had a predeliction for the wine from mât helbûnim (ISBE 2: 676). Strabo, 

in discussing the customs of the Persian kings (Geog. 15.3.22), notes how they adopted a fondness for 

―ChalymonianwinefromSyria.‖TheGkchalumōnion perhaps reflects the original Semitic ḥlbwn (note 

the b/m interchange).  

GARY A. HERION  

HELDAI (PERSON) [Heb ḥelday (ַדי  )]. Var. HELEB; HELED. 1. One of twelve commandersֶחלְׁ

supervising monthly courses of 24,000 men in the armed service of the king (1 Chr 27:1–15), Heldai was 

in charge of the course of the twelfth month (v 15). A Netophathite, that is, one from the town of 

Netophah in the hill country of Judah (1 Chr 2:54; Ezra 2:21–22),heissaidtobe―ofOthniel,‖probablya

reference to a family name, possibly descendants of the deliverer of the Israelites in Judg 3:7–11. This list 

of commanders and their functions is possibly a construct of its composer, since (a) no such monthly, 

conscripted, civilian army is mentionedelsewhereduringDavid‘sreign;(b)thelargefigureof288,000

men seems improbable; and (c) one of the commanders, Asahel (v 7), was dead before David had rule 

over all Israel (Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 174–75).However,theauthor/redactor‘sthesis,

that David made preparations for the proper ongoing cultic and national life of Israel, as illustrated 

throughout chapters 23–27, draws on the fact that David took a census (cf. vv 23–24; chap 21) which 

could have been utilized for designing a monthly plan of conscription, a plan which would have been 

analogoustoSolomon‘smonthlycoursesforhisprovision(1 Kgs 4:7–19).  

BecausethenamesoftheotherelevencommandersappearagaininthelistofDavid‘schampions in 1 

Chr 11:10–47 (= 2 Sam 23:8–39), it is probable that this Heldai is to be equated with Heled of 1 Chr 

11:30 and Heleb of 2 Sam 23:29 and, therefore, was a member of this select class of warriors directly 

attachedtothekingforspecialassignments.(―Heldai‖canbeexplainedasanAramizedformof―Heled,‖

whilethename―Heleb‖isprobablyatextualvariantwhicharosebecauseofthesimilarityof―b‖[bet] 

with―d‖[dalet] in the old Hebrew script; Meyers Haggai and Zechariah AB, 340).  

2. A returned Babylonian exile who, according to an oracle to the prophet Zechariah, was to participate 

with the prophet in the symbolic crowning of the priest Joshua, a representative of a Messianic figure who 

would build the temple and rule upon the throne (Zech 6:9–15; vv 10 and 14). Due to the difficult 

language of the text, it is unclear if Heldai, along with Tobijah and Jedaiah, was to be taken along by 

Zechariah as a witness to this prophetic gesture (Mitchell Haggai ICC, 183–85) or if he was one from 

whom silver and gold were to be received in order to make the crowns which were used (Meyers Haggai 

AB, 337–38). The latter interpretation, which makes senseofthepassage‘sstylisticdifficultiesratherthan

emending the text as the former interpretation does, is to be preferred. Reading with the latter 

interpretation, Heldai still probably functioned as a witness to the prophetic act, since the crown placed in 

the temple is to serve as a reminder to him and the others (v 14). Verse 14 in the Hebrew text has the 

name ḥēlem, ―Helem,‖ratherthan Heldai. However, because of the presence again of Tobijah and 

Jedaiah,itisevidentthat―Helem‖iseitheranothernameforHeldaioraspellingthataroseduetotextual

corruption (see the variations for Heldai in 1. above). In the LXX, perhaps because of the symbolic nature 

ofZechariah‘sact,thesenameswerereadasappellatives. 

Heldaiisprobablyasecularnametakenfromtheanimalrealm,meaning―mole‖(IPN, 230).  

RODNEY K. DUKE  

HELEB (PERSON) [Heb ḥēle  (ֵחֶלב)]. See HELDAI (PERSON).  

HELECH (PLACE) [Heb ḥêlēk (ֵחיֵלך)]. Ezekiel 27 records an oracle against the city of Tyre, and in 

theoraclearereferencestoforeignnationalitiesinTyre‘sarmy—men from Persia, Lud, and Put, and men 

of Arvad (the island of Aradus, 125 miles N of Tyre) and Helech. These are usually taken to be foreign 



mercenaries, hired by Tyre to defend the city—―mercenariesfromeverycountryandallegiancetoguard

her walls andtowers‖saysEichrodt(Ezekiel, ET, OTL, 1970: 386) with some hyperbole. The RSV 

translatesHelechasaplacename,whileLXX,Syriac,KJV,andASVtranslate―thinearmy‖fromHeb

ḥyl, ―strength,‖―army‖withthefinalletterunderstoodasthefeminineformofthepronoun―you‖(Keil

n.d.: 384; Eichrodt Ezekiel, ET,OTL,1970:379;Zimmerli1983:46).Simons‘(GTTOT, 455) preference 

is that Ezekiel did not refer to a geographical or topographical name. Helech, like the Gamad or men of 

Gamad of v 11b in parallel, is also more like an appellative noun. With support from the LXX and Syriac 

andonlyaslightchangeintext,onecantranslate―themenofArvadwereyourarmy(ḥêlēk, cf. v. 10) on 

your walls round about and watchmen ( ômrîm instead of gammād  m)onyourtowers.‖Incontrastto

Simons, Cooke (Ezekiel ICC, 300) thinks a proper noun is necessary.  

If Helech is a place, it is probably the Assyrian Hilakku, theoriginal―Cilicia‖NoftheTaurus

mountainsinSEAsiaMinor,today‘sTurkey.TheseCilicianswerenotedfortheirwarlikecharacterand

would fit as mercenaries of Tyre. Hilakku is found in the records of Shalmaneser III (858–824). The 

Cilicians were conquered ca. 720 by Sargon II (721–705). The area revolted against Sennacherib in 696 

and also against Esarhaddon (680–669), but ca. 668/7 they sent tribute to Assurbanipal (Mellink, IDB 2: 

578).  

The name appears later on coins of Tarsus in the 4th century. Cooke (Ezekiel ICC, 300) credits Halevy 

withtheHelek/Hilakkuidentification,butthinks―thecontextimpliesatownnearertoPhoenicia.‖He

notesCornill‘ssuggestionofHethlon(Ezek 47:15; 48:1) near Hamath. Simons claimed the identification 

of ḥêlēk as Chalcis is only a guess based on assonance. Chalcis ad Belum (near Qinnesrin, SW of Aleppo) 

aswellasChalcisadLibanumintheSyrianBeqa˒(now˒Angarr)aresuggestedsites,buttheyaretoolate

in origin for this recognition in Ezekiel.  
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HENRY O. THOMPSON  

HELED (PERSON) [Heb ḥēled (ֵחֶלד)]. See HELDAI (PERSON).  

HELEK (PERSON) [Heb ḥēleq (ֵחֶלר)]. HELEKITES. In Num 26:30 (RSV) Helek translates ḥēleq, 

which there appears as the name of a person, a son of Gilead (son of Machir, son of Manasseh). In Josh 

17:2 (RSV), part of a description of the allotment of land to the tribe of Manasseh, Helek translates the 

phrase  ĕnê ḥēleq (―childrenofHelek‖),whichisdescribedinthetextasa―clan‖(mi pāḥâ, RSV 

―family‖).InJoshuaHelekisnotidentifiedasasonofGileadbutisapartofthetribeofManasseh

independent of Gilead.  

In Num 26:30 Helekisnamedaspartofalistingofthe―sonsofJosephaccordingtotheirfamilies‖

(Num 26:28–37), and is specifically associatedwithaclangroupofthesamename(RSV:―thefamilyof

theHelekites‖ mi paḥat haḥelq  ]). OT genealogies, such as that underlying the census report in Numbers 

26, are often descriptions of the relations among social and ethnic groups under the guise of individual 

kinship relations. Perhaps then none of the references to Helek should be thought of as referring to an 

individual of that name, but rather to a clan group described as an individual to meet the needs of 

genealogical form.  

This view is supported by the occurrence of the name Helek in five of the SamOstr (Reisner, Fisher, and 

Lyon 1924: 229–40). In these records Helek is not the name of a person. It is either the name of a clan, or, 

asNa˒aman(1986: 159) asserts, the name of an administrative district, albeit derived from an earlier clan 

name.  

According to Boling (Joshua AB, 406–15), Joshua 17 places Helek among the clans of Manasseh 

located W of the Jordan. The Samaria Ostraca are widely seen to point to a location west of the Jordan for 

Helek (e.g., LBHG, 315–27). Num 26:30, on the other hand, by associating Helek with Gilead, suggests a 

location east of the Jordan. That Helek was located west of the Jordan is widely accepted, however. The 



genealogy in Numbers is usually explained as a result of literary development of the genealogical texts 

(Noth Numbers OTL, 206–207), or a combination of literary development and changes in the societal 

relations mirrored in the genealogies (LBHG, 222).  

Although Helek in the OT probably refers to a group, not an individual, the use of Helek as a personal 

name in ancient Israel is attested on three bullae (clay document seals) from late 7th or early 6th century 

B.C.E. Judah (Avigad 1986: 56, 73, 96). As a personal name it is probably a shortened form of the 

theophoric name Hilkiyahu (HILKIAH).  
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RICHARD D. WEIS  

HELEM (PERSON) [Heb hēlem (ֵהֶלם)]. 1. An Asherite, the father of Zophah, Imna, Shelesh, and 

Amal (1 Chr 7:35). BHS suggests that the MT of 1 Chr 7:35a―andthesonofHelemhisbrother‖should

beamendedtoread―andthesonsofHothamhisbrother.‖Thecontext(1 Chr 7:32–35) and some textual 

witnesses (several medieval Heb mss, LXX Lucian recension, Vg) support this significant change, which, 

incidentally, is adopted totally by the NEB but only partially by the RSV (no name change). With the 

acceptance of this proposedtextualemendation,―Helem‖of1 Chr 7:35 becomes the same person as 

―Hotham‖in1 Chr 7:32. See HOTHAM. In some early editions of the RSV (1952/53) the name was 

erroneouslyprintedas―Heler.‖ 

2. An exile who returned from Babylon (MT Zech 6:14), also called Heldai (RSV, Zech 6:10, 14; see n. 

i). See HELDAI. He was one of at least three prime donors from whom the prophet Zechariah took silver 

andgold,eithertomakea―crown‖forJoshua,thepostexilichighpriest(RSV),orperhapsmore

originally for Zerubbabel, the governor of Judah and descendant of the house of David (see 

ZERUBBABEL), whose name was then subsequently expunged in the face of political realities (see also 

NEB 1 Chr 6:11,n.g).Still,asthepresentMTreadsthenounintheplural,―crowns,‖perhaps even the 

idea of two crowns, a silver crown for Joshua and a gold crown for Zerubbabel, should be seriously 

entertained (Cohen 1957: 292). To be sure, Zech 4:1–6a, and 10b–14, if not also 6:12–13, envision the 

postexilic community as reconstituted under a dual leadership, an idea still fully present in the later 

Essene Jewish community uncovered at Khirbet Qumran. In MT Zech 6:10 Heldai, Tobijah, and Jedaiah 

contribute the metals which were then taken to the house of Josiah, the son of Zephaniah; in MT Zech 

6:14, when the same persons are noted again, two of the former names turn out differently, viz., as 

―HelemandHen(=Josiah),thesonofZephaniah.‖Nevertheless,sinceboththesevariants,Henand

Helem, are shorter than their counterparts in 6:10, the suggestion has been made to understand the names 

Helem and Hen as nicknames rather than as inexplicable textual deviations (Petersen Haggai and 

Zechariah OTL, 278). Oddly, in the LXX, though, except for the name Josiah, there is no mention of any 

proper names in this context whatsoever. The citation of the name Helem and the other names in the text 

has served to document for posterity the wholesome participation of those newly returned from exile in 

the important work of postexilic cultic reconstruction and in the recognition of the validity of Zechariah‘s

own ministry and word of promise. In this vein, one recent interpreter of Zech 6:9–15 has gone so far as 

toviewthemakingandplacingofacrownonJoshua‘sheadandtheninthetempleasonecomprehensive 

prophetic symbolic action: in her view, the three returnees from Babylon were taken as witnesses to the 

houseofJosiahwherethepreciousmetalswerefashionedintoasingle―double-ringed‖royaltiara,which

prior to its being deposited in the rebuilt templewasplacedsymbolicallyuponJoshua‘sheadasa

temporary―stand-in‖forthelonged-for Branch from the house of David who would come one day to 

wear it (Achtemeier Nahum-Malachi IBC, 130–32).  
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HELENA (PERSON). Flavia Iulia Helena (CIL VI 1134) is said to have been born, probably in the year 

248, in a place called Drepanum in Bithynia (Proc. Aedif. 5. 2, 1–5), renamed after her death Helenopolis 

(Chron. Pasch. 527). She was of humble origin (Eutropius, Brev. 10. 2; Zosimus, Hist. Nova 2.8.2) and 

may have been working as a serving girl at an inn (Ambrosius, De Obitu Theodosii, 42) when Constantius 

Chlorus met her. The difference in their social status was probably the reason that there is no unequivocal 

evidence of a formal marriage. Of their union was born, in 273, the future emperor Constantine the Great. 

Their relationship probably came to an end in 289, when, for political reasons, Constantius married 

Theodora, daughteroftheAugustusMaximian.From289untilConstantine‘srisetopowerin306the

sources are silent about Helena. From about the year 306 she lived as a nobilissima femina (RIC VII, 493–

94)atorintheneighborhoodofConstantine‘scourt.Herfirstresidence was in all likelihood the northern 

capital of the Empire, Trier. The vast corpus of medieval legends seems to go back to an early tradition 

attesting the connection between Helena and Trier (Ewig 1956–58; Linder 1975: 84–93). Frescoes found 

on a ceiling underneath the cathedral of Trier after the Second World War, in a part of the imperial palace 

known as the domus Helenae, allows a similar inference (Weber 1984). One of the paintings is in fact a 

portrait of Helena herself. Some time after Constantine‘svictoryoverMaxentius(312)Helenamovedto

Rome, where she lived in the Palatium Sessorianum in the SE part of the city. This palace, including its 

neighboring extramural territory, the fundus Laurentus (Lib. Pont. 1, 183, Deichmann and Tschira 1957: 

66–81), was her personal property. Inscriptions (CIL VI 1134; CIL VI 1135; CIL VI 1136) found near the 

Palatium provideevidenceforHelena‘spresenceandactivitiesinRome.Oneinscriptionofspecial

interest states that Helena had thermae repaired which had been damaged by fire (CIL VI 1136).  

Following her son, Helena acquired an interest in the Christian faith and was converted by Constantine 

(Eus. Vita C. 3. 47). She was sympathetic to Arianism (Athanasius, Hist. Ar. 4. 1–2). Literary sources are 

not the only proof of her conversion: the transformation of one of the rooms of the Palatium Sessorianum 

into a chapel in the 320s is another strong indication (Krautheimer 1967: 130). This basilica Heleniana 

quae dicitur Sessorium (Lib. Pont. 1. 196) later became known as S. Croce in Gerusalemme. When 

Constantine had become sole ruler after his victory over Licinius in 324, he bestowed on his mother the 

title Augusta (RIC VII, 45, 69). By doing this he made her one of the most important and prestigious 

womenoftheEmpire.AfterFausta‘smurderbyherimperialhusband(326),Helenabecamethemost

influentialwomanatConstantine‘scourt.Inthesameyearsheundertookajourneytotheeastern

provinces of the Empire. Eusebius, bishop of Caesarea, informs us well about her activities in Palestine 

(Vita C. 3. 42–47). Her travels through the Holy Land are represented by Eusebius as a pilgrimage. He is 

full of praise for her piety and her charity. She gave lavishly to cities, to certain groups of soldiery, and to 

the naked and the helpless poor: obviously she could spend as much money from the public treasury as 

she thought fit. She naturally donated large amounts of money to the churches she frequented, even to 

those in the tiniest places. Prisoners and forced laborers in the mines were freed at her orders, and exiles 

were recalled. She is most famous for the dedication of two churches in the Holy Land, the Church of 

Nativity in Bethlehem, built over the very cave where Christ was born, and the Church of Ascension on 

the Mount of Olives. At the end of the year 327 or early in 328, shortly after her return from the Holy 

Land, Helena died, at the age of about eighty years, in the presence of her son, probably in Nicomedia 

(Eus. Vita C. 3. 46). Accompanied by a large military escort her corpse was transported to Rome, where 

she was buried in a porphyry sarcophagus (now in the Vatican Museum) in a mausoleum at the Via 

Labicana not far from her palace in Rome (Eus. Vita C. 3. 47; Deichmann and Tschira 1957).  

Whereas the historical evidence for Helena is scanty, the legendary data are abundant. Already at the 

end of the 4th century and in the first half of the 5th century several versions of a legend had emerged in 

which the discovery of the true Cross was ascribed to Helena. The legend probably originated in 

Jerusalem. Since the 340s at least the Cross was venerated there, and parts of it had already been 

distributed over the world (Frolow 1961: 155–65), but its discovery was not attributed to anybody until in 

395 Ambrosius mentioned Helena as the finder of the Cross. Shortly afterward the legend is recorded by 

several other Latin writers (Rufinus, Hist. Eccl. 10.7–8; Paulinus of Nola, Epist. 31. 4–6; Sulpicius 



Severus, Chron. 2. 33–34) and some time later by Greek church-historians (Theodoretus, Hist. Eccl. 7.18; 

Socrates, Hist. Eccl. 1.17; Sozomenus, Hist. Eccl. 2.1).  

A divine vision urges Helena to go to Jerusalem in search of the Cross. A sign from heaven shows her 

the place where the Cross is buried. Excavations at Golgotha result in the discovery of three crosses: that 

of Christ and those of the two criminals. The titulus, readinginGreek,Latin,andHebrew:―Jesusof

Nazareth,KingoftheJews,‖whichPontiusPilatushadattachedtoJesus‘ cross (John 19: 19–20) is also 

found, but it had become detached from the Cross. The three crosses lie in a heap, and it is impossible to 

identify the true one. Macarius, bishop of Jerusalem, inspired by a divine message, helps to reveal which 

isChrist‘sCross.BybringingthecrossesintocontactwithadeadordyingpersonthetrueCrossis

identified. The touch of two of these crosses has no effect, but on the contact with the third cross the 

person is healed/resurrected. This is a miracle that could be performed only with the true Cross. Later on 

Helena also found the nails by which Christ had been fixed to the Cross. She sent them to Constantine to 

be used in a diadem andabridleandsofulfilledZacharias‘prophecy(Zacharias14:20).Thisisbrieflythe

main version of the legend of Helena, as told by the various Latin and Greek authors.  

Another version, transmitted in Syriac, Greek, and Latin, introduces a Jew called Judas who, with some 

initial reluctance, helps Helena to find the Cross and the nails. Impressed by the power of the Christian 

God, Judas is converted and adopts the name Cyriacus. Eventually he is to become a bishop of Jerusalem 

anddiesamartyr‘sdeath in the reign of Julian the Apostate (Straubinger 1912: 1–81). This version 

became very popular in the Middle Ages.  

A third version of the legend of the discovery of the Cross, the so-called Protonike legend, is of Syrian 

origin. It was inserted in the Edessan Doctrina Addai but continued also to circulate independently or in 

connection with the Judas-Cyriacus version. It relates events that are supposed to have taken place in the 

1st century A.D. In this version the Cross was found by Protonike, wife of the emperor Claudius (Nestle 

1889; Lipsius 1880: 67–92). Although Helena does not figure in this version, there are such striking 

similarities between the two legends that the legend of Protonike should be regarded as a derivative of 

that of Helena.  

The attribution to Helena of the discovery of the Cross has made her one of the most famous women of 

early Christianity. Her journey to Palestine served as a model for future pilgrims (Hunt 1984: 49) and the 

legends of her devotion provided an example for many a Byzantine empress. The Church canonized her 

for her pious deeds. Her commemoration is on August 18.  

Bibliography  
Deichmann, F. W., and Tschira, A. 1957. Das Mausoleum der Kaiserin Helena und die Basilika der heiligen Marcellinus und 

Petrus an der Via Labicana vor Rom. JDAI 72: 44–110.  
Drijvers, J. W. 1989. Helena Augusta: Waarheid en legende. Groningen.  

Ewig, E. 1956–58. Kaiserliche und apostolische Tradition in mittelalterlichen Trier. TTZ 24–26: 147–86.  

Frolow, A. 1961. La Relique de la Vraie Croix. Paris.  

Heid, S. 1989. Der Ursprung der Helenalegende im Pilgerbetrieb Jerusalems. JAC 32: 41–71.  

Hunt, E. D. 1984. Holy Land Pilgrimage in the Later Roman Empire AD 312–460. Oxford.  

Krautheimer, R. 1967. The Constantinian Basilica. Dumbarton Oaks Papers 21: 115–40.  

Linder, A. 1975. The Myth of Constantine the Great in the West. Studi Medievali, 3d ser. 16: 43–95.  

Lipsius, R. A. 1880. Die Edessenische Abgarsage. Braunschweig.  

Nestle, E. 1889. De Sancta Cruce. Ein Beitrag zur christlichen Legendengeschichte. Berlin.  

Straubinger, J. 1912. Die Kreuzauffindungslegende. Forschungen zur Christlichen Literatur- und Dogmengeschichte. 

Paderborn.  

Weber, W. 1984. Constantinische Deckengemälde aus dem römischen Palast unter dem Dom. Trier.  

JAN W. DRIJVERS  

HELEPH (PLACE) [Heb ḥēlep (ֵחֶלפ)]. The first place mentioned in the description of the territory of 

Naphtali (Josh 19:33). Both the LXX rendering of the name (Gk meeleph) and the explanation in the 

Talmud (j. Meg. 1:1, 70a) imply that the prefixed mem is part of the name. The context, however, shows 

that this mem has its usual meaning (MT mēḥēlep, ―fromHeleph‖),andthatHelephisthestarting point of 

Naphtali‘sSborder,whichisdescribedEfromtheMt.TaborareatotheJordan(whileAznoth-Tabor is 



the starting point of the W border described from Mt. Tabor northward). Saarisalo (1927: 98, 122) has 

suggested identifying Heleph with Kh. Irbadah(M.R.189236)4kmNWofMt.Tabor.Potteryofthe

9th–8th centuries B.C.E. has been found at the site (Gal 1982: 19), situated at the point where the E-W 

route,―Darbel-Hawarneh‖(Oded1971),meetsthemainN-Sroute,oftencalledthe―WayoftheSea.‖

Located close to this site is Kh. et-Tuggar, which contains remains of caravanseries from Turkish and 

earlier periods.  
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RAFAEL FRANKEL  

HELEZ (PERSON) [Heb ḥeleṣ (ֶחֶלצ)]. 1. OneofDavid‘schampions,aselectclassofwarriors

directly attached to the king for special assignments, named in the parallel lists of 2 Sam 23:8–39 (v 26) 

and 1 Chr 11:10–47 (v 27). Although of high repute, he is distinguished from the more elite warriors (vv 

8–23 and 11–25, respectively) listed before his grouping. In 2 Sam 23:26 he is called a Paltite, often 

assumed to refer to Beth-pelet in the Negeb of Judah (NHT, 369), whereas in 1 Chr 11:27 he, as well as 

Ahijah (v 36), is designated a Pelonite, either a gentilic name with an unidentified referent or a textual 

corruption.  

The same Helez appears to be mentioned in a list of commanders found in 1 Chr 27:1–15 (v 10), since 

this list mentions eleven other mighty men found in 1 Chr 11:10–47.(However,hereHelez,―the

Pelonite,‖isalsosaidtobe―ofthesonsofEphraim,‖adesignationwhichwouldconflictwiththe

interpretation that Helez of 2 Sam 23:26 is from Beth-pelet in Judah.) These commanders were each in 

charge of a monthly course of 24,000 men in the armed service of the king; Helez being in charge of the 

seventh month. This list of commanders and their functions is possibly a construct of its composer, since 

(a)nosuchmonthly,conscriptedcivilianarmyismentionedelsewhereduringDavid‘sreign;(b)thelarge

figure of 288,000 men is improbable; and (c) one of the commanders, Asahel (v 7) was dead before David 

had rule over all Israel (Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 174–75). However, the thesis that David made 

preparations for the proper ongoing cultic and national life of Israel, as illustrated throughout chap. 23–27, 

draws on the fact that David took a census (cf. vv 23–24; chap 21) which could have been utilized for 

designingamonthlyplanofconscription,aplanwhichwouldhavebeenanalogoustoSolomon‘smonthly

courses for his provision (1 Kgs 4:7–19).  

2. The son of Azariah and father of Eleasah, occurring in the diverse genealogical material of the tribe 

of Judah (1 Chr 2:3–4:23; 2:39) in the introductory lists and genealogies of the books of Chronicles (1 

Chronicles 1–9).  

Helez is possibly an abbreviated form, missing a theophoric element,for,―Yahwehhasdrawnout(Qal) 

/ delivered (Pi˓el)‖ as in the extrabiblical ḥlṣyhw (TPNAH, 94) or the Phoenician ḥlṣ ˓l, ―Baalhasdrawn

out‖(IPN, 180).  

RODNEY K. DUKE  

HELI (PERSON) [Gk Hēli (Ἡλι)]. The father of Joseph and son of Matthat, accordingtoLuke‘s

genealogytyingJoseph,the―supposedfather‖ofJesus,todescentfromAdamandGod(Luke 3:23). D 

omits Heli, substituting a genealogy adopted from Matt 1:6–15 for Luke 3:23–31. Heli (some mss and 

versions read Gk ēli, as well as an -ei ending), as the father of Joseph, occurs nowhere else in the biblical 

documents,includingMatthew‘sgenealogy,asarelativeofJesus,althoughthenameisfoundelsewhere

in the OT as Gk ēli and Heb ˓ly (1 Sam 1:3 etc.) (Fitzmyer Luke 1–9 AB, 500). Kuhn (1923: 208–209, 

211) argues that two seemingly parallel lists of names—Luke 3:23–36 (Jesus to Mattathias) and 3:29–31 

(Joshua/Jesus to Mattatha)—were originally identical, the first perhaps reflecting a Hebrew context and 

thesecond,inanAramaiccontext,tracingMary‘slineofdescent(sinceitdoesnotmentionJosephas

Jesus‘father).Heliinthefirst list corresponds to Eliezer in the second list. Kuhn posits that Eliezer 

perhaps is derived from Heli appearing as Heb zr˓ ˓ly, meaning―oftheseedofEli,‖butlater



misunderstood and corrupted to Heb ˒ly˓zr, with the result that Eli was named as an ancestor of Jesus in 

both lines. Few scholars have found this suggestion plausible. Strack and Billerbeck (Str-B 2:155; cf. 

Kuhn 1923: 209–10 n. 1) cite a Miriam the daughter of Eli in j. Hag. 2:77d, 50, who could have been 

identifiedwithMary,Jesus‘mother,makingEliJoseph‘sfather-in-law. But this is rightly rejected (see 

also Marshall Luke NIGTC, 162). More attention has been directed toward harmonizing Matthat as the 

father of Heli in Luke 3:23–24 with Matthan as the father of Jacob in Matt 1:15. See MATTHAT #2 for 

discussion.Afewlatemssinclude―ofJacob‖afterJosephandbefore―ofHeli‖inLuke 3:23.  
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HELIODORUS (PERSON) [Gk Hēliodōros (Ἡλιοδωπορ)]. According to 2 Maccabees 3, Heliodorus, 

an official of the Seleucid court, was sent by Seleucus IV Philopater to confiscate funds from the Temple 

in Jerusalem. Simon, the administrator of the Temple, conspired with the Seleucid governor of Coele 

Syria and Phoenicia, Apollonius, to convince Seleucus to seek funds deposited in the Temple. While in 

the Temple treasury, Heliodorus encounters an apparition in the form of a rider wearing golden armor on 

a horse and two youths who strike Heliodorus repeatedly. Heliodorus is saved by the prayers of the high 

priest Onias III. Admonished by the reappearance of the two youths to show gratitude for his life, 

Heliodorus offers sacrifice to God and returns to Seleucus with news of the power of the Jewish God. 

Appian mentions Heliodorus as an officer of the Syrian court who masterminded the conspiracy to 

assassinate Seleucus and install himself as king (Sur 45).InAppian‘shistoryHeliodorus‘conspiracyis

thwarted by Eumenes and Attalus, who make Antiochus Epiphanes king. With respect to the account of 2 

Maccabees 3, Bickerman identified two separate versions which were merged (1939: 21–35). Version A 

contains the story of the horse and rider (vv 24–25) and version B includes the account of the two youths 

who flog Heliodorus (vv 26–28). 4 Macc3:19–4:14 roughlyparallelsBickerman‘sversionAalthoughitis

not Heliodorus but Apollonius who enters the Temple and is attacked by several figures on horseback. It 

is noteworthy that the account in 2 Maccabees 3 deemsHeliodorus‘attemptedappropriationofTemple

funds reprehensible, but not his presence in the Temple. Zeitlin noted that as 4 Macc. 3:11 relates that 

Apollonius collapsed in the Court of the Gentiles (which did not exist), the author of 4 Maccabees was 

more sensitive to the issue of the defilement of the Temple, whereas 2 Maccabees focuses on the 

attempted theft (1954: 122, n. 12 and 126, no. 27). Goldstein suggests that the Temple treasury was 

located on the Temple mount but was not part of the complex forbidden to gentiles (II Maccabees AB, 

209). This thesis is supported by Josephus, who indicates that the outer court of the Temple was open to 

all individuals, including foreigners (AgAp 2.103). That Heliodorus offered sacrifice to God was also not 

unknown. Josephus records that Alexander the Great also made sacrifice (Ant. 11.8.5 §336). It is possible 

that as Heliodorus was contemplating a political coup, he found it politic to curry favor with the Jewish 

high priest.  
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MICHAEL E. HARDWICK  

HELIOPOLIS (PLACE) [Heb  êt  eme  (ֵֹּבית ֶשֶֹמש)]. A city of Egypt mentioned by Jeremiah in 

an oracle of doom directed against the Egyptians (Jer 43:13).TheHebrewhere(lit.―houseofthesun

[whichisinthelandofEgypt]‖)clearlyechoes the Gk form Heliopolis, ―cityofHelios(thesun),‖so

called from the worship of solar deities peculiar to the city. In Egyptian the town was called Iwnw, ―pillar

town,‖aformreflectedinAkkĀna, Coptic Ōn, and Heb ˒ôn/˒āwen (Ezek 30:17), which LXX renders 

Helioupoleus). The ancient city is now identified with Tell Hisn in Matariyeh, a N suburb of Cairo. See 

also SUN, CITY OF THE.  



Heliopolis was the metropolis of the 13th nome of Lower Egypt, occupied as early as predynastic times 

(Debono 1954), with extensive building operations carried out throughout the Old Kingdom. Although 

never a center of political power, the localhighpriesthood(―thegreatestofseers‖)becameinfluential

early in the Old Kingdom and maintained itself throughout most of Egyptian history (Moursi 1972; 

Daressy 1916). The principal deity was Re-harakhty (RÄR, 269), but Atum figured more prominently in 

Heliopolitantheology(Myśliwiec1978).AttachedtothefigureofAtumwerethe―Nine‖(Ennead),i.e.,

Atum himself and the eight deities descended from him, the whole providing both the framework of solar 

creation and the mythological genealogy of the king. By the end of the 4th Dyn. Pharaoh had become 

―sonofRe,‖andthetheologyofHeliopolishadinvolveditselfinthelegitimationofkingship(Anthes

1954; 1959). In the Pyramid Texts (see AEL I: 29–50) of the late 5th through 8th Dynasties (ca. 2450–

2180 B.C.) the dominance of the cult of Re was complete (Faulkner 1969), and (at one level) its antipathy 

to Osiris and his cycle most marked (Griffiths 1980: 99–107). This theological importance of the town 

and its gods continued through the Middle Kingdom when the solar cult was clearly the informing 

principle behind the Coffin Texts. Likewise in the fields of art and architecture, style, repertoire, and 

construction techniques seem to have owed a great deal to Heliopolitan prototypes (Gasse 1981).  

During the 2d millennium B.C. royal construction was lavished upon the site. Senwosret I rebuilt the 

temple of Re-Harakhty and contributed an obelisk and a palace (El-Banna 1981). Whether the Hyksos 

built the earthen embankment there is a moot point (Kemp, AESH, 157) but they certainly continued the 

worship of Re. Under Thutmose III two obelisks (now in London and New York) were erected, the 

enclosure wall was restored, and various gates were added (Radwan 1981); Amenophis II and Thutmose 

IV contributed some decoration, and Amenophis III erected a temple to Horus (Bakry 1967). Akhenaten 

built a temple called Wts-itn (―ElevatingtheSundisc‖)somewhereonthesite(Habachi,1971).The

Ramesside kings built extensively at Heliopolis: temples (Sety I, Rameses II, Merenptah, Rameses III, 

and Rameses IV; see Saleh 1981–83; Bakry 1967), chapels for Mnevis (Rameses II, Rameses VII), royal 

mortuary installations (Rameses IX), and storehouses (Rameses III). During the 20th Dyn. the city 

reached its apogee in material wealth, owning 12,963 chattels, 45,544 head of cattle, 64 plantations, over 

100,000 acres of farmland, and 103 Egyptian towns.  

GeographydictatedthatHeliopolis‘mainorientationshouldbeStowardsKher-aha (modern Fustat), 

whence proceeded the Heliopolis canal which passed W of the town. The topography of the site itself 

centers upon the main enclosure, 1100 × 475 m. The principal and most ancient temple belonged to the 

sun-god Re (-Harakhty) and was associated with an artificial mound of sand and a sacred lake. Adjacent 

theretostoodthe―Mansionofthebenben-stone‖(atruncatedobelisksacredtothesun-god; KG, 380) 

focusing upon a monumental staircase and window for viewing the sun. Of equal antiquity, and 

particularly concerned with the legitimation of kingship (Anthes 1959: 192–93; Griffiths 1980: 178–9), 

wasthe―GreatMansion,‖orthe―MansionofthePrince,‖associatedwiththecreatorAtum(El-Banna 

1985: 149–63; Mysliwiec 1978). Here stood the i d-tree,ontheleavesofwhichtheking‘snameand 

annals were inscribed (Redford 1986: 82), while acacia and willow trees were also revered in their own 

shrines.OntheNsideofthesitestoodsomesortofinstallationdedicatedtothe―SoulsofHeliopolis,‖

divine manifestations of the powers of the place, while on the S, west of the canal, was the temple of 

Saosis and Hathor, mistress of Hetpet. Sacred animals associated with the solar cults and worshipped at 

Heliopolis included the phoenix, bnw, reveredinthe―MansionofthePhoenix,‖andtheblackbull 

Mnevis,―Re‘sreplica,whoelevatesTruthtoAtum‖(Myšliwiec1978,I:33ff,78–79). The latter 

possessed a formal burial ground NE of the city.  

Throughout the New Kingdom, Heliopolis occupied a prominent place in the theology of kingship. 

Kings were considered the image of the sun-god on earth. The coronation was supposed to take place at 

Heliopolis, and the well-known motif of Atum affixing the crown in the presence of the i d-tree is of 

Heliopolitaninspiration(Myśliwiec,1980).Princesmightenjoy appointment as high priest of Re, while 

kingscouldassumetheappellative―Heliopolitanruler‖inimitationofAtum(Myśliwiec1978,II:99). 

Heliopolis suffered in the foreign invasions of the 20th Dyn., and before the close of the New Kingdom 

it had already begun to decline (Osing 1983). At the end of the 20th Dyn. (ca. 1080 B.C.) are reports of 



lawless acts perpetrated by the inhabitants (Caminos 1977). Although Osorkon I (ca. 900 B.C.) lavished 

gifts on its temples, a century later Heliopolis had sunk to a mere dependency of neighboring Athribis as 

an appendage of the crown prince. With the visit of Piankhy in the late 8th century, the fortunes and 

reputation of Heliopolis revived, and the Saite period (664–525 B.C.) marked its last brief restoration, a 

period contemporaneous with the oracles of Jeremiah and Ezekiel. It was then that the priests of 

Heliopolisgainedareputationforintellectualand―scientific‖pursuits(cf.Straboxvii.1.29).Solonis

supposed to have studied under Psenophis of Heliopolis (Plut. Sol. 113) and Pythagoras with an 

Oinouphis from the same town. The tradition to which Strabo and Apion fell heir made Moses a priest of 

Heliopolis (Redford 1986: 284–88), and the same late prominence of the city may account for its presence 

in the Pentateuch (Gen 41:45, 50; 46:20; Exod 1:11 [LXX]).  

Strabo found Heliopolis mostly deserted in his day (1st cent. B.C.), the temples in ruins and only a few 

priests performing the cult (xvii.1.27–29). Allusions in Chaeremon and Plutarch, both 1st cent. A.D., 

undoubtedly derive from earlier sources. In 640 A.D. Heliopolis was the site of one of the decisive battles 

in the Islamic conquest of Egypt.  
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DONALD B. REDFORD  

HELIOS (DEITY). Although the Gk sun-god (Helios) was not one of the great Olympian deities, it rose 

by way of the history and politics of religion to become, as the focus of a philosophical theology, an 

imperial god. In this latter form lies its significance for Judaism and Christianity.  

A. Classical Greece  

The sun was the object of only marginal veneration by Greeks, although the sun enjoyed respect as a 

symbol of life. Socrates is said to have called upon the sun each morning (Plato Symp. 220d). 

Metaphoricallythesunoftenrepresentslife,anddeathrepresentsthesun‘sdeparture;injusticeisbrought

bythesuninto―thelightofday.‖Theseasons,dayandnight,andnaturealloriginatefromthesun. Love, 

happiness,andfreedomcanbereferredtoas―sun.‖Goodnessandtrutharerelatedtoit.TheGreekswere

aware that the sun was the object of worship by non-Greeks, i.e., the barbarians (Plato Leg., 10.887 e; 

Cra. 397c). As a deity the sun-god functioned for the Greeks primarily as a witness to oaths (Hom. Il. 

11.30; Od. 5. 184) and as a patron of justice and law (already characteristic of the sun-god in the ancient 

East).Thesun‘suniversalpresencepromisesprotectionandsecurity.Offeringsmade as part of an oath 

were accompanied by prayer to Zeus, the sun, the waters, and the earth (Hom. Il. 3.268ff.) and Zeus, the 

earth, and the sun were frequently addressed in this context. For Aeschylus, the sun is the witness to the 

trials of Prometheus (PV 5.88ff.). Yet another function of the sun-god was healing, especially for 



blindness. The sun was the god of the vision given at birth; at the same time, the sun could send blindness 

as a penalty.  

The cult of Helios was centered especially in Rhodes, where the sun-god (Helios) was considered the 

―LordoftheIsland‖(PindarIsthm. 7).Atempletothesunwasfoundthere,and―sun-festivals‖(Gk

Aleieia or Aleia), with games, competitions, sacrifices, and processions, were celebrated. The Colossus of 

Rhodes was the sun. Additional cult centers are known to have been located in Laconia, Argolis, Elis, 

Athens (as god of oaths), Apollonia (Illyria), and Crete. In Corinth the sun was considered the main deity 

of the fortress, which was known as the City of the Sun and minted coins showing the sun-god as a 

charioteer driving four horses. The kiss of the hand, prostration, and sacrifices of white sheep and horses 

were cultic acts associated with the sun cult.  

The legends and myths associated with the sun-god arelargelyoflateorigin.Thedeity‘sfatherwassaid

to have been the Titan Hyperion (but also Zeus and Hephaestus); his mother was the Titan Theia or 

Europhaessa; his sister was Selene (the Moon). His spouse was variously given as Perse, Antiope, and 

Selene (!); his lover as Leukothea, Clytia; his children as Selene (!), Eos (Dawn), and Circe (according to 

Homer). The sacred sheep and cattle of the sun were known already to Homer (Od. 1.8–9; 11.108ff.; 

12.127ff., 260ff.) In late antiquity the Phoenix legend was linked to the sun (cf. 1 Clem. 25). In literature 

and art the sun-godisinitiallyportrayedasa―wanderer‖(Homer),thenasridingonachariotdrawnby

horses. Originally symbolized by the sun-disk above his head, the Sun was later identified by a wreath of 

rays (from about the 5th century B.C. until the end of the ancient world). Because, possibly under 

Egyptianinfluence,thesun‘snightlyjourneyfromthewestbacktotheeastwasportrayedastakingplace

in a ship (in the form of a kettle or chalice), a boat or a bowl also served as an emblem for Helios.  

B. Hellenistic Era and Late Antiquity.  

The late antique sun cult had its antecedents in the Hellenistic era. Both foreign, oriental sun-worship 

and astrological teachings, on the one hand, and new philosophical ideas (especially in Stoicism), on the 

other, contributed to the emergence of the sun-god (Helios) as a universal deity (Aion). The ancient image 

of the sun owed much to these, above all his being considered equal to other deities, especially Apollo 

(himself an oriental sun-god), Pluto, Dionysos (through Orphism), and the oriental deities Sarapis and 

Mithras. Cleanthes (331/30–232/31 B.C.) was the first to mention the sun as the director (Gk Hegemon) of 

the cosmos (cf. Diog. Laert. 7.139). In this way the sun became the highest principle, the prime source for 

the world of matter and spirit (cf. Poseidonios and Pliny). Helios originated as a fiery substance, the 

intellect (nus) and soul of the cosmos from which all human souls have arisen like rays of the sun. This 

―theologiasolaris‖hadmonotheistictendencies(intheutopiansun-state of Jambulos only the sun was 

worshipped) but remained primarily on the level of philosophy and theology until, probably through the 

Julian calendar reform carried out by Augustus (46 B.C.), it became a cultic religion (according to Nilsson 

1933). The sun-god then began to play a larger role in popular religion. This is indicated by magical texts, 

which cite a number of hymns to the sun that illustrate the ―syncretistic‖spiritofthecult(PGM [ed. 

Preisendanz] 1.315–25 [Betz 11]; 3.198–229 [Betz 23–24]; 4.436–61 [Betz 46]; 4.939–48 [Betz 56–57]; 

4.1957–89 [Betz 72]; 8.74–81 [Betz 47]). The public role of sun-worship was augmented by the 

expansive penetration of the Syrian-Arabic sun cult (especially Bel of Emesa) that was firmly established 

in Rome by the Severan dynasty (193–235). The final step was the creation of the imperial cult of the Sol 

Invictus by Aurelian in 274. The calendar firmly established the festival of the dies natalis Solis invicti 

(Dec. 25) in the Roman Empire.  

A variety of evidence for growing veneration of the sun since the 1st and 2d centuries can be cited: 

Plutarch considered Apollo/Helios as the highest god; Apollonius of Tyana (1st century) prayed regularly 

toHelios;Mesomedes,oneofHadrian‘sfreedmen,composed hymns to the sun; the Hermetic writings, 

drawing on ancient Egyptian tradition, are familiar with the sun as the ruling director of the world 

(especiallyTractateXVI);HeliosandApollodominatethewellknownnovel―Aithiopica‖ofHeliodorus

(3d century), the son of a priest of the sun-god from Emesa (Homs). The 31st Homeric hymn, probably 

also dating from this period, is dedicated to the sun-godandconcludeswiththepetition,―Hailtoyou,

Lord! Freely bestow on me substance that cheers the heart.‖TheOrphichymntothesun(no.8)isalso



probably best understood as coming from this period. In it the sun-god is addressed as lord of light, life, 

and the seasons and as the cosmic, all-encompassingeyeofjustice,―immortalZeus,‖―Lordofthe

World,‖and―LightofLife‖(ed.andtrans.A.Athanassakis). 

Thetimewasripefortheidentificationofothergodswiththesun,asortof―solarization‖ofthe

Pantheon. In this process Apollo and Dionysos followed the path already taken by the Egyptian deity 

Sarapis and the pseudo-IraniangodMithras.TheRomanemperorsbegantoadd―NewSun‖totheirtitles,

beginning with Caligula (37–41), then Nero (54–68), who had a statue to the sun placed in front of his 

palace and minted the first coins carrying an image of the emperor crowned by rays of the sun. Caracalla 

(211–17) and Elagabalus (218–22) were called Helioi. All of this pointed to the victory of the Sol invictus 

as the focal point of the political imperial ideology as described above. Emperor Julian (360–63) was a 

firmadherentofthesuncult,ashisfamousspeechto―KingSun‖(Or. 4) makes clear. The monotheistic 

trend in Julian owed something to both resistance to and influence by Christian ideas. The sun is the 

highest being, binding the invisible (intellectual) and visible world together, and has salvific significance 

as the creator of humans and the refuge of souls that originated from him.  

The 4th and 5th centuries brought what was probably the height of the solar religion. The late- or 

neoplatonic philosophy owed as much to it as did the (heathen) emperors. In his Saturnalia (1.17–23), 

Macrobius (ca. 400) developed a monotheistic teaching on the sun-god that had a pantheistic tint: 

Helios/Apollos is not only the supreme Lord, power, and inner mover of the intellectual and material 

world, but he is also linked to all the old and new gods. Such neoplatonists as Libanius, Iamblichus, and 

Proclus (who wrote a hymn to the sun-god) were likewise taken in by this sun cult, as were most of the 

contemporary intellectuals. Indeed, Christianity in the west understood its Soter Christus as Sol Salutis 

and, in contrast to the Greek east, retained the sun-day of the ancient solar calendar. Churches were thus 

oriented toward the east in a manner corresponding to the Helios temples. What was being lost in the sun 

cult, however, was restored by the new religion: a more popular orientation, which was missing in the 

politically abstract sun theology.  

C. Judaism  

The so-called OT (in the form of the LXX) refers to apostasy into worship of the sun (LXX: Helios), 

e.g. Deut 4:19, 17:3; Ezek 8:16; 2 Kgs 23:5 (Baal = Helios),butusestheword―sun‖solely

metaphorically or symbolically. God is not directly described as sun, but his eyes are brighter than the sun 

(Sir 23:28) and his throne is like the sun (Ps 89[88]:37).God‘swisdom(Sophia) is greater than the sun 

(Wis 7:92). God established the sun and thus brought light into being (1 Kgs 8:12; Ps 18[19]:5, 73[74]:16; 

Gen 1:3–4).WithGod‘shelpJoshuawasabletointerruptthesun‘sjourney(Josh 10:12–13). Sun and 

moon (Selene) are called upon to praise God in Dan 3:62 (LXX). In Mal 3:20 (LXX) the promise of 

salvationtoGod‘speopleiscalledthe―sunofrighteousness‖(helios dikaiosyne; see also Isa 30:26).  

This situation helps explain why a mosaic with the sun and the planets has been found in the 3d-century 

synagogue at Hammath-Tiberius (Levine 1982: 8, 66). If this is to be interpreted as an indication of how 

Judaism, at least in terms of art, could not ignore the sun cult, then an even earlier indication of the way 

the sun had entered the terminology of a Greek-speaking and -thinking Jew of this era is found in Philo of 

Alexandria(1stcentury).Philogivesthesunthetitle―GreatKing‖(Op 56), corresponding to 

contemporary royal ideology and portrays it as the center of the planets (Heres 222–23) as found on the 

aforementionedmosaic.The―flamingsword‖ofGen 3:24 in one instance is interpreted allegorically as 

applying to the revolution of the heavens, in another instance is applied to the sun (Cher 21–25). Philo 

even goes beyond the scriptures to compare God, the Lord (Hegemon) of the world, with the sun (Somn. 

I.87), whose rays go forth to enlighten humans (Somn. I.112–14). In the same way that God separated 

light from darkness, so the sun creates day and night. Allegorically the Bible is placed in the service of the 

solar theology by describing human understanding (nus), sense-perception (aisthesis), and also the 

―Word‖(logos) ofGod‖assun(Cher. 1.77–86, commenting on Gen 28:11, 32:31; 19:23–24). It is not 

suprising then that Philo ascribes a sort of sun-worship to the Therapeutae (Vita Cont 89]. Josephus writes 

similarly of the Essenes (JW 2.8.5). Finally, an entire Greek prayer to the sun-god (Helios) is included in 

themagical―BookofSecrets‖(Sefer ha-Razim 99–100).  



D. Christianity  

Early Christian writings, like the OT, make no mention of sun-worship.―Sun‖isusedmetaphorically,

allegorically,orsymbolicallyfor―light‖and―brightness‖ (Rev 12:1, 19:7). Here it is the natural sun that 

is playing a role. The end of the world brings with it the extinguishing of the sun (Acts 2:20; Rev 6:12; 

Mark 13:24; and elsewhere). In the New Jerusalem no sun will be needed (Rev 21:23, 22:5; Ep. Barn. 

15:5). Christ is the Light of the World (John 8:12), but his divine appearance is brighter than the sun (Acts 

26:13, cf. Ep. Barn. 5:10; Matt 17:3). The star of Bethlehem is also brighter than the sun (Ign. Eph. 19:2). 

The righteous shall shine like the sun (Matt 13:43), i.e., they will be transformed into light (cf. Matt 17:3 

on Christ).  

The Apostolic writings and those of the Church Fathers emphasize the createdness of the heavenly 

bodies (cf. 1 Clem. 20:3).Thesun‘sdivinityisdeniedonthebasisofscriptureandreason(LPGL, 605–

606).Inmetaphorsandallegories―sun‖isafavoredword,usedfigurativelyforthemostdiversematters

of early Christian faith: for God himself; for the Trinity (the sun and its rays as a proof of the unity of the 

Trinity);forthe―Father,‖the―Son‖ (with reference to Mal 3:20 and/or 4:2),andthe―HolySpirit‖;forthe

Church (as proof of her endurance); for Mary and the apostles; and for spiritual life in general. The 

passion of Christ is interpreted as sunset, the resurrection as dawn. Christ is the sol salutis, the sun of 

salvation,whotakesuptheancientsunpietyandreturnsittoits―natural‖foundations.InChristianitythe

Helios cult has been overcome, although this does not mean that the pagan role of the sun does not from 

time to time reappear (in astrology, magic, alchemy). It survives in our planetary week and the eastward 

orientation of many churches even today.  
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KURT RUDOLPH  

TRANS. DENNIS MARTIN  

HELKAI (PERSON) [Heb ḥelqāy (ָרי  )]. A priest who is of the House of Meraioth in the days ofֶחלְׁ

the High Priest Joiakim, son of Jeshua (Neh 12:15).Thenamemeans―MyportionisYahu‖andperhaps

is contracted from ḥelqāyyâhū.  

GARY C. AUGUSTIN  

HELKATH (PLACE) [Heb ḥelqāt (ָרת  .)]. The third city in the tribe of Asher given to the Levitesֶחלְׁ

In Josh 21:31 the name of the city is ḥelqāt, but that name does not appear in the parallel 1 Chr 6 list. 



Instead, the third city given to the Levites in Asher is ḥ qōq (6:60) (—Eng 6:75). There is no other 

reference to Hukok in the OT. Albright (1945: 71) explains the two readings by maintaining there was 

confusion in the consonantal text which later also occurred in the vocalization. Besides occurring in the 

Levitical city list, Helkath also appears in the Joshua allotment list to Asher (19:25). The first 

extrabiblical reference to Helkath is in the Thutmose III list of towns. Helkatẖ ḫ-r-q-t is 112 on the 

topographical list of conquered cities on the temple wall at Karnak. There is no agreement concerning the 

identification of Helkath, although it is usually associated with either Tell el-Qassis or Tell el-Harbaj.  

Tell el-Qassis (M.R. 160232) has been identified as Helkath by Aharoni (1959: 151) and most recently 

by Boling (Joshua AB, 494). It is located on an outlying spur of the Galilean foothills at the extreme NW 

end of the Esdraelon Plain. The Kishon flows through a narrow corridor just E of Qassis into the Plain of 

Acco. At Qassis, the river is a small stream, but throughout history it has provided a life support for the 

Esdraelon Plain. Tell el-Qassis is located on a significant trade route between Acco and 

Jokneam/Megiddo/Taanach/Beth-shan. This trunk road is important in Palestinian geography, for 

nowhere is the land higher than 110 m above sea level, and the slopes are gradual. The importance of this 

pass cannot be overemphasized in the history of ancient Israel.  

The 19th century geographer M. V. Guérin (1880: Map) did not visit Tell el-Qassis, but he identified 

―TellelKasis‖onhismap.Robinson(1874:114)makesonlypassingreferenceto―TellKusis‖asitstood

in relationship to Tell esh-Shemmâm. The first geographer to write of his experiences at Qassis was G. A. 

Smith (1899: 380–81).Smithwasintriguedbythelocationof―TellelKasis‖inthePlainofEsdraelon

and carefully described its history.  

Numerous surveys, soundings, and excavations have been conducted at Tell el-Qassis. A long 

occupational history has been reconstructed starting in the EB and extending to the Arabic period. Periods 

in evidence at Tell el-Qassis include EB, MB, LB, Iron I, Iron II, Hellenistic, Roman/Byzantine, and 

Arabic. The Yokneam Regional Project (Ben-Tor et al. 1981: 137–64) has found evidence of EB I, EB III 

(when the entire site was occupied), MB, Iron Age I, Iron Age II, Persian, and Hellenistic periods. The 

pottery that became the corpus of the Levitical city survey contained EB, LB, Iron I, Iron II, Hellenistic, 

Roman, Byzantine, and Arabic sherds.  

The alternative identification for Helkath is Tell el-Harbaj (M.R. 158240). This site has been identified 

as the Levitical city Helkath by Alt (1929: 39), Abel (GP 2: 66), and Wright (WHAB, 128). Harbaj is 

located on a tributary which joins the Kishon 2 km to the W of the tell. It is just N of the narrow corridor 

separating the Plain of Acco and Plain of Esdraelon. It stood on one of the major roads in ancient Israel, 

the route from Egypt towards Acco, which followed the inland route around Carmel. Although the Plain 

of Acco was important as a major trade route, the forces which controlled it belonged to Galilee. The tell 

lies near the S border of the Plain of Acco, some 18 km S of the ancient harbor at Acco.  

Harbaj is a low mound that has a gentle uniform slope rising decidedly on all sides from the relatively 

flat valley floor. One of the first geographers to visit the tell was Guérin in 1875. In 1922, Garstang 

directed an excavation at Tell el-Harbaj, in which he found only Bronze Age occupation (1922: 10–14). In 

a brief campaign in 1923, Garstang (1924: 45–46) found some Neolithic and early Iron Age material. In 

the 1930s many surface surveys were conducted at el-Harbaj, but the only pottery identified was from the 

Iron and Medieval Ages.  

The next survey was conducted by the Levitical City Survey in 1971 (Peterson 1977: 37–55). They 

found pottery from the 10th–7th centuries, Hellenistic, Roman, and Arabic periods. Although Tell el-

Harbaj has been identified by some as biblical Harosheth, the geographical evidence points to Harbaj as 

biblical Helkath. The fact that Harbaj is one of the most southern tells in the Plain of Acco, located just N 

of the pass connecting the Plain of Acco with the Esdraelon Plain, supports its identification as a Levitical 

city in the tribe of Asher.  
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JOHN L. PETERSON  

HELKATH-HAZZURIM (PLACE) [Heb ḥelqat haṣṣūr  m (ִשים ַרת ַהצֻׁ  )]. The name of aֶחלְׁ

piece of ground close to the pool of Gibeon where soldiers of David and Ishbosheth, twelve representative 

warriors from each side, met and fought in one-to-onecombat.Abner,commanderofSaul‘sarmy,saidto

Joab,―Nowlettheyoungmenariseandmakesportbeforeus.‖AndJoab,general of the army of David, 

consentedtoit.Ifitreallymeant―makingsport,‖theyreallywere―treacherous‖combatants(astranslated

in LXX). If it was a delegate combat, like that of David and Goliath, it was certainly not the cause célèbre. 

The battle continued because neither side won the combat.  

This place name is found in 2 Sam 2:16, but its meaning is unclear and problematic because there are 

many interpretations for it, even if there is a story of etymological derivation. Young translated this GN as 

the―fieldofrocks,‖butitsmeaningisunlikelytobe―fieldofrocks‖becauseit is difficult to seek the 

reasonwhy―therocks‖arerelatedtothestoryofthisone-to-one group combat. Some see a possibility of 

―(sharp)rocks‖inthesenseof―flint(knives),‖buthaṣṣūr  m probablydoesnotmean―flint‖;theHebrew

wordfor―flint‖isregularlyḥallām    (Deut 8:15; 32:13; Ps 114:8; Isa 50:7). Even if ṣōr, ―sharpstone‖

(Exod 4:25),whichZipporahusedforthetraditionalcircumcisionmayactuallybe―flintstoneknife,‖the

twenty-four warriors of Joab and Abner probably did not use such flint knives because they were good for 

cutting, but not so much for thrusting or piercing the human body. It is doubtful that they all used flint 

knives as daggers at the time of David because they are easily broken.  

Some see the possibilitytotranslate―fieldof(sword)-edges,‖butthisinterpretationisalsolesslikely.

The common word for the sword-edge is peh, literally―mouth.‖ 

Aslightchangeofavowelmakesatranslationof―theplaceofopposers‖or―theportionofadversaries‖

(ḥelqat haṣṣār  m). By an emendation of a consonant ḥelqat haṣṣidd  m offers another plausible 

interpretation―theplaceofthesides.‖TheLXXtranslation―theportionofthetreacherousones‖andthe

Syriac transcription ḥaqlat-ṣadan suggest the original Hebrew as ḥelqat haṣṣād  m ―thefieldofthe

hunters,‖butitisdifficulttofindthemeaningof―treacherousness‖in―hunting.‖ 

YOSHITAKA KOBAYASHI  

HELL. See HADES, HELL; and GEHENNA.  

HELLENISM. Fromitsfirstusage,theterm―Hellenism‖hasmeantavarietyofthingsgenerally
pertaining to Greek culture and its impact on the non-Greek world after the conquests of Alexander the 

Great (ca. 333–323 B.C.). The Judeans were not immune to this impact, and consequently Hellenism had 

some impact upon Jewish religion.  

———  
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1. Application of the Concept  

2. The History of Research  

3. Early Christianity and Hellenism  

4. The NT Becoming Literature  

———  

A. The Concept and Its Definition  

The concept of Hellenism originated in modern historiography; it must be distinguished from its usage 

in antiquity (hellenismós). The modern historiographical concept has its own history since Joseph Justus 

Scaliger (1540–1609)identifiedthe―Hellenists‖ofActs 6:1 as Jews who used Greek as the language in 

their synagogue. Similarly, Claudius Salmasius (1588–1653) called the language of the Greek Bible 

lingua hellenistica (see Laqueur 1925; Momigliano 1977: 307–323). Taking his clues from J. G. Herder 

(1744–1803) and J. G. Hamann (1730–1788), J. G. Droysen (1808–1884)madetheterm―Hellenism‖

(Hellenismus) a historiographical technical term to designate an epoch ranging from Alexander the Great 

(356–323 B.C.E.) to Roman Imperial rule (ca. 30 B.C.E.). Droysen understood Hellenism to be the mixture 

of the world of Greece with that of the Orient, a mixture that became the preparation for Christianity. 

Julius Kaerst (1857–1930), on the other hand, emphasized the expansion of Greek culture in the 

Mediterranean as a phenomenon of intellectual history (Geistesgeschichte). Richard Laqueur (1881–1959) 

took Hellenism to be the transformation of the ethnic-national culture of Greece into a universal culture 

andcivilization.Accordingtohim,―hellenisticman‖transcendedthetraditionsofhispeople:―hellenistic

man‖becamethebearerandpromoterofaworldculturebelievedtobeidenticalwithprogress.Asa

program of cultural expansion Hellenism held the potential for new cultural creativity as well as for deep-

seated conflicts with the older national cultures.  

In the late 20th century, scholarship turned from grand concepts to specialized research. The work of M. 

Rostovtzeffwasdevotedtothedevelopmentsofsocialhistory.CarlSchneider‘sinformativebut 

problematic survey (1967–69) treated the history of culture (see the critical review by Murray, 1969). 

Imaginative overviews were contributed by Toynbee (1959) and Adorno (1977). Whereas the standard 

work of Will (1966–1967) is concerned with political history, other scholars focused their attention on 

special areas such as the history of culture, art, philosophy, and religion (see Bickerman 1976–85; 1985a; 

Grimal 1968; Préaux 1978; Long and Sedley 1987, with bibliography).  

Present research is especially interested in the explorations of the history of Hellenistic religion and, 

closely connected with it, that of Hellenistic philosophy. Based on the foundational studies by Hermann 

Usener (1834–1905), Albrecht Dieterich (1866–1908), and Richard Reitzenstein (1861–1931), this 

research has produced a wealth of publications (see the monograph series RVV, EPRO, and also ANRW). 

For Hellenistic religions no up-to-date survey exists, after the comprehensive works by Prümm (1954) 

and Nilsson (1974) have become outdated. The steady increase in textual materials and artifacts 

attributable to excavations makes it difficult to stay abreast of the advancements of scholarship (see for 

American scholarship Danker [1988, with bibliography]; for journal articles, reports, surveys, and lexica 

especially, PW, KlPauly, RAC [with its supplements and JAC], ANRW, and the bibliographies in Gnomon 

and L‘Années philologiques).  

B. In the OT/Hebrew Bible  

The problem of Hellenism in regard to the OT/Hebrew Bible must be distinguished from the NT. By far 

the largest part of the OT is pre-Hellenistic in origin and character; it is written in Hebrew or Aramaic. 

Confrontation with Hellenism, however, had occurred even before the final formation of the canon. 

Reflections of this encounter with Hellenism can be seen in linguistic, redactional, and thematic 

phenomena.  

1. Greek Translations. The Greek translations of the LXX originated over a considerable period of 

time, contrary to the legend contained in the Epistle of Aristeas (see HJP² 3/1: 677–87), according to 

which the whole translation of the Hebrew Bible was accomplished by 72 translators in 72 days. It was 

known even at the time of the Epistle of Aristeas (see sections 312–16) that such a translation carried with 

it the dangers of illegitimate Hellenization. The fact is that at numerous places the LXX is not merely a 



translation of the Hebrew or Aramaic text, but a transformation into Gk language and thought. Only later 

translators such as AQUILA, SYMMACHUS, and THEODOTION were concerned with a systematic 

approach to close literal rendering (see Goshen-Gottstein 1983; HJP² 3/1: 142–49, 470–504; Tov, ANRW 

2/20/1: 121–89).  

2. Hellenistic Influences. Presently scholarship is divided on the question to what extent Hellenistic 

influences have determined the composition and redaction of OT literature (see Smith 1971). At any rate, 

from the beginning the intellectual and religious confrontation between Judaism and Hellenism has led to 

the composition or revision of entire books. This literary confrontation begins with the book of Daniel and 

includes the entire corpus of the Apocrypha and the Hellenistic-Jewish literature.  

3. Confrontation with Hellenism. Thematically, the confrontation with Hellenism can be seen from the 

preferred literary genres. These include the proverbial collections (see PROVERBS, BOOK OF; 

ECCLESIASTES, BOOK OF; WISDOM OF BEN-SIRA; SOLOMON, WISDOM OF), the apocalyptic 

literature, and historiographical works (Hengel 1974; 1976; Momigliano 1975; 1977; Nickelsburg 1981; 

Kaiser 1982; Collins 1983; HJP²; ANRW 2/20/1–2; Hoffmann 1988).  

Present scholarship has frequently discussed the possibility of Hellenistic influences, especially those of 

Gk philosophy, but these discussions have often been hampered by conceptional limitations such as 

merely external takeover of terms or doctrines. While such takeovers can be identified, the confrontation 

with Hellenistic ideas went much deeper and found foremost expression indirectly in allusions and 

theological counterproposals.  

A classic example of this debate has been the investigation of the Wisdom of Solomon, esp. 2:1–20; 

7:1–6; 13–15, as the studies by Larcher (1969; 1983–85), Reese (1970), Gilbert (1978), Georgi (1980), 

and Winston (Wisdom of Solomon AB) have shown. The differences between these scholars can to a large 

extent be explained from their differing methodological presuppositions (see also the careful account of 

the evidence in Theiler 1982: 2.283–85). The increased interest in the individuality of authors is 

characteristically Hellenistic also (see, e.g., Braun 1973 on Qoheleth; Stadelmann 1980 on Ben Sirach).  

A further phase of development was initiated in Hellenistic-Jewishliterature,whenthe―hebraic

peripatetic‖Aristobulus(seeARISTOBULUS) attempted to harmonize the holy scriptures with Gk 

philosophy;hewasindeedconvincedthattheGkphilosophersdependedonthe―philosophyofthe

Hebrews‖(Aristobulus,Fragment3,preservedinEusebius, Praep. ev. 13.12.1–2; see Walter 1964; 

Hengel 1974; HJP² 3/1: 579–87; Droge 1989).  

4. Subsequent Literary History. The presence of the OT in the post-OT literature (see APOCRYPHA 

and PSEUDEPIGRAPHA) and in the NT literature (see below, section C) must be seen in the light of 

these general presuppositions as well as in accordance with the theological ideas of the individual authors 

of those writings. On the whole it can be said that the post-OT literature, including the NT, does not 

presuppose the closing of the canon, although its authority is acknowledged. Quotations and other 

references to the OT in the later literature represent a complicated and very diverse phenomenon. There 

are not only explicit quotations, but also a broad stream of traditions drawn upon in written and oral form 

(e.g., traditions of proverbs and maxims, stories, liturgical materials). This literature has its original 

purpose to a large degree in the debates with Hellenism about the question of the Jewish religion.  

Consequently, the presence of the OT in the NT is not a direct but a mediated one: it is mediated 

through the Judaism at the time of Jesus and the early Church. Although the NT interprets OT passages 

differently and not uniformly, the authority of the OT is in principle acknowledged. This acknowledgment 

canbestatedinformulaicexpressionssuchas―thelawandtheprophets‖(Matt 5:17; 7:12; etc.) or by the 

conceptof―Scripture‖(graphē). References to the OT in the NT include explicit quotations (see NEW 

TESTAMENT, OT QUOTATIONS IN) and a very diversified stream of doctrinal and liturgical 

traditions. The quotations are always according to the LXX, although the text often differs from the LXX 

versions known to us. The Heb text is declared binding only in Matt 5:16 (= Luke 16:17), coming from an 

early layer of tradition showing Christian confrontation with Hellenism (see below, section C.3.b.). 

Hellenistic as it certainly is, the NT uses the OT as a tool in the debates with Hellenism as it pertains to 

issues of theological thought, religious and ethical practice, and general cultural customs and behavior.  



C. In the NT  

1. Application of the Concept. When the concept of Hellenism is applied to the NT, several aspects 

shouldbedistinguished.Inregardtothehistoricalepoch,theNTisassuchHellenistic.Droysen‘s

interpretation of Hellenism as mixture should be applied first to Judaism in the Hellenistic environment 

(see Tcherikover; Hengel). Early Christianity, however, was not simply an extension of Hellenistic 

Judaism. Granting that there was high degree of continuity, the NT was the product of a new mixture. On 

the other side, the NT itself proved to be a powerful agent furthering the expansion of Hellenism. Thus all 

NT authors were Hellenistic people as Laqueur had characterized them. The expansion of Christianity, 

however, could not simply ride on the waves of an expanding world culture. As Momigliano put it (1975: 

10–11):  

What accentuates the peculiar physiognomy of Hellenistic civilization is the special role two foreign 

groups—Jews and Romans—came to play in it. The Jews basically remained convinced of the 

superiority of their beliefs and ways of life and fought for them. Yet they continuously compared their 

own ideas with Greek ideas, made propaganda for their own beliefs, absorbing many Greek notions and 

customs in the process—and ultimately found themselves involved in that general confrontation of 

Greek and Jewish values which we call Christianity. The Romans never took their intellectual relations 

with Hellenism so seriously. They acted from a position of power and effortlessly preserved a strong 

feeling of their own identity and superiority. They paid the Greeks to teach them their wisdom and often 

did not have to pay because they were their slaves.  

Christianity thus became the intellectual and spiritual battleground on which the confrontation between 

Judaism and Hellenism was fought with unprecedented intensity. In the NT the earliest and most decisive 

phase of this confrontation had become literature. The texts are documents indicating not only the 

beginning of a long historical struggle but also containing the main principles, goals, and limits which 

determined the Christian transformation of Hellenism and the formation of a new European culture as 

well as the history of Christianity.  

2. The History of Research. a. The Language. The language of the NT was the primary reason that 

the study of Hellenism was connected with the NT from the very beginning. This peculiar language 

became the first object of scholarship, that is, the grammar, the idioms, and the lexicology of the so-called 

koinē. Of special importance were the works of Adolf Deissmann (1866–1937).  

The most important NT grammars in use today are those by Radermacher (1925) and Blass, Debrunner, 

and Rehkopf (BDR). A Greek-English Lexicon to the New Testament has found international recognition. 

The monumental TDNT was started by G. Kittel in 1933 and completed by G. Friedrich in 1979. Despite 

its unevenness and tendentiousness, this lexicon has proved to be an irreplaceable source of information. 

The EWNT, editedbyH.BalzandG.Schneider(1979,1981,1983),andC.Spicq‘sNotes de 

lexicographie néotestamentaire (Fribourg and Göttingen, 1978–1982) are to be used as supplements to 

Bauer‘sLexicon and the TDNT.  

b. The Observations Literature. In the 17th and 18th centuries an entire literature often called 

―observationsliterature‖was devoted to investigating the relations between Hellenism and the NT. These 

studies, following the example of the great Hugo Grotius (1583–1645), collected parallel passages from 

Greek and Latin literature for the illumination of NT texts (see Delling 1963; van Unnik 1973–83, 2: 194–

214). The most important work of this genre is the critical edition of the NT, supplied with a vast 

collection of parallel materials, by J. J. Wettstein (1693–1754), published in 1751–52. References to 

classical parallels began in the NT itself (Acts 17:28; 5:29; 26:14; 1 Cor 15:33). Comparative studies and 

the interpretation of parallels was a concern also throughout the patristic period, but it was the era of 

encyclopedias that was characterized by systematic attempts at collection. At the time of Wettstein a 

similar work by G. D. Kypke (1755) appeared. Older contributions were collected in the seven volumes of 

the Critici Sacri 1660 (excerpts from Laurentius Valla, Desiderius Erasmus, Joseph Justus Scaliger, Isaac 

Casaubonus, Hugo Grotius, and others). In the 19th century there was only one more work of this kind, 

Spermaticós Logos by Edmund Spiess, in 1871.  



c. Paul’s Rhetoric. For the question of the relationship between the NT and Hellenism, investigations 

of the rhetoric of the Apostle Paul played a major role. This question was discussed by Paul himself in his 

confrontations with his Corinthian adversaries (see Betz 1972; 1985; 1986), but commentators have taken 

the matter up continuously until modern times.  

Inantiquity,AugustinecommentedonPaul‘srhetoricinhisDe doctrina Christiana (4.31–47), and in 

the Reformation period it was Melanchthon (see Betz, Galatians Hermeneia, 14). In the 18th century, 

systematicstudiesappeared,e.g.,KarlLudwigBauer(1782)andHermanJohanRoyaard‘sUtrecht

dissertation (1818; for references see Betz, 2 Corinthians 8–9 Hermeneia, 129–130; 1986: 16–21); in the 

19th century this type of study ceased. The end of the century, however, witnessed the strange 

controversy between the philologist E. Norden (1868–1941) and the NT scholar G. Heinrici (1844–1915). 

Heinrici, who knew his classical authors well, has pointed to a wealth of classical parallels in his 

commentary on 2 Corinthians (1887), which Norden sharply attacked (1898), a standard work still today. 

Norden‘saimwastoputtheApostlePaul intoJudaism,whichhedescribedas―unhellenic‖and

―educationallyimpoverished.‖Norden‘spatheticandresentfulattack,quiteinconformitywiththe

Zeitgeist,becameinfluentialinNTcircles.ThisfactwasnotalteredbyHeinrici‘srebuttal,well

documented and convincing, in the 2d edition of his commentary (2 Corinthians Meyer, 436–58). Norden 

had found little support among other scholars and tried to amend things (Norden 1898: 3–4 of the 

supplement). The subsequent investigations by J. Weiss (1863–1914) and R. Bultmann (1884–1976), later 

also of H. Windisch (1881–1935) finally refuted Norden, but the question is still alive today (see Betz 

1986; Schmeller 1987).  

d. The Corpus Hellenisticum. The study of the relationships between Hellenism and early Christianity 

became the objective of the international research project of the Corpus Hellenisticum Novi Testamenti. 

This project was first suggested by Heinrici shortly before his death in 1915. In the course of the century 

the project has undergone vast changes in method and outlook attributable to shifts in scholarship 

generally. While the project is still being continued, its objective is being pursued in many other forms as 

well (see Betz, TRE 15: 23–24; see also CORPUS HELLENISTICUM NOVI TESTAMENTI). In 

principle, there is no longer any question about the necessity of this research. The NT and other early 

Christian literature cannot be interpreted in a scholarly justifiable way unless it is understood in its 

relationships with the language, literature, religion, culture, and civilization of its Hellenistic (including 

the Jewish) environment.  

The problems, however, which make this research so difficult, should not be underestimated. The fields 

of study relevant to the enterprise have expanded since World War II in unprecedented measures; 

simultaneously the methods have become extremely diversified and refined, not only in NT studies but in 

the study of antiquity as a whole. All this has occurred at a time when theological education has seriously 

deteriorated in quality, so that there are fewer and fewer researchers qualified for the tasks at hand. 

Therefore the number of workers in this vineyard is small while the tasks are many. Moreover, the idea 

held at earlier times that NT scholars should merely exploit the results of scholarship in the fields of 

classical antiquity has to be given up. Rather, NT scholars have to make genuine contributions to these 

fields, and they have to learn to collaborate with scholars in the fields of classical antiquity. This 

collaboration, which had led to the great scholarly production in the 18th and 19th centuries, has in fact 

been resumed, and the first benefits have become apparent.  

Another idea to be shelved is that of the mechanical gathering of raw data. Rather, the data to be 

collected must be studied in the contexts of larger phenomena and problems, within which the NT 

literature will then be seen in its specific contours. Given these presuppositions, the assembling of data 

and their interpretation continue to present exciting challenges to NT scholarship. These investigations of 

course form the foundations for the problems of hermeneutics in the contemporary situation.  

3. Early Christianity and Hellenism. a. The Languages of the Early Christians. The primary 

characteristic for Hellenism is the language; secondarily it is the way of life, education, and ethos 

mediated through that language. Typical is the description of a Hellenized Jew in Josephus (AgAp 1.180), 

bywayofaquotationfromClearchusofSoli:―HewasaGreeknotonlybyhislanguagebutalsobyhis



soul.‖Withregardtoitslanguage,theNTiscertainlyGreek.Bycontrast,earlierhypotheses,accordingto

which parts of the NT were taken to be translations from the Hebrew or Aramaic, have not been 

substantiated. Even in view of peculiar linguistic phenomena in NT Greek, Semitic influences are difficult 

to prove and less frequent than one would expect (see Fitzmyer 1979). Influences of a Semitic 

background are also difficult to distinguish from peculiarities of koinē Greek attributable to regional 

dialect. And the Latinisms, stemming from the language of the military, the law-courts and commerce, are 

signs of Hellenization.  

One of the most intractable problems is that of determining which language was spoken by the early 

Christians. For the NT, even in its oldest layers of tradition, it is taken for granted that Jesus and his 

disciples spoke Greek in their daily life. Whether this assumption is merely naiveté on the part of the NT 

writers or whether it conforms to actual facts is no longer discernible. Among the NT authors it is only the 

Gk historian Luke who is interested in the language problem. According to him, Paul spoke Greek with 

the Roman authorities (Acts 21:37) but Hebrew with the people of Jerusalem (Acts 21:40; 22:2). Even the 

heavenly voice occurring to Paul (Acts 26:14) was in Hebrew. The Church, however, is, thanks to the gift 

of the Holy Spirit (Acts 2:8–11),pluralisticinitsuseoflanguages.ThisviewistheresultofLuke‘s

interests as a Christian Hellenist.  

The evidence coming from the NT and from extra-NT sources reveals that in 1st-century Palestine, 

while Aramaic was still the preferred language, Greek was also widely used, not only in the Hellenized 

cities but also among farmers and craftsmen in the countryside. The knowledge and use of Hebrew was 

clearly on the retreat and limited to smaller circles (see Lieberman 1962; 1965; Sevenster 1968; Rabin 

1976; Mussies 1976: 1040–64; Fitzmyer 1979; HJP² 2: 20–28, 74–80).  

In regard to the NT, two special problems must be faced. First, did Jesus of Nazareth speak only 

Aramaic, or did he speak Greek as well? In view of the fact that Greek was widely spoken in Palestine at 

the time, its knowledge cannot be denied to Jesus, who came from the bilingual area of Galilee (see 

Freyne 1988: 171–72). Such knowledge must not, however,beconfusedwithone‘spreferenceindaily

life. If Jesus taught in Aramaic or in mishnaic Hebrew, which has been assumed but cannot be proved, his 

teachings must have been translated into Greek even at the earliest level of the tradition (see Barr 1970; 

Jeremias 1971: 1–37; Rabin 1976: 1036–39; HJP² 2: 79–80). The second main problem is, which 

language did the so-called Hellenists in Acts speak (Acts 6:1; 9:29; 11:20)? Most likely these Hellenists 

were Hellenized and therefore Greek-speaking Jews. Does that mean that they spoke only Greek? Such a 

conclusion would be hard to prove (see Fitzmyer 1979: 36–37; Hengel 1983: 3–11).  

b. The Conflict with Hellenism. If the NT is a Hellenistic document with regard to its language, the 

questionremainswhetheritisHellenisticalsoaccordingtoits―soul.‖Toacertaindegreethisquestionis

one of definition, and one of whose definition it is. The definition given in Ps.-Clementine Homilies 11.6 

(a Greek is everyone who does not observe the Torah, no matter whether he or she is of Jewish or Greek 

origin) merely reflects the particular situation of Jewish Christianity. The question raised in the NT as the 

decisive issue however, is what it really means to observe the Torah.  

(1) Judaism in the NT Period. In the NT period, Judaism consisted of a large variety of different 

groups and movements of a partly political and partly religious nature. All of these groups and 

movements took positions with regard to Hellenism, whereby the range of possibilities was considerable. 

Whereas, e.g., Philo of Alexandria went as far as he could in accommodating himself to Hellenism, the 

Qumran sect tried to isolate itself from it. Between these extremes many different compromises existed. 

The question of the limits of Jewish accommodation was raised, but no unanimous answer was given. See 

HERESY AND ORTHODOXY IN THE NT.  

(2) The Jesus Movement. The movement initiated by Jesus of Nazareth was anti-Hellenistic. So much 

at least seems to be clear in spite of the dearth of reliable data. Even the little we know about John the 

Baptist suggests his anti-Hellenistic tendencies. His opposition against Herod Antipas, his death as a 

martyr, and his messianic-apocalyptic message were reactions against Hellenization of Judaism. The ritual 

of baptism, the origin of which has not yet been sufficiently clarified, served as a means of demarcation 

between faithful Jews and those whose religion had been corrupted as a result of Hellenism. On the 



whole, the historical Jesus appears to have shared the anti-Hellenistic sentiments of his mentor. In the 

eyes of Jesus, Hellenism was represented in Palestine by the Roman occupation and by the Jewish 

authorities imposed on the Jews by Rome. Although the Christian gospel writers who were Hellenists 

themselves have done their best to tone down these anti-Hellenisticsentiments,Jesus‘rejectionist

attitudes are clearly stated in the tradition (see, e.g., Mark 12:15–22 and parallels, and the Passion 

Narrativesasawhole).Jesus‘rejectionoftheHellenizedJewishauthoritiesiswellattestedinoldsource

materials (e.g., Mark 8:15; 12:13; Luke 13:31–33).Jesus‘critiqueofotherJewishmovementsfollows

tendencies of John the Baptist and other anti-Hellenistic movements (see, e.g., Matt 11:2–19; the laments 

over the towns of Galilee [Matt 11:20–23] and over Jerusalem [Matt 23:37–38]). The fact that Jesus was 

crucified as a messianic revolutionary is a sure indication of his anti-Roman and thus anti-Hellenistic 

attitude (on the inscription on the cross, see Mark 15:26 and parallels; John 19:19–22; Blinzler 1969: 

367–68; Sanders 1985: 294–318). The gospel writers, however, have correctly maintained that Jesus did 

not see himself as a militant revolutionist (see Cullmann 1970; Hengel 1971). He probably reacted to the 

external superiority of the Roman power by the conviction of his religious and moral superiority as a Jew. 

He may have avoided contacts with Gentiles whenever possible. The title of Messiah when applied to 

Jesus in the gospels is always the result of Christian interpretation and accompanied by a rejection of 

political and military ambitions and expectations (see Luke 24:19–27; John 6:14–15; and the Passion 

Narratives entirely).  

(3) The Origin of Hellenistic Christianity. The question then arises: how, given this anti-Hellenistic 

attitude of Jesus, could Hellenistic Christianity have come into existence? Historically, it is improbable 

that Jesus himself had initiated the opening toward the Gentiles, although the gospel writers suggest it 

(see Mark 7:24–30 and parallels; Matt 8:5–13 and parallels; Luke 10:30–38; 17:16; John 4:4–26, 39–40; 

8:48). While these suggestions reflect later retrospective construction, the sources themselves indicate that 

the early Christian mission to the Gentiles was a new phase in the history of the Church. This new 

mission, however, had some connection with the historical Jesus. His openness toward the am hā˒āreṣ 

and the so-called―sinnersandtaxcollectors‖(Matt 11:19 and parallels; see Braun 1969, 2: 18–23, 38 n. 

1; TDNT 8: 103–105; EWNT 3: 835–38) seems to have prepared the mission toward the non-Jewish 

world.ThiscorrespondsalsowithJesus‘anti-Pharisaic understanding of the Torah. His rejection of 

asceticism, his reinterpretation of purity concepts (see esp. Mark 7:15) and sabbath observances, and his 

rejection of esotericism and ritual formalism will have made it easier for his disciples to establish relations 

with non-Jews.IfJesus‘understandingoftheTorahcouldbeinterpretedbyhisdisciplespartlyas

intensification and partly as relaxation, the roots for both interpretations should be seen in his teaching 

and conduct.  

The sources also reveal that the mission to the Gentiles was not the result of careful planning, but it was 

characterized by erratic developments and confusion, while planning occurred mostly in hindsight. For 

the transition to Gentile Christianity, the fringe areas of Galilee, Decapolis, Samaria, Syria, and Nabatea 

(Arabia) seem to have played an important role (Acts 1:8; 2:9–11). There is also the question whether in 

these areas Jews were always clearly distinguished from non-Jews. Moreover, the sources mention again 

and again the role of military personnel (Mark 15:39–40 and parallels; Matt 8:5–13; Acts 10:1–2; etc). 

Whatevertheroleofthe―Hellenists‖(Acts 6:1; 9:29; 11:20), it must have been an important one (see 

Hengel 1983: 1–29; Schneider 1979: 215–40). They were most likely Greek-speaking Jews from the 

Diaspora who had settled in Jerusalem and had joined (in their entirety?) the Christian Church. The fact 

that they were forced out of the city (Acts 8:1–3)isevidencethattheywereHellenized.Stephen‘sspeech

(Acts 6:13–14; 7:1–53), even if not historical, may at least provide the general contours of their views. 

Caution is, however, needed in view of the tendencyofActstoattributetothe―Hellenists‖allofthe

missiontotheGentiles.Hengel‘shypothesisthatthe―Hellenists‖wereresponsibleforthetranslationof

Jesus‘messageintoGreekhasnosupportinthesources(Hengel1983:26–29).  

(4) The Gentile-Christian Mission. The Christian mission to the Gentiles must be seen in connection 

with the phenomenon of missionary religions typical of Hellenism. Especially, non-Christian religions 

such as those of Isis and Osiris or Mithras deliberately set out to gather devotees and build worldwide 



reputation.Membershipin―worldreligions‖basedonvoluntaryassociationbecamecustomaryalongside

participation in local, ethnic, and national cults. In Judaism especially the Hellenistic Diaspora carried out 

its mission among non-Jews. In conjunction with it, an entire propaganda literature developed which 

appliedthecommonplaceofthesuperior―wisdomofthebarbarians‖toJudaismandoffereditasthe

religion that fits best the conditions of the Hellenistic world (see HJP² 3/1: 150–76). This mission also 

resulted in a transformation of Judaism itself. By emphasizing monotheism, law, ethics, and eschatology, 

this literature accommodated itself and responded to demands made by Gk philosophers for the 

reformation of religion. While the conversations with Gk philosophy occurred mostly indirectly, 

Hellenistic Jewish wisdom was most sympathetic to the Socratic, the middle-Platonic, and the Stoic 

traditions. By contrast, Epicureanism was almost unanimously rejected. Compared with Diaspora 

Judaism, Palestinian Judaism joined the proselyte movement only hesitantly; later it became more and 

more anti-Hellenistic and isolationistic. The tensions thus arising between the different branches of 

Judaism also entered into early Christianity, which at the early stages of its history was connected with 

the proselyte movement. The gentile Christian mission was therefore mostly a matter of the Diaspora 

(Acts 2:11; 6:5; 13:43). The mission kerygma (1 Thess 1:9–10) addressed in particular the so-called―god-

fearers‖(Acts 13:43, 50; 16:14; etc.; see TDNT 6:727–44; HJP² 3/1: 162–76).  

In Palestinian Jewish Christianity the mission to the gentiles remained disputed. No doubt its critics 

could appeal to the example of Jesus himself (cf. Matt 15:24; 23:15). On the other hand, the Jewish 

missionaries going to the Gentiles referred to experiences of miracles and ecstatic enthusiasm, 

experiences the problems of which would soon become manifest.  

The inner Christian tensions can be seen in the Sermon on the Mount (Matt 5:3–7:27; see SERMON 

ON THE MOUNT), a source from the middle of the 1st century C.E. reflecting Jewish-Christian theology. 

In the Sermon, the gentile world is presented negatively, and assimilation is rejected (5:47; 6:7, 32). Law-

free gentile Christianity is repudiated (5:17; 7:21–23). At the time, however, a separation between the 

Jesus movement and gentile Christianity is not yet seen as an ecclesiological problem, but only the threat 

to the salvation of the Gentiles is underscored.  

The conference at Jerusalem (Gal 2:1–10; Acts 15) presupposes, on the one hand, a deepening of the 

conflict but, on the other hand, the recognition of the unity of the church as a demand implicit in the 

gospel itself. The conflict reached the point of crisis when Jewish-Christian particularists insisted on 

Torah and circumcision as Jewish (and Christian) symbols of identity. By contrast the gentile Christians 

defended the missionary kerygma, faith in Jesus Christ, baptism, and the new Christian ethos as sufficient 

for salvation. The basic question was whether the purpose of the mission to the Gentiles was their 

incorporation as converts into Judaism or whether gentile Christianity possessed their own status due to 

the salvation in Christ. The particularists must have designated as evils of Hellenization precisely those 

achievements which the Gentiles were so proud of. On the other hand, the gentile Christians rejected the 

demands of the Jewish rigorists as forms of judaization. Faced with this threat of split, the idea of the 

unity of the church, taken apparently to be the consequence of monotheism (Gal 2:8), proved to be the 

antidote and led to the division of only the mission fields, not the Church itself. Barnabas and Paul were 

sent to the Gentiles, Peter to the Jews—this was the formula negotiated in Jerusalem (Gal 2:8–9; cf. the 

mission instruction Matt 10:5–6; also Betz, Galatians Hermeneia, 97–101).  

Clearly, dividing the mission fields was a compromise. Paul interpreted it in the sense that the gentile 

mission was in principle recognized as legitimate and that only for reasons of ethnic sensitivity a special 

status was granted to the Jews. The result was that gentile Christianity was finally separated from 

Judaism.Theparticularistparty,called―falsebrothers‖byPaul(Gal 2:4), refused to support the 

compromise. The so-called―pillars‖(James,Peter,andJohn),however,attemptedtosteerakindof

middle course, the duration of which was short. Jewish Christianity had to make a choice between 

Judaism and gentile Christianity (calledbyPaulthe―IsraelofGod‖[Gal 6:17]). The choice became final 

during the famous Antioch episode (Gal 2:11–14). This inner Christian conflict continued throughout the 

history of the ancient Church as the opposition between the Catholic Church and Jewish-Christian 

―heresies‖(seeLüdemann1983). 



(5) Pauline Christianity. After the conflict with Peter in Antioch (Gal 2:11–14; see Galatians 

Hermeneia, 103–112)PaulbecamethekeyfigureingentileChristianity,the―apostleoftheGentiles‖

(Rom 11:13;seeLüdemann1984).Paul‘sbackgroundwastheHellenistic-Jewish diaspora. According to 

Acts, he inherited from his ancestors the citizenship of Tarsus in Cilicia (Acts 9:11, 30; 11:25; 21:39; 

22:3; see HJP² 3/1: 33–34). The cognomen Paulos, most probably given him at birth (cf. Acts 7:58; 8:1, 3 

etc.)pointstothefamily‘scivicprideandconsciousnesswhich no doubt expressed itself also in giving 

young Paul a respectable education. Religiously, however, the family as well as Paul himself must have 

belonged to those who were opposed to a Hellenizing of the Jewish religion, the so-called―Hebrews‖

(Phil 3:5–6; Gal 1:14; Acts 22:3; 26:6). The claim, however, that he studied at Jerusalem under Gamaliel 

(Acts 22:3; 26:4; see HJP² 2: 367–68) and that he had a knowledge of Hebrew (Acts 21:40; 22:2; 26:14) 

cannot be sustained. The extant letters of the apostle do not contain signs of a knowledge of Hebrew; the 

occurrence of loanwords such as abba, maranatha, etc., cannot be used as evidence for the knowledge of 

Hebrew (a similar situation exists for Philo of Alexandria, while that of Josephus is different (see HJP² 2: 

80; 3/1: 479, n. 27; 3/2: 873–74). These loanwords came to Paul through the liturgy and tradition of early 

Christianity. It should also be remembered that we possess practically no information about the cultural 

milieu and educational facilities of diaspora Pharisees.  

In his pre-Christianperiod,Paul‘s―zeal‖wasconcernedaboutthestrictobservanceoftheTorah(Phil 

3:5–6; Gal 1:14; 5:3; Acts 22:3; 23:6); it thus was directed against Hellenizing tendencies to abolish the 

Torah. Because early Christian communities had opened themselves up to these Hellenizing tendencies, 

Paul persecuted them (Gal 1:13, 23; Phil 3:6; 1 Cor 15:9; Acts 8:3; 9:1–2; 22:4–5, 19; 26:10–11; see HJP² 

3/1: 119). His persecution seems to have been limited to the law-free diaspora Christianity (at Damascus, 

Acts 9:2; 22:5; 26:12, 20) and it did not extend to the law-abiding Christians in Judea (differently Acts 

8:1–3; 22:19–20; 26:10–11).Paul‘sso-called―conversion‖(Gal 1:15–16; 1 Cor 9:1; 15:8; see Galatians 

Hermeneia, 62–72) also fundamentally changed his attitude toward Hellenization. From the anti-

Hellenistic Pharisees Paul turned to the Hellenizing Jewish Christians of the Diaspora. Even his 

descriptions of his conversion and vocation as a missionary to the Gentiles are characteristically 

Hellenistic; the same is true in the somewhat different accounts in Acts 9:3–29; 22:3–21; 26:9–20. Further 

interpretations of his experience by Paul himself employ concepts characteristic of Hellenistic mystery 

cults (e.g., Phil 3:7–11; 2 Cor 4:4–6). Yet Paul did not simply embrace Hellenism while ignoring the 

problems. Rather, his own theology was shaped by confrontations with Christian developments which in 

his view were illegitimate forms of Hellenization. The decisive points of these debates are reflected in 

Paul‘sletters,inwhichhearguesagainstopponentsofvariouspersuasions,someofthematleastbased

on misinterpretations of his own message.  

In the eyes of his Jewish-Christian rivals and opponents Paul was doubtless an apostate. See HERESY 

AND ORTHODOXY IN THE NT. In fact, Paul himself had to struggle hard to steer his churches away 

frombecoming―paganized.‖PaganizingtendencieswerecarriedonbypeoplewhotookPaul‘smessage

and pushed it further toward extreme Hellenization, which would in the final analysis destroy the very 

gospel he was preaching. The struggle proved difficult because in its nascent state the formation of gentile 

Christian identity possessed no firm and agreed standards yet. Paul himself did not enter into these 

controversies with his ideas completely worked out, but his theology took shape gradually as he attempted 

to come to grips with ever-changing new experiences and oppositional viewpoints. See PAUL. 

Unquestionably the greatest challenge for Paul resulted from his founding of the church in Corinth. In 

Corinth he had succeeded in carrying the Christian mission to the cultured and wealthy citizens of this 

prosperous and cosmopolitan city. Their acceptance of the gospel went hand in hand with their consistent 

assimilating it to and melting it in with Hellenistic religiosity. Thus, baptism and eucharist became 

transformed in analogy to Hellenistic mystery rituals (1 Cor 1:13–17; 15:29; 11:17–34). The traditional 

Jewish-Christian ethos was replaced by the big-city lifestyle. Besides material wealth, the congregation 

enjoyed a plethora of spiritual gifts (1 Cor 1:5; 2 Cor 8:7–9; 9:11; see Betz 1986). Ecstatic and 

enthusiastic experiences provided a new set of values. The relationship between Christianity and other 

religions was regulated in the spirit of Hellenistic enlightenment and polytheistic practice (1 Cor 8:1–



11:1).Inregardtomoralitythereseemstohavebeenanattitudeof―liveandletlive‖:libertinismwas

tolerated (1 Corinthians 5–6) just as was radical asceticism (1 Corinthians 7) . Setting aside the older 

ethical catalogs (1 Cor 5:9–11; 6:9–10; 2 Cor 12:20; see Galatians Hermeneia, 281–88) was justified by 

appealingtothenotionof―freedom‖(1 Cor 7:21–22; 9:1–23; 10:29; 2 Cor 3:17): where there is freedom, 

―everythingispermittedtome‖(1 Cor 6:12; 10:23).Thebasicassumptionforthis―freedom‖wasof

course that liberation from the old religions was taken to mean also the end of the myth of the last 

judgment (1 Cor 6:9; 15:12, 50).  

The fact that factions existed in the community (1 Cor 1:10–17; 3:3–23) shows, however, that extreme 

Hellenization of the Christian faith was not acceptable to all members. The center of the problem was the 

conflict between the older Jewish-Christian heritage and the newly forming Hellenistic-Christian identity.  

The significance of Paul for the question of Hellenism was that he was the first to understand the 

problems raised by the Corinthians in their deeper theological dimensions and that he had the courage to 

face those problems. He felt confronted by the alternatives of either integrating the new Corinthian 

experiences and insights into a conception of Christian existence and lifestyle, or having to witness the 

disintegration of the churches founded by him. The Corinthian letters are the literary fixation of this 

profound encounter with the central issues of Hellenistic religiosity and morality. These letters testify to 

theemergenceofPaul‘stheology(atleastpriortoRomans). 

Paul addresses the Corinthians programmatically as Greeks (1 Cor 1:22). As Greeks they are 

accustomedandindeedexpectedtoaskfor―wisdom.‖Whatdoesthegospelyieldintermsofwisdom?

His answer is that a rich intellectual inventory (1 Cor 1:5) is not by itself wisdom, but that it is first of all 

importanttodistinguishthe―wisdomofthisworld,‖whichisnowisdomatallbutfolly,fromthe

―wisdomofGod,‖whichtothesuperficialappearsasfolly.Realwisdom,andthatisindeedwhatthe

―wisdomofGod‖is,becomesevidentinitsapplicationtotheconcreteproblemsoflife.Theargumentfor

this claim is carried through in 1 Corinthians. Its main thrust is to convince the Corinthians that agapē is 

the foundation and content of the Christian faith and as such, true wisdom, which is able to stand the tests 

of daily life (1 Cor 8:1, 13:1–13; 14:1–5; etc.). Paul does not identify himself with any of the Corinthian 

parties, but by taking up the major Corinthian problems case after case he demonstrates in what way 

Christian love is also the wisdom of God. An entire course of education can be seen to run through the 

letters of 1 and 2 Corinthians, a course that passes through tumultuous confrontations before it is resolved 

and reconciliation is achieved. The completion of the collection for the church of Jerusalem (1 Cor 16:1–

4; 2 Corinthians 8 and 9; Rom 15:25–32) plays a major role in these developments (see Betz, 2 

Corinthians 8–9, Hermeneia).  

(6) Paul’s Opponents. Asonewouldexpect,Paul‘sopponentsspreadtheaccusationthathenotonly

abolished the law but also negated the reality of sin (Rom 3:5–8:31; 6:1; Matt 5:17; 7:21–23). Behind this 

defamationisagaintheclaimofillegitimateHellenizationandindeed―paganization‖:asaresultofPaul‘s

teaching, gentile Christianity would be doomed to fall back into paganism and would, as unredeemed, 

again be juxtaposed to Judaism. Paul confronted these objections in his letter to the Romans. He began his 

defense of his gospel (Rom 1:16–17) with an incisive critique of Hellenistic religion, culture, and morality 

(1:18–32) as well as of non-Christian Judaism (2:1–29), in order then to turn to the unfolding of the 

notionofa―trueJudaism,‖which he had introduced already in Gal 6:17. In this argument Christianity is 

shown to be the universal church, in which the law is not abolished (7:12) and sin is not negated (7:13–

25), but in which the world is defeated (8:31–39). In chapters 9–11 Paul demonstrates that the church is 

not opposed to but rooted in Judaism, and that both will find their eschatological fulfillment through 

God‘sgraceandmercy. 

(7) Developments After Paul. The conflicts concerning Hellenization in the Deutero-Pauline Epistles 

and the Pastoral Epistles continued after Paul. In these letters the debates about Hellenism coincide with 

those about heresy versus orthodoxy. Each of these texts discusses in its own way the problems of 

accommodation to and separation from Hellenism.  

(8) The Gospels and the Book of Acts. The Gospels and the book of Acts originated in connection 

with the problem of how best to communicate the life and teaching of Jesus as well as the beginnings of 



thechurchtotheHellenisticallyoriented.InthisliteraturethechristologyofJesusas―divineman,‖

contained already in the pre-synoptic miracle-story tradition, was reinterpreted in accordance with the 

theology of the evangelists (see Betz, RAC 12: 234–312). In the Gospel of Mark the teachings, miracles, 

andcrucifixionofJesusarepresentedasa―mystery‖(Mark 4:11), a concept familiar to Hellenistic 

religious thinking. The Gospel of Matthew combines the gentile Christian Gospel of Mark with traditions 

derived from older Jewish Christianity. The Gospel of John debates the issues of Hellenism in its 

confrontation with Gnosticism. In the Gospel of Luke and the book of Acts the author recommends 

Christianity as the religion best suited for the Hellenistic world.  

4. The NT Becoming Literature. Part of the phenomenon of Hellenism as it applies to the NT is the 

way in which it became literature. This process can be studied in the NT itself, but investigations have 

long been hampered by outdated ideas and concepts. Most important in this regard is the application of 

the category of literature to the NT (see Aune 1987; 1988). For a long time scholarship was influenced by 

FranzOverbeck‘sdistinctionbetweenChristian―primitiveliterature‖(christliche Urliteratur) and 

patristic literature, withonlythelattertobeproperlycalled―literature.‖Thisconceptofliterature,the

history and problems of which have yet to be studied adequately, has shaped subsequent NT scholarship, 

especially form criticism, redaction criticism, and genre research. Even the recent comprehensive history 

of early Christian literature by Vielhauer (1975) is based on Overbeck.  

Inregardtotheepistolaryliterature,thedistinctionbetween―realletter‖and―artistic,literaryletter‖

(which has been common since Adolf Deissmann) is no longer usable (see Doty 1973; Aune 1988: 85–

105; Malherbe 1988). The authentic letters of Paul include Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians, 

Philippians, 1 Thessalonians, and Philemon; in the case of Romans, 2 Corinthians, and Philippians, many 

scholarsassumecombinationsoffragmentsbylaterredactors.TheinterpretationofPaul‘sletterwriting

in the context of ancient epistolography and rhetoric is still in its beginning stages, but detailed analyses 

have been presented by Betz (Galatians Hermeneia; 2 Corinthians 8–9 Hermeneia) and others that 

demonstrate formal composition in accordance with Gk epistolography and rhetoric (see also Hübner 

1984; Aune 1987: 158–225). The pseudepigraphical letters include 2 Thessalonians, Colossians, 

Ephesians, the Pastoral Epistles, Hebrews, the Catholic Epistles, and the letters contained in Acts 15:23–

29 and Rev 2:1–3:22. 2 Thessalonians, Colossians, and Ephesians imitatePaul‘sletterwritingand

therefore presuppose that his letters have become literary prototypes. (See Holland 1987 on 2 

Thessalonians and Donelson 1986 on the Pastoral Epistles.)  

The Gospels were interpreted in terms of ancient literature first by K. L. Schmidt, M. Dibelius, and R. 

Bultmann, but their main interest was directed toward the smaller literary forms; redaction criticism later 

focused on the overarching work of the gospel writers. Recent attention shows renewed interest in the 

question of the gospel as literary genre (see Aune 1987: 17–76; 1988: 107–26; Talbert 1977; 1988: 53–73 

withbibliography).ItwasDibelius‘aimtointerpretthebookofActsaspartofancientliterature.Hewas

followed by many others, so that today scholarship agrees that the author of Luke-Acts must be regarded 

as one of the major historians of the Hellenistic age, along with Polybius, Plutarch, Josephus, and Tacitus. 

The book of Revelation has also been studied in terms of its literary nature, composition, and genre. (For 

the state of this research and bibliography see Collins 1983; Hellholm 1989).  
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HANS DIETER BETZ  

HELLENISTIC SYNAGOGAL PRAYERS. See PRAYERS, HELLENISTIC SYNAGOGAL.  

HELLENISTS [Gk hellēnistai (ἑλληνιςσαι)]. The term used in Acts (6:1; 9:29) to designate Jews 

living in Jerusalem but originally connected with Diaspora Judaism and characterized by the use of Greek 

as their principle language, especially for worship and scripture.  

The traditional understanding of the Hellenists as Greek-speaking Jews is first found in Chrysostom 

(Hom. 14 in Acts 6:1 and Hom. 21 in Acts 9:29). This has been expanded in recent years to an 

understanding of them as Diaspora Jews, acculturated in the Greek language, who returned to live in 

Jerusalem, forming their own synagogues and community relationships. There remained a degree of 

separation from Aramaic-speaking Jews even though the boundaries were not rigid, as some Greek-

speaking Jews may have known Aramaic, and Aramaic-speaking Jews almost certainly knew some 

Greek. Some of these Jews, returning with a sense of awe for their ancestral customs, had staunchly 

conservative attitudes toward the Law and Temple, e.g., Acts 6:8–9 and 9:29. Others experienced 

dissonance between Diaspora theological emphases and the ethos of Palestinian legal observance and the 

Temple cult. They may have found Christian preaching attractive. Some of these Greek-speaking Jews 

were converted along with Jews who spoke Aramaic, perhaps as early as Pentecost, forming parallel 

Christian worshipping communities that reflected the distinctions known in the larger Jewish community.  

That Luke understood the term in this manner seems certain. The Seven (6:5), usually taken to be 

representatives of the Hellenists, are Jewish Christians (Hengel 1983: 6). When dispersed (11:19) the 

Hellenists preach at first only to Jews. The conversion of the gentile Cornelius (Acts 10), is a unique 

event which is the precedent for the conversion of all gentiles (Acts 15). For Luke the Hellenists in Acts 



6:1 are Christian Jews, while in 9:29 they represent the larger group of Diaspora Jews who have not 

converted.  

Since hellēnistēs does not occur in any extant literature before Acts and does not occur again with 

regularity outside of literature influenced by Acts, until the 3d century it is the context of Acts which must 

be the primary determinant in establishing its meaning. But what can be gleaned from the etymological 

derivationofthetermappearstoconfirmthemeaning―Greek-speaking.‖Hellēnistēs is formed from the 

verb hellēnizō, whichusuallymeans―speakGreek‖(Hengel1983:9).Butitmustberecognizedthatmost

verbs derived fromnationalnamesmeantolivebythatgroup‘snationalcustoms;e.g.,Ioudâzō, ―liveby

Jewishcustoms,‖Gal 2:14.  

It seems historically implausible that there could have been a gentile segment of the Christian 

community in Jerusalem at this early date large enough to have caused problems with daily food rations 

or to have been in a position to attempt to kill Paul (9:29).Luke‘stheologydoesnotinthiscaseobscurea

different historical reality.  

There are three main dissenting opinions. Cadbury (1933: 59–74) argued that the Hellenists were 

gentiles. Most of his points have been answered above, except for the variant reading at 11:20. Here 

hellēnistas, themajorityreading,clearlymeans―Greeks.‖Thusmostcommentatorsandversionsadopt

the minority reading hellēnas. But it is possible that a scribe, having gotten used to Luke‘suncommon

hellēnistēs, repeated it here when the original read hellēnas, ―Greeks‖(Hengel1983:8).Ifthemajority

readingisoriginalitmaystillattesttothemeaning―speakGreek,‖butwithavariableracialconnotation

which must be taken from the context. Blackman (1937: 524–25) argued that the Hellenists were 

proselytes, but in the list of the Seven only Nicolaus is designated as such. Others have argued that the 

Hellenists represent a syncretistic fringe group in Judaism, but this fails to account for the 

archconservatismofStephen‘s(6:9)andPaul‘s(9:29) opponents.  

It is important that in the consensus of recent scholarship the Hellenists of Acts 6:1 acquire an immense 

significance in the development of the early Church. Robin Scroggs (1968: 177) has termed their 

community―themotherofWesternChristianity.‖OfcoursePalestinehadbeensubjecttoaprocess of 

Hellenization at least since its conquest by Alexander. But the local persistence of Aramaic as the primary 

language of acculturation means that it is still useful to distinguish between a Palestinian sphere and the 

larger Hellenistic world. Thus it is now thought that it was this community of Christian Hellenists who 

accelerated the transferal of the Jesus tradition from Aramaic into Greek, who helped bring Christian 

theology fully into the realm of Greek thought freed from Aramaic pre-acculturation, who were 

instrumental in moving Christianity from its Palestinian setting into the urban culture of the larger 

Empire,whofirstsawtheimplicationsofJesus‘resurrectionforaLaw-free Gospel for the gentiles (and 

for Jews), and who were the bridge between Jesus and Paul. These Christian Hellenists were the founders 

of Christian mission outside Palestine, and a theological tradition capable of articulating a gospel for the 

Greco-Roman world.  
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THOMAS W. MARTIN  

HELMET. See WEAPONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WARFARE.  

HELON (PERSON) [Heb ḥēlōn (ֵחֹלן)]. The father of the chief (nāś  ˒, Num 2:7) Eliab of the tribe of 

Zebulon. Of the five times that Helon is mentioned in the OT, each occurs in a tribal list where his mark 

of distinction is his status as the father of Eliab. Under theleadershipofHelon‘ssonEliab,thetribeof



Zebulon participated in the census of Israelite fighting men carried out by Moses (Num 1:9, 30–31), 

presented its offerings on the third day of the twelve-day celebration of the dedication of the altar (Num 

7:24, 29), took its proper place on the E side of the tabernacle in the Israelite camp (Num 2:7), and 

assumeditspositionintheorderofmarchattheIsraelites‘departurefromMt.Sinai(Num 10:16). The 

name―Helon‖means―thestrongone,‖whichappearssimplytorefertothebodilystrengthoftheone

bearing the name (IPN, 225).  

DALE F. LAUNDERVILLE  

HEM. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION.  

HEMAN (PERSON) [Heb hêmān (ֵהיָֹמן)]. Var. HOMAM. The name of three men in the OT.  

1. A clan name in the genealogy of Seir the Horite mentioned in Gen 36:22. If Heman is read here, then 

his origin would be among the clans of the earliest known inhabitants of this region of Seir (Edom). 

However, this reading of the name appears in the RSV, GNB, and Douay versions. The MT, KJV, NEB, 

NAB, and many others read, more correctly, Hemam (hêmām), who is identified in the Horite genealogy 

asasonofLotan.Thename―Hemam‖onlyappearsinGen 36:22; however, in the parallel genealogical 

list of 1 Chr 1:39, the name is written Homam. Unlike the clans of Israel, the Horite clans did not 

permanently inherit a dwelling place. They were ultimately dispossessed from the land of Seir (Edom) by 

theencroaching―sonsofEsau‖(Deut 2:12–22). This conquest is paired in the text with the conquest of 

Canaan by the Israelite tribes.  

2. One of the three sons of Mahol in 1 Kgs 5:11 (Eng 4:31). This designation may not reflect family 

relationship,butratherserveasatitle,―sonsofthedance‖(compare―daughtersofmusic‖inEccl 12:4), 

reflecting their role in the temple worship. Heman, and his brothers Calcol and Darda, plus Ethan the 

Ezrahite, were proverbial wisemen of Israel. The unsurpassed wisdom of king Solomon was demonstrated 

by comparison with that of the sages of the east, of Egypt, and of these four men. In the Judahite 

genealogical list of 1 Chr 2:6 these four are described as the sons of Zerah. This connection may be the 

result of the Chronicler identifying the name Zerah with Ezrahite in the superscriptions to Psalms 88 and 

89.  

3. A son of Joel in the genealogical list of the temple guild in 1 Chr 6:18–32 (Eng 6:33–38). Twenty-

two generations of this family are traced through the Levite tribe. Such attention to detail added authority 

to their leadership in the Second Temple period as well as providing a sense of continuity of service back 

to the origins of the covenant with God. In 1 Chr 15:16–17,Davidinstructedthe―chiefsoftheLevites‖to

appoint musicians to perform during religious celebrations. It is noted that Heman the son of Joel was so 

appointed,andin6:19heissaid,alongwithAsaphandEthan,tobeamongthosewho―soundbronze

cymbals.‖In1 Chr 16:41–42, Heman and Jeduthun are described as sounding trumpets and cymbals in 

accompaniment to sacred songs. Similarly, 2 Chr 5:12 describes a grand procession taking the ark of the 

covenant into the temple accompanied by ranks of priests and the levitical singers and musicians 

including Heman, Jeduthun, and Asaph.  

An expanded role for Heman and the other musicians is found in 1 Chr 25:1. Here they are said to 

―prophesywithlyres,withharps,andwithcymbals‖(compareElisha‘suseofamusicianin2 Kgs 3:15). 

This role as prophet is further enhanced in 25:5 whereHemanisdescribedasthe―king‘sseer‖(seethe

parentheticalinsertionregarding―theseer‖in1 Sam 9:9 andthedesignationofGadasthe―visionaryof

David in 2 Sam 24:11). It may be that originally the guild of musicians associated with Heman, Asaph, 

and Jeduthun began as a prophetic group and later was absorbed into the corps of temple musicians. 

However, Wilson (1980: 294) suggests that the Chronicler recognized prophecy as a regular part of the 

Levites‘culticrole.―Visionaries‖werethusnottobeassigned to just one period of Israelite history.  
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HEMDAN (PERSON) [Heb ḥemdān (ָדן  )]. Var. HAMRAN. A son of Dishon (Gen 36:26; 1 Chrֶחֹמְׁ

1:41),whichmakeshimagrandsonof―Seir,theHorite‖(Gen 36:20). See also HORITES. The 

genealogical list Gen 36:20–28 belongs to the most ancient traditions in Genesis 36 (Weippert 1971). 

Together with Gen 36:10–14, the list describes the Edomite tribal system in the 7th century B.C. (Knauf 

1989: 10–11, n. 45, 61–63). The name is attested in Sabaic (Harding 1971: 200) and Arabic (Ḥamdân; 

Littmann1921:9).Itcanbeinterpretedas―objectofdesire‖(cf.Dan 11:37). In 1 Chr 1:41, ḥmdn is 

misspelled as ḥmrn, a name that occurs in Safaitic and Qatabanian (Harding 1971: 201).  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

HEMORRHAGE. See SICKNESS AND DISEASE.  

HEMORRHOIDS. See BIBLE, EUPHEMISM AND DYSPHEMISM IN THE; SICKNESS AND 

DISEASE.  

HEMP. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION.  

HENA (PLACE) [Heb hēna˓ (ֵהַנע)]. Assyria under Shalmaneser V (726–722) and Sargon II (721–705) 

conqueredSamariaandtooktributefromJudah‘skingAhaz(733–727). Hezekiah (727–698) continued 

the tribute, but when Sargon died, Hezekiah rebelled against Assyria. The Assyrian King Sennacherib 

(704–681) attacked Judah and captured many cities (2 Kgs 18:13). He sent three Assyrian officials to 

confer with the leaders of Judah. One, the Rabshakeh, argued that the situation was hopeless. To illustrate 

his point, he asked (v 34),―WherearethegodsofHamathandArpad?WherearethegodsofSepharvaim,

Hena,andIvvah?‖TheofficialsreturnedtoSennacherib, who sent them back with another message, 

including the words of 19:13,―WhereisthekingofHamath,thekingofArpad,thekingofthecityof

Sepharvaim,thekingofHena,orthekingofIvvah?‖Thestoryis repeated in Isa 36–37 where 37:13 

records the same question of 2 Kgs 19:13. These were apparently places the Assyrians had conquered and 

the city gods had been unable to save them; the city kings were gone, presumably dead. Hena may have 

been in upper Mesopotamia, judging by the listing with Hamath (modern Hama, on the Orontes River, 

120 milesNofDamascus),Arpad(Arfad,TellRif‘at,19milesNofAleppo),Sepharvaim(Ezek 47:16, 

Sibraim between Hamath and Damascus, near Homs; but Astour, IDBSup, 807, suggests Saparda in 

Media). Simons (GTTOT, 367) says the site is unknown.  

Thenamesimplymeans―lowland.‖ScholarshavepointedoutthatHenaandIvvahdonotappearinIsa 

36:19, a parallel to or a repetition of 2 Kgs 18:34. After the question about the gods of Sepharvaim is the 

question,―HavetheydeliveredSamariaoutofmyhand?‖HenaandIvvahdonotappearinasomewhat

similar list in 2 Kgs 17:24, which says the king of Assyria brought colonists (exiles) from Babylon, 

Cutha, Avva, Hamath, and Sepharvaim. This has led some scholars to claim that Hena and Ivvah are not 

geographical places at all. Astour claims there are no traces of toponyms of Hena and Ivvah anywhere in 

theancientNearEast.The―names‖areduetodittographyintheoriginalphraseabouttheperverseking

of the Sapardians. Gray (Kings OTL, 
2
1970: 677) omits the hēna˓ wĕ˓iwwâ of MT with the Greek (BL) 

and Isaiah 36. The Targum takes them as the Hip˓il of nua˓ and Pi˓el of ˓awa, meaning―Hesentthem

wanderingandcausedthemtostray.‖SymmachusintheparallelpassageinIsa 37:13 reads―displaced 

andhumiliatedthem,‖reading˓inna for MT ˓iwwâ. G (L) and L read wĕ˒ayyēh ˒ĕlōhê ˒ereṣ  ōmrôn, ―and

wherearethegodsofthelandofSamaria,‖whichissuggestedbytheimmediatesequel.Areferenceto

Samaria is natural after its recent fall rather than a reference to more distant places. Gray (p. 684) 

translated v 34,―WherearethegodsofHamathandArpad?WherearethegodsofSibraimandwhere



were the gods of the landofSamariathattheyshoulddeliverSamariafrommyhand?‖Thegodsofthese

SyrianpeoplescouldnotbeexpectedtodeliverSamaria;henceLucian‘sreading―wherearethegodsof

Samaria?‖isdemandedbeforethefinalphrase(unless,ofcourse,Hena and Ivvah are actual places). In 2 

Kgs 19:13, Gray (p. 686) omits sĕparwāyim hēna˓ wĕ˓iwwâ as a mere echo of 18:34.  

Earlier Cheyne (EncBib 2: 2016) claimed Hena and Ivvah wereimaginarynames.―Underlyingthisisa

witty editorial suggestion that the existence of cities called hn˓ and ˓wh respectively has passed out of 

mind (cf Ps 9:6[7]), for [Hena and Ivah]clearlymeans‗hehasdrivenawayandoverturned‘(soTg,

Sym).‖HewoulddropHenaoutofthetext.Hommel(1898:330–31) though that these were divine 

names. Hena is the Arabic star-name al-han a,andIvvahisal- awwa, the 6th and 13th stations of the 

moon.Delitzsch(1877:97)notedalsothatifHenaandIvvaharewords,thephrasemeans―hehastaken

awayandoverthrown,‖buthethoughttheywerethenamesofcitieswhoselocationisunknown.Henais

hardly the well-known Avatho on the Euphrates as Gesenius, Niebuhr, and others supposed. Gehman 

(1970: 378) noted the common identification with Anah on the Euphrates at 42° E longitude. Ivvah (2 

Kgs 18:34; 19:13 RSV) may be the same as Avva in 2 Kgs 17:24, which was a town and has been 

identifiedwithTellKafr‘Aya on the Orontes, SW of Homs. Thus Hena would be in the same vicinity, 

i.e.,somewherenearDamascus,anareafamiliartotheinhabitantsofJerusalem.ThustheRabshakeh‘s

analogy makes sense—Jerusalem will be destroyed; her God will not help her; her king will be killed—

just like Hena and these cities near Damascus, whose fate was already known to the people of Jerusalem.  
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HENRY O. THOMPSON  

HENADAD (PERSON) [Heb ḥēnādād (ֵחָנָדד)].Thisnamemeansliterally,―thegraceofHadad,‖

Hadad being the West Semitic storm-god (cf. Benhadad of Syria). Similar names are found in Ugaritic, 

such as ḥn ˓l, ―thegraceofBaal,‖andḥnil, ―thegraceofEl.‖Henadadwasthepatronymofafamily

groupamongtheLevites.The―sonsofHenadad,‖i.e.,membersofthisfamily group, were among those 

charged with overseeing the repairs of the house of the Lord (Ezra 3:9). Henadad, mentioned in 

connection with the restoration of Jerusalem under Nehemiah (Neh 3:18, 24; cf. also Ezra 3:9), and with 

thesealingofNehemiah‘scovenant(Neh 10:10—Eng10:9), was of this same family group.  

D. G. SCHLEY  

HENNA. See PERFUMES AND SPICES; FLORA.  

HEPHER (PERSON) [Heb ḥēper (ֵחֶץש)]. HEPHERITES. Three people in the OT bear this name. The 

noun is probably related to the West Semitic root ḥpr, meaning―todig,searchfor‖(cf.Arḥafara, Aram 

ḥĕpar), hence ḥēper would refer to something dug, such as a well. In post-biblical Hebrew ḥēper refers to 

―gravedigging,‖anobviouslaterrestrictiontoonekindofhole(cf.Jastrow1903:493forreferences). 

1. The head of the clan (properly Heb mi paḥâ, which is midway between a family and a clan) of the 

Hepherites (Heb haḥepr  ) in the tribe of Manasseh. He is also identified as the father of Zelophehad, 

whosedaughtersweregiventheirfather‘sinheritanceintheabsenceofamaleheir(seeNum 26:32, 33; 

27:1; 17:2, 3). See HEPHER (PLACE).  

2. One of the sons of Naarah, a clan of Judah (1 Chr 4:6).  

3. One of the mighty men (Heb gi  ôr  m) of David in 1 Chr 11:36. Note that the parallel passage in 2 

Samuel 23 differsinsomerespectsfromtheChronicler‘slist,includingomittinganymentionofHepher.

Some textual corruption of either or both passages is possible (cf. the discussion in Hertzberg I and II 

Samuel OTL, 402–408; Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 101–4), although it also seems possible 

thatthetwolistscomefromdifferentsourcesrepresentingthecompositionofDavid‘smightymenat

different times.  
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HEPHER (PLACE) [Heb ḥēper (ֵחֶץש)]. A town located in the tribal territory of Manasseh, first 

appearing alongside Tappuah in the list of defeated Canaanite kings (Josh 12:17). Hence, the editor of the 

book of Joshua testifies that Hepher was a Canaanite city-state. But the credibility and dating of this list 

has been questioned and debated by different scholars (Noth 1935; Aharoni 1976). Most scholars place 

the origin of the list within the context of the Iron I period, but Fritz (1969) has suggested a date in the 

United Monarchy. The appearance of the sites in the list in pairs, usually in the same geographic vicinity, 

and the identification of Tappuah in the Manassite territory in the central mountain region may serve as a 

preliminary guideline for locating the city ofHephernearby.Theterm―thelandofHepher,‖which

appears in the Solomonic district list (1 Kgs 4:10), apparently refers to a geographic definition of the area 

of jurisdiction of a Canaanite city-state. In this sense the Hebrew term ˒ereṣ (land) is similar to the 

Akkadian term mat, which also appears as a definition for the territorial area of cities, families, and tribes. 

The Bible contains some examples of this term, in referencetoCanaanitecities:―thelandofShechem‖

(Gen 34:1–2; 10:21);―thelandofTappuah‖(Josh 17:8);―thelandofCabul‖(Josh 19:27; 1 Kgs 9:13).  

These two references define Hepher as a city-state, a description typical of the LB period. Its location 

shouldbesoughtwithintheboundsofthe3dSolomonicdistrict,ofwhich―thelandofHepher‖isapart.

According to Albright (1925), the district belonged to the Manassite inheritance in the hill country. 

However, Alt (1932) and Aharoni (1976) placed it in the Sharon plain of the coastal region. Following 

this latter placement Mazar suggested identifying Hepher with Tel Ifshar (M.R. 141197) in the central 

Sharon, while Alt suggested that Arubboth, the capital of the district, was located at Tel Assawir (M.R. 

151210) in the N part of the same plain. From the outset these identifications presented great difficulties: 

Tel Ifshar is a small site, unfit to have been a Canaanite city-state; and Tell Assawir contained no remains 

from the 10th century. Another problem with placing the 3d district in the Sharon plain is the fact that the 

territories of the granddaughters of Hepher—the daughters of Zelophehad, according to the genealogical 

lists—were locatedintheNEoftheManassehhillcountry;thusthe―landofHepher,‖ifintheSharon,is

toofarWfromhis―granddaughter‘s‖allotments. 

In 1978 a detailed archaeological survey of the Manassite allotment W of the Jordan was begun. With 

the identification of Arubboth at Kh. el-Hamam (M.R. 163201) near the Dothan valley, it became 

apparentthatHepherandthe―landofHepher‖shouldbesoughtinthehill-country nucleus of Manasseh. 

As a result of the survey, Zertal (1984) suggested a new identification for the city-state of Hepher at Tell 

el-Muhaffar (M.R. 170205), located at the N fringes of the Dothan valley. The survey established that 

settlement on this large tel, which lies upon a good water source and near the international route which 

connected the coast and the valley of Jezreel (cf. Gen 37:25; ANET, 235), began during the EB I–II 

period. The settlement dwindled during the MB and LB periods, but an additional flourishing of the 

settlement was during the Iron I–II periods.  

The name of the fortified tell was also well preserved. In the British PEF maps, the site is named Umm 

el-Haffeh, whereas in later maps it appears with its full name, Mu-Haffar. The rarity of the root ḥpr/ḥfr in 

the lexicon of Palestinian place-names supports the idea that the original name was preserved in the 

above. Therefore it seems that the original territoryofthe―landofHepher‖includedtheareaofthe

Dothan valley, originally the area belonging to the Canaanite city-state of Hepher.  

In the genealogical lists of Manasseh (Josh 17:2), the Canaanite Hepher appears as the son of Manasseh, 

along with Shechem, Shemida, Helek, Asriel, and Abiezer. See HEPHER (PERSON). The list continues 

with Zelophedad, son of Hepher, and his daughters: Milka, Mahla, Hogla, Noah, and Tirza. The Samaria 

OstracaindicatethatalltheseweresubdivisionswithinManassiteterritory;therefore,theterm―theland

ofHepher‖duringtheIsraelitesettlementperiod apparently expanded to include all the territories in the 

NEareaofManasseh,fromWadiFari ahandSofittotheGilboarangeintheN,includingtheEvalleys

of the Shechem Sincline. Lemaire (1977) and others have suggested identifying these areas as the 



territories of the daughters of Zelophohad. The archaeological survey conducted by Zertal showed that the 

earliest Iron I settlements in Manasseh were located in the desert fringe and the E valleys near the Jordan. 

This conclusion is based upon the presence of the early cooking pot type A, which is dated to the 14–13th 

centuries B.C.E.,fromwhichdevelopedthelater―Israelite‖cookingpottypeB,typicaltothe12–11th 

centuries B.C.E.  

In light of the results of the survey, Zertal suggested identifyingtheterritoryofTirzahatWadiFari ah,

of Mahlah in Wadi Malih, of Milcah in the Sanur Valley (10 miles N of Nablus) of Hoglah in the vicinity 

of Yasid (M.R. 176189), and of Noah possibly in the Zebabde valley (7 miles N of Tirzah; already 

suggested byLemaire).Thisdivisionappropriatelydefinesthefinaldevelopmentoftheterm―thelandof

Hepher‖duringtheperiodoftheUnitedMonarchy,asitappearsintheSolomonicdistrictlist. 
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ADAM ZERTAL  

HEPHZIBAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥepṣ  - āh (ִקי־ָֹּבה  )]. Mother of Manasseh, king of Judah (2 Kgsֶחץְׁ

21:1).Hephzibah‘snameoccursinherson‘sregnalformulain2Kingsbutisomittedfromtheparallel

account in 2 Chr 33:1. She is the only queen mother for whom no information is given concerning either 

herfatherorherplaceoforigin.Hername,whichmeans―mydelightisinher,‖appearsinIsa 62:4 as a 

symbolic name for the restored Zion. See also MANASSEH, KING OF JUDAH; QUEEN.  

LINDA S. SCHEARING  

HEPTAPEGON (M.R. 200251). A term (Gk Heptapegon), which specifically refers to several still-

existing springs near the NW bank of Lake Kinneret. These springs flow between the foot of the hills of 

the Mount of Beatitudes and the bank of the lake in a rocky area that is situated 2 miles to the SW of 

Talhum-CapernaumandontheNEsideofTell Oreimeh(i.e.,theancientcityofKinneret,fromwhich

thenameofthelakeisderived).BetweenTell Oreimehandthesprings,WadiJamuswidensout,forming

a small plain.  

Thename―Heptapegon,‖whichmeans―sevenfountains,‖doesnotoccurinthewritingsoftheNTand

is attested only beginning from the 9th century, although the name is implied in the Latin texts of the 4th 

century (Septem Fontes). The Arabic pronunciation et-Tabghaderivesdirectlyfrom―Heptapegon,‖where

hep has been changed into et by assimilation with the following consonant, and tapegon is contracted to 

tabgha with the normal shift of p to b; the a ending probably derives from the plural feminine substantive 

heptapegai instead of from the neuter singular of the substantive adjective heptapegon. The Arabic name 

et-Tabgha, or simply TABGHA isstillinuse,alongwiththemodernHebrewname EinSheba,andisa

safe assurance of the identification of the site.  

According to Josephus, the spring (pege inthesingular)wascommonlycalledCapernaum(―the

inhabitantscallitCapernaum‖:JW 3.519). This designation, the most ancient, is explained by the fact that 

Capernaum was in the 1st century A.D. the installation closest to the springs. It is also recorded in the 

Middle Ages that the limited area around the springs was called Tabula (cf., the Florentine map of the 

13th century).  

A. Research and Excavations  

Many travelers and topographers of the past century, in their impassioned research on Capernaum, have 

stopped at et-Tabgha and have described in particular the springs and the hydraulic installations 

connnected with them, ignoring, however, the existence of the sacred Christian buildings. The systematic 



excavations since 1932 have revealed the presence of three churches built by the Byzantines in memory of 

three important events of the gospel accounts—the multiplication of loaves and fishes (Matt 14:13–21), 

the Sermon on the Mount (Matt 5:1–11), and the appearance of the resurrected Jesus (John 21:1–24).  

The three sanctuaries were constructed in the late 4th century and were of modest proportions. Toward 

the end of the 5th century the little Church of the Multiplication of Loaves and Fishes was replaced by a 

much larger church which had mosaic pavements with scenes of exceptional artistic merit. The mosaic of 

the Chapel of the Sermon on the Mount was also partially remodeled. With the Persian invasion at the 

beginning of the 7th century, the Church of the Multiplication and the Church of the Sermon on the 

Mount fell gradually into ruins, and only the rustic little chapel on the traditional site of the appearance of 

the resurrected Jesus remained functional until the period of the Crusades.  

B. The Heptapegon at the Time of the Gospels  

The Heptapegon is of interest to biblical scholars because the site was near, and directly dependent upon 

Capernaum,―thecityofJesus‖(Matt 9:1), and because the Christian communities located at this place the 

three important events mentioned above. The reliability of these traditions cannot be quickly dismissed, 

especially after the recent excavations of Capernaum have indicated both the uninterrupted presence there 

of a strong community of Jewish Christians in the first centuries of the Christian era, and their 

pronounced interest for the preservation of traditions. Furthermore, archaeological research, and 

especially that of 1968, not only has uncovered in the limited area of the springs certain elements 

consonant with the topographical data in the gospel accounts, but it has helped further to re-create the 

physical environment.  

One thing is clear: in the area of the springs of et-Tabgha, there has never been a village, much less an 

urban center, in spite of what some explorers of the last century have suggested. According to them the 

Heptapegon was at the time of Jesus an industrial suburb of Capernaum, or even the place of Bethsaida of 

Galilee. Only in one place have some silos been found excavated in the rock presupposing a farmhouse. 

Although the initial date of its construction escapes us, it must date before the 2d century A.D. In addition, 

the Heptapegon was separate from the urban centers: between the Heptapegon and the entrance of the 

Jordan river at the N of the lake, the only village was Capernaum, two miles away from the Heptapegon, 

while along the W shore of the lake there existed no installations between the Heptapegon and Magdala 

(with the possible exception of Tell Hunud where, however, the pottery gathered on the surface does not 

predate the 3d century A.D.).  

Besidesbeinga―solitary‖place,theHeptapegonconsistsofavastareaoflandthatiscompletelyrocky

and inadequate for agriculture but much more adapted for an assembly of a great multitude. The rocks on 

the surface were exploited, beginning in the 2d century A.D., as a source of white limestone, much more 

precious than the basalt which is abundant in the area of the lake. The small plain however, along the 

Wadi Jamus, to the W of the springs, lent itself well to cultivation. It is to this arable area that the pilgrims 

refer to when they spoke of a level field where many olives and palms grew.  

At the time of the Jesus, the abundant springwater flowed in the lake and was utilized only in part to 

irrigate the fertile valley of Ginnosar through canals which now are very difficult to locate. These waters 

still attract a great quantity of fish so that the shores of the lake between the Heptapegon and Capernaum 

are the richest for fishermen. Only in the 4th century A.D. was a more rational and efficient system of 

irrigation created: several springs in fact were channeled into gigantic cisterns from which canals carried 

the water in various directions. In more recent times the springwater has been used to propel many mills, 

some of which have remained in use until as recently as fifty years ago.  

The Heptapegon, although it is a solitary place and for the most part rocky, was easily accessible both 

by the lake it bordered and by land, since it was crossed by a very important imperial road; this road 

passed from Beth-shantoDamascus,turningfromTell Oreimehtowardet-Tabgha. This road was still 

functional in the 4th century and is recorded by the pilgrim Eteria.  

All evidence seems to corroborate the events of the gospels and the ancient Christian tradition which 

located them in the restricted area of the Heptapegon.  
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STANISLAO LOFFREDA  

HERAKLES (DEITY). The most popular and the most complex of the ancient Greek heroes, Herakles 

(atheophorousnamemeaning―gloryofHera‖) was reportedly the son of Zeus and the mortal woman 

Alcmene. Herakles was prominent in four areas of Greek and Roman culture: folklore, cult, art, and 

literature. He is mentioned several times in the oldest extant Greek compositions, the Iliad and the 

Odyssey (Galinsky 1972: 9–22). Archaeologists have discovered artistic representations of his exploits 

which date to the 8th century B.C. According to Nilsson (1932: 187–220), the Herakles cycle (along with 

the other major Greek mythological cycles) can be traced back to the Mycenaean period (ca. 1550–1150 

B.C.). Iconographic evidence from the ANE, dating as far back as the 3d millennium B.C., provides 

evidence for the popularity of such Herakles-like figures as Ninurta, the son of the storm god Enlil 

(Burkert 1979: 80–83). A hero with club, bow, and lionskin (the traditional costume of the Greek 

Herakles, which appears after ca. 650 B.C.) is depicted on Sumerian cylinder seals. Burkert traces the 

figure of Herakles back even further to a neolithic and EB age figure who is not primarily a warrior 

fightingotherwarriorsbutrathera―masterofanimals‖(Burkert1979:83–98). According to the 

interpretatio Graeca (―Greekinterpretation‖)whichprevailedfromthe5thcenturyB.C., in which certain 

barbarian deities were seen as Greek gods under various aliases, Herakles was identified with the Tyrian 

god Melgart, whose worship spread to the Decapolis, Cyprus, Egypt, and Carthage (Herodotus 2.44; 2 

Macc 4:19; Joseph. AgAp 1.118–19; Ant 8.146; Arr. Anab. 2.16.1–8; Arist. Or. 40.10; cf. Teixidor 1977: 

34–35). At Palmyra, Herakles was identified with the Mesopotamian ruler of the dead Nergal (Seyrig 

1945). In one of the surviving fragments of Cleodemus or Malchus (Holladay 1983: 245–59), possibly a 

Jew or a convert to Judaism, the author claims that two of the sons of Abraham by Keturah, Aphran and 

Apher, joined Herakles to fight Antaeus in Libya, one of Herakles traditional parerga (Diod. Sic. 4.17.4–

5). Herakles later married the daughter of Aphran, who bore a son named Diodorus.  

Herakles differed from other Greek heroes (such as Perseus, Theseus, Odysseus, Oedipus, and 

Amphiaraus) in that he had no tomb which might serve as a center for his cult. This feature was quite 

unusual, since the Greek term heros (usuallysimplytransliteratedintoEnglishas―hero‖)wasatermfora

mortal who received worship at his tomb as a local earth deity after death. In part the widespread 

popularity of Herakles was due to the fact that his worship was not localized by not being limited to the 

site of a tomb. Despite the fact that he had particular associations with Tiryns and Thebes, neither city 

ever claimed to possess his remains.  

The worship of Herakles had two quite different forms, each characterized by a distinctive sacrificial 

protocol (Guthrie 1950: 229–31). In some places he was honored as a hero, while at other places he was 

worshipped as an Olympic god (Herodotus 2.44). Pindar combined these two perceptions by describing 

Herakles as a ―hero-god‖(Nem. 3.22), by which he meant a hero who had become an Olympic deity as a 

reward for his labors. The dual nature of Herakles is also reflected in a famous passage in Odyssey 

11.601f.,whereOdysseussees,duringhistourofHades,―thephantomof mighty Herakles; but he 

himselfiswiththeimmortalgods.‖AnotherreasonforHerakles‘enormouspopularitywasthefactthat

he was a mortal who through his own striving had become a god, thereby breaking the barrier between 

mortality and immortality so rigidly maintained in ancient Greek religious thought (Guthrie 1950: 239).  

The most extensive ancient syntheses of Herakles legends are found in Diodorus Siculus 4.8–53 and 

Apollodorus 2.4.5–2.8.5. These and other ancient mythographers divided the adventures of Herakles into 

three categories. First came the Twelve Labors (Brommer 1986), the so-called canonical tasks assigned to 

Herakles by king Eurystheus of Tiryns (to purify him for killing his wife Megara and her children during 



an insane rampage), which can be subdivided geographically into a Peloponesian group (of six): (1) The 

Nemean Lion, (2) The Lernaean Hydra, (3) The Erymanthian Boar, (4) The Ceryneian Hind, (5) The 

Stymphalian Birds, and (6) The Stables of Augeas; an eastern group (of three): (7) The Cretan Bull, (8) 

The Thracian Horses (Mares of Diomedes), and (9) The Girdle of Hippolyta; and a western group (of 

three): (10) The Cattle of Geryon, (11) The Apples of Hesperides, and (12) Cerberus (descent and return 

from Hades).  

Second came the Parerga, or―subsidiaryactivities,‖theso-called―noncanonical‖adventures,someof

which punctuate the Twelve Labors; others were narrated after the completion of the Twelve Labor, but 

all were considered incidental to them (Brommer 1984).  

Third came military expeditions during which Herakles both conquered and civilized the world. It was 

this final type of activity which made Herakles popular as a paradigm of the king and victorious 

conqueror with whom many Hellenistic kings and Roman emperors and generals identified.  

ThesethreetypesofadventureswereframedbystoriesofHerakles‘birth and youth on the one hand 

and death by self-immolation on the other. Shortly after Zeus had impregnated Alcmene disguised as her 

husband (compressing three nights into one), Amphitryon himself arrived home and also had sexual 

relations with Alcmene. Consequently she bore twins, Alcides (the original name of Herakles), son of 

Zeus, and Iphicles, son of Amphitryon. Hera, a patron of Eurystheus and adversary of Herakles, sent a 

serpent to destroy the infant Herakles, but the infant hero strangled it. By the 5th century B.C.,Herakles‘

labors were understood allegorically, and as tasks which he took on voluntarily. In line with this 

understandingProdicus(acontemporaryofSocrates)lecturedontheallegoryofHerakles‘Choice

(Xenophon 2.1.34), presented as a testing or temptation scene. Two women, personifications of Vice and 

Virtue, appeared to Herakles. The former tried to persuade him to follow the easy road of ease and 

pleasure, while the latter urged him to take the rough road of hardship and struggle. Herakles chose the 

latter,andsobecameanexampleforStoicsandCynics,aswellasothers.Herakles‘deathwastheresult

of a tragic accident. His wife Deianira gave him a garment which had been anointed with the blood of the 

dying centaur Nessus. Though she thought the blood was an aphrodisiac, in reality it was a poison. 

Suffering greatly, Herakles had a funeral pyre constructed on Mount Oeta. According to the version of the 

mythinApollodorus(2.7.7;trans.Simpson),―Whilethepyrewasburninga cloud is said to have 

enveloped Heracles and to have raised him up to heaven with a crash thunder. Thenceforth he was 

immortal‖(cf.Sen.Her. O. 1966–69).  

Samson(asatheophorousnamemeaning―manofthesun‖),anIsraeliteleaderwithsuperhuman

strength, performed many fantastic feats, many of which have parallels in Greek and Mesopotamian 

legends of figures like Herakles, Ninurta, and Gilgamesh. In a series of articles, O. Margalith has argued 

that the Biblical figure of Samson is associated with a pastiche of adventures drawn from a LB Age cycle 

of Herakles legends as well as other Greek mythical themes and motifs (1986a; 1986b; 1987). The 

Herakleslegends,heargues,weremediatedtotheIsraelitesbytheirPhilistineneighbors.Samson‘s

slaying of a lion barehanded to win the favor of a maiden (Judg 14:5–9), for example, is a motif missing 

from the ancient Near East but common in Greek folklore (Margalith 1987). The birth story of Samson in 

Judg 13:2–24 consists of three motifs common in Greek myth: a barren mother, the intervention of a 

supernaturalbeing,andamiraculousbirth(Margalith1986b).SomeofMargalith‘sparallels are weak, 

suchashiscontentionthatthesacrificeofSamson‘sparentsinJudg 13:15–20, in which they supposedly 

seeSamson‘sdivinefatherascendtoheaveninflames,wasinfluencedbythestoryofHerakles‘fiery 

apotheosis on Mount Oeta (Margalith 1986b). Augustine provides evidence that early Christians also 

connected Samson with Herakles (Civ. Dei 18.19), and Samson is depicted as Herakles in the frescoes of 

the Via Latina catacomb (Simon 1981: 86–96; Malherbe RAC 14: 581–83).  

Early Christians recognized parallels between Herakles and Jesus but considered the former to be based 

on the imitation of the latter (Just. 1 Apol. 21.1; Dial. 69.3; Or. Cels. 3.22, 42). Several modern scholars 

have noted the striking similarities between the legends of Herakles (and other Greek heroes) and the life 

of Jesus as presented in the canonical Gospels (surveys in Simon 1955: 49–74 and Malherbe RAC 14: 

568–72). Pfister (1937)proposedthattheauthorofthe―Urevangelium,‖fromwhichtheSynoptic



Gospels were derived (in itself an improbable hypothesis), was heavily influenced by a Cynic-Stoic life of 

Herakles.Pfister‘sproposalreceivedadevastatingcritiquebyRose(1938), who nevertheless conceded 

that the legendary features of the Gospels (virgin birth, miracles, resurrection, ascension) in many cases 

were influenced by ancient conceptions of the divine hero or divine man. Toynbee listed twenty-four 

parallels between Herakles and Christ (1939: 465–76), yet suggested that the influence of the former upon 

thelatterwasthrough―folkmemory.‖ 

There is evidence which suggests the possible influence of Herakles imagery on the formation of 

aspects of the Christology of Hebrews (Aune 1990). Though Jesus was the Son of God, he learned 

obedience through suffering (Heb 5:8) and provides an example for Christians (Heb 12:3–4). Similarly 

AeliusAristidesheardadivinevoiceexhortinghim―toendurethepresentcircumstances,sinceHerakles

alsoenduredhis,althoughhewasthesonofZeus‖(Or. 40.22; trans. Behr), and others considered 

Herakles‘divinesonshipasametaphorreferringtohis―education‖intoilandsuffering(DioChrys.Or. 

2.78; Epict. 2.16.14). Since Jesus has passed through the heavens and experienced human weakness, he is 

able to help those who pray to him (Heb 4:14–16). Similarly Dio Chrysostom is critical of the many 

commonpeople―whopraytohim[Herakles]thattheymaynotthemselvessuffer—to him who in his 

labours sufferedexceedinglygreat‖(Or. 40.16; LCL trans. with modifications). Both Jesus (Heb 5:8–9; 

10:5–10) and Herakles (DL 6.2; Diod. Sic. 4.11.1; Epict. 2.16.44) are hailed as examples of obedience to 

theirdivinefathers.Finally,justasJesus‘heavenlyenthronementisachievedthroughhissufferingand

death (Heb 2:9; 12:2), so the apotheosis of Herakles is seen as the consequence of his life of obedience, 

suffering, and virtue (Lucian Deor. conc. 6; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 1.40). These and other parallels suggest 

that the author of Hebrews thought that many of the functions of Herakles as a Hellenistic savior figure 

were even more applicable to the mission and achievement of Jesus. See also HERCULES (DEITY).  
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D. E. AUNE  

HERBS. See FLORA.  

HERCULES (DEITY) [Gk Hēraklēs (Ἡπακληρ)]. The Greek figure who is honored in quadrennial 

games at Tyre to which Jason in 2 Macc 4:19–20 sends a delegation with three hundred drachmas of 

silver to offer sacrifices in the opening ceremonies. While the Greek term pentaetērikou literally would 

mean quinquennial, an inclusive method of counting was employed (Goldstein II Maccabees AB, 232). 

KnowninGreektextsas―Heracles,‖HerculesistheRomannamegiventothisfigureregardedinGreek

literature as both hero and god. See also HERAKLES (DEITY). Heracles cults were spread throughout 



almost all the Greek world (Burkert 1985: 208–211). Both Strabo (16.2.23) and Arrian (2.16.2; 2.24.5; 

3.6.1) give ample attestation to the major importance of this cult at Tyre. By the time of Herodotus (2.44) 

this Greek divinity is already connected with the Phoenician god Melqart.  

While the wording of the account varies considerably in the manuscripts, the essential elements of the 

event remain the same. The 300 drachmas of silver mentioned in the story were a sufficient amount to buy 

an ox for sacrifice (Habicht 2 Makkabäerbuch JSHRZ, 218), so later Latin and Syriac versions which read 

―3,300‖reflecttheinflationrate(Goldstein,233).GoldsteinisprobablycorrecttoarguethatJasonviewed

the sacrifice as a non-religious―admissionfee‖(pp.232–33). Jason sent the envoys because King 

Antiochus IV Epiphanes (175–164 B.C.E.)waspresentandtoestablishJerusalem‘sreputationasa

Hellenistic city. In this chapter on the conflict over the Hellenization of Jerusalem, the envoys of Jason 

are used as an example of Jewish resistance to its religious demands. The Jewish delegation has some 

qualms about offering a sacrifice to a Greek god; they use the money given them for the purchase of an 

offering to pay for the construction of galleys (triēreōn) for the king instead. There is no indication that 

this decision presented a problem for the Hellenistic officials in Tyre.  

Josephus (Ant 1.240–41) notes that Cleodemus Malchus in his history of the Jews says that the sons of 

Abraham aided Heracles in his battle against Libya,andthatHeracleslatermarriedAbraham‘s

granddaughter. From Menander he gets the information that Hiram, King of Tyre, erected new temples to 

Heracles (Ant 8.146, AgAp 1.118–19). Megasthenes is cited as arguing that the accomplishments of 

Nebuchadnezzar were greater than those of Heracles (Ant 10.227, AgAp 1.144).  
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HERDSMAN [Heb nōqēd (נֵֹרד)]. A term that denotes the work of shepherding small cattle (sheep 

and goats), and possibly specified the care of a choice breed of sheep. The Ar naqad refers to a species of 

small sheep producing abundant wool, and the shepherd of this animal was a naqqad. The Akk nāqidu 

was used of shepherds of cattle, sheep, and goats, and even of mankind; sometimes the term was used of 

the overseers of herdsmen. The word nōqēd isusedtwiceintheOT:―KingMeshaofMoabwasasheep

breeder‖(nōqēd; 2 Kgs 3:4) and Amoswas―amongtheshepherds(nōqĕd  m) ofTekoa‖(Amos 1:1). As a 

nōqēd Mesha operated a profitable business; his annual tribute to the king of Israel was 100,000 lambs 

and the wool of 100,000 rams (2 Kgs 3:4). The care of such large numbers of sheep would have required 

many shepherds serving under Mesha. At Ugarit the nqd was a known functionary appearing in lists with 

priests and others of the nobility, and he presumably held an official position (ANET, 141b; see UT, 78, 

447). The Ugaritic material raises the question of whether Amos should be regarded as different from the 

ordinary shepherd, as more like Mesha, a prosperous businessman. He may have occupied a professional 

status under the king or the temple which obligated him to supply them with flocks, to pay taxes, or even 

to fulfill a military role; he would have also enjoyed certain privileges that came with employment by the 

royal house (Hammershaimb 1970: 17–18; Cutler and Macdonald 1977: 25–27; Craigie 1982: 30–33). It 

has also been proposed that the title nōqēd as applied to Amos meant he held a position as some kind of 

cult functionary, even a hepatoscoper (see Bic 1951; cf. Murtonen 1952).  
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JACK W. VANCIL  

HERES, ASCENT OF (PLACE) [Heb ma˓ălēh ( ַֹמֲףֵלה)heḥāres (ֶהָחֶשס)]. The place E of the 

Jordan River by which Gideon returned from capturing the Midianite kings Zebah and Zalmunna (Judg 



8:13). The text is problematic. First the presence of the definite article before ḥeres argues against Heres 

beingaproperlastname,butperhapstheword―sun‖(BDB,357); thus Gideon returned from the battle 

―beforethesunarose‖(althoughma˓ălēh is not the normal word to indicate the path of the sun). Second, 

both Aquila and Symmachus presuppose millĕma˓lâ hĕhār  m, ―fromupontopofthemountains.‖ 

GARY A. HERION  

HERESH (PERSON) [Heb ḥere  (ֶחֶשש)]. A Levite who lived in Jerusalem after the return from 

Babylonian exile (1 Chr 9:15). Heresh is listed in 1 Chr 9:15 as a descendant of Asaph, the head of one of 

the three families of levitical singers appointed by David (1 Chr 15:16–17, 25:1–8) and the author of 

several Psalms (Psalms 50, 73–83). Heresh probably followed in hisancestor‘sfootstepsasalevitical

singer. The parallel passage in Nehemiah (11:15–18) does not list Heresh but does indicate that other 

descendants of Asaph lived in Jerusalem at that time (11:17). Braun (1 Chronicles WBC, 136) has 

suggested that the author of 1 Chronicles 9 may have had access to other traditions than did the author of 

Nehemiah; or he may have updated the list in Nehemiah 11 by adding the names of prominent families of 

his own day.  

ROBERT C. DUNSTON  

HERESY AND ORTHODOXY IN THE NT. The issue of whether or not particular religious 

expressions conformed to established norms and/or doctrines was certainly important within early 

JudaismandearlyChristianity.However,itisimportanttonotethatatearlystages―establishednorms‖

by definition did not exist. For early Judaism of the Greco-Roman period, diversity was prevalent, with 

variousformsofJudaismseachunderstandingthemselvestobethetruesuccessortobiblical―Israel.‖See

JUDAISM (GRECO-ROMAN PERIOD).  

The origins of Christianity are bound up with theological controversies surrounding true and false 

doctrine, controversies occurring first within Judaism and subsequently within Christianity. The NT as a 

literary manifestation is the result of these debates. See CANON (NT). Debates about true and false 

doctrine are thus presupposed in the NT, although the recorded material is only a cross-section of what 

must have occurred in the real life of the early Church.  

———  

A. Concept and Terminology  

B. History  
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2. Jesus of Nazareth  

3. Paul and his Opponents  
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2. The Letters of Paul  
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4. The Gospels  

5. The Book of Revelation  

———  

A. Concept and Terminology  

Complementary to orthodoxy, the concept of heresy includes authoritative doctrines both theoretical 

(interpretations of Scripture; theology) and practical (rituals, ethics, organization) in content. The decision 

about what should be accepted as orthodox or rejected as heretical depended to a large extent on the 

viewpoint of the respective author(s) of a given text, that is, on doctrinal presuppositions and traditions as 

well as on concrete situations. The traditional definition of heresy as an arbitrary deviation by a minority 

from a doctrinal norm represented and safeguarded institutionally by a majority cannot be applied to 

primitive Christianity, a caveat correctly recognized in 1934 by Walter Bauer (Bauer 1971; see TRE 5: 



317–19). The facts, however, are considerably more complicated than Bauer had presupposed and cannot 

be abstracted into one formula or rule.  

The notion of heresy in the Christian sense of the word did not exist at the beginning; its gradual 

inception and development can be seen in the NT. Acts knows the notion of hairesis (―party,‖―sect‖)in

the neutral sense, used by and derived from the Greek philosophical schools (see Glucker 1978: 166–

225). According to Acts, the Jewish religious parties of the Sadducees (5:17) and the Pharisees (15:5; 

26:5) are to be classified under this name. For the Jews in Acts, the Christian movement is nothing but 

another hairesis (24:5, 14; 28:22). Paul is shown to have changed parties from the Pharisees (26:5) to the 

―Nazoraeans‖(24:14; 28:22). In the eyes of the Jews, the term hairesis takes on the connotation of 

―heresy‖(24:5);butfortheauthorofActs,theearlyChurchwas―orthodox‖inbothChristianandJewish

terms.InthelettersofPaul,theuseoftheterminologyvacillatesbetweenthetwomeanings―heresy‖and

―schism,‖andhetherebyintroducestheseterms into early Christian language and thought: hairesis points 

todivisivepartieswithinthecongregations,butattimesitcanalsomean―heresy‖(Gal 5:20; 1 Cor 

11:18–19). In the post-apostolicperiod,thewordalwaysdesignates―heresy,‖inoppositiontothe―right‖

doctrine advocated by the author of the text (Titus 3:10; 2 Pet 2:1; Ign Eph. 6:2; Ign Trall. 6:1; 1 Clem. 

14:2; etc.). See EWNT 1: 96–97; TRE 14: 313–318; RAC 13: 248–97; TDNT 1:180–85.  

B. History  

1. John the Baptist. Although there is little reliable information, the movement of John the Baptist 

apparently originated from debates in Judaism on true and false doctrine pertaining to the very essence of 

the Jewish religion. The phenomenology of John the Baptist, his message of repentence (tĕ   â), and his 

ritualofbaptismhadtheiroriginandpurposeinareturnto―true‖Judaism,notsimplyinpolitical

opposition to the ruling authorities. When Jesus had himself baptized by John (Mark 1:9–11 and par.), the 

actitselfwasaconfessionbyJesusthathehadacceptedJohn‘smessageasorthodoxintheJewishsense.

At some point (after the arrest and death of the Baptist), Jesus proceeded on his own (Mark 1:14; 6:17–

29)andcalleddisciples,amongwhomwereformerdisciplesofJohn.SinceJesus‘ownmessageand

conduct were, despite a large degree of agreement,considerablydifferentfromJohn‘s,debatesoverthe

issuesmusthaveensued.SuchdebatesmayalsohavebeenthereasonwhynotallofJohn‘sdisciples

jointedJesus:infact,theBaptist‘smovementcontinuedtoexistparalleltoandincompetition with 

Christianity. This competition is reflected in the NT, where differences between the Christian conduct and 

doctrinesandthoseoftheBaptists‘sfollowersaresettled(Mark 1:7–8 par.; Mark 2:18–22 par.; Acts 

13:24–25; 19:1–7),orwhereliterarysourcesandtraditionsfromtheBaptist‘sownmovementaretaken

over and integrated into the gospels (Matthew 1–2; Luke 1; John 1). Thus was John the Baptist given the 

place as a legitimate forerunner of Jesus.  

2. Jesus of Nazareth. From the beginning, the appearance of Jesus was a matter of controversy. Jesus 

was a self-conscious and conscientious Jew. His understanding of the Torah andofGod‘swilland

activitywasinhisvieworthodox,butintheeyesofhisopponentsitwasheretical(Braun1969).Jesus‘

preaching of repentence (Mark 1:14–15 par.) was directed against other practices of Torah obedience 

(―pseudo-orthodoxy‖)and,byimplication,againstanerroneousunderstandingoftheJewishreligionas

such (see Matt 21:28–31; Luke 13:1–5).Jesus‘critiquefocusedontheteachingofthescribesand

Pharisees, whereas other Jewish movements received little attention. This rather one-sided approach 

seems to imply that Jesus agreed with much of what those whom he attacked espoused. In his critique 

against current practices of Temple worship, he largely shared the view of the Qumran sect; yet contrary 

to Qumran and other rigorists in Judaism, Jesus held a positive view of the religion of the ordinary Jewish 

person. The controversies over Jesus seem to have targeted his combination of Torah observance and love 

of neighbor (see Mark 12:28–34 par.), an emphasis resulting in the different positions he took on cultic 

purity, observance of the Sabbath, prayer, marriage, and possessions. Moreover, on this basis he also 

strongly opposed the summary expulsion of the so-called tax collectors and sinners (Mark 2:15–16; Matt 

11:19 par.; Luke 15:1–2, 18:9–14) as well as of the prostitutes (Matt 21:31–32; cf. Luke 15:30).  

The condemnation of Jesus as a heretic by other Jewish parties is not reported by the earliest layers of 

the synoptic tradition. The accusation, however, that John the Baptist was possessed by a demon (Matt 



11:18–19)wasalsoturnedagainstJesus.Statementssuchas―hehastheBeelzebul‖or―through the prince 

ofthedemonsheexpelsthe(lower)demons‖(Mark 3:22 par.; Matt 10:25; cf. Mark 11:27–33 par.) 

classifyJesusasamagicianandthusinitiateakindof―negativechristology‖thathasitsadvocateseven

in the present (see Smith 1978; Betz, RAC 12: 235–36, 251).  

That Jesus was regarded to be a heretic is reflected first in Jewish-Christian sources or layers of NT 

tradition; the accusation apparently stems from a developed christology and soteriology. The Jewish-

Christian Sermon on the Mount defends the theology of Jesus against the charge of apostasy (Matt 5:17–

20; 7:21–23). In the synoptic controversy stories, Jesus appears in debates with opposing Pharisees, each 

charging the other with heresy (see Bultmann 1968: 39–55). The confession of Jesus as Messiah and Son 

of God (Mark 14:61–62 par.; Matt 22:41–46 par.) is, in the eyes of his opponents, evidence of heresy not 

only on the part of the ChurchbutalsoonJesus‘part(seethesummaryinJohn 7–8). It is in these 

traditions that we first encounter the explanation that Jesus was crucified because he was a heretic (Mark 

14:63–64 par.; John 10:33; 19:7; cf. Acts 7:54–60). This explanation also justified the expulsion of the 

Christians from the Synagogue (John 9:22; 12:42; 16:2).  

3. Paul and his Opponents. Paul began as an orthodox Pharisee (Phil 3:5; Acts 23:6; 26:5; cf. Gal 

1:13–14) who persecuted early Christian groups for their heresy (Gal 1:13, 23; 1 Cor 15:9; Phil 3:6; Acts 

8:3; 9:1, 21; 22:4, 19; 26:10–11). See PAUL. Subsequent to his vision of Christ (Gal 1:16; 1 Cor 9:1; 

15:8), Paul joined a Jewish-Christian community; soon, however, he and his gospel free of the law 

became suspect in the eyes of more conservative Jewish-Christians. Yet Paul and Barnabas succeeded at 

the Conference at Jerusalem (Gal 2:1–10) in clearing themselves from suspicion and obtaining approval 

of the so-called―pillars‖oftheJerusalemchurch,althoughaconservativeminority(theso-called―false

brothers‖)remainedamongthe opposition (Betz, Galatians Hermeneia, 81–103; Dunn 1982; Lüdemann 

1980–83, vol. 2). In other words, the inner-Jewish problem of heresy and orthodoxy had become an inner-

Christian problem.  

The Conflict at Antioch (Gal 2:11–14; see Galatians Hermeneia, 103–12; Kieffer 1982; Dunn 1983; 

Holtz 1986) indicates that the dilemma of the Jewish Christians associated with Paul and Peter surrounded 

the necessity to decide between orthodoxy in the Jewish sense or orthodoxy in the Christian sense. The 

majority at Antioch decided against Paul, and, as a result, those Jewish Christians who so decided 

declared him a heretic. The inevitable resultant split in the Church remained associated withPaul‘sname.

Later Jewish Christianity persisted in a somewhat stereotyped anti-Paulinism (see Lüdemann 1980–83, 

vol. 2), but the main Church (Grosskirche)securedPaul‘sorthodoxy(seeLindemann1979),inparticular

by publishing his letters.  

C. Literature  

1. The Sermon on the Mount. The Sermon on the Mount (Matt 5:3–7:27) originated in Jewish 

Christianity and presents the teachings of Jesus in the form of an epitome. Sayings of Jesus are critically 

selected and arranged so as to ward off the accusation that they reflect what is believed to be gentile 

Christian heresy. The teaching of Jesus is defended as orthodox in the Jewish sense (5:17–20; 7:12). See 

SERMON ON THE MOUNT/PLAIN.  

2. The Letters of Paul. The letters of Paul owe their existence to the threat of heresy in his churches. 

The letters presuppose a situational context in which debates occurred on appropriate and inappropriate 

Christian doctrine and conduct. In all his letters Paul struggles against suspicion and actual accusations of 

heresy to prevent his churches from drifting into heresy and to defend his theology and conduct as right. 

Paul himself is therefore responsible for initiating what later became orthodox Paulinism.  

In Galatians, the apostle defends himself and his gospel against competing Jewish-Christian 

missionaries who have tried with astonishing success to persuade the Galatians that his message and 

status are inferior. His apology before the Galatians is the first known attempt to demonstrate the 

orthodoxy of the Pauline gospel in the Christian sense of the term (see Galatians, Hermeneia).  

In Romans, Paul presents this defense again in a much expanded and changed form. These changes 

apparently stem from a number of factors: anti-Pauline propaganda in Rome (Rom 3:5–8, 31; 6:1–2), 

internaldiscussionsamongbothPaul‘scollaboratorsandotherChristiancommunitiesaboutPaul‘s 



theological positions, the fact that Paul addressed a church which he did not found and which subscribed 

to non-Pauline theological ideas, and the forthcoming journey to Jerusalem to deliver the collection for 

the poor. As Paul had indicated in Gal 6:16 (―theIsraelofGod‖),forhim,orthodoxyinboththeChristian

and the Jewish sense are one and the same; this assumption he points out in greater detail in Rom 2:17–

29. Non-Christian Judaism, however, must not simply be written off as a loss; the apostle presents 

coexistence between the two religions as the new challenge for the Church (especially Romans 9–11) to 

demonstrate its own orthodoxy.  

The letters to the Corinthians present an apparently confusing situation. In 1 Corinthians, Paul reacts to 

the problems in the Church caused by party factions (1 Cor 1:10; 11:18; 12:25). There can be little doubt 

that the parties named have had their own theological outlook, but not much can be inferred concerning 

their peculiar theologies. Paul assumes a mediating position, identifying himself with none of the parties, 

not even the Pauline party. It should no longer be denied that some of the theological tendencies of the 

parties tend toward Gnosticism.  

The letter fragments assembled in 2 Corinthians indicate a conflict markedly inflamed since the writing 

of 1 Corinthians. The issue has shifted from party factionalism to alleged inadequacies on the part of Paul 

and his apostolate. In all probability the anti-Pauline opposition in 2 Corinthians has been reinforced, or 

even taken over, by other adversaries who have invaded the Corinthian church (see Georgi 1986), and 

theseadversariesmayhavecontributedanewassessmentofPaul‘sallegedinadequacies(2 Cor 10:10; 

11:6; 12:1–10). The apostle defends himself without success in a first apology, fragments of which are 

extant in 2 Cor 2:14–6:13; 7:2–4. A second apology, replete with irony and satire (2 Cor 10:1–13:10), 

connectedwithavisitfromTitus,changestheCorinthians‘mind. 

A letter of reconciliation (2 Cor 1:1–2:13; 7:5–16; 13:11–13) follows the second apology. Here Paul 

expresses his joy over the resolution of the conflict and justifies his taking a hard line in the previous 

letter. The letter fragments 2 Corinthians 8 and 9, designed to reorganize the financial collection for 

Jerusalem which had collapsed because of the crisis, followed the reconciliation (see Betz, 2 Corinthians 

8–9 Hermeneia). 2 Cor 6:14–7:1 is an interpolated fragment of non-Pauline origin and is anti-Pauline in 

tendency;itisasuccinctstatementofatheologyPaul‘sopponentsmighthaveheld(seeBetz1973).

Apparently the redactor of the letter corpus of 2 Corinthians, who seems to represent a Pauline orthodoxy 

of a later time, took the fragment 6:14–7:1 as Pauline, thereby reflecting the decline in perception 

regardingthefinerpointsoftheapostle‘stheology. Similar developments must be assumed for the 

collection of the letter fragments in Philippians (see Köster 1961–62).  

3. Pauline Pseudepigrapha. Continued battles against heretics and the establishing of a Pauline 

orthodoxywasthepreoccupationandgoalofPaul‘sdiscipleswhoauthoredthepseudepigraphicalletters

of Colossians, Ephesians, 2 Thessalonians, and the Pastorals (1 and 2 Timothy, Titus). This literature is at 

the same time distinguished by new developments and new confrontations in theology and Church life.  

ColossiansdevelopsPaul‘sconceptoftheChurchasthebodyofChristintoaspeculativecosmologyin

order to refute as hereticalacultofastralmysterieswhichcalleditself―philosophy‖(Col 2:8). Also 

involved in a debate with heretics (Eph 4:14–19), Ephesians emphasized the historical and cosmic nature 

of the universal Church; here the epistle reveals points of contact with Acts, from which it otherwise 

differs fundamentally. 2 Thessalonians is a commentary on 1 Thessalonians in epistolary form; its author 

reinterprets the authentic letter of 1 Thessalonians in terms of a later Paulinism committed to an 

apocalyptic time schedule and opposed to rival Paulinists perhaps inspired by Gnosticism (see Holland 

1987). In second-generation Christianity, Christian apocalypticism, once the product of heretical 

developments seen from the perspective of non-Christian Judaism, became an important weapon used by 

the Church against the threat of Gnosticism. Evidence for this development is found in later writings of 

the NT, especially in 2 Peter and in Epistles of John.  

4. The Gospels. Each in its own way, the Synoptic Gospels are the products of early Christian debates 

about heresy and orthodoxy. At least this much can be said, although precise information is extremely 

limited. The Gospel of Mark combines in a work of intriguing literary quality heterogeneous traditions 

and sources showing incipient heretical tendencies, interpreting them to fashion a new statement of 



Christian orthodoxy,entitled―thegospel‖(seeWeeden1968;onthetitles,seeHengel1984).TheGospel

of Matthew preserves the traditions of an older Jewish Christianity and secures their orthodoxy by 

embedding them in an ecumenical theology (Matt 28:18–20). The Gospel of John contains evidence of 

diverse controversies about orthodox and heretical interpretations of the Jesus tradition and the Christian 

faith. What these debates were we can only guess from the texts, just as the beginning of the Johannine 

church, from which this gospel came, remains obscure because of lack of information. Conflicts with the 

Jews, however, as well as with gnostic tendencies, and points of contact with other early Christian church 

branches can still be recognized. Perhaps the redactor of the Fourth Gospel is identical with the author of 

the First Epistle of John, an antidocetic polemic identifying and refuting heretical points of doctrine (see 

especially 1 John 2:18–27; 4:1–5); 2 John 7; 3 John 9–10). The Gospel of Luke, together with the Acts of 

the Apostles, is marked by strong apologetic tendencies. According to Luke, the beginning period of the 

Church was free from heresies, presumably in contrast to the situation in his time.  

5. The Book of Revelation. The Apocalypse of John takes issue against heretics at several points (Rev 

2:6, 9, 14–15, 20–24; 3:9), but concrete information concerning these heresies (Nicolaitans, the 

prophetessJezebel,the―synagogueofSatan‖)isalmostcompletelylacking.Asanapocalypticbook,the

Apocalypse of John is itself the product of conflicts with Jewish apocalypticism and perhaps Gnosticism. 

In later Church history the Revelation of John became the preferred text for new apocalyptic movements 

inside as well as outside the established institutions of Christianity.  
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HANS DIETER BETZ  

HERETH (PLACE) [Heb ḥāret (ָחֶשת)]. Hereth is mentioned only once in the Bible, as the forested 

place to which the fugitive David goes after he departs the stronghold of Moab on the advice of Gad the 

prophet. This occurs as David is leaving hisparentsinMoab,outofharm‘sway,ashefleesfromSaul.

One version of the LXX renders the place as sareik. Its site is unknown, though some (IDB 2: 583 and 

McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 357) propose modern Kharas as the location of Hereth. This identification is 

strengthened by the fact that subsequent events in the narrative occur at the town of Keilah, where David 

defeats the Philistines and is pursued by Saul (1 Sam 23:1–13).KeilahisidentifiedwithmodernKhirbet

Q  lā(McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 370), which is near Kharas (IDB 2:583).Inanycase,David‘sremovalto

Hereth in Judah at the urging of Gad can be taken as a divine reassurance that David is under the 

protectionofYHWHevenintheheartofSaul‘sJudah(soHertzberg1 and 2 Samuel OTL, 185).  

JEFFRIES M. HAMILTON  

HERITAGE. See FAMILY.  

HERMAS (PERSON) [Gk Hermas (Ἑπμαρ)]. A Roman Christian who received greetings from Paul in 

Romans 16:14. He was probably a gentile Christian (Lampe StadtrChr, 58) because Paul usually made 

specific mention of persons in the list of Romans 16 who were Jewish-Christian―kins(wo)men‖(Rom 

16: 7, 11, 21). The latter term is absent from his other letters, but in Romans, after chaps. 9–11 (cf. 9:3), 

PaulshowsinterestinemphasizingChristians‘tiestoIsrael.Itthereforecanbeassumedthatheapplied

andomittedthelabel―kins(wo)man‖purposefullyinRomans 16. (The only exception is Aquila at the 

beginning of the list; so many other characteristics were reported about him that his Jewish background 

was passed over. See also MARY (PERSON) #7 and RUFUS.)  

A member of a Roman house-church, Hermas, and four other members were quoted by name, while the 

other participants in the house-church were mentioned onlygenerallyas―brethrenwhoarewiththem.‖

The five persons therefore may have played leading roles in the house-church.Thename―Hermas‖

occurs only six times according to the epigraphical and literary sources from the city of Rome (Lampe 

StadtrChr, 139–41). Since the name was not common there, it probably indicates that Hermas had 

immigrated to Rome.  

PETER LAMPE  

HERMAS’ THE SHEPHERD. The early Christian document Hermas, or Shepherd of Hermas, 

was known to the early Church Fathers. The Muratorian canon, a list of canonical books from about the 

3d century, says Hermas was written by the brother of Pius, Bishop of Rome, about 140–154. Despite 

much speculation, the author remains unknown. It was written in Rome and involves the Roman church. 

The document was composed over a longer period of time. Visions I–IV were composed during a 

threatened persecution, probably under Trajan (the Clement of 8:3 could be Clement of Rome). Vision V–

Similitude VIII and Similitude X were written perhaps by the same author to describe repentance to 

Christians who were wavering. Similitude IX was written to unify the entire work and to threaten those 



who had been disloyal. This last phase must have occurred before Irenaeus (ca. 175). A preferred date 

would be 140. On the basis of this internal analysis multiple authorship seems necessary (Giet 1963), 

though the work could have been composed by one person over a long period of time (Joly 1958).  

There are no complete Greek texts of Hermas. The great 4th-century manuscript of the Greek Bible, 

Codex Sinaiticus, contains only the first fourth of Hermas (to 31:6). Codex Athous, a 15th-century copy, 

lacks 107:3–114:5, while Papyrus 129, a 3d-century papyrus at the University of Michigan, contains most 

of the Similitudes (51:8–82:1). When all the texts are put together, 107:3–114:5 is still missing and must 

be supplied by the Latin text in the Vulgate.  

Hermas consists of five Visions, twelve Mandates, and ten Similitudes. In the first Vision, Hermas has a 

desire for a certain woman, Rhoda, and then is accosted by an elderly woman (the Church) about his sin. 

In the second Vision, Hermas receives a revelation in the form of a book. When the meaning of writing is 

revealed to Hermas, he learns repentance is possible. Hermas sees the Church as a tower in the third 

Vision. The tower is built on a foundation of apostles, bishops, teachers, and deacons, though a variety of 

stones reflects the diversity of the Church. The fourth Vision takes the form of an apocalypse in which the 

Church is threatened by an unusual beast which foreshadows a great tribulation. The first four visions 

involve the elect lady as the revelator. In the fifth vision a shepherd appears to Hermas in order to 

introducetheMandatesandSimilitudes.Thisvisionintroducestheworkentitled―Shepherd.‖Allofthe

visions are written in the form of a Jewish apocalypse, with the presence of a revelator, a mysterious 

revelation and explanation, and an unworthy or foolish recipient.  

The twelve Mandates consist of admonitions regarding faith, innocence, truthfulness, chastity, 

repentance, patience, ill temper, self-control, doublemindedness, grief, cheerfulness, and evil desire. The 

Mandates take the form of a Jewish-Hellenistic homily, with a revelator (the Shepherd), the diminutivized 

recipient (Hermas), a commandment, a homily on the commandment, and appropriate blessings and 

curses.  

The ten Similitudes are analogies or parables with similar concerns. The Similitudes build analogies on 

two cities, trees, vineyards, shepherds, sticks, mountains, a tower, and a garment. The parables are unlike 

the NT parables. They resemble more those of Enoch: the revelator tells a parable, the recipient asks for 

an explanation, and the revelator responds with an interpretation.  

Hermas reflects a local type concern for morality much like the Epistle of Barnabas and the Didache. 

Like them, Hermas contains a Two-Way theology (36–39), though his system depends on two angels 

rather than two impulses (36:1) and he stresses self-control more than right choice. As in other Two-Way 

systems doublemindedness (dipsuchia) and doubt are the primary sins (39:1–12).  

From the beginning Hermas was caught in a struggle over repentance. Hermas speaks for the possibility 

of one postbaptismal repentance. Even within the document some argue against any repentance for the 

Christian (31:1), while others count on the continuing mercy of God (43:4). Hermas holds to both—a 

strict morality with a merciful God (31:2–7).  

The christology of Hermas has often been called adoptionist (see chap. 59). There is little christological 

reflection in the book. Most NT christological functions are performed by angels or the Holy Spirit (12:1; 

25:2). The complete dwelling of the Spirit in the Son so pleased God that the Son was taken as a divine 

partner (59:5–7).  

The Shepherd of Hermas paints a remarkable picture of the 2d-century church at Rome (Osiek 1983). 

We find among the Christians good and evil, faith and hypocrisy, wealth and poverty—all the qualities of 

everyday Christian life. The Church is not in danger, but it has reached certain interior accommodations. 

In addition to postbaptismal repentance, for example, in the parable of the elm and the vine (Similitude II) 

the elm tree, representing the wealthy of the congregation, gives financial support to the congregation, 

while the vine, supported by the elm, represents the poor, who pray for the congregation.  

The form of Visions, Mandates, and Similitudes share much with similar Jewish material, yet direct use 

of either Hebrew Scriptures or NT can only be lightly attested. Many of the analogies, such as the 

garment, the willow, the elm and vine, and the empty jars, have no biblical counterpart. A number of 



significant details, such as the elderly woman of Vision II, or the virgins of Similitude IX, come from the 

Greco-Roman milieu.  
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GRAYDON F. SNYDER  

HERMENEUTICS. Inthemostgeneralterms,hermeneuticscanbedescribedasthe―artof
understanding.‖Usedinitsnarrowersense,hermeneuticscanrefertothemethod and techniques used to 

interpret written texts. In a wider sense, it can refer to the conditions which make understanding possible 

and even to the process of understanding as a whole. In theology, it is usually used in contrast to 

exegesis—the former is understood as the theory, the latter as the practice of interpretation.  

Theetymologyoftheterm―hermeneutics‖isuncertain.Theverbs―say‖and―speak‖seemtoconvey

the basic connotations. It is contained in the name of Hermes, who in Greek mythology acts as the 

messenger and spokesman of the gods. He is seen as the inventor of speech and writing, and from this 

associationavarietyofmeaningsdeveloped.Themostimportantoftheseare―speech‖asthefacultyof

logical formulation and articulate expression,―translation‖astheabilitytochannelmeaningfromone

mediumorcontexttoanother,and―commentary‖astheclarificationoftheobscureorunfamiliar. 

———  

A. General and Specific Hermeneutics  

B. Development of Biblical Hermeneutics  

C. Elements of an Effective Hermeneutic for Biblical Texts  

D. The Hermeneutical Process  

———  

A. General and Specific Hermeneutics  

Hermeneutics as a general philosophical enterprise should be distinguished from specialized forms like 

legal and theological hermeneutics, which were designed to interpret a specific corpus of texts or to meet 

a special need. General hermeneutics traces its origins back to antiquity. In his Peri hermeneias (On 

interpretation), Aristotle deals with the logic of statements. This approach, which treats hermeneutical 

problems as belonging to the domain of logic, dominated the sporadic treatment of the subject up to the 

18th century. It was only with the work of Schleiermacher that a truly general hermeneutics emerged.  

Instead of concentrating on technical rules governing the interpretation of texts, Schleiermacher shifted 

the focus to the preconditions which make understanding possible. Misunderstanding is a universal 

problem which threatens all forms of communication and therefore calls for a general hermeneutical 

theory. The root cause for misunderstanding lies in the individuality of the writer or reader. Although 

language presupposes shared conventions between persons, the unique experience of the individual 

cannot be expressed adequately through this medium. The receiver therefore needs help to reproduce the 

meaning of the sender in his or her own consciousness. The task of hermeneutics is to provide this help. 

Schleiermacher distinguishes between grammatical and technical (or psychological) interpretation. The 

former is only a preparatory step for the latter, which represents understanding in the full sense of the 

word.  

The idea of a general hermeneutics for all forms of communication was taken a step further by Dilthey 

when he applied it to the phenomenon of history. Understanding has to do not only with linguistic 

communication, but with historical consciousness. Both the possibility and problems of understanding are 

rooted in this consciousness. On the one hand it provides a link with the past, on the other hand it causes 

an experience of alienation. Understanding requires a conscious effort to overcome this historical 

distance. The interpreter must transpose himself or herself out of the present time frame to that of the past. 



Understanding is a Nacherleben (re-experience) of an original Erlebnis (experience). The re-experience is 

never identical with the original, but it is co-determinedbytheinterpreter‘sownhistoricalhorizon.

Nonetheless through historical consciousness the interpreter has access to the past as expressed in the 

tradition and cultural manifestations of the past. The text to be interpreted is not only that of linguistic 

communication,butofthewholeofhumanity‘sculturalheritageinwhichis contained the interpretive 

experience of the past. To interpret this heritage, the social and human sciences require a distinctive 

method—that of Verstehen (understanding) in contrast to Erklären (explaining), the method of the natural 

sciences.  

The horizon of hermeneutics is expanded further by Heidegger. For Schleiermacher the focus is still on 

the individual and problems related to interpersonal communication. Dilthey takes it a step further by 

introducing an epistemological perspective and includes history and tradition as part of his reflection in an 

effort to explore the hermeneutical dimensions of historical consciousness. For Heidegger the 

hermeneutical problem is even more encompassing and fundamental; it is essentially ontological in 

nature. Interpretationisthemodusinwhichrealityappears;itisconstitutiveforbeingitself.Aperson‘s

existence comes into being by an act of interpretation. Reality is the text which is to be interpreted and 

thisrealityincludesaperson‘sownexistence.The hallmark of the interpretation process is historicity, 

which is ongoing in nature. In this historical context, Heidegger develops his concept of the hermeneutical 

circle. To begin with, interpretation never starts with a clean slate. The interpreter brings a certain pre-

understanding to the process. This pre-understanding is challenged when new possibilities for existence 

are exposed through the event of understanding, which leads to a modification or revision of the 

interpreter‘sself-understanding. Finally, the modified understanding becomes the new pre-understanding 

in the next phase of the process. In conjunction with the hermeneutical circle, Heidegger posits that the 

communication of existential possibilities through language is fundamental to human existence. 

Consequently the notion of language as the house of being is developed. The attempt to understand, to 

discover possibilities for existence, is therefore one of the driving forces behind human history.  

From its traditional meaning as the technical rules governing interpretation, the scope of hermeneutics 

has thus widened to include communicative, epistemological, and finally ontological dimensions. To 

markthistransition,―hermeneutics‖issometimesreservedforthenarrowermeaning,while

―hermeneutic‖isusedtoindicatethewidersenseoftheterm. 

For Gadamer, the insight of Heidegger that propositional truth should be counterpoised with a different 

kind of truth, that of disclosure, has important consequences. Hermeneutics cannot be only a question of 

method, striving for objectively secured knowledge, but must open up a dialogical process through which 

possibilities for existence are acknowledged. Thus a dialogue unfolds between present and past, between 

text and interpreter, each with its own horizon. The goal of interpretation is the fusion of these horizons; 

the medium through which this takes place is language. Language is not an objectification of thought but 

that which speaks to us. In this sense our very existence is linguistic. The implication is that the 

interpreter always finds himself or herself in the stream of tradition, for here past and present are 

constantlyfused.Traditionandtherelatedconceptof―effectivehistory‖thusrepresentimportantaspects

ofGadamer‘shermeneutics.  

HabermasandApel‘scritiqueofGadamerstartsatthispoint.ForthemGadamer‘suncriticalacceptance

of tradition as authoritative and his ontological understanding of language obscure the fact that language 

may be used as medium of domination. They developa―criticalhermeneutics‖basedontheexperienceof

manipulation and propaganda and fed by a suspicion regarding the truth claims of tradition. The aim is to 

reveal the suppressed interests underlying the apparent normal interaction with the past. Hermeneutics 

thereby becomes a social science in the form of a critique of ideology.  

In the dispute between philosophical and critical hermeneutics, the mediating role of Ricoeur is of 

special significance. In drawing together hermeneutics, phenomenology, and structuralism, he displays his 

ability to mediate between what at first sight seem to be mutually exclusive approaches. But through his 

theory of the conflict of interpretations, Ricoeur demonstrates that hermeneutical philosophy, more 

directed toward understanding the past and its significance for the present, and critical hermeneutics, more 



directed toward the future and changing the present, are both one-sided when maintained as absolute 

positions. In directing his attention to biblical hermeneutics, Ricoeur develops a hermeneutic which grafts 

an existential interpretation on a structural analysis. He demonstrates how an analysis of the narrative by 

means of the metaphorical process can open up the world in front of the text.  

In close association with the ideas of Gadamer and Ricoeur, Tracy designs his interpretation theory for 

Christian theology by reemphasizing the underlying hermeneutical nature of Christian theological 

articulation. At the same time he demonstrates the need for a special hermeneutics for the interpretation of 

biblical material.  

Apart from understanding as a universal problem and hermeneutics as a general theory, a particular 

hermeneutics may become necessary, depending on the nature of the material to be interpreted and the 

purpose for which it is done. The revival of interest in Roman law during the 12th century led to the 

development of a special hermeneutics of jurisprudence, continued in its contemporary form as the 

interpretation of statutes. Likewise the need for a special hermeneutics for the interpretation of biblical 

texts was soon recognized which led to various attempts to establish a sacred or biblical hermeneutics in 

contrast to a profane or secular hermeneutics. But the difference does not lie in different methods and 

techniques required for biblical texts, but rather in the specific nature of these texts and the interpretative 

community in which they are read. General and particular hermeneutics have always influenced each 

other and continue to do so. Major shifts in general hermeneutics are always reflected in specialist 

applications. For its part, biblical hermeneutics has also been responsible for important developments in 

general hermeneutics.  

B. Development of Biblical Hermeneutics  

Insofar as biblical texts form part of a dynamic communication process, their essential hermeneutical 

nature is undeniable. Interpretation is essential to discerning the will of God. Numerous examples from 

the origin, collection, and preservation of these documents attest to this need. Individuals (e.g., Moses and 

theprophets)andevenawholeclassofpeople(scribesinpostexilicIsrael)actasinterpretersofGod‘s

will.Thetemptationstoryisaclassicexampleofahermeneuticaldebate.AccordingtoLuke,Jesus‘first

public appearance begins with an interpretation of Isaiah 61 (Luke 4:21)—a style which characterizes the 

rest of his ministry (cf. the antitheses in theSermonontheMount,theparables,thediscourses).Paul‘s

mission to the gentiles is in essence a reinterpretation of the gospel in a Hellenistic context. Apocalyptic 

literature reveals the same hermeneutical tendencies. In a broader sense, the NT can be understood as an 

interpretation of the OT.  

Even after the formation of the canon, the need for interpretation continued. The early Church drew on 

its Jewish heritage, using the techniques of proof texts, typology, and allegory. While a grammatical-

historical approach was favored in Antioch, allegory thrived in the environment of Alexandria, where 

Origen continued the hermeneutical tradition of Philo. The ensuing plurality of meaning eventually 

required some kind of norm or authority to distinguish between acceptable and unacceptable 

interpretations. For Tertullian, this authority was vested in the church and more specifically in the 

doctrine of the rule of faith (regula fidei). In the process, exegesis was subordinated to dogma and lost its 

critical function. Consequently, no hermeneutical innovation of significance took place during the Middle 

Ages.  

The Reformation represented a fundamental change in hermeneutical thinking. Luther‘sinsistencethat

the Bible should first of all be understood as the living word (Lat viva vox) of God, in which Christ 

himself is present, reintroduced the existential dimension of the text. The Bible is not a historical 

document in the first place, but a text for preaching. Philological and historical research should serve this 

end.TheBible‘scentralthemeisChrist,andfromthisperspectivetherestofScriptureistobe

interpreted. Hermeneutics is more than rules or techniques; it concerns the problem of understanding as a 

whole.Luther‘spositionhadtwoimportantconsequences:multiplicityofmeaningisreplacedbythe

central scopus of the text, and the priority of the Word over against any other authority is confirmed.  

If tradition and ecclesiastical authority no longer serve as controlling forces in the interpretation process, 

heavy responsibility is placed on exegesis itself. The Reformation, therefore, also marks the beginning of 



intense hermeneutical and exegetical activity which has shaped subsequent hermeneutical developments. 

The post-Reformation era is characterized by at least four consequences which are related to the 

historical, existential, structural, and pragmatic aspects of the interpretation process.  

The emphasis on the independence and priority of exegesis in relation to dogma and tradition had two 

different results. It led to an attempt to strengthen scriptural authority by the doctrine of verbal inspiration, 

but, it also resulted in the discovery of the historically determined nature of the Bible. The second 

development was influenced decisively by the Enlightenment spirit of emancipation and the emerging 

rationalism of the post-Reformation era. A critical attitude toward all forms of (external) authority was 

made possible by the discovery of the historical and therefore relative nature of these institutions. The 

implication was that the Bible should also be read as a historical document. Thus began the long tradition 

of historical criticism, which appeared subsequently in various forms: text criticism, form criticism, 

historical background studies, redaction criticism. The basis for all these methods is the genetic principle: 

the idea that insight into the origins and development of a phenomenon contains the key to its 

understanding.  

In the course of the 19th century, the relativizing effect of historical criticism was countered by the 

idealistic view of a universal spirit and unchanging ethical values underlying the fluctuations of history. 

This made it possible to pursue rigorous historical criticism and also to preserve the universal ethical 

message contained in the biblical texts. On the hermeneutical level, the result was the dichotomy between 

―scientific‖and―practical‖exegesiswhichcharacterizedliberaltheologyatthe turn of the century. This 

position was challenged only when Schweitzer again emphasized the unmistakable eschatological nature 

of biblical texts.  

The existential dimension of biblical hermeneutics became prominent through the development of 

dialectical theology, first by Barth and then more extensively by Bultmann and his pupils. The devastating 

effect of World War I (1914–18) was a severe blow to the spirit of liberal optimism in Europe. A search 

for existential meaning followed, which in the churches resultedinacrisisforpreaching.Barth‘stheology

isanattempttomeetthischallenge.Withhisconceptofa―theologicalexegesis‖hisgoalwastobridge

the division between scientific and practical exegesis and to regain the supposed unity of biblical 

interpretation.Fromtheperspectiveoftheincarnation,theBibleistobeunderstoodastheunityofGod‘s

andman‘sword.Historicalexegesisisthereforeunavoidable,butshouldservethebetterunderstandingof

the real subject matter of the text, Jesus Christ. Completely objective exegesis is impossible, and real 

understandingrequirestheinterpreter‘spersonalinput. 

At this point, Bultmann is in agreement with Barth—exegesis without presuppositions is an illusion. 

Bultmann therefore takes up Dilthey‘ssuggestionofaspecialhermeneuticsforthehumansciencesin

order to include the subjective element in hermeneutical reflection. Thus the biblical text is the result of 

an existential encounter between God and man, and the subsequent interpretation of the text is aimed at 

makingasimilarencounterpossibleinthepresent.Bultmann‘swholehermeneuticalprogramis

motivated by the need to communicate the kerygma, the existential message of the NT, to a modern 

audience. In doing so he develops a remarkable dialectic between the historical and existential dimensions 

of the text. The existential encounter inherent in the kerygma cannot be objectified in any full sense of the 

word. The written text represents only an incomplete rendering. This opens the possibility for Bultmann 

to apply the full range of historical-critical operations on the text without endangering its essential 

kerygma. The latter rests on the fact (Dass) ofJesus‘life,notonitshistoricaldetails(Was).  

Fuchs and Ebeling further refinedBultmann‘shermeneuticalprogram,especiallywithregardtothe

existential analysis of the text. Trivial questions will render only trivial information. In terms of 

Heidegger‘sexistentialia,therealquestionstobeputtothetextarethoseinwhich the very existence of 

the reader is put on line. Only in this way can the self-understanding (Selbstverständnis) of the reader be 

challenged. Thus the hermeneutical circle is set in motion, which eventually leads to a new self-

understanding.  

Advances in linguistic and literary theory during the seventies focused attention on the structural 

dimension of biblical hermeneutics. A seminal influence in this context was the work of the early 20th-



century Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure, but Russian formalism, the school of Prague, French 

structuralism, and various other streams contributed to this development as well. In fact, the formative 

influences are so diverse that it would be misleading to talk of structuralism as a unified movement. 

Semiotics, the science of signs, did achieve a greater degree of coherence by distinguishing three 

dimensions of the communication process in terms of the relationship between signs: (1) syntactics 

(relation between sign and sign), (2) semantics (relation between sign and reference), (3) and pragmatics 

(relation between sign, reference, and action).  

For the interpretation of biblical texts, several basic concepts of the structural approach are of special 

significance. First and foremost is the insistence on the autonomy of texts as analytical objects. In reaction 

to historicism, which views texts as the product of historical forces and explains them in terms of their 

origins, they should be understood as autonomous structures in their own right. A text constitutes a self-

contained unit, and its different parts should be explained in terms of their relation to each other and not in 

terms of some external cause or authority. Second, the emphasis is on synchronic rather than diachronic 

relations. It is not the history of the text which holds the key to its meaning but the relations of the textual 

elementsastheystand.Furthermoretheauthor‘sintentioncannotbeusedassomeexternalcriterionfor

evaluating the interpretation; it is discernible only in the text. The need isthereforefora―text-immanent‖

exegesis which takes the text seriously as a network of relations. Third, the structure of the text and 

techniques for its analysis become an important consideration. Different types can be distinguished: 

linguistic, literary, narrative, discursive, rhetorical, or thematic structures, each requiring its own form of 

analysis. The structural approach is therefore a conscious effort to eliminate subject, history, and 

intentionality as factors in the interpretation of texts.  

Finally, in recent hermeneutical reflection, the pragmatic aspect of texts has gained in importance. 

Various factors contributed to this development. Speech act theory focused attention on the effect of 

verbal communication. Similarly, the revival of rhetorical criticism is directly linked to an interest in the 

persuasive potential of biblical material. Up to this point the role and situation of the receiver hardly 

formed part of hermeneutical reflection. But the advance of reader theories in literature and the 

appearance of contextual theologies (black, liberation, feminist), made it imperative to include the context 

of reception in any effective hermeneutical design. Deconstruction and post-modern theories pose a 

challenge to the structural and new critical concept of the autonomy of the text and attempt to move 

beyond what is seen as the foundationalism of reader studies and the modernist position.  

C. Elements of an Effective Hermeneutic for Biblical Texts  

If hermeneutics is taken in its wider sense, that is, not merely as the formal rules controlling the practice 

of exegesis, but as something concerned with the total process of understanding, biblical hermeneutics can 

only be developed as part of an encompassing theory of communication. Because interpretation in this 

case is mainly directed to written texts, such an overall theory must of necessity include an adequate text 

theory.  

In its most basic form, communication can be described as the relationship between sender, message, 

and receiver (SENDER (ρ) MESSAGE (ρ)RECEIVER). This basic model can be expanded in various directions 

to provide for the different functions of language and for the full spectrum factors determining the 

communication process (Gülich and Raible 1977; Plett 1975).  

Although communication takes place via different channels (visual, auditive, intuitive), in the case of 

biblical texts the medium is the written word. As such, the text represents the solidification of a preceding 

communication event. It is the deposit of a prior encounter between sender (e.g., Moses or Jesus) and 

receiver (e.g., Israel or the disciples). In the process of becoming a written text, the message may pass 

through various stages (oral tradition, pre-literary forms), but the text represents also the first stage in the 

process of reinterpretation. The latter has as its aim a new communication event, this time between text 

and contemporary receiver. The challenge of interpretation is the fusion of the horizons (Gadamer) of 

sender and receiver. In the case of biblical texts, the original sender is no longer present and interpretation 

becomes the interaction between text (and its horizon) and receiver. See Fig. HER.01.  



The text therefore forms the meeting point of two axes (Hernadi 1976): the rhetorical axis of 

communication, which reflects the diachronic movement from sender to receiver via implied author and 

implied reader, and the mimetic axis of representation, which reflects the synchronic selection from the 

availablereservoirofsignsandcodestoforma―world‖—that of the sender, text, or receiver. See Fig. 

HER.02.  

In terms of this greatly simplified outline, it is possible to locate the main elements of the hermeneutical 

process. The multiplicity of methods currently available for biblical exegesis is confusing and can tempt 

the interpreter to focus on method(s) rather than on the dynamics of the process of understanding. When 

thefullscopeoftheproblem(includingits―ontological‖dimensions)istakenasthepointofdeparture,it

becomes possible to classify methods in terms of the specific aspect they address and to select the most 

suitable method in each case.  

The historical aspect of the problem has mainly to do with the relationship between sender and message. 

From this important area of research a number of specialized techniques evolved. Background studies 

(Zeitgeschichte) focus on the historical environment from which the text emerged. FORM CRITICISM 

assumes an oral tradition behind the written text and is interested in its transition from the pre-literary 

form to the literary form. SOURCE CRITICISM studies the relationship between individual texts in a 

wider literary context and their dependence on sources. REDACTION CRITICISM proceeds from the 

assumption that the individual authors of biblical books had a strong influence on their eventual form and 

analyzes the composition of these texts from the perspective of the final redactor. TEXTUAL 

CRITICISM is a specialized and technical discipline aimed at restoring the presumed original form of the 

text as accurately as possible. Questions of authorship, the history of individual books, and the formation 

of the canon all have to do with the historical aspect of the relationship between sender and message. See 

CANONICAL CRITICISM, REDACTION CRITICISM, RHETORIC AND RHETORICAL 

CRITICISM, and STRUCTURALISM.  

The structural component is concerned with the message itself, understood as an autonomous and self-

contained entity, without taking the relation with sender and receiver into consideration. Also, structural 

features are constitutive at both the micro- and macro-level. Several types of synchronic analysis have 

been developed for biblical material, usually adapted from linguistic and literary theory. At the linguistic 

level, discourse analysis is used to reveal detail of the surface structure of the text; syntactic and semantic 

markers play an important part in this respect. On the literary level, stylistic features offer a clue to the 

communicative intention of the text. These may include metaphors, rhetorical devices, and point of view, 

but also narrative and theological structures.  

The pragmatic dimension deals with the relationship between message and receiver. Speech act theory 

focuses on the desired effect of an utterance. Closely related is the growing recognition of the rhetorical 

nature of biblical texts and their persuasive power. Interest in the reader led to the development of reader 

response studies—both as a theoretical endeavor and as a form of empirical research. Awareness of the 

context of the receiver is an important key in the analysis of contextual theologies (black, liberation, 

feminist). Recognition of the creative input of the reader has relativized the objective status of the text, 

especially in post-modern thought. It is believed that all statements about the text depend on a prior 

reading of the text; consequently, the relationship between experience and thought is again a focal point in 

hermeneutical reflection.  

D. The Hermeneutical Process  

In practice, the text mediates between two events of understanding: the one which produced the text and 

the one flowing from interaction with the text. When dealing with biblical material, a variety of 

considerations are important.  

First, the present reader is not the first reader or even one intended to read the text. In most cases, the 

reader isdealingwithan―enrichedtext.‖Jesus‘commandtoLevi,―Followme!‖(Luke 5:26), is not 

merelyrepeatedbytheevangelist,butenrichedbyLevi‘sresponse,Jesus‘comments, and a description of 

the context. This enriched text (and not merely the original command) becomes the text for interpretation. 



In the extended history of the biblical tradition, more than one enrichment is possible, as the Abraham 

story in its many versions illustrates.  

Second, clarity concerning the purpose and the context in which reading takes place is important. While 

the text can be read to gather linguistic data or to study literary features, the kerygmatic or proclaiming 

nature of the text presupposes a new event of understanding as the ultimate goal of reading. Although a 

variety of audiences are possible, it is the interpretive community of believers which constitutes the 

context of such a reading.  

Third, although what we understand as a text is dependent on a prior reading of the text, thus making it 

impossible to speak of the objective status of the text in absolute terms, the text does function as a 

separate entity within the interpretation process. The horizon of the text forms the counterpoint of the 

horizon of the reader and the tension between the two opens the possibility of a new understanding.  

Fourth, because the original authors of biblical texts are no longer participants in the process, the 

interpretive interaction takes place between text and (present) reader, thus making the text the natural 

point of departure for the subsequent hermeneutical process.  

The text is thus both the end of the process of text production and the beginning of the process of 

interpretation. In its written form, it is the static record of a preceding event of understanding, and its text-

immanent features are important clues for its interpretation. An analysis of the surface structure makes it 

possible to discern the syntactic arrangement and cohesion and the way in which the smaller units 

combine to form the macrostructure of the text. Syntactic analysis also provides the basis for discovering 

the literary features of the text and its narrative or argumentative structure. In this way, the distinctive 

―world‖ofthetextcomesintoview,withitsown―sociology,‖itsownpointofview,representativeofa

specific set of beliefs. This world is not an imitation, but an interpretation of reality—with important 

implications for the mediating function of the text.  

However, the text is a self-contained entity only up to a certain point. It inevitably points beyond itself, 

to its past and to its future. The syntagmatic relationships between signs in the text have semantic 

implications, that is, implications for the relationship between these signs and to what they refer. 

Reference may be text-immanent, linking internal elements with each other, or text-external, pointing to 

realities outside the text. As a whole, this referential capacity highlights the historical dimension of the 

text.  

Biblical texts are historical in a double sense, though. They are historical documents in their own right, 

with their own history of composition, tradition, and preservation. But they also refer to specific historical 

events, for example, in the history of Israel, the life of Jesus, or the ministry of Paul. For an adequate 

understanding of the text, analysis of its structure has to be complemented by the historical study of the 

world behind the text. For this task, the full range of historical methods is at the disposal of the 

interpreter. Not all methods are relevant for all texts or parts thereof, and the nature of a specific segment 

will determine the appropriate method(s).  

Finally, the text refers to the world in front of itself. The contribution from the structural and historical 

dimensions converge at this point to activate the pragmatic potential of the text. Understanding the 

original speech event is the prerequisite for its appropriation in the contemporary situation. Rhetorical 

analysis and speech act theory are important tools to reveal the persuasive strategies used by the author. 

The concept of the implied reader sharpens the eye for directions given on all levels for the realization of 

the text. But not only is the reader as textual construct at stake, the interpreter has to take the real receptor 

and his or her existential situation into account. It is in this context that the world of the text plays a 

mediating role. What the text offers is an alternative way to lookatreality,a―proposedworld,‖aworld

which―wemayinhabit‖(Ricoeur).Thustheself-understanding of the reader is challenged. Between the 

horizon of the text and that of the reader a creative tension develops which calls for the affirmation of the 

status quo or for the openness and courage to accept a new self-understanding.  
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BERNARD C. LATEGAN  

HERMENEUTICS, EARLY RABBINIC. The early rabbis inherited a long tradition of 

scriptural interpretation beginning in the Bible itself (Kugel and Greer 1986: 11–106). Following biblical 

precedent, they continued to interpret Scripture for the needs of their communities, particularly following 

the destruction of the Jerusalem temple and its levitical cult in 70 C.E. Interpretation included oral 

traditions passed down from generation to generation about the meaning of a verse or the particular way 

in which to carry out a biblical command. At the same time there was an active tradition of scriptural 

exegesis based on hermeneutic norms, many of which could be inferred from the Bible.  

Rabbinic traditions as early as the 3d century present both types of scriptural exegesis as being known 

to Hillel the Elder before the destruction of Jerusalem. In a disagreement with the elders of Batayra he 

uses both exegetic norms and relies on the tradition of his teachers (t. Sanh. 7, end; intro. to Sipra; t. 

Pesah. 4; y. Pesah. 33a; ˒Abot R. Nat. A. 37). The versions of this tale attribute to Hillel from three to 

seven hermeneutic devices.  

Other rabbinic texts from the 3d century and later attribute more extensive hermeneutic norms to the 

two Jabnean (viz. late 1sttoearly2dcentury)mastersRabbiAkibaandRabbiIshmael.Akiba‘smethods



seem to be more far reaching, and although not organized in a given list, include the principle of exclusion 

and inclusion (e.g. m. Še u. 3.5; Midr. Gen. Rab. 1.14, 53.15) learned from his teacher Naḥum of Gimzo. 

Akiba is also presumed to make inferences from juxtapositions of scriptural verses (Sipre 131) and 

doublets in the Bible (m. Soṭa 5.1).  

RabbiIshmael‘shermeneuticnorms(Hebm  ddôt = Aram mĕk  latā = Gk kanones, ―measures‖)have

been collected in a list of thirteen devices (intro. to Sipra, Mek. RabbiŠim onbenYoḥai to Exod 21:1; for 

a full exposition see EncJud 8:366–72).ExamplesofsomeofthedevicesonRabbiIshmael‘slistinclude 

inference from minor to major, the construction of analogous sets based on one or two verses, and the 

resolution of scriptural contradictions by the introduction of a third verse to tilt the balance.  

Thedifferencesbetweenthesesages‘methodsmay be explained in part by a generally different 

hermeneutic outlook toward the Bible. Akiba apparently perceived Scripture as a code which hermeneutic 

rules could crack. Thus Scripture could be atomized into constituent words or even individual letters, and 

doublets could be profitably exploited for interpretation since the divine authority of the text could 

tolerate such unusual exegeses. Rabbi Ishmael disagreed, tersely stating his principle that the Torah 

speaks in human discourse (Sipre 112).  

Rabbi Ishmael‘slistofhermeneuticnormsalsodisclosesthathe,hiscolleagues,andhispredecessors

were comfortable using some of the hermeneutic devices known to the Greco-Roman rhetorical schools 

(Lieberman 1950; Daube 1949). Whether these norms were directly borrowed from the Hellenistic 

schools or only the organizing principles of the rhetors were used to canonize already existent rabbinic 

devices is still open to question. It is not surprising, however, that in rabbinic circles which perceived and 

presented themselvesasHellenistic―schools‖suchnormswouldhavefoundahome. 

All of the hermeneutic rules discussed thus far pertain to inferring halakic (behavioral) rules from 

Scripture. The rabbis also engaged in aggadic (nonbehavioral) exegesis aimed at the exposition of the 

narrative text as well as for didactic, ethical, and moral purposes. This hermeneutic involved a much 

broader range of midrashic techniques which were freely employed given the non-binding nature of 

aggada. A medieval collation of techniques, attributed to the 2d-century sage Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi 

Yose the Galilean, lists from thirty-two to thirty-six such norms, depending on the manuscript (see the 

edition of H. Enelow [1933]). These rules include patently Hellenistic devices such as notarikon (which 

assumes a word is really shorthand for other words). Elaborate codes may be employed for the sake of 

aggadic exegesis (e.g., ˒at a , which presumes substitution of letters of the alphabet for one another while 

interpreting), and in rabbinic circles puns were a favorite means of deriving a homiletical message from 

Scripture.  

As time went on and the rabbinic communities grew ever farther from the cultic religion outlined in the 

Bible, in some places hermeneutical technique became more and more radical. Where early rabbis knew 

that their interpretations were on a continuum with the apparent meaning of Scripture, some later rabbis 

seemed startled to learn that Scripture cannot lose its plain (pĕ at) sense ( . Ša  . 63a). It seems that 

hermeneutic allegorization (dĕra ) had pushed the interpretation of text so far that any original sense of 

Scripture was obliterated. This parallels certain tensions regarding scriptural interpretation found in the 

Church (Visotzky 1988). In the rabbinic community, a reaction to this extreme was an uneasy marriage of 

two kinds of hermeneutics. Contextual and consentual meaning (pĕ at) now coexisted with readings of 

Scripture that solely served the halakic and aggadic needs of the community (dĕra ). This dual 

hermeneutic of Scripture kept faith with a long tradition of a given understanding of a biblical text while 

affording an elasticity to interpretation which allowed that text to speak afresh to every generation of 

rabbinic Jews.  
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BURTON L. VISOTZKY  

HERMES (DEITY). The Hellenic deity identified by the Romans with Mercury, he was born on Mt. 

Cyllene in Arcadia, the son of Zeus and the Titan nymph Maia. Such was the lineage myth conferred on 

the anthropomorphic Hermes.  

His actual origins were far more humble, for he began his divine career as the power of spirit residing in 

the roadside cairn, the stone heap, or herma, which served throughout Greece as a marker of boundaries, 

entrances, and graves. He then arose from the rocks that held him fast and came to surmount them in the 

form of a herm, a stone pillar endowed with an erect phallus and a bearded head. The Athenians 

especially worshipped him in this form and were filled with consternation when his herms, which stood at 

the entrances to both temples and houses, were ominously mutilated in 415 B.C., virtually on the eve of 

the departure of the great armada that would be annihilated in its attempt to conquer Sicilian Syracuse.  

Long before this, however, popular imagination, magnificently assisted by art and literature, particularly 

the Homeric poems, had released Hermes from the stone heap and transformed him into one of the 

Olympians, though he lacked the grandeur of the others and was commonly their servant. By the time his 

new configuration was complete, he had become the inventor of the lyre (see the Homeric Hymn to 

Hermes),Zeus‘envoy(see,e.g.,Od. 1.32–95, 5.28–148, Prometheus Bound 941–1093), the deity 

responsible for conducting the souls of the dead to Hades (see, e.g., Od. 24.1–204), and the patron of 

travelers, herdsmen, merchants, and servants. He was also a clever trickster with an amoral strain to his 

character, and he granted his patronage to thieves and perjurers (see, e.g., Od. 19.392–98); in fact, perhaps 

his most famous mythological exploit, recounted in the Homeric hymn in his honor, was his theft of his 

half-brotherApollo‘scattleontheverydayofhisbirth. 

There is a single reference to Hermes in the NT at Acts 14:8–18, where the inhabitants of Lystra 

respondtoPaul‘shealingofthecripplebyidentifyinghimwithHermesandBarnabaswithZeus.Two

factors account for these particular identifications: the story that Zeus and Hermes once appeared in the 

regionofLystra―inthelikenessofmen‖(Acts 14:11), to bestow blessings on the hospitable Philemon 

and his wife Baucis (see Ov. Met. 8.611–724); and the fact that by this time Hermes had become the 

patron of eloquence,fortheLystriansnotedthatPaul―wasthechiefspeaker‖(Acts 14:12).  
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HUBERT M. MARTIN, JR.  

HERMES (PERSON) [Gk Hermēs (Ἑπμηρ)]. A Roman Christian who received greetings from Paul in 

Rom 16:14. He was probably a gentile Christian (Lampe StadtrChr, 58), because Paul usually mentioned 

specifically if persons in the list of Romans 16 were Jewish-Christian―kins(wo)men‖(Rom 16:7, 11, 21). 

While the latter term is absent in his other letters, Paul, in Romans, after chaps. 9–11 (cf. 9:3), was 

interestedinemphasizingChristians‘tiestoIsrael.Itthereforecanbeassumedthatheappliedand

omittedthelabel―kins(wo)man‖purposefullyinRomans 16. (The only exception is Aquila at the 

beginning of the list; so many other characteristics were reported about him that his Jewish background 

was passed over. See also MARY (PERSON) #7 and RUFUS.) A member of a Roman house-church, 

Hermes was quoted by name, as were four other members, while other participants were mentioned only 

generallyas―brethrenwhoarewiththem.‖Thefivepersonsthereforemayhaveplayedleadingrolesin

the house-church. Hermes‘Greeknameindicatesthatheprobablywasaslaveorfreedman.Asthe

inscriptionsinthecityofRomeshow,Greeknamesweremostlycarriedby(freed)slaves;―Hermes‖was

even preferred for slaves (see Lampe StadtrChr 142, 144–45, 152–53).  

PETER LAMPE  



HERMES TRISMEGISTOS. The name of a Greco-Egyptian deity influential from Late Antiquity 

through the Middle Ages. The syncretistic nature of the god is apparent from the name: Hermes, Greek 

god of eloquence and science, was identified with his Egyptian counterpart Thot, who contributed the 

epithet―thrice-greatest‖(Gktrismegistos).  

A. Hermetic Literature  

Hermes Trismegistos is best known because of his association with the so-called Hermetic literature, in 

particular the Corpus Hermeticum (abbreviated CH). The Corpus Hermeticum is a collection of 17 

philosophical/theological tractates written in Greek probably between the 2d and 5th centuries C.E., and 

most are ascribed to Hermes Trismegistos. The Latin (Pseudo-Apuleius) Asclepius (an apocalypse 

attributed to the god Asclepius), the Hermetic fragments assembled by Ioannes Stobaeus (5th century), 

and Hermetic texts recently discovered at Nag Hammadi are usually studied alongside the Corpus 

Hermeticum under the categories of philosophical or religious Hermetism. In addition, numerous 

references to and excerpts from Hermetic works, many of which are no longer extant, are found in the 

Church Fathers. All these texts are of interest to biblical studies because they provide a window onto the 

religious and philosophical milieu of Late Antiquity, and thus partly reflect the religious world in which 

the NT and other early Christian literature arose.  

The earliest known manuscript of the Corpus Hermeticum (tractates 1–14) probably goes back to the 

11th century and was brought from Macedonia to Cosimo de Medici in Florence, who asked Marcilio 

FicinotoprepareaLatintranslation(1463).Thereasonsforthetractates‘beingcollectedtogether,aswell

as questions about their provenance, are still largely unresolved. The best critical edition of the entire 

corpus, along with the Latin Asclepius and the Stobaeus fragments, is by A. D. Nock and A.-J. Festugière 

(1945–1954). The older edition by Walter Scott (1924–1936) contains highly speculative textual 

reconstructions, but it is still useful because of its notes and an introduction to the history of textual 

transmission. Jean-Pierre Mahé (1978) has published a critical edition of the Coptic Hermetic texts found 

at Nag Hammadi.  

B. Date and Provenance of the Corpus Hermeticum  

Isaac Casaubon (1559–1614) was the first scholar to recognize that the Corpus Hermeticum did not pre-

date Plato, as Ficino and other 16th century scholars had believed, but rather dated from the first centuries 

of the common era (Scott 1924–36, 1: 31–34).ThisunderstandingreversedFicino‘sviewthatthe

doctrines of Plato and even of Moses had derived from these teachings of Hermes Trismegistos. 

Subsequently the corpus came to be understood as a mixture of later Platonic, Stoic, Neo-Pythagorean, 

and some Jewish ideas. Scholars have almost unanimously accepted a 2d- to 5th-century dating as the 

time when most of the tractates in their present forms took shape, while the Hermetic traditions they 

contain are assumed to have older roots in Greco-Egyptian syncretism. This dating is given credence by 

references in the early Church Fathers Athenagoras (ca. 180), Tertullian (ca. 200), and Cyprian (ca. 250) 

to Hermes Trismegistos as an ancient teacher of wisdom. While it is unclear whether these writers know 

specific documents attributed to Hermes, the early 4th-century writer Lactantius quotes from such 

writings;someofhisreferencesmaybetoour―CorpusHermeticum,‖whileothersaretopresumablylost

works.  

The religious and philosophical ideas contained in the tractates can be described as an amalgam of the 

Greek philosophical schools which is given an Egyptian dress, or alternatively as Hellenized Egyptian 

religion in a Greek philosophical garb. Thus, the works reflect the adaptation of Greek philosophy to late 

Egyptian religious thought, and they therefore reflect the influence of Egyptian gods and cults. One 

difficult question is whether the tractates are the products of a functioning cultic community or school. 

CH I (Poimandres) hintsatthelifeofaworshippingcommunityinchapter29,whileArnobius‘Adv. Nat. 

2.13(late3dcentury)speaksof―thosewhofollowMercury‖(Hermes;seeGrese1979:40–43). While 

each tractate has a distinctive message, the similarity in terminology and thought among the tractates 

probably does indicate a number of authors with a common religious and philosophical outlook.  

C. Points of Contact with Early Christian Literature  



The affinities of the Corpus Hermeticum with Pauline and Johannine literature, as well as with Christian 

and non-Christian gnostic sources, are striking. Speculative cosmologies, various types of dualism, the 

devaluation of the empirical world, the idea of the body as evil, individual salvation, the Urmensch myth, 

sacraments, and revelation dialogues, to name only the most obvious, all constitute points of contact. See 

GNOSTICISM.Verbalparallelsabound,asGodisidentifiedas―lightandlife‖(CH 1.12 and 13.18–19; 

John 1:4, 9), and the theme of CH 13is―rebirth‖(paliggenesia, John 3:3, Titus 3:5, and 1 Pet 1:23). 

Although there is no direct mention of Christianity in the Corpus Hermeticum, there may be points at 

which the Hermetic authors are taking deliberately anti-Christian positions (Büchli 1986): death does not 

enter the world on account of sin (CH 1.20; Rom 5:12),and―itisimpossiblefortheincorporeal(God)to

becomemanifestinabody‖(CH 4.9).  

The relationships between Hermetic and early Christian thought have been studied by C. F. G. Heinrici 

(1918), Richard Reitzenstein (1904), C. H. Dodd (1935; 1953) and William Grese (1979), among others. 

The general consensus is that there are few, if any, literary dependencies either way, but that some early 

Christian (especially Johannine) texts and the Hermetic texts are representative of a common religious 

milieu. Parallels are also found between the Hermetica and the 2d-century Christian work the Shepherd of 

Hermas.  

While each treatise is characterized by its own particular concerns, the main point of the Hermetic texts 

generally is to provide a way for human salvation from the empirical world. The empirical world is 

viewed as the result of developments due to tragic errors on the part of divine beings in the primordial 

past (especially Poimandres and Kore Kosmou, Stobaeus Fragment 23). Acquiring knowledge about this 

past and the resultant human predicament is the essential step toward salvation (Betz 1966). Unlike some 

forms of Gnosticism, the Hermetica do not attribute the empirical world to an evil creator god in 

opposition to the Highest God. In some of the tractates, the created world is even pronounced good; only 

human involvement with matter, the result of tragic error without evil intent, created the situation which 

requires salvation (CH 1.12–15; CH 13; Kore Kosmou). According to Poimandres, the individual must 

recognize the divine element within himself or herself; such recognition leads to ultimate divinization. CH 

4callsforadipping(baptism)intothe―basinofmind‖(Gk:nous) sent down from heaven, and CH 13 

takes the reader through a complete regeneration and rebirth of the individual which are necessary for true 

understanding and salvation to take place. The disclosure of knowledge about the nature of the universe 

and salvation occurs in the form of a dialogue in most of the tractates. Usually Hermes is the hierophant 

(CH 2, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 12, 13, 14, and Asclepius),andHermes‘sonTat(Eg.Thot)orAsclepiusservesasthe

receiver of the knowledge. In CH 1, the instruction proceeds directly from the highest God to an unnamed 

recipient. In CH 9, God himself imparts knowledge to Hermes, and in CH 16 and 17, Tat and Asclepius 

take over the role of instructor. CH 7 and 18 have no role assignments. While influences of Greek 

philosophical speculation can readily be seen in the Hermetica, some scholars have also argued for Jewish 

influences, particularly B. Pearson (1981) and, earlier, C. H. Dodd (1935), who argued that the 

cosmogony of Poimandres utilized the Genesis account. For an understanding of the religious world of 

Late Antiquity, including Gnosticism and early Christianity, especially Johannine Christianity, the 

Hermetica are an invaluable resource. See further EncRel 6: 287–93; ANRW 2/17/4: 2240–81.  
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J. A. TRUMBOWER  

HERMOGENES (PERSON) [Gk Hermogenēs (Ἑπμογενηρ)]. Hermogenes, along with Phygelus, is 

singled out for mention in 2 Tim 1:15 asbeingamong―all(those)inAsia‖whohadturnedawayfrom

Paul, presumably because of or during his imprisonment. A contrast is drawn between these Asians and 

another,OnesiphorusofEphesus,whouponarrivalinRomehadfoundPauland―wasnotashamedof

(his)chains‖(1:16).ThecontrastimpliesthatHermogenesandPhygelusindeedwereashamedofPaul‘s

incarceration, but what their turning away meant (total apostasy? desertion of Paul?) or what it led to is 

hard to assess. Dibelius and Conzelmann (The Pastoral Epistles, Hermeneia, 106) judge that the phrase 

―all…turnedawayfromme,‖becauseitiscompartivelymildterminology,shouldnotbetakentoimply

apostasy. But Fee (1 and 2 Timothy, Titus GNC, 186) counters that the same wording argues for a 

rejection of the gospelsince―itmeansthattheyhaveabandonedtheirloyaltytoPaul…[and]forhimthat

would mean they have also abandoned his gospel, since that is about the only way one could desert the 

apostle.‖ 

Alsodifficulttointerpretarethe―all…inAsia.‖Itis hardly likely that the phrase is meant to imply 

that every Asian Christian had defected. Perhaps it means a number of Asians had come to Rome and all 

but Onesiphorus had deserted Paul. Or perhaps the reference is to a great wave of defections in Asia even 

amongPaul‘sfriends,includingHermogenesandPhygelus.Ithasalsobeensuggestedthatthedesertion

had to do with the refusal of certain Asians to go to Rome to help Paul as Onesiphorus had done. In any 

case, Hermogenes and Phygelus are portrayed by the author of 2 Timothy as having deeply disappointed 

the Apostle, and their case functions as a warning to Timothy to be ashamed neither of the Lord nor of his 

prisoner Paul (1:8).  

The issue may be raised as to whether characters in the Pastoral Epistles such as Hermogenes and 

Phygelus are merely fictitious creations of the deutero-Pauline authorship who function to combat various 

heresies. While that possibility ought not too readily be dismissed, the very intentions of the Pastoral 

writer(s), presumed to be Paul, argue that those referred to could well be historical persons known from 

the Pauline tradition. Also, the appearance of some of the same characters in apocryphal literature about 

Paul, insofar as that literature may be independent of the Pastorals, likewise suggests at least some 

historical basis for such persons.  

Hermogenes, for example, is also mentioned in the apocryphal Acts of Paul (3.1, 4, 12–16). He and 

Demas travel with Paul from Antioch to Iconium. AccordingtotheseActs,they―werefullofhypocrisy

andflatteredPaulasiftheylovedhim‖(3.1).ThesametextidentifiesHermogenesasacoppersmith,

depictingHermogenesandDemasasturningagainsttheapocryphalPaul‘steachingoncelibacyandthe 

futureresurrection.Bothteachthatresurrection―hasalreadytakenplaceinthechildrenwhomwehave,

and…wearerisenagaininthatwehavecometoknowthetrueGod‖(Acts Paul 3.14).  

If the Acts of Paul is primarily an elaboration on 2 Timothy, as has often been supposed (MacDonald 

1983: 62–64), then the apocryphal Hermogenes and Demas could be judged a conflation of such texts as 2 

Tim 1:15; 2:17–18, 4:10. But if, as is more likely (MacDonald 1983: 65–66), the apocryphal writer drew 

independently from the same oral traditions as did the Pastorals, then the Acts of Paul may supply a piece 

of information lost to 2 Timothy, namely that the Hermogenes (and Phygelus) of 2 Tim 1:15, as well as 

Demas in 2 Tim 4:10, broke with Paul in a dispute concerning the resurrection.  
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HERMON, MOUNT (PLACE) [Heb har hermôn (ֹמון  )]. A mountain mentioned in theַהש ֶהשְׁ

Bible as marking the N border of the territory conquered by Moses and Joshua E of the Jordan river (Josh 

11:17; 12:1, 4–5), and the N border of the half tribe of Manasseh (1 Chr 5:23). Mt. Hermon is located 

above the valley of Lebanon (Josh 11:17) and above the land of Mispeh or the valley of Mispeh, where 

Joshua chased the kings of the Canaanites in the battle of the waters of Merom (Josh 11:1–8). Prior to the 

Israelite conquest, it was mentioned as the place where the Hivite resided (Judg 3:3, Hurites according to 

the LXX), under the reign of Og king of Bashan (Josh 12:4, 5), Sihon king of the Amorite (Josh 13:10, 

11), and the Gebalites (Josh 13:5).  

The toponym Hermon derives from hrm, which in many Semitic languages means a ban, taboo or 

consecrated (al-Haram means in Arabic a sacred enclosure). ANE beliefs associated high peaks and 

mountains with the dwelling places of gods. Hittite and biblical records support the use of Hermon as a 

dwellingplaceofgods.MuršilišII(1344–1320 B.C.E.) called to witness his peace treaty with the Amorite 

Duppi-Tessub, the gods of Sariyana, a synonym for Hermon (KBO. V, #9, ANET, 205). The Bible 

mentions the mountain, along with other places, where the name of God is rejoiced (Ps 89:12). Ritual 

centers were located at the foot of Hermon: Baal-gad (Baal of the Oracle?) in the valley of Lebanon under 

Mt. Hermon (Josh 11:17), and Baal-hermon (1 Chr 5:23).  

The Hermon is praised for its dew, which flows over the mountains of Zion (Ps 133:3). It was known 

for its lions and leopards (Cant), as well as for its cypresses (Ezek 27:5). It is mentioned in reference to 

the might of God (Ps 29:6), to other high mountains (Ps 89:13), and to the Jordan river (Ps 42:7).  

Theterm―Hermon‖isnotfoundinANEtexts.ItisjuxtaposedintheBiblewithothertoponymsknown

alsofromepigraphicalrecords.―WhichHermontheSidonianscallSirionandtheAmoritecallSenir‖

(Deut 3:9). Scholars debate whether all three toponyms refer to the entire Anti-Lebanon range or only to 

its S spur, known today as Hermon or Jabal ash-Shaykh.Thename―S[iri]on‖isrecordedintheEgyptian

Execration texts dating from the 18th century B.C.E. (Helck 1962: 57). However, no MB settlements have 

beenfoundthusfaronthisrange.HermoniscontrastedtoLebanoninanUgaritictext:―[Le]banonandits

trees,Sirionanditspreciouscedars‖(UH,51,VI,18–21; ANET, 134), as well as in the Hittite text 

mentioned above, and a few times in the Bible (Ezek 26:5; Ps 29:6). Mt. Senir, on the other hand, is 

mentioned once in the Assyrian records. In the campaign of Shalmaneser III to Damascus in 841 B.C.E., 

Hazaelfortified―MountSenir(Sa-ni-ru),amountainfacingLebanon,‖(LAR, 672; ANET, 280). This 

obviously refers to the N section of the Anti-Lebanon range, known today as Jabal ash-Sharqi. This 

identification was also known to Medieval Arab geographers. Ibn Hokal (10th century) maintains that 

Snir is the source of the river Barada (biblical Pharpar [?] 2 Kgs 5:12), which springs from the mid Anti-

Lebanon. The book of Enoch contributes to this identification. It tells of an assembly of angels on the top 

ofMt.Hermon.―TheycallitHermonbecausetheyvowedandtookanoath‖tomarry human wives (1 En. 

6:6).EnochtellsofreadingandsleepingontheriverDan,―whichissouthwestofHermon.‖Hethen

awakenedandwenttotheangelswhogathered―betweenLebanonandSenir‖(1 En. 13:9). It seems, 

however, that the Bible differs from other sources over the boundaries of Hermon. While the Bible 

sometimes includes the Anti-Lebanon range within its understanding of Hermon, other sources call the N 

range Senir, while they leave unnamed the S spur. It is also possible that the names Senir, Sirion,and

HermonaregeneralnamespertainingtotheentireAnti-Lebanonrange,whilethenameHermonalso

relatesspecificallytotheSsection.AnothernamethatisassociatedwiththeHermon,oroneofitspeaks,

isś  ˒ōn(Deut 4:48).  

Josephus does not use the term Hermon, but rather Mount Lebanon (Ant 5.3.1). Sirion and Senir, on the 

other hand, are well documented in the Talmudic literature as places where sacred wine was produced (b. 

[Talm.] Sukk. 12; Soṭa 48). One phrase states that ―Senir and Sirion are among the mountains of the land 

of Israel‖ (Ḥul. 60).  



EusebiusrelatesthetoponymHermononlytotheSrangeandtestifiesthat:―untiltodaythemountin

front of Panias andLebanonisknownasHermonanditisrespectedbynationsasasanctuary‖(Onomast. 

20.12).Hieronymuscommentsthat―theHermonisclosetoPaneas,whichformerlywasinhabitedbythe

Hivites and the Amorites, from which summer snow was carried to Tyreforindulgence‖(Hieron.De 

Locis).  

Today the Hermon is identified only with the S spur of the Anti-Lebanon range. It is known by the 

names Jabal ash-Shaykh,(Arabic,―themountainofthechieftain‖)andJabalal-Thalj(Arabic,―thesnow

mountain‖).In Aramaic translations of the Bible, Hermon is identified as Tur Talga (―Mountainof

snow‖;Tg. Onq., Deut 3:9 and Cant 4:8), because the mountain is covered with snow most of the year.  

Mt. Hermon is a large convex block that rises above its surroundings as a result of the Syro-African rift. 

It extends over 50 km along a NE–SW axis, and is 25 km at its widest point. The Hermon range is mainly 

Jurassic limestone which leads into Karstic landscape. Its highest peak reaches 2814 m and slopes steeply 

toward the E. The W slope descends in a series of several terraces, where precipitation (dew, rain, and 

snow) is more abundant. The Barada brook divides it from the N Anti-Lebanon range. In the E it borders 

the Damascus tableland, in the S the basalt tableland of the Golan, and in the W the valley of the Senir 

(Ar Hasbani) and its continuation Wadi al-Taym.  

The flora of the Hermon on the W slope is similar to that of the Lebanon mountains. The terrain up to 

1440 m is dominated by vines, beyond which are oak trees and bushes. Between 1150 and 1650 m are 

fruittrees,includingplums,cherries,pears,andalmonds.Forthisreasontheareaisalsocalled―the

almondslope,‖( Aqabatel-Loz). There are, in addition, a few types of pines. Above this altitude, bushes 

and low plants dominate the landscape. The S and E slopes are different. Up to the altitude of 1200 m the 

vegetation is similar to that of the Galilee and is dominated by Mediterranean forest. From 1200 m to ca. 

1900 m the forest becomes thinner. The upper part is covered with low bushes and is mostly bare. Most of 

the year the peak of the mountain is covered with snow. Until recently it was customary to bring snow to 

the foothill villages to cool foods and drinks. This custom, which was recorded by Hieronymus, was 

perhaps followed in biblical times.  

The view from the top of the mountain is magnificent and covers a large part of N Israel and Syria. In 

the S, the view covers the Gilead mountains, the Jordan valley, the Huleh, and the Sea of Galilee. The 

scene in the W covers the Galilee, the Carmel range, the Mediterranean coast, Tyre, and the mountains of 

Lebanon. In between are the Litani depression (identified with Nsn, in an Egyptian source, according to 

Aharoni 1958: 295; Papyrus Anastasius I, ANET, 477; and identified with Leontis according to Avi-

Yonah1966:map49)anditsriver.TheviewextendsfromKla atash-ShaqifthroughtheBiqa valley

(―theValleyofLebanon,‖Josh 11:17). In the N, the Anti-Lebanon peaks are visible. To the NE, lies 

Damascus, and to the SE, the Golan and the Bashan.  

The summit of the Hermon has three peaks, in the N, E, and SW. On the highest of these peaks, the SW, 

therearetheremainsofatempleknownasQasr AntarorQasrash-Shabib. The temple contains an 

enclosure, a large basin carved in rock, and a building that measures 10 by 11 m. A Greek inscription was 

foundthat,onbehalfofthe―GreatestandHoliestGod,‖addressesallthose―whohadnottakentheoath

tostayaway.‖Scholarsinterpretthisasanorderpreventingtheuninitiatedfromreachingthesacred 

temple. Other scholars refer to the belief of keeping the temple pure from the angels who swore to take 

human wives. The temple dates from the 1st to the 4th centuries C.E. Surveys yielded a few Iron Age 

sherds on the summit indicating probable early use. The temple is perhaps mentioned by Hieronymus 

(Onomast. 21.13–14),andbyaJewishtravelerin1624,RabbiGershonBerabbiĔliezer. 

More than twenty temples have been surveyed on Mt. Hermon and its environs. This is an 

unprecedented number in comparison with other regions of the Phoenician coast. They appear to be the 

ancient cult sites of the Mt. Hermon population and represent the Canaanite/Phoenician concept of open-

air cult centers dedicated, evidently, to the celestial gods. During the 2d century B.C.E., chapels carved out 

of rock were incorporated within the enclosures. In the 1st century C.E., temples built in Classical style 

were added to the complex. The pottery collected from these temples shows an affiliation to that 



attributed to the Iturean repertoire. The Itureans were the inhabitants of the mountain from the 2d century 

B.C.E. until the 7th century C.E.  

Since Mt. Hermon is juxtaposed with Mt. Tabor (Ps 89:13), biblical exegesis from the medieval period 

sought to place Hermon next to Tabor. Consequently, the mountain S of Tabor, the hill of Moreh, was 

called―HermonMinor‖(BurchardusdeMonteSion(1283)inLaurent147,Baldi1982:342). 
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RAMI ARAV  

HEROD ANTIPAS (PERSON) [Gk Antipas (Ἀνσιπαρ)]. The son of Herod the Great who, in 4B.C., 

inherited from his father the territory of Galilee and Perea, which he governed as Tetrarch until A.D. 39. 

Antipasisnamedsimply―Herod‖—not―Antipas‖or―HerodAntipas‖—in Josephus, in the NT, and on 

his own coins (Hoehner 1972: 105–106). The NT gospels mention him in two important contexts. First, 

because his marriage to Herodias (see below) was harshly criticized by John the Baptist (who preached in 

the Perea area), Antipas had John arrested and beheaded (Matt 14:1–12 = Mark 6:14–28 = Luke 9:7–9; cf. 

also Ant 18.5.2 §§117–119). Second, because he wasrulerofJesus‘homeprovinceofGalilee,Antipas

was given an opportunity to question and ridicule Jesus during his trial before Pontius Pilate (Luke 23:6–

12).  

Although the Bible says nothing more about Herod Antipas than this (cf. HJP² 1: 345–51), the Jewish 

historianJosephusprovidesuswithsomedetailedinformation.AntipasandArchaelaus,Herod‘stwosons

by Malthace, a Samaritan, were raised in Rome (Ant 17.20). Although initially he had been favored as the 

principalbeneficiaryunderHerod‘swill,AntipasreceivedonlyprosperousGalileeandPereaunder

Herod‘sfinalwillratifiedbyAugustusin4B.C. (see ARCHELAUS).Histitle,―tetrarch,‖isattestedin

inscriptions dedicated in his honor on Cos and Delos, which were erected respectively by a certain Philo 

and by the Athenian people (HJP² 1: 341 n. 1).  

In Galilee he rebuilt Sepphoris and surrounded it with strong walls: he re-named it Autocratoris, 

evidently in honor of the emperor, who in Greek might be called autocrator. In Perea he fortified 

Betharamphtha and re-named it Livias (and subsequently Julius) in honor of Livia, wife of the emperor 

Augustus (Ant 18.27).HealsobuiltanewcityinGalileewhichhenamedafterAugustus‘successor,

Tiberius, using forced migration to populate it. While Josephus stresses the impiety entailed in the 

creation of Tiberias, which was founded on the site of tombs (Ant 19.36–38; with Schürer HJP² 1: 342–

343), Antipas could also show considerable respect for Jewish traditions, as when he sympathized with 

complaints over votive shields which offended many Jews (Philo Leg. ad Gaium 38), when he would 

attend holy feasts at Jerusalem (cf. Luke 23:7), and when he would mint aniconic coins.  

Antipas had first been married to the daughter of Aretas, king of neighboring Nabatea. When Antipas 

divorced her and married HERODIAS, trouble ensued. First, the marriage to Herodias apparently was 

considered unlawful by some traditionalists, including John the Baptist (Matt 14:4). Herodias was 

Antipas‘niece(daughterofAristobulusandsisterofAgrippaI);inordertomarryAntipas,shehadfirstto

divorceanotheruncle(Antipas‘halfbrother),bywhomshehadhadadaughter,Salome.(Onthe

problematic identity of this first husband, see HEROD PHILIP.)Second,Antipas‘divorceenragedhis

former father-in-law, the king of Nabatea; but since a disputed boundary was also at issue, we cannot be 

entirely sure whether the divorce was a cause or a symptom of the quarrel between the two rulers (Ant 

18.109–13).Aretasattacked,andinthesubsequentbattleAntipas‘forcesweresoundlydefeated.Antipas

appealed to Tiberius for assistance, and the emperor instructed Vitellius, Roman governor of Syria, to 

capture Aretas dead or alive (Ant 18.113–15; see ARETAS). The defeat was all the more serious for 



Antipas since some of the Jews considered it to be divine retribution for his execution of John the Baptist 

(Ant 18.116–20).  

Vitellius‘expeditionagainstAretashadscarcelybegunwhenTiberiusdiedonMarch16,A.D. 37. 

Vitellius, probably no great friend of Antipas, halted the campaign and awaited instructions from the new 

emperor, Gaius; consequently Aretas escaped punishment (Ant 18.120–26). Although the chronology is 

uncertain (Schürer HJP² 1: 351), it was about this time that Antipas hosted a feast for Vitellius and 

Artabanus, king of Parthia, who wished to make peace with the Romans. Antipas wrote to the emperor 

(whetherTiberiusorGaius)toreportthisgoodnews,preemptingVitellius‘ownofficialreportand

earning his considerable displeasure (Ant 18.101–105).  

JosephusimpliesthatavengefulVitelliussubsequentlyplayedaroleinAntipas‘downfall (Ant 18.105); 

however,AgrippaI‘soldquarrelwithAntipasprobablyplayedamorecentralroleinAntipas‘decline

(Ant 18.149–50; see AGRIPPA).Gaius‘appointmentofAntipas‘nephewAgrippaas―king‖encouraged 

Antipastoseekthesametitleforhimself.AllegedlyspurredonbyhisnaggingwifeHerodias(Agrippa‘s

sister), Antipas sailed to Italy to present this request. But at the same time envoys from Agrippa arrived to 

denounce Antipas to the emperor, accusing him of treasonous dealings with the discredited Sejanus and 

now with Artabanus, king of Parthia. Gaius believed these accusations (Antipas could not deny that he 

had amassed a great quantity of weapons, even though he may well have done so for use against Nabatea, 

notRome),andconsequentlyhedeposedAntipasandannexedhistetrachyintoAgrippa‘skingdom.

Antipas was exiled to the W (probably to Lyons, although N Spain is also possible). Although Gaius 

offered to pardon Herodias because she wasAgrippa‘ssister,shechoseinsteadtofollowherhusbandinto

exile (Ant 18.240–55 with Braund 1983: 241–42). It is not known whether Antipas and Herodias had any 

children.  
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DAVID C. BRAUND  

HEROD PHILIP. A name some scholars have adopted for one of the sons of Herod the Great, who 

wouldhavebeenHerodias‘firsthusbandand,therefore, father of her daughter Salome. It is important to 

note that there is no single source attesting to a person by this name, and that the name is a scholarly 

construction resulting from the combined evidence of two unrelated sources.  

The first source is the NT pericope recounting the death of John the Baptist. In Mark 6:17 (= Matt 14:3; 

cf. Luke 3:19),Herodias‘firsthusband(andpresumablythe fatherofSalome)wasnamed―Philip,‖the

brotherofHerodias‘secondhusband,Herod(=HEROD ANTIPAS).This―Philip‖thereforewouldhave

beenasonofHerodtheGreat.ThesecondsourceisJosephus‘account of the quarrel between Herod 

Antipas and Aretas, king of Petra (Ant 18.5.1§109).Init,JosephusrecountsthatHerodias‘firsthusband

wasnamed―Herod,‖andthathewasthehalf-brother of Herod Antipas; therefore he was a son of Herod 

the Great by Mariamme (see also Ant 18.6.2 §148). Josephus explicitly identifies him as the father of 

Salome (Ant 18.5.4 §136). By assuming that these two sources refer to the same son of Herod the Great 

(albeit under different names), some scholars have combined the two and posited the existence of a 

―HerodPhilip.‖ 

While some insist that the Gospels and Josephus each accurately preserve a separate element of an 

original double-name (ISBE 2: 695), others feel that the Gospels (particularly Mark) have used the name 

erroneously.Thename―Philip‖isomittedinthebestmssofLuke 3:19, as it is in codex D and the Latin 

versions of Matt 14:3.ThisomissionhascausedsometoarguethatMarkconfusedHerodias‘first

husband with Philip the Tetrarch, the son of Herod the Great by Cleopatra. See PHILIP (PERSON) #5. 

The confusion may have resulted from the fact that this Philip was the husband (not the father) of Salome, 

and therefore the son-in-law (not the husband) of Herodias (Ant 18.5.4 §157). On balance, however, the 

existence of a ―HerodPhilip‖(andthecompatibilityofMarkandJosephus)resolvesmoreproblemsthan

it creates (Mann Mark 296).  

GARY A. HERION  



HEROD THE GREAT (PERSON) [Gk Hērōdēs (Ἡπωδηρ)]. The king who, by arrangement with 

Rome, ruled Jewish Palestine from 37 B.C.E. to 4 B.C.E. According to the NT (Matt 2:1–19; cf. Luke 1:5), 

Jesus was born during the reign of this king.  

———  

A. Introduction  

B. The Period of Consolidation  

C. The Herodian Kingdom at its Peak  

1. The Political Dimension  

2.Herod‘sDomesticPolicy 

3.Herod‘sBuildingProgram 

4. Hellenistic Influence on Herod and in Jerusalem  

D. The Last Years  

E. Conclusion  

———  

A. Introduction  

Herod was born in the late 70s B.C.E. into an aristocratic Idumean family that had converted to Judaism 

a half century earlier, in the reign of John Hyrcanus I. His father, Antipater, was adviser to Hyrcanus II 

and later held office in his own right when he was appointed epitropos (overseer) of Judea in 47 B.C.E. 

The rise to power of both Antipater and Herod was predicated first and foremost on their unswerving 

loyalty to Rome. Both father and son were convinced that, following the conquest of Judea by Pompey in 

63 B.C.E., nothing could be achieved without the consent and aid of Rome. This principle was inviolable, 

and it guided their actions under all circumstances and at any price. At the age of 25 Herod was appointed 

governor of Galilee by his father and gained a reputation as a vigorous ruler by his aggressive campaign 

against brigands in the area.  

Bythelate40s,however,Herod‘spoliticalfortunestookaturnfortheworse.Themurderofhisfather

in 42 B.C.E. put him on the defensive with regardtoJerusalem‘saristocracy.Takingrevengeonwhatit

considered a tyrannical usurper, this nobility attempted to have Herod removed through Roman 

intervention,onlytobethwartedbythesteadfastloyaltyoftheRomanstoAntipater‘smemoryand

Herod‘s proven abilities. Nevertheless Herod was finally forced to flee Judea in 40 B.C.E. when the 

Hasmonean Mattathias Antigonus joined with the Parthian invaders to oust both Herod and the Romans. 

Herod then made his way to Rome, where he was formally crowned King of Judea. He returned to Judea 

in 39 B.C.E., and in the summer of 37, after a stay of some two years during which Herod and the Romans 

were pitted against Antigonus and the Parthians, Herod was finally able to claim his kingdom. He 

proceeded to rule for the next 33 years.  

Herod‘sreigncanbedividedintothreeperiods.Thefirstwasoneofconsolidation,lastingfrom37to

27 B.C.E. The second, from 27 to 13 B.C.E.,wasaperiodofpeaceandprosperity,markedbyHerod‘sclose

relationship with Rome and her leaders on the one hand and an ambitious building program on the other. 

The third period, from 13 to 4 B.C.E., was marked by domestic strife and misunderstandings with Rome, 

andwascappedbyHerod‘sphysicalandemotionaldeterioration. 

B. The Period of Consolidation  

Herod‘sconquestofJerusalemin37didnotbringhisproblemstoanend.Inheritingadividedcity,he

moved swiftly and decisively to thwart all opposition. Forty-five leaders of the pro-Antigonus faction in 

the city were executed (Ant 15 §5) and others were forced into hiding (Ant 15 §264). The wealthy were 

despoiled,andtherevenuegainedwasusedtopayHerod‘sdebtstohisRomanpatronsandhisarmy.

Having established ties with one branch of the Hasmonean family through his marriage to Mariamme 

(Mariamne), grand-daughter of Aristobulus (JW 1 §344; Ant 14 §467), Herod attempted to cement this 

relationship further by returning Hyrcanus II from exile in Babylonia and according him an esteemed 

position (Ant 15 §18–21).Josephusclaims,however,thatHerod‘sprimemotivationforhavingHyrcanus



nearbywasmoreoutoffearthanhonor;proximitywouldallowHerodtocontrolHyrcanus‘whereabouts

and, if necessary, eliminate him.  

In the years following his ascension, Herod was almost obsessively concerned about the security of his 

rule. Thus he appointed an old friend, Hananel, a Babylonian, to assume the high priesthood (Ant 15 §22–

40, 56). Alexandra, daughter of Hyrcanus II and mother of Mariamme, was incensed at the slight to her 

son, Aristobulus III, who was next in line to assume the duties of high priest. She appealed to Cleopatra, 

who in turn solicited the aid of Antony; he succeeded in persuading Herod to appoint Aristobulus. Herod 

agreed reluctantly,withgoodreason.LittletimeelapsedbeforeherealizedtheextentofAristobulus‘

popularity and the potential danger he posed (Ant 15 §52). Herod ordered the young man drowned in a 

swimming pool at his Jericho palace (Ant 15 §54–56).  

Herod‘smoves to forestall any Jewish uprising are noted by Josephus on a number of occasions. It was 

for this reason that Antigonus was beheaded in Antioch (Ant 15 §8–9) and that the king kept the young 

AristobulushomebounddespiteAntony‘srequest,atonepoint,for the lad to join him (Ant 15 §28–30). 

Even as late as the year 30, before leaving for a fateful rendezvous with Octavius, Herod executed 

Hyrcanus II and placed Alexandra in a fortress under guard. He feared that in his absence either of them 

might foment a rebellion or assert his right to leadership (Ant 15 §174–78, 183–86). Similarly, Herod 

justified the execution of his wife Mariamme two years later, claiming that a popular disturbance might 

have broken out had she lived (Ant 15 §231).  

The focus of anti-Herodian sentiment at this time lay close to home. Alexandra, both fearing and 

detesting the Idumean king, strongly opposed the appointment of Hananel as high priest and became 

totallydistraughtuponherson‘smurder.Herod‘ssuspicionofherintensified, moving him to place her 

underhousearrest.OnCleopatra‘sadvice,AlexandraattemptedtofleeJerusaleminacoffinbutwas

apprehended in the act (Ant 15 §46–48).HerodwasforcedtooverlookthisincidentforfearofCleopatra‘s

possible retaliation (Ant 15 §42–49).AlexandrainformedCleopatraofHerod‘sguiltinthedrowningof

Aristobulus, leading Antony to summon him to Laodicea. The king, however, succeeded in exonerating 

himself of all charges (Ant 15 §62–67, 74–79).  

Cleopatra‘sassociationwith such anti-Herodian machinations was not fortuitous. She indeed wished to 

incorporate Judea, S Syria, and Arabia into her kingdom. Despite the fact that Antony resisted her 

ultimate demands, much as he had refused to respond to her initiatives with regard to Alexandra, 

Cleopatra was not entirely unsuccessful. She succeeded in gaining the whole coastal region of Phoenicia 

andJudea(―thecitiesbetweentheEleutherusRiverandEgyptwiththeexceptionofTyreandSidon‖—

Ant 15 §95). The lucrative palm and balsam groves of the Jericho Plain were also transferred to her, 

although here she agreed to lease the territory to Herod for 200 talents a year (Ant 15 §132).  

Despite these intrigues, Herod kept both his kingdom and relations with Rome on an even keel. In 31, 

three crises of major proportions beset the king—a war, an earthquake, and the defeat of his Roman 

patron. Charged by Antony and Cleopatra to collect the revenues owed by the Nabatean king, Herod was 

forced to resort to arms when the former refused to honor his debts. Although Herod was victorious in his 

first battle near Dion, E of the Jordan, he suffered a serious defeat at Canatha in the Hauran and was 

forced to disband his army due to heavy losses of men and equipment (Ant 15 §108–20). To make matters 

worse, a disastrous earthquake struck Judea about the same time, claiming, according to Josephus, some 

30,000 lives and a considerable loss of cattle (Ant 15 §121–22). However, the most decisive event of the 

year31wasAntony‘sdefeatatActium(Ant 15 §161–62). Octavius now stood as sole ruler of the Roman 

Empire.AtfirstglanceHerod‘spreviousloyaltiesandtiestoAntonywerenotthemostauspicious

credentials for winning the support of the new ruler.  

Yet Herod emerged from these crises stronger than ever. Avoiding open warfare for a time, he finally 

engaged the Nabateans in battle near Amman (Philadelphia) in 31 and twice inflicted heavy casualties on 

them (JW 1 §380–85; Ant 15 §147–60). Spurred by this victory, Herod next addressed himself to the post-

Actium political situation. It was to his benefit that the Nabatean war had engaged his attention at the 

time, leaving him no opportunity to dispatch troops in support of Antony. Herod was thereby spared the 

embarrassment of having actually backed the losing side. On learning of the outcome at Actium he 



immediately declared his loyalty to Octavius and demonstrated it by helping prevent gladiators in the 

service of Antony from joining him in Egypt for a last stand (JW 1 §386–92; Ant 15 §194–96). Herod in 

the spring of 30 B.C.E. proceeded to Rhodes, where Octavius had made public his decision to support, 

wherever possible, existing client kings. He realized that the loyalty shown Antony—who had been the 

legitimate Roman ruler in the East—was natural and commendable. The main concern of the new 

emperor (in 27 B.C.E. tobeofficiallysonamedandgiventhetitle―Augustus‖)wastoguaranteeefficient,

effective, and loyal rulers. As Herod met these qualifications it is not surprising that he was immediately 

ratified as King of Judea and awarded other honors as well. Soon after, when Augustus was passing 

through Judea on his way to Egypt for the final battle against Antony, Herod met him at Ptolemais and 

provided his army with elaborate provisions and gifts, including abundant wine and water for their march 

across the desert. In a demonstration of munificence designed to win gratitude and support, Herod also 

gave Octavius 800 talents of silver (JW 1 §394–95; Ant 15 §187–201).  

Octavius received Herod in Egypt after his final victory and awarded him the 400 Gauls who previously 

hadservedasCleopatra‘sbodyguards.ItwasthenthatherestoredtoHerodtheterritoryconfiscatedby

Cleopatra (Jericho) in addition to the coastal cities of Gaza, Anthedon, Joppa, Strato‘sTower,Samaria,

and the Transjordanian cities of Gadara and Hippos (Ant 15 §217). When Octavius passed through Judea 

upon his return to Rome, he was once again lavishly received by Herod, who even accompanied him as 

far as Antioch.  

This recognition,inadditiontothenewlyacquiredterritory,fortifiedHerod‘sdeterminationtoputto

rest the remaining vestiges of domestic opposition. Having already eliminated Hyrcanus II just prior to his 

journey to Rhodes, Herod then executed Alexandra: the king had fallen ill, and Alexandra, finding this to 

be a propitious opportunity for insurrection, moved to capture the Jerusalem fortress. Apprised of the 

situation, and having recovered from his illness, Herod immediately ordered her execution (Ant 15 §247–

51).AyearorsolaterHerod‘ssisterSalomesoughttodivorceCostobarwho,togetherwithothers,was

plotting a revolt. She also told Herod that Costobar had provided refuge for his enemy, the Baba family, 

during the conquest of Jerusalem a decade earlier.AlreadyawareofCostobar‘sseditiousproclivities,

Herod now moved quickly to execute him and his companions (Ant 15 §253–66).  

All this was but a prelude to the most tragic—and, in the long run, the most significant—execution of 

all. Despite the extraordinarylovehefeltforhiswife,Mariamme,Herod‘srelationshipwithherhad

seriously deteriorated. Precisely owing to his passionate attachment, and dreading the thought that his 

beloved might be wedded to another, Herod on two separate occasions had ordered her death should he 

fail to return from a fateful encounter. Mariamme, however, misjudged his intentions and was incensed at 

suchplans.Salome‘smachinationsagainstheronlyaddedfueltothefire,asdidMariamme‘sown

intemperate remarks and actions vis-à-vis the king. Imbued with a sense of familial superiority because of 

her Hasmonean lineage, she often treated her husband and sister-in-law with contempt and arrogance. In 

29, under the incessant prodding of Salome, Herod finally ordered her execution (Ant 15 §222–39).  

The murder of Mariamme thrust Herod into a distraught state. He would call out to her, lament her 

absence, and absentmindedly tell the servants to summon her. Herod sought distraction through banquets, 

parties, and hunting expeditions, but to no avail. The king became seriously ill with an inflammation and 

constant pain in the back of the head, and a temporary loss of reason. No medicine seemed to have any 

effect, and at one point there was fear for his life (Ant 15 §240–46).  

The specter of Mariamme returned to haunt Herod during the last decade of his life. His sons by her, 

Alexander and Aristobulus, could not forgive their father for this deed, and the tensions and intrigues in 

Herod‘scourtbecameunbearableandultimatelyproveddisastrous.Onadeeperlevel,Mariamme‘sfate

andthecircumstancessurroundingitreflectedHerod‘sinabilitytoexercisecontroloverthemanyand

disparate members of his family. Each strove to further his own interests and ambitions and sought 

ways—with more or less success—to manipulate the king according to his desires. The irony of events 

wassuchthatHerod‘spoliticalfortuneswereontherisewhilehispersonallifewasthesceneofmuch

anguish and pain.  

C. The Herodian Kingdom at Its Peak (27–13 B.C.E.)  



1. The Political Dimension. By 27 B.C.E.,andforthenext14years,Herod‘sprosperityand

accomplishments were practically unsullied. The territory under his rule continued to expand, there were 

no wars, and domestic unrest was almost nonexistent. Whatever tensions arose were limited and short-

lived and do not seem to have affected the kingdom as a whole.  

Herod‘stieswithRomeremainedthebackboneofhispolicy.HissuccessfulmeetingswithAugustus

providedafirmbasisonwhichthesetiesweretodevelop;asaresult,Herod‘skingdomwasfurther

augmented in 23 with the inclusion of the territories of Trachonitis, Batanea, and the Hauran to the NE. 

These lands had formerly been under the control of Zenodoruswho,awareofthelocalpopulation‘s

predilection for brigandage, encouraged it to plunder its neighbors, particularly the inhabitants of 

Damascus, thus enabling him to increase his revenues. When complaints from Damascus reached 

Octavius (who since 27 was titled Augustus), he ordered Varro, the governor of Syria, to strip Zenodorus 

of his territories and eliminate the bandits. Augustus subsequently conferred these lands upon Herod in 

order to prevent similar disruptions in the future. Operating with his customary zeal, Herod abruptly 

aborted all unlawful acts and restored order to the area (Ant 15 §343–48).  

Zenodorus,however,refusedtoacceptthisdemotionandcontinuallyattemptedtoundermineHerod‘s

position. He brought charges against the king and on several occasions encouraged the residents of 

Gadara to do likewise. On each occasion the Romans rejected these charges out of hand. Three years later, 

uponZenodorus‘death,AugustusawardedHerodhisremainingterritory,whichincludedtheGolanand 

Ḥulah areas, including the towns of Ulatha and Panaeas (Ant 15 §349–60). Thus, by the year 20 Herod 

had regained practically all the territory which had once comprised the Hasmonean kingdom, and in some 

areas much more.  

As a sign of his newly acquired status,Herodwasrecognizedasa―friendandally‖(philos kai 

symmachos; Ant 17§246)aswellas―friendoftheRomans‖(philorōmaios—Dittenberger, OGIS, no. 

414)and―friendofCaesar‖(philokaisar—Meshorer, IEJ 20 [1970]: 97–100). Moreover, Augustus issued 

adirectivetohisprocurators(i.e.,financialofficials)inSyriatoobtainHerod‘sauthorizationfortheir

activities which, if indeed carried out, would have given him extensive power throughout Syria (Ant 15 

§360). In addition, in as early as 23, Caesar granted Herod the privilege of choosing his successor, 

requiring only the confirmation of the emperor.  

Herod lost no opportunity to express loyalty and gratitude to his Roman patrons. Augustus was 

undoubtedly impressed with the lavish reception accorded him by Herod before and after his Egyptian 

campaign against Antony. The Jewish king was again in attendance when Augustus visited Syria in 20 

B.C.E., not only to further solidify his friendship with the emperor, but to answer charges brought against 

him by the people of Gadara. Herod also obtained an appointment for his brother Pheroras as tetrarch of 

Perea (Ant 15 §354–62). On three occasions in subsequent years Herod traveled to Rome in order to visit 

the emperor.  

Herod also forged close personal relations with the second-in-commandinRome,Augustus‘son-in-law, 

Marcus Vipsanius Agrippa. He visited Agrippa at Lesbos (an island off the coast of Asia Minor) during 

the years 23–21 (Ant 15 §350) and on another occasion, in 15 B.C.E., invited Agrippa to visit Judea, where 

thelatterwaswarmlywelcomedbythekingandpopulaceatlarge.AgrippavisitedHerod‘snewly

founded cities Sebaste and Caesarea, as well as the Judean desert fortresses of Alexandreion, Herodium, 

and Hyrcania. His stay in Jerusalem bore special significance, for it was here that he received the 

acclamation of the people. Agrippa expressed his appreciation by offering a sacrifice at the temple and by 

feasting the populace (Ant 16 §12–14). The following spring Herod joined Agrippa in Asia Minor on an 

expedition to Crimea. Upon the conclusion of the expedition, Herod accompanied Agrippa throughout 

much of Asia Minor, distributing gifts and helping those who presented petitions to Agrippa (Ant 16 §16–

26). Herod also took this opportunity to plead the cases of a number of Jewish communities in Asia 

Minor.  

Within his own realm Herod wielded absolute authority. One method of assuring this support was 

through an oath of loyalty; on one occasion, dated to about 20 B.C.E. (Ant 15 §368–70), he demanded an 

oath of fidelity to his own rule, on another—during the last years of his reign—to Caesar as well (Ant 17 



§42).TheanniversaryofHerod‘saccession was declared an official holiday (Ant 15 §423), and there is 

some evidence that his non-Jewish subjects erected statues of him in his honor; later on the same was 

done for the daughters of Agrippa I at Caesarea (Ant 19§357).Herod‘sroyaltyisregularly proclaimed on 

hiscoins,asisevidencedbythelegends―ofHerodtheKing‖orsimply―HerodtheKing.‖ 

Herod exercised complete control over his realm by dominating all key institutions. No matter was 

beyond his scrutiny. The highest tribunal (Sanhedrin), whatever its composition and authority in the 

previousera,wasnowmerelyarubberstampfortheking‘swishes.Ineffect,thisjudicialbodywas

similar to the privy councils of other Hellenistic kings. Summoned whenever it suited the king, this group 

consisted primarily, if not exclusively, of Herod, his friends, and his relatives, and it was convened, for 

example,tocondemnPheroras‘wife(JW 1 §571) and later Antipater (Ant 17 §93). It was before such a 

council that Herod announced the appointment of Aristobulus III as high priest (Ant 15 §41) and reviled 

HyrcanusII‘sallegedtreasonseveralyearslater(Ant 15 §173). Following the execution of his sons, 

Alexander and Aristobulus, Herod convened this body to hear plans for the marriages of his 

grandchildren. In a speech purportedly delivered on that occasion, Herod personally addressed several 

members of that body, his brother Pheroras, and his son Antipater (JW 1 §556–58).  

The high priesthood was another institution manipulated by Herod for his own purposes. Herod realized 

from the outset that control of this office was crucial for a successful reign, and it is for this reason that he 

immediately installed his long-time friend Hananel of Babylonia as high priest (Ant 15 §22, 40). The rise 

and fall of Aristobulus III, as already noted, clearly exemplify the threat perceived by Herod if that office 

were to fall to the hands of a potentially inimicable person. He appointed a series of high priests, several 

of whom apparently came from Egypt—Jesus, son of Phiabi, and Simon, son of Boethus (Ant 15 §320–

22). The appointment of relatives to high positions was likewise a Hellenistic practice fully embraced by 

Herod. Simon was appointed high priest in 23 after Herod fell in love with his daughter, also named 

Mariamme,andheremainedinofficealmostuntilHerod‘sdeath;Simon‘ssonJoazarsucceededtothe

high priesthood in the year 4, following a brief ministry of one Matthias, son of Theophilus, a native of 

Jerusalem (Ant 17 §78, 164–67).  

The army, too, was tightly controlled by Herod. It was comprised of Jews and non-Jews alike, and 

although precise information on the composition of his troops is unavailable, it would seem that the pagan 

element was crucial—if not in numbers, then at least in the importance of their position. The elite troops, 

those closest to the king and charged with personally protecting him, appear to have been of non-Jewish 

origin.Between40and37thisforeignelementwasapparentlydominantinthemakeupofHerod‘stroops

(Ant 14 §394; JW 1 §290, 301). Following the battle at Actium, Augustus had presented Herod with 400 

GaulswhohadservedasCleopatra‘sbodyguards(Ant 15§217).ThecortegeatHerod‘sfuneralwas

headed by his bodyguards, then the Thracians, Germans, and Gauls, and they were followed by the rest of 

the army (JW 1 §672; Ant 17§198).ProminentamongHerod‘ssoldierswerethoserecruitedfromthe

cities of Sebaste and Caesarea, who numbered some 3,000 in all.  

The expenses involved in maintaining an army and a court as lavish as those of Herod, as well as the 

needtofinancehisambitiousbuildingprogram,requiredanenormousoutlayofmoney.Herod‘ssources

of income were many and varied. First and foremost he depended on the revenue from taxes, which were 

certainly levied on agricultural produce and included taxes on public purchases and sales (Ant 17 §205). 

TaxrevenuefiguresmentionedatthedepositionofHerod‘swillapproachedthenotinconsequentialsum

of 1,000 talents (Ant 17 §317–21). Herod himself brought significant personal wealth to the throne, and 

this was augmented by his despoliation of political enemies. Moreover, his appropriation of Hasmonean 

property, which included large tracts of land throughout the country, added vast new sources of income. 

Thus Herod came into possession of fertile lands near Jericho, the coastal plain, and the Jezreel Valley. 

Furthermore, the vast tracts of land to the NE (Trachonitis, Batanea, the Hauran, and the Golan) were 

awarded to him by Augustus in 23 and 20 B.C.E. The customs duties derived from his control of lucrative 

trade routes, Nabatean trade from the Arabian peninsula, and maritime trade through his ports, especially 

Caesarea, and the revenue accrued from his Cyprus copper mines (Ant 16 §128) all provided significant 



sources of income. On occasion Herod resorted to less savory means of acquiring money. For example, he 

once opened the tomb of David and stole some 3,000 talents (Ant 16 §179–82).  

These sources of revenue undoubtedly operated with relative efficiency during years of peace and 

tranquility,fromthetimeofthebattleofActiumtoHerod‘sdeath.Brokenbyonlyafewskirmisheswith

the Nabateans, this era allowed the Judean agricultural economy to flourish. The blessings of the pax 

Romana were felt inthecountry‘scommerceaswell;tradeprosperedthroughouttheMediterraneanworld

and extended as far as Parthia, Arabia, India, and beyond.  

Moreover, the peaceful conditions throughout the Roman world strengthened the ties between Judea and 

the Diaspora. Pilgrimages to the Holy City and donations by Jews everywhere to the temple were of 

enormous benefit to the Jerusalem economy. Rome protected the rights of Diaspora Jews to send 

contributions, no matter how substantial, and upon reaching their destination these funds were earmarked 

for the repair and development of Jerusalem, its walls, and its aqueducts, as well as for ritual purposes.  

There were, on occasion, famines and plagues in Judea, and the need to reduce taxes temporarily (Ant 

15 §365), but such crises appear to have been the exception. The complaints of the citizenry following 

Herod‘sdeathwithregardtotheenormoustaxburdensundoubtedlybearmuchtruth,butwemustbe

careful not to emphasize their significance unduly. Rarely have people, no matter how prosperous, not 

complained about tax measures. However heavily assessed, the population does not seem to have suffered 

any serious consequences. Despite the devastating wars under Alexander Jannaeus (103–76), the civil war 

between Aristobulus II and Hyrcanus II (67–63), and the cases of rapacity and exploitation during the first 

years of Roman rule (under Pompey, Crassus, Cassius, and Antony), the Herodian period—for all its 

royal expenditures and financial pressures—was a distinct improvement over its predecessors. When all is 

saidanddone,Herod‘sreignappearstohavebroughtsignificanteconomicprosperity. 

2. Herod’s Domestic Policy. DespiteHerod‘sapparentlysuccessfulpoliticalfortunesthroughoutmuch

of his reign, the king never felt secure in his position. His sense of insecurity (and here we must be careful 

not to exaggerate, for most Hellenistic-Roman rulers shared these same apprehensions) stemmed from a 

number of factors. Since he came from a family which until the not-too-distant past had been entirely 

outsidetheJewishfold,itisunderstandablethatsomeJewsmighthavelookedaskanceatHerod‘s

lineage;theymighthavebeenupsetthatan―outsider‖assumedthetitleofkingthatwashistorically

associated with the Davidic lineage. For others, his ascension was objectionable as it came at the expense 

oftheHasmoneanDynasty.Moreover,Herod‘srulewasrepugnanttosome,owingtohisdependence

upon and identification with a foreign power, and many were undoubtedly dismayed, if not enraged, by 

the high-handed methods and cruel tactics employed as Herod rose to power. Undoubtedly much of the 

resentment toward Antipater in the previous generation was now transferred to Herod. Finally, some Jews 

were clearly offended by the markedly increased tempo at which Hellenistic customs and practices were 

being introduced and absorbed into Judea. Although this process had been going on since the time of 

Alexander the Great (336–323), the extent and intensity of this process in Herodian Judea dramatically 

increased.  

Herod‘srelationswithhisnon-Jewish population were also problematic. Although of Idumean stock, 

Herod was considered by the pagans a Jew in all respects. It is difficult to imagine that the pagan 

population would take kindly to Jewish rule, since tensions between Jewish and non-Jewish segments of 

the population had become quite exacerbated during the Hasmonean era. When Pompey liberated the 

pagan cities from Jewish rule, their inhabitants undoubtedly breathed a sigh of relief; now, however, with 

theirreincorporationintoHerod‘srealm,manyoftheoldantagonismssurfacedonceagain. 

In light of this situation, Herod adopted a wide range of measures to assert his control over the native 

populations. Meetings of citizens were prohibited, as was any kind of mass assembly. Spies were 

ubiquitous both in the city and in rural areas. Herod is said to have disguised himself and to have mingled 

with the people in order to assess their attitude toward his rule. Anyone showing objection to his 

regulations or violating any law was severely punished; this included the death penalty, which was often 

carried out at Hyrcania (Ant 15 §365–68). Attempted assassins of the king were put to death, but only 

after being tortured. At times whole families were punished for crimes committed by one of its members 



(Ant 15 §289–90). According to Josephus, the entire network of fortresses, starting with the Antonia in 

Jerusalem through Sebaste and Caesarea and culminating with Gaba and Heshbon, was intended to 

provide a bulwark against any possible Jewish uprising. Together these fortress-cities were meant to 

monitor seditious activity and, if necessary, to suppress any insurrection originating in the main centers of 

Jewish population, Judea, the Galilee, and Perea.  

Herod, however, was far too shrewd a politician to settle for such preventative measures. He actively 

sought to mollify negative attitudes and win the allegiance and support—if not the love and affection—of 

his people. On one occasion (ca. 24 B.C.E.) when a particularly severe drought and plague struck the 

country, Herod moved quickly to relieve the crisis. He converted his personal ornaments into silver and 

gold coinage and sent the money to Egypt in return for a large shipment of grain. He also helped the aged 

and infirm by providing bakers to prepare their food. Clothes were distributed to the needy, and when the 

time came for the harvest, Herod sent tens of thousands of people to the fields at his own expense to help. 

He likewise distributed grain to the people of Syria, although Josephus makes it clear that the king 

distributed eight times more grain within his own kingdom. The generosity and timeliness of these 

benefactions apparently made a profound impression on the populace and did much not only to neutralize 

existing antagonisms, but also to build up a reservoir of goodwill (Ant 15 §299–316).  

Around the year 20/19 the crops again failed, and this time Herod remitted one third of the taxes due 

(Ant 15 §365). On his return from visiting Agrippa in 14 B.C.E., Herod jubilantly reported to the people of 

Jerusalem his triumphs and their good fortune. He then remitted one fourth of their taxes for the previous 

year (Ant 16 §64).  

Another way of winning the respect and loyalty of the people was through the popular assemblies called 

by the king from time to time. These meetings were advantageous to the king in that they enabled him to 

establish direct communication with his subjects and to win their approval for acts already accomplished 

or about to be undertaken. We know that such assemblies were convoked at Caesarea, Jerusalem, and 

Jericho, where Herod announced grandiose plans (such as the building of the temple—Ant 15 §380–87), 

reported on his trips abroad (in 12—Ant 16 §132–35), or used the occasion to gain popular support for 

intended executions, as at the convocation at Caesarea regarding the imminent deaths of his sons, 

Alexander and Aristobulus (Ant 16 §393).  

The above measures were aimed at winning the support of the inhabitants of his kingdom generally. 

Certain undertakings, however, were intended for specific groups. The large populations residing in 

Sebaste and Caesarea were indebted to the king for the generosity and benefactions bestowed upon their 

cities. The character and institutions of these urban centers went a long way toward reducing fears that a 

Jewish king was, by definition, inimicable to pagans and paganism. That Herod succeeded in gaining the 

loyalty of these local populations is reflected decades later in Caesarea. In a polemic against the Jews 

there (ca. 60 C.E.) the pagans praised Herod as the founder of their city (JW 2 §266).  

Moreover, Herod sought to win the loyalties of the pagans in his realm by incorporating them into his 

administration. As noted, many non-Jews held high positions in his court and army. Finally, Herod 

strengthened his ties with this sector of the population by closely identifying himself with Roman rule. 

The close contacts maintained with Augustus and Agrippa, along with the building of temples and other 

Hellenistic institutions, were designed not only as a general expression of support for Rome, but also as a 

message to his pagan subjects that Jewish rule could be supportive of local pagan interests and was not 

necessarily at odds with their way of life.  

Herod‘srelationshiptohisJewishsubjectswasfarmorecomplex.Inpart,itwasrelatedtotheir

conception of Jewish political leadership, the roots of its legitimacy and authority, and its relationship to a 

number of well-established institutions (the council of elders and the high priesthood). For much of the 

Second Temple period political and religious leadership was epitomized in the figure of the high priest. 

He was the political spokesman and the central religious figure of his people. This symbiosis reached its 

peak under the later Hasmoneans when the high priest was also king. On Hasmonean coinage the Hebrew 

nameandthetitle―highpriest‖inancientHebrewscriptappeared,asdidtheruler‘sGreeknameandthe

title basileus, ―king‖inGreek.  



Herod, however, sought to end the dual nature of Hasmonean leadership. For him, political power was 

the―be-all and end-all,‖whilereligiousleadership(ofthepriestlyornon-priestly variety) was of no 

interest. Whether this was because his unsuitable origins would preclude any chance of holding such a 

position or whether he simply was not interested in this religious aspect is a moot point. Herod was indeed 

keen to separate the functions of religion from those of the state, and he left no doubt as to the superior 

status he accorded the latter.  

3. Herod’s Building Program. a. With Rome in Mind. As was customary among client kings at the 

time, Herod named buildings and even whole cities in honor of his patrons. The two wings of his 

Jerusalem palace he called Caesareum and Agrippeum, and around the theater built by him in Jerusalem 

he placed inscriptions in honor of the emperor (Ant 15 §272). In Caesarea Paneion, near the source of the 

Jordan, Herod erected a temple of white marble in honor of Augustus (JW 1 §404). The coastal town of 

AnthedonwasrenamedAgrippeum,andAgrippa‘snamewasinscribedon one of the gates of the 

Jerusalemtemple.Moreover,AgrippawasoftenthenamesakeofHerod‘sprogeny.Josephusspeaksofa

complex of buildings erected in the vicinity of Jericho in honor of his two Roman patrons, noting, in 

addition and perhaps with some exaggeration, that there were few landmarks in all his realm which did 

not bear tributes to Caesar (JW 1 §407).  

However,thepiècederésistanceofHerod‘sbuildingprojectsinhonoroftheemperorwasthe

construction of two cities he named Sebaste andCaesarea.Theformer,Herod‘sfirstmajorproject,begun

in 27 and completed in 25, was built in Samaria, on the site of the ancient Israelite capital. The newly 

founded city of Sebaste was intended to afford the king a strong measure of security. It was fortified by a 

wall some two miles in circumference and settled by a contingent of veteran soldiers, local inhabitants, 

and people brought from the surrounding areas—all told, some 6000 colonists were settled there (JW 1 

§403; Ant 15 §296–98). Situated inthecenterofthecountry,aboutaday‘sjourneyfromJerusalem,

Sebaste afforded an ideal location for an urban center whose raison d‘être included security 

considerations. The carefully selected population was to provide a contingent whose loyalty to the king 

was unquestionable.  

An even more ambitious project initiated by Herod was the building of Caesarea, located on the site of 

Strato‘s Tower, the Phoenician colony which had long since fallen into a destitute state. Herod invested 

enormous sums to construct a magnificent city and an impressive port. The city itself boasted a theater, an 

amphitheater, a stadium or hippodrome, palaces (including one for Herod and his family), an effective 

sewage system, and other buildings characteristic of Greco-Roman cities (a forum, a basilica, baths, etc.).  

Herod‘svarioustributestotheemperorinnumerouscitiesthroughouttheempirewerenotmerely 

expressionsofadulationfromaclientkingtohispatron.InadeepersensetheyexpressedHerod‘s

commitment to and identification with the pax Romana, the vision of the new world order which Rome 

was then offering the entire oikumene. The list of pagan cities that benefited from his generosity is 

impressive (JW 1 §422–28; Ant 15 §326–30; 16 §18–19, 24–26, 146–49). He built baths, fountains, and 

colonnades in Ascalon, gymnasia in Ptolemais (Acco), Tripoli, and Damascus, and theaters in Damascus 

and Sidon. In Tyre and Berytus Herod built halls, porticoes, temples, and marketplaces, in Byblos a wall, 

in Laodicea an aqueduct, and in Antioch he constructed colonnades and laid stone or marble pavement for 

its main street which, according to Josephus, stretched for some 4 km.  

Somewhat further afield, Herod rebuilt, on a grander scale than before, the Pythian temple at Rhodes, 

which had burned down, and on several occasions he contributed to the shipbuilding industry of the city. 

Herod is reputed to have built most of the public buildings in Nicopolis, a city founded by Augustus 

following the battle of Actium, and when visiting Chios he restored the collapsed local basilica. Athens 

and Sparta could boast of his gifts as well. Josephus claims that in Asia Minor, as in Judea, no district was 

bereft of some sort of Herodian benefaction. See also HEROD‘SBUILDINGPROGRAM.  

b. The Private Needs and Pleasure of Herod. Herod expressed his royal prerogatives liberally through 

the extensive building activities undertaken for his own pleasure. Foremost among his palaces were those 

erected in Jerusalem. The Antonia, situated at the NW corner of the Temple Mount, and a much larger 



and more sumptuous palace in the Upper CityservedasHerod‘spalacesinthecityduringthefirst15

years of his rule.  

Josephus informs us that royal palaces existed throughout the country (Ant 17 §274). He specifically 

mentions those in Ascalon (Ant 17 §321), Ammatha in Perea (Ant 17 §277), Jericho (Ant 17 §274), 

Herodium (Ant 17 §323–25), Masada (JW 7 §286–94), and perhaps Sepphoris (Ant 17 §271). Acts 23:35 

notes a palace of Herod in Caesarea.  

c. Herodian Jerusalem: The Temple and the City. Herod‘sambitious building plans were also aimed 

at winning Jewish support, especially his rebuilding of the temple on a scale and magnitude heretofore 

unknown.Herod‘sconvocationofaJerusalemassemblyforthepurposeofannouncingtheseplansisan

indication of the importance he attached to this undertaking (Ant 15 §380–425). This is described as his 

noblestachievement,onewhichwouldguaranteehisimmortality.Herod‘splanswereambitiousindeed:

he intended to double the size of the Temple Mount by extending the artificial podium to the S, W, and N. 

Only the E portico, associated in popular memory with Solomon, remained more or less untouched. The 

Temple Mount was to resemble closely other temenoi (sacred areas) in the early empire, which were all 

constructed on a foundation and augmented by an artificial podium surrounded on three sides by porticoes 

and on the fourth by a large basilica. The temple in these temenoi was a free-standing building erected in 

the center.  

The sacred area of the Temple Mount contained a series of courts which only Jews—and only those 

Jews who were ritually pure—were allowed to enter. The first—calledthe―women‘scourt‖—seems to 

have been open to all; the second was primarily intended for men, although women bringing sacrifices 

(for instance, following birth) might also enter; the innermost court was designated exclusively for priests. 

Here were to be found the main altar, the site for slaughtering sacrifices, and other installations required 

by the priests for carrying out their daily functions.  

The temple building itself was divided into three rooms. The first was an empty porch that was wider 

than the other two rooms; it had no entrance door. Beyond the porch was the hêkal, which contained the 

mĕnôrôt (candelabra), a priestly altar, and a table for the sacred bread. Beyond this was the Holy of 

Holies, to be entered only by the high priest, and then only on Yom Kippur. Originally, in the days of the 

First Temple, the Holy Ark and the tablets of the Covenant were kept here, but these were lost following 

the destruction of the First Temple in 586 B.C.E. Throughout the Second Temple period the Holy of Holies 

remained empty.  

Indeed,therabbinicsaying―whoeverhasnotbeheldHerod‘sbuilding(i.e.,thetemple)hasnotseen

anything beautifulinhislife‖(b. B. Bat. 4a) attests to the magnitude and magnificence of his enterprise at 

the Temple Mount. Given the sanctity and centrality of the site to all Jews, it is easy to understand why 

thiswasHerod‘sprincipalgifttohispeople;―for he believed that the accomplishment of this task would 

bethemostnotableofallthethingsachievedbyhim,asindeeditwas…‖(Ant 15 §380). Popular 

imagination even saw a divine blessing in this undertaking. It was said that throughout the period of 

construction rain fell only at night so as not to interrupt the work (Ant 15 §425;  . Ta˓an. 23a).  

Herod‘sbuildingprojectsextendedbeyondtheTempleMountandwerenoticeablethroughoutallof

Jerusalem.Itseemslikelythatthesecondofthecity‘sthreewallswasbuiltinHerod‘sreign,althoughits

dateremainsproblematic.ThiswallranfromthevicinityofthethreetowersnearHerod‘spalacetothe

Antonia fortress, adjacent to the Temple Mount, and probably included the Damascus Gate area (JW 5 

§146).ItenclosedmuchoftheChristianandMuslimquartersoftoday‘sOldCity,about60acres

(including the enlarged Temple Mount), and probably contained some 10,000 additional inhabitants 

withinthecitywalls.Thecity‘spopulationwasthusaugmented by about 25 percent, bringing it to 

somewhere in the vicinity of 40,000. These numbers, in themselves somewhat speculative, did not include 

the many homes built outside the walls (later to be enclosed by the third wall), nor the villages which 

existed in the Jerusalem environs.  

MentionhasalreadybeenmadeofHerod‘ssplendidpalacesituatedintheUpperCityofJerusalemand

the three towers named after his brother (Phasael), wife (Mariamme), and friend (Hippicus). These towers 

were reputedly unparalleled in terms of their beauty, strength, and magnitude (JW 5 §156–75). Every 



Roman city of note boasted a theater, an amphitheater, and a hippodrome, and Herod had these three 

major entertainment institutions built in Jerusalem as well. The theater was the scene of dramatic and 

musical presentations, the hippodrome of chariot and horse races, and the amphitheater of gladiatorial 

spectacles featuring wild animals. Remains of these buildings in Jerusalem have to date eluded 

archaeologists. See also TEMPLE, JERUSALEM.  

4. Hellenistic Influence on Herod and in Jerusalem. In light of archaeological remains and literary 

sources, it is evident that Hellenistic influence on Jerusalem was considerable under Herod. The extent 

andnatureofthisinfluenceis,however,notentirelyclear.WerewetodependonlyuponJosephus‘

accounts,thedominantimpressionwouldbethatcirclesclosetoHerod‘scourtwerelargelyHellenized,

while others were unreservedly opposed or even indifferent to this foreign culture. Such a conclusion, 

however,wouldbesuperficialandatbestonlypartiallytrue.Indeed,Herod‘scourtappearstohavebeen

very highly Hellenized: his non-Jewish advisers, the almost universal use of Greek names, the Greek 

education accorded his sons in Rome, and the style of the buildings he constructed are but a few 

indicationsoftheking‘sHellenisticproclivities.Herod‘senthusiasmforHellenistic-Roman culture was 

second only to his loyalty and faithfulness to the Roman political system.  

Yet Herod himself set definite bounds to his adoption of Greek norms. He scrupulously avoided any 

human or animal representations on the coins he minted, and it seems that he pursued the same strict line 

in his private life as well:innoneofHerod‘sbuildingsdiscoveredtodateisthereanytraceoffigural

representation. Nothing which smacked of idolatrous practices was introduced into Jewish society at the 

time, and the construction of any temple for the glory of Caesar was carried out for the benefit of the 

pagan population only. Moreover, Herod was careful regarding intermarriage: whenever a member of his 

family wished to marry a non-Jewish male, he insisted on circumcision. His sister Salome was unable to 

dissuade him of this prescription, and he prevented her from marrying the Arab Syllaeus when the latter 

refused to be circumcised (Ant 16§225).Moreover,Herod‘scordialrelationswithsomePhariseesand

Essenes and his concern for the Jewish Diaspora communities (whatever his motivations) reflect this 

fundamental identification and sympathy with Jewish matters.  

JustaswemustseeHerod‘sHellenisticproclivitiesinproperperspective,sotooweshouldbecareful

not to overemphasize Jewish aversion to Hellenism. Although such aversion is noted on several occasions 

by Josephus, or, more exactly, by his Jewish sources of information, we do not know how accurate such 

sourcesareinthisregard.JustasJosephus‘primarysource,NicolausofDamascus,isclearlytendentious

in his praise of Herod, so too we may assume that his other sources concerning the Jewish people were 

biased in the opposite direction. Judging by what actually happened—and not by the evaluation of events 

related by these sources—we are witness to the emergence of an interesting pattern. The popular reaction 

of the Jews to the eagle being fixed above the temple gate was indeed violent, but given the general 

Jewish prohibition regarding figural representation, the placement of an eagle in such a spot was probably 

as insensitive and as irrational a step as could be imagined (Ant 17 §146–63).Herod‘sdecisioninthis

regard was so completely out of step with everything we know of his cautious religious policy that we 

mustascribethisactiontotheking‘slast years, a time when he was far from being in rational control of 

affairs.  

Of equal interest is the response of the people to the major entertainment arenas built by Herod in 

Jerusalem. After emphasizing the impious non-Jewish nature of this activity, Josephus (or his source) 

notes that the only reaction involved the dispatch of a delegation which demanded to know if there were 

figural representations decorating the theater premises. Interestingly enough, no objections were 

registered concerning the erection of the theater itself, and no grievances were aired against the building 

of the hippodrome and the amphitheater. In fact, when Herod showed the delegation that there were only 

trophies of war, and not images, in the theater, everyone laughed at the misunderstanding (Ant 15 §267–

79). Following the report of these events, Josephus remarks that a few people (ten in all), alarmed and 

overwrought by the events taking place and by the degree of acculturation in their midst, attempted to 

assassinate the king (Ant 15 §280–91).  



The foregoing does not necessarily imply that the people at large liked Herod. As mentioned, we have 

ample evidence of spies, outlawed meetings, and the building of fortresses to indicate the antipathy of 

many toward the king or, at the veryleast,ofHerod‘sfearsofsuchhatred.However,itwouldbea

mistake to attribute this animosity simply to an aversion to Hellenistic practice per se. There were other 

reasons to dislike Herod on political, economic, and social grounds without assuming that religious-

cultural issues constituted the main point of contention. It is not without significance that the delegation to 

RomefollowingHerod‘sdeathrequestedannexationtoSyriabecauseofthereignofterrorandeconomic

hardship imposed upon them (Ant 17 §299–314). There were no complaints of religious and cultural 

crisis, nor was there any demand for the removal of offensive Hellenistic buildings and institutions. The 

absence of such statements is certainly not because the Romans would have been averse to such requests; 

in fact, Roman officials, both in Judea and the Diaspora, were invariably sensitive and responsive to 

Jewish claims of a religious nature. We can only conclude that such issues either did not exist or were not 

all that critical, at least for the Jews of this delegation.  

D. The Last Years (13–4 B.C.E.)  

The latter years of Herodian rule were ignominious. The intrigues and manipulations initiated by 

various family members were widespread, and Herod displayed little ability to control this depraved 

behavior. Such circumstances were not new, just more intensive and extensive than before. As will be 

recalled,evenduringHerod‘searlyyearsthestrugglesbetweentheHasmonean(Alexandraand

Mariamme) and Idumean (Salome and Cypros) branches of his house were severe and often deadly. 

However,withthedeathsofMariammeandAlexandraarespiteensued.Mariamme‘ssons,Alexander

and Aristobulus, were too young (about seven years old at the time) to instigate any serious trouble. Yet 

with their return from Rome ca. 17 B.C.E. the intrigues resumed. At first Herod made it very clear that 

these young men would enjoy a special status. He himself went to Rome to escort them back to Judea, and 

he arranged for Alexander to marry Glaphyra, daughter of King Archelaus of Cappadocia, and for 

Aristobulus to marry Berenice, daughter of his sister Salome (Ant 16 §6–11). The handsome appearance 

and royal carriage of these two young men won them much popularity with the public at large as well as 

with the army.  

However, the brothers carried a heavy burden of antagonism vis-à-vis their father. They left no doubt 

thattheydidnotforgivethoseresponsiblefortheirmother‘sdeathandthatinduetimetheywouldseek

revenge. Moreover, their royal bearing was often interpreted as contempt for others, such behavior 

servingonlytoenhanceoppositionbySalome,Pheroras,andAntipater,Herod‘seldestsonbyDoris.The

poisonspreadbySalomehaditseffect,andHerod‘sambivalenceregardingtheHasmoneanfamily again 

resurfaced. Already by 14–13 he had recalled Antipater, once repudiated, and sent him to Rome to foster 

ties with imperial circles (Ant 16 §66–86).Thesituationbecameexacerbatedbythebrothers‘antipathy

toward their father and his suspicions of their patricidal plans. By the year 12 he decided to accuse them 

formally before the emperor in Rome. A reconciliation, however, was effected, but on his return to 

Jerusalem, Herod informed a popular assembly that he was bequeathing the throne to Antipater, with 

Alexander and Aristobulus next in line (Ant 16 §130–35).  

Mattersdegeneratedinthefollowingyears,andthebrothers‘fatewassealedbythediscoveryofa

number of alleged plots to murder the king. Herod believed the evidence presented by Antipater, Salome, 

and Pheroras, and following a trial in Berytus with the participation of Roman officials, Alexander and 

Aristobulus were executed in 7 B.C.E.  

Removalofthebrothers,however,didnotputanendtothefamily‘sintrigues.Thesituationatcourt 

had become much more complicated even earlier because of friction between the king on the one hand 

and both Salome and Pheroras on the other. In both cases the issue was marriage: Salome deeply resented 

theking‘sdecisiontopreventherintendedmarriage to the Arab Syllaeus, when the latter refused to 

become circumcised, and Pheroras insisted upon marrying a slave girl with whom he was in love, thereby 

rejectingHerod‘srequestthathemarrytheking‘sdaughter(Ant 16 §188–219).  

Herod‘sdomesticproblems at this time were further exacerbated by external political crises. Unruly 

inhabitants of Trachonitis gained refuge with Syllaeus, who then refused to hand them over to Herod. 



Thereupon the king marched on the Nabateans, having gained the approval of Saturninus, the Roman 

governor of Syria, and Syllaeus went to Rome to accuse Herod of unlawful initiation of a war. With 

Augustus unaware of the circumstances (at least as far as Josephus would have us believe), he reproached 

Herod and refused to receive his delegation. Only a second embassy, led by Nicolaus of Damascus, 

managed to have a hearing and duly rectified the situation (Ant 16 §271–99).  

Followingthebrothers‘demise,Antipater‘spositionassuccessorappearedunassailable.Hestrovehard

to strengthen his support at Rome and among Roman officials in Syria and drew especially close to 

Pherorasathome.SalomeviewedthisrelationshipwithalarmandproceededtoarouseHerod‘s

suspicions against their brother. When Pheroras died, poison that was allegedly intended for the king 

himself was found, and after an investigation Antipater was implicated, recalled from Rome, put in 

chains, tried, and condemned (Ant 17 §52–145).  

By this time Herod had fallen seriously ill. He was moved to make a new will naming Antipas, son of 

the Samaritan Malthace, his successor (Ant 17§146).Newsoftheking‘sincurablediseaseincitedtwo

sages, Judah, son of Sariphaeus, and Matthias, son of Margalothus, to provoke their disciples into 

destroying the eagle erected by the king over a temple gate. The deed was accomplished, but the 

perpetrators were apprehended and sentenced to death (Ant 17 §149–67). Realizing his end was imminent, 

Herod ordered that upon his death the men whom he had locked up in the Jericho hippodrome should be 

executed, thus ensuring general mourning at the time of his death (Ant 17 §173–75). He ordered Antipater 

killed and once again altered his will by naming Archelaus, the older son of Malthace, successor to the 

throne, Antipas tetrarch of the Galilee and Perea, and Philip, son of Cleopatra, tetrarch of Gaulanitis, 

Trachonitis, Batanaea, and Panaeas (Ant 17 §188–90). Finally, in 4 B.C.E., five days after the execution of 

Antipater, Herod himself succumbed. A solemn prearranged funeral procession, featuring his troops and 

private bodyguard, accompanied his body from Jericho to Herodium, where he was interred (Ant 17 

§199).  

E. Conclusion  

ToevaluateHerod‘slifeandreigniswellnighimpossible.Mostprimarysourceseithervilifyorextol

him. He is described both as a consummate politician and as clumsy and ineffective, as adroit in his use of 

power and as blindly cruel. Love and hate, strength and weakness, grandiose plans, and petty concerns 

were all a part of his personality and behavior. There can be no doubt that contemporary attitudes toward 

Herod were as complex and varied as they are today. Some despised and others respected him; most were 

probably ambivalent. But above the personal likes and dislikes, Herod offered the Jews an unwavering 

political policy which advocated cooperation and integration within the pax Romana. When conditions led 

to the collapse of that policy some seventy years after his death, the consequencces proved to be 

catastrophic and tragic for the Jewish people.  

Other general surveys of Herod the Great may be found in WHJP (―TheHerodianEra‖;―Societyand

ReligionintheSecondTemplePeriod‖);HJP² 1: 287–329; PW 7/2: 1–158; and CAH 10: 316–36.  
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Jerusalem.  

L. I. LEVINE  

HEROD’S BUILDING PROGRAM. HerodtheGreat‘sbuildingprojectsinWPalestine

constitute the most prominent in the country, for any single specific period or personality. One of the 

significant characteristics of his projects is their variety—he initiated the construction of towns, 

fortifications, fortresses, palaces (and palatial fortresses), temples, gymnasia, theaters, stadia, 



hippodromes, monuments, harbors, irrigation projects, and other buildings. The building activity virtually 

never stopped during the years of his reign (37–4 B.C.).  

ThemainsourcesforourknowledgeofthesebuildingprojectsareJosephus‘books(mainlyWars and 

Antiquity) and archaeological excavations. These sources complement one another to provide an 

impressive picture.  

Herodexcelledinchoosingthesitesforhisbuildings(e.g.,Masada‘sNpalace,thethirdwinterpalaceat

Jericho, and the harbor city of Caesarea). Another characteristic of his projects was the multi-functional 

design (of which the HERODIUM isthebestexample).Herod‘slogicalandpracticalapproach,aswellas

economic factors, influenced this multi-functional strategy. For a map showing locations and distributions 

of these sites,,See Fig. HER.03.  

A. Building Projects in Jerusalem  

Naturally,mostofHerod‘simportantprojectswerebuiltinhiscapital,Jerusalem.Ontheotherhand,

because of the destruction that occurred during the Roman sack in A.D. 70 and the intensive building 

activities of later periods, most of these buildings have nearly totally disappeared.  

1. Antonia Fortress. Herod‘sfirstbuildinginthecapitalwasnamedtohonorMarkAntony.Exceptfor

minor remains, our knowledge depends mostly on Josephus. Antonia combined a palace and a fortress 

(controlling the Temple Mount which was just to its S). It was a high square or rectangular building 

surrounded by steep walls and a moat, and was crowned with four towers, one at each corner, three of the 

same height, but the SE corner tower was much higher.  

2. The Central Palace. Situated at the W edge of the upper city, this palace is almost totally missing. 

Josephus describes it as being encircled with ramparts and towers. While nothing else is known except 

fromJosephus‘descriptions,itwasprobablythebiggestandmostelaborateofHerod‘spalaces;ithadtwo

huge, elaborate reception halls to entertain hundreds of guests and was named to honor Augustus and 

Marcus Agrippa. It also included many bedrooms and peristyled courtyards (some of which were 

rounded) with gardens and fountains.  

The three multistoried towers—Phasael, Hippicus, and Mariamne—were all integrated near one another 

intothecitywallNofthecentralpalace(nowthesiteof―TheCitadel‖).FromJosephus‘careful

descriptions, it is known that these towers ranged from 35–45 m high. All had solid foundations with 

palatialfacilitiesontop.Onlyonesolidfoundation(22×18×20m,probablyPhasael‘s)hassurvived

from these unique towers.  

3. Theater and Amphitheater. Although these are mentioned by Josephus, they have not yet been 

located.  

4. Fortifications. Data unearthed in excavations indicate city walls and towers either built or reinforced 

inHerod‘sday. 

5. The Temple Mount. Herod‘smostprestigiousbuildingproject was the rebuilding of the Jewish 

temple in Jerusalem and the enlargement of the sacred temenos around it. Josephus and the Mishna are 

our main sources concerning the temple itself. The new temple followed the ancient plan but no doubt 

was more elaborate and perhaps even higher. A major effort was given to the enlargement of the Temple 

MounttowardtheNW,andmainlytotheS.ArchaeologicalinvestigationscomplementJosephus‘

description of the various gates, the doubled stoas which surrounded the temenos on three of its sides, and 

especiallytheroyalbasilica(Herod‘smostmonumentalbuilding),whichadornedtheTempleMounton

itsS.Theroyalbasilica,nodoubt,wasbuilttocompensateforHerod‘sinability,sincehewasnotapriest,

to enter the temple itself. The excavations have exposed not only major parts of the W and S walls, but 

alsomanydetailsoftheadjacentroads,themonumentalstairwayattheSWcorner(Robinson‘sarch),the

Hulda gates on the S, and the adjacent monumental stairways and plaza.  

B. Samaria/Sebaste  

Samaria, the ancient capital of the Israelite kingdom, was rebuilt by Herod to settle veteran soldiers. The 

prominent building was the Augusteum, the temple built on the acropolis to honor Augustus. Foundations 

have survived not only of the temple (34 × 24 m), but also of the large forecourt (ca. 82 × 70 m with its 

surrounding stoas); both are described by Josephus. Herod also built a circling wall (ca. 3.5 km long) with 



towers (also described by Josephus), and a large rectangular stadium (about 200 × 60 m) which was 

surrounded by stoas. See SAMARIA.  

C. Caesarea Maritima  

CaesareawasoneofHerod‘smostimportantprojectsandthebiggestplannedtownbuiltbyhim

(replacing the ancientPhoenician―MigdalStraton‖).Josephus‘detaileddescription(alreadypartially

attestedbyarchaeology)focusesontheharborasHerod‘smaineffortandachievement.  

Most of the harbor was built in the open sea. It was surrounded by massive breakwaters built with huge 

concrete blocks cast in situ in special wooden forms. Six monuments decorated the entrance into the 

harbor. Walls, towers, and promenades circled the harbor. Only the podium has survived from the temple 

which Herod built opposite the harbor; this temple was also in honor of Augustus.  

The city was well planned, with streets intersecting at right angles, and with impressive underground 

drainage systems. Both a theater (which is still preserved) and a hippodrome were built to accommodate 

the games which were held every five years in honor of Augustus.  

Herod‘spalaceshouldprobablybeidentifiedwiththeruinsexposedonthepromontoryWofthe

theater.  

TheearliestofthethreeaqueductswhichexistatthesitewasprobablypartofHerod‘s activity. See 

CAESAREA.  

D. The Desert Fortresses  

In all the desert sites, Herod followed the Hasmoneans, who had been the first to build palatial 

fortresses. All these projects were described by Josephus (with special attention to Masada and 

Machaerus).  

1. Masada. Masada was situated on top of a prominent rocky plateau W of the Dead Sea. It seems that 

Herod continued to use the buildings, first built by the Hasmoneans (including the nucleus of the Western 

Palace, the three small palaces, and a few other buildings), but he added many more buildings besides 

constructing an impressive water system.  

The most outstanding building was the Northern Palace, built on three natural rocky terraces. The upper 

terrace was the dormitory wing; the main structure on the central level was a rounded building, probably a 

tholos-shaped hall; the lower terrace consisted of a square hall surrounded by colonnades and a small 

bathhouse in the Roman style at its basement. Another much larger bath installation was built close to the 

Northern Palace. Around the latter was exposed the large storeroom complex built by Herod. The whole 

mountain was fortified with a casemate wall and towers (intensively used during the first Jewish revolt 

against the Romans).  

Twelve huge cisterns were also built on the NW cliff to store water from the occasional flash floods. At 

the same time, additional cisterns were built on top of the hill. See MASADA.  

2. Machaerus. BuilttotheEoftheDeadSea,Herod‘spalatialfortressreplacedtheHasmoneanone.It

consisted of walls and towers, dwelling and storage rooms, and a bathhouse in the Roman style. It also 

included a lower town just outside the summit. See MACHAERUS.  

3. Hyrcania. This desert fortress which is W of the Dead Sea is virtually unexcavated.  

4. Cypros. This was a desert fortress W of Jericho built on top of a ruined Hasmonean one. It included 

many palatial rooms and two bathhouses in the Roman style. Herod built a water channel from the Qelt 

springs especially to feed this site.  

5. Alexandrium. The site is located on a high hill W of the Jordan, between Jericho and Beth-shan. 

OnlyoneperistyledcourtyardhasbeenexcavatedofHerod‘sroyalfortress.Thisfortresswasalsobuilton

top of a Hasmonean one.  

E. The Plain of Jericho  

Because of the proximity of Jericho to Jerusalem, and because of the abundance of water and land, as 

wellasthemildclimate,JerichowasafavoredlocationforHerod.At―TululAbuel-Alayiq,‖nearWadi

Qelt, he followed the Hasmoneans and built in succession three palaces which ultimately were merged to 

function as one. On another part of the plain, Herod built a unique multipurpose structure, the 

―Hippodrome.‖  



The first palace was a rectangular building (85 × 45 m) built S of Wadi Qelt. It was initially 

misinterpreted as a gymnasium by its excavator, but more recent investigations have clarified its function.  

The second palace was built later, N of the wadi, on top of the Hasmonean palace which had probably 

been destroyed in the 31 B.C. earthquake. It had a large entertainment wing (including a swimming pool 

and a bathhouse in the Roman style), another swimming pool surrounded by gardens, and what appears to 

have been an elevated wing on top of an artificial mound.  

The most outstanding palace was the third one, covering 3 hectares on both sides of the wadi. Its 

construction implemented Roman techniques, such as opus reticulatum stonework. It comprised a large 

entertainment wing N of the wadi (with a huge triclinium hall 29 × 19 m), and S of the wadi a large exotic 

formal garden, a huge pool (90 × 70 m), and a round hall (16 m in diameter) built on top of an artificial 

mound. It seems that the two halls were also named after Augustus and Marcus Agrippa. See JERICHO.  

The hippodrome was built about a mile N of the palaces and was a unique combination of a 350 × 85 m 

racing course, a 70 × 70 m building (perhaps a gymnasium) built on top of an artificial mound, and a 

theaterbuiltonthemound‘sSslope,facingthe course. In the context of the political events near the death 

of Herod, Josephus refers probably to these structures which were unique in the whole Classical world 

(Ant 17 §161, 194; JW 1 §659).  

F. Herodium  

The Herodium was one of the most important sites built by Herod, and the only one to carry his name. 

Situatedabout10milesSofJerusalem,inHerod‘smostcrucialbattlefield,Herodiumwasaunique

combination of a huge summer palace complex, a district capital, a fortress, a monument, and the royal 

tomb estate. The 25-hectare site, well planned with one grid system, combined a unique elevated building 

situated on top of a mountain, and a lavish lower campus.  

The mountain fortress had a palace at its center surrounded by walls which were laid out in a circle. 

Along the walls were four towers, three of which were apsidal, while the fourth was completely round and 

much higher. This outstanding building was half buried and surrounded by an artificial, cone-shaped 

mountain.  

The lower campus, at the bottom of the mountain, included a huge pool (70 × 46 m) surrounded by 

gardens,colonnades,andvariousbuildings.Thesebuildingslaidina―rugpattern‖includedpalatial

edifices, a large bathhouse in the Roman style, and service facilities. Not far from the pool are remains of 

a130×60mbuildingwhichwasprobablythecampus‘mainpalatialwing. 

AlthoughHerod‘stombhasyettobelocated,itprobablyexistedinthelowercampus.Hintsofsuchare

a250mlong―course‖(thefuneraltrack?),amonumental building at its end, and a group of beautifully 

curved stones, characteristic of contemporaneous funerary monuments at Jerusalem. Stones which are 

reused in a nearby Byzantine church probably came from the facade of the missing tomb monument itself. 

See HERODIUM.  

G. Other Building Projects  

More building projects are mentioned by Josephus: a harbor at Antedon (S of Gaza); a royal estate at 

Phasael(NofJericho)namedafterHerod‘sbrother;apalaceatBethHaramtha E of the Dead Sea and 

otherfortificationsfurtherEatHeshbon;aroyalresidency,perhapsagovernor‘spalace,atSepphoris;and

twoveterans‘settlements,onenearMt.Carmel(GevaHaparashim)andtheotheroneEtotheGolan

(Biethura).  

Archaeological evidence exists for a pagan temple at Banias (Panion), situated at one of the sources of 

theJordanriver.Ontheotherhand,theonlycompletemonumentdatedtoHerod‘sdays(andattributedby

all scholars to this king) is the temenos built above the Patriarchs Tombs at Hebron, which was never 

mentioned by Josephus.  

H. Building Projects Outside Herod’s Kingdom  

JosephusspeaksofwidespreadbuildingactivityoutsideHerod‘skingdom,notonlyinnearbyplaces

like Ashkelon, Ptolemais (Acco), Tyre, Sidon, Beirut, and Damascus, but also at more remote sites such 

as Antioch, Rhodes, Chios, and even Nikopolis, in W Greece. Of all of these projects, including theaters, 

gymnasia, markets, etc., only one (what appears to be a colannaded street in Antioch) has archaeological 



attestation.However,theseprojectsmanifestHerod‘sambition,ability,andpoliticalorientationwhich

tried to maintain good relations with various parts of the Roman Empire.  

No doubt Herod had a deep understanding for building and architecture. The wide range of original 

ideas,thebuildings‘outstandinglocations,andtheuniquecombinationoffunctions(suchasatHerodium

andJericho‘shippodrome)areclearevidenceofHerod‘spersonalroleintheinitiativeaswellasthe

implementation of these vast building activities.  

EHUD NETZER  

HERODIAN ARMY. We are relatively well informed about the army of Herod the Great, especially 

through the Jewish History and Jewish Antiquities of the historian Josephus, who was writing in the late 

1st century A.D. However, our knowledge of the development of the army, its composition, and its tasks 

remains fragmentary.  

First an appreciation of how Herod came to the throne is necessary. He owed his position, as a client-

king of the Roman Empire, to his father, Antipater, who, although not a member of the Hasmonean house, 

the Jewish royal family, had gained real power and positions of influence for his sons through services to 

great Romans like JuliusCaesar.Afterhisfather‘sdeathin43B.C., Herod was driven from Judea by the 

Parthians in a world stricken by civil war. He went to Rome and through influence had himself appointed 

king of the Jews. But he had to fight to make his title a reality against his Hasmonean rival, Antigonus. 

When he arrived in Judea in 39 B.C., his forces already included foreigners as well as his own 

countrymen, and it was not until 37 B.C. that, with the help of the Roman forces of M. Antonius, 

Jerusalem was taken and Herod made himself king in fact. From this date Herod enjoyed the support of a 

legion based at Jerusalem until its withdrawal in 30 B.C.  

The military tradition that Herod inherited derived from the world of the successor states of Alexander 

the Great: Herod‘sHasmoneanpredecessorshadusedmercenaries—we hear of Greeks, Pisidians and 

Cilicians—in his armed forces, as well as Jews he could rely on, trained and commanded on the Seleucid 

model. But Herod had collaborated with Roman officers in the 30s and even commanded Roman troops, 

and it is likely that he was influenced by these experiences in building up his own army. His professional 

forces were supplemented when necessary by a popular levy from his own kingdom.  

Herod‘suseoftheforcesathisdisposalin this period is illustrated by the hostilities in which he was 

embroiled by Cleopatra in 32 B.C. at the time of the outbreak of civil war between Octavian and Antonius. 

The war was against Malichus, ruler of the Nabatean kingdom. Herod was defeated at Canatha, modern 

Qanawat in the Jebel Hauran, but successfully crushed an Arab invasion of Judea in 31 B.C. at 

Philadelphia.  

WeseehereHerodactingwithintheHasmoneantradition.JosephusdescribesHerod‘sforcessimplyas

―theJews,‖whoareopposedto―theArabs.‖Herodhastakenadvantageofhisprerogativeaskingtoraise

an army from his subjects which he is leading against a hostile neighboring kingdom.  

AfterthedefeatofHerod‘spatron,M.Antonius,in31B.C., Herod was confirmed in his position as king 

byOctavian,whotookoverAntonius‘roleandincreasedHerod‘sterritory.AnewphaseinHerod‘sreign

began as king under the strict supervision of Octavian, who in 27 B.C. took the cognomen Augustus.  

His main military duties in this capacity were to keep the peace with his neighbors and refrain from 

aggression himself. Augustus sternly disapproved of major military action by client-kings unless they had 

received his permission. He was angered by punitive action taken by Herod against the Nabatean king 

later in his reign, in 10–9 B.C., even though Herod was severely provoked by incursions into his territory.  

Herod, however, was compelled to base his rule on force. This was directed mainly against his own 

subjects. The kingdom included troublesome areas like Auranitis, the modern Jebel Hauran, and 

Trachonitis-el Lejah, whose inhabitants resented being forced to live peaceably from agriculture. Herod 

also had little support either from the Greek cities who disliked being ruled by a Jew or from the Jews, 

who hated Herod as an Idumean and as an instrument of their oppressors, the Romans. His lack of 

popularity is emphasized by the plot to assassinate him in the theater, which came to light in 25 B.C.  



ThearmywasthusHerod‘smainmeansofmaintaining his power. After the departure of the Roman 

legion from Jerusalem, Herod had to rely on a professional army loyal to himself. His troops included his 

own countrymen, Idumeans, recruits from his own settlements like Sebaste, or from the wild tribes from 

theNEofhiskingdom.AunitofTrachonitestookpartinthedisturbancesafterHerod‘sdeathin4B.C. 

Butthebestelementsofhisstandingarmycamefromthefightingmenofthewest.Herod‘sfuneral

procession was led by élite corps of Gauls, Thracians andGermans.Earlyinhisreign,Herod‘sguardhad

beenreinforcedby400Gauls,formerlyCleopatra‘s,whowerepresentedtoHerodbyOctavian. 

Among the officers serving in the army were Roman citizens, possibly from Italy. We meet, for 

example, a Volumnius as military tribune, and Rufus and Gratus in charge of the royal cavalry and 

infantry, respectively. As large numbers of soldiers who had fought in the civil wars were demobilized, 

Herod should easily have been able to find suitably qualified recruits to command and train his forces.  

HowlargewasHerod‘sstandingarmy?Precisionisimpossible.Wehearin4B.C. of 3,000 Sebastenes 

going over to the Romans while the bulk of the royal troops joined the rebels. This gives a minimum of 

6,000 men. It is tempting to compare with this the garrison of the Roman province under the emperor 

Vespasian. A legion and the auxilia in the discharge diploma of A.D. 86 suggest a minimum garrison of 

9,000 men. Conditions were by then different, but the figures are perhaps helpful in providing a rough 

idea of the scale of the garrison.  

What were the dispositions of the army? Much of it was based in fortresses throughout the kingdom. 

Because of the distrust and hostility felt toward him by his subjects, Herod had to hold them down harshly 

and ruthlessly. Strongpoints, as Josephus notes, were built throughout the country so that Herod could 

find out about, and quickly nip in the bud, any trouble that was brewing. A strong garrison was based at 

Jerusalem, where Herod rebuilt the citadel dominating the temple early in his reign—its name, Antonia, 

datesittobeforeAntonius‘demisein31B.C.. He also constructed a second citadel in the upper citadel, 

completed by 29 B.C. ThenJosephus,inhissurveyofHerod‘smeansofcontrolling his kingdom, 

mentions major fortresses at Caesarea, Gaba in Galilee, Heshbon-Esbonitis in Perea, and Sebaste-

Samaria. Areas of strategic importance were similarly strongly held. We know of a cluster of forts 

dominating the region E of Jerusalem: Cyprus overlooking Jericho, Herodium 7 miles S, Hyrcania 8 miles 

SE of Jerusalem, and Alexandrium in the Jordan valley 15 miles N of Jericho. They would all no doubt 

have contained garrisons and were supplemented by sites like Masada, kept in readiness in case of an 

emergency.  

But Herod did not rely only on his standing army. He followed the practice of Hellenistic kings in 

building up a reserve army by granting plots of land on condition of military service in time of need. Such 

a settlement of reservists was established at Heshbon-Esbonitis, E of the Dead Sea. Another body was 

settled in the fortress at Gabae, N of Mount Carmel. The duty of these colonists was to hold Galilee in 

check, as they attempted to do later at the time of the rebellion that broke out in A.D. 66. But the most 

important military settlement was at Samaria, where Herod granted plots of land to six thousand men. He 

refounded the city and renamed it Sebaste in 27 B.C.:itwasaday‘smarchfromJerusalemandwasuseful

for controlling both those in the city and those in the country.  

In the unruly NE provinces of his kingdom Herod planted two colonies to police the area after a serious 

revolt by the inhabitants. The first colony was composed of three thousand Idumeans, fellow countrymen 

of Herod. The colony was destroyed during a second revolt in 10–9 B.C. The second colony was more 

unusual. Zamaris, a wealthy Babylonian Jew, migrated from Parthian to Roman territory ca. 10–6 B.C. 

Herod offered him a permanent home in his kingdom, in Batanea, a region centering on the modern town 

of Deraa, on very favorable terms. In return for policing the area Zamaris and his followers were granted 

land free of taxation. Zamaris accepted the offer, built the village of Bathyra, and fortified the area. He 

was clearly a man of some substance. He came from Babylon with 500 cavalry, all of them horse archers, 

and a group of 100 relatives. The Babylonian Jews, living in an alien country, out of touch with the Jews 

of Palestine and dependent on the Herodian house for their favored position, flourished under Herod and 

remained loyal to the dynasty.  



OneparticularsectionofHerod‘sfrontierlinehasbeenexaminedwiththeaidofarchaeological

evidence. This is in the south, in Idumea. Herodian pottery has been found at seven sites between the 

mouth of the Zohar valley in the E and Ber Shema (Bersama) in the W. Fortified settlements with 

Herodian occupation have also been noted, for example, at Arad. On the basis of this evidence, Professor 

Gichon has argued for a defensive line based on the E–W running valleys of the Besor, Beer-sheba, and 

Malhata-Zohar. Forts, watchtowers, and fortified settlements gave, it is maintained, depth to this line. 

However, the interpretation of this evidence is open to some doubt. Josephus does not record any serious 

incursionsintothisareaduringHerod‘sreign.Indeed,theinterestsofHerodandtheNabateankingat

Petra were similar: both wished to ensure that caravans to and from Arabia journeyed unmolested. The 

archaeological evidence is thus compatible with small-scale occupation, possibly temporary, involved in 

the protection of traffic and travelers passing through the region. The fortified settlements in Idumea can 

then be seen as serving to protect the local inhabitants from the occasional raiding expeditions from the 

Negebwhichweretobeexpectedinthedesertborderlands.AsubstantialpresenceofHerod‘stroopsin

this region thus remains questionable.  

The importance to Herod of his armed forces throughout his reign is clear. After receipt of an empty 

titlefromtheRomansenateatAntonius‘urgingin40B.C., Herod had to make himself king by armed 

force.HisrulewasatfirstbuttressedbyAntonius‘legion,butafter30B.C.,underAugustus‘stricter 

suzerainty, he had to depend on his own resources: most important was his standing army. A large 

garrison was based at Jerusalem, and other troops garrisoned fortresses strategically placed throughout the 

kingdom. His grip was strengthened by means of colonies of veterans, loyal subjects, and outsiders like 

Zamaris. So Herod both protected and held down his difficult and rebellious subjects.  

For further reading, see also PW 7/2: 1–158 and HJP² 1: 287–324.  
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M. H. GRACEY  

HERODIAN DYNASTY. TheHerodian―dynasty‖properlybeginswithANTIPATER, the 

grandfatherofHerodtheGreat,whowonacclaimasAlexanderJannaeus‘governorinIdumeaaroundthe

turn of the 2d century B.C. (Ant 14.10). His son, also named Antipater, was an energetic supporter of 

Hyrcanus II; he was especially skilled at winning and exploiting friendly connections with powerful 

Romans, from Pompey onward (e.g. Ant 14.37). He also helped the Romans in their dealings with the 

Nabateans; his wife was a Nabatean (Ant 14.80–84). The ability to work with Rome was the basis of the 

success of the Herodian dynasty; Antipater II set this pattern, and it was by and large followed by his 

descendants. Yet that particular political strategy was fraught with danger, especially when the interests 

and values of the essentially Greco-Roman culture of the Roman Empire conflicted with Jewish tradition 

(see Fig. HER.04).  

In 48 B.C., when Rome was still caught up in the civil war between Caesar and Pompey which had 

erupted the year before, Antipater II astutely realigned his loyalties. Caesar was in mortal danger in 

Alexandria. Antipater, who had hitherto supported the Pompeian cause, judged that that cause was lost 

now that Pompey was dead; he therefore sought and won the favor of the likely victor by raising troops 

andbringingthemtoCaesar‘said(Ant 14.127–39). As a reward, Caesar gave Antipater and his family 

Roman citizenship in 47 B.C.: his full name was now presumably Gaius Julius Antipater. The 

administration of Judea was put in his hands; Phasael and Herod, his sons, administered Jerusalem and 

Galilee respectively. The abilities of Herod, who was to become HEROD THE GREAT, were soon 

obvious (Ant 14.140ff.).  

In 43 B.C., shortly after the assassination of Caesar, Antipater was poisoned while collecting money for 

Cassius (Ant 14.280ff.). In 40 B.C., with Hyrcanus II captured and Jerusalem in Parthian hands, Herod 

made his way to Rome, where he was appointed king of Judea by the Roman Senate, thanks to the 

combined efforts of Antony and Octavian. But it was not until 37 B.C. that Roman forces made it possible 



forHerodtoenterJerusalem.Herod‘spositioncouldonlyhavebeenuneasy:hehadnodynasticclaimto

rule, and there was some resistance among the Jews toward the establishment of any king at all.  

As the Roman world divided in civil warfare once more, with Octavian in the W and Antony in the E, 

HerodhadlittlechoicebuttosupportAntony‘scause;hislinkswithAntonywerestronger.After

Octavian‘s victory, Herod deftly won his pardon in 30 B.C. Under Octavian (later known as Caesar 

AUGUSTUS) Herod proceeded to build up his kingdom. His reconstruction projects are especially noted 

for their elaborate foundations. He also developed a reputation throughout the empire for his generous 

beneficence.Despitetheoccasionalrift,Herod‘srelationswiththeimperialfamilywerenotablywarm,

yetHerod‘sdealingswithnon-Jewish communities and his flirtation with Greco-Roman culture won him 

some displeasure at home. His position became ever more uncomfortable in the latter years of his reign, 

thanks largely to the opposition of Jewish traditionalists, who abhorred this Idumean king with gentile 

ways.  

Herod‘sdifficulties found expression within his family: he was led to execute a wife, Mariamme I, in 29 

B.C., and later, three sons—Alexander and Aristobulus in 7 B.C., and Antipater in 4 B.C. His several and 

significant changes to his will further indicate the unsettled nature of his last years. He died, some 70 

years old, in 4 B.C. ConsequentsocialdisorderalsopointstotheextentofproblemsinHerod‘sreign. 

AugustuswasfreetoenactHerod‘swillashesawfit:hedividedHerod‘s property, partly to ensure the 

futureofeachofHerod‘sdependents.ThebulkofthekingdomwasdividedbetweenHerod‘sthree

sons—ARCHELAUS, HEROD ANTIPAS, and Philip the Tetrarch (see PHILIP [PERSON] #5). 

Archelaus,giventhetitleofethnarch,hadthecoreofHerod‘s kingdom (Judea), but he could not maintain 

order and only made himself unpopular in the attempt. He was removed by Augustus in A.D. 6 at the 

request of his subjects and replaced by a Roman governor. Antipas and Philip each received smaller 

territories to the N and the title tetrarch, but were more successful in retaining control. Antipas was 

deposed in A.D. 39 by the emperor Gaius (alias Caligula), largely through the machinations of his nephew 

and brother-in-law Agrippa, who received his tetrarchy (later AGRIPPA I). Philip died in A.D. 33/4, and 

ultimately his tetrarchy also passed to Agrippa.  

In A.D. 41 Agrippa helped Claudius to power at Rome. A grateful Claudius gave him the province of 

Judea; thus the originaldomainofHerod‘skingdomwasrestoredforAgrippa.Agrippahadmadeastute

use of the connections he had formed with the imperial family during his youth in Rome. Earlier, Herod 

had sent his sons to Rome for just this purpose, but they seem to have derived less advantage from their 

sojourn than did Agrippa. Agrippa used his contacts to protect Jewish interests from the worst excesses of 

Roman power; he also gained the territory of Chalcis for his brother Herod (of Chalcis).  

Upon the death of Agrippa I in A.D. 44, Claudius appointed a Roman governor to his kingdom, since his 

son (Agrippa II) was considered too young for such a responsibility. The young Agrippa lived at the court 

of Claudius in Rome until about A.D. 50, when Chalcis became available through the death of his uncle 

Herod (of Chalcis). In A.D. 53hereceivedanextendedversionofPhilip‘soldtetrarchywhileexercising

certain religious prerogatives in Jerusalem.  

Agrippa II owed everything to Rome and seems to have thought that the best future for the Jews lay in 

acquiescence in Roman rule, which was to be coaxed and tempered rather than thwarted. Together with 

his sister, BERNICE, Agrippa opposed the Jewish revolt of A.D. 66, first with words and then with arms. 

Agrippa‘sroyalforcesfoughtbesidetheRomanstosuppresstherevolutionaries,who,itmustbesaid,

were also fighting among themselves. Such cooperation was the essence of Herodian rule; the book of 

Acts clearly shows the essentially amicable and everyday dealings of Roman governors with Antipas and 

AgrippaII.Thelatter‘sothersister,DRUSILLA, even married the Roman governor FELIX.  

After the revolt had been crushed, Agrippa and Bernice were duly rewarded by the Romans with honors 

and territory. It was thought that Bernice might even marry into the new imperial family of Rome, the 

Flavians (A.D. 69–96), but she did not. By the end of the 1st century A.D. Agrippadied.Drusilla‘ssonby

Felix had been killed in the volcanic eruption of Mt. Vesuvius in A.D. 79. The rest of the family faded 

from history, though occasional glimpses survive of possible descendants of the Herodian dynasty 

(Sullivan ANRW 2/8: 344–45 with Braund 1983: 242). (See also HJP² 1: 243–454.)  
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DAVID C. BRAUND  

HERODIAS (PERSON) [Gk Herodias (Ἑποδιαρ)]. The daughter of Aristobulus (son of Herod the 

Great)andBernice(daughterofHerodtheGreat‘ssister,Salome).Shewas probably born between 9 and 

7 B.C., shortly before Aristobulus died in 7 B.C. According to Josephus (Ant 17 §14) she was betrothed 

about 6 B.C. toHerodtheGreat‘s son Herod, whose personal name seems to have been Philip. Apparently 

Herodias bore to her first husband a daughter, whom Josephus says was named Salome (Ant 18 §136). 

While Herod Antipas was visiting the residence of his half-brother Herod Philip, Herodias became 

interested in Antipas and agreed to divorce Philip for Antipas (Ant 18 §110).  

Herodias was the niece of Herod Antipas and was nearing her fortieth birthday at the time of her second 

marriage. This second marriage would have been judged incestuous by the OT laws (Lev 18:13) and 

definitely forbidden (Lev 20:21; 18:16).Itisprobable,consideringJesus‘closerelationshiptoJohnthe

Baptist and the fact that John apparently lost his life for condemning the relationship of Antipas and 

Herodias, that Jesus made indirect reference to this relationship in his discussion of marriage (Mark 

10:12, but especially Matt 19:1–9 [Witherington 1985: 571–76]).  

The Synoptic Gospels give attention to the relationship of Antipas to Herodias because of its effect on 

theBaptist‘scareerandlife(Mark 6:17–29; Matt 14:3–12; Luke 3:19–20). Luke explicitly says that John 

was imprisoned because he criticized the incestuous and unlawful marriage between Herodias and 

Antipas. Thus, this comment provides a plausible explanation why we find Herodias biding her time, 

―nursingagrudgeagainsttheBaptistandwantingtokillhim‖(Mark 6:19), and finally forcing Antipas to 

executeJohn.ItmustberememberedthatJosephus‘versionofthis affair was written some 60 years later 

by one who focused on the political rather than the personal aspects of the story. Thus it is not surprising 

to hear Josephus say that John was executed because Herod perceived him to be a political threat (Ant 18 

§116–19).  

Some believe that the story in Mark 6 (and any parallel) is legendary in character, that it would be 

unlikely for a Jewish princess like Salome to dance a lascivious dance. Yet elsewhere in Josephus (JW 

2.2.5) we hear of this same sort of revelry and drinking within the Herodian household, which was 

thoroughly Hellenized (Windisch 1917: 73–81). Furthermore, the machinations of Herodias in this story 

are true to form, the Herodian household being infamous forplotstobringaboutanopponent‘sdownfall.

The most probable reading of the text in Mark 6:22 isnot―hisdaughter‖but―herdaughter,‖areading

supported by many and varied sorts of manuscripts (Taylor 1966: 314–15). Thus it is unlikely that Mark 

was ill informed about the actual state of relationships among Herodias, Salome, and Antipas.  

The picture of Herodias derived from the Gospels is in fundamental agreement with Josephus. In both 

works she is seen as a scheming, clever woman who would stop at nothing to achieve her ends (Mark 

6:19–29, Ant 18 §111, 136). There is also no counterhistorical evidence to suggest that either Mark or 

Josephus was pursuing some antifeminist agenda in his respective portrayals of Herodias. Indeed, there is 

some evidence to suggest that Mark was sympathetic to the plight of women in his era (Witherington 

1988: 158–66). Notice too the story in Ant 18 §240–55, where Herodias is jealous of her brother Agrippa 

I receiving the title of king and insists on Antipas going to Rome and asking for a similar title, an act 

which leads to the downfall of Antipas and Herodias, both banished by the Emperor Gaius either to Spain 

or the Lyons in Gaul (Ant 18 §252–53; JW 2 §183; there are divergent traditions about their final 

location).  
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BEN WITHERINGTON, III  

HERODION (PERSON) [Gk Hērōdiōn (Ἡπωδιων)]. A Roman Jewish-Christian who received 

greetings from Paul in Rom 16:11. His name, unique in the Roman Empire at that time, was likely the 

GreekequivalentoftheLat―Herodian(us).‖Inthe1stcenturyC.E. this latter name identified former 

Herodian slaves who had been sold to a second master (in most cases slaves with this type of name were 

sold to the public or to the household of the emperor), and they usually were freed later (Lampe 

StadtrChr, 67, 68, 148, 153, 296; cf. CIL 6: 9005). It is therefore possible that Herodion was an imperial 

freedman and had Roman citizenship (cf. Phil 4:22;Christiansintheemperor‘shousehold).Asaformer

Jewish slave of Herod, Herodion probably had immigrated to Rome. Other former Herodian slaves had 

gone the same way from the east to the capital: the inscription in CIL 6: 9005 (1st century C.E.) mentions 

a former slave of Herod the Great, Coetus Herodianus, who had become an imperial freedman in Rome. 

The inscription in CIJ, no. 173 even provestheexistenceofaRoman―SynagogueoftheHerodians‖

([syna]gōgē [Hē]rodiōn), which apparently had been founded by several former Jewish Herodian slaves.  

It may not be coincidence that just one verse earlier (Rom 16:10), Paul greeted the servants of 

Aristobulus. Aristobulus was probably a member of the Herodian family; Herodion may therefore have 

hadconnectionstoAristobulus‘household. 

The Greek form Hērōdiōn was first used by an Alexandrian veterinarian (Hippiatrica 82); as far as we 

know, the name was not used again until the 4th century C.E.  
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HERODIUM (M.R. 173119). A palace-fortress built by Herod the Great on the site known in Arabic 

as Jebel el-Fureidis. It is situated 13 km S of Jerusalem, 6 km SE of Bethlehem (N of the biblical Tekoa), 

on the edge of the Judean desert. No settlement earlier than the days of Herod the Great (37–4 B.C.) is 

known at the site, which comprises a steep conical artificial mountain into which is integrated a building; 

to its N are additional substantial ruins (including a huge pool). The final identification of the site as 

Herodium, following Josephus and Pliny (JW 1.13.8 §625; 1.21.10 §419; 1.33.9 §673; Ant 14.13.9 §360; 

15.9.4 §323–25; 17.8.3 §199; Pliny HN 5.14.70) is attributed to E. Robinson, who visited the site in 1838. 

Herodium was surveyed later by F. de Saulcy, in 1850 and 1863, who excavated a small trench in the 

centerofthelargepoolinanefforttolocateHerod‘stomb;byM.V.Guerinin1868;byC.R.Condor

and H. H. Kitchener on behalf of the Palestine Exploration Fund in 1873, 1881, and 1883; and by C. 

Schick in 1879. The first excavations at the site were carried on by V. Corbo in four seasons (1962–1967). 

Corbo exposed a major part of the interior structure which is surrounded by the artificial mountain. 

Corbo‘sworkwasfollowedbyminoradditionalworkby G. Foerster (1969). E. Netzer was the first to 

excavate Lower Herodium—the ruins below and to the N of the mountain (1972, 1973–78, and 1980–87).  

According to Josephus a crucial battle occurred in 40 B.C. at the site where Herod later built the 

Herodium. The battle was between Herod, son of Antipater (of Edomite origin), who had just escaped 

from Jerusalem, and Matthias Antigonus (a Hasmonean prince). The event was a result of an agreement 

between Antigonus and the Parthians (following their occupation of Syria in the same year) to displace 

John Hyrcanus II and the Romans, who had dominated Judea since 63 B.C.  

According to Josephus, during the same flight from Jerusalem, Herod tried to commit suicide after his 

mother fell under the wheels of her cart. Herod, however, won the battle and managed ultimately to reach 

Rome, where he was nominated to be the king of Judea.  

The two successive events were no doubt traumatic for Herod, and it seems that much before Herodium 

was actually built (around 23 B.C.), Herod had determined it to be his burial place instead of his capital.  

As inferred from Josephus and the archaeological material finds, Herodium served various functions: it 

was a large, countryside summer palace (his winter palace was at Jericho); it served as a monument to 

Herod‘sname,sinceitistheonlysitetoperpetuatehisname(althoughasecondHerodiumismentioned



in JW 1.21.10 §419, it cannot be confirmed either from textual or archaeological evidence); it was a 

monument to the battle which occurredhere;itbecameHerod‘sburialestate(althoughhistombhasnot

yet been found); it was the capital of the toparchy (which Herod probably moved from Beth-zur); and it 

served as a fortress. The fortress, as inferred from the remains, was only in the mountain and was 

probably only to secure Herod and his family during their assumed long visits to this substantial palace. 

Some scholars understand Herodium to be part of the wider range of palatial fortresses. Since there was 

no water source in the vicinity, Herod built a 6-km water channel from a spring S of Bethlehem; it is 

documented by Josephus and confirmed by archaeological surveys.  

A. The Mountain Palace-Fortress  

The Mountain Palace-Fortressisboundedbytwoconcentricwallsforminga―cylinder‖63 m in 

diameter. See Fig. HER.05. The space between the two walls, filled today by debris, was originally 

divided into galleries, each about 5 m high, which were probably used as corridors and for storage. Inside 

the cylinder, well protected by the surrounding towers and artificial steep slopes, was a luxurious villa. 

The round space was divided into two equal parts. The W half consisted of dwelling quarters and the E 

half contained a large peristyle courtyard surrounded by colonnades on three sides. The columns were in 

theCorinthianstyle,similartothosefoundatMasada,Jericho‘swinterpalaces,andCypros.Semicircular

excedras adorned the courtyard on both its narrow sides. The entrance to this inner building was located at 

the NE corner of the courtyard.  

The W half consisted of a large triclinium (10.5 × 15 m; this was used as a synagogue during the first 

Jewish revolt against the Romans); dormitories on either side of a cross-shaped central corridor; and a 

bathhouse in the Roman style. The bathhouse included one or two apoditeria rooms, a small frigidarium, 

a large caldarium, and a small rounded tepidarium with a fully preserved cupola, one of the oldest found 

intheHolyLand.Manyoftheinnerbuilding‘sroomshadwallscoveredwithfrescoes,which depicted 

only geometrical patterns. The triclinium was originally paved with opus sectile tiles,andthebathhouse‘s

rooms were paved with mosaics.  

Of the four towers which surrounded the cylinder, the one to the E was round (18.3 m in diameter) and 

the other three, to the N, W, and S, were semicircular (16.5 m in diameter). The semicircular towers were 

divided into floors, each having four rooms, which probably served as dwellings for soldiers and servants. 

Of the E round tower only a massive stone-built structure (about 20 m high) is preserved. Apart from a 

water cistern and two small cellar-like rooms on its top, it appears to have been completely solid. This 

tower resembles the so-called―David‘stower‖inJerusalem,theonlyremnantofHerod‘sthreefamous 

towers (named Phasael, Hippicus, and Mariamme) mentioned by Josephus.  

The mountain complex was approached by a steep, 6.5 m wide stairway (about 120 m long), in a 

straight line to the NE of the mountain. Adjacent to the stairway, at the foot of the hill, three large water 

cisterns were revealed with a total capacity of about 2500 m
3
.  

Oncetheroundedstructurewascompleted(accordingtoNetzer‘sreconstruction,thecylinderreached

the height of 30 m above the original hill), huge quantities of soil and gravel were dumped around it. Thus 

the cone-shaped hill was created. The fill covered about 2/3 of the building (15–20 m above the original 

height of the hill) but also continued down the slopes for another 20 m.  

The Mountain Palace-Fortress combined at the same time three major functions: it was an exotic villa, 

anoutstandingmonumenttobeseenfromafar,andafortress.Accordingtotheexcavator‘s

reconstruction, the cylinder consisted of a two-level barrel-vaulted foundation, above which were five 

stories. See Fig. HER.06. It protruded close to 10 m above the steep artificial slopes, thus serving as the 

fortress‘swall.Thesemicirculartowerswereeitherslightlyhigherorperhapslowerthanthecylinder,but

the round E tower had probably about five stories above the solid base (an estimated height of about 15 m 

above the cylinder). It was used, it seems, not only as an observation post, but also to house palatial 

rooms, from which to enjoy the superb landscape and breezes, which otherwise were hidden by the 

cylinder inside the inner building.  



ScholarshaveseentheprototypeforthisuniquebuildinginAugustus‘mausoleuminRome.Others

postulatetheAntoniaFortress(probablyHerod‘sfirstbuildingproject,whichwasalargepalacebuiltin 

Jerusalem surrounded by four towers).  

B. Lower Herodium  

About 100 m below the Mountain Palace-Fortress, Lower Herodium was built as a complex of buildings 

and gardens spread over an area of about 15 hectares. See Fig. HER.07. This complex was well planned 

and had one homogeneous grid system. Large-scale earthworks preceded the construction of the campus, 

builtalongbothsidesofasmallvalley.Itconsistedoftwomajorsections:(1)the―largepalace‖directly

belowthemountain;and(2)the―poolcomplex‖atthecenterofthelowersite.Thepoolsitehadrowsof

buildingstoitsS,W,andmainlytoitsN(allbuiltinakindofa―rugpattern‖design).Another

outstandingfeaturewasalongartificialterrace,the―course,‖measuring350×25m,which lay N and 

parallel to the large lower palace.  

The―largepalace‖(itsfunctionispostulated)wasthelargestandmostprominentbuildingatLower

Herodium. It was 130 m long and about 55 m wide, and was built on a relatively steep slope. This 

rectangular building shares the same E–W axis with the Mountain Palace-Fortress. Only the substructure 

has survived, including remains of two long halls (each about 130 × 5 m) probably used as storage spaces.  

The―poolcomplex‖combinedahugerectangularpool(70× 46 m and 3 m deep) within a garden 125 

mlongand105mwide.Inthepool‘scenterarethefoundationsofaroundstructure,probablyatholos-

shaped pavilion. The garden, which encircled the pool, extended 18 m on the N, W, and S, but 60 m on 

the E. The garden probably was bounded on three sides by colonnades 5–6 m wide which were elevated 

1.2–1.5 m above the garden level with access via about 5 steps. Two long halls, at least 9 m wide and 110 

m long, lay E and W of the garden. The hall to the W lay behind the W colonnade and the E hall (of 

which only its substructure has survived) was built next to the wide section of the garden. The purpose of 

these halls, however, remains unknown. Most of the structures to the S, W, and N of the pool complex 

remain unexposed. Among the few that are exposed are the central bathhouse, a storage and service wing, 

and the remains of two luxurious villas.  

The―centralbathhouse‖totheSWofthegardenwasbuiltintheRomanmanner;itwasrelativelywell

preserved and included some decorated mosaic floors and frescoed walls. Its caldarium measured about 

16 × 9 m, twice the size of the ones exposed in the Mountain Palace-Fortress or at Masada. It also 

included a round heated laconicum.  

The―serviceandstoragewing,‖tothe NW of the garden, had a long barrel-vaulted hall which collapsed 

in the middle of the 1st century A.D. An adjacent hall may have been a stable.  

The two luxurious villas, situated one beside the other in the area N of the garden, included in each a 

small Roman style bathhouse. These villas probably served the officers in charge of the local toparchy 

since Herod had moved the capital to Herodium.  

An intriguing group of structures have been exposed in the Lower Herodium S of the pool complex, at 

the W end ofthelong―course.‖Themainbuildingisthemonumentalbuilding(14×15m)whichfaces

the―course.‖Insideisanelaboratehall(8×10m)surroundedbynichesseparatedbyhalfcolumnsbased

on pedestals. The hall, which originally had a barrel-vaulted ceiling, had probably five entrances and 

probably was surmounted with a monumental roof. A long but narrow (reflecting?) pool was found in 

front of the building.  

Evidence of a second monument, which was probably nearby, was found in a group of well-carved and 

decorated ashlar blocks. These were reused in a Byzantine church, which was exposed just S of the 

monumental building. Some of these stones belonged to a Doric frieze (in the Roman style) and others 

carried floral patterns, both often used in Jewish tomb monuments in Judea. The monument that yielded 

these stones could be the yet-unlocated tomb monument of Herod. Perhaps the long course was built for 

Herod‘sfuneralprocession(asdescribedbyJosephus),whereasthemonumentalbuildingmayhavebeen

a related triclinium (similar to ones integrated into burial complexes at Petra).  



A ceremonial ritual bath with a double entrance was also exposed near the monumental building and 

could relate to this group of structures. However, only the discovery of Herod‘stombinthisvicinitywill

prove such a hypothesis.  

FollowingthedeathofArchelaus,Herod‘ssonwhoruledoverJudeaafterhim,Herodiumwas

controlled for 60 years by the Roman procurators except for a short interval (42–45 A.D.) when Agrippa I 

was in power.  

In 66 A.D., the site was occupied by the Jewish rebels, but probably surrendered a short time after the 

destruction of Jerusalem (JW 7.163). The rebels settled in the Mountain Palace-Fortress and turned its 

large triclinium into a synagogue similar to the one exposed at Masada.  

During the Second Jewish Revolt against the Romans, the site was occupied again by Jewish warriors 

(the site ismentionedinBarKokhba‘slettersfoundintheJudeandesertcaves).Thesewarriorsbuiltan

intricate and sophisticated system of tunnels into the hill under the palace-fortress.  

The site was abandoned until the 5th and 6th centuries, when a Byzantine community settled inside and 

beside the ruins. Three churches were exposed here during the excavations at Lower Herodium in addition 

to a chapel exposed by Corbo on the mountain. The site was finally abandoned at the beginning of the 

Early Arabic Period.  
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EHUD NETZER  

HERODOTUS (PERSON) [Gk Hērodotos (Ἡποδοσορ)]. Herodotus (b. 484 B.C.) of Halicarnassus was 

―ThefatherofHistory,‖thefirstimportantprosewriterofClassicalGreece.HewrotehisfamousHistory 

of the Persian Wars at Athens ca. 445 B.C. He then took part in the colonization of Thurii in southern 

Italy, where he died and was buried.  

Herodotus traveled broadly in the Persian Empire after the Peace of Callias in 449 B.C. He is not only 

our chief source for Median and Persian history, but also gives us invaluable information about ancient 

Mesopotamia, Egypt, and Scythia (Yamauchi 1982).  

Herodotus was above all a raconteur of entertaining stories. The fact that he himself did not believe an 

account did not deter him from relating an interesting tale. At times he gives several contradictory stories.  

Herodotus‘veracitywascontestedinantiquitybyCtesiasandbyPlutarch.Itwaschallengedearlyinthe

20th century by scholars who questioned whether Herodotus even visited Egypt or Babylonia (Yamauchi 

1966: 10).  

Few scholars now doubt that Herodotus visited Egypt (but cf. Armayor in JARCE 15: 59–73 for a more 

cautious assessment), though he does not mention the Sphinx nor the hypostyle hall at Karnak. He does 

transmit the name of the first pharaoh Menes and the builders of the pyramids at Giza: Cheops (Khufu), 

Chephren (Khofre), and Mycerinus (Menkaure). He knows very little about the early periods of Egyptian 

history, but he is our most important source for the 26th Dynasty (6th century B.C.).  

Withtheexceptionoferrorsastothesizeofthecityandtheheightofthewall,Herodotus‘descriptions

of the city of Babylon have been remarkably vindicated by the excavations of that city by R. Koldewey 

from 1899–1917 (Ravn 1942). Herodotus, however, gives us very little information about Babylonian or 

Assyrian history (Baumgartner 1959). His story about Semiramis may reflect the Assyrian Sammuramat 

(Thompson 1937) and that about NitocrismayreflecttheAssyrianNaqi˒a(Lewy1951). 

Herodotus claims that Deioces first unified the Medes. This name corresponds with the Assyrian 

Daiukku. Herodotus preserves accurately a number of Median and Persian names (Schmitt 1967; 1976). 

Herodotus‘accountoftheriseofCyruscanbeconfirmedbycuneiformtexts.SeeASTYAGES 

(PERSON).  



HisnarrativeofCambyses‘invasionofEgyptwasbasedonanti-Persian Egyptian sources. His claim 

that Cambyses stabbed the Apis bull is directly contradicted by a sarcophagus which was dedicated to the 

Apis by Cambyses.  

Herodotus gives us a full account of the accession of Darius and the overthrow of the usurper, Pseudo-

Smerdis (3.66–88).HedescribesDarius‘satrapies (3.88–96), his invasion of European Scythia (4.1–142), 

the Ionian Revolt from 499 to 494 (5.23–6.27), the punitive expedition shipwrecked at Mount Athos in 

492 (6.42–44), and the famous battle of Marathon in 490 (6.112–17).  

There are some passages in Herodotus which classicists have rejected as entirely fabricated, such as the 

celebrated―ConstitutionalDebate‖(3.80–88), during which three conspirators discussed the respective 

merits of three forms of government: (1) Otanes argued for democracy, (2) Megabyzus for oligarchy, and 

(3) Darius for monarchy. Though these ideas and the mode of presentation are thoroughly Greek 

(Bringmann 1976), some Iranologists have argued that there may be elements in the passage which go 

back to Persian traditions (Gschnitzer 1977: 31; Dandamaev 1976: 145, 163; Schmitt 1977: 243–44).  

When it comes to the account of the overthrow of the usurper Gaumata/Bardiya/Pseudo-Smerdis by 

Darius and his six colleagues, Herodotus reveals an impressive correspondence with the information 

whichwecanderivefromDarius‘BehistunInscription(Wiesehöfer1978:96–97). He transmitted with 

remarkableaccuracyallbutoneofthesixnamesofDarius‘colleagues.Andeveninthatonecasehegave

us a genuine Persian name which may be explained as a later substitution (Schmitt 1977: 243–44). 

Among those who could have been able to supply Herodotus with such accurate information, passed 

down in their families, could have been the descendants of the six coconspirators (Wells 1907). Other 

descendants of these ruling families could have been contacted by Herodotus in western Asia Minor 

(Drews 1973: 82–83).  

ThoughthecorrespondenceofHerodotuswithDarius‘BehistunInscriptionisundeniable,thereare

scholars who suspect that Darius was lying andthatHerodotuswassimplygullibleinacceptingtheking‘s

propaganda. This view was held by Olmstead (1948: 108–9) and has been followed by Dandamaev (1976: 

116–21) and Balcer (1987). But despite difficulties in reconciling the Old Persian and the classical 

sources, the official version remains more credible than revisionist theories (see How and Wells 1912: 

vol. 1, 393; Altheim and Stiehl 1960: 75–105; Hinz 1979; Frye 1984: 99).  

HerodotusgrosslyexaggeratesthesizeofXerxes‘forces.Butarchaeological evidences, topographical 

surveys (Pritchett 1962a; 1963; 1969), and linguistic studies have for the most part vindicated the honesty 

andcredibilityofmuchinHerodotus‘accountofXerxes‘invasionofGreecein480,suchashisaccounts

of the battles of Thermopylae (7.205–26), of Salamis (8.78–97), and of Plataea (9.28–75).  

ThenewlydiscoveredThemistocles‘DecreecontradictsHerodotusonthenatureoftheevacuationof

AthensbeforeXerxes‘advance.InthiscasescholarsaredividedastowhetherHerodotus or the 

inscriptionismoretrustworthy.Pritchett(1962b:43)argues:―Herodotushasinfactbeenproventobe

correct in so many cases where he had earlier been doubted, that when a late document is found which 

flatly contradicts him, this document has to be considered a priori suspect.‖ 

Unfortunately for a history of Xerxes, Herodotus provides little information on the king after the battles 

of 479 B.C. See AHASUERUS (PERSON).  
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EDWIN M. YAMAUCHI  

HERON. See ZOOLOGY (FAUNA).  

HESHBON (PLACE) [Heb he  ôn (ֹּבון  ,)]. A town on the central plateau E of the Jordan Riverֶהשְׁ

mentioned 38 times in the Bible. For geographical and linguistic reasons it is identified with Tell Hesban 

(M.R. 226134), a mound which rises 895 m above sea level, guarding the NW edge of the rolling Madaba 

(Moabite) plain where a southern tributary to the Wadi Hesban begins to cut down sharply toward the 

Jordan River about 25 km to the W. It is about 55 km E of Jerusalem, 20 km SW of Amman, 6 km NE of 

MountNebo,and185mhigherthan AinHesban,the perennial spring with which it is associated.  

Between 1968 and 1976 Andrews University sponsored five seasons of excavation; in 1978 Baptist 

Bible College (Pennsylvania) continued the excavation of a Byzantine church. These six seasons of 

archaeological excavation at Tell Hesban did not uncover any remains antedating about 1200 B.C. This 

posesaproblemforthelocationofSihon‘sAmoritecapitalreferredtoinNum 21:21–25 (cf. Deut 2:16–

37, reiterated in Judg 11:12–28). Evidence of Amorite occupation may not have been found either 

because it is elsewhere on the site (unlikely) or because its (seminomadic) impermanent nature left no 

trace to be discovered (most likely). The most extreme options are to consider the biblical account 

unhistorical or at least anachronistic (now favored by such OT scholars as Miller and Van Seters) or to 

seek the Amorite capital at another location; e.g., Jalul (a view favored by Horn). Most scholars would 

identify Tell Hesban with Greco-Roman Esbus, based on coin and milestone evidence coupled with such 

geographicalspecificationsasrequiredbyPtolemyandEusebius.IfCross‘readingofanAmmonite

ostracon found at the site in 1978 is accepted, it as well would support such an identification for Iron Age 

Heshbon. During this period it was alternately Reubenite, Gadite, Levite, Moabite, and finally Ammonite 

(Num 32:1–7; Josh 13:15–28; 21:34–40; 1 Chr 6:81; Isaiah 15, 16; Jeremiah 48, 49). Altogether, the 

Andrews University expedition has reconstructed 19 superimposed strata from the excavated remains, 

covering a period from about 1200 B.C. to A.D. 1500.  



A. Iron Age Remains  

The Iron Age remains (ca. 1200–500 B.C.) are very fragmentary due to periodic removals of earlier 

strata on top of the hill by later builders; nevertheless evidence for at least four strata remains. Stratum 19 

(12th–11th century) represents probably a small unfortified village dependent on an agrarian-pastoral 

economy. In its earlier phase its most notable installation was a long (15 m exposed) 3.6 m-deep trench 

crudelycarvedoutofbedrockonthetell‘sSshelf.Thereis no real clue as to its purpose though 

suggestions have included a moat for defense, storage, or cultic activity, subterranean habitation, or a 

water channel if not a narrow reservoir itself. In its later phase this installation was filled with soil and 

into it were built both the cobbled floor of a room and a 2.5 m-wide―filler‖wall.Anegg-shaped cistern 

may also be associated with this phase; this produced so many loom weights that we infer the presence of 

a cottage industry. Stratum 18 (10th century) left no in situ remains but its typologically later pottery was 

found in deep dump layers outside the contemporary settlement on the W slope; it may have been a 

continuation of the stratum 19 village. Stratum 17 (9th–8th centuries) is also represented by sloping debris 

layersdumpedtotheW.Duringthisphasewastheinitialconstruction,onthetell‘sSshelf,ofanearly2-

million-liter-capacity reservoir, 15 m to a side (its thrice-plastered E wall supplemented a bedrock cut 

with a header-stretcher retaining wall), and 6 m deep. Could this be the pool referred to in Cant 7:4? 

Though several channels carved out of adjoining bedrock funneled rainwater to the reservoir, its capacity 

appears to exceed the normal amount of winter rain that would fall on the catchment area; perhaps it was 

intended that extra water be transported up to the reservoir from below the mound. If so, perhaps this 

stratumiswhatisleftofMesha‘sattempttofortifyhisNborderwithIsrael.(TheMeshaStonefromthe

9th century does not mention Heshbon but since Medeba, Nebo, and Jahaz all came back into Moabite 

hands at that time, presumably Heshbon did as well. At least by the close of the 8th century and into the 

7th, Heshbon appears to be under firm Moabite control, because it figures in both extant recensions of a 

prophetic oracle against Moab [Isa 15:4; 16:8, 9; and Jer 48:2, 34, 35], where its fields, fruit, and harvest 

are mentioned. By this time it may have been a steep tell, for fugitives stop in its shadow [Jer 48:45].) 

Stratum 16 (7th–6th century) was the best preserved Iron Age stratum; its remains indicate a general 

prosperity and that the settlement continued to grow, probably clustered around a fort. A few scattered 

domestic units came to light on the W slope and the reservoir continued in use—perhaps a part of a way 

stationorsupplydepotontheKing‘sHighway.ItwasprobablycontrolledbytheAmmonites,tojudge

from the pottery and several ostraca found in the reservoir fill. (These ostraca have already been important 

in enlarging a knowledge of the Ammonite dialect and script.) Stratum 16 may have come to a violent 

end, considering the great quantity of ash in the debris scraped from the abandoned town into the reservoir 

by the (Maccabean?) rebuilders in the 2d century B.C.  

B. Hellenistic and Roman Remains  

According to the post–Hebrew Bible literary sources (mostly Josephus), the site should have been 

occupied in the following periods: Hellenistic (2d–mid 1st century)—perhaps moving from 

Ptolemaic/Tobiad control to Maccabean; Early Roman (late 1st century B.C.–early 2d century A.D.)—

Herodian fortress populated with veterans, later sacked by Jews at the beginning of the Jewish War (A.D. 

66); Late Roman (2d century)—Ptolemygivingsite‘sexactlocation;(3dcentury)—locally mined coins 

during reign of Elagabalus; (4th century)—Eusebius‘Onomasticon‘s site location; and all through this 

period—milestone finds counted from Esbus along the road down to Livias. This literary evidence was 

confirmed by excavation. After about a 300-year abandonment of the site, Tell Hesban was reoccupied in 

the Late Hellenistic period. The remains from the Hellenistic and Roman periods (ca. 200 B.C.–A.D. 365) 

comprise at least five strata. Stratum 15 (ca. 200–63 B.C.) consisted primarily of a rectangular military fort 

atthesite‘ssummitprobablysurroundedbythedwellingsofdependents,ofteninassociationwithbell-

shaped subterranean store silos. In stratum 14 (ca. 63 B.C.–A.D. 130) Esbus came under the control of 

Herod the Great, probably as a border fort against the Nabateans. There is abundant evidence for 

extensive underground dwellings on the mound and characteristic Herodian period family tombs in the 

cemetery where two such tombs were found sealed by rolling stones. The town of stratum 14 was 

destroyed by an earthquake so stratum 13 (A.D. 130–ca. 193) contained much new building. A new inn 



with an enclosed courtyard S of the fort testifies to the increased traffic past the road junction (Via Nova 

and Esbus-Livias) at which Roman Esbus was located. In stratum 12 (ca. A.D. 193–284) the inn was 

partially rebuilt and well used. On the acropolis, earlier masonry was incorporated into what has been 

interpreted as a small temple—perhaps the one depicted on the Elagabalus coin minted for Esbus, a very 

fine example of which was found at the site in 1973. Access to the temple from the S was by a ramp. 

Stratum 11 (ca. A.D. 284–365) continued to demonstrate a modest level of prosperity. A porch was added 

to the temple and a double colonnade built eastward from it. The inn to the S of the acropolis platform 

was demolished and a wide monumental stairway replaced the earlier earth ramp. The stratum came to an 

abrupt end with the severe earthquake of A.D. 365.  

C. Byzantine and Early Arab Remains  

Apart from the earthquake the transition from the Roman to the Byzantine periods was a gradual one. 

The Roman cemetery continued to be used. At least six strata encompass the Byzantine and Early Arab 

remains at Tell Hesban (A.D. 365–ca. 1000). In stratum 10 (A.D. 365–408) the growing Christian 

community was apparently significant enough to prevent the rebuilding of the temple that had been 

destroyed by the earthquake but not quite strong enough to immediately construct a church. In the 4th 

century, Esbus appeared for the first time as an episcopal seat when Gennadius, its bishop, is mentioned 

twice in the Acts of the Council of Nicea. Stratum 9 (A.D. 408–551) saw the construction of a slightly 

asymmetrical basilica-type church on the acropolis (plaster apparently coming from a large subterranean 

lime kiln to the S). The stratum may have been brought to a close by the earthquake of 551. Again, we 

know from literary sources that Esbus sent its bishop to the councils of Ephesus (A.D. 431) and Chalcedon 

(A.D. 457). In addition to reconstruction activity, possibly necessitated by the 551 earthquake, stratum 8 

(A.D. 551–614) also witnessed the construction of another basilica-type church with well-preserved 

mosaic floors to the N of the acropolis. The reconstructed acropolis church had a much less ornate mosaic 

floor than its predecessor. After the close of stratum 8, probably brought on by the invasion of the 

Sassanid Persians, stratum 7 remains (A.D. 614–661) are very scant. Occupation seems to have centered S 

of the acropolis church within the acropolis circumvallation wall. Some correspondence of Pope Martin I 

(A.D. 649) shows that Esbus was still an important bishopric, however, in the middle of the 7th century. 

The coming of Islam in the Umayyad period coincided with a slight increase in activity in stratum 6 (A.D. 

661–750). A large oven was constructed in the mosaic floor of one of the anterooms of the Late Byzantine 

acropolis church which by then was probably already in ruins since there is no evidence for an Umayyad 

destruction. With the move of the center of Islamic rule to the E in the Abbasid period, there was a sharp 

decline in population in stratum 5 (A.D. 750–ca. 1000). No architectural remains from the period were 

uncovered so the tell may have been occupied by a seminomadic population before subsequent apparent 

abandonment. Indeed, after the 7th century, the name Esbus disappears from literary sources, reappearing 

only centuries later in its Arabic form Ḥesbân. ItsmentionintheAbbasidperiodby Abu-Dja far

Muhammad at-Tabari‘(839–923) in reference to Israelite history does not make it clear whether a Jabal 

Ḥesban (the tell?) existed in his time or not.  

D. Ayyubid/Mamluk Remains  

Although a village of no particular significance during the earlier periods of Islamic rule, after a gap in 

sedentary occupation, Hesban flourished again immediately after the Crusades. The first clear literary 

reference to Hesban as an inhabited place comes in 1184 in connection with a campaign of Saladin 

recorded by Beha ed-Din. In the Arabic geographical literature originating from before the time of the 

Mamluks (ca. 1260–1456), Hesban is not mentioned. By the 14th century, however, it even replaced 

 AmmanasthecapitaloftheBelqa‘districtofcentralTransjordanandismentionedbyIbnFadlAllahal-

Umari (1301–1348), Dimishqi (died 1327), Abu el-Feda (died 1331), and several others. Its excavated 

remains comprise at least three strata (ca. 1200–1456) which were relatively well preserved compared to 

earlier remains. Stratum 4 (ca. 1200–1260)representsanAyyubidvillage‘soccupationalsurfacesand

terracingaroundtwocisternsonthemound‘ssummit.Stratum3(ca.1260–1400) is characterized by a 

large number of soil and architectural loci which reflect extensive new Early Mamluk construction 

activity using the existing Roman-Byzantineruinsasabase:atthetell‘ssummitwasanelaborateU-



shaped building complex (including a bathhouse) reached by a stairway from the S. A number of vaulted 

rooms opened onto a central courtyard created by clearing the debris of the collapsed Byzantine church. 

Because the postal route from Karak to Damascus passed through the town, these remains may be 

interpreted as an inn complex to care for travelers and their animals. The mound was surrounded by 

numerous domestic dwellings and cisterns which covered most of the slopes above terraces used for 

agriculture. Stratum 2 (ca. 1400–1456) began with a general collapse of the town in the Late Mamluk 

period (due probably to plague or warfare) and is characterized by gradual abandonment leading, 

apparently,tothetell‘sdesertionuntilthelate19thcenturywhenstratum1marksthegradualreturnto 

limited occupation in the Ottoman and modern periods. Several Western travelers and explorers visited 

Hesban, particularly during the 19th and 20th centuries, from Seetzen in 1806 to Glueck in the early 

1930s, many of them recording for posterity what they saw.  
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LAWRENCE T. GERATY  

HESHMON (PLACE) [Heb ḥe môn (ֹמון  )]. Judging from its position in the list of Negebֶחשְׁ

settlements assigned to the tribe of Judah (Josh 15:21–29), the town of Heshmon (Josh 15:27) was 

situated somewhere between Hazargaddah and Beth-pelet in the vicinity of Beer-sheba, though its precise 

locationhasnotbeenidentified.ThenameHeshmonislackingintheLXX‘s rendering of the list, an 

omission which some scholars (Boling Joshua AB, 379) attribute to haplography, while others (Aharoni 

EncMiqr 3: 316) suggest that the name was a later addition. Heshmon is also missing from the list of 

Simeonite settlements (Josh 19:2–9), which closely parallels the list of Josh 15:21–29 in many respects 

(CrossandWright1956:214).Theterm―Hasmonean,‖a designation for the Maccabees used by the 

Mishna,Talmud,andoccasionallyJosephus,isfrequentlyderivedfrom―Heshmon,‖butthesources

themselves do not confirm such a conjeccture, and other derivations are possible. See HASHMONAH 

(PLACE).  

Bibliography  
Cross, F. M., and Wright, G. E. 1956. The Boundary and Province Lists of the Kingdom of Judah. JBL 75: 202–26.  
STEVEN WEITZMAN  



HESHVAN [Heb ḥe wān (ָון  )]. The eighth month of the modern Hebrew calendar, roughlyֶחשְׁ

corresponding to October and November, and equivalent to the ancient month of MARCHESHVAN. See 

CALENDARS.  

HESI, TELL EL- (M.R. 124106). A site in the S Shephelah whose biblical identification is a matter 

of dispute. It was, however, essentially the first Palestinian site to be excavated (by William Flinders 

Petrie in 1890) using a scientific method.  

———  

A. Location and Topography  

B. Identification  

C. History of Excavations  

D. History of Occupation  

———  

A. Location and Topography  

Tell el-Hesi is located in the SE coastal plain, 23 km from the Mediterranean coast and 26 km NE of 

Gaza and occupies a cluster of barchan sand dunes on the W bank of the Wadi Hesi (Nahal Shiqma). The 

site is comprised of a 25-acre, roughly rectangular lower city, with a small acropolis at its NE corner. The 

base of the acropolis is about 4 acres, while it narrows to only 0.69 acres at its summit. The acropolis, 

about 150 m above sea level, was originally a sand dune 17 m high. Occupational remains have added 21 

m to its height. Three sand dunes form the S border of the lower city, and on the E, W, and N perimeter, 

the site is bordered by deep wadis.  

Hesi‘slocationatthe SElimitofthe―PhilistinePlain‖wastoofarinlandtoinfluencethecoastal

highway, although Hesi was able to control some of the internal road systems, in particular a branch of the 

Via Maris which turned E a short distance N of the site. Its position also allowed Hesi to exert control 

over the S approaches to the Shephelah. In addition, the site is located at a natural border. Immediately to 

the S, the semi-arid Negeb region begins. This places Hesi in a location of fluctuating rainfall which 

makes agricultural production unpredictable.  

B. Identification  

The ancient name of the site is unknown. Conder (1878: 20) was the first to identify Hesi with Lachish. 

ThisidentificationwasreinforcedbyBliss‘discovery,inhis1891excavations,ofanAmarnatablet which 

mentioned Lachish (1894: 184). It was not until 1924 that Albright rejected the identification of Hesi with 

Lachish.HepointedoutthesmallsizeofthesiteandthefactthatitslocationdidnotfitEusebius‘

placement of Lachish in the Shephelah, seven Roman miles S of Eleutheropolis (Beth Jibrin). Albright 

concluded(1924:8)thatHesiwas―almostcertainlyEglon,‖aCanaanitecity-state conquered by the 

Israelites (Josh 10:34; 15:39). Excavations at Tell ed-Duweir in the 1930s revealed written materials 

whichconfirmedthatsite‘sidentityasLachish.TheidentificationofHesiwithEglonwasmaintained by 

Wright (1971). More recently, however, some scholars have argued that Tell Aitun may be identified with 

Eglon (Rainey IDBSup,252).ThebiblicalaccountslocateEglonintheShephelah.Hesi‘slocationseveral

km W of these foothills probably disqualifiesHesiasacontender.Hesi‘sancientidentityremains

uncertain.  

C. History of Excavations  

Hesi holds a unique place in the history of Near Eastern archaeology. It was at Hesi, in 1890, that the 

site‘sfirstexcavator,SirFlindersPetrie,developed the foundations of modern archaeological method in 

applying the principles of stratigraphic excavation and ceramic chronology. For the first time, pottery was 

used as a chronological indicator based on its stratigraphic location. His publication of the Hesi 

excavation (1891) was the first to present architecture and ceramics in a sequential manner, to correlate 

pottery and artifacts with stratigraphy, and to illustrate pottery in section drawings.  

Petrie excavated at Hesi for six weeks, and in this short time was able to formulate an occupational 

history of the site. He identified three major occupational periods: Amorite (ca. 1700 B.C.E.), Phoenician 



(1350–850 B.C.E.) and Jewish (ending 450 B.C.E.). His Amorite period can now be identified with the EB 

Age, his Phoenician with the LB and Iron ages, and his Jewish primarily with the Persian and Hellenistic 

periods.  

Excavations continued in 1891 and 1892 with a new director, Frederick Jones Bliss. His strategy was to 

excavate a large portion of the site stratigraphically to virgin soil. At the conclusion of his work, Bliss had 

removedalmostonethirdoftheacropolis,and―Bliss‘Cut‖hasremainedadistinguishingfeatureofthe

site ever since.  

Bliss identified eleven layers of architectural featuresandgroupedthemintoeightstrataor―cities.‖City

IbelongedtoPetrie‘sAmoriteoccupation,CitiesII,III,andIVtothePhoenician,andCitiesVthrough

VIIItotheJewish.Bliss‘publicationofthese―cities‖in1894wasthefirstattempttopresent large-scale 

architectural remains in a stratigraphic context.  

Following an 80-year hiatus, excavations resumed at Hesi in 1970, when the Joint Archaeological 

Expedition began its work. The expedition carried out eight field seasons (1970, 1971, 1973, 1975, 1977, 

1979, 1981, 1983). Its goals were: (1) to investigate in more detail, and with more refined methods, the 

structures found by Petrie and Bliss; (2) to integrate scientific disciplines for the purpose of achieving a 

broader data base and interpretive results; and (3) to provide a carefully structured educational experience 

for participating volunteers. During its eight seasons of excavation, the expedition investigated the 

acropolis (Field I), its S slope (Field III) and the lower city (Fields II, IV, V, VI, VII, VIII, and IX).  

D. History of Occupation  

Excavation has confirmed that the site was occupied almost continuously from the Chalcolithic through 

the Hellenistic periods. Unstratified Roman pottery was also found. Following a gap of several centuries, 

the site was again in use during the 16th to 18th and 20th centuries C.E. See the following table.  

A. STRATIGRAPHIC CHART FOR FIELD I  

(ACROPOLIS) AND FIELD III  

Stratum  Date  Cultural Period  Characteristics  

I  After C.E. 1900  Modern  Military trenching  

II  ca. C.E. 1600–1900  Turkish  Muslim cemetery  

III  Yet to be determined  Late Arabic  Fragmentary walls and surfaces  

IV  4th–3d centuries B.C.E.  Hellenistic  Three phases, Bliss City VIII  

V  
6th–4th centuries 

B.C.E.  
Persian  Four phases, Bliss City VII  

VI  6th century B.C.E.  Iron II  Poor construction of houses  

VII  
9th–6th centuries 

B.C.E.  
Iron II  Four phases, Bliss City VI  

VIII  11th (?) century B.C.E.  Iron I  
ProbablysamephaseasPetrie‘s Pilaster 

building  

pre-

VIII  

34th–15th centuries 

B.C.E.  

Iron I, Late Bronze, EB III, 

Chalco  

Twelve phases of occupation, 

unexcavated  

B. STRATIGRAPHIC CHART FOR FIELD VI  

Phase  Date  Cultural Period  Characteristics  

1  After C.E. 1900  Modern  Military trenching  

2  ca. C.E. 1600–1800  Turkish  Muslim cemetery  

3  Yet to be determined  Late Arabic  Fragmentary pits and surfaces  

4  28th or 27th to 24th centuries B.C.E.  EB III (and EB II?)  Five phases, Bliss City I  



1. Chalcolithic Period. Evidence indicates that use of the site began during the Chalcolithic Period. 

Although a good quantity of pottery has been found on the acropolis and in the lower city, stratified 

remains are confined to two pits at the base of the S slope of the acropolis (Toombs 1974: 31). Probably 

more Chalcolithic remains exist at the unexcavated base of occupation on the acropolis.  

2. Early Bronze Age. The EB was the only period when occupation at Hesi covered the entire 25 acres 

of the site. On the acropolis, remains of seven EB phases were identified and were associated with pottery 

from EB I and II; EB III pottery was characteristic of the lower city.  

Probes by all three excavators in the lower city indicated a shallow depth of domestic occupation. On 

the S ridge of dunes, the Joint Expedition uncovered the EB city wall in Fields V, VI, and IX and traced it 

for 82 m along the S and 95 m along the E sides. The wall was about 5 m wide, with towers placed at 

intervals. One tower found by Bliss in City I (1894: 26) and one found by the Joint Expedition were 

almost identical in shape and each contained two long chambers connected by a narrow passageway. 

Along the outer face of the city wall was a deep deposit of water-and-wind-sorted ash with a heavy 

organic content. At the SE corner of the site, where the city wall turns to the N, a glacislike deposit of 

crushed limestone was laid against the outer face of the wall and extended to the N for 60 m. Its unusually 

wide (9 m), horizontal exposure suggests that it served primarily for erosion control. Inside the city wall, 

remains of domestic and industrial activity were found. Five phases were identified, and all belonged to 

EB III (Toombs 1983: 35–44; Doermann and Fargo 1985: 13–22).  

The EB city wall was constructed of mold-made mud bricks of varying colors and composition. Many 

of the bricks were made of a humus-filled clay no longer available in the region. Also present in the 

remains was Gryaulus piscinarum, a snail which lives in sluggish streams and swamps. The presence of 

pistachio in the ash deposits adds to the evidence that the climate at Hesi was noticeably more moist in the 

EB than it is today.  

It is likely that the earliest settlement at Hesi began in late Chalcolithic or EB I and centered on the 

acropolis. In late EB II–EB III, the population increased and the site expanded to 25 acres. At some point 

during EB III, Hesi appears to have been abandoned. There is no evidence of destruction. The contents of 

the ash layers suggest an economy based on the raising of cattle, sheep, and goats, and the production of 

emmer wheat. There is strong evidence for progressive desiccation which extended northward from Egypt 

during the EB. This climatic change, coupled with the exhaustion of natural resources to accommodate an 

increasing population, proved too much of a strain for the environment. As with most other sites in the 

area, Hesi was abandoned for the rest of the millennium.  

3. Middle Bronze Age. Following the abandonment during EB III, there is a gap in occupation at Hesi. 

None of the excavators has found any structural remains of the MB, although occasional MB sherds have 

been identified. The nearby site of Tell en-Nagila, 5.5 km SSE of Hesi, experienced a period of prosperity 

during MB II–III, but occupation at Hesi was not resumed.  

4. Late Bronze Age. Bliss‘CitiesII,III,andIVcontainedLBmaterial.CitiesIIandIVhadlarge

public buildings. Of particular note was an Amarna tablet found in City III (1894: 184). The Joint 

Expedition did not reach the LB levels on the acropolis. During exposure of later strata, three phases of 

structures containing Late Bronze pottery were encountered. In the lower city, significant quantities of LB 

sherds were found in Field V, but any associated structures had suffered erosion.  

5. Iron Age I. The Joint Expedition reached the Iron Age I level (Stratum VIII) only in one probe. 

Fragments of a wall and floor were covered with destruction debris. The associated pottery was dated to 

the 11th century (Doermann and Fargo 1985: 8–9).Petrie‘s―PilasterBuilding‖isprobablytobedatedto

this stratum (Petrie 1891: 23). This stratum also corresponds to City V of Bliss.  

6. Iron Age II. A major engineering project was undertaken in the 9th century (Stratum VIId). Portions 

ofastructurehadbeenidentifiedbyPetrieasthe―ManassehWall‖anda―longrangeofchambers.‖Bliss

also had excavated a small portion of this construction in City VI. Stratum VIId was constructed to raise 

the S half of the acropolis by 6–7 m, to provide a platform on which occupational structures could be built 

and to defend the site by means of two large mud-brick walls, one at the crest and the other at the base of 



the acropolis. This construction surrounded the acropolis on all sides, although erosion has removed much 

of the E portion. See Fig. HES.01.  

The foundation for the entire system was a mud-brick wall, 12 m wide, at the base of the slope. A series 

offourterracesconsolidatedtheslope.AbovetheterracesstoodtheUpperWall(Petrie‘sManassehWall;

3 m wide). A chamber and fill system was constructed on the summit. This structure consisted of 

chambers composed of parallel walls connected by cross walls (see structure A on Fig. HES.01). This 

system was what Petrie identified as a long range of chambers. The space between the chambers and the 

area enclosed by the rows of chambers was filled with earth to form a solid platform of walls and fill 

(Toombs 1983: 25–33; Doermann and Fargo 1985: 1–6).  

The structures of the Iron II occupation were built directly on the platform created by the chamber and 

fill system. The first phase in the 9th century consisted of a large courtyard building. Above this were 

several smaller structures which belonged to the 8th–6th centuries. A heavy layer of ash and destruction 

debris covered the 6th-century occupation. Above this was a poorly built mud-brick house (Stratum VI), 

which probably represents a relatively brief resettlement by a poor population during the time of the 

Exile.ItstransitorynaturemayexplainwhythisstratumwasnotidentifiedbyBliss(O‘Connell,Rose,

and Toombs 1978: 78–80).  

The massive constructions of Stratum VIId and VIIc were most likelypreparationsforHesi‘suseasa

military outpost. A group of small Iron Age sites extends along the E edge of the coastal plain: Bornat, 

Areini, Sheqef, Hesi, Quneitirah, and Muleihah. These probably served as the outer perimeter of defense 

for Lachish and SW Judah. After a number of Egyptian raids, Rehoboam established a new network of 

outposts to protect the S and W borders of Judah (2 Chr 11:5–12). At this time, the important fortress at 

Lachishwasconstructed.ThisfortressisalmostidenticalinplantothatatHesi.Rehoboam‘sdefensive

system continued in use through the 8th century until it was destroyed during the Assyrian conquest of 

Judah. In the 7th and 6th centuries, the Hesi occupation was no longer military, but residential and 

industrial. The Iron II occupation came to an end with a destruction in the 6th century, very probably 

associated with the Babylonian conquest (Fargo 1987).  

7. Persian Period. Hesi regained its position as a military/governmental outpost during the Persian 

period. Once again, a massive building project produced a large platform on which a sizable mud-brick 

building was placed. The large building served as a small citadel and had casemate walls surrounding a 

courtyard (Rose and Toombs 1976: 43–46).  

In contrast with earlier periods, there was a sizable quantity of imported pottery, in particular Greek 

wares. There was no evidence of residential dwellings on the acropolis, although there were signs of 

domestic activities. Characteristic of the Persian occupation were large, deep pits 1 to 2 m wide and 

equally deep. These pits, probably originally used for grain storage and later for garbage, contained vast 

quantities of broken pottery, seeds, bones, and a variety of implements and weapons which imply a range 

ofactivities(O‘ConnellandRose1980:77;Toombs1983:33–35).  

The large quantity of amphorae and transport vessels suggests storage or transport of materials, 

probably grain grown in the fields around the site. The lack of permanent housing structures may indicate 

a mobile population. Beginning around 500 B.C.E. and for about a century (a date based on the Attic 

ceramics), Hesi probably became a semi-permanent depot and storehouse for the Persian military. It may 

also have been converted temporarily into a staging area and supply dump for Persian military raids into 

Egypt around 460–455 B.C.E. and 404–401 B.C.E. On the S slope of the acropolis was a small cemetery of 

the Persian period which contained burials of men, women, and children. This may imply a more 

permanent population to oversee the grain business. At the end of the 5th century, Persian troops began to 

focus their attention on areas farther to the N and no longer needed a depot at Hesi. This allowed Egypt to 

regain control of S Palestine, and in 401 B.C.E. the Persian occupation at Hesi ended (Blakely and Horton 

1986; Bennett and Blakely fc.).  

8. Hellenistic Period. The Hellenistic occupation at Hesi had three phases, all of which were of a 

domesticnature.Bliss‘planforCityVIIIwasacompositeofallthreephases.Unusualinthisperiodwas

the use of stone for walls, as foundations for brick walls, and in a stone-lined drain and basin. In the latest 



phase there was little architecture, but instead a large number of pits, full of pottery, artifacts, and faunal 

and botanical material. Remains of this period were fragmentary, because burials from the Muslim 

cemetery (Stratum II) had badly disturbed the Hellenistic stratum (Rose and Toombs 1976: 46–47; Rose, 

Toombs,andO‘Connell1978:126–28).  

9. Late Arabic Period. Following the end of the Hellenistic occupation, the summit of the site was 

roughly leveled, and it may have been used sporadically for agriculture. On the acropolis, there was 

virtually no evidence for the Roman, Byzantine, or early Arabic periods. A few remains such as pits, 

hearths, surfaces, and fragmentary walls (Stratum III) apparently belong to the Turkish period and 

probably were associated with agricultureandstockraising(Rose,Toombs,andO‘Connell1978:128–

29).  

10. Muslim Cemetery. Bliss had noted the presence of burials immediately below the surface. He 

identified them as Arab and suggested that they were 200 to 300 years old. This date has been confirmed, 

and the burials of Stratum II have been dated to about C.E. 1600–1800. The cemetery is located on the 

acropolis and along the dunes on the S rim of the site. The S dunes were probably used because of the 

presence of a shrine of a minor Muslim saint. The Joint Expedition excavated over 800 burials. The 

burials were simple earth graves, and the bottoms of the shafts were sometimes lined with stone slabs. 

Stone slabs also were used as capstones. The body was placed so that the eyes were directed toward 

Mecca. There were few grave goods, but some jewelry (Toombs 1985).  

11. Military Trenching. The most recent use of the site occurred after C.E. 1900. At various times in 

this century, military confrontations have taken place in the Hesi area. Because of the excellent view of 

the surrounding area, troops have been stationed at Hesi and have dug trenches and machine gun 

emplacements (Toombs 1985).  
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VALERIE M. FARGO  

ḤET. The eighth letter of the Hebrew alphabet.  

HETH (PERSON) [Heb ḥēt (ֵחת)]. A son of Canaan, grandson of Ham and great-grandson of Noah 

(Gen 10:15; 1 Chr 1:13). His descendants settled in the area of Hebron, in the hill country south of 

Jerusalem. Early in the 2d millennium, at the time of the death of his wife Sarah, Abraham negotiated the 

purchaseofacavesiteforherburialfromdescendants(―sons‖)ofHeth(Genesis 23). The transaction 

shows some of the legal procedures of the period. Tradition holds that Abraham himself is also buried 

there (25:10), as is his grandson Jacob (50:13).Rebekah,Jacob‘smother,doesnotconsiderthese



descendants of Heth suitable for marriage to her son (27:46) because they are not ethnically related to 

Abraham‘simmediate family, though her son Esau does marry two of their women (26:34).  

These people continued to occupy the land through the Conquest under Joshua and the settlement of 

Israel (Deut 7:1; Josh 3:10; Judg 3:5). This is evident when Solomon also takes a Hittite wife (1 Kgs 11:1) 

and David commits adultery with Bathsheba, the wife of Uriah who is called a Hittite (2 Sam 11; 12:9–

10). All of the names given, apart possibly from Uriah, are Semitic.  

These people are apparently distinct from the larger group of Hittites or  ĕnē ḥēt, ―sonsofHeth.‖These

were an Indo-European people who established an empire in Asia Minor in the middle half of the 2d 

millennium B.C. They continued in international politics as city-states until the 8th century B.C.  
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DAVID W. BAKER  

HETHLON (PLACE) [Heb ḥetlôn (לון )].AplacementionedinoneofEzekiel‘svisionsaslocatedֶחתְׁ

on the N boundary of restored Israel (Ezek 47:15; 48:1). Its location was apparently somewhere between 

theMediterraneancoastandthe―entranceofHamath‖attheNendofLebanon,oritmaybeidenticalto

the―entranceofHamath‖(Num 34:8; Ezek 47:15 [LXX]; 48:1). Some have identified Hethlon as Heitela, 

NE of Tripoli on the Lebanoncoast;otherswith Adlûn,alongtheLebanoncoasthalfwaybetweenthe

mouth of the Litani River and Sarepta. Its precise location is not known.  

RAY L. ROTH  

HEXAPLA OF ORIGEN, THE. Oneofthegreatachievementsoftextualcriticism,Origen‘ssix-

columned presentation of various Gk versions of the OT was begun in Alexandria either in 230 or in 238, 

andwasfinishedinCaesareainabout245.Origen‘saimwastoestablisharelationshipbetweenthe

Septuagint (LXX) and Hebrew texts of the OT. His motivation was not purely text-critical, although his 

writings show that he obviously enjoyed textual study, and he could hardly have got to the end of such an 

undertaking without an aptitude for it. But he had also a reason of a somewhat different character—he 

wished to establish for the Church a sound basis in its dialogue with Judaism. As will become clear, the 

HexaplashowedthosepassageswhichwereacceptedeitheronlybyJewsoronlybyChristians.Origen‘s

approach is set out in his reply to a letter fromJuliusAfricanus(ca.240).Hewrites,―Imakeitmy

endeavournottobeignorantoftheir[LXX‘s]variousreadings,lestinmycontroversieswiththeJewsI

should quote to them what is not found in their copies, and that I may make some use of what is found 

there,evenalthoughitshouldnotbeinourScriptures.‖ 

To achieve his aim, Origen brought together all available materials relating to the Hebrew and to the 

Greek versions. He set out the Hebrew and the various Greek versions in parallel columns. These 

contained, from left to right:  

1. The Hebrew text, in Hebrew characters  

2. A transliteration of this into Greek characters  

3. The version of Aquila  

4. The version of Symmachus  

5. The LXX  

6. The version of Theodotion (at least in some books, though not in the Psalms or Minor Prophets)  

In addition, three other versions were used. These are known as Quinta, Sexta, and Septima. None of 

them was complete (Quinta contained at least 4 Kingdoms [2 Kings], Job, Psalms, and the Minor 

Prophets; Sexta at least Job, Psalms, the Song of Songs, and Habakkuk). It seems that the terms 

―Heptapla‖and―Octapla‖wereusedtodescribeportionsoftheworkthatcontainedsevenoreight

columns, where one or more of the three additional versions was available. There is dispute about the 

meaningofanotherterm,―Tetrapla.‖Inthepast,ithasbeengenerallybelievedthataftercompletingthe

Hexapla, Origen later compiled a Tetrapla, consisting of columns 3–6 of the larger work. This has been 

challenged by Orlinsky, who argued that the Hexapla was preceded by an attempt at revision, before 



Origen came to possess Quinta, Sexta, and Septima. According to this theory, the Hexapla itself was 

begun in about 238. The matter is rendered complex by the imprecise and contradictory statements of 

ancientwitnesses,andbythefactthattheterm―Hexapla‖doesnotseemtohavebeenusedbyOrigen

himself.  

A fragment of the Hexapla has been found as the lower script of a palimpsest in Milan. It has columns 

2–6, the sixth being Quinta. Each line has just a couple of words—partly to facilitate comparison between 

the columns, partly because even the largest parchment leaf can contain only narrow columns when there 

are so many of them. This palimpsest is quite extensive, containing 35 folios and about 150 verses.  

A much smaller fragment, of Psalm 22, was found in the Cairo Genizah. This contains all six columns.  

The comparison of the Hebrew and the LXX revealed both additions and omissions in the latter. Origen 

indicated these by means of the symbols developed by Alexandrian classical scholarship (the Aristarchian 

symbols). Words in the LXX but not in the Hebrew were embraced by an obelus (£ or ÷) and metobelus 

(usually Theodotion), between asterisk ( ) and metobelus. However, such signs are totally absent from the 

Milan fragments. This has led Kahle to challenge the traditional view that they were used in the Hexapla. 

In his opinion, Origen used the Hexapla as the basis for a critical edition of the LXX, in which these signs 

were used. Against this, it has been suggested that by the time the Milan copy was written in the 10th 

century, the symbols had dropped out of the text.  

Kahle also draws attention to the fact that in all columns of the Milan palimpsest, the Divine Name is 

written with the letters of the Hebrew tetragrammaton. This leads him to conclude that all the manuscripts 

used by Origen, including those of the LXX, were of Jewish origin.  

The effect of the Hexapla on the text of the LXX was not altogether good. Origen believed that the 

original text of the LXX was the one closest to the Hebrew text of his own day, which he supposed to be 

itself original (this Hebrew text was very similar to the Masoretic text). Actually, there are many readings 

where the LXX preserved an older and purer form of the Hebrew text (evidence from Qumran has 

establishedsomeofthese).Origen‘sworktendedtoholdinlowesteemsuchvariantsfromthecurrent

Hebrew text. The study of the Hexapla in its original form would have made the situation clear to a 

competent scholar. However, copies that were made generally only contained the fifth column. The 

critical signs cannot have made much sense on their own, and as a consequence were gradually 

obliterated. The result was a form of the LXX which contained supplementary passages from other 

versions where it had omitted material found in the Hebrew. Study of the Hexapla, and the recovery of the 

Aristarchian symbols, is a vital stage in our recovery of the Old Greek, pre-Origenic, text of the LXX.  

The Hexapla itself, an enormous compilation of 6,500 or more pages, in a good 15 volumes, stayed in 

Caesarea. It was never copied in its entirety. Certain eminent scholars took the trouble to consult it—one 

thinks especially of Pamphilus, Eusebius of Caesarea, and Jerome. The volumes are presumed to have 

been destroyed with the rest of the library in the Arab invasions of the early 7th century. Our knowledge 

of it is therefore fragmentary. Manuscripts which preserve the critical symbols are of great importance. 

The most valuable of these are the manuscripts G (Codex Sarravianus), M (Coislianus), both containing 

the Pentateuch and some historical books, and 86 and 88 (the Chigi manuscript) of the prophets. There are 

also highly significant versional materials—the Syro-Hexapla and the Armenian.  

Editions of the Hexaplaric remains have been made by Montfaucon (1713), Bahrdt (1769–70), and 

Frederick Field (1875).  

In conclusion, the reader must be warned that the attempt made by this article to achieve clarity may be 

misleading: there is almost no question which may be asked about the Hexapla that could receive a simple 

answer. For text see PG 11: 41–48.  
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D. C. PARKER  

HEZEKIAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥizq  yāh  (ִרָיהּו ִרָיה) ); ḥizq  yâִחזְׁ ִרָיהּו)  ); yēḥizq  yāhִחזְׁ  ;(ֵיִחזְׁ

yĕḥizq  yâ (ִרָיה ִחזְׁ )]. The name of three persons in the Hebrew Bible. The root of the name is ḥzq, ―tobeיְׁ

strong,tostrengthen.‖ 

1. King of Judah. See HEZEKIAH KING OF JUDAH.  

2. The great-great-grandfather of the prophet Zephaniah (Zeph 1:1). Zephaniah prophesied during the 

brief reign of Amon ca. 640 B.C.E. Assuming 20–25 years per generation, this Hezekiah would have been 

alive during the latter years of the 8th century B.C.E. Indeed, some have suggested that this ancestor of the 

prophet was none other than the famous king Hezekiah, and that Zephaniah was therefore of the royal 

family. See ZEPHANIAH, BOOK OF.  

3. The older Heb name of the head of a family that returned from Babylonian exile (Ezra 2:16 = Neh 

7:21 = 1 Esdr 5:15). This person affixed the family name to the covenant document of Nehemiah (Neh 

10:18—Eng10:17). See also ATER (PERSON).  

GARY A. HERION  

HEZEKIAH KING OF JUDAH. Hezekiah was king of Judah ca. 715–687 B.C.E., the son and 

successor of Ahaz. He came to the throne at the age of 25 and ruled 29 years (2 Kgs 18:2; 2 Chr 29:1). 

Hismother‘snamewasAbi(perhapsahypocoristicof―Abijah,‖2 Chr 29:1), daughter of Zechariah. His 

name is attested as Ḥzqyhw in a seal impression of a royal servant, Yhwzrḥ (Hestrin and Dayagi 1974: 27–

29) and as Ḫa-za-qi-a-ú in the account of the third campaign of Sennacherib in 701 B.C.E. (ANET, 287–

88).  

SourcesareinconsistentonthedateofHezekiah‘saccession.In2 Kgs 18:9–10 the conquest of Samaria 

(722/1)isrecordedasthesixthyearofHezekiah‘sreign,makinghisaccession727/6;however,in2 Kgs 

18:13 thementionofSennacherib‘sconquestof701inHezekiah‘sfourteenthyearsupportsan

enthronement in 716/5. Much of German scholarship has accepted the earlier date; most others assume the 

later (IJH, 678–83; cf. Hayes and Hooker 1988; Jenkins 1976) which has received independent support 

(Tadmor 1958: 22–40, 77–100; Hallo 1960: 55). The terminal date of Hezekiah‘sreign(687/6)is

established by a combination of 2 Kgs 19:9, which chronicles a challenge to Sennacherib by Tirhakah of 

Egypt (ascent: ca. 690/89), and the 29 years of the sources.  

Hezekiah‘sactsfallinto two major, interlocking categories: his religious reform and his efforts to gain 

political independence from Assyria. Historiographically, his reign is noteworthy for the convergence of a 

variety of biblical sources and diverse extrabiblical evidence often bearing on the same events. Significant 

data concerning Hezekiah appear in the Deuteronomistic History, the Chronicler, Isaiah, Assyrian annals 

and reliefs, Israelite epigraphy, and, increasingly, stratigraphy.  

———  

A.Hezekiah‘sReform 

1. The Deuteronomistic History  

2.TheChronicler‘sDepiction:ConflationorHistory? 



3.TheNehushtan‘sOmission 

B. The Impact of Assyrian Events  

C.ArchaeologyofHezekiah‘sReign 

1. Revisions in Stratigraphy  

2. The lmlk Stamps  

3. Jerusalem and Related Fortifications  

4.Sennacherib‘sInvasion 

———  

A. Hezekiah’s Reform  

TheChronicler‘sdepictionofHezekiah‘sreform(2 Chr 29:1–31:21) departs strikingly in length and 

detailfromtheDeuteronomisticHistory‘sbriefversion(2 Kgs 18:4, 16, 22). In both, Hezekiah is 

depictedasakingwho―didrightintheeyesofYHWH‖andwhoinauguratedareligiousreformwhich

included the removal of the  āmôt (―highplaces‖ofdecentralizedworshipandsacrifice),theshatteringof

the sacred pillars (maṣṣē ôt), the cutting down of the Asherah, and the refurbishing of the Jerusalem 

temple (to which 2 Kgs 18:16 gives only passing, backhanded acknowledgement). Chronicles depicts 

other major details of the reform (Passover celebration and invitation to remnants in the North, 

establishment of covenant), which are omitted by 2 Kings. On the other hand, the Deuteronomistic 

History alone (2 Kgs 18:4) credits Hezekiah with destroying the Nehushtan associated with Moses.  

1. The Deuteronomistic History. The concept of the Deuteronomistic History (DH) first proposed by 

Noth (NDH) was refined by Cross (CMHE, 274–89) who suggested two Deuteronomistic editors: a 

Josianic one, Dtr
1
; and an exilic one, Dtr

2
. Subsequently, Smend (1978) and Veijola (1977; cf. 1975) 

posited new Deuteronomistic redactors, basing their conclusions on internal inconsistencies in the text. 

Weippert (1983), Peckham (1985a; 1985b), and Provan (1988) place the earliest Deuteronomistic redactor 

in the period of Hezekiah; Peckham discards a Josianic version entirely. Weippert (1985) adds a Josianic 

updating of the Hezekian version, thereby revising rather than rejectingCross‘originalconclusions.In

thisWeippertisjoinedbyProvan(1988),whoindependentlyconfirmsMcKenzie‘sJosianicredactor

(1985: 171–80). Halpern (1988: esp. 114–16, 134) supports a Hezekian document and seeks to harmonize 

Weippert and Cross (Halpern and Vanderhooft fc.). A Josianic revision and updating may explain the 

surprisingly short shrift given by 2 Kings to the reform of Hezekiah: the Josianic redactor may have 

feared the undermining influence of comparing his patron, Josiah, with Hezekiah‘swell-meaning but 

ultimately failed reform (Rosenbaum 1979).  

2. The Chronicler’s Depiction: Conflation or History? For more than a century the tendency of 

critical scholarship (e.g., WPHI,222)wastodismissthehistoricityoftheChronicler‘ssources (see Japhet 

1985 for a summary of the literature). Support for the earlier position repudiating the historicity of 

preexilic accounts in Chronicles continued to be found in the writings of von Rad (1930) and Noth (NHI, 

292–93, 296, though Noth [NHI 319–20]acceptstheChronicler‘ssourcesforhisownperiod)andhas

recently received support from some scholars who dismiss the work on historiographical grounds (e.g., 

Welten 1973; Klein 1983; and Williamson, 1–2 Chronicles NCBC, 15–23) and others who see the 

Chronicler‘smotivationastheological(Ackroyd1967:509;Gonçalves1986:95,522). 

While scholarly opinion is virtually unanimous that the Chronicler used the DH as a source, a wide 

range of scholars have begun to hold with Albright (1921) that the Chronicler possessed independent, 

accurate sources which he preserved without substantial amendment. Albright (1950: 62) went further, 

addingthatarchaeologicalevidencehadbeguntoconfirmtheChronicler‘shistoricalreliability.Authentic

data could be found in tendentious as well as neutral stories since the Chronicler did not invent but 

selected the sources which suited his purposes. Recent surveys based on independent case studies 

(Halpern 1981: 35–54; Friedman 1980) have added significant evidence to these conclusions.  

BecauseofthestrikingdisproportionbetweentheportrayalofHezekiah‘sreformfoundinChronicles

(three chapters [2 Chr 29:1–33:31] totaling seventy-four verses) and Kings (three verses), the subject 

provides intriguing data to test the historicity of Chronicles. It is one of the few episodes where 

Chronicles supplies substantial information which differs in quantity and content from Kings. The 



disproportion cannot be dismissed by appeals to differences of viewpoint or emphasis, since although 

only one chapter of Chronicles (2 Chr 32:1–33)isdevotedtoHezekiah‘sforeignpolicy(i.e.,hisrebellion

andSennacherib‘sresponse)versusthreechapters in the DH (2 Kgs 18:7–20:20), virtually every element 

claimedby2KingsalsoappearsinChronicles‘brieferversion. 

Sennacherib‘s invasion was indisputably a catastrophe for Judah and thereby undermined an 

acknowledgedthemeoftheChronicler‘swork(defenseofthelegitimateclaimsoftheDavidicline;

Freedman 1961: 438–41).Therefore,theChronicler‘sdetailedaccountoftheAssyrian onslaught would 

be gratuitous if his history were pure invention anyway. Its inclusion would seem to lend support to the 

Chronicler‘shistoricityregardingHezekiah. 

TheChronicler‘shistoryreceivesfurthersupportinitslackofbiasindescribing Hezekiah‘sreform

itself. Though the priestly Chronicler was certainly committed to the centralization of the priesthood in 

Jerusalem, he acknowledges a rural priesthood in the time of Hezekiah (e.g., 2 Chr 31:15–19). Alt (KlSchr 

2: 255–58) held that such a decentralized priesthood is also the accepted view of Deuteronomy and did 

not end until the centralization of the priesthood by Josiah, whose reform exceeded the Deuteronomic 

legislation. Thus, in this area, Hezekiah was more faithful to Deuteronomic legislation than Josiah. The 

fact that the Chronicler presents this point despite its potential for thwarting his own theological 

commitments to centralization in Jerusalem adds support to the assessment that his presentation is 

relatively impartial.  

3. The Nehushtan’s Omission. InlightoftheChronicler‘sdetailedaccounts,theomissionofany

reference to the destruction of the bronze serpent (Nehushtan) attributed to Moses (Num 21:6–9) is odd. 

The act appears exclusively in DH (2 Kgs 18:4), which otherwise provides a minimal view of the reform. 

For this reason, even those scholars who have doubted the reform itself have tended to accept the 

eradication of the Nehushtan (e.g., Rowley 1961: 425). Similar images have been found at Megiddo, 

Gezer, Hazor, and Shechem (Joines 1968: 245–56). The reason for Chronicles‘omissionofthe

Nehushtan‘sobliterationmaylieintheMushite(i.e.,descendantsofMoses)–Aaronide competition 

identified by Cross (CMHE, 195–215)andultimatelywonbytheAaronides.TheNehushtan‘sexclusive

association with Moses may have been sufficient cause for the Aaronide Chronicler to delete the material.  

B. The Impact of Assyrian Events  

AprecisedateofHezekiah‘sreformhasnotbeenestablished.Itisgenerallyassumedthatthereform

immediately preceded his rebellion since the reform entailed politically provocative actions such as 

appeals to the remnants of the exiled northern kingdom and centralization of the cult in Jerusalem (BHI, 

282). Judah sagaciously avoided the wrath of Sargon II in 714 probably by refusing to participate in the 

Philistine revolt (Tadmor 1958: 80–84) and eluded his interest again in 710 at the height of the Assyrian 

king‘smilitarysuccesses.  

ThoughthereformfitsmostlogicallyintotheperiodafterSargon‘s death in battle in 705, its less 

provocative elements such as the rededication of the priesthood may have been inaugurated earlier in 

Hezekiah‘sreignwhileSargonruledAssyria(cf.2 Chr 29:3). Even the centralization of the cult with its 

attendant destruction of local shrines may not have drawn Assyrian ire. This position gains additional 

credenceinlightofCogan‘sdemonstration(1974:72–77; cf. Spieckermann 1982, for contrast) that 

religious syncretism was not an element of Assyrian domination. The altar which Ahaz accepted under 

Tiglath-pileser III (2 Kgs 16:10–18) was not Assyrian. Therefore, religious reform may have been 

possible for Hezekiah without making a major political statement as has been previously believed (e.g., 

BHI, 282).  

Whilethereform‘sdateisdebatable,Hezekiah‘srebellionundeniablyaroseinresponsetotheshiftin

AssyrianpoweroccasionedbySargon‘s deathandSennacherib‘sassumption.Theresultingopportunity

for independence ignited revolts throughout the empire. Insurrection flared from Babylon, where Marduk-

apal-iddina (Merodach-Baladan, 2 Kgs 20:12–19), aperpetualthornintheAssyriansidesinceSargon‘s

early days, led a temporarily successful uprising, to Egypt, where the invigorating 25th Dynasty offered 

tempting if unreliable support to potential rebels.  

C. Archaeology of Hezekiah’s Reign  



1. Revisions in Stratigraphy. Untilthe1970s,thosescholarswhosoughttodismissHezekiah‘sreform

as fiction (e.g., Rowley 1961: 425) found complementary evidence in the Deuteronomistic sparseness 

regarding the events and the conclusions of the excavators of themostpertinentJudeansites.Albright‘s

conclusions at Tell Beit Mirsim (1932; 1943: 39–45) attributed Stratum A2 to a 300-year period ending 

with the beginning of the Babylonian deportations. This schema was followed by Starckey (1937) at 

Lachish whereheequatedStratumIIItoTellBeitMirsimA2anddateditfromSennacherib‘scampaign

in 701 to the first Babylonian invasion in 597. He placed Stratum II in the slim period between the first 

and second Babylonian campaigns (598/7–586 B.C.E.). These conclusions tended to dominate Judean 

stratigraphyinIronIICwhileleavingSennacherib‘ssuccessfulinvasionof701unidentified.  

O. Tufnell (1953: 55–58), however, who published the major account of Iron Age Lachish, assigned the 

destruction of Stratum III to 701, thereby evoking a cacophony of criticism (on the scholarly debate, see 

Rosenbaum 1979: 30–31). She based her conclusions on ceramic analysis, the destruction of Stratum III, 

and the Assyrian bas-reliefsofSennacherib‘ssiegeofLachish(ANEP, 129–32, 293–94; cf. ANET, 288). 

Subsequent excavations by D. Ussishkin (e.g., 1980; 1982) have vindicated Tufnell. See also LACHISH 

(PLACE).Further,Y.Aharoni‘smajorrevisionofJudeanstratigraphy(Aharoniand Aharoni 1976), 

equatingtheendofTellBeitMirsimA2andBethShemeshIICwithSennacherib‘s701destruction,has

now gained wide acceptance. These conclusions have a definite bearing on Hezekiah: artifacts and strata 

previously associated with Josiah must now be assigned to Hezekiah.  

2. The lmlk Stamps. Significantly, the lmlk storejarsmustnowbeplacedinHezekiah‘sreign.Their

distributionintheNalongJudah‘sborderwithAssyrianSamariaandintheWofthecountrydemonstrate

careful preparationstocounterSennacherib‘slikelyrouteofinvasion(Na˒aman1979;1986).(Na˒aman

1988 forcefully counters a critique of his conclusions by Garfinkel 1988.) Further, they demonstrate a 

notable degree of royal control of towns and cities which would facilitateHezekiah‘sdestructionofrural

sacrificial sites and his centralization of worship in Jerusalem. See also STAMPS, ROYAL JAR 

HANDLE.  

3. Jerusalem and Related Fortifications. The capital city itself yields significant evidence of 

Hezekiah‘spreparation.TheSiloamtunnel(2 Kgs 20:20; 2 Chr 32:30) with its famous inscription (ANET, 

321)isthemostobviousexample,andlaterstudieshavedocumentedthetunnel‘ssophistication.Seealso

SILOAM INSCRIPTION; DAVID, CITY OF (PLACE). Hezekiah also probably began the Broad Wall 

(Avigad 1983: 49–59). Perhaps most impressive are the increasing data substantiating the expansion of 

Jerusalem‘spopulationunderHezekiah.Broshi (1978) has estimated that a census under Hezekiah would 

have revealed some 25,000 inhabitants, five times the population under Solomon. Excavations originally 

undertaken by N. Avigad in 1970 point to an enlargement of the city under Hezekiah, perhaps due to the 

influx of refugees from the N kingdom in agreement with 2 Chr 30:25. Such an influx may add support to 

theChronicler‘sclaimthatHezekiahinvitedtheNorthtoparticipateinhisreestablishedPassoverritual.  

ExcavationssuggestthatHezekiahaugmentedfortificationsinpreparationforSennacherib‘sassaultand

mayhaveestablishedadministrativecentersandcommandposts,whichHalpern(fc)callsa― ‗hedgehog‘

defense—a pattern of self-contained, fortifiednodes.‖Aspartoftheprocess,Hezekiahmayhave

implemented a key element of his reform, destroying local altars (as excavations at Beer-sheba suggest). 

(Previous, similar conclusions regarding the altar at Arad must now be suspended, since scholarly debate 

on the subject continues.)  

4. Sennacherib’s Invasion. Despite the considerable preparations made by Hezekiah, the effect of 

Sennacherib‘soffensivewascatastrophic.Afterstabilizinghiseasternholdingsintwoinitialcampaigns,

the Assyrian king embarked on a westward campaign which sought to suppress rebels and establish his 

unchallenged hegemony. The events are well documented in both the Assyrian annals (e.g., ANET, 287–

88) and in the biblical sources (2 Kgs 18:13–19:37; 2 Chr 32:1–22; Isaiah 36–39). In addition, an echo of 

Sennacherib‘sfailuretoconquerJerusalemmay survive in Herodotus (2: 14–141), whom Josephus (Ant 

10) followed.  

Sennacherib utilized classic Assyrian military techniques to reduce Judah. Though the figure of 200,150 

captives and the razing of 46 walled cities has been contested (see BHI, 286 n. 49), later scholarship has 



increasingly accepted the possible authenticity of the numbers (see Halpern fc. for a summary of the 

supporting data). Certain facts are uncontested: Sennacherib successfully captured the fortified towns of 

Judah (2 Kgs 18:13; 2 Chr 32:1), exacted spectacular tribute (2 Kgs 18:14–16), and failed to capture 

JerusalemthoughhewalledupHezekiah―likeacagedbird.‖ 

The seeming paradox that Hezekiah paid tribute but was never captured raised the possibility that the 

sources (biblical and Assyrian) refer to two separate invasions with different outcomes (BHI, 298–309; 

Horn 1966). This theory gains fundamental support from a reference to Tirhakah of Egypt, whose 

anticipatedaidismockedbySennacherib‘sRabshakeh(2 Kgs 19:9). Since Tirhakah did not reach the 

Egyptian throne until ca. 690 and since he would have been a child in 701, Bright (BHI, esp. 299–303) 

found the two-invasion theory especially persuasive. Subsequent work by Kitchen (1973a: 154–72; 

1973b)showedthatin701Tirhakahwasoldenoughtocommand,therebydisablingthetheory‘s main 

defense. Heavy tribute and survival in a well-fortified and well-supplied mountainous capital are not 

mutuallyexclusive;theymayhavebeenmandatoryelementsinHezekiah‘squestforJudah‘s

perpetuation.  

Recent studies suggest a greater acknowledgement of Hezekiah. His reform (previously doubted as a 

fictional reading back from Josiah) and his capacity as an administrator and strategist (denied because of 

erroneous stratigraphy which placed the lmlk stamps and considerable building in a later era) have gained 

acceptance as archaeological data have emerged to lend support. The literary activity of his reign already 

known through Micah and First Isaiah has been amplified by suggestions of a Hezekian redactor of the 

DH. Independent verification has also bolstered arguments for the historicity of the Chronicler and his use 

of sources independent of the DH. The bulk of this evidence suggests that rather than being a mere 

foreshadowingofJosiah‘sdeeds,Hezekiah‘saccomplishmentsmayhavesurpassedthoseof his great-

grandson.  
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JONATHAN ROSENBAUM  

HEZION (PERSON) [Heb ḥezyôn (יון  .)]. Grandfather of Ben-Hadad I, king of Syria (1 Kgs 15:18)ֶחזְׁ

Scholars have sometimes identified Hezion with Rezon, who became king of Damascus during the reign 

of Solomon (1 Kgs 11:23–24), but there is no convincing evidence for this nor does it solve any pressing 

chronologicalorhistoricalproblem.Formerly,Hezion‘sname(Aramḥazyān) was sometimes included in 

the Bir-Hadad Stela, but more recent studies have proposed other readings. If Hezion was himself king of 

Syria, something implied but not explicitly stated by the biblical text, he probably reigned in the late 10th 

century B.C.E.  
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RICHARD D. NELSON  

HEZIR (PERSON) [Heb ḥēz  r (ֵחִזיש)].ThenameoftwomenintheOT.Itmaymean―swine‖(IPN 

230).  

1. ApriestwhoreceivedtheseventeenthpositioninthepriestlyorderofthetempleduringDavid‘s

reign (1 Chr 24:15). An evaluation of the historical reliability of his existence in the time of David 

depends largely upon the literary context of 1 Chr 24:1–19. Though generally agreed that the priestly list 

originated after the Exile, its exact date remains debated. See HAKKOZ (PERSON). The consensus 

agrees, at any rate, that Hezir represents a name from the postexilic period, rather than an individual who 

was contemporaneous with David.  

2. A member of the Judean aristocracy who signed a document that forbid intermarriage between 

Judeans and other ethnic groups, insured the observation of Sabbath, and provided for the maintenance of 

the temple and its staff (Neh 10:21—Eng10:20). While some commentators have thought the signees 

reflect authentic historical persons from the time of Nehemiah (Rudolph Ezra Nehemiah 173–75), the 

names of Neh 10:2–27—Eng10:1–26 seemtorepresent―an artificial literary compilation, based on other 

materialinEzraandNeh‖(WilliamsonEzra Nehemiah WBC, 329).  

The ultimate source of the name Hezir remains a mystery, as both occurrences appear in artificially 

constructed lists. It may represent a common familial name from Judah in the late Persian period.  



JOHN W. WRIGHT  

HEZRO (PERSON) [Heb ḥeṣrô (שו )].Oneofthemembersof―theThirty,‖thedistinguishedgroupֶחקְׁ

of warriors who fought for David (2 Sam 23:35, Heb ḥeṣrô; ḥeṣray, LXX asarai; 1 Chr 11:37, Heb 

ḥeṣrô). He is known as the Carmelite, a noun describing his origin, the town of Carmel, seven miles 

southeast of Hebron in southern Judah. This town produced not only a rich landowner like Nabal, who 

hated David, but also a poor person like Hezro, who was devoted to him (Elliger 1966: 114–15). It is 

tempting to think of Hezro as a runaway slave of Nabal who joined David in the wilderness of Judah (1 

Sam 25:10–11, cf. 1 Sam 22:2). His name appears toward the end of the listof―theThirty‖in2Samuel,

an indication that he may have had a lesser rank among the group (McCarter II Samuel AB, 501).  
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STEPHEN G. DEMPSTER  

HEZRON (PERSON) [Heb ḥeṣrôn (שון  )]. 1. The third son of Reuben (Gen 46:9; Exod 6:14; 1 Chrֶחקְׁ

5:3). In the enumeration of the family of Jacob who migrated to Egypt (Gen 46:8–27),Jacob‘ssonsare

listed by family, according to their mothers. The family of Reuben waslistedfirstbecausehewasJacob‘s

andLeah‘sfirstborn.HezronalsowastheeponymousheadofthefamilyoftheHezronites(Num 26:6). 

According to Noth (NHI, 64), the Hezronite clan of Reuben became the Judean Hezronite clan when the 

Reubenites, who lived in the vicinity of Judah, were assimilated into the tribe of Judah. In 1 Chr 4:1 the 

genealogy of Judah may provide some evidence for this assimilation. Hezron appears as the brother of 

Carmi and both are the sons of Judah, while in Gen 46:9 both are brothers but the sons of Reuben.  

2. The son of Perez and the grandson of Judah by his daughter-in-law Tamar (Gen 38:29; 46:12). 

Hezron is included in the list of the family of Jacob who migrated to Egypt. Hezron and his brother 

Hamul are counted among the sons of Leah in order to complete the list of seventy people who descended 

with Jacob to Egypt. Hezron was the eponymous father of the Hezronites, a southern Judean clan (Num 

26:6; Josh 15:3).  

Hezron was an important clan in Judah. From the descendants of Hezron came the Calebites (1 Chr 

2:18–24) and the Jerahmeelites (1 Chr 2:25–33), two great clans in Judah. The family of David came from 

Hezron through his son Ram (1 Chr 2:10–15; Ruth 4:18–19). Hezron also appears in the genealogy of 

Christ (Matt 1:3; Luke 3:33).  

The genealogy of Hezron found in 1 Chronicles 2 presents serious problems in interpretation (Braun 

Chronicles WBC, 25–35). 1 Chr 2:9 says that Hezron had three sons, Jerahmeel, Ram, and Chelubai. 1 

Chr 2:18 states that Caleb was the son of Hezron. Caleb probably was the Chelubai mentioned in 2:9. 

However, Caleb in another passage is said to be the son of Jephunneh the Kenizzite. According to 1 Chr 

2:24 (RSV), the wife of Hezron was Ephrathah. However, the translation in the RSV depends on an 

emendation of the MT. The KJV translates 1 Chr 2:24 asfollows:―AndafterthatHezronwasdeadin

Caleb-ephratah,thenAbiah,Hezron‘swifebarehimAshur,thefatherofTekoa.‖IfAbiahwasHezron‘s

wife,thentheexpression―andthewifeofHezron‖should be read as a gloss to 1 Chr 2:21 as Williamson 

(1979: 355) has proposed.  
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CLAUDE F. MARIOTTINI  

HEZRON (PLACE) [ḥeṣrôn]. Station named in the description of the extreme S border of the tribal 

allotment of Judah (Josh 15:3).Thisplace,whosenameseemstomean―enclosure,‖islocatedbetween

Kadesh-barnea and Addar. Alt (1953) has persuasively argued that the border list of Joshua 15 is derived 

from an ancient legal document delineating the territorial claims of the tribes during the period of the 

judges. The parallel nature of the S border descriptions in Numbers 34 and Joshua 15 suggests that both 

dependonasingle,presumablypremonarchical,tradition.Itispossiblethat―Hazar-addar‖inNum 34:4 

representsamistakencombinationof―Hezron‖and―Addar‖fromJosh 15:3. Ancient Hezron may 



perhaps be located at or near Ain Qedeis (Aharoni LBHG, 65; M.R. 100999), one of three small wells in 

the vicinity of the oasis of Ain el-Qudeirat (Kadesh-barnea?). This S border station is not to be confused 

with Kirioth-Hezron.  
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WADE R. KOTTER  

HIDDAI (PERSON) [Heb hidday (ִהַדי)]. Var. HURAI. At 2 Sam 23:30 Hiddai―ofthebrooksof

Gaash‖islistedasoneofDavid‘sthirtymightymen.Intheparallelat1 Chr 11:32 he is called Hurai. 

Thenius (Die Bücher Samuels KEHAT, 253), Wellhausen (1871: 215), and Smith (Samuel ICC, 387f.) 

preferredthisalternatereadingasthemoreoriginalandindeeditisfoundinOrigen‘stext(Field1875:

586) as well as in several Greek mss. The OG, however, has haddai (attested in mss b o c2 e2) and the 

original reading of cod. B is hadaoi, which was later modified to hadroi. The strength of the OG reading, 

along with the possibility of the confusion of the letters dalet and re , suggeststhat―Hiddai‖wasthe

original form.  

Hiddai‘s home, the brooks, or the valleys, of Gaash, would be at the base of Mount Gaash, which is 

found in the hill country of Ephraim (Josh 24:30; Judg 2:9). Thus in this verse two Ephraimites, Benaiah 

of Pirathon and Hiddai, are mentioned together (Budde, Samuel KHC, 325).  
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STEPHEN PISANO  

HIDDEKEL (PLACE) [Heb ḥiddeqel (ִחֶדֶרל)]. The Hebrew name for one of the four branches of the 

river which flowed out of the Garden of Eden (Gen 2:14). The etymology of the name can be traced as 

follows: Sum Idiglat, Idigna, Akk Idiqlat, Arab and Aram Diglath, Pers Tigra, Gk Tigris. The only other 

OT occurrence is in Dan 10:4 where some see possible universal connotations, in contrast to limitations 

tied with the Abrahamic covenant connected with the Euphrates river.  

ZDRAVKO STEFANOVIC  

HIEL (PERSON) [Heb ḥ  ˒ēl (ִחיֵאל)]. A citizen of Bethel who rebuilt Jericho when Ahab reigned as 

king of Israel (1 Kgs 16:34). It is stated that he laid the foundation of Jericho with Abiram, his eldest son, 

and the city gates with Segub, his youngest son. The meaning of this statement is not clear. Some suggest 

that it indicates Hiel used his sons as foundation sacrifices; otherstakeittomeanthatHiel‘ssonsdiedof

natural causes at the time that the city was being rebuilt. Though archaeologists have discovered bodies of 

infants buried in homes, it is not certain whether these infants were sacrificed to lay the foundation of the 

homeoriftheysimplydiedofnaturalcausesandweresubsequentlyburiedinthehome.WhetherHiel‘s

sons died a natural death or were sacrificed, the incident is taken as the fulfillment of the curse against the 

rebuilding of Jericho in Josh 6:26.  

PAULINE A. VIVIANO  

HIERAPOLIS (PLACE) [Gk Hierapolis (Ἱεπαπολιρ)]. A city in the Lycus valley of SW Phrygia, 

probably originated as a settlement attached to the sanctuary of the Anatolian mother goddess, worshiped 

locally under the name Leto.  

———  

A. The Hellenistic City  

B. Jewish Settlement  

C. The Church of Hierapolis  

———  

A. The Hellenistic City  



It has commonly been supposed that Hierapolis received its city status from Eumenes II of Pergamum 

(197–159 B.C.); to his reign belongs the earliest known inscription on the site, recording a decree in honor 

of his mother Apollonis (OGIS 308). But the character of tribal names in a theater inscription points to its 

being a Seleucid foundation (Kolb 1974: 255–70), dating perhaps from the reign of Antiochus I (281–261 

B.C.).  

Hierapolis stood on a road which left the main Iconium-Ephesus highway at Laodicea and led NW to 

Philadelphia, Sardis, and the Hermus valley—the road along which Xerxes marched after leaving 

Colossae in 481 B.C. (Hdt. 7.31). It looks across to Laodicea from a terrace 300 feet high on the north 

bank of the Lycus (modern Çürük-su); in the plain beneath the terrace the Lycus flows into the Maeander. 

Behind the site a hot mineral spring wells up (one of several lime-charged springs in the neighborhood), 

fillingthe―sacredpool‖andoverflowingsoastocovertherocksbeneathwithwhitedepositsoflime,

which give the appearance of a frozen cascade. It is to these formations probably that the Turkish name 

Pamukkale(―CottonCastle‖)isdue.Themedicinalpropertiesofthehotwaterattractedvisitorsin

antiquity, as they do today. On coins of Hierapolis, Asklepios and Hygieia feature either separately or 

together.  

Hierapolis honored Apollo as its divine founder (Apollo Archēgetēs); the temple of Apollo which is still 

to be seen is a structure of the 3d century A.D., but an early temple may once have stood on the site, where 

his oracle was available for consultation. To the S of this temple was a cave, called the Plutonium, which 

was believed to be an entrance to the underworld. The galli, the eunuch-priests of the Magna Mater, were 

said to be the only living beings not to be asphyxiated by the carbon dioxide generated in the cave. The 

cave was filled in at the beginning of the 4th century A.D., but has been rediscovered by Italian 

excavators. W. C. Brice (1978: 226–27) describes his visit in 1950 to a similar cave at Hierapolis which 

also emitted carbon dioxide.  

Hierapolis long maintained its importance as a cult center: Caracalla (A.D. 211–218) conferred on it the 

title neōkoros, ―templewarden‖(comparetheEphesianprideinthesametitle,attestedinActs 19:35). But 

shortly after its foundation it became a commercial center also: in particular, it was noted for the quality 

of its textile products. Perhaps the local water imparted a special richness or stability to the purple dye 

which was manufactured there from the juice of the madder root (Strabo 13.4.14). There is epigraphic 

evidenceofaguildofpurpledyers;aguildofcarpetweaversand―themostaugustgildofwoolwashers‖

are similarly attested (IGRR 4.816, 818, 821, 822), all suggesting Hierapolis was a center for textile 

production.  

Hierapolis belonged to the judicial circuit of cities called the Cibyratic conventus, from Cibyra, a city 

between 50 and 60 miles to the S (although from the 1st century B.C. on the central headquarters of the 

circuit were at Laodicea).  

Inthehistoryofhumanthoughtthecity‘schiefclaimtofameliesinitsbeingthebirthplaceoftheStoic

philosopher Epictetus (A.D. ca. 50–117).  

The ruined buildings on the site are all Roman; the earthquake which flattened Laodicea in A.D. 60 may 

also have devastated Hierapolis. The city was constructed on the grid system. One can see sections of the 

city walls and the main colonnaded street running NW and SE, with a monumental gateway at either end 

and with other streets crossing it at right angles. Down the center of each street was a channel for the 

disposal of sewage. Other channels carried water from the springs to various points in the city.  

From 1957 onward excavation and restoration work has been carried on by Italian archaeologists, 

particularly on the temple of Apollo, the agora (notable for the fine locked stone of its arches), the 

nymphaeum, the Roman baths with gymnasium attached, and especially the theater, overlooking the city 

and the Lycus valley, with seating accommodation for up to 15,000 persons. The necropolis contains 

some 1,200 tombs, 300 of which have epitaphs.  

B. Jewish Settlement  

Like other cities of SW Phrygia, Hierapolis had a Jewish community, called a katoikia, ―colony‖(CIJ 

2.775), from its earliest days as a city. Some members of this community have left epigraphic records, 



like the 2d-century A.D. ―MarcusAureliusAlexander,alsocalledAsaph,ofthepeopleoftheJews‖(CIJ 

2.776), and Jewish members of some of the craft guilds (CIJ 2.777).  

C. The Church of Hierapolis  

There was a Christian group in Hierapolis about A.D. 60 (Col 4:13). It probably came into existence 

during the missionary campaign of Paul and his associates in proconsular Asia in A.D. 52–55 (Acts 

19:10). With the other churches of the Lycus valley, the church of Hierapolis was evidently founded by 

Paul‘scolleagueEpaphras(Col 1:7; 4:12).  

Some time before A.D. 70 the Palestinian Christian leader Philip and his daughters settled in Hierapolis: 

their tombs were pointed out there toward the end of the 2d century (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 3.31.2–5; 3.39.9; 

5.24.2). Eusebius or his sources show some confusion between Philip of Bethsaida, the apostle, and Philip 

of Caesarea, the evangelist (Acts 21:8–9); it is not impossible that they were the same person (Hengel 

1983: 14). A local inscription (Ramsay 1897: 552) indicates the existence of achurchdedicatedto―the

holyandgloriousapostleanddivine,Philip.‖AbovethecitytotheNE,justoutsidethewalls,standsthe

early-5th-century martyrion (monument) of Philip, an octagonal chamber set within a square comprising a 

series of rectangular chambers.  

Papias, bishop of Hierapolis ca. A.D. 125, compiler of five volumes of Exegeses of the Dominical 

Oracles (no longer extant), is an important figure in the history of postapostolic tradition. Irenaeus says 

Papiaswasahearerof―JohnthediscipleoftheLord‖(Haer. 5.33.4); Eusebius questions this (Hist. Eccl. 

3.39.2).  

In A.D. 172 a later bishop of Hierapolis, Claudius Apollinaris, addressed a defense of the Christian faith 

to Marcus Aurelius. This work, with several others ascribed to him, is lost (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 4.26.1; 4.27.1; 

5.5.4; 5.16.1; 5.19.1–2).  

The church of Hierapolis was represented at the councils of Nicaea (A.D. 325), Ephesus (431) and 

Chalcedon (451). Under Justinian, before the Second Council of Constantinople (553), Hierapolis became 

a metropolitan see, with jurisdiction over churches in the NW of the province Phrygia Pacatiana.  
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F. F. BRUCE  

HIEROGLYPHICS. See LANGUAGES (EGYPTIAN LANGUAGE AND WRITING).  

HIERONYMUS (PERSON) [Gk Hierōnymos (Ἱεπωντμορ)]. One of five military governors of the 

Jews in the time of Antiochus V Eupator, 164–162 B.C.E. (2 Macc 12:2). The five governors have Greek 

names, which seems to imply that the Jews fought with local Macedonian officials, whereas 1 Maccabees 

5 shows that they fought with neighboring peoples. There is no further specific information about 

Hieronymus himself, but the governors mentioned in the text are designated by the Greek term strategos. 

This term might refer to a commander of any rank from general to commander of a small tactical unit. 

Heretheyaresetover―local‖places,whichlikelyindicates that they are commanders of lesser rank. 

They would not let the Jews live quietly and in peace, but whether their harassment resulted from orders 

from the central government or from their own initiative is not known.  

BETTY JANE LILLIE  



HIGH PLACE (Heb  āmâ (ָֹּבָֹמה)). A type of cultic installation in ancient Israel. The precise 

architecture and purpose of high places has been a subject of considerable disagreement.  

———  
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A. History of Interpretation  

The traditional interpretation of Heb  āmâ (ָֹּבָֹמה) beginswiththeVg‘sexcelsus, whenceEng―high

place‖(conventionalsincethe1535CoverdaleBible;cf.Wycliffe‘shigh things andLuther‘sHöhe). The 

LXX, although generally using hupsēlon, approached the word very differently (see Daniel 1966: 33–53). 

The modern era of biblical scholarship inherited this understanding of  āmâ as signifying physical 

elevation, as well as an etymological explanation for it. The word has no known verbal root in Hebrew, 

but on the basis of the irreducible qāmes the hypothetical root *bûm (cf. q m: qāmâ),meaning―tobe

high,‖hadbeen advanced (e.g., Pagninus 1578: 30; GKC 187). Nineteenth-century lexicographers took 

the newly discovered Akk topographical pl.  amātu as cognate to  āmâ and defined it accordingly (e.g., 

Norris 1868: 104; Delitzsch 1896: 177); this datum, in turn, entered Hebrew lexica (e.g., BDB, 119) and 

biblical encyclopedias (e.g., JEnc, 387) as confirmation that  āmâ must be a topographical term denoting 

high ground. This meaning was applied to Ug bmt when that word became known in the 1930s 

(Virolleaud1932:136),butalmostimmediatelygavewaytoAlbright‘ssuggestionthatbmt is an 

anatomical term comparable to Akk bamtu, ―back,trunk(ofanimalorman)‖(1934:120n.86).This

anatomical sense has rightly been claimed for  āmâ in several biblical and extrabiblical passages (Deut 

33:29; Isa 14:14; Job 9:8; 1QM 12:10 and 19:3; Sir 9:2 [Heb]) and is cited in current Hebrew lexica as 

one of the standard meanings of the word (HALAT, 130–31; CHAL, 42).  

The prevailing consensus holds, therefore, that  āmâ canreferbothtoapartofthebody(―back,‖

althoughtheexactreferenceisdisputed)andtoapartofthelandscape(a―highplace‖).ItsAkkcognate

evidently shares this semantic duality, but thus far only the anatomical sense is certain in Ugaritic. To 

reconcile these meanings, a common proto-Semitic ancestor capable of generating both has been posited 

by Albright: *bahmatu, the medial h having quiesced to produce ā in the first syllable in the attested 

forms. This should have become ō in Hebrew (cf. *qahlu > *qāl > qōl), and suffixed forms of  āmâ with 

an initial o-vowel are found in the Qumran literature (1QIsa
a
 14:14; 53:9; 58:14); thus, Albright reasons, 

the familiar a spelling―maybeduetodialectalphenomena,ah being preserved in some places until after 

the principle that an accented ā became ō hadceasedtooperate‖(1957:245,256).Theh is preserved in 

such derivatives as Heb  ĕhēmâ (―animal,beast‖)andUgbhmt (―cattle‖) in which the anatomical idea 

has expanded from a bodily part to the entire creature, and obscure Ar buhmatun (―massofrock‖),which

develops the topographical idea. The basic semantic nexus, however, is high-nessor,indeVaux‘swords,

―somethingwhich standsoutinrelieffromitsbackground‖(AncIsr, 284).  

1. Etymological Inferences. Over four-fifths of the some 100 occurrences of  āmâ in the MT refer to 

places where cultic acts were performed, i.e., to cultic installations of some sort. Speculation about the 

nature of these installations has proceeded from the aforementioned etymological considerations: 

whatever a bamah might be, it must somehow exhibit high-ness because that is the root meaning of the 

word.AsHirschobservedin1904,―theonlypoint in doubt is whether the bamah originally received its 

name from the circumstance that it was located on a towering elevation or from the possible fact that 



independentlyofitslocation,itwasitselfaraisedconstruction‖(JEnc, 387). These alternatives underlie 

virtually all subsequent efforts to describe or further identify these installations with any specificity. 

These efforts have produced two basic images: (1) a primitive open-air hilltop precinct, with altars, 

maṣṣeboth (cultic stones), and asherim (wooden cultic objects; cf. Day 1986), scattered throughout the 

Palestinian countryside; and (2) some sort of constructed elevation, such as a raised platform or mound. 

(Albright‘sviewthatbamothwerefuneraryinstallations[1957:242–58], a variation of the platform 

hypothesis, is entirely without foundation: see Barrick 1975.)  

Despite its pervasiveness, this etymological approach to the question is methodologically problematic. 

Etymologizing reveals the past history of a word and its past meaning(s), which may provide clues as to 

itspossible(orevenprobable)senseinagiventext,but―itcannotimposeasenseauthoritativelyupon

knownusage‖(Barr1961:158).Knownusageoftheword āmâ suggests that it refers to built 

constructions of urban provenance and without a noticeable locational preference for high ground (see 

below). The few texts that do seem to place them in mountainous locales do not warrant the common 

presumptionthatthereisapronounced―biblicaltraditionthatthebamothwerebuiltonhills‖(Albright

1957: 249), nor do they justify positing an evolutionary development of the bamah phenomenon itself to 

explain why some bamoth—virtually all of them, to judge from the biblical record—were in fact not built 

on hills (e.g., BDB, 119). If, on the other hand, a bamah was an artificial elevation upon which cultic acts 

were performed, a view much favored in recent scholarship (e.g., AncIsr, 284–88; Conrad 1968: 85–100; 

Haran 1978: 18–25), this should be reflected in the verbs and prepositions used in the texts to locate the 

worshipper relative to the bamah. But this is not the case. For example, the preposition routinely used in 

biblical reports of bamah usage is not ˓al as one should expect, but b-, suggesting prima facie that a 

bamah was something within which cultic acts took place. When this most embarrassing incongruity is 

acknowledged,appealusuallyismadetotheprincipleofprepositional―ambiguity‖whereby˓al and b- 

could be semantically equivalent (so, e.g., Vaughan 1974: 31). While this is a possibility to be considered 

(see below), the appeal amounts to circular reasoning since b- needbe―ambiguous‖inthesepassages

only if bamoth were mounds or altars. In both cases, etymologically inspired presuppositions have been 

imposed onto textual evidence which otherwise would lead the interpreter in a very different direction.  

2. Archaeological Influences. Vaughan‘sstudy(1974)departsfromthetraditionalunderstandingofthe

word. From the Akk and Ug materials he deduces that the semantic origin of  āmâ is anatomical (―rib-

cage,chest,back,flank,etc.‖)andthat―thereisnoideaofheight inherentinthisconceptatall‖(10;cf.

already Vincent 1948: 276). This anatomical sense is applied figuratively in the expression  omŏtê-˒āreṣ 

(Deut 32:13; Isa 48:14; Amos 4:3; Mic 1:3),lit.―flanksoftheland,‖thetopographicalnuancebeing

supplied by ˒eres. Vaughanseesthisphraseasa―stockpoeticformula‖originatinginanancient

theophanic myth and referring to the mountainous terrain astride which Yahweh manifests himself in 

symbolic possession of the land. The mythological site of the theophany, according to Vaughan, was 

realized architecturally as a mound or platform which took its name from its mythic prototype (1974: 9, 

11–12, 25). That the specialized technical use of the word to designate a cultic installation should have 

derivedfromamythologicalimageisanintriguingpossibility,butVaughan‘sclaimthatbamothwere

cultic platforms does not hinge on that hypothesis. For him, the consistent semantic factor is the hill-like 

shape of the objects to which the word refers: mythological mountains or cultic platforms representing 

them; actual mountains (2 Sam 1:19, 25; but the word may carry an anatomical sense here: see e.g., 

McCarter, 2 Samuel AB, 74–75); and grave-mounds (Isa 53:9 and Job 27:15 [both emended]) having no 

connectionwhateverwitheitherthemythoritsculticsymbolism.ImplicitinVaughan‘sargumentisa

semantic assumption not unlike the traditional etymological one.  

Vaughan‘sconclusions are heavily influenced by recent archaeological discoveries in the Levant. A 

number of platformlike structures have come to light over the years and are in need of interpretation 

(Vaughan 1974: 37–54). A reliance upon archaeological materials is characteristic of 20th-century 

speculation about the bamah phenomenon. Too often, however, the relevance of these artifacts is 

presupposed rather than demonstrated, and the burden of proof for a particular understanding of the 

bamah phenomenon is shifted (asinVaughan‘scase)fromthetextstotheartifacts(cf.Fowler1982:210–



11).Thistooismethodologicallyquestionable.Aculticinstallationcalleda―bamah‖isknowntohave

existed at all only from references to it in the Hebrew Bible (and in the inscription of the Moabite king 

Mesha). Archaeology has revealed the context into which those references must be placed if we are to 

move beyond the heavily theologized and imperfectly controlled literary traditions of the Bible to the 

actual life of people in biblical times (WLSGF, 572–87). But for something known from archaeology to 

beidentifiedasa―bamah‖theremustbeademonstrablecorrespondencebetweentheartifactandthe

literarydescriptions.And,asonereviewerofVaughan‘smonographcautiously observes,―givenour

present very incomplete knowledge of what a bamah really was and looked like, we need to find an 

edificeactuallylabelled‗bamah‘beforewecanbesure‖(Ap-Thomas 1975: 107).  

3. Generalizing Tendencies. Whitney‘sstudy(1979)moves in a very different direction. He maintains 

that―fundamentally āmâ meant‗shrine‘andwasusedofthewholecultcomplex,whichmayormaynot

havecontainedaplatform‖(134).Mostcommentatorswouldagreethatthewordissuchageneric

designation in at least some of its occurrences. That the bamoth of the Bible were common Canaanitish 

cult places is a view omnipresent in the secondary literature. Typically, a categorical distinction is drawn 

between bamoth—understood as open-air rustic sanctuaries—and more architecturally sophisticated 

urban temples (e.g., Noth 1966: 177–78; Ringgren 1966: 156–58). The fact that archaeologically known 

cult places in Syria-Palestine do not conform to such a sharp dichotomy has not lessened the popularity of 

this view (cf. Schunck 1971: 132–40, and Welten 1972: 19–37; Wright 1971: 17–32). But for Whitney 

 āmâ doesnotcarryanyspecificarchitecturalorfunctionalconnotations;bamothwere―differentthings

indifferentplacesatdifferenttimes‖(147).Theearliestreferences may be to cult places located on high 

ground, but by the late monarchy (whence most of the references come) the word had become an all-

purposelabelfor―localshrines‖ingeneral(138).Thisviewalsohasawidefollowingand,infact,

underlies thenormativereconstructionofIsrael‘sreligioushistory:worshipwasconductedat―local

shrines‖throughoutthelanduntiltheerectionofSolomon‘stemple(cf.1 Kgs 3:4); thereafter those 

sanctuaries remained the loci of popular religiosity until their final illegitimation in the reign of Josiah 

(e.g., WPHI, chap. 1). This reconstruction, anticipated already in the Talmud (Zeb. 14:4–8), assumes that 

the orders in Deuteronomy 12 todestroythecultplaces―uponthehighmountainsanduponthehillsand

undereverygreentree‖(v 2)andtoworshiponlyat―theplacewhichYahwehwillchoose‖(v 5) coincide 

withJosiah‘sactionsasrecordedin2 Kings 23, specifically the centralization of worship in the temple at 

Jerusalem and the concomitant elimination of all other sanctuaries in the country. The only non-temple 

sanctuaries mentioned in 2 Kings 23 arecalled―bamoth‖and,asWhitneypointsout,morethanonetype

of installation seems to be so identified: small gate shrines, royal chapels dedicated to foreign gods, large 

public sanctuaries, and rustic local sanctuaries (137–38).SinceJosiah‘sreformwas―Deuteronomic,‖

these―bamoth‖mustbeequatedwiththecult―places‖(hammĕqōmôt) proscribed in Deuteronomy 12. In 

atleast―Deuteronomistic‖vocabulary,therefore, āmôt is synonymous with mĕqōmôt as a generalization 

with distinctly pejorative overtones (see, e.g., AncIsr, 288).  

This generalizing approach to the question also is methodologically problematic, for it makes the 

meaning of  āmâ in a given passage contingent upon other exegetical judgments which may be neither 

correct nor germane. For example, the supposed open-air rusticity of a bamah installation stems from a 

romanticizedconceptionof―primitive‖religiouspractice,buttressedbydubiousethnographicalanalogies

andbiblicalpassageswhich―thoughnotexpresslymentioninganybamah,certainlyhavethesametypeof

religioninmind‖(AncIsr, 285).Relevanceisassumed,butnotdemonstrated.Similarly,Israel‘sreligious

history may have unfolded in the way supposed, or later biblical writers may have presented this as an 

idealization, but it is by no means a certainty and should not be accepted uncritically as the basis for 

solving all other exegetical puzzles. Reconstructing history of Israelite religion and literature by linking 

thecult―places‖ofDeuteronomy 12 withthe―bamoth‖of1–2 Kings and then using that reconstruction 

asthebasisforinterpretingthe―Deuteronomistic‖meaningofthewordisacircularargumentwhich

excludes other exegetical options at the outset; the possibility that a specific architectural or functional 

typeofinstallationmaybereferredtoevenin―Deuteronomistic‖passagesisnotseriouslyconsidered(cf.

Fowler 1982: 212).  



B. The Biblical Picture  

The OT evidence, meager and fragmentary as it is, does yield a consistent if sketchy picture of those 

installationscalled―bamoth‖bytheancientwriters.  

1. Language Usage. Bamoth appear to have been man-madeinstallations.Theyare―built‖/bnh (1 Kgs 

11:7; 14:23; 2 Kgs 17:9; 21:3; 23:13; Jer 7:31; 19:5; 32:35; 2 Chr 33:3, 19; MI 3–4[?])or―made‖/˓śh 

(Ezek 16:16; 2 Chr 21:11; 28:25;MI3),―torndown‖/ntṣ (2 Kgs 23:8, 15; 2 Chr 31:1)or―burned‖/ṣrp (2 

Kgs 23:15). These verbal actions do not suggest ephemeral sacred precincts or crudely augmented natural 

phenomena. While this does not prove that all bamoth were man-made structures, there is no evidence 

that any bamah was not.  

The verb ˓lh (in Qal) is used of bamoth in four biblical passages (1 Sam 9:13, 14, 19; Isa 15:2). This 

verb can express movement up to a position upon something, and also movement up to something. When 

upward movement resulting in superimposition is the intended sense, the destination is always 

subordinated to the verb by means of the preposition ˓al: e.g.,―Youshallnotgoupuponmyaltarby

steps‖(Ex 20:26, and 20 other examples). When ˓lh is used of bamoth, however, the subordination is 

thricebymeansofthe―accusative‖andoncebythe―terminative‖h. In none of the 35 other ˓lh + 

accusativeconstructionsdoestheone―goingup‖demonstrablyconcludehisjourneyuponhisdestination.

Inagreatmanycasessuperimpositionisobviouslyimpossible:e.g.,―thekingwentup(to)theHouse-of-

Yahweh‖(2 Kgs 23:2, and 10 other passages with bayit). When the nature of the destination will admit 

superimposition, the passage makes as good or better sense without this nuance. The situation with the 14 

other ˓lh + terminative constructions is identical. Language usage suggests, therefore, that one does not 

climb up a bamah (as one would a hill or a stepped altar or platform), but rather climbs up to (and 

descends from: 1 Sam 9:25; 10:5) a bamah.  

When the OT writers speak of bamah worship, they regularly use the verbs zbḥ and qṭr, plus the 

preposition b (20 occurrences). In each of the 15 other occurrences of these two verbs plus b- in the OT, 

the nature of the prepositional object or the context of the passage or (in most cases) both leave no doubt 

thatthe―ritualslaughtering‖and―burningoffoodofferings‖(soEdelman1985)isbeingdonewithin

something. When this activity is conducted upon something, the preposition ˓al is always used. There is 

noevidenceof―ambiguity‖orsemanticoverlappingbetweenb- and ˓al with these two verbs. To interpret 

 a  āmôt inthesepassagesasanythingotherthan―inthebamoth‖wouldbecompletely contrary to 

attested Hebrew usage.  

The preposition b- is used of bamoth in three other passages as well: Samuel is expected to preside at a 

sacrifice to be held  a  āmâ (1 Sam 9:12),andtheChroniclerreportsthatduringDavid‘sreignthe

tabernacle and altar of burnt offerings were  a  āmâ at Gibeon (1 Chr 16:39–40; 21:29). There is no 

reason why b- shouldnotmean―in‖inallthree.Thisisconsistentwiththeuseof ā˒, primarily―to

enter,‖inreferencetobamothin1 Sam 10:13 (although the text is uncertain) and Ezek 20:29, the latter a 

lame pun purporting to explain the meaning of the term  āmâ (cf. Greenberg, Ezekiel 1–20 AB, 370–71).  

Onthebasisofthebiblicalwriters‘use of the term, therefore, it would appear that a bamah is something 

within which cultic acts were performed—not a piece of cultic furniture (like a platform or altar), but an 

installation within which cultic furniture could be housed and used. Only Isa 16:12 suggests otherwise: 

wĕhāyâ k  -nir˒â k  -nil˒â mô˒ā  ˓al-ha  āmâ,   ā˒ ˒el-miqdā ô lĕhitpallēl welō˒ y kāl. Assuming that a 

bamah was a platform or hill, ˓al-ha  āmâ obviouslywouldmean―uponthebamah.‖Butsince this 

passage is the sole textual basis for that assumption and contradicts the unanimous testimony of the 

passages just reviewed, its meaning may not be so obvious. The parallelism with ˒el-miqdā ô (cf. Amos 

7:9) and the well-documented incidence of semantic overlapping (or scribal confusion) between ˒el and 

˓al in biblical Hebrew (e.g., Ps 90:16, also with r˒h in Nip˓al) suggest that ˓al here might actually mean 

―in‖(cf.Isa 28:22)orsimply―at.‖ 

2. Location. The most complete description of a bamah in the OT is given in 1 Sam 9:1–10:16. This 

one isassociatedwithanunnamed―city‖(˓  r) in―thelandofZuph.‖Thepresentarrangementofthetext

gives the impression that the installation lay somewhere outside the city wall. Vv 14 and 18a conflict on 

this point, and commentators have long sought to harmonize the two through an arbitrary emendation of v 



14 (recently, e.g., McCarter, 1 Samuel AB, 169). Recognition that the story as a whole is composed of 

two distinct strata of material (Schmidt 1970: 53–102; Miller 1974: 157–61; Birch 1976: 29–42; 

McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 185–87) provides a more defensible solution. In v 14 Saul and his servant are 

―enteringintothemidstofthecity‖( ā˒  m  ĕtôk hā˓  r) andtheremeetSamuelashewas―comingout‖of

someunspecifiedlocation(presumablyhisresidence)withinthecityenroute―up(to)thebamah‖—all 

exactly as predicted by the girls at the well in v 13. A second version of this encounter is given in vv 12 

and 18a: here Samuel is walking on the road up to the city some distance ahead of Saul; the girls point 

himout,andSaulovertakeshim―inthemidstofthegate‖( ĕtôk ha  ā˓ar) as both men are entering the 

city. In both accounts the subsequent activity at the bamah would have taken place inside the city wall. 

The fact that this bamah actually lay somewhere within the city was obscured when the two versions of 

thestorywerecombined,andSamuel‘s―comingout‖(v 14)juxtaposedwiththemeeting―inthegate‖(v 

18)—yet it was recognized by the LXX and 4QSam
a
 whichharmonizethetwobyreading―city‖inplace

of―gate‖inv 18a (just the reverse of the usual solution today).  

This is by no means an exceptional case. The preponderance of texts which specify the location of 

bamothalsogivethemanurbansetting.Theyaresaidtohavebeen―in‖(b-) ―thecitiesofJudah‖(2 Kgs 

23:8; cf. v 5 and 2 Chr 14:4), the city of Gibeon (1 Chr 16:39; 21:29; 2 Chr 1:3, 13), and all the cities of 

northern Israel (2 Kgs 17:9).MeshaofMoabmadeabamah―inQarhoh,‖probablytheroyalquarteror

citadelofhiscapitalcity(MI.3).―Bamothhouses‖( āttê- āmôt) werefound―inthecitiesofSamaria‖(1 

Kgs 13:32; 2 Kgs 17:29; 23:19);―bamothpriests‖(kōhănê- āmôt) werestationed―in(thecityof)Bethel‖

(1 Kgs 12:32)andapparentlyalsoin―thecitiesofJudah‖(2 Kgs 23:8–9). The bamoth built by Solomon 

―inthemountaineastofJerusalem‖toservethereligiousneedsofsomeofhisforeignwives(1 Kgs 11:7–

8 and 2 Kgs 23:11; cf. 1 Kgs 16:32) and the bamah installation(s) in the Ben Hinnom Valley (Jer 7:31; 

19:5; 32:35 [the number is text-critically uncertain]; cf. 2 Kgs 23:10 which, oddly, does not use the term) 

were certainly part of the cultic life of the capital city, their extramural location probably due to political 

considerations, and perhaps (especially for the second) the special character of the cultus conducted there 

(cf. Heider 1985). Ezek 6:3 speaks of the ubiquity of the bamoth, not their specific location (v 6 

nonetheless does indicate an urban setting), and so too 2 Chr 21:11.  

It is commonly supposed that bamoth are the object of the frequent polemic against worship conducted 

inthecountryside―uponeveryhighhillandundereverygreentree‖(especiallyDeut 12:2; cf. Holladay 

1961). But 2 Kgs 16:4 (= 2 Chr 28:4) argues against the identification: Ahaz issaidtohave―slaughtered

animals and burned food offerings in the bamoth and uponthehillsandundereverygreentree.‖

Similarly, 2 Kgs 17:9–11 apparently distinguishes urban bamoth from hilltop installations featuring 

(only?) maṣṣeboth and asherim (cf. 1 Kgs 14:23 whichseemsdefective;onedoesnot―build‖/bnh 

maṣṣeboth and asherim). The firmest evidential basis for the identification is Ezek 20:28–29 where, 

however, many commentators regard the pun in v 29 as a secondary or tertiary gloss (e.g., Zimmerli, 

Ezekiel 1 Hermeneia, 412).  

3. Appearance. The biblical record says little about what a bamah may have looked like or how it was 

furnished. Since sacrificial activities were conducted there, bamoth would have contained altars of one 

sort or another (cf. 1 Chr 16:35–40; 21:29). Some undoubtedly also possessed maṣṣeboth and/or asherim. 

Each bamah undoubtedly was furnished with the special paraphernalia of the cultus conducted there, the 

details of which are no longer extant.  

In terms of architecture, 1 Sam 9:1–10:16 providesaclue.The―sacrifice‖tobeheld―inthebamah‖(v 

12) is not mentioned furtherinthestory.Wearetold,however,that―SamueltookSaulandhisservant

and brought them to the li kâ‖(v 22a) where a meal was consumed. According to the traditional view, a 

li kâ was a supplementary structure (a shelter or dining hall; cf. LXX, Targ, Vg) not intrinsically part of 

the bamah phenomenon. Elsewhere, however, the term is used exclusively in reference to architectural 

components of the temple complex in Jerusalem,―chambers‖usedtohousetemplepersonnel,cultic

equipment, and offerings. The Gk version of 1 Sam 1:18b (which may be textually superior to the MT) 

reportsthatthe―temple‖(hêkāl) at Shiloh also had a li kâ, to which Hannah retired to eat. This 

associational consistency and functional variety indicate that li kâ (possibly a Mediterranean loanword) 



may be the technical term for the more utilitarian architectural elements of the category of sanctuary we 

call―temples‖—as illustrated by the Israelite temple complex at Arad, with its cult building, courtyard, 

andadjoining―chambers‖(seeAharoni1968;Herzogetal.1984). 

The occurrence of the term li kâ in 1 Sam 9:1–10:16 suggests that at least this bamah was a sanctuary of 

some architectural sophistication, not too different in its essentials from the sanctuary complex at Arad or, 

for that matter, the sanctuary complex in the royal quarter of Jerusalem—which one climbed up to and 

descended from, within which cultic acts were performed, which possessed li kōt (as well as altars, and 

even an asherah [2 Kgs 23:6]),whichwas―built‖and―burned‖ (and, although the term is not used, was 

certainlycapableofbeing―torndown‖)—which, in fact, meets all the criteria which the ancient writers 

have given us to identify a bamah.  
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W. BOYD BARRICK  

HILEN (PLACE) [Heb ḥ  lēn (ִחיֵלן)]. Var. HOLON. A levitical town in Judah (only slightly to the east 

of Debir) assigned to the sons of Aaron (1 Chr 6:58).Thesameplaceappearsas―Holon‖inasecondlist

of such towns (Josh 15:51). The difference in spelling could be due either to mechanical error or, as 

Williamson (Chronicles NCBC, 75) suggests, to the likelihood that the Chronicler had access to another 

(and better preserved?) recension of the list than that preserved in Joshua. This town, along with a number 

of other towns in the list, probably came under Israelite control during the time of David. The prophet 

Jeremiah includes a Moabite town by the name of Holon in his oracle against that nation (Jer 48:21).  
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ELMER H. DYCK  

HILKIAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥilq  yāh  (ִרָיהּו  )]. 1. A Levite, the son of Amzi, and father ofִחלְׁ

Amaziah (1 Chr 6:30—Eng6:45). He was a descendant of Levi through Merari. His name occurs in the 

middleofalistjustifyingEthan‘srightfulplaceasaleviticalsingerinthetimeofDavid. Oddly enough, 

his name is one among many others (see 1 Chr 6:29–33—Eng6:44–47) not paralleled in the list of 

Merari‘s descendants given earlier in 1 Chronicles 6 (see 1 Chr 6:4—Eng6:19; 6:14–15—Eng6:29–30). In 

view of the fact that one of the unparalleled names, Hashabiah (1 Chr 6:30—Eng6:15), occurs in 

connectionwithEzra‘sactivities(Ezra 8:19, 24; see also 7. below) the second Merari list in 1 Chronicles 

6 need not be the literary creation of the Chronicler, but rather a reflection of the levitical guild structure 

of his own day, whose very legitimacy he was seeking to underscore (Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles 

NCBC, 74).  

2. A levitical gatekeeper, the second son of Hosah of the sons of Merari (1 Chr 26:11). His name 

appears in a chapter which attributes to the efforts of King David the elaborate levitical organization at 

workinamuchlaterage.OnthehistoricityofDavid‘srelationshiptotheLevites,seeHauer1982:41–44. 

ItseemsDavidhadappointedHilkiah‘sfather,Hosah,asoneofthegatekeepersinthedaysofthe tent of 

the ark of the covenant in Jerusalem (1 Chr 16:38; 17:1). But in anticipation of the construction of the 

Solomonic temple, the Chronicler reports how the lot for the keeping of the gate of Shallecheth fell to 

Hosah and his sons (1 Chr 26:16). This gate was located apparently on the western side of the temple 

complex (yet cf. LXX B).  

3. The father of Eliakim (2 Kgs 18:18 = Isa 36:3; 2 Kgs 18:26; 18:37 = Isa 36:22). He was the major-

domo during the reign of King Hezekiah. In the oracle of Isa 22:20 it is said that Eliakim ben Hilkiah 

wouldsucceedthearrogantShebnaastheking‘smajor-domo. Understandably, in 701 B.C., he was one of 

the officials sent out from Hezekiah to parley with the Assyrian Rabshakeh during the invasion and siege 

of Jerusalem by King Sennacherib.  

4. A levitical priest, the father of the prophet Jeremiah (Jer 1:1). Possibly he was a descendant of 

Abiathar, the last chief priest of the house of Eli, as he resided in the priestly town of Anathoth in the land 

of Benjamin, whither Abiathar centuries before had been exiled by Solomon (1 Kgs 2:26–27). This 

possible Shiloh connection mayalsobenotedinJeremiah‘s―templesermon‖(Jer 7:12, 14; 26:9).  

5. A levitical high priest, the son of Shallum, and father of Azariah (III?), and grandfather of Seraiah (1 

Chr 5:39–40—Eng6:13–14; 9:11; Ezra 7:1–2). He was active during the reign of King Josiah (2 Kgs 22:4 

= 2 Chr 34:9).Itwashewhofound―theBookoftheLaw‖inthetemplewhichhelpedplayarolein

Josiah‘sfar-reaching reform movement (2 Kgs 22:8, 10, 12, 14; 23:4, 24; 2 Chr 34:14, 15, 18, 20, 22) and 

thisking‘scelebrationofthePassover(2 Chr 35:8; 1 Esdr 1:8). See JOSIAH (PERSON). Interestingly, in 

both Neh 11:11 and 1 Chr 9:11 he is called the son of Meshullam (= Shallum?). While 1 Chr 9:11 entitles 

this Hilkiah the father of Azariah, Neh 11:11 dubs him the father (not the grandfather) of Seraiah. He is 

also regarded as the progenitor of Ezra the priest (Ezra 7:1; 1 Esdr 8:1; 2 Esdr 1:1). In the apocryphal 

book of Baruch this same high priest (chelkios) is evidenced. Here Hilkiah is described as the son of 

Shallum, but he is also named as the father of an otherwise unknown priest named Jehoiakim who 

supposedly was the recipient of a gift of money collected among the exiles and sent to Jerusalem (Bar 

1:7).  

6. The father of Gemariah, the envoy of King Zedekiah to King Nebuchadnezzar (Jer 29:3). While on 

his mission he carried a letter from the prophet Jeremiah to the Jews in Babylon who had been exiled by 

Nebuchadnezzar in 597 B.C.  

7. One of the priests who returned from exile with Zerubbabel and Jeshua in 536 B.C. (Neh 12:7). He is 

one of twenty-two leaders cited in Neh 12:1–7. As four major phratries are known to have accompanied 

Zerubbabel and Jeshua (Ezra 2:36–39 = Neh 7:39–42 = 1 Esdr 5:24–25) the mention of these twenty-two 

leaders here must refer to leaders of subgroupings within the same four larger phratries (Clines Ezra 

NCBC, 223). This Hilkiah became the progenitor of Hashabiah, the head of one of the important priestly 



families in the time of Joiakim (Neh 12:21), the high priest who succeeded Jeshua (Neh 12:10) and who 

became the father of Eliashib, the contemporary of Nehemiah (Neh 3:1).  

8. A contemporary of Ezra (Neh 8:4). He may be the same person as 7. above. He is named as one of a 

numberofindividualswhostoodattherighthandofEzrathepriestasheread―thelawofGod‖tothe

people. The closest that the parallel verse in 1 Esdr 9:43 comes to repeating his name is in its reference to 

the name Hezekiah [LXX ezekias].  

9. ThefatherofSusanna,Joakim‘svirtuouswifewhowasfalselyaccusedofadulteryandvindicated by 

the apocryphal Daniel (Sus v 2).  

10. A progenitor of Baruch, the son of Neraiah (Bar 1:1). Baruch was the secretary of the prophet 

Jeremiah (Bar 1:1; Jer 36:4). The name occurs in the very first verse of Baruch, the apocryphal book 

purported to have been written by Baruch while in Babylonian captivity. The book of Jeremiah seems to 

support at least the latter part of the full ancestry given in Bar 1:1, when itcallsBaruch―thesonofNeriah

thesonofMahseiah‖(Jer 32:12). What is more, the historical Baruch seems to have had a brother by the 

name of Seraiah who is likewise describedas―thesonofNeriah,sonofMahseiah‖(Jer 51:59). See 

BARUCH (PERSON) #1.  

11. The son of Eliab and father of Elijah and grandfather of Ahitub. He is named as an ancestor of the 

apocryphal Judith, the pious widow who delivered her people from Holofernes (Jdt 8:1).  
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HILKIAH THE HASID. Abba ḤilkiahisanobscureJew.Hewas―agreatHasid‖(hyh Ḥsyd gdwl; 

 . Ta˓an. 23a), but that description does not necessarily place him among the Hasidim. He lived in the 

second half of the 1st century B.C.E., since he was the grandson of Ḥoni Ha-Meaggel. Through the power 

of prayer he was able, like his famous grandfather, to control the fall of rain. While Ḥoni was asked by 

crowds to cause the rain to fall, Abba Ḥilkiah once received scholars sent by the rabbis who wanted him 

to influence God to send rain. He was exceedingly poor and had to seek work as a laborer and to borrow a 

cloak. It is reported that he performed numerous mysterious acts and had penetrating insight. Although a 

renowned miracle worker, he is never reported to have performed healing miracles.  
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JAMES H. CHARLESWORTH  

HILLEL (PERSON) [Heb hillēl (ִהֵֹּלל)]. The father of the Israelite judge Abdon (Judg 12:13, 15).  

HILLEL THE ELDER. Pharisaic leader of the late 1st century B.C.E., eponym and perhaps founder 

of the school of Pharisaic rabbinic leaders that ultimately shaped the Jewish tradition.  

PreciselyonaccountoftheimportancethatcametobeattachedtoHillel‘sname,thetaskofextracting

biographical information from the legends that surround him is extremely difficult. Hillel came to be 

remembered as the ideal sage (see Urbach 1971: 128), and stories recounting his acts and teachings are 

sometimes demonstrably didactic rather than historical in origin (Neusner 1971: 286). Even if the facts of 

the matter therefore cannot always be ascertained, however, the image of Hillel that was created by his 

successors can be described with some clarity.  

Hillel is said to have immigrated as a young adult from Babylonia to Jerusalem (his Davidic ancestry 

was almost certainly a later invention; see Levi 1895); some traditions describe him as having arrived 

already possessing great learning (y. Pesaḥ. 6:1, 33a; t. Neg. 1:16; Sipra Tazria 9:16), others place him in 

the chain of Pharisaic (i.e., Jerusalem) tradition as the disciple of Shemaiah and Abtalyon (e.g., m. ˒A ot 

1:12; Ḥag. 2:2) without reference to any previous teachers. He quickly rose to prominence, and according 

to tradition after solving a problem concerning the Passover offering that no one else could settle he 

became the leader (nāś  ˒) of the entire movement (y. Pesaḥ. 6:1, 33a; b. Pesaḥ. 66ab; t. Pesaḥ. 4:13). 

Later generations identified him with other great founders or refounders of the tradition (Moses: Sipre Ve-



Zot Ha-Berakhah 357; Ezra: b. Sukk. 20a; Soṭa 48b); of his successors, only Yoḥanan b. Zakkai and 

Akiba were considered his equals.  

TheenactmentmostcommonlyassociatedwithHillel‘snameisthepĕrôz  l (from the Gk pros oulē), a 

procedure whereby creditors could avoid the cancellation of debt every seven years; this innovation is 

said to have been ordained because lenders would refuse to make loans as the sabbatical year grew closer 

(Še . 10.2–4; Sipre Reeh 113; see Neusner 1971: 217–23).  

Hillel‘sreportedteachings,especiallytheseriesofsayingsincludedintheMishnaictractate˒Abot 

(―EthicsoftheFathers‖)embodyanumberoffundamentalrabbinicconceptions,suchas―Donotseparate

yourselffromthecommunity‖(2:4),―IfIamnotformyselfwhowillbeforme,butifIamformyself

alonewhatamI?‖(1:14),or―BeamongthedisciplesofAaron,wholovedpeaceandpursuedit‖(1:12).

Similarly, his behavior in numerous situations is portrayed as that of the ideal sage or scholar of Torah: 

when he could not afford the fee to a public lecture, he hid on the roof of the building and listened through 

a skylight even though he wound up covered by snow (b. Yoma 35b), and when badgered by a would-be 

convertwhowouldacceptJudaismonlyunderimpossibleconditionshereplied,―Donotdotoanother

what you would not wish done to yourself; that is the whole Torah. The rest is commentary; go and 

study‖( . Ša  . 31a).  

The earliest known list of rules (m  ddôt) for proper exegesis of the Torah is attributed to Hillel, though 

it is nowhere suggested that Hillel actually invented the procedures in question or formulated their 

enumeration. These procedures appear in the story about the Passover offering already mentioned, and are 

also listed in his name at t. Sanh. 7:11.  
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ROBERT GOLDENBERG  

HIN [Heb h  n (ִהין)]. See WEIGHTS AND MEASURES.  

HINNOM VALLEY (PLACE) [Heb gê hinnôm (ֵגי ִהנום)]. A narrow gorge curving along the W 

and S sides of Jerusalem. The valley begins near the modern Jaffa Gate as a shallow valley, turns S at the 

gate for approximately a half mile, and winds to the E, deepening to become a gorge as it reaches the 

KidronValley.Besidesthedesignation―ValleyofHinnom‖(Josh 15:8; Neh 11:30), the valley is also 

referredtoas―valleyofthesonofHinnom‖(gê ben-hinnôm; Josh 15:8 [var.]; 18:16; 2 Chr 28:3; 33:6; 

Jer 7:31–32; 19:2, 6; 32:35; Q in 2 Kgs 23:10),―valleyofthesonsofHinnom‖(gê  ĕnê-hinnôm; K in 2 

Kgs 23:10),and―thevalley‖(haggay˒; 2 Chr 26:9; Neh 2:13, 15; 3:13; Jer 2:23; cf. 31:40). These forms 

of―son‖or―sonsof‖suggestthatHinnomisapersonalname. 

A. Hinnom in the Biblical Record  

The Valley of Hinnom was accessed from Jerusalem through the Potsherd Gate (Jer 19:2) and the 

Valley Gate (Neh 2:13, 15; 3:13). The valley marked the E to W boundary between the tribal holdings of 

Judah and Benjamin (Josh 15:8; 18:16).  

During the Monarchy, the valley was the site of idolatry. It was there that kings Ahaz and Manasseh 

burned incense and sacrificed their own sons as burnt offerings to Molech (2 Chr 28:3; 33:6). As a reform 

measure to prevent the Israelites from such practices, Josiah defiled the Topheth, the junction of the 

Hinnom, Kidron, and Tyropoeon valleys below Siloam near Jerusalem (2 Kgs 23:10).  

By the time of Jeremiah the Valley of Hinnom was infamous for Baal worship, so much so that 

Jeremiahcouldsimplyrefertoitas―thevalley‖(Jer 2:23). Jeremiah prophesied that because of judgment 

for the sacrifice of children in Hinnom, there would be so many dead on the Day of the Lord that the 



valley would be renamed the Valley of Slaughter (Jer 7:31–32; 19:5–6). The valley was the N limit of the 

postexilic settlements of the tribe of Judah (Neh 11:30).  

In light of passages which speakofthejudgmentuponIsrael‘senemiesinavalleynearJerusalem(Isa 

30:29–33; 66:24; Joel 3:2, 12, 14) and the worship of underworld deities (Molech) in the Valley of 

Hinnom,thevalleybecameafieryplaceofjudgmentknownbythetransliteration―Gehenna.‖Gehenna 

was both a place of eschatological judgment in the environs of Jerusalem and an otherworldly place of 

judgment for the wicked. See GEHENNA (PLACE).  

B. The Location of Hinnom  

The location of the valley hasbeenidentifiedwithanyofthethreevalleysoutsideJerusalem:the

KidronValleyEofJerusalem,theW d  er-Rabâbi to the W of Jerusalem, and the Tyropoeon Valley 

which lies in between these two valleys. The identification which emerged at the turn ofthecenturyand

stillenjoysscholarlyconsensusistheW d  er-Rabâbi.  

The Kidron Valley was the identification popular with early Christian, Moslem, and Jewish writers. The 

Kidron probably became a candidate when the location of the Valley of Hinnom was uncertain, but yet 

associated with fiery judgment. In light of Isa 66:24 whichdescribesasceneoffieryjudgmentofIsrael‘s

enemies visible from the Temple Mount, the Kidron Valley probably was associated with Hinnom 

because it lies the closest to the Mount. This identification is questionable because the Kidron is never 

called a gay˒ (valley without a winter brook, a gorge), as is Hinnom, but a naḥal (a valley with a winter 

brook, a wadi). Also, the Valley GatewhichopenedintotheValleyofHinnomdidnotlieontheEof

JerusalembeforetheKidron,butontheWovereithertheTyropoeonorW d  er-Rabâbi near the present 

Jaffa Gate.  

The Tyropoeon Valley is usually no longer associated with the Valley of Hinnom.Duringthe

Monarchy,intheperiodofAhazandManasseh,theTyropoeonlaywithinthewallsofJerusalemand

childsacrificewouldhavebeenpracticedoutsidethewallsofthecity.TheW d  er-Rabâbi is the best 

identification, fitting the data of JoshuathattheValleyofHinnomranEandWandlayoutsidethecity

walls.AccordingtoJoshua,thevalleybeganinEn-rogel.IfthemodernBîrAyyûbiscorrectlyidentified

asEn-rogel,thentheW d  er-Rabâbi which begins there is the Valley of Hinnom.  
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DUANE F. WATSON  

HIRAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥ  râ (ִחיָשה)]. The Adullamite mentioned in Genesis 38, the Tamar and 

Judah interlude of the Joseph story, with whom Judah was staying (Gen 38:1) when he married the 

Canaanite woman, the daughter of Shua. In vv 12 and 20–23,heisdescribedasJudah‘sfriendwho

accompanied him to Timnah for sheep shearing, and who was sent by Judah with a kid to pay the 

prostitute (the disguised Tamar) for her sexual favors and to redeem the pledges (his staff and seal) which 

Judah had left withher.Intheseverses,theLXXandVgcallhimJudah‘sshepherd(poimēn, pastor, 

opilio) rather than his friend, which probably resulted from a reading of rō˓eȟ, ―hisshepherd,‖forrē˓ēȟ, 

―hisfriend.‖SomescholarshaveseenHirahasanelderofaparticular tribal group in the Shephelah or as 

representing a tribal designation.  

GARY H. OLLER  

HIRAM (PERSON) [Heb ḥ  rām (ִחיָשם)]. Var. HURAM, HURAMABI. The name of two persons in 

the Hebrew Bible, both associated in some way with Tyre.  

1. A king of Tyre (ca. 969–936 B.C.E.) who was involved in commercial relations with David and 

Solomon (2 Sam 5:11; 1 Kgs 5:15—Eng5:1).ThereissomeconfusionoverthespellingofHiram‘sname.

It is usually found in the form ḥ  rām (2 Sam 5:11 and 1 Kgs 5, 9 and 10), except in 1 Kgs 5:24—Eng5:10 

and 5:32—Eng5:18 where it is spelled ḥ  rôm. The Chronicler (2 Chr 1:18–2:15—Eng2:1–16) invariably 



uses a variant form, ḥ rām. Josephus (Antiquities; Contra Apionem) usestheform―Hirom‖(Eiromos). 

The biblical name HiramisashortenedversionofthePhoenician―Ahiram‖(˒ahiram), which is found as 

the name of a king of Byblos on an inscribed sarcophagus at Byblos (ANET, 661).  

Our information about Hiram and Tyre during this period is dependent upon the biblical traditions and 

the Jewish historian Josephus. Katzenstein (1973: 75–115) provides a discussion of some of the problems 

of interpreting and correlating these sources. According to Josephus (AgAp 1.106–11), Tyre kept very 

detailed chronicles of its internal affairs and foreign relations. Josephus draws upon the biblical account 

and two other historians, Dius and Menander of Ephesus, using the no longer extant history of Dius 

(AgAp 1.112–15; Ant 8.147–49),―anaccuratehistorianofPhoenicia,‖inoutliningthemain achievements 

ofHiram‘sreign.DiusreportedlycreditsHiramwiththeconstructionofembankmentstoleveltheeastern

part of the city, the enlargement of the city, the creation of a causeway to the temple of Zeus (Baal) and 

the logging of timber from Lebanon for the construction of temples. Dius also reports that Hiram and 

Solomon used to set riddles for each other as part of a wager: Hiram, it seems, lost a large part of his 

wealthgamblingwithSolomonuntilAbdemun(―Abdemon‖inAnt 8.149) solved them and recuperated 

even more money from Solomon, who was unable to solve the riddles he posed. Josephus claims (AgAp 

1.111) that much of this correspondence was still preserved in the Tyrian archives during his own time. 

His other source, Menander of Ephesus, adds further information about Hiram (AgAp 1.116–121; Ant 

8.144–460). He reports that Hiram succeeded his father Abibaal (Abibalos), lived for fifty-three years and 

reigned for thirty-four years. Apart from the general building program mentioned by Dius, Menander 

recounts that Hiram also demolished a number of temples, built shrines to Heracles (Melkart) and 

Ashtarte, and conducted a successful campaign against Utica for its refusal to pay tribute. The reliability 

ofJosephus‘informationisdifficultto assess without further independent evidence, particularly in light 

of the apologetic nature of his writings.  

The strategic position of Tyre, modern-day Ṣûr ca. 40 km south of Sidon, on the Mediterranean littoral 

was enhanced by its location on a small island offshore which protected it against siege and contributed to 

its rise as one of the most important maritime powers in the eastern Mediterranean. The Phoenician 

colony of Carthage in North Africa was founded in the 9th century B.C.E. along with other trading 

coloniesinSpain.ThebiblicalaccountofHiram‘srelationswithDavidandSolomon,notunnaturally,

concentrates on their major commercial activities. Hiram is said to have supplied workmen and raw 

materials for the palace of David (2 Sam 5:11) shortly after the capture of Jerusalem. Soggin (1984: 56) 

believes that since Hiram was a contemporary of Solomon any overlap ought to come at the end of 

David‘sreign,notthebeginning. He is not able to offer a convincing explanation for this reference except 

to say that the sources were probably confused over the chronology. Garbini (1986: 22–25) also questions 

the veracity of 2 Sam 5:11 since the biblical chronology would mean that Hiram reigned for a minimum 

of fifty-fouryears,whichconflictswithJosephus‘informationonhislifeandreign.Thisproblemhas

been noted by McCarter (2 Samuel AB, 145–46), who thinks that it is chronologically misplaced and is to 

be attributed to the Deuteronomist.  

The two biblical accounts (1 Kgs 5:15–32—Eng5:1–18 and 2 Chr 1:18–2:15—Eng2:1–16) differ 

considerablywithregardtoSolomon‘srelationshipwith Hiram. 1 Kgs 5:15 (Eng 5:1) reports that Hiram 

madetheinitialcontactafterSolomon‘saccessiontothethrone.HethenagreedtoSolomon‘srequestfor

timber and labor for his massive building projects in return for an annual shipment of wheat and oil. The 

Chronicler (2 Chr 2:1—Eng2:3), however, credits Solomon with initiating the transaction for raw 

materials and skilled labor necessary for the building of the temple. The wheat, barley, wine, and oil was 

to be given to the workers rather than sent to Tyre to feed its population. This account appears to have 

beeneditedinlinewiththeChronicler‘sidealizationofSolomon.Itisgenerallyconcludedthat

Solomon‘stemplewasdesignedbyPhoeniciancraftsmeninaccordwithSyro-Palestinian models (Bright 

BHI, 218), presumably adapted to fit the Israelite milieu.  

Kings and Chronicles also report important commercial activities during the reigns of Hiram and 

Solomon (Peckham 1976). Hiram is said to have supplied Solomon with ships and sailors for the 

commercial fleet at Ezion-geber on the Red Sea (1 Kgs 9:26–28; 10:11, 22; 2 Chr 8:17–18; 9:10, 21). The 



exact details of this commercial relationship and the precise extent of the trade network are not easy to 

determine. It is not clear whether Solomon or Hiram owned the fleet (1 Kgs 9:26–28; cf. 10:11–12) or 

whether they combined their ships as part of the commercial operations (1 Kgs 10:22). It seems that this 

fleet operated along the African and Arabian coasts of the Red Sea, dealing in high-cost and low-bulk 

luxury items such as gold, silver, ivory, and exotic animals. The location of Ophir and Tarshish are 

uncertain. Ophir is variably placed in India, Somaliland, and Arabia, while Tarshish is thought to have 

been in Spain or Cilicia (Dillard 2 Chronicles WBC, 66, 73). Ophir is mentioned on ostraca from Tell 

Qasiledatingfromthe9thor8thcenturies.TheChronicler‘sreferencetoSolomonandHiram‘sfleet

visiting Tarshish (2 Chr 9:21) is usually viewed as a misunderstandingoftheterm―shipsofTarshish‖(1 

Kgs 10:22). It is hardly feasible that a fleet would circumnavigate Africa in order to trade in the 

Mediterranean. This phrase is taken to refer to a particular type or class of ships (Gray Kings OTL, 267). 

The two locations have also been understood to refer to a mythical or symbolic geography indicating that 

the fleet traded far and wide (Soggin 1984: 78). Israel and Phoenicia sat astride the major overland trade 

routes between Africa, Asia, and Europe and with the development of maritime activities along the 

AfricanandArabiancoastsmusthavebeenabletofullyexploittheirstrategicposition.Hiram‘strade

relations appear to have been cemented by marriage since Solomon is reported to have married a Sidonian 

princess (1 Kgs 11:1). Clement of Alexandria (Strom. 1.114)quotesMenanderofPergamumthatHiram‘s

daughter was married to Solomon when Menelaus visited Phoenicia after the capture of Troy.  

ThereportthatSolomoncededtwentycities―inthelandofGalilee‖toHiram(1 Kgs 9:10–14) is often 

interpreted as inferring that his trading operations ran into serious trouble and he was forced by debt or by 

the need to raise capital to give Hiram these cities (Bright BHI, 222; Miller and Hayes HAIJ, 216). 

Donner (1982) has argued thatHiramexploitedcommercialadvantagestothedetrimentofSolomon‘s

kingdom. Gray (Kings OTL, 240) argues that the term ˓  r, ―city,‖refersratherto―villages.‖Theirexact

locationisuncertain.Thephrase―thelandofCabul‖(cf.Josh 19:27) would suggest the vicinity of Acco. 

Gray (Kings OTL, 241) rejects the popular etymology and understands the term as a passive participle 

from the Arabic cognate kabala, meaning―mortgaged.‖Josephus(Ant 8.141–42) refers tothe―landof

Chabalon‖(chabalon) andstatesthatthisisthePhoenicianfor―notpleasing.‖TheChronicler‘sversion

of this episode (2 Chr 8:1–2) presents a different picture in which Solomon rebuilt the cities given to him 

by Hiram and settled Israelites in them. Once again this would appear to be a reflection of the theological 

idealization of Solomon in the work of the Chronicler. Willi (1972: 75–78), however, believes that the 

Chronicler based his report on a text of Kings that was corrupt. Miller and Hayes (HAIJ, 216) conclude 

that Hiram controlled the Mediterranean coast and a large area of the Jezreel Valley by the end of 

Solomon‘sreign. 

2. AskilledcraftsmanandmetalworkerresponsibleforthedecorationofSolomon‘stemple,including

the erection of Jachin and Boaz (1 Kgs 7:13–47). He is called Hiram (h  rām) in 1 Kgs 7:13, 45, Hirom in 

1 Kgs 7:40 (h  rôm; LXX cheiram), Huram (h rām) in 2 Chr 4:11, and Huramabi (h rām˒ā   ) in 2 Chr 

2:13; 4:16. The addition of the element ˒a    may be part of the name or it has been explained as a title, 

―mymaster(craftsman)‖(Dillard2 Chronicles WBC, 20).  

The details of his parents are also confused. In 1 Kgs 7:14 he is said to be the son of a Tyrian father and 

a woman of Naphtali. However, in 2 Chr 2:12 his mother is remembered as a Danite. Dillard (2 

Chronicles WBC, 4–5)believesthattheChroniclerchangedHuramabi‘sdescenttothatofaDanitein

order to draw a parallel with Oholiab and the construction of the tabernacle. The Chronicler draws a 

parallel between the construction of the temple and the making of the tabernacle by comparing Solomon 

with Bezalel and Huramabi with Oholiab. The addition of the element ˒ab to the end of his name has also 

been explained as making the parallel with Oholiab more explicit. The timing of the introduction of 

HuramintheChronicler‘saccountdrawsouttheparallelfurthersincein1 Kgs 7:13–47 he is introduced 

only after the completion of the temple and palace (1 Kgs 6:38–7:1) and is responsible only for the bronze 

work (1 Kgs 7:13–47).IntheChronicler‘saccountHuramarrivesattheverybeginningofthebuildingof

the temple and is responsible for extensive craftwork corresponding to the timing and range of work 

carried out by Oholiab on the tabernacle.  
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KEITH W. WHITELAM  

HIRI, RUJM EL-. See RUJM EL-HIRI (M.R. 225257).  

HISTORIOGRAPHY. Because a main component of biblical writings is narrative about past 

personsandevents,―historiography‖(therecountingofthepast)isamajorelementinbiblical literature. 

This entry consists of three articles that attempt to put biblical historiography in context. The first 

explores history writing in the great cultures of Mesopotamia; the second focuses specifically upon 

Israelite historiography especially as this is attested in the Old Testament; and the third surveys 

historiography in the Greco-Roman world.  

MESOPOTAMIAN HISTORIOGRAPHY  

Ancient Mesopotamian civilization was made up of three major peoples, the Sumerians, the 

Babylonians, and the Assyrians, and the cultural continuity from the Sumerians to the Assyrians and 

Babylonians is a vital factor in the genius of Mesopotamian civilization and certainly in the attitude of 

these people toward the passage of time and past events, which is reflected in what are called 

―historiographicaltexts.‖TheBabyloniansandAssyriansweretheculturalheirsoftheSumeriansand

despite the fact that they spoke a language which was entirely different from the Sumerians their ideas 

and customs were very much conditioned by the earlier civilization. Since Mesopotamian civilization 

endured for over 3000 years inevitably some changes did take place and new developments appeared after 

Sumerian times; nevertheless the innovations in Assyrian and Babylonian times were surprisingly few and 

limited at least in their view of world events. It is also a fact that although Assyrian and Babylonian 

civilizations were contemporaneous and had a common heritage, there were some differences in the way 

they wrote about their past and about the passage of time in general. Babylonian historians were much 

closer in their views to Sumerian historians than were Assyrians. Assyrian royal scribes were much more 

concerned with the image of the king and his activity as a warrior whereas Sumerian and Babylonian 

scribes were more interested in the religious and peaceful activities of their rulers. This fundamental 

difference comes out very strongly in their writing about the past.  

The historiographical texts, with which we are concerned here, form part of what has been called the 

―streamoftradition,‖thatis,textswhichwerepreservedinAncientMesopotamianlibraries.Thereis

some evidence of an oral tradition in Sumer, Babylonia, and Assyria in historical times which has 

survived in later literature about such figures as Semiramis and Ahiqar, and this is an indication that 

contemporaneous with the official records of past events there were popular tales being passed down in 

the vernacular. Toward the end of Mesopotamian civilization, just after the conquest of Alexander the 

Great, a Babylonian priest, Berossos, wrote a history of Babylonia in Greek in order to educate the Greeks 

about what a real civilization was like, for the Babylonians regarded the Greeks as barbarians with no 

history or culture.  

Let us first describe briefly the various types of historiographical texts and then conclude with a 

discussion of Mesopotamian ideas of the past. There were three major types of historiographical texts: 

royal inscriptions, chronographic texts, and historical-literary texts. Royal inscriptions in Sumer, 

Babylonia, and Assyria were originally written as pious reports by the ruler to a god that he had 

performed some deed to honor his commitment as representative of the god on earth. This usually 

involved a building enterprise such as the excavation of an irrigation canal or the construction of a temple. 

Thus in origin, royal inscriptions were building inscriptions. From this original purpose royal inscriptions 



developed into elaborate records of royal achievements written not only as reports to the god but for 

future peoples to read and admire. In Sumer and Babylonia the chief content of these inscriptions, in 

addition to the description of the building projects, concerned religious matters. Military events, even in 

the heyday of the NB Empire, were rarely mentioned. This is in contrast to Assyrian royal inscriptions 

where the major part of the narrative concerned the military campaigns of the Assyrian kings. In fact in 

Assyria, a special type of royal inscription, annals, developed; that is, year-by-year accounts of the royal 

campaigns in chronological sequence.  

Theterm―chronographictexts‖coversawidevarietyofcompositions,mostofwhichcouldbe

characterized as either king lists or chronicles. Among the many documents belonging to this general 

category were the Sumerian King List, the Assyrian King List, various lists of Babylonian kings, and the 

Babylonian Chronicle series. The feature all of these texts have in common is an attempt to narrate or list 

information in chronological sequence.  

Thecategory―historical-literarytexts‖isveryamorphousandincludesanumberofcompositionswhich

are really unique. Among these were the historical epics, the prophecies (see also APOCALYPSES AND 

APOCALYPTICISM [AKKADIAN]), and pseudo-autobiographies. The feature which all of these 

individual texts have in common is that they present a description of historical events in a highly 

developed literary style.  

Now let us turn to Mesopotamian ideas of the past and the passage of time in general as these ideas 

appear in the compositions described above as well as in some other sources. The most prominent feature 

is that Sumerians, Babylonians, and Assyrians were intensely interested in their past and conscious that 

their civilization had a long history. This comes out very strongly at the end of their civilization when 

Berossus set about the task of educating the Greeks on what an ancient civilization was all about. This 

fundamental interest in their history was intuitive and in many ways as essential to them as eating or 

drinking. This is apparent in the Babylonian Chronicle series, which is a series of cuneiform tablets upon 

which the history of Babylonia in the late period is succinctly described year by year. Inevitably events 

hadtobeselectedaccordingtowhatthescribesregardedas―important‖andalleventsrevolvedaround

the king of Babylonia. Nevertheless within these restrictions the presentation of events was quite 

objective and so, for example, the Babylonian chroniclers recorded impassively Babylonian defeats on the 

battlefield. In other words they simply wanted to record each year the most important events in 

Babylonian history for the sake of recording them.  

Ancient Mesopotamians were not above using history for other purposes, however. Causes could be 

furthered and ideas disseminated by means of compositions about former times. There are many 

chronographic texts which were written in order to justify institutions and promote theories. Thus an 

Assyrian document called the Synchronistic History, a brief description of Assyro-Babylonian relations 

over several centuries, was written to prove that whenever Babylonia attacked Assyria, Babylonia was in 

the wrong and lost; this text was written in a period when Assyria in fact was losing on the battlefield to 

Babylonia and was an attempt to stir up Assyrian morale. In the same vein the Cuthean Legend of Naram-

Sin was written in the late period to revive interest at the royal court in divination by extispicy, the 

examination of animal entrails, in contrast to the increasing popularity of divination by astrology.  

The ancient Mesopotamian view of the passage of time and of the past in particular is, after several 

decades of modern scholarship, reasonably clear. To the Sumerian, Assyrian, and Babylonian past, 

present, and future were all part of one continuous stream of events in heaven and earth. There was a 

beginning in the distant past but there was no middle or end; gods and men continued ad infinitum.  
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A. KIRK GRAYSON  

ISRAELITE HISTORIOGRAPHY  

Since the mid–19th century, under the influence of the historicism of Herder and Hegel and in reaction 

to the empiricism of French and English scholarship, the genre of historiography has been increasingly 

used to describe biblical narrative. Although throughout the history of its use in biblical scholarship, and 

in modern usage generally,theterm―historiography‖oftenlooselyreferstoanyofthemanygenresof

prose narrative including tale and story, imaginary or real, the ancient and particularly the classical Greek 

genre of historiography used the term in a much narrower, more restrictive sense. This more distinctive 

meaning has been maintained also in its present usage, namely, as a specific literary genre relating to 

critical descriptions and evaluations of past reality and events, in contrast to more fictional varieties of 

prose.  

———  

A. Nonbiblical Historiographic Traditions  

1. Hittite Historiography  

2. Greek Historiography  

B. The Content of Biblical Historiography  

1. Ordered Chronology  

2. Source Criticism  

3. Form Criticism  

C. The Form of Biblical Historiography  

1. Historiographical Genres  

2. Antiquarianism  

D. Historiography As an Intellectual Tradition  

1.―SalvationHistory‖ 

2. The Prophetic Tradition  

3. The Narrative Tradition  

E.Collapseofthe―SalvationHistory‖and―BibleHistory‖Movements 

———  

A. Nonbiblical Historiographic Traditions  

1. Hittite Historiography. An essential aspect of early Hittite historiographical texts is that the truth of 

statements about historical or mythical time is explicitly maintained or challenged (Cancik 1970: 7–8). 

The concepts of truth, facticity, and historicity comprise a central pivotal concept in the writing of the 

annals of Hattusili I and especially of Mursili II (Cancik 1976: 101–84). Similarly, the Babylonian 

Chronicle (747–539 B.C.), in contrast (for example) to the religiously tendentious Assyrian annals, also 

seems to hold historicity as a central structural value (Van Seters 1983: 79–80). It is certainly from such 

annals and chronicles that ancient Near Eastern historiography develops, separate and independent of the 

epical and literarily fictive narrative traditions.  

2. Greek Historiography. Within Greek literary traditions, a similar concern for historicity developed 

among the logographoi (―prosewriters‖)whoconsideredtheirtaskoneofhistoría (―research‖)seekingto

offer a true and correct version of both the traditional past and of mythology. The first to systematically 

evaluate and criticize traditional Greek folk narrative with logic and rationality was Hecataeus of Miletus, 

who had a wide personal experience of travel and a considerable knowledge of both geography and 

ethnography. While much of the work of his successors, including Herodotus, was ethnographic, archival, 

and antiquarian in nature, the critical task which Hecataeus established with historía became the dominant 

factorinthe―scientific‖historyofThucydides‘accountofthePeloponnesianWar. 



Early Greek historiographers, like their ANE counterparts, developed the genre of historía in terms of 

rational critical research and as an evaluative science, in contrast to the more imaginative literary and 

poetic traditions of epic and mythology. The criterion for this discipline of historiography was historicity: 

the truth of the events recounted.  

In sharp contrast to this extensive historiographical tradition of Greece from the early 5th century B.C. 

on, and to some extent, even to that of the Hittites of a much earlier age, biblical tradition does not present 

us with any critical historiographical production prior to the Hellenistic work of Jason of Cyrene, which 

has been summarized in 2 Maccabees (2 Macc 2:23). Certainly it is most likely that from the time of the 

Assyrian Empire, the minor political courts of Syria-Palestine, and those of Samaria and Judah among 

them, maintained the kinds of lists, inscriptions, and annals, and even perhaps court chronicles, which we 

find in Assyrian and Mesopotamian records. However, such early historical forms we know only by way 

of later reference (e.g., of Tyre: Josephus Ant 7.144–46; 9.283–85; AgAp 1.155–57; of Byblos: Philo of 

Byblos [Attridge and Oden 1986]; of Israel: 1 Kgs 14:19, etc.; of Judah: 1 Kgs 14:29, etc.) and such 

references may either have been invented, or like perhaps the Books of Jashar (Josh 10:13), of the Wars of 

Yahweh (Num 21:14), of the Acts of Solomon (1 Kgs 11:41), of the Toledoth of Mankind (Gen 5:1), and 

of the Law of Moses (Josh 8:31) have been non-historiographical sources for the biblical tradition.  

Althoughitiscommonplacetodaytoreferto―thehistoricalbooks,‖toDeuteronomisticandeven

Yahwistic―histories,‖to―patriarchalbiographies‖anda―courthistory‖ofDavid,anequivalentofthe

word―history‖doesnotexistinHebrew,and a developed genre of historiography is particularly difficult 

to associate with the kind of prose narratives collected in the Hebrew Bible. Historiography proper seems 

unlikely to have been part of the Palestinian literary culture prior to the Hellenistic period. Both 2 

Maccabees and Josephus stand fully within the tradition of Greek historiography, in striking contrast to 

Hebrew prose narrative.  

The role of historiography in biblical literature is an issue of wide disagreement among biblical 

scholars. This debate has taken quite distinct but closely interrelated directions. The definition of 

historiography has been broadened to include a wider range of narrative prose. Dominant examples of this 

tendency are both the common perception of biblical narrativeasanaccountofIsrael‘spast,ordered

chronologically,andtheadoptionofJ.Huizinga‘smoretheoreticaldefinitionofhistorywritingas―the

intellectualforminwhichacivilizationrendersaccounttoitselfofitspast‖(apud Van Seters 1983: 1). 

Such broader views of early Israelite historiography allow many modern scholars to understand the 

documentarysourcesofthePentateuch,thefinaleditionsofthe―FormerProphets,‖andthecompilations

of 1–2 Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah as historiographies, and to speak of their authors as historians. In 

this they define a genre and tradition which stands in direct contrast to the genre and traditions of 

Mesopotamian, Hittite, and Greek historiography (contra Van Seters 1983; Hallo 1980).  

Closely related to this broadening of the genre of historiography is the understanding of biblical 

historiographyasanintellectualtraditionofmorallyandreligiouslycriticalcommentaryonIsrael‘spast,

reflected in the biblical texts. This intellectual tradition, mostnotablycenteringonthemesof―promise,‖

―covenant,‖andvariousformsof―divineprovidence,‖hasbeenseentoinformawiderangeofliterature.

Intermsof―salvationhistory,‖itisseentoformthecoreofthePentateuch;especially,forexample, of 

the so-called―Yahwistictheology.‖Ithasalsostronglyinfluencedboththecontentandcollectionofthe

prophetic books and has been seen as the motivating force behind the formation of the so-called 

Deuteronomistic History. Similar theological Tendenz is recognizable in almost all of Hebrew narrative: 

in Ruth, Jonah, Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah. The recognition of an ever-recurrent concern for and 

judgmentaboutIsrael‘spastissomarkedinthisscholarshipthatIsrael‘sfaithiscommonlyunderstood as 

preeminently a historical faith. This is a theory or philosophy of history, making of biblical historiography 

not so much a genre as a frame of mind.  

These tendencies to understand historiography as playing a decisive role in the form (genre) and content 

(themes) of biblical tradition have been strongly influenced by two related developments within critical 

scholarship:The―biblicaltheology‖movement,whichuntilthe1960sunderstood―salvationhistory‖not

as a literary subgenre within the traditionbutasaviablehistoricalviewaboutIsrael‘spast,centeredthe



focusoftheBible‘stheologicalcontentonassumptionsaboutboththehistoricityandthe

historiographical intent of the traditions. Similarly, the long-standing efforts of historical-critical 

scholarship since Wellhausen and Meyer has attempted to reconstruct a criticial modern history of Israel 

by using biblical narrative as its primary source.  

B. The Content of Biblical Historiography  

1. Ordered Chronology. Prose narratives, whether historical or fictional, typically proceed through 

successive actions or events; that is, they speak chronologically. Both fictional and historical narratives 

speak from the historical context of the narrator in terms of what has happened, whether real or imagined; 

that is, they speak of a past. What distinguishes them, and what distinguishes historiography from other 

narrative genre, is neither their content nor mode of speech, and certainly not such tangential issues as 

their plausibility and verisimilitude, but rather their referent as perceived by their author. The referent of 

historiography lies within a world of the past understood as true and real, and as probable in terms of 

evidence. The referent of fictional literature, on the other hand, lies within a conceptional realm, 

understood as valid and possi le, in terms of the author‘s own making. The distinction between the two 

lies within the intentionality of the authors and in their assumptions regarding the reality of the past of 

which they write. There is little difficulty in distinguishing historical from fictional literature when the 

author‘sintentionisclearandexplicit.However,suchisrarelythecasewithbiblicalliterature.Moreover,

when the received tradition presents itself in large complexes of interrelated units of tradition, extending 

themselves over enormous reaches of time, the interplay of the motives of multiple authors necessarily 

precludes any simple or indeed any comprehensive designation of genres based on authorial intention.  

2. Source Criticism. For most of the last two centuries, the larger tradition complexes, such as the 

Pentateuch and the Former Prophets, have been understood to contain smaller units of tradition with 

single narratives and complexes of narratives, as well as extensive narrative frameworks which hold the 

smaller units together in a more or less continuous chain of narration from the creation story (Genesis 1) 

to the story of the deportation into Babylon (at the end of 2 Kings). This understanding has led to 

extensive research into both the history of traditions and into compositional theory. By the end of the first 

decade of the 20th century, compositional theory was dominated by the Graf-Kuenan-Wellhausen 

Documentary Hypothesis of source criticism, which understood the formation of the Pentateuch in terms 

of four chronologically successive parallel strands of tradition. Not only did the Documentary Hypothesis 

establish a relative chronology for the pentateuchal source documents, but this same framework has 

served several generations of scholars as a much-neededbasisforIsrael‘sintellectualhistory.Theearliest

sourceoftheYahwist(―J‖)wasseentoreflect the Jerusalem court of the united monarchy. The Elohist 

(―E‖)wasassociatedwiththeperiodofthedividedmonarchyandthethought-world of the northern 

kingdom.Deuteronomy(―D‖)waslinkedwiththeJosianicreformsof2Kingsandwasdatedtothe late 

7thcentury;andthePriestlyDocument(―P‖)wastiedtotheexilic,andultimatelypostexilic,period,

markingthetransitiontowhatProtestantscholarshipsawasthelegalisticandxenophobicworldofEzra‘s

andNehemiah‘sJudaism. 

Once the Documentary Hypothesis was firmly in place, not only could the Pentateuch be understood 

within an historical-critical perspective, but most of the rest of early biblical narrative could be cataloged 

within associated contexts, forming mutually supportive interpretive matrices of considerable explanatory 

potential for the entire pre-Hellenistic biblical tradition. Among the least popular implications of 

Wellhausen‘shistoryofpentateuchalthoughtwasthenecessarycollusionbetweenthehistoricalcontexts

of his documents and their referents in a now seemingly only literary past. The sources were understood 

as mere refractions of the world of their authors.  

3. Form Criticism. It was the work of the historian Eduard Meyer (1896) and the pioneering form-

critical work of Herman Gunkel (Genesis HKAT
3
) and Hugo Gressmann (1910), concentrating on the 

orality of the smaller units of tradition within a framework of comparative religion, which finally 

established for most of the individual Pentateuch narratives a context within ANE and world literature, 

providing a network of analogies of both content and form. This work became significant in issues of 

biblicalhistoriographyinitsimpliedrepudiationofWellhausen‘saxiomthatthehistoricalcontextofthe



traditions must needs be understood as consonant with their literary fixation. Rather, a substantial oral 

traditionwasseenasresponsibleformuchofthecontentofWellhausen‘swrittenpentateuchal

documents, having had a considerable history prior to their final and secondary written context, perhaps 

long antedating even the united monarchy of J. The implicitly conservative thrust of this research was not 

apparent in the early Gunkel or in Gressmann, who both frequently expressed what threatened to become 

a dominantassumptionthatIsrael‘searlieststorieshadoriginatedasoralfolktalesandaswholly

imaginative works of entertainment. Only over time, it was at first thought, through the influence of the 

ideological and at times theological and historiographical thrust of a growing literary tradition, had these 

original folktales become historicized in the manner described by the Documentary Hypothesis. Rather, it 

was the brilliant and prolific Otto Eissfeldt who, in the Gunkel Festschrift itself, transposed Gunkel‘s

arbitrary assumption about the fictive origination of the tradition, and asserted a historical rootedness of 

the traditions in terms of such then seemingly pervasive genres as ―Stammessage‖ and 

―Menschheitserzählungen.‖ Eissfeldt argued that the referents of the tradition were, in their origin, 

refractions of the sociopolitical associations of earliest Israel. Historical realities lay at the core of the 

traditions and gave them their earliest raison d‘être as historical memories. The pentateuchal traditions 

had their roots in history. Real events lay behind their narration. However, over time, Eissfeldt admitted, 

the narratives had undergone a folkloric mutation which often hid this essential historical quality from 

modern perception. With such arguments, the working assumption was established which formed the 

basis for an ever-uneasy marriage of source and form criticism: that ultimately historical events lay under 

the hoary accretions of pentateuchal tradition. It is hardly surprising that Martin Noth in the development 

of his Überlieferungsgeschichte and Traditionsgeschichte took for granted that originating tradition was 

consonant with originating event, allowing Tradition History to become the primary tool of his historical 

research. Noth also held as a corollary that the mutations which occurred during the process of tradition 

accumulation inherently reflected comparable historical experiences of the tradent. It is from such 

assumptions that his confidence in describing a premonarchic period of early Israel, and his belief in the 

historicity of the peaceful settlement of an original Israel as reflected in the book of Judges, grew. Noth 

rejected the historicity of most of the patriarchal period only because he could not identify any 

convincinglycoherenttradentwhichmightbeidentifiedasthetradition‘simplicitreferentat any time 

priortoIsrael‘semergenceinPalestine,otherthanaveryundefinedassociationwithmigratory

movementsofearlyWestSemiticgroupswhichhereferredtoas―proto-Aramaeans.‖ 

C. The Form of Biblical Historiography  

1. Historiographical Genres. TheadoptionofHuizinga‘sdefinitionbybiblicalscholars(Hallo1980;

Van Seters 1983: 1) understands historiography in essentially fictive categories, placing the early forms of 

ANE historiography, such as lists, inscriptions, annals, and the like, into the category of mere record-

keeping, and preserving the category of historiography for history interpreted. Such a definition also 

ignores the origins of Greek and Hittite historiography specifically as a critical discipline, and blurs the 

distinctions of a wide variety of literary and narrative genres from etiology to propaganda. The adoption 

of this understanding of historiography for the biblical traditions is dependent on a perception of the larger 

blocks of prose narrative as substantially unitary and historiographically motivated productions of literary 

authors, and denies both the fragmentary nature and the potentially oral and folkloric roots of the smaller 

units collected within the literary contexts of the larger frameworks. Moreover, while moral, ideological, 

andtheologicaltendentiousnessisacommontraitoftheselargerframeworkswhichcollectIsrael‘s

traditions, to understand such literary perspectives in terms of Israel seeking self-understanding not only 

confuses categories, but also attributes to a peripheral and occasional characteristic of only some 

historiographytheessenceofthegenreitself.Adefinitioncenteringonanation‘sself-understanding is far 

more appropriate to ethnography, to genealogies and constitutional narratives, to origin stories, and to 

much mythology, than it is to historiography.  

To define the genre of historiography one must of necessity distinguish in prose narrative traditions a 

considerable number of discrete formal types: etiologies, traditional tales, fables, parables, legends, 

myths, Standesgeschichte, Stammesgeschichte (tribal histories), genealogical tales, romances, 



geographical tales, biographies, constitutional tales, origin stories, ethnographies, and historiographies. 

One must also distinguish simple from compound tales, and these from various forms of chains of 

narratives. Similarly, occasional historiographical tales (Genesis 14?) must be sharply distinguished from 

identifiable historiographic intentionality that has informed the collection and transmission process of the 

tradition (Exodus 1–15), and both of these must be distinguished from those greater literary works of 

tradition collection which may or may not have assumed that the tradition sources had reflected a real or 

only a usable past. When dealing with the biblical tradition on the level of the specific units of the 

tradition, the genre of historiography is rare. Only very few Hebrew narratives involve historiography at a 

primary level. This genre is rather most notably present in the larger redactions and the final forms of 

composition. However, even there, a comprehensive historiographically motivated critical perspective 

only very occasionally surfaces in biblical literature (Gen 11:26–12:5?) and is nowhere dominant.  

2. Antiquarianism. Of greater importance is the observation that the redactional techniques of the 

comprehensive traditions reflect the antiquarian efforts of curiosity and preservation. Such intentionality 

is specifically inimical to that of historiography. Historians ask the question of historicity and critically 

distinguishandevaluatetheirsources.They―understand‖history,andthereforeattimesslipinto

tendentious ideologies and theologies. The antiquarian on the other hand shows the more ecumenically 

pluralistic motivations of the librarian: classifying, associating, and arranging a cultural heritage that is 

greater than the compiler or any single historiographical explanation. So, for example, we notice that in 

the larger blocks of tradition, narrative development has only the appearance of chronological 

progression. The progress is rather plot-oriented, as in the Torah story of Exodus 16–23 or most clearly in 

Abraham‘stravelsfromstorytostoryallowing(amongother things) Sarah to be an old woman in Genesis 

18 and 21 but a young, marriageable beauty in Genesis 20. The recounting of such passages as Genesis 6–

9, Exodus 1–12, Exodus 14–15, and especially Exodus 19–21, which collect so many different seemingly 

disharmonious tale variations is inimical to historiographical narration, for these collections present not 

accounts (whether critical or uncritical) of what is understood as past events, but rather they narrate 

variations existing within a tradition, self-consciously rendering accounts (not events) past, and in doing 

so, clearly reflecting the intentionality of our collector and redactor: to preserve what is old. The 

antiquarian intentionality is both pluralistic and in its own way objective. A similarly non-

historiographical motivation is also noticeable in some of the compositional links of the larger redactions. 

So, for example, the genealogical structure of Genesis encloses this extensive composition through a 

patterning of such episodes as deathbed scenes, burials, genealogies, introductory and closing formulas, 

and post-introductory inclusions, as well as by the conjunction of motifs (Exodus 16–17), themes 

(Genesis 10 and 1:1–9), and parallel narratives (5 genealogies of Esau: Gen 36:1–5, 9–43). Indeed, 

disjunction is such a common phenomenon in what is only apparently a chronological progression of 

tradition from Genesis to 2 Kings that one must view this appearance of historical development and 

change as late and secondary, if not entirely accidental.  

This extended tradition is structured very loosely as a succession of heroic biographies: Adam–Cain-

Noah-Abraham–Isaac-Jacob-Joseph-Moses-Joshua-Judges-Samuel-Saul–David-Solomon-Kings. This 

structure, however apparent, clearly stands at a distance from the narratives themselves, and is for the 

greater part a very secondary ordering of stories which are individually wholly independent of this 

structure. Genesis–2 Kings is structured as a succession of great periods: Origins-Patriarchs-Exodus-

Wilderness-Conquest-Judges-United Monarchy-Divided Monarchy-Destruction. But the existence of such 

anomalies as conquest stories set in the wilderness and patriarchs such as Judah among the Judges shows 

this process of structuring to be both secondary and subsequent to the traditions collected. It is extremely 

difficult to see any historiographical motivation in this collection, or indeed any purpose beyond general 

classifying or cataloging. The post-compositional and peripheral significance of this progression of texts 

of necessity excludes this aspect of the tradition from any such self-conscious literary genre as 

historiography.  

D. Historiography As an Intellectual Tradition  



1. “Salvation History.” An understanding of the intellectual tradition of judgments or critical 

commentaries on Israelite tradition reflected in the biblical text has been closely associated with scholarly 

efforts to trace the history of the formation of the Bible and to identify the ideological and theological 

biases of the larger compositional sources contained within the various biblical books (Whybray 1976). 

Central to this discussion has been the elucidation of what was understood to be a particularly biblical 

viewofIsrael‘spast,commonly referred to as Heilsgeschichte or―salvationhistory.‖Thisconceptof

―salvationhistory‖wasoneoftheprimaryissuesontheagendaoftheBiblicalTheologymovement.

However, considerable confusion was introduced by its use both to designate the biblical view of history 

(a form of theologically motivated Tendenz inIsrael‘sviewofitspast)andasaconceptofrevelation(a

view of the history of Israel itself as salvific). In this latter, modern theological sense, the concept today 

has been largely discredited, because, as a view of history and an affirmation about the past it is open in 

every way to historical-critical research and can neither be equated with revelation nor seen as an object 

of faith alone (Gnuse 1989: 23, Barr 1962: 66–69). Moreover, by associating revelation with the events of 

Israel‘shistory,thistendencyofthe―biblicaltheologymovement‖implicitlyrejectedtheBibleasthe

foundationof―biblicaltheology‖inunderstandingtheBibleas―revelatory‖onlytotheextentthat it 

recounted the external historical events of the past in which revelation was understood to have occurred 

(Thompson 1974: 327).  

As an understanding of a biblical viewofhistory,however,theconceptof―salvationhistory‖canbe

seen to epitomize asignificantaspectofancientIsrael‘sintellectualperceptionofitstradition.Inthis

perspective,scholarlydiscussionof―salvationhistory‖hasconcentratedaboveallontheidentification

and description of the theological Tendenz of the collectors and redactors of biblical narrative, most 

notablyintheunderstandingoftheYahwist(ofthePentateuch‘sDocumentaryHypothesis)asa

theologian, who developed his narrative about the origins of Israel and of all humanity in a theologically 

motivated historiographical framework of progression from sin to grace and from promise to fulfillment 

(von Rad 1948). This interpretation grew out of the understanding of the Yahwist as an historian. 

Nevertheless, the understanding of the Yahwist as a theologian, and indeed as an independent source of 

the Pentateuch at all, has undergone serious criticism over the past decade (Rendtorff 1977; Schmid 1976; 

Blum 1984; Thompson 1987) and continues to be an issue of serious debate today (Van Seters 1987).  

Also closely associatedwiththebiblicaltheologymovement‘suseoftheconceptof―salvationhistory‖

hasbeenanefforttocreateaspecialvalueofIsrael‘shistoricalunderstandingasuniqueintheANE,in

light of the biblical concepts of time, as well as in the understanding of an unparalleled relationship which 

IsraelwasseentohavehadwithitsGod,whowasviewedasguidingIsrael‘sdestinyaswellas

controlling and acting in history. The Israelite concept of time was thought to be dynamic and linear, a 

fundamentally historiographical perspective in which events occurred, definitely establishing causal 

chains of unrepeated results through time. In contrast, the ANE understanding of time was described as 

static and circular, not historiographical but mythical, creating an understanding of the past as ever 

recurring in the present. Such stereotypes of both ANE and biblical thought have been thoroughly 

discredited today, and it is now widely recognized that substantial portions of ANE thought understood 

linear progression of time and established considerable causally oriented historiographies. Moreover, the 

concept of time as circular is no more characteristic of ANE literature than it is of biblical. Rather, the 

biblical tradition shares a literary and conceptual mode of typology and analogy. Its writers frequently 

describe the past and its traditions in terms of patterns of recurrence, a technique by which one tradition 

or event might be seen as a commentary on another, rendering both meaningful. Similarly, the recurrent 

biblical motif of God guiding Israel, playing an active role in historical events, and controlling world 

history is a motif in no way unique to Israel, but is a typical description of divine action found throughout 

ANE historical records, and is a dominant motif from the Assyrian period onward (AHG; Cancik 1970; 

1976; Saggs 1978; Van Seters 1983).  

Finally,itisdifficulttomaintainanunderstandingofthemotifof―salvationhistory‖inthePentateuch

asanintellectualviewofIsrael‘spast. Unlike the Deuteronomistic tradition and Chronicles, the 

Pentateuch is essentially an origin tradition and holds as its primary referent not any Israel of the past so 



much as an Israel contemporary with its own self-formation as a tradition of origins, definingIsrael‘s

essence and significance as an ethnic community of faith. The motifs of promise and fulfillment are not 

elementsfrompasthistorysomuchastheyareassertionsmeaningfulinthetradition‘scontemporary

world (Thompson 1974: 329). As such, the genre of the Pentateuch is not historiographical but rather 

constitutional narrative, a complex subgenre of etiology, which uses stories and traditions from the past in 

what is essentially an illustrative and paradigmatic mode.  

2. The Prophetic Tradition. CentraltowhatmightbedescribedasabiblicalviewofIsrael‘spastisthe

critical commentary of the prophetic collections and redactions. Illustrating the more-than-a-millennium-

old West Semitic tradition of the prophet and seer as a moral and political critic of the government and the 

populace (Ellermeier 1977), the books of the classical prophets collect many early exilic and preexilic 

poems and oracles which condemn the governments of Israel, Judah, and neighboring states, as well as 

their populaces, for a variety of major crimes such as war atrocities, injustices, moral indifference, and 

cultic hypocrisies. The exilic and postexilic redactions and collections compare these earlier traditions in 

terms of radical and final judgment—Israel has committed unforgivable crimes—condemning the totality 

ofIsrael‘spoliticalandethnichistoryasreligiouslyandmorallybankrupt.Theyunderstandthe

destruction of the states of Israel and Judah by the Assyrians and Babylonians respectively as a divinely 

guided punishment. This analysis of the past laid the foundation for a future-oriented religious 

understanding of divine mercy and forgiveness. This prophetic tradition cast a trajectory toward a new 

Jerusalem of peace and justice in which Israel would finally carry out the destiny which had been 

establishedforitbyYahwehfromIsrael‘searliestbeginnings. 

Historiographically, the focus of the redactions of the prophetic traditions is not so clearly directed 

toward the past except insofar as it serves as a justification for the moral and cultic reorientation 

demanded by the composite tradition in the postexilic world. That the critical judgment involved in this 

literature relates more to the genres of religious interpretation, ideology, and propaganda (Garbini 1988) 

than to the sort of criticial judgment normally associated with historiography is indicated in the idealistic 

and futuristic orientation of the redactions of prophetic collections. Comparable to the pentateuchal 

narrative‘spreferenceforanheroic past to illustrate the meaning of Israel in constitutional etiologies, the 

exilic and postexilic redactions of Israelite prophecy create a revolutionary future by reference to the 

failed past as a paradigm of glory shattered.  

The intellectual assumption at the core of the West Semitic prophetic traditions (which biblical 

prophecy continues), is that gods interfere in human affairs and control the political and military events of 

history, as well as of the cult, of fertility and other aspects of reality. Divinities use their control of events 

to reward or punish their subjects for good or ill. With the help of this common ANE perspective (Saggs 

1978; AHG), the redactors of the books of the prophets were able to salvage a religious understanding and 

continuing identity out of disaster.  

TheimagesofAssyriaandBabyloniaasconquererssubsequentlyhumiliated,Israel‘spunishmentunder

the wrath and anger of Yahweh, and the role of Cyrus as messiah and savior of a chastised remnant are 

not historical reflectionsanalyzingwhathappenedinIsrael‘spastsomuchastheyareexplanationsof

piety, illustrative of future demands. This judgment about the past is not drawn from reflection about past 

events. Rather, the past, in the form of collected tradition, stands both as warning and basis for hope in the 

future. It is this hope for the future which selected the past remembered.  

3. The Narrative Tradition. Comparably pious explanations of tradition are found occasionally in the 

Pentateuch. Fulfillment confirms promises cast yet in the future (Gen 22:17–18 and 28:13b–15); the 

wilderness-murmuringmotifoperatesasapatternofIsrael‘srecurrent history (Exod 24:2–8); the self-

conscious anachronism of the Passover festival bridges past and present (Exod 12:3, 14, 17, 24, 26, 27). 

Even more frequently in the collections of the traditions of Joshua–2 Kings, the criticism of Israel for 

immorality, injustice, and loss of cultic integrity becomes a recurrent leitmotiv. In 2 Kings this critical 

judgment becomes indistinguishable from the redactional framework itself. The motifs of the divine 

controlofIsrael‘sdestinybyYahweh,ofYahweh‘sangeratIsrael‘sunfaithfulnessandtheever-recurrent 

need for reform, are didactic and moralizing theological reflections on the traditions from the past. They 



echo motifs from many nonbiblical texts, for example the Mesha stele and the Assyrian texts (AHG, 106–

7), but ideologically they belong to the same exilic and postexilic circles which were responsible for the 

redactions of the prophetic works. Instead of prophetic oracles, traditional tales and other early traditions 

are being used as narrative illustrations of ideology and theology (Rogerson 1974: 182–83).  

National self-understanding is claimed by some today to be essential to the genre of historiography, and 

it is a central concern of prophetic and narrative collections in the Hebrew Bible. But this intellectual 

tradition in its entirety neither presents nor has an abiding interest in history. It deals, rather, with what 

one might better describe as ethnographic or ethnocentric etiology, those intellectual efforts which created 

the ethnos of Israel, reflecting a literary motivation which is characteristic of Persian-period literary works 

throughout the ancient world. Historiography proper does not have the goal of self-understanding so much 

as that of a critical reconstruction or representation of the past, eschewing etiology along with legend and 

mythology.  

The biblical tradition brings together three distinct tendencies which should not be confused with 

historiography:(a)anunderstandingofIsrael‘sdeityasprovidentialandasdetermininghistoricalevents;

(b) a West Semitic prophetic tradition which judges the morality of historical events and is critical of the 

action of king and state; and (c) the theological and moralizing Tendenz of the exilic and postexilic 

collectors of traditional narrative who applied the prophetic judgments to the events of the tradition.  

E. Collapse of the “Salvation History” and “Bible History” Movements  

After the early 1960s, the biblical theology movement, which had linked understanding of the Bible as a 

theology of events to an understanding of revelation as history, and thus faith to historicity, collapsed. By 

the mid-seventies the Documentary Hypothesis and the investigations into the history of biblical narrative 

traditions had come under increasing attack (Mayes 1973; Van Seters 1975; Rendtdorff 1977; Blum 1984; 

Whybray 1974), undermining confidence in the ability of modern historiography to re-createIsrael‘s

historical past from its traditions. The challenge to the historicity of the patriarchs in the mid-seventies 

(Thompson 1974; Van Seters 1975) was quickly extended to the remainder of the so-called―historical‖

books of the Bible (IJH; Miller and Hayes 1986), leading to recent efforts to develop a history of Israel—

and especially of its earliest beginnings—independently of the biblical tradition (Coote and Whitelam 

1987; Ahlstrom fc.; Thompson 1987 and fc.).  

The historicity of the greater units and of the larger redactions of the tradition is no longer widely 

accepted. Rather, historicity is an issue to be tested with each of the primary units of the tradition, not 

with the larger secondary constructs. A contemporary history of Israel no longer takes its starting point 

(with the tradition) at some point in the past at which Israel began. Rather, a critical history of Israel takes 

its starting point from the Israel formed by the tradition: the Israel of the exilic and postexilic periods. In 

this way modern historiography achieves an independence from the tradition itself.  
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THOMAS L. THOMPSON  

GRECO-ROMAN HISTORIOGRAPHY  

Oral and written literature—epic, lyric, rudiments of drama, even primitive prose—existed in Greek by 

550 B.C.E., but accounts of past events and institutions and their intelligible causes and contingent 

explanations of subsequent and present circumstances were yet to come. Near Eastern histories either did 

not extend beyond campaign summaries and accession narratives (Persian, Hittite) or were limited to 

skeletal lists of royal names and regnal dates, when not blatant propaganda and invented fantasy 

(Assyrian, Egyptian). Rational, critical knowledge of the notable past based on evidence and testimony 

had no function or audience in largely illiterate and unfree societies.  

———  

A. Greek Origins  

B. The Creative Geniuses  

C. Hellenistic Historiography  

D. Rome from Origins to Early Empire  

E. The Later Imperial Period  

F. Methodology and Conclusions  

———  

A. Greek Origins  

Greco-Romanhistoriographyarosefromanacutesenseoflife‘sbrevityinanindifferentworld.From

the earliest 8th-century Homeric meditations on time and the human condition, the only survival of the 

individual to be hoped for was human recollection and the memorial of literary celebrity. The modern 

idea of historiography, as practiced in the European tradition, owes its largest debt to the choice of 

subjects (war and peace, administration of public affairs, growth of a nation, imperialism), the narrative 

rhetoric, and the analytical categories of two late 5th-century Hellenes and one Italian: Herodotus, 

Thucydides, and Livy. The Greeks introduced objectivity and verification of facts into historiography, 

anticipating the modern concept of critical historical research and interpretation.  

A survey of ancient historiography can reconstruct the major habits, concerns, ideas, and themes of this 

discipline, despite the fact that no ancient critic seems to have composed a formal analysis of it and no 

rigorous definition of historiography emerged. The historical materials have been divided by Felix 

Jacoby, the most knowledgeable student of Greek historiography, into five categories: genealogy and 



mythography, ethnography, chronography, horography or local history, and history proper. Stimuli 

included familial and local civic pride, the diffusion of literacy, commercial contacts, and military 

conflicts with foreign peoples both more and less civilized. Certain orientations for these writers followed 

from a social and economic order in which some free males had the leisure and liberty to reflect on 

change, human variety, and the challenges faced by a peculiar civilization. Historical discourse ever since 

has been produced by private individuals in an attempt based on a unique Greek experience to craft 

meaning and legitimacy in the midst of serial, unvalidated human and natural occurrences.  

The Greeks by 700 B.C.E. had learned to write from the Phoenicians and to memorialize in stone from 

the Egyptians. Anaximander of Miletus (the leading commercial power and colonial mother city in the 

Aegean) is the first known Greek prose writer (ca. 560). He made a map and wrote up the relevant 

geography, the basis of later ethnology and history in Ionian lands, the exclusive place of origin of the 

first historians, the meeting place and battleground of West and East. Fifty years later, Hecataeus of 

Miletus, a prominent politician under the Persian dispensation, wrote Genealogies (family histories often 

attached to rationalized legends), traveled extensively, and made another map. For this he composed his 

Periēgēsis, a companion ethnology organized by location around the Mediterranean and inland, e.g., the 

Celts. He referred to distant places and events, although his attempts to explain phenomena seem to have 

beenlimitedtocruderationalizations.NohistoricaleventoreventsgavefocustoHecataeus‘collectionof

biological curiosities, exotic customs, and sporadic comparative inquiries about past generations. 

Hecataeus, and later Herodotus, were led to recover the Greek past by their encounters with the oral 

traditions of the Orient (travels to Egypt, Phoenicia, Scythia, etc.). Hecataeus and Herodotus wrote to 

disabuse their compatriots of provincial attitudes. Their polemics against popular delusions and received 

tradition,theirgropingtowardmethodicalrigor,andtheircriticismsoftheirpredecessors‘inconsistencies

and dogmatic beliefs are healthy signs of historía or―investigation‖fromthebeginning. 

B. The Creative Geniuses  

Herodotusproducedthefirstsystematicnarrativeofabattle,acampaign,awar,anempire‘s growth, 

and comparative political systems. His ethnographies of Greek and many barbarian (e.g., Lydian, 

Egyptian, Persian, Scythian) societies encompass economies, social customs, and geography as well as 

marvels and annalistic information. Herodotus incorporates many personal stories from Persian and other 

―native‖informantsandquotesfromtranslationsofPersiandocumentarysources.Hisnarrativesof

decisive historical events in the Aegean basin during the previous century re-create the issues by 

borrowingthemimetictechniquesofearliergenres,particularlyHomer‘sepicsbutalsoAttictragedyand

oratory.  

Thefirsthistorianisawareofmanyofhistoriography‘scentralproblems.Heshrewdlydiscussesthe

bias, conflicts, and prejudices of sources oral and written, the frequent failure of information to satisfy 

minimal criteria of probability or human experience, the need to select and omit phenomena (such as 

myth, theology), and the uses and problems of chronology (2.43–44; 3.122).  

The latter half of the Histories seeks to explain how and why some Greeks after 500 B.C.E. decided to 

resist the Achaemenid Empire. That is, Herodotus first leapt, as all historians hence must, from oral 

tradition and record to explanation, to relations of cause and effect, interpretations of individual and 

communal behavior, and the significance of choices, acts, and events. Overlapping systems of explanation 

include occasional references to supernatural causes, but these are few, vague, and subordinated to 

mundane politicalandstrategicconsiderationsandtoobservedhistoricalpatterns.Herodotus‘influential

invention, an objective account of the human past in its ordinary and extraordinary but always human 

dimensions, a story based on empirical evidence and sifted testimony, incorporates into the narrative and 

speeches an analysis of the significance and effect of those events. He produced a clearer identity for his 

Hellenic audience and his Histories created the essential tool for historical consciousness.  

Thucydides offers a narrower yet deeper kind of historiography of war and political conflict. He largely 

eschews events before his lifetime, he generally ignores the past and present of all states and peoples that 

played no part in the Peloponnesian War (431–404 B.C.E.), and austerely limits his study to that war, its 



real and alleged long- and short-term causes, its battles and their consequences, the imperial 

administration of Sparta, Persia, and especially Athens.  

He lived to see the imposed peace but his account breaks off in 411. Stripped of genealogy, 

ethnography, local history, biography and anecdote, his History retains many dramatic elements including 

paired, opposing, highly wrought speeches in legislative, battlefield, diplomatic, and judicial assemblies, 

descriptions of near-disaster (Lesbian genocide, Syracusan defeat), and rhetorically dry but emotionally 

intense accounts of sea and land battles and other devastating catastrophes such as the Athenian plague.  

Thucydides less successfully ascribes motives to leading individuals and even to armies, political 

factions, and mobs (3.82; 8.1). The acquisition and abuses of political and military power over other states 

provide a central theme in both his paradigmatic opening essay on past empires and in the body of his text 

onAthens‘experience.Thucydidesabsolutelyexcludesthesupernaturalfromhisaccountexceptinsofar

as men are motivated by perceptions of divine interference (e.g., the superstitious response to the eclipse 

at Syracuse in 413 B.C.E.). He expects future events to resemble past and present occurrences, not because 

of a cyclical metaphysic but because he has seen that humans tend to respond in similar ways to similar 

problems. Omission, compression, a false psychological omniscience, and a knotty style mar his 

excellence but cannot trouble the claim of his being the ancient historian who best approaches the 19th 

century‘sconceptofhistoriography. 

Thucydides criticizes predecessors (Herodotus, Hellanicus, Ion of Chios) for sloppy chronology, false 

criteria of prosperity and significance (1.10), too easy acceptance of partial, plausible, and traditional 

reports, and failure to dig into data to discover the decisive causes in national self-interest and charismatic 

individuals. On the whole,however,hereinforcedthecriteriaofHerodotus‘genreratherthanredirecting

it. His own rigid chronological scheme is ill-suited to any theme other than a narrow one. He has high 

standards of evidence and does not supply answers when information does not warrant. He endorses 

certain traditional moral values (e.g., 2.51, 3.82–83) without any moralizing, while neutrally recording 

their inefficacy in the stress of international power conflicts.  

C. Hellenistic Historiography  

An anonymous writer, known as the Oxyrhynchus historian (from the find spot of the 40-page fragment 

of his Histories),possessedThucydides‘drybutaccuratemannerofbattledescriptionwithoutapparently

his psychological skills or interest in political analysis. Xenophon also continuedThucydides‘narrativein

7 books down to 362 B.C.E., but different capacities and interests produced a very unlike result. The title 

of his work, Hellenica, implies a comprehensive coverage, not a topic limited in time or theme. 

Painstaking research comes second to explicit historical moralizing (2.3.56, 7.2.1), propaganda for 

Panhellenism,andananalysisofcharacterthatshowstracesofhisfriendSocrates‘influence.Xenophon‘s

work begins and ends in the middle of crises, an indication of his weakness in historical conception and 

literary architectonics. Chronology, motivation, and causation similarly suffer in an innovative writer for 

whom history was only a sideline. The Anabasis, hisjournalisticaccountofthepretenderCyrus‘

campaign against the Persian king (in which Xenophon participated), provides both a more dependable 

record and more vivid presentation.  

AfterThucydides,Greekhistoriographyturnedtotheexoticandthesensational(Duris‘Hellenica, 

Ctesias‘fantasticPersica), to the emotional scene more fictional than factual and intended to arouse fear 

andpity(Durisagain,Phylarchus‘Histories), and to a moralistic education in elegant rhetoric that 

Isocrates conceptualized (Ephorus, Theopompus). These 4th-century historians channeled the main 

current of ancient historiography for the next half-millennium.  

Ephorus of Cyme (405–330 B.C.E.) was first to try to include all Mediterranean history in one work of 

30 volumes; his emphasis remained nonetheless Hellenocentric and contemporary. Moral edification by 

example and platitudes are evident in his fragments. Trivial in his etiologies of war, uncritical of his 

sources for myth and legend, superficial in political understanding, and derivative at best, he was 

essentially a synoptic compiler and popularizer. Diodorus the Sicilian composed a 40-volume world 

history between 60 and 30 B.C.E. He drew from many authors, but Ephorus was his historiographical 

model as well as a principal authority.  



Theopompus of Chios (380–305 B.C.E.) admiredSparta,theMacedonianPhilip‘sstrategicpolicies,and

oligarchy, while he railed against Athens, democracy and demagogues, and previous historians. He 

digressed often and at whim in his 12-volume Hellenica, acompetitorofXenophon‘s.Hedevoted58

volumes of Philippica to the colossus of the mid–4thcentury,PhilipofMacedon,includingPhilip‘s

remarkable achievements but also castigating his sexual profligacy, chronic drunkenness, and spending 

habits. He enjoyed debunking popular views. Moral indignation, inconsistently applied, replaces political 

analysis. Shocking description, coarse and violent opinions, made his work popular and influential on 

certain techniques of Hellenistic historiography. Fifth-century confidence in rational analysis, the political 

process, and human abilities is replaced by emphasis on personality, telling anecdotes, and a fatalistic 

pessimism.  

Histories of individual Greek cities and larger territories were produced in ancient Greece only after 

Herodotus‘generalhistory. They were designed to establish the antiquity and dignity of a Greek 

community, they presented the rulers and constitutional changes in chronological sequence, and they 

showed the results of antiquarian research on topography, local myth, monuments, cultic and social 

customs. The Atthidographers provided a political account in chronical form for Athens, but other 

subgenres also existed for studying the past of this political, cultural, and intellectual capital. Hellanicus 

of Lesbos produced at least 12 regional chronicles and ethnological surveys before the earliest and 

paradigmatic Atthis, ca. 400. After 350, nostalgia for former glory produced at least 6 other local 

chronicles for Athens, several from men holding Athenian priestly office. Antiquarian studies also were 

valued for the piquancy of their obscure details and implications of former greatness. Craterus of 

Macedon was unusual in collecting and publishing verbatim primary sources, inscriptions.  

Early in the 3d century, two barbarian priests presentedimprovedaccountsoftheirnations‘

accomplishments to generally uninformed Greeks. Berossus of Babylon transmitted ancient 

Mesopotamian traditions about the creation and the kings of Babylon; Manetho of Heliopolis then did the 

same for Egypt. These important compilations of authentic national traditions were later to serve as 

sources for Jewish and Christian chronographers.  

Socrates, the spiritual gadfly, was the first individual in history to have his daily life recorded (ca. 469–

399 B.C.E.), but Alexander the Great has forced even historians hostile to hero-worship to acknowledge 

the power of personality to affect the lives of millions. The revolution wrought in East-West relations, the 

instant legends, manufactured and natural, the problems of an incomprehensible success and spiritual 

impact made and make the short-lived Macedonian (356–323 B.C.E.), like Jesus, an insoluble historical 

enigma.  

Atleast20contemporarieswroteaccountsofAlexander‘slifeandcampaigns.Therewerehostile

pasquinades and encomiastic essays, but after his death 40 years passed before his general and successor 

as ruler of Egypt, Ptolemy, wrote the first complete narrative. Five full accounts survive today, from the 

earliest—Diodorus‘(300yearslater)—to the latest—Arrian‘ssobermilitaryaccount(450yearslater).

Alexander‘scareerforcedHellenichistoriographytoreopenthegeographicboundariesofhistoryand

raised new questions about historical forces. Also, both sane geographers like Aristobulus and recorders 

of fantastic beasts and peoples like Onesicritus attached their projects to his deeds. Marvel books and 

even the genre of the novel resulted from these parahistorical efforts.  

Timaeus of Tauromenium in Sicily (355–260 B.C.E.) produced a history in 38 books of the Greek West, 

Carthage,andItaly(includingRome)downto264.Hetriedtosynchronizethesenations‘pasts.Polybius

criticizes him severely for the consequences of his inexperience in public affairs, failure to visit battle 

sites, and naive acceptance of myth and etymological explanations, but he honors him by beginning where 

hispredecessorendedandbyoftenarguingwithhismethodandresults.AlthoughTimaeus‘workhas

perished, later Greek historians of Rome owed much to this diligent western Greek pioneer who 

introduced Rome and the Celts to the historiography of Western Europe. Polybius and Posidonius 

continued his explorations of primitive and non-European peoples.  

Polybius (200–155 B.C.E.) had extensive personal experience of war and politics (39.5). After his efforts 

for the Achaean league, as an official hostage in Rome and friend of Scipio Aemilianus, he found unusual 



opportunities to produce a 40-volume history of the Roman unification of previously separate nations. 

The Roman conquest required only about 140 years (264–146 B.C.E.); Polybius presents this astonishing 

feat with unusual impartiality, conscientious topographical research, examination of witnesses, accuracy 

of narrative detail, study of original documents (3.22, 33; 16.15), and with the presentation of the causes 

of each particular conflict (12.25E).  

Like Herodotus and Thucydides, Polybius begins with a long introduction explaining his plan and 

providing the background necessary for understanding his chosen events in their proper context. His 

accounts of war are more perceptive than his analyses of political organizations and success (cf. the 

etiologyofRome‘svictories:theywereduetothearmies,moderationinvictory,theconstitution,andthe

attitudes of the ruling class [book 6]). He is critical of many historians and schools for their literary 

sensationalism, their ignorance of geography and warfare (book 34), their inflated rhetoric and credulity 

toward myths, and their self-glorification (29.12.3), but most of all for their inadequate grasp of 

etiological factors. His frequent digressions on theory are polemical and his own practice can differ from 

his precepts.  

Polybius‘determinedintentionsweretotrainmenofpublicaffairsinpracticalpolitics(9.1–7; 10.21.2–

4) and to enable readers to understand power and its consequences. He felt comfortable with Roman 

values and political wisdom. Tyche, Fortune, appears frequently not so much as a cause but as a 

convenient non-explanation when no one can have foreseen outcomes.HedisplaysGibbon‘stwo

preconditions for the historian: diligence and accuracy; but his style is dreary.  

D. Rome from Origins to Early Empire  

Roman historiography suffered from the start from the eminence of its senatorial authors and from the 

dominance of oratorical education over most of its practitioners. Contemporary political issues were 

retrojectedontoremoteages;thedesiretoglorifyone‘sfamilymadehistoriographyabranchofrhetorical

skill; plausibility outweighed evidence, or the frequent absence of any. As Cicero too plainly states, 

historianswereexpectedtodressuptheexploitsoftheir―heroes‖(Fam. 5.12).  

The historians of the Republic patriotically reconstructed the rise of Rome from insignificance to 

Mediterranean hegemony by friendship, treaty, war, and conquest. But the historiography of the Roman 

Empire, initiated by Sallust, elaborates a perceived pattern of moral degeneration, the decline of liberty, 

the extension of autocracy, a long battle more against internal dissolution than external attack (Ammianus 

31.5.14).  

Romansenatorsfirstkeptrecordsasofficials(e.g.,pontifices),toproduceapublicrecordofayear‘s

events that mattered to Rome, such as consuls, triumphs, famines, and omens (Gellius 2.28.6, from Cato). 

They first wrote history as politicians of notable lineage to glorify their own families, and to gain literary 

repute in the cultural efflorescence that followed the 2d-century conquest of the Greek world. History-

writing came late to Rome, and began in theGreeklanguagewithFabiusPictor‘sambitiousAnnales 

retelling the founding of Rome, summarizing the following centuries, and then giving a more detailed yet 

anecdotal account of the First Punic War. From the few fragments, one can conclude that he wrote in 

order to explain Rome to the Hellenistic world, and perhaps to educated Carthaginians and Romans. 

History was an extension of diplomacy as well as of patriotic didacticism: the Romans owed their initial 

success and recent expansion to perseverance, good faith, and strict moral values. Antiquarians, of whom 

Varro (115–27 B.C.E.) was to be the greatest, researched the names, origins, and functions of religious 

rites, the calendar, public places, and state offices. But even Roman antiquarians often had moral 

improvement in mind.  

The elder Cato wrote his Latin Origines coveringbothRome‘slegendaryhistoryandtheimperial

expansion from the First Punic War down to nearly the beginning of the Third (264–149 B.C.E.). He 

provided a prose parallel to the poetEnnius‘earlierhistoricalepic. 

Cato‘s7volumeswerenotonlydidacticandpoliticalbutalsopolemicalandapologetic.Hedefended

Roman achievements for Romans, as a plebeian senator he stripped the famous political names from 

Rome‘scommunalvictories, and in the last section he used the account of the past to promote his own 

considerable achievements as a senatorial and military leader. He included his own speeches and 



denigrated his political opponents (Livy 34.15.9, 35.25.1; Cic. De Or. 1.53). Historiography in the hands 

of active statesmen naturally showed partisan distortions.  

Later writers imaginatively filled in the poorly known epoch between regal Rome and the Punic Wars. 

Distortion and invention helped to give shape to the void, sometimes to sate antiquarian curiosity about 

customs and holidays, often, to be sure, to promote a moral and political agenda. Official records were 

scant, the demand considerable, so the result was more coherent than true. The upheavals of the Gracchan 

age (145–120 B.C.E.) produced propagandistic accounts by factional leaders, and the next generation 

produced several senatorial memoirs, for instance, those of Aemilius Scaurus and the dictator Cornelius 

Sulla. Strictly contemporary accounts and historical monographs(e.g.,Sisenna‘sHistories to 78 B.C.E.) 

become the fashion of the ambitious politician and historian.  

Annalists for the distant past are now less prominent persons often at work in their studies remembering 

what had never happened. Valerius Antias, for example, notorious even in antiquity (Livy 30.19.11, 

33.10.8), sought to edify and to entertain connoisseurs of rhetoric—even if this purpose required the 

invention of speeches and factitious documents. The personal researches of Varro and others were 

disdained and their results ignored. Cicero, who names most of these writers, judges them chiefly by their 

style and rhetoric rather than by their mendacity, and this Roman standard, a result of rhetorical 

education, was all too common.  

Cicero‘slettertothe senatorial historian Lucceius (Fam. 5.12 [56 B.C.E.]) requested a history that would 

celebrate in a dramatic and eulogistic manner his own vicissitudes from his repulse of Catiline to his 

return from exile. The cajoling purveys a slippery description of Hellenistic-Roman historiography. Later, 

imperial historians justly feared to offer an honest account of their own times (Livy Praef.; Tac. Hist. 1.1; 

Pliny Ep. 5.8.12–13).  

Julius Caesar (100–44 B.C.E.) wrote not history but elaborate commentarii, aides-mémoire of his 

military campaigns with no political framework or explicit historical introduction or rationale. The year-

by-year summaries of the Gallic and Civil Wars in 10 books constitute a public record, hastily compiled 

but purposefully slanted, by the commander in the field. As consul, pontifex maximus, orator, and faction 

leader, Caesar took serious risks in politics, war, and literature, the continuation of politics by other 

means. The commentarii justify his self-aggrandizing and illegal actions. He notoriously speaks of 

himself in the third person, conveying a tone of passionless objectivity. Suppression, severe compression, 

and false suggestion elegantly promote a favorable view of the author. The memoirs are covert 

propaganda; they demonstrateCaesar‘sskillinwaranddiplomacyaswellasliterarysubtlety.The

aggressive imperialist tone employed to justify war atrocities in the Gallic Wars is abandoned for the 

delicate subject of the Civil Wars andCaesar‘sself-exculpation. In the imperial period, one can compare 

Augustus‘autobiographicalyetmagisterialRes Gestae, cast in bronze and carved in stone around the 

Mediterranean.  

Sallust (85–35 B.C.E.) grew up in Sabine Italy between the Civil Wars. He became a senator but was 

expelledin50,joinedCaesar,wasaccusedofextortioninAfrica,andretiredfrom―publicservice‖to

write his historical essays, Catiline‘s Conspiracy and Jugurtha‘s War, and an annalistic History of Rome 

from 78 to 66 B.C.E. in 5 books, now largely lost.  

His theme was the political and moral decline of the senate through venality and incompetence. This 

prejudiceresultedfrombothhisownexperienceandhissources‘bias.His archaistic diction and vengeful 

rhetoric is highly colored, censorious, pointed, and not unearned. He dislikes popular champions as much 

as greedy oligarchs. He wrote between Caesar and Augustus when pessimism and cynicism had a warrant 

as the only realism. Much detail is excised in the service of the dramatic scene, the impressionistic 

analysis. Tacitus found his corrosive tone congenial, even necessary (Ann. 3.30), although Asinius Pollio, 

who wrote Histories, covering 60–42 B.C.E., criticized him and Livy for their stylistic excesses. Sallust 

crafted the thenceforth canonical presentation of Roman history as a tale of degeneration and breakdown.  

Livy (59 B.C.E.–17 C.E.) wrote a history of Rome from the founding of the city to his own day 

comprising 142 books, of which 34 survive. He conducted almost no independent research and depended 

on authorities whose accuracy he could judge only by the criterion of their inherent probability. Like other 



ancient historians, he had not developed the critical method of source criticism and his own acumen was 

vulnerable to any plausible invention that fit his presuppositions and didactic purpose of spiritual 

regeneration.Toooftenheinnocentlyacceptshispredecessors‘fabrications.Aswithmanyofhis

forerunners, history turns out to be moral biography; his heroes embody the characteristics that built 

Rome. Economic, social, and political issues are seen as personal contests, institutions are downplayed. 

The annalistic framework and the focus on dramatic episodes smother inquiries into structural problems 

and analysis of intellectual change. Livy is weak on geography, military matters, and factional politics.  

LivymetCicero‘scriteriaofelegantstyle,dramaticconstruction,dignifiedyetgraphicpresentation,

variety of tone, edifying themes with implicit judgments of character. His idealistic patriotism made him 

uncriticalofRoman―manifestdestiny‖andracialsuperiority.Hishistoryoffersmagnificentexamples

and warnings and a record of moral decline from a primitiveyetrobustsimplicity.HeexplainsRome‘s

unique success as compromise among citizen groups, dedication to the common welfare, plain living, and 

honest dealings with foreign governments. Heroes such as Scipio are made perfect; bad qualities or 

ignoble acts are distorted or suppressed. Divinity has only a trivial role compared to Roman virtues such 

as fides, clementia, and pietas; his organic central metaphor is crescere, Roman growth.  

Livy had an antiquarian dimension. He explains the origins of customs, names, particular holy sites. His 

complete narrative and his scale had no predecessor. His success was immediate and long lasting (cf. 

Pliny Ep. 2.3.8; 6.20), indeed, the model for modern national historiography. One of his pupils was the 

future emperor Claudius, who wrote in Greek on Etruscan and Carthaginian history and in Latin on events 

following the civil wars (after 27 B.C.E.; Suet. Claud. 41–42).  

E. The Later Imperial Period  

Tacitus (50–120 C.E.) was a Gallic provincial senator, a noted orator, a successful officer of the 

emperors who lucidly anatomized and deeply disliked the autocratic system that he served. Exigencies of 

survival under Domitian and after led him to cultivate obliquity (Hist. 1.1), an epigrammatic and 

asymmetrical style, and an elevated and cryptic manner of expression in which the significant meaning is 

rarely obvious. He minded the experience of the historian Cremutius Cordus, who had been led to suicide 

in 25 C.E. and whose Annals of the Civil Wars had been burnt by the Aediles for their Republican 

sympathies (Annals 4.34). His work stems from the same hostile, pro-Republican, senatorial tradition. 

Ironic juxtaposition, tendentious emphasis, and malicious insinuation permeate both the Annals and the 

Histories, originally 30 books covering 14–96 C.E., the relatively recent Julian and Flavian dynasties of 

the New Testament epoch.  

The psychology of personality attracts the energies of Tacitus, the historian of seemingly all-powerful 

emperors. His pessimism drives him to reveal the internal political lies and shams of the imperial 

administration and to indict more often than praise the Roman exploitation of the Mediterranean world 

(Hist. 1.11; Agr. 30). His accounts of military strategy and battles are perfunctory, but he does connect the 

dynastic quarrels, frontier wars, provincial complaints, constitutional changes, and disturbances at Rome. 

Tacitus tends to present characters in clear categories—the victim, the tyrant, the freedmen opportunists. 

He provides posterity with examples of morality, acts to avoid and imitate. Fama as public reputation, 

rumor and renown, and memoria are his concern (Ann. 3.65; 4.35).  

Tacitus‘demolitionaryaccountofemperorssuchasTiberiusandDomitianandtheirpropaganda

follows from his view that accounts of recent history must witness and memorialize a tale of debasement 

and ceaseless woe (Ann. 4.32; 16.16, 25). Even the record of acts of memorable courage and justifiable 

prudence further darken the portrait of unlimited power; rare (but significant) are the acknowledgments of 

theEmpire‘sachievement(Ann. 3.55; Hist. 1.1; 4.74).  

Tacitus‘claimstoobjectivity(e.g.,Ann. 1.1; Hist. 1.1) are puzzling, yet he strove to report names, 

dates, and events correctly, even if his inveterate psychologism, with its invention of motives and his 

extreme version of the Roman nostalgic model of degeneration from ancient virtue, colors his partial 

account of a century of despotism (Ann. 4.33). A dramatic focus on Rome and its aristocracy, natural and 

traditional for a man of his status but still profoundly misleading, could hardly lead to any other result. 



Hisowncareer‘scircumspectionledhimtoidentifyvirtuewiththebureaucratAgricola‘sunostentatious

and courageous service to the state, and to write an account of his father-in-law‘slifeanddeath. 

In the 4th century B.C.E., a greater political dependence on individuals rather than on collectives 

emerged, and the individual became increasingly alienated from communal social and religious values. 

The spectacle of Alexander had promoted a focus on character and an interest in idiosyncracy digestibly 

packaged in anecdotes. In Greece biography began as collections of illustrative stories from the lives of 

influential men (Socrates, Philip); in Rome, it began as accounts of famous ancestors (laudationes) and 

retained that character (see, for example, Plutarch Cimon 2.2–5; Tacitus Agricola). Chronological 

arrangement (Plutarch generally; cf. Alexander 1) often jostled against topical inventories (Suetonius 

Augustus 9),becauseethicalconcernsoutweighedhistorical.Plutarch‘sgenerous―comparisons‖of

GreeksandRomans(perhapsVarro‘sinnovation)reflect his purpose of describing constructive 

behavior—deliberate, rational choices—by historical examples. Plutarch rarely chose protagonists to 

condemn them (Per. 1–2; Tim. Pref.; Demet. 1), while his contemporary Suetonius, the private secretary 

of the emperors, elected to emphasize coolly the scandalous facets of his subjects, the Caesars from Julius 

to Domitian.  

Biography was considered a separate genre (Polyb. 10.24; Plut. Alex. 1.2), but the northern Italian 

Cornelius Nepos (100–25 B.C.E.), the Boeotian Plutarch (50–120 C.E.), and the African bureaucrat 

Suetonius (70–130 C.E.) require mention as reporters of lost historical sources. Furthermore, the generic 

barrier between history and biography was more permeable than some modern critics have supposed.  

In both writers, unique examples of behavior serve to substantiate noble and criminal tendencies. 

Coherence of character leads Plutarch to suppress or downplay exceptions; Suetonius sacrifices such 

coherence to the juicy anecdote. Political analysis is largely absent, not safe or even interesting. The 

problematical Historia Augusta—author(s) unknown—constitutes a contradictory and often fraudulent 

collection of imperial biographies continuing Suetonius from Hadrian to Numerianus (117–284 C.E.). 

Ancient biographywasakindofmoralessayorganizedtoillustrateoneman‘scharacter,hisgreatand

trivialdeeds.Wegetcertifiedheroesandvillains.Biography‘spopularityandinfluencehaveoften

exceeded those of history proper.  

Compilers of the imperial age depend more on other compilations than on earlier researchers. In this 

encyclopaedic and anthologizing epoch, we have, for example, the naive contemporary of Augustus, 

Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Roman Antiquities in 20 books), the compendious and inelegant Appian of 

Alexandria (Roman Wars in 24 books), the rhetorical consul Cassius Dio of Nicaea (Roman History in 80 

books to 229 C.E.), and the Syrian Herodian (8 books, 180–238 C.E.). Derived from these already 

secondary sources are epitomators who dutifully record consuls and portents and excerpt crises without 

fleshing out their material with spiritual causes and context. For examples, consider Florus, and his 4th-

century followers Eutropius, Justin, and Aurelius Victor. These authors often present similar summaries 

of the canonical main events of Roman history rather than intelligently compact the historical vision of 

LivyortheGallic―universal‖historianTrogus.Theirgullibilityanderraticallysensationalisttendencies,

qualities also found in other sometimes parasitic genres such as literary dialogues, biography, and utopian 

―histories,‖makethemtreacheroussourcesforus,howeverindispensable. 

Lucian of Samosata (115–200 C.E.) wrote a satire on historians of the Parthian War entitled How to 

Write History. Theessayist‘sdogmaticadviceisconventional(34–39); the model to imitate is 

Thucydides;orrather,ThucydidesisthestickwithwhichLucianbeatshisgeneration‘ssloppyresearch,

exotic descriptions, servile imitations, inappropriate emphasis, and adulatory rhetoric (7, 15, 20, 28, 59, 

61). In general, Greek nostalgia for the pre-Roman era, Greek ambivalence toward the Roman peace, and 

flattering treatments of the indecisive Parthian Wars dominate the historiography of the later 2d century.  

Flavius Josephus (35–115 C.E.), a Hellenized Pharisee, fought against and for the Roman government of 

Palestine. Thus both Jews and Romans distrusted him. His Jewish War (7 books, 66–73 C.E.) as well as 

Against Apion defends his career and political acts. Josephus had represented Jewish interests in Rome 

under Nero and, after failing to hold Galilee in the rebellion, he lived in Rome from 70 on. Josephus 

advocatedtheJewishcommunity‘saccommodationtoHellenisticcultureunderRomanrule.Resistance to 



Rome was hopeless and Jews would do better to suppress nationalism (he blamed the Zealots for the ruin 

of the Jews) and to enjoy their culture and faith under the invincible Roman peace (JW 5.367). The Stoic 

Posidonius (135–50 B.C.E.) from Syrian Apamea had similarly vindicated Roman imperialism in his 

Histories (52 books).  

Josephus‘Jewish War provides our fullest history of any Roman provincial rebellion (with information 

from both sides). For once, a subject from the periphery, even a prisoner of war (although a Roman 

citizen and an intimate flatterer of the Flavians in the years to come), wrote the eyewitness account. 

Josephus describes the horrible fate of the Jerusalem Jews in detail. He is the first extant historian to 

present Jewish history from a Jewish point of view in Hellenic terms and in decent Greek; he is also the 

first to refer to Jesus and his sect (see Jewish Antiquities, which draw on Hebrew Scripture and Greek 

sources; 18.63–64; 20.200). His historiography is largely conventional by Greco-Romanstandards(―this

wasthegreatestwarofalltime‖),buthiscircumstancesandthesubjectjustifyinclusionhere. 

Eusebius (260–340 C.E.) of Caesarea, a Christian bishop and confessor to the emperor Constantine, 

produced a panegyrical biography of his patron, and harmonized pagan and biblical chronologies in the 

Chronica. He wrote the Ecclesiastical History (10 books, down to 324 C.E.), the first such history and a 

model for all his churchly successors. Hellenistic principles of biography and historiography (including 

the example of Josephus) informed the history of the origin, growth, tribulations, and triumph of 

Christianity. Martyrdoms, persecutions, battles over doctrine and heresy, and miracles required a new 

kind of history (8.9), a new subgenre,institutionaland―fulfillment‖history. 

Eusebius may be derivative in his political and military narrational methods, but his record of the 

Church‘sdevelopmentisradicallydifferentforitsprofusedocumentation,inclusionofverbatim

quotation, and absence of invented speeches. Eusebius made the form and substance of classical 

historiography accessible to Christian writers, although his work has a slovenly style and little conceptual 

structure. Like Josephus he uses history to justify faith; unlike his predecessor, he has a sensational 

success to narrate (10.4.9) rather than a tragic failure to explain. He included Greek and Roman pagan 

achievements as part of the preparation for the triumph of the Christian Church in the vast lands already, 

providentially, under Roman control. Conceptually the peoples of the East and their mystery cults have 

moved from the periphery to the center of Greco-Roman history and historiography.  

Ammianus Marcellinus (330–395 C.E.), an Antiochene Greek officer of the military elite (15.5.22; 

19.8.6) and a man of wide reading, served under Julian and other commanders in the East and West. 

Thirty-one books in forceful Latin covered the years 96–378. The extant and more detailed portion, 

beginning in 353 C.E., records wars with barbarians, internal dynastic struggles, and the rapacious 

administration of the Empire (16.8.11; 29.1.21; 31.16.9). He hopes the Empire can be salvaged, endorses 

an indispensable absolutism, and analyzes the internal and external crises of his age.  

Ammianus argues for the truth, impartiality, and thoroughness of his account, which he based on 

personal observation, examination of witnesses, and public records (15.1.1). He disparages historians who 

criticize selective, ungossipy writers, who strive to include every trivial fort or praetor, or who 

industriously invent motives (26.1.1). This soldier-historian recognizes the limitations of his accuracy and 

will not supply false figures (31.5.10).  

In an oppressive epoch for writers of any creed he shows unusual humanity, tolerance, and even 

admiration for both Christianity (22.11.5, 10; 21.16.18) and traditional pagan beliefs (divination: 23.6.25; 

30.9.5; cf. the attitudes of Eunapius or Orosius). He digresses into scientific and social topics (14.6.2; 

22.15.1). His wide travels and active military career aid his topographical explanations and geographical 

notices (16.10.14–17; 27.4.2). Ammianus takes fair measure of Julian (25.4) and provides succinct if 

exaggerated summary epilogues for each emperor, highlighting their characteristic traits of remarkable 

cunning and violence (e.g., 14.27–8; 30.7.1, 8–9; 31.14.2–7). He proclaims Roman values in an age that 

justly fears impending chaos, and dislikes the Germans because of the threat they pose to civilization. 

Nevertheless he forgoes the usual deference to the wisdom of the Roman senate, he criticizes rampant 

peculation by officials, and he admires valiant and astute enemies. His dependable concern for facts leads 

him to avoid unjustified generalizations (27.11.1) in an age of dogma, fear, and brutality.  



F. Methodology and Conclusions  

Local records, the Homeric epics, and a rationalism critical of mythical tradition gave the preconditions 

for historical research. The Greek genre is eclectic in its sources and scope, secular and humanistic in 

purpose. A rational method and a literary genre were constructed by Herodotus to solve a particular 

historical puzzle and to legitimate his demonstrably eccentric society. History of politics, public 

administration, and war remained central but sociocultural history emerged already with Herodotus. The 

best historians limited themselves to an extended narrative of the period within living memory; the 

preeminenceofrecenthistorywasaconsequenceofmethodology‘sfailureto produce reliable evidence 

for earlier periods.  

To record with honesty and after determined research the recent past, especially its changes with no 

norm postulated, to comprehend the rational, continuous, and earthly connections among things, to inform 

not a dynasty but all those (of the dominant class) who cared to understand contingent but decisive forces 

inhumansocieties:theseweretheancienthistorian‘sprofessedintentions.Theimpulsevariedasof

course did the style, the diligence, and perceptivity of the explanations. Some authors delight in the trivial 

deed revelatory of personality, many have a moral purpose. Some have a theory of historical causation 

(cyclical, pendular, linear), but rarely is it applied systematically. Sudden change and contingency were 

explanations more often invoked than gradual evolution and inevitability. The best of the ancient 

historians express surprise over outcomes, a sense that things could have gone forward differently, and 

their historical reconstructions preserve that three-dimensional quality.  

The superior historians identified problems of time, change and cause, bias, evidence, individual and 

group interests, culture, nation, myth, and power. They downplayed the gods, giving them at most the job 

of keeping the show running, not proving their power. They sought to render events intelligible in human, 

not providential terms. To instruct and to entertain readers with true examples were goals (cf. Pliny Ep. 

5.8). Their narrative histories of events were not as analytical as ours. The causes of war were not 

profoundly discussed, success was measured by duration rather than by ethical notions, evidence was 

inadequately evaluated and sometimes fabricated. Metaphors, models, and ideological assumptions were 

rarely considered: narrative history did not question the rights of power, the aim of dominion, or slavery.  

Writers of history competed less frequently to unearth new material than to extend the scope of political 

discourse or to delight their audience with drama, passion, and elegant prose. The chief theoretic was 

rhetoric;themotiveofincitingthereader‘svirtueandcondemningviciousbehaviortemptedwritersto

persuade unscrupulously more often than to strive for accuracy. Neither Greek nor Roman historians 

bothered to learn foreign languages in order to search native resources. Quotation of sources was rare, 

testingtheirauthorities‘accuracyoccurredtofewofthem,andthedisinterestedweighingofconflicting

material evidence was uncommon.  

Greekethnicbiasdidnotleadhistorianstoseehistoryasproofoftheirnation‘sfavorordisfavorbefore

a god or as a fulfillment of divine promises. Greek historians were often from, but no longer of, their 

city‘spowerelite.Herodotus,Thucydides,Xenophon, and Polybius all wrote in exile, a political limbo. 

This reduces parochial favoritism, but not class prejudices. Many Romans deploy history to explain and 

justifyRome‘sgrowthandsupremacy.Somesubordinatedisinterestedcuriositytoapologetic, polemical, 

and didactic ends. The great Roman achievement in historiography is the transformation of Greek 

antiquarian local history in annalistic form into Roman national history. This relocation of focus became 

the precursor of most modern historiography.  

The story of particular men and contingent events has always been insufficiently logical for 

philosophers and scientists, but the ancient historians did create a beachhead for systematic research into 

past human activities. Ancient classical historians generally find and leave men in the historical process, 

responsible for their choices and acts. The genre maintained a recognizable, if profitably fluid, profile for 

750 years in Greek hands, for 500 years in Roman.  
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DONALD LATEINER  

HISTORY OF JOSEPH. See JOSEPH, HISTORY OF.  

HITTITE HISTORY. The Hittites were a people of Indo-European origin who penetrated into Asia 

Minor probably before or around 2000 B.C. and in the subsequent period became one of the greatest 

powers of the ANE.  

———  

A.TheName―Hittite‖ 

B. Geography  

C. Form of Government  

D. Excavations and Discoveries  

E. Hittite History  

F. Economy  

G. Languages  

H. Religion  

I. Literature  

J. Culture  

———  

A. The Name “Hittite”  

The name is derived from the indigenous ḫatti, while the modern designation is based on the Hebrew 

ḥēt/ḥitt  . In the Old Assyrian texts, ḫatti is used as the geographical term for (central) Anatolia and hence 

is not a gentilic. At that time (19th to 18th century B.C.), Ḫattu  was the name of the later Hittite capital, 

where there was an Assyrian trading post. (In the Hittite language the name of the town becomes an a-

stem, giving the well-known Ḫattuša.)DuringtheNewKingdomorEmpire(fromabout1425to1180

B.C.), in additiontotheexpressions―theland‖or―thepeopleof[thetownof]Ḫattuša,‖thenameḪattuša

alone was used as a gentilic. From the end of the 2d millennium, Assyrian texts use the term ḫatť (Hittite) 

usually in a pejorative sense—in a way which corresponds to the term ḥēt/ḥitt   in the later books of the 

OT.  



Numerous passages in the OT refer to Hittites as forming part of or even as actually constituting the 

original population of Canaan. References to Hittites in the books of the Pentateuch are likely to reflect 

Canaanite and Hebrew traditions concerning the political reality of the Hittite state during the stage of the 

Old Hittite kingdom or the initial phase of the Empire period. References in later books (1 and 2 Samuel, 

1 and 2 Kings, 1 Chronicles) usually refer to the symbiosis of the Neo-Hittite and Aramaic states in more 

northern regions as well as to individuals stemming from the north. From a Hittitological point of view, 

Palestine does not belong to those countries which at any given time belonged to the Hittite sphere of 

influence. However, this does not preclude that in isolated cases persons or even groups may have crossed 

the borderline which separated the Hittite from the Egyptian sphere of influence. See also HITTITES IN 

THE OT.  

B. Geography  

The geography of Hittite Asia Minor is still a strongly contested area of Hittitology. In the SE lay 

Kizzuwatna, which comprised sections of the later Roman provinces of Cilicia and Cappadocia. In the 

NW,laterknownasPaphlagonia,layPalā.IntheWandSWofAsiaMinorlayLuwiya(fromca.1400

B.C. onward called Arzawa).  

C. Form of Government  

It has been postulated that an Indo-European trait can be discerned in the character of Hittite kingship, 

which originally was less absolutist and despotic than elsewhere in the ANE, and in the position of 

authority held by the pangus, or council of able-bodied (?) men. There was a clear relationship between 

the Hittite queen and the sun goddess of Arinna, the leading female figure of their pantheon, while in a 

religious text which, as far as its contents are concerned, stems from Old Hittite times, the Hittite king is 

designated―thegovernor‖ofthestormgod,themostimportant male figure in their pantheon. According 

toHittiteterminology,theHittitekings―becamegods‖whentheydied.Itwouldseemthatinthe13th

century B.C. the Hittite king and queen were, to an extraordinary degree, assimilated with the gods, whom 

they appear to have represented on earth and with whom they were perhaps identified after death.  

The Hittites formed what was essentially a federatively organized state which during the New Kingdom 

or Empire was second only to Egypt in the ANE. At first the kingdom manifested certain feudal traits, but 

gradually it developed into a state ruled by officials.  

D. Excavations and Discoveries  

The existence of the Hittite kingdom during the 2d millennium B.C. and the later continuance of Hittite 

traditions in the so-called Neo-Hittite states in the region around modern Kayseri, SE Anatolia, and N 

Syria in the period from 1180 to 700 B.C. have gradually been pieced together as a result of numerous 

archaeological excavations. In 1834 the earliest surface exploration resulted in the discovery by the 

FrenchmanC.TexieroftheextensiveruinsofBoghazköy/Bo azkaleabout150kmEofAnkara,andthe

nearby rock sanctuary Yazɩlɩkaya. In 1905 the German Assyriologist H. Winckler first visited the site, and 

in 1906 regular excavation work began and continued in 1907, 1911, and 1912. After a long hiatus as a 

consequence of World War I and its aftermath, excavation work was resumed in 1931 by the German 

prehistorian K. Bittel. The same thing happened in 1952 after World War II, but work finally resumed and 

is still going on.  

From the beginning of the excavations at Boghazköy large numbers of clay tablets were found near the 

great Temple I in the lower city, at Büyükkale, the citadel, thePalaceoftheHittite―GreatKings,‖andthe

so-called―HouseontheSlope.‖ThepresenceofAkkadianandSumeriantextsamongthecollectionsof

tablets was very quickly discerned. Soon, too, a tentative reconstruction of the succession of Hittite kings 

during the period of the New Kingdom (ca. 1425–1180 B.C.) was formulated, and only later did it become 

clear that the texts are preponderantly of an administrative and religious character. For some periods of 

Hittite history the texts reveal a surprisingly clear picture of how the upper stratum of the Hittite 

population lived and worked. Written on clay tablets in an adapted version of the cuneiform writing 

system used in Mesopotamia, the texts comprise a variety of genres: royal inscriptions, religious 

documents, diplomatic correspondence, and treaties.  



The Hittite hieroglyphic script had been previously rediscovered. This system of writing, typologically 

affiliated (as a syllabary) with cuneiform script, but with a closer resemblance to pictography in its sign 

forms, was especially used (beginning in the late 18th and 17th centuries?) for official documents. 

Numerous seals and seal impressions have been preserved together with longer or shorter texts inscribed 

on (natural) stone, mostly stemming from the late 14th and 13th centuries B.C. Statements on clay tablets 

reveal that this type of script was also used for lower administrative purposes within the palace, the 

temple and the army, and was in these contexts inscribed on wax-covered wooden tablets. The 

hieroglyphic script and wax as a writing material were presumably used by broader layers of the 

population, and they continued to be used in the period of the Neo-Hittite states, from about 1180 to 700 

B.C. Stone, lead, and probably wood continued in use as writing materials. The first example was 

discovered in Hama (th) in Syria in 1812 by the Swiss explorer J. L. Burckhardt, was published in 1822, 

and was rediscovered together with other examples in 1870.  

Turkish archaeologists were already closely involved in the earliest excavations at the Hittite capital. A 

second important site in the central region within the bend in the Halys River, Alaca Höyük (1907, 1935, 

and 1937–39), was excavated solely by Turkish scholars. German archaeologists sponsored by American 

institutionsexcavatedAlişar(=Ankuwa?)in1927–32. Both sites have proved especially important for 

the earlier periods of Hittite history. However, the main new developments in the field of Hittite 

archaeology since World War II are without doubt the Turkish excavations in Inandɩk led by R. Temizer 

and K. Balkan (1966–68). There they discovered an important Old Hittite temple, an exceptionally 

important relief vase and a donation deed (published by Balkan in 1973). Since 1973, the Turks have been 

conductingexcavationsinMaşatledbyT.ÖzgüçandS.Alp.InMaşatalargepalacedatingfromthe

beginning of the Empire period was excavated and an important local archive of 125 letters on 94 clay 

tablets, 16 lists, and 1 oracle text was found. These two excavations filled in sizable lacunae in the 

archaeological documentation of Ḫattuša,whilethelettersfromMaşat,whenfinallypublished,willprove

of great historical, linguistic, and paleographical significance. The period in question, the last decades 

before the accession of Suppiluliumas I (ca. 1350–1325 B.C.), is rather poorly attested in the text 

collections of the Hittite capital.  

During the first stage of the study of the hieroglyphic script and again since 1974 English scholars in 

particular have been intensely occupied with this Anatolian method of writing. Between 1872 and 1884 

and on the basis of the find spots of the hieroglyphic script, W. Wright and A. H. Sayce succeeded in 

drawing a rough map of the extent of the Hittite New Kingdom or Empire. The find spots are dispersed 

over a wide area, from the Sipylos inscription near Smyrna (= Izmir) on the west coast, via Boghazköy in 

the heart of Turkey, and on to Carchemish (= Çerablus) on the Turkish-Syrian border near the Euphrates 

(after Boghazköy the largest tell in the whole country; English excavations in 1878, 1881, 1911–14, and 

1920). The unity of the script was correlated with the textual data on the kingdom of the Hittites in 

inscriptions of the pharaohs of the Egyptian New Kingdom, of the Assyrian king Tiglath-pileser I (1115–

1077 B.C.) and the OT.  

The discovery of the so-called Arzawa letters in the Archive of Amarna (1887) led to the surmise that in 

view of the two systems of writing, cuneiform and hieroglyphic, in use there, Boghazköy must have been 

the capital of the Kingdom of Arzawa. Now Arzawa is known to have been located on the SW coast of 

Turkey. Only after the work of H. Winckler and the other German and Turkish researchers in Boghazköy 

and after the deciphering (or rather the analysis) of cuneiform Hittite by the Czech scholar B. Hrozný 

(1915–17; cuneiform had already been deciphered, so that the script could be read) was it conclusively 

established that the site represented Ḫattuša,theHittitecapital,andthatanewbranch of the Indo-

European family of languages had been discovered. In 1926 the Swiss scholar E. O. Forrer made available 

the most important historical text material for both the Old Hittite Kingdom (17th–15th centuries B.C.) 

and the Empire period (approx. 1425–1180 B.C.). In about 1952 paleographic research began to make 

headway with the work of the American scholar H. G. Güterbock and the German epigrapher H. Otten. 

Specific forms of signs much used during the Old Hittite period and the first half of the Empire period 



were distinguished as such, making it also possible, therefore, to date more precisely the religious texts of 

earlier periods, especially those written in the Old and Middle Hittite scripts.  

E. Hittite History  

In a surprisingly quick succession of events, the first three kings of the Old Hittite dynasty of Ḫattuša,

Labarnas, Ḫattusilis I, and Mursilis I, succeeded in establishing a realm in Anatolia and later add to it 

large parts of present-day northern Syria. According to the historical prologue of a legal and 

administrative edict of the later Hittite king Telepinus, who in this prologue gives a tendentious survey of 

Old Hittite history up to his time (beginning of the 15th century), Labarnas already held considerable 

regions in S Turkey. Either Labarnas himself or Ḫattusilis I, his successor (and probably his grandson), 

musthavepenetratedfarintotheNW.Kizzuwatna,reachedbywayofthefamous―CilicianGate,‖was

probably annexed to the kingdom during the reign of Ḫattusilis I.  

It was under this same king that conflict began with Aleppo, the capital of the Yamḫad kingdom in 

Syria, which at that time was perhaps the most powerful state in W Asia. Yamḫad prevented the Hittites 

from entering Syria. According to the bilingual (Akkadian and Hittite) annals of Ḫattusilis I (found in 

1957), the Hittites attacked the coalition of city-states (which included Emar, Ebla, and Zalpa) from two 

directions: by the way of Kizzuwatna, specifically that part later known as the Cilician plain (around 

present-day Adana), and from the N after crossing the Euphrates. It appears from one of the two edicts 

dating from the end of his reign (but perhaps not of his life), in which Ḫattusilis I probably again 

appointed a grandson, Mursilis I, as his successor, that Aleppo had not as yet been defeated. The text 

suggests that this was to be the task of the new, young king when he had attained the age to undertake 

campaigns independently. This latter detail derives, however, from the second edict, likewise bilingual, 

dealing with the succession to the throne. During the reign of Ḫattusilis I the Hittites penetrated deep into 

the Hurrian country in N Mesopotamia. The Hurrians, on their part, invaded Anatolia in the early part of 

his reign and advanced far into Hittite country.  

After capturing Aleppo, Mursilis I undertook the gamble of sending a military expedition to the then 

weakened Babylon, an event known not only from Hittite sources but also from Akkadian texts. Mursilis I 

probably joined battle with the Hurrians both before and after the expedition against Babylon, which was 

carried out with foot soldiers and charioteers and resulted in a temporary occupation of the city. The same 

period of his reign (about 1600 B.C. accordingtothe―MiddleChronology‖orinthesecond half of the 

16thcenturyaccordingtothe―LowChronology‖)alsoyieldedanumberofimportanttexts.Theseinclude

theOldHittiteversionof―TheLaws‖andseveralinterestingandoriginalhistoricaltexts,oneofwhich

describes the conflict with Aleppo during his reign and the reign of his predecessor and another text 

which would seem to be devoted to the conflicts with the Hurrians. It is this latter composition which, in 

additiontoanother―contemporary‖fragment,alludestothepredatoryraidonBabylon. A third text 

contrasts instances of corruption in official conduct and military action with the description of a meal at 

courtatwhichsatthe―good‖dignitariesfromthereignofḪattusilis I.  

This period of prosperity was followed by a long one of decline, attributed by Telepinus to dissent 

within the royal family concerning the rights of succession and initiated by the murder of Mursilis I by his 

brother-in-law Hantilis I. About 1425 B.C. a new dynasty arose, perhaps with the transfer of power to a 

secondary branch of the reigning royal family. The Hurrian names of the new queens (Nikalmati and 

Asmunikal, but also Taduhepa and Henti) and the originally Hurrian birthnames of a number of its male 

princes (Manninni, Tulpi-Tešub,andTasmisarri),two of whom later became kings under traditional 

Hittite names, strongly suggest connections with Kizzuwatna. Little is known about the period between 

Telepinus and the New Kingdom or Empire period. Recent archaeological discoveries in the Upper Town 

of ḪattušahaveconfirmedthehistoricalrealityofHantilisII,ZidanzaII,andHuzziyasII,whose

existence had been doubted by some scholars, and even added a final Old Hittite or Early Empire king, 

Muwattallis I, whose claims to sovereignty had not yet been recognized by modern scholarship (Houwink 

ten Cate 1987). At least five and possibly six kings need now be reckoned with; they must have succeeded 

each other quickly, and certainly did not represent separate generations.  



The advancing Gasga nomads of the N must have made their proximity felt, at the latest under Hantilis 

II, but perhaps already under the reign of Hantilis I. In the course of later centuries they several times 

threatened or actually attacked Ḫattuša,locateddangerouslynearthenorthzone.The first incursion was 

during the reign of Tudḫaliyas II (?), the direct predecessor of Suppiluliumas I (1350–1325 B.C.), when 

notonlythepalaceofMaşatbutalsolargesectionsofthecapitalitselfwerelaidwaste.Lessthana

hundred years later, at the beginning of the 13th century, the threat of the Gasga nomads was likely one of 

the reasons Muwattallis II removed the royal residence to Tarhuntassa. His successor, Urḫi-Tešub(=

Mursilis II) returned the palace to Ḫattuša.Somescholarsascribetheultimate devastation of Ḫattuša(ca.

1180 B.C.) to the Gasga nomads. A recently found hieroglyphic inscription concerning Suppiluliumas II, 

thelastknownHittite―GreatKing,‖maycontaininformationregardingtheactualcausesforthefinal

disaster.  

The beginning of the New Kingdom can be dated to about 1425 B.C. There is uncertainty, however, as 

to the number and succession of the kings of the first part of this period. A genealogical reconstruction of 

this first stage reckons with four or five kings belonging to three generations, and provides an historical 

sequence whereby under Tudḫaliyas I extensive annexations were made: land on the west coast and later 

Isuwa, East of the Euphrates, and territory around present-dayElazi wasaddedtotherealm.This king is 

the same Tudḫaliyas who, according to the later Aleppo treaty, conquered both Aleppo and Mitanni. It 

wouldseemthatevenWašukanni,theasyetunidentifiedcapitalofMitanni,washeldtemporarilybythe

Hittites. In all reconstructions, the reign of Ḫattusilis II, presumably a son and direct successor of 

Tudḫaliyas I, witnessed the first signs of a decline which became acute during the reign of Arnuwandas I, 

now assumed to have been the brother-in-law of Ḫattusilis II (Arnuwandas I was married to Asmunikal, 

the daughter of Tudḫaliyas I and Nikalmati). This rapid decline, which continued during the beginning of 

the reign of Tudḫaliyas II, led to a situation in which, when the enemies of the kingdom were pressing on 

all sides, the Hittite king was driven back to the core of his realm, the region around Ḫattušawithinthe

bend of the Halys River. There is evidence that during a later stage of his reign, Tudḫaliyas II was able to 

recapture Kizzuwatna. But the success of the second attempt to expand the kingdom beyond the frontier 

of present-day Turkey was of short duration.  

It was the third attempt at expansion, during the reign of Suppiluliumas I, that had longer success and 

resulted in a firmly demarcated sphere of influence. This hegemony was maintained for almost a century 

and a half. Suppiluliumas I concentrated initially on the consolidation of the kingdom in Anatolia itself; 

later, during the second stage of his reign, he put an end to the independent existence of the Hurrian 

kingdom of Mitanni (perhaps with Babylonian assistance) and captured important towns and regions 

which lay within the sphere of Egyptian influence. The superiority of Suppiluliumas I lay in the 

combination of cautious diplomatic maneuvering and strong military action at the opportune moment. 

Ugarit and Amurru were removed practically forever from the Egyptian realm and added to the Hittite 

Empire. In domestic and foreign affairs he made frequent use of the well-known strategem of dynastic 

marriage. He arranged the marriages of one sister and of two daughters with vassal princes; he himself 

married a Babylonian princess before he began his more internationally orientated career; and the widow 

of the Egyptian pharaoh Tutanhkamen asked him for a son to be her husband and future pharaoh of Egypt. 

The latter marital project was not, however, realized. The prince Zannanzas was killed en route, and this 

led to new military and political complications.  

The administrative consolidation of the new realm was expressed in the installation of two princes, sons 

of Suppiluliumas I, as viceroys in Aleppo and Carchemish respectively. In particular the dynasty of 

Carchemish, strategically located at the point where the Assyrian and Hittite spheres of influence 

adjoined, thereafter played an important role in the governance of the Syrian provinces of the empire. 

Four generations of kings of Carchemish were contemporaneous with the four generations of Hittite 

―GreatKings‖whoruledtherealmafterthedeathofSuppiluliumasI.Itislikelythatthe fifth king of 

Carchemish, Kuzi-Tešub(recentlyattestedintwosealimpressionsfoundatLidarHöyük[seeHawkins

1988]), outlived the disastrous end of the Hittite Empire. In the second half of the 13th century the city of 

Tarḫuntassa played an equally important role in the defense against western invaders. The recently 



published―BronzeTablet,‖anofficialcopyofatreatybetweenTudḫaliyas, the son and successor of 

Ḫattusilis III, and Kuruntas, son of Muwattallis II, and the later treaty that Tudḫaliyas concluded with his 

brother Ulmi-TešubprovethatduringthisperiodthekingsofthisSWborderprovincefunctionedona

parwiththeircontemporary,thekingofCarchemish.BothwereprecededinrankbytheHittite―Great

King‖andtheheirapparentto the Hittite throne.  

The rapprochement with Egypt in the course of the 13th century B.C. undoubtedly took place under 

Assyrian pressure. The New Kingdom came to an end around 1180 B.C., in the period of the migrations of 

the so-called―SeaPeoples.‖Ḫattušawascaptured,plundered,andrazed,afatewhich—with the likely 

exception of Carchemish—alsobefelltownsinotherpartsoftheempire.Thatthe―SeaPeoples‖should

be held responsible for the destruction of the Hittite capital is not thought to be very probable; the Hittite 

Empire was too much of a continental power and most of the important settlements lay far away from the 

coast. Disastrous occurrences within Anatolia itself are likely to have played an important role in this 

downfall.  

The Neo-Hittite states in the region around modern Kayseri, SE Anatolia, and N Syria thereafter carried 

on the Hittite-Luwian traditions for another five centuries. Since the references in the Neo-Hittite 

hieroglyphic texts to different ethnic components—Luwian and Hurrian, but also Northwest Semitic—are 

indicative of the continuation of a pattern which already existed in the late 14th and 13th centuries B.C., 

no large-scale migrations need be assumed. As far as the regions outside of Anatolia proper are 

concerned, one might also evoke the picture of former colonies outlasting the political existence of their 

mother country. Recent research has indicated that Neo-Hittite kings in the Malatya region claim descent 

froma―GreatKing‖ofCarchemishnamedKuzi-Tešub,whois said to have been their grandfather. If this 

Kuzi-TešubturnsouttobethekingnowknowntohavebeenfifthinlineinourlistingofCarchemish

rulers, the long-sought piece of evidence for continuity between the Hittite Empire and the Neo-Hittite 

kingdoms would now have been found (Hawkins 1988: 101–3). In a more general sense, vestiges of the 

gloriouspastcanbediscernedinthecontinueduseofthetitulature―GreatKing,Hero,‖notonlyin

Malatya and Carchemish but also in Karahöyük (Elbistan) and in the group of presumably early Neo-

HittiteinscriptionsfoundintheW(Karada -Kɩzɩlda southeastofKonyaandBurunkayainthevicinity

of Aksaray). In Tabal (the region around Kayseri) the titles were still adhered to in the late 9th and 8th 

centuries B.C. Also the more general recurrence of famous Hittite king names, Labarnas, Ḫattusilis, 

Mursilis, Arnuwandas, and Muwattallis, in the whole region for which Neo-Hittite inscriptions are 

attested suggests a tradition rooted in the older Hittite dynasties.  

In the 9th century B.C. the Neo-Hittite states became involved in renewed Assyrian expansion toward 

the NW. After a short intermediary period in the first half of the 8th century when Urartu was 

exceptionally powerful, the Neo-Hittite states were gradually, one by one, incorporated into the Assyrian 

Empire. At that time, from the middle of the 8th century onward, the Phrygians ruled W Anatolia. In the 

E, Urartu was still an important power. During the last stage of their independent existence, the Neo-

Hittite states of SE Turkey endeavored in vain to gain the support of the Phrygians and Urartu against 

Assyria. In the 7th century there was again unrest and apparently intervention from both the Greeks and 

Phoenicia. After the fall of the Assyrian Empire, the coastal region of the Mediterranean fell under the 

political influence of the Neo-Babylonian Empire. The further course of events forms part of the more 

traditional classical ancient history. All that remains to be said is that Luwian population groups would 

appear to have continued to exist in broad zones of the S coast and in particular in the lands of Lycia and 

Cilicia Aspera down into the Hellenistic age.  

A number of factors make it difficult to give a broad description of Hittite history. For some periods, 

however, there is an abundance of historical material, both in volume and in genres. Moreover, the 

historiography of the Hittites is of a relatively high level. This obtains in particular for the reign of 

Mursilis II (ca. 1321–1298 B.C.).TheearliestexampleofHittitehistoriography,the―TextofAnittas,‖

recordedforakingofKaneš/Nesa(nearKültepeinthevicinityofKayseri)whobelongedtoalocal

dynasty and lived approximately seventy-five years before Labarnas, describes lucidly events which may 

encompass more than one reign, sometimes even long periods. The presentation is seldom exclusively 



centered around the main personage, the Hittite king. The achievements of other leaders are fittingly 

described. Later examples of historiographic texts contain geographical digressions and historical 

transitions when a change is made to another location or another subject. Letters are cited and sometimes 

events in the enemy camp are described at length. Often an important opponent is allowed to speak. All 

this results in an easily readable description of events. Setbacks and defeats are hardly ever mentioned, 

however, and important omissions are merely ascribed to royal predecessors; these historical texts 

definitely give a biased account.  

The Hittite annals, intended as self-justifying reports to the gods, but also as accounts of personal 

achievements recorded for the benefit of future successors and probably also for contemporaries of the 

ruling class, reach a level of sophistication unparalleled in those days. Their notable character as 

compared with examples from elsewhere in the ANE is probably due to the different administrative 

structure, by which rights and duties were more evenly spread over a larger number of people.  

F. Economy  

Hittite economy was clearly based on crop and cattle raising, carried on by farmers who were either 

independentorbelongedtooneofthetwo―GreatOrganizations‖(palaceandtemple),ortothelargerunit

of a private estate. The limited number of land grant deeds and of cadastral texts shows that an estate or a 

farm could comprise dispersed parcels of lands. In the so-called land grant deeds (Old Hittite end Early 

Empire) in which were registered the royal grants of estates, a distinction is made between arable, 

horticultural, and pasture land. The horticultural land was divided into vineyards and orchards and 

mention is also made of forestland. The work of cultivation was done by resident families of farmers (also 

workingontheir―own‖plots)assistedby slaves. It is remarkable that craftsmen are sometimes listed in 

the descriptions of these estates. The king was undoubtedly the largest landowner. Oxen (used for 

plowing), cows and goats (for milk), sheep (for wool), and also pigs and donkeys are mentioned. Horses 

are already referred to in the Cappadocian texts and also in the texts of the Old Kingdom. The art of 

metalworking (mines were the greatest asset of Anatolia and apparently continued to attract the Assyrian 

interest) and the manufacture of textiles must have reached a high degree of perfection, as is evidenced by 

the archaeological finds and the data in the texts.  

G. Languages  

VerysoonafterHrozný‘s―decipherment‖(1919),itwasnotedthatnolessthaneightdifferent

languages were represented on the roughly 10,000 clay tablets and fragments of tablets found thus far. 

Although the obvious interpretation of this phenomenon is that it is the first formal indication of the 

composite nature of Hittite civilization, it could also indicate that the administrative system was less rigid 

and monolithic than in other parts of the ANE. Only Hittite, the language of the central region within the 

bend of the Halys River, Luwian, used in the S and W, and Hurrian, spoken in the SE and especially E of 

the Euphrates, were still living languages at the time of the New Kingdom. The most remarkable aspect of 

this phenomenon is, therefore, that the texts and linguistic products of six centuries appear to have been 

kept in a rather large number of places in the administrative and religious center of the kingdom when the 

capital was devastated about 1180 B.C. Apparently the Hittites were strongly oriented toward the past. To 

this must be added that Sumerian and Akkadian were included in the teaching of cuneiform, since 

practically every written Hittite sentence contains Sumerian and Akkadian logograms. Hence the use of 

cuneiform script implied at least a passive knowledge of some Sumerian and Akkadian. Recent research 

has revealed that scribes with Akkadian names were employed at the beginning of the New Kingdom and 

Hurrian scribes in the 14th and 13th centuries B.C. Moreover, two of the extinct languages, Hattic and 

Palaic,aremainlyfoundinscatteredpassagesinreligioustextscalled―festivaltexts‖or―festival

descriptions‖whereHatticandPalaicgodsareaddressed.  

The eighth language attested was in all likelihood extinct as well. It can be detected in the scattered 

evidence for a form of Indo-Aryan among the numerous Hurrian personal names found not merely in 

ḪattušabutinagreatnumberofarchiveswhichcametolightinabroadnorthernzoneoftheANE.The

Hurrians, like the Urartians later, spread out from a region between Lake Van and Lake Urmia and took 

possession of large tracts of present-day SE Turkey, N Syria, and N Iraq during the final phase of the 3d 



and the subsequent first half of the 2d millennium B.C. The Hurrians reached the pinnacle of their political 

power in the Mittanni Kingdom (16th–14th centuries B.C.). Originally it was thought that among the 

Hurrians there was an upper stratum of Indo-Aryans who forced their way in from the N at the beginning 

of the 2d millennium. The data from the collections of texts from Ḫattušawhichprovidedimportantnew

clues are the occurrence of a number of Indo-Aryan divine names in a state treaty between Suppiluliumas 

I and his son-in-law Sattiwaza, at that time vassal king of Mitanni under Hittite sovereignty and 

protection, and the likewise Indo-Aryan technical terms in the training manual of Kikkulli, the horse 

trainer from the land of Mitanni. Nowadays the presence of these Indo-Aryan names of gods and persons 

and these technical terms has been reduced to a minor element in Hurrian studies. See also LANGUAGES 

(HITTITE).  

H. Religion  

TheHittitetextsspeakofthe―thousandgods‖oftheHattikingdom.InadditiontotheIndo-European 

types of divinities (the storm god of heaven and the male sun god of heaven may be compared to Zeus and 

Helios respectively) and the numerous divine figures derived from the Hattic substratum who retained 

their Hattic names, many Hurrian deities also occur in the Hittite pantheon, especially from the beginning 

of the New Kingdom. Within this Hurrian group some, like Enlil and Ea, ultimately go back to 

Mesopotamia. The beginning of the New Kingdom period also witnessed the introduction of the state cult 

calendar with the two main festivals of Spring and Autumn, both lasting originally for 35 days or more. 

During both festivals the king and the queen visited the sanctuaries in the capital and the temples of the 

most important towns in the vicinity of Ḫattuša.Afterthe―UpperTown‖hadbecomethemainterrainfor

archaeological work, no less than 21 additional temples were uncovered. During the course of the Empire 

period, Hurrian influence increased steadily, and consequently with regard to the 13th century B.C. use is 

often made of the term interpretatio hurritica of the Hittite pantheon, best illustrated in the rock sanctuary 

Yazɩlɩkaya near the Hittite capital. The hieroglyphs added show that reference is made to Hurrian deities. 

OnthemainpanelTešub,leadingtheprocessionofgods,andHepat,leadingthegoddesses,standfacing

each other. They are here apparently identified with the storm god of Hatti and the sun goddess Arinna, 

the two leading deities of the Hittite pantheon. In the capital itself, both deities shared a double temple, 

the―GreatTemple‖locatedinthe―LowerTown‖ofthe old city.  

A group of Hittite mythological tales are indigenous to Anatolia, and the Hattic deities figuring in them 

probably go back to Old Hittite times. Another group is predominantly Hurrian and belongs to the period 

of the New Kingdom. All of the epic texts (in the introductions and in the colophons, often added to the 

texts,characterizedas―Songs‖)gobacktotheHurriansortoMesopotamia(presumablythroughHurrian

mediation; e.g., the Hittite version of the Gilgamesh Epic). A few Northwest Semitic deities and myths 

also penetrated as far as Ḫattuša.TheHittiteroyalprayers,particularlythenumerousprayersofMursilis

II, are of great historical importance. Most large collections contain many rituals and festival texts. See 

also ANATOLIA (MYTHOLOGY).  

I. Literature  

It is of importance to realize that the concept of literature is more limited for the 20th-century reader 

than for the ANE. Hittite literature comprises everything that was deemed worthy of being recorded in 

writing.Thefindspotsofthetabletsareboth―archives‖and―libraries‖(or,forthatmatter,―scriptoria‖)in

thelaterusagesoftheseterms.Evenatermlike―chancellery‖mightbeappliedtothecollectionsfoundat

Büyükkale (buildings A, E, and K). Many genres are represented already among the Old Hittite texts. 

Unrepresented genres—instructions, oracle texts, and royal prayers—may have been disregarded for 

highly practical reasons. Historiography is the literary genre that was most productive.Thescribe‘s

training was based on Mesopotamian texts, which were traditional in this respect (see Beckman 1983). 

The high esteem attached to the ability to write in cuneiform is evident from the two groups of persons for 

whom genealogies are available: the kings of the second half of the Empire period and a fairly large 

number of scribes.  

J. Culture  



The Hittite civilization was manifestly composite. Much was derived or borrowed from the 

autochthonous Hattic population, particularly in matters of religion, court ceremonies, and iconographic 

traditions in art. Hurrian influence became significantly evident during the New Kingdom or Empire. The 

most important achievements of the Hittites in the cultural sphere lie in the field of historiography 

(compositions on a central theme) and in law. The political talent of the Hittites was great. They have 

sometimes been characterized as the Romans of the East. Such a comparison can also be made on account 

of their interests in architecture and warfare in addition to historiography and legal matters. It is also 

applicable to the way in which they, like the Romans, assimilated and incorporated cultural achievements 

from their predecessors and from elsewhere. See CAH 2/1: 228–55; 659–83; 2/2: 252–73. See also 

ANATOLIA (HISTORY).  
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HITTITE LANGUAGE. See LANGUAGES (HITTITE).  

HITTITE RELIGION. The Hittite royal archives, known since 1907, cover the 18th to the 13th 

centuries B.C. They constitute one of the richest archives of the ancient Near East, and contain the most 

religious documents of any archive. These archives are the oldest evidence of an Indo-European language 

and religion.  

A. Sources  

These documents were written in cuneiform script on clay tablets, following Mesopotamian practice. 

The majority of the texts are of religious content, containing myths, hymns, and prayers, cultic 

inventories, divinatory texts, and descriptions of festivals and magic rituals (Laroche 1971: 321–720). The 

myths indirectly furnish precious facts about the origins of the kingdom (Laroche 1965: 62–176; Gonnet 

1987a, fc.); the hymns and the prayers enlighten us as to the specific character of the relationships that 

existed between the king and the god (Laroche 1964–65; Houwink ten Cate 1969; Lebrun 1980). The 

prayers contain promises made by the king to a god in exchange for desired divine favors, while detailed 

descriptions of the festivals (Güterbock 1960; 1969; Darga and Dinçol 1969–70; Singer 1983–84; Popko 

and Taracha 1988), rituals (Goetze 1938; Otten 1958; Kümmel 1967; 1987; Neu 1970), and the cultic 

inventories (Brandenstein 1943; Jacob-Rost 1963; Carter 1962; Güterbock 1983), apprise us not only of 

divinity lists and the organization of cults (Archi 1973b), but also of the juncture of the human universe 

with the world of deities. Certain of these rituals are closely linked to mythological texts, of which they 

give a kind of synchronic equivalent; this circumstance permits both the myths as well as the rituals to be 

understood (Gonnet fc.).  

B. General Characteristics  



If one were to name three general and specific traits of the Hittite religion, one would say that it was 

characterized by the contractual nature of its relationship between the Hittites and their gods, by the 

importance played by rituals, and by the role played by the king.  

In fact, the Hittite god was less attached to a place than to a cult: one could attract him with the promise 

of giving him a particularly elaborate cult; a god might leave his sanctuary and the country if his cult was 

not attended to according to the ritual (through negligence, insufficient offerings, or omissions from the 

cultic calendar), and might take with him everything necessary for life (Gonnet 1988). This departure 

would bring catastrophies regarded as divine punishments. Mobility is one of the original characteristics 

of the Hittite gods, and the strength of the Hittite Empire was directly linked to the number of gods that it 

was able to attract, appropriate, and hold on to. The Hittite land was not in and of itself sacred; it was so 

only to the degree that it sheltered numerous gods for each of whom a cult was conducted according to 

tradition: tradition is the very essence of the sacred.  

Among the Hittites, proper conduct of a cult is essentially conforming to an archaic ritual, carefully 

transcribed on tablets found in libraries by scribes, meticulously faithful to their model: the ritual is a 

succession of acts that ends in a sacrifice offered, at a moment dictated by the liturgical calendar, to a 

particular god.  

The importance of the king in the religion is linked to two facts: the king is the head of the clergy, and 

hebecomesagodathisdeath.Whenthesonofakingevokesthedeathofhisfather,hesays:―whenmy

fatherbecameagod‖andthisexpressionisonlyusedforkingsandtheirqueens.Likethegods,dead

kings have images that receive offerings (Otten 1951; Gonnet 1987b). It is the same for the queen, the 

king‘swife(Bin-Nun1975).Althoughtheking,whilealive,isonlyhuman,heisthe―favoriteofthe

gods‖(Gonnet1979:23–24; 1987a). That is to say, he was elected by the gods to exercise royal power in 

a country and in a capital—Ḫattuša(Boghazköy)—that had likewise been chosen by them (KUB II 2: 42–

43:―thegodshaveallottedthenations,theyhaveestablishedthecapitalatḪattušaforthekingtorule

there‖;KUB XXIX 1: 17–18:―itisonme,onthe king, that the gods, the Sun and the god of Storms have 

conferredthecountryandmyhouse‖).Oneofthemajoraspectsoftheroyalfunctionisdirectlylinkedto

the divine election: it is the king himself who, seconded by numerous clergy (Güterbock 1975: 129–32; 

Gurney 1977: 25–43), enacts the cult on behalf of the gods. He is responsible for the proper execution of 

the cults, a condition for prosperity; and this fact explains the important role of rituals and more generally 

of religion in the society.  

C. Deities  

From the beginning, Hittite religion combined two traditions. The one is called Hattic; it was pre-Hittite, 

non–Indo-European, named for a people located in the Halys River valley; the other was called nesite, 

properly Hittite, from the name ofthetownofNeša(Kaneš),inCappadocia.Inthecourseoftime,godsof

other populations were adopted; those of the Palaites in Paphlagonia and those of the Luwians in the 

region of Tyane, two Indo-European groups; then a little later, the gods of the Hurrians (a non–Indo-

European people of Cilicia/Kizzuwatna; Güterbock 1949; Gurney 1977; Laroche 1980). With all these 

disparateelements,theHittitesassembledavastpantheonthattheydesignatedas―thethousandHittite

gods.‖Itisintheorganization of this pantheon that they left the specific mark of their culture.  

In the middle of the 13th century B.C., under the influence of Queen Puduhepa, of Hurrian origin, the 

Hittite pantheon was founded upon the Hurrian pantheon, which had become official. This pantheon is 

wellknownthankstotherupestralsanctuaryofYazĭlĭkaya(Bittel1975),located2kmfromḪattuša.

More than fifty divinities are represented there in relief, wearing above their arm their Horite name 

written in hieroglyphic Luwian. It is the oldest representation of a pantheon.  

A Hittite god was never isolated (Laroche 1967); he was always part of a divine grouping (Laroche 

1952) that one honored according to the hierarchical order of the divinities (Puhvel 1984: 129–35). The 

place where all the gods assembled was above all, Ḫattuša,called―thecityofthegods.‖Butothersacred

cities,suchasArinna,Nerik,andZippalanda,(TischlerandDelMonte1979)weredesignatedas―places

oftheAssemblyandoftheJudgementofthegods‖(Beckman 1982; Houwink ten Cate 1987). Outside of 

Ḫattuša,seatofthestatepantheon,eachHittitecitypossesseditsownpantheon,comprisinggods,



goddesses, mountains, rivers, and springs. In the longest royal prayer known, that of the king Muwattalli 

(Lebrun 1980: 256–85), there are more than fifty enumerations of provincial pantheons.  

The lists of gods are known to us above all from two types of documents: texts that describe the royal 

offerings during the cults and the festivals, and treaties concluded between the Hittite king and a 

neighboring country (Weidner 1923; Friedrich 1926–30; Laroche 1980). The difference between these 

divinity lists is in general slight; they always begin with the sun (
d
UTU) and his group, followed by three 

groups of gods: the storm god (
d
U/IM) and his circle, the protector gods (

d
KAL) and the group of gods of 

war (
d
ZABABA). This tripartition recalls the distribution of functions recognized in other civilizations by 

Georges Dumézil (1966: 68–74; 77), although among the Hittites, the group of war gods is found in the 

third position. In the lists of royal offerings, before the sun one finds an entity whose nature is still 

unclear, Tauri (t), a divine concept associated with a tree.  

The sun is a complex divinity: when feminine, she can be the solar goddess Arinna, consort of the head 

of the pantheon, the storm god; or even the solar goddess of the earth (Lelwani), an infernal goddess 

(Otten 1950). But when the sun is a male god (I tanu) like the MesopotamianŠamaš,asortof

assimilation takes place between the king and the god (Houwink ten Cate 1987), as the principal royal 

title,―MySun‖(=MyMajesty),indicates.IntheAnatolianhieroglyphicsystemthisisrepresentedbya

winged solar disk (Laroche1960no.190;Gonnet1979).Reliefnumber34oftheYazĭlĭkayaSanctuary

reflectsthisambiguity:thepersonrepresentedwearsaroyalcostume;hehastheroyaltitle―MySun‖

above his head but also the name of the sun god above his arm (Bittel 1975: Tafel 22, 1). The Hittite sun 

seems to be outside the three groups of gods cited above. He floats above these categories, like a guardian 

angel.  

The lists of divinities end with the enumeration of secondary divinities, of which some are only 

hypostasesoftheprincipaldivinitiesmentionedabove.The―(favorable)day,‖deifiedamongtheHittites,

often appears at the end of the lists (Otten 1958: 77–78).  

D. The Cult  

Worship was offered to a divine image. This could be a statuette (Puhvel 1984: 313–15), a stele (Darga 

1969), or an object symbolizing the god (a rython or statuette in the form of an animal, for example: a bull 

for the storm god, a deer for the protector gods, a lion for the gods of war).  

Agod‘scultwasinitiatedbyaroyaldecision.It was the king who decided to have the image made, who 

fixed the date, the place, and the form of the cult, and endowed the temple with houses for the clergy and 

temple personnel, lands, vineyards, and storehouses for the harvests (CTH 81 II: 79–82; Archi and 

Klengel 1980; Gonnet 1987a: 91, 96). The clergy assisted the king in the celebration of the cult. The 

priests and priestesses of the temple took care of and prepared the sacrifices. A priest was elected by lot. 

After his enthronement, he carried the image of the god to the altar of the temple dedicated to him 

(Gonnet 1985–86). It is necessary to distinguish the clergy proper from the temple personnel, who were 

responsible for all the necessary elements for the preparation and the execution of the cult: chefs, bakers, 

cupbearers, potters, singers, instrumentalists, dancers, etc. At the head of the administrative services was 

the overseer, who managed the goods and furniture of the temple.  

Theculttookplaceinatempleoroutdoors,ina―pure‖place,―inthemountainswherethereiswater.‖

The cult image and the cultic equipment (throne, hearth, portable altar) were transported to the chosen 

spot where they were set in place on a rock.  

As the excavations at Boghazköy have shown (Neve 1975; Klengel 1975), a temple was located in a 

sacred enclosure in which other buildings have also been found (library, storehouse). A temple could be 

dedicated to one or two divinities at a time (Güterbock 1975: 127). In the temple, several sacred places 

received offerings as well as the divine image: the throne (Archi 1966; Starke 1979), the hearth, the altar, 

the keyhole (symbolizing the door), and the window (Popko 1978).  

Most often the cult of the gods was integrated with a seasonal festival that lasted several weeks. The 

most important festivals were those of autumn and spring. That of autumn, nuntariy ha , called the 

―festivalofspeed,‖lasted21days(CTH,626;Košak1976).Thespringfestival,whichborethenameofa

plant, AN.TAH.ŠUM., numbered 38 days (CTH, 604–25; Güterbock 1960; 1964; Gonnet 1981; 1982; 



Houwink ten Cate 1986; Popko and Taracha 1988). Both were agrarian festivals. They were centered 

around the opening (in the spring) and the closing (in the autumn) of the grain jar (Archi 1973a). During 

the last cultic season, winter, other festivals were celebrated, for example the festival of the winter solstice 

or that of the New Year (CTH, 597–600; Hoffner 1967: 39–41; Carter 1962: 180–83; Neu 1982: 125–27).  

The rituals that ended with sacrifices offered to the gods of beverages, bread, and meat (Kammenhuber 

1971; Archi 1973b; Rosenkranz 1973) often included the burning of incense; the manipulation of objects 

pertaining to the throne, the king, and the symbols of power; foot races; horse races; simulated combat 

(Archi 1978); a banquet (Archi 1979) in which the royal couple and the principal officers of the empire 

took part; vocal and instrumental music (Kümmel 1973); dances; recitations, and acrobatics. The 

sequence of these traditional and seemingly very ancient rituals evidently carried significance, but nothing 

obliges one to think that it was always perceptible during the time of the empire.  
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HATICE GONNET  

TRANS. STEPHEN ROSOFF  

HITTITE TEXTS AND LITERATURE. In discussing Hittite texts one must first specify how 

theterm―Hittite‖istobeunderstood.Modernscholarsdistinguishbetweentwomajorgroups:(1)the

Hittite kingdom with its capital at Ḫattuša,modern Bogûazkale (Boghazköy), which existed ca. 1750–

1200 B.C., and (2) the Neo-Hittite kingdoms of S Anatolia and N Syria, small city-states which carried on 

some aspects of the Hittite culture after the central administration at Ḫattušahadcollapsedwith the 

destruction of the city. The Hittite kingdom used both a distinctively Hittite cuneiform script and a 

hieroglyphic script. Cuneiform was used for all types of texts, while the hieroglyphs are restricted 

primarily to seals and monumental inscriptions. Cuneiform texts have not been found at the Neo-Hittite 

sites; these kingdoms continued the use only of the hieroglyphic script.  

———  

A. Terminology  

B. Types of Texts  

1. Historical Texts  

2. Administrative Texts  

3. Law  

4. Lexical Texts  

5. Mythological Texts  

6. Hymns and Prayers  

7. Rituals  

8. Divination  

9. Festivals  

C. Hittite Literature  

D. Hieroglyphic Luwian Texts  

———  

A. Terminology  

Theterm―Hittite(abbrev.―Hit‖)text‖canbesomewhatambiguousbecauseofthemultilingualnature 

of the corpus. We may include under this rubric not only texts written in Hit, but also those composed or 

copied down by the Hittites in other languages such as Akkadian (Akk). There are eight languages 

attested in the corpus of cuneiform tablets at Boghazköy (Gurney 1981: 119–30): (1) Hittite, the Indo-

European language of the founders of the Hittite kingdom. The early Hittites borrowed the cuneiform 

script of Mesopotamia and adapted it to their own language, allowing them to develop their own literary 

traditions and to translate the literature of other cultures into Hit. The majority of the Ḫattušaarchiveis

written in Hit. (2) Luwian, a related Indo-European language of southern Anatolia. The Luwian of the 

cuneiform tablets consists of passages within the context of Hit-language ritual texts, usually incantations 

to be recited in Luwian. Luwian is also the language of the Hittite hieroglyphic inscriptions. (3) Palaic, 

another Indo-European language of the Anatolian group, attested only in fragments from the Ḫattuša

archives. (4) Akkadian, the Semitic language of Mesopotamia and the language of international 

correspondence in the Near East of the 2d millennium. The Hittites not only borrowed the cuneiform 

script of Mesopotamia but also learned to write Akk, using it especially for treaties and letters intended 

for non-Hit speakers. The influence of the Mesopotamian scribal tradition on early Hittite literature may 

be seen in the historical texts from the Old Hittite period written in Akk or bilingual Akk and Hit 

(Güterbock 1964: 108). Texts borrowed from the Mesopotamian tradition, such as omens, epics, and 

proverbs, also tend to be written in Akk, although they were also frequently translated into Hit. In 

addition Akk words occur throughout texts written in Hit, used logographically for Hit words. (5) 



Sumerian (Sum), the ancient language of Mesopotamia and the first to be written down by the inventors 

of cuneiform. Sum words occur as logograms throughout Hit texts (as they do in Assyrian and Babylonian 

texts). Sum also occurs in the Hittite lexical texts, most of which are in three languages: Sum, Akk, and 

Hit. (6) Hurrian, the language of the Hurrians of northern Mesopotamia and Syria, including the kingdom 

of Mitanni. An agglutinative language unrelated to any other known language except Urartian, Hurrian 

occurs at Ḫattušaprimarilyinpassagesmeanttoberecitedinrituals,inloanwords(especiallyin

divination), and in a few texts written totally in Hurrian, including fragments of the Gilgamesh Epic. The 

HurrianmaterialfromBoghazköypresentlyformsthebulkofthatlanguage‘scorpus,asthecapitalofthe

Hurrian-speakingkingdomofMitanni,Waššukanni,hasnotyetbeendiscovered.(7)TheAryanlanguage

ofMitanni‘srulers,preservedinsometechnical terms in a Hurrian-inspired horse training treatise. (8) 

Hattic, the language of the pre-Hittite inhabitants of Anatolia. This language is preserved only in the 

Hittite tablets from Ḫattuša.TherearesomepurelyHattictexts,includingpoetry(Güterbock 1964: 104) 

as well as Hattic material preserved in bilingual Hattic-Hit texts, and in Hattic passages meant to be 

recited in rituals and festivals.  

The great majority of the Hittite texts come from the capital at Ḫattuša.TheHittiteshousedtheirtablets 

primarily in a large archive in the palace, a major archive in the main temple, and in a building of 

uncertain function situated on the slope of the acropolis. Additional tablets have been discovered 

throughout the site of Ḫattuša,especiallyinthesmaller temples.  

There are a few Hittite texts extant from areas outside Ḫattuša.FromTellel-Amarna in Egypt comes 

diplomatic correspondence written in Hit (Hoffner 1980: 283 n. 4). A few tablets from Alalaḫ also are in 

Hit, and at Ugarit (Ras Shamra) a few Hit texts have been found. The only major archive outside the 

capitalhasbeenfoundattheTurkishsiteofMaşat(HittiteTapikka),aprovincialadministrativecenter.

Correspondence between Tapikka and ḪattušafiguresprominentlyintheMaşatarchive, although other 

kindsoftextsnotspecificallyrelatedtoMaşat‘sadministrativerolehavebeenfoundatthesite. 

The texts of the Hittite corpus are published in the form of copies made by experienced Hittitologists, 

who render as exactly as possible the form of the tablet and of each individual sign. Thus scholars all over 

the world may work with the material without having to travel to the Turkish museums where the actual 

tablets are housed. Perhaps 30,000 tablets or tablet fragments have been discovered at Boghazköy to this 

point, of which most of the major texts and perhaps half of the total corpus has been published in copy. A 

number of Hittite texts in English translation are collected in Pritchard, ANET.  

B. Types of Texts  

Hittitologists profit greatly from the comprehensive (when it was published) Catalogue des Textes 

Hittites of Emmanuel Laroche, which categorizes all published texts from the Boghazköy archives. The 

following sketch of Hittite text genres depends on this fundamental work. For each section the reader may 

refer to the appropriate category in Laroche for specific bibliography.  

1. Historical Texts. See Hoffner 1980 for an extensive analysis of Hittite historiography and types of 

historical texts. The Hittites are to be credited with the earliest known examples of annals, a form of 

historical writing later used extensively by the Assyrian kings. For the Hittites this type of text is perhaps 

bestexemplifiedbythevariousversionsoftheannalsofMuršiliII,inwhicheachyearofthe reign is 

carefullydocumentedwitharecordofitscampaigns.Auniquehistoricaldocumentisthe―Political

Testament‖ofḪattušiliI,abilingualAkk-Hit text in which the dying king describes to his assembled 

nobles the provisions for his succession. AseriesofearlytextsgroupedbyLarocheunderthetitle―Palace

Chronicle‖areanecdotesofeventsintheroyalpalaceintheearlydaysoftheHittitestate. 

The―TelepinuProclamation‖isanespeciallyimportanttextfortheOldHittiteperiod.Init the king, 

Telepinu, describes the period of anarchy characterizing the later Old Hittite era and details new rules for 

succession to the throne designed to reduce dynastic intrigue. The Hittite king not only records in writing 

his measures to enhance stability, but includes the historical context in which the need for such a 

proclamation arose. The Hittite corpus contains other royal edicts or decrees as well. An unusual 

historicaltextisthe―ApologyofḪattušiliIII,‖inwhichoneofthelaterHittitekings justifies his usurping 



of the throne from his nephew. As in the case of the Telepinu Proclamation much of the text is historical 

background to provide the context and reasons for Ḫattušili‘sactions. 

A major type of historical text is the treaty, of which a number have been discovered at Ḫattuša.The

best known of these is the treaty between ḪattušiliIIIandRamesesIIofEgypt,ofwhichbothversions

are extant, one from ḪattušaandtheotherfromKarnak.ManyoftheHittitetreatiesareinAkk,as one 

would expect from documents which by their nature are international. Treaties with local, Hit-speaking 

Anatolian vassals are usually in Hit. Unique among the treaties is a recently discovered tablet made not of 

clay but of bronze, with the cuneiform signs carefully chiseled into the metal. It is the only bronze 

cuneiform tablet ever discovered. The text is a treaty between the king at Ḫattušaandakinginthesouth,

at Tarḫuntašša. 

One other major category within the historical genre is letters. These are royal letters, written to or by 

the Hittite kings in correspondence with other great kings of Assyria, Babylon, and Egypt, or with lesser 

princes. As with the treaties some of the letters are in Akk, some in Hit.  

2. Administrative Texts. Like the historical text category, a number of different kinds of texts may be 

grouped under this rubric. One type of administrative text is the land donation, in which the king or king 

and queen make a grant of land to a subject. Other administrative texts include lists of officials, of 

personnel, or of towns, and inventories of resources, manufactured goods, or tribute.  

The―instructions‖formamajorgroupofadministrativetexts.Eachinstructionstextisawritten

description, developed by the Hittite bureaucracy, of the duties of various government officials. The 

instructions are addressed to officials such as the majordomo of the palace, the mayors of provincial 

towns, the border guards, and temple personnel. They are quite specific, detailing day-to-day duties, 

overall responsibilities, and the necessity of upright behavior and loyalty to the king in administering his 

resources.  

There are attested from Boghazköy a number of shelf lists or catalogs of tablets, a kind of index system 

to facilitate finding tablets in the archives. The tablets are described in these catalog texts by author, tablet 

number if part of a multitablet text, and some descriptive phrase for the tablet by which it may be 

identified. Thus did the librarians of Ḫattušaorganizetheir archives.  

One subset of the administrative texts are the cult inventories, records of the religious resources of the 

kingdom. These include lists of cult equipment, cult statues, and religious personnel by town, and reflect 

the importance which the Hittites placed on maintaining local cults in the provinces. The festivals which 

are to be celebrated for each god are also detailed in these inventories, so that a record is kept not only of 

eachtown‘scultresources,butalsothefestivalsforwhichitisresponsible.  

3. Law. The Hittites, like many ANE peoples, had a written set of laws. The Hittite code comprises 200 

individual laws; the many copies and versions of these texts show their importance in Hittite culture. The 

laws are formulated as hypotheticalcasesofthetype―ifamandoesx …‖Mostpunishmentsare

monetary fines, although for some offenses corporal punishment is prescribed.  

In addition to this comprehensive codification of the Hittite principles of justice, there are extant several 

interesting records of actual court cases. The best known of these involves charges brought against GAL-
d
U and his father Ukkura, palace attendants of some responsibility accused of misappropriating palace 

equipment and livestock. The court recorder has set forth both the charges of the accusers and the 

attempts of the defendants to defend themselves and explain the disappearance of the articles in question.  

4. Lexical Texts. There are several series of lexical texts, or vocabularies, from Boghazköy. These texts 

are normally 3-column tablets, one column each for Sum, Akk, and Hit equivalents, with sometimes a 

fourth column to indicate the pronunciation of the Sum. They are the ancient version of our foreign-

language dictionaries, designed to be used by the scribes for looking up words in foreign languages. This 

type of text is borrowed from Mesopotamia, where the texts are 2-column lists of Sum and Akk 

equivalents.  

5. Mythological Texts. For this genre, see ANATOLIA (MYTHOLOGY).  

6. Hymns and Prayers. The Hittites wrote down prayers to their gods, of which approximately 14, plus 

other fragments, have survived. These prayers sometimes include hymns of praise. They are almost 



always of royal authorship. Some are addressed to a specific god, some pertain to a particular crisis, and 

atleastone,ofMuršiliII,addressesallofthegods.Theycontainelementsofpraise,confessionofsins,

andsupplication.PerhapsthebestknownprayersarethoseofMuršiliIIpetitioning the gods for relief 

fromtheplaguewhichwasravagingtheHittitehomeland.Theyareapoignantexpressionofamonarch‘s

concern for his people as well as his theological speculation on the causes for such a disaster.  

7. Rituals. The Hittites distinguished between rituals and festivals, a distinction which Hittitologists 

maintain in their terminology for these texts. Ritual texts record the magical procedures performed by a 

professionalmagician,usuallydesignatedasa―seer‖oran―oldwoman.‖ Each ritual text identifies the 

name of the practitioner and his place of origin, what the ritual is intended to cure, and often a list of 

required ingredients. The magicians are frequently foreigners coming from areas outside the Hittite 

homeland, especially from Kizzuwatna in southern Anatolia and Arzawa in the west. Rituals were 

performed on behalf of individuals suffering from various ills such as black magic, impurity, or 

impotence. Rituals utilize various kinds of sympathetic magic and may or may not involve offerings to 

invoke the power of the gods.  

A particular type of ritual, in Hit mugawar, is a kind of attraction magic, designed to draw back to Hatti 

a god who has disappeared. See ANATOLIA (MYTHOLOGY) for a discussion of the myths that 

accompany these rituals.  

8. Divination. Under this heading several distinct text types may be discerned. A number of omen texts 

are extant, some in Akk, some in Hit, but all borrowed from the Mesopotamian tradition of divination. 

Thetextsarerecordsofominouseventsintheformofprotasis,e.g.,―Ifthemooneclipses…‖and

apodosis,―Thenx willoccur…‖Omensmaybeastralorlunar,orinvolveunusualeventsormalformed

births. A major type of omen involves examination of the entrails of animals, again relying on the 

tradition of extispicy developed in Mesopotamia. A number of liver models, with the omen texts written 

in Akk (or, rarely, partially in Hit) near the appropriate parts of the organ, have been discovered at 

Boghazköy.  

A distinctively Hittite type of divination text from Boghazköy is the oracle. These texts represent a 

different approach to divination from the omens. The omen texts record a divination which is not sought, 

but is rather an observation of unusual phenomena, while Hittite oracles involve a deliberate attempt to 

learn the will of the gods. The texts describe the process involved, the questions put to the gods, and the 

answers received. The Hittites employed several methods of oracular investigation,including:(1)―Lot,‖

in which symbolically named objects (lots) moved about among symbolically named locations by a 

mechanismnotyetunderstood.(2)―Bird,‖inwhichtheflightofbirds,describedinbewilderingdetailin

the texts, was interpretedastheresponseofthegodstothequestionsputtothem.(3)―Snake,‖inwhicha

watersnakewasobservedswimmingaboutalargebasinwithsymbolicallynamedregions.(4)―Flesh,‖in

which the exta of slaughtered sheep were examined for signs supposed to reveal divine responses.  

Matters about which oracles might be consulted to determine the will of the gods included the health of 

the king, where the king should campaign, or the changing of part of a festival. Since each oracle could 

only provide a yes or no answer, deciding the will of the gods on questions such as these required a long 

process of elimination with a correspondingly large number of individual oracles taken to arrive at the 

answer.  

Dreams represent another way in which the Hittites communicated with the divine. In the dream texts 

the king or queen recorded what he or she had seen in a dream. The texts also record the vows usually 

made by the person during the visitation of the god in a dream. Some Hittite rituals involve having the 

client sleep in the presence of the deity (the cult image) to encourage that deity to reveal himself to him in 

a dream (Hoffner 1987: 282).  

9. Festivals. The most numerous type of Hittite text is the festival text, that is the texts describing how a 

particular religious festival was to be performed. Such texts detail the cultic equipment, personnel, and 

offering materials required for the festival, and provide a detailed account of the various ceremonies and 

where, when, and how they are to be performed. Some festivals lasted for several days and involved travel 

by the king and priests to surrounding cult centers outside the capital. From the thousands of festival 



tablets discovered at Boghazköy dozens of distinct festivals have been identified, all part of a well-defined 

religious calendar. Festivals may be devoted to a particular deity or be associated with a certain season of 

the year.  

C. Hittite Literature  

One cannot draw sharp distinctions in the ancient texts between literary and nonliterary texts, and the 

question of what among these texts may be considered literature must be left to the individual reader of 

the Hittite tablets. For a careful consideration of this by a scholar thoroughly familiar with these texts, see 

Güterbock 1964. The mythological texts are certainly literary compositions, as are the Hattic poems. 

There is some wisdom literature from this area, showing a mixture of Hittite and Mesopotamian elements. 

The hymns addressed to the gods may also be seen as literary compositions. Some of the historical 

documents,suchasthestoryrecountingtheHittitesiegeofthecityofUrša,orthepalaceanecdotescould

also be considered literary.  

D. Hieroglyphic Luwian Texts  

The Hittites of the Empire period and the Neo-Hittite states used a hieroglyphic system of writing which 

includes both logographic and syllabic signs. The language of the hieroglyphs is a dialect of Luwian. The 

Hittites of the Empire period used the cuneiform and hieroglyphic systems simultaneously, as may be 

seen on many of their seals, which give the name of the owner in both scripts. The Neo-Hittite states did 

not use cuneiform, although they did use other writing systems besides the hieroglyphs, as may be seen in 

the long inscription at Karatepe, a bilingual text in hieroglyphic Luwian and alphabetic Phoenician.  

Texts in hieroglyphic Luwian are mostly seals, which give little information beyond the name of the 

owner,andthemonumentalinscriptionsofkingsandprinces.TheNişantaşinscriptionatḪattuša,

authored by thelastHittiteking,ŠuppiluliumaII,isthelongesthieroglyphictextfromtheEmpireperiod.

Itrecountsthedeedsoftheking‘spredecessorTudḫaliya IV, but unfortunately its poor state of 

preservation makes it almost illegible. Hieroglyphic inscriptions often accompany reliefs, as at 

Yazɩlɩkaya, the rock sanctuary where the figures of the gods are identified by hieroglyphic renderings of 

their names. There is a rich corpus of Hittite rock reliefs, on orthostats or carved onto living rock, dating 

from the Empire and Neo-Hittite periods. Many of these reliefs are accompanied by hieroglyphic captions 

or short inscriptions. Longer inscriptions such as that at Karatepe, a Neo-Hittite site, provide more text 

and historical information. However, the hieroglyphic corpus does not show the same rich diversity of 

text genres which makes the Hittite cuneiform archives such a valuable source for so many aspects of 

Hittite history and culture.  
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GREGORY MCMAHON  

HITTITES IN THE OT. ThisentrysurveystheOTreferencesto―Hittites.‖ 
———  

A.HebrewTermsfor―Hittite‖ 

B. The Hittites in OT History  

C. Who Were the Hittites?  

———  

A. Hebrew Terms for “Hittite”  

SeveraldifferentHebrewwordsorphrasesintheOTareusuallytranslated―Hittite‖or―Hittites.‖

OccurringonlyinpassagesconcerningAbraham‘spurchaseofthefieldandcaveinwhichtoburySarah,

especially Genesis 23, is the phrase  ĕnê Ḥet, ―sons[orchildren]ofHeth.‖HethislistedinGen 10:15 

and the parallel passage in 1 Chr 1:13 as one of the sons of Canaan, along with other ethnic groups who 

consistently occur with the Hittites as peoples of Canaan. The analogous phrase  ĕnôt Ḥet, ―daughtersof



Heth,‖translated―Hittitewomen‖inRSVandNIV,occurstwiceinGen 27:46, describing the native 

womenfromwhomRebekahfearsJacobwilltakeawife.Thesephrasesreflectthepatriarchs‘perception

oftheHittitesasearlyinhabitantsofCanaan,―Canaanites‖inthebroadsenseoftheterm.  

The more common Hebrew word used to denote the Hittites, ḥitt  , is also based on the name Heth and 

formed with the regular gentilic yod. This form always occurs with the definite article and is used in only 

two distinct ways. One of these is to designate the ethnicity of an individual, for instance Gen 23:10, 

˓Eprôn haḥatt  ,―EphrontheHittite.‖ThepassageinGenesis 23, in which ˓Eprôn haḥitt   occurs with 

many examples of  ĕnê Ḥet, confirms the identificationofthechildrenofHethwiththeterm―Hittite.‖

Fourindividuals,Ephron,Zohar(Ephron‘sfather),Beeri,andElon,areidentifiedasHittitesfromthetime

of the patriarchs, while from the time of David two more, Ahimelech and Uriah, are so identified.  

The much more common use of the phrase haḥitt   is in the lists of the peoples of the promised land. 

Thissingularformusedinagenericsenseistranslatedintheplural,―theHittites,‖inmostmodern

versions of the OT. The Hittites usuallyoccurinfirstorsecondpositioninthe―standard‖listoftheseven

major peoples of Palestine: the Hittites, Girgashites, Amorites, Canaanites, Perizzites, Hivites, and 

Jebusites (e.g. Deut 7:1).  

Two examples of a feminine singular form ḥitt  t exist in the OT, in analogous passages in Ezekiel 16. In 

Ezek 16:3 and 16:45, in language full of imagery, Jerusalem is castigated with the charge that its mother 

was a Hittite. There is one attested example of the form ḥittiyyot (1 Kgs 11:1), the plural feminine form. 

This occurs in a list of the foreign (non-Israelite) women admired by Solomon. These singular and plural 

forms are regular formations of the feminine based on the gentilic ḥitt  .  

There are also five occurrences of a masculine plural, ḥitt  m. This form differs from the others in that it 

is used in widely varying contexts. In Josh 1:4 it occurs in the phrase ˒ereṣ haḥatt  m, ―landofthe

Hittites,‖inthedescriptionofthelandpromisedbyGodtoMoses. In Judg 1:26, we again have the phrase 

˒ereṣ haḥatt  m in the story of the man who betrayed Bethel to the Hebrews and then went to the land of 

the Hittites to found a new city. In 1 Kgs 10:29 and the parallel 2 Chr 1:17 we have malkê haḥitt  m, 

―kingsoftheHittites,‖towhomSolomonwasexportingchariotsandhorses.Finallyin2 Kgs 7:6 the 

SyrianslifttheirsiegeofSamariabecausetheythinkthatthe―kingsoftheHittitesandthekingsof

Egypt‖havebeenhiredbyIsraeltoattacktheircamp. 

The LXX does not consistently follow the Hebrew forms, showing both singular and plural forms for 

the Hebrew singular ḥitt  . It does not have the reference to the land of the Hittites in Josh 1:4, and it 

translates the 2 Kgs 7:6 plural ḥitt  m with a plural form chettaiōn. In Judg 1:26 it reads chettin, and in 1 

Kgs 10:29 and 2 Chr 1:17 chettiín, for the plural ḥitt  m.  

There is of course a people known to us as Hittites from their own rich archaeological and epigraphic 

record in Asia Minor and north Syria. The Anatolian Hittite kingdom flourished ca. 1650–1200 B.C., 

while its Neo-Hittite successor states lasted down to the 7th century. These people referred to their 

kingdom as the land of Ḫatti, and to themselves as the people of Ḫatti. In the Bronze Age the land of Ḫatti 

is primarily Anatolia, while 1st-millennium Assyrian records refer to north Syria in general as the land of 

Ḫatti (māt Ḫatti), reflecting the presence of the Neo-Hittite states in that area after the fall of the Hittite 

Empire.  

B. The Hittites in OT History  

The Hittites were settled in Palestine before Abraham arrived, as may be seen from references to them 

in the patriarchal narrative. When God described to Abraham the land which he was going to give him 

(Gen 15:20), the Hittites were already settled there. When Sarah died, Abraham was living among the 

Hittites as a foreigner and bought the field and cave in which to bury her from Ephron the Hittite in the 

presenceoftheHittitecommunity.Later,whileIsaac‘sfamilywaslivingaroundBeer-sheba, Esau took 

two Hittite women as wives.Rebekah‘sconcernthatJacobwouldalsotakeawifefromtheHittitewomen

wassogreatthatIsaacspecificallyforbadeJacobtomarryaCanaanitewoman,where―Canaanite‖must

be understood in a general sense to include all the inhabitants of the area.  

Several centuries later, when the Hebrews returned from Egypt and conquered the land which God had 

promised to them, the Hittites were still one of a number of local ethnic groups of Palestine. Both in 



God‘sdescriptionofthelandbeforetheyentered it and in the cataloging of the peoples against whom the 

Israelites fought in the Conquest the Hittites almost invariably occur in the somewhat standardized list of 

the local inhabitants of the land. When the spies return and make their report at Kadesh Barnea (Num 

13:29), they locate the Hittites, Jebusites, and Amorites in the hill country, while other groups live on the 

coast or in the Negeb. This is corroborated in Josh 11:3, in which the same three peoples plus the 

Perizzites are described as living in the hill country. That the Hittite territory is in the heart of the 

promised land which the Israelites are to conquer is made clear in Deut 20:16–18, where God includes 

them in the list of peoples of the promised land who must be utterly destroyed. They must have been 

organized politically, as Josh 9:1–2 talks of the coalition of the Canaanite peoples to defend themselves, 

which included the kings of the Hittites, Amorites, Canaanites, etc.  

The patriarchs encountered the Hittites around Hebron (Genesis 23) and Beer-sheba (Gen 26:34; 27:46), 

and most of the evidence as to their location at the time of the Conquest is consistent with that location. 

The exception to this is Josh 1:4, in which the area around the Euphrates is described as the land of the 

Hittites. This does not fit with the other references to the Hittites as one of the local peoples of southern 

Palestine, and probably refers to the Neo-HittiteprincipalitiesofnorthernSyria.AfterJoshua‘sdeaththe

tribe of Joseph received the assistance of a man who betrayed Bethel to them and then fled to the land of 

the Hittites and founded a new city. Unfortunately no indication is given of where this land of the Hittites 

was.  

The Israelites never completely conquered the peoples they were supposed to have eradicated, and they 

thus left themselves open to the ever-present danger of Canaanite influence. The Hittites are one of the 

Canaanite peoples in the period of the judges whom the Israelites continued to encounter in areas which 

they had conquered and settled. Judg 3:5–6 specifically indicates that the Hebrews had failed to eradicate 

the Hittites and had in fact now begun to intermarry with them and adopt Canaanite religions.  

This failure of the Hebrews to eliminate the Hittites of Palestine can be seen in the continued contact 

betweenHittitesandHebrewsintheperiodofthemonarchy.OneofDavid‘scomradeswhilehewas

being pursued by Saul was Ahimelech the Hittite, whom David trusted sufficiently to ask if he would 

accompanyhimintoSaul‘scampatnight(1 Sam 26:6).Ahimelech‘sHebrewnameisanindexofhow

completely he had been integrated into Hebrew society. The story of David and Uriah the Hittite in 2 

Samuel 11–12 indicates the presence of Hittites in Jerusalem. Although Uriah, a Hittite, was sufficiently 

integratedintoHebrewsocietytoserveintheking‘sarmy,marryaHebrewwoman,andbelistedamong

David‘smightymen,thedistinctionbetweenHebrews and other ethnic groups was still maintained, and 

his ethnicity was an essential part of his identity.  

Under Solomon the Hebrews were still in active contact with the Hittites; they were among the 

Canaanite women whom that king admired and took in marriage or concubinage (1 Kgs 11:1–2) even 

though they were one of the peoples with whom marriage had been specifically forbidden by God. They 

are also listed among the descendants of the early peoples of Canaan whom the Israelites had not 

exterminated, but who had been made subject and were forced by Solomon to work on his building 

projects (1 Kgs 9:20–21, 2 Chr 8:7–8).  

Two other references to the Hittites in the time of the monarchy reflect a very different relationship 

between Hebrew and Hittite and must refer to a different people. In 1 Kgs 10:29 (and the parallel 2 Chr 

1:17) we learn that Solomon was importing chariots from Egypt and horses from Cilicia, and exporting 

them to the kings of the Hittites and the Arameans. These Hittites cannot be the same people whom 

Solomon conscripted for forced labor, but rather a politically independent group of kings. These kings of 

the Hittites and of the Arameans must be located in the city-states of north Syria, which were Neo-Hittite 

and/orAramean.Solomon‘sgeographicallocationmadehimanidealmiddlemanfortheshippingof

Egyptian chariots to north Syria. However, we must wonder how he could export Cilician horses to the 

Neo-Hittite states, as they were located between Cilicia and Jerusalem. Did the horses come by sea to 

Palestine, whence they were then sold to the Neo-Hittite kings?  

The Hittites, or at least their reputation, played a major role in the fate of Israel during the divided 

monarchy. In 2 Kgs 7:6, the Syrians who had been besieging Samaria fled their camp when they thought 



they heard the sound of a great army, telling themselves that the king of Israel had hired kings of the 

Hittites and kings of the Egyptians to attack them. Again this powerful group whose very name can 

terrorizeanarmycanhardlybetheHittitesofSolomon‘senslavement,butmustratherbetheNeo-Hittite 

kingdoms.  

Even in the exilic and postexilic periods, the Hebrews remembered or actually encountered the Hittites 

inPalestine.InoneofEzekiel‘sprophecies,hereferstotheparentageofJerusalem:―yourmotherwasa

HittiteandyourfatheranAmorite‖(Ezek 16:45, 16:3 similar, RSV). When the Hebrews returned from 

Babylon in the 5th century, Ezra encountered the same crisis of intermarriage with the Hittites that had 

caused problems for Isaac and Rebekah and for Solomon. In Ezra 9:1–3, Ezra is horrified by the 

information that the Hebrews have taken as wives the women of all the local tribes of Palestine, including 

the Hittites. As in the period of the Conquest, this is perceived as disastrous to the religious purity of the 

Israelites. In Neh 9:8, Nehemiah, in recounting the promises of God to Abraham, describes the land 

promised to Abraham as that of the Canaanites, Hittites, Amorites, etc.  

C. Who Were the Hittites?  

In the biblical references to the Hittites two different groups may be discerned. One is a local people of 

Palestine,settledintheareaaroundHebronbeforeAbraham‘sarrival,thedescendantsofCanaanthrough

the eponymous ancestor Heth. They lived in the heart of the land promised to the Israelites, so that God 

had to expressly command the Israelites to destroy them. That they were not eradicated but continued to 

inhabit southern Palestine, including the area around Jerusalem, may be seen in the references to Hittites 

in the Hebrew army, as forced labor conscripts, or as possible wives for the Hebrews, all the way through 

to the return from the Babylonian exile. Almost all of the references of Hittites in the OT fit into this 

picture of a local Canaanite people never quite eradicated in the Hebrew conquest of Canaan.  

There are, however, five references to Hittites which do not fit with this picture (IDB 2: 613–14). The 

reference in Josh 1:4 to the area around the Euphrates as the Hittite country cannot be the Hittites of 

Hebron,butrather,dependingonthedatingoftheConquest,eithertheHittiteEmpire‘sterritoriesinnorth

Syria or the successor Neo-Hittite kingdoms in that region. See Boling, Wright Joshua AB, 122–23 for a 

different view. The reference in Judg 1:26 tothemanwhoafterbetrayingBethelgoestothe―landofthe

Hittites‖could refer to southern Palestine or to north Syria. In view of the use of the phrase ˒ereṣ 

haḥatt  m, ―landoftheHittites,‖theonlyotheroccurrenceofthisphrasebesidestheJosh 1:4 passage, it is 

quite possible that the Neo-Hittite area is meant. Boling Judges AB, 59, indirectly implies his 

understanding of his phrase as the area of the Anatolian-Syrian Hittites.  

Thereferencestothe―kingsoftheHittites‖in1 Kgs 10:29 and 2 Chr 1:17, where they are importing 

horses and chariots from Solomon, and 2 Kgs 7:6, in which their very name causes the Syrian army to 

flee, again imply a powerful and wealthy group of kings, not a local Canaanite people who had been 

reduced by the Conquest and enslaved by Solomon. Again the Neo-Hittite kingdoms fit perfectly; the 

chronology is right, they were in the same area as the Syrians and thus known to them, and the plural 

―kings‖fitsverywellwiththenatureofthesestates,whichwerenotunifiedintoonepolity,butconsisted

of a number of small kingdoms.  

These five references to the Hittites which on the basis of context may be understood as the Hittites of 

north Syria, that is, the Neo-Hittites, are also the only five occurrences of the plural form ḥitt  m in the OT. 

This may mean nothing, but it could be some indication of a distinction made in the text between the 

Hittites of Palestine, descendants of Heth, and the Hittites of Anatolia and north Syria, the men of Ḫatti.  

Wemustthendistinguishbetweenthe―sonsofHeth‖ofPalestineandthe―menofḪatti‖ofAnatolia

and northern Syria (see already IDB 2: 614; POTT, 213–14; Speiser Genesis AB, 169–70). The similarity 

of―Heth‖and―Hatti‖mayhaveledtotheuseofḥitt   to refer to both (POTT, 214). This is not to say that 

thesetwogroupscalled―Hittites‖intheOTmaynotberelatedancestrallyfromsomeperiodantedating

our earliest records. Nor do we imply that there was never any confusion between the Canaanite Hittites 

and Hittites of the Anatolian or north Syrian kingdoms who may have migrated into Palestine and settled 

there. For the period covered by the OT, however, it is clear that the terms usuallytranslated―Hittites‖

referred to two distinct groups of people.  
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GREGORY MCMAHON  

HIVITES [Heb ḥiww   (ִחִּוי)]. In the Table of Nations (Gen 10:17) and the corresponding genealogy in 

1 Chr 1:15, the Hivites are descended from Ham, one of the three sons of Noah, through the Canaanites. 

They are therefore not a Semitic people, in spite of the Semitic names given to certain of them in the 

Bible (e.g., Gen 36:2). Most often, the Bible mentions these people along with others, that is, the 

Amorites, Hittites, Perizzites, Canaanites, and Jebusites. They are the indigenous inhabitants of the land 

promised by God to the Israelites. They were to be dispossessed by Israel under Joshua during the 

Conquest, to fulfill the promises of land made earlier to the patriarchs (Exod 3:8; 23:23; Josh 9:1; 24:11). 

Contact with them was strictly forbidden to Israel, who had to put them under the ban lest they lead her 

astray into the worship of their deities (Deut 20:17). This policy was not adhered to, however (Judg 3:5), 

since even Solomon was able to exploit the yet undestroyed peoples as conscripted labor in his building 

projects (1 Kgs 9:20–21). One explanation Scripture gives about why God allowed them to remain was to 

serve as a training field for the Israelites in the art of warfare, and also as a test to see if Israel would 

finallyobeyGod‘scommand,presumablybyexterminatingthesepredecessorsofIsrael(Judg 3:3–4).  

IsraelunwittinglymadeapactwiththeHivite(LXX―Horite‖)inhabitantsofGibeon,avillagejust

north of Jerusalem, who through trickery were able to escape the eradication God had decreed (Joshua 9, 

especially v 7; 11:19). Geographically, the Hivites appear to inhabit the central and N regions of the land, 

ranging from Gibeon, just N of Jerusalem (Josh 9:7; 11:19), through Shechem, where a Hivite raped 

Jacob‘sdaughterDinah(Gen 34:14), up toward Lebanon and Mount Hermon (Josh 11:3; Judg 3:3; 2 Sam 

24:7). They also seem to have some contacts in Transjordan (Gen 36:2).  

Textual variants occur in several of the biblical passages. In Josh 9:7,theMTreads―Hivite‖whilethe

LXXreads―Horite.‖ThisvariantcouldarisefromasimplemisreadingoftwoHebrewletters,re  and 

waw, which are physically similar not only in the later, square script, but also at earlier stages in the 

development of the Hebrew script. The same process in reverse, with one additional step of scribal error, 

could be evident in Isa 17:9.TheretheLXXreads―Hivites‖whiletheMThasḥr , from a suggested ḥry, 

―Horite‖(BHS; Kaiser Isaiah 13–39 OTL, 80). Within one passage in the MT itself are both variants: a 

certain Zibeon is designated a Hivite in Gen 36:2 but a Horite in v 20.  

Scribal error could account for these discrepancies, though the number seems somewhat high for this to 

explain all of them adequately. Another, more attractive suggestion, though itself without any objective 

evidence, is that a historico-geographical shift such as the incursion of a new group into the area of 

Canaan caused a change of nomenclature. It has been suggested that an original Semitic Horite group, 

possibly cave dwellers (from the Hebrew ḥōr, ―cave‖;Speiser1933:30)livinginEdom(Seir,Genesis 

36) were displaced by the ethnically distinct, non-Semitic Hurrians, who took over not only territory but 

alsothenameHorite.―Horite‖couldthenhavereferredtotwodistinctethnicgroupswhichsharedthe

sameterritory.―Hivite‖couldhavearisenfromatextualerror,ormorepossiblyasanotherdesignationof

the Horites (Westermann 1985: 562) or of a subgroup within them (Speiser 1933: 30).  
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DAVID W. BAKER  

HIZKI (PERSON) [Heb ḥizq   (ִרי  )]. Son of Elpaal appearing in the extended genealogy of Benjaminִחזְׁ

(1 Chr 8:17). The name occurs in no other place in this form—Apocrypha or the deuterocanonical 

literature. The nameispossiblyashortenedformofthenameHezekiahorEzekielandmeans―my

strengthis[YahorEl].‖ThefamilyofHizkiisassociatedwithOnoandLodaccordingto8:12. This 



association is well preserved in the work of the Chroniclers with other references in Ezra 2:33, Neh 7:37, 

and 11:35. However, this association proves very interesting since these cities and their surrounding 

villages are located in the maritime plain in what is traditionally considered to be Danite territory (Adams 

and Callaway 1965: 55). Myers (1 Chronicles AB, 60) suggests that this location may have been settled 

by Benjamin during the reign of Rehoboam. He also points out that the names in this section of the 

genealogy occur in the list of Thutmose III but not in the MT until Chronicles-Ezra-Nehemiah. Perhaps, 

since there is so little mention of Dan in 1 Chronicles (2:2; 27:22), the inheritance had probably been 

absorbed by Judahite and Ephraimite tribes. The fact that Hizki and others associated with Lod and Ono 

arecalled―chiefslivinginJerusalem‖(v28)mightfurtherreflectamixingofthetribalgroupsofJudah

and Benjamin from the time of the division of the kingdom. Coggins (Chronicles CBC, 54) points out that 

this mixing resulted in some areas never being fully absorbed into certain tribal holdings. He considers 

thatthereferenceto―chiefslivinginJerusalem‖showsthatJerusalemitselfwasneverfullyabsorbedinto

Judah. References making these two entities distinct are abundant and Judg 1:8, 21 show attempts to 

control the city by both Judahite and Benjaminite groups.  
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HIZKIAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥizq  yāh  (ִרָיהּו  )]. The second son of Neariah in the list of postexilicִחזְׁ

descendants of David in 1 Chr 3:23. His name is identical to that of Hezekiah. The name may mean 

―Yahwehisstrength‖orsomevariant(TPNAH, 153).  

RUSSELL FULLER  

HOBAB (PERSON) [Heb ḥō ā  (חָֹבב)]. A Midianite/Kenite whom Moses asked to guide the 

Israelites through the wilderness from Mount Sinai to the promised land (Num 10:29–32). Hobab was 

eitherMoses‘father-in-law or his brother-in-law. In Judg 4:11,HobabtheKeniteisidentifiedasMoses‘

father-in-law; however, in Num 10:29, Hobab theMidianiteisreferredtoasMoses‘brother-in-law while 

ReuelismentionedasMoses‘father-in-law.ContendingthatHobabwasMoses‘father-in-law, Noth 

(Numbers OTL, 77) claims that the father-son relationship between Reuel and Hobab in Num 10:29 is a 

laterharmonizationandthatevenintheYahwist‘sversionofNum 10:29 Hobab would have been 

identifiedasMoses‘father-in-law. Nevertheless, a further difficulty in identifyingHobabasMoses‘

father-in-law is that Jethro, the priest of Midian, frequently receives this designation (Exod 3:1; 4:18; 

18:1–2, 5–6, 12).  

Hobab‘sacceptanceofMoses‘invitationtoguidetheIsraelitesisnotrecordedinNum 10:29–32. 

However, evidence that Hobab consented to guide the Israelites may be present in Judg 1:16 which states 

that the Kenites and Judahites together went up and settled in the wilderness of Judah near Arad. If Hobab 

was the leader of the Kenites at the time of this concerted action, then he probably forged an alliance 

between the Kenites and the Judahites (AIR, 307). The absence of a response by Hobab in Num 10:29–32 

toMoses‘invitationtoguidetheIsraelitesmaybeaconsequenceofthetradition‘semphasizingthedivine

guidance of the Lord from the Ark (Num 10:33–34) and its downplaying of the human guidance which 

Hobab would have provided. Evidence that the Israelites believed that they received guidance in the 

wilderness not only from the Lord enthroned on the Ark but also from Hobab may be found in Deut 33:2–

3 ifWeinfeld‘srevocalizationofv3aisaccepted,reading˒ap ḥō ā  ˓imām, ―alsoHobabwaswiththem,‖

in place of ˒ap ḥō ē  ˓amm  m, ―indeed,helovedhispeople‖(AIR,308).SowhiletheLord‘sguidanceof

the Israelites in the wilderness was primary, Hobab provided such guidance on the earthly level.  

DALE F. LAUNDERVILLE  

HOBAH (PLACE) [Heb ḥôbâ (חוָבה)]. In Genesis 14, Abraham and Lot separated their herds and 

flocks. Lot went to the Jordan Valley and camped near Sodom. The area was raided by four kings, 

perhaps from Mesopotamia (14:1). The kings took loot and apparently captives. Among the latter was Lot 



and his goods (v 12). When the news reached Abraham, he gathered his fighting men and pursued the 

raiders as far as Dan (v 14). He routed the enemy and pursued them then to Hobah, N of Damascus (v 15). 

Some claim this chapter is not historical, though it is written in historical fashion. One may, therefore, 

argue that Hobah was not a place at all, but Damascus was and presumably Dan was. So it is possible that 

Hobah was also. The LXX Chō a appears in Gen 14:15 and Judith 4:4; 15:5; and maybe 15:4. The first 

reference in Judith is a list that includes Samaria, Jericho, Choba, and Jerusalem. This would seem to be a 

Judean or Israelite site, perhaps el-Marmaleh in the Jordan Valley, 30 miles S of Beth-shan, or el-

Mekhubbi between Beth-shan and Tubas. But Abel (GP 1: 299) identified it with Hobah in Gen 14:15 

(Moore Judith AB, 149). In chapter 15, after Judith cut off the head of their general, Holofernes, the 

enemy army panickedandfled.Uzziah,thechiefmagistrateofJudith‘sbeseigedcityofBethuliah,sent(v 

4) for reinforcements to Chobai (Choba, LXX N), etc. This too would seem to be a Judean or Israelite 

site. However, in v 5, the Israelites pursued the enemy and cut them down as far as Choba, even beyond 

Damascus and its border. This sounds more like Gen 14:15 and could, of course, be a conscious repetition 

of Gen 14:15. But whether it is or not, the description is similar, and no more helpful in locating the site.  

There are a number of proposed identifications of Hobah. Genesis describes it on the left of Damascus, 

i.e.,toonefacingE,andhenceHobahwouldbetotheN.Theadditionalphrase―ontheleftofDamascus‖

has been compared with three other explanatory topographical glosses, Siddim (v 3), Enmishpat (v 7), and 

theKing‘sValley(v 17), all of which may be of doubtful value. Wetzstein thought it was Hoba, about 20 

hours‘journeyNofDamascus(SkinnerGenesis ICC, 267). Another Hoba (or the same?), a spring, is ca. 

50 miles N of Damascus, on the road to Palmyra; and yet another Hoba is a village mentioned by Troilo 

as.25 miles N of Damascus (Keil and Delitzch n.d.: 206). Sellin and others have related Hobah to Ubi or 

Ube, which appears in the 1850 B.C. Execration Texts (ANET, 329) and in the Tell el-Amarna tablets (EA 

53; 139:63; 146:12; 189) of the 13th century. Here it is the district around Damascus (Skinner Genesis 

ICC). EA Letter 53 is one from Akizzi of Qatna to the Egyptian pharaoh Amenhotep III which says Ube 

no longer belongs to my lord (53:23, 27, 28, 37, 57, 59; Mercer 1939: 229). The name also appears in 

letter 189: reverse 12. Haldar (IDB 2: 615) considered Amarna Ube a territory with its capital at 

Damascus; Damascus is unknown before the 16th century. Thus another town was the center of 

settlement. He suggests this is represented by the mound of Tell el-Salihiye, ca. 10 miles E of Damascus. 

It is the largest mound found in the region, which may favor the view that this was the capital in the early 

periods. Accordingly Hobah was probably the name of this place. It was settled in prehistoric times, and 

in the Old Babylonian period it was a fortified town.  
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HENRY O. THOMPSON  

HOBAIAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥŏbayâ (ֳחַבָיה)]. An alternate spelling of Habaiah in Neh 7:63. See 

HABAIAH (PERSON).  

HOD (PERSON) [Heb hôd (הוד)]. One of the eleven sons of Zophah in the genealogy of Asher (1 Chr 

7:37). Although Hod is placed within the dominant line of the Asherite genealogy (Beriah-Heber-

Hotham/Helem-Zophah), this figure appears neither in parallel lists in Numbers 26 and Genesis 46 nor 

elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible.  

Based upon the military terminology used in 1 Chr 7:40, scholars have suggested that the Asherite 

genealogy reflects military census lists which were organized in genealogical form (for example, Johnson 

1969: 64–66).Inkeepingwiththisinterpretation,thenameHod(―splendor,vigor‖)maybearamilitary

connotation.  
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HODAVIAH (PERSON) [Heb hôdawyāh  ( ָיהּוהוַדוְׁ  ), hôdawyâ (ָיה  ) ]. Var. SUDIAS. 1. Theהוַדוְׁ

firstofsevensonsofElioenainamedinalistofKingSolomon‘sdescendants(1 Chr 3:24). The Qere of 

the MT (Heb hwdwyhw) reverses the letters wy from the Kethib letter sequence (Heb hdywhw); thus, the 

Massoretes read the long theophoric ending (Heb -yhw). The LXX variously renders the Heb form (Gk 

hodolia, ōdouia, ōdia, and ouadia), but the NT may have substituted iōda (Luke 3:26). See JODA 

(PERSON). Noth (IPN, 194) reconstructs Heb *hôdûyâ (based on the LXX variant ōdouia), and explains 

the name as the combination of Heb hwd + yhwh with a waw connector (cf. Heb hôď lyhwh, ―Ogive

thankstotheLord,‖Ps 105:1; etc.). He claims that Heb hwdwyh, ―Hodaviah,‖andHebhwdyh, ―Hodiah,‖

do not share the same root, yet, as Kuhn notes (1923: 212, n. 1), their forms are frequently confused.  

Since Hodaviah is a postexilic descendant of Solomon (ca. 420 B.C.E.), the Heb -yhw ending of his name 

is an exception to the almost exclusive absence of this form in postexilic names (Zevit 1983: 3). The name 

Hodaviah (Heb hwdwyh) occurs once in an extrabiblical source from Palestine (Lachish Ostracon 3 

[ANET 322], ca. 589 B.C.E.), as well as in documents from Egypt (Elephantine Papyri, ca. 5th century 

B.C.E.; CAP 4, 30–31, 56, 58–59, 70–72, 170). This demonstrates the popular usage of this name by Jews 

before, during, and after the Exile.  

2. Headofhisfather‘shouseholdwithinthehalf-tribe of Manasseh (1 Chr 5:24). Along with his half-

tribeandtwoothertribes,Hodaviahwascarriedintocaptivityby―TilgathpilneserkingofAssyria‖

(Tiglath-pileser III, ca. 744–727 B.C.E.) because his people sinned against God (1 Chr 5:25–26). This 

historical note, which concludes a list of tribal leaders and settlements, explains what happened to these 

tribes (1 Chronicles 5).  

3. A Benjaminite whose grandson Shallu was among the first to live in his ancestral city after returning 

from exile (1 Chr 9:7). In a parallel list (Neh 11:7), the corresponding name is Joed (Heb yô˓ēd; LXX 

iōad; cf. Syriac jwd˓, which corresponds to Gk iōda). See JODA (PERSON). This occurrence of the 

abbreviated form of the name Hodaviah (the Heb -yh ending is missing) in a postexilic list of returnees (1 

Chronicles 9) is predictable based on the absence of the Heb -yh ending in postexilic biblical material (see 

Zevit 1983).  

4. A Levite forefather of 74 returnees from Babylon (Ezra 2:40; LXX variants include sodouia and 

ōdouia). In one parallel list (Neh 7:43), the corresponding name is Heb hôdĕwâ, ―Hodevah‖(LXX

variants include thoudouia, oudouia, and ōdouia), which is a variant of either hôdawyâ, or hôdîyâ. See 

HODIAH (PERSON). The parallel in 1 Esdr 5:26 mentions―Sudias‖(Gksoudiou), which corresponds to 

avariantof―Hodaviah‖inEzra 2:40, and likely resulted from a scribal misreading of the Hebrew 

examplar (see Myers 1 & 2 Esdras 60). From these parallel lists of returnees it is clear that Hodaviah was 

an important Levite in the exilic and postexilic community.  
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MARK J. FRETZ  

HODESH (PERSON) [Heb ḥōde  (חֶֹדש)]. A wife of Shaharaim, a Benjaminite (1 Chr 8:9). 

Shaharaim was one of the Benjaminites who dwelt in Jerusalem (1 Chr 8:28). The Heb word ḥōde  means 

―new‖andthus―Hodeshhiswife‖mightbetranslated―hisnewwife‖(Meyers1 Chronicles AB, 57; see 

also Curtis and Madsen Chronicles ICC, 159–60).―Hodesh‖isalsothewordcommonlyusedfor―month‖

or―newmoon.‖ 

TOM WAYNE WILLETT  

HODIAH (PERSON) [Heb hôd  yâ (הוִדָיה)]. 1. The husband of the sister of Naham, and ancestor of 

―KeilahtheGarmiteandEshtemoatheMaacathite‖(1 Chr 4:19). Since the name Hodiah appears in this 

misplaced and fragmentary list of names (1 Chr 4:16–20), and his descendants appear nowhere else, it is 

difficult to identify him. Given the preponderance of female subjects in vv 17–18, and the resemblance of 



v 18 (wĕ˒i tô hayhūd  yâ, ―andhisJewishwife‖)tov 19 (  ĕnê ˒ē et hôd  yâ,―andsonsofthewifeof

Hodiah‖),itispossibletoemendv 19 toread―andthesonsofhisJewishwife‖(RudolfChronikbücher 

HAT, 34). While this suggestion eliminates the problem of identifying Hodiah by changing the proper 

name into an adjective, such emendation is not necessary; the name is part of a damaged and incomplete 

list, and it may have been intelligible in its original context.  

2. A leader of the Levites who lived in Palestine during the time of Ezra (ca. late 5th century B.C.E.). 

Within the books of Nehemiah and 1 Esdras Hodiah appears as one of the Levites who explained the 

Torah to the people when Ezra read it publicly (Neh 8:7 = 1 Esdr 9:48; only the Ethiopic version of the 

LXX of Neh 8:7 reflects the name Hudia, while variants of 1 Esdr 9:48 read either hautaias or ōdouia). 

Hodiah also helped lead the people in blessing the Lord after they confessed their sins (Neh 9:5; the LXX 

generally omits the name, although a few mss read ōdouias). In the list of those who pledged to keep the 

Law with Ezra, there are two Hodiahs listed (Neh 10:10, 14—Eng10:9, 13). Since a patronymic is 

normally used to distinguish two individuals with the same name, and since neither Hodiah is listed with 

such, some scholars (Rudolf Esra und Nehemia HAT, 172; Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 324) 

emendoneofthenamesto―Hodaviah‖(theLXXrendersHebhôd  yâ in Neh 10:14—LXX 10:13 

variously as ōdoum, ōdouia, or ōdoua; cf. Ezra 2:40). See HODAVIAH (PERSON). Noth (IPN, 194) 

suggests emending one occurrence to Heb *hôdûyâ whichisnotrelatedtotherootof―Hodiah‖(Heb

hwd). It is likely that the name Hodiah is used as a personal name, rather than as a gentilic in this list.  

3. A chief of the people listed with others who pledged to keep the Law (Neh 10:19—Eng10:18). This 

Hodiah was not a Levite, hence he cannot be identified with Hodiah #2 above.  

MARK J. FRETZ  

HOGLAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥoglâ (ָלה  )]. One of the five daughters of Zelophehad son of Hepherָחגְׁ

of the tribe of Manasseh (Num 26:33; 27:1–11; 36:1–12; Josh 17:3–6; cf. 1 Chr 7:15). The five daughters 

petitioned to receive legal status as heirs because their father had no sons. Their request to inherit their 

father‘spropertywasjudgedtobevalid.Adivineinjunctiontomarrywithintheirfather‘stribeinorder

that their inheritance remain in the tribe of Manasseh was given. Hoglah and her sisters followed the 

divinerulingontheircaseandmarriedcousinsontheirfather‘sside.Manyhavepositedarelationship

betweenZelophehad‘sdaughterHoglahandthetownBeth-hoglah W of the Jordan (Josh 15:6; cf. the 

Samaria Ostraca 45, 46, 47 and 66 [3876] which refer to Hoglah as a district). Beth-hoglah has been 

identified with a certain degree of surety as Yaṣid. Lemaire (1972) locates the district of Hoglah N of 

Shechem, NE of Samaria and S of Noah. Budd (Numbers WBC) suggests that the author of Numbers 

might have transformed the names of towns with feminine endings into the daughters of Zelophehad in 

order to make the point that women are entitled to inheritance. Others would want to argue that a veritable 

historical tradition lies behind the present narrative. See MAHLAH (PERSON); MILCAH (PERSON); 

TIRZAH (PERSON); ZELOPHEHAD (PERSON).  
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HOHAM (PERSON) [Heb hôham (הוַהם)]. The Amorite King of Hebron at the time of Joshua who 

(along with Piram of Jarmuth, Debir of Eglon, and Japhia of Lachish) joined the coalition led by Adoni-

Zedek of Jerusalem against Gibeon, after the Gibeonites had made peace with Joshua (Josh 10:1–5). This 

coalition was defeated and its five kings were subsequently captured and hanged (10:16–27).  

D. G. SCHLEY  

HOLIDAYS. See CALENDARS.  

HOLINESS. Thisentrysurveysthesubjectof―holiness‖asitpresentedintheHebrewBibleandin the 

Christian New Testament.  

OLD TESTAMENT  



In the OT, holiness is a positive cultic or moral condition of God, people, things, places, and time. It 

may be an inherent condition or achieved through ritual means. It is defined on the one hand as that which 

is consistent with God and his character, and on the other as that which is threatened by impurity. See 

D.1. and UNCLEAN AND CLEAN (OT). In the Hebrew Bible, the most extensive material about 

holiness is in the Priestly writings (= P) of the Pentateuch. Hence the discussion below will focus on this 

corpus, though non-P evidence will be discussed more completely when possible.  

———  

A. Terminology  

B. Major Loci and Degrees of Holiness  

1. Divine Beings  

2. Humans  

3. Objects  

4. Places  

5. Time  

6. Miscellaneous  

C. Methods of Sanctification and Desanctification  

1. Legitimate Sanctification and Desanctification  

2. Unintentional or Illegitimate Sanctification and Desanctification  

D. Theoretical Concerns  

1. Relationship of Holy, Profane, Pure, Impure  

2. Sanctification Rituals and Ritual Time  

3. Ritual Place  

———  

A. Terminology  

The main Hebrew root denoting holiness is qd , ―tobeholy;sanctify,‖whichappearsasaverb, noun, 

and adjective over 850 times (with cognates in Akk, Ar, Aram, Eth, Phoen, Punic, Syr). Other roughly 

synonymous Heb roots include bdl, ―todivide‖(Hip˓il verb); ḥnk, ―todedicate‖(Qal verb and noun); 

ḥrm, ―severelydedicate;putunderban‖(Hip˓il verb and noun); rwm, ―contribute,devote‖(Hip˓il verb 

and noun); nzr, ―separate,consecrate‖(verbsandnouns);˓br, ―devote‖(Hip˓il verb). The main Heb 

antonym is ḥll, ―profane,desecrate‖(verbs,nouns,andadjectives;cognatesinAkk,Ar,Aram, and Syr) 

with the approximate synonyms g˒l, ―desecrate‖(verbs);m˓l, ―betray;commitsacrilege‖(Qal verb and 

noun); and the noun piggûl, ―desecration.‖Seebelowfordiscussionofverbsandnounsfromtheseroots.

See also UNCLEAN AND CLEAN (OT) for a treatment of terms relating to purity and impurity; 

Milgrom 1970: 23–24, n. 78; 1976: 16–21, 35–44, 86–89 (and word indexes under the foregoing roots); 

Haran (1978) under his word index; and Bettenzoli 1979.  

B. Major Loci and Degrees of Holiness  

We will first review the major loci or bearers of holiness as represented mainly in P and secondarily in 

other OT literature. This review when possible will discuss gradations of holiness which has been a 

recurring concern of some recent scholarship (e.g., Haran 1978; Milgrom 1970; 1976; 1983b). 

Miscellaneous carriers of holiness will be discussed in B.6 below.  

1. Divine Beings. a. God. The P and non-P writings both consider God the ideal manifestation, indeed 

the source, ofholiness.HolinessisnotinherentincreationbutcomesbyGod‘sdictates.Hesanctifiesor

sets apart the Sabbath (Gen 2:3; Exod 20:11), Israel and its priests (Exod 29:44; 31:13; Lev 21:8, 15; 

22:9, 16; Ezek 20:12; 37:28; cf. also Exod 29:43), classes of creation like the firstborn (Num 3:13; 8:17; 

cf. also Exod 29:43), and sanctuaries (Exod 29:44; 1 Kgs 9:3, 7; 2 Chr 7:16, 20; 30:8; 36:14). But if he is 

the source of holiness for creation, creation—specifically his people—mustmaintainGod‘sholinessand

hisname‘sholinesswhich,inthis context, are nearly synonymous with his honor, reputation, and glory. 

Thisismainlyadutyofthepeople‘sleaders(Lev 10:3; 22:32; Num 20:12–13; 27:14; Deut 32:51). 

Should the people sin, God or his name becomes desecrated (see sec. C. 2. b.) and his holy spirit, an 

aspect of his character, is grieved and may abandon them (Isa 63:10, 11; Ps 51:13). In addition to 



obedience, people bless, sanctify, and rejoice in God and his name (Isa 29:23; Ps 30:5; 97:12; 99:3, 5, 9; 

103:1; 105:3; 106:47; 145:21; 1 Chr 16:10, 35; cf. Ps 22:4; 29:2; 96:9; 1 Chr 16:29; 29:16; 2 Chr 20:21; 

even divine beings: Isa 6:3).Thepeople,too,arechargedtoemulateGod‘sholinessbykeepingthe

commandments (Lev 11:44, 45; 19:2; 20:26; cf. 20:26). Inscriptions may declare and recall his sacred 

character (Exod 28:36; 39:30; Zech 14:20). For his own part God sustains and displays his sanctity 

through miraculous acts and punishments (Isa 5:16; Ezek 20:41; 28:22, 25; 36:23; 38:16, 23; 39:7, 25–27; 

Hab 3:3; Ps 111.9;cf.God‘s―holyarm‖inIsa 52:10; Ps 98:1). God, as holy, is above any competitors 

and is eternal (Exod 15:11; 1 Sam 2:2; Isa 40:25; 57:15; Hos 11:9; Hab 1:12) and is to be the sole object 

ofIsrael‘sdevotion(Isa 8:13–14; Ps 33:21; cf. Ezek 11:16; Hos 12:1; Job 6:10; Prov 9:10; 30:3). The title 

―HolyOneofIsrael‖reflectsthissupremacy(Isa 1:4; 5:19, 24; 10:20; 12:6; 17:7; 29:19; 30:11, 12, 15; 

31:1; 37:23 [= 2 Kgs 19:22]; Isa 41:14, 16, 20; 43:3, 14; 45:11; 47:4; 48:17; 49:7; 54:5; 55:5; 60:9, 14; Jer 

50:29; 51:5; Ps 71:22; 78:41; 89:19; cf. Isa 10:17; 29:23; 40:25; 43:15; Ezek 39:7). Paradoxically, this 

high holiness may make it difficult for people to worship him (Josh 24:19; cf. 1 Sam 6:20). On the 

holinessofGod‘swordorpromise,seeJer 23:9; Ps 105:42.  

b. Lesser Divine Beings. Subordinate divine beings are also described as holy (Zech 14:5; Ps 16:3; 

89:6, 8; Job 5:1; 15:15; Dan 4:10, 14, 20; 8:13; cf. Deut 33:2; some read this as a place-name). From the 

pointofviewofNebuchadnezzar,thespiritofthe―holygods‖isinDaniel (Dan 4:5, 6, 15; 5:11; some 

take this as a plural of majesty for Israel‘sGod). 

2. Humans. Not discussed here are so-called cultic prostitutes whose Hebrew designation is formed 

from the root qd  (cf. Gen 38:21, 22; Deut 23:18; 1 Kgs 14:24; 15:12; 22:47; 2 Kgs 23:7; Hos 4:14; Job 

36:14).  

a. Priests. In P, there are two classes of priests, high and undistinguished. Several points indicate the 

high priest has a higher degree of holiness than undistinguished priests. First, he is called a high priest 

(Lev 21:10; Num 35:25, 28). Second, there is only one high priest at a time. Third, the high priest has a 

more elaborate consecration ritual (Exod 29:5–8, 20–21; Lev 8:7–9, 12, 23–24, 30; see also Exod 28:41; 

30:30; 40:13–15; Lev 4:3, 5, 16; 6:15; 21:10, 12; Num 35:25; Ps 133:2 and see sec. D. 2.). Fourth, each 

high priest is newly consecrated (Exod 29:29; Lev 6:15; 16:32; 21:10, 12; Num 35:25; cf. Num 20:25–28) 

whiletheundistinguishedpriestsapparentlyarenot,theinitialconsecrationofAaron‘ssonssufficingfor

all generations to come (Exod 40:15). Fifth, only the high priest can enter the adytum (the most holy 

place) of the tabernacle (Lev 16:3–4, 11–16) and is designated to perform the regular (Heb tām  d) rites 

within the shrine (the holy place; Exod 27:20–21; 30:7–8; Lev 24:1–4, 5–8; Num 8:1–3; cf. also Exod 

25:37; 30:10; Lev 4:3–12 and 13–21; 16:1–28). Ordinary priests generally officiate in the court at the altar 

outside the tent sanctuary (cf. Leviticus 1–7, passim) and enter the shrine only to aid the high priest in his 

duties or to perform other auxiliary work (cf. Exod 27:21; 28:43; 30:19–20; 40:31–32; Lev 10:9; 16:17; 

Num 4:5–20; see Haran 1978: 205–29). Finally, the high priest has more severe marriage, purity, and 

mourning restrictions than other priests (Lev 21:1–15; cf. Ezek 44:22).  

A less holy class of priests among the descendants of Aaron are those with physical defects. While they 

are still holy enough to eat most holy offerings, they are prohibited from serving at the altar or in the tent 

(Lev 21:16–23).  

Non-P literature distinguishes between high and undistinguished priests (2 Kgs 22:4, 8; 25:18; Hag 1:1, 

12, 14; Zech 3:1, 8; Ezra 7:5; Neh 3:1, 20; 1 Chr 9:11; 2 Chr 19:11; 24:11; 34:9, 14; etc.; cf. Ps 106:16). It 

also mentions deputy priests (2 Kgs 25:18; Jer 52:24) and elders of the priests (2 Kgs 19:2; Isa 37:2; Jer 

19:1) which may, but not certainly, indicate further distinctions in holiness. The Chronicles designate 

Aaron and his sonsas―mostholy‖(1 Chr 23:13),inapparentcontrasttotheLeviteswhomitcalls―holy‖

(2 Chr 23:6; 35:3;seesec.B.2.d.).Thepriests‘holinessallowsthemaccesstothetemple,tooffer

incense, and to attend to and guard the sanctums (1 Sam 7:1; Ezra 8:28; 1 Chr 23:13; 2 Chr 23:6; 26:18). 

See sec. B. 4. a. and LEVITES AND PRIESTS.  

b. Israelites. InP,layIsraelitesdonotsharethesameholystatusaspriests.ThestoryoftheKorah‘s

rebellion emphasizes this point (cf. Num 16:3, 5, 7). Yet though they are denied priestly holiness attained 

through inaugural rites and genealogical right, they are charged to achieve another type of holiness: that 



whichcomesbyobedience.ThisobligationistheresultofYahweh‘sseparatingthemfromtheother

nations and redeeming them from Egypt whereby he became their God. As their God, he enjoins them to 

be holy as he is holy (Lev 11:44–45; 19:2; 20:7–8, 24–26; 22:32–33; Num 15:40–41; cf. Exod 31:13; 

Ezek 20:12).  

While in P holiness is a responsibility ensuing from God choosing Israel, in Deuteronomy it is the 

resultantstateofGod‘schoosingtheIsraeliteswhichtheymustattain.Deuteronomycallsthepeopleholy

in the present tense (Deut 7:6; 14:2, 21). In the related P passages only God is called holy in the present, 

not the people (Lev 11:41, 45; 19:2; 20:26). Deut 26:19 and 28:9 (apparently referring backtoJE‘s

statement in Exod 19:6) do not necessarily contradict this. As in P, holiness is connected with observing 

dietary laws (Deut 14:21; cf. Lev 11:44–45 and[JE‘s]Exod 22:30). Other passages reflect a notion 

similartoDeuteronomy‘s(Isa 63:18; Jer 2:3; Ps 34:10; Ezra 9:2). Those who suffer or survive 

punishment or have been redeemed are often called holy (Isa 4:3; 6:13; 62:12; Obad 17; Dan 7:18, 21–22, 

25, 27; 8:24; 12:7).Thepeople‘sholinesscanalsoderive from the presence of the sanctuary among them 

(Ezek 37:28; see also Deut 33:3; Isa 43:28).  

c. Nazirites. Though, according to P, laypersons cannot share in priestly holiness, they could for a 

period of time imitate it by taking upon themselves the vow of a Nazirite (Num 6:1–21). Literature 

outside P describes lifelong Nazirites; presumably a condition of sacredness attached to them, but perhaps 

not as high (Judg 13:5, 7; 16:17; cf. Amos 2:11–12). By taking this vow, the person (Num 6:8) or 

specifically the head, is consecrated (vv 5, 11). The Nazirite, like a high priest, is restricted from all 

corpses (Num 6:7–8; cf. Lev 21:10–12; note the similarity between Num 6:7 and Lev 21:12). Like priests 

on duty, the Nazirite is not to drink wine or other strong drink (Num 6:3; Judg 13:4–5; 1 Sam 1:11 

[LXX]; Amos 2:12; cf. Lev 10:9–10; Ezek 44:21). The mother of the Nazirite Samson was to avoid 

unclean food like priests (Judg 13:4, 7, 14; cf. Lev 22:8; Ezek 44:31). See sec. D. 2.  

d. Levites and Firstborn Humans. Firstborn humans are holy: God dedicated them to himself in Egypt 

(Num 3:13; 8:17; cf. Exod 13:2) and they must be redeemed as is required with other holy items (Num 

18:15–16; cf. 3:44–51). From this, one would expect the Levites, the cultic substitutes for the firstborn 

(Num 3:44–51), to be holy. But P never calls them such, even in the long prescription for their installation 

(Num 8:5–22; on the elevation rites, see C. 1. a. [1]). That they are restricted from the sanctums shows 

they have not risen in holiness much above the status of lay Israelites (Num 4:4–20; 18:2–4). If one grants 

them some degree of holiness, it must be strictly distinguished from that of the priests (cf. Milgrom 1970: 

29, n. 103).  

In contrast to P, the Chronicler designates the Levites as holy (2 Chr 23:6; 35:3; Milgrom 1970: 71, n. 

257). For a possible similar perception of Levites in Ezekiel, see Milgrom 1981: 291–94. In other 

passages, all firstborn are described as belonging or being devoted to God, which intimates they are holy 

(Exod 13:12–13; 22:28; 34:19–20; see sec. C. 1. b. [1]).  

e. Prophets. Only non-P literature speaks of the holiness of prophets, and what it says is meager: Elisha 

iscalleda―holymanofGod‖(2 Kgs 4:9) and God set Jeremiah apart as a prophet (Jer 1:5). The 

anointing of prophets, understood literally or figuratively, may also imply holiness (1 Kgs 19:16; Isa 61:1; 

cf. Ps 105:15 = 1 Chr 16:22).  

3. Objects. a. Offerings. Offerings fall into two main groups, most holy and lesser. Those called most 

holy (Heb qōde   haq]qŏdā   m) are the sin or purgation offering, the reparation offering, and the cereal 

offering, which includes the bread of presence in the tabernacle (Lev 2:3, 10; 6:10, 18, 22; 7:1, 6; 10:12, 

17; 14:13; 21:22; 24:9; Num 18:9). A mark of most holy offerings is that only the priests may eat them 

(see foregoing references and Lev 6:11)andthenonlyinthesanctuarycourt(calleda―holyplace‖orthe

―placeofthesanctuary‖:Lev 6:9, 19; 7:6; 10:13, 17; 24:9; Num 18:10 appears to refer to eating in a state 

of most holiness). The burnt offering, though not called most holy, must be included in this class by 

analogy (cf. Lev 14:13; cf. the hint in Num 18:9 with the Heb preposition min, ―from/of‖).Thepriestly

consecration offering was probably also considered most holy since priests were to eat it in the sanctuary 

court (Exod 29:31–34; Lev 8:31–32).  



Lesser holy offerings include well-being offerings (Lev 3:1–17; 7:11–36); firstborn of clean animals 

(Num 18:15–18); the Passover (Exod 12:3–11, 43:50); the produce tithe (see below; Lev 27:30–31; Num 

18:25–32); the animal tithe (Lev 27:32–33);itemsputunder―severededication‖(Hebḥērem; Lev 27:28; 

Num 18:14); first-ripe produce (Lev 19:24; 23:10–11; Num 18:13); and first-processed products (Lev 

2:12; 23:17–20; Num 15:20–21; 18:12). Some passages technically distinguish these from most holy 

offeringsbycallingthemsimply―holyofferings‖(Hebqŏdā   m: Lev 21:22; Num 18:9, 11, 19; note the 

contrast in Lev 10:12–16). Other passages use this term without contrast (Lev 22:2–4, 6–7, 12, 15–16; 

Num 18:32) as well as the singular Heb qōde  (Lev 12:4; 22:10, 14; 23:20; Num 18:17). But qōde  and 

qŏdā   m can include most holy offerings (Exod 28:38; Lev 5:15–16; 23:20; Num 5:9–10; 18:8, 10). The 

related noun miqdā  infrequently refers to lesser holy offerings (cf. Num 18:29). Apart from terminology, 

the fact that these offerings may be eaten by nonpriests outside the sanctuary precincts shows their 

distinction from most holy offerings. In connection with this, the designation of things under Heb ḥērem 

as most holy (Lev 27:28) is probably to emphasize their irredeemable nature and not to characterize them 

technically as most holy. That nonpriests may eat or use ḥērem shows its lesser holy character (Num 

18:14 and context).  

A main subdivision of the holiness of lesser holy offerings is perceptible. The Israelites eat only the 

well-being sacrifice (excluding portions given the priests) and the Passover (Exod 12:1–14; Lev 7:15–18; 

19:5–8; 22:29–30). Because of theirrestrictiontothepriests‘households,therepriestsandtheir

households (Lev 22:10–13; Num 18:11, 13, 19) are entitled to the breast and right thigh from the well-

being offerings (Exod 29:26–28; Lev 7:31–36; 10:14–15; Num 18:11) and all of the other offerings listed 

above.Theportionsofthepriests‘householdspresumablyaremoreholythantheIsraelites‘portions.The

prohibition that laypersons not eat the priestly portions supports such a valuation (Lev 22:10–16). A 

subdivision of the holiness of the well-being offering is detectable also. One type, brought for a vow or a 

freewill offering, may be eaten over two days and the leftover meat destroyed on the third (Lev 7:16–17; 

19:6). Another type, the thank offering, may only be eaten on one day (7:15; 22:30). The shorter period 

for eating suggests a slightly higher degree of holiness for the latter type (note that most holy offerings 

can only be eaten for one day; cf. Exod 29:34; Lev 8:32; 10:16–20; see Wright 1987: 139). The Passover 

offering which can only be eaten for one day may have had a degree of holiness similar to that of the 

thank offering (Exod 12:10; Num 9:12).  

Ezekiel labels the cereal, purgation, and reparation offerings most holy (42:13; cf. Ezra 2:63; Neh 7:65; 

2 Chr 31:14). The term qŏdā   m, introduced above, is used for offerings that are lesser holy in P (Deut 

12:26; 2 Chr 29:33; 31:6, 12; 35:13; and perhaps Ezek 36:38; 1 Chr 26:20), but it is also used for all 

offerings (Ezek 20:40; 22:8; 26; Neh 10:34; 1 Chr 28:12) and Ezek 44:13 uses this term to refer to most 

holy offerings. The singular qōde , ―holything(s),‖maybeusedoflesserholyofferingsaswell(Deut 

26:13; 1 Chr 23:28; 2 Chr 30:19; cf. Jer 2:3). Sacrificial meat can be called Heb  ĕśar qōde , ―holyflesh‖

(Jer 11:15). In Hag 2:12 it refers to meat of offerings that P calls most holy. The bread of presence at the 

sanctuary of Nob, which in P is most holy, is called Heb leḥem qōde , ―holybread,‖orsimplyqōde , ―a

holything‖(1 Sam 21:5, 7).  

A way to distinguish relative degrees of holiness of offerings outside P may be to determine who 

received them. For example, in Deuteronomy, officiating priests receive the shoulder, cheeks, and 

stomachfromthe―sacrifice‖(Hebzebaḥ; equivalent to the well-being offering in P; 18:3) and the gifts of 

agricultural produce and wool (18:4; 26:2–11). Lay Israelites, their households, and nonofficiating Levites 

receive other portions of zebaḥ offerings, the firstborn animal, Passover, tithes, and various contributions 

at the sanctuary (12:6–7, 11–12, 17–18, 26; 14:22–27; 15:19–20; 16:2–7; cf. 16:10–17). The fatherless, 

widows, resident aliens, and nonofficating Levites receive the third-year tithe in the Israelite towns 

(14:28–29; 26:12–15; called qōde  in 26:13). However, exegetical problems cloud the conclusiveness of 

these observations.  

b. Sanctuary Furniture. Six pieces of cultic furniture are designated most holy: the ark, the incense 

altar, lamp stand (or menorah), bread table, the outer or burnt-offering altar, and laver (Exod 29:37; 30:10, 

26–29; 40:10; Num 4:4, 19). The base of the laver and the utensils listed for some of these items may also 



be most holy, like the main furniture pieces (see Exod 30:26–29; but cf. Exod 40:9–11). The furniture 

may simply be labeled qōde  (Exod 40:9; Num 3:28, 31, 32; 4:15, 16, 20; 7:9; 18:3, 5) or miqdā  (Lev 

21:23; Num 10:21; 18:1; perhaps included in 3:38),bothmeaning―holyobject(s);sanctums.‖An

auxiliary to the outer altar is the cover made from the censers of Korah and his rebels (17:2–5—Eng 

16:37–40).  

Location, materials, lethality, and the cultic importance of the pieces suggest a gradation of holiness, 

with the ark being the highest, the outer altar and laver being the lowest. The ark is located in the adytum; 

the table, lamp stand, and incense altar in the shrine; and the burnt-offering altar and laver in the court. 

The ark, table, lamp stand, and incense altar are all made of pure gold, while the burnt-offering altar and 

laver are made of copper (Exod 25:11, 17, 24, 31, 36, 39; 27:2; 30:3; 37:2, 6, 11, 17, 22, 23, 24, 26; 38:2, 

30). When transported the ark is wrapped in the tabernacle veil, a skin cover, then a completely blue 

cloth; the table is wrapped in a regular blue cloth, a scarlet cloth, then a skin cover; the lamp and incense 

altar are wrapped in a regular blue cloth and a skin cover; and the outer altar in a purple cloth, then a skin 

cover (Num 4:5–14). The gold furniture is lethal by sight to nonpriests (Num 4:18–20) but the copper 

pieces are not (they are on public display). Lastly, the ark is the most important piece of furniture: it is the 

place where God manifests himself (Exod 25:22; 30:36; Num 7:89; cf. Exod 29:42) and it may be the sole 

piece of sanctum which was not to be seen at all (cf. Lev 16:2, 12–13). The holy vessels taken into battle 

in Num 31:6 probably include the ark and the Urim and Thummim, whichagainshowstheark‘s

importance.  

Thisfurnitureappearstobemoreholyrelativetothetentstructure‘splanks,columns,bars,footings,

lower cover (Heb mi kān), and entrance hanging, which are also most holy (cf. Exod 30:26–29). The 

pieces of furniture are made of or covered with pure gold (see above), while the planks, columns, and bars 

are covered with plain gold (Exod 26:29, 32, 37; 36:34, 36, 38). The furniture pieces are prohibited to the 

touch and sight of the Levites on the pain of death; they are carefully wrapped by the priests, while the 

planks, columns, bars, footings, cover, and entrance hanging are not so lethal, nor are they covered (Num 

4:4–20 versus vv 24–28, 31–33).ThefurniturepiecesarecarriedontheLevites‘shoulderswhile the 

planks, covers, and other items are transported in wagons (Num 7:7–9).  

OutsideofP,thearkandotherholyfurniturearebroughttoSolomon‘snewtemple(1 Kgs 8:4; 1 Chr 

22:19; 2 Chr 5:5; see sec. B. 4. a.). As in P, these articles are guarded and carried by priests and Levites 

(Ezra 8:24–29; 1 Chr 9:29; 23:32; 2 Chr 35:3). Deutero-Zechariah (Zechariah 9–14) hoped for the time 

that every vessel in the temple, Jerusalem, and Judah would increase in holiness (14:20–21). In addition to 

these articles, independent altars, pillars (Heb maṣṣē ôt), and other legitimate cult objects would be 

considered holy.  

c. Priestly Clothing. All priestly clothing is holy, but that of the high priest has an elevated degree of 

holiness. First of all, it is more elaborate. Priests wear a fine linen tunic, waistband, headdress, and 

breeches (Exod 28:40, 42–43; 39:27–28). The high priest wears linen breeches, a tunic with a fancier 

weave (28:4, 39); a waistband of colored wool and fine linen (28:4, 39; 39:29); a headdress which is 

designated differentlythantheregularpriest‘s(Hebmiṣnepet versus Heb  pa˒ărê ham]mig a˓ōt; 28:4, 

39; 39:28) and to which was attached an inscribed golden plate (28:36–38; 39:30–31); a robe worn over 

these items made out of blue wool with golden bells and pomegranates made of colored wool and fine 

linen (28:4, 31–35; 39:22–26; cf. Haran 1978: 169, n. 44); and on top of all this the ephod made of 

colored wool, fine linen, and strips of gold, all woven together, with two framed stones inscribed with the 

names of the Israelite tribes attached to shoulder straps and a pouch—also with stones with the tribal 

names inscribed—fastened to the ephod and hanging over the chest (28:4, 6–13, 15–30; 39:2–21). The 

highpriest‘sclothingisalsoholierbecauseitconsistedofamixtureofwoolandlinen,aholymixture 

(see sec. B. 3. f below). It may be considered holier, too, since it is specifically required for working in the 

shrine (Exod 28:29, 30, 35, 38).Finally,onlythehighpriest‘sclothingiscalledHeb igdê (haq)qōde , 

―holyclothing‖(Exod 28:2, 4; 29:29; 31:10; 35:19 [cf. v 21]; 39:1 [cf. vv 27–29]; 41; 40:13; the golden 

plate is called holy in Exod 29:6; Lev 8:9).Aaron‘ssons‘clothingisonlycategorizedthusonce(Exod 

28:4),butthecontextshowsthatthehighpriest‘sclothingismainlyinmind.  



Two other sets of priestly clothing are prescribed in P. When removing ashes from the burnt-offering 

altar a priest is to dress in a plain linen robe and plain linen breeches (Lev 6:3–4). These may be utilitarian 

to prevent soiling of regular priestly clothing while at the same time to befit the holiness of the altar. After 

the work at the altar the priest puts on other, perhaps profane, clothing to take the ashes to the ash dump. 

When performing the blood rites in the adytum, shrine, and court on the Day of Atonement the high priest 

wears a plain linen tunic, breeches, waistband, and headdress (Lev 16:4, 32; called holy). The reason for 

the simpler plain linen clothing may also have been utilitarian, to prevent the soiling of the regular high 

priestly clothing with blood, which is sprinkled in abundance in this ceremony.  

Ezekiel has the most extensive information about priestly clothing but only speaks, it appears, of that of 

regular priests. It is completely linen, including a headdress, breeches, and, implicitly, a waistband 

(44:17–18).Atunicisnecessarilyincluded.HenceEzekiel‘sclothingisexactlylikethatofregularpriests

in P. But in contrast to P, Ezekiel calls this clothing holy (42:14). This designation reflects a conception 

about the clothing not found in P: it has the power to render laypersons who touch it holy (42:14; 44:19). 

The only piece of high priestly clothing mentioned outside of P is the ephod. While it sometimes appears 

tobeagarment,itoftenhasacharacterdifferentthanP‘sephod(Judg 8:27; 17:5; 18:14–20; 1 Sam 2:18, 

28; 14:3; 21:10; 22:18; 23:6, 9; 30:7; 2 Sam 6:14; Hos 3:4; 1 Chr 15:27).  

d. Real Estate. People may dedicate their houses or inherited land (Lev 27:14–25). Doing so makes 

them―holytotheLord,‖i.e.,thepropertyofthesanctuaryandpriests(v 14). Inherited land which is not 

redeemed and is soldtoanotherbecomes―holytotheLord‖inthejubileeyear(v 21). It is then like a 

field dedicated as Heb ḥērem and becomes a priestly holding (cf. v 28).  

e. Money and Precious Metals and Stones. Moneyusedtoredeemlandintheforegoingcasesis―holy

totheLord‖(Lev 27:23). Analogically, all money or precious metals given to the sanctuary would be 

holy (Exod 25:3; 30:11–16; 35:5, 22, 24; 38:24–26; Lev 5:15, 18; 27:2–8, 12–13, 27, 31; Num 3:44–51; 

7:1–88; 18:15–16; 31:48–53). If not used for constructing the tabernacle, these metals would have been 

kept in the sanctuary and used for maintaining the structure and supporting the priests (cf. Exod 30:16; 

Num 3:51, 54).  

The holiness of dedicated money and booty is well attested outside of P. These items were put into 

sanctuary treasuries (Josh 6:17, 19, 24; 2 Sam 8:10–12; 1 Kgs 7:51; 15:15; 2 Kgs 12:5–17; 1 Chr 18:9–

11; 2 Chr 5:1; 15:18; 2 Chr 24:5–14; cf. Ezra 8:24–29). The accumulated wealth became vast and was a 

source for maintenance of the temple and priests (2 Kgs 22:3–7; 1 Chr 26:26–28; 2 Chr 34:8–11; cf. Isa 

23:18), paying tribute to invaders or allies (1 Kgs 15:17–22; 2 Kgs 12:19; 2 Chr 16:1–6), or spoil for the 

enemy (1 Kgs 14:25–28; 2 Kgs 14:11–14; 24:13; Jer 15:13; 17:3; Dan 1:2; 2 Chr 12:2–12; 36:18). Cf. 

Judg 17:3.  

Precious stones were also dedicated to the temple treasury (cf. 1 Chr 29:8; 2 Chr 32:27). Perhaps Lam 

4:1 hassuchstonesinmind.Alsorecallthatthehighpriest‘sclothingincorporatedpreciousstones. 

f. Mixtures. Certain mixtures are prohibited: cross-breeding animals, plowing with an ox and ass 

together, sowing a field or vineyard with two different types of seeds, and making or wearing a Heb 

 a˓aṭnēz garment, i.e., one made of wool and linen (Lev 19:19; Deut 22:9–11). The reason seems to be 

that mixtures are holy (Deut 22:9).Thisexplainsinparttheholinessofthehighpriest‘sclothingand of 

the fabric wall and hangings of the tabernacle which employ a mixture of wool and linen. Israelites are 

allowed to use mixtures in one case. They are to wear fringes on the edges or corners of their clothing, 

normally made of linen, and with a thread of blue, implicitly of wool, attached (Num 15:37–41; Deut 

22:12; see Milgrom 1983a; 1983c).  

g. Oil. Oil used for anointing priests, the tabernacle, and its furniture had a special and restricted 

composition and was holy (Exod 30:22–33; 37:29; Num 35:25). One would expect this oil to be most 

holy since it confers a status of most holiness on the sanctuary furniture (cf. the incense below). Oil used 

on cereal offerings would be most holy as part of the offering (Lev 2:1, 4, 6–7; etc.). The elevated and 

sprinkled oil in the ritual for purification from Heb ṣāra˓at (so-called leprosy) would be holy, but not 

most holy (Lev 14:12, 15–18, 24–29; see sec. C. 1. a. [1]). The beaten pure oil for the tabernacle lamp 



may have had a lesser holy status as a dedicated item (Exod 27:20; Lev 24:2). Outside of P, holy oil is 

used to anoint kings (1 Kgs 1:39; figuratively, Ps 89:21; see sec. C. 1. a. [1]).  

h. Incense. Like anointing oil, incense (Heb qĕṭōret hassamîm) used on the incense altar and on the Day 

of Atonement has a unique restricted formula (Exod 30:34–38; cf. Lev 16:12–13).Thetextcallsit―holy‖

(Exod 30:35, 37),butoncecallsit―mostholy‖whichistechnicallymorecorrect(v 36). Relatively less 

holy, but still most holy, would be the frankincense (Heb lĕ ōnâ) used on cereal offerings (Lev 2:1–2, 15, 

etc.). The degree of holiness of plain incense (Heb qĕṭōret) offered in censers by priests is unclear (this 

offering implied in Lev 10:1; Num 7:14, 20, etc.; 16:7, 17–18, 35; 17:5, 11–12—Eng 16:40, 46–47).  

i. Water. Holy water is mentioned in the ordeal for a woman suspected of committing adultery (Num 

5:17; probably taken from the laver). Water libations (1 Sam 7:6; cf. 2 Sam 23:16) and the river flowing 

fromthetempleinEzekiel‘svision(Ezek 47:12; cf. Joel 3:18; Zech 14:8) may be considered holy. Spring 

water for certain rituals (Lev 14:5–6, 50–52; 15:13; Num 19:17) and that of the Jordan (as in 2 Kgs 5:10–

14) are probably not to be considered holy.  

4. Places. a. Sanctuaries. P‘swildernesstabernacleismarkedoffbyalinenfence100by50cubits

which forms a court whose entrance faces eastward. In the front half of the court is the open-air altar for 

burnt offerings. In the back half of the court is the tent structure—30 cubits long, about 10 wide, and 10 

high—which is divided into two rooms: a foreroom, the shrine; and a back room, the adytum.  

Terminology shows a gradation of different parts of the tabernacle. Technically the adytum is called 

Heb qōde  haqqŏdā   m, ―themostholyplace‖andtheshrinesimplyHebhaqqōde , ―theholyplace‖

(Exod 26:33–34; 1 Chr 6:34; cf. Heb miqdā  haqqōde  of the adytum in Lev 16:33). But the entire tent 

structurecouldbecalled―mostholy‖whichindicates its collective holiness is greater than the rest of the 

sanctuary area (Exod 30:26, 29). Less technically, both rooms could be called haqqōde , ―theholyplace‖

(the adytum: Lev 4:6 [unless this refers to both rooms]; 16:2–3, 16–17, 20, 23, 27; the shrine: 28:29, 35; 

29:30; 31:11; Lev 6:23; 10:18 [first occurrence]; Num 4:12; both rooms together: Exod 38:24, 27). The 

sanctuary area in general or the court could be called haqqōde , ―theholyplace‖(Exod 28:43; 35:19; 

36:1, 3, 4, 6; 39:1, 41; Lev 10:4, 18 [2d occurrence]; Num 8:19; 28:7; see Haran 1978: 171–73; cf. Heb 

mĕqôm haqqōde , ―placeofthesanctuary‖Lev 10:17; 14:13; Heb  eqel haqqōde , ―sanctuary shekel‖

Exod 30:13, 24; etc.), Heb (ham)miqdā , ―(the)holyplace/area‖(Exod 25:8; Lev 12:4; 19:30; 20:3; 

21:12; 26:2; Num 3:38; 19:20; plural in Lev 26:31; cf. Milgrom 1970: 23–24, n. 78), and Heb māqôm 

qādô , ―holyplace‖(Exod 29:31; Lev 6:9, 19, 20; 7:6; 10:13; 16:24; 24:9; Wright 1987: 232–35).  

The distribution of furniture, the extent of access to the different parts of the sanctuary, the materials 

used in the tabernacle, andanointingritesalsodisplaythestructure‘sgradedholiness.Theark,themost

important piece of furniture, is in the adytum; the incense altar, lamp stand, and bread table are in the 

shrine; and the burnt-offering altar and laver, the least holy of the most holy furniture, are in the court. 

Similarly, only the high priest, the holiest of the Israelites, is allowed in the adytum; the high priest aided 

by regular priests performs daily and weekly rites in the shrine; and the Levites and Israelites, both 

profane, have access only to the court. Some argue the Israelites were even restricted to the area between 

the burnt-offeringaltarandtheentrance,whichwouldindicateasubdivisioninthecourt‘sholiness

(Haran 1978: 187–87; Milgrom 1970: 17–18). As for materials, the wall planks of the tabernacle and the 

columns supporting the veil and the entrance hanging are overlaid or covered with gold (Exod 26:29, 32, 

37; 36:24, 36, 38) while the columns holding up the fence of the court and the hanging to the court 

entrance are covered with silver (27:10–11, 17; 38:10–12, 17, 19). The footings for the planks of the 

tabernacle and for the columns of the veil are made of silver (26:19, 21, 25, 32; 36:24, 26, 30, 36; 38:27) 

while those for the columns of the tent entrance, of the sanctuary entrance, and of the perimeter of the 

court are copper (26:37; 27:10–11, 17; 36:38; 38:10–11, 17, 19, 30–31). The tent structure itself is made 

of four layers: an elaborate underlayer of costly materials (the Heb mi kān, ―tabernacle‖;26:1–6; 36:8–

13), another layer made of simple goat hair (Heb ˒ōhel, ―tent‖;26:7–13; 36:14–18), and a top cover of 

tanned ram skins, and then one of Heb tĕḥā   m skins (26:14; 36:19; 39:34). The veil and bottom layer of 

the tabernacle is made of blue, purple, and scarlet wool, and fine linen, with cherubim designs (26:1, 31; 

36:8, 35; the listing of materials for the bottom layer may indicate it has more linen than the veil), while 



the hangings to the entrances of the tabernacle and court have blue, purple, and scarlet wool, fine linen, 

and carry designs but not cherubim (26:36; 27:16; 36:37; 38:18). The fence surrounding the entire court is 

of fine linen (Exod 27:9, 18; 38:9, 16). The clasps holding the two sections of the bottom layer of the 

tabernacle together are gold (26:6; 36:13), while those of the overlying goat-hair layer are copper (26:11; 

36:18). Finally, when the sanctuary is dedicated only the tent structure, the burnt-offering altar, and the 

laver are anointed; the court itself is not.  

Non-P literature mentions cult places and sanctuaries in towns such as Beer-sheba, Bethel, Gibeon, 

Gilgal, Hebron, Mizpah (of Benjamin), Nob, Ophrah (of Abiezer), Ramah (Ramathaim), Shechem, 

Shiloh, as well as in undefined places. These cult places would have been considered holy—if not by a 

particular biblical book or tradition, which may treat them as illegitimate, at least by worshipers there. 

Solomon‘sandEzekiel‘stemples,whosedescriptionsaremore complete, exhibit degrees of holiness like 

thoseofP‘stabernacle.TheentireareaofSolomon‘stemple,includingcourts,wascalledaHebmiqdā , 

―holy/sanctuaryarea‖(clearly,Ezek 9:6; 23:39; see also Isa 63:18; Jer 17:12; Ezek 5:11; 8:6; 23:38; 

24:21; 25:3; Ps 74:7; 78:69; Lam 1:10; 2:7, 20; 1 Chr 22:19; 2 Chr 20:8; 26:18; 29:21; 30:8; perhaps 1 

Chr 28:10; cf. Heb.  êt miqdā  in 2 Chr 36:17; for the Second Temple: Isa 60:13; Dan 8:11; 9:17; 11:31; 

Neh 10:40; of other sanctuaries: Exod 15:17; Josh 24:26; Amos 7:9, 13; Ps 96:6). The plural in Jer 51:51 

probably refers to sacred areas of the temple (cf. Ezek 7:24; 21:7; Ps 68:36; 73:17). The entire area was 

also called a Heb qōde , ―holyplace‖(Ps 74:3; 1 Chr 24:5; 2 Chr 29:5, 7; 35:5; cf. Ps 20:3; 60:8; 63:3; 

68:25; 108:8; 134:2; cf. Isa 64:10; Ps 24:3; 1 Chr 29:3; Heb har haqqōde , ―holymountain‖andvariants:

Isa 56:7; Ezek 20:40; Ps 3:5; 15:1; 43:3; 99:9; cf. Isa 27:13; 65:11; qōde  for the Second Temple: Dan 

8:13, 14; 9:26; cf. Isa 62:9). The temple building itself had two main rooms, but with a vestibule added in 

front.Theadytumcanbecalledthe―mostholyplace‖(1 Kgs 6:16; 7:50; 8:6; 2 Chr 3:8, 10; 4:22; 5:7; cf. 

Ps 28:2; Second Temple: Dan 9:24). The shrine can be called the qōde , ―holyplace‖(1 Kgs 8:8, 10; 2 

Chr 5:11). The adytum, overlaid with gold, contains the ark underneath the wings of gold-covered 

cherubim (1 Kgs 6:20, 27–28, 31–32; 8:6–9); the shrine, also overlaid with gold, contains a gold incense 

altar, a gold bread table, and gold lamp stands (1 Kgs 6: 21–22, 30, 33–35; 7:48–50); and the court 

contains a copper altar, a large copper laver, and ten smaller copper lavers (1 Kgs 7:27–39, 43–45; 8:64; 

onAhaz‘saltar:2 Kgs 16:10–16). The two pillars standing in front of the temple were of copper (1 Kgs 

7:13–22). Only priests, not Levites (2 Chr 29:16) nor laypersons (2 Chr 26:16–21), had access to the 

building (cf. 1 Kgs 8:6, 10–11; see also Ps 93:5; Eccl 8:10; 2 Chr 2:3).  

Ezekiel‘svisionarytemple,describedinEzekiel 40–48 (cf. Ezek 20:40; 37:26–28), has a walled-off 

area 500 cubits square. This entire area is called a miqdā , ―holyarea‖(37:26, 28; 43:21; 44:1, 5, 7–9, 11; 

45:3–4; 47:12; 48:8, 10, 21) and a qōde , ―holyplace‖(45:2). In a relative sense the sanctuary area is holy 

(qōde ) while the area outside of it is profane (Heb ḥōl; see Ezek 42:20).Callingthesanctuaryarea―most

holy‖vis-à-vis the rest of the land also reflects its holier status (Ezek 43:12; cf. 45:3). The sanctuary area 

has an outer and inner court. The latter is called qōde , ―holyplace‖(Ezek 42:14; 44:27) and perhaps also 

miqdā , ―holyplace‖(44:15–16; 45:18–19). The inner court contains the burnt-offering altar and the 

temple building. The temple building has two main rooms: the adytum or most holy place (41:4; simply 

qōde , ―holyplace‖in41:21, 23), and the shrine. It also has a vestibule at the front. The inner court has an 

implicit higher holiness. Only priests have access to it (44:15–19, 27; cf. 40:44–46; 42:13–14; 46:19–20). 

Not even the civic leader, the ―prince‖(Hebnāś  ˒), can enter (46:1–3, 8, 12). The Levites have access 

only to the outer court and gates of the inner court (44:10–14; cf. 40:38–43). Israelites are restricted to the 

outer court. Uncircumcised foreigners are restricted from the sanctuary area altogether (44:9). Priests, 

furthermore, are not to wear their official robes in the outer court (42:14; 44:17–19). Most holy offerings 

are to be eaten in holy chambers adjoining the inner court (42:13; 46:20), while lesser holy offerings are 

cooked in the outer court (46:21–24). See D. 3.  

For foreign sanctuaries, see Isa 16:12; Ezek 28:18. For a temple plan reflecting a more complicated 

gradation of holiness see the Temple Scroll (11QTemple; Yadin 1983). See also TABERNACLE; 

TEMPLE, JERUSALEM; TEMPLES AND SANCTUARIES.  



b. Places of Theophany. Moses was told to remove his shoes on Sinai because the ground was holy 

(Exod 3:5; cf. Josh 5:15).Themountain‘shallowedstatewasduetoGod‘spresencethere(Exod 19:9–25; 

24:16–17; Deut 4:10–5:29)—itwas―God‘smountain‖(1 Kgs 19:8; cf. vv 8–14). Rules that the people 

purify themselves for the theophany there (Exod 19:10, 14–15, 22)andnotencroachonthemountain‘s

boundaries on the penalty of death (vv 12–13, 17, 21, 23–24) also evidence its sacred character. Milgrom 

(1970: 44–46) has argued that the mount had a tripartite gradation of holiness similar to that of the 

tabernacle:thesummitwhereGod‘spresencewasandtowhichonlyMoseshasaccess,theareabelowthe

summitcoveredbyacloud,andtheareabelowthecloud,the―bottomofthemountain,‖wherethealtar

was set up (Exod 24:4) and where the people gathered (cf. Ps 68:18).  

OtherplaceswhereGod‘spresenceismanifestedareimplicitlyholy,suchasIsrael‘swar camp (Deut 

23:10–15; cf. Num 5:2–3; 1 Sam 21:6) and the Garden of Eden (Gen 3:8). Tyre, figuratively a man in 

Eden,livedonthe―holymountainofGod‖(Ezek 28:14). Places where God or angels appeared to the 

patriarchs and others, and where they, in consequence, set up altars or pillars, may be considered sacred 

(e.g., Shechem: Gen 12:6–7; Bethel: 28:10–22; 35:1–5, 9–15; Gideon in Ophrah: Judg 6:20–24).  

c. Land of Israel and Jerusalem. Though some of the P laws perhaps hint that the land of Israel is holy 

(Lev 18:25–28; Num 35:33–34), only the non-P literature explicitly calls it or its cities such (Exod 15:13; 

Isa 64:9; Zech 2:16; Ps 78:54; cf. Zech 14:20–21; Ps 114:2; Ezra 9:8; perhaps Josh 5:15). The Heb term 

har haqqōde , ―theholymountain,‖and its variations often refers to the entire land of Israel (Isa 11:9; 

57:13; 65:25; Jer 31:23; Obad 16; Zeph 3:11; cf. Isa 27:13; Joel 2:1; Ps 87:1). Other passages imply the 

holiness of the land (Josh 22:19; 2 Kgs 5:17; Ezek 4:14; Hos 9:3–4; Amos 7:17; Ps 137:4; Ezra 6:21).  

More specifically, the city of Jerusalem is called holy (Isa 48:2; 52:1; Ps 46:5; Dan 9:24; Neh 11:1, 18), 

and the term har haqqōde : ―theholymountain‖(andvariants)canreferparticularlytoit(Isa 66:20; Joel 

4:17; Zech 8:3; Ps 2:6; 48:2; Dan 9:16, 20; 11:45; cf. Isa 27:13; 56:7; 65:11; Joel 2:1). Jeremiah speaks in 

detail of a promised increase of holiness to be experienced by the city (Jer 31:38–40; cf. Zech 14:20–21). 

Because of its holiness, the uncircumcised, foreigners, and the defiled would not be found in the city (Isa 

52:1; Joel 3:17).OnthededicationorsanctificationofJerusalem‘swalls,seeNeh 3:1; 12:27.  

d. Ezekiel’s Teruma. Ezekiel‘sfuturemap(45:1–8; 48:8–22) has a section of land 25,000 cubits square 

called the tĕ mâ (―contributedportion,‖48:8, 12, 20–21). This tĕ mâ contains three horizontal strips for 

(1) the priests and sanctuary, (2) the Levites, and (3) the city (i.e., Jerusalem) and its outlying area. The 

northernmoststrip,25,000by10,000cubits,apparentlybelongstotheLevites.ItiscalledtheLevites‘

˒ăḥuzzâ, ―possession‖(45:5; 48:22). Adjoining on the south is an area of the same dimensions for the 

priests with the sanctuary at the center (45:3; 48:10, 21), called qōde  qodā   m, ―mostholy‖(45:3; 48:12); 

a qōde , ―holyportion‖(45:4; cf. 45:1); a miqdā , ―holyarea‖(45:4); hamĕquddā , ―thededicated

portion‖(48:11; but see commentaries), the tĕrūmiyyâ, ―specialcontribution‖(48:12); and probably 

tĕ mat haqqōde , ―theholycontribution‖(48:21b). The levitic and priestly areas together are called 

tĕr mat haqqōde , ―theholycontribution‖(45:6–7; 48:10, 18, 20–21a);the―firstfruitoftheland‖which

is qōde  lyhwh, ―holytoYahweh‖(48:14); and, if emendations are followed, qōde , ―holyportion‖

(45:1), and hattĕr mâ … lyhwh, ―thecontribution …toYahweh‖(48:9). Bordering the priestly land on 

the south is the ˒ăḥuzzat hā˓  r, ―possessionofthecity‖(45:6–7; 48:20–21) which is ḥōl, ―profane‖

(48:15). Despite some overlap of terminology for the priestly area and the priestly and levitic areas 

combined, a configuration of degrees of holiness is found: the holiest land with the sanctuary and priests, 

the lesser holy land with the Levites, and the profane land with the city. That these degrees are not 

arranged more systematically, e.g., in a concentric order, may be due to geographic and historical realities 

influencing the vision. That the city lies in a profane area, separated from the sanctuary, is striking in view 

of other prophetic expectations that Jerusalem would be holy.  

e. Heaven. AsGod‘sdwellingonearth,namelythesanctuary,isholy,sohisdwellinginheavenisholy.

Various Heb terms are used: mĕ˓ôn qod ô/qod ĕkā, ―his/yourholyhabitation‖(Deut 26:15; Jer 25:30; 

Zech 2:17; Ps 68:6; 2 Chr 30:27); mĕrôm qod ô, ―hisholyheight‖(Ps 102:20; a Qumran text has mĕ˓ôn); 

 ĕmê qod ô, ―hisholyheavens‖(Ps 20:7); zĕ  l qod ĕkā, ―yourholyelevation‖(Isa 63:15); and perhaps 

qod ô/qod   /haqqōde , ―his/my/the(heavenly)sanctuary‖(Amos 4:2; Ps 60:8; 77:14; 89:36; 108:8; 



150:1); miqdā , ―holyplace‖(Ps68:36;73:17); and some of the instances of hêkal qod ô, ―hisholy

temple‖(Jonah 2:5, 8; Mic 1:2; Hab 2:20; Ps 11:4; some refer clearly to the earthly temple: Ps 5:8; 79:1; 

138:2; cf. 65:5). See also Isa 57:15,andforGod‘sthrone,Ps 47:9.  

5. Time. a. Sabbath. The OT generally calls the Sabbath sacred and describes or prescribes its 

sanctification by abstaining from work (Exod 16:23; 20:8; 31:14–15; 35:2; Deut 5:12; Isa 58:13–14; Jer 

17:22, 24, 27; Ezek 20:20–21; 44:24; Neh 9:14; 13:22).  

b. Holidays. P designates certain holidays as Heb miqrā˒ qōde , perhapsmeaning―declarationof,call

for,summoningtoholiness‖ratherthan―holyconvocation‖(cf.Lev 23:2, 4, 37). These days include the 

first and seventh days of the Feast of Unleavened Bread (Exod 12:16; Lev 23:7–8; Num 28:18, 25); the 

Feast of Weeks day (Lev 23:21; Num 28:26); the first day of the seventh month (Lev 23:24; Num 29:1); 

the Day of Atonement (Lev 23:27; Num 29:7); the first and eighth days of the Feast of Tabernacles (Lev 

23:35, 36; Num 29:12). The phrase miqrā˒ qōde  is accompanied by a prohibition of work on these days 

which evidently serves as the means of hallowing these times (cf. the use of the phrase for the Sabbath in 

Lev 23:3).Observanceofritualrequirementsatthesanctuarywouldhavealsoledtothedays‘

sanctification. Degrees of holiness are apparent: the Sabbath and Day of Atonement are the holiest since 

they require complete rest; other days, designated miqrā˒ qōde , are less holy since they require 

abstinence only from laborious work; and other special days, such as new moons (apart from that in the 

seventh month), are least holy since they require no abstention (see Milgrom 1970: 80–81, and n. 297). 

The differences in sacrificial requirements in Leviticus 23 and Numbers 28–29 also imply more minute 

degrees of holiness.  

Festivals were holy periods outside P, too (Ezra 3:5). A specific indication of this is the idiom of 

―sanctifying‖afestival(Isa 30:29; a fast: Joel 1:14; 2:15; a festival for the god Baal: 2 Kgs 10:20). Holy 

days require abstention from work or unseemly behavior (Neh 8:9–11; Neh 10:32).  

c. Jubilee and Sabbatical Year. The jubilee year is to be sanctified by not sowing or harvesting (Lev 

25:10–12). The sabbatical year is not called holy but the requirement to not sow or harvest would indicate 

it has a holiness similar to the jubilee (Lev 25:2–7; note the terminology with  a  āt and  a  ātôn; cf. 

Exod 23:10–11). The restrictions enforcing rest indicate that these periods of time are holy.  

6. Miscellaneous. a. War. Severalpassagesspeakof―sanctifying‖orinauguratingwar(Jer 6:4; Joel 

3:9; Mic 3:5).Whiletheverbmaysimplymeanto―prepare,‖itmayrefertoperformingpreparatoryrites,

including purification (cf. Jer 22:7; 51:27–28). Like the holiness associated with theophany, it may be the 

divine presence that makes a war holy.  

b. Covenant. A covenant can be called holy (Dan 11:28, 30;heremeaningIsrael‘sreligion)andcanbe

desecrated (Mal 2:10; Ps 55:21; 89:35; Neh 13:29).  

C. Methods of Sanctification and Desanctification  

Since holiness is fraught with danger, the movement into or out of it is of great prescriptive concern. 

Such movement may be legitimate, or unplanned and illegitimate.  

1. Legitimate Sanctification and Desanctification. a. Sanctification. Some beings, places, objects, or 

times are inherently holy (e.g., God, the firstborn) and others become such throughthepeople‘sproper

behavior (e.g., the people through obedience, the Sabbath through cessation of work). Two other means of 

attaining a holy state require further elucidation: ritual procedures and theophany.  

(1) Ritual Procedures. Persons or things made holy by special anointing oil (see sec. B. 3. g.) in P 

include high and common priests and their clothing (Exod 29:7, 21; Lev 8:12, 30) and the tabernacle and 

the most holy furniture (Exod 29:36; 30:26–29; 40:9–11; Lev 8:10–11; Num 7:1, 10–11, 84, 88). Pouring 

of oil on massē ôt, ―pillars,‖mayhaveconsecratedthem(Gen 28:18; 31:13; 35:14). The anointing of 

prophets, if this was really done, may have imparted holiness (see sec. B. 2. e.). Anointing a person 

recovered from scale disease (Lev 14:10–29), kings (1 Kgs 1:39; cf. Ps 89:21), and shields (2 Sam 1:21; 

Isa 21:5) did not sanctify them (cf. Ps 110:3).  

Offerings often accompany sanctuary dedications (e.g., Exodus 29; Leviticus 8–9; Numbers 7; 1 Kgs 

8:5, 62–64; Ezek 43:18–27; 2 Chr 5:6; 7:1–10; 29:20–36). The purgation sacrifice in particular cleanses 

and sanctifies the outer altar, readying it for ensuing sacrificial activity (Exod 29:36–37; Lev 8:15; Ezek 



43:18–22, 25–26) and is used in recurring purgation rites to maintain sanctity (Leviticus 16, esp. v 19 and 

Ezek 45:18–20). Consecration-offering blood is placed on the priests and sprinkled on them and on their 

clothing (Exod 29:21; Lev 8:30).  

Priests at their consecration donned special clothing (Exod 28:3, 41; 29:1, 5–9; Lev 8:7–9, 13). When 

Eleazarbecamehighpriest,hewasdressedinAaron‘sclothing(Num 20:25–28). For Ezekiel, the 

contagiouscharacterofpriestlyclothingmaycontributetothepriests‘holiness(42:14; 44:19; cf. the 

tassels in sec. B. 3. f.).  

Objects may be dedicated by elevating them (literally or symbolically) in the sanctuary. Sanctification is 

specificallymentionedinthecaseoftheshoulderoftheNazirite‘swell-being offering with 

accompanying bread (Num 6:19–20), and the two well-being lambs and the two firstfruits loaves offered 

on the Feast of Weeks (Lev 23:17–20). Other cases where it is implicit are the breast of the well-being 

and priestly-consecration offerings (Exod 29:26–27; Lev 7:30, 34; 8:29; 9:21; 10:14–15; Num 6:20; 

18:18), thigh and fat of the consecration offering with accompanying bread (Exod 29:22–24; Lev 8:25–

27), the thigh of the well-being offering (Lev 9:21; 10:14–15), the reparation offering and log of oil for a 

recovered mĕṣōrā˓ (Lev 14:12, 24), the barley ˓ōmer (Lev 23:11–15), the cereal offering of a suspected 

adulteress (Num 5:25), and gold and copper for the sanctuary (Exod 35:22; 38:24, 29). The Levites are 

―elevated‖(Num 8:11, 13, 15, 21) but this does not necessarily make them holy (see sec. B. 2. d., and 

Milgrom 1983b: 139–70).  

A substance presumably increases in holiness when brought in direct or indirect contact with a most 

holy sanctum. This is implicit in the cases of putting consecration-offering blood on the altar before 

sprinkling it on the priests and their clothing (Exod 29:21; Lev 8:30),sprinklingoil―beforetheLord‖

before it is placed on a recovered mĕṣōrā˓ (Lev 14:16, 27), and sprinkling red cow blood toward the 

sanctuary (Num 19:4). It is also the case with the portions of most holy offerings, which can communicate 

holiness apparently only after their blood or initial portions have come in contact with the altar (Lev 6:11, 

20; Milgrom 1981; see sec. C. 2. a.).  

An offerer may verbally declare something holy or dedicate it by physically setting it apart. This 

dedication generally occurs outside the sanctuary precincts and includes sacrificial animals (Exod 28:38; 

Lev 22:2–3, 15; 27:9; cf. 2 Chr 30:24; 35:7–9; not the firstborn in P, Lev 27:26, but cf. Deut 15:19), 

firstfruits and first-processed materials (Num 15:20; 18:12–13), the tithe (Lev 27:32; cf. Num 18:24–32; 

Neh 12:47), a house or land (Lev 27:14–16, 18–19, 22), the half-shekel (Exod 30:13–15), building 

materials (Exod 25:2–3; 35:5, 21, 24; 36:3, 6), booty (Num 31:28–29, 41, 52), and oneself as a Nazirite 

(Num 6:2–21). See in general Lev 22:12, 15; Num 5:9; 18:8, 11, 19; Deut 12:6, 11, 17; Ezek 20:40; 

44:30; 45:13, 16; Mal 3:8; Neh 10:38, 40; 12:44, 47; 13:5; 2 Chr 30:17; 31:10, 12, 14; figuratively, Jer 

12:3. Verbal dedication or setting apart in the sanctuary precincts presumably occurs with the breads of 

the thank offering and the right thigh of the well-being offering (Lev 7:14 and Exod 29:27–28; Lev 7:32, 

34; 10:14, 15; Num 6:20). Judg 17:3 and perhaps Prov 20:25 show how verbal dedications are made (see 

Milgrom 1983b: 159–72).  

A special form of dedication is Heb ḥērem, ―severededication;ban.‖Thisisfoundmainly in contexts of 

war (Josh 6:17–21; 8:26; 10:1, 28, 35, 37, 39, 40; 11:11, 12, 20, 21;etc.)butmayapplytoone‘sown

property (cf. Lev 27:28,―fieldofone‘sinheritance‖;cf.v 21). Things placed under ḥērem include 

persons, their buildings, animals, precious objects and metals, and land. Objects, animals, and land so 

dedicated would be destroyed or become sanctuary property to be used by the priests (Num 18:14; Josh 

6:19, 24; Ezek 44:29). Humans would be put to death (Lev 27:29). As with regular dedication, ḥērem can 

take the form of an unconditional declaration or a vow (Num 21:2–3).  

(2) Theophany. In addition to the cases discussed in sec. B. 4. b., stories about the major sanctuaries 

describeGod‘smanifestationatthetimeofdedication:thedeserttabernacle(Exod 40:34–35; Num 9:15 

and Lev 9:4, 6, 23–24);Solomon‘stemple(1 Kgs 8:10–11; 2 Chr 5:11–14;cf.theChronicler‘sadditionin 

7:1–3);Ezekiel‘stemple(43:1–5; cf. 44:1–3; 46:1–3, 8, 12). These theophanies have not only a 

sanctifyingeffectbutalsoshowthatGodacceptsthestructuresandtheircult.God‘spresenceor

appearance at a sanctuary at other times in its existence would have a continuing sanctifying effect.  



b. Desanctification. The prevailing rule in most cases is: Whatever is not offerable on the altar may be 

desanctified (Milgrom 1976: 52–53). The two main methods are redemption and ritual. A unique example 

is in Ezra 2:61–63 (= Neh 7:63–65)wherepriestsare―disqualified‖(Hebwayĕgō˒ăl ; the verb carries 

―thenotionofdesanctification)andnotallowedtoeatthemostholyofferings. 

(1) Redemption. Money or, in some cases, another item of equal worth may be paid or given to redeem 

or purchase a sanctum. The sanctum loses its holiness while the money or other item becomes holy (cf. 

Lev 27:23). In P, the main method of desanctifying is paying the principal value of an item, assessed by a 

priest, plus one fifth. This is found in the case of a dedicated or vowed unclean sacrificial animal (Lev 

27:11–13), a firstborn unclean animal (vv 26–27; cf. Num 18:15), produce tithe (Lev 27:30–31), a 

dedicated house (vv 14–15),andadedicatedfieldofone‘sinheritance(vv 16–19). A dedicated field of 

one‘sinheritanceandunredeemeduncleanfirstbornmaybesoldattheassessedprice,apparentlywithout

the added fifth (vv 20–21, 27). Firstborn humans were redeemed at first by being replaced by the Levites, 

and the extra Israelites and later firstborn were redeemed by paying five shekels (Num 3:44–51; 18:15–

16). Outside of P, a firstborn ass, an unclean animal, may be redeemed by a sheep or goat (Exod 13:13; 

34:20). Firstborn people must also be redeemed, but no means is prescribed (Exod 13:13; 34:20); perhaps 

a sacrificial redemption is intended. An object designated as ḥērem is not redeemable according to P (Lev 

27:29).Jonathan‘sredemption,ifhewasunderḥērem aftereatinghoneyinviolationofSaul‘soath,could

be legitimate since his violation was unintentional (1 Sam 14:24, 27, 45).  

(2) Ritual Procedures. The removal of a holy portion from a batch desanctifies the rest. The tithe given 

to the Levites at first is holy (Num 18:32). When they give a tithe of the tithe to the priests, itself called 

holy (v 29), the remaining nine tenths becomes profane (cf. v 31). The same desanctification process may 

be seen in the selection of the animal tithe (Lev 27:32), the implicit donation of the fourth-year produce of 

a new tree to God before personal consumption can begin in the fifth (Lev 19:23–25; cf. Deut 20:6; 28:30; 

Jer 31:5), and the separation of firstfruits and first-produced materials from a large batch.  

Some sanctums are unusable and cannot be redeemed. To prevent desecration they are disposed of or 

destroyed.TheNazirite‘shairandleftoverportionsofsacrificesareburned(Num 6:18–19 and Exod 

12:10; 29:34; Lev 7:17; 10:16–20; 19:6; cf. Lev 7:19). Altar ashes and the crop and plumage of a burnt-

offering bird are taken outside the camp to the ash dump (Lev 1:16; 6:3–4). Carcasses of inedible 

purgation sacrifices are also taken to the ash dump and burned (Exod 29:14; Lev 4:11–12, 21; 6:23; 8:17; 

9:11; 16:27; cf. Ezek 43:21). The blood of purgation and other sacrifices is collected or poured at the base 

of the altar where it will sink into the ground (Exod 29:12; Lev 4:7, 18, 25, 30, 34; 5:9; 8:15; 9:9; cf. Exod 

29:16, 20; Lev 1:5, 11: 3:2, 8, 13; 7:2; etc.). Outside of P, persons and things under ḥērem are killed and 

burned, or otherwise destroyed (Deut 13:17; Josh 6:24; 7:15, 25; 8:28; 11:11, 13). Necks of unredeemed 

firstborn of asses could be broken (Exod 13:13; 34:20; see Wright 1987: 129–59, 284–90).  

At the successful completion of their vows Nazirites bring sacrifices which mark their departure from a 

holy status (Num 6:13–20;seesec.D.2.).Thehighpriest‘sbathinginLev 16:24 may be for 

desanctification after working in the most holy place of the sanctuary. The washing or disposal of pots in 

which purgations offerings were cooked may be due to impurity rather than for desanctification (Lev 

6:20–21; Wright 1987: 93–113, 129–31).  

2. Unintentional or Illegitimate Sanctification and Desanctification. a. Sanctification. Four times P 

says―anyone/thingthattouchesx becomesholy‖(Exod 29:37; 30:29; Lev 6:11, 20). The sanctums 

specified in these verses are the Tent of Meeting, the six most holy pieces of furniture, and the portions of 

the cereal, reparation, and purgation sacrifices. Objects becoming holy in this way perhaps may be 

redeemable or become property of the sanctuary and priests. It is arguable whether people are included in 

this rule (Milgrom 1981; Haran 1978: 179). At any rate, the consequence for contact with the furniture for 

nonpriests is death (by divine agency; Num 4:15, 19–20; 18:3). The tent structure, however, is not lethal, 

at least for the Levites, who may touch it (Num 4:24–33). In Ezekiel the priestly clothing and most holy 

offerings can sanctify persons and objects (42:14; 44:19; 46:20). See also Hag 2:12; 2 Chr 8:11 and 

perhaps Isa 65:5 (reading a Pi˓el).  



Another form of unplanned and detrimental consecration is ḥērem contagion. If a person 

misappropriates a cult object that is under ḥērem, the person acquires that status (Deut 7:25; Josh 6:18; cf. 

Exod 22:19). A person having this status would be put to death (cf. Achan in Josh 7, esp. v 12; cf. 1 Kgs 

20:42).  

b. Desanctification. It is in the case of illicit desanctification—desecration—that the dramatic character 

ofholinessappears.SuchprofanationrousesGod‘sdestructiveireagainstmalefactorsandthecommunity

at large. Any impurity threatens the sanctity of any holy place, object, being, or occasion (e.g., Lev 7:19–

21; 12:4; 21:1–4, 10–12; Num 6:9–12; 9:6–13). Desecration—making something profane but not 

necessarily impure—is often implied. It occurs when someone of a profane or even holy status infringes 

upon what is holy or misuses it. Sanctuaries or holy places are desecrated by encroachment of those 

unauthorized (Lev 16:2; 21:21, 23; Num 1:51; 3:10, 38; 16:1–35; 17:5—Eng 16:40; 18:7, 22; outside P: 

Exod 19:12–13, 16, 21–24; Ezek 44:7; 2 Chr 26:16–18 = 2 Kgs 15:5),priests‘misdeeds(Exod 28:35, 43; 

30:20–21; 40:32; Lev 10:1–6, 9; 21:12; cf. Zeph 3:4); and enemy incursions (outside P: Ezek 7:22, 24; 

24:21; 25:3; Ps 74:7; Dan 11:31). Sanctum desecration occurs by mishandling holy furniture (Num 4:15, 

20; 18:3; outside P: 1 Sam 6:19; 2 Sam 6:6–7); eating a well-being offering outside its proper time (Lev 

7:16–18; 19:7–8); mishandling the tithe (Num 18:32); a layperson eating sacrificial portions of the 

priestly households (Lev 22:14); substituting sacrificial animals (Lev 27:10, 33); eating sacrificial blood 

and fat (Lev 7:25–27; 17:10–14); and outside P, working a firstborn ox or shearing a firstborn sheep 

(Deut 15:19); misappropriating ḥērem (Josh 7:1; 22:20; 1 Chr 2:7); and using iron on an altar (Exod 

20:25). Priests are profaned by illicit mourning rites and harlot daughters (Lev 21:6, 9),andahighpriest‘s

lineage by marrying a prohibited woman (21:15). The people are profaned through harlotry (Lev 19:29), 

mixed marriages (outside P: Ezra 9:2, 4; 10:2, 6, 10, 19; Neh 13:27, 29; cf. Mal 2:10, 11), and enemy 

assault (outside P: Ezek 22:16). God or his name are desecrated by various sins: false swearing and 

breaking an oath (Lev 5:21–26; 19:12; Num 5:6; cf. 30:3; outside P: Ezek 17:20); idolatry and improper 

worship (Lev 18:21; 20:3; Num 31:16; cf. 25:1; outside P: Josh 22:16, 22, 31; Ezek 13:19; 20:39; Mal 

1:7–12; 1 Chr 10:13; 2 Chr 28:2–4, 19, 22–24; 29:6, 19; 33:19); improper priestly impurity (Lev 21:6); 

not sanctifying God (outside P: Deut 32:51); misuse of sanctums (Lev 22:2; outside P: 2 Chr 26:16–18; 

cf. Ezek 43:7–8); enslaving freed slaves (non-P: Jer 34:16); sexual sins (non-P: Amos 2:7); general sins 

(Lev 22:32; 26:40; Num 5:6; outside P: Isa 48:11; Ezek 14:13; 15:8; 18:24; 20:27; 22:26; 39:23, 26; Dan 

9:7; Neh 1:8; 1 Chr 9:1; 2 Chr 12:2; 30:7; 36:14);andGod‘s necessary punishment of his people (non-P: 

Ezek 20:9, 14; 36:20–23; 39:7). The land is profaned by idolatry and enemy attack (non-P: Jer 16:18 and 

Isa 47:6). Holy occasions are profaned by work (Exod 31:14; outside P: Isa 56:2, 6; Ezek 20:13, 16, 21, 

24; 22:8; 23:38; Neh 13:18) and not observing prescriptions (cf. Exod 12:15, 19; Lev 23:29–30; Num 

9:13). Covenants and commandments may be profaned by not abiding them (outside P: Mal 2:10; Ps 

55:21; 89:32, 35; cf. Ezek 7:21; 28:18).  

Desecration carries penalties (these have been fully discussed by Milgrom 1970; 1976). In P, 

inadvertent profanation, when one does not know of the desecration until after the fact, can be required by 

restoring the price of the sanctum plus one fifth, and bringing a reparation offering (Lev 5:16–18; cf. 

5:20–26; 22:14; Num 5:5–8; Ezra 10:19). For suspected sanctum trespass a reparation offering is brought 

(Lev 5:17–19; cf. Num 6:12). Even if people do not intend desecration, but are conscious of their act, 

death may ensue (Num 4:15, 20; 18:3; 2 Sam 6:6–7). Intentional sacrilege is perilous. Only in the case of 

afalseoath,whereGod‘snamehasbeendesecrated,doesPprescriberectificationprocedures(Lev5:20–

26; cf. Num 5:6–8). Death by deity, however, is the usual consequence (described with the Heb Qal form 

mût, ―die‖:Exod 28:43; 30:20–21; Lev 10:6, 9; 16:2, 13; 22:9; Num 4:15, 19–20; 17:28; 18:3, 22, 32; or 

with Heb kārēt, ―becutoff‖:Exod 12:15, 19; 31:14; Lev 7:18, 20–21, 25, 27; 17:4, 9–10, 14; 19:8; 20:2–

5; 22:3; 23:29–30; Num 4:18; 9:13; 19:13, 20; see Wold 1979). Some cases of sanctum trespass involve 

executionafterjudgmentorpreemptoryexecutionbysanctuaryguardstopreventGod‘sfuryfrombeing

poured out on the community (Exod 19:12–13; 31:14–15; 35:2; Lev 20:2; 24:16; Num 1:51; 3:10, 38; 

15:35; 18:7; 2 Chr 23:6–7; cf. Judg 6:25–32; and see the passages in the previous paragraph). It is the 



danger inherent in the holy that lies behind fear of the divine presence (Gen 28:17; Exod 20:18–19; 24:11; 

33:3, 5, 20; 34:30; Num 17:27–28—Eng 17:12–13; Deut 5:24–27; Judg 6:22–23; 13:22).  

D. Theoretical Concerns  

In addition to the foregoing observations about gradations of holiness, some additional general 

comments are in order. Much can be said about holiness from a more comprehensive theoretical 

perspective (see bibliography). Here we discuss the relationship of the conception of purity/impurity to 

holiness/profaneness and some recent contributions from anthropology and the theoretical study of 

religion to the understanding of sanctification rituals, sacred time, and ritual place.  

1. Relationship of Holy, Profane, Pure, Impure. P and Ezekiel expressly view the states of holiness, 

profaneness, purity, and impurity in terms of two pairs of opposites: pure vs. impure and holy vs. profane 

(Lev 10:10; 11:47; Ezek 22:26; 42:20; 44:23; cf. 1 Sam 21:5). While it is true that impurity is a state 

opposed and detrimental to holiness, profaneness is its technical antonym. The presence or lack of a 

dynamic quality distinguishes the opposites from one another: profaneness is the lack of holiness; and 

purity is the lack of impurity. Any object, place, or person bears one state from each of the pairs at the 

same time (time is not called pure or impure). Four states, all of which are legitimate in certain contexts, 

are possible: profane and pure, profane and impure,holyandpure,andholyandimpure.―Profaneand

pure‖isaneutralandbasicstatesinceitlacksdynamicelementsofholinessandimpurity.Mostlawsthat

talk about becoming holy or impure assume a person or object starts with this combined state. Being 

profaneandimpureistheconcernofmostpuritylegislation.―Holyandpure‖isthestateofmostpersons,

objects, and places considered holy. Only the last, ostensibly contradictory pairing of holiness and 

impurity demands attention. While this is not an expected or desired state, it is legitimate, even demanded, 

in cases of purgation offerings. A regular purgation offering removes impurity adhering to sanctums in the 

sanctuary. That it can pollute others after it is used for purification indicates it has become impure (Lev 

16:27–28), but the requirement that it be eaten by the priests or be burned at the pure ash dump where 

other sanctuary materials are disposed indicates it is holy as well (Lev 6:19–23; see sec. C. 1. b. (2) on 

disposal). Similarly the scapegoat, part of a purgation offering complex (16:5), becomes impure when 

loadedwiththecommunity‘ssinswhileapparentlyremainingholy(cf.v 26). And the red cow, also a 

purgation offering (Num 19:9), pollutes those who prepare it (vv 7–8, 10), yet it is still holy as suggested 

by the rule that the water made from the resulting ash can only be handled by a pure person (v 18).  

J. Milgrom recognizes the two pairs of opposites above, but treats them in terms of their dynamic 

interactions and the consequences involved (1970: 1; Leviticus AB). He distinguishes between most and 

lesser holy, assumes that these holy states and the profane state are pure, eliminates the cases where same 

states would interact with one another, and treats the impure state without regard to whether it is in 

addition holy or profane. He then posits five interactions: (a) most holy with profane, (b) lesser holy with 

impure, (c) lesser holy with profane, (d) profane with impure, and (e) most holy with impure. One 

regularity Milgrom observes is that the interactions of (a), (b), and (e) are illicit and lead to dire 

consequences while those in (c) and (d) are not necessarily so. Profane Levites who touch, even look at 

most holy sanctums, are liable to death (Num 4:15, 19–20) and those who pollute a well-being offering 

(which is lesser holy) are liable to kārēt, ―cuttingoff‖(Lev 7:19–21), while the profane can legitimately 

contact what is lesser holy (but not misuse it), and the profane can generally contact what is impure (cf. 

sec. C. 2). If a spectrum of holiness and impurity strength be set up (most holy—lesser holy—profane—

impure) only contact between noncontiguous categories poses a threat. This exhibits the systematic 

characterofP‘srulesaboutholinessandpurity. 

2. Sanctification Rituals and Ritual Time. The anthropologist Edmund Leach (1976: 77–93) has 

developed insights proposed by van Gennep (1960) and has applied them to the priestly consecration 

ritual in Leviticus 8–9. He argues that many rituals involve a movement in social status and often have a 

threefold division: (1) rites of separation where the subject is demarcated from his or her surroundings by 

actual removal or symbolic rites (disrobing-clothing; purification; etc.), (2) a marginal or liminal period—

of―socialtimelessness‖—of long or short duration which often continues thesubject‘sseparationwith

prohibitions to be observed and which may be accompanied by rites, and (3) rites of aggregation or 



incorporation where persons return to their previous state or, at least, having a new social status, to a state 

of integration with society. To this scheme he adds a structuralist perspective that ritual is a type of 

language: not one which communicates in detail like speech, but which communicates more abstractly 

and generally like art and music. The parts of each ritual derive their meaning in relationship to one 

another, and a ritual complex derives its meaning in relationship to other complexes. Though not 

everything he says about the biblical material is acceptable, his approach generates many insights into 

biblical sanctificationrituals.FollowingLeach‘sleads,wecanofferthefollowingabbreviatedanalysisof

the priestly consecration ceremony and the Nazirite vow and desanctification. These two rites which raise 

the status of persons are actually quite different and convey thereby different ritual messages.  

In the priestly consecration ritual the rites of separation cover almost all of Leviticus 8. Aaron and his 

sons are brought forward from the congregation, a physical separation (v 6). Though all are washed at 

first, Aaron is treated differently: he is dressed first (vv 7–9) and uniquely anointed (v 12).Aaron‘s

special treatment, which continues throughout the rite, marks him as holier than his sons. After the sons 

are dressed and Moses offers sacrifices (vv 13–28),heplacesbloodonAaron‘sextremitiesfirst,andthen

on those of his sons (vv 23–24). Later, anointing oil and consecration-offering blood from the altar is 

sprinkleduponAaron‘sclothesandperhapsAaron,andthenonhissonsandtheirclothes(v 30). At this 

point the rite of separation has come to an end. The initiates now have a holy character (vv 12, 30). As vv 

2–6 indicate the congregation has been present during this entire ritual segment. Their presence is not 

incidentalbutactuallypartoftheritualitself.Theseparationofthepriestsfromthegroupandthelatter‘s

observation signifies or communicatestheadvancementofthepriests‘status.Theperiodorritesof

marginality or transition immediately ensue: the priests remain in the sanctuary area for seven days (vv 

32–36; cf. Exod 29:35b–37). After this week of separation, rites of incorporation begin (Leviticus 9). On 

the eighth day offerings of the priests and the people are brought (vv 2–6). Though Moses instructs what 

is to be done, it is Aaron and his sons, not Moses, who now perform the sacrifices (7–20). Aaron, too, 

blesses the people (v 22).Allthisrevealstheextentandnatureofthepriests‘reintegration.Whilethey

can deal again with society, they are not on the same level as they were before. They are now the 

community‘sculticrepresentatives:theyareholy.TheappearanceofGod‘sglorygivesclosureand

sanction to the entire tripartite ritual (v 24; cf. vv 4, 6).  

To be compared, and contrasted, is the Nazirite vow and desanctification. The Nazirite period is simply 

initiated by a vow, a statement of intent (cf. Num 6:2).The―rite‖ofseparationifthereforequitesimplein

comparison with the priestly ritual. The marginal or transitional period is one of restrictions (vv 3–8). The 

rite of aggregation consists of bringing offerings (vv 13–20) and cutting the hair (v 18–19). After this the 

Nazirite―maydrinkwine‖(v 20). The cutting of the hair is a reversal of the initiation of the rite. As 

opposed to the priestly rites, this brings the person back to the profane status where he or she began. The 

Nazirite ritual is also private: there is no assembly when the vow is made and apparently none when the 

offerings are brought at the end. This is one of the great differences between this and the priestly ritual. 

Though both of them increase the holiness of the subjects, only the sanctification of the priests has broad 

social significance and relevance.  

Leach‘smodelisatemporalone.Ritualcomplexessuch as those of the priests and Nazirite take place 

over and in time. As Leach notes, these rituals break up social time: they give meaning, direction, and 

order to an otherwise undifferentiated and homomorphous temporal continuum. There is thus a similarity 

between the rituals just discussed and the regular holy festival times of Israel. The regular recurrence of 

Sabbath and holidays also gives definition to Israelite time. These days punctuate it with focal points to 

which the group orients itself and works toward and from. Such orientation brings social unity and 

solidarity. Holy days, moreover, are periods of marginality or, better, timelessness, when the everyday is 

set aside for the unique; they are periods of restriction. If we had enough evidence we might find that 

these days or times were preceded by rites of separation or inauguration and rites of incorporation or 

termination which returned the people to regular time, as are found, for example, in postbiblical Judaism 

for the Sabbath (cf. Lev 25:9–10).  



3. Ritual Place. Leach also offers a model for understanding ritual space (1976: 81–93). For the human 

mind, reality consists of the real world and another, metaphysical world where things are the reverse of 

the real world: gods live there, they are immortal, power which can ultimately be beneficial to humans 

exists there, etc. Sacred space is where these two worlds are brought into contact with one another 

through various rituals. Religious specialists, e.g., priests, serve as intermediaries between the two worlds 

in these places, and purity and other restrictions prevail. For the P material specifically, Leach sees the 

adytum as symbolic of the other world, the veil being what separates the real from the other world. Inside 

the rest of the sanctuary area are graded intermediate zones. His model includes the area outside the 

sanctuary: the campistheareaof―tameculture‖andtheareaoutsidethecampisthatof―wildnature.‖ 

WhileLeach‘smodelexplainswhysacredspaceexistsfunctionally,itdoesnotexplainwhysocieties

have different conceptions of sacred space. Scholars argue that specific ideas about ritual space derive in 

part from social structure and other social concerns. Recently J. Z. Smith (1987) has applied some of these 

ideas to the verbal maps of the temple and land in Ezekiel 40–44. He suggests that the social hierarchies 

of a particular society determine its gradation of ritual space and the access that groups have to its 

different parts. One may disagree with his interpretation of some of the verses (particularly with the view 

that the Levites had access to the inner court), but his theoretical ideas are worthy of consideration and 

development.  

Toreview,inEzekiel‘stempleGod‘sresidenceistheadytum;undistinguishedpriestshaveaccesstothe

inner court; Levites have access only up to the gates of the inner court; the civil ruler is barred from the 

inner court but allowed to enter the hall of the east inner gate from the outside; and laypeople have access 

to the inner court. The supposition is that the more access one has,thehigherisone‘ssocialrank.This

seemsafairsupposition;Ezekiel‘sstyleinparticularsubstantiatesit.Thebook‘sgradationisnot

descriptive but prescriptive; yet not just prescriptive, but revisionist. It is a polemical reformulation of 

social and religious relationships. The Zadokite priests are exalted while the Levites are demoted and 

castigated. Civic leaders—kings—are criticized for their breach of purity rules and are restricted in the 

future from access much beyond laypersons and Levites. Compare the redefinitions in 43:7–9, 19; 44:1–

16; 45:8–9; 46:16–18. By changing access to the temple, the prophet is changing the constitution and 

organization of society.  

P‘saccessrulesaresimilartoEzekiel‘s:God‘splaceistheadytum;thehighpriesthasaccesstothe

adytum; the high priest aided by undistinguished priests has access to the shrine; the priests mainly work 

in the court and the Levites and people have access only to this area; more specifically, the people may be 

restricted to the area between the altar and the entrance to the court. (P does not clearly define how a civil 

rulerwouldfitin.)P‘srulesarenotpolemiclikeEzekiel‘s,butthesocialtensionsunderlyingthemandin

part giving rise and justification to them are visible in narratives about Levites vying for power (Numbers 

16) or about priests committing sacrilege (Lev 10:1–5). The access laws in P and elsewhere do not just 

protect the sanctuary from encroachment and sacrilege, they sustain the borders between categories of 

persons in society. To carry it further, encroachment prohibitions (see C. 2. b.) do not just protect 

potential encroachers and the communityfromGod‘swrath,theyprotectthegroupfromtheconfusionof

social boundaries and thereby from social dissolution.  

Finally, a case of ritual redundancy. Within a ritual corpus, practices and rules often symbolically 

articulate the same or similarmessagesofotherpracticesandrules.SuchisfoundwithEzekiel‘sTeruma

(see B. 4. d.). The Teruma, we recall, consists of three portions: the holiest portion in the center where the 

sanctuary was and where the priests resided, a lesser holy section on the north for the Levites, and a 

southern profane section containing the city (i.e., Jerusalem). On the east and west of the Teruma was the 

land of the civic leader (Ezek 45:7–8; 48:21–22). This map repeats the same hierarchical relationships of 

the temple, with the priests at the top and with Levites and civic leader below them. One refinement is 

perhaps perceptible. In the temple map, it is difficult to determine whether the civic leader has a greater 

status than the Levites. If the Teruma is a deciding factor, the Levites seem to have a higher status since 

they are closer to the sanctuary. But this conclusion is confounded by the facts that the Levites are cultic 



officials and hence expected to have some proximity to the sanctuary and that the civic leader, though 

further from the sanctuary, is given more land.  
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NEW TESTAMENT  
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A. Introduction  



1. Terminology. The language of holiness in the NT and other early Christian literature is almost 

entirely represented by a word family that is rare in Attic Greek: hagios, ―holy,‖hagiazein, ―tomake

holy,‖andcognates(possiblyderivedfromtheSanskrityaj, ―sacrifice‖).Thefewinstancesofhagios in 

classical writers occur chiefly among the historians (Herodotus 2.41, 44; Xenophon, HG 3.2.19), 

rhetoricians (Demosthenes, Ep. 25.11), philosophers (Plato, Criti. 116c; Cri. 51a; Lg. 729e; 904e; 

Aristotle, Mir. 834
b
 11), and comedians (Aristophanes, Av. 522; Nu., 304). For the historians it is temples 

or shrines that are holy, while for Demosthenes and Aristophanes it is the rites of the mysteries. In the 

philosophical tradition oaths (Aristotle) and contracts (Plato, Lg. 729e) as well as the moral life (Lg. 904e) 

and fatherland (Cri. 51a) count as holy.  

Among the Hellenistic writers in which hagios occurs Lucian (Syr. D. 13) and Appian (Syr. 50) may be 

named. The latter identifies Jerusalem as a holy city.  

Greek hagios corresponds with sanctus in Latin, ouaab in Coptic, and qd  in Syriac. Other Greek words 

occasionally express holiness or the related idea of purity (hosios in Acts 2:27 and 2 Clem. 1:3; hosiotēs 

in Eph 4:24 and 1 Clem. 29:1; hagnos in 2 Cor 7:11 and Pol. Phil. 5:3; hagnotēs in 2 Cor 6.6 and Herm. 

Vis. 3:7; hieros in 1 Cor 9:13 and 1 Clem. 43:1). But their association with Hellenistic religions of the 

period prevented any widespread use among NT and early Christian authors. Also the preponderance of 

hagios in the LXX as a translation for the Hebrew qd , ―holy,‖madethiswordgroupreadyathandfor

early Christian writers.  

It is in the LXX, in fact, that hagios developed luxuriantly (ca. 700 occurrences), spawning a full family 

of cognates: hagiazein, ―tomakeholy‖(ca.200occurrences);hagiasma, ―holyplace‖(ca.64

occurrences); hagiasmos, ―holiness‖(10occurrences);hagiastērion, ―holyplace‖(4occurrences);

hagiōsynē, ―holiness‖(4occurrences).Lev 19:2,―youshallbeholy,forI,theLordyourGod,amholy‖

(cf. 1 Pet 1:16; 1 Thess 4:3); Ps 2:6,―IhavesetmykingonZion,myholyhill‖;andWis 1:5, ―Foraholy

anddisciplinedspiritwillfleefromdeceit,‖illustratethebreadthofusage:ontologyandtheology,social

description, cult, and ethics.  

2. General Definitions. Schleiermacher (1955: 19–82) and Durkheim (1968: 37) placed the idea of 

holiness at the center of the study of religion, and since then a variety of biblical and theological 

disciplines has unfolded its general meaning. For the psychology of religion, holiness is a category of 

interpretation and valuation which describes the numinous (Otto 1958: 5–8); holiness reveals itself in 

encounters with a mysterium tremendum, evoking feelings of creatureliness, awe, and fascination.  

For the phenomenology of religion the holy reveals itself in whatever is not profane (Eliade 1959: 14). 

It is experienced in hierophanies or manifestations of power (Van der Leeuw 1963 1: 23–36). In principle 

everything may disclose the holy: time, space, action, word, plant, animal, or person (Eliade 1963: 1–4). 

For the sociology of religion holiness marks status within a community, maintains boundaries vis-à-vis 

outsiders, and creates group identity (Hodgson 1986: 65–91). For traditional scholastic philosophy 

holiness remains a fundamental ontological category, designating what belongs to or is united with God 

and the divine will.  

B. Hagios and Cognates in the NT  

1. Jesus. TotheextentthatJesus‘sayingscanbedistilledfromthefaithoftheearlyChurch and the 

editorialworkoftheevangelists,oneseesthatJesusrarely,butdeliberately,spokeofholiness.TheLord‘s

PrayerinvokestheFatherwiththepetition―hallowed[hagiazesthai]bethyname‖(Matt 6:9, Luke 11:2, 

Did. 8:2).TheholinessofGod‘sname,acommonmotifinHebrewprayer(Ps. 30:4; 97:12; Tob 3:11), 

evolved into a powerful symbol and rallying point for Christian life and faith (cf. Luke 1:49; John 17:11; 

1 Clem. 58:1; 64:1; 9:1; Did. 10:2).ApartfromtheLord‘sPrayer,theword―holy‖turnsupinfour

sayings attributed to Jesus. At Mark 8:38 (cf. Matt 16:27 and Luke 9:26) Jesus speaks of the hagioi 

angelloi, ―holyangels,‖whowillaccompanytheSonofManuponhisreturn.Animportantpart of Jewish 

and early Christian faith was the belief in holy angels (Ps 89:7; Zech 14:5; Acts 10:22; 1 Clem. 39:7; 

Herm. Vis. 2.2.7; 3.4.1–2; Herm. Sim. 5.5.3). By the mid–2d century C.E. this concept had grown to 

include the idea that the just were the holy angels (Herm. Vis. 2.2.7; Herm. Sim. 9:25; Mart. Pol. 2.3) who 

would return with Jesus (Did. 15:7; cf. 1 Thess 3:13).  



In another saying (Matt 7:6; cf. Did. 9:5 and Gos. Thom. 93)Jesusdeclares,―Donotgivedogswhatis

holy (to hagion).‖IfthismeantforJesusthathismissiondidnotincludegentiles,thensotooinMatthew.

In the Didache the saying becomes a rationale for excluding the catechumens from the Eucharist. In each 

case holiness serves to fix a boundary that restrains the outsider.  

IntheSynopticapocalypseonlyMatthewreportsthatthedesolatingsacrilegewillstandinthe―holy

place‖(hagios topos) or temple (Matt 24:15; cf. Mark 13:14).  

Andfinally,inMatthew‘sWoesagainstthePhariseesonereadsat23:17,―Whatisthengreater,thegold

or the temple which sanctified (hagiazein) thegold?‖Presupposed in this saying is the dialectic of 

holiness (Eliade 1963: 12) or the belief that the holy (temple) can raise ordinary things (gold) to the level 

of the sacred.  

2. Synoptic Sayings Source. ApartfromtheLord‘sPrayerthereisonlyoneotheroccurrence of the 

ideaofholinessinthesynopticsayingssource:―Thedeviltookhimtotheholycity,andsethimonthe

pinnacleofthetemple‖(Matt 4:5; cf. Luke 4:9).  

3. Mark. In Mark, holiness is twice attributed to a person. Once (Mark 1:24) a demoniac recognizes 

Jesusas―theholyoneofGod‖(ho hagios tou theou), that is, as one removed from the profane order of 

things for the service of God (cf. Luke 4:34; John 6:69; Exod 22:31; Lev 11:44–45; 19:2; 20:7; 26; 21:6; 

Num 15:40; 1 Sam 7:1; 1 Esdr 8:58; Hab 3:3; Isa 4:3; Jer 1:5). In the second instance (Mark 6:20; cf. Matt 

14:5; Luke 9:7–9) Herod Antipas fears to put John the Baptist to death because he was a righteous and 

holy (hagios) man.  

4. The Special Material in Matthew and Luke. Apart from the four sayings of Jesus discussed above 

Matthew‘sspecialmaterialrefersonlyoncemore to holiness. Matt 27:52–53 narrates that upon the death 

ofJesus―thetombsalsowereopened,andmanybodiesoftheholywhohadfallenasleepwereraised,and

coming out of the tombs after his resurrection they wentintotheholycityandappearedtomany.‖

Whatever the origin of this tradition, whether in a saying of Jesus (cf. John 5:25) or in Jewish-Christian 

apocalypticism (cf. Dan 7:18–27), the holy ones became in the course of the 2d century C.E. identified 

with the Hebrew prophets (Ign. Phld. 5:2), thus expanding again already existing conceptions of who 

constituted the holy ones of the end time.  

InLuke‘sspecialmaterialholinessisanattributeofGod‘snameorofthosesetapartforhisservice.

The texts appear only in the infancy narrative (Luke 1:35, 49, 70, 72; 2:23). At the Annunciation Luke 

writes,forexample,that―the child to be born will be called holy [hagios].‖Theviewthatthesummonsto

holinesstakesplacethrougha―calling‖(kalein) in traditional (cf. Isa 4:3; 35:8; 62:12; klētē hagia, ―holy

assembly‖:Ex 12:16; Lev 23:2; passim).Mary‘shymnofpraise,theMagnificat,celebratesGod‘sholy

name (hagion to onoma autou), and if Ps 110:9 LXX lies behind this verse (Fitzmyer, Luke AB, 368), 

then―holy‖isequivalenthereto―awe-full‖(phoberon).  

5. Acts of the Apostles. The 14 occurrences of hagios and cognates in Acts (apart from its use in the 

―HolySpirit‖)reflectconventionalJewishusage.Eightbelongtokerygmaticandsermonicmaterial(3:14, 

21; 4:27, 30; 7:33; 20:32; 26:10, 18); three to the traditions of Peter in Lydda, Joppa (9:32, 41), and the 

seacoast city of Caesarea (10:22); and three to the charges raised against Paul (9:13; 21:28) and Stephen 

(6:13).InPeter‘ssermonatSolomon‘sporticoJesusisidentifiedastheholyandrighteousone(3:14: ho 

hagios kai dikaios; cf. 4:27, 30; otherwise of John the Baptist at Mark 6:20). Among the earliest 

christologicaltitles,―theholyandrighteousone‖and―theholyservant‖(pais) combine traditional Jewish 

designations for Moses (Wis 11:1), the Suffering Servant (Isa 53:11), and Elijah (2 Kings 4:9) and apply 

them to Jesus (Fuller 1965: 48).  

In another sermon Peter calls the prophets of old holy (3:21; cf. Luke 1:70), while the charge against 

Stephenisthathe―neverceasestospeakwordsagainstthisholyplace‖(6:13; cf. Matt 24:15; in ancient 

JewishpietyafavoritecircumlocutionofGod‘snamewashammāqôm ―theplace,‖whilethegravesof

saints in late antiquity were known simply as ho topos, ―theplace‖[cf.1 Clem 5:7]).  

InPaul‘sfarewelldiscourseatMiletusandinhisdefensespeechbeforeHerodAgrippaII,holiness

becomes a category of social and religious identity. Paul commends the assembled Miletians to God and 

hisword,whowillgivethem―theinheritanceamong allthosewhoaremadeholy‖(20:32). Likewise, 



beforeAgrippa,Paulsaysthatitis―theholyones‖(26:10; cf. 9:13) whom he formerly persecuted, before 

Godcalledhimtopreachthegospeltothegentilesso―thattheyreceiveaportionamongthosewhoare

madeholybyfaithinme‖(26:18). Here Paul identifies faith as the social and religious wellspring of 

holiness.  

At Joppa Peter seeks out believers described as the holy ones and the widows (9:41; cf. 9:32), a 

designationwhichsuggeststhatwhile―theholyones‖servesasa blanketdesignationfor―believers,‖

therearealsonuancestobeconsidered,sincethecategoryof―holy‖mayfromtimetotimemarkaspecial

role or function in early Christianity (cf. Eph 4:11–12; Heb 13:24; Rev 11:18).  

6. Paul. Of the undisputed letters of Paul, Romans, 1 Corinthians, 2 Corinthians, and Philippians begin 

and end by addressing themselves to Christian communities whose members are designated as holy. 

Among the disputed letters, Ephesians and Colossians open in this manner. Philemon and the 

Thessalonian letters do not use this form of opening address, and hagios and cognates are completely 

wanting in Galatians. In Rom 1:7 and 1 Cor 1:2 theaddresseesare―thosecalledtobeholy‖(klētoi 

hagioi). According to 1 Cor 1:2 theaddresseesenjoythisstatusbecausetheyare―madeholyinChrist.‖ 

For Paul, Jesus incarnates holiness (hagiasmos; cf. 1 Cor 1:30). A pre-Pauline formula says that Jesus 

wasdesignatedsonofGodathisresurrection―accordingtotheSpiritofholiness‖(kata pneuma 

hagiōsynēs, Rom 1:4).  

At the end of Romans Paul encourages the Church to receive Phoebethedeaconessinamanner―worthy

oftheholyones‖(16:2),andto―greetPhilologus…andalltheholyones‖(16:15). Similarly at the end 

of 1 Corinthians (16:15), 2 Corinthians (13:13), and Philippians (4:21)Paulusesthedesignation―theholy

ones‖asanepithetforthefaithful. 

Within the general designation of all believers as the holy ones there are special usages that derive from 

Paul‘sowntheologicalandpastoralconcerns.ThereisfirstthespecialstatusaccordedtheJerusalem

Church, most visible in the collection for its benefit. Everywhere except in Galatians, where the word 

―holy‖ismissingandthecollectionisa―rememberingofthepoor,‖thesubscriptionsofthegentile

churches are earmarked for the holy ones. Paul prays at Rom 15:16 that the Holy Spirit will render holy 

thegiftsofthegentilechurches.FromCorinth,PaultraveledtoJerusalem―torelievetheholyones(Rom 

15:25),‖bringingMacedoniaandAchaia‘sdonation―forthepooramongtheholyonesatJerusalem‖

(15:26) in the hope that his ministry to Jerusalem will be acceptable to the holy ones (15:31; cf. 12:13). 

Similarly, in the Corinthian correspondence Paul appeals on behalf of the holy ones in Jerusalem (1 Cor 

16:1; 2 Cor 8:4; 9:1,12). Their vulnerability to economic and political distress gives their status as the 

impoverished holy ones a special sense of urgency and connects them with the tradition of the pious and 

persecuted poor of Hebrew scriptures and intertestamental literature (Osiek 1983: 15–24).  

Secondly, there is the conception of the eschatological holy ones: those who join Christ at his second 

coming. Only 1 Thess 3:13 and 2 Thess 1:10 (this latter often reckoned among the disputed letters) 

articulate this role of the holy ones clearly, although it is assumed in other texts (e.g. 1 Cor 6:2; cf. above 

on Mark 8:38 and Matt 27:53). 1 Thess 3:13 envisions the holy ones appearing with Jesus at his second 

coming, at which time their holiness will be completed. At 2 Thess 1:10, it is the holy ones in whom 

Jesus‘finalgloryisencompassed.Attheendoftimetheholyoneswilljudgetheworld(1 Cor 6:2). To 

the extent that the end has already begun for Paul, the holy ones already incur certain obligations within 

their communities, and this leads to a third special usage, the ethical.  

Rom 12:1,―presentyourselvesasholyandlivingsacrifices,‖opensthe ethical section of a letter which 

sets forth the day-to-day dimension of holiness in a series of exhortations on brotherly love, civil 

obedience, and tolerance (Rom 12:3–15:6). Elsewhere the holy ones serve as arbiters at internecine suits 

(1 Cor 6:1)andpersevereeveninmarriagewithanunbeliever,since―theunbelievinghusbandismade

holy byhiswife,andtheunbelievingwifebythehusband‖(1 Cor 7:14). Thanks to the holy marriage 

partner, the unclean (akathartos) children of such a marriage become holy (1 Cor 7:14b). The search for 

holiness in body and spirit informs the life of the single woman (1 Cor 7:34). At 1 Thess 4:1–12 Paul 

frames his earliest set of ethical instructions in concepts that derive ultimately from the holiness code of 

Leviticus 17–26 and from Hellenistic popular philosophy.  



Loyaltytomoral,doctrinal,andliturgicaltraditionsbothprecedeanddeepenthe―holinessofthespirit‖

(2 Thess 2:13–15). The churches of the holy ones are invoked as precedents for the silence of women (1 

Cor 14:33). In his discussion of dying and rising with Christ Paul points to righteousness as the ethical 

and theologicalgroundofholiness:―Yieldyourmemberstorighteousnessforholiness‖(Rom 6:19; cf. 

6:22). Holiness, Paul boasts, is a benchmark of apostolic life (2 Cor 1:12), and in a section with close ties 

to the ideology of the Essenes Paul envisions the life of holiness as a wearing down of defilement in order 

to―makeholinessperfect‖(2 Cor 7:1).  

Fourth, Paul knows that the following are holy: Scripture (Rom 1:2); law and commandment (Rom 

7:12); firstfruits, root, and branches (in the allegory of ancient Israel; Rom 11:16); and the temple (1 Cor 

3:17). Finally, Christian liturgical and prayer life set off certain traditional rituals as holy. In 1 Cor 6:11 

baptism is explicated as a moment of holiness (hagiazein; Dinkler 1967: 226–27), while Paul recognizes 

the holy kiss as a fitting greeting among Christians (Rom 16:16; 1 Cor 16:20; 2 Cor 13:12; 1 Thess 5:26; 

cf. 1 Pet 5:14; Gos. Phil. II, 3:59,5; Asting 1930: 148). The prayers of the holy ones rise up to God on the 

intercession of the Spirit (Rom 8:27).  

7. The School of St. Paul. In Colossians, Ephesians, and the Pastorals, holiness has a distinctive trait 

which lies in its application to the routine life of Christians both individually and corporately. Almost 

completely lacking are the more specialized usages characteristic of the undisputed letters which associate 

holiness with eschatology, ritual, and the special position of the Jerusalem church. Col 1:2 and Eph 1:1 

address themselves to the holy and faithful ones whose hallmark is the love of the holy ones (Col 1:4; Eph 

1:15). To a life without blemish God has set apart (eklegein not kalein, ―tocall‖;cf.2 Tim 1:9) his holy 

ones individually (Eph 1:4) and corporately (Eph 2:21; 5:27; cf. Col 1:22) in order that they will acquire 

―ashareintheinheritanceoftheholyonesinthelight‖(Col 1:12; cf. Eph 1:18; Acts 20:32; Gos. Eg. III, 

2:51,3). The holiness of the faithful stems from possessing the long-hidden but now-revealed mystery of 

Christ‘spresencetotheworld(Col 1:26; cf. Eph 3:5 [where the mystery is revealed to the holy apostles 

and prophets] and 3:18). The routinization of holiness is evidenced in Col 3:12 where a conventional list 

of virtues (Tugendkatalog) disclosestheethicaldutiesof―God‘schosenones,holyandbeloved.‖

Fornication, impurity, and covetousness belong to the vices which the holy ones avoid (Eph 5:3; cf. 1 

Thess 4:1–12).Positively,―theworkofministry,forbuildingupthebodyofChrist‖and―prayer‖

contribute to the day-to-day agenda of the holy ones (Eph 4:12; 6:18). Lists of household duties 

(Haustafel) further domesticate holiness by lifting up the ideal ancient household, managed by husband 

and wife in a spirit of love, as an analogy for that love between Christ and the Church which makes the 

Church holy (Eph 5:26; cf. 1 Cor 7:14).Suchlistsalsoprovideastrategythroughwhichthe―ignoble

vessels‖inagreathousehold,thatistheservants,canbecomeholyanduseful(2 Tim 2:21). Even more 

concretely,awomanissavedbychildbearing,ifsheperseveresin―holiness‖(hagiasmos; 1 Tim 2:15). 

Mention should be made, too, of the test with which 1 Tim 5:8–10 discerns the authentic widow. Full of 

good deeds, a mother of children, hospitable, she has also washed the feet of the holy ones (cf. John 13:4).  

Although it is more characteristic of pre-Pauline and Pauline writings to say that holiness creates 

identity and status in the Church, this idea nonetheless shines faintly through in the self-designation of the 

authorofEphesiansasthe―leastofalltheholyones‖(Eph 3:8). Eph 2:19 belongs here as well: the 

gentile Christian readers of the letter are no longer ―strangersandsojourners‖but―fellowcitizenwiththe

holyonesandmembersofthehouseholdofGod.‖ 

8. Gospel of John. InthegospelofJohnthereareonlyfiveoccurrencesof―holy‖(hagios) and its 

cognates, although in the apocalyptic side of the subsequent school the Revelation of John owes a 

substantial debt to the concept of holiness. The Father is the foremost bearer of holiness in John. In his 

high priestly prayer Jesus prays to the Fatheras―HolyFather‖(17: 11; cf. Matt 6:9; Luke 11:2) that he 

―makethemholyinthetruth‖(17:17; cf. v 19). As the Holy Father sanctifies (or sets apart) through truth, 

sotooJesusbecomesthe―HolyOneofGod‖byspeakingthe―wordsofeternallife‖(John 6:69; cf. Mark 

1:24; Luke 4:34; Acts 3:14; 4:27). At John 10:36,Jesusadvancesthe―worksofGod‖whichheperforms

as evidence that God has sanctified him, that is, has set him apart as son of God.  



9. The School of St. John. Within the Johannine letters only 1 John 2:20 mentionsholiness:―Youhave

beenanointedbytheHolyOne.‖IntheRevelationofJohn,however,therearesometwenty-two instances 

of―holy‖andcognates.Themostdistinctive feature is the belief that the holy ones, along with the 

apostles and prophets, constitute the martyrs who await in heaven their final vindication.  

At the blast of the seventh trumpet (Rev 11:18) the elders announce (cf. Ps 2:1) that the time has come 

forrewarding―theservants,prophets,andholyones.‖Theholyonesbelongtothoseagainstwhomthe

beast raged (13:7)butwhosesterlingqualitiesof―enduranceandfaith‖(13:10), that is their ability to 

―keepthecommandmentsofGod‖(14:12; cf. John 8:51; 14:15, 21, 23; 15:10; 17:6; 1 John 2:3, 5; 3:22, 

24; 5:3) helped them persevere.  

The spilling of the third bowl of wrath occasions a heavenly hymn which laments the blood of the holy 

ones and prophets (16:6). Of the great harlot it is said that she is drunk with the blood of the holy ones and 

martyrs (17:6).Babylon‘sdoomissealedbecauseanangellamentsthatthebloodoftheprophetsand

holy ones runs within her walls (18:24). This same angel celebrates the vindicationofthe―holyones,

apostles,andprophets‖(18:20)whose―righteousdeeds‖(dikaiōmata) are symbolized by the linen worn 

by the Lamb at his marriage (19:8; cf. 22:11; Rom 6:19) and whose prayers are to God as incense (5:8; 

8:3, 4). The holy ones participate in the first resurrection (20:6) that opens the thousand-year reign of 

Christ after which Satan will surround the camp of the holy ones for a time (20:9; cf. Matt 27:52–53).  

InRelevationGodistheholyonewhoseheavenlycourtresoundswiththeepithet―holy‖(4:8; 6:10; cf. 

1 Clem. 34:6). His angels are holy (14:10) as is his city Jerusalem (11:2; 21:2, 10; 22:19).  

10. Hebrews. Hebrews borrows the idea of holiness from Hellenistic Judaism at a time when Platonism 

and the Roman destruction of Jerusalem and its temple in 70 C.E. impelled 1st century C.E. Judaism (e.g., 

Philo) to moralize and idealize the language of the Jewish cult, including the idea of holiness. Hebrews 9 

and 10 represent in this regard the classic NT statement of the ideal, heavenly cult over against the earthly 

one. The earthly sanctuary (hagion kosmikon) belongs to the first covenant (9:1; cf. 13:11; Gos. Phil. II, 

3:69,15–36), while the heavenly sanctuary is the one into which Christ entered to render his sacrifice 

(9:10–11; cf. 9:24–25). The high priestsofoldenteredtheearthlysanctuaryrepeatedlyinorderto―make

holyforthepurificationoftheflesh‖(9:13), but Christ entered the heavenly sanctuary once, and 

immolatedhimselfto―purifytheconscience‖(9:14). Inspired by the prophetic and sapiential criticism of 

sacrifice,Christ‘swillwasthat―webemadeholythroughtheofferingofthebodyofJesusChristonce

forall‖(10:10; cf. 10:14; 13:12).  

The blood of Jesus, shed for his followers, gives them confidence that they too can enter the same 

sanctuary (10:19).SharinginJesus‘heavenlycall(klēsēos epouraniou metochoi; cf. 2:11), these 

followers acquire the status of holy associates (adelphoi hagioi) of the new apostle and high priest, Jesus 

Christ (3:1; cf. 1 Clem. 64:1; Ign. Phld. 9:1).  

Occasionally the more primitive Christian connotations of holiness stand out. At 6:10 the readers are 

praised (cf. Rom 12:13) because they have loved the vulnerable holy ones. At 13:24 the author of 

Hebrews greets two groups, the leaders and the holy ones. Holiness (hagiasmos) and peace are the 

presupposition and goal, respectively, of the moral life (12:14; cf. 1 Thess 5:23). Holiness (hagiotēs) 

represents,too,thecrowntowardwhichGod‘sdiscipline directs his people (12:10).  

11. The Catholic Epistles. 1 Peter, 2 Peter, and Jude combine traditional Jewish views of holiness (the 

concept is missing in James) with an ecclesiological emphasis. Echoing the language and levitical sources 

that Paul drew upon, 1 Peter urges that the holiness of God issue in the holiness of his people (1 Pet 1:15–

16; cf. 1 Thess 4:1–12; Lev 11:44 passim),andthattheyconsiderthemselvesa―holypriesthood.‖The

readersarea―holynation‖(1 Pet 2:9; cf. Exod 19:5–6),andare―madeholybytheSpiritforobedienceto

JesusChristandforsprinklingwithhisblood‖(1 Pet 1:2; cf. Heb 10:19). In a traditional list of domestic 

duties, the holy women of old serve as a model for submission within the Christian household (1 Pet 3:5). 

Persecutioncallsfor―reveringasholytheLordChristinyourheart‖(1 Pet 3:15; cf. 1 Thess 3:13; Ep. 

Barn. 6:15). For 2 Peter, holiness is a property of the mountain on which Jesus was transfigured (1:18) 

and the commandments from which the apostates have turned (2:21). It is also an attribute of the prophets 

(Christian? Hebrew?) whose predictions have come true (3:2), and the life which Christians lead (3:11). 



For Jude the holy ones are those to whom the faith was once entrusted (v 3; cf. v 20). When the Lord 

returns, his holy myriads will accompany him (v 14).  

C. Hagios and Cognates in Early Christian Literature  

Since some noncanonical early Christian literature is older than or contains traditions older than the 

canonical writings, scholarship increasingly turns to it for illumination of the NT.  

1. Apostolic Fathers. Among the Apostolic Fathers it is principally in 1 Clement and Hermas that 

holiness plays a significant role in theology and exhortation. The most notable feature is the appropriation 

of the category of holiness for purposes of Church order. 1 Clem. 46:2 exhorts the rebellious Corinthians, 

―Clingtotheholyones,forthosewhoclingtothemwillbethemselvesmadeholy‖(cf.1 Cor 7:14; Herm. 

Vis. 3.6.2; Herm. Sim. VIII.8.1).God‘sholywords(hagioi logoi) set the course for Christian life and 

require obedience (1 Clem. 13:3;cf.56:3;onGod‘sholynamecf.58:1;64:1;59:3).God‘swisdom

chastens those who flaunt the holiness of God (1 Clem. 58:1; cf. 39:6).AsGod‘sholyportion(hagia 

meris; cf. Col 1:12, Eph 1:18, Acts 20:32), Christians do all holy things (1 Clem. 30:1; ta tou hagiasmou 

panta). In the interests of Church order, one prays to God and the holy ones (1 Clem. 56:1; angels? 

heavenly saints? living Christians?; cf. Fischer 1970: 95, n. 332).  

The apocalyptic theology of 1 Clem. 22:8–29:3 teaches that God as the Holy One will return suddenly, 

and as the Holy of Holies he will step forth from his people (1 Clem. 23:5 and 29:3). The traditional 

common prayer of the Roman liturgy which 1 Clem. 59:3 quotes reveres God as the Holy One who 

reposes among his holy people (cf. 34:6).  

Familiar associations of holiness also include the designation of the readers as those called to be holy 

(klētoi hēgiasmenoi; 1 Clem. Salutation; cf. Rom 1:7; 1 Cor 1:2) and ofPaul‘sfinalrestingplaceasthe

holy place (1 Clem. 5:7; cf. Matt 24:15; Acts 7:33; John 14:2). The Scripture is holy (1 Clem. 45:2; cf. 

Rom 7:12), and an ancient creedal formula states that God has sanctified his people through his servant 

Jesus (1 Clem. 59:3; cf. Acts 4:27; 26:18; John 10:36; 17:17, 19; 1 Pet 1:2; 1 Cor 1:2,30; 2 Tim 1:9; Heb 

2:11; 10:10; 13:12).Increasingly,however,holinessbecomesapropertyofGod‘sspirit(1 Clem. 2:2; 8:1; 

13:1 passim).  

InHermas‘Mandates,thespiritaloneisdeclaredholy(5.1.2–3; 2.5; passim), while Christians evince 

reverence (semnotēs; 4.4.3; 5.2.8; 1 Clem. 41:1; cf. 1 Tim 2:2; 3:4; Titus 2:7). In the Similitudes, holiness 

is also a property exclusivelyofGod‘sspirit(5.6.5;passim) or angels (5.4.4; cf. 9.13.2) except for a 

single text in which the holy ones are the believers to whom the apostates no longer cleave (Herm. Sim. 

8.8.1; cf. Herm Vis. 3.6.2; cf. 1 Clem. 46:2). Like the Mandates, the Similitudes prefer reverence 

(semnotēs) toindicatethequalityoftheChristians‘interiorlife(cf.5.6.5;8.3.8). 

In the Visions, by contrast, social description, an apocalyptic ecclesiology, and ethics as well as early 

Christian pneumatology are the frames of reference for holiness. The Church is holy (1.1.6), because God 

in his wisdom and forethought created it holy (1.3.4; cf. 4.1.3). Individually the members of the Church 

are holy, both in this life (3.3.3; 8.8.9, 11) and in the next (1.3.2). Holiness especially means separation 

from sin (3.9.1; cf. 1 Cor 6:11), although—hereanewnoteissoundedinthedevelopmentofholiness‘

relationship to sin—postbaptismal sin is forgivable once (2.2.4; cf. 1.1.9) but not twice (2.2.5). The 

Visions also teach that God (3.2.1) and the angels (3.4.1, 2) are holy.  

Barnabas, for all its OT citations, allusions, and images, shows little interest in the idea of holiness. In 

Barn. 6:16, the churches of the holy appear in a composite quotation of Ps 31:23 and 107:4 (cf. Barn. 

14:6), and once the heart is depicted as a holy temple for God (cf. 1 Pet 3:15). Allegorizing Deut 14:6, 

Barn. 10:11 determines that the cloven hoof means that the just live in this age but await the holy time. 

Teaching the two ways, Barn. 19:10 exhorts the readers to search out the holy ones for right counsel (cf. 

Did. 4:2). Only a lengthy section on the correct understanding of the Sabbath appeals regularly to the idea 

of holiness (15:1, 3, 6, 7).  

In the Didache, one traditional saying (cf. Matt 7:6 with Did. 9:5) and two traditional prayers (cf. Matt 

6:9 with Did. 8:2; cf. John 17:11 with Did. 10:2) include holiness. At Did. 9:5 and 10:2 Jesus‘words

belong to the ancient Eucharistic ritual and theology of the Church. (Wengst 1984: 28, 81). Older 

apocalyptic traditions appear at 16:7 where the holy ones return with the Lord at the end of time (cf. 1 



Thess 3:13). And finally, the holy ones are those of special rank whom readers should daily seek out (4:2; 

cf. Barn. 19:10).  

ForIgnatius,holinessisaboveallapropertyofGod‘sspirit (Eph. 9:1; 18:2). It is also the reward for 

obedience to bishops (Eph. 2:2),Paul‘scrownformartyrdom(Eph. 12:2), and the mark of presbyters 

(Magn. 3:1) and of the Church (Trall. salutation). Prophets (Phld. 5:2; 9:2) are holy, as well as believing 

Jews and gentiles (Smyrn. 1:2).  

The use of holiness in 2 Clement is restricted to the spirit of God (14:3, 5). There are no instances of 

holinessinPolycarp‘sLettertothePhilippians,Diognetus,orQuadratus. 

2. The Apocryphal NT. The theological and philological opulence of the apocryphal NT make broad 

statements about the use of holiness risky. Nonetheless some general observations are possible. In the 

surviving literature of late Jewish Christianity (e.g., Gospel of the Nazoreans, Gospel of the Hebrews, 

Gospel of the Ebionites, Protoevangelium of James, the Apocryphon of James) holiness is chiefly the 

propertyofGod‘sspirit:Gos. Heb. 2 (Cameron 1982: 85); Gos. Naz. 15a,b (Cameron 1982: 100); Gos. 

Eb. 4 (Cameron 1982: 105); Prot. Jas. 14:2; 19:1; 24:4 (Cameron 1982: 116, 118, 121). The nascent 

Mariology of Prot. Jas. 13:2 and 14:2 teaches that Mary grew up in the holy of holies within the 

JerusalemTemple,andthatJesusalreadyatconceptionwasa―holything‖(11:3;cf.Luke 1:35; Cameron 

1982: 115–16).  

In the sapiential sayings tradition, the Coptic Gospel of Thomas reports traditional sayings of Jesus 

about blaspheming against the Holy Spirit (appna etouaab) (logion 44 = Mark 3:28–29 and parallels) as 

well as against throwing what is holy (petouaab) to the dogs (logion 93 = Matt 7:6; Did. 9:5).  

WithintheolderportionsoftheapocryphalJohannineliterature(―John‘sPreachingoftheGospel‖from

the Acts John; Ap. John) the spirit of God is designated as holy (Acts John 96 and—in a complex 

mythological drama typical of Sethian gnosticism—Ap. John II,1:3, 19; 5, 8; 7, 16 passim). Otherwise 

God is the holy one (Acts John 94) whose will is that holy souls (psychai hagiai) be prepared for him 

(Acts John 96; cf. Ap. John II, 1:9,17).  

The literature of Christian gnosticism makes varied but incisive use of the concept of holiness, 

especially in the construction of an elaborate story of creation, fall, and redemption. Taking the Sethian 

Gnostic literature as representative (without any discussion of its complex literary and ideological history 

[Turner 1986: 279–312]) one may note that the ineffable high God is holy (Hyp. Arch. II,4: 92,34; Melch. 

IX,1:16,16–18,4). In one text he praises his holy warrior Melchizedek-Jesus (cf. Heb 7:3) for triumphing 

in the great eschatological battle (Melch. IX, 1:26,2–9;Pearson1981:33).God‘sdwellingplaceandall

the heavenly citizens who dwell within it (thus the pleroma and aeons) are holy (Ap. John II,1.25:14–15). 

Naturally,God‘sspiritisholyaswell(Hyp. Arch II, 4:93,6 passim). Through holy books (Gos. Eg. 

III,2:69,7,16) and decrees (Ap. John II,1:19, 19), God signals to the temporarily estranged race of the 

Sethians their ultimate restoration to him.  

Apart from its use in the ontology and mythology of Sethian gnosticism, holiness is part of the self-

designation of the Sethians. They spring from a holy seed (Apoc. Adam V,5:85,30) and are set apart 

through a holy baptism (Apoc. Adam V,5:85,25) as a holy race (Gos. Eg. III,2:68,21; cf. 1 Pet 2:9). They 

are the holy men of the great light (Gos. Eg. III,2:51,3; cf. Col 1:12).  

D. Summary  

Distinctive features of the Synoptic use of holiness include its use as a category for describing the 

awesomeness of God (or his name), and the marking of others (Jesus, John the Baptist, Hebrew prophets, 

angels) for his service. As a quality of things, actions, time, and place, it plays only a modest role. 

Holiness in Acts, as in the Synoptic tradition, identifies Jesus as one set apart by God, but it also describes 

the temple precincts in Jerusalem. The idea that the followers of Jesus share inGod‘sholinessand

becomethe―holyones‖originatedaccordingtoActsinearliestJewishChristianity,butPaulpopularized

the idea.  

Paulusedthedesignation―holyones‖forearlyChristiansingeneral,althoughheusestheexpressionin

more particular ways to call attention to the special status of the Jerusalem Church or to speak of those 

who would accompany the Lord upon his return. The holy life is, for Paul, one in conformity with 



established moral and ethical norms of the Hellenistic Jewish world. Paul borrows from contemporary 

JudaismtheviewthatTemple,Law,Scripture,certainformsofritual,andGod‘sspiritareholy.Inthe

school of Paul the depth and breadth of the Pauline view of holiness have given way to a more 

stereotyped use of holiness to describe a preeminent quality of day-to-day Christian life.  

In the gospel of John and the subsequent school that formed around it holiness plays a leading role only 

in the theological life of Revelation, designating especially in the martyrs whose keeping of the 

commandments constitutes their peculiar form of testimony (martyria). In Hebrews, holiness is the 

paramount quality of the ideal, heavenly world, whose high priest Jesus, by means of a once-and-for-all 

self-sacrifice, established a new heavenly covenant. The holy ones are those whom the covenant has set 

apart with a fresh identity and moral purpose. Ecclesiology provides the chief frame of reference for 

holiness in 1 Peter. 2 Peter and Jude use holiness to describe an important feature of the common life and 

faithofGod‘speople. 

IntheApostolicFathersholinessisincreasinglyassociatedwithGod‘sspirit.WhentheHolySpirit

dwells in believers the interior transformation is described more and more in the language of Hellenistic 

popular philosophy and ethics. Naturally conceptions of holiness originating in prophetic, levitical, and 

apocalyptic thought, as well as in early Christian self-understanding, still persist. The apocryphal NT, like 

the Apostolic Fathers, assigned holiness increasingly to God and his spirit. Although holiness in this sense 

predominates, other traditional usages such as the social, phenomenological, and psychological persevere.  
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ROBERT HODGSON, JR.  

HOLINESS CODE. The label conventionally assigned to Leviticus 17–26 (Heiligkeitsgesetz, and 

abbreviated as H), generally thought to contain an originally independent legal corpus which was later 

edited from the perspective of the Priestly School.  

A summary of the contents will outline the sections, and thereby the issues of H. Lev 17:1–9 contains 

two apodictic laws concerning illegitimate sacrifice. Vv 10–12 form a third apodictic law prohibiting the 

consumption of blood (cf. Deut 12:16, 23–25; 15:23), while vv 13–14 and 15–16 prescribe the proper 

treatment of the blood of nonsacrificial animals, and the ritual treatment for one who eats an animal 

carcass. Lev 18:6–23 prohibit a variety of sexual crimes for which vv 1–5 and 24–30 form a parenetic 

framework. The absence of a prohibition against sexual relations between a man and his daughter (cf. also 

Lev 20:10–21; Deut 27:20–23) is usually explained as a textual (copyist) error but it may be deliberate 

(cf. Bassett 1971; Rattray 1987). Chap. 19 containsavarietyoftextswhichillustratethecallto―beholy‖

(v 2). Chap. 20 prescribes the death penalty for a father who offers his son or daughter to Molek (vv 1–5), 



for one who consults a soothsayer (vv 6–8 = v 27), for one who curses his parents (v 9), and for the 

violation of many of the sexual crimes prohibited in chap. 18 (vv 10–21). Vv 22–26 form a parenetic 

appeal to obey the law, and v 25 recalls Lev 11:43–45. Chaps. 21–22 contain texts dealing with a variety 

of concerns related to the priestly office and its conduct. Chap. 23 details a festival calendar (cf. also Exod 

23:14–19; 34:22–26; Numbers 28–29; Deut 16:1–16; Ezek 45:21–25). Lev 24:1–9 prescribes the 

manipulation of certain elements of the Priestly tabernacle, while vv 10–14, 23 form an illustrative 

narrative for the apodictic law concerning blasphemy (vv 15–16; vv 17–22 are unrelated to this topic 

though similar in form). Lev 25:1–7 prescribes a fallow year every seventh year (cf. Exod 23:10–11) 

while vv 8–17, 23–55 treat a variety of topics related to jubilee redemption. (Verses 18–22 do not indicate 

knowledge of the jubilee year prohibitions of v 11.) After two prohibitions (26:1) and commands (26:2), 

and based upon obedience and disobedience (cf. Deut 28), Lev 26:3–45 promises rewards and threatens 

punishments. Lev 26:46 is a subscript, but the extent of the corpus is disputed. Eerdmans (1912: 121) 

argues for a connection with chap. 25, and Wagner (1974) wishes to relate it to chap. 11, whereas 

scholarly consensus generally takes it back to chap. 17. The corpus as a whole is often thought to be 

theologically unified around the notion of holiness (purity, cleanliness, etc.), both of Yahweh and 

consequently of Israel. See LEVITICUS, BOOK OF.  

Among the genres contained in H, one may mention especially the following. The prohibition uses the 

negative adverb lô˒ plus a 2d person (sing. or pl.) impf. verb to prescribe certain types of behavior which 

must be avoided, as in Lev 18:8:―Thenakednessofyourfather‘swifeyoumustnotuncover‖

(Gerstenberger 1965 defines the genre; see also Richter 1966; Knierim 1989). Apodictic law combines the 

definition of a crime (using principal or relative syntax) with a prescribed punishment in a singlar 

sentence:―Themanwhosleepswithhisfather‘swife…shallsurelybeexecuted‖(20:11; Liedke 1971: 

101–53). Traditiohistorically, prohibitions and apodictic laws are intimately connected, the prohibition 

constituting the (customary) ethical basis for the penalties prescribed in apodictic form (Schultz 1969). 

Although it is often thought that the series of ten prohibitions or apodictic laws constitutes an ancient 

genre, recent research more and more sees such decalogues as late combinations of small groups of laws 

(Gerstenberger1965).Thecasuistic―ifyou‖lawscontainaprotasiswhichsetsforthalegalsituationin

the second person followed by its apodosis (19:5–8, 9–10; Gilmer 1975). The priestly Heb da˓at is the 

genre in which professional, priestly knowledge and lore is transmitted (chaps. 21–22; cf. Begrich 1936). 

Theexhortationandadmonitionappealtotheaudience‘swillandvolitioninanattempttopersuadeor

dissuade certain kinds of behaviors; together, the exhortation and admonition constitute a parenesis 

(Tiffany 1978). Pure casuistic law (the typical form of ancient Near Eastern legislation) is not found in H 

(though cf. Lev 25:25, 35–37, 47–54); Lev 19:20–22 is a late mixture of the casuistic and apodictic form. 

See LAW.Thename―HolinessCode‖wascoinedby A. Klostermann (1893: 385), though Leviticus 

17(18)–26 had already been isolated as a separate unit (e.g., Graf 1866: 75–83; Wellhausen 1963: 149–

72). Early research concentrated on the literary-historical identification of the original legislation and later 

(Priestly and non-Priestly) redaction (Horst 1881; Baentsch 1893; Paton 1894; Bertholet Leviticus KHC) 

and the relationship between H and Ezekiel (Horst 1881; cf. Haran 1979; Zimmerli Ezekiel 1 Hermeneia, 

46–52). Both Eerdmans (1912: 83–87) and Küchler (1929) denied the existence of an independent legal 

corpus behind these chapters, while Rabast (1948; cf. von Rad 1953) studied the prohibitions in H and 

Deuteronomy, and Kornfeld (1952) concentrated especially on the laws concerning sexual ethics. 

Reventlow (1961), using form-critical and traditiohistorical methods, proposed that H is a legal document 

whose setting from start to finish was the ancient Israelite covenant (renewal) festival. According to 

Reventlow,muchofthismaterialreachesbacktotheverybeginningsofIsrael‘shistoricalexistence,

being pre- or non-Israelite in origin. Kilian (1963), using mostly literary-critical methods, attempted to 

reconstruct the literary process which produced the present shape of the original H (essentially Leviticus 

18–25). He concluded that Leviticus 17 is not part of H proper. Feucht (1964) proposed the reconstruction 

of two corpora which were later combined into H: H 1 (= chaps. 18–23A [= vv 9–22]; Num 15:37–41) 

and H 2 (chaps. 25–26). At the same time, he considered chaps. 17, 23B (= vv 4–8, 23–37), and 24 to be 

later additions. Elliger (Leviticus HAT) denied the existence of an originally independent legal corpus, 



positing instead two main redactional hands (Ph
1
 and Ph

3
) with two related supplementary layers (Ph

2
 and 

Ph
4
) which took independent legal texts and brought them into their present literary context (with some 

textual relocation during this literary process). For Elliger, no independent legal corpus can be detected in 

this material. Thiel (1969) argued that both a homiletic (originally oral) and a priestly redaction are 

reflected in H. The later homiletic material presupposes the Deuteronomistic preaching, as its affinity with 

Ezekiel and its priestly redaction shows. Thiel therefore dates the composition of H to the exilic period. 

Wagner (1974) rejected the identification of Leviticus 17–26 as a distinct corpus. In its place, Wagner 

sees several themes treated in Exodus 25–Leviticus 25: (1) the sanctuary, Exodus 25–31; (2) rituals, 

Leviticus 1–7; (3) cultic impurity, Leviticus 11–22, and (4) calendric concerns, Leviticus 23, 25, for 

which Leviticus 26 forms the conclusion. Using redaction-critical methods Cholewinski (1976) 

reconstructed a highly complex composition process involving several compositional strata, some of 

which involve more than one redactional hand. He too denied the existence of H as an originally 

independent legal corpus (following Elliger). Knohl (1987) isolates a Holiness School (distinct from the 

Priestly and Deuteronomistic schools) whose redactional activities are also found in the legislation of 

Exodus, Leviticus, and Numbers.  

A number of critical issues emerge from the history of research. The most important is the question, 

does an originally independent legal corpus lie beneath Leviticus 17–26 in its present shape, and if so, 

what is its date of composition? The arguments in favor of such a view are linguistic, formal, and 

theological in nature. Linguistically, there are numerous words and phrases which are found only (or 

mostly) here, and on this basis other texts (notably Exod 31:12–17; Lev 11:1–23, 41–47; Num 15:37–41) 

are sometimes assigned to the original corpus (Wurster 1884: 123–27; Driver 1913: 59). Formally, the 

subscription in 26:46 clearly brings a corpus of some kind to a close, and it is often argued on the basis of 

analogy with Deuteronomy 12 and Exod 20:24–26 that Leviticus 17 is the opening section of the code 

which 26:46 concludes, though the connection between chap. 17 with chaps. 18–26 is often denied (e.g., 

Kilian 1963: 176–79). Some scholars hold that 17:2 (―ThisiswhatYahwehcommands‖)constitutesthe

original superscription for this unit, but this is doubtful. Theologically, the content of some of the 

legislation appears to contradict other Priestly texts. The date of this originally independent corpus is 

hotly debated, with pre-Deuteronomic and post-Deuteronomic dates (some as late as the exilic period) 

finding their advocates. The lack of any structural integrity to the reconstructed corpus, acknowledged by 

virtuallyallinterpreters,doesnotbolsterthecaseforthisview.Klostermannputsitwell:―Lev. 18–26 

preservesonlyfragmentsofamorecomprehensivelegislation‖(1893:378).Moreover,assumingthe

originally independent status of the legislation contained in these chapters, one would expect to find at 

least one redactional stratum which cuts through or presupposes the existence of an originally independent 

corpus; but attempts to identify such a layer have not resulted in any consensus. The following formal 

considerations are not suggestive of an originally independent legal corpus: (1) the plurality of speech 

report formulae (17:1; 18:1; etc.); (2) the two compliance reports (21:24; 23:44); (3) the repetition of 

material within the corpus (e.g., 19:3 = 19:30; 19:4, 30 = 26:1–2; 19:5–8 = 22:29–30 [cf. Lev 7:15–18]; 

19:9–10 = 23:22; 19:27–28 = 21:5; 19:31 = 20:6; 19:34 = 24:22; 20:6–8 = 20:27; 25:18–19 = 26:4–5). 

From a historical perspective, the fact that the earliest recoverable literary layer of some of the laws may 

be relatively old (e.g., chaps. 18, 19), while others are demonstrably post-Deuteronomistic or Priestly (see 

below) is also problematic for the assumption that an originally independent legal corpus lies beneath this 

material. Finally, the subscription in 26:46 mentions―laws‖(Hebtôrōt), but the word tôrâ does not 

appear in Lev 17:1–26:45, though it appears with some frequency in other portions of Leviticus (chaps. 

6–7; 11–15). No consensus has as yet been reached, but the arguments against seeing an original 

independent legal corpus are compelling. Second, the relationship between H and the preaching of the 

prophet Ezekiel (one part of the larger question of the relationship between Ezekiel and P; cf. Haran 1979) 

is striking, so much so that earlier interpreters identified the author (Graf 1866: 81–83) or compiler (Horst 

1881: 69–95) of H as Ezekiel, though Klostermann (1893: 385–416)arguedthatEzekiel‘spreachingis

wholly dependent on H. Some vocabulary is found only (or mostly) in these two corpora (cf. Horst 1881: 

72–79). More importantly, Ezekiel appears to know some of the legislation presently contained in H (cf. 



especially Ezek 14:1–11; 18:5–17; chap. 20; 22:6–12; 34:25–31). Pfeiffer (1948: 241–46; cf. Zimmerli 

Ezekiel 1 Hermeneia, 52) argued that the relationship moves in two directions: Ezekiel knows the 

legislation while the compiler (to whom Pfeiffer assigned the parenetic sections) knows Ezekiel, and this 

appears to be the consensus of recent scholarship. The third critical problem concerns the relationship 

between the (parallel) legislation of H and Deuteronomy 12–26 (Cholewinski 1976; Bettenzoli 1984). 

(Traditiohistorically, both corpora harken back to the Covenant Code of Exodus 21–23, the oldest legal 

corpus preserved from ancient Israel.) Thus, Lev 17:1–9 is often thought to presuppose the Deuteronomic 

demand for cult centralization which here takes the form of the Tent of Meeting. The earliest form of the 

festival calendar of chap. 23 already appears to be later than Deut 16:1–16 (and closer to Numbers 28–

29), while the Sabbatical Year legislation of Lev 25:2–7 presupposes the seven-year cycle of Deut 15:1. 

The nature of the historical relationship between Leviticus 26 and Deuteronomy 28 (within the context of 

similar ANE rewards and punishments) remains a subject of dispute.  
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HENRY T. C. SUN  

HOLOFERNES (PERSON) [Gk Olophérnēs (Ὀλουέπνηρ)]. The arch-enemy of the Jews in the book 

of Judith. Though ms evidence fluctuates between holo- (=Vg) and olo-, the latter is clearly original to the 



Greek text. Likewise original is olo- as opposed to oro-, the more correct Persian form of the name. 

Inscriptional and numismatic evidence from Priene and Knidos of the 2d century B.C. gives both 

spellings, and literary evidence likewise attests some fluctuation. Polybius (3, 5.2; 32, 10; 33, 6) and 

Aelian (Var. Hist. 2, 41) support oro-, while Appian (Syr. Wars 47) and Diodorus (31, 19.2–3, 7) read 

olo-. Because of uncertainy in the mss, editions vary on the aspiration of olo-.  

SecondincommandtoNebuchadnezzar,―kingofAssyria,‖Holoferneswassenttowreakvengeanceon

―theentirewesternregion‖forfailuretoobeyaroyalcalltoarmsagainst―ArphaxadkingoftheMedes.‖

The punitive expedition is said to have takenplaceshortlyaftertheJews‘returnfromexile.Partofits

alleged purpose was the destruction of local cults in order to promote the worship of Nebuchadnezzar.  

When Holofernes stood poised to capture the (unknown) Jewish town of Bethulia, the reputed gateway 

into Judea, with its inhabitants suffering from lack of water and contemplating surrender, Judith, a pious 

widow, set out for the enemy camp. Armed with piety, beauty, and cunning, she killed the great general, 

whose severed head was carried to Bethulia as a trophy and hung from its wall.  

How the author came by Holofernes as the name for one of the protagonists in his romance is not clear. 

No general of the historical Nebuchadnezzar is likely to have borne a Persian name. A broad consensus of 

modern scholarship, however, assigns the book to Maccabean times and sees it as a reflection of Jewish 

altercations with the Syrian government. Interesting parallels have been noted between the Seleucid 

general Nicanor (cf. 1 Macc 7:26–49) and Holofernes. Connection with Orofernes, a Cappadocian prince 

who in 159/58 B.C. usurped the throne with the assistance of Demetrius I Soter of Syria (who sent Nicanor 

against the Jews), seems not unlikely. The new king lost no time in making himself odious on account of 

his avarice. Moreover, almost two hundred years earlier (341 B.C.) another Cappadocian prince by the 

same name had assisted Artaxerxes III Ochus in his reconquest of Egypt. Our author may have fused the 

two Cappadocian princes as a basis for his Holofernes.  
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ALBERT PIETERSMA  

HOLON (PLACE) [Heb ḥōlôn (חֹלון)]. One of the most obscure levitical cities in the Judah/Simeon 

list. There are numerous textual variations, which present some difficulties when reconstructing the text. 

The Hebrew name in Josh 21:15 is ḥōlōn, while 1 Chr 6:43—Eng6:58 reads ḥ  lēn. See HILEN (PLACE). 

Albright (1945: 66) has suggested that the original vocalization was ḥ  lôn which later became ḥ  lên by 

dissimilation, which is closer to the form presented in the MT of the Chronicler. The different LXX texts 

also show variations in the spelling of the name. These variations indicate that this city was either not well 

known or not known at all by the copyists of the Scripture. Besides the references to Holon/Hilen in the 

leviticalcitylists,thecity‘snameappearsinonlyoneothertext.HolonwasassignedtoJudahasoneof

the villages in the hill country district of Debir (Josh 15:51). There are no references to Holon/Hilen in 

any ancient nonbiblical texts.  

BiblicalHolonhasbeenidentifiedwithKhirbet Al  n(M.R. 152118) by scholars such as Albright 

(1924: 10–11) Simons (GTTOT, 201) and Wright (WHAB,124).Khirbet Al  nisborderedonthe

immediate W and NW by a narrow valley, which in turn is separated from a major valley by a fairly broad 

ridge. To the E the mound slopes gently into a saddle which then rises to anotherhill,higherthan Al  n.S

of Al  ntherearealsomountainsdirectlyblockingtheview;however,SWofthetellthevalleybasin

continues.DirectlytotheNarelowrollinghillsandawadi;2kmtotheNthehighmountainsbegin.

Khirbet Al  ncan be described as a mound completely surrounded by hills to the N and S with a valley on 

the W and, to the E, hills except for the wadi pass. The terrain indicates that the tell was isolated from the 

normal flow of traffic found on major or secondary roads. See Peterson 1977: 509–16.  

AtKhirbet Al  nthereappearstobevirtuallynoartificialmoundresultingfromaccumulationof

habitation debris. Although Guérin (1869: 340) was the first geographer to visit the site, he made no 



identification. It was Albright (1924: 11) who first argued for its identification as Holon on philological 

grounds and the following year he (1925: 9) found Early Iron pottery from the second phase (10th–6th 

centuries) and Byzantine sherds.  

CrossandWright(1956:220)reinstitutedinterestintheidentificationofbiblicalHolonwithKhirbet

 Al  nintheirboundaryandprovinceliststudy.Theypointedouttheoneseriousdifficultyofassociating

 Al  nwiththisbiblicalcity: it had been ―displaced‖fromProvinceVIII(Beth-zur) into Province V 

(Debir).However,becauseoftheinexactnessofthereferencestothecitytherearenoother―candidates‖

forthesiteonphilologicalgroundsinProvinceVIII.The―movement‖thatoccurredmustbeoneofthe

reasonswhytheLXXhadsuchadifficulttimewiththiscity.NotonlywasHolonoutofitsprovince,but

Khirbet Al  nwasanobscuretown, very difficult to visit.  
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JOHN L. PETERSON  

HOLY OF HOLIES. See TEMPLE, JERUSALEM.  

HOLY ONE [Heb qādô  (ָרדוש)]. A title used in the Hebrew Bible for God. The most frequent use 

of the title is in the book of Isaiah, where the phrase occurs thirty times as a reference to Yahweh. The 

term appears also in the writings of some of the other prophets (Hosea, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and Habakkuk), 

in the book of Psalms, and in Job. To speak of Godas―theHolyOne‖istoemphasizeGod‘s

separateness,God‘sotherness,God‘smystery.ThisideaisexpressedinHos 11:9 whenYahwehsays,―I

amGodandnotman,theHolyOneinyourmidst.‖Likewise,Deutero-Isaiah reports the words of 

―YahwehyourGod,andoftheHolyOneofIsrael,‖whosays,―Mythoughtsarenotyourthoughts,

neitherareyourwaysmyways‖(Isa 55:8). In the NT, Jesus is called the Holy One (Gk hagios, Mark 

1:24; Luke 4:34; John 6:69; Acts 3:14; Rev 3:7; cf. 1 John 2:20 where―theHolyOne‖couldbeGodor

Jesus).  

MITCHELL G. REDDISH  

HOLY PLACE. See TEMPLE, JERUSALEM.  

HOLY SEPULCHER, CHURCH OF THE. The Gospels agree that Jesus was buried in a tomb 

belonging to Joseph of Arimatheia (Matt 27:57; Luke 23:50–51; John 19:38) and that after his burial the 

entrance to the tomb was blocked with a stone (Matt 27:60; Mark 15:46; Luke 24:2; John 20:1). Luke 

explicitly says (23:53) that the tomb was hewn from stone, and Matthew (27:60) and John (19:41) 

indicate that it was new; Matthew adds that Joseph had meant it for himself. John (19:41–42) states that 

the tomb was in a garden near the place where Jesus was crucified and that the place of execution was 

―nightothecity‖(19:20). This was known as the place of the skull (Luke 23:33, translated as Calvary) or 

in Hebrew, Golgotha (Matt 27:33; Mark 15:22; John 19:17). From the Epistle to the Hebrews it is clear 

thatitwasoutsidethewallsofJerusalematthetime:Jesussuffered―withoutthegate‖(13:12—an 

analogy is being drawn with the sin offerings made by the priests as in Exodus 29:14).  

The site at Jerusalem which has been venerated since at least the reign of Constantine the Great (306–

37)astheplaceofChrist‘s death on Golgotha-Calvary and his burial in the tomb in the garden is now 

covered by the Church of the Holy Sepulcher where worship is offered by various Orthodox Churches and 

by the Roman Catholics. The history of the building is complex. A comprehensive account was given 

earlier in this century by Fathers Vincent and Abel (1912–26), but restoration work between 1960 and 

1980 made possible important archaeological investigations, which have resulted in lectures by Father 

Coüasnon (1974) and a comprehensive report by Father Corbo (1981). Problems remain in understanding 



the history of the buildings, but the excavations suggest nothing on the site at the time of Christ that is 

incompatible with the gospel stories.  

According to the Gospels, Christ was crucified and buried outside the city. Although the Holy 

Sepulcher is within the present Old City of Jerusalem, it stands on ground which at the time of Christ was 

outsidethewalls;the―secondwall‖ofJerusalembuiltbyHerodtheGreat(37–4 B.C.) was not 

supplementedbythe―thirdwall‖untilthereignofHerodAgrippa(A.D. 41–44). The distinction between 

the old wall and the outer wall was still apparent to a writer of the mid–4th century A.D. (Cyril H. Catech. 

14.9). Outside the present Damascus Gate, whichstandsaboveagateinthe―thirdwall,‖isacaveknown

astheGardenTomb,whichwasidentifiedasthetombofChristbythezealousGeneral―Chinese‖

Gordon during a visit to the city in 1882–83; his reasoning is reproduced by Wilkinson (1978: 198–200). 

Archaeology has established the chronology of the walls more firmly since the time of Gordon and his 

identification is no longer credible.  

The excavations under the present Church have shown that between the 7th and 1st centuries B.C., the 

site of the Holy Sepulcher was a quarry for malaky stone. When this was abandoned at the beginning of 

theChristianera,theareawasgivenovertoburialsandgardens:―wecanpicturetoourselvessome

patchesoffertilegroundamongrockycliffs‖(Corbo1981:II,plate 67). Two tombs of the period survive 

at the site, the traditional Tomb of the Lord and that known to the excavators as Tomb 28 (Corbo 1981: I, 

31–32). The latter is of the kokh type, designed to hold several burials in kokhim (ovens) radiating from a 

central passage. The Tomb of the Lord, now surmounted by an aedicule and severely damaged in 1009, 

was a cave with a rock-cut bench intended to accommodate a single body. It seems that it originally had, 

like other tombs of this type, a rock-cut antechamber, destroyed in the 4th century during the process of 

Christian adornment (Cyril H. Catech. 14.9). At the same time the cliff from which the Tomb of the Lord 

had originally been carved was cut down to ground level to leave it in freestanding splendor. At a stone‘s

throw from the tomb is a rocky eminence, venerated as Golgotha-Calvary, the site of the Crucifixion; this 

was similarly isolated in the 4th century by having the rock around it cut back. However, parts of the 

present church do still rest on the cuttings of the quarry (Corbo 1981: III, photo 11, 12, 29, 37, 54–55).  

The site remained unbuilt upon until the time of the emperor Hadrian, who in A.D. 135 put down a 

Jewish revolt, expelled the Jews from their homes, and refounded Jerusalem as a Roman colonia named, 

after himself, Aelia Capitolina (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 4.6.3; Dio Cass. 69.12–13). The area immediately 

contiguous to the Holy Sepulcher was laid out as the forum and the site of the sepulcher itself became 

sacred to Jupiter and Venus (Hieron. Ep. 58. 3; Eus. Vita C. 3.26 mentions only Aphrodite). The 

Hadrianic construction involved considerable filling-in of the former quarry, thereby preserving the 

configurationofthelandbeneaththetemple.StretchesofwallfromHadrian‘stemplesurvive,for

instance under the Crusader façade of the present church (Corbo 1981: II, plate 68).  

Hadrian‘stemplesurviveduntilaftertheemperorConstantine(306–37) became master of the eastern 

half of the Roman Empire in 324, when it was replaced by a great church. The earliest surviving reference 

toConstantine‘sconstructionsismadebyapilgrimfromBourdeauxwhomadeavisitin333;his

summaryaccountmentionsGolgotha,thetombastone‘sthrowfromitandthebasilicabuiltby

Constantine with its font (Itin. Burdig. 593.4–594.4).ThefullestaccountisinEusebius‘sLife of 

Constantine (3.25–40), which also reproduces a letter of the emperor to Macarius, Bishop of Jerusalem 

(Vita C. 3.30–32); this Life was left unfinished by Eusebius when he died in 339 and combines the 

characteristics of a history and a panegyric (Barnes 1981: 265–71). The oration given by Eusebius on the 

occasion of the dedication of the church in 335 survives in his Triacontetericus or Praise of Constantine 

(l.C. 11–18). Further evidence comes from the Catechetical Orations ascribed to Cyril, Bishop of 

Jerusalem, in the third quarter of the 4th century, and from the description of her pilgrimage by Egeria, 

who spent three years in Jerusalem in the early 380s (Itin. Egeriae). The accounts of the Bourdeaux 

Pilgrim and Egeria have been translated with copious annotation by Wilkinson (1981).  

EusebiusdescribesConstantine‘sintentionastheremovalofHadrian‘stemplefromthetraditionalsite 

ofChrist‘sdeathandresurrection(Vita C. 3.25–27). It came as a surprise that once the overburden had 

beenremovedthe―mostholycave‖oftheTomboftheLordwasrevealed(Vita C. 3.28); Eusebius 



understands the event as a type of the resurrection itself. The letter of Constantine expresses similar 

wonder (Vita C. 3.29) and gives the bishop facilities to build a magnificent church on the spot (Vita C. 

3.31–32).ItisnotpossibletolookbehindEusebius‘snarrativeatConstantine‘sintentions.Inother places 

the emperor had temples destroyed simply to eliminate pagan cults (e.g., Vita C. 3.54–58), but at the Holy 

Sepulcher he is said explicitly to have wanted to purify the place which had seen the Resurrection. 

Though the substantial survival of the tomb was a wonder, there was, Eusebius implies, no difficulty 

about where to look for it.  

EusebiusalsodescribesthevisittotheHolyLandofConstantine‘smother,theempressHelena,in326–

27, but does not associate her with the Holy Sepulcher; he ascribes to her only two foundations in the 

HolyLand,thoseoverthe―sacredcaves‖oftheNativityatBethlehemandattheplaceoftheAscension

on the Mount of Olives (Vita C. 3.41–45). See HELENA (PERSON). Egeria in the 380s is the first to 

associate her with the buildings at the Holy Sepulcher (Itin. Egeriae 25.9).  

ThoughhesaysthatConstantine‘sconstructionswere―sacredtotheSavingSign‖(l.C. 9.16), Eusebius 

does not mention the Invention of the Cross. However the relic of the True Cross was venerated already in 

the mid–4th century (Cyril H. Catech. 10.19) and Egeria describing the kissing of the cross during the 

Good Friday ceremonies says that it was closely guarded by the clergy because on a previous occasion 

one of the faithful had bitten off and carried away a mouthful of it. It is not until the end of the 4th century 

that stories are told associating Helena with the Invention (Gel. Caes. fr. 20; Amb. In ob. Theod. 46).  

By the end of the 4th century there were two principal buildings at the site of the Holy Sepulcher, which 

came to be known as the Martyrium and the Anastasis. The entrance from the street was from the east; a 

courtyard gave onto a large five-aisled basilica, the Martyrium. The apse of this basilica was at its west 

end. Beyond it was a further courtyard from which eight doors led into a rotunda, the Anastasis, in the 

center of which, surrounded by columns, was the profusely decorated Tomb of the Lord. In the SE corner 

of the second courtyard rose the stony outcrop of Golgotha-Calvary (Corbo 1981: I, 94–100). The 

chronology of these buildings raises difficulties. The solemn dedication by many bishops, with costly 

offerings of gold and silver, at which Eusebius spoke, took place in September 335 (Eus. Vita C. 4.43–

47). The Martyrium was clearly by this time complete; Eusebius describes the glittering sea of its gilded 

ceiling (Vita C. 3.36). Eusebius mentions also the adornment of the Tomb of the Lord and the highly 

polished courtyard in front of it (Vita C. 3.34–35). Father Coüasnon (1974: 15) suggested that although 

―theRotundaovertheTombwas,indeed,partoftheoriginalprojectofConstantine,‖thelengthyworks

involved in quarrying the cliffs around the tomb for the blocks from which the rotunda was built meant 

that it was not completed in the lifetime of Constantine or his biographer. Father Corbo, on the other 

hand, has argued that there was not only a single program of work but that it was carried out all at one 

time (1981: I, 51). There is also disagreement between reconstructions of details of the building, such as 

the half-columns which form a circle around the Tomb of Christ. What is certain is that when Egeria 

frequented the Holy Sepulcher in 381–84 both the Martyrium and the Anastasis were being used for 

worship and continued to be the focus of great devotion throughout Late Antiquity.  

Liturgy evolved in and around the holy places. Lectures given to catechumens in the middle of the 4th 

century at the Holy Sepulcher (Cyril H. Catech. 4.10) show how the drama of baptism during the Easter 

vigil fitted into a larger program of observances (19.32–33); they also suggest the deeper levels of 

meaningtobefoundinthephysicalrelicswhichhadwitnessedtheResurrection:―the Holy Sepulcher is 

hiswitnessandthestonewhichliestheretothisday‖(10.19).EgeriagivesavividaccountoftheHoly

Week ceremonies, and also of the regular worship. She describes the Anastasis in the early morning 

ablaze with lamps, and the incenseofferedwithprayersandpsalms―sothatthewholeAnastasisbasilica

isfilledwiththesmell.‖Thenthebishop,standingatthedoorofthecave,readthestoryofthe

Resurrectionfromthegospel:―atthebeginningofthereadingthewholeassemblygroans and laments at 

whattheLordunderwentforusandthewaythattheyweepwouldmoveeventhehardesthearttotears‖

(24.9). The Armenian liturgy published by Dom A. Renoux (1969) gives details of what was done in the 

early 5th century.  



Golgotha came to be thought the center of the world (Cyril H. Catech. 13.28). Even before Constantine, 

ChristianshadcometoPalestine―forthepurposeofprayerandinvestigationofthesacredplaces‖(Eus.

Hist. Eccl. 6.11.2); subsequently their numbers increased and in the circuit of their visits, the Holy 

Sepulcher customarily came first (Wilkinson 1976: 95–101). Those who left accounts of their visits 

include the Bourdeaux Pilgrim of 333; Egeria, an abbess from Spain or Gaul; a pilgrim from Piacenza in 

Italy of ca. 570; and Arcult, a Gallic bishop whose observations were recorded by Adamnan, Abbot of 

Iona (died 704). These have all been edited in Itineraria et alia geographica (1965), and the last two 

translated by Wilkinson (1977).  

Some visitors came to stay; by the end of the 4th century these included Christians from the Greek east, 

such as Euthymius from Melitene near the Persian frontier; fashionable Roman ladies such as Melania the 

Elder and the religious friends of Jerome; and, for eighteen years in the mid–5th century, the empress 

Eudociaherself.ItistypicalthatEuthymius‘sfirstvisitwastotheTrueCrossandtheAnastasis(Cyrilof

Scythopolis Life of Euthymius 14.1).  

From Jerusalem relics spread across the Christian world. Already in the mid–4th century pieces of the 

TrueCrosshadbeen―distributedpiecemealtoalltheworld‖(CyrilH.Catech. 13.4; cf. 4.10; 10.19 and 

Frolow 1961). Pilgrims took home flasks of oil which had been blessed by being placed against the 

cross—the oil boiled on contact (Itin. Antonini Placentini 20). Some of these flasks survive, and some 

bear engravings of the Tomb of the Lord; Weitzmann (1974) discusses these and other artifacts he 

considers to be associated with the holy places. Stories also spread, especially about Constantine and the 

True Cross; a tale from Egypt has been published, with references to other legends, by Orlandi, Pearson 

and Drake (1980).  

The buildings of the Holy Sepulcher were burnt by the Persians in 614 (Antiochus Strategus 510), but 

didnotsufferirreparabledamage.WhentheCaliph˒UmarreceivedthesurrenderofJerusalemonbehalf

of the Muslims in 637, the patriarch Sophronius showed him around the Holy Sepulcher. Christians were 

left in undisturbed possession until 1009 when the eccentric Fatimid Caliph Hakim gave orders to destroy 

the church and even to dig up its foundations. Demolition was thorough, the Tomb of the Lord was 

attacked with pickaxes and hammers, but parts of the Anastasis, including walls up to a height of over 30 

feet, survived. The Byzantine emperor Constantine IX Monomachus eventually provided funds for 

restoration of the rotunda, which was completed in 1048, and when the Crusaders occupied Jerusalem in 

1099 they added to the east of it a church in the Romanesque style. These buildings substantially survive, 

though they have been damaged at various times, notably by a fire in 1808. Restoration was carried out 

under the auspices of the Orthodox and Roman Catholic guardians between 1960 and 1980. Pilgrimage 

and devotion have also been continuous. Pilgrims from the Christian East came to see a visit to Jerusalem 

in somewhat of the same way as their Muslim neighbors regarded the Haj, and in the years before the 

revolution, large numbers of simple pilgrims from Russia journeyed to the holy places. The modern 

pilgrim will find Wilkinson (1978) a convenient guide.  
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OLIVER NICHOLSON  

HOLY SPIRIT. The manifestation of divine presence and power perceptible especially in prophetic 

inspiration. The concept was only incidental in late biblical thought, but developed in early Judaism and 

Christianity to a fundamental dogma. Theological conceptions or teachings concerning the spirit are 

referred to as pneumatology.  
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———  

A. Concept and Occurrence.  

1. Concept. Thecombinationoftheterms―holy‖(Hebqōde  [lit.―holiness‖];Gkhagios)and―spirit‖

(Heb rûaḥ, Gk pneuma) does not occur in Greek literature, and in the OT only in two historically late 

texts. The juxtaposition of rûaḥ and qōde  is oxymoronic in that a concept of dynamic power beyond 

human control, rûaḥ, has been combined with a word of static character, qōde  (Westermann 1981: 224). 

The combination becomes a technical expression in Christian usage first through the evangelist Luke and 

in rabbinic literature.  

2. Occurrence. The only OT instances of the combination are Isa 63:10, 11; and Ps 51:13. Belonging in 

the postexilic period, they probably presuppose the foretelling of the gift of the spirit (Ezek 36:26–27), 

but understand the bestowal of the holy spirit as an individual gift, as do also the following references 

from the LXX: Ps 142:10; Dan 5:12; 6,4 (Sym); 4:8, 18 (Th); Wis 1:5; 9:17; Sus 45 (Th); Ps Sol 17:37; 

Sir 48:12. The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha likewise contain few instances of the phrase: Jub. 1:21 (cf. 

Ps 51:12, 13); 4 Ezra 14:22; Ascen.Is. 5:14 (post-Christian); Test. Lev. 18:11. Philo and Josephus do not 



attest the combination pneuma hagion, but prefer pneuma theion. In the pre-NT period it is the scrolls of 

Qumranwhichfirstmention―holyspirit‖in this way: 1QS 3:7; 4:20, 21; 8:16; 1QH 7:6; 9:32; 16:2, 3, 12; 

18:26; CD 2:12; 5:11; 7:4 and others.  

Most NT writings attest the combination (to) pneuma (to) hagion or to hagion pneuma (both meaning 

―theholyspirit‖).IntheearliestNTwritings,theletters of Paul (1 Thessalonians, 1–2 Corinthians, 

Galatians, Romans, Philippians, Philemon), pneuma hagion is used only 13 times, as compared with 

pneuma alone,whichoccurs113times.InordertounderstandPaul‘spneumatology,itisprimarilythe

absolute usage (to pneuma) or adverbial constructions (en pneumati) which must be considered.  

In the remaining NT writings likewise, a technical usage of pneuma hagion is not yet apparent (see 

Mark 1:10; cf. Luke 3:22; Matt 3:16; 1 Cor 12:3). Only Luke and John manifest a considered use of the 

phrase. Luke makes an effort to subsume his broadly developed pneumatology under the expression to 

pneuma to hagion, ―theholyspirit.‖Johnavoidsthephrasepneuma hagion in his gospel. Only the 

Transfigured One imparts the spirit to the community (John 20:22; anticipated in 14:26).  

Outside biblical texts, the expression pneuma hagion is encountered in the Greek Magical Papyri, which 

come from the post-NT period (PGM 2:69; 3:289; 4:510).  

Why, during the NT period, does pneuma hagion evolve as a specific element of Christian theology? On 

the one hand, a borrowing from Qumran usage is probable. On the other hand, it must be noted that in 

pre-NT times pneuma was often qualified in order to clarify a contrast; for instance, in T. Jud. 20―spirit

oftruth‖iscontrastedwith―spiritoferror‖;1QS3:18–19 contrasts spirits of truth and of blasphemy (cf. 

T. Naph. 10:9 [Heb]). Hence it has been conjectured that pneuma hagion, ―holyspirit,‖represents an 

ethical concept contrasting with pneuma akatharton, ―uncleanspirit‖(TDNT 6:396).  

The use of this concept provides distance, factually and terminologically, from the neutral use of 

pneuma in Greek-Hellenistic usage. The qualifier hagion also implies the beginnings of a personal 

understanding of spirit analogous to the development of conceptions of the holiness of God (Schmidt 

1981). Thus pneuma hagion may be understood as a relatively new construction emphasizing the 

transcendence of the spirit in contrast to the Hellenistic notion of immanence (Kremer 1973: 77). The 

later rabbinate also speaks of rûaḥ haqqōde , using this construction to link the spirit with the God 

manifest in the sanctuary (TRE 12: 175).  

Asurveyofreferencesto―holyspirit‖intheNTrevealsthatdespiteitsfrequentuseinLuke–Acts, the 

concept remains peripheral compared with the absolute use of pneuma, ―spirit.‖Notuntilthepost-NT 

period, and as a result of the formulation of pneumatological dogma in 381 C.E.,doestheconceptof―holy

spirit‖movetothecenterofChristiantheology. 

Theinterpretationofthebiblicalunderstandingof―spirit,‖therefore,cannotstartwiththeuseofthe

concept―holyspirit‖alone,butmustalsotakeintoaccountthesemanticfieldof―spirit‖initsentirety,

including its derivatives and synonyms. Since the biblical authors in their application of the concept 

borrow from secular usage both linguistically and with respect to content, it is imperative that the history 

of religions be considered in any attempt to understand the biblical statements.  

B. Secular Greek Usage  

1. Meaning of the Term. The Gk noun pneuma derives from the verb *pnewo and denotes air in 

movement,experiencedaswind,breeze,orbreath.Even―breath‖and―wind‖expressonlyapartofthe

more comprehensive sense of movement implicit in pneuma. The concept itself involves a surplus of 

meaning which must have abetted its spiritualization and metaphorical extension. Contemplation of the 

animating effect of breathing might have suggested the psychological phenomenon of inspiration (PWSup 

14: 387). Notwithstanding such extension, the basic sense of natural energy is retained.  

In classical Greek texts the word pneuma is used with four discernible meanings: wind, breath, life, and 

metaphorical extensions of these.  

a. Wind. From at least the time of Aeschylus and Herodotos, pneuma is used as a synonym for 

pnoe/pnoie, used previously byHomerandHesiodfor―wind‖anditsreducedandrefinedmateriality

(Aesch. PV 1086: anemon pneumata; further evidence in Leisegang 1922: 35).  



b. Breath. The phenomenon of wind in the macrocosm (the natural world) is paralleled physiologically 

in the microcosm of the human being by the phenomenon of breathing, which can be discerned and 

measured according to its strength (Eur. Or 277). It can even animate inanimate objects such as wind 

instruments (Eur. Bacch. 128).  

c. Life. ―Spirit‖initsconnotation of animating power is itself occasionally characterized as life or 

living being (Aesch. Pers. 507: pneuma biou, ―breathoflife‖;Polyb.31.10.4).Thisisthestartingpoint

for the occasional synonymous use of pneuma and psyche, ―breath,life,spirit,soul.‖Butpneuma is to be 

sharply distinguished from nous, ―mind‖;thelatter,withitsimplicationsofreason,differspracticallyand

theoretically from the dynamic-enthusiastic sense of pneuma (Arist. Metaph. 11.7 1072b.21).  

d. Metaphorical Uses. The word pneuma is used metaphorically because the phenomena to which it 

directly refers are invisible but nonetheless perceptible in their effects; this dichotomy generates a surplus 

of meaning. A distinction should be made, however, between an initial spiritualization and later religious 

and mythical metaphysics. The word pneuma is used to characterize human-to-human relations and 

political sentiments (Soph. OC 611; Aesch. Supp. 29, 30). In Greek manticism (divination), pneuma is 

seen as divine breath inspiring enthusiasm; as hieron pneuma, ―sacredspirit‖(Democr.frg.18);mantikon 

pneuma, ―propheticspirit‖(Plut.De def. or. 40); enthousiastikon pneuma, ―inspiredspirit‖(Strab.9.3.5).

This pneuma imparts knowledge of transcendent events to occasional prophets, priests, and artists.  

2. History of the Concept. The earliest evidence of a religious understanding of pneuma is found in 

connection with the inspiration of the oracle of Apollo at Delphi. The god Apollo fills the priestess with 

his spirit during the cultic event (Eur. IA 760–61). The noun pneuma, however, does not occur until the 

1st century B.C.E. in the context of the somatic-psychic divination of Pythia via the spirit which rises up 

into her from the earth and enables her to prophesy (Leisegang 1922: 32–34). This Apollinian 

inspirational mantic was remarkably popular and appears even in the Greek magical papyri of the post-NT 

period (PGM 289).Acharacteristicfeatureofthemanticspiritisthecircumventionoftheindividual‘s

rationality and the ecstatic-enthusiastic possession of the person for a limited time (Cic. Div. 1.31, 49; 

N.D. 2.6).  

Alongside the mantic use, early Greek philosophy employs the term pneuma scientifically. According to 

Anaximenes, macrocosm and microcosm correspond by means of the correlation guaranteed by the spirit 

(Anaximen. Vorsokr. 13 B 2). pneuma moves with the blood through the human veins (Diog. Apoll. 

Vorsokr. 64 B 5). Its seat—here the Sicilian and Hippocratic schools diverge—is either in the heart or in 

the brain.  

Stoicismdevelopedthemedicalschools‘scientifictheoryofpneuma into a comprehensive 

philosophical theory. Spirit, a sublime material substance superior to the four basic elements, 

encompasses and permeates the whole cosmos (Chrysipp. Stoic. SVF frg. 473; 479; 1027) and is at the 

same time its rational soul (Zeno SVF frg. 88). It is the substance of the godhead and of the individual 

soul. Spirit represents the god within the human being; indeed, humankind participates in the divine nous, 

―reason‖(SenecaEp. 41.2). Here, the distinction between pneuma and nous upheld by Aristotle is 

abandoned.InStoicism,finally,thereisfrequentevidenceofanidentificationof―spirit‖and―god‖

(Chrysipp. Stoic. SVF frag. 310; 913; TDNT 6:356).  

C. Spirit in the OT  

1. Meaning of the Term. In the OT rûaḥ occurs 378 times in Hebrew texts and 11 times in Aramaic 

passages. Its basic meaningis―wind,movingair,‖and―breath.‖Betweenthelatterandthetwoformer

there is no strict distinction (Johnson 1964; Lauha 1983: 57–58; THAT 2: 727–28). Accordingly, rûaḥ 

may be an onomatopoeic word (Lys 1962: 19–21) connoting the power of wind to move objects. Nominal 

qualifiers indicate the direction or origin of winds (Jer 13:24; Exod 10:19; Prov 25:23; Ezek 5:10). Verbs 

reinforce the aspect of its movement (Num 11:31; Ps 103:16) or effect (Isa 7:2; Ps 48:8).  

Beyond this essentially physical meaning, rûaḥ is used to refer to qualities of human beings, God, 

and—less frequently—animals and supernatural spirits. Anthropologically (THAT 2: 734–42; Wolff 1984: 

57–67; Lauha 1983: 57–64), it denotes breath (Jer 2:24; Job 8:2) and psychic states (Ps 76:13; Ezek 3:14). 

In this context, rûaḥ often overlaps lē , ―heart,mind‖(Josh 2:11; Ezek 21:12). Its intimations of a vitality 



that expresses itself dynamically attenuate with time, and this trend continues in postexilic literature even 

as the term comes to stand for the breath of life which God imparts (Isa 42:5) or creates (Isa 57:16). As 

intimated in Ezekiel 37 and Isa 57:14–21 (in adumbrations of redemption for the exiled community), the 

gift of the spirit is understood as analogous to creation. Thus rûaḥ came to be understood as a term for life 

itself (THAT 2: 736–37).  

Inthecontextofdemonology,likewise,thebasicdynamicmeaning―wind,breath‖gradually

disappears.Originallythefocuswasonsuddenexperiences(―spiritofjealousy‖[Num 5:14];―unclean

spirit‖[Zech 13:2];―evilspiritfromGod‖[1 Sam 18:10]), but in Judaism this usage eventually devolves 

into demonology (Bietenhard 1951).  

It is not always possible to distinguish theological from profane usage (Wolff 1984: 57; Lys 1962: 336). 

It was reasonable to associate rûaḥ withGodinviewofthewind‘simmateriality on the one hand and its 

palpable power on the other. Furthermore, rûaḥ was understood as a means of divine judgment (Exod 

14:21; Jonah 4:8): God commands the wind (Ps 104:4),whichaccompaniesGod‘sself-manifestation 

(Ezek 1:4)orsymbolicallyheraldsGod‘scoming(Jer 4:11; Ezek 17:11–13; Hos 4:19).  

2. History of the Concept. References to the power of the spirit of God in the OT period occur first 

with the charismatic judges and ecstatic prophets. Here we seem to be dealing with a temporally limited 

gift of the spirit for the purpose of executing an extraordinary task (Schunck [1979: 7–30] sees a 

permanentgiftofthespirit).God‘sspirittouchesthecharismaticpersonwithouthumanintervention(e.g.,

a Judge) and he/she in turn inspires a small group of people opposing a large inimical power (Judg 3:10; 

11:29; 13:25; 14:6, 9; 15:14; 1 Sam 11:6).  

In parallel fashion, early ecstatic prophecy likewise seems to have led to conferral of the spirit to a 

group (1 Sam 10:10; 19:23). In this context, the reference to the rûaḥ ˒ĕlōh  m, ―spiritofGod,‖pointsto

Canaanite origins of ecstatic prophecy (Schmitt 1977: 270). Ecstasy can be induced (1 Sam 10:5–6 

mentions music). As far as the oldest strata of tradition indicate, the spirit does not facilitate words or 

actions, nor is it related to history. The emphasis, rather, is on ecstasy as manifestation of religious 

inspiration (Westermann 1981: 226–27). In addition to ecstatic prophets, visionaries also appeal to the 

rûaḥ Yhwh, ―spiritoftheLord,‖ortherûaḥ ˒ĕlōh  m, ―spiritofGod‖(1 Sam 23:2; Num 24:2). Here, as in 

the Elijah/Elisha tradition, the gift of the spirit appears for the first time as simultaneously dynamic and 

static (2 Kgs 2:9).  

With the exception of Ezekiel, scriptural prophecy of the 8th–7th centuries does not appeal to the spirit 

of Yahweh (concerning the exceptions Hos 9:7; Mic 3:8; Isa 30:1; 31:3, see THAT 2: 747–48). The 

classical prophet disappears completely behind his task as messenger and is precisely not characterized by 

proofs of spiritual power. Not until the exilic and postexilic period is prophecy viewed in retrospect as 

wrought by the spirit (Neh 9:30; Zech 7:12).  

The transition from charismatic leadership to kingship changes the perception of the spirit of God. The 

dynamic aspect gives way to a static understanding of spirit as related to office. The spirit of Yahweh is 

bestowed (Num 11:25, 29) and rests on the blessed one (2 Kgs 2:15), who is thus filled with the spirit 

(Deut 34:9). The rite of anointing (1 Sam 16:13, 14) as well as the laying on of hands (Deut 34:1) 

symbolizes this change of perception. The gift of spirit and blessing become related concepts. The 

narrative of 1–2 Kings consistentlyreferstothe―spiritofGod‖onlyinthecontextofroyalaccessionor

rule, never as an indication of special deeds or words (Westermann 1981: 227). Though it cannot always 

be determined with certainty whether this static understanding of spirit has been introduced retroactively 

from a later time, the notion is clearly present in the expectation of the Messiah king. His actions derive 

solely from the spirit bestowed on him (Isa 11:2; 42:1; 61:1). See MESSIAH. Alongside the gift of the 

spirit to the Messiah, we find in the exilic and postexilic writings the announcement of the gift of the 

spirit to the whole people—chiefly in the form of a word of Yahweh. Here, too, the spirit appears as a 

permanentgift.Theverbsemployedindicatethisbysuggestingasubstanceinliquidform(―pourout‖

[Ezek 39:29; Joel 3:1, 2];―beemptiedout‖[Isa 44:3; 32:15]). According to Ezekiel, the gift of the spirit 

enables the people to live according to the commandments (36:27); it creates new life (37:5, 14; cf. Gen 

2:7; Eccl 12:7).Inaddition,thereisreferencetothe―giftofprophecy‖(Joel 3:1–5), the end of social 



inequalities (Joel 3:2 and Jer 31:34), understanding and learning (Isa 29:24), growth in nature (Isa 32:15), 

peace and community (Isa 32:17), and immediate relation to God (Ezek 39:29).  

The LXX translates rûaḥ predominantly as pneuma. Even though both words originally describe the 

selfsame reality of moved and moving air, the LXX participates in the completed philosophical extension 

of the concept. In terms of the history of its impact, the reception of OT statements concerning the spirit 

concentrates on Ezek 36:26, 27; 37:5–6, 9–10, 14 and Joel 3:1–5, the proof texts for the eschatological 

gift of the spirit in Judaism and Christianity.  

Confronted with the deep depression felt by the exiled community (Ezek 33:10; 37:11), Ezekiel 

announces over the field of dry bones the gift of the spirit which causes revivification (37:5–6, 14). 

Whereas Ezek 37:9 suggests the winds from the four points of the compass and 37:5 anthropologically 

implies the breath, 37:14 unequivocally specifies the ―spiritofGod‖whichisgiventothedeadand

animates them. In Ezek 36:26–27a the bestowal of the spirit of God is related to the gift of a new heart 

(Heb lē ) and a new spirit (rûaḥ). The gift of the spirit makes Torah obedience possible (36:27b). A 

subsequent passage (Ezek 39:29) harks back to these statements and at the same time prepares the way for 

Joel 3:1–5 (Zimmerli Ezekiel Hermeneia, 2.321; Wolff Joel and Amos Hermeneia, 66).  

Joel 3:15 presupposes the traditions of Ezekiel and Deutero-Isaiah. The interest in establishing historical 

periods for the eschatological events (2:23b, 25; 3:1, 2, 4—Eng2:28, 29, 31) represents rudiments of 

apocalyptic thinking. The pouring out of the spirit is the beginning of the day of Yahweh, who passes 

over converted Israel (2:12, 13). This will be followed by the judgment of the gentiles (4:1–8—Eng3:1–8) 

and by cosmic signs (3:3–4—Eng2:30–31). The consequences of the pouring out of the spirit are 

prophetic utterances and dreams and visions. The gift of the spirit—a sign, not the content, of the 

approaching end of time (Volz 1910: 93–94)—establishes a direct relation to God. In concurrence with 

Zech 12:10 and Ezek 39:29, Joel 3:1–5 (Eng 2:28–32) locates the expectation of the eschatological 

community of faith not in the cultic restoration according to Torah but in the prophetic relationship to 

GodmanifestedinGod‘simmediatecall(WolffJoel and Amos Hermeneia, 69).  

D. Spirit in Judaism  

1. Occurrence. a. Doctrine of the Prophetless Era. Inrabbinictheology,―spiritofGod‖and―spiritof

prophecy‖areusedalmostsynonymously(y. Sanh. 10; 28b, 51: if no prophets, then, no holy spirit). This 

synonymity led to the formation of the rabbinic doctrine stating that after the time of the last prophets, 

Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, the spirit abandoned Israel (t. Soṭa 13:2ff); or that since the destruction 

of the First Temple the spirit left Israel and would be absent from the Second Temple (b. Yoma 21b; in 

detail, Schäfer 1972: 89–111). Historically, however, it is the period of the Maccabeans which manifests a 

relative absence of prophecy (1 Macc 4:46; 9:27), a situation presumed also by primitive Christianity 

(Acts 2:17–21; John 7:39; Mark 1:8). Pneumatics, prophets, and an awareness of individual spirit 

endowment are documented, however, for the intertestamental period (Leivestad 1972–73; Foerster 1961–

62). Not until the collapse of the Second Temple and the loss of this cultic center as the locus of God‘s

presence, however, did the notion of a prophetless-spiritless era become a possibility. The decisive 

stimulus for the formation of this dogma lies in the establishment of the canon. Ezra was the last inspired 

prophet. The normative period for Israel, therefore, is the time governed by the Law, which ends with 

Ezra (Smend 1984: 13–20; Barton 1986: 105–16).  

There are two further motives contributing to the formation of the doctrine: 2 Bar. 85:3; 1 Macc 4:46; 

9:27; and 14:41 already intimate a tripartite historical schema (prophecy at the time of the First Temple, 

prophetless present, prophecy of the end-time). Since nomism had prevailed, it needed to disclaim the 

spirit as a present medium of revelation to the point of asserting that prophecy was dormant.  

Concepts in Hellenistic and Palestinian Judaism provide the immediate presuppositions for NT 

pneumatology. In view of the multiple strata of evidence, only an illustrative understanding can be 

provided here.  

b. Spirit in Philo Judaeus. Philo represents an exponent of Jewish theology of the Hellenistic 

synagogue of the Diaspora at Alexandria. In an apologetic proselytizing effort, he attempts to square the 

Stoic-Platonic theory of pneuma with the OT statements in the LXX, or rather, to find the former in the 



latter. See PHILO OF ALEXANDRIA. Consonant with Hellenistic Jewish literature, pneuma, according 

to Philo, denotes wind, air, breath, the human spirit, the spirit of God, and supernatural beings 

(itemization by Isaacs 1976: 150–52). Cosmologically, pneuma is the substance which pervades matter 

and holds it together (Aet 125; Op 131; Heres 242; cf. Wis 1:7). Anthropological reflection repeatedly 

refers to Gen 2:7. The natural human being had the gift of nous, ―reason,‖but it is geōdēs, ―earthlike,‖

and phthartos, ―corruptible‖(Leg All 1: 32, 37). The inspiration of pneuma theion, ―divinespirit‖(Op 

135, 144), also provided the nous (Gig 27) and thus distinguishes the human soul from that of the animal. 

Thus, humankind is allowed to share in the divine spirit. This qualification reveals the dichotomized view 

of humanity: the human being consists of pneuma theion, ―divinespirit,‖andgeōdēs ousia, ―earthlike

being‖(Op 135; Heres 55).Nevertheless,Philo‘sstatementscontainingthetradition-historical and 

religio-historical disparities are not consistent within themselves. Animistic and dynamistic notions are 

intermingled. The Philonic notion that pneuma prophetikon, ―propheticspirit,‖representsthehighestgift

derives from both Hellenistic and OT-Jewish notions of spirit (Wolfson 1948: 2.26). In analogy to the 

Platonic critique of inspiration manticism, pneuma theion facilitates higher insight than does nous (Heres 

265). Moses is the interpreter gifted with pneuma theion andservesasPhilo‘smodel. 

c. Spirit in the Qumran Texts. Multiple uses of rûaḥ are evident also in the Dead Sea Scrolls. 

Frequently the referent of rûaḥ is―humanspirit,‖andthewordcanoftendesignatetheselforaperson‘s

attitude. Theologically rûaḥ denotes both evil spirits and the holy spirit of God. It also has the meaning 

―breath‖and,farlessfrequently,―wind‖(seeAnderson1962;Nötscher1957). 

The original traditional material of the Qumran community includes the so-called―doctrineofthetwo

spirits‖presentedin1QS3:13–4:26 as basic doctrine (Lichtenberger 1980: 123–42). It postulates that 

from the outset human behavior is determined by two kinds of spirits which are appointed by God, the 

spirits of truth and the spirits of wickedness. Rûaḥ thus appears to be the predestined existence of 

humanity. The sons of righteousness and the sons of wickedness are subject to the domination of those 

spirits. At present, the sons of light are in danger of perdition (1QS 3:24); only the judgment ordained by 

God will bring future purification when God will pour out his spirit on a part of humankind and thus 

cleanse it (1QS 4:20, 21).  

TheworkofGod‘sspiritonhumanity takes place in three ways according to the Qumran texts: (1) with 

the gift of the spirit during creation (1QS 9:12; 1QH 9:32); (2) when initiants become part of the 

community (1QH 13:19; 16:11; 17:17); (3) in the outpouring of the spirit during the end-time (1QS 4: 18–

23). However, there is no causal connection between the bath of purification and the gift of the spirit (O. 

Betz 1960: 133–34; Schreiner 1965: 176–77). It is in character with the exclusive self-consciousness of 

the community that it claims the presence of the spirit in its midst (and within at least some individuals; 

note the formula rwḥ ˒ r ntth by, ―thespiritwhichyouplacedinme‖[1QH12:11;13:19;16:11;17:17,

etc.; see Kuhn 1966: 130–36]). A specifically eschatological understanding of the presence of the spirit 

should not be inferred from this, however. Only the end-time will bring the full outpouring of the spirit 

(1QS 4:2–23 with reference to Exod 36:25–26).  

d. Spirit in Rabbinism. Asystematicitemizationoftheparticularstatementson―holyspirit‖in

rabbinic literature will schematize the source material. Thus, salient aspects of the rabbinic literature 

spanning several centuries can be listed together (Goldberg 1969; Schäfer 1972). The construction rûaḥ 

haqqōde , lit.―spiritofholiness,‖impliesthedivineoriginofthespirit.Yetthisdoesnotmeanthatthe

holy spirit was regarded as a hypostasis distinct from the divine presence ( ĕk  nâ). The holy spirit is a 

modeofGod‘s self-revelation (Goldberg 1969: 462; TRE 12: 174) and is imparted primarily in the 

sanctuary,theplaceofGod‘spresence.Thehighpriesthasthegiftofthespiritquaoffice(Lev. Rab. 

21:12; Yoma 73). The destruction of the First Temple caused the dormancy of the spirit (t. Soṭa 13:2ff). In 

the interim, the  at qôl (lit. ―daughter of a voice‖; audi le divine speech) is a poor su stitute. Not until 

the end-time will the spirit return to the sanctuary (Num. Rab. 15:10) as a national charism (TRE 

12:175). Both the Messiah (Gen. Rab. 2:3) and the just will then be spirit bearers. The expectations of 

salvation follow Ezekiel 36–37 and Joel 3.  



In rabbinic literature there isnosystematictheoryconcerningthespirit‘spresence.Alongsidethe

official charisma of the high priest, there are gifts of the spirit for good works, study of Torah, and 

keeping the commandments (Schäfer 1972: 127–34).  

2. Conclusions. a. The Semantic Field. Under the influence of theological reflection and philosophical 

speculation, both the Hebrew term rûaḥ and the Greek term pneuma underwent a semantic development 

from a concrete, material meaning in everyday language to a metaphysical meaning. The physical sense 

of the word persisted alongside the new meaning. Thus, pneuma is―awordintowhosemythicaldepths

everyone has deposited all that fit into his range of ideas, and out of which everyone heard what he could 

or would, according to the level ofhisownunderstanding‖(Leisegang1919:16).Anthropologicaland

theological use cannot always be strictly distinguished. With Philo, Stoic influence prompted their 

synonymous use. Thus, the concept of pneuma approaches a generic abstraction to which the addition of 

qualifiers provides specificity. These qualifiers include prepositional expressions (en pneumati, ―in[the]

spirit‖),genitivalconstructions(to pneuma tou kosmou, ―thespiritoftheworld‖;to pneuma theou, ―the

spiritofGod‖); coordination of nearly synonymous terms (pneuma kai dynamis, ―spiritandpower‖);and

antithetical pairs (pneuma/sarx ―spirit/flesh‖;pneuma/gramma ―spirit/letter‖).Intheimagination,obvious

substances such as water (Sir 24:33; Philo Op 135) or fire (frequent in Stoicism; cf. TDNT 6:930) were 

used increasingly alongside wind, because they were able to convey and promote not only the aspect of 

external and independent power, but also an understanding of spirit as substance within the sacramental 

act. Given this OT and Greek-Hellenistic history, it is natural that animistic and dynamistic statements are 

used interchangeably. Even in the NT a conception of a unique and visible manifestation of the spirit in 

baptism (1 Cor 12:13) is juxtaposed with instances of intervention and empowerment by the spirit for a 

specific action (Acts 13:4). The exact meaning of pneuma in the NT period can be discovered only by 

observing the larger context.  

b. Anthropology. The contrast between sōma, ―body,‖andpsychē, ―soul,‖inHellenisticJudaismwas

enhanced through the influence of Greek-Hellenistic anthropology. The body is of earthly origin, the soul 

of heavenly origin. No consistent conceptual differentiation between nous, psychē, and sōma is evident. In 

the Greek-Hellenistic arena, the Platonic tripartition of the person into nous, psychē, and soma was 

normative. Popular usage in the pre-NT period, however, had led to such a generalization of the concept 

of pneuma that its meaning was no longer precisely set (RAC 9: 503–4). pneuma could now be used in its 

anthropological sense to the exclusion of a metaphysical dimension; the juxtaposition of sarx, ―body,‖

and pneuma, ―spirit‖(Col 2:5), could describe the totality of the human being. The word pneuma alone 

can designate the self (Rom 8:16; PMG 12:327).  

c. Demonology. Incontrasttotheidealistconceptof―spirit‖inF.C.Baur,history-of-religions research 

into NT pneumatology discovered demonology as a common myth within popular belief (Everling 1888; 

Dibelius 1909; Weinel alluded directly to demonology in the title of his work The Effects of the Spirit and 

of the Spirits [1899]). NT demonology corresponds to that of ancient Judaism. Good and evil spirits 

confront each other in their allegiance to the archangel Michael and the devil respectively (1 Enoch 19; 

Jub. 10; 22:17; 1QS 3:13–4:26). The evil spirits are often linked to the fallen angels (Genesis 6), or 

considered fathered by them in intercourse with human women (1 Enoch 15). In the Greek-Hellenistic 

arena, likewise, contrary powers may be called pneumata (CIG 3: 5858b; PMG 13: 198; 36: 160). The use 

of terms for the world of the spirits in the NT is as varied as in the Hellenistic Jewish sources: to pneuma 

to akatharton, ―theunclean spirit‖(Mark 1:23, 26; T. Benj. 5:2); to pneuma to ponēron, ―theevilspirit‖

(Acts 19:15–16; 1 En. 99:7);orabsolutely(―thespirit[s]‖),Mark 9:20; Luke 10:20, to denote evil spirits. 

In addition, daimonia and daimones are used frequently.Ontheotherhand,―pneumata‖canalsodenote

benign spirits: Acts 23:8, 9; Jos Ant 4: 108; Heb 1:14; Rev 1:4.  

d. Eschatology. In OT texts, the gift of the spirit to the Messiah (Isa 11:2; 28:5; 42:1; 61:1) and to the 

people (Ezek 36:27; 37:14; 39:29; Joel 3:1, 2; Isa 32:15; Zech 12:10; Hag 2:5) occur together. Before the 

NT period, both strands are transmitted independently alongside each other and only in late NT writings 

are they combined to state that a spirit-endowed Messiah will transmit the spirit to the elect on behalf of 



God. Sectarian believers claim individual and collective anticipation of the eschatological spirit in the 

present (1 En. 91:1; 4 Ezra 5:22; 14:22; 1QH 7:6, 7; 17:26).  

The following texts affirm the gift of the spirit to the Messiah during the end-time: Pss. Sol. 17:37; 18:7; 

1 En. 49:3; 62:2; T. Levi 18:7; T. Jud. 24:2 (the latter passages are a Christian postscript); Tq. Isa. 11:2; 

42:1–4; 1QS Sb 5:24, 25; 11QMelch 18.  

The concept of the latter-day gift of the spirit to the elect relies primarily on Joel 3:1–5 and Ezek 36:27; 

37:14, and is extensively attested in the rabbinic literature. Testimony to spirit endowment of the Messiah, 

conversely, is strikingly rare in the same sources. A few intertestamental texts, moreover, are suspected of 

having been reworked by Christian redaction: 4 Ezra 6:26; Jub. 1:23; T. Levi 18:11; T. Jud. 24:3; 1 En. 

61:11; 1QS 4: 20–22. T. Levi does not witness to the agency of the Messiah in the gift of the 

eschatologicalspirit,butratherofGod‘sagency;bycontrast Sib. Or. 3:528 and T. Jud. 24:2 do associate 

the Messiah with an eschatological gift of the spirit. Both latter texts, however, reasonably suggest 

Christian interpolation (Becker 1980: 76), so that this whole idea becomes understandable only as a theme 

of Christian theology.  

E. Spirit in the NT  

1. Terminology. Of the 379 occurrences of the substantive pneuma, only John 3:8, Heb 1:7, and 2 

Thess 2:8 reflecttheoriginalmeaning―wind/breath,‖thelattertwobeinginfluencedbyOTquotations.In

approximately 275 instances pneuma mustbeunderstoodas―spiritofGod‖;ofthese,149areabsolute;

pneuma hagion, ―holyspirit,‖92times;pneuma hagiosynes, ―spiritofholiness,‖once(Rom 1:4); pneuma 

theou, ―spiritofGod,‖18times;pneuma tou patros, ―spiritoftheFather,‖once. Referring to Christos it is 

used 3 times; as pneuma tou huiou autou, ―thespiritofhisSon,‖once;andaspneuma Iesou, ―spiritof

Jesus,‖once.pneuma is used roughly 47 times in the anthropological sense, mostly with reference to 

breath (Matt 27:50; John 2:26). pneuma may describe the whole human being, like sōma and psychē (2 

Cor 7:1; 1 Thess 5:23), also in rhetorical pathos within the final greetings (Gal 6:18; Phil 4:23; Phlm 25; 2 

Tim 4:22)andthusapproachesthemeaningof―I.‖Thereforepneuma may also be interpreted, under the 

aspectoftheactingandthinking―I,‖aspneuma praytētos (1 Cor 4:21), as the locus of feelings (Luke 

1:47), intellect (Luke 1:80), and, in a single instance, as reason (1 Cor 2:11).  

Used either absolutely or with modifiers, pneuma denotes evil spirits approximately 38 times. Jesus and 

the disciples attack the pneumata akatharta, ―uncleanspirits‖(Mark 1:23); ponēra, ―evil[spirits],‖(Luke 

7:21); alala, ―dumb[spirit],‖(Mark 9:17) and exorcise them, since the power of the spirit of God in them 

overcomes the power of Satan. Unique uses of pneuma are Luke 24:37 (ghost); Heb 12:33; 1 Pet 3:19 

(souls); Heb 1:14; Rev 1:4; 3:1; 4:5 and 5:6 (angels). Heb 12:9 calls God pater ton pneumaton ―Fatherof

spirits.‖Theadjectivepneumatikos, ―spiritual,‖isused23timesintheNT,andtheadverbpneumatikōs, 

―spiritually,‖3times.Beyonditsuseincontrasttowordsforthefleshandcarnality

(sarkikos/sarkinos/psychikos; Rom 7:14; 1 Cor 1:15; 3:1; 9:11; 15:44, 46), or its substantival use in 

reference to things spiritual (Rom 15:27; 1 Cor 9:11) or spiritual persons (1 Cor 14:37; Gal 6:1), the 

adjective pneumatikos is used as a qualifier for the law (Rom 7:14), prayer (Eph 1:3; 5:9; Col 3:16), the 

Church (1 Pet 2:5), the resurrected body (1 Cor 15:44–46), and sacrifice (1 Pet 2:5).  

2. Preliminary Methodological Reflections. In exilic and postexilic Jewish literature, some writings 

manifest expectation of the future outpouring of the spirit. On the other hand, the NT writings generally 

regard the gift of the spirit as a present eschatological event. This demarcates the historical location of the 

NT era. Here we trace the NT evidence for early Christian pneumatology. A review of the history of 

research will conclude with methodological reflections.  

F. C. Baur and H. Gunkel significantly influenced the perception of primitive Christian pneumatology. 

Baur (1831; 1845) saw in Pauline thought a parallel to his own understanding of existence (which he 

derived from Hegel; concerning the following see BTNT 2: 244–45). Accordingly, he disregarded the 

lexical content and semantic field of pneuma, orrather,heunderstooditapriorias―spirit‖inthesenseof

absolute self-consciousness.This―spirit‖standsinfundamentalcontrasttowhatisfinite,toflesh,insofar

as―spirit‖isidenticalwith―spiritofGod.‖Thisviewsetforth by Baur could be applied to the 

understanding of the history of early Christianity at a time when Baur was still uninfluenced by Hegel and 



when his historical studies had led him to recognize the compelling contrast between Paulinism and 

Judaism, between pneumatism and nomism.  

Baur‘sidealistviewoftheNTconceptof―spirit‖wasshakenbyGunkel‘sphenomenologicalapproach

(1888; 3d ed. 1909). To Gunkel, speculation concerning spirit is secondary compared to experiences of, 

and encounters with, the spirit (1909: 8). Thus he made it his task to describe and sensitively interpret. In 

the mysterious effects of power and unexplained phenomena, according to Gunkel, we encounter not the 

subsequent conclusions regarding the power of God by a disinterested outsider, but the immediate 

experience of one inspired (1909: 3–4).Therefore,accordingtoGunkel,theexegetemust―insomeway

puthimselfintheplaceofthepneumatictoempathizewithhisexperience‖;indeed,―hewhoclingstothe

letter cannot see the life‖(1909:4,6). 

EventhoughGunkel‘ssloganwouldsoonbepassionatelycontradicted(Bousset1901;Harnack1899),

the characterization of the NT concept of pneuma as a supernatural power which affects life has 

nevertheless met with appreciation to this very day.  

For the present understanding of the NT concept of pneuma with its derivatives and related concepts, a 

survey of its uses in the respective historical contexts of the earliest Christian writings is essential. In 

contrast to Gunkel, we must not begin with phenomena of the spirit. In so doing we would neglect the 

religiohistoricalparallelphenomenainJudaismandHellenism,asGunkellaterconcededtoBousset‘s

critique (1909: 5–6). When one disregards these connections, the particularity of NT pneumatology is 

sought solely in the realm of phenomena. But phenomena themselves are ambiguous and cannot be 

interpreted unequivocally. And since the conceptual framework evaluates phenomena and experiences, it 

must be given particular attention in the early Christian tradition.  

3. Primitive Christian Preconditions for the Consciousness of Spirit Endowment. All NT writings 

present the Christian community as a spirit-endowed entity. Late communal theology has anchored this 

claim in history via a narrative of the event in which the spirit was bestowed. In terms of the history of its 

impact these ideas represent not the primary form, but the most significant form, of the consciousness of 

spirit-endowment.  

a. Pre-Easter Gift of the Spirit. The redaction of the Gospels has viewed the synoptic mission 

narrative (Mark 6:6b–13 par) also as a communal missionary etiology. This is reflected in the dramatic 

framework (Mark 6:6b, 7, 12): the inspired actions of the community reflect the pre-Easter spirit 

endowment of the disciples through Jesus. The gift of exousia empowers the disciples to subjugate the 

demons, as was the case with Jesus. Vv 11 and 12 develop the content of this gift, in keeping with the 

typical spheres of activity of the communal theology. Functions of this spirit endowment are the 

preaching of repentence (Acts 2:38; Rom 2:4), exorcisms (Acts 19:11, 12; Acts John 37), anointing with 

oil (John 5:14) and healings (Acts 5:16; 8:7; cf. also the lists of charisms 1 Cor 12:9, 28, 30).  

b. Gift of the Spirit at Easter. IntheFourthGospel‘s account of post-resurrection appearances, Easter 

and Pentecost are collapsed (John 20:19–23). Jesus appears to the band of disciples and imparts his spirit 

to them on the evening of the day of resurrection. Comparison with Luke 24:36–49 suggests that John 

20:19–23 represents a pre-Johannine tradition which presupposes the Lukan text (Dauer 1984: 207–96). 

John 20:20–22 combines the act of transmission of the spirit with the explication and function of the gift.  

The act by which Jesus imparts the spirit to his disciples is itself a significant biblical allusion. In its use 

of the verb enephysēsen, ―hebreathedonthem‖(John 20:22), the gospel tradition recalls the same form in 

the creation narrative (Gen 2:7 LXX). This would contradict an animistic interpretation of the action. The 

wordofexplication(―receivethepneuma hagion [HolySpirit]‖John 20:22) likewise suggests a 

substratum of earliest Christian terminology. The motifs of gift of the spirit and forgiveness of sins are 

likewise attested together in earliest Christianity (1 Cor 6:11; Titus 3:4–11); John 20:19–23 manifestly 

represents a stage of communal theological reflection which combines earliest Christian statements and 

incorporates them into the history of Jesus. This applies to both its content and its place in the history of 

tradition.  

c. Post-Easter Gift of the Spirit. More influential was the position that the post-Easter gift of the spirit 

occurred on the first Pentecost after Easter (only Acts 2:1–4 in the NT). According to the Lukan 



construction these events, the outpouring of the spirit, enabled the disciples to preach in foreign 

languages.Peter‘sspeechfollowing the account (Acts 2:14–36) explains the event as an eschatological 

fulfillment of Joel 3:1–5 (Eng 2:28–32), but attributes the gift of the spirit to the Exalted One himself 

(2:33).  

Inconsistencies in the text suggest fragments of pre-Lukan tradition. An immediate result of the gift of 

the spirit is the ability lalein heterais glōssais, ―tospeakinothertongues‖(Acts 2:4). Luke interprets this 

as empowerment to speak in foreign languages, to judge from the observation that each member of the 

multitude heard the disciples speaking idia  dialektō , ―inhisownlanguage‖(vv6,8).ShouldLukehave

also inserted the word heterais into this tradition in keeping with this line of interpretation (note that 

heteros appears 52 times in Luke, in Mark and John only once each), and thus critically altered the stock 

phrase glōssais lalein, ―tospeakintongues‖(Mark 16:17; 1 Cor 12:30; 14:2, 45), then his tradition was 

probably concerned only with spirit endowment and glossolalia. If v 8 likewise represents an allusion to a 

miracle of hearing, then it, too, would have fundamentally misunderstood the tradition of a glossolalic 

phenomenon.  

It is therefore conceivable that a fragment of tradition spoke of a glossolalic event, possibly in 

connection with a house (v 2 differing from v 5). Further details of this event cannot be inferred from the 

pre-Lukan substance of this text. It is very unlikely, however, that the Jerusalem community could have 

regarded an outbreak of glossolalia as the advent of the spirit. Glossolalia does not figure among the 

anticipated phenomena of the eschaton. Apart from isolated remarks (T. Job 48–50), it is a phenomenon 

totally rooted in the Hellenistic world.  

The association of this event with the festival of Pentecost in Jerusalem has possibly been influenced by 

the reinterpretation (after 70 B.C.E.) of Pentecost as the covenant-renewal festival. It is conceivable that 

the reestablishment of the band of disciples took place on the first festival day after the crucifixion. But 

this cannot be demonstrated decisively, even with reference to the undated appearance to the 500 (1 Cor 

15:6) (see also Dunn 1975: 144–46). The association with Pentecost, in any case, reinforces the universal 

and public importance which Luke attaches to the Christ event. It is specifically this festival which 

repeatedly had been the occasion of outbreaks of political rioting (Roloff Apostelgeschichte NTD, 40). 

The three quoted theories, without exception late formations, manifest the need of the community to 

explain the gift of the spirit within a theory of transmission. However, the fact that all three accounts 

present Jesus rather than God as the bestower of pneuma indicates the late NT location of the notion.  

Thecommunity‘sawarenessofhavingreceivedthespiritisnotbasedonone basic event of spirit 

transmission. It is rather the theological consequence of primitive Christian theology and arises from 

definite presuppositions about the nature and activity of the spirit.  

d. The Spirit and the Raising of the Dead. The conviction that God raised Jesus from the dead (1 

Thess 1:10; Gal 1:1; 1 Cor 6:14; Rom 4:24; 8:11; 2 Cor 4:14; Acts 2:32; 3:15) is expressed in some of the 

oldest Christian formulas (Becker 1976: 14–15; Hoffmann 1982: 14–15).  

Because the resurrection of both Jesus (Rom 1, 3, 4; 8:11) and Christians (1 Cor 6:14; 15:45; 2 Cor 3:6; 

Phil 3:10) is linked to the spirit in early NT tradition, it must be asked whether the eschatological notion 

implied in the resurrection formula allowed room for the anticipated outpouring of the spirit.  

Ezek 37:5, 9–10 had already envisioned the revivification of the dead as an effect of the gift of the 

spirit. In an altered form this idea is picked up in 2 Macc 7:23; Jos. Asen. 8:9; Soṭa 9:15; Exod. Rab. 48 

(102d); Midr. Ps 104:30; Rev 11:11. The second of the Eighteen Benedictions offers a direct parallel, in 

both form and content, for the combination of resurrection and spirit. In the older Palestininan version 

(which recalls Ezek 37:5; Isa 26:19)itreads:―youmakethespiritreturn…whichcaresforthelivingand

makesalivethosewhoaredead‖(Müller1980:25–30). Admittedly, the integrity of the text has been 

questioned. If it is presumed to be intact here, the statement may be seen as the interpretive framework for 

the resurrection event on the basis of its familiarity in the NT period. The raising of Jesus from the dead is 

an act of God and, at the same time, evidence of the activity of his spirit (Rom 1:3–4; 8:11).  

e. The Spirit and the Activity of Jesus. The primary basis of the believed efficacy of the spirit lies in 

the Easter experience. The attention of the community is initially focused on the ascended Messiah whose 



return they anticipate without immediately interpreting his earthly activity as messianic. Gradually 

however, the community appropriates the OT-Jewish tradition of the spirit-filled Messiah and applies this 

perception to the earthly activity of Jesus. The redaction of the Gospels gives purposeful expression to 

this conviction by placing the spirit-baptism at the beginning of the story of Jesus as fulfillment of the 

messianic prophecies of Mal 3:1 and Isa 40:3 (Mark 1:2–11 par); by the inclusion of Isa 42:1 within the 

fulfillment quotation Matt 12:18; and by the interpretation of Isa 61:1 implicitinJesus‘inauguralsermon

(Luke 4:16–30).BeyondtheEasterevent,Jesus‘claimandactivitythemselvesarelikelytohaveformed

the matrix for this application of the tradition of the spirit-filled Messiah to Jesus. Admittedly, not one 

synoptic word concerning the spirit (Mark 3:29 par; 13:11 par; Matt 12:28; Luke 4:18, 19; 11:13; Matt 

28:19; Luke 11:2)canbepositivelyclaimedasJesus‘own.Nordoeshehimselfseemto have explicitly 

appealed to the spirit of God to substantiate his claim. The exorcisms by themselves were ambivalent and 

certainly did not prove the presence of the spirit (cf. Luke 11:19). On the other hand, isolated images 

(Luke 10:18; 11:20) can be regarded as veiled metaphorical references to the presence of the spirit 

(Jeremias 1973: 81–84). Finally, the portrayals of the exorcisms of Jesus as conflicts with satanic powers 

(Mark 3:27 par); the working of miracles and the proclamation of the kingdom (Luke 6:20 par; Mark 

1:15); and the authoritative interpretation of the law attributed to Jesus under the rubric egō de legō 

hymin, ―butIsaytoyou‖(Matt 5:21 etc.) together yield a total impression which approaches an implicitly 

pneumatic self-consciousness. Even though Jesus neither declared his deeds as evidence of the spirit nor 

held out the prospect of a universal gift of the spirit for the future, the community was able to see, 

retrospectively in the light of the Easter event, confirmation of the working of the spirit in the activity of 

Jesus.  

f. The Eschatological Self-Consciousness of the Church. The factors mentioned so far permitted 

belief in the present working of the spirit, but not yet awareness of a universal gift of the spirit. Faith in 

Christ placed Christians in a special position within Judaism, comparable to the sect of Qumran or the 

groups around baptizers.  

It is likely that in the context of this eschatological self-consciousness the anticipated bestowal of the 

spirit for the end-time was thought to be taking place (Kuhn 1966: 138–39). In the OT tradition itself, the 

relation between the present and future eschatological spirit was not precisely established (Volz 1910: 93, 

94 A1). The reception of Joel 3:1–5—Eng2:28–32 (Acts 2:17–21; Rom 10:13, etc.) within the Christian 

community identifies the gift of the spirit as an event preceding the Day of the Lord (Acts 2:20b).  

g. Phenomenological Proofs of the Spirit. E.Schweizerhassteadfastlymaintainedas―historically

assured‖thattheprimitiveChurchexperiencedanoutpouringofthespiritinsomeform(1952:5;TDNT 

6:408; in agreement, Lohse TDNT 6:51–52; Goppelt 1978: 298; Kremer 1973:59). Historical analysis, 

however,demandsthefollowingverdict:―Allsuchhypotheseshavetoolittledefiniteevidenceintheir

support to ever become more than interesting possibilities‖(FoakesJacksonandLake1933:1.5.121).It

has been shown above that in the Palestinian region glossolalia (Acts 2:1–13) would not have been 

perceived as proof of the anticipated spirit of the end-time. It is a counsel of despair to suspect a different 

ecstatic experience behind the event described in Acts 2:1–13 (Goppelt 1978: 298). None of the stated 

phenomena is unequivocal proof of the gift of the spirit. Experiences can only be interpreted in the 

context of a preexisting self-consciousness or framework of expectation. Historically, a process of 

interpretation moving back and forth between faith and experience is likely. At the same time, the group 

situation of the primitive Church and its eschatological ethos (mission, community, expectation of the 

Messiah, etc.) posed a situation where certain experiences could be understood as the workings of the 

spirit. In view of the overwhelming number of reports of pneumatic experiences within the early Christian 

literature of the first two centuries C.E., however, it should be noted that reports of pneumatic experiences 

do not necessarily always reflect real experiences but could very well have served other purposes as 

literary inventions (Harnack 1899: 515).  

Once these preconditions are appreciated, belief in the outpouring of the holy spirit at or after Easter 

becomes plausible. Now we trace the development of this notion.  



4. The Hellenists. Their eschatological claim to possess the spirit places the group of Hellenists in 

opposition to the Jewish-Christian community of Jerusalem. Although it is hardly possible to reconstruct 

an Antiochian source for Acts 6–7, we must nevertheless retain the notion of a preexisting tradition.  

The reasons which led to the separation of the Christian Hellenists from the original Aramaic-speaking 

community probably were linguistic in nature. (Note that the body of leaders elected from among the 

Hellenists comprises men with exclusively Greek names [Acts 6:5].) The formation of a community for 

the sole purpose of worship is a common and perfectly legitimate process within Judaism (Hengel 1975: 

178).  

Historically it is likely that along with the linguistically motivated separation of the Hellenists, a 

simultaneous theological dispute took place, a dispute which can still be detected below the surface of the 

Lukan redaction. In the Lukan account, Stephen is portrayed as an early Christian pneumatic. His speech 

ischaracterizedby―wisdom‖and―theSpirit‖(Acts 6:10); his deeds, known to all (v 8), are possible 

because he is filled with the spirit, a fact which the list of names (v 5) emphasizes by setting him apart 

from the other apostles. Luke linguistically adapted this image of Stephen to that of other pneumatics: 

plērēs pneumatos, ―fullof(the)Spirit‖(Acts 6:3, 5, 8; 7:55; cf. Luke 4:1; Acts 11:24). Moreover, the 

combination of motifs, wisdom/spirit/working of miracles (Acts 2:22, 43; 7:36), expresses the Hellenistic 

ideal of the Christian pneumatic. The emphasis on the gift of the spirit is inseparably linked with 

references to criticism of the law (Acts 6:11, 13, 14; 7:51–53). Acts 6:11 raises the charge of blasphemy 

provokedbyStephen‘sutterancesagainstMoses(=Torah)andGod.Verse 13 attributes similar charges 

to false witnesses, but pointedly places criticism of the Temple first. Verse 14 has Stephen say further that 

Jesus will destroy the Temple and alter the ceremonial law which originated with Moses (ethē). The 

source, or tradition, is presumed by most to be contained in the general statements (v 11) (Conzelmann 

Apostelgeschichte HNT, 51; Hengel 1975: 187). Verse 14, however, is a deliberate variation of the 

Temple saying in Mark 14:58. It lacks the promise that a new temple will be built and is expanded to 

include an announcement of the future alteration of the ceremonial law. Roloff (Apostelgeschichte NTD, 

112–13) surmises that these alterations in the Temple saying represent the interest and bias of the 

Hellenists. Critique of the Temple and the Temple saying of Jesus have been included, and with them 

have been combined a criticism and modification of the ceremonial law. That all this is still far from 

Paul‘srejectionofthelawisperfectlycleartoLuke,whorenderstheanti-Pauline accusations more 

brusquely (Acts 21:21, 18; 24:5). It can be presumed that the intended effect of this cultural critique was a 

focus on the true will of God in view of the end-time,similartoJesus‘critiqueofTempleandculture.The

Hellenists, as returned Jews of the Diaspora, hold a more conservative view that separates them from 

Hellenistic enlightenment theology.  

Mention of possession of the spirit in the Stephen narrative cannot be attributed exclusively to 

martyriological motives (Acts 7:55) but is part of the tradition. This is made plausible by the following 

considerations: (1) besides Stephen, Philip also belongs to the Seven; he too, the tradition stresses, had 

pneumatic characteristics (Acts 8:6, 13; 21:8–9); (2) the Temple saying of Jesus (Mark 14:58) omits 

reference to the building of a new temple. It is likely that among the Hellenists the Church was already 

spoken of as the new temple.  

The mob justice for Stephen (Acts 7:56–57) culminates the persecution of the Hellenistic Christians, 

who subsequently embark on a mission to the gentiles in Phoenicia, Cyprus, and Antioch (Acts 11:19).  

Pauline theology is rooted primarily in the Hellenistic community of Antioch (Gal 1:21; Acts 11:19–20; 

13:1). Since no direct sources for its theology are extant, only sketches of its ideas can be inferred from 

thetraditionsofPaul‘sletters(Köster1982:2.91–93). It must be remembered, however, that the 

community continued to produce original theology independent of Paul, and that all traditions and 

accounts do not point to Antioch. If one subscribes to the early date of 1 Thessalonians (Lüdemann 1980) 

it is likely that this letter most closely reflects Antiochian theology and the founding sermon in Corinth.  

It is with the Hellenists and in the Hellenistic community that we must look for the roots of primitive 

Christian pneumatology. Early Palestinian Christianity, by contrast, maintained a basic aloofness toward 

the pneumatology evolving there.  



5. Pneumatology in Pre-Pauline and Non-Pauline Communities. The primary sources of Antiochian 

pneumatologyareformulasandformulaicstatementsinPaul‘sletters. 

a. The Community and the Spirit: Formulaic Traditions. (1)―Godhadgivenusthespirit‖(Acts 

5:32; 15:8; Rom 5:5; 11:8; 2 Cor 1:22; 5:5; 1 Thess 4:8; 2 Tim 1:7; 1 John 3:24; 4:13). The following 

features are evidence for formulaic crystallization: (a) the author of the gift of the spirit is always God; (b) 

the gift is always described in the aorist tense (except 1 Thess 4:8; 1 John 4:13); (c) the gift of pneuma is 

described with minimal grammatical variation, e.g., articles, addition of adjectives, or in combination with 

appositions; (d) the object is predominantly hēmin, ―us.‖ 

This suggests that a relatively fixed phrase, probably a formula (ho theos edoken to pneuma hēmin, 

―Godhasgivenusthespirit‖),circulatedinthecommunities.ThephraseisolderthanthePaulineletters

since Paul makes use of it secondarily, or rather, interprets it and in each case incorporates it into his own 

line of argument.  

In the LXX, beyond the related statements of 1 Kings 22:23; 2 Kings 19:7; Isa 42:1; Ezek 11:19, 

particularly Ezek 36:26–27 and 37:5, 14, two passages deserve mention: pneuma kainon (mou) dosō en 

hymin, ―Iwillput(my)newspiritinyou(pl.)‖(Ezek 36:26–27); dosō pneuma mou eis hymas, ―Iwillput

myspiritinyou‖(37:5, 14; both of these are 1st-person prophetic pronouncements of God).  

A similar formula expressing assurance that God has given his spirit appears in hymns from Qumran 

(1QH 12:11–12; 13:18–19; 16:11; 17:17, 26). It is probable that the NT and Essene formulas each make 

independent use of the OT, since the respective contexts of the formulas differ (Kuhn 1966: 139). What is 

consistent, however, is that the gift of the spirit, a future gift in Ezekiel, is here a present occurrence 

which facilitates an eschatological outlook.  

(b)―Youhavereceivedthespirit‖(John 20:22; Acts 2:33, 38; 8:15, 17, 19; 10:47; 19:2; Rom 8:15; 1 

Cor 2:12; 2 Cor 11:4; Gal 3:2, 14; 1 John 2:27). It is the Pauline evidence which most likely displays the 

original formula (verb always in the aorist). The formula is used by Paul in his reference to the ongoing 

dispute with his antagonists.  

The succinct, thematic character of both formulas suggests a social setting of proclamation, possibly 

baptismal catechesis (Paulsen 1974). The use of this formula in the Qumran hymns could suggest its 

origin within the Palestinian community. It is more probable, however, that it originated in a reflection on 

Scripture within the Greek-speaking community, because all the NT passages are found in the area of 

Hellenistic Christianity, and a positive relation between spirit endowment and fulfillment of the law—in 

contrast to the OT tradition—is missing.  

(c)―ThespiritofGoddwellswithinyou‖(1 Cor 3:16; 6:19; Rom 8:9, 11; Eph 2:21; 1 Pet 2:5; Ep. 

Barn. 16:10). The formulaic origin of this sentence is still evident despite its secondary use and its 

combination with additional motifs. In 1 Cor 3:16; 6:19, for instance, Paul calls to mind a familiar subject 

ofChristianpreachingbyusingtherhetoricalquestion―Doyounotknow?‖Theinterpretationofthis

formula must not be based on its treatment in the Pauline context (in connection with the temple motif in 

1 Cor 3:16; 6:19; antithesis of spirit/flesh in Rom 8:9). However, since the motifs of indwelling and 

temple are not consistently linked in Paul, we must insist on an independent origin of the formula.  

AsPaul‘srhetoricalquestionsuggests,thesocialsettingofthisformulaisprobablyearlyChristian

catechesis and proclamation. The history of the motif points more clearly to the Hellenistic community 

than does the history of the two former formulas. The concept of the indwelling of God in the believer 

(Wis 3:14; 2 Macc 14:35; Philo Somn I 148–49) as well as that of the indwelling of the spirit (Philo Heres 

264; Seneca Ep. 41:2; Lactantius Inst. Div. 6 25:3; Corpus Hermeticum 1:6, par. 329) have precedents in 

the Hellenistic world. This indwelling of the spirit, a first interpretation of the concept of spirit 

endowment, must be understood in terms of a substance. This is likewise suggested by its secondary 

connection with the temple motif. The return of the spirit to the eschatological temple anticipated in OT 

theology has become present reality within the community as the temple of God.  

Thus, on the one hand, the temple motif is likely to refer to the OT Jewish expectation of the new 

eschatological temple (Ezekiel 40–48; Mal 3:1–4). On the other hand, the generally similar use of the 

motif in Qumran (1QS 8:4–8; 9:3–6; 11:8; CD 3:18–20) raises the question (with Klinzing 1971: 92–93), 



whetherthedecisiveimpetusforthemotif‘sspiritualizationwastheseparationfromtheJerusalem

Temple.  

(d) 1 Cor 6:11. This Hellenistic Jewish-Christian, pre-Pauline baptismal tradition refers to a primary 

locus of the conveyance of the spirit (for form-critical classification, see Schnelle 1986b: 39). This 

tradition does not yet approach the later, mystery-like baptismal theology of the main Pauline letters 

(Reitzenstein 1977: 261) but does manifest a degree of liturgical crystallization (Plummer 1 Corinthians 

ICC, 120) which makes it unsuitable for explaining the primary early Christian concept of baptism. The 

tradition contrasts the present state of salvation with the past, describing the former effectively as 

washing, sanctification, and justification. The adverbial construction en tō  onomati tou kyriou Iēsou 

Christou kai en tō alo pneumati, ―inthenameofourLordJesusChristandintheSpirit‖(1 Cor 6:11), 

describes the means by which transition to the state of salvation is effected. This means is the invocation 

ofthenameoftheexaltedLordoverthebaptizand,andthebaptizand‘sdedication.Thesecondadverbial

construction, en tō  pneumati, ―intheSpirit,‖correspondsquite naturally, because originally the naming 

had an exorcistic function and cleared the way for the baptizand to receive the spirit (Bultmann Johannes 

MeyerK, 142). In that sense 1 Cor 6:11 indirectly also suggests a conveyance of the spirit. Primarily, 

however, it is the power of the spirit of God to cleanse the baptizand which is emphasized, a function 

which originally was part of the rite itself.  

b. The Function of the Spirit for the Community. Since there are no primary sources, and the 

tradition analysis of the letters is controversial, there can be no far-reaching hypotheses regarding the 

theology of the pre-Pauline Hellenistic Jewish-Christian community of Antioch. This community 

consisted of Jewish and gentile Christians who knew themselves called to render service to God in 

anticipationoftheMessiah‘simminentreturn,asthepre-Pauline tradition of 1 Thess 1:9 records. Their 

service to God also includes mission to the gentiles. Thus Paul, with his roots in Antiochian theology, 

emphasizes the pneumatic character of his mission in Thessalonica and Corinth (1 Thess 1:5–6; 1 Cor 

2:4–5) and identifies his ministry to the gentiles as a sacrifice made holy by the holy spirit. As Luke 

reports (Acts 11:19–20), the Hellenists in Antioch, banished from Jerusalem, had formerly begun a 

mission to the Greeks. Historically, this probably refers to previous mission activity in Samaria and the 

coastal area of Palestine-Phoenicia (cf. the legendary tradition of Philip [Acts 8]). While the Jewish 

Christians in Palestine, having adopted the synoptic mission tradition, for the time being continue with 

their mission to Israel specifically (Matt 10:6; 15:24), the Hellenistic Jewish Christians approach the 

gentiles, in likely continuity with the orientation of their precursor, the Synagogue of the Diaspora (Hahn 

1963: 15–18). The gift of the spirit is here perceived as empowerment for this service. The messengers 

thereby validate their eschatological claim to being empowered for a mission to the gentiles, a mission 

which, according to OT-Jewishtradition,wasreservedforGod‘sowneschatologicalaction(Hahn1963:

46; Käsemann 1970a: 87).  

c. Christ and the Spirit. This Hellenistic Jewish-Christian community speaks of the gift of the spirit to 

the Messiah as well as to the community. Rom 1:3b–4 has long been recognized as a formulaic tradition 

of Jewish Christianity (Wilckens Brief an die Römer EKKNT, 56) which has undergone secondary 

redaction.Withthefirstwordsofthesentencethecommunityacknowledgesthemessianicdescent―from

theseedofDavid‖(cf.Pss. Sol. 17:21; John 7:42; 2 Tim 2:8). However, in keeping with the kerygmatic 

tradition of resurrection (1 Cor 15:3–5(4), it emphasizes that only his resurrection from the dead is 

evidenceofJesus‘sonship.Thispresumablyistheprototypeoftheformula―designatedSonofGod…

byhisresurrectionfromthedead‖(Rom 1:3b). Redaction-critical analysis of the passage warrants the 

conclusionthatthecontrast―accordingtotheflesh‖/―accordingtotheSpirit‖representsPaul‘s

christological redaction of the older formula. In Hellenistic Jewish discourse, exaltation into the heavenly 

realm indicates only transformation into and participation in spirit-substance (Vos 1973: 80).  

6. Jewish Christianity of Palestine. The Lukan portrait of the original Jerusalem community cannot be 

taken as evidence of the universal spirit-endowment of the early Palestinian community. Historical 

inquiry leads no further than a theologically shaped tradition. This point is highly controversial in the 

history of research: Goguel (1954: 113–14), Bultmann (Johannes MeyerK, 41), and others see the 



evolution of primitive Christian pneumatology as a product of the Hellenistic community. On the other 

hand, Käsemann (1970a; 1970b), Vielhauer (NTApocr 2: 426), and others, on the basis of form- and 

tradition-historical considerations, regard Palestinian Jewish Christianity as a pneumatically determined 

entity. It must be remembered, however, that the Jewish-Christian community in Palestine does not share 

the claim of its Hellenistic sister community of possessing the spirit of God, a claim, morevoer, which the 

gentile-Christian community broadens into the contention that they are actually living in the spirit (1 Cor 

12:13; Gal 5:25).  

In the Jerusalem community, according to von Campenhausen (1963: 196–98), even the form of 

community leadership by the Twelve, or rather by James and his successors, became a hindrance to a 

spiritual understanding of community. Later sources, moreover, never mention a spirit endowment of 

James (Lohmeyer 1936: 76, 98). The reference to Agabus (Acts 11:28; 21:10–11) in no way proves a 

universal spirit endowment of the Jerusalem community. It shows, rather, that as an occasional 

phenomenon, prophecy had not ceased in Jerusalem (TDNT 6:819–28). The following observation is 

significant: the primary source of anti-Paulinism is the Jewish-Christian community of Jerusalem 

(Lüdemann1983).Paul‘sadversariesaccusehim(1 Cor 10:1, 10; 13:1–3) of not being endowed with the 

spirit. It is unlikely that they raise this charge in comparison with their own behavior; they rather seek to 

disprovePaul‘sownclaim(1 Cor 7:40) and thereby to undermine his apostolic authority. This specific 

charge of lacking spirit endowment seems to originate primarily with the Corinthian enthusiasts and to 

have been seized upon by the Jerusalemites as an additional point of argument (Windisch Der zweite 

Korintherbrief MeyerK, 107; Lüdemann 1983: 125). In his reply Paul himself does not reflect a proven 

spirit endowment of the anti-Paulinists. Furthermore, in 2 Cor 11:4 he intimates that the preaching of his 

opponentsdoesnotimpartthespiritwhichdistinguishesPaul‘scommunities.Paul‘sboastofecstatic

experiences (2 Cor 12:1) is proof of his own spirit endowment (Lüdemann 1983: 136–37); yet here, too, 

theonlythingclearisthepointofthedebate:the―visionsandrevelations‖whichPaul‘sJewish-Christian 

opponents deny he ever had (cf. 1 Cor 1:22). The point of contention is not the positive reference to these 

manifestationsinPaul‘sself-characterization. On the contrary, Paul substantiates his apostolate as 

pneumatic and it is this basic position that the Jerusalem antagonists do not share. Their own authority is 

established by the letter of commendation and by their origin in Jerusalem (2 Cor 3:1, 10, 12; 11:22) 

(Käsemann 1969: 490).  

In Luke 7:22 (= Matt 11:4–5) and 6:20 (= Matt 5:3; allusions to Isa 61:1), Q speaks implicitly (and in 

Luke 11:20 [= Matt 18:28] explicitly [pneuma in Matt is secondary]) of a functional spirit endowment of 

Jesus for his messianic office. In Luke 12:12 (= Matt 10:20) Christians are promised the spirit in the event 

of a trial. All further references to the spirit in Q are probably a result of retroactive influence of the Mark 

tradition on Q and thus are presumably located later in time and written in the context of Hellenistic 

redaction.  

In Luke 3:16 en pneumati hagiō (cf. Mark 1:8) is inserted into the image of the future baptism by fire. 

Luke 4:1 par may be prompted by Mark 1:12. The final clause of the prohibition against blaspheming the 

spirit (Luke 12:10 = Matt 12:32) conforms largely to Mark 3:29. While in Mark the phrase referred to the 

Beelzebul controversy (Mark 3:30), the Q version introduces a salvation-historical periodization (time of 

the Son of Man/time of the holy spirit) which sees the present as a time marked by the spirit. The parallels 

inMarksuggestthatthequotedreferencesto―spirit‖weresecondarilyintroducedintotheQtradition.

Beyond that there is the form-critical aspect of the genres of the ―disputation‖andthe―miraclestory‖in

Luke 11:14–23 = Matt 12:22–30 = Mark 3:22–27, which are typical for Mark but atypical for Q. 

Therefore, there is no positive, unequivocal statement concerning a universal spirit endowment of the 

Christians and the Christ in the basic material of Q prior to Hellenistic redaction.  

Schulz (1972: 63–64) concurs but proceeds on the assumption that the Q community lives in the 

knowledge of the being endowed with the spirit of Jesus, not of God (!). This spirit, according to Schulz, 

intensifiestheapocalypticexpectationintopropheticenthusiasmwhichmanifestsitselfintheuseof―but

I say to you‖inthebeatitudesand―woe‖intheius talionis, and the amplification of Torah (1972: 57–66). 

However, inferring a consciousness of participation in the spirit of Jesus from an intensification of 



traditional prophetic forms of speech is a dubious undertaking. Tradition-historically, an association with 

prophecy is questionable (Polag 1877: 26–27). And the attribution of the body of sayings to either 

Palestinian or Hellenistic communities also has to be reexamined (cf. Berger 1970; Boring 1982). 

Enthusiasm is based on the present activity and expected imminent return of the Son of Man. While the 

spirit is experienced as power in special situations (Luke 4:1; 12:12), the Q community does not anticipate 

fire- and spirit-baptism until the Son of Man returns as judge (Matt 3:11 = Luke 3:16). The prophetic 

post-Easter enthusiasm described by Käsemann and Schulz does not have its basis in pneumatology as in 

the Hellenistic communities (Corinth), but is the result of proclamation and of the anticipation of the 

return of the Son of Man as judge.  

Palestinian Jewish Christianity seems to have maintained a distance from a distinctly pneumatic 

Christianity. Thus, Matt 7:22–23 relegates prophets and miracle workers to the periphery and inveighs 

against a lack of work righteousness (cf. Strecker 1985: 171–75). Mark 9:38–40 knows of exorcisms in 

the name of Jesus which do not take place in accordance with following Jesus, that is to say here with 

following the apostles (Bultmann 1979: 23). In 2 Corinthians, Galatians, and Philippians, Paul must 

defend his pneumatic gospel against the nomism of Jewish Christians which appears unconscious of spirit 

endowment. On the contrary, the Judaizing Christians seek to establish a position of authority over the 

universal community which undermines its charismatic character.  

The sources for post-NT Jewish Christianity likewise lack positive evidence concerning the relative 

significance of the spirit within the community (cf. Strecker 1981: 203–4; Lohmeyer 1936: 76; von 

Campenhausen 1963: 196–98). The reasons for this situation are probably basic. Christological 

differences between Palestinian and Hellenistic Christianity could have led to differences in the 

understanding of spirit. Whereas Hellenistic Christianity was open to perceiving paranormal phenomena 

as spirit-caused (Volz 1910: 198), Palestinian Christianity was more reluctant to see enthusiastic states as 

manifestations of the spirit (Schlatter 1927: 27). These differences soon coalesce with other disagreements 

(mission to the gentiles, question of circumcision, doctrine of justification).  

7. Spirit in Paul. a. 1 Thessalonians. This letter assumes a special place as a document of early Pauline 

theology (Schade 1984: 115–16) and must be seen as removed in time from the later Pauline letters.  

Beyond the anthropological use of pneuma (5:23), there are the following three aspects which 

characterize early Pauline theology:  

(1) The gentile-Christian community of Thessalonica belongs among the eklogē, ―chosen,‖asbrethren

―belovedbyGod‖(1:4) (customarily, eklogē refers to Israel: Rom 9:10; 11:5, 7, 28; however, see 1 Cor 

1:27–28). Historically, their calling is based on the proclamation of the gospel which, through the 

mediation of the word, revealed the power of God, the holy spirit, and confident hope (concerning the 

contrast logos/dynamis, see 1 Cor 2:2, 4; 4:13). The eklogē of the community, wrought by the spirit, in 

turn leads to imitation of the apostle and of the Lord, and to joy wrought by the spirit. The condition of 

the gentile-Christian community is the work of the manifest spirit of God (in principle, later, Rom 15:16–

20).  

(2)Theethicalprecept,thewillofGod,isdescribedas―sanctification,‖assuchbehaviorismanifested

in the renunciation of immorality and dishonesty (4:3–6). Because of their calling, the members do not 

continueinthepreviousconditionof―uncleanness‖butenterinto―sanctification‖(4:7). Human and 

divine aspects of sanctification are not sharply distinguished (4:3–6 stresses the aspect of demand, 5:23 

that of gift). Both aspects are pneumatologically linked in 4:8. God continuously pours his spirit into the 

faithful (reminiscent of Ezek 36:27; 37:14). The gift of the holy spirit is related to the goal of 

sanctification.  

(3) 1 Thess 5:19–22 forms a sayings unit separable from its surrounding context. Structurally, two 

prohibitions (vv 19–20) and two commandments (vv 21b–22)frameanadmonitionto―nevertheless

weigheverything‖(RAC 11: 130–32). The statement of Paul reads: prophets are to be highly esteemed if 

they occur within the community as a work of the spirit. The admonition to weigh everything is not to be 

limited to the problems inherent in prophecy. As a form of rhetorical conclusion, it urges the rejection of 

everything evil (RAC 11: 131) and leaves this task to the judgment of the whole community rather than 



individual members (1 Cor 12:10). Paul commends prophecy as the essential gift of the spirit knowing 

that in the Hellenistic community it was held in low esteem when compared with glossolalia (cf. 1 Cor 14; 

on the topic see RAC 11: 131).  

The pneumatology of 1 Thessalonians can be distinguished from the pneumatology of the later Pauline 

letters. The characteristic contrasts in these later writings (pneuma/sarx, ―spirit/flesh,‖pneuma/gramma, 

―spirit/letter,‖pneuma/nomos, ―spirit/law‖)arenotyetpresent.Thespiritas―spiritofGod‖isstill

separate from the later christological qualification (1 Cor 15:45; 2 Cor 3:17; Rom 8:9). Spirit endowment 

via baptism is not mentioned (the imperfective aspect of the verb didonta ―gives‖[1 Thess 4:8], 

furthermore, would contradict the notion of a single event of impartation). It is true, however, that in this 

earliest letter of Paul there is an association of spirit and mission (1:5–6), ethics (4:8) and prophecy (5:19–

20). The concept of spirit in 1 Thessalonians shows strong OT and Jewish influence (imitation of Ezek in 

4:8).  

Romans 8 is a precis of Pauline pneumatology. The statements of this chapter are the product of a 

twofold dispute with an enthusiastic interpretation of spirit endowment as something sacramentally 

conferred which lifts believers out of the secular realm and promises them participation in the heavenly 

glory (1 Cor) and with a Jewish-Christian nomistic reaction to the Pauline mission, which includes the 

relation of spirit to letter and law (2 Corinthians; Galatians; Philippians).  

b. Dispute with Pneumatic Enthusiasm. The textual basis is primarily 1 Corinthians; 2 Corinthians 

reflects influence of Jewish-Christian agitation against Paul within the Corinthian community and refers 

to a different situation. 1 Thessalonians interpreted spirit endowment functionally as the power of 

proclamation and sanctification for the time prior to the Parousia. In the environment of the Corinthian 

community a view emergedwhichsaw―spirit‖asasalutarysubstancewhichisconveyedtothebeliever,

or rather into which the believer is transplanted. This is where the self-characterization pneumatikos 

appears (1 Cor 2:13; 3:1; 12:1; 14:37), where believers are conscious of having the spirit of God (7:40). If 

15:46 reflects a view held by the community, it highlights a consciousness of living in the spirit rather 

than in the flesh (see Sellin 1986: 175–81). Slogans which evidence this eschatological consciousness of 

participationinthespiritareconspicuous:―allthingsarelawful‖(6:12; 10:23);―allofuspossess

knowledge‖(8:1);―thereisnoresurrectionofthedead‖(15:12). The intellectual slogans are congruent 

with a communal practice which turns out to be enthusiastic pneumatism: devaluation of bodily existence 

(6:12–20), libertinistic or ascetic marriage ethics (7:1–40), an individualistic conception of liberty (10:23; 

11:1) and emphasisonanindividual‘sgiftsasmanifestationsofspiritendowment(14:1–40).Paul‘s

evaluations ironically confirm the self-definitionofthecommunity:―Alreadyyouarefilled!Alreadyyou

have become rich!‖(4:8); they are puffed up, Paul accuses (4:6, 18–19; 5:2; 8:1). Superimposed on this 

condition is a factious spirit (1:10–17; 3:3) which threatens the unity of the community. The factions are 

probably based on a high esteem of the baptizers Apollos and Cephas (1:12). Paul gives thanks, on the 

other hand, that his own practice, hardly one of baptizing, could not lead to schism (1:14–17). The 

contrast between his preaching and that of his opponents is stated in terms of logos tou staurou versus en 

sophia logou (1:18–2:16).  

The material concept of pneuma is evident in an essentially pre-Pauline baptismal tradition, 1 Cor 

12:13: baptism incorporates the baptizand into the body of Christ and nourishes him with the spirit. 

Baptism works a substantive transformation through transferral into the sphere of the Kyrios, ―Lord‖(pre-

Pauline baptismal tradition may be inferred from Rom 6:4 and Col 2:12). A further pre-Pauline baptismal 

tradition in 1:30 locates the existence of the community within the sphere of the Kyrios. Salvation consists 

in the sacramental incorporation into the pneumatic Kyrios and does not require a bodily resurrection yet 

to come (15:12).  

In order to explain this Corinthian pneumatology, researchers have proposed primarily external 

influences and have pointed to the influence of mystery religions (Reitzenstein 1977), gnosis (Schmithals 

1969), Hellenistic materialistic thinking (TDNT 6:415–16) and Greek orgiastic practices (Leisegang 1922: 

120). The reference to Apollos who, as an Alexandrian (Acts 18: 24–25) had combined Christian theology 

and Alexandrian philosophy—a precursor of later gnostic practice—suggests an intermediate position 



between external and local influences (Sellin 1986). It must be granted immediately, however, that our 

knowledge of Apollos is minimal (Acts 18:24; 19:1; 1 Cor 1:12; 3:4–22; 4:6; 16:12) and that his 

dependence on Alexandrian philosophy is mere speculation. Accordingly, introduction of this philosophy 

into Corinth can hardly be demonstrated.  

Rather than explaining pneumatic enthusiasm in Corinth through external influences, Vielhauer (1978: 

139), adoptingLütgert‘sposition(1908),correctlyviewsthispneumatismasprimarilyaninternal

development in the theology of the community and only secondarily as external influence. This raises the 

questionofPaul‘sownroleinthisdevelopment(likewisePWSup14: 399; TRE 12: 191; Lüdemann 1983: 

125). Here the baptismal rite is interpreted for the first time as an efficacious event which imparts 

justification, sanctification, and salvation and, beyond 1 Cor 6:11 (baptismal tradition), places the 

baptizand en Christō, ―inChrist‖(1:30). This is of fundamental significance for understanding the 

pneumatology of the Corinthian community. Since 1 Thessalonians shows no trace of this baptismal 

theology, its origin at Corinth is probable (Holtzmann 1911: 451; Bultmann Johannes MeyerK, 42; 

Käsemann 1970a: 121–25; Becker 1976: 61–65; comprehensively, Schnelle 1986b: 34–53). This may 

have been the social setting of the parting formula of Rom 8:9c. This baptismal theology may also be 

understood as a solution to the problem of the death of members of the community. While 1 

Thessalonians 4, in anticipation of the impending second coming (4:17), emphasizes the future aspect of 

being―withtheLord‖forboththelivingandthedead,thisbaptismaltheologybycontrastincludesboth

the living and the dead of the present in the body of the Lord and can therefore assert that there is no 

resurrection of the dead (1 Cor 15:12). The effects of this new existence are knowledge (1 Cor 8:1), 

participation in the reign of God (4:8), suspension of former customs (11:1–16), and speaking in the 

heavenly language (14:1–40).  

This sacramentally mediated incorporation into the Christ who was himself exalted into the sphere of 

the spirit is the determinant factor in explaining pneumatism. It does not derive directly from Paul, who 

baptized only in exceptional cases, as 1 Cor 1:13–17 attests, and who explicates his baptismal theology 

only through retrospective reference to Corinth (Romans 6). Other Pauline concepts, however, have been 

incorporated. The indwelling of the spirit was one of the subjects of his founding sermon (1 Cor 3:16; 

6:19). Most importantly, Paul does not dispute a spirit endowment of the community. In principle he 

commends their spiritual riches (1:49) and admonishes them to continue striving for the gifts of the spirit 

(12:31; 14:1, 12). In Romans 6, the baptismal theology itself is the startingpointforPaul‘sexposition. 

Pre-Christian enthusiasm (1 Cor 12:2) and the Hellenistic concept of pneuma as substance may certainly 

beconsideredsecondarilyasexternalfactors.Theapplicationoftheidea―asChrist,sotheChristians‖to

the baptismal rite (Rom 6:3–4; Col 2:12), finally, points to the influence of the mystery religions.  

c. Pauline Dispute with Pneumatic Enthusiasm. Pauline criticism is aimed primarily at refuting an 

enthusiasm of transcendence. In opposition to the latter, 1 Corinthians 15 develops a theology of the 

resurrectionofthedeadbyanalogytoGod‘sraisingofJesus(6:14; 15:20–22); but it is a future hope yet 

to be realized. The Corinthian position is simply reversed in 15:46:―itisnotthespiritualwhichisfirstbut

thephysical.‖Thisfuturecannotbeexperiencedinthisworldbutonlyex ouranou, ―fromheaven‖(v 47). 

Thegiftofa―spiritualbody‖isatransferenceintothefutureofthe―lastAdam‖(1 Cor 15:45), who is 

raised into the heavenly sphere and made a spiritual body. By thus maintaining an apocalyptic-

eschatological perspective, Paul dealt a vital blow to transcendence enthusiasm. And further statements 

now have to take on the soteriology of the ontological baptismal statements, the anthropology of the 

satisfied,thelibertines‘ethic,andtheecclesiologyoftheindividualists.Inprinciple,Paulaffirmsthe

baptismal theology: baptism is the occasion of the bestowal of the spirit and of the incorporation into the 

salvific sphere en Christō, ―inChrist.‖Yettheeschatologicalreservationdoesnotinvalidatetheethical

demand. It is especially in the realm of physical existence that the spiritual life manifests itself. Thus, in 

6:19 Paul inserts soma, ―body,‖intothetraditionalstatementanddesignatesitastheplaceofthetemple,

eventhoughthebelieversarealready―membersofChrist‖(6:15). Into the pre-Pauline baptismal formula 

Paulinsertsthepurposeclause―sothat…wetoomightwalkinnewnessoflife‖(Rom 6:4), which recurs 

inslightlyalteredwording:―walk…accordingtotheSpirit‖(Rom 8:4; cf. Gal 5:25). In opposing 



enthusiasm, Rom 8:11 includes mortal bodies in the hope of the resurrection. In contrast to the ontological 

claims of the baptismal theology, this also indicates that the believer is at the same time both old and new 

human being. The claim of gnosis bythe―spiritual‖islikewise deflated (2:10–16; cf. Wilckens Römer 

EKKNT). Despite the gift of pneuma, a person can still turn out to be psychikos, ―unspiritual,worldly,‖or

sarkikos, ―carnal.‖InearlyPaulinetheologytherelationshipbetween Christ and the spirit had remained 

unclear. Here, however, Paul defines the ascended Christ himself as pneuma zōopoioun, ―alifegiving

spirit‖(1 Cor 15:45).  

Even though the Corinthian enthusiasm of transcendence proved to be divisive for the community (1:10; 

3:1–5; 8:12; 10:24; 11:18), Paul validates the spirit manifestations of the community as genuine gifts; but 

they are differing apportionments of the spirit and subject to critical evaluation (12:10) and to the supreme 

test of that love whose constant intention is the edification of the body, the Church (3:9; 14:3, 4, 12, 26). 

With the Church seen as one body with many members (12:12), baptism leads to the service of the one 

body, rather than to freedom from constraints (pre-Pauline in Gal 3:26–28; 1 Cor 12:13). It is not 

individual pneumatics who represent the community: rather, the community as a whole has received the 

spirit in baptism and is part of, and subordinate to, the body of Christ (10:17; 12:27). Finally, the concept 

of edification becomes the critical norm, and self-aggrandizing gifts such as the glossolalia, prized in 

Corinth, where uninterpreted are to be subordinated to prophecy (14:4, 39).  

d. Dispute with Jewish-Christian Nomism. 2 Corinthians. ItislikelythatPaul‘sopponentsin2

Corinthians were of Jewish-Christian origin (2 Cor 11:22–23; 11:5; and 12:11; Lüdemann 1983: 125–43), 

even though it seems they did not demand circumcision and Torah obedience. In the biographical 

statement of 12:1–10,Paulanswershisopponents‘chiefaccusation(10:1, 10; 13:3) that he did not 

demonstrate himself to be the spirit-endowed person he claimed to be. He disdains the immediate use of 

letters of commendation (3:1; 5:12; 10:12) in favor of vindicating the pneumatic character of his 

apostolate (2 Cor 3). Of even greater importance is the passage in which he describes his apostolic office 

(2:13–7:4). The personal statement in 2:16b–3:6 referstoPaul‘ssincerity(2:16b–17), to the existence of 

the community as a letter of commendation (3:1–3), and to his divinely endowed qualification for 

ministry (3:4–6). Verse 3c extends the metaphor of the letter of recommendation by an allusion to the 

historicalantithesis―oldcovenant/newcovenant‖(referringtoJer 31:33) which v 6 employs to intensify 

thecontrastof―letter‖with―spirit.‖ 

The verses which follow, 7–18,havelongbeenrecognizedasa―Christianmidrash‖onEzek34:29–35 

(Windisch Der zweite Korintherbrief MeyerK, 112). In contrast to Schulz (1958), our task here is not to 

discover, through literary criticism, a prototype which might shed light on the theology of the opponents 

(foracritique,seeLuz1968:130).Thecontrastof―letter‖and―spirit‖(alsoRom 2:27–29; 7:5), 

appearing here for the first time in Pauline writings, denotes both two contrasting powers and two 

opposingsides.Theconsequenceof―theletter‖isdeath(v 6),buttheconsequenceof―thespirit‖islife(v 

6; cf. vv 7, 9). The ministry of the apostle constitutes a fulfillment of the promise of Exod 34:34: his 

ministryisdirectlyfromGodandlackstheseparating―veil‖(v 16). This is the way the apostle is different 

from Moses (v 13), and the Christian community from Israel (v 18);Israelis―veiled‖initsreadingofthe

OT (v 14). The removal of the veil through Christ (v 14) makes it possible to enter the sphere of pneuma 

and exit the deadly sphere of gramma. Acceptanceofthis―Lord‖(v 16 harks back to v 14, Christ) places 

the believer in immediate eschatological relation to God, the sphere of the life-creating pneuma.  

Galatians. The gentile-Christian community which Paul founded in Galatia exists in the spirit. Six times 

within his probatio 3:1–4:31 (Betz Galatians Hermeneia, 16–23), and always at critical points, Paul 

reminds the community of this new existence. In 3:1–5 he refers to their reception of the spirit as a result 

of their obedience in faith (3:2–3) and to God who, since the time of that spirit endowment, continuously 

grants the spirit and works miracles (3:5). Gal 3:14 summarizes the arguments of the first part of the 

Abraham example with a Christian interpretation: the promise of blessing given to Abraham is made 

universally inclusive (3:14a) and its content is the gift of the spirit. The explication of sonship (4:1–5) is 

framed by two traditional passages which corroborate the pneumatic existence of the community: the 

baptismal tradition in Gal 3:26–28 (compare with 1 Cor 12:13)andthe―Abba‖sayingin4:6, which 



brackets present sonship, past bestowal of thespirit,andpresenteffect(forthepassage‘straditional

character see Luz 1968: 282). Both 3:14 and 4:6–7 demonstrate the fulfillment of the promise within the 

gentile-ChristianChurchthroughthegiftofthespirit.Inasimilarway4:29contrastsbirth―accordingto

theflesh‖withbirth―accordingtotheSpirit‖inordertoChristianizethepresentgentile-Christian 

community as a pneumatic entity.  

Aftertheapostle‘sdeparture, anti-Paulinists who insisted on observance of the Jewish law (4:21; 5:4), 

circumcision (5:2; 6:12–13), and observance of the Jewish religious calendar (4:10) infiltrated the 

community.(OnthenatureofPaul‘sopponentsin2Corinthians,seeCORINTHIANS, SECOND 

EPISTLE TO THE.) In dealing with these opponents, Paul formulates his doctrine of law and justification 

for the first time within a context of polemic (Strecker 1976: 257). The transferral of the community from 

the realm of the law to a condition of the liberty of the children of God has effected its participation in the 

spirit of God (3:14; 4:6). Thus, the actualization of faith can take place only in the sphere of this liberty 

and this spirit. A reintroduction of legal rules would betray this condition and would be tantamount to a 

return to slavery (4:9; 5:18). Refusal of a complementary relationship between law and spirit does not 

lead to unbridled libertinism. The boundaries of freedom are determined by the contrast between the 

spheresof―flesh‖and―spirit‖(5:16–25) which are temporally irreconcilable (5:17)since―law‖itself

leadsbacktothesphereof―flesh‖(compare5:17 and Rom 7:7–11, 15, 23). The tables of vices and 

virtuessetoutrespectivelythe―worksoftheflesh‖(5:19)and―fruitsofthespirit‖(5:22).  

Betz(1974:92)tookthe―naivetrustinthespirit‖asabasisforlocatingGalatiansatthebeginningof

theapostle‘swork,certainlybeforetheapostle‘sCorinthianexperience(inagreement,Hübner 1982: 57; 

Köster 1982: 2.53; at variance, Lüdemann 1980: 273). In all phases of his work, however, Paul reiterates 

the fundamental exhortation to strive for the spirit (1 Thess 5:19; 1 Cor 14:1, 39; Gal 5:16–25; Rom 

12:11). Moreover, it is especially the spirit references in Galatians 5 which most closely parallel Romans 

8 (Paulsen 1974: 67), even though other differences clearly demonstrate a more considered approach for 

Romans.  

Philippians. In the fragment of a letter to the Philippians which starts at 3:1b, Paul contends for the last 

time with opponents of a Judaizing Christian origin. The term kakous ergatēs, ―evil-workers‖(3:2), 

relates them to those agitators named in 2 Cor 11:13, but clearly makes the question of circumcision (3:2–

4) central (Gnilka Philipperbrief HTKNT, 211–18).  

The pointed reply of Paul (3:2) deprives the opponents of the distinction of as well as the demand for 

circumcision, and, interpreting it figuratively in a play on words, transforms it into a mark of the 

Christians(―wearethetruecircumcision‖3:3). The metaphorical extension of circumcision as an ethical 

symbol (Deut 10:16; Jer 4:4; 9:25; 1QS V 5:25) means that insistence on circumcision fails to appreciate 

the eschatological position of the community. Outward circumcision is set aside (Rom 2:28): 

circumcisionoftheheartiswroughtbythespirit―inwardly‖(Rom 2:29; Col 2:11).Theopponents‘

demand that believers be circumcised would insist on linking the old and new condition of the community 

andmerelyrevalidate―confidenceintheflesh‖(3:3). To counter this, Paul exhorts the community to 

reorient their thinking (Phil 3:15) toward their newly given Christian status.  

Romans. Paul‘s doctrine of the spirit is most fully expounded in Romans. The body of primitive 

Christian formulas which surfaced in the dispute with enthusiasts and Pauline opponents has been 

incorporated in Romans as well. In the style of a dialogue (6:3; 7:1) addressing both Jewish and Christian 

interlocutors, the letter probes the relationship between law and spirit. In Romans, Paul values nomos, 

―law,‖morehighlythanhedideveninGalatians (Hübner 1982).  

Rom 7:1–6 describesthe―changeofregime‖from―law,‖whichbringsenslavementtosinandflesh,to

theservice―inthenewlifeoftheSpirit‖(7:5–6) which took place in baptism.  

7:7–25 describes previous pre-Christian existence (7:5); 8:1–17, the new spiritual condition (7:6). 8:1–4 

here explains for the Christian the meaning of the law which no longer enslaves to sin. In 8:5–8 Paul 

contrasts an orientation according to the flesh and an orientation according to the spirit. In 8:9–11, 12, and 

13–17 he describes consequences of the new life in the spirit. Paul uses the opposition then-now to 

describe the present condition of the Christian as being dead to the law (7:4) and liberated from the law 



(7:6), in analogy to the images in 7:1–3. This basic notion is further developed in 7:7–8:17. Exegetes 

argue, however, whether nomos, ―law,‖accordingtoPaul,iscompletelyabolishedasanormforthe

Christian (Käsemann An die Römer HNT, 181) or whether it is the power of the spirit which is supposed 

to facilitate the fulfillment of the nomos (Wilckens Römer EKKNT, 119).  

While the image in vv 1–3 and the arguments in vv 7–11 are concerned with the individual command, 

in 7:6, Paul explains the liberation from nomos specifically as liberation from gramma ―[the]letter.‖Itis

not the law, therefore, which is on the side of death, but sin which inhabits the human being as a power 

(7:23) and which has reference to the law (7:8, 11, 13). If, therefore, the human being is identified with 

sarx, ―flesh,‖thenthelawisholyandthecommandmentsarejustandgood(7:12); indeed, the law is 

―spiritual‖(7:14) in contrast to the human carnality.  

With Christ, redemption from the snare of law, sin, and flesh (7:23–25a) is accomplished. 

Consequently, the accusatory role of law is canceled. Liberation from the ―lawofsinanddeath‖was

brought about, as Rom 8:2 explains,bythe―lawoftheSpiritoflifeinChristJesus.‖Manyexegetesread

this―law‖inthefigurativesense,asnorm(BultmannJohannes MeyerK, 260; Käsemann An die Römer 

HNT, 205; Paulsen 1974: 64; Räisänen 1979–80). Yet the figurative use of nomos is almost nonexistent in 

Greek literature and at best has parallels only within Pauline writings (Rom 3:27; 7:23; Gal 6:2). On the 

other hand, vv 2b–4 clearly speak of nomos as Torah, an unambiguous figure. The broader context should 

also be considered. According to Rom 7:2–4, until Christ the law was weak because of the flesh. Since 

sarx, ―flesh,‖wasjudgedinChrist,andChrist‘smission consisted in freeing nomos from sarx, the 

demands of the law can now be fulfilled in the realm of life in the spirit.  

Nevertheless, this does not reinstate the nomos asabsolutelyvalid.TheethicalstatementsinPaul‘s

letters demonstrate that he concurs with the Hellenistic Jewish tradition in systematically applying the 

love commandment to the law (Gal 5:14; Rom 13:8–10), and that he is able to embrace the pagan ethic 

when it comes to portraying the content of the will of God (Strecker 1978).  

In contrast to sarx, which works death (7:13; 8:6), pneuma effects―lifeandpeace‖(8:6). While in 8:5–8 

―thenandnow‖arecontrastedoncemore,thefollowingsection(8:9–11) provides an ontological 

description of the state of salvation. Here Paul builds his argument exclusively with traditional 

formulations. The effect is that the statements here are not quite consistent, although their goal is: those 

who believe are in the sphere of the spirit; the spirit, Christ himself, dwells in the believer. Rom 8:10 may 

approximate early Pauline statements (1 Cor 5:5) which dualistically separate flesh and spirit. But v 11 

adjusts this statement to reflect a more holistic theology of resurrection.  

In congruence with the antienthusiastic arguments in 1 Cor 3:16 and 6:16, Paul concludes that the state 

ofsalvation―intheSpirit‖isdemonstratedinthesphereofthebody,whichindeedshallbeaccordedthe

high honor of resurrection. Flesh continues to exist as a contrary power. However, it can no longer misuse 

the letter of the law, from which the Christian has been liberated (Rom 7:6). At the same time, the 

Christian can combat it since it is no longer flesh which lives within him (Rom 7:17, 20), but Christ and 

the spirit. Toreturnto―lifeaccordingtotheflesh‖wouldbeamanifestationofhavingleftthesphereof

Christ‘srule,anditsconsequencewouldbefuturedeath(Rom 8:10).  

e. Aspects of Pauline Pneumatology. The primitive Christian starting point is critical: the latter-day 

outpouring of the spirit which was anticipated in OT and Jewish theology has been realized in Christ and 

his community. Although Paul as a Jew shared this anticipation in a specific form, only traces of the 

pneumatology of a pre-Christian Paul can be inferred. It is also unlikely that at the inception of his 

mission Paul would have had at his disposal a fully formed pneumatology (according to Schnelle 1986a: 

219; 1986b:112).Paul‘stheologyofthespiritratherexpandsfromtheprimitiveChristiandoctrineofthe

eschatological gift of the spirit into his distinctive teaching. The development can be traced in the three 

phases discussed above: his early theology, represented in 1 Thessalonians; his dispute with pneumatic 

enthusiasm; his dispute with Jewish-Christian nomism.  

The conclusions which Paul drew from the fundamental conviction that an endowment of the spirit had 

taken place remain unchanged in all three phases:  



(1) Proclamation of the gospel is wrought by the spirit and (a) it is addressed to the gentiles (1 Thess 

1:4–5; Gal 3:14; Rom 15:16); (b) it is accompanied by powerful phenomena (1 Thess 1:5; Gal 3:5; Rom 

15:18–19); (c) it thus inspires faith (1 Thess 1:6–7; 1 Cor 2:9; Gal 5:22); alternatively, faith receives the 

spirit (Gal 3:2, 5, 14; 5:5).  

(2) In all three phases of Pauline pneumatology the gift of pneuma isparallelledbyapledge―towalk

accordingtothespirit.‖Itisinaccuratetoclaim,however,thatPaulwasthefirsttoproposeadirectlink

between spirit and ethic (Gunkel 1909: 71). Even OT and Jewish thinking saw latter-day spirit 

endowment as also directed toward latter-day behavior (Bousset 1901: 760–61; Ezek 36:26–27; Ps 51:12–

13). Hellenistic Judaism also emphasized the ethical significance of the spirit (Wis 1:5; 7:20; Philo Leg 

All I 34–35; T. Benj. 8:2). Finally, the pre-Pauline tradition of 1 Cor 6:11 already links liberation from a 

sinful past to orientation toward a new life. In 1 Thess 4:8 the gift of pneuma is related to the obligation of 

holiness. Physical existence is the locus of the spirit (1 Cor 3:16; 6:19) and leaves no room for 

immorality. Gal 5:16–25 and Rom 8:1–17 define the Christian life as walking in (or according to) the 

spirit.  

(3) In all phases Paul stresses the gift of prophecy as a special gift of the spirit (1 Thess 5:19–20; 2 Cor 

12:10; 13:2, 8; 14:3, 6, 21, 31; Rom 12:6). 1 Cor 12:28–29 and 14:37 suggest that the prophets of the 

community are resident rather than itinerant prophets. Their function as described in 1 Cor 14:3 is to 

speaktothecommunity―fortheirupbuildingandencouragementandconsolation,‖sothat―allmaylearn

andallbeencouraged‖(14:31). Prophecy is distinguished technically from glossolalia through its orderly 

procedure (4:29–33) and intelligible speech (4:19–20). Prophecy takes place in proportion to faith (Rom 

12:6).  

The dispute with pneumatic enthusiasm leads to clarification of the relationship between pneumatology 

and Christology, eschatology, anthropology, and ecclesiology.  

The denial of physical resurrection resulted from an overvaluation of participation in zoē, ―life,‖via

possession of the spirit, and from an undervaluation of the difference between soma psychikon, ―physical

body,‖andsoma pneumatikon, ―spiritualbody.‖Theenthusiastssawtransformationinmysticaltermsas

incorporation into the exalted body of Christ. Paul concurs that zoopoioun, ―beingmadealive,‖doestake

place in the sphere of the Christ but maintains that it does so in the future resurrection. Accordingly, being 

in Christ is conceived historically. It has its beginning in baptism in Christ and is consummated in the 

resurrection with Christ. The polemic emphasis in 1 Cor 2:16 and the traditional departure formula of 

Rom 8:9c suggest that the correlation of Christ and the spirit first occurred in the context of pneumatic 

enthusiasm. Through an historical differentiation Paul distinguishes his interpretation from an 

identification of Christ and spirit. Further correlations of Christ and spirit in later letters (2 Cor 3:17; Gal 

4:6; Phil 1:19) are not pivotal and are contingent inpartonthelargercontext.ThisopposesBousset‘s

famous postulate (1926: 112) that 2 Cor 3:17 is the heart of Pauline christology.  

(b) Since the gift of the spirit—existence en pneumati—does not implicitly include the eschaton, the 

―firstfruitsoftheSpirit‖(Rom 8:23)andthe―sealofthespirit‖constituteareservation(2 Cor 1:22; 5:5). 

The spirit is a down payment and sure indication of the redemption to come (2 Cor 5:5; Rom 8:23) and is 

thus intended as gift for the time betwen baptism and redemption.  

(c) In anthropological terms this means that the gift of the spirit achieves its object not merely in a 

transformation of consciousness, but through action in the present and in universal liberation in the future 

(Rom 8:21–23). Since human life is always determined by an indwelling power (Rom 6:12; 7:1, 17, 20; 1 

Cor 3:16; 2 Cor 6:16), this power is manifested in the sphere of soma (Rom 6:13; 7:23–24; 1 Cor 6:17).  

(d) Finally, the dispute with the enthusiasts yields some ecclesiological conclusions. The community is 

not composed solely of individual pneumatics (1 Cor 3:1; 14:37); spirit is related to body (1 Cor 6:13–17; 

12:12–13), which takes its form as the body of Christ within the entire community (1 Cor 12:14, 27). In 

this way it is possible to appreciate the diverse gifts as charisms of the one spirit (1 Cor 12:7–11; Rom 

12:6–8) insofar as they do not conflict with the norm of edification (1 Cor 14:5, 12). In order to counter 

enthusiasm by introducing the term charismata, ―gifts,‖toreplacepneumatika, ―spiritualgifts(marg.



persons),‖atermwhichwasprobablymorecurrent in Corinth (12:1; 14:1), Paul also creates a conceptual 

distance between the cause and effect of the spirit.  

The dispute with Jewish-Christian nomism deepened the insights previously gained. The results of that 

dispute are basically unrelated to pneumatology. As a consequence of the dispute that the doctrine of 

justification could be formulated on the basis of the pneumatic doctrine of redemption (Strecker 1976), a 

sharply defined concept of law in the context of anthropology was developed (Hübner 1982). The 

combination of indicative and imperative in formulaic statements (Gal 5:16, 25; Rom 8:4, 14) was 

employed by Paul as a vehicle for ethical argument.  

Rom 8:26–27 ascribes to the spirit the function of intercessor which otherwise had been reserved for the 

Son (Heb 7:25; 1 John 2:1).  

Beginning with the Corinthian correspondence, the view that life in its entirety is determined by Christ 

andthespiritisexpressedinantitheses:―spirit‖/―flesh‖(Gal 3:2–5; 6:8; 4:29; 5:17; Rom 1:4; 8:4–5, 9, 

13; Phil 3:3; cf. also 1 Cor 3:1);―spirit‖/―letter‖(2 Cor 3:6; Rom 2:19; 7:6);―freedom‖/―slavery‖(Rom 

6:18; 8:21; Gal 5:1);―grace‖/―law‖(Gal 5:4; Rom 6:14).  

8. The Deutero-Pauline Letters. In Colossians, christology assumes a more prominent place in 

comparison with statements relating to the spirit (Schweizer 1982). Ephesians, however, though 

dependent on Colossians, places great weight on matters of the spirit but subordinates its testimony to a 

characteristic ecclesiological perspective (Schnackenburg 1973). When Col 2:18 is seen as the kerygmatic 

heart of the letter (Mussner Brief an die Epheser ÖTK, 88) then gentile and Jewish Christians are viewed 

as having access to the Father (note here the already triadic form!) through one spirit (probably 

christological rather than anthropological; TDNT 6:443). The influence of the pre-Pauline and Pauline 

traditions is still seen in the emphasis on one spirit (Eph 4:4–5), the inclusion of the temple motif (2:22), 

andthemodelof―then/now‖(3:5). Even though Ephesians specifically emphasizes the present nature of 

salvation specifically with the help of pneumatology (Mussner Brief an die Epheser ÖTK, 27), the ethic 

of the letter nevertheless manifests a notion of spiritual growth (1:17; 3:16; 4:23; 5:18). The spirit, 

accordingly, is both a past gift in baptism (1:13; 4:3c) and a present reality capable of decrease (4:30) or 

increase (5:18) in quantity. Ephesians does not relate spirit to the idea of ecstasy.  

9. Hebrews. Most of the references to pneuma in Hebrews are dependent on Jewish or Christian 

tradition. The terminology is uneven. In 1:14, pneumata, ―spirits,‖refers to angels; in 12:23, to the 

deceased.ThenameforGod,―Fatherofspirits‖(12:9), is formulaic and has an OT-Jewish history 

(Michel Brief an die Hebräer MeyerK, 442–43). In 3:7, 9:8, and 10:15 the holy spirit is considered the 

author of scriptural passages. Hebrews 2:4 names signs and miracles, powers and endowments as gifts 

proceeding from God. The formulaic character of the phrase argues against its being a direct reference to 

pneumatic experiences. Participation in the spirit is mediated through the sacraments (6:4–6). Apostasy 

precludes the possibility of second repentance. The contrast of sacrifice under the old covenant and 

sacrifice in the person of the mediator Jesus Christ illustrates the surpassing worth of the latter through the 

implicit antithesis between the sphere of flesh (v 13) and the sphere of pneuma aionion (v 14).  

10. 1 Peter. For 1 Peter, spirit is primarily the power which inspires proclamation. The proclamation of 

theOTprophetswasalreadydeterminedbythe―SpiritofChrist‖(1:11)—a unique statement within the 

NT. Present proclamation of the gospel takes place through the power of the holy spirit (1:12), whose 

heavenly origin calls to mind Acts 2:2 (the Pentecost account). Christ himself, as the Risen One who is 

translated into the sphere of the spirit, preaches to the spirits. This is most likely a reference to the 

generation of the flood rather than to demons in general (Goppelt Erste Petrusbrief MeyerK, 246–54). 

4:14, finally, is determined by the context of proclamation. The blessing praises particularly those who are 

reviled for their witness to Christ and promises them the succor of the God and the spirit of glory (cf. 

Mark 13:11). At the same time, 4:14 clearlyindicatesthat―spirit‖no longer connotes something which is 

given once for all and determines the life of the community as a whole, but identifies an extraordinary 

power which gives succor to the individual believer. By contrast, the statement of the prescript (1:1–2) 

which credits sanctification to the work of the spirit in the traditional manner of baptismal terminology 

remains isolated.  



11. Apocalypse of John. In regard to the various uses of pneuma, four are particularly striking:  

1. 1:4;3:1;4:5and5:6mentionthe―sevenspiritsofGod.‖Theymaybecomparedwiththeseven

archangels and represent here the spirit of God in its all-encompassing form (Schweizer 1951–52).  

2. The plural pneumata denotes demons (16:13–14; 18:2).  

3. The spirit is the power of ecstasy (1:10; 4:2; 17:3; 21:10).  

4. The formulaic warning (2:7, 11, 17, 29; 3:6, 13, 22) in the letters to the churches (cf. Müller 

Offenbarung des Johannes ÖTK, 93–94) has Christ himself speaking through the prophet in the 

spirit.  

In Rev 19:10,theaddendumconcerningthe―spiritofprophecy‖maybetakenasamarginalnote

(Müller Offenbarung, 310). The parallelism between bride and spirit in 22:17 places both on the side of 

the temporal church which invokes Christ (Müller, 371).  

12. Johannine Writings. John takes over certain primitive Christian formulaic phrases of spirit 

transmission (John 3:24; 4:13) and shares the primitive Christian traditional notion that the gift of the 

spirit cannot be bestowed until after the glorification of Jesus (John 7:39; 20:22). The spirit and the two 

sacraments shepherd the Church (7:39; 19:34–35; 1 John 5:7–8; cf. Porsch 1974: 53–81) and remain with 

it (John 14:17); this is told the Church for its comfort (1 John 2:27; 3:9; cf. also Schnackenburg 

Johannesevangelium HTK, 41). The spirit manifests itself, however, not in ecstatic or charismatic 

phenomena, but in the area of the proclamation of the word, specifically in remembrance (14:26), doctrine 

(14:26), imitation (16:13), and prediction (16:13). pneuma is the power which leads to the knowledge of 

Jesus Christ. Beyond this functional definition, the harsh antithesis of spirit/flesh in John 3:3–6 and 6:63 

is conspicuous. 3:3–6 establishes a parallel between being born from above/anew (3:3), of water (3:5), of 

the spirit (3:5–6), and of the flesh (3:5). While this indicates a division between higher and lower spheres, 

baptism transfers (a person) into the sphere and substance of the spirit (3:6). Becker (Evangelium nach 

Johannes ÖTK, 1: 226) closely associates this assertion with the Corinthian sacramentalists. 6:63, 

likewise a Johannine tradition (Bultmann Johannes MeyerK, 34–35 n. 9), also points to this context of 

opposing spheres of influence of flesh and spirit. It was the life-creating function of pneuma which the 

pre-Pauline tradition in Rom 8:11; 1 Cor 15:45; 2 Cor 3:6; and 1 Pet 3:18 emphasized. Over against such 

a static ontology of salvation the evangelist champions a concept of the spirit as a power for proclamation 

(cf. even 6:63 as a recasting). It is the spirit who makes the revelation of Christ accessible. As the spirit of 

truth (14:17; 15:26; 16:13; 1 John 4:6; 5:6) he is the one who reveals the truth of God in contrast to the 

lie. In the farewell discourse this spirit of truth is termed parakletos, ―Counselor‖(exceptin16:7). The 

paraclete, introduced as person in the farewell discourse, guarantees the abiding presence of the revelation 

of zoē as continuing the presence of Jesus (14:16). In this way the locus of the experience of the spirit is 

defined christologically—possibly countering Docetism (1 John 4:1–6)—without declaring Christ and the 

spirit to be identical (PWSup 14: 398–99).  

The Johannine references to the spirit must be seen in relation to the overarching, divinely established 

contrasts to kosmos, ―world,‖skotia, ―darkness,‖sarx, ―flesh‖(BultmannJohannes MeyerK, 98–100, n. 

3; Schottroff 1970: 272–76).AcomparisonwithPaulmusttakeintoaccounttheauthors‘different

settings within early Christianity. The view that the sphere of the spirit is the basis for action, a view so 

central to Paul, is also shared to some extent by 1 John 2:24; 4:12–13.  

13. Luke–Acts. Luke is surely the theologian of the spirit, not only in terms of statistics (pneuma 106 

times; pneuma theou, 75 times; pneuma hagion, 54 times) but also in terms of his reflection on primitive 

Christian testimony and ideas concerning the spirit from the perspective of a concept of salvation history. 

The action of the spirit is already evident in the birth and infancy narrative of Luke 1–2 (1:15, 35, 41, 67, 

80; 2:25–27), especially as the creator power of God who effects the pregnancy of Mary (1:35). Tatum 

(1974) subsumes the references to the spirit in Luke 1–2 withinConzelmann‘speriodicschemaofhistory

by contrasting prophetic/creative to messianic spirit. It is nevertheless the prophetic spirit which remains 

central for Luke, so that the references to the spirit transcend periodization typical of historical thinking. 

In his baptism the spiritual origin of Jesus is manifest in the dove as the physical form of spirit 

endowment (3:21–22). Hellenistic substantive thinking and a tendency toward objectification accounts for 



thevisiblemanifestationofthespirit‘spowerbothinthispassageandinActs 2:3–4; 4:31. In contrast to 

Mark there isalessanimisticdescriptionofJesus‘spiritendowmenthere(cf.Mark 1:12; Luke 12:10 

derives from the Lukan context); Jesus is Lord of the spirit and, until Pentecost, the only bearer of the 

spirit(Conzelmann1977:168).ThisiscorroboratedbyJesus‘testimonyabouthimselfin4:18–19, verses 

incorporating Isa 61:1. Thus, while the gospel presents Jesus as the paradigmatic spirit bearer (1:35; 3:21–

22; 4:1, 11, 18–19),inLuke‘sviewitisthetaskoftheMessiahtopassonthisspiritafterEaster.That

which the baptizer announces in Luke 3:16–17 (fire and spirit) is fulfilled in Acts 2:3–4 as the work of the 

Exalted One (Luke 24:49; Acts 2:33). This proximity of the spirit and the Exalted One—expressed also in 

their common functions (Luke 12:12 = 21:15; Acts 10:14, 19; Acts 7:55: the pneumatic sees the glory of 

God and of Jesus)—speaks against a notion of an interim between Easter and Pentecost which is devoid 

of the spirit (Conzelmann 1977: 26–27, 171).  

The Pentecost account describes the spirit endowment of the Twelve (Acts 2:1–13). Even though 

Dietrich (1972: 294–95) speaks of a triple Pentecost in reference to the gift of the spirit to Jews (2:38–41), 

Samaritans (8:15, 17) and gentiles (Acts 10:44–45), the reference of 10:47,―justaswe,‖placesJewsand

gentiles on the same level of spirit endowment. Obviously, therefore, as in 2:4 so also in 10:46, 

glossolalia is repeated for the gentiles as proof of the spirit. Although Luke is not opposed to associating 

ecstatic phenomena with the spirit (Acts 8:39; 2:4; 10:46) for both the time of Jesus and that of the 

Church, according to Luke the power of the spirit is manifested primarily in proclamation and prophecy. 

A fundamental connection between spirit and prophecy/preaching occurs in Luke 4:18–19 and Accts 2:17. 

The inaugural sermons of Jesus (Luke 4:16–21) and Peter (Acts 2:14–36) are each presented as the 

consequence of a preceding endowment with the spirit (Lampe 1967: 159).  

The course of the Church is presented as determined by the spirit sent by Jesus and is often 

characterized in personal categories (Acts 8:29, 39; 20:39). The holy spirit is present at important 

decisions (2:1–4; 4:31; 8:17–18; 9:17–18; 10:44–45; 19:6), contributes to the formulation of the apostolic 

decree (15:28), and appoints the presbyters in their offices (20:28).  

Acts 2:17–21 indicates the salvation-historical location of the works of the spirit. In contrast to Joel 3:1–

5, Luke inserts en tais hemerais, ―inthosedays,‖intothequotation,thusidentifyingthetimebeforethe

end as the time of the Church when the promises are fulfilled (2:17; cf. also 10:46; 19:6; 22:17–18).  

According to Luke, the community is an entity endowed with the spirit and presently living in the power 

of the spirit (Luke 11:13; cf. Matt 7:11). The ecclesiological orientation of Lukan pneumatology is 

evident in such passages; but the issue, so critical for Paul, is absent here: the idea of the pneumatic body 

of Christ, the doctrine of the charismata, the pneumatic basis of faith and action (Horn 1986: 283–86). 

Contrasts between pneuma and sarx/gramma/nomos are also absent. On the other hand, other ecclesial 

aspects are evident. Prayer prepares for reception of the spirit (Luke 3:21; Acts 4:31; 9:9, 11; 13:1–3), but 

is not an effect of the spirit. Baptism and spirit are related (Acts 2:38; 8:14–17; 10:44–45; and 19:2–6 

confirm these as valid exceptions; Haenchen Apostelgeschichte MeyerK, 147). The practice of the laying 

on of hands for transmission of the spirit surfaces once in Acts 8:14 and 17. The gift of the spirit as power 

to proclaim the gospel is predominant (positioned thematically at the beginning Acts 1:8).  

14. Individual Passages. Matt 1:18, 20; and Luke 1:35 attributeJesus‘origintotheactionofthe

pneuma as the creative power of God. Though Isa 7:14 was similarly interpreted in Hellenistic Judaism, 

the closest parallels to the NT statements are found in Hellenistic accounts of the supernatural origins of 

kings, philosophers, and other prominent persons (see Luz Evangelium nach Matthäus EKKNT, 98–107).  

According to Matt 5:3,itisthepoor―inspirit‖whoareblessed.IncontrasttotheoriginalQ

formulation (Luke 6:20) Matt adds tō  pneumati, ―inspirit,‖inordertoattributethebeatitudetothosewho

are humble in will and thereby distinguish themselves from the haughtiness of the Pharisees (Strecker 

1985: 33).  

Matt 28:19 along with 1 Cor 12:4–6 and 2 Cor 13:13 form the NT point of departure for later triadic 

formulations and theological constructions. Matthew receives as tradition the tripartite baptismal formula 

andcombinesitwiththemissioncommand.Thenotionofbaptizingin―thenameofthespirit‖alongwith



the Father and the Son is unique. Abramowski suspects an expansion of the unitary baptismal formula 

parallel to the blessing of Aaron (1984; cf. also Schaberg 1982 and Friedrich 1983).  

For further developments, see Hauschild 1972; TRE 12: 96–217; Opitz 1960.  
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F. W. HORN  

TRANS. DIETLINDE M. ELLIOTT  

HOMAM (PERSON) [Heb hômām (הוָֹמם)]. A clan name in the genealogy of Seir the Horite in 1 Chr 

1:39. Homam is listed as the second son of Lotan, son of Seir, and he is thus the grandson of Seir. The 

name in this form appears only in 1 Chr 1:39, but it is equivalent to the name Hemam (MT and KJV, 

while RSV reads incorrectly HEMAN) in the parallel genealogical listing in Gen 36:22. For discussion of 

these clans, see JAAKAN.  

VICTOR H. MATTHEWS  

HOMER [Heb ḥōmer (חֶֹֹמש)]. See WEIGHTS AND MEASURES.  

HOMICIDE. See PUNISHMENTS AND CRIMES.  



HOMILY FORM (HELLENISTIC AND EARLY CHRISTIAN). Christian preachers of 

the 3d century and later had clearly adopted explicit forms and methods for their preaching. They 

inherited and adapted these homiletical techniques from their predecessors in the art of persuasion, 

namely the rhetoricians of Greek and Roman culture. The Greeks gave names to certain rhetorical 

techniques and organized speech and the art of persuasion into a system which was taught within schools 

of formal rhetoric (Kennedy 1984: 9). These schools produced rhetorical handbooks which were intended 

to train a student to speak effectively and to acquire the ability to move an audience. The primary arena 

for the use of these rhetorical techniques was the court of law, though formal rhetoric would not have 

been restricted solely to this setting.Plato‘sdialoguePhaedrus, Aristotle‘sRhetorica, Cicero‘sBrutus, De 

inventione, De oratore, Cornificus‘Rhetorica ad Herennium, andQuintilian‘sInstitutio oratoria are the 

most important works from the Hellenistic and Roman period on the subject of rhetoric and persuasion. 

These works provide us with valuable early information concerning the nature and importance of formal 

rhetorical training and the art of persuasion in the period leading up to the development of a form of early 

Christian preaching.  

By the 4th and 5th centuries C.E. the formal rhetorical techniques and forms employed by the orators of 

Greece and Rome had clearly influenced Christian writing and preaching. In the 4th century Gregory of 

Nazianzus, for example, gave a sermon precisely in the form of a Panegyricus, a form of speech intended 

originally for a pagan festival. At the end of the 4th and beginning of the 5th century Augustine wrote On 

Christian Doctrine, which is itself a major contribution to the history and theory of rhetoric, although now 

from a decidedly Christian perspective (Kennedy 1980: 39, 155). Even earlier in the common era, 

Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, Jerome, John of Chrysostom, and Melito of Sardis all demonstrated 

familiarity with formal rhetorical forms and techniques, and their own sermons reflect the impact classical 

rhetoric had upon them.  

However, when we move earlier into the 1st century C.E. and inquire about a homily or sermon form, 

the matter is less clear. The role and influence of Greek oratory and rhetoric have long been recognized 

withinNTstudies.Paul‘slettertotheRomans(Scroggs1976),Philemon(Church1978),andtheEpistle

to the Galatians (Betz 1975; cf. Vouga 1988) have all been studied within the context of, and according 

to, formal Greco-Roman rhetoric. The influence of other classical Greco-Roman conventions on Paul has 

also been recognized within Pauline studies. Prominent in this regard has been the influence of the cynic-

Stoic diatribe (Bultmann 1910; Stowers 1981).  

However, when looking for a distinctive homily form within Jewish or Christian preaching in the 1st 

century,scholarshaveheretoforefoundlittle.Infact,ithasbeensaidthat―weknowvirtuallynothing

aboutthecontoursofsuchagenreinthefirstcentury‖(Donfried 1974: 26). Recently attention has been 

drawn to a form of early Christian and Jewish preaching which seems to be an explicit homily form, and 

which appears to be indebted to the formal rhetoricians of the Greek and Roman periods (Wills 1984; 

Black 1988). However, it should be noted that the degree to which formal rhetoric influenced this homily 

form remains a matter of debate.  

In1984L.WillsreferredtothehomilyformwithinearlyJewishandChristianpreachingasa―wordof

exhortation.‖Theword of exhortation typically has three parts: an exempla, which is a reasoned 

exposition of the points to be made, usually with examples from the past or scriptural quotations for 

support; this is followed by a conclusion basedonthe―facts‖laidoutintheexempla,and―therefore‖the

audience should respond or behave in such and such a manner. The conclusion is often introduced with a 

participle and dia, dio, touto, or some other Greek particle of conjunction. This is followed by an 

exhortation, usually expressed with an imperative or hortatory subjunctive (Wills 1984: 279).  

Examples of this early Christian and Jewish homily form can be seen in Acts 2:14–40; 3:12–26; 13:14–

41; 20:17–35; 1 Cor 10:1–14; Heb 1:1–2:1; 1 Pet 1:3–11; 1 Clem 6:1–7:2; 42:1–44:6. Wills claims the 

patternof―thewordofexhortation‖canalsobefoundinIgnatiusofAntioch‘sLetter to the Ephesians 

and the Epistle to Barnabas (1984: 291–92). Within Jewish sources the same pattern of exempla, 



conclusion, and exhortation can be seen in Wisdom of Solomon 13–15 and the Testament of the Twelve 

Patriarchs (T. Reu. 5:1–5; T. Levi 2:6–3:8; T. Benj. 2:5; 3:1; 6:6; 7:1; 8:1).  

The structure and outline of this homily form, like formal rhetoric itself, are not concrete. The homily 

canbemodified,brokenup,orusedinacyclicalfashionattheauthor‘sorspeaker‘sdiscretion.The

background for this early Christian and what seems to be Hellenistic Jewish homily form is formal Greek 

rhetoric. Wills finds this threefold form in the speeches of the Greek orators. Broadly speaking, there are 

three types of speeches, according to the handbooks: deliberative, forensic, and epideictic (Quintilian, 

Inst. 3.4.16). The deliberative speeches were intended for audiences before a governing or authoritative 

body, forensic speeches were given before the courts, and epideictic speeches were meant for public and 

honorary gatherings. Wills, having isolated this early homily form, and having suggested the background 

out of which the form developed, remains cautious about how directly one should connect it with the 

structure of speeches given within formal Greco-Roman rhetoric (1984: 298–99).  

Building upon the work of Wills, C. C. Black has argued for a stronger correlation between this earlier 

homily form—the―wordofexhortation‖intheNTandotherearlyChristianandJewishdocuments—and 

classical rhetoric. Black maintains that the word of exhortation appears to be in fundamental agreement 

with the judicial (forensic), deliberative, and epidiectic address. This form of early Christian and Jewish 

homilyisperfectlyunderstandableintermsoftherhetoricalconventionsoutlinedinAristotle‘sRhetorica 

orQuintilian‘sInstitutio oratoria. Viewed in such a way, 1st-century Jewish Hellenistic and Christian 

preaching can be located far more within the mainstream of classical rhetoric (Black 1988: 3, 10, 16).  

It was not long after the 1st century that Christian preaching began explicitly to employ and engage 

classical rhetoric. It was precisely this influence of classical philosophy and rhetoric upon 2d-century 

ChristianswhichprovokedTertulliantoaskrhetorically,―WhathasAthenstodowithJerusalem?‖What

concordistherebetweentheAcademyandtheChurch?‖(De Praescr. Haeret. 7). Jerome follows 

Tertullian in his concern over the influence of Greco-Romanrhetoric,saying,―WhathasHoracetodo

with the Psalms, Virgil with the Gospels or Cicero withtheApostles?‖(Ep. 22.29). As early Christian 

preaching was more and more influenced by classical rhetoric and its techniques and conventions, certain 

Church Fathers began to feel a tension between rhetoric and Christian preaching. Ironically, however, 

both Jerome and Tertullian display significant ability and schooling where the same rhetoric is concerned. 

Perhaps, as Cicero said of Plato, it is when they are most concerned with orators that they themselves 

appear the consummate orators (De oratore 1. 11.47).  

Yet other early Christian preachers embraced the rhetorical forms and the techniques of persuasion 

taught and practiced by the classical orators. Lactantius (ca. 250–300 C.E.,knownasthe―Christian

Cicero‖)taughtrhetoricpriortohisconversion, and following it was made tutor to Emperor 

Constantine‘sson.InhisDivinae institutiones heattemptedtoputin―literatestyle‖theteachingsof

Christianity for pagans. Out of this work emerges a philosophical Christian rhetoric (Kennedy 1980: 148).  

Gradually the Church began to employ more formal and classical rhetoric in order to address the culture 

and world of which they were becoming a part and which they were beginning to embrace with 

enthusiasm. The definitive expression of the coalescing of Christian doctrine and classical Greco-Roman 

rhetoricwouldbeAugustine‘sDe doctrina christiana. In this book Augustine tried to provide the 

preacher with the necessary skills of interpretation and homiletics. In the 4th book he is explicitly in 

dialogue with classical rhetoric. A teacher of rhetoric prior to his conversion, Augustine was largely 

dependentonCiceroforthewritingofthis―ChristianRhetoric‖(Kennedy1980:156–57). This work 

represents the culmination of a process of enculturation and education of the early Christian orators and 

preachers which resulted finally in the synthesis of classical rhetoric and Christian doctrine and preaching.  

The literature of the 1st century, and the NT in particular, evidences the influence of classical culture 

and rhetorical conventions. Out of this influence and sociocultural interaction a homily form emerged, 

―thewordofexhortation.‖Thisform,itcanberecognized,owesasignificantdegreeofitsshapeand

form to the conventions of classical rhetoric. The homily form seems to have been rather widespread, and 

is seen in both Jewish and Christian documents. Over the next century Christianity would begin explicitly 

to engage and employ the techniques and forms associated with Greek and Roman oratory. Classical 



rhetoric was a major contributor to the nature and form of Hellenistic Jewish and Christian preaching. 

Thoughsomeexpressedconcernabouttheinfluenceofthese―pagan‖rhetoricalpracticesuponChristians,

it seems clear that the classical forms of persuasion and rhetoric, which played such an important role in 

the Greco-Roman period, did indeed influence Christian preaching and were finally adopted by Christians 

in order that they might speak persuasively to that same world.  
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HOMOSEXUALITY. See PROSTITUTION; PUNISHMENTS AND CRIMES; ROMANS, 

EPISTLE TO THE; and SEX AND SEXUALITY.  

HONI. ArighteousJewwhoreceivedthename―Ḥoni the Circle-Drawer‖becauseheoncereportedly

refused to leave a circle he had drawn until rain relieved the parched land (m. Ta˓an. 3.8; y. Ta˓an. 3.9 [8]; 

 . Ta˓an. 23).HisGreeknameis―Onias‖(Joseph.Ant 14.22). He lived in the early 1st century B.C.E. and 

was stoned to death during the civil war between Hyrcanus II and Aristobulus II by fellow Jews (Ant 

14.22). Josephus (writing in 93 or 94 C.E.) says that Ḥoni was righteous, was revered for his efficacious 

words—especially prayers—and was martyred outside the walls of Jerusalem, where Aristobulus and his 

men were being besieged, probably just before the Passover feast in April 65 B.C.E.  

From rabbinic literature we also learn the following about Ḥoni: (1) he was a wise teacher and revered 

in the Beth Hamidrash ( . Ta˓an. 23a); (2) he was a righteous individual, but not an Essene as some 

scholars have stated (and certainly not the famous Righteous Teacher of Qumran); (3) he was able to do 

miraculous things through prayer, notably to cause rain to fall; (4) he apparently understood himself to be 

―son‖ofGodinaspecialway,―likeason‖inGod‘shouse(m. Ta˓an. 3.8); (5) he was honored by the 

masses and Sanhedrin ( . Ta˓an. 23a), but grudgingly acknowledged by Simon ben Shetah, the most 

influential rabbi in his time (m. Ta˓an. 3.8); (6) legends subsequently developed about him, most notably 

that he slept for seventy years ( . Ta˓an. 23a; cf. 4 Bar.), and that the violent wind that destroyed crops 

throughout Palestine (Ant 14.25–30)wasGod‘spunishmentontheinhabitantsforthemurderofḤoni. 

Despite some scholarly attempts to prove otherwise (see Vermes 1981: 58–82), there is no unambiguous 

evidence that Ḥoni performed healing miracles; although it is also clear that our sources are late and 

selective and it is conceivable that he did cause miraculous cures as did another Palestinian, charismatic 

Ḥanina ben Dosa.  
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JAMES H. CHARLESWORTH  

HOOK. Several different Hebrewtermsarerendered―hook‖intheRSV.Thevarioushangingsofthe

tabernacle are suspended from hooks or pegs (wāw  m) attached to the pillars. Some of these were gold (as 

Exod 26:32), and others were silver (as Exod 27:4, for the courtyard pillars), the choice of material being 



related to the degree of holiness of the pillars involved. That is, hooks closest to the holiest zone of the 

tabernacle were made of gold, and those farther away were silver. See also TABERNACLE. A 

completely different term (ḥaḥ or ḥôaḥ) istranslated―hook‖anddenotesaringputinthenoseofan

animal (as Ezek 19:4, 9; 29:4) or a human taken captive (as 2 Kgs 19:28 = Isa 37:29).  

CAROL MEYERS  

HOOPOE. See ZOOLOGY.  

HOPE (NT). Evenifthenoun―hope‖(Gkelp  s)isnotfoundatallintheGospelsandtheverb―to
hope‖(Gkelp  zein) is found only five times in the Gospels—withtheOTsenseof―totrust‖(Matt 12:21; 

John 5:45) or with a purely secular and nonreligious sense (Luke 6:34; 23:8; 24:21)—the idea of hope as 

confidenceinGod―whosegoodnessandmercyaretobereliedonandwhosepromisescannotfail‖(Barr

1950: 72) is everywhere presupposed in the NT (see also TDNT 2:517–35 and LTK 5: 416–24).  

IntheSynopticGospelsthenotionofhopeisconveyedthroughthesenseof―expectation‖(Gk

prosdechomai)generatedbyJesus‘preachingofconversion in the face of the imminent arrival of the 

kingdomofGod.Paul‘stheology,whichisorientedaroundthetwinpolesofChrist‘sresurrectionasthe

in-breakingofthekingdomandJesus‘parousiaasitsfulfillment,manifeststhemostfullyelaborated 

theology of hope (1 Thessalonians, Romans, 1–2 Corinthians, Galatians, Philippians, Philemon). This line 

is continued with various additional nuances in Hebrews, in the Deutero-Paulines (Colossians, Ephesians, 

2 Thessalonians), and in the Pastoral and Catholic Epistles. While a great deal has been made of the 

Johannineemphasison―realizedeschatology,‖therecanbelittledoubtthatJohnalsospeaksoftheglory

oftheheavenlyworldasthegoalofthebeliever‘shope(John 13:33, 36). Finally, although Revelation 

alsolacksthevocabularyofhope,thenotionismanifestlyconveyedbythecallto―patientendurance,‖

which undergirds the theology of the whole work.  

———  

A. The Gospels and the Acts  

1.The―Q‖Source 

2. Mark and Matthew  

3. Luke-Acts  

4. John  

B. The Pauline Epistles  

1.The―Faith-Love-Hope‖Triad 

2.Being―withChrist‖ 

3.―HopingagainstHope‖ 

C. The Deutero-Pauline and Pastoral Epistles  

D. Hebrews, the Catholic Epistles, Revelation  

1.TheHopeof―SeeingGod‖ 

2.―TheAnchorofHope‖ 

3.Hopeas―PatientEndurance‖ 

E. Conclusion  

———  

A. The Gospels and the Acts  

In the Synoptic Gospels the strong sense of assurance that the divine promises articulated in the OT are 

soon to be fulfilled in the Messiah, Jesus, calls forth from the reader sentiments of expectation and 

longing. The parenetic dimension of the gospels urges the community of believers to steadfast patience 

andto―keepingwatch‖(Mark 13:37).  

1. The “Q” Source. In the Q source, which is comprised of the bulk of the Jesus sayings common to 

MatthewandLuke,Jesus‘modeofproclaimingthekingdomimpliestheincarnatepresenceofdivine

wisdom (Luke 7:35=Matt 11:19)andanimplicitChristologicalclaimthatinhisministryGod‘ssalvation

isoffered.Justastheharvestis―already‖implicitlypresentinthefarmer‘shandfulofseedthough―not

yet‖gatheredin(Luke 10:2=Matt 9:37),soGod‘skingdomisnearintheproclamation of the good news 



(Luke 10:9=Matt 10:7), and finds an echo in the petition Jesus taught regardingthecomingofGod‘sreign

(Luke 11:2=Matt 6:10).Hope‘stensiledynamic,stretchingbetweenthe―already‖andthe―notyet,‖and

foundinJesus‘heraldingofconversion,getstakenupbyPaulinhisproclamationthat―byfaithwewait

for the hope ofrighteousness‖(Gal 5:5)and―in this hope weweresaved‖(Rom 8:24).  

2. Mark and Matthew. The―LittleApocalypse‖ofMark 13 carefully interweaves strands of the 

traditionwhichassertthattheendis―near‖andstillis―notyet.‖ThedisciplesareinformedbyJesusthat

they will follow the path of suffering (Mark 13:9, 11–12) already realized by John the Baptist (1:14; 9:13) 

and the OT prophets (12:3–4) and soon to be embarked upon by Jesus himself (14:21, 42). The negative 

cast given to the disciples elsewhere in Mark disappears here, indicating that Mark intends to present a 

proleptic portrait of the post-Easter Church—the only such depiction in this gospel, given the absence of 

resurrection appearances. This hopeful characterization of the disciples is attributed to the gift of the Holy 

Spirit (13:11), which enables them tosavetheirsoulsby―enduringpatiently‖(13:13)and―keeping

watch‖(13:37).  

For Matthew, the future appearance of the Son of Man in glory will reveal the true state of affairs; e.g., 

whichmembersoftheChurchare―wheat‖andwhichones―tares‖(Matt 13:41–43). Matthew is quite 

serene in encouraging members of the Church to face the future withhope,forChristpromises,―Iam

withyoualways‖(28:20; cf. 1:23; 18:20). Only those who divorce their faith from their deeds need to be 

concerned about the future (7:21–23),forMatthewknowswiththeOTthat―hopeinthesenseof

confident expectation of future well-being proved to be ill-founded whenever it was divorced from the 

perfect and upright character and will of God and applied instead to merely self-regarding matters of well-

being, escape from distress and so forth—even when these were dressed up in respectable, religious 

phrases‖(Moule1970:10–11).  

3. Luke-Acts. Luke stresses, in both the gospel and Acts, the continuity of Judaism and the Church, the 

pietyoftheOTandthatof―theway,‖undertherubricoflongingorexpectation.Thus,intheinfancy

narrative, Simeon issaidtobe―lookingfortheconsolationofIsrael‖(Luke 2:25), and Anna spoke of the 

child Jesus to all who were looking for the redemption of Jerusalem (2:38). When John the Baptist 

preached,peoplewere―inexpectation‖(3:15), as they also were when they inquired of Jesus whether he 

were―hewhoistocome‖(7:19–23). For Luke, this sense of hopeful expectation will characterize the 

Church in the end times (12:36, 46); though bringing fear to those unprepared, it bids confidence and 

peace to those who await their salvation (21:26–28). In Acts, except for an OT quotation (2:26) and two 

instances of hope used with a purely secular meaning (16:19; 27:20), Luke regularly places the word on 

Paul‘slips(23:6; 24:15; 26:6–7; 28:20)toshowthatheshareswithhispeopleIsrael‘seschatological

expectation of the resurrection of the dead (Grossouw 1954: 531).  

4. John. ScholarshavenotedthejuxtapositionintheFourthGospelof―futurist‖and―realized‖

eschatologies(―thehouris coming and now is,‖John 4:23; cf. 16:32). This should not lead one to 

conclude that hope plays little or no role in the Johannine view. Texts which refer either to the final 

judgment or to the resurrection of the dead, taken together, manifest a strong futurist dimension (John 

5:28–29; 6:39–40, 44, 54; 12:48)andtheobjectoftheChristian‘shopeisclearlymentionedinseveral

texts (12:25–26; 14:1–3; 17:24).WhatisclearisthatJohn‘sfocusisadoubleone:thepresentunionof

the disciple with Jesus the Revealer (realized eschatology) and thebeliever‘scontinuingandfutureunion

withChristinthefather‘sglory(futuristeschatology).Humanexistenceinthisworld(thepossessionof

one‘s―soul‖[Gkpsychē])willgivewaytotheinheritingorgainingof―eternallife‖(Gk zoē aionios). Of 

this hope Christ is simultaneously guarantor and mediator (Woschitz 1979: 705–7).  

B. The Pauline Epistles  

1. The “Faith-Love-Hope” Triad. Paul‘swell-knownassertionthatintheend―faith,hope,loveabide‖

(1 Cor 13:13) has prompted speculation on the how, when, and by whom of their association. Since the 

three theological virtues appear listed in different orders—with hope and love alternating in the third 

position (e.g., 1 Thess 5:8)—one may surmise that at one time faith and love were found paired without 

hope, perhaps as a summary of the double commandment of love of God and of neighbor (cf. 1 Thess 1:3; 

Gal 5:5).Livingthecommandmentoflovewithinthe―already/notyet‖tensionbringstheChristian



personalexperiences,denominated―trials‖or―tribulations.‖At this point, there enters upon the scene a 

giftoftheHolySpirittosustainthebelieveramidstadversity,thatof―hope‖whichissometimes

accompaniedby―perseverance‖(Gkhypomonē). Perseverance is so closely allied with hope that at times 

hope can even be called perseverance (1 Thess 1:3; Léon-Dufour 1980: 231). Indeed, in the post-Pauline 

literature, perseverance takes the place of hope as a characteristic of faithful discipleship (Titus 2:2; 1 Tim 

6:11; 2 Tim 3:10; Rev 2:19).  

2. Being “with Christ.” The parallels noted between the death and resurrection of Christ and the 

sufferings undergone by believers led Paul to describe the object of Christian hope as a share in the glory 

of God (2 Cor 4:16–18), which marks the state of the risen Christ. In 2 Corinthians and elsewhere, when 

Pauldescribeshisexperienceoftribulation,heusestheconceptof―trust‖or―confidence‖inGodto

describe the hope that wells up in him (2 Cor 3:4, 12; cf. Philemon 21). Later, Paul describes all 

Christians as groaning in their anticipation of being clothed with the glory of the resurrection body (2 

Corinthians 5). When, in Philippians, Paul contemplates the possibility of his own death, he describes his 

hope as one of going to be with Christ in that divine glory into which Jesus has already entered (Phil 1:23; 

cf. 3:20–21).  

3. “Hoping against Hope.” In Romans, Paul reflects on Christian hope as an attribute shared not only 

by human persons but, in some sense, also by the whole of creation, which ―hasbeengroaningintravail

untilnow‖(Rom 8:22). Léon-Dufour notes (1986: 233) that in Romans 8 Paul uses a series of Greek 

words to communicate the various tonalities of hope; these include apekdechomai, a violent waiting that 

hetranslates―spyoutattentively,‖andapokaradokia, anattitudeofcraningone‘snecktoobservewhatis

comingabout,translatedas―stalking.‖Thisvocabulary servestounderlinenotthatcreation―keepshope‖

but that God does so by situating the created world on a firm foundation of hope.  

Paul‘svisionextendsasdeeplyintothepastasitdoesintothefuturewhichGodhasreservedforthe

world in Christ. As he gazes into salvific history, Paul focuses on Abraham, his father in faith, whom he 

characterizes as ―hoping against hope‖ (Rom 4:18) in order to stress how great was the trust Abraham 

put in the promises God had given him. Here Paul says that Abraham believed or trusted in God 

(―hoped‖)againstallhumanevidenceorodds(―againsthope‖).ForPaul,Abraham‘shope,ashisown,

wasintheGod―whogiveslifetothedeadandcallsintoexistencethethingsthatdonotexist‖(Rom 

4:17).  

C. The Deutero-Pauline and Pastoral Epistles  

The Deutero-Pauline and Pastoral Epistles continue the Pauline emphases, except that the tension 

betweenthe―already‖andthe―notyet‖hasbeendiminishedsomewhat,possiblyundertheimpactofthe

delay of the parousia.  

1. Hope in the Person of Christ. What was looked to as future by Paul is somehow already given in 

Colossiansand2Thessalonians.ThusGodissaidtohavegiventheThessalonians―eternalcomfortand

goodhopethroughgrace‖andChristissaidnowtobe―inyou,‖andthisis,fortheChristiansof

Colossae,their―hopeofglory‖(Col 1:27).Evenso,the―hopeofthegospel‖(1:23) does have a future 

dimension,being―thehopelaidupforyouinheaven‖(1:5). Ephesians contrasts the former condition of 

thepaganconverts,whoformerlywere―withouthopebecausewithoutGod‖(Eph 2:12), with their 

present status in Christ, having the ―onehopethatbelongstoyourcall‖(4:4),therichesofChrist‘s

―gloriousinheritance‖(1:18).  

2. Hope in Eternal Life. The object of Christian hope is one of the themes of the Pastorals. In 1 

Timothywereadthathopeisnotin―uncertainrichesbutonGod‖(1 Tim 6:17), who is further 

characterizedas―thelivingGodwhoistheSaviorofallmen,especiallyofthosewhobelieve‖(4:10; cf. 

5:5).Christ,too,isdescribedas―ourhope‖(1 Tim 1:1), especially in his parousia which completes 

Christian hope (Titus 2:13).Ontwooccasions―eternallife‖ispresentedasthegoal of hope (Titus 1:2; 

3:7).  

D. Hebrews, the Catholic Epistles, Revelation  

The variety of ways of describing the object of Christian hope, begun in the Deutero-Paulines and 

continued in the Pastorals, continues in the later NT writings.  



1. The Hope of “Seeing God.” The context of suffering, which marks the later NT period, leads to the 

viewthathopecanbetestedandfoundsolid―insteadfastness‖(Jas 1:2–4); also that if hope is alive it 

must be rooted in the living God and proclaimed to a world which may not share it but asks about it (1 Pet 

1:3, 21; 3:15). Christians are called upon to be steadfast in bearing sufferings so that they not be put to 

shame on the day of judgment (1 Pet 4:14). The positive issue of hope is described in the Johannine 

traditionas―seeingGod,‖for―whenheappearsweshallbelikehim,forweshallseehimasheis‖(1 

John 3:2–3).  

2. “The Anchor of Hope.” The book of Hebrews as an extended exhortation to a community wavering 

in its commitment in time of persecution, introduces the anchor as the image that symbolizes hope (Heb 

6:18–19). In effect, Hebrews summarizes the biblical teaching on hope, which it regards as rooted in 

God‘spromisesandrelatedtoChrist(10:23). Just as Christ bore patiently with the shame of the cross to 

enterintoGod‘sglory (12:1–2), so the Christian is to keep focused on where Christ has gone as 

trailblazer,intoGod‘sheavenlypresence.BelongingtoChrist‘shouseholdistheChristian‘s―prideinour

hope‖(3:6)andGod‘soathtoChristisone‘ssuretyofa―betterhope‖thanwashadevenbyMelchizedek,

the high priest to whom Abraham paid tithes (7:19–22).  

3. Hope as “Patient Endurance.” In the book of Revelation, the letters to the whole Church 

(represented by the seven churches of Asia Minor) constitute a word of purification and judgment from 

the exalted Christ. Threats are addressed to believers to shock them into holding fast, turning back to 

youthful vigor or to waking up (Rev 2:1–3:22).ThisistherisenChrist‘spropheticjudgmentwhichurges

confidence and patient endurance; it is the other side of the apocalypticmanifestationofGod‘ssaving

planfortheelect.ItisthesameGodstandingbehindRevelationwhomakespossibletheChurch‘s

―patientendurance,‖which,inthisscheme,describesthesamerealitythatelsewhereintheNTis

describedas―hope.‖ 

E. Conclusion  

As in the Bible generally, so also in the NT, hope is rooted in God. For the Christian, God has revealed 

thewaytosalvationinJesus‘preachingofthekingdomandhiscalltoconversioninlightofits

imminence. God has authenticated this saving design by raising Jesus from the dead, which at once 

usheredinthe―endoftheages‖andprefiguresthebeliever‘sownhoped-forresurrection.BetweenJesus‘

resurrectionandhisparousia,tensioncausedbythe―already‖and―notyet‖dimensionsofthis salvation 

stirs the disciple to hope. Both the delay of the parousia and the outbreak of persecution against the 

Church challenged the NT authors to rethink the notion of hope and, to a degree, to spiritualize it. 

However, neither these nor other factors servedtoattenuatehope‘srolewithinthearmoroftheChristian

life (Titus 2:13; cf. 1 Thess 5:8).  
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TERRENCE PRENDERGAST  

HOPHNI (PERSON) [Heb ḥopn   (ִני  )]. Hophni is one of the sons of Eli, the priest. The name isָחץְׁ

probably from Eg ḥfn (r) meaning―tadpole,‖andthussuggestsanEgyptianconnectionforHophni.

Hophni only appears in 1 Samuel and only in association with his brother PHINEHAS.  



Hophni and Phinehas are first mentioned as priests and as the two sons (1 Sam 1:3) of Eli, who was also 

a priest (1 Sam 1:9). They all served at the temple at Shiloh (1 Sam 1:3, 7, 9, 24),wherethe―LORDof

Hosts‖(=YHWHṣĕ ā˒ôt [―armies‖])wasworshipped(1 Sam 1:3).  

The attitude of this introduction of Hophni and Phinehas is neutral toward them, and it is set within the 

context of the story of the early years of Samuel. As the story continues, it becomes clear that the author, 

probably the Deuteronomistic Historian, is using Hophni and Phinehas as foils in contrast to Samuel. 

SamuelemergesasthetruepriestofIsrael,andEli‘ssonsbecomeexamplesofevil,greedypriestswho

have rejected Yahweh. This has larger implications for understanding the struggle between priestly 

factions, for the Elide faction is being rejected and the Zadokite group is being advocated.  

The first indication of trouble for Hophni and Phinehas appears in 1 Sam 2:12–17. The brothers are 

describedas―worthlessmen‖(―sonsofBelial‖)andas―notknowing‖Yahweh(2:12).Thephrase―sons

ofBelial‖( ĕnê  ĕliyya˒al) suggests the degree of condemnation of Hophni and Phinehas by the writer. 

Thephraseliterallymeans―not(bly) of use (y˓l),‖ but implies the worship of gods other than Yahweh 

(Deut 13:14—Eng13:13); Judg 19:22; 2 Sam 20:1). Later usage (Liv. Pro. 4:6, 21; 17:2; T. Dan. 1:7; T. 

Levi 3:2–3; 2 Cor 6:15) suggests that Belial is associated with Satan and that in this earlier instance evil is 

at least hinted at. See also BELIAL. In addition, there may be a wordplay between Belial ( ĕliyya˓al) and 

Baal ( a˓al), which would also suggest the evilness of the two sons. A similar understanding of evil is 

implicitinthestatementthatthey―didnotknow‖(―hadnoregardfor‖—RSV) Yahweh. The clear 

implication is that their activities were evil, and that they had turned away from Yahweh.  

This perspective is reinforced in 1 Sam 2:13–17, where the greed of Hophni and Phinehas is displayed 

in their demands for an excessive portion of the offering and in their threatening of violence (v 16) if the 

extra portion was not surrendered. Finally, in 2:22,Eliistoldabouthissons‘―lying‖( k ) with the 

women who guarded (ṣ ˒) thedoorofthe―tentofmeeting.‖Elispeakstohissons(vv 23–24a), but they 

ignorehim,andthusYahweh―takesdelight‖(ḥpṣ) in slaying the sons.  

The special relationshipofElitoYahwehisrehearsedontheoccasionoftheappearanceof―amanof

God‖(=aprophet).Eli‘shousewaschoseninEgypt(1 Sam 2:27) to be priests (2:28),butsinceEli‘ssons

became greedy (2:29),YahwehwilldestroyEliandhishouse,andEli‘ssonsshallnolongerserveas

priests (2:30–34).  

In place of Eli, Yahweh will raise up a faithful priest, for whom he will build a faithful house and who 

willforeverstandbeforeYahweh‘sanointed(i.e.,hisking)(2:35). The statement in 1 Kgs 2:27 indicates 

thatSolomon‘sexpulsionofAbiatharfromthepriesthoodinJerusalemfulfillstheprophecyconcerning

Eli (Abiathar is supposedly the great-great-grandson of Eli [1 Sam 4:19; 14:3; 22:20; 2 Sam 8:17]). In 

place of Abiathar, Solomon appoints Zadok (1 Kgs 2:35). By implication, then, this is support for worship 

in Jerusalem by the Zadokites and a rejection of the Elides and their worship in Shiloh. This, in turn, fits 

the DeuteronomisticHistorian‘sperspectiveonhistory:onlyworshipYahweh,andonlyinJerusalem.

Anyone who violates these norms is not fit to be a priest and at best can only become servants of the 

faithful priests (1 Sam 2:36).  

The last appearance of Hophni and Phinehas is connected with the battle of the Israelites against the 

Philistines at Ebenezer and Aphek. The first encounter was a victory for the Philistines. Seeking 

reinforcements,theIsraelitesbringthe―arkofthecovenantoftheLordofarmies(hosts)‖fromShilohto

the battle. Hophni and Phinehas accompany the ark on its journey, but neither they nor Eli are now 

identified as priests. The subsequent battle is a total disaster. The Israelites lose the battle in a great 

slaughter (1 Sam 4:10), the ark is captured, and Hophni and Phinehas are slain (4:11). Upon hearing of the 

disaster, Eli falls over in his chair, breaks his neck, and dies (4:18).  

Given the ANE conceptualization of war, the loss of the ark would imply the defeat of the god of the 

ark. However, the power and efficacy of the ark persist after its capture, with plagues and evil events 

taking place among the Philistines (1 Sam 5:3–12). Since the power of the ark is not lost, there must be 

another reason for the defeat of the Israelites. That reason goes back to Hophni and Phinehas. Their 

faithless activities and subsequent coming into contact with the ark lead to the defeat. The fault is not in 

the god or the ark, but in the actions of the people. So like the conquest of Ai (Joshua 7–8), the story seeks 



to reinforce the necessity of the righteousness of the people in holy war. Any violation of that 

righteousness can lead to disaster.  

So the story of Hophni and Phinehas serves three functions (1) it is a counterexample of the good, 

righteous priest, Samuel; (2) it explains the rejection of the Elide priesthood in favor of the Zadokites; and 

(3) it supports the necessity of ritual cleanliness for participating in holy war.  

JOHN R. SPENCER  

HOPHRA (PERSON) [Heb ḥopra˓ (ַשע  )]. The king of Egypt who opposed Nebuchadnezzar, kingָחץְׁ

of Babylon, in the days of the prophet Jeremiah (Jer 44:30; cf. 37:5). In Egyptian, his name was Ḥ˓˓-ib-r˓, 

―Happy-heartedisRe‖(GkApriēs), which should not be confused with his birthname, w3ḥ-ib-r˓ (Gk 

Oaphrēs; LXX Ouaphrēs; Aram wḥpr˓; and Akk Uḫ-pa-ra [Wiseman 1966: 155]).  

Fourth king of the 26th (Saite) Dynasty, son and successor of Psamtek II, Hophra ascended the throne in 

mid-February 589 B.C. He actively pursued the policy of intervention in SW Asia begun by his 

grandfather Necho II and furthered by his father Psamtek II (Freedy and Redford 1970: 470–76). When 

Nebuchadnezzar appeared in the W in the spring of 588 and besieged Jerusalem, Hophra quickly led forth 

a relief army, but was obliged to withdraw in the face of superior Babylonian forces (Jer 37:5–11; Oded 

IJH, 473). A counterthrust in the form of a naval operation against Phoenicia, perhaps designed to 

undermine the Babylonian flank, was partly successful and Cyprus was reduced in the action (Diod. 

1.68.1); however, it failed to avert the fate of Judah, which was soon annexed by Nebuchadnezzar.  

In the aftermath Hophra received and settled Judean refugees (IJH, 486–87) and maintained the 

fortifications in the E delta (Oren 1984). Indeed, the delta seems to have captivated his whole attention, to 

judge from the fact that almost all his building operations are attested from there.  

Internally the country remained stable and prosperous. Hophra resided at Memphis where his large 

palace has come to light (Petrie and Walker 1909; Kemp 1977; 1978). In 586 his sister Ankh-nes-

neferibre was confirmed as Divine Adoratress (high priestess and regent) in Thebes, and in 578 an Apis 

bull was buried at Saqqara with the customary pomp (see also APIS). In the spring of the following year, 

Hophra endowed the temple of Ptah at Memphis with extensive tracts of land in the central delta (Gunn 

1927); and similar endowments for other gods are widely attested from the reign (Drioton 1939; Jacquet-

Gordon 1972).  

Inthemilitarysphere,severalofHophra‘s native generals are known. Like his predecessors, Hophra 

relied heavily on foreign mercenaries, especially Carians and Ionian Greeks, but he suffered from poor 

liaison with his troops. On one occasion he was narrowly able to avert the wholesale defection of a 

foreignmercenarygarrisonstationedatElephantine(Schäfer1904).IfJeremiah‘sassessmentiscloseto

thetruth(hederisivelynamedHophrathe―over-confidentonewhomissestheopportunity‖;46:17), 

Hophra may have gained a reputation for arrogance and indecision (Hoffmeier 1981).  

Certainly the events which terminated his reign betray a lamentable lack of judgment. Perceiving a 

threat in the growing power of the Greek colony at Cyrene, Hophra directed his attention first to buffering 

the Kharga and Bahriya oases, finally to sending an expeditionary force against the town. This army, 

composed largely of native levies, was soundly defeated by the Cyreneans. At the news of this disaster, 

open revolt broke out back in Egypt, and despite a desperate effort to employ his Carians, Hophra was 

deposed in favor of one of his generals, Amasis, and was forced to flee (570 B.C.). Three years later, when 

Nebuchadnezzar attempted to take advantage of the stasis in Egypt to invade the land, Hophra threw in his 

lot with the foreigners. But the invading force was repulsed, and Hophra was captured and put to death. 

HistombatSaiswasstillvisibleinHerodotus‘day(Herod.2.161–67; Diod. 1.68.1; Edel 1978).  
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DONALD B. REDFORD  

HOR (PLACE) [Heb hōr (הֹש)]. 1. A mountain on the border of Edom where Aaron died and was 

buried (Num 20:22–28; Deut 32:50). Since the name Hor always is given with the definite article it is 

suggested that it is a prominent mountain ridge. It is alleged that there are two conflicting traditions 

regarding the place where Aaron died and where he was buried. Deut 10:6 states that these events 

occurred at Moserah; however, Num 20:27–28 records that Aaron died and was buried on Mt. Hor. There 

appears, however,tobenoconflictsincethenameMoserah(Moseroth),meaning―chastisement(s),‖was

appliedtotheevent,nottothelocationofAaron‘sdeath.AarondiedinEdomonMt.Horaspunishment

for the Meribah incident (Num 20:24; Deut 32:51), while the people of Israel were encamped below. To 

commemorate this event, the incident and the campsite were called Moseroth (Num 33:30).  

A tradition going back at least to the 1st century A.D. (Ant4.4.7),identifiesMt.HorwithJebelNeb  

Harun(―mountainofAaron‖)nearNabateanPetra;however,thistwo-topped sandstone mountain some 

4800 ft (1460 m) high, is in the middle of Edomite territory rather than on the border. Its rugged summit 

is the location of a tomb allegedly belonging to Aaron, the upper portion of which is a Muslim mosque. 

The tomb, however, is more likely a reconstructed Christian church dating to the time of Justinian (A.D. 

527–65). Any tradition placing Mt. Hor in the middle of Edomite territory rather than on its border (Num 

20:22) would be open to serious question. Also, since the Edomites were able to prohibit the Israelites 

access to their land, and could do so with a powerful border force (Num 20:17–21),Israelcouldnever

havereachedJebelNeb  HarunwithoutcrossingEdom, which obviously was an impossibility. Again, 

such a location is too distant from Kadesh, and the mountain peak too lofty and inaccessible, for the 

Israelites to witness the ceremonies transferring the high priestly office from father to son (Num 20:22–

29).  

A more likely location would be Jabel Madurah, 15 miles (24 km) NE of Kadesh. This place stands at 

the extreme NW boundary of Edom yet outside Edomite territory. For topographical reasons it appears 

more suitable since Israel began its detour around Edom at Mt. Hor (Num 21:4), and the entire area was 

more accessible for the Israelites to witness the subsequent ceremonies conducted there. Positive 

identification of Mt. Hor is uncertain, owing to insufficient evidence, leaving Jabel Madurah the most 

widely accepted site.  

2. A mountain mentioned only in Num 34:7–8 as a point of reference delineating the N boundary of 

Israel‘spromisedlandwhichthey were about to conquer. The actual location is not identified. The 

MediterraneanwastheWborder;thefirstpointwasMt.Hor,andthesecondpointofreferencewas―the

entrancetoHamath.‖ItmaydescribeaprominentpeakinLebanon.Suggestedpossibilities include Mt. 

Hermon and Jabel Akkar, a spur of the Lebanon range W of Tripoli. The reference may also refer to the 

whole Lebanon range of mountains.  

RAY L. ROTH  

HOR-HAGGIDGAD (PLACE) [Heb hor-haggidgād (ָגד  )]. The seventeenth encampmentָהש־ַהִגדְׁ

of the Israelites, after leaving the wilderness of Sinai, as listed in Num 33:32–33, where it is placed 

between Bene-jaakanandJotbathah.Themeaningofthesite‘snameis―HollowofGidgad,‖butLXXand

the Vg understand this as har, instead of hor, renderingitas―MountainofGidgad.‖InDeut 10:6–7 the 

Israelites are said to have traveled from the wells of Bene-jaakan to Moserah (the reverse of the order in 

Num 33:31), and from Moserah to Gudgodah, which is evidently a variant of Gidgad. A suggested 



location is the wadi Ghadhaghedh (GP, 215–16; Simons 1959: 259 and map VI; M.R. 117094); though 

Robinson (1856: 181) camped in that area he did not mention it as a possible location. For a discussion of 

the location of any of the places associated with the journey of the Israelites from Egypt through Sinai, 

see DOPHKAH.  
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JEFFREY R. ZORN  

HORAM (PERSON) [Heb hōrām (הָֹשם)]. A king of Gezer who was slain by Joshua when he came to 

help the city of Lachish in its struggle against the Israelites at the time of Conquest (Josh 10:33). A king 

of Gezer is listed among the defeated kings of the land in Josh 12:12, but Gezer itself remained in the 

possession of the Canaanites (cf. Josh 16:10; Judg 1:29) until the time of Solomon when it was conquered 

by theEgyptianpharaohandgivenasadowrytohisdaughter,Solomon‘swife(1 Kgs 9:16).  

PAULINE A. VIVIANO  

HOREB, MOUNT [Heb ḥōrē  (חֵֹשב)]. See SINAI, MOUNT (PLACE).  

HOREM (PLACE) [Heb ḥŏrēm (ֳחֵשם)]. A town in the allotment of Naphtali (Josh 19:38). Horem is 

mentioned with towns in N Galilee, such as Yiron. Thus, Horem is also thought to have been in upper 

Galilee. Its exact location, however, is unknown.  

DAVID SALTER WILLIAMS  

HORESH (PLACE) [Heb ḥōre  (חֶֹשש)]. A place in the Judean hill country in the Wilderness of Ziph 

(1 Sam 23:15–19) equipped with strongholds and located on the hill of HACHILAH (v 19). It was used 

by David as a hiding place from Saul and is the location at which David and Jonathan made a covenant of 

friendship (v 18). Horesh has been identified with Khirbet Khoreisa (M.R. 162095) by many scholars, 

though the association between the two is still uncertain (IDB 2: 644; MABL, map 43; RAB, 30, 95). Some 

have questioned the interpretation that Horesh was an actual site name. Since the word Horesh means 

―forest‖or―wood,‖itmayhavebeenaforestorthicketinthewildernessofZiph,aplacethatwouldhave

provided ideal hiding conditions for David and his men as they continued to evade Saul (RAB, 103); 

however, limited rainfall in the area poses a problem for this theory.  

LAMOINE F. DEVRIES  

HORI (PERSON) [Heb ḥōr   (חִֹשי); ḥôr   (חוִשי)]. 1. A son of LOTAN (Gen 36:22; 1 Chr 1:39) and 

grandsonof―Seir,theHorite.‖SeealsoHORITES. In at least one other case, the genealogy of Gen 

36:20–28 seemstohaveenteredthesame―individual‖twice(seeDISHAN) without recognizing the 

identity.Horimeans―Horite‖;asasonofLotanthesonofSeirtheHorite,Hori/―Horite‖isthegrandson

of a Horite. Such a genealogy may reflect a struggle between two tribal groups for supremacy, each 

claiming its eponymous ancestor to have fathered the other, and/or a desperated scribe‘sattempttodeal

with conflicting traditions.  

2. The father of Shaphat, of the tribe of Simeon, one of the spies sent by Moses into Canaan (Num 

13:5). The list of the spies‘namesinNum 13:3–16 is usually regarded as a late addition to the P source; 

i.e., it derives from a time when all the tribes except Judah (and Benjamin) had disappeared. It is unlikely 

that the list contains traditions of any sort. Thinking of Hori in Gen 36:20, 22, the compiler of the 

Numberslistmayhaveattributedan―Edomite‖fathertohis―Simeonite‖spybecausehissource—the 

earliest scriptures—already had this tribe dwelling in the Negeb (which, in turn, seems to be the result of 

speculations about what happened to the tribe of Simeon rather than a reliable tradition; cf. Mittmann 

1977: 217–19).  



It is, therefore, doubtful whetherabiblicalpersonalname―Hori‖everexisted;ifitdid,seeHUR for a 

possible interpretation.  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

HORITES [Heb ḥōr   (חִֹשי)]. A tribe or group of tribes in the mountains of Seir (Gen 14:6; 36:20–30; 

Deut 2:12, 22). According to Gen 14:6 and Deut 2:12, 22, the Horites inhabited the country of Seir until 

they were conquered and expelled by the Edomites. This, however, is a reconstruction of Edomite history 

which originates from a preconception of the Deuteronomistic school fashioned after the model of the 

Israelites‘treatmentoftheCanaanitesascommandedbyYahwehinDeut 7:1–2. The Deuteronomists and 

their successors learned from Gen 36:20 that Horites were the inhabitants of Seir. Because (like most of 

thebiblicaltradition)theyregarded―Edom‖and―Seir‖assynonymous,theyconcludedthattheHorites

hadbeentheEdomites‘predecessorsinthecountryofSeir.However,SeirandEdomoriginallyreferred

to separate areas in S Transjordan. See also SEIR. The 7th-century B.C. coexistenceofthe―sonsofEsau‖

in Edom (the agricultural land on the Transjordanian plateau) and the Horites in Seir (the wooded 

mountain slopes) is attested by the genealogical list in Gen 36:20–28 (its copy, 1 Chr 1:38–42, drops the 

Horites and retains only Seir). Together with Gen 36:10–14, this list belongs to the most ancient traditions 

in Genesis 36 (Weippert 1971; for a probable date in the 7th century B.C., cf. Knauf 1989: 10–11, n. 45; 

61–63).Ascanbededucedfromthenameofthestate,―Edom,‖andfromthegeographicalfactors,the

more agricultural Edomite tribes eventually gained supremacy over the more pastoral Horite/Seirite tribes 

in the process of Edomite state formation.  

Neither geography nor chronology favors the equation of the Horites (or Edomites) with the Hurrians of 

the 2d millennium B.C., as is sometimes suggested (e.g., Mendenhall 1973: 158). The tribal names in Gen 

36:20–28 argue more decisively against such an assumption: they are easily explained by parallels within 

Semitic, but only laboriously brought into connection with Hurrian (Weippert 1971). This does not 

exclude the possibility that Hebrew scholars of the 1st millennium B.C. appliedtheterm―Horite/Hurrian‖

to the tribes ofSeir;comparably,the―Hittites‖andthe―Amorites‖mentionedbybiblicalandneo-

Assyrian authors do not refer to the same nations and areas who were known by these names in the 2d 

millennium B.C. See also AMORITES.Onemayaswell,however,assumethat―Horites‖wasthename

by which these tribes referred to themselves. In this case, the name can be explained either by Heb ḥōr, 

―cave‖(Arḫaur ―bay,gulf‖),andwoulddenote―cavedwellers,‖troglodytes,inperfect accordance with 

geology and geography and the portrait of Esau in Gen 25:27; or it could be explained by Heb ḥor, Ar 

ḥurr, ―free,noble.‖ 
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

HORMAH (PLACE) [Heb ḥormâ (ָֹמה  .)]. A city or cluster of cities in the Negeb region of Judahָחשְׁ

Hormah plays a role in the episode of the aborted S invasion of Canaan by the Israelites. When their 

invasion was repulsed by the Amorites, the fleeing Israelites were pursued as far as Hormah (Num 14:45; 

Deut 1:44). Another tradition speaks of a destruction of Arad by the Israelites on their way around the S 

part of Canaan (Num 21:1–3).ThetownwassubsequentlyrenamedHormah(―destruction‖).Athird

traditionholdsthatthename―Horman‖wasappliedtothedestroyedremainsofacityformerlycalled 

Zephthah, taken after the initial conquest by Simeon and Judah together (Judg 1:17). Altogether, these 

traditions demonstrate the difficulties inherent in reconstructing the sequence of events which lay behind 

Israel‘ssettlementinCanaan.HormahappearsinthelistofconqueredcitiesinJoshua 12 (14) and was 



allotted to the tribe of Judah (Josh 15:30),thoughtechnicallypartofSimeon‘sallotment(Josh 19:4; 1 Chr 

4:30)whichwasincorporatedintoJudah‘s.HormahisalsolistedasoneofthecitiestowhichDavidsent

spoil after his defeat of the Amalekites at Ziklag (1 Sam 30:30).  

Several sites have been proposed for Hormah, as one might imagine from the multitude of traditions 

attached to the name. Among them are Tell el-Milḥ (M.R. 152069), 7 miles NE of Beer-sheba (IDB 2: 

645; Aharoni 1968: 31); Tell esh-Sheri ah,12milesNWofBeer-sheba (IDB 2: 645); Tell Masos (M.R. 

146069; Boling Joshua AB, 327; Aharoni 1976: 71–73); and Tel Ira (M.R. 148071; Aharoni 1976: 73). 

All of these sites lie within the same general region, and the tradition-layer one counts as most authentic 

would determine which of them would seem most likely. The connection of Hormah with Arad (the 

Numbers 21 tradition) favors Tell el-Milḥ, while the listing of Arad and Hormah as separate cities in Josh 

12:15 inclines one toward Tell Masos, and the identification of Zephthah and Hormah (Judg 1:17) favors 

Tell Ira. The possibility that the process of abandonment and resettlement at each of these sites, and hence 

their being renamed, complicates the picture enormously. See Aharoni 1976 (who settles on Tell Masos) 

for the most complete discussion of this issue.  
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JEFFRIES M. HAMILTON  

HORN. See MUSIC AND MUSICAL INSTRUMENTS.  

HORONAIM (PLACE) [Heb ḥōrônayim (חֹשוַנִים)]. A name which occurs four times in the Hebrew 

Bible and once in the 9th-century B.C.E. inscription of the Moabite king Mesha (Isa 15:5; Jer 48:3, 5, 34; 

ANET, 321, lines 31–32). The biblical references are included in prophetic oracles against Moab; the 

inscriptional reference is unfortunately fragmented, but it occurs in the context of a revelatory word to the 

kingto―godowntoHoronaimandfight‖(rd hltḥm bḥwrnn).  

Most scholars have located Horonaim in central or S Moab between the Wadi Mujib and Wadi Hasa 

(respectively the Arnon and the Zered of the Hebrew Bible). This conclusion appears confirmed by 

extrabiblical sources that refer not to Horonaim but to a neighboring town, Luhith. Luhith is associated by 

parallelism with Horonaim in Isa 15:5 along an ascending roadway from Zoar at the S edge of the Dead 

Sea to the Moabite plateau. A further geographical indication is found in Isa 15:6, which refers to the 

waters of Nimrin. These waters should be identified with the modern Seil en Numera, a stream which cuts 

through the cliffs on the SW edge of the Moabite plateau to flow down to the Dead Sea. The extrabiblical 

sources—a Nabatean inscription from Madeba and a Hebrew contract from the time of Bar Kokhba—

place Luhith in the SW quadrant of the Moabite plateau, probably along a Roman road that descends the 

plateau to circle around the S end of the Dead Sea.  

Archaeological research has demonstrated the existence of a roadway that led to the Dead Sea from 

what is now the modern town of Kathrabba, SW of Kerak on the edge of the Moabite plateau. The 

roadway dates from the Roman/Nabatean period, and surface sherds suggest that Kathrabba itself was 

inhabited during this period. If this roadway follows the way of an earlier one from the Iron Age, then the 

sites of Horonaim and Luhith are most likely along it. Indeed, Ai (M.R. 211060), a town just E of 

Kathrabba, produced surface sherds from the Bronze, Iron, and Roman periods, suggesting that it and 

Kathrabba (M.R. 209061) would make good candidates for the sites of Luhith and Horonaim. 

Furthermore, there are Iron Age and Nabatean sites around these two towns, demonstrating the 

importance of this area in these periods. Khirbet Meidan, a twin site with remains from both periods, is 

located on a strategic hill W of Kathrabba overlooking the Dead Sea and approaches to the plateau from 

it. Tell el Mise, an outpost or small fort on a high hill just SE of Kathrabba, also has Iron Age and 

Nabatean pottery associated with it. This site arguably has the most strategic view in this section of the 

Moabite plateau. From the crumbled walls of the site one can see the Dead Sea to the W and traffic on the 

modernKing‘sHighwaytotheE. 



Other proposals for the location of Horonaim have been made. One candidate is the modern town of el-

Iraq (M.R. 211055), 7 km S of Kathrabba at the head of the Seil en Numera. Two others located in the 

SW corner of the Moabite plateau near the Wadi Hasa are Medinet er Ras and Khirbet Dhubab. The 

former is a fort or outpost, the latter is a tell on the N bank of the Hasa with surface sherds suggesting 

almost continuous occupation from the EB period.  

A recent suggestion equates Horonaim with the isolated, hilltop ruins of ed-Deir, a site SW of Rabba on 

the W edge of the plateau. Though clearly a strategic site, it is probably too far N to be identified with 

Horonaim. On the other hand, ed-Deir is located along a secondary Roman road that connected the Dead 

Sea with the plateau. Thus it cannot be ruled out as a possible location for Horonaim.  
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J. ANDREW DEARMAN  

HORSE. See ZOOLOGY.  

HORSE GATE (PLACE) [Heb  a˓ar hass s  m ( ַשַףש ַהסּוִסים); ˒el-mĕ ô˒ (בוא -)  a˓arֶאל־ֹמְׁ

hass s  m (ַשַףש־ַהסּוִסים); derek-mĕ ô˒ hass s  m (בוא ַהסּוִסים  )]. Two separate entrancesֶדֶשך־ֹמְׁ

for horses in Jerusalem. The Horse Gate (Heb  a˓ar has sĦm) mentioned by Jeremiah (31:40) and 

Nehemiah (3:28) was a gate through the outer defensive wall on the E side of the city (not to be equated, 

however, with the East Gate of Neh 3:29 or Ezek 10:19; 43:1–5).ThesecondHorseGate,the―entranceof

thegateforhorses‖(2 Chr 23:15 [Heb ˒el-mĕ ô˒  a˓ar-has s  m]),andthe―wayoftheentranceofthe

horses‖(2 Kgs 11:16 [Heb derek-mĕ ô˒ has sĦm]) was an entrance for horses into the royal compound 

from the Horse Gate in the outer wall. Avi-Yonah suggests (1954: 240, fig. 1; 247) that this entrance was 

to the stables in the House of the Forest of Lebanon in the palace compound and was situated between the 

palace and the temple precints. It is this entrance that figures in the execution of Athaliah at the 

coronation of her grandson Joash (2 Kings 11; 2 Chronicles 23).  

The Horse Gate mentioned by Nehemiah (3:28)waslocatedNofthewallofOphelopposite―thegreat

projectingtower‖thatwasapartoftheSE corner of the royal compound (Avi-Yonah 1954: 240, fig. 1). 

This, coupled with the fact that Jeremiah (31:39) associated the Horse Gate with the sacred temple 

precincts and the priests repaired the walls from the Horse Gate N (Neh 3:28), indicates that the Horse 

Gate was in close proximity to the temple precincts and would place this gate near the SE corner of the 

present-day Haram esh-Sharif.  
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DALE C. LIID  

HORVAT RIMMON (PLACE). See RIMMON, HORVAT.  

HOSAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥōsâ (חָֹסה)]. A gatekeeper of the levitical family of Merari. According to 1 

Chr 16:38,Hosah(whosenamemeans―refuge‖),alongwithObed-edom, was one of two gatekeepers at 

the tent which David pitched for the ark in Jerusalem. However, the status of Hosah and his descendants 

appears considerably less significant in the more elaborate organization presented in 1 Chr 26:1–19. The 

mention of Hosah and his sons in vv 10–11 may be attributable to the Chronicler (Williamson 1 and 2 

Chronicles NCBC, 169) or to a later source (Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 173). Here they are the fewest 

in number (13) among the ranks of gatekeepers (compare 18 for Meshelemiah in 26:9 and 62 for Obed-

edom in 26:10). In vv 12–18,attributabletoareviseroftheChronicler‘swork(Williamson,170–71; 



Rudolph, 173), they were stationed at the W, or back, gate of the temple. According to this passage, 

Hosah and his sons were responsible for posting daily four men at the gate called Shallecheth (its meaning 

is unknown), and two men at the nearby PARBAR.  

J. S. ROGERS  

HOSAH (PLACE) [Heb ḥōsâ (חָֹסה)]. A town located in the territory of the tribe of Asher (Josh 

19:29). Hosah occurs immediately after the fortified city of Tyre, so some scholars (GP 2: 12; LBHG, 

436) have suggested that the OT Hosah was identical to the Usu mentioned in extrabiblical texts as the 

mainland city which supplied Tyre. Usu had a long history, occurring in an Egyptian inscription of Seti I, 

the Amarna archives, the Papyrus Anastasi I, and in the Assyrian records of Sennacherib and Esarhaddon. 

DuringtheHellenisticperiodandlater,UsucametobecalledPalaityros,or―OldTyre.‖ 

Most scholars (LBHG, 443) have located Hosah/Usu at Tell Rashidiyeh (M.R. 170293), but Dussaud 

(1927) suggested an identification with Kh. el-Hos (M.R. 172293). Kallai objects to the link between 

Hosah and Usu, noting that the Egyptians wrote the latter with an initial i rather than ḥ (HGB, 215–18). 

He also places Hosah at Kh. el-Hos, suggesting that Usu was located either at Rashidiyeh or at Tell 

Masuq (M.R. 170297).  
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HOSANNA [Gk hōsanna (ὡςαννα)]. Hōsanna occurs five times in the gospels (Matt 21:9 bis; Mark 

9:11; 11:10; John 12:13) as the cry raised by the crowd when Jesus entered Jerusalem the first day of the 

week ending with Passover and his crucifixion. The term is simply a transliteration of the Heb imperative 

hô a˓, ―save,‖augmentedbytheencliticprecativeparticle- (n)nā, which addsanoteofurgency,―save,

now/please.‖Theformhô a˓nnā actually is not found in the Hebrew Bible, but the imperatives hô a˓ and 

hô   ˓āh, without the precative particle -nnā, ―please,‖occur29times,addressedtodeity,mostlyinthe

Psalter, and twice directed to royalty.  

Thecry―save‖or―help‖iselementalwhetheraddressedtomortal,king,ordeity.Thelongorso-called 

―emphatic‖formoftheimperativehô   ˓āh occurs only once in the Hebrew Bible with the precative 

particle -nnā, hô   ˓ā (h)-nnā, in Ps 118:25 where the precative or pleading tone is doubly emphasized by 

introducing appeal with the sigh ˓annā, ―Oh,please‖(asinGen 50:17 and elsewhere), and ending with an 

added note of urgency by means of the precative particle affixed to the imperative:  

˓annā YHWH hô   ˓ā (h)nnā  ―Oh,please,Lord,save(us),please!  

˓annā YHWH haṣl  ḥā (h)nnā  Oh,please,Lord,prosper(us),please!‖  

This is followed by the benedictus qui venit liturgical formula which has been misunderstood because of 

poeticvariationinthewordorder,butlatelyproperlytranslatedintheNewJPSVersion:―Mayhewho

entersbeblessedinthenameoftheLord.‖Itis obvious that this passage, Ps 118:25–26, is echoed with 

variations,additions,omissions,anddistortionsinallthegospelaccountsofthecryofthecrowdatJesus‘

Palm Sunday entry into Jerusalem.  

The imperative cry hô   ˓ānnā > hô a˓nnā in Jewish liturgy was a feature of the post-harvest celebration 

Sukkoth, or Booths/Tabernacle, concerned with the vital need for rain. Given the climatology of 

Palestine-Syria, similar rain rites must be very ancient. The seven-day celebration of Sukkoth ended with 

sevenfold cries of hô   ā˓nnā, ―save/help,please,‖i.e.,bygivingrain,theprayersaccompaniedbywaving

and beating the ground with branches of willow and palm (cf. Mishnah Sukk. 4:3–6). This is obscurely 

mentioned in Ps 118:27,―bindfestival(with)branchesasfarasthehornsofthealtar.‖Thisclimaxwas

calledthe―GreatHosanna,‖hô a˓nā ra  ā, thegreat―SavePlease,‖whencethenominalizationhô a˓nā, 

plural hô a˓nôt, came to be applied to these rain prayers and later to prayer(s) in general. Even the 

branches beaten on the ground were called Hosannas, hence the proverbial Hebrew and Yiddish 

expression―abeatenhosanna‖forapersonbuffetedbymisfortune.  



There is, however, no evidence whatsoever that Hosanna in biblical or postbiblical Jewish usage was 

ever an acclamation of praise. It was Christian misapprehension of a well-known Hebrew term that has 

confused even scholars to this day. The difference betweenacclamationandastarkcry,―Help,please!‖is

too great to be glossed over. How could such misapprehension occur? Why did not the gospel writers 

look to the Gk of Ps 118:25 and some thirty other passages where the Hebrew imperative is duly rendered 

by the Gk imperative sōson, ―save‖?Thecruxoftheproblemliesinthenonsensicalcries―hōsanna to the 

sonofDavid‖and―hōsanna inthehighest‖whichindicatesthatthecrywasnotunderstoodbecauseof

the Semitic particle l- beforetheaddresses―SonofDavid‖and―highest.‖ 

C. C. Torrey (1933) surmises that in the original cry the Aramaic use of the proclitic particle l- as the 

objectmarkerwasmistakenfordativesense,―to/fortheSonofDavid,‖thusdistorting the imperative cry 

forhelp:―SavetheSonofDavid!‖and―Givehimhelponhigh!‖Recentlyanewandcompellingcluehas

emerged from the oldest corpus of W Semitic poetry exhumed at Ugarit, dating tm the middle of the 2d 

millennium B.C., wherein proclitic l- is a common vocative particle. Accordingly, Albright and Mann 

boldly translated Matthew 21:9, 15 ―Hosanna,OsonofDavid‖andnotedthat―themeaningofvocative

la- was misunderstood quite early, and the Gk translation therefore rendered the vocative ‗O son of 

David‘ as‗tothesonofDavid,‘becausetheHebrewla, lĕ isalsousedtoindicate‗to‘asadative.What

we have, therefore,isanancientliturgicaltext,acrytotheanointedkingfordeliverance‖(Matthew AB, 

252).  

AlbrightandMann,however,failedtoapplythesamelogicto―Hosannainthehighest‖andrenderedit

awkwardly―(Cry)Hosannaintheheavenlyheights!‖taking this as an echo of Ps 148:1. This appears to 

be precisely the flawed logic of the author of Luke 2:14 and 19:30 where the Gk noun doxa, ―glory,‖is

used instead of hōsanna, whichwaswronglysupposedtobeequivalentinthesensetothe―hallĕľ-Yāh in 

theheights‖ofPs 148:1.Luke‘serrantsurmisethathōsanna (which he avoids) means something like 

hallĕľ-Yah hasmisledreadersofthegospelstothisday.EvenAlbright,whoperceivedthat―hōsanna to 

thesonofDavid‖misconstruedtheancientandlongobsoletevocativel- as dative, failed to realize that in 

the nonsensical―hōsanna inthehighest‖wehavealsotheoriginalvocativeparticlel- similarly mistaken 

forthedative.―Highest‖or―MostHigh‖(Semitic˓elyôn; Gk hypsistos) was an ancient divine title 

applied to the first of the four great gods in the ancient tradition of divine succession (1) Elyon, (2) 

Heaven, (3) El/Kumarbi/Kronos, (4) the Weather-godBa l/Hadd/Teshub/Zeus.Thetitle―Highest‖isused

many times of God in both the OT and the NT. Accordingly, thanks to ancient W Semitic usage of 

vocative l-, we can finally explain how the cries hô a˓nnā lĕ- en dāw  d and hô a˓nnā lĕ-˓elyon, 

―Save/help,please,OSonofDavid!‖and―Save/help,please,OHighest!‖cametobemisunderstood. 

It is manifest that the cry hōsanna, meaning―help,please!‖addressed first to the carpenter from 

Nazareth as the Messiah and secondly to (God) the Highest, was politically and religiously provocative, to 

both Jews and the Roman rulers, especially at the paschal season celebrating the great rescue of the past 

and the hope of present liberation from Roman rule. There has long been puzzlement at the unseasonal 

use of elements of the autumnal rain rites of Sukkoth, especially the palms (cf. John 12:13) during the 

spring paschal celebration of liberation from political and religious oppression. The provocative impact of 

criesof―Help!‖accompaniedbypalmwavingcanbeappreciatedbyreferenceto2 Macc 10:5–8, which 

tells us how the first Hanukkah celebrating hard-won but short-lived political and religious independence 

was actually a repeat performance of the crucial rain rites of Sukkoth given new political significance by 

coincidence with recent victory over foreign rule. Memories of this delivery some two centuries earlier 

madethecriesofHosanna,―help,please,‖apowerfulappealcalculatedtoincitetheoppressedandalarm

the oppressors.  
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HOSEA, BOOK OF. ThebookofHoseaisthefirstoftwelvepropheticbookscalledthe―minor
prophets‖notbecauseoftheirinsignificancewhencomparedwiththe―majorprophets,‖butbecauseof

their relative brevity. Chronologically, it is second only to Amos among the twelve. The prophet Hosea 

was the only one of the writing prophets who was a native of the northern kingdom who also prophesied 

there. His ministry extended from around the mid-eighth century to the fall of Samaria in 721 B.C.E.  

———  
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A. Text  

With the possible exception of Job, the book of Hosea has the dubious distinction of having the most 

obscure passages of the entire Hebrew Bible. Apart from the frequent and sudden shifts in mood and 

subject, and the difficulty of establishing the historical contexts, the book is replete with linguistic 

peculiarities. The text is traditionally regarded as the most corrupt and poorly preserved of the Hebrew 

Bible. A little fragment containing parts of Hos 1:7–2:5 is found among manuscripts from Qumran (4Q 

XII). It is very similar to the MT and, hence, of little value for reconstruction of the text. The LXX is 

frequently literalistic and incomprehensible in part. The other versions are, likewise, garbled at critical 

junctures. It appears that the translators of the versions were themselves struggling to understand the texts 

before them. Sometimes the literalistic readings actually help us to reconstruct the consonants that the 

translators may have seen but not understood. The linguistic peculiarities in much of Hosea may be 

explained as dialectal idiosyncrasies, rather than errors or textual corruptions. Many of the difficulties one 

encounters in the book may be attributed not to the scribal process, but rather to our lack of familiarity 

with the N dialect of Hebrew. Hosea is, after all, the only one of the writing prophets who had his home in 

the N. And so, in this century, scholars have called on new understandings of Hebrew grammar in the 

light of epigraphic evidence, especially from Ugarit, to explain many linguistic problems in the book.  

B. Literary History  

As the different moods, styles, and historical allusions in the book suggest, the final form of the book 

has come to us through different hands and in several stages. Some commentators would attribute a major 

portion of the book to a Judean redactor in the Josianic period (late 7th century B.C.E.) or in the 

Babylonian exile (6th century). There is no reason to doubt, however, that Hosea was responsible for most 

of the oracles in the book, which appear to have been delivered in the second half of the 8th century. It is 

impossible to outline here the literary history of the entire book, but even a cursory examination of the 

firstthreechapterswillshowthecomplexityoftheprocess.TheautobiographicalaccountofHosea‘scall

in 3:1–3 may have indeed come from the prophet himself. The woman is not named here and the children 

arenotmentioned.Sheissaidtobe―thebelovedofanother‖and an adulteress. But there is also an 

extendedandsomewhatdifferentaccountwritteninthethirdpersonaboutHosea‘scallandhis

misfortunes with his family (1:2–6, 8–9). The woman is named Gomer bat-Diblaim. She is called the wife 

of the prophet, is said to be a harlotrous woman, ˒ēset zĕn n  m. The three children are given symbolic 

names. This biographical account may have been written by a disciple or some other close associate of the 

prophet.Aneditor(perhapstheauthorofthebiographicalaccount)collectedthetwoaccountsofHosea‘s

call and wove them together with an oracle of judgment against Israel for her unfaithfulness to Yahweh 

(2:4–15—Eng2:2–13) and an oracle of hope (2:16–23—Eng2:14–20). These Hoseanic oracles are framed 



by two short redactional unitsthatlinktheunfaithfulnessofIsraelwithHosea‘sfamily(2:1–3, 23–25[—

Eng1:10–2:1, 21–23]). This redaction may be dated to the period after the fall of Samaria in 721 B.C.E., if 

one includes the call for reunification of Israel and Judah (2:2—Eng1:11). The superscription for the 

entire book (1:1) is the work of editors in the exilic or postexilic period who were also responsible for the 

superscriptions on other prophetic books (cf. Joel 1:1; Mic 1:1; Zeph 1:1; Zech 1:1).  

A similar process may be discernible in the rest of the book. While scholars are virtually unanimous that 

the book has a long history of transmission and that there is at least one Judean redaction, there is no 

agreement on the number and extent of the redaction. Major studies have appeared in recent years 

precisely on this question (Emmerson 1984; Yee 1987). The last verse of the book (14:10) is usually 

taken to be a late, perhaps postexilic, gloss by a scribe associated with wisdom circles. This conclusion, 

however, exaggerates the difference between prophetic and wisdom circles and fails to do justice to the 

vocabulary and thematic connections between this verse and the rest of Hosea (Seow 1982).  

C. The Prophet  

Nothing is known of the prophet Hosea ben-Beeri or his family outside this book. The name Hosea 

(properly Hoshea) is fairly common in the 8th and 7th centuries. Several seals and seal impressions 

bearing that name have been found from that period. The last monarch of the N kingdom, a younger 

contemporary of the prophet, was also called Hoshea (2 Kgs 17:1). The name is probably a shortened 

form of hw ˓yh (w), ―YHWHhasdelivered,‖or―Deliver,OYHWH!‖Thisnameappearsas an alternate 

of Joshua (Num 13:8; Deut 32:44).  

In the opening chapter of the book, Hosea is called by YHWH to marry a certain Gomer bat-Diblaim. 

She is called a promiscuous woman (˒ē et zĕn n  m). Some say she was a cultic prostitute, but others 

suggest that she was or became a harlotrous woman, but was not a professional whore. She bore Hosea 

twosons,Jezreel(―Godwillsow‖)andlō˒ ˓amm   (―Notmypeople‖)andadaughter,lō˒ ruḥāmâ (―Not

pitied‖).Itisnosurprise,giventheshockingdivinecommandtomarryaharlotandthesymbolic

significanceofthechildren‘snames,thatmanycommentatorsthroughtheageshavetreatedthefirstthree 

chapters of Hosea as pure allegory, parable, vision, or dream. The medieval commentators Ibn Ezra, 

David Kimḥi, and Maimonides, for instance, regarded the whole experience as a prophetic vision. Finding 

the command morally offensive, many modern scholars have insisted that there was no real marriage with 

such a woman; Gomer bat-Diblaim is unfaithful Israel personified and nothing more (see the survey in 

Rowley 1963). Others have conceded that Hosea did marry the harlotrous woman as a symbolic act. Still 

others argue that God did not in fact command Hosea to marry such a woman. Rather, the prophet 

interpretedhismarriageasdivinelyarrangedwhenhelearnedofhiswife‘sadulteryandsawinhisown

experiencesthemeaningofGod‘sloveandcommitment.Inthislineofthinking,Hosea‘sfirstbornJezreel

(―Godwillsow‖)wassonamedasasignofimpendingdoomfor―Israel,‖specificallytheJehudynasty

(1:4–5) on account of its bloodshed at the valley of Jezreel (cf. 2 Kgs 9:17–26; 10:1–11). By the time the 

secondchildwasborn,Hoseahadlearnedofhiswife‘sunfaithfulness.Hencethatchildwasnamed―Not

pitied‖andthethirdchild―Notmypeople.‖Inthethirdchapterofthebooktheprophetisaskedtolovea

woman who is beloved of another and an adulteress. It is not certain if this woman is Gomer; many argue 

that this is a different woman here (Stuart Hosea-Jonah WBC, 11–12, 65–66).Theadverb―again‖(˓ôd) 

in 3:1 maybetakenwiththecall(thus,―YHWHcalledtomeagain‖)orwiththeimperative(―love

again!‖).SomemaintainthatHoseawasaskedtotakeanotherpromiscuouswomanafterhismarriage 

with Gomer had failed or, as others would have, after Gomer died. If Gomer is the woman of chap. 3, then 

she must have abandoned her family or been cast out. Eventually, she was put out for sale in the slave 

market where Hosea found her and bought her back (3:1–3).  

Accordingtotheprophethimself,hewaslabeled―afool‖and―acrazyfellow‖(9:7). The former is a 

technical term in the wisdom tradition, characterizing a person who is quarrelsome, hot-tempered, lacking 

self-control,promiscuous,orassociatingwithpromiscuouspeople.PerhapsintheeyesofHosea‘s

opponents his frequent tirades and his association with the promiscuous Gomer marked him as a fool, a 

simpleton who was easily seduced by the wicked temptress. It would be farfetched, however, to suggest 

that Hosea belonged to the class of the wise, or that he was educated in a wisdom school. Wisdom themes 



and vocabulary were known to the prophets of the 8th century, as studies of Isaiah, Amos, and Micah 

have borne out. Even though there are certain features in the book that would normally be associated with 

thewisdomtradition,Hosea‘sinsistence on the certainty of divine intervention in history and his 

covenant theology place him firmly within the prophetic tradition. Yet, like his contemporaries in the 8th 

century, Hosea appears to have been familiar with the language and imagery of the sages, and so he uses 

theminhisoraclesanddisputations.HiscentralclaimconcernsIsrael‘slackofknowledge(Hebda˓at). 

Thechoiceof―knowledge‖isapt,foritisathomeinboththewisdomandcovenanttraditions.Israelis

portrayed consistently as a recalcitrant fool who has no understanding and makes foolish choices (Seow 

1982).Sothepeoplewill―cometoruin‖likethetypicalfool(4:14; cf. Prov 10:8). They are drunk (4:1, 

18; cf. Prov 20:1) and gluttonous (4:8). They brag about not fearing YHWH (10:3). They are likened to 

stupid animals and birds that wander about aimlessly. The mention of foreigners who sap the strength of 

Israel (7:9) is reminiscent of the warning given to the simpleton regarding unsavory alliances with 

―foreigners‖(Prov 5:10).Indeed,thefoolishpeoplehaveborne―foreignchildren‖(5:7).Israel‘sreliance

on foreign powers is deemed futile, and compared with the pursuit of wind (12:2 [1]). In the book, one 

also finds references to the use of false balances (12:7; cf. Prov 11:1; 16:11) and to the shifting of 

boundary markers (5:10), unjust practices against which the sages repeatedly warned (e.g., Prov 22:28; 

23:10). The prophet considered Israel an unwise fetus that does not know its proper time—as the wise 

always did (13:13).  

Hosea was thoroughly familiar with the prophetic and historical traditions. Although he condemned a 

certainprophet(―theprophet‖in4:5), Hosea held the prophetic office in highest regard. The prophets 

received their authority from YHWH. Through the prophets God dealt with humans (12:10; 6:5) and 

through them God delivered Israel (12:13). The prophet was a watcher of and a snare to the people (9:8). 

In this connection, Moses is regarded as the prophet to whom the prophetic office may be traced.  

Hosea was apparently well schooled in the historical traditions. Wolff (1956) has proposed that Hosea 

was so well versed in the traditions because of his close associations with certain priestly families and 

Levites.HewasabletousehisknowledgeofIsrael‘shistorytocallhispeoplebacktoacorrect

relationship with YHWH. So he refers to the tradition of Jacob, who grabbed the heels of his brother and 

strove with God (12:2–6).  

The date of Hosea cannot be set with certainty, but the material in the book suggests at least the period 

fromtheendofJeroboam‘sreigntothefallofSamaria,approximately752–721 B.C.E. This makes Hosea 

a contemporary of Amos, who prophesied in the N kingdom, and of Isaiah, who prophesied in the S. 

When Amos prophesied at Bethel, he was confronted by Amaziah, the royal priest at the national 

sanctuary (Amos 7:10–17). Since Hosea was a contemporary of Amos, Andersen and Freedman (Hosea 

AB, 38, 351–53) have proposed that Amaziah was the wicked priest against whom Hosea prophesied 

(4:4; cf. Amos 7:10–12).  

ThereisnomentionofHosea‘shometownanywhereinthebook,norisanythingsaidaboutBeeri‘s

origin. Nevertheless, it is accepted by all scholars that Hosea prophesied in the N kingdom, probably in 

the vicinities of Samaria, the capital, and near the sanctuaries at Bethel and Gilgal.  

D. Historical Context  

Scholars are by no means agreed on the extent to which one can reconstruct the historical events that lie 

in the background of the book. Hosea rarely mentions his contemporaries by name. He may have intended 

to be vague in his oracles, or the details may have been eliminated by someone in a later period who 

sought to generalize the oracles for later generations. Several of the oracles may be placed in any number 

of historical situations. The specific details are usually not spelled out in the oracles. Hence, some 

scholars hold that at best only one or two passages may be pinned down historically, but others are more 

optimistic about historical reconstructions. Among the latter, it is commonly assumed that the present 

sequence of passages in the book correspondsroughlytothechronologicalsequenceinIsrael‘shistory—

with the earliest events in the earliest part of the book and the latest at the end.  

The superscription (1:1) places the prophecies of Hosea in the reigns of the Judean kings Uzziah, 

Jotham, Ahaz, and Hezekiah, but only Jeroboam II is mentioned of the kings of Israel. This is peculiar, 



since Hosea was a N prophet preaching to the N kingdom. The priority given to the Judean kings and the 

inadequate reference to the N monarchy indicate that the superscription belongs to a Judean editor, 

following the fall of Samaria.  

Some of the oracles of Hosea probably originated during the last years of the reign of Jeroboam II (786–

746 B.C.E.), as the superscription suggests. Several passages in the book reflect the relative political 

stability and wealth in the Jeroboam era. The people were gluttonous, drunk, and far too complacent, if 

not arrogant (4:1–5:7). The atmosphere of Israel described here is very similar to that which Amos 

confronted in the days of Jeroboam. The sanctuaries of Gilgal and Beth-aven (Bethel) had been abused 

and foreign elements were introduced into the cult of YHWH (4:15–5:7; 9:15). The people had misplaced 

their trust on cultic acts (8:13; 6:6). They were more concerned about accumulating wealth than they were 

with justice (12:8–9—Eng vv 7–8). They had become overly confident in the military might of the nation 

(10:13–14; 8:14). The wealthier they became, the more readily sanctuaries multipled. This Hosea 

condemned, as the Deuteronomist(s) did. God would destroy their altars, their pillars, and their high 

places.  

Even during the stable reign of Jeroboam, political intrigues threatened the Jehu dynasty. In such a 

climate, Amaziah accused Amos of plotting to assassinate Jeroboam (Amos 7:11). The oracles of Amos 

were too subversive and the country could not tolerate them. The possibility of sedition was certainly in 

the air. Indeed, from the death of Jeroboam in 746 till the fall of Samaria in 721 six kings ascended the 

throne in Israel; all except one died by violence. Assassination was the order of the day. Several of 

Hosea‘soraclesreflectthisstateofinstabilityandconfusion(5:1; 7:5–7; 8:4; 9:15; 13:10–11).  

In 743, Tiglath-pileser III (745–727) of Assyria launched his infamous W campaign. The Syro-

Palestinian states had to decide to acquiesce in the face of Assyrian threats or to join other states in a 

united front to stem the Assyrian tide. In this period Israel vacillated between submission and resistance, 

turning alternately between the rival powers of Assyria and Egypt (7:11).Israel‘skingMenahem(745–

738) decided to submit in the face of Tiglath-pileser‘ssuperiormilitarypower.Israelpaidaheavytribute

which was raised by a head tax levied on every landholder (2 Kgs 15:19–20; ANET, 283). Hosea alludes 

to the capitulation of Ephraim (˒prym) to the Assyrians in this period, depicting Ephraim as a stupid dove 

(7:11) and a wild ass (pr˒) wandering alone (8:9).  

Menahem was succeeded by his son Pekahiah, who was himself quickly assassinated by nationalistic 

elements headed by Pekah ben-Remaliah with a gang of fifty Gileadites (2 Kgs 15:23–26). Gilead is 

knowninHoseaisa―acityofevildoers‖(6:8; cf. 12:12 [11]). The mention of Gilead and bloodshed 

there may be a veiled reference to the murder of Pekahiah. Under Pekah, Israel joined the Arameans and 

the Philistines in an anti-Assyrian alliance. The coalition tried to persuade and then coerce Judah to join 

their ranks, thus initiating the Syro-Ephraimitic war (735–733).AlbrechtAlt‘sthesisthatthiswarliesin

the background of 5:8–6:6 is accepted by most scholars. Against the pleading of the prophet Isaiah, King 

Ahaz of Judah turned to Tiglath-pileser, who gladly complied by seizing Galilee and some territories in 

theTransjordan.Theprophecyconcerningthe―breakingofIsrael‘sbow‖atJezreel(1:4–5) probably 

alludes to the decisive battle which Tiglath-pileser won in 733. Only Samaria and the hill country of 

Ephraim remained in Israelite control. Tiglath-pileser ravaged the land and deported a large segment of 

the population (5:13–14; 2 Kgs 15:29). Pekah was assassinated by a pro-Assyrian faction led by Hoshea 

ben-Elah, who quickly sued for peace and sent a tribute to the Assyrian king (2 Kgs 15:30). This triumph 

of Assyria is recorded in Akkadian in one of the annals of Tiglath-pileser:  

(Israel‘s)inhabitants(and)itspossessionsIledtoAssyria.TheyoverthrewtheirkingPekah(Pa-qa-ḫa) 

and I placed Hoshea (A-u-siÕ) as king over them. I received from them 10 talents of gold, 1,000 (?) 

talents of silver as their [tri]bute and brought them to Assyria (ANET, 28).  

As long as Hoshea was content to be a vassal of Assyria, there was some measure of peace in Israel. But 

Hoshea sought to cast off the Assyrian yoke by turning to Egypt (cf. 7:11). Thus, when Tiglath-pileser 

died in 727, Hoshea withheld tribute from the Assyrians (2 Kgs 17:4). These events may form the 

backgroundofthereferencestoIsrael‘s―returntoEgypt‖in9:3; 11:5; 12:1.  



Succeeding Tiglath-pileser, Shalmaneser V launched his punitive expedition against Israel in 725. The 

oraclesaboutthedemiseofIsrael‘sking(10:7; 13:10–11) are commonly taken to be allusions to the 

punishment of Hoshea by the Assyrians. The mention of Shalman who destroyed Beth-arbel (10:14) is 

sometimes taken to be a reference to Shalmaneser V, who was supposed to have destroyed Beth-arbel 

(modern Irbid?) en route to Samaria. This would put the oracle sometime just before the fall of Samaria in 

721 B.C.E. Others identify Shalman with the Moabite king Salamau who is mentioned in one of Tiglath-

pileser‘sinscriptions (ANET, 282). No evidence is available, however, for the devastation of Beth-arbel, 

whichwasapparentlywidelyknowntoHosea‘saudience. 

There are several probable allusions in the book to the last days of Samaria (9:1–9; 10:3–10; 11:5–7). 

But there is no mention of the actual destruction of Samaria anywhere. Indeed, in the conclusion of the 

book, Samaria is apparently still standing, but her end is nigh (14:1—Eng 13:16).  

E. Canaanite Religion  

The book of Hosea provides us with rare textual insights into N Israelite religion in the 8th century 

B.C.E. The Elijah stories (1 Kings 17–19) tell of the struggle in the N kingdom between the prophets of 

YHWH and the adherents of Baalism only a century before Hosea. In general, the picture is in accord 

with scholarly reconstruction from archaeological discoveries. Yahwism apparently did not dominate in 

the N kingdom as it did in Judah. By all accounts, Israel flirted with all manners of Canaanite religion. 

Many personal names on Hebrew seals discovered in Israel bear Canaanite theophoric elements, 

contrasting dramatically with the personal names of seals from Judah. The Samaria ostraca from this 

generalperiodalsocontainnumerousBaalnames.AtKuntillet˒AjrudintheSinai, the site of an ancient 

Israelite (as opposed to Judean) colony has been discovered with evidence of a syncretistic Yahwistic cult. 

On one pithos one finds the drawing of a couple with bovine features, and above it is the inscription: brkt. 

˒tkm. lyhwh.  mrn. wl˒ rth, ―MayyoubeblessedbyYHWHofSamariaandbyhisAsherah‖(Meshel

1979).  

It is sometimes posited that Gomer bat-Diblaim was a cultic prostitute who participated in the ritual 

sexual acts of Canaanite religions (2:7–15—Eng2:5–13). It has also been suggested that the name 

Diblaim,whichmaybetakentomean―TwoFig‖orthelike,isaveiledreferencetoGomer‘spartakingof

the―raisincakes‖(3:1). The latter is possibly an aphrodisiac associated with Canaanite fertility cults.  

According to Hosea, the people consecrated themselves at Baal-peor, soon after they had made the 

covenant with YHWH (9:10; Num 25:1–18). They were brought by YHWH to the land which he had 

blessed, but they turned to the Canaanite gods instead, and attributed blessings and success to Baal (2:7, 

10–11—Eng2:5, 8–9). The polemic against Canaanite religion is clear here. Baal was thought to be the 

god of nature and fertility, but it was really YHWH who gave and took away.  

Among the practices of Canaanite religion, none irked Hosea more than their attempt to induce fertility 

by sympathetic magic. Since fertility was thought to have been generated by sexual intercourse between 

the deities (specifically between Baal and Anat), certain men and women were set apart for cultic coitus. 

But Hosea insisted that the Canaanite gods could not deliver on their promise. The woman pursued them 

butshecouldnotcatchup;―shewillseekthem,buttheywillnotbefound‖(2:5—Eng2:7). The imagery 

of a woman pursuing her lover is known in other erotic contexts (Cant 3:1–4). Here it may have to do 

with a sexual ritual to bring about fertility. The people participated in such sexual rites to ensure rich 

harvestsandfecundity,buttheywould―eatbutnotbesatisfied,prostitutethemselvesbutnotmultiply‖

(4:10).  

Eventually Israel had to learn that only YHWH could grant the blessings of the land. Then, YHWH 

alone would have the allegiance of his bride, not Baal. The name of Baal would be removed forever; 

IsraelwouldcallYHWH―myhusband‖(˒     ) and not―mymaster‖( a˓ăl  ) as before.  

No other Canaanite god is explicitly mentioned besides Baal, although it is sometimes supposed that the 

Hebrew of 14:9—Eng 14:8 contains an allusion to the goddesses Anat and Asherah. In 4:12 one finds 

mentionofpeopleseekingoraclesfrom―wood.‖Thisisprobablyanallusiontothestatueofthegoddess

Asherah and/or the sacred tree in the sanctuary. Hosea inveighed against the use of idols, but special 

mentionismadeofthe―calfofSamaria‖(8:5),the―calfofBeth-aven‖(10:5), and certain calves that 



people kissed (13:2). These are probably the calves that Jeroboam I made to prevent his subjects from 

going down to the Jerusalem temple (1 Kgs 12:28; cf. Exod 32:1–10). They were probably nothing more 

than pedestals on which YHWH was supposed to have stood, but the polemics of Yahwistic prophets 

made these out to be idols made for worship.  

F. Structure  

It is clear that chap. 1–3 and 4–14 constitute two major divisions of the book. The first section (chap. 1–

3) functions as the preface for the entire book. The preface represents the unfaithfulness of Israel in the 

person of Gomer, and the pain and love of God in the person of Hosea. The prophet is asked to marry the 

promiscuousGomerbecause―theland‖hadgone awhoring,goingafterherCanaanite―lovers‖(thegods),

depending on these illegitimate lovers for sustenance, and performing rites that joined her to them. 

Judgment is proclaimed, but it is followed by a message of hope for a new beginning. Eventually, the 

recalcitrant wife would realize that life was much better with her first spouse. Thus, out of the 

troublesome valley of suffering (see ACHOR) there would, nevertheless, be a door of hope (2:17—

Eng2:15). YHWH would no longer be confused with Baal. Indeed, the names of the Baalism would be 

removedfromIsrael‘slips,andanewrelationshipwouldbeestablishedbyYHWH.Israelwouldbe 

betrothed to YHWH once again. The same juxtaposition of judgment with hope and the theme of 

redemption is also found in chap. 3.  

Reflecting the structure of the first three chapters, the major portion of the book also juxtaposes oracles 

of hope (11:1–11; 14:1–8) with oracles of judgment. As in the first three chapters, so in the oracles of 4–

14YHWH‘srelationwithIsraelisexpressedin familial terms, as husband and wife and parent and child 

(11:1–4). YHWH is portrayed as the faithful lover and husband, Israel as the adulterous and recalcitrant 

wife.Thethemeofthewife‘sunfaithfulnessiscarried through the book. YHWH is also the patient parent 

bent on teaching Israel, the rebellious child (11:1–7). Although he resorted to discipline, his compassion 

and mercy for the child prevented the child from being destroyed.  

The book may be outlined as follows:  

I. Preface: The Family of Hosea (chap. 1–3)  

A.Hosea‘sCallandHisFamily(1:2–2:3—Eng1:1–11)  

B. God and the Wife (2:4–25—Eng2:1–23)  

C. Restoration (3:1–5)  

II. Faithful God and Unfaithful Israel (chap. 4–13)  

A. Unfaithfulness of Israel (4:1–8:14)  

B. Proclamation of Judgment (9:1–13:16)  

III. Restoration (chap. 14)  

A. Call to Return (14:2–4—Eng 14:1–3)  

B. Promise of Restoration (14:5–9—Eng 4–8)  

C. Summary Call to Faithfulness (14:10—Eng 9)  

G. Theology  

Hosea stands firmly in the ancient Mosaic tradition of the conditional covenant, a tradition having its 

greatest influence in the N kingdom. Fundamental to this theological tradition is the understanding that 

the validity of the covenant was conditional upon the faithfulness of the covenant partners. This covenant 

has been compared with the suzerainty treaties of the ANE. Following this model, YHWH is seen as the 

benevolent suzerain and Israel as the vassal who owed allegiance to YHWH.  

There are allusions in the book to the Sinai revelation. The very name lō˒-˓amm  , ―notmypeople,‖

suggests the Mosaic tradition in which YHWH called Israel ˓amm  , ―mypeople‖(cf.Exod 6:7; 3:7, 10). 

ThatrelationshipassumedthatthenationwouldobeythecommandofYHWHand―keepthecovenant‖

(Exod 19:5); failure to do so would result in covenant curses and invalidation of the relationship. 

According to Hosea, God used to call Israel ˓amm  , ―mypeople,‖butbecauseoftheirunfaithfulnessthe

Israelites will be called lō˒-˓amm  , ―notmypeople.‖At Sinai, the deity was revealed as the great ˒ehyeh, 

―Iam‖(Exod 3:14),butnow,becauseofIsrael‘sunfaithfulness,themessagefromGodislō˒-˒ehyeh, ―I

amnot(yourGod)‖(1:9). Hosea was interested primarily in Israel as a chosen people. Unlike his 



contemporary, Amos, he was not interested in the punishment or salvation of other nations. Because of his 

emphasis on the covenant relationship, he refers to the deity usually by the name YHWH (38 times); 

where ˒ĕlōh  m is used, a pronominal suffix is used to imply that it is the God of the Exodus and Sinai of 

whom Hosea is speaking. As a divine name, ˒ĕlōh  m occurs only 3 times in Hosea without suffixal or 

other specification. Thus, Hosea was concerned with YHWH, the God of Israel, who led the Israelites out 

of Egypt and preserved them in the wilderness (12:13, 14). Israelknew―nootherGod‖butYHWH,there

was no other savior (13:4; Exod 20:3).  

Throughout the book there are specific references and allusions to the Exodus event (2:17—Eng2:15; 

11:1; 12:10, 14[—Eng12:9, 13]; 13:4) and the wilderness experience (2:16[—Eng2:14]; 9:10; 13:4). 

HosearomanticizedtheearlydaysofIsrael‘shistoryasatimeofIsrael‘sfaithfulness(2:15 [13]).  

Against this background one must understand the sins of Israel. The vassal had betrayed the suzerain; 

the people of Israel had rebelled (5:7; 6:7; 7:1; 7:13, 14; 8:1–2; 9:15; 14:1—Eng 13:16). Israel (the 

figuration as a woman surfaces repeatedly) had transgressed the covenant and violated its stipulations 

(4:1–3; 6:7; 7:1; 8:1). This she did by showing allegiance to other gods, turning to foreign military power, 

and relying on her own military prowess. Sharing the same world view as the predecessors of the 

Deuteronomic school, Hosea condemned any deviation from the Yahwistic cult. The people had made 

molten images of silver and gold, just as they did in the days of Moses and Aaron (8:4–5; 13:2). Israel had 

violated her trust by turning to the Canaanite gods and participating in their sexual rituals (2:7b–15—

Eng2:5b–14; 9:10). The prophet described this unfaithfulness in sexual terms, as harlotry and adultery 

(1:2; 2:4–15—Eng2:2–13; 4:10–19; 5:3–4; 6:10; 7:4; 9:1). Here again is an allusion to the covenant at 

Sinai where the proliferation of altars and the worship of other gods are regarded as acts of harlotry (Exod 

34:12–16; cf. Judg 8:33). They have indeed rejected the love of Yahweh and turned to the Canaanite gods. 

They made idols and worshipped them (4:17; 8:4; 10:5; 11:2; 13:1–3; 14:9—Eng14:8). Like the later 

Deuteronomists, Hosea condemned the proliferation of altars and local sanctuaries (10:1–2, 8; 12:11). He 

regarded the temple in Jerusalem as the sole legitimate sanctuary in which to worship YHWH, and he 

condemned those who worshipped at the N shrines at Gilgal and Bethel (4:15; 9:15). He attributed the 

apostasyofIsraeltowhattheDeuteronomistcalled―thesinofJeroboam,‖namely,theerectionofthe

golden calf at Bethel (10:5).  

InspiteofYHWH‘sfaithfulnessasevidentinhistory,IsraeldidnottrustinYHWH‘spowertoprotect

and deliver them. Instead, they turned to Assyria and Egypt (5:13; 7:8, 11; 8:9–10; 12:2—Eng12:1), 

precisely the oppressive nations from which they had to be rescued. Thus Israel acted treacherously 

against YHWH her suzerain. Hence her sacrifices and offerings were of no use to YHWH (6:6; 8:13).  

BecauseofIsrael‘sviolationsofthecovenant,YHWHbroughtalawsuitagainsther(2:4 [—Eng 2:2]; 

4:1; 5:1). YHWH charged that Israel lacked faithfulness (˒ĕmet), loyalty (ḥesed), and knowledge of God 

(da˓at ˒ĕlōh  m; cf. 4:1). Knowledge and loyalty are two key theological concepts in Hosea. They occur 

together again in 6:6, where it is emphasized that YHWH preferred loyalty and knowledge of God to 

sacrifice.  

KnowledgeofGodmarkedIsrael‘sspecialrelationshipwithYHWH.Peopleandpriestalikeare

rejected by YHWH because of their lack of knowledge (4:1, 6; 5:4). The verb yd˓ indicates intimate 

knowledgeasofpartnersinacovenantormarriage.Israel‘srelationshipwithYHWHwasoncecorrect:

they knew no other God but YHWH, and YHWH knew them in their wilderness wandering (13:4). But as 

soon as they were satiated with the nourishment that YHWH had provided them, they forgot the 

benevolence of YHWH (13:6). They claimed to know YHWH (8:2), but they had flagrantly broken the 

covenant with YHWH and violated the law (8:1). In fact, they did not know. They did not even know that 

it was YHWH who provided her with grain, wine, and oil (2:8). Instead, they attributed these products of 

the land to other gods (2:7 [—Eng 2:5]). They reckoned that vines and fig trees were their payment for 

theirdevotiontotheir―lovers‖(2:14 [—Eng 2:12]). For the sake of grain and wine they participated in 

the fertility rites associated with Baal (7:14; cf. 1 Kgs 18:28). They gashed themselves even though it was 

explicitly forbidden for them to do so (Deut 14:28). It was YHWH who cared for them and healed, but 

they did not know it (11:3).TheydidnotknowYHWHbecausetheywerepossessedbythe―spiritof



harlotry‖(5:4). But YHWH knew them (5:3). They had rejected knowledge, the absence of which was 

evident in their violation of the commandments of God (4:1–3, 6). The lack of knowledge is taken to be 

synonymous with treachery (5:7; 6:6–7), and for this treachery she was to go into exile (4:1, 6). But 

beyond the judgment Hosea saw hope for a new relationship established by YHWH and based on 

faithfulness, loyalty, justice, and mercy. Then would Israel truly know YHWH (2:22—Eng2:20). To that 

end,Hoseaurgedhisaudienceto―knowYHWHandpursuetheknowledgeofYHWH‖(6:2).  

ForHosea,―loyalty‖(ḥesed) marked the covenant of mutuality. Both covenant partners were expected 

todemonstratethisquality.Therewasinequality.YHWH‘sreliabilitywaslikenedtothepredictabilityof

dawn and the spring rain (6:1–3).Israel‘sloyalty,ontheotherhand,wasasfleetingasthemorningcloud

and the dew that evaporates all too quickly (6:4). She must repent and sow righteousness in order to reap 

the fruits of ḥesed (10:12). The people must keep loyalty and justice (12:7). Israel will, indeed, be 

punished for the abandonment of her covenant responsibilities. But beyond judgment there is hope. 

Eventually, God will take Israel back as bride in righteousness, justice, mercy, faithfulness, and loyalty, 

and Israel will truly know YHWH (2:22–23—Eng2:19–20).  

It is for good reason that Hosea is often called the prophet of love. The love of YHWH for Israel is 

substantiatedandexemplifiedinHosea‘sownrelationshipwithhiswife.Divineloveisshowninthe

microcosmofHosea‘smarriage.Love,indeed,isthecentral theme that unifies the book. The relationship 

between Hosea and his beloved (chap. 1–3) which mirrors the relationship between YHWH and Israel 

(chap. 4–14) is one of love on the part of the gracious husband. As with loyalty and knowledge, so love 

may be understood in terms of the covenant. In the ANE, the ties between the vassal and suzerain were 

saidtobemarkedby―love.‖Thevassalwassupposedto―love‖thesuzerainbyobservingthetreaty

stipulations, honoring its responsibilities, and being loyal to the suzerain. Hosea was commanded to love 

aharlotrouswomanasasymbolofYHWH‘slove for the people in spite of their unfaithfulness (3:1). God 

is also said to have loved Israel like a child, even though Israel kept gravitating toward other gods (11:1–

4). That same love would be freely given with the eventual reconcilation (14:5 [—Eng 14:4]). By the 

same token, the invalidation of the covenant is expressed as the withdrawal of love (9:15).  

For their transgressions, the people would be punished. Covenant curses would be upon them. They 

would be cursed with hunger (4:10; 9:2). Their threshing floors and wine vats would cease to be 

operational (9:2). Though they were engaged in all sorts of rites to bring fertility, they would experience 

barrenness and dryness of breasts instead (4:10; 9:11). They and their princes would die by the sword 

(7:16; 9:13; 11:6). Their children would be dashed in pieces and their pregnant women would be cut open 

(11:6; 14:1—Eng 13:16]). War would overtake them (10:9; 14). Their cities would be destroyed by fire 

(8:14). Parents would be bereft of their children (9:11–14, 16). Worst of all, there would be a reversal of 

the Exodus; they would be brought back to Egypt whence they had been delivered (8:13; 9:3; 11:5; 14:1–

2) or be in exile (9:3, 17; 11:5, 11). Thus the unfaithful nation would receive the same punishment as the 

unfaithful Gomer: they would be cast out of their home (land) and left to fend for themselves in foreign 

territories. Through this experience of punishment Israel would learn, even as the unfaithful wife did, that 

life was better with her first husband, namely YHWH (2:9 [—Eng 2:7]).  

Thus,Hosea‘smessageisnotentirelyofdoom.Punishment was inevitable. The situation was not 

hopelessbecauseGod‘scompassionforEphraimthechildwasgreat(11:8–9), and God could not bear to 

seeGod‘sbeloveddestroyed.Intheend,thechildrenwould―bepitied‖(14:4 [—Eng 14:3]; cf. 1:6; 2:25 

[—Eng 2:23]). Hence, the people were asked to return (sûb) to YHWH (6:1; 12:7 [—Eng 12:6]; 14:2–3—

Eng 14:1–2) in order that they might be restored to their wealth and health. In accordance with 

Deuteronomistic covenant theology, the repentance of the offender would bring forgiveness and life. 

YHWH‘safflictionwasonlytemporary; it was intended to cause Israel to see the foolishness of her ways. 

Eventually YHWH would heal the sickness and bind the wounds so that his people would live again (6:1–

2). Their fortunes would be restored and they would be healed (6:11). The exiles would return home 

(11:10–11; 6:11; cf. 3:5). They would be healed (6:1, 11). YHWH would correct their apostasy and love 

them freely again (14:5—Eng 14:3). They would return and dwell under his shade (14:8 [—Eng 14:7]).  
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C. L. SEOW  

HOSHAIAH (PERSON) [Heb hô a˓ăyâ (הוַשֲףָיה)]. 1. Leader of the princes of Judah at the 

dedication of the wall of Jerusalem (Neh 12:32). The list of participants in vv 32–36 has probably been 

spliced into a separate narrative about the procession (vv 27–31, 37–43) from the first-person accounts in 

Nehemiah known as Nehemiah‘sMemoirs(WilliamsonEzra, Nehemiah WBC, 370), perhaps for the 

purpose of making a historical connection between Nehemiah and Ezra (whose name in v 33 may itself be 

aglosson―Azariah‖). 

2. Father of Jezaniah (Jer 42:1) or Azariah (Jer 43:2), a leader in Jerusalem after the assassination of 

Gedaliah and one ofthe―insolentmen‖(Hebhazzād  m; 43:2) who forced Jeremiah to flee with them to 

Egypt. Therefore, Hoshaiah was presumably also the Maacathite referred to in Jer 40:8. The LXX 

versions of Jer 49:1 (—Eng 42:1) and 50:2 (—Eng 43:2) both refer to Azariah as the son of MAASEIAH 

(maasaiou) instead of Hoshaiah. The reasons for these variations are unclear. The name Hoshaiah in its 

longer form, hw ˓yhw, is well attested in inscriptions outside of the Bible including the Lachish letters 

(Fowler TPNAH, 97). There is no certainty that the Hoshaiah of the Lachish correspondence is the same 

man referred to in Jeremiah, but this is a possibility. See JAAZANIAH and JEZANIAH.  

STEVEN L. MCKENZIE  

HOSHAMA (PERSON) [Heb hô āmā˒ (הוָשָֹמא)]. The sixth son of Jeconiah (Jehoiachin), king of 

Judah (598–597), who was exiled by Nebuchadnezzar. Hoshama is mentioned only in 1 Chr 3:18, as part 

of the list recording the postexilic descendants of David.  



RUSSELL FULLER  

HOSHEA (PERSON) [Heb hô ēa˓ ( הוֵשַע)]. 1. The earlier name of Joshua, the son of Nun (Num 

13:8; cf. Deut. 32:44), which Moses, for some unspecified reason, changed to Joshua (v 16). This 

EphraimitewasamongthetwelvescoutswhomMoses,atYahweh‘s command, dispatched N from the 

wildernessofParaninorder―tospyoutthelandofCanaan‖(v 17). See JOSHUA.  

2. The son of Azaziah and chief officer (nāg  d, 1 Chr 27:16) of Ephraim during the Davidic monarchy 

(1 Chr 27:20).  

3. The last king of Israel (ca. 732–724 B.C.E.), the son of Elah (2 Kgs 15:30), and a contemporary of two 

Judean kings, Ahaz and Hezekiah. Though his ultimate fate is unknown, this murderer and successor of 

Pekah had a relatively short and troubled rule prior to being taken captive by Shalmaneser V, king of 

Assyria.Hoshea‘scareeranditsimpactontheNkingdomwillbeconsideredunderthreecategories:

prelude,Hoshea‘sregaltenure,andaftermath.  

a. Prelude. When the anti-Assyrian coalition that was headed by two politically unrealistic monarchs—

Pekah of Israel and his ally, Rezin of Aram—proved ineffective, these small states in W Asia were slated 

for trouble. In 734 B.C.E. Assyria‘sking,Tiglath-pileser III (745–727), pressed westward. After an initial 

sweep down the Mediterranean coast, he directed his attention to interior regions in Syria-Palestine. 

Tiglath-pileser reached the climax of his campaign when he moved against Damascus in 733–732 B.C.E. 

He devastated the city, executed its king, Rezin, deported much of the population, and reorganized Aram 

into four Assyrian provinces. During or just prior to his siege against Damascus, Tiglath-pileser 

confirmedHoshea‘sappointmentaskingofIsrael (ANET, 284). Israel seems not to have suffered accutely 

from Assyrian visitation at this juncture, though some of its people were deported. Also the Assyrians 

took charge of Israelite territory in Galilee, the valley of Jezreel, and Transjordan that Rezin had seized 

for Aram some years earlier. In mounting the throne in Samaria, Hoshea would govern a small territory 

that did not range beyond the city of Samaria and the neighboring hill country of Ephraim.  

b. Hoshea’s Regal Tenure. Credited with a reign of nine years (2 Kgs 17:1), Hoshea presumably 

entered the regal office during the latter phase of Tiglath-pileser‘sWcampaign.Theprecisemanner

whereby he displaced his predecessor Pekah is not known. On the one hand, the biblical text reports that 

―HosheathesonofElahmadeaconspiracyagainstPekahthesonofRemaliah,andstruckhimdown,and

slewhim,andreignedinhisstead‖(2 Kgs 15:30). On the other hand, a first-person statement in the 

annals of Tiglath-pileserIIIdisclosesthatthepeople―overthrewtheirkingPekahandIplacedHosheaas

kingoverthem‖(ANET, 284). Though forthright initiativeonHoshea‘spartneednotbequestioned,

surely the Assyrian endorsement of the one who would next govern the vassal Israelite state was a matter 

of import.  

Whatever the exact circumstances may have been, pro-Assyrian sentiment momentarily prevailed in 

Samaria. It was not a moment too soon for Israel to make amends to the Assyrians, who surely would 

applaudPekah‘sremoval.IfIsrael‘sfatewerenottoreplicateAram‘s,Hosheawouldneedtoprovide

visible tokens of his awareness that his relationship to Tiglath-pileser was that of vassal to overlord. 

Indeed, in 731 B.C.E., at an obviously early stage in his regal tenure, Hoshea dispatched tribute to Tiglath-

pileser, who was currently involved in a campaign in distant Babylonia.  

Though no detailsareavailable,wemayassumethatHoshea‘sresponsetoShalmaneserV(727–722 

B.C.E.), the son and successor of Tiglath-pileser III, was likewise submissive. Admittedly, the text in 2 

Kgs 17:3 invites two distinct interpretations.Reportingthat―againsthim[Hoshea]cameupShalmaneser

kingofAssyria;andHosheabecamehisvassal,andpaidhimtribute,‖thisversecouldbeperceivedasa

disclosure that Shalmaneser V found it necessary to pay Hoshea a personal visit in order to remind him of 

the requirements of Israelite vassaldom to Assyria. A second and more viable interpretation holds that, as 

Hoshea had placated Tiglath-pileser with tribute, he did no less for his new successor Shalmaneser.  

In 724 B.C.E., however, Hoshea committed a costly political error by shifting his loyalty from Assyria to 

Egypt. He ceased making annual payments of tribute to Shalmaneser V and began to cultivate diplomatic 

tieswithEgypt.Thusthebiblicaltextstatesthat―thekingofAssyria found treachery in Hoshea; for he 



hadsentmessengerstoSo,kingofEgypt,andofferednotributetothekingofAssyria‖(2 Kgs 17:4). 

Owing to the lack of historiographic literature for the reign of Shalmaneser V, this laconic biblical text 

remains in the shadows. Perhaps an increasingly strong anti-Assyrian faction in Samaria induced Hoshea 

to shift his position. Moreover, Hoshea might have assumed that other Palestinian states were ripe for a 

mutualcampaignagainstAssyria.Inanyevent,HosheamisreadEgypt‘scapacitytohelponthisoccasion.

Currently fragmented into several insignificant rival kingdoms, Egypt was not about to spend its energies 

tending to some other nation‘sproblems. 

Also it is not clear to whom Hoshea directed his appeal. Egyptian records do not attest any pharaoh 

namedSo.Until1960itwascommonplaceforSo(perhapsvocalizedasSewe)tobeequatedwithSib˒e,

the Egyptian military commander often mentioned in the inscriptions of Sargon (ANET, 285). Since 

Borger (1960: 49–53) has demonstrated that the cuneiform sign in question must be read ideographically 

asRe˒e,theidentificationofSowithSib˒ehasbeenabandoned.Kitchen(1986:463)accepts So as an 

abbreviationofthenameOsorkonIV,thelastpharaohofEgypt‘s22dDynasty.Sincetheidentityofthe

pharaoh with whom Hoshea sought to establish diplomatic ties is not beyond dispute, another approach 

commends itself. This involves equating So with a place (the city of Sais in the Nile delta) rather than 

with a person (Goedicke 1963: 64–66). Thus Albright (1963: 66) argues that the Hebrew text originally 

statedthatHosheasent―toSo(i.e.,toSais),tothekingofEgypt.‖Several years prior to 720 B.C.E., 

PharaohTefnakht,whofoundedEgypt‘s24thDynasty,establishedanindependentkingdominSais.

UncertaintiessurroundingtheidentityofSo,however,innowaydiscountthefactthatHoshea‘sappealto

some Egyptian element went unanswered.  

c. Aftermath. The Assyrian reprisal was prompt. In some manner, Shalmaneser V captured Hoshea and 

―boundhiminprison‖(2 Kgs 17:4). Perhaps Hoshea, choosingtobreakwithSamaria‘santi-Assyrian 

faction, appeared before his overlord to make amends. At any rate, Israelite resistance did not cease with 

theking‘sarrest.OnlyafteralengthysiegeinvolvingtwocalendaryearsdidSamaria‘sstalwart

population surrender to the Assyrians. Apparently Shalmaneser deployed only some of his forces against 

this city that was still being well served by superbly constructed defensive walls erected more than a 

century earlier by Omri and Ahab.  

In the biblical text, Shalmaneser is credited with having captured Samaria. Since he died shortly before 

orafterSamaria‘scitizenswereforcedtosurrender,itisnotsurprisingthathisbrotherandsuccessor,

Sargon II (722–705), celebrated the conquest of Samaria as the outstanding event of his first year of rule 

(ANET,284).ThoughduringtheearlymonthsofhisruleSargon‘senergiesweredevotedtosettling

problems in both Assyria and S Mesopotamia, by 720 B.C.E. he was able to reclaim Samaria, deport 

27,290 of its citizens, and incorporate it into the expanding Assyrian provincial system.  

Finally,whereasHosheaiscensuredinthebiblicaltextforhavingdone―evilinthesightoftheLORD‖

(2 Kgs 17:2),thejudgmentissoftenedbythisadditionalstatement:―yetnotasthekingsofIsraelwho

werebeforehim.‖ThoughnoprecisereasonisavailabletoexplainwhyHosheaistheoneNmonarchto

receive a mitigated condemnation, perhaps he lacked time and energy to mount religious pursuits that the 

Deuteronomic author would have found objectionable. That he was treated with some respect in the light 

of his tragic role as the last king of the N kingdom is a possible, though not compelling, answer.  

4. Oneof―thechiefsofthepeople‖(ro˒ ê hā ām;Neh 10:15—Eng10:14), a lay leader who set his seal 

to the covenant in the time of Nehemiah (Neh 10:24—Eng10:23). This deed is perceived as a solemn 

commitment that flowed naturally from the communal fasting and confession of sin that is the subject of 

Nehemiah 9. Presumably, by means of his own personal seal, Hoshea formally signed the document in 

question.  
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J. KENNETH KUNTZ  

HOSPITALITY [Gk philoxenia (υιλοξενια)]. The practice of receiving a guest or stranger graciously 

was common to many social groups throughout the period in which the OT and NT were composed. But 

special nuances of hospitality, particularly with regard to the guest and host roles played by God or Christ, 

serve to distinguish the notions of the biblical writers from those of their contemporaries. The word most 

often associated with hospitality in the LXX and the NT is xenos, which literally means foreigner, 

stranger, or even enemy. In its derived sense, however, the term comes to denote both guest and host 

alike. Typically, the verb used to describe the extending of hospitality is xenizein (Sir 29:25; 1 Macc 9:6; 

Acts 10:23; Heb 13:2). In the NT one who receives visitors is said to be philoxenos, i.e.,a―loverof

strangers,‖ortobepracticingthevirtueofphiloxenia (1 Tim 3:2; 1 Pet 4:9; Rom 12:13; Heb 13:2). All 

these terms occur in classical Greek literature as well.  

The Hebrew Scriptures contain no single word for hospitality, but the activity itself is prominent, 

especially in the patriarchal stories and accounts in the book of Judges. In these narratives the practice 

usuallyillustratesbedouintraditionshavingtodowitharesident‘sobligationtonourishandprotect

travelers who find themselves in hostile environments. Thus, in Gen 18:1ff. Abraham rushes out of his 

tenttogreetthreestrangerswhoapproachhim―intheheatoftheday.‖Whenafeastissetbeforethem,

theseunknownvisitorsrevealhowGod‘spromiseconcerningthesontobebornofAbrahamandSarahis

at long last approaching fulfillment. By conveying their message, the guests return a favor to their host, 

thus setting in motion a numinous reciprocity which is typical of stories about table fellowship in the 

ancientworld.AsimilarexchangeoccurswhenAbraham‘sservant visits Mesopotamia to procure a wife 

for Isaac (Gen 24:1–49). Having reached his destination, the servant prays that God will make known the 

desired bride in the person of the first young woman who not only responds to his request for a drink of 

water but also offers, on her own initiative, to water his camels as well. This turns out to be Rebekah. 

OverdinnerinthehouseofRebekah‘sfathertheservantdiscloseshisidentityandtellsofhismission,

endingwithanaccountoftheansweredprayer.InbothofthesepatriarchalstoriesGod‘swillcomesto

light through an act of hospitality.  

A more direct encounter with the divine occurs in a meal scene recorded by the preexilic author of 

Exodus 24. Immediately following the ratification of the Sinai covenant Moses, Aaron, and 70 elders of 

IsraelascendtheholymountainatGod‘scommand.Stillatsomedistancefromthetop,―theysawthe

GodofIsrael…andhedidnotlayhishandonthechiefmenofIsrael;theybeheldGod,andateand

drank‖(Exod 24:9–11). This connection between a meal and an extraordinary vision of the divine finds 

echos in rabbinic literature (m. ˒A oth 3:4; m. Ber. 17a) and in the NT (Luke 24:13–35; John 21:1–14). 

By contrast, the Sodom and Gomorrah story (Gen 19:1–11) and an account of the rape-murder of a 

Levite‘sconcubinebysomeBenjaminites(Judg 19:16–30) depict abuses of hospitality which call down 

wrathful responses from God and the people of Israel.  

AnotherfeatureofhospitalitythatemergesfromtheOTrecordisIsrael‘sdeepsenseofGodasitshost.

Consciousofitsformationfromdescendantsofa―wanderingAramean,‖Israelknewandtreasuredits

identity as a pilgrim people (Deut 26:5–22), especially during the Exodus journey when it received manna 

from God in the wilderness (Exodus 16–17). Having taken possession of the promised land, Israelites 

nevertheless remembered that their home belonged to Yahweh (Lev 25:23) and that they, like their 

forebears,remainedsojournersandpassingguestsinGod‘seyes(Ps 39:12). Precisely as inhabitants of 

the land, they pictured themselves being led into green pastures and feted at the table of the divine king in 

the presence of their enemies. The ―houseoftheLord‖inwhichtheyhopedtodwellforeverwas

essentiallyGod‘sperpetualhosting(Psalm 23; see also Psalm 104 in which God is portrayed as feeding 

andsustainingtheentirecreationdaybyday).WhenIsrael‘sprophetslookedforwardtoaneraofperfect

righteousness and shalom, it was no accident that they envisioned God entertaining the people at an 

endless feast (Amos 9:13–15; Joel 3:18; Isa 25:6–8; see also 1 En. 62:14; Midr. Exod 25:7–8). According 

toIsaiah,thisgreatbanquetwouldbespreadforeveryoneonearth:―OnthismountaintheLordofHosts

willmakeforallpeoplesafeastoffatthings,afeastofwineonthelees…Hewillswallowupdeath



forever, andtheLordGodwillwipeawaytearsfromallfaces…‖Thispassagemayhaveformedthe

basisforJesus‘pronouncementthatmanywouldcome―fromeastandwestandsitattablewithAbraham,

Isaac,andJacobinthekingdomofheaven‖(Matt 8:11).  

Even more than their Greco-Roman neighbors, Jews of the Second Temple and rabbinic periods prized 

hospitality as a virtue (T. Zeb. 6:4f.; Jos. Ant 1.250f.). Particularly in the synagogue, which could serve as 

a hostel or meeting place for travelers seeking accommodations, and at the sabbath eve meal visitors were 

welcomed. The extent to which gentiles were included in these acts of hospitality must have varied from 

community to community. Among the rabbis, scholars were to be given precedence in the receiving of 

food and lodging (m. Abot 3:4). For both Palestinian and Diaspora Jews one figure, the patriarch 

Abraham, emerged as a special exemplar of hospitality (T. Ab. 1–5; Philo, Abr 107–18; ˒Abot R.N. 7; Tg. 

Yer. on Gen 21:33; Tg. Neof. on Gen 18:1f.). The last text cited contains a midrash on the story of the 

three visitors in which God, having appeared to Abraham shortly after the advent of his messengers, is 

told by the patriarch to wait until he has attended to the needs of those who arrived first! In the NT, 

Abraham‘sroleasarchetypalhostcanbeglimpsedinMatt 8:11 and the parable of the rich fool, where 

heavenistermed―Abraham‘sbosom‖andisprobablytobeunderstoodasaplaceofabundanteatingand

drinking (Luke 16:22–26). Other rabbinic stories portray Abraham as the founder of inns for travelers 

(Gen. Rab. 39:14), the inventor and teacher of grace after meals (b. Soṭa 10a–b), and the missionary host 

who insists that his guests praise the God of Israel for their meal or pay cash for it (Gen. Rab. 49:4).  

As pictured by the Synoptic writers, the ministry of Jesus manifests the theme of hospitality in two basic 

ways. First, Jesus‘proclamationofthekingdomisfrequentlysymbolizedbyimagesoffoodanddrink,

especially at festive meals. Thus the kingdom is compared to a great banquet (Matt 8:11; 22:1–14 = Luke 

14:16–24), and Jesus ends his ministry with a ceremonial meal at which words about eating and drinking 

in the kingdom are spoken (Mark 14:17–25 andparallels).InLuke‘sversionoftheLord‘sPrayerthe

petitions for the coming of the kingdom and for daily bread are joined together (Luke 11:2–3). Moreover, 

teachingaboutthekingdomisimpliedinJesus‘pronouncementsaboutfeastingwiththebridegroomand

new wine (Mark 2:18–22 and parallels), in the promise that faithful servants will be invited to enter into 

the joy (i.e., feast) of their master (Matt 25:21–33), and in the conclusion to the parable of the prodigal 

son (Luke 15:20–32).Indeed,themajorityofJesus‘parabolicsayingshavetodowiththeproductionand

useoffoodanddrinkortheprovidingofhomelikerefugeforGod‘screatures.Whatseemstoliebehind

this body of teaching is a conviction held by the Synoptic Jesus that God is revealing himself powerfully 

andeschatologicallyasIsrael‘shost.ThefeastpredictedbyIsaiah(25:6–8) has already begun to appear in 

the present world order.  

Second,theSynopticrecordofJesus‘behaviorshowsthatheintendedtoliveinaccordancewiththe

comingfeastofthekingdom.ThisisepitomizedinadominicalsayingabouthowJesus‘contemporaries

wereperceivinghim.―John,‖hecomplained,―came neithereatingnordrinking,andtheysay,‗Hehasa

demon‘;theSonofmancameeatinganddrinking,andtheysay,‗Behold,agluttonandadrunkard,a

friendoftaxcollectorsandsinners!‘ ‖(Matt 11:18f. = Luke 7:33f.). If the substance of this saying is 

genuine,onemayconcludethatthevariousaccountsofJesus‘eatingwithtaxcollectorsandsinners

(Mark 2:15ff. and parallels; Luke 19:1–10) or welcoming them (Luke 7:36–50; 15:1–2), though 

sometimes built up from the sayings tradition and always modified in their transmission and redaction, 

nevertheless have some basis in fact. It is difficult to determine what sort of event underlies the narratives 

ofJesus‘feedingthe5000;butthefactthatthisistheonlymiraclestorytoappearinallfourgospels

suggeststhattheearlyChurchconsidereditfoundationalfortheinterpretationofJesus‘mission.Ithas

long been observed that Jesus‘choiceoftwelveitinerantdisciplesconstitutedaclaimthatGodhad

initiated the end-timerestorationofIsrael‘sdispersedtribes.ButitshouldalsobenotedthatJesus‘larger

group of followers, which included residential supporters, seems to have functioned as a network for 

sharingGod‘seschatologicalabundanceamongthemselves,andforinvitingthebroaderpopulationto

join them in this new mutuality. The Jesus movement was itself both guest and host of the kingdom.  

It is Luke especially who accents this theme in Luke-Acts. Only the third gospel contains the parables of 

the good Samaritan, the prodigal son, the rich man and Lazarus, the story of Zaccheus, and the Emmaus 



narrative, according to which two disciples come to recognize the risen Jesus―inthebreakingofbread‖

(24:35). For its part, Acts may be read as a collection of guest and host stories depicting missionary 

ventures that have originated in circles associated with the earliest churches. Luke‘sspecialconcernisto

show how itinerant and residential believers can support one another in the worldwide mission of the 

Church. Through this mutuality, he believes, the Holy Spirit will bring about rich exchanges of spiritual 

and material gifts; and the Church will grow (Koenig 1985).  

Paulwritesthat―thekingdomofGodisnotfoodanddrinkbutrighteousnessandpeaceandjoyinthe

HolySpirit‖(Rom 14:17). This statement appears to contradict the gospel traditions in which meals are 

seen as a primary locus for the appearance of the kingdom. But the context in Romans shows that Paul 

does not intend to separate meals as such from the impact of the gospel. Instead, he is trying to reconcile 

two factions of believers who disagree over which foods may be consumed and are thus prevented from 

sharingthecommonmealsoftheChurch.Presumably,thesewouldincludetheLord‘sSupper.Paul‘s

hopeisthatallgroupsinRomewill―welcomeoneanother…asChristhaswelcomed[them]forthe

gloryofGod‖(Rom 15:7). This reciprocal welcoming, preeminently at meals, becomes both an act of 

worship and a display of unity that will attract outsiders. A similar point is made when Paul writes to 

correctabusesoftheLord‘sSupperinCorinthwhichhavetheeffectofexcludingordishonoringcertain

believers, especially the poor. Paul insists that there must be no second-class citizens in this ritual 

proclamation of the crucified Christ and his world-reversing gospel (1 Cor 11:17–34). Much earlier in his 

ministry Paul had opposed Peter publicly in Antioch when the latter reneged on his practice of eating with 

gentile converts (Gal 2:11ff.). For Paul, the meals of the Church have become a critical arena for the 

revealingofGod‘srighteousnessinChristandhumanity‘sresponsetoit.Itisnotsurprisingthatthe

Pauline disciple who wrote 1 Timothy considered the talent for hospitality much to be desired in one who 

occupied the office of bishop (3:2).  

IntheFourthGospelexchangesoffoodordrinkalsofunctionasoccasionsfortherevelationofGod‘s

love in Christ (4:7ff.; chaps. 6 and 13–17).ButthedistinctivecharacterofJohn‘sconcernforhospitality

shows itself in his christological statements. Jesus is not only the door to the sheepfold, the preparer of 

heavenly chambers, and the way to the Father (10:1ff.; 14:1–6). He is himself the place where believers 

worship (2:13–22) and dwell (14:20, 23; 15:1ff.). These images take on special meaning if members of 

the Johannine community have recently suffered expulsion from the synagogue. In the Johannine letters 

the presbyter-author urges his readers not to receive Christian travelers who do not abide in the doctrine 

of Christ (2 John 9f.). But he and his emissaries are themselves the objects of inhospitable treatment by a 

certain Diotrephes (3 John 9f.). Apparently the issue is one of conflict over authority.  

Images of hospitality occur with some frequency in the general epistles. James exhorts the recipients of 

his epistle not to humiliate poor people by assigning them to inferior places in the public assemblies of the 

Church (2:1–7). The author of 1 Peter addresses his readers as aliens and exileswhowereonce―no

people‖butarenowa―chosenrace…builtintoaspiritualhousetobeaholypriesthood‖(1:1; 2:4–10). 

Assuch,theyareto―practicehospitalityungrudginglytooneanother‖(4:9). This terminology may 

reflect a real social-political situation in which the readers suffered from their status as resident aliens and 

transient strangers (Elliott 1981). Perhaps the most winsome of all reflections on hospitality by early 

Christian writers is found in Heb 13:2 where believers are urged to receive strangers graciously on the 

groundthat―therebysomehaveentertainedangelsunawares.‖ClearlytheallusionistoAbraham‘s

enthusiastic reception of the three heavenly messengers. But Jesus too may come as a stranger. Matthew, 

Luke, and John all make this point (Matt 25:31–46; Luke 24:13–35; John 20:11ff.; 21:1–14). And so does 

the author of Revelation when he records the words of the Risen OnetothechurchinLaodicea:―Behold,

I stand at the door and knock; of any one hears my voice and opens the door, I will come in to him and eat 

withhim,andhewithme‖(3:20). The context indicates that this meal with Jesus, like many of those 

narrated in the gospels, will be one of repentance and reconciliation.  
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JOHN KOENIG  

HOSTS, HOST OF HEAVEN. The term ṣā ā˒, pl. ṣĕ ā˒ôt (masc. pl. 2x; Pss 103:21; 148:2 [Q]), 

commonlytranslated―host,‖―hosts,‖denotesprimarilyamilitaryretinueorarmy,ameaningconsistent

with its common Semitic etymology (cf. Akk. ṣā u; Old South Arabic ḍ ˒; Eth. ḍa ˒a/ṣa ˒a; Ug. ṣ ˒u). 

The term occurs some 486 times in the Hebrew Bible, 315 of which are in the plural. The plural form, 

ṣĕ ā˒ôt, occurs as a divine epithet associated with Yahweh in 284 of those occurrences. The term is used 

in Hebrew to designate both human and divine armies, as well as to connote certain celestial bodies, a 

usage that is not uncommon within the mythopoeic conceptions of the ANE.  

———  

A. Hosts  

B. Host of Heaven  

1. Yahweh‘sMilitaryRetinue 

2.Yahweh‘sCouncil 

3. Objects of Worship  

C. Yahweh Ṣĕ ā˒ôt  

1. Cultic Name  

2. Associations with Prophetic Speech  

———  

A. Hosts  

Apart from its use with the divine name Yahweh, the word ṣā ā˒ most commonly designates a military 

retinue or army (e.g., Exod 6:26; 12:51; Num 1:3, 52; 2:3, 4, 6, 8; 10:14, 15, 16, 18; 31:48; Deut 20:9; 

24:5; Josh 4:13; Judg 4:2; 8:6; 1 Sam 12:9; 2 Sam 2:8; 8:16; 10:18; 1 Kgs 1:19; 2:35; 2 Kgs 4:13; Isa 

13:4; Pss 44:10—Eng 44:9; 60:12—Eng 60:10; 108:12—Eng 108:11; etc.). By extension, the word also 

indicates warfare or military service (Num 1:3, 20, 22, 24; 26:2; 31:3, 4, 5, 6; Josh 22:12, 33; 1 Sam 28:1; 

1 Chr 5:18; 12:26—Eng12:25; etc.). Additionally, ṣā ā˒ may be used to designate cultic service (Num 

4:3, 23, 30, 35, 39, 43; 8:24, 25) as well as difficult or harsh service (Isa 40:2; Job 7:1; 14:14; Dan 10:1).  

B. Host of Heaven  

The phrase ṣĕ ā˒ ha  āmayim, ―hostofheaven,‖isusedtodenotetheheavenlybodies,eitheras

personified forces or as celestial bodies. In this usage, ṣā ā˒ always occurs in the singular.  

1. Yahweh’s Military Retinue. ṣā ā˒ is also used to designate the retinue of Yahweh, reflecting the 

Hebrew belief that Yahweh led the armies of Israel (Num 10:35–36; Deut 33:2–5, 26–29; Josh 5:13–15; 

Judg 5:23; Isa 13:1–5; Joel 4:11b—Eng 3:11b; Ps 68:8–13, 18—Eng 68:7–12, 17; etc.). This usage could 

be applied to the arena of human warfare (Exod 6:26; 7:4; 12:17, 41, 51). One of the clearest examples of 

thisisfoundinDavid‘sexchangewithGoliath,wheretheyoungIsraelitenotesthathehascomeout to 

fightinthenameof―YahwehṢĕ ā˒ôt, the god of the battle lines of Israel (ma˓arkôt yiśrā˒ēl)‖(1 Sam 

17:45). Additionally, the association of Yahweh war with the ark (cf. especially 1 Sam 4:1–7:2) further 

exemplifiestheconceptionofYahweh‘sinvolvementinmilitaryaffairs. 

In the cosmic arena, Yahweh is depicted as the one who musters the heavenly army (ṣĕ ā˒ milḥām ;Isa 

13:4).Asthe―hostoftheheights‖(ṣĕ ā˒ hammārôm;Isa 24:21), the celestial bodies are depicted as the 

heavenlycorpsunderthecommandofYahweh.This―hostofheaven‖is conceived as the creation of 

Yahweh, the members of which constitute his heavenly army (Isa 40:26; 45:12; Pss 33:6; 103:21; 148:2; 

Gen 2:1; Sir 17:32; 24:2; 43:8). Indeed, the sun, moon, and stars may be depicted as composing this 

heavenly retinue (Josh 10:12–13; Judg 5:20; Hab 3:11; Dan 8:10). While preparing for the conquest of 

Jericho,Joshuaencounteredhisheavenlycounterpart,―thecommanderofthearmyofYahweh‖(śar-

ṣĕ ā˒-yhwh), who appeared in the guise of a warrior to deliver a message prior to the conquest of the land 

(Josh 5:14–15; see also Dan 8:11). In this function, the members of this heavenly army might be 



conceivedasangels,i.e.,―messengers‖ofYahweh.InPs 103:20–21 Yahweh‘smessengers(mal˒ākāyw), 

the mighty warriors (gi  ōrê kōaḥ), are included among his host (ṣĕ ā˒āyw), his ministers who do his 

will.WhenJacobencountersthe―messengersofGod‖(măl˒ăkê ˒ĕlōh  m), he responds by calling them 

―thearmyofGod‖(maḥănēh ˒ĕlōh  m), providing an etiology for the place name Mahanaim (Gen 32:2–

3—Eng32:1–2). At Qumran the angelic figures are often designated as warriors (1QM 15: 14; 12: 8; IQH 

3: 35–36; 5: 21; 8: 11–12; etc.),andintheNT,the―heavenlyhost‖isdepictedalongsidetheangels(Luke 

2:13).  

2. Yahweh’s Council. In conjunction with this messenger function attributed to the members of 

Yahweh‘sheavenlyarmies,the―hostofheaven‖arealsodepictedasmembersofYahweh‘sheavenly

council. In 1 Kgs 22:19,theprophetMicaiahbenImlahproclaims:―IsawYahwehseateduponhisthrone

and all the host of heaven were stationed about him (wĕkol-ṣĕ ā˒ haššāmayim ōmēd ālāyw[cf.2 Chr 

18:18]).‖Itwasthesefigureswhoservedtoexecutethewillofthedeity(1 Kgs 22:19–23 = 2 Chr 18:18–

22; Isaiah 6). Within the context of the depictions of the divine council, these beings are called  ĕnê ˒ēl  m, 

―sonsofgod‖(Pss 29:1; 89:7—Eng 89:6; compare  ĕnê  hā]˒ĕlōh  m, Deut 32:8 [LXX; 4QDt]; Gen 6:2, 

4; Job 1:6; 2:1;  ĕnê ˓elyôn, Ps 82:6).Morecommonly,theyarereferredtoas―holyones‖(qĕdō   m, Deut 

33:2–3; Job 5:1; 15:15 [Q]; Pss 16:3; 89:6, 8—Eng 89:5, 7; Zech 14:5; qōde , Exod 15:11; Pss 77:14—

Eng 77:13; 93:5). These beings, while clearly assigned an inferior status (cf. Deut 3:24; 10:17; Jer 10:6; 

Pss 86:8; 95:3; 135:5;etc.),constitutedthe―hostofheaven.‖Theparallelismof―themorningstars‖with

―allthesonsofgod‖(kôkĕ ê  ōqer//kol- ĕnê ˒ĕlōh  m; Job 38:7), when coupled with those references to 

the heavenly bodies as participants in the wars of Yahweh (Josh 5:13–15; 10:12b-13a; Judg 5:20; Ps 

148:2–3), clearly suggests the identity of the groups. As members of the assembly, they also serve to 

praise Yahweh in his court (Pss 29:1; 148:2–3).  

3. Objects of Worship. Given the distinctive function of these heavenly beings, it should occasion no 

surprise that they were accorded special status by some and became the object of worship. The worship of 

―thehostofheaven‖(ṣĕ ā˒ ha  āmayim) is consistently condemned in the biblical materials. Such 

worshippracticeswereequatedwiththeworshipof―othergods‖(˒ĕlōh  m ˒ăḥēr  m; Deut 17:3), and they 

areoftenlistedalongside―thesun,themoon,andthestars‖(Deut 4:19; 17:3; Jer 8:2; 2 Kgs 23:4–5). In 

these instances, the ṣĕ ā˒ ha  āmayim seem to include the totality of the celestial bodies and the signs of 

the zodiac (2 Kgs 23:5), as did the militaristic application of the term. The practice of worshipping these 

beingsconstitutesthereasonforpartoftheDeuteronomisticHistorian‘scondemnationofbothIsraeland

Judah;thehistoriancondemnstheworshipof―thehostofheavens‖alongwiththatofBaalandAsherah.

Altars were built to the ṣĕ ā˒ ha  āmayim, to whom incense and libations were offered (2 Kgs 17:16; 

21:3, 5 = 2 Chr 33:3, 5; Jer 19:13; Zeph 1:5). Though Babylonian and Assyrian influences are often cited 

as motivating factors in such practices, a common Canaanite background seems more likely.  

C. Yahweh Ṣĕbā˒ôt  

AccordingtocertaintraditionscontainedintheHebrewBible,thegodofIsraelwascalled―Yahweh

[thegod]ofHosts,‖yhwh  ˒ĕlōhê] ṣĕbā˒ôt,forthatwas―hisname‖(Isa 47:4; 48:2; 51:15; Jer 10:16; 

31:35; 46:18; Amos 4:13; 5:27). The plural form ṣĕ ā˒ôt occurs as part of the divine name 285 times in 

the Hebrew Bible. In 267 of these occurrences, ṣĕ ā˒ôt follows the name Yahweh immediately, while the 

longer phrase yhwh ˒ĕlōhê (haṣ)ṣĕ ā˒ôt occurs 18 times. The precise meaning and grammatical 

explanations for the name and its various forms continue to be debated. The interpretation of the divine 

name Yahweh as well as the broad range of possible meanings for the epithet ṣĕ ā˒ôt heighten the 

difficulties involved in a resolution to the issue.  

Three general approaches are characteristic of the attempts to resolve the problem. If the original form 

yahweh wasaverb,possiblyacausativeformof―tobe,‖thenthephraseyhwh ṣĕ ā˒ôt might be 

interpreted as a part of a longer sentence name, perhaps an original epithet of the Canaanite god El. 

According to thisexplanation,thenamewouldmean―hecreatestheheavenlyarmies.‖Thelongerform

of the epithet, yhwh ˒ĕlōhê ṣĕ ā˒ôt, ―Yahweh,thegodofhosts,‖mightthenbeviewedasasecondary

interpretation that developed when the name Yahweh was seen as only a proper name.  



Though it is possible that the phrase yhwh ṣĕ ā˒ôt preserves the verbal force of the divine name, it is 

also clear that the divine name functions in most instances as a proper noun. If Yahweh is so interpreted, 

then the term ṣĕ ā˒ôt may be takenasanabstractorintensivepluralnoun,―might‖or―mighty,‖usedin

apposition to Yahweh. Such an interpretation might be suggested by the common LXX translation of 

yhwh ṣĕ ā˒ôt as kyrios pantokratōr, ―theLordAlmighty.‖Thisexplanationavoidstheproblem of 

interpreting yhwh asapropernameintheconstructstate.TheinscriptionsdiscoveredatKuntillet Ajrud,

which refer to yhwh  mrn and to yhwh tmn, may be relevant to this problem. If these are to be read as 

―YahwehofSamaria‖and―YahwehofTeman‖(cf.Hab 3:3), then these might furnish a Hebrew parallel 

for understanding yhwh ṣĕ ā˒ôt asaconstructchain,hence―Yahwehofhosts.‖TheLXXtranslation

kyrios tōn dynameōn reflects such an understanding of the term.  

1. Cultic Name. Despite the controversies surrounding the exact nature of the epithet ṣĕ ā˒ôt, there is 

general agreement that the origin of the name is to be found within the Israelite cultus, most probably in 

association with the militaristic qualities associated with the independent use of the term ṣā ā˒. The 

epithet yhwh ṣĕ ā˒ôt is not attested in the Pentateuch, Joshua, or Judges. The first occurrence of the 

phrase, according to the canonical arrangement of the Hebrew Bible, is in association with the ark of the 

covenant and the cult center at Shiloh. In 1 Sam 4:4 thearkiscalled―thearkofthecovenantofyhwh 

ṣĕ ā˒ôt, whoisenthronedonthecherubim‖(cf.2 Sam 6:2). The association of yhwh ṣĕ ā˒ôt with the ark 

and with the cultic shrine of Shiloh (1 Sam 1:3, 11) suggests that the origins of the epithet are to be found 

in the pre-Jerusalem cultus. The significance of the ark and the traditions associated with it is illustrated 

byDavid‘sestablishmentofthearkinhisnewcultcenter,withwhichitcametobeassociated(2 Sam 

6:2, 18; 2 Sam 7:8, 26; Isa 6:3; etc.).  

The premonarchical Israelite traditions which interpret the ark as a war palladium upon which the god 

of Israel was enthroned and from which he led the armies of Israel make explicit the association of the 

epithet―LordofHosts‖withthearkandwithitsmilitaryfunctions(1 Sam 17:45). The warrior imagery of 

the Lord of the heavenly armies, marching victoriously from war over his enemies, is clearly portrayed in 

Ps 24:8, 10 where―YahwehofHosts,‖―Yahwehstrongandmighty,‖the―mightywarrior,‖the―kingof

glory,‖ispraised. 

2. Associations with Prophetic Speech. Of the 285 occurrences of ṣĕ ā˒ôt as part of a divine epithet, 

251 (88%) are to be found in the prophetic books. Additionally, 244 instances (97.2%) of the phrase yhwh 

ṣĕ ā˒ôt (or the variant yhwh ˒ĕlōhê  haṣ]ṣĕ ā˒ôt) occur in the following six works: Isaiah 1–55 (62x); 

Jeremiah (82x); Amos (9x); Haggai (14x); Zechariah (53x); Malachi (24x). A major conceptual 

background for Hebrew prophecy was formed by the idea of the prophet as the messenger of Yahweh 

(Hag 1:13; Mal 3:1)whohadbeenprivytoYahweh‘scouncil(Jer 23:18, 22; Amos 3:7). The frequent 

introduction of propheticoracleswiththephrase―thussaysYahweh‖(kōh ˒āmar yhwh) suggests a further 

connection between the prophetic messenger role and the name yhwh ṣĕ ā˒ôt.  

Regrettably, the connection of the epithet ṣĕ ā˒ôt with the formula kōh ˒āmar yhwh is not at all clear. 

Despite the attractiveness of the suggestion that the formula kōh ˒āmar yhwh ṣĕ ā˒ôt might have 

originated as part of a priestly oracle ritual associated with the ark, the use of the epithet with the 

messenger formula does not seem to support such a position. The inability to demonstrate that such a 

connection can be traced back to early traditions does not diminish the significance of the name yhwh 

ṣĕ ā˒ôt in Hebrew prophecy. For Isaiah, Yahweh ṣĕ ā˒ôt, ―YahwehofHosts,‖wasthegodofIsrael

(5:16, 24; 21:10; 44:6), the one who mustered and commanded the heavenly armies (13:4; 34:4; 45:12). 

TheabstractnatureconveyedbytheepithetmightbeindicatedbytheLXX‘stransliterationofṣĕ ā˒ôt by 

sa aōth throughout the book of Isaiah (see also Rom 9:29; Jas 5:4). A connection between ṣĕ ā˒ôt and 

kōh ˒āmar yhwh may be demonstrated for Jeremiah, Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, however. While 

such might indicate that this is a late, postexilic prophetic development, the importance of the epithet as 

anexpressionofthepowerandmajestyofIsrael‘sgodisnotdiminished. Additionally, with the possible 

exception of Amos, these prophetic works display a close association of one kind or another with 

Jerusalem and the temple establishment. For these prophetic voices, Yahweh ṣĕ ā˒ôt, envisioned as the 



leader of both the earthly and heavenly armies, directed the affairs of history, both earthly and cosmic, 

through the proclamation of his divine decree, delivered by either heavenly or prophetic messengers.  

Bibliography  
Albright, W. F. 1948. Review of L‘Épithète divine Jahvé Se a˒ôt: Étude philologique, historique et exégétique, by B. N. 

Wamdacq. JBL 67: 377–81.  
Cross, F. M. 1973. Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic. Cambridge.  

Eissfeldt, O. 1950. Jahwe Zebaoth. Miscellanea Academica Berolinensia 2: 128–50. Repr. KlSchr 3: 103–23.  

Emerton,J.A.1982.NewLightonIsraeliteReligion:TheImplicationsoftheInscriptionsfromKuntillet Ajrud.ZAW 94: 1–

20.  

Freedman, D. N. 1960. The Name of the God of Moses. JBL 79: 151–56.  

Janzen, J. G. 1973. Studies in the Text of Jeremiah. HMS 6. Cambridge.  

Miller, P. E. 1973. The Divine Warrior in Early Israel. HMS 5. Cambridge.  

Ross, J. P. 1967. Jahweh Ṣeḇā˒ôṯ in Samuel and Psalms. VT 17: 76–92.  

Tsevat, M. 1965. Studies in the Book of Samuel, IV: Yahweh Ṣeḇa˒oṯ. HUCA 36: 49–58.  

E. THEODORE MULLEN, JR.  

HOSTS, LORD OF. One of the most enigmatic divine names in the Hebrew Bible is yhwh ṣĕ ā˒ôt 

(here=YHWHSeba˒ot),commonlytranslated―LORDofHosts,‖or―YahwehofHosts.‖TheLXX

usually renders it as kyrios pantokratōr, ―LordAlmighty,‖orkyrios tōn dynameōn, ―LordoftheForces‖

(dynamis is used in the military sense in both Attic and Hellenistic Greek). Alternatively, one may simply 

get the transcription sa aōth. This is the form of the name quoted in the NT (Rom 9:29; Jas 5:4).  

InadditiontothenameYHWHSeba˒ot,whichoccurs261times,wealsogettheformsyhwh ˒ĕlōhê 

ṣĕ ā˒ôt, ―YHWHGodofHosts,‖and˒ĕlōhê ṣĕ ā˒ôt, ―GodofHosts.‖Alltold,variantformsofthe

epithet occur 284 times in the Hebrew Bible, twice in the NT.  

———  

A. The Host(s)  

B. Origin  

C.YHWHSeba˒otasDivineWarrior 

D.YHWHSeba˒otasKing 

E. Significance  

———  

A. The Host(s)  

The mostobviousplacetobeginanexaminationofthisdivineepithetisthemeaningof―hosts.‖The

related Heb verb ṣ ˒ occurs 14 times in the Bible, 9 times in clearly military contexts (Num 31:7, 51; 2 

Kgs 25:19 = Jer 52:25; Isa 29:7 [2x], 8; 31:4; Zech 14:12). The occurrence in Isa 31:4 is especially 

noteworthy,sincetheverboccurstogetherwiththenameYHWHSeba˒ot.  

The noun ṣā ā˒ is used in a variety of ways, including (1) war or warfare, (2) an army celestial or 

terrestrial, (3) luminaries of the sky and, by extension, astral deities and other celestial beings, and (4) 

creation in general. It is found in predominantly military contexts, in numerous instances in connection 

with holy war. The commanders of the military are regularly called śārê ṣĕ ā˒ôt, ―commandersofthe

hosts‖(Deut 20:9; 1 Kgs 2:5; 1 Chr 27:3). A peculiar story in Joshua 5 tellsofJoshua‘sencounterwitha

celestial military figure who is said to be śar ṣĕ ā˒ yhwh, ―thecommanderofYHWH‘sarmy‖(Josh 5:14; 

cf. Dan 8:10). Clearly, the texts speaks of YHWH as the commander of some celestial host that fights on 

Israel‘sbehalf(cf.2 Sam 5:22–25). The heavenly host apparently is comprised of the luminaries, 

sometimesperceivedasgodsoftheheavenlycouncil,whofightatYHWH‘scommandagainstthe

enemiesofYHWH‘s people (Judg 5:11–21; Josh 10:12–14).  

In Ps 148, the heavenly hosts are extolled to praise YHWH (vv 1–5):  

Praise YHWH from the heavens,  

Praise him from on high.  

Praise him, all his angels,  

Praise him all his host.  

Praise him, O Sun and Moon,  



Praise him, all you radiant Stars.  

Praise him, O heaven of heavens,  

You waters of high heavens.  

Praise the name of YHWH,  

For he commanded and they were created.  

The heavenly host which YHWH created (cf. Gen 2:1; Ps 33:6; Isa 40:26; Neh 9:6) is perceived here as 

members of the celestial court. This view is evident also in Ps 103:19–21:  

YHWH has established his throne in heaven,  

Bless YHWH, all his angels,  

Mighty ones who do his bidding,  

Obeying his every word.  

Bless him, all his hosts,  

His ministers who do his will.  

The pl. noun ṣĕ ā˒ôt isusedinreferencetoIsraelas―thehostsofYHWH‖(Exod 12:41; cf. Exod 7:4; 

6:26; 12:17, 51). Israelite armies are called ṣĕ ā˒ôt (2 Kgs 2:5 = 1 Chr 27:3). Several psalms contain 

lamentsthatGodhadfailedto―goforth‖withIsrael‘sṣĕ ā˒ôt (Pss 44:10—Eng 44:9; 60:12—Eng 60:10; 

108:12—Eng 108:11).TheimplicationisthatYHWH‘smarchwithIsrael‘shostswassomethingtobe

expected.  

It is not surprising, therefore, that ṣĕ ā˒ôt istakentorefertoYHWH‘scelestialand/orterrestrialhosts,

the divine council, the luminaries of the sky, and the totality of creation. Some would take the name to 

mean―MilitantYHWH,‖―PowerfulYHWH,‖orthelike.Afewscholars stress the military aspect of the 

epithet; others deny it, or prefer to stress the royal aspects. No doubt the epithet denotes all these 

elements; they are not mutually exclusive.  

B. Origin  

TheepithetYHWHSeba˒otdoesnotoccuratallinthePentateuch or in Joshua and Judges. It first 

appears in connection with the central sanctuary at Shiloh where the ark was located. Given the military 

connotations of the root ṣ ˒ and the use of the ark as a war palladium (see ARK OF THE COVENANT), 

it is likely that the title was first used at Shiloh in association with the ark. In that period the ark was 

calledbyitsfullname,―thearkofYHWHSĕba˒otwhositsenthroneduponthecherubim‖(cf.1 Sam 4:4; 

2 Sam 6:2; 1 Chr 13:6; Isa 37:16).  

The origin of the name yhwh ṣĕ ā˒ôt is not known. F. M. Cross posits plausibly that it was originally the 

epithet par excellence of the divine warrior in Israel (CMHE, 65–71). In its full and primitive form, the 

name may have been something like *˒il ḏū yahwi ṣa a˒ōt,―thegodwhocreatedthehosts,‖thedivine

name YHWH being originally a causative verb. As a proper name, YHWH would not have been put in the 

construct state, argues Cross. That is to say, the epithet yhwh ṣĕ ā˒ôt originally denoted the role of 

Israel‘sgodascreatoroftheheavenly hosts, the luminaries that sit as lesser divine beings in the heavenly 

council. The name yhwh ˒ĕlōhê ṣĕ ā˒ôt is actually secondary, according to Cross; ˒ĕlōhê was inserted 

after YHWH came to be known as a personal name to ease the awkward construction. Nevertheless, the 

divine epithet is overwhelmingly yhwh ṣĕ ā˒ôt; the inserted form occurs only 21 times out of the possible 

284, including 4 occurrences of the peculiar name yhwh ˒ĕlōh  m ṣĕ ā˒ôt. The designation ˒ĕlōhê 

ṣĕ ā˒ôt—without yhwh—occurs twice. If the juxtaposition of a proper name with another noun is indeed 

intolerable in Heb syntax, one may conclude that the name YHWH, whatever its origin, came to be 

understoodasavirtualsynonymfor―god‖—in the same way that the proper name El became a generic 

terminWestSemitic.TheinscriptionsfromKuntillet˒AjrudintheSinaidesertseemtoconfirmthat

YHWH could, in fact, be juxtaposed in this manner. There we find the names yhwh  mrn ―YHWH(god)

ofSamaria,‖andyhwh tmn ―YHWH(god)ofTeman.‖ 

ThecloseassociationofthenameYHWHSeba˒otwiththeexpressionyō ē  hakkĕrū   m, ―theonewho

sitsenthronedonthecherubim,‖leadsCrossandotherstoconsidertherepresentationsofElinWest

Semitic texts and iconography. Mettinger, indeed, argues for the original epithet being *˒ēl ṣĕ ā˒ôt. El 

was the chief god of the Canaanite pantheon. He is known in the Ugaritic texts as the ultimate king. In 



reliefs from the region, he is portrayed as one who is enthroned, frequently on seats supported by 

cherubim.Heisknownasthecreator(Ug―creatorofcreatures‖)whoformedallthings,includingthe

godsofthedivinecouncil.InPhiloBylius‘accountofSanchuniathon‘s―PhoenicianHistory‖from

around the 7th century B.C.E., Kronos (El) is a triumphant warrior-king surrounded by symmachoi, 

―allies,‖calledeloeim, that is, ˒ĕlōh  m ―gods‖(Praep. Evang. 1.10.17–21). The image of El as a warrior is 

supported by the appearance of an Ugaritic personal name ˒ilmhr, ―ElisaWarrior‖(cf.Heb˒ēl gibbôr, 

Isa 9:5; 10:21), as well as various West Semitic names indicating the might of El.  

Even though El may have been regarded as a divine warrior in Canaanite myth, the paradigmatic 

warrior-godisBaal.AccordingtoSanchuniathon‘s―history‖reportedbyPhilo,BaalwascalledDemaros

(Ug ḏmr, ―braveone‖).InUgariticmythology,BaalwasthegodwhofoughttheunrulywatersSeaand

River, and the monsters of the waters, Tannin (cf. Ps 74:13; Job 7:12),Lothan(=Leviathan),and―Šlyṭ 

withthesevenheads.‖ItwasBaalwhofoughtforhisrighttoruleandtotakepossessionofhis temple in 

―themountofvictory.‖ 

If the name yhwh ṣĕ ā˒ôt is ultimately linked with the El traditions, the ties of the Shiloh cultus with El 

arenoteworthy.TherewasapparentlyanannualfestivalatShilohtowhichSamuel‘s ancestor Elkanah 

wentregularly―tooffersacrificestoYHWHSeba˒ot‖(1 Sam 1:3; cf. Judg 21:19). The name Elkanah 

means―Elhascreated,‖andrecallstheepithet―El(God),theHighestOne,whocreatedHeavenand

Earth‖(Gen 14:19, 22).Asimilarname,―El(God),CreatoroftheEarth‖isattestedinseveralWest

Semitic inscriptions and is reflected in the name Ilkunirsa from a Hittite adaptation of a Canaanite myth. 

ThecreativefunctionofElisclearintheUgaritictextswhereEliscalledbythegods―ourcreator

(qnyn).‖InallthesecasestheverbusedofcreationisthesameasinthenameElkanah. 

In any case, Elkanah is said to be the son of Jeroham. There is no theophoric element on the latter name, 

but one may conjecture from the El-namesofbothJeroham‘s father (Elihu, but 1 Chr 6:27 has Eliel—i.e., 

―MyGodisEl‖)andson(Samuel)thattheunmentioneddeitymayhavebeenEl.TheLXXrendersthe

name as Ieremeel, that is, with the theophoric element El. The names Jerahmeel and Jerahmeeli are 

attested only in late biblical texts; the former also on a late 7th-century seal. In Amorite onomastica, 

however, we find the names Ya-ar-ha-mu, Ya-ar-ha-am-AN (=Yarḫam˒il), Ir-hÉa-mi-AN (=Yirḫam˒il), 

Ir-hÉa-mi-la, and Ir-ḫa-mi-il-la—all names expressing confidence in the compassion of El. This is in 

accordwiththecharacterofEl,whoiscalled―thekindlyone‖and―theCompassionate‖inUgaritic(cf.

also the epithet ˒ēl raḥûm ―CompassionateGod‖inExod 34:6; Deut 4:31; Ps 86:15).  

The issue at hand in 1 Samuel 1 appearstobethechildlessnessofHannah,oneofElkanah‘stwo wives. 

She went to the Shiloh sanctuary year after year, and yet remained barren. She wept bitterly and prayed 

thatYHWHSeba˒otwouldgiveherason.CertainfacetsofthestoryparalleltheUgaritictalesofKirta

and Aqhat. In the latter Ugaritic tale, a childless Danel performed a ritual, probably to induce a dream 

theophany. Subsequently he was blessed with fecundity by El. Kirta, too, became childless when all his 

seven children died. In a dream vision El descended to ask why Kirta was weeping and what it was that he 

desired. Kirta asked for nothing but the blessing of a son. In these stories, as elsewhere in West Semitic 

myths, El is the one who grants life and progeny.  

The child who was born to Elkanah and Hannah was, of course, given the El-name Samuel. The boy 

ministered under the tutelage of Eli at the Shiloh sanctuary. There, as he slept before the ark, he received a 

dream vision. It is typical of El to communicate with an authoritative word through dreams, visions, or 

messengers. This is evident also in the tales of Kirta and Aqhat.  

Yet the function of the ark in 1 Samuel 4–5 suggests a bellicose deity fighting to gain supremacy (note 

thementionofYHWHSeba˒otin1 Sam 4:4). As in the myth of Baal, it appeared for a time that the status 

ofIsrael‘sgodwasinquestion.ThearkwascapturedandplacedinthetempleofDagon.Ina

confrontation with the Philistine god, YHWH gained dominion. The statue of Dagon fell prostrate before 

the ark of YHWH, as if in obeisance. Eventually, the heads and hands (power) of Dagon were cut off. 

Clearly, YHWH had triumphed over his rival god.  

In another battle with the Philistines at Baal-perazim,YHWHSeba˒ot‘svictoryoverhisenemies is 

likenedtothedefeatofunrulywaters:―YHWHhasbrokenmyenemieslikethebreakingofwaters‖(2 



Sam 5:20; see the divine epithet in v 10). It was a victory scored over other gods. The divine images of 

the Philistines were abandoned and carted away by the Israelites. In the next chapter (2 Samuel 6), the 

emblemoftriumphantYHWHSeba˒ot(v 2) was brought into the newly won mount and put in its place (v 

17).AsymbolicbanquetwasgiveninthenameofYHWHSeba˒ot(v 18).  

ItappearsthattheepithetYHWHSeba˒otcombinesthemesanddominantimageryintheElandBaal

traditions: of El a god enthroned, and of Baal a god in battle. The El tradition was certainly known at 

Shiloh, but it is uncertain precisely when that tradition might have been combined with motifs normally 

associated with Baal.  

C. YHWH Seba˒ot as Divine Warrior  

ThenameYHWHSeba˒otismentionedintheancientArkNarrative(1 Samuel 4–6), in the context of 

Israel‘sbattlewiththePhilistines,nearEbenezerandAphek.Inthe face of defeat, the Israelites brought 

forthfromShiloh―thearkofthecovenantofYHWHSeba˒otwhoisenthroneduponthecherubim‖(1 

Sam 4:4). The expressed purpose of that act was to engage YHWH in the battle. The entry of the ark into 

thebattlefieldwasunderstoodasYHWH‘sparticipationinIsrael‘swar.Ironically,throughtheark‘s

capture and subsequent sojourn in Philistine territory, the power of YHWH was demonstrated.  

Fromthestart,theepithetYHWHSeba˒otisunderstoodinmilitaryterms—at least in part. The epithet 

appears later in connection with a holy war against the Amalekites (1 Sam 15:2). Even more poignantly, 

thisdivinenameisinvokedbyDavidagainstGoliath:―Youhavecometomewithswordandspearand

lance,butIhavecometoyouinthenameofYHWHSeba˒ot,theGodofthearmiesofIsrael‖(1 Sam 

17:45).Elsewhere,too,YHWHSeba˒otislinkedwithDavid‘srisetopower:―Davidbecamegreaterand

greater because YHWH, the God of ṣĕ ā˒ôt, waswithhim‖(2 Sam 5:10; cf. 1 Chr 11:9). The language of 

thedeity‘s accompaniment of the king belongs with the oracles of holy war in some Akkadian and Hittite 

texts, and is found also in certain propagandistic inscriptions in Old Aramaic.  

D. YHWH Seba˒ot as King  

The Ugaritic texts portray El as a king in the divine council, surrounded by the minor gods ( n ˒ilm). 

ThisisalsotheviewofYHWHSeba˒ot.InIsaiah‘sinauguralvision,hesawthedeitysittingenthronedin

the hêkāl, ―temple/palace‖(Isaiah 6).YHWH‘sstatureexceededearthlydimensionsbyfar.Aroundhim

stood a host of seraphim, winged creatures in the service of the cosmic king. One is reminded here of 

Sanchuniathon‘sdescriptionofdivinecreatures:―twowingsforeachonthe shoulders in order that they 

mayflywithKronos‖(EusebiusPraep. Evang. 1.10.37). As in Sanchuniathon, the deity is presented as 

thetriumphantkingintheheavenlycourt.Isaiahdeclared:―MyeyeshaveseentheKing,YHWH

Seba˒ot!‖(Isa 6:5, cf. v 3). This vision should be compared with that of Micaiah ben-Imlah, for Michaiah, 

too,saw―YHWHsittingonhisthrone,withallthehostofheavenstandingbesidehim‖(1 Kgs 22:19=2 

Chr 22:18). The royal imagery is unmistakable, but here, as in Isaiah, the military significance of YHWH 

Seba˒otisevident.Inbothcases,war with the Arameans was imminent. The same is true of the picture 

painted in Ps 89:6–12—Eng 89:5–11:  

Let the heavens confess your wonder, O YHWH,  

Your fidelity in the assembly of the holy ones.  

For who in heaven is equal to YHWH,  

Or likened to YHWH among the  ĕnê ēl  m?  

A god (ēl) awesome in the council of the holy ones;  

O YHWH, God of ṣĕ ā˒ôt, who is like you?  

Your might and your fidelity surround you.  

You rein the swelling of Sea;  

When its waves rise you calm them.  

You crushed Rahab like a carcass;  

With your mighty arm you scattered your enemy.  

The heavens are yours, yea, the earth is yours,  

The world which you created.  



Again, the royal character of YHWH Seba˒ot is combined with the martial character. The cosmic king is 

surrounded by his heavenly host. He is evidently enthroned by virtue of his defeat of Chaos in 

cosmogonic battle. Images of El and Baal are once again combined: YHWH is the God enthroned as 

heavenly king, but he is also the brave warrior who defeated the waters and the dragons of the sea.  

The gods of the heavenly council are variously called qĕhal qĕdō   m, ―assemblyoftheholyones‖(v 

6—Eng v 5),  ĕnê ˒ēl  m, ―sonsofGod‖(v 7—Eng v 6), sôd qĕdō   m, ―counciloftheholyones‖(v 8—

Eng v 7), and kol-sĕ    âw, ―allwhosurroundhim‖(v 8—Eng v 7). The expression  n ˒lm is found also in 

Ps 29:1, various Ugaritic texts, Phoenician inscriptions from Karatepe and Arslan Tash, and in the 

Ammancitadelinscription,whereMilcomthepatrongodoftheAmmonitesissaidtobe―fearedamong

the  n ˒lm.‖ThesedivinebeingsarethehostsofheavenwhofightatYHWH‘scommand(Judg 5:20; cf. 

Josh 5:14–15; 10:12–14; Hab 3:10–11; Isa 40:26; 45:12) and are summoned to praise YHWH (Job 38:7; 

Pss 29:1–2; 103:19–22; 148:1–5). These luminaries were perceived as gods of the divine council. Hence 

the Israelites were commanded not to worship the hosts of heaven, for that was tantamount to 

worshipping other gods (Jer 19:13; Deut 4:19; 17:3; etc.).  

E. Significance  

TheimplicationofthenameYHWHSeba˒otisdiscernibleinitsconspicuouslyunevendistributionin

the Hebrew Bible. It appears 82 times in MT of Jeremiah, but only 12 of these are reflected in the shorter 

and probably more authentic Greek version. Apart from this, the greatest number occur in texts deriving 

from the Zion tradition, or those in which the temple of Jerusalem was of utmost concern. The appellation 

occurs 56 times in Isaiah, 53 in Zechariah, 24 in Malachi, 14 in Haggai, and 15 in the Psalms. The 

contrast in the number of occurrences in First Isaiah (56 times) and Second Isaiah (6 times) is telling. The 

name does not appear at all in the Pentateuch, Ezekiel, or Third Isaiah, and it is relatively infrequent in the 

extensive histories of the Deuteronomist(s) and the Chronicler. The reason for this uneven distribution 

probablyliesintheideasofGodassociatedwiththenameYHWHSeba˒ot,namelyGodaswarriorand

God as king.  

ForIsaiah,YHWHSeba˒otisthegreatking(Isa 6:3, 5) who dwells on Mt. Zion (Isa 8:18). This is in 

accord with the view in the Zion psalms.Inthattradition,Mt.ZioniscalledGod‘sholymountainandis

equated with yarkĕtê ṣāpôn, ―thefarreachesofthenorth‖(Ps 48:3—Eng 48:2). This reference again 

reflects a conscious or unconscious merger of Baal and El traditions. Though Saphon is normally the 

abode of Baal, it is El who lives in the far reaches. It was there in his mountain abode that El convened the 

divine council (cf. Isa 14:12–14,thefarnorthisthedivinecouncilwherethe―starsofEl‖areconvened).

ThusZioniscalled―thecityofthegreatking‖and―thecityofYHWHSeba˒ot‖(Ps 48:3, 9—Eng 48:2, 

8).Thereinisariver―whosestreamsmake glad the city of God, the holy tabernacle of the Highest 

One‖—that is, of the divine council (Ps 46:5—Eng 46:4). This again recalls the abode of El in the far 

north,―atthesourceofthetwo-rivers, in the midst of the double-deep‖wherethetabernacleofElwas

located (CTA 2.3.4; 4.4.21–22, etc.; Ezek 28:2, 16).  

According to these Songs of Zion, the city cannot be successfully attacked because it is the dwelling 

placeofYHWHSeba˒ot.ThustheunrulynationsmayencroachuponZionlikethechaoticwaters,but

theywillbeheldatbaybecauseYHWHSeba˒otis in Zion (Pss 46:2–4, 7–8—Eng 46:1–3, 6–7; 48:1–12; 

cf. Isa 17:12–13).SoYHWHSeba˒otisaskedtorouseupandpunishtheunrulynations(Ps 59:6). At all 

events,YHWHSeba˒otisinvokedatonceaswarriorandkingtofightonZion‘sbehalf(Ps 80:3—Eng 

80:2; cf. 84:4, 8—Eng 84:3, 7).Thus,inthefaceofSennacherib‘sattack,Hezekiahwenttothetempleto

pray (Isa 37:16=1 Kgs 19:15):  

OYHWHSeba˒ot,whositsenthroneduponthecherubim, 

You alone are God of all the kingdoms of the earth.  

ThementionofYHWH‘senthronementonthecherubimisareferencetoYHWHasbothwarriorand

king.AlltheexplicitreferencestoYHWH‘senthronementonthecherubimareassociatedwithhisroleas

king and warrior (cf. 1 Sam 4:4; 2 Sam 6:2=1 Chr 13:6; Pss 80:2; 99:1; also 2 Sam 22:11=Ps 18:11). At 

issueinHezekiah‘spetitionisthekingshipofYHWH.Sennacheribhaddaredtocallhimselfhammelek 

haggādôl, ―thegreatking‖(Isa 36:4, 13).InZiontheology,thatwasthetitlereservedforYHWHSeba˒ot,



who was perceived as the ˓elyôn, ―theHighestOne,‖inthedivineassembly.Sennacheribhadcometo

Jerusalem―tomockthelivingGod.‖HenceYHWHwasaskedtovindicatehishonoranddeliverthecity

ofhisdwelling.ForIsaiah,YHWHSeba˒otwasatoncekingandwarrior,whowould fight (liṣ ō˒ on 

Zion‘sbehalfandprotectthecity(Isa 31:4–5).  

Thus,intheZiontradition,thenameYHWHSeba˒otservedtolegitimateJerusalemasYHWH‘s

chosen city. The epithet is theologically loaded. Hence, even though Isa 9:6, 37:32, and 2 Kgs 19:31 all 

carry the same idiom, in the Deuteronomistic History the loaded term ṣĕ ā˒ôt is omitted (i.e., assuming 

the Hebrew consonantal text is correct). Such reticence in using this epithet is understandable, given the 

connotationsthatitcarried.InthefaceofJudah‘shumiliationatthehandsoftheBabylonians, the name 

YHWHSeba˒otbecametheologicallyproblematic.Thus,forexample,EzekielandP(PriestlyWriter)

prefertospeakofGod‘spresenceinnonroyalandnonmilitaryterms. 

Isaiah 13 purports to be an oracle against Babylon. It is replete with literary and historical problems. 

Nevertheless, it is clear that it speaks with the idioms of the Zion tradition about a holy war, an 

eschatologicalbattleontheDayofYHWH.TheGodofZionhasgathered―hisconsecratedones‖andhis

warriors for a holy war (Isa 13:3);YHWHSeba˒otismusteringahostforbattle(Isa 13:4). The army will 

be comprised of troops from the nations, as well as from the ends of the heavens; celestial and terrestrial 

divisionsofYHWH‘shostsaregatheredatYHWHSeba˒ot‘scommand. 

ThebattleofYHWHSeba˒otisclearlywagednotonlyinthehistorical realm but also in the end time. 

IntheIsaianicapocalypse,YHWHSeba˒otisexpectedtopunish―thehostofheaveninheaven.‖

Thereupon he will reign once again on Mt. Zion in his glory (Isa 24:21, 23). The victorious warrior will 

celebrate with an eschatological banquet for all peoples on Zion, the mount of his victory (Isa 25:6).  

The eschatological battle is nowhere more emphatically articulated than in Zechariah 14, a chapter 

replete with the language of holy war. On that final day YHWH will go forth and fight against all nations, 

comingwith―alltheholyones‖(kol-qĕdō   m). Then he will reclaim kingship over all the earth, and all 

nations will come to Jerusalem annually (cf. Judg 21:19; 1 Sam 1:3, 7, 21)―toworshiptheKing,YHWH

Seba˒ot,andtokeepthefeastofSukkoth‖(Zech 14:16–17).  

ThusthenameYHWHSeba˒otdenotesGodasavictoriouswarriorenthronedaskingofthedivine

council.Heiseverreadytofightbattleswiththeforcesofchaos.AsYHWHSeba˒otfought and won the 

cosmogonic battle, so he fights the battles of his people in the historical realm and will fight the ultimate 

battle in the end time.  
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C. L. SEOW  

HOTHAM (PERSON) [Heb ḥôtām (חוָתם)]. Two persons appear in the Hebrew Bible with this 

name.  



1. An Asherite, the son of Heber and brother of Japhlet, Shomer (=Shemer, 1 Chr 7:34?), and sister 

Shua, of the family of Beriah (1 Chr 7:30–32). He is apparently the samepersonas―Helem‖[Hebhēlem] 

in 1 Chr 7:35, to whom is attributed four sons and at least eleven grandsons through his (firstborn?) son 

Zophah (1 Chr 7:36).Hisnameoccursinalistoftheheadsoffathers‘houseswithinthetribeofAsher(1 

Chr 7:30–40), a list perhaps derived from some earlier military census. While the names in 1 Chr 7:30–

31,upto―Malchiel,‖areparalleledinGen 46:17 and Num 26:44–46, the rest of the list, Hotham 

included, is without parallel elsewhere. The numerous inconsistencies in the names in this Asher pericope 

point possibly to a collection of disparate notices loosely attached to the person of Heber, the son of 

Beriah the son of Asher (Braun 1 Chronicles WBC, 119). That the Chronicler had an open mind on the 

extentandbreadthofGod‘sidealpeopleisevidencedhereinhisinclusionwithinthatvisionofso

peripheral a tribe as Asher.  

2. The father of ShamaandJeiel,twoofDavid‘sfamousmilitaryheroes(1 Chr 11:44b). In the KJV his 

nameisgivenasHothanandthatofhissecondsonasJehiel.Heiscalledan―Aroerite,‖and though it is 

possible that he came from Aroer in S Judah (1 Sam 30:28; IDB 1: 231), as the immediate context (1 Chr 

11:41b–47) ostensibly singles out a number of warriors as hailing from Transjordan, he more probably 

had his residence either in Aroer in Gilead (Josh 13:25; Judg 11:33) or Aroer on the edge of the valley of 

the Arnon river (Deut 2:36; 3:12; 4:48). See AROER. While the upper portion of the complete list of 

David‘smightymenor―officers‖(ifoneiswillingtoreadHeb āl     m in place of MT sĕlō   m in 2 Sam 

23:13, 23, and 24;cf.Na˒aman1988:79)issynoptic(2 Sam 23:8–17, 18–39=1 Chr 11:10–19, 20–41a), 

the additional sixteen names in 1 Chr 11:41b–47 are not. It is unlikely that this non-synoptic section is a 

postexilic invention, as there would seem to be no good reason for such a fabrication (see Williamson 1 

and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 104). The Chronicler evidently had access to a source beyond 2 Sam 23:8–39 

and used it expeditiously to illustrate how supportive all Israel was to the rise of David as king (1 Chr 

11:1–9; 12:1–41—Eng12:12–40). While this support included men of valor mostly from Judah and 

Benjamin (MBA, map no. 94), some of it came even from Transjordan (1 Chr 11:10–41a, 41b–47). This 

emphasisupontheinclusivenessofIsraelinthepastwaspartoftheChronicler‘stheologicalagendaand

hope for the Israel of his own day.  

Bibliography  
Elliger, K. 1935. Die dreissig Helden Davids. PJ 31: 29–75. Repr. KlSchr, 72–118.  
Mazar, B. 1963. The Military Élite of King David. VT 13: 311–20.  

Na˒aman,H.1988.TheListofDavid‘sOfficers( āl     m). VT 38: 71–79.  

Williamson,H.G.M.1981.―Weareyours,ODavid‖:TheSettingandPurposeof1Chroniclesxii1–23. Pp. 164–76 of 

Remembering All the Way … A Collection of Old Testament Studies. OTS 21. Leiden.  

ROGER W. UITTI  

HOTHIR (PERSON) [Heb hôt  r (הוִתיש)]. One of the fourteen sons of Heman who were appointed to 

prophesy with musical instruments under the direction of their father and the king (1 Chr 25:4). Hothir 

received the twenty-first lot cast to determine duties (1 Chr 25:28). Scholars have long suggested that the 

final nine names in 1 Chr 25:4 can be read as a liturgical prayer. For instance, Hothir is the Hip˓il perf. 

form of the verb yātar, ―showexcess,giveplentifully.‖Itwould function as the verb in the final line of 

the liturgical prayer as it is reconstructed by scholars. For a reconstruction and translation of the prayer, a 

summary of interpretative possibilities, and bibliography, see ELIATHAH.  

J. CLINTON MCCANN, JR.  

HOUSE OF THE FOREST OF LEBANON. See FOREST OF LEBANON, HOUSE OF THE.  

HOUSE, ISRAELITE. From the beginning of the Iron Age until the Babylonian Exile, two major 

typesdominatedIsraelitedomesticarchitecture:thelargerisusuallycalledthe―four-roomhouse,‖the

smaller,the―three-roomhouse.‖A―two-room‖variantappears in exceptional settings. Through 1987, 

more than 155 examples of these houses have been discovered (Shiloh 1987: 3), with new examples being 

found in the excavation of almost every Israelite Iron Age site. Against this, few examples occur in 



patently non-Israelite sites of the same period. On this basis it seems appropriate, at our present stage of 

understanding,torefertotheseas―Israelite‖houses. 

Despite their ubiquitousness in the archaeological record, no satisfactory functional interpretation of 

these plans presently exists, and the satisfactory development of needed analyses would exceed the 

permissible limits of a dictionary article. In lieu of a useful present consensus, the following discussion is 

based on theoretical approaches and findings reachedintheauthor‘sownworkingpaperonthesubject,

intended for future monographic publication (Holladay fc.).  

———  

A. Definition and Description  

1. Floor Plan  

2. Major Constructional Features  

3. Interaction between Houses and Fortifications  

4. Family Unit  
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2. An Alternative Interpretation  
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2. Ethnoarchaeology and the Israelite House  

D. Socioeconomic Analysis  

———  

A. Definition and Description  

1. Floor Plan. Withfewexceptions,the―four-roomhouse‖isknownonlyfromitsgroundplan.See

Figs. HOU.01 (A and C), and HOU.04 (B). By Iron II times, the entry is usually in the center of the front 

wall, leading into a large central space generally floored with beaten earth (rarely covered with marly 

chalk plaster). To either side of this larger area are side aisles delimited by pillars, generally associated 

with a stub wall. These aisles often have stone paving: cobbles or flagstones. Farther back, the columns 

generally give way to stone walls and doorways leading into small rooms, generally with dirt floors; in 

fact, one side may lack columns altogether, having only walled rooms. Across the back stretches the 

―fourth‖room,usuallyenteredfromthecentralspace,andusuallyhavingadirtfloor.Notinfrequentlyit

is subdivided.  

Three-room houses vary mainly in having only one row of pillars, generally off center. See Figs. 

HOU.01 (B); HOU.02; HOU.04 (A). Variations in floor plans often occur, however, when space 

constraintsdonotallowfortherealizationoftheplan‘sregulararrangement(House581ofFig.HOU.01

(B)),orwhentheowner‘srequirement for additional space leads to additions. See the side room in Figs. 

HOU.01 (C) and HOU.04 (B).  

2. Major Constructional Features. a. Pillars. Regional availability of materials dictated variability in 

details. The hallmark pillars, allowing for shared air space and visibility in the forepart of the interior, 

vary according to the geography. Many sites in the central hill country, the Shephelah, and the Galilee 

used monolithic pillars, hewn from the local caprock. These regularly were reused from one period to the 

next.IntheNegeb,pillarswereoftenbuiltofblocksor―drums‖ofroughlytrimmedchertorlimestone.

The coastal region (e.g., Tell Qasile: Mazar 1951: 76) and the Jordan valley (e.g., Tell es-Sa idiyeh:

Pritchard 1964: 6) have examples of pillars built of mudbrick. The central hill country, Galilee, and the 

coastal plain also have examples of column bases on which apparently stood wooden pillars. In all cases, 

the load-bearing capacities of these pillars are in excess of that required to support a simple flat mud-

plastered roof.  

b. Wall Construction. Walls were usually founded upon at least a single course of stones, whether one 

or two stones wide, and in stone-rich areas several courses might be stone-built. Above this foundation 

the walls were built of mudbrick, plastered inside and out with a mud-chaff plaster. This was essential, 



and required at least yearly renewal to ward off the erosion of the mudbrick during the winter rains (see 

the prophetic reference to the dangers of shoddy maintenance in Ezek 13:10–18). Within spatially 

restricted fortified town sites, houses were regularly built adjacent to one another, often sharing their side 

wall(s) with their neighbors.  

c. Roofing. As today in the Middle East, roofs were flat and served as important areas of domestic 

activity (cf. Josh 2:6–8; 2 Sam 11:2; Jer 19:13; 32:29). They were built upon beams and lintels over 

which were placed slats or poles (cf. Callaway 1976: 29), reeds, etc., which in turn were covered with 

mud and chaff plaster. This required regular compaction and resurfacing to maintain its waterproof 

qualities (cf. Eccl 10:18). Limestone cylinders (i.e., roof-rollers) are occasionally found in domestic 

contexts, but careful foot compaction is often used today. At Hasanabad, only two out of 43 active 

households owned stone roof-rollers,thelandlord‘sagentowningathird(Watson1979:119–20). Deut 

22:8 mandates the construction of parapets around house roofs. These are regularly depicted in Egyptian 

(Wreszinski 1935, pt. 2: pls. 35, 53, 54a, 56–58, etc.) and Assyrian (e.g., Ussishkin 1982: 80–85) 

representations of monumental Palestinian architecture. Since no houses have yet been found preserved to 

the roof line, house parapets cannot be demonstrated archaeologically. If they existed, waterspouts would 

have been required to remove water safely from the rooftops, but their remains would also be difficult to 

identify in the archaeological record (see, however, evidence for downspouts at Taanach [Lapp 1967: 21–

22] and Gezer [Holladay 1971: 116, fig. 1]). No efforts seem to have been made as yet to discover 

erosional features around houses suggestive of drainage arrangements.  

d. Other Features. Several other architectural and domestic features have been found in excavations, 

which can help to clarify the organization and functions of rooms and buildings. Shallow troughs are 

often found on top of the stubwalls between the characteristic pillars toward the front of the house. These 

are similar to the mud and stone mangers found in the stables at Beer-sheba and Hazor (Herzog 1973; 

Yadin et al. 1960: 6–9; pls. 4, 200–1; see STABLE, STABLES). Evidence of stairways (which are usually 

placed on the exterior) exists at many sites (e.g., Figs. HOU.01 (C) and HOU.04 (B); Tell Beit Mirsim 

[Albright 1943: 51], Beer-sheba [Beit-Arieh 1973: 31, Fig. HOU.04 (A) here], and Hazor [Yadin 1972: 

184]), which in turn implies either the existence of upper stories (e.g., Shechem [Wright 1965: 161]; 

Jerusalem [Shiloh 1984: 14, 18–19]), or intensive use of the roof. Estimates of the heights of first stories, 

based upon the height of stairways or preserved stone lintels, etc., range from a low of 1.1 m (Tell en-

Nasbeh [McCown 1947: 213]) to a more normal ca. 2.0 m (Tel Masos [Fritz and Kempinski 1983: 25]). 

Such heights are more in line with domestic stabling and storage functions than for areas of human 

habitation (below).  

Ovens (cf. Gunneweg 1983: 106–12) are relatively frequent, generally in sheltered exterior settings, but 

also in the central space. Cooking hearths, on the other hand, are relatively infrequent (cf. Hazor [Yadin et 

al. 1960: pls. 7:3; 202 9/F], Mesad Hashavyahu [Naveh 1962: 92], Shechem [Wright 1965: 151–52; cf. 

also Figs. HOU.02 and HOU.04 (B) here, the square, stone-lined heating and cooking hearths of Fig. 

HOU.03 (A), and the round plastered heating hearths of Fig. HOU.03 (B)]). Simple cooking pits also 

appear, e.g., in many of the central spaces of the Strata III-II houses at Tel Masos (Fritz and Kempinski 

1983: 13), but they are by no means regularly present. The relative sparseness of these and similar 

facilities in the archaeological record suggests that cooking activities were regularly carried out in parts of 

the house not typically recovered archaeologically (below).  

3. Interaction between Houses and Fortifications. ThereferencetoRahab,whose―housewasinthe

wall of the city-wall‖(Heb êtah  ĕq  r haḥômâ; Josh 2:15), may suggest that the passage dates to the 

later Iron II. Archaeologically attested city walls are in extremely short supply for the LB II (although that 

does not necessarily mean that there were none, since gates are known). Casemate walls would, in any 

case, not be expected. In the early Iron Age I, there is some evidence that houses were arranged around 

the perimeter of the town site in such fashion that the back rooms, together with connector walls, made up 

a sort of ad hoc casemate wall (Shiloh 1978: 45–46). This, however, does not seem to be what is implied 

by the account. Early Iron II casemate walls, as these are presently known, do not incorporate private 

houses, although palaces may be built in (Hazor, Megiddo; [Yadin et al. 1960: pls. 199–200; Yadin 1972: 



154–58, fig. 40]). On the other hand, the casemate town walls characteristic of the later Judean Iron II 

period regularly incorporated private houses, the casemate often serving as the rear, transverse 

architectural element of the three- and four-room houses of the period (e.g., Fig. HOU.04 (A)).  

4. Family Unit. Cross-cultural analysis strongly suggests that houses of this general size were occupied 

by nuclear families, i.e., typically a mother, father, and their dependent children, plus any resident 

servants or slaves (Shiloh 1980: 29; Stager 1985: 17–18). Clustering of houses around shared common 

space (e.g., Figs. HOU.02 and HOU.01 (A) [?]) may be taken as evidence for patrilocal residence 

patterns, reflecting the extended family structure known in the Bible as the  êt ˒a , ―HouseoftheFather‖

(Stager 1985: 18–23), although such residential patterning may, in the long run, be incompatible with the 

realities of long-term land use in the constrained urban environment.  

5. Origins of the House Type. Housesofthisgeneralplanwerealreadycommoninthe―Israelite‖hill

country settlements, beginning perhaps as early as ca. 1200 B.C. (A. Mazar 1982: 168–70; Stager 1985: 3; 

Finkelstein AIS, 30, 254–55, 315–23), but it is unclear whether the general plan was an independent 

innovation of these people, or an outgrowth of a rare earlier LB house type (cf. summaries by Stager 

1985: 17; Finkelstein AIS, 254–59).TheonlyreasonableLBantecedentisthe―BurntBuilding‖fromLB

II Tell Batash Stratum VII (Kelm and Mazar 1982: 9–13). Appeal to Philistine prototypes seems 

counterproductive,sincetheonlyexamplesoftheseplansassociatedwithSeaPeople‘ssettlementcome

from late 10th-century contexts (Tell esh-Shari˒a,TellQasile;cf.Holladay1990).Onbalance,thevery

general use of houses of the three- and four-room type in the early hill country settlements versus the 

extreme paucity of reasonable LB prototypes seems to argue in favor of a hypothesis of independent 

invention, though future discoveries could easily alter this balance of probability.  

Particularly in the late 10th century B.C., a few houses of this type do appear at theoretically non-

Israelite sites, and some explanation of this phenomenon must be sought. Assuming as a test hypothesis 

that houses of this general plan were as strong a marker for ethnic self-differentiationasthe―Amarna‖-

style house (which has a much longer history than simply the Amarna period) may have been for Bronze 

AgeEgyptianresidentsofCanaan,onemayask:―WhatsortofhousedidDavid(assumingthereisany

trace of truth in thetraditions)occupyatZiklag?‖Theanswer,suitablyadjustedfordateandoccupant

(e.g., traders), could easily account for the evidence presently in hand. I.e., it is not improbable that there 

wasasizable―Israelite‖componenttoTellEsh-Shari˒aStratum VIII and Tell Qasile Stratum X, etc. This 

would be expected within the Solomonic koine. The fact that this house form does not characterize later 

Iron II Ashdod or Tel Miqne/Ekron seems sufficient basis to suggest that considerations other than simple 

functionoravailabilitygovernedthelaterPhilistine‘schoiceofarchitecturalstyles,since,bythen,the

three- and four-room house had an unbroken use-history of some 400–500 years in the region.  

B. Functional Analysis and Reconstruction  

1. Unsatisfactory Current Consensus. In spite of the large body of archaeological data available, 

published archaeological analyses attempting to interpret either the plan or its constituent elements have 

been few (note, however, Stager 1985: 11–17; Holladay 1986: 153–54). The prevailing general 

understanding of these structures is summed up in evolutionary terms by Herzog (1984: 76–77):  

The sole fundamental and constant feature [of the four-room house is] the broadroom at the rear. 

Considering primarily the function of the room (which is a factor of its shape), it is obvious that it 

served as the main living and sleeping quarters of the household (Shiloh 1970: 186). [Over the course of 

time]acourtyardwasaddedtothefrontofthebroadroom…Subsequently,thisenlarged courtyard may 

have been subdivided and one or two units partitioned off as work or storage areas.  

Thisviewofthebroadroom‘sfunction,whichliesattheheartofmostpresenttreatments,simplywillnot

work. The broadroom of Beer-sheba House 75 (Fig. HOU.04 (A)) measures ca. 1.15 × 4 m, or ca. 4.5 m
2
 

(ca.3´9―×13´1.5").Apersonleaningagainstonewallcouldcompletelyblockpassagebyholdingout

one arm, and only four sleeping pallets would occupy the entire floor space, leaving no room for 

furnishingsorstorage.Whiletheaboveisoneofthesmallerrearrooms,asurveyofBraemer‘scatalogue

of houses (1982: 162–269) shows a median width of 1.98 m, a measurement which does not significantly 

improve the problem of domestic logistics.  



2. An Alternative Interpretation. More reasonably, in terms of space, Braemer has suggested that the 

central space was, in fact, the living area. A significant problem with this interpretation (if one is limited 

to a single-story structure) is that it enforces a strong interaction between the inhabitants and their 

livestock, assuming that animals were stalled in the side aisles (below), since the main function of the 

pillared structure, as opposed to solid walls, is to provide for open communication between the side 

aisle(s) and the central space.  

C. Toward a New Consensus  

A useful starting point is the recognition of the strong similarities between operative aspects of the 

Israelite and Judean tripartite pillared stables and the smaller-scaled side aisle(s) of the domestic houses, 

including bench-type mangers and paved standings, together with pillared construction. See STABLE, 

STABLES. Together with semicircular ground-level mangers and typically low ceiling heights, these 

features imply that the provision of stalling and folding facilities were central concerns both of the 

original designers and of following generations (cf. Wright 1965: fig. 79; Holladay 1982; 1986: 153–54; 

Stager 1985: 11–15; contra Herzog 1984: 77; Fritz and Kempinski 1983: 27). Since this very specialized 

house type is already characteristic at the early subsistence-based settlements (e.g., Ai and Kh. Radannah, 

cf. Fig. HOU.02), one may infer that the design was either an indigenous innovation aimed at solving the 

needs of agriculturalist and horticulturalist peasants, or was soon adapted to those needs. While facilities 

for animal care and agricultural storage can, from this perspective, readily be seen in the ground plan, one 

must consider what other needs must have been met in the layout, especially since the design was so 

successful that it became the standard house type for two independent kingdoms and lasted for more than 

600 years. In particular, what can be inferred about other basic spatial requirements, layout, specialized 

room function, and overall form of the three- and four-room house—particularly of those elements not 

evidentfromthefloorplan?Andnotonly―what,‖buthow can we reliably go about asking these 

questions about a vanished civilization? This is, of course, only another version of the basic question of 

valid archaeological inference.  

As with other questions involving complex models of operating systems, the best source of insight is the 

study of similar systems in contemporary societies living at roughly the same stage of development and 

under most of the same environmental constraints. I.e., we should turn to the sphere of ethnology, 

particularly that of communities living in similar biospheres, keeping similar domesticates, and following 

similar subsistence strategies, which in the present case means mixed dry farming employing the simple 

plow.  

1. Ethnoarchaeological Data. Recent ethnographic studies (e.g., Watson 1979; Kramer 1979; 1982), 

explicitly conducted from theperspectiveofarchaeologists‘needs(whichinvolvesfargreaterconcernfor

aspects of the material culture complex than is typical of most ethnographic approaches), have provided 

valuable new data to assist in generating hypotheses about ancient material remains and their functional 

implications. Among other issues, these researchers have studied the areal requirements for domestic 

occupation, which prove to be surprisingly similar among widely varying societies. While the figure of 10 

m
2
 roofed dwelling area per person (Naroll 1962) is most frequently cited, a more significant figure is that 

involving total roofed area per person, which, for Iranian peasant societies living under conditions closely 

similar to those of ancient Israel, work out to ca. 21 m
2
 per person (LeBlanc 1971). This figure includes 

not only living space but also stabling, storage, and other activity space, and is more truly reflective of 

total domestic needs than the former.  

Data from the ethnoarchaeological study of Hasanabad (a pseudonymous village in W Iran) show that a 

typical household of 4.5–5 people lived in roofed space, including wall thickness, ranging from 94.5 to 

105 m
2
 (the 21 m

2
/person cited above; Watson 1979; LeBlanc 1971). Of this, slightly more than half was 

devoted to economic activities such as stabling and storage. See Fig. HOU.03. Hasanabad basically was a 

single-storied, sprawling village. In the few houses there which had second stories, in all cases the second 

floors were used for living rooms and light storage. Elsewhere, in houses within walled enclosures (e.g., a 

fortified city where space was at a premium), ground floors typically were devoted to the stabling of herds 

and flocks and heavy storage, while the second story was typically devoted to human habitation and light 



storage,thewarmthoftheanimalscontributingsignificantlytohumancomfortduringthewinter‘scold

(Fig. HOU.03 [B]; cf. Stager 1985: 12). This pattern can be seen today all around the Mediterranean.  

While few of the ethnographically attested plans from modern Iran and Turkey (or those of late 19th- to 

early 20th-century Palestine) resemble those of ancient Israel, the function and spatial characteristics of 

the individual architecturalelementsinvolvedinanontechnologicalpastoralist/agriculturalisteconomy‘s

housing must have been closely similar. Various animals require certain facilities and space, various 

goods must be stored under varying conditions for varying parts of the year, and domestic functions 

require a certain amount of space and various essential facilities. What differs among individual societies 

(evenvillages)arethe―mentaltemplates‖andaestheticsgoverningthearrangements,togetherwith

technical details of construction. Compare the relative architectures of a New England fishing village 

(e.g.,wooden―CapeCod‖houses),adenselypackedurbanenvironment(brick―townhouses‖),aNew

Mexicoadobe―ranchhouse,‖andaclassicCaliforniasuburb(stuccoed―Californiabungalows‖).Fora

traditional Middle Eastern agriculturalist community, these similarities may be grouped into two major 

functionalcategories:the―LivingDomain‖andthe―EconomicDomain.‖ 

a. The “Economic Domain.” From an architectural perspective, this involves adequate and appropriate 

housing for the goods and chattels involved in the quest for economic survival: animals, stored 

agricultural produce, and tools and supplies.  

ThetypicalIranianagriculturalist‘shouse(e.g.,Fig.HOU.03)included a stable area for traction and 

transport animals (cows, bullocks, and donkeys), together with folding space for an average of 21 sheep 

and goats. Cattle and donkeys had their own stables. The floors characteristically were unfinished and 

covered with accumulations of dung and decomposing fodder which was occasionally cleaned out and 

used for fuel (Kramer 1982: 106). Watson does not give ceiling or beam heights but describes stables as 

beingtypically―low‖(1979:160).Stableswereusuallyfittedwith adobe mangers. Both semicircular 

ground-level and rectilinear bench types were used, the latter predominating. Some stables for sheep/goats 

were subterranean, with ceiling heights ranging from 1.5 to 3.5 m (Watson 1979: 160–61).  

Other rooms served either as utility or store rooms, storing items such as food; animal feed; chaff/straw 

for fodder, mudbrick making, plastering, and mixing with dung for fuel; agricultural implements; and 

seasonal furniture. Room use often changed with the seasons, or as contents were consumed (note that 

Fig. HOU.03 (A) reflects usage as of 5 April 1960). Grain and milled flour was sometimes stored in sacks 

or large mud-plastered wicker baskets, but most often on the ground floor in mud bins or chests raised on 

short legs (Watson 1979: 295; Kramer 1982: 100, 102, 105). Grain pits, mostly bell-shaped and averaging 

ca. 1 m
3
, were variously used for either wheat or barley, or, in some villages, for barley alone. Some 

villages did not practice underground storage. Grain pits could be located in ground-level living rooms 

(often in the corners), storerooms, or courtyards.  

Stables averaged 12.25 m
2
 in area (internal), and many families had more than one stable. Storerooms 

averaged 12.4 m
2
. Folding space for the (at the time strongly depressed) sheep/goat herd probably would 

average ca. 20 m
2
.  

Watson‘sresearchindicatedthatafamilyoffiveneededca.1800kgofwheat(=ca.66bushels),

including ca. 300 kg for seed and assuming an 80% extraction rate for flour, to subsist from harvest to 

harvest. Barley was considered feed for the animals and was useful as a cash crop. It was considered 

starvation food for humans (1979: 291). Barley requirements worked out to ca. 1080 kg/year (=ca. 49 

bushels).  

In ancient Palestine grain was often stored in in-ground silos or bell-shaped pits (Currid and Navon 

1989). Some features in ground-level rooms could be interpreted as bins, although twofold bins (for wheat 

and barley) would be anticipated. Grain was also stored in store jars. For purposes of concrete 

visualization of the quantities of storage required, if we were to convert the above figures to the average 

capacities of the typical Judean lmlk store jar (Lachish Type 484; cf. Ussishkin 1983: 161–63), which 

would have held a median capacity of ca. 1.277 bushels of wheat each, 55 jars would have been needed to 

holdonefamily‘sannualrequirements,withanother36beingneededforthelighterbarley.Thetotal



aggregate weight would have necessitated ground-level storage, and, closely packed together, they would 

have occupied about 22.75 m
2
 of floor space (11.5 m

2
 if stacked two deep).  

Other required foodstuffs must be factored in, such as legumes (e.g., Kramer 1982: 34), and, particularly 

for Palestine, wine and oil. To these must be added dung-cake and wood storage, dried fodder, a large 

straw store (above), and furniture, equipment, and tools. These items constitute subsistence requirements 

alone. Obviously, additional space would be required for surplus production. In season, portions of 

storerooms (or even ground-level living rooms) were partitioned off for the keeping of baby animals.  

b. The “Living Domain.” This is the portion of the house reserved for human occupation and food 

preparation, together with lighter storage and utility rooms. See Fig. HOU.03. In the ethnographic 

literature (esp. Watson 1979; Kramer 1982), this space usually consisted of a living room (ranging from 

ca. 11 m
2
 to over 40 m

2
, but averaging ca. 19 m

2
 at Hasanabad), an entrance hall or foyer, and storage 

and/or utility rooms. Kitchens were present in most communities, but not in all.  

Each nuclear family had its own living room. This was where the family ate, slept, did indoor work, and 

entertained. Some families had two living rooms (a mark of wealth), one for the entertainment of guests, 

the other for family living. Families with three living rooms rented out the third. Depending upon the 

location of cooking facilities and local custom, the living room, with its hearth and vertical loom, was 

sometimesconsideredwomen‘s domain(Hasanabad;Watson1979),ormen‘sdomain(―Aliabad‖;

Kramer 1982), the kitchen, in the latter setting, being the domain of the women (often of an extended 

family), the vertical loom being set up there (Fig. HOU.03 (B)), or, occasionally, in the foyer, which 

lookedoutuponthecourtyardandwasapreferredlocationforspinningandwomen‘ssocializationand

teadrinking.AtHasanabad,theentrancehallservedforthestorageofmen‘sgoodsandouterclothingbut

was not a setting for social activity.  

The living rooms studied were always characterized by the presence of a central hearth, either 

rectangular and stone-lined, or round and plastered, which provided winter warmth, light, and, at 

Hasanabad, served for cooking. In the summer, cooking was usually done in a special area of the 

courtyard. The living area was invariably mud-plastered, with annual renewal. Most living rooms were 

whitewashed, and special white earth (probably the Arabic huwwar) was often used to plaster the floors. 

Around the walls were pegs, niches, and window ledges, used to provide off-the-floor storage. Although 

less detailed and largely wanting measurements, observations in Palestine during the early decades of this 

century present much the same picture (Dalman 1942).  

Kitchens varied from one community to another. Hasanabad had none, nor was bread baked in ovens, 

but on a metal baking tray not unlike Iron Age Palestinian pottery exemplars; at Aliabad there was one 

kitchen per compound (invariably housing a bread oven), usually serving the needs of several living 

rooms, occupied by members of one extended family. (In the villages studied, as in contemporary 

traditionalist Arab communities in Palestine, extended family groupings are based upon the principle of 

virilocality, i.e., having subordinate nuclear family residence patterns established in relation to the 

residence of the father or senior brother in the family; cf. Stager 1985: 18–22; below). Not infrequently, 

widows, or even whole families, also used the kitchen, appropriately furnished, as a living room. At other 

villages, kitchens occurred on a household-by-household basis, often associated with stables, and 

sometimes in semi-underground settings. At still other sites, including late 19th- to early 20th-century 

(A.D.) Palestine, they were separate rooms, often totally detached, entered from the courtyard. Except at 

Aşvan(Turkey:Halletal.1973:figs.3,4,7;273),disusedfireplacesatHasanabad,andelitehousesin 

Palestine, chimneys were unknown, simple holes in the roof or side wall allowing some smoke to escape.  

The ethnographic studies demonstrated a consistent need for light-duty storage and/or utility rooms for 

various domestic needs (cf. Fig. HOU.03 (B)). In addition to furniture and miscellaneous storage, a wide 

variety of dried and otherwise preserved milk products, fruits, produce, and other more delicate and less 

bulky foodstuffs could be stored in these, or in facilities in or near the kitchen.  

Exterior space was an important part of the household economy. Courtyard surfaces, which were often 

used as nighttime folding space in good weather, were customarily swept daily. The surface, however, 

was uneven, with damp spots, and was characteristically embedded with potsherds, mud oven fragments, 



pebbles, animal dung, and other rubbish. The corners would be used to store various bulky materials, 

including dungheaps (which otherwise were often located in village common space and served as an 

important area for women‘ssocialization,dungcakesbeingthestandarddomesticfuel).Fixtures(notall

occurring at individual sites) were ovens, hearths, food preparation platforms or areas, unroofed animal 

pens, and, in one semisedentarized village, a platform for the black tent. Customary courtyard activities 

included shearing, milking, milk processing, cooking and baking, and various household manufacturing 

activities(e.g.,feltmaking,horizontallooms).Kramer‘s(1982)dataon67courtyardsatAliabadrevealed

great variability in size, with a mean of 103.3 m
2
, but a median of only 74 m

2
 and a standard deviation of 

112.2 m
2
.  

Roofs were accessed either by stairs (including mudbrick staircases), ladders, or ramps. Roofs were 

important activity areas, generally within thewomen‘sdomain,servingforsocialization,thedryingof

clothes, food, and other agricultural products (including washed grain), and for the temporary storage of 

dried fodder, brush, wood, and wooden equipment. In densely settled towns, contiguous rooftops served 

aswomen‘sthoroughfaresbetweenhouseholds.Rooftopswerealsousedinmanylocalesfornormal

extensions of domestic activities, including sleeping during the summer months.  

c. Summary Observations. Whatever the degree of observed virilocal residence association, each 

nuclear family occupied its own living room. The number of rooms associated with a house varied 

significantly, ranging from essentially one room to as many as nine. The mean number of rooms at 

Hasanabad was 4.55, the median being 5.0. Average total roofed space (including wall thickness) per 

individual at Hasanabad, the site best studied in this respect, was 21 m
2
. The average number of 

individuals per rural household across the total sample studied ranged from 4.2 to 5.9 (Korosan and Ilam 

provinces, Iran; Sumner 1979: 169–70). Usage of grain pits varied between communities but never 

accounted for total grain storage space. Rooms for heavy storage, animal stables, and protected folding 

space were essential parts of the household complex. Where second stories existed, the upper story was 

invariably used for human occupation and light storage.  

2. Ethnoarchaeology and the Israelite House. a. Spatial and Functional Determinants. For 43 

households, Watson (1979: Table 5.2) recorded 56 living rooms, 12 entry halls, 32 stables, 11 utility 

rooms, 6 wood storage rooms, 7 dung storage rooms, 24 straw storerooms, 17 underground stables, and 

25 courtyards (note that storeroom functions varied seasonally). Kramer lists 67 courtyards, 90 living 

rooms, 74 kitchens, 137 storerooms, and 33 stables (1979: Table 5.1). Assuming as average requirements, 

fortheeconomicdomain,onestable,oneprotected―foldingarea,‖andonestoreroom,allnecessarilyat

ground level, and, for the domestic domain, one living room, an entry hall, and one utility/store room, 

reference to the well-documented Hasanabad data set (Watson 1979: 119–61) yields a more or less 

generic requirement for the average household of ca. 83 m
2
 of unencumbered floor space. A comparable 

figure for Aliabad is ca. 72 m
2
, probably brought about by the shared use of kitchen facilities. Estimating 

on the basis of a family size of 4.5 to 5.0 individuals, an overall roofed space requirement (including 

walls, above) would stand at ca. 94.5–105 m
2
.  

Sheltered folding space would have been a necessity for wintering sheep in most of ancient Israel and 

all of Judah, except the Jordan valley and the Negeb. But one may wonder why a subsistence-level 

agricultural economy, such as that of the average Israelite town and village, should invest simultaneously 

in pastoralist activity. The answer for ancient times is the same as that which applies to traditionalist 

societies in the region today. Diversification of subsistence strategies is a significant means of spreading 

risk,andhencebetterinsuresthefamilyunit‘ssurvivalinotherwisemarginallyviableenvironmental

zones, such as those characterizing most of ancient Israel (Ruthenberg 1976: 25; Hopkins 1985: 213–50).  

Other figures gleaned from the ethnographic literature useful for archaeological reconstruction include 

the following: ceiling heights for kitchens and living rooms at Aliabad ranged from 2.0 to 2.6 m (Kramer 

1982: 104); at Hasanabad they averaged ca. 2.55 m (Watson 1979: figs. 5.8–5.27); the narrowest and 

widest living rooms at Hasanabad were 2.42 m and 3.95 m respectively (the mean for 25 living rooms was 

3.02); at Aliabad, the mean width of 7 illustrated living rooms was 2.78 m, the narrowest being 2.57 m, 

the widest being 2.95 m (Kramer 1982: figs. 4.6, 4.7, 4.12, 1.18).  



b. Reconstructing the Three-Room House. Analysis of Beer-sheba House 75 (Fig. HOU.04 (A)) 

yields ca. 29.5 m
2
 of floor space, exclusive of walls. Including wall thickness, and assuming average walls 

in place of the fortification wall enclosing the casemate room, the total ground-plan area comes to ca. 42 

m
2
. The central space and side aisle (Loci 75 and 77) encompass only ca. 19 m

2
—in the range of a 

Hasanabad living room. However, not only are the floors of these two areas unsuited to living-room 

functions, one has to ask where the necessary room can be found for the entire range of ground-level 

functions of the economic domain. Even allocating all the ground-floor space to stables, folding, and 

heavy storage, we find it necessary to suggest that the adjacent alleyway (Locus 28) probably was also 

incorporated as shelterable folding space, which need not have been as well protected as at sites in the hill 

country. This combination yields a usable total area of ca. 45 m
2
, as compared with our theoretical 

requirement of ca. 44.7 m
2
.  

Reviewing other data, we note that the Beer-sheba excavations provided some evidence for casemates 

having served a storage function (Beit-Arieh 1973: 33; Sheffer 1973). The stalling facilities (Locus 77) 

are exceptionally narrow, and may have operated more as a narrow loose-box than as a proper set of 

stalls. Room 75 seems to have served store functions at the time of its destruction (Aharoni 1973: pottery 

pls. 64–65). An oven is situated in a screened location near an entrance, here beside the stairs at the 

entrance to the alleyway. It is typical in Israel and Judah for such facilities to be placed at points easy of 

access.  

In this particular set of houses we have good evidence for a second story in the form of well-constructed 

exterior stairways. That they are not there simply to access the roof is self-evident from the lack of 

suitable living-room facilities on the ground floor. Adding a second story yields another 30 m
2
 to the total 

house plan, the space required for an average-sized ethnographically attested living room plus light-

storage/utility room. At these overall dimensions, including the use of alleyway, this house plan, realized 

in two stories, closely approximates the mean at Hasanabad and is slightly over the Aliabad mean. By any 

reckoning,thisisanimpressivedegreeof―fit‖betweenanethnographicallybasedmodelandan

archaeological reconstruction attained by simply extending the perimeter walls and columned interior 

structure upward for one more story, easily within the load-bearing capabilities of the walls and massive 

stone columns (cf. Beit-Arieh 1973: 32).  

With respect to the relationship between houses and fortifications for a casemate-walled small site like 

Beer-sheba, the above would suggest a reasonable height for the top of the battlements of some 6.5 m 

above interior ground levels, with the broad rooftops of the houses affording excellent fighting platforms. 

Greater heights for the fortification walls would necessitate narrower fighting platforms and more difficult 

access arrangements.  

c. Four-Room House. The ethnographically informed archaeological reconstruction of the medium-

sized four-room house can be demonstrated through an analysis of House 1727 at Shechem (Fig. HOU.04 

(B)). Its overall dimensions, after the elimination of 7th-century rooms tacked onto its S side, are ca. 8.0 × 

10.4 m (=83.2 m
2
). With the addition of the N side room, the total ground-floor area increases to ca. 108.6 

m
2
, the internal area of the side room being ca. 17.5 m

2
. The ground level of the main house block 

consists of two paved stable areas (Rooms 3 and 5) with both semicircular and bench-style mangers. 

Unpaved rooms (Rooms 4 and 6) stand behind each of the paved side rooms. The central space (Room 1–

2) has two large grinding installations, a large industrial hearth and a smaller, possibly domestic, hearth, 

and, immediately to the left of the entrance, what may be the foundation platform for a flight of steps to 

an upper story. The lateral broadroom at the back (Room 7) measured 6.85 × 1.95 m and had a large 

horseshoe-shaped stone-lined pit (probably a grain silo) at the N end. The unencumbered internal ground-

floor space totaled ca. 54 m
2
. With the addition of the N side room, the total ground-floor space was 71 

m
2
.  

As with the Beer-sheba house, if one assumes, with much of contemporary thinking, that this was a one-

story house, the areal requirements are unrealistic to accommodate storage, stabling, folding (which, 

however, is adequately addressed by the added side room), and living. Furthermore, the central area, the 

only one large enough to be a typical living area (assuming conformity with the general outlines of the 



ethnographic data cited above), is restricted by the presence of the large industrial hearth. The back room 

is undersized for a living room, lacks an appropriate floor surface, and is significantly narrower than any 

of the attested peasant agriculturalist living rooms in the literature cited above. Significantly, even if the 

structure to the left of the main doorway is not the basis for an inner staircase, the house has yielded 

perhaps the strongest evidence yet for a second-floor living room: closely spaced split poles covered by a 

rough mud plaster layer which in turn was covered by a mud plaster finish coat characterized by a heavy 

concentration of calcite crystals, ground down on the upper surface to a remarkably close approximation 

of a terrazzo floor. Uncritical assessment suggesting that this might only be an unusual roof surface 

ignores the fact that the roofing material for this house, typically comprised of many layers of mud and 

chaff plaster well rolled out, was carefully observed and documented in the field (Wright 1965: fig. 80). 

Acting in accordance with the principles applied to the Beer-sheba house, if we simply carry the perimeter 

walls up for a second story, perhaps replacing some of the interior walls with pillar lines and continuing 

the first-floor columned structure into the second story, we will add some 55 m
2
 to the overall house plan, 

making it ca. 126 m
2
. This almost duplicates the area of one of the larger Hasanabad houses (125.5 m

2
; 

Watson 1979: 139), in which six people resided. In that Hasanabad is a wretched poor isolated village, 

and Shechem was a thriving central place in the last half of the 8th century B.C., that seems a not improper 

order of magnitude for a medium-sized version of the larger model of standard Israelite house.  

Much larger houses, of course, existed, e.g., the 9th-century elite houses flankingthe―Citadel‖atHazor

(Yadin et al. 1960: pl. 205), or the 7th–6th-century―WestTower‖atTellBeitMirsim,styledalongthe

lines of a typical four-room house with added side room (Shiloh 1970: 186), but these were houses of the 

governing elite.Aswiththeanalysisof―nonstandard‖housesatIsraelitesites(e.g.,the―Houseof

Makbiram,‖better,―HouseoftheServers‖atHazor;Yadinetal.1960:72–73; cf. Naveh 1981: 301–2; 

85*), the effort would take us beyond the permissible limits of the present article.  

D. Socioeconomic Analysis  

1. “Israelite House” and the Populace. From the time of its emergence in force until its demise at the 

endoftheIronIIAge,theeconomicfunctionofthe―IsraeliteHouse‖seemstohave been centered upon 

requirements for storage and stabling, functions for which it was ideally suited. While the design 

stabilized and became ubiquitous during the time of the open rural hamlet (i.e., Iron Age IA–B), its 

compact layout, neatly separating the domestic from the economic sphere, allowed for easy adaptation to 

the confinements and constraints of the urban or fortified village environment. Furthermore, its durability 

as preferred house type, lasting over 600 years throughout all the diverse environmental regions of Israel 

and Judah, even stretching down into the wilderness settlements in the central Negeb (Cohen 1979; 

Herzog 1983), testifies that it was an extremely successful design for the common—probably 

landowning—peasant. From the frequency of the appearance of this design, one may infer that individuals 

requiring facilities for managing mixed agricultural pursuits constituted the great majority of the 

population in ancient Israelite and Judean nucleated, as well as nonnucleated, settlements.  

2. Israelite House, Settlement Hierarchy, and Social Stratification. It may be assumed that at sites 

with little architectural variation (e.g., Tell Beit Mirsim) the social organization was on a village level, 

with few specialized services being available. Although more detailed studies need to be carried out, it 

appearsthatthefalloffofproportionsof―IsraeliteHouses‖(i.e.,three- and four-room houses) in relation 

to other buildings (e.g., other types of domestic and/or public structures) seems to become progressively 

greater as one graduates from village to town (e.g., Beth-shemesh?), to city (central place), to major 

governmental center/regional capital (e.g., Lachish, Megiddo, probably Hazor), to the national/state 

capital (Jerusalem and Samaria). If one may assume a direct relationship between the magnitude and/or 

sophistication of domestic architectural features and wealth (note that Kramer 1982: 126–36 cautions 

against such conclusions on the village level), and if both the richest and the poorest lived in the urban 

environments, then, given the relatively narrow range of sizes of three- and four-room houses, it might be 

argued that—apart from those who lived in palaces (e.g., in Samaria, Ramat Rahel, Megiddo, Hazor, 

Gezer, Lachish, etc.)—the disparity in wealth between various households was not great.  



The excavations at Tell Beit Mirsim have provided a fairly large horizontal exposure of the town plan. 

From it one may infer that, in many cases, the smallest and largest houses actually reflect the habitations 

ofdifferinggenerationsofthesameextendedfamily(Stager‘s êt ˒a , above). The lack of significant 

intrasite architectural variability (as opposed to that which exists at Megiddo, Lachish, and Hazor) implies 

that Tell Beit Mirsim wasnota―centralplace,‖butthatitshouldbeseenasafortifiedexpandedvillage

(Amiran 1953: 70–73),insteadofa―town‖or―city‖inanymodernsenseoftheterms.Thereisonlyone

largehouse,misnamedthe―WestTower,‖anditslocationandstructure seem to mark it off as the 

residence of the local town magistrate. Furthermore, as noted above, its plan is essentially that of an 

enlarged four-room house with additions.  

Future study probably will demonstrate a discontinuity in ground-floor plan areas between normative 

three- and four-room houses (which probably form a continuum) and structures of the governmental elite 

liketheTellBeitMirsim―WestTower‖andtheoutsized―EliteHouses‖atHazor(above).Thepointto

consider, however, is that—ideologically—the middle tier of rulers lived in houses comparable to those of 

their subjects, and the present evidence indicates that only governors and kings lived in architecturally 

distinctpalacesor―citadels.‖ 

3. Fortified Farming Villages and Regional Security. The demographer D. Amiran (1953) has argued 

an inverse relationship between strong centralized government and site size in unstable peripheral regions. 

The security of a strong government fosters the budding-offofdispersedandsmaller―daughter‖

settlements: farmers living farther afield from the population centers and nearer their fields. With 

governmental weakening or collapse, the dispersed settlements are abandoned and the landscape is 

dominated by a few very large villages, to which people relocate for greater mutual security, at the 

expense of convenient access to their fields (1953: 66–73; 205–8; 259–60).  

Given this model, the size and occupational density of such largely undifferentiated fortified settlements 

as Tell Beit Mirsim, Beth-shemesh, and Tell en-Nasbeh, as well as the planned chariot city of Beer-sheba 

(the settlement of Strata III–II being partially or largely self-sustaining despite a heavy governmental 

investment in its construction—note the substantial quantities of cedar of Lebanon in its construction; 

Liphschitz and Waisel 1973: 99–108), speak volumes of the lack of security, not only of the Shephelah 

and the Negeb during the 8th–7th centuries, but also of the more exposed S reaches of the central hill 

country N of Jerusalem. The other side of such considerations, of course, is that population estimates 

based upon the supposed presence of a sizable extramural population in these regions (e.g., Shiloh 1980: 

32b) may still be much too high (similarly for the central highlands, cf. Hopkins 1985: 164).  
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JOHN S. HOLLADAY, JR.  

HOUSEHOLD CODES. From the German Haustafeln, a word used by scholars to designate certain 

biblical texts that outline the duties and responsibilities associated with the proper or ideal management of 

private affairs. Significant advances have been made in understanding the form and function of these 

codes (Col 3:18–4:1; Eph 5:21–6:9; 1 Pet 2:11–3:12; 1 Tim 2:8–15; 5:1–2; 6:1–2; Titus 2:1–10; 3:1) since 

the mid-1970s. The following article surveys recent research, characterizes the relevant biblical and early 

Christian texts, suggests how the ethic functioned, and gives alternative evaluations of it.  

A. Recent Research on the Source of the Form  

Earlier in this century, Dibelius and his student, Weidinger, argued that these household codes were 

slightly Christianized versions of a code borrowed from the Stoics, e.g., from Hierocles (trans. in 

Malherbe 1986). Crouch (1972), however, argued that the Stoic influence was minimal compared to that 

of Oriental-Jewish values. Discussion of (1) social duties in reciprocal terms and (2) the distinction 



between subordinate and superior persons are non-Stoic features which characterize Hellenistic Jewish 

codes (Philo Apol. Jud. 7. 14; Jos. AgAp 2.190–219). Therefore, NT codes mirror Jewish morality; they 

are one aspect of a nomistic tendency in Pauline churches over against the license allowed women in 

Hellenistic cults of Dionysus, Isis, and Cybele.  

In the mid-seventies, three scholars—D. Lührmann, K. Thraede, and D. Balch—independently rejected 

both hypotheses, suggesting instead that the NT codes are related to the stereotypical Hellenistic 

discussionof―householdmanagement‖(peri oikonomias), especially as formulated by Aristotle (Pol. 

1.1253b.1–14). This Aristotelian text (cf. Mag. Mor. 1.1194b.5–28) is parallel to the form of Col 3:18–4:1 

and Eph 5:21–6:9 in that (1) it outlines relationships among three pairs of social classes; (2) these classes 

arerelatedreciprocally;and(3)itdescribesonesocialclassineachofthesethreepairsas―beingruled.‖ 

Since the Aristotelian structure is found only in Colossians and Ephesians, Müller (1983: 266, 317) 

suggestsrestrictingthedesignation―householdcode‖(Haustafel) to these texts alone, but this poses two 

problems. (1) Modern categories would then be narrower than the classical Greek terms. The structured 

Hellenistic discussionof―householdmanagement‖didnotalways,orevenusually,haveanAristotelian

outline.(2)Relationshipsinthe―house‖werediscussedinthelargercontextof―city‖management.

Therefore the exhortation to be obedient to the emperor and his governors in 1 Pet 2:13–14 is consistent 

with the observation that 1 Pet 2:11–3:12 is also a household code, as is 1 Clem. 21:4–9. However, the 

concerns reflected in 1 Pet 5:1–5 are combined with exhortations about domestic relationships in other 

codes,sothatthedesignation―congregationalcode‖ismoreappropriatefor1 Tim 2:8–15; 6:1–10; Titus 

2:1–10; Ign. Pol. 4–6; and Polyc. ep. 4–6.  

Verner (1983) focuses on the structure of individual exhortations within the code: (a) an address; (b) an 

imperative, grammaticallyexpressedinvariousways;(c)anamplification,oftenintheform―not…but

…‖;and(d)areasonclause.Thesourcesofthis―schema‖(Verner‘sterm)remaintobespecified,but

Verner is incorrect that it is exclusively Christian (cf., e.g., Epict. Dis. 3.12.10; 3.14.4–5; Tobit 4:3–21; 

Philo Cher. 48–49; Spec. Leg. 2.67–68; 3.137).  

B. Biblical and Other Early Christian Texts  

Many scholars (e.g., Crouch 1972; Müller 1983) assume that the Colossian code is the earliest. 

However, the code in 1 Peter may be just as early and is not literally dependent on the one in Colossians. 

Nor is the Colossian code a later interpolation (as suggested by Munro 1983). Colossians Christianizes 

institutional Greek values about managing households, and scholars sometimes exaggerate either the 

christologicaldeepeningorthenewmotivationinvolvedintheeditor‘sadditiontotheformula―inthe

Lord(Christ)‖(Col 3:18, 20, 22, 23, 24; 4:1; see Müller 1983: 310–16).  

On the other hand, the christological grounding is clear in 1 Peter and Ephesians. In 1 Peter the slaves 

are exhorted to patience in unjust suffering because Christ left them an example (2:21). They sing an early 

christological hymn which interprets Isaiah 53 of Christ (2:22–24), their shepherd and Episcopos (2:25).  

Ephesians (5:21, 22–33; 6:5–8) transforms the Colossians code by specifically Christian motivation. 

Wivesareexhortedto―besubject‖totheir―head,‖theirhusbands,whoareto―love‖theirwives.The

authoremploysaparallelchristologicalmodel:theChurchis―subject‖toits―head,‖Christ,who―loves‖

it.ThisisfoundedontheconfessionthatChristis―Savior‖oftheChurch,thebody(5:23, 25). Further, as 

the baptized (5:26) are members of the body of Christ (5:30), so husband and wife are one body, one flesh 

(5:28–29), an emphasis on unity in marriage and in Christ.  

The reformulation of these codes in 1 Timothy and Titus is not focused exclusively on the household: 

(a) more groups are included, e.g., community officers, widows, and the wealthy, and (b) the context of 

theexhortationschanges,e.g.,tomen‘srolesandwomen‘sbehaviorinworship.Passagesonthebishop

and deacons emphasize qualifications for entering the office so that they will be models of behavior in a 

Church and society valuing prosperity and propriety.  

Reciprocal exhortations to masters are absent in the Pastorals, as in 1 Peter. Whereas Colossians and 

Ephesians exhort slaves to noble character, the prosperous writer of Titus 2:9–10 wants slaves not to steal. 

Further, restrictionoftheleadershipofwealthywomenisevidentintextsabout―widows‖(1 Tim 5:3–16; 

Ign. Pol. 4; Polyc. ep. 4). Laub (1982: 90–94) suggests that these growing patriarchal emphases are not 



characteristic; rather the distinctive, new elements are that (a) slaves are addressed, (b) various households 

are united in ekklesiai, ―churches,‖and(c)slavesareintegratedintothesechurchesinwaysunusualfor

Greco-Roman society. MacDonald (1983; and Verner 1983: 178), on the other hand, shows that the 

Pastorals were written to oppose oral traditions whose values are reflected in the Acts of Paul and Thekla: 

celibate women teach in public, baptize, and exercise leadership while male bishops, presbyters, and 

deacons remain unmentioned; i.e., the Pastorals do patriarchalize Pauline traditions over against socially 

marginal Christian groups which are disrupting pagan and Christian households.  

C. The Function of These Codes  

Following Roman and Jewish precedents, the author of 1 Peter adopts the domestic code, exhorting 

Christiansto―apologize‖(3:15, a technical term denoting both defense and eulogy of their faith and 

behavior). But in Colossians (Schweizer 1977 cites Col 3:11)thecodeopposes―falseteaching,‖asdoes1

Timothy, Ign. Pol. 3 (immediately preceding the duties of chaps. 4–6), and Polyc. ep. 7 (immediately 

following chaps. 4–6). Positively stated, these orthodox authors emphasize social duties as given in 

secular society.  

D. Evaluation of the Ethic  

Thraede (1980) insists that these codes do not represent general Greco-Roman ethics but take a partisan 

position over against other available options. Müller (1983) interprets this as a specific choice for a 

liberalizing,pragmatic,moderate,―middle,‖humane,sensiblesocial-ethical orientation, not as a hard 

insistence on the existing order of authority.  

Morecritically,Schweizer(1977)writesofthe―paganization‖ofChristianitybythesehouseholdcodes.

Eph 5:22–33 sanctions hierarchical order by salvation history. Whereas Col 3:22–23 distinguishesone‘s

fleshly lord from the Lord, Eph 6:5 directly connects the two. One no longer fears God alone (Col 3:22; 1 

Pet 2:17; 3:6),butalsoone‘smaster(Eph 6:5). This suggests the misunderstanding that service to God is 

identical with service to the higher social classes. One no longer pleases the Lord alone (Col 3:20), but the 

master (Titus 2:9). Didache 4:11 says masters are a type of god for the slaves, so identifies social and 

divine orders! This becomes the divine cosmic order of Stoicism in 1 Clement 20.  

Schüssler Fiorenza (1984: 290–91) observes that the leadership and behavior of women and slaves 

become restricted and defined according to the patriarchal standards of Greco-Roman society so that 

outsiders will not take offense at their insubordinate behavior. The Pastorals merge the leadership of 

wealthy patrons with that of local male bishops, which patriarchializes Church order according to the 

model of the wealthy Greco-Roman household, a move which leads to the exploitation of slaves and 

women even within the Church community.  

Balch agrees with Schüssler Fiorenza, with the qualification that the original adaptation of the 

household codes in 1 Peter and Colossians does contain critical elements. Whereas Aristotle (Eth. Nic. 5. 

1134b.9–18; 8. 1060a.23–1661a.10) argues that the proper relationship between master and slave is one 

of―tyranny,‖not―justice,‖1 Pet 2:19–20 reportsthatChristianslavesaresuffering―unjustly,‖but unlike 

Romanmasters,Godjudges―justly‖(2:21–23). Col 4:1 exhortsmasterstotreatslaves―justlyandfairly.‖

A second critique is clear in 1 Pet 3:1; the wife is independent enough from her husband to choose her 

own God over against foolish, lawless pagans (1 Pet 1:18; 4:3). The earliest household codes reject the 

unjust treatment of slaves and the absolute subordination of wives to the religious inclination of their 

husbands. See also HAUSTAFELN.  

Bibliography  
Balch, D. L. 1981. Let Wives Be Submissive. SBLMS 26. Chico, CA.  
———. 1984. Early Christian Criticism of Patriarchal Authority. USQR 39: 161–73.  

———. 1986. Hellenization/Acculteration in 1 Peter. Pp. 79–101 in Perspectives on 1 Peter, ed. C. H. Talbert. Macon, GA.  

———. 1988. Household Codes. Pp. 25–30 in The New Testament and Graeco-Roman Literature, ed. D. E. Aune. SBLSBS. 

Atlanta.  

———. fc. Neopythagorean Moralists and the New Testament. ANRW 2/26/1.  

Berger, K. 1984. Hellenistische Gattungen im NT. ANRW 2/25/2: 1078–86.  

Bieritz, K.-H., and Kähler, C. 1985. Haus II–III. TRE 14: 478–92.  

Crouch, J. E. 1972. The Origin and Intention of the Colossian Haustafel. FRLANT 109. Göttingen.  



Elliot, J. H. 1981. A Home for the Homeless: A Sociological Exegesis of 1 Peter, Its Situation and Strategy. Philadelphia.  

Fiedler, P. 1986. Haustafel. RAC 13: 1063–73.  

Klauck, H.-J. 1981. Hausgemeinde und Hauskirche im frühen Christentum. SBS 103. Stuttgart.  

Laub, F. 1982. Die Begegnung des frühen Christentum mit der antiken Sklaverei. SBS 107. Stuttgart.  

Lührmann, D. 1980. Neutestamentliche Haustafeln und antike Okonomie. NTS 27: 83–97.  

MacDonald, D. R. 1983. The Legend and the Apostle. Philadelphia.  

Malherbe, A. J. 1986. The Graeco-Roman Moral Tradition and Early Christianity. Philadelphia.  

Müller, K. 1983. Die Haustafel des Kolosserbriefes und das antike Frauenthema. Pp. 263–319 in Die Frau in Urchristentum. 

QD 95. Basel.  

Munro, W. 1983. Authority in Paul and Peter. SNTSMS 45. Cambridge.  

Sampley, J. P. 1971. ―And the Two Shall Become One Flesh‖: A Study of Tradition in Ephesians 5:21–33. SNTSMS 16. 

Cambridge.  

Schrage, W. 1975. Zur Ethik der neutestamentliche Haustafel. NTS 21: 1–22.  

Schüssler Fiorenza, E. 1984. In Memory of Her. A Feminist Reconstruction of Christian Origins. New York.  

Schweizer, E. 1977. Die Weltlichkeit des Neuen Testaments: die Haustafeln. Pp. 397–413 in Beiträge zur alttestamentliche 

Theologie, ed. H. Donner et al. Göttingen.  

Selwyn, E. G. 1981. The First Epistle of St. Peter. 2d ed. Grand Rapids.  

Thraede, K. 1980. ZumhistorischenHintergrundder―Haustafeln‖desNT. Pp. 359–68 in Pietas, Festschrift für Bernhard 

Kötting, ed. E. Dassmann and K. S. Frank. JAC Ergänzungsband 8. Munich.  

Verner, D. C. 1983. The Household of God: The Social World of the Pastoral Epistles. SBLDS 71. Chico, CA.  

DAVID L. BALCH  

HOUSEHOLD GODS. See IDOL, IDOLATRY.  

HOZAI (PERSON) [Heb ḥôzāy (חוָזי)]. Apparently the author of a chronicle that included information 

about the reign of Manasseh, king of Judah (2 Chr 33:19). The text mentions nothing further about the 

man, nor have his writings survived. Some of the content of his work is specified, however. His chronicle 

toldofManasseh‘sprayer,God‘sanswer,andManasseh‘ssins,especiallyinsettingupidols.The

reference to the prayer inspired the later, apocryphal book the Prayer of Manasseh. The name Hozai 

means―myseers.‖Bothhisnameandhisactivityinrecordingthestoryofthespiritualhighlightsofa

king‘sreignmayindicatethathewasaprophet. 

The Greek appears to be based on a Heb text that had ḥôz  m (tōn horōntōn), i.e.,―theseers‖(RSV).A

proposal that we read hôzāyw, ―his(Manasseh‘s)seers,‖hasalsobeenmade(BHS; Myers 2 Chronicles 

AB, 197). Nearly all modern translations prefer the rendering based on the Greek (thus RSV, KJV, AB, 

NEB, NAB). Very few (JB, NJPSV, Douay) consider Hozai to be the name of an individual. 

Nevertheless, several scholars believe that there is nothing that actually rules out a reference to a specific, 

otherwise unknown, historiographer/prophet (IDB 2: 658). McAllister (ISBE 2: 773) is of the opinion that 

theGk―seers‖isanerrorresultingfromconfusingv 19, dibrê ḥôzāy (―writingsofHozai‖),withv 18, 

wĕdi rê haḥōz  m (―writingsoftheseers‖).TheSyrreads(d)ḥnn n j˒ = ḥānān hannā    (―favor[?]ofthe

prophet).  

KENNETH H. CUFFEY  

HUKKOK (PLACE) [Heb ḥ qōq (חּורֹר)]. A town defining part of the border of the tribe of Naphtali 

(Josh 19:34). It is usually identified with Yaquq (M.R. 195254), 3 miles W of Chinnereth overlooking the 

Sea of Galilee. However, this identification is problematic, mainly because it is much too far E for a town 

that is apparently located near Aznoth-tabor (Kh. umm-Jubeil? M.R. 186237) and ostensibly along the S 

and W boundary shared with Zebulun and Asher. The Chronicler also mentions a levitical city by the 

same name (MT ḥ qōq, butRSV―Hukok‖),butincludesitamongalistoftownsbelonging to Asher (1 

Chr 6:60—Eng6:75). See also HUKOK. It is possible that this is the same town mentioned in Josh 19:34 

ashavingbelongedtoNaphtali.Ontheonehand,iftheChronicler‘s―Hukok‖isindeedavariantfor

HELKATH, and if the Josh 19:34 ―Hukkok‖referstothisplace,thentheSWquadrantofNaphtaliwould

include virtually all of the tribal territory of Zebulun. Aharoni, apparently assuming that Hukkok=Helkath 

(LBHG, 105, 271), correctly observes that this is incomprehensible (LBHG, 239). On the other hand, the 

Chronicler may have had in mind a town other than Helkath (which is just E of Mt. Carmel). Thus, some 



have suggested that Hukkok/Hukok be identified with Kh. el-Jemeija (M.R. 175252), 3 miles E of Cabul 

(see MBA, 179 and map 72). A line drawn from here to Aznoth-tabor would leave the territory of Zebulun 

intactandwouldbeconsistentwiththegeneralpicturewehaveofAsher‘sEborder(Josh 19:27–28).  

GARY A. HERION  

HUKOK (PLACE) [Heb ḥ qōq (חּורֹר)]. Var. HELKATH? A town in the tribe of Asher which, along 

with its pasture lands, was set aside for the Levites (1 Chr 6:60—Eng6:75). In the parallel list of levitical 

towns in Joshua 21, the Asherite town listed between Abdon and Rehob is not Hukok but HELKATH. If 

Hukok here is a variant of Helkath, then it could be identified with either Kh. Harbaj (M.R. 158240), Tel 

el-Amar (M.R. 159237), or Tel Qashish (M.R. 160232), all along or close to the Kishon river just E of the 

Mt. Carmel range. If Hukok is not a variant of Helkath, it is possible that the Chronicler had in mind the 

same town listed in Josh 19:34 aslyingalongNaphtali‘sWborderwithAsher,possiblyKh.el-Jemeija 

(M.R. 175252). See also HUKKOK.  

GARY A. HERION  

HUL (PERSON) [Heb ḥûl (חּול)]. According to the Table of Nations, the second son of Aram, the 

grandson of Shem and great-grandson of Noah (Gen 10:23). The corresponding genealogy in 1 Chr 1:17 

places him as the seventh son of Shem and brother of Aram. This is probably due to the eye of an early 

scribeslippingfromthefirsttothesecondoftwolineseachendingwiththesameword―Aram‖when

copying the text. This led to the loss of the line reading―thesonsofAram(are)‖whichisfoundinthe

Genesis genealogy. Originally the two genealogies were undoubtedly identical. Certain mss of the Sam. 

Pent. render the name ḥûṣ. Little else apart from his Semitic roots is known regarding the identity or 

geographical location of Hul and his descendants.  

DAVID W. BAKER  

HULDAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥuldâ (ָדה לְׁ  )]. A prophetess during the reign of Josiah, king of Judah (2חֻׁ

Kgs 22:14; 2 Chr 34:22).NothingisknownofherbutthatsheisthewifeofShallum,―keeperofthe

wardrobe.‖Itisnotknownwhetherhewasinchargeoftheking‘swardrobeorthevestmentsofthe

priests in the temple; thus it is not known whether she was the wife of a court official or one of the temple 

personnel. She is alternately identified as a cult or court prophet. From the role she plays in 2 Kings, court 

prophet is the more likely possibility. Her prophetic oracle is divided into two parts, 2 Kgs 22:16–17 and 

22:18–20. The first part is a word of judgment against Judah, and the second a word of assurance to the 

king that he will die in peace before that judgment is carried out. The word of judgment is written in 

typically Deuteronomistic style and is fulfilled in subsequent chapters. The second part of the prophetic 

oracle is not fulfilled. Though the king dies before Judah is destroyed, he does not die in peace but in 

battle. Such unfulfilled prophecy is not characteristic of the Deuteronomistic Historian, and may be an 

indicationoftheauthenticityofthesecondpartofHuldah‘soracle.Huldahistheonlyfemaleprophet

mentioned in the books of Kings. It is impossible to determine from this isolated case the characteristic 

roles of female prophets in Judah or their frequency, but we have evidence of the existence of female 

prophets in Mari and Assyria. These prophets, like their male counterparts, uttered oracles, some of which 

were addressed to kings on matters of safety and divine protection.  

PAULINE A. VIVIANO  

HUMANITY, NT VIEW OF. The human being (anthrōpos) is seen in the NT as a living being 

who is to be distinguished from animals as well as from God and other higher beings such as angels. To 

that extent the NT is in continuity with the OT and Judaism, as well as with much of the Greek tradition 

(Taylor 1981: 11–317).  

Also in continuity with the OT, the anthrōpos is understood as a psychosomatic unity, over against 

much of the Greek world. The Greek language of the NT can be misleading, as utilization of Greek terms 

such as soul (psychē) and body (sōma) can incorrectly give the reader a dualistic view of anthropology, 



since the terms are used that way in the non-Christian Greek world. In the NT the terms are, however, 

used in a manifestly Hebrew/OT way; that is, not as ways to speak of different parts of the individual but 

as different ways to speak of the entire unified, integrated person (BTNT 1: 192–239). For that matter, 

thereisnoindependentreflectiononanthropologyintheNTdealingwithhumanity‘squalities,

constituent parts, or nature, and therefore little definition of terms and no standardization of their usage. 

Rather, the anthrōpos is always understood in terms of the relationship with God. In relationship to God 

there is a dual perspective on who humanity is and who humanity is to become. In the present the 

anthrōpos is sinful (Synoptics) and enslaved under the power of sin (Paul and John). The individual 

person and humanity as a whole are weak, mortal, and sinful (Matt 16:23; Rom 1:18–3:20; 1 Cor 1:25.)  

The relationship of humanity to God has, however, been changed in the Christ event (Rom 3:21–26; 

Eph 2:1–22; 1 Pet 1:18–2:10). Believing humanity has been reconciled to God in Christ and therefore, as 

the justified image of God, is destined to become a new humanity (Eph 2:14–16) because of the saving 

activity of the true anthrōpos, Jesus Christ (Rom 5:12–21). In the present the Christian person thus lives 

in the tension of having been freed of the past but not yet having reached the completed future. At the 

same time the identification of that future and of the eschatological significance of Jesus enabled the early 

Church to proclaim a Christ who had come not only for Jews but for all people. This-worldly distinctions 

between people were radically eliminated (Gal 3:26–28) as one unified Church was created from the 

variety of individual human lives.  

———  

A. Synoptic Gospels  

B. John  

C. Paul  

D. Rest of the NT  

E. Early Church Outside the NT  

———  

A. Synoptic Gospels  

The Jesus of the Synoptic Gospels comes proclaiming the kingdom of God which is breaking into 

history by his sheer presence. That presence forces each person to make a decision about repentance and 

belief (Mark 1:14–15 [=Matt 4:17]; Matt 11:21–22, 12:41), calling on the individual to leave the wrong 

wayandtoenterthewayofGod‘swill(Luke 15:11–32).  

Jesus evaluates humanity very highly, yet humanity is far from God. His high evaluation of humanity is 

illustratednotonlybythefactthathebringsGod‘s message to humanity but also by his view, in tandem 

with the OT, that the anthrōpos isthecrownofGod‘screationandthereforeworthmorethanravens,

lilies, sparrows, and sheep (Matt 6:26–30 [=Luke 12:24–28]; Matt 10:29–31 [=Luke 12:6–7]; Matt 

12:12). The human being is worth more even than the sabbath observance (Mark 2:27–28; 3:1–6 [=Matt 

12:9–14; Luke 6:6–11]; Luke 13:10–17). Yet humanity lives in danger of gaining the world and losing the 

self (Mark 8:36–37 [=Matt 16:26; Luke 9:25])bylivingasGod‘senemy.Theenmityisexpressedas

―thinkingwhathumanitythinks‖ratherthanwhatGodthinks(Mark 8:33 [=Matt 16:23]). Merely being 

religious is not the answer, as is illustrated by the scribes and Pharisees, whose human religious thinking 

seeks to replace the command of God with the statutes of people (Mark 7:5–13 [=Matt 15:2–9]; Matt 

5:21–48).HumanityrefusestorecognizeGod‘scareandisthereforeunabletoentrust itself to God (Matt 

6:25–34 [=Luke 12:22–32]; Mark 4:35–41; 9:14–29 [=Matt 8:18, 23:27; Luke 8:22–25]). Part of the 

manifestation of that inabilityishumanity‘sconcretelackofcarefortheneighbor(Matt 25:31–46), which 

issetinthesharpestcontrasttoJesus‘radicaldefinitionof―neighbor‖to include enemies and foreigners 

(Matt 5:43–48 [=Luke 6:27–28, 32–36]; Luke 10:29–37). All people are evil (Matt 7:11 [=Luke 11:13]) 

andareasinfulgenerationinGod‘seyes(Luke 11:29 [=Matt 12:39]; Matt 16:4). The heart of humanity is 

misdirected and needs to be turned around (Matt 5:28; Mark 7:21–23 [=Matt 15:19–20]).  

The anthrōpos is, however, addressable and changeable, and so Jesus comes with his message of the 

kingdom, which sets in proper order the relationship of God and humanity. That proper order is one of 

master and slave (Luke 17:7–10), in which the human slave is called to glorify, by his or her life and good 



works, the Father who is in heaven (Matt 5:16). As Kümmel writes(1963:29),―ToJesus,manissimply

God‘sslaveandasacreatedbeingispledgedtotheserviceofGod,whowillcallhimtoaccount.‖Itis

the failure to recognize the proper God-human relationship which results in the self-justifying schemes of 

the religious (Luke 14:7–14; 18:9–14), and thus the believer needs to realize the truth of what Jesus 

teaches: no one can serve two masters (Matt 6:24 [=Luke 16:13]). The one called to be a slave is also 

called to be a disciple (Mark 6:6–11) and thus to function as a light to others (Matt 5:16) and a fisher of 

people (Mark 1:16–20 [=Matt 4:18–22; Luke 5:1–11]), knowing that such commitment can lead to 

persecution and homelessness (Matt 5:10–12; Luke 6:20–23; Matt 8:20 [=Luke 9:58]).  

In both his actions and his words, Jesus illustrates the meaning of fishing for people. He has table 

fellowship with tax collectors and sinners (Mark 2:15–17 [=Matt 9:10–12; Luke 5:29–32]; Matt 11:19 

[=Luke 7:34]), he treats women with dignity and equality (Mark 1:29–31 [=Matt 8:14–15; Luke 4:38–39]; 

5:21–43; Luke 10:38–42), he restores outcasts (Mark 1:40–45 [=Matt 8:2–4; Luke 5:12–16]), and he heals 

gentiles (Mark 5:1–20 [=Matt 8:28–34; Luke 8:26–39]; 7:24–30 [=Matt 15:21–28]), treating all as full 

human beings. He also speaks of a God who seeks even the single lost individual, especially the 

nonreligious (Luke 15:1–32). The God of Jesus is not, in fact, the God of the religious but the God of the 

lowly (Luke 18:9–14; see 1:52), who calls the followers of Jesus to take the gospel to all people 

regardless of race or nation (Matt 28:19; Acts 10:28; 15:8–9).  

B. John  

Just as Jesus in the Synoptics knows what is in the heart of humanity, so in John he knows and 

understands people (1:47–48; 2:24–25; 4:17–19). What he (and thus the author of John) understands 

about people is that they live in darkness (skotia, skotos), being blind and without understanding or 

knowledge (9:39–41; 12:40; 1 John 2:11). This condition is universal. All humanity sins (3:19; 7:19; 

16:8–9; 1 John 1:8, 10) to such an extent that people cannot recognize their lack of freedom (8:34–45). 

Theprimaryexampleofsinishumanity‘srefusaltobelievetherevelationofGodinJesus(8:24; 9:41; 

15:22–25; 16:8–9; 1 John 4:3). Bultmann writes (BTNT 2:18):―Darkness, then, means that a man does 

not seize this possibility—that he shuts himself up against the God revealed in the creation. Darkness is 

nothingotherthanshuttingone‘sselfupagainstthelight.‖Thehumanitywhichlivesinthedarknessis

equated with the world, or kosmos (1:10–11; 3:19), so that kosmos usually means the negative totality of 

humanity (1:29; 3:16; 1 John 2:2) to such an extent that it seems that mere existence in the kosmos results 

in alienation from God. Yet Jesus can resist praying that his followers be removed from the world (17:15), 

for existence in the world is not in and of itself negative. Sin means living in the world in such a way that 

one is of (ek) the world (3:31; 8:23; 15:19; 17:14–16; 18:36; 1 John 2:16; 4:5). To be of the world is to be 

notofGodbuttoidentifyone‘ssourceofbeingandlifewiththeworld.  

The division between those who are of God and those who are of the world seems insurmountable. On 

the one side are those who are of God (8:42, 47; 1 John 4:6) and of the truth (18:37). They are from above 

(3:3, 7). On the other side are the people who are from below (8:23). They are from this world (8:23) and 

are of the devil (8:44). The point of distinction between the two types is the reaction to the encounter with 

Jesus;byone‘sreactiontohimoneconstitutesoneselfasfromaboveorbelowandshowsone‘strue

origin (3:20–21; 8:23). While close to a gnostic-metaphysical dualism in which some people seem by 

naturetobedestinedforsalvationwhileothersaredestinedfordamnation,John‘sgospelultimately

avoids that position by its conception that the redeeming activity of God in the Son is directed toward the 

entirety of humanity (1:29; 3:16; 8:26; 1 John 2:2), with a universal call to decision (12:46–48). Each 

person who hears has the opportunity to be drawn by the Father (6:44; 12:32).The―dualism,‖ifoneuses

that term, is more properly a dualism of decision rather than a dualism of nature (BTNT 2:21). There is 

nothing inherent in any anthrōpos that necessarily saves or condemns.  

C. Paul  

―InthewholeoftheNTitisonlyPaulwho expounds what we should call a thoroughly thought-out 

doctrineofman‖(Käsemann1971:1).YetonemaywellquestionhowsystematicPaul‘santhropology

really is. As Jewett (1971: 1–10)hasshown,Paul‘santhropologyseemserraticbecauseofhisgreat

sensitivity to the terminology being utilized by his partners in conversation. For that reason he can use 



different terms to mean the same thing, and he can use the same anthropological term to designate 

different things. Unfortunately, Paul did not develop a lexicon of anthropological terms to which he then 

slavishlyadhered.SowhileontheonehandwecansaywithBetz(1972:165)that―theapostlePaulwas

the first Christian theologian who developed and presented a well-conceivedanthropology,‖weneed also 

toadmitwithBetzthat―Paul‘slackofterminologicalsystematizationandhisexcessiveintricaciesappear

overwhelming,‖for,―apparently,conceptualsystematizationwasnotthegoalofPaul‘santhropology.‖At

the same time, anthropology is a pervasiveconcerninPaul‘sletterstosuchanextentthatBultmann

(BTNT 1:191)couldwrite:―EveryassertionaboutGodissimultaneouslyanassertionaboutmanandvice

versa.ForthisreasonandinthissensePaul‘stheologyis,atthesametime,anthropology.‖  

For Paul, humans are historical beings who belong to the kosmos (Rom 1:8; 3:19; 11:12, 15; 1 Cor 

1:20–22, 27–28; 4:13; 2 Cor 1:12). They are to be properly understood as creatures (Rom 9:19–21; 1 Cor 

11:9) who are marked by weakness and mortality (Rom 7:13–20; 1 Cor 15:53–54). Humans, moreover, 

inevitably stand over against God (Rom 1:18, 21; 3:4; 14:18; 1 Cor 1:25; 2 Cor 5:11). There is nothing 

divine in the anthrōpos (1 Thess 2:4; 4:8).  

In addition, human beings are inevitably and inexorably enmeshed in and ruled by sin, which in Paul is 

to be understood as virtually a hypostasized power (Rom 7:15–20) which takes over the life of the 

individual and rules his or her will. The universal sinfulness of all of humanity is a fundamental 

presuppositionofPaul‘santhropologyandispainstakinglydevelopedinRom 1:18–3:20. In that section 

heturnsfirsttothegentilewhoindeedmightclaimexemptionfromculpability,sinceGod‘srevelationin

the law had been given not to gentiles but to Jews. Paul dismisses that plea by means of an argument from 

a general revelation that hascometoallpeoplewho,however,haverejecteditandhave―exchangedthe

gloryoftheimmortalGodforimagesresemblingmortalhumanityorbirdsoranimalsorreptiles‖(Rom 

1:19–23). He similarly removes any claim of the religious Jew (2:1, 18–24) and ends his lengthy 

discussionofsinwithachainofOTquotationsthatillustratesthat―thewholeworld‖is―heldaccountable

toGod‖foritssin(3:10–20). From a negative perspective, the distinctions between people are removed, 

because―allhavesinnedandfallshortofthegloryofGod‖(3:23), whether they have the law or not. Sin 

is thus introduced through disobedience and it brings with it death (Rom 5:12; 6:23a).  

WhenPaulwishestospeakofhumanityfromtheperspectiveofitssinfulness,heusestheterm―flesh‖

(sarx). Sarx iswhatisopposedtoGod‘sspirit(Rom 7:14–25) but, in agreement with the OT, flesh and 

spiritdonotrefertotwopartsofhumannaturebuttotwowaysofcarryingoutone‘slife:oneliveseither

according to the flesh or according to the spirit (Rom 8:4, 5, 9, 12, 13). Sarx, however, does not refer to 

the physical aspect of humanity as in some way separable from the mental or spiritual. Rather, sarx refers 

tothetotalityofaperson‘sexistenceasunderstoodfromtheperspectiveofhumanity‘sfallenness.Indeed,

sarx is the regular shorthand way in which Paul indicates the anthrōpos in his or her fallen, sinful 

condition. Flesh thus means the totality of the fallen individual, including the mind, and so both the 

physical and the mental are understood to be polluted and in need of cleansing (Rom 1:28).  

To be distinguished from flesh is the term for body, sōma. As opposed to an important part of the Greek 

tradition running from Plato through Gnosticism, in which the body is viewed as the prison of an 

immortal soul, the body for Paul is not necessarily bad (soul in Paul should be understood in the Hebrew 

rather than the Greek sense, which means that the distinction between body and soul does not indicate 

opposition). Theoretically the body is neither good nor bad in itself, but its evaluation depends on whether 

sinorspiritrulesit.Whenthebodyismisused,it―becomes‖flesh.Thatis,whenPaulwritesofthebody

as it is misused by sinful humanity, he writes of it as flesh. Body as body, however, is not evil simply by 

being material. In fact, humanity falls and in fact the body has fallen victim to sin and death, but it is not 

the body that is constitutively bad. Flesh is the negative term which allows Paul to retain a potentially 

positive view of the body. Indeed, his view of the body is so positive that a body is required in the 

resurrection (1 Cor 15:35–44; Phil 3:20–21). At the same time Paul is skeptical of what happens in the 

reality of life in this world, in which the weak part of humanity, the sarx, becomes the beachhead in the 

body for the operation of sin. When the flesh is thus elevated and becomes the focus of life, that life is 

misdirected and opposed to the spirit. A life, therefore, that is oriented to the flesh serves the flesh and 



does its thinking (Rom 8:5–8, 12–13). Believers, however, no longer live in the flesh (Rom 7:5–6; 8:8–9), 

which signals not a putting aside of the body but a living in the body in a new way, namely, in 

relationship to God.  

OneobviousquestiontobeaddressedtoPaul‘santhropologyisthatofmetaphysicaldualism.Isthe

anthrōpos in Paul to be comprehended as having two parts (body and soul) or three parts (body, soul, and 

spirit) or is the anthrōpos a unified being who cannot properly be divided? Certainly there are sections 

which exhibit dichotomous or trichotomous thought (2 Cor 4:6; 5:1–9; 1 Thess 5:23), but in interpreting 

Paul at this point one has to deal with the fact of his Hebraic background, in which humanity is looked 

upon as a whole, rather than as assembled but discrete parts. The human being is seen as a psychosomatic 

unity there and in Paul as well (see BTNT 1; Kümmel 1963; Robinson 1963; Gutbrod 1934; Stacey 1956). 

A more accurate use of the term dualism would be for the sort of ethical dualism one sees in the 

anthropological dividedness Paul identifies in Rom 7:7–24. In his discussion of non-Christian humanity 

he points to the unresolved conflict between the ability of the nonbeliever to will the right and his or her 

inability to carry out the right (7:15–20).  

A second obvious question for Paul is how humanity can move from the dividedness of Romans 7 and 

break the power that sin and flesh exert over the body. His answer is in part anthropological, for he 

identifies the solution to the anthropological dilemma in the One Anthrōpos, the One Man, Jesus (Rom 

5:15, 17–19; 1 Cor 15:21, 47; see also 1 Tim 2:5). Jesus has redone correctly what the first 

anthrōpos/human did incorrectly (Rom 5:15–21). Humanity is thus confronted with two fundamental 

options: the humanity of the sinful Adam and the humanity of the redeemer Adam (Betz 1972: 166). By 

faith and through the ritual action of baptism the person is identified with both the redeeming activity of 

Christ and the body of that redeemer, the Church (Rom 6:3–6; 12:3–8; 1 Cor 12:12–31, especially vv 12–

13). The transfer from one realm to another is such a dramatic one (Rom 5:12–6:11) that Paul expresses it 

in terms of dying and living. The transfer, moreover, is not a return to the beginning, where the first 

anthrōpos was, but a recreation and the bringing forth of a new person (Rom 6:4; 7:6; 12:2; 2 Cor 4:16; 

5:17; Gal 2:19–20; 6:15). The new person lives in the confidence that God is the giver of life. Seeking life 

withinone‘sselfisthusgivenup,andthedestructivedirectionseeninRom 1:18–3:20 is reversed. The 

believer is freed from sin and death (Rom 6:15–23; Gal 5:1–16) to a life of service and love (1 Cor 7:22; 

9:19). In addition, the reprobate mind of Rom 1:28 is being changed into the renewed mind of Rom 12:2, 

and the Christian is enabled to present his or her body as a living sacrifice to God (12:1).  

Another way that Paul expresses his anthropology is by means of the concept of the image of God. 

Christ himself is the image of God (2 Cor 4:4, 6),inthatuniquelyinChristGod‘s presence is most fully 

revealed. Through the powerful message of that Christ, people are in turn being changed into the image of 

the Son (Rom 8:29; 1 Cor 15:48–49; 2 Cor 3:18). What needs to be noted is that the Christ Paul identifies 

as the image of God is the resurrected and exalted Christ; image of God is therefore an eschatological 

concept which points to the resurrection of the believer as the ultimate transformation (Childs 1978: 85–

102). Thus Christ as the image of God is the final destiny of the humanity that is in Christ (1 Cor 15:23–

28, 44–49; see also Eph 1:9–10). That final destiny is already in part realized in the elimination of the 

distinctions that separate people from each other; in Christ a united humanity is already effected in which 

racial, social, and sexual barriers are pronounced void (Gal 3:26–28; 1 Cor 12:12–13). In the present the 

Christian is called to a life of radical obedience, set free to love others (Rom 13:8–10; 1 Cor 8:1; 13:1–13; 

Gal 5:6, 13–14, 22; 1 Thess 3:12). Yet until the eschaton the Christian lives in the tension that exists 

between the future promised in the new Man and the sin inherited from the first (Rom 8:18–30; 2 Cor 

12:5–10). While moving toward the future (Phil 3:12–14), the believer is always drawn backward by the 

past.  

On the whole, the deutero-Pauline letters of Ephesians and Colossians move in the same direction as the 

historical Paul. Christ is the image of God (Col 1:15) through whom believers are being renewed in the 

image of God (Col 3:10). Formerly dead in their sins (Eph 2:1–3; Col 2:13; 3:7), Christians have been 

raised to a new life in Christ (Eph 2:4–10; Col 3:1–4) in which the divisions of this world are overcome 



(Col 3:11) as a new humanity is being created by God in Christ (Eph 2:14–16; 4:15–16, 22–24; Col 3:9–

10).  

D. Rest of the NT  

On the whole the rest of the NT has a less highly developed anthropology, although the basic concepts 

of the gospels and Paul are essentially present, especially in terms of the sinfulness of humanity and the 

God-human alienation apart from Christ. Two exceptions are Acts 17:27–29 and 2 Pet 1:4. In the former 

text the kinship of every person with God is outlined; in the latter the goal of attaining divine nature is 

held out. The Acts passage is heavily Stoic and is unique in the NT; the 2 Peter passage is also strongly 

Hellenistic and quite uninfluenced by Hebraic thought, with its escape from the corruption of this world 

into divine nature. Indeed, as the later NT authors utilize even more frequently the Hellenistic concepts, 

they do tend to a more dichotomous and trichotomous view of the human person (1 Pet 1:9; 2:11; Heb 

4:12). In the Pastorals humanity is viewed less in the individual anthropological sense that Paul had 

developed and much more in the direction of the person as a member of a Church which no longer 

expects the imminent end of the world but which is settling in for the indefinite future. Thus Church 

discipline, orthodox doctrine, and good works are emphasized, and so the Christian is understood as the 

man/person (anthrōpos) of God (2 Tim 3:17; cf. 2:21; 1 Tim 6:11 seems to reserve the phrase as a title 

[and office designation?] for Timothy). James continues the basic anthropology of the OT and NT, 

althoughhesharpensthenegativeevaluationofhumanitywithtermssuchas―empty‖(2:20)and―double-

hearted‖(1:8; 4:8). The universal sinfulness of humanity is indicated in Hebrews (2:14–15; 10:22), and 

therefore humanity is destined for judgment (6:2). At the same time, for the believer God is the future 

(13:13; chaps. 11–12), and so the believer is called to live as a pilgrim (11:8) who realizes that 

persecution will come (11:32–40). The model for such living is the forerunner Jesus (6:20).  

E. Early Church Outside the NT  

In the Apostolic Fathers there are no extensive anthropological discussions as in Paul, but the writings 

continue many of the themes seen in the NT. There is thus a high view of the anthrōpos (1 Clem. 33:4) at 

the same time that humanity is also viewed as sinful (2 Clem. 1:6; 18:2).  

While there is some continuity in the use of anthropological terms (Diogn. 5.8 uses sarx in a way quite 

similar to Paul in Rom 8:12–13, and psychē frequently refers to the whole life of the individual, as in 2 

Clem. 15:1; Barn. 19:5; Did. 2:7) and while flesh can designate that which is opposed to God (Ign. Magn. 

3.2; Rom. 8.3), sarx in the Apostolic Fathers is consistently used in a positive way quite distinct from the 

usage of Paul. God can therefore be designated the God or Lord of all flesh (1 Clem. 59:3; 64:1). Jesus 

came in the flesh and gave his flesh for the flesh of humanity (1 Clem. 49:6; Ign. Smyrn. 1:2; Barn. 5:1, 6, 

10, 11; 6:7, 9; 7:5; 12:10). Ignatius frequently referred to the eucharistic flesh of Jesus Christ (Ign. Trall. 

8:1; Rom. 4:1; 7:3; Smyrn. 7:1; cf. Phld. 5:1; Smyrn. 12:2). Moreover, believers are to be pure in flesh (1 

Clem. 38:2), guarding their flesh from impurities so that the flesh may be justified (Herm. Sim. 5.7.1–4). 

The flesh, in fact, can be understood as the temple of God (Ign. Phld. 7:2; 2 Clem. 9:3), and the Church 

can be designated as flesh (2 Clem. 14:4). It is the flesh that will be resurrected (2 Clem. 9:1–2, 4–5; 14:5; 

Herm. Sim. 5.6.7) just as Jesus was in the flesh after the resurrection (Ign. Smyrn. 3:1–2). Flesh, in 

distinctionfromPaul,isconstitutiveofthehumanperson,sothat―fleshandspirit‖becomesawayto

refer to the anthrōpos (Ign. Smyrn. 1:1; Pol. 5:1; Magn. 13:2; Rom. Int; on Jesus as flesh and spirit, see 

Ign. Eph. 7:2).Ingeneral,itwouldbeaccuratetosaythattheApostolicFathersuse―flesh‖wherePaul

would have used ―body‖;―body‖isthereforelessimportantasananthropologicalterm,andthePauline

nuancesof―flesh‖arelargelymissing.NoristheNTunderstandingofJesusasthenewanthrōpos very 

prominent. Only Ign. Eph. 20:1 speaks of the new man Jesus Christ (Diogn. 11:4).  

At the same time the combination of a more positive view of flesh and a rigorous ethical stance led to a 

certainoptimismabouttheabilityofhumanity,underGod‘sgrace,tobepureandattainsalvation.Ifthe

flesh is kept pure, believers shall obtain eternal life (2 Clem. 8:4, 8:6). The Christian strives for perfection 

through the new law of Jesus Christ (Barn. 2:6; 4:10, 11; Did. 6:2–3), knowing that deeds are important 

for salvation (2 Clem. 8:4, 11:7, 19:1; Barn. 3:4–5, 4:12; Herm. Vis. 2.3.2; Man. 12.3.4–6). At the same 

time, sexual sins are especially highlighted (Barn. 10:6–8, 19:4; Did. 2:2; Herm. Vis. 1.1), and the ideal is 



sexual chastity (1 Clem. 38:2; Ign. Pol. 5:2). Thus, although there is a kind of optimistic view of the 

ability of redeemed humanity to live properly, there is need for repentance (1 Clem. 7:5–7; 8:2; 51:1 and 

3; 2 Clem. 8:1; 9:8; 13:1; 16:1; 17:1; Ign. Phild. 8:1; Herm. Vis. 1.1.9). On the other hand, the rigorism 

that continues to emerge in the 2d century begins to limit repentance to the beginning of the Christian life, 

for the baptized Christian should no longer sin (Ign. Eph. 14:2; Herm. Vis. 2.2.5). At the most, one 

postbaptismal repentance is allowed (Herm. Man. 4.1.8; 4.3.1–7).  

There are elements of anthropological dualism in the Apostolic Fathers (Diogn. 6:1–10; 2 Clem. 12:4), 

but the most consistent dualistic conception is that of dipsychia (dividedness, double-mindedness, literally 

―double-souledness‖).TheChristianisconstantlytemptedtobedoubled-minded, that is, to be split in 

loyalties (1 Clem. 23:2; 2 Clem. 19:2; Herm. Man. 9; 10.1.1; 10.2.2 and 4; Vis. 2.2.4; 3.7.1; 3.10.9; 3.11.2; 

cf. the two angels in Man. 6). Dualism, however, is more accurately applied to the ethical perspective of 

the Apostolic Fathers, where two opposite ways of living are available to people (Barn. 5:4; 18:1–2, 19–

21; Did. 1:1 and the rest of the document; Herm. Sim. 1).  

Where anthropological dualism is quite evident in the 2d century is in developing Gnosticism, where 

anthropology is placed at the center. Because the physical world was created by an inferior, unstable, and 

capricious God, gnostics are to have nothing to do with this world, for they do not belong to it. While that 

viewisexpressedmostclearlyin―TheSongofthePearl‖inThe Acts of Thomas and the cosmogonies 

from Nag Hammadi, we find the beginnings of the later clarified dualism in the Gospel of Thomas, which 

in origin goes back well into at least the 2d century A.D. A key term is the Greek loan word monachos, 

which occurs in sayings 16, 49, and 75. Related Coptic terms occur in sayings 4, 11, 22, 23, and 106. 

Later the Greek term designated a monk, but at this earlierstagethetermmeans―solitaryone.‖Insaying

16,Jesuscomes―tothrowdivisionsupontheearth.‖Thedivisionsarethosebetweenthegnosticsandthe

rest of the world. The gnostics are the separated ones—separated from the evil in their own bodies and 

separated from whatever binds them to the evil world, especially the family (sayings 55, 101, 105). 

Gnostics are also to separate themselves from such outward trappings of the world as clothing (saying 36) 

and the conventional forms of (Jewish) piety (saying 14). Yet, somewhat ironically, the relationship of the 

gnostics to the world can be summed up as one of fasting (sayings 27, 81, and 110). The world tries to 

invadethegnosticstotaketheir―goods,‖thatis,beliefintheirotherworldlyoriginandexistence, which 

is the only thing of worth gnostics possess (saying 21). Put in other language, the goal of the life of 

gnostics in this world is to become passersby (saying 42) in relationship to this world, for gnostics are 

aliens or strangers who do not properly belong to this creation. Their origin is in the higher world of the 

true God, and the important part of gnostics, the soul, is therefore divine (sayings 13, 49, 50, 108). The 

goal of gnostics is to be independent of the fleshly body and ultimately free of it (sayings 87 and 112).  

By the middle of the 2d century the stage was set for the ongoing battle with Gnosticism, which forced 

the emerging catholic theologians, who also appropriated non-Christian Greek anthropological 

understandings, to themselves take a more and more dualistic view of anthropology.  
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WALTER F. TAYLOR, JR.  

HUMOR AND WIT. Becausehumorrequiresasomewhat―playful‖dispositionandawillingness(at
least temporarily) to suspend all seriousness, many people—especially those with strong and well-defined 



religious beliefs—may be reluctant to admit that portions of Scripture may be funny or may have been 

written by someone trying to be humorous. The assumption often is that religion is serious and that it 

demands a transformation of human nature—especially the eradication of that aspect of human nature that 

derivespleasurefrom―worldly‖things.Yetinthepastcenturythistheologicalassumptionhasbeen

abandoned by many people, some of whom point out that humor can be a powerful vehicle for making 

important points, while others go further and insist that even biblical writing may have been intended 

primarily to entertain the reader. Because humor is such a fundamental aspect of human nature, there can 

be little doubt that the ancients laughed at things that struck them as funny. Of course, because humor is 

so greatly dependent upon the cultural conventions of the moment, it is often difficult (and sometimes 

impossible) for the modern Western mindset to appreciate what was humorous in ancient Israel or in the 

early Christian Church. Nevertheless, with the appropriate methodological cautions, something can be 

said about humor and wit in the ancient world from which the Bible emerged. This entry is intended to 

survey what is known about humor in antiquity and in the Bible. It consists of four articles, one surveying 

ancient Egypt, one surveying ancient Mesopotamia, one surveying the Hebrew Bible, and one surveying 

the NT.  

GARY A. HERION  

ANCIENT EGYPT  

Anyone attempting to discuss the humor of an extremely different and distant culture will indubitably 

reveal much more about his/her sense of humor than about that of the people under study. Though cultural 

differences make it doubtful whether we can correctly identify all of the references which the ancient 

Egyptians intended as humorous without errors of both commission and omission, and more doubtful that 

we can grasp the import or impact of their humor on its intended audience, a profusion of representational 

as well as textual materials testifies to what we are likely justified in regarding as a pervasive vein of 

humor and wit (van de Walle 1969; LÄ 3:73–77; Mueller 1973; Guglielmi 1980).  

A. Representations  

The highly visual ancient Egyptian culture produced an untold number of representations on all scales 

and in a wide array of media (Saleh 1964; cf. Lesko 1986: 86).  

1. Monumental Art. While much of Egyptian sculpture, relief, and painting belongs to cultic, 

mortuary, and display contexts involving a high degree of convention and motives other than the 

aesthetic, and while the conventions of Egyptian art are normally regarded as subordinating the 

individual/particular to the general/essential, Egyptian art often relishes observational detail and provides 

a―snapshot‖whichseemstofreezeamomentor―frame‖ofactivity.Thisincludesmanydetailswhich

have attracted the modern observer, such as the calf and its mother bleating at each other (tomb of Ti, Old 

Kingdom;Westendorf1968;55),andsomewhichseemhumorous,e.g.,twogirlspullingeachother‘s

hair (tomb of Menna, New Kingdom; Smith 1981: 265). Some of these recur over long periods of time or 

arerevivedinperiodsof―archaism‖(cf.Aldred1985:222). Some details, such as a huge baboon helping 

to press grapes (an Old Kingdom tomb; Lesko 1977: 19), baboons picking and eating figs (tomb of 

Khnumhotpe,MiddleKingdom;Aldred1985:120),orpetanimalsunderthequeen‘sthrone(tombof

Anen, New Kingdom; Smith 1981: 260), strike the modern observer, at least, as humorous touches. One 

of the most celebrated humorous vignettes in monumental art is the relief of the immense queen of Punt 

andthelittledonkeysherides,inHatshepsut‘stempleatDeirel-Bahri (Nims 1965: 36); the queen is also 

sketched on a Ramesside ostracon by a later artist who may have found her amusing (Peck 1978: 115).  

These scenes can be accompanied by captions, comprising description and/or dialogue (see below).  

2. Graffiti, Ostraca, Illustrated/Pictorial Papyri, etc. These media, especially the former two, lent 

themselves to humorous and perhaps more personal expression on the part of the artist.  

Figuredostracaincludedsomelikelytobe―practicesketches,‖some―doodles‖or―cartoons,‖andare

especiallynumerousfromtheartisans‘communityatDeirel-Medina during the New Kingdom. 

Humorousthemesfoundonthemincludethe―topsy-turvy‖or―mundus inversus‖type,cat-mouse 

reversals, etc. (cf. Vycichl 1983; Brunner-Traut 1977a; Peck 1978: 142–47). A unique object from 



Amarnaisachildren‘stoydepictingafamilyofmonkeysinachariotinobviousburlesqueofthechariot

theme so frequent in Amarna art depicting the royal family (Wilson 1956: 220).  

Among graffiti is an erotic sketch in ink at Deir el-Bahriwhichhasbeenregardedasa―political

cartoon‖ofHatshepsutandperhapsSenmut(Wente1984;Romer1982:158–159). Erotic scenes are also 

found on ostraca (Peck 1978: 151–53), as well as on the great Turin erotic-satirical papyrus (Omlin 1973), 

which has one side devoted to the somewhat caricatured sexual encounters between a young woman and a 

priest,andtheothertoagroupof―topsy-turvy‖vignettes.Theselatterhavebeenregardedbysomeas

illustrations for animal stories which have not survived in writing (Brunner-Traut 1968; 1977b).  

3. Hieroglyphic Writing System. The visual dimension of Egyptian culture is also found in its writing 

system, which, in its hieroglyphic form, is in a way an extension of artistic representation (cf. Meltzer 

1980).Thisscriptlendsitselfto―sportive‖writingsbasedonpunsandcreativecombinations/variationsof

signs, and scribes seem to delight in showing their erudition and ingenuity and, perhaps, matching wits 

with each other. Some such writings are found in standard hieroglyphic texts, while this tendency reaches 

itsapexin―cryptographic‖or―enigmatic‖texts,oftenwithreligiousimportance,orsometimesdisplay

texts closely integrated with architectural decoration, and in the temple inscriptions of the Greco-Roman 

period at the tail end of the hieroglyphic tradition (cf. Derchain-Urtel 1978).  

B. Texts  

Wordplay is ubiquitous in Egyptian texts (Meltzer 1975; Morenz 1975). Frequently it is not humorous 

but religiously significant or characteristic of literary sophistication and elegance. There are cases in 

which, apparently, punning or polysemy can yield two readings of a passage (Fecht 1958; Williams 1981: 

6), a procedure which, if deliberately employed as a literary device, certainly has humorous potential and 

was likely so employed.  

The―satire‖iswellattestedinEgyptianliterature(Curto1965;Seibert1967;Wilson1971;Millet

1988),especiallyinwisdomcompositionsandthecurriculumofthescribalacademy.The―Satire on the 

Trades,‖inwhichvariousoccupationsarecompareddisadvantageouslywiththatofscribe(AEL 1: 184–

92), begins a tradition elaborated in the Late Egyptian Miscellanies (AEL 2: 167–78). These latter 

compositions include the scathing description of the dissipated scribal student enjoying nightlife, and the 

―satiricalletter‖inwhichsomebasicfactsabouttheSyro-Canaanite region and other things that every 

military scribe should know are livened up by being couched as a denunciation of the ignorant scribe 

Amenemope by the scribe Hori (Fischer-Elfert 1983). In a similar vein is the description of the drunkard 

in the 18th Dynasty Instruction of Anii (AEL 2: 137), and, earlier, the well-known characterization of the 

hapless Asiatics in the Instruction for Merykare (AEL 1: 103–4). Turning to Demotic wisdom, there are 

undoubtedlyhumoroushighlights,suchasPapyrusInsinger‘scharacterizationoftheplightofa

sexagenarian (AEL 3:199);aDemoticfragmentofadvicefor―alittlechildwhoisvery,veryyoung,‖

continuing with bawdy maxims (Williams 1976: 270–71), is also perhaps a comic piece.  

Egyptian stories are sometimes predominantly humorous and frequently give considerable play to 

humor in a lively and sophisticated approach to composition. The classic Middle Egyptian story of Sinuhe 

features a scene which has always been regarded as humorous, the homecoming of the protagonist who 

has―gonenative‖asaCanaaniteandisseenbyanincredulousroyalfamily(AEL 1: 231–33). The story 

ofthe―PetitionerofMemphis‖or―KingNeferkareandGeneralSisenet‖featuresapetitionerwhosesuit

is drowned out by musicians and who, investigating, discovers an apparent liaison between the king and a 

general (Posener 1971: 237–38). The interminable speechmaking of the Eloquent Peasant might have 

been facilitated, according to one suggestion, by the extremely generous beer ration provided by the high 

steward(Leprohon1975).ThetaleoftheShipwreckedSailorendswithagrimproverb:―Whatgoodis

there in givingadrinktoagooseontheeveofitsslaughter?‖(Gilula1976).Theentirestorytakesona

humorous cast in light of a recent suggestion according to which the sailor is an illustration of how to 

disobey all of the injunctions of the Wisdom Literature regarding etiquette—that is, how to be an 

overbearing, rude, arrogant boor (Bryan 1979). As such, it is part of a persistent thread of protagonists 

whocanberegardedas―anti-heroes.‖Onepossiblereadingofthestoryasawholeisasa―talltale,‖

which, if justified, can represent another kind of humor. The episodes of the magicians in Papyrus 



Westcar (AEL 1: 215–22) feature a number of humorous touches. King Snofru is diverted by young 

women rowers dressed, if that is the right word, in nets; Khufu is entertained by the magician Djedi, who 

eats and drinks an immense quantity daily; a group of gods and goddesses assist at a birth and meet a 

distraught expectant father (though his tying his kilt upside down may rather be an example of 

―Bindeszauber‖). It is possible to interpret the courtly conversation between Djedi and Prince Hardedef 

as a verbal display of elegant sarcasm and one-upmanship (for an opposite interpretation, see Goedicke 

1986).  

In Late Egyptian narrative, our attention is immediately caughtbythe―ContendingsofHorusand

Seth,‖aslapstickburlesquetreatmentofthatnarrative(whichhasafragmentaryMiddleKingdom

predecessor; (AEL 2: 214–23; cf. Meltzer 1974; Redford 1973: 71–78). The picaresque misadventures of 

Wenamun, who makes himself persona non grata at Dor and Byblos and narrowly escapes being lynched 

in Alashiya (AEL 2: 224–30), have an appreciable element of humor; it has been suggested that this text is 

a documentary account rather than a tale. Among other documentary texts, one of the Late Ramesside 

Lettersincludesarareexampleofanactualjoke(Wente1967:80).TheLateEgyptianlovepoetry‘s

sensitive portrayal of young lovers includes a number of humorous touches (AEL 2: 181–93; cf. Foster 

1974; Lesko 1986). The rather grim story of Apophis and Sekenenre, the missing conclusion of which is 

often linked with the hideously wounded mummy of Sekenenre, features the insulting message or 

challenge sent by the Hyksos king to his Theban opponent. While most Egyptologists have regarded that 

message as a provocation leading to war, an early suggestion recently revived is that it is part of a context 

of escalating verbal ripostes (Redford 1970: 36–39; 1973: 58–59). Outwitting by verbal cleverness 

provides the denouement of yet another Late Egyptian story, that of Truth and Falsehood (AEL 2: 211–

14).  

Demotic narrative richly repays the search for humor and wit. The two stories of Setna Khamwas (AEL 

3: 125–51; cf. Posener 1971: 250) portray that formidable magician as being soundly upstaged by the 

dead sorcerer Naneferkaptah and the boy wonder Si-Osiri respectively. Naneferkaptah puts him in his 

place with several extremely grim practical jokes in the first story, while the second features the magical 

abduction of Pharaoh every night to Kush, where he is beaten in the public square. The Petubastis epic 

cycle includes the story of Prince Pedikhons and Queen Sarpot (AEL 3: 151–56), in which what begins as 

the combat between the Egyptian prince and the Amazon queen becomes a different kind of encounter by 

the fragmentary conclusion. The Demotic Chronicle includes the escapades of the tippling king Amasis 

(cf. Posener 1971: 250).  

While instances of intended humor are hard to come by in royal and other commemorative or display 

inscriptions, the possibility can be considered that in the triumphal inscription of the Kushite king Piye 

(―Piankhy‖formerly),iftheostensiblycheeringEgyptiansattheendarebeingquotedaccurately,theyare

actually jeering the monarch and casting aspersions on his legitimacy (AEL 3: 80). If so, this might be one 

instance of the intercultural misunderstanding which characterizes the Kushite-Egyptian encounter. At an 

earlier period, the autobiographical inscription of an 18th Dynasty viceroy of Nubia, Usersatet, quotes a 

letter from King Amenhotep II, apparently reminiscing in his cups about foreign women, or foreign 

chieftains disparagingly characterized as such (Helck 1984: 1343–44). The conversations, exclamations, 

and songs or chants represented as spoken by workmen,fishermen,herdsmen,etc.,in―dailylifescenes‖

starting in Old Kingdom tombs (―1031 Reden und Rufe‖—Erman 1919; Guglielmi 1973; Montet 1925) 

contain a number of apparently lighthearted or jocular exchanges and sometimes seem to be humorous 

(e.g.,the―herdsman‘ssong‖). 

Itisdifficultifnotimpossibletoseparate―religious‖or―mythological‖narrativefromstoriesingeneral

(cf. the Horus and Seth narrative cited above), but those which are designated r€ , ―utterance,‖orfoundin

―magical‖or mortuary contexts include some which could perhaps be considered humorous. Some 

commentatorshaveseenhumorinthe―MythofReandIsis,‖inwhichtheagedanddodderingsungod

must tell the goddess his secret name to stop the torment of a snakebite, andinthe―BookoftheDivine

Cow‖(commonlyknownasthe―Destruction‖or―DeliveranceofMankind‖)foundinsomeNew

Kingdom royal tombs, in which the rampaging goddess is foiled in her intention to destroy mankind when 



she gets drunk on beer dyed red to resemble blood (Redford 1973: 69–71). Whether the Egyptians did, I 

cannot say.  

Herodotus may have played a role in the dissemination of Egyptian humor to new audiences insofar as 

suchepisodesasKhufu‘sprostitutingofhisdaughterandtheracystoryof Rhampsinitus have authentic 

roots in Egyptian tradition (cf. Posener 1971: 237–38).  
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EDMUND S. MELTZER  

MESOPOTAMIA  

Humor, or the perception and expression of the ludicrous or amusing, is known in both Sumerian and 

Akkadian literary tradition, and was no doubt as much a part of everyday life in Mesopotamia as in 

contemporary societies. At its most basic, Mesopotamian humor was scatological and crass; at its most 

obvious, diverting and jocose; at its most subtle, refined and penetrating. As with all humorous literatures, 

the point lies in breaking a taboo, inverting or reversing expectations, drawing attention to the gap 

between what is and what is wished for, pretended, or ignored.  

Humorous allusions to excretion and flatulence are commonplace. Here the point can lie in unappetizing 

imagery, such as an Akkadian parody on a menology that enjoins wild donkey dung in garlic as the diet 

for the month kislimu, and for shabat hot bread and donkey anus stuffed with dog turds and fly dirt 

(Foster 1974: 77–78; Römer 1975: 63–66). A spoof Akkadian incantation, to be recited by a person losing 

sleeptothebleatingofagoat,hastheBabyloniannationalgodMardukstuffingtheoffendinggoat‘sleft

earwithitsowndung,inan―ear-for-an-ear‖reprisal(Genouillac1925:pl.3,C1[cuneiformtextonly]).

Some errantBabylonianscholarofferedaprecativeparadigmoftheverb―tobreakwind‖inthecontext

of a Sumerian grammatical treatise, taking advantage of a graphic ambiguity in his original (Foster 1974: 

84). Flatulence as an enemy of intimacy is alluded to inBabylonian―lovelyrics‖:―Whydidyoubreak

windandfeelmortified?Whydidyoustinkupherboyfriend‘swagonlikeawi[ldox]?‖(Lambert1975:

120–21).ASumerianjokealludestoabride‘sflatulenceasanexampleofinconsequence;inanothera

boastful fox opines that when he urinated in the ocean he created it (Gordon 1959: 495; 222–23).  

Humorous allusions to personal habits, appearance, and behavior abound in Sumerian debates and 

dialogues, wherein the interlocutors trade elaborately artificed but now often scarcely understandable 

insults.Thesereflectontheopponent‘sgenealogy,appearance,intelligence,competence,andeducation,

asinthefollowingexample:―(You)dogspawn,wolfseed,mongoosestench…hyenawhelp,carapaced

fox, addlepated mountainmonkeyofreasoningnonsensical‖(Sjoberg1972:108).LikewiseinAkkadian:

―Isawmygirlfriendandwasstunned:Youarechalkylikeagecko,yourhideisswartlikeacook[ing

pot]!‖(Lambert1975:120–21).  

Sexual activity is, of course, a favored subject of jokes and double entendres in both Sumerian and 

Akkadian(examplesinFarber1986;Gordon1959;Foster1974).Theinfamous―lovelyrics,‖for

example,havetheardentmanbeggingthewomenof―Babylon-town‖foraragtoswabhisgirlfriend‘s

genitalia. He later plants a watchbird in her vulva, enjoining it not to peck at the fungus and to stay clear 

of the stench of her armpits (Lambert 1975: 104–5; 122–23).  

Forsaking the bodily for the social, we find satirical quips on various trades and professions. The 

launderer,forexample,isthebuttofaSumerianjoke:―Mensay,‗I‘mdirty.‘‗BygodI‘mdirtytoo!‘says

thelaundryman‖(Gadd1963:187).ThesingerofSumerianculticlamentsispilloriedforhisabsurd

piety: if his boat sinks he wishes the river enjoyment of his cargo; if he slips and falls he is doubtful of the 

propriety of getting up since his mishap was a visitation from heaven (Gordon 1959: 248–49, 251–52, 

483–84). An Akkadian parody of exorcism has the would-be exorcist burning down the haunted house to 

free it of its ghost (Foster 1974: 77).  

Extended texts of a light or jocose nature include a Sumerian composition about three ox drivers from 

Adab, owners of an ox, cow, and wagon, who fall into a dispute as to who will fetch water. They solve it 

by going off together. Upon their return they find that the ox has mated with the cow, the cow has 

produced a calf, and the calf is suckling (?) on the wagon. They dispute now who shall be owner of the 

calf. They seek judgment from the king,whosedilemmaisresolvedbya―cloisteredwoman,‖perhapsthe

Sumerianequivalentofthe―ladyfromPhiladelphia.‖Herpronouncementisunclear,owingtodamageto

the unique manuscript (Foster 1974: 70–72).  



A well-preservedAkkadianfolktaleisreferredtoasthe―PoorManofNippur.‖Thismansellshisshirt

to buy a ewe for a feast to ease his hunger pangs, ends up with a male goat instead, and, loath to share his 

repast with his relatives and neighbors, takes it to the mayor of Nippur. The mayor proceeds to dine on the 

goathimself,leavingthepoormanonlyabitofgristleandaquaffofcheapbeer.Thepoorman‘s

threefold revenge takes up the rest of the tale (Gurney 1956: 142–62; 1972: 149–58; Cooper 1975: 163–

74; Jason 1979: 189–215). In another humorous Akkadian text, a sophomoric fop lectures a cleaner in 

detail as to how to clean his garments, whereupon the exasperated cleaner tells the youth to go and wash 

them in the canal himself. He then offers some good advice to the effect that no one would help such a 

self-important young man (Gadd 1963: 181–88; Livingstone 1988: 176–82).  

In another, comparable text, a physician from Isin goes to Nippur, the center for Sumerian learning, to 

collect a fee. As he asks directions in the street, he is answered in Sumerian, which, as a man of letters, he 

is supposed to have mastered. The physician imagines that he is being cursed at and remonstrates. After 

several reprises of this situation, he learns that his client is not at home anyway, and the author apparently 

suggests that such an illiterate be run out of town forthwith (Reiner 1986: 1–6). A satirical Akkadian letter 

in the name of the hero Gilgamesh threatens and cajoles its addressee, and makes a series of gargantuan 

demands:―send…100,000mareswhosebodieshavemarkingslikewildtreeroots,40,000continually

gambolling miniature calves, 50,000 fine calves with well-turned hooves and horns intact, 50,000 teams 

ofdappledmules…‖(Kraus1980:109–21). Sumerian epistolary literature includes a plaintive effort by a 

homesick monkey (Dunham 1985: 244–45).  

Humor can show a more serious side in satire, and, if carried far enough, becomes bitter. Perhaps the 

best-knownexampleisthe―DialogueofaMasterandHisServant,‖whereinaseeminglycapricious

mastersetsforthaproposition,thenitsopposite,toeachofwhichtheservanthasaglibreply:―Servant,

listentome!‖―Yes,master,yes!‖―Iwillfallinlovewithawoman.‖―[So],fallinlove,master,fall in 

love!Themanwhofallsinlovewithawomanforgetssorrowandcare.‖―No,servant,Iwillcertainlynot

fallinlovewithawoman.‖―[Donot]fallinlove,master,donotfallinlove.Awomanisapitfall,ahole,

a ditch; a woman is a sharp iron daggerthatslashesaman‘sthroat‖(Lambert1960:139–49).  

Other satirical possibilities are exploited in narrative poems that are not primarily humorous or satirical 

in intent. In the Akkadian Gilgamesh Epic, for example, satirical passages include Ishtar‘soccasionaluse

of colloquial speech; the pedantic scorpion woman correcting her mate concerning the genealogy of 

Gilgamesh; and the reversal of the irreversible curse of Enkidu upon the prostitute, where he concludes by 

wishing her an ardent, moneyed, and marriageable clientele (Foster 1987: 36–39). Sumerian narrative 

poems,evenatthepresentlevelofunderstanding,teemwithwittyandsatiricalpassage.In―Enmerkar

andtheLordofAratta,‖forexample,theplotturnsuponlimitationsofroyalpower, trickery, bluffing, 

and trials, and climaxes in an etiology for the origins of writing as a means of conveying messages too 

prolix to be memorized. Such texts presuppose an audience sure enough of itself to see its strategies and 

values parodied (Cohen 1973).  

ThevocabularyofhumorinSumerianandAkkadianseemsrathersparse:Sumerianfor―funny‖(ZU-

LILI)maymeansomethinglike―makingtheteethflash,‖whereasAkksâḫu, ―laugh,‖mayratherreferto

the sound of laughter as a loud noise. The Akkadian word is mostly attested in contexts of ridicule or 

amusement at the discomfiture of others. An interesting Sumerian expression, ISIŠ-LÁ, refersto―breaking

down‖or―givingway‖toeithertearsorlaughter.Fordiscussionandexamples,seeFoster1974:84–85; 

Römer 1975: 48–49.  

The professional jester or clown seems to have existed in the profession called aluzinnu. The personage 

is known from Assyrian and Babylonian manuscripts that preserve what seem to be snatches of songs and 

routines. These deal with his gross appetites and sexuality, his inept performance of various trades, the 

revolting monthly diet alluded to above, and a heroic journey in the manner of the kings of old (Foster 

1974: 74–79; Römer 1975: 53–68).  

Pranks and practical jokes are best knownfromthe―PoorManofNippur‖alludedtoabove,wherethree

tricks are worked on the mayor.  



Wit and humor outside of literary contexts are more difficult to assess. Heavy sarcasm and irony can 

sometimesbereadinletters,forexample:―Dogoonbeing such a good sister to me! Even though we 

grewuptogether,youdidn‘tpaymetwocentsworth(text:1/4shekel)ofattentionwhenyougotyourbig

break…ifthatbigchiefyou‘remarriedtoneedsbeams,lethimwriteme;I‘llsendhimfivebeams…

send me (in return) a hundred locusts and a cent-and-a-half‘sworth(text:1/3 shekel) of food, so I can see 

whatsortofsisteryouare‖(Stol1981:10–11).AnAssyriankingallowshimselfabitof―gallows‖humor

in a letter to the Babylonians (Lambert 1960: 281). In an inscription Sennacherib sneers at the 

incontinence of his enemies (Grayson 1963: 95). A Sargonic official lightheartedly invokes a magic spell 

in asking his correspondent to come see him (Thureau-Dangin 1926: 23–29).  

Although some Mesopotamianhumorwasundoubtedlyconsidered―vulgar‖bytheMesopotamians

themselves (Foster 1974: 85), one can be sure that, as always with humor, what was produced by the few 

was enjoyed by the many.  
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BENJAMIN R. FOSTER  

OLD TESTAMENT  

Humor appears in many forms and serves various functions in the Hebrew Bible, although there are 

those (notably the philosopher A. N. Whitehead) who question its presence there. Since humor is found to 

be a universal phenomenon, and it has been recognized in other literature of the ANE (see, e.g., Foster 

1974; Rosenthal 1956; van de Walle 1969), one expects to find it in ancient Israelite literature, too, even 

in texts as serious in purpose as the Hebrew Scriptures.  

A. Laughter and Humor  

The Bible has no term for humorperse,butithasanetymologicallyrelatedsetofverbsfor―tolaugh‖

(ṣāhaq, śāḥaq; e.g., Gen 18:12–13;Qoh3:4),―tolaughat,scoff‖(śāḥaq; e.g., Prov 31:25; Job 5:22), and 

―tolaughtat,mock‖(śāḥaq; e.g., Job 30:1; Lam 1:7; lā˓ag; e.g., Ps 2:4; 59:9; on the etymology see 

Steiner 1977: 111–12). Note also the Pi˓el conjugation ś  ḥēq/ṣ  ḥēq, ―toamuse‖(e.g.,2 Sam 2:14; Judg 

16:25), and ṣ  ḥēq, ―tomock‖(Gen 39:14, 17). Laughter, both harmless and that directed at a victim, is a 

sign of humor, reference to laughter in the Bible indicates the presence of humor.  

It is instructive to examine the single elaborate episode of laughter. Gen 18:9–15, in which Sarah 

overhears an angel (or God) tell Abraham that his elderly wife will bear a son. Sarah laughs (v 12); when 



YHWHchallengesSarah‘sapparentdisbelief(vv 13–14), she denies having laughed, only to be 

contradicted by YHWH (v 15).Sarah‘slaughterherecanbeexplainedhandilybyacommontheory(cf.,

e.g., Paulos 1980; Williams 1978) according to which three factors together occasion humor: a sense of 

the incongruous, a relaxed or lightheaded mood or attitude, and an effect of suddenness or surprise. In 

conjunction with the third element one finds a characteristic technique of humor: economy of expression.  

TheepisodeofSarah‘slaughterconfirmstheworkabilityofthewidelyheldtheoryofhumor.The

incongruity is the idea that a postmenopausal woman (v 11) can conceive; second, the mood of the scene 

isfestiveandSarahisuninhibited,thinkingsheisunnoticed(shedoesn‘tknowhowfarGod‘searsreach);

and third, the joke is unexpected—Sarah catches the conversation by accident. This episode is related to 

two nearby passages, Gen 17:15–17, where Abraham laughs at the prospect of Sarah conceiving, and 

21:1–7, where Sarah says, after givingbirth,―Godhasmadelaughterforme;everyonewhohearswill

laughoverme‖(v 6).TheimplicationisthatSarah‘sincongruoussituationwouldbeasourceofhumorto

anyone. As for economy, Sarah laughs at the mere statement that she will give birth. A joke or humorous 

situation must be immediately perceived. Thinking about or analyzing it, as has been done here, kills the 

humor.  

B. Types of Humor  

Humor is notoriously difficult to classify, and definitions of types vary. The remarkably comprehensive 

treatment by Freud (1938) assumes complex categorization. One can distinguish, with Freud, wit in word 

from wit in thought and harmless wit from tendentious wit. In a discussion of biblical humor, it might be 

useful to divide tendentious wit between lowbrow burlesque and the more serious highbrow satire, such 

as one encounters frequently in the prophets. The categories below have been adopted from convention 

and for convenience and should not be viewed rigidly.  

This is particularly so because biblical humor and wit often intermix a variety of types. Consider, for 

example,oneoftheBible‘sfewextendedcomicalscenes,theIsraelitejudgeEhud‘sslayingofthe

Moabite king Eglon in Judg 3:15–30. Ehud exploits his abnormality, left-handedness, to trick the Moabite 

andstabhim.Eglon,whosenamesuggestsboth―bovine‖and―rotund,‖isdescribedas―veryfat‖(v 17), a 

visuallycomicimage.Ehud‘sdaggerpuncturestheobesekingblade,hilt,andall(v 22). In a moment of 

rare scatologicalhumorintheBible,thefatalblowcausesEglon‘sbowelstoloosen,which,inasenseof

high dramatic irony, allows Ehud to escape while the Moabite guards wait around judging by the odor 

that their king is relieving himself (vv 24–26). Ehud magnifies the comedy through verbal wit as well. In 

v 19 hetellsEglonhehasa―word‖(Hebdā ār, ―word,thing‖)forhim—the dagger, of course. The pun 

involvesanotherwordplay:theHebexpressionfortheweapon‘stwo―edges‖hasthebasicmeaningof

―mouths‖(v 16;cf.Good1965:33).Thedagger‘s―mouths‖surelyhavea―word‖tosaytotheking.The

double entendre embodies the joke.  

The scene vents hostility toward Moab through its satire of the royal court and its flawed security, and 

Ehud‘sroleasdefttrickster(cf.Niditch1987)wouldnodoubtentertainanIsraelite audience. When 

comedy is aimed at a victim, it is only amusing to those who are aggressive or hostile toward the butt of 

thehumor.Theaudience‘sattitudeaswellasmotives(e.g.,laughingwithversuslaughingat)are

important to consider in identifyinghumor.Haman‘sparadingMordecaithroughSusa(Esther 6) may 

well have pleased the Jews, but it was more than a little distressing to Haman, his wife, and his friends 

(Esth 6:13).  

C. Comedy and the Comical  

InclassicalGreekcomedyadissembling―ironist‖(Gkeirōn)undoesanoverblown―imposter‖(Gk

alazōn). The Bible, in a general way, includes a number of comedies. YHWH through Moses and Aaron 

exposes Pharaoh as a false god and ironically drowns him in the sea (Exodus 14–15) as he had drowned 

Hebrew boys in the Nile (Exod 1:22; see further Robertson 1977: 16–32). In a perhaps more obvious 

example, Mordecai and Esther unmask Haman as the man who would annihilate the Jews, the very 

antithesis of what the king (now) wants. At the suggestion of the obsequious eunuch Harbona, the king 

orders that Haman be impaled on the stake he erected for hanging Mordecai, the epitome of poetic 

justice—and humor (Esth 7:10; see further Beet 1921).  



Withinsuchcomediesandothersarevariouscomicalmoments.Pharaoh‘smagicians,whohad

displayed modest powers in earlier plagues, cannot assist their god-king with the boils because they 

themselves are afflicted (Exod 9:11). The wicked Ninevites, in Jonah 3, are so eager to repent—itself a 

ludicrous notion—that they dress their cattle in mourning clothes and force them to fast too (vv 7–8). Not 

every biblical comedy is comical; cf., e.g., the Tower of Babel (Gen 11:1–9), which is witty—note the 

playonBabel‘sname—but not necessarily funny.  

Theclassicalformofcomedy,asinAristophanes‘plays,isfarce.Purefarcewouldbe hard to find in the 

largely high-minded religious literature of Scripture. There are, however farcical scenes, usually at the 

expenseofanenemy.WhenEstherexposesHaman‘splottotheking,thekingstormsoutinan

exaggerated rage. Upon his return heseesHamanfallenonhiswife‘sdivan.AlthoughweknowHaman

was begging for mercy, the king assumes he was making a move on the queen (Esth 7:7–8). The outrage 

iscompounded,andanyideaofHaman‘stoappealforclemencyisquashed.Samson‘styingtorchesto

fox tails and burning down the Philistine crops, as well as his massacre of a thousand Philistines with the 

jawbone of an ass (Judges 15), might also have been farce were it not that these actions led to tragic 

consequences.  

As Landy (1980: 14) has observed, biblical jokes often abort because they loop back into the continuing 

narrative. Nevertheless, certain characters exhibit comical traits, especially when they repeat a pattern of 

behaviorwithoutdeveloping(cf.Bergson‘stheoryofhumorasmechanicalconduct,inSypher1956:61–

190; cf. Exum and Whedbee 1984: 27). They are caricatured. Pharaoh repeatedly changes his mind the 

wrongway;Samsoneverimpetuous,iscontinuallyduped;JonahinsistsonatheologyatoddswithGod‘s. 

Fablesasagenretendtofeaturethecomical.ConsiderBalaam‘stalkingass,who halted at the sight of 

theangelinspiteofBalaam‘smultiplebeatings(Num 22:21–35);orJotham‘sfableinwhichthetreesby

process of elimination choose the thornbush to be their king (Judg 9:7–15).  

D. Forms of Irony  

Irony underlies virtually all humor in the Bible, but it will be useful to enumerate some victim-directed 

types.  

1. Sarcasm. Sarcastic speech is not common in the Bible, and, without hearing speech intonation, it is 

hard to detect. A clear example is Gen 37:19.WhenJoseph‘sbrotherssay,―Herecomesthisdreamer,‖

lit.,―masterofdreams,‖theywouldseemtoderideordenyhisallegedtalent.NotealsoAmos 4:4–5: 

―CometoBethel,andtransgress;toGilgal,andmultiplytransgression;bringyoursacrificesevery

morning, your tithes every three days…forsoyoulovetodo,OpeopleofIsrael!‖ 

2. Ridicule. Inthebiblicalethos,theignominiouscrushingofAbimelech‘sheadbythewomanof

Thebez (Judg 9:53–54) is calculatedridicule;Abimelechhadhisaiderunhimthroughlestpeoplesay:―A

womankilledhim‖(cf.2 Sam 11:21 andJael‘smurderofSiserainJudges 4–5). The most oft-cited 

exampleofbiblicalhumorisElijah‘smockeryoftheBaalprophetsin1 Kgs 18:27:―Cryaloud[i.e.,

louder, to Baal], for he is a god; either he is musing or he is gone aside, or he is on a journey, or perhaps 

heisasleepandmustbeawakened.‖ThehumordoesnotexcludeElijah‘sseriousness:godsintheANE

may be out of touch (cf. Ps 44:24, where YHWH is said to sleep), so the prophet wants to remove any 

possible excuses from his opponents when they inevitably fail.  

3. Satire. Representation of a target such that the image becomes ironic or ludicrous is most common in 

the Hebrew Bible in prophetic and other attacks on foreign gods, cults, and kings (e.g., Isa 44:9–20; 

Ezekiel 29, 31; Nahum 2; Daniel 4).Anotableexampleisthe―taunt‖ofthekingofBabyloninIsaiah 14; 

e.g.,―yourpompisbroughtdowntoSheol…maggotsarethebedbeneathyou,andwormsareyour

covering‖(v 11).Thedescriptionoftheking‘shumiliatingendisrathermorevividthanexpectedand

accordingly humorous. Human justice, or just being human, would seem to be satirized in the Garden of 

Eden when each character in turn passes the guilt to the next (Gen 3:9–13). Many (e.g., Burrows 1970; 

Ackerman 1981; Fisher 1977: 577) read the story of Jonah as a satire on a prophet.  

4. Parody. Some (e.g., Miles 1974–75) interpret Jonah, whose values are the inverse of those of the real 

prophets,asapropheticnarrative,i.e.,asparody.TheaccountofAhasuerus‘silly,irreversibleedictsin

Esther 1–3 may parody Persian protocol (see, e.g., Greenstein 1987: 227–28).  



5. Trickery. Atricksteramuseswhenoneisonhisorherside.Laban‘sdeceitofJacobinGenesis 29 

would not please an Israelite, but Jacob‘s―breedingtrick‖(Gen 30:29–43; cf. Good 1965: 101–3), by 

whichheuseshiswitstogetrichfromwilyLaban,would.Inthebiblicalcontext,Jacob‘sdeceptionof

his father Isaac in Genesis 27 is not humorous because of its moral ambiguity and our sympathy for Isaac 

(cf. Gammie 1979: 127–28). A gallery of tricksters figures in Judges: Ehud (chap. 3), Jael (chap. 4), 

Gideon (chaps. 7–8), and Samson (chaps. 14–16).  

Onecandeceivethroughlanguage,too,asinSamson‘sriddle(Judges 14)andAbraham‘s

representation of his wife as his sister (Gen 12:10–20; 20)—she was his half sister, after all, as the 

patriarch explains (Gen 20:12; cf. Niditch 1987: 50).  

6. Verbal Wit. While verbal trickery manifests wit, far more common is wordplay, especially punning 

(see WORDPLAY, HEBREW).WhenJeremiahaddressestheheavensandbeginsbysaying,―Be

appalled,Oheavens…‖(Jer 2:12), Heb  ōmm , ―Beappalled,‖puns on Heb  im˓ , ―Hearken,‖which

opens a standard, innocuous formula (e.g., Isa 1:2). His bite is louder than his bark. Wit serves up so-

called gallows humor in Gen 40:19. The Hebidiom―toliftthehead‖means―toelevate(tostatus).‖

Josephannouncestothebakerhissorryfatebysaying:―WithinthreedaysPharaohwillliftupyour

head—fromyou!‖Nodoubtthebakerwouldhavepreferredthemorefigurativeusage. 

A contest of witsmaycharacterizesuchscenesasAbraham‘shagglingwithYHWHoverthe

hypothetical righteousness of Sodom (Gen 18:23–33; see, e.g., Landy 1980: 16–17)andDelilah‘s deadly 

game with Samson (Judg 16:4–21).  

7. Proverbial Humor. A special case of verbal wit, proverbs emblematize the typical biblical use of 

humor: occasionally proverbs are humorous—but they also make a serious point. Consider Prov 11:22: 

―Likeagoldringinaswine‘ssnout/isabeautifulwomanwithoutdiscretion.‖Thegrotesquehyperbole

and surrealism of the simile produce the humor. In Prov 26:17 thesituationinthesimileiscomical:―He

whomeddlesinaquarrelnothisown/islikeonewhotakesapassingdogbytheears.‖Prov 26:18–19 

reads:―Like a madman who throws firebrands, arrows, and death,/ is the man who deceives his neighbor 

andsays,‗Iamonlyjoking!‘ ‖Asthoughfollowingthisadvice,theBibleiscarefulwithitshumor. 
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EDWARD L. GREENSTEIN  

NEW TESTAMENT  

Humor exploits the observation of the absurd, the incongruous, and the comical, often poking fun at the 

foibles of human life. Wit is the quick perception of cleverness and ingenuity. Both humor and wit delight 

in deviations from what is expected or what is required in various social situations.  

They are often expressed by means of verbal subtleties, indirection, and clever turns of phrases. 

Consequently, humor and wit do not translate well from one culture, age, or language to another. Context 

can also encourage or stifle our perception of humorous incongruity. When we read the biblical writings 

as sacred Scripture, enshrined by centuries of liturgical use and theological reflection, we often miss the 

light touches, sly remarks, witty expressions, and comical elements in them.  

Jesus made use of incongruity, drawing pictures of a camel passing through the eye of a needle (Mark 

10:25), a beam of wood in an eye (Matt 7:3–5; Luke 6:41–42), straining out a gnat and swallowing a 

camel (Matt 23:24), whitewashing tombs (Matt 23:27), and washing the outside of a cup while leaving the 

inside dirty (Matt 23:25). Jesus also applauded the quick repartee of the Syrophoenician woman (Mark 

7:24–30). He himself outwitted the chief priests, scribes, and elders (Mark 11:27–33); the Pharisees and 

Herodians (Mark 12:13–17); and the Sadducees (Mark 12:18–27). While giving instructions on fasting, 

Jesuscomments,―Theydisfigure(aphanizousin) their faces that they may figure (phanōsin) in public as 

fasting‖(Matt 6:16).  

2 Cor 1:21 plays on the words Christ and christen. John frequently employs double entendre and words 

that have multiple meanings: wind-spirit [pneuma] (3:8); flowing water-living water (4:11); asleep-dead 

(11:11–14).TheNTalsoplaysonthemeaningofnames.―Jesus‖isderivedfromtheverb―tosave‖(Matt 

1:21).JesusgivesSimonanewname:―YouarePeter[Gkpetros; Aram kepha] and on this rock [Gk 

petra; Aram kepha]Iwillbuildmychurch‖(Matt 16:18). Later, the leader of the early Church is left 

pounding on the door while the maid, Rhoda, runs to tell the others of his escape from prison (Acts 12:6–

16). When the sons of the Jewish high priest Sceva attempt to exorcise demons in the name of Jesus, the 

uncleanspiritanswers,―JesusIknow,andPaulIknow;butwhoareyou?‖(Acts 19:15).  

Markpokesfunatphysicians,saying,―Andtherewasawomanwhohadhadaflowofbloodfortwelve

years, and who had suffered much under many physicians, and had spent all that she had, and was no 

better,butrathergrewworse‖(Mark 5:25–26).  

Zacchaeus, the short tax collector who climbed a sycamore tree to see Jesus, is a comical figure, and one 

can overhear the delight of early Christians laughing at a chief tax collector (Luke 19:2–5).  

The story of the healing of the man born blind makes wonderful use of irony, wit, and sarcasm. When 

the Pharisees interrogate the man, they challenge him to praise God and discredit Jesus as a sinner. He 

answers,―Whetherheisasinner,Idonotknow;onethingIknow,thatthoughIwasblindnowIsee‖

(John 9:25). When the Pharisees ask (for the second time) how the healing occurred, the man answers, 

―Whydoyouwanttohearitagain?Doyouwanttobecomehisdisciples?‖(John 9:27). Later, when Jesus 

asksthemanifhebelievesintheSonofMan,andheresponds,―Andwhoishe,sir?‖Jesusanswers,

―You[amanbornblind]haveseenhim!‖(John 9:37). The story ends by underscoring the irony that those 

who could see have chosen blindness, while one who was born blind has received sight and come to faith.  

Humor in the Bible celebrates the goodness of God, the world God created, and the life God gives. A 

foundational incongruity sustains the NT. God enters the world as a baby born to a peasant girl, is 

unrecognized by all but a few, and redeems the world by dying on a cross. Rejecting wisdom and signs, 

God chose to save those who believe through the foolishness of preaching (1 Cor 1:21).  
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R. ALAN CULPEPPER  

HUMTAH (PLACE) [Heb ḥumṭâ (ָטה ֹמְׁ  )]. Town situated in the central hill country of Judah (Joshחֻׁ

15:54), within the same district as Hebron. This settlement is listed among the towns within the tribal 

allotment of Judah (Josh 15:21–62). Although we know its general location, somewhere in the country 

between Hebron and Aphekah, a suitable candidate for the ancient town has not been identified.  

WADE R. KOTTER  

HUNCHBACK. See SICKNESS AND DISEASE.  

HUNDRED, TOWER OF THE (PLACE) [Heb migdal hammē˒â (ַדל ַהֵֹּמָאה  )]. A tower inִֹמגְׁ

the outer wall of Jerusalem protecting the N approach to the city, E of the Fish Gate and the Tower of 

Hananeel. Nehemiah mentions these two towers in both the restoration (3:1) and procession (12:39) texts. 

Reference to the Tower of Hananeel by Jeremiah and Zechariah (Jer 31:38; Zech 14:10) affirms the 

location of the Tower of the Hundred as indicated by Nehemiah. The two towers (overlooking the fish 

market) were intended to protect the Fish Gate that opened to a ridge leading to the Benjamin Plateau and 

most likely correspond to the fortress (Heb    râ) of Neh 7:2 andthelater―HasmonaeonBaris‖and

Antonia Fortress. Avi-Yonah, on the other hand, places the two towers on either side of the Fish Gate 

(1954: 240, fig. 1, 241–42).  

Thename―ToweroftheHundred‖suggeststosomethatasubstantialgarrisonwasstationedinthe

tower, while others would emend the texts to read me˒â, ―hundred,‖asameasurement.Criticalissues

raised by Vincent have prompted him to omit both ofNehemiah‘sreferencestotheToweroftheHundred

(Vincent and Steve 1954: 240, 242) and likewise prompted Simons to discount the existence of the tower 

(1952: 343 and fn. 1).  
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DALE C. LIID  

HUNTING. See ZOOLOGY.  

HUPHAM (PERSON) [Heb h pām (הּוָץם)]. Var. HUPPIM. One of the descendants of Benjamin and 

ancestor of the Huphamites (Num 26:39). The descendants of Benjamin are listed in three geneaological 

tables: Gen 46:21; Num 26:38–40; and 1 Chr 7:6–12. Confusion from these lists concerning Hupham 

exists along two lines. First, the Genesis list establishes Hupham as a son of Benjamin, whereas Numbers 

and 1 Chronicles record him as a grandson or later descendant. The 1 Chronicles list appears more 

orderly; three sons of Benjamin are listed and their sons in order, Hupham being the son of Ir and 

grandsonofBenjamin.Aseconddifficultycentersinthename―Hupham.‖TheGenesisand1Chronicles

sourceusesthename―Huppim‖whiletheNumberssourceemploysthename―Hupham.‖Bothare

supposed to be the same. Jacob Myers suggests that Huppim may be of Arabic origin (Myers 1 

Chronicles 53). Others theorize that the same name has a different Hebrew form. Speiser, on the other 

hand, suggests that Huppim in the Genesis source should be corrected to Hupham as Numbers (Genesis 

343).  

JOEL C. SLAYTON  

HUPPAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥūppâ (ָפה  )]. A priest who received the sixteenth position in the priestlyחֻׁ

orderofthetempleduringDavid‘sreign(1 Chr 24:13). 1 Chronicles 24 is the only place where Huppah 

appears in the OT. Therefore, an evaluation of the historical reliability of his appearance depends upon the 

literary context of 1 Chr 24:1–19. Though generally agreed that this list of priests originated after the 



Exile, its exact date remains debated. See HAKKOZ. Huppah may represent a Judean individual or 

priestly family in the late Persian period that the Chronicler has retrojected into the reign of David.  

JOHN W. WRIGHT  

HUPPIM (PERSON) [Heb ḥūpp  m (ִפים   .)]. See HUPHAM (PERSON)חֻׁ

HUR (PERSON) [Heb ḥûr (חּוש)]. The name of five persons in the OT.  

1. A―king‖ofMidian(Num 31:8; Josh 13:21). Historically, the five Midianite kings in Numbers 31 

may be drawn from a list of place names that form an itinerary through N Arabia and S Transjordan in the 

Persian period (Knauf 1988: 166–67).―Hur‖canbeidentified,then,withtheNabateantownof

Auara/Ḥaurâ˒ (today al-Ḥumaymah; M.R. 180929).  

2. A companion and assistant of Moses and Aaron during the battle against the Amalekites (Exod 17:10, 

12),and,togetherwithAaron,a―substitutejudge‖whileMosesstayedonthemountainoftheLord,Exod 

24:14.  

3. The grandfather of Bezalel, from the tribe of Judah; it was Bezalel who designed and crafted the 

paraphernalia of the Israelite cult, according to the P source (Exod 31:2; 35:30; 38:22; 2 Chr 2:1). 

According to 1 Chr 2:19–20, 50, this Hur was a Calebite, and grandfather of the town of Bethlehem; 1 

Chr 4:1, 4 makes him a Judean, and father of Bethlehem. In the original genealogies of the tribe of Judah 

(1 Chr 2:50; 4:1, 4), the father of Bezalel is not mentioned amongHur‘ssons.Thisobservationgivesrise

tothesuspicionthatHur#2(seeabove)andthe―grandfatherofBezalel‖bothpersonifyaclaimtofame

and dignity by this Calebite (later Judahite) clan.  

4. The father of Rephaiah, head of half the district of Jerusalem (Neh 3:9). Since Heb ben, ―sonof,‖can

precede a family/tribal name as well as a personal name, this Hur may be identical with Hur #3 above 

(i.e., the name of a prominent clan).  

5. ThefatherofSolomon‘sgovernorinEphraim(1 Kgs 4:8). See also BEN-HUR. The note to Hur #4 

also applies to this Hur, ifonedoesnotpreferAlt‘sexplanationthat―thesonofHur‖isadesignationfor

the holder of the hereditary fief of Hur (KlSchr, 211–12).However,thequestionofhow―Canaanite‖(and

institutionalized)Solomon‘sprincipalityactuallywasisdisputed, as is the reliability of 1 Kgs 4:7–9 

(HAIJ, 205–7).  

For Hur #2, 4, and 5 above (if referring to persons), compare Ugaritic, Phoenician, and Aramaic names 

with ḥr, all of which can be connected with the Egyptian god Horus. For Hur #3, the Calebite clan, 

compare the name ḥwr in Sabaic, Minean, Thamudic, and Safaitic (Nabatean ḥwrw),meaning―acamel‘s

kid‖(Knauf1988:89). 
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HURAI (PERSON) [Heb ḥûray (חּוַשי)]. See HIDDAI (PERSON).  

HURAM (PERSON) [Heb ḥ rām (חּוָשם)]. 1. A son of Bela and grandson of Benjamin (1 Chr 8:5). 

ThelistsofBenjamin‘ssons(Genesis 46; Numbers 26) exhibit considerable variations which are difficult 

to explain. ThetwolistsofBela‘ssons(1 Chr 7:7; 8:3–5) also differ quite considerably. The Syriac 

version of 1 Chr 8:5 reads Hupham, who in Num 26:39 issaidtobeoneofBenjamin‘ssons.TheLXX

provides a further variant to the list by reading Arouam. Bela is said to have nine sons with Huram in 

ninth position. However, in Num 26:40 only two sons of Bela are recorded, with five named in 1 Chr 7:7; 

inbothcasesHuramisomitted.ItisclearthatthetraditionofBenjamin‘s sons and their descendants 

showedconsiderablevariation.SomeofthenamesofBela‘ssons(Num 26:39–40; 1 Chr 7:7; 8:3–4) are 

identicaltonamesofBenjamin‘ssonsinotherlists(Gen 46:21; Num 26:38; 1 Chr 7:6; 8:1–2). These 

genealogical lists in 1 Chronicles are often dated to the postexilic period, which would help to explain 

their divergences over a long period of time (Braun 1 Chronicles WBC, 122–28).  



2. The king of Tyre. See HIRAM (PERSON).  

KEITH W. WHITELAM  

HURAMABI (PERSON) [Heb ḥ rām˒ā    (ָאִבי   .)]. See HIRAM (PERSON)חּוָשֹמְׁ

HURI (PERSON) [Heb ḥ r   (חּוִשי)]. A Gadite who was the father of Abihail, the father of the eleven 

(or ten; see SHAPHAT) sons named in 1 Chr 5:12–14. Although some have related his name to the cult of 

the Egyptian god Horus, others have seen a connection with the Heb ḥāwar, ―tobeorgrowwhite,‖and

interpretedittomean―linenweaver.‖Morelikely,perhaps,istheconnectionwiththeAkkḫūru, ―child‖

(IPN,38,221).NeitherHurinortheothersnamedintheChronicler‘sgenealogyforGad(1 Chr 5:11–17) 

appear in other lists of Gadites (Gen 46:16; Num 26:15–18; 1 Chr 12:9–16—Eng12:8–15).  

M. PATRICK GRAHAM  

HURRIAN LANGUAGE. See LANGUAGES (HURRIAN).  

HURRIANS. An ethnic group attested in the ANE from the 3d to the 1st millennium B.C. During the 

second half of the 2d millennium B.C. they reached their greatest geographical extent and figured 

prominently in the history and culture of the Near East. The Hurrians may be the people referred to in the 

OT as ḥōr  . For all that is known concerning their significance, there are major difficulties in studying the 

Hurrians: (1) their language is imperfectly understood, largely because there are still relatively few extant 

Hurrian texts; (2) the chronology of the epigraphic and archaeological evidence relating to the Hurrians is 

not always clear; (3) much of the information concerning the Hurrians comes from non-Hurrian sources, 

i.e., their neighbors in Mesopotamia, Syria, Egypt, and Anatolia; (4) it is difficult to identify what is 

Hurrian and what is indigenous in the cultures in which they played a role, because they appear to have 

assimilated easily to the cultures that they joined. Nonetheless, it is possible to identify their language and 

many of its characteristics, to trace a general history of the Hurrians, and to discuss certain cultural 

features associated with Hurrians and Hurrian sites.  

———  

A. Hurrian Language  

B. History before ca. 1550 B.C.  

C. History after ca. 1550 B.C.  

D. Hurrians in Mitanni  

E. Hurrians of Syria  

F. Hurrians in Anatolia  

G. Hurrians in Canaan  

H. Hurrian Culture  

I. The Hurrian Participation in the ANE  

———  

A. Hurrian Language  

Like many of the ethnic groups entering Mesopotamia, Syria, and Anatolia, the Hurrians chose the local 

language and script for their records. Thus, most of the records coming from sites known to have had 

Hurrian populations are written in Akkadian (often a Peripheral variety such as at Nuzi or Amarna), 

Hittite, or Ugaritic. However, some texts completely in Hurrian have been found at Boghazköy, Mari, 

Ugarit, and elsewhere. Furthermore, a great many Hurrian words appear in texts written in other ANE 

languages,andHurrianpersonalnames,whichtendtobe―sentencenames,‖provideadditional

information. On the basis of the available evidence, it is clear that the Hurrian language is an agglutinative 

language of the Asianic group. Of the known languages of the ANE, it is most closely related to Urartian, 

which appears later in the history of the Near East, and a number of dialects within the Hurrian language 

may be discerned (Bush 1968; SCCNH 1: 77–89 and 1971; Speiser 1941; Gelb, Purves, and MacRae 

1943).  

B. History before ca. 1550 B.C.  



The Hurrians may have originated in the S Caucasus and Armenia. Their history is normally divided 

into two phases: before and after ca. 1550 B.C. In the first, they are always somewhat shadowy figures 

who appear to have migrated S and W from their original homeland into the Near East. Evidence from 

geographical names places them in the N Transtigris region during the pre-Sargonic period (Astour 

SCCNH 2: 3–68). As early as the Sargonic period of the 3d millennium B.C. they may have been 

establishedatUrkišnearDiyarbakriftheletterofTish-atal,kingofUrkišandNawar,belongsinfactto

thelateAkkadianperiod(Hrouda1958;Gelb1956).Infact,Urkišfigures in Hurrian mythology as the 

seat of Kumarbi, one of the major Hurrian deities. During the Ur III period, Hurrian names appear on 

texts relating to the regions to the N and E of southern Mesopotamia—areas in which the Ur III kings 

campaigned and conquered. Some of the individuals with Hurrian personal names are high officials in 

conquered territories while others are prisoners of war (Gelb 1944). This evidence suggests that the Ur III 

kingsengagedinwhatarecalledthe―HurrianWars.‖  

In the 19th and early 18th centuries B.C. Hurrians appear among the populations of Mari, Chagar Bazar, 

andŠemšara.Indeed,someHurriantextswerefoundatMari.DuringthereignofŠamši-Adad, who 

consolidated an empire stretching from Assyria to Mari, Hurrians appear amongthe―hillpeople‖raiding

the territories N and E of Assyria as reported by Ishme-Dagan, who campaigned for his father in those 

regions.Furthermore,thereisevidenceforHurrianstatesinthe―HighCountry‖inNSyriaatthistime.

By the time of Zimri-Lim of Mari, Hurrians were well established N of Aleppo. After the fall of Mari to 

Hammurabi of Babylon the sources are scarce for the regions in which Hurrians are attested. By the 18th 

and 17th centuries B.C., however, significant numbers of Hurrians are found in the texts of Alalakh Level 

VII. Furthermore, Hurrian month names were in use in both Alalakh and Yamhad at that time. Thus, it 

appears that from the pre-Sargonic period through the OB period the Hurrian presence in the Near East 

grew and expanded S and W into Mesopotamia and Syria. This was possible, particularly during the later 

OB period, because Babylonian rule did not extend far enough N to encompass the Hurrian areas, the 

kingdom of Yamhad in Syria was concentrated W of the Euphrates, and Assyria was divided and weak. 

Therefore the way was clear for Hurrian settlement in upper Mesopotamia and Syria. Indeed, by the time 

of ḪattušilišIandMaršilišIoftheHittiteOldKingdominthelater17thcentury B.C., there are references 

toaHurrianthreattotheHittitesinAnatolia.Moreover,MuršilišIfoughtabattlewiththeHurriansonhis

return march from the sack of Babylon (Kupper CAH 2/ 1: 1–41).  

C. History after ca. 1550 B.C.  

In the second phase, after ca. 1550 B.C., the Hurrians in the ANE present a startlingly different picture. 

First, they are present in sizable numbers in upper Mesopotamia (Tepe Gawra, Arraphe, and Nuzi, for 

example), in Syria (Alalakh, Ugarit, Qatna, and Tunip), and in Anatolia (Kizzuwadna and in the Hittite 

lands). Hurrians, then, are attested in the area stretching at least from the Zagros Mountains to the 

Mediterranean and far into Anatolia. Moreover, their influence was felt in Cyprus and in Canaan, though 

the evidence in these cases is far from clear. Second, the Hurrian states of N Syria and Mesopotamia had 

unified.This―confederation‖wasknownbyanumberofnames,mostfamousofwhichisMitanni,with

itscapitalatWašukanni(perhapsTellFakhāriyyah;seealsoMITANNI). Though the precise relationship 

between the two is not clear, one of the states within Mitanni was the kingdom of Hurri or the Hurri lands, 

apparently located in the N region of Mitanni, which may have had some claim to primacy within 

Mitanni. The exact process by which the Hurrians spread so quickly into new areas and Mitanni was 

formed is not known (Drower CAH 2/1: 417–525).  

At the same time, a new element appears among Hurrian names. More than 100 Indo-Aryan names, 

most belonging to kings, princes, or high officials, appear in the records. The Indo-Aryan elements 

include the names of gods equated with the Vedic gods Indar, Soma, Vaya, the Devas, Svar, and Rta. 

Also a number of Indo-Aryan numerical terms and terms relating to horses and chariots appear as well in 

the records. Of particular importance, the nobility in Hurrian areas, those of the chariot-owning class, 

were called maryannu, which probably stems from Indo-European marya, ―youngmanorwarrior.‖ 

The Indo-AryanelementamongtheHurrianshasbeenlinkedtothe―Indo-Europeanmigrations‖ofthe

2d millennium B.C. The coincidence of the appearance of this element and the changes in Hurrian political 



organization have been interpreted as a takeover of the Hurrians by an Indo-Aryan ruling class with a 

chariot-based aristocracy who molded the Hurrians into an efficient military power. On the other hand, 

the percentage of Indo-Aryan names is very small, Hurrian states did exist before this time, and Mitanni 

andtheotherHurriancentersremainedessentially―Hurrian.‖ThereforeitispossiblethattheHurrians

simply felt a strong Indo-European influence, particularly in the technology of warfare.  

D. Hurrians in Mitanni  

Mitanni (including the kingdom of Hurri) represents the most important Hurrian political entity in the 

later 2d millennium B.C. The history of Mitanni is discussed elsewhere; here it is sufficient to note that 

Mitanni, with its core Hurrian population, expanded rapidly to become the most powerful nation in Syria 

and Mesopotamia. After a period of hostilities with Egypt during the campaigns of the New Kingdom 

pharaohs, Mitanni and Egypt entered diplomatic relations during the Amarna period. So Mitanni became a 

principal participant in the great age of internationalism in the ANE. As a result, the Hurrians of Mitanni 

were in contact politically and culturally with Egypt, Mesopotamia, the Levant, the Aegean, and S 

Mesopotamia (Drower CAH 2/1: 417–525). The archaeological evidence from such sites as Nuzi and 

Alalakh demonstrates clearly the effect of these contacts in wall painting, pottery, and glyptic arts (Smith 

1965).  

After the fall of the kingdom of Mitanni (ca. 1350 B.C.) its territory and Hurrian populace were ruled at 

times by Assyrians in the E and Hittites in the W. Although the latter ultimately controlled Mitanni as a 

vassal state, the area was contested by the Assyrians and Hittites until the reign of Shalmaneser I of 

Assyria (1274–1245 B.C.), who annexed what remained of Mitanni to Assyria. Throughout this period of 

occupation and conflict, Hittite and Assyrian influence was keenly felt in the Hurrian territories of 

Mitanni, particularly in the city-states of N Syria that were early on absorbed by the Hittite Empire 

(Goetze CAH 2/ 2: 1–20; Munn-Rankin CAH 2/2: 274–306).  

Itisimportanttonotethatsomeofthe―Neo-Hittite‖statesthatgrewupinNSyriaandtheTaurus

Mountains in the wake of the Hittite Empire and the general confusion in the Near East after ca. 1200 

were well within the old Mitannian territory. The extent to which the Hurrian population of Mitanni was 

still present in these areas and their contribution to the culture of the Neo-Hittite states are matters that 

require further evidence and research. However, it is reasonable to believe that the Hurrian presence was 

still alive in these areas, especially in light of certain scattered references to individuals with Hurrian 

personal names in Assyrian records after ca. 1100 B.C. (Gelb 1944).  

E. Hurrians of Syria  

Mitanni grew to include numerous city-states and territories in which Hurrians were only a part of the 

population. Moreover, Hurrians were present in areas never controlled by Mitanni, though such Hurrians 

may have been disposed politically to Mitanni. This was particularly true in Syria where earlier Semitic-

speaking peoples still dominated. Evidence for the Hurrians in Syria comes from the records of the 

Egyptian campaigns in Syria during the New Kingdom and native sources. Repeatedly, the Egyptians met 

stiff resistance from Syrian cities with pro-Mitannian parties such as Kadesh, Tunip, and Qatna. 

References to captured maryannu warriors in the records of Thutmose III and Amenhotep II demonstrate 

at least the Hurrian influence in Syria. The actual presence of Hurrians is indicated in that Amenhotep II 

took booty including Hurrians and their wives during one of his Syrian campaigns (Drower CAH 2/1: 

417–525).  

At the site of Ugarit, Hurrians appear as soldiers and craftsmen. Tablets in Hurrian appear among the 

archives there along with bilingual glossaries and a lexical text containing four languages: Hurrian, 

Sumerian, Akkadian, and Ugaritic. Hurrian loan words, personal names, and divine names appear in 

Ugaritic and Akkadian texts found at Ugarit. Moreover, Hurrian divinities were worshipped at Ugarit 

(Drower CAH 2/2: 130–160; Gelb 1944).  

Similarly at Alalakh (Level IV), where Hurrians were attested only minimally in the OB period, Hurrian 

names abound and Hurrian deities were worshipped. The Amarna texts and other sources provide Hurrian 

names from Amurru, Neya, Nuhasse, Qatna, and Tunip (Gelb 1944).  

F. Hurrians in Anatolia  



Kizzuwadna in Cilicia was a vassal state alternately of Mitanni and of the Hittites as the fortunes of the 

two nations changed in the later 2d millennium B.C. On the basis of personal names associated with 

Kizzuwadna, this state appears to have been predominantly Hurrian (Goetze 1940).  

In the Hittite lands the Hurrians appear to have exerted considerable influence from the beginning of the 

empireperiod,andsomeofwhatbecameacceptedas―Hittite‖inreligion,literature,andartmaywell

have had Hurrian origins (Güterbock 1954). Indeed, the dynasty of the Hittites in the Empire period may 

have been Hurrian. King Urḫi-TešupandQueenPudu-ḫepa of that dynasty had Hurrian names. Moreover, 

the Boghazköy archives produced Hurrian texts, and Hurrian loan words abound in Hittite documents. 

Furthermore, Hurrian deities figured in the pantheon of the Hittites.  

G. Hurrians in Canaan  

The evidence for Hurrians in Canaan is far less clear than that for other ANE areas. Among the rulers of 

Egypt‘sSyro-Canaanite sphere of influence who appear in the Amarna Letters is one Abdi-Ḫepa of 

Jerusalem, whose name includes that of the Hurrian goddess Ḫepa (EA 280: 285–90). Other Hurrian 

namesappearontabletsfromTellTa‘annek.Theevidenceofthesepersonalnameshasbeentakento

reflect a Hurrian presence in Palestine (Gelb 1944; Albright CAH 2/2: 98–116 and 1935). The Egyptians 

used the term Khor or Khurri-land for Syria and Canaan, presumably because they perceived all or part of 

thelandasoccupiedbyHurrians.Bythe19thDynastyKhorwasusedgenerallyforAsiaor―TheNorth.‖

ThutmoseIVclaimedtohavetaken―Hurrians‖fromGezerandmadethemtemple slaves in Egypt. Most 

famous of the supposed Hurrians in Palestine are the biblical Horites described as original occupants of 

the land of Canaan (Albright 1935). Certainly the existence of individuals with Hurrian names suggests at 

least a Hurrian influence in the region. However, it is far from clear whether the captives from Gezer and 

the Horites were Hurrians. Instead, their designation may derive from the Egyptian term for the area—

―Khurri-land.‖Thatis,individualsfrom―Khurri-land‖wouldbecalled ―Khurri‖—Hurrians.  

H. Hurrian Culture  

As noted above, it is difficult to separate what is Hurrian from what is native in the cultures where 

Hurrians were present, particularly in the second half of the 2d millennium B.C. when there was such 

cross-cultural activity among the nations of the Near East. A complex of cultural features is attested 

throughout known Hurrian areas, however, and these features are thereby associated with the Hurrians.  

Inreligion,thepantheonisreasonablyclear.Tešup,astormgod,wasthechiefmaledeity,oftenequated

in Syria with Dagan, Adad, and Baal in Syria and Canaan. His consort was Ḫepet/Ḫepa and their son 

Šarruma.ŠerišandHurriweretwobullgodswhowereattributedofTešup.Tillawasalsoabullgod

relatedtoTešup.SimikawasthesungodandKušukhthemoongod.Kumarbi,celebratedinthe―Songof

Ullikummi,‖wasaneldergodreplacedbythestormgod.InadditiontotheseHurriangods,certainVedic

or proto-Indian gods attached to the Indo-Aryan element among the Hurrians appear occasionally 

(Drower CAH 2/1: 417–525; Kupper CAH 2/1: 1–41).  

A number of the Hurrian texts and Hurrian portions of texts in other languages that survive are ritual 

and magic texts, attesting to the importance of Hurrian religious practices in areas such as Mari, Ugarit, 

and the Hittite lands. Apparently Hurrians carried their practices to Syria and Anatolia, where the original 

forms of the rituals were valued. The Hurrians also translated divination texts from Akkadian and appear 

to have transmitted their knowledge in this area to Syria and Hittite centers (Kupper CAH 2/ 1: 1–41; 

Drower CAH 2/1: 417–525).  

Inliterature,themythologicaltext―TheMythofKumarbiandtheSongofUllikummi‖describesan

epic cycle of the birth of the gods and their struggles for supremacy. This text is thought to have 

influenced both Canaanite and later Greek ideas about intergenerational conflict among the gods. The 

relationship between the Hurrian myth and the Mesopotamian Enūma eli  is, itself, unclear. The Hurrians 

also translated the Epic of Gilgamesh, as did the Hittites (Drower CAH 2/1: 417–525).  

In the area of art it is far more difficult to identify anything specifically Hurrian. Truly remarkable ivory 

carvings and glyptic arts originate in sites associated with Hurrians (Ugarit, Alalakh, Ashur, Nuzi) but 

more of the motifs and crafts involved can be attributed to Hurrians. In both crafts, Syrian, Mitannian, 

Egyptian,Mesopotamian,andAegeanelementsaremixedinthe―InternationalStyle‖oftheAmarna



period.Thefine―Nuziware‖potteryandKhaburwareareassociatedwithHurriansitesinthelater2d

millennium B.C. (Drower CAH 2/1: 417–525; Smith 1965).  

Another craft closely associated with Hurrian areas was metallurgy. Bronze, copper, gold, silver, and 

rarely iron tools and weapons are widely attested in the archaeological and epigraphic record. At least one 

style of weapon, that in which the blade seems to come out of the mouth of a lion, is found throughout the 

Hurrian areas (Drower CAH 2/1: 417–525).  

Yet another craft closely linked to Hurrian areas is glassmaking. West Semitic mekku and synonymous 

Hurrian eḫlipakku bothreferto―glass,‖specifically raw material used in making glass vessels. Though 

glazes were known from early times in the Near East and a recipe for glassmaking dates to the end of the 

OB era, glass itself appears from the 15th century B.C. in Mesopotamia, throughout the Hurrian areas 

(Ashur, Nuzi, Chagar-Bazar, Ugarit, Alalakh) and in Egypt. Shapes and techniques are the same in all of 

these areas. The center for this industry appears to have been upper Syria, from which came both the raw 

materials and the craftsmen who spread glassmaking throughout the Amarna-age world.  

In one area of expertise the Hurrians were the masters of the ANE: horse training. Clearly, their society 

held the chariotry in high esteem. The maryannu or―charioteer‖classdenotedthenobilityandhigh

officials throughout the predominantly Hurrian areas and beyond in the Syrian city-states. Not all of the 

individualscalled―charioteers‖actuallyownedandusedchariotsinwar.Instead,thetitleevolvedintoan

honorific term used for the elite of the society. It is not surprising, then, that hippic texts are found at 

Nuzi, Boghazköy, Ugarit, Alalakh, and Ashur. From Boghazköy in Anatolia are the famous Kikkuli texts 

named for their author, the Hurrian horse trainer from the land of Arraphe (where Nuzi was located) E of 

the Tigris (Drower CAH 2/1: 417–525;O‘Callaghan1948). 

For discussion of typical Hurrian society, see also NUZI. Among the special characteristics worth 

noting here are the position of women and slaves. Women in Hurrian society enjoyed considerably more 

freedom than in other areas of the Near East. They could own property, enter into contracts, litigate, and 

participate independently in most areas of public life. Similarly, slaves, though bound to masters or 

households, had considerable economic and legal rights.  

I. The Hurrian Participation in the ANE  

Once considered the base population of the N part of the ANE, the Hurrians clearly entered the Near 

East at a comparatively late date. Their political influence was enormous, as they dominated N 

Mesopotamia and portions of Syria and Anatolia for three centuries and some areas for even longer. The 

cities and nations in which they lived were linked by trade and conquest during the late 2d millennium 

B.C., a crucial period in the cultural history of the Near East. However vague their own contribution to 

Near Eastern culture is, there is ample evidence for their role as transmitters of literature, art, and 

technology during this all-important era (Speiser 1953).  

As for their role vis-à-vis the OT, the customs documented in the Nuzi tablets were long held forth as 

evidence for Hurrian influence, particularly on the patriarchal narratives. For a discussion of this issue, 

see also NUZI.  
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MARTHA A. MORRISON  



HUSBAND. See FAMILY.  

HUSHAH (PERSON) [Heb ḥ  â (חּוָשה)]. Var. HUSHATHITE. The son of Ezer (1 Chr 4:4), who 

appears to have been one of the sons of Hur. The name Hushah is then eponymously applied to a town of 

Judah, which was possibly first settled as an Israelite town by Ezer the son of Hur. It was the home of two 

ofDavid‘snotablemen,Mebunnai(2 Sam 23:27) and Sibbecai (2 Sam 21:18). Sibbecai is described as 

having killed Saph, one of the descendants of the giants, and was eventually made a commander in 

David‘sarmy(1 Chr 27:1, 11).  

The village of Hushah is strategically located about 6 km W of Bethlehem at the top of a ridge that gave 

access to Bethlehem and Jerusalem from the Elah valley in the Shephelah (M.R. 162124). While 

Bethlehem overlooked the wilderness to the E from the Judean ridge, Hushah overlooked the Shephelah 

or lower hill country to the W. Hushah was in the path of the Philistine expansion from the coast as the 

Philistines tried to penetrate into the Judean hill country, and it was probably down the Hushah ridge that 

David went to inquire about his brothers (who were facing the Philistines) and which ultimately led to 

David‘sconfrontationwithGoliath(1 Samuel 17).  
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HUSHAI (PERSON) [Heb ḥ  ay (חּוַשי)]. 1. A member of the Archite branch of the tribe of Benjamin 

(2 Sam 15:32).DuringthereignofDavidheservedastheking‘srē˓eh, commonlytranslatedas―friend‖

or―companion‖althoughthosetermsareperhapstooinformalintone(2 Sam 15:37; 16:16, 17). In 1 Chr 

27:33 HushaiislistedwithotherofficersinDavid‘sservice(theretermedrēa˓ hammelek). On the 

possible origin of his name and office, see McCarter (2 Samuel AB, 371–72).  

HushaiplayedaprominentroleintheunfoldingofeventssurroundingAbsalom‘srebellion.Withtorn

clothes and dirt on his head, he met David as the latter was fleeing the city (2 Sam 15:32). David did not 

allow him to flee with him, but instead requested that Hushai return to the city. There he was to swear 

allegiancetoAbsalomand,havinggainedAbsalom‘sconfidence, he was to frustrate the advice of 

Ahithophel and be an informant reporting to Zadok and Abiathar (2 Sam 15:33–37). Absalom mocked 

Hushai‘slackofloyaltytoDavid,but Hushai forcefully pledged his commitment to serve Absalom (2 

Sam 16:16–19).Absalomwasconvinced,forhelaterrequestedHushaitoevaluateAhithophel‘splanto

pursue David immediately. Hushai countered by suggesting a delay during which time Absalom could 

rally a larger military force to counter the skill of David as a military commander. His advice was 

accepted over that of Ahithophel. The narrator comments that this sequence of events was exactly what 

Yahweh had ordained (2 Sam 17:5–14). Hushai reported the proceedings to Zadok and Abiathar, and 

David was able to gain a strategic advantage (2 Sam 17:15ff.).Hushai‘srole,ifany,intherestofthe

eventsofAbsalom‘srebellionisnotreported. 

2. The father of Baana (1 Kgs 4:16). He is not connected with Hushai #1, but many commentators 

regardthemasthesameperson.Hushai‘s son Baana was from the region of Asher and Bealoth, and is 

listed as one of twelve deputies Solomon appointed to raise the monthly provisions for the royal 

household.  

RICHARD W. NYSSE  

HUSHAM (PERSON) [Heb ḥu ām (ָשם  )]. The third ruler in the Edomite king list (Gen 36:34f.; 1חֻׁ

Chr 1:45f.). Opinions vary as to date of this list (Gen 36:31–39). Suggestions range from the 11th century 

B.C. (Weippert 1982: 155) through the 8th to 6th centuries B.C. (Bennett 1983: 16) to the 6th–5th centuries 

B.C. (Knauf 1985a). Scholars tend to agree, however, that the succession scheme of this list is artificial 

and that, in all likelihood, the rulers listed in it were contemporaries (Bartlett 1972: 27; Weippert 1982: 

155). The name is attested in Arabic (Ḥusām, SafaiticandClassical)andmeans―sword‖(Knauf1985a:



246). One may also compare the Arabic names Khushām/Khushaim, ―LittleNose‖(Harding1971:189).

This comparison, however, is less likely, since Arabic   would require to be represented by Hebrew ś.  

Hushamissaidtostem―fromthecountryoftheTemanite‖(Gen 36:34).A―Temanite‖couldbean

inhabitant of Teman, or of the city of Tayma in NW Arabia. Since Teman as the name of a country seems 

to be another name for Edom, it is more likely that Husham immigrated into Edom from the territory of 

Tayma(Knauf1985a:249f.;1987).ThisimmigrationmaybereflectedinPliny‘snote(Geog. 6.28 [32]. 

157): Nabataeis Thimaneos iunxerunt veteres, ―TheancientslinkedtheTemaniteswiththeNabateans,‖

the Nabateans being the descendants of a Qedarite clan which gained control over Edom in the course of 

the late 6th to early 5th century B.C. (Knauf 1985b: 103–8).  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

HUSHATHITE [Heb ḥū āt   (ָשִתי   .)]. See HUSHAH (PERSON)חֻׁ

HUSHIM (PERSON) [Heb ḥū   m (ִשים  )]. Var. SHUHAM. 1. The only descendant of Dan (Genחֻׁ

46:23) mentioned in the genealogy of Jacob in Genesis 46. In Num 26:42 again, only one descendant of 

Dan is mentioned, but here he is called Shuham (possibly resulting from the transposition of the letters ḥet 

and  in).  

2. Descendants or a descendant of Aher (1 Chr 7:12). The MT reads Heb  ĕnê, ―sons,‖butonly

mentions Hushim, which makes the plural form of the name itself ambiguous. The larger group to which 

these Hushites belong is a matter of dispute, too. As the MT stands, they are listed among the 

Benjaminites (1 Chr 7:6–12). In Genesis 46 the genealogy of Benjamin precedes that of Dan and is in turn 

followed by that of Naphtali, while in 1 Chronicles 7 Benjaminites precede the sons of Naphtali, which 

leads commentators to suggest that the text be emended to connect the Hushim to Dan. In that case, the 

Hushites named in 1 Chr 7:12 would be the same as #1 above. For contrasting views, see Braun (1 

Chronicles WBC, 106–7) and Williamson (1 & 2 Chronicles NCBC, 78).  

3. One of the wives of Shaharaim of the descendants of Benjamin (1 Chr 8:8, 11). Shaharaim divorced 

her as well as Baara before he had additional children in Moab, presumably with Hodesh, his third named 

wife. Hushim was the mother of Abitub and Elpaal. The genealogy is continued through Elpaal.  

RICHARD W. NYSSE  

HUSN, EL- (M.R. 232210). A cave site in Jordan containing remains of the EB of both domestic 

occupation and funereal activity.  

A. Identification and Excavation of the Site  

This cave site, situated some 22 km N of Jerash, Jordan, takes its name from the nearby modern town of 

el-Ḥuṣn. It lies just 1 km S of Tell el-Ḥuṣn, one of the largest mounds in Jordan. The mound remains 

unexcavated, although past surveys seem to indicate that it was important throughout the Bronze and Iron 

Ages. The cave itself is described as an amorphous hole in the ground whose roof had collapsed in 

antiquity. Thus, whether it was originally a cave or a shaft tomb is impossible to determine. The 

disturbance to the chamber was such that the excavation uncovered no stratification, although on the basis 

of the pottery it was clear that there were two periods of use. The tomb was excavated by G. L. Harding. 



A more extensive comparative analysis of the finds was done by B. S. J. Isserlin (Harding and Isserlin 

1953).  

B. History of the Site  

There were two periods of use in this cave, a domestic EB I level (Harding thought it was EB II) and an 

EB IV burial interment. The former consisted entirely of sherds of two distinct pottery types: heavy, 

coarsestorejarswith―grainwash‖decoration,plainledgehandles,andflaringrims;andundecorated

storejars and gritty holemouth jars that may have been cooking pots (Harding and Isserlin 1953: fig. 5). 

Harding‘spostulationthatthislevelrepresentedadomesticusageofthecaveisprobablycorrect,onthe

basis of the cooking pots. The skeletal remains intermixed with the pottery must, therefore, reflect a burial 

interment in the EB IV period. The ceramic remains of the latter period consisted of intact vessels of a 

variety of types well known from other EB IV burial sites. Two copper pins with convoluted head and a 

flint implement round out the burial offerings.  

The EB IV corpus comprised mostly storejars, amphoriskoi, and one-handled jugs, although it also 

included teapots, cups, bowls, and a four-spouted lamp (Harding and Isserlin 1953: figs. 1–4). Storejars 

were of both the round-based and flat-based type with the latter showing the typical envelope ledge-

handle. There were about 50 vessels in all. What has always been notable about the el-Ḥuṣn assemblage is 

itsdistinctivestyleofvasepainting.Generallyreferredtoas―trickle-paint,‖thisredpaintand/orredslip

decoration is characterized at el-Ḥuṣn by vertical and horizontal bands, as well as by vertical rows of 

wavy or straight lines on the upper shoulder.  

The corpus under discussion has been variously categorized. R. Amiran (1960) assigned the el-Ḥuṣn 

assemblage to ceramic Families B (round-based jars and single-point incision) and C (red paint and slip). 

InDever‘sgeographical-cultural classification, el-Ḥuṣn belongs to Family (NC) North Central (1980: 45–

47). Contrary to Amiran, it is clear that the red-slip and red-paint decoration continues a well-known EB 

tradition and is therefore the mark of early EB IV (Richard 1980). Although in a new schema (EB IVA-B-

C) the el-Ḥuṣn assemblage was dated to the EB IVB period (Dever 1973; Richard 1980), it now appears 

highlylikelythattheseveraldistinctiveceramic―families‖inthisperiodmaywellbemoreregionalthan

chronological. There is in any case a great deal of overlap (Richard and Boraas 1988).  

C. Sociocultural Considerations  

Recent excavation and analysis suggestthat―trickle-painted‖waremayrepresenta―fineware‖

produced at certain sites for dissemination to other villages in the region (Falconer 1987; Hess 1984). If 

so, then production and exchange of this product are indicated primarily in the following regions: from 

Tiberius to Beth-shanandTel˒Artal(WoftheJordanriver),andEoftheJordanfromel-Ḥuṣn S to the 

Jordan valley settlements (opposite Beth-shan) of Tell el-HayyātandTell˒Abuen-Ni˒aj.―Trickle-paint‖

ware is an important diagnostic trait for cross-cultural comparisons. The discovery recently of this 

distinctive decorative type as far S as Khirbet Iskander (Richard fc.) not only provides a chronological 

link with the above sites but likewise widens exchange to an interregional orbit.  

This evidence for trade among settlement sites in the EB IV may be added to a growing list of new 

elementstoconsiderinanyevaluationofthesociopoliticalorganizationofthepopulation.This―dark

age‖(ca.2350–2000 B.C.) was once thought to be a nomadic interlude. It is now evident that cultural 

adaptation in the EB IV included a range of adaptive strategies. Following EB III, it is true, there was a 

shift from a complex urban society to a less specialized nonurban sociopolitical framework; however, the 

latter is characterized not only by seasonal settlements of pastoral nomads but likewise by permanent 

towns and villages (Richard 1987).  
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SUZANNE RICHARD  

HYDASPES (PLACE) [Gk Hydáspēs (Ὑδάςπηρ)]. The name of a river mentioned in Jdt 1:6 along 

with the Euphrates, Tigris, and the plain of Elymais (Elam). However, no river by that name is attested in 

this region. In Greek literary sources the name renders (Sanskrit) Vitasta (=modern Jhelum), a tributary of 

theIndusinNWIndia,wellknownsinceAlexander‘sbattleagainstPorusonitsbanks(cf.ArrianAnab. 

5.9–18). Given the unconventional geography (and history) of the book of Judith, the above association is 

not unexpected. If the author had in mind more than the name of a river somewhere in the distant E, he 

may have meant the Choaspes (modern Karkheh), which flowed past Susa (Herodotus 1.188; 5.49). 

Corruption in the Gk text, though not impossible, seems unlikely.  

ALBERT PIETERSMA  

HYENA. See ZOOLOGY.  

HYKSOS. The Greek form of an Egyptian word (Eg ḥk€ [w]ḫ€ s[w]t) meaning―ruler(s)offoreign

land(s),‖i.e.,ofalienorigin(Redford1970),usedtorefertononnativeswhoruledoverportionsofLower

Egypt as the 15th Dynasty in the first half of the 2d millennium B.C. (the―SecondIntermediatePeriod‖). 

HISTORY  

Folk etymology of the 4th–3d centuries B.C. incorrectly derived the Eg term from  € sw, ―shepherd‖

(thus―shepherdkings‖),andfromḥ€ k, ―plunder,captivity‖(thus―captiveshepherds‖;AgAp 1.14 §§82–

83). Neither of these latter writings occurs in contemporary New Kingdom sources, and are best attributed 

to the eisegesis of Judeo-paganpolemicsintheHellenisticperiod.ThetranslationofManetho‘santhrōpoi 

to genos asēmoi (cited in AgAp 1.14§75)as―menofobscurerace‖divertedearlierscholarshipintoa

fruitless search for unlikely candidates: Arabs (Redford 1986b: 278, n. 77); Indo-Iranians (Albright 1957: 

30–31; YGC, 57, n. 12); Hittites (Duncan 1931: 69–72); Hurrians (Engberg 1939; Helck 1972: 100–6); 

Hebrews (AgAp 1.14 §§91–92); or a mysterious horse-breeding aristocracy from Asia (Mayani 1956). In 

fact, asēmoi is simply the rendering of Eg ẖsi, ―vile,‖inManetho‘sDemoticsource(Redford1986b:

242).  

———  

A. Ethnic Composition  

B. Advent and Extent of Rule  

C. The Fifteenth Dynasty  

D. Administration  

E. Religion and Culture  

F. Expulsion  

G. Later Traditions  

———  

A. Ethnic Composition  

Although human skeletal remains from excavations at Tel ed-Dab areportedlyexhibitEuropeantraits

(Jungwirth 1970), too few specimens have survived and the analysis is too premature to inspire 

confidence (Kemp AESH, 157). One is therefore thrown back on an attempt to establish the linguistic 

affiliation of the newcomers. Contemporary texts from Egyptian sources call them ˓€ mw, a term roughly 

designatingany―Asiatic,‖butusedespeciallyofthosewhospokeaWSemitic,―Amorite‖tongue(Alt

1961;Redford1986a);andformostofthescoreof―Hyksos‖namessurviving,aWSemitic,―Amorite‖

etymology may be convincingly proposed (Astour 1965: 94, n. 4; Van Seters 1966: 181–83; Ward 1975; 

Kempinski 1985). In corroboration may be viewed the notice in the Epitome of Manetho (apud Africanus) 



thatthe15thDynastywas―Phoenician‖inorigin(=EgḪ€ rw/Fnḫw, general terms for the Levantine 

littoral; Waddell 1940: 90; Redford 1986b: 200, n. 249).  

B. Advent and Extent of Rule  

The sole, connected account of the Hyksos takeover of power in Egypt comes from Manetho (Waddell 

1940: 78–81), who describes it in terms of a destructive invasion which took place under a king called 

Tutimaeus (plausibly identified with the Djed-mose of TC IX, 9 [Redford 1970: 2, n. 1; Helck 1975: 43]). 

Since World War II, new evidence has revealed that a sizable proportion of the Egyptian population in the 

13th Dynasty comprised an immigrant Asiatic element, convincing a number of scholars to construe the 

Asiatic assumption of power as a peaceful fulfillment of self-determination on the part of the majority of 

the population of the E delta. The alleged violence associated with this rise to power could be attributed to 

the anti-AsiaticbiasinManetho‘ssources,abiasstemmingfrommuchlaterAssyrianandPersian

invasions of Egypt (Säve-Söderbergh 1951; Van Seters 1964; 1966). On the other hand, that the Hyksos 

perpetrated wanton devastation was part of the record of the texts contemporaneous with their occupation 

(Kamose I, 4–5, 13); and their stubborn refusal to acculturate themselves militates against the postulate of 

a prior period of peaceful infiltration and assimilation (Redford 1970).  

All sources agree that the Hyksos rulers established their headquarters (and later capital) at Avaris 

(=Egyptian Ḥwt-w˓rt, ―MansionoftheDesertTract[orDepartment(?)]‖;Kees1961:197)onthe

easternmost of the delta branches, a site already patronized by Egyptian kings (Habachi 1974; Helck 

1975: 48; Bietak 1984a), now identified as Tell el-Dab a,ca.5milesNNEofmodernFaqus(Bietak

1975a; 1975b; 1979). The sources also agree that Memphis was also taken; a tradition in Eusebius 

(Chron. [ed. Helm] pp. 32, 44) credits Apophis (Epafus/Apis) with having founded Memphis, perhaps a 

recollection of his residence there. The environs of the old capital and Saqqara were pillaged for their 

monuments both to adorn Avaris and to be transported abroad (Weinstein 1975: 9–10; Helck 1976a). 

Find-spots of MB II A-B horizon (first half of 2d millennium B.C.) are confined to the E half of the delta 

(Tell el-Yehudiyeh, Heliopolis, Farash, Tell ed-Dab a,Tellel-Maskhuta, El-Salhiya, Sahaba, etc.) and 

betray the presence of an unassimilated Asiatic population (Kemp AESH, 156–57), perhaps partly 

nomadic (Gardiner 1946: pl. 6:36ff.). But textual evidence indicated that Hyksos hegemony extended over 

Middle Egypt as far as Hermopolis (Kamose II, 16) and Kusae (Kamose I, 6). While it is questionable 

whether the Hyksos ever threatened or took Thebes (as Vernus 1982), inscribed objects found in Upper 

Egypt mentioning Sheshy (Edfu: Engelbach 1921), Khayan (Gebelein: Von Beckerath 1965: 271), and 

Apophis (Gebelein, Su-menu: Von Beckerath 1965: 273; James 1961) may indicate local 

acknowledgment of their authority. Certainly Kamose of the 17th Dynasty seems to confess to vassal 

status at the outset of his career (Kamose II, 1ff.).  

Thealleged―world-empire‖oftheHyksos,postulatedbyscholarsofan earlier generation on the basis 

of small objects with royal names found in Crete, Baghdad, and Boghazköy, has long since been rejected. 

These undoubtedly must be construed as diplomatic gifts or as plunder from Levantine cities centuries 

later (Von Bissing 1936–37; Stock 1963; Helck 1979: 45–48). But the distribution of Hyksos inscriptions 

does demarcate a sphere of influence. In Asia scarabs and seal impressions are found sporadically along 

the Palestinian coast and as far N as Shikmona (Giveon 1965; 1974; 1981), but no farther (Vercoutter 

1954:78),whileapassageinthesecondKamosestelarefersto―300shipsofnewwoodfilledwith…all

thefineproductsofRetenu‖(KamoseII,13–15). Such evidence might betoken nothing but simple 

commerce, but Apophis‘dedicationto―[Seth],lordofAvaris‖whohad―placedalllandsunderhisfeet‖

sounds like a record of foreign conquest late in the Hyksos period (Helck 1975: 55). The same impression 

isconveyedbyApophis‘epithetsonthescribalpaletteofAtchu: ―stout-hearted on the day of battle, with 

anamegreaterthananyking‘s,onewhoprotectsstrangelandswhichhavenever(even)seenhim‖(Helck

1975: 58). In Nubia numerous scarabs and seal impressions are found, especially in Kerma (Giveon 

1983), evidence surely of a lively trade with the Sudan via the oases of the Sahara desert, with overtones 

of Hyksos suzerainty (Stadelmann 1965a; 1965b; Redford 1977). While some trade with Cyprus 

(Merrillees 1970; 1971; 1975) and diplomatic contacts with the Aegean (Helck 1979: 48–49) cannot be 

denied, to postulate Hyksos influence on the shaft graves at Mycenae is too daring (Huxley 1961: 36–37).  



C. The Fifteenth Dynasty  

With very few exceptions Hyksos royal names have come to us either on minor objects in contemporary 

hieroglyphic transcription or in garbled Greek forms from over one millennium later. Of the first, the 

number of Hyksos royal scarabs are too meager and their style too unreliable to establish a sequence of 

kings from such primary material. Moreover, no contemporary king-list has survived from the Hyksos 

period, and the six names in the Turin Canon of Ramesside times (13th century B.C.) are all missing 

except for the last, H€ mwdy.  

From the various versions of the Epitome of Manetho (Waddell 1940) the following names (with 

variants) emerge for the 15th Dynasty and can be compared with the 17th Dynasty names recounted by 

Manetho (see Table 1).  

Table 1  

 
15th Dynasty  

 
17th Dynasty  

Josephus‘version Africanus‘version 
 
Eusebius‘vision  

Salitis 19 yrs  Saites 19 yrs  
 
Saites 19 yrs  

Bnon 44 yrs  Bnon 44 yrs  
 
Bnon 40 yrs  

Apachnan 36 yrs 7 mo  Pachnan 61 yrs  
 
——  

Apophis 61 yrs  Staan 50 yrs  
 
——  

Iannas 50 yrs 1 mo  Archles 49 yrs  
 
Archles 30 yrs  

Assis 49 yrs 2 mo  Apopphis 61 yrs  
 
Apophis 14 yrs  

Ascanbeclearlyseenfromthetable,someofthesenameshavebeenreduplicatedinManetho‘s 17th 

Dynasty, owing to his inability to accommodate contemporaneity in his linear king-list (Redford 1986b: 

240). Common to all are the three personal names Salitis (Saites), Bnon, and Apophis. Of the five 

remaining,―Staan‖canplausiblybederivedfrom ―Iannas‖throughanorthographicerror,while

―Archles,‖throughpositionandlengthofreign,canbeidentifiedwith―Assis.‖Thetotalisthusreduced

to six in agreement with the Turin Canon, but the only two which can with certainty be equated with 

contemporary royal names are Iannas (Bietak 1981) and Apophis. A major discrepancy concerns the 

position of Apophis (fourth apud Josephus, sixth apud Africanus); this can now be resolved in favor of 

Africanus as a result of the discovery of a doorjamb of Khayan from Tell el-Dab a.Itcommemorates―the

king‘seldestson,‖whosenameisverylikelytobereadYnss (=Iannas). Iannas (Staan) thus occupies 

fourth position, and the fact that his father and predecessor was Khayan rules out the order in Josephus.  

Of namessurvivingfromearlierpharaonictimes,―Sharek‖(mentionedinan8th-century genealogy 

used to date a high priest of Ptah) may beSalitis(Albright‘sattempttoidentifythelatterwitha―Caludi‖

[=Za-a-lu-ti], chief of the Umman-manda in a 17th-century Hittite text [1957] has gained no acceptance). 

―Apep‖inthesamegenealogy(appearingonegenerationlaterthanSharek)isclearlyApophis.The

ḫ€ mwdi whofillsthesixthandonlysurvivinglineintheTurinCanon‘slistofHyksosrulersremains

problematical. The name occurs in none of the inscribed objects naming kings which come from the 

Hyksos period itself; and the only recourse, if one wishes to treat the name seriously, is to identify its 

bearer arbitrarily with one of the attested kings. But the question remains unresolved as to whether the 

Turin Canon recorded the throne names of the Hyksos kings or their birth names.  

Contemporary finds have yielded large numbers of seals and a few stone monuments of the 15th 

Dynasty rulers. From these, the following cartouche-bearing names and their known titularies can be 

elicited (see in general Von Beckerath 1965; Helck 1975; Kempinski 1985):  

1. The Good God, M€ ˓-ib-r˓, the son of Re, Sheshy.  

2. The Good God, Mr-wsr-r˓, thesonofRe,Ya ḳob-har (Yeivin 1959; Giveon 1981).  

3. Horus: He-who-encompasses-the-lands; the Good God, Swsr.n-r˓, son of Re, Khayan.  

(4.TheEldestking‘s-son, Yansas-? [Bietak 1981; Kempinski 1985].)  



5. The Good God, Lord of the Two Lands, Master of the cult, ˓€ -sḥ-r˓, the son ofRe[…](butsee

Bietak 1984a).  

6. The Good God, Lord of the Two Lands, Nb-hp -r˓, the son of Re, Apophis.  

7. Horus: who-pacifies-the-Two-Lands, the Good God, ˓€ -ḳnn-r˓, the son of Re, Apophis.  

8. The King of Upper and Lower Egypt, ˓€ -wsr-r˓, the son of Re, Apophis.  

The position of 1 and 2, although not their relative order, is guaranteed by the style of their scarabs, the 

lack of sophistication in their carving, and the absence of monumental inscriptions. The order 3–4 is 

confirmed by the doorjamb from Tell el-Dab a(seeabove).That8iscloseto,orattheendof,thelistis

demonstrated by the fact that he was the opponent of Kamose of the 17th Dynasty, within a decade of the 

final expulsion of the Hyksos (Habachi 1972). Finally, it is very likely that 6 and 7, both rarely attested, 

are earlier forms of 8, and that we are dealing with a single Apophis (Redford 1967: 44, n. 90).  

A relatively small number of scarabs provides a group of names, not in cartouche, but preceded by the 

title ḥḳ€ ḥ€ s (w)t, ―foreignruler‖: 

1. Yat (?) (Giveon 1980: 90–91)  

2. Aper- anat (Martin 1971: no. 318)  

3. Anat-har (Von Beckerath 1965: 279; Martin 1971: nos. 349–50)  

4. User- anat (Petrie 1917: XXI, D 15.1)  

5. Khayan (Von Beckerath 1965: 272)  

6. Samḳuna (Martin 1971: no. 1453)  

Thesearesometimesclassedas―LesserHyksos,‖andareconstruedasalineofrulerseitherearlierthan

the 15th Dynasty (Hayes, CAH 2/2; Albright 1965: 448–49 [distinguishing 3 groups]; YGC, 153, n. 1) or 

following them (references in Redford 1967: 43). But in light of the unanimous tradition that Hyksos 

domination of Egypt began with Salitis and ended in the reign of Apophis or shortly thereafter, the 

hegemony of these rulers would have to be located outside Egypt (in contradiction of the provenience of 

the majority of their scarabs within Egypt). It is much more likely that this group is to be understood as 

chieftains of small enclaves within the delta, subservient in a quasi-feudal manner to the kings of the 15th 

Dynasty.  

D. Administration  

Very little is known about how the Hyksos kings governed their domain. The plethora of seals 

mentioning―treasurers‖(imy-r sḏ€ t [or ḫtmt]; Helck 1975: 57.83; Labib 1936: pl. 6; Säve-Söderbergh 

1951: 65; Martin 1971: nos. 479–508, 904–912; Ward 1976) has suggested to some a continued strength 

in that branch of the government (Helck 1958: 79–80). While attractive, it remains unprovable whether 

nativeEgyptiandynasts,aswellasAsiaticchiefs,weresubordinatedasaspeciesof―feudal‖vassaltothe

Hyksos king, modeling their names on his (Stadelmann 1965a: 65). Certainly there were many Egyptians 

who cooperated with the Hyksos (cf. Kamose II, 17–18) and allowed garrisons to be stationed in their 

towns (cf. Kamose I, 14).  

E. Religion and Culture  

Initially, it would appear, the ruling class among the invaders retained the religion and social customs 

they had brought with them, and the rank and file indeed probably never gave them up. Until the reign of 

Khayan there is a notorious carelessness in the transcription into Egyptian of Hyksos personal names 

(Giveon 1976; 1981), as though the conquerors cared little how the conquered represented them. At 

Avaris they maintained a royal ancestor cult of Amorite origin (Redford 1986b: 199–201), constructed 

temples on Asiatic, not Egyptian, patterns (Bietak 1979: 249–50), and continued to practice non-Egyptian 

inhumations, with sacrifices of the ass and sheep (Bietak 1979: pl. 15A; Leclant 1986: 245–46). Hyksos 

seals suggest the worship of a hero-god of the Baal type and a female deity of the Qodsu type 

(Stadelmann 1967: 14–20). The former came shortly to be identified with the Egyptian Seth, a god 

renowned locally for his physical strength and wild temperament, who had long been worshipped in 

Avaris and the E delta (Habachi 1974; Stadelmann 1965b; Helck 1975: 48) and was to be associated with 

the Hyksos in New Kingdom tradition and folklore (Gardiner 1931: 85–86; Redford 1970: 35–37). In 

contradiction to later New Kingdom propaganda (Gardiner 1946), the Hyksos kings did not eschew the 



worship of Re, the Egyptian sun god, suffering their prenomina to be constructed with Re-infixes, and 

modeling them on patterns of 13th Dynasty usage (Redford fc.). Again, in the tradition of the 13th 

Dynasty, the Hyksos maintained theimportantroleassignedtothetitular―king‘s(eldest)son,‖whethera

physical offspring or a surrogate (Giveon 1976; Bietak 1981; Schmitz 1976: 203–57).―King‘sdaughters

(andsisters)‖arealsoknown(Simpson1959;VanSeters1966:182;Gamer-Wallert 1978: 39–40); and 

the vivid description of the walls of Avaris recorded by Kamose apparently mentions the harem and its 

inmates (Kamose II, 9).  

By the end of the period of Hyksos occupation the royal family at least appears to have come under the 

influence of Egyptian culture. Apophis dons the pharaonic image and mimics the sophistication of the 

true wearer of the Double Crown. Most of the Hyksos monumental texts come from his reign, and include 

dedications on offering tables (Kamal 1909: 61; Helck 1975: 55, 57), building texts mentioning flagstaves 

(Helck 1975: 56, no. 79; Simpson 1959); and folkloristic tradition remembers him for having built a 

temple to Seth and to have modeled part of the ritual on that of Re (Gardiner 1931: 85–86; Goedicke 

1986b: 11–14). The Rhind Mathematical Papyrus dates to his 33d year (Peet 1923: pl. 4), and the Westcar 

papyrus may likewise have been copied at this time (AEL 1: 215). Apophis even had pretentions to 

literary activity in the hieroglyphic script, for he calls himselfa―scribeofRe,taughtbyThothhimself…

multi-talented(?)onthedaywhenherecitedfaithfullyallthedifficult(passages)ofthewritings…‖

(Berlin 7798).  

F. Expulsion  

The Thebaid was not initially, or directly, affected by the Hyksos incursion, and thither fled the 

remnants of the native regime ousted from the Middle Kingdom capital of Itj-towy (Hayes 1953). Here, 

shorn of its former Nubian (Säve-Söderbergh 1956) and N holdings, the 13th Dynasty withered away and 

was succeeded by an equally impoverished 16th Dynasty whose ephemeral kings were once listed in the 

final, surviving column (xi) of the Turin Canon. These in turn were supplanted during the first quarter of 

the 16th century B.C. by a 17th Dynasty, possibly of partly Nubian extraction (Redford 1967: 67–69; 

Harris and Weeks 1973: 123), and arguably in some way related to the movement into the Thebaid of 

―Pan-grave‖mercenaries(Kemp,AESH, 169–71).  

That Thebes, the savior of Egypt in the First Intermediate Period, would once again consider itself the 

instrumentofthegods‘willininitiatingawarofliberationisunderstandable;still,theimmediatecause

of the outbreak of hostilities with the Hyksos dynasts remains obscure. (The Tale of Apophis and 

Seqnenre of the 19th Dynasty, which blames Apophis for having picked a quarrel over a fantastic and 

implausible charge, is to be discounted as pure folklore [Redford 1970: 35–38; Störk 1981a; Goedicke 

1986a]).ThemummyofSeqnenreTa oshowssignsofaviolentdeath,anditisalmostcertain that he fell 

in battle with the Hyksos (Bietak and Strouhal 1974).  

ThefortunatelysurvivingtextoftwostelaeofSeqnenre‘ssonandsuccessorKamose(Gardiner1916;

Habachi1956;1972;Smith1976)stronglyimpliesthat,onSeqnenre‘sdeath,Kamosehad been reduced 

to vassal status and bound by treaty (Störk 1981b). This he broke unilaterally by invading Hyksos 

territory N of Kusae. The fifteenth Upper Egyptian nome of Nefrusy was captured, and the seventeenth 

Upper Egyptian nome Cynopolis was destroyed;Apophis‘attempttoraiseNubiansupportwasthwarted

by the timely capture of the Hyksos messenger on the oasis route. But while Kamose penetrated as far as 

Avaris and was able to destroy a merchant fleet in the harbor, he was unable to sustain a formal siege, and 

the lapse into vague generalizations at the end of his second stela may conceal a reverse.  

His younger brother Ahmose succeeded him and pursued the war by recovering the lost ground and by 

capturing Memphis. From obiter dicta in contemporary biographies and daybooks it transpires that in the 

second month of summer in the 11th year of an unnamed Hyksos king (= Khamudy?) Heliopolis was 

taken, and two months later the border fort of Sile fell (Helck 1976a; Goedicke 1986b). Avaris itself 

suffered a series of assaults but must have been captured fairly soon afterward (Vandersleyen 1971). A 

series of attacks over three years on Sharuhen (perhaps Tell el-Ajjul; Kempinski 1974), apparently a base 

or residence of the Hyksos royal family, resulted in the reduction of this site also (Goedicke 1974: 40f.; 

1986b: 42; ANET, 233–34). Thereafter the term ḥḳ€  (w) ḫ€ swt occurs sporadically during the 18th and 



19th Dynasties (see ANET, 230–34), especially in the inscriptions of Thutmose III (ANET, 234–41); 

however, it is doubtful whether there was any blood or political relationship between the former 15th 

Dynasty and the king of Kadesh whose minions aimed at marching on Egypt during the reign of 

Thutmose III.  

G. Later Traditions  

The Hyksos invasion lived on in oral and written tradition, both in Egypt and the E Mediterranean 

littoral, long after their expulsion. In the 6th–5th centuries B.C. a reasonably accurate portrayal could still 

be written up in Demotic, based on surviving sources (Redford 1986b: 241–42). A more distorted 

recollection of the 15th Dynasty and its expulsion underlies the Greek legends about Io and Danaus 

(Berard 1952a; 1952b; Astour 1965: 91–94);whilethe―Canaanite‖versionoftheseeventsallegedly

inspiredtheHebrew―Descent‖and―Exodus‖ legends (Redford 1987).  

DONALD B. REDFORD  

ARCHAEOLOGY  

Properlyspeaking,theterm―Hyksosarchaeology‖refersonlytothematerialremainsassociatedwith

theCanaaniterulersofEgyptduringManetho‘s15thDynasty(ca.1648–1540 B.C.). However, 

archaeologists generally use this phrase in a broader sense, i.e., to encompass all of the archaeological 

materials relating to the Asiatics living in Egypt during the Second Intermediate Period. Also coming 

under this heading are any sites and remains outside the Nile valley that are connected in some way to the 

Hyksos rule in Egypt.  

———  

A. Archaeological Sources in Egypt  

B. Tell el-Dab aandOtherHyksosSites 

C. Hyksos Fortifications  

D. Hyksos Objects  

E. Trade in the Hyksos Period  

F. End of the Hyksos Period  

———  

A. Archaeological Sources in Egypt  

The primary archaeological data for the Hyksos come from a small number of sites located E of the 

ancient Pelusiac branch of the Nile in the E delta (Bietak 1975b: 102, 165, fig. 35). These include Tell el-

Yahudiyeh (Petrie 1906: 3–15; Tufnell 1978; Leclant and Clerc 1985: 344); Tell el-Maskhuta and a series 

of small pastoral sites along the Wadi Tumilat (Holladay 1982: 44–47, 50; Redmount 1986); Inshas 

(Anonymous 1949: 12); Tell Farasha (Yacoub 1983); and especially Tell el-Dab a(Bietak1968;1970;

1975b; 1979; 1984b; 1989). Unpublished Asiatic remains have been reported from Tell Basta, Ghita, and 

Tell el-Sahaba (van den Brink 1982: 56–57). Tell el-Dab aistheonlyurbansettlementinthis group. Tell 

el-Maskhuta had a small, seasonally occupied Asiatic village with associated burials, while Tell el-

Yahudiyeh has yielded a cemetery and perhaps a large defensive enclosure (but see below). The 

remaining Asiatic sites have revealed only cemetery materials so far. Other important sources of 

archaeological data on the Hyksos include scarabs inscribed with Hyksos royal names (which have been 

found in Egypt, Nubia, and Palestine) and a small number of inscribed monuments (e.g., architectural 

blocks and metal artifacts inscribed with Hyksos names and the two stelae of King Kamose) from the 

delta, Nile valley, and outside Egypt.  

B. Tell el-Dab˓a and Other Hyksos Sites  

The principal Hyksos site in Egypt is Avaris (Eg Ḥwt-w˓rt), located in the Khatana-Qantir region of the 

NE delta. The ruins of this enormous city cover an area of about 2.5 km
2
. Identification of this site as both 

the Hyksos capital and the later Ramesside residence called Piramesse was first made by Hamza (1930: 

64–68). The largest surviving portion of Avaris is at Tell el-Dab a,whichhasbeenunderexcavationsince

1966. As the only Egyptian site where continuous occupation by Asiatics during the Second Intermediate 

Period can be traced, Tell el-Dab aistheprimarysourceofarchaeological data and cultural information 

on the Hyksos.  



The two principal areas of excavation at Tell el-Dab aareTellAandAreaF/1.AtTellA,whichhasthe

best-documented sequence, the Second Intermediate Period strata are labeled G through D/2. The levels 

within this sequence that can be assigned to the Hyksos period are E/2, E/1, D/3, and D/2 (Bietak 1979: 

236–37; 1984b: 37, table 1; 1989: 95–96, fig. 7). The chronological placement of these occupational 

levels is uncertain: Bietak (1984b: table 3) dates these strata to ca. 1660/1630–1540/1530 B.C., while 

Dever (1985: 78–79, fig. 2) opts for an earlier dating (ca. 1725–1550 B.C.). Stratum G represents an early 

13th Dynasty occupation and includes a palace of Egyptian type in Area F/1. The excavator attributes the 

architectural and other cultural changes in the succeeding Stratum F to Asiatics arriving from the area of 

Byblos at the time of the 13th Dynasty. He construes this supposed movement to Avaris as providing the 

impetus for the rise of Hyksos rule in Egypt (Bietak 1987: 52). Whether there is any connection between 

this purported migration and the Manethonian account of the Hyksos takeover of Egypt as a violent event 

(Waddell 1940: 78–81) is unknown, but the absence of distinctively N Levantine architectural traditions, 

ceramic types, and funerary offerings in Stratum F requires a cautious approach to the theory of a Syrian 

influx.(Fortheclaimof―materialcultureparallels‖betweenHyksosperiodsitesintheWadiTumilatand

N Syria, see Redmount 1986: 22.)  

The religious architecture and burial practices at Tell el-Dab areflecttheLevantineheritageofthe

Hyksos. The major religious structures at the site include an immense cult temple (Temple III) and two 

mortuary temples (Temples I and II), all of which are of Canaanite or mixed Egyptian-Canaanite types; 

these structures were erected during the time of Strata F and E/3 (Bietak 1989: 82–84). The principal 

tomb type at Tell el-Dab athroughmostoftheSecondIntermediatePeriodisthevaultedmudbrick 

chamber tomb. Donkey sacrifices appear outside some of these tombs (Bietak 1979: 245–46, pl. 15A). 

Similar tombs, also with donkey sacrifices, are attested at Tell el-Maskhuta (Holladay 1982: 44, figs. 66–

67) and at Inshas (Anonymous 1949: 12, unnumbered pl. at top of p. 9). Two tombs having mudbrick 

vaulting but no donkey burials were found in a small MB II–III cemetery at Tell el-Yahudiyeh; the 

pottery in this cemetery is comparable to that in Strata E/1, D/3, and D/2 at Tell el-Dab a(Petrie1906: 

10–14, pls. 5–8, 12; Tufnell 1978: 101, n. 38). Vaulted MB II–III tombs have also been reported from 

Tell el-Sahaba, Tell Basta, and Ghita in the delta (van den Brink 1982: 56–57). Bietak (1987: 52), 

following van den Brink (1982), views these tombs as possibly Mesopotamian in origin, whereas Dever 

(1985: 82, n. 9) considers them a local adaptation of the Palestinian MB I rectangular cist tomb. The 

equine burials are paralleled in Palestine at Jericho, Lachish, and Tell el- Ajjul (Stiebing 1971: 114–16).  

The material culture of the Hyksos was an amalgam of Syro-Palestinian and Egyptian features. There 

was a gradual trend toward Egyptianization in the burial practices and ceramics at Tell el-Dab aduring

the 17th and early 16th centuries B.C. (This development has also been observed at Hyksos period sites in 

the Wadi Tumilat: see Redmount 1986: 22–23.) Tombs in the later Hyksos phases (especially Strata D/3 

and D/2) also sometimes contain Cypriot pottery and follow Egyptian rather than Asiatic funerary 

practices (Bietak 1989: 79–81). Among the metal objects in the burials at Tell el-Dab aandatseveralof

the other delta sites are bronze daggers and axheads of Levantine forms. Egyptian goods in these tombs 

include scarabs, jewelry, and alabaster vessels. No royal tombs have been discovered at Tell el-Dab a,but

a rich collection of funerary offerings, possibly from a Hyksos royal burial, is said to come from El 

Salhiya, 10 km SE of Tell el-Dab a(Fischer1969–70). The outstanding piece in this group, which is now 

intheMetropolitanMuseumofArtinNewYork,isanelectrumcircletwithamagnificentstag‘sheadat

the front (Aldred 1971: 204–5, pl. 59).  

C. Hyksos Fortifications  

Data on Hyksos fortifications in Egypt are minimal. The high water table and activities of the se  ākhin 

have obscured all traces of the defensive system at Tell el-Dab a(Bietak1979:268,287).Largesquare

embankments of sand with brick facing and rounded corners have been found at Tell el-Yahudiyeh (Petrie 

1906: 3–10, pls. 2–4) and Heliopolis (Petrie and Mackay 1915: 3–4, pls. 1–3). The similarity of these two 

enclosures to embankments constructed in the Levant during the MB has led many archaeologists to 

identify them as Hyksos defense systems, but a growing number of scholars (mostly Egyptologists) feel 



that these embankments were retaining walls for Egyptian temple foundations (Ricke 1935; Wright 1968; 

cf. Kemp 1982: 744).  

D. Hyksos Objects  

Objects of substantial size inscribed with the names of Hyksos rulers are rare outside the delta (Giveon 

1983). The southernmost occurrence of such finds is at Gebelein, where a granite block of Khyan 

(Daressy 1894: 42) and a limestone lintel of Awoserre Apophis (Daressy 1893: 26) were found. The 

paucity of Hyksos monuments and the lack of Asiatic settlements in the Nile valley suggest that the 

Hyksos maintained their authority in Middle Egypt and much of Upper Egypt through local vassals. This 

interpretationaccordswellwiththereferenceinthe―secondstela‖ofthe17thDynasty Theban king 

Kamose to Egyptians serving the Asiatics (Habachi 1972: 38, fig. 24, lines 17–18). The history of Hyksos 

expansion and rule in Egypt cannot be traced, since most Hyksos rulers are known solely from the 

appearance of their names on scarabs and other small objects. Some success has been achieved in 

arranging the Hyksos kings in chronological order by a typological analysis of the royal-name scarabs 

(Ward 1984). Numerous scarabs inscribed with the names and/or titles of officials who lived during this 

period and may have been Hyksos officials (e.g., the Chancellor Ḥar) have been found, but the rarity of 

non-Egyptian names on these scarabs (see, e.g., Giveon 1976: 127) makes it difficult to distinguish 

scarabs of Hyksos officials who adopted Egyptian names from scarabs belonging to contemporary 

Egyptian bureaucrats.  

E. Trade in the Hyksos Period  

The Asiatics in the E delta maintained an active commercial relationship with Cyprus, the Levant, and 

Nubia. This international trade appears to have been an important factor in the development of their 

wealth and power. The second stela of Kamose reports the seizure by the Theban king of hundreds of 

cargo ships in the harbor at Avaris (Habachi 1972: 37, fig. 23, lines 13–15). The goods aboard these ships 

included many substances originating in or traded through W Asia: gold, silver, bronze, lapis lazuli, 

turquoise, oil, incense, fat, honey, and precious woods. Stone and faience vessels, jewelry, amulets, 

scarabs, and other Egyptian merchandise were exported to the S Levant in exchange for such raw 

materials and finished products. Many Egyptian objects have been found at Tell el- Ajjul, Gezer, Tell el-

Far ah(South),Jericho,Megiddo,andotherPalestiniansites.ThewidespreaddistributionofTellel-

Yahudiyeh ware in Egypt, Upper and Lower Nubia, the Levant, and Cyprus and the manufacture of this 

pottery in Egypt as well as the Levant provides further confirmation for the existence of an extensive 

trade network (Kaplan 1980; Kaplan, Harbottle, and Sayre 1982; Bietak 1987). The discovery of Middle 

Kingdom statuary in MB II–III and even later contexts in Palestine as well as in the Aegean and Nubia 

suggests that some of this trade consisted of items looted by the Hyksos from earlier Egyptian cemeteries 

(Weinstein 1974; Helck 1976a). The horse was first brought into Egypt from W Asia during the Second 

Intermediate Period (Boessneck 1976: 25; Dixon, Clutton-Brock, and Burleigh 1979), but it is unclear 

what part the Hyksos may have played in its introduction and dispersal up the Nile valley. The absence of 

occupational remains in N Sinai during the Second Intermediate Period indicates that Egyptian-Levantine 

trade went by sea rather than overland (Oren 1979).  

F. End of the Hyksos Period  

According to the autobiographical inscription of a naval officer from El Kab named Ahmose Son of 

Abana, the first king of the 18th Dynasty, Ahmose, besieged and plundered Avaris (Sethe 1961: 4, lines 

13–14). Erosion and modern agricultural activity make it impossible to determine whether Avaris was 

destroyed by Ahmose, but occupation in the latest Hyksos stratum (D/2) at Tell el-Dab aendedabruptly,

the tombs of this phase were looted, and the area was largely abandoned until the end of the 18th Dynasty 

(Bietak 1979: 268; 1989: 79). The Ahmose Son of Abana text reports that, after the taking of Avaris, 

Ahmose besieged and plundered Sharuhen (Sethe 1961: 4, lines 14–15). This town should be identified 

with Tell el- Ajjul in Gaza (Kempinski 1974), which has produced a large number of Hyksos royal-name 

scarabs and was probably a Hyksos stronghold and trading emporium (Weinstein 1981: 8; fc.). The lower 

city and Palace I at Tell el- Ajjul show evidence of a major destruction (Petrie 1931–32, 1: 3; 2: 4; 

Albright 1938: 348–51). Many other towns in S Palestine were destroyed and/or abandoned at the end of 



MB III or early in LB I. Dever (1985), Weinstein (1981; fc.), and the majority of Palestinian 

archaeologists attribute most or all of the devastation to the Egyptian army, while Redford (1973; 1979a; 

1979b: 278, 286, n. 146; 1982: 117), Shea (1979), and Hoffmeier (1989) deny that the Egyptians were 

directly responsible for these events.  

JAMES M. WEINSTEIN  
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DONALD B. REDFORD  

JAMES M. WEINSTEIN  

HYMENAEUS (PERSON) [Gk Hymenaios (Ὑμεναιορ)]. Hymenaeus was a heretical Christian, 

apparently living in Ephesus (cf. 1 Tim 1:3), mentioned in connection with Alexander in 1 Tim 1:20 and 

with Philetus in 2 Tim 2:17. That the references are to the same Hymenaeus is generally agreed since in 

each instance he is characterized as having deviated from the faith.  

From 1 Tim 1:19 itislearnedthatHymenaeusandAlexander―byrejectingconscience‖had―made

shipwreckoftheirfaith.‖Asaresult,Paul―delivered[them]toSatan‖thattheymight―learnnotto

blaspheme‖(1:20).Althoughone‘sattentionisoftenimmediatelycapturedbythevividimage of 

shipwreck, a metaphor used often in Greek philosophy (Dibelius and Conzelmann The Pastoral Epistles 

Hermeneia,33),mostcommentatorsfocusonthedeliverance.ThisisreminiscentofPaul‘sinstructionto

the Corinthians concerning the incestuous manintheircommunity:―Whenyouareassembled,andmy

spirit is present, with the power of our Lord Jesus, you are to deliver this man to Satan for the destruction 

oftheflesh,thathisspiritmaybesavedinthedayoftheLordJesus‖(1 Cor 5:5). The author of 1 



Timothy, presumably not Paul, must have known this text, yet he obviously does not intend for 

HymenaeusandAlexandertoexperience―destructionoftheflesh,‖i.e.,death, in the same physical sense 

implied in 1 Cor 5:5. Nor does he envision deliverance to Satan as mere exclusion, putting them outside 

theChurch,backintoSatan‘ssphere.Rather,in1Timothythereisanuanceofpotential reform before 

death through punishment. The author does, however, appear to expect physical consequences (1 Cor 

11:32 and 2 Cor 6:9 may express a similar understanding). As Dibelius and Conzelmann (Hermeneia, 34) 

note,―Since‗Satan‘in1 Tim 1:20 …canonlyrefertohisfunctionasthedestroyerofbodyandoflife,

onehastothinkofsicknessorthelike.‖Thusitappearsthatgreatmisfortune was wished upon 

Hymenaeus and Alexander with some thought, although the emphasis probably remains on punishment, 

that they might repent of their blasphemy, the precise content of which is never stated.  

The author of 1 Timothy presupposes, unlike Paul in 1 Cor 5:5, that the apostle possessed magical 

powers enabling him to deliver the recalcitrant Hymenaeus and Alexander to Satan. Paul himself, 

however, understands such a deliverance to be a community action doneinthe―powerofourLordJesus‖

(1 Cor 5:5). For this reason, commentators often draw parallels between 1 Tim 1:20 and various magical 

papyri (Collins 1980: 258). At the same time, it must be noted that a different stance is presupposed in 1 

Timothy, where Paul presumably had carried out the excommunication of Hymenaeus and Alexander, 

while in 1 Cor 5:5 he instructs the Corinthians to carry out the action in his absence.  

From 2 Tim 2:17, where Hymenaeus is linked with Philetus, it is learned that these two men had 

―swervedfromthetruthbyholdingthattheresurrectionispastalready.‖Apparentlytheyhadembraceda

gnostic-type doctrine of non-bodily resurrection which viewed that event as having merely a spiritual 

sense, i.e., the resurrection of a person from a sinful past. Hymenaeus and Philetus, since they were 

―upsettingthefaithofsome‖(2:18), must have been teachers or leaders in the Ephesian church and rather 

effective ones at that. The author of 2 Timothy cites them as an example of those to be avoided in their 

―disputingaboutworks,whichdoesnogood,butonlyruinsthehearers‖(2:14). Timothy is warned that 

―suchgodlesschatter…willleadpeopleintomoreandmoreungodliness,andtheirtalkwilleatitsway

like gangrene‖(2:16–17). Unlike 1 Timothy, 2 Timothy does not suggest that Hymenaeus was 

excommunicated.  

Given the convergence of names and ideas between the Pastorals and the later apocryphal Acts of Paul, 

one would expect to find Hymenaeus and Philetus in the apocryphal Acts. While they are not present 

(Alexander is present, probably the same as above), their position on resurrection is prominent and its 

proponents are DEMAS and Hermogenes. Regarding the possibility that characters in the Pastoral letters 

such as Hymenaeus, Alexander, and Philetus might be fictional creations of the deutero-Pauline author, 

see HERMOGENES.  
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HYMN OF THE PEARL. The Hymn of the Pearl (also entitled The Hymn of the Soul, and The 

Hymn of Jude Thomas the Apostle in the Country of the Indians)isamythologicalpoem―whichpresents

aHellenisticmythofthehumansoul‘sentryintobodilyincarnationanditseventualdisengagement‖

(Layton 1987: 366). This myth of human salvation is not literally expressed but is conveyed in the form of 

an allegorical folktale, possibly originally oral, in which a young prince from the East (Parthia?) is sent on 

awestwardmissiontoEgypttorescue―theonepearl‖fromadragon,isdistractedandforgetshistrue

identity and mission, is revived by a message of remembrance sent from his father the king, and finally 

returns home with his prize pearl amid great pomp and circumstance.  

A. The Manuscript Tradition and the Acts of Thomas  

The text of Hymn Pearl is only known as one part of a larger work in the early Christian literary 

tradition of the apocryphal acts of the apostles (MacDonald 1986: 1–6; Bovon and Junod 1986: 161–71) 

known as the Acts of Thomas (Klijn 1962). Considering the relationship between Hymn Pearl and Acts 

Thom., researchers have yet to determine (1) whether or not Hymn Pearl existed prior to the composition 

of Acts Thom. and (2) whether it was included in the first edition of Acts Thom. or is a secondary addition 



tothattext.Asthe―hosttext‖forHymn Pearl, Acts Thom. itself purports to transmit stories of the 

eastward journeys and miraculous activities of the ascetic apostle Didymus Jude Thomas and his divine 

twin brother Jesus. As is typical with many of the apocryphal acts of the apostles, Acts Thom. has a rich 

but complicated ms tradition (Poirier 1981). Although that tradition is limited to the Syriac (6 mss) and 

Greek (75 mss) languages, scholars have not reached a consensus concerning which of these two was the 

original language of composition. The Hymn Pearl is found in only two of the 81 extant mss containing 

Acts Thom.: a Syr ms dated to 936 C.E. and a Gk ms of ca. 1050 C.E. Also extant is an 11th-century 

epitome by Nicephoras of Thessalonica based on the Gk version (Lipsius and Bonnet 1903: 219–24; cf. 

Poirier 1981).  

B. Time and Place of Composition  

All indicators of time and place of composition are obscure and offer no easy solutions. The relevant 

data and most likely options have been discussed by Layton (367–69) and are reviewed here. First, the 

Syriac style and content of the story demonstrate that Hymn Pearl was composed independently of Acts 

Thom., suggestingthatitwaseitheroneoftheauthor‘ssourceswhichheincorporatedintoActs Thom. or 

was interpolated into the text at a later time, from an unknown place, and by an unknown editor. The 

second option concerns the relationship between Hymn Pearl and the other literature from the Syrian 

Thomas tradition (see THOMAS, GOSPEL OF (NHC II, 2) and THOMAS THE CONTENDER, BOOK 

OF)whichemploythedistinctivetheologicalmodelof―divinetwinship‖(Layton,359–64) reflected in 

the tripartite titular name Didymus (Gk title: twin) Judas (personal name) Thomas (Aram title: twin). If 

Hymn Pearl was composed in the general locale of the Thomas tradition (Syrian Edessa), one could argue 

that the strong similarity with Thomas theology (model of divine twinship) is due to the fact that Hymn 

Pearl either provided the model for the other Thomas texts (in which case Hymn Pearl would predate 

those texts) or it presupposed that model (in which case Hymn Pearl would postdate those texts). The 

chronological order of composition for these three texts is a crucial factor yet to be determined by 

researchers. But if Hymn Pearl was not composed in Syrian Edessa, then the interpretive framework of 

the text cannot be supplied by reference to the other texts in the Syrian Thomas tradition and their model 

of divine twinship. With this option, one would suppose that Hymn Pearl originated in another religious 

milieu, was secondarily introduced into the Syrian Thomas tradition, and was then adapted to the new 

religious context. Layton notes that the favorable mention (Hymn Pearl 38) of the Parthian dynasty of 

Persia (247 B.C.E.–224 C.E.), which lost control of Syrian Edessa in 165 C.E., strongly suggests that Hymn 

Pearl could have been composed in Syrian Edessa sometime before 165 C.E.  

C. The Allegory  

A résumé of the story line is presented in the introduction to this brief article and need not be expanded 

here (for recent English translation, see Layton, 371–75). The allegorical theme of a highly desirable pearl 

was a popular image in antiquity and is found in Christian form in the so-called―Parable of the Pearl of 

GreatPrice‖(Matt 13:45–46 and Gos. Thom. 76; cf. Matt 13:44).Similarly,thethemeofayoungman‘s

journey into personal loss, self-recognition, and final restoration is also known in the so-called―Parableof

theProdigalSon‖(Luke 15:11–32; but cf. Phil 2:5–11).  

The hermeneutical key which unlocks the deeper allegorical meaning of the myth is given at several 

pointsneartheendofthestory.Theprince‘sgarment(Hymn Pearl 76–78, 88, 98) is clearly shown to be 

anallegoricalrepresentationofhisnewlygained―self-recognition‖(=gnosis?)whichushershimintothe

realm of authentic existence and peace. With these suggestive clues to the allegorical method of 

interpretation―anancientreadercouldworkbackthroughthestoryatanotherlevel,retellingitasan

account or model of the quest for self-knowledgeandsalvation‖(Layton,366). 

The lack of any exclusively sectarian elements (whether Jewish, Christian, or other) is striking and 

suggests a popular allegorical story which was adaptable to any number of specific religious sects in 

numerous cultures. The general requirement for its adaptation was the presupposition in the receiving 

groupthatthehumansoulhaditsbirthandtruehomeinaspiritualrealm,thatthesoul‘spresentcondition

of material incarnation was negative, and that it could be rescued from this unfortunate fate only through a 



spiritual experience of self-recognition which would ultimately free the soul from the shackles of the 

fleshly body and the material world.  
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PAUL ALLAN MIRECKI  

HYMN OF THE THREE YOUNG MEN. See DANIEL, ADDITIONS TO.  

HYMNS, EARLY CHRISTIAN. Theterm―hymn‖isderivedfromtheGreekwordhymnos, 

which in classical Greek from Homer on means a song of praise in honor of the gods, heroes, and 

conquerors. In the NT it is used in reference to songs of praise honoring the God of Israel (Matt 26:30; 

Mark 14:26; Acts 16:25).  

A. Terminology  

In certain passages in the Pauline Epistles (Eph 5:19; Col 3:16) the word hymnos is used with two other 

terms as well. One is psalmos, which was already used by the translators of the LXX for the Hebrew book 

of Psalms (Heb tĕhill  m, or―songsofpraise‖).InclassicalGreekthewordpsalmos meant―plucking

musicalstringswiththefingers‖and,later,asongsungtotheaccompanimentofastringedinstrument. 

(No doubt this was found by the translators to be the most satisfactory Greek equivalent because of the 

instrumental implications of the superscriptions to many of the psalms.)  

The other term used by Paul is ōdē pneumatikē (―spiritualsong‖).TheGreek word ōdē means a song, 

lay,orstrain(fromwhichderivestheEnglishword―ode‖).Inthepluralitmeans―lyricpoetry.‖While

these terms might be considered synonymous, there must be some distinction, be it ever so slight.  

B. Songs, Hymns, and Psalms in the Bible  

1. Complete Hymns. The term ōdē (or song) seems to be generic. The fact that Paul feels the need to 

add the adjective pneumatikē (―spiritual‖)seemstocorroboratethisview.Itwas not an ordinary or 

secular, pagan, heathen song that they were to sing, but a spiritual one, that is, one that had Christian 

orientation.  

The other two terms, hymnos and psalmos, then, are specific, the latter taking the characteristics of the 

OT psalms if not the psalms themselves. It is to be remembered that Jewish Christians were accustomed 

to using the biblical book of Psalms in the synagogue and gentile converts had the Psalter available in the 

LXX. Besides the psalms themselves there were other OT songs such as the song of Moses (Exod 15:1–

18), the song of Deborah and Barak (Judges 5), and the song of Hannah (1 Sam 2:1–10), to name but a 

few. In addition there are the various NT songs (especially in Luke), such as the Magnificat (Luke 1:46–

55), the Benedictus (Luke 1:68–79), and the Nunc Dimittis (Luke 2:29–32), which bear close resemblance 

to the psalms.  

Hymnologists are agreed that these NT songs were inspired by older poems, for example, the 

Magnificat by the song of Hannah, and the Benedictus by the language used by the OT prophets and by 

the eighteen benedictions used in the temple service. Szövérffy (NCE 7:287)indicatesthat―withfew

exceptions, early Christian hymns were not written down but were very often the product of sudden 

inspiration. They probably resembled Hebrew Psalms and Canticles, using parallelism in structure, long 

enumerationsoftheattributesoftheDeity,Etc.‖ 

2. Fragmentary Hymns. Many hymnologists also believe that fragments of primitive hymns can be 

found throughout the NT. This certainlyharmonizeswithSzövérffy‘sassertionregardingmomentaryand

sudden inspiration and an attempt to recapture the thought later. Most of these fragments seem to be found 



in the Pauline Epistles and one might conclude that he was quoting from them as he was writing to the 

various congregations he had founded, and he might even originally have heard them there.  

In general these fragments fall into two categories. The first category includes those that are doctrinal, 

didactic, or liturgical in scope. Some examples of this first category can be found in Eph 5:14; 1 Tim 3:16 

and 6:15–16; 2 Tim 2:11–13; Titus 3:4–7; Phil 2:6–11; and Rev 22:17. Many of the early teachings of the 

Christian Church seem to be found in some of these hymn fragments. It must be remembered that outside 

the OT there were no written documents in the Church of the apostolic age except those that appeared and 

were circulated either as general epistles (such as those of John, James, and Peter) or the specific letters of 

Paul; the gospels only began to appear later. It must also be kept in mind that many other documents were 

being circulated, and that controversy and conflict already appeared at this early time as a result of 

conflicting views being circulated by those who opposed the apostles. Paul, the great Jewish convert, 

zealous missionary, and champion of orthodoxy, seems to have an abundance of these primitive hymn 

fragments supporting and reflecting his views about the essence of the Christian gospel.  

In the second category are those that are doxological in content. These are all found in the book of 

Revelation (1:4–8; 4:8; 4:11; 5:9–10; 5:12; 11:15; 11:17–18; and 15:3–4).  

While none of these fragments are strophic (as are later Greek and Latin hymns), they are nevertheless 

in metrical prose (as is the Te Deum of a later date), and they certainly meet the standards of good poetry; 

there is music in their very sound.  

C. Extrabiblical References to Early Christian Hymns  

We also gain a little information about early Christian hymnody from the famous letter of Pliny the 

Younger to the Emperor Trajan, written shortly after the close of the apostolic era (ca. A.D. 107–15). In 

asking the emperor how he should deal with the Christians, Pliny, governor of Bithynia and Pontus, 

briefly summarized their gatherings on the basis of information he had been able to glean through 

interrogationofwitnesses.Thepertinentportionofhisletterstatesthat―theywereaccustomed to come 

together on a regular day (probably Sunday) before dawn and to sing a song alternately to Christ as to a 

god.‖  

Another early source, the Apostolic Constitutions (completed before the end of the 4th century), 

mentions a number of primitive Greekhymnswhichmayverywellhavebeenthesortof―hymnto

Christ‖whichPlinyreferstoinhisletter(Funk1905:7,47,454;8,13,517). 

One of these hymns is the hymnos eothinos or―morninghymn,‖whichisalsofoundinanumberof

other ancient sources, such as were appended to the Codex Alexandrinus (5th century). These 

―anonymoushymns‖hadconsiderableinfluenceinshapingtheliturgyoftheearlyChurch.Themorning

hymnisanexpansionofthegreaterdoxology(―GlorytoGodinthehighest‖).Another hymn mentioned 

in the Apostolic Constitutions isan―eveninghymn‖(hymnos espirinos). There are three noteworthy 

sections to this hymn: (1) the beginning seems to be taken from Psalm 113:―Praise the Lord! Praise, O 

servantsoftheLord,praisethenameoftheLord!‖;(2)thenextportionparaphrasesthe―Gloriain

Excelsis‖sectionofthemorninghymn;and(3)thelastportionconsistsofthesongofSimeon(Luke 

2:29–32), the Nunc Dimittis (Funk 1905: 7; 8).  

Numerous other hymns are to be found in these documents, but we shall restrict our discussion to those 

which have been retained in present-day liturgies. One of these is the Tersanctus or―ThriceHoly‖taken

from the opening verses of Isaiah 6 (the qādô  of the Hebrew liturgy). In the Clementine liturgy it appears 

inthisform:―Holy,holy,holyistheLordofSabaoth. The whole creation is full of His glory. Praise to all 

ages.Amen.‖(Werner1959:284).TheliturgiesofSt.Mark,St.James,andSt.JohnChrysostomhave

slightalterationstothisbasictext,thelattertwoincludingthe―Hosanna‖section:―Hosannain the 

highest.BlessedishethatcomethintheNameoftheLord.Hosannainthehighest.‖(Brightman1922:

43).  

In passing we should also make mention of another trinitarian hymn which became important in the 

Eastern Church. This is the Trisagion, which should not be confused with the Tersanctus. In the Eastern 

liturgiesitisashorthymnversesungaftertheLittleEntrance.Thetextisasfollows:―HolyGod,Holy

Mighty,HolyImmortal,havemercyonus.‖ItisalsofoundintheoldRomanGoodFridayliturgy in both 



Latin and Greek, sung antiphonally by the choirs. (In the latter language it seems to be a vestigial 

remainder from the days when the liturgy was still recited in Greek.)  

A final hymn is the lesser doxology, Doxa Patri, which is identical with the Latin Gloria Patri (―Glory

be to the Father, and to the Son, and to the Holy Spirit: as it was in the beginning, is now, and ever shall 

be,worldwithoutend.Amen‖).InRomeitwasalreadyinuseatthetimeofClement(ca.91).Inthe

Western usage of St. Benedict (ca. 480) the lesser doxology was to be used after each psalm, a practice 

which has persisted to the present day and gives a Christian trinitarian orientation to the OT psalms. The 

same applies to the three Lukan canticles (Magnificat, Benedictus, Nunc Dimittis) which do not 

themselves actually contain such an orientation.  

The use of hymns not derived from Scriptural sources varied in certain locations throughout the Church 

and were used sparingly in the liturgy, mostly as paraliturgical devotions—this as late as the 4th and 5th 

centuries. Duchesne (1903: 452, n. 1) points out that down to the 9th century hymns were unknown at 

Rome,―chants,psalms,andotherScripturalcanticlesalonebeingused.‖ 

It was primarily because of the activity of certain heretical sects (such as Gnosticism) that some hymns 

found gradual acceptance in order to combat heresy with truth. In his interesting collection of heretical 

writings from the early Christian periods Grant (1961: 105, 115; 116–22) quotes a number of these 

gnostichymns.Ontheotherhand,Schalk(1978:189)pointsupthefactthat―asteadyhymnproduction

wasmaintainedbythemoreorthodoxhymnists.‖AmongtheseistobefoundtheeveninghymnPhos 

hilaron hagias doxas which has come down to usintranslationas―OGladsomeLight,OGrace.‖ 

It would seem in order to conclude our discussion by making a brief comparison of Eastern and Western 

liturgies, the substantial lack of early non-Scriptural hymns notwithstanding.  

The culmination of all Eastern rites is to be found in the Divine Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom 

(Brightman 1922), which is still in usage today. The elaborateness and richness of the Divine Liturgy with 

its numerous litanies and supplications make the Roman Tridentine Mass with its abbreviated ninefold 

Kyrie somewhat pale by comparison.  

Bibliography  
Bichsel, M. A.; Hueller, M. M.; and Selhorst, E. J. 1967. NCE 7: 29–304.  
Brightman, F. E. 1896. Liturgies Eastern and Western. Oxford.  

———. 1922. The Divine Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom. London.  

Britt, M. 1922. The Hymns of the Breviary and Missal. New York.  

Duchesne, L. 1903. Christian Worship, Its Origin and Evolution. London.  

Funk, F. X. 1905. Didascalia et Constitutiones Apostolorum. Paderborn.  

Grant, R. M. 1961. Gnosticism. New York.  

Schalk, C. 1978. Key Words in Church Music: New Testament Hymnology. St. Louis.  

Werner, E. 1959. The Sacred Bridge. London.  

M. ALFRED BICHSEL  

HYMNS, THANKSGIVING. See THANKSGIVING HYMNS (1QH).  

HYPOCORISTIC NAMES. See NAMES, HYPOCORISTIC.  

HYPOSTASIS OF THE ARCHONS (NHC II,4). Cast in the form of a revelatory discourse, the 

Hypostasis of the Archons (NHC II,4) from the Nag Hammadi Library is a Sethian gnostic treatise in 

which an anonymous teacher offers secret knowledge (gnosis) to a gnostic Christian community. This 

knowledge clarifies both the origin and nature of the evil archons (rulers) who created and presently 

dominate the visible universe and the situation of the elect in their struggle against these archons.  

Utilizing a clearly gnostic interpretation of the Genesis 1–6 story line, the author recounts the drama of 

salvation from the creation of the material universe by the blind Samael (alias laldabaoth), to the 

fabricationofAdamandEve,tothebirthsofSethandNorea(sisterofSeth),totheFloodandNoah‘srole

(86.27–92.19). There follows a revelation to Norea by the great angel Eleleth of the ultimate banishment 

oftheignorantcreatorlaldabaoth,theadventofthesavior(―thetruehumanbeing‖[96.32]),the

destructionoftheevilarchons,andthesalvationofthe―spirituals‖(93.13–97.20). The final victory is 

achievedthroughthesavior‘sgiftof―gnosis‖totheelect,informingthemoftheirintrinsic,spiritual,

immortal nature.  



The presence in the text of Hellenistic-Jewish speculation on the figures of Sophia and Norea, the 

homiletic interpretation of Genesis 1–6,theinfluenceoftheearlyChurch‘schristology,andthepresence

of religiously oriented Middle Platonic philosophical tradition focused on ontological and theological 

speculation—all have led most scholars to identify Hyp. Arch. with the Sethian cycle of texts found in the 

Nag Hammadi Library (e.g., Schenke 1981: 588–616; Bullard and Layton 1989: 220ff.; Layton 1974: 

371–72). Also, comments in the text about Norea (91.34–94.2), daughter of Eve, reveal connections of 

Hyp. Arch. with a literary tradition about this figure found among the Sethian Ophites, Jewish apocryphal 

and rabbinical works, and Orig. World in NHC II,5. Indeed, the last-mentionedreferstoa―Bookof

Norea‖(102,11.24–25) to which Epiphanius alludes (Haer. 39.5.2). Some would identify Hyp. Arch. with 

this―Book,‖thoughconvincingdemonstrationhasnotbeenmade. 

While some maintain Hyp. Arch. was originally a non-Christian gnostic text that has been subsequently 

Christianized (Hedrick 1986: 9; Barc 1981: 10ff.; Roberge 1980: 7–9), an increasing number of 

commentators view the work as Christian gnostic, the author drawing the structure and much terminology 

inthetextfromtheonlyauthorityactuallycited,the―spirit-inspiredApostle,‖Paul(Bullard1970:161;

Pagels 1986: 258, 266; Layton 1974: 363f.).  

Hyp. Arch. appears fourth among the seven tractates in Codex II. Apart from minor lacunae in the first 

10 lines, the text is fairly well preserved. Written principally in Sahidic Coptic with significant incursions 

of Subachmimic forms, the tractate has clearly been translated from a Greek original. Though it 

undoubtedly contains earlier traditional material, Hyp. Arch. was probably composed in the 3d century 

C.E., perhaps in Egypt (cf. the Coptic puns in 86.30; 94.22; and reference to theriomorphic rulers in 

87.29).  
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MALCOLM L. PEEL  

HYPSIPHRONE (NHC XI,4). Hypsiphrone, whichmeans―high-mindedone‖orperhaps―sheof

exaltedthought,‖is the fourth and last treatise of Codex XI of the Coptic Library from Nag Hammadi 

(NHC XI,4: 69.23–72.35). It presently consists of four large and two small fragments containing the 

lower portions of the inner and outer margins of two papyrus leaves, which must have originally 

contained the entirety of this short treatise. It is written in the same script as the much longer and better-

preserved treatise of that codex, Allogenes, although there is no discernible further relationship beyond 

these two treatises. Hypsiphrone is written in an apparently standard Sahidic Coptic dialect, unlike the 

other treatisesofCodexXI.Itbearsthesuperscripttitle―Hypsiph[rone],‖theremainderofthetitlebeing

restored from other occurrences within the treatise; since the conclusion of the treatise is not extant, it 

may or may not have borne a subscript title.  

Apart from the poor condition of the treatise, even its cryptic title affords little insight into its content. 

The incipit ―Thebook(orscroll)[ofvisions]whichwereseen[byHypsiphrone;and]they[arerevealed]

intheplaceof[her]virginity‖addslittle more. Although there is mentioned a plurality of persons 



speaking with one another, the treatise does not appear to be a dialogue. Instead, the whole is presented as 

a speech of Hypsiphrone, who reports the receipt of certain revelations during her descentfromthe―place

ofhervirginity‖intotheworld.TheonlyfigurementionedbyHypsiphroneisonePhainops,―heofthe

gleamingeye,‖whoapparentlypresidesoverafountofbloodintowhichhebreathes,andwhichseemsto

produce a fiery effect.  

One may conjecture that Hypsiphrone represents some form of the personified thought of a high deity 

who leaves her dwelling in the transcendental realm, where there are no distinctions of gender, to descend 

to the earthly realm at the time of the creation of humankind. There she encounters Phainops, probably in 

theactofcreatinghumankind,whoapparentlyproduces―a[maninthelikeness]ofblood‖fromhisfiery

fount of blood.  

In spite of the paucity of text, what remains seems to have some affinity with the group of gnostic texts 

generallydesignatedas―Sethian.‖Tojudgefromthename―Hypsiphrone,‖onemayhavetodoherewith

the Sethian figure of Eleleth, called Phronesis in Hyp. Arch. 93.8–97.21, one of the traditional Sethian 

Four Illuminators, whose name might be derived from Aramaic Fillith, ―thetallone,‖whichcouldbe

rendered by Gk hypsiphrone.  

The fount of blood may refer to the heavenly Adamas or heavenly archetype of Adam, described in 

Orig. World (108.2–31)asthe―enlightenedbloodyone‖(based on the Hebrew pun on Eadam, ―man,‖

and dam, ―blood‖).Inthiscase,HypsiphronewouldbetheIlluminatorEleleth,whoinsomeSethiantexts

isregardedastheabodeofSophiaandcertain―repentantsouls‖andinothers(Trim. Prot.; Gos. Egypt.) is 

held responsible for the act usually ascribed to Sophia: that of producing the demiurge Yaldabaoth. 

Eleleth/Hypsiphrone would also be responsible for the downward projection of the likeness of Adamas, 

the divine image after which the earthly Adam is modeled by the demiurge. In any case, Hypsiphrone is 

certainlyafiguresimilartothatofthedescendingandrestoredSophia.Phainops,―radiant-facedone,‖

might then be a name for either the enlightened archetypal Adamas, or—since he seems to be 

distinguished fromthe―fountofblood‖—for the fiery angel Sabbaoth, the brother of the evil demiurge 

producedbythebreathofZoe,PistisSophia‘sdaughter,inanefforttoimprisonthedemiurge(Hyp. Arch. 

95.5–96.4). Thus, although it bears no trace of the traditional Sethian names for these figures, 

Hypsiphrone may in fact be very closely related to the other Sethian texts.  
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JOHN D. TURNER  

HYRAX. See ZOOLOGY.  

HYRCANUS (PERSON) [Gk Hyrkanos (Ὑπκανορ)]. 1. The son of Tobias, a wealthy depositer to the 

temple treasury (2 Macc 3:11).  

2. John Hyrcanus I ruled as high priest and ethnarch from 135/4 to 104 B.C.E. He succeeded Simon 

Maccabeus, his father, whowasmurderedwithHyrcanusI‘stwoelderbrothersbyPtolemy,Simon‘sson-

in-law. Antiochus VII, king of Syria, laid siege to Jerusalem, forcing Hyrcanus I to pay heavy tribute (Jos. 

Ant 13.8.2–3), but the long struggle with Syria ended when Antiochus VII was succeeded by Demetrius II 

andinternalstrife.AnembassysentbyHyrcanusIreceivedRomanconfirmationoftheHasmoneans‘

independence.  

Hyrcanus I conquered Shechem, destroyed the Samaritan temple on Mt. Gerizim, and invaded Idumea, 

forcibly circumcising many of the inhabitants (Jos. Ant 13.9.1). Hyrcanus I razed the city of Samaria (Jos. 

Ant 13.10.2–3) and occupied the Esdraelon valley to Mt. Carmel (Jos. JW 1.2.7). According to Josephus, 

Hyrcanus I employed foreign mercenaries for his campaigns paid with money plundered from King 

David‘stomb(Jos.Ant 13.8.4).  

Hyrcanus I was the first Jewish ruler to mint coins bearing his own name. The coins read on the obverse 

side,―JohntheHighPriest,andtheCommunityoftheJews,‖andonthereverseside was a horn of plenty 

with a poppy head inside (Greek symbols of prosperity and fertility). The Pharisees and Sadducees also 

rose to prominence during the reign of Hyrcanus I (Jos. Ant 13.10.5–7; but see also Ant 13.10.9).  



3. Hyrcanus II was the irresolute son of Alexander Jannaeus and Alexandra Salome. He served as high 

priestduringhismother‘sreignfrom76to67B.C.E. Afterhismother‘sdeath,hisclaimtothekingship

was challenged by his younger brother Aristobulus II, embroiling the two in civil war. Hyrcanus II was 

reinstated in the office of high priest by Pompey and served from 63 to 40 B.C.E. He was executed by 

Herod the Great in 30 B.C.E. See also HASMONEAN DYNASTY.  

SCOTT T. CARROLL  

HYSSOP. See FLORA.  



I  

IBEX. See ZOOLOGY.  

IBHAR (PERSON) [Heb yibḥār (ִיְבָחר)]. One of 13 sons of David listed as having been born to 

David‘swivesinJerusalem(2 Sam 5:15; 1 Chr 3:6; 14:5), in addition to his six sons born at Hebron. His 

mother‘snameisunknown:fourofthe13sonsborninJerusalemwere Bathsheba‘ssons;theremainder

were born to unnamed wives. Besides these 13, David had numerous (unnamed) sons born to his 

concubines, according to 1 Chr 3:9.IbharisthefirstsonlistedafterBathsheba‘sfoursons, but nothing 

further is known of him. See also DAVID, SONS OF.  

DAVID M. HOWARD, JR.  

IBLEAM (PLACE) [Heb yiblĕ˓ām (ִיְבְלָףם)]. Var. BILEAM. A town in the territory of Issachar, 

given to Manasseh, but from which Manasseh could not drive out the Canaanite inhabitants (Josh 17:11–

12; Judg 1:27). Ibleam was an important city in the Bronze Age, mentioned as a royal city in Egyptian 

archives (LBHG, 152) and occurs in the conquest list of Thutmose III (GP 2: 357; ANET, 242). During the 

Iron Age (2 Kgs 9:27), Jehu mortally wounded Ahaziah, king of Judah, at the ascent of Gur, outside 

Ibleam. It is possible that in 2 Kgs 15:10 the Heb qbl˓m, ―beforethepeople,‖shouldbereadbybl˓m as the 

Lucian version of the LXX renders it (Gk en Ieblaam) and that Zechariah, the king of Israel, was therefore 

killed―inIbleam‖(CoganandTadmor 2 Kings AB, 170–71). other scholars (Albright 1945: 69) restore 

Ibleam to the list of levitical cities, replacing Bileam in 1 Chr 6:55 (—Eng 6:70) and Gath-rimmon in Josh 

21:25.  

IbleamisalmostuniversallyidentifiedwithKh.Bel˓ameh(M.R.177205),whichguardsthe

easternmost pass through the mountains of Ephraim into the Jezreel valley (LBHG, 436). The site has 

strong natural defenses (Phythian-Adams 1922: 143), which may have been supplemented by an ancient 

underground water system from Bir Senjar at the foot of the tell (Schumacher 1907: 107). Ibleam, along 

with Megiddo and Jokneam, was one of the fortress cities which guarded access to and from the S limits 

of the Jezreel valley.  
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MELVIN HUNT  

IBNEIAH (PERSON) [Heb yibnĕyâ (ִיְבְנָיה)]. One of the Benjaminites who is listed in 1 Chr 9:8 as 

having returned from exile in Babylon to Jerusalem. Ibneiah is not listed in Neh 11:7–9, which is a 

parallel passage to 1 Chr 9:7–9. Although some have attempted to equate Ibneiah with Gabbai in Neh 

11:8, Braun (1 Chronicles WBC, 140) has stated that this identification is doubtful. It is more likely that 

the author of 1 Chronicles 9 and the author of Nehemiah 11 simply had different traditions at their 

disposal. The name Ibnijah, which occurs later in 1 Chr 9:8, has the same consonants as the name Ibneiah 

(ybnyh). Although Dahlberg (IDB 2: 671) has suggested that these two names in reality refer to the same 

person, the text presents them as two individuals separated by several generations.  

ROBERT C. DUNSTON  

IBNIJAH (PERSON) [Heb yibn  yâ (ִיְבִנָיה)]. A Benjaminite who returned to Jerusalem from exile in 

Babylon (1 Chr 9:8). The consonants in the name Ibnijah are identical to the consonants in the name 

Ibneiah (ybnyh), which occurs earlier in 1 Chr 9:8. Dahlberg (IDB 2: 671) suggested that the two names 

referred to the same person but the text presents them as separate individuals from separate generations. 



Ibnijah does not appear in the parallel passage in Nehemiah (Neh 11:7–9) but 1 Chr 9:7–9 and Neh 11:7–

9 vary at several points, which seems to indicate that the authors had different traditions from which to 

work.  

ROBERT C. DUNSTON  

IBRI (PERSON) [Heb ˓ibr   (ִףְבִרי)].Oneofthe―remainingLevites‖who, according to the Chronicler, 

casts lots before David, Zadok, and Ahimelek in order to receive his place among the levitical household 

leaders (1 Chr 24:27). Although only mentioned in 1 Chr 24:27, the Chronicler grants Ibri a levitical 

lineage as the son of Jaaziah, a descendant of Merari, along with his brothers, Shoham, Zaccur, and Beno 

(1 Chr 24:27). Although Liver (1968: 8. 29–32) believes that this list may have originated from an 

authentic source composed during the reign of David or Solomon, most commentators have attributed the 

list in which Ibri appears to a time later than the main composition of Chronicles, either to the late Persian 

period (Williamson 1979: 259–60, 265–68) or, more commonly, to the Maccabean era (Rudolph 

Chronikbücher HAT, 163–65). The style of the list, however, corresponds closely with the compositional 

techniquesoftheChronicler.Ibri,agentilicformmeaning―aHebrew‖[Heb˓ibr  ], may represent the 

Chronicler‘snotionofasuitablenameforaleviticalhouseholdleaderinthereignofDavid. 
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JOHN W. WRIGHT  

IBSAM (PERSON) [Heb yibśom (ִיְבָשם)]. Ibsam was a descendant, perhaps grandson, of Issachar, 

according to the genealogy of 1 Chr 7:1–5. The sons of Issachar were Tola, Puah, Jashub, and Shimron 

andthesonsofTolawereUzzi,Rephaiah,Jeriel,Jahmai,Ibsam,andSamuel.Tola‘s―sons‖were

probably not immediate sons but descendants.  

other listings of the sons of Issachar are found in Gen 46:13 and Num 26:23–25. Neither passage 

mentions any of the sons of Tola; thus 1 Chr 7:2 is the only OT occurrence of Ibsam. However, Judg 10:1 

names Tola, a man of Issachar, as one of the minor judges. He is son of Puah, son of Dodo, who resided 

in Shamir in Ephraim. Curtis (Chronicles ICC, 144–45) has theorized that all four names given as 

Issachar‘ssonscanbeobtainedfrom this information in Judg 10:1.  

Tola‘ssonsaresaidtobe―headsoftheirfathers‘households,‖aphrasethathasdifferentusagesinthe

OT but in genealogies refers to military commanders (Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 67). 

AssumingamilitarybackgroundfortheChronicles‘genealogy,then―fathers‘households‖wouldhave

been the means of military conscription (1 Chronicles WBC, 7). Ibsam and the other sons of Tola are also 

called―mightymenofvalor‖(gibbor ḥayil), atermthatusuallymeans―warrior‖or―soldier‖in

Chronicles,butcouldpossiblybeatechnicaltermforthesocialclass,―nobles,‖whoborearmsfortheir

king (Oswalt 1980: 148).  
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M. STEPHEN DAVIS  

IBZAN (PERSON) [Heb ˒ibṣan (ִאְבַצן)].Oneoftheleaderswho―judgedIsrael‖inthepremonarchic

period and is mentioned only in Judg 12:8–10, immediately following the stories of Jephthah. The brief 

noticeindicatesthatIbzan,whosenamemeans―swift‖(ifrelatedtoAr˓abuṣun), had 30 sons for whom 

he arranged exogamous marriages, bringingwomenfrom―outside,‖presumablyfrombeyondtheclanor

protectiveassociationofvillages.Similarlyhis30daughtersweresent―outside‖inmarriage.Giventhe

same round number in the notice about Jair (Judg 10:4), the kinship language most likely denotes 



sociopoliticalaffiliation.Ibzan‘sextendedfamilywastheregionalsubgroupofnuclearIsraelitefamilies

over which he exercised direct leadership.  

Ibzan‘sleadership lasted seven years. His place of residence and burial was Bethlehem. A tradition of 

interpretation as old as Josephus assumed this to be the famous Bethlehem in Judah; but the context of the 

Ibzan pericope makes it more likely that the reference is to a N Bethlehem close to the border of Asher 

(Josh 19:15). The book of Judges appears to be structured, at least in part, by the idea that each of the 

tribes had at one time or anotherproducedaleaderwho―judgedIsrael.‖WhereasElonofZebuluncomes

next, Ibzan was possibly regarded as the leader who came out of Asher.  

Ibzan is the third in a series of five such leaders about whom no warfare stories survive. He is preceded 

by Tola and Jair (10:1–5) and followed by Elon and Abdon (12:11–15). Each of them, like most of those 

whoseachievementsarerecountedatsomelength,―judgedIsrael.‖Ifthisimpliesmilitaryleadership,itis

not described. With such scant information given about them, it may be that they represent two major 

interludes of relative peace, framing the crisis which generated the stories of Jephthah (10:6–12:7) and 

which are enclosed within the same rubrics that mark the so-called minor judges.  

Howfartheleader‘sauthorityextended beyond clan or tribe is unclear. It is conceivable but not 

demonstrable that an archival list of persons who filled a central position in the early intertribal 

organization was the source of such information for the compiler of the book of Judges. With no 

differenceintheformulaindicatingthateach―judgedIsrael,‖itismorelikelynotadifferenceinthe

office filled by major and minor judges, but a difference of literary purpose, a quickening of the pace 

before and after the career of Jephthah (Mullen 1982: 196).  
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ICHABOD (PERSON) [Heb ˒  kābôd (ִאיָכבוד)]. Son of Phinehas, grandson of Eli (1 Sam 4:19–21; 

14:3). His mother is shocked into a premature labor when she learns that the Ark has been captured by the 

Philistines and that her husband and father-in-law are dead. Before she dies she gives her child the name 

Ichabod, a name whose exact meaning is disputed. The Hebrew word kābôd means glory and refers to the 

radiant light that surrounds a deity. It had been thought that the particle ˒ī was to be taken as a negation, 

thusIchabodwouldmean―noglory.‖ThiswouldsupportJosephus‘readingofthenameas―Inglorious‖

(adoxia Ant 5.360). More recently, however, it has been suggested that Ichabod is derived from the Ug ˒iy 

whichmeans―whereis…‖or―alas‖andkbd, glory.AccordinglyIchabodwouldmean―Whereisthe

Glory?,‖or―Alas,(for)theGlory‖andsignifiestheabsenceofthedeity.Thusthenameofthechildis

related to the departure of the glory of the Lord signified by the loss of the Ark, an association made 

explicit in 1 Sam 4:22.  

Though in 1 Sam 14:3 Ichabod is said to be the brother of Ahitub, father of Ahimelech whose son is 

Abiathar, such a relationship seems unlikely. Verse 3, which relates Abiathar to the family of Eli, is 

probably a gloss.  

PAULINE A. VIVIANO  

ICONIUM (PLACE) [Gk Ikonion (Ἰκονιον)]. A city in S central Anatolia (modern Konya, Turkey 

[37°51´N; 32°30´E]) visited by Paul on his missionary journeys (Acts 13:51; 14:1, 19, 21; 16:2). Located 

approximately 170 mi (280 km) S of Ankara (ancient Ancyra) on the border between mountainous 

Phrygia to the W and the broad plain of Lycaonia to the S and E, it lies on a high, fertile plateau (3,770 

feet or 1,150 m). One of the oldest continually occupied cities in the world, it dates back at least to the 3d 

millennium B.C. According to local legend, it was the first city to be built following the great Flood. Its 

location caused it to be linked at various times with both Phrygia and Lycaonia. Founded as a Phrygian 

settlement and linked with Phrygia both geographically and culturally, the native people would have 

considered themselves Phrygians. As a part of the empire of the Seleucid successors to Alexander the 

Great, and later as a part of the Roman empire, it was linked with the cities of Lystra and Derbe (in 

Lycaonia). Those who were strongly attached to the Gk language and culture would have considered 



themselves Greeks, while a few would have identified with the vision of the Roman empire. For 

millennia, Iconium has been—and, as Konya, continues to be today—―aprosperouscityofpeaceand

commerceaswellasacenterofagriculture‖(HagnerISBE 2: 792). Located on an important crossroads 

linking Rome and the Greek cities of the Roman provinces of Asia, Macedonia, and Achaia with the 

luxuries of the Levant, Iconium was a large and wealthy city in NT times.  

The city figures in Greek mythology as the place where Perseus cut off the head of the Gorgon Medusa 

(Hes. Theog. 270). An ancient tradition saw in the name of the city, connecting it with the Gk eikōn 

(image), an allusion to this event. The foundations of the city are, however, lost in the prehistory of 

antiquity. From the 3d century B.C. it was ruled variously by the Seleucids to the SE, who were 

responsible for its partial Hellenization, and by the kings of Galatia and Pontus to the N. It came under the 

influence of Rome in 65 B.C. and was later incorporated into the empire in 25 B.C. when Galatia became a 

province. During the time of the Emperor Claudius (A.D. 41–54), the city received the honorific imperial 

prefix and thus became known as Claudiconium. Under the Emperor Hadrian (117–138), Iconium became 

aRomancolony.InthetimeofPaul‘s1st-century visits, the city became a center of early Christian 

vitality, a fact attested by numerous inscriptions, traditions, and legends, and remained so until the Islamic 

conquest in 708. In 235 a church council was held there. In 372 the city became the capital of the Roman 

province of Lycaonia. During the Middle Ages, Konya was the capital of the Seljuk empire of Roum and 

the center of a dynamic religious and cultural movement (11th–14th century) that produced great works of 

literature, beautiful art, and magnificent buildings. Marco Polo reported that the carpets made in Konya 

were the best and the most beautiful in the world. Perhaps its most famous son during this period was 

Maulana Jelal-uddin Rumi (1207–1273), the Islamic mystic and founder of the order popularly known as 

―theWhirlingDervishes.‖Eventodaythecitycontinuesinitsimportance—hence the continued 

popularityoftheoldTurkishproverb:―Seealltheworld,butseeKonya!‖ 

The narrative of the Acts of the Apostles focuses on a visit of Paul and his missionary associate 

Barnabas to the cities of Pisidian Antioch, Iconium, Lystra, and Derbe (13:14–14:24) in A.D. 47–48. 

Having been expelled from Antioch as a result of their successful evangelistic endeavor, they found 

refuge in Iconium, 90 miles (150 km) away. Here history repeated itself: as a result of their witness, there 

were many conversions, which led, in turn, to hostility among both local Jews and gentiles. So Paul and 

Barnabas had to flee across the regional border into the Lycaonian cities of Lystra and Derbe. At the end 

of their mission they retracedtheirfootstepsthroughthesamecitiesforthepurposeof―strengthening‖or

―confirming‖(Gkepiststerizō) the new disciples and encouraging them to remain faithful to their 

commitment (14:22). Acts also says that they appointed elders for the churches at this time (14:23), 

though many interpreters would regard this as an anachronism introduced into the narrative as a result of 

later practice.  

Later, during what is traditionallycalledhis―secondmissionaryjourney‖(A.D. 49), Paul, this time 

accompaniedbySilas,visitedthesecitiesagainto―strengthen/confirm‖(Gkepiststerizō) the churches 

that had been founded earlier (Acts 15:36–16:6). It was on this trip that he was joined by a younger 

associate named Timothy, who was a native of this region. And it also seems likely that the author of Acts 

(18:23; so Bruce Acts NICNT, 357–58 and Galatians NIGTC, 13; Finegan 1981: 92; ISBE 2: 792–93; 

Hemer fc.) intends to suggest a further visit to this region for the same purpose on his way back to 

Ephesus on the so-called―thirdmissionaryjourney‖(A.D. 52). The consensus of recent scholarship is that 

these cities are to be identified with the churches addressed in the Epistle to the Galatians (Bruce 

Galatians NIGTC, 3–18). See GALATIANS, EPISTLE TO THE. In 2 Timothy 3:11 we have an 

independentreferenceto―persecutions[and]sufferings‖experiencedbyPaul―inAntioch,Iconium,and

Lystra.‖Theintendedrecipientoftheletter,Timothy,was,accordingtoActs,―wellspokenofbythe

brethrenofLystraandIconium‖(16:2).  

The apocryphal work entitled The Acts of Paul, dating from the second half of the 2d century, contains 

traditionsandlegendsaboutPaul‘smissionaryactivity. It was written by an elder of the church in this 

very region, who, unfortunately, was disciplined by his compatriots for his labor of love (he said he had 

donehiswork―outofloveforPaul‖).OnefamousseriesofepisodesfocusesonPaul‘sfriendship of a 



young woman by the name of Thecla and on her evangelism, teaching, and exploits for the Lord. The 

narrative tells us more about the late 2d century tendencies to asceticism, religious enthusiasm, and 

credulity than about the events of a century earlier. But it does contain this description of Paul, set in 

Iconium,thatmanyscholarshaveregardedashistoricallytrustworthy:―And[Onesiphorus]sawPaul

coming, a man small of stature, with a bald head and crooked legs, in a good state of body, with eyebrows 

meeting and nose somewhat hooked, full of friendliness; for now he appeared like a man, and now he had 

thefaceofanangel‖(NTApocr 2: 354). For further discussion see HDB 2: 443–45.  
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W. WARD GASQUE  

ICONOGRAPHY AND THE BIBLE. The study of artistic subject matter or content (as opposed 

to artistic techniques and styles). Iconography therefore strives to describe the appearance, development, 

and disappearance of certain motifs and compositions, or the substitution of one artistic form by another.  

———  

A. Introduction  

B. Iconography and History  

C. Iconography and the Material Culture of Biblical Times  

D. Iconography and the Culture of Concepts  

———  

A. Introduction  

The relationship between iconography and iconology is somewhat similar to that between geography 

and geology. Iconography describes, e.g., the development of artistic representations of Christ from the 

triumphant Savior on the Cross to the man of sorrows depicted by Grünewald, or e.g., the depiction of the 

romanesque Virgin from the sedes sapientiae (―throneofwisdom‖)tothe―VirginofLourdes‖

represented without the child at all. Iconology attempts to establish which movements of social and 

religious life and thought manifest themselves through the changes described by iconography (see 

Kaemmerling 1979).  

The relationship between the Bible and iconography is not understood here as the edifying illustration 

of biblical texts by the arts, although this pictorial expression is a valuable contribution to the history of 

biblical exegesis. Many of the insights and results won in a century of research in this very broad field are 

compiled in the 8 volumes of the Lexikon der christlichen Ikonographie (Kirschbaum and Braunfels 

1968–76). The relationship between the Bible and iconography is here understood as the influence of the 

contemporaneous art on the biblical texts in Israel itself (Schroer 1987) and in the neighboring countries, 

or as the scientific pictorial reconstruction of certain data given by the biblical texts (e.g., description of 

architecture).  

Although innumerable biblical handbooks are illustrated with pictures from ANE sources, and each year 

sees the appearance of yet another volume of this kind (Lamp 1982–1983), the relationship between 

biblical texts and pictures contemporaneous to them remains neglected, in that it has never been studied in 

a systematically thought-out way, as is normal in the other disciplines of biblical research. These 

relationships are manifold: (1) A biblical text can explicitly describe a work of art, as e.g., the descriptions 

of drawings of Chaldean warriors in Ezek 23:14. (2) Descriptions can also be implicit. There are sound 

reasons for believing that Ezekiel was influenced by pictorial representations when describing the 4 living 

creatures supporting the sky (Ezekiel 1; Keel 1977: 125–273). (3) A text and a picture can independently 

deal with the same subject matter, as e.g., the appointment of an official or his being rewarded (Gen 

31:37–45 and several Egyptian tomb paintings of New Kingdom date; Vergote 1959: 121–135).  



What is the purpose of seeking and studying such pictures? First of all we usually want to see something 

of which we hear or read, or on the contrary, to have an explanation of what we visually behold. Our wish 

is to hear and to see. But what exactly is the advantage of seeing something which we have heard about? 

In his book on Giotto, M. Imdahl (1980) coined the term Ikonizität, describing the particular possibilities 

of a picture in contrast to words. The visual image is better adapted for the portrayal of complicated 

relationships. The proportions of a human face or body, or any other object, are far more easily conveyed 

by means of a picture than through the use of descriptive words; the relationships uniting family members 

are more easily understood by a family tree than by the use of mere words. Also, it would require an 

extraordinary number of words to provide information regarding the exact relationships between a large 

number of buildings, streets, rivers, etc. to each other—relationships that are more conveniently conveyed 

by a simple map. Conversely, a series of actions is more easily described by words than by pictures.  

This is related to the second important characteristic of visual information. The figurative picture always 

maintains a certain affinity to the object represented. It has a natural relationship to it. A horse or a cow in 

an ancient Egyptian or Chinese painting is recognizable to every human being (familiar with horses and 

cows), despite the stylistic variations. It is, however, impossible to recognize the Chinese or Egyptian 

words for horse or cow without proper knowledge of these languages and their scripts, since language is 

wholly artificial. This artificiality permits differentiation ad libitum. You can give every human being a 

different name and even one to every different aspect of one individual human being (e.g., as father, son, 

husband, etc.). But language is equally capable of generalizing; pictures usually depict a man or woman, 

adult or child, black or white, standing or seated, etc., while language can easily create terms like 

―humanity.‖Languagecaneasilydistinguishoneaspectofathing;pictureslendthemselvestothe

representation of clusters of aspects. The description of the cherubim in 1 Kgs 6:23–28 mentions a few 

aspects (the materials of which they are made, their measurements, the positions of their wings) but fails 

to furnish an all-aroundpicture.ThusJosephusmayclaim,―asforthecherubimthemselves,no one can 

sayorimaginewhattheylookedlike‖(Ant 8.73). If we had a picture, we would have fewer doubts 

concerning the appearance of the cherubim; and were there a god or goddess seated upon the cherubim, 

we would also be informed about the nature of the relationships between both, as well as the meaning of 

the arrangement as a whole.  

The significance of pictorial representation in the realm of man-made objects (useful and artistic) has 

long been recognized. Iconography is also important—perhaps even more important—when considering 

entities with which we ourselves are familiar, such as the sun, moon, storms, earth, and trees. We far too 

readily assume that these phenomena possessed the same significance in the ANE as they do today. The 

merism―heavenandearth,‖forexample,soundsquitenaturaltous,withoutanypeculiarconnotations.

When looking at illustrations from the Egyptian Book of the Dead, where the sky is the figure of the 

goddess Nut arched over the extended figure of the earth god (e.g., ANEP, no. 542; Keel 1972: figs. 27–

30, 32–33),itbecomesquiteclearthatinancientEgypttheconcepts―heavenandearth‖wereassociated

with ideas and feelings very different from ours. Faced with words and ideas, the individual hearer quite 

often understands them in terms supplied primarily by his or her own cultural heritage. It is considerably 

more difficult for the terms of that cultural heritage to prevail when a concept is visually rendered, 

because we are then confronted with a cluster of aspects and not with a mere abstract pattern permitting 

arbitrary interpretations.  

Iconography allows this influence of the cultural heritage considerably less latitude than does the 

abstract phoneme. It can thus emphasize a number of very common peculiarities in the reasoning and 

imagination of the ANE more quickly and effectively than can the written word. Iconography 

unavoidably compels us to see with the eyes of the ANE (Keel 1972: 8).  

B. Iconography and History  

Palestinian Judaism regarded the Bible as Torah, as―instruction.‖Josephushoweverpresentedittothe

Greco-Roman world as a history book (cf. his Antiquities and AgAp 1.37f). Corresponding to this new 

historical understanding, a desire was awakened for historical pictures of biblical personalities and events, 

inanaturalisticstyle,preferablyof―photographic‖quality.Sincethemiddleofthe5thcenturyB.C., the 



Greek world had been cultivating a realistic type of portraiture which the Romans subsequently developed 

even further.  

When the pilgrim Egeria (Etheria) visited the Lands of the Bible about 400 A.D., the Bishop of Arabia 

showed her a double statue of Moses and Aaron amid the ruins of Ramesses (Peregrinatio Etheriae 8.2; 

Wilkinson 1971: 217; Maraval 1982: 159). Most probably what she saw was a statue of Ramesses II 

(1279–1213 B.C.) with some Egyptian deity. When the famous English nobleman and traveller Sir Robert 

Ker Porter visited the Behistun (Bisutun) Mountain in 1812, encountering the relief of Darius I (ANEP, 

nos. 249 and 462) with 10 subjugated rebels before him, he was quite convinced that he was looking at a 

monument of the Assyrian King Shalmaneser before the 10 tribes of N Israel he had deported to N Syria 

and Media (2 Kgs 17:3–6).InPorter‘sview,thelocationofthereliefinMedianterritorywasintendedto

remind the deportees of their situation (Porter 1821–22, 2: 149–63).  

J. G. Wilkinson (1878, 1: 479; see C below) thought that the well-known painting from Beni Hassan 

(ANEP,no.3;Keel1972:fig.308)showing―Asiaticnomads‖representedthearrivalofthesonsofJacob

in Egypt. A correct rendering of the inscriptions proved this interpretation to be misguided, since these 

―nomads‖wereconnectedwithantimony(usedaseye-paint) and equipped with a bellow, presenting 

desert game to the Egyptians but without any apparent flocks. They are perhaps best regarded as 

coppersmiths and hunters, together with their wives and children, who have come to Egypt as specialists 

to work in an antimony mine (Goedicke 1984; Kessler 1987). They are thus quite an inappropriate 

illustration of seminomads, such as the biblical patriarchs are generally represented.  

H. Rosellini (1832–44, 2: tav. 49,1), who accompanied Champollion on his Egyptian expedition in 

1828–29, labelled the brick makers in the Tomb of Rechmire (ANEP,no.115),―TheHebrewswhoare

makingthebricks.‖Wilkinson(1878,1:343–345) argued, however, that the Israelites had not been 

detained at Thebes (where the inscription places the scene) and that in the course of the centuries, 

thousands of Asiatics—in addition to the Israelites—would have been compelled to fabricate bricks.  

Rosellini (1832–44, 1: tav. 148A) and to a lesser degree also Champollion (1909, 2: 161f.) were 

convincedthattheyhadfoundaportraitofSolomon‘sson,Rehoboam,inShishak‘sreliefsatKarnak

(ANEP, no. 349) because they had read one of the 150 names of conquered cities as ywdh mr ( = 1)k, 

―Judah‘sking.‖The150figuresareallidenticalhowever,representingAsiaticsingeneral—without 

individual traits—and, more importantly, they do not identify individuals, but represent place-names. The 

one referred to is perhaps yd-hmlk,―hand(=stronghold)oftheKing‖(CTAED, 197).  

It has often been stated that Jehu is the only historical personality of ancient Israel represented on an 

ANE monument (ANEP, nos. 351–54). What does this actually mean? The English explorer A. H. Layard, 

who in 1846 at Kalah discovered the Black Obelisk with the famous picture, thought that the 20 small 

images on the obelisk commemorated a victorious expedition to the East, perhaps as far as India. He was 

led to this conclusion by the 2-humped bactrian camels and the Indian (but in reality perhaps N Syrian) 

elephant (Layard 1849, 2: 433–37). Only the decipherment of the legends revealed that one of the two 

prostratefiguresbeforetheAssyriankingwas―JehuoftheHouseofOmri.‖Thecostumeand

physiognomy of the figure representing him, unfortunately, appear to be identical to that of his 

counterpart,KingSuaofGilzanu.Thefiguresarethusnotportraitsbutmere―determinatives‖forvassal

kings paying homage to the Assyrian overlord (Smith 1977). Israel and Gilzanu were probably selected 

sincetheyrepresentedShalmaneserIII‘smostdistantconquests,lying(respectively)fartotheSWand

NE of Assyria (Liebermann 1985).  

In a lavishly illustrated volume, D. Ussishkin (1982) has attempted to demonstrate that the Lachish 

reliefs of Sennacherib (ANEP, nos. 371–74) give a realistic picture of the conquest of Lachish in 701 B.C. 

We can view a landscape with hills, fig trees, vineyards, and a city situated on a hill with a double wall 

(most probably representing the city walls and the acropolis) and square towers. Walls with square towers 

are conventionally used to represent the cities of the hilly and mountainous regions to the N and W of 

Mesopotamia. Since fig trees, vineyards, and cities built atop hills were common in these regions, the 

Assyrian scheme would fit many cities. W. M. F. Petrie (1891: 38) believed that Tell el-Hesi, which he 

excavated in 1890, was the ancient Lachish, thinking that the Sennacherib reliefs matched his finds. 



Ussishkin thinks the same today; however, he correctly identifies Lachish with Tell ed-Duweir, not with 

Tell el-Hesi. Apart from the general scheme, however, the reliefs do not bear much resemblance to the 

archaeologically based reconstruction of Lachish. There is no double wall and no traces of square towers 

have been found. The access road follows the W flank of the tell to a saddle, and does not zigzag down to 

the foot of the tell, as shown in the reliefs. Only the isolated gate tower before the city seems to be a 

specific feature of Lachish.  

Thus,ANEartdoesnotsupply―historicalphotographs‖asW.Kellersuggestsinhispopularbook,The 

Bible as History. Pictures had more or less the same function as Egyptian hieroglyphic determinatives: 

representing a class of objects, and not specific individual phenomena. (This is also true of medieval 

iconography;inthefamousNurembergChronicleof1439,thesamewoodcut―illustrated‖suchvery

different cities as Syrian Damascus and Italian Mantua; Gombrich 1959: 59f.) Once this is recognized, it 

becomesclearthattheentiresection―RoyaltiesandDignitaries‖inANEP (nos. 376–463) is somewhat 

misleading. This section presents statues and heads of statues with the names of various rulers in the 

captions. This form of presentation reminds one of a modern encyclopedia with photographs of Churchill, 

Freud,Jung,andKennedy,etc.Butespeciallyalarmingisthecaptionofno.419,―StatueofTut-ankh-

Amon usurped by Hor-em-heb.‖Itsoundslike―photographofKennedyusedasphotographofNixon.‖

Even if Egyptian art occasionally attempted to portray certain individual features (especially in 

comparison to that of Mesopotamia), the custom of labeling older statues with the names of living kings, 

as Ramesses II was particularly inclined to do, reveals that they could not have been primarily intended as 

―portraits‖inthemodernsense,butratherintendedtorepresentarole and not an individual.  

History was conceived as the perpetually repeated fulfillment of divine decrees, a kind of ritual; history 

was a festival where the roles were more important than the individuals who filled them. In this manner, 

ANE art intended to emphasize the position and functions of the king and to a lesser extent individual 

kings and dignitaries. This was the approach selected by H. Frankfort and O. Keel (see D below).  

Because the need for historical illustrations of the Bible will continue to remain strong, ancient oriental 

pictures will continue to be presented as such, regardless of what the scientific value of this practice might 

be. Ancient oriental iconography really cannot achieve more than to furnish the historical names and 

eventsoftheBiblewithcontemporaryclothes,weapons,etc.,andtoprovide―portraits‖ofthevarious

types of peoples (e.g., the Philistines, cf. ANEP, no. 341).  

C. Iconography and the Material Culture of Biblical Times  

ANE iconography is suitable for the illustration of the typical and the institutional, but not for that of the 

individual person or the historical event. The interest in the actual appearance of certain objects and in the 

functioning of certain institutions was linked to a literal exegesis which already at an early date had 

attempted with the help of pictures to illustrate such things as the Tent of Meeting described in detail in 

Exodus 25–31 and the Temple of Solomon (described in less detail in 1 Kgs 5:15–6:37 and 7:17–51. In 

the Christian realm it was particularly Theodore of Mospsuestia who, influenced by the philological 

exegesis of Homer by the pagans (Schäublin 1974), in turn influenced the anonymous author of the 

Topographia Christiana, written around A.D. 550 and attributed since the 11th century to Kosmas 

Indicopleustes. In this work the author attempted to arrive at an illustration of the Tent of Meeting and its 

contents with the help of reconstructive sketches (Wolska-Conus 1968: 183–96; 1970: 38–65). See Fig. 

ICO.01. He was inspired not only by the biblical texts but also by pictures of the 7-branched 

candelabrum, the tables for the bread of offering, and similar furnishings which had frequently been 

reproduced in Jewish context since the 1st century B.C. (albeit for religious and political purposes rather 

than for scholarly ones). See Fig. ICO.02.  

In the West, Cassiodorus (ca. A.D. 490–583) made a similar attempt. Influenced by the historicizing 

explanations of Josephus in his Antiquities (3.102–50; 8.61–98) and by the Jewish devotional art, he 

added a sketch of the Tent of Meeting (See Fig. ICO.03) and one of the temple to be added to his Codex 

Grandior, ―sothatwhichthetextoftheHolyScripturessaysaboutthemmightbemoreclearlylaid

beforetheeyes‖(Adriaen1958:789;cf.132). As was the case with the Topographica Christiana, 

Cassidorus was dependent not only on the biblical text but also on Jewish devotional art. See Fig. ICO.04. 



Cassidorus‘reconstructivesketchesfoundimitatorsfarintotheMiddleAges(Herrmann1905:148,fig. 

49; 1926: 51, fig. 27).  

Another root of the literal exegesis was the philological Quran exegesis, which had an effect on the 

Karaïtes beginning in the 8th century A.D. In opposition to the ever increasing influence of the Talmud, 

this Jewish group held to a type of sola scriptura principle which stimulated rabbinic Judaism to a new 

and vigorous type of philologically oriented commentary. The most famous commentator of this school 

was Rabbi Shlomo ben-Izhaq, known as Rashi (A.D. 1040–1105). Parallel to this development, it became 

customary to begin the biblical manuscripts with 2 or more pages of illustrations of Jewish liturgical 

objects, in which the East and West (particularly Spain in the 13th–15th centuries) each may have had its 

own tradition (Gutmann 1978: 14, 16; cf. Roth 1953: 28; Schubert 1983: 81). In spite of the fact that this 

catalogue of liturgical objects had primarily the religious function of reminding one of the glory of God in 

the temple and of keeping alive the hope of its rebuilding, the painstaking, captioned illustrations of the 

individual objects oblige a scholarly curiosity. See Fig. ICO.05.  

The Jewish literal exegesis first gained noticeable influence in Christian circles with members of the 

Victorine school in Paris (Smalley 1952: 83–195). In his commentary In visionem Ezechielis written 

before 1150, Richard of St. Victor (d. 1173) interpreted Ezek 1:5–10 and 40:1–45:5 in an exclusively 

literal way, and for the sake of better understanding he illustrated the interpretation with 13 diagrams (PL 

196: cols. 527–600). Among other things he offered an interesting reconstruction of the gateway designs, 

whichstronglyresemblethe―four-entrytype‖gatesexcavatedinLachish,Megiddo,Hazor,etc.(Keel

1972: figs. 159–60, 174). See Fig. ICO.06. Richard of St. Victor showed that particularly architectural 

descriptions, if they want to be understood literally, hardly ever succeed without accompanying diagrams. 

A short time later, Maimonides added floor plans of the Herodian temple to his Mishneh Torah, finished 

in A.D. 1180 (Wischnitzer 1974: 16–27).  

The Victorine reception of Jewish literal exegesis remained a prelude to the more-lasting reception 

through the N French Franciscan, Nicholas of Lyra. He wrote a tremendously successful literal 

commentary to all the books of the Bible (Postilla Litteralis). Between 1350 and 1450, 700 mss of this 

work were copied (some admittedly incomplete). The period of the first half of the 16th century saw the 

appearanceofmorethan100printedversions.Lyra‘sworkwasillustratedwithover30technical

drawings, particularly with architectural plans, but also illustrating cultic furniture: e.g., the ark with the 

cherubim, the molten sea, and similar items. He took the architectural drawings in part from Richard of 

St. Victor. He did not stop with one reconstruction, but included, e.g., the ark of the covenant according to 

the opinion of Rashi as well as one according to the Christian exegetes. See Fig. ICO.07. Such a degree of 

objectivity is seldom found even in modern handbooks.  

Through his literal exegesis but also through his graphic illustration Nicholas of Lyra exercised a great 

influenceonMartinLuther.Alreadyforhis1523translationoftheOTLutheradoptedanumberofLyra‘s

archaeological illustrations (Netter 1943; Schmidt 1962). In his foreword to Ezekiel from 1541, Luther 

expressly stated that it would be futile to understand Ezekiel 40–45 without the figures from Lyra (WA 

11/1: 406). What is new about the illustrations of the Luther Bible is that they place the objects decidedly 

inaGermanRenaissancelandscapesothatanimaginary―biblicalmuseum‖results.Inthepreviously

mentioned preface to Ezekiel, Luther says that the best thing would be to have a 3-dimensional woodcut 

model of the temple. Exactly 100 years later the Dutch Jew, Jacob Jehuda da Leon, made a large (about 1 

meter tall) wooden model of the temple and exhibited it with great success in many places (Herrmann 

1967: 148).  

The―archaeological‖illustrations of the Luther Bible have also found their way into French Bibles. 

Sebastian Châtillon, who made a new translation of the Bible into Latin (1551) and French (1555, which 

waspublishedbyOporininBasel),provideditwithanappendix―Annotationes‖towhich he added about 

30illustrations.SomeofthesecomefromtheLutherBible,othersfromVatable‘sillustrationsin

Estienne‘sBibles.Stillothersareoriginal.InthiswayChâtillonpresentedthemostexactreconstructions

of the 4 beings in the vision in Ezekiel 1.  



other famous exegetes of the 16th century repeated the effort of Lyra to provide adequate visual 

reproductionsofNoah‘sark,theTentofMeeting,theTempleofSolomon,andEzekiel‘stemple(e.g.,

FrancoisVatableforRobertEstienne‘scriticaleditionoftheVulgatepublishedinParisin1540,and

Benedictus Arias Montanus for the Archaeological treatises of vol. 8 of the Antwerp Polyglot published in 

1572).  

In the 17th century the proper conception of the temple in Jerusalem became the subject of a widespread 

debate in which the participants, including the best exegetes, were separated into the idealists and the 

historians. The idealists saw the Temple of Solomon as the prototype of all classical buildings, thinking 

that the Phoenicians had conveyed its proportions to the Greeks and Romans. The historians, however, 

reconstructed the temple strictly according to the textual descriptions and considered it to be a more 

modest and primitive building (Herrmann 1967).  

This thought-provoking concern about the way things actually looked aroused interest in archaeological 

monuments.PerhapstheoldestevidenceofthiscanbefoundinanadditiontoMoshebenNahman‘s

commentary on the Pentateuch. Driven out of Spain in A.D. 1267, he went to Acre where he was shown an 

Israelite shekel (from the time of the Jewish War, A.D. 66–70), which he then weighed with a money-

changer‘sscalesinordertodetermineitspreciseweight.Heinterpretedtheimagesonthecoinas being 

Aaron‘srodandthevaseofManna(Chavel1959:507).ThehumanistGuilelmusPostelliusseemstohave

been the first to have published such a coin; shown as an illustration in his Opusculum Linguarum 

duodecium characteribus differentium Alphabetum (Paris 1538). See Fig. ICO.08. Arias Montanus 

published another shekel from the first Jewish War in his treatise Thubalcain sive de mensuris Sacris liber 

which appeared in vol. 8 of the Polyglot published in Antwerp by Plantin in 1572. See Fig. ICO.09. There 

Arias celebrated the emergence of this coin as an act of divine providence. In the first serious work 

devoted not to weights and measurements in general but exclusively to Jewish coins, C. Waser (1605) 

recognized thoroughly the meaning of the iconography of the coins.  

During the 17th century the debate revolved mainly around chronology and genuineness (since at the 

same time interest was budding a multitude of counterfeits were also in circulation). About half of the 13 

coins published by B. Walton in the first volume of the London Polyglot in 1657 are counterfeits, 

although Walton had already taken out the crudest ones. At the end of the 17th century the question was 

for the most part cleared up, the counterfeits were separated out, and it was clear that there had been no 

Jewish coins before the exile (Kadman 1960: 155; Minc 1985). In addition to the Jewish coins, the 17th 

century also saw the rise into consciousness of the reliefs of the arch of Titus in Rome with its 

representations of the Jewish liturgical objects (Pfanner 1983). See Fig. ICO.10.  

Regarding both Jewish coins and these reliefs, the most clear-sighted observations from this early 

period come from Hadrian Reland of Utrecht. His Dissertationes V de nummis veterum hebraeorum, qui 

ab inscriptarum literarum forma samaritani appellantur appeared in Utrecht in 1709. As the title implies, 

it had been known for quite a while that the Samaritan script was in reality the old Hebrew which was 

archaized and used on the Jewish coins. Reland paid attention not only to weights, legends, and dates, but 

also to the iconography. In his fifth dissertation, based upon the 2 trumpets (ḥăṣōṣĕrôt) on a coin of 

Simon Bar Kokhba (which he, however, dated to Simon the Hasmo- nean, 143–134 B.C.), Reland was 

able to concludethatthe―trumpets‖inNum 10:1 and 20:9 were straight, and should not be confused with 

thecurvedram‘shorns(šōpārôt) of the New Year, as was done quite often. In another work, De spoliis 

templi Hierosolymitani in arcu Titiano conspicuis (Utrecht, 1716), a penetrating analysis of the 

representation of the 7-branched candelabrum demonstrated that this could hardly have been that of 

Moses, which was smaller and golden, aside from having been stolen—at the latest—by Antiochus IV. 

The thick branches of the candelabrum on the Titus Arch would have been those of the wooden lampstand 

which, according to Rabbi Jose (b. Talm. ˓Abod. Zar. 43a), the Hasmoneans had made; furthermore, the 

base showing mythological scenes must have been Roman since the representation of living creatures was 

prohibited by the Law.  

Apart from the coins and reliefs mentioned, other monuments of antiquity played a relatively limited 

role. Nevertheless small collections began to emerge in the 17th and 18th centuries, containing mainly 



Egyptian antiquities (amulets, scarabs, statues, stele, relief fragments, coffins, and of course mummies). 

Only rarely were these used in connection with biblical texts. Athanasius Kircher collected, published, 

and interpreted all the then-known works of Egyptian art (including all the obelisks) in his monumental 3-

volume work, Oedipus aegyptiacus, which was published in Rome between 1652 and 1654 by V. 

Mascardi. In his work a representation of the subterranean Egyptian burial vaults is also included (See 

Fig. ICO.11) as well as a fragment of a relief from such a vault with a slaughter scene containing legends 

in hieroglyphs (falcon, ibis, owl, etc.), which he interpreted as proof of a cult with gods in animal form, 

such as that attacked in Ezek 8:7. See Fig. ICO.12.  

BothofReland‘stracts,alongwithnumerousotherworksofasimilarnature,weregatheredtogether

and published by Blas Ugolinus in the 34 volumes of the Thesaurus antiquatatum sarcarum, Venice 

1744–69). Thus, the gleanings of these limited sources were all available towards the end of the 18th 

century.  

The scholars who accompanied Napoleon on his military expedition to Egypt in 1798 broadened the 

horizons considerably with their monumental description of Egypt (Jomard 1809–13). Their interests 

were mainly in the realm of landscape and architecture, with iconography neglected and relations between 

Egypt and the Bible almost completely ignored. As a consequence of the atmosphere of the Revolution, 

the French were possessed by a quite distracted fascination for classical antiquity. Even Champollion 

(1845:3,textconcerningpl.361f)wasconvincedthatthe―nomads‖ofBeniHassanrepresented Greeks.  

Forbiblicalscholars,J.G.Wilkinson‘sworkwasfarmoreimportantthanJomard‘sDéscription de 

l‘Égypte. He spent more than a decade in Egypt (1821–33) studying and drawing the monuments. Unable 

to read the hieroglyphs properly, he relied merely on the pictorial evidence, the Bible, and classical 

authors for his Manners and Customs of the Ancient Egyptians (1837). Such titles were very popular at 

the time because the entire world was swarming with travellers and explorers. The innumerable 

illustrations of private life, agriculture (See Fig. ICO.13), technology, governmental institutions, warfare, 

etc. influence biblical dictionaries of all kinds until today.  

The first person significantly to use the Egyptian materials supplied by Jomard (1809–13), by 

Wilkinson (1837; cf. 2d edition), by Champollion (1835–45), and by Rosellini (1832–44) was L. 

Philippson, a German rabbi who published the Hebrew text of the Bible, a German translation, and a 

commentary illustrated with woodcuts (1844–54). Of the 500 woodcuts, 211 were derived from Egyptian 

sources, the remainder consisting mainly of Greco-Roman antiquities and fanciful artistic reconstructions 

of biblical scenes with institutions, landscapes, flora, and fauna. This was the Bible that Sigmund Freud 

had known since childhood, and its illustrations may have been responsible for his convictions concerning 

the impact of Egypt on the Bible (Pfrimmer 1982). Philippson only sparingly employed material from 

Mesopotamia, claiming that such simply could not be found: Because the prophets had announced the 

demise of the Babylonian and Assyrian idols (Isa 21:9), it followed that they had all been completely 

destroyed (1848–54, 2: 783).  

Actually Botta had already excavated at Khorsabad in 1843–44, and his success was documented in the 

5 volumes of his Monuments de Ninive (Paris 1846–50).MoreimportantwasLayard‘sworkatKalah

(Nimrud, 1845–47 and 1849–51) and Nineveh (Kuyunjik, 1847 and 1849–50). The second volume of 

Layard‘sNineveh and its Remains (London1849)contained―AnEnquiryintotheMannersandArtsof

theAncientAssyrians,‖asakindofAssyriancounterparttoWilkinson‘sManners and Customs. Layard‘s

second work of this type, Discoveries in the Ruins of Nineveh and Babylon (London 1853) usefully 

supplementedthefirstwithmorematerialofthisnature.InafashionsimilartoWilkinson‘s,Layardalso

connected only small sections of the reliefs with individual biblical verses. See Fig. ICO.14.  

Wilkinson and Layard were the main sources from which the biblical dictionaries of the following 

decades,suchasSmith‘sDictionary of the Bible (2ded.1893)orRiehm‘sHandwörterbuch des 

Biblischen Altertums (2d ed. 1893–94),drewtheirEgyptianandAssyrianmaterial.F.Vigouroux‘

Dictionnaire de la Bible (1895–1912) was the most comprehensive of them all since he made extensive 

use of additional sources. However, of the 338 illustrations relating to Assyria, 123 (or ca. 36 percent) still 

came from Layard. One hundred forty-four (34 percent) of the 502 pictures relating to Egypt were taken 



fromR.Lepsius‘colossalDenkmäler aus Aegypten und Aethiopien (12 volumes: Berlin 1849–59), the 

collection of the best and most accurate pictures then available, and Wilkinson still supplied 90 pictures 

(or ca. 18 percent).  

Fragmentation, as initiated by Wilkinson and Layard and followed by many biblical scholars, is still 

typically the way in which Egyptian and Assyrian pictures are presented in illustrating biblical 

civilization. Very seldom is an entire relief or a complete wall painting reproduced. Usually particular 

kinds of agricultural activity, specific cult utensils, or single musical instruments are selected for 

illustration. This is legitimate for those interested in material culture in a narrow sense. For example, to 

illustrate―dress,‖individualfiguresare—as a space-saving mea- sure—invariably removed from their 

contexts (as in Fig. ICO.14). Although technical aspects are thus clear, the social significance of a given 

dress is lost. Egyptian harvest scenes (Davies and Gardiner 1936: pl. 50f) show that the field workers 

woreakilt(ifanythingatall),whiletheoverseerworeasleevedgarment;Joseph‘srobewith―sleeves‖

(Gen 37:3) thus may not be a mere gown but a status symbol. As mentioned above, individual figures 

fromSennacherib‘sLachishreliefshavebeenusedrepeatedlytoillustratecontemporary Jewish dress. 

These figures were, however, unable to illustrate the several social classes present, as e.g., Ussishkin 

(1982) has done by examining the whole set of reliefs.  

The arrival of the Hebrews and other refugees in Egypt is sometimes illustrated by a section only of the 

famous reliefs from the tomb of Haremhab in Memphis (e.g., Grollenberg 1957: fig. 128; ANEP, no. 5). 

In contrast to this fragment, the whole relief shows how the refugees are confronted with the sophisticated 

machinery of the Egyptian government at whose end is the unapproachable Pharaoh (cf. Gen 12:10–20). 

See Fig. ICO.15. With respect to the situation of minorities like the early Hebrews, the pictures of nomads 

onAssurbanipal‘s reliefs in the British Museum are also of great interest (Barnett 1976: pl. 33). Aside 

from the shape of the tents (round!), they show that nomadic woman—in contrast to their urban sisters—

were mercilessly abused and slaughtered. See Fig. ICO.16. This unusual behavior by the Assyrian army 

may reflect the opinion that nomads were somehow subhuman, or that their women were actively engaged 

in conflict (which is less likely since the women are not depicted defending themselves). If this very 

interesting relief was used at all, then it tended to be used only to illustrate how tents in biblical times may 

have looked (cf., e.g., Benzinger 1907: fig. 54).  

Under such fragmentization the sociological aspect of the pictures is not revealed. For example, when 

the greatreliefoftheconquestofLachishbySennacheribservestoillustrate―batteringrams,‖―women‘s

clothes,‖and―wagontypes‖(BRL,39,188,356),thatisindeeduseful;butthepicture‘spossibilitiesfor

information do not stop there. This method of presenting only fragments, characteristic of all the 

handbooks, pays no respect to the original message of these works, the purpose of which was not the 

illustration of perceptual material culture, but of concepts like divine rule, world order, kingship and the 

gods,etc.ThesamealsoholdsforYadin‘sveryinformativeworkontheartofwar(1963),whichindeed

uses entire relief cycles and impressively presents the technical side of war with the help of numerous 

illustrations, but does not take into account the sociological and ideological aspects of warfare which are 

expressed in these relief cycles.  

Because the Bible itself is no more concerned with material culture and its achievements than is the art 

of the ANE, it would be better to evolve a system of comparison identifying their common points. Since 

neither deals primarily with history in a modern sense nor with material culture, one needs to search at the 

conceptual level.  

D. Iconography and the Culture of Concepts  

Comparisons at this level reflect the influence of the Enlightenment and a liberal theology receptive to 

thenotionthatthebasictenetsofone‘sowncreedcanalsobefoundelsewhere.Comparativetheology

may also be employed within the framework of a relatively literal belief in the Revelation, assuming that 

an original revelation (Uroffenbarung) really did reach all the nations. Catholics, like F. Vigouroux, were 

particularly interested in interpreting the new discoveries in this way. That was already the case with 

Layard, who, after uncovering the gate genii (Torgenien) in Nimrud in the spring of 1846, assumed that 



Ezekiel was influenced by having seen these genii when describing his vision of the creatures in Ezekiel 1 

(Layard 1849, 1: 69f; 2: 464f.)  

G.Smith‘sChaldean Account of Genesis is a famous case where pictures were exploited in this fashion. 

He was the first to suggest that the early chapters of Genesis might have been based on Babylonian 

concepts, and he published a cylinder seal which, in his opinion, represented a Babylonian version of the 

Fall (Genesis 3; Smith 1876: 91). See Fig. ICO.17. In 1902, F. Delitzsch presented a widely publicized 

lecture in which he considered this seal to be the nucleus of the whole Pauline teaching on sin and 

redemption (1903: 37, 67). This provoked a wave of protest, not only from the defenders of orthodoxy, 

but also from more sober contemporaries like Gressmann and Jeremias, whose research essentially 

pursuedasimilarlineofthought,butinamorerestrainedfashion.Thelatestpublicationofthe―Adam

andEve‖sealplacesitinthetraditionofAkkadianbanquetscenes(Collon1982:124,no.302;Collon

1987: 37, no. 112). InthefirsteditionofGressmann‘sAltorientalische Bilder zum Alten Testament 

(1909), 116 pages are devoted to illustrating the history of religion, with a mere 23 reserved for secular 

subjects. Admittedly, his selection was influenced by the overriding concern for material culture 

prevailing since the days of Layard and Wilkinson. Thus, sacred pillars, altars, and similar cultic furniture 

arewellrepresentednotonlyinthebiblicaldictionariesbutalsoinGressmann‘swork. 

Exceptions to this general linewerealreadytobefoundinworkslikeVigouroux‘Dictionnaire de la 

Bible, where the entry on âme (―soul,spirit‖)usesanEgyptianpaintingwiththejudgmentscene(seeFig.

ICO.18) to illustrate a concept quite familiar to the 19th-century Catholicauthor(A.Vacant).This―hall

ofjudgment‖sceneprobablyenteredtheJudeo-Christian world from ancient Egypt, and repeatedly came 

to be displayed prominently on Gothic Cathedrals and other important Christian monuments. Unaware of 

the probable Egyptian origin of this motif, Vacant understood it as an integral part of the true religion 

(about the immortality of the soul and the individual judgment at death), and he was surprised not at its 

presence in Egypt but rather at its absence from the Law of Moses. He was thus able to conclude that 

since Moses refrained from condemning this religious motif in particular while otherwise disparaging so 

many Egyptian superstitions, Moses must have believed in it.  

Jeremias(1904),whofurtherdevelopedG.Smith‘sideas, was less concerned with the uniqueness of the 

biblical revelation and Lutheran orthodoxy than the Dictionnaire de la Bible was with Catholic dogma; he 

also was less dominated by interest in material culture than was Gressmann. His work was the first to 

presentthecosmicorderasperceivedbytheancientsusingtheirownpictures,anddiscussingtheBible‘s

share in that world. He understood the peculiarities of ANE art better than did most of his contemporaries. 

Hedidnotunderstandthepaironthe―AdamandEveSeal‖(Fig.ICO.17)asthefirstcouple,sincehe

knew that their horned crowns identified them as deities. He also showed the connection between the 

―dragoncombat‖onAssyriancylindersealsandPs 74:13 and Isa 30:6 (1904: 53–60; cf 3d ed., pp. 9–21). 

Jeremias likewise saw the similarity between the temples depicted in Neo-Assyrian reliefs (a temple on a 

mountain with a park and rivers) and the descriptions of Paradise in Genesis 2 and Ezekiel 28 (3d ed., pp. 

65–87). Along the same line as Jeremias, L. Dürr (1917) systematically used the ancient oriental 

iconography along with the texts to come to an appropriate understanding of the complex visions in 

Ezekiel 1 and 10.  

In his first work which treated an ancient oriental theme, H. Gunkel (1895) still made no use of the 

ancient oriental iconography. In his commentary on the Psalms, however, he frequently cited ancient 

Mesopotamian and Egyptian pictures, particularly for the Royal Psalms (Psalms 2, 45, 110, etc.), 

identifying a number of common points. For example, he compared Ps 110:1, which speaks of making a 

footstool of enemies, to an Egyptian tomb painting depicting subjugated peoples beneath a royal footstool 

(Psalms HKAT, 481ff.; see Davies and Gardiner 1936, 1: pl. 29; Keel 1972: fig. 341). It is striking that 

hisintroductionrefersonlyto―ancientorientallyrics‖withtheintentionto―clarifyboththesimilarityand

contrasttothesingularityoftheBible‖(Psalms HKAT, viii): Theory was limping behind practice.  

The comparative work done by Gressman, Jeremias, Gunkel, and other scholars was based on a liberal 

theology that assumed that any expression of the human spirit could contain potential insights into the 

nature and deeds of God (revelatio generalis). The danger, to which they often fell victim, was a leveling 



of biblical belief whenever it could not be completely integrated into the contemporaneous world. K. 

Barthledthedialectictheologywhichrespondedinthe1920‘sby asserting that the biblical revelation 

alone was totally different from everything conceivable in the religions of Egypt and Mesopotamia. 

Comparisons could merely demonstrate that the biblical message expressed serious doubts about 

everything of any significance in the entire ancient world. The best policy was to avoid all comparisons, 

lest the suspicion arise that analogies were advocated. Only Scripture could elucidate Scripture. All forms 

of nonbiblical comparison were thus brought to a halt. The a priori assertion of an absolute and total 

uniqueness for the Bible was, of course, not intellectually satisfying.  

Archaeologists, after all, were nevertheless emphasizing the influence of the ANE on the Bible. In the 

1950s, Parrot published a series of studies in the Cahiers d‘Archéologie Biblique, where elements of ANE 

art were compared with biblical passages. In his 2 books dealing with the tower of Babel (1949; 1954) he 

criticized the restrictive view of the Bible which had failed to grasp the iconographically established 

significance of the ziggurat. He himself often showed a strong attraction to historicizing interpretations 

(cf., e.g., Parrot 1955). In Babylone et l‘Ancien Testament (1956), half a dozen pictures for Ezekiel 1 were 

presented; the insights, however, do not go any farther than those of Dürr (1917). A year later (1957: 11) 

he illustrated the conception of Paradise in Genesis 2 (4 rivers, Cherubim, etc.) with the famous Mari wall 

painting (See Keel 1972: fig. 191; the scene is only partially reproduced in ANEP, no. 610). For the god 

gathering his foes in a net (Hab 1:14), he cited the Stele of Eannatum (ANEP, no. 298), and almost 50 

pagesaredevotedtoCanaanitedivineimages,withtheircorrespondencesintheBible.Vanel‘s

comprehensive study on the iconography of the weather god (1965) scrupulously avoided references to 

the Bible since a second volume (which has not appeared) was intended to show how these Canaanite 

concepts were adopted and adapted in biblical texts.  

The1950‘salsosawtheappearanceof2largepictorialworks.ThefirstisPritchard‘sclassicandstill

extremely useful collection (ANEP), which is, however, dominated by an historico-cultural orientation; 

besidethis,thereadermusttaketheinitiativeinsupplyingthepurported―relationship‖totheOT.The

second collection is that edited by Mazar, Avi-Yonah, and Malamat (1958). In this work, connections 

between the pictures and biblical texts are explicitly made, but in a partial, secular manner reflecting 

historical and semi-historical ideas that cannot do justice to ANE art, which was primarily conceptual in 

form and ideological or religious in content.  

After the Second World War there arose a great deal of interest in other cultures (including the ancient 

ones). It was taken for granted that the different religions should be compared. The time was ripe to 

compare the ancient oriental iconography with the (ideal?) biblical conceptions, not in its historical 

character or in the context of the development of civilization, but in its primarily ideological-religious 

character. Building on efforts in the history of religions at the turn of the century (Jeremias, Gressmann), 

Keel (1972) attempted a systematic comparison of ideas about the world, the temple, the king, etc. found 

in the Psalms, with concepts represented in ANE art, identifying points of contact and divergence. The 

attempted comparison is that of thought with thought, and pictures are only one type of evidence, while 

wordsareanother.Fortherepresentationoftheworld,KeelwasinspiredbyH.Schaefer‘sstudyonthe

representation of the world by the ancient Egyptians, while the chapter on the king stood under the 

influence of H. Frankfort (1969). While Pritchard (ANEP, nos. 376–463) illustrates royalty almost 

exclusivelywith―portraits‖(see,e.g.,ANEP, no. 419), Keel (1972) illustrates the role of Pharaoh using 

relief cycles of the birth, enthronement, temple foundation, etc., stressing the role and functions of the 

king (not royal individualities) and comparing this role with that played by the Israelite king in the Royal 

Psalms.  

In recent years Keel endeavored to show that certain of the motifs used in the Bible were to be found 

not only in Egyptian Temple reliefs, or their counterparts in the Assyrian palaces, etc., but also in the 

realm of miniatures, such as seals, amulets, ivories, textiles, etc. which were well distributed in Israel 

itself. He was able to interpret Isaiah 6, Ezekiel 1 and 10, and Zechariah 4 by drawing on 

contemporaneous glyptic art (1977). See Fig. ICO.19. A year later (1978) he interpreted the singular 

passage in Job 39 (where Yahweh refers to his dealings with lions, wild oxen, onagers, ostriches, etc.) as 



anexploitationofthe―LordoftheAnimals‖motif,thusprovidingthispartofthespeechwithameaning,

without being obliged to seek recourse in modern theological reasoning. See Fig. ICO.20. The advantage 

of a picture for the clear representation of stellar constellations was particularly useful for the 

interpretation of Job 38 (concerning the significance of constellations in general, see Assmann 1983: 54–

60).  

In his comprehensive work on women and goddesses, U. Winter (1983) compared the images of Syrian 

goddesses with the feminine ideals (and their negative counterparts) found in the Bible. In 2 contributions 

to the interpretation of the Song of Songs, Keel (1984; Song of Songs ZBK) has used Egyptian and 

Mesopotamian sources in order to isolate the Egyptian and Mesopotamian motifs in the love song. For 

example,thedoveasthemessengeroflove(cf.Jesus‘baptism,wherethedoverepresentsthewords―You

aremyson,whomIlove,‖Mark 1:10) is clearly a concept originating in W Asia (see Fig. ICO.21), while 

the lotus (as a symbol of regeneration) is thoroughly Egyptian.  

S. Schroer (1987) has collected and critically analyzed all the accounts about representative art in the 

OT and related them to the finds of the archaeological work done in biblical lands. A global presentation 

of Canaanite-Israelite iconography (cf. Keel and Schroer 1985) presupposes a systematic treatment of the 

smaller works of art—especially the seals (Keel 1986a; 1986b; Keel, Keel-Leu, and Schroer 1989)—to 

provide material for further comparative work, the possibilities and methodology of which will demand 

more reflection in order to consolidate what has been hitherto achieved, and to assure a solid basis for 

additional possible results.  
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OTHMAR KEEL  

IDALAH (PLACE) [Heb yid˒ălâ (ִיְדֲאָלה)]. A town located in the territory of Zebulun (Josh 19:15). 

Many scholars emend the name to Iralah (GTTOT, 183) on the basis of the reading of the Talmud. Kallai 



notes that the Jerusalem Talmud identifies Iralah with a site called Huriyah (HGB, 417). This site has 

been linked with the remains at Kh. el-Hurwarah (M.R. 167236) located SW of the Bethlehem in Zebulun 

and 9.5 miles N of Megiddo.  

MELVIN HUNT  

IDBASH (PERSON) [Heb yidbaš (ִיְדַבׁש)]. Idbash is listed in the OT as being related to Etam of the 

tribe of Judah in 1 Chr 4:3.TheMTofthisversereads―Andthesethe father of Etam: Jezreel and Ishma 

andIdbash;andthenameoftheirsisterwasHazzelelponi.‖Sincethisphraseapparentlymakesnosense,

we would expect the versions to differ in their understanding of this passage, which is precisely what we 

have. TheLXXreads―AndthesearethesonsofAitam:Jezrael(Gkiezraēl) and Jesman (Gk iesman) and 

Jebdas (Gk iebdas);andthenameoftheirsisterwasEselebbon.‖TheLXXformofthenameiseasily

accounted for as a metathesis of the labial b and the dental d. Butwhichistheauthenticreading:―father‖

or―son‖ofEtam?TheTargumtoChroniclessolvestheproblembyreading―Andthesearethechiefs

who were dwelling in Etam: Jezreel and Ishma and Idbash; and the name of their sister was 

Hazzelelponi.‖Thequite-unreliable(forChronicles)Peshittareads,―AndthesearethesonsofAminadab:

Ahizarel (Syr ˒ăḥ  zar˓ēl) and Neshma (Syr nēšmā˒) and Dibash (Syr d  bāš).‖TheVginterprets˒ăb   

differentlybyreading―Thattooisthestock of Etam: Iezrahel and Iesema and Iedebos; and the name of 

theirsisterwasAsalelphuni.‖Thegreatdiversitybetweentheversionsdemonstratestheirinabilityto

understand the Hebrew text.  

Probably the best solution is still that of C. F. Keil (1978: 86) who proposed that on the basis of the end 

of the preceding verse, mišpaḥâ shouldbesupplied.Thewholeclausewouldthenbeellipticalfor―And

thesearethe[families/clans]ofAbiEtam.‖Thenoun,˒ăb  , would then be part of the name of the 

individual. This reading has the principle of the lectio difficilior in its favor, as well as fitting more 

naturally with the expected connection to the previous verse (which the RSV lacks, as pointed out by 

Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 59). The name yidbaš is probably a verbal form cognate with the 

noun debaš meaning―honey,‖whichwasmostlikelynamedforitsblackorbrowncolor(cf.BDB 185). It 

thenwouldliterallymean―hewillbebrown‖or―mayhebebrown‖(ifajussive). 
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IDDO (PERSON) [Heb ˓iddô (ִףֹּדו)]. Var. JADDAI; ADAIAH. The English translation of several 

different Hebrew names (˒iddô; ˓iddô; ˓iddo˒; ˓iddô˒; yiddô), some etymologically related, others possibly 

not. The name seems to have arisen in Babylon during the 6th century B.C.E.and to have been relatively 

popular in postexilic Judah, expecially in priestly circles. The occurrence of the name in an authentic 

source from the time of the united monarchy seems to have resulted from Massoretic assimilation to this 

postexilic name (see #1). Found authentically within the book of Zechariah and the Ezra and Nehemiah 

memoirs, the Chronicler then employed the name anachronistically in order to fill out incomplete 

Levitical genealogies (see #2), to establish the administrative structure for the Davidic kingdom (see #3), 

and to provide prophetic legitimation for portions of his history (see #4).  

1. The father of Ahinadab, a district governor under Solomon in the region of Mahanaim, the S half of 

the Transjordan (1 Kgs 4:14). 1 Kings 14 provides the only preexilic context where the name Iddo appears 

in the biblical writings. This statement, however, is slightly misleading. The name is embedded in what is 

generally regarded as an authentic source from the reign of Solomon (Mettinger 1971:111–27). Yet the 

identification of the Hebrew name here (˓iddo˒) with similar postexilic names is not without difficulties 

and is complicated further by the textual variations of the name in the various versions of 1 Kgs 4:14. The 

appearance of the name Iddo in 1 Kgs 4:14 may be the result of the Massoretic assimilation of a rare early 

name to a more common postexilic name than of onomastic continuity throughout the history of Israel.  



2. According to 1 Chronicles, a Gershomite (1 Chr 6:6—Eng6:21). Iddo (˓iddô) first appears as a Levite 

in 1 Chr 6:6 (—Eng 6:21) as the son of Joah and the father of Zerah. He appears soon after in 1 Chr 6:26 

(—Eng 6:41) within the genealogy of his kinsman Asaph, this time as Adaiah (˓adāyāh), a Yahwistic 

form of the same name. This text still portrays him as the father of Zerah, but changes his father to Ethan. 

Such discrepancies within 2 genealogical lists have led to several hypotheses concerning the origin and 

nature of the Levitical genealogies in 1 Chronicles 5–6. See JAHATH. Yet the structure of the lists 

suggest that they were composed by the Chronicler himself for the purposes of his history (Williamson 1 

and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 68–72).IddotheGershomite,therefore,mostlikelyrepresentstheChronicler‘s

borrowing of a prominent name from the Second Temple period to complete artificial Levitical 

genealogies.  

3. The prince over the half-tribe of Manasseh in Gilead during the reign of David, according to the 

Chronicler (1 Chr 27:21). The inclusion of both the sons of Levi and the sons of Aaron into the 12-tribe 

structure of Israel reveals the late, artificial nature of the list of the princes of Israel in 1 Chr 27:16–22. 

Iddo here appears as the son of Zechariah, reversing the genealogical relationship between Zechariah the 

prophetandIddohis―father.‖TheChroniclertherebyseemstohaveretrojectedbothZechariahandIddo

anachronistically into the reign of David.  

4. According to the Chronicler, the prophetic author of histories of the reigns of Jereboam (with 

pertinent information on the reign of Solomon, 2 Chr 9:29), Rehoboam (2 Chr 12:15) and Abijah (2 Chr 

13:22). If the onomastic variation (compare, ye˓ddoy, 2 Chr 9:29 with ˓iddô, 2 Chr 12:15 and 13:22) is 

inconsequential as is generally assumed, the Chronicler portrays Iddo as one of the most-prominent 

historiansinthehistoryofIsrael,theauthororcoauthorof3differentworks:his―visions‖(ḥezôt) 

concerning Jereboam the son of Nebat (2 Chr 9:29);agenealogical―record‖(dibrē) coauthored with 

Shemaiah the prophet (2 Chr 12:15);anda―misdrash‖(midraš) of Iddo the prophet (2 Chr 13:22). The 

ChroniclerheretransformsIddofroma―seer‖(haḥozeh) toa―prophet‖(hannāb  ˒), a change that suggests 

theprophet‘sspecialadvisoryroletothekinginChronicles(seeMicheel1983:38).Whetherthe

Chronicler actually knew of and drew upon such independent historical accounts is a matter of debate and 

largely contingent upon the presupposed historical accuracy of the non-synoptic materials in Chronicles. 

Literary analysis of similar references to the activities and writings of prophets and seers, however, 

suggests that the Chronicler invented such references to legitimate his portrayal of the history of Judah 

(see Micheel 1983: 79–80).  

5. The grandfather of Zechariah the prophet (Zech 1:1). While the book of Ezra (Ezra 5:1 and 6:14) 

namesZechariahasthe―sonofIddo,‖theintroductiontothebookofZechariah(―Zechariahthesonof

Berechiah,sonofIddo,‖Zech 1:1) more accurately describes Iddo as the grandfather of Zechariah or 

possiblythenameofZechariah‘sfamily.WhilewecannotwithcertaintyplaceIddo,andthusZechariah

within a priestly family, it seems that the editor of Ezra-Nehemiah did. The editor of the Nehemiah 

Memoir found Iddo as a familial name in an authentic priestly list from the early 5th century B.C.E. (Neh 

12:6) and erroneously portrayed him as a priestly participant in the repatriation of Judah under Zerubbabel 

(Neh 12:4; see Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 358–61). This same editor, then, would have used Iddo 

as a best means to tie Zechariah into a priestly family and to identify him within the Ezra Memoirs (Ezra 

5:1; 6:14).  

6. A Judean community leader in Babylon, whom Ezra petitioned for Levitical personnel necessary for 

Ezra‘sJerusalemtemplereforms(Ezra 8:17). Iddo (˒iddô) responded by releasing 38 Levites and 220 

temple slaves to Ezra (Ezra 8:18–20). The narrative, embedded within the authentic Ezra Memoir, clearly 

presupposesIddo‘s role as a leading person within the Judean diaspora community of Casiphia. 

Indications within the passage of the presence of a Judean temple in Casiphia (see Blenkinsopp Ezra-

Nehemiah OTL, 165–66),Iddo‘sassociationwith,butsuperiorstatustothetempleslaves(―hisbrothers,

thetempleslaves,‖v 17), and the subsequent release of temple slaves to Ezra suggest that Iddo occupied a 

top administrative position within a Judean temple enclave in Babylon, a social structure commonly found 

within Achamenid Babylon (see Dandamaev 1984: 56–58; 506–8; and 522–24). Iddo of Casiphia, 



therefore, was most likely a priest, especially in light of the presence of a priestly familial name Iddo in 

Babylon (see #5).  

7. A Judean, from the family of Nebo, who divorced his non-Judean wife under the threat of complete 

ostracism from the Jerusalem temple state under the reforms of Ezra (Ezra 10:43). See JERIMOTH.  
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JOHN W. WRIGHT  

IDOL, IDOLATRY. An idol is a physical representation of a deity, usually used as an object of 

worship, though idols and images were used in a variety of ways throughout the ANE.  

———  

A. Images in the ANE  

B. Images in Israel  

C. Images in the NT  

———  

A. Images in the ANE  

A major focus of worship in Mesopotamia from the Sargonic period on (Hallo 1983: 4–11; 1988: 54–

66) and in Egypt was the cult image. While there are few extant examples of these statues, literary texts 

and artistic representations provide significant information as to their manufacture, appearance, and use in 

the ancient world. These statues varied in size, appearance, and method of manufacture (see RLA 6: 310–

13), but cult statues in Mesopotamia were typically life-size and made of a wooden core overlaid with 

metal and precious stones. The statue played a central role in various cult festivals (RLA 3:480–83) and 

the proper care of the statue was an essential task of the priests. Hallo (1970) has suggested that many 

divine hymns were composed at the dedication of the cult statue and were used on important cult 

occasions involving the statue. Prayers were continually deposited before these images.  

Akkadian texts give instructions for making these statues (Oppenheim 1977: 186). They were to be 

made of specific materials and detailed procedures were to be followed in their manufacture. In the Erra 

Epic, Erra points out to Marduk that his appearance and attire (i.e., that of his statue) have lost their luster, 

presumably because the people had neglected Marduk‘scult.Mardukexplainsthatafteraprevious

disaster caused by him, he changed the location where mesu wood, lapiz lazulli, and the kind of gold 

neededtomakecultstatuescouldbeobtained.Marduk‘sstatuecouldnotbeproperlyrestoredwithoutthe

specific materials and craftsmen required for the project.  

In addition to the general requirements that prevailed for cult statues, some texts suggest that in Babylon 

images of particular deities had to be made in a specific way for the statue to be legitimate. A text 

describing Nabu-apla-iddina‘srestorationoftheŠamašcultatSippar(9thcent.B.C.E.) reports that the 

statueofŠamašhadbeentakeninaraidbytheSutu,andconsequentlytheŠamašculthadbeenneglected.

An earlier king had tried to restore the cult and had sought instruction from the gods as to how the statue 

was to be made. He did not receive the necessary instruction and was thus unable to make the statue. He 

wasforcedtoreinstitutethecultusinganothersymbolofŠamaš.Inthecourse of Nabu-apla-iddina‘s

generalrestoration,apriestfoundaclaymodelofŠamaš,andthismadeitpossibletomakeanewcult

image. According to Lambert (1957–58:399),―Theprovidentialfindingofthemodelalonemade

possible the manufacture of a totally new statue, for had one been made without the model, it would not 

havebeenShamash.‖InAssyriaandEgyptmoreflexibilityastohowimagesofdeitiesweremadeseems

to have been permitted, but fairly fixed general conventions were followed.  

Apart from the earliest periods, when deities were sometimes depicted theriomorphically (Jacobsen 

1967: 14), and a number of minor deities were depicted as animals or as part-human, part-animal (Köcher 

1953: 57–105), gods in Mesopotamia were depicted anthropomorphically. It seems clear that the basic 

purpose of the statues was not to describe the appearance of the god since there is little difference in how 

the various deities are depicted. Often the only basis for determining the god represented is the symbol or 



weapon characteristic of that particular god. There is, in fact, little difference in size, shape, features, etc. 

between the way humans and deities are depicted in Mesopotamia, and many statues once thought to be 

gods are now recognized as votive statues of worshippers (Spycket 1968: 105) presented by them to the 

god. The criteria for distinguishing the image of a deity from that of a human being is that the gods are 

depicted wearing the horned crown and the flounced garment (Hallo 1983: 4–5). Occasionally a stone 

without any representation is called an image (ṣalam) ofanindividual.AsDalley(1986:88)notes,―This

shows that the noun [ṣalmu,‗image‘]mayalsostandforanobjectthatrepresentsapersonwithout

bearingapictureofhim.‖ 

In Egypt, too,―godsarerecognized,notfromtheirfacialtraitsorbodilystature,butfromtheemblems

theybear,ordromtheheadoftheirsacredanimalplacedonahumanbody‖(Bleeker1973:23).Oftenthe

face on Egyptian statues of gods is the face of the reigning monarch. Gods are depicted in various ways in 

Egypt (see Hornung 1982: 100–42), and the same god is often depicted in both human and animal form. 

Anthropomorphic depictions of gods are relatively rare in the early periods, but there is little evidence to 

suggest an evolutionary development. Certain gods like Min were from the earliest time only depicted 

anthropomorphically,andmostgodsweredepictedinanimalformstotheendofEgypt‘sindependence.

One way of representing a god did not replace other forms. Rather, different ways of depicting the same 

god existed side by side. In one example from the Louvre, 4 different ways of representing the goddess 

Hathor are presented next to one another (Hornung 1982: 113 n. 27). This makes it clear that images were 

not intended to describe the appearance of the god. Rather, they depict various ways in which the deity 

was thought to manifest himself or herself, and the images were meant to describe aspects of the function 

and attributes of the god. As Frankfort (1961:12)hassuggestedtheimageswere―probablypictograms

ratherthanportraits.‖ 

While the incident about the statue of Dagan in 1 Samuel 5 makes it clear that cult statues were used by 

Israel‘sneighbors,representations of gods from Syria-Palestine are limited in number, and no cult statues 

are extant. There are, however, many figurines that have been identified as deities. It is likely, as Tigay 

(1986: 91) has noted, that some of these are in fact votive statues since they are lacking the distinctive 

symbols of divinity such as the Hathor headdress, papyrus stalks, and lotus blossoms or animals beneath 

their feet. At the same time certain statuettes and artistic representations have been plausibly identified as 

Baal.AsDever(1987:226)pointsout,―Themostcommonareratherstandardizedrepresentationsofa

warlikeBaal,oftenbrandishinginhisupraisedarmabundleofthunderbolts,‖representinghisfunctionas

storm god. He is regularly depicted wearing a horned crown. In some instances he is represented as a bull 

or standing on the back of a bull. Several representations from Ugarit have been identified as El. They 

depict him as an old man with a thick beard seated on a throne and wearing a horned crown; as Caquot 

andSznycer(1980:12)note,―Therepresentationsofthegodconfirmandcompletethedescriptionsgiven

inthetexts.‖Manyfemalefigurines,plausiblyidentifiedasAsherah(e.g.,Maier1986:81–121) have 

been found. They are usually nude and with the reproductive aspects emphasized.  

To the Egyptians and Mesopotamians—and almost certainly to the Canaanites as well—images were 

not the inanimate objects that the Hebrew prophets insisted they were; rather, they were living, feeling 

beings in which the deity was actually present. The primary significance of images lay in the fact that the 

life of the deity was thought to be present in the statue. The Egyptian view is expressed in a passage from 

theMemphiteTheologywhichsays,―Heplacedthegods in their shrines, He settled their offerings, He 

established their shrines, He made their bodies according to their wishes. Thus the gods entered into their 

bodies,Ofeverywood,everystone,everyclay‖(AEL 1:55). The gods were thought to manifest 

themselves in a variety of ways and to animate a variety of objects, but the cult image was a primary 

focusofthegod‘spresenceonearth.NumerousEgyptiantexts(thoughcomingmostlyfromtheGreek

and Roman periods) describe the god in the form of a bird descending from heaven to alight on his image. 

Morenz(1973:157)saysthatthisfigure―representsthelivingsubstanceofthedeitywhichisimpartedto

theinanimateimage.‖AsimilarviewofimagesexistedinMesopotamiaandappearstobeanidea

commonly associated with the use of images in religion (Bernhardt 1956). Oppenheim (1977: 184) says, 

―Fundamentally,thedeitywasconsideredpresentinitsimage…Thegodmovedwiththeimagewhenit



wascarriedoff…Onlyonthemythologicallevelwerethedeitiesthoughttoresideincosmiclocalities.‖

It is this living presence of the deity in the statue that accounts for the Mesopotamian practice of taking 

away the gods of a conquered people and depositing them in the temple of the victorious deity. This 

demonstrated the power of the conquering god and removed the deity from the conquered area so that he 

orshewouldnotbeabletohelpthepeopleoverthrowtheconqueror‘sauthority.Certainliterary

compositions celebrate the return of the deity from exile to his or her city and the subsequent prosperity 

thatthegod‘spresencebrings. 

Thislivingpresenceofthegodintheimagewasmagicallyaccomplishedthroughthe―opening(or

washing)ofthemouth‖ceremony,aceremonythatJacobsen(1987:15–32) suggests was a cultic 

reenactment of the birth of the deity in heaven. The presence of the deity in the statue was then 

maintainedthroughofferingsandthepropercareofthestatue.Morenz(1973:155)saysthat―fromearly

times onward Egyptians were not satisfied with just fashioning an image, i.e., with the creation of a work 

ofart.Onthecontrary,aritualwasperformedonthestatueswhiletheywerestillinthesculptor‘s

workshop…,asaresultofwhichtheworkofhumanhandswasthoughttocomealive. This ceremony of 

‗openingthemouth‘hadthepurposeofmakingalltheorgansserviceableandsovitalizingtheimage.‖

An Akkadian text (Ebeling 1931: 120–21) dealing with the consecration of a sacred object (perhaps a 

statue, although the text is broken at the point where the object is mentioned) describes the purpose of the 

ceremony.Itreads―this[statue?]withoutthemouth-opening ceremony cannot smell incense, cannot eat 

food,andcannotdrinkwater.‖Sometextssuggestthattheopeningofthemouth ritual was performed on 

the statue periodically in order to maintain the vitality of the statue.  

The daily care given to the statue reflects the belief that the statue was alive and thus needed the same 

attention and sustenance that any living individual would require. Two meals a day were provided for the 

images in the Uruk temple, and Oppenheim (1977: 188–89) has provided a composite picture of these 

meals. A table was brought in and placed before the image, and water for washing was provided. Various 

dishes including specific cuts of meat were presented to the statue and finally fruit was brought in an 

aesthetically attractive arrangement. Musicians played during the meal and curtains were drawn around 

the statue while the image partook of the food. The table was cleared and water was again provided for 

washing after the meal. Great attention was also given to proper and splendid attire for the image.  

A similar situation prevailed in Egypt. Except for festive occasions when the image was carried in 

procession along the festival routes in a special shrine—where it was still normally hidden from the 

people—the cult statue was kept in a dark niche in the interior of the temple where it was accessible only 

to the officiating priest. Each day the priest opened the shrine containing the image, cleansed and 

perfumed it with incense, put a crown on it, and anointed and beautified it with cosmetics. According to 

Morenz(1973:88)thepurposeofthiscultivation―wastofurnishtheimagewithvitalforceandtoensure 

that the deity—with whom it is not identical—lodgeswithinit.‖ 

Among the numerous figurines used for apotropaic purposes are some that can be identified as deities, 

and perhaps some of these were household gods similar to the tĕrāp  m of Gen 31:30. The protective 

functionofmanyoftheMesopotamianfiguresisclearfrominscriptionslike―thatthefootofevilmaynot

approachaman‘shouse‖or―overthroweroftheevilgallû demons‖foundonsomeofthem(seeRittig 

1977: 185–208 for a collection of these inscriptions). They also probably served to promote good fortune 

and prosperity for those who possessed them.  

B. Images in Israel  

The position of official Israelite religion as defined in the Hebrew Bible stands in striking contrast to the 

thought and practice of their ANE neighbors. The Israelite view is clearly stated in Exod 20:4–5a,―You

shall not make for yourselves a graven image (pesel) or any likeness (tĕmûnâ) of what is in heaven above 

or on the earth below or in the water under the earth. You shall not worship them or serve them; for I, the 

LORD yourGodamajealousGod.‖ThisprohibitionofimagesisrepeatedinExod 20:23; 34:17; Lev 

19:4; 26:1; Deut 4:15–19, 25; 5:8, and is probably presupposed in Josh 24:18–23. The prohibition seems 

to underlie both the prophetic condemnation of Israel and Judah (e.g., Jer 11:10–13) and the prophetic 

contempt for images in passages like Jer 10:3–5.  



The earliest date for the prohibition is difficult to establish without dispute (see Curtis 1984: 274–86) 

because of differences of opinion among critical scholars about the date of the various sources, and the 

various components of those sources generally assumed to underlie the Pentateuch. While some scholars 

argue for an origin of the prohibitionthatpredatestheconquestandprovidesabasisfortheIsraelites‘

resistance to assimilating their beliefs with those of the Canaanites, others would argue for a later date for 

the origin of the material. All would agree, however, that the prohibition was in place by the time of the 

8th century prophets Isaiah, Hosea and Micah.  

ThenegativeattitudeofIsrael‘sofficialreligionisclearlyillustratedinthebiblicalvocabularyusedfor

images. A number of words for images are descriptive of the way the image was made or the material 

from which it was made. The word pesel comesfromarootthatmeans―tohew,hewintoshape‖andthe

verb is used of shaping stones of various kinds. The word ˓āṣāb comesfromarootthatmeans―toshape

orform.‖Thewords massēkâ, nesek, and nas  k are all probably related to the root nāsak, ―topourout,‖

and the words refer primarily to molten images. Words such as semel, s\elem, and tĕrāp  m are of uncertain 

etymology. A few words denote the resemblance between the image and that which it depicts or 

represents. The word tabn  t means―copy‖or―pattern,‖anditcanrefertothepatternfromwhich

something is made (e.g., Exod 25:9; 2 Kgs 16:10) or that which resembles its prototype (e.g., Deut 4:16; 

Josh 22:28). other words for images such as dĕmût, ―likeness,‖andtĕmûnâ, ―form,shape,‖belonginthis

category as well.  

Another group of words constitutes a theological evaluation of images and the gods they represent (in 

general the biblical authors made little distinction between the two), and it is here that the contempt in 

which idols were held by the prophets is evident. Images were called gillûl  m, (e.g., Jer 50:2; Ezek 22:3–

4); irrespective of etymology, it appears that the negative and derogatory associations of the word come 

from its similarity to the words gēl and gālāl, bothofwhichmean―dung.‖Thustheidolsarereferredto

as―dungpellets.‖Theword˒ĕl  l  m sounds much like ˒ĕlōh  m, ―god,‖butitsuggestsratheranassociation

with the adjective ˒ĕl  l, ―weak,worthless.‖Thebiblicalauthorsdeclarethatthe―god‖thattheperson

thinks he is worshipping is in fact worthless and weak and impotent (e.g., Lev 26:1). Habakkuk calls the 

imagesmadebythecraftsman―dumb,worthlessidols‖(2:18–20). Another word for idol is šiqqûṣ, 

―detestablething‖(e.g.,Ezek 20:7–8). The related noun šeqeṣ is used of various ritually unclean creatures 

that would render anyone eating them ceremonially unclean. Thus idols pollute anyone using them and 

render them unclean before God. The word tô˓ēbâ refers to that which goes against established religious 

or ethical conventions, and more specifically to that which violates the moral and ritual standards of 

God‘scovenantwithIsrael.Anidolisanabomination(Isa 44:19), and Jer 16:18 and Ezek 5:11 make it 

clear that idols are an abomination that pollutes the land.  

Idols are hebel, ―thatwhichisinsubstantialorworthless‖(Jer 10:14–15); they are šeqer, ―deception,

falsehood‖(Jer 10:14; 51:17); they are šāw˒, ―emptiness,vanity‖(Ps 31:7; Jonah 2:9); and they are 

mipleṣet, ―thatwhichcausestrembling‖(1 Kgs 15:13).  

The Bible does not give a clearly articulated basis for the prohibition of images, and in all probability 

there was not a single basis. From one perspective Israelite religion did not need an explanation for the 

prohibition: Yahweh had declared his sovereign will as to how he was to be worshipped, and no further 

justification was required (Faur 1978: 1). Deut 4:12–18 does provide an explanation, though it involves 

associative logic rather than formal linear logic. The passage declares that because at Sinai the people saw 

no shape (tĕmûnâ) but only heard a voice, they were not to make an image (pesel) in the shape (tĕmûnat) 

of any idol (kōl samel). Since the context has to do with the way God chooses to manifest himself, the 

point of the passage seems to be that God makes himself known to his people through words rather than 

through a form. other passages make it clear that God does sometimes assume a form, and Moses is said 

to have seen the form (tĕmûnâ) of God in Num 12:8; presumably Moses and the elders who looked at 

Yahweh (Exod 24:10–11) could have made a figure of what they saw. Yahweh, unlike the gods of Egypt, 

Mesopotamia, and Canaan, did not manifest himself through images. His self-disclosure came through a 

revelationinwords,andtheSinaiexperienceconstitutedaparadigmofGod‘s self-disclosure to Israel; 

thus images were prohibited.  



At a later time the author of Isa 40:18, 25 argued that Yahweh is incomparable and thus no form would 

be adequate to represent him. The prophets (e.g., Jer 10:3–5; 51:17; Isa 42:17) deny that idols are alive 

and thus ridicule the worship of a lifeless and impotent object made by a person. Finally an important 

pragmatic consequence of the prohibition was that it minimized the danger of assimilating foreign 

religious values and the resulting syncretism. The context in which the prohibition of images is given in 

the Ten Commandments suggests that its basic purpose was to prohibit images as a focus of worship 

rather than to eliminate the possibility of art (Gutmann 1961: 161–74).  

DespitetheprohibitionofimagesinIsrael‘sofficialreligionandthecontemptfor images found 

throughout the prophets, a number of biblical passages make it clear that the problem of idolatry 

continuedthroughmuchofIsrael‘shistory.ItwasonlyaftertheBabylonianExilethattheproblemwas

effectively eradicated. The exact nature of what is described is often not clear since the authors do not 

normally distinguish between worshipping other gods (with or without images), the worship of images, 

and the worship of Yahweh using images. From the standpoint of the official religion described in the 

Bible all were equally repugnant.  

Exodus 32–34 recounts the making of a golden calf by the Israelites in the wilderness as they grew 

impatientaboutMoses‘delayinreturningfromthemountain.Itis clear that they were attempting to 

insuregod‘s/God‘spresence,andthecalfwasmeanttoaccomplishthat.Itisnotclearwhetherthecalf

was meant as an image of Yahweh or of another god (either Egyptian or Canaanite). See also GOLDEN 

CALF. It is possible that the calf was meant as a pedestal on which Yahweh (perhaps conceived as 

invisible) was enthroned since various Canaanite deities are often depicted standing on an animal 

typically associated with them. Uncertainties in understanding the details of Exodus 32–34 are 

compoundedby(1)thesimilaritiesbetweenthispassageandtheaccountofJeroboam‘sdedicationofthe

golden calves in 1 Kgs 12:28, and (2) the failure of scholars to reach a consensus concerning the 

chronological priority of the passages.  

ThestoryofMicah‘simageinJudges 17–18 describes the use of an idol during the period of the judges. 

The context does not make it clear how Micah or the Danites viewed the image, or even whether they 

understood it as an image of Yahweh, though that seems probable. It does seem clear that both the Danites 

and Micah viewed the use of the image and the private shrine in which it was used as legitimate. The 

editor of the book of Judges evaluates the incident from the perspective of the official religion, and the 

point of the story in its present context is that the incident illustrateshowbadthingswerewhen―there

wasnokinginIsrael‖andwhen―everymandidthatwhichwasrightinhisowneyes.‖ 

TheincidentaboutGideon‘sephod(Judg 8:26–27)—whatever exactly the ephod was—may only make 

the point that an object that was not originally intended as an idol can become an object of worship and 

thus lead to idolatry, a point also illustrated by the bronze serpent that Moses made in the wilderness (2 

Kgs 18:4; cf. Num 21:4–9).  

A kind of thinking similar to that associated with the use of images outside Israel is found in 1 Samuel 

4–6, but the focus is the ark rather than an idol. The Israelites attributed their defeat at the hands of the 

Philistines to the fact that the LORD was not with them. They brought the ark into the next battle in order 

to insure that the LORD would be present so as to assure their victory. It seems likely from vv 6–8 that the 

Philistines understood the Israelite strategy in terms of bringing a cult statue into battle. The Israelites 

were defeated and the ark was captured by the Philistines; as was commonly done with cult statues in 

Babylon and Assyria, the Philistines took the ark (the functional equivalent of an image) and presented it 

to Dagan (i.e., to his cult statue). The subsequent story of the cult image of Dagan falling broken before 

the ark and the problems encountered in each city to which the ark was taken made it clear to both Israel 

and the Philistines that Yahweh, despite the loss of the ark, is sovereign.  

Gen 31:30–35 describesLaban‘ssearchforhishouseholdgods(tĕrāp  m), which were small enough to 

be hidden under a saddle. Their use reflects the custom in Aram, and perhaps they were similar to the 

numerous figurines, many of them of deities, found throughout the Near East. other passages indicate that 

teraphim were used in divination (Ezek 21:21; Zech 10:2). Their use is condemned in 1 Sam 15:23 and 2 

Kgs 23:24, though some have taken Hos 3:4 to imply that the use of teraphim was considered legitimate 



insomecircles.ThementionofteraphiminDavid‘shousein1 Sam 19:13 is problematic in that it 

appears to refer to an object that was the size of a person and thus much larger than both the teraphim 

described in the other texts or the figures known from archaeological excavations (see Pritchard 1943; 

Negbi 1976).  

Many of the references to the use of images are connected with the court. Solomon permitted his foreign 

wives to bring the worship of their gods into the areas outside Jerusalem according to 1 Kgs 11:5–8, and 

this probably involved some physical representations of these deities. These syncretistic tendencies 

continued.Asa,Solomon‘sgreat-grandson, destroyed images made by his father and removed Maacah, 

thequeenmother,becauseshesetupan―objectthatcausedtrembling,‖apparentlysomesortofimageto

Asherah. Asa burned the object which was apparently made of wood (1 Kgs 15: 12–13). However, these 

practices remained in Judah until the fall of Jerusalem to the Babylonians, reaching their height during the 

time of Manasseh (2 Kgs 21:1–7).  

Jeroboam I (1 Kgs 12:28–33) introduced a form of Yahweh worship into Israel that used images of bulls 

(perhaps as a pedestal for the invisible Yahweh), a form of worship that the prophets and religious leaders 

of Judah viewed as idolatry (e.g., 1 Kgs 13:33–34).Ahab‘smarriagetoJezebelbroughtthereligionof

Tyre into Samaria and began a period of regular confrontation between the prophets Elijah and Elisha and 

the devotees of Baal worship. It is probable that there was a statue of Baal along with a representation of 

Asherah in the Baal temple in Samaria (1 Kgs 16:32–33).Jehoram,sonofAhab―putawaythepillarof

Baalthathisfathermade‖(2 Kgs 3:2) and various representations appear to have been used throughout 

the history of the northern kingdom.  

It is difficult to assess the extent of idolatry among the general population of Judah and Israel because 

the relevant biblical accounts are generally polemic in nature and make little attempt at statistical analysis; 

in addition the focus tends to be on the leadership rather than describing the practices of the common 

people. The texts describing the participation of the people in idolatry give a conflicting impression of its 

extent. The accounts of Baal worship during the time of Ahab suggest that the worship had a fairly 

extensive popular following. 1 Kgs 18:19 reports that there were 850 prophets of Baal and Asherah on 

Mt.CarmelwithElijah.InthemidstofElijah‘sdiscouragement,Goddeclaresthattherewere7,000who

had not bowed down to Baal. If the number is not a figurative one, it would represent a fairly small 

portion of the population that had remained loyal to Yahweh. At the same time that Jehu killed all the 

worshippers of Baal—some 10 years after the death of Ahab—he gathered them together in one temple 

and had 80 soldiers kill the entire group (2 Kgs 10:18–28). The perspective of the prophets is that the 

people of both Israel and Judah were, at many points in their history, not deeply committed to strict 

obedience to the covenant; instead, they were involved, at least at a popular and superstitious level, in 

syncretistic religious practices, often influenced by their Canaanite neighbors whose religion seems to 

have retained many common features despite significant chronological, cultural, and geographical 

differences among those who practiced it (Oden 1976: 31–36).  

Archaeological data from Israel have contributed significantly to reconstructing religious practices in 

Israel. Israelite personal names found on seals and inscriptions, most of which date to the 8th century 

B.C.E., suggest that the great majority of people worshipped Yahweh rather than other gods (Tigay 1986: 

41).Atthesametime,IsraeliteshrinesfoundatArad,Kuntillet˓Ajrud,andothersites(Dever1987:232–

33) make it clear that actual practice in the 8th century and before was much more varied than the 

Deuteronomic ideal demanded.  

The sanctuaries at Arad (Aharoni 1969: 25–39) date between the time of Solomon (10th century B.C.E.) 

and the end of the First Temple period (ca. 600 B.C.E.), and correspond in a number of respects to the 

Temple in Jerusalem. Altars were found with evidence that sacrifices were offered at this sanctuary. In 

addition a stone pillar or maṣṣēbâ was found in the sanctuary. Excavations from Kuntillet ˓Ajrud, a 

remote site in the NE Sinai, S of Beersheba, have revealed drawings of human and other figures along 

with graffiti and inscriptions which include the names Yahweh, Baal, Asherah, and El. The figures appear 

to be in violation of the commandment against making the likeness of anything in heaven, on earth, or 

under the earth (Deut 4:8). A large storage jar, dating to about 800 B.C.E., on which human and other 



figures were painted, includes the words lyhwh š mrn wl˒šrth, ―toYahwehofSamaria(orourkeeper)and

his ˒šrt.‖ The inscription has been variously interpreted (see Tigay 1986: 26–29, 93; Emerton 1982:2–20; 

Dever 1984: 21–37; Holladay 1987: 258–59); some have argued that ˒šrt refers to a cult object of some 

sort while others have taken it as evidence that Yahweh was thought to have a consort (his asherah). 

Kuntillet˓Ajrudmostlikelywasaborderfortressfrequentedbyvariousethnicandreligiousgroups,and

in addition to the uncertainty in interpreting the meaning of the drawings and inscriptions, it is difficult to 

determine whether the evidence for practices that differ significantly from the Deuteronomic ideal are 

typical of practices throughout Israel, and are in any sense illustrative of the kinds of practices condemned 

by the prophets. The evidence pertaining to the use of idols in Israel is sparse and as Dever (1983: 573) 

notes,―NomonumentalIsraeliteartsurvives.NoIsraelitestatuaryorsculpture,large-scale iconographic 

representations, or paintings are known to us save two 10th-centuryculticstandsfromTa˓anach,with

fantasticrepresentationsofwhatappearstobeAsherahasthe‗LionLady‘.‖ 

For the most part the numerous figurines of male and female deities come from Late Bronze and earlier 

levels and thus are earlier than the Israelite presence in Palestine. Many figurines of nude females often 

pregnant or with large breasts have been found in clearly Israelite contexts. However, the function of 

these figures is debated (see Tigay 1986: 91–92).AsDever(1983:574)pointsout,―Obviousfertility

aspects, usually exaggerated sexual characteristics, connect these figurines with the ancient Near Eastern 

cultofthe‗Mother-goddess‘.‖Heconcludes,―Sincethese figurines are found almost without exception in 

domestic or tomb contexts, they are undoubtedly talismans to aid in conception and childbirth rather than 

idolsinthetruesense,designedforsanctuaryuse.‖Thestatuesprobablyreflectpopularpractice and 

superstition more than formal religion.  

C. Images in the NT  

Christianity had its origins out of a Judaism that had been purged of idolatry, and there is little mention 

of idolatry in the Gospels. The NT concerns about idolatry came from penetration into the gentile world 

where a variety of religions involved ideas and practices similar to those found in the ANE. Fertility cults, 

emperor worship, and the mystery religions were practiced throughout the Greek and Roman world (see 

Stambaugh and Balch 1986: 41–46; 138–67) and these involved both the use of images/statues and the 

worship of other gods, either of which constituted idolatry in the eyes of early church leaders whose roots 

were in Judaism. Paul found Athens to be a city full of idols (Acts 17:16). He confronted idolatry in 

Ephesus (Acts 19:24–41) and in keeping with the perspectiveofJudaismdeclaredthat―godsmadewith

handsarenogodsatall‖(seeStambaughandBalch1986:149–54). In some instances Paul seems to have 

argued that the idols have no real existence (1 Cor 8:4), while in others he suggests that there is a demonic 

reality that underlies the idolatrous practices (1 Cor 10:20). Paul explains the origin of idols as human 

rejectionofGod‘srevelationwhichreplacestheworshipoftheCreatorwiththeworshipofacreature

(Rom 1:18–23). The NT exhorts believers to flee idolatry (e.g., 1 Cor 10:14), and the Jerusalem Council 

advised all believers to avoid things sacrificed to idols (Acts 15:29). The NT also understands idolatry as 

putting anything in the place that God alone should occupy as the proper focus of obedience and worship 

(e.g., Col 3:5).  

One example of the practical problems faced by believers living in a pluralistic and idolatrous society is 

addressed by Paul in 1 Corinthians 8 and 10 (see Willis 1985). There a dispute existed over the extent to 

which a believer could appropriately participate in eating meat that had been offered to idols in the pagan 

temples in Corinth, a practice condemned in Jewish tradition (see Orr and Walther 1 Corinthians AB, 

228–29). While Paul does not refute those who argued that because idols have no real existence, meat 

offered to them cannot harm the believer, he does strongly caution them of the danger that participation in 

these meals presents to both them (1 Cor 10:1–14) and others (1 Cor 8:7–12). The problem for believers 

was further complicated by the fact that meat offered in the pagan temples could be encountered, not only 

in communal meals in the temples, but also in various social settings throughout the community as well as 

in the market (see Stambaugh and Balch 1986: 158–59 and Willis 1985).  

Bibliography  



Aharoni, Y. 1969. The Israelite Sanctuary at Arad. Pp. 25–39 in New Directions in Biblical Archaeology, ed. D. N. Freedman 

and J. Greenfield. Garden City.  
Bernhardt, K. 1956. Gott und Bild. Berlin.  

Bleeker, C. J. 1973. Hathor and Thoth. Leiden.  

Caquot, A., and Sznycer, M. 1980. Ugaritic Religion. Leiden.  

Curtis, E. 1984. Man as the Image of God in Genesis in the Light of Ancient Near Eastern Parallels. Diss. University of 

Pennsylvania.  

Dalley, S. 1986. The God Salmu and the Winged Disc. Iraq 48: 85–101.  

Dever, W. G. 1983. Material Remains and the Cult in Ancient Israel: An Essay in Archaeological Systematics. Pp. 571–87 in 

WLSGF.  

———. 1984. Asherah, Consort of Yahweh? New Evidence From Kuntillet Ajrud. BASOR 225: 21–37.  

———. 1987. The Contribution of Archaeology to the Study of Canaanite and Early Israelite Religion. Pp. 209–47 in AIR.  

Ebeling, E. 1931. Tod und Leben nach den Vorstellungen der Babylonier. Berlin.  

Emerton,J.A.1982.NewLightonIsraeliteReligion:TheImplicationsoftheInscriptionsfromKuntillit‗Ajrud.ZAW 94: 2–

20.  

Faur, J. 1978. The Biblical Idea of Idolatry. JQR 69: 1–15.  

Frankfort, H. 1961. Ancient Egyptian Religion. New York.  

Gutmann,J.1961.The―SecondCommandment‖andtheImageinJudaism.HUCA 32: 161–74.  

Hallo, W. W. 1970. The Cultic Setting of Sumerian Poetry. Pp. 116–34 in Actes de la XVIIe Rencontre assyriologique 

internationale, ed. A. Finet. Brussels.  

———. 1983. Cult Statue and Divine Image: A Preliminary Study. Pp. 1–17 in Scripture in Context II, ed. W. Hallo, J. C. 

Moyer, and L. G. Perdue. Winona Lake, IN.  

———. 1988. Texts, Statues and the Cult of Divine King. VTSup 40: 54–66.  

Holladay, J. S., Jr. 1987. Religion in Israel and Judah Under the Monarchy: An Explicitly Archaeological Approach. Pp. 249–

99 in AIR.  

Hornung, E. 1982. Conceptions of God in Ancient Egypt. Trans. J. Baines. Ithaca, NY.  

Jacobsen, T. 1967. The Treasures of Darkness. New Haven.  

———. 1987. The Graven Image. Pp. 23–32 in AIR.  

Köcher, F. 1953. Die babylonische Göttertypentext. MIO 1: 57–105.  

Lambert, W. G. 1957–58. Review of F. Gössmann Das Era Epos. AfO 18: 395–401.  

Maier, W. A., III. 1986. Asherah: Extrabiblical Evidence. HSM 37. Atlanta.  

Mettinger, T. 1979. The Veto on Images and the Aniconic God in Israel. Pp. 15–29 in Religious Symbols and Their Functions, 

SIDÅ 10. Stockholm.  

Morenz, S. 1973. Egyptian Religion. Trans. A. Keep. Ithaca, NY.  

Negbi, O. 1976. Canaanite Gods in Metal: An Archaeological Study of Ancient Syro-Palestinian Figurines. Tel Aviv.  

North, C. 1961. The Essence of Idolatry. Pp. 151–60 in Von Ugarit nach Qumran, ed. J. Hempel and L. Rost. BZAW 77. 

Berlin.  

Oden, R. A., Jr. 1976. The Persistence of Canaanite Religion. BA 39: 31–36.  

Oppenheim, A. L. 1977. Ancient Mesopotamia. 2d ed. Chicago.  

Pritchard, J. B. 1943. Palestinian Figurines in Relation to Certain Goddesses Known Through Literature. AOS 24. New 

Haven.  

Rittig, D. 1977. Assyrisch-babylonische Kleinplastik magischer Bedeutung vom 13–6 Jh. v. Chr. Munich.  

Spycket, A. 1968. Les statues de cult dans les textes Mesopotamiens des origines à le Ire Dynastie de Babylone. CahRB 9. 

Paris.  

Stambaugh, J. E., and Balch, D. L. 1986. The New Testament in its Social Environment. Philadelphia.  

Tigay, J. 1986. You Shall Have No other Gods Before Me: Israelite Religion on the Light of Hebrew Inscriptions. HSS 31. 

Atlanta.  

Willis, W. L. 1985. Idol Meat in Corinth. SBLDS 68. Chico, CA.  

EDWARD M. CURTIS  

IDRIMI. The son of Ilimilimma who ruled Alalakh (Tell Atchana) in N Syria in the first half of the 

15th century B.C. He is known (1) from documents found in level IV (ca. 1460–1400) of that site 

(although most of his reign should be seen as belonging to level V), and (2) from his 104 line 

―autobiography‖inscribedonastatuefoundinapitinthefloorofatempleoflevelI(ca1200B.C.). 

LeonardWoolley,thesite‘sexcavator, thought that this statue, an object of veneration, was originally 

fitted into a throne flanked by lions (sphinxes have also been suggested) and that it had been preserved in 

a series of temples from the 14th century to the destruction of the site at the end of the LB Age.  



The first section of the inscription describes the circumstances by which Idrimi, a younger son, came to 

power after his family was forced to flee from Aleppo, its original power base, following an unspecified 

―eviloccurrence.‖Heultimatelyregainedthekingdomwiththeassistanceofhisfather‘sdisplaced

supporters (ḫapiru) with whom he had lived for 7 years. His position as ruler of Alalakh was confirmed 

by an alliance making him a vassal to Barrattarna, a Hurrian king who previously had been his enemy 

(and who should be equated with a like-named ruler mentioned in the Nuzi documents). The second 

sectionnotesmajoreventsinIdrimi‘sreignincludingacampaignthroughHittiteterritoryandthecapture

of 7 cities, the creation of a royal court, and the promotion of the welfare of his subjects. A final section 

presents curses against those who might efface the monument, and the unusual request of blessings for 

Sharruwa, the scribe responsible for the text.  

This text has been used to shed light on Syria in the mid-2d millennium, a period about which little is 

known. For example, Barrattarna and his suzerainty over Idrimi have been related to the rise of the 

kingdom of Mitanni and its expansion into NW Syria. However, dangers exist in using the text 

uncritically as an historical source. The numerous literary and folkloristic aspects (the questing hero, the 

use of the number 7—elementswhichhaveledscholarstocompareIdrimi‘sstorytothoseofsuchbiblical

figures as Joseph and David) suggest a document wherein real events have been recast along traditional 

literary lines to glorify Idrimi and emphasize his legitimacy. Some scholars have also proposed that the 

text be seen as fictional or pseudo-historical, possibly based on fact, but created perhaps as late as the 13th 

century B.C.  
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GARY H. OLLER  

IDUEL (PERSON) [Gk Idouēlos (Ἰδουηλος)]. See ARIEL.  

IDUMEA (PLACE) [Gk Idoumaia (Ἰδουμαια)]. IDUMEANS. A territory that during the Second 

Temple period stretched approximately from the S portion of the Judean hill country to the N part of the 

Negeb. To the N, the borders ran between Beth-Zur and Alouros (Ḥalḥūl),while the S border reached the 

height of the Arad-Malatha-Beersheba-Aroer line (cf. the so-called Limes of Herod and the Limes 

Palastinae; Gichon 1967; 1975). To the E, Idumea bordered the Judean desert or the Dead Sea (and 

perhaps the N tip of the Wadi Arabah), and its territory reached W into the provinces of the port cities 

Gaza, Ashkelon, and Ashdod. Among the most important Idumean cities mentioned in the literary texts 

are Hebron, Marisa (Tell Sandaḥanne),Adora(Dūrā),andBetabris(BētGibrīn).Whoever ruled Idumea 

controlled a share of the profitable E–W trade between the Mediterranean coast and Transjordan as well 

as the N–S trade routes. They could also protect the hinterland against Nabatean and bedouin raids.  

It cannot be unequivocally ascertainedifthename―Idumea‖—with Aramaic * ˒dwmy as the link—can 

bederivedfrom―Edom‖(˒d[w]m, Heb ˒ĕdôm, ―redland‖)orifitoughtsimplytobederivedfrom˒dmh, 

―earth/field.‖Atanyrate,thepresenceoftheEdomitesandtheirinfluenceintheterritories of the Negeb 

later belonging to Idumea is already verifiable at the end of the 7th and the beginning of the 6th century 

B.C. The evidence for this is literary (2 Kgs 24:2), epigraphic (Khirbet Ghazze, Tell el-Milḥ, Khirbet 

˓Arā˓ir,Arad)andarchaeological(KhirbetGhazze,Ḥorvat Qitmit, etc.). The Edomites probably began 

emigrating increasingly into the S portions of the Judean territory following the destruction of Jerusalem 

by Nebuchadnezzar in 587 B.C. (cf. Jer 13:19; Ezek 25:12–14; 35:5, 10–12, 15; also 3 Esdras 4:50; Ant 

11.3.8 §61); even the downfall of Edom at the hands of Nabonidas did not effect this trend (see Myers 

1971). At any rate, numerous Arabic personal names are attested in the Persian, Hellenistic, and Roman 

periods, as are theophoric names containing the name of the Edomite god Qaus (cf. Barkos in Ezra 2:53 = 



Neh 7:55). These names are also evidenced in the Aramaic ostraca from Tell es-Seba˓andArad(4th

century B.C.); the bilingual ostraca from Khirbet el-Qōm;thewallinscriptionsfromMarisa;andthename

Costabaros by which the Herodian governor of Idumea and several Jews were designated (cf. JW 2.418, 

556; Ant 15.7.9 §252).  

Around the middle of the 5th century B.C., the whole of S Palestine, including the district that was later 

designated Idumea, fell under the dominion of the Qedar-ArabGeshem(Guśamb.Sahr;cf.Neh 2:19; 

4:1; 6:1–6). Apparently, the Persians did not initially include this area in their administrative system 

(Herdotus III.4, 7, 9, 88, 97), but did so only toward the end of their sovereignty over Idumea. According 

to Diodorus (19.98.1), Idumea was included in the satrapy Syria-Phoenicia.  

Beginning in the Hellenistic period and stretching into the Roman period, Idumea was firmly 

incorporated into the administrative system of the Diadochi, Hasmoneans, and Romans (see the Zenon-

Papyri). Diodorus (19.95.2) documents Idumeaasan―eparchy‖in311B.C., while Josephus (JW 3.55 [see 

alsoStrabo16.2.2§749,34§760andPtolemy5.16.10])designatesita―toparchy‖intheRomanperiod.

A governor (Gk stratēgos), first attested during the Seleucid and Hasmonean period and then in the 

Herodian-Roman period (2 Macc 12:32; Ant 14.1.3 §8; 15.7.9 §253; JW 2.566), stood at its head. In post-

Herodian times it appears that Idumea was divided into 2 smaller administrativeunits:aW(?)unit,―the

so-calledupperIdumea‖(JW 4.552)or―greaterIdumea‖(JW 4.511);andanEunitcalled―East-Idumea,‖

also attested as the toparchy En-gedi (cf. JW 3.55).  

The population of Idumea consisted of Edomites/Arabs (cf. Strabo 16.23.34), Jews (Mark 3:8; JW 2.43), 

Sidonians (Marisa graves), Nabateans (Strabo 16.2.34; Marisa graves), and others. These inhabitants lived 

as farmers (Strabo 16.2.2), tradesmen (Strabo 16.2.2; Marisa graves), veterans (JW 2.55, 76–79), as well 

as soldiers and mercenaries of the ruling power (cf. Zenon-Papyri).  

In the first military dispute with the Seleucids, Judas Maccabeus in 165 B.C. (?) defeated Gorgias and 

persued him into the borders of the hostile territory of Idumea (1 Macc 4:15; 2 Macc 10:15, 17; 12:32; 

Ant 12.7.4 §308). In the battles that followed, Lysias attacked the Hasmoneans from his base in Idumea 

but was finally defeated by Judas at Beth-Zur (1 Macc 4:29; 2 Macc 11:5–12; Ant 12.7.5 §313). Judas 

fortified Beth-Zur to withstand attacks from Idumea (1 Macc 4:61). Not long afterwards he successfully 

renewed his attacks against the Idumeans (1 Macc 5:3; Ant 12.8.1 §328) and took Hebron (1 Macc 5:65; 

Ant 12.8.6 §353) as well as Marisa and Azotus (Ashdod) (Ant 12.8.6). However, under Lysias in 163 

B.C.(?) the Seleucids renewed their attacks against Judea from Idumea (1 Macc 6:31, 50; Ant 12.9.4–5 

§367), and did so again under Tryphon in 143 B.C.(?) (1 Macc 13:20; Ant 13.6.4 §207). (See also Fischer 

1980: 62–63, 82, 136, 150, 205, 208.)  

John Hyrcanus I conquered Idumea in 129 B.C. and forced the non-Jewish population to be circumcised 

(1 Macc 4:36–59; 2 Macc 10:1–8; Ant 13.9.1 §257; JW 1.63; cf. Strabo 16.2.34). This led to the eventual 

incorporation of Idumea into the Hasmonean empire (Ant 13.15.4 §395). Apparently an Idumean named 

Antipater was appointed to the position of governor of Idumea under Alexander Jannaeus (Ant 14.1.3 §8). 

Antipater‘s son, who also bore the same name, was probably appointed to the same position. Along with 

theNabateankingAretasIII,hesupportedtheHasmoneanHyrcanusIIagainstHyrcanus‘rival

Aristobulus (Ant 14.1.3 §8; JW 1.123). The graves and burial practices in Marisa (Oren and Rappaport 

1984) provide evidence of the increase in the population of Jewish inhabitants during the Hasmonean and 

Roman periods. A portion of the non-Jewish population seems to have emigrated to Egypt (Rappaport 

1969). After the political reorganization of Palestine by Pompey in 63 B.C., Idumea (but without Marisa) 

remained part of the Roman province of Syria under the dominion of the Hasmoneans (Ant 14.4.4 §74–

76; JW 1.156).  

Idumea, homeland of Herod the Great, formed a vital starting point for and buttress of his power 

(Schalit 1969: 87–91, 142–45, 200–19). He and his troops fled from the Parthians into Idumea (JW 

1.263–68; Ant 14.13.7 §353; 14.13.9 §361–64), which he had militarily secured shortly after he became 

king (Ant 14.15.3–4 §411, §413; JW 1.302–3). He gave his sister Salome in marriage to the Idumean 

Costabar (Ant 15.7.9–10 §252–57; JW 1.486) and appointed him to the governorship of Idumea (Ant 



15.7.9–10 §253–55). He settled 3,000 Idumeans in the Trachonitis after there had been an uprising in that 

area (Ant 16.9.2–3 §285, §292).  

When the kingdom of Herod was divided, Idumea fell to the ethnarch Archelaus (Ant 17.11.4–5 §319; 

JW 2.93–98). It belonged to the kingdom of Agrippa I from A.D. 41–44 (Ant 19.5.1 §275; cf. 18.6.2 §147; 

JW 2.215). Between A.D. 6–41 and after A.D. 44 Judea, as a part of the province of Syria, stood under the 

Romanadministrativesystemofprocurators;Idumea,asoneofJudea‘stoparchies(JW 3.55) stood with 

her.  

After the outbreak of the first Judean revolt, the rebels appointed their own commanders (Gk stratēgoi) 

over Idumea (JW 2.566; cf. 3.20). In the years A.D. 68 and 69 various Zealot groups, like that of Gischala 

(JW 4.224, 228–354, 566–68; 5.290, etc.), attempted to use Idumean troops to gain advantages for their 

owncauseinJerusalem.others,likeSimonbarGiora‘sgroup,descendedintoIdumea,plunderedit,and

forcedportionsofthepopulationto―flee‖toJerusalem(JW 4.511–37, 556, 577; 5.248–49; 6.378–81; 

7.267–68, etc.). During his subjugation of the uprising, Vespasian allowed Idumea to be devastated, while 

its population was decimated and placed under military occupation (JW 4.447–48). Following the 

destruction of Jerusalem in A.D. 70, Idumea was absorbed into the independent province of Judea. Soon 

after, all contemporary accounts about Idumea cease. Useful summary articles on Idumea are provided in 

PW 9/1: 913–18 and TRE 9: 291–99. (See also Alt 1964: 338–45; Bengston 1964: 36–37, 170–71, 187, 

267;Eph‘al1982:70,197–214; de Geus 1979–80; Stern 1982: 249–50.)  
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ULRICH HÜBNER  

IEZER (PERSON) [Heb ˒  ˓ezer (ִאיֶףֶזר)]. IEZERITES. A son of Gilead (Num 26:30). The name is 

probably a variant of ABIEZER.  

IGAL (PERSON) [Heb yig˒āl (ִיְגָאל)]. The name held by 3 persons in the Hebrew Bible, Igal is a 

hypochoristic,orshortenedtheophoricnamemeaning―mayElredeem.‖Thenameisattestedin

extrabiblical sources (Myers Chronicles AB, 21).  

1. One of the 12 spies sent out by Moses to spy out the land with Joshua and Caleb (Num 13:7). He was 

the son of Joseph from the tribe of Issachar.  

2. OneofDavid‘s―mightymen‖(2 Sam 23:36).TheHebrewBiblerecordsthemasthe―thirty,‖

although there is some inconsistency in the text regarding their number. The parallel passage in 1 Chr 

11:38 recordsthenameas―Joel‖asdoestheLXXforboth2 Sam 23:36 and for 1 Chr 11:38. This may 

possibly reflect a confusion of the Heb letters gimel and waw inthecourseofthetext‘stransmission. 

3. In the MT of 1 Chr 3:22, Igal is given as the second son of Shemiah son of Sheconiah, who was the 

grandson of Zerubbabel, if the genealogies in this section of 1 Chronicles 3 are to be connected to the line 



of Zerubbabel. There is disagreement among scholars on this question (see Williamson Chronicles 

NCBC, 57–58).Awidelyacceptedemendationdeletesthephrase―andthesonsofShemiah…‖inv 22. 

This makes sense of the number 6 as the total number of sons given at the end of the verse. It would make 

Igal the third son of Sheconiah.  

RUSSELL FULLER  

IGDALIAH (PERSON) [Heb yigdalyahû (ִיְגַֹּדְלַיהּו)]. In Jeremiah 35:4, when the prophet Jeremiah 

takes the Rechabites to the temple, they go to the chamber of the sons of Hanan son of Igdaliah. Hanan is 

called―themanofGod‖;ifthistitleshouldalsobeappliedtoIgdaliahisnotclear.InIsrael‘searlier

history,―manofGod‖wasaprophetictitleappliedtoSamuel(1 Sam 10:6–10), Elijah (2 Sam 1:9–13), 

Elijah (2 Kings 4:16, 21), and various unnamed prophets (e.g. I Sam 9:6; 8:10, 1 Kgs 12:22; 13:1; 17:24; 

20:20).Thetitle―manofGod‖appearsinJeremiahonlyinJer 35:4, and it is not known if this is still a 

prophetic title (late 7th century). Jer 35:4 indicates that Hanan had sons, and it has been proposed these 

maybe―disciples‖(BrightJeremiah AB,189).WhileitmaybethatIgdaliahissimplyHanan‘sbiological

father(cf.―EzekielthePriest,thesonofBuzi‖[Ezek 1:3]),itisatleastpossibleheisHanan‘sprophetic

mentor and father to Hanan as Elijah is to Elisha (2 Kgs 3:12).Igdaliahmeans―greatisYahweh.‖The

name has been found on at least one Hebrew seal (TPNAH, 340).  

JOHN M. BRACKE  

IGNATIUS, EPISTLES OF. Ignatius is known to us from seven letters which he wrote early in the 

2d century (traditionally ca. A.D. 110) while en route to Rome as a prisoner destined to be thrown to wild 

animals in the arena.  

———  

A.Ignatius‘JourneytoRome 

B.TheRecensionsofIgnatius‘Letters 

C.TheFormandStyleofIgnatius‘Letters  

D.Ignatius‘Theology 

E. Ignatius, the NT, and Early Christian Literature  

F.Ignatius‘ConceptionofMinistry 

G. Ignatius, Judaism, and Hellenism  

———  

A. Ignatius’ Journey to Rome  

Ignatius was conducted from Antioch in Syria across Asia Minor and on to Rome by a detachment of 10 

Roman soldiers who grudgingly gave him leave to meet with other Christians along the way. He was 

especially well received in Smyrna by Polycarp, leader of the local church. There too he was visited by 

representatives from Ephesus, Magnesia, and Tralles and in return wrote a letter to each of these 

communities. He also took the opportunity to communicate with the Christians in Rome in order to 

proclaim to them his longing for martyrdom and to forestall any effort on their part to obtain his release.  

The next stop was Troas where Ignatius wrote to the Christians in Philadelphia. He had visited 

Philadelphia before reaching Smyrna and had just received news about the church in that city from two 

messengers who had passed through it in an effort to catch up with Ignatius. From Troas Ignatius also sent 

two letters back to Smyrna. One of the letters to Smyrna was addressed to the church as a whole and the 

other to Polycarp in particular. The second letter, however, was evidently intended to be read publicly and 

was designed to reinforce the links between Ignatius and the Christians in Smyrna.  

We hear about Ignatius for the last time from Polycarp, who in his letter to the Philippians recalls that 

Ignatius and two other Christians (who presumably had been added to the band of prisoners after the 

departure from Troas) had been well received by the Philippians (Pol. Phil. 1. 1; 9. 1). In the same letter 

(or,ifPolycarp‘s letter is composite, in an earlier communication) Polycarp indicates that he was making 

acollectionofIgnatius‘lettersattherequestofthePhilippians(Pol.Phil. 13. 2).  

The information about Ignatius contained in later accounts of his martyrdom is historically worthless.  



B. The Recensions of Ignatius’ Letters  

Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 3.36)placesIgnatius‘martyrdominthereignofTrajan(A.D. 98–117), and a date 

in the secondhalfofTrajan‘sreignorsomewhatlaterseemstofitthepictureoftheconditionsreflectedin

the letters. Arguments are still advanced (notably by Joly 1979) that call into question the authenticity of 

these documents, but the researches of Zahn (1873) and Lightfoot (1885, 
2
1889) and their followers 

continue to dominate the scholarship. Thus the authenticity of (a) what is now often, though misleadingly, 

calledthe―middlerecension‖isgenerallyaccepted.Bythesametoken,(b)theso-called―longrecension‖

is usually regarded as a 4th-century (perhaps Neo-Arian) revision (Hagedorn 1973:xxxvii–lii) consisting 

of interpolations into the original letters and the addition of 6 spurious letters. This recension is found in 

numerous Greek and Latin manuscripts and came to be the form in which Ignatius was most often known 

until Archbishop Ussher, in his Polycarpi et Ignatii Epistolae of 1644, brilliantly unearthed an earlier 

(Latin) form of the text akin to that quoted by Eusebius. Ussher had rediscovered the middle recension. 

The Greek of that recension (except for the letter to the Romans) became available with the publication of 

Ignatius‘lettersfromCodex Mediceo-Laurentianus 57,7 by Isaak Voss in 1646. The Greek text of 

Ignatius‘lettertotheRomanshadaseparatehistoryaspartofanaccountofIgnatius‘martyrdom(Codex 

Parisiensis-Colbertinus 1451), and this too was soon published by Th. Ruinart (1689). Our knowledge of 

the middle recension has been increased somewhat by the discovery of several important oriental 

versions: Coptic (fragments), Syriac (fragments), Armenian, Arabic. It should be noted that almost all of 

the collections of the letters of the middle recension in the manuscripts also include some or all of the 

spurious letters. Since the interpolations and the spurious letters are in all likelihood the work of one 

person, these collections represent a curious mixture of textual traditions. Finally, (c) what some have 

calledthe―shortrecension‖provestobenorecensionatallbutmerely an abridgment of a Syriac version 

of the middle recension. The term-short recension, then, would serve most accurately to describe the so-

called middle recension and is often so used.  

C. The Form and Style of Ignatius’ Letters  

Although the epistolography of the authentic letters of Ignatius owes something to Paul, Ignatius is 

more deeply indebted to the formulae of the Hellenistic letter; and he varies such formulae in ways that 

are distinctively his own. Thus he works up the greetings at the beginning and end of his communications 

from a wider range of conventional materials; he developes special forms of common transitional devices 

at the beginning of the body of the letter (where he avoids the thanksgiving) and elsewhere; and he 

reflects more directly the Hellenistic idea of the letter as a substitute for face-to-face encounter (Schoedel 

Ignatius of Antioch Hermeneia, 7). Perler (1949) has shown that the colorful, ornate, and sometimes 

reckless style of the letters has connections with a stream of popular and, in some quarters, suspect 

rhetoricknownas―Asianism.‖Ignatiusissavedfromvacuityandbombast,however,bythefireand

passion that fuses the elements of his style into a single, if somewhat dense, whole.  

D. Ignatius’ Theology  

Ignatius‘ self-understanding as a martyr provides the most useful point of departure for appreciating his 

thought. His experience in this regard may be seen as a heightened form of the experience of all 

Christians (Ign. Eph. 10), and the special difficulties that he faced may be taken as extensions of the 

difficulties confronted by every bishop (Pol. 1–5).Amongthesewasresistancefromthebishop‘sown

peopleand,inIgnatius‘owncase,asenseofpossibleunworthiness.Morethanconventionalself-

depreciation seems to be involved in the doubts that Ignatius expresses about his spiritual condition. His 

arrest may well have precipitated the crisis. But there is also a good possibility that he was shaken by a 

challenge to his authority in Antioch. This possibility dependsontakingthe―peace‖restoredinAntioch

and reported to Ignatius by the two messengers on their arrival in Troas (Phld. 10.1; Smyrn. 11.2; Pol. 

7.1) not as the cessation of persecution in Antioch but as the capitulation of those formerly opposed to 

their bishop (Harrison 1936: 79–106). In any event, Ignatius is gratified by those who see beyond his 

bonds and the apparent unworthiness that they symbolize (Smyrn. 10.2; Pol. 2.3); and it seems fair to 

suggest that his persistent call for unity in the churches and obedience to the bishop was at the same time 

a call for recognition and support and a search for the ratification of his own worthiness (Schoedel 1985: 



10–14). Certainly the level of activity involved in terms of letters written, messengers sent on ahead, and 

representatives assembled (or yet to be assembled in Antioch) is extraordinary and suggests that more was 

involved than simply a spontaneous outpouring of sympathy for a persecuted fellow Christian.  

Ignatius links his self-understanding as a martyr and his theology at one crucial point: He asks how his 

impending death can have any meaning if the Lord did not truly die (Trall. 10; Smyrn. 4.2). Anti-docetic 

themes are common in Ignatius and are found concentrated especially in the letters to Tralles and Smyrna. 

Ignatius probably responds also to a distinct Judaizing form of Christianity in his letters to Magnesia and 

Philadelphia (Magn. 8–10; Phld. 5–9). But it is significant that he tends to deal with it in terms drawn 

from his debate with docetism (Magn. 9.1; 11). Any threat to the authority of a bishop is naturally resisted 

by Ignatius. But at a deeper level he senses a connection between the reality of the incarnation and 

passion of the Lord (as well as his presence in the elements of the sacred meal) and a genuine 

commitment to concrete deeds of faith and love (Smyrn. 6.2–8.2); such faith and love, as Ignatius sees it, 

are to be found only in a community united under its bishop and not in an elitist conventicle.  

CorollariesofIgnatius‘emphasis on the incarnation include the relegation of the doctrine of creation to 

the periphery of his thought, the attentuation of eschatological themes, and a preoccupation with the 

worshipping community as the sphere of divine influence in the world. It is characteristic that when 

Ignatius turns his attention to the cosmos, it is to describe (in mythological terms that are far from clear) 

the mysterious events that surround the entrance of Christ into the world and his departure from it (Eph. 

19). In doctrinal terms, Ignatius anticipates orthodox theology in seeing the incarnation as the paradoxical 

union of flesh and spirit in the God-Man (Eph. 7. 2; Smyrn. 3.2). And this in turn presupposes a definition 

of the divine nature as timeless and changeless in good Hellenistic terms (Eph. 7. 2; Pol. 3.2). The 

association of God (and bishops) with silence elsewhere in Ignatius (Eph. 6. 1; 14.2–15. 2; 19. 1; Magn. 

8.2; Phld. 1.1) may indicate that his conception of divine transcendence owes something to Gnosticism as 

well (Paulsen 1978: 110–22); but it is perhaps more likely that his language here has metaphorical 

significance (Magn. 8.2) and that it represents an extension of his insistence on the superiority of the 

silent deed over empty words (Schoedel, 56–57, 76–78, 91, 170–71).  

AnimportantfeatureofIgnatius‘viewoftheincarnationishisteachingthatfleshandspirit

complement rather than oppose one another in the God-Man. Flesh and spirit in this context, however, 

refer to two spheres or two dimensions; and it is significant that Ignatius describes not only Christ but also 

redeemed humanity in terms of the complementarity of the two spheres (Martin 1971). Thus things 

fleshly become spiritual when done by those who are spiritual (Eph. 8.2). This reinterpretation and 

reversal of the NT formula opens up the way for a more-open attitude toward the things of this world and 

probably has something to do with the greater appreciation that Ignatius himself shows for the popular 

culture of the Greek city. It should be noted that when he speaks of the hatred shown Christians by the 

―world‖(Rom. 3.3), he is thinking primarily of the exercise of Roman power. Pagans in the immediate 

vicinityofChristians,ontheotherhand,aretobedealtwithas―brothers‖(Eph. 10.2).  

E. Ignatius, the NT, and Early Christian Literature  

In developing his thought, Ignatius was in a position to draw on many strands of the theology reflected 

in the NT, and he absorbed much of the basic religious vocabulary of his sources (with a notable lack of 

attentionto―sin‖however).HehadbeenparticularlyimpressedbyPaul,notleastbecausehehadfoundin

the apostle a model for dealing with his sense of possible unworthiness (Ign. Rom. 9.2; cf. 1 Cor 15:8–9). 

Inappropriatingtheearliermaterials,Ignatius‘thoughtseemstohavebeenshapedespeciallybytwo

somewhatantitheticalyetultimatelyreconcilabledevelopments:theemergenceofmore―mystical‖

strands of Christianity (which the gospel of John and Ephesians also reflect); and a growing emphasis on 

the need for discipline and order (which Matthew and the Pastorals also reflect). It was a theology of the 

incarnation, as we have seen, that served to give coherence to these diverse tendencies in Ignatius.  

The gospel material in the letters is reminiscent especially of Matthew, and one passage in particular 

(Smyrn. 1.1) suggests that Ignatius may in fact have had the gospel of Matthew before him (Köhler 1987: 

73–96). That, however, is not certain (Koester 1957: 24–61). There is no real trace of Mark in Ignatius, 

and we find only one passage with special affinities with Luke (Smyrn. 3.2). And that passage (in which 



theresurrectedLord―cametothoseaboutPeter‖andsaid,―Take,handleme,and see that I am not a 

bodilessdemon‖)maywelldependontraditionindependentofthegospel.Some(Maurer1949)argue

that Ignatius knew the Gospel of John (Rom. 7.3; Phld. 7.1; 9.1), but that seems unlikely (Paulsen 1978: 

36–37).  

OfPaul‘slettersonly1 Corinthians can confidently be said to have been read with any care by Ignatius, 

though echoes of other letters of Paul are probably also discernible from time to time. Points of contact 

betweenIgnatiusandPaul‘s(orDeutero-Paul‘s)Ephesiansaresometimes striking, yet probably not 

sufficient to require a literary relation. That is even more obvious in the case of similarities between 

Ignatius and the Pastorals.  

One striking parallel between Ignatius and 1 John is found (Eph. 14.2), but it provides no guarantee that 

the bishop had read that document. Equally problematic are parallels involving 1 Clement, 2 Clement, 

Hermas, the Preaching of Peter, and the Odes of Solomon.  

The numerous echoes in Ignatius of Rom 1:3–4 are likely to go back not to Paul himself but to a 

development of semi-credal material in the tradition. other strands of tradition seem to stand behind 

formulized passages elsewhere in Ignatius, but it is not at all clear what accounts for the shape that they 

have. The prior crystallization around baptism of statements about the birth, ministry, and passion of 

Jesus seems possible at times (Eph. 18.2). Elsewhere such a listing of events reflects anti-docetic concerns 

more strongly and may represent in part a response to the immediate situation (Trall. 9). Certainly the 

series of Christological antitheses in one celebrated passage (Eph. 7.2; cf. Pol. 3.2) looks like a rhetorical 

elaboration of a few traditional elements created by Ignatius himself (von Campenhausen 1972: 241–53). 

Contact with apologetic themes in another passage (Smyrn. 1–3) suggests yet another context within 

which collections of statements about the ministry of Jesus once figured (Schoedel, 220–29).  

F. Ignatius’ Conception of the Ministry  

Ignatius‘conceptionofthelocalministryconsistingofasinglebishop(overseer),presbyters(elders),

and deacons goes beyond the NT but is close in spirit to the Pastorals. Ignatius apparently found the 

arrangement in place in the congregations of Asia Minor. He seems, however, to have emphasized the 

authority of the bishop in ways that appeared unusual to his contemporaries, and he no doubt assumed too 

readily that monarchic bishops were to be found everywhere in the church (Eph. 3.2). The threefold 

ministry reflected in the letters may represent a fusion of a Jewish-Christian system of elders and a 

gentile-Christian system of overseers and deacons (cf. Phil 1:1). In any event, there are hints that the 

arrangement is still somewhat in flux in Ignatius. Also still missing in Ignatius is any convincing evidence 

of the idea of apostolic succession, for episcopal authority is seen as derived directly from God or Christ. 

This in turn probably does not mean, as some have suggested, that Ignatius conceives of the bishop as 

embodying the presence of God or Christ in an extraordinary manner. Ministerial authority has been 

significantly enhanced by Ignatius, but it is difficult to show that it has been legitimated in a 

fundamentally new way. The elaborate and quite varied comparisons between the bishop and God or 

Christ, between the presbyters and the apostles, and between the deacons and divinely approved service 

seem to remain true comparisons and to express conventional ideas about receiving the one sent as the 

one who sent him (Schoedel, 112–14). It is also interesting to note in this connection that when Ignatius 

reflects on the words of inspired prophecy that he delivered in Philadelphia about the need to obey the 

bishop, he does not link the charisma of prophecy formally with the office of bishop (Phld. 7). In 

principle the Spirit still blows where it wills.  

There is also no convincing evidence in Ignatius of an overarching ecclesiastical authority above the 

level of the local bishop. The preeminence accorded the Roman church in the address of his letter to them 

(the one letter that fails to draw attention to the bishop of the community) is a spiritual preeminence and is 

emphasized precisely because the Roman Christians form the last and presumably most important link in 

a chain of churches to whom Ignatius looks to give his martyrdom significance. It is the approval of the 

churches that will assure Ignatius of the value of his ministry and thereby confirm his worthiness to 

―becomeadisciple‖and―toattainGod‖inmartyrdom(Eph. 1.2). For the churches are made up of 

Christians who apparently realize their discipleship here and now (Magn. 9.1; 10.1; Pol. 2.1) and who 



walk united in the path marked out for them by the apostles (Eph. 11.2–12.2). In this connection Ignatius 

may well have been thinking of his own presumed failure to unite the church of Antioch until the turn of 

events announced to him by the messengers in Troas. In any event, Rome is the place where the reality of 

Ignatius‘Christianityistobedecisivelydemonstrated,andtheRomanChristiansarethelastinalineof

well-wishers who will paradoxically show their love for their visitor by urging on the wild beasts.  

G. Ignatius, Judaism, and Hellenism  

The broader cultural horizons of Ignatius have proved difficult to define. He does little with the OT 

Scriptures (Eph. 5.3; Magn. 12; Trall. 8.2; cf. Eph. 15.1; Magn. 10.3;13.1);andheregards―Judaism‖as

anentitydistinctnotonlyfrom―Christianity‖but also from Scripture and the prophets (Magn. 8.1–2;9.2; 

10.3). Important light on some points in Ignatius is shed by parallels from Philo and Josephus, however, 

and Ignatius met a group of Judaizers in Philadelphia who worked with a Hellenistic-Jewish conception of 

theScripturesas―archives‖(Phld. 8.2). The gnostic affinities of Ignatius were stressed by Schlier (1929) 

who took the mythological account in Eph. 19 as his point of departure. Daniélou (1964: 39–43) accepted 

Schlier‘sanalysisasawholebutreclassifiedwhatemergedas―JewishChristianity.‖Andtheimportance

of the Ascension of Isaiah as an item in the background reconstructed by Schlier lends plausibility to this 

shift of perspective. Bartsch (1940), on the other hand, chose to take the emphasis on oneness as the main 

indicatorofIgnatius‘indebtednesstognosticandquasi-gnostic thought. But it now seems clear that more 

relevantparallelstosuchthemesas―unity‖and―concord‖aretobefoundinlessesotericrealmsof

Hellenism and Hellenistic Judaism (Schoedel, 51–55; 74; 116–17). As suggested above, this may well be 

truealsoforthethemeof―silence‖inIgnatius.Thereflectionsoftheseandotherfeaturesofpopular

culture in the letters go a long way to account for the literary and theological peculiarities of Ignatius.  
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WILLIAM R. SCHOEDEL  

IIM (PLACE) [Heb ˓iyy  m (ִףִיים)]. A settlement of the tribe of Judah mentioned only once, in Josh 

15:29, where it is listed among the settlements occupied by Judah in the aftermath of the conquest. This 

section of the list parallels passages in Josh 19:3 and 1 Chr 4:29 which record the towns of Simeon. In 

Josh 15:29 it is inserted between Baalah and Ezem; between Balah/Bihah and Ezem in the Simeonite list 

Iim is lacking. The tribe of Simeon was assimilated to Judah at an early date, and virtually all the towns in 

the two Simeonite lists have clear equivalents in the Judahite section. Albright suggested that Iim was a 

corrupt dittography for Ezem (1924: 160). It is also possible that Iim was dropped accidentally from the 

Simeonite list, and that the Chronicler worked from that same list. If not a textual corruption, Iim is in the 

southernmost district of Judah, the Negeb.  



ThelocationofIimisproblematic.Itsname,―ruins,‖isofnohelpindeterminingitslocation.Onthe

basis of the LXX reading,Aueim,Abelreaditas˓AwimandidentifieditwithDeirel-Gawi, 19 km NE of 

Beer-sheba (GP, 352; M.R. 142086).  
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JEFFREY R. ZORN  

IJON (PLACE) [Heb ˓iyyôn (ִףיון)]. A fortified town of Naphtali located at the northernmost end of the 

Huleh Valley, on the main highway leading from Palestine to Syria. The LXX in Kings renders Ijon as 

Ain or Nain; and in Chronicles as Iōn or Aiōn. Josephus (Ant 8.12.4) writes Aiōn.  

Ijon is mentioned in the Bible as the first Israelite city to be captured by Ben-hadad king of Aram-

Damascus at the instigation of Asa (1 Kgs 15:20; 2 Chr 16:4; ca. 885 B.C.E.). Since Ijon is mentioned 

before Dan and Abel-beth-maacah, the Aramean forces probably came around through the W, rather than 

the alternative route through the Upper Golan, S of Mt. Hermon (Monson 1983: 67–68). The town was 

again captured some 150 years later by Tiglath-pileser III during his campaign of 733 B.C.E. (2 Kgs 

15:29).BothoftheseeventsillustratethestrategicroleplayedbyIjoninhelpingtosecureIsrael‘sN

approaches. It is possible that the name Dan-jaan (2 Sam 24:6), a town mentioned on the way to Sidon, is 

a corruption of Ijon (Abel GP 2: 352; Aharoni EncMiqr 6: 184). Simons (GTTOT, 347), though, considers 

an emendation of ya˓an to ˓iyyôn to be unwarranted.  

During his travels in the early 19th century, E. Robinson noted how the name of Ijon probably survived 

in the Arabic name of Merj ˓Ayyûn, ―meadowofsprings,‖arichoval-shaped plain in modern-day 

Lebanon, about 12 km N of Metulla (Robinson 1856: 372–75). The valley is bounded on the W by the 

LīṭânīRiverandontheEbytheḤaṣban  RiverandMt. Hermon. At its N end sits the tall mound of Tell 

ed-Dibbîn (M.R. 205308). Surface surveys have revealed remains of walls and pottery from the Bronze 

Age to the Arabic period (Aharoni EncMiqr 6: 185). A road leading E from Sidon to Damascus passed by 

the foot of the mound, placing Ijon at this important juncture of E–W and N–S traffic.  

Posener (1940: 74) suggested that Ijon may already be mentioned in the 19th/18th century B.C.E. 

Execration Texts (No. 18) as ˓ynw (= ˓Ayyānu). Subsequent scholarly opinion, however, prefers an 

equation with Ḥayani in the land of the GA<ŠU>RI, mentioned in El Amarna letter 256: 28 (Ahituv 

CTAED,120).Thissitehasbeenidentifiedwith˓Ayyûn(M.R.212235),3kmNofHammatonthe

Yarmuk River (Albright 1943). This same Ijon in the S Golan Heights (the biblical land of Geshur) 

appears during the Second Temple period as a village in the district of Hippos (Susita), E of the Sea of 

Galilee (t. Šeb. 4:10). The earliest mention of Galilean Ijon outside of the Bible is probably during the 

reign of Thutmose III (15th century B.C.E.) in his roster of 119 Canaanite towns (No. 95; Aharoni LBHG, 

163; Ahituv CTAED, 120).  
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R. A. MULLINS  

IKKESH (PERSON) [Heb ˓iqqēš (ׁש )].ThefatherorancestorofIra,oneofDavid‘schampions,ִףקֵּ
named in the parallel lists of 2 Sam 23:8–39 (v 26) and 1 Chr 11:10–47 (v 28),Ikkeshissaidtobe―of

Tekoa‖(lit.―theTekoite‖),thatis,fromthetownofTekoainJudah,whichliesaboutfivemilessouthof

Bethlehem. Father and son are mentioned again in 1 Chr 27:1–15, where Ira is listed as the commander in 

charge of the sixth monthly course of 24,000 men in the armed service of the king (v 9). Noth (IPN 228–

29)supposesthat―Ikkesh,‖probablyfromtheroot˓qš (―twist‖),isasecularnamereferringtoone‘s

character(i.e.,―twisted,‖―wrong-headed‖),althoughitjustaslikelymightrefertoaphysicalanomaly

(see HALAT).  



RODNEY K. DUKE  

ILAI (PERSON) [Heb ˓  lay (ִףיַלי)].AnAhohitewhowasoneofDavid‘swarriors(1 Chr 11:29). Since 

his name parallels that of Zalmon the Ahohite in 2 Sam 23:28, it is possible that Ilai is actually a 

corruption of the Hebrew ṣ  lay, which may be a diminutive form of Zalmon. See ZALMON (PERSON). 

This corruption would have been possible because of the similarity betueen the Hebrew letters ˓ayin and 

ṣade, beginning ˓  lay and ṣ  lay, respectively.  

D. G. SCHLEY  

ILIADUN (PERSON) [Gk Iliadoun (Ἰλιαδουν)]. A Levite, the father of Joda, whose descendants 

helped rebuild the temple underZerubbabel‘sleadership(1 Esdr 5:56—Eng5:58). Although 1 Esdras is 

often assumed to have been compiled from Ezra and Nehemiah, this family does not appear in the list of 

returning Levites who rebuilt the temple (Ezra 3). Omissions such as this also raise questions about 1 

Esdras being used as a source by Ezra or Nehemiah. Furthermore, problems associated with dating events 

and identifying persons described in 1 Esdras have cast doubt on the historicity of the text.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

ILLYRICUM (PLACE) [Gk Illyrikon (Ἰλλυρικον)]. A Roman province where Paul affirms that he 

had preached the gospel (Rom 15:19). It was in the NW part of the Balkan peninsula along the E coast of 

the Adriatic Sea. Illyricum was one of four large provinces established by the Romans across the N part of 

the peninsula. These provinces—Illyricum, Moesia, Dacia, and Pannonia—covered the area from Vienna 

to the Black Sea and from Macedonia to the Carpathian Mountains. Illyricum was the westernmost and, in 

the early 1st century A.D., was divided into two sections: Pannonia in the N and DALMATIA in the S. 

The term Illyricum refers at times to Dalmatia and at other times to a larger area which includes Dalmatia. 

What is meant by Dalmatia in 2 Tim 4:10 is not clear, but it probably designates the S sector of Illyricum.  

The boundaries of Illyricum are not easy to define, because they fluctuated through time. The Roman 

province seems to have extended from the Drina River (ancient Drilo) in the S to Istria, near the Austrian 

border, in the N; and from the Adriatic Sea on the W to the Sava River (ancient Savus) in the E. Suetonius 

stated that after Tiberius suppressed a rebellion in Illyricum (A.D. 6–9),hereduced―thewholeof

Illyricum,‖whichSuetoniusdescribedas―enclosedbyNorthernItaly,Noricum,theDanube,Thrace,

Macedonia, and theAdriaticSea…‖(Tib. 16). The struggles of Tiberius with Illyricum are recounted by 

Dio Cassius in his history of Rome (54.34; 55.28–34), written between A.D. 200 and 222.  

Octavian had subjugated the Dalmatian tribe in 33 B.C., after a war which lasted several years, but it was 

not until after A.D. 9 that Dalmatia became a separate province. At that time Pannonia (Austria and W 

Hungary), which had been attached to the N part of Illyricum, was detached and made a separate 

province, while the S part of Illyricum (W Yugoslavia) was shortly thereafter renamed Dalmatia.  

The Illyrians were probably an Indo-European people who settled in the W half of the Balkan peninsula 

around 1000 B.C. and consisted of numerous tribes, two of which were the Dalmatae and the Albani. 

These two tribes settled in the S part of Illyricum, the area now known as S Yugoslavia and Albania. 

Subsequently, some of the Illyrian tribes of S Albania spilled over into the area further S, where they 

came into contact with Greek culture and eventually established their own kingdom known as Epirus, 

which lies today in NW Greece.  

When Paul spoke of his ministry as reaching from Jerusalem to Illyricum (Rom 15:19), it is unclear 

whether he meant the province as a whole, just the S portion of it (Dalmatia, 2 Tim 4:10), or perhaps just 

the border of it, near the city of Dyrrachium, which lay at the W end of the Ignatian Way.  

It is quite possible that Paul himself did not actually preach in Illyricum. Contrary to most modern 

translations,theword―preach‖doesnotoccurinthetextofRomans.Itratherstatesthathe―fulfilled‖or

―completed‖the gospel of Christ in a geographical circle which stretched from Jerusalem to Illyricum. He 

may have viewed his ministry among the gentiles as a completion of the work begun among Jews in 

Jerusalem by the apostles before him, a work which reached W to Illyricum where some of his 

companions labored (e.g., Titus in Dalmatia, 2 Tim 4:10).  



If Paul meant that he himself had preached all the way to Illyricum, we cannot determine when this 

occurredbecausetheexactchronologyofPaul‘sjourneysisunclear,andIllyricumisnotmentionedagain

in the letters of Paul or in Acts. A likely possibility would be the occasion of his third journey, when Luke 

describeshistravelsastakinghim―throughtheseparts,‖referringtoMacedonia(Acts 20:2). It could not 

have been after his Roman imprisonment (Acts 28:16), because the Roman letter in which he refers to 

Illyricum was written in Corinth before this imprisonment.  
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JOHN MCRAY  

IMAGE. See IDOL, IDOLATRY; GRAVEN IMAGE.  

IMAGE OF GOD (OT). Eventhoughthestatementofhumanity‘screationintheimageofGod
appears to have had less importance in the biblical tradition than it assumed in later theological 

discussion,thisstatementclearlyconstitutesanimportantandpositiveaffirmationabouthumanity‘splace

in the created order. Man and woman are said to have been created in the image/likeness of God in only 

three passages in the early chapters of Genesis (Gen 1:26–28; 5:1–3; 9:6), all of which are assigned to the 

Priestly source of the Pentateuch as proposed by most modern scholars. The positive nature of this 

description is clear from the contexts in which it occurs, but the contexts are lacking the kind of explicit 

clues that would remove the ambiguity as to the exact meaning of the terms.  

The etymology of the word ṣelem, ―image,‖isuncertain.Somehavesuggestedthatitisrelatedtoaverb

ṣālam, ―tocutoff,‖whichdoesnotoccurintheHebrewBible.Apartfromthe―imageofGod‖passages, 

the word is used twelve times. In ten instances the word refers to a physical representation of something 

(e.g., golden images of mice and tumors in 1 Sam 6:5, 11; images of Baal in 2 Kgs 11:18 and 2 Chr 

23:17; molten images of Canaanite deities in Num 33:52; pagan images in Ezek 7:20, 16:17, and Amos 

5:26; painted pictures of Babylonians in Ezek 23:14). Ṣelem has an abstract meaning in Ps 39:7 (—Eng 

39:6), where it refers to the insubstantial nature of human life, and in Ps 73:20, where it refers to a dream 

image that a person retains upon waking. Westermann (Genesis 1–11 BKAT, 146) is perhaps correct in 

suggesting that the basic meaning of ṣelem is―representation,‖ameaningsufficientlybroadtoinclude

both the concrete and the abstract aspects of the word. The Akkadian cognate of the word (ṣalmu) is the 

common Akkadian word for statue/image, and it also includes an abstract aspect. The Aramaic cognate of 

ṣelem is a common word for image, and the word is used in the Aramaic portions of Daniel for the 

images/statues described in chapters 2 and 3.Thewordisalsousedoftheattitudeoftheking(lit.―the

appearanceofhisface‖)towardthosewhorefusedtobow down to the image that he was dedicating.  

The second word used in these passages is dĕmût, an abstract noun from the verb dāmâ, which means 

―tobelike.‖Itisgenerallyarguedthatthisabstracttermsuggestsapproximationandweakensorblursthe

meaning of the previous word ṣelem (Bird 1981: 139, n. 23), and this does seem to be the effect of the 

term in the visions of Ezekiel (e.g., 1:5, 26; 8:1; 10:1). The similarity indicated by dĕmût is not 

necessarily physical, as is clear from its use in Isa 13:4 todescribe―thesoundofatumultonthe

mountains like (dĕmût)manypeople.‖Dĕmût clearly refers to a physical likeness in 2 Kgs 16:10, where 

Ahaz sent a likeness (dĕmût) and a model of an altar from Damascus to Jerusalem so that he could have a 

similar altar constructed for the temple. In 2 Chr 4:3, the figures of oxen that supported the molten sea in 

front of the temple are called dĕmût bĕqār  m, ―figures/imagesofoxen.‖TheAramaiccognateoftheword

dĕmût is used in a similar way in a bilingual inscription on a statue from Tell Fekheriye (Millard and 

Bordreuil 1982: 137–38), in which the Akkadian word ṣalmu, ―image/statue,‖isrenderedintoAramaicas

ṣalma in lines 12 and 16 and as dĕmûta in lines 1 and 15. Thus, while the term dĕmût indicates that the 

humanbeingisinsomesense―likeGod,‖thewordseemstobevirtuallyasynonymforthewordṣelem.  

Gen 1:26 introducestheaccountofhumanity‘screationwithGod‘sstatement,―Letusmakeman in our 

image (bĕṣalmēnû) according to our likeness (kidmûtēnû).‖Gen 5:1 talksabouthumanity‘screation―in

thelikenessofGod‖(bidmût ˒ĕlōh  m),andthissuggeststhattheprepositionsusedwiththenouns―image 



andlikeness‖areinterchangeableinmeaning.Ithasbeensuggestedbysomethattheprepositionb is used 

as bet essentiae, and that it indicates identity. Thus, the meaning is that man and woman were created not 

―accordingto‖theimageofGodbutrather―as‖theimageofGod.Manyhavedeniedthatthepreposition

k ever has this meaning, though certain considerations suggest that this may be the meaning intended by 

the biblical author.  

It is clear that a certain ambiguity is associated with the meaning oftheterms―imageandlikenessof

God‖inthesepassagesinGenesis.Itisdifficulttoknowwhethertheauthorofthematerialused

expressions from the tradition that his audience would immediately understand in their cultural context, 

but which we in a vastly different cultural setting lack the contextual clues to understand precisely, or 

whether the author deliberately presented these ideas in a somewhat ambiguous way.  

Because of this ambiguity, interpreters have had to look for clues in the context of these passages that 

might be decisive for determining the exact meaning of these descriptions of humanity. Unfortunately, 

commentators have not been able to agree on what the decisive clues are, and the interpretation of the 

image of God has often reflected the Zeitgeist and has followed whatever emphasis happened to be 

current in psychology, or philosophy, or sociology, or theology.  

The contexts in which the image/likeness of God occur do provide certain clear indications as to the 

significance of these statements about humanity about which virtually all commentators agree.  

The account of creation in Genesis follows a clearly established literary pattern whose general contours 

arequiteevident.Eachcreativeactbeginswithanannouncement(―andGodsaid‖),followedbya

command(―lettherebe…‖),areport(―anditwasso‖),anevaluation(―Godsawthatitwasgood‖),anda

temporalframework(―thenthday‖).Theaccountofhumanity‘screationfollowsthisgeneralpattern,but

it also departs from theotheraccountsinsignificantways:Itisintroducedbythewords,―Letusmake

man,‖andthisratherstartlingstatement,whateveritsexactmeaning,immediatelycallsattentiontothe

creationofhumanity,presumablytheclimaxofGod‘screativeactivity. The greater length of the account 

ofhumanity‘screationincomparisontodescriptionsoftheothercreativeacts,thethreefoldrepetition(in

1:27) of the word bārā˒, ―tocreate‖(awordreservedintheHebrewBibleforGod‘screativeactivity),the

factthathumanityisgivendominionovertherestofcreation,andtheevaluation―verygood‖thatfollows

thecreationofmanandwomanmakeitclearthathumanityistheclimaxofGod‘screativeactivity.Itis

man andwomanalonewhoaresaidtobecreatedin(oras)God‘simage,andthisappearstoaccountfor

humanity‘spreeminentpositioninthecreatedorder.TheimageofGodsetsmanandwomanapartfrom

everything else that God made.  

This point is also affirmed in Gen 9:6, which is part of the blessing given to Noah after the flood. Unlike 

God‘sinstructionin1:29–30, the human is given permission to kill animals for food. In addition to certain 

restrictions as to how the meat was to be eaten, it is specified that only animals may be killed. The life of 

anotherhumanbeingisnottobetakenbecause―intheimageofGod(bĕṣelem ˒ĕlōh  m)Hemademan.‖

Thus, the image of God in man and woman gives dignity and worth to all people; it sets humankind apart 

from everything else that God made.  

Gen 5:1–2 makes it clear that both male and female are included under the designation ˒adam who was 

madeinGod‘simage.Gen 5:3 reportsthatAdamfatheredason―inhislikeness,accordingtohisimage,‖

and the verse employs the same nouns used in Gen 1:26–27, though the order of the nouns and the 

prepositions used with each are reversed in comparison to Gen 1:26. This suggests that the way in which a 

son resembles his father is in some sense analogous to the way in which the human is like God. Since this 

passage has made the point that it is both male and female who are in the image of God, it seems clear 

that the similarity, while not excluding the physical in the broadest sense, focuses on capacities such as 

personality, self-determination, and rational thought. It is probable that it is the whole person who is in the 

image of God rather than some specific aspect of that person to the exclusion of others, and this focus on 

the human being as a whole being is consistent with the way humanity is viewed throughout the Hebrew 

Bible. Even more fundamental than resemblance between Adam and his son was the relationship between 

them, and some have suggested that the image of God implies that the human was made with the capacity 



for relationship with God. It is also possible that the point of this analogy is that the son is the image of 

his father because he functions both like his father and on behalf of his father.  

Apart from the question of what information may have been known to the various sources that underlie 

the present biblical text, the image of God passages, in their present canonical context, make it clear that 

humanity even after the Fall is still in the image of God.  

The fact that man and woman were created in (or as) the image of God is clearly a positive statement 

affirminghumanity‘spreeminenceovereverythingelsethatGodcreated.Inviewofthestrong

condemnation of idolatry and the unqualified prohibition of images in the Bible, this positive use of ṣelem 

is most unexpected, and even though this word is not used in the legislation that specifically condemns 

the use of images, the same negative connotations are almost certainly associated with the word. There 

seems to be nothing in the biblical understanding of images that would give content to the meaning of the 

image of God beyond that which the context of the passages suggests, and it appears that the basis for any 

further understanding of the image of God will have to be found outside the biblical material. This even 

raises the possibility that this is an idea that Israel borrowed from another culture.  

Images were used in both Mesopotamia and Egypt, and the literature of those countries provides a basis 

for determining how those people understood images. Egyptian texts make it clear that images were not 

meant to depict what a god looked like, but represented attempts to describe certain qualities or attributes 

of the deity. The primary purpose of the image, though, was not to describe the god; rather, the image was 

one of the primary places where the god manifested himself. The presence of the deity in the statue was 

magicallyeffectedthroughaceremonycalledthe―OpeningoftheMouth,‖andperhapsthereare

reflectionsofthisinthedescriptionofhumanity‘screationinGenesis 2, where God forms a figure of the 

man out of dust from the ground and then animates that figure by breathing life into it. The significance of 

the image did not lie in the way it described or depicted the god (though that was not totally unimportant); 

rather, it lay in the fact that the statue was a place where the deity was present and manifested himself. 

Thus, the presence of the god and the blessing that accompanied that presence were effected through the 

image. It was the function of the image rather than its form that constituted its significance.  

In both Egypt and Mesopotamia, people were sometimes referred to as images of god, and while there 

are occasional exceptions, it was usually the king who was referred to in this way. The focus for this 

seems to be Egypt, where, beginning with the New Kingdom, there are numerous examples of the king 

described as the image of a particular god; in contrast to this, only five examples are known from 

Mesopotamia (four of which date to the neo-Assyrian period). The pharaoh was described in these terms 

because he was believed to be the earthly manifestation of the deity, and thus he functioned on earth 

exactly as the image functioned in the temple. In Mesopotamia, where the idea of the deified king made a 

brief appearance in the Ur III period but died out thereafter, there was little basis for referring to the king 

in such a way. There are indications in Gen 1:26–28 thatthe―imageofGod‖terminologyperhapshadits

origins in the royal ideology of the ancient Near East. The idea of dominion and the idea of subduing are 

most appropriate in the context of kingship. Psalm 8 uses similar royal terminology in its description of 

humanity‘splaceinthecreatedorder,thoughitdoesnotusetheterm―imageofGod.‖ 

It seems likely that the image of God idea was introduced into Israel through her contacts with Egypt, 

and the idea was emptied of content that was incompatible with Israelite theology and used to express the 

apparently uniquely Israelite idea that all persons, not just the king, occupy a preeminent place in the 

created order. ThereareseveralperiodsinIsrael‘shistorywhenthisinfluencewaspossible,thoughthe

period of the Egyptian bondage and the Exodus would have provided a context where the Israelites would 

have taken great delight in affirming that the pharaoh, as magnificent and impressive as he may have 

been,wasnottheonewhorightlydeservedthetitle―imageofgod‖;rather,allpersonsasthespecial

creaturesofGodaremadein/asHisimage.Itshouldbenotedthatthefactthatthe―imageofGod‖

passages are all a part of what most modern biblical scholars identify as the Priestly source of the 

Pentateuch, which is normally assumed to date to the period of the Babylonian exile, does not preclude 

the possibility that the image of God idea had its origins in Egypt at a much earlier time, since scholars 

are becoming increasingly aware of ancient traditions that are a part of that material.  



The image of God terminology clearly affirms the preeminent position of humanity in the created order 

and declares the dignity and worth of man and woman as the special creations of God. The ANE 

background that appears to stand behind the biblical idea provides an appropriate base for such a 

declaration about humankind. It is not as clear whether other elements of the Egyptian understanding of 

images are implied through the figure as well. Perhaps the image of God idea suggests that humankind is 

the primary place where God manifests Himself; perhaps the figure implies that it is humanity that stands 

in a special relationship to God and that should function both like God and on His behalf; it does seem 

clear, in the light of the Near Eastern parallels, that the term has less to do with form and appearance than 

with function and position in the created order of things.  

This suggestion as to the origin of the image of God terminology suggests that a term that entered 

Israel‘straditionatanearlydateremainedsomewhatisolatedinthattraditionwithoutbeingdeveloped

elsewhere in the preexilic literature. It seems likely that the dangerpresentedtoIsrael‘sreligionby

idolatry precluded that use until after the Exile had eliminated idolatry as a major problem. In the new 

religiouscontextcreatedbytheExileandreturn,the―imageofGod‖motifwasagaintakenupand

developed both in the intertestamental period and in the NT.  
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EDWARD M. CURTIS  

IMALKUE (PERSON) [Gk Imalkoue (Ἰμαλκουε)]. Imalkue is mentioned in 1 Macc 11:39 as an Arab 

ruler, with whom the Seleucid king Alexander Balas left his child Antiochus VI during his struggle with 

Demetrius II in 146 B.C.E. (cf. Jos. Ant 13.131–32; Diodorus 32.9d, 1.10). The Gk and Lat transcription is 

customarily written Iam (b)licus (e.g., Diodorus 33.4a; Jos. Ant 14.129; JW 1.129; 4a; Livy Epit. 52; CIL 

13.7040). It is apparently an abbreviation of an ancient theophoric name such as Ia-am-li-ik-el, meaning 

―Godwillrule.‖ImalkuewasacommonnameamongSyrianArabsnearPalmyraandEmesa, and among 

Ituraeans in Lebanon (HJP², 183; Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 436). Two Nabatean kings bore the name 

Malichus (Ymlkw in Arabic or Nabatean), which derived from the same root. A similar Hebrew name 

Yamlek is mentioned in the Bible (1 Chr 4:34), and several related Arabic forms date back to the same 

period (EncMiqr 3: 702). Diodorus (32.9d, 1.10) mentions Imalkue by the Gk name of Diocles, meaning 

―gloryofZeus,‖which was apparently a rather free equivalent of his Arabic name.  

Although1MaccabeesdenotesImalkueas―theArab,‖neitherhistribalidentitynortheareaofhisrule

can be precisely determined. Some believe that he was the son of Zabdiel, mentioned in 1 Macc 11:16–17 

as the killer of Balas (Abel 1949: 212); this, in fact, could explain how Imalkue laid his hand on 

Antiochus VI (145 B.C.E.).ItwasTryphon,oneofBalas‘chiefofficers,whopersuadedImalkuetoplace 

theyoungheirinhisprotection,inordertoruleinhisnameandtofoilDemetrius‘plans(1 Macc 11:39–

40; Ant 13.131–32). Imalkue cooperated with him and even permitted him to establish in his country a 

military base against Demetrius. As Diodorus locates this base near Chalcis, it seems that Imalkue ruled 

in the Lebanon Valley and probably headed one of the Ituraean tribes there. This impression is supported 

bythefactthattwolaterIturaeanrulerswerecalledIamblicus,andthatatleastoneofthem―livedon

MountLebanon‖(Ant 14.129; Kasher 1988: 38, 120).  
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ARYEH KASHER  

IMITATE, IMITATORS [Gk mimeomai (μιμεομαι), mimētēs (μιμητης)].Theterm―imitator‖is
one link between the disciples of Jesus in the Gospels and the believers of the early Church. Although the 

word―disciple‖(mathētēs)iscuriouslyabsentfromtheepistles,Michaelis‘conclusionisrepresentativeof

recentscholarship:―Themathētēs …andthemimētēs areoneandthesame‖(TDNT 4:673; cf. Betz 1967: 

42–43; Schulz 1962: 332–35).  

The nouns mimētēs (1 Cor 4:16; 11:1; Eph 5:1; 1 Thess 1:6; 2:14; Heb 6:12) and summimētēs (―fellow

imitator‖;Phil 3:17) are always joined in the NT with the verb ginomai (―be,become‖)and are thus 

similar in meaning to the simple verb mimeomai (2 Thess 3:7, 9; Heb 13:7; 3 John 11). Related concepts 

are found in the use of tupos (―type,example,‖whichoccursinseveralcontextswith―imitation‖terms:

Phil 3:17; 1 Thess 1:7; 2 Thess 3:9), hupogrammos (―example‖cf.1 Pet 1:21), and the adverbial forms 

kathōs (―justas,‖2 Cor 1:5) and hōs (―like,‖Luke 6:40).  

In classical and Hellenistic Greek, mimeomai/mimētēs designates (1) the simple act of mimicking what 

one sees another doing, (2) the joy of following and emulating another, and (3) the representation of 

reality in artistic activities (e.g., theater, painting, sculpture, poetry). Used in a derogatory manner, the 

terms indicate weak and unoriginal copying. In Platonic cosmology the present world is the visible, 

imperfect copy (mimēma)oftheinvisiblearchetypeinthehigherworldofIdeas;therefore,―toimitate

God‖indicatesontologicaldevelopment—not an ethical personal decision (Morrison 1982: 3–31). In the 

mystery religions, the cultic and magical imitation of God becomes a central focus (Betz 1967: 48–84).  

While the word group is absent from the canonical LXX, imitation of exemplary men and women is 

prominent in Jewish literature (e.g., 4 Macc 9:32; 13:9; T. Benj. 4:1; Sirach 44–50; 1 Macc 2:49 ff., esp. v 

61). In the Pseudepigrapha, mimeomai/mimētēs also indicates imitation of God (T. Ash. 4:3) and his 

characteristics (Let. Aris. 188, 210, 280–81). Philo regularly uses mimēma for the Platonic cosmological 

idea of original and copy (Op 3.877), and uses mimeomai for imitation of a model, including man (Vita 

Mos. I. 158) and God (e.g., Dec 111; Leg All I.48; Op 26.79). Josephus does not speak of the imitation of 

God, but does use the terms for conscious imitation of the qualities or acts of others (mimeomai, Ant 

12.241; mimētēs, Ant 8.315).  

Mimeomai/mimētēs in NT usage calls believers to imitate other believers, Christ, and God. Human 

objects are those most numerously given for imitation. Human imitation ranges from simple comparison 

with the conduct of other believers (1 Thess 2:14) to presentation of examples of conduct to imitate (Phil 

3:17; 2 Thess 3:7, 9; Heb 6:12; 13:7). Paul gives himself as an example for imitation (1 Cor 4:16; 11:1; 

Phil 3:17; 2 Thess 3:7, 9), but he does not hold himself up as the ideal of mature perfection. On one 

occasion he deliberately confesses his own imperfection before he gives the call for them to imitate him 

(cf. Phil 3:13, 17).ImitationofPaul‘sways(1 Cor 4:16–17) should bring believers to an appropriate 

understanding of the message of the cross and its implications for their life as a community (Sanders 

1981: 363).  

Human objects, therefore, ultimately point to Christ. Twice, Paul calls for his readers to imitate himself, 

but at the same time he names Christ as the final object of their imitation (1 Cor 11:1; 1 Thess 1:6). Only 

in Eph 5:1 are believers called to be imitators of God, but even here the example given is Christ: his 

forgiveness, love, and sacrificial service (Eph 4:32; 5:2). Christ is the incarnate example of God for 

believers to emulate in their daily experience.  

AlthoughcertainaspectsofChrist‘searthlylifeareheldupasexamplesforthebelievertofollow(e.g.,

suffering, 1 Thess 1:6; cf. 1 Pet 1:21: hupogrammos), this does not imply self-justification through 

emulation of his works. The NT use of mimeomai/mimētēs has a unique ethical dimension which stresses 

thecontrastbetweenthe―indicative‖andthe―imperative‖intheChristianlife.ParticipationinChrist‘s

cross and resurrection (the indicative which makes the believer a new creature in Christ [2 Cor 5:17]) is 

constituted in the life of the believer here and now by obedience to the imperatival call to imitation 

(Webster 1986: 106).  
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MICHAEL J. WILKINS  

IMLAH (PERSON) [Heb yimlâ (ִיְמָלה)]. The father of the 9th-century Israelite prophet Micaiah, who 

prophesied against King Ahab (1 Kgs 22:8–9). See MICAIAH. Nothing more is known of the biblical 

Imlah. The name is spelled differently in 1 Kgs 22:8–9 (ymlh) and in 2 Chr 18:7–8 (yml˒), where the story 

ofMicaiah‘sprophecyisrepeated.Thisindicatesthat the text of Kings on which the Chronicler relied 

was not identical to the present MT (Coggins 1 and 2 Chronicles CBC,215).TheChronicler‘sformis

more likely in Hebrew, and a similarly spelled name appears also in an Aramaic inscription from Palmyra.  

JEROME T. WALSH  

IMMANUEL (PERSON) [Heb ˓immānû˒ēl (ל )].Asymbolicnamemeaning―withus[is]ִףָמנּואֵּ
God,‖foundinIsa 7:14 and 8:8; it is alluded to in 8:10. Isaiah 7:14 is cited in Matt 1:23.  

The use of the name in Isa 7:14 is the primary one of the four occurrences, but many elements of the 

interpretation of the passage within which it occurs (7:10–17) are disputed. Neither the etymological 

meaning of the name nor the historical context in which these words of Isaiah are spoken is in doubt. The 

occasion is the same as that of 7:1–9; namely, the invasion of Judah by Syria and Israel (the so-called 

SYRO-EPHRAIMITE WAR, 735–732 B.C.). Syria and Israel were in the process of revolting against 

Assyria, of which they were vassals; fearing to have a neutral or possibly hostile Judah to their S at the 

time of the expected retaliation from Assyria, they were trying to force Judah into their coalition or at 

least render it harmless by placing someone of their own choice and persuasion on the throne of Judah 

(7:6). In these circumstances Ahaz, king of Judah, appears to have seen joining the coalition or calling on 

Assyria for help (thus voluntarily submitting to vassalhood) as the only alternative. Isaiah sought to 

dissuade him from following either course with the assurance that Syria and Israel did not present a 

serious threat (v 4; cf. 8:1–4),givingtheLord‘sownassurancethattheirplanswouldnotsucceed(v 7), 

andchallengingAhaztofaithintheLord‘spromiseasaconditiontohisowncontinuation(v 9).  

ItislikelythatAhaz‘circleofadviserswereurging submission to Assyria as the course to follow. In 

any case, 7:10–17 opens with Isaiah seeking to dispel whatever doubts Ahaz may have had by telling him 

to ask for any sign he might choose as assurance that the Lord had spoken through the prophet. Ahaz may 

already have decided to turn to Assyria for help (which is what he did, according to 2 Kings 16:7–9), but, 

in any case, he refused to ask for a sign. The prophet responds by asserting that the Lord himself will give 

asign;namely,that―theyoungwoman(hā˓almâ)‖willconceive(or:hasconceived—the Hebrew does 

not clearly specify) and bear a son and call his name Immanuel. The child is to live on curds and honey so 

that he may learn (or: until he learns) to reject the evil and choose the good; before that, however, Syria 

andIsraelwillbedevastated,buttheLordwillbringuponAhaz‘dynastyandhispeopleterribletimes

(which a gloss identifies, no doubt correctly, as the king of Assyria). The rest of the chapter (vv 18–25) 

consists of a series of shorter oracles relating to the same context, some of which may cast light upon the 

interpretation of vv 10–17.  

As already indicated, many aspects of these verses are disputed. For example, Immanuel is said to be a 

royal child (H. Gressmann, E. Hammershaimb, A. S. Herbert, E. J. Kissane, J. Lindblom, J. L. McKenzie, 

S. Mowinckel, H.-P. Müller, H. Ringgren, J. J. Scullion, B. Vawter, W. Vischer, H. Wildberger, G. E. 

Wright), specifically Hezekiah (Hammershaimb, Kissane, Lindblom, O. Procksch, Wildberger), or 

Isaiah‘sson(R.E.Clements,N.Gottwald,T.Lescow,J.J.Stamm,H.M.Wolf),oranychildconceived



at this time (B. Duhm, G. Fohrer, G. B. Gray, O. Kaiser, L. Koehler, W. McKane, K. Marti, J. 

Mauchline),with―theyoungwoman‖beingexplainedaccordingly;heisthenewIsrael(L.G.Rignell);

andsomeauthorsemphasizethedifficultyofrelatingImmanueltoIsaiah‘shistoricalcontextinorderto

favor a more strictly messianic interpretation (T. E. Bird, J. Coppens, F. Delitzsch, J. Fischer, Gressmann, 

H. Junker, M. McNamara, F. L. Moriarity). Immanuel is said to be a favorable sign of salvation (S. Blank, 

Hammershaimb, Marti, Rignell, Scullion); he is purely a sign of disaster (K. Budde, H. W. Hertzberg, R. 

Kilian, Lescow); he is a double-edged sign (Fischer, Gressmann, Junker, Kaiser, Vischer, H. W. Wolff). 

Immanuel‘sfood(―curdsandhoney‖)isidealandluxuriousfoodofabundance(Gray,Hammershaimb,

Lindblom, Rignell, Scullion, J. Skinner, Wildberger, Wolff); his food is the nomad fare available in a land 

that has been devastated (Budde, Cheyne, Delitzsch, Duhm, Fischer, Fohrer, Herbert, Hertzberg, Kaiser, 

Kilian,McNamara,Marti,Mauchline,Stamm).Immanuel‘scomingtoknowledgein v 15 is a temporal 

expression(―whenhelearnstoreject…,‖―bythetimehelearns…‖—G. W. Buchanan, T. F. Cheyne, 

Duhm, Fohrer, Herbert, Hertzberg, Kaiser, Lindblom, McNamara, Marti, Mauchline [following ], Rignell, 

Skinner,Stamm);itexpressesfinality(―sothathemaylearntoreject…‖—Budde, F. Dreyfus, P. G. 

Duncker, Junker, McKane, Mauchline [following MT], Müller, Scullion, Wildberger, Wolff). The age at 

which a child learns to reject evil and choose good means the age at which he can distinguish pleasant 

from unpleasant (usually set at 2 or 3 years—Clements, Duhm, Fohrer, Herbert, Kilian, Lescow, 

Lindblom, McKane, Marti, Mauchline, Skinner, Stamm); it means the age of moral discernment (often set 

at around 20 years—Budde, Buchanan, Cheyne, Delitzsch, Fischer [at age 3!], Herzberg, Kaiser, 

McNamara, Rignell, Scullion, Wolff); it means the age of sexual awareness or maturity (around age 13—

R. Gordis, L. F. Hartman, B. Reike). Although most commentators agree that v 17 foretells devastation, 

there are some who take it as a prediction of future blessedness (Lindblom, Hammershaimb, McKane, 

Scullion). Some authors question the authenticity of certain words, phrases, or even verses of the passage; 

in fact, some of the positions listed above require the rejection of parts of the text.  

In spite of the diversity of views just referred to, the majority of scholars would endorse an 

interpretationsomethinglikethefollowing.The―youngwoman‖referredtoisawifeofAhaz,andthe

son to be born would be a child of Ahaz; as such he would be a guarantee of the continuation of the 

Davidic dynasty, to which perpetuity has been promised (2 Samuel 7) and from which great things have 

beenexpected.Forthisreasonthesymbolicname―withus(is)God‖couldbegiventothechild,and,as

the Lord had already promised, the threat from Syria and Israel would dissolve. Nevertheless, because 

Ahaz had refused to believe and to repose his faith in the Lord alone, the trust he had placed in Assyria 

wouldoccasionterribledevastationforJudah.Thisinterpretationis―messianic‖(andsometimes

characterized as dynastic messianism) in that the continuation of the dynasty preserves the channel for the 

promised blessings and leaves open the possibility of a future individual in whom these blessings will be 

realized in a unique way.  

No critical scholar today holds that Isaiah directly foretold the birth of Jesus of a virgin, and this for a 

number of reasons. First, the sign of Immanuel was given to Ahaz and his contemporaries as part of 

Isaiah‘smessage,andaneventthatoccurredsomesevenhundredyearslaterwouldnotbe relevant to 

them.Moreover,byhisreferencetothefateof―thelandbeforewhosetwokingsyoustandindread‖(i.e.,

Syria and Israel), Isaiah clearly ties Immanuel to the contemporary scene. Second, the Hebrew term for 

―theyoungwoman‖(hā˓almâ) refers to a young woman of marriageable age, who may normally be 

supposedtobeavirgin,butitisnotthetechnicaltermfor―virgin‖(bĕtûlâ)—which would have to have 

been used if that were the precise point intended. Third, there is also the fact that while a virgin birth may 

be the object of faith, it is not subject to the kind of observation that would make it a sign in any 

meaningful sense.  

Those who hold that Immanuel is any child conceived at this time obviously do not relate the sign to the 

dynasty or to the promises to David; the import would be (though the view is proposed with many 

variations) that any young woman who conceived now could, by the time her child was born, bestow a 

name expressive of deliverance because the Syria-Israel threat would have evaporated by then (see 2 Kgs 

7:2 for a conditional construction which begins with hinnēh). The objection often raised, that the definite 



article in hā˓almâ (―the youngwoman‖)rulesthisout,shouldnotbepressed; the use of the definite article 

in Hebrew is not always all that precise. There are, however, other reasons for rejecting it. An important 

part of the Syria-Israel threat is their intention of deposing Ahaz and placing their own king on the throne 

(v 6), so the fate of the dynasty comes prominently into the picture. There are, furthermore, references to 

―thehouseofDavid‖inthiscontextthataresufficientlyunusualtorequireexplanation (vv 2, 13; cf. v 

17).Isaiah‘sassuranceofsafetyandchallengetoeffectivefaith(vv 4, 7, 9) would relate well to the 

dynastic promises.  

ThosewhoseeImmanuelasIsaiah‘s son sometimes identify him with Maher-shalal-hash-baz of 8:1–4 

(or even with Shear-jashub—cf. 7:3) or sometimes see him as a separate sign-child. The arguments for 

this view are drawn partly from the alleged parallelism with 8:1–4, but it is also asserted that only the 

prospective parent can know what the child will be named; if Isaiah can assert that the child will be 

named Immanuel, it must be his child. The latter argument would appear to fail to take note of the 

obviously symbolic nature of the name. It is true that Isaiah imposed actual names of symbolic import on 

two of his sons (Shear-jashub and Maher-shalal-hash-baz—see above), but he had a particular penchant 

for consigning his teaching in names; the series of four names ascribed to the ideal king to come in 9:5—

Eng9:6 depict his qualities but are not to be understood as names that are actually bestowed. The naming 

of Maher-shalal-hash-baz in 8:1–4 occurs in a context which spells out the fate of Syria and Israel within 

a fairly precise chronological framework, i.e., the brieftimebetweenachild‘sconceptionanditsfirst

simplewords;thetimeinvolvedinImmanuel‘scomingtoknowhowtorejectevilandchoosegood

involves far more (see below).  

In many ways v 15 holds the key to the interpretation of the whole passage. It is true that many authors 

(including Wildberger) reject the verse in whole or in part, but there is no basis in textual criticism for 

this. The rejection of v 15 is usually dictated by the interpretation adopted for vv 10–17; but an 

interpretation that relies on emendations that have no warrant in the textual tradition is necessarily 

suspect.Thereferenceto―curdsandhoney‖asImmanuel‘sfoodistakenbyanumberofcommentatorsto

refertoidylliccircumstances(asinthephrase―alandflowingwithmilkandhoney‖—Exod 3:8, 17; 13:5; 

33:3; Deut 6:3; etc.) or even to ambrosial nourishment provided for a divine infant in some myths. Neither 

would suit the threatening contextofIsaiah‘ssituation,andthisisgivenasreasonfortheeliminationof

the verse—thoughitissometimesrejectedonothergrounds,too.However,whilealand―flowingwith

milkandhoney‖—even if that cliché were used here, instead of the relativelyrare―curdsandhoney‖—

wasanaptmannerinwhichtodescribeanideallandinIsrael‘snomaddays,anIsraelsettledinitsown

land thought of the ideal in terms of corn and wine and oil. For these and other reasons, the majority of 

scholars see the expression as indicating a land that has been devastated; no agriculture is possible, and so 

the only food available is wild honey and the produce of the flocks. (Vv 21–25, separate compositions but 

probably closely related in historical context to vv 10–17, indicate tiny flocks and difficult times in a land 

where agriculture has been rendered impossible.) The meaning would thus be that,owingtoAhaz‘

misguided policy, Immanuel would grow up under difficult circumstances in a devastated land.  

The majority of translators and commentators take the expression in v 15 thatrelatestoImmanuel‘s

coming to knowledge (lĕda˓tô—preposition + infinitive + suffix) as temporal, and as referring to a 

relatively few years, the time needed for an infant to learn to distinguish pleasant from unpleasant (see 

above). Many are influenced to take this position by 8:1–4, where Isaiah gives the sign of Maher-shalal-

hash-baz. There, the prophet speaks of the speedy evaporation of the threat of the Syria-Israel coalition: 

Before the child whose conception and birth there described is able to speak his first words, those two 

landswillhavebeendevastated;andineachofthetwotextsthesameexpression―beforethechildknows

…‖occurs(cf.7:16 and 8:4). However, there are also strong reasons for taking the expression in 7:15 in 

thecausalsense.NoneoftheOTreferencestotheknowledgeof―goodandevil‖caneasilybeappliedto

the knowledge that is proper to infants or very young children. Where the reference does indicate the 

stage of development, adulthood or something close to it seems to be required; for example, the 

knowledge attributed to David and Solomon for the office of judging is not that of infancy (2 Sam 

14:17—cf. v 20; 1 Kgs 3:9). So also when Deut 1:39 designates―yourchildren,whothisdayhaveno



knowledgeofgoodandevil‖astheoneswhowillonedayenterthepromisedland,itmusthaveinmind

approximately the same age as that in Num 14:29–30 (cf. 32:11),whichexcludesthose―fromtwenty

yearsandupward.‖TheterminologyinIsa 7:15 that speaks of Immanuel rejecting evil (mā˒ôs bārā˓) also 

indicates adult discernment. For some scholars, such considerations argue for a rejection of a temporal 

sense for v 15 in favor of a causal sense, the more usual force of lĕ + the infinitive. The meaning would 

thusbe―thathemaylearntorejecttheevilandchoosethegood‖;i.e.,thedifficultcircumstancesin

which Immanuel was to grow up would be the occasion of a moral development that would make him 

very unlike Ahaz, to whom he seems to be deliberately contrasted. This interpretation goes somewhat 

beyonddynasticmessianismintheimportanceitattributestoImmanuelinIsaiah‘sthoughtandleavesthe

way open to a connection between this figure and the ideal king depicted in 8:23–9:6—Eng9:1–7 and 

11:1–9.  

The meaning of the oracle at 8:5–8 is again disputed. Clearly, Isaiah is saying that because Judah has 

rejectedtheLord‘scalltofaithbyturningtoAssyriaforhelp,itwillbeoverwhelmedbythatnation;the

referenceto―outspreadwings‖maycontinuethatthreateningmessage,butsuchimagerymoreusually

signalsYahweh‘sprotection(cf.Pss 17:8; 36:7; 57:1). In any case, the address to Immanuel, the fate of 

whose land is at stake, though rejected by many as inauthentic, can very possibly be original. The same 

Hebrew expression, ˓immānû ˒ēl, thoughnownotapropernamebutliterally―(for)Godiswithus,‖ is 

found as the conclusion of 8:9–10, given as the reason that the hostile plans and behavior of the pagan 

nations against Judah will come to nought.  

The citation of Isa 7:14 in Matt 1:23 follows the Greek of the LXX rather than the Hebrew of the MT; 

Matthew‘scitationvariesfromtheLXXonacoupleofminorpoints,eitherbecausethesedifferences

were already in the text he followed or because he adapted it for his own purposes. The most striking 

differencebetweentheLXXandtheHebrewistheuseof―virgin‖(parthenos inGk)insteadof―young

woman‖(˓almâ inHeb).Whilethelatterisnotthenormaldesignationfor―virgin‖(seeabove), the Gk 

parthenos doesnormallymean―virgin‖andisthewordregularlyusedtotranslatebĕtûlâ, the Heb term 

for―virgin.‖Onewouldhaveexpectedneanis (theGktermfor―youngwoman‖),whichistheterm

normally used to render ˓almâ in the LXX and which is, in fact, used for this text in the later, more literal, 

Greek translations of Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion. No certain explanation of why the LXX chose 

to render ˓almâ by parthenos can be given. Some have supposed that in the period after Isaiah, his 

Immanuel oracle occasioned a development which posited a marvelous birth for the one who would fulfill 

it. However, since Isa 7:14 isnotamongthepassagesthatlaterJewishthoughtsawas―messianic,‖the

suggestion is unsupported by the evidence. It is more likely that the translator was indicating that 

Immanuel‘smotherwasavirginatthetimetheoraclewasspokenandwouldbeuntilsheconceivedin

the usual manner; unlike the Hebrew, the Greek clearly has the conception as future.  

While Matthew was thus not constrained by any OT evidence that the Messiah would be born of a 

virgin, he clearly uses the Isaiah passage in support of his own presentation of the virginal conception of 

Jesus, a tradition that must have reached him from a different source. The Isaiah text is cited after 

Joseph‘sdoubthasbeencounteredbytheassurancethatMary‘sconceptionisthroughtheactionofthe

HolySpirit,andinthiscontexttheemphasisfallson―virgin,‖apointtheEvangelist can see as foretold in 

prophecy.ThemeaningoftheHebrewname―Immanuel‖wouldnothavebeenevidenttomanyof

Matthew‘sreaders,andsototheIsaiahcitationheaddstheexplanation,―anamewhichmeans‗Godwith

us,‘ ‖aninterpretationprobably taken from Isa 8:10. Thus, Matthew uses the text not only as prophecy, 

now fulfilled, of the coming of Jesus and of his virginal conception, but also to say something of the 

divine sonship of Jesus, through whom God is present in a very special way. On both points, Matthew 

goes well beyond anything envisioned in the OT text.  
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JOSEPH JENSEN  

IMMER (PERSON) [Heb ˒immēr (ר  )]. The LXX regularly transliterates the name as emmēr (1 Chrִאמֵּ

9:12; 24:14; Ezra 2:37; 2:59; 10:20; Neh 3:29; 7:40; Jer 20:1; 1 Esdr 9:21) and once as iemēr (Neh 7:61). 

Cf. also 1 Esdr 5:24 LXX emmērouth; KJV Meruth; NEB Emmeruth; and 1 Esdr 5:36 LXX amar; allar; 

KJV Aalar; NEB Alar; AB Allar.  

1. An Aaronide priest whose family, according to the Chronicler, by lot became the 16th course of 

priests in the time of David (1 Chr 24:1–6, 14). The name appears at the close of the Exile, when as many 

as 1,052 priests who claimed descent from Immer were able to return from Babylon to Jerusalem with 

Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:1–2, 37 = Neh 7:6–7, 40 = 1 Esdr 5:7–8, 24). This same Immer is cited as the ancestor 

of one of the prominent priestly families residing in Jerusalem, that of Amashsai (= Maasai in 1 Chr 

9:12),inNehemiah‘stime(Neh 11:13). According to Nehemiah 11, Immer was the progenitor of the line 

Meshillemoth-Ahzai-Azarel-Amashsai. In 1 Chr 9:12, this genealogy is expanded considerably, stating 

that Immer was the head of the lineage Meshillemith-Meshullam-Jahzerah-Adiel-Maasai. By comparison 

it would thus appear that Meshillemoth is the same person as either Meshillemith or Meshullam, and that 

Ahzai and Azarel are the equivalents of Jahzerah and Adiel in the 1 Chronicles 9 list. It is also known 

that,inEzra‘sday,twoofImmer‘sdescendants,HananiandZebadiah,werefoundtohavemarried

foreign women and were subsequently moved to make a solemn pledge to divorce their wives (Ezra 

10:19–20). What is more, the synoptic parallel, 1 Esdr 9:20–21, adds four additional violators to these 

two, namely Maaseiah, Shemaiah, Jehiel, and Azariah. In Ezra 10:21, in both the MT and LXX B, the 

four have become five (Maaseiah, Elijah, Shemaiah, Jehiel, and Uzziah), but these names are all attributed 

to the line of a man named Harim, not Immer.  

2. The father of Pashhur, the priest who was chief officer in the last days of the temple and who as the 

opponent of the prophet Jeremiah beat him and put him in stocks overnight (Jer 20:1–2). If this person is 

thesameas#1above,thenthewordfor―son‖[Hebben] would have to be understood in the broader 

senseof―descendant.‖ 

3. The father of Zadok, a person who is said to have repaired the wall of Jerusalem opposite his own 

house, near the Horse Gate, in the time of Nehemiah (Neh 3:28–29). The Horse Gate (2 Kgs 11:16; 2 Chr 

23:15; Jer 31:40) is thought to have been located in the SE corner of the temple-palace complex. Working 

where he did, Immer was probably a priest. If the Immer intended here is #1 above, again the Hebrew 

wordfor―son‖(ben) would have to be interpreted in the wider sense of ―descendant.‖ 

4. One of the leaders who brought exiles from Telmelah and Telharsha back home to Judah (1 Esdr 

5:36). These exiles were distinguished by their inability to show proof of their Israelite ancestry (1 Esdr 

5:37). In the synoptic parallels to 1 Esdr 5:36, namely, Ezra 2:59 and Neh 7:61, it is worth noting that this 

same―Immer‖istreatedasaplacename,notapersonalname.However,―Immer‖asapersonalname

should not be too quickly dismissed in this context, as the 1 Esdras–type text often preserves many older 

readings (Klein 1969: 107).  
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IMMER (PLACE) [Heb ˒immer (ִאֶמר)]. Unidentified Babylonian site from which Jewish exiles 

returned under Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:59; Neh 7:61; see also 1 Esdr 5:36, where the text is uncertain). These 

returnees were unable to prove their Israelite ancestry, which was needed as a crucial line of continuity 

between the restoration community and preexilic Israel (Johnson 1969: 42–44; Williamson Ezra, 

Nehemiah WBC,39).Somescholarshavetaken―Immer‖intheEzraandNehemiah references as a 

personal name, which may find support in 1 Esdr 5:36 (for arguments, see Batten Ezra and Nehemiah 

ICC, 96).  
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IMNA (PERSON) [Heb yimnā˓ (ִיְמָנע)] A descendant of Asher, found in the segmented tribal 

genealogy in 1 Chr 7:30–40. The name occurs in the LXX as Imana, and in LXX
L
 as Iamna. In form, it is 

a verbal imperfect 3 m.s. qal conjugation of the root mn˓, meaning―hewillwithhold,‖andmaybea

hypocoristicon for an original form that contained the name of a deity after the verb.  

Imna appears in v 35 as a son of Helem, making him a fourth-generation descendant of the eponymous 

ancestor Asher. Since other names in the list such as Shual, Zophah, Japhlet, and Shelesh/Shilshah appear 

elsewhere in the Bible as names of clans and/or geographical regions, and the summary in v 40 indicates 

that the underlying source for the genealogy was an administrative list used for purposes of army 

conscription and possibly also taxation, it is likely that Imna is not the name of an individual but that of a 

clan or a village. All groups named in the Chronicles genealogy for Asher appear to have lived in the 

Asherite enclave located in S Mt. Ephraim and not in the Galilean territory of Asher (Edelman 1988). See 

ASHER (PERSON); ASHURITES.  

Imna probably is a variant spelling or textual corruption of Imnah, found in v 30, and of Imrah, found in 

v 36, of the same genealogy. In the first instance, the final he has interchanged with the final ˓ayin, which 

wouldnothaveaffectedthename‘spronunciation.Inthesecondinstance,inadditiontothesame

alteration at the end of the name, a medial nun has been mistaken as a reš, a mistake that was possible to 

make in the square script, but not in the older archaic Hebrew script. Such a mistake could easily have 

occurredthroughacopyist‘serrorduringthecenturies of transmission of the text of Chronicles. 

Imna/Imnah would accordingly represent an Asherite clan located somewhere in S Mt. Ephraim.  

The appearance of the name three times within the genealogy has been understood in two ways. In 

accordance with the view that the genealogy is homogenous and derives from an administrative list of 

Asherite clans made at a single point in time, Imna in v 35 would be an intergenerational namesake of the 

Imnah in v 30, and Imrah in v 36 would be a corrupted reference to the Imna of v 35. The two names Beri 

and Imrah (bry and ymrh) would not be children of Zophah but rather would represent the corruption of 

an original reading bny ymnh, ―sonsofImnah,‖whichintroducedImnah‘sdescendantsinthecontinuing

presentationofthefifthgenerationofdescentinthesegmentedgenealogy(Na˒amanfc.). 

According to the alternate view, the instances of name repetition within the genealogy, including 

Beriah/Beri, Zophah, Shelesh/Shilshah, Shua/Shual, and Imnah/Imna/Imrah, are to be taken as indications 

of the composite nature of the genealogy. Three administrative lists deriving from different eras but 

naming the members of the Asherite enclave at three separate points in time would have been combined 

by the Chronicler to produce the final form of the genealogy. Following this understanding, the three 

Imnahs would represent the same clan at different points in time, or the final two would represent the 

same clan over time, while the first might represent a distant namesake within the Galilean region, before 

the splintering off of the enclave group (Edelman 1988).  

Regardless of the structural approach taken to the genealogy, Imna can be further linked with the land of 

YeminithatSaulisreportedtohavetraversedinhissearchforhisfather‘slostassesin1 Sam 9:4 (Curtis 

and Madsen Chronicles ICC, 155; Edelman 1989: 53–54). The gentilic of the lesser known Asherite clan 

of Imnah is so close to the gentilic of the tribe of (Ben)jamin, ymny vs. ymyny, that the medial yod in the 



MT text could easily have been added as a mater lectionis by a scribe or later copyist when the original 

reference to the Asherite group was no longer understood and one to the well-known Benjaminites was 

presumed. All four lands traversed by Saul in southern Mt. Ephraim can be identified with Asherite clans 

in the genealogy in 1 Chronicles 7;andbasedonSaul‘sfollowingasequentialroute,thelandofthe

Yemnites can tentatively be situated in the region around Bethel and Ai (Edelman 1989: 53–54).  
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DIANA V. EDELMAN  

IMNAH (PERSON) [Heb yimnâ (ִיְמָנה)]. Var. IMNA. IMNITES. 1. The firstborn son of Asher (Gen 

46:17; 1 Chr 7:30).InthegenealogicallistofJacob‘ssons,whichislistedbyfamily and mother (Gen 

48:8–27), Imnah appears as the grandson of Jacob and Leah through Asher. Asher was the second son of 

Zilpah,Leah‘smaid(Gen 37:12–13). Imnah was the father of the Imnites (Num 26:44). See also IMNA.  

2. A Levite, whose son Kore assisted Hezekiah in his religious reform (2 Chr 31:14). Nothing is known 

about this Imnah, but probably he exercised a prominent position in the temple. His son Kore was the 

keeper of the East Gate and was in charge of the freewill offerings presented in the temple. Kore also 

supervised the distribution of the portion to be given to the Levites and to the priests. For this reason, S. 

A. Cook (EncBib, 2688) has said that the name Imnah was probably written mistakenly by a scribe for 

Heman, a Levite who was associated with the Korahites and with the doorkeeper of the temple.  

CLAUDE F. MARIOTTINI  

IMPALEMENT. See PUNISHMENTS AND CRIMES (OT AND ANE).  

IMPEDIMENT OF SPEECH. See SICKNESS AND DISEASE.  

IMPURITY, WATER FOR. See WATER FOR IMPURITY.  

IMRAH (PERSON) [Heb yimrâ (ִיְמָרה)]. The fifth son of Zophah in the genealogy of Asher (1 Chr 

7:36). Although this name is similar to others found in the same genealogy (Imnah–7:30; Imna–7:35), it 

appears neither in parallel lists in Numbers 26 and Genesis 46 nor elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible. See 

also IMNA (PERSON). Speculation about the meaning of the name varies; if based upon the Hebrew root 

mrh, itmaybetranslated―mayherebel.‖Suchaninterpretationofthenamemaybeinkeepingwiththe

military character of the Asherite genealogy noted by scholars such as Johnson (1969: 66–68).  
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IMRI (PERSON) [Heb ˒imr   (ִאְמִרי)]. 1. An ancestor of one of the exiles who returned to Jerusalem 

from exile in Babylon (1 Chr 9:4).ImriwasadescendantofJudahthroughJudah‘sandTamar‘sfirst-born 

son Perez. The name Imri is an abbreviation of the name Amariah (Bowman IB 3: 684). In Neh 11:4, 

which is a parallel passage to 1 Chr 9:4, Amariah is listed as one of the ancestors of one from the tribe of 

Judah who returned to Jerusalem from Babylonian exile. Dahlberg (IDB 2: 691) suggested that Amariah 

might have been the same person listed in 1 Chr 9:4 as Imri. This is a possibility, but none of the names in 

1 Chr 9:4 are identical to those in Neh 11:4 with the exceptions of Perez and Judah. It is possible that the 

author of 1 Chronicles 9 simply employed different traditions than did the author of Nehemiah 11 (Braun 

1 Chronicles WBC, 136). If the two authors did possess and employ different traditions, then Imri and 

Amariah might well have been two distinct individuals.  

2. An ancestor of Zaccur who helped rebuild the walls of Jerusalem during the time of Nehemiah (Neh 

3:2).ImriispresentedasZaccur‘sfather,butImrimighthavebeenanearlier,distinguishedancestor

ratherthanZaccur‘sbiologicalfather. 

ROBERT C. DUNSTON  



INCARNATION. ―Incarnation‖ meansliterally―en-fleshment‖or,slightlymorefully,―embodiment

inflesh.‖Thequestionofwheretheconceptofincarnationistobefoundinthebiblicaltextsistoalarge

extent dependent on whether that definition is interpreted in a broader or a narrower sense.  

———  

A. Definition  

B. Preliminary Clarifications  

1. Incarnation and Indwelling  

2. Incarnation and Inspiration  

C. Antecedents  

D. Jesus  

E. Earliest Christianity  

F. Paul  

1. Phil 2:6–11  

2. Col 1:15–20  

G. Between Paul and John  

H. John  

I. Conclusions  

———  

A. Definition  

The Encyclopaedia Britannica defines―incarnation‖as―acentralChristiandoctrinethatthe eternal 

Word of God (Logos), the Son of God, the second Person of the Trinity, became man in Jesus Christ, who 

wasthentrulyGodandtrulyman.‖Thiscertainlyreflectswhathasbeenthedominantmeaningofthe

term itself within Christian thought. But it is doubtful whether the concept in such a developed sense can 

be found anywhere within the Bible, since clearly presupposed therein is the full-blown Trinitarian 

doctrine as that came to expression in the 4th and 5th centuries of the Christian era.  

The question then becomes whether the Christian concept is present in a less developed or undeveloped 

sense in the NT. Alternatively expressed, it becomes a question of defining the beginnings or foundations 

within the biblical writings of the doctrine as later formulated. To what extent can these early 

adumbrationsorembryonicformulationsbedescribedasexpressingabeliefin―incarnation‖? 

In turn, this raises the question of how distinctive was that less clearly defined Christian teaching. Is 

―incarnation‖aspecifically―Christiandoctrine‖assuch?Orinitsearliestform,wastheChristian

doctrine of incarnation of a piece with a larger and vaguer understanding of incarnation or of incarnational 

possibilities?Can―incarnation‖notbeusedquiteproperlyforotherformsof―embodimentinflesh‖?And

if so, what were the distinctive features of the early Christian use of this broader category which caused 

the Christian conception to stand out from that broader usage and in due course to become the dominant 

technical sense for the word itself?  

B. Preliminary Clarifications  

―Incarnation‖couldquiteproperlybeusedforanyembodimentinanyflesh.Butwecanlimitthe

inquiry to human flesh most of the time, since that is the predominant range of reference. The incarnation 

of what isanotherquestion.Clearlyimpliedistheassumptionthatthe―what‖issomethingotherthan

fleshandsomething―higher‖thanflesh.Itwouldbeunwise,however,tolimitthediscussiontotheidea

of God or a god incarnate, even though that would give the most promise of finding an antecedent to the 

Christian doctrine; for the concept can apply quite properly to the incarnation of any spiritual entity or 

quality.Moremodernphrases,suchas―anincarnatefiend‖or―Libertyincarnate,‖shouldprovide

sufficient warning against narrowing the discussion prematurely. And it will soon become apparent that 

ancient usage was as broad.  

It would of course be possible to define all humanity in incarnational terms—as offspring of the gods 

(cf. Acts 17:28), as sons of God by virtue of sharing the one divine reason, or as possessing a divine 

spark. But in such cases, the concept of incarnation has become so diluted as to require a quite different 



inquiry:Whatisthe―divine‖inhumankind?Whatis―human‖?Asimilarproblemwouldarisewherethe

embodiment was thought of in corporate terms—a nation or a large group embodying some ideal. 

Important as it is to bear in mind the continuity of conception among all these usages, this study will have 

to be limited to the sense of incarnation as denoting one individual or a number of individuals unusual in 

the degree or kind of their embodiment of the divine.  

Can we bring our question to sharper focus by delimiting the concept of incarnation still further? The 

problems of conceptuality and definition can be highlighted by noting the overlap and difference between 

―incarnation/embodiment‖ontheonehandand―indwelling‖and―inspiration‖ontheother.Inboth cases 

it is a question of how the gap or difference between the higher form of existence (spiritual, divine) and 

thelower(flesh)isperceivedascapableofbeingovercome,sothatthehigherbecomesembodied―in‖the

lower in some sense.  

1. Incarnation and Indwelling. In a dualistic system, where spirit and flesh are seen as sharply and 

irreconcilably distinct and even antithetical, the resulting embodiment is probably more accurately 

described as indwelling than as incarnation. The point is that Hellenistic religion and philosophy, which 

determined the dominant worldview in the Mediterranean world during the period before and after the 

emergence of Christianity, was characteristically dualistic. The consequence was that in Hellenistic 

conceptuality the divine could manifest itself in the flesh but not as flesh. The axiomatic structures of 

thought made it literally unthinkable that the divine should become flesh, that the (by definition) eternal 

and unchanging should become that which (by definition) changed, decayed, and perished. Gods might 

appear in the guise of human beings, but they were still gods and not flesh. The divine reason was part of 

thehumanspecies,butas―theinnerperson,‖quitedistinctfromthematerialbody. 

The extent of the problem here for Hellenistic thought is clearly reflected subsequently in the Christian 

difficultyincorrelatingitsownemergingdoctrineofincarnationwiththe―given‖ofdivineimpassibility.

Nor is it surprising that the option of Docetism (the divine Christ only seemed to be a man) proved so 

attractive to many Christians in the 2d century. And the gnostic systems of the 2d and 3d centuries simply 

serve to underline the fact that Hellenistic dualism could only cope with the concept of divine indwelling 

(the splinter of light imprisoned within the mud of matter), and not with incarnation as distinct from 

indwelling.  

2. Incarnation and Inspiration. Here, the problem is more difficult than has usually been realized. 

What is the difference between these two categories?—incarnation and inspiration—the latter not 

dependent on Hellenistic dualism and very highly regarded in Jewish thought. After all, the phenomenon 

ofinspirationcouldbedescribedas―god-possession‖(Gkentheos, enthousiasmos) or, in Jewish terms, as 

a being filled or possessed by the Spirit of God (as in Judg 6:34). An inviting distinction might be 

developed in terms of inspiration as esssentially a temporary phenomenon; a prophet would not be 

described as an incarnation of the Spirit, nor a demoniac as an incarnation of Satan. The difficulty arises, 

however, if one wants to speak of inspiration as continuous or unique—as indeed some Christians did 

(e.g., Acts 6:3, 5; Eph 5:18).JohntheBaptistwasdescribedas―filledwiththeHolySpiritfromhis

mother‘swomb‖(Luke 1:15). And Jesus was accused of being possessed by Beelzebul (Mark 3:22 pars.).  

The problem here is that incarnation and permanent inspiration would be indistinguishable 

phenomenologically. This is illustrated by the fact that the early Fathers of the Church did sometimes 

speak of incarnation in terms of the Spirit rather than of the Son (e.g., Hermas Sim. V6.5; Tertullian Prax. 

26; Cyprian Idol. 11). Consequently, there is a question as to whether the distinction between the two can 

be maintained beyond the conceptual level—ratherlikethedistinctionbetween―theeternalgenerationof

theSon‖and―theprocessionoftheHolySpirit,‖thatis,aconfessionthatthereisandmustbean

important difference, but we are not at all sure what it amounts to.  

Suchreflectionservestoemphasizethefactthat―incarnation‖wasneitheraclearlyconceivedcategory

ready to be used in reference to Jesus nor an empty concept ready to be filled with specifically Christian 

meaning. ―Incarnation‖evidentlyemergedwithinaworldofmeaningwhereotherconceptslaycloseto

hand but which were not seen as adequate to express the Christian perception regarding Jesus. In other 

words, if we may already draw a preliminary conclusion, it looks as though it is not the overlap of 



meaningbetween―incarnation‖andothercategoriessuchas―indwelling‖and―inspiration‖whichwas

important so much as it is the distinction between them: incarnation being developed as a distinctive 

category in order to express the distinctive way in which the divine and human were seen to have come 

together in Jesus—incarnation as a particular way of conceiving the embodiment, as the divine becoming 

human, rather than simply indwelling or inspiring the human. This becomes clearer when we look for 

antecedents to what became the later orthodox Christian concept.  

C. Antecedents  

Arepresentativerangeofideasandidiom,allofwhichcouldwarrantthedescription―incarnation‖in 

some sense at least, would include those shown below (fuller details in TDNT 8:335–62; Boslooper 1962: 

170–78; Hengel 1976: 21–56; Dunn 1980: 13–22). The categories are in no sense mutually exclusive and 

indicate overlapping usage along a more or less continuous spectrum of conceptuality:  

(a)Thegodsthemselvesappearingintheformorguiseofmen,asrecountedclassicallyinOvid‘s

Metamorphoses.  

(b) Descent from the gods, particularly legendary heroes like Dionysus and Heracles, sons of Zeus by 

mortal mothers.  

(c) Pharaohs, kings, and then emperors as representatives of God/the gods, whether by descent or by 

adoption, and thus embodying divine presence/authority.  

(d)Thebroadcategoryoftenembracedbythephrase―divinemen,‖asindicatingindividuals specially 

favoredorempoweredbyGodorthegods,whothuswarrantedtheepithet―divine,‖ApolloniusofTyana

being a much cited case in point.  

(e) Poetic hyperbole, sometimes used in incarnational categories, as classically in the case of Augustus, 

represented by Virgil as Apollo come to earth (Ecl. IV.6–10) and by Horace as Mercury descended in the 

guise of a man (Odes I.2.41–52).  

(f)Individualsunderstoodastheembodimentofdivinewisdom(Sophia),particularlyasinPhilo‘s

portrayal of Abraham and Moses as archetypes of the wise man (Leg All III: 217, 244; Cher 10, 18, 31; 

etc.; Leg All II: 87; III: 45, 140–47; Cher 41; Sacr 9; etc.) and of Sarah as the embodiment of Wisdom 

herself (Leg All II: 82; Cher 9–10, 49; Quod Det 124; etc.).  

In the light of sec. B above, however, we can put a question mark against most of these categories, if it 

isindeedantecedentstotheconceptof―incarnation‖forwhichwearelooking.WithinHellenistic

conceptuality, the dualism which allowed the thought of gods appearing in the guise of men (a above) 

militates against the possibility of translating that into the idea of a god becoming man. And the 

questionablecategoryofthe―divineman‖(d above) is anyway better set under the heading of 

―inspiration‖(divine empowering).  

It is equally doubtful whether the more intellectual circles of the time within the Hellenistic world 

wouldhaverecognizedacategoryof―incarnation‖asequivalenttootheroftheusagesjustlisted.

Whatever the popular view of such matters, about which we have only a few hints anyway, those who 

determined the intellectual climate of the day saw the myths about gods and demigods (a and b) as just 

that—myths and not factual truth. Likewise, talk of king or emperor as divine or as son of God (c) was 

largely a matter of political convention, and as such expressive of the symbolical power of the head of 

state and of an underlying desire for divine legitimation for the social and political structure; and as such 

regularly manipulated in bloodypowerstruggles.AndthepoetichyperboleofaVirgillaudingAugustus‘

success (e) was presumably seen as such—the exaggerated description quite proper in the eulogy of a 

remarkable man. Certainly, important attitudes and claims were embodied in all this language, but to use 

theword―incarnation‖todescribethemisatbestofdoubtfulvalueandprobablyservesmoretoconfuse

than to help forward the discussion.  

Allthisseemstoindicatethatwhilethe―in‖-put of the divine to the human was variously conceived 

within the wider Greco-Roman world, the idea of incarnation in the sense of the divine actually becoming 

human was nowhere formulated prior to Christianity. Whatever language might be proper within myth 

and poetic eulogy, the inherent dualism of the Hellenistic worldview was probably a decisive barrier 

which prevented such a narrower concept of incarnation from emerging.  



Within the more specifically Jewish milieu, there is a similar range of usage:  

(1) The anthropomorphism of early Hebrew thought facilitated the idea that God could appear in human 

form(cf.theappearanceof―theangeloftheLord‖inhumanform,asinGenesis 18; 32:24–30; Josh 

5:13–15).  

(2)EquivalenttoHeracles(descentfromthegods)arethe―giants‖ofGen 6:4.  

(3)ThekingofIsraelwasoccasionallycalled―sonofGod‖or―god,‖particularlyinthePsalms(Pss 

2:7; 45:6; 82:6; 89:26–27).  

(4)Fullyequivalenttoany―divinemen‖inwiderHellenisticthoughtwerethecharismaticleadersinthe

period of the Judges and the later prophets (e.g., Judg 14:19; 1 Kgs 18:46; Jer 20:9; Ezek 2:2), not to 

mention the righteous individual and charismatic rabbi (Wis 2:13–18; m. Ta˓an. 3:8).  

(5)AsclassicanexampleofVirgil‘seulogyofAugustuswouldbetheWisdomofSolomon‘s

description of the plagues of Egypt (Wis 18:15–16).  

If parallels to or precursors of the subsequent Christian doctrine of incarnation are sought, similar 

qualifications would have to be made. Although later Christian thought took some of the 

anthropomorphisms as manifestationsoftheSonofGod(alreadyinthe2dcenturyinJustinMartyr‘s

Dialogue with Trypho), there is nothing of this in the NT itself; there is some christological use of 

angelomorphic language, particularly in the vision of Rev 1:13–16, but not as a description of Jesus on 

earth or of incarnation. In Jewish circles, the episode of Gen 6:1–4 was taken as one of the major sources 

to account for human sin (Jub. 5:1–10; 1 Enoch 6:10; T. Reu. 5). Use of the language of deity to speak of 

the king was the idiom of representation and legitimation as much within Israel as beyond. Charismatic 

leadership or prophecy likewise belongs more to the category of inspiration than to that of incarnation. 

And the imagery of Hebrew poetry was as vivid and as vigorous as any of its Greek equivalents. There is 

nothing in all this which leads us to conclude that by a process of natural evolution any of these usages 

would have given rise to the more specifically Christian idea of incarnation.  

The one exception, or nearest thing to an exception, would seem to be the talk of Wisdom noted 

previously under (f). Here, we cannot go into the question of whether Wisdom was understood as a divine 

being other than God, or as a hypostasis, or as a way of speaking (personification) of divine action and 

immanence within creation; in the framework of Jewish monotheism, the last of these seems most likely, 

with the concept of ―hypostasis‖acategorywhichonlyemergedlaterinChristiantheology,inlargepart

at least as a consequence rather than as a precursor oftheideaof―incarnation‖(seeDunn1980:168–76). 

The point here, however, is that Wisdom certainly denotes the divine as over against the human, so that a 

conceptofdivine―in‖-putorofincarnationinatleastabroadersenseisinvolved.Evenso,Philo‘s

portrayal of such a figure as Moses or Sarah as an embodiment of divine wisdom does not actually bring 

us muchfurtherforward,foritisanexampleofPhilo‘scharacteristicuseofallegorizinginhishandling

of scriptural texts, and so remains within the broader range of poetic symbolism and hyperbole. Philo, 

himself, was too much influenced by Hellenistic philosophy for the antithesis between divine and human, 

rational and material, to be overcome so easily. Juxtaposed they were in the human mind, and identified in 

allegory they might be, but for the one to become the other or be identified with the other in actual fact 

was probably a step beyond what was yet thinkable.  

Ifanything,thecloserantecedenttotheconceptof―incarnation‖istobefoundintheideaofdivine

wisdom as given to Israel, embodied in the Torah, for in this case the language of actual identification 

seems to be used. The clearest examples are Sir 24:23 and Bar 4:1. In the former, the hymn where 

Wisdom praises herself in the first person is immediately followedbythecomment:―Allthisisthebook

ofthecovenantoftheMostHighGod,thelawwhichMosescommandedus.‖Andinthelatter,a

descriptionofWisdomisfollowedinjustthesamewaybyasimilarcomment:―Sheisthebookofthe

commandments of God, andthelawthatenduresforever.‖Ofcourse,wearestillsomewayfroma

concept of incarnation, especially since we have restricted the definition of the term to embodiment in 

human flesh. Nonetheless, such usage of a word which so clearly betokens the divine, a usage which 

includes both the description of the unique inspiration of Moses and its identification with something as 

tangible as the law, is clearly not far from the idea of incarnation in the more specifically Christian sense. 



All it needed was for the two to come together, unique inspiration and identification, in reference to a 

singleindividualforthedistinctiveconceptof―incarnation‖tobeborn. 

And this is what seems to have happened with regard to Jesus. But in what way, and why, and how 

soon? Despite the well-known difficulties of stratifying and dating the material, and although other ways 

of structuring the examination are of course quite possible, we shall seek to maintain a chronological 

approach as the one most appropriate to an attempt to trace a conceptuality in process of evolution.  

D. Jesus  

Istheword―incarnation‖appropriatetodescribeJesus‘self-consciousness or claims he made regarding 

himself? Did Jesus think or speak of himself in terms of the divine embodied in human flesh, whether as a 

divine being or as God himself become man? The question, of course, is complicated by the usual 

problem of distinguishing what in the Jesus tradition goes back to Jesus himself and what expresses the 

later perspective of the earliest Christians or of the Evangelists themselves. The Johannine portrayal of 

Jesus is the most supportive of an affirmative answer, inviting the evangelistic-apologeticchallenge:―He

whosospeaksofhimselfiseithermad,bad,orGod.‖Butitispreciselyatthispoint,Jesus‘explicit

claims to have preexisted with the Father, at which the Fourth Gospel differs consistently and strikingly 

from the other Gospels, so that it is precisely the overt incarnationalism of that gospel which is most 

likely to indicatealaterperspective.Asweshallalsoseelater,therearesomefeaturesofMatthew‘s

portrayal which likewise seem to indicate a developed christology, but for the most part the words of 

JesusintheSynopticGospelsprobablybringusclosertoJesus‘own self-assertions.  

Almostallofthatmaterial,however,fitsmostnaturallyundertheheadingof―possession‖(whether

indwellingorinspiration)ratherthanof―incarnation.‖Thisiscertainlythecasewiththerelativelystrong

use of prophet categories, as in Mark 6:4 and Luke 4:18–19; and the implication that Jesus saw himself as 

spokesman for God and emissary of divine Wisdom, as in Mark 9:37 and Luke 7:31–35. Even if Jesus 

occasionallyspokeofhimselfas―theson(ofGod)‖orGod‘s―belovedson‖(Matt 11:27; Mark 13:32), 

though the point is disputed, there would have been no implication in the category itself of any claim to 

preexistence, since divine and intimate sonship was already attributed to a messianic king and the 

righteous person within Israel (Ps 2:7; Isa 42:1; Wis 2:16–18).AndJesus‘talkofhimselfas―thesonof

man,‖evenwhereanallusiontoDan 7:13 is given, would not be understood as a claim to preexistence, 

since Dan 7:13 was evidently not yet interpreted as speaking of a divine individual. See CHRISTOLOGY.  

DoestheauthorityexpressedbyJesusnotcarrywithitanimplicitclaimtoincarnation?The―ButIsay

toyou‖ofMatthew 5 seems to go beyond theprophets‘―ThussaystheLord‖andtosetJesusover,

against,oraboveMoses.Evenso,however,itissomewayfromtheabsoluteclaimoftheJohannine―I

am‖formula,anditdoesnotseemtohavemovedbeyondthecategoryofinspiration.Themoststriking 

expression of divine authority on the part of Jesus would seem to be his claim to forgive sins in Mark 2:5, 

10, especially as in the narrative itself it prompts the response, ―WhocanforgivesinsbutGodalone?‖

The issue here, however, seems to be that of authorization. After all, the priest was entitled to pronounce 

sins forgiven in the context of the cult, on the authority of Leviticus 5.TheprovocativefeatureofJesus‘

pronouncement was that he spoke neither as priest nor in the context of the cult. To pronounce sins 

forgiven or even to forgive sins is not of itself an indication of incarnation, since according to John 20:22 

Jesus‘disciplescandothesame(Matt 16:19; 18:18). Here again, we do not seem to have moved beyond 

the category of inspiration, or authorization.  

IthasbeensuggestedthatinJesus‘parablesheappliedOTimagerywhichdepictedGodtohimself,

indicating that Jesus thought of himself as in some sense God (Payne 1981). The flaw in this reasoning is 

the twofold non sequitur that Jesus consistently intended his parables to be understood allegorically and 

that he consistently intended to portray himself in them. For example, is the sower of Mark 4:3–8 a 

specific person or anyone who preaches the good news? And the farmer of Mark 4:26–29, who sleeps and 

rises night and day, is hardly to be understood as a portrayal of God. If any identification is intended by 

the figure of the father (as in Luke 15:11–32) or of the king (as in Luke 19:12–27), it is obviously God. 

The imagery of the shepherd (as in Luke 15:4–7) is certainly that of God, but in the same passages it is 

also that of those set over Israel by God (Jer 23:1–6; Ezek 34:10–16, 20–24). Most striking here is the use 



of wedding imagery (Mark 2:19; Matt 25:1–13), but even here it is by no means clear if Jesus intended to 

refer to himself as the bridegroom, as distinct from simply using the symbolism of the wedding to denote 

the new age of the kingdom (Isa 49:18; 62:5); and the parable of the king giving a marriage feast for his 

son (Matt 22:1–10) hardly suggests an identification between the bridegroom and God.  

In short, within the earlier strata of the Jesus tradition there is substantive evidence that Jesus laid claim 

to speak with divine inspiration and authorization as in some sense the representative of God. But there is 

nothing of consequence to support the thesis that Jesus saw himself in some sense as God, as the 

incarnation of deity.  

E. Earliest Christianity  

Here, the issue resolves itself down to the significance implied or understood in the claim that Jesus had 

been raised from the dead and exalted to heaven. The claim was clearly fundamental from the beginning 

of Christianity proper. What were the incarnational corollaries of this claim?  

It is quite often assumed that any affirmation of Jesus as exalted to heavenly status would inevitably 

have carried with it the implication that he had thereby been restored to or had resumed a status already 

previously enjoyed (e.g., Knox 1967: 11; Moule 1977: 138–40). Thus, it is argued that the assertion of 

Jesus‘postexistence, after his life on earth, would have been seen to include as a corollary the assertion of 

his preexistence, before his life on earth. The more exalted the claims made regarding the risen Christ, or 

the more divine the functions attributed to the exalted Christ, the more unavoidable that corollary would 

have been. Consequently, even though the concept of incarnation as such was not yet formulated, its 

conceptualization must have been simply the outworking of that earliest belief in Jesus as raised from the 

dead. In which case, incarnation could be said to have been an integral part of Christian belief from the 

very first. So the argument runs.  

The argument has power, and since the belief in Jesus as incarnate deity did emerge sooner or later 

within early Christianity, it can hardly be disputed that the doctrine of incarnation was in some sense a 

consequence of the Easter faith. But if our concern is to trace the emergence of the Christian idea of 

incarnation, the question to be asked is how soon that consequence was perceived and affirmed. The 

argument just stated sees it as an almost immediate consequence. But stated like that, it takes too little 

account of the range of belief and conceptuality at the time. In particular, 1st-century Judaism knew a 

good deal of speculation about hero figures who had been exalted to heaven and given some participation 

inGod‘sjudgment,e.g.,Enoch,Abel,andthemysteriousMelchizedek(Jub. 4:22–23; T. Abr. 13:1–6; 

11QMelch 10). According to Matt 19:28 and 1 Cor 6:2–3, Christians themselves were to take part in the 

final judgment. None of this would have been understood to imply the deity or preexistence of the 

individuals named. The bestowal of the Spirit (as in Acts 2:33) may seem to take a step beyond anything 

affirmed of a human figure in pre-Christian Judaism (Turner, in Rowdon 1982: 183), but John the Baptist 

attributedsomesortofbestowaloftheSpirittothe―comingone‖(Mark 1:8). Even the confession of 

Jesusas―Lord,‖whichiscertainlyveryearly,didnotcarry with it a necessary implication that the one so 

confessedwastherebyidentifiedwithGod,sincethereweremany―lords‖(1 Cor 8:5), and since in Paul 

at least the confession of Jesus as Lord was bound up with the confession of God as one (1 Cor 8:6; Phil 

2:9–11). See also CHRISTOLOGY.  

It is unlikely, therefore, that the thought of incarnation was part of earliest Christian faith, or that the 

convictionregardingJesus‘exaltationtoGod‘srighthandwouldhavebeenseenmoreorlessfromthe

first to carry that corollary within it.  

F. Paul  

TheissueofwhetherPaul‘schristologyincludedthethoughtofincarnationhasbeenobscuredformost

of the 20th century by the debate regarding a pre-Christian gnostic redeemer myth. Bultmann especially 

had argued that there was already in existence before the emergence of Christianity the myth of a 

heavenly redeemer figure sent from on high to awaken to their true nature the sparks of light imprisoned 

within matter (1948: 1.175). According to Bultmann, early christology, including that of Paul, was 

indebted to this concept of a cosmic figure, a preexistent Son of the Father, who came down from heaven 

and assumed human form.  



The fatal flaw in this whole thesis was that it read the fully developed form of the myth, first clearly 

attested in the 2d century A.D., back into the period before Christ. Elements of pre-Christian and early 

Christian thought, which are better seen as the building blocks from which the gnostic redeemer myth was 

later constructed, were assumed to be the broken fragments of an already existing myth whose fuller 

expressions have been lost to us—a highly questionable argument from silence. In particular, the 

Christian belief about Jesus probably provided one of the most important of these building blocks, since 

the actual redeemer figures of the 2d - and 3d -century gnostic systems seem to be modeled on this 

Christian belief rather than vice versa. The thesis is also basically unsatisfactory since the postulated myth 

is fundamentally dualistic in character; that is to say, it would have led if anything to a docetic rather than 

an incarnational christology; whereas, in the event, Docetism seems to have emerged as an attempt to 

translate a newly evolved concept of incarnation into the more characteristically dualistic categories of 

Hellenistic thought.  

The passages in Paul on which the debate mostly focused are the Christ-hymns of Phil 2:6–11 and Col 

1:15–20. And even when the pre-Christian redeemer myth has been dismissed from the debate, these 

passages seem to offer the clearest examples of a preexistence and so incarnational christology in Paul.  

1. Phil 2:6–11. Here, the issue is largely reduced to the question of the christological imagery being 

used and its significance. More specifically, to what extent is the imagery that of Adam christology? The 

talkofbeinginGod‘sform(orimage),andofa grasping at equality with God (Phil 2:6), certainly seems 

to be intended as a portrayal of Jesus in Adamic terms (Gen 1:26–27 and 3:5 are clearly alluded to). But if 

that is the case, is it the preexistent Jesus who is in view (the heavenly Christ chose to humble himself to 

becomeaman),orisittheepochalsignificanceofJesus‘ministryexpressed in Adamic terms (Jesus 

refused the path of individual self-advancement and chose rather to identify himself completely with 

humankind in its enslavement to sin and to the death which is the consequence of that enslavement)?  

Most commentators find the formermoreconvincing.Inwhichcase,thetalkof―takingtheformofa

slave,being/becominginthelikenessofmen,andbeingfound/havingprovedhimselftobelikeman‖

(Phil 2:7) is probably to be reckoned the earliest expression of incarnation christology. On the other hand, 

AdamchristologyelsewhereinPaulfocusesonChrist‘sdeathandresurrection,notonhisbirth,asthe

decisive moments of epochal significance (Rom 2:15–19; 1 Cor 15:20–22, 45–50). And the 

distinctiveness of Adam christology from gnostic redeemer myth lies precisely in the fact that the life, and 

death, of a historic individual (Jesus) is perceived as imbued with suprahistorical significance for 

humankind as a whole, rather than that a preexistent divine being entered the alien territory of the human 

form. (Adam, properly speaking, was prehistoric rather than preexistent.) Moreover, the regular link 

between Ps 110:1 and Ps 8:6 elsewhere in earliest christology (1 Cor 15:25–27; Eph 1:20–22; Heb 1:13–

2:8; 1 Pet 3:22; cf. Phil 3:21)suggeststhatChrist‘sexaltationtolordshipfollowinghisAdamicdeathwas

also seen in Adamic terms; that is, not as a restoration to a heavenly status previously enjoyed, but as the 

fulfillment ofGod‘spurposeincreatingmaninthefirstplace(―toputallthingsunderhisfeet‖),―tothe

gloryofGodtheFather‖(Phil 2:11). So, perhaps the issue is not so clear-cut as is usually assumed to be 

the case.  

The debate is the same in other expressions of Adam christology. In 1 Cor 15:47,―thesecondman,

fromheaven‖isalmostcertainlythe exalted Christ. Although some have argued along the lines of the 

gnosticredeemermyththat―themanfromheaven‖isthespiritual,preexistentprototypeofAdam(the

Primal Man), Paul explicitly denies this: the spiritual comes after the natural; it is the risen Christ who is 

the prototype of resurrected humankind (15:46–49). In 2 Cor 8:9, on the other hand, there is an 

ambivalence similar to that in Philippians 2.IsChrist‘srichnesshispreexistentstate,andisChrist‘s

becoming poor his incarnation? Or is the richness that of unbroken fellowship with God (such as Adam 

had enjoyed before the fall) and the poverty the state of separation from God, particularly in his death (cf. 

Mark 15:34)? The parallel with 2 Cor 5:21, if anything, suggests the latter.  

In Gal 4:4 and Rom 8:3, the issue is again more open and depends on how the talk of God sending his 

SonistobecorrelatedwithhisdescriptionoftheSonas―bornofwoman,bornunderthelaw,‖andas

beingsent―inthelikenessofsinfulflesh.‖Again,theemphasisseemstobeondescribingChrist‘s



completeonenesswiththehumancondition(―underthelaw,‖―sinfulflesh‖),whichmaderedemption

necessary so that the redemption achieved (on the cross) might be effective for that condition(―toredeem

thoseunderthelaw,‖―condemnedsinintheflesh‖).Thelanguageof―sending‖mayhavebeendrawn

from the idea of commissioning a prophet (e.g., Jer 1:7; Ezek 2:3; Mark 12:2–6), as in the case of Isaiah, 

conscious of his solidarity with the sinfulness of his people (Isa 6:5–8), or indeed of the Servant to bear 

the iniquity of his people (Isa 49:1–7; 53:4–6). Had Paul intended to evoke the thought of a sending from 

heaven, it is questionablewhetherhewouldhaveusedtheword―likeness‖inRom 8:3, since within 

Hellenistic thought the word could lend itself too readily to a docetic-type interpretation—not a genuine 

solidarity with human sinfulness, and so not an actual redemption.  

2. Col 1:15–20. Here,thematterseemstobemorestraightforward.Christisdescribedas―theimageof

God, the first-bornofallcreation,‖as the one in, through, and for whom all things were created, the one 

whois―beforeallthings‖andinwhomallthingsholdtogether(1:15–17). There is no reference to 

incarnation (a descent from heaven, or becoming man), but the language is clearly that of preexistence; 

and since the preexistence is predicated of Christ himself, the idea of incarnation, rather than that of 

indwelling or inspiration, must be implicit. Much the same could be said of 1 Cor 8:6:―oneLord,Jesus

Christ,throughwhomallthings…‖ 

There are some difficulties even in this case, however: (1) The language is generally recognized to be 

that used of Wisdom in the Jewish wisdom literature (Prov 3:19; 8:22, 25; Sir 24:9; Wis 7:26). In the 

samepassages,WisdomisspokenofasGod‘sfirstcreation,which,ifthelanguageofpersonal

preexistenceispressed,leavesuswitharatherArianunderstandingof―first-bornofcreation.‖(2)

Equally awkward for subsequent classic credal christology would be the assertion of the personal 

preexistence of Christ, since in subsequent orthodoxy it is clear that Jesus Christ is the man whom 

preexistent Wisdom became. The preexistence is attributed to Wisdom; Jesus is the incarnation of 

preexistent Wisdom. (3) Within the Colossian hymn itself, there is the problem of the second half, often 

ignoredinsuchdiscussions.ThereChrist‘sexaltedpreeminenceisdescribedastheresultofhis

resurrection (1:18) and as the consequence of God having been pleased to dwell in him in all his fulness 

(1:19; cf. 2:9)—language more appropriate to the concept of indwelling, or of adoption, than to that of 

incarnation.  

Once again, therefore, the thought does not appear to be so clear-cut as it first appeared. The hymn 

writer does not seem to have been attempting to achieve a consistent christological statement. If by 

reading the text as straightforward factual affirmation, we find ourselves with unlooked-for corollaries 

and contradictory assertions, that may be sign enough that we are reading the text with a different 

meaning than that the author intended, that the author was simply drawing on diverse theological imagery 

and language to describe the significance of Christ rather than to make a dogmatically coherent claim of 

incarnation. Even so, the use of Wisdom imagery and language for Christ in both 1 Corinthians 8 and 

Colossians 1 is striking. Never before, so far as we can tell, had such affirmations been made of a man 

who had lived and died within living memory. More is being said here of Jesus than Philo said of Moses 

or the wisdom writers said of the law; more than Virgil said of Augustus. At the very least, we have to say 

thatJesus‘life,death,andresurrectionwerebeingseentopossessadivinesignificance,arevelationof

the divine wisdom, a self-disclosure of God himself, so that it was taken as wholly proper to speak of him 

as that Wisdom, as the manifestation of the one God, with the death of Jesus in particular serving as a 

definitive expression of that Wisdom (1 Cor 1:22–25). The explicit concept of incarnation lies very close 

at hand in such language; and in the way that language is used here we may indeed even be able to 

observetheconceptof―incarnation‖onthepointofemergingintoconscious thought.  

G. Between Paul and John  

In the period following Paul, the conceptuality is more varied, but the same question as that posed by 

Paul‘sWisdomchristologyremainsofuncertainanswer.HastheChristianunderstandingofJesusbegun

to break through the older catgories, images, and hyperboles? The focus of such language on Jesus 

certainly indicates that he was seen as the focus of divine revelation for the first Christians. But has the 



conceptuality of indwelling and inspiration been stretched to express a new category, that of incarnation? 

Here again, the answer is more open than many have assumed to be the case.  

For example, if the Pauline talk of the sending of the Son (Rom 8:3; Gal 4:4) is read as an expression of 

Wisdom christology, on the parallel of Wis 9:10,thenitshouldalsobereadinparallelwithPhilo‘s 

descriptionofMoses,sentbyGod―asaloantotheearthlysphereandsufferedtodwelltherein‖(Sacr 9). 

IfthelatterisanexpressionofPhilo‘sallegoricalhyperbole(Mosesasthearchetypeofthewiseman;cf.

above), what does that say of the former? Similarly, the talk of the appearing of the one predestined from 

the beginning of time, in passages such as 2 Tim 1:9–10, Heb 9:26, and 1 Pet 1:20, seems to be a fairly 

clear expression of preexistence and incarnation, until we remember that similar language is used of 

Moses in T. Mos. 1:14:―chosenandappointed,andpreparedfromthefoundationoftheworld,tobethe

mediator of the covenant.‖ThechristologyofHeb 1:1–3 is also dependent on Jewish wisdom language 

(e.g., Wis 7:26; Philo Plant 8–9, 18) and shares the same difficulty with Col 1:15–20 as to how its 

reference to Christ should be interpreted, particularly as later on (2:6–9; 5:7–10) we find one of the most 

fully developed expressions of Adam christology in the NT. The language of Heb 7:3 seems to envisage 

Melchizedek as an ideal type on the Platonic model, while 10:5 assumesthattheJewishidiom,―those 

whocomeintotheworld,‖isacircumlocutionforhumanbeings. 

Even the idea of virginal conception (and birth?), which may be thought to have broken new ground, 

doesnotseemtohavegonebeyondPhilo‘stalkofZipporahas―pregnantthroughnomortalagency,‖and

ofSarahas―rankedasapurevirgin‖evenaftergivingbirth(Cher 47, 50). Of course, the birth narratives 

of Matthew 1–2 and Luke 1–2 are not allegories suchasthosethatcharacterizePhilo‘sexpositionofthe

Pentateuch. But the problem of discerning where midrash and poetic imagery end and where literal claims 

begin in the birth narratives permits of no easy resolution. To be sure, the imagery of birth (the coming 

into existence of a new human being) does not immediately mesh with the idea of incarnation (the 

enfleshment of one already preexistent). But that is less of a problem if we recognize the metaphorical and 

midrashic character which such descriptions would be assumed to have within a 1st-century Jewish 

context. Whether fresh ground had in fact been broken would only become evident when the idea of 

virginal conception was subsequently integrated into the more powerful concept of incarnation.  

Matthew, in fact, is not far off from doing just that. For not only does he make good use of the virginal 

conception tradition (Matthew 1–2), but he also goes beyond the earlier portrayal of Jesus as the emissary 

of Wisdom to a portrayal of Jesus as Wisdom herself (Matt 11:19, 25–30; 23:34–36; 37–39). Not only so, 

buthealsotakesupthelanguageofdivinepresenceanddepictsJesusas―Godwithus‖(1:23; 18:20; 

28:18, 20). Here is confirmation that Wisdom was not thought of as a divine being other than God (not 

even the Son of God in that sense), but as God himself in his active concern for and outreach to his 

creation and people. It is because Jesus was seen as the complete embodiment of that concern and 

outreach that he could be spoken of in such terms, with the function of the birth narratives used as much 

to underscore the point that he embodied this divine presence from the first. In this sense, at least, we can 

speak of a concept of incarnation in Matthew, even if it does not come to explicit expression as such.  

H. John  

In the Fourth Gospel, there is an extraordinary concentration of christological claims. Individually, they 

might be understood as still caught within the earlier categories and structure of thought; but together, 

they may well be judged to express a breakthrough into a different conceptuality and a bolder claim.  

Theclaimisposedatonceintheprologue.ThesubjectisGod‘sWord—another way of speaking of 

God‘sself-revelation, action upon, and communication with the world of humankind, along with Wisdom 

and Spirit (e.g., Pss 33:6; 107:20; Wis 9:1–2, 17; Philo Somn 1:65–69; Luke 1:2; Acts 10:36–38). So in 

John 1, the Word was in the beginning, was with God, and was God; all things were made through this 

Word (John 1:1–3).ItwasthisWordwhich―becameflesh‖inJesusChrist(1:14). The juxtaposing in this 

wayofthetwoconcepts,―Word‖and―flesh,‖is very striking. For just as John is clear that the Word 

belongs wholly to the realm of the divine, is theos (God/god), so is he clear that flesh belongs wholly to 

this world, transient and corruptible and antithetical to the other (1:13; 3:6; 6:63). The choice of verb, 

therefore, is hardly accidental, and it cannot easily be diminished in significance or rendered 



unwarrantablyas―appear‖(despiteBerger1974).Johnevidentlywantedtosay―theWordbecame flesh.‖

The concept of incarnation, as distinct from indwelling or inspiration, has come to explicit expression. 

Jesus is being presented as the incarnation of the divine Word.  

In the light ofthis,John‘sotherchristologicalemphasesgainaclearerperspective.Thecharacteristic

talk of Jesus as the Son sent from the Father is there to emphasize primarily that Jesus is the self-

revelation of God, the only one who can make God fully known (1:18; 6:46; 14:9). The less prominent 

but equally striking talk of Jesus as the Son of Man descended from heaven is used to emphasize that 

Jesus is the authoritative spokesman of the mystery of God (1:47–51; 3:12–13; 6:60–62).The―Iam‖

statements no doubt deliberately echo the―Iam‖ofExod 3:14 and Isa 43:10 (particularly John 8:58); 

Jesus is the glory of God visible to man (12:41, referring to Isa 6:1). Most striking of all is the uninhibited 

useofthetitle―God/god‖todescribeJesus (1:18; 20:28). That the title was provocative to his fellow 

Jews was well known to the author (5:18; 10:33) and probably resulted within a few years in the rabbinic 

charge that the Christians had abandoned belief in the unity of God (early 2d century). This is probably 

sufficient evidence to confirm that the fourth Evangelist was aware that in pushing such a developed 

portrayal of Jesus, he was going beyond what had previously been acceptable or at least retainable within 

the hitherto accepted conventions of Jewish talk of God and his self-revelation.TospeakofGod‘s

wisdom dwelling in Israel or embodied in theTorahwasonething;toportraythemanJesusasGod‘s

word incarnate was something else.  

The matter seems to be put beyond doubt by the way in which John ties the thought of incarnation 

tightly to the cross. The whole gospel moves toward the climax of Christ‘sdeath.ThegloryoftheSonis

manifested particularly in his death (12:23–24; 13:31; cf. 21:19). The lifting up, which corresponds to his 

descent from heaven, is a lifting up on the cross (3:14; 12:32–33). Most striking of all is the emphasis in 

6:53–58 that the flesh of the Son of Man must be chewed if it is to result in eternal life. The point of the 

incarnation is the death of the incarnate one (6:51). Here, too, John was probably aware that he was 

pushing into uncharted territory (6:60). A claim that God had revealed himself in king, prophet, sage, or 

righteous man could be expressed in a variety of hyperbolic language without breaching philosophic or 

theological conventions. But to claim that the Eternal had become man in order to die was a step beyond.  

I. Conclusions  

(1) It is difficult to draw a sharp line between a before and after in the emergence of the concept of 

incarnation. All we can say with some confidence is that before Christians began to express the 

significance of Jesus, the concept of incarnation as such is not yet attested; whereas at the end of the 1st 

century the concept has been deliberately and provocatively put forward. Arguably, the thought is implicit 

already in formulations used by Paul. But whatever we make of these formulations, it does look rather as 

though the concept of incarnation was the outcome of what seems with hindsight to have been an 

inevitable and logical evolution, as the first Christians found that previous ways of speaking of the 

revelation of God were inadequate to express the full significance of the divine revelation which was 

Jesus.  

(2) The focal point of this being sent, coming under the law, as man, becoming flesh, in all cases seems 

to be the death and resurrection of Jesus. Within the NT there is no evidence of a concept of incarnation 

as itself the decisive act of salvation—flesh redeemed by being assumed. The moment of salvation 

remains decisively centered on the cross. At this point, incarnation and Adam christologies readily blend 

into each other.  

(3) The recognition that Wisdom christology is the most obvious root of incarnation christology also has 

an important corollary, particularly when it is recalled that in Jewish thought Wisdom is not a being 

independentofGodbutisGod‘sself-manifestation. The point is that Christ is the incarnation of this 

Wisdom/Word. To speak of Christ as himself preexistent, coming down from heaven, and so forth, has to 

be seen as metaphorical, otherwise it leads inevitably to some kind of polytheism—the Father as a person, 

just like Jesus was a person (Lampe 1977). Whereas, what a Wisdom/Word christology claims is that 

Jesusistheperson/individualwhomGod‘swordbecame. Even to speak of the incarnation of the Son of 

God can be misleading, unless the Son christology of John is seen, as it was probably intended, as an 



expression of the same Wisdom/Word christology; otherwise, there is the danger of a too literal 

translation of Father-Son language once again into a form of polytheism—that very abandoning of the 

oneness of God of which Jew and Muslim accuse Christians. The incarnation doctrine which comes to 

expressionintheNTisproperlyunderstoodonlyifitisunderstoodastheincarnationofGod‘s self-

revelation, in that sense as the incarnation of God himself. The issue which caused the breach with Jewish 

thoughtandwithJudaismisthechargeagainsttheJohannineJesus,that―youbeingaman,makeyourself

God‖(John 10:33).  
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INCENSE. A Greek legend tells the story of the birth of the god Adonis, whose mother, Myrrha, fell in 

love with her own father, King Cinyras of Cyprus. Disguised, she succeeded in making love to him, but 

when he discovered that it was his own daughter he wanted to kill her. Myrrha fled, asking the gods for 

protection. They transformed her into a myrrh tree. Nine months later, the bark of the tree cracked and 

Adonisappeared.Thenaiadstookcareofhimandanointedhimwithhismother‘stears.Hertearsarethe

incense myrrh (Ovid Metamorphoses LCL, 10.298–518).  

This legend connects Greece with the Orient. Adonis is ultimately the dying and rising Semitic god 

Tammuz. And Myrrha is the personification of one of the most beloved incense substances, namely 

myrrh, which is a product of S Arabia.  

The basic idea of the legend relates the origin of myrrh. Myrrh belongs to the divine world; it is the 

result of a divine creation. Thus, the legend legitimates the use of myrrh in divine worship, in which the 

deityjustreceiveswhatalreadybelongstohim.Thisbeliefisinharmonywiththeetherealor―divine‖

qualities of the incense material, be it the sap, wood, bark, roots, or fruit of the special odoriferous plants, 

which became associated with the various incense rituals.  

Burnt on charcoal, on special altars or burners, the smoke and odor of incense would please, elevate, 

mystify, and stupefy the mind of the user, and simultaneously have an effect on the divine sphere. Incense 

wasaholysubstance.Incensewaspowerful.Incensehad―mana.‖ 

The ritual use of incense is an expression of man in an emotional state. It is a call upon the gods 

expressing helplessness, happiness, or gratitude. The basic role of incense is to persuade, to threaten, to 

remedy, to cure, to reveal, to defend, to please, to seduce. In other words, incense is always used with a 

purpose,beitthesubstance,itsodor,oritssmoke.Theuseofincenseisasymbolicexpressionofman‘s

yearning to understand himself in a dramatic world where odoriferous ritual is an indispensable part of the 

drama.  

This article will partly focus on a phenomenological survey of the various functions and uses of incense 

in the ancient Near East, and partly describe the impact of incense trade on the trade routes.  

———  

A. Uses of Incense in the Nonbiblical World  

1. Incense at Funerals  

2. Incense in Divine Worship  

3. Incense in Rituals of Magic  

4. Incense as a Cosmetic  
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A. Uses of Incense in the Nonbiblical World  

1. Incense at Funerals. In Egypt, incense was an indispensable part of ritual life. In connection with 

funerals, the basic idea of the ritual use of incense was to preserve the dead, to prolong life, and to aid the 



passage beyond death. The Egyptians believed that incense possessed certain qualities which could be 

released in the performance of the rituals and which were a prerequisite for obtaining the purpose.  

The Pyramid texts from the 3d millennium B.C. reveal an elaborate arrangement for the use of incense at 

the funeral or cult of the dead king. The texts inform us of the qualities of incense, which were necessary 

to obtain the noble purpose. Incense purifies. Physically, it removes the evil odor of putrefaction. And 

cultically and spiritually, it prepares the king for the entrance into eternal life as a god. Incense is an 

offering to the divine king. This offering also protects the king against evil. Purification and protection are 

two closely connected ideas in the use of incense all over the Near East. It is the burning of incense, the 

fumigation, which purifies and protects. During the fumigation, the good odor of incense is transferred 

from the burning material to the king. However, the burning of incense is also responsible for a third idea 

associated with incense rituals present in the Pyramid texts: the belief that the smoke of incense 

establishescommunicationbetweenmanandgod.APyramidtext,utterance267,reads:―Astairwayto

the sky is set up for me that I may ascend on it to the sky, and I ascend on the smoke of the great censing 

…‖(Faulkner1969:76).Theuseofincenseatfuneralswasalsocommonplaceforthemaninthestreet.

He hoped that incense could do the same for him as it was believed to do for the king.  

Aromatic incense was also used in the embalmment of the dead body. This use of the substance without 

burning presupposes a belief in a continued corporeal existence, in which incense materially changes the 

dead body from a human body of decay and death into a divine body of everlasting life and endurance. 

Incense functions as a preservative for the body, keeping its identity in a new state of being.  

At the root of this use of incense lies the belief that the incense material quite concretely represents the 

divine (consider the possible etymology of the frequent Egyptian word for incense, sntr, which may be a 

contraction of sty ntr = divine fragrance). The presence of the incense is the presence of the divine. The 

enchanting odor belongs to the gods. Its presence on earth is proof of the presence of the gods.  

In Phoenicia, we find the same habit of embalmment, or at least the preparation of the dead body for 

future life by using myrrh and bdellium. On an inscription on a sarcophagus from Byblos, the dead person 

describes himself as lying in these two substances (Röllig 1974: 1–15).  

In Ugarit, incense seems to be present in a ritual connected with the cult of the dead in Aqhat 17.1.28–

29. In Mesopotamia, the dead were provided with food and drink at their funeral, and the same kind of 

offerings took place in the regular cult of the dead. There is reason to believe that aromata of various 

kinds were used at the time of the funeral, although it is difficult to determine their exact nature. An 

Assyriankingremembersthefuneralofhisfather:―InroyaloilIcaused(him)torest…‖(Heidel1967:

153). This oil was undoubtedly fragrant, and its purpose was to facilitate the entrance of the dead person 

into the afterlife.  

2. Incense in Divine Worship. In Egypt, the daily cult of the gods varied from temple to temple. 

However, the cultic ritual at Medinet Habu, the temple of Ramesses III, may be symptomatic in its lavish 

use of incense. The day began with an incense offering to the Uraeus goddess, followed by the ritual of 

the opening of the door. After various incense rituals performed to purify the image of the god Amon-Re, 

the god finally received his meal. The incense rituals are enacted in order to persuade the god to enter the 

image. In other words, incense burning makes the deity descend from heaven and enter the temple and the 

image man has created to his honor.  

At the great festivals, incense was burnt from the beginning to the end. At both the cultic festivals and 

the funerals, we find that incense burning and processions belong together. The fumigation of the 

participants of a procession purifies them, consecrates them for the special occasion, and protects them 

from evil. The association of incense and processions reappears much later in the early Christian Church.  

In Mesopotamia, incense was part of the daily cult in various temples. A golden incense altar was 

erectedinMarduk‘stempleEsagilainBabylonduringAssurbanipal‘sreign.Acopyoftheoriginal

dedicatory inscription on the altar tells that the altar was going to be used for propitiatory incense 

offerings, i.e., to ask Marduk for forgiveness. Assurbanipal hoped that Marduk would hear his prayers, 

illustratingthebeliefthatincensesmokecarriesman‘sprayertoheaven. Furthermore, the text tells that 

the incense burning took place for the sake of purification (LAR 2: 385–86).  



ThebasicreasonforusingincenseinMesopotamiaisclearlyexpressedinoneofAssurbanipal‘sprayers

to Shamash, which explicitly states that the gods inhale incense (ANET, 387). This belief is also illustrated 

intheGilgameshepic,whereUtnapishtimafterhisrescueoffersincensetothegods,who―smelledthe

sweetsavor.Thegodsgatheredlikefliesoverthesacrificer‖(Heidel1967:87).  

Incense was also used at the great annual festivals. The New Year Festival in Babylon was celebrated 

with an elaborated incense ritual that embodied purificatory, apotropaic, and propitiatory ideas.  

At the beginning of this article, the Greek god Adonis was mentioned as a counterpart of the Semitic 

godTammuz.Itisnosurprisethatincensewasusedintheannualfestivaltothelatter‘shonor.When

Ishtar returns from the Nether World with Tammuz, the lover of her youth, and the wailing company that 

hasmournedTammuz‘disappearance,theyaregreetedonearthwiththesweetsmellofincense(ANET, 

109).  

3. Incense in Rituals of Magic. In the magic of both Egypt and Assyria-Babylonia, incense was used in 

ways similar to its function in divine worship. Magical rituals were used in various situations involving 

emotional, psychological, and medical problems believed to be caused by evil spirits. The function of 

incense in rituals aimed at exorcising evil spirits was to call upon the gods for help, to please the gods, 

and to protect the suppliant against the potential wrath of the gods. In particular, it seems to be the 

supposed purificatory quality of incense that was effective in magic rituals performed to restore human 

beings or even geographical places to their normal condition. At the same time, however, the fragrant 

smell or smoke protected the client from further attacks of the evil spirits.  

In Assyria-Babylonia, we find a special idea connected with the use of incense smoke, namely 

libanomancy; i.e., omens read from the movement of the incense smoke.  

4. Incense as a Cosmetic. All over the Near East, aromata of various kinds have been used to beautify 

men and women, their clothes, and the rooms of a house. Queen Hatshepsut adorned herself with what 

seems to have been myrrh oil or stacte (ARE 2: 113). others used the incense as a kind of chewing gum to 

do away with bad breath. Incense was burnt at parties and banquets, and it beautified the union of man 

and woman. The use of incense as a cosmetic is intended first of all to impress, to please, and to seduce, 

be it the gods or a fellow person.  

B. Uses of Incense in the Old Testament  

Based on the Near Eastern background, one would expect incense to play an equally important role in 

the ritual life of ancient Israel. The archaeological evidence seems to support that expectation. Altars and 

burners of various forms that have been unearthed give the impression of the frequent use of incense in 

public worship, as well as in private homes.  

However, the problem attached to these finds is the question, To whom did these vessels really 

belong—to―Israelites‖orto―non-Israelites‖?Anotherproblemconnectedwiththeuseofincensein

ancient Israel is the relationship of these archaeological finds to the biblical text. Do the finds reflect the 

rituals which are described in the Hebrew Bible? Or does the Bible express theological reflections 

belonging to the clergy of Jerusalem, which are not in harmony with the vessels and practices found 

around the country? Was the use of incense introduced into the Israelite cult in early or late monarchical 

times? These questions are hard to answer, but are eagerly discussed in the scholarly literature on the 

subject.  

1. Incense in Divine Worship. The OT makes a distinction between lawful and unlawful worship, the 

unlawful worship being either a wrong execution of Israelite tradition or a pagan cult. The lawful worship, 

in which incense is employed, prescribes Aaron to burn incense (qĕṭōret, based on the root qṭr, the 

meaning of which is discussed in Edelman 1985 and Nielsen 1986: 54–59) regularly on the golden 

incense altar in front of the holy of holies in the morning and in the evening according to the priestly 

tradition in Exod 30:7–8. It is emphasized that it is unlawful to burn unauthorized incense, i.e., an incense 

material different from the one prescribed for lawful use in Exod 30:34–35.  

To understand this regular incense offering on the incense altar, it may be profitable to glance at the 

ritual which belongs to the Day of Atonement described in Leviticus 16. At this occasion (Lev 16:12–13), 

the high priest takes in one hand a shovel with charcoal and in the other hand some of the ritually correct 



incense. He enters the holy of holies, where he puts the incense onto the charcoal in the shovel to produce 

an incense cloud which prevents him from being killed while performing certain rites of expiation. This 

incensecloudprovidesthehighpriestwithcoveragainstthedivinewrathorthedivine―radiation.‖The

incense smoke gives protection. In Lev 16:2, however, it seems that the incense being burnt produces a 

cloud, in which the deity appears; the incense cloud in v 2 is a symbol of the call upon the deity, a call 

which the deity answers favorably.  

It is hardly a coincidence that the place of the incense altar in the Tent of Meeting, or the temple in 

Jerusalem, corresponds to the position of the incense altar or burner, which is used in the Assyro-

Babylonian incantation rituals. It is always situated between the priest and the image of the deity. The 

Hebrew incense altar is likewise placed as close to the deity as possible so that it stands between the priest 

and Yahweh. Only on the Day of Atonement does the high priest dare to transgress this borderline 

between the human and the divine. The purpose of the regular morning and evening incense offerings at 

thisaltaristosecurethepresenceofGodandhisattentiontoman‘sprayer.Theincensesmokecarriesthe 

prayer to God, who is hopefully appeased when he smells the fragrant odor of the delicious incense.  

The special incense called lĕbōnâ, ―frankincense,‖ismentionedasanadditiontocertainmealofferings

in Leviticus 2. The part of the flour that is burnt on the altar of burnt offerings together with the 

frankincense is called an ˒azkārâ. This expression may be based on the Heb root zkr inHip˓il,whichcan

mean to call upon the name of a deity; cf. the Akk zakāru, which also can refer to invoking the name of a 

deity. The frankincense of the ˒azkārâ facilitates the contact between the suppliant and God.  

Several stories in the Torah may reflect a ritual use of incense which is no longer identifiable. In 

Leviticus 10, Nadab and Abihu appear to be performing a ritual with censers and qĕṭōret. The fire they 

use, however, presumably was not prescribed. The fire is called an ˒eš zārâ, i.e., an unconsecrated fire. 

Consequently,theyarestruckdead,―devoured‖bythefire.TheKorahincidentinNumbers 16 is depicted 

as a rebellion against the Aaronite privilege to serve in general and to burn incense in particular in front of 

the Lord. The consequences are grave for the Korah group. These stories may indicate that there once 

were rituals with censers which the present Torah does not prescribe.  

Num 17:11–13 (—Eng 16:46–48) relates the story of an apotropaic censer ritual, in which Aaron stops 

the plague from the Lord by placing himself with burning incense between the dead and the living. The 

text itself explains the purpose of this ritual as an expiation or atonement (v 11), both propitiating the 

deity and protecting the people. The Torah does not contain a law prescribing this ritual.  

In the nonprescriptive literature, the use of incense in worship may be hinted at in 1 Sam 2:28, although 

its exact use is obscure. Isa 1:13 may be interpreted as describing the incense smoke of the ˒azkārâ (cf. Isa 

40:23; Jer 27:26; 41:5).  

In Ps 141:2, qĕṭōret may indicate the regular incense burning in the temple. The cloud which is present 

at the call of Isaiah (Isa 6:4) may be due to the daily incense offering as well. The reed and frankincense 

in Jer 6:20, however, show that there once were more incense offerings and rituals in the temple than 

those which the Torah mentions.  

In connection with the polemic against unlawful cults (e.g., Jer 19:13; Isa 65:3; 1 Kgs 22:44), the root 

qṭr is often used to describe the specific worship. The meaning of this root, however, is unclear. 

Consequently, it is impossible to identify the activity with any certainty.  

The use of incense at funerals (or its use in rituals of magic, which is so common in the nonbiblical 

Near East) is hardly mentioned in the OT as part of Israelite-Jewish culture. The medical doctors, who 

embalmed the bodies of Jacob and Joseph (Gen 50:2–3, 26), may have used incense material for their 

purpose (in Phoenician the root ḥnṭ, which in Hebrew designates the act of embalmment, is found in a 

termfor―incensealtar,‖HAL, 320). The embalmment of Jacob and Joseph is Egyptian in origin.  

The OT does not reflect much upon the origin of the use of incense. Its use is simply based on the divine 

commandment in Exodus 30. Unlike the mythological literature of the surrounding peoples, the Hebrew 

Bible has no such speculation as to why God wants incense to be used.  

2. Incense as Cosmetic and Medicine. The use of aromatic incense as a perfume and its use in 

medicine are closely connected. Some personal names such as qĕṭûrâ (Gen 25:1), ṣĕrûyâ (2 Sam 2:18), 



bāśĕmat (Gen 36:3), and qĕṣ  ˓â (Job 42:3) all may refer to substances used for incense (qĕṭōret, ṣŏr  , 

beśem, and qĕṣ  ˓â). A name like qĕṭûrâ, therefore, may refer to a girl that has been perfumed and purified 

by means of qĕṭōret, which brings joy to the heart (cf. Prov 27:9). The idea behind the fumigation may be 

exorcistic or apotropaic in nature. However, the names of the children may just express the joy and 

happiness of their parents.  

The use of incense and other aromata for cosmetics is first of all to please, to seduce, and to stupefy. In 

Ruth 3:3, Ruth is asked to anoint herself for the meeting with Boaz. The perfume she uses is probably 

olive oil mixed with aromatic substances. In Prov 7:17, the adulteress sprinkles her bed with myrrh, aloe, 

and cinnamon to make it attractive. The king does the same to his clothes with myrrh, aloe, and cassia at 

the royal wedding (Ps 45:9); and in Esth 2:12,wearetoldthatwomenwhojoinedthePersianking‘s

harem had to perfume themselves for twelve months.  

This picture continues in the Song of Songs, where references to incense are both metaphors for the 

beauty of the beloved (4:6) and the result of a lavish use of incense materials as perfume (5:5).  

The use of incense as a cosmetic may be a desire to elevate the relationship between man and woman 

intoasphereasclosetothe―divine‖aspossible.Incenseandlovebelongtogetherintherelationship

between man and woman, just like incense and the worship of the divine belong together in the 

relationship betwen humans and God.  

From Jer 8:22; 46:11; and 51:8, it appears that ṣŏr  , probably storax, was used as a medicine believed to 

be able to cure diseases and heal wounds.  

3. Incense Trade and Trade Routes. The very names of biblical aromata and their possible 

identification with substances known today suggest a quite intensive traffic in these goods. To compound 

the holy incense of Exod 30:34–35 for temple use in Jerusalem, galbanum had to be imported from Syria 

and frankincense from S Arabia. To compound the anointing oil of Exod 30:23, Israel had to import 

cinnamon from China, myrrh from S Arabia, and sweet-smelling cane from Syria or N Mesopotamia. 

These biblical texts may date from the exilic or early postexilic period and presuppose an international 

trade in aromata, which can be further substantiated by the archaeological finds of, for example, the small 

originally S Arabian cubic incense altars found in Lachish, Gezer, Tell Jemmeh, Tell es-Saidiyeh, and 

Samaria, dating from the exilic period to Hellenistic times (Nielsen 1986: 47), and by the literary evidence 

of Theophrastus‘Historia Plantarum.  

Trade has always created riches. It is only to be expected that nations had a political and economic 

interest in controlling the trade that affected their geographical areas. Control of trade and trade routes 

meant income in the form oftollandtaxes.ThismayhavecontributedtoDavidandSolomon‘sinterestin

thedistrictsEoftheJordanriverthroughwhichtheKing‘sHighwaypassedandintheimportantland

bridge of the Sinai desert.  

South Arabia, itself, produced frankincense and myrrh. But it was also a bridge for goods from India 

and China. Some of these aromata along with other goods traveled N along the W mountain ridge of 

Arabia. others traveled by sea northwards toward Egypt, as recorded in the beautiful reliefs on the walls 

of the temple at Deir al-Bahri, which depict the expedition that Queen Hatshepsut (mid-2d millennium 

B.C.) sent to Punt to collect incense. However, most of the goods from S Arabia that were destined for 

Palestine traveled by land. From the frankincense-producing areas like Dhufar, the incense route traveled 

through Wadi Hadhramaut to the myrrh-producing areas around Shabwah. From there, the incense road 

ranviaNajrāntoTathlīth,wheretheroaddividedintotwo:themainroadgoingNtowardMedina

(Yathrib), and a secondary road going E across the desert to ancient Gerrha on the coast of the Arabian 

Gulf (Groom 1981: 192). At Medina, the incense road split into three routes: one going E through the S 

partoftheNafūddesertviaHā˒iltowardtheSpart of Babylonia, and another going more NE toward the 

oasesofTayma˒(cf.Isa 21:14) and Al Jawf (Dumah; cf. Gen 25:14) and from there toward Babylon. The 

main road following the mountainridgecontinuedtowardAl˓Ulā(Dedan;cf.Gen 25:3),Tabük,Ma˓ān,

Petra, Amman, and Damascus. From Damascus the route went E toward the oasis of Palmyra and on to 

theNpartofMesopotamia.AtMa˓ānorPetra, the route diverged toward Gaza and Elat. From these 

destinations, the commodities went to Egypt. From Amman there was a connection to Mesopotamia 



throughWadiSirhāntoDumahandfromtheretoBabylon(Eph‘al1982:241).Naturally,theseroutes

were used in both directions. From Syria the incense was carried to Palestine and Egypt, and the produce 

of Syria-Palestine was carried toward Arabia.  

These routes seem to have been active in the first half of the 1st millennium B.C. In the 9th century the 

Arabs first appear in Assyrian inscriptions, and subsequently they occur frequently in Assyro-Babylonian 

records. It is quite obvious that the Assyrians and the Babylonians wanted to integrate the Arabs into their 

political structure to control them and their trade in incense and other commodities. The inscriptions 

mention ethnic groups which are well known from the Bible, for instance Sheba, Ephah, Kedar, Dedan, 

Dumah, and others which occur in the list of the sons of Keturah (Gen 25:1 ff.) and the list of the sons of 

Ishmael (Gen 25:13 ff.). These names designate various Arab tribal groups in the N part of the Arabian 

peninsula and the Sinai desert. As for Sheba, which from S Arabian sources is known to be the name of a 

kingdom in the S, its presence among ethnic groups living in N Arabia may be due to the fact that the S 

Arabian kingdom established trading stations in the N. The sons of Keturah and Ishmael designate Arabs 

in the N who traded in incense.  

There are several biblical texts that record trade in incense and other aromata, such as the Joseph story 

(Gen 37:25), the visit to Solomon of the Queen of Sheba (1 Kgs 10:11), the oracle of Isaiah mentioning 

the Arab caravans from Dedan (Isa 21:13), and the mention of the camels and dromedaries from Midian 

and Ephah (Isa 60:6). The list of trade connections in Ezek 27:2ff. seems to indicate a growing Israelite 

involvement in international trade.  

Finally, the various forms of incense altars and burners testify to the international incense trade. The 

small cubic altar or burner referred to earlier is S Arabian in origin and belongs especially to the Persian 

period. The ladle-shaped incense burner adorned with the relief of a hand seems to be of Egyptian origin 

and belongs to the monarchical period (Nielsen 1986: 38–42), whereas the so-called pottery shrine is of 

Mesopotamian origin and belongs to the early monarchical period (Nielsen 1986: 48–49).  

To what extent Jews established themselves as international merchants in incense is difficult to assess. 

The longer trips through the desert probably continued to be dominated by Arab caravanners, who 

established themselves in Petra around 300 B.C. They dominated the traffic to Palestine throughout the 

Hellenistic period.  

C. Uses of Incense in the New Testament  

The few references to incense and fragrant odor in the NT conform to the general Jewish culture known 

from the OT.  

Even though the texts of Matt 2:11 and Rev 18:13 are legendary and imaginative in nature, they 

indirectly testify to the existence of the traditional trade routes in incense in the time of the NT, whereas 

moredirectliteraryevidenceisfoundinPliny‘sHistoria Naturalis, in Periplus Maris Erythraei, and in 

Strabo‘sGeographus.  

It is no accident that the priest Zechariah sees an angel of God at the time of the regular incense offering 

in the temple, since incense brings about the presence or appearance of the divine being or his messenger 

(Luke 1:8–13). In this passage, incense also brings the prayer of the people to heaven (v 10), as it does in 

Rev 8:3–4. The gifts of the wise men or astrologers in Matt 2:11 are those fit for a king (cf. 1 Kgs 10:2, 

10).  

In Mark 14:3–9, we are told about the anointing of Jesus by a woman in Bethany. This act is described 

as a preparation for his burial. The aromatic she uses is nard (cf. Matt 26:6–13; Luke 7:37–38; and John 

12:1–8). In John 19:38–42, the burial of Jesus is performed by Joseph of Arimathaea and Nicodemus. 

TheyanointJesus‘bodywithnearlyahundredpoundsofmyrrhandaloe(cf.Mark 16:1 and Luke 24:1).  

As was the case in the OT, people in the NT anointed themselves on a regular daily basis (Matt 6:17). 

Unguents, probably mixed with aromatic substances, were used to cure diseases (Mark 6:13; Jas 5:14; 

Luke 10:34).  

In the epistles and Revelation, incense and fragrance are used as metaphors. In 2 Cor 2:14–16, the 

knowledge of God or Christ is described as a fragrant odor; and the apostles themselves are compared to 

incense or fragrance offered to God by Christ (esp. NEB). The sacrifice of Christ himself is called a 



fragrant odor pleasing to God in Eph 5:2 (cf. Gen 8:21). In Rev 5:8, incense is used to describe the 

prayers of the believers.  

Finally the very title of Jesus, ho christos, whichmeans―theanointedone,‖mayhavehadan

atmosphere of fragrant odor about it in the Greek-speaking world, even though the title was also used as a 

metaphor for the possession of the Holy Spirit (Luke 4:18; Acts 10:38).  
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KJELD NIELSEN  

INCENSE ALTARS. There can be no doubt that incense was featured prominently in Israelite ritual. 

TwowordsattestedinbiblicalHebrewmayberendered―incense‖:lĕbōnâ (actually translated 

―frankincense‖)andqĕṭōret. The extensive use of qĕṭōret as an element in Israelite ritual is attested in 

Exod 25:6; 35:8; and 37:29. In Exod 30:34–38, lĕbōnâ is named as one of the four ingredients of qĕṭōret, 

which was burned in the tabernacle.  

Understandably, perhaps, the discovery of what is thought to have once been an incense burner often 

generates great excitement among archaeologists, for this is sometimes taken to be evidence of a cultic 

site. However, it is as well to remember that incense also had multifarious secular uses in ancient Israel. 

Throughout the ANE, disagreeable smells and pestilential insects abounded. The strong olfactory appeal 

derived from the combustion of incense and other aromatics would have encouraged their use as 

deodorants and insecticides. The application of incense and other aromatics to funeral pyres for 

fumigationisstillevidentincertainpartsoftheworldtoday.Theunnamed―variouskindsofspices

prepared by the perfumer‘sart‖whichfilledthebieratAsa‘sfuneral(2 Chr 16:14) may well have 

included lĕbōnâ and qĕṭōret. Nor was it unknown for blends of incense and other ingredients to be used as 

perfume (Exod 30:34–38):semantically,thewords―incense‖and―perfume‖arethesame.Seealso

INCENSE.  

A. Excavated ―Incense Burners‖  

At Arad, two incense altars of stone 0.4 and 0.5 m high were found on the steps leading up to the holy 

of holies of the Israelite sanctuary. In these altars, the tops of which are concave, archaeology has been 

provided with material evidence of objects that played a part in ancient Israelite ritual. It is extremely 

doubtful, however, that every so-called incense burner was similarly employed.  

The artifacts in question include round stands cut out of limestone, sometimes accompanied by a pottery 

bowl; similarly crowned tubular pottery stands; and pottery models, supposedly of shrines. The earliest 

examples are from the EB III sanctuary at et-Tell. They are in the form of rectangular clay stands with 

side openings (for air circulation or as a means of carrying the pot stand?) and a bowl on top. Together 

with a so-called clay incense altar from Iron Age Taanach and a bronze openwork stand of uncertain 

provenancefromMegiddo,thesehavebeenidentifiedas―culticobjects.‖Itisjustaslikelythat at least 

some may have been no more than braziers used for heating in the winter months (cf. Jer 36:22–23). 

Although incense could be dropped on any fire in a brazier, the discovery of one such object does not 

justifytheclassification―incenseburner.‖ 

Many so-called―incenseburners‖shownosignsofcombustionwhatsoever;thiswasparticularlythe

caseoftheonefoundatTaanach.Indeed,theterm―incensestand,‖common in archaeological literature, 

has no warrant, since their function was by no means confined to the burning of incense; among 



numerous possible alternatives are their use as plant holders, libation stands, and devices for keeping 

warm food and drink.  

So-called pottery shrines, which may have featured in ANE cults, have also been identified as incense 

altars (the terra-cotta shrine from Achzib is one example), but it is as well to remember that not every 

pottery model of an edifice from ancient Palestine is evidence of a cultic object. Unlike the examples from 

Beth-shan, the pottery models from Megiddo, for instance, had no necessary cultic significance 

whatsoever.  

B. Horned Altars  

At Tell Arad and Tell Beer-sheba, large altars of burnt offerings from the First Temple period have been 

uncovered. Much smaller horned altars were also found in Iron Age Palestine, several in private houses, 

which have been identified as altars of incense.  

InOTliterature,―horns‖symbolizestrengthanddenotepoliticalpower,imagerydrawnfromtheforce

exertedbythebull‘sforwardthrust(Deut 33:17). In prophetic symbolism,―horns‖signifykingsor

military powers (Dan 7:8; 8:21). The reference in 1 Kgs 1:50; 2:28 attests that fugitives seeking asylum 

clungto―thehornsofthealtar.‖Thesewerehorn-shaped protuberances on the four corners of the altars, 

the original purpose of which is now lost to us.  

The common assumption that the design was handed down to the altar of incense, where the horns 

served as a means of supporting the incense bowl, remains conjecture. There are no pictorial 

representations of horned altars supporting a bowl; no bowls have been uncovered in this position, nor has 

it been proved that bowls found nearby were used in this manner.  

C. Later Altars  

From the Babylonian and Persian periods, excavators in Palestine have recovered numerous so-called 

incense altars at, among other places, Lachish, Gezer, and Samaria. Many of these are small and cuboid in 

shape. They have four legs and are decorated with geometric or conventional designs. Some bear 

naturalistic representations of palm trees and animals. Despite their lateness and decoration, however, the 

problem of identification remains, and both Glueck (1970) and Albright (1974) expressed grave doubts 

over the cultic associations of several such objects.  

Ontheaboveevidence,itisclearthatmanyartifactsidentifiedinscholarlyliteratureas―incense 

burners‖wereprobablynothingofthekind.Althoughtherecanbenodoubtthatincensefeatured

prominently in Israelite ritual, in ancient Israel the burning of incense had different uses in different 

places, and the precise function of any particular object is seldom apparent.  
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MERVYN D. FOWLER  

INCENSE DISH [Heb kap (ַכפ)]. The common word for the hollow part of the hand is used to 

indicateashallowbowlusedasacenser,forburningincense.TheRSVrendersthisterm―incensedish.‖

Archaeological discovery of shallow stone bowls, with a hand carved on the bottom so that the vessel 

appears to be a cupped palm, provides artifactual evidence for these cultic objects. Incense dishes are 

mentioned in various priestly texts in the Pentateuch (e.g., Exod 25:29; Num 4:7) dealing with the 



tabernacle, and they appear in other parts of the Bible in relationship to temple equipment (see 1 Kgs 

7:50; 2 Kgs 25:14). The incense dishes were made of gold and weighed ten shekels (Num 7:14). In the 

tabernacle, they were placed on the small golden table which held various other receptacles for food as 

well as the bread of the Presence; there were twelve such dishes according to Num 7:84, 86. Various other 

Englishversionsrenderthistermas―spoons‖or―pans.‖SeealsoCENSERS.  

CAROL MEYERS  

INCEST. See PUNISHMENTS AND CRIMES (OT AND ANE).  

INDIA (PLACE) [Heb hôddû (הוֹּדּו); Gk Indikēs (Ἰνδικης)]. The Hebrew word may be derived from 

the Old Persian hidav or the Avestan hindav. Both are derivations of the Sanskrit word sindhu, which has 

two meanings: the common usageof―stream‖andthepropernoundesignatedforthenameoftheancient

Indus river. The Indus river is approximately 1,900 miles long, flowing NW from its head in Tibet and 

eventually proceeding SW across what now is Pakistan. It finally empties out in the Arabian Sea. The area 

crossed by the Indus river may mark the boundary or main contact point for the large subcontinent of 

India, situated in S Asia. India is mentioned twice in Esther (1:1; 8:9) to describe the extent of the E 

boundaryofKingAhasuerus‘territory.In1 Esdr 3:2 and Add Esth 13:1; 16:1, it is also used to state the 

geographical expanse of the Persian domain. There seems to have been no integral historical connection 

between ancient Israel and ancient India, although many desirable Indian products found their way into 

Palestinian markets, including ivory, ebony, sandalwood, assorted exotic animals, and other precious 

materials. These items were usually delivered by either the Arabian and Syrian trade routes or shipped by 

means of the Red Sea. Elephants, intended for use in warfare, and their drivers, were also traded, as 

referred to in 1 Macc 6:37.  

JEFFREY K. LOTT  

INDUS RIVER. See INDIA (PLACE).  

INFANCY GOSPELS. See THOMAS, INFANCY GOSPEL OF.  

INFANCY NARRATIVES IN THE NT GOSPELS. WhileMark‘sgospelstartswiththe

baptismwhereGod‘s voice identifies Jesus as His Son and stops with the empty tomb proclamation, the 

other three canonical Gospels have additions at the end (resurrection appearances) and at the beginning. A 

christologicalaimdominatesthethreebeginnings:John‘sintroductory hymn (Prologue) identifies Jesus 

astheWordofGodspokenbeforecreationwhohasbecomefleshanddweltamongusasGod‘sOnly

Son;MatthewandLukeassociatetheidentityofJesusasSaviorandGod‘sSonwithhisconceptionin

Mary‘swombbytheHoly Spirit. Thus all three gospel beginnings prevent the interpretation (which was 

theoreticallypossibleforMark)thatJesus‘identitystemsfromthebaptismseenasadoption. 

———  

A. Evaluation of Contents  

B. Theological Motifs  

1. Christology  

2. Imagery from Jewish Scriptures  

3. Relation to Gospel of Jesus Christ  

C. Pre-Gospel Sources and Traditions  

1. Pre-Matthean Sources/Traditions  

2. Pre-Lucan Sources/Traditions  

———  

A. Evaluation of Contents  

If we leave until later the story of Jesus at age 12 (Luke 2:41–52), the following features of the infancy 

narratives that constitute the gospel beginnings of Matthew and Luke (first two chapters in each) are 

important.  

(1) They agree on these points: Chap. 1 deals with the prebirth situation; chap. 2 with the birth or 

postbirth situation. The parents of Jesus are Mary and Joseph, who are legally engaged or married but 



have not yet come to live together or have sexual relations. Joseph is of Davidic descent. There is an 

angelic announcement of the forthcoming birth of the child. The conception of the child by Mary is not 

through intercourse with her husband but through the Holy Spirit. There is a directive from the angel that 

the child is to be named Jesus. The roles of Savior (Matt 1:21; Luke 2:11) and Son of God (Matt 2:15; 

Luke 1:35) are given to Jesus. The birth of the child takes place at Bethlehem after the parents have come 

to live together. The birth is chronologically related to the reign of Herod the Great (Matt 2:1; Luke 1:5). 

Eventually, the child is reared at Nazareth.  

(2) Matthew and Luke disagree on the following significant points. In chap. 1, the Lucan story of John 

the Baptist (annunciation to Zechariah by Gabriel, birth, naming, growth) is absent from Matthew. 

AccordingtoMatthew,Jesus‘familyliveatBethlehematthetimeoftheconceptionandhaveahouse

there (2:11); in Luke, they live at Nazareth. In Matthew, Joseph is the chief figure receiving the 

annunciation, while in Luke, Mary is the chief figure throughout. The Lucan visitation of Mary to 

Elizabeth and the Magnificat and Benedictus canticles are absent from Matthew. At the time of the 

annunciation, Mary is detectably pregnant in Matthew, while the annunciation takes place before 

conception in Luke. In chap. 2 in each gospel, the basic birth and postbirth stories are totally different to 

the point that the two are not plausibly reconcilable. Matthew describes the star, the magi coming to 

HerodatJerusalemandtothefamilyhouseatBethlehem,themagi‘savoidanceofHerod‘splot,the flight 

toEgypt,Herod‘sslaughterofBethlehemchildren,thereturnfromEgypt,andthegoingtoNazarethfor

fear of Archelaus. Luke describes the census, birth at a stable (?) in Bethlehem because there was no room 

at the inn, angels revealing the birth to shepherds, the purification of Mary and the presentation of Jesus in 

the temple, the roles of Simeon and Anna, and a peaceful return of the family to Nazareth.  

(3) None of the significant information found in the infancy narrative of either gospel is attested clearly 

elsewhere in the NT. In particular, the following items are found only in the infancy narratives. (a) The 

virginal conception of Jesus, although a minority of scholars have sought to find it implicitly in Gal 4:4 

(which lacks reference to a male role), or in Mark 6:3 (son of Mary, not of Joseph), or in John 1:13 (―He 

whowasborn…notofthewillofman‖—a very minor textual readingattestedinnoGkms).(b)Jesus‘

birth at Bethlehem, although some scholars find it implicitly in John 7:42 by irony. (c) Herodian 

knowledgeofJesus‘birthandtheclaimthathewasaking.Rather,inMatt 14:1–2,Herod‘ssonseemsto

knownothingofJesus.(d)WideknowledgeofJesus‘birth,sinceallJerusalemwasstartled(Matt 2:3), 

and the children of Bethlehem were killed in search of him. Rather, in Matt 13:54–55, no one seems to 

know of marvelous origins for Jesus. (e) John the Baptist was a relative of Jesus and recognized him 

before birth (Luke 1:41, 44). Rather, later John the Baptist seems to have no previous knowledge of Jesus 

and to be puzzled by him (Luke 7:19; John 1:33).  

(4)Noneoftheeventsthatmighthavebeen―public‖findattestationincontemporaryhistory.(a)There

is no convincing astronomical evidence identifiable with a star that rose in the East, moved westward, and 

cametorestoverBethlehem.InMatthew‘sstorythiswouldhavehappenedbeforethedeathofHerodthe

Great (4 B.C. or [Martin 1980] 1 B.C.). There have been attempts to identify the star with the supernova 

recorded by the Chinese records in March/April 5 B.C.,orwithacomet(Halley‘sin12–11 B.C.), or with a 

planetary conjunction (Jupiter and Saturn in 7 B.C.; Jupiter and Venus in 3 B.C. [Martin 1980]). (b) Even 

though the Jewish historian Josephus amply documents the brutality in the final years of Herod the Great, 

neitherhenoranyotherrecordmentionsamassacreofchildrenatBethlehem.Macrobius‘frequently

cited pun (Sat. 2.4.11) onHerod‘sferocitytowardhissonsisnotapplicabletotheBethlehemmassacre.

(c) A census of the whole world (Roman provinces?) under Caesar Augustus never happened, although 

there were three Augustan censuses of Roman citizens. It is not unlikely that Luke 2:1 should be taken as 

afreedescriptionofAugustus‘empire-cataloguingtendencies.(d)Luke‘simplicationthatQuiriniuswas

governorofSyriaandconducteda―firstcensus‖(2:2)beforeHerod‘sdeath(1:5) has no confirmation. 

Quirinius became legate of Syria in A.D. 6 and at that time conducted a census of Judea, which was 

coming under direct Roman administration because Archelaus had been deposed (Brown 1977: 547–56; 

Benoit DBSup 9: 704–15). (e) Although this item differs somewhat from the immediately preceding one, 

Luke‘sideathatthetwo parentswerepurified(―theirpurificationaccordingtotheLawofMoses‖:2:22) 



is not supported by a study of Jewish law, whence the attempts of early textual copyists and of modern 

scholarstosubstitute―her‖for―their‖ortointerpretthe―their‖torefertootherthantheparents. 

A review of the implication of nos. 1–4 explains why the historicity of the infancy narratives has been 

questioned by so many scholars, even by those who do not a priori rule out the miraculous. Despite 

efforts stemming from preconceptions of biblical inerrancy or of Marian piety, it is exceedingly doubtful 

that both accounts can be considered historical. If only one is thought to be historical, the choice usually 

fallsonLuke,sometimeswiththecontentionthat―Thosewhowerefromthebeginningeyewitnessesand

ministers of the word‖(Luke 1:2)includesMarywhowaspresentatthebeginningofJesus‘life.See

Fitzmyer Luke I–IX AB, 294, 298, for the more plausible interpretation that it refers to the disciples-

apostleswhowereeyewitnessesfromthebeginningofJesus‘publiclife(Acts 1:21–22) and were 

engaged in a preaching ministry of the Word. There is no NT or early Christian claim that Mary was the 

sourceoftheinfancymaterial,andinaccuraciesaboutthecensusandpurificationmaymeanthatLuke‘s

infancy account cannot be judged globally as more historical than that of Matthew.  

Such a general judgment, however, need not imply that there are not some historical elements in either 

or both accounts. The mutual agreement have an importance, for they probably represent points that were 

in a tradition antedating both Matthew and Luke. For instance, an intelligent case can be made that Jesus 

was truly descended from David and born at Bethlehem in the reign of Herod the Great. Arguments to the 

contrary are far from probative (Brown 1977: 505–16). In particular, the virginal conception (popularly 

but confusingly called the Virgin Birth) should be evaluated cautiously. Despite extremely limited 

attestation and inherent difficulties, no satisfactory nonhistorical explanation which could dispense with 

the virginal conception has been brought forward. The frequent approach to the virginal conception as a 

theologoumenon,wherebythecommon―SonofGod‖titleofJesuswouldhavebeentranslatedintoa

(fictional) narrative in which he had no human father, could acquire plausibility only if there were a good 

antecedent or parallel for the idea of virginal conception. There is no good antecedent or parallel. While 

there were Greco-Roman and other examples of male gods impregnating earth women to produce a divine 

child, the NT contains no hint of such a sexual union. Within Judaism there was no expectation that the 

messiah would be born of a virgin. (The MT of Isa 7:14 does not clearly refer to a virgin, and even the 

LXX need mean no more than that one who is now a virgin will conceive through future intercourse. 

MatthewhasnotderivedJesus‘conceptionfromIsa 7:14, but interpreted the OT passage through 

Christian data.) A claimed Hellenistic-Jewish tradition that the patriarchal wives conceived from God 

without male intervention (Philonic allegory; Gal 4:23, 29) is far from certain. (On all this, see Boslooper 

1962; Brown 1977: 517–33). In terms of historical catalysts behind the concept of a virginal conception, 

those worth noting are: (a) the agreement of Luke (implicit) and Matthew that Jesus was conceived before 

Joseph and Mary came to live together and hence that the birth might be noticeably early after 

cohabitation; (2) the 2nd-century Jewish charge that Jesus was illegitimate (Or. Cels 1.28, 32, 69), 

possibly reflected earlier in John 8:41. If there was a family tradition of a virginal conception, the pre-

Gospel shaping of it into a narrative may reflect Christian pastoral needs in face of Jewish polemics.  

B. Theological Motifs  

The question of historical elements in the infancy narratives should not distract from the clearer 

theological intent to Matthew and Luke. The following major theological emphases are to be noted:  

1. Christology. By referring to Jesus from his conception as descended from David through Joseph and 

as the Savior/Son of God through the Holy Spirit, the two Evangelists are adapting to this first stage of 

Jesus‘lifelanguagethatelsewhereintheNTisrelatedtotheresurrectionorthebaptism.Rom 1:3–4, for 

instance,refersto―…thegospelconcerningGod‘sSonwhowasbornoftheseedofDavidaccordingto

the flesh; designated Son of God in power according to a Spirit of Holiness [= Holy Spirit] as of 

resurrection fromthedead.‖AcombinationofHolySpirit,designationasSon of God, and divine power 

is found in relation to the baptism in Luke 3:22; 4:1, 14. The angelic annunciation at the time of 

conception in Luke combines Davidic descent in 1:32–33 with 1:35, where the Holy Spirit comes on 

Mary and the power of the Most High overshadows her so that the child is called Son of God. Thus, the 



conceptionandinfancyofJesusbecomethevehicleofthebasicgospelmessageofJesus‘fundamental

identity.  

2. Imagery from Jewish Scriptures. Matthew begins his narrative with the genealogy of Jesus that 

includes the Hebrew patriarchs and the Judeankings.Matthew‘sstoryofJoseph,whoreceivesrevelation

in dreams and goes to Egypt, clearly recalls the story of the OT Joseph, the dreamer or master of dreams 

(Gen 37:19) who went to Egypt. The wicked king Herod who kills the male children at Bethlehem evokes 

the pharaoh who killed the male children of the Hebrews in Egypt. Jesus, the one child who escapes to 

become the Savior of his people, offers a parallel to Moses. The words spoken to Joseph by the angel after 

Herod‘sdeath,―GobacktoIsrael,forthosewhowereseekingthechild‘slifearedead‖(Matt 2:20) are 

almost verbatim the words to MosesinMidian,―GobacktoEgypt,forallthosewhowereseekingyour

lifearedead‖(Exod 4:19). When ultimately Moses went from Egypt through the desert toward the land of 

Canaan, he encountered another wicked king with homicidal tendencies. Balak of Moab summoned 

Balaam, a visionary or magus (Philo, Vita Mos 1.50 §276) who came from the East (LXX Num 23:7) with 

two servants (22:22). Balaam foiled the hostile plans of the king by delivering oracles seen in a vision (as 

of one who sees God in his sleep; LXX 24:4, 16). These predictions concerned a star coming forth from 

Jacob (24:17) and a king who would rule many nations (24:7). The Matthean magi echo this story. 

Indeed, the blending of the pharaoh and Balak into Herod may have been facilitated by developments of 

the Moses story attested in Josephus (Ant 2.9 §205–37) and in early midrashim, whereby the pharaoh was 

forewarned by his sacred scribes (or in a dream which had to be interpreted by magi) that a Hebrew child 

who would deliver his people was about to be born. At this news, the Egyptians were filled with dread (cf. 

Matt 2:3:―WhenKingHerodheardthis,hewasstartledandsowasallJerusalemwithhim.‖).The

pharaoh‘splantoforestalltheworkofthepromisedchildbyexecutingallthemaleHebrewchildrenwas

frustratedbecauseGodappearedinadreamtoAmram(Moses‘father),aHebrewwhosewifewasalready

pregnant.Obviously,Matthew‘sinfancy account is quite close to these midrashic developments of the 

Moses story.  

To the genealogy of patriarchs and kings, and to this narrative evocative of Joseph, Moses, and the 

Exodus, Matthew has added five citations from the Hebrew prophets which are fulfilled by the infancy 

happenings. These citations echo the LXX (Isa 7:14 in Matt 1:22–23), the MT (Hos 11:1 in Matt 2:15), or 

other texts and combinations (Mic 5:1 [—Eng 5:2] and 2 Sam 5:2 in Matt 2:5–6; Jer 31:5 in Matt 2:18, 

23).Thefifth―propheticcitation‖appearsinMatt 2:23, but the source from which Matthew took that 

quotation is unknown: it may be from Isa 4:3 and Judg 16:7 (for extended discussion, see Brown 1977). 

Such eclecticism and combining of different prophets and versions have led some to describe Matthean 

composition as a school-like exercise, carefully comparing texts to find the most suitable way of 

interpreting Jesus (Stendahl 1968; see also Soares Prabhu 1976). The geographical motif that appears in 

the four citations of Matthew 2 may be a key to the development of the Matthean infancy message. If the 

genealogy and the annunciation plus Isa 7:14 in chap. 1 help to tell us who Jesus is (Son of David and 

Savior sent by God), how he is that (legal acknowledgment by the Davidide Joseph, and conception from 

a virgin through the Holy Spirit), then the magi/Herod/flight-to-Egypt story in chap. 2 commented on by 

four citations tells us where Jesus was born (Bethlehem) and whence he went subsequently (Egypt, 

Nazareth). The quotation in Matt 2:23 may be from Isa 4:3 and Judg 16:17 (Brown 1977; see Stendahl 

1964).  

Luke also makes good use of imagery drawn from the Jewish Scriptures but with a technique less 

obviousthanMatthew‘s.(Luke‘sDavidicgenealogyforJesus[3:23–38—some names different from 

Matthew‘s]isplacedafterJesushasbeenaddressedbyGodfromheaven and before he begins his 

mission, even as the genealogy of the tribes and of Moses in Exod 6:14–25 is given after Moses has been 

addressed by God but before he begins his mission of leading the tribes out of Egypt.)IfMatthew‘s

infancynarrativebeginswithAbrahambegettingIsaac,Luke‘snarrativebeginswithZechariahand

Elizabeth, parents of John the Baptist, who resemble closely Abraham and Sarah (for these are the only 

two biblical couples whose childlessness is traced to both old age and barrenness; cf. Gen 18:11; Luke 

1:7).Thebirthannouncementonlytothefather,theresponseofZechariah(―HowamItoknowthis?‖



which is a verbatim quotation from Abraham in Gen 15:8), the rejoicing with Elizabeth of those who hear 

about the conception/birth (Luke 1:58, echoing Gen 21:6)—all these features show the extent to which for 

Luke too, the Abraham story is the gospel beginning.  

The angel who speaks to Zechariah at the hour of incense is Gabriel, who appeared in Dan 9:20–21 at 

the time of liturgical prayer—his only other appearance in biblical literature. A comparison of Dan 10:7–

15 withLuke‘s infancy account shows a number of similarities, including the visionary being struck mute. 

If the Abraham story of Genesis stands near the beginning of the collected Law and Prophets in the 

Hebrew Scriptures, Daniel would have had a place at or near the endof―theotherBooks‖which

terminated the collection (even if this last category was a fluid grouping in NT times). Gabriel interpreted 

for Daniel (9:24–27)theseventyweeksofyears,includingtheendwhen―everlasting justice will be 

introduced, vision and prophecy will be ratified, and a Holy of Holies [a place or person?] will be 

anointed.‖(SeeLegrand1981forastrongapocalypticmotifinLuke‘sannunciation.)Thus,Luke‘s

infancy opening has motifs rangingfromthebeginningtotheendofthesacredstoryofGod‘speople. 

From the midst of that sacred story comes another parallel that helped to fashion a major part of the 

Lucaninfancynarrative:conceptionbyHannahofthechildSamuel.Luke‘swords,―Zechariah went back 

tohishome;afterwards,Elizabethhiswifeconceived,‖resemblestrongly1 Sam 1:19–20;Mary‘s

MagnificatresemblesHannah‘ssongofpraiseaftersheconceivedandboreason(1 Sam 2:1–10); the 

presentation of Jesus in the temple and his reception by the aged Simeon (Luke 2:22–40) echoes the 

presentation of Samuel at the central shrine in the presence of the aged Eli (1 Sam 1:21–2:11); the two 

descriptionsofJesus‘growthinLuke 2:40, 52 resemblethetwodescriptionsofSamuel‘sgrowthin1 

Sam 2:21, 26. Thus, while the Matthean infancy narrative was heavily influenced by the Joseph/Moses 

epic, the Lucan infancy narrative is heavily influenced by the Samuel epic, perhaps because of the 

liturgical setting of the Samuel story in the central shrine. For Luke, the Gospel of Jesus begins and ends 

(24:53) in the temple, and the continuity of Jesus with the cult as well as with the Law (2:22–24, 27, 39) 

is important. The Lucan narrative has minor reminiscences from the David story, e.g., the shepherds and 

the―CityofDavid‖(2:1–20).  

The prophetic books of the OT are not neglected either, for a context of prophetic oracle and inspiration 

(1:67; 2:27) surrounds the Lucan canticles: the Magnificat (1:46–55), the Benedictus (1:68–79), the 

Gloria in Excelsis (2:14), and the Nunc Dimittis (2:29–32). Almost every line in these hymns echoes OT 

psalms or prophets, in the manner of Jewish psalmody attested in the last two centuries B.C. (Maccabean 

hymns;DSSThanksgivingHymns).Inparticular,theBenedictusisapaeanofcontinuity,citing―our

fathers,Abraham,thecovenant,theHouseofDavid,andGod‘sholyprophets.‖Luke‘stwo-volume work 

culminates with the proclamation of Paul that God has sent this salvation to the gentiles and they will 

listen (Acts 28:29); the two-volume work opens with the insistence that this salvation stands in continuity 

with Israel.  

In summary reflection on the two principal theological points common to Matthew and Luke, we see a 

strong affirmation of the identity of Jesus in common Christian terms (Son of David, Son of God) 

combined with a remarkable compendium of scriptural narratives and motifs. Thus, the infancy narratives 

become a bridge summarizing the story of Israel and anticipating the gospel of Jesus Christ.  

3. Relation to Gospel of Jesus Christ. The reaction to that gospel is anticipated in the two infancy 

narratives, but in different ways. In Matt 1:19, Joseph is described as a just man in a context which 

implies that his justice consists in the observance of the Law of Moses. He accepts the divine revelation 

aboutJesus‘identity;andbybeingobedienttoGod‘sdirectiongivenbyanangel,heprotectsJesusand

brings him ultimately to Nazareth. The magi are gentiles who receive revelation through a star and come 

eagerly to Jerusalem seeking the newborn King of the Jews; yet they cannot find him without the precise 

revelation in the Scriptures. When the prophet Micah is explained to them, they hasten to Bethlehem to 

worship. A third reaction is exemplified by Herod, the chief priests, and the scribes: they have and can 

read clearly the message of the Scriptures about the messiah. However, not only do they not come and 

worship, but they also seek toendJesus‘life(2:20:notetheplural).Matthew‘scommunityhas

encountered or embodies all three reactions. The gentiles who eagerly become disciples are clearly part of 



Matthew‘sworld(28:19). Joseph, who is just in his observance of the Law, and yet open to new divine 

revelation about Jesus, is the hero of the story because for Matthew he exemplifies the ideal reaction of 

Jews to Jesus. Elsewhere, the author praises a scribe who can combine the new with the old (13:52). 

Herod the king, the chief priests, and the scribes who would destroy the infant Jesus foreshadow Pilate the 

governor, the chief priests, and the elders who put Jesus to death (chap. 27). Almost surely, Matthew 

relates them to the Pharisees whom Jesus criticizes fiercely (chap. 23) and who find a conflict between 

JewishtraditionsandJesus.Fromthebeginning,then,inMatthew‘sportrayaltherehasbeenadivided

reaction to Jesus in Judaism—a just Joseph versus priests, scribes, and rulers.  

Turning to Luke, we find a passing reference to a similar set of ideas in 2:32–34, where Jesus is a light 

to the gentiles, and a glory for the people of Israel—but not for all in Israel, since he is set for the fall and 

rise of many. This one Lucan infancy suggestion that many in Israel will not accept Jesus is 

overshadowed by the dramatic examples of Law-observant Jews who eagerly accept the new revelation 

given by God concerning Jesus, namely, Zechariah, the shepherds, Simeon, and Anna. The shadow of 

rejection is, therefore, not nearly so dark in Luke as it is in Matthew. A special emphasis is given to 

Mary‘sreactiontotheproclamationofJesus.ThefirstonetohearaboutJesus,Maryisamodeldisciple

according to the criteria of Luke 8:21 and 11:28, namely, being willing to hear the word of God and keep 

ordoit.Thisisexemplifiedinherresponsetotheangel‘sannunciation:―Be it done to me according to 

yourword‖(1:38), a reaction praised by Elizabeth (1:45). Her interpretation of the significance of Jesus 

expressed in the Magnificat (scattering the proud; putting down the mighty; exalting the lowly; filling the 

hungry)isananticipationofJesus‘owninterpretationofhisbasicmessageinLuke 6:20–26 (―Blessedare

youwhoarehungry…Woetoyouwhoarefullnow‖).Inthereiteratedmotifthat―Marykeptwith

concernalltheseevents,interpretingtheminherheart‖(2:19, 51), Luke is portraying Mary as one to 

whom God communicated graduallytheinterpretationofthemysteriousrevelatoryeventsofJesus‘

infancy in which she participated, and as one who was a receptacle of God-given wisdom (Brown 1986: 

672).  

C. Pre-Gospel Sources and Traditions  

It is extremely difficult to determine the extent to which Matthew and Luke (1) composed freely 

through reflection on the Scriptures and on Jesus; (2) composed freely by combining such reflection with 

traditionstheyreceivedaboutJesus‘infancy;and/or(3)reusedverbatimalready-existing narratives or 

sources (in Greek or Semitic). There is a particular problem in the instance of Luke/Acts, a work which 

employs different compositional styles, illustrating either the use of fixed sources or the skill of the author 

who employed a style most appropriate to the narrative at hand, e.g., a highly Semitized style in the 

infancy narrative, where all the characters are Jews and many of them clearly parallel to OT figures. 

Brown(1977:246)statedthatheabandoned―thethesisthatbystyleandlanguage one can decide the 

questionofsources;thelinguisticopponentshavefoughtoneanothertoadraw.‖Farris(1981)thinksit

probable, however, that Luke used Hebrew sources. Two facts seem relatively clear: (1) both Matthew 

and Luke used earlier material, and (2) both authors reworked considerably the material they took over. 

The following treatment does not attempt to settle the question whether that material was freely used 

tradition (oral or written) or from already fixed sources.  

1. Pre-Matthean Sources/Traditions. a. Matt 1:17 insists on a 3 × 14 pattern of the generations in the 

genealogy. (There are actually only 13 generations [14 male names] in the first part; 14 generations [14 

new male names, but 4 royal generations and 6 ruling kings omitted] in the second part; and only 13 

generations [13 new male names, with no other biblical attestation of any figure between Zerubbabel and 

Joseph]inthethirdpart.)TheEvangelist‘sairofdiscoveringthemarvelousin this design makes it 

difficult to think that he completely invented the genealogy. Yet, it is equally difficult to think that he has 

given us an exact copy of a family record. For the patriarchal period, Matthew may have drawn on a 

genealogy similar to that in Ruth 4:18–22 and 1 Chr 1:28, 34; 2:1–15. For the monarchical period, he may 

have drawn on a popular genealogy of the royal House of David—one in which there were accidental 

omissions because of similar sounding names. For the last part of the genealogy, Matthew himself may 

have added the names of Joseph, Mary, and Jesus to a list of uncertain derivation pertaining to putative 



descendants of Zerubbabel. The addition of the four OT women (all appearing in stories colored by the 

apparently scandalous or irregular, and yet women who showed initiative or played an important role in 

God‘splan,three ofthemoutsiderstoIsraelandthefourthmarriedtoanoutsider)wasMatthew‘sattempt

toprepareforMary‘srole(apparentlyscandalousbutauniquevehicleofGod‘splan)andforthespread

of the gospel to gentile outsiders.  

b. A narrative centered onthreestylizedangelicdreamappearancesofJoseph,withJoseph‘sresponseto

each (see Brown 1977: 109 for reconstruction). The basic-story theme would have been the forthcoming 

birthofasavior,Herod‘sjealoussuspicions,theflighttoprotectthenewborn child, and the ultimate 

returnafterHerod‘sdeath—a narrative based on the Moses story.  

c. A narrative of magi from the East who saw the star of the King of the Jews at its rising and came to 

worship—a narrative based on the Balaam story.  

d. An annunciationofbirththatinvolvedJesus‘identityasSonofDavidandSonofGod,with

conception through the Holy Spirit (rather than through a male parent) as part of that identity. This 

followed an OT pattern of birth annunciations with stereotyped features (Brown 1977: 156), including the 

appearance of an angel, fear by the visionary, a divine message, an objection by the visionary, and the 

giving of a sign. In the infancy narrative, the message was shaped in part by the christology of the early 

preachingnowbeingappliedtoJesus‘conception. 

2. Pre-Lucan Sources/Traditions. a. An annunciation similar to pre-Matthean d. The similarities 

between the two gospels on this item (amidst great dissimilarities on other items) is a reason for positing 

this as a once-separateelement.Luke‘sannunciationpatternisevenfullerthanMatthew‘s,involving

some elements of OT annunciations that commission divinely chosen figures like Moses (Exod 3:2–12) 

and Gideon (Judg 6:11–32). The added features reflect the Lucan use of the scene as also a call of Mary to 

be the first Christian disciple (see discussion in Legrand 1981: 90–96; Muñoz Iglesias 1984).  

b. Tradition about John the Baptist, involving his priestly origins. (Luke is noteworthily accurate in his 

description of the temple courses of priestly service.) Some (like Fitzmyer Luke I–IX AB, 316, 320) posit 

a relatively fixed birth source from Baptist circles behind Luke 1:5–25 , 57–66. Indeed, this posited John 

theBaptistinfancynarrativeisoftenconsideredthepatternonwhichLukeconstructedthestoryofJesus‘

infancy, granted the clear parallelism between the two annunciations and the two accounts of birth. others 

(Brown 1977: 266–69)thinkofsometraditionaboutJohntheBaptist‘sfamilyplusretroversionofJohn

the Baptist material from the ministry (e.g., 1:15 compared with 7:28, 33; 1:42–45 compared with 11:27, 

28),ratherthanafixedsource.TheshapingoftheannunciationofJohntheBaptist‘sbirthmayhavebeen

influenced by the already-circulatingstoryoftheannunciationofJesus‘birth. 

c. The infancy narrative canticles discussed above, stemming from a Jewish-Christian group, perhaps 

from the Jerusalem community of temple-observant poor (˓anaw  m), described with enthusiastic idealism 

in Acts 2:43–47. Scholars debate whether these canticles were originally composed in Semitic or in Greek 

(Brown 1986: 660–62).  

d.SometraditionsfromJesus‘familyabouthisbirthplace,circumcision, and presentation. The extent 

and detail of such traditions are debated, depending in part on whether one thinks Mary was the ultimate 

source of Lucan information. The present writer judges that this cannot be shown and remains quite 

dubious, especially because of apparent inaccuracies about the census and Jewish customs.  

e. A story of Jesus at age 12. Having the air of an appendage after the conclusion of 2:40, the narrative 

in 2:41–51 was probably once independent of the conception and infancy tradition. Read by itself, 2:47–

50 givesnoindicationofwhathasprecededinLukebywayoftherevelationofJesus‘divineidentity.

Probably this story is an example of a wider collection of boyhood-christology stories (see Infancy Gospel 

of Thomas), where the knowledge and power evident in the public ministry of Jesus appear in contexts of 

his youth as he worked miracles (on the Sabbath) and speaks with divine knowledge. This type of story 

was another way of demonstrating that Jesus did not become divine at the baptism; he was divine 

throughout his whole life, as could be seen in the first times he acted and spoke.  

The infancy narratives of Matthew and Luke, once written, contributed to a wider efflorescence of 

infancy gospels, e.g., the Protevangelium of James and the Arabic Gospel of the Infancy. It is not always 



easy to determine the extent to which these subsequent infancy gospels draw only from the canonical 

narratives or from other oral traditions (however imaginative). See THOMAS, INFANCY GOSPEL OF.  
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RAYMOND E. BROWN  

INFANTRY. See MILITARY ORGANIZATION IN MESOPOTAMIA.  

INGATHERING, FEAST OF. The Feast of Ingathering is the same as the Feast of Booths. See 

CALENDARS (ANCIENT ISRAELITE).  

INGOTS. See COINAGE.  

INHERITANCE (OT). See FAMILY.  

INHERITANCE (NT). The Gk terms are klēronomia, ―inheritance‖;klēronomein, ―toinherit‖;

klēronomôs, ―heir‖;sugklēronomos, ―jointheir.‖IntheNTthecontentofthetermscanmovealltheway

from a simple judicial concern for personal property (Luke 12:13) to a heavenly and imperishable 

inheritance beyond history (1 Pet 1:4). What is distinctive is the way NT writers relate their varied uses of 

inheritance language to Jesus Christ and to his followers.  

A. Background  

The uses of inheritance language in the OT vary widely within the context of the history of Israel. These 

contextsmovefromaconcernforpersonalpropertytotheologicalaffirmationsofCanaanasIsrael‘s

inheritance,ofIsraelasYahweh‘sinheritance,andofYahwehasIsrael‘sinheritance.  

SomelaterJewishwritingscanviewtheLawasIsrael‘sinheritance(e.g., Sir 24:23; 1 En. 99:14). Some 

speak of inheriting life or eternal life (e.g., Pss. Sol. 14:7; 1 En. 40:9; cf. 2 En. 50:2; 2 Bar. 44:13). Philo 

can see inheritance as a mystical unity with God (in Heres). This variety shows how different historical 

contexts produce a rich diversity in understandings of inheritance in the historical background to the NT.  

B. Paul  

Turning to the oldest NT writings, we find that Paul relates inheritance language to the covenant 

promise to Abraham (Gal 3:18; 4:30; Rom 4:13–14) and sees that promise fulfilled in Jesus Christ. 

However,unliketheOT,heneverreferstothelandofCanaanasAbraham‘sinheritance.ForPaul,those

withfaithinJesusChristareAbraham‘strueheirs(Gal 3:29). Through God‘sgift,thegiftofanew

relationship in Christ, they are adopted (cf. Gal 4:5; Rom 8:15)asGod‘ssonsandheirs(Gal 4:7) and 

―fellowheirswithChrist‖(Rom 8:17). Though Paul uses a legal understanding of inheritance that sees 

minor children as heirs (Gal 4:1),itiswithChrist‘scomingthattheyenterintotheirinheritance.Asthe

offspring of Abraham (Gal 3:16), Christ is the heir, but as the fulfilled promise of blessing to Abraham 

(Gal 3:14), he also is the inheritance. Thus as heir and inheritance, he becomes both the means to and the 

content of the new life and of new relationships which believers have through their baptism into Christ 

(Gal 3:26–29).  

Paulalsocanusetheverb―inherit‖futuristicallyregarding those who will not inherit the kingdom (1 

Cor 6:9–10; Gal 5:21; cf. also the future use of inheritance language in the probable Paulinists: Col 3:24; 

Eph 5:5; Titus 3:7),aswellasconcerningtheresurrectioninwhich―fleshandbloodcannotinheritthe

kingdom of God‖(1 Cor 15:50).Thus,God‘sreignorkingdomisthefinalrealizationofthatinheritance

already inaugurated with the historical coming of Christ.  

C. Ephesians  



This author emphasizes a future-oriented inheritance (Eph 1:14, 18; cf. 5:5), which is the cosmic unity 

of all things in Christ (cf. Eph 1:9–10).Alreadyhowever,theHolySpiritisthe―downpayment‖

(arrabōn; cf. 2 Cor 1:22; 5:5) that anticipates the future. As in Paul, Christ is indeed the means to that 

inheritance; but unlike Paul, the emphasis does not fall on Christ as already its promised fulfillment. 

Giventhewriter‘sconcernforChurchunity,Ephesiansreferstothegentilesas―fellowheirs‖(Eph 3:6) 

and understands the unity of Jews and gentiles in the Church as already showing (cf. 3:4–6) and pointing 

to (cf. 3:10)theultimateinheritanceofcosmicunitythroughGod‘ssavingdeedinChrist.  

D. The Synoptic Gospels and Acts  

In the story of the rich man who comes to Jesus, Matthew, Mark, and Luke all refer at some point to 

inheriting eternal life (Matt 19:29; Mark 10:17; Luke 18:18).Matthew,however,gives―inherit‖a

pronounced futuristic emphasis. Unlike Mark and Luke, he uses the term only after the story itself, 

relatingittothe―newworld‖andthecomingoftheSonofman(Matt 19:28; cf. Dan 7:13; 1 En 71:14–

17).Matthewgivesthisfutureemphasisfurthersupportbyusingsuchphrasesas―shallinherittheearth‖

(Matt 5:5; cf. Ps 37:11; 1 En. 5:7b)and―inheritthekingdom‖(Matt 25:34; cf. 2 En. 9:1; Jas 2:5 strikes a 

similar note).  

Allthreewritersuse―heir‖and―inheritance‖withspecialchristologicalsignificanceintheallegorized

parable of the wicked tenants (Matt 21:38; Mark 12:7; Luke 20:14). The early Church Fathers understood 

Jesus as Son and heir, and with his death they viewed the inheritance (i.e., the vineyard; cf. Isaiah 5) as 

passingtothem.MatthewseesthevineyardasGod‘skingdom(Matt 21:43),andwiththedeathofGod‘s

Son and heir this inheritance now becomes the trust of those―producingthefruitsofit.‖ 

InActs,Lukedeniesany―inheritance‖oflandtoAbraham,thoughitispromisedtohimandhis

descendants (Acts 7:5) and its historic connection to Canaan affirmed (13:19). Luke finally interprets the 

inheritanceasgivento―allthosewhoaresanctified‖(20:32), i.e., to the Church.  

E. Hebrews  

This writer depicts Christ as the Son and heir of all things (Heb 1:2; cf. 1:4 where keklēronomēken 

shouldbetranslated―inherited‖).As high priest and mediator of a new covenant, Christ is the means to 

―thepromisedeternalinheritance‖(9:15; cf. Syr. Enoch 10:6; 55:2; in Heb 1:14 klēronomein should be 

translated―inherit‖)forthosewho(6:12)throughfaithandpatience―inheritthepromises.‖Thecontentof

this promised inheritance is the heavenly city (11:8–10).  

Hebrews relates inheritance language to Abraham (6:12, 17; 11:9; note also references to Noah and 

Esau in 11:7; 12:17),buthisinheritanceisnotthelandofCanaan;itisthecity―whosebuilderandmaker

isGod‖(11:10).  

Hebrews also includes a judicial perspective. Only through the death of the eschatological (cf. 1:2) Son 

and heir does the will or covenant (diathēkē) take effect (9:15–17). Thus, the death of Jesus becomes the 

covenantal means for persons to receive the promised eternal inheritance of the heavenly city.  

F. 1 Peter  

Thiswriteralsogivestoinheritanceacontentthatisbeyondhumanhistory,―aninheritancewhichis

imperishable,undefiled,andunfading,keptinheavenforyou‖(1 Pet 1:4). The crucial means to this 

―livinghope‖istheresurrectionofJesusChristfromthedead(1:3).Thus,theeventofJesus‘resurrection

makes the hope of future resurrection a present reality and becomes the basis for the future imperishable 

inheritance (cf. other uses of inheritance language in 3:7, 9; in the latter, klēronomēsēte should be 

translated―mayinherit‖).  

G. Conclusion  

The theological use of inheritance language in the NT exhibits a tension between the present and the 

future. For Paul, Jesus Christ already fulfills the inheritance promised to Abraham and makes persons of 

faith heirs of God and joint heirs with Christ, even though there remains a kingdom to inherit in the 

future. Ephesians points to a future inheritance that is the cosmic unity of all things in Christ, while 

simultaneously Jews and gentiles already are joint heirs in the Church, and their unity witnesses already to 

that ultimate unity. The Synoptics speak futuristically of inheriting eternal life, with Matthew especially 

giving inheritance language a strong eschatological emphasis. For all synoptic writers, Jesus is the heir of 



the vineyard inheritance, now understood as the reign or kingdom of God. The reign of God is both 

present and future; it calls for present faithfulness, but its full realization is in the future. Unlike the other 

synoptic writers, Luke sees this realization as occurring already within the Church. For Hebrews, the 

content of the inheritance is the future heavenly city of God, and it is by the covenantal death of Jesus, the 

heirofallthings,thatthisinheritancewillbeeffected.In1Peter,thecontentalsoisfuture,―an

inheritance…keptinheavenforyou,‖a―livinghope‖madeeffectivebytheresurrectionofJesusChrist

from the dead (cf. Rev 21:7 for an additional future reference to inheritance).  
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PAUL L. HAMMER  

INK. See WRITING AND WRITING MATERIALS.  

INQUIRE OF GOD. The process of consulting the deity on some matter of individual and/or 

communal importance, generally through the offices of an intermediary. The Hebrew Scriptures use, with 

varying frequencies, three distinct verbs to designate the process, each referring to a somewhat different 

inquiry procedure. Least frequent in this connection is the term biqqēš. In Exod 33:7, it denotes the 

Israelites‘askingforYahweh‘sguidancethroughthemediationofMosesataparticularsite,i.e.,the

―TentofMeeting‖outsidethecampduringthedesertperiod.Thesubjectmatteroftheirinquiriesisnot

specified. The context does, however, allude to the communication process between Yahweh and the 

mediatorMoses:Yahweh,presentinthe―pillarofcloud‖atthetentdoor,speaks―facetoface‖with

Moses (Exod 33:9, 11).  

Far more common as a designation for the inquiry process is the verb šā˒al (Num 27:21; 1 Sam 10:22; 

14:37; 22:10, 13, 15; 23:2, 4; 28:6; 30:8; 2 Sam 2:1; 5:19 [= 1 Chr 14:10], 5:23 [= 1 Chr 14:14]; cf. Exod 

28:30; 1 Sam 14:41). All but the first of these passages concern events of the early monarchical period, 

under Saul and David. From a piecing together of the indications provided by the texts, an approximate, 

compositepictureoftheparticularsortof―inquiry‖theyenvisage emerges: An Israelite politico-military 

leader—or on occasion the people as a whole (1 Sam 10:22)—put one or more yes or no questions to 

Yahweh.ThemediatorofYahweh‘s response thereto is a priest, whose role is to manipulate—in some 

unspecified way—the sacred dice known as the Urim and the Thummim (1 Sam 14:41), one of which 

represented a positive answer, the other a negative one. The officiating priest carried these dice in a sort of 

pouch called the ephod (Exod 28:30). The inquiry might take place at a sanctuary (e.g., 1 Sam 22:10), but 

more often it transpired in the open air, e.g., in a military camp. Questions posed concerned significant 

projected political or military measures about whose outcome the inquirer especially felt the need of 

divine assurances. Omission of the procedure prior to such initiatives is denounced as culpable 

presumption (Josh 9:14; Isa 30:2). Yahweh remains free, however, presumably by causing the repeated 

rolls of the dice to produce inconsistent results, not to answer the inquiry in a particular case (1 Sam 

14:37; 28:6). In any event, there is no mention of this particular form of inquiry being carried out 

subsequenttoDavid‘sdefinitivetriumphoverthePhilistines(2 Sam 5:17–25). This fact likely reflects the 

demand of later times for something more in the say of divine guidance/assurance than a simple yes or no 

answer could provide. There is, however, a NT echo of the practice in theaccountofMatthias‘being

selected to succeed Judas as apostle by means of lot-casting in Acts 1:26. Finally, the OT uses the verb 

šā˒al also in reference to an inquiry of some deity, whether by Israelites or non-Israelites, involving other 

(and illegitimate) intermediaries and/or devices (Deut 18:11; 1 Chr 10:13; Ezek 21:23; Hos 4:12).  

ThemostfrequentoftheOT‘sthreeverbsfordesignatinganinquiringofGodisdāraš (Gen 25:22; 

Exod 18:15; 1 Sam 9:9; 1 Kgs 14:5; 22:5 [= 2 Chr 18:4], 7 [= 2 Chr 18:6]; 2 Kgs 3:11; 8:8; 22:13 [= 2 



Chr 34:21]; Jer 21:2; 37:7; Ezek 14:3; 20:1–3). The inquirer is usually the Israelite king who, however, 

often puts his question indirectly, through a delegation dispatched by him. On occasion, the inquiry 

proceeds from other categories of persons: Rebekah (Gen 25:22), Moses (Exod 18:15), the (pagan) Syrian 

king Benhadad (2 Kgs 8:8), and the Jewish elders (Ezek 14:3; 20:1–3). The intermediary figure in these 

texts is, typically, not a priest but a prophet/seer (1 Sam 9:9), e.g., Ahijah (1 Kgs 14:5), Micaiah (1 Kgs 

22:7), Elisha (2 Kgs 3:11; 8:8), Huldah (2 Kgs 22:13), Jeremiah, and Ezekiel. The inquiry takes place in a 

battlefield setting (e.g., 1 Kings 22; 2 Kings 3)orattheprophet‘splaceofresidence(e.g.,1 Kings 14; 2 

Kings 22); it is never explicitly said to occur at a sanctuary. The questions addressed to Yahweh through 

the prophets cover a somewhat wider range than is the case in the šā˒al-type inquiry: legal disputes (Exod 

18:15), lost property (1 Sam 9:6–9), outcome of a pregnancy (Gen 25:22) or sickness (1 Kgs 14:5; 2 Kgs 

8:8), the upshot of a military crisis (1 Kgs 22:5, 7; 2 Kgs 3:11; Jer 21:2; 37:7), and the significance of a 

newly discovered book (2 Kgs 22:13). Unlike the priest in the foregoing texts, the prophetic intermediary 

in these passages is cited as being offered remuneration for his services on several occasions (1 Sam 9:7; 

1 Kgs 14:3; 2 Kgs 8:9). Very little is recounted concerning the actual process by which the prophet relays 

theinquirer‘squestiontoYahwehandreceivesthelatter‘sreply—although see 2 Kgs 3:15, where Elisha 

prepareshimselfforadivinecommunicationbyhavingaminstrelplay.Inanycase,Yahweh‘sansweras

mediated by the prophet takes the form of a longer or shorter first-person divine speech which, depending 

on its content, constitutes an oracle of either salvation or doom. The latter type predominates. In terms of 

their historical referents, those passages cover an extended period, from patriarchal times down to shortly 

before the Exile. The greater expansiveness of the divine response which it allowed helps explain the 

perdurableness of the dāraš inquiry and its supplanting of the šā˒al type. Eventually, however, this form 

of inquiry also disappeared with the gradual tapering off of its prophetic practitioners in the postexilic 

period. Finally, two further similarities between the dāraš and šā˒al inquiries can be noted. Like the latter, 

theformertermcanalsodesignateanillegitimate―inquiry,‖i.e.,onedirectedtoadivinityotherthan

Yahweh (2 Kgs 1:2ff.: Ahaziah inquires of Baal-zebub), or utilizing a reprobate mantic figure (1 Sam 

28:7: Saul inquires of a medium). Similarly, Yahweh is free in both forms of inquiry to withhold an 

answer to the questions posed (see Ezek 14:3; 20:1–3—dāraš).  

By way of conclusion to this discussion, it should be pointed out that in the OT two of the above terms, 

i.e., biqqēš and dāraš, undergo an evaluation in which they progress from signifying a one-time 

―consulting‖ofYahwehaboutaparticularmattertodesignatingahabitualstanceof―seeking‖Godin

fidelity and obedience. This development is observable in the prophetic writings (see e.g., Isa 65:1, 10; 

Hos 10:12; Amos 5:4, 6; Zeph 1:6; 2:3), and especially in Chronicles (see e.g., 1 Chr 22:19,etc.). It can 

likewisebenotedintheNT‘suseofthetermzēteō, ―seek‖(seee.g.,Matt 6:32f.; 7:7ff.; Rom 10:20 = Isa 

65:1; Gal 2:17; Col 3:1).  
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CHRISTOPHER T. BEGG  

INSCRIPTIONS, SAFAITIC. Thename―Safaitic‖isconventionallygiventoagroupof
inscriptions in an ancient N Arabian language, expressed in a variety of the S Semitic script, written by 

the ancient bedouin and seminomads of the Syro-Arabian desert. The name is derived from the Ṣafâ, an 

area of basalt desert SE of Damascus, near which they were first discovered in 1857. The inscriptions 

have since been found over a wide area of S Syria, Jordan, and N Saudi Arabia, with isolated examples as 

far afield as Palmyra,Hâ˒il,theWadiḤaurân in W Iraq, and the Lebanon. However, the largest 

concentration appears to be in the ḥarra, or basalt desert, stretching S and E from the Jebal Druze. Some 



14,000 have been published so far, but these represent the fruits of relatively few expeditions, and there 

are clearly scores of thousands of texts still awaiting discovery. With the exception of one large (Littmann 

1943) and several small collections, all the Safaitic inscriptions found before 1950 were brought together 

in that year in Part 5 of the Corpus Inscriptionum Semiticarum (CIS), edited by G. Ryckmans. However, 

several major collections have appeared since (see the bibliography at the end of this article).  

Work on the definitive decipherment of the script was begun by J. Halévy in 1877, refined by F. 

Praetorius in 1882–83, and completed in 1901 by E. Littmann, who was the first to recognize that the 

alphabet consisted of 28 letters, rather than 23 (the equivalents of the 22 letters of the Phoenician 

alphabet, plus ḫ), as had previously been thought.  

A. Script  

While it was clear from the beginning that the script was in some way related to that of the S Arabian 

and other N Arabian (Dedanite, Lihyanite, Thamudic) inscriptions (See Fig. INS.01), the exact details of 

this relationship have remained in dispute. The reasons for this are as follows. First, there is virtually no 

secure dating evidence for any of the types of N Arabian inscriptions, and it is therefore impossible to 

establish either an internal chronology for these texts or their chronological relationship to the S Arabian 

inscriptions. Second, the vast majority of N Arabian inscriptions are known only from hand-copies, in 

almost all of which scant attention has been paid to the exact shape of the letters. Thus, features taken as 

indicatingdevelopmentmayinfactbemerelycopyists‘errors.Finally,theletter-forms of monumental S 

Arabian and those of the Safaitic and Thamudic graffiti are in no way comparable, since the shapes in 

each have developed under completely different pressures and for quite distinct purposes. Thus, the view, 

which is implicit in many discussions of these texts, that there was an evolution from S Arabian, via 

Dedanite and the various script-typesclassedas―Thamudic,‖endingwithSafaitic, in which each script 

developed out of its predecessor, can only be highly speculative and, on present evidence, seems unlikely 

to represent the true picture.  

Thisviewliesbehindtheterm―Thamudic-Safaitic‖usedbyH.Grimme(1929:12;17;55)and E. 

Littmann (1940: 97) to describe two different types of text, which they thought contained a mixture of 

Thamudic and Safaitic letter-forms,andthereforeconsideredearly.However,someofLittmann‘s

examples are in fact pure Thamudic B (See Fig. INS.01 (4)), and the letter-forms in the rest, and in 

Grimme‘stexts,arenodifferentfromthoseoccurringininscriptionswhichbothscholarsconsideredpure

Safaitic.  

The most striking variety of Safaitic is the so-called―squarescript‖(seeFigs.INS.01(1); INS.02 (B)) 

in which the letters are given a neat angular appearance. This has led a number of scholars to regard these 

letter-formsasmore―monumental‖thanothertypesand,byacuriousseriesofnonsequiturs,astherefore

closer to S Arabian, and hence―theoldertypeofSafaitic.‖Infact,itwillbeclearfromFig.INS.01thatit

is merely the elegant appearance that invites comparison with monumental S Arabian, not the letter-forms 

themselves, which are in all important features identical to the common Safaitic shapes. There is also no 

evidencethatitwasa―monumentalscript,‖sincevirtuallyallthetextsinwhichitisusedaregraffiti,and

hardlyanyofthehandfulofinscriptionswhichcouldbecalled―monumental‖employit.Itwouldappear

to be contemporary with other Safaitic letter-forms, since there are square script and common script texts 

by the same authors.  

B. South Safaitic  

E. A. Knauf has argued that the style and onomastic content of many of the most northerly Thamudic 

texts(knownas―ThamudicE‖or―TabukiThamudic‖[seeFig.INS.02(C)])havemoreincommonwith

Safaitic than with other forms of Thamudic. He therefore suggested reclassifying these inscriptions as 

―SouthSafaitic,‖whileretainingtheterm―TabukiThamudic‖forthosetextsinthesamescriptbutwitha

―non-Safaitic‖content(1983:589).Atthesametime,hedemonstratedthatSouthSafaiticandTabuki

Thamudic shared marked peculiarities of script and orthography which clearly distinguish them from 

other forms of Safaitic and Thamudic. Most notable among these was the use of the Safaitic ṯ-sign to 

represent etymological /g/. Following this, G. M. H. King (1988) showed that two other signs in this 

script had unexpected values; viz. the Safaitic ḍ-sign represented /ṯ/ and a sign consisting of two 



concentric circles /ḍ/ (See Fig. INS.01 (3)). The majority of inscriptions of this type are to be found in S 

Jordan and N Saudi Arabia (e.g., most of those in Harding and Littmann 1952).  

C. Abecedaries  

Two ABCs have been found so far, one for South Safaitic arranged, with some exceptions, in the 

Phoenician order, and the other, in the common Safaitic script, arranged in a hitherto unknown order, 

apparently based on similarities of letter-shape (see Macdonald 1986).  

D. Language  

The most thorough survey of the Safaitic language is still that of Littmann (1943: 12–24), though for 

additions and corrections see Winnett and Harding (1978: 12–15) and Clark (1979: 112–24); and for an 

excellent brief account, Müller (1980). Safaitic is a branch of the language group known as early North 

Arabian (Frühnordarabisch) and is thus closely related to Arabic. Within this group, it is one of a number 

ofdialects(alongwithDedanite,Lihyanite,―Thamudic,‖andHasaitic)distinguished by their use of h-, 

rather than ˒al-, for the definite article. The alphabet consists of 28 letters which, ethymologically at least, 

represent the same phonemes as those of Standard Arabic. The orthography is severely consonantal, 

leaving all vowels, diphthongs, and doubled letters unmarked (on possible exceptions, see Müller 1980: 

68–69). Writing is continuous, with neither word-dividers nor spaces between words, and the direction 

depends solely on the whim of the author and the nature of the surface he is inscribing. See Fig. INS.02. 

The following are some of the more notable points in which Safaitic differs from Standard Arabic.  

1. s
1
 and s

2
 areclearlystillinBeeston‘s(1962)PhaseII,representing[ʃ] and a lateralized sibilant 

respectively, and have not yet reached their Standard Arabic values of [s] and [ʃ].  

2. Vowelless n is sporadically assimilated in many words (e.g., bt/bnt, ―daughter,‖m/mn, ―from‖)but

always in the VIII form of nẓr, which thus appears as ṭzr: ―hewasonthelook-out,hewaited.‖ 

3. No examples of the X form have yet been identified.  

4. The endings represented by tâ˒ marbûṭa in later Arabic appear as -t in all positions, but see Müller 

(1980: 69) for a possible indication of the transition from -at to -ah.  

5. Etymological -y is found in such words as my, ―water,‖ands˒my, ―sky,‖whereStandardArabichas-

â˒.  

6. The third radical is usually represented in verbs tertiae w and y suggesting that they were formed on 

the pattern of the strong verb, though there are apparent expectations (e.g., s
2
t as against s

2
ty, ―to

winter‖). 

7. The relative pronoun is ḏ and the vocative particle h-.  

8.ManyofthewordswhichlieattheheartoftheSafaiticauthors‘wayoflifearebetterexplainedfrom

NW Semitic cognates than from later Arabic. Thus mdbr (Heb midbār, Aram madbĕrā˒),―open

steppe,desert,‖asopposedtoḥrt (Ar ḥarra),the―basaltdesert‖;ms
1
rt (Aram mašr  tā˒), 

―encampment‖;nẖl (Heb naḥal, Aram naḥălā˒),―valley,‖asagainstArnaḫl, ―palm,‖dd (Heb dôd, 

Aram dôdā˒),―paternaluncle,‖ratherthanAr˓amm, whichinSafaiticisusedfor―grandfather.‖Itis

unlikely that these are words loaned into Safaitic; rather, they must represent part of an early lexical 

stock which has been displaced in later Arabic by words from other dialects.  

E. Names  

No complete study has been made of the names in these texts, though Littmann (1943: xxiv–xxviii) and 

Müller (1980: 72–73) have provided very useful discussions, and Harding (1971) gives an indispensable 

index with comparative material. There are numerous theophoric names, usually compounded with the 

common Semitic deity ˒Il (˓bd˒l, ˓bdl) or Lh (tmlh, s
1
˓dlh), though these deities are seldom found in 

prayers. On the other hand, those deities most frequently invoked appear much more rarely in names (e.g., 

Lt, Ds
2
r, and Rḍw/y); and some, apparently not at all (e.g., S

2
˓hqm). In common with the Nabatean texts of 

Sinai, Safaitic has a number of names prefixed by bn- (in Nabatean, ˒bn), where the name is never that of 

the father, when that can be established, e.g., bnkbr bn mḥnn (Winnett and Harding 1978: No. 1194). A 

number of names have the -w ending characteristic of Nabatean (e.g., ḥyw, ˓bdw), though all of them also 

occur without the -w. Müller (1980: 73) has suggested that the Aramaic emphatic ending -˒ may occur on 

some names, parallel to the Safaitic prefixed article h- (e.g., ˓bd˒ beside h˓bd). The Latin names Titus 



(tts
1
) and Claudius (˒qlds

1
) have also been found, and Müller (1980: 73) has identified ˒ftny˒ as Greek 

Aphthonios. Tlmy could represent either Ptolemy or a Semitic name similar to that of Talmay, king of 

Gĕšûr (2 Sam 3:3), an area which has been placed in or near the Ḥaurân (on Safaitic names in Greek 

transcription, see Sartre 1985: 161–276). At the same time as he was recording Safaitic inscriptions, 

Littmann also collected the names of the bedouin and Druze of the Ḥaurân, and noted that many Safaitic 

names, which are rare or unknown in the Classical Arabic onomasticon, were in use among the modern 

inhabitants of the area. However, far more work is needed before conclusions can be drawn from this 

apparently significant correlation.  

F. Content and Structure  

The vast majority of Safaitic inscriptions are graffiti. They are thus a form of self-expression rather than 

communication.Theyrecordtheauthor‘snameandwhathewasdoingorwhathefelt.Therearecris de 

coeur, boasts and prayers, but no memoranda, messages, history, or literature. It seems probable that most 

were written as a way of passing the time while the authors were pasturing their herds or on the lookout 

either for enemies or for game, because their drawings show them to have been keen hunters.  

Almostallthetextsareexpressedinaseriesofformulaicconstructions(Petr  ek1973; Voigt 1980). All 

but a handful of short prayers are introduced by the preposition l (the lâm auctoris), followed by the 

author‘snameandusuallythatofhisfather, with, very often, a more or less lengthy genealogy. Many 

authors also indicate the social group to which they belong, most commonly by placing ḏ˒l plus the name 

of the group at the end of the genealogy. D ˒l iscommonlytranslated―ofthetribeof,‖but ˒l (Ar ˒âl) 

appears to have been used for all social groups from the family to the tribal confederation. Alternatively, 

the nisba form can be used, e.g., h-ḍf-y, ―theḌaifite‖(thevocalizationispurelyconventional),orthe

genealogy may be taken back to the eponymous ancestor of the group (Harding 1969: 13, No. 4). Many 

textsthencontinuewithdescriptionsoftheauthor‘sactivities.Thus,theyspeakofseasonalmigrations

(˒s
2
rq) E to the open steppe beyond the basalt, and of returning, often to the same spot (h dr) year after 

year (˓m f ˓m) to spend the winter (s
2
ty) or the spring (dṯ˒). They mention encampments (ms

1
rt) and 

watering places (wrd, brkt), of pasturing their herds of camels (˒bl), goats (m˓zy), and sheep (ḍ˒n) and of 

shearing them (qṣṣ). They go on raids (ġzz, a dialectical form of Ar ġazâ) and pray for booty (ġnmt). The 

texts also abound with words of longing (ts
2
wq) and grief (wgm, wlh, ndm, b<s

1
mz\ll, etc.), the distinct 

nuances of which are much disputed. Some follow the discovery of arelative‘sinscription(e.g.,w wgd ˒ṯr 

˒bh f ng˓, ―andhefoundhisfather‘sinscription[literally―traces‖]andsohewassad‖),asequence

reminiscent of the conventional opening passage of the pre-Islamic Arabic odes. Above all, however, 

these words occur in texts connected with the burial of the dead. Most corpses were probably buried, as 

they are today, in a simple grave covered with stones to keep off wild animals. However, over the graves 

of some men and women, presumably those of status, large cairns were erected. To such a cairn (rgm), the 

mourners brought stones inscribed with their names, their relationship to the deceased, and the fact that 

they were mourning (wgm) and/or building (bny) the cairn for him or her (Harding 1953).  

The statement is often followed by a prayer of the form f h lt … (―andso,OLt…‖)witharequest,e.g.,

s
1
lm, ―security,‖ġnmt, ―booty‖;rwḥ, ―relief‖;ṯ˒r, ―revenge,‖etc.;andthetextmaybecompletedwith

curses on those who would deface the inscription and blessings on those who leave it intact. Thus, the 

typical Safaitic inscriptions would consist of some, or all, of these elements, usually, but not always, in 

this order: 1 N ± genealogy ± tribal marker ± statement ± invocation ± curse/blessing. See Fig. INS.02 

(A–B).  

We catch only fragmentary glimpses of the relations of the Safaitic authors with their neighbors. Several 

say that they were escaping from the Romans, or Byzantines (nfr mn rm); others seem to have been aware 

of, and some involved in, a war of the Nabateans (ḥrb nbṭ) and a rebellion by them against the Romans 

(mrd nbṭ ˓l ˒l rm). Winnett (1973) has suggested that some Safaitic tribes were caught up in an 

unsuccessful revolt by a son of the Nabatean governor of Ḥegra(Medâ˒inṢâliḥ) in ca. A.D. 71, but this is 

by no means certain. One or more Persian (mḏy) invasions of the Ḥaurân are mentioned, and there are 

enigmatic references to the Jews (yhd). There are also some less easily identifiable peoples, e.g., those of 

Rhy (variously identified as Edessa, Ḥâ˒il,andasubtribeofMad ḥ   ), the ˒hl khl (possibly Qariyat al-Faw 



in central Arabia, the ancient name of which was Qariyat D ât Kahl) and Ḥwlt (possibly one of the places 

called Ḥăw  lâ in the OT).  

G. Dating  

The Safaitic texts are conventionally dated between the 1st century B.C. and the 4th century A.D., but the 

grounds for this are extremely insecure. A handful of texts can be assigned to precise dates in the 1st, 2d, 

and 3d centuries A.D., and several others which mention the Nabateans and Romans must fall within this 

period, but there is no clue as to the date of the vast majority. A number of them are dated by events of 

local importance (e.g., snt ḥl d ˒l ḍf lg, ―theyearmembersofthetribeofḌfcampedintheLeǧâ,Winnett

and Harding 1978: 1025), but unfortunately none of these can be reconciled with the known historical 

record. Even such references as snt mrdt nbṭ ˓l ˒l rm, ―theyeartheNabateansrebelledagainstthepeople

ofRome‖(WinnettandHarding1978:2815)aredifficulttorelateto known events and are the source of 

much disagreement. There is no indication as to when the art of writing first reached these tribes, or when 

it disappeared. However, there is no trace of either Christianity or Islam in these texts, and the early 

Islamic historians have no recollection of these tribes or their script; nor the grammarians of their dialect. 

Thus, it would seem probable that the use of Safaitic must have ceased some considerable time before the 

rise of Islam for the memory of it to have been so effectively erased.  

H. Religion  

Grimme (1929: 24–30) believed that all Safaitic texts were of a religious nature. However, this position 

was based on such strained interpretations of the evidence that it has attracted no support (see Littmann 

1940: 103–4). In fact, we know frustratingly little of Safaitic religion. Although there are some apparent 

references to religious practices (ḏbḥ, ―sacrifice‖;ḥg, ―pilgrimage‖;andpossibly˓d, ―festival‖(see

Winnett and Harding 1978: 31–32), and a great many prayers addressed to a number of deities, they are 

all expressed in a limited range of formulae and are generally uninformative. Most of the deities invoked 

in Safaitic are also known from the texts of the settled peoples (see NABATEANS; PALMYRA) and 

some from classical writers. However, the information derived from these different sources is not always 

reconcilable. The two deities most often invoked in Safaitic are Rḍw (or Rḍy) and Lt (or ˒lt). Rḍw/y has 

beenidentifiedwithHerodotus‘Orotal (t) and the Jawfian deity Ruldaiu mentioned in the annals of 

Esarhaddon, as well as the Palmyrene ˒Arṣû (Milik 1972: 49). The Safaitic texts give no clue as to the 

nature of this, or any other, deity since identical requests are made of all of them. The variation in spelling 

has suggested to some a pair of deities, male and female, representing the morning and evening star 

(Littmann 1940: 107). However, even this cannot be demonstrated from the texts, because the prayers are 

all in the form either of nouns (with a verb understood) or verbs in the imperative, in which the vowels 

marking masculine and feminine are not shown. others (e.g., Dussaud 1955: 142–43) base a claim that 

both forms refer to the same, feminine, deity on a number of Safaitic drawings of a female figure with 

arms raised to her flowing hair. However, there is no reason to connect these drawings with Rḍw/y, and 

when they are identified in accompanying texts it is as ġlmt, ―girl,‖orqnt, ―femalesinger.‖Ontheother

hand, Starcky (DBSup 6: 990–91) has argued strongly that Rḍw/y is male and is the deity behind the 

Nabatean divine epithet Dushara. A male Rḍw/y would certainly fit better with the known sex of Orotal 

(t) and ˒Arṣû, though variations in the sex of Semitic deities are, of course, well known.  

The deity most frequently invoked in Safaitic is Lt or ˒lt. A third form, h˒lt, is also found, but so far only 

in theophoric names (tmh˒lt), where it parallels hn˒lt in Lihyanite and Hasaitic names. The exact 

relationship between the three Safaitic forms has yet to be satisfactorily clarified. Certainly Lt occurs over 

six times more often than ˒lt; and in texts such as CIS V 97 both forms are used, though in successive 

invocations. It is thus by no means certain that the three forms represented the same deity in the minds of 

the Safaitic authors. Again, the texts give no clue as to her nature. Whereas Rḍw/y is rarely found in 

multiple invocations, Lt/˒lt is commonly associated with other deities in prayers.  

Theworshipofthetwoother―DaughtersofAllâh‖(Qur˒ân53:19–21; 16:57), Manât and al-˓Uzzâ (in 

Safaitic h-˓zy), is attested only in occasional theophoric names. The divine name represented in later 

Arabic by Allâh is also found in Safaitic in three forms, parallel to those of Lt; thus Lh, ˒lh, and h˒lh. All 

three forms occur both in theophoric names, where they are very common, and in prayers, where they are 



much rarer. The reasons for this uneven distribution are not entirely clear, but it is possible that while 

Lt/˒lt had become a divine name, Lh/˒lh (and possibly ˓l/l) was still regarded as the common name for 

―god‖andcouldthereforebeusedwithreferencetoanydivinityinatheophoriccompound.Thesituation 

is paralleled in Nabatean, where -˒l and -˒lhy are common elements in names, although there are no 

prayers or other references to them. The prayers to Lh/˒lh/h˒lh in Safaitic are no different from those 

addressedtootherdeities,andheisoften―associatedwith‖otherdivinitiesinmultipleinvocations.Thus,

the use of this divine name or epithet cannot be taken as an indication of monotheism.  

The principal deity of the Nabateans, Dushara, also receives a considerable number of prayers from 

Safaitic devotees, most often in association with Lt. In the N, the name is usually spelled ds
2
r, suggesting 

that it reached these authors via Aramaic. But in the texts from S Jordan, the etymologically correct form 

ḏs
2
ry (equivalent to Ar ḏû-Šarâ) is more common. Another deity whose name occurs in Safaitic in its 

Aramaic form is B˓ls˒mn, Ba˓al Šām  n, towhomagreattemplewasdedicatedatS  ˓.Indeed,oneSafaitic

text(Clark1979:No.424)callshim―thegodofS  ˓.‖Thenameisoccasionallyfoundinanarabized form 

B˓ls˒my. By contrast, the name of the third god shared by the Nabatean and Safaitic peoples is entirely 

Arabic in form. It appears as Šy˓-˒l-qwm among the former and S
2
˓-h-qm among the latter. The name is 

generallyinterpretedas―Helperorleaderofthepeople,‖andfromthisithasbeenassumedthathewasa

tutelary god of caravans (Sourdel 1952: 81–84; Teixidor 1977: 88–89). A famous Palmyrene inscription 

(bytwoNabateans)callshimthe―goodandrewardinggodwhodoesnotdrinkwine.‖Fromthis he has 

been identified with Lycurgus and assumed both to be in conflict with Dushara-Dionysus and to be a deity 

considered by the nomads as their special god (Starcky DBSup 6: 996). However, Sourdel (1952: 84) and 

Dussaud (1955: 145–46) have questioned both the identification and the supposed conflict with Dushara. 

Certainly there is no evidence for such hostilities in Safaitic, where Ds
2
r and S

2
˓hqm are invoked together. 

Nor is there any evidence that he was the particular god of the nomads. He receives relatively few prayers 

in Safaitic, certainly fewer than Ds
2
r, the supposed god of the sedentaries, and in multiple invocations he 

stands sometimes with the ancient Arabian divinities (Lt and Rḍw/y), sometimes with the tutelary gods of 

the Safaitic tribes, sometimes with B˓ls˒mn or Ds
2
r, and sometimes with a selection from all three groups.  

There are frequent invocations to Yṯ˓ (also ˒ṯ˓, with no apparent distinction between the forms), a deity 

found in theophoric names throughout North and South Arabian and in Nabatean, though rarely invoked 

outside Safaitic. Traditionally, yṯ˓, a root not found in later Arabic, has been held to be cognate with the 

Hebrew root yš˓ and so glossed Sōtēr ―Savior.‖Ithasevenbeensuggested(Winnett1941)thatYṯ˓ in 

North and South Arabian represented Heb Yēšûa˓, Syr Yešû˓, ―Jesus,‖andthattextsmentioningthisdeity

were therefore Christian. However, the Christian South Arabian inscriptions do not use the name Jesus in 

any form, referring to him instead as Ms
1
ḥ ―Messiah‖orKrs

3
ts

3
 ―Christ,‖whileYṯ˓ in both North and 

South Arabian is frequently invoked in the company of other deities. Moreover, a divine name adopted by 

the Safaitic or South Arabian writers from a different language group (Hebrew or Aramaic) would appear 

as a loan-form (*ys
1
˓) not a cognate (yṯ˓), particularly since the root yṯ˓ appears to have no independent 

existence in North Arabian, South Arabian, or later Arabic, outside the onomastic stock (see Müller 1979 

for discussion).  

Gd (probably Gad), equated with Tychē in Greek texts (Sourdel 1952: 49–52), and particularly common 

at Palmyra (Teixidor 1979: 88–100), is also found in Safaitic. Among the sedentaries of the Ḥaurân and at 

Palmyra, Gad appearstohave―personifiedtheespecialprovidencereserved by a god or a goddess for an 

individual,agroupofindividuals,oratown‖(Teixidor1979:89),atutelaryrolewhichanydeitycould

assume. It is probable, though alas unprovable, that this conception was shared by the nomads. Certainly 

Gd in Safaitic usually appears as Gd-Ḍf or Gd-˓wd , i.e., the Gd of one or another of the two great tribal 

confederations (Knauf 1985), and they are most often found in multiple invocations where, in one text or 

another, they stand beside all the known Safaitic divinities.  

For general surveys of the field, see Littmann 1943: vii–xxviii; Eissfeldt 1954; Dussaud 1955: 135–47; 

Oxtoby 1968: 1–30; and Müller 1980. Major collections of inscriptions are Corpus Inscriptionum 

Semiticarum, Pars 5; Littmann 1943; Winnett and Reed 1957; Winnett and Harding 1978; and Clark 



1979. See also the smaller collections in Jamme 1971 (some of the most southerly texts), Harding 1953, 

and Oxtoby 1968.  
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M. C. A. MACDONALD  

INSECTS. See ZOOLOGY (FAUNA).  

INSTRUMENTS, MUSICAL. See MUSIC AND MUSICAL INSTRUMENTS.  

INTEREST AND USURY IN THE GRECO-ROMAN PERIOD. ―Interest‖(Gktokos) is a 

charge for the use of invested capital, most typically money. From an economic perspective, interest is 

composed of four principal factors: the real cost of using the capital; a premium compensating the 

investor for the risk of not getting his capital back; an estimate of the likely inflation rate during the 

period of theinvestment;andthelender‘sexpensesinnegotiatingandadministeringtheinvestment.The

interest rate of an investment should ultimately derive from these four factors, but in the ancient world it 

was also heavily affected by custom and convention.  

―Usury,‖forwhichthereisnoexactequivalentinGreekandLatin,isthelendingofmoney,especially

at what society considers an exorbitant interest rate. Particularly under the Romans, usury laws often 



limited the form that interest could take and fixed a maximum interest rate, and law also often imposed 

other restrictions on interest-bearing loans.  

The basic concept of interest is almost as old as organized societies; interest; interest-bearing loans of 

precious metals or commodities are found alreadyinHammurabi‘sBabylon(early2dmillenniumB.C.E.). 

But the introduction of coined money in the Aegean (7th century B.C.E.) led to the practice becoming 

much more common. Greek interest-bearing loans are attested already in the early 6th century, and by the 

4th century the charging of interest had become quite normal at Athens, as we know from many Greek 

private orations.  

However, interest on money loans aroused disquiet, especially among Greek philosophers such as Plato 

(Leg. 11.921 c–d) and Aristotle (Pol. 1.10). As Aristotle reasoned, coined money had originated as a store 

of value and a medium of exchange; although coins struck in precious metals had an intrinsic worth, they 

served chiefly as a standard to make other goods commensurable. It thereforeseemed―unnatural,‖

contrary to the immanent characteristics of civilized society, that money could generate more money 

through payment of interest. This philosophical bias against interest, which later writers shared (e.g., 

Seneca Ben. 7.10.3), was to have a long history in cultures influenced by Greco-Roman civilization, 

especially after early Christian writers merged it with religious prohibitions against the taking of interest 

(e.g., Clement of Alexandria Str. 2.18; Tertullian Adv. Marc. 4.17).  

Notwithstanding such philosophical doubts, Greek city-states, as also the Hellenistic states of the 3d to 

1st centuries B.C.E., did not intervene to prohibit interest, and even statutory restraints on interest only 

became common slowly. Customary interest rates remained high; the prevailing annual interest rate was 

12 to 18 percent in 4th-century Athens and 25 percent (the legal limit) in Ptolemaic Egypt of the 3d 

century. These rates prematurely reflected both continuing instability in the Levantine credit market and a 

relative scarcity of capital. Interest rates generally fell below 10 percent after 200 B.C.E., but unusually 

risky loans were sometimes made at much higher rates.  

The picture changed in the 2d and 1st centuries B.C.E., as Rome became the master of the 

Mediterranean. Rome had, for internal political reasons, a long-standing tradition of attempting to limit or 

even prohibit interest; and the influx of capital that imperial Rome attracted made it possible to sustain 

lower interest rates than had prevailed in the Greek world. A Decree of the Senate in 51 B.C.E. (Cicero Att. 

5.21.13) forbade interest higher than 12 percent per year, as well as compound interest and the accrual of 

unpaid interest above the amount of the initial capital. But market-determined interest rates at Rome had 

by that date already fallen to a level much lower than the legal maximum, with 6 percent being the most 

common rate for sound loans during peacetime. In general, this regime persisted into the early Roman 

Empire.  

Although transferofmoneyoverlongdistanceswasnoteasyintheancientworld,Rome‘scentral

government interposed no effective legal barriers to the flow of capital within the empire. As interest rates 

in Roman Italy dropped, capital was attracted to portions of the empire where higher rates persisted; 

provincial governors responded (with how much success is uncertain) by imposing usury laws reflecting 

accepted interest rates at Rome. Cicero, as proconsul of Cilicia in 51–50 B.C.E., had to deal with a 

virtually extortionateloanbyMarcusBrutustothecitycouncilofSalamisonCyprus;Cicero‘sletterson

this loan (Att. 5.21, 6.1–3) vividly illustrate the dynamics of credit in the later Roman Republic.  

After the battle of Actium in 31 B.C.E., prevailing annual interest rates at Rome fell from 12 to 4 percent 

(Cassius Dio 51.21.3), demonstrating clearly the effect of domestic tranquility on credit. The ensuing 

centuries of imperial peace resulted in interest rates that throughout the empire normally fluctuated 

between 4 and 6 percent, approximately equivalent to the return that landowners could anticipate from 

farming. The charitable alimentary endowments instituted in Italy and elsewhere, especially during the 2d 

century C.E., usually envisaged an annual return on conservatively invested capital of 5 to 6 percent. 

Although higher rates were charged for delay in paying debt and for short-term or risky loans, the legal 

annual limit of 12 percent was only occasionally evaded and apparently caused slight inconvenience. 

Inflation did not significantly affect interest rates until the currency debasements of the 3d century C.E. 

and after.  



Apart from occasional literary complaints, moneylending and interest-bearing loans were not visited 

with pronounced social or legal opprobrium during the early Empire. Roman law, building on previous 

Greek institutions, was particularly ingenious in developing ways to secure debts through personal 

suretyshiporthepledgeofproperty,thusfurtherreducingthecreditor‘srisk;thejurists showed no 

aversion to interest.  

Distinct from the normal credit pattern was the interest on bottomry loans (faenus nauticum); these 

―loans,‖repayableonlyiftheshipreacheditsdestination,wereactuallyameansofinsuringshipsortheir

cargoes against the dangers of long voyages, and the interest rates charged on them could be as high as the 

parties wished, depending on the timing and duration of the voyage. Loans of farm products were 

normally repaid with interest of up to 50 percent of kind (Cod. Theod. 2.33.1 pr.).  

The economic difficulties of the later Empire evidently caused prevailing interest rates to edge upward 

against the limits set by usury laws, which the emperors then attempted to strengthen and enforce with 

greater vigor. In the 4th century, these largely economic measures merged with Christian attacks on 

interest as such.  

Ancient authors, starting with Aristotle (Pol. 1.10), showed good intuitive understanding of the nature 

of interest. The Roman jurists distinguished interest on moneyfromordinary―fruits,‖suchastheproduce

of farms, in that interest derived from a purely legal relationship (e.g., Pompon. Dig. 50.16.121).  

Although attested interest rates suggested that capital was generally available and secure, especially in 

the early Empire, the primitiveness and fragility of the ancient credit market required stress. With but few 

exceptions, the Greco-Roman world did not know large-scale professional lenders; banks, in particular, 

did not serve as important financial institutions, but instead operated locally and with poor capital 

funding. At least in the private sector, large loans were typically provided (with or without interest) by 

wealthy individuals functioning as patrons, not as professional bankers or moneylenders. 

Correspondingly,loanswereoftennot―productive,‖inthesenseofbeingusedtocreatenewsourcesof

wealth; instead, they were frequently used to sustain consumption among the upper classes. For 

discussion of the various types of interest mentioned in the Bible, see DEBTS.  
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BRUCE W. FRIER  

INTERPRETATION OF KNOWLEDGE (NHC XI,1). See KNOWLEDGE, 

INTERPRETATION OF (NHC XI, 1).  

INTERPRETATION, HISTORY OF. Two articles appear under this heading. The first surveys 

the history of interpreting specifically the Hebrew Bible/OT, with a special emphasis on how this has 

been practiced within Christian circles. The second article surveys the history of biblical interpretation by 

focusing more on underlying philosophical issues associated with hermeneutic theory. See also 

HERMENEUTICS; HERMENEUTICS, EARLY RABBINIC; THEOLOGY (BIBLICAL), HISTORY 

OF.  

HISTORY OF OT INTERPRETATION  

———  

A. OT Interpretation in the NT  

B. Apostolic Fathers and Apologists  

C. The Exegetical Schools of Alexandria and Antioch  

D. Jerome and Augustine  

E. The 5th to the 15th Centuries  



F. The Reformation  

G. Beginnings of Biblical Criticism  

H. From 1750 to 1890  

I. From 1890 to the Present  

———  

A. OT Interpretation in the NT  

Whatever else it may be, Christianity is a unique interpretation of the OT. A surface reading of the OT 

suggests that its writers did not expect God to become incarnate and did not envisage that a future servant 

of God would rise from the dead three days after his public execution, nor that he would combine in his 

life and death the roles of high priest and sacrificial victim. It is true that hints of some of these ideas may 

be found in the OT, and that these hints had begun to become trends in intertestamental Judaism. For 

example, a Qumran fragment from Cave 11 develops the idea of Melchizedek as a heavenly figure, the 

WisdomofSolomonseesWisdomasapreexistent―person‖whowaswithGodbeforethecreation,and

the―sacrifice‖ofIsaacinGenesis 22 gave rise to ideas about the atoning blood of Isaac; but the NT 

interpretation of the life and death of Jesus combined these and other ideas in a new way. This fact was to 

have profound significance for the way that the OT was interpreted until the 17th and 18th centuries.  

In the NT, the most spectacular use of the OT is to be found in the letter to the Hebrews. It begins with a 

series of OT quotations designed to show that Jesus is the son of God and superior to the angels. The 

writer assumes that God was addressing Jesus when he said, in Ps 2:7,―Thouartmyson,todayIhave

begottenthee,‖orinPs 45:6,―Thythrone,OGod,isforeverandever‖(Heb 1:5, 8). The words of Ps 

102:25,―ThouLord,didstfoundtheearthinthebeginning,‖arealsoseenasaddressedtoJesus,thus

claiming that he was, in some sense, the creator of the universe (Heb 1:10). Later in the letter (7:17), the 

words of Ps 110:4 areunderstoodintermsofJesus:―Thouartapriestforever,aftertheorderof

Melchizedek,‖andthisenablesthewritertopresentJesus as a high priest, whose death once and for all 

fulfilled and rendered obsolete the sacrificial system given by God to Moses in the wilderness. In chap. 11 

of Hebrews, the great OT figures are dealt with: Abel, Enoch, Noah, Abraham, Moses, the Judges, David, 

Samuel, and the prophets. These people all lived by faith—faith that they were journeying to a heavenly 

city whose God was the God who had spoken finally and decisively in Jesus.  

The book of Hebrews is the most spectacular because it is the most daring and explicit attempt in the 

NTtointerprettheOTinthelightoftheearlyChurch‘sunderstandingofJesus;butimplicitthroughout

the whole of the NT is the conviction that the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus were in fulfillment of 

the Scriptures. The Gospels, and especially Matthew, make frequent reference to OT passages that the life 

of Jesus fulfilled (e.g., the Virgin Birth, the flight to Egypt of his parents, his growing up in Nazareth, the 

removal of his home to Capernaum during his public ministry, and the rejection of his message by the 

people). The account of the passion of Jesus contains many allusions to the OT, from his entry into 

Jerusalem upon an ass, through his betrayal, to the division of his garments by Roman soldiers and his cry 

from the cross: I thirst.  

The Pauline writings struggled with the antithesis of faith and law, and did so by identifying figures 

such as Abraham as men of faith, and therefore as ancestors of a divine promise that would be fulfilled in 

Christ and would also be made available to non-Jews. Paul added two important features to the use of the 

OT, both of which subsequently influenced its interpretation. In Gal 4:21–31, he used the method of 

allegory to prove that Hagar, the mother of Ishmael, represented Mt. Sinai, the earthly Jerusalem, and (by 

implication)ChristianswhowantedtoobservetheJewishlaw.Heurgedhisreadersto―castouttheslave 

andherson‖(cf.Gen 21:10–12) as Abraham had done. This piece of exegesis became the main NT 

sanction for spiritualizing the OT (Paul did not, of course, invent allegorical interpretation), that is, not 

interpreting it at its surface level, but reading into it a deeper, spiritual, or moral or mystical meaning, In 1 

Cor 10:1–4, Paul claimed that Christ was present in the OT in that he had been a Rock which followed the 

Israelites through the wilderness, from which Moses had struck water for the thirsty people. This 

exegesis, too, encouraged later interpreters to look for Christ in the OT.  

B. Apostolic Fathers and Apologists  



In the Apostolic Fathers (1 Clement, the Didache, the Shepherd of Hermas, and the Epistle of 

Barnabas), we find three main uses of the OT. The first involves the renunciation of Judaism, and thus of 

the legal parts of the OT. The latter are conspicuously absent from works such as the Didache and the 

Shepherd, both of which purport to show how the Christian life should be lived. Instead, and this is the 

second main use, the OT law is spiritualized in order to show that it points to Christ. The type of exegesis 

is especially prominent in Barnabas. The 310 menofAbraham‘shouseholdindicatethenameJesus,and

the cross (Barnabas 9:7–8); the red heifer (Numbers 19) and the scapegoat (Leviticus 16) are types of 

Christ,whilethecrossisforeshadowedwhenMosescrossedhishandsduringIsrael‘sbattleagainst

Amalek (Exod 17:8–13). The third main type of interpretation was the appeal to OT heroes as examples 

of faith: Enoch, Noah, Abraham, Lot, Rahab, David, the prophets, Judith, and Esther are all cited.  

It was the Apologists, Justin Martyr (ca. A.D. 114–165), Irenaeus (ca. A.D. 130–200), and Tertullian (ca. 

A.D. 160–225) who took OT interpretation to deeper levels, mainly because they found themselves in 

conflictwithpagans,Jews,andsectarianChristians.InJustin‘sdialoguewiththeJewTrypho,useis

made of passages such as Genesis 18; 32:22–32, and Exod 3:1–16 to show that the OT speaks of a Lord 

who is not the Father above, yet who acts fully in accord with the will and purpose of the Father 

(Dialogue with Trypho, chaps. 56ff.) In each case, Justin exploits an ambiguity in the text. In Genesis 18, 

the mysterious visitors to Abraham are both human and angelic; in Gen 32:22–32, Jacob is told that he 

had wrestled with God, while in Exod 3:12–16, the Lord both appears in the burning bush and speaks 

fromheaven.Justin‘sinterpretations are not the crude allegorizings of Barnabas. They depend as much 

upon a close reading of the text as upon an overtly christological hermeneutic.  

Tertullian and Irenaeus were confronted not only with Jewish opponents, but also by Marcion, the 

founder of a type of Christianity which completely rejected the OT. Marcion read the OT mostly in a 

literalmanner,andfoundthereaGodwhowasignorant(e.g.,hesaidtoAdam,―Whereareyou?‖),who

changed his mind (e.g., Gen 6:1–5), and who made cruel and immoral demands upon Israel. Such a God 

could not be the God of Jesus. Therefore, Jesus was the son of a God who was different from the creator 

of the visible universe. He belonged to an unseen world, took human form (to be born as a man would 

have involved assuming what belonged to the God of the visible world), and died to free mankind from 

obligation to the God of the visible world.  

The defense of Irenaeus against Marcion was an orthodox restatement of the Christian view of the unity 

oftheOTandNT.ChristwasforetoldintheOT,andGod‘spromiseofsalvationtoAbrahamwasforall

humanity.TheOTlawinitsessenceagreedwiththe―firstandgreatcommandment‖affirmedbyJesus.

Tertullian‘sdefensewasfar more successful. He tackled head-onMarcion‘sliteralreadingofthetext,and

he argued that when the OT used the language of human passions and sensations regarding God, the 

languagecouldnotbetakenliterally.Godhadneithera―righthand‖nor―eyes‖inahumansense;

similarly, his supposed ignorance or changes of mind were not to be evaluated as though he were human. 

TertullianthussoughttoundermineMarcion‘saccusationthattheOTGodwasincompetentandimmoral,

and he turned the attack back against Marcion by pointing out that the latter had found it necessary not 

only to dispense with the OT but also to delete large parts of the NT from his Bible—all those passages 

that referred back to the OT.  

C. The Exgetical Schools of Alexandria and Antioch  

Alexandria and Antioch were two of the greatest centers of influence and learning in the Church of the 

late 2d to the 5th centuries. In Alexandria, a catechetical school was founded in the 2d century, and in 

Clement of Alexandria (ca. A.D. 180–215) and Origen (A.D. 185–253) it reached the height of its 

achievements. Clement was concerned to address the pagans of his day, arguing that Christ was the 

supreme source of knowledge who had spoken in the OT as well as in the NT, and was also the source for 

all that was best in Greek philosophy. Clement stressed the harmony of the OT and NT; but in order to do 

this he had to divide the Mosaic law into the historical, the legislative, and the sacrificial. Where possible, 

he used the literal method of interpretation, e.g., in historical sections relating to the history of Israel. 

Where laws could be taken at their face value, he also avoided spiritualizing them. For example, the 

humane laws in Deuteronomy 24 which make provision for the poor could be taken literally. But some 



laws were spiritualized: the division between clean and unclean animals was taken to refer to avoiding the 

company of certain types of people (this is already found in Barnabas) and to the distinction between the 

Church on the one hand and Jews and heretics on the other.  

Origen went to much greater lengths to champion the spiritual senses of the OT. Although laws such as 

―honorthyfatherandmother‖wereobviouslytobetakenliterally,thiswasnot true of the many parts of 

the law that seemed to be impracticable. Origen was also worried about contradictions in the OT, such as 

the creation of the light before the sun in Genesis 1. Since a book whose author was God could not be 

contrary to common sense, Origen concluded that Genesis 1 was not intended to be read literally. The 

same was true of passages in which God appeared to make immoral demands on his people, and of those 

which ascribed to him human passions and activities.  

AremarkablesidetoOrigen‘sworkconcernedhisinterestintextualcriticism.JewsandChristians

disagreed about the text of the OT. The Greek versions used by Christians contained passages such as 

―fromthewood‖inPs 96:10, which clearly pointed to the crucifixion. The Hebrew lacked these phrases, 

and the Jews were accused of deliberately omitting them. Origen set out to establish the truth. In so doing, 

he became aware of the great differences between the Greek and Hebrew versions of Job and Jeremiah; 

and he caused to be compiled the Hexapla, which set out the Hebrew text together with four or more 

Greek versions.  

The tendency of the Alexandrian scholars to allegorize the OT no doubt owed something to the 

influence of Greek and Jewish scholarship there, of which a notable example would be Philo (30 B.C.–

A.D. 40). In Antioch, an opposite influence existed, that of literal and historical exegesis. The school of 

Antioch was represented from A.D. 169 by its bishop Theophilus. His To Autolychus marked out a 

chronology from the creation of the world to his own day, and Theophilus stressed that the OT was an 

authentichistoryofGod‘s dealings with the Jewish nation. However, Theophilus believed that the Logos 

of John 1 had spoken through Moses and was the source of the light created in Genesis 1 before the sun. 

He also used parts of the OT law as guidance for Christian life.  

A second phase of the school of Antioch produced Diodore of Tarsus (A.D. 378) and Theodore of 

Mopsuestia (ca. A.D. 350–428).Diodore‘scommentaryonthePsalmsinterpretedPsalm 2 of Jesus and 

how the Jews handed him over to Herod and Pilate. Diodore rejected, however, the view that Psalm 22 

referredtoChrist‘spassion,becausethesufferingsdescribedinthe psalm did not correspond to those of 

Christ. Theodore seems to have excluded from the category of inspired books the Wisdom Literature and 

Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah. In his commentary on the minor prophets, he interpreted prophecies in 

terms of Christ only if this had also been done in the NT; otherwise, he sought a historical reference for 

the prophecies. Thus, while Theodore accepted that Joel 2:28–32 predicted the outpouring of the Holy 

Spirit because it was quoted in Acts 2:17–21, he rejected the view that the words of Mic 4:2 (―foroutof

Zionshallgothelaw,andthewordoftheLordfromJerusalem‖)referredtoChrist.Christ taught (John 

4:21) that God did not require to be worshiped in a special place, while Mic 4:2 clearly referred to the 

reestablishment of Jewish law and worship in Jerusalem.  

D. Jerome and Augustine  

With Jerome (A.D. 331–420) and Augustine (A.D. 354–430), OT interpretation reached a high point that 

was not to be surpassed for the next 600 years. Jerome was a great linguist. Educated in Rome, he lived in 

a Greek-speaking household in Antioch until about A.D. 373, and he began to learn Hebrew around A.D. 

374/5. From 386 to his death, he lived in Bethlehem, where he translated the OT from Hebrew into Latin 

and wrote philological works on the OT which remained standard works for centuries and became the 

main source of knowledge of OT Hebrew for many later interpreters. His commentaries, as opposed to his 

philological works, were influenced by Didymus the Blind, whom Jerome visited in Alexandria in A.D. 

385. Didymus was a great exponent of spiritual meanings of the text, and this certainly affected Jerome. 

InhisworkonthePsalms,forexample,hereferredmanydetailstoChrist,suchasthe―holyhill‖inPs 

3:4 from which God answers the psalmist. This could only mean the Son of God and the Church.  

Augustine was no linguist; nor did he lead the life of a scholar-monk. He was a hard-pressed bishop; yet 

his works such as On Christian Culture (de doctrina Christiana) and the City of God made a profound 



contribution to OT hermeneutics. The City of God is notable for the way in which it handles the history 

contained in the OT. This history is the story of the two cities—the heavenly and the earthly, or the city of 

God and that of the devil—whichexistinthepresentworldandaffectaperson‘sultimatedestiny.The

distinction is worked out with great skill. The city of God does not simply equal Israel and the Church; in 

both Israel and the Church, good and bad and members of both cities are mingled. On the other hand, the 

difference between the cities can be seen clearly in the story. Cain and Abel, for example, show the cities 

of earth and God, respectively, with the former persecuting the latter. The idea of seeing the Bible as the 

struggle between two cities gives it a unity which cuts across the two Testaments, and minimizes the way 

in which the OT becomes subordinate to the NT. The OT becomes revelatory history, that is, a story from 

the past which gives a clue to the meaning of the present and the future.  

Along with this grand design, Augustine wrestled with many problems presented by the text: for 

example, the creation of light before the sun, the extremely long lives of the heroes prior to the Flood, the 

existenceofgiantsbeforetheFlood,andtheapparentimmoralityofAbrahamandothers(e.g.,Abraham‘s

fatheringachildthroughhiswife‘sservant).Augustinedidnottrytospiritualizethesedifficulties.The

light created before the sun was the angels; the years lived before the Flood were normal years, as a close 

reading of the text indicated; the existence of giants could be proved from colossal ancient monuments; 

Abraham‘sextramaritalactivitieswereperformedwithoutlust,andcouldbeexcusedbut were not to be 

imitated. It is true that Augustine spiritualized from time to time; e.g., the door in the side of the ark is the 

wound made in the side of Christ. But what is impressive about Augustine is his positive reading of OT 

history. It is not simply information about the past; nor is it a set of veiled allusions to the future coming 

of Christ. It contains a dialectic which provides the clue for the understanding of the present in terms of 

the divine purpose.  

E. The 5th to the 15th Centuries  

During this millennium the Church suffered great losses which had their effect upon biblical 

scholarship. Christian North Africa was lost soon after the death of Augustine, while the triumph of Islam 

in the 7th century meant the loss of large parts of the easternRomanEmpire.Origen‘sHexapla, which 

was kept at Caesarea, was lost when Palestine became Muslim. In Europe there were many upheavals. 

Learning was kept alive in the monasteries and, from the 12th century, in the cathedral schools, the 

forerunners of the universities.  

An important preoccupation in this period was with the status of the Mosaic law. The Apostolical 

Constitutions (possibly earlier than this period) drew upon the OT priestly orders to justify the hierarchy 

of bishops, priests, and deacons. This text also distinguished between the laws given after the incident of 

the Golden Calf (Exodus 32) and those given before, e.g., the Ten Commandments and those in Exodus 

21:1–23:19. The post–Exodus 32 laws were held to have been given to Israel following its apostacy in 

making the Golden Calf: they dealt with sacrifices and were not binding on Christians. However, laws 

made prior to Exodus 32 werebindingiftheywerenotceremoniallaws.Atypeof―dispensationalism‖

can also be found in the work of Cyril of Alexandria (bishop from A.D. 412 to 444), who divided the OT 

intofiveperiods.Thefirstthree,thoseofMoses,Joshua,andtheJudges,are―impure‖forChristians.In

thefourthperiod,thatoftheprophets,thelawis―purified,‖astheneedformercyandnotsacrificeis

stressed. The fifth period is that of Christ, who completes the work of purifying and spiritualizing the law.  

The issue of the Mosaic law again came to the fore in the 12th–13th centuries. The revival of interest in 

Hebrew, especially in the school of St. Victor in Paris, resulted in greater sympathy among interpreters for 

theliteralandhistoricalsenseofthelaw.Also,thetranslationintoLatinofMaimonides‘Guide of the 

Perplexed (about A.D. 1220) made available a powerful and rational defense of the literal sense of the OT. 

WilliamofAuverne‘sDe legibus (about A.D. 1230) defended the literal sense on the ground that if this 

was impracticable or absurd (as Origen had maintained), then Moses had deceived his people. In fact, the 

laws, while abolished by the coming of Christ, were well suited to a simple people such as the Israelites. 

This was seen by some as an extreme position. In the Tractatus of John of La Rochelle (written sometime 

between 1228 and 1249), the spiritual and allegorical interpretation of the law was reasserted.  



Aquinas (ca. 1225–1274) reconciled the literal and spiritual approaches to the Mosaic law in a masterly 

fashion. Like many commentators before him, he divided the laws into three categories: moral, 

ceremonial, and judicial. The moral laws (e.g., the Ten Commandments) contained the obligations of 

natural law and were thus binding upon all people. The ceremonial and judicial laws of the OT were 

particular applications of the natural law to the specific circumstances of ancient Israel. They were 

therefore not binding upon all people.  

Aquinas defended the rationality of the very complicated details of the sacrificial laws. The animals 

specified were not used by other people for idolatry. They were also the cleanest available for providing 

food. Although God did not in Himself need the sacrifices, as the OT made clear (Ps 50:13), the sacrifices 

served to focus the minds of the Israelites upon God, and to prevent idolatry. However, Aquinas also 

allowed that the sacrifices had a spiritual sense that pointed to Christ (Summa Theologiae vol. 29, pp. 

114–5). Furthermore, the OT ceremonies enabled the faithful Israelites to benefit from the saving work of 

Christ. Of course, they knew nothing of Christ, but their faith in God, which the Mosaic law made 

possible, linked them to the work of Christ.  

Mention has already been made of the revival of interest in the study of Hebrew, especially in the school 

of St. Victor. This school was founded in Paris in 1100, and was famous for Hugh (died 1141) and 

Andrew (who taught there until 1147 and from 1155 to 1163). Their concern was with the literal and 

historical sense of the text. Thus, we find them reluctant to refer prophecies to the coming of Christ unless 

this had already been done in the NT. Andrew, for example, understood Isaiah 53 not in terms of Christ, 

but as referring to the Babylonian exile of the Jews. Also, he explored the possibility that God had not 

directly revealed the past to Moses, but that Moses had used traditions handed down orally and in writing 

from the time of Adam.  

Another feature of OT interpretation in this period was the dispensationalism and apocalypticism of 

Joachim of Fiore (ca. 1135–1204). This approach embodied the complete triumph of the spiritual 

interpretation of the OT over the literal and historical interpretation. Joachim posited three ages, those of 

the Father (the OT), the Son (the NT), and the Spirit, and he saw many links between the two Testaments, 

in persons and institutions. Thus Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob corresponded to Zechariah, John the Baptist, 

andChrist.Also,thesetriosreferredtotheTrinityandtothethreeages.Joachim‘swritingswereto

influence many generations of apocalyptists.  

Another feature of this period was the use made of philosophy in OT interpretation. Aquinas was, of 

course,deeplyinfluencedbytherediscoveryofAristotleandbytheuseofAristotleinMaimonides‘

Guide of the Perplexed (which Aquinas had studied). Abelard (1079–1142), on the other hand, had 

studiedworkssuchasPlato‘sTimaeu, from which he derived a framework within which he interpreted 

the Genesis account of creation. Thus, God had already ordered the world as an archetype through his 

reason before he created it. Also, the six days of creation represented six stages in the salvation history of 

mankind. Thus, the creation of light on day four signified the prophets who came after the law and who 

looked for the coming of Christ, while the creation of water creatures on day five looked forward to the 

renewal of those who received Christian baptism.  

A quite different use of philosophy is apparent in the approach of Wycliffe. As a student of philosophy, 

he had been converted from nominalism to realism. Thus, he believed that the text of the Bible 

corresponded to what was true in the world and should be entirely in agreement with philosophical 

reasoning. If there were apparent contradictions in the OT, this was due to the ignorance of the 

interpreters. The names of things in the Bible, especially when studied via Greek and Hebrew, 

corresponded to metaphysical realities. In this way, Wycliffe developed his belief in the all-sufficiency of 

the Bible, and he then turned this belief against many aspects of the teaching of the Church of his day. 

However,Wycliffe‘spositionwasverydifferentfromthatofLuther,eventhoughbothemphasizedthe

all-sufficiency of Scripture.  

During this period there developed the practice of copying the books of the OT together with glosses or 

postilla. The former were either in between the lines or in the margins, and the latter were blocks of 

commentary alternating with the text. The glosses and postilla were mainly citations from earlier 



commentators, with Jerome, Augustine, Bede, and Gregory the Great prominent among them. Thus, the 

text was not read except in conjunction with these annotations drawn from the great interpreters. A 

famous compiler of postilla was Nicholas of Lyre (1270–1349). He was notable in that he drew upon 

Jewish as well as Christian commentators, and in particular upon the work of Rashi (Rabbi Solomon ben 

IsaacofTroyes,died1105).Thelatter‘s commentaries are among the most highly regarded within 

Judaism, and were made available to Christian interpreters via the collection of Nicholas.  

F. The Reformation  

At the end of the 15th century there was a revival of learning in Europe, accompanied by the 

dissemination of books thanks to the invention of the printing press. In 1506 there appeared the first 

Hebrew grammar written by a Christian, that of J. Reuchlin. This revival of learning paved the way for 

the Reformation, as did the commentary on the Psalms by Faber Stapulensis (ca. 1455–1536). The latter 

abandoned the medieval practice of dividing the meaning of Scripture into four senses—historical, 

christological, ethical, and mystical—and substituted two senses, a literal historical sense and a literal 

prophetic sense.  

These developments form the background to the work of Martin Luther (1485–1546), the founder of the 

Reformation. His approach to the OT was complex. At one level, he championed the literal prophetic 

sense, and regarded as the key totheOTthatwhich―leadstoChrist.‖Thisdidnotmeanthathe

necessarilyreadChristarbitrarilyintoOT‘spages;rather,wherehesawGodactiveonbehalfofthe

people, or men and women responding in faith, or the nations being called upon to acknowledge God (as 

in the Psalms), there he saw the Gospel—and thus, implicitly, Christ. At the same time, Luther was not 

interested in parts of the OT where the Gospel was not apparent, i.e., in books such as Esther and in 

Joshua, Samuel, Kings, and Chronicles. other schemes that Luther used as hermeneutical tools were those 

of Gospel and Law and of promise and fulfillment. The purpose of Law was to show the utter 

hopelessness of humankind without God, while Gospel was the total undeserved word of forgiveness and 

acceptance addressed to all people by God. Both Gospel and Law could be found in the OT where people 

were forgiven and responded to God in faith and hope. The dialectic of promise and fulfillment depended 

upon an analogy between Israel and the Church. The former looked forward to the coming of Christ, the 

lattertohiscomingagain.BothcommunitiesthereforelivedinthehopethatGod‘spromiseswouldbe

fulfilled, and consequently the Church could learn much from the example of ancient Israel. Thus Luther 

found himself very much at home in the OT, and saw similarities between the situation of his own times 

and those of the OT. A favorite character of his was Samson, who had stood single-handedly against his 

enemies, and who, at the end of his life, had been granted abundant forgiveness by God in spite of his 

unfaithfulness. This was demonstrated by the return of his strength, with which he killed many enemies 

along with himself.  

Luther‘sapproachtotheOTwasintenselypractical,andhehadlittletimefor abstract speculation. 

While he did not despise the study of the humanities and sciences as a means for attaining a better 

understanding of the world, he rejected metaphysical theological speculation. Commenting on Genesis, he 

maintained that all that was needed was to accept the existence of angels and the devil, and not to 

speculate about how their creation could be fitted into Genesis 1. He also refused to speculate about the 

metaphysical sense of humankind being created in the image of God: all that we needed to know was that, 

before the fall, the relationship of Adam and Eve with God was one that had no shame or sin. Since this 

was no longer the case, it was pointless to speculate about something beyond our experience. Luther 

believed that the fall had fundamentally altered the world from its original ideal to its present condition. 

Onlytheformerhadbeenconsidered―good‖byGod. 

On the Mosaic law, Luther took a radical position. This law was not binding upon Christians. Even the 

Ten Commandments were not binding in their existing form, as indicated by the fact that the Church did 

not observe the Jewish Sabbath. Insofar as they were an expression of natural law they were binding, but 

not because they had been givenbyGodtoMoses.Luther‘sviewofothermoralorjudiciallawsofthe

OT was that they could be observed voluntarily if desired, but could not be demanded of Christians.  



The greatest systematic commentator of the Reformation was John Calvin (1509–1564), who (except 

for a brief exile) worked in Geneva from 1536 until his death. His lectures and sermons were derived 

from his weekday and Sunday expositions of the Bible. His approach to the OT derived from his 

opposition to radical groups, such as Anabaptists on the one hand and Roman Catholics on the other. The 

formerwantedtodispensewiththeOTaltogether,whilethelatter,inCalvin‘sview,wantedtoimposethe

ecclesiology of the OT upon the Church and its interpretation of Scripture. Calvin opposed both groups by 

insisting that the OT should be read in its historical and literal sense, but in the light of a hermeneutic that 

wassuppliedbytheReformation‘sunderstandingofChristianity.TheGospelwastobefoundinboth

Testaments; it was differently administered in the OT and not so apparent as in the NT; nevertheless, 

Christ was implicitly to be found in the OT because only through his saving work was reconciliation 

possible between God and humanity.  

Calvin‘scommentarieslacktheenormousprofundityofLuther‘sideas,buttheyaremasterpiecesof

skillful exposition based upon secular and theological learning. In his commentary on Genesis, Calvin 

recognized the importance of the astronomy and physics of his day, and that the findings of those 

disciplines were at variance with Genesis 1. His view was that Genesis 1 was not a scientific account of 

the origin of the universe, but a description of it as visible to the naked eye of an Israelite: thus, according 

to Genesis 1, the moon was regarded as one of the two great lights, while astronomy showed that several 

of the planets were actually much larger than the moon.  

Calvin‘sview of the OT law was more favorable toward its use by Christians than was the case with 

Luther. Indeed, this was generally true of the Reformed wing of the Reformation as a whole. In some 

writers this resulted in the almost wholesale reintroduction of the OT judicial law as binding upon 

Christians, while in Puritan circles the Christian Sunday was made to resemble the Jewish Sabbath.  

An example of the rehabilitation of the OT judicial law can be found in the De regno Christi of the 

Strasbourg reformer Martin Bucer (1491–1551). This work was addressed to Edward VI of England. It 

took as its justification the reforming kings of the OT (such as Hezekiah and Josiah) and stressed the duty 

of the Christian monarch to order the life of the realm. The OT judicial laws, as the laws of God, were 

better than the laws of men; and although Bucer accepted that the circumstances of ancient Israel were 

different from those of 16th-century Europe, he nonetheless urged the following of OT precepts as 

strongly as he could. The king was to appoint magistrates, as Moses had done (Exod 18:21), and the death 

penalty was to be enforced for blasphemy, violating the Sabbath, adultery, rape, and giving false 

evidence.  

Another Reformed approach to the OT was in terms of covenant theology, and can be found in the 

writings of the Zurich reformer Heinrich Bullinger (1504–1575). According to this view, Christianity is 

not a new covenant so much as a renewal of the original covenant made by God with Adam, and renewed 

with Noah and Abraham. This covenant was in abeyance from the time of Moses to John the Baptist, 

although many worthwhile institutions and practices were established during this interregnum, such as the 

appointmentofmagistratesandjudges.TheconversionofConstantineenabledthe―new‖(i.e.,original)

covenant to be administered under the conditions intended by God, while the Reformation allowed a 

return to the Constantinian situation following the apostasy of the pre-Reformation Church. The Christian 

monarch, through the magistrates, was to effect a reform of schools, courts, and economic matters, 

accordingtoGod‘slaw. 

Another type of Reformed covenant theology envisaged two covenants: a covenant of works, which 

God made with Adam at creation, and a covenant of grace, made with Adam after the fall. The covenant 

of works was required by God of all people even though sin made it impossible to fulfill. This defect was 

coped with by the covenant of grace; it both removed believers from the condemning power of the law 

and gave grace to enable the law to be observed. Under this type of covenant theology, OT laws came into 

their own indicating how God wished human society and daily life to be ordered.  

The Lutheran wing of the Reformation was gradually forced to adopt a more practical attitude to the OT 

lawthanwasimpliedinLuther‘sposition;yettheLutheranscontinuedtostresstheirfearoffallingback

into what they saw as the legalism of both Judaism andtheRomanCatholics.Melanchthon‘sLoci 



communes, first published in 1521, divided the Mosaic laws into the categories of moral, judicial, and 

ceremonial, and asserted that Christians were freed from obligation even to the moral laws. The OT laws 

remained, however, as guidelines to be adopted voluntarily by Christians; and Melanchthon did not 

conceal his preference for these laws over the laws of pagans or Roman Catholics. J. Gerhard (1582–

1637) identified the Ten Commandments with the moral law, and in some areas under Lutheran influence 

the Commandments became the basis of civil legislation. Where the judicial law was concerned, some 

areas of Lutheranism preferred to adopt Roman law rather than OT judicial laws.  

G. Beginnings of Biblical Criticism  

Between 1640 and 1750 the bond between the OT and the NT was loosened to the point where the OT 

was no longer being interpreted according to hermeneutical schemes derived from the NT. This resulted 

inwhatisknownasthe―historicalcriticalmethod.‖Itsadvent did not mean that scholars began for the 

first time to ask critical questions; they had been doing this for over a thousand years. The difference 

between the so-called―precritical‖and―critical‖eraslayinthewaythecriticalquestionswereanswered. 

For an Origen, critical questions were answered by recourse to allegorical interpretation, on the 

assumption that the OT in fact contained no errors or absurdities. An Augustine, who made the same basic 

assumption, would look for answers of a more rational and historical kind. But from the 1640s, scholars 

were more ready to say that the OT could be wrong or inconsistent, and that this did not matter since 

Christianity was based on the NT, of which the OT was mainly the background. Also in this period, 

traditional beliefs about the authorship of the books of the OT were challenged.  

Much impetus for these new moves came from Holland, especially from circles loyal to Arminius. The 

Annotata and Vetus Testamentum of Hugo Grotius (1583–1645), published in Paris in 1644, advocated 

literal and historical interpretation solely in terms of the circumstances of the writers. Thus, the servant 

figure of Isaiah 53 was not Jesus, but Jeremiah. The OT law was set aside on the pragmatic grounds that it 

was archaic and incomplete (Grotius was a lawyer). Another important writer from Holland was the 

Jewish scholar Benedict Spinoza (1634–1677). His Tractatus Theologico-Politicus (1679) argued that the 

author of the Pentateuch was not Moses but Ezra. Ezra was also the probable writer of Joshua, Judges, 

Samuel, and Kings. Even so, the twelve books, Genesis to 2 Kings, were left incomplete by Ezra and were 

completed by later revisers, Chronicles had been written some time after 164 B.C. Spinoza pointed out 

many inconsistencies in the OT, and excused himself on the grounds that he wanted to focus attention on 

the many clear and uncorrupted passages, whose value was not at all affected by the fact that there were 

apparently faults in the OT.  

An unexpected contribution to critical scholarship came from Catholic France, in the form of Richard 

Simon‘sHistoire critique du Vieux Testament (1678). This work argued strongly for a new translation of 

the OT based upon a critical edition of the Hebrew text; it was also an attack on Protestants, who were 

accused of basing their faith on a book whose text was in some parts lost or corrupted. Simon rejected 

many traditional views of the authorship of OT books. They had not been written by inspired individuals 

suchasMoses,Joshua,Samuel,orDavid,buthadbeencompiledbyscribalschools.Simon‘sbeliefthata

scholar could have freedom to investigate such matters critically so long as he accepted the teaching 

authority of the Catholic Church was not shared by his ecclesiastical superiors.  

In England, the move toward critical scholarship came partly as a reaction against the Reformed view 

that a Christian king had the duty to order the affairs of the nation. For those who disliked such things as 

the Anglican attempt to make it compulsory to worship God according to the rites of the Book of 

Common Prayer, one method of opposition was to attack the OT model which sustained this view of the 

duty of the Christian king. This could be done by pointing out the immorality of David and the failings of 

Solomon. Further, the complex phenomenon of Deism went a long way toward diminishing the authority 

of the OT. Deism accepted the primacy of reason in matters of truth and faith, and believed in a universal 

religion of one God, the importance of good works, and immortality for the upright. Such a view found 

many parts of the OT to be barbaric and immature.  

In Lutheran Germany, critical scholarship arose out of pietism, a religious movement that stressed 

individual experience at the expense of Reformation doctrine. At the University of Halle, itself a pietist 



foundation,thephilosopherChristianWolffstressedLeibniz‘distinctionbetweenthenecessarytruthsof

reason and the contingent truths of history. This distinction had unpromising implications for the OT, 

given that so much of its witness was expressed via historical narratives. A scholar who was profoundly 

influenced by Wolff was S. J. Baumgarten (1706–1757). Although he believed that the OT was free from 

historical and other errors, he maintained that this conclusion had to be justified by scholarly research, not 

by appeal to inspiration. His pupil, J. S. Semler (1725–1791), took a different view. Basing his ideas upon 

whathebelievedtobeLuther‘sposition—that the purpose of the Bible was to assure believers that God 

had graciously accepted them—Semler felt able to handle matters of authorship freely and critically. 

Theologically, he valued only those parts of the OT that mirrored the spirit of the NT.  

H. From 1750 to 1890  

As critical and free inquiry into the authorship of OT books gathered momentum, there was established 

in Protestant Germany a body of critical scholars whose findings laid the foundation for modern 

scholarship. J. D. Michaelis (1717–1791) was, like Semler, a student of Baumgarten. He published many 

papers on the social world of ancient Israel and was especially well known for his Commentaries on the 

Law of Moses (1770–1775). J. C. Döderlein (1746–1792) is usually credited with the suggestion that 

Isaiah chaps. 40–55 were written not by the 8th-century Jerusalem prophet but by a 6th-century prophet-

in-exile in Babylon. J. G. Eichhorn (1752–1827) studied under Michaelis and developed the Documentary 

Hypothesis of the composition of the Pentateuch along lines already indicated in 1753 by J. Astruc. 

Eichhorn published the first modern Introduction to the Old Testament in 1780–1785.  

J. P. Gabler (1753–1826) delivered an inaugural lecture in Altdorf in 1785, which is usually held to 

mark the emergence of biblical theology as a discipline freed from the shackles of dogmatic theology. The 

task of biblical theology, according to Gabler, was to describe the history and development of theological 

ideas in the Bible, selecting those ideas that could command acceptance. This was a far cry from seeing 

the OT as providing proof texts for already-established dogmatic positions, and reflects the growing 

interest in the study of the development of OT religion.  

In the 19th century, Protestant Germany greatly extended the lead that it had built up over other 

countries in the matter of critical scholarship. Britain and America were to accept critical scholarship only 

reluctantly from Germany. In both countries the Unitarians would be in the vanguard of critical 

scholarship, and in both countries critical OT scholars would face heresy trials before the century was out.  

A turning point was reached in OT interpretation with the publication in 1806–1807 of the 

Contributions to Old Testament Introduction, by W. M. L. de Wette (1780–1849). De Wette was the first 

scholar to use criticism to put forward a view of the history of Israelite religion that was radically at 

variance with the picture presented in the OT itself. De Wette demonstrated that the books of Chronicles 

were dependent upon Samuel and Kings, and that the picture of Israelite religion contained in these latter 

books was at variance with the view that Moses had instituted a fully fledged sacrificial and priestly 

system. De Wette argued that Moses had instituted very little, that religion in the early monarchy lacked a 

centralized cult and priesthood, and that the fully developed Mosaic system owed much to the impetus of 

Josiah‘sculticcentralizationandtohisenforcement of the newly discovered Book of the Law (622 B.C.).  

The position advocated by de Wette was taken up by scholars such as W. Gesenius (1786–1842), the 

father of the modern study of Hebrew grammar and lexicography, and it was further developed by C. P. 

W. Gramberg (1797–1830), J. F. L. George (1811–1873), and W. Vatke (1806–1882).Vatke‘sBiblical 

Theology of 1835 acknowledged its debt to the philosophy of Hegel, but it was nevertheless a deeply 

critical work which drew attention to problems raised by the OT text. Like de Wette, Vatke found little to 

attribute to Moses. Unlike him, however, Vatke saw the development of Israelite religion continuing 

through the Persian period. For de Wette, the postexilic religion of Israel was a falling away into 

―Judaism.‖ 

The triumph of the de Wettian view was prevented by a resurgence of Lutheran orthodoxy and 

neoconservativism that came to the fore from the 1830s, and was spearheaded by E. W. Hengstenberg 

(1802–1869). Hengstenberg worked in Berlin and was increasingly able to ensure that anticritical scholars 

wereappointedinuniversitiesunderthecontrolofPrussia.DeWette‘sviewswerealsoopposedbyH.



Ewald (1803–1875),whowashimselfacriticalscholarbutwhobelievedthatmuchmoreofIsrael‘s

earliest history could be recovered than de Wette had supposed. Ewald produced, in 1843–1848, the first 

modern history of Israel, and he interpreted the patriarchal narratives as evidence for the movements of 

the tribes and subtribes that later constituted Israel. DeWette‘scriticismwasalsoopposedbythe

Erlangen scholar J. C. K. Hofmann (1810–1877). He believed that biblical history was Heilsgeschichte, 

thatis,theprivilegedaccountofGod‘s direct interventions into human affairs via Israel. As such, biblical 

history was not open for critical study and could only be understood by those who had experienced new 

birththroughtheChurch‘sproclamationoftheGospel. 

From the late 1860s, the tide began to run in favor of the de Wettian position. His work on Chronicles 

wasmoreorlessreproducedinK.H.Graf‘sThe Historical Books of the Old Testament (1866), while B. 

Duhm‘sThe Theology of the Prophets (1875) stressed the importance of the prophets in the development 

of Israelite religion. It was left to J. Wellhausen (1844–1918) to bring together the various threads to 

produce a brilliant synthesis in his Prolegomena to the History of Israel (1883, 1st edition 1878). He drew 

upon the results of the Documentary Hypothesis in its newer form to correlate the presumed sources with 

differingerasofIsrael‘sreligioushistory.Thus,theJ(Jahwist)andE(Elohist)documentsoftheearly

monarchyreflectedtheperiodoffreedominIsrael‘sreligion, when there was no centralized cult or 

priesthood.D(Deuteronomy)wasthelawbookdiscoveredinJosiah‘sreignthatwaswritteninthe7th

centuryandbecamethebasisforJosiah‘scentralization.P(PriestlyCode)waswrittenaftertheExile,

when Israel‘sreligionhadbecometheleviticalandsacrificialsystemascribed(wrongly)toMoses.From

then on, OT interpretation could not avoid the Wellhausen synthesis, whether it accepted it or not.  

In Britain, the Wellhausen position was accepted cautiously in the 1880s. The ground for its acceptance 

had been prepared by Essays and Reviews in 1860, in which seven essays by prominent members of the 

Church of England had welcomed critical scholarship of the Ewald type. From 1862 to 1879, J. W. 

Colenso, bishop of Natal, published a series of volumes on OT criticism that became increasingly 

competent, and which advocated a late (postexilic) date for the composition of the levitical and sacrificial 

material. The most brilliant advocate of German criticism, and of the Wellhausen position, was the Scot 

W. Robertson Smith. He was a fervent evangelical and believed that critical scholarship was the true 

product and continuation of the Reformation. His superiors in the Free Church of Scotland disagreed, and, 

after a heresy trial, Smith was dismissed in 1881 from his post in Aberdeen. His Old Testament in the 

Jewish Church (1881), written to justify his position in the face of the heresy charge, remains a classic. 

TheWellhausenpositiontriumphedinBritainin1891withthepublicationofS.R.Driver‘sIntroduction 

to the Literature of the Old Testament.  

In the United States, German critical works were made known by Moses Stuart, a professor at Andover 

Seminary, inMassachusetts,from1812,andbyTheodoreParker,whotranslateddeWette‘sOld

Testament introduction in 1843. Two prominent scholars, C. A. Briggs of Union Seminary, New York, 

and H. P. Smith of Lane Seminary, Cincinnati, were subjected to heresy trials in the 1890s. However, 

from the 1890s critical scholars on both sides of the Atlantic were joined together in two important 

projects: the Hebrew lexicon of Brown, Driver, and Briggs and the International Critical Commentary, to 

which Driver, Briggs, and Smith were contributors.  

I. From 1890 to the Present  

Opposition to the Wellhausen synthesis took two main forms that can be loosely described as 

―outflanking‖and―confrontation.‖The―outflanking‖drewupontheAssyriologicalmaterialsthatbecame

ever more abundant from the 1870s. These not only brought to life at first hand the great empires of 

Assyria and Babylon, but they also settled once and for all the dispute between scientists and conservative 

biblical scholars about the scientific accuracy of the opening chapters of Genesis. This dispute had begun 

in the 1820s when geologists claimed that the world was much older than the 6,000 years implied by 

ArchbishopUssher‘schronology,andithadreceivednewlifefollowingpublicationofDarwin‘sThe 

Origin of Species in 1859. Assyriological discoveries in the 1870s indicated that the OT account of 

creation and the flood had much in common with the traditions of neighboring peoples. The possibility of 

interpreting the OT in the light of Babylonian and Assyrian texts, combined with the form critical studies 



pioneered by H. Gunkel (which went behind the sources J and E to the individual units of narrative and 

their presumed social setting), produced a new synthesis which was championed by Scandinavian 

scholarship and accepted warmly by some British scholars.  

AlandmarkinthisnewsynthesiswasthepublicationofS.Mowinckel‘sPsalmstudiesfrom1921to

1924. The synthesis concentrated upon the role of the king in the Jerusalem cult, in the light of the 

Babylonian New Year Festival. It stressed the importance of this festival for Israelite belief in the 

universal kingship of the God of Israel, his power as creator, and his ultimate victory over evil. Whereas 

the Wellhausen synthesis regarded the prophets as the creators of Israelite religion at its best, the cultic 

approach looked to the worship of the Jerusalem temple during the monarchy as the fountainhead, and 

even sought to subordinate the prophets to the Jerusalem cult. Wellhausen was accused of having ignored 

or overlooked the importance of the Assyriological material.  

AsimilarchargewasbroughtagainstWellhausenbythosewho―confronted‖him.Here,the

protagonists were the American scholars who, under the leadership of W. F. Albright, believed that 

Palestinian archaeology together with Assyriology vindicated many of the details of the patriarchal 

traditions, as well as the biblical accounts of the Exodus and the conquest of Canaan. Their charge against 

the Wellhausen synthesis was that it was based purely on the literary criticism of the OT, and ignored the 

findings of Assyriology and archaeology.  

The 20th century saw new developments in the study of OT theology. In the 19th century this had been 

undertaken either by the imposition of the categories of Systematic Theology upon the OT, or in terms of 

the history of Israelite religion. For a time in the 20th century, it seemed impossible to write more than a 

history of Israelite religion, given the evident similarities not only between the OT and the religion of 

Israel‘sneighborsbutalsobetweentheOTandthereligionof―primitive‖peoplesstudiedby

anthropologists. However, the theological climate following World War I was that of a new orthodoxy 

that challenged the liberalism of the preceding decades.Further,theattemptofNazi―Christians‖in

Germany to dispense with the OT called for a passionate defense of its distinctiveness.  

In American scholarship, a new type of biblical theology developed from the Albright school. 

Convinced that archaeology vindicated the substantial historical accuracy of the OT, this approach saw in 

the acts of God, especially in the Exodus, a direct intervention of God into the affairs of Israel. This 

intervention had stamped upon the OT witness to the acts of God a uniqueness which biblical theology 

was supposed to elucidate. This uniqueness even extended to the grammatical and linguistic features of 

biblicalHebrew,sothatthestudyofkeyOTconceptsgaveaccesstoGod‘srevelationtohispeople.G.E.

Wright‘sGod Who Acts: Biblical Theology as Recital (1952) is a fine statement of some of the points 

made in this paragraph.  

In German-speaking scholarship, two approaches emerged. The Swiss scholar W. Eichrodt adopted in 

his Old Testament Theology (1933–1939) the simple idea that the organizing principle of the OT was the 

covenantbetweenGodandIsrael.Thiscovenantwasthepracticalexpressionofthe―irruptionofthe

KingshipofGodintothisworldanditsestablishmenthere,‖anditbecametheinterpretativeprinciple in 

terms of which Israel understood and expressed its history. The other approach in German-speaking 

scholarship was that of G. von Rad, whose Old Testament Theology of 1957–1960 was influenced by M. 

Noth‘sstudiesofthegrowthoftradition.VonRadsharedsomeofNoth‘shistoricalskepticismaboutthe

possibilityofreconstructingthefoundationaleventsofIsrael‘sfaith,suchastheExodus.Instead,he

focused upon OT traditions as confessions of faith in God, arising from communal celebrations of that 

faith.Israel‘sconfessionoffaithtookseveraldifferentforms,andhadtoadapttochanginghistorical

circumstances;thus,vonRad‘sTheology wasahistoricalstudyoftheriseanddevelopmentofIsrael‘s

witness to faith as embodied in the Yahwistic, Deuteronomic, Priestly, and prophetic traditions.  

VonRad‘swasessentiallyadescriptive,historical,andgeneticwayofreadingtheOT.Inthe1960s

there arose a synchronic way of reading it. This was indebted to structuralism, a movement which had 

been slowly influencing linguistics, and which began to shape OT studies as scholars turned to these 

disciplines for new insights.  



In1961,JamesBarr‘sSemantics of Biblical Language attacked, among other things, one of the central 

ideas of the Biblical Theology Movement: that Hebrew linguistic structures were privileged vehicles for 

communicating divine reality. Barr showed that it was a mistake to understand Hebrew words always in 

termsoftheirsupposedetymological―roots,‖thatusageincontexthad to be studied, and that the basic 

unit of meaning was not words but sentences and larger aggregates of text.  

At about the same time, the social anthropologist E. R. Leach was applying to the OT the structuralist 

reading of myths pioneered by the French anthropologist C. Levi Strauss. This involved denying to 

biblicaltextsanyhistoricalvalue,andreadingthemas―codes‖whosemeaningswereexpressedbythe

structural opposition within them. So understood, biblical texts were explorations of the problem of 

Israel‘suniquestatusversusitsneedtoparticipateincultural,economic,andsocialrelationshipswith

surrounding nations. In itself, structural anthropology made only a short-lived impact upon OT studies; 

but it prepared the ground for the arrival of literary structuralism, and for the study of the Bible in the 

light of literary theory.  

This movement, which is in essence ahistorical, is concerned not with the world behind the text but with 

the world within the text. It is sometimes hostile to the attempt to discover the original intentions of the 

biblical writers, or to interpret biblical literature in its original historical and social setting. At its worst, it 

can result in totally subjective and idiosyncratic readings of OT texts. At its best, it can discover features 

in texts which, whether or not intended by the biblical writers, greatly illumine the encounter between text 

and readers.  

A movement which, on the face of it, has totally conflicting aims with literary readings is that which 

employs modern social and anthropological theory to rediscover the social world of ancient Israel. This is, 

in effect, a renewal of long-established goals in OT studies with the help of more powerful and 

sophisticated methods. These include ethnoarchaeology, which investigates the settlement patterns, 

ecosystems, and economic geography of earliest Israel, and comparative studies of social and political 

systemsoftheancientandmodernworldswithaviewtothebetterunderstandingofIsrael‘ssocial

organization and development. A massive, although controversial, contribution to this discussion has been 

NormanGottwald‘sThe Tribes of Yahweh (1979). There have also been valuable studies of the social 

dimensions of Israelite prophecy.  

The apparent contradictory aims of literary and sociological approaches to the OT are indications of a 

methodological pluralism that has come to dominate the discipline in the past two decades, although in 

some cases special interests have brought an uneasy uniting of these divergent approaches. For example, 

women‘sstudieshavebecomeaburgeoningfieldwithinOTstudy.Insomeinstances,thesehavebeen

sociological investigations of, for example, the role of women in the economy of ancient Israel. In other 

cases they have been purely literary, involving the reading of narratives from a feminist or female 

standpoint. The use of the OT by the liberation theologians of Latin America and southern Africa has put 

another set of ideas into the agenda. The very assumption that academics living in secure positions in the 

wealthy countries of the world can be authentic interpreters of the OT has been challenged; only the poor 

and the oppressed, it has been claimed, can hear in the OT the authentic voice of the God who liberated 

his people from actual physical slavery.  

While the literary and sociological movements have engaged the energies of their proponents, there has 

also emerged a new attempt to see the OT theologically. This is the canonical approach expressed in B. S. 

Childs‘Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture. In some ways, this is almost the negation of von 

Rad‘sdescriptiveaccountofthehistoryofIsrael‘snarrativewitnesstofaith.Insteadoftracinghowthe

traditions, as witnesses to faith, changed and developed over the centuries, the canonical approach as 

advocated by Childs is concerned with the canonical form of the text. And this is more than simply a 

literary final-formreadingofthetext.Thereisa―canonicalintentionality‖whichcanbediscernedfrom

the final form and which then provides guidance for a theological interpretation of texts. For example, 

whatever may have been the use made of the psalms in the preexilic cult in Israel, the book of Psalms in 

its canonical form knows little or nothing of those situations. The canonical intentionality of the collection 

as a whole is indicated by psalms such as Psalms 1 and 119, which imply that the psalms are to be used 



for meditation, and that what were originally words of worshippers addressed to God have become the 

word of God to worshippers. Although Childs has been heavily criticized, his approach has gained many 

adherents, and attempts have begun to anchor it in contemporary hermeneutical theory.  

Childs‘approachindicatesclearlywhathashappenedtoOTinterpretationsincethelinkthatbounditto

the NT was snapped in the 17th and 18th centuries. If it is to be interpreted theologically, then the OT 

itself must provide the categoriesforsuchinterpretation;butthe―discovery‖ofthesecategorieswillbe

guided and shaped by concerns and movements in the arts and humanities in general.  

J. W. ROGERSON  

HISTORY OF BIBLICAL HERMENEUTICS  

The discipline that considers the theoryofinterpretationisusuallycalled―hermeneutics.‖Theconcern

of this article is to outline the principles of biblical interpretation and their historical development, thus to 

provide a systematic and historical discussion of biblical hermeneutics.  
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A. The Need for Biblical Hermeneutics  

Every act of text understanding operates, consciously or unconsciously, with a number of 

presuppositions. Text hermeneutics reflects not only on these general presuppositions of reading but also 

on more specific reader orientations, such as expectations of the text content, attitudes toward the 

communicativeperspectiveofthetext,attributionofauthoritytothetext(e.g.,the―sacredness‖ofa

biblical text), and suspicionoveragainstthetext‘sclaims.Hermeneuticalreflectionisconsciousofthe

factthateveryactoftextunderstandingischaracterizedbyatwofold―hermeneuticalcircle‖:thewholeof

a text can only be understood by understanding its parts, and vice versa, and every reader approaches a 

text with a certain preunderstanding which will be either confirmed or challenged in the act of reading.  

It is the sign of critical text understanding that in every group or institution the general methodological 

presuppositions and the specific orientations of readers are discussed in a public theoretical discourse. In 

view of the particular hermeneutical implications of biblical interpretation, such a critical discourse (in 

which the modes and motivations of text understanding are reflected and which aims at improving human 

text understanding) has been developed and promoted by both Jewish and Christian thinkers. Here we 

refer to theoretical statements on biblical interpretation from both traditions, to their interrelatedness, to 

their historical development, and to their significance for the religious and academic communities 

involved.  

B. Development of Biblical Hermeneutics until Schleiermacher  



1. Greek Influence on Jewish and Christian Hermeneutics. There was, of course, a rich Jewish 

interpretive praxis long before Israelite hermeneutics met with the emerging Greek interpretation theory. 

The texts of the Hebrew Scriptures themselves witness to a number of ways of appropriating ancient texts 

in new contexts (liturgical, personal, social, political, etc.). In Israel, the appropriation of ancient religious 

writings was generally linked with particular religious persons or institutions, such as Moses, the Levites, 

the prophets, and the kings. These authorities were charged with the development of an authoritative 

interpretation of the texts of the Hebrew Scriptures in changing historical circumstances. Especially the 

textsproclaimingGod‘slaw(theTorah)neededtobeunderstoodandexplainedinordertobeableto 

function as instructions for the people of God. The records of such appropriations point to the urgency of 

questions such as these: How can one arrive at a proper understanding of a text? How can one use a 

biblical text in order to solve nonbiblical questions? How many meanings does a text have, and how can 

we locate the proper one? In response to these questions, sets of hermeneutical principles have emerged 

which were meant to facilitate the exegetical task of the individual interpreter within the community. 

These principles always comprised both a philological approach to the text and the broader existential-

theologicalinterpretationofthetext‘ssenseinparticularhistoricalcircumstances.SeealsoPESHARIM, 

QUMRAN; TARGUM, TARGUMIM.  

Similarly, the emerging Christian movement had to come to terms with the problem of biblical 

understanding. Respecting the same texts as authoritative as the Jews did, the Christians were faced with 

the question of whether their particular set of religious experiences concerning the life, death, and 

resurrection of Jesus Christ necessitated a new interpretive praxis. The Torah, for instance, continued to 

beasacredtextfortheearlyChristians,butitwasnowunderstoodinthelightofJesusofNazareth‘s 

proclamationofGod‘sreign,andthuswassomewhatrelativizedinitsauthority.SomeNTtextsdisplaya

pneumatic approach toward the texts of the Hebrew Scriptures, spirited by the belief that in Jesus Christ 

the prophecies given to Israel and recorded in the Hebrew Scriptures were fulfilled (see Matt 1:22–23); 

other texts make use of such a prophecy-fulfillment scheme by identifying types in the OT which 

correspond to Jesus Christ (e.g., the Adam-Christ correlation in Romans 5). Apart from these new 

hermeneutical moves which resulted from the particular experiences of the people who gave rise to the 

NT texts, the NT not surprisingly attests to the fact that its originally Jewish authors worked within the 

tradition of rabbinic text understanding (see below).  

The critical and systematic reflection on the process of biblical understanding as such began to develop 

in Hellenistic Judaism, particularly in such centers of learning as Alexandria, Antioch, and Jerusalem, 

where Greek thought and the needs of Jewish (and later Christian) interpretive praxis had met. Greek 

reflection on interpretation theory resulted in the development of proper modes of reading the 

foundational texts of Greeksociety,i.e.,Homer‘sepics.TwoschoolshademergedinHellenisticliterary

criticism: the grammatical-literal and the allegorical reading of texts. The first hermeneutical program, 

adopted by the theological school of Antioch, aimed at retrieving the―literal‖meaningoftheHomeric

texts.―Literal‖referredtothesenseofthewordswhichtheinterpretersunderstoodasobviouslyintended

bythetext‘sauthor.Thesecondhermeneuticalprogram,defendedbytheAlexandrianSchooloftheology,

aimed at disclosing the meaning behind the text, namely, the deeper sense to which the words refer. This 

method emerged in response to the contradiction which existed between the authority of the Homeric 

texts and the ethos of a later generation of interpreters. Where the literal sense appeared to open such 

gaps, the search for a deeper or a hidden sense could bridge these gaps and thus rehabilitate the classical 

author from any suspicion of immorality, etc.  

The allegorical method was applied to biblical interpretation and further developed by the Jewish 

scholar Philo of Alexandria. Philo argued for the necessity of an extratextual key through which the 

hidden sense of the biblical text could be unlocked. Moreover, the allegorical method proved to be the 

best way ofpreservingthesacrednessandintegrityofthebiblicaltextagainstanycritiqueoftheBible‘s

crude or apparently nonsensical passages (esp. those which spoke of God in an anthropomorphic manner). 

Thus, the allegorical method must be seen as serving a particular set of theological convictions.  



2. Principles of Rabbinic Interpretation. While it is not possible to measure precisely the amount of 

Greek influence on rabbinic interpretation theory before and after the destruction of the temple, it is more 

essential to note that both Greek and Jewish interpreters were united by a similar goal, namely, to 

understand and apply their classical but ancient texts in new cultural, linguistic, ethical, political, social, 

and economic contexts. Thus, hermeneutical similarities may have emerged not only because of 

geographical and cultural affinities, but also because of the similar necessities of interpretive practice.  

The destruction of the temple generated a new hermeneutical challenge in Judaism: when this unique 

means of mediating the past and the present of Israelite religion was annihilated, the now canonical 

Scriptures came to represent more than ever before the spiritual essence of Jewish identity. Now, rabbinic 

interpreters were faced with a religious, linguistic, and social situation which required a sophisticated 

process of appropriating the Torah (i.e., the legal parts of the Hebrew Scriptures) in an alien world. The 

written law, however, did not provide all the answers required by the changing external and internal 

circumstances of Jewish religious existence. In this context, the Midrashim (the oral derivations and 

applications of the written Torah) developed. Different sets of principles, normally referred to as Heb 

middôt, emerged which guided the Midrashic interpreter in his difficult task. The best known among these 

hermeneutical principles are the seven rules associated with Rabbi HILLEL THE ELDER (ca. 20 B.C.–15 

C.E.) and the thirteen rules of Rabbi ISHMAEL (see below). These rules themselves became the object of 

much hermeneutical discussion and were then amended accordingly. They concerned the possibility of 

derivingcertain―oral‖lawsfromoneormorebiblicalpassageswiththehelpoflogicalprocedures.Itwas

necessarytodemonstratethebiblicaloriginsofanysuch―oral‖law.Thus,thecanonical,i.e.,closed,

written law was opened to new and unforeseenapplications.Themeasureof―adequacy‖insuch

applications, however, was not what we today would name historical accuracy; rather, it related to 

particular interpretive expectations and convictions which often had only some literal connection in the 

actual text. The differences in interpretative method can be seen from a look at the debate between two 

rabbis in the 2d century C.E., when the foundations for the new rabbinic praxis of biblical interpretation 

were laid. While Rabbi AKIBA favored a more creative approach to the biblical texts, Rabbi Ishmael 

insisted that the texts of the Torah must be interpreted according to traditional rules, i.e., an amended 

versionofRabbiHillel‘scompendium.Thedifferencebetweenbothapproacheshasbeenalsointerpreted 

asareflectionoftherabbis‘differentconceptsofphilologicalandtheologicalthinking:Akibawasmore

mystically oriented, and Ishmael was more philologically oriented.  

As far as the nonlegal texts in the Bible, the Haggadah, were concerned, rabbinic hermeneutics was 

much more open to a diversity of creative readings. Any aspect of the text could provide the foundation 

for a sophisticated interpretive treatment and application on a new context in the life of the faithful. The 

various interpretations of a passage were then collected in authoritative sources such as the Talmud and 

used not only in liturgical contexts but also as information for future interpreters. See also 

HERMENEUTICS, EARLY RABBINIC.  

3. Early Christian Hermeneutics. In the early Church, the debate on the proper method of biblical 

interpretation resembled the outlined divisions in Greek and Jewish hermeneutics: Alexandrian Christian 

theologians such as Origen (d. 254) defended the allegorical method, whereas Antiochene theologians 

such as Diodorus of Tharsus (d. 394), Theoderet of Cyrrhus (d. 460), Theodore of Mopsuestia (d. 428), 

andChrysostom(d.407)protestedagainsttheallegorical―misuse‖ofthebiblicaltextsanddeclaredthe

literal reading to be the only proper method of biblical appropriation.  

It is important for us today to appreciate the foundational nature of this hermeneutical debate. The rather 

philological orientation of Antiochene theology implied a basic openness toward a critical assessment of 

the content of each biblical text within the emerging biblical canon. The Song of Songs, for instance, was 

classified as an ancient wedding song without any theological significance. Hence, the Antiochene 

exegetes approached each text as a meaningful whole, while their Alexandrian colleagues viewed each 

biblical text as part of the overall body of sacred writings, i.e., the canon. The allegorical method made it 

easy for them to raise every text passage above philological suspicion and theological critique. However, 

both hermeneutical camps agreed that the Hebrew Scriptures ought to be approached typologically. That 



means, many of the biblical texts were assumed to contain already a typus of Christ (e.g., texts such as 

Amos 9:11–12 were interpreted typologically as pointing to the coming Christ). Thus, even the anti-

allegorical theologians allow to some extent for the existence of a double meaning in the biblical text. 

Eventually, the allegorical method developed into the leading approach to the Bible in the early Church, 

both East (Greek) and West (Latin), while the Antiochene approaches which promoted a literal or 

historicalreadingoftheBible(suchasTheodore‘sfivebooksAdversus Allegoricos) disappeared 

altogether. But the influence of Antiochene hermeneutics would eventually re-emerge, especially in the 

Protestant Reformation (see B.6 below).  

The leading allegorist in the early Church was ORIGEN. In the fourth and final book of his theological 

work Peri Archon (On First Principles), he addressed the problems of interpretation theory. Theoria 

meant for him allegory (for the Antiochenes theoria referred to the literal approach). Since the Scriptures 

contained the ultimate mystery of divine-human relationship, Origen considered the allegorical method to 

be the only adequate approach to these texts. It alone could provide the key to unlock the hidden sense of 

the texts so far as this was possible at all. Although in his theory, Origen distinguished between three 

dimensions of the textual sense (literal, moral, and spiritual), in his exegetical praxis he distinguished only 

betweentwolevelsofmeaning(the―letter‖andthe―spirit‖).Itisalsointerestingtonotethatinspite of 

his allegorical orientation in exegesis, Origen must be counted among the most influential philologists in 

the early Church. He was thoroughly involved in text criticism and in the comparison of different 

traditions of textual variants (as evidenced by his Hexapla). This shows that the search for the most 

trustworthy textual traditions and a wholly allegorical approach to the text, thus critically retrieved, did 

not exclude each other.  

Allegorical interpretation also proved useful in the fight against the gnostic heresy. Many gnostics 

employed a method of allegorical exegesis, or allegoresis. Church fathers, such as Irenaeus of Lyons (d. 

ca.202),foughtagainstthisgnosticallegoresiswhileusingtheirownallegorical―keys‖inorderto

expose the gnostic―keys‖asfalseorheretical.Thefightagainstgnostichermeneuticsalsoledtothe

formation of ecclesiastical criteria which were to determine the adequacy of any particular exegesis: only 

those theologians who interpret the Bible from within the Church could hope to do justice to the texts.  

The further development of Christian hermeneutical thought was mainly the work of Jerome and 

Augustine of Hippo. Jerome (ca. A.D. 347–420), generally known for his revision of the Latin text of the 

Bible (later called the Vulgate), favored the literal exegesis as practiced in the School of Antioch, where 

he once had been a student. Although in principle he recognized the legitimacy of spiritual interpretation 

of the Scriptures, he insisted that such spiritual reading must be firmly based on the literal understanding 

of the text. His own biblical commentaries displayed fewer and fewer allegorical moves as he grew older. 

He,too,usedOrigen‘sphilologicalcontributions,especiallytheHexapla, in his own efforts to work out a 

propertextualbasisfortheliteralinterpretationoftheBible.Jerome‘sstrongemphasisonliteral

interpretation makes him one of the forerunners of the growing interest in literal understanding of the 

Scriptures in later medieval hermeneutics.  

WhileJerome‘scontributiontothedevelopmentofbiblicalhermeneuticshasalwaysbeenwell

appraised, the significance of the hermeneutical thought of Augustine of Hippo (354–430) and his 

influence on medieval theology have not always received adequate attention. In his work De Doctrina 

Christiana (427),wecanseethematuredevelopmentofAugustine‘stheologicalhermeneutics.

Augustine‘sgreatachievementinthehermeneuticalfieldlay,first,inhisefforttocombineboth

Antiochene and Alexandrian concerns for the benefit of the Christian community, and, second, in his 

semiotic reflections on which his own hermeneutics was based. For Augustine, the Bible fulfilled a 

communicativefunction:itenlightenedthereaderaboutGod‘ssalvificactivityin the world. Thus, the 

biblical texts themselves are only significant for the Christian reader because of the realities to which they 

refer. The insight that signs are not what they refer to but rather operate as signifiers motivated Augustine 

to study the best ways of decoding what the signs constituting the biblical texts wish to say. So far one 

can see Antiochene influence. But unlike the Antiochene interpreters, Augustine in his own hermeneutics 

presupposed the christological content and the canonical integrity of the biblical texts as well as the 



ecclesial rootedness of their interpreter. Moreover, he concluded from his own biblical reading that the 

Bibleisaboutfaith,hope,andlove:―Apersonwhobaseshislifefirmlyonfaith,hopeandlove,thus, 

needs the Scriptures only in order to teach others. Therefore we may find many people who live on this 

basisevenwithoutsacredtexts‖(De Doc. Christ. 1, 43). Hence, the need for intense philological study of 

these texts and for the interpretive effort was somewhat relativized, and a theological framework for 

allegorical, and especially for typological, reading was established. However, Augustine repeatedly 

warned against the excesses of allegorical text interpretation. Therefore, it would be wrong to count 

Augustine among the propagators of an uncritical allegorical method in biblical interpretation. As Bonner 

(CHB 1: 561) observes, the influence of Augustine on the later biblical exegesis of the Latin Middle Ages 

was enormous. With Jerome, Gregory the Great, and the Venerable Bede, he was one of the four great 

authorities, and would probably have been reckoned the greatest of the four.  

InspiteofAugustine‘swarningsagainstanuncontrolledallegoricalreadingoftheBible,theparticular

form of allegorical interpretation which was originally advanced by John Cassianus in the 5th century 

became very prominent in medieval theology. Cassianus had proposed a fourfold theory of interpretation. 

Following Origen, he distinguished between literal and spiritual interpretation, but then subdivided 

spiritual interpretation more sharply into (1) tropological (= moral), (2) allegorical, and (3) anagogical (= 

future-oriented) interpretation. However, occasionally this fourfold scheme was reduced to a triad, and in 

actual exegetical praxis we still often observe only the classical twofold distinction between literal and 

spiritual interpretation.  

4. Medieval Jewish Hermeneutics. There was no one single center of Jewish hermeneutics after the 

destruction of the temple. By the medieval period, Jewish hermeneutics was characterized by local and 

theoretical diversity. In some parts of the world, especially in the Orient and in Spain, many Jewish 

thinkers adopted Arabic as their language (note the translation of the Bible into Arabic by Saadiah Gaon 

[882–942]) and also Arabic concerns of text interpretation; in other parts, such as France, Jewish teachers 

employed Hebrew as their language and were much more involved in an exchange with Christian 

approaches to the Scriptures.  

The influence of the more Arabic strand within medieval Jewish hermeneutics can be seen in the very 

strong rejection of allegorical interpretation and the cultivation of literal reading and its philological 

presuppositions. The encounter with Arabic philosophy and the Arabic retrieval of Aristotelian thinking 

have also promoted an attempt to explain the Torah in more rational terms. Moreover, Arabic interest in 

poetry strengthened the sensitivity of Jewish interpreters for the respective passages of their own 

Scriptures. Philological studies, including grammar, lexicography, etymology, and accentuation, 

blossomed, particularly in Spain; while in France, a more traditional rabbinic hermeneutics was employed 

in text interpretation.  

Among the outstanding representatives of medieval Jewish hermeneutics in Spain were Abraham ibn 

Ezra (1092–1167) and Moses ben Maimon, called Maimonides (1135–1204). Ibn Ezra approached the 

biblical texts through a combination of sophisticated philological methods and traditional rabbinic rules; 

while Maimonides interpreted the Bible through categories of Aristotelian metaphysics, stressing the 

human(linguistic)modeofBibletransmission,andthusarrivedatsomeformof―demythologization.‖In

France, Solomon ben Isaac, called Rashi (1040–1105), favored a literal reading of the biblical texts, 

claimingthatthebiblicaltextdoesnotdepartfromitsplainmeaning.Rashi‘sverypopularbiblical

commentary became the first Hebrew book printed in Italy (1475). His work had a profound influence on 

the School of St. Victor in Paris and thus on the whole of medieval Christian hermeneutics.  

The struggles of medieval Jewish exegetes resembled those of their Christian counterparts. Both groups 

attempted to come to terms on the one hand with the problems of literal and allegorical understanding of 

their sacred texts, and with the relationship between philological and philosophical methods, and on the 

other with traditional forms of sacred or mystical reading.  

5. Medieval Christian Hermeneutics. In the early medieval period, i.e., from the 6th to the 8th 

centuries, the development of biblical interpretation was the work mainly of monks. At that time, the 

exegetical praxis in the medieval Christian church was dominated by allegorical methods. Gregory the 



Great (ca. 540–604) was a master of this approach to the Bible and one of the chief illustrators of the 

advantage of allegoresis. Like other medieval interpreters, he compared the act of reading the Bible with 

the building of a house: upon the historical foundation we erect the walls with the help of our spiritual 

reading, and then we color the whole structure by the grace of moral teaching (Brinkmann 1980: 231–34). 

Thus, for Gregory, biblical interpretation reached a state of perfection when it led to a disclosure of the 

deepersenseofthetext,becauseonlyinthatdisclosuredowegaininsightintoGod‘sactofrevelationin

Christ.LikeAugustine‘s,Gregory‘shermeneuticswasfirmlyrootedinasetoftheologicalandecclesial

convictions.  

While the popular piety in the later medieval period remained strongly influenced by allegorical 

interpretation, the development of interpretation theory followed a somewhat different path. In order to 

understand the increasing interest in the literal sense of the Bible, one must appreciate not only the 

influence of both Jerome and Augustine (which can be observed throughout the hermeneutical discussion 

in the Middle Ages) but also the impact of Jewish scholars such as Rashi and his followers. Although not 

explicitly acknowledged by Christian thinkers, this Jewish hermeneutical influence was significant, 

especially on the two major representatives of Christian hermeneutical thinking of the time, namely Hugh 

of St. Victor (d. 1141) and Nicholas of Lyra (d. 1349). Hugh was a master at the famous monastic school 

of the Victorines in Paris; Nicholas was a Franciscan teacher at the University of Paris. Thus, the place 

where Christian hermeneutics was discussed was now no longer the community of believers as such, but 

the academy. This change of framework also helps to explain the widening gap between popular biblical 

interpretation, which continued to be allegorical, and the academic treatment of the Bible, which now 

attended to the philological study of the text in order to retrieve its literal meaning. This academic interest 

in the literal meaning of the text did, however, not exclude the subsequent use of allegorical methods even 

in academic circles. With these qualifications in mind, one can say that the following verses are 

characteristic of the medieval method of biblical interpretation:  

Littera gesta docet, quid credas allegoria,  

Moralis quid agas, quo tendas anagogia.  

(―ThelettershowsuswhatGodandourfathersdid;theallegoryshowsuswhereourfaithishid; the 

moralmeaninggivesusrulesofdailylife;theanagogyshowsuswhereweendourstrife‖;seeGrantand

Tracy 1984: 85.)  

As a result of the rediscovery of Aristotle in Christian theology since the 12th century and the related 

growth of scholastic theology, biblical hermeneutics became very critical of allegorical interpretation and 

paid even more attention to the retrieval of the literal sense of the biblical text. The greatest scholastic 

theologian, Thomas Aquinas (1225–1274), upheld in principle the fourfold sense of Scripture, but at the 

same time he did not hesitate to question the scientific nature of allegorical interpretation and of 

theological thinking based on its results. Thomas demanded that proper theological thinking ought to be 

firmly basedontheliteralsenseofthebiblicaltext.―Nothingnecessaryforfaithiscontainedunderthe

spiritualsensewhichisnotelsewhereputforwardclearlybytheScriptureinitsliteralsense‖(Summa 

Theologiae 1a.1,10).However,Thomas‘critiqueof allegorical interpretation and his promotion of a new 

academic ideal in biblical hermeneutics did not succeed in reforming the love for allegorical reading in 

the preaching of the Church and in the popular religious realm. In fact, here allegorical readings increased 

even further and continued to challenge theologians to fight back. Already since the 14th century—i.e., 

long before the Protestant Reformation—theologians such as Marsilius of Padua, William Ockham, John 

Wycliff, John Hus, Gabriel Biel, Wendelin Steinbach, and John Major attacked (though not with any 

immediate result) the widespread uncritical use of the Bible and tried to formulate new and more critical 

principles of biblical interpretation.  

6. Biblical Hermeneutics in the Age of the Reformation. TheReformers‘contributiontobiblical

hermeneutics (i.e., the theory of biblical interpretation) has at times been assessed in isolation from the 

overall development of biblical hermeneutics and thus has been perceived to be more original than it 

really was. Although Martin Luther (1483–1546), John Calvin (1509–1564), and Ulrich Zwingli (1484–

1531) applied the interpretive methods which were prepared both by the critical academic tradition 



referred to above and by the great humanist thinkers (such as Reuchlin and Erasmus of Rotterdam), the 

Reformers‘actualpraxis of reading the biblical texts, in particular their fresh theological reading 

perspectives, differed greatly from their predecessors and led to the development of a new attitude in 

biblical reading. In that sense, one may be justified in describing the Reformation as a hermeneutical 

event. Its new interpretive praxis was also promoted by the translation of the Bible into the vernacular, 

facilitating a fresher look at the text itself. While the philological emphasis in humanist interpretation 

must be seen in the long tradition of interest in the literal meaning of the texts—which comprises the 

Antiochene concerns and those of Augustine, Aquinas, and their followers as well as those of the 

medieval Jewish thinkers—the most decisive differences between these interpretation theories and the 

humanists‘approachtotheScriptureslaybothinthenewunderstandingoftheauthorityandthefunction

of the Scriptures and in the radically transformed self-understanding of the biblical interpreter. By 

contrasting the ecclesial status quo with the newly interpreted meaning of the Scriptures, the Reformers 

saw an urgent need to work for the necessary changes in the Christian community. For the Reformers, the 

ultimate criterion for such a reform of the Church was the Word of God as communicated in the Bible. 

They all agreed that the Bible alone (sola scriptura) represented the foundation of the Christian faith, and 

its content was perceived to be fully clear, or self-interpreting (scriptura sui ipsis interpretes). But each of 

the Reformers added his own theological reading perspective to these formal criteria for biblical 

interpretation.  

For Luther, this reading perspective consisted both in his belief in the justification by faith alone and in 

hiscorrespondingnegativeviewofhumannature.OnlythroughfaithinGod‘ssalvificactioninJesus

Christ can the biblical interpreter sharpen his perspective for the content of the text. However, unlike the 

later―LutheranOrthodoxy,‖LutherhimselfneverconsideredtheBibleasatextsystemfreeofproblems

and contradictions. Rather, he applied philological means of critique in unison with his theological 

considerations. Even the occasional allegorical interpretation was accommodated. Like Augustine, whom 

he much admired, Luther felt free to apply his exegetical genius to the text even when his own 

hermeneutical maxims in fact did not sanction such a move. Thus, he did not refrain from a typological 

reading of the HebrewScriptures,either.ButunlikeAugustine,Luther‘sexegesiswasnotlimitedbya

total acceptance of the canonical status of the whole Bible. Rather, the Reformer treated every text 

according to its own christological merits, thus reaching a negative verdict about the theological 

legitimacy of including the Epistle of James in the NT.  

other Reformers, such as Melanchton, Calvin, and Zwingli, contributed to the development of 

hermeneutics by offering their particular combination of humanist philological methodology and their 

specific theological approach to the overall content of the Scriptures.  

FollowingtheReformers‘hermeneuticalconcerns,MatthiasFlaciusIllyricus(1520–1575) attempted to 

provide a synthesis of reformational thinking on biblical interpretation. In his work Clavis scripturae 

sacrae (1567), Flacius particularly stressed the need of a grammatical interpretation, and he advanced the 

theory of the unity of the Scriptures as the necessary foundation of biblical hermeneutics.  

AssessingtheReformers‘hermeneuticalinitiatives,G.Ebeling(1967:26)concludesthattheywerenot

sufficiently conscious of the distance between them and the time of early Christianity, and thus not 

sufficiently aware of the philosophical implications of text interpretationassuch.Inparticular,―It

remained unclear what the principle of sola scriptura meantforthetheologicalmethodassuch‖(Ebeling

1967: 73). Hence, without further elaboration on the hermeneutical principles operative in the theology 

promoted by the Reformers, this theology remained uncritical and therefore open to misuse. However, 

before the hermeneutical discussion in Protestantism was advanced eventually by theologians such as 

Semler and Schleiermacher, the time of the Reformation was followed first by a period of uncritical 

biblicism—the so-called Lutheran Orthodoxy.  

7. Biblical Hermeneutics in the Period of ―Orthodoxy.‖ None of the Reformers had ever defended 

the verbal inerrancy of Scripture. However, their theological successors, among them Johannes Andreas 

Quenstedt (1617–1688) and Abraham Calovius (1612–1686), defended the verbal inspiration of the entire 

Bible and developed the principle of biblical infallibility. For these thinkers, the Bible was identical with 



the Word of God and thus as text the infallible foundation of a set of dogmatic convictions. Although all 

these theologians reached dogmatic statements by using the same rationalistic method, these statements of 

―orthodoxy‖oftendifferedsignificantly. 

For Roman Catholicism, the Council of Trent (1545–1563)formulatedthe―orthodox‖conditionsfor

biblical interpretation by confirming the two-source theory. That theory decreed that both the Bible and 

Christian tradition together represent the sources for authentic Christian faith and theology. This differed 

sharply from the Protestant theory that the Bible was a clear and sufficient source. In the ensuing 

controversybetweenboth―orthodoxies,‖theRomanCatholicchallengeoftheProtestantprincipleofsola 

scriptura and the Protestant challenge of the Roman Catholic two-source theory were each met by the 

opposite side with an even stronger ideological defense. However, when the traditional biblical worldview 

whichsupportedboth―orthodoxies‖waschallengedbytheemerging new worldview, Lutheran, 

Reformed,andRomanCatholic―orthodoxies‖foughtwiththesamekindofargumentagainstthisnew

and common enemy which opposed not only their hermeneutical foundations but also their particular 

methods of reading the Scriptures.  

The discoveries of new parts of the world, the new insights into the laws of nature, and the emerging 

technological progress challenged the ancient set of convictions, (i.e., the traditional paradigm of biblical 

interpretation). The Western discovery of China and Chinese culture, for instance, challenged the belief in 

the biblical chronology of the world and the still widely cherished belief that Adam was the father of 

humankind. Moreover, the rationalistic demands by philosophers such as Spinoza and Descartes that 

reasonshouldbecomethecriterionoffaithupsetall―orthodoxies‖alike.Theirrepresentativesnowfelt

called to defend the Christian heritage against the new movements which were based on rational thought 

and experiment. While a few theologians working in Holland, among them Balthasar Bekker (1643–1698) 

and Christoph Wittich (1625–1687), accepted the challenge of the biblical worldview and tried to find 

ways of bridging the traditional faith and the new reason, their German Protestant colleagues in particular 

felttheneedtohardentheir―orthodox‖standpointevenfurther.Hence,biblicalhermeneuticswas

reduced to the development of a set of rules which read the texts in such a literal way that the dogmatic 

preunderstandingsofthe―orthodox‖theologianswereconfirmed.Butthisnegativeattitudetowardthe

new philosophical and scientific challenges could not last forever.  

Interestingly,afirstcritiqueofthe―orthodox‖literalismcamefromthePietiestmovement,which

deplored the dogmatic and formalistic way of reading the Scriptures and demanded now a new 

hermeneutical emphasis on the personal experience of the biblical interpreter. Thus, the problem of the 

relationship between private and public understanding of the biblical texts was now added to the already 

existing problem of the relationship between faith and reason in biblical hermeneutics. It took a new 

generation of interpreters to attend to these questions with a fresh and critical mind.  

8. Biblical Hermeneutics in the Age of Enlightenment. The attitude of the Protestant Orthodoxy 

toward the revolutionary changes in the early modern period and its attempt to stick to its hermeneutical 

principles and horizons could not remain successful for long. Neither could the mere repetition of the 

doctrines of verbal inspiration and of the identity between Scripture and the Word of God stop the 

hermeneutical reflection in theology; nor did it impress the now independent disciplines of scientific 

research and of critical philosophical thinking. Moreover, in Roman Catholic theology a new interest in 

biblical interpretation arose which, in response to the Protestant claim of sola scriptura, tried to show the 

wider hermeneutical basis of Christian faith and the need for a thorough critique of the biblical text (cf. 

the work of Richard Simon). The combination of these challenges led to a new beginning in Protestant 

hermeneutics in the 18th century. This new movement in biblical interpretation was strengthened further 

by the now universal interest in philological methodology.  

Among the centers of enlightened scholarship, the University of Halle (Germany) played a very 

significant role. Here Johann Salomo Semler (1725–1791), influenced by the philosopher Christian Wolff 

and the theologian Siegmund Jakob Baumgarten, developed a new biblical hermeneutics. This new 

approach was characterized more by its effort to prepare a new general foundation for biblical 

hermeneutics than by a set of detailed rules for the interpretation of biblical texts. Semler demanded both 



a critical reading of the Scriptures free from dogmatic presuppositions, and a multidisciplined approach to 

the text which included attention to questions of grammar, rhetoric, logic, history of the text, translations, 

criticism of editions, and exegesis proper. Although Semler did not yet penetrate deeply into the problem 

of historicity, he did help prepare such an insight by demanding both a critical study of the history of the 

text and a strong attention to the meaning intended by the biblical authors, that is, to the sensus litteralis 

historicus of the biblical text. Unlike either the Reformers or the representatives of Protestant Orthodoxy, 

Semler cultivated a sense of historical distance between modern reader and ancient text and understood 

the resulting need for hermeneutical procedures. He also questioned the legitimacy of typological 

interpretation of the OT.  

A great admirer of Richard Simon, Semler began to develop a critical understanding of the traditions 

behind the biblical texts and to question the single authorship of certain biblical books. Moreover, he 

promotedatheoryof―accommodation,‖whichstatedthattheauthorsofbiblicaltextshadto

―accommodate‖theirliterarystyle,etc.,tothecommunicativecapacityoftheiraudience.Withthehelpof

this theory, Semler could explain both the linguistic differences and the doctrinal particularities in the 

Bible. Semler and his fellow theologians who propagated a critical study of the biblical texts, among them 

especially Johann August Ernesti and Gotthold Ephraim Lessing, helped to ensure that biblical 

hermeneutics again entered into a critical dialogue with the demands of reason, and thus participated in 

the universal search for principles of critical text understanding.  

9. Schleiermacher’s Hermeneutics. The enormous contribution of Friedrich Schleiermacher (1768–

1834) to the development of hermeneutics can be assessed more adequately now since the critical edition 

and publication of some of his manuscripts on the subject (Schleiermacher 1977). Unlike his theological 

predecessors, Schleiermacher rejected all theological claims to a privileged access to the Bible and all 

demands for a prerogative of a special hermeneutics. Instead, he called for a general hermeneutics, 

because understanding was for him a universal process requiring the critical attention of all disciplines 

concerned with it. Theology, therefore, must abandon any hermeneutical prerogative, and, like any other 

effort to understand ancient texts, follow the general principles of hermeneutics in its attempt to 

understand the biblical texts. For instance, the belief that the Scriptures were divinely inspired must not 

guide biblical interpretation, but might be a possible result from actual interpretation itself. Thus, the 

theologian Schleiermacher was the first to promote the development of philosophical hermeneutics.  

Developing such a philosophical hermeneutics, Schleiermacher distinguished between a general aspect 

of communicative performance, that is, the presence of conventional or grammatical patterns of discourse, 

and an individual aspect, that is, the particular application of such general patterns, in every act of 

expression. Accordingly, he demanded a twofold reconstruction of the sense of a text in the act of 

interpretation:grammaticalandpsychological(sometimesalsocalled―technical‖)interpretation.Inorder

to grasp the overall sense of the text through the combination of these two moves, Schleiermacher called 

foranactof―divination.‖Becauseofthenecessarypresenceoftheinterpreterinthisactofdivination,no

act of interpretation can ever be considered to be complete. Therefore, Schleiermacher described the aim 

of understandingas―approximation.‖LikeSemler,Schleiermacherattemptedultimatelytounderstandthe

author of a text, and because he knew that even authors are not always conscious of their creativity, he 

defined the goal of understanding accordingly as the effort of understanding a text first as well and then 

even better than its author had done.  

Schleiermacher himself did not develop a special theory of biblical interpretation, though he pointed to 

some of its dimensions in his other theological writings. The full impact of his hermeneutical thinking on 

the development of interpretation theory is only felt today. His immediate influence was limited; and in 

the course of the 19th century interest in hermeneutics declined.  

In the later 19th century, philological and historical concerns dominated biblical interpretation. Freed 

from dogmatic impositions on the texts, the quickly developing historical-critical study of the Bible 

achieved major insights into the nature and history of the biblical texts, but failed to appreciate the limits 

of its own capabilities. Moreover, in spite of all the insights into the philological nature and the historical 

character of the biblical texts, the reductionist view which treated the biblical texts as mere historical 



documents could not adequately grasp the theological intentions of these texts. Thus, both the deepening 

philosophical insight into the nature of understanding and the theological protest against such a historicist 

reading of the Bible had to lead to a radical challenge of a purely historical-critical approach to the 

Scriptures.  

C. Philosophical Hermeneutics and Modern Biblical Interpretation  

AfterSchleiermacher‘sdeath,interestinhermeneuticalquestionswasminimaluntilthephilosopher

Wilhelm Dilthey (1833–1911)appropriatedSchleiermacher‘shermeneuticalconcernsforhisownproject

of establishing a foundational theory for all the human sciences. Over against the natural sciences, whose 

primarytaskDiltheyidentifiedas―explanation,‖hedefinedtheaimofthe human sciences as 

―understanding‖differentlifeexpressions.Thus,atatimewhenbiblicalinterpretersdefinedtheirtask

purely in historical-criticalterms,DiltheyresumedSchleiermacher‘sprojectofageneralhermeneutics,

without, however, completing it. Nevertheless, he reemphasized the hermeneutical focus in the 

humanities.Moreover,hisinterestinunderstanding―life‖throughitsexpressionshelpedpreparetheway

for Edmund Husserl and the phenomenological movement, and thus also for the hermeneutical 

philosophy of Martin Heidegger (1889–1976).  

Heidegger‘swork,especiallyhisbookBeing and Time (1962; first published in 1927), has had a great 

impact on 20th-century theology and biblical interpretation. While some theologians, such as Karl Barth, 

rejected the imposition of philosophical thinking on theology, Rudolf Bultmann, Gerhard Ebeling, Ernst 

Fuchs,andothertheologianshavewelcomedHeidegger‘shermeneuticaltheoryandappliedittobiblical

interpretation.  

Inparticular,Heidegger‘sanalysis of the hermeneutical circle, of the impossibility of an interpretation 

without presuppositions, and his criteria for authentic human existence have influenced biblical 

hermeneuticseversince.ButalsoHeidegger‘slatermovetowardaphilosophybased on the 

understanding of language (the language of the artist in particular) as a call to being has stimulated 

biblical interpretation.  

More recently, the development of philosophical hermeneutics was promoted further by the 

philosophers Hans-Georg Gadamer (b. 1900), Jürgen Habermas (b. 1929), and Paul Ricoeur (b. 1913). All 

three philosophers are having a significant impact on biblical interpretation and contemporary theological 

thinking.  

ContinuingHeidegger‘sprojectofdevelopingauniversaltheoryof understanding (and in a sense also 

Schleiermacher‘shermeneuticalenterprise),Gadamerhasinvestigatedespeciallytheconditionsof

aesthetic understanding. In his major work Truth and Method (1960), he advocates a theory of 

understandinginwhich―Understanding is not to be thought of so much as an action of subjectivity, but as 

the placing of oneself within a process of tradition, in which past and present are constantly fused. This is 

what must be expressed in hermeneutical theory, which is far too dominated by the idea of a process, a 

method‖(1975:258–89). Thus, instead of developing a method of interpretation, Gadamer wishes to 

describe what happens when we get involved in text interpretation. He emphasizes that we always 

approach a text through a set of questions which shape our preunderstanding. This preunderstanding, 

however,isalwaysalreadyconditionedinsomewaybythetext‘sownhistoryofeffects.Therefore,

Gadamerspeaksofthe―historicallyoperativeconsciousness‖[Wirkungsgeschichte] of a text and 

identifiesthestructureofthatconsciousnessaslanguage:―Beingthatcanbeunderstoodislanguage‖

(1975: 432). Language, then, is the place of our disclosure of truth. And this disclosure is the aim of the 

hermeneutical experience and the characteristic of its universality.  

Habermas(1971)protestsagainstwhatheseesastheuncriticalnatureofGadamer‘suniversal

hermeneutics,especiallyitstrustintheundistortedflowofcommunication.RicoeurcriticizesGadamer‘s

total rejection of methodological moves in text interpretation and proposes a twofold program of 

interpretation which includes acts of understanding and explanation. Thus, he can incorporate formalist 

and structuralist methods of text explication without subscribing to structuralist and formalist ideologies. 

Unlike Gadamer and Habermas, Ricoeur also has contributed directly to the discussion on adequate 

biblical interpretation (Ricoeur 1980). Today, Ricoeur must be seen as the philosopher who exerts the 



greatest influence onthedevelopmentofbiblicalinterpretation.Thus,hehasbroughtSchleiermacher‘s

program of a general hermeneutics to a new height, while at the same time also contributing directly to 

the appropriation of such a general theory in applied biblical interpretation.  

D. Theories of Biblical Hermeneutics in the 20th Century  

1. The Barth-Bultmann Controversy. Karl Barth (1886–1968), Rudolf Bultmann (1884–1976), and 

theotherrepresentativesofthe―dialecticaltheology‖movementinGerman-speaking theology after 

World War I agreed that a mere historical-critical study of the biblical texts did not do justice to these 

texts‘theologicalcharacterandparticularexistentialclaims.Theyallwantedtoovercomethehistoricism

which had dominated biblical interpretation for almost a century. But these theologians could not agree on 

anewmethodofbiblicalinterpretation.WhileBultmannappropriatedHeidegger‘sontological

hermeneutics for his own program of biblical interpretation, Barth advocated an interpretation of the Bible 

without the interference of philosophical methodology.  

a. Barth. ThequestionwhichshapedBarth‘shermeneuticalperspectivewithregardtothebiblicaltexts

was,WhatistheWordofGodandwhoamIinrelationshiptoGod‘sWord?Barthnever identified the 

Word of God with the biblical texts, but neither did he explain how an attentive reading of the Bible 

wouldarriveatadisclosureofGod‘sWord.Godmustnotbecomeanobjectofourinterpretationtheory:

―Revelationisnotapredicateofhistory,buthistoryisapredicateofrevelation‖(1956:58).Thus,Barth‘s

interpretationoftheBiblewasmotivatedbyhistheologicalinsightintothenatureofGod‘srevelation.On

the basis of this theological preunderstanding, he approached the biblical texts. In the famous second 

edition of his commentary on the Epistle to the Romans (1922—ET 1968), he challenged the historical-

criticalexegetestobecome―morecritical.‖Bythathemeanttheyshouldlistenmorecarefullytothe

specific contentoftheScripturesandbecomeopentoGod‘sactofself-communication in the process of 

reading.  

In his Church Dogmatics, Barth suggests three practical steps for an adequate interpretation of the 

Scriptures: (1) observation: to attend to the literary and historical presentation of the text; (2) reflection: to 

thinkalongwiththetextwithoutimposingone‘sownmodesofthoughtonit;and(3)appropriation:

applyingthetexttoone‘sownsituation,whichmeantforBarththatinterpretersoughttosubject 

themselvestoGod‘spurposeswhicharewitnessedtobythebiblicaltexts(1956:722–38).Hence,Barth‘s

hermeneutics is totally theological by nature.  

b. Bultmann. Unlike Barth, Bultmann accepted and defended the necessity of a philosophical reflection 

on the contemporary existential condition and on the principles of biblical interpretation. His particular 

reflection was located within the Schleiermacher tradition of philosophical hermeneutics and was greatly 

influencedbyHeidegger‘sexistentialphilosophy. Like Schleiermacher, Bultmann insisted that biblical 

interpretation must follow the same principles as the reading of any other literary text; following 

Heidegger,Bultmannstatedthattherecannotbeany―presuppositionless‖understandingofthebiblical 

texts, and he demanded therefore that biblical interpreters ought to become conscious of their 

preunderstandings. Distinguishing between prejudice and preunderstanding, Bultmann demanded that the 

first must be abandoned and the latter be made conscious. Moreover, there has to be a life relationship 

between the exegete and the text which produces the particular preunderstandings that in turn will be 

transformed by the existential encounter between the reader and the text. Given the subjective aspect of 

this encounter, no interpretation of a biblical text can ever claim to be the definitive one (cf. 

Schleiermacher above).  

Bultmann‘sownhermeneuticalframeworkwasshapedbyHeidegger‘scallforanexistential

understanding; thus, Bultmann attempted to interpret the biblical texts with the aim of disclosing authentic 

modes of existence in the world. However, because of the historical distance between text and reader and 

inviewoftheparticular―mythological‖natureofsomeNTtexts,Bultmannsuggesteda program of 

―demythologization.‖Thissomewhatmisleadingconceptdidnotimplythatthemoderninterpreterwasto

get rid of the mythological parts of the NT; rather, Bultmann intended to offer a method of interpretation 

which was aware of the difference between the rather mythological worldview of the Bible and the rather 

scientific worldview of the contemporary biblical reader. He did not aim to replace the mythological 



worldviewwiththemodernscientificone;instead,hewantedtohighlightthefact―that faith itself 

demandstobefreedfromanyworldviewproducedbyman‘sthought,whethermythologicalorscientific‖

(Bultmann 1958: 83).  

c. The Debate. The debate between Barth and Bultmann, which has both promoted and polarized the 

further discussion on biblical hermeneutics, concerned once again the role of philosophical thinking in 

biblical interpretation. While Barth rejected any dependence of biblical interpretation on philosophical 

hermeneutics, Bultmann not only accepted the need for philosophical hermeneutics in biblical 

interpretation but also adopted a particular philosophical system and terminology, namely, that of the 

early Heidegger, in order to facilitate appropriations of the biblical texts today. In the meantime, both 

poles in biblical interpretationhavereceivedmuchcriticism:Barth‘shermeneuticshasbeencriticizedfor

itspositivisticnature,Bultmann‘sforitssometimesahistoricalcharacter,especiallyofhisexistential

appropriation (see Bartsch 1953: 62). Nevertheless, the fact that in spite of all its shortcomings 

Bultmann‘shermeneuticalprogramwasopenforadialoguewithphilosophyandotherhermeneutical

disciplines made it a springboard for subsequent approaches to biblical interpretation.  

2. The ―New Hermeneutic.‖ This is the name of a movement which comprised both American and 

Europeanexegeteswhorespondedpositively,thoughnotwithoutcriticalreflection,toBultmann‘s

hermeneutical program (see Robinson and Cobb 1964). Its main protagonists, Ernst Fuchs (1903–1983) 

and Gerhard Ebeling (b. 1912), understood faith as speech event and thus committed their theological 

attention to the hermeneutical problem present both in biblical interpretation and in the related theological 

discourse. Influenced not only by the concernsof―dialecticaltheology‖(especiallybyBarth,Bultmann,

andGogarten),butalsobyHeidegger‘sphilosophicalreflectiononlanguage,Fuchsdevelopeda

hermeneutics which emphasized first the hermeneutical condition of all biblical interpretation and then 

suggested some concrete moves in NT interpretation (Fuchs 1954; 1968). Over against Barth, he stressed 

theneedtoreflectontheprocessofthemediationofGod‘sWordintheBible.Modernmanhastoask

who he is and approach the biblical texts through such an existential question. The proper approach to the 

NT is characterized then by a neutrality with regard to faith (Fuchs 1954: 116). Thus, through his 

hermeneutical reflection, Fuchs reintroduced the problem of natural theology into theology. However, his 

commitment to and his use of philosophical hermeneutics were ultimately defined by their service to the 

particular retrieval of biblical thinking or more precisely NT thinking. (The OT was not an object of 

hermeneutical reflection for either BultmannorFuchs.)Viewedfromthisperspective,Fuchs‘theological

connection to Barth is stronger than his hermeneutical thinking, taken in isolation, would suggest.  

Like no other contemporary theologian before, Gerhard Ebeling has devoted a great deal of energy to 

hermeneutical reflection. Recognizing the limits of methodological rigor in traditional reformational 

theology,Ebeling,too,hasappropriatedHeidegger‘sunderstandingoflanguageinordertodevelopanew

foundation of biblical interpretation whose ultimate goal is to free the way for the Word of God in the act 

of text interpretation (RGG 3: 242–62). For Ebeling, the context of adequate biblical interpretation is the 

faithful approach to the Scriptures. The only real correspondence in biblical interpretation is the one 

betweenWordandfaith.Thus,Ebeling‘shermeneuticalthinkingremainsstrictlyboundtotheProtestant

tradition of the Word.  

Thus, up to the 1960s, Protestant thinkers dominated the discussion on biblical hermeneutics. But since 

then, a new interconfessional climate of hermeneutical thinking has been established in which Jewish, 

Roman Catholic, and Protestant thinkers contribute to the discussion of both the universal aspects of 

hermeneutics and the particular application of such philosophical theories on biblical interpretation.  

3. Contemporary Biblical Hermeneutics. Since the period of the Enlightenment, Jewish and Christian 

interpreters have been struggling to come to terms both with the demands of reason in biblical 

interpretation and with the changing horizon of biblical interpretation. In spite of the particularities of the 

different movements within either Judaism or Christianity, it can be said that the hermeneutical discussion 

in both religions has received an attention that is increasingly transconfessional. This development was, of 

course, strongly promoted by a hermeneutical program such as the one offered by Schleiermacher, but it 

has also been facilitated by the organization of biblical research in modern academic institutions. Thus, 



modes and theories of biblical interpretation emerging from either religious tradition have been discussed 

beyond the boundaries of these traditions and were allowed to influence one another (see Loretz and 

Strolz 1968). For example, approaching the Hebrew Scriptures through the horizon of modernity, 20th-

century Jewish thinkers such as Franz Rosenzweig, Martin Buber, and Gershom Scholem have influenced 

new approaches to the Hebrew Bible within the Christian tradition. The question of whether or not the 

Hebrew Scriptures can be adequately understood only in a particular Jewish religious context has found as 

many and as diverse answers as the parallel question of whether or not an adequate interpretation of the 

Christian Bible requires the interpreter‘sactiveparticipationinaChristianecclesialcontext. 

The long hostility in the Roman Catholic teaching authority, the Magisterium, against any form of 

modern critical interpretation theory also has come to an end in the course of the 20th century. Even 

though the Magisterium continues to reserve for itself the ultimate right of judging the orthodoxy of a 

particular reading of the Scriptures, the previous ban on modern exegetical techniques has been lifted 

moreandmore,especiallyinPiusXII‘sencyclicals Divino afflante Spiritu (1943) and Humani Generis 

(1962). The documents of the Second Vatican Council (see in particular Dei Verbum) confirmed this 

development toward a more critical biblical hermeneutics and thus, de facto, abolished any formal 

difference in exegetical method between Roman Catholic, Protestant, and Jewish scholars.  

4. Current Developments in Biblical Hermeneutics. The more recent discussion of hermeneutics in 

biblical studies has concentrated on several themes. We intend to survey these main topics by way of a 

brief overview.  

a. Biblical Theology. Ever since positivistic and historicist approaches began to dominate biblical 

interpretation, a reaction against these methods could be witnessed from those scholars who defended 

either the religious importance of the biblical canon as a whole or the thematic unity of the Bible. Already 

in the 19th century, such attempts to develop a biblical theology were visible. Also, in a sense, all the 

representatives of dialectical theology were engaged in developing a biblical theology. Today, scholars 

such as Gerd Theissen (1978; 1985) and Brevard Childs (NTC; 1986) propagate a renewed interest in the 

Bible as a theological and canonical unity. See THEOLOGY (BIBLICAL), HISTORY OF.  

b. The Bible as Literature. The recent application of literary critical methods in biblical interpretation 

maybeseenasanaturalconsequenceofSchleiermacher‘sandBultmann‘sdemandsthattheBiblebe

treated like any other piece of literature. While in the past, the historical-critical method originated in 

biblical scholarship itself, the spectrum of literary methods used in contemporary biblical interpretation 

has been developed mainly by literary theorists (e.g., structuralist and poststructuralist theory). Two 

strands in that movement may be distinguished: (a) those biblical interpreters who, in their search for a 

theological interpretation of the biblical texts, either apply literary methods themselves in order to do 

better justice to the particular genres of biblical writing or are at least open to such an interpretation; and 

(b) those who treat the biblical texts solely as literary documents without any consideration of a possible 

faith context. The recent attention to reader-response criticism and other theories of reading has allowed 

interesting insights into the phenomenon of reading and into the potential of the biblical texts themselves 

to direct their readers. At the same time, a deepening awareness of the textuality of the biblical texts 

suggests that the often atomistic treatment of textual passages ought to be overcome or at least balanced 

by a consideration of the text as a whole (Jeanrond 1988).  

c. Historical, Sociological, and Psychological Approaches. In the current interdisciplinary climate of 

biblical research, the traditional historical-critical approaches to the Bible have been amended by 

sociological and psychological perspectives of reading. This interdisciplinary approach has already 

yielded some interesting insights into the very complex relationship between religious and nonreligious 

dimensions in the biblical texts (see, e.g., Theissen 1985; Drewermann 1985; Gottwald 1985).  

d. Feminist Criticism. The continuing development of a feminist perspective in biblical interpretation 

has not only rediscovered forgotten dimensions within the biblical texts themselves but has also raised 

awareness in biblical interpretation of the traditionally male characteristics of the perspectives through 

which the biblical texts have been read until now (see Schüssler Fiorenza 1984).  



e. Theory and Praxis. Johann Baptist Metz (1980), Matthew Lamb, Dermot Lane (1984), and other 

theologians have repeatedly questioned the overemphasis on theory in biblical interpretation and the 

accompanying neglect of the praxis of Christian experience in the light of which the texts should be read. 

In view of this deficit, Metz calls for a practical hermeneutics of Christian liberation. The impact which 

this debate on the emancipatory nature of praxis has had in biblical interpretation can be seen in the 

biblical readings offered by leading representatives of the liberation theology movement (e.g., Gustavo 

Gutiérrez 1988).  

f. Ethics. Fuchs (1954), Jeanrond (1988), and Berger (1988) have called for a renewed ethical 

consciousness in biblical interpretation. Fuchs (1954: 155) demanded a moral seriousness (sittlicher 

Ernst) from every biblical interpreter; Jeanrond (1988: 123–28) has emphasized the ethical demand of 

attending and responding to the theological nature of the communicative perspectives and claims of the 

biblical texts; and Berger (1988: 17–28) has advocated an approach to the biblical texts based on an 

awareness of actual human experience.  

g. Interreligious and Cultural Criticism. David Tracy (1981; 1987) has stressed the cultural role of 

theBiblebycallingita―classic‖textwhichbearsanexcessandpermanenceofmeaning,yetalways

resistsdefinitiveinterpretation.Assuch,itcanfunctionasameansof―interruption‖inthecultural

process, provided its interpreters are open to disclosing the instances of truth contained in it. Paul Knitter 

(1985) and Hans Küng (1986) have advocated the perspective of the interreligious dialogue as a necessary 

complement to any inner-religious approach to understanding these texts. Such a wider approach to the 

Scriptures moved by questions of the history and the comparative study of religion will also be able to 

point out such ideological dimensions within the biblical texts as, for instance, anti-feminist and anti-

semitic attitudes (see Sandmel 1978).  

E. Conclusion  

The theoretical reflection on the conditions, methods, and motivations of biblical interpretation may be 

helpful both for a reading of the Bible within a context of religious faith and for a critical examination of 

the Bible as a religious and historical document within the academy. In either case, hermeneutical 

reflection promotes a critical and self-critical consciousness of the interpreter, but also encourages critical 

attitudes toward the biblical texts themselves. Whatever method may be applied in biblical interpretation, 

the hermeneutical reflection will point to its particular opportunities and limitations, and thus encourage 

an open-ended and critical attitude to all possible approaches which promise to support an adequate 

disclosureofthebiblicaltexts‘sense.Moreover,hermeneuticalthinkingwillprovideacriticalviewofall

forms of power, individual and institutional, which aim at controlling the process of biblical 

interpretations within the different communities of interpreters.  
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WERNER G. JEANROND  

IOB (PERSON) [Heb yôb (יוב)]. The third son of Issachar (Gen 46:13). In the list of the people who 

went down to Egypt (Gen 46:8–27),Jacob‘ssonsandgrandsonsarelistedbyfamilies,accordingto their 

mothers. Iob was the grandson of Jacob and Leah by their fifth son, Issachar. In the genealogical list of 

Issachar in 1 Chr 7:1, the Ketib lists his name as yās  b, Jashib, but the Qere has yāsûb, Jashub. This latter 

reading is supported by the Samaritan Pentateuch, by the LXX, and by all the versions. Jashub is also 

listed in Num 26:24 as the eponymous leader of the clan of the Jashubites. Speiser (Genesis AB, 345) 

explains this textual error in Genesis by saying that the scribe dropped the šin from the name. According 

to Speiser, it is easier to explain the dropping of the consonant in Genesis than to explain its addition in 

the parallel passage. Westermann (1986: 153) believes that Iob is an abbreviation of the theophoric name 

Yahshub,inwhichcaseitmeans―MayYahwehreturn‖(TPNAH, 168).  
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CLAUDE F. MARIOTTINI  

IOTA. The ninth letter of the Greek alphabet.  

IOTAPE (PERSON) [Gk Iōtapē (Ἰωταπη)]. This name designates no fewer than seven princesses or 

queens active in the late 1st century B.C. and for most of the 1st century A.D. It also refers to two towns. 

See IOTAPE (PLACE).  

1. Iotape I. The young daughter of Artavasdes, king of Media Atropatene (modern Azerbaijan, lying 

between the Upper Tigris river and the Caspian Sea), who was betrothed to Alexander Helios, son of 

Marc Antony and Cleopatra (Dio Cass. 49.40; 49.44; Plut. Ant. 53.6). The marriage ended when Antony 



died. The girl had been taken to Alexandria, where Octavian discovered her in 30 B.C., and reunited her 

with her father (Dio 51.16.2).  

She next appears in the record about 20 B.C., when King Mithradates III of Commagene acquired her as 

hiswife,thoughhewas―stillalittleboy‖andshewasatleastinherlateteens.Becauseshewasqueenof

Commagene, her children were considered valuable intermarriage partners by the heads of neighboring 

states. Iotape I and Mithradates II became the ancestors of the remaining royal women named Iotape, and 

grandparents of two kings of Emesa.  

2. Iotape II. The daughter of Iotape I and Mithradates II who married her own brother, King Antiochus 

III of Commagene, in a philadelphic marriage typical of that dynasty. She presumably ruled with him up 

to his death in A.D. 17. A crisis in Commagenian affairs occurred then, and Tacitus records disturbances 

(Ann. 2.42). The royal family was presumably taken to Rome, and the kingdom itself became a Roman 

province from A.D. 18 to 38 (see Sullivan ANRW 2/8: 783–85).  

3. Iotape III. Another daughter of Iotape I and Mithradates II who married Sampsigeramus II of Emesa 

(a Syrian kingdom located between Commagene and Judea). This marriage may have occurred as early as 

5 B.C. Inscriptionshonorherhusbandwidely,sometimesas―GreatKing‖(Baalbek)or―roi suprême‖ 

(Palmyra), but Iotape III went largely unmentioned. She became the mother of two kings of Emesa: 

Sohaemus and Azizus (see Sullivan ANRW 2/8: 212–14).  

4. Iotape IV. The daughter of Iotape III and Sampsigeramus II of Emesa, who married Aristobulus of 

Judea, grandson of Herod the Great. This marriage placed her close to the Judean throne, since her 

husband‘sbrothersincludedHerodofChalcisandKingAgrippaI.Buttheyandothers(notAristobulus)

ruledinstead,andAristobulusdied―aprivatecitizen‖(Jos. JW 2 §221; cf. Ant. 18 §135; Sullivan ANRW 

2/8: 319).  

5. IotapeV.The―mute‖(kophe) daughterofIotapeIVandAristobulus.Herfather‘sdeathoccurred

while she was still alive, but nothing further is known of her. No children in the Judean or other dynasties 

can be traced to her. Her handicap might have prevented her from assuming the high position otherwise 

expected from her royal descent.  

6. IotapeVI―Philadelphos.‖Shepresumablyappearedalongwithherhusband-brother, King Antiochus 

IV of Commagene,whenCaligularestoredthekingdom‘sroyalfamilyinA.D. 38. The marriage must 

have occurred during the twenty years when Commagene was a province, because by A.D. 44 their son, 

Epiphanes, was old enough for betrothal to the Jewish princess Drusilla, niece of Iotape IV. Besides the 

city named for her in Cilicia, we have other traces of her activity. For instance, an inscription from Chios 

honors―GreatKingAntiochusPhilocaesar;Iotape,wifeofKingAntiochus.‖Herheadappearsoncoins

of the dynasty and its cities, especially in Tracheiam where Antiochus joined other kings in a considerable 

effort at pacification. Antiochus also participated in the wars of Nero for control of Parthia, and their sons 

engaged in the Jewish War.  

Iotape reigned with Antiochus until A.D. 72,whenafterthe―CommagenianWar‖ofVespasian,

Antiochusdecidedtogiveupthestruggle,departinghiskingdom―inachariotwithhiswifeand

children.‖ThetwosonsescapedtoParthia,buteventuallyjoinedthefamilyinRome(Sullivan ANRW 

2/8: 783–94).  

7. Iotape VII. The daughter of Iotape VI and Antiochus IV. She became the last queen of Cilicia (or 

some part thereof) when her husband, the Judean king Alexander (great-grandson of Glaphyra of 

Cappadocia), went there. In the joint coinage they issued, her portrait takes the place of honor on the 

obverse. Eventually both apparently journeyed to Rome, where Alexander became a consul, as did 

Iotape‘snephew,Philoppapus.Twooftheirsonsandtwograndsonsareknown,highlyplacedin Roman 

society (Sullivan ANRW 2/8: 794f.; 1978: 935–37).  
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RICHARD D. SULLIVAN  

IOTAPE (PLACE) [Gk Iōtape (Ἰωταπε)]. Var. IOTABE; JOTAPATA. Although not mentioned in 

biblical sources, several towns in antiquity were named popular royal name Iotape. See IOTAPE 

(PERSON).  

A town in Cilicia Tracheia, named after Iotape VI and situated at the end of a spectacular promontory 

on the S coast of modern Turkey. The harbor and well-cut sarcophagi nearby hint at the vitality it had in 

the 1st century and for some time afterward. Coins bearing its name from as late as the reign of Valerian 

(A.D. 253–260) attest its survival. It appeared for centuries longer in the ecclesiastical records of Isauria 

(Jones 1971: Appendix 4, Table xxx).  

2. An episcopal see in Syria during Byzantine times was named Iotabe, a name possibly related 

linguistically to the royal name Iotape. A connection stemming from the period of dynastic rule (late 1st 

century A.D.)seemspossible,thoughitcannotbedemonstrated(Jones1971:293,469,n.91).An―Iotabe‖

in Palestine III is listed as a participant at the Council of Jerusalem in A.D. 536 (Jones 1971: 547, 

Appendix 4, Table xli).  

3. On the strength of its name, the town of Jotapata (Gk Iōtapata) deserves brief mention here since it 

may be connected with the royal name Iotape. The city was situated in lower Galilee and should probably 

be identified with Kh. Jifat (M.R. 176248), about 20 km inland from the Bay of Acre, E of modern Haifa. 

It is not mentioned in the OT, but it was well known to Josephus, who in fact claims to have been 

instrumental in its defense during the Jewish War (JW 3 §141–339). Vespasian had laid siege to it, and it 

fell in July, A.D. 67. See also JOTBAH (PLACE).  
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IPHDEIAH (PERSON) [Heb yipdĕyâ (ִיְץְֹּדָיה)]. One of eleven sons of Shashak, a Benjaminite (1 Chr 

8:25), a portion of the extended genealogy of Benjamin (1 Chr 8:1–40). This is the only occurrence of the 

name in the MT, and it does not appear in the Apocrypha or the deuterocanonical literature. The name 

means―Yahwillliberate‖or―MayYahsetfree.‖Braun(1 Chronicles WBC, 124) and Coggins 

(Chronicles CBC, 54) both point to the scarcity of material associated with the names found in 8:6–27. 

However, the text does state that Iphdeiah was a ro˒šē ˒ābôt, and one of the tōlĕdôtām ro˒š  m living in 

Jerusalem. This points to a probable mixing of tribal groups which intensified after the divided monarchy. 

Myers (1 Chronicles AB, 61) cites pressures exerted on boundary cities and an emphasis on 

administrative continuity on the district level as reasons for this mixing. One might infer a high status for 

Iphdeiah politically, socially, and perhaps to an extent militarily because of his identification as the head 

of a family and head of a genealogy. In early Israel (Harmon 1983: 153), the bðt ˒āb would have been the 

primary social unit which further comprised the mišpāḥâ, the clan or protective association of families 

(Gottwald 1979: 258), and then the maṭṭeh/šēbeṭ or tribe. The bðt ˒āb housed the extended family which 

was patriarchal, polygynous, patrilocal, and endogamous at the level of the mišpāḥâ. This social pattern 

would have held without great change to the time of Iphdeiah.  
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G. EDWIN HARMON  

IPHTAH (PLACE) [Heb yiptāḥ (ִיְץָתח)]. Town situated in the Shephelah, or lowlands, of Judah (Josh 

15:43), within the same district as Libnah and Maresha. This settlement, whosenameperhapsmeans―he

opens‖(fromptḥ, ―toopen‖),islistedamongthetownswithinthetribalallotmentofJudah(Josh 15:21–

62). The ancient town is most often identified with modern Terqumiyeh, located approximately 10 km 

NW of Hebron and 11 km SE of Beit Jibrin (Simons GTTOT 148; M.R. 151109). Given the lack of 



similarity between the ancient and modern names, and the absence of archaeological substantiation, this 

identification should be regarded as tentative.  

WADE R. KOTTER  

IPHTAHEL (PLACE) [Heb yiptaḥ-˒ēl (ל  )]. A valley in lower Galilee that is mentioned inִיְץַתח־אֵּ

concludingthedescriptionoftheborderoftheterritoryofZebulunafterit―passednorthofHannathon‖

(Josh 19:14);itisalsolistedinthedescriptionoftheterritoryofAsheratthepointwhereAsher‘sborder

touches that of Zebulun (v 27). Dalman (1923: 35) suggested that the valley be identified with Nahal 

Sippori (Wadi el-Malik) that drains the Beth Netofa valley and opens out into the coastal plain in a deep 

and imposing gorge. Gal (1985), however, has suggested that the valley of Iphtahel be identified with 

Nahal˒Evlayim(Wadi˒Abbelin)thatisconnectedatitsNWcornerbyapasstotheBethNetofavalley.

He based this on the settlement pattern, the geological structure, and the fact that the ancient route from 

AccothatcrossedthroughlowerGalileeenteredtheBethNetofavalleythroughNahal˒Evlayim.Seealso

YIFTAHEL (M.R. 171240).  
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RAFAEL FRANKEL  

IR (PERSON) [Heb ˓  r (ִףיר)]. Descendant of Benjamin appearing in an unusual genealogy in 1 Chr 

7:6–12.Thenamemeans―city‖or―town.‖Thisistheonlyoccurrenceofthisformasapropernamein

the MT, and it does not appear in the Apocrypha or the deuterocanonical literature. Some scholars have 

equated Ir with the Iri, son of Bela, seen in 1 Chr 7:7 (ISBE
1
 1490; Odelain and Séguineau 1981: 170); 

however, this is not certain. Ir is said to be the father of Shuppim and Huppim. At this point, the 

Chroniclers may be following the Benjaminite genealogy from Numbers 26 since v 39 mentions sons 

Shephupham and Hupham as opposed to the occurrence of Muppim and Huppim in Gen 46:21 (Myers 1 

Chronicles AB, 53). Scholars are quite divided over the origin of 1 Chr 7:12, and which Israelite tribal 

head is actually the ancestor of the individuals mentioned. Myers (AB, 53) states that 12b is a Danite 

fragment. Curtis and Madsen (Chronicles ICC, 147) and Brunet (1953: 485f.) feel that the genealogy 

belongs to the tradition of Zebulun. Coggins (Chronicles CBC, 50) is quite adamant in saying that there is 

no Danite reference in v 12. He suggests that the additional Benjaminite names shown at this point are 

both surprising and without explanation. It seems difficult to recover Danite or Zebulunite material 

without doing violence to the text. So perhaps those are additional Benjaminite names added to a 

postexilic military census list.  
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G. EDWIN HARMON  

IR-SHEMESH (PLACE) [Heb ˓  r šemeš (ִףיר ֶׁשֶמׁש)]. A town in the territory of Dan (Josh 19:41), 

which is also known as BETH-SHEMESH (M.R.147128).Thenameofthesitemeans―cityofthesun.‖ 

RAPHAEL GREENBERG  

IRA (PERSON) [Heb ˓  rā˒ (ִףיָרא)]. 1. Ira the Jairite, a priest (kōhēn) to David mentioned in a list of 

officials of David (2 Sam 20:23–26; v 26). If a Jairite, Ira is probably to be associated with Havvoth-Jair, 

a group of villages in Gilead, which were taken by Jair, the son of Manasseh (Num 32:41; Deut 3:14). 

However,insteadof―Jairite,‖someversionsapparentlyreadeither―ofJattir,‖aleviticalcityofJudah

(Josh 21:14),or―Ithrite,‖whichwouldprobablyidentifythispersonwiththe Ira in #3 below (Lucianic 



and Symmachus [?], ho Iether; Syriac, yt (y)r). Because Ira is not called a Levite, question is raised as to 

whether he was actually a nonlevitical priest or some sort of secular official, a situation analogous to that 

ofthesonsofDavidwhoarealsodesignated―priests‖in2 Sam 8:18,but―chiefofficials‖(r  ˒šōn  m) in 1 

Chr 18:17 (see Cody 1969: 103–5; Mettinger 1971: 8–9).  

2. OneofDavid‘schampions,aselectclassofwarriorsdirectlyattachedtothekingforspecial 

assignments, named in the parallel lists of 2 Sam 23:8–39 (v 26) and 1 Chr 11:10–47 (v 28). He is called 

thesonofIkkeshofTekoa(lit.―theTekoite‖);thatis,fromthetownofTekoainJudah,whichliesabout

5 miles S of Bethlehem. Although of high repute, he is distinguished from the more elite warriors (vv 8–

23 and 11–25, respectively) listed before his grouping. The same Ira appears to be mentioned in a list of 

commanders found in 1 Chr 27:1–15 (v 9), since this list draws on eleven other mighty men found in 1 

Chr 11:10–47. These commanders were each in charge of a monthly course of 24,000 men in the armed 

service of the king; Ira being in charge of the sixth month. This list of commanders and their functions is 

possibly a construct of its composer, since (a) no such monthly, conscripted, civilian army is mentioned 

elsewhereduringDavid‘sreign;(b)thelargefigureof288,000menseemsimprobable;and(c)oneofthe

commanders, Asahel (v 7), was dead before David had rule over all Israel (Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 

174–75).However,theauthor/redactor‘sthesis,thatDavidmadepreparationsfortheproperongoing

cultic and national life of Israel, as illustrated throughout chaps. 23–27, draws on the fact that David took 

a census (cf. vv 23–24; chap. 21) which could have been utilized for designing a monthly plan of 

conscription,aplanwhichwouldhavebeenanalogoustoSolomon‘smonthlycoursesforhisprovision(1 

Kgs 4:7–19).  

3. AnotherofDavid‘schampions(see#2above),IratheIthrite(2 Sam 23:38; 1 Chr 11:40), is probably 

to be associated with the people of Kiriath-jearim (1 Chr 2:53). other versions of 1 Chr 11:40 in the Gk 

mss Vaticanus and SinaiticusaswellasintheSyriacandArabicapparentlyread―ofJattir,‖whichwould

identifythispersonwiththeIrain#1above.―Ira‖ispossiblyasecularnametakenfromtheanimalrealm:

˓ayir, ―ayoungmaledonkey‖(IPN, 230).  
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RODNEY K. DUKE  

˓IRA, TEL (M.R. 148071). A site in the N Negeb with occupation levels ranging from the EB III 

through the Arab period.  

A. Location and Identification  

Tel˓Ira(Kh.GharrainArabic)islocatedonahigh,flat-topped hill in the Beer-sheba valley on one of 

the southernmost ridges of the Hebron Hills that juts deep into the heart of the valley. As the site is cut off 

from the ridge by a ravine and surrounded by steep scarps, the ascent to the top of the tell is extremely 

difficult. At approximate 100 m above the surrounding terrain (514 m above sea level), it commands a 

sweeping view over the wide expanses and road network in the valley below. The site (ca. 25 dunams) 

covers the entire chalky hilltop. Remnants of the thick stone wall around the upper perimeter, contoured 

like the sole of a shoe, were visible on the surface even prior to excavation. See Fig. IRA.01.  

The site was first reported by D. Alon in the early 1950s. In 1956, Y. Aharoni surveyed it intensively, 

and the results were published in the same year. Aharoni, who was impressed by the size and strategic 

potential of the site in comparison to other settlements in the region, suggested that the capital of the 

Negeb was transferred there in the 7th century B.C.E. following the final destruction of Beer-sheba by 

Sennacherib in 701.  

The biblical name of the town is uncertain. Aharoni, with some reservations, proposed identifying it 

with Kabzeel, which heads the list of Judean towns in the Negeb (Josh 16:21). others (A. Lemaire, N. 

Na˒aman,A.F.Rainey)believethatitis―RamahoftheNegeb‖(or―oftheSouth‖),listedinthe

inheritance of the sons of Simeon (Josh 19:8), a name that reflects its lofty topographical position. It 

should be noted, however, that the archaeological excavations did not encounter any settlement level that 

could be attributed to the 10th–9th centuries B.C.E., which should be present if it is indeed the Ramoth-



negeb to which David sent part of the plunder taken in his wars with the Amalekites (1 Sam 30:27). But 

neither were remains of this period discovered at Tel Aroer, which casts some doubts on the authenticity 

of this list of towns in a Negeb context. Nevertheless, some evidence of early Israelite occupation was 

found in a number of places on the tell: sherds that date to the 10th–9th centuries were collected on the E 

escarpment, and there was also an earlier Iron Age burial in one of the graves belonging to the later 

Israelite settlement. Hence, it is possible that there was a small open village on the tell during this period. 

If so, the proposal to identify the site with Ramoth-negeb is worth consideration, although confirmation 

would require further excavation and discovery of the town itself.  

Identification of the later settlements established on the tell (from the Hellenistic to Byzantine periods) 

is so far also unknown.  

B. History of the Excavations  

The excavations were directed by I. Beit-Arieh during six seasons, between 1979 and 1984. An 

additional season was conducted in 1979 in another sector of the site under the direction of A. Biran.  

Nine strata, dating from the EB III to the Early Arab period, were exposed. The excavations unveiled a 

long history of settlement, showing that in certain periods (namely the Israelite, Hellenistic, and 

Byzantine periods) it was a city of major importance.  

Chronological-Stratigraphical Chart  

Strata/Period  
 

Nature of Settlement  

I  Early Arab (7th–8th centuries C.E.)  Small-scale occupation of Hellenistic structures.  

II  Byzantine (5th–7th centuries C.E.)  City and monestary; reuse of Israelite city wall.  

III  Early Roman (1st century C.E.)  City; reuse of Israelite city wall.  

IV  
Hellenistic (4th–2d centuries 

B.C.E.)  
City; reuse of Israelite city wall.  

V  
Early Persian (5th–4th centuries 

B.C.E.)  
Reoccupation of Israelite period buildings.  

VI  
Israelite II (second half of 7th 

century B.C.E.)  
Fortified city.  

VII  
Israelite II (first half of 7th century 

B.C.E.)  
Fortified city.  

VIII  
Israelite II (10th–9th centuries 

B.C.E.)  

PotteryinfillofStatumVII;burialintown‘s

cemetery. Unwalled setlement (?)  

IX  
Early Bronze Age III (27th–23rd 

centuries B.C.E.)  
Unwalled settlement; pottery scattered throughout site.  

C. Results of the Excavations  

1. Early Bronze Age. The tell was first occupied in the EB III and seems to have been a rural 

settlementofsporadicnature,thedurationandreasonforexistenceofwhichareunknown.Tel˓Iraisthe

southernmost known site to yield traces of EB III habitation, which in general was concentrated in the 

Shephelah;theclosestEBIIIneighbortoTel˓IrawasatTelHalif.  

2. Iron Age. Following a gap of some 1,500 years, the site was apparently resettled at the beginning of 

the second phase of the Israelite period, but because of the lack of architectural remains, it is impossible to 

determine the nature of this first occupation. However, the archaeological evidence implies an unwalled 

and materially poor village or hamlet.  

However, in the 7th century B.C.E.,Tel˓Irawasalarge,fortifiedcityofroyalcharacterthatextended

over the entire site. A massive, solid city wall (1.6-m thick), supported from the outside by retaining walls 

built against the steep scarps, surrounded the site almost completely. Large public buildings and a six-

chambered gate passage with two towers of the type known from Megiddo, Hazor, and Gezer were 

erected in the E sector. A large tower that projected some 9 m from the N wall controlled the steep path to 



the city gate, and this strategically vulnerable area was defended by a casemate wall. The public buildings 

included a storehouse which contained a large number of pithoi. Remains of two superimposed 

occupational phases, both of the 7th century B.C.E. (Strata VII–VI), were uncovered inside the casemates.  

The cemetery of the Israelite city was located at the bottom of the E slope, where more than twenty 

burial chambers hewn into the soft cretaceous limestone were discovered. Some of these were cleared by 

the excavators, who found dozens of skeletons accompanied by pottery vessels and jewelry. In one of 

these tombs there were at least thirty skeletons, a number that may indicate a large population.  

The Israelite city was destroyed at the end of the First Temple period, either by the Babylonians in their 

campaign against Judah or perhaps somewhat earlier by the Edomites, who had been waiting for the 

chance to move in and take over these Negeb regions.  

In view of the aridity of the area, a permanent water source was crucial for the existence of the city. 

Rock-hewn cisterns were the solution. Five large plastered cisterns for collection of runoff water from 

flash winter floods were discovered inside the settlement, one in the W sector, two in the center, and two 

in the E sector, creating a reservoir system that would have had sufficient capacity even in years of 

drought. Considering the location of the cisterns in relation to the buildings of the various periods, it is 

likely that the two cisterns in the E sector were hewn by the Byzantine population and the other three by 

the Israelites. Due to the topographical location of the settlement and its distance from any known springs 

or wells, such reservoirs were obviously the only means of ensuring a water supply.  

Although the central government may have contributed to the subsistence of the city to a certain extent, 

the excavations have shown that the town had its own independent economic resources. The livelihood of 

the population was at least partially based on cultivation of field crops, and herding of cattle, sheep, and 

goats. Three agricultural terraces from the Israelite period can be distinguished in the small ravine N of 

the site. The only pottery from two probes near these terrace walls belongs to the 7th century B.C.E. Pollen 

samples taken from various depths of the soil showed that the principal crops were cereals. The fields of 

this large city undoubtedly extended over a large area, as testified by a small 7th-century B.C.E. farmstead 

that was discovered nearby. A ploughshare point and an iron sickle in one of the rooms of the settlement 

are further evidence of agricultural activity. Three silos were also found in the center of the town.  

From the statistical study of the animal bones retrieved from the excavations, the livestock consisted 

mainly of sheep and goats (85 percent of the total faunal remains). These results are similar to those from 

other Israelite settlements in the Beer-sheba valley and the animal husbandry practices of the modern-day 

bedouin.  

3. Persian Period (Stratum V). Following the destruction of the Israelite city, the site, like many others 

in the Negeb, was resettled by exiles returning from Babylon. Some of the houses of the Israelite city 

were reused, and silos were dug. Apparently the postexilic settlement was much smaller than that of the 

Israelite period.  

4. Hellenistic Period (Stratum IV). During this period, the tell was the site of a populous city, 

probably one of the fortresses of the Seleucid defense line along the Edomite front. Remains of this city 

were unearthed in most of the excavated areas. Some new houses were built over the Israelite buildings 

that abutted the city wall, following the same orientation as their predecessors.  

5. Early Roman Period (Stratum III). During the 1st century C.E., the site was sparsely settled. Most 

of the structures were concentrated in the E sector, where they abutted the city wall, which continued in 

use. This settlement was evidently a small outpost of the Herodian limes defense system.  

6. Byzantine Period (Stratum II). Tel˓Irabecameadenselypopulatedcityonceagainduringthe

Byzantine period, equaling the size of the earlier Israelite city. A large number of dwellings were built 

against the S segment of the Israelite city wall, which continued its defensive function. A monastery was 

erected in the E sector, superimposed over the Israelite gate and adjacent area, while a chapel with a 

decorated mosaic floor was built just E of it. Various small structures were crowded around the 

monastery.Tel˓Iraseemstohave served as the Byzantine administrative center of the E and central 

Negeb at this time.  



7. Early Arab Period (Stratum I). Following the Muslim conquest of the country in the 7th century 

C.E., the Byzantine city became an Arab settlement. New rooms were built against the ancient city wall, 

and the monastery underwent extensive alterations, but the population seems to have been very small.  

ThereisnodoubtthatTel˓Ira‘slargestpopulationswereduringtheIsraeliteandByzantineperiods.

Both were periods when the central authority invested the cities with regional administrative functions in 

addition to their primary defensive roles, guarding the S borders of the kingdom. Archaeological surveys 

indicate that these cities had an economic basis (reflected by the numerous small farmsteads and rural 

settlements scattered throughout the Negeb) that contributed to the security and economic viability of the 

cities.  
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ITZHAQ BEIT-ARIEH  

IRAD (PERSON) [Heb ˓  rād (ִףיָרד)]. Son of Enoch and father of Mehujael, in the line of Cain (Gen 

4:18). The LXX substitution of the ―r‖ with a ―d,‖ rendering Gaidad (possibly reflecting the similarity of 

rēš and dālet in later Heb script), is not followed by the other versions. Various etymological explanations 

have been conjectured for the name (Gabriel 1959: 412–13). From the standpoint of comparative 

Semitics, ˓rd has been relatedvariouslytothe(Ar,Akk,Heb,Ug)wordsfor―wildass,onager‖(CAD9:

88; DISO, 221; Huffmon APNM,204;Dahood1975),andtothe(Ar)wordfor―canehuts‖(wherethe

initial ˓ayin is read as a ghayin; Cassuto 1961: 231–32). Another approach, without textual evidence, has 

been to eliminate the final reference to Enoch in Gen 4:17, thereby relating the statement about the 

namingofthefirstcitytoEnoch‘sson,Irad.Ifseparatedfromtherestofthename,theinitial îr in Irad is 

the Hebrew word for city (cf. Jacob 1934: 148). Attempts have been made to identify Irad with the city of 

Eridu (Hallo 1970: 64; Sasson 1978: 174; Miller 1985: 241–42 n. 9; Wenham Genesis 1–15WBC, 111). 

The similarity of names in the genealogies of Genesis 4 and 5 has also led to comparison of Irad with 

Jared (Gen 5: 18–20).  
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RICHARD S. HESS  

IRAM (PERSON) [Heb ˓  rām (ִףיָרם)].OneoftheelevenEdomite―tribalchiefs‖(Heb˒allūpīm) listed 

in Gen 36:40–43, a later appendix to the Edomite materials in Genesis 36 (probably originating with the 

Priestly source), and also listed in 1 Chr 1:51b–54, an abbreviated form of the Gen 36:40–43 list. This is 

the only place where Iram occurs, and therefore it is impossible to view the name as an authentic 

historical part of the Edomite tribal system. In Gen 36:43 the LXX reads Zaphōim/Zaphōein, while in 1 

Chr 1:54 it reads Eram/Zaphoein. The interpretation of the name is uncertain; perhaps it can be 

understood as an animal name *˓air-, ―donkeyfoal‖(cf.Heb*˓  r) with the suffix -ām.  

ULRICH HÜBNER  

IRAM (29°34´N; 35°24´E). An ancient settlement of the Nabatean and Roman era located in Wadi 

Ramm,40kmEof˓Aqaba.The ruins include a Nabatean temple dedicated to the goddess Allat, 

surrounded by a large settlement of the Nabatean-Roman era. A hydrological system is also constructed 

fromthenearbyspringandshrineofAllatat˓AinShellaly,whichisnestledinthelofty heights of Jabal 



Ramm about 1 km S of the temple site. It consists of an aqueduct leading from the spring to a reservoir in 

the valley floor about 500 m from the settlement; the remains of another branch which led toward the 

settlement are also visible. More than a dozen other springs which exist in Wadi Ramm have undoubtedly 

been an attraction for visitors in various periods. Prehistoric remains are particularly abundant in the 

region, but only a few scattered Iron Age (II) sherds have been found in the valley. Although several 

Minean (S Arabian) graffiti in the vicinity of the settlement reflect activities in the Hellenistic period (G. 

Ryckmans in Savignac 1934: 590–91), most of the extant remains emanate from the Roman era.  

The site was first discovered by G. Horsfield in 1930. The temple was later excavated by Savignac and 

Horsfield (1935), and more recently by D. Kirkbride (1960). The surrounding settlement was cleared in 

1963 by Rida al-Rawwad. Hundreds of pre-Islamic Thamudic graffiti lining the bays of the adjacent 

mountains in the wadi have been collected (Harding 1952), and hundreds more await publication (D. F. 

Graf, W. L. Jobling, and G. King are currently preparing additional texts from the region). A number of 

these laconic texts include petitionstothegoddessAllat.Nabateantextsfromnearby˓AinShellalyand

Umm al-Quseirabout7kmSEofthetempleindicatethatAllatwas―thegoddesswho(dwells)atIram‖

(Savignac1932:593).otherdeities,namelyDushara,Ba˓al-samin, al-˓Uzza (Savignac 1934: 576; 586–

89), and al-Kutba‘(Strugnell1959),arealsomentionedinNabateantextsfromthesite. 

The temple has been the focus of attention at the site. It consists of a columned hall (11 m × 13 m) with 

an E entrance; chambers also align the exterior walls. The initial date and possible phases of its 

construction remain controversial. The original excavaters postulated a date in the early 2d century A.D. 

for the entire complex, but Kirkbride (1960) argued for an evolutionary development of three stages for 

the construction of the temple: (1) under Rabbel II, the initial peripteral temple was erected; (2) in the 2d 

century, partitions were built between the columns to form an enclosed hall, and a rectangular cella was 

constructed in the interior of the court; and (3) during the 3d century, the walls of the temple were 

buttressed and annexes built, and the columns and walls were stuccoed and then painted in red, yellow, 

and blue. More recently, an earlier date for the initial construction of the temple has been advocated, 

either in the 1st century B.C. (Hammond 1973: 63) or in the time of Aretas IV (9 B.C.–A.D. 40). Nabatean 

templesfromthetimeofAretasIVatPetra(―theWingedLionsanctuary‖)andatKh.al-Dharih in N 

Edom offer close parallels to the temple at Iram. A fragmentary Nabatean text from the temple area 

ambiguously dated to the year of 41 or 45 (Savignac and Horsfield 1935: 268) also has been associated 

with the reign of Aretas IV based on the architectural and ceramic remains of the temple (Negev ANRW 

2/8: 587). However, the paleography of the text implies a date of the Roman provincial era (cf. Starcky 

DBSup 7: 980), i.e., A.D. 147 or 151, rather than A.D. 31 or 36. The only other clearly dated inscription in 

the area is a Nabatean textfromnearby˓AinShellalyfromthetimeofRabbelII,i.e.,A.D. 71–106 

(Savignac 1933: 408). other datable materials are from the later period: a coin of Marcus Aurelius, some 

Roman and Byzantine sherds, and a Latin inscription on a small altar discovered at the entrance to the 

temple, which probably is to be assigned to the 3d century A.D. (Sartre 1982: 24). Greek inscriptions to 

thegoddess,whicharealsofoundatthespringof˓AinShellaly,areprobablytheproductoflocal

inhabitants and indigenous troops assigned to this corner of the Roman imperial frontier.  

The ancient settlers at the oasis have been identified with the Arreni, an Arab tribe involved in the 

caravan trade (Pliny HN 6.32.157).InPtolemy‘s2d-century A.D. list of the inland villages of the Arabian 

peninsula, Aramaua is listed first, followed by Ostama and Thapaua (Geog. 6.7.27), which have been 

identified with the modern villages of Qurayya and Tabuk (cf. Graf 1983: 655). The village complex at 

Ramm has also been associated withthe―manycolumnedcityofIram‖mentionedintheQuran(89:5–7). 

A tribe named Iram is also known in ancient pre-Islamic Arabic poems and mentioned with the tribes of 

˓Ad and the Thamud. The former is known from pre-Islamic texts from the region of Ramm (Harding 

1952: no. 4) and the latter was centered in the adjacent land of Midian (Graf 1978). Ramm is also the 

location of one of the earliest pre-Islamic Arabic inscriptions known, a brief text that recently has been 

assigned to the 4th century A.D. (Bellamy 1988: 372). Arabic genealogies of the Islamic period identified 

Iram with Aram, the son of Shem (Gen 10:22 and 1 Chr 1:17), and interpreted other Arab tribes as the 

descendants of Iram (Watt 1971).  
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DAVID F. GRAF  

IRAN, PREHISTORY OF. The prehistoric period in Iran covers the period from the beginnings of 

human occupation in the Pleistocene to the beginning of the historic period, traditionally set on the 

plateau at 550 B.C. with the accession of Cyrus the Great. In the Khuzistan lowlands of SW Iran, however, 

writing developed at the end of the 4th millennium B.C. As a result, in this one corner of Iran the historical 

period begins in the 3d millennium B.C. when the sporadic local records are augmented by the ED texts of 

Mesopotamia (Carter and Stolper 1984).  

The Pleistocene occupation of Iran by simple hunters and gatherers is documented by scattered finds of 

stone tools and by limited excavations in a number of caves, many of which contain Middle Palaeolithic 

Mousterian remains (Smith 1985).  

With the end of the Ice Age and the amelioration of cold steppe conditions on the Iranian plateau, an 

environment conducive to the adoption of sedentary life was established between 9000 and 6500 B.C. This 

change is partly visible at a number of aceramic sites located around the lowland fringes of the plateau 

and in the lower valleys of the central W Zagros. These sites include Tepe Ali Kosh in the Deh Luran 

plain of NW Khuzistan (Hole et al. 1969), Tepes Guran and Ganj Dareh in nearby Luristan (Meldgaard et 

al. 1964; Smith 1976), Hotu and Belt Caves at the SE corner of the Caspian Sea (Coon 1957), pre-Jeitun 

sites in neighboring Soviet Central Asia (Kohl 1984), and Mehrgarh on the border of the Indus valley in 

SE Baluchistan (Lechavallier 1985). While differing in details, these aceramic occupations share various 

aspects of the transition to a sedentism based on a growing exploitation of domesticated plants and 

animals as a subsistence base. The hunting of wild animals was gradually superceded by the keeping of 

domesticated goats, sheep, and, later, cattle; while the collecting of wild seeds was replaced by the 

growing of wheat, barley, and legumes. Grinding stones for food preparation and the crushing of red 

ochre were common, while geometric microliths were mounted with bitumen as sickle blades and as 

transverse arrowheads, as shown at Mehrgarh. All of these settlements lack properly fired ceramics but 

show an early association with the use of clay as a plastic material for the making of quadruped animal 

and stylized human female figurines, sundried brick, and plaster for walls, floors, and storage silos. 

Houses with small rooms and blocks of storage bins were built—associated with hearths, small cooking 

ovens, and storage pits. Bricks were often long slabs of finger-impressed clay, and floor plaster was 

sometimes colored. Vessels of unbaked clay occur at Ganj Dareh. Horns of wild sheep attached to walls 

and elaborate human figures of clay at Ganj Dareh suggest religious practices. other religious practices are 

suggested by the inclusion of red ochre in graves along with matting and simple offerings such as 

personal ornaments in the form of shell and stone bead necklaces and bracelets. In Deh Luran and at 

Mehrgarh, seashells (Olivia and Conus) suggest an early trade with the Persian Gulf–Indian Ocean area. 

At Ali Kosh, obsidian from Anatolia occurs in the earliest aceramic levels, while at Mehrgarh the use of 

turquoise, lapis lazuli (from the Chagai mountains near the frontier of Pakistan and Afghanistan), steatite, 

and calcite show the existence of an indirect long-distance exchange trade in exotic materials. These same 

materials remained popular luxury items throughout the Bronze Age. Rare stone vessels and bitumen-



lined baskets provided containers before the appearance of pottery. The aceramic period was already one 

of extensive experimentation and innovation in technology and cultural practice.  

Between 6500 and 5500 B.C. the population increased, so that by the end of this period settled villages 

are in evidence in nearly every part of the plateau (Hole fc.). Only a few have been sampled by 

excavation, and almost none have been excavated horizontally to provide complete building plans or 

settlement information. The most complete information comes from Hajji Firuz in Azerbaijan (Voigt 

1983), Zagheh in central Iran (Malek Shahmirzadi 1979), Jeitun in Soviet Turkmenia (Kohl 1984), and, 

slightly later, Jaffarabad in Khuzistan (Dollfus 1983). other important information comes from Ali Kosh, 

Chogha Sefid, and Chogha Mish (Khuzistan); Late Guran (Luristan); Sarab (Kirmanshah); Zagheh and 

Sialk (Central Iran); Sang-i Chakhmaq East (Gurgan); Tal-i Mushki and Tal-i Jari (Fars); Yahya 

(Kerman); and Mehrgarh (Baluchistan) (Voigt and Dyson fc.; Hole, fc.).  

In addition to relying on a mixed economy of hunting, gathering, farming, and herding, these villages 

contained houses and other small structures of mud brick, sometimes built on mud-brick platforms or 

rows of stone. In the case of Hajji Firuz and Jeitun, houses were usually one- or two-room rectangular 

structures with outside alleys and open areas devoted to hearths, pottery kilns, and debris from stone, 

bone, and shell manufacturing processes. Occasional structures appear to have been used for special 

purposes; forexample,the―PaintedBuilding‖atZagheh(Negahban1979),withred-, white-, and black-

painted walls, which were further enhanced by the addition of animal skulls and horns. Human female 

figurines of clay were found inside this structure, which was equipped with benches. The purpose of the 

building thus appears to have been religious in nature. Its complexity suggests a development toward 

more formal religious practices in the community, perhaps under the direction of part-time specialists.  

The ceramic technology now practiced in these villages was based on the firing of chaff-tempered clay 

at low temperatures. The handmade bowls and jars produced were often slipped red or buff, sometimes 

burnished, and often painted in red, brown, or black geometric designs derived from local decorative 

traditions (Mellaart 1975). Experiments with ceramics were continuous, and in Deh Luran and the nearby 

Zagros valleys, Black-on-Cream and Black-on-Red slipped ware appears, while at Zagheh a sand-

encrusted ware was produced by covering the wet clay vessel with sand before firing.  

other widely distributed artifacts indicate intersite contact and shared customs across the plateau. These 

include grooved stone polishers, miniature cosmetic mortars and pestles, stone labrets, geometric 

microliths, and carved-bone sickle handles with animal (Mushki, Chakhmaq) or human (Sialk) motifs 

(Voigt and Dyson fc.). The dead were buried beneath the floors of houses or, in the case of Hajji Firuz, in 

bins or on platforms in the house. Simple gifts of pottery bowls, rare polished stone axes, or pieces of 

meat were placed in the graves. Red ochre continued to be scattered over the remains. While such 

practices were widespread, indicating perhaps shared concepts of life after death, the distinctiveness of the 

local decorative traditions shows that for the most part these settlements were largely independent of one 

another.  

During the following millennium (5500–4500 B.C.), this independence began to break down due to two 

developments: one, the growing complexity of town life in neighboring Mesopotamia, which produced an 

increasing interest in foreign sources of raw materials for luxury consumption; and, second, the 

continuing development of craft activity in Iran itself, which gave rise to an increasing exchange between 

the source areas of raw materials and market centers. In the first half of this period, a very specialized 

form of pottery, Cheshmi Ali ware, appeared along the N trade route from Sialk and Zagheh in the W to 

the border of Khorasan and the SE Caspian shore in the E (Voigt and Dyson fc.). The pottery is brittle, 

thin, and orange colored and is decorated with birds, boars, and leaping ibex painted in thin black lines. 

Whether this distribution represents trade, the movement of potters or people, or some combination of 

these is not currently known. A probable movement of people is suggested in the middle of this period by 

the distribution of Dalma Monochrome, Painted and Impressed Ware from Azerbaijan S to the Kurdistan-

Luristan border at Godin Tepe and smaller surrounding sites (Young and Levine fc.). This distribution 

follows the natural line of march along the parallel Zagros valleys. Toward the end of the period, an 

intensification of contacts between Khuzistan and Fars is seen in the painted pottery which shares 



geometric and naturalistic patterns. This pottery is highly developed in the Middle Bakun period of Fars 

(Langsdorf and McCowan 1942) with the appearance of stylized human beings, caprines, insects (ticks), 

flying birds, fish, and plants—all elements which reappear subsequently in Iranian art at frequent intervals 

(Porada 1965).  

Combined with these regional spreads of ceramics is the appearance of evidence for the existence of 

locally specialized craft production. For example, at Chogha Mish, which was already a sizable town at 

this time, a burned structure yielded pots, flint nodules, and flint working debris in the main room. The 

flint materials were far in excess of local needs, indicating a production intended for export (Kantor 

1976).AtthevillageofJaffarabadnearthelaterurbancenterofSusa,theentiresitewasapotter‘s

workshop in this period (Dollfus 1983). On the plateau, the site of Iblis in Kerman province was heavily 

engaged in copper working, as indicated by masses of crucible and copper ore fragments and a number of 

copper objects (Caldwell 1967).  

Equally important at this time is the evidence for trade contacts in the S: numerous Persian Gulf and 

Indian Ocean shells, obsidian from Anatolia, and carnelian, turquoise, steatite, and ivory from other areas. 

At Yahya these occur in a major architectural complex of more than fifty rooms. Tools, ornaments, 

chisels, and pins and an ingot of copper show the importance of metallurgy. Clay and stone stamp seals, 

like those in Fars, show the gradual spread of the use of this device for the identification of ownership 

eastward from Mesopotamia by way of Khuzistan and Fars to Kerman. Similar indications of extended 

exchange occur at Sialk in Central Iran, where carnelian, turquoise, and copper all occur. It is probably 

not an accident that the evidence for the growth of this trade parallels the wider spread of ceramic 

traditions.  

Beginning around 4000 B.C., the cultural dynamics of the lowland area underwent a significant change. 

Although in contact with the piedmont zone of E Mesopotamia since the aceramic period, Khuzistan 

became gradually more exposed to direct S Mesopotamian contact as Sumerian civilization developed. 

From 4000 B.C., the influence from Mesopotamia grew steadily stronger, leading at first to the 

introduction of Uruk pottery and glyptic to Deh Luran and then Susa (Rencontre 1979), and later, in the 

3d millennium, to the direct military and political confrontations of the historic period (Carter and Stolper 

1984). Probably in part from the stimulus of the growing complexity of Sumerian social and urban 

organization, the Susians, shortly after 4000 B.C., constructed a massive temple platform of mud brick 

decorated along the sides with rows of votive clay cones (Rencontre 1979). This temple apparently 

functioned as a cult center along the lines of similar centers in S Mesopotamia and, like these, attracted to 

itself a large cemetery. Burials were accompanied by stone vessels, copper celts, mirrors, and other 

objects and by extremely thin and elaborately painted pottery decorated with stylized animals, human 

figures, and geometric symbols. The labor and capital investment represented by this cult center indicates 

the rise of a religious and political hierarchy capable of carrying out such a monumental project. This cult 

functioncontinuedtodevelopandledtoSusa‘semergenceasthechiefadministrativeandreligiouscenter

of Elam. As part of the process, perhaps under the influence of S Mesopotamia, a system of ownership 

identification using stamp and cylinder seals developed; and, in the middle of the 4th millennium B.C., a 

system for the notation of numbers and products by marking clay tablets was invented. The system of 

stamp seals spread eastward onto the plateau, where it is found in Fars at Tal-i Bakun in the Late Bakun 

period (Langsdorf and McCown 1942). Jar, packet, and door sealings show the existence of formal 

administrative control over goods being moved and stored (Langsdorf and McCown 1942). The basic 

agricultural wealth of Susiana combined with its unique geographical position between the Iranian plateau 

and its access to raw materials and the urban markets of the Mesopotamian plain undoubtedly explain the 

influential role it came to play in both areas.  

Toward the end of the 4th millennium B.C., these various trends led to the first full-scale interregional 

intrusions through the establishment of extensive trade enclaves, intensive exchange, and actual 

migration. In the SW of Iran for the first time there is a virtual identity of ceramics associated with a 

pictographic―Proto-Elamite‖scriptatSusainKhuzistanandatMalyan(ancientAnshan)inFars

(Rencontre 1979). Malyan at this time was five times the size of contemporary Susa and was the largest 



known Proto-Elamite center. Since it is likely that the script records an early form of Elamite, these two 

sites may already represent two of the incipient polities of the later Elamite state (Carter and Stolper 

1984). The third Elamite polity, Simashki, was probably located in Luristan, but has yet to be firmly 

located. Further E of Fars, in Kerman province, a late 4th millennium trading enclave was established at 

Tepe Yayha (Potts 1977). At this site a large structure containing impressions of Proto-Elamite cylinder 

seals, tablets inscribed in Proto-Elamite pictographic script, and monochrome and polychrome pottery of 

Sumerian type appear to indicate the establishment of a Proto-Elamite administrative center or trading 

enclave (Lamberg-Karlovsky and Tosi 1973). The purpose of this center seems to have been to exploit the 

sources of chlorite found around the site for the production of stone bowls, plaques, and other objects. 

The excavated area of the mound does not permit a firm conclusion as to whether the structure is simply 

an enclave or whether it represents a complete occupation of the site at this time. What it does indicate, 

however, is the direct presence in Kerman of individuals from Anshan or Susa. Whether this was a 

military or political presence or simply a trading arrangement on the order of the later Assyrian trading 

colonies in Cappadocia remains to be seen. Further E, the appearance of seal impressions and a single 

Proto-Elamite tablet in the earliest period at Shahr-i Sokhta in Sistan shows a remote extension of the 

contacts more strongly evidenced at Yahya (Lamberg-Karlovsky and Tosi 1973).  

In W central Iran, a similar manifestation of Proto-Elamite interests is evidenced at Godin Tepe near 

Kangavar and at Tepe Sialk near Kashan on the edge of the central desert (Weiss and Young 1975). At 

Godin, it is very clear that a multi-roomed structure and compound in the center of the site, containing 

Proto-Elamite tablets, cylinder seals, and imported pottery (including beveled rim bowls, sometimes 

thought in Mesopotamia to have been used for measuring out grain rations), formed a self-contained 

enclave in the midst of an otherwise local community. Further E at Sialk, similar painted pottery, seals 

and sealings, and tablets also indicate direct contact with Susa (Ghirshman 1938). Unfortunately, the 

excavated area at Sialk is too limited to tell whether the material also occurs in an enclave or is more 

generally distributed. Whether these various enclaves of slightly differing dates represent peaceful trading 

arrangements or were forcefully imposed on these localities cannot yet be determined. If forceful 

occupation is the case, we may have the first evidence for the existence and expansion of an early state 

structure centered on Malyan (Anshan) and Susa in the Proto-Elamite period.  

In this same period in NE Iran, the making of burnished gray pottery became widespread at the end of 

the 4th millennium. It is especially well known from Shah Tepe and Tureng Tepe just E of the Caspian 

Sea and at Tepe Hissar immediately S on the plateau (Schmidt 1937). The technique of reduced firing was 

developed well back in the painted-pottery period of the 4th millennium at these sites. By the end of the 

4th millennium, gray pottery became the common ware, although at Tepe Hissar painted pottery 

continued to be made in small quantities into the early 2d millennium (Schmidt 1937). The development 

of decorative techniques and vessel shapes in gray pottery is largely distinct as seen between the Gurgan 

plain and the plateau, although trade contacts are clearly indicated. At Hissar, painted bowls on low 

hollow stems were gradually replaced by bowls on tall hollow or solid stems, beaker forms, and low-

necked jars. By 3000 B.C., the town was full of craftsmen working lapis lazuli with an elaborate tool kit of 

flint drills and cutting blades. Extensive working of copper ore is also in evidence (Dyson and Howard 

fc.).Numerousstampsealsandsmallpottery―tokens‖indicatelinkagestotheW,butfewactualimports

can be documented. One of these, however, is half a burned chlorite cylinder seal of a type known from 

Proto-Elamite contexts at Shahr-i Sokhta, Yahya, Malyan, and Susa. East of Hissar in this period, the first 

significant southward expansion of the Namazga painted-pottery culture of Soviet Turkmenia occurred, as 

shown by its presence in the earliest settlement at Shahr-i Sokhta in Sistan (Tosi 1979). By the late 3d 

millennium, a N–S cultural relationship extended from Mehrgarh on the edge of the Indus valley in 

Baluchistan to an Indus emporium at Shortugai on the S edge of the Bactrian plain in N Afghanistan 

(Jarriage 1985). The emergence of a knowledge of this N–S pattern and its strength is one of the major 

changes in our knowledge of Iranian prehistory in recent years.  

Beginning around 3000 B.C., for the first time we can see the expansion of cultures originating beyond 

the N borders of Iran onto the plateau. In NW Iran, the N half of Azerbaijan province was occupied by the 



Early Bronze Age Transcaucasian Culture, also called the Yanik Culture in Iran after the site where it is 

best known (CAH 2/1: 686–715). This culture was characterized by round mud-brick buildings with a 

central pole supporting a roof of wattle and daub. Twenty-three structures have been excavated at Yanik 

Tepe (Burney and Lang 1972). Toward the end of the Early Bronze I period, a stone-based defensive wall 

4-m to 6-m thick was built. In the following Early Bronze II period, the round structures were replaced by 

rectangular one- and two-room houses. The pottery of both periods was handmade and colored in black to 

gray with a high burnish (but of a different type from that in the NE). The Early Bronze I period pottery 

was decorated with incised and excised geometric and bird patterns. This cultural group appears to have 

spread southward through E Azerbaijan, arriving sometime in the second quarter of the 3d millennium at 

Godin Tepe in the Kangavar valley, where it makes up period IV (Young and Levine fc.). Further to the S 

only trade sherds are known to occur.  

The latter half of the 3d millennium was a time of prosperity for all of the widespread trading towns. In 

the W, the painted pottery of Godin III and its analogues spread through the Zagros with the 

disappearance of the Transcaucasian intrusion (Young and Levine fc.); in the south an elaborate painted 

pottery characterized by rows of fat birds (Kaftari ware) spread over Fars and even reached Yahya in 

Kerman in small quantities; the gray burnished pottery of the NE continued in Gurgan, while the 

Namazga-derived pottery of Shahr-i Sokhta continued to be made at that site (Voigt and Dyson fc.). The 

towns continued as specialized manufacturing centers. Especially notable is the continuing production of 

chlorite objects and vessels at Yahya, but in the absence of evidence for any enclave from the W (Kohl 

1979). The level of wealth of the period is seen in the richly furnished graves of Hissar and Shahdad, 

which contain a wide variety of copper, bronze, lead, gold, silver ornaments, tools, and vessels along with 

beads of agate, carnelian, lapis, and alabaster and pottery vessels (Schmidt 1937). At Shahdad a number 

of extraordinary painted clay busts have been recovered (Hakemi 1973). Many of the pots from the 

Shahdad graves, as well as those from Yahya, bear symbols originally incised or impressed into the wet 

clay. At least one inscription shows that a post–Proto-Elamite script existed in the area. Cylinder seals 

showing a vegetation goddess provide a glimpse of religious iconography (Hakemi 1973).  

The long-range trade in raw materials that presumably provided much of this prosperity came to an 

unexpected halt at the end of the first quarter of the 2d millennium when most of the sites in E and S Iran 

were mysteriously abandoned. The cause of this abandonment provides the basis for much speculation, 

but the explanation remains unknown. In Turkmenia the population shifted eastward toward Bactria (Kohl 

1984). other elements from Turkmenia and perhaps NE Iran appear to have moved S toward the upper 

Indus valley. Yahya and Malyan appear to have been abandoned as well.  

In central W Iran, on the other hand, the occupation of Godin and related sites in the early 2d 

millennium continued, while in N and W Azerbaijan painted pottery related to adjacent areas evidences a 

local occupation. After 1500 B.C., a change begins to occur in the NW with the appearance of a new 

cultural pattern marked by extramural cemeteries, distinctive architectural forms, and an entirely new 

assemblage of burnished gray pottery, many forms of which appear to copy metal prototypes. The origins 

of this new cultural pattern are unclear. It has been suggested that it represents the displaced gray-ware-

using peoples of NE Iran arriving finally in the W (Young 1967). It has also been suggested that the 

source was the Turkish or Caucasian area in view of many similarities to objects in these areas and to Iron 

Age Europe. Perhaps both movements occurred (Ghirshman 1977) at the same time.  

This cultural pattern, seen best in the burned settlement at Hasanlu, at the S end of Lake Urmia, and in 

the cemetery of Marlik on the Sefid Rud in Gilan province, contains the cultural inventory which 

characterizes NW Iran down almost to the historic period (Burney and Lang 1972). This gray-pottery 

period is commonly referredtoasthe―IronAge,‖althoughverylittleironexistedpriortothe9thcentury

B.C. The tombs at Marlik were built of stone and contained large quantities of bronze weapons, pottery 

animal effigy vases, and elaborate gold vessels decorated in repoussé (Negahban 1964). The style of these 

vessels suggests a temporal spread from the 2d into the 1st millennium B.C. A bronze fibula in one tomb 

should indicate that many of these items were hierlooms, since the fibula cannot be dated to before the 8th 

century B.C. on present evidence.  



At Hasanlu, a complex of columned halls and auxiliary buildings was burned around 800 B.C. (Dyson 

1972). It is believed on the basis of the occurrence of Urartian inscriptions in the area that this event took 

place when the kingdom of Urartu expanded southward under kings Menua and Ishpuini at a time when 

Hasanlu was probably allied with the Assyrians (Levine fc.). The ruins of this period yielded over 7,000 

objects of copper, bronze, iron, lead, antimony, silver, gold, amber, glass, carnelian, alabaster, Egyptian 

blue, wood, ivory, and pottery. Some items, particularly cylinder seals and wall tiles, show a close 

relationship to Assyria and may even be imports, while others appear to be heirlooms several hundreds of 

years old. The site appears to have been an administrative and religious center, apparently defended by 

mounted horsemen, to judge by the equipment recovered. The building plans evolved from a simple plan 

involving an entry, a small stair, a main room with two center columns and raised fireplace, a raised 

platform at the rear, and a side storage room to large-scale structures, each with an open portico, an entry 

room and adjacent stair, a large columned hall (the largest being 18 m × 24 m) with raised central hearth 

and rear platform, and additional storerooms. This architectural development clearly ties into the 

background of the Median columned halls seen in the 8th–7th century buildings at Godin, Baba Jan, and 

Nushijan in central W Iran (Levine fc.). These settlements—a fortified palace at Godin, a fortified manor 

house and shrine at Babajan, and a fort, temple, and palace at Nushijan—represent the protohistoric 

occupation of the W Zagros by the Iranian Iron Age Median population. In the S, the buildings of Cyrus 

the Great at Pasargadae (Stronach 1979) remain the initial evidence of the Iranians at Fars, although some 

enigmatic remains at Susa in the so-called Ville Archaemenide-Perse may be earlier (Stronach 1974).  
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ROBERT H. DYSON, JR.  

˓IRAQ EL-EMIR (M.R. 221147). A little village, 20 km W of Amman. In this area, the well-watered 

and green valley of the Wadi es-Sir takes a last turn before falling into the Wadi Kefrein, which was in 

antiquity one of the roads leading to Jericho. A towering cliff to the N, steep heights to the W, and on the 

E, a sheer descent to the wadi bound a large piece of land descending in terraces to the S. In this area are 

remains of an enclosure which delimits an estate of about 150 acres, within which are several ruins: two 

stories of caves carved out of the cliff, various remains on a nearby mound (where the modern village 

rests), and, 600 m to the S, the stately ruins of the Qasr el-˓Abd near a mighty dam.  

A. Identification and History  

The first European visitors were C. L. Irby, J. Mangles, and their companion Bankes (in 1817), who 

identified the site with the Tyros described by Josephus (Ant 12.4.1 §229–35). Josephus narrated that the 

Tobiad Hyrcanus built in the vicinity of Amman a castle or palace, decorated with large animal figures 

and surrounded by an artificial lake. It is fairly certain that the Qasr, with its lion friezes and its dam, was 

theareadescribedbyJosephusasHyrcanus‘lastplaceofrefuge.  

ThehistoriancreditsHyrcanuswithalltheinstallationsin˓Iraq el-Emir; but the first-known Tobiah is 

mentioned by Ezra (2:60) and Nehemiah (2:10ff.) in the 5th century B.C. asthe―Ammoniteservant,‖i.e.,

servant of the Great King of Persia, which means he was the governor of the land of Ammon. According 

to the Zenon papyri, another Tobiah was still in Ammon in the 3d century, at that time in the service of 

theLagidkingsofEgypt.Moreover,ithasbeenarguedthat˓Iraqel-Emir is mentioned in those papyri (cf. 

Mittmann 1970). The name Tobiah has been found carved twice in Aramaic letters, each time next to the 

doorway of a cave; these are dated to the 4th or 5th century B.C. Finally, the name Tyros, which survives 

in Wadi es-Sir, is the Greek transliteration of the Aramaic ṣour, meaning―rock,‖awordbywhichthesite

may have been known long before Hyrcanus.  

Thus,wemayreasonablyassumethatbythe5thcentury,˓Iraqel-Emir was one of the estates of the 

Tobiads, a Jewish family that settled in the land of Ammon and became locally powerful. The livelihood 

of the estate was derived from farming on a large scale, which relied on the diverted waters of the wadi 

for irrigation.  

However, quarrels with his brothers, his Arab (= Nabatean) neighbors, and the Seleucid kings who had 

been masters of Syria and Palestine since 200 B.C.,promptedHyrcanustotakerefugein˓Iraqel-Emir, 

where he intended to erect a residence of princely standing.  



Excavations in the village (which is not mentioned by Josephus) have revealed remains from the time of 

Hyrcanus—abeautifulhousewithpaintedstuccos(the―plasterbuilding‖ofP.W.Lapp1976),and

columns, capitals, and entablature which are very similar to those retrieved in the Qasr. A segment of a 

fortification wall in which is set a doorway dates at least to Persian times, but, after several modifications, 

the wall fell into disuse in the 1st century A.D. The village was permanently inhabited and was the center 

of the site from very ancient times. Indeed, the site has yielded archaeological material from the EB 

through the Ummayads.  

Hyrcanus was compelled by Antiochus IV (175–164 B.C.) to take his own life, after which the estate 

was confiscated. The Qasr was unfinished at that time and stood vacant for five centuries. In the first half 

of the 4th century A.D., it was remodeled and occupied. Although seriously damaged by a violent 

earthquake (probably in 365), it remained inhabited. The lions of the friezes were eventually, with one 

exception, savagely mutilated, probably the result of the iconoclastic edict in 723 by the Sultan Al Yazid.  

B. Exploration  

The site was first explored by M. de Vogüe and F. de Saulcy in 1863 and 1864; both were primarily 

interested in the Qasr. The same is true of the American, H. C. Butler, who visited the Qasr for six days in 

1906.In1962and1963,P.W.Lappcarriedoutthefirstsystematicexcavationsinthe―plasterbuilding‖

ofthevillage,inthe―squarebuilding‖(awater-supply regulator) outside the village, and in the Qasr 

itself. From 1977 to 1987, a team directed by E. Will cleared the entire Qasr, which has permitted a partial 

reconstruction. In 1977, the monumental gateway to the estate, near the Qasr, was studied by J. M. 

Dentzer and F. Villeneuve; the latter also conducted soundings in the village and in the caves in 1980 and 

1981.  

1. The Qasr el-˓Abd. The Qasr has been the subject of a long dispute, since most scholars are inclined 

to identify it as a temple. However, since the owner of the building was a Jew, these scholars must assume 

that this owner violated Jewish orthodoxy, since there was no legitimate temple outside Jerusalem; if this 

wereatemple,itwouldthereforebea―rivalsanctuary.‖Aneventofsuchsignificancehardlywouldhave

been ignored by Josephus, who otherwise mentions the existence of a schismatic temple in Leontopolis in 

Egypt, which was built by the discharged high priest, Onias IV. The recent French excavations, however, 

havecompletelyvindicatedJosephus‘descriptions:the Qasr was indeed a castle or palace—the baris of 

Hyrcanus.  

The building, a rectangular block of 18.5 m × 37 m, stood with two stories to a height of 14 m. The N 

and S facades each had a broad, two-columned porch leading into an entrance hall flanked by two square 

rooms. A staircase still occupies the NE corner; another staircase was intended for the SE corner, but it 

was never built. The N hall leads through a monumental doorway to a second broad room flanked by two 

cisterns. The central part of the building, obviously altered in Byzantine times, is unfortunately in very 

bad condition and only the ground floor is partially preserved. A U-shaped corridor, lit on the E and W 

sides by seven large windows, surrounds a complex of four identical rooms. In the upper story, a two-

columned, but unroofed, loggia rose above the N entrance hall. The S loggia looked out on the valley 

through seven bays framed by Corinthian half-columns. Various architectural blocks, bases, capitals, and 

half-columns point to the existence of several decorated rooms, one of which was probably a large 

reception room.  

A two-storied building, with each story divided into a number of rooms and corridors, should not be 

identified as a temple, since no such temple is known elsewhere in the Near East. This was clearly a 

palatial dwelling and, according to an ancient and still extant Oriental custom, the ground floor was used 

forpracticalpurposes(servants‘quarters,storerooms,etc.),andtheupperstorywasreservedforresidence

and reception areas.  

The outer walls are made of huge slabs set on edge, according to traditional Phoenician and Syrian 

construction techniques which continued into Hellenistic and Roman times. The architectural 

ornamentation, however, is Hellenistic, in particular the combination of Corinthian columns and capitals 

with Doric entablatures. Both the N and the S facades have counterparts in the Greece and Macedonia of 

the 4th and 3d centuries B.C.  



Greek-style sculptures also graced the building: the two panthers at the base of the E and W walls 

(which served as outlets for the internal cisterns), the lions and the lionesses with their cubs (from the 

lower course of the upper story), and the eagles whose wings partly concealed the Corinthian corner 

capitals at the top of the building. Clearly a Greek-schooled architect used an Oriental prototype in a new 

spirit and was assisted by a Greek-schooled sculptor. The exact origin of these masters cannot be 

determined, but some of the evidence points to ties with Alexandria.  

Josephus called the Qasr a baris, a term of unknown origin used to refer to fortified residences in towns, 

as well as to large estates in the Hellenistic world. Qasr el-˓Abd, cut off from the village and the caves, 

surrounded by its lake, and superbly decorated, is indeed a princely residence. The eagles and the lions, in 

addition to their possible magical protection, could have a political significance: they are symbols of royal 

power. Perhaps Hyrcanus dreamed of gaining some form of independence from the Seleucid king—a 

dream expressed in the Qasr. In any case, the Qasr stands as the only known, though much less splendid, 

previewofHerod‘sextravagantpalaces. 
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ERNEST WILL  

IRBID, TELL (M.R. 229218). A site in Jordan, perhaps to be identified with BETH-ARBEL (Hos 

10:14).  

A. Name and Identification  

Mostly hidden from the S by the buildings of modern Irbid, the tell is one of the largest in the region, 

approximately 350 m × 400 m. Recent economic development has removed portions of the site. Tell Irbid 

(597 m above sea level) dominates the surrounding plateau, which is one of the most fertile in Jordan. 

There is one spring in the vicinity of the tell, located in the modern city.  

Thename―Irbid‖isattestedsincethe14thcenturyA.D. In the 8th century A.D., the town was known as 

―Arbad,‖whichmightbeahypercorrectionandpresupposethepresentnameofthesite.Irbidwasthesite

of the Roman town or village of Arbela, mentioned by Eusebius of Caesarea in the early 4th century A.D. 

The east bank Irbid was not the only Arbela that changed to Irbid via Irbil (Knauf and Lenzen fc.). It is 

likely that Irbid/Arbela is identical with the Beth-arbel mentioned in Hos 10:14. This reference is 

enigmatic and does not allow clear conclusions concerning the history of the site in the Iron Age, except 

to provide its name for this period. The name of the site in the LB was possibly gintôt, ―theplaceof

winepresses,‖mentionedbyThutmoseIIIandintheAmarnaletters(LenzenandKnauf1987). 

B. History of Research  

Early travelers and explorers noted mainly the remnants of classical antiquity in the vicinity of the 

modern city and of Bârha, W of the city (Seetzen 1854: 360–61; Burckhardt 1822: 268–69; Buckingham 

1827: 350–52; Merrill 1881: 293–96; Oliphant 1880: 103–14; Schumacher 1890: 149–54). The 

significance of the tell was first noted by Albright (1929: 10) and Glueck (1951: 153–54), who associated 

the tell with the LB. Salvage excavations have been conducted at the site since the 1960s, and research 

excavations have been conducted since 1984 (Lenzen 1986; Lenzen, Gordon, and McQuitty 1985; Lenzen 

and Gordon fc.).  

C. History of Settlement  



Stratified occupational deposits have been dated from ca. 3500 B.C. to ca. 800 B.C. During the MB, the 

tell was enclosed by a city wall built of basalt boulders, many of which measured well over 4 m × 4 m. 

These boulders were indigenous to the region, probably having been scattered throughout the Irbid 

plateau from the E during the Late Pleistocene period. The LB II city incorporated the earlier city wall, 

while at the same time expanding the interior of the city by building a wall outside the first. An excavated 

architectural complex—consisting of an outside perimeter wall, four to five separate rooms, a tower, and a 

sanctuary—has provided cultic objects and ceramics which date to the LB/Iron Age transition. Above the 

structures were 4 m of destruction debris which extended to the SW for over 100 m. Since only two 

arrowheads were found in the destruction debris, a military destruction seems unlikely. Occupation of the 

area resumed following the destruction of the public buildings, but the nature of the occupation changed 

from a public sector to one of domestic and light industrial use. The top of the tell has been completely 

obliterated by the construction of modern buildings; hence, essentially no archaeological data exist for the 

site after ca. 800 B.C. Later occupational periods, however, are represented in wash. Although it is likely 

that the tell was always occupied to some degree, probably in the 1st century A.D. the main settlement 

shifted from the summit to its immediate surroundings.  

The later history of Irbid is derived primarily from textual sources. Prior to the establishment of the 

DECAPOLIS city of Capitolias (BEIT RAS, 5 km N of Irbid), Arbela belonged to the territory of Pella. 

According to a Greek inscription from the town, Arbela belonged to Provincia Arabia in 239 A.D. 

(assuming this inscription was not imported from elsewhere).  
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C. J. LENZEN  

IRENAEUS. Irenaeus (ca. 140–ca. 202) was bishop of Lyons in Gaul in the late 2d century. His 

exposition of Christian theology developed out of his critique of the gnostic systems. He is considered by 

many to be the first systematic theologian.  

———  

A. The Man and His Work  

B. Irenaeus and the Gnostics  

C. Unity of Adversus Haereses and Biblical Methodology  

D. Irenaeus and Canon  

E.Irenaeus‘Exegesis 

F. Summary of Argument of Haer. 3–5  

———  

A. The Man and His Work  



As is the case with most ancient writers, Irenaeus is known from his work and, indirectly, from the 

personality revealed in that work rather than from an abundance of biographical detail. Irenaeus does tell 

of spending his early years in Smyrna, during the bishopric of Polycarp, his teacher (Iren. Haer. 3.3.4; 

Eus. Hist. Eccl. 5.20.4–8).ThedateofPolycarp‘smartyrdom,betweenA.D. 161 and 168, helps fix the 

dateofIrenaeus‘birthatca.A.D. 140. The few other known details depend on Eusebius, who compiled 

his Church history in the first decades of the 4th century. It is certain that Irenaeus, having become a 

presbyter, was the emissary of the church of Lyons to the bishop of Rome in 177 (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 5.4.1–

2). When Pothinus, bishop of Lyons, died in prison that same year, Irenaeus succeeded him (Eus. Hist. 

Eccl. 5.5.8).Irenaeus‘activityasbishopcontinuedthroughthePaschalcontroversyofthelate2dcentury.

His intervention took the form of a letter to Victor, bishop of Rome, ca. 188 to ca. 198, urging that Victor 

tolerate diversity of practice in fixing the date of Easter and in keeping the pre-Easter fast (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 

5.24.11–18).ThedateofIrenaeus‘deathisunknown,althoughconvention places it ca. 202 to correspond 

withtherenewedpersecutionunderSeptimusSeverus.However,thetextswhichmentionIrenaeus‘

martyrdom are late and uncertain: Jerome, writing ca. 397 (Commentary on Is, 64 [PL 24, 623 A]); 

Theodoret (?), writing between 430 and 450 (Quaestiones et responsiones [PG 6, 1363]); Gregory of 

Tours, writing ca. 575 (Historia Francorum 1, 27 [PL 71, 174 C–175 A]) and again in 590 (De gloria 

martyrum 50 [PL 71, 752 A]).  

Irenaeus‘majorextantwritingistheAdversus Haereses (the full title of which is the Refutation and 

Overthrow of Knowledge falsely so-called). Its composition is dated ca. 180 from the succession lists in 

which the author names Eleutherus (ca.174–ca.189) as current bishop of Rome (Haer. 3.3.3), although it 

seems from remarks Irenaeus makes in the prefaces to Haer. 3 and 4 that he followed the practice of 

sending on the separate books of the work as they were completed. The other complete extant work is the 

Demonstration [or Proof] of the Apostolic Preaching. It was written after at least the earlier books of 

Adversus Haereses, to which reference is made in chap. 99. An Armenian version of this long-lost work 

was discovered in 1904, and Smith (1952: 4–11) discusses its textual history. Eusebius (ca. 263–ca. 339) 

is the principal source for our knowledge of the lost works of Irenaeus. These include at least the treatises 

―OntheOgdoad‖and―ConcerningKnowledge‖andletters―OnSchism‖and―OntheMonarchy[of

God]‖(Eus.Hist. Eccl. 5.20.1), as well as the full text of the letter to Victor already mentioned.  

Irenaeus wrote in Greek, but his Greek text has survived only in material quoted by others. For both the 

Demonstration and Adversus Haereses, ourdirectknowledgeofIrenaeus‘textdependsontranslations.

Adversus Haereses survived in a Latin version made before A.D. 422, when Augustine cites it in the 

Contra Julianum (PL 44, 644). In addition, a 6th-century Armenian version of Books 4 and 5 was 

discovered with the Demonstration in 1904, and fragments exist in Armenian and Syriac as well as in 

Greek. Full discussion of the manuscript tradition of the Latin version with its editions, as well as of the 

Armenian version and of the fragments, appears in the critical edition completed under the direction of 

Rousseau in 1982, and published by Sources chrétiennes between 1965 and 1982. This edition includes a 

partial Greek retroversion as well as a French translation. The only English translation remains that in 

ANF vol. 1 (1885: 9–567), although the editors of ACW have announced the forthcoming publication of 

Unger‘snewEnglishtranslation(Burghardt1984:293). 

B. Irenaeus and the Gnostics  

AmajorcontextofIrenaeus‘contributionishisresponsetothethreatofGnosticism.Inthelastquarter

of the 2d century, Valentinian Gnosticism posed a serious challenge to mainline Christianity in the Rhone 

valley. Anti-gnostic polemic shapes both Adversus Haereses and the Demonstration. The latter is 

concerned with demonstrating that the preaching received from the apostles is true; its emphasis 

throughout is soundness of doctrine. The former, larger work derives form, method, and content from the 

purpose,setforthinitstitle,thatwas―therefutationandoverthrowofso-calledgnosis‖(Eus.Hist. Eccl. 

5.7).  

In a bodyofworksokeyedtopolemicalresponse,thequestionofthewriter‘sreliabilityasawitnessto

hisopponents‘positionsmustberaised.ThequestionisallthemoreacutebecauseIrenaeushaslongbeen

a principal source for knowledge of Gnosticism. Nineteenth-century historical-critical scholarship 



recognized the polemical character of heresiological reports of opponents and so treated this material, 

including that of Irenaeus, as suspect. Schmidt (1907) and DeFaye (1925) recognized the corroborative 

value of gnostic material like that in the then newly discovered Codex Berolinensis 8502. Sagnard (1947: 

100) was cautious about all but firsthand accounts; in his view Irenaeus can be trusted when writing about 

those of whom he has personal knowledge. What remained problematic was the use of secondary sources 

by Irenaeus as well as by others.  

Discovery of the Nag Hammadi library changed the situation. Wisse (1971: 205–23) has compared the 

writings of the heresiologists with the Nag Hammadi library. He finds two major discrepancies that must 

be accounted for. The first is lack of significant overlapping in material and detail. One might expect in so 

large a collection to find some of the sources used by the heresiologists. In fact, there are only five cases 

of clear agreement. Of these, three certainly and one possibly are with Irenaeus (Wisse 1971: 217–18). A 

second discrepancy is that the heresiologists name various sects, describing them in terms of characteristic 

traits and teachings as if each had developed its own distinct doctrines. The collection as a whole, as well 

as individual writings within it, contains ideas that according to the heresiologists are appropriate to 

different sects. This raises the question whether the sects were indeed as differentiated by doctrine as the 

ancient Church writers indicated.  

InWisse‘sownview,thesectionsinwhichIrenaeusdiscussesPtolemy(Haer. 1.1–8) and the 

Marcosians (Haer. 1.13–21), as well as Haer. 1.9–10 and 1.31.3–4,areofthebishop‘sowncomposition

and draw on his direct knowledge of the disciples of Ptolemy and Marcus. Wisse thinks the remaining 

passages describing gnostic sects derive from an earlier catalogue of heresies (1971: 212–15). To such a 

source Wisse attaches the blame for describing gnosticsas―pathologicalsystemsbuilders‖comprising

numerous sects; this differs from what we read in the Nag Hammadi library (1971: 218–19).  

Perkins (1976: 193–200)attacksWisse‘sposition,maintainingthatconsiderationsofstyleandliterary

genre raise problems. Drawing on studies by Schoedel (1959: 22–32) and Grant (1949: 41–51), she recalls 

that oral and rhetorical models greatly influenced ancient writers and shows how, in Haer. 1, Irenaeus 

follows the model of a rhetorical refutation. (In 1981, Vallée developed this insight but without giving 

attentiontothereliabilityofIrenaeus‘presentationofgnosticthought.)WhatofWisse‘stheoryofan

earlierheresiologicalsource?InPerkins‘judgment,Haer. 1.11 and 12 are rightly ascribed to Irenaeus 

since each contains elements proper to the refutation. Haer. 1.29 and 30 are also ascribed to Irenaeus, in 

this case as a result of comparison of style and method between clear Irenaean materials and clear source 

material.  

Pagels (1974: 35–53) has challenged thedependabilityofIrenaeus‘accountsofgnosticteachingin

another passage, contending that in Haer. 1.7.1 Irenaeus distorts the correct account preserved in Clement 

ofAlexandria.InareviewofPagels‘publicationsthrough1977,Grant(1977:30–34) finds minimal 

differencesbetweenthetexts.HenotesthatthisaspectofPagels‘positionhasbeenquestionedby

SchoedelandrejectedbyMühlenberg.McCue(1980)alsoquestionstheattackonIrenaeus‘reliability.

The issue remains controversial.  

Study of this Irenaean material in the context of available gnostic writings is now expedited by Layton 

(1987), who translates the Valentinian material from Irenaeus together with the Valentinian fragments, 

and performs a similar service for the other types of gnostic sources.  

C. Unity of Adversus Haereses and Biblical Methodology  

Study of the unity of Adversus Haereses isdirectlyconnectedwithstudyofitsauthor‘sroleasabiblical

theologian. This role has long been recognized, notably by Lawson (1948) and Wingren (1959). Equally, 

Irenaeus has long been criticized for an incoherent, rambling, and unsystematic style. Both the formal and 

theological unity of Adversus Haereses were severely attacked by source critics beginning with Harnack 

(1907: 1–38), followed by Bousset (1915) and Loofs (1930), and more recently by the scholars Widmann 

(1957: 156–73)andBenoit(1960).However,Bacq‘scarefulstudy(1978)ofIrenaeus‘biblical

methodology has uncovered the tightly structured unity of Haer. 4, a unity at once theological and 

literary.Thebasicunitofstructureisa―wordoftheLord‖orscripturaltextannounced,cited,and

commented upon, with various allusions to that word linking one structural unit to another. Understanding 



and application of this principle of organization may well permit the unity of the entire work to be 

uncovered.  

D. Irenaeus and Canon  

Because the last three books of Adversus Haereses offer proof from the Scriptures, it is particularly 

important to know what Irenaeus considers to be the Scriptures. As Schneemelcher (NTApocr 1: 28–59) 

indicates, Irenaeus affirmed the number of Gospels to be fixed at four (Haer. 3.11.8); in addition, Acts 

and twelve epistles of Paul belong to the canon, and 1 Peter and 1 and 2 John are on a par with Paul 

(Schneemelcher NTApocr 1: 34). In 1960, Benoit pointed out that Irenaeus reserves the phrases ait 

Scriptura (―Scripturehas‖)anddicit Scriptura (―Scripturesays‖)forOTcitations.Atthesametime,

phrases such as scriptum est (―itiswritten‖) and quod scriptum est (―whichiswritten‖)areusedto

introduce both NT and OT passages (Benoit 1960: 76). More recently, Sesbouë (1981) has reviewed the 

meanings of scriptura and scripturae in Irenaeus. He concludes that undoubtedly Irenaeus did treat the 

NTasScripture.ButinIrenaeus‘dayacurrentusage,heldoverfromtheNTidentifiedScripturewiththe

OT; Irenaeus also continued to share in that perspective. Specifically, his proof from the Scriptures 

involved proof from the prophets and consisted of the systematic elaboration of the agreements between 

the two testaments. In proceeding thus, he simply developed the pattern set by the NT writers. But 

Sesbouë has shown that Irenaeus adds a dimension to the argument. Against his opponents, he wants to 

show that both Testaments are the work of the one God. So for the bishop, not only is prophecy a proof of 

the event but the event in turn is also a proof of prophecy.  

Peretto, in his investigation (1971) of Romans 1–8 in Adversus Haereses, finds Irenaeus reluctant to 

applytheterm―Scripture‖tothePaulineletters.UnlikeSesbouë,PerettodoesnotdiscussIrenaeus‘useof

the term as applied to the whole complex of the OT and the NT, but he does enter the ongoing discussion 

of the relation of the Latin version of Adversus Haereses to the Latin version of the NT. Specifically, he 

demonstrates that the text of Roman 1–8 in the Latin Adversus Haereses is simply the translation of the 

Greek text; it does not enter into the line of development of the VL. In his section on the Irenaean use of 

the Romans material, Peretto finds selection and interpretation clearly adapted to the polemical situation. 

He holds that Irenaeus does respect the literal meaning of the texts. Finally, his work includes a complete 

and helpful review of the study of Irenaeus and Sacred Scripture (1971: 41–45).  

E. Irenaeus’ Exegesis  

Herrera (1920) studied Irenaeus as exegete. He indicated that Irenaeus employs both the literal and the 

spiritual sense, although Herrera judged his use of the literal sense to be sometimes less happy than one 

might desire (1920: 98–118). According to Herrera, Irenaeus adopts four rules of exegesis: (1) By the rule 

of clarity, the obscure should be explained by the clear (1920: 120–23). (2) According to the rule of truth, 

a text should be read within the context of the creed delivered at baptism, and within the context of the 

whole of the Scriptures (1920: 124–26). (3) Holding to the rule of tradition, a text should be read within 

the context of the truth handed on by the living tradition through the succession (1920: 127–39). (4) 

According to the rule of mystery, the student of the Scriptures should admit that the Scriptures contain 

mysteries beyond human understanding (1920: 139–46). Later developments in Scripture studies are 

reflectedinBacq‘s1978work(C above), which adds considerable sophistication to the understanding of 

Irenaeus‘exegeticalmethod.  

Orbe (1981) focuses on Haer. 5.23.1–2, where Irenaeus, in typical 2d-century style, offers five exegeses 

of Gen 2:17b. Marcion and the gnostics made capital of the apparently unfulfilled divine threat of death to 

beinflicted―inthedaythatyoueat.‖Orbe‘sservicehereis,first,topointoutIrenaeus‘greatconcernfor

theliteralmeaningofthepassage(aconcernPerettoalsonotes).Second,Orbemakesclearthebishop‘s

familiarity with a variety of interpretations, ranging from that of Philo through the Book of Jubilees and 

Justin‘s.Third,OrbeanalyzesthevariousinterpretationsIrenaeusoffers,inlightoftherestofhis

teaching, in order to suggest which of the fivearemostlikelytohavebeenIrenaeus‘own. 

ThisfamiliaritywithabroadspectrumofrelevantmaterialisapparentinOrbe‘scomprehensivework

(1972) on the gospel parables in Irenaeus. There, he treats one by one the parables to which Irenaeus 

refers, and for each he examines all occurrences in the literature, both heterodox and orthodox, prior and 



immediately posterior to Irenaeus. Parables that receive only marginal mention in Irenaeus are also noted 

and located in the literature. The consequence of this immense labor is to place Irenaeus solidly within the 

literarymilieutowhichhisworkbelongs.AparticularlyhelpfulresultisOrbe‘sclarificationofthe

distinctionbetweenValentinianexegesis,Alexandrianexegesis,andIrenaeus‘Asiaticexegesis. The 

diagram illustrates his comparison of the three exegeses of the parable of the Good Samaritan.  

 
VALENTINIAN  ALEXANDRIAN  ASIATIC  

WOUNDED 

MAN  
spiritual man,  Homo (nous)  Man of clay, the human race,  

 
lost on earth,  

descended from noetic 

world,   

 
because of fall of Sophia.  because of sin.  transgressor in Adam.  

SAMARITAN  
Gnostic Savior made man 

―inhisownway.‖ 

Savior made man, even 

flesh.  

Son of God incarnate, dead and 

risen.  

HELPER  
For soteriological efficacy 

needs help of angels  

For soteriological efficacy 

needs help of angels  

Efficacy is in His glorified 

flesh;  

 
= gnostic leaders.  = apostles.  

uses Holy Spirit to cure the 

man during interval between 2 

comings.  

(Adapted from A. Orbe [1972: 2.488]. First published Donovan [1984: 229].)  

All three approaches respect the letter of the parable. All follow the pattern: the situation of the human 

person in a state of mortal danger from which the Son of Man redeems him, assisted by another (or 

others). As Orbe points out, we have here a generic synthesis of the historia salutis. Further, he reminds 

us that in these models, originating fairly close to one another in time and place, there already appear 

three distinct thought patterns, each of which constitutes a tradition.  

TheIrenaeaninterpretationofparablesiskeytoSchoedel‘sexplorationofthetheologicalmethodin

Haer. 2.25–28 (1984: 31–49). Schoedel identifies the methodological point made by Irenaeus at the 

theological climax of Haer. 2.25–28,wherehedistinguishesbetween―knowingthat‖and―knowing

how.‖Scripturesoftenteachusthat God has done thus and so without explaining how or why. This must 

be so as God transcends ordinary ways of thought. Gnostics err by not recognizing this aspect of 

transcendence and proffering explanations of the humanly inexplicable. Schoedel points out that Irenaeus 

is especially concerned about the way in whichgnosticswereusingtheNTparables.Irenaeus‘distinction

is not simply between difficult and easy problems either in the study of nature or in Scriptural exegesis; 

rather, it is in the study of nature that we know that natural things are; knowledge of how they come to 

exist is left to God. With respect to things in Scripture, the contrast is between the assertions (as, There is 

one God who created matter) and speculation about such assertions (as, when or how God created matter). 

AsSchoedelremarks:―The important point, then, is that when Irenaeus worries about the gnostic 

interpretationofparables,itisbecausesuchexegesisreflectsdissatisfactionwithknowing‗that‘andan

unhealthydesiretoknow‗why‘ ‖(1984:35).Theparablesmustbereadin harmony with the rest of 

Scriptures.  

Schoedellocatesparallelstothedistinctionbetween―knowingthat‖and―knowinghow‖inEmpiric

medicalwritingsandinphilosophicalSkepticism.AsIrenaeus‘sound―artofdiscovery‖restson

interpretation of the parables in light of the clarity of the prophets and Gospels, so Schoedel notes the 

Empiricists‘―wayofdiscovery‖tookaspointofdeparturethingsthatwerecertain.Irenaeususesthe

question of what God was doing before creation of the world as an illustration of the futility of 

speculation on questions beyond our capacity to know. Schoedel situates this question in the debates of 

thephilosophyofIrenaeus‘day,showingthat―inbothEmpiricalandSkepticalcirclesIrenaeuscouldfind



a measure of sympathy for his view that it was enough to affirm divine providence without attempting to 

solvethemetaphysicalissuesinvolved‖(1984:44). 

WhileIrenaeus‘adherencetowhatisobviousmayhavesomeconnectionwithpopulardistrustof

philosophy, Schoedel saysthatdistrust―hasbeenfocusedmorepreciselyundertheinfluenceofmore

highlydevelopedintellectualtools‖(1984:48).Thus,SchoedelconcludesthattheveryuseIrenaeus

makes of such tools shows (contrary to van Unnik 1979: 33–43) that it is possible to read Irenaeus in the 

lightofSkepticismwithoutreducinghimtoaprecursorof―Godofthegaps‖theology.Rather,Irenaeus‘

very debt to Empiric method and Skepticism in challenging speculation betrays his impressive 

achievement in the development of sound theological method.  

F. Summary of Argument of Haer. 3–5  

After the discussion of method which concludes Haer. 2, Irenaeus devotes the next three books to 

presentingthetruegnosisofChrist‘steachings.Bywayofprologuehedevelopsanunderstanding of true 

doctrine, tradition, and succession destined to be extremely influential in the Western Church (Haer. 3, 

pref.–5).HeagreeswiththegnosticsthatJesusgavetrueteaching(whichhecallsthe―ruleoftruth‖)to

his apostles, directing them to pass it on to their successors. Thus, in both the gnostic and Irenaean 

versions, the truth is given into the keeping of the succession of teachers in the Church. It is their task to 

―passiton,‖i.e.,toperformtheworkoftradition.However,Irenaeus introduces one sharp and major 

difference. In his view, there is no secret succession or tradition; the tradition is guarded by a public, 

known succession to the apostles: hence, the importance he attaches to the episcopal succession lists.  

Equally in response to gnostic positions, Irenaeus stresses the unity of God who made all through his 

hands the Word and Wisdom, and the oneness of being of Jesus Christ who is only-begotten son, savior, 

word, truly divine, and truly human (Haer. 3.5–25). Here, as elsewhere in the Irenaean corpus, the God 

who is one—yet is Father, Son, and Spirit—is known as such through the divine economy or plan of 

salvation.Thus,Irenaeus‘positionisaformofeconomictrinitarianism. 

The theme of Haer. 4 is the unity of the old and new covenants summed up in the person of Jesus 

Christ, who recapitulates all of salvation history in his person and through his life, death, and resurrection 

inordertojointheendtothebeginning,sohumankindtoGod.―Recapitulation‖isanimportant subtheme 

in Irenaeus, a development of Pauline theology (Romans 5 and 6; Col 1:15–20; Eph 1:9–10).InIrenaeus‘

view, the entire life and work of the Son was both a fulfillment of prophecy (see Dem. 53–85) and a 

recapitulation or summing up of all that has been since Adam (see Haer. 3.22.3; Dem. 37). This summing 

up pertains to the circumstances of his birth by Mary (Haer. 3.21.10 and 22.1–2) and even to the ages he 

passed through (Haer. 2.22.4). It includes his passion-resurrection and the saving significance of his life 

(see Haer. 5.19.1; 5.21.1–2; 5.18.1–3; 3.16.6; 3.18.7).  

In Haer. 5,IrenaeusemphasizestherealityofJesus‘body,beforeandaftertheresurrection.Repeatedly

intheselastthreebooks,IrenaeusstressesthevalueinGod‘seyesofhumanphysicality,andthe

importance of free human choice in the working out of salvation by permitting the Spirit to penetrate 

one‘slife,sothatultimatelyonemightenterintotheglory-filled vision of God. The Irenaean picture of 

the human person adopts the biblical notion of a threefold organization of flesh, soul, and spirit (1 Thess 

5:23). The image imprinted from creation is in the flesh (Haer. 5.6.1), the dynamism leading toward 

holiness involves a distinction between image and likeness (Fantino 1986), and growth in the likeness is 

through the work of the Holy Spirit, freely welcomed by the individual (see especially Haer. 4.37–9). The 

result will be progress toward the life-giving vision of God as expressed in the often-quoted Irenaean text: 

―ThegloryofGodisahumanpersonfullyalive,andthelifeofthehumanpersonisthevisionofGod‖

(Haer. 4.20.7).  
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MARY ANN DONOVAN  

IRI (PERSON) [Heb ˓  r   (ִףיִרי)]. A descendant of Benjamin who appears in a curious Benjaminite 

genealogy in 1 Chr 7:6–12a.Thenamemeanssomethinglike―mycity‖or―mytown.‖Thisistheonly

appearance of the name in the MT, and it does not appear in the Apocrypha or the deuterocanonical 

literature. Iri is mentioned as one of the five sons of Bela, along with Ezbon, Uzzi, Uzziel, and Jerimoth. 

The tradition is strong at this point, since Bela is the only one of the three sons of Benjamin mentioned in 

1 Chr 7:6 who appears in all genealogical lists of the tribe of Benjamin (Coggins Chronicles CBC, 50). 

This genealogy represents the simplest form, numberwise, of any genealogical listing, with only three 

sons of Benjamin named (1 Chronicles WBC, 108). The five sons of Bela are called ro˒šê hā˒ābôt, or 

―headsoffamilies.‖Theremaybesomereflectionofpoliticalandsocialorganizationinthisdesignation,

as well as military status. Harmon (1983: 150) has suggested that perhaps the head man of a bēt ˒āb 

functionedalongthelinesofthe―bigmen‖ofanthropologicalterminology.Orme(1981:139)pointsout

that big men are successful, involved in community affairs, associated with feasts, and involved in 

arbitration in local disputes.  
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G. EDWIN HARMON  

IRIJAH (PERSON) [Heb yir˒  yâ (ִיְרִאָיה)]. The sentry at the Benjamin Gate who arrested Jeremiah 

and accused him of deserting to the Chaldeans (Jer 37:13–14). Certainly, Irijah had cause to suspect 

Jeremiah of desertion since Jeremiah had urged others to do so (Jer 21:9). Jeremiah denies the charge of 

Irijah,butthetextindicatesthat―Irijahwouldnotlistentohim,andseizedJeremiah, and brought him to 

theprinces‖(Jer 37:14). It was the failure of Judah and its leaders to listen to the prophet that the 

Jeremiah tradition believes is responsible for the Exile. This theme is expressed twice (Jer 36:21 and Jer 

37:2),immediatelyprecedingtheaccountofJeremiah‘sarrestbyIrijahinJer 37:13–14. Thus, in the 

contextofthebookofJeremiah,IrijahtypifiestheproblemthatleadstoGod‘sjudgmentofJudahand

Jerusalem.TheLXXhasadifferentaccountofJeremiah‘sarrestthatdoesnotmentionIrijah,buta

―SauriawithwhomJeremiahdwelt.‖The Syr gives the name as nēr  yāh. Irijah is identified as the son of 

Shelemiah and the grandson of Hananiah. Shelemiah, son of Hananiah, is apparently a different person 

from Shelemiah, son of Cushi (Jer 36:14), or Shelemiah, son of Abdeel (Jer 36:26). It is not possible to 

determineifIrijah‘sgrandfather,Hananiah,isthesamepersonidentifiedasthe father of one of the 

princes mentioned in Jer 36:12.Irijahmeans―Yahwehsees‖(TPNAH 102), though this meaning plays no 

evident role in Jeremiah 37.  

JOHN M. BRACKE  

IRNAHASH (PLACE) [Heb ˓  r ( ִףיר)nāḥāš (ָנָחׁש)]. A city in Judah of unknown location (1 Chr 

4:12). The name is found listed in the genealogy ofthesonsofCalebas―Tehinnahthefatherof

Irnahash.‖Althoughitisfoundinagenealogicallist,referencesinthesamepassagetootherplacenames

andtheirfounders,suchas―Ephrathah,thefatherofBethlehem‖(1 Chr 4:4)and―JoabthefatherofGe-

harashim‖(ValleyoftheCraftsmen;1 Chr 4:14), make a place identification probable. Noth suggested 

andAharoniconcurredthatmanyoftheclansmenarelistedinthegenealogiesasthe―father‖ofthe

settlement they either founded or adopted as their own (LBHG, 245–48). The LXX supports this view, 

translatingIrnahashasthe―CityofNaas‖(Gkpoleōs naas) rather than as the name of an individual.  



Three possible locations have been suggested. The two with modern place names are Deir Nakhkhas 

(M.R. 142113) near Beit Gibrin, following Abel (GP 2: 351), and Kh. en-Nahas (M.R. 191010) located S 

of the Dead Sea in the Arabah near Punan, preferred by Glueck (1959: 156) and Kallai (HGB, 117). The 

nearby mining areas make the latter suggestion attractive since Heb nāḥāš, ―serpent,‖iscognatewith

nĕḥōšet, ―copper,‖andsinceGluecksuggestedthatthenameGe-harashim was used interchangeably in 

biblical times for Arabah (1959: 156). Aharoni (LBHG, 282 n. 164) connected Ir-Nahash with the Kenites 

ofthe―houseofRechab,‖followingLXX―Rechab‖insteadofMT―Recah‖in1 Chr 4:12. Since the 

Kenites were associated with the Arabah, this would support the location of Kh. en-Nahas. At the same 

time, Aharoni (LBHG, 248) proposed a third location in the hill country between Bethlehem and Hebron 

somewhere in the area of Tekoa, basing this on a reconstruction of the clansmen and their settlements in 1 

Chronicles 4.  
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IRPEEL (PLACE) [Heb yirpĕ˒ēl (ל  )]. A town located in the tribal territory of Benjamin (Joshִיְרְפאֵּ

18:27). It is listed with other towns mostly N and W of Jerusalem, and it has been suggested (IDB 2: 728) 

that Kh. Rafat (M.R. 170142), about 1.5 miles E of the Jerusalem airport, might be associated with Irpeel, 

although others prefer to identify Kh. Rafat with biblical Ataroth.  

GARY A. HERION  

IRU (PERSON) [Heb ˓  rû (ִףירּו)]. A son of Caleb ben Jephunneh, listed in the genealogy of the tribe of 

Judah (1 Chr 4:15). His brothers were Elah and Naam. Iru is named first, probably because he was the 

eldest brother. Possibly the name should be read Ir [˓  r], with the final û actually being the conjunction 

―and,‖connectedtothenextname,i.e.,―IrandElah‖(cf.KB702;VgandLXX).IfMyers‘suggestion(1 

Chronicles AB,26)that―Elah‖and―sons‖aretransposediscorrect,Iruwouldalsobe described at the 

end of the list as one of the sons of Kenaz (˒ēlleh asdemonstrativepronoun―these‖andnottheproper

name―Elah‖[˒ēlâ]:―andthesewerethesonsofKenaz;‖cf.RudolphChronikbücher HAT, 32). The Syr 

codex Ambrosianus completely eliminatesIrufromthelist,beginningthelist―thenameofhisfirst-born 

Elah…‖(šēm bĕkōrô).  

Iru has been linked with the word ˓  r, meaning―ass‘sfoal‖(HALAT 3: 777–78). Note also the names 

found in the list for the tribe of Benjamin: IRI (1 Chr 7:7) and IR (1 Chr 7:12).  

KENNETH H. CUFFEY  

ISAAC (PERSON) [Heb yiṣḥāq (ִיְצָחק)]. The second of the patriarchs in whom Israel recognized a 

father figure; he is traditionally associated with Abraham and Jacob. Genesis presents him as the son of 

Abraham (17:18; 21:3) and the father of Jacob (25:26). Isaac is mentioned by name more than seventy 

times in the book of Genesis. Outside Genesis, Isaac finds limited mention in the canonical text of the 

OT: only thirty-three mentions, and in four of these instances (Jer 33:26; Amos 7:9, 16; Ps 105:9) in the 

orthographic variant yiśḥaq. Generally, except where the context demands otherwise, he is part of the 

―patriarchaltriad‖ofAbraham,Isaac,andJacob.Onecannotetheimportanceofthisphraseologyfor

Deut (1:8; 6:10; 9:5, 27; 29:12; 30:20; 34:4),andalsooftheexpression―theGodofAbraham,Isaac,and

Jacob(Israel)‖(Exod 3:16; 1 Kgs 18:36)andthatof―theGodofAbraham,theGodofIsaac,theGodof

Jacob‖(Exod 3:6, 15; 4:5 [for specific details, see Diebner 1974: 38–50; Gispen 1982: 123–29]).  

It seems that Isaac plays a role of little importance in the OT tradition; even in Genesis he appears as a 

secondary personality alongside Abraham and Jacob. The majority of commentators, accordingly, speak 

of an Abraham cycle and one of Jacob, which together share the bulk of Genesis 12–36. They seem to 

passoverunawaresan―Isaaccycle‖thatislimitedtochap. 26.  

It is no less true, however, that the patriarch Isaac is, in the biblical narrative, the indispensable link that 

connects the history of Abraham to that of Jacob, the father of the tribes of Israel. This is the function that 



gives him his primary significance, independently of the Jewish and Christian traditions about his 

presence on Mt. Moriah (Genesis 22).  
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A. The Name Isaac  

1. Etymology. Thesecondpatriarch‘sname,Isaac(Hebyiṣḥāq), derives from the common Semitic root 

ṣḥq; it implies laughter, a smile, benevolence, gaiety, pleasantness, scoffing, fondling, cajolery (HALAT, 

955). The Hebrew form of the name Isaac, yiṣḥāq, isanimperfect,meaningeither―helaughs‖or―heis

favorable.‖Speiser(Genesis AB, 125) refers the subject of the verb to the father who smiles at his new-

born son and receives him with joy. A symbolic gesture such as this could be the origin of the name Isaac. 

othershavearguedthatthenameevokesthebaby‘sfirstsmileorexpressesthegoodwishesthathis

parents express in his regard.  

Generally, scholars accept another explanation, presented by M. Noth (IPN, 210–12) and vigorously 

defended by J. J. Stamm (1950; one finds it also handed on by R. de Vaux [EHI, 198–99], as well as by C. 

Westermann [1985: 269; cf. HALAT, 408]).  

Isaac is an abbreviated form of a name composed of a prefixing verb and a divine name—in technical 

terms, a hypocoristic name (see NAMES, HYPOCORISTIC)—as is the case with the name Jacob. Isaac 

would then be a short form of *yiṣḥāq-˒ēl, (or an equivalent form with some other divine name), 

analogous to the name Ishmael (yišma˓-˒ēl, thatis,―Elhears‖or―mayElhear‖;noteGen 16:11). The 

subject of the verb ṣḥq is the deity, not some human being (the father or the child); thus, Isaac (el) would 

mean―Elsmiles‖or―Elisfavorable‖(or―mayElsmile/befavorable‖).Thisexplanationperhapsfinds

support from Ugaritic mythological texts, in which are several examples where the god El is said to smile 

in expressing his satisfaction or favor (Stamm 1950: 35). Unlike the names of the other patriarchs, the 

name Isaac has thus far not been found attested as a NW Semitic proper name.  

2. Significance. Genesis highlights the joyful or amused aura that surrounds Isaac from before his birth 

and then explains his name in a more or less allusive way through the several episodes in which the son of 

Abraham and Sarah is featured. According to the present order of the biblical narrative, Gen 17:7 tells of 

the probably wonder-struck laughter (wayyiṣḥāq) of Abraham when he heard the unbelievable news that 

to him, a hundred-year-old man whose wife was in her nineties, would be born a son. According to Gen 

18:12–15, Sarah, when she heard the divine promise, expressed particularly by her laughter (Heb 

wattiṣḥaq [Gen 18:12]) a doubt that she vainly tried to deny (18:15).InanotherreferencetoIsaac‘sname

(21:6), his mother seems to be torn between joy (ṣĕḥōq) and a fear of being the object of mocking remarks 

from her attendants (yiṣḥaq). Other allusions to laughter coupled with the name of Isaac are found as well 

in 21:9 and 26:8, but there we find them depicted in a different perspective. In the first case, the attitude 

of Ishmael who is amusing himself (Heb mĕṣaḥēq [Pi˓el; 21:9]) with Isaac seems suspicious to Sarah (cf. 

Gen 39:14, 17), and this provokes the expulsion of Hagar and her son; in the second case, Isaac, who had 

passed off his wife Rebekah as his sister, is given away by his conniving about her, for Abimelech 

guesses the truth of the matter when he sees him fondling (mĕṣaḥēq) his wife. The biblical account thus 

plays on what is suggested by the name of the child of Abraham and Sarah.  

B. Biography of Isaac  



Genesisoffersacertainamountofinformationonthepatriarchthatallowsustoreconstructa―lifeof

Isaac‖(cf.EncJud 9:1–7). According to Gen 12:5, Abram left his native land by divine command at the 

age of seventy-five; afterwards, when he was ninety-nine, the Lord appeared to him and promised him a 

son that he would have by Sarai (17:1–22). Thus, Isaac would be born of a hundred-year-old father 

(Abram is called Abraham from now on) and of a ninety-year-old mother (Sarai becomes Sarah; Gen 

17:15–21). According to 21:3–5, Isaac was circumcised in conformity with the divine ordinance eight 

days after his birth; at the time of his being weaned from his mother, his father gave a banquet (21:8), and 

the child grew up among his kinfolk, playing with his half-brother Ishmael up to the very day that Sarah 

drove this latter out of the family unit along with his mother Hagar (21:9–21).  

We reencounter Isaac in Genesis 22, in the episode that took place on Mt. Moriah, an event often 

designated—though this designation may be contested—―thesacrificeofIsaac,‖whenitreallydealswith

the―testingofAbraham‖;withbetter reason, Jewish tradition calls this the Aqedah ofIsaac;thatis,―the

bindingofIsaac‖(Gen 22:9). Spared at the last possible moment, Isaac next appears with his father at 

Beer-sheba (22:19).  

Abraham then decides to marry off his son and asks his servant to find him a wife among his relations in 

the home country (Gen 24:1–61).Abraham‘splanhasapositiveoutcome;hisenvoycomesbackwith

Rebekah, who meets her future husband at Beer-lahai-roi. Then, Rebekah consoles Isaac after the death of 

his mother (24:62–67).  

Isaac was forty years old at the time of his marriage and his wife would long remain barren (Gen 25:19–

20), for it would only be twenty years later—once Isaac had inherited hisfather‘sgoodsafterheand

Ishmael had buried their father in the cave of Machpelah, and Isaac had settled near Beer-lahai-roi (?) 

(25:5–11)—that Rebekah would present him with two sons at once (25:21–28), Esau and Jacob; by 

trickery,thelatterwouldcometoobtainIsaac‘spaternalblessing(accordingto27:1–29).  

Chapter 26, sometimes called,withsomeexaggeration,the―Isaaccycle,‖recountsseveralepisodes

fromIsaac‘slife.Afamineobligesthepatriarch,withtheblessingofhisGod,tomoveontoGerar,where

hehasdealingswithAbimelech,designated―kingofthePhilistines‖(Gen 26:1–5). Then takes place the 

incidentofRebekah‘sseizure,whichrecallssimilarscenesrecountedaboutAbrahamandSarah(12:10–

20; 20:1–18): Isaac passes off Rebekah as his sister, but his deceit is discovered by the king; afterwards, 

everything gets settled between Abimelech and Isaac, whose prosperity, due to divine protection, comes 

to surpass every measure (26:6–13). There is no mention of the reaction of the Philistines; however, they 

launchakindof―warofthewells,‖whichleadsthepatriarchtogoupagaintoBeer-sheba, where Isaac 

receives confirmation of the promise made to his father (26:19–25). Abimelech, understanding that Isaac 

enjoys the favor of his God, concludes a nonaggression pact with him (26:26–33).  

Esau,Isaac‘sfavorite(Gen 25:28), later on enters into a marriage that displeases his parents (26:34–35); 

he sees himself dispossessedofhisfather‘sblessingthroughaheinousstratagem,concoctedbyRebekah

and carried out by Jacob (27:1–40).OutoffearofEsau‘swrath,Jacobgoesintoexile(27:41–45). Isaac 

(later on) sends him to look, in his turn, for a wife in the household at Bethuel, in the territory where the 

paternal clan originated; he gives him the blessing he had received from his father (27:46–28:9). 

According to Genesis, this is the last intervention by Isaac.  

Following a long absence, Jacob, with his wives, his servants, and his children, returns to his country to 

be present at the death of his father—who is now situated at Mamre, near Hebron—and, with Esau, to 

oversee the burial of Isaac in the family burial place. At the time of his death, the patriarch was 180 years 

old (Gen 35:27–29).  

C. A Secondary Character  

In relation to the rather extensive information furnished by Genesis about Abraham and Jacob, we know 

very few things about the second patriarch, Isaac. We find, scattered through chaps. 17 to 35, several bits 

of very precise but succinct information: his birth is foretold (chap. 17) and takes place; his childhood 

(Genesis 21); his marriage to Rebekah when he was forty years old (Genesis 24); the arrival in the world 

of his sons, Esau and Jacob, twenty years later (Genesis 25); and his death 120 years after that (Genesis 

35). Most of these facts were borrowed from the P source, whose date scholars consider to be late and 



whose preoccupations reflect a priestly milieu. See PRIESTLY(―P‖)SOURCE. The principal concern of 

thisversionisthatofgivingoutlineandshapetothepatriarch‘slife.  

The other elements of the history of Isaac pick up again—prescinding, for the moment, from chap. 26—

the cycles of Abraham and Jacob. All that has to do with his birth, both its promise and its final 

accomplishment, belongs to the story of the first of the patriarchs: he is born a son of Abraham, and on 

him will come to rest the blessing granted to his father. The story of the―testingofAbraham‖makesup

part of the narratives dedicated to the latter; Isaac, moreover, plays, in Genesis 22, an astonishingly 

passive role, which Jewish tradition would afterwards seek to amplify. According to the biblical account, 

hewascontenttowalkalonginsilenceathisfather‘sside;theonlytimehespokegaveAbrahaman

opportunity to utter an ambiguous response (an expression of faith that, in another context, the apostle 

Paulwouldwrite,―hopedagainsthope‖[Rom 4:18]). At the time of his marriage, it was again the father 

who intervened in order to secure a legitimate offspring for his family; Isaac restricted himself to 

welcoming the woman that was sought out for him (Genesis 24).  

Once Abraham died, Isaac inherited his possessions (chap. 25) and, in particular, the promise made to 

his father (chap. 26), but, for all that, he did not take any noteworthy initiatives—if we exclude chap. 26 

from consideration. The biblical narrative shows him grown old, infirm and the victim of intrigue devised 

by his wife and one of his sons. He passes on to the latter, without really wanting to, one of the most 

precious things he had inherited, the divine blessing (Genesis 27). Once Abraham has disappeared from 

the scene, Isaac, in effect, belongs to the Jacob cycle; above all, his role consists in his transmitting to his 

sonabenefitthathadcometohimfromhisfather:―thepromise‖madetoAbrahamandwhich

accompanied the first patriarch his whole life long.  

Even Genesis 26, though it is consecrated entirely to him, does not correct, except moderately, the 

conclusion to which our reading of Genesis has brought us. The various episodes of this chapter are not, 

properly speaking, original; they almost all have parallels in the lot of the first of the patriarchs. When 

Isaac is threatened with famine, he goes into exile as Abraham had done before him (according to Gen 

12:10–20) and as, later on, the sons of Jacob would do (Genesis 42). Abraham had dealings with 

Abimelech,―kingofGerar,‖intheNegeb(Genesis 20), as would his son (according to chap. 26). The 

historyoftheseizureofthepatriarch‘swifeisattestedthreetimesinGenesis(chaps. 12; 20; 26); in two 

of these episodes Abraham is the protagonist. Abraham concluded a peace treaty with Abimelech, as his 

son would do after him (chaps. 21 and 26).  

Following these observations, we might ask ourselves how we should characterize Genesis 26. This 

chapter, far from exposing—even if to a very limited extent—an―Isaaccycle,‖mightnotbeanything

more than a composite—or better, a redactional—work reporting, in summary fashion, several samples 

taken from a life of Isaac, conceived on the model of those stories narrated about Jacob and, above all, 

about Abraham. (For a contrary view, see Lutz 1969.)  

Finally, a careful reading of Genesis sets in relief the slender nature of the information we have on the 

destiny of Isaac and the reduced importance of the biblical tradition devoted to him. Nonetheless, this 

somewhatshadowyfigure,whoismoreorlesstheplaythingofothers‘interests,byhandingonthe

blessing of the God of Abraham to Jacob in conformity with the divine plan fulfills in this a decisive 

action and completes the mission that had devolved upon him.  

D. Literary Problems  

An examination of the literary data about Isaac confirms the impression formed about him from a first 

reading of Genesis (chaps. 17–35); it also contributes to making even more tenuous the information that 

the biblical texts communicate about the second patriarch.  

Since the time of J. Wellhausen (1844–1918), scholars have reckoned that the Pentateuch is the result of 

a slow process carried out over several centuries, and thus is a composite work. See TORAH 

(PENTATEUCH). According to the generally accepted view, there are four principal―layers‖ofdifferent

eras, styles, and perspectives: two of these, called the Yahwist (J) and the Elohist (E), are preexilic; the 

third shares Deuteronomistic (D) concerns; and the last (P) belongs to the postexilic era. This way of 

envisaging the Pentateuch‘shistoryasthesuccessivecombinationofliterarysources,whilelong



accepted—though with qualifications—by the majority of critics, has been seriously called into question 

today,andtheproblemofthecompositionofthe―FiveBooksofMoses‖ seems to be more tangled than 

ever.  

Currently, researchers tend to substitute for the synthetic views of the formation of the Pentateuch (such 

as those found, for example, in the writings of G. von Rad) rather detailed analyses—often voluntarily 

restricted ones—which recall the so-called―fragment‖hypothesisthatwasdefendedsometimeago.

According to these analyses, the Pentateuch would be made up of many pieces more or less successfully 

joined together at the end of a complex redactional process. Even the existence of the Yahwistic (J) 

framework as a unity—the basis of the whole reconstruction process—would be contested today.  

Moreover, modern-day studies of the OT often insist on the late elaboration and completion of biblical 

texts. If one were to believesomescholars,theessentialaspectofIsrael‘sliteraryproductivitytookplace

in the 7th, 6th, and 5th centuries B.C., with and around the time of Deuteronomy. Some claim to be able to 

recover almost everywhere, including in the Pentateuch, tracesofa―DeuteronomisticSchool,‖which

appeared at the end of the Kingdom of Judah and whose influence extended well beyond the Exile; OT 

witnesses from the preexilic period would be, as a consequence, few in number and of secondary 

importance.  

As a result of this, the documents relating to the patriarchs today are considered not as the constituent 

partsofthethreeorfourlarge―sources‖whichbranchthroughoutthePentateuchandsometimesextend

even as far as into the book of Joshua, but rather as more or less disparate collections, worked over by 

redactors, whose role was preponderant during the particularly troubled time that saw the end of the 

Judean state, the destruction of the Jerusalem temple, and the reconstitution of a Yahwistic community 

around the reconstructed sanctuary. Hence, the biblical narratives concerning the patriarchs appear to be 

rather more recent than the ancient events they are thought to report.  

Specialists in earlier days were generally in agreement in assigning Genesis 17–35 to the various 

sources (J, E, D, P) of the biblical narrative found in the Pentateuch; in many cases, scholars were in 

agreement on the essential points of this source analysis and differed with one another only on specific 

details.  

According to J. Skinner (Genesis ICC [1910]), Genesis 17 points to the concerns of P, as its vocabulary, 

expressions, and aim testify; while the account in Gen 18:1–16, from its style and content, belongs to the J 

source. Gen 21:1–7 is a composite piece, shared by J (vv 1a, 2a, 7, 6b), E (only v 6a, but this source is 

rejoined with vv 8 and following), and P (vv 1b, 2b–5).  

In Genesis 22,thenarrativeofthe―sacrificeofIsaac‖has the characteristic traits of E in vv 1–14 and v 

19; vv 15–18 constitute a complementary note by a redactor (R) who has combined the conceptions of E 

with a Yahwistic phraseology (R
JE

). With regard to chap. 24,devotedtothestepstakenforIsaac‘s

marriage, this is Yahwistic (J); the presence of several doublets or contradictions (such as vv 29–30; 23b, 

28; 50, 53, 55; 59, 61; etc.) may be explained by the presence of an Elohist version.  

The pericope in Gen 25:7–11a continues the thought of 23:20 and belongs to P, while v 11b is 

Yahwistic, as is 25:5, whose original location must have been chap. 24, and which the final redactor of the 

Pentateuch (R
JEP

) has displaced. From P we also have vv 19, 20, and 26b, while the text on the birth of the 

twins (25:21–26a and 27, 28) is mainly from J, with Elohistic traits in vv 25, 27.  

Chap. 26 is reserved to Isaac, but the bulk of the episodes recounted there—with the exception of vv 

12–16—have their parallels in the Abraham cycle: thus, Gen 26:1–6 recalls 20:1–2; 26:7–11 corresponds 

to 12:10–20 and to 20:2–18; 26:17–22 evokes 21:25–26; and 26:23–33 evokes 21:22–34 (26:34–35, a 

notice which concerns Esau, is from P). For Skinner, the tradition in Genesis 26 is Yahwistic (J); it 

derives from an account connected with Hebron—more recent than another, which was connected with 

the Negeb. The ensemble of the chapter constitutes a specific unit, which breaks the narrative thread 

between the end of chap. 25 and the beginning of chap. 27.  

In Genesis 27, the presence of repetitions testifies in favor of a double association, that of J and E (cf., 

for example, vv 33, 34, and 35–38; 21–23 and 24–27a; 11–13 and 16); it is sometimes difficult to 



establish in detail divisions between the Yahwist, whose terminology predominates, and the Elohist. Gen 

35:27–29 (the death of Isaac) belongs to P.  

For O. Eissfeldt (1922; 1965), the division of the sources of Genesis with regard to what concerns Isaac 

is apparently the same, except that he admits the existence of a version prior to J, containing ancient 

materials, which he designates as L (Laienquelle or―Laysource‖).Thisleadshimtothefollowing

conclusions:  

L Source: Gen 18:1–9 (the essential aspects of the pericope, completed with several amplifications of J: 

the most ancient account foretold the birth of Isaac); Gen 25: 11b(thenoticeofIsaac‘ssettlementatBeer-

lahai-roi) and vv 21–26a (the birth of the twins, Esau and Jacob); Gen 26:1–2a, 3a, 6–23, 25b–33 (Isaac 

goes to Gerar, the seizure of Rebekah, the covenant with Abimelech at Beer-sheba). One should note that, 

for Eissfeldt, the key chapter on Isaac, chap. 26, goes back to the old layer L.  

J Source: Gen 18: 1a, 3, 10–15 (detailscomplementarytotheforetellingofIsaac‘sbirthandhisbeing

placedunderYahweh‘s―patronage‖;allusionstothename Isaac); Gen 21: 1a, 2a, 7 (thebirthofSarah‘s

son); Gen 24:1–67 (the essential core of the chapter is Yahwistic, with some Elohistic fragments); Gen 

25; 27–28 (the introduction to chap. 27); Gen 26:2b, 3b, 24, 25 (thetransferofAbraham‘sblessingonto

Isaac, according to J); Gen 27:1–46 (the essential core of the chapter belongs to J, with several elements 

from E, especially from vv 37–39 and 41–45). One might draw attention to the fact that the two large 

narratives in chaps. 24 and 27 are considered Yahwistic; according to J, moreover, Yahweh promises 

Abraham a son and keeps his word (chaps. 18 and 21).  

E Source: Gen 21:1b, 6, 8–13 (allusions to the name of Isaac at his birth, the sending away of Hagar); 

Gen 22:1–19 (the essential aspects of the Aqedah of Isaac, reworked here and there); Genesis 24 (the 

elements of an Elohistic version, such as vv 5, 6, 8, 10b, 11b, 22b, 23b, 25, 29a, 30, etc.); Gen 25:11a 

(Isaac blessed by God); Gen 26:3c, 4, 5 (the transfer of the blessing of Abraham to Isaac, according to E); 

Genesis 27 (Elohistic complements to the narrative of the deception of Isaac by Jacob, as well as vv 1b, 

15, 18b, 24–28, 29b, etc., and, notably, vv 41a, 42–44, 45b,onJacob‘sflightafterhisheinouscrime).

One should note that Eissfeldt finds traces of an Elohistic version in the bulk of chaps. 20–22 and 

attributes to E the account of the testing of Abraham (chap. 22).  

P Source: Gen 17:1–27 (the chapter in its entirety: the announcement of a posterity for Abraham; 

circumcision, the sign of the covenant; reference to the name of Isaac); Gen 21:2b–5 (the birth and 

circumcisionofIsaac;Abraham‘sage);Gen 25:7–10 (Abraham‘sdeath,hisburialbyhissons)andvv 19, 

20, 26b (Isaac‘sposterity;Isaac‘sageathismarriageandthebirthofhissons);Gen 26:34, 35 (notice of 

Esau‘smarriages)followedbyGen 27:46–28:5 (Jacob‘sdepartureblessedbyhisfather);Gen 35:27–29 

(Isaac‘sdeathatHebronattheageof180).Apartfromthegreat―theological‖chapter(Genesis 17), P is 

content with very brief notices which mark out the stages in the life of the second patriarch.  

H.Cazellesstatesthat―theIsaaccyclebelongstotheYahwistic tradition (for the most part) and to the 

priestly tradition, in the case of the latter beginning with the birth of Isaac (21:1–7)‖(DBSup 7: 130). He 

notes, as well, the presence of an Elohistic tradition. Thus, he attributes to the J source Gen 18:1ff.; Gen 

21:1, 2a, 7, 8; Gen 22:15–18 (theresidueofaYahwisticnarrativethat―hasevencontaminatedv11‖

[DBSup 7: 773]); Genesis 24; Gen 25:5 (which derives from the source used by J in Genesis 24); 11b, 18, 

21–26a (the settlement at Beer-lahai-roi, where Isaac was born); Genesis 27 (according to Cazelles, the 

difficulties in the narrative come, as in chap. 24,fromJ‘suseofanearliersourceandnotfroman

Elohistic version). With regard to Genesis 26, devoted to Isaac, which everyone says is Yahwistic, we 

should note in it an ancient substratum that has been reworked by J; v 5 would be nota―Deuteronomism‖

but a trace of P (DBSup 7: 744). E finds little place in the narratives given over to Isaac, except for chap. 

22 (vv 1–13, 19, with the reworkings in vv 11–12), perhaps Gen 21:1, 2a, 6b–8 (doubtful), and 9–21 

(Isaac‘sbirth;theexpulsionofHagar).InGen 25 wemayuncover―anElohisticbase…perhapsvv 25–

26a, 27a …and29–34‖(DBSup 7:804).Withregardtothe―SacerdotalHistory,‖accordingtoP,it

connects Isaac with the second covenant, whose sign is circumcision, between God (El Shaddai) and 

Abram (chap. 17).―Isaacconstitutespreciselythefirstfruitsofit‖(Gen 21:2b–6 [DBSup 7: 831]); along 

with Ishmael, he buries his father in the cave of Machpelah (Gen 25:7–10). Then, Isaac is associated with 



the destiny of his son (cf. his posterity, Gen 25:19, 20, 26b; the text is incomplete); the marriages of Esau 

and Jacob (Gen 26:34–35; 27:46; 28:1–9);Isaac‘sdeathandburial(Gen 35:27–29). Henceforth, Jacob is 

theprincipalpersonalityofthepatriarchaltraditionand―doesnotparticipateinAbraham‘sblessing

exceptbyavoidingmarriageswiththeCanaanites‖(DBSup 7: 831).  

Here we could terminate our quick survey of the works of previous generations concerning the 

composition of the Pentateuch; for in continuing this line of inquiry, we would, in general, come up with 

the essential data of theses issuing from the school of Wellhausen.  

C. Westermann, in his massive commentary on Genesis, while admitting the existence of the Yahwistic 

(J) and Priestly (P) strata in chaps. 12–36, contests the presence of an Elohistic source parallel to J in 

these chapters (see his conclusion [1985: 571–741]). Westermann, with other specialists, insists on the 

role of oral tradition in the history of the Pentateuch, and on the fact that the Yahwist presents a narrative 

that is not uniform but rich and varied, issuing from what had been put together in the course of time out 

of many elements. Westermann nonetheless stresses the redactional activity that is at the origin of the 

actual biblical text. It is a redactor (R), in fact, that undertook the joining together of the J and P sources 

and the quasi-definitive deposition of the traditions relative to the patriarchs. For example, R is 

responsible, in the Abraham cycle (chaps. 12–25), for the introduction (Gen 11:27–32, with the notice of 

Sarai‘sbarrenness),theconclusion(Gen 21:1–7,withitsmentionofIsaac‘sbirth)thatmatchesit,and,in

the Jacob cycle, for Gen 25:19–28, which inaugurates the story of Jacob and Esau (with its account of the 

twins‘rivalry),aswellasforGen 35:1–29, which brings it to an end (the newly reunited Esau and Jacob 

bury their father). This redactional activity would get followed up on after R; as witness he cites the 

addition of several units or even chapters (e.g., chap. 26) which break the link between Genesis 25 and 27. 

This does not consist of the mere juxtaposition of different versions but rather of the elaboration of 

pericopes constructed with care to give direction to an understanding of the patriarchal traditions.  

In the case of the texts where Isaac is the topic, Westermann admires the artistry with which Genesis 17 

(P) has been composed, even to its most minute details; he thinks that in Gen 18:1–16a, currently situated 

within the totality of chaps. 18–19, two themes are mixed together that originally were independent of one 

another (the visit of the divine beings, the announcement of the birth). In his commentary, there is no 

explicit statement that this pericope derives from the Yahwistic (J) stratum.  

Regarding Gen 21:1–17 (Isaac‘sbirth),farfromseeinginitanamalgamofJ,E,andP,asmanycritics

before him did, Westermann discovers in it the work of a redactor (R), who recounts the sequence of 

events within a passage that matches the introductory piece (Gen 11:27–32). In place of sources more or 

less carefully joined together, these verses thus testify to a reflective redactional exercise.  

Genesis 22, a theological narrative in which Abraham is put to the test, must belong to a more recent 

period (the end of the kingdom of Judah), but it may reuse an earlier and different version. Westermann 

does not make any special mention of E here, for he considers its foundation to be almost negligible 

(1985: 353–57). Genesis 24 goes back to an ancient family tradition, but its redaction within Genesis is 

later than J (if this source is to be dated in the 10th or the 9th century (1985: 383–84).  

According to Westermann, with Gen 25:7–18 (P), the history of Abraham reaches its conclusion; 

consequently, 25:1–6 derives neither from J nor P and appears to be a late addition. Gen 25:19–28 is a 

redactional work that introduces the history of Jacob and Esau and makes use of elements from both J and 

P; its continuation is found in chap. 27, after the paragraph (25:29–34) placed there by R (1985: 406–9). 

Genesis 27 itself presupposes a long development from the oral stage, and may date from the patriarchal 

era in its Yahwistic redaction, but it is without an Elohistic parallel, despite the presence of doublets (such 

as 33–34 and 35–38) and the late addition of blessings (27b–29; 39–40).  

Genesis 26, totally devoted to Isaac, does not appear to be a mosaic of units relating to the second 

patriarch (combined at a late date into a more or less homogenous whole), as G. von Rad, among others, 

thinks, but a composition cleverly constructed to treat, above all else, the relationships between Isaac and 

Abimelech (vv 12–17 [not counting v 15] and 26–31). The narrative, which presupposes Gen 21:22–34, is 

associated with a series of notices concerning wells (26:15, 18, 19–25, 32–33; an ancient element) and a 

fragment concerning an itinerary (26:17, 22a, 23, 25b; equally ancient), and introduced by vv 1–11 (taken 



up again in vv 12 and 20). The author of the chapter intends to show how Isaac, behind whom Israel itself 

is profiled, entered into contact with the Philistines: Isaac appears as the heir of the promise made to 

Abraham (26:2a, 3a, 24; 2b, 3b, and 4–5 form a complementary addition), which became notably manifest 

in an abundance of harvests (26:12–14) and in the successful outcome of his negotiations with the 

Philistine king (26:26–31; there is a double use of šālōm in vv 29, 31). The chapter is located after a break 

in the narrative about the two brothers, Esau and Jacob: Gen 25:19–28 (29–34 is an addition), followed by 

Gen 27:4;itcannotgobacktoJ.Thus,theprincipalwitnesstoan―Isaaccycle,‖accordingto

Westermann‘sanalysis,isaredactionalwork,elaboratedata late date and associated with the unit formed 

out of J and P.  

Hereagain,thecommentaryofWestermanninsistsnotonGenesis‘divisionintoclassicalPentateuchal

sources but on the presence, within the patriarchal texts, of skillful constructions which addressed a 

thought-out theological and historical purpose; where other exegetes saw only disorder, one may uncover 

a carefully constructed whole.  

The work of E. Blum, dedicated to the composition of the patriarchal history (1984), is typical of the 

tendencies that today dominate some of the research activity into the origin and development of the 

Pentateuch. As R. Rendtorff has argued in a volume dealing with a study of this same ensemble (1976), 

the principle task is not grappling with the classical hypothesis of the sources J, E, D, and P, but instead 

examiningthe―largeunits‖outofwhichthePentateuchisbuilt(thehistoryofthefathers;thenarratives

about Moses; the Sinai pericope, etc.) that have their own proper theological meanings, were bound 

together only at a quite late date, and afterwards were completed and corrected within a point of view that 

is close to that of Deuteronomy (here people sometimes speak of a Deuteronomistic or a pre- or proto-

Deuteronomistic edition), and, much later still, by P, whom strictly speaking, one must think of more as a 

reviser than an author.  

So it is that for Blum, one of the important units of the Pentateuch, Genesis 12–50, is the result of a 

succession of redactions at relatively late dates. In these redactions, a Deuteronomistic current is 

especially in evidence, rather than an assemblage of the J, E, and P sources, whose very existence seems 

more or less problematical.  

According to Blum, we should note the following with regard to the notices in Genesis about Isaac: Gen 

18:1ff., which recount the extraordinary continuity of the Abrahamic lineage, are a kind of etiology of 

Israel (1984: 279); Genesis 22,whichhighlightsthetestingofAbraham‘sobedience,mustdate—at the 

earliest—from the late royal period (328ff.); Genesis 24 belongs to a Deuteronomistic perspective of the 

postexilic period when there was a great deal of questioning about marriages with foreigners, as the 

interventions of Ezra and Nehemiah testify (383ff.). As regards chap. 26, it constitutes, with the exception 

of vv 2–5—or, more exactly, of vv 3b–5 (D; 362ff.), which develop v 24—a remarkable unity, despite the 

various elements out of which it is composed; it supposes a period that is neither prior to the formation of 

the kingdom of Israel nor later than 587, and reflects a relatively balanced political situation between the 

state of Judah and her Philistine neighbors (301ff.). Moreover, Genesis 26 was reworked and completed at 

the time of the Exile from the Deuteronomistic perspective (cf. particularly, the promises in Gen 26:2 b–

5). The calling into question of the hypothesis concerning literary sources—particularly those of the 

preexilic strata (J, E)—and the tendency to date texts relating to the patriarchs to generally later periods 

lead to a still greater reduction of the strength of OT testimony regarding the second of the patriarchs: 

Isaac appears as a secondary character, whose mention appears in passages that are secondary, often 

marginal and edited late.  

It may well be, however, that the Isaac cycle is more ancient and more important than is generally 

imagined. A. de Pury (1975: 1.189–201)thinkshehasuncoveredinthe―promises‖madetothe

patriarchs, more precisely in 26:2b, 3a; 26:24 (and 46:3, 4), a tradition that is common to these passages 

and independent of their present context: according to this tradition, Isaac would have been constrained by 

the threat of a famine to go down into Egypt. Before his departure he would have received an oracle of 

salvation guaranteeing him the protection of his God and his return to the region of Beer-sheba, where he 

could then settle. Of this narrative, there remain today but a few fragments more or less connected to a 



theophany seemingly situated at Beer-sheba, but, in its original form—as reconstructed by de Pury—it 

presents a startling, even if original, resemblance to the cycle of Jacob, relative to the latter and to his 

group‘sseasonalmigrationpattern.Thus,GenesiswouldindirectlyfurnishmorenumerousdataonIsaac

than would be supposed from a first reading of the passages concerning him, the antiquity of which would 

be undeniable, no matter what certain recent commentators of the patriarchal texts would say about them.  

A position further removed from the above was defended by D. A. Lutz (1969). He maintains that a 

careful reading of Gen 26:1–33, many elements of which are found again in the Abrahamic tradition, 

permits us to affirm that the figure of Isaac was originally more important than Genesis suggests today. 

The traditions about Isaac would be earlier than those about Abraham, but were eclipsed by the Abraham 

traditions,probablybecausethelatter‘sclan,withitsculticcenteratHebron,assumedthepreponderant

placeattheheartofthe―southern‖confederation.ButIsaac,Lutzreckons,playedasufficientlyimportant

role that he did not completely disappear from the tradition reported in Genesis.  

While this hypothesis is interesting (note also Diebner 1974), it remains true, finally, that exegetes are 

dealing with a biblical text that leaves little room to the second of the patriarchs.  

E. Historical Approaches  

Theproblemofthe―historicity‖ofIsaac,orratheroftherelationshipbetweenhistoryandthetraditions

concerning him, is evidently the same issue that is posed with regard to Abraham or to Jacob, even though 

the information regarding these two is clearly more amply supplied than the indications from Genesis on 

Abraham‘sson.SeealsoABRAHAM (PERSON); JACOB NARRATIVE.  

Here, we limit ourselves to making two final observations. First, archaeological evidence ought not to 

be accorded too much nor too little importance. See ARCHAEOLOGY, SYRO-PALESTINIAN. Two 

diametrically opposite attitudes are often manifest among scholars. Some base themselves on archaeology 

in order to insist on the exactitude of the biblical facts concerningIsrael‘sorigins—that is to prove the 

truthfulness of the patriarchal tradition—whileneglectingthefact,ontheonehand,thatthe―barefacts‖

brought to light by archaeologists are necessarily the object of an interpretation which remains always 

subject to revision and, on the other hand, that the biblical documents have come down to us by means of 

a historical process whose complexity appears ever greater—a situation that invites us, here as well, to 

exercise prudence in our reconstruction of the facts. others commit themselves precisely to unraveling the 

many threads of the traditions that form the Pentateuch in general and Genesis in particular; they never 

stop inquiring about the importance—that is, about the existence—of the very sources which might lie at 

the base of the first biblical books. These waver between contradictory theses without ever arriving at 

solutions satisfactory for the whole gamut of researchers; often beclouded by the examination of the 

variants, doublets, and hiatuses which they establish and sometimes exaggeratedly highlight, they forget 

that information on the world to which the authors of Genesis belonged does not stop expanding, with the 

result that every step forward in its regard enriches a reading of the patriarchal texts, adds greater clarity 

to the milieu from which they derived, and eventually verifies or completes any given fact about one or 

anotheroftheFathersofIsrael.Althoughitisnotpossibleforustowritea―historicalbiography‖about

each (so also maintained R. de Vaux, who devoted many years of his life to writing a history of early 

Israel [EHI]),knowledgeofIsrael‘sremotestpast,acquiredthroughastudyofthetextsandthe

contribution of archaeological documentation, is not without consequence.  

Our second remark concerns the tradition about Isaac, whose antiquity is hard to estimate, since it 

seemingly goes back to the oral traditions, of which there remain only snippets, but which may be more 

easily situated on the geographical level. In fact, the texts of Genesis associate the second patriarch with 

the reign of S Palestine, principally mentioning three places: Beer-lahai-roi (Gen 24:62; 25:11), Gerar 

(Gen 26:1, 6, 17, 20, 26), and Beer-sheba (Gen 22:19; 26:25 [21:33; 46:1]; 26:26–31; 26:32–33). Beer-

sheba was without doubt the most important place and constituted, according to de Pury (1975: 189–91), 

the cultic center(the―pointofattachment‖)ofthe―Isaacite‖tradition. 

It seems that this tradition was also known in the N of Israel. In the time of Amos, the sanctuary of 

Beer-sheba was visited—with the same status as Bethel and Gilgal—by pilgrims who had come from that 

region (Amos 5:5–6; 8:14).Amosdenouncedthe―highplacesofIsaac‖(amongwhichBeer-sheba might 



have been reckoned, 7:9)andwentsofarastoqualifyIsraelasthe―houseofIsaac‖(7:16). For Diebner 

(1974), Isaac would here be the personification of the kingdom of the S, and Israel would have 

represented the kingdom of the N. (Note that in these last two texts, the orthography of Isaac differs from 

its usual form: as in Jer 33:26 and Ps 105:9, the śin replaces a ṣādê; this is generally considered to be a 

dialectical variation.)  

This reference to Isaac has led certain exegetes to suppose that a displacement of the Isaac clan (the 

tribe of Simeon?) took place toward the N (Zimmerli 1932) or that it settled in the territory of Penuel-

MahanaiminTransjordan(vanSelms1966)orthattherewassomecontactbetweenthe―Mosesgroup‖

(theoriginoftheJosephtribe)andthatof―Isaac‖(Seebass1966;cf.dePury1975:191ff.).Thiscould

have been intentional, with Amos, a person from the S, recalling to the people of the N the ties that united 

them to his country and, at the same time, of the right they had to call upon them. In any case, the 

geographic area where Isaac wandered, according to the explicit tradition of Genesis, was relatively well 

restricted.  

F. Religious Problems  

The question about the nature of the religion of the patriarchs is particularly complex; to verify this, one 

need only consult the numerous works of the specialists (IJH, 135–37; BHI, 96–103; bibliography in 

Westermann 1985: 114–16). The patriarchs, including Isaac, are often located in relationship to a divinity 

called―thegodofthefather‖(or―Godofmy/your/his/father‖),anexpressiontowhichA.Altdrew

attention some time ago in an article that was greatly appreciated and discussed (1966; cf., for example, 

Gen 31:5, 29 [according to the Greek text], 42, 53; or, in addition, Gen 43:23; 46:1, 3,etc.).―Thegodof

thefather‖(whetherthislatterremainsanonymousornot)appearsastheprotector of the family or clan, 

which appeals to its ancestor.  

Genesis at times gives a specific name to this deity; in two instances, the term is paḥad yiṣḥāq, whom 

Jacob acknowledges or whose presence he invokes (Gen 31:42, 53), a formula that for a long time has 

beentranslated,followingtheleadoftheancients,asthe―TerrorofIsaac‖(seeFEAR OF ISAAC).  

There is another meaning of Heb pḥd attested in Job 40:17, where the noun is dual, designating the 

―thighs‖ofthehippopotamus(aeuphemismforitstesticles);thewordpaḥad could evoke, in addition to 

its primitive signification, the clan, lineage, or descent. Several authors explain paḥad yiṣḥāq from this 

second root (see FEAR OF ISAAC on this and additional interpretations).  

Discussion of the precise meaning of the phrase paḥad yiṣḥāq is certainly not finished, but it seems that 

this second meaning, which associates it with divine power, the life force that is connected with sexuality 

and the fate of human grouping, is preferable to one that has recourse totheholy―tremendum‖to

elucidate the mysterious expression used in Genesis 31 (HALAT, 872). The paḥad yiṣḥāq, from which all 

ambiguity had not yet been removed, appears as the specific contribution of the second of the patriarchs to 

the religion of the Fathers.  

G. Jewish and Christian Traditions  

If Genesis in particular and the OT in general reserve a somewhat limited place for Isaac, later tradition 

attributed to him a much more important role, notably in the scene located on Mt. Moriah, in which the 

passive child of chap. 22 has become a responsible adult who voluntarily takes an active part in his 

―sacrifice.‖ForJudaismandtheChurch,IsaacisinthefullestsenseoneofthethreepatriarchsofIsrael.  

The deuterocanonical texts restrict themselves to briefly taking up again the indications of the Hebrew 

Bible concerning Isaac: Sir 44:22; Dan 3:35 (LXX); Jdt 8:26. In contrast, the rabbinical texts which 

comment on Scripture abound in details concerning his destiny and recognize the decisive significance 

that he had for his descendants. Thus it is that a midrash situates his birth on first day of the feast of 

Passoverandrecountsthatitwasaccompaniedbynumerousmiracles,somuchsothatIsaac‘scoming

into the world bears messianic traits.HisnamingisrelatedtothegiftoftheLaw(―thecomingoutofthe

commandment‖),apledgeofliberty,andeachofthelettersmakinguphisnameleavesroomfor

speculations relating generally to the patriarch. The marriage of the son of Abraham to Rebekah unfolded 

in a marvelous manner, and the contacts of Abraham and Isaac with the Philistines allowed the rabbis 

scope to insist on the identical lot of the two patriarchs. If the happiness that Isaac knew here below was 



due to the merits of his father, his own proper merits will assure him of a recompense in the hereafter, and 

his descendants will be the beneficiaries. Isaac will, in fact, plead for them and will snatch them away 

from Gehenna; also, he will be greeted by his sons and daughters with thisexclamation,―Thismanis

trulyourfather…!‖ 

ItisparticularlywithregardtotheAqedahthat,intheJewishtexts,theroleofIsaacandhis―virtues‖

are shown to advantage. Josephus (Ant 1.13.1–4 §222–36)givesIsaac‘sageas25whenheascendedMt. 

Moriah; he describes him as throwing himself joyfully toward the altar, even though he escaped the fate 

awaiting him. Isaac conducted himself there as the worthy son of Abraham, and the Aqedah was as much 

hisaffairasitwashisfather‘s. 

Philo of Alexandria, in his treatise on Abraham (the one on Isaac has been lost), devoted several 

paragraphs to Isaac (Abr 32–36, §167–207). He insisted on the perfect accord between the father and the 

son who journeyed tm the place of sacrifice, and he retained of the traditions concerning the name of 

Isaac only the note of laughter, which he mentioned to designate his joy (and that he had to learn to 

sacrifice in favor of a higher joy). Also, he considered the Aqedah as a veritable sacrifice, even though 

Abraham did not have to carry out the deed to its end.  

Already in the first century prior to the Christian era, the Jewish book of Jubilees relatedthe―binding‖

of Isaac to the paschal sacrifice (17:15): Isaac was to have been immolated at the very hour that the ritual 

of the feast foresaw for the putting to death of the lamb (49:1) and on the very spot where the temple 

would be erected, that is on Mt. Zion (18:7–13). A later text, the Biblical Antiquities (of Pseudo-Philo, 1st 

century C.E.), equally considered that the sacrifice of Isaac had been accomplished and saw in this the 

reasonfortheelectionoftheIsraelites(18:5):thebloodofIsaacthussealedGod‘scovenantwithhis

people (L. A. B. 18:5; cf. 32:1–4; 40:2).  

The sacrificial character of Abraham‘sgestureisfoundaswellinvariousTargums(theAramaic

translations of the Pentateuch), which call attention to the benefits that Israel ought to draw from the 

Aqedah. Codex Neofiti, identified in 1956, in its expansion of Lev 22:27, associates Isaac with the lamb 

boundasaholocaustandforetellsthedayonwhichtheIsraeliteswillsay,―Recallinourfavorthe

AqedahofIsaac,ourfather.‖Thesamemanuscript,inthe―poemofthefournights‖atExod 12:42, 

relates the celestial vision of Isaac (which explains his quasi-blindness; cf. chap. 27) to the moment of his 

immolation and, in Gen 22:10,evokesIsaac‘sprayertohisfatherontheoccasionoftheAqedahinthis

way:―Myfather,bindmewellsothatIdonotkickyouinawaythatyourofferingmightbeinvalid‖

(following the translation of R. Le Déaut 1978). Among other elements, the Targum mentions the 

intercessionofAbrahamatthehourofsacrificeinfavorofgenerationstocome:―Andnow,whenhis

sons find themselves in a time of distress, remember the Aqedah of their father Isaac and hear the voice of 

their supplication. Hear andanswerthemanddeliverthemfromalltribulation‖(T. Neof. Gen 22:14).  

othertargumictraditionsimplythatIsrael‘slothasrepeatedlybeendeterminedbythe―binding‖of

Isaac: thus, thanks to the merits of the Aqedah, the sin of the golden calf was pardoned (Tg. Cant. 1:13), 

the Jordan was crossed (Tg. Cant. 3:6), Jerusalem was delivered (Tg. 1 Chr. 21:15). According to another 

midrash, the (expiatory?) sacrifice of the son of Abraham was associated with the tām  d (perpetual 

sacrifice; Lev. Rab. on 1:5) as it also was with the ritual of the New Year (Lev. Rab. on 23:24). 

Theologians have even found in texts dealing with the Aqedah a theology of redemption antedating the 

Pauline doctrine of salvation in Christ.  

This issue remains a controverted one, especially since specialists in the NT are far from being in 

agreementontheplacethatIsaacandnotablyhis―sacrifice‖occupyintheNTwritings.Atfirstsight,

references to Genesis 22 appear rarely, except for explicit mentions such as those in Heb 11:17–19 and in 

Jas 2:21–24. The following texts are generally cited: Rom 8:32; John 1:29 (?); John 3:16 (?); Mark 1:11 

and parallels. For G. Vermes (1973), for example, the theme of the Aqedah points to one of the oldest 

strata of the Christian kerygma; by contrast, P. R. Davies and B. D. Chilton (1978) think the Gospel 

proclamation has influenced Jewish interpretation of Genesis 22, obliging the rabbis to make of the 

―binding‖ofIsaacavicariousexpiatorysacrifice.Theproblemremainsasithasbeenarticulated;ithas

not yet been freed of apologetical, ulterior motive, and its resolution depends in part on the dating of the 



texts that are called on to support one thesis or another. It is probable that, over time, the Aqedah 

underwent a change in signification, and one cannot exclude the possibility that it had acquired a 

redemptive import prior to the Christian era.  

For patristic theology, Isaac was not only an example of the perfect sacrifice (Ep. Barn. 7:3), but he was 

also one of the anticipatory figures of the crucified Christ. For Melito of Sardis (in a 2d-century work, On 

the Passover)Isaac,whodidnotsufferdeath,wasa―type‖ofthecomingsufferingofChrist,whowas

bound (like Isaac) to unbind us and was put to death (like the ram) to redeem us (so Gribomont 1971: 

1993). Irenaeus of Lyons also refers back to Genesis 22 when he writes,―We,too,holdingtothesame

faithasAbraham,carryingourcrossasIsaacthewood,wefollowbehindhim…Abrahamfollowedthe

Commandment of the Word of God, delivering up with a great heart his only and beloved Son as a 

sacrifice…forourredemption‖(Haer. 4.5.4; [according to Gribomont 1971: 1993]). One can find a 

typological interpretation in the writings of the majority of the Fathers of the Church, as for example in 

Tertullian, for whom the death of Christ on the cross was at once prefigured in Genesis 22 by Isaac, 

brought to the place of sacrifice by his father and bearing himself the wood, and by the ram who redeems 

himwhilehungbyhishorns,asChristwashungonthe―horns‖ofthecrossandwas crowned with thorns 

(Adv. Marcionem 3.18; Adv. Jud. 10.5–6; 13.20–21; Gribomont 1971: 1994). These themes would get 

taken up and developed in the tradition of the Church.  

Genesis 22 has never ceased to inspire not only the commentaries of the theologians but also the works 

of poets, artists, and playwrights; from the mystery plays of the Middle Ages to the words of Elie Wiesel 

afterAuschwitz;fromTheodoreofBeza,authorof―AbrahamSacrificing‖(1549),tothesong writer 

Leonard Cohen (1970); from Rembrandt (in 1635) to Marc Chagall (in the 20th century), and from 

Kierkegaard in Fear and Trembling (1843) to George Steiner in A Conversation Piece (1985). The 

immolation of the son of Abraham—which is, let us recall, the origin of the Feast of the Sheep in Muslim 

tradition, in which the victim is Ishmael, not Isaac (but, cf. Quran Sura 37.97ff.)—continues to summon 

all readers of Genesis to give an account of themselves by sending them back to a child whose name 

means―laughter‖andtothecrueleststoryofhumandestinies. 
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ROBERT MARTIN-ACHARD  

TRANS. TERRENCE PRENDERGAST  

ISAIAH SCROLL, THE (1QIsa
a
) Nineteen copies of the book of Isaiah have been found among the 

Qumran biblical mss. Most of these are very fragmentary. The most important among them are two 

scrolls coming from cave 1, in particular the scroll 1QIsa.
a
 The second, 1QIsa

b
, only preserves a part of 

the text of Isaiah, because the scroll has been badly damaged.  

1QIsa
a
 was among the first mss first discovered by the bedouin at the end of 1946 or the beginning of 

1947. It was also the first to be identified. Physically, the scroll is made up of seventeen sheepskin sheets, 

sewn together by a linen thread. Its average height is 26.2 cm, and it is 7.34 m long. Apart from some 

minor lacunae at the beginning and in the lower part of the scroll, 1QIsa
a
 contains the complete text of the 

book of Isaiah, arranged in 54 columns. A facsimile of this scroll is now in the Shrine of the Book at 

Jerusalem.  

1QIsa
a
 was written by a single hand in the latter half of the 2d century B.C., probably between 125 and 

100. Omissions were filled in and corrections were made for about a century afterwards. 1QIsa
a
, like the 

other Isaiah manuscripts found at Qumran, precedes by about a thousand years the most ancient 

manuscripts of the book of Isaiah previously known.  

Although 1QIsa
a
 and the consonantal basis of the MT are basically identical, there are a few hundred 

textual variants. Drawing his conclusions from an analysis of the spelling, pronunciation, morphology, 

vocabulary, and syntax, Kutscher (1974) has shown that 1QIsa
a
 presents an example of the Hebrew of the 

Second Temple period. This is distinct from classical Hebrew and is representative of a more recent stage 

of the language than that attested by theMT. A great number of the textual variants between 1QIsa
a
 and 

the MT are purely linguistic. These are due to the influence of late 2d -century B.C. Hebrew on the text of 

the book of Isaiah. More precisely, 1QIsa
a
 contains a deliberate linguistic updating of the text, carried out 

at a time when Aramaic and Greek were spoken alongside Hebrew in Palestine. This updating is most 

strikingly obvious in the modernization of the spelling; full forms are found consistently in chaps. 34–66 

and somewhat less so in chaps. 1–33. Every instance of the vowels o and u, whether long or short, is 

rendered by waw; the pronominal suffixes and the verbal endings are followed by he. ˒Alep follows the 

endings of words normally ending in -  , -ô, or -û. The act of reading is thus made easier for people whose 

first language is Hebrew, but who are not very literate, as well as for those for whom Aramaic was the 

first language. In fact, the fuller forms are intended in some cases to distinguish the Hebrew pronunciation 

from that of Aramaic.  

The updating of the language is shown equally in the replacement of certain terms which had fallen into 

disuse or become rare at the end of the 2d century B.C. by others in more common use. For example, in 

13:10 1QIsa
a
 uses the synonym y˒yrw, very common in the Bible and in rabbinic Hebrew, to replace the 

verb yhlw (―causetoshine‖),rareintheBibleinthissense(Isa 13:10; Job 29:3; 31:26; 41:10) and not 

found in rabbinic Hebrew. Likewise in 33:7; 42:2; 46:7, 1QIsa
a
 replaces ṣ˓q (―tocryout‖)withits

synonym z˓q, which was more common after the Exile.  

In most instances where variants are not simply linguistic, the 1QIsa
a
 readings are secondary, and show 

characteristics similar to those of the ancient versions. Thus 1QIsa
a
 often changes terms and expressions 



under the influence of either the immediate context, a more remote parallel passage in Isaiah, or another 

biblical book. For example, in 43:19, instead of the word nhrwt (―rivers‖),1QIsa
a
 has ntybwt (―tracks‖),a

term probably suggested by the context. This term is found in the singular in 43:16, where it is likewise 

associated with drk (―path‖),forwhichitprovidesabetterparallel.In51:2, 1QIsa
a
 replaces w˒brkhw 

w˒rbhw (―Ihaveblessedhimandmadehimmultiply‖)withw˒prhw w˒rbhw (―Ihavemadehimfruitful

andmadehimmultiply‖)becauseofthe frequency with which the latter pair of verbs is found, especially 

in Genesis (Gen 1:22, 28; 8:17; 9:1, 7; 17:20; 28:3; 35:11; 47:27; 48:4; Lev 26:9; Jer 3:16; 23:3; Ezek 

36:11). Sometimes 1QIsa
a
 amplifies the text. For example, in 30:6a it inserts the word wṣyh (―and

aridity‖)betweenthetermsṣrh wṣwqh (―anguishanddistress‖).Thetermaddedisprobablytakenfrom

35:1, 41:18, and 53:2.  

Finally, one may mention a particularly interesting category of textual variant resulting from exegesis. 

Occasionally the author of 1QIsa
a
 has altered the text, normally very slightly, in such a way as to make it 

conform to his interpretation. One may cite 8:11 as a simple but significant example. In place of the word 

wysrny, 1QIsa
a
 has ysyrnw/y (the final letter is uncertain). So, whereas the Masoretes derive the verb from 

the root ysr (―he corrected me sothatIwouldnotfollowthepathofthispeople…‖),1QIsa
a
 sees there 

the Hip˓il of the root swr (―he turned me away fromfollowingthepathofthispeople…‖).Thistext is 

applied in 4QFlor 1,14–15 to the community of Qumran, seen as the community of those whom God has 

separated from the remainder of the people. So this explains the variant of 1QIsa
a
: it is the fruit of the 

updating process, which sees in the community of Qumran the accomplishment of the oracle of the 

prophet.  

In conclusion, one can say that the specific contribution of 1QIsa
a
, as of the other Isaian mss from 

Qumran, is related to the history of the textual tradition of the book of Isaiah. When one adds to that the 

witness of the LXX, the mss of Qumran have confirmed that, unlike other biblical books, there was only 

one text of the book of Isaiah from the 3d century B.C.  

That being said, the mss from Qumran show at the same time a considerable fluidity of this text. 1QIsa
a
 

represents, in a general way, a secondary text with reference to theMT. It is to some extent a revised 

updated edition of the book of Isaiah. It occasionally comes close to a commentary (Pesher). The author 

of 1QIsa
a
 modernizes the language of the book and introduces different kinds of harmonizations and 

expansions. On occasion, influenced by his exegesis, the author does not hesitate to change the text. He 

exhibits a fairly broad liberty with regard to the text, a liberty he shares with the Gk translators, who were 

roughly his contemporaries. It is this liberty that is perhaps the most important common trait between 

1QIsa
a
 and the LXX of Isaiah, two texts which have often been compared. This innovative approach did 

not serve as a precedent in the Hebrew textual tradition of the book of Isaiah.  

The Qumran mss also witness to a conservative tradition in regard to the book of Isaiah. This 

conservatism is represented by 1QIsa
a
 and by the majority of the other examples of the text of Isaiah 

found at Qumran, all of which are closer to the MT than is 1QIsa
a
. This tendency will be accentuated and 

strengthened. In the end, it will dominate and will have as its consequence the definitive stabilization of 

the text of Isaiah.  
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FRANCOLINO J. GONÇALVES  

ISAIAH, BOOK OF. The sixty-six chapters of the book of Isaiah form a whole in the canon of the 

Hebrew Bible and in all of the versions, but internal indications of diversity have led critical scholarship 

to distinguish three major works of literature in the book. First Isaiah (chaps. 1–39), Second Isaiah (chaps. 

40–55), and Third Isaiah (chaps. 56–66) are now generally treated as separate writings or collections with 

distinctauthors.The―LittleApocalypse‖(chaps. 24–27) is also viewed by many as a separate work 

within the larger unit called First Isaiah. In view of the current critical consensus, the works composing 

the biblical book associated with the prophet Isaiah are treated separately in individual articles in the order 

First Isaiah, The Little Apocalypse, Second Isaiah, Third Isaiah.  

FIRST ISAIAH  

The widest possible range of positions is represented in the scholarly literature concerning First Isaiah. 

First Isaiah is viewed by some as a rhetorical unity accurately depicting historical and political events 

during the lifetime and from the perspective of the 8th-century prophet Isaiah. others view only sections 

of chaps. 1–39 as emerging from the context of 8th-century Judah and understand the present form of 

First Isaiah to be under major redactional influence. Still others reject the view altogether that First Isaiah 

is about the prophet Isaiah and events in his day, preferring to see chaps. 1–39 as a pseudepigraphical 

magnet attracting various postexilic concerns and aspirations.  

As a consequence of this radical divergence of views, an accounting of the present state of the inquiry—

its history, limitations, and future—will open the treatment. This will be followed by a general 

introduction to First Isaiah sensitive to its many literary, historical, and theological complexities, yet 

receptive to the possibility of significant efforts at coherence in all three areas in the final form of the 

Isaiah presentation. In this manner we hope successfully to introduce Isaiah 1–39 without minimizing the 

many exegetical complexities which confront even the general reader of this rich prophetic collection.  

———  

A. Critical Orientation: The Literary Composition of Isaiah 1–39  

1. First Isaiah: Terminological Background  

2. First Isaiah in the 20th Century  

B. Isaiah and History: Preliminary Considerations  

C. The Canonical Presentation of the Book of Isaiah  

1. Isaiah and the Emergence of Assyria  

2. The Syro-Ephraimite Debacle and Isaiah 1–12  

3. The 701 Assault: Isaiah 36–39 and Kings Presentations  

4. The 701 Assault: General ANE Perspective  

5. Isaiah 28–33  

6. Isaiah 34–35  

7. Isaiah 13–23 and 24–27  

D. Conclusions  

———  

A. Critical Orientation: The Literary Composition of Isaiah 1–39  

A general introduction to First Isaiah can be given in part through a discussion of terminology. What 

exactlyismeantbytheterm―FirstIsaiah‖?Isthisaliterary,sociological,orhistoricalclassification—or 

some admixture of all three? A discussion of this issue also serves as an introduction to the background of 

modern critical exegesis of the book of Isaiah. The section concludes with an examination of the variety 

of methods used to interpret the literary composition of Isaiah 1–39.  

1. First Isaiah: Terminological Background. Early critical treatments of the prophets stressed their 

poeticandcreativecapacities.BishopRobertLowth‘s18th-century study of Hebrew poetry (De sacra 

poesi Hebraeorum, 1753) and his translation of and notes on the book of Isaiah are cases in point (Lowth 

1778; 10thed.1834).WhatinLowth‘shandswereessentiallyaestheticandappreciativeobservations

about the genius of the prophetic consciousness quickly became a warrant for seeing the prophets as men 



of like nature with ourselves, in virtually all respects. Only their higher moral and natural sensibility set 

them apart.  

Lowth was still able to stretch this sensibility to its limit in the case of Isaiah, a book which would prove 

an unusually demanding arena in which to fight for enlightened approaches while at the same time 

defending so-calledtraditionalviewsofprophecy.InIsaiah‘scasetheproblemwasoneofstrained

temporal reference, most specifically concerning the ability of an 8th-century Isaiah to speak of 6th-

century events, nations, and rulers (e.g., Cyrus), with at times remarkable attention to detail, especially in 

chaps. 40–66. To applaud prophetic genius in respect of ethical insight was one thing; but to claim for this 

same genius the ability to foresee events centuries in advance went beyond enlightened logic. Here the 

book of Isaiah presented a set of challenges for the early critical reader without real analogy in Jeremiah 

or Ezekiel, although an even tougher problem was admitted to exist in the caseofDaniel.Lowth‘s

position that Isaiah delivered the prophecies of chaps. 40–66 ―inthelatterpartofthereignofHezekiah‖

(Lowth 1834: 309) is a good example of an alliance between traditional and enlightened views which 

would very soon collapse. Foreteller and forth-teller would begin to look like incompatible conceptions of 

Isaiah the prophet.  

Inaninterestingbitofintellectualhistory,theGermaneditionofLowth‘sIsaiahcommentaryincluded

marginal additions and amplifications by the Göttingen professor and chief translator J. B. Koppe, who 

suggested that chap. 50 waswrittenbyEzekielor―anotherprophetlivinginBabylon‖(Koppe1780:43).

Eventually,―Pseudo-Isaiah‖or―Deutero-Isaiah‖wouldemergeasappropriatetermsofreferencefor

chaps. 40–66 in their entirety, on analogy with such usage in classics (Pseudo-Philo) or NT studies 

(Deutero-Pauline). The book oftheprophetIsaiahwasthusviewedasincludinganappendix,―Deutero-

Isaiah,‖comprisingtwenty-seven chapters.  

Many attribute the proposal for a Deutero-Isaiah comprising chaps. 40–66 to J. C. Döderlein (1775), or 

even to the Jewish scholars Moses ben Samuel Gikatilla and Ibn Ezra (Friedlander 1873) long before him 

(the former active in the 11th century). There is some debate about the correct evaluation of Ibn Ezra, 

whose translation notes are often cryptic and open to interpretation; it is never entirely clear if his 

allusionsto―theprophet‖inchaps. 40–66 refertoanincipient―Deutero-Isaiah‖ortoafigurespoken

about by the original Isaiah. His frequent counsel to the wise interpreter to exercise restraint may imply he 

is aware of difficulties which would arise from an overly historicist reading; chaps. 40–66 refer for Ibn 

Ezra to his own day! In a somewhat similar vein, traditional Christian interpretation of chaps. 40–66 was 

not concerned so much with linking these chapters back in history to an 8th-century prophet as with 

linking them forward in time to Christ, a reading urged by the NT. In this spirit, the Church Fathers refer 

to Isaiah not just as the greatest prophet but also as apostle and evangelist (e.g., Eusebius, Theodoret, 

Jerome, Augustine). Much of the appeal for single Isaiah authorship against emerging critical positions 

looks in retrospect like defense of a view of Isaiah that never really functioned with primary exegetical or 

theologicalsignificanceintheprecriticalperiod(seeLevenson‘sremarksonMosaicauthorship of the 

Pentateuch, 1988: 205–13). Oddly enough, the Talmudic reference used as a source for traditional 

positionsattributesIsaiah‘sauthorshiptothe―assemblyofHezekiah‖(B. Bat. 15a).  

Eichhorn‘sanalysisofIsaiahinhisEinleitung (1803), originally published in 1783, foreshadowed the 

method of procedure and many of the critical conclusions which were to emerge in Isaiah scholarship in 

thefollowingtwocenturies.Eichhornbeginstouselanguagelike―inauthentic‖and―secondary‖inhis

analysis of Isaiah oracles, in a manner which logically proceeds from prior assumptions regarding 

―authenticity‖and―primacy‖(Eichhorn1803:50–55). Authentic oracles can be traced with confidence to 

the historical prophet Isaiah. It is Eichhorn who inauguratesthemoderncriticalsubsection―Lifeof

Isaiah‖(Jesaias Leben §523), where he tells the reader who Isaiah really is and when he was active, 

havingsuccessfullyextractedhimfromtheliterature‘sownconstrual. 

Significantly, Eichhorn does not use theterm―SecondIsaiah‖inreferencetochaps. 40–66; neither does 

theterm―FirstIsaiah‖haverelevanceforhim.―Isaiah‖referstothehistoricalmancritically

reconstructed. But the book of Isaiah itself, in literary terms, is an anthology from many diverse periods. 

Secondary additions are made in chaps. 40–52 in a sustained manner; but similar additions can be found 



in chaps. 1–39, including many brief glosses, as well as the oracle against Moab (chap. 17), chaps. 24–27, 

and chap. 21 (wherereferenceto―ridersoncamels‖atv 7 sendsEichhorntoXenophon‘sreportsoflater,

Persian warfare). In an intriguing conclusion, Eichhorn argues that the order of the major prophets given 

in the Talmud (B. Bat. 14a) is correct, with Isaiah following Jeremiah and Ezekiel. He reasons that 

Jeremiah and Ezekiel stand first because there is an assumed identity between author and book. Isaiah, by 

distinction, contains many different prophecies from many different authors and periods and so is an 

anthology like the Book of the Twelve, which it resembles and next to which it has been placed (Eichhorn 

1803: 101–4).  

Eichhorn‘stheory,aspeculiarasitmaysound,revealsimportantproblemsof dating in Isaiah that 

frustrateeasyadoptionoftheterms―First,‖―Second,‖and―Third‖Isaiahasreferringtosimple,

historicallyevolvingadditionstoanoriginalIsaiahcore.Asforactualhistorical―authors‖ofthematerial,

Eichhorn treats only ―Isaiah‖asapropheticfigure,alongsidethemanyotheranonymouscontributors.Not

until the later chapters (40–66) take on sharper literary and historical definition does the profile of a 

prophet(―SecondIsaiah‖)emerge,withafixedsociologicalandhistoricalprovenancetobecontrasted

withthatofanIsaiahlocatedin―FirstIsaiah‖chapters. 

ThebeginningofthisprocesscanbedetectedinGesenius‘Isaiahcommentaryof1821.Gesenius

expands the list of texts in chaps. 1–39 from later periods to include chaps. 13, 14, 34, and 35. He then 

speaks of a distinct author (Verfasser) of chaps. 40–66,whomhecalls―Pseudo-Isaiah‖(Gesenius1821:

17). But above all, the decision to treat chaps. 40–66 in a formally separate volume, with its own 

introduction,helpeddrivehometheindependentnatureof―SecondIsaiah‖—to be contrasted not only 

with authentic Isaiah oracles but also with the other editorial additions to the Isaiah anthology (as he 

continuedtocallit).Gradually―SecondIsaiah‖becamemorethanaliterarydesignation.Asthesefinal

chapters took on their own theological profile, a prophetic individual began to emerge from behind their 

cover.  

Gesenius also initiated a form of inquiry that had not been of much interest to Eichhorn. Despite the 

anthological nature chaps. 1–39 shared with the book as a whole, Gesenius was convinced that significant 

internal organization and structure could be detected in these chapters. Anticipating modern internal 

divisions in First Isaiah, he spoke of three books within these chapters: 1–12, 13–23, and 24–35. A 

collector was responsible for their shaping and (often curious) internal organization (the call of the 

prophet should be at the beginning, not in chap. 6). A fourth book was Pseudo-Isaiah (40–66). Isaiah 

chaps. 36–39 were drafted from 2 Kings 18–20 to serve as a conclusion for the originally separate book of 

Isaiah, on analogy with Jeremiah 52‘sfunctionashistoricalappendixtothebookofJeremiah(cf.2 Kings 

25). Since the original book of Isaiah reached a logical conclusion thereby, explanations were required for 

theadditionofthefourthbook(―SecondIsaiah‖),andtheserangedfromtheaccidental,totheexpedient

(scroll size), to the coincidence of name (both prophets had the name Isaiah), to the pseudepigraphic 

(anonymous oracles required the imprimatur of a former, recognized prophet). Gesenius inclines toward 

the later view (Gesenius 1821: 17–18).  

It was the inquiry into internal organization that led Gesenius to conclude that Isaiah once had a 

concluded form, assisted by chaps. 36–39, which was independent of Pseudo-Isaiah and yet prior to the 

final anthological arrangement of the whole sixty-six-chapter book of Isaiah. In many respects, this 

important observation would begin to allow a certain logic to obtain in the use of what are now practically 

conventionalterms:―FirstIsaiah‖and―SecondIsaiah.‖―FirstIsaiah‖wouldeventuallyrefertothe

literary corpus found in chaps. 1–39, regardless of whether its individual sections were historically 

anterior.―SecondIsaiah‖wouldcometorefertochaps. 40–66. Gesenius‘workanticipatesthemature

theory that behind both literary complexes stand prophetic figures, for whom these names also apply. In 

sum,useoftheterm―FirstIsaiah‖wouldemergeastheconsequenceof(1)agrowingrecognitionofthe

literary integrity andindependenceof―SecondIsaiah‖and(2)argumentsforthestructurallogicand

―closingoff‖oftheIsaiahbookwithchaps. 36–39.Thatmuchof―FirstIsaiah‖washistorically

contemporaneous with or later than―SecondIsaiah‖wasaparadoxtheterminologywouldhavetobear. 



BernhardDuhm‘sinfluentialcommentaryonIsaiahdrivesthispointhome.Duhmmaintainedthatthe

four-book theory of Gesenius, in somewhat modified form, was a helpful explanation for clear internal 

collections within Isaiah. Duhm is quite clear, however, that the final collecting and arranging of books in 

Isaiah takes us practically into the Common Era. And much of the material in Isaiah 1–39 postdates Isaiah 

40–66; the Buchlein ―littlebook‖ofchaps. 24–27, for example, Duhm dates to ca. 128 B.C.E. (Duhm 

Jesaia HKAT, xii). Although much in chaps. 1–39 postdates Second Isaiah, Duhm is convinced that these 

chapters developed internally independent of chaps. 40–66. Consequently, there is a certain propriety in 

treating Isaiah 1–39 on their own. Like Gesenius, Duhm prefers to talk about Isaiah and the Isaiah Book 

(Jesajabuch), ratherthan―FirstIsaiah‖indistinctionfrom―SecondIsaiah.‖Duhmalsointroduces―Third

Isaiah‖astheprophetic figure responsible for chaps. 56–66.Itwouldbefairtosaythatonce―Second

Isaiah‖tookonsharperprofileasanexilicprophet(cf.Eichhorn‘s―Pseudo-Isaiah‖),anewprophetwas

demanded for chaps. 56–66, given their distinct tone and seemingly different historical backdrop. In 

summary,withDuhm‘sIsaiahcommentarythreepropheticpersonalitiesemerge:Isaiah,Deutero-Isaiah, 

and Trito-Isaiah. Ironically, greater identity is presumed to exist between prophet and literature in the 

latter sections (chaps. 40–55 and 56–66) than in the Jesajabuch itself (chaps. 1–39).  

From a very different angle, this fact has led one recent scholar to conclude that the middle section 

(chaps. 40–55) is indeed the most stable and has in fact given rise to the other two (Rendtorff 1984). 

Thoughoverstated,Rendtorff‘spositionhasatleastpointedoutproblemsinherentintheterms―First

Isaiah‖and―SecondIsaiah.‖Not all of First Isaiah is historically prior to Second Isaiah; the author of 

Second Isaiah is more responsible for chaps. 40–55 than Isaiah for 1–39; First Isaiah is a far more 

complex redactional product, with far greater historical range, than either Second or Third Isaiah. Such 

was the recognition of Isaiah scholarship by the end of the 19th century. A century later, the situation has 

changed little.  

In conclusion, the term―FirstIsaiah‖ishelpfulasaliteraryclassificationforchaps. 1–39 because they 

appear first in the book of Isaiah. As a historical or sociological term, however, it must be used with 

caution, lest one presume an identity of author and literature, with both historically prior to Second and 

Third Isaiah.  

2. First Isaiah in the 20th Century. EvenifresistancetoDuhm‘sthree-Isaiah model was quickly 

registered, this century has seen widespread acceptance of his basic critical presuppositions. Conservative 

exegetes continued to produce commentaries on the whole book and inveigh against a model which 

impugnedtheprophet‘sinspirationalcapacities,especiallyintherealmofhistoricalforesight.But

Gesenius‘treatmentofIsaiahintwoseparatevolumeswasclearlyaharbingerofthefuture.

Considerationsofhistoricalreferenceprovedmoreweightythanthoserespectingthebook‘spresent

literary unity—however one accounted for it. Second Isaiah emerged into the full light of day, breathing 

promise and good will, in literature both coherent and historically uniform. First Isaiah, by ironic contrast, 

required critical extraction from a literature mixed in form, diverse in historical background, and 

unparalleledinredactionalandorganizationalcomplexity.Innosmallmeasure,SecondIsaiah‘sgainin

criticalstaturewasFirstIsaiah‘sloss. 

One basic problem confronting interpreters of First Isaiah is its baffling internal movement and 

structure. Luther probablyhadFirstIsaiahinmindwhenhespokeoftheprophets‘―queerwayoftalking,

like people who, instead of proceeding in an orderly manner, ramble off from one thing to the next, so that 

you cannot make head or tail of them or see what they are getting at‖(ROTT, 33). Here, precritical and 

modern interpreters are in agreement.  

Jerome, Michaelis, and Rosenmüller had argued the arrangement was chronological (1–6: Uzziah to 

Jotham; 7–14: Ahaz; 15ff.: Hezekiah), though on this score Isaiah offers far fewer clues than the explicitly 

dated Jeremiah and Ezekiel. A similar position was taken by the conservative Hengstenberg in the 19th 

century,whospokeofaspecial―propheticgift‖conferredupontheprophetinthereignofHezekiah(36–

39) which enabled him to see chaps. 40–66 the―vision‖presumablyhad its own internal chronological 

movement as well (Hengstenberg 1872: 2.2–3). Rationalist attempts to use Assyrian history as a clue to 

the chronology of Isaiah were popular in the late 19th century; a revised version of this sort of inquiry can 



be seen in the recent study by Hayes and Irvine (1987). On this logic, the movement of the literature—

even through sections of text formally quite diverse (compare chaps. 6–8 with chaps. 9–11)—reflects the 

temporally unfolding activity of Isaiah as his preaching addresses peoples, nations, and events in 

chronological order. Chronological order is not editorially imposed, but is the direct consequence of the 

prophet‘sownhistoricalactivity.  

others, with Vitringae, Jahn, and Bauer among the early critical proponents, have argued that the 

internal organization is thematic. Modern interpreters have spoken about a general tripartite scheme in the 

major prophetic collections, with indigenous judgment oracles followed by oracles against nations, 

themselves followed by oracles of promise and salvation (Kaiser 1984: 232). The scheme may work best 

in Ezekiel; it could only work with LXX Jeremiah; it would work better in Isaiah if chaps. 28–39 did not 

intervene before oracles of salvation (40–66). In the final analysis, the scheme is artificial and creates 

more problems than it solves: clear elements of promise are found in 1–12 and 13–27; chaps. 40–66 

contain much sharp judgment material (50:10–11; 57:1–13; 58:1–7; 59:1–8; 65:1–16; 66:17, 24).  

Introductionofacategorylike―thematic‖movesone‘sconceptionoftheliteratureinadifferent

directionthanchronologicalexplanationsadvocate,since―thematic‖arrangementrequiressomeformof

conscious reflection on the shape the literature will take, whether by the prophet himself or, more likely, 

by others (editors, disciples, arrangers). Direct access to the historical prophet is more complicated in this 

model. In many respects, thematic explanations foreshadow more mature critical views, which require 

editorialdecisionsandtheshapingofIsaiah‘sonce-oral speech into literary presentation. One cannot so 

easily follow Isaiah as he chronologically addresses events of his day.  

Just what the thematic structure of Isaiah is, is quite another question—as is the extent and nature of 

editorial intervention. Both Gesenius and Duhm argued for internal collections in First Isaiah, seen in 

most recent treatments as consisting of 1–12; 13–23; 24–27; 28–32 (33); 34–35; and 36–39. Whether this 

structure is thematically significant is another question altogether. It is probably safer to say that the 

position of these 19th-century interpreters foreshadows recent redactional arguments for structural 

organization in First Isaiah. On this view, the consecution of Isaiah oracles may be incomprehensible as it 

stands, but it is capable of explanation as due to editorial factors and the addition of new levels of text 

from later periods, quite randomly and without regard for overall literary organization. The roughness of 

the final form of the text is the result of secondary filling in and elaboration, without regard for literary 

coherence as a final desideratum. From time to time, major structural seams can be detected, as in the 

collections noted above; but the internal movement within these collections is haphazard, diachronically 

erratic, and explicable only through complex redactional theories. Here we have a view of the literature 

and its genesis diametrically opposed to the chronological model, where temporal logic is grounded in the 

historical activity of the man Isaiah. More recent forms of redactional argumentation may urge far greater 

appreciation of the present structure of the text, even as chronologically significant (Ackroyd 1974: 330–

32; Seitz 1988: 112–16; Smelik 1986: 74–76). But this chronology is by no means connected to the 

actions in time of the man Isaiah; rather, it is the consequence of editorial decisions concerning the 

presentationofIsaiah‘sactivityintheliterature—an activity whose chronology forms only one part of a 

larger view of time and the movement of the Word of God in history, as understood by final shapers of 

the text. (More on ―redactionalchronology‖ispresentedbelow.) 

Approaches to First Isaiah in this century can be grouped in three categories: (a) direct referential; (b) 

form and tradition-critical; (c) redactional.  

a. Direct Referential. The direct referential approach tends to maximize the extent of the present 

literature attributable to the prophet Isaiah on a variety of grounds (historical, biographical, rhetorical). 

ThetextrefersdirectlytoeventsinthelifetimeofIsaiahandalsorevealsmuchabouttheprophet‘s 

internalstate.AgoodexampleofthisapproachisGeorgeAdamSmith‘sstudyonIsaiah,writtenatthe

turn of the century (Smith Isaiah ExB). Smith sees the book unfolding chronologically, so that a 

sequential reading of chaps. 1–39 traces events in Israelite history from 740 to just after 701. Some 

sections cannot be dated with certainty (e.g., Oracle against Tyre—chap. 23; Hezekiah on his sick-bed—

chap. 38);certainpropheciesarenotrelatedtoIsaiah‘stime(chaps. 13, 24–27). Smith acknowledges 



some dislocations (chap. 1; chap. 6), but he usually explains these as due to psychological factors 

(Isaiah‘s―call‖inchap. 6 is also his reflection back on a difficult career) or matters of priority involving 

theprophet‘sowneditorialprinciples. 

Hayes and Irvine offer a recent version of this approach, based on a more sophisticated historical 

investigation and a more rigid commitment to the principle of chronological order. The judgment 

presupposed in chap. 1 involves the great earthquake reported at Amos 1:1 and Zech 14:5, making the 

oracleIsaiah‘searliest(HayesandIrvine1987:70).Chap. 13 belongs to the period of Tiglath-pileser‘s

efforts to subdue rebellion in the city of Babylon, thus firmly placed in the lifetime of Isaiah and next in 

order of delivery after chap. 12 and before chap. 14 (Hayes and Irvine 1987: 222). Not even Smith held to 

his chronological approach in chap. 13, dated by most after 587, presupposing later Neo-Babylonian 

resurgence under Nebuchadnezzar (Clements Isaiah 1–39 NCBC, 132), if not the rise of Persia under 

Cyrus (Wildberger Jesaja BKAT, 511). The view of Isaiah that emerges from this portrayal is, not 

surprisingly,oneofashrewdpoliticalobserver.Isaiah‘sinterestinworldevents,particularlyinthe

Nation Oracles section (chaps. 13–23), make him the theological equivalent of modern global-political 

analysts.  

b. Form and Tradition Criticism. Form and tradition criticism disagree in the first instance with the 

literary presuppositions of direct referential approaches. The book of Isaiah is composed of a wide variety 

of material, whose principle agenda is not direct cameralike access to political events in the days of 

Isaiah, norbiographicalrevelationsoftheprophet‘sinnerlife.Rather,muchofthepresentbookbeganas

oral speech of the prophet, delivered on different occasions and for different purposes, the present 

arrangement of which is a matter for separate inquiry. Moreover, much of the speech of Isaiah already 

conforms to typical forms of expression, whose history and social location are themselves a helpful index 

ofthetheologyoftheprophet.InGerhardvonRad‘streatmentofIsaiah(ROTT, 147–75), it was 

importanttoplaceIsaiahwithinIsrael‘straditionaltheologicalconfessionsifonewastounderstandhis

―genius‖—a view which cut against overly individualistic readings of Isaiah as rhapsodic poet, ethical 

loner, political pundit, or unparalleled homo religio. Isaiah‘sgeniuslayinhispowerfultransformationof

Israel‘straditions. 

VonRad‘sbestexampleisIsaiah‘suseofZiontraditions.VonRadsketchesoutacoherentZion

theology at home in certain psalms (46, 48, 76),rootedinIsrael‘shistoricalmemory,distinctfrom

ExodusandConquesttraditions.ThisZiontheologydescribesYahweh‘schoiceofZionforadwelling

place, and his protection of Zion against all foes, frequently spoken of in mythological language. Von Rad 

notes that this traditional complex of ideas, with its attendant language and forms, is to be seen at 

numerous points in Isaiah (see esp. chaps. 28–32), together with royal traditions (chaps. 7, 9, 11) 

ultimately from a similar background. Isaiah uses Zion traditions, however, in a modified form as follows: 

(1)toexpressthepossibilityofGod‘sturningthejudgmentforthenationsbackagainstIsrael(29:1–8); 

(2) therefore demanding a stance of faith (7:1–9), in that sense reflecting a merger of Zion motifs with 

those of Holy War, where belief was a prerequisite for deliverance (Judges 7); and (3) this modification 

finally giving way to trust in the mysterious plan of Yahweh (5:12, 19; 14:24–27; 28:21), revealed in an 

act of grace shown to the prophet. The final transformation strained Zion tradition to its limit and is 

therefore seen by von Rad as Isaiah‘sownuniquecontribution,permittedonlywhentheoriginalZion

form had been faithfully applied and finally found wanting, due to the loss of faith of those around the 

prophet. Only then does von Rad believe access is granted to the inner life of Isaiah (ROTT, 160–66).  

The tradition-critical approach of von Rad operates with broader form-critical assumptions about the 

roleoftheprophetvisàvistheliterature.Isaiah‘sadaptationsofIsrael‘straditioncomeintheformof

public address, akin to preaching. First Isaiah (1–39) contains this preaching, but it cannot everywhere be 

simply identified with this preaching, either in neat chronological order, or thematic presentation, or even 

haphazard arrangement. Von Rad does see some rough chronological movement in the present book, and 

one might well assume that early chapters are related to events in the days of Ahaz (5–12), later chapters 

to the days of Hezekiah (28–39). Still, critical judgments are required about the historical events of 

Isaiah‘sday,andcanonsofliteraryanalysishelptodetermineconsistentpatternsinIsaiah‘sownspeech.



What falls outside either of these areas is clearly secondary and editorially supplied. It would be fair to 

concludethatvonRad‘sprimaryareaofinterestlayininterpretingthetheologicalsignificanceofthose

portions of First Isaiah which could reasonably be traced to the historical prophet, using the methods of 

form- and tradition-criticism. Von Rad remained vitally interested in the prophet Isaiah, as a man of 

historytheologicallyactualizingIsrael‘straditions.ButthisIsaiahcouldnotbesimplyreadoffthetopof

the text; it required highly sophisticated literary and historical tools to lay him bare.  

c. Redactional Approaches. Much recent work on Isaiah has a primary redactional interest (Kaiser 

1983; Vermeylen 1977–78; Clements Isaiah 1–39 NCBC; Sweeney 1988b). With increased awareness of 

the major role editorial and supplemental material plays in the present book of Isaiah, the focus on the 

man Isaiah has moved to the background, thus inverting the task of interpretation as understood by both 

referential and form-critical readings. To the foreground has moved concern for (1) separating out by 

literary means various redactional levels, (2) locating them with historical and sociological analysis, and 

(3) describing their theological burden or tendenz. Once the levels are repristinated apart from their 

present literary context, there may follow an attempt to reintegrate them and describe their present 

function in the final form of the text (Ackroyd 1974; 1978; 1982; Anderson 1988). But generally the 

process is reversed (Sweeney 1988b) or the integrative function of redactional additions is not a source of 

interest.  

One can see the shift of critical focus in the work of Kaiser. The first editions of his (First) Isaiah 

commentary retained the form-critical emphasis of von Rad, with attendant concern for theological 

reflection on the preaching of the man Isaiah. The recent fifth edition (German 1981; English 1983) has 

been completely rewritten, and now what with confidence can be traced back to Isaiah is to be found in a 

scattering of verses in chaps. 1, 28–31 (Kaiser 1983: 1–2). The book largely reflects the theological 

concerns of historicizing, eschatologizing, and deuteronomizing forces in the postexilic period. This is a 

return to Duhm with subtle vengeance. The net effect is a curious open literature which serves as a 

collecting tank for various forms of theological reflection from later periods, presumably requiring the 

pseudepigraphical imprimatur of an Isaiah who has in the meantime vanished from view. The kind of 

subtle balance, effected by von Rad between form-critical circumspection regarding the nature of the 

literature on the one side and the claims of the historical Isaiah on the other, is gone. It is probably the 

casethatvonRad‘sreadingwastooselectiveanddidnottakeintosufficientaccounttheextentof

redactional relecture in the final form of the book. Redactional analysis has recognized just how complex 

is the First Isaiah material before us, having given rise to such extensive reinterpretation of the prophetic 

word that the original preaching of the man Isaiah does at times recede from view.  

To its credit, redactional analysis is more than the reading of erasures and the arbitrary assigning of 

verses to obscure groups of later interpreters. In the case of Isaiah, there has come the honest recognition 

that the original proclamation of the prophet has undergone major reinterpretation in the light of 

subsequent historical events. The final literary movement of the book is difficult to follow, as Luther 

recognized, in no small part because of redactional influence. To isolate the preaching of the man Isaiah, 

even in the compelling manner of von Rad, is to ignore a significant portion of the literature and lose the 

theological force of the final form of the text, extending even beyond chaps. 1–39.  

Redactional analysis has given rise to a form of observation about First Isaiah that strikes to the heart of 

the critical consensus regarding division of the whole book into three independent collections (1–39; 40–

55; 56–66). By recognizing the later reappropriation of First Isaiah traditions and the literary effect this 

has had on chaps. 1–39, features of literary, theological, and thematic commonality have been spotted that 

span critical divisions of the book going back to Gesenius. Much of chaps. 1–39 appears to reflect a 

conscious post-587 B.C.E. redactional shaping meant to foreshadow themes which emerge in full force in 

chaps. 40–55 and 56–66 (Clements1980;Sweeney1988b).TheAssyrianfoeofIsaiah‘sday(10:5–11) is 

viewed as a type for which the later Babylonian destroyer serves as antitype (23:13). The assault of 701 

B.C.E. (1:1–9) foreshadows the destruction of 587 B.C.E. (6:13), just as the return of the destroyed N 

kingdom (721 B.C.E.) anticipates the full restoration of Israel following the Exile (11:10–16).  



Some of these linkages are redactionally reinforced, while others trade on a reader competence 

―outside‖thetext—butinbothcasesanintentionalityisassumedregardingthepresent―merger‖ofFirst,

Second, and Third Isaiah (or Isaiah and Pseudo-Isaiah, to use the older terminology). The reader of the 

firsthalfofthebookknowsaboutthefullereffectofIsaiah‘sword,beyondthedaysofAssyrianthreatto

those of Babylonian destruction and longed-for restoration. On occasions, the linkages are explicit: chap. 

39 speaks of the coming days of Babylonian assault; chaps. 13–14 ―merge‖theBabylonianandthe

AssyrianfoeandthendescriberestorationtocomefollowingBabylon‘sfall(14:1–3);the―death‖ofking

andcityispostponedbyHezekiah‘spiety(chap. 38), only to have later effect. At other points, the events 

of 701 B.C.E. aresimplyallowedtoresonateforareadercognizantoflater,moreseriousjudgment:―The

daughterofZionisleftlikeaboothinavineyard…iftheLordhadnotleftusafewsurvivors,weshould

havebeenlikeSodom‖(1:8–9). Seen in the light of 587 B.C.E., these words have a decided penitential 

effect.  

Thedirectionofinfluencerunsbackwardaswellasfoward.Thefrequentreferencetothe―former

things‖inSecondIsaiah(esp.chaps. 40–48) is cued to the preaching of First Isaiah, as this has taken a 

certain redactional form in chaps. 1–39 (IOTS, 328–30).The―formerthings‖consistofGod‘s word of 

judgment spoken through Isaiah (viz. 6:9–10), which was to culminate in destruction and exile (6:11–13). 

Second Isaiah chapters look back on this word as fulfilled in the Babylonian assault of 587 B.C.E. (43:18). 

The former things are divinely linked, however, to new, latter things, involving restoration and new 

creation following destruction (43:18). Much of chaps. 1–39 looks forward to this day as well (2:1–5; 

12:1–6), ultimately fulfilled in Second Isaiah (55:1–13). The reciprocal relationships between First and 

Second Isaiah are on occasion redactionally assisted in 40–55, just as in 1–39 (Clements 1985). At other 

timesthesimplejuxtapositionof―First‖and―Second‖Isaiahisthemajorforceencouragingcoordinated

reading. Indeed, recent redactional examinations of the book of Isaiah call into question the propriety of 

the terminology now employed (viz. First, Second, and Third Isaiah), especially when an emphasis on the 

independenceofthese―threeIsaiahs‖istheconsequence.Thedaymaycomewhencommentariesand

dictionary articles treat the book of Isaiah in two major sections under the rubrics―FormerThings‖(1–39) 

and―NewThings‖(40–66). From a certain redaction-critical perspective, this shift in terminology would 

more accurately reflect editorial efforts at unity within the larger book of Isaiah, while at the same time 

recognizing an important historical, literary, and theological break at chaps. 39 and 40.  

d. Summary and Prospective. The strength of certain referential and form-critical readings was the 

ability to keep Isaiah the prophet historically and theologically vibrant. The shift toward redactional 

analysis has made this perspective more difficult to unlock, as thebook‘smessageovershadowstheone-

time proclamation of an 8th-century prophet. Moreover, a host of questions now hovers over the nature of 

prophetic activity, when it is acknowledged that the word of Isaiah does not stand alone as a prophetic 

word in the final form of the book.  

These questions are literary, historical, sociological, and theological. What was the literary form and 

scope of the Isaiah tradition available to later interpreters? In what historical period did it first take shape 

and then subsequently develop? What sociological forces were at work in its formation, along with and 

apart from the prophet Isaiah? On what theological basis are redactional additions made to the original 

word of Isaiah? Are additions made only to respond to later existential needs, or are they the consequence 

of the ongoing effect of the word of God, somewhat independent of the prophet Isaiah (Meade 1986: 22–

26)? Does the book take a final literary shape that is coherent and theologically normative, itself 

relativizing the theological force of earlier redactional levels?  

As redactional analysis brings important hermeneutical issues to the fore, a reasonable accounting of 

basic historical and sociological factors will still have to be made. To take one example, a sizable 

historical gap separates the man Isaiah and his preaching from a Babylonian redaction and the 

proclamation of chaps. 40–66. Why was that gap overcome and the message of Isaiah extended into later 

periods—a fact without real analogy in other prophetic books? Ultimately, the answer to that question is 

dependentuponone‘spriorviewof―FirstIsaiah.‖Forimportantheuristicreasons,interpretationofthe

―FormerThings‖inthebookofIsaiahcannotproceedwithoutaclearsenseof―FirstIsaiah,‖manand



literature. Future work on the composition of Isaiah 1–39 will have to continue to address fundamental 

historical, sociological, and literary problems if the theological message of the book of Isaiah is to be 

heard.  

B. Isaiah and History: Preliminary Considerations  

The previous section focused on the history of research and the problems of method regarding the 

literary composition of the book of Isaiah. The book of Isaiah undeniably goes back to the oral 

proclamation of the man Isaiah, however one reconstructs the development of the literature. Isaiah was a 

prophet whose message had primary relevance for Judah and Jerusalem (1:1; 2:1), a fact verified by the 

two large narrative sections of the book which depict the prophet as close to, and with remarkable 

authority vis à vis, the royal house and affairs of state in the capital (6:1–8:23 and 36:1–39:8). As the 

tradition has remembered him, Isaiah plays a role in political affairs without real analogy for 

contemporariesAmos,Hosea,Micah,andZephaniah.Isaiah‘sclosestcounterpartisprobablytheprophet 

Nathan, who likewise had access to the royal house, wielding direct authority over the Davidic line (2 

Sam 7; 12:1–15).  

As von Rad rightlysaw,IsaiahalsooperatesoutofadistincttheologicalframeworkinvolvingGod‘s

establishment of Zion (chaps. 28–32; 37:35). Zion, Judah/Jerusalem, and the Davidic house together form 

the center of attention for both prophet and book; this fact likewise distinguishes Isaiah from prophetic 

contemporaries. The fate of all three (Zion/Judah/David) is inextricably bound up with the movements of 

history, involving affairs in the immediate N kingdom (7:1–17b; 8:1–13; 9:8–21; 11:12–16; 17:1–14; 

28:1–6), in the more distant Syria (7:1–9; 8:5–8; 17:1–14), and especially in the Assyrian empire (5:26–

30; 7:17c–25; 8:1–4; 10:5–11, 13:19, 27c–34; 14:24–27). Even the Babylon of Marduk-apla-iddinna (ca. 

721/20–700 B.C.E.) puts in a brief and ominous appearance (39:1–8).Isaiah‘sdistinctiveJudah/Jerusalem

perspectivefunctionswithinabroaderconceptionofGod‘ssovereigntyoverIsraelandthenations. 

With Isaiah we stand firmly in the 8th century, at the period in history which witnessed the full 

emergence of the Assyrian empire as a force to reckon with in Israel (2 Kgs 15:19, 29). It can be no 

accident that classical prophecy also emerged at this period, taking on a certain distinctive profile but 

sharing a belief that the God of Israel was also the God of the nations and the cosmos (Amos 1–2; Hosea 

11–13; Micah 7; Zeph 2:5–15).  

Given the significant roles exercised by Assyria and the nationswithinGod‘ssovereigntyoverIsrael,it

is important to reconstruct events of the day in as clear a manner as possible. Put in another way, the 

actual historical sharpness of descriptions of the nations has not yet been blurred or relativized, such as we 

see in apocalyptic and later literature, where the nations are ciphers that can be used almost 

interchangeably and indiscriminantly to represent forces of general evil. Even where Babylon and Assyria 

seemtofunctionas―types‖ofdestructivearrogance (chaps. 13–14), the literature also keeps them 

functionally distinct (e.g., 23:13) and registers as significant specific historical events from distinct 

periods (compare Isa 7:1–9 [Syria-Ephraim], 36–37 [Assyria], 13:1–16 [Babylon], and 13:17–22 

[Persia]). The final shaping of the book of Isaiah works with certain incipient apocalyptic literary 

techniques, especially in its appraisal of history in broad scope. But the original sharpness of historical 

events and figures from the 8th century remains. For this reason it is important to gain as clear a focus on 

events as possible and to pursue questions regarding the historical Isaiah. But the task of historical 

analysis cannot be considered successfully completed until one is able to see how these events and this 

man have been construed in the final textualization of the tradition.  

That this line of historical inquiry is distinct from the direct referential reading should be briefly 

illustrated. We possess substantial records regarding ANE history during the 8th century, from Assyrian 

and Babylonian annals, to material finds, scattered papyri and correspondence, and the various biblical 

sources themselves (esp. Isaiah, Kings, and Chronicles). These various sources of information are 

frequently thought to reflect one systematic temporal network, internally consistent and capable of 

rationalreconstruction.Thetaskofthehistorianistoreconstructthisinterlockingnetworkof―meaning‖

with the help of the various literary and material sources, and then interpret the book of Isaiah in light of 

it. Even more radical redactional approaches, with skepticism about the 8th-century setting of Isaiah, 



simply substitute a later period (postexilic Israel), which also functions as the appropriate control and 

guide for exegesis.  

An optimism about historical analysis animates the quest of direct referential readings, namely, that all 

records, regardless of their form and intention, are ultimately reflections of one overarching temporal 

reality which is itself the final arbiter of interpretation. Contradictions which arise in the sources are 

therefore thought to be departures from this canonical reality, demanding rejection or decoding and 

reintegration. Classic examples of the latter are the various clever reconstructions of chronology in Israel 

which attempt to square the divergent sources through recourse to plausible but abstruse theories of 

coregencies, different calendrics, accession-year adjustments, and the like (see esp. Thiele 1965; Hayes 

and Hooker 1988). The assumptions are that (1) the sources are indeed capable of such coordination, and 

(2) coordination must be carried out as the necessary prerequisite for proper interpretation of the book of 

Isaiah.  

Another interpretation of Isaiah and history is possible and will be adopted in the historical treatment to 

follow. We assume that ancient historical writing is self-consciously interpretive and always stands at one 

remove from the bruta facta themselves or schemes for their temporal coordination—including even 

theoretically―objective‖records(annalscitationsandthelike).Tiedtothisistheviewthatchronological

logicandconsistencyinancient―historiography‖isfrequentlyovershadowed by other subjective and 

interpretive considerations. We are able to set forth major movements in Assyrian and Babylonian history, 

often with a precision that would have baffled those who experienced them directly. But what the prophet 

Isaiah made of these same events, and what the later shapers of the book of Isaiah perceived of their 

significance—whether they or he were informed about them in the way we are millennia hence—are far 

more relevant questions for modern historical analysis. On occasion the various sources operate from such 

radically different perspectives that their reciprocal coordination would result in a highly artificial 

presentation. Moreover, the final structure of the book of Isaiah presents views of history which are 

frequently illogical, given modern historiographical data and assumptions regarding events in linear time 

consecution. What is most important in reconstructing movements in ANE history is not to coordinate 

Isaiah with them and then translate them both into some network of external temporal reference, but to 

discover the temporal logic appropriate to each. In this fashion, the modern fiction of independent 

―history‖willnotemergeastheinterpretivearbiterofthebookofIsaiah;thereversewillbetrue. 

In sum, the book of Isaiah is like history in its presentation (Frei 1974) and for this reason demands an 

assessment of its field of historical referentiality. But the two should be kept distinct, and the latter should 

not be allowed to eclipse the former. The book of Isaiah is more than a set of clues from which to 

reconstructanetworkof―real‖historicalmeaning.Isaiahdrawsfromtheworldofexternalreferencein

ordertoproduceitsownchronological―scale‖andinternalperspective. 

C. The Canonical Presentation of the Book of Isaiah  

In what follows, the content of the book of Isaiah will be surveyed with particular attention to the 

literary presentation of chaps. 1–39 in their present form. This presentation is the work of redactional 

hands concerned with setting forth the man Isaiah, his message in the 8th century, and the deeper 

significanceofthatmessageforGod‘sdealingswithIsraeluptoandthroughtheexiliccrisisof587B.C.E. 

(All subsequent dates are B.C.E. unless noted.)  

1. Isaiah and the Emergence of Assyria. Bythemostgenerousestimate,Isaiah‘spropheticactivity

extended from the latter years of King Uzziah (1:1; 6:1) to the 14th year of King Hezekiah (36:1) and the 

aftermathofSennacherib‘sinvasion(701).Evenallowingforproblemsofchronology(seebelow),this

would plausibly grant to Isaiah a career of approximately forty years (742–700), analogous to that 

assumed by the book of Jeremiah (1:1–3) for the prophet Jeremiah (627–587). A forty-year career for two 

ofIsrael‘smajorprophetsisconsistentwiththestatustheyareeventuallyaccorded in the canon (Seitz 

1989).  

Problemsexistateitherendofthisreckoning,makingassignmentofexactdatesforIsaiah‘scareer

difficult. On the one hand, Isaiah shares with other canonical literature a general confusion over 

chronology. The broader problem lies outside of this treatment, involving regnal year accounting in the 



books of Kings and Chronicles. The following table illustrates the latitude that is possible in reckoning, 

dependinguponone‘sassessmentofcoregencies,accession-year tally, synchronisms, and competing 

calendric systems—not to mention coordination with ANE records (see IJH, 683; Hayes and Hooker 

1988).  

 
Begrich/Jepsen  Albright  Hayes/Hooker  

Uzziah  787–736  783–742  785–734  

Jotham  756–741  750–735  759–744  

Ahaz  741–725  735–715  742–728  

Hazekiah  725–697  715–687  727–699  

For the purpose of this treatment, we adopt the Albright reckoning and assume a career for Isaiah from 

roughly 742 to 700; that is, from the final years of Uzziah until the aftermath of the Assyrian invasion 

reported in chaps. 36–37, in the 14th year of King Hezekiah (701). We take seriously the intent of the 

superscription of the book (1:1)tolocatethebeginningofIsaiah‘scareerinthereignofUzziah. 

Many have contested the possibility of Uzziah-period preaching for Isaiah. The chief objection is said to 

exist in chap. 6, which is taken as a call narrative of the prophet (Clements Isaiah 1–39 NCBC, 8–9). 

Following this logic, Isaiah‘s―call‖camein―theyearthatKingUzziahdied‖(6:1); there can be no 

preaching before this period, therefore, and chaps. 1–5 must postdate chap. 6. Various explanations are 

given for the placement of a call narrative six chapters into the book (cf. Jeremiah and Ezekiel). On purely 

historical and literary-critical grounds, others deny the possibility of Uzziah-period preaching.  

The problem remains why redactors would have invented a Uzziah reference in the superscription if this 

wassoclearlyatoddswiththe―callnarrative‖interpretationofchap. 6. Chap. 6 also presents a thorny 

theologicalproblemfeltbyinterpretersfromearlyon.Isaiahis―called‖to―makeheartsfat‖(6:10), thus 

making impossible acceptance of the divine word from the very beginning. Again, there is also the 

questionofwhya―callnarrative‖inauguratingIsaiahshouldappearsixchaptersintothebook. 

It appears that the redactors of the book wish chap. 6 to be interpreted along different lines, and herein 

lies the solution to the chronological problem and the curious literary arrangement of the opening 

chapters. Chap. 6 is not an inaugural call, but a commission for a specific task from the heavenly council, 

given in the year King Uzziah died (6:1; see also Hayes and Irvine 1987: 108–13). The woes of the 

preceding chapter (5:8, 11, 18, 21–22)potentiallyimplicateIsaiahaswell,sohecries:―Woeisme—I am 

lost‖(6:5). Isaiah is truly a man of unclean lips dwelling in the midst of a people of unclean lips (6:5). In 

the final shape of the tradition, Isaiah is presented as having preached warning and exhortation prior to the 

deathofKingUzziah,andpriortohiscommissionto―makeheartsfat‖(6:10)—a decree rendered in the 

heavenly council and shared with an Isaiah who must still go forth and preach repentance (see chap. 7), 

not smug announcements of sure doom. The main function of chap. 6 is to set the prophet apart from the 

people in clear fashion (6:7) and reveal to the reader the content of his commission, in all its historical 

breadth and theological force (6:11–13).Isaiah‘sinaugural―call‖isnotregisteredassignificantinthe

final form of the book; from the divine perspective it reaches back before his consciousness of it, like 

Jeremiah‘s―call‖beforehewasformedinhismother‘swomb(Jer 1:5).Thepreciseendoftheprophet‘s

career is likewise not a matter for attention; Isaiah disappears with the same mystery as when he began his 

preaching―inthedaysofUzziah‖(1:1).  

There is another dimension to the chronological presentation of Isaiah which locates his initial activity 

in the reign of Uzziah. This feature Isaiah shares with the prophets Amos and Hosea, who likewise are 

seen as preaching during the reign of Uzziah (Amos 1:1; Hos 1:1). It appears that these prophetic books, 

apart from their claim to actual historical memory of Uzziah-period preaching, are coordinated with a 

temporal perspective operative in 2 Kings, which places the emergence of the Assyrian threat as far back 

as the reign of Uzziah (2 Kgs 15:17–19). The superscriptions of these three prophetic books do not 

specifythepreciseyearoftherespectiveprophet‘s inauguration; a general reference to Uzziah suffices. 

Fartoogreatanemphasishasbeenplaceduponthepsychologicallyalluringnotionofaspecific―call,‖to



the exclusion of other important considerations at work in the final presentation of the book. Among these 

is the signal awareness that with the rise of the Assyrian empire, God was beginning a strange work in 

Israel—something the prophet Isaiah saw and proclaimed. Tiglath-pileser (Pul) is thus depicted as the 

kingofAssyriawho―cameagainsttheland‖asfarbackasthereignofMenachem(2 Kgs 15:19), who 

began to reign in the 39th year of his Judahite counterpart Uzziah (2 Kgs 15:17). From a modern 

historiographic perspective, the reigns of Uzziah and Tiglath-pileser can be roughly coordinated. This 

conformswiththeliterature‘sgeneralreferencetoIsaiah‘spreaching―inthedaysofUzziah‖at1:1, and 

theequallygeneralreferencetothe―kingofAssyria‖at2 Kgs 15:19. Here is an instance where more 

precise chronological synthesis might overlook the very general explanations at work in the literature, 

which have a significance all their own.  

The following table indicates important dates in ANE history that are relevant for the book of Isaiah.  

Tiglath-pileser  744–727  

Syro-Ephraimite Debacle  734–732  

Shalmaneser V  726–722  

Sargon II  721–705  

Fall of Northern Kingdom  721  

Sennacherib  704–681  

Assault on Judah  701  

It should prove no surprise that the final shapers of the prophetic canon came to associate the rise of 

Assyria, instrument of Yahweh (Isa 10:5), with the final days of Uzziah.  

Here we also find an explanation for the seemingly broken cycle of woes (5:8–23 and 10:1–4) and 

―outstretchedhand‖passages(5:25–30 and 9:8–10:4),nowseparatedbythenarrative―memoir‖sectionof

6:1–8:22 and the messianic oracle at 9:1–7 (see recently Anderson 1988: 230–40; Clements Isaiah 1–39 

NCBC, 60–70; Sheppard 1985: 195–8). Warning and woe precede the stark commissioning of Isaiah in 

6:9–13. Utilizing its own temporal logic, the book of Isaiah alsodepictsGod‘shandstretchedoutagainst

Israelthroughtheagencyofthe―nationafaroff‖(5:26) even before the death of Uzziah (6:1), consistent 

with the portrayal of 2 KingsandgeneralstaginginANEhistoryatlarge.God‘shand―remainsstretched

outstill‖afterthedeathofUzziah,beyondthereignofJothamtothatofAhaz(7:1), in the events of the 

Syro-Ephraimite debacle (734–732), and beyond to the fall of Samaria/Ephraim itself in 721 (9:8–10, 13–

14; 10:3–4).Repetitionofthemotif―hisangerisnotturnedaway‖(9:12, 17, 21; 10:4) serves to drive 

hometheincrementalandyetrelentlesswayinwhichGod‘sjudgment is effected through the agency of 

Assyria,―therodofmyanger,thestaffofmyfury‖(10:5). The rhetorical piece, the Song of the Vineyard, 

opens this temporal depiction by predicting the gradual but sure assaulton―thevineyardoftheLordof

Hosts‖(5:7). God has removed its hedge and broken down its wall (5:5); it is left to be devoured and 

trampled, becoming a waste, full of briers and thorns (5:5–6). In what follows, all this gradually comes 

about (see especially the briers/thorns motif [5:6; 7:23–25; 9:18]) until Assyria is herself judged, turning 

―thegloryofhisforest‖into―thornsandbriersinoneday‖(10:17).  

These key chapters (5–11), representing a variety of historical preaching and secondary redaction, have 

been editorially shaped to underscore (1) the widespread and chronic sinfulness of Judah/Jerusalem; (2) 

thecommissioningofAssyriaasGod‘sinstrumentofpurgingjudgment; (3) the commissioning of Isaiah 

asproclaimerofGod‘swordofjudgment;(4)theassault,instages,onGod‘svineyard;and(5)thefinal

judgment of Assyria for arrogance. Within this major movement of the Isaiah presentation, one sees other 

themes emerging as well. These include (1) the Syro-Ephraimite debacle (chaps. 7–8); (2) royal 

disobedience contrasted with future promise (9:1–7 and 11:1–9); and (3) a vision of future restoration 

(11:10–16).ThebeginningofIsaiah‘scareerissetinthe―daysofUzziah,‖whentheAssyrianthreat

began to take form.Judah‘sunwillingnesstobethepleasantplantingandchoicevineGodintends(5:2, 7) 

means death and destruction for the vineyard (Israel). The special responsibility of Judah/Jerusalem in 

God‘svineyard(1:8; 2:1; 3:14; 5:7) is balanced by interest in the royal house, which has also been set 



apart for special service (Yee 1981: 37–40). At the center of the Isaiah memoir (6–8) stands a prose 

narrativefocusingonGod‘swordtotheroyalhouse,inthepersonofAhaz,atakeymomentinhistory.  

2. The Syro-Ephraimite Debacle and Isaiah 1–12. The depiction of the gradual assault by the 

AssyrianinstrumentofjudgmentnowframesaspecialepisodeinIsrael‘shistory(referredtoastheSyro-

Ephraimite War), described in the literarily complex chaps. 7–8. With the gradual ascendency of Assyria 

in the ANE, neighboring and more distant nations were taxed and placed under state control, with various 

degrees of severity (IJH, 415–21). Revolts were frequent, and if successfully put down, the consequences 

could be (1) renewed vassalage; (2) puppet rule; or (3) population deportation and exchange.  

In an act of defiance most date to the year 734, presumably calculated for some strategic advantage, 

Israel and her northern neighbor Syria decided to revolt against Assyrian rule. This seems the most likely 

explanation for the notice of Isa 7:1,whichsayswithoutelaborationthat―inthedaysofAhaz,‖Rezinand

Pekah,kingsofSyriaandIsrael,respectively,―cameuptoJerusalemtowagewaragainstit.‖

Interestingly, the action is described as though it were a purely hostile, almost wanton act of violence: 

―LetusgoupagainstJudahandterrifyit‖(7:6a). Most assume that Syria and Israel, in league together 

(7:2),soughttogainJudah‘ssupportinallianceagainstAssyria—hence the specific reference to the 

deposingofAhazandhisreplacementwithone―sonofTabeel‖(7:6b).  

Isaiah‘sresponsetoallthisisquitedirect.HiswordsareaddressedtotheDavidichouse,andhestands

firmontraditionswhichspeakofGod‘schoiceofDavidandhisline(2 Sam 7; Ps 2; see Mays 1988: 39–

48).Ahazisto―takeheed,bequiet,fearnot‖(7:4). God will see to the eventual fall of the alliance against 

Judah,theimplicationbeingthatGodstandsatJudah‘shead,whileEphraimandSyriaareruledbymen

alone (7:7–9).  

Together with the word of God, Ahaz is confronted by three sign-children, whose names are significant 

carriersofGod‘smessage.AllthreenamesareunambiguouslypositiveforJudah:RemnantRestored

(Shear-jashub), God with Us (Immanuel), and Spoil Speeds, Prey Hastes (Maher-shalal-hash-baz). The 

positive force of the names is driven home by the language which immediately follows in each instance 

(7:4; 7:15–16; 8:4). The first child is already born. The second and third are about to be born, and the 

message of deliverance is keyed to certain temporal indicators associated with their maturation. Clearly, 

the period of weal is just around the corner, no matter what the circumstances look like to Ahaz (8:4). At 

their earliest literary stage, chaps. 7–8 are frequently termed a Book of Signs because of the motif of the 

sign-children(allthreeIsaiah‘s)thatunifiesthem(Gottwald1958;Roberts1985). 

But the original literary tradition has clearly been expanded (Clements Isaiah 1–39 NCBC, 78–103). 

The motif of conditionality integral to the original tradition (7:9b) has opened up one dimension of so-

called Zion and Royal Theology. God provides concrete and repeated signs of his special care for Zion 

and David, in spite of the pious intransigence of Ahaz (cf. Hezekiah in 36–38). But lack of belief can turn 

God‘sprotectiontonought.Thosewhoshapedthesechaptersclearlylookback on King Ahaz as the one 

who refused to believe and was therefore not established. The juxtaposition of the oracle at 9:1–7, which 

speaksofagloriousnewking,helpsdrivethishome.Ahaz‘lackofbeliefhascaused certain distinct 

editorial moves within chaps. 7–8 as well.  

On the one hand, a new level of tradition has been introduced which speaks of the coming assault—not 

of the Syro-Ephraimite coalition (their future is decidedly inauspicious)—but of Assyria (7:17c–25). 

Syro-Ephraim is replaced by a divinely appointed Assyria, who will judge the unfaithful royal house and 

Judah―inthatday‖(7:18, 20–21, 23).AsaconsequenceofAhaz‘unbelief,thepositivesignsbecome

morerestrictedlypositive,ifnotnegative,remindersoflackoffaith.―Godiswithus‖—as a judged 

remnant confident God will halt the future Assyrian assault (8:10),butonlyaftermuchdestruction(―even

totheneck,‖8:8).―Spoilspeeds‖—not just against the Syro-Ephraimite coalition (8:4), but ultimately 

against Judah as well (8:6–7).―Remnantrestored‖—not Judah vis à vis Israel in the Syro-Ephraimite 

debacle, but as a later purged remnant vis à vis the unfaithful generation of Ahaz, who rightly perceive the 

judgment of God and the promise of a righteous future in the teaching of Isaiah (8:16–20).  

As von Rad correctly noted, Zion theology is transformed in the book of Isaiah, as God himself through 

the agency of Assyria turns against his own people in order to purge them and set apart a righteous 



remnant. But the nations cannot rage (Ps 2:1) without restraint (so Isa 8:9–10). God remains with Zion to 

cleanse her for a new future. What von Rad wished to locate in the prophetic consciousness, one can see 

at work at the editorial level, as witnessed in the final redaction of the Book of Signs. This same 

theological perspective is exhibited at other points in the tradition as well. The form-critical insight of von 

Rad, especially focused on chaps. 28–31 and theprophetIsaiah‘sownconsciousness,hasbroader

relevance for a distinct editorial perspective operative throughout the First Isaiah chapters.  

In the complex tapestry of the Book of Signs, positive signs were to function positively in the events of 

the Syro-Ephraimite debacle of 734; but they also stand in judgment over lack of faith in the royal house 

and point to a new day. It can be no coincidence that immediately juxtaposed with this Book of Signs is 

an oracle describing a just and faithful ruler (8:23b–9:6 = Eng. 9:1–7). Whether this is a typical figure 

supplied by accession liturgy of preexilic Israel (von Rad PHOE, 222–31; Becker 1980: 45–47), or an 

eschatological (messianic) figure from the postexilic period (Kaiser (1983: 203–18),orIsaiah‘s(private)

hope for a king at the time of Sennacherib (Duhm Jesaia HKAT, 66–69),orAhaz‘sactualsuccessor

Hezekiah (Alt KlSchr 2: 206–25; Clements Isaiah 1–39 NCBC, 103–9) is not made explicit in the text 

(and therefore occasions much debate). The latter interpretation is highly suggestive, though much of the 

reference to Assyrian assault in the final form of chaps. 7–8 seems geared to events of 701, thus 

postdatingHezekiah‘saccession.Forthisreason,Josiahhasalsobeenconsideredalikelycandidate

(Vermeylen 1977–78: 231–49; Barth 1977: 176–77). It cannot be ruled out that a certain obscurity has 

been intended in the final redaction of this oracle, as well as in its more idealized counterpart at 11:1–9. 

What is clear is that a new ruler will emerge in a new day and stand in utter contrast to the faithless Ahaz, 

a depiction consistent with the force of chaps. 36–38, where Hezekiah forms a distinct counterpoint to 

Ahaz (Ackroyd 1974: 350–2; 1981: 219–22).  

In the Book of Signs and in the broader literary context surrounding it (esp. chaps. 5–11), historical 

events with significance in the days of Uzziah and Ahaz have taken on new meaning. The Syro-

Ephraimite assault fails in 734, only to foreshadow later Assyrian success as the instrument of Yahweh. 

FaithlessAhazisreplacedbyanewking.TheAssyrianassault,hintedatinIsaiah‘searlydays(5:26–30), 

seems especially related to events in 701, during the reign of Hezekiah, at which time Judah was 

completelyoverrunbySennacherib‘sforces(36:1),andJerusalemwasleft―likeaboothinavineyard‖

(1:8). The imagery of near-total destruction persists throughout these chapters (6:13; 8:8; 10:32), with the 

clearsuggestionthatonlyJerusalemwillbespared(―hewillshakehisfistatthemountofthedaughterof

Zion‖).Atthiskeymoment,anewactwillbegin,wherebyAssyriawillbejudgedforarroganceandthe

overstepping of her divine commission; this theme likewise finds persistent articulation in chaps. 5–11 

(see 8:9–10; 10:12–19; 10:33–34). Apart from sporadic and incidental editorial work focused on even 

later events (esp. 587; Clements 1980), the major redactional work on these chapters is keyed toward the 

events of 701 and their aftermath. This is consistent with the way the Assyrian assault is depicted in 

chaps. 5–11, namely, as involving widespread assault on Judah and the near destruction of Jerusalem, 

which in turn gave rise to sober hopes for restoration following this cleansing.  

Chaps. 2–4 contain a diverse assortment of material, some of it pre-Ahaz and consistent with the 

depiction of chap. 5 in seeing Judah/Jerusalem as chronically sinful. other material in these chapters 

reflects the post-701 concern with future restoration. Still other sections appear to see the assault of 701 as 

but a foreshadowing of a yet future judgment in 587, resulting in the fall of Jerusalem. It is extremely 

difficult to sort out the various redactional strata (Sweeney 1988b), due to a lack of explicit literary and 

historical indexing at work in the literature. Whatever one concedes about a Babylonian period redaction 

(Clements 1980), the final presentation of chaps. 1–12 has not lifted the events of 587 and their 

theological significance into such prominence that original 8th-century rooting has been completely 

loosened. In fact, strong arguments can be mounted in defense of a general 701 backdrop for all of chap. 

1, on literary, historical, and redactional grounds. The opening superscription interprets chap. 1 as a 

summaryvisionfromtheprophet,presentingmajorthemesoftheprophet‘smessageculminatinginthe

reign of Hezekiah (Fohrer 1967: 148–66). The deliverance in 701 (see 1:8) is not taken as a matter of 

rejoicing nor as the validation of a Zion theology requiring no faith, but rather as a matter for penitence 



and exhortation (1:10–20). Afterwards, Zion can be reclaimed by God (1:24–31). This in turn gives way 

to a new vision of the future, not yet realized in time (see 2:1–4 and 12:1–6).  

Ackroyd (1978) and others have correctly noted the existence of a major subsection in Isaiah 1–12. 

Here, something of the whole history of God with his people during the career of Isaiah is set forth, from 

the days of Uzziah to the days of Hezekiah and the deliverance of 701. The actual account of the 701 

deliverance is found in a narrative section not unlike the Book of Signs, in terms of form and thematic 

shape, at the end of the First Isaiah material (chaps. 36–37). In chaps. 1–12 Isaiah is presented as a 

prophet of judgment for whom Zion theology took on transformed significance. Within the cleansing 

judgments of 734 and 701 lie the seeds for future hope and restoration. Against the faithlessness of Ahaz 

and his generation is to be viewed the trust of a righteous king and a faithful remnant. The final doxology 

rounds off this section as a new day is envisioned (12:1–6).  

That these events from the days of Isaiah were capable of occasioning yet further reflection after 587, 

when Jerusalem became a new kind of booth in the vineyard of God, is testimony to the power of the 

prophetic word (Meade 1986: 17–26). But evidence for widespread literary supplementation keyed to this 

later episode demands greater precision than redactional analysis has yet put forward (cf. Clements Isaiah 

1–39 NCBC; Sweeney 1988b; Kaiser 1983). At most one sees only occasional glossing (e.g., 4:2–6) 

keyed to the events of 587 and their aftermath, expanding the depiction of judgment as well as the vision 

of restoration. The post-701 redaction of chaps. 1–12 was capable of reappropriation in light of events in 

587,withverylittleneedofexplicitliteraryintervention.Therewasa―fit‖tothewordofGodalready

structured into the final shape of the material that made it an appropriate lens through which to understand 

the later events of 587 and the fall of Jerusalem.  

TheeditorialdecisiontopresentthefullerimplicationsofIsaiah‘smessagefromthedaysofUzziahto

those of Hezekiah in a major opening section (chaps. 1–12), ending with a hymn of praise, has meant that 

kindred material has now been set into different literary contexts. More specifically, it is clear that much 

of the focus on Assyria and her ultimate judgment carries over into the next major section of the book 

(chaps. 13–27), where Assyria becomes just one of many nations who rage against Jerusalem. Barth 

(1977: 103–18) is probably correct to speak of a uniform Assyrian redaction that includes 14:24–27. 

However, that this redaction is related to the figure of Josiah seems unlikely in view of the absolute 

silence of the text regarding this later 7th-century king. A recension of Hezekiah composed after the 

deliverance of 701 is far more likely and is consistent with the references to reapplication and future 

interpretation of the prophetic word suggested by 8:16–20 and 30:8 (cf. 29:11–12). Such a recension 

would have been composed by Isaiah‘sdisciplesafterhisdeath,focusingonIsaiah‘spastmessageandits

implications for future deliverance. Support for this thesis requires correct interpretation of chaps. 36–39 

and the events of 701 (see the following section).  

Gesenius and Duhm were correct to point out major internal divisions within First Isaiah. A set of 

superscriptions (13:1; 15:1; 17:1; 19:1; 21:1; 22:1; 23:1) indicates an independent collection within chaps. 

13–23 focusedonthenationsandculminatinginGod‘sjudgmentonthecosmositself(24–27). From 

beginning to end, this section evidences significant redactional coordination in light of the events of 587 

(―BeholdthelandoftheChaldeans!Thisisthepeople;itwasnotAssyria,‖23:13). Original oracles 

againstnationsfromIsaiah‘sday(14:24–27; 14:28–32; 17:1–14; 18:1–7; 19:1–15) have been filled out to 

depict a massive assault against Jerusalem from all quarters, on form-critical analogy with the depiction of 

thenations‘assemblinginthePsalmsofZion. 

As with 1–12, these chapters have developed with their own internal logic, independently of 

surrounding collections. The Nation Oracle section (13–27) is formally analogous to nation sections in 

Jeremiah and Ezekiel, though its function in Isaiah is differently conceived. The historical judgment of the 

Assyrians against Judah and Jerusalem in the 8th century (1–12) is seen to foreshadow a far more 

decisive, global assault (13–27). In order to develop this depiction fully; keyed to the historical events of 

587, chaps. 13–27 speak of events well beyond the lifetime of the prophet Isaiah (noted by interpreters 

since Eichhorn). A series of six longer poetic compositions, introduced with the Heb interjection hôy, then 

follow in 28–33 (cf. 32:1, Heb hēn). A small final collection (34–35) reiterating the themes of 24–27 



rounds off the First Isaiah material. In their final presentation, chaps. 1–39 reflect a complex interweaving 

of Assyrian period (post-701) and Babylonian period (post-587) redaction (1–12 + 13–27 + 28–33 + 34–

35). A fuller discussion of these sections will follow after an analysis of the next key historical event in 

the book of Isaiah: the 701 invasion.  

3. The 701 Assault: Isaiah 36–39 and Kings Presentations. In formal terms, chaps. 36–37 are quite 

similar to chaps. 7–8. They both focus on the encounter between prophet and king, utilizing narrative and 

poetic forms of expression. Moreover, the depiction of King Hezekiah appears to have been shaped as a 

direct counterpoise to that of Ahaz during the Syro-Ephraimite debacle. Hezekiah is the man of faith par 

excellence: he is the famous reformer whose deeds of faith are thrown into his teeth by foreigners (36:4–

10). He rends his garmentsandasksfortheprophetIsaiah‘sprayer(37:1–2); he offers his own prayer, 

whichturnsGod‘sverdictagainstSennacherib(37:21); signs are provided and not scorned (37:30–32). 

That a common editorial hand and purpose is at work in these two narrative sections seems beyond doubt. 

At these two key moments in history, the faith of the royal house was put to the test. While Ahaz failed, 

Hezekiah emerged as the paradigmatic king—described in 2 Kgs 18:5 aswithoutpeer:―Hetrustedinthe

Lord the God of Israel; so that there was none like him among all the kings of Judah after him, nor among 

thosewhowerebeforehim.‖ 

Because of their close relationship with 2 Kgs 18:13–20:21, chaps. 36–39 present a literary problem 

without analogy in chaps. 7–8. Going back to Gesenius (1821: 932–36), most assume that the synoptic 

relationship is to be explained by seeing the book of Kings report as having priority over that of Isaiah 

(Wildberger 1979: 35–47). It is argued that the Kings account has been brought over into the Isaiah 

corpus on analogy with the function of 2 Kings 25 (= Jeremiah 52) in the book of Jeremiah, namely, as 

bringing to a close the First Isaiah material (Gesenius 1821: 22). But problems with this theory are 

obvious: (1) the independence of First Isaiah chapters as a distinct collection is overstated (Seitz 1988: 

109–16); (2) one can explain the chronological disorder in the movement from 36–37 to 38 and 39 in the 

book of Isaiah is due to editorial factors, whereby the chronologically earlier Merodach-Baladan episode 

is placed last to evoke the Babylonian setting and judgment presupposed in 40–66 (Ackroyd 1974), but 

the temporal illogic makes no sense in Kings, where the next chapter (2 Kings 21) continues with the 

reign of Manasseh (Smelik 1986: 73–74); (3) problems of a literary and historical nature have been 

introduced into the Kings narrative because of broader concerns that can be detected in the 

DeuteronomisticHistory,especiallyinvolvingtherelativeevaluationsofJudah‘smonarchs,butthe

absence of these problems in Isaiah suggests an earlier consistency of presentation in Isaiah.  

MostpointedinthisregardisthebriefinsertregardingHezekiah‘scapitulationtotheAssyrians(2 Kgs 

18:14–16), frequently termed Account A and regarded as historically objective, in contrast to the 

surrounding narrative (see Childs 1967: 69–103). Historians have tended to grant a degree of reliability to 

this three-verseaccountthatisdeniedtothelonger―legendary‖report,itselfaninterweavingoftwo

separate episodes in history (Account B1 and B2). Yet, clearly, this unit interrupts the flow of logic from 

v 13 to v 17, forcing scholars to wonder why, if Hezekiah in fact capitulated (18:14), the Assyrians went 

on a siege campaign against Judah (18:17). The answer to this question is given by speculation about 

hidden material regarding gaps in time, more than one campaign, changes in foreign policy by Hezekiah, 

and the like—all matters about which the biblical text is silent (see Smelik 1986: 76–85).  

The simplest explanation is that—the boasting tone of the Assyrian annals notwithstanding—Hezekiah 

did not capitulate to any major degree. At a minimum, it must be conceded that this is the perspective of 

theIsaiahpresentation,whichknowsnothingofHezekiah‘sdisobedienceandinfactunderscoresthe

piety of this king in contrast to his predecessor Ahaz. One wonders if the whole point of the account in 

chap. 38 ofHezekiah‘ssicknessistostresstheabilityoftheroyalhousetodivertameritedsentenceof

judgment.Hezekiah‘ssicknessmirrorsJerusalem‘ssickness—his faithful prayer postpones a sentence of 

judgment spoken by the prophet Isaiah (38:1). The key verse in this regard (38:6)linksHezekiah‘s

recovery to the recovery of the city, even though this upsets the narrative depiction of chaps. 36–37, 

where the deliverance of the city had already been concluded (37:36–38).  



AmbiguityregardingHezekiah‘s demeanor exists only in the book of Kings narrative, where the insert 

at 18:14–16 frustrates the logic of the depiction. Why has Kings supplied this admittedly intrusive note? 

The answer involves the larger schemeofroyalevaluationinKings,wherebyHezekiah‘sunparalleled

role (2 Kgs 18:5)wasrevisedinlightofJosiah‘ssubsequentcareerandthelaterjudgmentthathewas

Judah‘sfinest king (2 Kgs 23:25). Failure to accomplish absolute deliverance in 701 was traced by the Dtr 

Historian to the sin of Hezekiah in Assyrian capitulation, while Josiah became a reformer whose zeal 

outstripped all before him, the notice of 2 Kgs 18:5 notwithstanding.  

A far more subtle version of this is to be seen in Isaiah 39 (2 Kgs 20:12–19), where the coming 

destructionoftheBabyloniansissomehowvaguelyrelatedtoHezekiah‘sactioninshowingthe

Babylonian envoy treasures in the capital (which, if 2 Kgs 18:15 were taken literally, had already been 

given to the Assyrians). But this is far from the direct (and literarily intrusive) charge of 2 Kgs 18:14–16. 

Moreover, the near testimonyofChronicleshaschosentoviewHezekiah‘sactionvisàvistheMerodach-

Baladan envoy positively (Ackroyd 1974: 337–38; 1982: 222–25); he was tested and found worthy (2 Chr 

32:31), presumably because he avoided the greater sin of paying tribute to foreigners and depleting the 

temple treasury, only showing the emissaries his riches (Isa 39:2). The final remark of Hezekiah (39:8), as 

noted by Ackroyd (1974: 335–36), is not to be taken as a private ―‖ but as an acknowledgment from a 

piouskingthatGodhadpostponedamassivejudgmentandsoprovided―peace andsecurity‖inhisday.

A similar technique is employed with Josiah in 2 Kgs 22:20, where the prophetic word from Huldah is 

linked to days ahead, after Josiah will have been gathered to his grave in peace. In sum, this final narrative 

account (chap. 39) does not focus on the disobedience, even inadvertent, of King Hezekiah; it simply 

explains that the Babylonians will eventually replace the Assyrians (39:7), without assigning blame to the 

royal house. Only in this way can one understand the positive face Hezekiah is able to put on the dark 

words of Isaiah. In allowing the Babylonians access to the capital, without paying them tribute, Hezekiah 

could even be viewed as doing the will of God. In the final perspective of the Isaiah presentation, the 

Babylonians are the consecrated ones designated by God for judgment (13:3; Clements Isaiah 1–39 

NCBC, 132–36). Hezekiah did not turn them away; neither did he seek to make agreements with them—

not the Babylonians of Merodach-Baladan‘sday(8thcentury),butofalaterday(6thcentury) accomplish 

the massive judgment depicted in chap. 13.  

There is every reason to believe that the Isaiah narrative in 36–37 has priority over the Kings account. 

At a minimum, it can be said that the Hezekiah depiction in Isaiah is finally independent of that which 

develops in Kings (Ackroyd 1982: 15). The book of Isaiah understands Hezekiah as the obedient 

counterpart to his predecessor Ahaz; but ultimately, even this royalparadigmcouldonlypostponeGod‘s

judgment and present a model of obedient trust for future generations under siege. Deeds of disobedience 

and mistrust from the days of Uzziah and Ahaz had set into motion a process of cleansing that would not 

be completeduntilafterHezekiah‘slifetime. 

4. The 701 Assault: General ANE Perspective. ThepictureofHezekiah‘sparadigmaticobedience

developed in Isaiah 36–39 finds confirmation at other points in the biblical and extrabiblical records. The 

books of Kings and, especially, Chronicles, present Hezekiah as a bold reformer who purified the cult of 

pagan practices (2 Chronicles 29–31; see also Isa 36:7). Hezekiah is also remembered as one who 

accomplished significant Judean expansion into the region of Philistia (2 Kgs 18:8). The memory of 

Hezekiah as one who attempted to restore the kingdom of David to its former glory, shortly after the fall 

of Samaria, is not lost on the biblical record; neither was it lost on his Assyrian overlords.  

Sargon died on the battlefield in 705 and was replaced by Sennacherib. But upheavals were registered 

across the ANE: (1) the Egyptians recovered strength under the 25th Nubian dynasty; (2) the Chaldean 

Merodach-Baladan came out of hiding and gathered support from Elamite and Arab tribes; and (3) Luli, 

kingofTyreandSidon,revolted.Hezekiah‘saggressiveactivityisprobablytobemeasuredagainstthis

broader maneuvering within the Assyrian empire (IJH, 446–48).  

Reaction from Sennacherib was not long in coming. In 701 he succeeded in putting down the Tyrian 

revolt, and Luli was replaced by a puppet king. Similar action was taken against the Philistine city-states, 



and Egyptian military assistance in support of Ekron was sent packing. Sennacherib then turned his 

attention to Judah/Jerusalem.  

The Assyrian annals acknowledge the nonsubmission of Hezekiah. They report that Sennacherib then 

laidsiegeto46strongcitiesinJudahand―countedandconsideredasbooty‖200,150ofhercitizenry.

Doubtless only a certain percentage of these were actually deported (Stohlmann 1983: 147–75). A 

massive formal siege of Jerusalem is not described, though the Assyrian king boasts of reducing Hezekiah 

toavirtualprisoner―likeabirdinacage‖andofsettingupearthwork―inordertomolestthosewhowere 

leavingthecity‖(ANET,288).Butthereisnomentionofactualvictoryinthe―siege.‖Theannalsproudly

notethatSennacherib―reducedhiscountry‖and increased the annual tribute, but it must be admitted that 

all this is fairly light treatment when compared with actions taken against Tyre, Ashkelon, and Ekron.  

Where the biblical and Assyrian records agree is over the assault of Judah. Isaiah reports as bluntly as 

possiblethatin701Sennacherib―cameupagainstallthefortifiedcitiesofJudahandtookthem‖(36:1; 2 

Kgs 18:13). It is no surprise that the records disagree over the interpretation of 701 events more narrowly 

involving Jerusalem. The annals emphasize the restriction of Hezekiah to the capital and conclude with a 

notice about the broader success of the campaign against Judah at large. The biblical record, in stark 

contrast, emphasizes the utter failure of Assyrian attempts to take Jerusalem (Isa 37:36–38), being 

particularly mindful of the boastful arrogance of siege troops in the region (36:4–20). Not surprisingly, it 

attributesthedefeattodivineintervention,occasionedbytheprayerofJerusalem‘sfaithfulking(37:15–

20). Especially in view of the treatment of Judah and of neighboring nations, the failure of Sennacherib to 

take Jerusalem was a matter of no small theological significance. But the biblical sources do not relate the 

Assyrian―defeat‖tosomeiron-cladcommitmentonGod‘spartto Zion—in many respects, just the 

opposite is true. The cleansing judgment was accomplished by God himself, as spoken beforehand by his 

prophet Isaiah (chaps. 28–32). Isaiahspokeofa―decreeofdestructionfromtheLordofhostsuponthe

wholeland‖(28:22) and upon the city and its rulers (29:1–10). Deliverance is solely the consequence of 

thegraceofGodandtheprayerfulobedienceofhisservantHezekiah:―Iwilldefendthiscityformyown

sakeandforthesakeofmyservantDavid‖(37:35). Measured against the widespread assault on Judah 

and her citizenry, the deliverance is held up as a graceful warning against the very citizenry that is spared: 

this note is particularly sounded in the opening chapter of Isaiah (1:2–31). The deliverance becomes an 

occasion for exhortation and penitence. Seen from the perspective of 587 and the fall of Jerusalem, the 

warning was not heeded. Hezekiah could only postpone a yet greater judgment. On this note, the First 

Isaiah chapters conclude (39:5–7).  

Attempts to precisely coordinate the Isaiah, Kings, and Assyrian accounts will fail, if by coordination it 

is meant that there is synthesis and final agreement among the various sources. Isaiah focuses on the 

exemplary action of Hezekiah vis à vis Ahaz and other arrogant leaders in Judah/Jerusalem (28:7, 14; 

29:20; 30:1, 8; 31:1—cf. 32:1–20) and the deliverance of the capital vis à vis the countryside. Kings 

adjusts this picture in light of other theological and interpretive concerns within the broader Dtr History, 

tugging the depiction of Hezekiah in the direction of the Assyrian reports by (awkwardly) mentioning his 

capitulation. Not surprisingly, the Assyrian annals emphasize the successes that were achieved in the 701 

campaignagainstJudah/Jerusalem:amassiveassaultagainstJudah‘scitiesandcitizenry,increased

tribute, and the shutting up of Hezekiah in the capital. Why Assyrian forces were forced to withdraw and 

give up the siege against Jerusalem (cf. Askelon, Ekron) is not clear; nor is it possible to trust the Greek 

historianHerodotus‘report(learnedinEgypt),whichspeaksofa signal defeat of Assyrian forces, whose 

weapons were devoured by a horde of field mice. Whatever the rational explanation, the Isaiah (and 

Kings) account sees the ultimate cause as divine intervention. Not only were the forces of Sennacherib 

done in, but the Assyrian king was slain by his own sons (37:38)whileworshipping―Nisrochhisgod.‖

On this note, the report clearly concludes that there is a limit to which the God of Israel can be mocked: 

―AblasphemerisnowheresafefromthepoweroftheomnipotentGod‖(Smelik1986:84). 

5. Isaiah 28–33. We have had occasion to note already that these chapters are formally linked by 

repetition of the Hebrew interjection hôy (28:1; 29:1; 30:1; 31:1; 33:1). They focus on the arrogance and 

misplaced trust of the people, from all quarters (Judah, Ephraim, Ariel) and from every area of society 



(priest and prophet, rulers in Jerusalem, military forces), in their blind disregard for the coming judgment 

of Yahweh. They trust wrongly in military alliances with Egypt (30:1–14; 31:1–5), in covenants with 

death (28:15), and in perversions of Zion theology whereby God blindly protects Jerusalem regardless of 

the faith of her people. To counter this false trust, the prophet speaks of a Zion theology in which God 

fights against his own people (29:1–8) and engages in strange action against Judah/Jerusalem (28:21). In 

the fighting of the nations against Zion, God is himself active (29:3). But paradoxically, God will also 

fightuponMt.Zionto―protectanddeliverit,spareandrescueit‖(31:5). There is a dimension of his 

workthatissimplydescribedas―marvelous‖(29:14),wherebythe―wisdomoftheirwiseshallperish‖

(29:14) while the deaf shall hear, the blind see, and the meek obtain fresh joy (29:18). Zion theology is a 

defense only for those who place their trust in Yahweh, as he comes to judge his own people; for others, 

hewillprovetobea―stoneofoffense‖anda―rockofstumbling‖(8:14),nota―cornerstone valuable for 

afoundation‖(28:16;Roberts1987:37).InthecleansingactionofGod‘sjudgment,thegoalisnot

obliteration but transformation, as the message of the prophet is truly perceived and finally vindicated as 

the word of God (29:24; 30:8). The Assyrian will ultimately be judged for arrogance (31:8), in similar 

fashion as in chaps. 1–12.  

There is an attitude of faith and trust that will sustain those during the coming crisis (28:16; 30:15), 

relinquishedonlyatone‘speril.Itis precisely this attitude that is exhibited by Hezekiah during the 

Assyrian assault. Not surprisingly, chap. 32 speaks of the king who reigns in righteousness (32:1), as an 

age of peace and security is envisioned (32:14–20). The final liturgy (chap. 33) looks ahead to the 

vindication of God against the Assyrians and against the sinners within Israel, as all eyes turn toward a 

just king and a forgiven people (33:17, 24).  

It cannot be determined precisely if this material is keyed toward the narrative denouement of chaps. 

36–37 and the specific figure of Hezekiah, toward his successor, or toward an eschatological figure from 

the postexilic period. Clearly, Hezekiah acts with a righteousness and faith in the events of 701 in such a 

way as to embody the Davidic ideal, and the hopes of chaps. 32–33 may be modeled on him. It is 

beguiling to consider that significant hopes may have been attached to Hezekiah‘ssuccessorManasseh,

whose very name seems to signal hopes for the reunification of Israel (note the contrast between 9:21 and 

11:13). Did the redactors of First Isaiah at one point believe that following the Assyrian defeat in 701 and 

the death of Sennacherib there would be a period of peace and prosperity and a restoration of Israel 

(11:12–16) and the Davidic house (11:1–9; 32:1–8)? If so, that hope has now been shifted to the future 

and to the expectation of restoration following not the Assyrian destruction but the Babylonian one of 

587.  

6. Isaiah 34–35‖=vIs 34:1–35:10. A similar question can be raised about chaps. 34–35, both with 

regard to setting, date, and general purpose within the Isaiah corpus. Chap. 34 describes a massive scene 

of destruction. Throughout the chapter, the language and imagery employed resemble that found in 24–

27, leading some to refer to 34–35 asa―littleapocalypse‖depictingagreatcosmicjudgment.Likethe

―greatapocalypse,‖itisdatedtothelatepostexilicperiodandbroaderapocalypticthought(Vermeylen

1977: 440–46). The specific reference to Edom (vv 8–12)istakenasasymbolforGod‘senemiesin

general.  

In 1928, C. C. Torrey argued that chaps. 34 and 35 wereaunity(―twosidesofonecoin‖),depictingthe

doom of the wicked on the one hand and the blessing of the righteous on the other (Torrey 1928: 279). 

Noting the similarity with chap. 63, Torrey argued that these chapters were of a piece with Second Isaiah 

and should be interpreted as such. Torrey placed this Second Isaiah in Judah in the late postexilic period. 

Modifications of his position would view chaps. 34–35 as based upon the prophecies of 40–55 and dated 

at the same period as 56–66, the so-called Third Isaiah (Clements Isaiah 1–39 NCBC, 271–72).  

In a recent monograph (1985), Steck argues that chaps. 34–35 were composed precisely to serve the 

function of providing a bridge (eine redaktionelle Brücke) between relatively closed First and Second 

Isaiah sections, thus representing the latest stratum of the book. Admittedly, the language of chap. 35 in 

particular resembles that found in chaps. 40–55, as a highway of return is depicted (35:8–10) and nature is 

rejuvenated (35:1–7). Steck reasons that these chapters were composed to anticipate 40–62 and ease the 



transition from First to Second Isaiah. However, their primary purpose is not to provide literary 

integrationbuttoofferanisolatedredactionalwordregardingIsrael‘srestorationandpurificationbeyond

what existed in other sections of the developing Isaiah corpus (a Sinnveränderung of other Isaiah 

tradition; Steck 1985: 94–96). God would work more subtly and indirectly to effect the final 

eschatological conclusion of his work with Israel and Zion, with a different understanding of the role of 

the nations and the return of Diaspora Israel.  

At a minimum, it appears that the function of these two chapters is to describe a future world judgment 

over nations and nature, and then to report the transformation of creation and the return of the dispersed. 

Steck overstates the unique and isolated nature of these themes. In the present form of the book, the 

chapters do not bridge First and Second Isaiah as closed literary collections; rather, they amplify and 

extend the message of the preceding chapters (32–33) regarding the future judgment and the ensuing reign 

of peace and forgiveness, at the same time reminding the reader of 36–39 that the deliverance of 701 is 

temporaryandthatthecleansingjudgmentwillcontinuebeyondHezekiah‘sday.Insodoing,theyease

the transition (temporal and literary) between the former and the latter things—or between the judgments 

of the Assyrian period and of theBabylonianperiodandthedawnofanewdayinGod‘sdealingswith

Israel, such as this takes form in Isaiah 40–66.  

7. Isaiah 13–23 and 24–27. Similar redactional and compositional concerns can be detected in the 

major sections running from chap. 13 through chap. 27. Material arguably Isaianic, reflecting 8th-century 

proclamations against Assyria (14:24–27), Philistia (14:28–31), Syro-Ephraim (17:1–14), Egypt (chaps. 

18–19), and Judah (chap. 22) has been filled out to present a massive Nation Oracle section involving 

Babylon (13:1–16; 14:3–23; chap. 21), Persia (13:17–22), Moab (chaps. 15–16), and Tyre (chap. 23) as 

well. The section culminates in a scene of cosmic judgment (chaps. 24–27).  

Though this latter judgment has often been dated to the latest period of postexilic Israel (Duhm Jesaia 

HKAT, xii), a more recent interpretation that focuses on the events of 587 and the destruction of 

Jerusalem has been put forward (Johnson 1988). This is certainly consistent with the broader parameters 

of a Babylonian redaction notable elsewhere in the book, and one with the general historical range of 13–

23 in its present form (namely, the focus on Babylon, Persia, Moab, and Tyre as 6th-century entities). The 

description of judgment found in chaps. 24–27 is correlated with the commissioning of Babylon at the 

opening of the Nation Oracle section (13:1–16; Clements Isaiah 1–39 NCBC, 132–36). Through the 

agencyoftheBabylonians,Yahwehdeterminesto―laywastethe wholeearth‖(13:5–24:1), returning it to 

astateofnearchaos,asitwasatthetimeofNoah(notethereferenceto―theeverlastingcovenant‖at

24:5). All this comes aboutasaconsequencenotjustofIsrael‘sdisobedience(asreportedin1–12), but 

because of the massive bloodletting of the nations as a whole (13–23),sothattheearth―liespolluted‖

(24:5)andthreatenstofallbackintochaosandtotaldisorder.ThisisclearlyreminiscentofGod‘s

decisionto―makeanendofallflesh‖because―God saw the earth, and behold, it was corrupt, for all flesh 

hadcorruptedtheirwayuponearth‖inthedaysofNoah(Gen 6:12–13; cf. Isa 24:20).The―everlasting

covenant‖hasbeenbroken.JustasinthedaysofNoah,―thewindowsofheavenareopened,andthe

foundationsoftheearthtremble‖(Isa 24:18; cf. Gen 7:11:―…allthefountainsofthegreatdeepburst

forth,andthewindowsofheavenwereopened‖).ItisasthoughGodhasdemandedareckoningforthe

lifeblood of humans and animals, as he had warned Noah (Gen 9:5).  

Readings of Duhm and others (Plöger 1968: 53–78; Hanson 1975), which seek to interpret 24–27 as a 

late apocalyptic insert, fail to deal with the integrative function of these chapters viewed with an eye 

toward their surrounding literary context. There is significant evidence of a form of inner-biblical 

exegesis at work in these chapters (Sweeney 1988a), suggesting far greater integration in the final level of 

composition than is recognized when the independence of 24–27 is stressed. Moreover, the eschatological 

time frame of the chapters has been overstated and depends on certain views of evolution in Hebrew 

thought and cognate movements in other so-called apocalyptic literature (Daniel, Joel, Zechariah 12–14) 

whose relationship to Isaiah 24–27 is highly speculative. Interestingly, the future references within these 

chapters are not keyed toward global judgment but toward final restoration (25:6–12; 26:1–6; 27:2–6; 

27:12–13). The depiction of judgment is not conceived of as an end-time event but as a near-future or 



imminentaffair.Thefrequentgeneralreferencestothe―city‖andthe―earth‖suggest an all-encompassing 

judgment,notonesimplyfocusedonJudah/Jerusalem,thoughZionistheultimatepivotinGod‘s

dealings with the cosmos (24:23).  

In the final form of the Isaiah presentation, this judgment comes about in the Babylonian assault of 587, 

creating utter desolation of nature and the whole earth. In fact, chaps. 24–27 form the only real account of 

the destruction of 587 in the whole book, there being no explicit report of this otherwise central historical 

episode in the Isaiah presentation beyond the cryptic note at 39:5–8 (cf. Jer 39:1–10; 52:4–30). The 

crucial event of 587 is handled in Isaiah in poetic and near-mythical terms, as the language of creation and 

chaos—familiar from the Songs of Zion—is evoked (Psalm 29; 46; 47; 93; 99); but the historical 

moorings of this language have not been completely severed, just as the threat of the nations is never fully 

detached from history in the Zion hymns.  

WhenSecondIsaiahchaptersspeakofnature‘srestoration,theyspeakfromtheothersideofajudgment

envisioned in chaps. 13–27. Not until the Persians are sent forth (14:17–22) to bring down the Babylonian 

instrumentofdestruction(onanalogywithAssyria‘sdemisein1–12) can the reign of peace be ushered 

in;thisisthesame―birdofprey‖commissionedforGod‘spurposein18:6 which carries out the 

commission in Second Isaiah (46:11). It is clear that the Nation Oracle section, with its culmination in 24–

27, has been redactionally shaped to anticipate Second Isaiah material, especially the frequent reference to 

the assembling of the nations for trial (esp. 40–48). There, the reader learns that all this was planned by 

God long ago (40:21; 41:4, 21–29; 42:9; 43:9; 44:7). The nations did not act on their own and therefore 

are not in a position to have known what the outcome would be (41:26; 43:9; 44:7). God was at work 

throughthemtoeffectnotonlyIsrael‘sjudgmentbutalsoherrestoration.HehascalledCyrustobegin

this work of restoration (41:25), just as was promised long ago also (13:17–22; 18:3–6).  

The explicit mention of the rise of Persia belongs to a redactional stage of development within the book 

ofIsaiahthatismeanttodrawoutthesignificanceofGod‘sactionsinhistoryspanningtheageofIsaiah

and events centuries later. Redactors working seriously with the word of God, as it was preserved from 

the prophet Isaiah, saw in his message a significance that transcended its own narrower field of historical 

reference. Analogies were seen to be apposite. Assyria would ultimately be judged by God for arrogance, 

aftershehadfulfilledGod‘s bidding vis à vis Israel and Judah/Jerusalem. This was a prominent theme in 

the 1–12 collection. Chaps. 13–14, which open the Nation Section, clearly indicate that Babylon is then to 

be likewise consecrated for service (13:2–5). It is quite likely that the seeds for this redactional 

perspective were to be found in the report of chap. 39, or in its broader frame of reference, whereby the 

8th-centuryBabylonianswereseenasembodyingasignificanceinGod‘splanofjudgmentthatthey

themselves did not comprehend. By placing 14:24–27, an oracle of judgment against Assyria similar to 

material in 1–12 (e.g., 10:5–19), in the context of chaps. 13–14,the―breakingofAssyria‖(14:25) is to be 

understoodaspartofGod‘sbroaderworkwithIsraelandthenations,nowincludingBabylonandPersia

(13:17–22).Assyria‘sbreakdownisanalogoustoBabylon‘scenturies later, after both serve their 

respectivepurposeinGod‘slargerworkwithIsrael. 

SecondaryredactionalinterpretationhasdrawnoutthedeepersignificanceofIsaiah‘sproclamation

regarding the role of Assyria, by seeing Babylon as functionally analogous at a later period in time. 

Moreover, hopes associated with the fall of Assyria for the restoration of Israel, perhaps from the reign of 

Hezekiah or Manasseh (9:1–7; 11:1–9; 11:12–16; 32:1–20), are now fully interwoven with a vision of 

restoration which follows a much more pervasive, cleansing judgment (14:1–2; 19:16–24; 25:6–12; 26:1–

19; 27:2–6; 27:12–13; 35:1–10). The faithful remnant headed by Hezekiah in 701 gives way to a yet 

smaller remnant in 587—―atenthburnedagain,‖tousethelanguageof6:13. This purged remnant will 

experience the new Jerusalem and a fully restored Zion in a transformed creation. Here, the reciprocal 

relationships between First Isaiah and Second Isaiah could not be clearer, as both sections of the present 

book of Isaiah are shaped to span several centuries in time, in order that the abiding and persistent hand of 

God at work with Zion and his people might be laid bare. Second Isaiah chapters address a remnant 

spokenofasfarbackasIsaiah‘scommissionintheyearthatKingUzziahdied(6:13). The comfort 

spoken to Zion/Jerusalem (40:2) is comfort for a people whose warfare is at last ended, whose iniquity is 



finally pardoned. At this point in the Isaiah presentation, it is clear that the vision of restoration prepared 

forinIsaiah‘sdayisabouttotakeshape.ThehymnpraisingGod‘scomfortingofZion(12:1–6) is now to 

be sung.  

Sections of the book under major Assyrian-period (1–12; 28–33; 36–37) and Babylonian-period (13–27; 

34–35; 38–39) redactional influence have been fused and coordinated precisely so that First Isaiah might 

function as a coherent prelude to Second Isaiah, and so that Second Isaiah might look back on First Isaiah 

for its own literary, historical, and theological bearings. In this way, the former things of Isaiah are 

coordinated with the latter things, as the age of judgment is brought to a close and a new day of 

transformation begins to dawn.  

In the final presentation of First Isaiah, the vision of restoration remains a vision without complete 

fulfillment. Second Isaiah attests to the close of an old age and the beginning of the fulfillment of an 

earlier vision and hope, rooted in the period of Hezekiah and the final days of the historical Isaiah. As the 

vision is filled out and enriched in First Isaiah, in light of the events of 587, it nevertheless remains a 

vision lacking complete fulfillment in the final form of the completed book of Isaiah. As the rabbis once 

remarked, the book of Isaiah is a vision of future promise(―allconsolation,‖b. Bat. 14b), following a 

book full of doom (Jeremiah) and one of doom and promise mixed (Ezekiel). In the confession of the 

ChristianChurchovertheages,theChurch‘smessianichopehasbeen―filledfull‖inJesusofNazareth.

The King of Peace has, however, only inaugurated the age of weal proclaimed by this great prophet. The 

finalfulfillmentofGod‘swordproclaimedinthevisionofIsaiahformsthecenterpieceofJewishand

ChristianhopeforthefutureandGod‘sultimatereign on earth. In a very real sense, the book of Isaiah 

presents a prophet who is both forth-teller and fore-teller, and it would be wrong to focus on one 

dimension of that portrayal to the exclusion of the other. The historical dimension gives rise to the 

eschatological, and they must be allowed to illuminate and enrich one another.  

D. Conclusions  

First Isaiah is a rich and complex tapestry of prophetic proclamation and secondary interpretation. Form 

criticism is right to locate the origin of that proclamation in the oral speech of the man Isaiah addressing 

events in his day. Direct referential readings appropriately search for signs of larger structure and purpose 

in the present literary organization of these chapters. However, the logic of that structure is not to be 

sought in the chronological movements of the historical Isaiah but in certain understandings of how 

Isaiah,time,andGod‘sworkwithIsraelwilloperateforgenerationsofnewinterpreters.  

Against more radical redactional approaches, the final structure of First Isaiah is not thoroughly 

haphazard, resulting from the sporadic accretion of modifying interpretations from hands uninterested in 

mutual coordination. Redactors of chapters 1–39 have worked with certain recognizable principles which 

honor the original proclamation of the man Isaiah on the one hand, but also seek to hear in his word 

somethingofGod‘slargerpurposeforIsrael,thenations,andthecosmosontheother.Theresultismore

than an erratic literary potpourri, demanding complex reshuffling and explanation; rather, redaction has 

been carried out synthetically, in such a way that new levels of interpretation are allowed to function 

integrally with sections of text that gave rise to them. That the process is not everywhere uniform and 

withoutseamistestimonytothefactthatthebookofIsaiahismorethantheprophet‘spersonaldiaryor

memoir. Here, redactional analysis has simply pointed out a truth about prophetic literature difficult for 

direct referential readings to parry. In its zeal for spotting disjuncture and modification, though, 

redactional analysis frequently stops too short, failing to recognize attempts at synthesis and coordination 

in the final form of the literature.  

Larger structural principles can be detected in First Isaiah. As in Second Isaiah (see below), one can 

speak of these as polarities. The two major prose sections of Isaiah are cases in point (6–8 and 36–39). 

TheseofferastudiedcontrastbetweenproperandimproperpatternsofbehaviorandresponsetoGod‘s

wordunderpressure,especiallytruefortheroyalhousebutbynomeansrestrictedtoIsrael‘skingsAhaz

and Hezekiah. In First Isaiah, Hezekiah presents a model for obedience and prayerful trust in stark 

contrast to his predecessor Ahaz.  



Relatedtothis,FirstIsaiahholdsuptwokeymomentsinhistoryasparticularlyillustrativeofGod‘s

work with Judah/Jerusalem and Israel: the Syro-Ephraimite threat of 734 B.C.E. and the 701 Assyrian 

assault. Within a much broader range of historical events, involving Babylon and Persia and a host of 

nations (13–27), these two events are especially noteworthy. Lack of trust in the royal house and in Judah 

atlarge,before,during,andafterthisfirstcrisis,setsinmotionamuchbroaderseriesofeventsinIsrael‘s

history, involving the fall of Samaria, increased Assyrian hostility, and finally the 701 invasion itself. 

Hezekiah‘sproperresponseinthecrisisretardsanevenlargerdesignforcleansingjudgmentrevealedin

chaps. 13–27/34–35 and repeals the immediate word of judgment of chaps. 28–33. But the final word of 

First Isaiah chapters indicates that very shortly the Babylonians will arise to replace the Assyrians 

thwartedbyIsrael‘sfaithfulkingandGod.Here,athirdpolarity,orpairing,istobeseenasAssyriaand

BabylonfunctionassuccessiveinstrumentsofjudgmentinGod‘sdealingwithIsraelandthecosmos. 

Finally, one must also speak of the polarity of judgment and promise woven into these chapters. 

Judgmentcomesatnumerouspoints,andforcountlessreasons,intherelentless―herealittle,therea

little‖(28:13)ofGod‘sdealingswithanunjustpeople, through events of ANE history, and through 

events more mundane. For First Isaiah, the judgment is always a cleansing one with a broader goal and 

finalpurpose.Thishaseverythingtodowiththeprophet‘sconceptionofZionandwhatZionmeansfrom

God‘sstandpoint.Zionisnotaninviolablefortressofferingsuredefenseagainstallfoes.ZionisGod‘s

ownabode,andthenationsfrequentlydoGod‘sexplicitbidding.ThiscombinationmeansthatGodfights

both for and against Zion, depending on its internal state and the state of its king and people. Lack of faith 

and justice within Zion means inevitable judgment.  

FirstIsaiahisnotwillingtoletthisbethefinalword,forGod‘sultimatepurposerevealedtotheprophet

indicates a day of proper rule, peaceamongnationswhoworshipIsrael‘soneLordatZion,andthefull

restoration of a creation wracked by bloodshed and the forces of chaos themselves. This day may live 

beyondthehorizonofIsaiah‘sowntime,butsufficientisthevisionandcleararethe signs of near 

fulfillment granted to him.  

Ahaz and Hezekiah, the Syro-Ephraimite and Assyrian assaults, Assyria and Babylon, and judgment 

and promise represent four pairings in the final structure of First Isaiah. These pairings function within a 

temporal design spanning several centuries, set forth not by means of linear consecution, beginning with 

chapter 1 and concluding in chapter 39. Nevertheless, the temporal scheme is recognizable and functions 

clearly in the final literary presentation of First Isaiah chapters.  
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CHRISTOPHER R. SEITZ  

ISAIAH 24–27 (LITTLE APOCALYPSE)  

At one extreme, Isaiah 24–27 has been identified as a late postexilic apocalyptic work (Duhm Jesaja 

HKAT, 172–94). At another, it has been read as preexilic prophetic judgment literature thoroughly at 

home in the work of First Isaiah (Kissane 1941: 276, 303). Between these positions, it has been 

understood as prophetic eschatology (Lindblom 1938) or early apocalyptic (Hanson 1979: 313–14). Isaiah 

chaps. 24–27 are important 6th-century passages that offer insights into the origins of apocalyptic; hence 

our label, proto-apocalyptic.  

If we assume that First Isaiah was the founder of a school of prophecy, perhaps with royal support, 

givenFirstIsaiah‘seasyaccesstokingsAhazandHezekiahandIsaiah‘sbeliefthatZionwouldnotfallto

the Assyrian threat (37:34–35), and if we assume that chaps. 24–27 owe their current location in the 

canon of Isaiah to the reference to Moab (25:10) so that these chapters were editorially grouped with other 

oracles against foreign nations, it becomes possible to reconstruct a context for the interpretation of these 

chapters.GiventheirbeliefintheinviolabilityofZion,Jerusalem‘sfallwouldhave presented the 

members of the school of Isaiah with a major theological problem demanding a solution. Our suggestion 

is that the writer of Isaiah chaps. 24–27 was a member of the school of Isaiah who used material from an 

older oracle against Moab, inspired by but moving beyond Second Isaiah, to seek a solution to the 

destruction of Jerusalem, our identification of the destroyed city. Note a similar use of an oracle against 

Edom in chap. 34, producing what can be labeled proto-apocalyptic writing.  

The secondary literature interpreting Isaiah 24–27 has centered on three interrelated issues: (1) the 

problems presented by the text and its structure; (2) the problem of literary genre; and (3) the difficulty in 

establishing the historical setting. Using the relatively objective controls of prosodic and thematic 

analyses of the text, it is possible to offer the following interpretation of these chapters.  



A. Text and Structure  

There is a stratum of poetry in Isaiah 24–27 that can be compared with the best in Second Isaiah. These 

poetic units are Isaiah 24:1–16a, 24:16b–25:9, and 26:1–8 (Millar 1976: 23–49). The most common 

prosodic pattern in these units is the alternation between bicola and tricola. Within a tight syllabic 

symmetry are couched many examples of paronomasia, alliteration, assonance, chiasm, inclusio, and 

climactic and repetitive parallelism. We would argue on the basis of the similarities in prosodic style to 

Second Isaiah that these units form the earliest material of Isaiah 24–27 and can be dated close to the time 

of Second Isaiah.  

Typologically, the prosodic style of Isaiah 26:11–27:6 is different (Millar 1976: 49–58). The meter is 

mixed. The poetry is not as good as that encountered in the former units. We would conclude on prosodic 

grounds that the passages of 26:11–27:6 were composed later.  

The prose of 27:12–13 would appear to be later still (Millar 1976: 58–59). We have deleted 24:5, 

24:20b, and 26:9d–10 as editorial expansion. In each case they interpret what can be read as an earlier 

text. As yet, Isaiah 27:9–11 does not yield to our prosodic analysis, so it is not included in this summary.  

Regarding structure, our study of the themes of Isaiah 24–27 (Millar 1976: 65–70) has revealed the 

frequent use of portions or all of the following thematic pattern: threat, war, victory, and feast (a Divine 

Warrior hymn). In what we have identified on prosodic grounds as the earliest layer—24:1–16a, 24:16b–

25:9, and 26:1–8—this thematic pattern conforms to the poem‘sowncontent;thatis,thepoems

themselves seem to have been created with these themes in mind. This, again, would place them 

typologically prior to what we find in 26:11–27:6.  

In Isaiah 26:11–27:6, the forms are more mixed. There appear to be traces of a lament of the people 

(26:16–20), a salvation oracle (26:21), an ancient Divine Warrior hymn (27:1), and a modified Song of 

the Vineyard (27:2–6). They have been arranged, however, according to the basic thematic pattern we 

have discerned in the earlier material. We suggest, then, that the author or editor was readapting other 

relevant materials he had, according to the pattern suggested above. These materials probably circulated 

independently prior to their current use in Isaiah 24–27.  

The prose passage of Isaiah 27:12–13 and editorial expansions at 24:5, 24:20b, and 26:9d–10 could 

have been added at that time when Isaiah 24–27 was joined to the collection of oracles against the nations 

found in the larger context of Isaiah.  

B. Genre and Date  

The prosodic style of Isaiah chaps. 24–27 and their themes, both separately and in pattern, do establish a 

literary context for us to understand these chapters. The author emerges as one very much influenced by 

theworkofSecondIsaiah;onewhosharedinSecondIsaiah‘svisionsforthereconstructionofIsrael.For

that reason, we label the genre of Isaiah 24–27 proto-apocalyptic. A 6th-century date is not unreasonable. 

We would place the earlier portions of the chapters closer to 587 B.C.E., the fall of Jerusalem, than to 520 

B.C.E., the temple controversy.  

C. Historical Setting  

Identification of the destroyed city as Jerusalem would make sense with the textual and thematic data 

gathered above. The fall of Jerusalem touched off a profound search for meaning and explanation. Why 

would Yahweh allow his own city to be destroyed? The language appropriate to such a search for 

meaning was myth. One witnesses in the literature of the period a ground swell in the use of mythic 

patterns and images to interpret the tragic events of the day. Second Isaiah was particularly instrumental 

inreusingmythicmaterialstointerpretGod‘sactionintheevents.  

The pattern of the Divine Warrior hymn reemerged with its full power. It provided an explanation for 

the destruction. Chaos was reasserting its destructive power. The fall of Jerusalem was part of the collapse 

of creation and return to chaos (24:10). The Divine Warrior hymn also provided hope in that one day 

Yahweh, the Warrior Deity, would reaffirm his position as king on his mount (24:23); hence, shouts of 

victory and hymns of praise (25:1–4c). Hope for victory was held even within a description of the 

devastated city of Jerusalem and a shuddering earth. From his mountain, Yahweh would prepare a feast 

for all peoples, a feast at which the power of death and chaos would be consumed forever (25:6–8).  



Isaiah 24:1–16a, 24:16b–25:9, and 26:1–8 shared the visions of a restored Israel with Second Isaiah, 

though the author did move beyond the vision of the events taking place within plain history. The power 

of myth to see beyond the limits imposed by historical events was beginning to take hold. Yahweh was 

preparing his feast for all people. All the kings of the earth were being caught up in this return to chaos 

that was to be a prelude to a new creation (24:21).  

Isaiah 26:11–27:6 was added to the earlier materialsasthedelayofYahweh‘svictorybecameapparent

tosomeofIsaiah‘sdisciples.Thereferencetothedestroyedcitytrampledbythefaithful(26:6) could 

have been introduced into the earlier poems as the tensions between the contending parties in postexilic 

Israel increased (see Hanson 1979). For the Isaianic visionaries, the Jerusalem of reality and the Zion of 

faith remained separate. As Jerusalem was defiled by oppressive leaders (possibly Aaronid Zadokites), 

MushiteLevitespushedtoperipheralstatusmayhavebelievedthatthecitydeservedYahweh‘scontinued

wrath. The hope was strong, however, that one day Israel would truly be restored along the lines 

envisioned in Isaiah 60–61.  

It was in the years of exile and shortly thereafter that the apocalyptic movement was born. Isaiah chaps. 

24–27 constitute one of those important passages that offers us insight into the dynamics of that birth.  
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WILLIAM R. MILLAR  

SECOND ISAIAH  

The designation Second Isaiah for chaps. 40–55 of the book of Isaiah has gained currency in the last 

century. The conclusion that these chapters form a unit of separate origin from the preceding thirty-nine 

chapters is compelled by their language and by numerous details of their content.  

———  

A. Designation, Contents, and Text  

1. Designation  

2. Contents  

3. Text  

B. Second Isaiah and His Times  

1. The Prophet in Chaps. 40–55  

2. History of the Period  

C. The Prophetic Tradition  

1. The Literary Tradition  

2. The Social Role of the Prophet  

D. Rhetoric and Genres  

1. Parallelism  

2. Genres  

E. The Message of Second Isaiah  

1. Overview  

2. The Five Polarities  

3. The Servant  

4. Creation  

———  

A. Designation, Contents, and Text  

1. Designation. Chaps. 40–55 are a distinct segment within the sixty-six chapters of the scroll, or book, 

of Isaiah. Chaps. 36–39 (except for 38:9–20) were taken from 2 Kgs 18:13–20:19 at one stage in the 

compilation of the scroll in order to serve as an appendix to the works and writings of Isaiah of Jerusalem, 



who lived from the mid-8th to the early-7th centuries B.C. To be sure, not all of chaps. 1–35 are from 

Isaiah, yet the appendix closes off that part of the work.  

The historical context of chaps. 40–55 differs entirely from that of chaps. 1–39. The enemy of Israel is 

the Neo-Babylonian Empire (626–539 B.C.; cf. chaps. 46; 47; 48:20–21), not the Neo-Assyrian Empire of 

Isaiah (935–612 B.C.; cf. chaps. 10; 14:24–27), which collapsed with the destruction of Nineveh in 612 

B.C. The gentile king in chaps. 40–55 is Cyrus of Persia (fl. 560–530 B.C.; cf. 41:2–3, 25; 44:24–45:13; 

48:14), not the Assyrian king of Isaiah (10:5–19).ThepeopleareinBabylon,notinIsaiah‘s8th-century 

Jerusalem; the message is to leave Babylon, cross the desert, and return to Zion.  

The difference in locale and themes must have been apparent to careful readers of the book in every 

age; indeed, the medieval Jewish scholar Ibn Ezra constantly noted them in his 12th-century commentary. 

He subtly raised the question of non-Isaian authorship for the chapters. However, such observations had 

little effect. A major reason that the unity of Isaiah went unchallenged for so long was a centuries-old 

unexamined theory of verbal inspiration: the sacred author wrote at the dictation of God or the Holy 

Spirit. This theory allowed readers to assume unity of authorship despite obviously different historical 

contexts; events later than Isaiah were considered to have been shown to him in vision. Inevitably, post-

Renaissance critical scrutiny of ancient documents, rising historical awareness, and the skepticism of the 

Enlightenment challenged the unexamined tradition that Isaiah of Jerusalem wrote all sixty-six chapters in 

the 8th century.  

Challenges to the unity of authorship are recorded as early as 1775, when J. C. Doderlein used the name 

Deutero-Isaiah for chaps. 40–66 in his Esaias. Ex recensione textus Hebraei. In 1780, J. B. Koppe, a 

Göttingen professor, argued in his preface to the German edition of RobertLowth‘stranslationofIsaiah

that chaps. 40–66 had been written in the Babylonian Exile. In the 1793, E. F. K. Rosenmüller 

(anticipating Duhm a hundred years later) suggested in his Scholia that 42:1–7; 49:1–5; 50:4–10, and 

52:13–53:12 were added to the book, and that 53:2–12 were the work of a postexilic poet (Rogerson 

1984: 23). J. G. Eichhorn (1752–1827) in his widely used Einleitung in das alte Testament (1st ed. 1780–

83) energetically championed the view that the book was not written by one person, but was rather an 

anthology of material from the 8th century to postexilic times. Of chaps. 40–52 hewrote:―Intheseriesof

oracles just mentioned the Babylonian exile is the general setting; the poet speaks as if he lived in exile, as 

if he spoke to the exiles who, in the delay of their return to the homeland, doubt whether the promise of 

their old prophets will be fulfilled. Must not the author of the consoling tradition contained in them have 

lived in the exile?‖(Eichhorn1803:69).Nearlyacenturylater,BernhardDuhm‘sinfluentialcommentary

on Isaiah (HKAT, 1892), succeeded in persuading most critical scholars that chaps. 56–66 were from a 

postexilic Third Isaiah. In contrast to Second Isaiah, he noted, the Jewish community is founded, 

Jerusalem is inhabited, and the temple is rebuilt. The people are unhappy, the rulers are ineffective, the 

rich oppress the poor; Yahweh has no instrument like Cyrus but promises to act alone to uphold the 

righteous, rebuild the city, and bring back the remaining exiles (Jesaia HKAT, 418).  

That a 6th-century author, name unknown, wrote chaps. 40–55, and another author or authors, also 

anonymous, wrote chaps. 56–66, is now accepted by all but a scholarly minority, who hold out for the 

unity of Isaiah. Some scholars believe that chaps. 34–35 and 60–62 are also from Second Isaiah because 

of their themes and elevated style. In any case, two or more prophets who stood in the tradition of Isaiah 

of Jerusalem addressed Israel in the 6th century. Their speeches were added to the Isaiah collection some 

time between the 540s (the date of Second Isaiah) and the 3d or 2d century B.C., when the Greek 

translation (LXX), which witnesses to the present order of chaps. 1–66, was made. It is usually assumed 

that chaps. 40–55 were appended very early in that time span.  

2. Contents. Second Isaiah urges his fellow exiles to regard Babylon as their ancestors had regarded 

Egypt and to depart with him on a new Exodus and entry into Zion, by which acts they will become Israel 

once again. His program is clear and pervades all the speeches. The speeches, by their nature occasional 

and responsive to audience moods and changing circumstances of which we are not well informed, do not 

appear to be arranged according to an overarching design. There is, however, some indication of 

arrangement.TheopeningcommissionoftheprophettoannounceGod‘snewactofrestoringIsrael to 



Zion (40:1–11) is echoed by the last scene, the invitation to banquet in Zion. Cyrus, the instrument of 

return, is mentioned only in chaps. 41–48; Zion is in the forefront from the speech of 44:24–45:13 to the 

climactic chap. 55. The first trial scenes about the nations in 41:1–42:9 are described in detail; later trial 

scenes (43:9–44:5; 44:6–23; 45:20–25) seem to presuppose that the reader is familiar with the first 

detailed scene. Passage 48:20–21, the short, urgent call to leave Babylon, seems to close off chaps. 40–48, 

the first section. The other striking exhortation to depart, 52:11–12, may end another section; at any rate 

the immediately following section (52:13–53:13) abruptly rises to a new level.  

Descriptions of the contents of Second Isaiah will differ according to whether scholars assume there 

were originally a few speeches of extended length, or originally dozens of brief, even fragmentary, pieces. 

Some commentators who posit originally short units for the prophets grant that redactors made 

kerygmatic units from the original short utterances (Melugin 1976). The description of the contents below 

describes the larger units, leaving open the question of whether the units are the work of Second Isaiah or 

later redactors.  

The prophet is commissioned in 40:1–11 inaheavenlyceremony,reminiscentofIsaiah‘scommission

(chap. 6). The major difference between the two commissions is that in chap. 40 God announces not 

destruction but salvation: a new Exodus-Conquest, a triumphant procession through the wilderness 

interposing itself between Babylon and Zion, the true homeland. The book then attacks the causes of the 

popular discouragement preventing the new Exodus (40:12–31) in a disputation, a series of Joban 

questions (cf. Job 38–41) designed to show that nothing can hinderYahweh‘ssavingpurpose;neitherthe

nations (vv 12–17), nor the gods represented by statues and kings (vv 18–24), nor any member of the 

heavenly court (vv 25–31). A great trial between Yahweh and the gods, Israel and the nations, takes place 

in 41:1–42:9; Yahweh, in two parallel scenes (41:1–20 = 41:21–42:9) judges the nations and their gods 

(in their cultic images) to be in the wrong, and upholds Israel as his image and servant. Chaps. 42:10–

43:8, though usually subdivided into small units on the basis of diverse genres, form a single celebration 

ofYahweh‘svictoryoverchaoticwaters and primordial night (vv 10–16); Israel, blind because of that 

night, will have light for the journey (vv 18–20).Israel‘spunishmentisdeserved,asinflictedbyYahweh

(vv 21–25). Now, however, the people are to return to Zion (43:1–8).  

The next major section, 43:9–44:5,remindsIsraelitistobeGod‘switnesstothenationsofYahweh‘s

supremacy by its reenactment of the Exodus-Conquest; up to now it has refused to live up to its vocation. 

In 44:6–23, Israel is called to be a living witness to the living and victorious Yahweh, in contrast to the 

inert witnesses, the manufactured statues of the gods that represent powerless deities. In the poem, 44:24–

45:13, Cyrus is central. Though he has been referred to in 41:2–3, 25,asYahweh‘sinstrument, he is 

mentioned by name for the first time in 45:1 and is given the task befitting the anointed (messiah) of the 

victorious deity. He is the king appointed by Yahweh to carry out his plan for Israel, as the Assyrian king 

had carried out the divine will regarding Israel in the days of Isaiah. The next large unit, 45:14–25, is 

closelyconnectedtoCyrus‘commissionfromtheprecedingsection;intheANE,rebuildingthetemple 

city was the task of the regent of the victorious deity. Zion, the goal of the return, will not be left in ruins 

in the new event.  

Chaps. 46 and 47 contrast dramatically with the two preceding sections. The holy city of Babylon will 

be destroyed as its inhabitants carry out the statues of its powerless gods; Yahweh always carries Israel 

(chap. 46).DameBabylon‘sdisgraceisthepolaroppositeofDameZion‘s:reunionwithherhusbandand

children. Chap. 48 powerfully urges the people to be ready to act in the new creative event. The past 

creative event was accompanied by a word, which both interpreted it and invited the people to take part. 

SecondIsaiah‘swordnowinterpretsCyrusastheagentoftheneweventandinvitesthepeopletoleave

Babylon in a new Exodus. Chapters 40–48 formasection,discernibleinitsfocusonCyrusasYahweh‘s

agent.  

In the second great section, chaps. 49–55,Zion,Babylon‘scounterpart,exertsanincreasinglypowerful

hold on the prophet‘simagination.Inchap. 49, the servant is gently persuaded, as Moses was, to lead the 

people in a new Exodus-Conquest; correspondingly, Zion is gently persuaded to believe her children will 

return. Chaps. 50:1–51:8, again often subdivided into several discrete units, explain how God was present 



to authentic believers in the night of Exile and will be even more present in restored Zion. Chaps. 51:9–

52:12 adapt the elements of a national lament to pray that Yahweh defeat the foe and bring the people to 

Zion. As Yahweh once defeated the sea to bring his people to Zion, so may he again defeat the historic 

and suprahistoric oppressors of Zion. The fourth servant song in 52:13–53:12, unparalleled in the OT, 

vindicatestheservantwhoriskedeverythingtoobeyGod‘sword.Thepeopleareamazedtoseethe

despised servant bearing their sins and receiving his reward. Chap. 54 extols Zion, the goal of the Exile, 

now restored with husband, children, and buildings. Chap. 55 invites all to come to Zion to the banquet, 

and from that holy shrine, to witnesstoYahweh‘svictorythatbroughtthemthere. 

3. Text. The Hebrew text of Isaiah is comparatively well preserved. The modern printed Hebrew text is 

based upon relatively late manuscripts, of the 10th and 11th centuries A.D., products of the Masoretic 

copying and vocalizing of the several preceding centuries. The essential reliability of the printed text is 

amply demonstrated by the Qumran scrolls of a millennium earlier, the oldest extant Hebrew manuscripts 

of Isaiah; the most important are the virtually complete 1QIsa
a
, written about 140 B.C., a vulgar text, with 

plene spelling, and 1QIsa
b
, of a century and a half later, with sparer vocalization. The latter, preserving 

portions of chaps. 7–66, stands somewhat outside the other seventeen Qumran manuscripts and fragments 

ofIsaiah,whichshowthatthebook‘stextualtraditionwasalreadystandardizedbythe2dcenturyB.C. 

1QIsa
b
 is variously assessed, but its readings seem secondary to the MT in most instances where the two 

diverge, and it has no real kinship to the Hebrew prototype of LXX Isaiah. The Qumran manuscripts of 

Isaiah, therefore, witness to a full, even expansionistic, textual tradition. The same tradition, sometimes 

called―proto-rabbinic,‖willshow up in the standardized MT of several centuries later. There is no 

evidence of variant textual families for Isaiah, in contrast, say, to the textual tradition of Jeremiah.  

The Old Greek translation (OG) was made some time between the late 3d and mid-2d centuries B.C. The 

best witness to OG is the group of manuscripts represented chiefly by the uncials A and Q, frequently S 

and S
c
,withimportantconfirmationfromthefragmentaryChesterBeattypapyrus965.ThisisJ.Ziegler‘s

Alexandrian group. Ziegler‘ssecondrecensionalgroup,theHexaplaric,istheoreticallytheresultof

Origen‘seditorialactivityofthesecondquarterofthe3dcenturyA.D. and is of less value in 

reconstructing the OG; chief witnesses are the Hexaplaric uncials BV, with the minuscule 88, and the 

Syrohexapla. The OG for Isaiah is free, bordering on paraphrastic, rendering meaning for meaning, not 

word for word; it frequently misunderstands the Hebrew and smooths over difficult passages.  

The Syriac, as frequently, is very close to the Hebrew. So also is the Aramaic Targum, which was given 

its final form in Babylonia in the 5th century C.E., though it was preceded by earlier Targums.  

The evidence from the extant witnesses, therefore, is that the text of Isaiah was clearly established at 

least by the 2d century B.C.  

B. Second Isaiah and His Times  

1. The Prophet in Chaps. 40–55. Unlike other prophetic books, Isaiah chaps. 40–55 have no 

introductoryheadinglike―ThevisionofIsaiahthesonofAmoz,whichhesawconcerningJudahand

JerusaleminthetimeofUzziah,Jotham,Ahaz,andHezekiah,kingsofJudah‖(Isa 1:1); nor are there 

narratives of his life and ministry, like Isaiah 6–3; 20; 21:15–25; 36–39 and the biographical sections of 

Jeremiah and Ezekiel. We have only the speeches.  

Though they provide little biographical information, the speeches do permit fairly precise dating. They 

assume that the readers or hearers know that Cyrus, king of Persia, will soon conquer the Babylonian 

Empire. Such an assumption was only possible after Cyrus deposed his sovereign Astyages in 550 B.C., 

incorporating Media into the Persian Empire, and conquered Lydia in 546 B.C. That conquest, along with 

the palpable decline of the Babylonian Empire, signaled one of those great changes of fortune that every 

sooftenreshapedtheancientNearEast.ThespeechesdonotmentiontheentryofCyrus‘armyinto

Babylon in 539 B.C. The speeches were therefore given in the 540s B.C.  

It is reasonably assumed, because of the immediacy of his preaching, that the prophet lived in Babylon, 

in one of several exiled Jewish communities of the time. His message consistently is addressed to the 

Babylonian community (cf. esp. 48:20; 52:11–12; chaps. 46; 47), inviting them to join him in a new 

Exodus-Conquest (esp. 49:1–12).  



Theprophet‘sreferencestohimselfarefewandinconventionalterms,makingitdifficulttoreconstruct

even a biographical sketch. He announces that his divine commission (customary in prophetic books to 

establish the prophet‘sauthority)tookplaceasheattendedasessionoftheheavenlycourt.Therehe

overheard Yahweh announce that the time of salvation was replacing the time of punishment (40:1–11). 

Theprophet‘sreportofattending the divine assembly and hearing its decrees is a traditional component, 

attested for the 9th-century prophet Micaiah ben Imlah (1 Kgs 22:19–23) and for Isaiah in the 8th century 

(chap. 6). In 40:6,theprophetistold:―Announce!‖Heimmediatelyaskshowhecandoso,sincethe

people whom he represents arelikewitheredgrass.Hislamentforthepeople,(likeIsaiah‘sof6:11) is 

partoftheprocessthatmakeshimintotheextraordinarilyconfidentproclaimerofYahweh‘ssavingplan.

No other prophet speaks from such a coherent and grand vision.  

Otherreferencestotheprophetareinthe―servantsongs‖(Duhm‘sterm):42:1–4; 49:1–6; 50:4–6; 

52:13–53:12, already noted by E. F. K. Rosenmüller in his Scholia of 1793 as witnessing to the prophet 

and his office (Rogerson 1984: 23). Again, it is difficult to ferret out biographical details because the 

passagesareconventionalandbecausethepeople‘svocationisintertwinedwiththeprophet‘s.Moreover,

many scholars, following Duhm, regard the passages as later insertions either from Second Isaiah or from 

another hand. In 49:1–7,theprophet‘scallisnarratedinimitationofthecallsofMoses(Exodus 3–4) and 

of Jeremiah (Jer 1:4–10). Chap. 50:4–6 suggests that the prophet saw his own exilic suffering as part of 

the divine plan of punishment, and faithfully submitted to it, like the author of Lamentations 3. If, as 

seems likely, chaps. 52:13–53:12 are to be attributed to Second Isaiah, the prophet was rejected by his 

fellow Israelites, undergoing even a deathlike experience, if not death, before being given the great prize, 

a share in the holy land. A single verse, 48:16,statesthat―nowtheLordYahwehhassentme,endowed

withhisspirit.‖Theprophethereseeshimselfastheonewhoprovidestheinterpretiveword

accompanying the new creation and new Exodus-Conquest.  

The very position of chaps. 40–55 after chaps. 1–39, and the anonymity of the author, argue that the 

prophet, or the disciple who appended the passage, understood his preaching to be continuous with Isaiah, 

perhaps even revealing the contents of the scroll of 8:16–20 and 30:8 and of the secret of the darkness-

light sequence of 8:22–9:1. Quite possibly, the absence of biographical detail was deliberate, to show that 

the speeches actualize the ancient Isaian tradition for the exiles (Childs IOTS, 325–33).  

2. History of the Period. That chaps. 40–55 were written in Babylon in the 540s B.C. is the position of 

the vast majority of scholars today. Chaps. 56–66 are apparently addressed to a community that has 

returned to Jerusalem to rebuild the community and the temple; allusions to Second Isaiah show that the 

speeches of that prophet were still alive in the period from 538 to 515 B.C., the time of the rebuilding of 

the community and the temple.  

The exile of segments of the population of Judah to Babylon, Nippur, and other areas of Mesopotamia 

has its beginnings in the last two decades of the preceding century. The Josianic renaissance and 

attempted restoration of the boundaries of the old Davidic empire beginning in 621, permitted by the 

decline of the Neo-Assyrian Empire (935–612),collapsedwithJosiah‘sdeathinbattlein609.TheNeo-

Babylonian Empire (626–539)quicklytookoverAssyria‘sruleoftheLevant.  

Babylonia, or S Mesopotamia, had become dominantly Chaldean during the last years of the Neo-

Assyrian Empire. A Chaldean sheikh, Nabopolassar (fl. 626–605), organized this power politically into a 

dynasty. In 605, his son Nebuchadnezzar led the victory at Carchemish and in the same year inherited 

Assyria‘swesternempire.GoverningtheWstatesfromBabyloniawasnoeasymatter.Egyptconsistently

enticed the states to rebel but retreated whenever the Babylonians came west to retaliate, leaving her allies 

tobearthebruntofpunishmentandtaxation.Josiah‘ssuccessor,Jehoahaz,reignedbutthreemonthsin

609 before the Egyptians replaced him with Jehoiakim (609–598). At first pro-Egypt, Jehoiakim shifted to 

Babylon after the victory at Carchemish, then shifted back to Egypt in 601. In 598 he died, leaving his son 

Jehoiachin to face the avenging Babylonian army. After three months, Jehoiachin and many other 

Judahites were deported to Babylon (2 Kgs 24:15–16), the first of three such deportations recorded in the 

Bible, the others taking place in 586 (2 Kgs 25:11) and 582 (Jer 52:30). Jehoiachin was replaced by 



Zedekiah (597–587),whoagainwaveredbetweenBabylonandEgypt,provokingNebuchadnezzar‘s

destruction of Jerusalem in 586.  

With the deportations, the creative center of Jewish life shifted from Jerusalem to Babylon. Judah and 

Jerusalem were left desolate; we are not well informed about life there. The most important historical 

sources for Jewish life in the Exile are the 650 cuneiform tablets from the business house of Murashu in 

Nippur, written between 445 and 403 B.C., over a hundred years after Second Isaiah. Jewish names occur 

in about 8 percent of the published documents; in the absence of ethnic designations, scholars must rely 

on the Yahwistic elements in the names, an uncertain guide. From the names, Jews appear to inhabit 28 of 

the approximately 200 settlements in the whole region of Nippur. There seems to have been no 

exclusively Jewish corporations (ḫatru); individual Jews belong to various organized groups, e.g., 

carpenters, settlers on certain lands. Some held military fiefs, being liable for conscription in time of war. 

They appear to have been integrated into the agricultural system; men with Jewish names work side by 

side with native Babylonians. It is probable, however, that Jews were able to maintain their own 

institutions alongside civil institutions, like the separate groups, Gk politeumata, which in Hellenistic 

times coexisted with the civic body within the same city. Fathers with Yahwistic names have sons named 

after Babylonian gods, and sons of fathers with Babylonian names bear Yahwistic names. Such naming 

indicates the willingness of many to follow the syncretistic custom of the ANE: to worship the local gods 

along with their ancestral god (CHJ 1: 342–58). In spite of pressures to conform, the Jewish community 

in Babylonia managed to maintain its identity and, among other achievements, produced literature such as 

the prophecies of Ezekiel and Second Isaiah and edited the Pentateuch and the Deuteronomistic History.  

TheliteratureproducedintheExilepointedtowardtheholylandasthepeople‘srightfulplace.The

Pentateuch ended with Israel in the plains of Moab, poised for entry, listening to the words of Moses—

ready, it seems, to enter theland.SecondIsaiah‘spreachingwassimilarlyaddressedtotheimmediate

situationandpointstoZionasthepeople‘struehome;Cyrus‘defeatofBabylonwasthesigntoreturn,

the―appointedtimeoffavor‖(49:8). Thepeoplemust―goforthfromBabylon,fleefromChaldea‖

(48:20).  

SecondIsaiah‘sinterpretationof6th-century national and international events draws heavily on First 

Isaiah‘sinterpretationofthenationandthe great empires. An understanding of the 8th century and of 

FirstIsaiah‘sinterpretationisthereforeessential.WhenIsaiahwasayoungman,theNeo-Assyrian 

Empire began to intrude into the territory of Israel and Judah. Tiglath-pileser III (745–728) made his first 

great western campaign in 743–738. A coalition of W states under Uzziah of Judah was defeated, leading 

to the payment of tribute. A second campaign in 734–732 resulted in Gilead, Galilee, and Damascus 

becoming Assyrian provinces. Pro- and anti-Assyrian parties thereafter entangled the politics of Israel. 

Menahem of Israel paid tribute to Tiglath-pileser in 738. The anti-Assyrian Pekah (736–732) assassinated 

Pekahiah and then, in 734, joined with Rezin, king of Aram, in an unsuccessful attempt to force neutral 

Judah to join their anti-Assyrian coalition. Consequently, Hosea (732–723) was appointed king of 

Samaria by the Assyrians. Relying on Egyptian aid, he rebelled in 725, which precipitated the destruction 

of Samaria in 722 by Sargon II, and the deportation of 27,290 Israelites (ANET, 284). In the south, Judah 

managed to carry out a religious reform under the strong Hezekiah. Like the renaissance under Josiah a 

century later, it sought a revival of national life and a restoration of the boundaries of the ancient Davidic 

empire.Hezekiah‘sowncoalitionagainstAssyria,however,didnotprovelong-lasting. In 701, he found 

himselfbesiegedinJerusalem,―likeabirdinacage,‖accordingtoAssyrianannals(ANET, 288). Though 

Jerusalem was not destroyed, Hezekiah had to capitulate, his heavy tribute ending dreams of a return to 

the glorious days of old.  

FirstIsaiah‘sinterpretationof8th-centuryevents,theroleoftheAssyriankingasYahweh‘sinstrument

in punishing, Zion as the privileged site of a renewed people, and the ultimate punishment of the nations 

forexceedingtheirmandatetopunishJudah,alldeeplyinfluencedSecondIsaiah‘sinterpretationofthe

Babylonian Empire, of Cyrus the Persian, and of the renewal of the people.  

First Isaiah‘sinterpretiveframeworkfor8th-centuryhistoryprovedusefulforSecondIsaiah‘s

interpretation of mid–6th-century national and international history. The masterful Nebuchadnezzar died 



in 562 and was replaced by his son Amel-Marduk (biblical Evil-merodach), who released the long-

imprisoned Davidic scion, Jehoiachin (2 Kgs 25:27–30; Jer 52:31–34). The release of the king did not 

apparently stir messianic hopes in Second Isaiah as it did in other exiles; his vision has no place for a 

Davidic messiah.  

Nergal-sharezer (biblical Neriglissar; 539–536) was succeeded by Labashi-Marduk, after whose brief 

reign Nabonidus (555–539) came to the Babylonian throne; he was to preside over the decline of the 

empire.Nabonidus‘administrativeandreligiousreformswereunpopularinBabylonia;chiefamongthe

latter were his championing of the cult of the moon god Sin at the temple he rebuilt in Harran. Not yet 

satisfactorily explained is his ten-year stay at the desert oasis of Teima in NW Arabia; during that time his 

sonBelshazzarruledinBabylon.Intheking‘sabsence,thenewyearfestivalcouldnotbeheld,increasing

theking‘sunpopularity.  

As Babylon declined, a new figure came to the fore, Cyrus the Persian. The Persians were an Indo-

European tribe who settled in the ancient territory of Elam. Their name is derived from Persua (modern 

Fars), one of their first strongholds. The Persian prince Cambyses had married the daughter of the Median 

king Astyages, from which union Cyrus was born. The Median army revolted against Astyages and 

handed him over to Cyrus around 550 B.C. Having consolidated his position in the east, Cyrus then led a 

campaign into Asia Minor against Croesus of Lydia, taking Sardis and making Lydia a Persian province 

in 546. His propaganda made him out to be liberal toward those whom he defeated. He treated Croesus 

well and won over the Greek colonies in Asia Minor. Nabonidus‘unpopularitycontrastedwithCyrus‘

popularity.Nabonidus‘returntoBabylonin539madepossiblethecelebrationoftheNewYearFestival,

apparentlyforthefirsttimesincehehadleftforTeimatenyearsbefore,buttheking‘ssacrilegious

behaviorintheceremoniesalienatedthepriests.Thefamous―CyrusCylinder‖showshowtheir

allegiancehadshiftedtoCyrus.InlanguageakintoSecondIsaiah‘saboutCyrus(cf.41:2–4, 25; 44:24–

45:13),itdeclares,―[Marduk]pronouncedthenameCyrus,kingofAnshan,declaredhim[lit.pronounced

(his)name]tobe(come)theruleroftheworld…Mardukbeheldwithpleasurehisgooddeeds and 

uprightmind(lit.heart)(andtherefore)orderedhimtomarchagainsthiscityBabylon‖(ANET, 315–16). 

Second Isaiah shared this view of Cyrus as liberator and respecter of native religions, declaring him to be 

the anointed of Yahweh (45:1).Inthefallof539,NabonidusfledandCyrus‘armyenteredBabylon

without a battle. Cyrus himself later entered, forbade looting, and appointed a Persian governor, leaving 

native institutions and traditions undisturbed.  

Soon after, Cyrus issued a decree, preserved in Ezra 6:3–5, allowing the temple of Jerusalem to be 

rebuilt, the cost to be paid from the royal treasury. Judah became the province of Abr Nahara in the 

Persian Empire, under a Persian satrap, or governor.  

We are not well informed as to how many of the Babylonian Jews, by now seemingly well established 

in their new land, elected to return to their devastated homeland, where preexilic claims on the land were 

likely to be contested by new inhabitants. Some did, however, and most scholars are persuaded that chaps. 

56–66 were delivered to those returnees, who struggled to rebuild their temple and community in the 

spirit of Second Isaiah‘sgrandioseprophecies. 

C. The Prophetic Tradition  

1. The Literary Tradition. When Second Isaiah wrote, the prophetic tradition from which he spoke 

was already half a millennium old. According to 1 Sam 9:9, the designation―prophet‖wasfirstappliedto

Samuel of the late 11th century. The Deuteronomistic History (DH) saw Samuel as the last of the judges 

and the first of the prophets. In the account of the rise of kingship in 1 Samuel 1–15, Samuel speaks and 

acts as the first of a line of prophets; in the biblical conception, the first person in a line often exercised on 

a grand scale the office later exercised by successors. Samuel does three major tasks in 1 Samuel: he 

anointskingsandrejectsthem,therebyforeshadowinglaterprophets‘authorityvisàvistheking;he

declares holy war, thereby foreshadowing later oracles regarding the nations and their relation to Yahweh; 

and he interprets the ancient Mosaic tradition for a new situation (kingship), thereby foreshadowing 

prophets‘preachingofthelawandoftheirreinterpretationoftradition.Thelasttask,thepropheticright

to interpret the tradition, has sometimes been neglected through scholarly overemphasis on the prophets 



as sent by God to speak the law in all its denunciatory force to a disobedient Israel. In 1 Samuel 12, 

however, Samuel is presented as carefully reinterpreting the new institution of monarchy within the 

Mosaic covenant; a similar interpretive task is done by later prophets.  

Prophets subsequently included in the DH carry out routinely the prophetic tasks of the heroic original, 

Samuel. Nathan legitimates David and his project of building a temple (2 Samuel 7); he rebukes David (2 

Samuel 12) and takes part in the anointing of Solomon (1 Kgs 1:38–40, 45).Inthe―writingprophets,‖the

same general assignment of prophetic functions holds true, though with nuance for each.  

The new emphasis in the 8th-century prophets is the conviction that Yahweh has found his people guilty 

of fundamental disloyalty and will punish them; the people have broken the covenant by worshiping other 

deities and by oppressing the poor. The task of each prophet is to announce the punishment and to ready 

the people for it. Later, prophets—Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and Second Isaiah—who live through the 

destruction of the Jerusalem temple in 586 and the several deportations of thousands of its citizens 

consider that destruction and the deportations to be the long-awaited punishment of God. These prophets 

begin to ready the exiles to prepare for a return. From the prophets of the 8th to the 6th centuries, a three-

stagescenarioofYahweh‘sdealingwiththepeoplecanthereforebeabstracted:theperiodofIsrael‘ssins,

the punishment, and the restoration. Though the emphases differ, and for some prophets the period of 

restorationisbutdimlyseen(e.g.,asinAmos‘―maybe‖in5:15), there is nonetheless a common outline 

to their preaching.  

SecondIsaiah‘smentor,FirstIsaiah,andtosomeextentMicah,calluponadifferenttraditionthanthe

other writing prophets. The other prophets generally allude to the Exodus-Conquest and the traditions that 

surround it as the great act of Yahweh on behalf of the people. Isaiah draws on the Zion and Davidic 

traditions.AccordingtotheZiontradition,Yahweh‘sdomainisaholymountain,toweringoverallelse,

impregnable to enemies, the residence of Yahweh and his client people. Outside of Isaiah, the tradition 

appearsinthe―ZionSongs‖ofthePsalter(e.g.,Psalms 46, 48, 76). First Isaiah turns the tradition into 

preaching; Yahweh, not the enemy kings, will attack the city to purify it of sinners and vindicate the just 

within its walls (1:21–28). The tradition occurs frequently, e.g., 2:1–5; 4:2–6; 8:5–8; 14:24–27; 29:1–8; 

30:15–26; chap. 33; 37:21–35. The Davidic tradition that Yahweh has placed his son on the throne to be a 

conduit of blessings for the people is also prominent in Isaiah (chap. 7; 9:1–7; 11:1–10; 29:1–8; 32:1–8). 

Scholars sometimes separate the Davidic tradition from the Zion tradition, but king and mountain are 

closely connected; Psalm 2 places―mykingonZion,myholymountain‖(v 6), and Psalm 89 speaks of 

the procession to the shrine (vv 13–18) where the installation of David takes place (vv 19–37).  

BySecondIsaiah‘s time, the prophetic literary tradition was well established. The prophetic corpus may 

even have been edited by his time. Previous prophets had reinterpreted the old Exodus-Conquest tradition 

according to which Israel had been installed in the land, and the Isaian tradition that Israel dwelt securely 

in Zion under a Davidic king. Instead of being secure in the land, the sinful people had to encounter God 

anew in a punishing act, after which there was to be a restoration.  

2. The Social Role of the Prophet. The role of the prophets in Israelite society must be distinguished 

fromtheliterarytraditionofthepropheticscrolls.IntheDeuteronomisticHistorian‘sportraitofSamuel,

thefirstprophet,Samuel‘sroleisdefinedinrelationtotheking‘straditional roles. The story of David, 

and of subsequent kings, describes the prophets similarly in relation to the royal office and also in relation 

to the priesthood and to other prophets. The prophetic books of the 8th to the 6th centuries show the 

prophet within the same configuration. Jer 18:18 associates Torah with priests, counsel with the wise, and 

the word with prophets. The verse shows a variety of related figures in the authority structure of Israelite 

society, in addition to the omnipresent royal authority.  

Asagroup,prophetshadarecognizedroleinsociety,whichcanbedescribedasan―office.‖Therole

need not have been precisely defined nor official (even though some prophets seem to have been 

employed by royallysponsoredshrines).Thewritingprophets‘emphasisupontheircommissionby

Yahweh, in the face of opposition, suggests they were outside the circle of cult prophets, whose authority 

was established by their sanctuary position.  



If the social fabric of preexilic Israel included the prophet, cultic or otherwise, what happened to the 

prophetaftertheexilicdestructionofkingship,temple,andpriesthood,theinstitutionsthat―defined‖the

prophetic―office‖?Paucityofsourcesmakesaclearanswerimpossible. Ezekiel occasionally teaches the 

elders (14:1), and Jeremiah deals with kings and important officials. But the old configuration of 

authority—royal, priestly, prophetic—disappeared with the Exile, or at least was seriously eroded; and it 

is not clear how a prophet like Second Isaiah made his appeal. It is noteworthy that his preaching is 

treatiselike,asifitsauthoritylay,notinitsauthor‘srole,butinthespeeches‘powertopersuade.Inother

words, sincetheprophet‘sroleintheexilicsocialfabricwasnolongerclear,propheticauthoritywas

transferred to the persuasive power of written speech.  

D. Rhetoric and Genres  

Second Isaiah is a skilled rhetorician, who presents his argument effectively. Limited space allows 

examination of only one element of his rhetoric: large-scale parallelism. For other techniques of 

exposition—chiasm, wordplay, rhyme, alliteration, and assonance—see IB 5:381–773.  

Rhetoric organizes the tradition to persuade. The tradition that Second Isaiah uses is couched in the 

languageandpatternsofhispeople‘sdailylife. 

1. Parallelism. The speeches are poems, part of a rich and sophisticated tradition of poetry that predated 

the Israelites. The tradition made only slight use of rhyme, relying instead on alliteration, assonance, 

wordplays on triliteral roots, and especially parallelism of two (bicola), three (tricola), or more lines. 

Parallelism is the development of an idea by its repetition. Second Isaiah utilizes this virtually universal 

technique in Hebrew poetry in striking ways. Not only lines, but actors, scenes, and whole passages are 

repeated for emphasis or contrast.  

Large-scale parallelism is not unique to Second Isaiah. In Exodus 7–12, Yahweh and his servants Moses 

and Aaron are deliberately paralleled with Pharaoh and his servants, the magicians. In Proverbs 9, Dame 

Wisdom and Dame Folly are artfully paralleled. In the ancient poem in Exodus 15, vv 1–12 and vv 13–18 

form two matching panels. Second Isaiah, however, makes special use of the technique. Several of his 

speeches can be divided into two parts, the second part repeating with variations the first. The part 41:21–

42:9 repeats with variations the pattern of 41:1–20, the sequence of summons to trial (41:1, 5–7 = 21–

22b), legal questioning of the nations/their gods (41:2–4 = 22c–24), and the divine verdict on the nations 

and Israel (41:8–20 = 42:1–9). Chap. 48 can be divided into vv 1–11 (38 cola) and vv 12–21 (37 cola); in 

the first section, the Hebrew root qr˒, ―tocall,‖isusedthreetimesinmentionsofhumanscallingor

naming themselves, and in the second section, three times of Yahweh calling Israel. Chap. 49 divides into 

vv 1–13 (55 cola) and vv 14–26 (52 cola), the former concerned with readying the servant for a new 

Exodus-Entry into Zion, and the latter, with readyingLadyZionforherchildren‘sreturn.Verses1–5 and 

6–11 of chap. 55 are parallel exhortations to put aside profane conduct and enter the sanctuary for life-

giving divine sustenance.  

ThefivegreatpolaritiesthatstructureSecondIsaiah‘smessage(discussedinE.2below)areinstancesof

large-scale antithetic parallelism. Zion, the residence of the true God, is portrayed with an eye to Babylon, 

the residence of false gods; the one is built up for her numerous children (40:9–11; 45; 49:14–26; 54; 55); 

the other is destroyed while her divine husband and children flee (chaps. 46 and 47). Yahweh is 

contrasted with the gods, Israel with the nations, the servant with the people, all in service of one 

overarching parallel: the first Exodus-Conquest/cosmogony and the new Exodus-Conquest/cosmogony.  

Parallelism is particularly important for the prophet-orator‘splanofaction:leaveBabylonandreturnto

Zion (48:20–21; 52:11–12). It provides the redundancy necessary for effective oratory. Good oratory 

generally has a limited fund of ideas but develops them in a great variety of ways; parallelism of scenes, 

actors, and ideas make possible repetition without boredom.  

2. Genres. The prophetic tradition was expressed by individual prophets in a variety of genres or forms. 

The ANE speaker or writer stood consciously within an ancestral tradition, defined in content and 

expression. Hermann Gunkel (1862–1932), from his work on Psalms and Genesis, correctly affirmed 

―thattypesintheliteratureofanancientpeopleplay a much greater role than today and that the 

individual personalities of authors, which in modern literature are, or appear to be, everything, in antiquity 



stepbackinamannerquitebewilderingtous‖(apud Kraus 1982: 361). Prior to form criticism, Bernhard 

Duhm‘swatershedcommentaryhadappliedtothechaptersthethen-dominant Literaturkritik (derived 

from analysis of the Pentateuch) with important results. Among his literary-critical decisions was the 

separationofhis―servantsongs‖(42:1–4; 49:1–6; 50:4–9; 52:13–53:12) and the idol passages (41:5–7; 

46:6–8; 44:9–20),attributingthemtodistinct―sources.‖Duhmoftenappealedtothelogicofthepassages

to reach his decisions about the extent of the individual speeches, and he aggressively emended and 

transposed verses.  

Duhm‘srelianceonliterarycriticismandWesternideasoforientallogicdidnotsufficeforanalyzing

the speeches; new criteria were needed. The criteria were partly supplied by a method developed shortly 

afterDuhm‘scommentaryappeared:formcriticism,brilliantlyworkedoutbyGunkelinhiscommentary

on Genesis (Genesis HKAT) and later in his work on Psalms. Gunkel placed the study of Genesis on new 

and solid ground with his recognition of the traditional and even folkloric origin and transmission of the 

stories in Genesis. Analysis of genres such as Sagen, genealogies, and lists of peoples yielded a rich 

interpretive harvest in Genesis. In 1914, Hugo Gressmann applied the approach to Second Isaiah in an 

important article (1914). Ludwig Kohler borrowed some of the concerns of form criticism in his 

Deuterojesaja stilkritisch untersucht (1923). Most influential upon the modern generation was Joachim 

Begrich‘sconciseandwell-argued Studien (1938). Begrich advanced the form critical analysis, especially 

regarding the oracle of salvation. His synthesis has influenced modern interpreters, among them Claus 

Westermann, author of the most widely used modern commentary (Isaiah 40–66 OTL).  

Form criticism was applied to Second Isaiah at a time when the question of unit length was very much 

in need of a solution and when methods for analyzing the formal rhetoric of the speeches had not been 

clearly worked out. In the absence of the ordinary criteria for judging unit length in the prophets—

superscriptions, third-person accounts, episodes—scholars tended to rely heavily on genre to provide 

clues to the length of passages. They sometimes failed to realize that an original author like Second Isaiah 

might incorporate several genres within one speech. Form criticism, nonetheless, has proved to be an 

indispensable tool in understanding the world of Second Isaiah, particularly in showing how innovative 

the prophet was regarding the tradition. Apart from isolated voices, the method remained dominant until 

JamesMuilenburg‘s1956commentary(IB 5: 381–773) introduced rhetorical criticism as a consistent 

approach. Even now it is the most common approach. Muilenburg successfully showed in general, if not 

in every case convincingly, that the prophet used several forms in one speech as he used several meters, 

and that to assume the extent of the form is the extent of the unit is faulty methodology.  

ThechiefsourceofSecondIsaiah‘sgenreswastheliturgicalpoetryofIsrael: laments and the attendant 

oracles of salvation, thanksgivings, hymns, Zion, and victory songs.  

Individual laments are the most frequent of the Psalter genres. They typically portray a drama with three 

actors.Thespeaker,oppressedbythe―workersofevil,‖criesouttoGodforredressofthesituation.In

communal laments, the speaker recites before Yahweh the event that founded Israel in order to persuade 

Yahweh not to let the original event be annulled; the version of the event varies according to the nature of 

the event. In 51:9–52:12 Second Isaiah adapts the communal lament in preaching to lead the community 

to pray for the restoration.  

Second Isaiah made extensive use of one element of the psalmic lament, the Heilsorakel, or assurance 

of salvation, delivered to the individual or community during the lament liturgy. Good evidence exists 

that laments were answered by a cultic official promising that God had heard the appeal and would help. 

This hypothesis explainsthesuddenchangeofmoodinlaments,e.g.,―IwillgivethankstoYahweh

accordingtohisvindication.IwillsingofthenameoftheMostHigh,‖inPs 7:18. Some laments seem to 

contain the actual oracle, e.g.,― ‗Becausethepooraredespoiled,becausetheneedygroan,nowIwill

arise,‘saysYahweh‖(Ps 12:5, an individual lament; cf. Ps 60:6–8 for an oracle of salvation to a group 

lament).Usually,however,thePsalterdoesnottransmittheassuringresponses,sinceitwasthepriest‘s

part. Several extrapsalmic passages also suggest official responses to laments, e.g., 1 Sam 1:17, the priest 

Eli to the weeping Hannah; Judg 20:23, 27; Josh 7:7–15; 2 Chr 20:3–17.  



Begrich synthesized earlier suggestions in his Studien of 1938, in which he found twenty-four such 

oracles in Second Isaiah, prophetic imitations of priestly oracles. To the prophet, Yahweh was formally 

answeringtheexile‘slaments.Anidealstructurecanbeabstracted:(1)theassuranceofYahweh‘s

intervention (usually the subject is Yahweh and the verb is perfect); (2) clauses expressing the 

consequences of divine intervention and the reversal of the situation; and (3) the aim (the glory or 

acknowledgmentofYahweh).WestermannmodifiedBegrich‘sconclusions,suggestingadistinction

between oracles of salvation, given in response to individual laments, and proclamations of salvation, 

given in response to communal laments (Isaiah 40–66 OTL, 13–15). Westermann proposed an ideal 

structureforhisproclamationofsalvation:(1)anallusiontothecollectivelament(e.g.,―thepoorandthe

needyareseekingwater,thereisnone‖[42:17]); (2) the proclamation of salvation: (a) God turns toward 

Israel;(b)God‘sintervention(specific,notgeneral);and(3)thefinalgoal.ForWestermann,the

proclamation of salvation is found only in Second Isaiah; unlike the oracle of salvation, which had a 

concrete Sitz im Leben, itisSecondIsaiah‘screation,bornofhisconvictionthatnowGodwasresponding

to the communal lament of Israel. Antoon Schoors, who accepts the refinement of Westermann, proposes 

the following oracles of salvation: 42:8–13, 14–16; 43:1–4, 5–7; 44:1–5; 54:4–6, and the following 

proclamations of salvation: 41:17–20; 42:14–17; 43:16–21; 46:12–13; 49:7–12, 14:26; 53:1–6, 7–8, 9–14, 

17–23; 54:7–10, 11–17; 55:1–5 (Schoors 1973: 38–45, 167–71).H.E.vonWaldow‘ssuggestionthatthe

Deutero-Isaiah salvation oracles are real cultic oracles and not prophetic imitations of such oracles has not 

been widely accepted.  

That Second Isaiah saw his prophecy responding to exilic laments is an extremely valuable insight, as is 

thenotingofsalvationanditsgoal.Tomanyscholars,however,Westermann‘sdistinctionistoorefined,

and may grant the status of form to simple variations within a genre. Isa 55:1–5, for example, is not a 

proclamation of salvation but an invitation to a banquet, an amply attested genre in Ugaritic and in the 

Bible.  

Moreover, the citation of Neo-Assyrian oracles to support the distinction between oracle and 

proclamation of salvation is perilous. Previous comparisons of Neo-Assyrian oracles have been 

excessively dependent on questionable translations of fragmentary and difficult texts; they cannot be used 

to provide OT parallels. In addition, prophecy is not attested in Babylonia. Extant texts are all northern, 

the products of the Neo-Assyrian religious world, which was quite different from the Neo-Babylonian 

world.  

Other psalmic genres utilized by the prophet are less problematic. The thanksgiving, essentially a report 

of divine rescue, has been adapted in the fourth servant song (52:13–53:12). In the Psalms, the rescued 

andvindicatedpersontellstheassembly,―themany,‖whatGodhasdoneforhim,inorderthattheytoo

mightpraiseGod‘smercy.Inthesong,―themany‖speakoftherescue,whereastherescuedand

vindicated person is silent. Hymns are also used by Second Isaiah. In 42:10–43:8 is an adapted song of 

victory, comparable to Psalms 93, 96, 97, 98, and 99; Psalms 96 and 98 are especially relevant, because of 

the nearly identical invitatory, of the role of Israel as witness, and of the call to the world, animate and 

inanimate, to ascribe the glory of victory to Yahweh alone. The victory is narrated by Yahweh in Second 

Isaiah. The most striking evidence of the genre in Second Isaiah is the hymnic participles, e.g., 42:5; 

44:23, 28; 45:18–19; 46:10–11. Another category of Psalms drawn on in chaps. 40–55 is the Zion songs, 

e.g., Psalms 46, 48, and 76,whichhailZionastheimpregnabledivinedwelling,thesiteofYahweh‘s

self-disclosure, and the only proper gathering place of Israel. Zion songs are distinguished by their subject 

matter rather than their formal structure; their themes appear in 45:14–25; 49:14–26; 51:1–8; 51:9–52:12; 

54; and 55.  

A major genre in Second Isaiah from the secular world is the trial speech: 41:1–42:9; 43:9–44:5; 44:6–

23; 45:21. Rebukes against Israel are sometimes included in the concept of the trial scene (Isaiah 40–66 

OTL, 15–17; Schoors 1973: 197–203), but such rebukes are without the specific call to judicial assembly. 

41:1–42:9 is the most detailed account of the trial.  

 
A.  41:1–20  B.  41:21–42:9  



Summons to trial  
 

41:1, 5–7  
 

41:21–22b  

Legal questions to the nations/their gods  
 

41:2–4  
 

41:22c–29  

Verdict on the nations and Israel  
 

41:8–20  
 

42:1–9  

The whole world is summoned to a judicial proceeding, in which Yahweh is both judge and questioner. 

The Deutero-Isaiah polarities, Yahweh and the gods, Israel and the nations, are central. To the question of 

whichdeitiesarepoweringCyrus‘changingofthecourseofhistory,theotherdeities(inthepersonof

their images carried by the nations) are silent. In contrast to the nations and the gods who rule them stands 

Israel and its God Yahweh. Israel is the witnesstoYahweh‘ssolesovereigntybyitsreemergenceasa

people through its return to its homeland Zion.  

Theoriginofthetrialsceneisnotclear.Isitbasedupontheactualpracticeof―justiceinthegate,‖i.e.,

daily legal practice, or is it a purely literary creation to give a cosmic dimension to the trial? The question 

cannot be answered with certainty. The genre may be an elaboration of a judgment such as that in Psalm 

7, where the appeal of the afflicted one (the king?) includes the wish that the peoples assemble to see the 

vindicationofGod‘sfavorite. 

Second Isaiah often takes issue with opponents whose ideas are refuted point by point. These 

disputations are in 40:12–31; 45:9–13; 46:5–11; 48; and 49:14–26, among other places. Isaiah 40:12–31, 

a series of questions about who has created and now maintains the world, has its nearest parallel in Job 

38–41. In Job, the questions are designed to sweep Job from his self-confidence and make him bow 

before the divine freedom and power. Second Isaiah has a number of affinities with Job; 40:12–31 is 

especially Joban.  

There are other genres in Second Isaiah: a taunt song (chap. 47), an invitation to a holy place (chap. 55; 

cf. Psalms 15 and 24), the prophetic commission (40:1–11; cf. 1 Kgs 22:19–22; Isaiah 6). Chaps. 40–55, 

for all their originality, are grounded in the ancestral traditions.  

E. The Message of Second Isaiah  

1. Overview. Second Isaiah intends to persuade his fellow exiles that the time has come to leave 

Babylon and return to Jerusalem (Zion). His is a program, not a theology; ideas are arranged to persuade, 

not to make a system.  

As an orator he gives his audience reasons to change their attitudes and to act. He must show that the 

ancestral traditions, to which all prophets appealed, contain an imperative for his day. For him, the 

tradition tells the people that Babylon with its false gods is doomed and Zion is about to be rebuilt and 

repopulated.Israel‘sjourneytoZionwillbeanewExodus-Conquest, a new participation in the defeat of 

chaos (= cosmogony).  

Two problems make synthesizing his message difficult: the lack of scholarly consensus on the 

boundaries of Second Isaiah‘sspeeches,andthevarynatureoforatory.Scholarsrelyingonformcriticism

usually find between 45 and 70 discrete units; the resultant units are generally too short to develop serious 

ideas. Moreover, form criticism as a method is disposed to concentrate on the typical and the recurrent 

rather than on the new and creative, and thus may underrate new syntheses. Rhetorical criticism, with its 

focus on texture and rhetorical development, is disposed to discern units of sufficient length for the 

development of ideas. J. Muilenburg, for example, isolates 21 lengthy compositions (IB 5: 381–773).  

Beside the lack of scholarly consensus regarding the boundaries of the speeches, the nature of oratory 

itself, occasional and nonsystematic, makes it difficult tosynthesizetheprophet‘smessagebysimply

summarizing each speech.  

Theprophet‘sownoratoricalmethodoffersthebestwayofsystematizinghisthought.Itmakesuseof

five major contrasts, or polarities, which are so pervasive that they can serve as a sketch of his message. 

They are: the two related polarities, the first and the last things, and Babylon and Zion; the two related 

polarities, Yahweh and the gods, and Israel and the nations; and finally, the servant and Israel. They are at 

once the substance of much of the oratory and the chief mode of development. They bear on both form 

andcontent.UsingthemasaguidetoSecondIsaiah‘sthoughtovercomestosomeextentthedivorce

between content and expression.  



2. The Five Polarities. a. First and Last Things. Thepolarity―first‖and―last‖hasmorethanone

meaninginSecondIsaiah;itisamerismforeternity(―I,Yahweh,thefirst,withthelast,Iamhe,‖41:4); 

it can also be the words that predict the subsequent divine deed (41:22–23; 42:9; 43:9–13; 44:6–8; 45:21; 

chap. 48).Athirdmeaning,―thefirst(deeds),‖―thelast(deeds),‖expressessuccinctlythecentralanalogy

of Second Isaiah: the first and the second Exodus-Conquest, the old and the new cosmogony. The clearest 

statement of the analogy is 43:16–21:  
16

Thus sayeth Yahweh,  

the one who makes a way in Sea a path in the Mighty Waters.  
17

the One who musters chariot and horse, all the mighty army.  

They lie prostrate, no more to rise, they are extinguished, quenched like a wick.  
18

Recall no more the former things, the ancient events bring no longer to mind.  
19

I am now doing something new, now it springs forth, do you not recongnize it?  

I am making a way in the wilderness, paths (ntybwt with 1QIsa
a
) in the desert.  

20
The wild beasts will honor me, jackals and ostriches.  

For I have placed waters in the wilderness, rivers in the desert,  

to give drink to my chosen people,  
21

The people whom I have formed for myself, to narrate my praiseworthy deeds.  

Two statements are made: (1) historical events (the defeat of pharaoh, crossing the wilderness) are 

paralleled with suprahistoric, or mythic, events (making a path through the Waters by defeating the Sea, v 

16; making a path through the desert by defeating sterility, vv 19–20); (2) the crossing of the desert 

replaces the crossing of the Red Sea and the defeat of pharaoh as the national story.  

Though clearest in this text, the same historical analogy pervades Second Isaiah. In chap. 46, Yahweh is 

the one whocarriesIsrael(theword―carry‖echoesoldtextslikeExod 19:4 and Deut 32:11) of old from 

Egypt and now from Babylon. Isa 41:14–20 and 42:13–16 similarly allude to the old and the new Exodus. 

The passages 48:20–21 and 52:11–12 explicitly call upon Jews to leave Babylon, as their ancestors left 

Egypt. Chapter 49 puts the commission of the servant in the categories of Moses, imitating in vv 1–7 

Moses‘commissioninExodus 3–4, and in vv 8–12 Moses‘leadingthepeopleandapportioningtheir

land. The communal lament beginning in 51:9 recites the defeat of Rahab and the crossing of the sea 

(mixing historic and suprahistoric language) to persuade God to renew that founding event of defeating 

chaos and leading the Exodus. Isa 55:12–13 equates the trees that line the road through the wilderness 

with the twelve stones of the path through the Jordan in Josh 4:6–7;bothcommemorateIsrael‘scrossing

of territories belonging to hostile powers.  

The analogy between the event that brought Israel into existence in days of old and the event that brings 

them into existence now is the central idea in Second Isaiah. It accounts for much of the drama in the 

chapters.  

b. Babylon and Zion. Related to the great analogy between old and new founding events is the contrast 

between Babylon and Zion and Egypt and Canaan in the old tradition. Isa 48:20–21 and 52:11–12 exhort 

the Jews to leave BabyloninthewordsofthefirstExodus,―GoforthfromBabylon…Waterfromthe

rockhemadeflowforthem‖;―Gooutfromhermidst…Donotgoforthinhaste‖(reversingExod 

12:11). The seemingly odd picture of Zion rising in 40:9 makessenseastheantithesisofBabylon‘s

descent in 47:1:―Getdown,sitinthedust,FairMaidenBabylon.‖From44:24 to chap. 55, Zion is in the 

foreground; Babylon as mirror image provides depth to the portrait of Zion. Isa 45:14–25 speaks of the 

rebuilding of Zion, in contrast to the ruin of Babylon in chap. 47. In chap. 46 the gods are carried away 

from a doomed Babylon, whereas Yahweh carries Israel to safety. Zion receives back her husband 

Yahweh and her children in 49:14–26 and in 50:1–3; Babylon loses both in chap. 47. The concluding 

chaps. 54 and 55 are exclusively about Zion, a reminder of the centrality of place in the worship of 

Yahweh. Dominion is conceived spatially; Babylon is the land of servitude to non-gods, and Zion is the 

land of servitude to Yahweh. Israel must therefore leave Babylon and go to Zion. The polarity is designed 

tosupportSecondIsaiah‘sprogramofaction—leave doomed Babylon and go to renewed Zion.  



c. Yahweh and the Gods. Like the previous two polarities, first event/last event and Babylon/Zion, the 

next two are closely related: Yahweh and the gods, and Israel and the nations. The contest between 

Yahweh and the gods occurs chiefly in the trial scenes, contained in the following sections: 41:1–42:9; 

43:9–44:5; 44:6–23; 45:20–25. Also relevant are 40:12–31 and chap. 48. To be decided in the trial is not 

the mere existence of deities, but the question about which deity is the true patron of Cyrus, the Persian 

king, enabling him to change the shape of the world. Yahweh presides at the trial; he questions and 

renders the verdict.  

The proof that Yahweh, not the other gods, empowers Cyrus is not simply that he predicts events before 

they happen, but that his word alone overcomes the chaotic forces threatening the populated world, 

enabling Cyrustotriumph.SuchwastheunderstandingofcreationinSecondIsaiah‘sworld.Yahwehis

the sole deity because he alone creates, he alone leads the Exodus.  

Cyrus,theinstrumentofYahweh‘screation,isalwaysmentionedinconnectionwithcosmogony.He 

embodiesthestormwindofYahweh,―Hemakes[kings]likedustwithhissword,likedrivenchaffwith

hisbow.Hechasesthem,heblowsonunscathed,byroadonfoothedoesnotgo‖(41:3). He does the 

work of the divinemolder,―hehastrampledrulerslikeclay,likeapotterkneadingclay‖(41:25). He 

builds the temple that celebrates creation (44:28) and is appointed as regent of the new order (45:1–6).  

Yahweh‘sunhinderedwordalonehaseffectedallthis;theothergodsaresilent(41:21–23, 25–26; 

44:7).―WhateverYahwehpleases,hedoes,intheheavensandontheearth,inthewatersandonthe

deeps‖(Ps 135:6).  

d. Israel and the Nations. In the ANE, the ordinary means through which the god became present to 

human worshipers were images. The image represented the god on earth. Israelite law forbade statues as a 

means of encounter (e.g., Exod 20:4),aprohibitionechoedinSecondIsaiah,―IamYahweh,thatismy

name;mygloryIshallnotgivetoanother,myrenowntocarvedimages‖(42:8). Unlike Israel, the nations 

ordinarily use images to represent their patron deities. In the two parallel trial scenes of 41:1–20 = 41:21–

42:9, the statues that the nations bring to the trial represent their patron deities (41:5–7, 21–29). To 

Second Isaiah, the immobile and mute statues in fact represent the powerless deities only too well; the 

workers who made and carry them move and speak, but their deities/statues do not. In striking contrast to 

the mute deities and their frenetic worshipers is silent Israel and its active deity, Yahweh. In both scenes, 

Yahweh addresses Israel after questioning the nations (41:8–20 and 42:1–9) and commissions Israel to a 

new Exodus-Conquest.IsraelbyitsactionwillembodyYahweh‘sglory.Inbothaddressesthenations

viewYahweh‘saction(41:20; 42:1, 4, 6).  

The conception of Israel as the icon of God is most succinctly expressed in the term witness (Heb ˓ēd), 

whichisusedthreetimesofIsraelwitnessingtoYahweh‘ssupremepower.In43:9, the nations are 

challenged to bring forth witnesses to prove that they and their gods predicted the success of Cyrus, i.e., 

brought abouthisepochalvictoriesbytheirword.―Youaremywitnesses,‖saysYahwehinvv 10 and 12; 

only Yahweh speaks words that effect action. The same scene is repeated in 44:6–9 and in 55:4–5. The 

preexilickings‘taskofdemonstratingYahweh‘spowertothenations(cf.Pss 18:43–44; 89:9–27) is here 

assigned to all the people.  

Israel is to witness by its act of participating in the Exodus-Conquest, the defeat of the desert. By its 

coming to life in the act, it will demonstrate to the nations that its God, Yahweh, lives and triumphs.  

e. The Servant and Israel. The polarity between Israel and the servant is traditional in the OT; Second 

Isaiah exploits a familiar theme. The servants whom Yahweh chose often exemplified in their own lives 

the divine intent for all the people.AbrahamandJacobanticipatedthepeople‘sadventuresintheland;

JacobisevencalledIsrael.Moses‘flightfrompharaohandhisencounterwithYahwehatSinaianticipate

thepeople‘sflightanddivineencounter.Jeremiahinhis―confessions‖experienced in advance the divine 

punishment that was later to engulf the people. Isaiah and Ezekiel mimed the punishment that was to 

overtake the people. These servants represented what all Israel was called to be and do. All Israel 

becomes a servant when it embraces the divine will and plan as shown by the individual servants. When 

thepeopledonotobeyGod‘sword,thentheservantstandsoveragainstthepeopleasarebukeandasan

invitation to conversion.  



The servant in Second Isaiah is therefore at once a chosen individual and what all Israel is called to be 

and do. It is significant that Mosaic traits characterize the servant in 49:1–21; like Moses he is reluctant to 

accept the call, and he leads the people through the desert and apportions the land. Most scholars, 

following Duhm, distinguish the servant in the four servant songs from the servant in the rest of Second 

Isaiah; the servant in the songs is an individual, not Israel (though elsewhere the servant is Israel). Such a 

disjunction, in the light of the traditional relation of servant and people, sketched above, is questionable. 

The Duhm analysis nonetheless remains influential today.  

3. The Servant. The word servant occurs twenty times in chaps. 40–55 (once in the plural). There is 

agreement that thirteen of the occurrences refer to Israel as the servant. The remaining seven occur in 

42:1–4; 49:1–6; 50:4–9; 52:13–53:12, and the verses connected to them (45:5–7; 50:10, 11),the―servant

songs‖ofB.Duhm.Inthesepassages,accordingtoDuhm,theservantisanindividual,notIsrael:―Onthe

contrary,theheroofthesepoemsissetoveragainstthepeople,isinnocent,Yahweh‘sdiscipleclearly 

enlightened by him, called to a mission to the people and to the gentiles and attending to his call in 

completecalm.‖ThepoemsareprobablyfromanauthordifferentfromSecondIsaiahandwereinserted

awkwardly in their present context (Duhm Jesaia HKAT, 311).  

Scholars who see the servant of the songs as an individual distinct from Israel are not agreed on his or 

her identity. Virtually every important figure in the Bible—Moses, one of the prophets, or the kings, even 

Cyrus, or Second Isaiah himself—has been identified as the servant (IDB 4: 292–94 and C. G. Kruse 

1978: 3–27). For scholars who judge the poems to be integral to their contexts, the servant is the servant-

prophet and Israel.  

The servant exercises a role like that of the preexilic kings and especially prophets; royal and prophetic 

language is used of him. The role of the servant of Yahweh in the OT is a religio-political office; the 

servant is privy to the divine plan which he carries out and persuades the people to obey. The call of the 

servant in 49:1–6 imitates the call of Moses (Exodus 3–4 and Jer 1:4–10,itselfmodeledonMoses‘call)

and the related vv 8–12 describetheservant‘sMoses-like task of leading the people in the wilderness and 

apportioning to them the land. The reference to the servant as Moses is not surprising in view of the 

prominence of the new Exodus in chaps. 40–55. Servants, such as Moses, Joshua, the king of the 

Deuteronomic ideal (Deut 17:14–20), and the preexilic prophets, are models of obedience for Israel. In 

this sense, the servant can be at the same time an obedient friend of Yahweh and the nation. The obedient 

servantiswhatIsraeliscalledtobe.TheservantcanthereforebethewitnesstoYahweh‘ssupremacy

(42:1–4), called like Moses to embark on a new Exodus-Conquest (49:1–6), and submissive to the exilic 

punishment (50:4–11). In this view, the servant is the prophet himself and those who join him in his task. 

The question however is not settled.  

Isa 52:13–53:12, the fourth servant song, remains especially controverted. Who is the servant, ideal 

Israel or a historical individual? Whose sins has he borne—thenations‘orIsrael‘s?Whatismeantbyis

vicarious suffering, otherwise unattested in the OT? The boundaries of the poem, and the genres that have 

influenced it—thanksgiving and confession—are generally agreed on, but consensus regarding the other 

questions has not been achieved.  

Some observations can be made regarding the passage. Elsewhere in Second Isaiah, the nations are 

onlookers, the chorus rather than the protagonist. Hence, those whose sins are borne are likely the 

Israelites, not the nations. Secondly, the sins the servant has borne are not only the sinful acts of others 

but their consequences; Hebrew words for sin can designate both the act and its unhappy consequences. 

The ancestors have sinned, and the exiles are bearing the consequences. Now, however, Israel is invited 

back into existence through the new Exodus from Babylon to Zion. Many exiles were unwilling to 

undertake the journey. But as long as some of the people make the journey, the servant (and those allied 

withhim),Israelcomesintoexistence.―Themany‖whodid not make the journey exist as Israel once 

morebecauseoftheservant‘sobedientact.Whentheyseewhattheservanthasdoneforthem,theycry

out that he has borne their sins, i.e., taken away the evil consequences of their refusal to go in the new 

Exodus.Itisnoteworthythattheservant‘srewardislifeintheholyland(53:11–12; cf. 9:3). As long as 



the servant does the act, the whole people live again. The above interpretation is tentative, but it does have 

the merit of staying within OT categories.  

Daniel 11:33–12:10 has been called the earliest interpretation of the fourth servant song. It interprets the 

Jewish loyalists of the Antiochene period in the 2d century B.C. as the servant of 52:13–53:12 (Ginsberg 

1953: 100–4). The NT interpreted Jesus Christ as the Isaianic servant.  

4. Creation. Second Isaiah differs from other prophets in his use of creation terminology. Verbs of 

creation abound: bara˒, ―tocreate‖(16x);yāṣar, ―tomold,shape‖(14x);˓āśâ, ―tomake‖(24x);pā˓al, ―to

make‖(5x);nāṭâ šāmayim, ―stretchouttheheavens‖(6x);rāqa˓ hā˒āreṣ, ―tospreadouttheearth‖(2x); 

kûn, ―tofound‖(1x);andyāsad, ―tofound‖(1x).Theobjectsoftheverbsofcreationare,variously:

Israel,thephysicalworld,theservantofYahweh,―thenewthings,‖Cyrus,andZion. 

Scholarly interpretation of the meaning of creation in SecondIsaiahvariesaccordingtoscholars‘

definitions of creation and its relation to redemption (primarily the Exodus). All recent discussion has 

beeninfluencedbyGerhardvonRad‘s1936articleinsistingthatcreationintheOTisjoinedcloselyto

historical redemption and is subordinated to it. Consequently, the Exodus tradition can be enriched by 

referencestoYahweh‘screationoftheworld,butthetwoconceptsarenotonthesamelevel;creationis

subordinate to redemption. Westermann insists that the two are closely connected but do not merge; the 

polaritybetweenthetwoisusedtoshowthatGod‘ssavingofhispeople―was,asitwere,anislandwithin

themightyuniverseofGod‘sworkascreator‖(Isaiah 40–66 OTL, 25). other scholars distinguish in 

Second Isaiah creation of the world from creation of humans, finding the former in disputations (40:12–

31; 45:18–19) and the self-prediction of 48:12–16, and the latter in the adapted oracles of salvation in 

43:1–7, 14–15, 16–21; 44:1–5; 54:4–6, and in the warning in 44:21–22. The two themes are combined in 

several passages: 44:24–28; 45:9–13; 51:12–16 (Haag 1976: 193–203; Albertz 1974: 173–75).  

To understand creation in Second Isaiah, one must recognize the important differences between ancient 

Near Eastern and modern Western conceptions of creation, or cosmogony. There are at least four 

important differences: the process, the product, the description, and the criteria for truth.  

Ancient Near Eastern cosmogonies often involved personal wills in conflict. Typically, creation is 

portrayed as a series of acts in a drama: chaos or the threat of it, a battle between the gods and the forces 

ofchaosresultinginthegods‘victory,andcelebrationofthevictorywithkingshipandtemple.Bothin

the Ugaritic texts of late 2d-millennium Syria and in the Bible, the storm god (or Yahweh) tames the 

destructive power of sea or death-dealing desert. In contrast, moderns see creation as impersonal, 

evolutionary,andproceedingaccordingtophysical―laws.‖ 

A second major difference is the product, or emergent. For the modern, it is the physical world, usually 

the earth in the planetary system. Living organisms, if they figure in creation at all, are usually the most 

primitive forms of life; human culture is outside the purview of modern creation theories. In the ANE, on 

the other hand, what was produced was a peopled universe. The 2d-millennium Akkadian text Enuma eliš, 

often cited as the standard ANE cosmogony, is essentially the exaltation of Marduk, the founder of 

Babylonian society. Marduk defeats Tiamat and establishes his temple Esagila in Babylon so that he 

might receive the praise of his people. Another Akkadian account, Atraḫasis, tells of the balances that 

make human society possible. Genesis 1 tellshowmanandwoman(=society)areconstitutedbyGod‘s

command to fill the earth and propagate their kind. Isa 42:5 puts it nicely:  

Thus says the God Yahweh,  

(who) creates the heavens and stretches them out, who spreads out the earth and what it brings forth;  

(who) gives breath to the people upon it, spirit to those who walk upon it.  

In the light of the above remarks, the scholarly distinction between creation of the world and the 

creation of man is artificial. The ancients were interested in the creation of the physical world primarily as 

an explanation for the human race or a particular people.  

A third difference is a corollary of the first: cosmogony, being a conflict of wills, is naturally told as a 

drama. Modern creation accounts are impersonal and scientific.  

Lastly, the criterion of truth differs according to the account used. For ancients, it is the dramatic 

plausibility of the story; the ancients had a tolerance for various versions of the same event. In Akkadian, 



different deities create, though it is usually Anu and Ea, occasionally Anu, Enlil, and Ea. In the Ugaritic 

texts,BaalorhisconsortAnat,combatSeaorDeath.InthePsalmsandinSecondIsaiah,Yahweh‘s

combat with Sea is told with varying details (cf. Pss 77:11–20; 89:9–14; 93; Isa 42:13–16; 50:23; 51:9–

11). Modern accounts, being scientific, are subject as far as possible to verification and must be consistent 

and compatible with other likely hypotheses (Clifford 1985).  

Ancient Near Eastern creation accounts tell how a structured society arose; biblical writers use them to 

describe the making or remaking of Israel. In Isa 43:16–21 is the clearest instance of a Deutero-Isaiah 

account of the creation of Israel. Accordingtothepassage,inthe―formerevent,‖Yahwehdefeated

pharaoh‘sarmiesandSea,whichpreventedIsraelfromcomingintoitsdivinelyappointedterritory.Inthe

―somethingnew,‖YahwehdestroysDesert‘spowertokeepthepeoplefromZionbymakingroads 

throughitandbyoverturningitsinfertility.Thenewcreationisthepeople,―thepeoplewhomIhave

formedformyself,‖enabledtogivepraise(vv 20–21). Creation and redemption language describe the 

same event—the movement from Babylon to Zion. The same mix of redemption and creation language is 

found in 51:9–11:―WasitnotyouwhohackedRahab[theprimordialseamonster]inpieces…thatthe

redeemedmightcross?‖Isa 41:14–20 commissionsIsraelitselftodestroythedesert‘sobstructivepower

by crushing the mountains to powder, so that the divine wind may blow it away (vv 14–16); Yahweh then 

changesthedesert‘ssterilitytofertilitythatsupportshumanlife(vv 17–20).  

Theking‘sbuildingofthetempletocelebratethegod‘sworld-creating victory is a theme in Enuma 

elish and in the Ugaritic texts. It is also prominent in Second Isaiah. Zion is to be rebuilt by Cyrus (44:24–

45:13) and is to be a place of the festive banquet (chap. 55).  

The word of God that predicts these things is a proof of divinity, not simply because it predicts the 

future accurately but because it is unhindered and effective; there are no deities to oppose it. It not only 

predicts but also invites participation (chap. 48). By participating in the cosmogony, Israel vanquishes the 

desert‘ssterility,proclaimingtothenationsYahweh‘ssoledivinity. 

SecondIsaiah,therefore,doesnotrefertothe―firstcreation‖inGenesisasanargumentthatGodcando

today what he did then. He formulates creation differently. For him, it is one way of describing the act of 

remaking the people, the other being the redemption. Redemption, the Exodus-Entry into the land, and 

creation, the participation in the defeat of the desert and the rebuilding of the temple, are simply two 

modes of expressing the same event, the one suprahistoric (or mythic), the other historic.  

Bibliography  
Albertz, R. 1974. Weltschopfung und Menschenschopfung untersucht bei Deuterojesaja, Hiob und in den Psalmen. Stuttgart.  
Begrich, J. 1938. Studien zu Deuterojesaja. BWANT 77. Stuttgart.  

Bonnard, P.-E. 1972. Le Second Isaïe: Son disciple et leurs editeurs Isaïe 40–66. EBib. Paris.  

Clifford, R. J. 1984. Fair Spoken and Persuading: An Interpretation of Second Isaiah. New York.  

———. 1985. The Hebrew Scriptures and the Theology of Creation. TS 46: 507–23.  

Eichhorn, J. G. 1803. Einleitung in das alte Testament. Vol. 3. Leipzig.  

Friedlander, M., ed. 1873. A Commentary of Ibn Ezra on Isaiah. New York.  

Ginsberg, H. L. 1953. The Oldest Interpretation of the Suffering Servant. VT 3: 400–404.  

———. 1973. The Book of Isaiah: A New Translation. Philadelphia.  

Gressmann, H. 1914. Die literarische Analyse Deuterojesajas (Kp. 40–55). ZAW 34: 254–97.  

Haag, E. 1976. Gott as Schopfer und Erloser in der Prophetie des Deuterojesaja. TTZ 85: 193–213.  

Kohler, L. 1923. Deuterojesaja stilkritisch untersucht. BZAW 37. Berlin.  

Kooij, A. van der. 1981. Die alten Textzeugen Jesajabuches. OBO 35. Göttingen.  

Kraus, H. J. 1982. Geschichte der historisch-kritischen Erforschung des Alten Testaments. 3d ed. Neukirchen-Vluyn.  

Kruse, C. C. 1978. The Servant Songs: Interpretive Trends since C. R. North. StudBT 8: 3–27.  

Melugin, R. 1976. The Formation of Isaiah 40–55. BZAW 141. Berlin.  

Rogerson, J. 1984. Old Testament Criticism in the Nineteenth Century: England and Germany. Philadelphia.  

Schoors, A. 1973. I Am God Your Saviour: A Form-critical Study of the Main Genres in Is. XL–LV. VTSup 24. Leiden.  

Smith, S. 1944. Isaiah Chapters XL–LV: Literary Criticism and History. London.  

RICHARD J. CLIFFORD  

THIRD ISAIAH  

Third Isaiah (TI) is the name given by scholars to the last eleven chapters of the book of Isaiah (56–66). 

The term is therefore primarily a literary one, analogous to the use of First Isaiah and Second Isaiah to 



designate chaps. 1–39 and 40–55, respectively. For those who argue that an essential unity exists within 

this final section of the book of Isaiah (Duhm Jesaia HKAT; Elliger 1928; Kessler 1960), Third Isaiah 

also refers to the prophet who authored the dozen or so separate pericopes within chaps. 56–66. A very 

rough consensus exists over the delimitation of these pericopes, going back to Duhm and Elliger; it is also 

shared in broad view by those who are unconvinced of the unity of Third Isaiah (Westermann Isaiah 40–

66 OTL; Pauritsch 1971; Hanson 1975; Sekine 1989): (1) 56:1–8; (2) 56:9–57:13; (3) 57:14–21; (4) 58:1–

14; (5) 59:1–21; (6) 60:1–22; (7) 61:1–11; (8) 62:1–12; (9) 63:1–6; (10) 63:7–64:11; (11) 65:1–25; (12) 

66:1–4; (13) 66:5–16.  

———  

A. Third Isaiah in Modern Scholarship  

B. Historical Location  

C. Social Location  

D. Literary Analysis  

E. The Future of Third Isaiah  

———  

A. Third Isaiah in Modern Scholarship  

Karl Elliger, the early and by recent judgment methodologically sound proponent of the unity of TI 

(Sekine 1989: 8), used a careful literary and stylistic investigation to isolate these 13 pericopes and 

demonstrateTI‘sessentialuniquenessvisàvisSecondIsaiah.Thelatterargumentwasadvancedby

Elliger against those who wished to see no special break between Second and Third Isaiah chapters (all 

pre-Duhm interpreters; Sellin 1901; Cobb 1908), and it depended upon (by his own admission) a tedious 

isolation of linguistic terms and phrases reputed to be unique to TI (Elliger 1928: 57). The argument for 

unity was advanced against those who viewed 56–66 as coming from diverse prophetic hands and widely 

divergent periods, a much more broadly represented position at the time (Cheyne 1895; Cramer 1905; 

Kennet 1910; Budde Jesaia HSAT; Abramowski 1925). Elliger allowed a secondary hand in TI only at 

isolated intervals (56:3–8; 57:13c, 20; 58:13; 59:5–8, 21; 60:12, 17b; 65:20b; 66:17, 18–22, 23).  

Partly because Third Isaiah is so bereft of concrete historical indicators, it has given rise to wide-ranging 

and speculative proposals as to historical and social location, from the preexilic period (for 56:9–57:13) to 

the late Hellenistic period (for 65; 66:3–24*), as being representative of theocratic ideals (Duhm), to their 

opponent in the name of inclusivity and apocalyptic fervor (Pauritsch 1971; Wallis 1971; Hanson 1975). 

Volz‘s1932commentary(Jesaja KAT) is a good example of the chronological approach at full throttle 

(oracles dated from the 7th to 3d centuries B.C.E.), though less extreme vestiges of the diachronic inquiry 

are to be seen in virtually all modern studies, which tend to place the bulk of TI in the late 6th or early 5th 

century. Westermann and Hanson are good popular representatives of the diachronic approach, despite 

their insistence that literary observations have fundamental priority over historical considerations.  

Cobb pointed out quite early that the problems of specifically dating oracles in TI, where so little 

indication is provided of temporal location at the level of plain literary expression (Cobb 1908: 48–52). 

Beyond this, one wonders if a diachronic approach misunderstands its limits in TI when the literature does 

not emphasize new or radically altered historical circumstances, as is held to be the case when one moves 

from chaps. 40–55 to 56–66. Put in another way, the book of Isaiah consciously reacts to the temporal 

move accomplished when Assyrian period proclamation from Isaiah is stretched into a new Babylonian, 

post–587 B.C.E. framework, so that a formal break at chap. 40 can be seen in the literature‘sownportrayal

(seearticleon―FirstIsaiah‖above).Itisdifficulttonotethesameconsciousmoveatworkinthe

transition from 40–55 to 56–66. Factors other than altered temporal reference probably account for the 

changes encountered in these final eleven chapters, which make them distinctive from the preceding 

material in chaps. 40–55.  

Elliger‘s1928monographpaidmore meticulous attention to the literary side of the heavily religio-

historicalapproachofDuhm,thecreatorofThirdIsaiah.Duhm‘sTIfunctionedwithinhisownspecial

reconstruction of the postexilic period, as a figure absolutely distinct (Jesaia HKAT, 390) from Second 

Isaiah(SI),thetheocraticforerunnerofEzra,forwhom―sacrifice,thelaw,thesabbath,etc.,wereof



highestconcern‖(Jesaia HKAT,390).ComparedwiththepoetryofSI,TI‘sproclamationhassunkinto

―versifiedprose.‖Thepopular modern view, which sees the TI chapters as attempting to extend the 

visionary message of a Babylonian Second Isaiah against theocratic opposition into the postexilic period 

(Hanson 1975; Pauritsch 1971), was not shared by Duhm. For Duhm (and the scholars of his day, 

including Ewald, Bunsen, Mowinckel, Hölscher, Marty, and Torrey), Second Isaiah was not active in 

Babylon; TI was, moreover, temporally quite distant from SI, working at a period long after the return 

from Exile.  

Challenging Duhm on this latter front, Elliger moved TI to the period just before and after the 

restoration of the temple (ca. 515 B.C.E.), thereby allowing for a more intimate relationship to develop 

between TI and SI (1928: 111). A disciple or school relationship is reputed by many to exist between 

these two anonymous figures (Elliger 1933; Zimmerli 1950; Westermann Isaiah 40–66 OTL). This is, by 

and large, the modern consensus, even when allowances are made for the internal inconsistencies found 

within chaps. 56–66 (especially over the treatment of foreigners, compare 56:3 and 60:10; 61:5–6). 

Passages which extend the message of SI are thought to be from the individual TI (Westermann Isaiah 

40–66 OTL);passagesinconsistentwithSI‘sthinkingaretheconsequenceofdevelopmentswithinthe

postexilic community toward a more apocalyptic orientation (Hanson 1975).  

Hanson summarily rejects the search for authorship, opting for what he terms a contextual-typological 

approach, which plots increasing oppression and aligns portions of the text accordingly (1975: 41–46). 

Basicsociologicalquestionsremain.How―communities‖composetexts,andinwhatconrete(i.e.,other

thanideological)setting,isnotclarified.Moreover,theevolutionfrom―classicprophecy‖toward

apocalyptic is not structured into the text, in its present form; rather, Hanson imposes the theory from 

outsidethetext‘sfinalarrangementandthenextractsoraclesandplacesthemintheirproperideological

and diachronic alignment. Why TI exhibits a certain final literary organization is not of particular 

importance to Hanson, since the final arrangement of the material nowhere supports his ideological 

theory.  

B. Historical Location  

The difficulty of dating oracles in TI has already been mentioned and is usually admitted by scholars at 

the start of their labors. Almost all feel that chaps. 56–66 are, in their entirety, later than 40–55. The 

exceptions are those who challenge the distinction between SI and TI altogether (Torrey 1928; Smart 

1965); one scholar dated 56–66 earlier than 40–55 (McCollough 1948); Haran (1963) argued that chaps. 

40–48 were composed by a prophet in Babylon and that chaps. 49–66 were composed by the same 

prophetuponhisreturntoPalestine;Glahn‘sview(1934)issimilar,buthemaintainsthetraditionalbreak

at 40–55 and 56–66, while viewing both sections as oracles from the same prophet in different geographic 

settings. For those who regard unity within 56–66 as a fiction, the oracles are free to be placed at various 

pointsinthepreexilicandpostexilicperiods,dependingonone‘sviewofpostexilicideologyandpoetic

typology (Hanson), form- and tradition-critical development (Westermann), or larger thematic patterns 

within the book of Isaiah as a whole (Vermeylen 1978).  

A forceful challenger of the TI hypothesis, Fritz Maass (1967), pointed to two chief facts in defense of 

TI‘sexistence:thesenseofextremebreakonehasimmediately,inchap. 56 (and not nearly so extreme 

elsewhere), and the references to the temple, which pop up from time to time. Smart had already noted 

that 56:1–6 ―isasalienincontenttotheauthorof56:8 to 66 as to the author of 55–66‖(Smart1965:230).

In addition, it is difficult to know how to use the obscure references to the temple to date TI more 

specifically (compare 56:7; 60:13; 62:7; 63:18; 64:11). Westermann (p. 296) uses the reference at 60:13 

to argue that the temple has not yet been built (see also his treatment of 63:15–64:11). others see the 

argument over inclusion in chap. 56 as evidence that the temple is already standing and community life 

wellunderway,aviewthatismadepossibleinWestermann‘smodelbyhistheoryoflevelsoftext

development, ultimately carrying us into the period of the reforms of Ezra and Nehemiah (455 B.C.E.).  

References to a completed temple, however, cannot resolve the problem of more specific dating in the 

postexilic community, as the disagreement between Duhm and Elliger, for example, highlights. Are we in 

the 5th-century world of Ezra-Nehemiah (Duhm), or the 6th-century world of Haggai-Zechariah (Elliger), 



or both (Westermann)? In every case, recourse must be made to a larger reconstruction of postexilic life, 

utilizing the internally contradictory and by no means perspicuous historical sources of Chronicles, Ezra-

Nehemiah, Malachi, Haggai, and Zechariah. Ezra gives the closest thing to a straightforward account of 

the restoration of the temple; nonetheless, the difficulty of its use as a historical source is everywhere 

admitted. Malachi provides, at best, oblique assistance in reconstructing postexilic life. The date provided 

by Haggai and Zechariah for the consecration of the temple (2d year of Darius) is not consistent with that 

given byEzra(Darius‘6thyear,Ezra 6:15); nor is there a complete and consistent depiction in our 

sources of the return of exiles from Babylon.  

Perhaps the most obscure area of knowledge concerns life within the Israelite community not 

deported—surely the largest population group, and one we know to have existed as a worshipping 

community during the exilic period from various incidental references (Zech 7:5; Jer 41:5; book of 

Lamentations). It is one of the ironies of historical analysis in biblical studies that while skepticism over 

historical veracity rules in one part of the canon, other literary witnesses are accorded absolute historical 

reliability; the nature and dosage of selectivity is what produces different results. Barstad (1982) has 

recently reminded us just how fragile is the picture of massive deportation to Babylon and total 

evacuation from Palestine—a picture given us by Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah and one which is 

absolutely necessary for most Second Isaiah in Babylon and Third Isaiah in Palestine theories.  

It must be determined whether the theory of TI turns exclusively on too tidy a view of the destruction of 

the temple and its subsequent restoration. In this light it should be remembered that if chaps. 56–66 are 

read more narrowly in the context of the book of Isaiah, as against their putative diachronic neighbors 

Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, and Ezra-Nehemiah, a very different picture of the role of the temple 

emerges; for nowhere in Isaiah is the destruction of the temple explicitly related. Rather, what we have is 

adepictionofGod‘sjudgmentover the cosmos and the nations (Isaiah 13–27), and the proclamation of a 

thorough cleansing of Zion, resulting in a completely new state of affairs (2:1–5; 12:1–6; cf. 65:17–25). In 

other words, the fall of the temple and its restoration, as such, are not meaningful literary, historical, or 

theological indexes in Isaiah.  

WhatisimportantisGod‘scleansingofZionanditsreestablishment(1:24–31; 2:1–5; 11:6–9; 27:12–

13; 35:1–10)—matters that are depicted independently of the fate of the temple, which was more narrowly 

conceived (receiving virtually no discussion in chaps. 1–39). Along this axis, the decisive break in the 

book of Isaiah is located at chap. 40—not at chap. 56—following the clear hint in chap. 39 that the 

BabyloniansareGod‘sagentsofcleansingjudgment.ThefullrestorationofZionisnowhereidentifiedin

Isaiah—in any of its sections—with the literal restoration of the temple. Consequently, one wonders if 

undue stress has been laid upon the restoration of the temple as an important historical datum in 

differentiating Second from Third Isaiah. It is quite possible that chaps. 40–55 treat different aspects of 

the restoration of Zion than do chaps. 56–66, which demonstrate special interest in the requirements for 

membershipinGod‘sZion.Butthenthesharpdistinctiondrawnbetweenthesesectionsonhistorical 

grounds falls away. The distinction becomes thematic and theological, and it does not necessitate 

separation along Babylonian/Palestinian, exilic/postexilic, or visionary prophet/disillusioned community 

lines (Hanson 1986: 153–59). If one adds to these considerations the possibility that SI was not a 

Babylonian prophet (Barstad 1982; Duhm; Torrey 1928; Smart 1965), then any significant break at chap. 

56 is completely unwarranted.  

That this type of objection has not been registered is witness to the hegemony of a fixed form of 

diachronic analysis which refuses to take the literary context of the book of Isaiah as a meaningful guide 

to exegesis, preferring instead to line up these (historically) obscure chapters with equally obscure 

references in other biblical literature judged to be contemporaneous. That disagreement continues to exist 

among scholars over key features in the historical background of TI is testimony to the level of 

speculation required when historical analysis is forced to work in such shallow waters. The plausibility 

that the biblical sources are in fact capable of integration for thorough historical reconstruction is also 

never challenged. What if the books of Isaiah and Ezra-Nehemiah present different, even historically 

incompatible, pictures of restoration? On the other hand, what if the differences are aspectual and not 



substantive, resulting from different emphases within the literary presentation of each given witness, to be 

read independentlyofeachother?Inscholars‘zealforreconstructinghistoricalcircumstancesasthe

necessary prerequisite for proper exegesis, these sorts of considerations have not been popular.  

In sum, the possibility exists that factors other than changed historical circumstances may account for 

the different literary and theological emphases at work in TI, compared with SI. This would also raise 

questions about the propriety of language comparisons and theories of master (SI) and disciple (TI) which 

attempt to explain the balance of distinctiveness and borrowing often noted in chaps. 56–66 (Zimmerli 

1950). If the differences in language are the consequence of differences in content and the subject matter 

handled, then a sharp break at chap. 56, on grounds of a new prophetic voice or clearly changed historical 

circumstances, is unfounded.  

C. Social Location  

Most have seen behind at least a portion of the chapters of TI an actual prophet at work, analogous to SI 

and, like him, also anonymous. Form and tradition critics have tended to draw a picture of the prophet as 

oral speaker, and the prophet TI generally is accepted into this category. Duhm, adamant in his insistence 

that Israel‘sprophetswereprimarilyspeakers,notwriters(1875:203–4), spoke of TI as a Schriftsteller 

whoseproclamationwasbestdescribedas―versifiedprose‖(HKAT,390–91). Duhm felt that prophecy 

underwent certain fundamental changes (not improperly categorized as decadent) in the later years of the 

postexilic period. TI was a representative of these changes.  

DuhmwasnotmorespecificaboutthesociallocationofTI‘sactivities.Asimilarvaguenessmarks

most form- and tradition-critical investigations. If the prophet is considered an oral speaker, then he 

presumably exercises the same freedom of movement as did his preexilic forebears, and no further social 

location is stipulated. Westermann has rightly noted the existence in chaps. 56–66 of fixed tradition, 

utilized at a redactional stage in the final literary development of TI chapters, thus holding in appropriate 

tension form- and redactional-critical observations. So, for example, chaps. 59 and 63, which surround the 

core TI proclamation (chaps. 60–62),areforWestermann―genuinecommunitylaments,‖not

compositionsofTI,and―theirbirth-placewasIsrael‘sworship‖(OTL,300).Similarly,thelongunit

56:9–57:13 is comprised of three oracles of judgment, borrowed from the preexilic period, drafted to 

serve a redactional purpose in TI.  

Westermann‘sTIisaprophetanalogoustotheclassicalprophetsofthepreexilicperiod;TIasaliterary

product, however, includes fixed forms of literature from a variety of social contexts, most notable among 

them being contexts of worship. This accords well with the generally accepted view that another piece of 

literature of the period, the book of Lamentations, finds its home as well in the worship life of the exilic 

period. It would be no surprise if TI as prophetic figure was to be sought within the cultic life of the exilic 

or immediate postexilic period. As we have noted, there are several references to the worship life of Israel 

during the exilic period in the biblical sources; prophets are increasingly activewithinIsrael‘scultinthe

postexilic period (Petersen 1977); cult prophecy would explain the use of traditional material within TI. 

Prophecy in such a social context would involve both exegesis of existing prophetic material and 

independent propheticproclamationmodeledonIsrael‘searlyprophetsAmos,Hosea,Jeremiah,orIsaiah,

allsetwithinthecontextofIsrael‘sworshiplife.Thiswouldexplain(1)thepresentinclusionofTI

material within the larger book of Isaiah, (2) the rightly noted presence in TI of themes and language not 

just from SI (Zimmerli 1950) but from First Isaiah as well (Vermeylen 1978: 504–5), and (3) the clear 

similarity between SI and TI chapters and the Psalter. It is by no means clear that SI (and TI) ought to be 

sought, apart from the cultic proclamation of the exilic period, in Judah proper; if this (minority) view 

proved true, then the separation of SI from TI on other than thematic grounds would be even less 

warranted.  

Hanson has not sought a more specific social location for a prophet TI, since the authorship/individual 

prophet question is set to the side in his reconstruction. The oracles are seen simply as representative of 

ideological positions becoming increasingly apocalyptic. This ideational emphasis gives the TI material a 

certain weightlessness, in terms of precise social location.  



The work of Pauritsch (1971) should be mentioned at this juncture, since the classic search for Sitz im 

Leben is one of his chief concerns. He develops the intriguing theory that TI is a collection of traditions 

originating in the immediate postexilic period. In its present (redacted) form, it was meant to serve as a 

response to the question of a delegation from Babylon, put to community leaders in Judah, as to whether 

eunuchs and foreigners should be included in the congregation (56:3–8). Using the oracles of TI, and new 

tradition, the prophetic redactor answers affirmatively and emphasizes that God is on the side of the poor 

and those who tremble at his word (66:2). The passage in Isa 56:1–6 serves as a kind of motto for the 

whole collection and is its interpretive key; the final chapter (66) reiterates the main themes of the 

opening unit in such a way that chaps. 56 and 66 act as bookends, now enclosing two sections with 

roughly the same number of verses (56–60; 62–66) and a central core (chap. 61). Pauritsch finds diverse 

elements of tradition, from various backgrounds (wisdom, cultic, prophetic) in TI, and therefore rejects a 

single Sitz im Leben andasinglepropheticvoice;nevertheless,inPauritsch‘sreading there is one fairly 

consistent message from TI in its present literary form. A refinement of his position, with similar 

emphasis on TI as anti-cult, can be seen in the work of Wallis (1971).  

Several objections come to mind with this type of analysis. First, the specification of the occasion and 

the use to which TI is put weigh against the theory as too speculative and overdrawn. Second, the 

presence of wisdom elements in TI should not seriously call into question a possible cultic setting for the 

materialinitsentirety(cf.wisdompsalms,priestlyinstruction).Third,thecomplexityofTI‘soverall

message is flattened by too tightly linking it to a program for inclusion that theoretically is aimed at 

setting aside the legislation of Deut 23:2–9 (the same criticism applies to Westermann, Isaiah 40–66 

OTL, 311–16; Sekine 1989: 31–42). To be sure, TI does envision new participants in the assembly, but 

this is in full accord with statements found elsewhere in the book of Isaiah; it is not aimed exclusively at 

countermanding the Deuteronomic legislation. Note (1) the different terminology used in TI (Heb ben-

hannēkār; hassār  s) and Deuteronomy (Heb pĕṣûa˓-dakkā˒ ûkĕrût šopkâ; ―theAmmoniteandMoabite‖),

(2)thecomplexitieswithintherespectivecontexts(Deuteronomy‘sfavorableinclusionoftheEdomite

[23:6]andTI‘suseofEdomasparadigmforYahweh‘sfoes[63:1–6]), and (3) the heavy emphasis on 

allegiancetoYahwehfoundinTI(―theforeignerwho joins himself to the Lord‖;―theeunuchswho keep 

my sabbaths, choose what delights me, and hold fast my covenant‖).Allthissuggestssomethinglessthan 

the attempt to cancel previously binding legal injunctions as the chief agenda of TI. The differences 

between TI and Deuteronomy over this issue are contextual and are not as substantive as those zealous for 

spotting tension would have us believe (Donner 1983).  

Moreover, foreigners continue to exercise a role, developed in both First (2:3; 18:7; 19:19–22; 23:17–

18) and Second Isaiah (45:14–17, 20–25; 49:22–26), that involves the vindication of Israel and the 

nations‘acknowledgmentoftheauthorityofYahwehastheoneGod(60:3–14; 61:5–6; 62:2–3; 63:6; 

64:2; 66:18–21), if not their humiliation and debasement. The consistent interest in proper attention to 

cultic requirements and the sanctuary, or punishment for their abrogation, lack of care for Zion, 

uncleanness, iniquity, and idolotry, spans all chapters (56:2, 4, 7; 57:3–10; 58:13; 59:2; 60:7, 13; 61:6; 

62:9; 63:18; 64:6, 11; 65:2–7; 66:3–4, 24) and suggests that attempts to interpret TI as a universalist or 

fierce inclusion advocate against cultic leaders (Hanson; Pauritsch; Wallis) overstate the literary evidence. 

In this instance, the pictureofTI‘soriginator,B.Duhm,seemsmoreaccurate,wherebyTIisone

concerned with cultic purity, the proper restoration of Zion, the Sabbath, and proper sacrifice. For these 

reasons, it would be more appropriate to locate TI in a cultic setting, exegetically extending the vision of 

First and Second Isaiah regarding the nations, while at the same time defending the holiness of Zion and 

the requirements of proper worship, first for Israel and then by extension for the nations who come to 

worship Yahweh (see also Sekine 1989: 236–37).  

D. Literary Analysis  

We have had occasion to note above the various literary methods that have been used to analyze TI 

chapters.FollowingDuhm‘sinitialefforts,whicharebestcharacterizedasacombinationofliterary-

poetical, historical, and crude sociological investigation, scholars developed either the historical (Budde, 

Kennett, Volz) or the literary (Elliger) sides of his project. Even in a primarily literary and stylistic work 



like that of Elliger, questions of social and temporal location were not forgotten. It was the order of 

inquiry that determined the priorities of the interpreter.  

Form-critical work occupied itself with the proper delimitation of oral units in TI. Alongside this went 

the determination of secondary and later glosses and the plotting of levels of the text as they found their 

placeinTI.Westermann‘sstudyisamodelofformandtradition-critical analysis. A TI nucleus is to be 

found in chaps. 60–62, set in the framework of two community laments located in chaps. 59 and 63. other 

material original to TI is to be found in 57:14–20; 65:15b–25; and 66:1–16. The message of TI is 

―salvationandnothingbutsalvation‖(Isaiah 40–66 OTL,296),inWestermann‘sview,thuslinkinghim

closely with a SI for whom such proclamation was standard fare. The prophet TI reveals something of 

himself in chaps. 61 and 62, in first-person speech reminiscent of 49:1–6 and 50:4–9.  

Editorial work is most evident in the beginning and ending units (56:1–8 and 66:18–24). Independent 

utterancesandadditionsaremadeatvariouspoints,emphasizingthe―cleavagebetweenthedevoutand

thefaithful‖(Isaiah 40–66 OTL,307).WestermannclaimsthatTI‘saltogetherfriendlyattitudetoward

foreign nations has been altered by judgment additions in 60:12; 63:1–6; 66:6, 15–20*. Apocalyptic 

material has also been added to the salvation oracles in 60–66.  

ThoughHanson‘sanalysisdiffersoverdetailsandlargerconceptualperspective,asimilarviewoflevels

within the literature, moving toward the apocalyptic away from the visions of SI, is to be found in 

Hanson‘swork.Tohiscredit,Westermannstilloperateswithinatraditionalpictureofprophecyinwhich

questions of authorship, redaction, and situation-in-life are handled systematically. Moreover, in 

Westermann‘sworkonebegins to see an attempt to come to grips with the text in its present literary 

organization, as he wrestles with trying to explain why TI chapters are arranged as they are. Nothing of 

this kind of literary inquiry animates the work of Hanson. In this sense, itisfairtosaythatWestermann‘s

form-critical analysis clearly anticipates redactional and rhetorical studies produced in the last two 

decades (Pauritsch 1971; Sehmsdorf 1972; Polan 1986; Sekine 1989).  

The most recent redaction-critical investigation is that of Sekine (1989), who seeks to challenge 

Elliger‘sargumentforliteraryandauthorialunityinTI,apositionSekinerespectsandfeelshasnever

been sufficiently set aside on primarily literary grounds. Sekine establishes through minute analysis a 

clear redactional hand at work in TI, particularly in opening and closing chapters. He avoids the tendency 

to reduce the complexity of TI by seeing the message of the book as predominantly anti-cultic, though in 

individual sections this is the reading he isolatesforthefinalredactionalhand.WhileSekine‘sprimary

interest is in separating out redactional layers and establishing their distinctive theological viewpoints, he 

concludes his labors with an analysis of TI in its present literary organization (1989: 228–33). In so doing, 

he puts forth the implicit argument that the final form of the material presents a message that, while 

redactionally complex, is nevertheless coherent on literary and theological grounds.  

E. The Future of Third Isaiah  

Sekine‘smodesteffortsinthedirectionofpost-redactional synthesis may represent the future of TI 

analysis. Rhetorical studies (Polan 1986) likewise seek to identify indications of final structure and larger 

literary shape, though frequently without prior inquiryintothetext‘sdepth-dimension, redactional 

analysis, or a serious probe into the historical and social worlds that spawned the material.  

The remarks above have been sufficient to indicate that one fruitful area of future TI research will 

include an analysis of the exegetical relationship between chaps. 56–66 and First and Second Isaiah 

sections, as well as a determination of the role TI plays in the final redactional shape of the book of Isaiah 

as a whole. Have the indications of historical, literary, and sociological cleavage between chapters 40–55 

and 56–66 been overplayed in the interest of pursuing one type of diachronic analysis? Are the differences 

between Isaiah 40–55 and 56–66 explicable on other grounds? Are there indications of clear linkage 

between these two sections which do not depend upon a Babylonian prophet and Palestinian disciple 

model of interpretation but are rather the consequence of a far greater common purpose in authorial, 

redactional, and theological intention?  

To take one example, to what extent is the first-person (nondivine) voice in SI distinct from that found 

in TI, and what would prevent one from seeing essentially the same prophetic voice at work in both 



sections (e.g., 48:16c; 49:1–6; 50:4–9; 61:1–4)? Second, Westermann has overplayed the notion that SI 

and nuclear TI sections are predominantly salvation oracles. SI contains material that reflects internal 

community debate (42:18–20; 43:22–24; 44:25; 45:9–13; 46:12–13; 48:22; 50:10–11; 54:15–17), 

especially when one includes the persistent exhortation that marks SI; it is difficult to see how distinct the 

TImaterialisonthisscore.Israel‘sflirtingwithidolotryiscondemnedinbothsections,(see41:5–7; 

44:9–20; 45:20; 48:3–5), although the tendency has been to see that most of the idolotry condemned in SI 

is that of Babylon or foreign nations.  

Finally, and most importantly, it is by no means clear that SI should be distinguished from TI on the 

basis of the state of the temple. Trying to link references to the walls of Jerusalem in TI to similar 

references in Ezra-Nehemiah for historical purposes is a highly speculative enterprise, especially when the 

historical value of biblical sources from this period is itself a thorny problem (see the most recent attempts 

of Sekine [1989] to fix the Wirkungszeit of individual passages in TI). The same is true of references to 

the temple, which at times seem to suggest a finished structure (56:7) but at other points clearly state that 

something is yet unfinished (61:4) and that the condition of the temple is quite desperate (64:10–11). The 

issue is complicated because we do not know the exact state of the temple in the exilic period, whether 

that state prevented its usage, or whether such matters are specifically of concern to TI. What we do know 

isthatbothSIandTIseetherestorationofZionasinvolvingGod‘sfullpresence,andthatthecommunity

stands just before the full enactment of that event. In that sense, it is wrong to think of the full restoration 

of the temple as some clear and significant past event in the background of TI.  

The burning question for TI, and one which the final chapter continues to pose, is whether the 

community and the nations that join them are worthy to stand when God appears and Zion is restored. 

Can Zion be fully restored, as earlier chapters in Isaiah had promised, given the state in which Israel as a 

communitystands?CanIsrael‘speoplebefullytheservantsofGod?Theanswerthefinalchaptergives

is, Yes (66:12–14).AtthesametimeitrefusestorelaxthejudgmentthataccompaniesGod‘sholy

presence (66:15–16). The final warning of 66:24 indicates the seriousness with which God punishes 

rebellion, and on that note the Isaiah collection is drawn to a close. Now the nations are to share with 

Israel the mercy—and the holy judgment—that comes with the knowledge and presence of Israel‘sGod. 
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CHRISTOPHER R. SEITZ  

ISAIAH, MARTYRDOM AND ASCENSION OF. A pseudepigraphic work containing both 

Jewish and Christian elements. It divides naturally into two sections: chaps. 1–5, generally called the 

Martyrdom of Isaiah, and chaps. 6–11, known as the Vision of Isaiah. The Mart. Is. contains further a 

distinct unit, 3:13–4:22, which is often called the Testament of Hezekiah.  

The work is extant in its entirety only in Ethiopic. There exist also Greek and Latin fragments of the 

textual tradition represented by the Ethiopic version. A second textual tradition, containing only chaps. 6–

11, is represented by a second Latin translation and a Slavonic version. There are also Coptic fragments, 

as well as a Greek legend, which is based on a Greek text of the first type, but in which the story has been 

rewritten significantly. Most scholars agree that the Martyrdom was composed in Hebrew. It was then 

translated into Greek, which served as the basis for the extant versions. The Christian sections (Vis. Is. 

and T. Hez.) were probably composed in Greek.  

Most scholars agree that the Mart. Is. was composed by a Jew in Palestine no later than the 1st century 

C.E. The legend behind the book, if not the book itself, may be considerably older.  

The composite nature of the work is confirmed both on internal and external grounds. First, chaps. 1–5 

and 6–11 are each a self-contained unit. Chaps. 1–5providealegendaryaccountofIsaiah‘smartyrdomat

the hands of Manasseh. Chaps. 6–11 describe a visionary journey of Isaiah during the reign of Hezekiah. 

Not only are the sections out of chronological order, but, as noted above, one major textual tradition 

contains only chaps. 6–11. Furthermore, chaps. 1–5 are strongly Jewish, and chaps. 6–11 are clearly 

Christian. Second, 3:13–4:22 also seems to be a self-contained unit. It disrupts the narrative with a 

Christian section which seems out of character with the rest of the story. Debate on this section has 

centered on the question of whether it existed at one time independently, and specifically whether it was 

part of a now-lost Testament of Hezekiah. Althoughtheissuehasnotbeensettled,the―Testamentof

Hezekiah‖hasbecomeaconvenienttitleforthissection.ThepresenceofsmallerChristianinterpolations

in chaps. 1–5 indicates that although the composite character of the Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah 

can be seen in a broad sense, the precise nature of the final Christian redaction is not clear. A few scholars 

have even suggested that the entire work is, in fact, a unified Christian composition, but their arguments 

have not been persuasive.  

The Martyrdom begins with King Hezekiah summoning his son Manasseh in the presence of the 

prophetIsaiahandJosabthesonofIsaiah.AsHezekiahinstructshisson,IsaiahpredictsManasseh‘s

apostasyandhisowndeathatManasseh‘shands.WhenManassehbecomesking,Isaiah‘sprophecy

begins to be fulfilled. Isaiah withdraws to a mountain in the company of some other prophets. The false 

prophet Belkira learns of this and accuses Isaiah before Manasseh, who arrests Isaiah and has him sawn in 

half. The narrative, based loosely on several OT books, is striking in its affirmation that Isaiah was 

martyred by being sawn asunder. This tradition is not found in the OT, but it is recorded (with different 

details) in the Babylonian and the Jerusalem Talmuds. It is also reflected in the Lives of the Prophets (1st 

century C.E.) and in several patristic writers, and apparently stands behind Heb 11:37.  

Also noteworthy is the demonology of the Mart. Is. The leader of the evil host is given several different 

names, most frequently Sammael, Beliar, and Satan. The strong dualism of this section has suggested to 

some scholars that the Mart. Is. is a product of the Qumran community, which shared a dualistic outlook 

(Flusser 1953, Philonenko 1967). Indeed, a few have even argued that the narrative reflects the early 

history of the community and its founder, the Teacher of Righteousness. But such arguments are highly 

speculative, and it should be noted that not only are the distinctive theological emphases of the Qumran 



community absent from the Mart. Is., but there have been no fragments of the Martyrdom found among 

the Qumran scrolls.  

BetweenIsaiah‘sarrestandmartyrdomcomestheTestament of Hezekiah (3:13–4:22). This section 

describes a previous vision of Isaiah, which consists of four parts. The first part concerns the coming of 

the Beloved and the establishment of the church. Although some of the details are similar to the NT 

gospel accounts, especially Matthew, others—e.g., theBeloved‘sdescentfrom/ascenttotheseventh

heaven (cf. Ap. Jas. 8–9); his transformation into the form of a man; the descent of the angel of the 

church; the role of the Holy Spirit and Michael in the resurrection, hoisting the Beloved onto their 

shoulders (cf. Gos. Pet. 10); the call to believe in the cross (cf. Ap. Jas. 6)—are different.  

The second part of the T. Hez. describes the corruption of the church at the end of time. The key focus 

hereisontheleadersofthechurch,the―elders‖andthe―shepherds,‖whoarecastigatedfortheir

worldliness and contentiousness and who will become so influential as to render ineffective the few 

remaining prophets.  

The third part of the T. Hez. deals with the end-time reign of Beliar. He bears a strong resemblance to 

the Beast of Revelation 13,buttheNeroniccharacterizationismademoreexplicithere.Beliar‘sroyaland

miracle-working roles are emphasized, as well as his claim to deity. He will rule for 1335 days (cf. Dan 

12:12),duringwhichtimehewillpersecutethe―plant‖(i.e.,church).Thefewwhoremainfaithfulwill

flee as they await the coming of Jesus.  

The final part of the T. Hez. depicts the coming of the Lord and the Final Judgment. Although there are 

strong parallels to Revelation 19–20, again there are significant differences. The most striking is the 

description of what happens to the saints. Those saints who have been reclothed with robes from the 

seventh heaven (i.e., those who have died) will descend with the Lord to strengthen those who are still 

alive and to serve in the world for an indefinite time. Afterwards, the rest of the saints will receive robes 

from above and will leave their bodies in this world. The T. Hez. concludes with a relatively lengthy 

section (added by the final redactor?) linking this vision with the canonical book of Isaiah, the OT Psalms 

and Proverbs, the Minor Prophets, Daniel, and, apparently, the Jewish pseudepigraphon known as the 

Prayer of Joseph.  

The Christian perspective behind the Testament of Hezekiah is a fascinating blend of traditions both 

―canonical‖(especiallyMatthewandRevelation)and―extracanonical‖(e.g.,Gospel of Peter, Apocryphon 

of James). The freedom with which the traditions are handled and mixed, coupled with matters such as the 

relatively primitive portrait of the church hierarchy and the strong Nero redivivus emphasis, suggest a late 

1st century or early 2d century C.E. date. The distinctive Christology, along with the strong criticism of 

ecclesiasticalleaders,mightpointtoa―heterodox‖communityasthatwhichproducedtheTestament. 

The Vision of Isaiah narratesIsaiah‘sascentthroughthesevenheavens(cf., e.g., Testament of Levi, 2 

Enoch, 3 Baruch). Like the Mart. Is., the Vis. Is. begins with Isaiah and his son Josab in the presence of 

King Hezekiah. Many other dignitaries are present, along with a number of prophets. In the midst of this 

assembly, Isaiah receives a vision, which he then recounts to Hezekiah, Josab, and the prophets. First, an 

angel appears to Isaiah in order to take him on a journey. As he ascends, Isaiah views the struggle, led by 

Sammael, on earth. As he passes through the first five heavens, he sees and hears angels singing praises to 

the One who sits in the seventh heaven, with the glory increasing at each level. For the last two heavens, 

Isaiahisfirsttakenintothe―air‖oftheheavenbeforeenteringtheheavenitself.Intheairof the sixth 

heaven, the angel prepares him for his final ascent and what he is about to see. In the sixth heaven, which 

is significantly more glorious than the first five, Isaiah and his guide join the angels in praising the Father, 

his Beloved, and the Holy Spirit. In the air of the seventh heaven, the head angel of the sixth heaven 

attempts to prevent Isaiah from ascending any higher, but the voice of Christ permits him to proceed.  

Isaiah then ascends to the seventh heaven, where he sees a wonderful light, innumerable angels, and all 

the righteous from Adam onwards, stripped of their flesh and clothed in robes from above. The angel 

predicts for Isaiah the descent of the Beloved into the world, his crucifixion and resurrection, and his 

remaining in the world for 545 days before his ascent back to the seventh heaven. Central to the 

predictionistheemphasisthattheBeloved‘strueidentityisconcealedevenfrom―thegodofthatworld‖



who puts him to death (cf. Ign. Eph. 19). Isaiah next sees the books which record the deeds of the children 

of Israel, and many robes, thrones, and crowns, which are reserved for those who will believe in the words 

of the Beloved and in his cross. Isaiah then sees and worships the Lord (i.e., Christ), the Holy Spirit, and 

the Great Glory (i.e., the Father). After hearing the Father commission Christ to descend incognito into 

theworld,theretodestroy―theprincesandtheangelsandgodsofthatworld‖andtoascendagaintohis

rightful place, Isaiah observes the descent and transformation of the Lord, his Virgin Birth, his crucifixion 

and resurrection, his commissioning of the twelve disciples, and his ascension. Again the concealment of 

his identity is emphasized, at least until his ascension, when he is recognized by all, much to their 

surprise. Also noteworthy is the Virgin Birth account, which is an amalgam of traditions, including some 

found in Matthew and others found in the Protevangelium of James. AtthispointIsaiah‘svisionends.He 

tells Hezekiah to tell no one about the vision. A concluding postscript explains that it is because of these 

visions and prophecies that Sammael had Isaiah sawn in half by Manasseh.  

The Vision of Isaiah contains some striking parallels to certain strands of Gnosticism, especially the 

Ophites, who, according to Irenaeus (Haer. 1.30),affirmedChrist‘sdescentthroughthesevenheavens

and his stay in the world for 545 days after his resurrection (cf. Ap. Jas. 2). As a result, some scholars 

have viewed the Vis. Is. as gnostic (Helmbold 1972). But there is no full-blown gnostic myth, Ophite or 

otherwise, in the Vis. Is. Thus, the precise relationship between the Vision and Gnosticism, or perhaps 

some primitive form of it, remains unclear.  

In addition to its descent/transformation Christology, two theological motifs in the Vis. Is. stand out. 

First,thereisastrongemphasisonthemiraculousnatureofJesus‘birth,almosttothepointofdenying

the actual birth process altogether (cf. Odes Sol. 19). Second, there is a distinctive Trinitarian concern. On 

theonehand,worshipintheseventhheavenisdirectedtoward―theLord‖(i.e.,Christ),theHolySpirit

(frequentlycalledan―angel‖),andtheFather.Ontheotherhand,both―theLord‖andtheHolySpirit 

worship and praise the Father, giving him a superior status.  

The apparent quotation of 11:14 in the Acts of Peter 24 (ca. 190 C.E.) fixes the date of the Vision prior 

to the end of the 2d century C.E. Parallels with Ignatius (ca. 115 C.E.) and the Protevangelium of James 

(ca. 150 C.E.) might suggest a date in the first half of the 2d century. The clear reference to the Vis. Is. in 

3:13 might even indicate that it was composed prior to the T. Hez., thus pushing its date back to the end of 

the 1st century. But it is also possible that the T. Hez. was composed first, and that 3:13 was part of the 

final redaction, being an attempt to link the three strata together. A third possibility, given other parallels 

between the T. Hez. and the Vis. Is. (e.g., the descent of Christ from the seventh heaven, the appellation 

―theBeloved,‖theangeloftheHolySpirit,beliefinthecross),isthattheT. Hez. and the Vis. Is. were 

composed together and jointly redacted into the Mart. Is. In any event, the Vis. Is., like the T. Hez., is an 

intriguingblendof―canonical‖and―extracanonical‖traditionsandwasprobablycomposedwithina

―heterodox‖community. 

The dating of the Coptic fragments to the mid-4th century C.E., points to a final redaction of the 

composite document prior to ca. 350, and probably considerably earlier. The final editor apparently added 

several other passages (e.g., 1:2b–6a, 7, 13; 2:9; 5:15–16) as well.  

The Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah, then, is an important document both as a witness to an ancient 

JewishlegendconcerningIsaiah‘smartyrdomandasevidenceforanearlyformofChristianitywhichset

forth its distinctive understanding of its faith at a time before there was a fixed NT canon and before 

―orthodoxy‖wasclearlydefined.Fortextsee APOT 2: 155–62, NTApocr 2: 454–68, and OTP 2: 143–55.  
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JOSEPH L. TRAFTON  

ISCAH (PERSON) [Heb yiskâ (ִיְסָכה)]. Daughter of Haran and sister of Milcah (Gen 11:29). Later 

associations of Iscah with Sarah are not based on any clear evidence in the biblical text. The name itself 

appears to be a prefixed form of a weak verb, either nsk, ―topour‖(referringtoperfume;cf.Cassuto 

1964: 277), or skh, ―tosee‖(referringtodivinefavoratthebirthofthechild;cf.EncMiqr 3: 707). The 

former suggestion does not have onomastic parallels in Semitic personal names; the latter option does 

have such parallels, although the root skh is not attested in biblical Hebrew.  
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ISCARIOT. See JUDAS ISCARIOT.  

ISH-BOSHETH (PERSON) [Heb ˒  s bōšet (ִאיס בֶֹּׁשת)]. An alternative, perhaps artificially created 

nameforSaul‘s youngest son by Ahinoam bat Ahimaaz, Eshbaal. The present form is found consistently 

intheMTtextof2SamuelandisreflectedinLXX‘sIebosthe (cf. Memphibosthe, 3:8; 2:8, 10, 12, 15; 

3:8, 14, 15; 4:5, 8, 12), while the form Eshbaal is found exclusively in both textual traditions of the 

Saulide genealogy quoted in 1 Chr 8:33 (LXX Asabal); 9:39 (LXX Isbaal). It is generally thought that the 

form of the name in Chronicles with ba˓al ―master,possessor‖isauthentic,andthat the term bōšet, 

―shame,‖waslatersubstitutedfortheformerdivineepithetba˓al when it became commonly associated 

with the fertility god Baal (Geiger 1857: 301; Gray 1896: 121; IPN 118–19).―Baal‖appears to have been 

an accepted epithet for Yahweh until the early monarchic period, but after this time, it seems to have 

becomerestrictedtouseforYahweh‘smainrival,theCanaanitestormgod. 

other examples commonly cited to illustrate the substitution of bōšet for ba˓al in personal names all 

derivefrom2Samuel:Saul‘sgrandsonMeribaal/Mephibosheth(1 Chr 8:34; 2 Sam 4:4); 

Jerubbaal/Jerubbesheth (Judg 6:32; 1 Sam 12:11; 2 Sam 11:21); and Josheb-basshebeth (2 Sam 23:8), 

which is thought to be a corruption of Ishbosheth, and presumably derived from an original Ishbaal, 

although the form Jashobeam occurs in 1 Chr 11:11 (Geiger 1857: 301; Tsevat 1975: 80–85). None of the 

three examples is airtight; the first involves a change in the first element of the name as well as the 

second; the second one was not vocalized by the Massoretes as bōšet, and may not have represented this 

element historically; and the third name never appears with the ba˓al element. On the other hand, there 

are additional textual examples, (e.g., 1 Kgs 18:9, 25; Hos 9:10; Jer 11:13) where the title ba˓al has been 

interchanged with the term bōšet in the LXX text (Dillmann 1881: 614–15; McCarter II Samuel AB, 86).  

Additional names containing the element ba˓al occur very infrequently in the Bible (Baal-hanan, 

Beeliada, Baanah, and Baasha), perhaps confirming the developing aversion to the term. In the case of 

Beeliada, an alternate form Eliada is found, possibly providing a variant solution to the elimination of the 

offensive ba˓al element (Noth IPN, 119).  

Asmallminorityhassuggestedthatthenameformbeacceptedasgenuine,arguingthatthe―bosheth‖

elementrepresentsthedivinefeature―dignity,pride,‖which became a divine epithet and type of guardian 

angel. It is attested in this sense in extrabiblical texts. According to this view, Ish-bohseth would have 

beeneithertheperson‘soriginalname,orpossiblyanadditionalthronenamegiventohimwhenhe 

succeeded Saul as king over Israel (Tsevat 1975).  



Some have argued that a third form of the name of the same individual, Ishvi, occurs in 1 Sam 14:49 in 

thelistofSaul‘sfamily members (e.g., NHT 92; Gray 1896: 121). The Lucianic LXX reading Iessou 

could preserve an original Hebrew reading *˒  šyô, ―manofYahweh.‖However,theappearanceofIshvias

the second-born son in this list, together with the absence of Abinadab and Eshbaal, who are named in the 

Chronicles genealogy as the two youngest sons of Ahinoam, tend to suggest that he is not identical with 

Eshbaal. He would seem to be an older son who died in his childhood (see AHINOAM; for the career of 

Ish-bosheth, see ESHBAAL).  
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DIANA V. EDELMAN  

ISH-HAI (PERSON) [Heb ˒  š-ḥayi ( ִִאיׁש־ַחי)]. According to the Kĕṯiḇ, Ish-hai is the father of 

Jehoiada, the father of Benaiah, but the Qĕrē˒, ―Benaiah,thesonofJehoiada,wasavaliantman‖isthe

more commonly accepted reading (2 Sam 23:20). The Qĕrē˒, which substitutes ḥayil for ḥayi, causes less 

problems grammatically and is found in the parallel text in 1 Chr 11:22.  

PAULINE A. VIVIANO  

ISHBAH (PERSON) [Heb yišbāḥ (ִיְׁשָבח)]. The father of Eshtemoa, mentioned in the genealogical 

list of the tribe of Judah (1 Chr 4:17). His siblings included Miriam and Shammai. Though there are 

problems with the Heb text, it appears that Ishbah is the son of Mered and Bithiah, the daughter of 

pharaoh. Bithiah is not mentioned until v 18 in the Heb, after the children of a Judean wife of Mered are 

listed. RSV placed the clause that refers to Bithiah in v 17 to clarify the apparent connection of Bithiah 

with the list (in v 17b)precedingthatoftheJudeanwife‘schildren(v 18a). As this seems the best way to 

make sense of the text, Ishbah then would not have been a pure-blooded Judahite. Note that there is no 

attempt in the text to exclude the descendants of foreign marriages (cf. Ackroyd Chronicles Ezra 

Nehemiah TBC, 36; and Myers 1 Chronicles AB, 29, who believes that this list is preexilic).  

In discussing a class of Heb personal names that have to do with guilt and petitioning for forgiveness, 

Noth (IPN 211; cf. IDB 2: 746) links the name with the Heb root šbḥ tomean―may[God‘swrath]

subside.‖ 

KENNETH H. CUFFEY  

ISHBAK (PERSON) [Heb yišbāq (ִיְׁשָבק)]. The fifth son of Abraham and Keturah (Gen 25:2; 1 Chr 

1:32).Abraham,inordertoremoverivalstoIsaac‘sclaimtohisinheritance,providedgiftstoIshbakand

his brothers and sent them to eastern areas (Gen 25:6). No descendants of Ishbak are mentioned in either 

listofAbrahamandKeturah‘soffspring,makingitimpossibletotracehisgenealogicalrelationshipto

other groups (in contrast to Jokshan and Midian whose lines are traced through further generations).  

RICHARD W. NYSSE  

ISHBI-BENOB (PERSON) [Heb yišb   bĕnōb (ִיְׁשִבי ְבנֹּב)]. A Philistine champion descended from, 

or a votary of (McCarter II Samuel AB, 449–50) Raphah. Ishbi-Benob sought to kill David (2 Sam 

21:16),buthewashimselfkilledbyAbishai,oneofDavid‘sheroes(v 17). This episode appears as the 

first in a series of four episodes recountingthedefeatofPhilistinechampionsbyDavid‘swarriors(2 Sam 

21:15–22). Although variant versions of the latter three episodes are to be found in 1 Chr 20:4–8, Ishbi-

Benob‘sthreattoDavid‘slife,whichtookplaceatatimeofthelatter‘sweariness(2 Sam 21:15) and led 

toDavid‘sbeingbarred by his troops from further battles (v 17), is not recounted in Chronicles (about 



which see Curtis and Madsen Chronicles ICC, 243; Myers I Chronicles AB, 142). The first element of the 

name Ishbi-Benob is derived from the marginal MT Qere to 2 Sam 21:16, wyšby. The consonantal text, 

however, reads wyšbw. Most modern scholars have followed the Kethib and read the putative name as 

wayyēšĕbû bĕgōb ―andtheydweltatGob.‖ThisisachievedthroughthevocalizationoftheMTKethib 

and the emendation of Nob to Gob on the basis of vv 18 and 19 (NHT 270–71; but see Ehrlich 1910: 331). 

Recently McCarter (p. 448) has restored the text of vv 15 and 16 on the basis of an originally marginal 

note which has crept into the LXX traditions in the vicinity of v 11, and on the basis of the Lucianic 

tradition in which the name Dadou son of Ioas appears in place of Ishbi-Benob.McCarter‘ssuggestionis

to restore the beginning of v 16 from the MT wyšbw bnb˒šr ―andJishboofNob,who‖towyšbw 

(wayyišbēw)ddw bn yw˒š ―andDodosonofJoashcapturedhim[David].‖Theconjecturedcorruptionof

the MT would have been occasioned by the dropping of ddw by homoioteleuton and the change of bn 

yw˒š to bnb ˒sûr under the influence of bgwb ―inGob‖invv 18 and 19, for which some manuscripts read 

bnwb ―inNob.‖ 
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ISHHOD (PERSON) [Heb ˒  šhôd (ִאיְׁשהוד)]. Manassite son of Hammolecheth (1 Chr 7:18). His 

name,suggesting(parentalwishesforhis)physicalstrength,probablymeant―manofvitality‖(îš + hôd) 

(Noth IPN, 225). His brothers were Abiezer and Mahlah, although the latter name may be feminine in 

form and so designate a sister (cf. Josh 17:3). In addition, Curtis and Madsen (Chronicles ICC, 152) have 

proposed that Shemida (1 Chr 7:19), whose relation to the rest of the tribe of Manasseh in the chapter is 

uncertain,wasHammolecheth‘sfourthson.Fewinterpreters,however,havefoundthissuggestion

convincing. See SHEMIDA.  

AlthoughitisclearthatIshhod‘smotherwasHammolecheth, his father is not identified, and it is 

unclear why the name of his mother, rather than that of his father, is given in the genealogy. In addition, 

the relationship of Hammolecheth (and so Ishhod) to the rest of Manasseh is unclear. It seems most likely 

that she was the sister of Gilead (vv 17–18),althoughthisisbynomeanscertain.Inthiscase,Ishhod‘s

grandfather and great-grandfather would have been Gilead and Machir, respectively. See 

HAMMOLECHETH.  

M. PATRICK GRAHAM  

ISHI (DEITY) [Heb ˒  š   (ִאיִׁשי)]. KJV rendering (actually, transliteration) of Heb ˒  š   in Hos 2:18—

Eng2:16. Most versions now translate ˒  š   as―myhusband‖(lit.―myman‖).Thecontextoftheverse,

Hosea 2 (in a broader sense, Hosea 1–3), likens the covenant relationship of God (Yahweh) with Israel 

(here, specifically, the N kingdom) to a marriage, in which Yahweh is the husband and Israel the wife. 

Israel at present (during the reign of Jeroboam II), according to Hos 2:4–15—Eng2:2–13, is the unfaithful 

spouse, but, as vv 16–25—Eng 14–23 announce, she will be led to repentance and a return to Yahweh. In 

that future day of renewed, restored fellowship with Yahweh, Israel (according to the imagery of the 

marriage metaphor) will call Yahweh ˒  š  , ―myhusband‖(cf.v 4—Eng 2), no longer calling him ba˓l  , 

―mylord‖(v 18—Eng 16). This change in terms of address for Yahweh signifies the change that will take 

place in the nation. The old term, ba˓al, whichcanalsobetranslated―husband,‖comesfromaverbalroot

meaning―toruleover,‖―topossess.‖Whenba˓al isusedinthesenseof―husband,‖thereoftenisan

implied emphasis on the formal, contractual relationship between the man and woman, on the legal rights 

ofthemanashusband(―lord‖)ofthewoman(Gen 20:3; Exod 21:3, 22; Deut 22:22; 24:4; cf. 2 Sam 

11:26). On the other hand, ˒  š (―man‖),usedinthesenseof―husband,‖cancarryconnotationsoftheman

as counterpart, companion of the woman, of his being in a close relationship with the woman (Gen 2:23–

24; 3:6; cf. Gen 3:16; 29:32, 34; 30:15, 20; 2 Sam 14:5; 2 Kgs 4:1). In the context of Hosea 2, ˒  š   is a 

more personal, intimate term than ba˓l  . When Israel at some future date is brought to repentance and 

renewal,shewillnolongercallYahwehher―lord,‖someoneshegrudginglyhastoacknowledgeasher



husband simply because she is bound to him by legal contract. Rather, she will sincerely, affectionately 

call Yahweh ˒  š  , ―myman,‖―myhusband,‖genuinelylovinghimandwillinglyremainingfaithfulto

him.  

However, Hos 2:18—Eng2:16 has further meaning. Becausethewordtranslated―(my)lord‖isalsothe

name of the great Canaanite deity Baal, ba˓al, and because of the context (see 2:10, 15, and especially 

19—Eng2:8, 13, 17), this verse should also be seen as a polemic against Baal worship. Such an 

understanding assumes that the Israelites referred to Yahweh as ba˓al, ―lord,‖which,accordingto

onomastic data, was the case. In some instances, at least during earlier times, this was done apparently in 

an innocent, uncompromising fashion. By the 8th century, though, any use of ba˓al in a religious 

connection would be dangerous. If mentioned in reference to Yahweh, ba˓al could still have the generic 

sense―lord,‖yetnevertheless would be suggestive of the Canaanite deity; worse, it could indicate a 

syncretism, in which Yahweh was venerated as Baal. Thus, according to the marriage metaphor of Hosea 

2, when Israel in the future will no longer call Yahweh ba˓l  , ―mylord,‖but˒  š  , ―myhusband,‖the

underlying message is twofold. Israel will be lovingly devoted to Yahweh and—what goes hand in hand 

with this—there will be no problem with, not even any reminder of, Baal worship. There will only be pure 

worship of Yahweh.  

WALTER A. MAIER III  

ISHI (PERSON) [Heb yiš˓   (ִיְׁשִףי)]. 1. The son of Appaim and descendant of Jerahmeel (1 Chr 2:31). 

He was the father of Sheshan. This verse occurs as part of a general chiastic structure within the 

genealogy of Judah, with the descendants of Jerahmeel forming the central unit of the chiasm (Williamson 

1979). LXX
B
 reads Isemiēl for the MT yiš˓  . The MT of 1 Chr 2:31 is puzzling since it introduces Ishi as 

the son of Appaim and Sheshan as the son of Ishi with the plural, bĕnê, even though only one son is 

mentioned each time. It may be that this is simply a scribal error since the plural is regularly used 

throughout 1 Chronicles 2 for the introduction of groups of sons. However, the possibility exists that such 

a genealogical list does not refer to individuals but to families or clans designated by their ancestor. It is 

well known that such lists often reflect important social and political relationships between different 

groups at the time of their composition (Wilson 1980). Although it is impossible to date this list, the 

importance of Judah in the work of the Chronicler meant that groups attached to this genealogy were 

accorded a privileged position. It might well be that the purpose was to legitimate the position of various 

clans or groups during the time of the Chronicler (Braun 1 Chronicles WBC, 38–47).  

2. The father of Zoheth and Betzoheth of the tribe of Judah (1 Chr 4:20). The name occurs in what 

appears to be a disconnected list of the members of the tribe of Judah (Braun 1 Chronicles WBC, 57). The 

connection of Ishi to the tribe of Judah means that it attains a privileged position in the work and time of 

the Chronicler. Williamson (1979) understands vv 20–23 as the conclusion of the intricate chiasm which 

comprises the genealogy of Judah.  

3. A Simeonite whose sons are said to have destroyed the remnant of the Amalekites at Mount Seir and 

to have settled in the area (1 Chr 4:42).TheSyriacreads―thesefourmensonsofIshicame‖forMT―sons

ofIshi.‖1 Chr 4:34–43 contains traditions of the movements of various groups and their acquisition of 

territory. This information is peculiar to the Chronicler which makes it difficult to assess its historical 

value. It is reported that four sons of Ishi led five hundred Simeonites to Mount Seir where they destroyed 

―theremnantoftheAmalekites‖andoccupiedtheirterritory.Itisnotknownifthephrase―theremnantof

theAmalekites‖ referstothosewhoescapedDavid‘spursuitandmassacreoftheAmalekitesfollowing

their looting of Ziklag (1 Sam 30:17). This tradition seems to reflect a claim to land but it is difficult to 

date or to be precise about its social location.  

4. A member of the tribe of Manasseh and head of a clan (1 Chr 5:24). Ishi is mentioned with six others 

as a warrior and famous man. Braun (1 Chronicles WBC, 78) believes that these phrases, which are 

common in Chronicles, have military associations and may indicate that the information is derived from 

an old military source. The explanation that their exile was due to apostasy reflects one of the major 

themes of the Deuteronomistic History (1 Chr 5:25–26; cf. 2 Kgs 17:7–23). However, it is not entirely 



clear whether 5:25–26 applies to all the groups mentioned throughout the chapter or simply the seven 

clans referred to in 5:24.  
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KEITH W. WHITELAM  

ISHMA (PERSON) [Heb yišmā˒ (ִיְׁשָמא)]. A Judahite, the brother of Jezreel, Idbash, and 

Hazzelelponi (1 Chr 4:3). LXX identifies Ishma (Gk ragma) as a son of Etam (RSV adopts this reading), 

while MT refers to him as a father of Etam. In the latter case, Etam would probably denote a group of 

people at a particular location (the Etam near Bethlehem, modern Kh. el-Khokh?; LBHG 272, 434). Or 

possiblysomethinghasdroppedoutofthetext―andthesewerethefatherofEtam‖ (wĕ˒ēlleh ˒ăb   ˓êṭām) 

between―these‖and―father.‖SeediscussionofthetextatHAZZELELPONI. The name Ishma is a 

shortened form of Ishmael (yišmā˓ē˒l, ―Godhears,‖Gen 16:11; HALAT 2, 426; cf. IPN, 28, 39, 198).  

KENNETH H. CUFFEY  

ISHMAEL (PERSON) [Heb yišmā˓ē˒l (אל   .)]. The name of six persons in the OTִיְׁשָמףֵּ

1. The son of Hagar and Abraham (Gen 16; 17:18–26; 21:8–21; 25:9, 12–17; 28:9; 36:3; 1 Chr 1:28–31) 

and the eponymous ancestor of the Ishmaelites. See ISHMAELITES; HAGAR.  

2. Son of Nethaniah. One of the Judean troop commanders who, following the destruction of Jerusalem 

in 587/586 B.C.E., chose to join Gedaliah, the ruler of Judah, at his administrative center at Mizpah (Jer 

40:7–8; 2 Kgs 25:23). Ishmael was a member of the royal house (Jer 41:11; 2 Kgs 25:25)and―one of the 

chiefofficersoftheking‖(Jer 41:1).  

Apparently incited by Baalis (an Ammonite seal impression discovered in 1984 reveals that the correct 

spelling of this name is Ba˓alyiš˓a), king of the Ammonites (cf. Jer 40:14), Ishmael and ten of his men 

assassinated Gedaliah during a meal shared with Gedaliah on their arrival in Mizpah. (According to Jer 

40:13–16,GedaliahdidnotbelieveawarningissuedbyJohanan,andrejectedJohanan‘soffertokill

Ishmaelsecretly.)IshmaelalsomurderedsomeofGedaliah‘ssupportersandanumberofBabylonians,

possibly men attached to a Babylonian garrison stationed at Mizpah (Jer 41:1–3; 2 Kgs 25:25). Although 

the Hebrew Bible does not give the year of the assassination, the fact that the text states only that it took 

place―intheseventhmonth‖(Jer 41:1; 2 Kgs 25:25) implies that the assassination occurred in the same 

year as thefallofJerusalem(―inthefourthmonth,‖Jer 39:2). But it is also possible that Gedaliah 

remained in power for a few years, and that it was his assassination which led to the deportation which, 

according to Jer 52:30 (cf. Josephus, Ant 10.9.7),tookplaceinNebuchadnezzar‘s23dyear(582/581

B.C.E.).  

OnthedayfollowingGedaliah‘sassassination,Ishmaeltreacherouslyslaughteredanumberofpilgrims

en route from N Israel to Jerusalem. Their bodies were cast into a cistern built by King Asa of Judah (Jer 

41:4–9). Ishmael then set out for Ammon, taking as hostages the daughters of the king who had been 

entrustedtoGedaliah,and―therestofthepeoplewhowereinMizpah‖(Jer 41:10).Ishmael‘s plans were 

foiled when he and his band were intercepted at Gibeon by Johanan and other troop commanders and their 

men. With only eight of his supporters, Ishmael was able to escape to Ammon (Jer 41:15). Fearing 

Babylonian reprisals for the assassination of Gedaliah (Jer 41:18; 2 Kgs 25:26),Johananand―allthe

remnantofJudah‖rejectedYahweh‘swordasspokenbytheprophetJeremiahandfledtoEgypt(Jer 

41:16–43:7). These events are related in some detail in Jer 40:7–43:7. 2 Kgs 25:22–26 contains only a 

brief account of the appointment and assassination of Gedaliah, and the flight to Egypt. There is no 

reference to this material in either Chronicles or Jeremiah 52.  

The Hebrew Bible does not say what motivated Ishmael to assassinate Gedaliah. It can be assumed, 

however, that Ishmael was a staunch nationalist who would have viewed Gedaliah not only as a traitor 

who had collaborated with the Babylonians but also as the usurper of a role which rightfully belonged to 

the house of David. (No title is given for the office to which Gedaliah, a member of the prominent family 



ofShaphan,wasappointedbytheBabylonians;whileitisusuallyassumedthatGedaliah‘sappointment

wastotheofficeof―governor,‖onemustalsoreckonwiththepossibilitythathewasappointed―king‖

[see IJH, 421–23].) Although Ishmael may have been motivated by nothing more than an intense hatred 

for both Gedaliah and the Babylonians, it is also possible that as a member of the house of David he also 

entertained the hope of laying claim to the throne of Judah (cf. Josephus, Ant 10.9.3), perhaps with the 

support of the Ammonites (cf. Jer 40:14).  

Ishmael‘sassassinationofGedaliahisofpivotalimportanceinthechainofeventsleadingfrom

Gedaliah‘sappointmenttotheflighttoEgypt.BothJer 40:7–43:7 and 2 Kgs 25:22–26 underscore the 

view that hope for the future lies not with those who remained in the land (and who later left for Egypt), 

but rather with the exiles in Babylon.  
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JOHN M. BERRIDGE  

3. A Benjaminite, and descendant of Saul in the thirteenth generation (1 Chr 8:38; 9:44). Accordingly, 

he should have lived in the 7th century B.C.  

4. ThefatherofZebadiah,―chief‖(Hebnāg  d) of Judah at the time of Jehoshaphat (2 Chr 19:11). The 

historicityofJehoshaphat‘sjuridicalreform(2 Chr 19:4–11) is difficult to defend (Welten 1973: 142, 

184–85);soistheassumptionofaJudean―chief‖inthepreexilicperiod;theconstellationking—high 

priest—secular leader of Judah recalls the political structure of the Persian province Yehud.  

5. Acaptain(literally―officerofhundred‖)operative in the revolt against Athaliah in the version of the 

Chronicler, 2 Chr 23:1.TheofficersarenamelessintheChronicler‘ssource,2 Kgs 11:4; calling them by 

names followsthesamelineastheother―improvements‖introducedbytheChroniclerintotheaccountof

2 Kings 11.  

6. A priest found guilty of marrying a foreign woman, and who subsequently agreed to divorce her (Esra 

10:22).  

ThenameIshmaelmeans―Godlistened(namely,totheparents‘prayer)‖andisattestedthroughoutW

Semitic, from Amorite to Safaitic (Knauf 1989: 38, n. 170). In Hebrew, it was a very popular name in the 

7th (#3) and 6th (#2) centuries, and in the postexilic period (#4–6). Epigraphical attestations of the name 

showthesamedistribution;theremaybeuptonineIshmaelsinAvigad‘sbullaefromthetimeof

Jeremiah (1986).  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

ISHMAEL, RABBI. Leading rabbinic authority of the first third of the 2d century B.C.E. 

(contemporarywithbutinthelongrunovershadowedbyAkibabenJoseph);Ishmael‘sfatherwasnamed

Elisha, but in recognition of his importance he is often named in ancient sources without his patronymic. 

It has long been taken as established that Ishmael and Akiba were the founders of two rival schools of 

exegesis,ofwhichIshmael‘swascharacterizedbyatendencytotreatbiblicallanguageasordinary

language while Akiba treated it as a special discourse in which every particle and every letter had specific 

meaning (so, e.g., Heschel 1962–65), but recent scholarship has cast doubt on the idea that two so clearly 

distinct hermeneutical systems can be isolated from the extant texts (see Porton 1976–82 4: 159–211). In 

any event, several of the most important early midrashic elaborations of the Pentateuch (chiefly Mek. de-

Rabbi Ishmael and Sipre Num.) are widely attributed to his school, as the traditional title of the first 



clearly indicates; elsewhere in rabbinic literature many additional exegetical traditions are ascribed to 

those of the house/school of R. Ishmael. The introductory section of Sipra contains a list of thirteen rules 

for the proper exegesis of the Torah which also is attributed to Ishmael, even though Sipra as a whole is 

usually assigned to the school of Akiba; this list was eventually incorporated into the daily prayer book.  

The nature of rabbinic literature makes it difficult to reach secure conclusions about the details of 

Ishmael‘slifeorteachings,butitcanbenotedthatnumeroussources(e.g.,b. Ketub. 105b; Ḥul. 49a; t. 

Ḥal. 1:10) assign him a priestly ancestry, and that he seems at some point to have taken up residence in 

the southern portion of the Land of Israel (Ketub. 5:8). A widespread tradition includes among the martyrs 

of the Hadrianic persecution a teacher named Ishmael (see, e.g., Mek. Neziqin 18), but aside from 

Finkelstein (1938) and Porton (1976–82: 2.129–33) most modern authorities agree that the reference, if at 

all historical, must have been to some other individual (see Lieberman 1973: 737–38, Safrai EncJud 9:83–

86).  

In the mystical literature of the hêkālôt (―heavenlypalaces‖),Ishmael‘snameappearsveryfrequently;

in fact he and Akiba are the main teachers in whose names these traditions are reported. No satisfactory 

explanation of this connection has been proposed. Talmudic tradition reports that Akiba was also 

connected to the merkābâ movement (chariot-throne mysticism), but asserts no such link for Ishmael. 

PerhapsIshmael‘snamewasattachedtothesematerialsthroughhiswell-known association with Akiba.  

J.Neusner(1969)hasobservedthatthenamesofIshmael‘sclosestdisciplesaregenerallyabsentfrom

the Mishnah, and has hypothesized that Ishmael‘sfollowersfledtoBabyloniaduringtheBarKokhbawar

and the Hadrianic persecution and did not all return to Israel when it later became possible to do so; this 

wouldimplyaveryimportantroleforIshmael‘sstudentsinthetransferofrabbinic Judaism to Babylonia 

during the middle and late 2d century C.E.  
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ROBERT GOLDENBERG  

ISHMAELITES [Heb yišmĕ˓ē˒l  m (אִלים  )]. In the OT there are five contexts in which thisִיְׁשְמףֵּ

group of people is mentioned. In the Joseph story, it is variously the Ishmaelites or the Midianites (or both 

together) who transport and sell Joseph to Egypt (Gen 27:25, 27ff.; 39:1). In Judg 8:24 the Midianites are 

(again) called Ishmaelites. The Ishmaelites are listed in Ps 83:7 among a number of peoples hostile to 

Israel (Edomites, Moabites, Hagarites, and Amalekites). 1 Chr 2:17 identifiesoneofDavid‘sofficialsas

anIshmaelite,whoisidentifiedasan―Israelite‖in2 Sam 17:25. According to 1 Chr 27:30 an Ishmaelite 

wasinchargeofDavid‘scamels. 

———  

A. Name and Identification  

1. Ishmael  

2. Sons of Ishmael  

B. History of Research  

C. The Rise and Decline of the Ishmaelites  

1. The 8th Century B.C.  

2. The 7th Century B.C.  

3. The 6th and 5th Centuries B.C.  

———  

A. Name and Identification  

1. Ishmael. Ishmael, the eponymous ancestor of the Ishmaelites, and his mother Hagar are the subject of 

two biblical narratives. According to Genesis 16, Abram fathered Ishmael, but the jealous Sarai drove the 



still-pregnant Hagar into the desert (vv 3–6). There an angel revealed to Hagar the eventual destiny of the 

child she would soon bear. However, in v 15 (usually assigned to P, but see Thompson 1987: 89–91) 

Abram is portrayed as being present for the birth of his son, and indeed it is he who gives the child the 

name―Ishmael.‖  

In Gen 21:1–21, Sarah, after giving birth to Isaac, (again) incites Abraham to expel Hagar and Ishmael, 

who at this time is at least 15 or 16 years old (cf. 16:16 with 21:5, 8). In a passage that has long baffled 

commentators, the outcast Hagar carries her (approximately 15-year-old) son into the wilderness, where 

she abandons the crying child (Heb yeled, usually reserved for sub-teenagers!) under a bush (vv 14–16). 

At this point, an angel intervenes and (again) reveals the destiny of the child.  

ItisevidentfromtherepeatedemphasisonIshmael‘sdestinythatthesetwosimilarstoriesservean

ethnographicpurpose:―Hewillbeawildassofaman,hisfistagainstall,andeveryone‘sfistagainst

him‖(16:12). This verse describes not an individual person, but the bedouin lifestyle. The same holds true 

for Gen 21:20–21 (Knauf 1989: 22–24). However, this does not mean that the intention behind the two 

narratives is solely ethnographic (cf. Trible 1984: 9–35; Görg 1986).  

In the P source (or redactional layer), the basic content of the two narratives, Genesis 16 and 21:1–21, is 

condensed into four sentences and a short dialogue. Gen 16:3 and 16:15–16 state the relationship between 

Abram,Hagar,andIshmaelbaldly.WhenAbramfailstobelieveGod‘spromiseofanothersonand

wishes to designate Ishmael as heir of the covenant, Yahweh rejects this (Gen 17:15–19). Abram is 

reassured, however, that Ishmael shall also become the father of a large people (v 20). The fulfillment of 

this promise is described in Gen 25:12–17, where the twelve sons of Ishmael, all well-known and 

powerful Arab tribes, are listed.  

Yisûma> (<)el is a typical W Semitic personal name, a sentence name of the type imperfect (preterite) 

plus subject (theophorous element). The type is attested from the earliest W Semitic texts (second half of 

the 3d millennium B.C.) to Pre-Islamic Arabic (first half of the 1st millennium A.D.; Knauf 1989: 38, n. 

170). Even without the stories about Ishmael in Genesis 16 and 21, and the list of the sons of Ishmael in 

Gen 25:12–17, it could still be concluded from the generic term yišmĕ˓ (˒)ēl  m that this group of tribes 

derived itself from an eponymous ancestor named yišma˓˒ēl.  

2. Sons of Ishmael. Itisasubjectofscholarlydisputewhetherthe―Ishmaelites‖ofthebiblicalsources

outsidethePsourcehaveanythingtodowiththe―SonsofIshmael‖listedinGenesis 25; and, whether 

thereareextrabiblicalreferencesto―Ishmael‖asanethnonym,particularlywithreferencetotheArabian

tribal entity Su-mu- (˒-)AN, mentioned by Sennacherib and Ashurbanipal (see B below).The―Sonsof

Ishmael,‖inanycase,arewellattestedbothinsideandoutsidetheOT. 

NEBAIOTH (ancient Arabic *Nabayāt)iscalledthe―firstbornofIshmael,‖andlistedfirstinGen 

25:13. This may reflect a specific Palestinian point of view (Knauf 1989: 108–9). His sister is married to 

Esau/Edom in Gen 28:9 and Gen 36:3 (with two different names, cf. Knauf 1989: 93, n. 509). For Isa 

60:7, they are breeders of small stock par excellence. Ashurbanipal seems to have been the first Assyrian 

rulerwhoestablishedcontactswiththisArabiantribe(Eph˒al1982: 221f.; Knauf 1989: 93–95). 

AccordingtotheThamudicinscriptionsfromJebelGhuneimnearTaymâ˒,thepeopleofTaymâ˒hadto

fight at least one war against the nbyt (*Nabayāt; Winnett and Reed 1970: 90–92). These inscriptions are 

dated to the 6th century B.C. by Winnett (1980), and to ca. 400 B.C. by Roschinski (1980) and Knauf 

(1989: 76–77). Linguistically, it is impossible to connect the later Nabataeans with the Nebaioth; 

historically, it can be argued that the Nabataeans derived from the Qedarites (Knauf 1989: 92–111).  

KEDAR (more properly, Qedar) is listed second in Gen 25:13, but was undoubtedly the most numerous 

andthemostpowerfultribeamongthe―SonsofIshmael.‖Queens,andlaterkings,oftheQedaritesare

attested in the Assyrian inscriptions from 738 B.C. untilthereignofAshurbanipal(seeCbelow;Eph˒al

1982: 223–227; Knauf 1989: 2–5, 66, 96–108). In 599/98 B.C., the Neo-Babylonian king Nebuchadnezzar 

led a campaign against this tribe. The Babylonian offensive is reflected in Jer 49:28–33 (Dumbrell 1972; 

Knauf 1989: 103). For Jeremiah (2:10), and for Deutero- and Trito-Isaiah (42:10 and 60:5–9), these 

represent in general the inhabitants of the desert E of Palestine. The latest texts that refer to them are Ezek 

27:21; Isa 21:16f.; Cant 1:5; and Pliny, HN V.11. (12).65.  



ADBEEL, probably identical with Nodab (1 Chr 5:19; Albright 1956: 13; Knauf 1989: 67–68), is 

attested in the inscriptions of Tiglath-pileserIII(Eph˒al1982:215f.;Knauf1989:66–67).  

MIBSAM and MISHMA occur together in 1 Chr 4:25 in the genealogy of Simeon. This may reflect the 

presence of members of these two tribes in S Palestine in the Persian period (Knauf 1989: 68). Mishma 

maybementionedbyAshurbanipalunderthenameofIšamme˒,whichcanrepresentArabic*Yus1āmi˓, 

animperfectoftheIIIstemwiththemeaning―(Theones)whojoinedIshmael–S1ama˓˒il‖(Weippert,

RLA 5: 172–73; Knauf 1989: 9, n. 40).  

DUMAH,inclassicalArabicDūmatal-Jandal, now al-JawfatthelowerendoftheWādīSirḥān,was

the political and cultic center of the Qedarites during the reigns of Sennacherib and Esarhaddon (Knauf 

1989: 69, 81–88). Whether Isa 21:11–12 relates to this central N Arabian town is unclear.  

MASSA is mentioned in Assyrian texts from the 8th and 7th centuries B.C. (Albright1956;Eph˒al1982:

218; Knauf 1983b) and in 4th century B.C.ThamudicinscriptionsfromJebelGhuneimnearTaymâ˒

(WinnettandReed1970:101–2). Massa˒ʷisusuallyrestoredinPs 120:5 (Müller, TRE 3: 573, but cf. 

Knauf 1989: 72, with n. 363) and in Prov 30:1. The admonitions of Prov 31:1–9 are attributed to the 

motherofa―king ofMassa˒.‖ 

HADAD may be attested as a clan in the Jebel Ghuneim inscriptions (Knauf 1989: 73–74). This would 

placethetribeinthevicinityofTaymâ˒. 

TEMA (or Taymâ˒)wasamajortradecenterinNArabia,asisattestedbyJer 25:23–24; Isa 21:13–15; 

Job 6:19. The town paid tribute to Tiglath-pileser III in 734 B.C. For ten years (between 553 and 543 B.C.) 

it was the residence of the Neo-Babylonian king Nabonidus. When the Minaeans gained the supremacy 

over the incense route from the Sabaeans (cf. Job 6:19!) ca. 400 B.C.,Taymâ˒sroleinthetrans-Arabian 

trade seems to have declined to the favor of Dedan/el-˓Ulā,wheretheMinaeansestablishedacolony

(Knauf 1989: 74–80). HowmuchofthearchaeologicalandepigraphicalheritageofTaymâ˒derivesfrom

the time of Nabonidus (Bawden et al. 1980; Bawden 1981; 1983; Winnett 1980; Abu-Duruk 1986) or 

rather from the Persian period (Roschinski 1980; Knauf 1983c: 37–41), is disputed. Recent archaeological 

work has enhanced our understanding of this heritage considerably (Livingstone et al. 1983; Aggoula 

1985; Cross 1986).  

JETUR is apparently located in N Transjordan according to 1 Chr 5:19 (a tradition most probably 

stemmingfromthePersianperiod).Thetribe,betterknownunderitsGreek/Latinname―Ituraeans,‖

movedintotheBiqa˓valleyofLebanoninthe2dcenturyB.C. and became famous—or infamous—for its 

fierce raids (Marfoe 1979: 23–25; Knauf 1984: 19–21). The Roman imperial army recruited from them a 

number of elite units of archers. The Ituraeans are attested in Safaitic inscriptions as well as in the Greek 

and Latin literary record (Knauf 1983c: 41–47; 1989: 80f).  

NAPHISH is associated with Jetur in 1 Chr 5:19,butwithMassa˒inarecentlypublishedcuneiform

letter to the Assyrian king Ashurbanipal (K 5580 = CT 53, 289; Knauf 1983b: 34–36).  

KEDEMAH (orQedmah)istheonly―sonofIshmael‖notattestedinanyextrabiblicalsource,giving

risetotheassumptionthatthis―tribe‖isnothingbutatransformation of the ―lang513 bene qedem‖ (the 

―PeopleoftheEast‖)intoatribeinordertomakethenumberofIshmael‘ssonstherequisitetwelve. 

B. History of Research  

The basic outlines of a history of the Ishmaelites that became the accepted view for over a century were 

drawn by T. Nöldeke in 1864 (pp. 3–6). According to this view, the Ishmaelites were part of the early 

history, or even prehistory, of Israel, not attested after ca. 1000 B.C. With the formgeschichte school of 

thought, the assumption of a J source and an E source in the Pentateuch, and the widely shared acceptance 

of an early date for both, it became possible to see in the Ishmaelites only a minor tribe in the Negeb 

desertofSPalestine,somehowborderinguponthe―Isaac-People‖aroundBeersheba. This view was 

based upon Genesis 16; 21:1–21; 37:25; 27f.; 39:1; 1 Chr 2:17; 27:30; and Judg 8:24, but had to ignore 

the Assyrian evidence which was not yet known to Nöldeke. However, this evidence was known to Meyer 

(1906: 322–26) and Noth (RGG 3: 935–36), who nonetheless reconstructed their histories of the 

Ishmaelites along similar lines.  



Full justice was done to the Assyrian evidence by Dumbrell (1970: 184–246). According to him, the 

Ishmaelites were a major tribal confederacy extending all over N Arabia. They took over from the 

Midianites ca. 1100 B.C., and were succeeded, in turn, by the Qedarites in the 8th century B.C., who in 

turn fell victim to the Nabataeans. Knauf (1989) agrees with Dumbrell‘sgeographicalandpolitical

concept of the Ishmaelites, but not with his dating. The Midianites, according to his view, do not belong 

in this series of N Arabian desert supremacies (Knauf 1983a; 1988), nor were the relationships between 

the Ishmaelites and the Qedarites, or between the Qedarites and the Nabataeans, as antagonistic as 

Dumbrell assumes, if for no other reason than because the latter (in each case) were originally a tribe (or a 

clan) of the former.  

Eph˒al(1982),whomostcompletelycollated the cuneiform evidence for Arab tribes of the first half of 

the 1st millennium B.C., returned to the view that the Ishmaelites, a S Palestinian tribe not of Arab 

extraction and not attested later than 1000 B.C., had nothing to do with the various ―sonsofIshmael‖

subsequently listed by the P source of the Pentateuch and attested in the Assyrian, Aramaic, and ancient N 

Arabianinscriptions(Eph˒al1982:233–240). Knauf (1989), on the contrary, assumes that Genesis 16; 

21:1–21; 25:12–17, and the Assyrian texts of the 8th–7th centuries B.C. all testify to the same ethnic and 

political entity: an Ishmaelite tribal confederacy extending over the whole of N Arabia from the time of 

Tiglath-pileser III to the time of Ashurbanipal.  

The issues underlying these different views are the date and the reliability of the OT references to 

Ishmael, and the question whether biblical Ishmael is identical with the ethnic group Su-mu- (˒)-il 

mentionedbySennacheribandAshurbanipal.Theanswertothefirstquestiondependsonone‘sposition

withrespecttorecentdiscussionsofthePentateuchalsources.AccordingtoEph˒al,whowrotethebulkof

his work before this discussion was renewed in the 1980s, all biblical references to Ishmael antedate the 

end of the 10th century B.C. It is only the list in Gen 25:12–17 that must be later, according to the 

epigraphicevidenceforthetribeslistedtherein.Eph˒alassumesthattheauthorofthislistsoughta

common ancestor for the individual Arab tribes of his day, and that he found the traditional (but by his 

time meaningless) name of Ishmael suitable for this purpose(Eph˒al1976;1982:233–240). For Knauf, 

the oldest traditions in Genesis 16; 25:13–15; 37:25, 27f.; and 39:1 are more or less contemporary (early 

to mid-7th century B.C.; see Knauf 1989: 35–45, 61–65). In his view, Gen 21:1–21 is later than the P 

account (which consists of Genesis 17; 25:12–17; Knauf 1989: 16–25). Also 1 Chr 2:17; 27:30; Ps 83:7 

are assumed to be without historical value for the preexilic period (Knauf 1989: 10–14), as is Judg 8:24, 

which is a gloss from the exilic period.  

As for the identity of Yišma˓˒el and Šumu˒il (Su-mu-[˒-]AN),Eph˒aldeniesanypossibilityofthe

equation (1976: 230; 1982: 167, 230). He does not realize, however, that Assyrian s consistently 

represents W Semitic š in proper names, and that Assyrian u occurs in a number of Arabian names in 

Assyrian transcriptions instead of Semitic a (probably due to a pronunciation in ancient Arabic that 

resembled the tafkhīm ofcontemporaryArabic).AssyrianŠumu˒ilthereforerenders,inalllikelihood,an

ancient N Arabian tribal name S1ama˓ (˒)il, which had the same meaning as Yišma˓ (˒)il. Both historically 

and linguistically, the identity of Ishmael/Yišma˓˒il withŠumu˒il/S1ama˓ (˒)il is highly probable (Knauf 

1989: 5–9, 45).  

Minor points at issue are the identity of Beer-Lahai-Roi (Gen 16:13f.) and that of the mother of Ishmael, 

Hagar. According to the formgeschichte method, the enigmatic passage Gen 16:13f. is the core of the 

―tradition,‖originating in connection with a place of unknown location, Beer-Lahai-Roi, which was the 

Ishmaelites‘culticcenterwheretheyworshippedacertainEl-Roi (Noth, RGG 3: 935–36, and many 

others). According to Knauf (1989: 45–49), Gen 16:13f. is a postexilic learned addition to Gen 16:1–12, a 

short story of high literary quality. Lahai-Roi (lḥyr˒y) is structurally possible as an ancient N Arabian 

personal or tribal name. A tribe or a clan of this name may have given its name to a well within its area of 

pasturage.Thereisnohardevidencethatagod―ElRoi‖everexisted.TheculticcenteroftheIshmaelites

wasDuma,andtheirdeitieswere˓Attaršamayn,Da˒a(y),Nuha(y),Ruḍā, Ab(b)irīlu,and˓Attar-Qurumâ 

(Knauf 1989: 81–88).  



Hagar has been connected with the Hagarites, an Arab tribe of N Transjordan and central Arabia in the 

Persian and early Hellenistic periods. The problem, however, arises from the fact that the Hagarites are 

attested later than the Ishmaelites (Meyer 1906: 328; Knauf 1989: 49–52).Themostprominent―Hagar‖

of the ANE was a trading metropolis in E Arabia, the Gerrha of the Greek sources (see HAGAR). It is 

possible that the Hagar-Ishmael relationship depicted in the OT actually indicates some sort of political 

relationship between the central N Arabian Ishmaelites and E Arabia in the 1st millennium B.C. For the 

time being, however, nothing can be said positively due to the lack of sufficient archaeological and 

epigraphical data on E Arabia for the period 1500–500 B.C. (Potts 1983; Knauf 1989: 53–55; but cf. also 

Potts 1984 and 1985).  

The contributions of Musil to the history of N Arabia in the 1st millennium B.C. remained outside the 

mainstream of scholarly discussion. This explorer discussed most of the tribes, and the sources that were 

available in his day, in the appendices of his travelogues (Musil 1926; 1927). However, he completely 

disregarded the secondary literature and was in turn disregarded in subsequent research. It is his original 

observations on Arab tribal life at the beginning of the 20th century, more than his attempts in historical 

reconstruction, that make his books a necessity for anyone who wants to study the ancient Arabs.  

C. The Rise and Decline of the Ishmaelites  

The Ishmaelites were the first central N Arabian desert power to appear in history. The Midianites (end 

of the 2d millennium B.C.) had been geographically a rather restricted group of sedentary and 

semisedentary agriculturalists, pastoralists, craftsmen, and traders; they never exerted political power 

beyond their small homeland (Knauf 1983a; 1988). The participation of the Arab Gindibu with 1000 

camels in the battle of Qarqar in 853 B.C. (Eph˒al1982:75–77) remained an isolated episode not to be 

repeated for the next hundred years. The Ishmaelite tribal confederacy that reached its zenith during the 

heyday of the Assyrian empire comprised camel-breeding bedouin tribes and oasis towns. Tribes and 

towns together were able to organize and control long-distance trade through the deserts of Arabia. The 

AssyrianreferencestoIshmael/Šumu˒ilallbelongtothe7thcenturyB.C. Some of the tribes of Ishmael, 

however, are attested as early as the end of the 8th century B.C.; attestations continue through the 3d 

century B.C. (Qedar) and even later (Yetur). The rise and decline of the Ishmaelite tribal confederacy can 

be traced as follows:  

1. The 8th Century B.C. The first reference to a tribe of the Yišma˓˒el/Šumu˒il/S1ama˓˒il confederacy 

comes from the year 738 B.C., when Tiglath-pileser III campaigned in N and central Syria and received a 

tributeofmaleandfemalecamelsfromZabībê,queenoftheQedarites(Weippert1973;Eph˒al1982:

82f.; Knauf 1989: 4f.; see ANET, 283). While this Assyrian king laid siege to Damascus in 733 B.C., he 

conductedacampaignagainstanotherqueenofthe―Arabs,‖Shamshî,whomheregardedassuccessorto

Zabībê,chargingShamshîwithhavingbrokenZabibe‘soath of fealty. His booty consisted of camels, 

incense,andspices(Eph˒al1982:83–87; Knauf 1989: 3f.; see ANET, 283). The same Shamshî paid 

tribute to Sargon II in 716 B.C.,togetherwiththePharaohofEgyptandYitha˓˒amar(i.e.,Yatha˓˒amar

Bayyin bin Sumuhū˓alīy)ofSaba˒(Knauf1989:2f.;seeANET, 286). This tribute was due, in all 

probability, to the Assyrian seizure of Gaza, the Mediterranean port of the incense route. In a similar 

situation a number of tribes and towns of Ishmael had already paid tribute to the Assyrians in 734 B.C. 

ThesewereMassa˒,Taymâ˒,andAdbe˒el,whoactedtogetherwiththeMidianitetribeof˓Epha,twoother

tribes, and the Sabaeans (see ANET, 284). This list of Arabian tribes, towns, and states, all of which can 

be aligned along the incense route through W Arabia, are the first attestation of this route and its trade 

(Weippert 1982: 25, 51; Knauf 1989: 2, n. 10; 3, n. 16).  

The picture that emerges is quite clear: at the end of the 8th century B.C., the tribes of Ishmael, or at 

least some of them, dwelt along the incense route and controlled the incense trade. One of them, the 

Qedarites, held a territory that spread from the central Syrian desert through S Syria to S Palestine. See 

Fig. ISH.01. The extent of the tribal territory implies that it was a camel-breeding tribe; an implication 

supported by the listing of camels among the tributes paid. It is not known whether or not the tribes of 

Ishmael, or some of them, formed a confederacy as early as the end of the 8th century.  



A cylinder seal, bought at the Syrian port city of Jeble, once belonged to Baraq ˓abd ˓Attaršamayn. 

˓Attarsamayn (a goddess) was the chief deity of the Ishmaelites. It is possible, therefore, that the seal 

belonged to an official (e.g., a priest with political functions) of the confederacy who had it inscribed with 

his name. The inscription dates to the 8th (Knauf 1989: 82, n. 445) not the 9th century B.C. (Herr 1978: 

40) and may be the first, albeit indirect, attestation of the Ishmaelite confederacy. This remains uncertain, 

since other people and tribes worshipped this goddess as well.  

Obviously,itwasnotuntiltheestablishmentofthe―incenseroute‖andtheAssyriantake-over of the 

political power and the economic organization of the Near East that larger political entities—powerful 

tribes and tribal confederacies—emerged in N Arabia. The economic upsurge of the Near East, and the 

growing demand for incense from the 8th century B.C. onward, brought increasing political and economic 

power to those who controlled the Arabian deserts. This may have prompted the camel-breeders of Arabia 

to organize themselves into larger, politically more powerful tribes. On the basis of their riding technique, 

it is appropriate to call the desert tribes of the 9th to 6th centuries B.C. ―proto-bedouin‖(Dostal1959;

1979; Knauf 1983a; 1983d: 30; 1986: 22–24). Their saddle technique did not allow them to use a spear, a 

lance, or a sword while seated on camelback. Therefore, they had to dismount for battle and were at a 

severe disadvantage against, e.g., the Assyrians. Assyrian reliefs give ample illustration of this (Knauf 

1989: 22f., with n. 95).  

Thefirstrulersofthe―Arabs‖(referringhereonlytoNArabians)were,toalargeextent,women.

Seventh century B.C. Assyrian references describe the functions of these Arab queens as partially cultic in 

nature (Abbott 1941; Knauf 1989: 2–6, 24, with n. 105; 1986: 25, with n. 20). Queen Shamshi may be 

depicted on an Assyrian relief, now in the British Museum (Knauf 1989: 3; ANEP, 58: 187).  

2. The 7th Century B.C. ThetribalconfederacyofŠumu˒il/S1ama˓˒il/Ishmael is clearly attested for the 

first time in texts from this century. The confederacy is lead by the tribe of Qedar, specifically by this 

tribe‘s ruling family. The political and cultic center of this family and, presumably, the whole tribe was 

DumaatthelowerendoftheWādīSirḥān(Knauf1989:1–5, 81–91). The individual tribal leaders fought 

each other constantly, allied themselves to the Assyrians, and fought the Assyrians when they were allies 

ofAssyria‘senemies.AssyrianattemptstoestablishavassalkingdominArabiafailed.This,andgrowing

pressure exerted by the proto-bedouin on the decaying Assyrian empire (an empire weakened by 

epidemics and ruled by kings whose attitudes towards daily affairs were governed less by rational 

decisions than by irrational fears; Spieckermann 1982), may have led to a final campaign against the 

Arabs, probably fought ca. 644 B.C.—a campaign that was cruel even according to Assyrian standards 

(Knauf 1989: 96–103).  

The growing importance that the Assyrians attributed to the Arabs is reflected, at the same time, by the 

increasingreferencestoArabianaffairsinthevariouseditionsofAshurbanipal‘s annals (ANET, 297–

301). These annals give a vivid account of the fear and hostility that the Assyrians felt towards the Arabs. 

They cannot, however, be taken at face value as factual accounts; they owe their narrative sequence 

mostly to literary composition and redactional compilation (Weippert 1973–74;Eph˒al1982;Knauf1989;

these three authors agree in their redaction-critical approach to Assyrian literature more than in their 

assessment of how much reliable factual evidence this literature contains).  

The following political events can be stated with certainty. Between 691 and 689 B.C. Sennacherib 

conqueredDuma,tookqueenTe˒elḫunu captive, and deported her gods. He installed Ḥazā˒il,atribal

leaderwhohadpreviouslysupportedTe˒elḫunu, as vassal kingoftheArabs(Eph˒al1982:118–23; Knauf 

1989:4f.;81f.).PrecedingtheconquestofDuma,Sennacheribmentioned―gifts‖fromTaymâ˒and

Šumu˒il(Eph˒al1982:124f.).Ḥazā˒ilwassucceededbyhissonYautha˓. 

Between 676 and 673 B.C., another tribal leader,namedWahb,―rebelled‖againstYautha˓andwas

defeatedbyAssyriansupport(Eph˒al1982:125–30;Knauf1989:99).AccordingtoEph˒al,Yautha˓

rebelled against Esarhaddon between 673 and 669 B.C., but according to Knauf (1989: 98–100) the texts 

referonlytoone―rebellion‖ofYautha˓,andthiswasdirectedagainstAshurbanipalwhodefeatedhim

sometime before 649 B.C.Yautha˓disappearsafterhisdefeat,andanother―king‖ofQedar,Abyatha˓bin

S ahr  ,wasappointed―kingoftheArabs‖bytheAssyrians.˓Ammuladdin,yetanotherkingofQedar,



pillagedSyriabefore,during,orafterthe―rebellion‖ofYautha˓,andwasdefeatedbythekingofMoab,

Kamosh-˓aśā. 

Sometime before 649 B.C. the Assyrians established trade contacts with the Nebaioth; one of their 

caravansheadingforAssyriawasplunderedbyashaykhfromthetribeofMassa˒(Knauf1989:93f.).

After 649 B.C.,anotherQedariteshaykh,Yuhaythi˓binBirdād(whomayhavebeenarelativeofthe

family of Ḥazā˒il),unitedmostofNArabiaunder his rule. About 644 B.C., the Assyrians conducted two 

major campaigns against him and his followers. The Assyrians crossed the Syrian desert, passed the 

vicinity of Palmyra, and ended their pursuit of the Arabs S of Damascus. Both Nebaioth and Abyatha˓bin

 ahr  foughtalongsideofYuhaythi˓despitewhatallegiancetheymayhavepreviouslysworntothe

Assyrians.Ashurbanipalcapturedsometriballeadersinthecourseofthiscampaign,butnotYuhaythi˓,

who was the first and last ruler ever to be called―kingofŠumu˒il‖inthesources(Knauf1989:99–103). 

The Assyrian literary accounts of these Arabian wars are supplemented by a series of palace reliefs that 

show defeated camel riders (ANEP, 20: 63).  

The tribes that are mentioned in the 7th century B.C. Assyrian texts as fighting side-by-side are Qedar, 

Nebaioth,Massa˒,Naphish,andprobablyMishma˓(Isamme˒).Adbeelisnolongermentionedinthe7th

century records. Duma is clearly attested as the political center of the tribe of Qedar and as the seat of the 

sixdeitiesofthe―kingsoftheArabs.‖Amongthesewere˓Attarsamayn,Ruḍā,andNuhay,whoare

frequently attested in the Thamudic inscriptions of Nejd. These three deities are invoked together in one 

inscription from the vicinity of Duma which may well date back to the 7th or 6th century B.C. (Winnett 

and Reed 1970: 80; Knauf 1989: 81–88). After Duma was conquered by Sennacherib, it is not mentioned 

in any source for another five hundred years.  

AlthoughSennacheribmentionsTaymâ˒alongsideofŠumu˒il,itisratherunlikelythatthiscityformed

partoftheIshmaeliteconfederacy.ThepantheonofDuma,theIshmaelites‘capital,andthatofTaymâ˒

are quite different in their structures, and comprise different gods. The chief deity of the Ishmaelites and 

ofDumawasagoddess,whilethechiefdeityofTaymâ˒wasagod.Thisdifferencewouldlikelypreclude

any significant political unity among these two cities, given the political nature of religion in the ANE 

(Knauf 1989: 81–91).  

It is quite clear,then,thatnotallofthe(twelve!)―sonsofIshmael‖listedinGen 25:13–15 were actually 

part of the Ishmaelite confederacy. The rather fluid and unstable nature of bedouin tribal confederacies 

may mean, in the case of the Ishmaelites, that tribes who joined the leaders of the confederacy on one 

occasion did not join on the next. Clearly, membership in a common political superstructure did not mean 

for the N Arabian tribes that they were no longer able to fight among one another, nor did the actions of 

one shaykh of the large tribe of Qedar necessarily determine the actions of other parts of this tribe, or 

reflecttheothers‘attitudes.Itisasdifficultforthemodernhistoriantodescribethistypeofpolitical 

entity and its history as it was for the Assyrians to deal with it politically and militarily.  

Arguing from the structure of the list in Gen 25:13–15, Knauf (1989: 89) suggests that only the first 

seven of the twelve tribes/cities actually formed part of the Ishmaelite confederacy in the 7th century B.C. 

(Qedar,Nebaioth,Adbeel,Massa˒,Duma,Mishma˓).Howeverthisreconstructionhasbeencomplicated

by the publication of an Assyrian letter that clearly derives from the context of the major Assyrian–Arab 

wars of the mid-7th century B.C. (Knauf 1983b) and mentions the tribe Naphish (which, according to 

Knauf, belongs to the latest additions to the Gen 25:13–15 list).  

3. The 6th and 5th Centuries B.C. Since it is unknown how much of the Assyrian accounts of their 

victories over the Arabs of the mid-7th century B.C. are fictional, the disappearance of the term 

―Ishmaelites‖(Šumu˒il)fromthedocumentarysourcesafterthe collapse of the Assyrian empire need not 

necessarily be attributed to the success of the Assyrian campaigns. Presumably the nonurban population 

of the ANE, including the bedouin, was less affected by the turmoil, wars, epidemics, and chaos of the 

late 7th and early 6th centuries that marked the transitions from the Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian 

empires to that of the Persians. When the Persians started to reorganize the W part of their inherited 

empire, they had to reckon with only two politically noteworthy ethnic groups in Syria-Palestine: the 

kingsofthePhoeniciancoastalcities,andthe―kingsthatlivedintents‖(Knauf1989:63,n.300).Arabs



had gained power in the territories of Ammon, Moab, Edom, and S Palestine and, from then on, formed a 

considerable part of the population of these areas (cf. Ezek 25:1–14). It was this territorial and political 

extension of their realm, resulting in decreased contacts between the disparate tribes and clans, not 

military defeat by one of the empires, that brought the Ishmaelite confederacy to an end.  

The Qedarites remained in power between the Euphrates and the Gulf of Aqaba well into the 5th 

century B.C. In 599/598 B.C., Nebuchadnezzar campaigned against them in the Syrian desert. In the 

middleofthe5thcentury,ashaykhofQedar,GuśambinS ahr(thebiblicalGeshem)ruledoverS

Palestine, the Sinai to the borders of Egypt, Transjordan and NW Arabia, all areas under Persian control. 

This fact demonstrates clearly the rise in prominence of the Arabs among the ethnic and political groups 

of the ANE between the 7th and the 5th centuries B.C. AramaicdedicatoryinscriptionsleftbyGeshem‘s

son at Tell el-Maskhūṭa (ancient Patoumos) in the E delta of Egypt ca. 400 B.C. prove that Geshem was a 

Qedarite(Dumbrell1971).ALihyaniteinscriptiontestifiesthattheinfluenceof―GeshemtheArab‖(Neh 

2:16) extended well into the Ḥijâz. On the basis of aninscriptionfromTaymâ˒,theLihyanitereference

can now be confidently dated to the middle of the 5th century B.C. (Aggoula 1985: 66; Cross 1986); the 

dating of the Lihyanite kingdom and the Lihyanite inscriptions had previously been the subject of 

controversy (Roschinski 1980; Knauf 1989: 104–106).  

The sphere of influence of Geshem the Qedarite was actually contiguous with the region that later 

became the Nabatean empire. Knauf assumes that the Nabateans were a Qedarite clan which moved into S 

Jordan in the course of the 6th century B.C. The―Nebaioth‖ofIsa 60:7; Gen 28:9; 36:3 may actually refer 

to the Qedarite clan *Nabaṭ andnottothemoredistantNabayatoftheTaymâ˒area(WinnettandReed

1970:100;Knauf1989:108f.).Mostlikely,the―tentsofQedar‖mentionedinCant 1:5 (probably from 

the 3d century B.C.)refertotheNabateanbedouincampingbetweenPalestineandtheŠalamaeansinthe

N Hijaz (Knauf 1989: 106–107). See also SHALMA. Around 400 B.C. the Persians lost control over 

Egypt, Arabia, and probably S Jordan. With the disappearance of the power that supported them, the 

supremacyofthefamilyofGuśambin ahrofthetribeofQedarcametoanend.Thisopenedthepathto

wealth, fame and glory to those tribes and clans formerly under their control that were now either active 

enough to seize their chance, or enjoyed a favorable enough strategic position along the international trade 

routes. The Nabataeans, as is well known, had already accumulated a considerable fortune when they first 

appear in the literary record under their own name in 312 B.C.  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

ISHMAIAH (PERSON) [Heb yišma˓yâ (ִיְׁשַמְףָיה)]. 1. A Benjaminite warrior from Gibeon who 

joinedDavid‘sbandatZiklag(1 Chr 12:4; cf. 1 Sam 27:6).Ishmaiahisnotedas―amightymanamong

thethirtyandaleaderoverthethirty.‖Whatexactly―thethirty‖referstoisnotclear.Itispossiblya

technicaltermfortheking‘sbodyguard.Thisgroupthereforecouldhaveconsistedofavaryingnumber

of men at different times (Elliger 1935). ThispossiblyexplainswhyJoabcanbesaidtobe―overthe

thirty‖in11:20 andAmisaias―chiefofthethirty‖in12:19—Eng12:18 (Myers 1 Chronicles AB). 

Perhaps this also explains why Ishmaiah does not appear as one the thirty in 2 Sam 23:24–39. The 

allusion in 1 Chr 12:1 to events at Ziklag, which occurred before David became king, participates in the 

Chronicler‘s―allIsrael‖themebyportrayingnorthernersascomingtoDavid‘ssideevenbeforethedeath

of Saul, a Benjaminite himself.  

2. A member of the tribe of Zebulun and father of Obadiah (1 Chr 27:19). 1 Chr 27:16–24 lists the 

leaders of the tribes during the reign of David; Ishmaiah is noted as the leader of the tribe of Zebulun. The 

tribal list varies from that given in Numbers 1. Here the tribes of Asher and Gad are not included and 

Aaron and Levi are listed as two separate groups. The specific bureaucratic task of the tribal leaders is not 

clear but vv 23 and 24 suggest that they were responsible in some way for assisting in a census.  
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ISHMERAI (PERSON) [Heb yišmĕray (ִיְׁשְמַרי)]. Son of Elpaal, a Benjaminite (1 Chr 8:18) 

appearing in an extended Benjaminite genealogy (1 Chr 8:1–40). The name occurs nowhere else in this 

form in the MT, the Apocrypha, or the deuterocanonical literature. The name itself comes from the verbal 

form šāmar meaning―keep‖or―preserve,‖andmaybeasomewhatabbreviatedformwhichmeans―may

[Yahweh]preserve.‖ThefamilyofIshmerai,accordingto1 Chr 8:12 is associated with Ono and Lod. 

Ezra 2:33, Neh 7:37, and 11:35 bear witness to this association. However, the fact that these cities and 



their satellite villages are located in the maritime plain in what is traditionally Danite territory (Adams and 

Callaway 1965: 55) poses an interesting problem. Myers (1 Chronicles AB, 60) has suggested that 

Benjaminites may have settled this region during the reign of Rehoboam. There is little mention of Dan in 

1 Chronicles (2:2; 27:22) which may reflect that this inheritance had been absorbed by Ephraimite and 

Judahitegroups.Ishmeraiiscalleda―chieflivinginJerusalem‖(1 Chr 8:28). Besides implications of 

social organizations, this designation may reflect a mixing of the tribal groups of Judah and Benjamin at 

various pointsfromthetimeofthekingdom‘sschism.Coggins(Chronicles CBC, 54) has indicated that 

tribal mixing resulted in certain areas never being absorbed into definite tribal holdings, with Jerusalem 

being a prime example. Judges 1:8, 21 show Judahite and Benjaminite groups struggling to control 

Jerusalem.  
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ISHPAH (PERSON) [Heb yišpâ (ִיְׁשָפה)]. Son of Beriah (1 Chr 8:16) appearing in an extended 

Benjaminite genealogy (1 Chr 8:1–40).Thenamemeans―smooth‖or―sweptbare.‖Thisistheonly

appearance of the name in the MT, and it does not occur in the Apocrypha or the deuterocanonical 

literature. Ishpah and his relatives are associated with the city of Aijalon (1 Chr 8:13). Ishpah is called a 

ro˒šê hā˒ābôt of those who settled in Aijalon and drove out the residents of Gath. Myers (1 Chronicles 

AB, 60) has indicated that this reference is an indication of tribal mixings that occurred throughout 

Israelite history. Rudolph (Chronikbücher HAT, 77) has emphasized the geographical breaks in this 

genealogy which show parallel lists of Benjaminite families and their dwelling locations at a particular 

time, probably either during the reign of Josiah or the postexilic period. Williamson (Chronicles NCBC, 

82), however, suggests that there is no apparent structure to this genealogy. As strange as it seems both 

scholars may be correct. With the mixing of tribal groupings, traditions emphasizing one tribal group over 

another and vice versa would have held sway at different periods of time depending upon which group 

was in control at a given time. 2 Chr 11:10 indicates that Aijalon, among others, belonged to Judah and/or 

Benjamin, however, 28:18 clearly states that it belongs to Judah. According to 1 Chr 6:6 Ephraim took 

Aijalon over from Dan. Because of its strategic location, this kind of transfer from tribal grouping to tribal 

grouping would not be unusual (Adams and Callaway 1965: 61).  
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ISHPAN (PERSON) [Heb yišpān (ִיְׁשָפן)]. One of the eleven sons of Shashak, the Benjaminite (1 Chr 

8:22) appearing in an extended Benjaminite genealogy (1 Chr 8:40). The meaning is somewhat difficult, 

butcouldbetranslated―hewillhide‖ora―strongone.‖Thisistheonlyoccurrenceofthenameinthe 

MT, and it does not appear in the Apocrypha or the deuterocanonical literature. Both Braun (1 Chronicles 

WBC 124) and Coggins (Chronicles CBC, 54) point to the scarcity of material associated with the names 

found in 1 Chr 8:6–27. However, the text states that Ishpan was a ro˒šê ˒ābôt, and one of the tōlĕdôtām 

ro˒š  m living in Jerusalem. This points to probable mixing of tribal groups which intensified after the 

monarchical schism. One might infer a high status for Ishpan in political, social, and military circles, 

because of his designation as a head of a family and a genealogy. In early Israel (Harmon 1983: 153) the 

bēt ˒āb would have been the primary social unit which further comprised the mišpāḥā, the clan or 

protective association of families (Gottwald 1979: 258), and then the maṭṭeh/šēbeṭ, or tribe. The head of 

the family may have functioned much like the bigmen of anthropological terminology. Though tribes 

eventually became more of a geographical designation than an organizational one (Anderson 1969: 34; de 

Geus 1976: 133), the social pattern would have held without great change to the time of Ishpan.  
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ISHTAR (DEITY). The principal goddess of ancient Mesopotamia (See Wilcke, RLA 5: 74–87). 

Comparative evidence suggests that the Akkadian (Assyro-Babylonian) deity was perhaps masculine 

(Heimpel 1982: 13–15), but when the Akkadians assimilated Sumerian culture, Ishtar was adjusted to 

correspond to the feminine Sum goddess Inanna; both Ishtar and Inanna were personifications of the 

planet Venus. The extraordinarily diverse characterizations of Inanna-Ishtar in the subsequent literature, 

together with traditions from a multiplicity of shrine sites, would indicate that other goddesses were also 

gradually subsumed into the Inanna-Ishtar complex.  

Astarte was the W Semitic counterpart of Ishtar, but it should be emphasized that Ishtar and Astarte are 

not simply to be identified (see Fulco EncRel 1: 471). In later Greek and Roman mythology Aphrodite 

and Venus undoubtedly had absorbed some Ishtar and Astarte traditions from the East (Astour 1967: 267, 

n.2).  

The principal image of Ishtar that emerges from the extant hymns and myths is a goddess of love and 

sexuality, and it is here that she is closely associated with the shepherd-king Tammuz (or Sum Dumuzi) in 

a large complex of stories. Most notable are the parallel Sum Inanna‘s Descent to the Nether World 

(ANET, 52–57) and Akk Descent of Ishtar (ANET, 106–9). After a passionate courtship with Dumuzi, 

Inanna (or Ishtar) visits the netherworld to contend there with her sister Ereshkigal. Ereshkigal has her 

killed,butInanna‘s servants revivify her and bring her back to earth. Here, although there are different 

and even contradictory traditions, she evidently finds Dumuzi at best indifferent about her apparent death. 

She sets demons after him and they drag him down to the underworld. Eventually it is arranged that he 

dwell there half a year, on earth the other half.  

The relationship between Inanna-Ishtar and Dumuzi-Tammuz was ritualized in Mesopotamian cult with 

the sacred marriage: the mating of the king with a sacred temple prostitute renewed the generative forces 

innature.TheseasonalcyclewasseenasamirrorofDumuzi‘syearlydescentintoandascentfromthe

underworld, a religious element that wends its way even to the temple courtyard in Jerusalem (see Ezek 

8:14). Some (e.g., Pope Song of Songs AB) hear strong echos of the Ishtar-Tammuz tales throughout the 

Song of Songs.  

A rather petulant Ishtar appears in the epic of Gilgamešh. She tries to seduce the hero, but he points out 

to her the less than gracious treatment she has meted out to her other lovers, especially Tammuz.  

Among the many hymns to Inanna-Ishtar, the work entitled Nin-me-šár-ra (Hallo and van Dijk 1968) is 

therichestinepithetsforIshtar:―Queenofthedivinedecrees, resplendent light, righteous woman clothed 

inradiance,belovedofHeavenandEarth.‖Itiswidelythoughtthatthe―queenofheaven‖inJer 7:18; 

44:17–19, 25, is actually Ishtar. The women of Jerusalem and subsequently the women of the Egyptian 

diaspora burn incense and pour our libations to the goddess and make cakes with her image. They 

complain (Jer 44:18) that not doing so brings disaster. Porten (1968: 165, 176–78) argues that this may be 

Anat rather than Ishtar. He cites the position of Anat in the Jewish texts from Elephantine in Egypt. other 

Egyptian evidence (see Fulco 1976: 23–28) suggests Asherah-Qudšuasacandidate. 
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ISHVAH (PERSON) [Heb yišwâ (ִיְׁשָוה)].SecondsonofAsher.InthegenealogicallistofJacob‘s
family (Gen 46:8–27), his children are listed by families, according to their mothers. Ishvah is a grandson 

of Jacob and Leah by her maid Zilpah (Gen 46:17; 1 Chr 7:30). The name Ishvah does not appear in the 

list of the clans of Asher (Num 26:44–47). The absence of Ishvah among the clans of Asher has been 

explained differently by scholars. Some say that Ishvah is a variant name of ISHVI, but according to Gen 

46:17 and 1 Chr 7:30 Ishvi is listed as the third son of Asher. others say that the two names represent the 

same clan, that the Chronicler copied the dittography of Genesis (Curtis Chronicles ICC, 153). It is 

possible that only the name of the family of Ishvi is given because Ishvah died childless. Wieder (1965: 

161) has demonstrated that the Hebrew names Ishvah and Ishvi probably were abbreviated theophoric 

namesderivedfromanUgariticwordmeaning―torule.‖ 
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ISHVI (PERSON) [Heb yišw   (ִיְׁשִוי)]. 1. The son of Saul ben Kish and Ahinoam, the daughter of 

Ahimaaz (1 Sam 14:49). The MT vocalization would seem to relate the name to the Hebrew root šwh, ―to

resemble,tobelike;tobesmooth,even.‖Thenamewouldrepresentanimperfectverbalform―hewill

smooth‖or―hewillrequite.‖Assuch,itcouldbeahypocoristiconofacommoncategoryofname

composed of a verbal element followed by a deity name. Alternatively, the consonantal Hebrew text yšwy 

is perhaps to be understood as a passive Qal participlemeaning―withadamagedhand‖(soIPN227,n.

17). G
L
 (LXX) reads Iessiou, which would seem to presume an underlying Hebrew text of yšyw or yšyhw 

(for the latter, see Driver 1890: 92), while G
B
 reads Iessioul, presuming a Hebrew original yšywl. On the 

basis of G
L
‘spresumedyšyw, it might be possible to suggest that the MT consonantal text yšwy arose 

accidentally through metathesis of the final two letters (i.e., Klein 1 Samuel WBC, 142).  

It is common practice to suggest that the LXX reading Iessiou reflects an underlying Hebrew form ˒  šyô 

or ˒  šyahû, ―manofYahweh,‖andthatthenameisavariant form of ESHBAAL, the name of one of 

Saul‘ssonsin1 Chr 8:33 and 9:39, which appears as ISH-BOSHETH in 2 Sam 2:8, 10, 12, 15; 3:8, 14, 

15; 4:5, 8, 12 (so i.e. Driver 1890: 92; Gray 1896: 121; Budde Samuel KHC, 106; Dhorme 1910: 127; 

Stoebe Erste Buch Samuels KAT, 276; Soggin 1975: 32, n. 1). The presumption is that Eshbaal was the 

original form of the name, and that with the passage of time, the epithet ba˓al, ―lord,‖which had 

originally been applied to Yahweh, came to be equated with the storm deity Baal and fell from favor. This 

is to have led to the substitution of the term bōšet, ―shame,‖ontheonehand,andinthecaseof1 Sam 

14:49, of Yo/Yahu, theoriginaldeitytowhomtheepithet―lord‖wasintendedtoberelated.Allformsof

the name in the LXX presume an initial yod, however, not an initial alep, and there is no textual evidence 

that would support the proposed emendation.  

AminorityfavorviewingIshviasanadditionalsonofSaul‘s,separatefromtheindividual

Eshbaal/Ishbosheth (i.e. IPN 228, n. 17; McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 254). Even if one were to equate Ishvi 

with Eshbaal, the list of Saulide family members in 1 Sam 14:49 would still be missing Abinadab. It is not 

possible to argue that the list in 14:49 is a specious genealogy intended only to introduce family members 

who will figure in the subsequent narrative segment devoted to Saul, 1 Samuel 15–2 Samuel 1 (indirectly, 

Miscall 1986: 97). Abinadab appears alongside his father and brothers Malchishua and Jonathan at the 

battle of Gilboa in 1 Samuel 31, and so logically should have been included in the list in 14:49. A 

plausible explanation for the differences between the two lists of royal offspring found in 1 Sam 14:49 

and 1 Chr 8:33 (= 1 Chr 9:39) would be that the list in Samuel was derived from an early source that 

reflected the birth order of the royal family before the arrival of the two youngest children, Abinadab and 

Eshbaal, while the list in Chronicles reflects a later stage, after the death of the second-born son, Ishvi, 

and the subsequent birth of two additional sons, Abinadab and Eshbaal.  

2. A son of Asher, the eponymous son of Jacob and founder of the tribe bearing his name (Gen 46:17; 

Num 26:44; 1 Chr 7:30). In biblical historiographic tradition, Ishvi is to have been among the descendants 



of Israel who went to Egypt to join Jacob during the prolonged famine (Gen 46:17). Similarly, his 

mišpāḥâ, ―maximallineageorclan‖(Lemche1985:260–72) is reported to have been among those who 

were part of the census taken during the wilderness wandering period, after the Baal of Peor incident 

(Num 26:44).  

The occurrence of the name in 1 Chr 7:30 reflectstheChronicler‘suseofthesamegenealogical

tradition as the one in Gen 46:17. The identical set of names appears in the same sequence, including what 

appears to be variant readings of the name in question side by side: Ishvah and Ishvi. It should be noted 

thatvariousmanuscriptsread―Ishvah‖insteadof―Ishvi‖asthenameofJacob‘ssoninNum 26:44, but 

are unanimous in their use of Ishvi to designate his family group. This may suggest that Ishvi is a gentilic 

form and that the correct spelling of the nominative absolute form of the Asherite name in question should 

be Ishvah.  
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DIANA V. EDELMAN  

ISKANDER, KHIRBET (M.R. 223107). An EB IV site in Jordan which has provided unequivocal 

evidence of a sedentary character for this period which had earlier been characterized as nomadic.  

———  

A. Identification of the Site  

B. Location and Topographical Description  

C. Exploration of the Site  

D. History of the Settlement  

E. Early Bronze I  

F. Early Bronze IV  

G. Cemeteries  

H. Sociocultural Considerations  

———  

A. Identification of the Site  

The ancient name of the site is unknown. The name Iskander appears to derive from the nearby Roman 

site of Iskander and the adjacent modern village of the same name, both of which are located ca. 2 km to 

the W of the EB Age site. Although an attempt has been made (Bernhardt 1960) to identify the latter with 

the biblical site of Jahaz (Num 21:23; Deut 2:23; Judg 11:20),thefactthatKh.Iskander‘speriodsof

occupation are the Late Chalcolithic through EB IV periods renders this correlation untenable. Recently, 

basedonGlueck‘sandtherecentexpedition‘ssurveywork,thesiteof Kh. Medeinyeh with its Iron Age 

occupation has been suggested as the biblical site of Jahaz (Dearman 1984).  

B. Location and Topographical Description  

Kh. Iskander lies approximately 24.0 km S of Madaba and some 400 m W of the bridge where the 

Madaba-DhibanroadcrossestheperennialWâdīel-Wâlā.ThisregioniscalledtheMishoÆrinthe

biblical text (e.g., Deut 3:10; 4:43) and is perhaps best described as a mountain tableland. The site rises 

ca. 20 m above the landscape and covers ca. 7.5 acres; its S boundary is steeply cut by the bank of the 

Wâlā.TheIskandersettlementisstrategicallysituatedatamajorcrossingoftheancientRomanroad,

undoubtedly the samerouteasthebiblical―King‘sHighway.‖Todaytheareaintheimmediatevicinityof

Iskander supports intensive agriculture: orchards and fields with grape vineyards, olive groves, and deep 

plowing for field crops. The character of the occupational history of the area indicates that the valley has 

historically been agriculturally productive.  

C. Exploration of the Site  



While the site has been known for some time (Schick 1879; Brünnow and von Domaszewski 1904; 

Musil 1907), Glueck (1939: 127–29) was the first systematically to survey and record its architectural 

features and to date the site to the EB IV. He observed extensive domestic occupation within the walls of 

a thick perimeter fortification that included square towers. Based on large standing and fallen menhirs, 

menhir-circles, and platform foundations, he concluded that a large cemetery lay E of the site. It was not 

until soundings by P. Parr (1960), however, that definitive evidence for important EB IV sedentary 

occupation at the site became known. In his two trenches on the E ridge, Parr identified multiphased EB 

IV occupation, as well as Late Chalcolithic/EB I materials. His walled, cobblestoned courtyard and earlier 

massive fortifications in Trench I appear to correlate with discoveries of the present expedition (below). 

S. Richard became director of the current excavations which conducted its pilot season of survey and 

soundings in 1981 (Richard 1982), followed by three major seasons of excavation in 1982 (Richard 1983; 

Richard and Boraas 1984), 1984 (Richard 1986; Richard and Boraas 1988), and 1987 (Richard 1989). 

Work has concentrated primarily in three areas: Area A at the SW corner; Area B at the NW corner; Area 

C at the SE corner; and in cemeteries D, E, and J (to the S, E, and W of the site respectively). The seven 

phases uncovered thus far (in Area B) include one (phase G) from the EB I, and six (F-A) in the EB IV.  

D. History of the Settlement  

ThecurrentexcavationshaveconfirmedParr‘searlierfindingsoftwoperiodsofoccupation—the Late 

Chalcolithic/EB I and the EB IV. The current expedition has concentrated on the EB IV strata on the 

mound, specifically to examine sedentary adaptations in a way that should offer suggestions about the 

nature of this enigmatic culture and its relationship to the preceding (EB III) urban city-state system. The 

EB IV (formerly MB I or Intermediate EB-MB)periodhastraditionallybeenconsidereda―nomadic

interlude‖betweentheurbanEBandMBAges(Richard1987a).AlthoughKathleenKenyon

disassociated EB IV culture from the EB Age proper (CAH
3
 1/2: 532–94), a growing body of evidence 

from Transjordan and, in particular Kh. Iskander, demonstrates strong continuities with EB III traditions, 

including urban traditions. Kh. Iskander is the first-known fortified site in the EB IV period, although 

surveys in Jordan have identified at least a half dozen other walled sites at that time. It is increasingly 

evident from excavations in Jordan over the past 15 years that the EB IV was a period of urban regression, 

not a nomadic interlude (Richard 1980; 1987a, b). Given this new view from Transjordan, it is now 

evident that the model of pastoral-nomadism, as suggested by Dever (1980), has important regional 

applications, but is not comprehensive enough to characterize the totality of EB IV remains.  

E. Early Bronze I  

The lowest level reached thus far is Phase G in the Area B probe. It consists of a partial structure 

associated with EB I pottery (e.g., a red-slipped omphalos base and several sherds of line-group painted 

wares). The probe is on the N edge of the site and has yielded no evidence of a fortification system, from 

whichitappearsthatthesitewasanunwalledvillage.Parr‘searlierwork,theresultsofoursherdsurvey,

and the discovery of an EB I tomb (see below) suggest, however, that the site sustained a rather 

significant occupation during the EB I.  

F. Early Bronze IV  

1. Area B. The EB IV is characterized on the tell by three stages of occupation, which encompass six 

phases: prefortified (Phase F), fortified (Phases E–B), and postfortified (Phase A). This profile is derived 

primarily on discoveries at the NW corner in the Area B domestic complex.  

The earliest phase (F) is thus far evident only by the corner of a domestic structure lying immediately 

below the NW corner fortifications and above the EB I layer. The data suggest that it was a transitional 

open settlement in the EB IV prior to the erection of the fortifications.  

There are two wall systems, the earlier inner wall founded in Phase E and the later outer wall founded in 

Phase D. The Phase E system is composed of a base of massive stones and a superstructure of mudbrick 

faced with large cobbles. This wall and superstructure slope at an angle of ca. 30°, perhaps indicating 

destruction by earthquake. Apparently the site was immediately rebuilt and strengthened, and involved 

buttressing the fortifications, building an outer wall and towers, and filling the interior with rubble (Phase 

D).  



The Phase D settlement consists of an eleven-stone course, 3 m high, and 2.5 m wide defensive 

perimeter wall on the N edge of the site. A 20 m stretch of this wall has been exposed (B4, B3, B8, B12). 

A foundation trench containing an EB IV holemouth and the rim of an imported caliciform cup from 

Syriaofthe―whiteonblack‖varietyprovidedthedatefortheerectionofthislaterdefensiveline.Steps

uncovered in 1987 make it clear that the corner structure was a tower. Excavations on the interior of the 

wall have not reached the founding domestic occupational level.  

TheearliestevidenceforoccupationwithinthefortificationsisthePhaseC(mayequalPhaseD)―lower

storeroom‖inB8.Thislevelliesimmediatelybelowthe―benchroom‖ofPhaseB.Thepottery, EB IV 

whole and restorable vessels along with extraordinary quantities of sherds, was found in a matrix of 

mudbrick debris and rubble, clear evidence of the destruction of Phase C. The E wall of this room bonded 

into the outer fortifications and provides additional evidence for the EB IV date of the fortifications.  

The Phase B remains provide a partial architectural plan of the domestic area within the fortifications. 

The excavated area comprised two rooms of a large building whose total dimensions are not yet known. 

B8-B7, a bench-lined―upperstoreroom,‖containedquantitiesofwholeandrestorableEBIVpottery.

Storejars containing carbonized grain lay on the bench. Alongside the bench, resting on a pavement was a 

pithos with rope molding.  

In an adjoining room, excavation uncovered a perfectly preserved stone-lined bin constructed of eight 

upright slabs (ca. 1 m high), with a well-hewn circular stone (ca. 0.80 m in diameter) at the bottom. The 

area around the bin was plastered. The nature of the material culture associated with this bin, including 

the unusual quantity (large storejars in particular) and quality of the pottery, indicates that the building 

complex functioned as a public facility—the evidence suggests a cultic use. The bin contained a variety of 

botanical remains (indicating perhaps a favissa), and nearby were both a hearth and ash pit as well as 

miniature vessels. On the surface nearby were two goat horns and a beautifully painted bowl (perhaps an 

offering dish) containing a bovine hoof. Finally the Iskander bin closely parallels the favissa found at 

Arad in association with the bamah and the twin-temples.  

Phase A represents the latest EB IV occupation on the mound. Extensive domestic occupation in broad- 

and long-room houses with common walls were located about 4 m S of the outer fortifications, which 

were certainly not in use in this phase. The nature of the evidence in Phase A contrasts with that of Phase 

B where, as noted above, the material remains suggest a different set of activities.  

One large room, 8.5 m × 3.5 m, accommodated cooking activities as attested by its two-phased ṭabûn, 

several large firepits or hearths nearby, and its ash-covered surface. An adjacent courtyard contained a 

number of pounding stones and a ṭabûn built at the junction of two walls. Large saddle querns and 

grinding stones were numerous in this phase. Located just beyond the housing area were a series of small 

work areas or pens at the edge of the mound. In 1987, we uncovered an interesting house structure inside 

of which were a large stone mortar, a square stone table with a center depression, a round stone 

worktable, and an unusual stone platform with a shelf. Notably, two of the Phase A buildings proved to be 

―pillar‖buildings,oncethelaterphasedblockages were removed.  

On the basis of the plans we now have for area B, we may observe that town planning at Kh. Iskander is 

not inconsistent with the settlement plans for EB II–III urban sites such as Arad, Bâb edh-Dhrâ˓,and

Numeira. Series of interconnected broad- and long-room houses of various sizes are arranged around 

courtyard areas. The pottery storeroom with its grain containers, the cooking installations, food 

preparation accoutrements, etc. underscore the sedentary and agricultural basis of this community. As at 

Arad, the habitation arrangement probably implies an extended family social organization.  

2. Area C. At the SE corner of the mound, excavation has revealed a complex of buildings, some of 

which are monumental in character. Three phases have been excavated: Phase C (bottom) was a domestic 

level with rectangular houses; Phase B was a domestic level whose distinguishing feature was its 

interconnected broad-room houses with well-made walls still preserved to a height of ca. 1.25 m; and 

Phase A (1–2), a level whose public function is seen in the discovery of a gateway.  

A considerable horizontal exposure in Phase B showed what appeared to be a string of workshops. The 

best evidence came from Square C6, where a number of stone slab constructions/platforms were found in 



a context with hammerstones and quantities of flint debitage, implying specialized activities connected 

with a flint-knapping workshop.  

In Phase A, a profound alteration in the architectural plan and function of Area C is evident with the 

construction of what appears to have been a gateway: it is a complex that comprises two chambers 

(―guardrooms‖)whichflankagypsum-coated passageway lined with benches on either side. At the N 

end, a stepped platform forms the boundary of the passageway, although it extends beyond the line of the 

buildingcomplex.Thesestepsleadtoacobbledcourtyardandbeyondtothe―uppertown.‖AttheS,

where steps give access to the passageway, this complex adjoins an E-W wall line, the one that Glueck 

had earlier noticed. The gate complex is not entirely symmetrical. The W structure is better preserved, 

better constructed, and included a fully intact stone pavement; no corresponding pavement was uncovered 

in the E chamber, which is further differentiated by a partition wall. Bin-like features adjoin this structure 

ontheE.The1987season‘sinvestigationoftheWperimeterofthegatecomplexrevealedthelargest(ca.

11.0 m long), most massively constructed building on the tell, against whose walls abutted the W flank of 

the gateway.  

Parr made similar discoveries in his Trench 1 (apparently just E of our Area C). His cobbled room, 

enclosed on the N by a 0.75 m × 1.25 m wall, bears a certain resemblance to the Area C western chamber.  

3. Area A. Although excavation has not been extensive in Area A (the SW corner of the mound), the 

wallfromAreaCcontinuestoformtheNboundaryofdomesticstructures.The―Glueck‖wallappearsto

cross Area A on the S. This continuous wall appears to characterize the latest phase, and may represent a 

type of perimeter fortification of a diminished settlement after the monumental outer fortifications went 

out of use.  

G. Cemeteries  

The expedition explored two cemeteries, Area D on the ridge S of the site across the wadi, and Area E 

immediately E of the site. In the latter, several chamber tombs have disclosed the typical EB IV 

disarticulated burials. E3, a very small chamber tomb, contained two skulls—one of a child—disposed on 

either side of a central bonepile. Four vessels had been set at the entrance. Shaft tombs also appear to exist 

in this cemetery. Cemetery D comprises a hillside cemetery of numerous shaft tombs. Excavation of four 

of these tombs shows them to be of the round shaft, single chamber variety. Disarticulated multiple 

burials and typical EB IV grave goods characterized the group. Notably, one tomb included close to 100 

vessels, mostly red-slipped and burnished.  

In 1987, the expedition discovered its first pre-EB IV usage of the cemeteries in Area J, west of the tell. 

It was an unusual structure cut into the bedrock. This was divided by a rough stone wall, and was used as 

a collective burial place during EB I. West of the wall were disarticulated interments including at least 15 

skulls, many of which were found totally fragmented or smashed below rocks. East of the wall, an 

antechamber yielded only pottery goods. A similar construction exists at Jericho in tombs K2 and A13. 

An EB IV tomb also came to light in Cemetery J.  

H. Sociocultural Considerations  

The results of four seasons of excavation at Kh. Iskander demonstrate clearly that sedentary strategies, 

in this case, a small town or regional center, were important socioeconomic components of the EB IV 

culture. The growing list of EB IV settlement sites from Transjordan corroborates this view. Moreover, 

irrespective of an almost universal stratigraphic break throughout Palestine-Transjordan ca. 2350 B.C., 

recent discoveries have shown many continuities with the EB tradition: (1) red-slipped and burnished 

pottery; (2) multiple burials; (3) shaft tombs; (4) similar metal types; (5) bench-lined broad- and long-

room houses; (6) massive fortifications; (7) public complexes; (8) permanent storage facilities; (9) similar 

lithics; (10) significant pottery production; (11) multiphased sedentary occupation; (12) evidence for 

sociopolitical stratification; (13) sanctuaries; (14) significant amounts of food production equipment; and 

(15) town planning. Almost all the reasons Kenyon cited for designating the period a seminomadic one 

are now untenable (CAH
3 
1/2: 567–68).  

In light of the strong continuities with EB Age tradition, it is difficult to support any view (including the 

terminology)ofthisperiodas―intermediate.‖Themostimportantobstructiontoaviewofthe EB IV 



peoples as indigenous has been the misconception that the shift from EB III to EB IV was from 

sedentarism to nomadism; in reality the shift was from urban to nonurban i.e., to village/town and pastoral 

adaptive strategies. Indeed the only conceivable means to understand the level of sedentarism in EB IV 

and the continuation of EB III urban traditions is to posit a model of cultural change, especially for 

Transjordan, which is less abrupt than hitherto believed (Richard 1980; 1987a).  

Sociocultural change at the EB III/IV horizon (in this case greater pastoralism and village/town life as 

opposed to urban settlement) is better understood as a change in emphasis of production and organization 

in response to irreversible stresses on the urban system, than as an abrupt shift to a new sociocultural 

phenomenon (see Salzman 1978). Newer views on sociocultural change suggest a greater fluidity in 

subsistence strategies (cultural adaptation) along the urban/nonurban continuum. It is this fluidity that 

provides the mechanism for change. Thus, depending on circumstances (e.g., political stability) there will 

be a greater or lesser stress on a range of adaptive strategies that are institutionalized with the culture (see 

Salzman 1978; 1980). As the new data for sedentism mount, the explanatory value of these new views of 

cultural change are manifest.  

Havingrecoveredthe―missing‖sedentarycomponentofEBIVsociety,wemustnowlookfornewer

hypotheses to explain the variation in adaptive strategies. Such hypotheses should be broad enough to 

explain also the transition to mixed subsistence strategies and concomitant decentralization of political 

control and the abatement of urban complexity at the EB III/EB IV transition. Such a model should 

explain both continuity and change at the EB III/EB IV transition. It has recently been suggested that the 

model of specialization/despecialization is a conceptual construct that is applicable to the organizational 

shift from specialized modes of production to the despecialized nonurban economies that appeared at the 

end of the third millennium B.C. (Richard and Long fc.). This model allows for a more process-oriented 

view that explains culture change at the EB III/EB IV transition as well as the variation in adaptation in 

EB IV.  

Thus, the research at Kh. Iskander forces a reassessment of this period. In light of new data and current 

scholarly trends, there is no compelling evidence to suggest that there was an invasion; that Amorite 

nomads from Syria overran the country; or that town/village life was completely eradicated at the end of 

EB III. Indeed, the growing evidence for cultural continuity between EB III and IV supports our 

contention that the collapse of the city-state system and the subsequent adaptation to nonurban and 

pastoral subsistence strategies were a result of gradual internal processes (for an opposing view see 

Amiran and Kochavi 1985). Such a view of the EB III/EB IV transition is totally in concert with the 

perspective that a cultural continuum can be traced throughout the EB Age (ca. 3400–2000 B.C.), 

notwithstanding great peaks of adaptation and change in the process from preurban and finally to 

nonurban social systems (Richard 1987a).  
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SUZANNE RICHARD  

ISMACHIAH (PERSON) [Heb yismakyāhû (ִיְסַמְכָיהּו)]. One of ten overseers (pĕq  d  m) responsible 

for gifts brought into the temple during the reign of Hezekiah (2 Chr 31:13). King Hezekiah and Azariah 

the chief officer of the temple appointed Ismachiah and the other nine. Their role was to assist Conaniah 

andhisbrotherShimeiinmanaging―thecontributions,thetithesandthededicatedthings‖that were 

brought into and stored in the temple (2 Chr 31:12–13).Thenamemeans―Yahwehsupports/sustains‖

(HALAT 2: 399; cf. IPN 28, 196; LXX samachia).  

KENNETH H. CUFFEY  

ISRAEL COURT. See TEMPLE, JERUSALEM.  

ISRAEL, HISTORY OF. This entry consists of four articles that survey various periods of the 

history of ancient Israel and the critical issues associated with reconstructing that history. The first article 

focuses on the premonarchic period (ca. 1200–1000 B.C.), dealing especially with the question of the 

Israelite―conquest‖ofCanaanandthesubsequentriseoftheIsraelitemonarchy.Thesecondarticle

provides a comprehensive treatment about how archaeological evidence associated with the LB-early Iron 

AgetransitionbearsuponthequestionoftheIsraelite―conquest.‖Thethirdarticlesketchesbroadlythe

political history of the monarchy up to the Babylonian exile (ca. 1000–586 B.C.). The fourth article 

addresses the problems of method arising from the nature of biblical books dealing with the period after 

the Babylonian exile (ca. 538–330 B.C.), and offers a tentative historical reconstruction with attention to 

the ideological tendencies of the sources. In addition to these articles, other entries discuss particular 

individuals and places, neighboring peoples and nations, biblical books, and critical methodologies. Note 

also the following entries: CHRONOLOGY (HEBREW BIBLE); COURT NARRATIVE; COVENANT; 

EPHRAIM; EXODUS, THE; GALILEE; KING AND KINGSHIP; MESHA STELE; NEGEB; 

PALESTINE, ADMINISTRATION OF; PALESTINE, ARCHAEOLOGY OF; SYRO-EPHRAIMITE 

WAR. For the later periods, see also MACCABEAN REVOLT; JEWISH WAR; BAR KOKHBA 

REVOLT.  

PREMONARCHIC PERIOD  

———  

A.Merneptah‘s―Israel‖andtheEarliestIsrael 

B. Sources for the Earliest Israel  

1. The OT as a Historical Source  

2. The Value of Palestinian Archaeology as a Historical Source  

C. The Historical Investigation of the Earliest Israel  

1. The Traditional Historical Approach  

2.TheModernStudyofIsrael‘s Earliest History  

D.SociologyandtheStudyofIsrael‘sEarliestHistory 

E. Israelite History in the Pre-national Period  

1.TheOTNarrativeand―ExternalEvidence‖ 

2. Early Israelite History  

a. Choice of Method—Delimiting the Object of Study  



b. Palestine in the LB Age  

c. Palestine in the Early Iron Age  

d. Formation of the Israelite State  

———  

A. Merneptah’s ―Israel‖ and the Earliest Israel  

AccordingtotheEgyptianinscriptionofMerneptah,somesortofethnicentitycalled―Israel‖musthave

existed in Israel shortly before 1200 B.C. However, the question that concerns us is the nature of the 

relationshipbetweenthe―Israel‖intheinscriptionandthehistoricalIsraelwhichweencounterintheOT.

The OT describes this Israel in the pre-national period as a tribal society consisting of twelve tribes, 

unified by a common historical past and by a common monotheistic religion (the worship of Yahweh). 

TherelevantpassageintheEgyptiantextinformsusthat―Israelislaidwaste,hisseedisnot‖ (ANET, 

378).  

For quite some time, scholars preferred to believe that this passage referred to a unified Israelite society 

of twelve tribes, but they had a variety of reasons for claiming this. On the one side were scholars who 

attempted to retain, in one formoranother,theOTdescriptionofIsrael‘sconquestofCanaan,andwho

accordinglyregardedMerneptah‘sreferencetoIsraelasthefinalproofthattheIsraeliteconquesthad

already taken place by this time (cf., e.g., Kaufmann 1953; Albright 1963: 24–34; BHI
1
, 97–127). On the 

other side were a number of (mainly German) scholars who abandoned the attempt to reconcile the 

biblical account of the conquest with the actual historical development which eventually led to the 

emergence of Israel (see Alt, KlSchr 1: 89–175; Noth 1950: 67–82). But the latter group also reckoned 

with an ethnic Israelite entity which was held together in the premonarchic period by the presence of an 

Israelite amphictyony, that is, a tribal league of twelve tribes (Noth 1930). TheyfeltthatMerneptah‘s

inscription could be related to this entity in some fashion. See AMPHICTYONY.  

However, a critical reevaluation of the OT sources and the social situation which existed in pre-national 

Israel has forced scholars to surrender the notion that Israel was organized in an amphictyony in the pre-

nationalperiod(Mayes1974;deGeus1976;Lemche1984a).Moreover,recentstudiesofIsrael‘sorigin

have been forced to reject the OT claim that Israel, understood as a nation, could have arisen outside of 

the borders of Palestine (Mendenhall 1962; Gottwald 1979; Lemche 1985; Ahlström 1986). The process 

which led to the emergence of the historical Israel, understood as that state which dominated the whole of 

Palestine as well as some of the surrounding lands under the kings David and Solomon, was much more 

complicated than the biblical account allows; moreover, this development can hardly have been concluded 

before the 10th century or shortly before.  

Thisistosaythatweareleftwithahistoricallycertainreferencetoan―Israel‖inPalestinearound1200

B.C.; by the same token, however, we encounter a complicated course of events which is only marginally 

reflectedintheOTaccountsofIsrael‘spast.ThisalsomeansthatalthoughMerneptah‘s―Israel‖is

situated at the beginning of the long development which led to the emergence of the historical Israel, it is 

far from certain that the Egyptian inscription refers to any extensive ethnic group in then-contemporary 

Palestine. On the contrary, there is reason to believe that the Israel in question comprised at most the 

nucleus of the later Israelite state. However, it is very difficult to be more precise about the extent and 

nature of this Israel, apartfromthefactthatMerneptah‘sIsraelseemstobeassociatedwiththe

mountainous region of central Palestine (see Ahlström 1986: 37–43).  

B. Sources for the Earliest Israel  

Two types of sources are at least theoretically relevant to the study of pre-national Israel: the OT 

historical narratives about Israel in the time prior to David and Solomon (so-called internal evidence), and 

the information which derives from sources other than the OT (so-called external evidence). The latter 

type of evidence consists mainly of materials which have emerged through archaeological excavations in 

Palestine and the surrounding regions. These archaeological materials consist mainly of mute material 

remains, which is to say that they are not connected with any written evidence which might explain them 

to us. However, some individual inscriptions have also come to light, and these sometimes shed sporadic 

light on events transpiring in Palestine in this period. In addition to these finds, there are some of a more 



or less accidental nature, such as the discovery of the Amarna correspondence in Egypt in 1888, which 

nevertheless may be of importance for the description of the historical course of events in Palestine in the 

last part of the 2d millennium B.C.  

The fundamental problem facing any scholar who concerns himself with the history of Israel is that it is 

difficult to correlate the two types of evidence so as to unify them into a connected picture of the 

historical course of events. It would be more correct to say that it is only occasionally that we seem able 

to establish some agreement between an OT source and the extrabiblical materials, at least as far as the 

period before 1000 B.C. is concerned (some students of the history of the united monarchy in the 10th 

century B.C. would even go further to include the period 1000–900 B.C. in the so-called dark age 

precedingIsrael‘sreally―historical‖periods[cf.Garbini1988:21–32]).  

1. The OT as a Historical Source. TheOTcontainsacollecteddescriptionofIsrael‘spre-national 

history; this account is related in the Pentateuch plus the books from Joshua to the first or second book of 

Samuel(dependingonwhetheroneincludestheepisodeofSaul‘skingshipwithinthehistoryofthe

monarchy or of the pre-national period).  

However, no part of this OT narrative is contemporaneous with the events it depicts and which, 

according to the biblical chronology (translated into modern terms), are supposed to have taken place in 

the period between 2300 B.C. (the traditional date of Abraham‘sdeparturefromMesopotamia)and1000

B.C. (the accession of David to the throne). The temporal distance is possibly closest in the case of the 

description of a battle that took place between an alliance of Canaanite kings and an Israelite coalition of 

tribes which is related in Judges 5 (―theSongofDeborah‖).Thistexthasoftenbeenheldultimatelyto

derive from pre-national times, although there is no agreement as far as a precise date is concerned (see, 

among others, Mayes 1969; 1974: 84–105; contradicted by Ahlström 1977; 1986: 54). But even in this 

case individual scholars have dated the text to a period subsequent to the introduction of the monarchy 

into Israel (cf. Garbini 1978).  

In any case, we are forcedtoassumethatliterallyeverysourcerelativetoIsrael‘spre-national history 

was first written down after the formation of the Israelite state around 1000 B.C., that is, some or even 

many generations after the events mentioned in the sources in question. On the other hand, there is today 

no consensus among scholars as to just when the earliest portions of the historical literature were written 

down; the suggested dates have fluctuated between the 10th century B.C. forthe―Yahwist‖or―J‖source

(cf. von Rad 1944; Noth 1948) and the 7th century, or even down to the 6th or 5th centuries (see, among 

others, Schmid 1977; Van Seters 1975; 1983; and the survey of research by Whybray 1987). However, no 

one disagrees that the conclusion of the composition of the historical literature of the OT cannot have 

taken place before the end of the early postexilic period.  

The question as to whether the authors of the historical literature in the OT have described the events of 

the pre-national period in a historically correct way depends on the date one assigns to the earliest part of 

thisliterature.ItisnaturallynotunimportantwhethertheYahwistlivedduringSolomon‘sreign or shortly 

after, or under that of Josiah, or perhaps that of Xerxes or some other ruler of the Persian period. If the 

earliest parts of the historical literature are in fact removed from the pre-national period by more than half 

a millennium, this would automatically dictate that we regard the historical contents of this literature with 

appropriate scepticism. However, there might be some reason to suppose that one or another historical 

event managed to survive in traditional transmission and hence was more or less correctly described back 

in the 10th century. The latter point of view, which has been dominant in OT scholarship up to the 

present, has sometimes been challenged on the grounds that it is reasonable to ask whether the biblical 

historians intended to write history in any sense (cf. Halpern 1988, who claims that a historical interest 

underlies OT narratives), and even whether, in the event, they were actually able to (cf. Coote, who 

defends an early date for the Yahwist in Coote and Ord 1989, but who, in Coote and Whitelam 1987, 

completely ignores the OT account in his attempt to explain the historical developments connected with 

the emergence of Israel).  

The various attempts which have been made to argue for the historicity of at least the nucleus of the OT 

narrative on the basis of an earlier oral tradition which is thought to have preceded the written stage (see 



FSAC, 64–76; cf. also CMHE, and, recently, Hendel 1987; expressly negative toward this approach is 

Van Seters 1975) have been unsuccessful. Even if the biblical historical narratives may derive to a greater 

or lesser degree from orally transmitted stories which are susceptible to comparison in terms of narrative 

technique with other poetic literature from the ANE (particularly the Ugaritic epic literature has been 

employed as the narrative model for the OT narratives), the question of their historicity cannot be 

determined in this fashion, because such oral traditions are, in the nature of things, incapable of objective 

control (further on this see Lemche 1985: 377–85, and the survey of literature on the subject in 

Kirkpatrick 1988). It is even conceivable that, if it were shown that parts of the Israelite traditions 

concerning the earliest periods hold a variety of characteristics in common with the epic literatures from 

other parts of the Near East, we should then be forced to conclude that the Israelite traditions are 

ahistorical, like the vast majority of the stories with which they have been compared.  

In itself, the composition of the OT historical narrative furnishes us with reason to wonder whether its 

author(s)was/wereactuallyabletowritehistory.Althoughthe―author‖(sing.,forconvenience‘sake)of

the historical books does not call attention to the phenomenon, the work contains a wide variety of 

different genres, all pieced together: myths, sagas, fairy tales, genealogical lists, lists of officeholders, 

laws of various types (religious as well as secular), and so forth; he never signifies when he shifts from 

one type of information to another, or indicates that one tradition is more reliable in a historical sense than 

another.  

Some scholars have attempted to explain the failure of OT history writers to write history in a technical 

sense by pointing to the possibility that the authors in question lived in a different epistemological 

―space‖thantheirmoderncolleagues.TothisendtheyhavecharacterizedIsraelitehistorywritingas

prelogical or mythical (see Lemche 1984b; on history writing in antiquity, see Liverani 1973a, with 

examples in Liverani 1972; 1973b; 1974; 1977); that is, they have held it to have been dictated by other 

than strictly scientific interests. This even applies to sizable narratives like, for example, the story of 

David‘srisetopower(roughly1 Samuel 16 to 2 Samuel 6, although the delimitation of this narrative is 

uncertain both as far as its beginning and its conclusion are concerned; see Grønbaek 1971), which 

displays considerable structural similarities with a N Syrian royal inscription from the 15th century B.C. 

relating how King IDRIMI of Alalakh acceded to his throne (ANET, 557–58; and see Buccellati 1962). 

The narratives about David and Idrimi follow a common scheme which was borrowed from the fairy tale 

genre, and which seems to have been used to defend successful pretenders against the imputation of 

usurpation (cf. Liverani 1972).  

In this connection, however, it is not unimportant that biblical narrative art is guided by a certain 

diachronic interest, which is to say that the individual events in the course of a story are related according 

to a chronological scheme which structures the entire narrative. But it should be pointed out that the 

concern with chronology in OT narratives can be advanced as an argument in favor of the view that 

Israelite history writing did not predate the earliest Greek history writing, which implies that it is to be 

dated to the exilic period or even later (Van Seters 1983).  

WeshouldnotethatthestudyofOThistoricalliteratureasasourceforIsrael‘searliesthistoryis

inhibited by the fact that no event which is related in the OT historical books is touched on by other ANE 

written sources: it is only in the Omride dynasty in the 9th century B.C. that Mesopotamian sources begin 

to mention historical figures of Israelite origin who also appear in the OT.  

Accordingly, whoever attempts to derive historical information from the OT sources is necessarily 

forced to attempt his own analyses of the OT traditions in order to argue for the possibility that these 

sources contain historical information. In otherwords,oneisinrealitylefttoone‘sowndevicesto

determine the question of historicity. From the point of view of scientific method this is very much a 

problematical procedure, because its results often have the character of postulates which can be neither 

confirmed nor disconfirmed.  

There seem to be only two ways out of this dilemma, which consists in the facts that we cannot control 

the information contained in the witness of the OT and that other ancient written evidence provides no 

help. The scholar can either choose to ignore the OT information, as is the case in a number of recent 



reconstructionsofIsrael‘spre-national history (see Frick 1985; Coote and Whitelam 1987), or he can 

attempt to confront the information in the OT with the results of archaeological excavations in Palestine 

and surrounding regions.  

2. The Value of Palestinian Archaeology as a Historical Source. Since the close of the 19th century, 

no region in the Near East has been so intensely explored as Palestine. However, it has been the case that 

the archaeology of Palestine has been, for most of its history, narrowly connected to OT scholarship in 

general. In the early phase of this study, archaeological activity was dominated by biblical scholars, with 

the result that there have been jurisdictional disputes between the biblical scholar and the archaeologist, 

who in many cases was one and the same person. See ARCHAEOLOGY, SYRO-PALESTINIAN.  

The question as to who was eventually to win this struggle was virtually a foregone conclusion. It would 

have been extremely difficult, if not actually impossible, for the archaeologist to justify his activity in the 

region if his conclusions were not in some way capable of correlation with the information contained in 

the OT or NT. Archaeological excavations in Palestine have practically never been able to produce the 

spectacular sorts of results which have characterized many excavations in both Egypt and Mesopotamia, 

or which the archaeologists active in Asia Minor or N Syria are justifiably proud. Admittedly, there have 

been a great many finds, but these have been modest in kind; particularly the epigraphical materials have 

been extraordinarily limited, although we must not forget that many important small texts have been 

found.  

One‘simmediateimpressionuponstudyingtheresultsofPalestinianarchaeologyisthat,atleastinpre-

Hellenistic times, the material culture of Palestine was extremely poor. Nowhere do we find temple 

complexes such as those for which Mesopotamia and Egypt are famed. Nor has a palatial complex been 

unearthed anywhere in Palestine which could measure itself even approximately with the royal dwelling 

in N Syrian Ugarit. The great golden treasures which have above all been found in excavations of 

Egyptian tombs or in ancient Ur, in S Iraq, are entirely lacking in Palestine. And the closest thing we have 

to a palace archive in Palestine is the collection of bullae which were perhaps attached to documents in 

the Jerusalem archives towards the close of the period of the monarchy (cf. Avigad 1986), although the 

documents themselves are lost forever.  

It was only by virtue of their usefulness for allowing us to confirm or disconfirm the accuracy of certain 

biblical information that the individual results of excavations have been able to distinguish themselves 

and legitimate so much archaeological activity. It is therefore obvious that the archaeology of Palestine 

had to develop into a biblical archaeology, the primary goal of which was to correlate its results with OT 

information. Thus the sites which were chosen for excavation corresponded to this underlying intention; 

scholars concentrated their efforts to a high degree on the best-known sites mentioned in the OT (with the 

exception of Jerusalem, which, because of modern construction only allowed itself to be explored to a 

limited extent). Such sites included especially the towns of Jericho and Shechem.  

Finally, the biblicistic element in earlier Palestinian archaeology was also expressed in the rather over-

simplifying interpretations of the OT materials which were sometimes proposed even by such superb 

American archaeologists as W. F. Albright and G. E. Wright, or, in fact, even by their diametrical 

opposite, theEnglisharchaeologistK.M.Kenyon(Kenyon1960).Kenyon‘sworkcontainsnumerous

examples of historical interpretations which are not on the same level as the then-contemporary historical 

research which was being conducted into the OT texts.  

As far as the sometimes problematical character of Palestinian archaeology is concerned, the discussion 

ofIsrael‘sconquestofCanaanmayserveasamodel,sincethepointofdepartureofcountless

archaeological investigations seems to have been the concern to find evidence of the Israelite occupation 

of the country shortly before 1200 B.C. A number of destructions of well-known Palestinian towns which 

must have taken place during the transition from the Late Bronze to the Early Iron Age were thus 

understood as direct evidence of the Israelite conquest (cf., e.g., the sections dealing with traces of the 

Israelite settlement in the chapters on the LB and Early Iron Ages in ArchPal 1960: 80–109, 110–45).  

However, as matters developed archaeology began to create so many problems for the presumed 

historical accuracy of the OT account of the conquest of Canaan that it eventually became increasingly 



difficult to retain the conviction of historicity underlying the OT narrative. The best-known of these many 

difficulties are those accruing around the date to be assigned to the destruction of Bronze Age Jericho, 

which had to be pushed back for archaeological reasons to the 16th century B.C. (cf.Kenyon‘sdateof

1580 B.C. [1960: 316] with her defense of the historicity of Joshua 5–6 [EAEHL 2: 563–564]). Even more 

clear is the evidence from the excavation of Ai, which is also supposed to have been destroyed in the 

course of the Israelite invasion under Joshua, since it was demonstrated already by J. Marquet-Krause, the 

early French excavator of the town, that Ai was not immediately resettled after its destruction at the end 

of the EB Age (around 2300 B.C.). Marquet-Krause‘sconclusionshavebeenconfirmedbylaterAmerican

excavations undertaken since World War II, although it is now apparent that Ai was resettled in the early 

Iron Age. See AI (PLACE).  

These clear conclusions, which so evidently annihilate the historical value of the OT account, had to 

have consequences sooner or later for the historical discussion of the Israelite settlement, just as they also 

led to warnings about the use and misuse of archaeology in the study of the OT (see, e.g., Noth 1971: 34–

51; de Vaux 1970). Ultimately, this situation has led to the demand that the archaeological work be 

conducted for its own sake, and that its conclusions be drawn before one proceeds to involve the OT texts 

in the discussion of the interpretation of the archaeological materials (see Lemche 1985: 391).  

As it happens, when we separate archaeology from the study of the OT texts we discover that the 

archaeological evidence has a decisive statement to make in connection with the reconstruction of the 

course of events in Palestine in the second half of the 2d millennium B.C. Admittedly, it has become more 

and more difficult to retain the biblical account of this course of events, but archaeology has, for one 

thing, produced material which allows the historians scope for further work. Furthermore, by increasing 

the distance between its results and the OT sources it has brought about a reevaluation of the character of 

the OT sources themselves. Archaeology can show us concretely that the OT narratives of the conquest 

cannot be taken at face value in a historical sense; rather, we see that in the OT we have reflections 

formulatedatalatedateaboutthequestionofIsrael‘sorigin.Wefindnarrativeswhich,admittedly,

contain such things as etiological legends which associate particular localities with particular events in the 

historical narratives.  

C. The Historical Investigation of the Earliest Israel  

Confronted with the previously described source materials (OT texts composed long after Israel had 

begun to be governed by kings, and archaeologicalfinds),thehistorianwhointendstodescribeIsrael‘s

history in the premonarchic period is forced to make a number of choices. These choices have, above all, 

to do with securing appropriate methods for deriving historical information from the written sources. 

However, as far as the OT is concerned, even before the choice of method is made a decision has to be 

arrived at as to whether the OT may be used to provide any historical information whatsoever about the 

past.  

There is somewhat of a consensus among scholars as to the understanding of the OT sources: only a 

handful are prepared to ignore the OT information entirely (cf. perhaps most prominently Frick 1985; 

CooteandWhitelam1987).Moreover,animportantquestioniswhetherOTscholars‘choicesin this 

regard have been made solely on the basis of the sources present in the OT, correlated with archaeological 

data,orwhetherotherfeatureshaveplayedarole,mostnotablytheOT‘scharacterassacredscripturefor

two religions. Ultimately, the historian‘smethodisdeterminedbyhisorherunderstanding of the Bible.  

1. The Traditional Historical Approach. The traditional historical study of the OT has been 

characterized by a number of special features (cf. Lemche 1987–88; cf. also Sasson 1981; Coote and 

Whitelam 1987: 11–16).First,thevariousaccountsofIsrael‘shistoryhaveusuallybeenverydetailed.In

thisconnection,theanalysisofpremonarchicalIsrael‘shistoryhasgenerallyreceivedthelion‘sshareof

attention (this is every bit as striking in such early accounts as that of Kittel 1932 as in more recent ones, 

such as Donner 1984–86, where this analysis fills in reality half the work). These accounts have usually 

been founded on very extensive analyses of the OT texts, which have been searched in order to derive 

historical information.  



Second, only a few histories of Israel contain cohesive sections dedicated to the epistemological 

questionswhich,becauseofIsrael‘spracticallyuniquehistory,mustbeposed. 

Third, the lack of methodological reflection has invariably entailed that modern histories of Israel have 

been written along the premises laid down by the Israelite history writers themselves; it is the authors of 

the historical books of the OT who have established the agenda for the historical reconstructions of later 

times. This applies to the subdivision of the history of Israel into a series of discrete historical epochs, a 

―patriarchalperiod,‖a―sojourninEgypt,‖a―conquest,‖a―periodofthejudges,‖anda―periodofthe 

monarchy.‖Butitalsoappliestoscholars‘descriptionsoftheindividualperiods,whichnotuncommonly

seemlikeattemptsto―translate‖theOTaccountsintohistoricalreports.Thereisextensiveuseofthe

renarrationofOThistoryorevenof―rationalisticparaphrases‖ofit(anotablerecentexampleofthisis

HAIJ).Inthisprocess,OTnarrativesareusually―cleansed‖ofallmythical,nottomention―miraculous‖

features, so as to appear as secular rather than sacred history.  

Fourth, the concern to develop methods suitable for studying OT texts for their historical content was 

determined by historical preoccupations; but this entailed that other concerns, such as the literary qualities 

of OT literature, were neglected. For example, when scholars chose to incorporate the study of legends 

and sagas into historical research on the earliest Israel, they emphasized those aspects of such studies 

whichsoughttofind―historicalnuclei‖infolkloristicmaterials.Atthesametime,othercompetingviews

of folklore scholars (which were highly skeptical of the question of historicity or which did not regard this 

aspect as important in the creation of sagas and legends) were neglected.  

Fifth, by the same token the lack of historical consciousness in much recentscholarshiponIsrael‘s

history has meant that the gaps in that history have often been closed by the imagination (frequently 

characterizedas―commonsense‖)oftheindividualscholars,sincetheyhaveattemptedtoproduce

cohesive accounts of the historical sequence on the basis of the OT narratives. This has entailed that such 

accounts lack any comprehensive historico-methodological foundation.  

Sixth,thetreatmentof―externalevidence‖(seeabove)inthevarioushistoriesofIsraelhasoftenbeen

eclectic, in the sense that they have either been used to confirm OT statements or else they have been 

distorted slightly so as not to collide with those statements. This tendency has been especially notable in 

connection with the study of the Israelite patriarchs (on this method, see esp. Thompson 1974). An 

expression of this tendency is the enthusiasm which has greeted new discoveries from the ANE, such as, 

e.g., the Mari texts (ca. 18th century B.C.) or those from Ugarit (14th/13th century B.C.).  

If one reads through any number of descriptions of the earliest history of Israel dating from the end of 

the 19th century (i.e., from Stade 1887 up to de Vaux 1971–73) one sees the features mentioned above 

recurring time and again. Particularly striking is the extent to which this historiography has concentrated 

on the discussion of questions concerned with the historical identity of the figures who feature in this 

earlyphaseofIsrael‘shistory,fromAbrahamtoMosesandJoshua,tothejudges,whoaresupposedto 

have exercised some type of leadership in Israel before the introduction of the monarchy. Research has to 

a large extent been concentrated on isolated individuals and events, whereas the broad outline has usually 

been drawn in such a way as to connect oneimportantfigurefromIsrael‘spastwithyetanother. 

Naturally,thereareexceptionstothispicture,as,forexample,inseveralsectionsofNoth‘simportant

historyofIsraelwhichappearedshortlyafterWorldWarII(Noth1950).Noth‘sstudywasinturn based 

on a number of publications by the important German scholar A. Alt, in which the latter used a broader 

brush in his attempts to depict the outline of early Israelite history (cf., e.g., Alt, KlSchr 1: 89–175; 2: 1–

65). Nevertheless, it would not be wrong to claim that the various descriptions of Israelite history before 

the monarchy have often looked more like historical analyses of OT texts than synthetic surveys of 

Israel‘shistory. 

2. The Modern Study of Israel’s Earliest History. Thehistoricalstudiessincetheearly1970‘shave,

to some extent, pointed to new directions, not least because of the stimulus provided by a number of 

individual studies which have cast doubt on the historical contents of the OT narratives.  

The historicity of the patriarchs came into focus when T. L. Thompson and J. Van Seters more or less 

simultaneously and with complementary arguments posed a number of well-chosen questions to the 



traditional understanding of the patriarchal period as a historical phase in Israelite history (Thompson 

1974; Van Seters 1975). Several studies have since appeared which have advocated the view that 

Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob once did live, perhaps in the early 2d millennium, and that their memory is 

preserved in OT narratives. See ABRAHAM. It would nonetheless be correct to assert that these efforts, 

too, must take their point of departure in the researches of Thompson and Van Seters. Moreover, a 

number of OT scholars have now abandoned the idea that the patriarchal period was ever a historical 

epoch (cf. Soggin 1984: 89–108; Lemche 1988: 114–16; cf. already Noth 1950: 114–20).  

TheaccountofIsrael‘ssojourninEgypt,theexodus,andthewildernesswanderingsunderMoses‘

leadership were previously defended fiercely in most studies (cf., e.g., FSAC, 249–72; BHI
1
, 110–20); 

current research now regards them with extreme skepticism. Thus, today the story of Joseph and his 

brothersseemstobeahistorical―novel‖whichwaswrittenin the 1st millennium (Redford 1970; IJH, 

167–203) rather than an ancient historical record. Correspondingly, the other parts of the narrative 

complexstretchingfromExodustoNumberscanhardlybeotherthanlate―recollections‖ofthehistorical

past of the nation which were current in the 1st millennium B.C.  

TheOTnarrativeofIsrael‘sconquestofCanaanhasbeenefficientlyneutralizedbymodernscholarship

and may no longer be assigned historical worth as a source for the events which led to the formation of 

theIsraelitepeople.AnumberofalternativeconceptionsofIsrael‘soriginshavenowtakenitsplace.On

the other hand, the OT account of the period of the judges has been slightly rehabilitated, not so much 

because the narratives in the book of Judges deserve historical credence, but rather because the framework 

for the history of the period of the judges—the―amphictyony‖whichnumerousscholarsinNoth‘strain

alleged for the pre-national period—no longer exists. In 1930 Noth presented the hypothesis that pre-

national Israel was organized as an amphictyony along Greek lines, which is to say, he held that it was a 

unionconsistingoftwelvetribes(Noth1930).Noth‘sposition,however,cameunderheavyfire,

particularly in the 1970s (cf. esp. Mayes 1974; IJH, 285–331; de Geus 1976), and has today been 

abandoned by the majority of OT scholars (Lemche 1984a).  

Taken together, these developments require us to surrender the idea that the OT historical accounts 

comprise a coherent narrative capable of forming the foundation for a reconstruction of pre-national 

Israelite history. Historians have accordingly seen themselves to be forced to employ other methods to 

depict the historical development of Palestine prior to the year 1000 B.C. These methods have to be based 

on the archaeological materials and not on the OT stories. By the same token, however, new methods are 

also required for the evaluation of the archaeological data, and primary among these methods are 

sociology and social anthropology.  

It is likewise also necessary to incorporate insights deriving from modern historical study into the 

investigationofIsrael‘shistory.Itischaracteristicofrecenthistoricalresearchthatthereisstilla

powerful interest in the detailed description of the past, to the extent that such description is at all 

possible; at the same time, however, such research attempts to focus on the relationship of the individual 

historical events to a greater historical perspective. The terminology employed here is that of the Annales-

school of French historians, namely la longue durée. The ruling concept is that a historical event cannot 

be studied in isolation; rather, it is inevitably part of some greater context or chain of events which, taken 

together, form the pattern of development which can be described and reconstructed by historians (on this 

andthestudyofIsrael‘shistory,seeWhitelam1986:55–62; Coote and Whitelam 1987: 17–25).  

D. Sociology and the Study of Israel’s Earliest History  

In the last couple of decades a third path toward the exploration of the earliest history of Israel has been 

increasingly attempted by a growing number of scholars. Through the study of population groups in 

preindustrialsocieties,suchresearchershavearguedthat―ourcontemporaryancestor‖canhelpprovide

information which is also relevant to the evaluation of ancient Israel. By studying people who live in a 

society which (in terms of means of production) is still undeveloped, it may be possible to isolate 

characteristic featurescapableofgeneralizationas―rules,‖andsotoexplainphenomenawhichweeither

know from the OT narratives about Israel in the prenational period, or which we have deduced from the 



archaeological materials. See also ANTHROPOLOGY AND THE OT; SOCIOLOGY (ANCIENT 

ISRAEL).  

The last two centuries of OT scholarship have seen many attempts to employ viewpoints, just as we 

have also seen a number of treatments of Israelite society (the best known is probably de Vaux 1961; but 

see also Pedersen 1926–40). Characteristic of these early efforts was, on the one hand, the lack of a 

coherent sociological theory and, on the other, a very limited sociological background material.  

The lack of adequate theory underlying the attempts by OT scholars to describe Israelite society is 

probably owing to the inadequate sociological background of such scholars, which they have on occasion 

defended by their conviction that such an education is not necessary (cf. also Gottwald 1979: 5–7). 

Instead, one frequently encounters so-called common sense observations in conjunction with social 

phenomena which, in the eyes of a skilled sociologist, can only seem to be arbitrary or even directly 

misleading.  

As far as the lack of materials is concerned, already prior to World War II there existed a limited 

number of social anthropological studies of Near Eastern social phenomena. However, the social-

anthropological exploration of the Near East was deficient both with respect to quality and to extent, in 

comparison with other social anthropological fields of interest, such as sub-Saharan Africa, Melanesia, 

and so on. It was first in the time after World War II that a properly scientific study of the Near East 

began, which is to say, that it was also first at this time that it became possible to incorporate sociological 

methods into the study of social conditions in ancient Israel.  

In general, sociology/social anthropology has been used in two ways by OT scholars. (1) The most 

ambitiousmethodleadstothepresentationof―modelsolutions‖onthebasisoftheavailablesociological

data, following which the models in question are used as heuristic tools in the study of ancient Israel. (2) 

A second path is less ambitious as far as what it expects to be able to derive from sociology/social 

anthropology; it balks at the use of models, on the assumption that such models do not sufficiently take 

accountofthemutabilityofhumannature,thatis,ofman‘sabilityinagivensituationtochoosebetween

numerous alternatives.  

The first-mentioned approach has been preferred above all by a considerable number of American OT 

scholars. In America its development has gone hand in hand with the emergence of new archaeological 

methods(the―NewArchaeology‖)whichhavebeendevelopedspecificallytodescribethehistorical

development of peoples who have not left written records behind them. In studying a number of 

traditional ethnic groups, social anthropologists who pursue this course seek to isolate a limited number of 

individual phenomena or variables which they regard as characteristic of certain types of social 

organization. Thus, by assigning the numerousvariablestosuchtypesofsocialorganizationas―band

societies,‖―tribalsocieties,‖―chiefdoms,‖and―states,‖theybelieveitispossibletoworkout―heuristic

models‖foreachtypeofsociety.Itisfurtherthoughtthatsuchmodelsareusefulforthe investigation of 

the social and political systems of other ethnic groups of which scholars are only sporadically informed. 

This social anthropological method or approach may be called cultural evolutionism.  

For example, evolutionistic scholars would think it sensible that, if we possess limited information 

showingthatasmallnumberofallthevariableswhicharenormallyassociatedwitha―chieftainship‖

were present in a given society, then they are entitled to supplement the available information with other 

variables which belong to the same organizational level, and so ultimately to term the society in question 

a―chieftainship.‖Thus,ifonlyalimitednumberofthevariableswhichfigureinthemodelofthe

chieftainship are present in the OT witness about Israel in the pre-national period, evolutionistic scholars 

would accordingly deduce that Israel in the period of the judges was a chieftainship (cf., e.g., Flanagan 

1981), and, necessarily, that the other variables must also have been present.  

Moreover, if the source materials permit a chronological distinction between the variables attested, so 

that some may be assigned to a relatively primitive socio-political stage of organization (tribal society) 

while others may be assigned to a higher stage (kingship), such evolutionistic studies enable the historic 

analysis of periods which had previously been held to be prehistoric.  



Among the OT scholars who have chosen this approach in one form or another, we find primarily those 

who have advocated the notion that Israel arose in consequence of a revolutionary movement in Palestine 

during the transition between the Bronze and Iron Ages (Mendenhall 1962; 1973; Gottwald 1979; cf. 

among others also Chaney 1983). Disregarding their respective differences, what Mendenhall and 

Gottwald have in common is that their use of cultural evolutionistic views has been idiosyncratic and at 

leasttosomeextentnotanchoredintheirrespectivesocialanthropologicalfoundations(inMendenhall‘s

case, Service 1962; for Gottwald‘s,Fried1967).Inparticular,bothhaveintroducedavariablepertaining

toideologyandreligionwhichisnottobefoundintheworksoftheir―originals‖(cf.Lemche1985:209–

16).  

other scholars have directed their investigations either within the framework of the same social-

anthropological school, or else on its periphery; they have thus introduced into the study of ancient 

Israelite history a number of heuristic models which both complement one another and compete with one 

another internally (e.g., Frick 1985; Coote and Whitelam 1987). It is further characteristic that, as the 

social anthropological models scholars have used in recent decades have become increasingly 

complicated because ever more variables have been included within them (a fact which has opened the 

possibility of variation on the basic model), the various models of pre-national Israelite society have 

become correspondingly sophisticated, but at the same time also less immediately intelligible (see in this 

respect Flanagan 1988).  

The strength in this approach is the relatively clear results it produces, since in practice it has been 

possible to offer well-founded descriptions of the structure and history of pre-national Israelite society, in 

the process also characterizing the various social processes which led Israel from the status of a tribal 

society to that of a state ruled by kings.  

However, this method also has its obvious weaknesses, because it rests on a number of assumptions 

which are not self-evident (Lemche 1985: 216–19). A fundamental assumption of the method is, for 

example, that human societies generally follow the same developmental course and are determined by the 

same forces. In other words, it is presupposed that there is only a relatively limited number of variables 

present in the sources bearing on a given society, and also that it is possible to interpret these variables in 

such a way that they can be seen to be determinative for the reconstruction of the social development. If 

the number of variables grows too large, the model becomes impenetrable and hence useless as a heuristic 

tool. If one further introduces an element of uncertainty, by noting that a given variable figures on several 

different socio-political levels (e.g., if one observes that segmentary social systems exist in tribal 

societies, chieftainships, and states), then it becomes necessary to pose serious questions as to the ultimate 

usefulness of the entire method. Finally, there is a variable for which it is virtually impossible to provide 

scientificcontrols:namely,themultiplicityofhumannature,whichincludesman‘sabilitytodistinguish

between different possibilities.  

To describe Israelite social development in the pre-national period by means of heuristic models of the 

sort mentioned above it would have to be the case that peoples on the same level of development always 

choose either the same or analogous solutions to the problems which necessitate even basic changes in 

their respective societies.  

In order for pre-national Israel to develop into a state, it was essential that, at particular times in their 

history, the pre-national Israelites should choose solutions to the political, economic, social, and 

ecological problems which arose and which required a restructuring of the society, if the effects of such 

problems were to be absorbed so that the society might survive. Such problems were no doubt present in 

the earliest Israelite society, and some of them may conceivably be demonstrable on the basis of the 

available source materials. However, it is far from certain that the solutions which the early Israelites 

chose were invariably such predictable ones that they can be fitted into a heuristic model of the 

development of societies at the same socio-political stage as early Israel.  

There is therefore a latent danger that the use of heuristic models borrowed from cultural-evolutionistic 

social anthropology can provide only very superficial answers to historical questions. This in turn means 

that we do not really know what happened in early Israel. We possess what are in fact only very general 



and quite banal conceptions as to the social development of Israel prior to the introduction of the 

monarchy, namely the assumption that Israel developed from a tribal society into a monarchy. What 

determined this course of development are factors of which we are still painfully ignorant.  

It is therefore necessary to supplement or replace the heuristic method with alternative procedures 

which pave the way to a greater degree for the acknowledgment of the endless richness of variation of 

human societies.  

One such procedure would entail the inclusion of as much social anthropological material as possible in 

one‘sanalysisofpre-national Israel. It is essential that we include in our evaluation socio-anthropological 

accounts of as many traditional societies as possible which are at an evolutionary stage comparable to that 

of pre-national Israel. Of course, the ideal solution would entail that the OT scholar in question himself 

participated in the examination and description of such traditional societies, but, apart from rare 

exceptions, this possibility is generally excluded. In place of such experience, the OT scholar must study 

ethnographic reports of fieldwork studies conducted in traditional societies with a view to determining for 

himself the sorts of social, political, and religious forces which obtain in such societies (e.g., Lemche 

1985: 84–244). It is only in this manner that the concerned scholar can hope to avoid the impression of 

superimposing a mold upon his study of ancient Israel, as all too easily occurs if his work is based on 

heuristic models alone whose basis is a quite limited number of variables.  

In this way it should be possible to arrive at a fruitful interplay between heuristic models and actual 

societies, so that the scholar in question will be better able to evaluate his source materials, not only with 

respect to his efforts to describe the historical course of events, but also with respect to recognizing how 

limited are his possibilities to describe this course of events. No matter what sociological method should 

happen to be chosen, the goal remains to arrive at a characterization of prenational Israelite history. 

Cultural evolutionism seemingly produces the most spectacular results. However, scientific controls on 

this approach, which are provided by the application of the alternative sociological method, reveal that 

evolutionistic models are based on a much less solid foundation than is immediately apparent when we 

consider the historical reconstructions which have been presented by adherents of the cultural 

evolutionistic method.  

E. Israelite History in the Pre-national Period  

1. The OT Narrative and ―External Evidence.‖ a. The OT Narrative. According to the OT, the 

history of Israel begins when Yahweh, the God of Israel, chooses a man named Abram and dispatches 

him on a journey from Mesopotamia to the land of Canaan, the promised land, where he is intended to 

becometheancestralfatherofYahweh‘speculiarpeople,Israel.Abram/Abraham travels to this land and 

becomes the father of a son, Isaac, who in turn sires two sons, Jacob and Esau. The former eventually 

receivesthename―Israel‖andbecomesthetribalancestoroftheIsraelitepeople.  

Neither Abraham, Isaac, nor Jacob succeeds in becoming fully sedentary in the land of Canaan, and 

indeed Jacob is ultimately forced to abandon Canaan with his twelve sons, the tribal ancestors of the later 

Israelite tribes, and to take up residence in Eeypt.InEgypt,Jacob‘slineinthecourseof400years

developsintoanation.WithYahweh‘saidandtheleadershipofMosestheymanagetodepartfromEgypt

and return to the land of Canaan. The return journey across Sinai and up through the region E of the 

Jordantakes40years,butYahwehhasrevealedhimselfduringthisperiodasIsrael‘strueandonlyGod;

he has also bound the Israelite people to himself in a covenantal relationship.  

Under the leadership of Joshua and in a massive wave of conquest Israel moves into the land of Canaan 

and,followingYahweh‘sexplicitorders(andadmittingonlyafewindividualexceptions),eradicates

large portions of the Canaanite population. After the conclusion of the conquest, the depopulated 

Canaanite territory is redistributed among the Israelite tribes, Joshua himself presiding over a ceremony in 

which the covenant between Yahweh and Israel is confirmed.  

After the death of Joshua there follows a period in which the Israelites forget who their God is, so that 

they begintoworshipthegodsoftheCanaanites.YahwehpunishesIsrael‘sapostasybyallowingforeign

enemies to assail and plunder the country. However, he also saves it as soon as the Israelites return to 

Yahweh and pray for help. The saviors who are sent byYahweharethe―Judges‖ofIsraelwhogovern



Israel in peace and ensure the maintenance of the right religion as long as they live. However, whenever 

any Judge happens to die, Israel relapses to her old ways, so that history repeats itself.  

Ultimately the problems confronting the Israelite tribes become so serious that divine assistance is not 

felt to be sufficient: the Israelites demand a king. At the request of the Israelite people, the last Judge, 

Samuel, is forced to find a successor, a king, a man able to free Israel from her dire situation. At the same 

time, however, it is proclaimed to the Israelites that the introduction of the monarchy must be seen as the 

finaltreacheryagainstYahweh,whoisIsrael‘srealking.Furthermore,itispredicted(although one has to 

―readbetweenthelines‖toappreciatethis)thatthistreasonwillhaveweightyconsequencesatsome

future time.  

b. The ―External Evidence.‖ First of all, it is important to note the simple fact that the ANE sources 

from the 3d and 2d millennia B.C. do not contain a single direct reference to any of the features mentioned 

in the OT narrative. There is not a single reference to Abraham the patriarch, or to Joseph and his brothers 

in Egypt, or to Moses and the Exodus, or to the conquest of Canaan, or even to a single one of the Judges. 

Furthermore, when we turn to the period during which the Israelite monarchy developed, we discover that 

the ANE sources are completely silent on the subject of Israelite kings until we come to Omri in the 9th 

century B.C.  

In other words, the use of ANE evidence to illuminate the biblical historical account is always a matter 

of indirect references and information, never of direct mention. In order to exemplify the nature of such 

―externalevidence‖itwillbe necessary briefly to present some examples of the sorts of information in 

question, and to point to the types of problems associated with them.  

In the case of Abraham, the narrative about the biblical patriarch mentions a number of localities which 

must be acknowledged to be historical, namely Ur in Chaldea and Haran in upper Mesopotamia, in 

addition to numerous sites in Palestine which are mentioned by name (Shechem, Bethel, Ai, Hebron, etc.). 

The connection with upper Mesopotamia is additionally strengthened by the fact that some of the proper 

namesconnectedwiththemembersofAbraham‘sfamilywhocontinuedtodwellinMesopotamiaare

alsoplacenamesinthevicinityofHaran.Takeninisolation,thissortof―externalevidence‖impliesonly

that the biblical narrators made use of place names and localities which were known in their own time 

either as existing localities or as names preserved by tradition. Thus the references to such names tells us 

nothing about the historical contents of the narrative.  

On the other hand, the way some of the names are mentioned shows that the Abraham narratives cannot 

have been concluded before a very late point in time. Thus, for example, Ur is said to be situated in 

Chaldea, which only became the case after the Chaldeans settled in the S part of Mesopotamia, that is, not 

earlier than the 9th–8th centuries B.C.—long after the time when, according to the biblical chronology, 

Abraham is supposed to have lived (towards the close of the 3d millennium B.C.).Thesesortsof―errors‖

have often been explained as anachronisms (on the debate concerning anachronisms in the patriarchal 

narratives see Westermann Genesis 2 BKAT, 62–64; Thompson 1974: 298–308), a possibility which must 

betakenseriously.Ontheotherhand,such―anachronisms‖correspondtothefindsthearchaeologist

uncovers during excavation which make possible a precise date for the concluding phase of a given 

archaeological stratum. The patriarchal narratives could not have received their final form before the 

latest―anachronistic‖datuminthemwasworkedintothestory.Butthisdoesnotruleoutthepossibility

that there could be older components in the story.  

ConcreteinformationfromIsrael‘senvironmentofasimilarnaturealsorecursinconnectionwiththe 

otherepochsintheOTaccountofIsrael‘searliesthistory.TheEgyptiansourcesneverdirectlyrefertothe

presence of the Israelites in Egypt, although analogous phenomena are described in some documents 

which, among other things, describe the entry of Semitic nomads into Egypt (ANET, 259), just as they 

also mention the presence of ˓apr.w (ḫab/piru, possibly―Hebrews‖)inEgypt(Greenberg1955:55–57; 

Bottéro 1954: 165–75). The description in Exodus of the forced labor of the Israelites in the construction 

ofPharaoh‘sgarrisoncities,PithomandRameses(Exod 1:11), is often seen by scholars in relation to 

conditions which obtained under the 19th or 20th Dynasty, when Egypt was ruled by a number of 

pharaohs called Rameses.  



Whilethissortof―external‖informationshowsthattheIsraelites,ortheirancestors,could have been 

present in Egypt in the time of the New Kingdom, it does not prove that this was the case. In the first 

place, it is entirely possible that the Israelites were originally ḫab/piru. See HABIRU, HAPIRU; 

HEBREW. However, this particular sociological phenomenon appeared everywhere in the ANE in the 2d 

millennium B.C., from the Zagros mountains in the NE to Egypt in the SW, and from the Persian Gulf in 

the SE to Asia Minor in the NW. The term accordingly designates a population of heterogeneous ethnic 

origins which was so far-flung that they cannot possibly be identified with the early Israelite population. 

In short, even though the earliest Israelites may have been part of the LB ḫab/piru-movement, this does 

not prove that the Israelites were ever in Egypt simply because ḫab/piru-peoples were also present there.  

Furthermore,noteventheinformationpertainingtoPharaoh‘sgarrisoncities,PithomandRameses,can 

decide the issue and prove that the Israelites were in Egypt, since archaeological and topographical 

research leaves open the question as to which sites are actually designated, when they were founded, and 

where they were situated (Redford 1987; cf. Bietak 1987).  

othertypesof―externalevidence‖includesuchthingsaspropernames,usagesandcustoms,

relationships to particular sociological phenomena (were the patriarchs or Israelites nomads or ḫab/piru, 

or was Abraham a wandering merchant [Albright 1961]?) or ethnic groups (were the Israelites Amorites 

orAramaeans?).ButweshallhavenocertaintyinthisareaaslongasIsrael‘senvironmentcontinuesto

deny us information about particular individuals whom we otherwise know from the OT account of the 

prenational period, and also because it is not possible to reestablish a socio-historical framework which is 

so exclusive that, for example, the patriarchs must necessarily belong within it—a procedure which would 

entail assigning the patriarchs to the period to which such a framework could be dated.  

Admittedly, most, but not all, information of a historical, sociological, or economic nature pertaining to 

thepatriarchsmaybecomparedwith―externalevidence‖fromthe2dmillenniumB.C. However, such 

comparisons require the use of materials which extend, in terms of time, over most of a millennium, and, 

in terms of space, run from the NE part of Mesopotamia to the Persian Gulf and to the Mediterranean and 

Egypt to the W and SW. Finally, the year 1000 B.C. is by no means some kind of magical barrier. Most or 

even all of the individual details in the patriarchal narratives (or, for that matter, in the account of the 

Israelite sojourn in Egypt) can be seen against a Near Eastern background which locates the patriarchs in 

the 1st millennium B.C.  

―Externalevidence‖isimportanttotheextentthatitisabletoshowthatcertaincomponentsintheOT

narrativesaboutIsrael‘searliesthistorywerenotfreeinventions.Rather,ithelpsustoseethatinwriting

theirstoriesabouttheancestorsofIsraelthe―historians‖(sotospeak)createdasocio-cultural framework 

for their heroes and heroines, a framework whose authenticity is confirmed by other ANE sources. On the 

otherhand,―externalevidence‖cannotbeused to show that the patriarchs ever existed, or that Israel was 

ever in Egypt.  

Againstthis,ithasbeenarguedthattheOTaccountofIsrael‘searliesthistorycannotbedisconfirmed, 

and that scholars cannot therefore allow themselves to claim that Israel was not in Egypt. Of course, this 

is correct, but this counterargument accords the OT narratives the status of postulates which are not 

subject to scholarly criticism as to their historical contents. On the one hand, it is conceivable that what 

we find in the narratives is true; on the other hand, scholars can neither prove nor disprove this. This 

meansthatthenarrativesinquestionhavenoroletoplayinascientificanalysisofIsrael‘spast,sincethe

only argument which can be advanced for their inclusion is that we think, thatis,―believe,‖thatthereare

historicalelementsinthem.Inthisconnectionitmightbeargued,asinthequestionofMoses‘historicity,

for example, that Moses is a necessary presupposition for the understanding of the earliest history and 

prehistory of Israel, and, further, that if he had not lived it would have been necessary to invent him (the 

expression is supposed to derive from N. Soederblom; cf. de Vaux 1971–73, 1: 311 n. 33); it is then 

possible to reply, with Liverani(1976:153),―That‘swhattheydid!‖ 

2. Early Israelite History. a. Choice of Method—Delimiting the Object of Study. Ultimately, the 

history of pre-national Israel must be written without the aid of the OT narratives. The time prior to the 

formation of the state (and perhaps also somewhat later in the monarchical period than is usually 



assumed) is, from a scholarly point of view, prehistory (i.e.,intechnicalterms,―thetimewithout

history‖),sincetherearenocontemporarywrittensourceswhichinform us as to events in Israel before 

the introduction of the monarchy.  

Of course, it is true that some scholars have argued in favor of a distinction between this history-less 

prehistory and early history (―Frühgeschichte/protohistory‖), where the latter is held to reside in the 

dusky terminator separating the history-less past and historical time proper. They thus hold that it should 

be possible to glimpse the contours of this early history in the sources which date from the historical time 

(Malamat 1983). This view is problematical in that it presupposes as given that the late sources may 

possess historical information about the past, and also because it assumes that we are able to cross-

examine the information contained in the late sources in such a way that it is possible to distinguish 

between historical information and ahistorical story (Lemche 1984b).  

ThismeansthatinoureffortstoreconstructIsrael‘searliesthistorywemustrenouncethepossibilityof

reconstructing that history prior to Israel‘semergenceinPalestine.Wemuststopattemptingtodescribe

thehistoryofthepatriarchalage,orIsrael‘ssituationinEgypt,orinthedesert.Eventhoughwehaveto

dealincertaincaseswithperiodsofIsrael‘sprehistory,astheOTitselfasserts, we are unable to check the 

OT information in such a way as to permit us to write a coherent historical account. Accordingly, our 

narrative about Israel has to start at a point in time at which it is possible, in however rudimentary fashion, 

to shape forourselvesapictureofIsrael‘searlyexistence. 

Insteadof―retelling‖yetagaintheOTnarrativeofIsrael‘searliesthistory,thehistorian‘sprimarytask

now is to concentrate on the scene against which Israelite history unrolled, which is to say that the 

historian must attempt to account for the development in the area in which Israel arose and existed. 

Moreover, the historian must do this on the basis of sources which derive from the period, a period which 

maybetermed―Israel‘sformativetime.‖ 

Thismethodisnotnew.ThemostfamousexampleofasimilarapproachinOTstudiesisAlt‘suseof

territorial history (―Territorialgeschichte‖) inhispathfindingstudyofIsrael‘semergence(Alt,KlSchr 1: 

89–125). By studying the socio-political features which obtained before Israel settled in Palestine and 

again after the completion of the process of settlement, Alt thought it possible to determine the character 

ofIsraelitesettlement,andthustorenderanaccountofIsrael‘soriginandearliesthistory in Palestine.  

Alt‘sreconstructionofthedevelopmentalhistoryofIsraelmustberegardedtodayasoutdated(although

one should not forget the fact that it still has many adherents among OT scholars). The reason for this 

does not have to do with the method which Alt employed, but rather with the sources which formed the 

basis of his theories. In part, the source materials have grown considerably thanks to the addition of extra 

information; moreover, we have studied the sources for almost three-quarters of a century, with the result 

that we are now better able to evaluate the information contained in those sources which were already 

available to Alt. Thus we are better off than Alt was on three decisive points.  

First, today we are much better informed about the ANE civilizations of the LB Age, a remark which 

also applies to the situation in Palestine. Admittedly, the source materials available to Alt consisted 

mainly of the Amarna correspondence; these have been only slightly supplemented by the addition of 

individual documents from Palestine itself. But if we move beyond the narrow borders of Palestine, we 

discover that it is now possible to form a much better impression as to the history, culture, and political 

and social system of the region by studying a number of archives which have been found since 1925, or 

which only since that time have made an impression on the scientific community. In particular there are 

the archives from Ugarit and Alalakh, but additional information is also derivable from the archives of the 

old Hittite capital of Hattusas (modern Bogazköy in Turkey). It is now possible to draw the broad outline 

of the history of Syria in the LB Age (for surveys extending up to ca. 1970, see Klengel 1965–70). It is 

likewise possible to reconstruct in some detail the social life of the Near Eastern states in this period (on 

Ugarit, see Rainey 1962; Heltzer 1976; 1982; cf. also Buccellati 1967).  

Second, archaeological work both within and outside of Palestine has not merely provided researchers 

with much more extensive materials than those which were available to Alt. Rather, the changed 

archaeological methods since 1970, including above all the modern archaeological concern to study entire 



areas instead of concentrating on the excavation of the great tells, has enabled scholars to stratify the 

archaeological history of sizable parts of the later Israelite region (cf. esp. AIS).  

Third, the appearance of a truly scientific socio-anthropological study of Near Eastern societies in the 

decades following World War II, including particularly studies of nomadic societies and their relations to 

other types of societies in the region, has entailed that the sociological observations which also figured in 

Alt‘sreconstructionshaveeitherhadtobeextensively modified or exchanged for other sociological 

theories.  

Taken together, these facts mean that the scientific description of the history of Israel before the 

emergence of the monarchy has had to be rewritten (strikingly expressed by Gottwald 1975 in the form of 

a number of demands which would have to be met by any renewed discussion of Israelite history). At this 

time, however, it is too early to claim that the modern reconstruction of Israelite history has been fully 

established, although a number of possibilities now present themselves for the consideration of the 

scholar. Thus every historical reconstruction offered at present necessarily has a hypothetical character, 

even if the main lines of such reconstructions are by now relatively well drawn.  

b. Palestine in the LB Age. Considering the modest size of the region (ca. 28,000 sq. km), it is 

remarkable that Palestine seems to have been subdivided into a number of mini-states throughout the 

entire Bronze Age, each with a more or less sizable town as its center, and each governed by a king. This 

political structure, which we can barely make out, at least as far as the EB Age (3d millennium B.C.) is 

concerned, became sharply defined in the MB Age (the first half of the 2d millennium B.C.), as we can 

deduce from the Egyptian EXECRATION TEXTS.  

This political structure survived the Egyptian conquest of the country in the 16th century B.C. Indeed, it 

would even be possible to assert that the political fragmentation of the country made the task of its 

occupiers easier; they tended to leave the political structure untouched, with the exception of appointing 

their own political governor for the region. On the other hand, the Egyptians were able to play the various 

mini-statesoffagainstoneanotherinasortof―divideandconquer‖policywhichpreventedthe

emergence of any effective opposition to the Egyptian dominance. Thus the Egyptian occupation did not 

lead to peace in Palestine; rather, it augmented the tendencies to political divisiveness and the internal 

rivalries of the various states which were already latent in the area. In this connection, two factors were 

especially important:  

(1) On the economic level, the Egyptian occupation represented a burden on the resources of the region 

because of the taxes which the Egyptian provinces were obliged to pay. Admittedly, we do not know the 

precise dimensions of this taxation, but its consequence seems to have been a gradual but nevertheless 

noticeable decline in the material culture of the region in the LB Age. This development seems to have 

accelerated in the 14th century B.C. (Kenyon 1979: 206), possibly as a result of difficulties presented to 

the trade exchanges caused by the establishment of the Hittite Empire around 1400 B.C. Also, the 

Palestinian states had perforce to bear the consequences of the later conflicts between the Egyptian 

armies, which utilized Palestine as a staging-ground, and the Hittite troops. Palestine was, however, 

outside of the immediate combat zone, which was located further to the N in Syria.  

(2) On the ideological plane, the Egyptian dominance also created problems by utilizing a political 

ideology which was foreign to the local Palestinian kings, since the Egyptian political ideology could not 

guarantee the security of these kings. A consequence of the Egyptian attitude towards their subject-kings 

was that the latter were forced to fend for themselves. The Egyptians apparently only intervened in 

conflicts between the various kings in the event the Egyptian sovereignty was directly threatened by 

particularly ambitious vassals (Liverani 1983).  

We do not know the details of the socio-political structure of the Palestinian mini-states. However, it 

would be reasonable to assume that the local societies were reminiscent of those situated in the larger 

states to the N, Ugarit and Alalakh, from which we possess a wealth of information. Briefly, the structure 

in question may be characterized as a palatine system in which the palace was the all-dominating center of 

the state, and in which the king, enthroned in his palace, was regarded as the ideological (religious), 

political, and economic center. The king had at his disposal a corps of both civilian and military 



functionaries who controlled the various social sectors. Everything suggests that economic life and the 

production of manufactured goods was also directed from the palace. The ordinary population consisted 

in part of artisans who, at least in the case of N Syria, were subject to the palatial administration; and of 

peasants, who made up the largest social group in the society. The slaves were located at the bottom of 

society, but we have no idea how extensive the practice of slavery was in the Palestinian states.  

It was characteristic of the Palestinian area, in contradistinction to the larger Syrian states, that there was 

little village structure outside of the urban centers, since one of the notable features of the LB Age was a 

clearly-defined decline in the number of villages in the country (Thompson 1978: 32; 1979: 66). To a 

large extent, the peasant population must have dwelt in the towns where they could be protected by the 

defensive walls and by the local military. In consideration of the very limited territorial extension of the 

individual states, this did not rule out agriculture around the towns, although the marginal areas must have 

been neglected. Considerable transition of the peasant population to other occupations, including 

nomadism, is likewise probable.  

The reasons for the decline of village culture are not difficult to describe. Throughout the history of the 

ANE the peasant populations were exposed groups (see extensively on this Lemche 1985: 164–201). In 

the first place, they had to bear the tax burdens of the state more than any other group in society, since 

agricultural products are immediately convertible in any economy based on barter. In the second place, to 

the extent that the peasant populations lived in villages they were practically unprotected. When peace 

obtained in the country, the peasants had no need of protection. Maintaining order was ordinarily the job 

of the state authorities, and during more hostile times the struggle between the states was much concerned 

with the control of the villages and their ability to pay taxes. Palestinian peasants accordingly had only 

two possibilities open to them: they could seek the protection of the walled towns—and in this connection 

we note that, particularly in the earlier part of the LB Age, a sizable increase in the population of the 

towns seems to have taken place (Kenyon 1979: 189–92)—or they could abandon their occupation and 

land in order to flee and try to find security elsewhere.  

In the latter event, a number of escape routes were possible. The peasants could either become nomads, 

a process which was made all the easier by the fact that most of the peasant societies in question also to 

some extent practiced transhumant pastoralism; or they had the possibility to become ḫap/piru, that is, 

refugees who survived either by fleeing to other states or by becoming outlaws in the impassible 

mountainous regions in Palestine. We do not know how sizable a percentage of the peasant population 

chose to survive as nomads on the margins of the existing states. However, if we compare the 

developmentsintheLBAgewithotherandsimilarsituationsinPalestine‘shistory—occasions when 

village culture declined sharply (see the survey in Coote and Whitelam 1987: 27–80)—then we must 

assume that the desedentarization of the peasants was in fact considerable.  

Furthermore, it is clearly implied by the written sources from this period that the refugee problem 

eventually reached such dimensions that the Egyptian suzerains were compelled to intervene, although it 

does not look as if the problem was ever solved. At all events, the refugees (ḫap/piru) figure in the 

sources all the way from the days of Amenophis II (ca. 1450 B.C.; cf. Greenberg 1955: 56, no. 159; 

Bottéro 1954: 167, no. 183) to those of Sethi I (ca. 1310 B.C.; Greenberg 1955: 56, no. 160; Bottéro 1954: 

168, no. 184; Albright 1952). The main part of the evidence derives from the Amarna correspondence 

from the first half of the 14th century B.C. (Greenberg 1955: 32–50; Bottéro 1954: 85–118). The Amarna 

letters also show that the phenomenon gave cause for alarm in the small Palestinian states, especially 

because it was possible to designate anyone in opposition to those in power as an ḫap/piru, i.e., an enemy 

of the Egyptians (cf. Mendenhall 1973: 122–41; Liverani 1979a).  

But whether the peasants chose an existence as nomads or instead decided to flee entirely and try their 

luck as ḫap/piru, the consequences for the Palestinian states remained considerable. On the one hand, the 

reduction in the number of peasants—with the attendant probable reduction of land under cultivation—

meant a painful decline in the base of taxation. Moreover, this must have taken place at a time when the 

Egyptian overlords felt the need to levy even greater imposts on their provinces. On the other hand, the 

increase in population which was no longer subject to control by the states (nomads and outlaws) 



constituted a threat to trade relations, including the international trade between the Egyptian region and 

the Syro-Mesopotamian sphere, since the caravans must have made tempting targets for bandits and for 

the raids of the nomads. Thus the socio-political development towards the close of the LB Age 

contributedtothecollapseofwhathadbeen,ineconomicterms,an―internationalist‖phasebased on the 

exchange of trade goods; and this collapse no doubt in turn accelerated the political disintegration of the 

area. We cannot claim that the city-state system in Syro-Palestine completely succumbed during the 

transition from the LB Age to the early Iron Age (the period from the 13th to the 11th centuries B.C.), as a 

considerable number of towns survived the economic and political turbulence of the period. It remains 

nevertheless true that the power relationships in the country changed significantly during the early Iron 

Age. Not the least important reason for this was the beginning of a new socio-political process which led 

to the emergence of wholly new centers of power in the Iron Age, and which culminated in the 

appearance of the state(s) of Israel.  

c. Palestine in the Early Iron Age. The most important change in the evolution of Palestine in the early 

Iron Age (the period between 1200 B.C. and the beginning of the 1st millennium B.C.) was the reflowering 

of village culture in the entire country. This development already seems to have started prior to the close 

of the 13th century B.C., but it accelerated in the subsequent couple of centuries (fundamentally on this 

development, see AIS).  

As we have seen, this flowering of village culture did not mean that the towns disappeared at the same 

time, even though the archaeological picture of the urban societies in this period points to a serious crisis 

which affected a number of the larger towns. Admittedly, certain towns were in fact destroyed in the 

course of this period, particularly towards the end of the 13th century or the beginning of the 12th century 

B.C. others, however, lived on and show no signs of destruction; indeed, some of them continued down 

into the 10th century (the time of the Israelite monarchy).  

There is no simple answer as to why things took this course, such as, for example, suggesting that the 

destruction in this period of several urban societies was a facet of the Israelite invasion and conquest of 

the country, as scholars previously assumed. There seem to be no correlation between the distribution of 

destructionandtheOTaccountofIsrael‘sinvasionofthelandofCanaan. 

On the other hand, the results of the archaeological excavations and surveys do suggest a completely 

different explanation of the socio-political development than the one which appears in the OT. Most 

notably, it has proven to be practically impossible to distinguish between the material culture of the early 

Iron Age village societies and that which prevailed in the urban societies, except, of course, for the fact 

that the material culture in the villages was never as rich as it was in the towns. Moreover, with the sole 

exception of the Philistines, it has proven to be extraordinarily difficult to point to so-called index fossils 

which might imply the presence of foreign immigrants, since such a presence literally always manifests 

itself in the form of a pottery tradition which differed radically from that which obtained in the rest of the 

country. In general, it would be correct to characterize the material culture in both the villages and the 

towns as a continuation of the material culture of the LB Age, even if the level of this culture depreciated 

considerably.  

This does not mean that there are no archaeological―novelties‖associatedwiththeIronAge,when

compared with the previous period; there was in fact a new house type which appears in a number of 

villages (the so-called four-room house). However, the distribution of these structures was not confined to 

Israelite territory, since it also appeared in the Philistine region and elsewhere. Furthermore, this type of 

house does not seem to have appeared before the development of the Iron Age villages; rather, its 

appearance went hand in hand with the general development of the material culture in the Iron Age (AIS, 

254–59). See also HOUSE, ISRAELITE.other,supposedly―new‖elementsmightbementionedinthis

connection, such as the so-called collared-rim jar, which Albright in particular (ArchPal, 118–19) 

associated with the arrival of the Israelites in the country. However, here also we are dealing with a 

cultural feature whose roots lay in the LB Age and which, incidentally, was not confined to the later 

Israelite territory (AIS, 275–85).  



In short, there are no indications that Palestine was struck by any sizable wave of immigration from the 

surrounding regions in the period between ca. 1300 and 1000 B.C., with the exception, of course, of the 

Philistine settlements along the coast, which have their own history. See PHILISTINES. This means in 

turn that an explanation of the origin and early history of Israel is to be sought in the context of a more 

general evaluation of the socio-political development of the region, which is reflected in the emergence of 

an extensive village culture in the early Iron Age. It is furthermore essential that any reconstruction of this 

history be based on conditions in Palestine itself, and not, for example, be grounded in the information in 

late literary sources about foreign peoples and conquerors—a process which has, in the scholarly 

discussion of the problem, allowed these foreign ethnoi to serve as some sort of dei ex machina, that is, as 

simplistic explanations for developments which can in reality be explained without recourse to such 

―models‖(onthissortofexplanationinscientificliterature,seeAdams1968;Tritsch1974). 

An especially interesting characteristic of the revived village culture of the Iron Age was the fact that it 

was largely concentrated in areas which either had not previously been under cultivation, or which had 

been unexploited marginal areas during the LB Age. This applies especially to the Galilean highlands to 

the N and the mountainous region of central Palestine; but it also applies to the Negeb desert and the hill 

country to the S. Scholars have previously pointed to at least three technical innovations as factors which 

enabled this change in the settlement pattern: (1) the introduction of iron tools, (2) the introduction of 

cement-lined cisterns for collecting rainwater, and (3) the introduction of the technique of terracing the 

mountain slopes to retain the soil after clearance of the natural mountain vegetation (ArchPal, 110–13; de 

Geus 1975; Gottwald 1979: 658–59; and, as far as points 2 and 3 are concerned, Lemche 1988: 90). 

However, all three claims now seem to be untenable (AIS, 202). As far as iron is concerned, there was no 

decisive breakthrough before the 10th century B.C. when steel technology was developed (Waldbaum 

1978: 24–27); until then the material had been useless for the production of durable tools. As far as the 

cisterns and terraces are concerned, the techniques in question already existed at an earlier date; thus it 

was more a matter of more extensive use of known technology than of the discovery of new technology 

(Hopkins 1985: 265–69; on terracing, see also Borowski 1987: 15–18). The fact that both cisterns and 

terracing were in greater use after 1200 B.C. than earlier is best explained by the nature of the newly-

cultivated territories, and by the political factors which necessitated the cultivation of the areas in 

question. The technologies in question, like other corresponding ones—such as the extensive use of 

storage pits in Iron Age complexes (Hopkins 1985: 149–51)—were the basic presuppositions which made 

the settlements in the mountainous regions and on the borders of the desert at all possible. Therefore they 

must have been known before the settlements; they could not have been introduced after the settlements 

were established.  

This fact further implies that the concept of the Israelites as nomads wandering in from the deserts and 

steppe areas E and SE of the cultivable lands in Palestine and Transjordan can scarcely be maintained. 

The new settlements must have been established by people who had lived in contact with the pastoral 

culture of Palestine. Naturally, the identification of such groups is debatable. Parallels from later periods 

in the history of the region suggest that nomads must have had some share in the process of settlement, 

but in the event these would have been nomads who had been in contact with the sedentary population for 

a long time in a variety of forms of symbiotic coexistence.  

However, there are a number of factors which suggest that we cannot reckon with an automatic 

sedentarization of nomads; the process must have been coerced by other circumstances. In the first place, 

only some parts of the regions which became subjected to cultivation in the Iron Age were actually suited 

for flocks and herds. As long as the mountains were covered with forest (as they were to a large extent in 

the Palestinian highlands until the LB Age; cf. Rowton 1967), they were unsuited to raising flocks and 

herds to any significant extent. It was only in the valleys and in the northern Negeb that it was possible to 

herd sheep, goats, and cattle on a large scale. In the second place, it is a fact that Near Eastern nomads do 

not voluntarily submit to sedentarization. The primary reason for this is economic, since, at least in 

theory, the nomadic way of life contains more possibilities for economic expansion, and thus for 

population expansion, than does agriculture (ecological factors profoundly circumscribe the growth of 



agriculture in the Near East). Ethnographic studies of the sedentarization of nomads have shown that 

nomads continue to resist sedentarization even when political organizations beyond the control of the 

nomads themselves (i.e., centralized states) force them to do so. Such resistance is not always successful. 

However,somenomadsmayvoluntarily―sedentarize‖ifthealready-existing peasant society contains 

population elements which are ethnically related to the nomads (on nomadism in the Near East, see 

Lemche 1985: 84–163; on the process of sedentarization, see esp. pp. 136–47).  

Thus any theory which seeks to explain the emergence of the villages, and which at the same time 

allows for the possibility of nomadic participation in this process, will necessarily assert that the mountain 

settlements were introduced by people who could not have been nomads per se. Rather, they were people 

who attempted to perpetuate a way of life which they had known previously in other regions of the 

country. The nomadic elements which subsequently participated in these settlements must have 

understood themselves to be so closely related to this peasant population that this relationship encouraged 

their sedentarization. On the other hand, there is no reason to imagine that the city states in any way 

participated in the settlement process, or that they forced the nomadic elements of the hill-country to give 

up that way of life. Neither these city-states nor the Egyptian empire (which still nominally ruled the area) 

possessed the strength necessary to influence and control developments in the highlands.  

Thus our materials suggest that the process of settlement in the mountains was begun by peasants who 

came from parts of Palestine which had already known agriculture (i.e., from the territories of the city-

states in the lowlands along the coast and in the valleys in the N part of the country). In this connection it 

is relevant to include the refugee problem which was so characteristic of the LB Age, and which is 

connected with the ḫab/piru movement. It was already pointed out above that the main body of these 

refugees consisted of peasants who, under insupportable economic and political pressures, were forced to 

abandon their lands and seek their survival outside of the sphere of influence of the city-states and the 

authorityoftheEgyptianempire.Inthecourseoftime,itbecamepossibleforthis―outlaw‖population

group to consolidate their toehold in the highlands and, through socio-political integration, to achieve 

such a degree of independence that they were able, as tribes, to administer their own territories, settle in 

them, clear new land for a growing population, and defend them against outside interference. In the 

course of all this, their successes became so appealing to their nomadic cousins (who, in most cases, must 

have had the same origins) that parts of the Palestinian nomadic population also settled in these new 

villages. Moreover, at least in the N Negeb these elements must have comprised the most important 

segment of the population of the newly-established settlements (on Tel Masos, see Fritz 1980).  

This process is explicable in sociological terms, since the social structure of this mixed peasant and 

nomadic population underwent only slight changes. The main lines of the fundamental social structure of 

the new societies were preserved; only a single new element was added: the tribal society. This is to be 

explained on the basis of the fact that the fundamental social structure of preindustrial Near Eastern 

societies has survived unchanged for thousands of years. It does not mean that major changes did not 

occur on the local level, or that relationships were identical from site to site and through all time. Rather, 

it means that all of these societies were fundamentally constituted as kinship structures, either real or 

false. The lowest level of these societies consisted of nuclear families (inindividualcases―extended

families‖consisting of several nuclear families). The ascending stages thereafter consisted of minimal 

lineages, lineages, maximal lineages and clans. All or most of these levels will have been present no 

matter how the political structure of the society as a whole was organized—i.e., they were independent of 

whether or not there were centralized states.  

Only the highest level of the socio-political structure, the tribe, appears to have clashed on occasion 

with the forces of the state, since the tribe as a form of political organization competed with the state 

administrative organs. To put it another way, the state performed the same functions as the tribal 

organization,thatis,thestate‘sprimaryfunctionwastoprotecttheinterestsofitscitizens.Thetribeshad

themselves arisen out of what were previous nontribal societies to meet a common need perceived by its 

members, thus forming a type of organization capable of offering protections to the individual family, 

lineage, or clan which they could not provide for themselves. Just as the state provided a forum for the life 



and well-being of its citizens, the tribe designated the extreme horizon for the existence of its members. If 

one was not a citizen of a state, one was automatically regarded as a foreigner; if one did not belong to a 

tribe, one was not embraced by the reciprocal protective system which the tribe represented. There was, 

however, a single decisive difference between state and tribe, namely that the state controlled its citizens 

by the exercise of political force; to this end it possessed mechanisms for getting its way with the citizens. 

By contrast, the members of the tribe were united by ties of social solidarity based on the fact that they 

were, at least on the ideological plane, related by kinship ties (on the transformations of Near Eastern 

state-citizens into tribal members and vice versa, see Salzmann 1978).  

No written source deriving from the early Iron Age tells us what names the tribal organizations in 

question actually used. Probably part, if notall,ofthetwelve―official‖Israelitetribescameintobeingin

conjunction with these new developments in the highlands and the N Negeb during the LB-early Iron Age 

transition. On the other hand, there is no reason to believe that it was only the twelve Israelite tribes 

attested in the OT which took part in this process. An Egyptian inscription from ca. 1310 B.C. mentions 

some groups which might well have been tribes active in the region around Beth-shan (ANET, 255; 

Albright 1952). None of the tribes in question is mentioned in the OT although it has been supposed that 

the patriarch Abraham might have been the apical ancestor of one of them, namely the tribe Rhm (cf. 

Liverani 1979b). Another of the names, Yrmt, is familiar to us as a toponym which, in the geographical 

lists in the book of Joshua (21:29), appears as Jarmuth, in the tribal territory of Issachar. On the other 

hand, the third name mentioned in the inscription, Tyr, is not attested elsewhere.  

Correspondingly, the Song of Deborah (Judges; which is probably the oldest source in the OT 

regardless of whether or not it derives from the premonarchic period) informs us of the existence of tribal 

units which did not receive placings in the official listsofIsrael‘stwelvetribes.TheseareMachirand

Gilead; in the OT the former figures as a toponym, while the latter is a clan within the tribe of Manasseh.  

Such indications show that the course of the socio-political process in the early Iron Age was much 

more complicated than is suggested by the much later OT sources. At the same time, it shows that the OT 

information about the twelve tribes and their tribal territories cannot be regarded as information deriving 

from pre-national times. Rather, in the OT we are dealing with a systematic reconstruction of early 

Israelite history which was undertaken at a much later date. Similarly, the tribal boundaries mentioned in 

the book of Joshua must be seen to reflect the district subdivisions of the later Israel, whether or not the 

description of the tribal territories in Joshua 13–21 derive from early monarchical times or were first 

composed in the reign of king Josiah, or even later (see the summary by Miller in IJH, 235–36).  

The connection between the process of retribalization adumbrated here and the social movements which 

werealreadysoprominentintheLBAgeispossiblyalsosupportedbytheuseoftheterm―Hebrew‖in

the OT. In the Bible the term appears in certain contexts as a designation for the early Israelites. The most 

remarkable such usage probably occurs in the books of Samuel, where it is always the Philistines who 

employ the term of the Israelites (1 Sam 4:6, 9; 13:3, 19; 14:11, 21; 29:3). Although the contexts in 

questiondonotnecessarilyharkenbacktoIsrael‘spre-national time, they do nevertheless imply, like 

other OT references to the Israelites as Hebrews (esp. in Exodus 1–15) that, in the eyes of the city-states, 

thetribalsocietiesinthehighlandswereregardedas―Hebrew‖societies,whichprobablymeansḫab/piru 

(Lemche1979;and,partially,Na‘aman1986).SeeHEBREW. This does not necessarily mean that there 

wasadirectlineconnectingIsrael‘soriginto,forexample,theḫab/piru movements of the Amarna 

period; but it might be taken to suggest that the authorities in the early Iron Age (and perhaps even later) 

city-states linked the developments in the highlands with the ḫab/piru phenomenon. Admittedly, with the 

single exception of the very late text of Jonah 1:9, there is no evidence to suggest that the Israelites ever 

calledthemselves―Hebrews.‖Thisfactneednotmeanverymuch,however,sincetherearealsonoANE

sources which show that the ḫab/piru-peoples ever applied the term to themselves. Rather, ḫab/piru was a 

social designation which was employed by the official authorities to refer to a special group of needy 

people; it had no ethnic connotations. Such ethnic connotations probably emerged only later in Israel 

whenthe―Hebrews‖mentionedintheOTwerealsoregardedasIsraelites. 



One particular problem adheres to the question of the motives underlying the process of retribalization 

in the mountain regions and in the Negeb in the early Iron Age. As the development has been sketched out 

here, it has been explained in terms of political, economic, and social relationships. However, there is 

some question as to whether some ideological motivation also lies behind the origin of earliest Israel. 

GeorgeMendenhall,thefirstscholartosuggestthatIsrael‘semergencewastheresultofasocialprocess

taking place in the Palestinian highlands rather than the result of the immigration of foreign peoples from 

other parts of the Near East, especially characterized the process as an expression of a conscious, 

ideologically-motivated reaction to the city-state system. As he saw it, the peasants had suffered such 

intolerable conditions that they were forced to rebel against that system (Mendenhall 1962). Thus the 

proponents of this theory have chosen to see Israel as the result of a peasants‘ revolt against the feudal 

Canaanitepolitical―establishment,‖arevoltwhichwas,additionally,influencedbytheintroductionofa

new religion into Palestinian society. Mendenhall accordingly gives the honor for the arrival of the god 

Yahweh, which in reality means the arrival ofthegroupofpeoplewhohadencounteredYahwehin―the

desert,‖totheearly―Yahwists.‖Itwasthey,heholds,whocreatedanideologywhichwasabletoserve

as a focus of centralization for the dissatisfied forces in the country. This also meant that when the new 

societyconstituteditselfasatriballeague(MendenhalloriginallyretainedmuchofNoth‘sconceptionof

an Israelite amphictyony), the statutes of the Yahwistic religion—i.e., the covenant between Yahweh and 

Israel—served as the constitution of the new Israelite society. Mendenhall sees this society as essentially 

an egalitarian one, that is, a society in which all Israelites, at least in theory, were on the same footing.  

However, this thesis, which has been revised and developed by N. K. Gottwald (1979), has a number of 

serious weaknesses, a situation which above all relates to the fact that it is impossible to check in a 

scholarly manner. Since these early Israelites have not bequeathed to us so much as a single document, it 

is impossible to say what conceptions they entertained as to their situation or to the divine. The 

―revolutionaryhypothesis,‖asMendenhall‘sreconstructionofIsrael‘soriginisusuallycalled,standsor

falls on the question of whether the OT description of the origin of Israelite religion can bear religio-

historical analysis. In this connection it is correct to assert that there is no indication that the OT sources 

pertaining to the earliest Israelite religion differ qualitatively from the OT information about early 

Israelite history. This means that scholars intending to reconstruct the religious history are obliged to 

renounce the use of the OT narratives for this purpose, just as they cannot use them for their 

reconstructions of the historical course of development. It is therefore possible that early Yahwism had a 

completely different content than the OT narratives suggest. It is probable that early Israelite religious life 

differed significantly from the idealized conception in the OT account which, in its present form, derives 

from the early Judaism of the postexilic period.  

Concrete criticism of this hypothesis may be directed against the following individual issues. First, 

accordingtoMendenhallandothers,Yahweh‘sruleinancientIsraelwasfoundedontheSinai covenant 

asIsrael‘searliestconstitution.However,analysesoftheSinainarrativesinExodus–Numbers reveal that 

they may possibly have been written in a period separated by half a millennium from the events depicted 

in the Sinai stories. As far as the idea of the covenant is concerned, particularly the German scholar L. 

Perlitt (1969) has argued that there could not possibly have been an Israelite covenantal theology prior to 

the Deuteronomistic movement around the middle of the 1st millennium B.C. Moreover, Mendenhall had 

claimed that Hittite treaties in the 2d millennium B.C. offer the best parallels to the Sinai covenant and the 

OT covenantal theology. However, later investigations have shown that comparative materials from the 

1st millennium B.C., above all the Assyrian treaties from the 8th–7th century, contain parallels which are 

at least as appropriate (McCarthy 1963; the texts have been collected in Parpola 1988). But see also 

COVENANT.  

Second, the concept of a peasant revolt (particularly as it is developed by Gottwald) is an over-

simplification in that it presupposes that the process followed a coordinated plan whose goal was the 

establishment of an alternative government and state in Palestine which would be able to compete with 

the city-states. This concept of peasants deliberately and militantly revolting is romantic, since 

sociological studies of historical peasant revolts have shown that they are usually uncoordinated, 



spontaneous, and lack any clear goal. Alternatively, they have been led by members of the intellectual or 

political elite in the societies in question.  

Finally—andthisappliesparticularlytoGottwald‘sdiscussionof―egalitarian‖Israel—the theories 

about revolutionary Israel confusetwodifferentlogicalcategorieswithoneanother.InGottwald‘sterms,

early Israel was an egalitarian society because it was a segmentary society. However, all ANE societies 

were segmentary, whether they were organized in tribes or in states. Segmentation has to do with a socio-

political mode of organization. By way of contrast, egalitarianism is an ideological category. There is no 

necessary correlation between segmentary society and egalitarian ideology. Moreover, a segmentary 

society can possess an egalitarian ideology without in fact being organized as an egalitarian society. 

Indeed, there exist clear examples of segmentary societies which are ideologically egalitarian, but which 

have to be regarded as hierarchically, that is, rank-organized. There are also societies in which the 

egalitarian ideology, which primarily serves to strengthen the ties of solidarity among its members, is also 

used to oppress less wealthy members of the tribes (see, comprehensively, Lemche 1985: 202–44).  

The revolutionary hypothesis may therefore be left out of account in the study of the process which led 

to the emergence of early Israel. The nature of the OT source materials do not permit us either to confirm 

or disconfirm the hypothesis, for which reason it remains a mere postulate. By the same token, it has the 

feel of a modern theory whose basis is modern European conceptions of traditional societies; but it is one 

which has no foundation in scholarly social anthropological studies of traditional societies. The theory 

has, however, one advantage, namely that it may serve as a point of departure for scholarly 

reconstructions of the history of emergent Israel in the early Iron Age. It describes this process as one 

which took place within the borders of Palestine, since it renders superfluous the notion of the 

immigration of foreign peoples to explain this development. Moreover, in so doing it does not assign to 

the OT narratives a value as historical sources which (because they derive from a much later time) they 

cannot bear.  

At the same time, along with other theories which go beyond it and which are based on a more realistic 

foundation, the revolutionary hypothesis opens the possibility for studying the on-going development of 

early Israel up to the formation of the state as a continuous process. By way of contrast, the OT account of 

Israel in the period of the judges actually describes this phase of Israelite history as essentially 

unchanging, a variety of homoiostasis, as if the process of becoming had already ceased with the 

establishment of the tribal society back in the pre-national period, a situation which first became 

unbalanced when new circumstances demanded a new form of government.  

d. Formation of the Israelite State. There is a tradition in OT research which insists that we separate 

the study of the formation of the state from the descriptions of the process of Israelite settlement and of 

the situation of the tribes of Israel in the period of the judges. Thus the formation of the state seems to 

constitute a special period in early Israelite history.  

In terms of chronology, it is correct that the formation of the Israelite state, which the OT connects with 

the figure of Saul, took place a couple of centuries after the close of the LB Age. Thus it might seem 

superficially to be the case that this distinction between the settlement process and the formation of the 

state is valid from an academic point of view. However, the introduction of improved methods of 

historical analysis, including above all the concept of la longue durée under the influence of the French 

Annales school,suggeststhattheOTtripartitionintoa―settlementperiod,‖a―periodofthejudges,‖anda

―monarchicalperiod‖disruptstheactualhistoricalprocess.Itdistortsthisprocessinanunfortunate way, 

in that it severs the connections between the various phases in early Israelite history. It would therefore be 

more correct to regard the formation of the state as the final consequence of the formation of the Israelite 

tribal societies at the beginning of the Iron Age. In short, we should study the establishment of the 

Israelite state against the background of the previously-adumbrated socio-political process and as an 

expression of the continued dynamic thrust of that process.  

At the same time, such an approach demands that our historical analysis ignore the tendency to write 

personality-centered history which has characterized most of the descriptions of state-formation in ancient 

Israel. No doubt remarkable figures did take part in the process which led to the Israelite monarchy; such 



names as Samuel, Saul, and David announce themselves automatically. However, such individuals should 

rather be seen as the results of a social development which followed its own imperatives rather than as 

agents directing the process which resulted in the state. Any study of the great personalities involved in 

this phase of Israelite history would necessarily be confined to points on a line, rather than to the line 

itself; it would concentrate on isolated individuals, break the continuity of the process, and thereby sunder 

the historical course of development. It is, incidentally, remarkable that such emphasis on the continuity 

of the process does not entirely conflict with the OT account, since also that narrative recalls that there 

were tendencies within Israelite tribal society towards the emergence of chieftainships or even kingships. 

The well-known examples are from the territory of Manasseh, where the judge Gideon is said to have 

been offered the monarchy by grateful kinsmen (Judg 8:22–23), and where Abimelech subsequently made 

himself king of a city-state whose center was at Shechem (Judges 9).  

The formation of the state has been only brusquely treated at best in recent OT research, in the sense 

that only a few synthetic surveyshaveappeared;ofthese,byfarthemostimportantisAlt‘soldstudy

which appeared between the two World Wars (KlSchr 2: 1–65). It is only very recently that new 

investigations have appeared which employ sociological background insights to create organic 

perspective on the course of the evolution of the state and its presuppositions (cf. esp. Gottwald ed. 1986; 

see also Frick 1985, as well as the reconstruction of the establishment of the monarchy in Lemche 1988: 

102–4, 130–41).  

In the following, we shall disregard the attempts to write history from a personality-centered point of 

view. Instead, an effort will be made to depict the establishment of the monarchy as the consequence of 

the emergence of Israelite tribal society, assuming that the reasons for the development of the monarchy 

should be sought in circumstances internal to Israelite society, rather than outside of it.  

Although it is somewhat crude and simplistic, the presuppositions which required the tribal societies to 

be replaced by one or more states may be subdivided into economic and political spheres where each 

sphere contains numerous factors. Therefore, the following listing can make no claim to being exhaustive:  

(1) Economic Reasons for the Changes in the Tribal Society. The Israelite tribes dwelt in a region 

which may best be described as a marginal territory, that is, the highlands of Palestine and the territory E 

of the Jordan, as well as the steppes which especially border along the N part of the Negeb. In terms of 

area the territory is fairly limited. Even in the most favorable conditions, in which the precipitation is 

higher than normal, the region could only feed a small population. As far as the Palestinian highlands are 

concerned, this means that once they had been deforested and cleared of their natural growth to make 

room for cultivation, there were no further possibilities either for economic expansion or for population 

increase. The steppes, too, must have had only limited flexibility for an agriculture which was dependent 

from year to year on shifting quantities of rain. Here it was only possible to compensate for the regular 

cycles of drought by raising sheep and goats.  

The development of village culture which is now archaeologically demonstrable in early Iron Age 

Palestine enables us to assert that this ecological factor was decisive. The continual growth of settlements 

throughout the period points to a considerable population increase, which in turn means that there was 

increased pressure on the natural resources of the country. All factors suggest that this led to a stressful 

situation which must have had an impact on Israelite tribal society. The ideal solution for such a dilemma 

would be expansion of the territory controlled by the Israelite tribes. However, such expansion could only 

have taken place if it included absorbing the cultivated areas belonging to other political entities, 

meaning, above all, the city-states in the coastal plain to the W and in Jezreel to the N. It is likely that 

such a compulsion to expand may be read directly from the course of events well into the monarchical 

period. The early Israelite monarchy dealt decisively with these ancient city-states, while at the same time 

it competed with the Philistine pentapolis in the S part of the coastal plain for control over the fertile 

marginal highland known as the Shephelah.  

A second consequence of economic stress within the Israelite tribal societies may have consisted in the 

weakeningofthe―egalitarianideology‖(i.e.,thefeelingsofsolidaritywithinandamongthetribal

societies). At all events, a growing degree of inequality between individual Israelite family groups has 



been suggested by modern researchers as having contributed to the collapse of tribal society (Chaney 

1986; Gottwald 1986; Coote and Whitelam 1986). Such a state of affairs cannot be proven on the basis of 

the sources presently available to us. However, it is not unknown in the history of the Near East, including 

up to the present. Its consequence would have been that the more fortunate Israelites were in a position to 

bind their poorer kinsmen to them by means of contracts which transformed what were originally 

independent peasants into indentured peasants in the service of their fellow countrymen. Over the course 

of time the latter took on the character of local petty nobles or wealthy farmers.  

(2) Political Reasons for the Collapse of Tribal Society. Connected with the above situation in which 

inequality grew in the tribal society while the society itself was exposed to ecological pressure, was the 

increasing tendency toward centralized government. The egalitarian ideology which, as mentioned above, 

contained the possibility for exploitation, was capable of developing into a tyrannical system (cf. Black 

1972) in which solidarity is employed as an argument which serves to keep the poorer part of the 

populationdown.Since,accordingtotheideology,allmembersofthesocietyare―brothers,‖i.e.,

membersofthesamefamily,protestsagainstthebehavioroflocal―bigmen‖aretantamounttoobjections

to familial solidarity, and therefore constitute a threat to the survival of the society.  

One consequence of such a situation would be the bifurcation of the society into wealthy patrons and 

bonded peasants, each class with its own peculiar interests. The wealthy patrons would naturally tend to 

support the establishment of a type of government capable of protecting their interests, creating in the 

process a power apparatus which would be able to repress the less fortunately situated part of the 

population. In the first instance, the solution to this political problem would probably have consisted in 

theelectionofchieftainswho,followingthenotionaltribalideology,wouldstillcountaseveryone‘s

kinsmen. Thus the wealthy would have found their primus inter pares, which would have allowed them to 

continue to believe that they controlled the chief. On the other hand, the peasants would have been able to 

regardthechiefastheir―bigbrother,‖thatis,theirprotector.Furthermore,theemergenceofsucha

chieftainship would have been a politically unifying factor, in that it better enabled the tribal society in 

question to compete with other societies for control of the resources of the country.  

The risk involved with their new system was that, sooner or later, the chieftain might conceive interests, 

such as dynastic ones, which no longer agreed with the wishes of those who had elected him. As a rule, 

this sort of situation could take one of two possible outcomes: either the chieftainship, and thereby the 

tribe, dissolved through internal faction and conflict,orthechief‘sinterestswontheday,sothathewas

able to figure as the sole ruler, that is, as a king endowed with the potential to build a centralized power 

apparatus as an adjunct to the perquisites of royal office. In such a course of development, both wealthy 

patronsandbondedpeasantsarethelosers,sincenoneofthemareinanypositiontocontroltheking‘s

actions. One might say that, while a tribal society hires its chief, the king hires his people so that they may 

serve his interests. In the latter situation the tribal ideology and feelings of solidarity no longer play any 

kind of role. Accordingly, we note that centralized authority and the tribal system have to collide sooner 

or later, and in such a way that one or the other must disappear.  

Yet another political possibility is that a tribal society may become encapsulated by superior political 

units. This may happen at any time in the history of the tribe, and it invariably leads to changes in the 

structureofthetribe.―Encapsulation‖means that political formations arise on the borders of the tribe in 

question which are on a more centrally structured level than the tribe itself. For example, if a tribe which 

has not yet made the transition into a chieftainship comes into contact with other tribes which have made 

this transition, there is a considerable possibility that the tribe in question will experience difficulties in 

assertingitsindependence,anditmayinsteadultimatelyhavetopaytributetothe―foreign‖chieftainship. 

A contributory cause of the relatively weak political position of the tribe is the status of the members of 

the tribe, which in this sort of society can best be characterized as individualistic and autonomous. The 

individual members of the tribe are autonomous as far as their economic strategies and their alliances with 

other members of the tribe are concerned. There are countless ethnographic records which show that even 

in wartime, and even if several tribes are involved, this does not interfere with the autonomy of the 



individual. Rather, he is invariably left to himself to decide whether he wants to go off to war with his kin 

or whether he prefers to stay home.  

The individualism which manifests itself within the individual tribe is also able to affect behavior at 

higher levels, for example, if a tribe is a member of a coalition of tribes. In this event, it would be up to 

the individual tribe to decide for itself whether it chooses to participate in the greater fellowship, even in 

time of war. It is not difficult to point to a parallel example of this phenomenon on the basis of the OT 

materials. In Judges 5 we note that the list of tribes constituting the Israelite army clearly indicates that 

most of the tribal units which the poet thought should have lent their contingents to the common defense 

in fact did not take part.  

Incidentally, this point is one of the important reasons why the notion of an Israelite twelve-tribe league 

in 1200 or 1000 B.C. is unrealistic, when seen from a sociological point of view. At this level, too, the 

various members of the coalition would have been characterized by individualism and guided by 

autonomous interests to such an extent that such a league, understood as a stable political organization, is 

illusory.  

If a tribal society were to be confronted with a centralized state, the sort of politically atomized and 

individualisticstructuredepictedabovewouldexerciseadecisivelynegativeinfluenceonthesociety‘s

ability to survive. The probable upshot would be that if drastic changes did not occur in the political 

structure of the tribe in question, it would dissolve and be integrated into the state which had challenged 

the tribal society. Another possible consequence is that the tribe might make the transition from tribal 

society to an organized state led by a king. This might happen in the course of an extremely short period 

of time, and the development could well permit the society to survive.  

It is impossible to say just how many of the factors mentioned here were responsible for the 

transformation of the Israelite tribal society into a centralized state with its own kings. However, there are 

indications among the archaeological materials and in the OT sources which suggest that all of these 

factors, and presumably more besides, played contributory roles. The OT itself regards the decisive factor 

as the collision with foreign states. In the face of the confrontation with the Philistine city-states in the 

coastal plain, the Israelite tribal organization had to give way and, in order to survive, it transformed itself 

into a state. The Philistines were at the time in the process of occupying Israelite territory in central 

Palestine. Seeking a way out, the Israelites first chose for themselves a chieftain, Saul (we should not be 

confused by the fact that the OT uses Heb melek for both chieftains and kings; in organizational terms, 

Saul‘smonarchywasactuallymoreofachieftainshipthanamonarchy,althoughitcontainedinitthe

seed of the later development). However, the Philistine challenge was so grave that the Saulide 

chieftainship was not equal to the task. Only the self-made king David, who could permit himself to 

ignore narrow tribal interests, was able to transform the Israelite tribes from a defensive to an offensive 

force, one which proved able to unite almost the whole of Palestine under a single prince in the course of 

a very short span of years.  

If we disregard the descriptions of the individuals, the OT account of the introduction of the monarchy 

appears to contain sufficient information to enable us to write the history of this epoch. A foreign entity, 

namely the union of the five Philistine coastal cities, would all by itself have been able to assemble more 

resources than the ordinary Canaanite city-states could have done. Thus it would have represented a 

power factor with which a noncentralized Israelite tribal system could not have dealt merely by 

assembling its own traditional resources. Thus the chieftainship arose as a direct answer to the foreign 

political challenge; it was subsequently replaced by the monarchy in order to complete the task of 

defending the independence of the members of the Israelite tribes.  

At this point, however, it must be permissible to ask whether the actual historical development was so 

simpleasisrecountedinthebookofSamuel.Forexample,ithasbeensuggestedthatSaul‘sbattleswith

the Philistines in reality represented not merely an Israelite war of liberation, but rather are to be seen as 

an expression of an Israelite tendency to expansion which was specially directed towards the N regions 

(Ahlström 1986: 90–92). In the event, the actual course might suggest that parts of what later became 

Israel had already organized themselves as a chieftainship by around 1000 B.C. Thus the warlike 



altercations in the period were not merely a question of defense against external enemies; they had 

perhaps just as much to do with gaining control over the rich Galilean territories and the traditional trade 

routes to Syria in the N.  

IfthiswasthecasethenDavid‘sforeignpolicymayhavefollowedacoursealreadymappedoutbythe

chieftain, Saul. The difference was that David was able to dispose over much greater resources than Saul 

had done, and in particular was able to utilize as his base of operations the entire central Palestinian area. 

At the same time, he created what was, admittedly, at first only a limited centralized state apparatus, and 

so he became the founder of the real Israelite monarchy as such.  

This was the beginning of the end for the Israelite tribes since, although the days of foreign 

encirclement soon seemed to have come to an end, the independence of the tribes also speedily ended. 

There is relatively little information in the OT about the developments which led to the disappearance of 

the tribal society. However, it is noteworthy that persons who appear at the beginning of the time of the 

monarchy are occasionally mentioned as belonging to one or another tribe (e.g., Jeroboam the son of 

NebatwasanEphraimite,justasBa˓ashathesonofAhijahcamefromthetribeofIssachar);such

references to tribal affiliation disappear already in the course of the 9th century B.C. Such relationships 

were apparently no longer relevant, because Israelite society was now organized into centralized 

kingships in a way that did not depart significantly from the political system of the LB Age. As far as 

their policies are concerned, the Israelite kings do not seem to have been guided by narrow Israelite 

interests. Rather, they followed their own political and economic goals irrespective of the possible 

consequences for the Israelite populace. Seen in this way, there is a certain degree of irony present in the 

history of the Israelite tribes from the close of the LB Age down to the early part of the monarchical 

period. When this phase of Israelite history had come to an end, the ordinary Israelite was in reality in a 

situation which was not significantly different from the one his ancestors had experienced several 

centuries earlier under the kings of the Canaanite city-states.  
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TRANS. FREDERICK CRYER  

ARCHAEOLOGY AND THE ISRAELITE “CONQUEST”  

The purpose of this article is (1) to summarize and evaluate recent archaeological data that bear on the 

early Israelite settlement in Canaan in the 13th–11th centuries B.C.; (2) to critique current explanatory 

models of Israelite origins in the light of this newer data; and (3) to suggest ways of harmonizing the 

archaeological and textual evidence that may eventually lead to better syntheses. The approach throughout 

is heuristic, rather than definitive in attempting solutions.  

———  

A. Issues in the Discussion  
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F. Conclusion  

———  

A. Issues in the Discussion  

The problem, although exceedingly complex, may be stated rather simply by focusing on the several 

levels at which the majority of scholars encounter difficulties. There is first the historical problem, which 

faces the task of ascertaining, if possible, what really happened in the Israelite settlement of Canaan, that 

is,ofgettingatthe―historybehindthehistory.‖Itisnowrecognized by nearly all that the biblical 



traditionconcerningIsrael‘semergenceinCanaan,whileouronlydirectliterarysource,islimitedbyits

nature as theocratic literature—particularlythe―conquest‖versioninJoshua.Butisitpossibletowritea 

―secularhistory‖ofPalestineinthisperiodthatwillelucidateIsraeliteoriginsbetterbyplacingthemina

larger context, based chiefly on archaeological evidence?  

This leads to a methodological problem. What are the possibilities and limitations of each of the two 

basic types of data from which history may be reconstructed? In short, how are the two histories related, if 

at all? Are they parallel, or does one take precedence?  

Finally, there is what appears to be, at least, a theological problem. InIsrael‘srecitationofthe―mighty

actsofGod,‖thecentraleventsareYahweh‘sredemptionoftheIsraelitesfromEgyptianbondage,his

subsequent granting of miraculous victory over the Canaanites to the Twelve Tribe League, and finally his 

deliverance of the promised land to the settlers as the sign and seal of his covenant with them. These are 

theformativeeventsthatconstituteIsrael‘sexistence,theveryheartofherCredo.Butiftheseeventshave

no basis in the actualities of history, is not Israel‘sfaith,andours,withoutfoundation?Asonenoted

biblical archaeologist and theologian, G. E. Wright, put it in his classic God Who Acts: Biblical Theology 

as Recital: ―InBiblicalfaith,everythingdependsuponwhetherthecentralevents[i.e.,Exodus-Conquest-

Settlement]actuallyoccurred‖(1952:126).Butwhatiftheydidnot occur?  

B. An Archaeological Critique of the Conquest Model  

The regnant theories that attempt to explain the emergence of Israel in Canaan are too well known to 

need documentationhere.Theyare:(1)the―conquest‖model,espousedchieflybyAlbrightandhis

followersinAmerica,aswellasbyYadinandseveralIsraelischolars;(2)the―peacefulinfiltration‖

model, first proposed by Alt and the German school in the 1920s, but still widely influential; and (3) the 

―peasants‘revolt‖model,introducedoriginallybyMendenhallinthe1960sandrecentlyelaboratedby

Gottwald. All of these models make some use of the archaeological data, but only the first is heavily 

dependent upon such evidence. Yet because these are models developed and employed mainly by biblical 

historians, the pertinent archaeological data have not always been adequately evaluated. As Syro-

Palestinian archaeology and biblical studies have increasingly diverged (see ARCHAEOLOGY, SYRO-

PALESTINIAN AND BIBLICAL), such a critique becomes a task for specialists. Let us look first at the 

―conquest‖model.Thismodelpresupposesseveralsequential phases, each of which, however, presents 

archaeological difficulties.  

1. Israel in Egypt. As is often observed, there is no direct archaeological evidence that any constituents 

of later Israel were ever in Egypt. The only Egyptian textual reference,thewellknown―VictoryStela‖of

Merneptah (now dated ca. 1207 B.C.;seefurtherStager1985b)mentions―Israel‖asa―people,‖probably

an ethnic element, not in Egypt but in Canaan, with no apparent knowledge of any Egyptian derivation. 

Nor is there anything in the material culture of the early Israelite settlements in Palestine that points to an 

Egyptian origin for that culture. The few Egyptian scarabs and possible house-types (as at Tel Masos; 

Fritz and Kempinski 1983) can easily be explained by the continuity of Egyptian elements from the local 

LB Canaanite culture into the early Iron Age.  

Among the scant references in the Hebrew Bible to specific details of an Egyptian sojourn that might be 

identified archaeologically is the reference to the Israelites being in servitude in the Delta cities of Pithom 

and Rameses (Exod 1:11). Pithom is possibly to be identified with Tell el-Maskhuta, or with Tell el-

Reṭabe (Holladay 1982: 3–6); and Rameses has now almost certainly been located at Tell ed-Dab˓anear

Qantir by the recent excavations of Manfred Bietak (1979). The significance of the new data is 

considerable. First, all three sites are among the few Delta sites that are now known from recent 

excavations to have been Canaanite colonies in Egypt in the Middle Kingdom (Dynasties 12–17, ca. 

1991–1540 B.C.). Tell ed-Dab˓awas,infact,theHyksoscapitolofAvaris,destroyedca.1540B.C. with 

the expulsion of the Hyksos at the beginning of the 18th Dynasty. Second, these sites also have 

Ramesside levels of the 13th or 12th centuries B.C. Thus Tell ed-Dab˓a,althoughdesertedthroughoutthe

New Kingdom after its destruction, was reoccupied precisely in the time of Rameses II, in the early–mid-

13th century B.C. (Rameses II = 1304–1237 B.C.). (Cf. Bietak 1979; but see Dever 1985a for the raising of 

dates for the earlier levels.) Tell el-Maskhuta has no known Ramesside occupation, but Tell el-Reṭabe, 



like Tell ed-Dab˓a,wasoccupiedinthe Middle Kingdom, abandoned in the New Kingdom, then 

reoccupied in the 20th Dynasty and onward (ca. 1200 B.C. onward).  

Is it merely fortuitous that these Delta sites, known to the biblical writers, did have a substantial 

Canaanite presence in the so-called Patriarchal period, and then were rebuilt under Egyptian aegis in 

Ramesside times, which is when an Israelite sojourn in Egypt would have to be placed archaeologically? 

The new evidence is not conclusive, of course (i.e., there are questions regarding the exact location and 

date of Pithom), but it may lend support to the long-held view of some biblical scholars that at least some 

constituentelementsoflaterIsraelhadactuallystemmedfromEgypt,i.e.,the―HouseofJoseph.‖Only

one thing is certain, and that is that the scant Egyptian evidence at least points unanimously to a 13th 

century B.C. date foranIsraelite―exodus,‖ifany.(SeeHermann1973:19–50; Miller IJH, 246–52; contra 

Bimson 1981.)  

2. The Sinai Tradition. The―crossingoftheRed(Reed)Sea‖isobviouslyamiraculoustalethatcanin

no way be validated or even illuminated by archaeological investigation. Furthermore, of the subsequent 

―wanderinginthewilderness‖theme(Num 33:1–49), little can be said archaeologically. If indeed the 

Israelites are to be pictured as a band of wanderers, or even as semi-sedentary pastoralists, we would still 

probably find no remains of their ephemeral camps in the desert.Thusallattemptstotracethe―routeof

theSinaicrossing‖havebeendoomedtofailure,reducedastheyaretoinconclusiveeffortstoidentify

hazy topographical references in the Bible with modern Arab place names that usually have no clear 

historical associations. E. Anati has recently claimed (1986) that he has located biblical Mt. Sinai at Har 

Karkom, in the W Negeb near the present Egyptian border, but few will find the petroglyphs and other 

data convincing evidence that this is anything more thananotherofthe―holymountains‖frequentedfrom

time immemorial by the nomads of the desert.  

The only 2d millennium B.C. Sinai route that is attested archaeologically is the N route along the coastal 

dunes, which recent archaeological investigation has indeed illuminated, precisely in Egyptian New 

Kingdom times (Oren 1984 and references there). But this is precisely the route that was bypassed 

according to the biblical tradition, because of Egyptian control. All we can say is that recent, extensive 

exploration of the entire Sinai by Israeli archaeologists, geologists, and others has turned up virtually no 

MB-LB presence in the central or S Sinai. Our current detailed knowledge of this remote and hostile area 

calls into question the biblical tradition of a million-and-a-half or more people migrating there (Num 

11:21) for some forty years (Deut 2:7). The barren terrain and sparse oases might have supported a few 

straggling nomads, but no more than that.  

The description of a thirty-eight-year encampment at Kadesh-barnea (Deut 1:19–2:15), which is 

prominent in the biblical tradition and gave rise to an important pilgrimage-festival in the time of the 

Monarchy, has long intrigued biblical scholars and archaeologists. Following the topographical 

indications in the Bible, Kadesh-barnea has been quite plausibly identified since the 19th century with the 

well-knownoasisat˓Ainel-Qudeirat, near Quseima on the modern Israel–Egypt border. The small tell 

near the spring was sounded in 1956 by Moshe Dothan and was then extensively excavated to virgin soil 

in 1976–1982 by Rudolph Cohen. The latter has shown conclusively that these remains consist of three 

successive Israelite forts (Levels I–III) of the 10th–7th/6th centuries B.C., with nothing whatsoever of 

earlier occupation, not even scattered sherds (Cohen 1983). Thus the Kadesh-barnea episode, on present 

evidence, has little historical basis and appears to have become significant only in the united monarchy, 

when the Exodus tradition was crystallizing.  

3. The Transjordanian Campaigns. The first phase of the conquest of Canaan, according to biblical 

accounts, focused on central and S Transjordan, which the tribes of Gad, Reuben, and half-Manasseh are 

said to have occupied (Numbers 21). The incoming Israelites are portrayed as encountering a settled 

population in Ammon, Moab, and Edom. Among specific cities mentioned as taken (and by implication 

destroyed) are Heshbon and Dibon; transparently identifed with the large tells of Hesbân and Dhibân, 

respectively. Yet the extensive excavation of both has revealed that neither had any LB occupation. 

Hesbân had scant 12th–11th century material, with Iron Age occupation beginning principally in the 10th 

century B.C. (Geraty 1983). Dhibân may have had some Iron I material, but nothing earlier, and most of 



the Iron Age remains were 8th–7th century B.C. (Dornemann 1983: 45, 63; Sauer 1986: 8–18). Thus 

neither site can have been destroyed by the Israelites under Joshua in the mid-13th century as required by 

Num 21:21–30. The same is probably true of Madeba (Num 21:30), which has produced thus far only a 

12th century tomb for this horizon (Dornemann 1983: 34, 35).  

Elsewhere in Transjordan, the general picture of LB and early Iron I occupation is complex, but it is 

clear that there is relatively little sedentary occupation of southern TransjordaninLB.N.Glueck‘s

surveys in the 1930s–1940s already suggested this (although he interpreted the evidence as supporting the 

biblical tradition of early Israelite settlement). SubsequentcorrectionandexpansionofGlueck‘ssite

maps, including the discovery of a few more LB Age sites farther N in the Jordan valley and up on the 

plateau,hasnotsubstantiallychangedthisview.NewerexcavatedevidencefromAmman,theBeqa˓

valley, Sahab, Irbid, Tell es-Sa˓idiyeh,Deir˓Alla,Kataretes-Samra, and a few other sites, as well as 

surveys from N Jordan, the Jordan valley, and Edom, all yield the same picture. Moab and Edom were not 

yet established, fortified kingdoms that would have posed any threat to Israelite tribes moving through the 

area, and even Ammon was rather sparsely occupied and defended. (For the most authoritative review, see 

Sauer 1986: 6–14; and cf. Dornemann 1983: 20–24). Thus throughout most of S Transjordan in LB-Iron I, 

outside the few settled towns, pastoralists and nomads must have dominated the countryside, like the 

―Shasu‖tribeswellknownfromEgyptianNewKingdomtexts(Giveon1971).InMoab,Heshbonand

Dibon did not become significant urban centers until the 9th–8th centuries B.C. (Dornemann 1983: 63; 

Sauer 1986: 10, 15, 16). Ongoing excavations of the Iron Age sites in Edom indicates that the majority of 

these,including˓Arô˓er,Buseirah(Bozra),Tawilan,andUmmel-Biyarah, were first settled only in the 

8th or 7th centuries B.C. (Dornemann 1983: 47–63; Sauer 1986: 14–19). Thus the notion of large-scale 

13th–12th century B.C. Israelite military campaigns in S Transjordan, or even of peaceful settlement there, 

is no longer tenable; the occupational history of the region simply does not fit (contra Boling and Wright 

Joshua AB). As for destructions, the only known LB II destructions are farther N—atDeir˓Allā,Telles-

Sa˓idiyeh,andIrbid—in Gilead; and in all cases, both the biblical identification and the agents of 

destruction remain unclear.  

4. The Conquest of Canaan. The biblical tradition of the main phases of the occupation of the land of 

Canaan W of the Jordan is too well known to need summarizing here (cf. the principal accounts in Joshua, 

plus Num 21:1–3 and Judges 1). Since the infancy of modern topographical research and archaeology 

more than a century ago, biblical scholars and archaeologists have sought to locate the numerous cities 

said to have been taken and to identify 13th–12thcentury―destructionlayers‖thatmightbeattributedto

incoming Israelites. Indeed, confirming the Israelite conquest of Canaan archaeologically became one of 

the major priorities on the agenda of the―biblicalarchaeology‖movementledbyAlbrightandhis

followers from ca. 1925–1970,whichadoptedalmostexclusivelythe―conquest‖modelpresentedinthe

book of Joshua (see also Lapp 1967). This approach was also taken up by several prominent members of 

the―Israelischool,‖notablyYadin(1979;butcf.AharoniWHJP 3: 94–128). And the effort still continues 

among a few conservative biblical scholars, some of whom, however, opt for the now totally discredited 

―highdateoftheExodus‖(thusBimson1981). Rather than reviewing the vast bibliography (see Miller 

IJH, 213–84), the latest and best archaeological data can be summarized in chart form (see table; and see 

further the latest syntheses in Callaway 1988, and especially Finkelstein AIS).  

Canaanite Sites Claimed to Have Been Taken by the Israelites  

SITE 

REFERENCES  

BIBLICAL 

DESCRIPTION; 

REMARKS  

ARCHAEOLOGICAL 

EVIDENCE    

1.  Zephath/Hormath  Num 21:1–3; Judg 1:17  ―Destroyed.‖ 

If Tel Masos, no 

LB occupation 

there.  

2.  Jericho  Judg 6:1–21  ―Destroyed.‖ No LB II 



occupation.  

3.  ˓Ai  Josh 8:24  ―Destroyed.‖ 
No LB II 

occupation.  

4.  Bethel  Josh 8:17; Judg 1:22–28  ―Destroyed.‖ 
Destruction at end 

of LB II.  

5.  Jerusalem  
Josh 10:1–27; Judg 1:8, 

21  
Texts contradictory  

LB II occupation, 

but no evidence of 

destruction.  

6.  Libnah  Josh 10:29, 31  ―Destroyed.‖ 
Tell es-Sâfi? 

occupation?  

7.  Lachish  Josh 10:31, 32  ―Destroyed.‖ 
Level VI destroyed 

ca. 1150 B.C.  

8.  Hebron  
Josh 14:13–15; 15:13, 14; 

Judg 1:10  

Texts imply 

capture but no 

destruction 

descibed.  

No Evidence.  

9.  Debir  
Josh 10:38, 39; 15:15–17; 

Judg 1:11–13  
―Destroyed.‖ 

If Tell Beit Mirsim 

C, yes; if Tell 

Rabûd, no.  

10.  Makkedah  Josh 10:28  ―Destroyed.‖ 
If Kh. el-Qôm, no 

LB II.  

11.  Eglon  Josh 10:34, 35  ―Destroyed.‖ 
Tell el-Ḥesi IV?; 

no destruction.  

12.  Hazor  Josh 11:10–13  

―Destroyed,‖but

described as still 

existing later.  

Lower City, Gnl 

Str. XIII violently 

destroyed ca. 1200  

13.  Dan  Judg 18:11–28  ―Destroyed.‖ 

LB II occupation, 

whether 

destruction at end 

unclear.  

14.  Gaza  Judg 1:18  ―Taken.‖ No evidence.  

15.  Ashkelon  Judg 1:18  ―Taken.‖ No evidence.  

16.  Ekron  Judg 1:18  ―Taken.‖  No evidence.  

17.  Heshbon  Num 21:25–30  ―Destroyed.‖ 
No LB II 

occupation.  

18.  Dibon  Num 21:30  
Destruction 

implied.  

No LB II 

occupation.  

19.  Medeba  Num 21:30  
Destruction 

implied.  
No evidence.  

It is obvious that of the nearly 20 identifiable LB/Iron I sites that the biblical writers claim were forcibly 

taken by the Israelites under Joshua or his immediate successors, only Bethel and Hazor have any 

archaeological claims to destructions, i.e., historical claims supported by extrabiblical evidence. And 

even here, there is no conclusive data to support the notion that Israelites were the agents of destruction. 

(The new evidence dating the destruction of Lachish VI to Rameses III or later, ca. 1150 B.C., is much too 

late;cf.Ussishkin1985).Thusthe―conquest‖model derived principally from the book of Joshua, so 

promising in the beginning, is now seen to have fared rather badly in more recent research. We must 



conclude that as an overall model for understanding the origins of Israel, the whole notion of a literal 

―Exodus-wilderness wanderings-Conquest‖episodeisnowunproductiveandindeeddetrimental,sinceit

is challenged by current archaeological and historical research. The possible experience of some tribal 

elements in Egypt and Transjordan, or the scattered violence accompanying early phases of the settlement 

in Canaan, were undoubtedly minor factors. The emergence of Israel must be seen rather as part of a 

larger, enormously complex, long drawn-out process of socio-economic change on the LB/Iron I horizon 

inPalestinewithmanyregionalvariations.Newerandmoresophisticatedmodels,aswellasa―secular

history‖ofPalestine(particularlysettlementhistory)arerequiredifwearetounderstandIsrael‘sorigins

adequately. Furthermore, it may be the continuity with Canaanite culture, not the changes, that in the long 

run turns out to be the most significant factor.  

C. New Data, New Models  

Todaythereareconsiderabledatatosupport―non-invasion‖modelsoftheIsraelitesettlement in 

Canaan. Although these data are recent and scarcely published, and thus remain largely unknown to most 

biblical scholars, archaeological excavations and surveys in the past fifteen years have brought to light 

hundreds of small, Iron I sites of the late 13th–11th centuries B.C. These are located primarily in the 

central hills, but are also found as far N as Galilee and southward into the N Negeb. Nearly all are very 

small, unwalled sites, many founded de novo in the late 13th or 12th century, and most abandoned by the 

11thcentury.IfwecouldidentifytheseIronIsitesas―earlyIsraelite‖villages,theywouldyieldthefirst 

such external evidence we have found of this phase of the Israelite settlement of Canaan. Yet we must 

defer that question for the moment.  

1. Survey and Excavation. The evidence can only be summarized very briefly here. Most of the new 

Iron Age sites noted above have been discovered through Israeli surface surveys, still largely unpublished: 

those of I. Finkelstein in Ephraim; of A. Zertal in N Ephraim and Manasseh; of several Tel Aviv 

University archaeologists in the Shephelah and along the Sharon Plain; and of Zvi Gal in Lower Galilee 

(see references in Finkelstein 1986; AIS; Gal 1989; Stager 1985a; Dever 1987; Dever fc.b.; Zertal 1987). 

Finkelstein, for instance, has discovered no fewer than 409 Iron Age I sites E of Aphek up into the 

Jerusalem hills, of which more than 75 were first founded in Iron I. In the central hills area, L. Stager 

(1985a) has shown that the number and density of settlements increased dramatically just after 1200 

B.C.—from 23 LB sites, to 114 Iron I sites, 97 of them first founded in Iron I. Although the individual LB 

sites were larger urban Canaanite sites (median size = 12–13 acres) and the individual Iron I sites were 

smaller villages (median size = 2–3 acres), the total occupied area in the central hills region surveyed by 

Stager rose dramatically from ca. 175 acres in LB to ca. 475 acres in Iron I. Demographers would hardly 

attribute this sharp increase to natural growth alone. Clearly there has been an influx of new settlers; but 

who were they, and where did they come from?  

Actual excavations have been undertaken on relatively few of these Iron Age I villages, notably by J. A. 

Callaway and R. Cooleyat˓AiandRadannah(thelatterpossiblybiblicalBeeroth),NofJerusalem

(Callaway 1985; 1988); by A. Mazar (1981) at Giloh, on the S outskirts of Jerusalem; by M. Kochavi, I. 

Finkelstein,andothersat˓IzbetṢarṭeh, near Aphek (probably biblical Ebenezer; Finkelstein 1986); and 

by A. Kempinski and V. Fritz (1983) at Tel Masos, in the N Negeb (possibly biblical Hormah; on all the 

above, see further, with bibliography, Dever 1987; Stager 1985a).  

˓Izbet Ṣarṭeh is particularly significant, since it can probably be identified with a known Israelite site; it 

has only three levels, all belonging to the 12th–10th centuries B.C., all relatively well exposed in 

excavation (up to 35 percent); and the material has now appeared in a definitive final publication 

(Finkelstein 1986). Stratum III, of the late 13th–early11thcenturies,consistsofasimple―ovalcourtyard

settlement‖thatmayreflectaherdsmen‘sencampment(contraFinkelstein‘ssettlementof―recently

sedentarizeddesertnomads‖;1986:108).After abandonment and a gap in occupation, it was succeeded 

by stratum II, a substantial village of perhaps 100 or so, with several four-room courtyard houses and 

many stone-lined silos, dating to the late 11th century B.C. Stratum I represents a decline, but continues 

intotheearly10thcentury,afterwhichthesitewaspermanentlyabandoned.Itisnoteworthythat˓Izbet

Ṣarṭeh was peacefully established, and although it was abandoned at the end of each phase, there were no 



restrictions. The economy, especially that of strata III–II, was based on agriculture and animal husbandry. 

The pottery is in strong continuity with the LB Age Canaanite repertoire, most closely paralleled by the 

Iron I N Shephelah and hill country sites (Gezer, Beth-shemesh, Giloh, Shiloh, etc.), but it also has lesser 

affinities with coastal Canaanite or Philistine sites (Aphek, Tell Qasile; on the above, see especially 

Finkelstein 1986; and cf. the greater stress on ceramic continuity in AIS, confirmed by Dever fc.a.).  

Only preliminary reports are available for some of these sites, but already we may draw at least a 

provisional picture of the material culture—and possibly of the social structure and even of the ethnic 

identity—of these villagers.  

(1) We can see a significant shift in settlement patterns from the LB to Iron Age I. The typical Iron I 

sites known thus far are located mostly in the central regions of Canaan, especially the hill country, not on 

destroyed LB tells (where they had been sought). They are founded de novo and peacefully, in the late 

13th–early 12th century B.C., in a decentralized or nonnucleated pattern of settlement. This growth of new 

settlements resulted in a sharp rise in population in the central hills in early Iron I.  

(2) We have a shift in settlement type as well, from large, walled urban to nonurban sites. Most of the 

Iron I sites are small, unwalled hilltop villages, with a population of from several dozen to as many as 300 

or so. All these villages are characterized by a distinctive and homogeneous style of―four-room‖

courtyardhouse(oftenmisleadinglycalledthe―Israelite‖type-house), which usually features rock-hewn 

cisterns and subterranean silos. Such self-contained courtyard houses—really―peasantfarmhouses‖—are 

ideally suited to an agrarian economy; and, indeed, similar houses are found widely throughout rural areas 

of the E Mediterranean, from ancient to modern times. See also HOUSE, ISRAELITE.  

(3) The economy of these Iron I villages was largely self-sufficient, based mainly on small-scale but 

intensiveterracefarming,withsomeadmixtureoflivestockherdingandprimitive―cottageindustry.‖A

few trade items, however, principally ceramics, indicate that these villages were not totally isolated, but 

had limited contact with the Canaanite urban centers some distance away.  

(4) A changed technology is now in evidence, marked particularly by the mastery and extension of 

terrace agriculture to exploit the cleared hillsides, aided perhaps by the utilization of iron implements, 

now gradually coming into use in Palestine. Lime-plastered cisterns, while known long before, were now 

more widely adopted to solve the perennial problem of summer water shortage in the hill country. 

Ceramic production generally followed that of the LB Canaanite culture, with the introduction of a few 

newforms(includingthepopularizationofthe―collar-rim‖storejar),generallyinferiorinmanufacture. 

(5) The social structure of these small Iron I villages appears to be much less―stratified‖thanthatofthe

urban LB Age, with no indications of a hierarchically-rankedsocialorder,no―elite‖residencesor

palaces, and no public or adminstrative structures, not even sanctuaries or temples. The rather 

stereotypical house-plans show little variation and are clustered closely together; their type and 

arrangement do not even differ significantly from village to village. The general picture to be derived 

from the new archaeological data for Iron I is that of a simple, agrarian, cohesive society, probably kin-

based. The villages are in relatively close proximity; they are apparently organized for internal 

occupation, but have little need for defense against external pressures. Although the simpler Iron I social 

and political structuresmarkaretrogressionfromthe―state-level‖organizationoftheLBtoa―tribal

level,‖somesophisticationisneverthelessstillseeninafewepigraphicremains,includinganabecedary

from˓IzbetṢarṭeh that may suggest fairly widespread literacy.  

(6) In terms of provenance, it must be stressed that there is no evidence whatsoever in the material 

culture that would indicate that these Iron I villagers originated outside Palestine, not even in Transjordan, 

much less in Egypt or the Sinai. There is nothing in the material remains to suggest that these are 

―pastoralnomadssettlingdown‖—on the contrary, they appear to be skilled and well-adapted peasant 

farmers,longfamiliarwithlocalconditionsinCanaan.Whatis―new‖issimplythecombination and 

adaptation of existing cultural elements—such as the courtyard houses, silos, and terrace agriculture—

withafewnovelelements.Thisdistinctive―hybrid‖materialcultureservedasthebasisforthe

agricultural settlement of the hill country and the emergence of a distinctive new social order, as well as, 



in all probability, a new ethnic identity and solidarity. Nevertheless, the overall cultural traditions of these 

Iron I villages show rather strong continuity with LB Age Canaan, especially in the pottery.  

(7) Finally, in terms of duration, nearly all of these Iron I villages were abandoned by the late 11th or 

early 10th century B.C., with the growth of a more concentrated urban culture at the beginning of the 

united monarchy and the emergence and full developmentofthetrue―IronAge‖or―Israelite‖culture. 

2. Early ―Israelite‖ Villages? On the basis of the foregoing cultural traits, it would be tempting to 

conclude that these new Iron I sites represent the first definitive archaeological evidence we have had of 

the formative phase of the Israelite settlement in Palestine. These would then be the very early Israelite 

villages described typically in the book of Judges (thus A. Mazar 1981; Stager 1985a; Callaway 1985; 

1988; Fritz 1987; Finkelstein 1986; AIS). If that proposition should be sustained by further data, these 

discoveries would constitute the most significant correlation yet between archaeology and biblical history.  

Before we can be quite so sanguine, however, we must address several neglected, yet crucial, questions 

in the interpretation of the archaeological data—particularly as these data relate to textual analysis and 

historical reconstruction (see further Dever fc.a.).  

a. Social and Economic Structure. Skepticshaveoftenobservedthat―archaeologists do not dig up 

socialsystems.‖Perhapsnot;buttheydouncovertracesofsocialsystems,sincemodernarchaeology

concentratesonrecoveringthe―materialcorrelates‖ofbothindividualandcollectivehumanbehavior.

See ARCHAEOLOGY. What do recent data reveal about the social and economic structure of the Iron I 

villages?  

(1) Social Structure. As Stager has shown (1985a), the typical four-room courtyard houses, their 

clustering into larger units, and the overall village plan, all appear to be a direct reflection of the social 

structure embodied in the terminology of the Hebrew Bible, especially in Judges. Thus, in ascending 

levels of complexity, we can recognize: (1) in the individual house, Heb geber, which really designates 

the conjugal or ―nuclear family‖ of 4–5 people; (2) in the compound, or cluster of 2–3 such houses, Heb 

bêt ˒āb, ―houseofthefather,‖meaning―lineage,‖orinsociologicaltermsan―extended or multi-

generational‖family,ofupto20persons;(3)inthewholevillageplan,withseveralfamilycompounds,

Heb mišpāḥâ, ―family‖inthelargersenseof―clan,‖withanywherefromseveraldozentoseveral

hundred related persons; (4) in the grouping of many such villages, Heb šēbeṭ or maṭṭeh, ―tribe‖;and(5)

in the overall distribution of settlements, Heb ˓am yiśrā˒el or bĕnê yiśrā˒el, or―tribalconfederation,‖

―nation‖(thelattertwonot separated by Stager). If this analysis, probably the best example yet of the 

newerstyleof―biblicalarchaeology,‖iscorrect,thenthearchaeologicalremainscorroboratethetextual

evidence decisively. Early Israel was a kin-based(or―segmentary‖)society,stronglyegalitarian.

Archaeology shows that the characteristic settlement type and distribution of the Iron I highland villages 

reflect the essential social structure of early Israel—almost precisely as the book of Judges (Joshua much 

less so) has faithfully preserved it in the written record.  

(2) Economy. The subsistence system of the Iron I villages is equally clear. The economy is based 

primarily on small-scale but intensive agriculture, with some admixture of specialized stockbreeding. This 

is indicated by the relatively isolated location of the villages away from river valleys and major trade 

routes, but in areas still suitable for hillside farming and herding. Furthermore, the efficient size and 

compact layout of the villages, as well as the family-based social structure, are well suited to such an 

agrarian economy. The typical four-roomcourtyardhouseisanideal―peasantfarmhouse,‖with

provisions for the number of people, animals, and installations typically needed for an individual 

household production unit (Stager 1985a: 11–17). Finally, the new technology reflects a successful 

adaptation to hill country agriculture, particularly the near perfection of the art of terracing hillsides, 

excavating waterproof cisterns in the bedrock, and constructing stone-lined storage silos.  

(3) The ―Domestic Mode of Production.‖ The socio-economic structure that we confront in these Iron 

I villages is thus obviously simple and agrarian. On a cultural-evolutionary scale of development we could 

regarditasbeingata―pre-State‖level,either―tribal‖or―chiefdom‖(Service1962).Thisisalso

suggested by the biblical sources, especially Judges-Samuel, in their vivid and often detailed description 

ofconditionsinthepremonarchicalperiods(Frick1985).Unfortunately,becauseofthe―idealist‖biasof



most biblical historians (and even the biblical writers themselves) little research has been done either on 

the material and technological basis of early Israelite culture, or on its social consequences.  

Recently, however, there has been growing interest in early Iron Age agriculture (cf. de Geus 1976; 

Stager 1985a and references there; and especially Hopkins 1985; Borowski 1987). Certainly Gottwald 

(1979)hasgonefurthestinhisdetermined―programofhistoricalcultural-material research into early 

Israel‖(1979: 650–63). Many regard this, of course, as economic determinism, others as simply 20th 

century Marxism projected back upon early Israel. But the archaeologist, who specializes in material 

culture,canonlyapplaudGottwaldwhenhedeclares:―Onlyasthe full materiality of ancient Israel is 

more securely grasped will we be able to make proper sense of its spirituality‖(1979:xxv).Thus

Gottwald‘sTribes of Yahweh expands upon the sociological and anthropological approach of 

Mendenhall‘s―peasants‘revolt‖modelbylookingnotonlyatideologicalfactorslike―Yahwism‖asthe

driving force behind Israelite social structure and solidarity, but also at the agrarian economy and 

technology of the supposed peasants. Gottwald makes admirable use of what little the―newarchaeology‖

could offer in the mid-1970s, sensing correctly that its research objectives are complementary to his own, 

buttherewerefewdataavailablethen(seealsoChaney1983).Inourview,Gottwald‘smaterialist

perspective on early Israel seems more promising than most later treatments of a more conventional sort, 

based as they are almost solely on the biblical texts (thus Halpern 1983) which are clearly limited in their 

usefulness.  

It is not merely early Israelite agriculture and technology at which we must look, however, but rather at 

the total subsistence system and its related social system. This is what Marx and Engels (unlike some later 

Marxisttheorists)meantby―modeofproduction,‖whichdelineatednotsimplyaneconomicsystem,but 

a social-evolutionary stage. The―modeofproduction‖includedasociety‘sadaptationtoitsenvironment,

technology, class structure, political organization, conceptual systems, and even religion.  

MarshallSahlins‘Stone Age Economics (1972) elaboratesfurtheronthe―DomesticModeof

Production‖(DMP)thatoftencharacterizespeasantorpre-State societies. At this level of social 

evolution, the individual self-sufficient household is the basic unit of production, and production is for 

consumption rather than for exchange, hence family labor and cumulative skills are more significant than 

technology.TheDMP,accordingtoSahlins,tendstobe―anti-autocratic‖bynature,butitnevertheless

obliges household groups to form voluntary social compacts, i.e., to pool labor and resources. Sahlins 

observes:―Asthedomesticeconomyisineffectthetribaleconomyinminiature,sopoliticallyit

underwrites the condition of primitive society—societywithoutaSovereign‖(1972:95).Thiswouldbe

an astonishinglyaccurateportraitofearlyIsrael,whoseonlysovereignwasYahweh.Aunique―theology‖

was organically related in part to a distinctive technology, economy, and social order. While archaeology 

can get at the former only partially and with some difficulty (i.e., evidence of possible cult practice), it is 

superbly equipped for investigating the latter, even though this task has been neglected until recently. A 

beginning has been made, but much more must be done on peasant economy and society if we are to 

comprehendIsrael‘soriginsinCanaan—especiallyifweareincreasinglytoemploythe―peasants‘revolt‖

model.  

b. Continuity and Coexistence. In asking what is new archaeologically, and thus culturally, in the Iron 

I villages, we must remember that Palestinian archaeology has long been dominated by a certain biblical 

notionof―politicalhistory‖andhasthussoughtunicausalexplanationsofculturalchangeingeneral.

Furthermore, in this case of the Israelite settlement, the almost-exclusive adoption of the―conquest

model‖bythoseoftheAlbrightschoolhasmeantthatstresswasplaceduponthediscontinuity between 

the LB/Canaanite and Iron I/Israelite cultures. The result was twofold: (1) a reductionist view of the 

emergence of Israel, as due to a relatively abrupt, violent, and complete triumph of newcomers who 

overwhelmed Canaan ca. 1250–1200 B.C.; and (2) an overemphasis on the supposed cultural 

discontinuities throughout the transitional LB-Iron I horizon in the 13th–11th centuries B.C.  

Recently, however, newly accumulating archaeological evidence has shown that the abruptness of the 

break has been greatly exaggerated (cf. Kempinski 1985). We now know that many LB II sites were not 

destroyed at all, by either Israelites or Sea Peoples. Also, Egyptian New Kingdom influence did not cease 



with the 19th (First Ramesside) Dynasty ca. 1200 B.C., but extended perhaps as late as the time of 

Rameses VI, ca. 1140 B.C. (especially at sites like Megiddo, Beth-shan, and Lachish; cf. Tadmor 1979; 

Weinstein 1981; Ussishkin 1985; A. Mazar 1985). And Canaanite material culture flourished well into the 

12th and even 11th centuries B.C. in some areas, particularly in ceramics, where, apart from imports or 

Philistine Bichrome ware, it is often difficult to distinguish 13th from 12th century pottery (A. Mazar 

1981; Wood 1985; Dever 1987). Finally, not even the appearance of iron provides a firm criterion for the 

beginningofthe―Iron‖Age,sinceironbeginsasearlyasthe14thcenturyB.C. but comes into common 

use only in the 11th–10th centuries B.C. Furthermore, its connection with the new technology and culture 

is more debated than ever in recent research (cf. Stager 1985a: 10–11).  

Thelogicalconclusiontobedrawnisthatthe―invasionhypotheses‖ofwhichearlier archaeologists 

were inordinately fond are almost never useful models, certainly not for the LB/Iron I transition. We must 

look rather at the largely indigenous factors in socio-cultural change. For example, we need posit no 

hypothetical external forces whatsoever to account for the actual changes that we observe in the material 

culture of Palestine on the LB/Iron I horizon (except for the impact of the Sea Peoples, who were indeed 

newcomers). It cannot be stated too categorically: the emergence of Israel in Canaan was not an isolated, 

―unique‖event,butratheranintegral(albeitsmall)partofagradual,exceedinglycomplexsetofsocio-

economic, cultural, and political changes on the LB-Iron I horizon in the Levant, with many regional 

variations. It was but one episode in the long settlement history of Palestine and cannot be understood 

apart from the larger context of that history (see especially Coote and Whitelam 1987). The early 

Israelites, who first appear in our textual sources at this time, may have come to constitute a distinct 

ethnic group by the late 13th–early 12th centuries B.C., but there is no archaeological evidence whatsoever 

that they were recent arrivals in Canaan, much less an invading military horde. And the ensuing struggle 

between Israelite and Canaanite culture continued for centuries, even to the end of the Monarchy (Dever 

1984;seealsoFritz1987andhis―symbiosishypothesis‖). 

Having enunciated a general interpretative principle, however, we need to be as specific as possible on 

the elements of continuity/discontinuity, since so much hangs on this question, and yet previous 

discussions seem inconclusive.  

(1) Continuity. Of the diagnostic feature enumerated above for the Iron I villages, the pottery, in 

particular, shows strong continuity with the 13th century LB Age repertoire. For instance, the pottery of 

˓Izbet Ṣarṭeh, which is no doubt Israelite, is virtually identical to that of the 13th–12th centuries B.C. at 

nearby Gezer, which both archaeology and the biblical tradition agree is non-Israelite (i.e., LB Canaanite, 

with some new Iron I Philistine elements). The only significantdifferenceisthat˓IzbetṢarṭehhas―collar

rim‖storejars,whileGezerdoesnot;andGezerhasmuchmorePhilistinepottery.Thisispreciselywhat

we should expect. It is interesting that Finkelstein had argued in his Hebrew dissertation (1983) that the 

˓Izbet Ṣarṭehpotteryreflecteda―Transjordanianpastoral-nomadic‖origin,butinthefullpublicationof

the site (1986) he quite correctly makes no mention of such a possibility. (See SETTLEMENT OF 

CANAAN, which also posits a Transjordanian background for early Israelite culture, but cites no 

archaeological evidence; Boling 1988 adduces some data but none that is decisive). It needs to be 

emphasized that not only is the Iron I village pottery in direct continuity with the typical local LB ceramic 

repertoire, but its further development in the 12th–early 11th centuries B.C. cannot be explained otherwise. 

This is seen in all the principal forms: storejars, kraters, bowls, cooking pots, even juglets, chalices, and 

lamps (cf. A. Mazar 1981; Finkelstein 1986: 38–92; Dever fc.a). The principal continuity between the LB 

Canaanite material culture and the earlyIronI―Israelite‖materialcultureisseeninthepottery.Yetit

must always be remembered that among archaeologists and anthropologists pottery is regarded as our 

most sensitive medium for perceiving cultural contact and cultural change.  

(2) Discontinuity. On the other hand, several diagnostic features of the Iron I villages are clearly 

innovative, specifically settlement type and distribution; and an almost total shift to a nonurban, agrarian 

economy and social structure (see above).  

(3) Continuity, Discontinuity, and Adaptation. Still other features show a mixture of continuity and 

discontinuity and must therefore be evaluated most judiciously. For instance, hillside terraces, rock-hewn 



cisterns, and stone-lined silos now appear in relatively greater proportions, and they do indeed seem to 

characterizethetechnologyofourearly―Israelite‖villages.Butitisonlythecombination and intensified 

use that are new. All these elements have clear antecedents in the MB-LB Age, and even earlier (Stager 

1985a: 5–10 and references there).  

The case of the four-roomcourtyardhouse,or―Israelitetype-house‖(Shiloh1970),isevenmore

instructive. It is true that only in the Iron Age, and most often in the Iron I villages in question, does this 

distinctive house style become ubiquitous. But a few prototypes do appear in the LB; and a growing 

number of fully developed houses of this style are now known from obviously non-Israelite Iron I sites 

both in Palestine and in Transjordan (cf. A. Mazar 1981: 10, 11; Stager 1985a: 5–10; Finkelstein 1986: 

121–24). Thus the four-roomcourtyardhousewasnotsomuchan―Israeliteinvention‖(andthereforea

reliable diagnostic trait) as it was a successful adoption and modification of a common Iron I style of 

peasantfarmhouse,onewhichwaspeculiarlysuitabletoearlyIsrael‘sagrarianeconomyandsocialorder.

See also HOUSE, ISRAELITE.  

Finally,wenotetheproblemofthe―collarrim‖storejar,whichAlbright,Aharoni, and others had 

thoughtanother―Israelitetype-fossil.‖ThesepithoiaresimplylargevariantsoftheLB-Iron I storejar, 

with a reenforcing band around the neck. They are particularly suitable for storage of liquids and 

foodstuffs, and it is probably for that reason that they are especially common in the Iron I villages we 

have discussed. But they are now known from LB contexts, as well as from non-Israelite sites in both 

Palestine and Transjordan (Ibrahim 1978; A. Mazar 1981: 27–31; Finkelstein 1986: 76–84).  

All the above elements do indeed become ―Israelite‖;buttheyarenotexclusivelyso,theyarenot

necessarilyinnovations,andtheindividualelementsinthemselvescannotdefine―Israeliteethnicity.‖ 

c. Ultimate Origins. Another, larger aspect of LB-Iron I continuity must now be examined, namely the 

questionofearlyIsrael‘sultimate origins. Is the demonstrable continuity with local LB Canaanite culture 

compatible with the customary models for the Israelite settlement; and, if so, is the archaeological 

evidence decisive for any one of them?  

(1) ―Conquest.‖ Clearly, from our discussion the conquest model is ruled out. The founders of the Iron 

I villagers do not appear to have been newcomers to Palestine, much less settlers displacing Canaanites in 

the urban centers by military force. The few sites actually destroyed ca. 1200 B.C. were destroyed either 

by the Philistines, or by unknown agents; and none is resettled within a reasonable time by people who 

could be implicated in the destruction,orcouldotherwisebeidentifiedas―Israelites.‖ 

(2) ―Peaceful Infiltration.‖ The―peacefulinfiltration‖modelhasfaredsomewhatbetter,inthatit

always eschewed sudden conquest in favor of a process that envisions the Israelites emerging in Canaan 

gradually and largely without armed conflict. That may not have squared very well with the 

archaeologicalpictureasviewedagenerationagowhenAltandothersadvancedthe―peaceful

infiltration‖modelinthefaceofthedominantAlbrightianinterpretation, but the newer data surveyed 

above tend to confirm it in general. In certain specifics, however, this model, although relatively 

sophisticated, is not broad enough to accommodate some of the newer data (contra SETTLEMENT OF 

CANAAN). In its classic form, it assumed that the Iron I hill country settlers were pastoral nomads 

immigrating from Transjordan at first seasonally and then gradually becoming fully sedentarized (see 

Weippert 1971; 1979). More recently, however, this notion of Siedlungsgeschichte, or the sedentarization 

of nomads, has come under criticism from better informed ethnographic studies of pastoralists. (In 

addition,the―nomadicideal‖positedbysomescholarsasbasictothebiblicalwriters has been shown to 

be largely a modern fiction). Furthermore, nearly all the archaeological data we have seen in the material 

culture of the Iron I sites, now that they are finally being investigated, contradicts both these notions of 

Transjordanian and pastoralist backgrounds. The Iron I pottery derives directly from LB traditions, which 

must be local to W Palestine, since there is no appreciable LB occupation in S Transjordan (contra both 

this model and the biblical tradition).  

Asfor―pastoralorigins,‖relativelyfewofthenewIronIvillagessuggestnomadsgraduallybecoming

farmers.OnlyGilohand˓IzbetṢarṭehIIIappeartobe―fortifiedherdsman‘sencampments,‖andevenso

there is no evidence that the occupants are either newcomers or former nomads. The houses at Tel Masos 



have been interpreted as modeled upon bedouin-like tents (Fritz 1981), but this is generally disputed 

(Stager 1985a: 17). Furthermore, the evidence of cattle breeding and of sophisticated ceramics at Tel 

Masos suggests anything but pastoralists settling down. Elsewhere, the Iron I hill-country sites exhibit a 

very advanced, multifaceted agricultural technology, one that was labor-intensive but nevertheless almost 

ideally adapted to high-risk agriculture under difficult conditions in this former marginal zone (see 

Hopkins 1985; Stager 1985a: 5–9; Borowski 1987). These are hardy first-generation farmers, i.e., 

refugeesfromthecities,muchlessrecentlysedentarizedpastoralists(or―urbanpeasants‖).Theyappear

rather to be farmers who already had a thorough knowledge of local agricultural conditions in Canaan and 

needed only to adapt their experience to the hill country. The fact that the new technology is really a 

combination of strategies already utilized in the MB-LB Age, and thus well-proven, is further evidence of 

theIronIvillagers‘localCanaanitederivation.Itcouldbearguedontheotherhandthattheymerely

borrowed this technology. But if they were really recently sedentarized Transjordanian pastoralists, they 

would have had little access to the source, isolated as they were in the hill country far from the centers of 

Canaanite culture.  

Allthingsconsidered,boththeethnographicandarchaeologicalevidencemilitateagainstthe―peaceful

infiltration‖modelfor the emergence of Israel, despite the fact that its notion of Transjordanian origins is 

consonant with some strands of the biblical tradition.  

3. ―Peasants’ Revolt.‖ The―peasants‘revolt‖(or―internalconquest‖)modelseemsmorecompatible

with current archaeological data and theory than any other—especially in the modified form advanced by 

Gottwald (1979), with its emphasis on the role of technology and economy in social change. This model 

presumes that the early Israelite movement was made up of various dissident elements of LB Age 

Canaanite society, mostly dispossessed peasant farmers, who colonized new areas in the hinterland and 

there adopted a less stratified social order better suited to an agrarian economy. That appears very similar 

to the picturederivedfromthenewerarchaeology,exceptthatGottwald‘s―revolutionary,egalitarian‖

social (and religious) force presumed to be behind this movement is not susceptible to direct 

archaeologicalillumination.Ofcourse,theseformerCanaanite―peasants‖werealready―liberated‖(to

useGottwald‘sphrase)bythetimeweencounterthemintheIronIhill-country villages, so that they are 

now freeholders and self-sufficient homesteaders. But their background as peasant farmers is still clear in 

the archaeological record, as is the distinctiveness of their emerging social structure vis à vis old Canaan. 

Thusatleastsomeaspectsofthe―peasants‘revolt‖formulationarenowwellattestedarchaeologically—a 

measure of support (if not confirmation) that no other model can boast. The nucleus of later Israel appears 

to have derived from the local LB culture of Canaan through relatively normal social processes of peasant 

withdrawalandwhathasbeentermed―retribalization,‖ratherthanoriginatingoutsideCanaan and then 

either being superimposed on the local population or displacing them entirely in the early Iron I period. 

(For the possibility of some extra-Palestinian elements, however, see below.)  

D. Archaeological Identification of ―Israelite‖ Ethnicity  

If the point has been made that the early Israelites in Canaan were largely of local derivation, we still 

have not answered the question of who they were. That is, how did they differ from Canaanites, how and 

whendidtheycometoidentifythemselvesas―Israelites,‖andwhatdidthatself-consciousness mean 

culturally? These, of course, have always been recognized as the fundamental questions, all attempting to 

ascertain: What was ―unique‖ about ancient Israel, and when did it emerge as such? (cf. Lemche 1985; 

Thompson 1987). But until recently both biblical theologians and historians have sought the answers 

almost exclusively through the analysis of texts. That may be methodologically sound, as far as it goes, 

for―ethnicity‖isusuallydefinedmainlyinterms of self-image; a social group may constitute a separate 

ethnicgroupifthemajorityofitsmembersfeelthemselvestobeadistinct―people.‖Andcertainlysome

biblicaltextsdopositastrongsenseof―Israelite‖ethnicityasthoughitcharacterized the tradition from 

beginning to end. Yet it is increasingly recognized that the biblical texts are often late, elitist, and 

propagandistic. And because the Bible is theocratic history, Israel is often portrayed in such radically 

disjunctive terms with respect to neighboring peoples that the result is more caricature than 



characterization. (To be fair, many other biblical texts do portray Israel in a less flattering—and thus more 

realistic—light.)  

What was it that really constituted the distinctiveness of Israelite culture, spiritually and materially? It is 

suggested here that the biblical texts alone cannot and should not be expected adequately to illuminate 

―ethnicity,‖and,moreover,thatitisonlythroughthecontributionofarchaeologythatwecanachieve a 

more balanced picture, both by putting the biblical texts into larger context, as well as by supplying some 

ofthemissinginformation.Itmaybeobjected,ofcourse,thateventhe―newarchaeology,‖withits

incomparably more sophisticated techniques, is ultimately limited, too, in its ability to discern thought 

processes behind material culture remains, and thus is powerless to illuminate such matters as self-

consciousnessor―ethnicity.‖ItmustbeadmittedthatwithouttheMerneptahreferenceto―Israel‖ca.

1210 B.C. andthelaterbiblicaltexts,wewouldnotbesurethatourIronIvillagesareindeed―Israelite.‖

That is, we could recognize the emergence of a distinctive new culture ca. 1200 B.C. in Canaan, but it 

would remain anonymous, we would not be able to affix a specific ethnic label to it. But even so, the 

merename,howevervaluable,doesnotdefine,muchless―explain,‖thenatureandoriginofthisnew

culture. Only the combination of the textual and artifactual data—of history and archaeology—can aid in 

this inquiry.  

Archeologycancertainlycontributemorethanithasthusfartotheidentificationof―Israelite

ethnicity.‖Itcandosofirstbecausethe―newarchaeology‖ismultidisciplinaryinnatureandtherefore

attempts to elucidate culture in all itsaspects,notmerelytodescribe―ceramicculture‖andthenproceed

immediatelytothewritingof―politicalhistory‖(astheolder-style―biblicalarchaeology‖reallydid).

Surely ancient Israelite culture had its secular components, no less formative than its religious 

components, and it is these that archaeology can often illuminate uniquely and brilliantly. And both 

aspects of a culture must be so illuminated if it is to be comprehended in its own terms, rather than in 

some―idealistic‖schemethatrobsitofitsvarietyandvitality. 

Second, archaeology today is strongly behavioral. It focuses not merely on artifacts in themselves, but 

onthearchaeologicalrecordasawhole,whichisseentoreflectthe―materialcorrelatesofhuman 

behavior.‖Archaeologistsmaynotbeverywellequippedtobe―paleo-psychologists‖(asBinfordreminds

us); but if they cannot get at ideology, they nevertheless have an unparalleled opportunity to analyze the 

material consequences of human behavior, insofar as they reflect upon the thoughts and actions that 

producedtheartifactstheystudy.Surelythese―materialcorrelates‖ofbehavior,ifanything,arecluesto

ethnicity.  

Here we are clearly advocating a structural-functional model, at least at the fundamental level of 

analysis—without, however, denying the validity, and indeed the necessity, of a historical-cultural model 

at the higher level of synthesis (much as Gottwald 1979: 622–49; also 1985: 230–38). Thus the attempt at 

an archaeologicalidentificationof―ethnicity‖neednotbesusceptibletothechargeofreductionism,or

material determinism. Nor is such an attempt necessarily confined to the old-fashioned―trait-list‖

approach that most archaeologists today would find unproductive.  

Whatevermodelwemayadoptinassessingthearchaeologicalevidencefor―Israeliteethnicity,‖we

must begin by assuming that no matter what else early Israel was (or later thought itself to be), it was also 

a minority ethnic group in a multi-ethnicsocietyinIronICanaan.By―ethnicgroup‖wemean,at

minimum, a social group that: (1) is biologically self-perpetuating; (2) shares a fundamental, uniform set 

ofculturalvalues,includinglanguage;(3)constitutesapartlyindependent―interactionsphere‖;(4)hasa

membership that defines itself, as well as being defined by others, as a category distinct from other 

categories of the same order; and (5) perpetuates its sense of separate identity both by developing rules for 

maintaining―ethnicboundaries,‖aswellasforparticipatingininter-ethnic social encounters. (See further 

Barth 1969: 9–38.) It is especially important to note certain ways in which ethnic groups typically 

originate, maintain themselves, and assimilate or otherwise change. The origins of ethnic groups, in 

particular, are difficult, often impossible to ascertain (cf. Barth 1969: 17, 18), even where we have 

historical documentation; but we can point to some reasons for both the existence and the persistence of 

such groups.  



It would seem that early Israel clearly qualifies as an ethnic group in the above definition, although that 

does not imply the unity that later biblical writers presupposed. The question here is simply to what 

degree any of this ethnic identity may be reflected in the archaeological remains, particularly of the early 

Iron Age village culture surveyed above. And would a positive identification of these villages as 

―Israelite‖helponetochoosebetweenthevariousmodelsproposedforunderstandingIsraeliteorigins 

(whether by confirming, contradicting, or modifying biblical tradition)?  

The results of our inquiry, even at best, may seem meager, for the question of archaeological 

identification of ethnicity is one of the most vexed interpretive issues in current archaeology. (For 

orientation, see Kamp and Yoffee 1980, with programmatic suggestions that the authors evidently regard 

positivelybutthatareactuallyunachievable.)Theusual―ethnicmarkers‖wouldconsistofsuchfeatures

aslanguage(including―bodylanguage‖),physicaltype,dress,foodpreferences,kinshippatterns,general

cultural and social values, religion, and the always-nebulous―self-identity.‖Itisobviousthatnone of 

these traits will be very well represented, if at all, in the archaeological record—even if we regarded a 

―trait-list‖approachasadequate.Andtheiroriginswillremainevenmoreobscure.Butcollective 

behavior will often be reflected archaeologically, i.e., the economy in settlement types and distribution; 

technology andsubsistencepracticesinbothartifactsand―ecofacts‖;socialstructureinhouseformand

function; social stratification in elite goods in tombs and elsewhere; ideology in expressions in art; and 

even religious practices in cultic remains.  

We have already treated the archaeological data on settlement patterns, technology, subsistence, and 

social structure. We concluded that all the newer data are consonant with some strands of the biblical 

tradition, especially in Judges-Samuel.ThusweregardStager‘sseminalworkonthe―archaeologyofthe

family‖inearlyIsrael(1985a)asanalmostidealmodeloftheproperdialoguebetweenthe―new

archaeology‖andbiblicalhistory,indeedapointofdepartureforallfuturestudies.YetevenStagerbegs

the question. He assumes that the Iron I hill-countryvillagesare―Israelite,‖andhisownresearchgoes

further than anyone else to date in demonstrating that, but nowhere does he explicitly state his conclusion 

(or, for that matter address the radical implication for biblical history and scholarship).  

Can we do better? Perhaps; but not without vastly improved research designs and much more survey 

and excavation focused specifically on this problem. For instance, we have very few Iron I cemeteries, 

which potentially would be most revealing; and even fewer cultic installations (on the latter, see Dever 

1987). We may even hope, in time, for definitive epigraphic discoveries. Meanwhile, we need many more 

excavation and research projects that are conducive to cross-cultural comparisons. In practice, this would 

entail excavating, with identical research designs and preferably simultaneously, several small one-period 

Iron I sites in various areas of Israel and Transjordan that could be presumed on independent (textual) 

witness to be: (1) Canaanite; (2) Philistine; (3) Israelite; and (4) Ammonite-Moabite-Edomite. The 

excavations would concentrate on total, systemic retrieval of all cultural deposits, which methods already 

introducedbythe―newerarchaeology‖;thenonexhaustive intersite comparisons. The results of such a 

deliberate archaeological research program—carried out over a ten-year period or so, and properly 

integrated with ethnographic, textual, and other studies—mightwellprovedecisive.Thequestion―Who

were the early Israelites archaeologically?‖isnowtheoreticallyanswerable.Andwhenwedoanswerit,

onesuspectsthatthe―peasants‘revolt‖or―indigenouspeasant‖model—already the most fruitful for 

research—will be further enhanced. (The most explicit attempt thus far at resolving the problem 

archaeologically, basedonnewdata,isFinkelstein,althoughheadoptsamodified―peacefulinfiltration‖

modelandatfirstscarcelyreferstoGottwald‘swork;seeFinkelstein1986:201–13; and further AIS; for a 

critique of Finkelstein, see Dever 1989).  

E. Toward a New Synthesis of Archaeology and Biblical History  

The problem with which we began this survey has not yet been resolved, either on the basis of textual or 

archaeological evidence.  

1. Facing the Dilemma. ThedilemmaissimplythatinancientIsrael‘sCredoandepicliterature—

indeed in her cult and tradition as a whole—the Exodus-Sinai-Conquest themes are absolutely 

fundamental.Itisthe―conquestofCanaan‖thatisthefulfillmentofYahweh‘spromise, the constitutive 



event that brings his Israelite people into existence. Yet if there is little real historyinIsrael‘s

proclamationofher―salvation-history,‖isthetraditionanymorethanapiousfraud?(Forthelatest,most

radical view, see Lemche 1985.)  

All critical scholars recognize that the biblical sources in the Pentateuch and Deuteronomistic History 

are relatively late, composite works that simply cannot be read at face value as history. Even the earliest 

written materials, the several archaic poems such as Exodus 15, are probably not eyewitness accounts. 

Thus concerning Exodus 15,dealingwiththe―crossingoftheRedSea‖—which Cross dates to just after 

1200 andregardsas―aprimarysourceforthecentraleventinIsrael‘shistory‖(CMHE, 123)—we must 

ask:―What event?‖Arethereanyexternaldatathatwouldconfirmthatwearedealingherewithhistory,

and not myth?  

Today, skeptical voices dominate the scene. As G. E. Wright himself acknowledged in his Introduction 

to the Anchor Bible Joshua: ―InthisbookancientIsraelrecordedherbeliefastohowthenationcameto

live in ancient Palestine. Yet during the last century a majority of those attempting to apply the methods 

of modern historiography to Hebrew tradition have said the book is wrong; it never happened that way at 

all‖(page4).Andnow,aswehaveseen,thecumulativeresultsofacenturyofarchaeological 

investigation powerfully buttress the negative view of the conquest, much to the consternation of those 

whoexpectedthe―archaeologicalrevolution‖toconfirmthetradition.Wheredoesthatleaveus? 

2. Methodological Considerations. Assuming that we cannot simply dismiss either the textual or the 

artificial evidence, there are nevertheless some methodological approaches that may lead at least to partial 

solutions.  

a. Two Traditions. First, we need to recall that there are two strands to the tradition as elaborated by 

the Deuteronomistic History: that preserved in Joshua, and that in Judges. While modern archaeology 

may call into question the historicity of Joshua, it provides rather dramatic corroboration of the account in 

Judges, even in obscure details. In the view advocated here, it is futile, indeed unnecessary, to attempt to 

reconcilethesetwoconflictingversions(asWright1946).Insteadoftryingto―salvage‖Joshua

archaeologically, future research into Israelite origins should concentrate on Judges, as by far the most 

realistic and reliable source. There, the results will likely not be so negative.  

b. Reconciling Joshua and Judges? If one asks, however, why the Israelite historiographers preserved 

two diametrically opposed versions of their own history, we can at least offer new critical approaches that 

may prove constructive. Recent structuralist analyses, such as those of Polzin (1980), Gottwald (1985), 

and others, have suggested that the redactors of the DH were fully aware of the radically divergent nature 

of the Joshua and the Judges materials they incorporated, but they left them in tension in a deliberately 

dialecticmanner.AsGottwald(1985:258)putsit:―BycounterposingspeechabouthowtheCanaanites

must be and were destroyed against speech about how Canaanites remained in the land and were even 

accepted into Israel, DH [the Deuteronomistic history] weaves an ironic exposition on the problematic of 

carryingoutGod‘scommands.‖ 

Another explanation for why the tradition has deliberately obscured much of its own origins is offered 

byCooteandWhitelam(1987).TheysuggestthatthestoryofIsrael‘shumbleoriginsinsocialconflict

didnotsuitthepropagandisticpurposesoftheelite―HouseofDavid‖initsriseto power and were thus 

downplayed, a point that Mendenhall had made earlier.  

Finally, of the Joshua tradition, however folkloristic it may be, it must nevertheless be acknowledged 

that these materials may contain some raw source-data for the historian: (1) Archaeologically, we should 

observe that the evidence does not rule out the possibility that some constituents of the later Israelite tribal 

confederation may have derived from Egypt. In this connection, it is worth remembering that many 

biblical scholars havelongheldthatonlythe―HouseofJoseph‖(orelementsofthelatertribesof

Benjamin and Judah—which have so obviously shaped the tradition) was ever in Egypt. The fact that 

most of the numerous Iron I villages we now have are precisely in the area of the Benjamin–Judah tribal 

territories may seem to lend credence to that suggestion. However, even if this area is the chief locus of 

early Israelite occupation, there is no direct archaeological evidence of Egyptian origins for the settlers, 

as we have seen, so the question must remain open.  



(2)Eventheminimalist―peasants‘revolt,‖or―internalconquest,‖modelwouldallowforsome of the 

military actions against the Canaanites described in the book of Joshua. Thus armed conflict may have 

been a contributing factor in the cultural struggle, even if not the principle cause.  

3. Toward a Synthesis? Is it possible to move further, however, in reconciling what may seem to be 

conflicting approaches to archaeological and textual reconstructions of Israelite origins? There would 

seem to be two primary possibilities for a synthesis, at least of method, if not of results. (See further 

Dever fc.b., for a symposium on this problem.)  

a. Parallel Histories. The notion of producing two alternate versions of early Israelite history has 

recently become an option for the first time, due to the growing sophistication and maturity of the newer 

archaeology.Atthe―descriptive‖level,thefirstapproachwouldassayahistoryofancientIsrael, based 

onthebiblicaltextsandfocusingmainlyonpoliticalandreligioushistory.Thesecond,or―secular,‖

approach would utilize archaeological remains and extrabiblical texts to outline a socio-economic history 

of Palestine, primarily in the Bronze–Iron Ages in this connection (but extending, of course, from earliest 

torelativelymoderntimes).Asthe―normative‖level,thefirst approach might result in a history of the 

religion of Israel (or at least a history of the literature about that religion), and possibly even in an OT 

theology.The―secular‖approach,however,wouldnecessarilybeconfinedtotheilluminationofIsraelite 

cultic practice in its larger ANE context, without reference to theology, i.e., its significance for the 

modern religious community, Jewish or Christian. (See the provisional efforts of Lemche 1985; 

Thompson 1987).  

Each of these separate histories would concentrate on one class of data, and each would be pursued by 

competent specialists. Needless to say, these two disciplines would both be devoted to legitimate, truly 

historical tasks. Yet however ideal such a division of labor might seem in theory, in actual practice these 

two histories would tend to remain parallel. They might be complementary, but they would never 

converge; each would present but a partial view of the total reality we seek to comprehend, the 

phenomenon of ancient Israel in all its richness and diversity.  

b. Converging Histories. Far more preferable, it would seem, would be a combination of the two 

approaches,―sacred‖and―secular‖—or at least a dialogue between the two, which would point toward a 

truly multidisciplinary synthesis. And today there are indeed signs of such a development, bringing 

together the insights of the discipline of Palestinian archaeology in its newer guise, coupled with the 

newer sociological and anthropological approaches to the early history of Israel.  

We have already outlined the nature and contribution of archaeology in this cooperative task, both here 

and elsewhere. See ARCHAEOLOGY. In biblical studies, the most promising trends are seen in the early 

analysis of Gottwald in his Tribes of Yahweh (1979),togetherwithdeGeus‘Tribes of Israel (1976). More 

recently,theworkofMarvinChaney(1983)pointsinthesamedirection,asdoesGottwald‘sThe Hebrew 

Bible—A Socio-Literary Introduction (1985)andN.P.Lemche‘sEarly Israel (1985). We have also called 

attention to two recent, specialized treatments of early Israelite agriculture, one by a biblical scholar 

(Hopkins 1985) and one by an archaeologist (Borowski 1987). Perhaps the most ambitious 

interdisciplinary synthesis yet may be the work of R. B. Coote and K. W. Whitelam, The Emergence of 

Israel in Historical Perspective (1987), based on a comprehensive settlement-history of Palestine from 

earliest to modern times. Finally, although it dealswithaslightlylaterhorizon,Frick‘sThe Formation of 

the State in Ancient Israel: A Survey of Models and Theories (1985; see also Frick 1979) also rests upon 

the newer methodology and approach. All these recent analyses embody socio-anthropological models, as 

well as the newer archaeology.  

Despite the recent proliferation of works on early Israel, however, many remain more traditional, based 

almostexclusivelyonthebiblicaltexts,suchasHalpern‘sThe Emergence of Israel in Canaan (1983); 

Åhlström‘sWho Were the Israelites? (1986);andMillerandHayes‘A History of Ancient Israel and 

Judah (1986). These and other attempts at synthesis may be faulted for making little or inept use of the 

abundantarchaeologicaldatanowavailable.EvenB.Mazar‘s The Early Biblical Period: Historical 

Essays (1986; see also Mazar 1981), while masterly, is almost totally out of touch with both the methods 

and results of modern archaeology. It is regrettable that most biblical scholars still cling to the notion that 



artifactswithouttextsare―mute‖;thatarchaeologicalevidencecanonlyserveto―clarifymattersof

historicaldetail,‖orisuseful―onlywhencorrelatedwithspecificitemsinbiblicalhistory‖(thusHAIJ 

102, 189; cf. also Miller 1976: 5, 40–48; 1982; idem in Knight and Tucker 1985: 1–30). On the contrary, 

given the skepticism of most biblical historians on the value of the biblical tradition for the premonarchic 

history of Israel, archaeology is rapidly becoming our primary datum (see also Callauay 1985; 1988; 

Lemche 1985: 385).  

Clearly we are implying that a multidisciplinary approach to reconstructing early Israelite origins is 

preferable, indeed infinitely superior. Why do we assume that? In the first place, this approach helps to 

break the circular reasoning inevitably involved when the biblical texts alone are utilized to write the early 

history of Israel. One has only to browse through the various essays in the recent handbook The Hebrew 

Bible and Its Modern Interpreters (Knight and Tucker 1985) to see how inconclusive—indeed how 

devoid of much real history in the usual sense—most of current biblical criticism is when largely text-

based and confined to the biblical tradition. This is true whether the methods are those of literary, form, 

traditional, canonical, or structuralist criticism (see especially the essays of Ackroyd, Knierim, and 

Knight). The result tends to be simply a history of the literature concerning the religion of Israel and her 

self-understanding of her experience in Canaan. Only new data from other sources, and perhaps new 

models from other disciplines, can break that impasse.  

Albright‘soriginalintuition—thatnothingexceptthe―external‖evidencefromarchaeologycouldthrow

new light on the tradition as received—was sound; he erred only in assuming that archaeology would 

alwaysconfirm,neverchallenge,the―historical‖reconstructionpresentedintheHebrewBible.

Archaeology,inparticular,allowsustogetatthe―historybehind thehistory.‖Atthesametime,it

broadens the picture by supplementing political history with socio-economic and cultural history.  

Second,themultidisciplinaryapproach,particularlyinthenew―secular‖archaeology,allowsusto

focus on factors in cultural change in addition to primarily ideological ones, especially on the role of 

ecological adaptation, subsistence and economy, technology, and social structure. These material factors 

are obviously powerful agents in shaping history, yet concerning them the Bible is largely silent.  

Finally, the multidisciplinary approach to history-writing—like archaeology today—is more systemic, 

moreprocessual,andisthusmoretruly―explanatory‖thanthetraditional,purelydescriptiveapproach.

We may be able to learn not only what happened in the past, but why (i.e.,apartfrom―theological

explanations‖). 

c. Faith and History. A final issue must be addressed, if only to acknowledge its fundamental 

importance to the current discussion of Israelite origins. The issue is simply this: if archaeological data are 

nowas―primary‖asthoseinthebiblicaltexts,theymayforcearadicalrewritingoftheearlyhistoryof

Israel, one at variance with the tradition at crucial points. But does that not undermine the religious 

significance of the tradition? To put it another way, how shall those who espouse biblical faith remain 

historians, andnottakeflightintotherealmof―supra-history‖?(Cf.furtherPorteous1970–71.) It may be 

a matter of balance. That is, while the fallacy of historicism has by now been well exposed, how shall we 

avoid the other extreme, that of existentialism? It was precisely this issue, never resolved, that vexed the 

earlier―biblicalarchaeology‖movement,alignedasitwaswithNeo-orthodox-style―biblicaltheology‖in

the 1950s–1960s (cf.Dever1980;1985b).Thenew―secular‖archaeologymightsimplydeclarethisa

―non-issue,‖butindoingsoitwouldforfeitanypossibilityforthedialoguethatweregardasessentialto

both disciplines (specifically on the issue of the Israelite settlement, see Dever fc.a., Dever fc.b.).  

The―faithandhistory‖issuehasgeneratedaliteraturemuchtoovasttobesurveyedhere.Whatwecan 

do is to point to two methodological principles that should govern the input of archaeology. First, insofar 

as we are historians, it really is importanttoascertain―whathappenedinhistory,‖asnearlyaspossible.

Obviously, this historical inquiry must proceed independent of any theological presuppositions or biases, 

but the inquiry is not thereby irrelevant to questions of belief, as several current schools of biblical 

interpretation seem to imply. History cannot be allowed to become merely hermeneutics. (See further 

Knierim‘senlighteninganalysisofthecurrentsituationinbiblicalcriticisminKnightandTucker 1985: 

123–65.) Second, whatever the results of our historical investigation, the outcome should not be 



considereddeterminativeinmattersofreligiousbelief,onewayoranother.Stendahl‘sprescientexposéof

theweaknessesofthe―biblicaltheology‖movementcriticizedG.E.Wright‘snotionthatreligious

meaning forusconsistsofouraffirmingtheBible‘sclaimsconcerning―God‘ssavingactsinhistory.‖

Stendahl (IDB 1:424)remindedusthat―Historydoesnotanswersuchquestions:itonlyposesthem.‖

And archaeology cannot answer these questions of faith, either. Archaeology can illumine historical 

events, but it cannot confirm the theological inferences drawn from those events, past or present.  

F. Conclusion  

AncientIsrael‘s problem in comprehending her own history was the same as ours: how to account for 

the unique reality of the people of Israel. The biblical writers fell back on the only analogy they had, 

historical experience, which for them was their own first-hand knowledge of the power of Yahweh over 

their pagan neighbors, and his ability to save and shape them as his people—despite their obscure origins, 

theirlackofmerit,andtheirdisobedience.Intheend,thebiblicalwritersconcludedthatIsrael‘selection

was nothinglessthana―miracle‖;andwhoarewe,theirspiritualheirs,todisagree?  

Although archaeology may be successful in recognizing in the material remains certain elements of 

human behavior and social organization, it reaches its limitations when it comes to ideology. Archaeology 

does not yet, and probably cannot, comment on the complex, diverse, tangled, and on occasion conflicting 

political or religious motivations behind the emergence of ancient Israel. We may tend to agree that 

―Yahwism,‖whether a revolutionary social movement or not, was probably the driving force. But we 

cannotdefine―Yahwism‖archaeologicallybeyonddescribingreligiouspractice. We can only suppose 

that in the cultural vacuum following the collapse of Canaanite society in the 12th century B.C., there 

arose in central Palestine a new ethnic consciousness and solidarity, a new polity, a new social order. The 

emergenceofthisethnicityneednothavebeenaccompaniedbya―revolt‖atall;itmaybeviewedrather

as simply a normal and even predictable historical development in the evolution of complex society. 

Archaeologymayprovidean―ecology‖inwhichsocio-economic change becomes explicable, but it 

cannot explain the ultimate derivation of that change. Insofar, however, as the ideology of the Israelite 

movement found concrete expression in new economic, social, and religious forms, we can hope to trace 

theseformsinthearcheologicalrecord,sincethiscomprisesthe―materialcorrelates‖ofhumanbehavior. 

Bibliography  
Åhlström, G. 1986. Who Were the Israelites? Winona Lake, IN.  
Anati, E. 1986. The Mountain of God: Har Karkom. New York.  

Barth, F. 1969. Ethnic Groups and Boundaries. Bergen.  

Bietak, M. 1979. Avaris and Piramesse. London.  

Bimson, J. J. 1981. Redating the Exodus and Conquest. 2d ed. Sheffield.  

Boling, R. G. 1988. The Early Biblical Community in Transjordan. Sheffield.  

Borowski, O. 1987. Agriculture in Iron Age Israel. Winona Lake, IN.  

Callaway, J. A. 1985. A New Perspective on the Hill Country Settlement of Canaan in Iron Age I. Pp. 31–49 in Tubb 1985.  

———. 1988. The Settlement in Canaan. The Period of the Judges. Pp. 53–84 in A Short History from Abraham to the Roman 

Destruction of the Temple, ed. H. Shanks. Washington.  

Chaney, M. L. 1983. Ancient Palestinian Peasant Movements and the Formation of Premonarchic Israel. Pp. 39–90 in 

Freedman and Graf 1983.  

Cohen, R. 1983. Kadesh-barnea. Jerusalem.  

Coote, R. B., and Whitelam, K. W. 1987. The Emergence of Israel in Historical Perspective. Sheffield.  

Cross, F. M., ed. 1979. Symposia Celebrating the Seventy-fifth Anniversary of the American Schools of Oriental Research 

(1900–1975). Cambridge, MA.  

Dever, W. G. 1980. Biblical Theology and Biblical Archaeology: An Appreciation of G. Ernest Wright. HTR 73: 1–15.  

———.1984.Asherah,ConsortofYahweh?NewEvidencefromKuntillet˓Ajrûd.BASOR 255: 29–37.  

———. 1985a. Relations Between Syria-PalestineandEgyptinthe―HyksosPeriod.‖Pp.69–87 in Tubb 1985.  

———. 1985b. Syro-Palestinian and Biblical Archaeology. Pp. 31–74 in Knight and Tucker 1985.  

———. 1987. The Archaeological Background of Canaanite and Israelite Religion. Pp. 209–247 in AIR.  

———. 1989. Yigael Yadin: Proto-typical Israeli ―BiblicalArchaeologist.‖EI 20: 44–51.  

———. fc.a. Archaeology and Israelite Origins: A Review Article. BASOR .  

———. ed. fc.b. New Vistas on the Israelite Settlement in Canaan. Atlanta.  

Dever, W. G., et al. 1987. Gezer IV. Jerusalem.  

Dornemann, R. H. 1983. The Archaeology of the Transjordan in the Bronze and Iron Ages. Milwaukee.  



Finkelstein, I. 1985. Where Did the Israelites Live? Pp. 80–82 in BibAT.  

———. 1986. ˓Izbet Ṣarṭah. Oxford.  

Freedman, D. N., and Graf, D. F., eds. 1983. Palestine in Transition. Sheffield.  

Frick, F. 1979. Regional and Sociopolitical Structure in Early Israel: An Ethno-Archaeological Approach. SBLSP 17: 233–53.  

———. 1985. The Formation of the State in Ancient Israel. Sheffield.  

Fritz,V.1981.TheIsraelite―Conquest‖inthe Light of Recent Excavations of Khirbet el-Meshâsh. BASOR 241: 61–73.  

———. 1987. Conquest or Settlement? The Early Iron Age in Palestine. BA 50: 84–100.  

Fritz, V., and Kempinski, A. 1983. Ergebnisse der Aussgrabungen auf der Hirbet el-Mšāš (Tel Māśōś). Wiesbaden.  

Gal, Z. 1989. The Lower Galilee in the Iron Age. Baltimore.  

Geraty, L. T. 1983. Heshbon: The First Casualty in the Israelite Quest for the Kingdom of God. Pp. 239–48 in The Quest for 

the Kingdom of God, ed. H. B. Huffmon, F. A. Spina, and A. R. W. Green. Winona Lake, IN.  

Geus, C. H. J. de. 1976. The Tribes of Israel. Assen.  

Giveon, R. 1971. Les bédouins Shosou des documents égyptiens. Leiden.  

Gottwald, N. K. 1979. The Tribes of Yahweh. Maryknoll, NY.  

———. 1985. The Hebrew Bible. Philadelphia.  

Halpern, B. 1983. The Emergence of Israel in Canaan. SBLMS 29. Chico, CA.  

Hermann, S. 1973. Israel in Egypt. SBT, 2d series, 27. London.  

Holladay, J. S., et al. 1982. Cities of the Delta, Part III. Tell el-Maskhuta. Malibu, CA.  

Hopkins, D. L. 1985. The Highlands of Canaan. Sheffield.  

Ibrahim, M. 1978. The Collared-Rim Jar of the Early Iron Age. Pp. 117–26 in Archaeology in the Levant, ed. P. R. S. Moorey 

and P. J. Parr. Warminster.  

Kamp, K. A., and N. Yoffee. 1960. Ethnicity in Ancient Western Asia During the Early Second Millennium B.C. BASOR 237: 

85–104.  

Kempinski, A. 1985. The Overlap of Cultures at the End of the Late Bronze and the Beginning of the Iron Age. EI 18: 399–407 

(in Hebrew).  

Knight, D. A., and Tucker, G. M., eds. 1985. The Hebrew Bible and Its Modern Interpreters. Philadelphia.  

Lapp, P. W. 1967. The Conquest of Palestine in the Light of Archaeology. CTM 38: 282–300.  

Lemche, N. P. 1985. Early Israel: Anthropological and Historical Studies on the Israelite Society Before the Monarchy. 

VTSup 37. Leiden.  

Mattingly, G. L. 1983. The Exodus-Conquest and the Archaeology of Transjordan: New Light on an Old Problem. GTJ 4: 245–

62.  

Mazar, A. 1981. Giloh: An Early Israelite Settlement Site near Jerusalem. IEJ 31: 1–36.  

———. 1985. The Emergence of the Philistine Material Culture. IEJ 35: 95–107.  

Mazar, B. 1981. The Early Israelite Settlement in the Hill Country. BASOR 241: 75–85.  

———. 1986. The Early Biblical Period: Historical Essays. Jerusalem.  

Miller, J. M. 1976. The Old Testament and the Historian. Philadelphia.  

———. 1977. The Israelite Occupation of Canaan. Pp. 213–284 in IJH.  

———. 1982. Approaches to the Bible Through History and Archaeology: Biblical History as a Discipline. BA 45: 211–23.  

———. 1985. Israelite History. Pp. 1–30 in Knight and Tucker 1985.  

Miller, J. M., and Hayes, J. H. 1986. A History of Ancient Israel and Judah. Philadelphia.  

Oren, E. D. 1984. Migdal: A New Fortress on the Edge of the Eastern Nile Delta. BASOR 256: 7–44.  

Polzin, R. 1980. Moses and the Deuteronomist. New York.  

Porteous, N. 1970–71. Old Testament and History. ASTI 8: 21–77.  

Sahlins, M. 1972. Stone Age Economics. London.  

Sasson, J. M. 1981. On Choosing Models for Recreating Israelite Premonarchic History. JSOT 21: 3–24.  

Sauer,J.A.1986.TransjordanintheBronzeandIronAges:ACritiqueofGlueck‘sSynthesis.BASOR 263: 1–26.  

Service, E. R. 1962. Primitive Social Organization. New York.  

Shiloh, Y. 1970. The Four-Room House: Its Situation and Function in the Israelite City. IEJ 20: 180–90.  

Stager, L. E. 1985a. The Archaeology of the Family in Early Israel. BASOR 260: 1–35.  

———. 1985b. Merneptah, Israel and Sea Peoples: New Light on an Old Relief. EI 18: 56–64.  

Tadmor, H. 1979. The Decline of Empires ca. 1200 B.C.E. Pp. 1–14 in Cross 1979.  

Thompson, T. L. 1987. The Origin Tradition of Ancient Israel. Sheffield.  

Tubb, J. N., ed. 1985. Palestine in the Bronze and Iron Ages. London.  

Ussishkin, D. 1985. Lachish VII and VI and the End of the Late Bronze Age in Canaan. Pp. 213–28 in Tubb 1985.  

Weinstein, J. M. 1981. The Egyptian Empire in Palestine: A Reassessment. BASOR 241: 1–28.  

Weippert, M. 1971. The Settlement of the Israelite Tribes in Palestine. SBT, 2d Series 21. London.  

———.1979.TheIsraelite―Conquest‖andthe Evidence from Transjordan. Pp. 15–34 in Cross 1979.  

Wood, B. G. 1985. Palestinian Pottery of the Late Bronze Age. Ph.D. diss., University of Toronto.  

Wright, G. E. 1946. The Literary and Historical Problem of Joshua 10 and Judges 1. JNES 5/2: 105–14.  

———. 1952. God Who Acts. SBT 8. London.  



Yadin, Y. 1979. The Transition from a Semi-Nomadic to a Sedentary Society. Pp. 57–68 in Cross 1979.  

Zertal, A. 1987. The Settlement of the Tribes of Israel in the Manasseh Region. Ph.D. diss., Tel Aviv University (in Hebrew).  

WILLIAM G. DEVER  

MONARCHIC PERIOD  

———  

A. Sources  
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2. Early Attempts at Monarchy  
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5. Fall of Israel  

F. Final Years of Judah  

1. Judah and the Neo-Assyrian Empire  

2. Reign of Josiah  

3. Judah and the Neo-Babylonian Empire  

———  

A. Sources  

There are three types of sources that the historian can use in reconstructing the history of the monarchy 

in ancient Israel: the Bible, epigraphical material, and archaeological data. While these sources make the 

monarchic period the best documented era in the life of ancient Israel, still significant problems remain. 

The most obvious of these is the chronology of the Israelite monarchy. No universally accepted dating 

system existed in the ANE. Compounding this problem is the apparent artificial scheme that the 

Deuteronomistic Historian used in determining various time periods—for example 40 years for the reigns 

of David (2 Sam 5:40) and Solomon (1 Kgs 11:42) and 480 years from the Exodus to the building of the 

temple (1 Kgs 6:1).  

The first securely dated event in the history of the two kingdoms is the surrender of Jerusalem to 

Nebuchadnezzar on March 15–16, 597 B.C.E. The Babylonian Chronicles (ANET, 564) supply the exact 

date. All other dates in the chronology of the two kingdoms are approximate within a range of ten to two 

years. The closer one gets to the fall of Jerusalem, the more precise dating becomes. Theoretically, with 

thedateofJerusalem‘sfallinhand,itshouldbepossibletodatetheothereventsinthehistoryofthetwo

kingdomsbyusingtherelativechronologyprovidedbytheBible.ThatisnotpossiblesincetheBible‘s

chronology does not allow for precise calculation. It may reflect a schematic rather than an exact 

presentation of the chronology of the monarchic period. Second there are serious discrepancies between 

the MT and the LXX that make it difficult to use the Bible to reconstruct this chronology. Any such 



chronology should be considered approximate (Miller 1967a; Thiele 1984; Wifall 1968). See also 

CHRONOLOGY (HEBREW BIBLE).  

1. Biblical. There are two major blocks of biblical material that purport to tell the story of the Israelite 

monarchy. The first is part of what M. Noth (NDH) has called the Deuteronomistic History of Israel that 

includes Joshua to 2 Kings with Deuteronomy as its theological preface. The portion dealing with the 

monarchic period includes 1 Samuel to 2 Kings. Though the Deuteronomistic History (DH) tells the story 

ofancientIsrael‘smonarchy,itspurposewastoexplainthefallofbothIsraelandJudahastheresultof

infidelity to Yahweh (2 Kgs 17:7–23; 21:10–15). Whatever details the modern historian can distill from 

the books of Samuel and Kings to reconstruct the history of monarchic period are secondary for the 

ancient writer who wished to assign the blame for the fall of the ancient Israelite states on those who ruled 

it.  

The books of Chronicles also tell the story of the monarchic period but from a perspective that differs 

from thatoftheDH.AtthecenteroftheChronicler‘sconcernisthetempleofJerusalem.Thestories

about David and Solomon deal with the building of the temple. Interest in later kings depends on their 

loyalty to the temple. That is why the Chronicler all but ignores the rulers of the N Kingdom. In matters 

that pertain to the history of the monarchy, the books of Chronicles rarely differ from parallel texts in 

Samuel and Kings.  

The Latter Prophets also provide some material for historical reconstruction. Prophets such as Amos, 

Isaiah, and Jeremiah found themselves directly involved with the king or his ministers (Amos 7:10–13; 

Isaiah 7; Jeremiah 21). other prophets, such as Hosea and Micah, describe the social, economic, and 

religious realities created by the monarchy.  

2. Epigraphic. A second category of materials for reconstructing the history of the monarchy is 

epigraphic materials: inscriptions and other texts from throughout the ANE. These are particularly helpful 

because they are usually contemporary with the events they describe. Little epigraphic material has 

survived from ancient Israel. Some inscriptions, ostraca, seals, and seal impressions have surfaced and 

provide important information. The most famous of these is the 8th century inscription from the Siloam 

tunnel (ANET, 321). Ostraca (8th century) from Samaria (ANET, 321) are administrative texts while those 

from Lachish (6th century) are military communiqués (ANET, 321–22). Several seals, seal impressions 

and bullae from 6th century Jerusalem bear names of people who may be associated with persons known 

from the Bible (Shiloh 1986).  

More significant have been the recovery and deciphering of ANE texts that relate to the history of 

ancientIsrael.ThefirstofthesetomentioneventsinIsrael‘smonarchicperioddatefromthe10thcentury

andarePharaohShishak‘spylon at the temple of Aton at Karnak and his stele found at Megiddo (ANET, 

263–64). The first inscription to mention an Israelite king is the stele of Mesha of Moab (9th century) that 

refersto―thehouseofOmri‖(ANET, 320). The Black Obelisk of Shalmaneser III (9th century) has the 

only contemporary portrait of an Israelite king. It shows Jehu kneeling in tribute before the Assyrian 

emperor (ANEP, 100a). There are other Assyrian and Babylonian texts that make direct references to 

Israelite and Judahite kings (The Black Obelisk, ANET, p. 281, and the Annals of Sennacherib [7th 

century], ANET, 287–88).  

3. Archaeological. Besides the literary sources, there are significant nonliterary data that can help the 

historian have a more complete picture of the monarchic period. The archaeological record clearly marks 

the9thcenturyastheapexofancientIsrael‘ssecurityandprosperity.Remainsfromthe8thtothe6th

centuries suggest economic decline and military weakness with significant destruction of cities.  

Unfortunately the archaeological record of the monarchic period is silent for the most part. Only rarely 

do epigraphic data emerge with the nonliterary material. This makes the interpretation of the 

archaeological remains difficult. It is not always possible to correlate the archaeological record with the 

biblical text. Archaeology is useful in helping the historian understand the physical conditions and 

everyday life of the monarchic period. But with careful use of the more recent technological 

advancements and cross-disciplinary insights, archaeological evidence may—though with difficulty—



clarify matters of historical detail. Archaeology is most useful in illuminating the state of the general 

material culture.  

B. Origins of the Israelite Monarchy and National State  

1. Settlement of the Tribes in Canaan. The Late Bronze Age (1550–1200) was a period of great 

empires in the ANE. The land of Canaan was between two rival imperial powers. To the S was Egypt and 

to the N was Mitanni and the Hittites. They sought to control Canaan because of the lucrative trade routes 

that passed through the region.  

The end of the LB Age witnessed the disintegration of these imperial powers. The kingdom of Mitanni 

was in decline. The Hittite Empire took its place. The Hittites and Egyptians wore themselves out in the 

contest for hegemony over Canaan. This created a vacuum of power that smaller political entities began to 

fill. This was the period when tribal groupings, city-states, and small kingdoms emerged in Canaan. This 

was when the Israelite tribes made their appearance in the sparsely inhabited central highlands of the Cis- 

and Transjordan regions of Canaan. The Amarna Letters (ANET, 483–90) describe the unsettled 

conditions in Canaan in the 14th century with the breakdown of Egyptian hegemony.  

It is not certain exactly when the Israelite tribes came into distinct existence in Canaan. Outside of the 

Bible, the only mention of the name, Israel, occurs in the Merneptah stele (ANET, 376–78) from the late 

13th century. It is not certain whether the term, Israel, refers to a place or a people. It can only be said that 

Egypt probably encountered some kind of entity called Israel. Due to this lack of clarity in information, 

historians of ancient Israel have developed several hypothetical models to describe the settlement period. 

The nomadic infiltration model claims that before the founding of the monarchy the Israelite tribes were 

nomads who began to settle in the highlands of central Canaan. A second model uses the archaeological 

record to suggest that the biblical narratives of Joshua are historically accurate as they describe ancient 

Israel‘sentranceintothelandastheresultofamilitaryconquest.G.Mendenhall(1962)sawtheIsraelite

settlement of Canaan as the result of a socio-politicalprocessthathedescribedasa―peasants‘revolt.‖N.

K. Gottwald (1979) used a sociological model based on Marxian categories in his massive elaboration of 

Mendenhall‘shypothesis. 

2. Early Attempts at Monarchy. When the Israelites entered Canaan in the middle of the 13th century, 

they claimed their land without the benefit of a highly centralized political or military establishment. They 

continued to live without a monarchy or other forms of strong centralized authority for 200 years. The 

Israelite tribes prized their autonomy. When faced with military threats from Canaanite city-states such as 

Hazor (Judges 4–5) or from bedouin raiders such as the Midianites (Judges 6–8), the Israelite tribes 

depended on military leaders who emerged in response to specific crises. It was in the aftermath of such a 

crisis (1 Samuel 8–10) that the first attempts at establishing a permanent form of leadership took place 

(Halpern 1981).  

The first bid at establishing a monarchy in Israel took place after Gideon‘svictoryovertheMidianites.

The Israelites offered to accept Gideon and his heirs as their permanent rulers but Gideon declined their 

offer (Judg 8:22–23). Abimelech,Gideon‘sson,supportedbythenon-Israelite population of Shechem, 

led a brief and tragic experiment with a monarchic form of government (Judges 9). A more successful 

effort at establishing the monarchy took place in the mid-11th century when the Israelite tribes began 

expanding beyond their enclaves in the central highlands of Canaan. In doing so they met resistance from 

the Philistines with whom they had to contend for supremacy in Canaan. Saul had shown himself capable 

in dealing with a threat from the Ammonites (1 Samuel 11). He led the Israelite armies against the 

Philistines as well (1 Samuel 13–14). His initial success led to his election as king of the Israelite tribes. 

Saul‘s death and the devastation of the Israelite army during a conflict with the Philistines (1 Samuel 31) 

did not end the Israelite experiment with the monarchy because of the achievements of David who was 

the founder of the Israelite national state and its monarchy.  

Near the end of the 11th century the Israelite tribes united under David to form a small national state. 

The state David founded bifurcated into the Kingdom of Israel and the Kingdom of Judah following the 

death of Solomon. In the 8th century B.C. the rise of the Neo-Assyrian Empire signaled a new age of 

imperial power in the ANE and the end of small national states such as Israel and Judah. The Israelite 



kingdoms were able to rise and flourish when the absence of imperial powers made this possible. The 

succession of imperial powers beginning with Assyria made it difficult for small national states to survive 

in the region.  

There is no consensus on attitude of the DH toward the establishment of the monarchy since the 

composition history of 1 Samuel 7–15 is unclear (Birch 1976). Noth (NDH) held that the Deuteronomist 

opposed the monarchy. Sociological analysis sees a royal versus an egalitarian dialectic in these texts. 

There is no need to conclude that the Deuteronomistic tradition had a negative view of the monarchy 

(Campbell 1986). The text reflects mixed attitudes. There is rejection when the institution of the kingship 

led Israel to cease trusting in God. There is approval when the king acts responsibly toward the law 

(Gerbrandt 1986).  

C. Davidic–Solomonic Empire  

1. Sources. Though the Bible contains much material about David, the modern historian cannot use it 

all uncritically to reconstruct the history of the ancient Israelite monarchy. The Chronicler is dependent 

uponthepresentationinSamuelandKings.TheChronicler‘suseofthismaterialshowsthathistorical

considerations are secondary. The principal concern of the Chronicler is the presentation of David as the 

great Israelite hero who organized the worship of the Jerusalem temple. The Chronicler ignores all 

problemsofDavid‘sreigntoavoiddetractingfromtheimageofDavidasapiouskingwhollydevotedto

Yahweh.  

The portrait of David in the books of Samuel comes from pro-David circles and is dependent in part on 

legendary material. Despite this, it is the judgment of most historians that there are historical persons and 

events behind these traditions (HAIJ, 159–60). Unfortunately there are no ANE texts other than the Bible 

that mention David, and the archaeological data presently yields little that is useful for clarifying matters 

of historical detail (IJH, 340–43). What follows is dependent upon the narratives in Samuel and Kings 

with the recognition that determining what from these narratives belongs to the historical and what 

belongs to the legendary is subjective to some extent (Carlson 1964).  

2. David (ca. 1000–961). Following the death of Saul, the Philistines asserted their control over the 

centralhighlands.Abner,Saul‘sgeneral,survivedtheIsraelitedefeatandsoughttopreventthemonarchy

from dying with Saul. He crowned Ishbaal (Ish-bosheth),oneofSaul‘ssurvivingsons,askingofIsraelat 

Mahanaim (2 Sam 2:8). David persuaded the elders of Judah, his own tribe, to anoint him as their king. 

They did so and he ruled over Judah at Hebron for seven years (2 Sam 2:1–4, 11).  

ThePhilistinesprobablyconsideredthedivisionofSaul‘skingdomwithIshbaalatMahanaimand

David at Hebron as convenient for theirpurposes.TheybelievedthatSaul‘skingdomwasnomore.Inits

place were two small rival kingdoms. David strove to forge a new and powerful Israelite kingdom.  

David‘srisetopoweroverIsraelbecameeasierbecauseofthedeathofAbner(2 Sam 3:26–27). 

WithoutAbner‘ssupportIshbaal‘spositionbecameuntenableandtheking‘sownofficersassassinated

him (2 Sam 4:1–7). The way was now clear for David to take the throne of all Israel, which the elders of 

IsraelofferedtohimvoluntarilysothatmilitaryforceorpoliticalmaneuveringonDavid‘spartbecame

unnecessary (2 Sam 5:1–5). This was the end of the first Israelite dynasty and the beginning of a new age 

for the monarchy under David whom later generations would remember as the paradigm of the Israelite 

king (Weiser 1966).  

David‘sfirstactinconsolidatinghispositionwasto take Jerusalem, which had remained a Jebusite 

enclave between the territories of Judah and Benjamin. David made the city his capital (2 Sam 5:6–12). 

Since Jerusalem was not underthecontrolofanytribe,David‘schoicehadtheappearanceofnotfavoring

any single faction of the Israelite coalition. David also brought the ark of the covenant to Jerusalem and 

place it in a special tent (2 Sam 6:17). This move had the double effect of presenting David as the 

protectorofIsrael‘sancientreligioustraditionsandofmakingJerusalemthenewreligiouscenterof

Israel. The presence of the ark in JerusalemmarksanewmomentinIsrael‘slife,butitalsoemphasizes

continuity with ancient traditions (Campbell 1975; Timm 1966).  

The conquest of Jerusalem was the first step David took to expand his kingdom beyond the territories of 

the Israelite tribes. This brought him into direct conflict with the Philistines who took immediate action by 



sending two military forces against David. He defeated both armies (2 Sam 5:17–25). After his victories 

over the Philistines, David moved against the Transjordanian kingdoms. His victories there brought the 

King‘sHighwayunderIsrael‘scontrol(2 Sam 8:2; 9:6–14). David then subjugated the Arameans and by 

thatextendedIsrael‘sfrontiertotheEuphrates(2 Sam 10:15–19). His victory over Edom (2 Sam 8:12) 

gave him a port on the Red Sea.  

DespiteDavid‘sspectacularrisetopower,his military victories, and his religious gestures, there was 

still some Israelite support for the dynasty of Saul. David tried to eliminate any possible rivals from 

Saul‘sfamily(2 Sam 21:1–4). Out of respect for the memory of his friend Jonathan, he spared 

Mephibosheth,Jonathan‘scrippledson.DavidgavehimwhatremainedofSaul‘sestates,butrequired

him to live in Jerusalem (2 Samuel 9).  

While David showed that he was a political and military genius, his personal life was a shambles. His 

desire for Bathsheba, the wife of a Hittite mercenary, led David to acts of adultery and murder (2 Samuel 

11). Second while David was able to manage a small empire, he had little control over his own family (2 

Sam 14:28–33). Ultimately this lack of control laid the foundation for the first revolt against David, a 

revolt led by his son Absalom, who took advantage of popular grievances against his father and had 

himself proclaimed king at Hebron. Joab killed Absalom bringing his revolt to an end. Led by the elders 

of Judah, the people reinstated David to the throne (2 Samuel 15–19). Despite this reinstatement, support 

forDavidwasstillnotunanimous.Asecondrevoltbrokeout.ShebabenBichrifromSaul‘stribeof

BenjaminledthisnewthreattoDavid‘srule.Davidmovedquicklytocrushthisrebellion(2 Samuel 20).  

Without question it was David who transformed the loose coalition of Israelite tribes into a national 

state with himself as king and founder of a dynasty. There is no single explanation for David‘ssuccess.

He was a master of both military and political affairs, but it was only the absence of a foreign imperial 

power in Canaan that allowed these qualities to emerge in an Israelite of the 10th century. The Philistine 

menace that Saul was unable to keep in check led the fiercely independent Israelite tribes to submit to 

David‘srulesinceDavideliminatedthatmenace.Davidhadtofaceseriousinternalproblemsdespitehis

military and political successes. He had to put down two revolutions one of which his son Absalom led. 

Despite these problems David survived and his dynasty ruled for more than four hundred years. His most 

lastingachievementwashisdecisiontomakeJerusalemthecenterofthenation‘snationallife. 

3. Solomon (961–922). One measure of the difficulties that David faced was the struggle for the 

succession to the throne. The narrative of the succession takes up 2 Samuel 9–20 and 1 Kings 1–2. 

EstimatesofthehistoricalvalueofthesechaptersrangefromL.Rost‘sview(1982)thattheywerework

ofaneyewitnesstotheeventsdescribedtotheJ.A.Soggin‘sassertion(IJH, 338) that these chapters are a 

―novel.‖EvenifoneagreeswithSogginthatthestoryofSolomon‘ssuccessionwastheproductofa

storyteller‘simagination,itisstillpossibletodrawsomehistoricalconclusionsfromthenarrative.

Solomon was not the heir apparent to David but gained the throne following court intrigues. These took 

placeinDavid‘sdotagewhenhewasnolongereffectivelyincontrolasking.ThoughSolomonreplaced

his senile father on the throne, the narratives make it appear as if Solomon displaced Adonijah who had 

begun functioning as king (1 Kgs 1:5–8).  

ThestoryofSolomon‘ssuccessionmaynotbeanobjectiverecord,butitisnotthepro-Solomon 

propagandistic document that Miller and Hayes believe it to be (HAIJ, 200). It is as searing an indictment 

of the monarchy as one finds in the Bible. To be sure the critique is indirect, but the reader cannot but be 

appalled by the spectacle created by David and his family. There is adultery, murder, rape, fratricide, 

rebellion, and intrigue—all perpetrated by those who present themselves as leaders of Israel.  

Despite this veiled voice of protest, Solomon ruled a people who had become accustomed to the 

centralized administration of a king. He sought to consolidate the gains that his father David made. 

Though Solomon met some internal opposition to his accession to the throne, politically inspired 

marriagesandnegotiatedalliancessecuredinternationalrecognitionforDavid‘ssuccessor.Heprotected 

the borders of his kingdom by peaceful relations with neighboring kings (1 Kgs 3:1; 5:1–6; 11:1–3).  

David‘sforeignpolicywassosuccessfulandhismilitaryvictoriessocompletethatSolomon‘sreign

waspeacefulforthemostpart.ThisenabledSolomontotakeadvantageofIsrael‘suniquegeographical



position as the commercial crossroads in the ANE. Israel controlled the two main and several secondary 

commercial roads in the region. Solomon also had ports on the Mediterranean and Red Seas (IJH, 373–

76).  

Solomon‘scommercialsuccessledtogreatbuildingprojectsthatservedtoshowcasehiswealth and 

powerforhissubjectsandpotentialrivals.David‘sJerusalemwasconfinedtotheOphelhill.Solomon

enlarged the city by building his palace to the N. The temple that Solomon built was one component of 

his palace, but it was the temple that received the most attention in the Bible, which sees the temple as 

Solomon‘sgreatestsingleachievement(Busink1970;Parrot1957).Solomonalsobuiltoutsideof

Jerusalem. He fortified Megiddo, Gezer, and Hazor (1 Kgs 9:15–19). The archaeological record of these 

citiespointstomuchactivityinSolomon‘sdaythougharchaeologistsdebatewhatcanbeattributedto

Solomon and what was built because of local initiative (Kenyon 1971).  

Solomon surrounded himself with able administrators to ensure that his projects ran smoothly and were 

adequately financed (1 Kgs 4:1–6; Mettinger 1971). Unfortunately these building projects emptied 

Solomon‘streasuryfasterthanhecouldfillitsothathehadtotaxhispeopletomakeupthebalance.In

addition, able-bodied people had to present themselves for unpaid labor on these projects.Solomon‘s

financial problems moved him beyond centralization to despotism. His policies of taxation and forced 

labor were a source of discontent and contributed to the undoing of his empire following his death 

(Redford 1972; Mendelsohn 1962).  

The incomefromcommerceandtaxationwasstillinsufficienttosupportallSolomon‘sbuilding

projects so he ceded twenty cities in Galilee to Tyre to ease his financial problems (1 Kgs 9:10–13). There 

were other signs that his empire was in trouble. Both Edom and Aram successfully rebelled against 

Israelite rule (1 Kgs 11:14–25). The most seriousthreattoSolomon‘srulecamenotfromoutsidebutfrom

within Israel. Encouraged by the prophet Ahijah, Jeroboam became the leader of those Israelites who 

opposedSolomon‘srule.IronicallyJeroboamhadbeenSolomon‘sadministratorofforcedlabor(1 Kgs 

11:26–40).  

WhathelpedpreventSolomon‘sempirefromdisintegratingduringhislifetimewasthetheological

support that propped up his rule. Like all ANE monarchies, the kingship in Israel needed religious support 

to maintain its legitimacy. The belief that God had chosen David and his descendants to rule Israel forever 

(2 Samuel 7) wasthetheologicalsupportforSolomon‘srule.BothSaulandDavidbecamekingsbecause

of arrangements made by the people over whom they ruled. Theirs was a charismatic kingship 

acknowledged by popular consent. Solomon came to the throne without such popular support. His claim 

to the throne rested on a dynastic principle in which God became the guarantor of the dynasty. Such a 

pattern of kingship was no different from that of other nations in the ANE (Kenik 1983; Johnson 1967).  

D. Kingdoms of Israel and Judah  

1. Collapse of the Davidic–Solomonic Kingdom. The development of a royal ideology that supported 

the Davidic dynasty was not enough to secure the throne of Solomon for Rehoboam his son. The 

succession was not an issue in Jerusalem (1 Kgs 11:43b).ItwasanothermatterinShechemwhere―all

Israel‖cametoconfirmRehoboamasking.Thepeoplethatthenewkingwenttomeetwere

representatives of the tribes, clans, and settlements of the hill country N of Jerusalem. These people 

evidently had grievances so serious that they wanted to negotiate with the king. When they asked 

RehoboamtomodifySolomon‘spoliciesoftaxationandforcedlabor,herefused.Theassemblythen

rejected Rehoboam (1 Kgs 12:16). The king fled to the safety of Jerusalem and did not try to compel the 

loyalty of the northerners.  

The assembly at Shechem did not replace the monarchy by reverting to a tribal form of government. 

Instead it rejected the Davidic dynasty and offered the kingship to Jeroboam, the leader of the anti-

Solomonic faction. He established a new state with its capital at Shechem (1 Kgs 12:25).  

The book of Kings treats the action of the assembly at Shechem as an act of apostasy though it was 

sanctioned by the prophet Ahijah (1 Kgs 11:23–39).ThisinterpretationofeventsfollowingSolomon‘s

deathisareflectionofDH‘s views on the legitimacy of the Davidic dynasty and the centrality of 

Jerusalem. The Shechem assembly and Jeroboam ignored both (Aberach and Smolar 1969; Klein 1970).  



AmorebalancedevaluationofthecircumstancesfollowingSolomon‘sdeathshouldconclude that the 

actionsoftheShechemassemblywerenotsurprisinggivenRehoboam‘sdecisiontocontinuehisfather‘s

internalpolicies.ThereadinessofthenorthernerstoabandontheDavidicdynastyshowsthata―united

kingdom‖neverexisted.DavidandSolomonruledovera―dualmonarchy‖inwhichtheNandStribes

shared a king in common (2 Sam 3:10; 19:11–15, 43; 24:1–9; 1 Kgs 1:35).FollowingSolomon‘sdeath

the dual monarchy collapsed. Replacing it were two small kingdoms that existed alongside each other for 

about two hundred years. The N kingdom was known as Israel or Ephraim. Its center was the hill country 

N of Jerusalem though it included the regions of Gilead and Galilee as well. The S kingdom was known 

as Judah and included the S hill country and the Negeb.  

2. Politics of the Two Kingdoms. The S kingdom (Judah) was a sacral and centralized society ruled by 

what its citizens believed was the divinely chosen Davidic dynasty. It was a slow-moving, conservative, 

and highly traditional society. Jerusalem and its templewerethefocusofJudah‘snationalandreligious

life. Although the monarchy introduced Judah to foreign cultural perspectives, it absorbed these by 

modifying gradually its social system and religious traditions without significant social disruptions. 

Stability was the hallmark of the S kingdom. That is why it retained a single dynasty throughout its 

existence.  

The N kingdom (Israel) did not enjoy the benefits that a stable political structure provided. In its 200 

years of existence, it had 19 kings, only 10 of whom succeeded to the throne. Nine came by way of coups 

d‘état. AssassinationwasthefateofsevenofIsrael‘skings.Onecommittedsuicide.TheoreticallyIsrael

valued the type of leadership that emerges in times of crisis over a hereditary monarchy. In reality, several 

ofIsrael‘skingswerelittlemorethanopportunists. 

Though religiously, ethnically, and culturally the two kingdoms were parts of one whole, politically 

they were independent. The N kingdom was the more prosperous and powerful. It had more natural 

resources, a large population, and a greater military capability. In terms of international relations, Israel 

and Judah were just two of several minor kingdoms in Canaan (Alt 1966a).  

3. Economy of the Two Kingdoms. Though the Davidic–Solomonic kingdom was no more, the 

economic development and social change that the monarchy brought continued in both kingdoms. Neither 

Israel nor Judah was a significant political power, however, they enjoyed surprising economic prosperity. 

The combined population of the two kingdoms was probably one million (800,000 in Israel and 200,000 

in Judah) at the height of their prosperity at the end of the 9th century. The population of the two 

kingdoms was becoming stratified. Just distribution of wealth did not accompany economic growth. The 

agrarian economy had to support a monarchy, its bureaucracy, and an army. The burden became 

increasingly more difficult. It led to the injustices that the prophets of the 8th century (Amos, Hosea, 

Micah, and Isaiah) condemned with so much passion.  

Both kingdoms were responsible for maintaining several institutions that had serious economic effects. 

First there was compulsory military service that provoked great resentment (2 Kgs 25:10). Peasants had to 

leavetheirfieldsandflocksnottodefendthemselvesandtheirfamiliesbuttoadvancetheking‘spolitical

and commercial adventures that were of no concern to them. Second was the burden of forced labor that 

was the spark that set off the N tribes on a course independent of the Davidic dynasty. Despite this, the 

hated system continued involving up to one quarter of the population to work on royal building, 

commercial, and agricultural projects. Taxation took away what little the peasants were able to glean from 

their work. With the rise of the neo-Assyrian and neo-Babylonian empires, the peasants also had to 

provide the bulk of the tribute that the two kingdoms had to pay to their imperial masters.  

Both the Bible and the archaeological data document the stratification of Israelite society because of the 

economic developments in the monarchic period. Amos (4:1) in the N and Isaiah (3:14–15) in the S 

criticize the effects of economic stratification that created poverty in the two kingdoms. The prophets 

denounced the splendid buildings of the wealthy: Amos 3:15; 5:11; 6:4; Hos 8:14; 12:8; Isa 2:7. 

Excavations of sites like Tirzah, Shechem, and Hazor show that at one time every family lived like its 

neighbors, but the 8th century saw these cities divided between the well-built homes of the wealthy and 

hovels of the poor (Kenyon 1964; 1971). The prophets excoriated the new wealthy class whose prosperity 



fed off the misery of the poor (Mic 2:1–12; Isa 5:8). Some poor people even had to sell themselves or 

their children into slavery to pay the debts they owed to the king or to their wealthy neighbors (2 Kgs 4:1–

7; Amos 2:6). The political division of the Davidic empire into two rival states had its economic and 

social parallel in the life of the people who formed two classes: the rich and the poor. Poverty then was 

the creation of the monarchy and the economic practices it spawned (King 1988).  

E. Israel and Judah: Jeroboam I—Fall of Israel (922–721)  

1. Period of Conflict (922–876). Jeroboam I (922–901) took steps to establish the N kingdom as 

religiously independent of Judah. He proposed the old shrines at Dan and Bethel as alternatives to 

Jerusalem. He changed the date of the pilgrimage festivals and dislodged the Levites who were royal 

administrators and presumably loyal to the Davidic dynasty (1 Kgs 12:26–32).  

TheEgyptianswelcomedthesplitofSolomon‘skingdomsinceitfitintotheirplanstoreasserttheir

control over Canaan. Five years after the split, Egypt invaded the territories of the two kingdoms (1 Kgs 

14:25–28). Despite its victories, Egypt was unable to maintain a permanent presence in the region (Mazar 

1957). Rehoboam built a series of forts to guard his S frontier from Egyptian incursions (2 Chr 11:5–12).  

There were continual border hostilities between the two kingdoms throughout the reign of Rehoboam 

and into that of his successor Abijah (also known as Abijam 915–913). Abijah was able to take the 

territory of Benjamin and add it to his kingdom. Such reverses at the hand of Judah weakened the prestige 

of Jeroboam. When he died, Nadab, his son, (901) ruled Israel for just one year. A military coup led by 

Baasha (900–877) deposed Nadab (1 Kgs 15:25–32).  

After Asa (913–873) succeeded Abijah in the S, he induced the Arameans to invade the N kingdom. 

WiththearmyofIsraeloccupiedintheN,AsahadafreehandintheS.HemovedJudah‘sNborderto

Mizpah where it remained until the fall of the N kingdom.  

The continuous ill-fortunes of Israel at the hands of Aram and Judah were a serious problem for Baasha. 

Though he was able to hold onto the throne, his son Elah (877–876) was not. After a brief reign, Elah was 

assassinated by Zimri (876). When news of the coup reached the Israelite army, the soldiers acclaimed 

their commander Omri as king. Omri marched to Tirzah where Zimri had already established himself as 

king.WhenZimrisawOmri‘sarmyapproachingthecity,hedespairedandcommittedsuicideaftera

reign of just seven days (1 Kgs 16:15–19).  

2. Period of Cooperation (876–842). Omri‘sseven-year reign (876–869)reversedIsrael‘s fortunes. He 

endedtheArameanthreattotheNkingdom.HerevivedIsrael‘scommercialfortunesbyaligninghimself

with Phoenicia. He sealed the alliance with the marriage of his son Ahab with Jezebel, the daughter of 

Ethbaal, king of Sidon. Omri ended 50 years of fruitless conflict with Judah by giving his daughter 

Athaliah in marriage to Jehoram, the heir to the throne of the S kingdom. Omri retook Moab and this 

broughttheKing‘sHighwayunderhiscontrol.Allthisbroughtaneweraofpeaceandprosperity to 

Israel. Omri was the greatest king to rule over the N though the Bible pays scant attention to him. 

KnowledgeofOmri‘sachievementscomesfromextrabiblicalsources(Timm1982;Whiteley1952). 

Ahab (869–850) followed Omri on the throne of Israel. It was the first successful dynastic succession in 

theNkingdom.Fromamilitary,economic,andpoliticalperspective,Ahab‘sreignwasremarkably

successful. His only defeat was the loss of Moab at the end of his reign. Excavations at several cities in 

theNshowthatAhab‘sreignwasoneofeconomicgrowthandmilitarystrength(Hennessy1970).Ahab‘s

greatest military achievement took place at the battle of Qarqar, which the Bible ignores. Ahab led a 

coalition of small states that successfully engaged the Assyrians and prevented them from taking control 

of the region. Ahab led the largest force in the coalition (LAR 1: 595–596, 601, 610–611).  

Ahab‘smostseriousproblemswereinternal.HisPhoenicianwifeJezebelpromotedtheworshipofBaal

in the N kingdom. The prophet Elijah forcefully opposed her. The conflict between Elijah and Ahab over 

Jezebel‘sactivitydominatestheportraitofAhabintheBibleandmakesitappearasifhewereaweak

and ineffective ruler when the opposite was true (1 Kgs 17:1–22:40).  

AhabcontinuedOmri‘spolicyofcooperationwithJudah.WhentheArameansinvadedIsraelin851,

Jehosaphat, the king of Judah, joined Ahab in battle. While the Israelite–Judahite coalition prevented 



AramfromtakingmorethantheNpartofIsraelite‘sTransjordanianterritories,Ahabfellinbattle(1 Kgs 

22:34–35).  

Jehosaphat‘sreign(873–849) was a time of peace and prosperity for Judah primarily because of its 

alliancewithIsrael.HeincreasedJudah‘scommercialinterests,strengtheneditsadministrativeapparatus,

established a centralized judicial system, reorganized the army, and fortified many cities (1 Kgs 22:41–

51).  

In Israel Ahaziah (850–849) succeeded his father Ahab. A deterioration of the good relations that 

existed with Judah marked his reign. He died childless and his brother Jehoram (also known as Joram 

849–842) succeeded him. Jehoram tried to retake Moab. Jehosaphat joined him in this unsuccessful 

adventure. This failure bred discontent among the army and population.  

In JudahJehosaphat‘ssonJehoram(849–842) came to the throne amid some internal problems that led 

Jehoram to have members of his family and court executed (2 Chr 21:4). He also had some external 

problems.EdomrebelledcausingJudahtoloseitscontroloftheKing‘sHighwayandtheincomethat

came with that control (2 Chr 8:20–22). There has been some speculation that the Jehoram of Judah and 

the Jehoram of Israel were the same person. This means that the two kingdoms would have been one 

under the rule of the same king (HAIJ, 280–84). While this hypothesis has not been proven to be fact, 

what is certain is that a period of decline began in both kingdoms.  

The decline of the last years of Jehoram of Israel had tragic consequences for the dynasty of Omri. The 

religious conservatives opposed the dynasty because of the willingness of the royal family to promote the 

worship of Baal. With the rapid economic development fostered by the Omrides, there came discontent 

because of the social and economic stratification in the kingdom. With wealth and power in the hands of a 

few, the many were ready for revolution. The revolution that came was another military coup.  

3. Revolution and Its Aftermath (842–786). The revolution that put Jehu (842–814) on the throne of 

Israel was the most bloody in the history of the N kingdom. Jehu assassinated Jehoram and executed 

every other member of the royal family that he could find. In doing so he destroyed the political 

connectionswithTyreandJudahthatwerethebasisofIsrael‘sprosperity(Miller1967b).ThisleftJehu

to face the Arameans alone. Fortunately for Israel, the neo-Assyrian empire under Shalmaneser III began 

pressuring the Arameans. When the Assyrians made their appearance in Aram, Jehu rushed to present 

himself to Shalmaneser to make his obeisance and offer his tribute as a loyal vassal (ANET, 281).  

BecauseofJehu‘ssubmissiontoAssyria,IsraelwasfreefromArameanharassmentforashort time, but 

the Assyrians could not remain in the region for long. This gave Hazael, king of Aram, a free hand to deal 

withIsrael.HeseizedallIsrael‘sterritoriesinTransjordan.Therewasnoimprovementuponthe

accessionofJehu‘ssonJehoahaz(815–801). Hazael led a march through the N kingdom on his way to 

Judah. He thoroughly subjected the Israelite army. Eventually Assyria reasserted its domination of Aram. 

With the arrival of Adad Nirari III in Damascus in 806 (ANET, 281), Israel was free from the Aramean 

pressure.  

JudahtoofelttheeffectsofJehu‘srevolution.Ahaziah,kingofJudah(842),happenedtobevisitingin

Jezreel when Jehu began his purge. He met the same fate as Jehoram (2 Kgs 9:27–28). Athaliah (842–

837),Ahaziah‘smother,seizedpowerinJudahuponhisdeath.Tosecureherpositionshetriedtokillthe

male heirs of the Davidic house. Only one of her grandsons, Joash, managed to escape (1 Kgs 11:1–3). 

Athaliah was the only ruler of the S kingdom who was not a descendant of David. She aroused opposition 

from the priests of Jerusalem, and Jehoiada, one of these priests, led a coup against her. Athaliah was 

assassinated and Joash (837–800) came to the throne (2 Kgs 11:4–20).  

It is intimated (2 Chronicles 24) that Joash had a falling out with the priests who were his principal 

supporters. Their opposition may have led to his assassination (2 Kgs 12:20–21). His son Amaziah (800–

783) succeeded him. At this time Aram was in a period of decline and this freed Amaziah to retake Edom. 

BuoyedbyhissuccessintheS,hefoughttheNkingdomfordominanceintheregion.Israel‘s new king, 

Joash (also known as Jehoash 801–876) defeated Amaziah (2 Kgs 14:13–14). This war sealed the 

separationbetweenIsraelandJudah.Afterthelatter‘sutterdefeat, there was no real hope of reuniting the 

twokingdoms.ThedefeatalsosealedAmaziah‘sdoom.Hewasassassinated—the third ruler of Judah in 



succession to die this way (2 Kgs 14:19). Ironically the aftermath of this war ushered in a period of peace 

and prosperity for both kingdoms.  

4. Period of Prosperity (786–746). The rejuvenation of the N kingdom that began with Joash reached 

its apex during the forty-year reign of Jeroboam II (786–721). Both Joash and Jeroboam were able rulers 

and their combined 56 years on the throne were a time of territorial expansion and economic success. 

Israel so dominated the Arameans that Jeroboam eventually annexed Aram to his kingdom. The Bible 

features military success of the N kingdom (2 Kgs 13:7, 25; 14:23–29) while excavations at sites such as 

Samaria and Megiddo reveal its economic prosperity. Amos condemned the darker side of the wealth that 

thefewinJeroboam‘skingdomenjoyedattheexpenseofthepoor.Hoseaaddedhisvoicetothese

critiques and put special emphasis on the popularity of Baal worship in the N kingdom. The façade of 

peace and prosperity did not blind the prophets to the social and religious disintegration that was to be the 

undoing of the N kingdom.  

Though largely ignored by the Deuteronomist, the reign of Uzziah in the S (783–742) was just as 

successful as that of Jeroboam II in the N. The Chronicler provides a more complete picture of a most 

prosperousperiodinJudah‘shistory.UzziahreorganizedJudah‘sarmyandleditonseveralsuccessful

campaigns. His victory over the Arabs in the SE (2 Kgs 14:22; 2 Chr 26:2–15) opened the Negeb to 

intensive agricultural settlement as revealed by archaeology. There is no prophetic commentary on 

Uzziah‘sreign,buthedidhaveproblemswithpriests.TheBibleattributesUzziah‘sleprosytohisattempt

to get some priestly prerogatives for himself (2 Chr 26:16–21). Jotham (742–735) acted as regent for his 

fatherduringhisillnessandsucceededuponhisdeath.JothamcontinuedUzziah‘spoliciesandenjoyed

similar success.  

5. Fall of Israel (746–721). Following the death of Jeroboam II, anarchy reigned in the N kingdom. 

Zechariah (746–745),Jeroboam‘ssonandthelastofJehu‘sdynasty,wasassassinatedafteronlysix

months on the throne. Shallum (745) who replaced him ruled for only one month before Menahem (745–

738) deposed him. Menahem became a vassal of the Assyrians who required that he pay a heavy tribute to 

keep his throne (2 Kgs 15:19–20). His son Pekahiah (738–737) continued the policy of submitting to the 

Assyrians. This led to his assassination by Pekah, one of his military advisors who wanted to rebel against 

Assyria. After taking the throne of Israel, Pekah put aside old animosities and joined Aram in an anti-

Assyrian coalition. They tried to enlist Judah but failed. The coalition collapsed before Assyrian military 

power. The Assyrians reduced Israel to a rump state ruled by Hoshea (732–724) who assassinated Pekah.  

The rulers of Judah handled the Assyrian presence in the region more adroitly than the kings of Israel. 

Ahaz (735–715) refused to join the anti-Assyrian coalition (Oded 1972). When Pekah tried to depose him, 

AhazsoughtsupportfromtheAssyriansdespiteIsaiah‘sadviceto the contrary (Isa 7:1–9). Both the 

Philistines and the Edomites began to exert additional pressure on Judah. Matters go so bad that Ahaz 

sacrificed his son in an attempt to avoid imminent disaster (2 Kgs 16:3). He also introduced non-Israelite 

forms of worship in the temple to secure his rule by any means available (2 Kgs 16:10–17).  

Unfortunately for Israel, Hoshea did not remain a compliant vassal to Assyria as did Ahaz. Upon 

hearing of Tiglath-Pileser‘sdeathin724,HosheabegannegotiationswithEgypttosecureits support for a 

revolt against Assyria. When Hoshea made his move, Shalmaneser V, the new Assyrian monarch, easily 

sweptIsrael‘sarmyaside.Afterathreeyearsiege,theAssyriansdestroyedSamaria,incorporatedwhat

remained of the N kingdom into the Assyrianprovincialsystem,andexiledmanyofIsrael‘sleading

citizens (Oded 1970). By 721, the Kingdom of Israel ceased to exist as an independent nation.  

The Assyrians rebuilt Samaria and made it the capital of one of their provinces. They absorbed the 

remnants of the Israelite army into their own. They also repopulated the territory of the former N kingdom 

withforeignersafterdeportingaportionofthenativepopulationthoughmostofIsrael‘spopulation

remained in their land (Otzen 1979). Because of later conflicts with the people of the Samaria, the Jews of 

the postexilic period refused to consider the Samaritans as legitimate Israelites because of the 

intermarriages that took place between the remnants of the native Israelite population and the foreigners 

introduced by the Assyrians (Coggins 1975).  

F. Final Years of Judah (715–687)  



1. Judah and the Neo-Assyrian Empire. InviewofIsrael‘sfate,thepolicyofHezekiah(715–687) 

toward Assyria seems like folly. He reversed the pro-Assyrian policy of his father Ahaz and began 

plotting with the Philistines, Egyptians, and Babylonians against Assyria. He prepared for the revolt by 

strengtheningJerusalem‘sfortificationsandsecuringitssupplyofwater(2 Kgs 20:20; ANET, 321; Broshi 

1974). He wrote to the Israelites in the Assyrian provinces of Megiddo and Samaria for support (2 Chr 

30:1). Hezekiah signaled his intention to rebel by removing all Assyrian appurtenances from the temple. 

This led the Deuteronomist to present him as a religious reformer (2 Kgs 20:1–7; Rowley 1962; Ackroyd 

1984).  

The Assyrians marched through Syria-Palestine in 701. They captured 46 cities in Judah before they 

began their siege of Jerusalem (ANET,287).AtfirstIsaiahopposedHezekiah‘splans(Isa 31:1–3), but 

once the siege of Jerusalem was under way the prophet tried to lift the spirits of the city (Isa 10:24–34). 

Though Jerusalem‘sfallappearedtobeimminent,theAssyriansinexplicablybrokeofftheirsiege.This

led to the belief that Jerusalem was impregnable. Though Jerusalem did not fall to Assyria, Judah had to 

pay an increased tribute, the kingdom suffered the loss of some territory, and Hezekiah had to swear 

allegiance to Assyria (2 Kgs 18:14).IsaiahdescribedtheoutcomeofHezekiah‘srebellionasthe

desolation of Judah (Isa 1:7–9; Cogan 1974).  

JudahretaineditsnominalindependencethroughoutthelongreignofHezekiah‘sson,Manasseh(687–

642). He had little choice but to be a compliant vassal, for Assyria‘spowerwasatitsheightintheearly

partofthe7thcentury.TheDeuteronomistportraysManasseh‘sreignasthedarkestinthehistoryofthe

monarchy because of the non-Israelite cults that flourished in Jerusalem during his reign (2 Kgs 21:1–18; 

McKay 1973). The Chronicler paints a different picture of Manasseh. Second Chronicles describes a 

presumed exile of Manasseh to Babylon where purportedly he repented (33:10–13). Attempts have been 

made to associate this text with an anti-Assyrian rebellion in which Manasseh supposedly participated. It 

ismorelikelythatthetraditionaboutManasseh‘sconversionislegendary.Itisunlikely that he ever 

swayed from his subservience to Assyria (Nielsen 1967).  

Manasseh‘ssuccessorsdidnotenjoylongandpeacefulreignslikehis.OfthelastsixDavidicrulersone

was assassinated, two died during wartime, and two died in exile. Manasseh‘simmediatesuccessor,

Amon (642–640) died during a coup led by anti-Assyrian elements at court. The conspirators were 

themselvesexecutedbythe―peopleoftheland‖whoplacedAmon‘seight-year-old son Josiah on the 

throne (2 Kgs 21:19–26;Malamat1953;fortheroleofthe―peopleoftheland‖seeSoggin1963;Talmon

1967; de Vaux 1964; see also AMHA˒AREZ).  

2. Reign of Josiah (640–609). Josiah is the hero of the Deuteronomist who portrays him as a great 

religiousreformerinspiredandguidedbythe―BookoftheLaw‖(2 Kings 22–23). Josiah‘sprogramwas

less a religious reform than a cultural revolution or an effort at national liberation (Lohfink 1977; 

Weinfeld 1964). The Assyrian empire was disintegrating and Josiah recognized that its hegemony in 

Syria-Palestine was ending. He had dreams of restoring the old Davidic empire (2 Kgs 23:15–20). His 

emphasis on the centrality of Jerusalem (2 Kgs 23:21–23)hadasitspurposetosecurethepeople‘s

commitment to the dynasty and his political program in the struggle that was ahead.  

Josiah‘splansendedwithhisdeathin609.HefellatMegiddowhileleading the army of Judah against 

the Egyptians who were trying to prop up a tottering Assyria as a buffer against the emerging Babylonian 

empire. Josiah saw that it was to his benefit to support Babylon though he should have been content to sit 

on the sidelines whilethegreatpowerssettledmattersbetweenthemselves.WithJosiah‘sdeath,Judah

began an inexorable slide to its destruction as a political entity (Malamat 1955; 1973). In less than 25 

years, the Judean state and Davidic dynasty were no more.  

Josiah‘sdefeatatMegiddomeantthatJudahhadtotrademasters.ItfellunderEgyptianhegemony.The

pharaohNeco‘sfirstactwastodeposeJosiah‘ssonJehoahaz(alsoknownasShallum,609)whomthe

―peopleoftheland‖placedonthethronebecausehewantedto pursue the anti-Egyptian policy of his 

father. The pharaoh took Jehoahaz prisoner and made his brother Eliakim king with the throne-name 

Jehoiakim (609–598). Jehoiakim had no choice but to be subservient to Egypt.  



3. Judah and the Neo-Babylonian Empire. Judah‘sdestinypassedintoBabylonianhandswhen

Nebuchadnezzar defeated Egypt at the battle of Carchemish in 605. Jehoiakim accepted his new master, 

but four years later he foolishly rebelled (2 Kgs 25:1–2). The Babylonians moved against Jerusalem in 

598. Jehoiakim died at the outset of the siege (2 Kgs 25:6). Jeremiah implies that Jehoiakim was 

assassinated (Jer 22:18–19); but Jer 36:30 and 2 Chr 36:6 assert that he was exiled to Babylon. Jehoiachin 

(also known as Jeconiah and Coniah 598–597) succeeded his father and surrendered to Nebuchadnezzar 

after three months. The king, his family, and many leading citizens went to Babylon as prisoners 

following the surrender of Jerusalem in 597.  

Nebuchadnezzar allowed Judah to retain nominal independence. He chose Mattaniah, the third of 

Josiah‘ssonstosucceedtheexiledJehoiachinaskingofJudah.TheBabyloniansgavehimthethrone-

name Zedekiah (2 Kgs 25:17). Zedekiah (597–587) was unable to deal with the conflicts among his 

people on how to react to the Babylonian hegemony over Judah. What finally tipped the scales in favor of 

a second rebellion was the visit of Pharaoh Psammetichus II to Judah in 591. The pharaoh promised to 

support any rebellion against Babylon. Ezekiel 17 alludes to these negotiations (Greenberg 1957). When 

Egypt provoked Babylon by invading Phoenicia, Zedekiah withheld his tribute from Nebuchadnezzar.  

The Babylonian reaction was swift. Zedekiah soon realized that his rebellion was going to fail so he fled 

from Jerusalem. The Babylonians captured him near Jericho and led him to exile (2 Kgs 25:5–7). The 

Babylonians entered Jerusalem, destroyed the temple and palace, and razed a large portion of the city. 

They executed representatives of the various strata of Judahite society andledtherestofJudah‘s

leadership class into exile (2 Kgs 25:8–21). The Davidic dynasty ended in 587.  

Despite this rebellion Nebuchadnezzar did not annex Judah to Babylon nor repopulate it with foreigners 

as did the Assyrians in Israel. He appointed an administrator named Gedaliah from the local population (2 

Kgs 25:22–24). There is some speculation that the Babylonians appointed Gedaliah as king replacing the 

exiledZedekiah.ThebookofKingsdoesnotmentionGedaliah‘stitle(2 Kgs 25:22)—thetitle―governor‖

supplied by some English translations is without textual basis. A military officer from the Davidic family 

assassinated Gedaliah, his family, and his Babylonian guards (2 Kgs 25:25–26; Jer 40:13–41:3). Fearing 

reprisals, many Judahites fled to Egypt taking with them a reluctant Jeremiah (Jer 41:17–43:7).Gedaliah‘s

murder prompted a third exile in 581. There are no records of what happened in Judah after this. The DH 

endswithareferencetoJehoiachin‘sparoleinBabylonin561 (2 Kgs 25:27–30), but without any explicit 

statement that Judah or its dynasty had any future. The Davidic dynasty would never rise again (Stern 

1975).  

Imperial powers ruled Judah directly until the victory of the Maccabees in 164. The Hasmonean and 

Herodian dynasties then ruled in the territories of the former Israelite kingdoms into the Roman period 

though many Jews considered both dynasties as usurpers of the rights that properly belonged to the 

Davidic dynasty (see Psalms of Solomon 17). Messianism developed in early Judaism as one way to 

express hope for the eventual restoration of Davidic rule.  
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LESLIE J. HOPPE  

POST-MONARCHIC PERIOD  

Coming out of what historians call the ages of confusion in the ANE (see Roberts 1980: 118–30) the 

story of ancient Israel is an obscure one. Little reliable historical data is available for historians to utilize 

with confidence. Apart from retellings of biblical stories—so-called histories of Israel—and hints gleaned 

from imperial annals, little may be asserted with any certitude about the relation of the Hebrew Bible to 

history. This state of affairs is especially true of the period between Cyrus of Pasargadae and Alexander of 



Macedon when Indo-European hegemony dominated the Near East (ca. 500–332 B.C.E.). The Persian 

period, as it may be called, was the first stage in the seven-centuries-long gestation period of what may 

now be regarded as the roots and origins of (orthodox) Judaism. Between the Babylonian destruction of 

the first Jerusalem temple (587/6 B.C.E.) and the Roman destruction of the second Jerusalem temple (70 

C.E.) were created the formative elements of Judaism as a major religious system. These two demolitions 

focus attention on the centrality of the Jerusalem temple for the period and emphasize the importance of 

outside imperial powers in determining the shape of Jewish religion. Transformed by Babylonian and 

Persian influences, the fragments of Israelite religion which survived the devastations of land and culture 

were transfigured into a series of sectarian and diffused religious communities which dominated the 

period and provide what little we know about the early stages of the Second Temple era.  

———  
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———  

A. Interpretive Ground Rules  

1. Ideological Control. The problems of data and interpretation for the Persian period are such that it is 

necessary to delineate the limited terms of reference for handling the available biblical sources. 

Throughout the Hebrew Bible there is a tendency, which is virtually a principle, for the writers to retroject 

their material into the distant past. This is obvious in the Pentateuch and the Deuteronomistic History; but 

it is hardly less obvious in the collection of the prophetic texts which are prefaced by colophons placing 

them in a past determined by the DH (e.g., Isa 1:1; Jer 1:1–3; Amos 1:1; Hos 1:1). Setting the books in the 

past helps to conceal period and place of authorship as well as authorship itself. Attention is directed 

toward the text and not to the conditions or context of its production. If this artifice of concealment is also 

to be found in the writings set in the early Second Temple period, then it would be wise to read the 

literature traditionally assigned to that period as coming perhaps from a somewhat later time. This would 

help to explain the confusion of data and detail which abound in the books of Haggai, Zechariah, Isaiah 

40–66, Ezra-Nehemiah, and Chronicles. It would acknowledge an ideology of concealment in the Second 

Templeperiodandalertthehistoriantotheneedtoexplainsuchconstructions.JamesJoyce‘scharacter 

StephenDedalustalkedabout―silence,exile,andcunning,‖andanexplorationoftheliteratureofthe

Second Temple period, especially during the Persian era, would do well to keep those three elements of 

silence, exile, and cunning to the fore in analyzing this obscure period of the production of biblical texts. 

In the absence of reliable evidence for reconstructing the history of the period, the literature set in this 

period may not be the most reliable guide for a historical analysis; historical accuracy cannot be assumed 

in the absence of data to the contrary. Subtler forms of literary and ideological investigation are required 

to provide a properly historical account of the matter. Even then, hypothetical reconstructions of scholars 

will not necessarily bear much resemblance to actual events in the past. This acknowledgment of 

ignorance and, more importantly, of the consequences of such ignorance must be a fundamental ground 

rule for investigating the Persian period.  

2. Obscurity of Data. If the ideological control of literature is an important datum of this period, the 

obscurity of the available data should also be recognized. Information is eclipsed by ignorance and 

obscurity, which makes every historical account of the period open to serious debate. It is easy enough to 



amalgamate a number of elements drawn from each literary source and so to form an idealized picture of 

the Jewish community in and around the Jerusalem of the 5th and 4th centuries. However, the sources 

really do not permit such a selective production. They are confused ideological constructs which often 

telescope characters and events (see Blenkinsopp Ezra OTL, 41–47) and which to some extent must be 

regardedassectariandocumentsattemptingtopresentaparticularpictureofthe―past‖asalegitimation

of the present (i.e., the present of the writer). The interpretation of documents is far from straightforward 

and the nature of the documents is not easily determined. In the case of the Ezra-Nehemiah, Chronicles 

corpus (whether all from one or multiple authors) the very textuality of Ezra-Nehemiah (what Eskenazi 

happilycalled―theperpetuationofdocuments‖[1988: 87]) puts the historian in a quandary about what 

textuality may indicate regarding the production of that strange work (there really is nothing else like 

Ezra-Nehemiah in the Hebrew Bible). Thus, the amalgamation approach is unacceptable because it only 

resultsinaformof―rationalizingparaphrase‖oftextslongrecognizedtobethemselvespartisan

constructs of ideological groups in conflict with other groups.  

While the texts presented as reflecting the Persian period may well be indispensable sources for our 

knowledge of the period (see Blenkinsopp Ezra OTL, 38 with reference to Ezra-Nehemiah), it is a 

compromised indispensability which they possess and one which undermines their reliability as historical 

resources. The precise amount of weight the historian should allow to this evidence is difficult to judge, 

but to ignore these inherent difficulties is to participate in the ideological distortion of the material rather 

than to practice historical reconstruction.  

3. Tentativeness of Conclusions. Having acknowledged the difficulties of reconstructing the history of 

the Jewish communities in the Persian period, it becomes necessary to recognize that all accounts of the 

periodandeachscholar‘saccountofitareopentoquestion.Itisalsoveryimportant to avoid the 

tendency in biblical scholarship to equate textual exegesis with history. Repeating what is to be found in 

texts is not history writing. We lack the necessary extra-textual information to move from exegesis to 

historiography. Material remains of the period (as analyzed in Stern 1982) are remarkably uninformative 

in relation to biblical texts. Furthermore, archaeological data require interpretation and contextualization, 

so they cannot simply be assumed to bear on a specific text (just because the writer brings the two into 

conjunction). The many technical and substantive issues involved here cannot as yet be handled within 

biblical scholarship, which lacks a sound methodology for dealing with these matters. A properly 

theoretical account of how best to read the literature of the Second Temple period remains to be 

developed. In the absence of such important requirements, any attempt at delineating the history of the 

period is more likely to become an outline of the contents of the various pieces of literature associated 

with the period. There are too many serious gaps in our knowledge and the textual sources are too 

obscure, as well as ideologically compromised, adequately to write the history of the Persian period. See 

also PERSIAN EMPIRE. Therefore, this discussion must be regarded as a mere sketch of the main 

features of the period, which indicates areas where scholars struggle with the method and data available to 

write a history of the Persian era in relation to the different Jewish communities which developed then.  

B. The Period  

1. Major Influences. The facts and relevant data have been rehearsed many times in the standard 

―HistoryofIsrael‖volumes,whichmaybereferredtofordetailsanddiscussions of the most important 

issues (see especially CHJ 1; Widengren IHJ 489–538; HAIJ, 438–75; and particularly cognizant of the 

difficulties of writing the history of this period is Lemche 1988: 173–96). See also PALESTINE, 

PERSIAN ADMINISTRATION; EZRA-NEHEMIAH, BOOKS OF; and CHRONICLES, BOOK OF 1–

2. The hegemony of the neo-Babylonian empire under the leadership of Nebuchadnezzar and his family, a 

relatively short-lived empire (ca. 605–539), was brought to an end by the emergent Persian imperium 

under the leadership of Cyrus II of Pasargadae. In the space of a decade, Cyrus had conquered Media, 

Lydia,andBabylonia,andin539thecityofBabylonfelltoGobryas―withoutabattle‖(seethepro-

Persian report cited in HAIJ, 439). Under neo-Babylonian domination the city of Jerusalem and the state 

of Judah had been devastated, the temple of the god Yahweh demolished, and some leading citizens 

deported to Babylonia (others had fled to Egypt). In an ideologically constructed account 2 Kings 17 



posits a similar fate for the state of Israel in the 8th century at the hands of the Assyrians. With the 

Babylonian deportation of powerful families and the collapse of what remained of the Judean state 

(already a puppet state of the Egyptians until the emergence of the Babylonian power), the roots of what 

later became Jewish and Christian communities began to grow. For more than the next two-and-a-half 

millennia the Jewish communities would flourish more outside the region of Palestine than they would 

inside it. This diasporic nature of the community would be one of its most enduring qualities and must be 

traced to the 6th century and afterwards.  

Babylonian and Persian (Iranian) influences would shape these communities and provide a cross-

fertilization of religious, ideological, and social structures which would determine the matrix out of which 

came Jewish sectarian religion. A third major influence would be Egypt where refugee groups of Jews 

spread throughout the land after fleeing from the invading imperial powers. The two great areas of 

influence, Babylonia and Egypt, were embodied in the foundational myths of the communities as stories 

about Abraham (Babylonia) and Moses (Egypt).  

The Jews of Egypt and the Jews of Babylon told different stories but both stories have been 

incorporated into the Hebrew Bible in terms of the story of the Jews of Jerusalem (see Garbini 1988: 133–

50).FromtheprovinceofJudah/Judaeacomestheepithet―Jew‖(Hebyĕhûd) which describes the people 

who lived there and gave their allegiance to Jerusalem; yet the term is used indiscriminately of 

communities in Babylonia, Persia, and Egypt. A careful scrutiny must, therefore, be made of all the 

literature in order to allow for the ideological nature of the terms of reference which reflect the 

Jerusalem/Judaea center of influence. At the same time, notethattheterm―Jew‖inthisperiodwasonthe

way to becoming a marker of religious ideology and practice, i.e., identity, and not simply an indicator of 

geophysical origin. In the Second Temple period groups in Egypt, Babylonia, Persia, and Palestine(―the

holyland‖asitcametobecalledintheliteratureofthisperiod)developedmanydifferentstrategiesof

religious affiliation which have tended to be lumped together by subsequent writers as if there had been a 

uniformity of ideology, praxis, and identity throughout the period. The extant literature of the period, 

including Qumran, the apocalypses, and early Christian literature, reveals a wide diversity of beliefs and 

practices. Terms derived from conciliar Christianity and the period of the Talmuds attempted to impose a 

false uniformity on what were many and diverse groups.  

According to Stern (1982: 229), the Babylonian destruction of Jerusalem had little effect on the culture 

of the Israelite period. Life continued as before and changes only began to appear with the emergence of 

the Persian hegemony. From a regional perspective, the collapse of the Jerusalem economy and the 

concomitant defeat of whatever state apparatus Judah possessed were not major features of the 6th 

century. Yet from the perspective of the Hebrew Bible the destruction of Jerusalem was a people-

endangering catastrophe and the subsequent deportation of the leading citizens to Babylonia was a 

veritable emptying of the land. The contrast between the story of the material remains of the larger 

geophysical area and the ideological writings of a certain social stratum of the smaller territory is striking. 

In much of these writings the deportees are represented as superior to the people of the land who were not 

deported to Babylonia (e.g., Jer 24:29), and a good deal of the writing appears to support an ideology of 

controloverthelandonbehalfofthedeportedgroup.Thephrases―peopleoftheland‖(Heb˓am hā˒āreṣ) 

and―peopleoftheexile‖(Heb˓am haggôlâ; sometimes bĕnê haggôlâ) in the literature related to the 

period would appear to reflect an ideology of conflict, with special claims to status and land being made 

on behalf of the deported party. This claim to the land is one of the most fundamental features of the 

Second Temple period and is the basis of many of the foundational stories in Genesis 12–50 and the 

Tetrateuch (or the Pentateuch and the Deuteronomistic History as some classifiers would label what is 

traditionally known as the Torah and the Former Prophets). Temple and land are the key concepts in the 

development of the Persian period and tend to subsume most of the literature of that time (including such 

books as Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel which may owe their present form to the Greek period). That 

means the literature must be read primarily in ideological terms rather than in modern historical terms, 

thoughhistoricalelementsinthetextsarenotruledoutbythisjudgment.Themythof―theemptyland‖

(2 Chr 36:21) is a good example of the difference between reading literature as ideology and reading it as 



history. At this juncture in history the land lost some people; very much a minority of people, even 

important people of status were deported. Most people lived on in the land as if nothing, except the 

burning of Jerusalem, had happened. But from an ideological point of view, the few who were deported 

were the cream of society and the nucleus of the future. The Persian party represented in the literature of 

Ezra-Nehemiah as the exiles (or the descendants of the original deportees) returned from Babylonia in 

ordertooccupythe―emptyland‖andtoclaimitastheirdivinelyappointedterritory. Much of what 

constitutes the Hebrew Bible is the myth of this claim—how much is a matter for debate.  

Where ideology is concerned history has a habit of being subverted. The Babylonian control of the 

Judaean territory by the deportation of some of its leading citizens and powerful interests became the 

legitimation of a party takeover bid in the Persian period. Denunciations of the Jerusalem elite which 

appearinJeremiahandEzekielhavebecome,withtime,justificationsofalaterforeigngroup‘sclaim to 

control the Jerusalem economy and cult. The biblical literature primarily must be read from an ideological 

viewpoint and only secondarily from a historical perspective. The two are to some extent mingled (rather 

like a double helix) but the ideological predominates and determines how the history is read. Thus 

conventionalbiblicalscholarshipgenerallytreatsthePersianperiodundertheterms―exile‖and

―restoration‖(e.g.,Ackroyd1968;BHI); hence the traditional markers pre- and postexilic. The ideological 

perspective of the texts colors the attempt of modern scholarship to be historical. See, for example, Jer 

24:29 where the deported citizens are treated as noble and good in contrast to the rubbish which inhabits 

Jerusalem (cf. Ezek 11:14–21). Similar attitudes may be found in the Ezra-Nehemiah corpus where the 

incoming foreigners impose their values and ideology on the people of Jerusalem. These key factors of 

ideology, conflict, and partisanship constitute the essence of the sectarianism which dominates the 

literature of the period. Thus sectarianism is the ideological key to understanding the whole period of the 

Second Temple and it must be regarded as having had its origins in the Persian period.  

According to Haggai, Zechariah, and Ezra-Nehemiah the (re)building of the temple in Jerusalem was 

the primary activity of the period immediately following the defeat of the Babylonians. Sheshbazzar and 

Zerubbabel are variously credited with the operation of rebuilding the temple and scholars differ in their 

attempts to reconcile the problems caused by this information (cf. Ackroyd CHJ 1: 136–43). 

Rationalization of awkward data is a standard procedure in biblical scholarship and tends to reflect 

particular ideological commitments within the guild. Whatever the facts may have been in the matter of 

the temple, it is clear from the biblical literature that claims about reestablishing the temple cult were an 

important aspect of constructing the story of the Persian period. The temple was the center of economic, 

ideological, and religious control in the community and control of it gave immense power in the province 

to the party which could acquire and maintain that control. It is impossible to determine whether the 

rebuilding of the temple actually took place between 539 and 516 (the dates deduced from the biblical 

literature) or whether these dates reflect an ideological presentation of the rebuilt temple coinciding with 

the new (Persian) era to legitimate the party in control of the temple whenever the documents were 

written. In spite of the tendency of scholars to accept the text at face value it should be noted that it is 

characteristicofthebiblicalliteraturetoretroject―facts‖intothepast. 

2. Spheres of Activity. The fortunes of the various communities in Babylonia, Egypt, and Palestine are 

not easy to reconstruct for the Persian period. Material remains give little particular information and the 

general picture they afford of social life in the era is sketchy in the extreme. Aramaic papyri, parchments 

and ostraca from Egypt, especially from the border posts of Syene and its adjacent island of Elephantine, 

give some idea of life in a Jewish colony during the 5th century B.C.E. (see ArchEleph; CHJ 1: 376–400). 

The colony was a socio-military one under the command of Persians and the documentation from there 

reflects legal and contractual features of life in a Persian outpost. The presence of a temple of the god 

YWH there has surprised many biblical and Jewish scholars, but only because the Hebrew scriptures 

espouse the centrality of Yahwism in Jerusalem. Elephantine indicates that other shrines to the god 

Yahweh flourished and it may well be the case that Deuteronomistic ideology was only enforceable 

among the Jews of Jerusalem in the Second Temple period. So little is known about the social 

circumstances of the diasporic communities outside Palestine that, as with the perception of the 



Babylonian depopulation of the land, it is difficult to state what was normative and what otherwise. The 

religion of the cult in Elephantine suggests that the god Yahweh had a female consort (Anath), which 

reflects the normal type of Semitic religion in the ANE as opposed to the special ideology of Yahweh-

alone religion constructed by the deuteronomists for the Jerusalem cult (see Smith 1971). Opposition to 

the Jewish communities in Egypt from Palestinian Jews (Jeremiah 44) may indicate social and political 

conflicts as well as ideological differences which developed in the Persian era. However, too much hard 

data should not be extrapolated from rare and isolated sources which are themselves open to various and 

disputed interpretations.  

We know from much later periods that Jewish communities in Egypt (Alexandria) and Babylonia were 

important centers of Jewish religion and it is a reasonable assumption that the roots of these communities 

were put down in the Persian period. But documents which purport to be about that period only obscurely 

convey the information: e.g., in Jer 29:4–7, a letter attributed to the prophet Jeremiah, the image is 

presented of a free society in which Jews own land and may flourish as a community. This may well be an 

accurate depiction of the Jews of Babylon—but of what century? Can the letter really be dated to the 

period immediately after the deportation of 597? The chapter in Jeremiah where it appears is a complex 

and highly edited piece of writing which reflects ideological conflicts between the Jews of Babylon and 

the Jews of Jerusalem. What do they represent and what period do they reflect? The scholarly tendency to 

read the chapter at face value is bad exegesis and leads inevitably to misprisions of the text. But without 

controls on the text or extra-textual information the historian is forced back on exegesis and ceases to be a 

historian (the central problems of the literature of the period will be dealt with in the next section).  

The exceptional wealth of written source material for the Persian period in Babylonian history affords 

much information on administrative, legal, and domestic affairs in the province (Dandamayev CHJ 1: 

330–42). Because Babylonia was one of the richest satrapies of the Persian empire it may be assumed that 

communities living there had ample opportunities for material development and the Jews there must have 

shared in this affluence. This is a reasonable assumption made in the absence of concrete evidence.  

Jewish names appear in the documents (cuneiform tablets) from the archives of the business houses of 

Murashu found at Nippur and dated to the second half of the 5th century (Bickerman CJH 1: 344–48). 

The house of Murashu managed land property and acted as agents for the maintenance of the crown land 

by controlling tenure and collecting rents and taxes. Jews in the region of Nippur held land or military 

fiefs and could mortgage their land to the house of Murashu, renting it back under yearly terms. These 

Murashu archives depict a range of activities which included Jewish participants and thus a sketchy 

picture of Jewish life in Babylonia emerges from a careful scrutiny of the documents. Jews could become 

agents of the Persian government or could manage the canals which were the center of the great 

Babylonian irrigation economy. Some Jews named their sons Shulum-babili ―welfareofBabylon‖(a

phrase which has echoes in Jer 29:7). There is some evidence that the banking family Egibi was Jewish 

and this would further indicate an integration of the Babylonian Jews into the structures of the 

administration of the Persian satrapy of Babylonia (Baron 1952: 109; Garbini 1988: 92, 192–93). 

Fictional aspects of this interpretation may be found in the books of Daniel, Esther, and Tobit. At the 

other end of the social spectrum the Murashu documents refer to a small number of Jewish slaves.  

According to Ezra-Nehemiah the reconstruction of Jerusalem in the 5th century was undertaken by 

agents of the Persian authorities who came from the imperial city of Susa (Nehemiah) and from Babylonia 

(Ezra), and who imposed on the Palestinian community Persian structures. There are enormous 

difficulties of doing history from this ideological biblical material.InaddressingtheissueofEzra‘s

existence, the majority of scholars tend to affirm that he did, while an important minority of scholars says 

―no‖(BlenkinsoppEzra OTL does not debate the question; see also Garbini 1988 and Smith 1971). 

Commentators on the Ezra-Nehemiah corpus readily recognize the difficulties of the literature and its 

tendency to stitch events and persons together in a curiously fictional mode and yet without Ezra-

Nehemiah there is no account of the reconstruction of Jerusalem.Oncemore―silence,exile,andcunning‖

best determine the matter.  



Ezra-Nehemiah traces the founding of the Second Temple to the decree of Cyrus which permitted the 

repatriation of the Jews of Babylonia and the return of some fifty thousand Jews to Jerusalem led by 

Sheshbazzar with the ancient vessels of the previous Jerusalem temple. The foundations of the temple 

were subsequently laid in a context of the correct liturgical observances. Throughout the reigns of Darius 

I, Xerxes, and Artaxerxes, sustained local opposition disrupted the community, though the temple was 

completed by 516 in the reign of Darius under Zerubbabel and Joshua (see Haggai; Zechariah 1–8). In the 

time of Artaxerxes (I or II—which is not certain), Ezra the scribe arrived with further repatriates and 

imposed on the Jerusalem community a Persian injunction to follow traditional laws. Confiscation of land 

and the breaking up of marriages contracted with the local Palestinian people followed the imposition of 

Ezra‘slawwiththesupportofprominentpietisticlaymeninthecommunity.Atleastthatiswhatappears

to have happened, but the Ezra text breaks off in mid-sentence and is continued by the story of Nehemiah. 

By order of the Persian king, Nehemiah made two delegated visits to Jerusalem, assisted in the rebuilding 

of the wall of Jerusalem, opposed Palestinian involvement in the project, and broke up various marriages 

of the kind which Ezra had previously broken up. He also imposed strict Sabbath regulations on the work 

economy of the city (Neh 13:15–22; cf. Jer 17:19–27). There are sufficient similarities between the 

functions of Ezra and Nehemiah to make the competent reader of the biblical text wonder to what extent 

they represent the same story told with variations, and to what extent the stories are a patchwork quilt of 

social and ideological movements of the Second Temple period reflecting dimly discerned historical 

events. Every writer on the subject offers a different opinion and one of the most dominant views in 20th 

centurybiblicalscholarshipinsistsontreatingNehemiah‘svisittoJerusalemasoccurringbefore that of 

Ezra‘s.PlacingEzra‘svisitin458(traditionalview)or399(revisedview),withNehemiah‘svisit

assigned to 445 (with a second visit some years later), avoids having the two working together as appears 

to be the case in Nehemiah 8, but it must be freely admitted that the corpus abounds in problems which 

are not easily rationalized.  

There are glimpses of a struggling community in and around Jerusalem in parts of Nehemiah which 

would fit with what little we know about the period from the Murashu documents. Neh 5:1–5 provides a 

good example of people having mortgaged their land to pay their taxes and complaining about the 

enslavement of their children and the loss of theirproperty.AsBlenkinsoppsaysofthissection,―The

traditional agrarian economy was thereby slowly undermined, holdings which had stayed in the same 

family for generations were enclosed, and we begin to see the emergence of the great estates which 

flourishedduringtheHellenisticperiod‖(Ezra OTL, 67). This creation of latifundia in the Second 

Temple period can be found reflected in a number of texts which have been assigned conventionally by 

biblical scholarship to the wrong period. Thus 1 Kings 21 initstreatmentofNaboth‘svineyard(cf.what

may be the older story of the Naboth murder in 2 Kgs 9:21–26) is more likely a reflection of the 5th–4th 

centuries than of the 9th–8th centuries (see Rofé 1988b). Also, the standard references to similar practices 

in Isa 5:8–10 and the so-called 8th century prophets (Isaiah, Micah, Amos, Hosea) should be treated as 

observations on developments in the Persian and Greek periods. While this view of the matter runs 

counter to most commentators on these prophets, it seems to be a better account of property relations, 

especially in the light of Leviticus 25–27, in biblical times than is posited otherwise. It is also a good 

example of that misdirection in texts which leads to their misprisions. The acquisition and exchange of 

land in biblical times remains a topic on which little definitive knowledge is as yet available. If the Ezra-

Nehemiah corpus contains reliable historical information, then the material in Nehemiah 9 suggests that 

land was one of the most fundamental issues in the Persian period.  

3. From Ezra-Nehemiah to Alexander of Macedon. Practically nothing is known about the period 

between Ezra-Nehemiah and the conquest of the Persian empire by Alexander of Macedon as far as the 

Jewish communities are concerned. The protracted Persian-Egyptian wars, the Tennes rebellion, and other 

events of the period appear to have left no identifiable impression on any surviving literature. At this 

point historians often have recourse to Josephus (Ant 11) or to Diodorus Siculus (Dio. 16) for incidents in 

the reign of Artaxerxes III which may have had some bearing on the life of the Jerusalem community (see 

IHJ, 474–75). With the transition of power from Persian authority to the Greeks little changed for the 



Jewish communities throughout the empire. Time would eventually bring about the Hellenization of some 

of the communities and this transformation in turn would contribute greatly to the eventual development 

of later Jerusalem.  

C. The Literature  

In a very real sense any history of the Persian period must also be a treatment of the Jewish literature of 

the period because the material remains do not afford sufficient data to construct a proper history. Yet the 

literary aspects of the Jewish communities in this period are fraught with interpretative difficulties as well 

as the general principle of misdirected periodization. In conventional biblical scholarship a good deal of 

the Hebrew Bible is assigned to a production period before the fall of Jerusalem to the Babylonians (e.g., 

the Yahwist or J writer, the bulk of the DH, the original material in the 8th century prophets) and only the 

lesser material is thought of as having come from the Persian period. One consequence of this judgment is 

that the pre-catastrophe period is regarded as the great age of Hebrew literature and religion and the so-

called postexilic era as a period of degeneration and poor literary production. This approach to the 

Hebrew Bible needs a radical rethinking and a complete transformation in the evaluation of literary and 

religious matters. There are clear signs of such a transformation in current biblical scholarship.  

The Hebrew Bible was the product of the Second Temple period, though how much of it was produced 

in the Persian era cannot be determined. If this literature is to be taken seriously, then its production 

reflects on the creativity and importance of the Second Temple period as the foundational matrix of the 

roots of Judaism—matched only, perhaps, by the post-70 C.E. rabbinic period which produced the 

Talmuds. Elements of the Hebrew Bible may have been produced in writing before the Persian era, but 

there is no concrete evidence for this presupposition nor is it possible to say which parts existed in writing 

before the destruction of the temple. It is logical to locate the framing of the various scrolls and the 

production of the bulk of the biblical books in the period of the Second Temple because one of the most 

dominant traits of that period is the production of writings which later became scripture for many 

religious communities. Temple and texts are therefore two of the key elements in the understanding of the 

period. This period has traditionally taken back seat to the so-called classical ages of religious thought and 

thegreat―writing‖prophets,whichhasresultedinlittlevaluable investigation that can help us understand 

the era. This consistent underevaluation of the Persian and Greek periods skews the whole history of the 

roots of Judaism and renders much scholarly work irrelevant as an assessment of the productions of the 

period. A thorough revision of theories about the origins and significant processes of the creation of the 

Hebrew Bible is urgently required in biblical scholarship, after which it should be possible to reevaluate 

the true importance of the Second Temple period.  

HereitisonlypossibletonotetheproductionsofGenesisandtheprimarynarrativeaboutIsrael‘s

origins, the DH and the various writings incorporating anthologies of prophetic material, wisdom sayings 

and discourses, and the Psalms. What became the Torah (Genesis-Deuteronomy) ends with the death of 

the greatest of all prophets, Moses, and the DH ends with the death of the last Judean king. An 

eschatologizing hermeneutic can be detected in the production of Isaiah, Jeremiah (only to a very limited 

extent), Ezekiel, and the book of the Twelve (prophets). This is especially apparent in the book of the 

Twelve, in particular in the appendices to Zechariah 1–8 (Zech 9–14; Malachi). No specific date can be 

given to these productions but the period of the 4th–3d centuries would make sense for the prophetic 

collections (along with Chronicles, Ezra-Nehemiah, and possibly a good deal of the DH and elements of 

Torah). Conventional scholarship favors an earlier dating for Torah but mainly because it insists on 

viewingEzra‘slawbookassomeformofthePentateuch.Thereislittleornohardevidenceforthisclaim

and its only force is as a commonplace of traditional scholarship. Our ignorance of these matters is almost 

total, and it is part of the problem of reconstructing the history of the Second Temple period that we know 

next to nothing about how, when, or why these writings were produced. That they were produced is self-

evident, but no reliable information is available which would take the matter beyond the level of scholarly 

hypotheses. From Ezra-Nehemiah to the Qumran scrolls we have a family resemblance of the production 

of scrolls imposing regulations of purity on the community and differentiating between various groups in 

a fundamentally sectarian way. A key to understanding this phenomenon is the (lay) interpretation of 



texts, and reflections of this practice are to be found in many of the writings of the period (e.g., Isa 29:9–

14; 30:8–14; Jer 36; Dan 9:2).  

A brief treatment of the Persian period cannot become an investigation of the production of the Hebrew 

Bible and the periodization of the Second Temple era into Persian, Greek, and Roman is at best a 

convention rather than a reflection of substantive differences in the development of the various Jewish 

communities in the empires. Yet the student of the period ought to be aware of the fact that the biblical 

books were put together in the Second Temple period and that this process was part of the structural 

developments which constituted the communities of the time. This makes the presentation of Ezra with 

his imposition of a document (possibly Iranian) on the Jerusalem community regulating its identity and 

behavior a very important reflection of the period. And this remains the case whether Ezra is regarded as a 

historical or a fictional character and whether he is assigned a date in the 5th or 2nd century (see Garbini 

1988: 151–69 for this second option). The Temple Scroll of Qumran, the Priestly Writing incorporated 

into the Pentateuch, Ezekiel 40–48, and other ritual texts indicate various moves to impose regulatory 

ritual character on the communities of Jews living in the Second Temple period and allow us to 

characterize the period in terms of its emphasis on ritual purity and identity. Elements of this character are 

also to be found in the NT Gospels and some of the writings of Paul, thus indicating a continuity of 

concern with halakic interpretation and ritual prescription throughout the whole period of the Second 

Temple.  

The book of Ezekiel apart, most of the writings which later formed the prophetic collection appear to be 

less concerned with ritual purity (Haggai and Malachi belong more with the halakic mode) than with 

ethics and expectations. However, the colophons introducing many of these scrolls suggest that a final 

stage of the editing made them supplementary to the DH (i.e., to be read in the light of that collection as a 

kind of Ergänzungstext). Later rabbinic understanding of these texts read them as commentary on Torah, 

but in the Second Temple period it is unknown how they functioned or what relationship they may have 

had to whatever constituted Torah. Here our ignorance of the period is part of the problem for historical 

reconstruction.TheQumrantexts‘useoftheprophetictexts(Dan 9:24–27) may represent a common 

understanding of them in the 2d century which maintained earlier uses of them, but we do not know what 

was normative and what innovative in the communities of the period. The collections of prophetic texts 

may have functioned as revitalization movements throughout the period or may have supported 

oppositional groups in conflict with the urban centers or may even have opposed the cult centers in the 

name of inspired individuals (see Blenkinsopp 1977 for a very good treatment of the opposition between 

prophecy and Torah). What is urgently needed in (professional) biblical scholarship is a good theoretical 

treatment of the prophetic literature which would contextualize it in the period of its production as writing 

rather than the usual historicist treatment which reads it as the expositions of its colophons.  

The production of the literature of the past (which is how most of the biblical literature is presented, cf. 

the introductions to Proverbs, Qoheleth, Jonah, and especially Ben Sira) in the Second Temple period 

may reflect a movement to differentiate between past and present in terms of warranting authorities, as 

well as a concealment of ideological controls on the receiving communities. At the same time such 

literature facilitated the role of the authoritative (and authorized) interpreter who could lead the 

community in the correct interpretation of the texts. Nehemiah might be regarded as the classical example 

of this activity which seems to have bypassed priestly authority on issues of purity and temple regulation 

(see Smith 1971: 101–2);the―correct/legitimateteacher‖ofQumranmaybeseenasanequivalent

interpreter of texts. Here then are to be found the roots of the scriptural interpreter figure so important in 

the development of post-Second Temple Judaism, one element of which was Christianity.  

The problematics of the literature of the Second Temple period are formidable. The Ezra-Nehemiah 

corpus is complicated by its association with Chronicles. Some scholars identify the Chronicler as the 

producer of the two works, while a small group of scholars insists that the Chronicler is not the author of 

Ezra-Nehemiah (e.g., Eskenazi 1988; Williamson Ezra WBC; Blenkinsopp Ezra OTL 47–53, opposes 

this latter view). The difficulty of determining such issues directly relates to the diversity of evidence 



deemed relevant to it. Individual scholars must decide questions like the historicity of Ezra by relying on 

the weight they give to extratextual considerations.  

Some biblical literature, such as Job or Lamentations, may have been produced in the Persian period, 

other pieces, such as Esther, Tobit, Judith, and Susanna, while set in the Assyrian-Babylonian-Persian 

periods were most probably produced in the Greek period. These variations of presentation and 

production illustrate further difficulties in dealing with Jewish literature of the Second Temple period. 

The tendency to set a story in the (distant) past is so prevalent that it must indicate some ideological value 

reflecting the past as authoritative. It certainly conceals the period of (and reason for) production and 

misdirects the attention of the historian who may be tempted to use the work for historical reconstruction. 

Beautiful women of immense power flourish in these novellas (e.g., Esther, Judith, Susanna), Jewish 

figures run the empire and guide the thoughts of the pagan emperor (e.g., Mordecai and Daniel), and 

various shrewd stratagems save the Jewish people from annihilation (see the books of Esther and Judith). 

While the books have a certain lyrical and romantic charm, it is difficult to credit them with any historical 

or social value which would illuminate either the Persian or the Greek period. They may be used to 

construct a sense of fantasy or aspiration among various Jewish groups of the period, or be thought of as 

reflecting teaching aids inculcating loyalty to group identity and religious affiliation (cf. the Maccabean 

literature of the Greek period). In many cases they illustrate in story form the (moral) principles behind 

Torah and as such may be seen as typifying the piety of various Jewish communities in the Second 

Temple period. At the same time, it cannot be ruled out that the tales of Jewish pietists flourishing in the 

corridors of power (Babylonian, Persian, Greek) may reflect the political and social integration of Jews 

(individual or in groups) in the structures of power or may represent the internalization of imperial values 

as a result of being a low-status group among the communities of the empire (cf. the story of Joseph in 

Egypt).  

D. The Roots of Sectarian Judaism  

It would be difficult to exaggerate the importance of Babylonian, Egyptian, and Persian influences on 

the development of Judaism in the Second Temple period. It may be rather difficult to itemize them or to 

separate them into coherent strands, but the foreign context of much of the ideological influence on the 

Jerusalem community cannot be denied. Whatever the historical truth behind the stories in the literature of 

the period (especially Jeremiah, Ezra-Nehemiah), it is hard to avoid the conclusion that a Persian 

instrument of control was used to construct in Jerusalem an ideologically defined elite group commanding 

the regulation of temple purity and religious identity. The subsequent production of apocalypses also 

points in the direction of Persian influences, especially the Gathic teachings about fate after death in 

Zoroastrianism (see Boyce CHJ 1: 298–301). If an elite from the Persian satrapy of Babylonia did travel 

to Jerusalem in order to restructure temple and community in ways quite contrary to what previously had 

obtained there, then it must be admitted that a Persian shaping of Jewish thought was one of the most 

fundamentally creative forces in determining the roots of Second Temple Judaism. Behind the complex 

textuality of Ezra-Nehemiah may be discerned the creation of a sect distinct from the general populace of 

Jerusalem and its environs. The later community of Qumran may afford perfect parallels to this emergent 

sectarianism in 5th–4th century Jerusalem. In fact, it might be a sound methodological principle to treat 

the whole period of the Second Temple as a single period dominated by sectarian ideology and struggles 

and to read all the literature as bearing on different aspects of these ideological struggles (including a 

good deal of the Gospels and Paul in the NT).  

A history of the different Jewish communities in Babylonia, Egypt, and Palestine cannot be written 

because of a lack of data, so the argument here must be based on an attempt to read what data there are in 

the light of how the communities developed in the Roman period. A reading of the book of Isaiah will 

show some evidence of sectarian pressures in the Second Temple period (small wonder that the Isaiah 

scroll should feature so much at Qumran). Conflict over the temple is obvious in Isa 65:1–7; 66:1–6, and 

the closing chapters of Isaiah sharply differentiate between the servants of Yahweh and their opposers 

(65:13–16).Referencetothose―whotrembleathisword‖(66:5; cf. Ezra 9:4; 10:3) in contrast to an 

unnamed group which shares certain Yahwistic beliefs in common indicates some inner-community 



conflict which is best described as sectarian (see Blenkinsopp Ezra OTL for a good analysis of the 

sectarian tendencies of the Second Temple period; see also Rofé 1988a). Conflicts of interpretation have 

always been a major feature of sectarian readings of texts and the use of controlling documents in Ezra-

Nehemiah to enforce purity and identity points to sectarian aspects at the root of the developing Jewish 

community in Jerusalem. The long history of argument about texts and their meanings which has 

characterized Jewish and Christian communities (so quintessentially sectarian are these religions) has its 

beginnings in the Second Temple period when documents and texts were produced in order to shape, 

regulate, and control religious parties in contradistinction to the larger populace occupying the territory.  

The precondition of this sectarian development was the destruction of the temple by the Babylonians 

and the isolation of a deported elite in different cultural surroundings. The Babylonian deportation 

provided a radicalizing enculturation of Judean elements which helped to create the impetus toward 

change in a later period. Some of the impact of Babylonian culture on Judean religious thought may be 

seen in the polemic against idols in Isaiah (40–48)andinIsaiah‘suseofthehymnstoMardukasmodels

for a Yahwistic rhetoric. Elements of Babylonian cosmogony also helped to transform the Canaanite 

mythology of pre-catastrophe Israelite thought in the direction of the myth of Yahweh the creator (here 

Isaiah 40–66 and Genesis 1 are rather different examples of Babylonian influence). While the general 

outlines of Babylonian and Persian influences on Jewish thought may be straightforward, it is far from 

clear how the dynamics of these transformations worked. In superficial terms what went into the 

Babylonian deportation were elements of polytheistic Yahwism and what, some centuries later, came 

back from Babylonia was a transformed Yahwism capable of reshaping Palestinian culture effectively. 

The controlling ideological myth of the Hebrew Bible produced in the Second Temple period (i.e., that 

Yahwism was as old as Abraham) needs to be read as a direct indication of the fact that Yahwism came 

from Mesopotamia, but not in the distant past of the Bronze age. Rather, it came out of Babylonia as a 

directconsequenceofanelite‘sexperiencesarising out of the deportation. Only the Jerusalem territory in 

Palestine, however, afforded the Persian group the opportunity to impose their ideology on whatever 

factions would support them.  

This account of what may have taken place during the Persian period would account for the priority of 

Genesis over Exodus in the Hebrew Bible (see Garbini 1988). The Egyptian Jewish communities had a 

rather different myth which made Egypt the source of the nation and Moses the revealer of Yahwism and 

creator of the community. Much of the Hebrew Bible (especially the deuteronomistically influenced 

sections) is very hostile to Egypt and all things Egyptian and yet the story of Moses and the people in 

Egypt remains the central feature of the Bible. The denunciations of the Egyptian Jews in Jeremiah 44 are 

typical of such sectarian fervor and the DH is extremely hostile to most Israelite involvements with Egypt. 

Yet the basic myth of the Exodus is required to give legitimation to the Jews of Egypt and is only put into 

perspective from a Babylonian point of view by having Abraham precede the period of the Exodus and 

functionasthe―father‖ofthenation.SecondIsaiahisanimportantreflectionoftheemergenceof

Abraham as a founding featureofthenation‘shistory(Isa 41:8; 51:1–2), but the traditional dating of this 

part of Isaiah by scholars to the 6th century is undoubtedly rather early (see Torrey 1928 for a late 5th 

century date; see ISAIAH, BOOK OF).  

The Babylonian ideology which shaped parts of the Bible has deformed the record in a number of ways 

by creating the myth of an―exileandreturn.‖ThismaybeseenintheEzra-Nehemiah volume, also in 

part of Chronicles, Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel (cf. Zech 1). From this perspective (i.e., the production 

of the ˓am haggôlâ party) the Babylonian deportation was a temporary taking into exile of a favored 

group of people (see Jer 24; 29: 10–14) which eventually returned in triumph to Jerusalem after seventy 

years (or at least their descendants returned some generations later). From the Babylonian perspective, 

those who had remained behind and who had survived the Babylonian depradations of Jerusalem counted 

for nothing (note how this reverses the ideological force of 2 Kings 17).Infact,themythofthe―empty

land‖(2 Chronicles 36; Leviticus 26) simply wrote these survivors out of existence. Thus the triumphal 

procession which went back from Babylonia to Jerusalem (Ezra 1) took over an empty land, rebuilt the 

temple, and constituted the official inheritors of all the sacred traditions. This is the Babylonian myth 



enabling a sectarian takeover of Jerusalem by an elite which determined identity and purity in accordance 

with its ideological regulations. A squalid deportation of disruptive elements has been thereby 

transformed into a significant exile of leadership elements awaiting the work of Yahweh in restoration. As 

an enabling myth it has certain charms and a good deal of power. Unfortunately it has misled generations 

of biblical scholars into taking it seriously as if it were a historical account without ideological factors. 

Jewish history is dated by reference to it, (e.g., preexilic, postexilic, etc.). But there are very important 

contrary elements in the Hebrew Bible which need to be taken into account to provide a balance to this 

myth.  

These other elements also probably represent sectarian movements in the Second Temple period and 

therefore should be noted as evidence for the complexity of sectarian Judaism in that period. Jeremiah 42 

indicated a different and distinctive Palestinian perspective on the period after the fall of Jerusalem. The 

flourishing of Jewish communities in Egypt throughout the period points to an alternative account of 

things. Diasporic communities in the empires of Persia, Greece, and Rome also indicate a nonrecognition 

(or acceptance) of the myth of exile and return in the specific terms of the Jerusalem sectarian elite. In 

fact, the diffused diasporic communities are evidence for rather different perspectives on the deportations 

of the Babylonian period. Jer 29:4–7 counsels permanent residence in Babylonia (the supplementation of 

the text by 29:10–14 attempts to deconstruct the sound counsel of permanence). That some Jewish 

communities regard themselves in exile and looked forward to an eventual return to Palestine need not be 

denied, but whether this view was normative for all Jewish communities cannot be determined. The myth 

of a return belongs to a particular set of sectarian beliefs and values which was probably not shared by all 

(perhaps not even many) Jewish communities.  

Amoreimportantdistinctionshouldbemadewithreferencetothemotifof―exileandreturn.‖Muchof

the literature of the Second Temple period recognizes a category of exile after the destruction of 

Jerusalem in 587/86, but it does not recognize any return in subsequent centuries. This literature (usefully 

surveyed by Knibb 1976) represents Israel as being in exile for centuries; virtually in permanent exile. 

(See the interpretation of the seventy weeks of years in Dan 9:24 which replaces the seventy years of other 

texts.) Exile becomes a symbol in this literature; a symbol for the alienation of the group (or sect) from 

power in Jerusalem, or one related to messianic expectations which alone would restore the people to their 

land. Here the Qumran literature has a rather different understanding of exile from that represented by 

Ezra-Nehemiah and one wonders if these differences do not indicate a clash of ideological and sectarian 

holdings. If the origins of Qumran were to be traced to Babylonian reform groups which only arrived in 

Palestine during the Maccabean period, this would account for its nonrecognition and for its belief that the 

exileaspunishmentofIsrael‘ssinshadcontinuedunbrokento its own time (see CD 3:10–14, and the 

discussion in Davies 1983: 119–25). Whatever the origins of Qumran may have been, the community 

clearly believed in exile as a continuing experience, even though it might be regarded as living in its own 

land. The books of 1–3 Enoch, Baruch, 4 Ezra, 2 Baruch, the Qumran Damascus Document, and the 

Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs all represent exile as a permanent state of the community and 

recognize no restoration or return from exile. All this literature may be no earlier than the 2d century 

B.C.E. butitputsthebiblicalmaterialwhichfocuseson―exileandreturn‖intoperspectivebysuggesting

that there is a preponderance of one type of literature on the subject included in the Hebrew Bible. If this 

is a correct judgment, then we must recognize the sectarian nature of the biblical material as being one-

sided in its emphasis. The claim that the exile had ended with a restoration to Jerusalem would inevitably 

empower those running the cult center in Jerusalem. other voices can be heard in different texts, and a 

much greater divergency of opinion has to be allowed for in the Second Temple period. It is important 

that developments in the Persian period should not be narrowed down to an uncritical acceptance of the 

ideology behind Ezra-Nehemiah.  

Other factors which contributed to the sectarian developments of Jewish communities in the Persian 

period included the transformation of circumcision into a symbol of group identity in religious (rather 

than tribal) terms. This was facilitated by the deportation of Judeans to Babylon where a normal cultural 

trait became something special by virtue of a new social context. Many scholars also see in the disruptions 



caused by the Babylonian deportations the acceleration of institutions such as the sabbath into significant 

religious occasions. So little historical information is known about the sabbath (outside the ideological 

texts contained in the Pentateuch which have little intrinsic historical value, there is not much in the 

Hebrew Bible which is informative about it) that it would be unwise to turn the 6th century into a 

―pandora‘sbox‖ofculturalcreations.Indeed,areliablehistoricalaccountofthesabbathhasyettobe

written and until one is produced it would be better to recognize the sabbath as a sectarian element in the 

Second Temple period reflecting the sectarian literature generated by the ideological movements of that 

period. Scholarly speculation also claims to find in the deported communities in Babylon the beginnings 

of the creation of the synagogue. No evidence exists for this claim and the lack of data for life in 

Babylonia is such that we do not know how the deportees constructed the institutional aspects of their 

religious life. Sabbath and synagogue may have come out of Babylonia in the Greek period but we know 

nothing of a definitive nature about either institution.  

What the Persian period may have given to the Palestinian Jews was the beginnings of a temple 

sectarian party. A temple community was created in Jerusalem which was to determine the shape of 

nondiasporic Jewish communities for centuries and, in many cases, to create the terminology with which 

Jewish history has been written ever since. Comparative work on temple communities (what Weinberg 

1976 terms Bürger-Tempel-Gemeinde; cf. Blenkinsopp Ezra OTL, 69) suggests a model for describing 

the Jerusalem community as a cult with high social and economic status in the land. Control of the temple 

is a wealth-creating operation which endows the party in charge with powerful opportunities for shaping 

and controlling the community. Temple taxes, maintenance of the expiatory rites, control of the temple 

lands and herds, collection and disbursement of funds, enforcement of sabbath prescriptions, regulation of 

trade and merchandising, and the oversight of purity rules and membership of the cult would afford 

enormous power to those in charge of the temple. As the economic center of ancient cities, the temple 

afforded virtually unlimited power to the families controlling it. The history of the Second Temple period 

is very much one of control of the temple and conflict between sectarian parties vying for that control, 

with a variety of regulatory documents and visionary programs relating to the cult center constituting a 

dominant element of what eventually became the Jewish scriptures of a later period.  

E. Conclusion  

According to Ezra 9:1–4,the―holyrace‖(i.e.,thedeporteeswhohadreturnedfromBabylonia)had

corrupted itself by mixing with the peoples of the lands and a great divorcing ceremony was imposed on 

all those who wished to purify themselves from such assimilation with the godless of Palestine. Whether 

historical or ideological (conceivably both) the material in Ezra 9–10 epitomizes the sectarian spirit of the 

SecondTempleperiodwithitsdrivetocreateasacredenclaveof―pure‖returneddeportees(andtheir

descendants). Purity of people, of priesthood, of temple and correct interpretation of texts became the 

guiding principles of the period, though it is arguable that the Chronicler had a broader view of things. 

The paucity of data and the complexity of interpreting what data existdonotmakethehistorian‘staskan

easy one. The material is capable of being interpreted in a number of ways and the reading of it followed 

in this article is very much informed by how the Jewish communities developed in the post-Persian period 

(hindsight is inevitable given the obscurity of the period and the indeterminacy of the documents). The 

appearance of Cyrus in Isa 44:28; 45:1 (whether as gloss or genuine element in the text is disputable and 

immaterial to the point being made here) indicates an interpretation of the period which wished to make 

the Persian emperor the key to understanding the reconstruction of Jerusalem. It is a historicizing of the 

textwhichmakesthefoundationalelementinthecommunity‘sexistenceaneventinthe(distant)pastand

has the same ideological profile as the statement in Ezra 6:14,―Theyfinishedtheirbuildingbycommand

oftheGodofIsraelandbydecreeofCyrusandDariusandArtaxerxeskingofPersia.‖Suchimperial

authorities gave the temple a pedigree which was unimpeachable in the community.  

The Persian imperial power gave way to the irresistible conquests of Alexander of Macedon in the late 

4th century, though biblical literature hardly reflects anything of the transition from one empire to the 

other. A summary of the transition appears in 1 Macc 1:1–9 as the background to the Maccabean struggle 

in the mid-2d century. This literature only appears in the Greek Alexandrian canon of the Bible (LXX), it 



is therefore obvious that the Hebrew canon maintains the principle of using only literature which directs 

the attention to the pre-Hellenistic period. Much of the literature usually associated with the Persian era 

most likely comes from the Greek period, but scholars have a great tendency to date biblical books 

according to the period in which they are set (Daniel being a notable exception here). More important than 

this academic tendency is the need to recognize the ideology of concealment behind the presentation of so 

much material as taking place in the Persian era. Portraying events in the distant past, the documents took 

on a legitimation of antiquity and shaped influence from past authorities. While biblical scholarship has 

tended to play down the importance of the Second Temple period, treating it as an age of decline in 

contrast to the period before the fall of Jerusalem, it is important to see that the real significance of the 

period is determined by the fact that it produced the Hebrew Bible and that therefore all our evaluations of 

different periods need to be modified by a serious reassessment of the period. Whether the Persian period 

was more significant than the Greek period must be left open to debate, because periodization is a 

category imposed by historians on the data which awkwardly maps the contours of an age without 

adequately representing them. Different accounts may be given of the period (see Cross 1975), but the 

readingwhichIhavefollowedisintendedtoemphasizethefactthat―thedayofsmallthings‖(Zech 4:10) 

is not something to be despised.  

Bibliography  
Ackroyd, P. R. 1968. Exile and Restoration. Philadelphia.  
Baron, S. W. 1952. A Social and Religious History of the Jews. Vol. 1. 2d ed., rev. and enl. New York.  

Blenkinsopp, J. 1977. Prophecy and Canon. Notre Dame, IN.  

———. 1981. Interpretation and the Tendency to Sectarianism: An Aspect of Second Temple History. Vol. 2, pp. 1026 in 

Jewish and Christian Self-Definition, ed. E. P. Sanders. Philadelphia.  

Cross, F. M. 1975. A Reconstruction of the Judean Restoration. JBL 94: 4–18.  

Davies, P. R. 1983. The Damascus Covenant: An Interpretation of the ―Damascus Document.‖ JSOTSup 25. Sheffield.  

Eskenazi, T. C. 1988. In An Age of Prose: A Literary Approach of Ezra-Nehemiah. SBLMS 36. Atlanta.  

Garbini, G. 1988. History and Ideology in Ancient Israel. Trans. John Bowden. New York.  

Joyce, J. 1982. Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man. New York.  

Knibb, M. A. 1976. The Exile in the Literature of the Intertestamental Period. HeyJ 17: 253–72.  

Lemche, N. P. 1988. Ancient Israel: A New History of Israelite Society. Sheffield.  

Roberts, J. M. 1980. History of the World. Rev. ed. New York.  

Rofé, A. 1988a. The Onset of Sects in Postexilic Judaism: Neglected Evidence from the Septuagint, Trito-Isaiah, Ben Sira, and 

Malachi. Pp. 39–49 in The Social World of Formative Christianity and Judaism, ed. J. Neusner et al. Philadelphia.  

———. 1988b. The Vineyard of Naboth: The Origin and Message of the Story. VT 38: 89–104.  

Smith, M. 1971. Palestinian Parties and Politics that Shaped the Old Testament. New York. Repr. 1987.  

Stern, E. 1982. Material Culture of the Land of the Bible in the Persian Period 538–332 B.C. Warminster, England and 

Jerusalem.  

Torrey, C. C. 1928. The Second Isaiah: A New Interpretation. New York.  

Weinberg, J. 1976. Die Agrarverhältnisse in der Bürger-Tempel-Gemeinde der Achämenidenzeit. Pp. 473–86 in Wirtschaft und 

Gesellschaft im alten Vorderasien, ed. J. Harmatta and G. Komoróczy. Budapest.  

ROBERT P. CARROLL  

ISRAEL, SOCIOLOGY OF ANCIENT. See SOCIOLOGY (ANCIENT ISRAEL).  

ISSACHAR (PERSON) [Heb yiśśākār (ִיָשָכר) (Q); yiśśāśkār (ִיָשְשָכר) (K)]. 1. The eponymous 

ancestoroftheIsraelitetribeofIssachar,andthefifthsonthatLeahboretoIsrael‘seponymousancestor

Jacob (Gen 30:17–18). The etymology of the name is problematic, and any attempt to understand it must 

begin with a brief review of the narrative that culminates in the birth of Issachar.  

Leah‘sabilitytobearchildrenseeminglycametoanendafterthebirthofJudah,Jacob‘sfourthson.

Leah‘senviousbutbarrensisterRachelthenarrangedtohaveherhandmaidBilhahbearchildrenfor

Jacob on her behalf (Gen 30:1–8), a stratagem that the now-barren Leah also utilized with her handmaid 

Zilpah (vv 9–13).EachhandmaidboretwosonstoJacob.WhenReuben,Leah‘soldestson,discovered

some mandrakes (believed to have aphrodisiac properties), and when Rachel expressed an interest in 

acquiring them (v 14), the stage seems to have been set for Rachel herself to begin bearing sons for Jacob. 



But Leah gave Rachel the mandrakes on one condition: that she agree to let Leah sleep with Jacob that 

night.Indeed,thatnightLeahconceivedIssachar(Jacob‘sninthson;vv 15–17).  

This story itself contains two folk etymologies for the name Issachar, both based on wordplay involving 

the root śkr, ―tohire,paywages,recompense.‖Inv 16, when Leah first informs Jacob that he is to sleep 

withher,shesays―Ihavesurelyhiredyou(śākōr śĕkart  kā) withmyson‘smandrakes.‖Then,after

Issachar‘sbirth,Leahnotesthatthechildis―mycompensation(śĕkār  ) for me having to give my 

handmaidtomyhusband‖(v 18). Attempts to attribute these two popular etymologies respectively to J 

and E (Speiser Genesis AB, 232) underestimate the literary art of the writer, who was trying to create 

some memorable way by which the name of an eponymous ancestor would become especially 

meaningful.  

The only thing that seems relatively certain is that the name indeed seems to be linked to the root śkr. 

The Ketib seems to suggest an original yēš śākār, ―thereisrecompense‖(cf.Jer 31:16; 2 Chr 15:7), but 

this yields a very unusual linguistic construction for a personal name. For the same reason, it is equally 

problematic to view the name straightforwardly on the basis of the Qere, which appears to be a Nip˓al 

imperfect(―hehireshimselfout‖).Wellhausen(1871:95)suggestedthatamoretypicalpersonalname

construction would be ˒  š + divine name (in this case, the Egyptian god Sokar); the name would hence 

mean―devoteeofSokar.‖ThenameformanyIsraelitesseemstohavecontainedechoesof*˒  š śākār, 

―manofhire,hiredworkman‖(GesB,322;KB, 408). Although such wordplay is not attested textually, 

these echoes surface in Gen 49:15,whereJacob―blesses‖Issacharbynotingthathisterritoriallandwas

soappealingthat,toobtainit,he―becameaslaveatforcedlabor‖(Heb lĕmas-˓ōbēd).  

The tribal territory of Issachar is described in Josh 19:17–23, and enough place names there have been 

identified to confirm that it consisted of the E section of the fertile Jezreel valley and the low hills SE of 

Mt. Tabor. See GALILEE (PRE-HELLENISTIC) C.3.a. Deut 33:18–19 suggests that the tribe of Issachar 

shared a common mountain sanctuary with Zebulun. See TABOR, MOUNT. The two also shared a 

commonboundary(Saarisalo1927).IssacharisoftenlistedalongwithZebulun,his―youngerbrother‖

whom Leah subsequently bore to Jacob. Interestingly, the younger Zebulun is often given priority in these 

lists (IDB 2: 770–71).  

LB sources indicate that in the 14th century the E Jezreel area was worked by Canaanite kings using 

forced labor (EA 365), and from this Alt (KlSchr 3: 169–74) suggested that this was evidence of the 

tribe‘searlysettlementandstatusamongtheCanaanites,aclaimthathasbeenwidelyfollowed(seeNHI, 

78–79; LBHG, 175). He furthermore claimed that since there is no S border for Issachar in Joshua 19 its N 

borderactuallyconstitutedpartoftheoriginaldescriptionofManasseh‘sterritory;thus,thetribeno

longer existed as a functioning entity when the Joshua 19 list was compiled in the time of the Judges, and 

thus Issachar is conspicuously absent in the Gideon story (set in the E Jezreel valley). Indeed, there is 

some evidence of close ties between Issachar and Manasseh: Tola, a man of Issachar, dwelt in Mt. 

Ephraim (Judg 10:1); Shimron the son of Issachar may apparently be associated with Mt. Shomron, 

Samaria (Gen 46:13; 1 Kgs 16:24); and Jashub, another son of Issachar (1 Chr 7:1), may be connected to 

the place Jashub mentioned in the Samaria ostraca (LBHG, 223, 325).  

Gottwald (1979: 216), on the other hand, contends that the tribe of Issachar coalesced around Canaanite 

serfs in the Jezreel who, aided by already-free Israelite tribes in the highlands of Galilee and Samaria, 

rejected their underclass service to their masters in nearby city-states (Megiddo, Taanach, Beth-shean). 

Thus, he suggests that the tribe, as a functioning unit, appeared late rather than disappeared early. Indeed, 

one of the judges, Tola, is said to have been from the tribe of Issachar (Judg 10:1), and Issachar is listed as 

the10thofSolomon‘sadministrativedistricts(1 Kgs 4:17).  
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2. A levitical gatekeeper, the seventh of Obed-edom‘seightsons,andnamesakeofthepatriarchal/tribal

ancestor (Gen 30:15–18; 49:14–15); mentioned once in the OT (1 Chr 26:4–5). Issachar served with his 

family (the Obed-edom clan) at the S gate of the temple precinct and the storehouses related to it (26:15). 

By bracketing their list (26:4–8) with the Korahite family of Meshelemiah (26:2–3, 9), the Chronicler 

presents Issachar and the Obed-edom clan as descendants of Levi through Korah (1 Chr 26:1, 19; 9:17–

20). If the Chronicler intends all four persons named Obed-edom in his Davidic narrative to refer to the 

same individual (the Gittite, 1 Chr 13:13–14; 15:25; gatekeeper-musician, 15:18; gatekeeper, son of 

Jeduthun, 16:38; gatekeeper, son of Korah 26:4, 15),hehasleftcluesthatIssachar‘sancestryand

thereforehisclan‘sprofessionalcredentialingwasatbestcomplex(Williamson1979:253–54). The size 

(26:8; cf. 16:38) and fitness (26:6, 8) of the family for temple service are stressed, perhaps giving further 

indication of debate over their place in the levitical divisions in the time of the Second Temple whose 

architecture 1 Chronicles 26 seems to assume.  
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ISSHIAH (PERSON) [Heb yišš  yâ (ִיִשָיה)]. Var. ISSHIJAH. The name of three different persons 

mentioned in the OT.  

1. The son of Izrahiah and, according to 1 Chronicles, a military leader from the tribe of Issachar during 

the reign of David (1 Chr 7:3). While it is possible that the Chronicler found Isshiah in source material 

from an earlier military census (Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 46, 76), the stylistic 

characteristics of 1 Chr 7:1–5 suggest that the unit was composed by the Chronicler himself. Isshiah may 

represent a postexilic name that the Chronicler retrojected into the time of David in order to establish 

impressivemilitarysupportforDavid‘srule. 

2. ThesonofRehabiahandoneofthe―remainingLevites‖who,accordingtotheChronicler,casts lots 

before David, Zadok, and Ahimelek in order to receive his place among the levitical household leaders (1 

Chr 24:21). Although Liver (1968: 8. 29–32) believes that this list may have originated from an authentic 

source composed during the reign of David or Solomon, most commentators have attributed the list in 

which Isshiah appears to a time later than the main composition of Chronicles, either to the late Persian 

period (Williamson 1979: 259–60, 265–68) or, more commonly, to the Maccabean era (Rudolph 

Chronikbücher HAT, 163–65). The style of the list, however, corresponds closely with the compositional 

techniques of the Chronicler. The Chronicler may have borrowed the name from a postexilic individual in 

order to complete a suitable list of levitical names for the reign of David.  

3. A member of the family of Harim who lived in the Persian province of Judah during the mission of 

Ezra (Ezra 10:31). Ishijah married a non-Judean wife. He consented to divorce her during the reforms of 

Ezra under the threat of complete ostracism from the Jerusalem temple-state.ThoughthelistofIshijah‘s

peers may be abbreviated (Rudolph Ezra und Nehemiah HAT, 97–99), it is generally agreed that the 

names in the list of Ezra 10:18–43 authentically represent individuals from the Persian province of Judah 

during the mission of Ezra.  
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JOHN W. WRIGHT  

ISSHIJAH (PERSON) [Heb yišš  yâ (ִיִשָיה)]. Var. ASAIAS. A descendant of Harim and one of the 

returned exiles who was required by Ezra to divorce his foreign wife (Ezra 10:31). According to Noth, the 

name Isshijah is derived from the root nšh andmaymean―Yahwehwillforget‖;butweareleft

wonderingwhoorwhatYahwehwillforget.Alternatively,Nothsuggeststhemeaning―Yahwehwill



causetoforget‖—perhaps an older child who died or a previous barrenness (IPN, 211; cf. also Manasseh). 

In the parallel text of 1 Esdr 9:32, the name Asaias appears in the position Isshijah holds in Ezra 10:31. 

Isshijah was a member of a family from which a group of exiles returned with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:32; 

Neh 7:35). For further discussion, see BEDEIAH.  

JEFFREY A. FAGER  

ISTALCURUS (PERSON) [Gk Istalkouros (Ἰσταλκουρος)]. A descendant of Bigvai whose son Uthai 

returned with Ezra to Jerusalem from Babylon (1 Esdr 8:40). In Ezra 8:14, ZACCUR occurs in the place 

of Istalcurus, and both Uthai and Zaccur are listed as brothers. Swaim (IDB 2: 771)suggeststhat―Uthai

thesonofIstalcurus‖in1Esdrasisa―corruptionof‗UthaiandZaccur‘intheparallelEzra 8:14.‖

Swaim‘sconclusioncanbesupportedbyaportionofthemanuscripttradition,butHanhart(1974) still 

preferred―Istalcurus‖inhiscriticaleditionof1Esdras.TheVgaddstothecomplexityofthisproblemin

identification by listing Uthai as a son of Zaccur (Lat filius zaccuri).  
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ITALIAN COHORT [Gk speira Italikē (σπειρα Ἰταλικη)]. An auxiliary unit in the Roman army, 

one of whose centurions became the first reported Gentile to receive the gift of the Holy Spirit and to be 

baptized in the name of Jesus (Acts 10). CORNELIUS, the centurion, sent one of his devout soldiers 

along with two servants to bring Peter back to Caesarea; there, upon hearing Peter, Cornelius and several 

others were converted.  

The Italian Cohort was probably an infantry unit with a paper strength of 500 or 1,000 troops, roughly 

the size of a modern army battalion. Inscriptional evidence suggests that this unit was the Cohors II 

Italica Civium Romanorum or―SecondItalianCohortofRomanCitizens‖(ILS 3/2: 9168). Originally the 

unit was composed of men from Italy; Cheesman hypothesizes that they may have been freedmen 

enrolled by Tiberius and transferred E to the area around Caesarea (1914: 66). Once in the East the cohort 

would have drawn replacement recruits from the local area, including many Syrians. Inscriptional 

evidence shows that Proculous, a Syrian officer, was transferred with this same unit from the province of 

Syria in 69 C.E. to aid the accession of Vespasian to the throne. The cohort was shortly moved back to 

Syria and remained their until at least 157 C.E. (Broughton 1933: 441–42).  

Because there is no evidence that the Italian Cohort was stationed near Caesarea before the 60s, 

Haenchen doubts the accuracy of Acts 10:1 andsuggeststhatLuke‘smentionoftheunitisanachronistic.

He further notes that Roman troops cannot have been stationed in Caesarea during the years 41–44 when 

Herod Agrippa ruled the area as a semiautonomous kingdom (Acts MeyerK, 346, n. 2). However, Acts 

onlyplacesCorneliusandhiscohortinCaesareabetweenthetimeofPaul‘s conversion ca. 35 C.E. (9:26) 

and the death of James in 44 C.E. (12:1–2); Roman troops would have been stationed in Caesarea from 35 

to 41 C.E. Furthermore, there is no evidence that the Italian Cohort was stationed anywhere else during 

thisperiod.Therefore,Luke‘saccountinActs 10:1 may have been accurate. See also PW 4/1: 231–356.  
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MARK J. OLSON  

ITALY (PLACE) [Gk Italia (Ἰταλια)].Theword―Italy‖appearsfourtimesintheNT.Romewasthe

capital of Italy and of the Roman Empire, which ruled most of the NT world. Sometimes Rome is used 

synonymously with Italy. See ROME.  

The first account of Jews visiting Italy is found in 1 Maccabees 8, where the account of a Jewish 

delegation was sent to Rome by Judas Maccabeus to sign a treaty with the Romans (ca. 160 B.C.). Later 

delegations were sent by his brother, Jonathan, and then by Simon to renew the alliance (1 Macc 12:1–4; 

14:16–19, 24). Jews first received importance in Italy after Pompey conquered Palestine for Rome in 63 

B.C. They increased in number under the protection of Julius Caesar. Christianity was probably introduced 



toItalyatanearlydatewhenthe―visitorsfromRome‖returned to their country after Pentecost (Acts 

2:10).Paul‘slettertotheRomanswaswrittenabout58A.D., and it recognized many Christians who were 

both Jewish and Gentile (Rom 1:13).  

The first NT reference to Italy pertains to Aquila and Priscilla who moved to Corinth from Italy because 

of the expulsion of Jews from Rome by Claudius in 49 A.D. (Acts 18:2). In Corinth they met Paul and 

aided in his ministry. The second reference is to the decision of Paul to claim his right as a Roman citizen 

to stand trial before Caesar (Acts 27:1). On his journey, Paul sailed along the coast of Italy, where he met 

Christians who offered their hospitality and who welcomed him to Rome (Acts 28:13–16). The third 

referenceisasalutationinthelettertotheHebrewsfromthosewho―comefromItaly‖(Heb 13:24), 

which may help to determine the community from which the letter arose.  

Theadjectivalform―Italian‖occursinActs 10:1, to refer to an Italian cohort (band, military unit). 

Cornelius was the Roman centurion in charge, whom some consider the first gentile convert to 

Christianity.  

DONALD A. D. THORSEN  

ITCH. See SICKNESS AND DISEASE.  

ITHAI (PERSON) [Heb ˒  tay (ִאיַתי)].OneofDavid‘s champions, the son of Ribai from Gibeah of 

Benjamin,Saul‘sstronghold(1 Chr 11:31 [Gk Aithi]). 2 Sam 23:29b names one Ittai (Heb ˒ittay; Gk 

eththi)intheparallellist.SinceIttaiisdesignatedas―thesonofRibaiofGibeahoftheBenjaminites,‖the

same person is meant.  

D. G. SCHLEY  

ITHAMAR (PERSON) [Heb ˒  tāmār (ִאיָתָמר)]. The fourth son of Aaron and Elisheba. Unlike his 

brothers Nadab, Abihu, and Eleazar, Ithamar has a name of uncertain derivation. The etymology most 

oftengiven,―isleofpalmtrees‖(e.g.,BDB,16), hardly commends itself for a personal name. A more 

promising etymology is suggested by the various early NW Semitic names from Mari (ca. 18th century 

B.C.E.) seemingly containing t-infixed forms of the root ˒mr, which in some Semitic languages means 

―say,command‖(Hebrew,Phoenician,Aramaic,Arabic)andinothers―see‖(Ugaritic, Akkadian). The 

form ˒  tāmār most closely resembles the Arabic eighth form (Gt) of the root ˒mr, ˒ītamara (―heobeyed‖);

the loss of the final short vowel is expected in Hebrew. A NW Semitic dialect might also have contained a 

form *˒ītamara < *˒i˒tamara, for in Ugaritic, in this very word, the root ˒alep quiesces; note the 

coexistent spellings y˒itmr (CTA 2.1.32) and ytmr (CTA 3.1.22). There may be cognate personal names 

attested in Mari: Ta˒tamar, Atamra, and Atamri-ilu; we may even have a parallel name from Canaan 

proper in the slightly older Execration Texts from Egypt (APNM, 168). If such is the etymology of 

Ithamar,thenamemeanseither―Heappeared‖or―Heobeyed.‖ 

In the Elohistic (E) source Aaron appears besides two men named Nadab and Abihu (Exod 24:1, 9), but 

their relation to him and to each other is unspecified. Since in the Priestly (P) source Aaron has four sons 

who are priests—Nadab, Abihu, Eleazar, and Ithamar (Exod 6:23; 28:1; etc.)—it is reasonable to suppose 

that likewise in E Aaron is the father of priests named Nadab and Abihu. What induced the priestly 

author, or his sources, to add the names Eleazar and Ithamar to the list?  

The answer is that the author of P was a Zadokite priest claiming descent from Eleazar (Ezra 7:2–5; 1 

Chr 5:30–33; 6:35–38).AlthoughinPEleazarisAaron‘sthirdson,heinheritshisfather‘s office due to 

the mishap recorded in Leviticus 9–10 at the inauguration of the Tabernacle, where Nadab and Abihu die 

and Aaron is left, as in E, with only two sons. Much is obscure in these chapters, but the following 

interpretation is tentatively offered.  

In Lev 9:2, 7–11 thepriestssacrificeacalfastheirownpurificationoffering(usuallyrendered―sin

offering,‖butseeMilgrom1971)andthenagoatasthepeople‘s(Lev 9:3, 15). Instead of eating the goat 

as commanded in Lev 6:17–23—Eng6:24–30),however,Aaron‘ssonsburnit(Lev 9:15, 10:16), which is 

the correct practice onlyinthecaseofapriest‘spurificationoffering(Lev 6:23, cf. 4:8–10; 9:2, 7–11). 



Perhaps the priests fear to bear the sin of the community. To conclude the ceremony, a miraculous fire 

comes forth from Yahweh and ignites the offerings (Lev 9:24).ThenNadabandAbihukindle―strange

fire‖(i.e.,firenotsentdownbyYahweh)intheircensersandarekilledbyanotheremissionofdivinefire

(Lev 10:1–7).Perhapsthedeityisdispleased,too,bytheirfailuretoeatthepeople‘spurificationoffering.

After this disaster, part of the ceremony is reenacted (Lev 10:12–15; cf. 9:17, 21), and only then does 

Moses discover that the priests had not followed proper procedure the first time (Lev 10:16). Although 

MosesaddressesEleazarandIthamar,Aaronresponds:―They[myfoursons]havesacrificedtodaytheir

purification offering and their holocaust before Yahweh and [nevertheless] such a thing [the death of two 

sons] has happenedtome.WoulditberightinYahweh‘sopinionformetoeatthepurificationoffering

today?‖(Lev 10:19). Moses accepts this argument. It seems that, because of the ritual pollution caused by 

the deaths of Nadab and Abihu (and perhaps by their crime as well), Aaron, Eleazar, and Ithamar are 

temporarilyunfittoconsumethepeople‘soffering.Thestory‘smostimportantoutcome,forourpurposes,

is that Eleazar and Ithamar are left as sole priests of Yahweh, with the former the chief priest (Lev 10:12–

15; Num 3:4).  

Whence such a strange story about the Aaronic succession? It is widely believed that this is one of 

several biblical traditions originating in rivalries between priestly families; the best parallel is the 

rebellion of Korah in Numbers 16–17. In other words, some priests boasts Aaronic descent through Nadab 

and Abihu, but the Zadokites, of the clan of Eleazar, rejected their claims by telling a story of the crime 

andprematuredeathsoftheiradversaries‘ancestors.Whotheserivalswereisamystery,butbelow a 

possible solution is given. At any rate, if Nadab, Abihu, and Eleazar are ancestors of clans, this is 

presumably true of Ithamar as well.  

Unfortunately, the priestly author gives no indication of who among his contemporaries claimed descent 

from Ithamar. We only know that they were in charge of the Levites, in particular of the lesser clans of 

Gershon and Merari (Exod 38:21; Num 4:28, 33; 7:8). We thus infer that there was in Jerusalem a minor 

priestly clan descended from Ithamar.  

The Chronicler, however, gives Ithamar and his descendants greater stature. According to 1 Chr 24:3, 6, 

31,David‘stwopriestswereZadokthesonofAhitub(cf.1 Chr 5:34; 6:37–38; Ezra 7:2) from the house 

of Eleazar, and Ahimelek (1 Chr 18:16 has ―Abimelek,‖whichiswidelyattestedinancienttextual

witnesses; see CMHE, 212, n. 66) the son of Abiathar from the house of Ithamar. In all, eight Ithamarite 

clansandsixteenEleazariteclansministeredinDavid‘sday(1 Chr 24:3–19). Abiathar was the scion of 

the house of Eli, which had served in the important shrine at Shiloh. In other words, the Chronicler 

ascribed the Shilonite priesthood to the line of Ithamar.  

The Chronicler‘srecordofDavid‘spriestsisrelatedto2 Sam 8:17,―ZadokthesonofAhituband

AhimelekthesonofAbiatharwerepriests.‖Thisreadingisregardedastheresultoftextualerrorby

almost all commentators,whoeitherassumethatAhitubisAbiathar‘sgrandfatherorAhimelekhisfather

(CMHE, 212–14),sinceZadokandAbiatharareelsewhereDavid‘spriests(e.g.,2 Sam 17:15). The 

simplest explanation is that Zadok did have a father named Ahitub and Abiathar did have a son Ahimelek 

named for his murdered grandfather (1 Sam 22:18–19)whosharedhisfather‘sdutiestowardstheendof

David‘sreign.Bythisinterpretation2 Sam 8:17 is textually intact but chronologically misplaced. It is 

truethatelsewhereAbiathar‘ssoniscalledJonathan(2 Sam 15:27, 36; 17:17, 20; 1 Kgs 1:42–43), but he 

was famous as a runner, not as a priest, and may have had an older brother. But even if 2 Sam 8:17 is 

corrupt, we cannot attribute the error to a careless scribe whom the Chronicler blindly followed. Ezra 7:5 

and 1 Chr 6:37–38—Eng vv 11–12—record that during the monarchy there was a later Zadok the son of 

Ahitub.IftheChronicler‘spatronymicoftheoriginalZadokiserroneous,itmustbeconsciouslyderived

from subsequent priestly genealogy.  

The author of Chronicles, however, was not free to fabricate traditions about Ithamar, nor can he have 

beentotallyignorantoftheclan‘shistory,becauseIthamariteswereprominentinthepostexilic

restoration; according to Ezra 8:2, their head was Daniel (cf. Neh 10:7), while 1 Esdr 8:29 refers to a 

Gamael (possibly the Gamul mentioned in 1 Chr 24:17). Moreover, 1 Chr 23:15–18 lists Ithamarite 

families, and the last, Maaziah, is also the name of a priest contemporary with Nehemiah (Neh 10:9). 



Therefore, the Chronicler had to reckon with living tradition. If 2 Sam 8:17 is corrupt, it must have been 

willfully altered at the same time that the Chronicler was assigning to the Ithamarites an important role in 

his reconstruction of the Davidic cult (1 Chr 24:3–19). If the figure of Ahimelek the son of Abiathar is a 

fiction created in this period, he likely comes from the Ithamarites‘owntradition. 

In short, after the exile Ithamarite priests purported to be the heirs of the house of Eli. If their claim was 

valid, the house of Ithamar looms larger in Israelite history. Was it a ploy for greater prestige, or did the 

claim reflect preexilic history? This question cannot be answered definitively, for other evidence of the 

affiliation of the Shilonite priesthood is ambiguous. 1 Sam 2:27–36 speaks of the rejection of the house of 

Elianditsreplacementbya―faithfulpriestwhowillperpetuallyserve[lit.,‗walkbefore‘]myanointed,‖

i.e., Zadok (v 25). The crux is vv 27–28,which,partlyemendedtotheOldGreek,reads:―Irevealed

myselftoyourclan[lit.,‗father‘shouse‘]whentheywereslaves[‗slaves‘notinMT]toPharoah‘s

household, and I chose it from all the tribesofIsraeltobemypriesttoascendto[alternatively,‗to

sacrificeupon‘]myaltarandtoburnincenseandtobeartheephodbeforeme,andIgaveyourclanallthe

offeringsofIsrael.‖Somehaveregardedthereferencetorevelationasevidencethat the Shilonite priests 

claimed descent from Moses (e.g., CMHE, 195–215), but Moses and his descendants were never slaves in 

Egypt. There may have been a Mushite (from mōšeh, Moses?) priesthood descended from Moses (CMHE, 

195–215), but it is unlikely that it claimed sole legitimacy, as implied here. To our knowledge, only three 

groupsinIsraeleverclaimedtheexclusiverighttobeYahweh‘spriests—the tribe of Levi (in 

Deuteronomy-Kings, Jeremiah, and Malachi), the house of Aaron (in P and Chronicles) and the family of 

Zadok (Ezekiel). The Shilonite priests were obviously not Zadokite, but might have been Aaronic or 

Levitic.  

Our only direct evidence on the matter suggests that the house of Eli was Aaronic. In the time of 

Solomon Abiathar possessed an estate in Anathoth (1 Kgs 2:26), and the 8th-century (Peterson 1977; 

Boling Joshua AB, 492–97) list of levitical cities assigns Anathoth to the Aaronids (Josh 21:18; 1 Chr 

6:45—Eng v 60). The Zadokites were of the clan of Eleazar. If the Shilonites were Aaronid, they probably 

claimed descent from Ithamar, Nadab, or Abihu. In favor of the identification with Ithamar, perhaps, is 1 

Sam 2:33,whichsaysthattherewillalwaysbeanElidbyYahweh‘saltar,reminiscentofIthamar‘srole

as minor clergy. But the same could have been true, in some period, of Nadab and Abihu. Despite 

postexilic claims, it seems unlikely that the Priestly writer considered Ithamar the ancestor of Eli, for 

Ithamar is a neutral figure in P, while other rival priests (Nadab, Abihu, Korah, and the Levites) are 

excoriated. The only Aaronids condemned in P are Nadab and Abihu, who also figure in the old, NE 

source, and hence they are prime suspects as the ancestors of the priests of Shiloh. Admittedly, the 

Chronicler denies that Nadab and Abihu had descendants (1 Chr 24:2), but this merely means that by his 

time there were no longer clans with that name; after the codification of the Torah, no one would claim 

such ancestry. Note that like Eli, Aaron loses two sons who die for cultic offenses.  

Ontheotherhand,―Ichosehimfrom all the tribes of Israel‖(1 Sam 2:28; cf. Deut 18:5) might indicate 

that the clan in question is the entire tribe of Levi. The text then corroborates such passages as 

Deuteronomy 18, which seems to maintain that all the tribe of Levi are potential priests (cf. Deut 10:8; Jer 

33:21–22; Mal 2:4–9). In particular, our passage recalls the blessing of Levi in Deut 33:8–11, which must 

be reconstructed with the help of the LXX and Dead Sea Scrolls (CMHE, 197). Both 1 Sam 2:28 and Deut 

33:8, 10 entrust the priesthood with sacrifice and censing, and both allude to oracles, though Deut 33:8 

mentions the Urim and Thummim, while 1 Sam 2:28 refers to the Ephod, a garment or a pouch associated 

with oracles in general (1 Sam 14:3, 18–19 [OG]; 23:9–12; 30:7–8) and with the Urim and Thummim in 

particular (1 Sam 14:41 [OG] cf. 28:6). Later, the P document arrogated the use of the Urim and 

Thummim to the descendants of Eleazar (Num 27:21), and though they were kept in a pouch called the 

ḥōšen, they still were part of the Ephod assemblage (Exod 28:25–28). If the Shilonite priesthood was 

Levitic, its rejection here accords with other texts that exclude the Levites from the priesthood in favor of 

the Zadokite clergy (cf. Num 16:8–10; Ezek 44:10–16; 48:11). Of course, the Zadokites were themselves 

Levites,butnotethatthebruntofthecursefallsupon―yourhouse‖(vv 31–33, 36), i.e., the descendants 

ofEli.Inanycase,theZadokiteswerewonttousetheterm―Levite‖ambiguously—sometimes it 



included them but at other times it referred to the other Levites, their servants. But the theory of the 

Levitic(asopposedtoAaronic)ancestryofElirestsprimarilyonthephrase―Ichoseitfromallthetribes

ofIsrael,‖andDeut 12:5, 14; 1 Kgs 11:32; 14:21 (= 2 Chr 12:13); 2 Kgs 21:7 (= 2 Chr 33:7), its closest 

parallels, refer not to a tribe, but to a shrine or to the city Jerusalem. We might also compare Deut 29:30, 

which speaks of punishing an individual (but cf. v 17) ―fromallthetribesofIsrael.‖Onthewhole,itis

more probable that the house of Eli was Aaronic.  

In short, it is possible, but not demonstrable, that the Shiloh priesthood was of the clan of Ithamar. 

Before the exile, the house of Eli was anathema to the Zadokites, but after the exile, the issue was dead. 

Perhaps at that time, in order to enhance the prestige and antiquity of their lineage, the postexilic 

Ithamarites, hithertofore a minor Aaronic order subservient to the Zadokites, claimed descent from Eli, 

chief priest of Israel before Samuel.  
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WILLIAM H. PROPP  

ITHIEL (PERSON) [Heb ˒  t  ˒ēl (ל  )]. 1. An ancestor of Sallu, a Benjaminite and provincialִאיִתיאֵּ

leader who agreed to settle in Jerusalem (Neh 11:7).AlthoughSallu‘s line is referred to in both the list in 

Nehemiah 11 and 1 Chronicles 9 (cf. v 7), Ithiel is not mentioned. This, like other differences in the two 

lists, suggests that there is no direct literary relationship between the two lists (contra Kellermann 1966: 

208–27 and Mowinckel 1964: 146–47). Some, however, have conjectured that both writers were 

dependent upon common archival materials (Brockington Ezra, Nehemiah and Esther NCBC, 187; cf. 

Myers Ezra, Nehemiah AB, 185). In any event, the presence of Ithiel in the list provides no further 

evidenceofuseinresolvingtheproblem.Apartfromtheprobablesignificanceofthenameitself(―With

meisGod‖),nothingisknownaboutthisBenjaminitepatriarch(Brockington,189). 

2. Perhaps one of two sages to whom the words of Agur are addressed (Prov 30:1). Along with the other 

addressee (Ucal), their names may have symbolic significance. So understood, Ithiel may mean a number 

ofthings:―signsorpreceptsofGod,‖―withmeisGod,‖orperhaps,―thereisaGod‖(ToyProverbs ICC, 

519). However, the names are missing from the LXX and the Hebrew of the verse is corrupt (Whybray 

Proverbs CBC, 172). Accordingly, a number of translators and commentators treat this opening line as an 

introductory confession, reconstructing the original in a variety of ways (McKane Proverbs OTL, 644–

46).  

Bibliography  
Kellermann, U. 1966. ―DieListeninNehemia11eineDokummentationausdenletztenJahrendesReichesJuda?‖ ZDPV 82: 

209–27.  
Mowinckel, S. 1964. Studien zu dem Buche Ezra-Nehemia I: Die nachchronistische Redaktion des Buches. Des Listen.Skrifter 

utgitt av Det Norske Videnskaps-Akademii Oslo. Oslo.  

FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT  

ITHLAH (PLACE) [Heb yitlâ (ִיְתָלה)]. A town listed in the tribal territory of Dan, before the tribe 

migrated N of the Sea of Galilee (Josh 19:42). The town is unidentified, but the context suggests that it 

was probably located somewhere between Nahal Ayyalon and Nahal Sorek.  

GARY A. HERION  

ITHMAH (PERSON) [Heb yitmâ (ִיְתָמה)].OneofDavid‘schampions,aselectclassofwarriors
directly attached to the king for special assignments, named in the list of 1 Chr 11:10–47 (v 46), a list 

which, up to v 41a, parallels that of 2 Sam 23:8–39. Ithmah, a Moabite, is found among the 16 persons 



mentioned in portion of the list which is unique to Chronicles (vv 41b–47). Characteristic of this portion 

is the fact that all of the identifiable places from which these champions came are in the area of 

Transjordan (Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 104).  

RODNEY K. DUKE  

ITHNAN (PLACE) [Heb yitnān (ִיְתָנן)]. A settlement of the tribe of Judah. Ithnan is only mentioned 

once in Josh 15:23, where it is listed among the settlements occupied by Judah in the aftermath of the 

conquest. Though the present literary context of the Judean town list is set in the period of Joshua, its 

original setting was as part of a post-Solomonic administrative division of the S kingdom. The date for the 

establishment of this system is debated, with suggestions ranging from the early 9th to the late 7th 

centuries B.C. Ithnan is in the southernmost district of Judah, the Negeb. An Ethnan is mentioned as one 

of the descendants of Judah in 1 Chr 4:7, but no certain connection can be made between these two.  

The location of Ithnan is problematic. In the list it is placed between Hazor and Ziph, in a context which 

would place it in the E Negeb. Some would combine Ithnan and Hazor on the basis of the LXX reading, 

Asorionain, and read Hazor-Ithnan. Some have identified it with el-Jebaryiah on the Wadi Umm Ethnan 

(WHAB, 124), but this is too far S. Abel suggested it might be found in the vicinity of Imitnan 21.5 km S 

of Beer-sheba (GP, 351; M.R. 132050), but this too seems too far S.  
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ITHRA (PERSON) [Heb yitrā˒ (ִיְתָרא)]. Father of Amasah, commander of the Israelite army under 

Absalom during the revolt against David (2 Sam 17:25 [Heb yitrā˒]; 1 Kgs 2:5, 32, 1 Chr 2:17 [Heb yeter 

is a variant]) and who was later assassinated by Joab (2 Sam 20:5–10). Although it is stated that Ithra was 

an―Israelite‖in2 Sam 17:25,thisisprobablyatextualerrorfor―Ishmaelite‖sincetheformer description 

wouldbesuperfluous.Thecorrectreading,―Ishmaelite,‖ispreservedin1 Chr 2:17.  

Ithrawasprobablynotlegallymarried(inthetraditionalsense)toAmasah‘s mother, Abigail, who was 

also the sister of David (1 Chr 2:15–17). The language of the text in 2 Sam 17:25 suggests he may have 

hadacasualencounterwithAbigail(―hewentintoher‖[Hebbā˒ ˒el]). Scholars suggest that the 

relationship was a ṣadiqa marriage, one in which the wife and children remained with her parents, with 

the husband having visiting privileges (Hertzberg I and II Samuel OTL, 357; McCarter II Samuel AB, 

393).  

The provocative theory that Ithra was in fact Nabal (1 Samuel 25) and had married Abigail(David‘s

sister!) for political advantage is extremely speculative (Levenson and Halpern 1980). Such a view 

postulates that David married his own sister after the death of Ithra/Nabal for a similar political benefit. 

But such an act would have been politically fatal for David. Moreover, the theory abounds with tenuous 

assumptions, an example being the unlikelihood of David having both a sister and wife with the name 

Abigail, when these are the only persons with this name in the Hebrew Bible.  

Bibliography  
Levenson,J.D.,andHalpern,B.1980.ThePoliticalImportofDavid‘sMarriages.JBL 99: 507–18.  
STEPHEN G. DEMPSTER  

ITHRAN (PERSON) [Heb yitrān (ִיְתָרן)]. 1. A clan name in the genealogy of Seir the Horite in Gen 

36:26. Ithran is listed as the third of four sons of Dishon and thus he is a grandson of Seir. The name also 

appears in the parallel genealogical clan list in 1 Chr 1:41. These clans, not to be confused with the 

Hurrians of Mesopotamia, inhabited the region of Edom prior to the coming of the Esau clans and are said 

to have been subsequently dispossessed by these more aggressive peoples (Deut 2:12–22). Their 

designationas―cavedwellers‖maybeareflectionoftheirtrueconditionoradisparagingremarkbytheir

conquerors.  



2. A clan name in the genealogy of Asher in 1 Chr 7:37. Ithran is listed as the tenth of eleven sons of 

Zophah in the sixth generation after Asher. This genealogy has no tie to a historical narrative as in Gen 

36. The only relevant information associated with the listing is a summary of the number of fighting men 

provided by these clans as well as a certification of the clan chiefs as proven leaders of the people (1 Chr 

7:40). The Gk codex Alexandrinus has yetren.  

VICTOR H. MATTHEWS  

ITHREAM (PERSON) [Heb yitrĕ˓ām (ִיְתְרָףם)]. The sixth and youngest son of David born at 

Hebron,duringDavid‘sseven-year reign as king there (2 Sam 3:5; 1 Chr 3:3). The rest of his sons were 

borninJerusalem.ThenameofIthream‘smotherwasEglah.OfDavid‘ssixwivesatHebron,Eglahis

theonlyonespecificallycalled―David‘swife.‖Thiscouldindicate some special stature or significance 

accorded her. See also DAVID, SONS OF.  

DAVID M. HOWARD, JR.  

ITHRITE [Heb hayyitr   (ַהִיְתִרי)]. A gentilic adjective describing the clan or tribe of two of David‘s

distinguished warriors (2 Sam 23:38 = 1 Chr 11:40). The names of the soldiers were Ira and Gareb. The 

Ithrite clan, located near Kiriath-Jearim, was associated with the lineage of Caleb (1 Chr 2:53). It was 

probably an indigenous clan of Canaan, incorporated into the Caleb tribe during the Israelite settlement of 

the land (cf. Josh 9:17, Mazar 1963: 318–19). The placement of Ira and Gareb at the end of the list in 2 

Samuel argues for their non-Israelite origin, since this position seems to be reserved for such persons 

(Mazar 1963: 318–19).  

There is some evidence that Ithrite in the above lists should be read Jattirite (Heb *hayyattīr  ). This 

would then be an adjective describing the location from which the two warriors came, i.e., the town of 

Jattir (M.R. 151084) in the hill country of Debir (Josh 15:48; 21:14; 1 Chr 6:42—Eng6:57). The evidence 

oftheLXX,particularlyin2Samuel,suggeststhisreading.ForGareb‘sname,Breadsthegentilicas

eththenaios (cf. A: tethriteis). In Chronicles, B reads consistently a long vowel after the Heb t: eitheiri, 

iotheiri (cf. also the Syriac). However, this evidence remains inconclusive. The simplest solution is to 

follow the MT.  
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ITTAI (PERSON) [Heb ˒ittay (ִאַתי)]. 1. Leader of a mercenary troop from Philistine Gath, he 

evidencedgreatloyaltytoDavidatthetimeofthelatter‘sflightfromAbsalom(2 Sam 15:19, 21, 22). 

The Bible narrates a number of encounters that David had on his flight from Jerusalem at the time of 

Absalom‘srevolt(2 Sam 15:13–16:14). Upon exiting from the city, David reviewed the troops 

accompanying him. Following the Cherethites and the Pelethites was a contingent of six hundred men 

from Gath (2 Sam 15:18; but see McCarter [II Samuel AB, 364] who excises the number 600; many 

commentators [e.g. Driver NHT 242] restore the name Ittai in this verse). David turned to Ittai, their 

leader, and pleaded with him to turn back and serve the new king. After all, Ittai was a foreigner and an 

exile,whyshouldhetakeuponhimselfDavid‘sadditionalburden(vv 19–20)? Ittai, however, refused to 

abandon David and swore to share his fate, whether good or bad (v 21). Presumably impressed with his 

loyalty and devotion, David tersely assented (v 22). Two aspects in particular of this story have struck 

commentators.FirstisDavid‘sselfless concern for those serving him, even in a time of great personal 

stress (Smith Samuel ICC, 343). Second is the great loyalty, indeed love, which David commanded from 

his followers (Hertzberg I and II Samuel OTL,342).DavidrewardedIttai‘sdevotionin what Hertzberg 

(342)terms―thewayinwhichakingexpresseshisthanks‖byappointinghim,alongwithJoaband

Abishai, to the command of one third of his troops each in the war against Absalom (2 Sam 18:2). 

Although there is a play on words on the name Ittai in the Hebrew of the MT, in which David asks Ittai 

(˒ittay) whyheis―withus‖(˒ittānû, 2 Sam 15:19), the etymology of the name, whether Hurrian, Hittite, 



general Semitic, or specifically Yahwistic, is unclear (see the discussions in Delcor 1978: 411–13, and 

McCarter, 370).  

2.OneofDavid‘smightymen,calledthe―thirty‖(2 Sam 23:29;butseeNa˒aman1988foranargument

that the Hebrew consonantal šlšym should be pointed šālīs  m ―officers‖andnotasintheMTšĕlōš  m 

―thirty‖).HewasthesonofRibaifromBenjaminiteGibeah,thehomealso of Saul. In the parallel passage 

in 1 Chr 11:31, he is named Ithai (˒  tay). See also DAVID‘SCHAMPIONS .  
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CARL S. EHRLICH  

ITURAEA (PLACE) [Gk Itoura  a (Ἰτουραία)]. ITURAEANS. A short-lived principality located in the 

Biqâ˓valleyofLebanon,foundedbyanArabtribeofNTransjordan,whomigratedintotheBiqâ˓valley

in the course of the 2d century B.C. Ituraea became a Roman vassal state in 63 B.C. and was split up in 

various petty principalities in 36 B.C. One of these was―theIturaeancountryandTrachonitis‖(Luke 3:1), 

ruled by Philippus, son of Herodes the Great (4 B.C.–A.D. 34).  

TheIturaeanstribeislistedamongthe―sonsofIshmael‖(7thcentury B.C.) in Gen 25:15 and 1 Chr 1:31 

(Heb yĕtûr); in this list, they form, however, a redactional addition, probably from the 5th century B.C. 

See ISHMAELITES.  

Thus, the origin of the Ituraeans cannot be traced beyond N Transjordan in the late Persian or early 

Hellenistic periods. 1 Chr 5:18–22 reports a war waged by Reuben, Gad, and half of Manasseh against 

―theHagrites,Jetur,Naphish,andNodab‖(5:19), which is dated by 1 Chr 5:10 to the reign of Saul. See 

also HAGAR; HAGRITES; NAPHISH; NODAB.Becauseorthographicallythename―Jetur‖cannot have 

entered the biblical tradition before the 7th century B.C. (see JETUR), this dating must be incorrect. Most 

probably, the Chronicler (or one of his redactors, Knauf 1989: 49–52) had in mind contemporary Arab 

tribes from N Transjordan (and a conflict between them and Judean settlers?) when he wrote his account, 

which then dates to the 4th–3d centuries B.C.  

Whereas the LXX transcribes Heb Jetur in Gen 25:15 (Ietoúr), itrendersthetribe‘snamebyItoura  oi in 

1 Chr 5:19. Under the Greek form of its name (and the corresponding Latin, Ituraei), the tribe became 

widely known in antiquity, and was infamous for its ferocity (cf., e.g., Cic. Phil. II, 8 [19]; 44 [112]; XIII, 

8 [18]).  

In the first half of the 2d century B.C., the tribe was still living in N Transjordan (Eupolemos Frg. 2 = 

Eus. Praep. Evang. IX 30,3). By this time, the Ituraeans may have started to infiltrate Galilee. In 104/103 

B.C., the Hasmonean Aristobulos conquered the Ituraean territory in Galilee and Transjordan, and 

forcefully converted the inhabitants to Judaism (Ant 13.11.3 §318). The Ituraeans, however, kept the area 

of Lake Huleh and Paneas (Caesarea Philippi; Schottroff 1982: 134). Most of the tribe may have migrated 

intotheBiqâ˓valleyatthistimeinordertoescapeAristobulos.AmigrationoftheIturaeansismentioned

in the Safaitic inscription CIS V 4677; another Safaitic inscription, CIS V 2209, isdatedto―theyearof

theIturaeanwar,‖whichisnotaveryprecisedate,giventhebelligerentcharacterofthisearlybedouin

tribe. Three Safaitic inscriptions (CIS V 784, 2209 and Ox 58) were written by Ituraeans (in Safaitic, ˒l 

yẓr; Winnett in Winnett and Harding 1978 ad WH 3735; Knauf 1989: 81). These inscriptions do not 

necessarily antedate 103 B.C., since Ituraeans may have pastured in the Haurân area well after this date 

(cf. Luke 3:1, and the alleged cooperationoftheIturaeanZenodoruswiththe―robbers‖ofTrachonitis,

i.e., the Safaites, before 24 B.C.;seebelow).TheSafaiticinscriptionsfoundintheBiqâ˓(Ghadbân1971;

Harding 1975) cannot be attributed to Ituraean authors with any certainty. As early as in the time of 

Tiglath-pileserIII,theBiqâ˓wasfrequentlyvisitedbyArabnomads(Eph‘al1982:95–97; Knauf 1984).  

IntheBiqâ˓,theIturaeantriballeaderPtolemaios(85–40 B.C.) founded a principality with its capital at 

Chalcis(˓Anjar;butsee Will 1983); he minted coins and acted as supreme priest at the central sanctuary 

ofBa˓lbak-Heliopolis (Schottroff 1982: 138f.). In 85 B.C., he tried in vain to gain possession of 

Damascus; however, the people of Damascus preferred the rule of a more distant Arab, the Nabatean 

Aretas (Ant 13.15.1–2 §387–393; JW 1.4.7–8 §99–103). In 64/63, Pompey conquered the fortresses of 



Ptolemaios and imposed a tribute of 1000 talents upon him (Ant 14.3.2§39).Ptolemaios‘sonLysanias

(40–36 B.C.) allied himself with the Parthians who occupied Palestine in 40 B.C.; he was subsequently 

beheaded when Rome regained its oriental realm (JW 1.13.1 §248–49; 1.22.3 §440; Ant 15.4.1 §91–92). 

Marc Anthony gave the Ituraean principality (together with other areas) to Cleopatra as a gift. 

Octavian/Augustus reversed this decision in 30 B.C. and invested Zenodoros, the son of Lysanias, with the 

S part of the previous Ituraean realm: the Huleh Area, Paneas, and the Trachonitis. Because Zenodoros 

could not, or would not, pacify the predatory bedouin in these areas (the same people who left the 

majority of the Safaitic inscriptions), Trachonitis was transferred to Herod the Great in 24/23 B.C. (Ant 

15.10.1–2 §342–353; JW 1.20.4 §398–99). When Zenodorus died in 20 B.C.,Herod―inherited‖whathad

remainedintheformer‘spossession(Ant 15.10.3 §354–55; JW 1.20.4§400).AfterHerod‘sdeathin4

B.C., this area became the tetrarchy of his son Philippus (4 B.C.–A.D. 34; Luke 3:1), who refounded Paneas 

as Caesarea Philippi. In 20 B.C., the Ituraean principality of Chalcis in Lebanon had ceased to exist; 

whatever Chalcis is mentioned in later references must be sought in N Syria (Schmitt 1982). In 15 B.C., 

Ba˓lbakbecameaRomancolony. 

Although the Ituraeans adopted the paraphernalia of statehood in the course of the 1st century B.C., 

including Greek names for their tribal leaders, they basically remained a bedouin tribe, pasturing in the 

mountains, extorting taxes from the peasants within their reach, and conducting raids into neighboring 

territories. For the sake of raiding, they constructed fortresses, fortified camps, or used natural strongholds 

for gathering (Strabo 16.2.18; Marfoe 1979). Knauf (1989) interprets Tell Ḥ  ra(Kuschke et al 1976: 32–

34) as such a fortified camp of the Ituraeans. Although this peculiar type of military architecture can be 

linked to the Ituraeans, this does not imply that they became sedentarized. Even after the dismissal of 

Zenodorus, the last Ituraean ruler, Aemilius Palatinus, a subordinate of the Syrian governor Quirinius 

(Luke 2:2),hadtofightagainsttheIturaeansinLebanon;heconqueredoneoftheir―castles‖(CILIII

6687; Schottroff 1982: 133, n. 33).  

The Romans finally pacified the Ituraeans by exploiting their belligerent habits to the benefit of the 

empire: they recruited eight cohorts and one ala from the Ituraeans (Holder 1980; Schottroff 1982: 148–

152; Dabrova 1986), especially archers.Theparadoxicalfactthatmore―Ituraeans‖becameRoman

soldiers than probably ever really existed can be explained by the high reputation which the Ituraean 

archers had achieved in the course of the civil war (Lukan Bell. Civ. 7.230, 514) and subsequent military 

encounters.Consequently,thesefierceeliteunitsof―Ituraeanarchers‖werebeingreplenishedwithany

recruits who happened to have expertise as archers, regardless of whether or not they were actually of 

Ituraean descent. Thus, as part of theRomanarmy,these―Ituraean‖cohortspreservedthetribe‘sname

long after the dispersion of the tribe itself (Hist. Aug. Aurelian 11.3).  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

IVORY. Ivory was used in the ANE primarily as a medium for sculpture from Chalcolithic times until 

the close of the biblical period. Since this study was prepared for a biblical dictionary, it is not intended as 

a comprehensive treatment of ivory-working in the ancient world, but rather as a discussion of the uses of 



ivory in the Levant. While this article is devoted primarily to ivory, representative types of objects 

fashioned in bone will be cited as ancillary products, since several fine objects (not discussed elsewhere in 

this volume) were also fashioned from bone.  

There were four key periods of ivory-working: the Chalcolithic period, the Late Bronze Age, the Iron 

Age, and the Greco-Roman/Byzantine period. While the repertoire, style, and techniques of production 

changed radically during the periods under consideration, two facets of ivory use have remained constant: 

the use of ivory for small-scale carving of the human figure, which began as early as the Chalcolithic 

period, and the use of plaques for relief-carving and incision, which began in the LB Age.  

A. Production  

1. Material. Recent technical studies have focused attention on the differing types of ivory available 

(Caubet and Poplin 1987: 273–306; Reese 1985) and have thereby added a significant dimension to the 

study of ivory-working. While the tusks of the Indian and African elephants were primarily utilized, 

hippopotamus ivory was also used. However, it may be premature to determine the preference of one kind 

of material for one type of object vis à vis another type, or changes in popularity of material from period 

to period.  

2. Technique. The ivory worker would carve, incise, bore holes, or combine any of these techniques. In 

the Chalcolithic period, incision was rarely used, and the utilization of ivory as a flat plaque—as a 

miniature wall surface—did not begin until the LB. The technique of openwork was also introduced into 

the repertoire of Palestinian ivory-working during the LB Age, probably no earlier than ca. 1400 B.C.  

3. Workshops and Sources of Raw Material. Few workshops have been found. Barnett concurs with 

the excavator that a Chalcolithic workshop was discovered in the excavations of Bir Safadi, near Beer-

sheba,where―aworkbench,anelephanttusk,threeawlswithbonehandles,andprobably a bow-drill‖

were found (Barnett 1982: 23), yet he does express reservations (Barnett 1982: 76, n. 26). Nevertheless, 

the discovery of elephant tusks at a site suggests the existence of a workshop, or a way station in the 

transportation of tusks to a workshop. Elephant tusks have been found in subsequent periods in Syria at 

sites such as Ras Shamra, Chagar Bazar, and Alalakh, suggesting the existence of workshops at these 

sites.  

While the elephant tusks apparently came from herds which roamed in Syria until the Iron Age (Barnett 

1982: 23), hippopotamus tusks would have come from Africa where until recent times, hippopotami were 

common.  

4. Society. Ivory objects were undoubtedly expensive and constituted a class of luxury items produced 

for the upper class—or in some instances, for a clerical group—and represented community wealth. We 

know little about the craftsmen who produced the items, but it is likely that sociologically they were part 

of the general class of craftsmen who, by analogy from Egyptian Middle Kingdom (Erman 1971: 446) 

and New Kingdom sources, were viewed as common laborers (Montet 1981: 157), though the craftsmen 

themselves recognized their own talent, as demonstrated in one Middle Kingdom text (Montet 1981: 158). 

Though we lack information from the Bible and other sources about the status of craftsmen in general, 

and the ivory worker in particular, it is unlikely that in the Iron Age their status differed substantially from 

that of Egyptian craftsmen.  

B. The Periods  

1. The Chalcolithic Period. A great age of ivory-carving dawned in the Levant in the Chalcolithic 

period. The phenomenon had no known local antecedents—it emerged as a fully developed style. It 

appears, however, to have been a regional phenomenon that was limited to the area around Beer-sheba 

(Bir es-Safadi and Tell Abu Matar). On the basis of the associated ceramic assemblages and C
14

 tests of 

material from the ivory workshop at Safadi, the ivories date to ca. 3320 B.C. ±300. The repertoire consists 

primarily of stylized, standing human figurines. These figures have prominent noses; circular eyes 

consisting of perforations in the ivory which were filled with another substance, or, as in the case of one 

example, with a rondel, which probably housed another substance for a pupil (Perrot 1957: Pl. III.1); 

circular, knob-like ears; oftentime short necks; narrow, angular shoulders; thin, spindly arms which 

descend vertically from the shoulders; hands bent at a 90° angle at the wrists and resting on their waists; 



and elongated legs. Both male and female figurines are found, though not in pairs. The head of an almost 

complete male figure found in a subterranean house has two rows of holes bored around the contour of the 

face for the application of a beard, and the top of his head is hollow. Though one is tempted to think that 

all the heads hollowed out at the top are males, one such head (found without a body) has no holes 

surrounding the face. The statue of this male figure is more rigid and somewhat less three-dimensional 

than the females, who have large breasts, thickened calves, and slightly flexed legs. Assuming that only 

the figures with holes bored along the outer contours of the face are male, the female figurines outnumber 

the males, but the sample is too small to permit the positing of definite ratios. The figurines are relatively 

large. The nearly complete male figure, whose left foot is missing, measures 33 cm tall. An example of a 

female figurine purchased on the antiquities market, whose feet are missing, measures 29 cm.  

Though human figures in ivory are known from Egypt in late Pre-Dynastic times (a period generally 

corresponding with the Palestinian Late Chalcolithic), the Egyptian figures differ significantly from the 

Palestinian examples and were not prototypes for the Palestinian examples. Indeed, the single Egyptian 

example from a Badarian grave, a figurine of the Beer-sheba culture which resembles a 12 cm headless 

pregnant woman, was in all likelihood an import from Palestine (Liebowitz 1978: 28–29 n. 13).  

Though the tusks used by the Palestinian Chalcolithic ivory carvers may have come from elephant herds 

which are presumed to have existed at that time in Syria (Barnett 1982: 23), no examples of ivory 

statuettes, or for that matter, significant ivories of any kind, are known from Chalcolithic Syria. Indeed, 

the suggestion that the Beer-shebatradition―derivesfromthenorthornortheastanddescendsviathe

Jordanvalley,‖andthat―itisinthenorththatitmayhavecontinued,afterthetrailislostinthesouth‖

(Barnett 1982: 24), has no basis from evidence. The homogeneity of the Palestinian ivories, the existence 

of a workshop in Safadi, and a stylistic link with Egypt, all suggest that the impetus for ivory-carving and 

the raw material as well, may have come from Egypt rather than the N. Yet the distinctive quality of the 

Palestinian ivories indicates that they were locally made, and that they represent a native tradition. The 

link with Egypt in the Chalcolithic period is not an isolated phenomenon. other indications of links with 

Egypt include the discovery of shells and fish from the Nile at several Chalcolithic sites (Reese, Miemis, 

and Woodward 1986: 79–80)andanEgyptianbuildingfoundat˒En-Besor.  

The only other ivory objects found in this phase include a small carving of a pin handle (or possibly the 

headdress of a figurine) in the shape of a bird (identified as bone), a bell-shaped pendant, a fragment of 

what may be a hippopotamus head, and a fragment of an arc-shaped plaque with two concentric rows of 

punctuate dots. A 3.5-cm horned head purchased on the antiquities market is an isolated example, yet 

stylistically accords with the Beer-sheba ivory assemblage (Tadmor 1985). The human figure was clearly 

dominant and of greatest interest to the sculptor and the society for which the objects were crafted. 

Nevertheless, the purpose and meaning of the objects are indeterminant.  

The use of bone was fairly widespread and was used for utilitarian objects such as awls fashioned from 

long bones, and polished flat-bone tools, fashioned from ribs tapered to a point at one end and pierced at 

the other.  

2. The Late Bronze Age. Following a virtual halt in ivory production in the EB and MB periods, it 

resumed in the LB. However, the resurgence was gradual, and few objects dating to the LB I period are 

known. The great age ivory-carving in the LB-Levant, as in the Mycenaean world, was in the LB II 

period. During the LB, there was an expansion both in the repertoire and the technique of ivorywork. A 

genre from this period which exhibits the most complex compositions in ivory in the Levant, consists of a 

seriesofplaquesdepictingfeastsandmilitaryscenes.ExamplesarefoundatMegiddoandatTelFara˒

(S).WhiletheexamplefromTelFara˒(S)andoneoftheexamplesfrom Megiddo are incised, the series 

of four plaques from Megiddo are carved in relatively bold relief. Though these feast and military scenes 

show different degrees of Egyptianizing tendencies, they clearly betray a non-Egyptian origin. It may also 

be argued that these plaques were locally made, and were not imported from sites in Syria, since no 

objects of the type have been found in Syria.  

Fragments of openwork plaques depicting females dressed in long robes have been found at Megiddo, 

and represent another tradition of ivory-carving. Another series of openwork plaques featuring Anubis, 



Bes, and winged female sphinx figures was also found at Megiddo, and apparently came from the same 

workshop. Again since evidence of this technique was unknown in Syria, it seems that the Megiddo 

examples of this technique also represent a local Palestinian tradition (Liebowitz 1987). Though the 

proposed idea of a local, Palestinian school of ivory-working contrasts with prevailing opinion, the 

discovery of ivory tusks at Megiddo (Barnett 1957: 165, no. 3) further supports the idea.  

Ivory sculpture in the round constitutes another important genre. An excellently carved figurine of a 

nude female wearing a polos cap decorated with alternating lotus blossoms and buds, and the small, 

frequently overlooked statuette of a seated king, whose throne resembles that on the incised ivory plaque 

depicting a feast and military scene at Megiddo, are minor masterpieces of ivory-carving. Objects such as 

hands (e.g., the 13.5 cm example restored from fist to mid-forearm found at Lachish VI; Ussishkin 1983: 

115, Pl. 26: 2), represent an example of the use of ivory for approximately half-life-sized statues. In these 

cases ivory would have been used to represent fleshy parts of the statue only; the clothed part of the statue 

would have been made of another material.  

Ivory was also used in this period to produce a variety of objects associated with perfumes and 

cosmetics. A class of objects in the shape of naked slave girls holding before them lidded bowls, was 

found at several sites in Israel, including Megiddo, Beth-shan, and Tell es-Sa˓idiyeh.Whilethetype

originated in Egypt, where it was usually made out of wood or stone; examples found at sites in Canaan 

are normally made of ivory and are rendered in less detail than those from Egypt.  

Additional toilet objects made from ivory include a series of duck-shaped cosmetic vessels, the lids of 

which consisted of the wings of the duck, which swiveled open and closed. The necks and heads of these 

ducks were made of separate pieces attached to the cosmetic bowl. Examples of this type were found at 

many sites including Megiddo, Lachish, a tomb near Shechem, Tel Dan, and most recently at Acco. 

Though an example from Megiddo was said by the excavator to date to the LB I period, the tomb also had 

LB II material, and it is likely that the Megiddo example is out of context and that objects of this type did 

not appear until the LB II period.  

Ivory working continued in the Levant into the middle of the 12th century and part of the Megiddo 

VIIA hoard may date to that period as evidenced by discovery of a model pen case inscribed with the 

cartouche of Rameses III.  

Following the LB, there is only sporadic use of ivory in Palestine until the Iron II period.  

Bone work in the LB is essentially limited to awls, pins, and spindle whorls. It was exceptional to find 

the Hathor sistrum handle from Bethel made from bone, since it was customary to make such 

sophisticated items in ivory.  

3. The Iron Age. Few ivory objects have been found which date to the Iron Age I. A 3 cm long, well-

carvedlion‘sheadfromanIronIcontextwasfoundatTelMasos—though it is presumed to be a 

Phoenician import (Crüsemann 1983: 99). However, as noted above, the true resurgence of ivory-working 

did not occur until the 9th and 8th centuries B.C. While an overwhelming mass of Iron Age ivories was 

found at Nimrud, other important collections were found at Khorsabad; Arslan Tash in Syria; at Samaria, 

the former capital of the N kingdom; and some small objects at Zincirli and Carchemish.  

The ivories at Samaria, which apparently came from furniture (and possibly from inlaid walls), were 

found in one or more of the rooms of the Omride palace complex. These shed light on the reference to an 

ivory house built at Ahab (1 Kgs 22:34) and indirectly on the reference in Amos (6:4) in which he 

describesthepeopleofSamariaasthose―thatlieuponcouchesofivory.‖WhilenoneoftheIronAge

ivories displays the complex compositions which characterized the LB, several LB motifs—such as 

cherubs and palm fronds—are repeated in variation. The Iron Age cherubs differ from the LB cherubs at 

Megiddo in that they are placed in Nilotic settings and usually wear a distorted type of Egyptian double 

crown. The prominent Iron Age palms have long, drooping fronds. On the other hand, many new motifs 

and radical changes in technique appear. The repertoire of Egyptianizing motifs (such as the infant Horus 

on a lotus blossom and a plaque featuring Isis and Nepthys) is expanded, and new non-Egyptianizing 

motifs (such as the woman at the window, and standing, winged human figures) are introduced. Barnett, 



in his pioneering work in 1939, had already distinguished between the Phoenician style with its 

Egyptianizing tendency and the Syrian style (i.e., N Syrian).  

The change in repertoire in the Iron Age is seen also in that ivory was not used for cosmetic items, 

which are not even well documented in the archaeological record for this period. However, stone vessels 

with round, relatively small central depressions and dotted circles and other geometric patterns incised on 

the flat, encircling rims have been found at numerous sites both in the N and S of the country.  

The techniques of ivory-working in the Iron Age were similar to those of the LB, with the added 

decoration, however, of glass paste and semiprecious stones.  

Only random objects of ivory were found at other sites either in the N or S kingdoms. However, the 

annals of Sennacherib list furniture with ivory inlay among the spoils following the campaign in 701 

(ANET, 288).  

The question remains unresolved if any ivories were produced in Palestine—either in the N or S 

kingdoms—or if all were produced in N Syria, or, as Winter argued, possibly in a S Syrian school with its 

center of production at Damascus (Winter 1981).  

While use of bone is even more limited in the Iron I period than in the LB, in the Iron II, there is a 

resurgence of bone work for luxury items, and elongated pendants decorated with incised dots and circles, 

or by horizontal grooving are found at many N and S sites dating from the 10th to the 7th or 6th centuries. 

The bone assemblage of the Iron II period is also characterized by bone spatulae (rounded at one end and 

pointed at the other, and which were apparently used in weaving), spindle whorls, pendants, tubes 

(possible serving as handles), and flutes.  

4. Greco-Roman/Byzantine Period. In this era, corresponding with the Second Temple, Rabbinic, and 

Early Christian periods, ivory-working was less prevalent in Palestine and few objects of ivory have been 

found. While the Hellenistic period witnessed a wide repertoire of small-scale ivories, at places such as 

Bactria, Mysa, and Begram (Barnett 1982: 65–68), practically nothing of ivory is known from Palestine.  

In the Roman period, bone replaced ivory even in Rome itself (Barnett 1982: 69); only isolated 

fragments and small simple objects of ivory have been found in Palestine. Bits of ivories were found in 

theapseofthesynagogueatMa˒on,andapin,identifiedasivorybytheexcavators,wasfoundatKhirbet

Shema. Interestingly, no references to ivory are found either in the Mishnah or the Babylonian Talmud. 

The use of bone, however, was more prevalent. Bone was used for combs, spoons (cosmetic?), pins, and 

needles. However, it must be pointed out that the identification of the material of small objects is often 

neither clearly specified nor scientifically identified, and in some published reports, plates illustrate small 

objectsthatareoftenlabeled―ivoryandboneobjects.‖Nevertheless,theapparentdearthofivoriesin

Palestine accords well with the written report and with the situation in Rome, as attested to by both the 

archaeological record and the literary evidence.  
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HAROLD A. LIEBOWITZ  

IVVAH (PLACE) [Heb ˓iwwâ (ִףָּוה)]. An unidentified place which served as one of the many 

examples of towns which could not survive the Assyrian onslaught in 2 Kings 18:34 (= Isa 36:19) and 2 

Kgs 19:13 (= Isa 37:13). Though the occurrence of Ivvah alongside Hena and Sepharvaim in 2 Kgs 19:13 

seems textually sound, Isa 36:19 and the LXX, however, omit the phrase hēna˓ wĕ˓iwwâ which suggests a 

textual problem in 2 Kgs 18:34. The Targum interprets the words hn˓ w˓wh in 2 Kgs 18:34 as verbs 

(―transportedandcarriedoff‖).Perhaps˓iwwâ is a variant of the place called ˓awwâ in 2 Kgs 17:24 

whose location is also uncertain. M. C. Astour (IDBSup, 807) regards ˓iwwâ as the result of a dittography 

of an original ˒yh mlk sprdym hn˓wh (=―WhereistheperverseKingoftheSapardians?‖).Thisotherwise

attractive proposal is unsatisfactory because such an adjectival use of the Nip˓al participle of ˓wh after a 

noun is as unattested in the Hebrew Bible as the places he attempts to explain are in the ANE. Moreover, 

even if such a construction were allowed, the supposed dittography would yield ˓iwwâ only after 

additional emendations to the text. For the moment, one must concur with Cogan and Tadmor (2 Kings 

AB, 233) that Ivvah remains as enigmatic as ever.  

HECTOR AVALOS  

IYE-ABARIM (PLACE) [Heb ˓  yê ( י Var. IYIM. Hebrew for―ruinsof .[(ָהֲףָבִרים) )hā˓ăbār  mִףיֵּ

Abarim,‖aplacevisitedbytheIsraelitesintheirpassagefromthewildernesstotheplainsofMoab.

Although no site has been linked to Iye-abarim with certainty, Num 21:11–12 points to a location between 

Oboth and Wadi Zered, and at least two sites in this area have been proposed: (1) Muhai, located ca. 11 

miles SE of Mazar, is on the wilderness side of Moab, but it is N of the Zered; and (2) Medeiyineh (M.R. 

223041) is on a hilltop that rises out of the Zered canyon and would therefore be more like the place of 

encampment that followed Iye-abarim. Num 33:44–45 seems to indicate that this site was in Moabite 

territory and that its shorter name was Iyim.  

GERALD L. MATTINGLY  

IYYAR [Heb ˒  yāyr (ִאָיְיר); ˒  yār (ִאָיר)]. The second month of the Hebrew calendar, roughly 

corresponding to April and May. See CALENDARS (ANCIENT ISRAELITE).  

˓IZBET ṢARṬAH (M.R.146167).AsitesituatedonamoderatehillNEofRoshHa˓ayinandSWof

KafrQasem,nexttoaplaceknownas˓IzbetṢarṭah, which has seen seasonal agricultural activity over the 

past few generations by the inhabitants of the village of Sarta. The hill is at the W end of a spur 

overlooking the coastal plain. Three km to the W, on the other side of the strategic Aphek pass and on the 

sources of the Yarkon River, lies Tel Aphek. Quarrying which took place on the periphery of the hill 

during the British Mandate has altered its natural shape. Rock cut cisterns scattered down the slopes 

supplied water to the inhabitants.  

The site was discovered in 1973 by an archaeological survey team from Tel Aviv University directed by 

M. Kochavi, and four seasons of excavations were conducted between 1976–1978 under the direction of 

M. Kochavi and supervised in the field by I. Finkelstein.  

Threestratawereuncoveredat˓IzbetṢarṭah. The earliest two are from the Iron Age I and the last is 

from the beginning of the Iron Age II. Six more Iron Age I sites were discovered in the vicinity during the 

survey; these were situated in similar locations on the border between the foothills and the coastal plain. 

Various considerations, which include the general pattern of settlement of the region, the architectural 



features of the site in each level, and the pottery finds, all lead to the conclusion that the inhabitants of the 

site belonged to the Israelite population of the hill country.  

The earliest level, Stratum III, was established at the end of the 13th century or at the beginning of the 

12th century and was abandoned at the beginning of the 11th century B.C.E. The settlement of this period 

had an elliptical layout and covered an area of some 2.2 dunams. In the center of the site was a large oval 

courtyard surrounded by a wall on the outside of which were attached rooms in a row, similar to 

―casemates.‖Theonlyentranceintotheroomswasfromthecourtyardwithnoopeningsbetweenthe

adjoining rooms. The width of the rooms is not uniform and in contrast to the inner wall, the outer wall of 

the site does not form a single line. The walls were constructed of large stones, of which only a single 

course has survived, with the natural rock usually forming the floors of the rooms. The entrance to the 

settlement was on the NE side of the site—a narrow opening between two monolithic posts leading into 

an area paved with stone slabs. Within the courtyard were several stone-lined storage pits. A very light 

colored brick material was found in every place where excavation of this stratum took place; this had been 

leveled at a later period, to serve as foundations for the structures of Stratum II. The settlement of Stratum 

III seems to have been peacefully abandoned, thereby leaving behind only a few complete vessels, among 

which were three collared rim jars. Since this was the first occupation on the hill, the pottery sherds 

apparently reflect the accumulation during the whole period of activity. Among the earliest finds were a 

small sherdofastirrupjaroftheLateMycenaeanIIItype,partofakraterdecoratedwiththe―gazelleand

palm‖motif,thesherdofakraterwitha―palm‖motifinappliedrelief,basesof―Canaanite‖jars,cooking

pots with rims, and various bowls in the LB tradition. Several rims of rounded bowls with red slip and 

sherds of jars with unmolded straight rims provide a date for the end of activity in Stratum III. The 

ceramic repertoire attests the close contacts of the inhabitants with the nearby coastal plain. Since the site 

is situated on the border between the hill country and the coastal plain, its history reflects the political 

changes in this sensitive area. The Israelite expansion from the center of the hill country to its W fringes 

can probably be attributed to the period immediately following the destruction of Canaanite/Egyptian 

Aphek and prior to the Philistines establishing themselves there (or, for mutual economic reasons, to the 

period prior to the destruction of Aphek). The site was probably abandoned as a result of the increasing 

tension between the Israelites and Philistines in the region at the beginning of the 11th century, a tension 

which led to the decisive battle at EBENEZER a short time later (somehaveidentified˓IzbetṢarṭah as 

Ebenezer; Kochavi 1977; Kochavi and Demsky 1978; Cross 1980).  

Following a gap in occupation, settlement was reestablished towards the end of the 11th century B.C.E., 

once conditions were suitable for a renewed Israelite westward expansion from the hill country, possibly 

during the reign of Saul. Stratum II is completely different from Stratum III in its layout, with a certain 

degree of planning evident. In the center of the settlement, which covered an area of some 4 dunams, a 

large four-room house was erected. This was surrounded by dozens of storage pits, densely excavated into 

the light mudbrick material and into the structures of the previous level. On the edge of the settlement a 

belt of small houses were built. The central house measured × m. The outer walls, 1.4 m thick, were built 

of large fieldstones; only 2–3 courses have survived. Parts of the walls were robbed of their stones in later 

periods for secondary use. Two rows of pillars made of flat stones divide the three longitudinal units. The 

side units were paved with stone slabs, with the natural rock together with compacted earth forming the 

floor in the courtyard. A small room was attached onto the building from the outside. The average volume 

of a storage pit at˓IzbetṢarṭah is about 1.3 m
3
. Their floors were composed of the natural rock or of small 

stones, with the lining made with small- and medium-sized stones. Several storage pits lean against the 

walls of the central building and at times the pits touch one another. A total of 43 silos of Stratum II were 

excavated. In various places between the pits a compacted earth floor was unearthed. In one of the silos 

(No.605)the˓IzbetṢarṭah ostracon was found (see Kochavi 1977; Demsky 1977; Naveh 1978). It is 

worth noting that at least two of the smaller houses built on the edge of the settlement were also 

constructed in the four-room plan. The peripheral houses do not join one another, hence the settlement 

had no defense system. Stratum II existed for a short time only—a decade or two at the most—and its 

abandonmentisattributedtotheincreaseofthePhilistines‘powerintheirstruggleagainstSaul. 



A short time later, at the beginning of the 10th century B.C.E., occupation of the site was renewed, once 

again for a very brief period (Stratum I). The settlement was much smaller; the four-room house was 

restored and several new silos were dug to replace the old ones that had gone out of use. The peripheral 

buildings of Stratum II were not reused. The central four-room house underwent certain changes: 

partitions were built between the pillars; two rooms were added on its N side and various installations 

were constructed within its rooms. The ceramic repertoire of Stratum I is similar to that of Stratum II, and 

only a quantitative study of the different types made it possible to distinguish between them. The renewed 

activity at the site can be attributed to the resumption of the westward expansion of the Israelites during 

the reign of David. A short time later, once the fertile plain of the Yarkon basin opened up to Israelite 

settlement,˓IzbetṢarṭah was abandoned once and for all.  

During the Byzantine period some agricultural activity occurred. A terrace wall made of large stones 

which appear to have been taken from the older structures was erected on the edge of the top of the hill, 

and other walls were constructed to enclose heaps of stones gathered from field clearing.  

Theexcavationsof˓IzbetṢarṭah shed light on several issues which lie at the heart of research into the 

settlement processes and the material culture of the Israelite population during Iron Age I. The history of 

the site represents the ethno-demographic developments in a sensitive region which lay on the W 

periphery of the Israelite settlement. The occupation of the site reflects periods of expansion from the 

heart of the hill country towards the edge of the coastal plain, while the two gaps of occupation reflect 

periods of retreat from the foothills. As for the material culture, the fact that a large part of the site was 

excavated, allow a nearly complete reconstruction of its layout within the different levels, contributing to 

the study of the early Israelite architecture and its relationship to the socio-economic system of the 

inhabitants. The ceramic repertoire shows two different tendencies: the influence of the hill country 

culture on the one hand and of the coastal plain traditions on the other.  
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ISRAEL FINKELSTEIN  

IZHAR (PERSON) [Heb yiṣhār (ִיְצָהר)]. IZHARITE. 1. A son of Kohath [Heb qĕhāt] and grandson of 

Levi (Exod 6:18; Num 3:19 [KJV Izehar]; 1 Chr 5:27–28—Eng6:1–2; 1 Chr 6:1, 3—Eng6:16, 18; 23:12). 

See KOHATH. Izhar was the brother of Amram, Hebron, and Uzziel and the uncle of Moses, Aaron, and 

Miriam (1 Chr 5:28–29—Eng6:2–3). Less fortunately, he was also the father of Korah, Nepheg, and 

Zichri (Exod 6:21; 1 Chr 6:22–23—Eng6:37–38), as Korah was the prominent ringleader of the infamous 

rebellion in the wilderness (Num 16:1). See KORAH. While Amminadab is said to have been the father 

of Korah in one text (1 Chr 6:7—Eng6:22),―Izhar‖ismostlikelytobereadthereinsteadofthename

―Amminadab,‖asinLXXAandL(Gkissaar). This would be in line with the observation that while 

everyotherlistofKohath‘schildrenalwaysincludesIzhar,nootherleviticallistevermentions

Amminadab (IDB 1: 108). See AMMINADAB. In the wilderness period, as one of the four important 

Kohathite families their place of encampment was reportedly on the S side of the tabernacle and their 

assigned charge was the care of the ark, table, lampstand, altar, and vessels of the sanctuary (Num 3:27 

[KJV here Izeharites], 29, 31). In 1 Chr 6:18–23—Eng6:33–38 Izhar‘snameiscitedasproofofthestrong

leviticalpedigreeofHeman,David‘schiefleviticalsinger.Izharisalsosaidtocountamonghis

descendants Shelomith/Shelomoth and his son Jahath (1 Chr 23:18; 24:22). other known Izharites include 

Chenaniah and his sons who were asked to serve as officials and judges outside the temple (1 Chr 26:29).  

2. A Judahite, the son of Ashhur by his wife Helah (1 Chr 4:5, 7). Instead of Izhar, the name of this 

personshouldmoreprobablybereadas―Zohar‖(seeMT‘sQ―andZohar‖=Hebwĕṣōhar [LXX kai 



saar; LXX L eisar]insteadofMT‘sKyiṣhār). His father Asshur is said to be the son of Caleb and is 

apparently credited with the founding of the village of Tekoa (1 Chr 2:24). See ASSHUR; TEKOA. The 

name Izhar/Zohar occurs as part of a larger genealogical delineation by the Chronicler of Hezron ben 

PerezbenJudah‘ssupposedtwosons,Jerahmeel(1 Chr 2:25–41) and Caleb (1 Chr 2:18–24, 42–55; 4:1–

7). These fragmentary lists suggest additions to the tribe of Judah not by birth, but by adoption and 

territorial absorption over time.  
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IZLIAH (PERSON) [Heb yizl  ˒â (ִיְזִליָאה)]. Descendant of Benjamin (1 Chr 8:18) appearing in an 

extended genealogy (1 Chr 8:1–40). The name occurs nowhere else in this form in the MT, the 

Apocrypha, or the deuterocanonical literature. Izliah is a son of Elpaal. The meaning of the name is 

uncertain (cf. Noth IP, 248). According to 1 Chr 8:12, the family of Elpaal, and thus Izliah, is associated 

with the sites of Ono and Lod. This association is further referred to in Ezra 2:33, Neh 7:37, and 11:35. 

Ono and Lod are located in traditional Danite territory in the maritime plain (Adams and Callaway 1965: 

55). A settlement by Benjamin of this area during the reign of Rehoboam is proposed by Myers (1 

Chronicles AB, 60). The relative scarcity of Danite material in Chronicles suggests a possible absorption 

of tribal inheritance by Judahite and Ephraimite tribes. The fact that Izliah and others associated with Lod 

and Ono are called ro˒šê ˒ābôt, orheadsoffamilies,and―chiefslivinginJerusalem‖(v 28), may reflect 

some tribal mixing of Judah and Benjamin at various points after the monarchical schism. This 

designation also holds implications for social organization. Coggins (Chronicles CBC, 54) has shown that 

tribal mixing caused certain areas, like Jerusalem itself, to be never fully absorbed into any one tribal 

holding. Judahite and Benjaminite groups are seen struggling for control of Jerusalem in Judg 1:8, 21.  
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IZRAHIAH (PERSON) [Heb yizraḥyâ (ִיְזַרְחָיה)]. A descendant of Issachar (1 Chr 7:3). His name 

means―MayYahwehshineforth.‖IzrahiahislistedasagreatgrandsonofIssacharbutinwhattime

period the Chronicler might have viewed him as having lived is not clear. If, along generational lines, one 

comparesIzrahiah‘sdescentfromIssacharwithMoses‘sdescentfromLeviin1 Chr 6:1–3, it appears that 

the Chronicler views him as contemporary with Moses. In 1 Chronicles 7 the list of descendants from 

IssacharandotherNtribesservestoemphasizetheChronicler‘s―allIsrael‖theme. 

JAMES M. KENNEDY  

IZRAHITE [Heb yizrāḥ (ִיְזָרח)]. A descriptive adjective of Shamhuth, one of twelve commanders 

supervising monthly courses of men in the armed service of the king (1 Chr 27:1–15; v 8). The term (lit. 

―Izrah‖)isprobablyintendedtobeagentilicdesignationforonefromtheotherwiseunknown place Izrah 

(thereforeRSV,―Izrahite‖),althoughthetermismissingtheusualgentilicindicator(  ). Variants of this 

designationoccurinotherlistswhichapparentlyrefertothesameperson,whoisoneofDavid‘s 

champions,althoughintheselistshisnameisspelleddifferently:ShammahofHarod(lit.―theHarodite,‖

2 Sam 23:8–39, v 25)=ShammothofHarod(lit.―theHarorite,‖1 Chr 11:10–47, v 27).―Harorite‖inthe

Chronicler‘stextmightbeexplainedasascribalerrorfor―Harodite,‖arisingthroughtheconfusionof

similar letters (h for ḥ and r for d). Alternatively, it might be suggested that some transmitter of the text, 

recognizing a corruption, borrowed the designation from a different Shammah, Shammah the Hararite of 

2 Sam 23:33 (= Shagee the Hararite of 1 Chr 11:34).Thewidelydivergent―Izrah‖in1 Chr 27:8 suggests 

again that the designation of Shamhuth was recognized by some transmitter as missing or corrupt; and, 

perhaps, in seeking to restore it the transmitter drew on a recognized gentilic adjective occurring 

elsewhereinthesamelist,―Zerahite‖(vv 11, 13; Heb zrḥ; see BDB; Curtis Chronicles ICC, 192).  



RODNEY K. DUKE  

IZRI (PERSON) [Heb yiṣr   (ִיְצִרי)]. Person who receives the fourth lot cast (1 Chr 25:11) to determine 

the duties of the sons of Asaph, Heman, and Jeduthun listed in 1 Chr 25:2–4. The problem is that Izri does 

not appear in 1 Chr 25:2–4 as one would expect; however, the name Zeri appears in 1 Chr 25:3 in 

precisely the spot where Izri would be expected, since the sons of Jeduthun receive all but one of the 

even-numbered lots cast up to fourteen in 1 Chr 25:9–31. This fact, plus the similarity of the two names, 

suggest that Izri and Zeri are variant names for the same person.  

Most scholars suggest that the list in 1 Chr 25:9–31 is literarily dependent upon the list in 25:2–4 

(Williamson 1979: 255–57). Thus, Izri would be an expansion of an original Zeri, which is identical to a 

word which means―balsam‖(RSV―balm,‖Jer 8:22, 46:11, 51:8). In contrast, Petersen contends that 1 

Chr 25:9–31 contains the more original forms of the variant names (1977: 68, 92). He suggests that Zeri 

(ṣĕr  ) is a shortened form of Izri (yiṣr  ), which in turn should be understood as an abbreviated form of 

yṣryhw, ―Godcreated[yṣr].‖  
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J. CLINTON MCCANN, JR.  

IZZIAH (PERSON) [Heb yizz  yâ (ִיִזָיה)]. A descendant of Parosh and one of the returned exiles who 

was required by Ezra to divorce his foreign wife (Ezra 10:25 = 1 Esdr 9:26). According to Noth, the name 

―Izziah‖isderivedfromtherootnzh andmaymean―Yahwehwillsprinkle,‖referring to a cultic 

purification or absolution (IPN, 245). A slight variation occurs in the parallel text of 1 Esdr 9:26 where 

the LXX renders the name iezias, while the form in Ezra 10:25 is iazia. Izziah was a member of a family 

group which returned from exile with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:3; Neh 7:8). For further discussion, see 

BEDEIAH.  

JEFFREY A. FAGER  



J  

J. The abbreviation (of German ―Jahvist‖) used by scholars to designate the Yahwist source in 
Pentateuchal source criticism. See YAHWIST (―J‖) SOURCE.  

JAAKAN (PERSON) [Heb ya˓ăqān (ַיֲףָרן )]. A clan name in the genealogy of Seir the Horite in 1 Chr 

1:42. Jaakan is listed as the third son of Ezer and he is thus a grandson of Seir. The Horites are not to be 

confused with the Hurrians of Mesopotamia. They are described as the original ―inhabitants of the land‖ 

in Gen 36:20. They occupied the region of Edom until the incursions of the Esau clans drove them out. 

This conquest is paired in the text with the conquest of Canaan by the tribes of Israel. The designation of 

the Horites as ―cave dwellers‖ may be a reflection of their use of these natural shelters for themselves and 

their animals or it may be a disparaging remark by their conquerors to demonstrate how ―uncivilized‖ 

they were. The name Jaakan appears in this form only in 1 Chr 1:42 (Jakan in KJV). In some Gk mss and 

in the parallel genealogical clan list in Gen 36:27 it appears as Akan.  

Jaakan‘s name apparently became associated with two places in the region of Edom, Bene-Jaakan (Num 

33:31–32) and Beeroth Bene-Jaakan (Deut 10:6). This probably reflects the usage of water resources at 

these sites by the Horite clans and perhaps the control over water rights by the clan of Jaakan. Matthews 

(1986: 123) discusses a similar example of the regular use and proprietorship over wells and springs in 

Genesis 26 by Isaac and his herdsmen. Names were often given to clan wells and eventually these names 

were expanded or modified to include the name of the principal clan in the area.  
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JAAKOBAH (PERSON) [Heb ya˓ăqōbâ (ַיֲףרָֹבה )]. Simeonite family leader (1 Chr 4:36). Jaakobah 

is included in a list of Simeonites who migrated to ―the entrance of Gedor‖ (v 39, the RSV follows the 

MT; however, the LXX reading ―Gerar‖ is usually favored) in search of suitable grazing for their flocks. 

The Chronicler attributes this movement to the time of King Hezekiah of Judah (715–687/86). According 

to Noth (IPN, 177–78, 197) the name means ―may (the deity) protect.‖  

DANA M. PIKE  

JAALA (PERSON) [Heb ya˓ălā˒ (ַיֲףָלא )]. Var. JAALAH. A servant of Solomon who was the 

progenitor of a family which returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel (Neh 7:58). The variant Jaalah 

occurs in the parallel passage Ezra 2:56 (Heb ya˓ălâ) and 1 Esdr 5:33 (Gk ieēli).  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

JAAR (PLACE) [Heb ya˓ar (ַיַףש )]. A poetic reference to KIRIATH-JEARIM [Eng ―city of forests‖], 

or its environs, in Psalms 132:6. The noun is the Hebrew word for ―forest,‖ and the precise phrase is 

biśdê-ya˓ar, literally, ―in fields of [other ancient texts read ‗a field of,‘ see BHS and BDB: 961] a forest‖ 

(cf. LXX); but parallelism with Ephrathah and consistent allusion throughout the Psalm to the resting 

place of the ark of the covenant make it likely that ya˓ar is better translated as a nomen proprium loci, 

hence, ―the fields of Jaar.‖ The reference may be to Kiriath-jearim (on the border between Benjamin and 

Judah) itself, or to the open areas around it. This literary-critical decision squares well with the history of 

traditions. The ark was returned, via Beth-shemesh, to Kiriath-jearim, where it remained for some 20 

years, whence David brought it with pomp and circumstance to Jerusalem (1 Sam 6:20–7:2; 2 Sam 6:1–

15; 1 Chr 13:5–8). Psalm 132 is a preexilic festival liturgy uniting the traditions of the ark, the clan of 

David, and the election of Zion (cf. 2 Samuel 7 and Ps 78:68–71). The song celebrates the movement of 



the ark from the fields of Jaar, on the N edge of David‘s Ephrathite clan territory, to Zion, which David 

chose as the seat of his dynasty. It is not surprising, therefore, that 2 Chr 6:41–42 quotes Ps 132:8–10 to 

conclude Solomon‘s prayer at the dedication of the temple where the ark eventually came to rest. This 

allows also a better understanding of Micah‘s reversal of the traditions: the God who came from Jaar of 

Ephrathah to settle in Zion will abandon the capital for older roots in Bethlehem of Ephrathah (4:14–

5:1—Eng 5:1–2).  
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JAARESHIAH (PERSON) [Heb ya˓ărešyâ (ָיה  .Benjaminite family leader (1 Chr 8:27) .[( ַיֲףֶששְׁ

Jaareshiah is listed with other Benjaminites as a resident of Jerusalem. This situation illustrates a certain 

mixing between neighboring tribes, a trend facilitated in this case by the location and status of the city of 

Jerusalem. Although this list of names appears to reflect a certain period, no time indicators have been 

included by the Chronicler. On the basis of Ar ǵarasa and Akk erēšu, the name probably means ―may 

Yahweh plant‖ (Fowler TPNAH, 110).  

DANA M. PIKE  

JAASIEL (PERSON) [Heb ya˓ăś  ˒ēl ( יֵאליַַ ֲףשִׂ  )]. The name of two different persons mentioned in the 

OT.  

1. The son of Abner, Saul‘s cousin, who is reported to have been made the official in charge of the tribe 

of Benjamin during David‘s administration (1 Chr 27:21). The nature of his office is not clear. The list 

enumerating the leaders of the tribes is not found in the books of Samuel or Kings. It seems to be 

associated with David‘s census (1 Chr 27:22), and might preserve the names of individuals within various 

areas and groups who were made responsible for overseeing the registration of the local citizens during 

the census. None of the names of the officials appear elsewhere in biblical tradition, so the historical 

reliability of the list cannot be ascertained. Jaasiel‘s appointment to oversee Benjamin in such a capacity 

is plausible in light of his father‘s negotiations with David to remove Eshbaal from the throne of Israel. 

See ABNER. His appointment may have been made in the wake of Abner‘s murder, as a gesture of 

goodwill by David, to demonstrate his innocence in Abner‘s death. Jaasiel would have been a Benjaminite 

by birth, perhaps a member of the clan of Matri like Saul, and would have been a logical candidate to 

oversee a census among his fellow Benjaminites.  

2. The ―Mezobahite,‖ perhaps a conflation of ―the Zobahite‖ and ―from Zobah,‖ named as one of 

David‘s elite corps of warriors in 1 Chr 11:47. He is the last of 16 names added to the list of ―the thirty‖ 

by the Chronicler, none of which are found in the parallel list in 2 Sam 23:18–39. Most of the additional 

names are associated with places of origin in Transjordan (Klein 1940). The epithet ―Zobahite‖ could be 

equated either with Aram-Zobah, which would be consistent with the geography of the other additional 

names (Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 103), or with Benjaminite Zoba W of Jerusalem (modern Ṣuba), 

the probable home of another hero, Igal ben Nathan (2 Sam 23:36) (Klein 1940: 101). In the latter case, it 

might be possible to identify the two Jaasiels.  
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JAASU (PERSON) [Heb ya˓ăśû (ַיֲףשּו )]. Israelite, descended from Bani (Ezra 10:37), who gave up his 

foreign wife because of Ezra‘s influence in the postexilic community. Jaasu is included in a list of about 

110 men, subdivided into priests, Levites, singers, gatekeepers, and Israelites (the most numerous), who 

participated in this action. The MT consonantal form of the name, ending in -w (K y˓św), is represented in 

the English form Jaasu, although the traditional Hebrew vocalization ends in -ay (Q y˓śy). The LXX 

renders Jaasu not as a personal name, but as a verb, epoiēsan ―they produced.‖ Jaasu is not included in the 



1 Esdras 9 parallel to this list. Noth designates this as a ―wish‖ name meaning ― (the deity) should treat 

well‖ (IPN, 206).  

DANA M. PIKE  

JAAZANIAH (PERSON) [Heb ya˒ăzanyâ (ָיה ָיהּו) ya˒ăzanyāhû,( ַיֲאַזנְׁ  .Var. JEZANIAH. 1 .[( ַיֲאַזנְׁ

One of the troop commanders, who, following the destruction of Jerusalem in 587/6, chose to join 

Gedaliah, the ruler of Judah, at his administrative center at Mizpah (2 Kgs 25:23; ―Jezaniah‖ in Jer 40:8). 

He is identified as ―the son of the Maacathite.‖ Although this could signify that Jaazaniah was from the 

clan of Maacah (cf. 1 Chr 2:48) and thus a native Judahite, it is also possible that he was from either the 

settlement of Abel Beth Maacah in N Galilee (cf. 2 Sam 20:14) or the small Aramean kingdom of Maacah 

(cf. Josh 13:11, 13). Presumably Jaazaniah and his men were among those who, fearing Babylonian 

reprisals for the assassination of Gedaliah (Jer 41:18; 2 Kgs 25:26), fled to Egypt (Jer 43:5–7). An onyx 

seal discovered in a tomb at Tell en-Naṣbeh (usually identified with biblical Mizpah), and which probably 

dates from the 6th century B.C.E., is inscribed ly˒znyhw ˓bd hmlk (―[belonging] to Jaazaniah, servant of the 

king‖). Beneath the inscription is the figure of a fighting cock. While certainty is impossible, it may be 

that the Jaazaniah of the seal is to be identified with the Jaazaniah of 2 Kgs 25:23. Each of the following 

suggests that the owner of the seal was a high-ranking official: the title ˓bd hmlk (―servant of the king‖), 

the representation of the fighting cock, and the fine quality of the seal itself. The name Jaazaniah also 

appears in a list of names contained in another contemporary document, one of the ostraca (Ostracon I) 

found at Lachish (―Yaazanyahu son of Tobshillem‖ and ―Hagab son of Yaazanyahu‖ [DOTT, 213]).  

2. Son of Jeremiah (not the prophet), and presumably a chief of the Rechabite community which had 

taken refuge in Jerusalem at the close of Jehoiakim‘s reign (Jer 35:3). Tested by the prophet Jeremiah, the 

Rechabites demonstrated that they had remained faithful to the command of their ancestor Jonadab.  

3. Son of Shaphan and one of the 70 idolatrous elders seen by Ezekiel in a vision (Ezek 8:11). The fact 

that Jaazaniah is the only elder mentioned by name suggests that he was a prominent member of this 

group. There is good reason to believe, however, that the words ―and Jaazaniah son of Shaphan standing 

in their midst‖ are a later gloss.  

4. Son of Azzur and one of the 25 men seen by Ezekiel in a vision and against whom he was 

commanded to prophesy (Ezek 11:1). Jaazaniah and Pelatiah, the only men whose names are provided, 

are identified as ―princes  śār  m) of the people.‖ That is, they were leading officials (cf. e.g., ―the princes 

of Judah‖ in Jer 26:10). Whereas the death of Pelatiah is mentioned in Ezek 11:13, nothing is said of the 

fate of Jaazaniah.  
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JOHN M. BERRIDGE  

JAAZIAH (PERSON) [Heb ya˓ăz  yāhu (ַ ָיה  Son of Merari the Levite (1 Chr 24:26, 27). He is .[( ַיֲףזִׂ

mentioned in a list of levitical families which received assignments from King David for service in the 

temple, soon to be built. That the Chronicler considered Jaaziah to be a literal son of Merari, even though 

he is never mentioned in the Pentateuch or 1 Chr 23:31 with Merari‘s other sons Mahli and Mushi, is 

evident from the structure of vv 27–30, in which descendants of Merari‘s three ―sons‖ mentioned in v 26 

are listed. Jaaziah and his descendants are placed even before Mahli and Mushi, while Kish (v 29), a son 

of Mahli (1 Chr 23:21), is listed after his father. For the name Jaaziah, the LXX reads ozia, Uzziah, in 

both verses. The name probably means ―may Yahweh nourish‖ (Fowler TPNAH, 100).  

DANA M. PIKE  



JAAZIEL (PERSON) [Heb ya˓ăz  ˒ēl (יֵאל  Var. AZIEL. Levite musician (1 Chr 15:18). Jaaziel .[( ַיֲףזִׂ

participated in the ceremony which accompanied the transfer of the ark of the covenant from Obed-

edom‘s house to Jerusalem during the reign of King David. The musician Aziel (Heb ˓ăz  ˒ēl) in v 20 must 

be considered the same individual. The LXX preserves oziēl, Uzziel, in both vv 18 and 20. It is also 

possible that the first Jeiel mentioned in 1 Chr 16:5 (Heb y ˓  ˒ēl, Gk Iiēl) is this same Levite musician. 

The name probably means ―may Yahweh nourish‖ (TPNAH, 100).  

DANA M. PIKE  

JABAL (PERSON) [Heb yābāl (ָיָבל )]. Son of Lamech and Adah, and the brother of Jubal, a 

descendant of Cain (Gen 4:20). Jabal is described as the father of tent dwellers and herds (Heb miqneh; 

for the more general meaning, ―possessions,‖ cf. below). It is not clear from the sentence construction 

(4:20) whether Jabal is said to have originated the practice of herding animals or whether he was the first 

to travel with his herds by living in tents (GHBW, 142 n. 10; Wenham Genesis 1–15 WBC, 95 n. 20). 

These two concerns have been compared with the labors of Amynos and Magos, who were connected by 

Philo of Byblos with the origin of villages and sheep herding (Cassuto 1961: 235; Attridge and Oden 

1981: 45).  

Wordplay is apparently found in the word miqneh, which shares consonants with the name of Jabal‘s 

ancestor, Cain (Heb qyn). Paronomasia also seems to occur in the name, Jabal, whose root, ybl, is the 

same as that of his brother, Jubal, and suggests the first caretaker of livestock, Abel (hbl). (Cf. also the 

roots of the name of the half-brother, Tubal-Cain, tbl and qyn.)  

The comparison with Abel suggests the development from sheep herding to the raising of livestock in 

general, perhaps either as part of an urban economy (if Cain‘s descendants are to be associated with urban 

culture; cf. Wallis 1966: 134–35) or as part of a nomadic lifestyle (if Cain‘s descendants are to be 

associated with the Kenites; cf. Miller 1974: 168). This latter interpretation is also likely if miqneh is 

understood in its more general sense of ―possessions‖; and thus describes Jabal‘s occupation as that of a 

―tent-dwelling trader‖ (Sawyer 1986: 160). The root ybl, common to many ancient Semitic languages, 

conveys the meaning, ―to bring‖; if compounded with a theophoric element, Jabal could mean, ― (divine 

name) leads (in procession)‖ (North 1964: 380). The proposal to take the name as a noun, ―wanderer 

(nomad)‖ (Gabriel 1959: 417), is less likely.  

`  
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RICHARD S. HESS  

JABBOK (PLACE) [Heb yabbōq (ַיבֹר )]. One of the four major streams of Transjordan, now known as 

the Wadi Zerqa or the Nahr ez-Zerqa, ―the blue river.‖ Its sources are near Amman, the biblical Rabbath-

ammon. Its upper courses flow in a NE direction to modern Zerqa. From there the stream curves to the W 

where the lower courses rapidly descend into the Great Rift valley, a drop that begins at ca. 820 m above 

sea level to ca. 300 m below. It joins the Jordan river just N of Adam, ca. 37 km N of the Dead Sea. Its 

total length is about 100 km.  

Gen 32:22 locates Jacob‘s struggle with his divine adversary at the ford of the Jabbok near Penuel. 

Several scholars have noted that the Hebrew text of this passage suggests a wordplay: Jacob (Heb 



ya˓ăqōb) wrestled  wayyē˒ābēq) at the Jabbok  yabbōq). It has also been suggested there may have been 

an older form of the story in which the adversary was a river demon.  

According to Num 21:24; Josh 12:2; and Judg 11:13, 22, the Jabbok served as the border of Sihon‘s 

kingdom; the upper course separated it from the Ammonites to the E and the lower course from Og of 

Bashan‘s kingdom to the N. After Israel moved into the region, the lower course served as a boundary 

dividing the half tribe of Manasseh on the N from Gad and Reuben on the S (Deut 3:12, 16; Josh 12:2–6). 

Noth and Bartlett have argued, however, that this division of the land is the result of a Deuteronomist 

compiler who, in an attempt to portray the kingdoms of Sihon and Og as contemporary, reorganized the 

traditional threefold division of this region—the plain, Gilead, and Bashan—into a twofold division with 

the middle area of Gilead (through which the Jabbok flows) being divided between the two kings. Thus, 

instead of seeing the Jabbok as dividing areas, the river was originally viewed as the central feature of the 

one mountain range of Gilead.  

Eusebius indicates that in later times the E-W stretch of the Jabbok did serve as a border, separating the 

territories of Gerasa and Philadelphia (Onomast. 102.19, 21).  

The valley in which the Jabbok flowed served as a major highway between the Jordan valley and the 

Transjordanian plateau. It was along this route that Gideon pursued the Midianites (Judg 8:4–9); this route 

was also used by Shishak in his conquest of Palestine. Sites along the route included Adam, Succoth, 

Penuel, and Mahanaim.  
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RANDALL W. YOUNKER  

JABESH (PERSON) [Heb yābēš (ָיֵבש )]. The father of Shallum, king of Israel (2 Kgs 15:10, 13–14). 

Jabesh, however, may be a place name, rather than a personal name. If such is the case, the phrase ―son of 

Jabesh‖ would refer to Shallum‘s place of origin, ―a person from Jabesh,‖ and not patronymic. This would 

suggest that opposition to Jehu‘s dynasty came from the region of Jabesh-Gilead. In Assyrian records 

Shallum is referred to as a ―son of a nobody.‖  

PAULINE A. VIVIANO  

JABESH-GILEAD (PLACE) [Heb yābēš (ָיֵבש ) gil˓ād (ָףד לְׁ  Var. JABESH. An ancient city in .[( גִׂ

Transjordan, which became part of the Israelite state during the early Monarchy, probably under David.  

A. Location  

The ancient name, which means ―well-draining soil of Gilead,‖ is preserved in Wadi el-Yabis, one of 

the main E-W tributaries that cuts through the N Gileadite hill country and empties into the Jordan. A site 

somewhere along the wadi is probable. Proposed locations include ed-Deir/Deir el-Halawe (Abel, GP 2, 

352); Miryamim (Merrill 1881: 325; Oliphant 1881: 160–61); Meqbereh–Tell abu Kharaz (Glueck 1943); 

and Tell Maqlub (Merrill 1881: 440; Naor 1947; Noth 1953: 28–30; Simons GTTOT, 315; Aharoni 

LBHG, 379; Ottosson 1969: 195–96). Two factors are pertinent for locating the site. According to 1 Sam 

31:11–13, men from Jabesh were able to reach Beth-shan on the W side of the Jordan in the Jezreel valley 

to retrieve the bodies of Saul and his sons from the city walls by traveling all night from their city. The 

text does not specify whether the men departed in the morning and traveled all day and night to arrive in 

the early morning hours of the following day, but still under cover of darkness, or whether they left only 

in the evening and traveled overnight. Accordingly, any site along the Yabis that lies somewhere between 

eight and twenty hours travel time from Beth-shan, with evidence of Iron I occupation (1200–1000 B.C.), 

is a possible candidate.  

According to Eusebius, Jabesh-gilead lay in the vicinity of the sixth Roman milestone on the road from 

Pella to Gerasa (Onomast. 110.11–13). No milestone #6 has been uncovered, but a #5 milestone has been 

found at Kufr Abil (Thomsen 1917: 66–67). Assuming Eusebius‘ identification is accurate, Tell Maqlub 

(M.R. 214201) is the only possible candidate for Jabesh. It lies within the range of travel time described in 



1 Sam 31:11–13, and has yielded evidence of Iron I occupation in surface survey (Glueck 1951: 214). The 

site lies on the N edge of a fertile bend in the Yabis River, at the point where the Roman road crosses the 

wadi. A modern road also crosses the wadi at this point, and it is likely that the pre-Roman road through 

the N hill country similarly forded the wadi here. Ancient Jabesh apparently was strategically located to 

control the flow of traffic crossing the wadi below it.  

B. History  

Jabesh is depicted as an Israelite city as early as the premonarchic period in Judges 21 and 1 Samuel 11. 

Nevertheless, 2 Sam 2:4–7 indicates that the city stood in a treaty relationship with Saul during his reign, 

and that David tried to persuade the city to switch its allegiance from the Saulide house at Saul‘s death 

and become allies of the newly-founded Davidic state of Judah, centered in Hebron. The phrase ―do 

good‖ in v 6 is ancient technical treaty language (Moran 1963: 173–76; Edelman 1984: 202–3). Since 

Jabesh apparently was not incorporated into the Israelite state until sometime after the reign of Saul, the 

two depictions of the city as ―Israelite‖ in the premonarchic period should be understood as literary 

fictionalizations. They probably are to be associated with the later idealization of premonarchic Israel as a 

union of twelve tribes, which were comprised of groups whose territory eventually became included 

within the borders of the Davidic-Solomonic state.  

The Jabesh-gileadite practice of cremation and subsequent interment of the remaining bones (1 Sam 

31:11–13) points to their non-Semitic background. No evidence yet exists that links any Semitic group 

with cremation as an accepted form of burial. On the other hand, both textual and archaeological material 

indicates that it was an accepted custom among groups of both Greek and Anatolian backgrounds, and 

that on the Greek mainland, it became the dominant form of adult burial during the 11th–10th centuries 

B.C. (Kurtz and Boardman 1971: 26, 33, 37). An excellent description of the Greek rite is found in the 

Odyssey (24.11.60–80). In Anatolia, it was the regular form of burial for kings (Bittel 1940; Otten 1940: 

3–5). The cremations known from Hamath (Riis 1948: 47, 210–12) and the Amman airport ―temple‖ 

crematorium (Herr 1983) both are associated with local Semitic pottery traditions, but in each case, have 

non-Semitic features. At Hamath, the pottery has Cypriot and Mycenaean decorative motifs and 

inscriptions written in Hittite and Phrygian, while at the Amman structure, a significant amount of 

imported Mycenaean ware, together with lesser amounts of imported Cretan, Cypriot, and Egyptian 

objects are found alongside the local ware in the burials. In both cases, it appears that the cremations 

should be associated with non-Semitic groups who had recently arrived in the two regions.  

Saul‘s rescue of Jabesh-gilead from Ammonite oppression (1 Sam 11:1–11) is reported to have been the 

military deed that led to his elevation to kingship over Israel. As mentioned above, the story‘s depiction of 

Jabesh-gileadites as Israelites who appeal to their brethren for help cannot be historically accurate. The 

setting of the battle at the beginning of Saul‘s career, before he had built up a professional army and had 

the military support of his state‘s citizenry, is also impossible. The battle presumes that Saul was known 

to have been an established power in Transjordan, which would have had to be the case for them to take 

on the national Ammonite army with any chance for success. See SAUL (PERSON).  

1 Sam 14:47 indicates that Saul waged successful war against the Ammonites, and there is no reason to 

doubt that at least some of the details found in the present account in 1 Samuel 11 have been derived from 

an account of one of those battles—one that involved Nahash‘s siege of Jabesh-gilead, and Saul‘s 

successful lifting of the siege by surprise attack. What is not certain is whether Jabesh would already have 

established the treaty with Saul prior to the battle, so that he became involved out of treaty obligations, or 

whether the treaty was arranged in the wake of the battle, after Saul voluntarily aided the city, perhaps as 

a result of overtures that promised the treaty in exchange for assistance in the existing crisis. In either 

case, the battle could not have been the historical event that triggered Saul‘s initial coronation as king. 

The story‘s use is part of the tripartite kingship ritual pattern (designation of the candidate, testing, 

coronation) to structure the current account of the introduction of the kingship in 1 Samuel 9–11, which 

required the military testing of the king-designate before his final coronation (Edelman 1984).  
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DIANA V. EDELMAN  

JABEZ (PERSON) [Heb ya˓bēṣ (ֵבצ  A person introduced abruptly into the genealogy of Judah (1 .[( ַיףְׁ

Chr 4:9–10). No other detail regarding him except the content of his prayer is given. There appears to be a 

play on the name in the text in that the name Jabez is related to ―pain‖ (Heb ˓oṣeb) in v 9 on the one hand 

and to ―hurt‖ (Heb ˓oṣb  ) in v 10 on the other. Curtis (Chronicles ICC, 107), assuming that he was the 

founder of Jabez the town (cf. 1 Chr 2:55), suggested that Jabez may be a Calebite scribe belonging to the 

family of Hur. Williamson (Chronicles NCBC, 59), on the other hand, sees no substantial evidence to 

suggest a connection between the two names.  

H. C. LO  

JABEZ (PLACE) [Heb ya˓bēṣ (ֵבצ  A city of Judah, apparently near Bethlehem, but not yet .[( ַיףְׁ

identified. It is only mentioned as the city of the Kenite families of scribes who descended from Hammath 

where the Tirathites, the Shimeathites, and the Sucathites resided (1 Chr 2:55). The meaning of this name 

is etymologically explained in 1 Chr 4:9. There a man was called Jabez by his mother‘s words ―I bore him 

with pain  ˓ṣb).‖ Here the Hebrew verb ˓ṣb is apparently understood as the transposition of the other verb 

˓bṣ which is neither used in Hebrew nor in Aramaic, but probably an Amorite verb which corresponds to 

the Hebrew verb ˓ṣb. People commonly understood that Jabez meant ―He (=God) causes pain‖ suggested 

from the word ―in pain.‖ However, because of dual meanings of the Hebrew verb ˓ṣb, it may be also 

possible to see another meaning ―He (=God) fashions (=makes)‖ suggested from his mother‘s word ―I 

bore.‖ Then the latter meaning of this name is quite suitable as a city name like Yabneh, ―He builds,‖ 

which may be taken as an Amorite noncausative Yaqtel verbal pattern like Yahweh.  

YOSHITAKA KOBAYASHI  

JABIN (PERSON) [Heb yāb  n (ין  The King of Hazor who, along with his allies fought Joshua .1 .[( ָיבִׂ

and Israel (Josh 11:1–14). That Jabin held a position of preeminence is made clear by the initiative that he 

had taken to summon the kings and groups of people in N Canaan when the region was under threat. The 

powerful alliance brought together by Jabin was defeated by Israel. Jabin was finally killed and Hazor put 

to the torch.  

2. The King of Canaan, who reigned in Hazor, when Deborah was judging Israel (Judges 4). Sisera was 

the commander of Jabin‘s army. Deborah instructed Barak to engage Sisera in a battle and Sisera‘s army 

suffered a crushing defeat. Eventually, both Sisera and Jabin were killed.  

The discussions concerning the Jabin in the two episodes have not reached unanimity in details and 

conclusion. One opinion holds that ―Jabin‖ is a dynastic name of the kings of Hazor. It is noteworthy that 

the Mari texts of the 18th century B.C. as well as the Amarna Letters of the 14th century B.C. make 

reference to the city-state of Hazor. These indicate some measure of continuity. Another opinion holds 

that both episodes are in fact two varying traditions of the same event; they belong together. A third 

opinion points out that in Judges 4, Sisera is central to the story while chap. 5 does not mention Jabin at 



all. Therefore, the account in Judges may actually be about Sisera, who governed in Harosheth-ha-goiim, 

meaning the forested region of the gentiles as indicated by the LXX reading. It is possible that the battle 

of Merom (Joshua 11) took place subsequent to the battle of Deborah (Judges 4–5). Archaeology in this 

region supports an initial penetration by the Israelites and battles being fought much later. One such battle 

may have been given a national orientation and become a part of the conquest stories in the book of 

Joshua. The Deuteronomistic History has made use of the two episodes to contrast the strength of the 

enemies and the victory that is possible when the leaders are obedient to the Lord.  

PAUL BENJAMIN  

JABNEEL (PLACE) [Heb yabn ˒ēl (ֵאל נְׁ  Var. JABNEH. 1. A town along the N border of the .[( ַיבְׁ

tribe of Judah (Josh 15:11), which is probably the same Philistine town (Heb yabnēh) conquered by 

Uzziah, king of Judah (2 Chr 26:6). Two essentially unexcavated sites named ―Jabneh‖ are attested in the 

region: Yavneh-Yam (M.R. 121147), a large site situated along the Mediterranean Sea S of Kibbutz 

Palmahim; and an inland site associated with the Arab village of Yibna (M.R. 126141) situated on the 

coastal plain between Lod and Ashdod, S of Nahal Sorek. The biblical site is identified with the latter, 

which contains Iron Age, Hellenistic, and Byzantine remains. In the Hellenistic period the town was 

called Jamnia/Iamnia (the name having gone from Jabneel to Jabneh to Jamnia).  

Judah Maccabeus—or, according to Josephus (Ant 13.6.7), Simon—captured and burned the city (2 

Macc 12:8–9). In Hellenistic times, Jamnia had a Jewish population, and by the time of Alexander 

Janneaus it was listed among the cities under his control, and had a totally Jewish population. From the 

fall of Jerusalem in 70 C.E. until some time around the Bar Kokhba revolt (132–135 C.E.), the 

reconstituted Sanhedrin met at Jamnia, which then became a great spiritual and intellectual center of 

Jewish learning. See JAMNIA (JABNEH), COUNCIL OF.  

In rabbinic texts the vicinity of Jabneh was part of a significant district region referred to as ―the South‖ 

(as opposed to Galilee, known as ―the North‖). Following the Bar Kokhba revolt, much of the city was 

Samaritan, and a Christian population predominated by the 5th century. While Jamnia of the post-Temple 

period is tentatively identified with the Yibna site, no regular excavations have been conducted there and 

there is no evidence to substantiate this identification. A 1988 salvage excavation on the NE slope of the 

tell yielded only an assemblage of 6th century Byzantine pottery. Three sondages cut on the NE and NW 

sides of the tell to determine the N extent of the Byzantine occupation yielded traces of architecture, and 

possibly Hellenistic and additional 6th century Byzantine pottery. Thus far, no 1st century C.E. pottery has 

been identified to warrant identifying this site with the post-Temple Jamnia. However, tombs excavated 

about 1.5 miles S of the tell contain pottery from the end of the Hellenistic period, Herodian lamps, a coin 

of Emperor Tiberius, as well as later finds dating to the Byzantine period; this suggests that these tombs, 

as well as those located on a hill about 1.5 km N of the tell containing complete 2d century C.E. lamps, 

served as the necropolis for the tell, which was probably occupied during the early rabbinic period (1st–2d 

century C.E.).  

2. A town along the S border of the tribe of Naphtali (Josh 19:33) in E lower Galilee, identified in the 

Jerusalem Talmud (Meg. 1:1, 70a) with Kfar Yamma (Khirbet Yamma; M.R. 198233), a large, 

unexcavated site on the grounds of Moshava Jabneel. However, the paucity of LB and Iron Age sherds at 

Kh. Yamma, in contrast to the plethora of archaeological remains of those periods at Tel Yin˓am (M.R. 

198235) suggests that biblical Jabneel should be identified with the latter, which is located 1.5 km NE of 

modern Moshava Jabneel. For a summary of the results of excavations, see YIN˓AM, TEL.  

While the LB town that existed on the tell has been identified with Yenoam of Egyptian New Kingdom 

texts, that identification is no longer considered reliable, although the plethora of LB finds and evidence 

for fiery destruction levels accord with the Egyptian texts. The consensus of opinion is that Tel Yin˓am is 

identifiable with Jabneel. Like the Judean Jabneel further S, the name underwent a change from Jabneel to 

Jabneh to Jamnia, and ultimately to Yin˓am.  

HAROLD A. LIEBOWITZ  



JABNEH (PLACE) [Heb yabneh (ֶנה  See JABNEEL (PLACE); JAMNIA (JABNEH), COUNCIL .[( ַיבְׁ

OF.  

JACAN (PERSON) [Heb ya˓kān (ָכן  A Gadite, who was a son of Abihail and one of seven .[( ַיףְׁ

kinsmen, who are named alongside four (or three; see SHAPHAT) tribal leaders (1 Chr 5:13). According 

to 1 Chronicles 5, Jacan and his kinsmen lived opposite the Reubenites in ―Bashan as far as Salecah‖ (v 

11) and ―in Gilead, in Bashan … and in all the pasture lands of Sharon to their limits‖ (v 17). Although 

Num 13:24–28 assigns Gilead to Gad, neither Bashan, which is too far N, nor Sharon, which is too far W, 

is mentioned. It may be that the reference in 1 Chronicles 5 to Bashan reflects confusion about the N 

boundary of the tribe or about the extent of Bashan (cf. Deut 3:10). The inclusion of Sharon within Gad‘s 

allotment coincides with a reference in the Mesha Inscription (line 13; ANET, 320) to an otherwise 

unknown city or region by that name in Transjordania.  

The claim that Jacan and the other sons of Abihail were enrolled ―in the days of Jotham … and … 

Jeroboam‖ (1 Chr 5:17) is problematic, since several years separated their reigns (unless Jotham‘s co-

regency with his father Azariah/Uzziah is counted). Neither Jacan nor the others named in the 

Chronicler‘s genealogy for Gad (1 Chr 5:11–17) appear in other lists of Gadites (Gen 46:16; Num 26:15–

18; 1 Chr 12:9–16—Eng12:8–15).  

M. PATRICK GRAHAM  

JACHIN (PERSON) [Heb yāk  n (ין  JACHINITES. Three individuals mentioned in the OT bear .[( ָיכִׂ

this name.  

1. A son of Simeon, the second son of Jacob and Leah. His name is included in the genealogy of Jacob‘s 

family at the time they migrated to Egypt to see Joseph. The genealogy of Simeon is presented in four 

different places in the Hebrew Bible. In the identical genealogies of Gen 46:10 and Exod 6:15, Jachin is 

the fourth of six sons of Simeon. In the genealogy of 1 Chr 4:2–25 and in the list of Simeon‘s clans in 

Num 26:12–14, Jachin is the third of five sons, the name of Ohab being omitted. He is probably identified 

with Jarib, who appears in the parallel list of Simeon‘s sons in 1 Chr 4:24. Jachin was the ancestral head 

of the Jachinites, a clan of the tribe of Simeon (Num 26:12).  

2. A priest who was the 21st chosen by lot at the time when David organized the priests for service in 

the temple (1 Chr 24:17). He was one of the outstanding men from among the sons of Eleazar and Ithamar 

who were selected to form the 24 priestly courses in Israel (Williamson 1979).  

3. One of the priests who came from Babylon and who lived in Jerusalem (1 Chr 9:10; Neh 11:10). His 

name is included among those who were chosen by lots to live in Jerusalem (Neh 11:1–2, 10). The 

appearance of Jachin among the priestly list and his association with two other priests, Jedaiah and 

Jehoiarib, has been debated. Bartlett (1968: 4, n. 1) has suggested that since Jachin‘s name is replaced by 

Jarib in 1 Chr 4:25 and since he appears without pedigree, his name was entered on the list because of his 

association with Jehoiarib. Williamson regards the name of Jachin in the book of Nehemiah as a gloss 

which later redactors thought to be a correction to the text (Williamson, Ezra, Nehemiah NCBC, 343).  
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CLAUDE F. MARIOTTINI  

JACHIN AND BOAZ [Heb yāk  n (ין  The names given to two pillars that flanked .[( בַֹףז) bō˓az ,( ָיכִׂ

the entrance to the Jerusalem temple. They are described in 1 Kgs 7:15–22, 41–42 and are also mentioned 

in 2 Chr 3:15–17, which parallels the Kings source. In 2 Kgs 25:16–17 and Jer 52:17, 20–23, the pillars 

are again described in the context of the report of the Babylonian sack of the temple in 587 B.C.E.  



The temple texts that present Jachin and Boaz contain detailed information, but the exact appearance 

and function of the pillars remains difficult to reconstruct. The biblical verses describing them are replete 

with textual problems and obscure technical words. Furthermore, there are discrepancies between the 

information in the core text of 1 Kings 7 and the other places that mention these pillars. Both of these 

problems are to be expected. Textual difficulties are often present when specific technological language is 

involved. Inconsistency in details arises when the structure presented in one set of texts is hundreds of 

years older than that in another set. In the case of the temple, alterations and refurbishings over the 

centuries surely took place (Meyers 1982).  

Despite these difficulties, the information in the Bible provides a good idea of the physical appearance 

of the pillars. According to the Kings account, each stood 18 cubits high (ca. 26.5 ft.) and was 12 cubits 

(ca. 17.5 ft.) in circumference. The pillars were made of cast bronze and were hollow, with the metal 

being four fingers (ca. 3 inches) thick. Each pillar was surmounted by a bowl-shaped capital (or double 

capital, so Yeivin 1959) five cubits (ca. 7.5 ft.) in height, giving the pillars a total height of 23 cubits (ca. 

34 ft.).  

The capitals were elaborately decorated, with ―nets of checker work,‖ ―wreaths of chain work,‖ and 

―two rows of pomegranates.‖ Although these features cannot be exactly understood, the text (1 Kgs 7:19) 

apparently summarizes them as ―lily-work,‖ a designation that relates the capitals of Jachin and Boaz to 

the complex floral capitals that were characteristic of monumental architecture in the ANE. Egyptian 

architecture in particular is notable for its use of plant forms in structural elements, and the Phoenician 

workmanship responsible for the Jerusalem temple no doubt meant the use of many of the Egyptianizing 

forms that characterized Phoenician and W Syrian art.  

Once fabricated by Hiram of Tyre, the pillars were erected at the entrance to the temple, the one on the 

S being called Jachin, perhaps meaning ―the establisher,‖ and the one on the N named Boaz, which is also 

the name of the great-grandfather of David. See BOAZ (PERSON). Their enigmatic names, their great 

size, the use of a term (gullâ) meaning ―bowl‖ for part of their capitals, and ambiguity about whether they 

were freestanding or structural elements has led to much speculation about the role of these prominent 

elements of the Jerusalem temple. They have been called cressets (Albright 1942, following W. R. Smith; 

cf. Myres 1948); and they have been identified as fire altars, obelisks, phalli, twin mountains, sacred 

stones, pillars of heaven, and trees of life (see, e.g., Scott 1939; IDB 4: 534–60; Wright 1941; and the 

summary of the literature in Busink 1970). The variety of suggestions indicates a strong measure of 

conjecture.  

All of these suggestions focus upon the symbolic nature of the pillar and upon an understanding of them 

as freestanding. However, analyzing the Jerusalem temple in relation to contemporary Syrian architecture 

has led to the supposition (Ouellette 1976) that the pillars were functional, just as were the pillars in an 

analogous building at Tell Tainat.  

The symbolic nature of Jachin and Boaz deserves the attention that it has received. That they are 

fundamentally decorative (and therefore symbolic) rather than structural (and therefore functional) can 

best be demonstrated not by any analysis of their form but rather by noting their place in the biblical 

presentation of the temple and its furbishings. The description of Jachin and Boaz comes at the beginnings 

of the description of the series of bronze vessels that were fashioned for use in the rituals of the temple 

courtyard. The pillars are thus categorized by the text itself as temple appurtenances, all of which have 

strong symbolic value. Yet, as first in that series, they follow immediately upon the description of the 

construction of the temple itself and of the royal palace complex. That description is summarized (in 1 

Kgs 7:9–12) by reference to the stonework of all these structures, in particular the masonry of two courts 

(―the great court‖ and the ―inner court of the house of Yahweh‖) and the ˒ûlām (RSV ―vestibule‖), which 

may itself be a court since it appears in this short list of courts. The position of the pillars in the Kings 

account is thus transitional: from the buildings, notably the courtyards, to the appurtenances. While the 

second category may dominate, the participation of the pillar in the first category—courtyard 

architecture—also is present. If this be the case, a structural role that is compatible with their being 

freestanding is indeed possible.  



Greater understanding of the symbolic and structural significance of the columns comes from 

considering their architectural location. They flank the entry to the ˒ûlām, a word translated by so many 

different words in the English versions as to reveal the uncertainty about its identity as part of the temple. 

Close analysis of the ˒ûlām (Meyers 1983a) and the details of its construction indicates that it belongs, 

architecturally and conceptually, to the world of courtyards as they functioned within Near Eastern 

buildings. The temple precincts as a whole contained courts; but the temple itself, as an essentially private 

dwelling for Yahweh, had its own indispensable courtyard. Jachin and Boaz thus belong to the structural 

category of pillars as gateposts rather than as load-bearing elements.  

As gateposts, Jachin and Boaz were extraordinarily elaborate and large. With their ornate capitals, their 

shiny bronze surfaces, and their great height, they stood out against the rather flat and relatively unbroken 

exterior that the fortress-like temple would have presented to the viewer. Since the grandeur of the temple 

construction and decoration was largely contained inside the building itself, and since the interior was not 

public space (that is, it was off-limits to laity and to the general clergy), the imposing pillars at the 

entrance represented to the world at large that which existed unseen within the building.  

The symbolic value of the pillars is contained in their position as gateposts. Archaeologically retrieved 

parallels and representations of entry pillars in ancient artistic sources indicate that the doorposts or 

gateposts of a temple convey to the viewer the notion of passage: that the god meant to inhabit the earthly 

dwelling (the temple) has indeed traversed the threshold of the building, entered the sanctuary built for the 

deity, is accessible to the human community, and legitimizes the political unit that has constructed the 

temple.  

In the case of the Solomonic temple, the entry pillars proclaimed that Yahweh had entered his abode in 

Israel. Furthermore, since Jerusalem under David and Solomon had become the capital of an empire, a 

unique situation in the political history of the Near East, the monumental palace-temple complex signified 

both for the inhabitants of Israel and for the representatives of vassal and foreign states (including 

Solomon‘s wives and their entourages) that came to Jerusalem, the authority of the imperial rule of the 

house of David. Within the ancient religious-political conceptualization, the presence of the nation‘s God, 

Yahweh, in the temple adjoining the palace helped to legitimize Solomon‘s reign (Meyers 1983b).  

Neither foreigners nor most Israelites had access to the temple, or to the holy ark that signified 

Yahweh‘s unseen presence. Yet they all could see Jachin and Boaz, which communicated visually the 

entrance of God to this abode. The very size of the pillars in relation to temple entry column bases 

excavated at analogous buildings in the Levant is significant. The pillars flanking the Jerusalem temple‘s 

entry were considerably larger according to the dimensions in 1 Kings. This magnitude was appropriate to 

the religious and political role of Jerusalem and its state buildings as the seat of an empire.  
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CAROL MEYERS  

JACKAL. See ZOOLOGY.  

JACKAL’S WELL (PLACE) [Heb ˓ên hattan  n (ין  A place located outside the ruined .[( ֵףיןַַהַתנִׂ

walls of Jerusalem, apparently between the Valley Gate and the Dung Gate (Neh 2:13). The Heb name 

can also be translated ―Spring of the Dragon‖ or even ―Eye of the Dragon‖ (in which case it would not 



necessarily even allude to a source of water). The LXX instead reads pēgē tōn sykōn, ―fountain of the 

figs.‖ The Dung Gate is undoubtedly located near the juncture of the Hinnom and Kidron valleys, but the 

location of the Valley Gate is problematic. See VALLEY GATE (PLACE). If it provided exit from the 

City of David to the Tyropoeon valley, then Jackal‘s Well should be located in the Tyropoeon valley N of 

the Dung Gate, outside the 10th century W wall of the City of David, but inside the W wall that was built 

when Hezekiah enlarged the city in the late 6th/early 7th century B.C. However, if the Valley Gate 

provided exit from Hezekiah‘s larger Jerusalem to the Hinnom valley, then Jackal‘s Well would be 

located in that valley W of the Dung Gate. No known source of water exists in either the Tyropoeon or 

Hinnom valleys, and hence most scholars simply equate Jackal‘s Well with En-rogel outside the Dung 

Gate at the juncture of the Hinnom and Kidron valleys.  

GARY A. HERION  

JACOB (PERSON) [Heb ya˓ăqob (ַיֲףָרב )]. Var. ISRAEL. 1. The biblical patriarch and eponymous 

ancestor of the twelve tribes of Israel. See JACOB NARRATIVE.  

2. The son of Matthan and father of Joseph, the husband of Mary, according to Matthew‘s genealogy 

tying Joseph to the house of David and Solomon (Matt 1:15, 16). The name Jacob was apparently a 

common one in several periods of Jewish history. Jacob the son of Isaac is known elsewhere in this same 

genealogy (1:12) as Jesus‘ ancestor, and according to Albright and Mann (Matthew AB, 4–5) Jacob was a 

characteristic name of the last two centuries B.C. The major point of discussion about Jacob as the son of 

Matthan in 1:15 and 16, who does not appear elsewhere in any other genealogy or list of Jesus‘ ancestors, 

is his relation to Heli as the son of Matthat in Luke 3:23. See MATTHAT (PERSON) for discussion of 

the major proposals, although Gundry (1982: 18) posits simply that Jacob was put in place of Heli by 

Matthew ―to conform to the fathering of the patriarch Joseph by the patriarch Jacob.‖ The solution is 

probably more complex than this. A few late mss include ―of Jacob‖ after Joseph and before ―of Heli‖ in 

Luke 3:23.  
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JACOB NARRATIVE. Jacob was the younger son of Isaac and Rebekah, twin brother of Esau, and 

father of the 12 sons after whom were named the 12 tribes of Israel. He is the central figure in the cycle of 

stories in Gen 25:19–35:29 and reappears as a lesser figure in the Joseph stories (Genesis 37–50). In 

separate popular etymologies, the Heb name ya˓ăqōb is connected with Heb ˓āqēb, ―heel,‖ because Jacob 

was born clutching the heel of his brother Esau (Gen 25:26), and with the verb ˓āqab, ―cheat,‖ because 

Esau said that Jacob had cheated him twice (27:36). The name may be a shortened form of Heb y˓qb-˒l, 

―God protects,‖ a name known from extrabiblical sources (Noth 1953). Jacob later received the name 

―Israel‖ as a mark of his struggle (32:29) and piety (35:10), and his descendants were later identified by 

this name (―children of Israel‖).  

Biblical Jacob is unknown outside the Bible, although the general congruence of the patriarchal 

narratives with customs and artifacts known from archaeology to belong to the 2d millennium (especially 

the material from Nuzi and Mari) has sometimes been used to support his historicity. Later scrutiny called 

much of that argument into question (Van Seters 1975; Thompson 1974) on the grounds that the alleged 

parallels were inexact or unrepresentative, or had been misunderstood. For example, the claim that 

possession of household idols (Gen 31:19) helped constitute the family of Jacob as a legitimate clan has 

been given up (Selman 1980: 110). Some writers have refused even to attempt historical reconstructions 

(HAIJ, 79). Where historical questions remain open, Jacob has been dated to the 1900s B.C.E. (Bimson 

1980: 84), and a number of extrabiblical customs are seen to retain their pertinence (Selman 1980: 125–

229; see also Morrison 1983).  

Until recently, critical scholarship assumed that the documentary hypothesis was a key to understanding 

the Jacob material, namely, strands of J and E with later additions or redaction by P (Van Seters 1975 

dates J to the Exile rather than to the time of Solomon; CMHE, 293–325, and Hendel 1987 hold to the 



early oral-epic origin of JE, enlarged and ordered by P late in the Exile). Noth had postulated an East-

Jordan Jacob and a West-Jordan Jacob, the latter stories being secondary and less interesting (HPT, 89ff.). 

Farmer (1978) approaches the story as folklore, focusing on how trickster figures such as Jacob and 

Samson, operating from a position of weakness, trick others or are themselves tricked. Oden (1983) 

employs data from the field of anthropology.  

Meanwhile a plethora of holistic literary treatments have appeared, based on a reassessment of the form 

and style of ―narrative‖ (Frei 1974; Alter 1981) and reflecting a fundamental hermeneutic shift. In 

general, this approach does not deny the composite character of the Jacob material, but downplays the 

cycle‘s prehistory in favor of questions of meaning, and it sets aside historical questions as inappropriate 

to the material (Fokkelman 1975; Clines 1978; Buss 1979; Thompson 1987). Such is the general 

perspective of the present article, which is more about the Jacob cycle than about Jacob and is literary 

rather than biographical in method.  

———  

A. Structure of the Jacob Cycle  

B. The Cycle‘s Stories  

C. Meaning  

———  

A. Structure of the Jacob Cycle  

The stories of the Jacob cycle have been artfully arranged to gather around Jacob‘s return to the land of 

his birth, Canaan, after a hasty flight and long residence abroad to avoid his brother‘s revenge. They are 

thus informed by a dual tension: (1) How can the duplicitous Jacob become the father of God‘s people? 

and (2) How can he inherit the promise made to Abraham and Isaac if he leaves the land which God has 

given to them? The fundamental theme of the cycle has to do with the life and character of ―Israel,‖ that 

is, the people of God. The Jacob stories are about the essence and meaning of a people (Thompson 1987: 

39–40). The biblical text presents the Jacob stories in a concentric pattern which has been independently 

observed by several scholars (Fishbane 1975; see also Fokkelman 1975: 240; Gammie 1979; otherwise 

Hendel 1987: 144, n. 20) and which is signalled both by cross-references in vocabulary and by thematic 

similarities. The cycle breaks into 2 equal halves at Gen 30:24–25, each having 7 matching segments, 

presented thematically in exact reverse order. The entire cycle is bracketed at beginning and end by 

genealogies of the 2 sons who stand outside the line of promise, Ishmael (25:12–18) and Esau (chap. 36), 

so that Jacob‘s role as the bearer of the promise is unmistakable.  

The Unchosen Son (Ishmael) (25:12–18)  

A. Beginings. Birth, prediction, early conflict between Jacob and Esau (25:19–34)  

B. Relations with indigenous population (26:1–22)  

C. Blessing obtained [―He took away (lāqaḥ) my b rākâ‖ (27:35–36)] (27:1–40)  

D. Jacob‘s flight from Esau (27:41–28:5)  

E. Encounter with God‘s agents (28:10–22)  

F. Arival in Haran: Rachel, Laban (29:1–30)  

G. Children: Jacob acquires a family (30:1–24)  

Jacob‘s return to Canaan begins as soon as Joseph is born  

G´ Flocks: Jacob aquires wealth (30:25–43)  

F´ Departure from Haran: Rachel, Laban (31:1–32:1—Eng 31:1–55)  

E´ Encounter with God‘s agent (32:2–3—Eng 32:1–2)  

D´ Jacob‘s approach to Esau (32:4–33—Eng 32:3–32)  

C´ Blessing returned [―Accept (lāqaḥ) my b rākâ‖ (33:11)] (33:1–20)  

B´ Telations with indigenous population (chap. 34)  

A´ Endings. Death, fulfillment, Jacob and Esau together (chap. 35)  

The Unchosen Son (Esau) (chap. 36)  

The 2 segments on Esau‘s wives which frame segment C (26:34–35; 28:6–9) seem to stand outside the 

above topical descriptions.  



Some of the thematic correspondences are especially clear. For example, segments B/B´ both deal with 

relations between the people of the promise and the indigenous residents of Canaan, in sharply contrasting 

modes. In terms of narrative sequence, however, B is out of order (since the twins have not yet been born, 

26:11), and belongs to the 20-year period of Rebekah‘s barrenness (25:20, 26); its chronological 

dislocation was necessary for it to function topically in the cycle. Placement and juxtaposition are among 

the writer‘s major techniques.  

This topical match between the segments in each of the halves is confirmed by several striking cross-

references in writing. The numinous experiences in E/E´ each feature God‘s ―agents‖ (or ―angels‖), an 

expression recurring nowhere else in the Bible. The same 2 sections also use the Hebrew verb pāqa˓, 

―encounter,‖ which occurs nowhere else in the sense of ―reach a place,‖ suggesting that the writer chose 

the unusual verb at 28:10 in order to effect the linkage with E´. Again, the occurrence of b rākâ 

―blessing‖ in the antonymic expressions ―he took away your/my blessing‖ and ―accept my blessing,‖ both 

with the verb lāqaḥ, ―take,‖ is the thread connecting segments C/C´.  

Thus the cycle is not only a narrative sequence with its own inner movement, but an artful arrangement 

which invites the reader to compare each segment with its complement later (or earlier) in the sequence.  

To illustrate: segments A/A´ clearly open and close the cycle. Certain information is repeated from 

earlier in Genesis in order to give the cycle a proper beginning: Isaac‘s birth (21:1–5), marriage (24:67), 

and Rebekah‘s family (24:15, 29), adding the characterization ―Aramean.‖ An oracle predicts that 

Rebekah‘s children will become two ―nations,‖ one submissive to the other. The twins are born, and both 

their prenatal struggle (v 22) and Jacob‘s manipulation of Esau (vv 27–34) prefigure Jacob‘s character as 

a loner who lives by his wits at the expense of other people, as well as the bad blood between the twins 

(chap. 27) and the later hostility between Israel and Edom (36:1, 8–9, 19; cf. Ps 137:7; Ezekiel 35).  

A´ echoes the theme of A in conclusion: the deaths of Isaac, Jacob‘s wife Rachel, and Rebekah‘s nurse 

Deborah; Jacob‘s 12 sons are listed by name and mother, a ―nation‖; the twins, having come together 

(chap. 33), stand at their father‘s grave; and Jacob appears as a religious reformer (vv 1–7) and recipient 

of the full divine promise (vv 9–25).  

B. The Cycle’s Stories  

Segment A (25:19–34). Jacob and Esau were born as a result of Isaac‘s intercession with God, because 

Rebekah (like Sarah before her and Rachel after her) was barren; offspring are the gift of God. Among the 

Bible‘s several husbands of barren wives, only Isaac prayed for a change (contrast Jacob in Gen 30:2), 

marking him as a man of piety and intimating a synergism which runs throughout the whole cycle.  

Rebekah‘s only words in this section arise out of the prenatal jostling of the twins, but the Hebrew 

sentence is incomplete: ―If so, why am I …?‖ The text leaves Rebekah musing uncertainly about the 

events which her pregnancy portends; hers is an unfinished question, a verbless and ambiguous reflection 

which prefigures her incomplete and partial role in the cycle as a whole, just as the jostling forecasts 

enmity between the twins.  

The oracle which she sought disclosed that her children would become separate peoples of unequal 

power, and that the nation springing from the older would be submissive to the younger. By identifying 

the sons with the peoples who sprang from them, the oracle at once implies a collective as well as an 

individual reading of the stories that follow: They recount the outward and inner movements of Jacob, the 

son of Isaac and Rebekah; but they refer also to the movements, the calling, and the character of the 

people named ―Israel‖ after him. A collective reference is also suggested by the allusions associated with 

the naming of Esau: His hirsute appearance at birth (Heb śē˓ār, 25:25; 27:11) alludes to his country Seir 

(33:16), while his ruddy color (Heb ˒adm n  , v 25) and preference for red stew (Heb hā˒ādōm, v 30) refer 

to his region Edom. By contrast, the name Jacob is explained with reference to personal behavior, since 

the collective reference belongs especially to his second name, Israel.  

The narrative moves from the birth of the twins directly to an event showing that their relationships as 

adults realized the conflict portended by prenatal and birth events. Jacob took advantage of Esau‘s fatigue 

and hunger by requiring him to trade his birthright for some food. The cycle has thus barely opened when 

Esau has ceded to Jacob the b kōrâ, his inheritance rights as firstborn. In a rare show of appraisal, the text 



says that Esau ―spurned‖ his birthright. Yet, Jacob‘s behavior was hardly exemplary: His hand was clearly 

on Esau‘s heel, and the pairing of this episode with the birth story types Jacob‘s character as the grasping 

and manipulative.  

This falls short of expectations, as compared with Abraham and Isaac and in view of Jacob‘s subsequent 

role as the father of the Israelite people. The dissonance is even in the text, for in the parallel description 

of the twins‘ way of life (25:27), opposite the assessment ―Esau was a skillful hunter,‖ we read, ―Jacob 

was a blameless man‖ (Heb ˒  š tām, exactly as Job 1:8; 2:3). Translations use attenuated words (―plain‖ 

KJV, ―quiet‖ RSV, ―mild‖ JPS), but tām clearly implies moral excellence. This, then—moral 

excellence—is to be Israel‘s vocation; and the same story which asserts it so boldly goes on to show 

Jacob as something other than blameless. The disparity introduces a tension at the beginning of the cycle 

which is not fully relaxed until the end.  

Segment B (26:1–33). This story belongs chronologically to the time before the twins were born, but its 

placement within the cycle gives it pertinence to him. It opens with a direct reference to Abraham‘s 

behavior in an earlier famine (v 1: the reference is thematic, not chronological, since a minimum of 64 

years in narrative time separates the 2 [10 years 16:3; 14 years 16:16 and 21:5; 40 years 26:20]). As 

Abraham had done, Isaac started out for Egypt, but in the ―Philistine‖ city of Gerar, God appeared to warn 

against leaving the land and to reiterate to Isaac the Abrahamic promise of land and progeny (vv 2–5).  

Isaac‘s anxiety over their safety in Gerar proved to be unfounded (vv 6–11), and the juxtaposition of 

this episode to v 5‘s prolix ―my charge, my commandments, my laws, my teachings,‖ suggests that 

residence in the land also required obedience to the divine pattern for life. To ―remain in the land‖ is 

synonymous with obedience to Torah (Ps 37:3).  

The use of ―Philistine‖ suggests the story‘s rise at a time when relations with the Philistines were a 

problem to Israel. In the cycle, however, they typify the land‘s indigenous residents, because Isaac visits 

them as a stranger and is subject to pressure from them.  

Isaac‘s prosperity under divine blessing led to envy and to contention over water rights; he had to move 

several times, thereby surrendering valuable excavated wells in the process, before finding ―space‖ (vv 

12–22; ―Rehoboth‖ is symbolic). Following this sacrificial determination to occupy the land amicably, 

another divine appearance (at the pilgrim site of Beer-sheba) reiterated the promise of progeny, and added 

the promise of God‘s presence (v 24, unique to the Jacob cycle, see also 28:15, 20; 35:3).  

A final threatening approach of the Philistines resulted in a treaty (Heb b r  t ―covenant‖) between the 2 

groups, sealed with a feast and the exchange of oaths (vv 23–33). The treaty episode interrupts the 

account of digging one more well (vv 25b, 32), so that the servant‘s report, ―We have found water,‖ takes 

on symbolic importance: Water is life, especially in the arid Negeb where Beer-sheba is located, and so 

also is the treaty life. Isaac has shown that it is possible to occupy the land of promise, to observe Torah, 

to prosper, and to maintain good relations with the other residents. He has found life. The other treaty, 

between God and Abraham, is also in the background: Although the word b r  t is not used in the promise 

reports of chap. 26, it has been used in the earlier promises which are now being extended to Isaac (15:8; 

chap. 17); it, too, is life.  

This segment on indigenous relations stands between 2 sections (A and C) on relations between Jacob 

and Esau, which are marked as a pair by common themes (e.g., Jacob outwits Esau to his own advantage) 

and by similar key words, such as b kōrâ and b rākâ (―birthright‖ and ―blessing‖). These words not only 

sound alike but are visually similar on the written page—bkrh and brkh—being distinguished only by the 

transposition of the middle 2 consonants.  

This placement both links Isaac‘s example with the subsequent B´, a different mode of engagement with 

the people of the land, and unmistakably juxtaposes Isaac‘s style of relationship to Jacob‘s. The 

juxtaposition announces, ―Jacob may be living by strife and deceit, but if you want to see life under the 

promise, in the middle of all the ambiguity of threatening sociopolitical relationships, take a look at 

Isaac.‖ The story also stresses the need for the recipients of the promise to maintain residence in the land, 

something which will add additional tension in segment C.  



Segment C (27:1–40). In the second of the paired stories of dealings between Jacob and Esau, Rebekah 

led Jacob to deceive his father into bestowing the patriarchal blessing—b rākâ—on him instead of on 

Esau the firstborn. Jacob disguised himself as Esau, and, although the blind Isaac was never free from 

suspicion, the ruse worked: The father ate his favorite dish and conferred on Jacob a promise of 

agricultural prosperity and hegemony over other people, including his brother (vv 28–29). Only when 

Esau actually showed up to receive the blessing did Isaac discover the trick; the blessing was already 

Jacob‘s, but Isaac gave Esau a similar promise of bounty along with the promise that he should eventually 

free himself from Jacob‘s yoke (vv 39–40).  

This detailed and extended story—7 times as long as the b kōrâ—shows Jacob firmly in the legal and 

financial position of the firstborn. Both stories involve manipulation, and both involve meals, to which 

Isaac‘s amicable covenant meal with Abimelech is a pointed contrast. They offer complementary 

explanations of Jacob‘s priority, the shorter being more favorable to Jacob (there is no outright deception, 

and Esau ―spurns‖ his birthright), the latter being marked by a deliberate and callous duplicity involving 

Rebekah as prime mover (the verbs in vv 14–17 have Rebekah, not Jacob, as their subject). Jacob‘s 

impersonation of Esau symbolizes his priority: He dresses in Esau‘s clothes and simulates Esau‘s 

tomentose appearance (vv 15–16); he smells of the outdoors (v 27); he twice says, ―I am your firstborn‖ 

(vv 19, 24). He has taken Esau‘s place.  

The Masoretic editors of the Hebrew text have signalled this in another way in Isaac‘s reply to Jacob‘s 

address in v 18. Isaac says ―Yes?‖ (Heb hinnenn  ), a common locution normally spelled hinnēn  , but with 

2 doubled ―n‖s only here and in Gen 22:7 where Isaac‘s address to Abraham and the father‘s reply are in 

the identical words. In both stories the father replies to the younger but favored son.  

This linkage also highlights the tension which the second episode of cheating introduces into the cycle. 

In Gen 22:7 Isaac was the obedient and compliant son, enquiring about sacrificial procedures; but in Gen 

27:18 Jacob—equally born by divine intervention—says, ―I am Esau, your firstborn.‖ How can such 

mendacity inherit and bear the promise? And indeed, the fathers‘ replies in each case signal this, for 

Abraham said to Isaac, ―Yes, my son,‖ but Isaac said to Jacob, ―Yes, who are you, my son?‖ Thus, one of 

the central themes of the whole cycle of stories comes to expression—the unclear identity of Jacob.  

The story expresses this ambiguity in other ways. In talking to Rebekah about the deception, Jacob 

offered descriptions of both himself and Esau (v 11), in which there are wordplays pointing beyond the 

immediate situation. Esau, said Jacob, is a hairy man (Heb ˒  š śā˓ir). The adjective is a homophone of 

śā˓  r ―he-goat, buck,‖ and thus alludes playfully to Esau‘s outdoor life and to the skins of kids with which 

Jacob disguised himself (v 16). I, said Jacob, am a smooth man (Heb ˒  š ḥālāq). The same adjective 

occurs elsewhere of deceptive speech (Prov 5:3; 26:28). Who are you, Jacob? By his own mouth, he is not 

a ―blameless man‖ (25:27), but a ―slippery man.‖  

Although Isaac could give the patriarchal blessing to only one of his sons, he also gave Esau a promise 

very similar in that it predicted the same agricultural boons—the fat of the land and the dew of heaven (in 

reverse order, vv 28 and 39). Translations usually obscure this similarity, since the preposition min can 

mean both ―have a share in‖ and ―be far from,‖ but the reader of the story in Hebrew may wonder if there 

is still a chance for Esau to recoup his position, especially since Isaac told him he would throw off Jacob‘s 

yoke.  

Segment D (27:41–28:5). Esau‘s anger at a second supplanting (v 36) made it necessary for Jacob to 

flee, and his mother arranged his departure for her own country where he could stay with her brother 

Laban (vv 41–45), representing the trip to Isaac as required so that Jacob should not marry a local woman 

(27:46–28:5). Classical literary criticism has seen these two sets of arrangements as duplicate accounts 

from different sources: The former, which calls Rebekah‘s homeland ―Haran,‖ from JE, and the latter, 

using ―Paddan-aram‖ from P. But each paragraph plays its own role in the movement of the narrative.  

This sly provision for Jacob‘s sudden need to leave home is the cycle‘s final glimpse of Rebekah. Her 

last words follow the ―if … then …‖ pattern of her first (25:22), but here the sentence is complete: lāmmâ 

l   ḥayy  m ―What good will life be to me?‖ (v 46). These 2 sentences—freighted with import by their 

position—show Rebekah preoccupied with her own feelings and well-being. Her single significant action 



has been to engineer the deception by which her second-born son Jacob, instead of Esau her firstborn, 

received Isaac‘s blessing. Her way of life has affinities with that of her brother Laban (29:15–30; 31:6–7, 

14–15, 41–42), and Jacob‘s own slippery character displays a family resemblance.  

This way of life is new in the Genesis narratives. Apart from their lies about their wives (chaps. 12, 20, 

26), both Abraham and Isaac are exemplary persons, and in chap. 26 Isaac is conscientious and sacrificial 

in his relations with the herdsmen of Gerar. The term ―Aramean,‖ found first in Rebekah‘s genealogy 

(25:20; 28:5) and elsewhere applied to Laban alone (31:20, 24), while obviously denoting the N Syrian 

region of their origin as ―Aram,‖ seems also to connote this behavioral pattern in the Haran side of the 

family; ―Aramean‖ is new in the Jacob cycle, even though all the other genealogical information of 25:20 

is already found in 24:15, 28.  

It is thus a central tension within the cycle whether Jacob will actually become the chosen leader which 

later Israelites knew him to be. His departure from Canaan raises the possibility that he has abandoned the 

land promised to Abraham and which Isaac has resolutely occupied at great cost (chap. 26), and has 

adopted another way of life altogether. Deut 26:5 describes him as ―an Aramean given up for lost.‖  

Before Jacob left, Isaac gave another blessing, this one clearly linked to earlier traditions in Genesis by 

the words ―fertile and numerous‖ (28:3), alluding to Gen 1:28 and 9:1: Like Adam and Noah, Jacob is to 

be the start of something new and big, becoming ―an assembly of peoples.‖ Isaac went on (28:4) to link 

Jacob with the Abrahamic promise and possession of the land, something new in the narrative and 

especially incongruous in view of his imminent departure. Unlikely as it seems, Jacob has been marked as 

the bearer of the promise.  

At this point, Esau does not look as bad as later tradition painted him (especially Heb 12:16, which 

called him ―irreligious‖), since he has been victimized in both stories of rivalry with Jacob. His 

rehabilitation is further suggested by the 2 snippets of information about his wives which frame the 

deception story (26:34–35 and 28:6–9). The first reports that his Hittite wives ―were a source of 

bitterness‖ to his parents; the second notes that he married Mahalath, the daughter of Ishmael, Isaac‘s 

half-brother. Moreover, Esau remains in Canaan, and the promise concerns the land (28:4).  

This, then, is the situation: Jacob has spurned the Abrahamic promise and has decamped the land which 

the promise conveyed to Abraham‘s offspring; Esau has received a patriarchal promise only slightly less 

complete than Jacob‘s, and has married within the Abrahamic family in order to please his parents; he is 

on the land. The narrative retains Esau more as a peer than as a subordinate, and everything points toward 

his regaining his lost privileged position. Naturally, the informed reader knows that this did not happen, 

but the story‘s willingness to let this prospect arise heightens the tension which Jacob‘s moral deficiencies 

and his flight have already raised.  

Segment E (28:10–22). In a brief but pivotal episode—the only event from his journey to the north—

Jacob dreamed of a stairway between earth and heaven, with God‘s agents going up and down on it. The 

Lord stood beside him and promised him the land, innumerable offspring, and the divine presence to 

protect and return him to the land (vv 13–15). Jacob awoke, recognizing the numinous character of both 

the place and his experience, and responded by setting up a stone pillar and naming the site Bethel, 

―God‘s House‖ (vv 16–19). He reciprocated the promise by a conditional vow, ―the Lord shall be my 

God‖ (v 21).  

The stairway (traditionally ―ladder‖; the word does not occur elsewhere in the Bible) is a symbol of the 

accessibility of God‘s help and presence, a theme distinctive to the Jacob stories. It is not a means for 

human ascent; God‘s agents go up and come down. The stairway is like a fireman‘s pole: when people are 

in need, helpers come down to render it. Their place is not in heaven, but on earth, where the divine 

presence is required.  

In Jacob‘s life, this event is epochal because (a) it is the first time that the divine promise which had 

come to both Abraham and Isaac now comes to Jacob, directly from God (earlier only from Isaac in Gen 

28:3–4), and because (b) it is the first time that Jacob shows any interest whatsoever in the religious side 

of his family tradition (previously only focusing on priority over Esau). The divine initiative arrested him 



as he was in flight from his land and his people, and Jacob was sufficiently moved to acknowledge God‘s 

presence and to perform religious acts.  

The sections 28:6–9 and 10–22 interrupt what would otherwise be a summary account of Jacob‘s trip to 

Haran (28:5 plus 29:1; 28:10 duplicates 28:5), suggesting that each element had an earlier and different 

context. The genealogical interests of vv 6–9 have led many scholars to associate it with P, and the use of 

―Elohim‖ in segment E´ connects it with E. The Bethel story certainly functions as an etiology of a sacred 

place and location of a sanctuary where the faithful later came to worship and pay tithes (v 22). But its 

incorporation into the Jacob cycle has enlarged its function and meaning. Particularly the use of ―YHWH‖ 

(vv 13, 16, 21) shows the story‘s links with Israel‘s distinctive religion, and gives to Jacob‘s words in v 

21 a confessional character which marks the event as a kind of conversion, occurring just as he seems 

firmly to have closed the door on becoming what later generations knew he became: the ancestor of Israel, 

God‘s people.  

At the same time, Jacob‘s vow falls short of hearty embrace of the promise. Its conditionality (―If …‖ v 

20) is confirmed by its content. In reiterating it (vv 20–21a), Jacob omits all references to the land, 

progeny, expansion, and the families of the earth—essential to the patriarchal promise (vv 12–14); he is 

preoccupied with personal well-being (he adds food and clothes), and he alters (v 21) the promise of v 15 

in subtle ways (e.g., ―I [the Lord] will bring you back‖ becomes ―if I [Jacob] return,‖ and ―this land‖ 

becomes ―my father‘s house‖), all of which shows that Jacob wishes to retain the initiative and is more 

interested in the family estate than the land. In short, although the Bethel event marks Jacob‘s awakening 

to God and to the promise, he is still a ―smooth man,‖ and his vows appear to be as much a bargain as a 

commitment.  

Segment F (29:1–30). Jacob‘s 20-year residence in Haran (31:38, 41) is recounted in the stories of 

Segments F–G and G´–F´. He married, serving his mother‘s brother 14 years as a bride price; 11 sons and 

a daughter were born to him by 4 women; and he eventually became wealthy in livestock and servants. 

His relationships with Laban (in whom Jacob almost met his match in craftiness) dominate these sections. 

The initial encounter was apparently cordial (vv 13–14), and the final scene is of a covenant meal between 

them (31:51–54), but in between the 2 men circle warily, each looking to his own advantage.  

Jacob‘s first contact with his mother‘s people was at a well where shepherds were gathered with their 

flocks. As they spoke, Laban‘s daughter Rachel arrived with his flock. The well (v 2) introduces a double 

entendre (Prov 5:15; Cant 4:15): The large stone on the mouth of the well intimates that Rachel will be 

hard to get; when Jacob, singlehanded, rolls the stone from the mouth, we have not only a show of 

masculine strength, but also an intimation that Jacob will marry her. There is no other example in the 

Bible of a man kissing a woman (v 11).  

Jacob stayed with Laban, and after a month proposed to work 7 years in order to marry Rachel. Laban 

agreed, but when the time was up he substituted his older and less-attractive daughter Leah, a deception 

Jacob did not discover until the next morning. When Jacob protested, Laban pled local custom, and 

offered to give him Rachel at the same time, in exchange for another 7 years of work. Thus Jacob came to 

have 2 wives, each of whom had a maid.  

There is an ironic fitness in Laban‘s deception. Jacob‘s reach for the rights of the firstborn son (Esau, 

Heb b kōr 27:32) got him the firstborn daughter (Heb b k  râ 29:26), as well. He, eschewing the place of 

the younger son (sā˓  r 25:23) was at first denied the younger daughter (śe˓  râ 29:26). The man who 

imposed this sentence was the brother of the woman who led Jacob to deceive Isaac. Jacob‘s 

befuddlement is so complete that he did not discover the substitution even in intercourse.  

Jacob and Rachel initially have a romantic and tender relationship. She was shapely and beautiful (v 

17), and Jacob‘s first 7 years‘ work seemed like only a few days because of his love for her (v 20). To fall 

in love is to become vulnerable, and in this relationship the loner began to emerge from his private world 

of wit and manipulation. As the stairway dream signalled a new direction in Jacob‘s relation to God and 

the promise, so does his love for Rachel in his relationships with other people.  

His relationship with Laban was more complex. The uncle embraced and kissed the nephew (v 13), as 

Jacob and Esau were to do later (33:4), and regarded Jacob as an insider who might suitably marry his 



daughter (v 19). But Laban‘s exclamation, ―You are truly my bone and my flesh‖ (v 14) has as much to 

do with Jacob‘s duplicity as it does with blood, since Laban said this after Jacob had told him all that had 

happened (v 13), presumably including the reason for his flight from home. The young Laban had been 

remarked for his cupidity (Gen 24:22, 30–31); the fact that Jacob brought no rich gifts with him did not 

save him from the mature Laban‘s canny eye. Fourteen years‘ work would buy many gold bracelets.  

Segment G (29:31–30:24). The narrative next turns to the building up of Jacob‘s family through the 

birth of 12 children (including his daughter Dinah). The names of the 11 sons have popular etymologies 

attached to them which, for the most part, have to do with the wives‘ standing with one another or with 

Jacob. The sense of rivalry and even hostility is very strong (Levi 29:34, Naphtali 30:8, Joseph 30:23), 

reflecting the reality of a polygamous household and perhaps also of tribal rivalries in later years. None of 

the names is distinctly theophoric, but God/the Lord is mentioned in most of the explanations.  

The Lord favored Leah because she was unloved, and consequently she bore 4 sons. Rachel became 

envious and burst out at Jacob, ―Give me children, or I shall die,‖ a peremptory demand which recalls 

Rebekah‘s brusque rhetoric (25:22; 27:46). Jacob‘s response (v 2) was in kind, and Rachel then offered 

him her maid Bilhah, using identical words to Sarai‘s (Gen 16:2), ―that I also may acquire a family 

through her‖ (v 3). The story thus compares her not only with Leah but tacitly with her husband‘s 

grandmother, Israel‘s primal progenitress, as well. Two sons were born to Jacob through Bilhah, and 2 

more through Leah‘s maid Zilpah. Rachel sought fecundity with an aphrodisiac (v 14), the only result of 

which was that Jacob returned to Leah, who bore him 2 more sons (vv 15–20).  

Rachel thus remained childless, although Jacob had 10 sons by the other 3 women of the household. 

The birth of her son Joseph marks the midpoint of the Jacob cycle, and came about because ―God 

remembered Rachel‖ (v 22). The expression is rich in associations (Noah, at the height of the flood [Gen 

8:1], or the subsequent birth of the prophet Samuel in answer to Hannah‘s prayer [1 Sam 1:19]), and 

implies God‘s redemptive attention to people‘s needs, especially in connection with the covenant (Exod 

2:24). With 12 children, Jacob has grown into a complete family. (Dinah is the 12th; the 12th son, 

Benjamin, was born later on Canaanite soil [35:16–19] although the concluding summary of the cycle 

lists him as one of the 12 sons born in Paddan-Aram [35:22b–26]). Jacob can now return home.  

Segment G´ (30:25–43). But before Jacob was actually to go back, his growth as a family must be 

matched by his wealth. This and the preceding section—the 2 innermost sections of the cycle—match 

each other well: The competitiveness and trickery (30:15) of the wives is matched by Laban‘s new tricks; 

the growth of both groups does not come without difficulty, but in the end is ample. Since the Israelite 

people were later often known as a ―flock‖ under God‘s care (e.g., Ezekiel 34; Pss 77:21; 78:20–22; 

79:13; 96:6–7; 100:3), the collocation is especially apt; figurally the 2 groups are the same.  

Jacob asked Laban‘s permission to go back to his homeland: The required time had been more than 

served (v 26). But when Laban urged him to stay in his service and to name his wages, Jacob proposed to 

take all the irregularly colored animals out of Laban‘s flocks as a nuclear flock of his own. The wily uncle 

agreed, but at once culled and moved those animals, so that Jacob still had nothing. Jacob responded with 

certain obscure procedures by which Laban‘s good flocks bred miscolored offspring; these then became 

Jacob‘s, in accordance with the agreement. In the end, his large family was equalled by his enormous 

holdings of servants and livestock (v 43).  

Segment F´ (31:1–32:1—Eng 31:1–55). Jacob once more decided to return home. Although his mother 

had told him that she would send for him, the story is silent about her. There were 3 reasons for his 

decision: hostility from Laban‘s sons (v 1), a change in Laban‘s attitude toward him (v 2), and 

instructions from the Lord to do so (v 3). The synergism of human motives and divine direction is 

striking. He discussed it secretly (v 4) with Rachel and Leah, referring to Laban‘s guile, crediting God 

with his wealth, and reporting a dream in which ―God‘s agent‖ had directed him to return home (vv 7–

13). The wives supported Jacob‘s decision, describing themselves as ―outsiders‖ in their own clan, since 

Laban had ―sold us and used up our purchase price‖ (v 15).  



It was not only Jacob who credited God with his wealth; the angel said the same thing (v 12), and the 

wives also, adding that the wealth was justly theirs (v 16). The story thus responds to the brothers‘ charge 

that Jacob had grown rich at Laban‘s expense.  

Both here and in his earlier wish to return, Jacob spoke of his ―land‖ (30:25; 31:3, 13), as does the 

summary of his departure (v 18). This language goes beyond that of his previous vow, which spoke only 

of returning to his ―father‘s house‖ (28:21); Jacob will now do more than possess the estate; he will 

occupy the land. (Laban speaks only of ―your father‘s house‖ [v 30], since he knows nothing of the 

promise.) Moreover, although Jacob was Rebekah‘s favorite, he left ―to go to his father Isaac‖ (v 18). 

Where is Rebekah?  

This time Jacob did not ask permission, but left while Laban was away shearing sheep. Unknown to 

Jacob, Rachel stole the household idols (v 19), perhaps for their religious and financial value. When 

Laban learned what had happened, he pursued, overtaking them near Canaan. Warned by God not to 

mistreat them, Laban nevertheless berated Jacob and accused him of stealing the household idols. 

Swearing death to anyone having the idols, Jacob invited Laban to find them. He searched all the tents, 

finally coming to Rachel‘s. She had hidden them, and, by a ruse, prevented Laban from finding them.  

It was Jacob‘s turn to berate Laban, and he did so, more harshly than Laban deserved under the 

immediate circumstances, but not more so, considering the past 20 years. In a speech (vv 38–42) 

summarizing their relations during that time, Jacob accused his shifty uncle and cited his own 

conscientious service and God‘s protection. In exile, the ―slippery man‖ of Canaan was learning to be a 

―blameless man.‖  

Laban proposed a treaty (Heb b r  t, ―covenant‖), marking the boundary between them by a heap of 

stones; each swore by his own deity (v 53), and sealed the agreement with a sacrifice and a meal. Within 

the story, it is the first meal that Jacob has ever eaten with anyone, and a distinct contrast to the 2 meals 

which he had arranged and used to get the better of Esau. The narrative thus does not allow Jacob to leave 

Haran without a reconciliation with Laban—unsought by Jacob—which put an end to 2 decades of 

mistrust.  

Segment E´ (32:3–3—Eng 32:1–2). Parting amicably from Laban, Jacob continued his journey to face 

a similar encounter with Esau in which he has no blamelessness to plead. In a matching spiritual event to 

the stairway dream, God‘s agents encountered him. Jacob said, ―This is God‘s camp,‖ and named that site 

Mahanaim, ―Doublecamp.‖ The name is or resembles a Hebrew noun (dual number), a form used for 

objects which occur naturally in pairs, such as hands and ears. His own entourage is one camp (cf. 32:8—

Eng 32:7), and God‘s agents form the other—a natural pair. He can go on to meet Esau in tandem with the 

same divine company that he met at Bethel and that have been with him ever since (see 31:11).  

Segment D´ (32:4–33—Eng 32:3–32). The cycle returns to Esau, who has not appeared since the end 

of segment D, and who is now mentioned together with the two geographical names to which the cycle 

early made allusion (segment A). Expecting Esau to attack, Jacob broke his retinue into 2 camps so that at 

least half might escape. (He is now a ―people‖ [v 7], a term never applied to Abraham or Isaac.)  

He then prayed for help, another first (vv 9–12). First, his address to God reaches back in time by 

speaking of the ―God of Abraham and Isaac,‖ and forward by using ―Yahweh,‖ the distinctive name of 

Israel‘s deity. Second, as grounds he quotes the divine directive (from 31:3) pursuing which he had come 

to the present hazardous moment, substituting ―deal bountifully with‖ for ―be with.‖ His return to the 

promise at the end of the prayer uses words (―offspring as the sands of the sea‖) which have not appeared 

in the cycle applied to Jacob (28:14 spoke of the ―dust of the earth‖); the narrative telescopes the promises 

here, drawing this line from Gen 22:17—the promise to Abraham—and identifying Jacob with the 

promise in its historical depth. Third, he acknowledges God‘s gifts. He had left Canaan in naked flight, 

and was now two camps. His words ―I am unworthy‖ (v 10), literally, ―I am too small‖ (Heb qāṭōnt  ), 

express more than unworthiness; they also allude to Jacob‘s being the younger (qāṭōn 29:15, 42) and to 

the reversal of primogeniture (Brueggemann 1982). Fourth, the petition beseeches rescue from Esau, 

specifically mentioning the mothers and children; the language is that of the biblical psalms (e.g., 31:16; 

59:2–3; 142:7; 143:9). The absence of any acknowledgement of wrongdoing is noteworthy.  



―A man wrestled with him until dawn‖ (v 24). This best-known of the Jacob stories remains mysterious. 

In their southward march they had reached the river Jabbok and were camped on its N bank. During the 

night after Jacob had dispatched the gifts to Esau, he got up and took his family over to the S bank; he did 

the same with his possessions—no motive for this is given. Jacob remained alone in the camp. There is no 

―angel‖ in this story (an interpretation found in Hos 12:4), and the introduction of an adversary is abrupt 

and unexpected. Is it Esau, taking revenge in kind by a sneak attack in the dark? The match was even, but 

the adversary managed to wrench Jacob‘s hip at its socket before asking for release as the dawn broke. 

Jacob refused, ―unless you bless me.‖ The adversary required him to say his name—―Jacob‖—and then 

changed it to ―Israel,‖ giving a popular etymology by which it means ―he strives with God.‖ When Jacob 

asked his adversary‘s name, he was told, ―You must not ask my name,‖ and they parted (see Gen 35:9–

15). Jacob named the place ―God‘s Face,‖ and went his way, limping, as the sun rose. A dietary etiology 

concludes the story.  

In its present form and position, the story concerns struggle with people and with God (see also Kodell 

1980). The unnamed ―man‖ symbolizes every person with whom Jacob struggled—Esau, Isaac, Laban—

and yet, the ―man‖ at the beginning of the story is certainly God at the end, for who else is it whose name 

cannot be spoken? When else did Jacob strive with God? The story, therefore, in an overt polyvalence, 

blends Jacob‘s conflict with people and with God into one event. The larger narrative also suggests this 

identification. First, Jacob prayed, ―Rescue me (Heb haṣṣ  lēn  ) from my brother‖ (v 11), then he named 

the wrestling-site ―God‘s Face,‖ saying, ―My life has been rescued‖ (Heb wattinnāṣēl, v 30). Second, after 

wrestling, he said, ―I have seen God face to face‖ (v 30), and when he met Esau, he said, ―To see your 

face is like seeing God‘s face‖ (33:10).  

To utter his name was to speak his character—―cheat‖—making good the lack of any confession in the 

prayer, and acknowledging that his alienation from Esau was not an episode but a way of life. The story is 

thus made psychologically and theologically profound by superimposing on one another Jacob‘s need to 

face his own character, his relations with people, and his relation with God.  

The limp suggests the costliness of the lonely struggle. It also shows Jacob advancing to meet Esau in a 

painful vulnerability; whatever he might have thought previously of victory in struggle or of escape (v 8) 

is now quite impossible. He limps. But the sun is rising, and he is on his way to becoming a new man, a 

process begun as the sun was setting (28:11).  

Segment C´ (33:1–20). The story moves immediately to the encounter between the 2 brothers. Jacob 

now leads his entourage, having previously followed it from behind. His elaborate obeisance before Esau 

(v 3) is without parallel in the Bible. But Esau does not want a fight: they embrace, kiss, and weep.  

In the next segment (B´) the text plays on two Hebrew words similar in appearance and sound: maḥăneh 

―company‖ (32:3, 8–9, 11, 22 [—Eng 32:2, 7–8, 10, 21]), and minḥâ ―gift‖ (32:14, 19, 21–22 [—Eng 13, 

18, 20–21]; cf. b rākâ and b kōrâ in segments A and C). Now in 33:8, 10, the maḥăneh has become the 

minḥâ; Jacob urges Esau to accept the company/gift as a sign of the acceptance of his person. Then comes 

the jolt (Fishbane 1975), ―Please take,‖ Jacob urged, ―my blessing  b rākâ)‖ (v 11). Dropping minḥâ, he 

utilizes the same noun and verb used by Esau and Isaac when Jacob took the blessing which was not his 

(27:35–36). The pairing of minḥâ with maḥăneh throughout these 2 sections makes the use of b rākâ 

particularly obtrusive, and the reference to segment C is very clear.  

Yet, this is as far as the narrative can go in describing the reconciliation, for Jacob did not actually 

return the right of primogeniture, and historically Israel never conceded Edom‘s priority. Dramatically 

and symbolically, Jacob‘s acceptance by Esau could have been marked by a meal; its absence suggests 

that the reconciliation fell short of the solidity which Israel felt with the Syrian homeland of Rebekah and 

Rachel, and the narrative expresses this overtly by Jacob‘s wariness of Esau‘s two offers of company and 

assistance (vv 12–16).  

They went their separate ways, Esau to Seir and Jacob to Canaan. His first act there was to buy land and 

set up an altar; by naming it ―El, the God of Israel,‖ he identified himself with the land and with the God 

who wrestled with him and gave him the name which became that of the people of God. Apart from the 

etiology of 32:33 it is the cycle‘s first use of the name ―Israel‖ since it was given.  



Segment B´ (34:1–31). Jacob‘s family settled on land that Jacob bought near Shechem. Dinah, his 

daughter by Leah, was raped by Shechem (his name is the same as the city‘s), son of the city‘s chief, 

Hamor. Jacob‘s involvement in the episode which followed is minimal, being restricted to the notice that 

he was silent about the rape until his sons came in from the field (v 5), and to his protest against his sons‘ 

subsequent actions (v 30).  

Shechem wished to marry Dinah. His father‘s negotiations were entirely with Jacob‘s sons; Hamor even 

referred to their sister as ―your [plural] daughter‖ (v 8). He proposed intermarriage between the family of 

Jacob and the Shechemites, to include full and free rights in the land. The brothers agreed, provided the 

Shechemite men accepted circumcision (already a mark of the Abrahamic tradition, Genesis 17). Then the 

newcomers would mingle and become ―one people‖ with them (vv 16, 22). The Shechemites agreed. But 

on the third day, Dinah‘s uterine brothers Simeon and Levi attacked the city by surprise, killing all its 

men, including Hamor and Shechem, and taking Dinah away. The other brothers followed and pillaged 

the town, taking the women and children and all its wealth. The story closes with Jacob‘s effete protest 

that Simeon and Levi have made him ―odious‖ in the land; he fears an attack which his small forces could 

not resist. The sons say only, ―Should he treat our sister like a whore?‖  

The violence and duplicity of this story surpass anything ever done by Jacob, Rebekah, or Laban. 

Jacob‘s protest—feeble and motivated by fear of revenge rather than by moral outrage—and his silence at 

the outset raise the question whether we have here the new or the old Jacob; indeed, the new name is not 

used at all in the story (except in the anachronistic national sense in v 7).  

To be sure, the threat was great and the accommodation proposed by Hamor (―one people,‖ vv 16, 22) 

went far beyond the treaty designed by Abimelech (Gen 26:29 [segment B]); to ―intermarry‖ (hitḥattēn) 

was forbidden (Deut 7:2–3; Josh 23:12; Ezra 9:14); and the Shechemites were clearly seeking their own 

advantage at Jacob‘s expense: ―Their cattle and substance and all their beasts will be ours.‖ The story is a 

justly sharp warning against sexual irregularity and against assimilation. But the circumcision proposal 

was a ruse from the beginning; the brokers spoke ―with guile‖ (Heb b mirmâ, v 13) and never intended 

intermarriage.  

The cycle, therefore, presents 2 paradigms for relationships with the residents of the land: First, a 

sacrificial self-giving which leads to ―space‖ and to mutual acceptance and respect; second, a murderous 

and vindictive exclusivism. In segment B (Gen 26:1–33), Isaac‘s way resulted in God‘s blessing and 

agricultural prosperity: He found water. There is but one word of evaluation in B´: ―guile‖ (mirmâ). But, 

given the larger Israelite religious context, that is quite enough. It is the same word already used of 

Jacob‘s deceit of Isaac (27:35), and otherwise occurs 37 times, always negatively, exclusively in the 

Prophets and Wisdom literature (except 2 Kgs 9:23). Jer 9:5 (—Eng 9:6) uses mirmâ twice, and also 

alludes to Jacob by using the verb ˓āqab (also twice, in 9:3—Eng9:4). The word mirmâ is almost a code 

word for social evil, and particular condemnation falls on guileful speech (Ps 52:6; Dan 8:25; 11:23). 

Note its use in Hos 12:1, 8, enclosing a passage which refers to Jacob.  

Thus Jacob found that it was not easy to shed a whole way of life; more was yet needed before the 

promise (segment A) can be realized.  

This chapter has long been a textbook example for source critics, who see in some of its internal 

confusions evidence that 2 versions have been combined—one from J (Hamor speaks) and one from P 

(Shechem speaks).  

Segment A´ (35:1–29). The last chapter of a cycle of stories should be highly important, especially in 

an ―anatomy,‖ where the ideas are as important as the stories. Chap. 35 has generally puzzled scholars 

because it comprises discrete and diverse fragments, a feature which may find a parallel in early Arabic 

biographies (Delitzsch), and because parts of it duplicate earlier material (Jacob becomes Israel, he names 

Bethel). But everything here plays a role, either in bringing some of the cycle‘s themes to a conclusion or 

in echoing something in segment A. There are 7 fragments to consider.  

1. Vv 1–7. Responding to God‘s direction, Jacob led a pilgrimage to Bethel, preceded by religious 

reforms involving his own household and (in the context of chap. 34) the Shechemite captives. The 

language of Jacob‘s appeal to the people, especially ―Rid yourselves of the alien gods in your midst‖ (v 



2), makes him the prototype of later reformers who called on God‘s people to repent: Joshua (Josh 24:23) 

and Samuel (1 Sam 7:3). Who are you, Jacob? The sly loner of segment A has become the zealous 

religious leader of a people (vv 2, 6).  

2. Vv 9–15. God appeared, not only to bless Jacob, but also to change his name to ―Israel,‖ and to 

reiterate the twofold promise of progeny and land previously given to Abraham and Isaac. The cycle 

knows 2 traditions of Jacob‘s name-change, one associated with the wrestling in Transjordan (segment 

D´) and one here with Bethel in Canaan. The former is a personal episode in which Jacob struggled to lay 

aside his fractious and estranging way of life; the latter follows his engagement in the religious life of his 

people, showing that the story of Jacob as person was also read and told of Jacob as national progenitor. 

Accordingly, the Heb way bārek ˒ōt  (v 9) should be translated ―he blessed him‖ but at 32:30 ―he took 

leave of him‖ (so JPSV), since the blessing and promise come only after Jacob shows this collective 

concern. The story can now call him ―Israel‖ (v 21), which it has not done previously.  

The promise uses the words ―be fertile and increase,‖ which Isaac had also used (28:3, see segment D). 

The hint there of Jacob as the first man—who, like Adam and Noah, initiates something new and big and 

who can justly inherit the promise of the land—can now be seen enfleshed in the chastened and returned 

Jacob. Now the new beginning can occur, because Jacob cares about his people.  

The cycle also knows two traditions of the naming of Bethel, one on Jacob‘s flight (segment E), and one 

here upon his return. The pair of duplicate name-givings in A´, therefore, link it specifically with the 2 

previous epochal religious experiences of Jacob‘s life: when God arrested his attention and obtained a 

preliminary if wary response (28:10–22), and when God brought Jacob to face himself and his wider 

relationships with both people and the divine (32:22–32). It forms itself a third, in which Jacob‘s 

development comes to the necessary stage of religious leadership in a distinctly Israelite context. The 

placement of vv 9–15 at the close of the cycle is necessary in view of the process through which Jacob 

passed, but it also nicely balances segment A‘s giving of the name ―Jacob‖ with the giving of the new 

name ―Israel.‖  

3. V 8. Verses 1–15 form a unity enclosed by references to Bethel at beginning and end. Verse 8 is 

geographically appropriate, but intrusive in every other way. It may be understood in connection with 

segment A‘s hint that Rebekah‘s role in the cycle will be incomplete. When A´ reports 3 deaths—two of 

them expected through the passage of time—the absence of any word about Rebekah becomes noticeable. 

What has happened to her?  

Rebekah‘s unfinished question (25:22) finds its complement here in 35:8, which is not so much the 

notice of Deborah‘s death as a non-notice of Rebekah‘s. As far as the cycle goes, Rebekah‘s life is an 

unfinished story. After her complaint, ―What good will life be to me?‖ (27:46) we never hear of her again. 

She had told Jacob, ―When your brother‘s anger subsides, I will bring you back from Haran‖ (27:44–45), 

but Jacob‘s return has its own motives (31:1–3). Rebekah disappears from the story without a trace. The 

necrology of v 8 is positioned anomalously between 2 paragraphs showing the new Jacob at his best: He 

leads a religious reform, and he receives a new name and the divine promise. Its obtrusive position is 

hermeneutic: The Aramean way of life is gone; Israel—both person and people—will put away alien gods 

and will occupy the land of promise.  

4. Vv 16–21. As they travelled from Bethel, Rachel died giving birth to Benjamin. Jacob‘s sons now 

number 12, and the death of the beloved wife signals that the cycle is drawing to a close. But it closes on a 

note of hope: Rachel‘s name for the infant—Ben-oni ―Son of my suffering‖—looks backward, to her 

untimely death and to the rivalries and disappointments of the years in Haran; but Jacob‘s alternate name 

―Son of the right hand,‖ looks forward by suggesting his own favor and by evoking the right hand of God 

which saves (Isa 41:10; Pss 20:7; 118:15–16).  

5. V 22a. The brusque notice that Reuben slept with Bilhah, who is called Israel‘s concubine rather than 

Rachel‘s maid, also suggests the passing of the old order. Reuben was Jacob‘s firstborn; to sleep with a 

man‘s women is to lay claim to his position.  



6. Vv 22b–26. Segment A had said that 2 peoples would issue from Rebekah. The list of the 12 sons, 

grouped by mother, matches this prediction, in that one of these peoples (the 12 tribes of Israel) sprang 

from one of Rebekah‘s sons.  

7. Vv 27–29. Finally Jacob reaches his father Isaac, at the ancestral residence of Abraham and Isaac 

(Gen 13:18; 23:2; 25:9). There Isaac died, and the story which began with prenatal jostling closes with the 

brothers Jacob and Esau joined in burying the father who prayed for their birth.  

The divine plan for Jacob has been achieved, against human custom (primogeniture) and against human 

suitability (Jacob is the one who seeks his own advantage at others‘ expense, in flight from intimacy). Yet 

it has come about without any divine overriding of Jacob‘s ―free will‖; all human actions have adequate 

human motivation, including the pivotal decision to return to Canaan. In and through these actions, the 

sovereign will guides human thought and choice in a gracious interplay both reasonable and mysterious.  

C. Meaning  

The cycle‘s internal indications that ―Jacob‖ is a collective reference for Israel find their parallel in the 

Bible‘s frequent use of ―Jacob,‖ either alone or in parallelism with ―Israel,‖ to denote the nation and/or 

the religious community (e.g., Deut 32:9; Jer 10:25; 30:7; Isa 10:21; 17:4; Ps 44:5; see BDB, 785). Note 

Isa 29:22–23, which expressly equates ―Jacob‖ with ―his children‖: ―For when he [Jacob]—that is, his 

children—behold what my hands have wrought in their midst, they will hallow My name.‖ The same 

equivalence is frequent in Second Isaiah where the Lord (a) addresses ―Jacob/Israel‖ directly (40:27; 41:8, 

14; 43:1, 22; 44:1, 2, 21, 23; 44:4; 48:12, 21; 49:5), (b) speaks of having given ―Jacob‖ over to disaster 

(42:4; 43:28), and (c) speaks hopefully of ―Jacob‘s‖ return to the Lord (49:5–6; 59:20). Some of these 

refer to the ―servant,‖ a figure whose identity is ambiguous, but others refer unmistakably to the prophet‘s 

audience and readers. The presumed exilic setting of Second Isaiah suggests a particular linking of the 

narrative‘s out-and-back axis with the experience of exile and (hope for) return; the exilic or early 

postexilic period would be a time in which this particular figural reading of the Jacob stories might have 

developed (Cross has noted similarities between P and Second Isaiah, CMHE, 322–23). One could also 

compare Second Isaiah‘s assertion of the Lord‘s presence with the people (Isa 41:10; 43:2, 5) with God‘s 

promise to be with Jacob and not leave him, a motif that is distinctive to the Jacob stories and is especially 

enshrined in the two theophanic passages about the Lord‘s agents (explicitly in Gen 28:10–22; implicitly 

in 32:2–3—Eng32:1–2).  

The tradents and users understood themselves as ―Israel,‖ automatically giving the stories a referred 

meaning in which they are also about the people of the covenant, whose existence and survival were often 

against both convention and suitability. The narratives are ―typical and representational rather than 

realistic‖ (Blenkinsopp 1981: 41). When prominence is given to political relationships, especially under 

the influence of the documentary hypothesis, the cycle has to do with Israel‘s hegemony over her enemies 

and her occupation of the land (de Pury 1975; CMHE, 263–64), both in the time of Solomon (the 

Yahwist) and later after the Exile (P, see McKenzie 1980: 230–31). But in the present biblical context, 

religious interests come to the fore. Jacob‘s vocation is to be an ˒  š tām, a ―moral person‖ (Gen 25:27). 

Note how many of the Isaiah passages stress repentence, redemption, and obedience to Torah (14:1; 27:9; 

29:22–24; 41:14; 43:1, 22–28; 44:21–22; 48:21; 49:5–6; 59:20). The question of Israel‘s origins is a 

question of ―the essence and meaning of a people. It is ideological rather than historiographical‖; the 

existence of Israel as a people does not depend on a physical or political context but on their observance 

of the Lord‘s commands and statutes (Thompson 1987: 40, 194). Jacob‘s return to the land means not just 

Israel‘s return to the land from exile (McKay 1987) but also Israel‘s return to God. The cycle was 

paradigmatic for their own character and vocation, and in turn for the people of God in every time and 

place.  

There are other inner-biblical indicators of the Jacob cycle‘s religious use. In Hosea 12, ―Jacob‖ denotes 

what was left of the N kingdom and is the object of the prophet‘s preaching; note especially the 

―Jacob‖/―us‖ equivalence (―[Jacob] would find Him at Bethel, and there He speaks with us,‖ Hos 12:5—

Eng12:4) and the return (Heb šûb) motif in Hos 12:7—Eng12:6. In Isa 49:5–6, the statement that the Lord 

―will bring back (Heb š bēb) Jacob to Himself‖ suggests a figural reading of Jacob‘s return; furthermore, 



Israel as a ―light to the nations‖ expresses the idea of service and mission intimated in Gen 30:30 (one of 

Jacob‘s 4 anomalous uses of YHWH). Brodie (1981) argues that the Jabbok story has been constructed to 

reflect the oracle in Jer 30:1–13; the cycle has been shaped by a sermon. Jer 9:3 warns against trusting 

even a brother, ―for every brother takes advantage‖ (Heb ˓āq b ya˓qōb [the form differs from the name 

―Jacob‖ only by a single š wa]), and v 5 adds, ―You dwell in the midst of deceit (mirmâ), in their deceit 

they refuse to heed me, declares the Lord‖ (v 5); in v 3‘s resonance with ―Jacob‖ and v 5‘s use of mirmâ 

we see a figural application of the Jacob material to Israel‘s moral life.  

The cycle, therefore, is not historical; it is homiletic, and bears the marks of shaping to that end. The 

individual ―Jacob‖ and the collective ―Israel‖ overlap—even coalesce—at the artistically most significant 

points in the cycle: the beginning, the ending, and the middle. At the beginning, this overlap is 

accomplished by identifying the twins with nations (Gen 25:23) and by allusions associated with Esau‘s 

name; at the ending, by Jacob‘s receiving the name ―Israel‖ (35:10) and by his engagement in the 

religious life of his people (vv 1–7); and at the middle by the collocation of the sections on children and 

flocks (Gen 29:31–30:43). It is a cycle about the people of God.  
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STANLEY D. WALTERS  

JACOB’S WELL (PLACE) [Gk Pēgē tou Iakōb (Πηγη του Ἰακωβ)]. The only well which is 

specifically mentioned in the NT, and the place where Jesus talked with the Samaritan woman (John 4:6). 

It is not mentioned by that name in the OT, even though Jacob‘s dwelling is reported to be in that region.  

The text in John connects the well with the city of Sychar (John 4:5), but opinions on the identification 

of this town are divided between those who see in the place-name the modern town of Askar located N of 



this well and others who associate Sychar with Shechem. See SHECHEM; SYCHAR. The former 

position favoring Sychar was held by the Old Syriac Bible, Jerome, and more recently Albright. Two of 

the most-frequently used arguments are the alleged corruption of Sychar to Shechem, and the text of 

Genesis 33:18 which mentions Jacob as having dwelt before the city, i.e., to the E of it. This identification 

has been shaken by recent archaeological evidence according to which Shechem ceased to exist by the 1st 

century B.C. Thus, nearby Askar receives more attention today despite the fact that the town is not as close 

to the traditional well as the proponents of this thesis would wish; in addition to this, Askar has its own 

well whose water is not as good as the one of the well in question.  

Yet in spite of the difficulties connected with the identification of the city of Sychar, the well has been 

confidently identified with Bir Ya˓aqub (M.R. 177179) in the proximity of Tell Balatah. This well is 

located at the entrance to the ravine which separates Mt. Ebal from Mt. Gerizim in a Greek Orthodox 

church that has been under construction since 1903. This location is plausible since it agrees with the 

evidence from the narrative, namely that the well is found at the foot of Mt. Gerizim (John 4:20) and 

about 1 mile SE of Nablus. It is near the fork of a road which comes from Jerusalem and branches to 

Samaria and Tirzah respectively.  

The authenticity of this well is not only based on the details from the story, which agree with its 

identification, but also upon the fact that all traditions—Jewish, Samaritan, Christian, and Muslim—

support it. This led A. Parrot to declare that this site is the most authentic of all the Holy Places in 

Palestine. The earliest evidence comes from A.D. 333 when Pilgrim of Bordeaux mentions a pool or a bath 

filled with water from this well. Also, Eusebius in the 4th century speaks of the well in his Onomasticon.  

According to Jerome there was a church in this place toward the end of the 4th century, a fact confirmed 

by the story of Arculf‘s pilgrimage in A.D. 670, which states that the church was built in the shape of a 

cruciform. Archaeological excavations of the site have unearthed the ruins of an old crusader‘s church 

which dates to the 11th century. In 1881 a stone was discovered nearby which is believed to have been a 

cover of the well.  

The well itself is ca. 100 feet deep, a fact reminiscent of the woman‘s words in John 4:11. The water is 

clear and cool and visitors today are still offered a cup of this refreshment. The upper part of the well is 

built in masonry, while the lower is cut through rock. The words from John 4:6 can be translated as ―on 

the well‖ which suggests that the well was covered by stone blocks. The well is supplied in 2 ways, by 

underground sources and also by surface water—like rainwater. Based on the use of the Gk word phrear 

(4:11) some are inclined to call the source a draw-well. The water source was certainly not a cistern, nor 

is it today but rather a rich supply of water at a great depth.  

Some of the important parallels between the report of John and the actual description of the place 

demonstrate the author‘s good knowledge of the geographical data of this Palestinian region.  
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ZDRAVKO STEFANOVIC  

JACOB, LADDER OF. This pseudepigraphon is a haggadic exegetical expansion of Jacob‘s vision 
(Gen 28:11–22) with apocalyptic elements. Seven chapters describe the ladder stretching into heaven; the 

first 6 are probably Jewish, and the final one is an expansion by a Christian, who prophesies regarding the 

birth and crucifixion of Christ. The document is preserved only in 2 Slavonic recensions. Since these texts 

are part of the Explanatory Palaia (Tolkovaja paleja), which is a medieval Slavic reworking of OT stories, 

there is not sufficient data to discern how much of each text, if any, antedates 200 C.E. Critical work and 

discussion of this document is just beginning. Nothing certain can be reported regarding the original 

language, provenience, date, or character of the Ladder of Jacob.  

The original language of chap. 1–6 may be Gk (Lunt, OTP 2: 403). They seem to be written by a Jew—

perhaps late in the 1st century C.E. or sometime in the 2d century B.C.E.—who wrote for readers ignorant 

of Hebrew. The choice of the base text (esp. Gen 28:13–15) and the emphasis on the land (1:9) may 

indicate a Palestinian provenience.  



Monotheism is stressed in the document. Angels, which in most Jewish pseudepigraphical works 

descend from heaven to earth and then ascend back into heaven, are described instead as first ascending 

and then descending. The source for this imagery is Gen 28:12b (cf. John 1:51). The angel sent to Jacob 

―to understand the meaning of the dream‖ (3:2) is Sariel, who is ―in charge of dreams‖ (3:2). The Voice in 

this document is a hypostatic creature, as in the Apocalypse of Abraham, the Apocalypse of Sedrach, and 

other documents (Charlesworth 1985: 19–41). The work is anti-astrological, in contrast to the Treatise of 

Shem. Apocalyptic emphases permeate the work, with predictions of exile, slavery, and persecution, but 

angels, and even God, will fight for Jacob‘s descendants (as in 1QM), and the eschaton will be blessed: 

―And through your seed all the earth and those living on it in the last times of the years of completion 

shall be blessed‖ (1:11; Lunt OTP 2: 407).  
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JAMES H. CHARLESWORTH  

JACOB, PRAYER OF. A document preserved in only one 4th-century Gk papyrus. Greek is 

probably the original language. The work must antedate the 4th century, and parallels with other similar 

works indicate that the prayer was composed in the 2d or even late 1st century C.E. The provenience 

seems to be Egyptian because of the veneration of Sinai and links with other Egyptian documents. The 

author is thought to be a Jew; he refers to himself as ―[fro]m the rac[e] of Israel‖ (line 14), prays to the 

―Lord God of the Hebrews‖ (line 13), and is influenced by Jewish magic.  

Interesting features include the claim that God sits ―upon (the) mountain of h[oly] [S]inaios‖ (line 8) 

and that the author is immortal, indeed an angel: ―an ear[th]ly angel,/ as [hav]ing become immortal‖ (line 

19). E. R. Goodenough (1953: 161–207) rightly saw that the author is an angel on the earth; but how and 

when the author became an angel, presumably through some magical means, is unclear. See also OTP 2: 

715–23, and PGM, 148–49.  
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JADA (PERSON) [Heb yādā˓ (ָיָדע )]. Younger son of Onam and grandson of an important leader in the 

tribe of Judah, Jerahmeel, by his wife Atarah; mentioned twice in the genealogies of 1 Chronicles (1 Chr 

2:28, 32). Jada is the brother of Shammai (whose descendants are enumerated for 18 generations in 1 

Chronicles 2) and father of Jether and Jonathan. Jether died without issue (v 32) and Jonathan‘s 2 sons, 

Peleth and Zaza, complete Jada‘s genealogy. Variant spellings of Jada appear in the LXX, although many 

scholars consider those genealogies corrupt (especially Codex Vaticanus); however, the genealogies of 

Jerahmeel in the MT are viewed by most contemporary scholars as being in good order. Williamson 

(1979: 352) summarizes recent source critical scholarship of the genealogies in 1 Chronicles 1–9 

concluding that 2:25–33 (of which Jada is a part) and 42–50a form a related unit. This independent source 

was used by the Chronicler and probably already contained the distinctive parallel opening and closing 

formulae.  

Although little is known of the clan of Jerahmeel, current scholarship concludes a preexilic origin and 

historical nature to the Jerahmeelite genealogy (Jerahmeelites do not appear in discussions of the 

restoration). This clan is mentioned in 1 Sam 27:10 and 30:29, in connection with the Kenites, as 

inhabiting the S portion of Judah at the time of David. Some scholars identify them with foreign elements 

in Israel (Gen 15:19) and the shift of Edomites from S Judah northward following the destruction of 

Jerusalem (Braun 1 Chronicles WBC, 45; Myers 1 Chronicles AB, 15). Elmslie (Chronicles CBC, 15) 

suggests that names of Jerahmeelite ancestry may not reflect either specific individuals or places but 



rather preserves the idea that these formerly nomadic families now enjoyed a more settled life. More 

recent scholarship favors viewing all of the names listed as personal (Braun 1 Chronicles WBC, 45). 

Specific dating of Jada is impossible at this time and suggestions range from before the Exodus (Keil 

1872: 67) to a time closer to the period of restoration. See Braun (1 Chronicles WBC, 46) for discussion 

and evaluation. The name Jada is derived from the verb meaning ―know‖ and some of the many 

suggestions offered for the meaning of this name are ―the caring one,‖ ― (God) has cared,‖ ―known,‖ 

―skillful,‖ and ―shrewd one.‖  
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W. P. STEEGER  

JADDAI (PERSON) [Heb yadday (ַיַדי )]. See IDDO.  

JADDUA (PERSON) [Heb yaddûa˓ (ַַידּוַע )]. The name of 2 different persons mentioned in the OT.  

1. A leader of the people and a signatory to the covenant established by Ezra (Neh 10:21). Some 

scholars conjecture that the name is a shortened form of either the name, Jolada (Neh 3:6) or Jedalah 

(Ezra 2:36). If so, the name, Jaddua, means ―Yahweh has known or cares for‖ (Brockington Ezra, 

Nehemiah and Esther NCBC, 182; cf. TPNAH 168).  

2. A high priest during the postexilic period (Neh 12:11, 22). According to v 11 he was the son of 

Jonathan. Although this may be (Brockington, 200), it is more likely that an error has been made in 

copying the text and that, as v 22 would seem to suggest, he was the son of Johanan (Brockington, 199–

200; Ward IDB 2: 787; Myers Ezra, Nehemiah AB, 195). According to Josephus, he ―shared‖ the office 

of high priest with Manasses early in the reign of Alexander the Great (Ant 11.8.2). Precisely what 

Josephus means is unclear, unless Manasses served as Jaddua‘s assistant or sāgān. Beyond what we know 

about Jaddua, no further information about the order of succession to the high priesthood is again 

available until the Hellenistic period (Albright 1949: 54, 55). More significant is the clue that his name 

may provide to a date for the final compilation of Ezra-Nehemiah (Brockington, 200). However, any 

conjectures ventured on this basis must be tempered by the possibility that Jaddua‘s name has been added 

to the manuscript (Ward IDB 2: 787; Myers, 198).  
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FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT  

JADDUS (PERSON) [Gk Ioddous (Ἰοδδους)]. The progenitor of a family of priests which returned 

from Babylon with Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 5:38). When the family was unable to establish its priestly lineage 

by genealogical records, the men were excluded from serving as priests (1 Esdr 5:38–40 = Ezra 2:61–63 = 

Neh 7:63–65). Neither Ezra nor Nehemiah record the name ―Jaddus,‖ using in its place ―Barzillai‖ (Ezra 

2:61; Neh 7:63). There are, however, a number of manuscripts in which 1 Esdras states that Jaddus took 

the name of his father-in-law Barzillai when he married Agia.  

MICHAEL DAVID MCGEHEE  

JADON (PERSON) [Heb yād n (ָידון )]. One of those who repaired the wall of Jerusalem following the 

return from Babylonian exile (Neh 3:7). Newman (IDB 2: 787) offers 2 possible derivations for the name: 

(1) from an Arabic word meaning ―frail‖ or (2) a shortened form of ydnyh, which occurs in the 

Elephantine Papyri and means ―Yahweh rules.‖ Jadon is identified as a ―Meronothite.‖ This appellation 

occurs elsewhere only in 1 Chr 27:30. Meronoth has been identified with Beit Unia, which lies about 3 

miles NW of Gibeon (IDB 2: 787). Since the entire identifying clause reads ―Melatiah the Gibeonite and 

Jadon the Meronothite, the men of Gibeon and of Mizpah,‖ it stands to reason that Meronoth should be 

connected with Mizpah. This Mizpah would be the ―Mizpah of Benjamin,‖ which has been identified with 



Tell en-Nasbeh (IDB 3: 407–8). In fact, Batten (Ezra and Nehemiah ICC, 210) suggests reading ―Mispite‖ 

for ―Meronothite.‖ Brockington (Ezra, Nehemiah, and Esther NCBC, 136–37) offers the more-balanced 

suggestion that Meronoth must be in some way identified with Mizpah. Therefore, Jadon was from 

Meronoth, which probably lay in the vicinity of Mizpah of Benjamin.  

MICHAEL L. RUFFIN  

JAEL (PERSON) [Heb yā˓ēl (ָיֵףל )]. The wife of Heber the Kenite (Judg 4:17) who gave shelter and 

then murdered Sisera, commander of the Canaanite coalition armies of Jabin, king of Hazor. He had been 

defeated by the combined armies of Israel under the leadership of Barak and Deborah (Judg 4:16). What 

motive did she have for her act? She was a member of a splinter group of the generally pro-Israelite 

Kenites (Judg 4:11; cf. Fensham 1964), who originated in the N of Sinai and evidently were metalworkers 

who had peaceful relations with Hazor (Judg 11:16; YGC, 38–42). Sisera naturally would expect 

sanctuary since this small seminomadic clan would be dependent upon good relations with its neighbors 

for trade and for land to live on (Soggin Judges OTL, 77). Caught in a dilemma of conflicting loyalties, 

she evidently made a political choice, since the text makes no mention of a personal motive. The story of 

Jael and Sisera is told twice: once in prose form (Judg 4:17–22) and a second time as part of the ancient 

poem, the Song of Deborah (Judg 5:24–27). Because of differences in reconstructing the chronology of 

the period of the Judges, the mention of Jael as a contemporary of Shamgar (Judg 5:6) has been variously 

understood as a textual problem or a historical one (cf. Soggin Judges OTL, 85–86). Others see no 

problem with the reference at all (Boling Judges AB, 109). The phrase ―wife of Heber the Kenite‖ (Judg 

5:24) is often interpreted as an interpolation from Judg 4:16 on metrical grounds, although Boling (Judges 

AB, 114) retains the phrase, also appealing to the metrics of the poem. Jael means ―ibex‖ or ―wild goat‖ 

(United Bible Societies 1972: 46), and is a member of a broad class of nontheological personal names in 

the Semitic world using the names of animals for women (Stamm 1967: 329).  
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KIRK E. LOWERY  

JAGUR (PLACE) [Heb yāgûr (ָיגּוש )]. A settlement of the tribe of Judah (Josh 15:21). Jagur is only 

mentioned once, in Josh 15:21, where it is listed among the settlements occupied by Judah in the 

aftermath of the conquest. Though the present literary context of the Judean town list is set in the period 

of Joshua, its original setting was as part of a post-Solomonic administrative division of the S kingdom. 

The date for the establishment of this system is debated, with suggestions ranging from the early 9th to 

the late 7th centuries B.C. Jagur is in the southernmost district of Judah, the Negeb.  

The location of Jagur is problematic. It is mentioned 3rd in the list of Negeb towns, and it may be that 

the explanatory clause which begins the list, ―toward the boundary of Edom,‖ does point to an area in the 

E Negeb. It is placed between Eder (probably a mistake for Arad) and Kinah (probably to the N of Arad, 

somewhere along the Wadi el Qeini). Arad inscription 42 mentions Jagur in a very fragmentary context 

(AI, 76). Its probable mention in Josh 15:21 near Arad, and the occurrence of Jagur on an ostracon from 

Arad, suggest a location in its vicinity. Both Abel (GP, 353) and Simons (GTTOT, 142) place it at Khirbet 

el-Gharrah, 18 km E of Beer-sheba (M.R. 148071).  
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JAH/JAHVEH/JAHWEH. See YAHWEH.  



JAHATH (PERSON) [Heb yaḥat (ַיַחת )]. 1. A Judahite, the son of Reaiah and the father of Ahumai 

and Lahad (1 Chr 4:2). Williamson (1979a: 351–59) has argued that the Judahite genealogy of 1 Chr 4:2–

4 reflects a preexilic source, whose beginnings may be detected in 1 Chr 2:50b–52. It should be noted, 

however, that Reaiah represents a family name of a group that returned from exile with Zerubbabel (Ezra 

2:47 [= Neh 7:56]) and that an explicit relationship is drawn between Jahath and his kin and Zorah, a 

town inhabited by Judahites in the Persian period (Neh 11:29). These facts suggest that Jakim and kin 

represent individuals from the postexilic period that the Chronicler has transposed back before the reign 

of David in order to construct a genealogy that reflects the social realia of the Chronicler‘s own day.  

2. The name of several Gershomites who appear with slightly divergent lineages in different 

genealogical lists within 1 Chronicles (1 Chr 6:5, 28—Eng6:20, 43 and 1 Chr 23:10–11). Jahath first 

appears in 1 Chr 6:5 (—Eng 6:20) as the grandson of Gershom through Libni and as the father of 

Zimmah. He appears soon after in 1 Chr 6:28 (—Eng 6:43) within the genealogy of Asaph. This text 

portrays him directly as the son of Gershom and the father of Shimei. Zimmah becomes one generation 

removed as Jahath‘s grandson, rather than his son. In 1 Chr 23:10–11 Jahath represents a Gershomite 

whom David assigns to the maintenance of the Temple and its cult. Here Jahath is portrayed as the son, 

rather than the father, of Shimei. The relationship between these 3 instances of ―Jahath the Gershomite‖ 

may be interpreted in several ways. Most commonly, modern interpreters have regarded the variance in 

these Levitical genealogies as an indication of later additions to 1 Chronicles that reflect the changing 

status of Levitical families in the Second Temple period (Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 57–59, 155). 

Curtis and Madsen (Books of Chronicles ICC, 130–35) attempted to emend the texts in order to remove 

inconsistencies. Yet the stylistic commonalities of the narrative frameworks where Jahath appears suggest 

that the Chronicler himself consciously altered the arrangement of the lists in order to generate different 

Levitical lists for distinct purposes and historical eras. The Chronicler, therefore, may have borrowed the 

name ―Jahath‖ from a Benjaminite family of his day and utilized it to construct artificial genealogical 

lists.  

3. The son of Rehabiah and one of the ―remaining Levites‖ who, according to the Chronicler, casts lots 

before David, Zadok, and Ahimelek in order to receive his place among the Levitical household leaders (1 

Chr 24:22). Liver (1968: 8.29–32) believes that this list may have originated from an authentic source 

composed during the reign of David or Solomon; most commentators, however, have attributed the list, in 

which Isshiah appears, to a time later than the main composition of Chronicles—either to the late Persian 

period (Williamson 1979b: 259–60, 265–68) or, more commonly, to the Maccabean era (Rudolph, 163–

65). The style of the list, however, corresponds closely with the compositional techniques of the 

Chronicler. The Chronicler may have borrowed the name from a postexilic individual in order to complete 

a suitable list of Levitical names for the reign of David.  

4. A Levite from the family of Merari, who, according to the Chronicler, supervised the renovation of 

the Temple during the reign of Josiah (2 Chr 34:12). Curtis and Madsen (p. 506) describe 2 Chr 34:12 as 

―a characteristic addition of the Chronicler.‖ The Chronicler seems to have borrowed the names of Jahath 

and the other Levitical foremen from prominent Levitical names elsewhere in his work. Jahath‘s 

appearance within the reign of Josiah provides an important illustration of the Chronicler‘s use and reuse 

of Levitical names in his attempt to legitimize his version of the history of Judah.  
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JOHN W. WRIGHT  



JAHAZ (PLACE) [Heb yahaṣ (ַיַהצ )]. Var. JAHZAH. A settlement in Transjordan known from the OT 

and the Mesha Inscription. The present state of scholarship does not allow for a conclusive identification 

of Jahaz although there are several viable proposals (below).  

According to various accounts, the Amorite king, Sihon, whose capital was located as Heshbon (Tell 

Hesban), came to Jahaz to oppose the Israelite tribes as they passed through Transjordan (Num 21:23; 

Deut 2:32; Judg 11:20). The geographical details are vague, but imply that Jahaz was located S of 

Heshbon, perhaps along the E border of the settled plateau as it stretched out to the desert. This possibility 

is complicated by the difficult issues regarding the wilderness itineraries and by the question of how to 

depict Israel: as passing around Edom and Moab to the E, or rather passing through their territories.  

Jahaz is included in Reuben‘s tribal inheritance (Josh 13:18) and is made a levitical city (Josh 21:36). 

Prophetic oracles of a later period presuppose Jahaz is a Moabite town (Isa 15:4; Jeremiah 48:21, 34 [v 21 

reads ―Jahzah‖ as does 1 Chr 6:78]). Precisely this kind of conflict is presupposed in the Mesha 

Inscription (lines 18–21) from the 9th century B.C.E. which narrates that Moab regained Jahaz from an 

Israelite king who had fortified the town. Mesha notes that he ―annexed‖ Jahaz to Dibon (Tell Dhiban), 

almost certainly as part of his efforts to regain control of the plateau between Madeba and Dibon.  

The Mesha Inscription states that Israel had fortified 2 towns, Ataroth and Jahaz. Ataroth (Kh. ‘Atarus) 

is located ca. 14 km NW of Dibon on the edge of the W slopes of the plateau. Since Dibon was Mesha‘s 

administrative center, somewhere between it and Ataroth was the effective border between Israel and 

Moab. The obvious candidate for such a demarcation is the N tributary of the Wadi Mujib (the biblical 

Arnon), which cuts through the plateau in a SW direction from its beginnings near the E edge of the 

settled plateau. This wadi is known by various modern names as one climbs W–E: Wadi Heidan, Wadi 

Wala, Wadi Remeil, and Wadi et Themed. Jahaz, therefore, should be located along or just N of this wadi 

system and E of Ataroth.  

Among the likely possibilities are the following:  

1. Khirbet Libb (M.R. 222112), ca. 11 km N of Dibon on the King‘s Highway, is now the site of a 

modern village which obscures the Iron Age ruins. This location would fit the comment of Eusebius 

that Jahaz was between Madeba and Dibon (Onomast. 104.9).  

2. Khirbet Iskander (M.R. 223107), a site just W of the modern King‘s Highway as it crosses the Wadi 

Wala, and ca. 6 km N of Dibon. Limited excavations suggest the site is primarily EB IV; no 

architectural remains as yet have been found from the Iron Age.  

3. Khirbet Remeil (M.R. 228114), an Iron Age fort ca. 5 km NE of Iskander set on an isolated hill. The 

exposed ruins provide evidence of a walled enclosure and tower/fortress complex. An unresolved 

question is whether Remeil is large enough to be known independently or whether the fort was used 

in the service of a larger settlement nearby such as Kh. Medeiniyeh.  

4. Khirbet Medeiniyeh on the Themed (M.R. 236110), ca. 2.5 km NE of Kh. Remeil. This tell projects 

substantial wall lines and a possible moat that Nelson Glueck likened to Maiden Castle in England. 

The site‘s size and surface pottery suggest it is the largest predominately Iron Age settlement along 

the E edge of the settled plateau.  

5. Khirbet Qureiyet ‘Aleiyan (M.R. 233104), ca. 8 km NE of Dibon, is a series of Iron Age ruins.  

6. Jalul (M.R. 231125), located ca. 5 km E of Madeba, this is the largest tell in the area with surface 

remains indicating Iron Age occupation. It is located too far N to meet the criterion of placement 

between Madeba and Dibon. It is, however, located SE of Hesban nearer the edge of the desert.  

Among these options, Khirbet Medeiniyeh is the best possibility as the site of Jahaz. It is the largest site 

in the immediate vicinity, just as Ataroth is for the W section of the plateau, and it is located along the 

proposed border between Israelite-controlled territory and Moab as deduced from the Mesha Inscription. 

If the presence of pottery figurines among surface pottery is any indication, it was also a cultic center. If a 

site on or near the King‘s Highway is sought, then either Khirbet Libb or perhaps Khirbet Iskander are 

likely choices.  
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J. ANDREW DEARMAN  

JAHAZIEL (PERSON) [Heb yaḥăz  ˒ēl (יֵאל  A personal name which combines an imperfect .[( ַיֲחזִׂ

form of the verb ḥzh ―see‖ with the substantive ˒ēl ―God‖ and may be understood as expressing a request 

for help (IPN, 27, 198): ―may God see,‖ or as a simple statement, ―God sees.‖ Bauer (1930: 74) allows 

that it might reflect an older perfect meaning: ―God has seen.‖ Five individuals are so named.  

1. A Benjaminite relative of Saul listed among those who came to David at Ziklag (1 Chr 12:5—

Eng12:4). These 23 are described (v 1) as ―mighty men‖ (Heb gibb r  m) and as ―warriors‖ (Heb ˓ōzre 

hammilḥāmāh; Gordon 1955: 88, Gray 1965: 42, 263). They were ―equipped with bow‖ and were 

ambidextrous in shooting arrows and slinging stones (v 2). Curtis and Madsen (Chronicles ICC, 196) 

believed those listed were Judeans.  

2. One of the priests (1 Chr 16:6) appointed during the reign of David to sound ―with trumpets‖ (Heb 

hăṣōṣrôt) continually before the ark of the covenant of God. His name is omitted from the original 

reading of Codex Sinaiticus and from the list of priests in 1 Chr 15:5. In the LXX his name is rendered 

oziēl (cf. 15:18, 20).  

3. A Levite, the 3d son of Hebron who was a son of Kohath (1 Chr 23:19; 24:23), one of the familial 

divisions of the Levitical organizational structure attributed to David.  

4. A Levite, son of Zechariah, whose lineage was traced to Asaph (2 Chr 20:14). As a son of Asaph he 

was a member of that guild of temple musicians, instrumentalists, and singers (1 Chr 25:1–2; 2 Chr 35:15) 

whose musical function was also described as prophesying (Heb nibb ˒  m, 1 Chr 25:1, cf. 2b). Speaking 

―in the midst of the assembly‖ (2 Chr 20:14) in true prophetic fashion, he delivered a salvation oracle 

(Shearer 1986: 194, 241) in response to the king‘s lament. ―All Judah and inhabitants of Jerusalem and 

King Jehoshaphat‖ (v 15) were assured the Lord would engage and be victorious (vv 15b, 17) over a 

threatening coalition of enemy forces from the E and SE.  

5. According to the MT of Ezra 8:5 the father of an unnamed member of the sons of Shecaniah who, 

along with 300 males of the extended family (Blenkinsopp Ezra-Nehemiah OTL, 161; IB 3) returned with 

Ezra to Judah from Babylonian exile during the reign of the Persian King Artaxerxes. The LXX (Codex 

Alexandrinus) and 1 Esdr 8:32 name Zathoēs (RSV Zattu) as the eponymous ancestor with Jahaziel as the 

father of Shecaniah who is the living head of the returning group.  
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RODNEY H. SHEARER  

JAHDAI (PERSON) [Heb yahday (ַדי  Descendant of Caleb and father (or mother) of 6 sons (1 .[( ַיהְׁ

Chr 2:47). Whether this person is a man or a concubine (of Caleb‘s) is not certain (cf. 2 Chr 2:48); nor is 

it certain that this portion of the genealogy is in its original position. On the difficulties of the genealogy 

in 1 Chr 2:42–50a see Williamson (Chronicles NCBC, 54–55) and Braun (1 Chronicles WBC, 40–41). 

This name, meaning ―directed of the Lord,‖ occurs nowhere else in biblical literature.  

CRAIG A. EVANS  

JAHDIEL (PERSON) [Heb yaḥd  ˒ēl (יֵאל דִׂ  Manassite tribal leader in Transjordania. The name .[( ַיחְׁ

means ―May God rejoice‖ (ḥādâ + ēl). He is described as a mighty warrior and included in the part of the 

tribe of Manasseh that occupied the area from Bashan to Mount Hermon (1 Chr 5:24). According to 1 Chr 

5:26, these Manassites, along with the Gadites and Reubenites in Transjordania, were exiled by the 



Assyrians under Tiglath-pileser III. This note finds support in other texts (e.g., 2 Kgs 15:29) that mention 

the Assyrian campaign in Galilee and Gilead during the Syro-Ephraimitic War (ca. 733 B.C.E.).  

The list of 7 ―mighty warriors, famous men, heads of their fathers‘ houses‖ in 1 Chr 5:24, which 

includes Jahdiel, is not part of a larger sequence, but is a genealogical fragment. It makes no attempt to 

relate any of the 7 men to Manassite clans, and in none of the other genealogies for the tribe (Num 26:29–

34; Josh 17:1–2) is one of the 7 mentioned (unless Epher is the corrupted form of Hepher, who appears in 

the other lists). This has led some to question the source and accuracy of 1 Chr 5:24 (Williamson 

Chronicles NCBC, 66–67). In addition, the verse itself shows evidence of textual corruption. Although 

Jahdiel‘s name occupies the prominent 7th position in the present form of the Heb text, there is a waw (a 

conjunctive particle) that precedes the 1st name on the list, and this may indicate that the name (or 

names), which originally began the sequence, have been lost.  

Finally, it is surprising to find Manasseh treated at all in 1 Chronicles 5, since the tribe is the subject of 

a much more extensive genealogy in 1 Chr 7:14–19. It may be that the author or a later editor was 

motivated to treat Manasseh with the other Transjordanian tribes in chap. 5, since Manasseh itself was 

divided into 2 segments—one in Transjordania (1 Chr 5:24) and one in W Palestine (1 Chr 7:14–19; 

Williamson NCBC, 66–67).  

M. PATRICK GRAHAM  

JAHDO (PERSON) [Heb yaḥdô (דו  A Gadite who is mentioned only in 1 Chr 5:14. The .[( ַיחְׁ

suggestions that his name should be spelled yaḥday or yaḥdōy are supported (but by no means 

established) by the Gk mss that conclude the name with an iota. It may be that the name was derived from 

the imperfect form of the Heb verb ḥādâ ―rejoice‖ and expresses the desire that deity rejoice over the one 

named (Noth IP, 28, 210). Usually, however, the name has been associated with yāḥad ―to be united‖ and 

given no particular meaning aside from its significance as a personal name.  

M. PATRICK GRAHAM  

JAHLEEL (PERSON) [Heb yaḥl ˒ēl (ֵאל לְׁ  JAHLEELITES. Third of the 3 sons of Zebulun .[( ַיחְׁ

mentioned in the genealogy of Jacob (Gen 46:14). Jahleel was the grandson of Jacob and Leah by their 

6th and youngest son Zebulun (Gen 30:20). His name is included among the 33 sons and grandsons of 

Jacob and Leah (Gen 46:15) who descended with their families to join Joseph in Egypt, after Jacob heard 

that his son was alive. Jahleel became the clan leader of the Jahleelites, one of the clans of Zebulun (Num 

26:26); however, nothing else is known about Jahleel and his family outside these two genealogical lists. 

His name does not appear in the Chronicler‘s list because in the genealogies of the sons of Jacob (1 

Chronicles 4–7) the name of Zebulun is not included among the genealogies of the other tribes.  

CLAUDE F. MARIOTTINI  

JAHMAI (PERSON) [Heb yaḥmay (ַמי  Descendant, perhaps grandson, of Issachar according to .[( ַיחְׁ

the genealogy of 1 Chr 7:1–5. See IBSAM.  

M. STEPHEN DAVIS  

JAHZAH (PLACE) [Heb yahṣâ (ָקה   .See JAHAZ .[( ַיהְׁ

JAHZEEL (PERSON) [Heb yaḥṣ ˒ēl (ֵאל קְׁ  Var. JAHZIEL. JAHZEELITES. The 1st of the 4 .[( ַיחְׁ

sons of Naphtali (Gen 46:24). Jahzeel was also the grandson of Jacob and Bilhah (Gen 30:7–8), the maid 

whom Laban gave to his daughter Rachel at the occasion of Jacob‘s marriage to Rachel (Gen 29:29). He 

is included in the genealogy of the family of Jacob at the time the patriarch sojourned to Egypt to visit his 

son Joseph. Nothing is known about Jahzeel. According to the list of the clans and tribes of Israel in the 

book of Numbers, Jahzeel became the ancestral leader of the clan of the Jahzeelites, one of the clans of 



Naphtali (Num 26:48). In the genealogy of Naphtali in 1 Chr 7:13, Jahzeel‘s name is spelled Jahziel (Heb 

yaḥṣ  ēl).  

CLAUDE F. MARIOTTINI  

JAHZEIAH (PERSON) [Heb yaḥz yâ (ָיה זְׁ  An opponent of Ezra‘s investigation of the men who .[( ַיחְׁ
had married foreign women (Ezra 10:15 = 1 Esdr 9:14). Noth categorized the name Jahzeiah as a ―wish 

name‖ meaning ―may Yahweh see‖ (IPN, 198). The Hebrew text reads literally that Jonathan and 

Jahzeiah ―stood ‗against‘ (˓al) this,‖ and most scholars take this to mean that they were opposed to the 

plan to have officials investigate the alleged marriages between Israelite men and foreign women on a 

case by case basis (so the RSV). It is possible to translate ˓al as ―beside,‖ implying their support for this 

program. In addition, the LXX reads ―were with me on this,‖ a reading apparently based on a slight 

emendation of the Hebrew text (from ˓ām dû to ˓immād  ). This may receive further support from the 

parallel text in 1 Esdr 9:14–15 which states that Jonathan and Jahzeiah ―undertook the matter on these 

terms, and Meshullam and Levi and Shabbethai served with them as judges.‖ On the other hand, the 

context in Ezra 10 implies that the majority of the people supported the plan and only these two opposed 

it. However, they may well have favored the forced divorces and were opposed only to the delay in 

implementing Ezra‘s policy. Regarding the two who ―helped‖ Jonathan and Jahzeiah in their opposition, 

Meshullam was a companion of Ezra (8:16) and Shabbathai was a Levite whose name suggests he was 

from a family of strict observers (Clines Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 130). Thus, Jahzeiah probably 

sought even swifter and harsher treatment of the offenders (Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 156).  

JEFFREY A. FAGER  

JAHZERAH (PERSON) [Heb yaḥzērâ (ֵזָשה  A member of the priestly brotherhood of Immer .[( ַיחְׁ

and the grandfather of Maasai. In 1 Chr 9:12 he is listed in the genealogy of Maasai, who was one of the 

priests to settle in Jerusalem following the return from exile. A similar list in Neh 11:13 records the name 

as Ahzai, and gives his grandson‘s name as Amashsai. The genealogies presented in these 2 texts are as 

follows:  

1 Chr 9:12  

Immer (ρ) Meshillemith (ρ) Meshullam (ρ) Jahzerah (ρ) Adiel (ρ) Maasai  

Neh 11:13  

Immer (ρ) Meshillemoth (ρ) (ρ) Ahzai (ρ) Azarel (ρ) Amashsai  

Scholars generally assume that the list in 1 Chronicles is dependent in some way upon that in 

Nehemiah, and the former appears to be a later updated version which reflects continuing developments 

and interests in the postexilic community. The priority of the list in Nehemiah is supported by the fact that 

the names in v 13 are better attested than are those in 1 Chr 9:12. Thus Maasai, though attested elsewhere, 

is likely a scribal error for Amasai or its variant Amaśai, both of which are reflected in the conflated 

reading Amashsai found in Neh 11:13.  

The preferable reading of the name Jahzerah, therefore, is Ahzai. While the name Jahzerah is dubious in 

meaning, the name Ahzai is well attested in such forms as Ahaz and Ahaziah (―The Lord has seized‖). 

The name Jahzerah perhaps found its way into the list in 1 Chr 9:12 because of the association of the 

name Hezir (from the same root as Jahzerah) with the eponym Immer in 1 Chr 24:14–15 where they are 

listed together as the 16th and 17th courses of priests established by David. In addition, Neh 10:20 

juxtaposes the names Meshullam and Hezir. It seems possible, then, that the name Ahzai was changed in 

the development of the tradition to Yahzerah under the influence of the association of the names Immer 

and Meshullam with Hezir. For further discussion see 1 Chronicles WBC and Ezra Nehemiah NICOT.  

RODNEY R. HUTTON  

JAHZIEL (PERSON) [Heb yaḥăṣ  ˒ēl (יֵאל   .See JAHZEEL .[( ַיֲחקִׂ



JAILOR, PHILIPPIAN. See PHILIPPIAN JAILOR.  

JAIR (PERSON) [Heb yā˒  r (יש יש) ya˓  r ;( ָיאִׂ  K]. The English spelling represents 2 ( ַיעּוש) Q/ya˓ûr ( ַיףִׂ

Hebrew personal names with different spellings. Spelled with ˒alep, 3 persons mentioned in the OT bear 

this name (―Let [God] enlighten‖). A fourth, spelled with ˓ayin, is named in 1 Chr 20:5 (―Let [God] 

arouse‖).  

1. An eponymous son of Manasseh in Num 32:41; Deut 3:14; 1 Kgs 4:13 (cf. Josh 13:30). For the 

related gentilic JAIRITE, see 2 Sam 20:26. Jair acquired control of a number of villages in Gilead, more 

specifically in the region of ARGOB (Num 32:41), which is equated with Bashan in Deut 3:14. The group 

came to be known as Jair‘s Villages (see also HAVVOTH-JAIR). In 1 Chr 2:22, theology may have crept 

into genealogy (Myers 1 Chronicles 14). There Jair‘s father is Segub of Judah and his mother a daughter 

of Machir, which may also stand for Manasseh.  

2. One of the leaders of Israel in the pre-monarchy era (Judg 10:3–5), about whom very little 

information survives. The designation ―minor judge‖ should be taken as a merely quantitative description 

of narrative scope, not suggestive of an office different from that of the so-called deliverer-judge (Mullen 

1982). Jair was a Gileadite whose leadership lasted for 22 years. He had 30 sons and controlled 30 towns. 

His tomb was at Kamon, usually identified with modern Qamm, on the Jordan-Irbid road, a location 

considerably S of Argob-Bashan. Yet there is surely some relation to 1. above.  

3. A Benjaminite, with no indication of relationship to the above. Jair is the (immediate?) ancestor of 

Mordechai, Esther‘s guardian (Esth 2:5).  

4. The father of Elhanan who killed Lahmi the brother of Goliath, according to 1 Chr 20:5. But 

according to 2 Sam 21:19, the one who slew Goliath was Elhanan son of Jaareoregim. The latter may be 

corrected on the basis of LXX LMN and 1 Chr 20:5, to read ―a Jearite.‖ Elhanan‘s home Bethlehem is 

closely associated with Kiriath-jearim, ―village of the Jearites‖ (McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 449).  
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ROBERT G. BOLING  

JAIRITE [Heb yā˒  r   (י שִׂ  An adjective used to describe Ira, one of David‘s personal priests (2 .[( ָיאִׂ

Sam 20:26). The adjective refers to clan origin, Jair having been the head of a clan in the tribe of 

Manasseh (Num 32:41; Deut 3:14; 1 Kgs 4:13; 1 Chr 2:22, 23). The obvious problem that arises from this 

data is that Ira is a non-levitical priest. Some scholars propose the reading ―Yattirite‖ instead of ―Jairite‖ 

since Yattir was a priestly city in the hill country of Judah (cf. LXX [Codex Coislinias, Basiliano-

Vaticanus] and the Peshitta). Ira would then probably have been a Levite. This expedient, however, is 

unnecessary since it is clear in the early monarchy that a special class of priests served the king 

(Armerding 1975; McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 256–57).  
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STEPHEN G. DEMPSTER  

JAIRUS (PERSON) [Gk Iairos (Ἰαιρος)]. A Greek form of the Hebrew proper name, Yā˒  r, ―he 

enlightens‖ (Num 32:41; Deut 3:14; Josh 13:30; Judg 10:3; Esth 2:5). Jairus is identified as a ―ruler of the 

synagogue,‖ (archisynagōgos), a title associated with a broad range of duties within the ancient 

synagogue. He comes to Jesus and asks him to heal his dying daughter (Mark 5:21–24, 35–43; Luke 

8:40–42, 49–56; cf. Matt 9:18–19, 23–26 where Jairus is not mentioned by name). In the interval between 

Jairus‘ request and the arrival at his house, the girl is reported dead; Jesus insists she is merely sleeping 

and raises her up. Mark transmits his command in Aramaic, ―Talitha, koum,‖ ―Little girl, arise‖; while 

Luke has only the Greek, ―Child, arise.‖ Matthew does not report a command.  



Scholars disagree as to whether Jesus‘ reference to the child‘s sleep is meant literally, figuratively (1 

Thess 5:6) or as a synonym for death (1 Thess 5:10). In any case, the 3 evangelists clearly mean to report 

a miracle of Jesus and not a mere misunderstanding of the girl‘s state.  

In all 3 synoptic accounts, the story of the raising of Jairus‘ daughter is interrupted by the story of Jesus‘ 

healing the woman with a hemorrhage. Scholars disagree as to whether the 2 stories were joined by Mark 

and the arrangement retained by Matthew and Luke, or if they were joined in an earlier, pre-Marcan cycle 

of miracle stories.  

Since the name ―Jairus‖ is missing in Matthew‘s account and in MS D of Mark, some scholars question 

whether it was original to Mark‘s version or was added by a later scribe. Luke may have supplied a name 

for an anonymous figure as later writers were known to do, and a scribe may have then added it to Mark 

in light of Luke‘s account. However, more recent opinion generally favors the view that the occurrence of 

Jairus‘s name is at least as old as the traditions of his daughter‘s resuscitation.  
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CLAUDIA J. SETZER  

JAKEH (PERSON) [Heb yāqeh (ָיֶרה )]. The father of Agur according to Prov 30:1. Beyond this 

reference nothing is known of Jakeh, and the LXX does not even recognize yāqeh as a proper name. As 

the verse is translated in the RSV, he was from a place known as Massa, but even this is questionable. See 

discussion in AGUR; LEMUEL. Traditionally, the name Jakeh was associated with David, while Agur 

was identified as Solomon. The name is derived from various Hebrew stems by modern authors. It is most 

often traced to an Arabic word with the meaning ―to preserve.‖ Another possible Hebrew stem is identical 

to the one given above except for a mappiq in the final he. This stem basically means, ―to be obedient‖ 

(BDB, 429). It is possible that either of these stems was attached to a divine name (Gemser Sprüche 

Salomos HAT 16, 103). The resulting form would be yākehyāh (―Yahweh preserves‖ or ―one obedient to 

Yahweh‖). The stems mentioned do not occur often enough to provide a certain etymology.  

DONALD K. BERRY  

JAKIM (PERSON) [Heb yāqim ( םָירִַׂ  )]. 1. A Benjaminite, the son of Shimei and inhabitant of 

Jerusalem (1 Chr 8:19). Geography seems to provide the organizing principle of the genealogical list in 

which Jakim appears. He thereby provides important demographic evidence for the population of 

Jerusalem at some point in its history. Rudolph (Chronikbücher HAT, 77) has argued that either Josiah‘s 

reign or Nehemiah‘s governorship provides a suitable background for the appearance of Benjaminites in 

Jerusalem. The commonality of the names of the 9 sons of Shimei with names recorded elsewhere in 

Chronicles or in Ezra and Nehemiah (Curtis and Masden The Books of Chronicles ICC, 162) suggests that 

Jakim represents a segment of the postexilic, rather than the preexilic, population of Jerusalem.  

2. A priest who received the 12th position in the priestly order of the temple during David‘s reign (1 Chr 

24:12). An evaluation of the historical reliability of his appearance depends basically upon the literary 

context of 1 Chr 24:1–19. Though generally agreed that this list of priests originated after the Exile, its 

exact date remains debated. Liver (1968: 9.33–52) associates the 24-course priestly organization to the 

reforms of Nehemiah, while Williamson (1979: 262–68) assigns it to the late Persian period. Due to 

genealogical connections between 1 Chr 24: 7–18 and the Hasmonean priestly claims, Dequecker (1986: 

94–106) dates the list to the Hasmonean era. The stylistic characteristics of the list, however, seem to link 

the list to the time of the composition of Chronicles. The Chronicler may have retrojected the name 

―Jakim‖ into the reign of David from an individual from Jerusalem in his day.  
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JOHN W. WRIGHT  

JALAM (PERSON) [Heb ya˓lām (ָלם  The 2d son of Esau and Oholibamah (Gen 36:5, 14; 1 Chr .[( ַיףְׁ

1:35). He is counted among the Edomite ―tribal chiefs‖ (Heb ˒allûp  m) in Gen 36:18, and as such was 

likely considered to be one of the Edomite clans (or tribes?). The name could be interpreted as an animal 

name *w/y˓l, ―ibex,‖ or perhaps it could be derived from *˓lm, ―to be strong (?)‖. Psalm 55:20 [—Eng 

55:19], which read yšm˓ ˒l wy˓nm wyšb qdm, could be emended to read yšm˓˒l wy˓lm wyšb qdm, ―Ishmael, 

Jalam, and the inhabitants of the east.‖  

ULRICH HÜBNER  

JALON (PERSON) [Heb yāl n (ָילון )]. One of the sons of Ezrah (1 Chr 4:17). Nothing is otherwise 

known of him.  

H. C. LO  

JAMB [Heb ˒ayil (ל  An architectural term. The Heb word is found in the description of Solomon‘s .[( ַאיִׂ
Temple, where it refers to the ―doorposts‖ (RSV) of the entrance to the inner sanctuary (d b  r). The RSV 

uses the word ―jamb‖ to translate the 18 occurrences of ˒ayil in Ezekiel‘s temple description (between 

Ezek 40:9 and 41:3). Although the exact nature of these architectural elements is difficult to determine, a 

prominent feature of the jambs that were part of the courtyard gateways was that they were decorated with 

palm trees. This detail is omitted for the jambs of the doorways of the temple building itself.  

CAROL MEYERS  

JAMBRES (PERSON). See JANNES AND JAMBRES.  

JAMBRI (PERSON) [Gk Iambri (Ἰαμβρι)]. The sons of Jambri from Medeba waylaid and killed John, 

brother of Jonathan the Hasmonean, on his way to parley with the Nabateans (1 Macc 9:36). Jonathan and 

Simon proceeded to exact revenge for the murder of their brother by attacking the Jambrites at a wedding 

celebration (9:37–42). The Gk iambri would appear to be derived from the Heb b nê yă˓amr  . The 

personal name y˓mry was found on a Nabatean inscription dated from ca. 39 C.E. (CIS 2/1/2: 195; 

Clermont-Ganneau 1888: 185). It is thus plausible that the Jambrites were themselves a Nabatean clan; 

however, the text in 1 Maccabees does not so indicate. Josephus refers to the Jambrites as ―sons of 

Amaraios (amaraious)‖ (Ant 13.1.2 and 4 §§11, 18–21). Older scholarship contended that Josephus 

reflected the original Heb behind the LXX which was Jambri was ―Amorite‖ in that Num 21:29–31 

identifies Medeba as an Amorite city (Marcus 1933: 233, n.d). Goldstein (1 Maccabees AB, 384) posits 

that Josephus‘ use of Amaraios suggests the Semitic ˓mry which, through slurring, doubling yod, or 

scribal corruption, resulted in amaraious.  
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MICHAEL E. HARDWICK  

JAMES (PERSON) [Gk Iakōbos (Ἰακωβος)]. It is unclear how many different persons bear this name 

in the NT, where it occurs 42 times (the majority of these are in Mark; the name never occurs in John). 

The name was evidently quite popular in the 1st century. Three persons bearing the name James are 

relatively familiar to us from the NT. Fully half of the occurrences refer unquestionably to James the son 

of Zebedee, one of the twelve disciples chosen by Jesus. Next most frequently referred to, in about a 

quarter of the occurrences, is James the brother of Jesus, who was to assume the leadership of the early 

Jerusalem church. See JAMES, BROTHER OF JESUS. A second disciple named James is mentioned in 

all four lists of the Twelve, being specified as the son of Alphaeus. Beyond the clear references to these 

three, we know of probably at least two others named James: one a son of a certain Mary (unless this 

James is to be regarded as the ―brother‖ of Jesus mentioned above, and thus in reality his cousin, or unless 



he is to be identified with James the son of Alphaeus); the other the father of the Judas who is listed as 

one of the Twelve in the Lukan lists. The identity of two other persons named James remains unclear: the 

author of the book of James (Jas 1:1) and the brother of the author of the book of Jude (Jude 1). These 

probably refer to the brother of Jesus, at least pseudonymously, but it is still possible that one or two other 

persons could be in view. If so, and if these two are not the same and not to be identified with any of the 

other persons named James mentioned above, we could have up to as many as seven individuals bearing 

the name James in the NT.  

1. James the son of Zebedee. Among the first of the twelve disciples called by Jesus were James and his 

younger brother John, ―the sons of Zebedee‖ (by which expression they are sometimes referred to without 

the mention of their specific names, as in Matt 20:20; 26:37; 27:56; John 21:2). According to Matt 27:56, 

the third of the three women watching the crucifixion at a distance was ―the mother of the sons of 

Zebedee.‖ Matthew‘s source (Mark 15:40) refers to this third woman as Salome. If, as seems probable, 

Matthew is identifying Salome for his readers, rather than substituting another woman, then the wife of 

Zebedee and the mother of James and John was Salome. The further speculation that this Salome was a 

sister of Mary, the mother of Jesus, and that therefore James and John were cousins of Jesus, rests on a 

very precarious identification of the unnamed ―sister of his mother‖ among those standing beside the 

cross, mentioned in John 19:25 (cf. the reference to ―many other women‖ at the crucifixion in Mark 

15:41).  

Because Zebedee has ―hired servants‖ (misthōtoi, Mark 1:20) and Salome seems to have materially 

supported Jesus during his Galilean ministry (Mark 15:40–41; Matt 27:55–56; cf. Luke 8:2–3), it is 

arguable that James and John grew up in a relatively prosperous home. Like their father, they were 

fishermen and had become partners with Simon Peter in a fishing business (Luke 5:10) in Bethsaida on 

the Sea of Galilee, presumably near their home.  

James the son of Zebedee is never mentioned in the NT apart from reference also to his brother John. 

Since he is almost consistently named first (except in Luke 8:51; 9:28; and in the list of the eleven in Acts 

1:13), and John is repeatedly designated ―the brother of James‖ (while the reverse never happens, except 

in Acts 12:2, where it is necessary to indicate which James was martyred), he was probably the elder of 

the two. He has also sometimes been called ―the greater,‖ in order to distinguish him from others named 

James in the NT (cf. James ―the less‖ in Mark 15:40).  

In the lists of the Twelve, his name is the third (Matt 10:2; Luke 6:14; Acts 1:13), except in Mark 3:17, 

where it is the second, probably in order to group the names of the three—Peter, James, and John—who 

formed the inner, privileged circle of disciples. These three alone were allowed to accompany Jesus to 

witness the raising of the little daughter of Jairus (Mark 5:37 = Luke 8:51), to witness the transfiguration 

of Jesus (Mark 9:2 = Matt 17:1; Luke 9:28), and to accompany Jesus in the garden of Gethsemane (Mark 

14:33; cf. Matt 26:37). The three are joined by Andrew in the private questioning of Jesus that leads to the 

Markan eschatological discourse (Mark 13:3; cf. too the presence of these four at the healing of Peter‘s 

mother-in-law, Mark 1:29).  

The immediate response of James and John to the call of Jesus, even to the point of leaving their father 

with the servants in the boat (Mark 1:19–20 = Matt 4:21–22), suggests the possibility of some previous 

contact. If, on the other hand, Peter and Andrew had learned of Jesus as disciples of John the Baptist 

(John 1:35–42), James and John would undoubtedly have heard the good news from them.  

According to Mark 3:17, Jesus gave the appellation ―Boanerges‖ to James and John, an Aramaic name 

meaning probably ―sons of thunder‖ or ―sons of trembling.‖ This has been taken to indicate the volatile 

temperament of the brothers as revealed, for example, in their suggestion that the unreceptive Samaritans 

be consumed by fire called down from heaven (Luke 9:54; cf. Mark 9:38). Further evidence of a certain 

impetuosity on the part of the brothers may be seen in their extraordinary request to sit at the positions of 

honor on either side of Jesus when he came into his glory (Mark 10:35–37; the request is made by their 

mother, according to Matt 20:20–21).  

In his response to their improper request, Jesus tells the brothers that they must be prepared to ―drink 

the cup‖ that he is to drink and to be ―baptized with the baptism‖ that he must accept, i.e., to be killed 



(Mark 10:38 = Matt 20:22). Their easy acceptance of this eventuality is followed by the ominous 

prophecy of Jesus that it would indeed be so. This came true for James who, so far as can be known, was 

the first of the Twelve to suffer martyrdom (Acts 12:1–2), and the only one of the Twelve whose 

martyrdom the NT records. Probably in A.D. 44, but not later, Herod Agrippa I killed James in a campaign 

against the Church designed apparently to gain the favor of his Jewish subjects. Given the importance of 

James in the synoptic tradition, it is remarkable that this reference to the martyrdom of James is the only 

mention of him in the book of Acts after the list of the eleven in Acts 1:13. Book IV of the Apostolic 

History of Abdias attempts, in the fashion of the NT apocrypha, to fill in this gap by recounting some of 

the (fictional) deeds of James.  

Eusebius records a tradition from Clement of Alexandria‘s Hypotyposes that the guard (or possibly 

accuser) who brought James to the court was so deeply affected by his witness that he became a believer 

on the spot and then went with James to be beheaded with him, after having first received forgiveness 

from him (Hist. Eccl. 2.9.2–3). Much later tradition (6th or 7th century) alleges that James preached the 

gospel in Spain and accounts for the fact that James (St. Iago) was to become the patron saint of Spain. 

Further romantic tradition maintained that the body of James was placed in a ship which was guided by 

angels to Iria in NW Spain, and was ultimately brought to Santiago de Compostela, where the shrine of 

St. Iago remains the goal of pilgrimages to this day.  

2. James the son of Alphaeus. One of the twelve apostles about whom nothing is known. He is referred 

to only four times in the NT, namely in the four lists (Matt 10:3; Mark 3:18; Luke 6:15; and Acts 1:13). 

Here he is always called James the son of Alphaeus and his name is firmly fixed in the ninth position, at 

the head of the third group of four names. He is known in church tradition as James ―the Less‖ in contrast 

to the son of Zebedee, who is known as ―the Great.‖ This does not, however, require identifying him with 

the James, the son of Mary, referred to in Mark 15:40, who is designated ho mikros (―the small‖ or ―the 

younger,‖ so RSV). On this possible but unnecessary identification, see below.  

In the only other occurrence of the name Alphaeus in the NT, Levi is described as ―the son of 

Alphaeus‖ (Mark 2:14; Levi is probably another name given to Matthew, cf. Matt 9:9 and Luke 5:27). 

This has naturally given rise to the speculation that Levi (Matthew) and James were brothers. But since 

the evangelists seem eager to point out pairs of brothers among the Twelve (as in Peter and Andrew, and 

James and John) but never refer to Matthew and James as brothers, this conclusion seems very 

improbable.  

The only further question that calls for discussion is whether this James is possibly referred to in any of 

the other occurrences of the name in the NT, although this may initially seem unlikely since he is so 

consistently referred to as ―the son of Alphaeus.‖ Several possibilities have nevertheless been argued.  

a. Jerome (adv. Helvid.), who was followed by Augustine, in fact identified this James with the James 

who is elsewhere called ―the brother‖ of Jesus. He and his brother Joses (= Joseph) are then understood as 

the sons of the Mary mentioned in Mark 15:40 (= Matt 27:56; cf. Mark 6:3), who in turn is identified as 

the Mary who is the husband of Clopas and the sister of the mother of Jesus according to John 19:25. The 

fact that James is the son of Alphaeus, however, necessitates the further speculation that Clopas and 

Alphaeus are names of the same person. The acceptance of such an implausible conclusion (despite the 

later argument that the two names trace back to the same Aramaic name, ḥlpy) is to be explained by 

Jerome‘s desire to defend the perpetual virginity of Mary, and so to understand the ―brothers‖ of Jesus as 

in reality cousins (with the added advantage that James ―the brother of Jesus‖ who assumes so important a 

position in the early Church becomes one of the Twelve).  

b. James the son of Alphaeus has also been identified as the James referred to in the Lukan lists (Luke 

6:16; Acts 1:13) in the phrase ―Judas of James,‖ by understanding this as ―Judas the brother of James‖ (so 

KJV). This view is taken up by proponents of the preceding view to identify this Judas with the ―brother‖ 

(in their view ―cousin‖) of Jesus mentioned in Mark 6:3 (= Matt 13:55). In these two lists, however, 

nowhere is the relationship of brothers indicated by the simple genitive (in Luke 6:14 Andrew is very 

specifically ―the brother‖ [ton adelphon] of Simon Peter) and Luke regularly inserts adelphos when it is 



called for (cf. Luke 3:1; 6:14; Acts 12:2). The most natural understanding of the simple genitive is ―the 

son of,‖ as in the case of ―James of Alphaeus,‖ which is universally understood as ―the son of Alphaeus.‖  

c. It remains a possibility, although an extremely remote one, that James the son of Alphaeus is the 

author, or pseudonymous author, of the book of James (Jas 1:1), and further that he is the brother of Jude 

who is referred to in Jude 1. James the son of Alphaeus is so consistently known as such in the lists of the 

Twelve, in order to distinguish him from others bearing the same name, that it is most improbable that he 

is in view here, where the name occurs without the similar designation. There is furthermore reason to 

believe that the James in view in these two instances is meant to be James the brother of Jesus.  

Late tradition relates the legend that James the son of Alphaeus labored in SW Palestine and Egypt and 

that he was martyred by crucifixion in Ostrakine, in lower Egypt (Nicephorus, 2.40; but in Persia 

according to Martyrologium Hieronymi [Patrol. 30.478]).  

3. James the son of Mary. If the arguments presented above are sound, then this James is yet another 

James, and again one of whom we know next to nothing. He is probably referred to four times in the NT, 

in each instance as the son of Mary. He is mentioned alone in Mark 16:1 and Luke 24:10 (where his 

mother is mentioned as a witness of the empty tomb), while in a second pair of passages he is mentioned 

with his brother Joseph (Matt 27:56), who is also called Joses, a Grecized form of Joseph (Mark 15:40; cf. 

15:47). The way the mother of these brothers is named, not to mention that she is named after Mary 

Magdalene among the women at the crucifixion of Jesus, makes it virtually impossible that she is the 

same Mary as the mother of Jesus. We have, therefore, to reckon with a second Mary who had sons 

named James and Joses (cf. Mark 6:3, where two additional brothers of Jesus, Judas and Simon, are also 

named). If this Mary can be identified with the Mary the wife of Clopas, the sister of Mary the mother of 

Jesus, in John 19:25—at best a matter of speculation—then this James would be a cousin of Jesus.  

In Mark 15:40 this James is called ho mikros, obviously to distinguish him from others named James. 

This epithet probably refers to the small stature of this James (cf. Luke 19:3) or possibly to his youth, but 

less likely is the view that it is used metaphorically to suggest his relative unimportance. The later custom 

of referring to the apostle James the son of Alphaeus as ―the Less,‖ in comparison with James the son of 

Zebedee as ―the Great,‖ probably depends (and perhaps mistakenly) on this passage, although there is 

little else that supports the view that this James is the same person as James the son of Alphaeus.  

4. James the father of Judas. This James is mentioned only in the Lukan lists of the apostles (Luke 6:16; 

Acts 1:13), as the father of the apostle Judas, who is listed in the eleventh position but whose name does 

not occur in the other two lists (the same as the Judas in John 14:22?). It is very unlikely that the simple 

genitive iakōbou is to be understood as ―the brother of James‖ (see above). The name of the father is 

apparently used to distinguish his son from the other, the infamous, Judas among the Twelve. There is no 

reason to identify this otherwise unknown James with any of the persons of the same name discussed 

above.  
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DONALD A. HAGNER  

JAMES, THE APOCRYPHON OF (NHC I,2). A Coptic translation of an originally Greek 

document that gives an account of the teachings of Jesus in the form of a postresurrection discourse of the 

Lord and dialogue with two of his disciples, James and Peter. Since the document is untitled in the 

original, scholars have assigned its title on the basis of the text‘s own reference to itself as a ―secret book‖ 

(Gk: apokryphon) that allegedly was revealed by Jesus to his brother, James the Just. It survives as the 

second of five tractates of Codex I of the Coptic Gnostic Library from Nag Hammadi, which was buried 

in the 4th century and discovered in Egypt in 1945. The Coptic (Subachmimic) text, which is well 

preserved, is conserved in the Coptic Museum of Old Cairo. When first published in 1968, the document 



was referred to as the ―Apocryphal Letter of James‖ (Epistula Iacobi Apocrypha). Today it is customarily 

cited with the abbreviation Ap. Jas.  

Although Ap. Jas. has the external appearance of a letter (prescript: 1.1–8; proem: 1.8–2.7; postscript: 

16.12–30) and narrates accounts of Jesus‘ postresurrection appearance (2.7–39) and ascension (15.5–

16.11), the body of the text (2.39–15.5) has no narrative structure. Instead, it is composed largely of 

sayings: parables, prophecies, wisdom sayings, rules for the community, and creedal formulas make up 

the bulk of the traditions presented as instructions of the risen Lord. The letter frame is a secondary 

addition by the editor of Ap. Jas., designed to preface the revelatory discourse and dialogue that constitute 

three-fourths of the text, and constructed to give that revelation the authority of a ―secret book‖ which 

only the elect were privileged to receive.  

Since Ap. Jas. apparently has not been quoted or referred to in other early Christian literature, and is 

extant solely in translation in a 4th-century Coptic manuscript, the identification of the sources of its 

traditions and of the date and nature of its composition has been a matter of considerable debate. 

However, a clue is provided in the opening scene of the text (2.7–16), which purports to describe the 

disciples‘ scribal activity as ―remembering what the Savior had said‖ and ―setting it down in books.‖ This 

scene portrays a situation in which the literary production of sayings of Jesus was still being vigorously 

pursued; it reflects a time in which written texts with scriptural authority were not yet normative. The 

reference to ―remembering‖ provides the critical clue to the date and character of this activity, since this 

term was employed technically in the early Church to describe the process of creating, collecting, and 

transmitting sayings of Jesus (1 Clem. 13.1–2; 46.7–8; Papias‘s ―Exegesis of the Sayings of the Lord,‖ in 

Eus. Hist. Eccl. 3.39.3–4, 15–16; Polyc. ep. 2.3; Jude 17; Acts 20:35; John 2:17, 22; 15:20). The 

widespread use of the formula of ―remembering‖ to introduce collections of sayings, both oral and 

written, and to refer to their composition in written documents, was a practice which began with the 

relatively free production of sayings traditions and which continued, despite the existence of written 

gospels, without restriction to the Gospels of the NT. The fact that every such reference to ―remembering‖ 

is attested in documents that date from the end of the 1st to the middle of the 2d century C.E. strongly 

suggests that Ap. Jas. was also composed during this period. By identifying its discourse and dialogue as 

the ―remembered‖ words which the risen Lord revealed privately to James and Peter, Ap. Jas. indicates 

that the text is to be understood principally and programmatically as a collection of ―secret sayings‖ of 

Jesus.  

Examples of early and independent sayings embedded in Ap. Jas. include the following: ―I shall go to 

the place from which I have come‖ (2.24–25); ―Truly I say to you, no one ever will enter the kingdom of 

heaven ‹unless› I bid him‖ (2.29–32); ―For it (the kingdom) is like a date palm ‹shoot› whose fruits 

dropped down around it. They caused the productivity (of the date palm) to dry up‖ (7.24–26, 28); ―For 

the kingdom of heaven is like an ear of grain which sprouted in a field. And when it ripened, it scattered 

its fruit and, in turn, filled the field with ears of grain for another year‖ (12.22–27). Some of Ap. Jas.‘s 

sayings are also found in the canonical Gospels. The beatitude, ―Blessed are those who have not seen 

[but] have [had faith],‖ that is preserved in Ap. Jas. 12.40–13.1 = John 20:29 is the closest parallel with 

any saying in the NT.  

Careful examination of this and other parallels provides no evidence that Ap. Jas. is literarily dependent 

on the NT as a source for its traditions. In a few instances, sayings that are transmitted as words of Jesus 

in the Synoptic Gospels are, in Ap. Jas., preserved as questions or comments of the disciples. This use of 

originally discrete sayings to compose discourses and dialogues marks an important stage in the 

development of the tradition leading from the simple collection of sayings to the creation of longer 

revelation discourses and dialogues. As a wisdom book based on an independent sayings collection that 

was contemporary with other early Christian writings which presented sayings of Jesus, Ap. Jas. is to be 

acknowledged as a primary source of, as well as witness to, the Jesus tradition.  
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RON CAMERON  

JAMES, BROTHER OF JESUS. One of the various Christians named James in the NT is the 

James who is identified as ―the Lord‘s brother‖ (Gal 1:19), a ―pillar‖ of the Jerusalem Church (Gal 2:9), a 

participant in the conference(s) at Jerusalem (Gal 2:1–10; Acts 15:1–20), and as one who experienced the 

risen Lord (1 Cor 15:7). It is generally agreed that this person, mentioned by Paul in 1 Cor 15:7; Gal 1:19; 

2:9, 12 is the same man referred to by Acts 12:17; 15:13; 21:18. As ―the Lord‘s brother,‖ this person is 

also equated with the James of Mark 6:3 (= Matt 13:55); Jas 1:1 and Jude 1.  

The degree of blood relationship between James and Jesus has been debated at length. See JESUS, 

BROTHERS AND SISTERS OF. Explanations fall into 3 categories. (1) Some hold, following the most 

normal interpretation of the NT language, that James was a son of Joseph and Mary, evidently born after 

Jesus. (2) Others, with reference to various apocryphal sources, maintain that James was an older foster 

brother of Jesus, i.e., a son of Joseph by a previous marriage. This view has been held by many 

Protestants and is favored by the Greek Orthodox and other Eastern churches. (3) A third interpretation 

theorizes that James and Jesus as brothers were, according to Semitic idiom, cousins. This third approach 

concludes that since James is called an apostle (Gal 1:19), he was in fact James the son of Alphaeus 

(Mark 3:18), also known as James ―the Younger‖ (Mark 15:40), the brother of Joses. The mother of 

James and Joses, named Mary in Mark 15:40 and Matt 27:56, is taken to be identical with Mary the wife 

of Clopas (equated with Alphaeus), the sister of Jesus‘ mother, referred to in John 19:25. By this 

reasoning Jesus and James would have been first cousins. While this has been the preferred Roman 

Catholic explanation, the German Catholic exegete Pesch (Markusevangelium I HTKNT, 322–24) has 

affirmed the validity of the first approach, thus stimulating renewed debate among Catholics (see Rahner 

1983: 218–31).  

The identification of James the brother of the Lord with James the son of Alphaeus has caused him to be 

known in Christian tradition as ―James the Less‖ (from Mark 15:40 KJV) in contrast to ―James the 

Great,‖ the son of Zebedee. (There is no doubt that James the brother of the Lord is to be distinguished 

from the son of Zebedee since the latter James was martyred about 44 C.E. and therefore could not be the 

James referred to by Paul and Acts.)  

Whatever the blood tie between James and Jesus (see the critical evaluation of the three views by 

Filson, IDB 1: 471–72), it is evident from references to James in Paul‘s letters and Acts that this man 

played a significant leadership role in the Jerusalem church. In a much discussed statement in Gal 1:19 

(see e.g. Trudinger 1975; Howard 1977), Paul appears to accord to James the status of apostle, although 

not necessarily implying that he was one of the Twelve. Rather, like himself, Paul includes James among 

all those apostles to whom the risen Christ had appeared (1 Cor 15:7). Since James is not known to have 

been one of the followers of Jesus before his death, it is possible that it was this postresurrection 



appearance of the Lord which produced in James a conversion to discipleship comparable to that which 

Paul himself later experienced (Bruce 1977: 87).  

James is also referred to by Paul, along with Cephas and John, as reputed to be one of the ―pillars‖ 

(stuloi) of the Jerusalem church (Gal 2:9). The metaphor could be an eschatological one which originated 

not with Paul but with the Jerusalem Christians. Paul was apparently aware that they spoke of their 

leading apostles as ―pillars‖ because of the positions of importance they believed Paul, James, and John 

would occupy in the eschatological temple in the age to come (Barrett 1953: 12–13). Paul evidently 

regarded the views of the pillar apostles as important, yet he was also concerned to preserve the 

independence of his own apostleship. Hence, he reports that James and the others, having ―perceived the 

grace‖ given to Paul, extended ―the right hand of fellowship,‖ i.e., approved the mission of Paul and 

Barnabas to the gentiles (Gal 2:9). At the same time the pillar apostles affirmed that their own mission 

was to the circumcised. The only restriction attached to their approval was that Paul and Barnabas should 

―remember the poor‖ (2:10), probably meaning the believers in Jerusalem.  

Paul‘s description of James as a pillar occurs in the context of a discussion in Gal 2:1–10 about a 

conference in Jerusalem. James figures prominently also in the conference concerning Paul‘s work 

detailed in Acts 15:1–29. The two accounts are difficult to harmonize and discussion continues as to 

whether Galatians and Acts refer to the same meeting (see e.g. Catchpole 1976–77: 432–38). According 

to the latter account, James proposed certain minimum requirements for gentile converts to Christianity, 

the so-called apostolic decree. He recommended that a letter should be sent to gentile converts telling 

them ―to abstain from the pollutions of idols and unchastity and from what is strangled and from blood‖ 

(Acts 15:20). Problems arise concerning the promulgation of this decree, however, since Paul never refers 

to it and Acts itself has James informing Paul about it only late in his missionary career (cf. 21:25) (see 

Schmithals, 1965: 97–102). In any case, the position taken by James at the Acts 15 conference depicts 

him in a mediating role, falling between those who would not impose the Jewish law on gentile Christians 

and those who would (see Brown, 1983: 77). At the same time, James‘s support was claimed by some 

who required full observance of Jewish dietary laws by Jewish Christians and thereby caused a dispute 

between Cephas and Paul in Antioch during table fellowship (cf. Gal 2:11–14). According to Paul, before 

―certain men came from James‖ (2:12) Cephas ate with gentiles. Their arrival, however, caused Cephas, 

Barnabas, and other Jewish Christians in fear of ―the circumcision party‖ (2:12) to separate themselves 

from the gentiles. See BARNABAS.  

Thus, while the Acts 15 conference reflects a minimal imposition of the Jewish law on the gentile 

Christians by James, his authority as felt in the Antiochian dispute conveys a strictness on his part 

concerning Jewish Christian observance of the law. That adherence to the law by James is seen also in 

Acts‘ portrayal of his meeting with Paul at the end of the latter‘s third journey. Upon Paul‘s arrival in 

Jerusalem, James and the elders advise him to prove his respect for the law by taking part in a temple vow 

ceremony (Acts 21:18–24).  

James‘s devotion to the law was underscored in later tradition. For example, according to Hegesippus 

(writing ca. 180 and as quoted by Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. II.23.4–18), ―from his excessive righteousness he 

[James] was called the Just and Oblias, that is in Greek, ‗Rampart of the people and righteousness,‘ as the 

prophets declare concerning him.‖ While the precise meaning of the attribution ―Oblias‖ remains obscure 

(see Barrett 1953:15), it appears to witness to James‘s role as a support, i.e. a pillar, among his people. 

Hegesippus also reports that James constantly prayed in the temple where he spent so much time on his 

knees that they became hard like a camel‘s.  

According to this same source, James was martyred at the hands of Scribes and Pharisees in Jerusalem 

by being cast down from a pinnacle of the temple and then stoned and clubbed to death. Josephus (Ant 

20.200) had earlier and in less detail reported a similar tradition according to which the high priest 

Ananus accused James and ―certain others‖ of having ―transgressed the law‖ and delivered them up to be 

stoned. Both of these traditions place the death of James shortly before the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 

C.E. The Hegesippus narrative says James was buried on the spot by the temple where he was killed.  



The source of Hegesippus‘s report was apparently an Ebionite Acts of the Apostles. This work is not 

preserved in its original form but is mostly incorporated into the pseudo-Clementine literature (i.e. the 

Clementine Recognitions and Homilies). The Ebionites‘ veneration of their patron James the Just is also 

reflected in the Gospel of Thomas, an Egyptian compilation evidently dependent in part on a Jewish-

Christian, probably Ebionite, source (Bruce, 1977:119). According to Saying 12: ―The disciples said to 

Jesus, ‗We know that you are going to leave us: Who will be chief over us?‘ Jesus said to them, ‗In the 

place to which you go, betake yourselves to James the Just, on whose behalf heaven and earth alike were 

made‘.‖  

The patronage of James was also claimed in some gnostic writings, and the gnostic apocryphal Epistle 

of James was ascribed to him. In addition, James was accepted as having been the author of the 

apocryphal gospel, the Book of James, as well as the canonical Epistle of James. Concerning his reputed 

authorship of the latter, see JAMES, EPISTLE OF.  
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FLORENCE MORGAN GILLMAN  

JAMES, EPISTLE OF. The epistle of James stands in the canon of the NT as the first of the 

―catholic‖ or ―general‖ epistles: that is, letters addressed not to a specific church or person, but to a widely 

defined audience.  

———  
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2. Consistency in Action  

3. Mutual Concern  

F. Language and Text  

———  

A. Canon History  

The epistle appears fairly late in the history of the NT canon. It is first quoted with attribution by Origen 

of Alexandria (ca. 185–254 C.E.). The claims of Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 6.14.1) and Cassiodorus (Inst. 8) 

that it had been earlier commented on by Clement of Alexandria are not substantiated by any reference to 

the epistle in Clement‘s surviving writings. It is probable that Origen came to know the epistle not from 

its use in his native Alexandria but in Palestine where he later settled, since it is quoted, though without 

attribution, in the pseudo-Clementine Epistles to Virgins, which are thought to be of 3d-century 

Palestinian provenance, and since the church of Jerusalem took a pride in preserving links with James, its 

traditional founder. After Origen the epistle came into use in the church of Alexandria: Eusebius classes it 

among the ―disputed‖ books of the NT, that is those not in universal use in the Church (Hist. Eccl. 3.25.3, 

2.23.24–25), but its place is unqualified by Athanasius in the canon list of his 39th Festal Letter of 367 



C.E. It is not until the latter part of the 4th century that it begins to be similarly known and quoted in the 

Western church. It is absent both from the Muratorian Canon, thought to represent the scriptures of the 

church of Rome ca. 200, and from the Cheltenham List, similarly thought to represent the church in 

Africa ca. 359; but its place in the West is established through its use by Hilary of Poitiers, Augustine, 

and Jerome, and it appears in the lists affirmed by the Councils of Hippo in 393 and Carthage in 397. It is 

probable that the Western church came to know the epistle through leaders who had contact with the 

churches of Egypt and Palestine, though the Eastern church of Syria continued to be ignorant of it, or to 

ignore it. James appears in the ―authorized‖ Syriac translation, the Peshitta, ca. 412 C.E., but 

contemporary writers Theodore of Mopsuestia and Theodoret make no reference to it.  

Once generally established in the canon, however belatedly, the epistle‘s place remained secure until 

Luther‘s celebrated attack on it as ―an epistle of straw‖ in his 1522 Preface to the NT. Because of what he 

saw to be James‘s rejection of the Pauline doctrine of justification by faith, Luther denied that the epistle 

had apostolic authority; and in his translation of the NT he relegated it from its canonical position to the 

end, together with his equally disliked Hebrews, Jude, and Revelation. Despite Luther, however, James 

has maintained its position in the Protestant, as well as the Catholic, Bible.  

B. Author, Date, and Place of Composition  

Origen refers to the author simply as ―James‖ or ―James the apostle‖ (fr. 126 in Jo.). Eusebius assumes 

that this James is the one referred to in the NT as ―the Lord‘s brother‖ (Gal 1:19), the leader of the church 

in Jerusalem (Acts 15:13, 21:18), and there is no reason to suppose that Origen thought otherwise, 

although reference to James as ―the brother of the Lord‖ comes only in Rufinus‘s Latin translation of his 

Commentary on Romans, 4.8. There is no other serious contender among the Jameses of the NT. Jerome, 

who agonized about the degree of relationship between James and Jesus, identified James of Jerusalem 

with James the son of Alphaeus (Mark 3:18), whom he also argued was Jesus‘ cousin, and this has been 

widely accepted in Catholic tradition. The question is whether the ―James‖ of the epistle‘s address is 

genuinely James of Jerusalem, or whether his name is being used as a pseudonym by an unknown author 

to give his writing authority.  

Arguments in favor of the traditional authorship include (a) the simplicity of the introduction of ―James, 

a servant of God and of the Lord Jesus Christ‖ (1:1), which a pseudonymous author might have been 

expected to embellish; (b) the author‘s reverence for ―the perfect law, the law of liberty‖ (1:25, cf. 2:8–

12), which is consistent with the tradition of James‘s loyalty to the Jewish Torah and concern for its 

observance (Acts 15:13–21, 21:18–24; Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 2.23.4–7, quoting Hegesippus); (c) some 

linguistic similarities between the epistle and the speech and letter of James in Acts 15; (d) reference to 

―the early and the late rain‖ (5:7), a phenomenon of the Palestinian climate.  

Against the traditional authorship are (a) the quality of the written Greek of the epistle, which is higher 

than might have been expected of the family of a Galilean artisan, even though they would most probably 

have spoken the language; (b) the paucity of reference to Jesus himself which would be surprising for one 

who was so closely associated with him in his lifetime, even though the Gospels are unanimous that 

Jesus‘ brothers were unsympathetic to his ministry (Mark 3:21, 31–35 and par.; John 7:3–9), and who was 

also a witness of his resurrection (1 Cor 15:7); (c) the discussion of faith and works without reference 

specifically to ―works of the law‖ (2:14–26).  

The arguments on each side are of varying weight, and some may be readily countered: As, for instance, 

the supposed Palestinian reference may derive from a knowledge of the OT (e.g. Deut 11:14; Joel 2:23) 

rather than from actual experience; while the literary quality of the epistle‘s Greek might be due to 

James‘s using a secretary, or to a two-stage process of composition whereby some original sermons of 

James have been edited by another author. The last argument is, however, the most telling against the 

traditional authorship. The claim that ―a man is justified by works and not by faith alone‖ (2:24) 

unmistakably recalls the terms of the Pauline debate about the role of the law in salvation (as in Rom 2:9–

5:1; Gal 2:15–3:24), and James of Jerusalem—who knew Paul personally and was himself so loyal to the 

Jewish law—must have appreciated the content and terms of that debate.  



If the traditional authorship is maintained, then the epistle must be dated before James‘s death, which is 

variously reported as in 62 C.E. during the interregnum between Festus and Albinus as procurators of 

Judea (Joseph. JW 20.200) or as in 67 C.E. immediately before Vespasian‘s invasion of Palestine 

(Hegesippus, in Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 2.23.18). It would remain to be decided whether the epistle belongs to 

the early period of James‘s leadership of the church in Jerusalem, in the 40s or early 50s, or to the later 

troubled times preceding the Jewish revolt.  

If the authorship is pseudonymous, then the question is wide open, for the epistle contains no reference 

to external events by which it might be dated. Some have found internal indications of an early date in 

supposedly ―primitive‖ features such as the simple, undeveloped Christology; allusions to the words of 

Jesus independent of their fixed form in the written gospels; the absence of developed forms of church 

leadership and organization, leaders being described simply as ―elders‖ (5:14) and a meeting either taking 

place in or being described as synagōgē (2:2). On the other hand, a later date, into the second generation 

or even 2d century of Christianity, has been argued from some of the same material: from what is seen as 

growing institutionalization, in which charismatic gifts are vested in church officials (5:14–15, the elders 

who heal; cf. 3:1 where to teach is to choose to take on that role, not to exercise a spiritual gift); from 

indications of a settled community, conforming to the values of the surrounding society in welcoming a 

rich visitor to its meeting (2:2–4); and also from a waning of eschatological expectation seen in the 

translation of the idea of a ―trial‖ to be endured from apocalyptic tribulation to psychological experience 

(1:12–15, cf. 1:2–4) or to everyday afflictions (1:27, 5:10–11). All of these considerations are not only 

speculative in themselves, but unreliable for dating purposes, since matters such as the development of 

institutions and the survival of oral tradition may be dictated by quite other considerations than merely the 

passage of time: for example, the cultural inheritance and environment of the community.  

External evidence provides a more reliable guide to the document‘s date. If the author has adopted the 

pseudonym of James of Jerusalem, he is not likely to have done so in James‘s lifetime, but when he had 

become a revered figure of the past. In that case, the death of James would provide the terminus a quo for 

the epistle, and its quotation by Origen the terminus ad quem. It may be possible to narrow this bracket. 

Although Origen is the first to quote the epistle verbatim and with acknowledgment, there are 

considerable parallels in language and ideas between James and the Shepherd of Hermas, concentrated in 

certain sections of that lengthy work (Mandates 5, 9 and 12), and these have led some scholars to 

conclude that the author of the Shepherd was also familiar with the epistle. The date of the Shepherd is 

itself debatable, since Hermas is presented in the book as a contemporary of Clement of Rome, ca. 96 C.E. 

(Vis. 2.4.3), but the author is identified by the Muratorian Canon as the brother of Pius, bishop of Rome 

from 139–54 C.E. A date in the early decades of the 2d century is usually preferred. See HERMAS‘ THE 

SHEPHERD. So far as dating James is concerned, then, we cannot confidently suggest anything more 

precise than the last three decades of the 1st century or the beginning of the 2d.  

The address of James ―to the twelve tribes in the Dispersion‖ (1:1) is impossibly wide for a real 

destination in geographical terms. It might serve to identify the readers racially or religously as Jewish 

Christians, or it may be an idealized description of them as the ―new Israel.‖ This epistle is not a letter 

sent from one place to another like the letters of Paul; rather the author has adopted the letter form as a 

literary convention, to address the community to which he belonged. He and his readers are to be located 

together. If James of Jerusalem is the author, then the place of origin is of course Palestine. If 

pseudonymous authorship is adopted, Palestine may still be claimed on such arguments as (a) the memory 

of James was most potent there, so that the choice of precisely that pseudonym is readily understandable; 

(b) contact with the oral tradition of the teaching of Jesus would be more readily available in the place of 

his actual ministry; (c) James emphasizes God‘s choice of and rewards for the poor and his retribution on 

the rich (1:9–11, 2:2–7, 5:1–6), which would be relevant to the church of Palestine whose real poverty 

occasioned Paul‘s charitable collection from his gentile churches and is likely to have been exacerbated 

by the Jewish revolt (Gal 2:10; 1 Cor 9:1–15; Rom 15:25–27); (d) it is likely that Origen came to know 

the epistle after his move to Palestine, and it may well have been preserved in its place of origin while 

remaining unknown elsewhere; (e) the allusion to the Palestinian climate already referred to (5:7). ―The 



early and the late rain‖ is also experienced in Syria, which is another frequently suggested place of origin, 

and support for this is also found in similarities between James and the gospel of Matthew (e.g. James 

5:12, cf. Matt 5:33–37), which is widely thought to have originated in Antioch. This argument, however, 

proceeds from an unknown to an unknown, and the continued neglect of the epistle by the church in Syria 

after it had been recognized in all other areas of the Church must militate against it.  

If the evidence that James was known to the author of the Shepherd of Hermas is accepted, then Rome 

becomes a probable place of origin, since it is certainly there that the Shepherd was written, and this 

would be consistent with similarities between James and other Roman documents, 1 Peter and 1 Clement. 

The subsequent disuse of the epistle in the Western church and its reappearance in Palestine would be 

explained by the general nature of the document‘s contents, which might only have a lasting appeal to 

those concerned to preserve links with the authority of James of Jerusalem.  

C. Situation of Author and Readers  

If the date and place of origin of the epistle cannot be conclusively identified, much more can be said 

about the general situation and environment of author and readers. The epistle envisages an established, 

settled community which holds meetings (2:2); has as leaders its own ―elders‖ (5:14); and also recognizes 

individuals as ―teachers‖ (3:1), a category in which the author appears to include himself. (Teachers 

might, of course, be included among the elders rather than having a separate ministry, cf. 1 Tim 5:17). 

The members of the community would no doubt regard themselves as among ―the poor,‖ but they are 

assumed to have the means to relieve each other‘s needs (2:15–16), and resentment of the rich does not 

prevent them welcoming a rich visitor to their meetings; indeed the vehemence of the author‘s attack on 

the rich in 2:6–7 and 5:1–3 may indicate that they were rather too ready to do so. They are not subject to 

persecution: the oppression and abuse referred to in 2:6–7 is more likely to reflect the legal and economic 

pressures that can be put on the disadvantaged by those more powerful in their society than an attack 

launched on the faith per se. The assumption that their meetings are open to visitors means that they have 

not been forced into a ghetto nor have they created a closed community as a defensive reaction. Not 

subject to external attack, they are also untroubled by internal divisions either on doctrinal and ideological 

or on economic and social grounds (contrast the church in Corinth which experienced all these). Tensions 

are those of personal relationships in a small society: anger (1:19–20), jealousy (4:1–2), slander and 

criticism (4:11–12). They need to be roused from inactivity to positive action (1:22–27, 2:14–17, 3:13–

18) rather than deterred from any misguided enthusiasm.  

This community is variously located in the country and the town: there is reference to agricultural 

conditions in 5:4, 7, and to trading activity in 4:13–15. The former may, however, be understood in terms 

of biblical allusion rather than of actual experience. An urban environment is more probable in general 

because Christianity first established itself in cities and towns, only gradually spreading into the 

countryside; and in particular because James clearly belongs to the multicultural environment of the 

Hellenistic cities. The author employs catchphrases from popular philosophy (1:21, ―the implanted word‖; 

3:6, ―the cycle of nature‖); metaphors with little biblical background but common in Greek and Latin 

literature (3:3–4, horses and ships; 3:7, the four orders of nature; 4:14, the mist); the technical vocabulary, 

if somewhat inaccurately used, of astronomy (1:17); and the language of popular pious superstition (4:15, 

―If the Lord wills …‖) and magic (2:19, 4:7, the shuddering and flight of demons are known in the 

magical papyri).  

Judaism, which took its place in this world, is also obviously part of his cultural heritage. He affirms the 

central Jewish proposition ―that God is one,‖ in the terms of its central prayer (2:19, cf. Deut 6:4, part of 

the Shema), and warns of Gehenna, the place of punishment (3:6). He draws freely on the OT for 

quotation (2:8, 2:11, 2:23, 4:6), for example (2:21, 2:25, 5:10–11, 5:17–18), and in the telling allusions 

that an author can make in the confidence that his readers will catch them (1:10, ―the flower of grass,‖ 

from Isa 40:6 LXX; 3:9, ―men … made in the likeness of God,‖ from Gen 1:26; 5:4, ―the ears of the Lord 

of hosts,‖ Sabaōth, from Isa 5:9 LXX).  

The epistle is often characterized as a document of ―Jewish Christianity,‖ but it is not clear from its 

contents that the author and readers were themselves Jews. Despite the puzzle of the unidentified 



quotation of 4:5, the appeal to the OT is straightforwardly to the text, without requiring any explanation 

from Jewish exegetical tradition. James‘s praise of ―the perfect law, the law of liberty‖ (1:25, cf. 2:12), 

and his insistence that it be kept in full (2:10) may readily be paralleled in Jewish literature, but his appeal 

to actual tenets of the law is confined to the decalogue (2:11), and to Lev 19:18, singled out as ―the royal 

law‖ most probably on the authority of Jesus (2:8). This may be contrasted with the implications drawn 

from the principle of the wholeness of the Law by Paul (Gal 5:3) and Matthew (5:18–19, 22:40). James 

shows no interest in the cultic observances that served to affirm Jewish identity in the Hellenistic world: 

the observance of the sabbath and the food laws, and the practice of circumcision which was a key issue 

in Paul‘s debate with Judaizing Christianity. It could be argued that, as a Jew, the author of James took 

these matters for granted; but against this has to be set his failure, already noted, to appreciate that the 

faith-works controversy had any implications for the Jewish law. His use of synagōgē in 2:2 is sometimes 

appealed to as indicating that James‘s community met in a Jewish synagogue, or, as Jewish Christians, 

had constructed their own ―synagogue‖ after the model with which they were familiar; but, leaving aside 

the question of whether any Christian community could have had its own building at this time, the word is 

widely used in the general sense of ―an assembly of persons,‖ or ―a meeting‖ as the occasion of an 

assembly, either of which would make sense in this context.  

Even the adoption of James of Jerusalem as his pseudonymous authority does not mark the author out as 

a Jewish Christian, for although James was the leader of Jewish Christianity, and documents like the 

pseudo-Clementine Homilies and Recognitions show that he was revered by later heterodox Jewish 

Christians as their founding father, he is similarly revered in gnostic literature not obviously influenced by 

Judaism (Gos. Thom. 12; Ap. Jas. and 1 and 2 Apoc. Jas., NHC 1.2, 5.3,4), and his leadership is 

remembered and commemorated in the mainstream of Christian tradition (Clem. Alex. in Eusebius, Hist. 

Eccl. 2.1.3, 23.1; Epiphanius, Haer. 78.7). ―James‖ is a pseudonym which might be adopted by a 

Christian author of any background who desired to address his specific community in terms, and with an 

authority, appropriate to the Church at large. The ―twelve tribes in the Dispersion,‖ too, could never be a 

literal address to Diaspora Jewry, since the reconstitution of the twelve tribes had long been part of 

eschatological hope only (e.g. Isa 11:11–16; Zech 10:6–12; 2 Esdr 13:39–47), but is most readily 

understandable as an ideal description of the Church in its role as the new, or true, Israel in the world (cf. 

Gal 6:16; Heb 4:9; 1 Pet 2:9–10; and for gentile Christian churches as the ―dispersion,‖ cf. 1 Pet 1:1 and 

the addresses of 1 Clement, the Epistle of Polycarp, and the Martyrdom of Polycarp.)  

James shows, then, something of the ethos of Judaism: its monotheism, its appeal to the holy book, and 

its broad moral concern, without the clear marks of belonging to the Jewish community. It is probable that 

the background of author and readers is to be found among the ―god-fearers‖: those non-Jews who were 

attracted to what they saw as the Jewish philosophy; who stood on the fringe of the synagogues of the 

Diaspora, though possibly also of Palestine as well (cf. Luke 7:2–5), without being full proselytes; and 

who formed, it seems, a ready audience for Christian preaching (Acts 10:2, 22, 13:16, 26, 16:14, 17:4, 17, 

18:7). They would bring that ethos into their Christianity, together with forms of organization with which 

they had been familiar in the synagogues, but without any concern to be involved in debates touching on 

Jewish identity, to which they had never committed themselves.  

D. Christianity of the Epistle  

The Jewish characteristics of James are thrown into prominence by its lack of a strong Christian 

coloring. ―Jesus Christ‖ is referred to only twice, in 1:1 and 2:1, which some older scholars even 

suggested excising as glosses to reveal an originally Jewish tract. This expedient, which has no 

justification from textual evidence, is not to be adopted, since the evidence of Christian character is 

considerably more extensive than those two explicit references. In both of them, Jesus is identified as ―the 

Lord‖ or ―our Lord,‖ using the title by which Christians acclaimed the risen Jesus (Acts 2:36; Rom 10:9; 

Phil 2:8–11). In 2:1 he is further described as ―the Lord of glory‖ in a syntactically difficult phrase which 

might also be translated as ―the glorious Lord‖ or ―the Lord, the glory‖; the association of Jesus with 

glory may relate either to his role as the revealer of the glory of God (cf. John 1:14; 2 Cor 4:6; Heb 1:3), 

or to his coming in glory at the last judgment (Matt 25:31; 2 Thess 1:7–10). In 5:7–8 ―the coming of the 



Lord‖ certainly refers to the return of Jesus, since the word used, parousia, ―coming,‖ is a technical term 

for that event in early Christian literature (e.g. 1 Thess 2:19; 1 Cor 15:23; Matt 24:3; 1 John 2:28; 2 Pet 

1:16). James‘s community is termed ―the church,‖ ekklēsia, (5:14), in the characteristic self-designation of 

the Christian community, considered both as a local group and an (at least potentially) universal 

phenomenon (Matt 16:18, 18:17; 1 Cor 1:2, 12:28; Phlm 2, Col 1:18); and its elders anoint ―in the name 

of the Lord‖ as other Christian healers acted in the name of Jesus (Acts 3:6, 4:30, 16:18; Mark 16:17). 

The allusion in 1:18 to God‘s having ―brought us forth by the word of truth‖ is probably to be understood 

as James‘s echoing the language of rebirth in which other Christians expressed their understanding of the 

experience of conversion and baptism (John 3:3–8; Titus 3:5; 1 Pet 1:3, 23; baptismal ideas and language 

may also be found in Jas 1:21 and 2:7); and parallels between James and 1 Peter have been taken to show 

their sharing in a common pattern of Christian catechetical teaching (1:2–4 and 1 Pet 1:6–7; 1:18, 21 and 

1 Pet 1:23–2:2; 4:6–8 and 1 Pet 5:5–9). The two most interesting areas of discussion in assessing the 

Christianity of James are, however, his use of the teaching of Jesus and his involvement in controversy 

with Paul.  

1. James and Jesus. James nowhere cites the teaching of Jesus as such, but his prohibition of oaths in 

5:12 unmistakably recalls Jesus‘ prohibition in Matt 5:33–37. Although reticence in the use of oaths was 

counseled both by Jewish teachers and Greek philosophers, there is no certain evidence of a comparable 

absolute ban on their use, which would seem therefore to be unique to Jesus. If James may confidently be 

seen to draw on the teaching of Jesus here, then he may arguably do so in contexts where the similarity of 

language and distinctiveness of content are not so marked. Thus in 2:8 he identifies Lev 19:18 as ―the 

royal law‖ to be fulfilled, as Jesus also singled it out in Mark 12:31 (with parallels in Matt 22:39 and Luke 

10:27). R. Akiba (ca. 50–132 C.E.) also singled out Lev 19:18 as the most comprehensive principle of the 

law, so Jesus may not have been unique in doing so in his day, but James‘s description of the 

commandment may indicate that he regarded it as the law of ―the kingdom of God‖ which Jesus preached. 

His encouragement to ―ask … and it will be given (1:5) recalls Jesus‘ instruction to do so in Matt 5:7–11 

and Luke 11:9–13; and his reminder that God has ―chosen those who are poor in the world to be … heirs 

of the kingdom‖ (2:5) echoes Jesus‘ beatitude on the poor, who are promised the kingdom in Matt 5:3 and 

Luke 6:20.  

Because the closest parallel between James and the teaching of Jesus occurs in material peculiar to 

Matthew‘s gospel, while all the others are with material present in Matthew as well as other gospels, it is 

often argued that James has a special connection with Matthew, either in terms of a literary knowledge of 

and dependence on that gospel or of belonging to the community or tradition from which the gospel also 

came. This is unlikely. Even in the closest parallel there are significant differences in wording between 

Jas 5:12 and Matt 5:33–37, while in the other parallels James is not markedly closer to Matthew‘s version 

than to the other gospels (in the beatitude on the poor he is closer to Luke‘s simple blessing of ―the poor‖ 

than to Matthew‘s spiritualized ―poor in spirit‖). More generally, Matthew is clearly engaged in debate 

about the relation between Judaism and Christianity, hostile to the Jewish leadership yet concerned to 

maintain the integrity of the law; thus the prohibition of oaths is given a polemical edge in an attack on 

Jewish casuistry, and the great commandment is seen to involve ―all the law and the prophets‖ (Matt 

22:40). These concerns do not color James‘s teaching, and he and his community would not therefore 

seem to be in the same situation as Matthew‘s.  

James‘s contact with the teaching of Jesus is more likely to have been with a continuing oral tradition 

than through dependence on any of the written gospels, since the various similarities, though striking, do 

not amount to exact verbal correspondence. If so, there are three points of particular interest. (a) His 

contact is with material across the range of what are usually identified as the sources of the Synoptic 

Gospels. The singling out of Lev 19:18 belongs to the Markan tradition; the encouragement to ask and 

receive, and the beatitude on the poor, to that common to Matthew and Luke (―Q‖); the prohibition of 

oaths to Matthew alone. This might indicate that the gospel material was more widely transmitted, and 

sources less insulated from each other, than their separate identification sometimes seems to imply. (b) 

While James‘s material may be independent of gospel fixity and derived from oral tradition, it is not 



therefore necessarily the more-original form, for he has related it to his own interests. Thus he identifies 

the gift to be asked of God as specifically the gift of ―wisdom‖ (1:5—contrast Luke‘s ―Holy Spirit,‖ 

11:13, and Matthew‘s ―good gifts,‖ 5:11, but compare James‘s interest in wisdom in 3:13–18)—and raises 

the possibility of the request that is not answered (1:6–8, cf. the same concern in 4:3–4). (c) The 

comparisons between James and the Gospels show two ways in which the teaching of Jesus might be 

used. In the context of the Gospels, the teaching is obviously attributed to Jesus and carries his authority, 

whether or not it was uniquely (or even authentically) his. There is no such attribution of the teaching in 

James. Although he is most probably aware, especially in 2:8, that he is drawing on Jesus‘ words, it is not 

important to him to single them out as having a distinctive authority; rather they contribute to the general 

stock of Christian ethical instruction along with material from other sources and the author‘s own 

insights. We may compare the practice of Paul, for whom it was sometimes important to invoke a ―word 

of the Lord‖ as such (1 Cor 7:10), but who would also draw the teaching of Jesus without discrimination 

into the course of his own argument (Rom 13:7; cf. Mark 12:17; Rom 13:9; cf. Mark 12:31).  

2. James and Paul. James does not refer directly to Paul any more than he does to Jesus, but when, in 

the course of his discussion of the necessary association of faith and works (2:14–26), he conducts that 

discussion in terms of ―justification‖ and of the example of Abraham (2:21–25), his argument inevitably 

recalls that of Paul in Romans 3–4 and Galatians 2–3. The differences between the two may be seen 

polarized in Paul‘s conclusion that ―we hold that a man is justified by faith and not by works‖ (Rom 3:28, 

cf. Gal 2:15) and James‘s that ―a man is justified by works and not by faith alone‖ (2:24). It is sometimes 

suggested that James‘s argument is prior to Paul‘s and that Paul wrote in part to answer it, but while 

Paul‘s argument on justification does not require James‘s to explain it, the strongly polemical tone of 

James‘s language indicates that he knows a position which he is concerned to refute: ―and not by faith 

alone‖.  

It is, however, unlikely that James was familiar with Paul‘s argument as Paul himself presented it, for he 

ignores a number of important points. (a) Paul talks specifically about works done in obedience to and 

fulfilment of the Jewish law, while James makes no such reference to the law, but thinks of works of 

charity in general. (b) Paul attacks such works when done with a view to gaining justification from God, 

which he deems to be impossible; James commends works as part of the response of faith in God. (c) 

Although both appeal to the example of Abraham and the statement of his justification in Gen 15:6, Paul 

relates Abraham‘s justifying faith to his acceptance of the promises of Gen 15:5; James relates it to 

Abraham‘s willingness to sacrifice his son in Genesis 22, thus missing Paul‘s carefully made point that 

Abraham‘s justification preceded, and had nothing to do with, his circumcision and implicit acceptance of 

the law in Gen 17:9–27 (Rom 4:10–11). (d) James does not deal with Paul‘s other major proof-text, Hab 

2:4 (Rom 1:17; Gal 3:11); and conversely James‘s other example, Rahab (2:25), is not derived from Paul. 

In spite of the apparent similarity of their language, James does not seem to know what Paul‘s argument 

was really about, and it is highly improbable that he had either read Paul‘s letters or heard Paul‘s own 

exposition of his views.  

Whether he thinks that the position he is himself concerned to refute has Pauline authority is another 

matter. The absolute detachment of faith from works in relation to justification seems to have been an 

original insight of Paul‘s, and justification as the language of salvation is as associated with him in the NT 

as it has been by later generations. The term appears in Acts only in Luke‘s record of Paul‘s speech in the 

synagogue at Pisidian Antioch (Acts 13:38–39); and in the Pastoral Epistles, written under the pseudonym 

of Paul, in a summary statement of salvation, perhaps in an attempt to ―Paulinize‖ an existing credal 

formula (Titus 3:7). This latter passage shows that Paul‘s rejection of justification by works could be 

reinterpreted outside the context of the Judaizing argument to relate to righteous works in general which 

might be thought to earn salvation, and this reapplication is also found in 1 Clem. 32:4, whose author is 

clearly familiar with Paul‘s argument in Romans. James has heard the language used even more generally, 

to support a religious attitude which emphasized the pious expression of trust in God and regarded works 

of active charity as of little importance, if not indeed to be actually discouraged. It is probable that those 

who thus appealed to ―justification by faith‖ as their slogan did so on what they saw to be Paul‘s 



authority, and that James knew this; if so, the debate must have been conducted in an area of the Church 

where Paul was remembered and revered (as, for instance, Clement shows that he was in Rome a 

generation after his death).  

James‘s Christianity, then, is characterized by a strong ethical concern, reinforced by the certainty of 

having entered a new life, and also by the certainty of eschatological rewards and punishment. The 

authority of Jesus as risen Lord is acknowledged, and his teaching drawn upon. There is room for 

ideological dispute in his community, over the relative importance of charity in the life of faith, but no 

evidence of any speculative interest in doctrinal matters. This is not a Christianity likely to produce either 

heresy or creative theology, but was no doubt congenial to those who had been attracted to a similar 

concern in Judaism, but were now offered a community centered on its own Lord and of which they could 

more fully and readily become part.  

E. Content and Distinctive Ideas  

Analyses of the structure of the epistle range between the detection of an underlying plan or pattern into 

which each section may be seen to fit, and regarding it as a collection of disparate material assembled 

from oral sources and linked together only by ―stitch-words‖ or verbal echoes. The first suffers from the 

very general nature of much of James‘s material which seems artificially forced into too tight and 

comprehensive a scheme; the second ignores the presence of themes which run through the five chapters. 

It is better to see the author as developing some leading ideas in a variety of expressions and connections. 

His main concern is with Christian behavior, its consistency, and its community context. There should be 

consistency between faith and action; consistency in different activities; a common concern for each 

other. (There does not appear to be any impulse to mission outside the community.)  

1. Faith and Action. The testing of faith produces wholeness of character (1:2–4). Since God tempts no 

one, the overcoming of temptation is the subduing of one‘s own destructive desires (1:12–15). To 

appropriate the baptismal word of salvation is to renounce evil deeds (1:21). To hold the faith of the Lord 

Jesus Christ is to exclude partiality (2:1). Faith must issue in works to be a living faith (2:14–26). God-

given wisdom reveals itself in characteristic action (3:13–18, cf. 1:5). To follow one‘s own passions is to 

seek the friendship of the world and thus to be at enmity with God (4:1–4); the remedy being a 

wholehearted repentance and return to him (4:6–10). Plans for the future should be made subject to divine 

permission (4:13–15), and endurance of the present is rendered possible by the hope of the coming of the 

Lord (5:7–8), and by the example of former men of faith (5:10–11).  

James returns frequently to the subject of prayer. As action should be consistent with faith, so prayer, as 

the expression of faith, should be wholehearted and related to action. God is one: an article of faith to 

which the demons rightly respond with terror (2:19), and as the one God he is the only giver of good gifts 

(1:17), giving generously and unreservedly (1:5). Requests to him should therefore be made 

wholeheartedly, with no doubt about his ability or willingness to give (1:5–8); and should be for objects 

consistent with his character (4:2–4). James sees no problem in unanswered prayer; it is to be explained 

by the inadequacy of the prayer, either untrusting or misdirected. He applies to the man whose prayer thus 

fails his most characteristic pejorative adjective ―double-minded,‖ dipsychos (1:8, cf. 4:8; a term 

unparalleled in the LXX or the NT, though found in other early Christian literature, notably the Shepherd 

of Hermas, Mandate 9, and perhaps related to the Jewish analysis of man as having ―two impulses‖). 

Even where prayer expresses a proper confidence in God, it should be accompanied by action if it is to be 

worth anything (2:15–16). True and fervent prayer is, however, powerfully effective, as in the example of 

Elijah (5:17–18). Prayer and praise are the proper response of the individual to suffering or joy (5:13), and 

James encourages prayer within the community for its members, both in the specific case of sickness 

(5:14–15) and in general as a remedy for sins (5:16).  

2. Consistency in Action. As Christian behavior should be consistent with Christian faith, so it should 

be consistent in itself. Those who hear the word should also be doers of it (1:22–25). The law (whatever 

its contents in practice) should be kept in full, with each commandment given weight; and all persons 

should be treated alike under it (2:8–11). It is intolerable to bless God and curse men made in his image 

(3:9–11). James is especially concerned with ―sins of speech,‖ where he sees inconsistency as most 



blatant; this relates of course to his concern with prayer, but he expresses his concern at large. It is best to 

be swift to hear but slow to speak (1:19). True religion involves bridling the tongue (1:26, cf. 3:2–4). 

Teachers, who deal in words, are at greatest risk, and few should assume this responsibility (3:1). 

Speaking evil of each other in the community, whether in slander or criticism, is to be condemned (4:11–

12). Speech should be a straightforward and truthful matter, where ―yes‖ means yes and ―no‖ no, without 

need of the dangerous reinforcement of oaths (5:12). James gives vent to his conviction of the seriousness 

of sins of speech in a highly rhetorical description of the tongue, smallest but most powerful member of 

the body: It is ―a fire‖; ―a world of wickedness‖; untamable, polluting, poisonous, inflamed by hell (3:5–

8).  

3. Mutual Concern. The pursuit of consistency and integrity is not, however, a quest for personal and 

individual purity: James‘s concern is for Christian behavior in the community. As prayer for God to 

relieve hardship should be accompanied by efforts to do so oneself (2:15–16), so ―true religion‖ involves 

both the care of widows and orphans and keeping oneself uncorrupted by the world (1:27). The epistle 

closes with the vision of a mutually supportive community, confessing sins to one another and praying for 

one another, each watchful for anyone who goes astray, since to reclaim him is for the benefit of both 

(5:16, 19–20).  

Rich and poor are among the most basic of social divisions, and James‘s concern for the poor and 

hostility to the rich may relate to his desire to encourage the ideal of Christian community as much as to 

the empirical experience of his own group. He regards the rich as almost by definition excluded from the 

Church. The lowly brother may be confident of his future exaltation, but the rich man (surely not a 

―brother‖) can only look forward to humiliation and ultimate annihilation (1:9–11). Although the rich 

visitor is not to be excluded from the Christian meeting, those who are tempted to welcome him over-

enthusiastically are reminded of the usual role of the rich as their oppressors (2:1–7). Prosperous traders 

are reminded of their essential impermanence (4:13–16); and, in a passage of dramatic invective like his 

tirade against the tongue, James calls upon the rich to ―weep and howl,‖ to recognize the corruption of 

their treasure, and to await their inevitable fate in ―the last days‖ or ―the day of slaughter‖ (5:1–5). In his 

equation of the rich as wicked and the poor as God‘s chosen, James is following a long-standing 

convention running from the OT (e.g. Psalms 10, 49, 140) into the self-understanding of the Qumran 

community and some early Christian groups. It should be noted though that he does not idealize poverty 

per se, but indicates that it is the poor who are in fact righteous, who are the object of God‘s favor. Thus it 

is the poor brother who will be exalted, not simply the poor man (1:9); the poor are chosen to be ―rich in 

faith‖ and to inherit the kingdom (2:5); the oppression of the poor by the rich which calls for vindication 

is epitomized in the death of the unresisting ―righteous man‖ (5:6). Here as elsewhere James is an 

interpreter and not merely an inheritor of tradition, and through his varied material runs his conviction of 

the need for the Christian man to be whole in word and deed, singleheartedly serving both the one God 

and his brethren.  

F. Language and Text  

The author uses the Greek language with fluency and a certain sense of style. Although not of the 

quality of classical literature, his writing shows grammatical ability and is virtually free of solecisms and 

colloquialisms. He opens with ―Greeting‖, using the infinitive chairein as is usual in a Hellenistic letter 

(1:1, cf. 1 Macc 10:18, 25, 12:6; Acts 23:26); uses the rhetorical age nun (4:13, 5:1); and gives the correct 

oath form of the accusative of the thing sworn by (5:12), by contrast with Matthew‘s semitic idiom of en 

plus the dative. He has a wide vocabulary, including some words not found elsewhere in the NT or the 

LXX (e.g. ―sea creature,‖ enalios, 3:7; ―daily,‖ ephēmeros, 2:15; ―dejection,‖ katēpheia, 4:9). His style 

shows a fondness for alliteration, as in peirasmois peripesēte poikilois (1:2, ―you meet various trials‖) and 

mikron melos estin kai megala auchei (3:5, the tongue ―is a little member and boasts of great things‖); and 

for the cadence of words with similar endings, as in exelkomenos kai deleazomenos (1:14, ―lured and 

enticed‖) and anemizomeno kai ripizomeno (1:6, ―driven and tossed by the wind‖—the former word even 

may have been coined by James for this effect, as he may also have coined the evocative chrysodaktylios, 



―gold-ringed,‖ 2:2). Alliteration and cadence are both found in James‘s admittedly imperfect hexameter: 

pasa dosis agathē kai pan dōrēma teleion (1:17, ―every good endowment and every perfect gift‖).  

This sensitivity to, and ability to make effective use of, the sound of the Gk language tells against any 

theory that the epistle has been translated from an Aramaic or Hebrew original. We have already 

illustrated his use of biblical quotation and allusion, and his familiarity with the LXX has influenced his 

language more generally. Most ―semitic‖ idioms are to be explained by the author‘s knowledge of the 

LXX. Thus he uses the compounds prosōpolēmpsia and prosōpolēmpteo (2:1, 9, ―partiality‖ and ―to show 

partiality,‖ derived from the LXX prosōpon lambanein), and compound phrases like poiein eleos (2:13, 

―to show mercy‖); poiētēs logou (1:22, ―a doer of the word,‖ cf. 4:11, poiētēs nomou, ―a doer of the 

law‖); prosōpon tēs geneseōs (1:23, ―natural face‖); and en pasais tais hodois autou (1:8, ―in all his 

ways,‖ cf. 1:11). As he can draw on vivid Hellenistic imagery in his rhetorical attack on the tongue (3:2–

8), so he can adopt an archaic or biblical style in his ―prophetic‖ denunciation of the rich (5:1–6). There is 

no need to resort to theories of multiple authorship or different editors to explain this variety of style: It 

simply requires an author who is sufficiently at ease with his language. (Luke can similarly adapt his style 

to include the poetic and archaic birth-narratives of Luke 1–2 and the almost classically heroic account of 

Paul‘s shipwreck in Acts 27.)  

The textual history of the epistle reflects its canon history. It was in the church of Alexandria that James 

first came into regular use, and it has early and strong support in mss of the Egyptian text-type: Among 

the papyri the fragmentary 3d-century papyri 20 and 23 and 5th-century papyrus 54 contain some verses 

each of the epistle, while the 6th or 7th-century papyrus 74 has a substantial part of the whole; the major 

4th and 5th-century uncials Sinaiticus, Vaticanus (B), Alexandrinus (A), and Ephraem (C) all have it, 

Vaticanus being generally regarded as the best witness to the text. From Origen onwards quotations by 

Alexandrian authorities are also available to the textual critic, as also the Sahidic and later the Bohairic 

Coptic versions. Conversely, the long disuse of the epistle in the Western Church is apparent in its lack of 

representation in Gk mss of the Western text, and there is, of course, no quotation by the early Western 

fathers, whether in Greek or Latin. The Old Latin version is found in the 9th-century Codex Corbeiensis 

(ff) and Speculum Pseudo-Augustini (m), and peculiarities there indicate that James was translated 

separately from, and probably later than, the other catholic epistles which earlier achieved popularity in 

the West. Augustine was to complain of the unusual badness of the Latin translation available to him 

(Retractationes 2.32), but the epistle came firmly into Latin textual history with the Vulgate, under the 

authority of Jerome. In Syria, canon history begins with the Peshitta, and so also the history of the Syriac 

text; the 9th-century mss K and L of the Koine or Lucianic text-type present James as it would have come 

to be read in the Greek-speaking church of Syria, and on into the Byzantine text of the Middle Ages.  

The long neglect of the epistle may have served to insulate its text against copying error and 

emendation, for major textual variants are few. (It is always possible, of course, that errors could have 

been made at an early stage, left uncorrected, and so become entrenched with no textual variance to 

indicate them.) Some occur where James‘s language is obviously obscure or unfamiliar and scribes have 

tried to make the best of it: at 1:17, with the somewhat pretentious astronomical language; and at 5:8, 

where the ―early and late‖ have been variously specified as ―rain‖ or ―fruit‖ by copyists more or less 

familiar with climatic conditions or biblical idiom. At 2:19 some have failed to catch the echo of the 

Shema, Deut 4:6, ―God is one,‖ and found instead a simple statement of monotheism, ―there is one God.‖ 

At 2:3 the poor man is offered a whole range of options as to where to place himself inconspicuously; at 

4:4 ―adulterers‖ have been pedantically added to ―adulteresses‖; and at 5:20 the epistle‘s seemingly abrupt 

ending has been rounded off with a final ―Amen.‖ Although not always easily soluble, none of these 

textual questions seriously affects the author‘s essential meaning.  
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SOPHIE LAWS  

JAMES, FIRST APOCALYPSE OF (NHC V,3). The first of two apocalypses attributed to 

James, the brother of the Lord, in the collection of materials from Nag Hammadi. These two apocalypses 

and the Apocryphon of James (NHC 1,2) constitute the literature attributed to the brother of Jesus in the 

Nag Hammadi collection. The first apocalypse is a particularly clear example of what many now call a 

―revelation dialogue‖ (Perkins 1980: 25–73). Here the Lord responds to the anxious inquiries of James 

within the framework of a narrative setting connected with the death and resurrection of Jesus. Very little 

is said about the events themselves, however, and it is clear that the narrative is relatively unimportant. A 

curious literary feature of the apocalypse is the fact that the Lord addresses James in the first person in 3 

passages at or near the beginning of the writing (24,11; 25, 12; 27,18) and everywhere else in the third 

person. Also curious is the fact that a question of James is referred to near the beginning of the writing 

(24, 26–27) that has not actually been asked. Such difficulties point to dislocations, the use of sources, or 

imperfect control of materials.  

In the first part of the writing (24, 10–30, 11) the Lord answers questions of James that for the most part 

reflect his fearfulness at the prospect of the suffering in store both for the Lord and for himself. The 

various doctrines expounded by the Lord in this connection (concerning the One-Who-Is, the structure of 

the cosmos, the kinship between James and the One-Who-Is, and much else) are intended to encourage 

the anxious enquirer.  

After he had promised to reveal the way of redemption to James, ―the Lord said farewell to him and 

fulfilled what was fitting‖ (30, 12–13). The brevity of this reference to the crucifixion is noteworthy.  

―After several days‖ the Lord again appeared to James who was walking with his disciples on a 

mountain called ―Gaugelan‖—probably a variant of Golgotha (30,17–18). In the exchanges that follow, 

Jesus first indicates that he had never suffered in any way at the hands of his tormenters. He then comforts 

James at the prospect of his own suffering and provides him with a set of formulae to be used after his 

martyrdom in response to the challenges of the hostile powers (including three heavenly ―toll collectors‖) 

who will attempt to block his ascent to ―the Pre-existent One.‖  

The text of the apocalypse becomes more and more fragmentary as it concludes. The following points 

stand out. (a) We are told (36,13–38,11) that the secret tradition is to be entrusted by James to a 

succession of figures that will include Addai (= Thaddaeus), a certain Levi, a woman of Jerusalem, and 2 

sons (the younger of whom will proclaim these things). (b) The value of women as disciples of the Lord 

(on condition, it seems, that ―the female element‖ should ―attain to this male element‖) is upheld in the 

face of James‘ perplexity on the point (38,15–41,18). (c) James is presented as rebuking the 12 disciples 

(42,20–24) who earlier are said to correspond to ―12 pairs‖ associated with Achamoth, the lesser Sophia 

(36,1–6). (d) James‘ martyrdom (probably viewed as the prelude to the fall of Jerusalem announced 

earlier) is described in some detail (though the text is badly damaged).  

Some features of the first Apocalypse of James suggest that it had roots in Jewish Christianity. Chief of 

these is the choice of James himself as the bearer of revelation and particularly the reference to him as 

James the Just (32,2–3). For this title is attested especially in Jewish-Christian tradition (Hegesippus in 

Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 2.23.4, 7; Gos. Heb. in Jerome, De viris inl. 2; cf. Gos. Thom. log. 12). Yet Clement of 

Alexandria also mentions James the Just as one who (along with John and Peter) received a special gnosis 

from the Lord (Euseb. Hist Eccl. 2.1.3–5). And the Naassene Gnostics (never credited with Jewish-

Christian connections) made special appeal to the authority of James the Lord‘s brother (Hippolytus, 

Haer. 5.7.1). To be sure, the surprising link forged between James and Addai probably points to a Syrian 

milieu for the apocalypse (cf. Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 1.13) and thereby possibly also to a semitically colored 

form of Christianity. But there is little in the doctrine of the apocalypse that is reminiscent of Jewish 

Christianity. The points listed by Böhlig (1968: 103–7) to indicate such a background are not sufficiently 

distinctive to prove any connection.  

What is clear is that the formulae revealed to James to assist him in his ascent to the Pre-existent One 

represent a dramatized version of texts that appear elsewhere as cultic expressions in the context of 



Valentinian Gnosticism (Iren. Haer. 1.21.5; Epiph. Pan. 36.3.1–6). And there are other elements in the 

apocalypse that have at least a Valentinian flavor (Tröger 1973: 44–45). It is interesting to note, however, 

that at least one characteristic line found in the formulae transmitted to James for recitation during his 

ascent (―I am an alien, a son of the Father‘s race‖) was more widely dispersed and appears in the Corpus 

Hermeticum 13.3.  

Finally, esoteric Jewish doctrine may have something to do with the 72 heavens (i.e., 12 × 7 heavens) of 

the revised cosmology presented by the apocalypse (26,2–23; Schoedel 1970; Séd 1979). The selection of 

the number, however, was probably prompted by the number of apostles; and if this is so, a devaluation of 

the Twelve is again implied.  

One striking feature of the apocalypse is a positive evaluation of martyrdom unusual in Gnosticism. 

Such a positive evaluation is in fact found in all three of the writings attributed to James at Nag Hammadi. 

Yet whereas the Apocryphon of James calls for imitating the suffering of Jesus and seeking martyrdom, 

the first apocalypse builds on docetic ideas and denies that Christ (or more precisely, he who was ―within‖ 

Christ) suffered in any way (31,15–22). Closely connected with this is a more or less docetic treatment of 

history: The Jewish people are considered counterparts of the archons (31,23–26), and their destruction is 

apparently symbolic of the defeat of the cosmic powers that threaten James. For Jerusalem, which James 

is to leave behind (25,16–18), ―is a dwelling place of a great number of archons‖ (25,18–19). Thus James‘ 

own martyrdom at the hands of his countrymen can affect only his ―flesh‖ and loses its fearfulness 

(32,17–22).  

The selection of James (and other ―non-apostles‖ elsewhere) as the recipient of revelation has been 

persuasively interpreted as a final step taken by writers of ―Gnostic revelation dialogues‖ to provide an 

alternative to the apostolic authority claimed by a steadily advancing catholic form of Christianity 

(Perkins 1980: 131–56). The Twelve, as we have seen, are rebuked by James and associated with 

Achamoth. Thus, although they are apparently pictured as no longer under the power of the archons like 

the Jewish people, they have not yet attained the highest gnosis. The ―brother‖ of the Lord—although not 

the Lord‘s brother ―materially‖ (24,15–16)—obviously will have a more intimate relation with the 

revealer than his disciples. That the revelation to James takes place both before and after the reappearance 

of the crucified Lord suggests that a response is being made to the emphasis in the catholic community on 

what was said and done by Jesus during his ministry. Moreover, although the apocalypse has evidently 

accepted the historical argument of catholic Christianity that gnostic doctrine appeared after the age of the 

apostles, it deals with the point by having the higher gnosis handed on secretly through an obscure 

succession of figures until some time after the fall of Jerusalem. This event is apparently singled out 

because it symbolizes the defeat of the archons and because it was itself occasioned, according to the 

tradition on which our apocalypse depends, by the martyrdom of James (36,16–19).  

Thus the selection of James as the recipient of revelation makes sense of the history of 1st-century 

Christianity by providing a reason for the failure of the fall of Jerusalem to follow immediately on the 

crucifixion of Jesus (Origen, Cels. 1.47) and consequently also for the failure of gnostic truth to make 

itself known earlier. The crucifixion of Jesus and the martyrdom of James are seen as complementary 

events, both of which are required for the full exemplification of the possibility of the Gnostic‘s victory 

over the terrors of this world. Finally, it should be observed that the relative openness to women as 

disciples of the Lord in this writing reinforces the emphasis on the value of non-apostolic (non-catholic) 

versions of the meaning of the Christian tradition.  
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WILLIAM R. SCHOEDEL  

JAMES, PROTEVANGELIUM OF. In the NT little information is given about the birth and 

childhood of Jesus. Except for the infancy stories in the Gospels according to Matthew and Luke, no other 

NT writings deal directly with that part of the life of Jesus. This gave rise to the origin of a number of so-

called apocryphal infancy gospels, in which themes that were lacking in the canonical gospels were 

developed. The Protevangelium of James (Prot. Jas.) is usually classified as one of these apocryphal 

gospels of the early church.  

———  

A. Authorship, Place, and Date of Writing  

B. Contents  

C. Sources and Language  

D. Purpose  

E. Title and Transmission of the Text  

F. Impact on the Church  

———  

A. Authorship, Place, and Date of Writing  

Little is known about the author of Prot. Jas., or the place and time of its writing. The James referred to 

in the postscript is presumably the brother of Jesus, who here recounts the life story of Mary. Because of 

the author‘s seeming ignorance about the geography of Palestine and religious practices there, we can 

safely assume that James is pseudonymous and that Palestine was not the place of origin. Egypt and Syria 

have been proposed as places of origin (de Strycker 1961: 412–23; Smid 1965: 20–22). There seems to be 

no decisive reason why Syria should be preferred to Egypt except perhaps for the fact that most of the 

virgin birth material probably originated in Syria (von Campenhausen 1962: 13). The book is normally 

dated in the 2d century. It was already known by Clement of Alexandria (Str. 7.16.93) and Origen 

(Comm. in Mt. 10:17), which necessitates a date before 200. It is sometimes argued that the author made 

use of material from Justin‘s Apologia, which means that it could not have been written before 160 (de 

Strycker 1961: 412–19; van Stempvoort 1964: 420–25).  

B. Contents  

In the Prot. Jas. the theme of the birth of Jesus is developed and retold from the perspective of the 

virgin Mary. It relates the life story of Mary, the daughter of a rich man Joachim and his wife Anne 

(Anna). Her birth is based on the OT story of Hannah in 1 Samuel 1–2 (Prot. Jas. chaps. 1–5). Chaps. 6–8 

deal with her childhood in the temple. Then her ―marriage‖ (cf. chap. 19) to a widower and building 

contractor, Joseph, who already had children, is recounted. The annunciation of the birth of Jesus in 

Jerusalem is told in chap. 11. This is followed by Mary‘s visit to Elizabeth (chap. 12); Joseph‘s doubt and 

comfort by an angel (chaps. 13–14); the vindication of Mary before the High Priest (chaps. 15–16); the 

birth of Jesus in a cave outside Bethlehem (chaps. 17–18); the vision of Joseph (chap. 18); Salome‘s 

unbelief about a miraculous virgin birth (chaps. 19–20) and the adoration of the Magi (chap. 21). The 

story ends with Herod‘s infanticide; the murder of Zechariah, the father of John the Baptist, in the temple 

(chaps. 22–24); and a postscript. In the postscript it is asserted that the story was written by James, who 

withdrew to the desert when a tumult arose in Jerusalem on the death of Herod. Then the title of the story 

follows: Birth of Mary. Revelation. James. Although a large part of Prot. Jas. deals with Mary, her 

background and childhood, the focus of the story is on the development of the theme of the miraculous 

birth of Jesus as is clearly indicated by the words in 20:1: ―The controversy about you is not small.‖  



The story consists of various episodes, mostly told from the third-person omniscient, narrative point of 

view. Only the vision of Joseph (18:2) and the postscript are narrated in the first person. The time covered 

in the narrative includes the period of Mary‘s parents, through her birth and childhood, the birth of Jesus 

to the massacre of the children by Herod and the death of Zechariah. The story takes place in Palestine 

and in particular Jerusalem. Prominent locations are the temple, the house of the parents, the house of 

Joseph and Mary, the road to Bethlehem, and the cave where Jesus was born. The main characters include 

Joachim and Anne, Mary, Joseph, the Jewish religious leaders, and minor helpers like Elizabeth, 

Zechariah, the midwives, Simeon, the Magi, and angels. Euthine, the servant of Mary‘s parents, Herod, 

and the Romans all act as opponents in the development of the story.  

Despite similarities, the characterization of the main characters is in many aspects different from their 

characterization in the NT. Mary is the central character: It is she who is the long-expected child and 

whose childhood is based on OT examples. It is her name that is hailed by the entire nation because it will 

be remembered by all generations (Prot. Jas. 6:2; 7:2; 12:2); it is she who is raised for the service of the 

Lord and kept holy (6:3), beloved of the whole of Israel (7:3); and it is she who is fed like a dove by an 

angel (8:1). She is a Davidid, an undefiled, pure virgin (10:1). Put into the care of a widower at the age of 

12 (9:1), she remains a willing servant of the Lord (11:3) who works in his temple. She is visited by 

angels (11 passim) and becomes bearer of a child conceived in an atypical way (11); she is the mother of 

the Lord (12:2) and is a chaste adherent to the moral strictures of Israel (12:3). Similar to her predecessor 

Eve (13:1), she is accused but later vindicated (16:3). She is a virgin who abstains from intercourse with 

her betrothed, and husband, Joseph (13:3; 15:3, 19); she is betrothed to Joseph (19:1); and she is a mother 

who cares for her child (17:2; 19:2; 22:2).  

Joseph is portrayed as a widower with children, elected to take care of Mary (9:1). He is a builder (9:3), 

a man given to emotions of fear (9:3; 14:1; 17:3), reproach, doubt, suspicion (9:3; 13:1–2), and joy (13:2). 

He is also a ―father‖ who cares for the girl Mary and her child (17:3; 22:2). Jesus is the child conceived in 

an unusual way (9:2) and whose name shall be Jesus because he will save his people from their sins (11:3; 

14:2; 19:2). He is presented as conceived of the Holy Spirit (14:2; 19:1). He is the Christ (21:2, 4) and the 

Christ of the Lord (21:4), the king to be born for Israel (20:2, 21:2). Soon after his birth he is able to take 

his mother‘s breast and also to be a great salvation to Salome (20:3). He is a king to be worshipped (21:2, 

3) and is cared for as a baby (22:2).  

Unlike the canonical gospels where the Jewish religious leaders are presented negatively, in Prot. Jas. 

they are characterized in a positive manner: They perform religious rites (6:2, 8:2–3, 24 passim); bless 

(17:3 passim); pray (8:3 passim); take care of the temple and establish norms and beliefs (10:1; 15:3) by 

seeking the will of God and revealing it (8:3–10:1). In accordance with the narrative world of Prot. Jas. 

they are the helpers of, and not the opponents of Mary and her son. Israel is pictured positively in Prot. 

Jas. (1:2; 7:2 passim). In fact, the characterization of the Jewish religious leaders and Israel is such that 

the impression is given that the story is told on their behalf.  

C. Sources and Language  

It is commonly accepted that the author of Prot. Jas. used ―biblical‖ material to create his story. At the 

end of the 19th century, it was argued that the infancy stories of Matthew and Luke as well as Prot. Jas. 

originated from a common Hebrew source, or that Matthew‘s and Luke‘s versions of the birth of Jesus 

were based on Prot. Jas. (cf. Smid 1965: 193). Another view is that 3 independent sources, namely, The 

Birth of Mary, The Apocryphon of Joseph, and The Apocryphon of Zechariah, were used to produce this 

story (Cothenet ANRW 25/6: 4252–69). This was replaced by the idea that Prot. Jas. is a Christian 

midrash of the birth stories of Jesus told by Matthew and Luke, in which biblical models, phrases, themes, 

and words, along with other existing stories and traditions such as the martyrdom of Zechariah, were used 

(cf. van Stempvoort 1964: 410–26 and Smid 1965: 8; 178–80). The author used his imagination to create 

legendary material about the life of Mary and the birth of her child.  

There is little doubt that the author of Prot. Jas. used existing material, free quotations, and allusions 

from a variety of texts. The remarkable thing, however, is that he integrated these ―sources‖ into a new 

story. Even in passages such as chapter 11 (the annunciation of the birth of Jesus), where the narrative 



comes very close to the canonical gospel stories, the author has retold the story in such a manner that the 

canonical sources became integrated into the text. The episodic nature of Prot. Jas. accounts for various 

texts such as 1 Samuel 1 and 2, Num 5:1–11, Mark 1:9, Matthew 1–2, Luke 1–2, John 20:25, and others, 

being used in the composition of the story. On the whole it is the Lukan version of the infancy story of 

Jesus which seems to have served as basis for Prot. Jas. This becomes apparent from the many allusions 

to the Gospel of Luke (Vorster 1988: 266, n. 15).  

The story was originally written in Greek. The style is simple and vivid. Sentences are mainly joined by 

―and‖ (parataxis) and not by participles as is often the case in Greek. It resembles ―biblical‖ Greek. The 

language used in Prot. Jas. indicates the author‘s familiarity with the LXX and the NT. Although the 

major part is written in prose, the lamentations of Anne (chap. 3), her hymn of praise (6:3) and the vision 

of Joseph (chap. 18) are presented in poetic style.  

D. Purpose  

The purpose of Prot. Jas. is often said to be the glorification of Mary (Smid 1965: 14–20), since so 

much of the narrative focuses upon the virginal conception, virgin birth, and enduring virginity of Mary 

(20:1). However, one should be prepared to qualify this: The author of Prot. Jas. used the annunciation 

stories of the NT to convince his readers of the extraordinary birth of Jesus. The story was written with an 

apologetic interest to defend the virgin birth and origin of Jesus, and to refute accusations that he was an 

illegitimate child. At the end of the 2d century (when Prot. Jas. was probably written), Christians had to 

defend and explain the origin and birth of Jesus (as well as the reputation of Mary), as both Justin (Dial. 

48) and Origen (Cels. 1.32) clearly show. The presentation of Mary as the child of rich parents and a 

virgin who was dedicated to the Lord is used in Prot. Jas. as a refutation of accusations about her 

background and conduct. The purpose of the book is not biographical, and therefore it has limited value as 

an additional source concerning the ―Mary of history.‖ On the other hand it is an important witness for the 

development of early Christian apologetic. That the story was later used to glorify Mary and that it was 

regarded as a plea for asceticism is clear, however, from its reception in the history of the church (de 

Strycker 1968).  

E. Title and Transmission of the Text  

The different titles attributed to the book demonstrate the different ways in which the Prot. Jas. was 

received by Christian readers. The designation ―Protevangelium of James,‖ commonly used in the West 

since the 16th century, indicates that the book contains information chronologically preceding (proto-) 

that given in the canonical gospels (evangelium). The French humanist Guillaume Postel discovered a 

Greek manuscript of the book on a trip to the East, and in 1552 published his Latin version of this book 

under a long title which started with the words ―Protevangelium, or concerning the birth of Jesus Christ 

and his mother, the virgin Mary: A historical discussion of the divine James …‖ Since then the story has 

become known in the West as the Protevangelium of James (de Strycker 1968: 5). However, in the East, 

Prot. Jas. continued to be referred to by the title Birth of Mary, to which was sometimes added Revelation 

of James (as in the case of the 3d century Greek manuscript Papyrus Bodmer V, which is the oldest Greek 

manuscript of Prot. Jas. we have). In his commentary on Matthew 10:17, Origen (Comm. in Mt.) refers to 

it as the Book of James.  

These different titles indicate the contents as well as the reception of the text. The reference to James in 

the postscript, as well as the addition of ―revelation‖ which is probably not original, obviously served to 

authenticate the contents of the story. It was intended for the reader who had to relate it to James, the 

brother of Jesus. On the other hand, the title Birth of Mary prompted readers in the East to interpret the 

text as a story about the birth of Mary (de Strycker 1968: 5).  

Due to the collection of manuscripts since the 16th century and the critical editions which followed, the 

history of the transmission of the text as well as the history of the Greek text of Prot. Jas. have been 

studied thoroughly (by de Strycker 1968). There are more than 147 complete manuscripts or fragments of 

manuscripts of Prot. Jas available, of which only a few are early uncials. The 3 oldest manuscripts were 

discovered in Egypt, the oldest being Papyrus Bodmer V. All 3 of these manuscripts were intended for 

private reading. Because of its use in Byzantine liturgy, especially on the 8th of September when the birth 



of Mary is celebrated, a large number of minuscules are extant. In addition to the Latin version, there are 

also Armenian, Ethiopic, Georgian, Sahidic, and Syriac versions, as well as many modern versions (cf. 

Culmann, NTApocr 1: 374–88 for an English translation based mainly on Papyrus Bodmer V).  

F. Impact on the Church  

The history of the transmission of the text of the Prot. Jas. (de Strycker 1968) clearly demonstrates its 

popularity, especially in the East, since it was written. It was used through the ages as an important 

witness to the miraculous birth of Jesus and the life of Mary, and was transmitted in various translations. 

However, Prot. Jas. was not accepted as an authoritative document of the Western church. Nevertheless, 

despite rejection by the Gelasian Decree (ca. 500 C.E.), where it is listed as an apocryphon not received by 

the catholic and apostolic Roman Church, it has had a significant influence on the evolution of 

mariological tradition and dogma. This is confirmed by catholic piety, in eastern and western art, and also 

in the evolution of Mariology. The infancy gospels, and in particular Prot. Jas., had a tremendous impact 

in the early church, and especially on the literature and art of the Middle Ages and the Renaissance.  
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WILLEM S. VORSTER  

JAMES, SECOND APOCALYPSE OF (NHC V,4). A Jewish-Christian gnostic text found in the 

Nag Hammadi Library, a collection of manuscripts discovered in Upper Egypt in 1946. It contains 

speeches by James ―the Just‖ and Jesus, as well as an account of the death of James by stoning. It is the 

fourth tractate in Nag Hammadi Codex V, and has been given the modern title the (Second) Apocalypse of 

James in order to distinguish it from tractate three, since both documents have the same ancient prescript 

title (24,10; 44,11–12): the Apocalypse of James. The last 4 of the 5 tractates in NHC V bear the title 

―apocalypse.‖ The inclusion of 4 apocalypses in one book is unusual in the Nag Hammadi Library and 

does seem to be the result of deliberate scribal collection.  

A. Setting  

The order of the two apocalypses of James in codex V appears to be the result of deliberate scribal 

interpretation. The two documents stress different aspects of the James tradition and in their present 

position complement one another. In both tractates it is James, the brother of Jesus, who receives the 

revelation (24,12–14; 50,1–23). In the (First) Apocalypse of James James is warned about future 

sufferings (25,12–14; 30,13–15) at the hands of an angry mob (33,2–5) whom James agitates (32,9–11). 

Although there is an allusion to James‘ suffering in the fragmentary conclusion to 1 Apoc.Jas. (43,17–21), 

this document contains no account of the predicted suffering. See JAMES, FIRST APOCALYPSE OF.  

On the other hand, the 2 Apoc.Jas. gives a detailed account of James‘ stoning and death at the hands of a 

mob stirred to anger by James‘ preaching. In short, 2 Apoc.Jas. fulfills the predictions of 1 Apoc.Jas. and 

in that sense ―completes‖ the narrative that 1 Apoc.Jas. began.  

B. Text  



The manuscript is preserved in the Coptic Museum in Old Cairo (codex inventory number 10548). The 

20 pages of text (44–63) are preserved in fragmentary condition. With 2 exceptions (53/54, 63) the 

bottoms of the pages are lost and the tops of pages 44–52 are also lacking except for a small strip of 

papyrus that preserves part of the first line. Pages 53–63 are all missing text in varying degrees.  

As to date and provenence little can be said with certainty. It was probably originally written in Greek 

and then translated into Coptic (Sahidic dialect) sometime before the middle of the 4th century C.E., when 

the books of the Nag Hammadi Library were manufactured. Lack of allusions to the NT and the 

developed gnostic systems of the 2d century C.E. suggest an early date for the origin of the document, 

perhaps as early as the first half of the 2d century C.E.  

C. Character and Contents  

The document takes the form of a two-part report made to Theuda, or perhaps Theuda(s), the father of 

James, by a priest who apparently was present at the ritual stoning of James. The title, however, 

designates it as an apocalypse (perhaps to characterize the text as secret teaching) while the incipit 

(44,13–15) describes it as the ―discourse that James the Just spoke in Jerusalem.‖  

The first part of the priest‘s report contains several separate discourses in the form of a dialogue 

between James and Jesus; the second part is a description of the death of James. Because of the 

fragmentary character of the text it is not always clear when the speakers change. The following outline 

will help to make clear the shift between speakers:  

A. Prologue: 44,11–20.  

B. The report of Mareim: 44,21–63,32.  

1. Mareim comes to Theuda with the report 44,21–45,30 (?).  

2. The discourses of James: 46,1 (?)–60,29 (?).  

a. James claims to be the revalation bearer: 45,1 (?)–47,30 (?).  

b. The first discourseof Jesus reported by James: 48,1 (?)–49,30 (?).  

c. The report of James on the appearance of Jesus: 50,1 (?)–30 (?).  

d. The second discourse of Jesus reported by James: 51,1 (?)–57,11.  

e. The reaction of James to the appearance of Jesus: 57,12–19.  

f. The final exhortation of James: 57,20–60,29 (?).  

3. The death of James: 61,1 (?)–63,32.  

a. The setting: 61,1 (?)–14.  

b. The account of the stoning: 61,15–62,12.  

c. The prayer of James: 62,12–63,29.  

d. Conclusion: 63,30–32.  

At least four of these sections are written in a balanced and stylized prose that may possibly originally 

have been used liturgically. Three of these may be classified as aretalogies: 49,5–15 is a series of self-

assertions by Jesus in the ego eimi style; a second (58,2–20) is a series of statements about the resurrected 

Jesus made by James in the third person (autos estin); in the third (55,15–56,13) the resurrected Jesus 

describes James‘ special role as an illuminator figure in the second person (sy ei). This third unit is 

remarkable in its lofty regard for James: He is called ―illuminator‖ (55,17) and ―redeemer‖ (55,18). He 

will astonish people by his ―powerful deeds‖ (55,22–23). He is the one whom ―the heavens will bless‖ 

(55,24–25), and because of him people ―will reign and become kings‖ (56,4–5). The fourth unit (62,16–

63,29) is an originally independent piece of liturgical tradition cast as the martyr‘s prayer James prays 

shortly before his death.  

There is a noticeable difference in both style and perspective between the first part of the tractate (44–

60) and the description of the death of James in the second part (61–63). It has been argued that the two 

parts were originally two separate documents brought together at the expense of the conclusion of the 

former and the beginning of the latter (Funk).  

The overall tone of the document is clearly gnostic; yet its use of usual gnostic themes is remarkably 

superficial. Aeons (53,8) and Archons (56,19), common in the more speculative gnostic texts, are each 

mentioned only once. It does describe salvation through knowledge (57,4–8) and makes a contrast 



between the arrogant boastful creator (56,20–57,3), responsible for human imprisonment in the world 

(54,10–15), and the unknown gracious father who exists without the creator‘s knowledge (58,2–6). These 

motifs, however, are too general to be associated with any one particular group in antiquity.  

The text draws extensively on Jewish-Christian traditions. James the Just, who held a position of special 

prominence in early Jewish-Christian circles is presented as the possessor of a special revelation from 

Jesus and assigned a role that rivals, and perhaps exceeds, that of Peter in canonical tradition. James is the 

revealer who escorts the ―illuminated‖ ones through the door of the heavenly kingdom and rewards them 

(55,6–14; 55,15–56,13). The description is similar to Peter‘s charge as the keeper of the keys of heaven 

(Matt 16:19). The report on the story of James has certain verbal parallels with the report of Hegesippus 

in Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 2.23), and follows exactly the Jewish regulations for ritual stoning in the Mishnah 

(m. Sanh. 6.6).  

D. Significance  

The text documents the elevation of James, an ideal leader in a Jewish-Christian gnostic community that 

looked to him as guarantor of their traditions, as fulfilling the role of a redeemer-illuminator figure 

rivaling and perhaps exceeding that of Peter in the canonical tradition. The text will help to clarify the 

processes by which authority evolved in early Christianity. But what is more important, it may help to 

unravel the processes by which cult leaders become redeemer figures, a shift that has occurred, for 

example, in Christianity and Manichaeism. In any case this text clearly attests one such shift in a Jewish-

gnostic community.  
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CHARLES W. HEDRICK  

JAMIN (PERSON) [Heb yām  n (ין   .JAMINITES. Three persons bear this name in the OT .[( ָימִׂ

1. The second of the 6 sons of Simeon (Gen 46:10; Exod 6:15) who descended to Egypt with Jacob‘s 

family after Jacob had demonstrated his desire to see his long-lost son Joseph. Simeon‘s genealogy is 

given in four places in the OT. The genealogy in Gen 46:10 agrees with the one in Exod 6:15 and says 

that Simeon had 6 sons and that Jamin was his second son. However, the genealogy given in Num 26:12 

agrees, with some variations, with the genealogy in 1 Chr 4:24. This genealogy declares that Simeon had 

5 sons and omits the name of Ohad, one of Jamin‘s brothers. According to Num 26:12, Jamin was the 

clan leader of the Jaminites, one of the clans of Simeon.  

2. A man from Judah who was the second son of Ram, the son of Jerahmeel, of the family of Hezron, an 

important clan of Judah (1 Chr 2:27).  

3. A Levite who assisted Ezra in the reading and in the interpretation of the book of the Law of Moses 

(Neh 8:7). He is called Jadinus (Gk Iadinos) in the Gk text of 1 Esdr 9:48. According to the record in the 

book of Nehemiah, Ezra read the law, probably in Hebrew, while the Levites helped the people to 



understand the reading by translating and interpreting it into Aramaic, the language the people spoke 

when they returned from Babylon. The name of Jamin and several other Levites who helped Ezra are 

omitted in the LXX.  

CLAUDE F. MARIOTTINI  

JAMLECH (PERSON) [Heb yamlēk (ֵלך  A descendant of Simeon (1 Chr 4:34), described as one .[( ַימְׁ

of the ―princes in their families‖ (1 Chr 4:38). The name probably means ― (Yahweh) reigns.‖ (Indeed, 

Lucian translates, ―he reigns.‖) In the LXX the name appears as Iemoloch. See Williamson Chronicles 

NCBC, 62.  

CRAIG A. EVANS  

JAMNIA (JABNEH), COUNCIL OF. The concept of the Council of Jamnia is an hypothesis to 

explain the canonization of the Writings (the third division of the Hebrew Bible) resulting in the closing 

of the Hebrew canon.  

———  

A. Theory of Jamnia and the Canon  

B. The City  

C. Jamnia Gatherings  

D. Study of Jamnia and the Canon  

———  

A. Theory of Jamnia and the Canon  

H. Graetz first cautiously proposed and defended the theory in his Excursus to Qoheleth (1871:155–56), 

a theory later stated positively by F. Buhl, H. E. Ryle, Robert Pfeiffer, O. Eissfeldt, and others. By the 

hypothesis, based on an interpretation of m. Yad. 3:5, the OT canon was closed for all time by the specific 

religious authority of 72 elders when R. Eleazar ben Azariah became head of the Academy at Yavneh 

about A.D. 90. The hypothesis rendered yeoman service in turning scholars from earlier positions that the 

canon was fixed either by Ezra or by the Great Synagogue.  

Despite the absence of significant support in ancient Jewish, Christian, or classical texts, the hypothesis 

enjoyed vogue in the 20th century by repetition rather than by proof. Various degrees of dogmatism are 

encountered in assertions about actions of the council such as the closing of the canon with one stroke and 

the exclusion of the Apocrypha.  

After the concept that the council closed the canon was accepted, some scholars projected that the 

standardization of the OT text also took place in formal action at Jamnia (also called Jabneh or Yavneh). 

According to S. Talmon (1970: 174–79), the 19th century began with Rosenmueller‘s contention that the 

MT went back to one recension. De Lagarde then projected that all texts depended on one exemplar 

considered to have been developed after the rise of Jewish-Christian controversy. The standardization 

then became attached to Jamnia and R. Akiba‘s exegetical method. Olshausen argued for a deliberate 

choice made by some official Jewish body, while Noeldeke argued for the use of a readily available 

manuscript as the basis of the standard text. An investigation of rabbinic citations revealed more text 

variety than earlier scholars had been aware of. P. Kahle, after studying manuscripts of the Cairo Geniza, 

postulated vulgar text-types existing beside the standard text; the latter he conceived of as being formed 

by rabbinic activity at Jamnia. Following the Qumran discoveries, the Jamnia portion of the hypothesis 

has found new advocates and is often stated as an established fact.  

S. Krauss (1893) proposed that the birkat hamm  n  m (a prayer against sects) in the 18 benedictions must 

originally have had within it the term nôṣr  m (Jewish Christians). The theory, considered to be supported 

by the occurrence of ―m  n  m‖ and ―nôṣr  m‖ in a Geniza text of the benediction, was popularized by I. 

Elbogen (1931: 36) and then accepted by many Christian theologians. In Johannine studies, when 

considering ―casting out of the synagogue‖ (aposynagogos; John 9:22; 12:42; 16:2), the council is 

credited with accomplishing the breech between Judaism and Christianity. It is considered that the birkat 

hamm  n  m, composed by Samuel the Younger in the time of Gamaliel II (b. Ber. 28b–29a), was 



introduced into the 18 benedictions to expose and expel Jewish Christians despite the fact that the 

tradition is not attested in either the Mishna or Tosephta. Some Johannine scholars have hypothesized the 

Fourth Gospel to be a Christian response to Jamnia.  

In short, the Council of Jamnia and its alleged date of about A.D. 90 is, in the absence of attestation in 

specific texts, used in scholarship as a convenient symbol for the culmination of long processes in early 

Judaism. Sometimes used for any development between A.D. 70 and 135, the terminology has the 

disadvantage of inviting the uninformed to assume official action taken at specific meetings on specific 

dates.  

B. The City  

Yavneh (LXX: Iabne; Vg: Iabniae), a Philistine city whose walls Uzziah demolished, is mentioned 

between Gath and Ashdod (2 Chr 26:6) and is conjectured to be identical with Jabneel (LXX: Iabnel; Vg 

Iebnehel: Josh 15:11; cf. Josephus Ant 5.1.22 [87] who describes it as a city of Dan) earlier mentioned in 

the border list of Judah. The town does not again appear in Judah town lists until the Maccabean period, 

but may be Jemnaan of the book of Judith (2:28) listed among coastal cities whose people feared 

Holofernes.  

That Josephus at times mentions Jamnia as a coastal city (Ant 13.15.4 [395]) and at times as an inland 

one (Ant 14.4.5 [75]; JW 1.7.7 [156]) suggests that the inland city also had a harbor. Both Pliny (N.H. 

5.13.68) and Ptolemy (5.16.2) suggest that there are 2 towns. Strabo (16.759) describes Jamnia as so 

populus that with its surrounding villages it could supply an army of 40,000 able soldiers. See also 

JABNEEL; YAVNEH-YAM.  

Eusebius (Klostermann ed., 106) places Jamnia between Diospolis (Lydda) and Azotos (Ashdod). 

Bishops of the church in Jamnia participated in councils at Nicea, Chalcedon, and Jerusalem. Benjamin of 

Tudela, identifying Ibelin or Jabneh as the seat of the Academy, places it 5 parasangs from Jaffa, but 

commented that there were no Jews there in his day (Adler 1907: 27). E. Robinson (1841–57: 2.420), 

mentioning Jamnia in discussing the location of Gath, remarks that ―Yebna is situated on a small 

eminence on the W side of the Wadi Rubin, an hour or more distance from the sea.‖ Robinson also 

notices ―The crusaders built here the fortress Ibelin‖ (3.22, 23, n. 2).  

Jamnia experienced varying vicissitudes during its later history. In the Maccabean period, Judas, having 

learned that the inhabitants of Jamnia intended to murder the Jewish inhabitants (as those of Joppa had 

earlier murdered its Jewish inhabitants), attacked the city at night and burned the harbor and fleet so that 

the glare of the fire was seen in Jerusalem 240 stades away (2 Macc 13:8, 9). Georgias, commander of 

Jamnia, routed the troops of Joseph and Azarias, whom Judas had left in command while he was in 

Galaaditis (Josephus Ant 12.8.6 [350–51]). Following Judas‘ routing of the troops of Georgias, Judas 

went to Adullam. After the Sabbath, his men went to recover the bodies of the slain for burial only to 

discover that under the shirt of each were consecrated objects of the idols of Jamnia (2 Macc 12:40), a fact 

the author of 2 Maccabees considers the cause of their deaths.  

Later Simon (142–135 B.C.) captured Jamnia (Josephus JW 1.2.2 [50]; Ant 13.6.7 [215]) from the 

Syrians; and in the time of Alexander Jannaeus, Jews held it as well as other coastal cities (Joseph. Ant 

13.15.4 [395]).  

Jamnia was included in the cities Pompey liberated from Jewish rule, restoring it to its Syrian 

inhabitants and annexing it to the province of Syria under the administration of Scarus (JW 1.7.7 [156]; 

Ant 14.4.4 [75, 76]). Then Gabinus (57–55 B.C.), after defeating Alexander Jannai, rebuilt cities which he 

found in ruins (including Jamnia), and repeopled them with colonists (Ant 14.5.3 [88]; JW 1.8.1 [166]).  

While it is conjectured that Jamnia must have been given by Augustus to Herod about 40 B.C. (Avi-

Yonah 1977: 87), no actual record survives. It was a Judean toparchy (Avi-Yonah 1977: 96). Herod in 4 

B.C. left the toparchy of Jamnia, Azotus, and Phasaelis in his will to his sister Salome (Ant 17.8.1 [189], 

11.5 [321]; JW 2.6.3 [98]). When Salome died (ca. A.D. 9–12), she bequeathed the city and its territory to 

Julia (Livia) the wife of Augustus (Joseph. Ant 18.2.2 [31]; JW 2.9.1 [167]). At her death it became the 

property of Tiberius who entrusted a special procurator (apparently residing in Jamnia) with its 

administration as an inscription found at Jamnia (Avi-Yonah 1946: 84f, no. 1) and Josephus (Ant 18.6.3 



[158]) attest. Jamnia is described by Philo as being one of the most populous cities in Judea with the 

majority being Jewish but also having others of alien races (Gaium 30 [200]).  

In the time of King Agrippa, Cestius sent the tribune Neopolitanus to investigate charges against the 

Jews. Neopolitanus joined King Agrippa (who was returning from Egypt) at Jamnia. The chief priests of 

the Jews and the leading citizens of the council also came to Jamnia to welcome the king (Joseph. JW 

2.16.1–2 [33–37]).  

Upon Caligula‘s assertion of his divinity, the new settlers in Jamnia made themselves despicable to the 

indigenous inhabitants by making an altar of bricks which the Jews promptly pulled down. The non-Jews 

complained to Herennius Capito, the imperial procurator of Jamnia, who was in direct contact with the 

court at Rome (Ant 18.6.4 [163]), and he sent a report to the emperor. Capito, fearing an inquiry into his 

finances, wished to blacken the Jews in the emperor‘s eyes (Philo Gaium 199). Gaius (Caligula) then 

ordered the erection of a statue of gold of himself set up in the temple in Jerusalem (Philo Gaium 30 

[200–3]); but the assassination of Caligula in Rome (Jan. 24, A.D. 41) terminated the crisis (Tacitus 

Histories 5.92) before the order was carried out.  

During the Jewish revolt, Vespasian first subdued Jamnia following the fall of Gamla (JW 4.3.2 [130]. 

Then, while waiting for Jerusalem to destroy itself (A.D. 68–69), he set out from Caesarea, occupied 

Antipatris, captured Lydda and Jamnia, quartering on them an adequate number of residents from other 

places that had surrendered, and posted the 5th legion outside Emmaus (JW 4.8.1 [443]).  

After the war, Jamnia was among the cities which Vespasian made autonomous as is attested by coins 

struck under the later empire (G. Hill 1914; Avi-Yonah 1977: 111).  

C. Jamnia Gatherings  

In the absence of any contemporary documents on the Yavneh (Jamnia) period, an account of actions of 

Yavneh must be drawn from sources redacted at a later period without any objective way to know how 

much the information has been distorted in the process of transmission. Legend was developing, and one 

is never certain what is legend and what is fact. The extant materials do not permit writing biographies of 

any of the participants of the gatherings. The sources are at variance on details with each other. The nature 

of the sources makes it impossible to be specific about the nature of the Yavneh gatherings as well as 

specific about their enactments, especially in the 3 areas discussed above—canon, text, and the exclusion 

of Christians.  

In the tradition, R. Yohanan ben Zakkai, already an aged man of possibly 70 years, was brought out of 

besieged Jerusalem as a dead man by his 2 students Eliezer and Joshua. Yohanan asked Vespasian for 

Yavneh and its scholars. Qualified for leadership only by his knowledge and his teaching, Yohanan and 

his associates in Yavneh began the reconstruction of Judaism apart from the temple. The good life as he 

saw it was the life of study, and the good society was the academy. He removed from the priests the 

monopoly on the sacred calendar, festivals, and rites, making the priest subject to the rabbi. Temple 

practices were taken over ―as a memorial.‖ Enactments were established by precedent rather than by 

group vote or agreement. A late source has Yohanan state that good works take the place of sacrifice. 

There is no evidence of Yohanan‘s exercising civil authority and making civil enactments.  

After a period of leadership of undefined length, Yohanan retired to Beror Hayil where he had a school 

and court, and leadership in Yavneh passed to Gamaliel II. With Gamaliel as nas   (prince), political 

institutions began to develop which flourished after the Bar Kokhba war. Gamaliel was confirmed by the 

governor of Syria, and his leadership was recognized by Rome which he visited in company with other 

prominent scholars. More important, his leadership was accepted by the Jewish communities which 

looked to Yavneh and its scholars for decisions on various ritual questions.  

Gamaliel is depicted as being moody, domineering, and arbitrary. He forced R. Joshua ben Hananiah to 

yield to his calendar even when the testimony on which his decision rested was in error. After he had 

humiliated R. Joshua over the question of the obligation of the evening prayer, the academy (bêt 

hammidrāš) rose in revolt, displaced Gamaliel as its head, and seated young R. Eleazar ben Azariah as 

head of the group. The doors were opened, and students previously denied admission were seated.  



In the Mishna, the narrative of the seating of R. Eleazar is followed by a series of enactments introduced 

by the phrase bô bayyôm (―in that day‖; m. Yad. 4:1–4; m. Zeb. 1:3) which suggested to scholars actions 

of one session and the concept, in part, of the Council/Synod of Jamnia. In later tradition (b. Ber. 28a) it 

is said that every bô bayyôm refers to this same occasion and that no legal question pending before the 

group was left undecided that day.  

Gamaliel continued in attendance without missing an hour, ultimately apologized to Joshua, and was 

restored to leadership. In the compromise, he taught three sabbaths a month and Eleazar one. While 

Gamaliel was nās   (Prince), the sources differ over whether Eleazar was rêš m t  btā˒ (head of the 

academy) or ˒ab bêt d  n (head of the court). Gamaliel lived on to about A.D. 117. Following his death, a 

new nās   was not immediately appointed; but R. Joshua, R. Tarfon, and R. Akiba exercised great 

influence. Ultimately the Sanhedrin moved to Usha (in one tradition back to Yavneh and then back to 

Usha). With the Bar Kokhba war (135 A.D.) the Yavnehian period was at an end.  

In the sources the gatherings in Yavneh are spoken of as bêt hamm  drāš (house of study), 

y š  bâ/m t  btā˒ (academy), bêt d  n (court), bêt wa˓ad (meeting place), the vineyard in Yavneh, the ˓ăl  yâ 

(upper room), and the ˒ôṣār (treasury). Whether the meetings were actually in a vineyard or the term is to 

be understood figuratively because the disciples sat in rows like vines is disputed. One Tosefta passage 

speaks of the Sanhedrin.  

The participants are called z qēn  m (elders), rabbis, or ḥăkām  m (scholars). They are described as sitting 

in a half circle like a threshing floor so that each elder could see the other. The nās   sat in the middle with 

elders on each side. The disciples were arranged by rank in 3 rows.  

There was not a fixed plenary session in Yavneh. The sessions were not continuous, nor was there a full 

complement of scholars for each meeting. Over about a 60 year period, scholars, rich and poor, lay and 

priestly, rural and urban—some of whom lived in other towns and had their own courts and schools—

came to Yavneh for meetings. The sources report continuous differences of opinion. While differing, 

however, the scholars did not divide into sects (Cohen 1986). Sometimes a consensus was reached 

without a formal vote. The majority opinion prevailed.  

Catholic Christianity from the 2d century solved its problems by councils; Judaism did not. In the light 

of the concept of 21 ecumenical councils, as well as of modern meetings where delegates meet and vote 

on making binding decisions, use of the terminology ―council‖ or ―synod‖ invites a misconception when 

used for the Yavneh meetings. School, academy, or court is nearer the nature of the meetings (Lewis 

1964).  

D. Study of Jamnia and the Canon  

Recent studies of legal traditions in the Mishna and Tosefta concerning prominent Yavneans such as R. 

Yohanan (J. Neusner 1970, 1973), Joshua ben Hananiah (W. S. Green 1981), Gamaliel II (Shamai Kanter 

1980), Eliezer ben Hyrcanus (J. Neusner 1973), Eleazar ben Azariah (T. Zahavy 1977), R. Tarfon (J. 

Gereboff 1979), R. Yose (J. N. Lightstone 1979), R. Ishmael (Gary G. Porton 1982), R. Sadoq (J. N. 

Lightstone 1977), and R. Akiba (L. Finkelstein 1964) reveal concerns about the religious calendar, prayer 

obligations, sabbath, festivals, cleanness, family laws, release from vows, rules of testimony, and other 

questions of hypothetical and practical concern to Judaism of the period. However, there is only minor 

attention to the area of canon, possibly some to separation from Christians, but none to standardization of 

text.  

As Lewis (1964) and Leiman (1976) pointed out, m. Yad. 3:5 speaks only of a discussion of the Song of 

SongsSongs and of Ecclesiastes which discussion is continued after Yavneh times, furnishing no basis for 

the assertion that the canon was closed at Yavneh. To the contrary, the sources report later debate about 

these and also other books. No text speaks of the discussion and exclusion of apocryphal books at 

Yavneh.  

Rabbinic scholars now point out that bô bayyôm may refer to the occasion of the preceding statement in 

the source (e.g., m. Sabb. 1:4) and not to the day of R. Eleazar‘s appointment. The questions said to have 

been discussed ―on that day‖ are questions of distinctly Jewish interest; e.g., the gathering ruled that any 

animal offerings which must be consumed remain valid although slaughtered under some other name (m. 



Yad. 4:2; m. Zeb. 1:3). The scholars dealt with a footbath that is cracked (m. Yad. 4:1) and whether 

Ammon and Moab must give the poor man‘s tithe in the 7th year (m. Yad. 4:3). R. Joshua argued that 

Sennacherib had so mixed the races that the prohibition of an Ammonite or Moabite entering the 

Assembly no longer applied. An Ammonite proselyte was accepted (m. Yad. 4:4).  

Talmud texts (b. Ber. 28b–29a; b. Meg. 17b; Num. Rab. 18:210) speak of the composition of the birkat 

hamm  n  m by Samuel the Little during Gamaliel‘s leadership of the academy, but not on the day of R. 

Eleazar‘s elevation. The debate continues among current scholars over the meaning of the term m  n  m in 

rabbinic texts. Kimelman (1981) insists that there is a lack of evidence that the birkat hamm  n  m reflects a 

watershed in the history of the relations between Jews and Christians in the 1st centuries of our era. 

Horbury (1983) replies that patristic evidence supports the contention that Christians were cursed in the 

synagogues.  

While a late tradition (y. Ta˓an 4:2; Sof. 6:4; Sifre 2:356; Abot R. Nat. B. 46) speaks of the selecting of a 

text from 3 manuscripts in the temple, no specific text discusses standardization of the Hebrew text at a 

Council of Yavneh. Rabbinic literature does not discuss divergencies of opinion about Bible readings. 

The opinion that the text was standardized at Jamnia is an extrapolation from the types of texts attested in 

the Qumran materials, as compared with the texts from Wadi Murabba˓at, and from the supposition that 

the type of exegesis connected with Akiba‘s name requires a fixed text. Further evidence is claimed from 

the type of translation produced by Aquila. However, seeing text stabilization as a long continued process, 

Segal (1974) tried to place the beginning as early as immediately after the restoration of the temple 

service in 164 B.C., but culminating near the mid-1st century A.D. Greenberg (1974) pointed out that 

Akiba‘s method of hermeneutics went back to Nahum of Gimzu and that Hillel the elder already was 

using hermeneutical methods which presuppose a text verbally stable. Albrektson (1978) challenged the 

common conception that the text was standardized by deliberate text-critical activity. He showed that 

rabbinic exegesis sometimes relies on a spelling which deviates from the MT. Emphasis on carefulness in 

copying (y. Sanh. 2:6; b. Meg. 18b) is to be distinguished from standardization. Albrektson, admitting that 

we have little demonstrable evidence, suggested that rather than official activity, a group of scholars who 

became dominant may have preserved and transmitted their preferable type of text.  

These ongoing debates suggest the paucity of evidence on which the hypothesis of the Council of 

Jamnia rests and raise the question whether it has not served its usefulness and should be relegated to the 

limbo of unestablished hypotheses. It should not be allowed to be considered a consensus established by 

mere repetition of assertion.  
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JACK P. LEWIS  

JANAI (PERSON) [Heb ya˓nay (ַני  A Gadite who was the son of Abihail and the third tribal leader .[( ַיףְׁ

named in the genealogy (1 Chr 5:12). It may be that ―Shaphat,‖ the fourth name in the list, should not be 

rendered as a personal name but as the noun ―judge.‖ In this case, Joel was the head of the tribe, Shapham 

the second in authority, and Janai a judge in Bashan (Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 47). This 

interpretation is supported by the Targum and LXX. Although Janai‘s name has been related to ya˓anâ 

(―ostrich‖), others regard it as a derivative of the imperfect form of the verb ˓ānâ (―answer‖) and interpret 

it as expressing the wish that deity answer the prayer of the name-giver (e.g., for health or strength; Noth 

IPN, 28, 198).  

According to 1 Chronicles 5, Janai and the other Gadites lived opposite the Reubenites in ―Bashan as far 

as Salecah‖ (v 11) and ―in Gilead, in Bashan … and in all the pasture lands of Sharon to their limits‖ (v 

17). The tribe of Gad receives Gilead (Num 13:24–28), but Bashan and Sharon are not mentioned, since 

the first is too far N and the second too far W. The reference in 1 Chronicles 5 to Bashan may be the result 

of confusion in a later day about the N boundary of Gad or about the limits of Bashan (cf. Deut 3:10). 

Evidence of a city or region in Transjordania named Sharon is also found in the Mesha Inscription (line 

13; ANET 320). Neither Janai nor the others named in the Chronicler‘s genealogy for Gad (1 Chr 5:11–

17) appear in other lists of Gadites (Gen 46:16; Num 26:15–18; 1 Chr 12:9–16—Eng12:8–15).  

M. PATRICK GRAHAM  



JANIM (PLACE) [Heb yān  m (ים  A village in the hill country of Judah alloted by Joshua to that .[( ָינִׂ

tribe (Josh 15:53). The exact location is unknown, though it may possibly be identified with Beni Na˓im 

about 4 miles E of Hebron.  

ELMER H. DYCK  

JANNAI (PERSON) [Gk Iannai (Ἰανναι)]. The father of Melchi and son of Joseph (an earlier ancestor 

of Jesus), according to Luke‘s genealogy tying Joseph, the ―supposed father‖ of Jesus, to descent from 

Adam and God (Luke 3:24). D omits Jannai, substituting a genealogy adapted from Matt 1:6–15 for Luke 

3:23–31, while some manuscripts and versions read ianna. The name Jannai occurs nowhere else in the 

biblical documents, including Matthew‘s genealogy, and falls within a list of 18 otherwise unknown 

descendents of David‘s son Nathan (Fitzmyer Luke 1–9 AB, 500). Kuhn (1923: 208–9) argues that two 

seemingly parallel lists of names—Luke 3:23–26 (Jesus to Mattathias) and 3:29–31 (Joshua/Jesus to 

Mattatha)—were originally identical, the first perhaps reflecting a Hebrew context and the second an 

Aramaic context, tracing Mary‘s line of descent (since it does not mention Joseph as Jesus‘ father). Jannai 

in the first list corresponds to Juda in the second list. With no textual variants for either name to support 

confusion of the two, Kuhn‘s theory has little plausibility.  
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JANNES AND JAMBRES (PERSONS) [Gk Iannēs (Ἰαννης), Iambrēs (Ἰαμβρης)]. The names 

traditionally assigned to the magicians who, according to Exod 7:11–12, 22, opposed Moses and Aaron 

before Pharaoh on the occasion of Israel‘s exodus from Egypt. Tradition characterizes them as willful and 

persistent opponents to God and Moses (2 Tim 3:8–9). There was also a pseudepigraphic book entitled 

Jannes and Jambres.  

A. The Traditions  

Though not named in the OT and only once in the NT, the two brother magicians appear frequently in 

Jewish, Christian, and pagan sources extant in Arabic, Aramaic, Greek, Hebrew, Latin, Old and Middle 

English, and Syriac. Hebrew and Aramaic literature gives the names as y  w)hny/˒ and mmr˒ as well as in 

more Hellenized guise with final samek: ynys and ym (b)rys. In Gk sources the usual forms are Iannēs and 

(through analogical development) Iambrēs, though the former occasionally appears in its typologically 

earlier form Iōannēs. (Syriac follows the Gk spelling.) Latin tradition features Iamnes/Iannes (and rarely 

Iohannes), but virtually uniformly gives the second name as mambres, a form to be traced via the VL 

(apparently corrected to Iambrēs by Jerome in conformity with the Gk of 2 Tim 3:8) to the early Jewish 

Church. That the first name is Semitic is no longer in doubt, but it is significant that Moses‘ chief 

opponent should have been assigned a popular Yahwistic name. The second name presents more of a 

problem. A derivation from the Heb root mrh, ―be contentious, refractory, rebellious,‖ has found 

widespread favor.  

An early reference to two brothers as opponents of Moses and Aaron occurs in the Damascus Document 

(CD) 5, 17b–19: ―For in earlier times Moses and Aaron arose with the help of the Prince of Lights, while 

Belial raised up Yoḥanah (yḥnh) and his brother.‖ Though the Cairo Genizah mss of CD are medieval in 

date, the passage in question has also been identified among the finds in the Judean desert (6Q15 3; 1st 

century C.E.), but its date of composition is wrapped in the controversial literary history of CD. Beginning 

with S. Schechter‘s 1910 edition of CD, Yoḥanah and his brother have been equated, without 

qualification, with the Jannes and Jambres of later literature. Such an interpretation is, however, open to 

serious doubt, since in CD, as opponents of Moses and Aaron, they are portrayed as Israelite leaders of 

apostate Israel in Egypt (see CD 3, 5–6, Ezek 20:7–8; 23:3, Josh 24:14). Their role is typological for 

contemporary (non-Essene) Jewish leadership, reflecting, therefore, socioreligious conflict within 

Palestinian Jewry. A number of historical identifications have thus far been proposed.  



Subsequent tradition identified Yoḥanah and his brother as pharaoh‘s magicians (Exod 7:11). By the 1st 

century C.E., the pagan writer Pliny the Elder mentions Moses, Jannes, and Lotapes (= Jambres?) as 

magicians among the Jews ―many thousands of years after Zoroaster‖ (HN 30.2.11), and in similar vein 

Lucius Apuleius (2d century C.E.) includes Moses and Johannes (Jannes) in a list of renowned magicians 

(Apol. 2.90). However, the most interesting reference in pagan authors is the note preserved in Eusebius‘ 

Praeparatio Evangelica (9.8) from the Neoplatonist Numenius of Apamea (2d century C.E.) that Jannes 

and Jambres were able to undo even the greatest of the disasters which Moses brought against Egypt—a 

claim which contradicts the biblical account (cf. Exod 8:18). A statement by Origen (Cels. 4.51) that 

Numenius had recounted the story of Moses and the two magicians suggests that Origen must have been 

acquainted with extensive traditions about the magicians and may well have known the book entitled 

Jannes and Jambres (see B. below).  

Because of their mention in 2 Tim 3:8–9, Jannes and Jambres frequently appear in later Christian 

sources which merely echo the NT reference or give more details of their wicked behavior. The story was 

clearly well-known since most references presuppose an acquaintance with it. Unfortunately, only 

snippets of the tale have survived. The two brothers are said to have been magicians at the court of 

Pharaoh Ahmoses (John of Nikiu) or Pharaoh Chencheres, who was the pharaoh that drowned with his 

army in the Arabian Gulf (Ps-Dionysius of Telmaḥre). Pharaoh‘s daughter reputedly entrusted Moses to 

Jannes and Jambres for instruction in wisdom (e.g., Bar Hebraeus). They were regarded as gods by the 

Egyptians (Acts Pil.), and Satan counted them his brothers (Ques. Bart.). Moreover, Abezethibou, the 

demon from the Red Sea, claimed to have come to their aid (T. Sol.); it was they who were responsible for 

leading pharaoh astray until the king and his host met their death in the sea (Mart. Pet. Paul; Pal. hist.). 

Moses, in the course of their altercations with him, afflicted their adherents with sores and sent the mother 

of one of them (sic) to their death (Philostorgius). The two brothers tried to withstand God‘s mighty acts 

by means of fake magic; but when bested by Moses they confessed in pain from their sores that God was 

active in Moses (Ambrosiaster). They practised necromancy, (A.Cath.) and as a result of their wickedness 

they perished (Abdias). In spite of their having acknowledged ―the finger of God,‖ they received no 

divine forgiveness (Pen. Cyp.). Their garden tomb, a monument to their former power and wealth, was 

visited by Macarius of Alexandria, who found it inhabited by 70 demons (Palladius).  

In Jewish literature of the common era Jannes and Jambres are especially prominent in legends 

connected with the birth and early years of Moses, but the time and circumstances of their demise vary in 

the sources. According to some traditions (Tg. Ps.-J.; Yal. Reu.) they were assistants of Balaam (cf. Num 

22:22), Israel‘s staunch opponent at the pharaonic court. Commonly, however, they are called his sons, a 

tradition which may be as old as the 3d century C.E. A dream of pharaoh was interpreted by them to augur 

destruction for Egypt at the hands of an Israelite about to be born (Tg. Ps.-J.) At a royal banquet, when 

Moses was two, he placed pharaoh‘s crown on his own head. Balaam, who was in attendance with his 

sons, reminded the king of his earlier dream and counseled Moses‘ death. Pharaoh, however, heeded 

contrary advice and decided to put Moses to the test. When the child was directed to choose between a 

glowing ember and a gem, under angelic prompting he picked the former, stuck it in his mouth, and thus 

contracted his speech impediment (cf. Exod 4:10). Balaam and his sons fled to Ethiopia where they 

usurped the throne during the king‘s absence. But when their city subsequently fell to a strategem of 

Moses, who had succeeded the king of Ethiopia, they returned to pharaoh‘s court. In due time Moses and 

Aaron presented themselves at pharaoh‘s palace, where they gained entrance by casting a spell on the two 

lions that barred their way. The king, frightened by their divine appearance, delayed answering until the 

following day their demand for the release of the Israelites. Meanwhile he summoned Balaam and his two 

sons who counseled him to put their authenticity to the test (ShY cf. Yal. Sim., ChronJ, ChronM, Exod. 

Rab.). Jannes and Jambres cheated at magic by exchanging their staffs for snakes. Though they managed 

to check the majority of the angels, they could not prevail against the angel of the (divine) presence  ml˒k 

pnyw) who sided with Moses.  

Outdone by Moses, they came to him to become proselytes and, against God‘s explicit directive, were 

accepted. Thus a ―mixed multitude‖ (Exod 12:38) with Jannes and Jambres at the head accompanied 



Israel out of Egypt. It was they who were the real culprits in Israel‘s idolatrous debacle at Sinai and 

consequently were killed by the Levites (Yal. Reu.; cf. Midr. Tanh.). Alternatively in Jewish tradition, 

Jannes and Jambres, flying above the Red Sea on self-made wings, were destroyed by an angel dispatched 

by God (Yal. Sim.; cf. Yal. Reu.; ChronJ 54). A minor tradition as them executed together with Balaam 

and the princes of Midian in accordance with Num 31:8 (ChronJ 48, Zohar).  

B. The Book  

The earliest reference to a book entitled Jannes and Jambres is in the Latin translation of Origen‘s 

commentary on the gospel of Matthew (comm. in Matt. (GCS 11,250). This book was thought by Origen 

to have been the source for Paul the presumed author of 2 Timothy. Later references are found in the 

Ambrosiaster, the Decretum Gelasianum, and some Syriac and Middle English sources. Fragments of the 

book in Greek are extant in a Vienna papyrus (P. Vindob G 29456+29828 verso; 3d century C.E.), Papyrus 

Chester Beatty XVI (3d/4th century C.E.), and in a Michigan papyrus fragment (3d century C.E.). A 

fragment of a translation into Latin has been preserved in a manuscript of the British Library (Cotton 

Tiberius B.V fol. 87; 11th century C.E.). All texts are fragmentary, but they add a wealth of detail to our 

knowledge of the story.  

The remnants of the book commence with the magicians‘ genealogy and then move through various 

phases of Jannes‘ opposition to Moses. Summoned to the palace, he matches Moses and Aaron‘s feats but 

is laid low by disease. In the course of events, clear omens of impending doom are sent his way; yet, his 

fight continues unabated. Ill and near death he takes leave of mother and friends, and, in Memphis, 

entrusts his brother with the book of magic. After receiving news of the disaster at the Red Sea, Jannes 

meets his own end. He is lamented by his mother who subsequently dies a violent death and is buried by 

her surviving son near the tomb of Jannes. Brought up from Hades by Jambres, the shade of Jannes 

launches into a lengthy admission of wrongdoing. We do not know the response of Jambres and his final 

end.  

In at least its final literary form the book quite clearly is a confession, hence underscoring the title given 

it in the Decretum Gelasianum: The Confession (Penitence) of Jannes and Jambres. The essence of the 

tale is the magicians‘ deliberate and determined opposition to Moses (God) in the face of repeated divine 

warnings. Their obdurate behavior precluded forgiveness forever. It is this aspect of the plot that suggests 

Jannes and Jambres as one of the precursors of the Faust legend. The end of Jannes (and Jambres?) was 

no doubt intended to serve as a warning to the believing community.  

Though the Jannes and Jambres tradition probably arose on Palestinian soil and in a Semitic-speaking 

environment, there is no indication that the original language of the book was other than Greek. The date 

of origin of the tradition can hardly be much later than the 2d century B.C.E., while the book was written 

probably at least as early as the 2d century C.E. For further discussion, see OTP 2: 427–42; HJP² 3/2: 

781–83; Str-B 3: 660–64  
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ALBERT PIETERSMA  

JANNEUS (PERSON). A Hasmonean king and high priest of Judea (103–76 B.C.E.). After Aristobulus 

died, his widow, Salome Alexandra, set free three of his brothers, one of whom, Janneus, she 

subsequently married. Janneus is known by the Gk form of his name to which he added Alexander. 

Alexander Janneus succeeded his brother as high priest and officially claimed the title of ―king,‖ which he 

inscribed on his coins.  

Janneus was a ruthless ruler and profligate in character. Early in his career he arranged for the murder of 

one of his two surviving brothers. He was primarily a man of war. He instigated an aggressive plan of 

expansion, enlarging by conquest and proselyzation his kingdom to the size of the ancient kingdom under 



David and Solomon (Josephus Ant 13.15.4). Janneus attacked Greek cities which posed an economic 

threat to the survival of the Jewish state, particularly along the coast, and he forcibly converted the 

inhabitants to Judaism. After conquering the coastal cities from Carmel to Gaza, with the exception of 

Ascalon, Janneus successfully established his power in the Transjordan. Moving to the S, Janneus was 

severely defeated by King Obedas of the Nabateans (Ant 13.15.2) and later by King Aretas (Ant 13.15.2). 

As a result of his excessive drinking, Janneus contracted a disease and died, leaving control to his widow.  

The orthodox Jews and the Pharisees resisted Janneus because they felt that his reprobate behavior and 

willful neglect of his spiritual duties disqualified him from the office of high priest. The controversy was 

heightened by Janneus‘ sympathetic support of Sadducaean families. The Pharisaic opposition was led by 

Simeon ben Shetah, who may have actually been the queen‘s brother. Rabbinical legends depict him as a 

fearless, hot-tempered opponent of the king‘s.  

Janneus and the Pharisees were on a collision course. Unrest gave place to rebellion as Janneus was 

officiating one day as high priest at the altar during the Feast of Tabernacles. According to the Talmud, 

the riot was caused by Janneus‘ insolence when he deliberately poured a libation over his own feet rather 

than on the altar, as dictated by Pharisaic tradition. The crowds hurled citrons at him and declared that he 

was unfit to hold the office. According to Josephus, Janneus retaliated and 6,000 people were massacred 

by his foreign mercenaries. The Jews, incited by the Pharisees, rebelled in 94 B.C.E. A civil war broke out 

which lasted 6 years, during which time Janneus killed over 50,000 Jews with his mercenaries (Ant 

13.13.5).  

The Pharisees called for the assistance of the Seleucid, Demetrius III (Eukairos), who defeated Janneus 

at Shechem. This incident may be referred to in the commentary on Nahum found at Qumran which 

relates that ―Demetrius sought to enter Jerusalem on the counsel of those who seek smooth things.‖ If this 

passage is indeed referring to the Pharisees and to Demetrius the Seleucid, it may shed light on the turn of 

events which took place afterwards. While in hiding, Janneus was joined by 6,000 Jews who thought life 

under Janneus was preferable to Seleucid domination. With their aid, Janneus drove Demetrius out, 

reestablished his authority, and poured vengeance on the Pharisees. While Janneus banqueted and 

caroused with his concubines, he had 800 of his enemies crucified while their wives and children were 

slain before their eyes (Ant 13.14.1–2; JW 1.4.5–6). This incident is also related in the Nahum 

Commentary which states, ―He hanged living men on wood … which was not formerly done in Israel.‖  

According to Josephus, 8,000 of his enemies escaped from Jerusalem by night and remained in hiding 

until Janneus died, harboring a hatred for their king and the Sadducees. A number of scholars identify the 

flight of Janneus‘ enemies with the founding of the Qumran community. Janneus is identified as the 

Wicked Priest and persecutor of the Teacher of Righteousness, both appearing frequently in the Dead Sea 

Scrolls. Clearly, the Qumran Essenes were not Pharisees. It is argued, however, that the opposition to 

Janneus should not be confined strictly to the Pharisees and that among those who fled from Jerusalem 

were the Teacher of Righteousness and his disciples. Archaeological evidence indicates that Qumran was 

expanded at this same time.  

According to tradition, before Janneus died he counseled his wife not to imitate his course of action 

with the Pharisees. He suggested to take the Pharisees into her confidence and to elevate them to positions 

of authority and thereby win the allegiance of the masses, which she did (Ant 13.15.5).  

SCOTT T. CARROLL  

JANOAH (PLACE) [Heb yān ḥâ (ָינוָחה ); yān aḥ (ַָינוַח )]. The name of 2 Israelite towns.  

1. A town listed after Taanath-Shiloh in the description of the E border of the territory of Ephraim (Josh 

16:6–7). Since the name appears twice in the same form (Heb ynwḥh), the final he is apparently part of 

the name and not a he of direction. Eusebius identifies it with ―Ianō in Acrabattene at the twelfth mile 

from Neas Polis eastwards‖ (Klosterman 1904: 108, line 20). Biblical Janoah and Ianō of Eusebius are 

identified with Yanun (M.R. 183172), 11 km SE of Nablus and 2 km NE of Aqraba, or with Kh. Yānūn 

(M.R. 184173), 1.5 km NE of Yanun. There is evidence of Iron Age occupation at both sites (HGB, 159). 

Textually it is not clear whether Janoah or Taanath-Shiloh is being referred to by the phrase ―and passes 



along beyond it on the E‖ (Josh 16:6). The topography however leads to the conclusion that the territory 

of Ephraim included the hills to the E of both sites.  

2. A city in Galilee captured by Tiglath-Pileser III in 732 B.C.E. (2 Kgs 15:29). It is mentioned in the 

Bible only once (MT ynwḥ) as the third of the 5 cities captured in that campaign: ―Ijon and Abel-Beth-

Maachah and Janoah and Kadesh and Hazor.‖ The other 4 cities are all clearly identified and appear in the 

text in geographically logical order from N to S. They are situated near the N border of the kingdom of 

Israel, 3 in the Jordan valley and 1 (Kadesh) in the mountains of upper Galilee to the W. Some have 

proposed identifying Janoah with Kh. en-Na‘imeh (M.R. 205286), a site in the Jordan valley between 

Abel-Beth-Maachah (M.R. 204296) and Hazor (M.R. 203269; Vincent 1926: 470). Others have identified 

it with Giv‘at ha-Shoqet (M.R. 203293; Kaplan 1978: 159–60). However, there exist 2 villages by the 

name of Yanuḥ: one in Upper Galilee (M.R. 173265) 18 km NE of Acco and the other in Lebanon 10 km 

E of Tyre. Klein (EJ 8:875) proposed identifying Janoah with the former, as did Aharoni (1957: 131), 

who suggested that an ancient route from Acre to Lebanon passed by this site. Conder, on the other hand, 

identified Janoah with the Lebanese Yanuḥ (SWP 1: 96), and Rainey (1981: 147–49) supported this 

identification by suggesting that the Assyrian army advanced from Abel-Beth-Maacah not only S but also 

W along the Tyre-Dan road to the Lebanese Yanuḥ and then S again to Kadesh. At the same time he 

identified the Tyre-Dan road with ―the way of the sea‖ referred to in Isa 8:23 (—Eng 9:1).  
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RAFAEL FRANKEL  

JAOEL (ANGEL). The name of an archangel (Gk Iaoēl) also called Jael in pseudepigraphic writings. In 

the Apocalypse of Abraham (from the late 1st or early 2d century C.E.) Jaoel serves as Abraham‘s 

heavenly guide and also strengthens and protects him (10:3). The name Jaoel is one of the indications that 

the work was originally composed in Hebrew. The reference to the archangel should probably be 

distinguished from the use of Jaoel in Apoc. Ab. 17:13, where it refers to God. However, Box (1918: xxv–

xxvi) understood these two uses of Jaoel to be complementary. He described Jaoel as the supreme figure 

in Jewish angelology, God‘s vicegerent, and in fact a substitute for Yahweh.  

The occurrences of the name Jael in the Apocalypse of Moses are very similar to those of Jaoel in the 

Apocalypse of Abraham. Again, the name Jael is one indication that the Apocalypse of Moses was 

originally written in Hebrew, probably in the 2d century C.E. ―Jael‖ is found twice in the work (29:4; 

33:5), both times as an epithet for God combining the Hebrew names Yahweh and Elohim. However, in 

the Slavonic Life of Adam and Eve (an important witness to the Greek version of the Apocalypse of 

Moses) the archangel Jael plays an important role. There are several references to Jael as a heavenly 

envoy (L.A.E. 31:1–2; 32:1–2; 43:4; and the doxology appended to chapter 43).  
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STEVEN L. MCKENZIE  

JAPANESE BIBLICAL SCHOLARSHIP. See BIBLICAL SCHOLARSHIP, JAPANESE.  

JAPHETH (PERSON) [Heb yepet (ֶיֶץת )]. The name of the third son of Noah. Japheth appears in the 

Hebrew Bible 11 times, in the primeval history and the Chronicler‘s history (Gen 5:32; 6:10; 7:13; 9:18, 

23, 27; 10:1, 2, 21; 1 Chr 1:4, 5).  

A. The Name  



The etymological origin and meaning of the name Japheth is uncertain. Some modern interpreters, 

following Saadia Gaon (9th century C.E.), take it to mean ―fair, beautiful,‖ from yph ―to be fair, 

beautiful.‖ According to some earlier Talmudic sages the beauty refers to the Greek language. However, 

this etymology was already correctly rejected by Abraham Ibn Ezra (12th century). Others suggest that 

the name is related to the Egyptian Keftiu (Crete) or to the name of the Greek mythological Titan Iapetos, 

father of Atlas, Prometheus, and Epimetheus. A possible meaning of Japheth is hinted at in the Hebrew 

pun yapt ˒ lōh  m l yepet, ―May God make wide for Japheth‖ (Gen 9:27). Thus the name may mean 

―spacious,‖ an allusion, at least in Genesis, to an expanded inheritance of land by Japheth. This possible 

interpretation is based in the name‘s derivation from the root pty, ―to be wide, spacious.‖  

B. Biblical Data  

Japheth is the youngest of Noah‘s 3 sons, the brother of Shem and Ham (Gen 5:32; 6:10). According to 

the genealogical table, Japheth comes first (10:1–5). Therefore, some modern scholars (as some Talmudic 

sages) consider him the eldest; but this is merely conjectural. Japheth, together with his brothers Shem 

and Ham and their wives, joined Noah in the Ark and escaped the Flood (6:9; 7:13–15; 9:1–18). He also 

shares together with his brothers the divine blessing and covenant (9:1, 17). Children were born to him, as 

to his other brothers, after the flood (10:1). In the story of Noah‘s drunkenness (Gen 9:20–27), Japheth, 

after receiving the report of his father‘s nakedness from his brother Ham, discreetly walked backward, 

together with his other brother Shem, and covered his father. As a result, he became the beneficiary of his 

father‘s blessing. See also HAM.  

Japheth had 7 sons (Gomer, Magog, Madai, Javan, Tubal, Meshech, and Tiras) and 7 descendants (Gen 

10:2–5; 1 Chr 1:5–7). Unlike the sons and descendants of Shem and Ham, who are mentioned in 

numerous places throughout the Hebrew Bible, the sons and descendants of Japheth are conspicuous by 

their absence from most of the biblical books. Outside the genealogical tables in Genesis and Chronicles, 

four of Japheth‘s sons—Gomer, Javan, Tubal, and Meshech—are mentioned chiefly in two books: Isa 

66:19 (Javan, Tubal, and Meshech) and Ezek 27:13; 32:26; 38:2, 3, 6; 39:1, 6 (Gomer and Tubal). Of 

Japheth‘s descendants, the best known are two of Javan‘s sons: Tarshish (mentioned about 29 times in the 

Hebrew Bible) and Kittim (mentioned 5 times). According to ethnographic conceptions informing the 

primeval history, Japheth is the ancestor of the peoples who inhabit the lands N of Canaan. According to 

later Jewish tradition he also occupies the far east (cf. Jdt 2:25, ―east of Gog‖; Jub. 8:29, ―east … as far as 

the region of the waters‖; cf. 9:7–13).  

C. Jewish Tradition  

Hardly any references are made to Japheth in the Apocrypha or Pseudepigrapha outside of the 

genealogical references to Noah‘s family (2 En. 73:5; Apoc. Adam 4:1; T. Sim. 6:5; T. Isaac 3:15; L.A.B. 

1:22; 4:1ff.). The most-extensive such reference to Japheth is in Jubilees: his birth (4:33), his role in the 

Noah story (7:9, 12), and his inheritance in the divine land distribution (8:10, 12, 25, 29; 9:7–13; 10:35, 

36). Jubilees also gives the most detailed information about Japheth‘s land portion, ―The third part [of the 

earth] was assigned to Japheth, the land beyond the Tina river to the north of its mouth … the direction of 

the northeast, all the area of Gog and all the land east of it, all the way to the farthest north … towards the 

mountains of Qelt … towards the Ma‘uk Sea … east of Gadir … west of Fereg … towards the Me‘at Sea 

… toward Mount Rafa … five big islands and a huge land in the north …‖ (8:25–30). ―The land given to 

Ham is hot, to Japheth cold, to Shem neither cold or hot‖ (ibid.). Josephus says that Phrygia belongs to 

Japheth. See Fig. GEO.05.  

An interesting detail given in Jubilees about Japheth is that he became jealous of Ham and built a city 

named Adataneses (Athens?) after his wife (7:15). His granddaughter Melka, daughter of Madai (8:5), 

married Arphaxad, Shem‘s son. In the quasi-Jewish Sibylline Oracles—in which the sons of Noah are 

given the names of Greek gods—Shem is identified with Cronos, Ham with Titan, and Japheth as Iapetus 

(3:110–15). Sethian Gnostic tractate Apocalypse of Adam (V,5 72:17; 73:14, 25; 74:11; 76:13–14) deals 

with the division of the world and empires among the sons of Noah.  

Tannaitic and Amoraitic teachers considered Japheth the eldest of Noah‘s sons. They held Shem to be 

Noah‘s youngest son, and said that in the Bible he is mentioned first among the members of his family 



because he was the most righteous, wisest, and most-important son, not because he was the oldest (Sanh. 

69b; Gen. Rab. 26:3; 37:7). Japheth assisted Shem in covering Noah‘s nakedness and was blessed with a 

burial place for his sons Gog [Gomer?] (cf. Ezek 39:1) and Magog (Gen. Rab. 36; cf. Ezek 39:11). The 

sages propounded Gen 9:27 (see above) as referring to the rebuilding of the Temple by Cyrus, King of 

Persia, a descendant of Japheth (Yoma 10a). Another rabbi argued that Gen 9:27 refers to the teaching of 

the Law in the Greek language (Gen. Rab. 36: Deut. Rab. 1).  

D. Christian and Islamic Literature  

In the NT Japheth is mentioned, but his descendants Gog (see above) and Magog figure in the major 

international war of Revelation (20:8). In the early Christian literature, particularly in Irenaeus of Lyon, 

Lactantius, Hyppolytus of Rome, Clement, Origen, Epiphanius, and Eusebius, the sons of Noah and their 

generations are often alluded to but without much elaboration.  

EPHRAIM ISAAC  

JAPHETH (PLACE) [Gk Iapheth (Ἰαφεθ)]. A region mentioned only in the book of Judith, Japheth is 

described as having S borders ―fronting toward Arabia‖ and constitutes a landmark in the southward 

advances made by Holofernes (2:25). As Zimmerman suggests, this description may mean that the S 

borders of Japheth were on the same latitude as the Syrian desert (Zimmerman 1972: 73; cf. Moore Judith 

AB, 139). However, the book‘s geography is confused here, as well as elsewhere (Pfeiffer 1949: 296–97; 

Metzger 1957: 50), and the meaning of the phrase remains obscure (Cowley APOT 1: 250). The text of v 

25 suggests that the author has Philistia in mind, but then in v 27, Holofernes is described as moving 

―down into the plain of Damascus,‖ which suggests that the latter was still in Cilicia (Zimmermann 1972: 

73).  
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FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT  

JAPHIA (PERSON) [Heb yāp  a˓ (ַיַע  King of Lachish (Josh 10:3). He was one of 5 Canaanite .1 .[( ָיץִׂ

kings from cities SW of Jerusalem that came together at the instigation of Adonizedek, king of Jerusalem, 

to oppose the Gibeonites, who had just concluded a treaty with Israel (Josh 10:1–5). This challenge was 

born out of fear of the Israelites, in response to their conquests of Jericho and Ai, and their treaty with the 

powerful city of Gibeon. Japhia was executed by Joshua, along with the other kings, after Israel routed 

their armies with YHWH‘s help. Their bodies—like the king of Ai‘s had been (8:29)—were hung on 5 

trees until sundown; ironically, they were then thrown into the very cave in which they had attempted to 

hide from Joshua earlier. The first time, Joshua had sealed them in with large stones in order to capture 

them; he now sealed them in permanently (Josh 10:6–27).  

2. One of 13 sons of David listed as having been born to David‘s wives in Jerusalem (2 Sam 5:15; 1 Chr 

3:7; 14:6), in addition to his 6 sons born at Hebron. His mother‘s name is unknown: 4 of the 13 sons born 

in Jerusalem were Bathsheba‘s sons; the remainder were born to unnamed wives. Besides these 13, David 

had numerous (unnamed) sons born to his concubines, according to 1 Chr 3:9. See also DAVID, SONS 

OF.  

DAVID M. HOWARD, JR.  

JAPHIA (PLACE) [Heb yāp  a˓ (ַיַע  ,A town along the E portion of the S border of Zebulun .[( ָיץִׂ

mentioned only once in the Bible (Josh 19:12). The location of the late Roman-Byzantine site of Japhia is 

clearly at modern-day Yafa, ca. 1.5 miles SW of Nazareth (M.R. 176232). The Bronze Age and Iron Age 

site location is uncertain (Barag in EAEHL 2: 541–43); a case has been made for the early site being NE 

of Nazareth (Boling Joshua AB, 445). In a citation roughly contemporary with the events in the book of 

Joshua (LB), it appears in the Amarna Letters as ―the town of Yapu‖ (ANET, 485). It was one of several 

cities that supplied corveé labor for Egypt. Japhia still stood in Josephus‘ day, as it was one of the cities 



he fortified during the great war with Rome in 66–70 C.E. (JW 2.20.6). Josephus described it as the largest 

village in Galilee, with strong walls, and he stayed there on occasion (Life 45, 52).  

DAVID M. HOWARD, JR.  

JAPHLET (PERSON) [Heb yaplēṭ (ֵלט  An Asherite, son of Heber (1 Chr 7:32–33). Heber is .[( ַיץְׁ

listed as a son of Beriah in Gen 46:17 and Num 26:45, but 1 Chronicles 7 is the only place in the OT 

which lists the sons of Heber. Japhlet is possibly connected to the JAPHLETITES mentioned in Josh 

16:3. The Chronicler also uses the similar name Pelet (1 Chr 2:47; 12:3).  

TOM WAYNE WILLETT  

JAPHLETITES [Heb yaplēṭ   (י ֵלטִׂ  A group of people whose territory helped identify the border .[( ַיץְׁ

between Ephraim and Benjamin (Josh 16:3). Their territory was located somewhere between Bethel and 

Lower Beth- horon. In order to explain why the term Japhletites is found in Josh 16:1–3 but not in other 

descriptions of the border of Benjamin (Josh 16:5; 18:11–13), Aharoni (LBHG, 256) suggests that ―these 

three parallel passages represent three shortened versions of the same list.‖ The size, nature, and origin of 

this group of people is not known. It may have been a clan, family, village, or ethnic group. An Asherite 

named JAPHLET is mentioned in 1 Chr 7:32–33. See also HGB and Joshua AB.  

STEPHEN A. REED  

JAR HANDLE STAMPS, ROYAL. See STAMPS, ROYAL JAR HANDLE.  

JARAH (PERSON) [Heb ya˓râ (ָשה  Son of Ahaz, a descendant of King Saul of the tribe of .[( ַיףְׁ

Benjamin according to the genealogy in 1 Chr 9:42. However, the textual attestation of this name is 

problematic; in the parallel genealogy in 1 Chr 8:36, this person is named Jehoaddah [y h ˓addâ], and the 

more important LXX manuscripts to 1 Chr 9:42 read Iada. Finally, the etymology of MT‘s Jarah, 

somehow connected to y˓r ―forest,‖ is problematic; y˓r is not used in other Hebrew personal names, 

though it is known from NW Semitic names (Benz 1972: 324). Thus many scholars, accepting the LXX, 

have emended the name to Jadah (Heb ya˓dâ) (Noth IPN, 246; Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 90; 

HALAT, 404), which is etymologically related to ―ornaments,‖ and incorporates the element ˓dh typically 

used in Israelite names (Fowler TPNAH, 353–54). This emendation assumes confusion between the letters 

dalet and reš, which were graphically similar in both the old and new scripts. Many clear cases of d-r 

interchange are attested to (Delitzsch 1920: 105–7). The name Jenoaddah in the MT of the parallel 

genealogy would then be seen as an expansionistic form of an original Jadah. Alternatively, Demsky 

(1971: 19) has shown that this section of the Benjaminite genealogy relates various Benjaminite clans 

through geographical locations; he thus suggests that Jarah be connected to Kiriath-Jearim. If this is 

correct, the readings in the LXX and in 1 Chr 9:42 are scribal errors or are secondary attempts to 

understand the unusual personal name Jarah.  
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MARC Z. BRETTLER  

JARBA, ˓EIN EL- (M.R. 162227). A site located in the SW part of the Plain of Esdraelon about 

100 m N of the Jokneam–Megiddo road, an area rich in springs and containing many prehistoric sites. In 

1955, during the digging of a nearby drainage channel, fragments of pottery (including a hole-mouth jar 

decorated with reliefs of dancing people masked like rams), stone vessels, and flints were brought to the 

surface, all belonging to the Wadi Rabah culture. See RABAH, WADI.  

In excavations in the drainage channel during July 1967, 4 strata of settlement (all belonging to the 

Wadi Rabah culture) were identified. In stratum I, close to the surface, only scattered stones but no 

buildings had survived, although parts of structures were uncovered in strata II–III. These consisted of a 



rectangular room with an enclosed courtyard adjacent. In stratum IV (on virgin soil) were discovered two 

sections of thin walls. Near one wall was a secondary burial, containing parts of 5 human skulls and 

fragments of a large jar, which probably served as a funerary offering. The decorated hole-mouth jar 

mentioned above, whose base was found in situ, apparently had also been deposited as one of the grave 

goods. A hearth and 7 shallow pits dug into the virgin soil were also discovered. Elliptical-shaped 

plastered floors were uncovered in all 4 strata, suggesting that these all existed close in time.  

The pottery finds included all types of vessels and decorations already known from the excavations at 

Wadi Rabah and other sites attesting that culture. It also included hitherto unattested types of vessels and 

decoration (e.g., the hole-mouth jar with dancing figures, and the large jar of stratum IV). Carbon 14 tests 

from level IV indicate a date of 3740 B.C. ± 140 years. Even assuming that ˓Ein el-Jarba is not the oldest 

Wadi Rabah settlement, it is hard to conceive that other sites of this culture will be attested earlier than 

4000 B.C. The excavations at ˓Ein el-Jarba have therefore added to our knowledge of the Wadi Rabah 

culture and of the Chalcolithic period in Palestine in general.  
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JARED (PERSON) [Heb yered (ֶיֶשד ); yāred (ָיֶשד )]. Son of Mahalalel, born when Mahalalel was 65 

years old (Gen 5:15–20). At 162 years of age, Jared sired Enoch. Jared lived a total of 962 years. 

Comparison with the genealogy of Cain in Genesis 4 has suggested a correspondence between Jared and 

Irad (Gabriel 1959: 417; GHBW, 161; Sasson 1978: 174). However, the initial consonants of the two 

names differ  ˓ayin vs. yod) to such an extent as to render explanations of parallel development from a 

common source unlikely. Explanations for the name Jared include: the Hebrew word for ―rose‖ (Noth 

IPN, 231); the Akkadian word for ―servant,‖ (w)ardu (HALAT 2: 416); the Arabic word for ―courageous‖; 

the Hebrew root, yrd, ―to descend.‖ Noth‘s analysis is possible, but it lacks parallels. While the use of the 

Akkadian (w)ardu in personal names is extremely common, the word does not appear in W Semitic. 

There it is replaced by the root ˓bd, which is rendered abdu in cuneiform. The suggestion of an Arabic 

cognate also reaches outside of the W Semitic world for a comparison. On the other hand, the Hebrew 

root, yrd, ―to descend,‖ does appear in W Semitic personal names.  
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RICHARD S. HESS  

JARHA (PERSON) [Heb yarhā˓ (ָהע  An Egyptian slave of Sheshan, who married his master‘s .[( ַישְׁ
daughter (Ahlai?) and became the founder of a house of the Jerahmeelites (1 Chr 2:34, 35) cf v 31. No 

additional information is provided for this Egyptian. His 13 descendants can not be identified with any 

degree of certainty with names occurring elsewhere in the OT. The identity of Jarha‘s wife is a complex 

and unsolved problem centering on the name Ahlai. The masculine form of this name (however see Keil 

1872: 67) and its appearance in the list of David‘s mighty men (1 Chr 11:41) presents some problem to 

this conclusion. Consequently, some suggest that Ahlai of v 31 should be read Attai as in v 36; or that 

Ahlai (if modified to mean ―a brother to me‖) was a name given to Jarha at the time of his adoption into 

the family of Sheshan; or that Ahlai, though a son of Sheshan, was born after the marriage of his daughter 

(however note v 34); or that different sources are reflected in this genealogy. See Williamson (1979: 352) 

for a recent discussion of sources in this genealogy and the conclusion that 2:25–33 and 42–50a stand as a 

related unit, but that v 34 reflects a different source. See also Curtis (Chronicles ICC, 83) for an analysis 

of older, but still-debated, theories of genealogical sources. The wording of v 35 ―So Sheshan gave his 

daughter in marriage to Jarha his slave …‖ is considered by some commentators as equivalent to making 

his servant his heir (Elmslie Chronicles CBC, 19), similar to Eliezer‘s relationship to Abraham (Gen 

15:2–3). See NUZI for discussions of patriarchal customs possibly reflecting similar arrangements. From 



such records, a few scholars consider Jarha a proselyte and date this incident to the period of sojourn in 

Egypt; others, however, consider it difficult to understand how an Egyptian could be a slave to an Israelite 

at that time. Still others regard Jarha as an eponym of Jerahmeel and proceed to identify Sheshan with 

Sheshai of Hebron, concluding that the genealogy presents a northward movement of this tribe to the area 

around Hebron. Locating Jarha in time is difficult, and suggestions range from shortly before the Exodus 

(Keil 1872: 67) to the days of Eli, or even to some date nearer to the Chronicler‘s own time (see Braun, 

Chronicles WBC, 46). Lacking sufficient evidence the question must remain open.  
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W. P. STEEGER  

JARIB (PERSON) [Heb yār  b (יב  A personal name utilizing an imperfect form of the verb ryb .[( ָישִׂ

(―strive,‖ ―contend‖) and translated ―he contends‖ in the sense of conducting a legal case or suit on behalf 

of someone. It may also mean ―may he (i.e. Yahweh) contend‖ thus suggesting the possibility that it is a 

shortened form of y   h) yār  b (IPN, 201, 245). See JOIARIB. Three individuals are so named.  

1. The third of 5 sons of Simeon as recorded only by the Chronicler (1 Chr 4:24). In the other Simeonite 

lists (Gen 46:10, Exod 6:15—both of which name 6 sons; Num 26:12) the name yākin appears. See 

JACHIN.  

2. One of 11 (Ezra 8:16) or 10 (1 Esdr 8:43—Eng8:44) men who were sent by Ezra to Iddo at ―Casiphia 

the place‖ with a request for ―ministers for the house of our God‖ (Ezra 8:17) or ―men to serve as priests 

in the house of our Lord‖ (1 Esdr 8:45—Eng8:46). In Ezra he is listed among 9 ―heads,‖ understood by 

Blenkinsopp (Ezra-Nehemiah OTL, 164) as ―heads of ancestral houses‖ with the 2 remaining individuals 

described as possessing understanding. When these 2 last-mentioned individuals—Joiarib (maybe a 

longer form of Jarib) and Elnathan (mentioned twice previously)—are deleted as a misplaced marginal 

gloss (Rudolph Esra und Nehemia HAT, 80; Williamson Ezra-Nehemiah WBC, 113), both designations 

(―head‖ and ―understanding‖) apply to Jarib‘s group. In 1 Esdr he (Gk Iōribos) is included among 10 who 

are described as ―leaders‖ and ―wise‖ (8:43—Eng8:44).  

3. A priest of the house of Jeshua, son of Jozadak, who had married a foreign woman and pledged to put 

her away and offer a ram as a guilt offering (Ezra 10:18; 1 Esdr 9:19).  

RODNEY H. SHEARER  

JARMUTH (PLACE) [Heb yarmût (מּות   .The name of 2 towns in ancient Israel .[( ַישְׁ

1. A town of Issachar which was allotted to the Gershonite family of the Levites as part of their 

inheritance (Josh 21:29). In a parallel list of the Levitical cities (1 Chr 6:57–58—Eng6:72–73) the order 

of the towns appears to be the same, but Jarmuth is called Ramoth (Heb ra˒m t; in which the ˒alep 

appears to function as a vowel letter [cf. GKC 7]). Ramoth, in turn, is probably a variation of the name 

Remeth (Josh 19:21; Heb remet). Each of these renderings preserve the same essential consonantal 

arrangements. The LXX refers to the town by various names: Rhemmath or Iermōth (Josh 21:29), and 

Rhemmas or Rhamath (Josh 19:21, B and A respectively).  

Some earlier scholarship sought to identify the site with a village, er-Rameh, approximately 11 miles 

SW of Jenin (ISBE 4: 2557). While this site preserves the consonantal tradition, it lay outside Issachar‘s 

borders and hence is not likely the location of Remeth (or of Jarmuth).  

In 1921, C. S. Fisher discovered a basalt stele at the site of Bethshan. While the stele was found in 

secondary use in Byzantine levels, it contained a hieroglyphic inscription of Seti I (ca. 1300 B.C.; Rowe 

1930: 29–30). The inscription refers to some disturbances involving the ˓apiru of Mount Yarmuta and a 

group called ―Teyer …‖ (so ANET, 255; but cf. Albright 1952) who were attacking Asiatics. Seti 

dispatched a contingent of infantry and chariotry who purportedly suppressed the rebellion and returned in 

2 days.  



While the plain of Issachar is not particularly mountainous or hilly, the most impressive site is the 

location of the Crusader castle of Belvoir (M.R. 199222), which Aharoni suggests as the possible site of 

Jarmuth (LBHG, 28). While only 312 m above sea level, it appears more dramatically high as it stands 

550 m above the Jordan Valley providing a panoramic view of the valley into Gilead (EAEHL 1: 179). If 

the names of the site—yarmût, ra˒m t, and remet—are all derived from the Heb root rûm (―be high, rise‖; 

cf. BDB, 926–28), then several elements converge to lend credence to the identification of Belvoir with 

Jarmuth: (1) the correlation of the linguistic evidence with the geographic prominence of the site; (2) the 

inscriptional evidence of Seti I and its reference to a ―Mount Yarmuta‖; (3) its location within the 

recognized borders of Issachar; and (4) its proximity to Beth-shan (ca. 10 km N) which puts it within 

range of a two-day long military mission.  

However, a significant and serious detraction from this identification is that essentially no Iron Age 

materials are known from the site. It is possible that either Crusader construction techniques have 

obliterated underlying ruins (which sometimes is the case), or the identification of Jarmuth with Belvoir is 

erroneous. Obviously, further investigation is necessary.  
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DALE W. MANOR  

2. A town which joined the S Canaanite coalition (Jerusalem, Hebron, Jarmuth, Lachish, and Eglon) 

against Joshua (Josh 10:3, 5), whose king Joshua temporarily imprisoned in a cave before executing him 

(Josh 10:23; 12:11). The town was allotted to Judah (Josh 15:35) and was reoccupied following the return 

from Exile (Neh 11:29).  

The biblical site is identified with a Byzantine village by the name of Iermochos, which is about 10 

miles from Beth Govrin (Eleutheropolis) on the road to Jerusalem. Eusebius (Onomast. 106.24) identified 

this site with the LXX Iermous. This identification is now generally accepted, although archaeological 

evidence has neither confirmed nor dismissed its biblical connection. It is located (M.R. 147124) ca. 25 

km SW of Jerusalem in the central Shephelah between the Sorek and Elah valleys. The site covers ca. 40 

acres (640 × 420 m) including a small acropolis (ca. 3 acres).  

First described by V. Guérin, who visited it in 1854 and suggested its biblical identification, the site was 

tested in 1970 by A. Ben-Tor and has been excavated since 1980 by P. de Miroschedji. Both the acropolis 

and the lower city were first settled during the 2d half of the 4th millennium B.C. (EB I) and was 

continuously occupied until the end of the EB III, ca. 2300, when the entire settlement was abandoned. 

Reoccupation took place in the LB, but only on the acropolis and its immediate vicinity. This restricted 

area remained inhabited more or less continuously until the 4th century A.D., when some sectors of the 

lower city were settled again for a brief period.  

The EB II–III city was protected by a fortification system of exceptional size and complexity. Built in 

the early EB II, ca. 2900 B.C., the first rampart consisted of a stone wall 5–6 m thick with large buttresses 

placed at regular intervals and a massive stone bastion (30 × 15 m) in the corner. This rampart was later 

reinforced with a glacis, part stone and part earth. A second wall 3 m thick with cyclopean masonry was 

erected at the end of the EB II, bringing the total thickness of the fortification system to nearly 40 m. The 

area between the 2 walls was later subjected to a vast terracing operation. Finally, 6 monumental 

platforms, 30–40 × 10–12 m, were built in this intermediate space along the corner of the city in the EB 

III.  

Access to this part of the city was through a monumental gate established in the outer wall. During the 

EB III period, it underwent several changes and rebuildings. It was approached from the outside by means 

of a plastered ramp limited on both sides by retaining walls. Rebuilt and raised 3 times, the ramp climbed 

in its final stage to nearly 8 m above bedrock.  

A prominent feature of the topography of Tell Jarmuth is the existence over the slopes of the entire 

lower city of a terrace system with retaining walls up to 6 m high. The excavations suggest that these were 



artificial terraces built with a fill of stone with inner partition walls. Each supported a series of 

constructions which, once destroyed and levelled, served as foundations for new buildings.  

The EB III strata have been extensively cleared in 3 areas in the lower city. Large buildings of a public 

character were identified in area C. The most interesting is the so-called ―White Building,‖ probably a 

sanctuary. It is a rectangular hall of the broadroom type (13.5 × 6.75 m) with a central row of 4 pillars 

resting on large stone bases. The main entrance was through a door in the middle of the S facade. This 

building was part of an architectural complex including a chamber built around its SE corner, a courtyard 

established in front, and 2 adjacent rooms to the S. That this was a sanctuary is suggested by the typical 

features of its plan, its careful construction, and comparisons with similar buildings of a cultic nature, i.e., 

the temples at En-gedi (Chalcolithic), at Megiddo XIX (EB I), at ˓Ai and Arad (EB II), and at Megiddo 

XV and Bâb edh-Dhrâ˓ (EB III).  

EB III private houses grouped in an insula surrounded by a street were also excavated (area G). The 

insula resulted from the progressive agglutination of several dwelling units which were modified, 

enlarged, and finally linked together. The typical dwelling was composed of 1 or 2 rooms and a courtyard 

with several domestic installations. On the other side of the lower city, an area of specialized activities, 

probably ―industrial,‖ has been identified (area H). A row of 6 small rooms and courtyards was cleared; 

they contained only coarse pottery, large mortars, and several enigmatic installations, including two kiln-

like structures.  

Given its size and the density of its construction, the EB III city of Jarmuth may have had a population 

of ca. 3,000, engaged mainly in agriculture (cereals, vegetables, grapes, and especially olives) and animal 

husbandry (mostly sheep and goats, cattle and donkeys being used for traction and transport). Finds 

indicate that the city had trade connections with the Golan in the N, the Dead Sea in the E, and the Negeb, 

and that it was in contact with Egypt. Tell Jarmuth is a type site for EB III pottery, where almost every 

known pottery shape is represented. An interesting corpus of EB III human and animal figurines was also 

discovered.  

Soundings on the acropolis have revealed traces of more or less continuous occupation from the LB to 

the early Byzantine periods. Noteworthy is an Iron Age I destruction level dated to the mid-11th century 

with pottery similar to Tell Qasile XI–X. Surface finds include a Hellenistic cooking-pot handle bearing a 

stamp of a 5-pointed star and the letters yršlm, and a coin of Herod the Great. The early Byzantine 

remains (ca. 4th century A.D.) are represented on the acropolis by the ruins of a small village, to be 

identified with Eusebius‘ Iermochos and in the lower city by the remains of a large building, possibly 

square in plan and measuring ca. 75 m on each side. This complex was apparently unfinished and may 

have been intended as a large farm or a caravanserai.  
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PIERRE DE MIROSCHEDJI  

JAROAH (PERSON) [Heb yār aḥ (ַָישוַח )]. A Gadite, who was the grandfather of Abihail (1 Chr 

5:14), the father of the 11 (or 10; see SHAPHAT) sons listed in 1 Chr 5:12–13. His name may be cognate 

with an Arabic term (wariḫa) that means ―soft‖ or ―delicate‖ (Noth IPN, 226). The several textual variants 

in 1 Chr 5:14 that concern the spelling of the Gadite‘s name probably arose from scribes confusing 

Hebrew letters that sounded or were written similarly (e.g., ḥet with ˓ayin or he, and reš with dalet). 

Neither Jaroah nor the others named in the Chronicler‘s genealogy for Gad (1 Chr 5:11–17) appear in 

other lists of Gadites (Gen 46:16; Num 26:15–18; 1 Chr 12:9–16—Eng12:8–15).  

M. PATRICK GRAHAM  



JASHAR, BOOK OF [Heb sēper (ֵסֶץש ) hayyāšar (ַהָיַשש )]. A lost source book of early Israelite 

poetry, quoted in Josh 10:12b–13a (Joshua‘s command to the sun and moon) and 2 Sam 1:19–27 (David‘s 

lament for Saul and Jonathan). A third probable excerpt appears in 1 Kgs 8:12–13, a couplet imbedded in 

Solomon‘s prayer at the dedication of the Temple, which survives in fullest form in the LXX where it 

appears at the end of the prayer, directing the reader to the ―Book of the Song‖ (Gk biblio tēs ōdēs). It has 

been suggested that this reference stems from an accidental metathesis of letters in the Hebrew text  šyr 

for yšr), though the reverse is also possible.  

The term ―Jashar‖ is a common Hebrew word meaning ―one who [or that which] is straight, honest, just, 

righteous, upright.‖ Thus, it is commonly assumed that the title refers either to the heroic individuals who 

are the subjects of its contents or perhaps to all Israel as the upright people. If the latter is the case, the 

title may be related to the term Jeshurun, a variant form of the name Israel (cf. Deut 32:15 and 33:5, 26).  

The 3 quotations from the Book of Jashar are all archaic poetry, which is sometimes designated ―song‖ 

 šyr) elsewhere when inserted in prose contexts (cf. Exod 15:1; Num 21:17; Deut 31:30). Because of this 

fact, and because the term ―Jashar‖ in the title has not been satisfactorily explained and is obviously 

similar to various forms of the verbal root  šyr), ―to sing,‖ some scholars have argued that the LXX 

rendering, ―Book of Song,‖ is the correct title. If so, there is some doubt whether the book ever existed in 

written form as such. The reference in each case may be to the familiar oral repertoire of professional 

singers in ancient Israel who preserved Israel‘s epic and lyric traditions within various worship settings, 

particularly in conjunction with the major festivals. In this regard it is interesting to note that the 

masculine noun š  r eventually becomes a specific term for Temple music on the part of Levitical choirs, 

with instrumental accompaniment (cf. 1 Chr 25:6–7).  

The nature of the book may be inferred from its 3 citations. It seems to have been a collection of ancient 

national songs, the antiquity of which is suggested by the relatively poor state of preservation of the 

Hebrew text in each case. The book must have contained a variety of songs, for each of the 3 citations is 

quite different. The first (Josh 10:12b–13a) is apparently an ancient incantation addressed to the heavenly 

bodies to prolong daylight, or perhaps to lengthen predawn darkness—until Israel has time to complete its 

victory in battle against the Amorites (van den Bussche 1951; Eisler 1926; Holladay 1968). It has been 

rendered as follows:  

Sun, stand still in Gibeon!  

Moon, (stand still) in the valley of Aijalon!  

The Sun stood still, the Moon stayed;  

Until He had taken vengeance upon the nations of His enemies.  

The second (2 Sam 1:19–27) is the well-known lament over Saul and Jonathan, which is a remarkable 

witness to David‘s poetic skill and to his personal friendship with the tragic heroes involved. The third (1 

Kgs 8:12–13) appears to be a couplet taken from an ancient song establishing God‘s supremacy over 

nature and ritual, reminiscent of Ugaritic parallels (Loretz 1974; cf. also van den Born 1965); which has 

been translated:  

A sun Yahweh established in the heavens, but He hath purposed to dwell in thick darkness;  

I have surely built a noble house for Thee, a residence where Thou shalt dwell perpetually.  

The content, structure, and origin of the Book of Jashar are all uncertain. In a detailed study of LXX 

traditions, Thackeray (1910) argued that the book included minor collections, like the Psalter, two of 

which are known: ―Of the Children of Judah‖ and ―Of the Children of Israel.‖ He compared these names 

to both the J and E sources of Pentateuchal criticism and to the title ―Of the children of Korah‖ in the 

Psalter, which apparently derived its title from a guild of temple singers in a later period. Some think the 

book was a written collection begun in premonarchic Israel and expanded from time to time. Others 

consider it a compilation of oral traditions, not earlier than the days of Solomon and perhaps much later. 

It‘s nearest parallel is the ―Book of the Wars of the Lord‖ (Num 21:14). In fact, some scholars have 

identified these two books as one. There has been speculation as to whether such archaic works as the 

―Song of the Sea‖ (Exod 15:1–18), the Song of Miriam (Exod 15:21), the Song of Moses (Deut 32), the 



Song of Deborah (Judges 5), and the Song of Hannah (1 Sam 2:1–10) were included in these ancient 

anthologies of Israel‘s heroic past. If these collections are understood to be the oral repertoire of Israel‘s 

professional singers, there is little difficulty including such works in the so-called Book of Jashar (see 

Mowinckel 1935; Nielsen 1954: 39–62).  

The mysterious nature of the Book of Jashar has given rise to false identifications and imitations of the 

book. The Talmud (˓Abod. Zar. 25a) homiletically identifies the Book of Jashar with the ―book of 

Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob‖ (i.e. Genesis), who were ―upright.‖ Certain ancient Jewish commentators 

considered the title to be a reference to the Torah. A medieval Book of Jashar paralleled, in part, the 

pseudepigraphic Testament of Judah. Still other medieval rabbinical works with this title appeared. An 

interesting example of a more recent forgery from Christian circles is associated with Alcuin, Bishop of 

Canterbury (d. A.D. 804), who is said to have discovered it in the city of Gazna on a ―Pilgrimage into the 

Holy Land, and Persia.‖ First published in 1829, it is reputed to have been the words of ―Jashar, the son of 

Caleb‖ rediscovered in England in 1721. The Rosicrucian Order published a 5th edition of this particular 

text in 1953.  
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DUANE L. CHRISTENSEN  

JASHEN (PERSON) [Heb yāšēn (ָיֵשן )]. One of the members of the ―the Thirty,‖ the elite class of 
David‘s warriors (2 Sam 23:32 = 1 Chr 11:34). He was known as ―the Gizonite,‖ probably a description 

of the location of his origin. Both the personal name, Jashen, and the qualifying adjective, Gizonite, are 

uncertain due to the corrupt condition of the text in 2 Sam 23:32 (cf. 1 Chr 11:34) but are regarded by 

scholars as highly probable readings. The evidence and argument for them follows.  

(1) The Hebrew orthography of 2 Sam 23:24 reads: ˒lyḥb˒ hš˓lbny bny yšn yhwntn (―Eliahba the 

Shaalbonite, the sons of Yashen, Jonathan‖). The referent for bny yšn (sons of Jashen) is missing in the 

text. The expression has become bny hšm (―sons of fame‖) in 1 Chronicles as an attempt to make sense of 

it, but the referent is still lacking. (2) The word bny can be explained as dittography, the last 3 letters of 

the previous word  hš˓lbny) being the same (Luc does not translate bny). (3) The name, Jashen, does not 

have a qualifying adjective in 2 Samuel. This would be anomalous in the list of the warriors there, since 

every name is qualified by either a patronymic or a gentilic (accepting with LXX a patronymic for 

Jonathan). The missing description is preserved in 1 Chronicles as ―the Gizonite.‖  

A problem, however, remains. The term ―Gizonite‖ is unique in MT and there is no evidence of a proper 

noun ―Gizon.‖ Two solutions have been proposed: (1) The LXX reads Gōuni (A), ―the Gunite,‖ a 

reference to a man who was the head of a clan in the tribe of Napthali (Num 26:48). This reading has 

arisen as a result of confusing the Heb zayin for waw. (2) The reading is a textual corruption of 

―Gimzoni,‖ and thus a reference to the town, Gimzo, in S Judah (Elliger 1966: 73 n. 4, 96–97).  
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STEPHEN G. DEMPSTER  

JASHOBEAM (PERSON) [Heb yāšāb ˓ām (ָףם  Var. JOSHEB-BASSHEBETH. 1. One of .[( ָיָשבְׁ

David‘s champions, a select class of warriors directly attached to the king for special assignments (1 Chr 

11:10–47, v 11; = 2 Sam 23:8–39, v 8 in which the variant Josheb-Basshebeth occurs). Jashobeam is 

identified as ―a son of Hachmoni‖ (RSV ―a Hachmonite‖), a designation which means either he is a 



descendent of the unknown person Hachmoni or is one who came from an unidentified people or place 

named ―Hachmon‖ (see, also, the variant in 2 Sam 23:8, ―Tahchemonite‖). Jashobeam stands exalted as 

foremost among David‘s champions, identified as the chief of a military unit of some sort, which due to 

the ambiguity of the term has been understood variously as: ―the thirty,‖ according to the consonantal text 

of the MT; ―the officers,‖ a conjectured meaning in accord with the vowel pointing of the MT; or ―the 

three/s.‖ As an example of his prowess, he is said to have killed 300 men with his spear in one encounter. 

The higher number of 800 in the parallel text (2 Sam 23:8) is to be preferred, since his exploits 

presumably surpassed that of Abishai (1 Chr 11:30–31 = 2 Sam 23:18–19; Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 

102).  

In certain Gk mss, both at 1 Chr 11:11 and 2 Sam 23:8, one finds a variant name Iesbaal, which would 

be the equivalent of the Heb yišba˓al (possibly meaning, ―man of Baal‖ [BDB, 36; for a review of 

contrary opinions see Tsevat 1975: 77–79; TPNAH, 57]). Generally, this name has been recognized as the 

original name. If this is the case, the form ―Jashobeam‖ might have arisen through a confusion of the final 

letters, an m in the place of the l. The form of this name found in 2 Samuel is generally explained as 

having arisen in two steps. First, the element bōšet, ―shame,‖ was deliberately substituted for ―baal,‖ a 

term which could mean ―lord‖ and refer to Yahweh, but which also was a title for a Canaanite god and, 

therefore, presented the possibility of theological offense (postulated first by Geiger, followed by 

Wellhausen and others; see NHT, 253–55, 363–64). (A tendency to transform names compounded with 

the element ―baal‖ does not occur in Chronicles.) Secondly, an accidental repetition of the letter b 

occurred. Contrary to the above thesis, it has been pointed out that the element baštu occurs in Akkadian 

names in which it means ―dignity, pride, vigor‖ or possibly ―guardian angel, patron saint‖; several 

characters in the OT were known by more than one name, and the postulated principle of substitution 

meets with various inconsistencies (Tsevat 1975: 75, 84–86).  

Apparently the same Jashobeam is mentioned in a list of commanders found in 1 Chr 27:1–15 (v 2), 

since this list mentions 11 other mighty men found in 1 Chr 11:10–47. Here he is designated as the ―son 

of Zabdiel‖ (v 2) and a ―descendant of Perez‖ (v 3) of the tribe of Judah, a designation which differs from 

that of 1 Chr 11:11. Differences between the two lists in 1 Chronicles suggest that the composition of 

neither was dependent upon the other (Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 174). These commanders were 

each in charge of a monthly course of 24,000 men (or possibly 24 ―units,‖ rather than ―thousands,‖ Myers 

Chronicles AB, 183, 53, 98) in the armed service of the king; Jashobeam was in charge of the first month. 

This list of commanders and their functions is possibly a construct of its composer, since (a) no such 

monthly, conscripted, civilian army is mentioned elsewhere during David‘s reign; (b) the large number of 

288,000 men, if the term is understood correctly, is improbable; and (c) one of the commanders, Asahel (v 

7) was dead before David had rule over all Israel (Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 174–75). However, the 

author/redactor‘s thesis—that David made preparations for the proper ongoing cultic and national life of 

Israel (as illustrated throughout chapters 23–27)—draws on the fact that David took a census (vv 23–24; 

chap 21) which could have been utilized for designing a monthly plan of conscription; such a plan would 

have been analogous to Solomon‘s monthly courses for his provision (1 Kgs 4:7–19).  

2. One of a group of Benjaminite warriors who defected from Saul, also a Benjaminite, and who gave 

their allegiance to David at Ziklag during the period in which David was banned from Saul‘s court (1 Chr 

12:1–7). These men were noted for their ambidextrous fighting skills as bowmen and stone slingers (Judg 

20:16). This Jashobeam is designated a ―Korahite,‖ and would, therefore, appear to be a different 

individual from the Jashobeam of 1 Chr 11:11 and 27:2. If the designation ―Korahite‖ is a reference to the 

Levitical family of Korah, then Jashobeam was a Levite would had resided in Benjaminite territory. 

Otherwise, he originated from an unknown place named ―Korah‖ (Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 104); 

or, as Miller (1970: 66–67) has suggested, there is some confusion in the list, and Jashobeam was really a 

non-Benjaminite who came from a group of Korahites located in S Judah.  
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RODNEY K. DUKE  

JASHUB (PERSON) [Heb yāšûb (ָישּוב )]. The name of 2 individuals in the Hebrew Bible. Noth 

categorized ―Jasub‖ as a ―wish name‖ which means ―may be (Yaweh) turn (to us again)‖ (IPN, 199).  

1. One of the 4 sons of Issachar (Num 26:24; 1 Chr 7:1 [K yšyb, Q yāšûb]). Noth also stated that the 

section concerning Issachar in Num 26:23–27 appears in its ―original form without additions‖ (Numbers 

OTL, 206). But Meyers argued that the final editor of the genealogy in 1 Chronicles probably drew from 

several census lists whose significance was lost (1 Chronicles AB, 53), while Williamson detected a 

military census put in genealogical form (Chronicles NCBC, 76). The 2 lists agree substantially, with 

only a slight variation in the spelling of one of the sons (Puvah [Num 26:23] and Puah [1 Chr 7:1]). The 

genealogy of Gen 46:8–27 names Iob (Heb yôb) instead of Jashub (v 13—LXX v 20). The LXX and the 

Samaritan Pentateuch list Jashub here, but these are probably corrections based on the texts in Numbers 

and 1 Chronicles. Even so, Jashub may be taken as part of the most ancient census tradition.  

2. A descendent of Bani and one of the returned exiles who was required by Ezra to divorce his foreign 

wife (Ezra 10:29 = 1 Esdr 9:30). Jashub was a member of a family from which a group of exiles returned 

with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:10; cf. Neh 7:8 which lists the family of Binnui). For further discussion, see 

BEDEIAH.  

JEFFREY A. FAGER  

JASON (PERSON) [Gk Iasōn (Ἰασων)]. 1. A Christian in Thessalonica (Acts 17:5–9). Because his 

Greek name was often used in the Diaspora for such Hebrew names as Joshua or Jeshua, it may be 

assumed he was a Hellenistic Jew, and probably one of those converted during Paul‘s preaching in the 

Thessalonian synagogue (17:2–4). Jason became host to Paul and Silas (17:7), and it was therefore his 

house which was attacked by those in opposition to the missionaries. When the mob could not find Paul 

and Silas, they dragged Jason and other brethren to the city authorities. Jason was accused of welcoming 

people who had ―turned the world upside down‖ (17:6). He and his guests were said to be ―acting against 

the decrees of Caesar, saying that there is another king, Jesus‖ (17:7). Only when Jason and the others 

posted bond were they let go (17:9).  

Jason may have been prosperous since he could offer hospitality to Paul and Silas and apparently host 

as well the housechurch they had begun. Once the missionaries had left Thessalonica, Jason probably was 

locally recognized as the leader of the church. It has generally been assumed that he and the brethren were 

arrested in Paul‘s stead and that the security they supplied functioned as a promise to the authorities to 

keep Paul from returning. Yet it is quite probable that Jason was in trouble not merely by default, but in 

his own right. Evidence for this is that the bond he posted seems related not directly to Paul‘s activities 

but rather to actions by the church members themselves (Jewett 1986: 117; cf. Gillman fc.). Whatever 

these actions were, they resulted in ongoing suffering for the Thessalonian Christians at the hands of their 

―countrymen‖ after Paul had left (1 Thess 2:14). A further argument that Jason‘s bond did not relate to 

Paul is the latter‘s remark in 1 Thess 2:18 that he had attempted to return to Thessalonica ―again and 

again—but Satan hindered us.‖ Paul attributes his inability to return not to a bond, but to Satan (Whitely 

1969: 49–50). In sum, these observations suggest another perspective than the traditional view that Jason 

was a person who ended up in trouble with the authorities primarily because Paul could not be found. 

Jason and his brethren evidently posted bond for their own independent actions.  

2. A person who along with two others, Lucius and Sosipater, is identified as one of Paul‘s kinsmen; 

thus a fellow Jewish Christian (Rom 16:21). Paul conveys greetings from these 3 to the recipients of 

Romans. This indicates that a person named Jason was present with Paul in Corinth as he wrote Romans, 

presumably ca. 58 C.E.  

Although the commonality of the name argues against too readily equating this Jason in Corinth with 

Jason of Thessalonica, in fact it is probable that the two were the same person (Cranfield Romans ICC, 

805–6). The association of Jason with Sosipater in Rom 16:21 when read in conjunction with Acts 20:4 

suggests the link. Among those who travel with Paul after he leaves Corinth according to 20:4 are said to 



be Sopater of Beroea and various Thessalonians (Jason is not one of those named, however). Since 

Sopater‘s name is a shortened form of Sosipater and his town, Beroea, was located near Thessalonica, it 

seems that Sosipater and Jason of Rom 16:21 were in fact companions from Beroea and Thessalonica 

respectively. On this supposition, Rom 16:21 adds to what can be known of Jason of Thessalonica from 

Acts 17:5–9 that he was definitely a Jew and that at some point in the years following the Thessalonian 

church‘s founding, he apparently left to travel or move with Paul to Corinth.  
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FLORENCE MORGAN GILLMAN  

JATHAN (PERSON) [Gk Iathan (Ἰαθαν)]. A son of Shemaiah and a possible kinsman of Tobit (Tob 

5:14—Eng5:13). The archangel Raphael (sent by God to help cure Tobit‘s blindness) identified himself as 

Azarias, the son of Ananias, a relative of Tobit. Tobit, in turn, mentioned the brothers Ananias and Jathan 

as persons with whom he used to travel to Jerusalem to pay his tithes. One might infer that Jathan was a 

kinsman of Tobit, though the text does not say so explicitly, and that Tobit might have been related to 

Ananias through marriage, and not to Jathan at all. While Codices Alexandrinus and Vaticanus read the 

name as ―Jathan,‖ Sinaiticus reads it as ―Nathan.‖ The second reading suggests a play on names. The 

name ―Ananias‖ means ―God favors,‖ and the name ―Nathan‖ means ―he gives.‖ Zimmermann (1958: 75) 

argues that the previous verse (5:13—Eng5:12) exhibits word plays on the names Azariah (God helps) 

and Ananias (God favors). (Cf. 6:6 for another word play on Azariah.) Given the proclivity for word plays 

on names in the book of Tobit and its fictional character, the author of Tobit and/or the translator of 

Sinaiticus may have intended to delight the reader with the names ―God favors‖ and ―he gives‖ as those 

persons with whom Tobit worshipped in Jersualem.  
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PAUL L. REDDITT  

JATHNIEL (PERSON) [Heb yatn  ˒ēl (יֵאל נִׂ  A Levitical gatekeeper from the Korahite family of .[( ַיתְׁ

Meshelemiah. The fourth son of this family, he is named only in 1 Chr 26:2, in the Chronicler‘s 

(Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 169) or perhaps a later (Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 173) organization 

of the gatekeepers in the temple at Jerusalem. The Lucianic recension renders this etymologically obscure 

(IPN, 248) name Nathanaēl (compare the Syriac, ntn˒jl).  

J. S. ROGERS  

JATTIR (PLACE) [Heb yatt  r (יש  The third Levitical city in the Judah/Simeon list. There are no .[( ַיתִׂ

Hebrew variations in either the Joshua (21:14) or 1 Chronicles (6:42—Eng6:57) account. Besides being 

mentioned in the 2 Levitical city lists, Jattir appears in the allotment to Judah (Josh 15:48). Here Jattir is 

described as being in the hill country. Jattir also appears in one of the stories about David and the 

Amalekites. When David arrived at Ziklag and saw the city burned by the Amalekites he inquired of the 

Lord what he should do. He was instructed to pursue and overtake the Amalekites and did so. The victory 

was great, only 400 young men and camels escaped. David‘s spoil was large; he recovered everything the 

Amalekites had taken from Ziklag, all of the flocks and herds, ―nothing was missing, whether small or 

great, sons and daughters‖ (1 Sam 30:19). Then David divided the spoils, sending them to the elders of 

Judah. One of the recipients was the elder in Jattir (1 Sam 30:27).  

Biblical Jattir has been identified with Khirbet ˓Attir (M.R. 151084). Khirbet ˓Attir is in the rolling hill 

and mountainous country NE of Beer-sheba, lying at one of the S outreaches of mountains stretching into 

the Negeb flatlands. The site is located 21 km SW of Hebron, 7 km SW of es-Sam ˓ and 15 km SE of Tell 

Beit Mirsim. It is a difficult site to reach because of the rugged terrain.  



Eusebius (Onomast. 108) was the first geographer to mention Jattir, but it was Robinson (1841: 194) 

who made the association between Jattir and Khirbet ˓Attir. The identification of Jattir with Khirbet ˓Attir 

has been accepted by Guérin (1869: 199), Conder and Kitchener (1881: 408), Alt (1932: 15), Noth (Josua 

HAT, 97), and Boling (Joshua AB, 493).  

There have been numerous surveys conducted at Khirbet ˓Attir, but very few identifying the historical 

occupation of the site. Although the Archaeological Survey of Israel in 1967–68 examined many tells in 

the region S of Hebron, Khirbet ˓Attir was not one of them. In 1971 the Levitical City Survey found that 

the earliest occupation at Khirbet ˓Attir was late Iron II. There was also pottery from the Hellenistic, 

Roman, Islamic, and Arabic periods. Most of the Iron II pottery comes from the 7th/6th centuries; the 8th 

century was also represented. The identification of Khirbet ˓Attir with biblical Jattir stands. Although the 

archaeological evidence does not support an occupation of the site during the conquests of King David, it 

was occupied during the writing of the Deuteronomistic history.  
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JOHN L. PETERSON  

JAVAN (PERSON) [Heb yāwān (ָיָון )]. One of 7 sons of Japheth and a grandson of Noah according to 

the Table of Nations (Gen 10:2) and the parallel genealogy in 1 Chr 1:5. The former text presents him as 

the ancestor of maritime peoples (―islands of the nations,‖ Gen 10:5). This refers to the area of the Aegean 

and E Mediterranean seas, as is shown by the inclusion of Elishah (Alashiya, Crete) and Kittim (Cyprus; 

Gen 10:4; 1 Chr 1:7) in the list. Maritime trade of Javan is highlighted in Ezek 27:13, 19, while their 

distance from Palestine is the point of Isa 66:19. This distance explains the severity of the wrong inflicted 

on the Judeans by the Tyrians and Sidonians, who sold them into captivity even as far away as Javan (Joel 

3:6).  

Javan is to be identified with Ionia, an area of Greek settlement in SW Asia Minor from at least the 1st 

millennium B.C., and possibly several centuries earlier. Cities in the area included Smyrna and Ephesus 

(cf. Rev 2:1–11). Contact between the Greeks and the Assyrians as early as the reign of Sargon II (8th 

century B.C.) is shown from Akkadian records, which call the area Jawan or Jaman (Parpola 1970: 186–

87). Under Cyrus (late 6th century B.C.), this coastal area of Asia Minor became the satrapy of Ionia. 

Later the name was expanded to describe the entire Greek population on both sides of the Aegean—an 

example of the whole being identified by one of its parts, as in our use of the name Russia. Because of the 

territorial expansion of the Greeks under Alexander the Great (4th century B.C.), the related term Javana is 

known even in the Sanskrit of India.  

The extended usage of the name is evident in the book of Daniel. Here the empire of the Persians will be 

replaced by that of Javan and its king, referring to Alexander (Dan 8:21; 10:20; 11:2). This, yet another 

foreign domination, will not satisfy Israel. Rather they will rise against their Greek overlords (Zech 9:13), 

possibly a prophetic allusion to the period of the Maccabees (mid-2d century B.C.).  

A second identification of a more limited use of the name Javan associates it with Gaza (Berger). Some 

have proposed this based on the collocation of Javan with the Danites (Ezek 27:19), a tribe which has 

early S ties. The LXX and several other Greek and Persian texts also support this identification. This 

interpretation cannot be valid for most of the uses of Javan, however, because of its much more northerly 

association in most texts.  
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DAVID W. BAKER  

JAVELIN. See WEAPONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WARFARE.  

JAZER (PLACE) [Heb ya˓zēr (ֵזש  The fourth Levitical city allotted to the tribe of Gad is Jazer .[( ַיףְׁ

(Josh 21:39, 1 Chr 6:66—Eng6:81). This city is mentioned many times in the OT, but its location is 

obscure. Jazer is first cited in the conquest narratives in Numbers and in an inheritance account in Joshua. 

When the Israelites arrived in the land of the Amorites, Moses sent messengers to Sihon to request 

permission to pass through the land; but Sihon refused. As a result Sihon came to Jahaz and fought 

against Israel. The forces of Israel were victorious ―and took possession of his land from the Arnon to the 

Jabbok, as far as to the Ammonites: for Jazer was the boundary of the Ammonites‖ (Num 21:24). Israel 

therefore dwelt in the land of the Amorites and ―Moses sent to spy out Jazer; and they took its villages, 

and dispossessed the Amorites that were there‖ (Num 21:31). Jazer is to be understood not only as a city, 

but also as the name of a region. In Num 32:1 the land of Jazer is described as a place for grazing cattle. 

Moses gave Jazer, a fortified city with folds for sheep (Num 32:35; Josh 13:25), to God. The next 

reference to Jazer occurs in the reign of David when the city was part of a census list (2 Sam 24:5). Jazer 

is referred to in a ―footnote‖ in 1 Chr 26:31 as the city garrisoned by Judah from Hebron. There are two 

references to Jazer in the prophets—one in Isa 16:8 in an oracle against Moab, and a parallel text in Jer 

48:32 where Jazer weeps for the vines of Sibmah.  

Jazer is mentioned in the early campaign of Judas Maccabeus. At that time the city was under the rule of 

the Amorites; but Judas ―crossed over to the Amorites, and came upon a strong and numerous force under 

the command of a certain Timotheus. He fought many battles with them, and they broke before him and 

were crushed. After capturing Jazer and its dependent villages, he returned to Judaea‖ (1 Macc 5:6–8, 

NEB). Outside of the OT and Apocrypha, Jazer appears in Josephus‘ Antiquities (12.329–30) and in 

Eusebius‘ Onomasticon (12.1–4) where he describes the city as being 10 Roman miles W of Philadelphia, 

situated at the source of a large stream which flows into the Jordan, and 15 from Heshbon.  

The location of biblical Jazer has been of considerable dispute since the early part of the 19th century. 

Four sites have been associated with this biblical city: Kh. Sar, Yajuz, Kh. es-Sireh, and Kh. Jazzir.  

Seetzen and later Merrill (1883: 484) have identified Jazer with Kh. Sar. The first major survey of 

Khirbet Sar (M.R. 228150) was done by Conder (1899: 154) in October, 1881, but Conder did not accept 

Seetzen‘s identification because Sar had no etymological connection with the name Jazer. The tell is 

located 9 km W of Amman and 1.5 km SE of Ain es-Sir. It is located in a rolling, fertile expanse between 

Na˓ur on the S and Suweileh on the N. The fields around the site are terraced. From Kh. Sar, a portion of 

the Dead Sea is visible and the Wadi esh-Shita descends to the S. The remains at Kh. Sar are extensive. 

The most extensive survey work has been conducted by N. Glueck (1937: 153–57), who found extensive 

Roman, Iron I, and Iron II.  

There are 2 sites by the name of Yajuz that have been associated with biblical Jazer, one called Kom 

Yajuz, the other Yajuz. Oliphant (1880: 223–35) proposed identifying Yajuz (M.R. 237159) with Jazer 

and T. K. Cheyne (EncBib 2: 2340–41) has been the strongest defender of this association. Yajuz is 

located 7 Roman miles N of Philadelphia (Amman) and 33 S of Gerasa. During the Roman occupation 

Yajuz was on the road that ran from Philadelphia and Petra S to Arabia. When Glueck (1939: 177) visited 

Yajuz he found only Roman and Byzantine remains.  

Cohen (IDB 2: 805–06) has suggested that Kom Yajuz (M.R. 238160) is biblical Jazer, but gives no 

reasons other than it is the site that best suits this location. Kom Yajuz is located less than 1.5 km E-NE of 

Yajuz situated between the Wadi Kom and the Wadi Yajuz. Glueck found pottery that was associated 

with EB IV, Iron I, and Iron II. On later surveys, 7th–6th century pottery was found.  

In 1956, G. Landes (1956: 30–37) proposed that Jazer be identified with Kh. es-Sireh. Although Landes 

did not have any ceramic evidence for his identification, he argued for this ―tentative‖ location on the 

basis of Eusebius and the prophetic passages in Isaiah and Jeremiah referring to the ―spring.‖ Landes 

pointed out that Eusebius located Jazer 8–10 Roman miles W of Philadelphia, 15 Roman miles from 



Heshbon, also that a large river flowed from the town emptying into the Jordan. Kh. es-Sireh is located 2 

km NE of Kh. Sar, making Sireh 12.5 km or 8.5 Roman miles from Amman, and 18.7 km or 12 Roman 

miles from Heshbon. The Amman-Sireh mileage fits well with Eusebius‘ figures; however, that between 

Heshbon-Sireh is short. The major argument of Landes was a reconstruction of the Isa 16:9 and Jer 48:32 

texts. Landes suggested that bkh in these 2 prophetic texts should be translated ―water source, fountain, 

well.‖ Because Eusebius commented that at Jazer there was a large river which emptied into the Jordan, 

Landes observed that the source of this river must have been the ―fountain‖ at Jazer. However, there is no 

archaeological evidence to support this identification and furthermore, Landes‘ elaborate discussion on 

bkh really does not support the identification of Kh. es-Sireh any more than it would numerous other sites 

along the Wadi Sir and Wadi Kefren.  

The most attractive identification for the location of Jazer has been made by Abel (GP 2: 69) and R. de 

Vaux (1941: 25–27), who propose that the ancient city was at Kh. Jazzir (M.R. 219156). Not only does it 

correspond to most of the location details of Eusebius, but the names do not present any difficulties, and 

de Vaux also found good ceramic evidence there. Kh. Jazzir is located 4 km S of es-Salt. Jazzir is at the 

head of the Wadi Šu˓eib which flows into the Jordan. Less than a km from Jazzir is ˓Ain Hazer. On his 

survey de Vaux identified pottery from the Iron and Hellenistic periods. He suggested that the site was 

abandoned at the end of the Iron Age and was not reoccupied until the Hellenistic. Because de Vaux 

speaks only of the Iron Age it is impossible to date this city any more precisely. However, little doubt 

remains that the Levitical city Jazer is Kh. Jazzir.  
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JOHN L. PETERSON  

JAZIZ (PERSON) [Heb yāz  z (יז  A state official; a Hagrite. The majority of the LXX mss by .[( ָיזִׂ

reading iōaz do not reflect the first zayin in his name. One of 12 stewards of royal property appointed by 

David, his specific charge was to oversee the flocks (1 Chr 27:31). Of the 12 he is one of 7 identified with 

a gentilic rather than by paternity. Perhaps he was from a conquered group, making his nationality or 

ethnic origin more important than his particular genealogy. Although most of the 7 gentilics are not 

otherwise known, 1 Chr 5:10, 18–22 indicates that the Hagrites were conquered by the Reubenites, 

Gadites, and half of the tribe of Manasseh during the reign of Saul. In Ps 83:7ff (—Eng 83:6ff) they are 

mentioned as allied with the Ishmaelites (note Obil, the Ishmaelite, steward of the camels [1 Chr 27:30]), 

Moab, Edom, and other traditional enemies.  

RICHARD W. NYSSE  

JEARIM, MOUNT (PLACE) [Heb har-y ˓ār  m (ים ָףשִׂ  A mountain peak on the N .[( ַהש־יְׁ

boundary of the territory of Judah about halfway between Kiriath-Jearim and Beth-Shemesh (Josh 15:10). 

This is the only reference to the peak. Mt. Jearim, which probably means ―mountain of forests‖ or 

―wooded mountain,‖ is located at Chesalon, modern Kesla (M.R. 154132) approximately 17 km W of 

Jersualem. It forms part of a range referred to as the Jerusalem Hills. Because of the similarities between 

Jearim, ―forest,‖ and Seir, ―shaggy,‖ it has been suggested that the two peaks of Josh 15:10, Seir and Mt. 

Jearim, may be identical (see Boling, Joshua AB, 369–70). If so, this place also marks the farthest 

penetration of the abortive attempt by the Israelites to conquer Canaan after initially accepting the 

prejudiced report of 10 of the 12 spies (cf. Numbers 14 and Deut 1:44).  

WANN M. FANWAR  



JEATHERAI (PERSON) [Heb y ˒āt ray (ַשי ָאתְׁ  A Levite of the exilic period, a descendant of .[( יְׁ

Gershom (1 Chr 6:6—Eng6:21). The origin of the name is unknown, perhaps resulting from a scribal 

error. Rudolph (Chronikbücher HAT, 54) suggested that it should be read as either Ethni  ˒etn  ) as in 1 

Chr 6:26—Eng6:41 or Joel  y ˒ēl) as in 1 Chr 15:7.  

TOM WAYNE WILLETT  

JEBEL. Geographic names containing the term ―jebel,‖ meaning ―mountain,‖ are found alphabetized 
under the second term of the name. For example, the Jebel Qa‘aqir entry can be found under QA‘AQIR, 

JEBEL.  

JEBERECHIAH (PERSON) [Heb y berekyāhû (ָיהּו ֶבֶשכְׁ  The father of Zechariah, whom Isaiah .[( יְׁ

summoned to witness a prophetic document announcing the impending overthrow of Israel and Syria by 

the Assyrians (Isa 8:2). Near the time of the Syro-Ephraimite War, Isaiah called on two witnesses to 

verify his prophetic announcement: Uriah the priest and Zechariah the son of Jeberechiah. Uriah is 

apparently the high priest (2 Kgs 16:10–16). Wildberger (Isaiah 1–12 BKAT, 316) has suggested that the 

Zechariah in question is the father of Abi who was the wife of King Ahaz and mother of King Hezekiah 

(cf. 2 Kgs 18:2). In any case, since Uriah and Zechariah appear to be leading citizens, the same must also 

be true for Zechariah‘s father, Jeberechiah. All the names mentioned in Isa 8:2 belong to the world of cult 

piety which is best known to us from the Psalms (Wildberger Isaiah 1–12 BKAT, 317; IPN 195). The 

name Jeberechiah means ―May YHWH bless.‖ This type of name (formed with an imperfect verb) occurs 

occasionally in texts dealing with ancient Israel down to the time of David, but then falls into general 

disuse until shortly before the Exile (IPN 28). This fact has led some to suggest that the name should 

actually be Berechiah (cf. LXX). It is interesting to note that the father of the postexilic prophet Zechariah 

is Berechiah (Zech 1:1, 7). See BERECHIAH.  

JOHN H. HULL, JR.  

JEBUS (PLACE) [Heb y bûs (בּוס  ,JEBUSITE. The name of the city where the Jebusites lived .[( יְׁ

which is used as the pre-Israelite name for Jerusalem.  

———  

A. Relationship and Use of Terms  

B. Use in Lists of Nations  

C. Ethnic Origin  

D. Geographic Location  

E. Historical Data  

———  

A. Relationship and Use of Terms  

Boling and Wright (Joshua AB, 167) argue that Jebus was a clan name and that ―linguistically, the 

name correlates with Amorite yabusum and the name of a town in Transjordan, Jabesh (-Gilead).‖ The 

term Jebusite may have been a gentilic adjective derived from the name Jebus, or Jebus may have 

received its name from its inhabitants (Simons GTTOT, 47). Since Jebus occurs only 4 times in the 

Hebrew Bible and is otherwise unknown, while Jebusite occurs 41 times, the latter possibility is more 

likely. While the term Jebusite can be used as a descriptive adjective with the name of an individual such 

as Araunah (2 Sam 24:16, 18), it is most often used with the article as a collective name for Jebusites.  

B. Use in Lists of Nations  

The term Jebusite is found in 22 of the 27 lists of pre-Israelite nations. In the most common 6-name 

lists, the Jebusites occur in the latter half of the lists among other little known nations, including the 

Perizzites and the Hivites (Exod 3:8; 33:2). The Jebusites usually occur last in the lists possibly because 

they were the last group to be conquered by the Israelites (Ishida 1979: 461–65).  

C. Ethnic Origin  



The Jebusites are listed in the Table of Nations as descendents of Canaan (Gen 10:16). Since the table 

seems to be organized by different criteria—ethnopolitical, linguistic, geographic, genealogical, 

socioeconomic, and sociocultural (Gen 10:5, 20, 31; Oded 1986: 14–17)—the precise meaning of the 

Jebusites in this list is debatable. They are probably listed as descendents of Canaan because they lived in 

the land of Canaan (Speiser IDB 3: 235–42).  

Little is known about the origin of the Jebusites. Scholars have suggested that they may be related to the 

Hurrians (Hoffner POTT, 225) or to the Hittites—although this last possibility is unlikely. Ishida contends 

that the Jebusites were a subdivision of the Perizzites (1979: 479–80). Most agree that the Jebusites were 

a non-Semitic people.  

D. Geographic Location  

The Jebusites were located in the hill country of Canaan (Num 13:29; Josh 11:3). The phrase ―shoulder 

of the Jebusite‖ was a landmark for the S border of Benjamin (Josh 15:8; 18:16). While some have 

maintained that the ―shoulder of the Jebusite‖ refers to the ―western hill of the present-day Old City or 

perhaps to both of the hills,‖ Kallai maintains that it refers to the E hill or the inhabited city of 

Jebus/Jerusalem of earliest times (HGB, 136–37). Jebus is usually located in Benjaminite territory except 

for one text in which it may be located in Judah (Josh 15:63). The confusion may be because Jebus was 

on the border of the 2 tribal regions or because of shifting boundaries over time (Aharoni LBHG, 251, 

254, 315; Kallai HGB, 396–97).  

The Jebusites are said to have been inhabitants of Jerusalem in Josh 15:63 and 2 Sam 5:6. In Judg 

19:10, Jebus is mentioned with the explanatory note that it was Jerusalem (see also Josh 18:28). 1 Chr 

11:4 mentions Jerusalem with the explanatory note that it was Jebus.  

Some scholars have been troubled by this identification of Jebus and Jerusalem for several reasons. 

First, this identification is found in each case in a parenthetical note which could be a later redactional or 

scribal addition to the text. Second, while the name Jerusalem occurs in the 14th century Tell el-Amarna 

texts and in the 19th–18th century Egyptian Execration texts, no reference is made to Jebus (Soggin, 

Judges, ET, OTL, 1981: 286). Third, Jerusalem seems to be too far S to be located on the S border of 

Benjamin (Miller and Tucker, 121).  

While the Jebusites inhabited and controlled Jerusalem, this does not necessarily mean that Jebus was 

Jerusalem. Miller contends that later scribes misidentified Jebus with Jerusalem on the basis of the 

Jebusite control of Jerusalem and suggests that Jebus should actually be located at present-day Sha˓fât 

(Miller 1975: 154; see map in Miller and Tucker Joshua CBC, 130). If Jebus was actually used as a name 

for Jerusalem, it must have been a temporary name and must have existed alongside the older name 

Jerusalem (Simons GTTOT, 47; see Josh 10:5 where the name Jerusalem is used by itself). D. R. Ap-

Thomas (1967: 286) argues that the identification of Jebus with Jerusalem was useful ―to distinguish in 

the story between pre-Israelite and Israelite occupation—especially where the inhabitants are guilty of 

‗Canaanite crimes.‘ ‖  

E. Historical Data  

While the land of the Jebusites was promised to Abraham and his descendents (Gen 15:21), the 

Israelites found it difficult to defeat these people, who remained in power during the period of the judges 

until the time of David (Judg 3:5). Neither the Judahites (Josh 15:63) nor the Benjaminites could drive the 

Jebusites out of Jerusalem (Judg 1:21). The puzzling mention of the Judahites‘ destruction of the city of 

Jerusalem in Judg 1:8 has been variously understood as only a partial conquest of the city or a temporary 

and indecisive victory (Boling Judges AB, 55–56). In Judg 19:10–12 the traveling Levite avoids spending 

the night at Jebus/Jerusalem because it is a city of foreigners. The reference to David bringing the head of 

Goliath to Jerusalem—still occupied by Jebusites—in 1 Sam 17:54 may have been an anachronism 

reflecting a tradition that the skull was later kept at Jerusalem as a trophy (see also 1 Sam 17:57; Klein 1 

Samuel WBC, 181).  

David finally succeeds in capturing Jerusalem from the Jebusites (2 Sam 5:6–9; 1 Chr 11:4–9). The 

precise details of the event are difficult to reconstruct because of the complicated textual and redactional 

history of these two accounts (McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 135–43). Assumedly, even though the city was 



taken, not all of the Jebusites were annihilated, because David later bought the threshing floor of Araunah 

the Jebusite (2 Sam 24:18–24). The descendents of the pre-Israelite nations who still lived in the land 

were reportedly reduced to slavery by Solomon (1 Kgs 9:20–21). Except for the Jebusites‘ place in the 

traditional lists of pre-Israelite inhabitants of Canaan (Ezra 9:1; Neh 9:8; Jdt 5:16; 1 Esdr 8:69) nothing 

more is said about these people.  
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STEPHEN A. REED  

JECOLIAH (PERSON) [Heb y kolyâ (ָיה ָכלְׁ  Mother of Azariah, King of Judah (2 Kgs 15:2 = 2 .[( יְׁ

Chr 26:3). Her name means ―YHWH is able/has the power‖ (Stamm 1967: 311). Jecoliah was one of 3 

queen mothers from Jerusalem (the others being Jehoaddan and Nehushta). Her father‘s name is 

unknown. The form Jecoliah reflects the Qere of 2 Chr 26:3. The spelling found in 2 Kgs 15:2 has a final 

û and reads y kolyāhû. See also AZARIAH; QUEEN.  
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JECONIAH (PERSON) [Heb y konyâ (ָיה ָכנְׁ ָיהּו) y konyāhû ;( יְׁ ָכנְׁ  A variant form for 3 names in .[( יְׁ

the Hebrew Bible and the deuterocanonical texts.  

1. An alternate form of the name JEHOIACHIN king of Judah, the son and successor of Jehoiakim (1 

Chr 3:16, 17). He was taken into exile by Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon (Esth 2:6; Jer 24:1; 27:20; 

28:4; 29:2; Bar 1:3, 9).  

2. Occurs in 1 Esdr 1:9 as an alternate form of the name CONANIAH.  

3. An alternate form of the name JEHOAHAZ, king of Judah, the son and successor of Josiah (1 Esdr 

1:34).  

JEDAIAH (PERSON) [Heb y da˓yâ (ָיה ַדףְׁ ָדָיה) y dāyâ ;( יְׁ  There are 2 forms of the name .[( יְׁ

Jedaiah, the first  y da˓yāh) meaning ―Yahweh knows‖ and the second  y dāyāh) meaning ―Yahweh has 

favored.‖ The first is represented by #1–#3 below, the second by #4–#5.  

1. One of the major priestly houses of Judah which is regularly mentioned among those priests who 

returned from exile with Zerubbabel. The earliest tradition, likely reflected in Ezra 2:36 and Neh 7:39, 

lists Jedaiah as one of 4 priestly families which returned, and further identifies him as being ―of the house 

of Jeshua,‖ that is Joshua the high priest. In this early tradition Joshua rather than Jedaiah is the major 

eponym of the family.  

In a secondary tradition, reflected in Neh 11:10, Jedaiah is listed alongside a number of other priests as 

among those living in Jerusalem after the return. Vv 10–11 seem badly damaged, however, and many 

scholars reconstruct the text in various ways. It may originally have listed the genealogies for only 3 such 

priests: Jedaiah, Jachin, and Seraiah. If correct, the effect would be to provide Jedaiah with the title ―the 

ruler of the house of God‖ and with a linear genealogy reaching back 7 (or 8) generations through Zadok 

to Ahitub, thus legitimating his status in the postexilic community. This reconstruction would also bring 

vv 10–11 into line with the rest of the passage.  

The lists in Neh 12:1–7 and 12–21 have also been disturbed, as is evidenced by the variance in names. 

They list Jedaiah as among the 22 (var. 21) priests who returned with Zerubbabel, but now only in 18th 

(var. 17th) position. Whereas in Neh 11:10 Jedaiah was listed as the son of Joiarib, here he is listed as a 



colleague. The same relationship may be inferred, however, in that Joiarib is the 17th (var. 16th) listed, 

that is one above Jedaiah.  

The importance of Jedaiah as suggested by even the earlier texts is finally ―codified‖ for the postexilic 

community by the Chronicler who gives to Jedaiah priority in the Davidic temple. In 1 Chr 24:7 Jedaiah is 

given the second lot in the Davidic establishment of the 24 priestly courses, still behind J (eh)oiarib. But 

in 1 Chr 9:10 Jedaiah finally has priority over his rival.  

Rather than being considered individual persons, these names should be taken as family designations 

and as indications of fluctuating political dynamics in the Second Temple period.  

2. In addition to this Jedaiah, there is also a minor priestly figure by the same name who is mentioned in 

the lists in Neh 12:7 and 21. That he is listed in last position, however, suggests that his place in tradition 

was slight. The LXX distinguishes between this person and the Jedaiah in v 19 by assigning different 

names. In v 19 the name is Idia, but in v 21 Iedeiou, Ideiou or Odouia, depending upon the manuscript.  

3. One of 3 returned exiles who, according to Zech 6:10, 14, provided gold and silver to Zechariah so 

that a crown could be made for Joshua the priest. A major question concerns how many crowns were 

made and for whom. The Heb text suggests that 2 were made, and vv 12–13 certainly suggest that 

Zerubbabel, who would bear royal honor and would rule upon his throne, was the recipient of one. This 

question is connected to the issue of whether or not a diarchic messianism developed in the postexilic 

period.  

The mention of the 3 ―benefactors‖ also is problematic. First, the names Heldai, Tobijah, and Jedaiah 

are understood by the LXX not as individuals but as groups of people: ―the leaders, those who are useful 

among it, and those who recognize it.‖ The Heb y da˓yāh was, like the others, understood as an 

appellative (Gk epegnokotos) rather than as a proper noun.  

Assuming that they are personal names, however, the question is why these 4 men (including Josiah) 

should have been singled out for the giving of such ―gifts‖ of silver and gold. Petersen (Haggai Zechariah 

1–8 OTL, 274) suggests that they were exemplary men who were chosen for their orthodoxy and 

faithfulness, symbolized by the fact that 3 of the 4 have theophoric ―Yahweh‖ names. It seems more 

likely, however, that something more polemical is at work. In v 14 it is said that the crowns are to serve as 

―a reminder‖ to these four. A reminder of what? Often times a ―reminder‖ is left in the midst of the people 

to fix their attention upon the broken apostasy of the past and as a warning for the future. Such a situation 

is suggested by Exod 30:16 and Num 10:9–10, cited by Petersen himself. The warning function of such a 

―remembrance‖ is particularly clear in Num 17:5 (—Eng 16:40), where the censers of ―Korah and his 

company‖ are pounded out into a sheet for an alter covering as a ―reminder‖ of the sin of the past and a 

warning for the future, ―so that no one who is not a priest should draw near … lest he become as Korah 

and his company.‖ If the crowns in Zech 6:14 are to function as such a ―reminder,‖ then Jedaiah appears 

to have been singled out with the others not for exemplary faithfulness but for some unstated act of 

resistance to the royal aspirations of Zerubbabel and Joshua.  

4. A Simeonite who, according to 1 Chr 4:37, appears in the genealogical listing of 13 ―princes‖ of 

Simeon. During the reign of Hezekiah these princes migrated to Gedor (Gerar?). Of the 13 princes named, 

3 are attributed linear genealogies: Joshah (1 generation), Jehu (3 generations), and Ziza (5 generations). 

Jedaiah appears as the third in this last list of five.  

The major critical question concerning this genealogy has been its connection to the prior list in vv 24–

27. Most take the material concerning Simeon to be a combination of genealogical information, 

geographical notes, and miscellaneous scraps. As such, the list in vv 34–37 is taken to be totally 

unconnected to the earlier list, and may have found its way into the present context due to its traditional 

linkage with the historical note concerning the expansion of Simeon in vv 39–41.  

In the present context, however, the genealogy of the princes of Simeon in vv 34–37 has the function of 

filling out the earlier genealogy, ending as it does with the expectant note that ―Shimei had 16 sons and 6 

daughters‖ (v 27). Some have taken the reference to Shemaiah in v 37 to be a scribal error for this same 

Shimei, thereby attributing to the genealogies a close connection. The LXX likewise tried to connect the 2 



genealogies by reading the name Shemaiah in v 37 as Simeon. Though undoubtedly misinterpretations of 

the text, these efforts nonetheless demonstrate the purpose of the text in its final form.  

5. In Neh 3:10 Jedaiah is listed as one of those who repaired a portion of the defensive wall on the W 

side of Jerusalem ―opposite his house‖ during the days of Nehemiah. This note about the location of the 

wall ―opposite his house‖ is peculiar, since otherwise this note is used only with regard to the building of 

the wall on the E side. It could, therefore, be a misplaced note. More likely, however, it represents an 

intentional point made by the Chronicler. Modern commentators generally argue that, unlike the W wall, 

the E wall was totally rebuilt on a new line because of the extensive destruction involved (Ezra Nehemiah 

WBC, 200, 209). If so, then the frequent reference to ―opposite his house‖ in relation to the E wall might 

suggest that this new defensive line was built into the existing walls of the houses on that side of the city. 

In this case, the note concerning Jedaiah rebuilding the wall ―opposite his house‖ might mean that, in this 

particular place on the W wall, the wall had to be rebuilt on a new line and was built into the existing wall 

of Jedaiah‘s house.  

RODNEY R. HUTTON  

JEDIAEL (PERSON) [Heb y d  ˓ă˒ēl (יֲףֵאל דִׂ  Four persons in the OT bear this name which means .[( יְׁ

―Known of God.‖ In addition, it also appears in Neo-Babylonian texts as Ia-di-iḫ-il  /Ia-a-di-ḫu-il   

(Coogan 1976: 27, 75) and Ia-di-˒-ilu (Tallqvist 1905: 68). For similarly constructed names with the 

divine element yh (w), see biblical JEDAIAH and Coogan 1976: 27, 75.  

1. The third and smallest of 3 Benjaminite families named in 1 Chr 7:6–12, a postexilic list (Rudolph 

Chronikbücher 67; Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 78) on the order of a military census which appears to 

be independent of the genealogies of the tribe of Benjamin given in Gen 46:21 and Num 26:38–41, where 

Jediael is not named. The proposal that this list is a corrupted form of the genealogy of Zebulun which is 

otherwise omitted in this context (Curtis and Madsen Chronicles ICC, 145–49) has lost favor (see 

Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 65; Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 77). The Syriac and Vulgate replace 

Jediael in 1 Chr 7:6 with the names following Becher in Gen 46:21 (see also the Syriac in 1 Chr 7:10, 11) 

in an attempt to harmonize the lists.  

2. Jediael the son of Shimri is mentioned as one of David‘s mighty men in 1 Chr 11:45, in a list of 16 

names which the Chronicler has appended to those given in 2 Sam 23:8–39. Noth‘s proposal that this list 

is a postexilic fiction (ÜgS, 136, n. 8), by which certain families attempted to establish their early 

association with David, has been rebutted (Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 101).  

3. One of 7 Manassites of substantial status (the title ―chief of thousands‖ refers to his leadership of a 

tribal sub-group, not a number of men—Mendenhall 1958) who deserted to David at Ziklag (1 Chr 

12:21—Eng12:20).  

4. A Levitical gatekeeper of the Korahite family of Meshelemiah. The second son of this family, he is 

named only in 1 Chr 26:2, in the Chronicler‘s (Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 169) or perhaps a later 

(Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 173) organization of the gatekeepers in the temple at Jerusalem.  
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J. S. ROGERS  

JEDIDAH (PERSON) [Heb y d  dâ (יָדה דִׂ  The daughter of Adaiah of Bozkath and mother of King .[( יְׁ

Josiah (2 Kgs 22:1). Bozkath is a place between Lachish and Elgon according to Josh 15:39, to the SE of 

Lachish (Gray 1 and 2 Kings OTL, 721). The name of this individual means ―Beloved [of Yahweh]‖ 

(IPN, 149, 223; cf. the name JEDIDIAH). In the Ugaritic texts, ydd, ―Beloved [of El],‖ is an epithet of the 

god Mot (UT, p. 409 s.v. # 1074).  



ROBERT ALTHANN  

JEDIDIAH (PERSON) [Heb y d  d yâ (ָיה ידְׁ דִׂ  The name given to Solomon by Nathan in 2 Sam .[( יְׁ

12:25. The name and its occurrence are unusual for several reasons. First, the Hebrew orthography, 

ydydyh, is similar to that for David, dwd. Second, since the child had already been named by his parents, 

as was the custom, one does not expect to read about another naming by the deity. Third, the name is 

unusual since its meaning, ―beloved of Yahweh,‖ does not fit the etymology suggested by the succeeding 

phrase, ―for the sake of Yahweh,‖ bbr yhwh.  

It has thus been argued that Jedidiah was the child‘s private name and that Solomon was the throne 

name (Honeyman 1948). Others have argued that this was really the name of the first-born child of David 

and Bathsheba whose death is recorded in 2 Sam 12:18 (Klostermann 1887). Others have speculated that 

the closeness to the name of David suggests that the name is a sign to David of divine grace after the 

death of Uriah, marriage to Bathsheba, and death of the firstborn child (Caspari Samuelbücher KAT) and 

that the etymology be understood to mean ―by the grace of Yahweh‖ (de Boer 1966). In this way the 

narrator signals that David‘s penance (2 Sam 12:17), though ineffective in averting the death of the first 

child, did exonerate him for future actions and that once again he could claim to be one ―after Yahweh‘s 

own heart.‖  
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RANDALL C. BAILEY  

JEDUTHUN (PERSON) [Heb y dûtûn (דּותּון  A levitical singer in the time of David, said in some .[( יְׁ

texts to be a founder (along with Asaph and Heman) of a family of musical singers (see 1 Chr 25:1–6; and 

cf. 2 Chr 5:12; 29:14; 35:15). Elsewhere, however, the name Ethan, rather than Jeduthun, is associated 

with Asaph and Heman (1 Chr 15:17, 19), leading some to suggest that they are 2 different names for the 

same person (Corney IDB 2: 809; but see below for a different reconstruction). In the list of 1 Esdras 1, 

the name Eddinus seems to occupy the position held by Jeduthun (v 15). To complicate matters even 

further, in 1 Chr 16:38, 42b, Jeduthun is said to be the father of some of the levitical gatekeepers, also in 

the time of David. The most noteworthy of these is one Obed-edom, who, however, is elsewhere said to 

be a singer (1 Chr 16:5; but note that in the list of singers in the previous chap. [see vv 16–24] where he is 

mentioned 3 times [vv 18, 21, 24], twice he is described as a gatekeeper [vv 18, 24]). Inasmuch as the 

more comprehensive lists of Davidic singers and gatekeepers found in 1 Chronicles 25–26 unequivocally 

place Jeduthun in the former category and Obed-edom in the latter, divergent levels of tradition seem to 

be attested side by side in the Chronicler‘s work.  

Williamson, following Gese, has pointed to some 4 levels of tradition concerning the genealogies of the 

various families of singers as attested in 1–2 Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah (1979: 263). Simply put, in 

the 1st stage, all the singers are reckoned as ―sons of Asaph‖ (Ezra 2:41; Neh 7:44); in the 2d stage, the 

singers are designated sons of Asaph and sons of Jeduthun (Neh 11:3–19; 1 Chr 9:1–18; but see below); 

the 3d stage includes the 3 familiar groups, Asaph, Heman, and Jeduthun (references already cited); and 

finally, the 4th stage replaces Jeduthun by Ethan, and Heman is now more prominent than Asaph (1 Chr 

15:16–22; cf. 1 Chr 6:16–32—Eng6:31–47). Certainly, some reconstruction such as this is probably 

necessary to reconcile all the disparate genealogical data concerning these musical families (a similar 

situation obtains for the gatekeepers, as well).  

As noted above, later references to Jeduthun and his descendants are found in 2 Chr 5:12 (Solomon‘s 

dedication of the First Temple), 29:14 (Hezekiah‘s cleansing of the Temple), and 35:15 (Josiah‘s famous 

Passover). Although all 3 of these references continue to link the family of Jeduthun with Asaph and 

Heman, the last reference uniquely describes Jeduthun as ―the king‘s seer‖ (ḥôzê hammelek). Such an 

appellation for Jeduthun accords with that given to Heman in 1 Chr 25:5, and, to a lesser degree, Asaph in 



2 Chr 29:30; and it confirms the significant link between prophecy and musicianship attested elsewhere in 

the Hebrew Bible (e.g., 1 Sam 10:5, where a band of prophets is described as ―prophesying‖ with harp, 

tambourine, flute, and lyre; 2 Kgs 3:15, where Elisha the prophet requests a minstrel to help him 

prophesy; and, not least, 1 Chr 25:1, where the sons of Asaph, Heman, and Jeduthun are commissioned to 

―prophesy‖ with lyres, harps, and cymbals [Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 166]).  

Yet another reference to Jeduthun is to be found in Neh 11:17 MT (along with its parallel in 1 Chr 

9:16), where a certain Abda (or ―Obadiah,‖ in the Chronicles text), descendant of Jeduthun, is listed as a 

temple musician in the days of Nehemiah (concerning the authenticity of this list and the likelihood that it 

originally represented a list of all those who lived in Jerusalem, see Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 

344–50). It should be noted that the earliest LXX mss of Neh 11:17 lack the name Jeduthun along with a 

number of other names (including Asaph) found in the MT; Tov (1981: 301) argues that the shorter LXX 

list of priests and Levites in Nehemiah 11 (and 12) is probably more original. Hence, the reference to 

Jeduthun in 11:17 MT may well represent a later addition (also cf. Batten Ezra and Nehemiah ICC, 271; 

Myers Ezra-Nehemiah AB, lxvi), and, if one assumes that the parallel list of priests and Levites in 1 

Chronicles 9 is dependent upon the Nehemiah 11 list (cf. the arguments for this view cited in Williamson 

1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 87–88), one may query the likelihood of the existence of the hypothetical 

second stage of Gese and Williamson mentioned above.  

Finally, there appear to be 3 references to the name Jeduthun in the titles to Psalms 39, 62, and 77. 

Mowinckel, however, has suggested that the term should be interpreted as a common noun derived from 

the root ydh, and translated as ―confession‖ or the like, these Psalms being employed in some liturgical 

context of penance (1962: 213). As he pointed out, all 3 of these Psalms fit quite well into such a context. 

Nonetheless, it seems more likely that the term should be read as a personal name (cf. RSV), presumably 

a reference to the same Jeduthun which the Chronicler has reckoned as a musical leader in the time of 

David. As Craigie (Psalms 1–50 WBC, 308) has pointed out, the names of the other 2 Davidic musical 

leaders, Asaph and Heman, are also found in Psalm titles (it should also be noted that there is a reference 

to ―Ethan the Ezrahite‖ in the title of Psalm 89). Alternatively, the term may have come to refer to the 

name of a tune or musical setting which later tradition attributed to the Davidic musician (especially note 

the use of the preposition ˓al, ―on, upon, after the manner of,‖ in the titles of Psalms 62 and 77; see 

Craigie Psalms 1–50 WBC, 308; cf. Corney IDB 2: 809).  
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WILLIAM H. BARNES  

JEGAR-SAHADUTHA (PLACE) [Aram y gar-śāhădûtā˒ (ַגש־ָשֲהדּוָתא  The Aramaic name .[( יְׁ

given by Laban to the pile of stones heaped up by his and Jacob‘s households apparently near the stone 

pillar set up by Jacob and Laban in the mountain of Gilead (Gen 31:24, 45–47). Gilead was then a 

sparsely populated area, and the place was identified with Mizpah of Gilead (31:49) which later became 

Jephthah‘s hometown (Judg 10:17). The location is not identified yet. See MIZPAH. ―They ate there on 

the heap‖ (Gen 31:46), but actually they might have eaten food set on top of the heap which functioned as 

an oversized table. The meaning of Jegar-sahadutha is ― (Stone-)heap of testimony‖ which corresponds to 

Jacob‘s word Gal˓ēd ―heap of witness.‖ translates Laban‘s Aramaic words ―heap of testimony,‖ and 

Jacob‘s word ―witness heap.‖ Laban‘s words are the oldest attestation of the Aramaic language in the 

historical books of the Bible. It suggests that Abraham‘s kinsmen spoke Aramaic at Haran and he came to 

know Hebrew in Canaan. See MBA, map no. 27.  

YOSHITAKA KOBAYASHI  



JEHALLELEL (PERSON) [Heb y hallel˒ēl (ֵאל ַהֶללְׁ  Name of 2 individuals in Chronicles. The .[( יְׁ

etymology of the name is difficult to ascertain. Its verbal element  y hallel) is a Pi˓el, and would seem to 

be derived from the Pi˓el verb, hillel, ―to praise,‖ which is common in the Hebrew Bible. But as a Semitic 

name, the divine element, ˒el, must be the subject of this verb and not its object. Some scholars, therefore, 

have related the verbal element to a different root, hll, meaning ―to shine,‖ suggesting the meanings, ―may 

God shine forth‖ from the Qal (IDB 2: 809) or ―may God cause to shine‖ from the Hip˓il (Noth IPN, 205). 

Another suggestion is that the Pi˓el be retained and the name be understood as meaning ―may God praise 

(the child)‖ (Fowler TPNAH, 136).  

1. Descendent of Judah (1 Chr 4:16). The list of Jehallelel‘s descendants bears no obvious relationship 

either to the lists that precede it or to those that follow it. The only one whose name is otherwise attested 

is Ziph (Ziphah may be a dittography), a village S of Hebron (1 Sam 23:14–15). This suggests that the list 

is eponymic. Jehallelel and his ―descendants‖ were probably Judahite or Calebite clans or villages.  

2. A Levite, descended from Merari, whose son, Azariah, is listed among the Levites who cleansed the 

temple under Hezekiah (2 Chr 29:12).  

STEVEN L. MCKENZIE  

JEHDEIAH (PERSON) [Heb yeḥd yāhû (ָיהּו דְׁ  A state official; a Meronothite. One of 12 .1 .[( ֶיחְׁ

stewards of royal property appointed by David, his specific charge was to oversee the donkeys (1 Chr 

27:30). Of the 12, he is one of 7 identified with a gentilic rather than by paternity, indicating perhaps that 

he was from outside the tribal structure. The only other person identified as a Meronothite is Jadon, who 

worked on the reconstruction of the walls of Jerusalem during the time of Nehemiah (Neh 3:7). See 

MERONOTHITE.  

2. A Levite of the clan of Shubael (1 Chr 24:20). 1 Chronicles 23–27 reports David‘s organization of the 

Levites in the light of the coming transition from tabernacle to temple worship. The list of Levitical 

officials in 1 Chr 24:20–31 in which Jehdeiah is mentioned extends by 1 generation the list in 1 Chr 23:6–

23. The purpose of the 2 lists is to sharply differentiate the priests (sons of Aaron) from the Levites. 

Jehdeiah, a son of Shubael, is part of the Kohathite branch of the Levites; his lineage is traced from 

Kohath to Amran to Moses to Gershom to Shubael (1 Chr 24:12–16 [read Shubael for Shebuel in v 16]). 

See SHEBUEL.  

RICHARD W. NYSSE  

JEHEZKEL (PERSON) [Heb y ḥezqē˒l (ֵראל ֶחזְׁ  Priest who received the 20th position in the .[( יְׁ

priestly order of the Temple during the reign of David (1 Chr 24:16). 1 Chronicles 24 is the only place 

where Jehezkel appears in the OT. The name, however, represents a very slight modification from the 

name of the priest-prophet, Ezekiel, a variation that is preserved as early as the LXX (cf. 1 Chr 24:16 with 

Ezek 1:3 [LXX]). An evaluation of the historical reliability of the existence of Jehezkel in the time of 

David rests largely upon the literary context of 1 Chr 24:1–19 (see GAMUL), although the relationship 

between the name and the prophet Ezekiel may suggest an exilic or postexilic setting for the name 

Jehezkel. The stylistic characteristics of 1 Chr 24:1–19 seem to link the list to the time of the composition 

of Chronicles. Jehezkel may represent the Chronicler‘s use of the prophet Ezekiel‘s priestly lineage to 

complete an artificial 24-course arrangement of priests for the time of David.  

JOHN W. WRIGHT  

JEHIAH (PERSON) [Heb y ḥ  yâ (ָיה חִׂ -A Levite who was appointed by David to serve with Obed .[( יְׁ

edom as a gatekeeper when the ark was moved to Jerusalem (1 Chr 15:24). Obed-edom and one Jeiel are 

named as gatekeepers in 1 Chr 15:18, but in 15:21 and 16:5, they are named among the musicians. The 

similarity of the names Jeiel and Jehiah has prompted many to suggest these are in fact the same 

individual, and that a reviser may have described the status of Obed-edom and Jehiah/Jeiel in his own day 



as it differed from the situation described at the time of the Chronicler. Many commentators identify 

various portions of the lists in 1 Chr 15–16 as later additions to the Chronicler‘s work, though differing on 

the specifics. Gese (1974) used the various lists of Levitical musicians in an effort to trace the postexilic 

development of the musical guilds; he assigned 15:16–24 to his stage IIIB, a stage reflecting later 

accretions to the work of the Chronicler (at stage IIIA). Others have accepted the disputed passages as 

essentially original material, though allowing for minor corrections and additions (Williamson Chronicles 

NCBC).  
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RAYMOND B. DILLARD  

JEHIEL (PERSON) [Heb y h  ˒ēl (יֵאל הִׂ  Var. JEHIELI. Nine persons in the Hebrew Bible, along .[( יְׁ

with the parallel references in 1 Esdras, bear this name.  

1. A Levite musician appointed at the time of David. At the command of David, the levitical leaders 

selected musicians; Jehiel was among those of 2d rank (1 Chr 15:18). The list is repeated in the 

subsequent verses where Jehiel is listed as one of 8 harpists, the rest being either cymbalists or lyrists (1 

Chr 15:19ff.). In 1 Chr 16:5–6 most of the names are repeated (including that of Jehiel) but without 

distinction by instrument. Despite variation among the three lists, Jehiel is consistently listed fourth 

among those of 2d rank.  

2. A levitical official, descendant of Gershon. When David divided the Levites into groups according to 

the sons of Levi, the Gershonites were subdivided between Ladan and Shimei. Jehiel was the first of the 

sons of Ladan (1 Chr 23:7–11). In 1 Chr 26:21–22 Jehieli [Heb y h  ˒ēl  ] (= Jehiel) and his sons Zetham 

and Joel are described as the ones in charge of the treasuries of the temple of the Lord; they are levitical 

heads of families belonging to Ladan the Gershonite. 1 Chr 29:8 later notes that, when the gifts for the 

building of the temple were collected, the (precious) stones brought to the treasury of the temple were 

placed in the care of Jehiel, the Gershonite.  

3. The son of Hachmoni. In 1 Chr 27:32–34 Jehiel is listed among several close associates of David; he 

attended the king‘s sons. He is not otherwise known, but one of David‘s warriors is also described as a 

son of Hachmoni (1 Chr 11:11).  

4. Son of Jehoshaphat, brother of Jehoram. Among the 6 brothers of Jehoram, Jehiel is the second 

named in 2 Chr 21:2. The 6 brothers each received a lavish inheritance including fortified cities from 

Jehoshaphat, seemingly to provide them with a power base to offset the strength Jehoram would have as 

successor. Jehoshaphat‘s reticence about Jehoram, his firstborn, was borne out, for Jehoram killed these 6 

as well as other princes when he assumed the throne (1 Chr 21:3–4). A subsequent letter from Elijah 

announced Jehoram‘s death and, in an aside, described the brothers as better than Jehoram (1 Chr 21:12–

15).  

5. A levitical temple official during the reign of Hezekiah (2 Chr 29:14, written as Jehuel, but read as 

Jehiel [so also the versions]). Jehiel and his brother Shimei, descendants of Heman (a family of levitical 

singers) are listed among the levitical families that responded to Hezekiah‘s call for temple cleansing after 

the desecrations of Ahaz (2 Chr 29:3–19). In 2 Chr 31:13 Jehiel is listed among 10 temple overseers who 

served under Conaniah, identified as a Levite, and his brother Shimei, who was second in command. 

These 12 were appointed by Hezekiah and Azariah, the chief officer of the temple, to oversee the 

storerooms for the contributions of the people. Since Jehiel is not connected explicitly to Shimei in both 

lists and it is a common levitical and priestly name, one cannot be certain that the references are to the 

same person.  

6. A priestly official during the reign of Josiah. Jehiel was one of 3 administrators of the temple who 

contributed animals for the Passover offering in behalf of the other priests (2 Chr 35:8; 1 Esdr 1:8).  

7. Father of Obadiah, of the family of Joab. Jehiel‘s son Obadiah headed the second largest family (218 

men) to accompany Ezra on his departure from Babylon (Ezra 8:9; cf. 1 Esdr 8:35).  



8. A priest during the time of Ezra, father of Shecaniah. Jehiel was one of 6 priests from the family of 

Elam found to have married foreign women (Ezra 10:26; cf. 1 Esdr 9:27). The family of Elam was among 

both the first returnees from the Babylonian exile (Ezra 2:7) and those who returned later with Ezra (Ezra 

8:7). He is presumably the same as Jehiel, father of Shecaniah, also from the family of Elam (Ezra 10:2; 

cf. 1 Esdr 8:92). Shecaniah was the spokesman for those who confessed unfaithfulness to God because of 

marriage to foreign women. He suggested a pact to send them away, and expressed support and 

encouragement for Ezra (Ezra 10:2–4). As the son of one of the unfaithful, his own position was 

somewhat ambiguous (see Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 149–50).  

9. A priest during the time of Ezra. Jehiel was one of 5 priests from the family of Harim found to have 

married foreign women (Ezra 10:21; cf. 1 Esdr 9:21). The family of Harim was among the first returnees 

from the Babylonian exile (Ezra 2:39).  

RICHARD W. NYSSE  

JEHIZKIAH (PERSON) [Heb y hizq  yāhû (ָיהּו רִׂ זְׁ הִׂ  Jehizkiah, the son of Shallum, was one of .[( יְׁ

the 4 leaders of the tribe of Ephraim during the time of Pekah, ruler of the N kingdom of Israel (2 Chr 

28:12). He, with the others, urged the release of the Judean prisoners taken during a battle between Pekah 

and Ahaz, king of Judah. His name belongs to a class of names which is a phrase or sentence and means 

either ―Yahweh is my strength‖ (interpreting the -  - as a 1st person sing. poss. suffix and yeḥizq  - as a 

noun) or ―Yahweh strengthens me‖ (yeḥizq  - is understood as a verb with a 1st person sing. suffix as the 

object of the verb). Yet another way to translate the name is ―the strength of Yahweh,‖ the    being an 

archaic genitive ending as found in the name Melchizedek, ―king of righteousness‖ (Heb malk  -ṣedek, 

Gen 14:18). Koehler (HALET, 388) along with Noth (IPN, 246) believe Jehizkiah to be a ―contaminated‖ 

variant of the name Hezekiah (Heb ḥizq  yâ), in which case the third interpretation of the name‘s meaning 

would be most likely. Otherwise, the yod prefix marks a verb, the translation of the name being ―Yahweh 

strengthens me.‖  

KIRK E. LOWERY  

JEHOADDAH (PERSON) [Heb y h ˓addâ (הוַףָדה  Son of Ahaz, a descendant of King Saul of .[( יְׁ

the tribe of Benjamin according to the genealogy in 1 Chr 8:36. However, the textual attestation of this 

name is problematic; in the parallel genealogy in 1 Chr 9:42, this person is named Jarah [Heb ya˓râ]. 

Furthermore, the Vaticanus LXX manuscript reads the name as Iada, equivalent to the LXX reading for 

MT‘s Jarah at 9:42, while other mss read Ioiada, implying the Heb y h yādā˓, Jehoiada. Thus, many 

scholars have reconciled the differences between the 2 genealogies in the MT and the LXX by accepting 

Jadah [ya˓dâ] as the original name (Noth IPN, 246; Baumgartner HALAT, 404), which is etymologically 

related to ―ornaments,‖ and incorporates the element ˓dh which is typically used in Israelite names 

(Fowler TPNAH, 353–54). Alternatively, the name may have ˓dd, ―to count‖ as its root (TPNAH, 144); 

however, this root is not elsewhere used in names. The forms Jehoaddah in the MT and Jadah would then 

be seen as variant long and short forms of the same name (Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 80). 

Alternatively, Demsky (1971: 19) has shown that this section of the Benjaminite genealogy is relating 

various Benjaminite clans through geographical locations; he thus has suggested that Jarah of 9:42 is 

correct and should be connected to the town Kiriath-jearim. If this is correct, the reading in 1 Chr 9:42 is a 

scribal error or a secondary attempt to understand the unusual personal name Jarah.  
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MARC Z. BRETTLER  

JEHOADDIN (PERSON) [Heb y hō˓add  n (ין הַֹףדִׂ  ,Var. JEHOADDAN. Mother of Amaziah .[( יְׁ

king of Judah (2 Kgs 14:2 = 2 Chr 25:1). She is one of the three queen mothers from Jerusalem (the others 

being Jecoliah and Nehushta). Her father‘s name is unknown.  



LINDA S. SCHEARING  

JEHOAHAZ (PERSON) [Heb yeh ˒āḥāz (ֶיהוָאָחז )]. Var. AHAZIAH; SHALLUM. 1. The name 

once given (2 Chr 21:17) to Ahaziah, king of Judah, son of Jehoram and Athaliah. The idea that the 

Chronicler was using different sources (Maclean IDB 1: 66) is unsound. Such transfer of the elements of a 

name using the divine epithet is also seen in Jer 22:24, 28. In whichever form, the name is a longer 

version of Ahaz, and is a combination of the divine name and the verb ˒āḥāz, ―to grasp.‖ See also AHAZ. 

The full name is rare in extrabiblical inscriptions (see Avigad 1969). Hayes and Hooker (1988: 33–35) 

suggest that Jehoram of Judah and Jehoram of Israel were one and the same person and the father of 

Ahaziah/Jehoahaz (see also Strange 1975). The advantages of this proposal are many: (1) It would forge a 

stronger link between the house of Omri and the S throne, which would help explain Athaliah‘s accession 

to the Jerusalem throne after the death of Jehoram (her husband) and Ahaziah (her son). (2) A difference 

of one year in the accession dates of Jehoram to the thrones of Jerusalem and Samaria (852 and 851 B.C.E. 

respectively) would explain the variant figures for the accession of Ahaziah to the Jerusalem throne in 2 

Kgs 8:25 (the 12th year) and 2 Kgs 9:29 (the 11th year), this latter being dated from his father‘s accession 

in Samaria. (3) It would explain the strong alliance between N and S against Aram-Damascus at this time, 

and the visit of Ahaziah to Jezreel to see his ailing father. It might also explain the role of the ―inhabitants 

of Jerusalem‖ in the ascent to the throne of the youngest of Jehoram‘s sons (2 Chr 22:1). There is 

evidence to suggest that the ―inhabitants of Jerusalem‖ were more than city-dwellers (note the 

associations they have in 2 Kgs 23:2; Jer 2:1; 8:1; 13:13; 17:20). The suggestion to identify the 2 

Jehorams as one is attractive, but still quite speculative.  

2. The son and successor of Jehu (2 Kgs 10:35; 13:1–9). Like all N kings he is judged as apostate by the 

Deuteronomist. The account of his reign in 2 Kgs 13:1–9 (there is no parallel account in Chronicles) 

begins with the typical introductory formula for N kings (13:1), and an evaluation (13:2). The conclusion 

of his reign (13:8–9) is also typical and formulaic. A number of commentators see secondary, albeit 

deuteronomistic material, in 13:3–7, and especially 13:4–6 (Gray 1 and 2 Kings OTL, 591–93). Others 

(McCarthy 1973: 409–10) believe that 13:3 also betrays signs of a secondary character because of a 

parallel with the style of the Moabite Stone, line 5 (ANET, 320). (For an alternative view on these 

divisions see Hobbs 2 Kings WBC, 163.)  

Jehoahaz is normally given the dates 815–802 B.C.E. (adjusting the figure ―17‖ of 2 Kgs 13:1 to ―15‖), 

but recently Hayes and Hooker (1988: 38–49) have suggested 821–805 B.C.E. Jehoahaz inherited from his 

father Jehu subservience to Assyria—the evidence of which is found in Shalmaneser III‘s ―black obelisk‖ 

(ANET, 281)—and presumably the burden of annual tribute. He also inherited a kingdom severely 

truncated because of repeated wars with Aram-Damascus. These wars resulted in the final loss of the 

territories on the E side of the Jordan (2 Kgs 10:32–33).  

The background to these conflicts was the intense pressure which had been exerted by Shalmaneser III 

(858–824 B.C.E.) on Aram-Damascus in the decades following the battle of Qarqar in 853 B.C.E. In 

response to the pressure from the NE, Hazael developed a strategy of strengthening his control of the 

states to the W (2 Kgs 12:17). Opportunity to do this would have increased in the confusion following the 

death of Shalmaneser III in 824 B.C.E., and during the reign of his successor, Šamši-Adad (824–810 

B.C.E.). It is in this context that the comment in 2 Kgs 13:3 should be understood. During the reign of 

Adad-nirari III (810–783 B.C.E.) Syria suffered badly, and Hazael died. Adad-nirari‘s own records tell of 

the sacking of Damascus (ANET, 281–82) in the year 805 B.C.E. Damascus‘ fall undoubtedly would have 

relieved the Aramean pressure on Samaria. However, Adad-Nirari also claims to have conquered the 

coastal states from Tyre in the N to the Philistine territory in the S (ANET, 281).  

As a result of the constant wars between Israel and Aram-Damascus during the reign of Jehoahaz, the 

army was greatly reduced until it consisted of 50 cavalry, 10 chariots and 10,000 infantrymen (2 Kgs 

13:7). It is not necessary to adjust the figures to larger amounts (so Cogan and Tadmor 2 Kings AB, 143). 

These figures as they stand tell a tale. Cavalry and chariotry were campaign units of the army, and would 

have been used in attacks on Aramean territory, as is seen in the case of the siege of Ramoth-gilead, at 



which Jehu was anointed king (2 Kings 9). A normal ratio of chariotry to infantry on such campaigns was 

from 1:30 to 1:50. Ahab fielded a force of 10,000 infantry and 2,000 chariotry at Qarqar. It was also a 

deliberate policy of Jehu to cultivate the chariot brigade of the army (2 Kgs 10:15–17), and one can 

imagine that this was a strong element of his forces. However repeated struggles to maintain the E side of 

the Jordan had taken their toll and the chariot brigade had been severely reduced, many of them no doubt 

captured as prizes of war with the loss of their skilled crews. The 10,000 infantry remaining might well 

have constituted a home-based force, but in an age of increasing tactical sophistication on the battlefield, 

infantry without chariot and cavalry support would have been very vulnerable.  

From this situation of reduced territory, external pressure by Syria and the lack of adequate means of 

defense Israel was rescued by a ―savior‖ (Heb m š  a˓; (2 Kgs 13:5). This term has been the cause of much 

discussion among interpreters. Set against this political and military background, it seems reasonable that 

the ―savior‖ should have been a political or military figure, and a number of scholars suggest that the 

relief brought by Adad-Nirari‘s campaign in 805 B.C.E. against Damascus qualifies the Assyrian for the 

title (Haran 1967; Hallo 1962; Cogan and Tadmor 2 Kings AB, 143). Herrmann argued for Zakir of 

Hamath (HHI), but the dates are wrong. Other candidates have been Jeroboam II and Joash. A major 

alternative to these identifications is the prophet Elisha, who now returns to the scene of Israelite history 

after a gap of almost 50 years (so Hobbs 2 Kings WBC; Gray 1 and 2 Kings OTL; UgS). The description 

of Jehoahaz‘s reign and its misfortunes reflects the depiction of the theological significance of the Exodus 

in Deut 26:7–9, and the activity of Elisha narrated in 2 Kgs 13:14–20 ensures further respite from the 

attacks of the Arameans, a fact not missed by the Deuteronomist (2 Kgs 13:23), and echoed later in the 

activity of Isaiah of Jerusalem in his dealings with Hezekiah (2 Kgs 20:1–11).  
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T. R. HOBBS  

3. King of Judah for 3 months in 609 B.C.; fourth son and successor of Josiah; exiled to Egypt by 

Pharaoh Neco II. This king is called by two names: Jehoahaz and Shallum (1 Chr 3:15; Jer 22:11; see 

SHALLUM). It seems likely that Shallum was his personal name and that he assumed a throne name, 

Jehoahaz (―Yahweh has seized‖), when he became king, emphasizing that he was the legitimate ruler. In 

similar fashion his successor Eliakim became Jehoiakim (2 Kgs 23:34), Jeconiah (Coniah) became 

Jehoiachin (Joiachin; 2 Kgs 24:6; Jer 22:24; 24:1; Ezek 1:2), and Mattaniah became Zedekiah (2 Kgs 

24:17). See Honeyman 1948: 13–25. In 1 Esdr 1:34, Jeconiah occurs as an alternate form for Jehoahaz 

(though not to be confused with Jehoiachin; see JECONIAH).  

Jehoahaz succeeded at the age of 23 and reigned for 3 months in Jerusalem. His mother was Hamutal 

(or Hamital), the daughter of Jeremiah of Libnah (2 Kgs 23:31; 2 Chr 36:2). According to the family tree 

in 1 Chr 3:15 Shallum was the youngest of Josiah‘s four sons, and yet the ―people of the land‖ chose him 

as king after Pharaoh Neco had killed his father at Megiddo (2 Kgs 23:30). The anti-Egyptian sentiments 

of the group would have influenced this choice which the prevailing mood of the people may have 

supported (Malamat 1975: 126).  

The brief reign of Jehoahaz coincides with Neco‘s expedition to Haran, where he tried to establish 

Ashur-uballit on the throne between June/July and August/September 609 B.C. (Wiseman 1956: 62–64). 

The Babylonians were, however, able to retain Haran which they had captured from the Assyrians the 

previous year. The pharaoh then proceeded to consolidate his possession of Syria and Palestine, territories 



that had belonged to the Assyrian empire. Jehoahaz was summoned to Neco‘s strategically placed 

headquarters at Riblah on the Orontes in central Syria and put in bonds ―so that he should not reign in 

Jerusalem‖ (2 Kgs 23:33; see Dahood 1978: 92 n. 6). A fine of 100 talents of silver and a talent of gold 

was also levied. This is small when compared with the indemnity required of Hezekiah by Sennacherib 

100 years earlier (2 Kgs 18:14: 300 talents of silver and 10 of gold), but the offense of Josiah was smaller. 

In fact he may have been victim rather than aggressor (Nelson 1983: 188). The pharaoh perhaps also 

wished to be conciliatory in view of his unresolved conflict with Babylon (Gray 1 and 2 Kings OTL, 750–

51). He therefore deposed Jehoahaz, who was allied with anti-Egyptian interests, and made his elder half-

brother Eliakim king, giving him the throne name Jehoiakim. Jehoahaz was sent to Egypt where he died 

(2 Kgs 23:34; 2 Chr 36:4).  

The Deuteronomistic judgment on his reign is that ―he did evil in the sight of Yahweh according to all 

that his fathers had done‖ (2 Kgs 23:32), a standard formula which is hardly very meaningful in relation 

to the 3-month reign of Jehoahaz (Jones 1 and 2 Kings NCBC, 631). It might simply be an inference from 

his fate, or he may have been too ready to go to Neco at Riblah, perhaps with a view to being confirmed 

in office (Gray 1 and 2 Kings OTL, 749–50).  

The prophet Jeremiah alludes to the exile of Jehoahaz in a dirge (22:10–12). People are not to weep for 

Josiah, who is dead, but for Shallum, who will never return from exile. Scharbert (1981: 47–48) considers 

that the prophet is not revealing any personal pity for either of them. The dirge is followed by a strong 

condemnation of Shallum‘s successor Jehoiakim (vv 13–19); no doubt the rampant injustice of this king 

furnished an important motive for regretting his predecessor.  

The exile of Jehoahaz marked the end of Judah‘s independence, which had lasted about 20 years. 

Subsequent kings were reluctant to accept their dependent status, especially after Nebuchadnezzar‘s 

victories over the Egyptians in 605 B.C. resulted in Judah becoming subject to Babylon. Attempts to throw 

off the Babylonian yoke led to Jehoiachin being exiled in 597 B.C. and Zedekiah in 587 B.C. Both rulers 

were accompanied by many of their subjects. And so the fate of Jehoahaz foreshadowed that of the people 

in the Babylonian captivity.  

Bibliography  
Dahood, M. 1978. ―Weaker than Water‖: Comparative beth in Isaiah 1,22. Bib 59: 91–92.  
Honeyman, A. M. 1948. The Evidence for Regnal Names among the Hebrews. JBL 67: 13–25.  

Malamat, A. 1975. The Twilight of Judah: in the Egyptian-Mesopotamian Maelstrom. VTSup 28: 123–45.  

Nelson, R. D. 1983. Realpolitik in Judah (687–609 B.C.E.). Pp. 177–89 in Scripture in Context II, ed. W. W. Hallo, J. C. 

Moyer, and L. C. Perdue. Winona Lake, IN.  

Scharbert, J. 1981. Jeremia und die Reform des Joschija. Pp. 40–57 in Le Livre de Jérémie, ed. P.-M. Bogaert. BETL 54. 

Leuven.  

Wiseman, D. J. 1956. Chronicles of Chaldaean Kings (626–556 B.C.) in the British Museum. London.  

ROBERT ALTHANN  

JEHOHANAN (PERSON) [Heb y h ḥānān (הוָחָנן  ,Eight persons in the OT bear this name .[( יְׁ

which means ―Yahweh has been gracious.‖ It also appears in the Elephantine papyri in CAP 30.18 and 

31.17 (see 4. below). It is normally rendered in Gk Iōanan, although 1 Esdr 9:29 see #5 below) reads 

Iōannēs.  

1. A Levitical gatekeeper of the Korahite family of Meshelemiah. He is named as the 6th son of this 

family in 1 Chr 26:3, in the Chronicler‘s (Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 169) or perhaps a later (Rudolph 

Chronikbücher HAT, 173) organization of the gatekeepers in the temple at Jerusalem.  

2. The second of 3 military ―commanders of thousands‖ from Judah under Jehoshaphat named in 2 Chr 

17:14–16. In the present setting, framed by vv 13b and 19, Jehohanan and the others named appear to 

have been officers over troops in the standing army. However, since within that framework they were 

mustered according to ―their fathers‘ houses‖ (v 14) and organized by tribal divisions (vv 14, 17), 

Jehohanan may more likely have been a commander of the militia or conscript forces (Williamson 

Chronicles NCBC, 284).  



3. The father of Ishmael, one of the leading officers named by the Chronicler as having supported 

Jehoiada in his revolt against Athaliah. However, the names of these men (with only one exception, 

including their fathers) are all priestly or levitical and are probably a tendentious replacement of ―the 

captains of the Carites and of the guards‖ in the account of the conspiracy in 1 Kgs 11:4, since such would 

have been excluded from entering the Chronicler‘s temple (1 Chr 23:6) (Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 

271).  

4. The ―chamber of Jehohanan the son of Eliashib‖ is named as the place to which Ezra withdrew to 

spend the night (1 Esdr 9:2) in fasting after his great call to the assembly in the temple for an end to 

mixed marriages (Ezra 10:6 = 1 Esdr 9:1). The identity of this individual is quite problematic.  

(a) It has been argued that this designation of the chamber could be simply that by which it was known 

at the time of the Chronicler, and thus there may not have been a Jehohanan the son of Eliashib who was a 

contemporary of Ezra (Meyer 1896: 91; Ahlemann 1942/43: 97–98).  

(b) The names Jehohanan/Johanan and Eliashib are sufficiently common that this person, even if a 

contemporary of Ezra, may have been a private individual, not of a priestly family, who was a friend or 

supporter of Ezra and his attempts at reform (Rudolph Esra und Nehemia HAT, 68–69; on temple 

chambers associated with such individuals see 2 Kgs 23:11; Jer 35:4; 36:10).  

(c) If this Jehohanan ben Eliashib is identical to the Johanan who was apparently the grandson of 

Eliashib named in Neh 12:22 (see also 12:23), then he was the high priest Jehohanan named in the 

Elephantine papyri AP 30–31 (408 B.C.E.). In this case, the contemporaneity of Jehohanan and Ezra would 

imply that the latter‘s activity followed rather than preceded Nehemiah, who was a contemporary of the 

high priest Eliashib (Rowley 1965: 153–59).  

(d) More recently, by assuming the practice of papponymy among the high-priestly family in Jerusalem 

(on the basis of its practice among the Sanballatids of Samaria) it has been proposed that haplography in 

the high-priestly genealogy has resulted in the loss of an Eliashib I and his son, Johanan I (between 

Joiakim and Eliashib named in Neh 12:10) (Cross 1975: 9–11). Restoration of these 2 names results in a 

Jehohanan/Johanan the son of Eliashib who was a high priest; he would have been a contemporary of 

Ezra according to the traditional dating of Ezra‘s activity in Jerusalem, and into whose chamber Ezra 

withdrew.  

5. A layman of the family of Bebai named in Ezra 10:28 = 1 Esdr 9:29 in a list of those who were 

married to foreign wives at the time of Ezra‘s reforms.  

6. A son of Tobiah ―the Ammonite,‖ one of Nehemiah‘s principal opponents in his attempts to rebuild 

Jerusalem‘s wall (Neh 6:18). This Jehohanan was married to a Jerusalemite woman, a daughter of 

Meshullam the son Berechiah who worked on the wall (Neh 3:4).  

7. According to Neh 12:13, a certain Jehohanan was the head of the priestly family of Amariah at the 

time of the high priest Joiakim.  

8. One of several Levites (see Clines Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 233) who participated in the 

temple service celebrating the dedication of the rebuilt wall of Jerusalem in the time of Nehemiah (Neh 

12:42). The suggestion of Bertheau (1887: 341) that the names are representative of divisions of Levites 

rather than individuals is still worthy of consideration.  
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J. S. ROGERS  

JEHOIACHIN (PERSON) [Heb y h yāk  n (ין הוָיכִׂ  ;Var. JOIACHIN; JECONIAH; CONIAH .[( יְׁ

JECHONIAH. Son of Jehoiakim and king of Judah for 3 months from December 598 (or January 597) to 

March 597 B.C.E. Jehoiachin (or Joiachin; Heb y yākin) was undoubtedly a throne name, meaning 



―Yahweh establishes‖ or ―let Yahweh establish.‖ His given name was Jeconiah (Heb y konyāhû; 

y konyāh; Jer 24:1; 27:20; 28:4; 29:2; 1 Chr 3:16–17; Esth 2:6; ―Jechoniah‖ in Matt 1:11–12). A 

shortened form of this personal name is Coniah (konyāhû; Jer 22:24, 28; 37:1).  

A. Jehoiachin’s Brief Reign  

Jehoiachin became king of Judah at the age of 18 (2 Kgs 24:8; the Hebrew text of 2 Chr 36:9 incorrectly 

states that he was 8 years of age [the LXX reads ―eighteen‖]), following the death of his father Jehoiakim 

(2 Kgs 24:6; 2 Chr 36:8; Matt 1:11–17, which fails to include Jehoiakim in the genealogy, presents 

Jehoiachin as the son of Josiah in v 11). Jehoiachin‘s mother was Nehushta, the daughter of ELNATHAN 

of Jerusalem (2 Kgs 24:8). This Elnathan is very possibly to be identified with Elnathan, son of Achbor, a 

high-ranking government official mentioned in Jer 26:22 and 36:12, 25. If Nehushta was the daughter of 

this Elnathan, her grandfather was probably Achbor son of Michaiah, an official who plays a prominent 

role in the account of Josiah‘s reform (2 Kgs 22:12, 14). The name Elnathan also appears in a 

contemporary document from Lachish (see Ostracon III in DOTT, 214).  

With respect to establishing the chronology for Jehoiachin‘s reign, we are greatly indebted to a section 

of the Babylonian Chronicle first published in 1956. It is now known that the end of Jehoiachin‘s reign 

occurred on the 2d day of the month of Adar in the 7th year of Nebuchadrezzar (BM 21946 verso, line 12; 

see Wiseman 1956: 73; TCS 5, 102). This date corresponds to either March 15 or March 16 (the 

Babylonian day extended from sunset to sunset, and thus overlaps 2 days of our calendar), 597 B.C.E.  

It may not be possible, however, to assign a precise date to the beginning of Jehoiachin‘s rule. 2 Kgs 

24:8 states that he reigned for 3 months, a figure which is probably a round number. 2 Chr 36:9 assigns 3 

months and 10 days to Jehoiachin‘s rule. Although many scholars favor the Chronicler‘s reading (which 

would enable us to date Jehoiachin‘s accession to December 9/10, 598 B.C.E.), it is possible that this more 

precise reading rests on a scribal error. After having served as vassal to Babylonia for 3 years, 

Jehoiachin‘s predecessor Jehoiakim rebelled in 601 or 600 B.C.E. (2 Kgs 24:1), provoking 

Nebuchadrezzar to take retaliatory measures. Babylonian reprisals (cf. 2 Kgs 24:2) culminated in the siege 

of Jerusalem (2 Kgs 24:10–17). According to the Babylonian Chronicle, it was during the month of 

Kislev in Nebuchadrezzar‘s 7th year (December 18, 598–January 15, 597 B.C.E.) that the Babylonian king 

and his troops left Babylon on an expedition directed against Judah (BM 21946 verso, line 11). It would 

appear that Jehoiakim died (possibly he was assassinated; cf. Jer 22:18–19; 36:30) during (or perhaps just 

before) the early part of the siege, prior to Nebuchadrezzar‘s arrival in Jerusalem (cf. 2 Kgs 24:10–11). 

See JEHOIAKIM.  

Thus it was the young king Jehoiachin who found himself in the unfortunate position of having to 

confront Nebuchadrezzar in Jerusalem. Jehoiachin chose to surrender (2 Kgs 24:12), undoubtedly thereby 

hoping that the Babylonians would withdraw. The siege was indeed lifted, but Jehoiachin himself was 

deposed by Nebuchadrezzar and deported to Babylon. The Babylonian Chronicle states that 

Nebuchadrezzar ―seized the city and captured the king. He appointed there a king of his own choice (lit. 

heart), received its heavy tribute and sent (them) to Babylon‖ (BM 21946 verso, lines 12–13 in Wiseman 

1956: 73; TCS 5, 102). Although the Babylonian document does not provide the names of the two kings, 

it is clear that the deposed king was Jehoiachin (cf. 2 Kgs 24:12, 15; 2 Chr 36:10). The king of 

Nebuchadrezzar‘s choice was Mattaniah, Jehoiachin‘s uncle, who was then given the name Zedekiah (2 

Kgs 24:17). According to the MT of 2 Chr 36:10, Zedekiah was Jehoiachin‘s brother; the LXX and other 

versions, however, read ―father‘s brother‖ (cf. 1 Chr 3:15).  

Also deported, in addition to the king, the queen mother, and other members of the royal family, were 

various court officials, leading citizens, military figures, craftsmen, artisans, prophets, and priests (cf. 2 

Kgs 24:12, 14–16; Jer 24:1; 27:20; 29:1–2; most commentators believe that the passage Jer 13:18–19 

relates to Jehoiachin and his mother Nehushta). Treasure from both the temple and the royal palace was 

taken as tribute (2 Kgs 24:13; 2 Chr 36:10; Jer 27:16–22; 28:3, 6).  

B. Jehoiachin in Exile  

Cuneiform tablets found at Babylon shed some light on Jehoiachin‘s fate in exile (Albright 1942). The 

tablets, which date from the 10th to the 35th year of Nebuchadrezzar (595/594–570/569 B.C.E.), list the 



rations distributed by the Babylonians to various captives and skilled workmen. A number of Judeans are 

among the foreigners named in these documents. The tablets include the monthly rations of oil for Ya˒u-

k  nu (alternately Yakū-kinu), ―king of the land of Yahudu‖ (= Judah; alternately Yaudu, Yakudu) and his 5 

sons (DOTT, 86; Weidner 1939: 925–26). One of the four texts which speaks of Jehoiachin and his sons is 

dated to Nebuchadrezzar‘s 13th year (592/591 B.C.E.). Since Jehoiachin was only 24 years of age at this 

time, some believe that the documents must be referring to Jehoiachin‘s brothers. However, it is most 

probable that the references are to Jehoiachin‘s young sons. That the 5 are infants is indicated by the 

mention made of the boys‘ attendant. Further, it should be noted that Jehoiachin apparently had more than 

one wife (2 Kgs 24:15). 2 Kgs 25:27–30 (a close parallel is found in Jer 52:31–34) implies that at least in 

the year 561/560 B.C.E., Jehoiachin was imprisoned.  

Yet the Babylonian documents just cited give the impression that Jehoiachin and his family enjoyed 

relative freedom in exile and were treated very favorably. It is probable that Jehoiachin and his family, 

and perhaps some of the nobles, were placed under house arrest in the South Citadel in Babylon. The 

large quantity of oil allocated to Jehoiachin (he received approximately 5 liters of oil, this being 12 times 

the amount received by each of his sons) suggests that Jehoiachin was responsible for supporting his own 

household. Many scholars are of the opinion that the Babylonians continued to regard the exiled 

Jehoiachin as the legitimate king of Judah, and in these documents Jehoiachin is referred to as ―king of 

Judah.‖ It is doubtful, however, that such a use of Jehoiachin‘s title in these Babylonian documents 

supports this hypothesis. Nevertheless, the fact that Jehoiachin was well treated in captivity could indicate 

that the Babylonians were prepared to reinstate Jehoiachin should problems arise with Zedekiah‘s 

leadership in Jerusalem.  

It is apparent that both in Babylonia and in Judah, there were circles which viewed Jehoiachin as the 

legitimate ruler of Judah, with Zedekiah being regarded as Jehoiachin‘s regent. The fact that the book of 

Ezekiel favors a dating system based on the year of Jehoiachin‘s deportation (e.g., Ezek 1:2) may reflect 

this view. In Judah, storage jar handles have been discovered at the sites of Tell Beit Mirsim, Beth-

shemesh, and Ramat Raḥel, which bear the stamp l˒lyqm n˓r ywkn (―to Eliakim, steward of Yaukin‖). 

Most scholars accept the identification of the Yaukin of this seal impression with Jehoiachin. It is 

assumed that although in exile, Jehoiachin continued to hold crown property in Judah, property which was 

administered by the Eliakim of the stamp. Some scholars, however, have argued that the evidence 

antedates Jehoiachin‘s reign, and thus cannot relate to Jehoiachin. It has also been hypothesized that in 

addition to the Eliakim seal impressions, 2 contemporary seals (inscribed ―to Jaazaniah, servant of the 

king‖ and ―to Gedaliah, who is over the house‖) may constitute further evidence that both the people of 

Judah and the Babylonians continued to regard the exiled Jehoiachin as king, with Gedaliah acting as 

regent (following the supposed regency of Zedekiah) for Jehoiachin (see May 1939).  

The political divisions which characterized this period were shared by Judah‘s prophets. Hannaniah 

prophesied (in either the 1st or 4th year of Zedekiah‘s reign) that Jehoiachin would return to Judah within 

2 years, together with those taken captive and the temple vessels carried off as tribute (Jer 28:2–4). The 

prophet Jeremiah, who maintained a pro-Babylonian position throughout his ministry, strongly opposed 

such a view. He announced that Jehoiachin would never return to the land of Judah (Jer 22:27; cf. the 

lamentation Ezek 19:1–9, where many commentators believe that the king of vv 5–9 is Jehoiachin). 

Moreover, according to Jeremiah, none of Jehoiachin‘s offspring would sit on the throne of David (Jer 

22:30; see Hermisson 1980). In a letter written to the exiles, Jeremiah enjoined them to prepare for a 

lengthy stay of 70 years (Jer 29:10). He cautioned against paying heed to prophets (addressing them in 

exile, Jer 29:8–9) who shared the political ideology of a figure like Hananiah. Whereas Jeremiah rejected 

any element of hope centered in Jehoiachin and his children, the messianic promise contained in Ezek 

17:22–24 may refer to the descendants of Jehoiachin. Such hope is not expressed, however, in Ezek 

19:10–14, a dirge which laments the full end of the monarchy in Judah.  

The Deuteronomistic History closes with 2 Kgs 25:27–30 (cf. the close parallel in Jer 52:31–34), a 

passage which contains an account of the release of Jehoiachin by the Babylonian king Amel-Marduk 

(called Evil-Merodach in the Hebrew Bible; see Levenson 1984). This occurred in the 37th year of 



Jehoiachin‘s captivity (561/560 B.C.E.), and was possibly part of an amnesty marking Amel-Marduk‘s 

enthronement (cf. 2 Kgs 25:27; Jer 52:31). Jehoiachin put off his prison garments, and was given a seat 

above the other exiled kings. He dined regularly at the royal table, and was provided with an allowance 

for the remainder of his life (cf. especially Jer 52:34, which adds ―until the day of his death‖). As is 

indicated in particular by the words waydabbēr ˒itt  ṭōb t (usually translated ―and he spoke kindly to 

him‖) in 2 Kgs 25:28 (Jer 52:32), it is possible that 2 Kgs 25:27–30 (cf. Jer 52:31–34) reflects the 

establishment of a treaty between the Babylonian king and Jehoiachin. Amel-Marduk may have intended 

to restore Jehoiachin or one of his sons to the throne as a vassal king; however, Amel-Marduk died in 560 

B.C.E., shortly after Jehoiachin‘s release.  

Jehoiachin‘s 7 sons are listed in 1 Chr 3:17–18. His son Shenazzar is very possibly to be identified with 

Sheshbazzar, the first governor of Judah during the Persian period (e.g. Ezra 5:14). Sheshbazzar is 

referred to by the title ―the prince of Judah‖ in Ezra 1:8. He was succeeded in this office by Zerubbabel, 

the son of Jehoiachin‘s son Shealtiel (e.g. Ezra 3:2; Hag 1:1; 1 Chr 3:19 in the LXX; in the MT, 1 Chr 

3:19 states that Zerubbabel‘s father was Pedaiah, another son of Jehoiachin).  
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JOHN M. BERRIDGE  

JEHOIADA (PERSON) [Heb y h yādā˓ (הוָיָדע  The father of Benaiah who was commander of .1 .[( יְׁ

the personal bodyguard of King David (2 Sam 8:18). It is perhaps this same Jehoiada who joined David at 

Hebron (1 Chr 12:28—Eng12:27). There Jehoiada is called a prince and is from the house of Aaron. The 

Chronicler appears to be emphasizing this Aaronic connection when he refers to Jehoiada as a priest (1 

Chr 27:5).  

2. The son of Benaiah (1 Chr 27:34). He was counselor to David after Ahithophel committed suicide 

during the revolt of Absalom. It is possible that the genealogical reference has been reversed here and that 

this should be ―Benaiah son of Jehoiada‖ (HAIJ, 188). In this case, this individual would be the same as 

#1 above.  

3. The priest in Jerusalem who organized the overthrow of Queen Athaliah and placed Joash son of 

Ahaziah on the throne as the rightful heir of the Davidic family (2 Kgs 11:4–20). Athaliah, the mother of 

Ahaziah, had seized control when her son was killed in battle. In order to secure her hold on the throne, 

she ordered all other members of the royal family executed. Joash, the infant son of Ahaziah, was hidden 

by his aunt Jehosheba and protected for 6 years. Jehoiada then enlisted the help of the palace guard and 

publicly revealed the existence of the young Joash. Queen Athaliah was taken from the palace and 

executed and the 7-year-old Joash was proclaimed king of Judah (2 Kgs 12:1—Eng11:21). Jehoiada also 

renewed the covenant between the Lord and the king and the people (2 Kgs 11:17). In connection with 

this covenant renewal, the house of Baal was torn down and the priest of Baal was executed. The Baal 

worship probably had been supported by Athaliah who was the granddaughter of Omri king of Israel.  

Jehoiada served as counselor and advisor to the young king Joash who is reported to have done ―what is 

right in the eyes of the Lord‖ (2 Kgs 12:3—Eng12:2). Joash, also called Jehoash, initiated repairs on the 

house of the Lord, but there was little progress. In the 23d year of his reign, he called Jehoiada the priest 

to account for this failure to complete the temple repairs. Jehoiada then placed a collection box and armed 



guards at the entrance of the temple in order to ensure that all money contributed would be used for the 

intended repairs. The work was carried out in stages as the money was collected (2 Kgs 12:10).  

In the parallel account in 2 Chr 22:11, Jehosheba, the aunt who hid the young king, was also the wife of 

Jehoiada. This would make Jehoiada the uncle of king Joash.  

4. A priest in the time of Jeremiah who was replaced by Zephaniah (Jer 29:26).  

PHILLIP E. MCMILLION  

JEHOIAKIM (PERSON) [Heb y h yāq  m (ים הוָירִׂ  King of Judah who reigned 609/8–598/7 .[( יְׁ

B.C.E. Jehoiakim, whose given name was Eliakim (meaning ―God raises up‖), was the son of Josiah. His 

mother was Zebidah, daughter of Pedaiah of Rumah (2 Kgs 23:36) in Galilee.  

A. Jehoiakim’s Reign  

Following the death of Josiah at Megiddo (2 Kgs 23:29) in 609, the ―people of the land‖ (˓am-hā˒āreṣ) 

anointed Josiah‘s son Jehoahaz king of Judah (2 Kgs 23:30; 2 Chr 36:1). It was undoubtedly because the 

―people of the land‖ expected Jehoahaz to continue the anti-Egyptian policy of his father that they chose 

Jehoahaz over Eliakim, his elder brother (cf. 2 Kgs 23:31 and 36; also 1 Chr 3:15 [Jehoahaz is here called 

by his personal name Shallum]).  

1. Jehoiakim as Egyptian Vassal. Under Neco II (610–595), the Egyptians gained control of Syria and 

Palestine in 609. The brief reign of Jehoahaz came to an end when he was deposed by Neco at the 

Egyptian headquarters at Riblah on the Orontes. Neco then placed his half-brother Eliakim on the throne, 

giving him the Yahwistic throne-name Jehoiakim (2 Kgs 23:33–34; 2 Chr 36:3–4). Jehoahaz was 

deported to Egypt, where he died (2 Kgs 23:34; cf. Jer 22:10–12; Ezek 19:1–4).  

Jehoiakim was installed as king of Judah following an Egyptian campaign in N Syria, where Neco was 

unsuccessful in his attempt to wrest Haran from the Babylonians. The Babylonian Chronicle (see the 

translations in TCS 5 and Wiseman 1956) informs us that this campaign lasted until the month Elul 

(August/September). Thus it is probable that Jehoiakim was placed on the throne late in 609. He reigned 

over Judah for 11 years (2 Kgs 23:36; 2 Chr 36:5). Jehoiakim‘s 1st regnal year was 608/607, his 11th and 

last 598/597. He was 25 years of age when he began his reign (2 Kgs 23:36; 2 Chr 36:5). He died shortly 

before the Babylonians captured the city of Jerusalem on the 2d day of the month Adar in 

Nebuchadrezzar‘s 7th year (March 15/16, 597). Jehoiakim was succeeded by his son Jehoiachin (Matthew 

1 does not include Jehoiakim in the genealogy, and lists Jehoiachin (called by his personal name 

Jechoniah) as the son of Josiah in Matt 1:11) and by his half brother Mattaniah (renamed Zedekiah), the 

last two kings of Judah (2 Kgs 24:6, 17).  

Judah‘s vassal status is clearly indicated by the fact that it was Neco who determined who would sit on 

the throne of Judah and who gave this king his throne name (2 Kgs 23:34). The Egyptians exacted a 

heavy tribute from Jehoiakim. According to the Hebrew text, Neco demanded a tribute of 100 talents of 

silver and a talent of gold (2 Kgs 23:33 [2 Chr 36:3]; the LXX, however, reads ―a hundred talents of 

gold‖; the Lucianic recensions of the Greek and the Peshitta read ―ten talents of gold‖). Jehoiakim met 

this demand by taxing those who had earlier anointed Jehoahaz king, the ―people of the land‖ (2 Kgs 

23:35).  

Jehoiakim remained Egypt‘s vassal until 605. In that year the Babylonian crown prince Nebuchadrezzar 

led the Babylonian forces to a decisive victory over the Egyptians at Carchemish (cf. Jer 46:2–12), 

followed by another at Hamath (cf. TCS 5, 99; Wiseman 1956: 67, 69), thereby paving the way for 

Babylonian domination over Syria and Palestine. 2 Kgs 24:7 correctly notes that ―the king of Egypt did 

not come again out of his land, for the king of Babylon had taken all that belonged to the king of Egypt 

from the Brook of Egypt to the river Euphrates.‖  

2. Jehoiakim as Babylonian Vassal. The Babylonian Chronicle reports that Nebuchadrezzar 

interrupted his advance to the S when he learned of the death of his father Nabopolassar. He returned to 

Babylon immediately, and ascended the throne on the 1st day of the month Elul (September 6/7, 605). 

Nebuchadrezzar did, however, return to the W later in the same year (his ―accession year‖), following his 

coronation. He also campaigned in Syria-Palestine (―Hattu‖ [―the land of Hatti‖] in the Babylonian 



Chronicle) during each of his first 4 regnal years (although we cannot be certain that he campaigned in the 

W during his second year, it is probable that he did so). It was in connection with one of these campaigns 

that Jehoiakim became Nebuchadrezzar‘s vassal. Most scholars believe that this probably occurred during 

the lengthy campaign conducted during Nebuchadrezzar‘s first regnal year (604/3). The Babylonian 

Chronicle states that ―in the month Sivan he mustered his army and marched to Hattu. Until the month 

Kislev he marched about victoriously in Hattu. All the kings of Hattu came into his presence and he 

received their vast tribute (TCS 5, 100; cf. Wiseman 1956: 69).  

The closing lines of this section of the Babylonian Chronicle focus on Nebuchadrezzar‘s destruction of 

a particular city. Although the reading here is uncertain, it is probable that the Chronicle is speaking of the 

city of Ashkelon, located on the Philistine Plain. This event occurred in the month Kislev (December 

604). A public fast which was observed in Jerusalem in the same month (cf. Jer 36:9, which states that 

this fast was held in the 9th month of Jehoiakim‘s 5th year), may have been called in response to the 

Babylonian conquest of Ashkelon. It is possible that Jehoiakim submitted to the Babylonians shortly after 

the fall of Ashkelon.  

2 Kgs 24:1 observes that ―in his days, Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon came up, and Jehoiakim 

became his servant three years; then he turned and rebelled against him.‖ It is probable that Jehoiakim 

paid tribute to Nebuchadrezzar in the years 603, 602, and 601. Jehoiakim‘s decision to revolt was 

undoubtedly influenced by a serious military setback experienced by the Babylonians during 

Nebuchadrezzar‘s 4th year (601/600). In the month Kislev, Nebuchadrezzar led his army from Syria-

Palestine to Egypt, where they were met by Neco‘s forces. The Chronicle reports that ―they fought one 

another in the battlefield and both sides suffered severe losses (lit. they inflicted a major defeat upon one 

another). The king of Akkad and his army turned and (went back) to Babylon‖ (TCS 5, 101; cf. Wiseman 

1956: 71). While it is very possible that the Egyptians encouraged Jehoiakim to revolt, it is unlikely that 

he would have rebelled before witnessing this clear demonstration of Babylonian weakness. (It would 

appear that Egypt was able to take Gaza at this time [cf. Jer 47:1].) Thus it is probable that Jehoiakim 

withheld tribute in Nisan of the year 600, at the beginning of Nebuchadrezzar‘s 5th regnal year (see 

Katzenstein 1983).  

It was some time before Nebuchadrezzar took direct punitive action against Jehoiakim. The Babylonian 

Chronicle notes that in his 5th year (600/599), Nebuchadrezzar ―stayed home (and) refitted his numerous 

horses and chariotry‖ (TCS 5, 101; cf. Wiseman 1956: 71). And, although Nebuchadrezzar returned to the 

W during the following year (599/8), on this occasion he ―despatched his army from Hattu and they went 

off to the desert. They plundered extensively the possessions, animals, and gods of the numerous Arabs‖ 

(TCS 5, 101; cf. Wiseman 1956: 71). We learn from 2 Kgs 24:2, however, that Nebuchadrezzar did 

respond to Jehoiakim‘s rebellion by dispatching Babylonian units already stationed in Syria-Palestine, 

together with bands of Syrians (it is unnecessary to amend the text to read ―Edomites‖ [cf. Jer 35:11]), 

Moabites, and Ammonites. Nothing is known of the outcome of this attack on Judah.  

In the Babylonian Chronicle, the entry for the 7th year of Nebuchadrezzar‘s reign (598/7) relates solely 

to the capture of Jerusalem: ―In the month Kislev the king of Akkad mustered his army and marched to 

Hattu. He encamped against the city of Judah and on the second day of the month Adar he captured the 

city (and) seized (its) king. A king of his own choice he appointed in the city (and) taking the vast tribute 

he brought it into Babylon‖ (TCS 5, 102; cf. Wiseman 1956: 73). Thus, following a short siege, Jerusalem 

was taken (cf. 2 Kgs 24:10–17) on March 15/16, 597 (the Babylonian day extended from sunset to sunset, 

and thus overlaps 2 days of our calendar). Jehoiakim died some time before the fall of the city, either 

before or during the siege (but before Nebuchadrezzar himself arrived in Jerusalem [cf. 2 Kgs 24:11]). 

The king seized by Nebuchadrezzar was Jehoiakim‘s successor, his son Jehoiachin (2 Kgs 24:12, 15). The 

―king of his own choice‖ was Mattaniah, to whom Nebuchadrezzar gave the name Zedekiah (2 Kgs 

24:17).  

3. Jehoiakim’s Death. There are conflicting traditions relating to the death of Jehoiakim (see Green 

1982). 2 Kgs 24:6, which states that Jehoiakim ―slept with his fathers,‖ implies that Jehoiakim died a 

natural and peaceful death. The Lucianic recension of 2 Kgs 24:6 (cf. also 2 Chr 36:8 in the LXX) adds 



that Jehoiakim ―was buried with his fathers in the Garden of Uzzah‖ (cf. 2 Kgs 21:18, 26, where this 

garden is reported to be the burial place of both Manasseh and Amon). The Chronicler says nothing of 

Jehoiakim‘s death. Instead, there is the suggestion in 2 Chr 36:6 that Jehoiakim (like Jehoiachin) was 

deported by Nebuchadrezzar (e.g., NEB: ―put him in fetters and took him to Babylon‖). However, 

although this reading is supported by the LXX (cf. 1 Esdr 1:38 [40]; also Dan 1:1–2), and although 2 Chr 

36:7 states that treasure from the temple was taken to Babylon at this time, 2 Chr 36:6 probably states 

only that Nebuchadrezzar ―bound him in fetters to take him to Babylon‖ (RSV).  

Josephus reports that Jehoiakim was killed in Jerusalem at the command of Nebuchadrezzar, his body 

―to be thrown before the walls, without any burial‖ (Ant 10.6.3). This account probably reflects 2 oracles 

contained in the book of Jeremiah. In Jer 36:30 it is announced that Jehoiakim‘s ―dead body shall be cast 

out to the heat by day and the frost by night.‖ Similarly, Jer 22:13–19 closes with the prediction that 

Jehoiakim‘s death will not be lamented in the usual manner. Instead, he will receive ―the burial of an ass‖ 

(that is, his body will remain unburied), and his body will be ―dragged and cast forth beyond the gates of 

Jerusalem‖ (vv 18–19). Although some scholars believe that Jehoiakim may have been assassinated by 

members of the pro-Babylonian minority in Judah, there is no evidence that this occurred. Further, there is 

no evidence to support the view that upon his arrival in Jerusalem, Nebuchadrezzar disinterred 

Jehoiakim‘s body. It is most probable that Jehoiakim died a natural death (in December 598, or possibly 

in January 597), and that the predictions of Jer 22:18–19 and 36:30 were thus unfulfilled.  

B. Prophetic Opposition to Jehoiakim  

It is clear that under Jehoiakim, the reform instituted by Josiah lapsed. The prophet Jeremiah was an 

outspoken critic of the socioreligious conditions which prevailed in Judah during Jehoiakim‘s reign. His 

―Temple Sermon‖ (Jer 7:1–15) suggests that part of Jehoiakim‘s policy was an affirmation of the 

inviolability of the temple (see Wilcoxen 1977). However, although this oracle is indeed critical of blind 

trust placed in the temple, its focal point is a denunciation of the people for their failure to be obedient to 

the Torah (see Holt 1986). It is known, for example, that during Jehoiakim‘s reign, foreign cults again 

made their appearance (cf. Jer 7:9, 18, 31; 11:9–13). Further, the pro-Egyptian foreign policy pursued by 

Jehoiakim stood opposed to the pro-Babylonian position consistently advocated by Jeremiah. That 

Jeremiah was not alone in his opposition to Jehoiakim and his policies is indicated by Jer 26:20–23.  

In the book of Jeremiah, Jehoiakim is depicted as a petty tyrant whose rule was characterized by social 

injustice. His rule is contrasted with that of his father Josiah. Whereas Josiah ―did justice and 

righteousness,‖ Jehoiakim is accused of having ―eyes and heart only for dishonest gain, for shedding 

innocent blood, and for practising oppression and violence‖ (Jer 22:15–17 [RSV]; cf. 2 Kgs 24:4). The 

oracle Jer 22:13–19 provides a concrete example of Jehoiakim‘s avarice, arrogance, and oppressive rule 

(see Wessels 1984). Probably at the beginning of his reign, at a time when the country was already under 

a heavy financial strain, Jehoiakim either renovated the existing palace in Jerusalem, or perhaps built a 

new palace (very possibly to be identified with the remains of a palace discovered at Ramat Raḥel). In 

addition to castigating Jehoiakim for the size and opulence of this project, the king is accused of having 

used forced labor to carry out this work (Jer 22:13–15).  

A contrast between Jehoiakim and Josiah is also intended in Jeremiah 36, a narrative which probably 

has been patterned after 2 Kgs 22:3–23:24 (see Isbell 1978). Jehoiakim‘s rejection of Yahweh‘s written 

word (Jer 36:21–26) stands in marked contrast to the obedience shown by Josiah when the book of the 

law was read to him. Similarly, although Jehoiakim is not mentioned in Jer 26:7–19, it is clearly the 

intention of the narrator to demonstrate that it is the king himself who is responsible for the rejection of 

Yahweh‘s word (note the implied contrast with the ―good‖ king Hezekiah in verses 18–19, and the brief 

narrative relating to the prophet Uriah [vv 20–23], who was executed by Jehoiakim for having preached a 

message similar to that of Jeremiah).  

Together with the other 3 men who served as the last kings of Judah (Jehoahaz, Jehoiachin, and 

Zedekiah), Jehoiakim is given a negative evaluation in the Deuteronomistic History (2 Kgs 23:37 [cf. 2 

Chr 36:5]). The evaluation of these 4 kings follows a similar pattern. Whereas the first element also 

occurs in the evaluation of earlier kings (―he did what was evil in the sight of Yahweh‖), the second 



element is distinctive to the evaluation of these last kings of Judah. Of each it is stated that he did what 

was evil ―according to all that his father(s) had done‖; a variation occurs in 2 Kgs 24:19, where Zedekiah 

is said to have done evil ―according to all that Jehoiakim had done‖ (see Weippert 1972: 333–34).  
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JOHN M. BERRIDGE  

JEHOIARIB (PERSON) [Heb y h yār  b (יב הוָישִׂ  Var. JOIARIB. A priestly family, descended .[( יְׁ

from Aaron, whose name means ―May Yahweh contend (for me)‖ (IPN, 28, 201; cf. Jerubbaal, ―May 

Baal contend‖).  

1. According to 1 Chr 24:4, 7, Jehoiarib was an eponymous head of a family and the one to whom the 

first lot fell in David‘s establishment of 24 priestly courses. In the list provided in 1 Chr 24:7–18, Jedaiah 

is the 2d family chosen by lot.  

2. A priestly family, most likely descended from #1, which returned from exile in Babylon. 1 Chr 9:10 

lists Jehoiarib, along with Jedaiah, Jachin, Azariah, Adaiah, and Maasai, as the 6 priestly heads of family 

who were the first to return to Jerusalem. The list in Neh 11:10–14, parallel but not identical to 1 Chr 

9:10–13, identifies Joiarib (v 10) as an ancestor of Jedaiah, who was among the 5 priestly families who 

returned to Jerusalem following the exile. Similarly, in Neh 12:6 and 19, Joiarib, again listed alongside 

Jedaiah, is recorded among the 22 priestly families who returned from exile under Zerubbabel. It therefore 

seems certain that Joiarib in Nehemiah 11 and 12 is identical to the Jehoiarib in 1 Chr 9:10, because of (1) 

the similarity of the lists of the first returnees recorded in 1 Chronicles 9 and Nehemiah 11; and (2) the 

association of J (eh)oiarib with Jedaiah in all cases (including 1 Chr 24:7).  

The significance of J (eh)oiarib in these lists has been questioned by recent commentators. The earliest 

tradition, reflected in Ezra 2, speaks of 4 priestly houses. The expansion to 5, 6, 22, and finally to 24 

priestly courses suggests a growth process which was not fixed until at least the mid-5th century.  

Part of this growth process involved the addition of certain families to earlier lists, including that of J 

(eh)oiarib. His appearance in the lists of Nehemiah 12, together with that of the following 5 names, 

appears to be secondary for 2 reasons. First, they are set off from the list syntactically by a conjunction. 

Second, it is precisely these 6 names which are omitted from the list of those priests who signed the 

covenant in Neh 10:1–8. There are also problems with the occurrence of the name in the listing of Neh 

11:10.  

It has often been assumed that J (eh)oiarib was added to the list of priestly families at a relatively late 

date because it was from this family that the Hasmoneans descended. However, the name was probably 

already fixed in the listing of priestly families by the early 4th century. (For further discussion, see 

Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC; Braun 1 Chronicles WBC.)  

RODNEY R. HUTTON  

JEHONATHAN (PERSON) [Heb y h nātān (הוָנָתן  A name meaning ―Yahu has given.‖ This .[( יְׁ

name is frequently rendered from Hebrew into English in the contracted form Jonathan. There are several 

instances where the name has been transliterated into English in complete form.  



1. One of a group of Levites (2 Chr 17:8) who was called by Jehoshaphat to go with other princes and 

priests to teach the Torah in the cities of Judah. They travelled through Judah and taught among the 

people.  

2. A priest who is listed as the head of a postexilic family of Shemaiah (Neh 12:18). Shemaiah was a 

contemporary of Nehemiah (Neh 10:8; 12:6). Jehonathan, as the head of this family, is identified in the 

list as a 2d generation priest under the high priest Eliashib.  

3. A treasurer during the time of Uzziah.  

GARY C. AUGUSTIN  

JEHORAM (PERSON) [Heb y h rām (הוָשם   .An alternate form of JORAM .[( יְׁ

JEHOSHABEATH (PERSON) [Heb y h šab˓at (ַףת הוַשבְׁ   .An alternate form of JEHOSHEBA .[( יְׁ

JEHOSHAPHAT (PERSON) [Heb y h šāpāṭ (הוָשָץט  The son of Ahilud and recorder .1 .[( יְׁ

(mazk  r) in the administration of David (2 Sam 8:16; 20:24; 1 Chr 18:15) and Solomon (1 Kgs 4:3). 

Drawing on the use of the root zkr in Isa 62:6, Driver (NHT 283) argued that the noun should be rendered 

―remembrancer‖ rather than ―recorder.‖ Thus Jehoshaphat‘s task centered not on maintaining archives, 

but on focusing the king‘s attention on important matters of state and offering advice. The office of 

mazk  r was not unlike that of secretary of state. Hertzberg (1 and 2 Samuel OTL, 293) considers the 

mazk  r to be the chief domestic officer in the Davidic bureaucracy: ―he is the spokesman who has to keep 

the king continually informed and to transmit his decisions.‖ Influenced by the research of Reventlow 

(1959: 161–75) and Boecker (1961: 212–16), DeVries (1 Kings WBC, 63, 69–70) translates the Heb noun 

―herald‖ which accords well with the assertion of Gray (1 and 2 Kings OTL, 132) that the mazk  r ―makes 

the king‘s mind known to the people.‖ De Vaux (AncIsr, 132) observes that a precisely equivalent title in 

ancient Egyptian bureaucracy was given to one who regulated palace ceremonies, prepared the pharaoh‘s 

journeys, and served as his official spokesperson.  

2. The son of Paruah and one of Solomon‘s 12 administrative officers (niṣṣāb  m, 1 Kgs 4:7) who were 

appointed to the task of fiscally sustaining the royal household. Exercising supervision over the district of 

Issachar (4:17), Jehoshaphat monitored the shipment of a month‘s supply of food rations for the 

Solomonic court each year (4:7) and kept the horses of the king‘s chariotry supplied with barley and straw 

(4:28).  

3. A king of Judah (ca. 873–849 B.C.E.), the son and successor of Asa, and a contemporary of Ahab, 

Ahaziah, and perhaps Jehoram, kings of Israel. At the age of 35, Jehoshaphat mounted the throne in 

Jerusalem to begin a 25-year reign. His mother was Azubah, daughter of Shilhi (1 Kgs 22:42; 2 Chr 

20:31). The political climate surrounding Jehoshaphat‘s rule, his portrayal in the Deuteronomistic history 

(notably 1 Kings 22), and his portrayal in the work of the Chronicler (notably 2 Chronicles 17–20) are the 

categories under which various particulars about his Judean rule are gathered.  

a. Political Climate. Though the independent states of Israel and Judah were often locked in sectional 

warfare during the first half-century following the rupture of the united monarchy in ca. 922 B.C.E., when 

Omri seized the throne of Israel in ca. 876 B.C.E. both kingdoms were on the verge of experiencing at least 

4 decades of needful resurgence. Thanks to Omri‘s initiative, Israel and Judah embarked on an alliance 

that was confirmed within a few years by the marriage of Ahab‘s sister (or daughter) Athaliah to Jehoram, 

the son and successor of Jehoshaphat (2 Kgs 8:18, 27; 2 Chr 18:1). Given the military and commercial 

advantages that such an alliance fostered, Ahab of Israel (ca. 869–850 B.C.E.) and Jehoshaphat of Judah 

governed their people under politically favorable conditions. Israel may have been the stronger of the 2 

kingdoms, but the close links that now developed were beneficial to both. Morover, archaeologist Aharoni 

(1982: 243–49) points to restorations at Mizpah and Beer-sheba as well as to new fortresses at Arad and 

Ezion-geber in the Negeb that were sponsored by Jehoshaphat and/or his father Asa. In sum, Jehoshaphat 

governed Judah during a relatively prosperous period.  



b. Jehoshaphat in the Deuteronomistic History. Presumably drawing upon the annals of the Kingdom 

of Judah, the Deuteronomistic historian briefly summarizes Jehoshaphat‘s reign in 1 Kgs 22:41–51—

Eng22:41–50. In this basically positive statement, the spotlight falls on the king‘s religious policy, 

peaceful relations with the king of Israel, influence in Edom, and unsuccessful maritime expedition on the 

Red Sea.  

In ―doing what was right in the sight of the Lord‖ (22:43), Jehoshaphat is favorably compared with his 

father (see 1 Kgs 15:11). Thus he is credited with completing the task begun by Asa (15:12) of 

eliminating ―the male cult-prostitutes‖ (qādēš, 22:47—Eng22:46). Even so, the approval is qualified by 

the notation that the king did not dismantle the country shrines (―high places‖ [bām t], 22:44—

Eng22:43). The statement that Edom was governed by a deputy rather than by a king (22:48—Eng22:47) 

is cryptic. One is led to assume that whereas Solomon had lost control over Edom (1 Kgs 11:14–25), one 

of his successors regained it. Although Judah‘s influence in Edom may have augmented during 

Jehoshaphat‘s quarter century of rule, it may not have ranged much beyond maintaining open access to 

the Gulf of Aqabah where the port of Ezion-geber (22:49—Eng22:48) was situated.  

A definitive understanding of the laconic mention of Jehoshaphat‘s maritime operations in this 

summary (22:49–50—Eng22:48–49) lies beyond our reach. At first blush, the text suggests that toward 

the end of his reign, Jehoshaphat sought to resume a lucrative trade program on the Red Sea that had been 

suspended since the period of Solomon. Jehoshaphat‘s use of inexperienced sailors might explain why the 

king‘s ships were wrecked while docked at Ezion-geber. When Israel‘s new king Ahaziah proposed that 

Judah and Israel might pursue a joint maritime expedition, Jehoshaphat refused. Miller and Hayes (HAIJ, 

279–80) argue that since the allied nations of Phoenicia, Israel, and Judah surely would have taken control 

of the Gulf of Aqabah ―earlier in the Omride period,‖ it is unlikely that Jehoshaphat was initiating a new 

maritime venture. Rather, he may have been seeking to win this opportunity for Judah alone. If so, his 

rejection of Ahaziah‘s offer was an attempt to establish ―Judah‘s claim of independence from Omride 

domination.‖ On balance, this Deuteronomistic summary presents Jehoshaphat as a reasonably pious 

Yahwist whose deeds were less than spectacular.  

Two episodes in the Deuteronomistic history depict Jehoshaphat as living in the shadow of the N 

kingdom. The first (1 Kgs 22:1–38) focuses on Ahab‘s ill-fated attempt to reclaim the Transjordanian 

fortress of Ramoth-gilead for Israel. Momentarily a visitor in Ahab‘s court, Jehoshaphat is persuaded to 

join forces with the king of Israel. Though Jehoshaphat‘s name appears 13 times in the story, Ahab‘s 

name appears but once (22:20). The prevailing designation is simply ―the king of Israel.‖ It is commonly 

held that when this tale originated, the kings of Israel and Judah were anonymous. Whitley (1952: 148–

49) and Miller (1966: 445) submit that this campaign against Aram unfolded a generation later during the 

dynasty of Jehu. Though their arguments are persuasive, the Deuteronomistic history unmistakably seats 

the event in Ahab‘s reign. Indeed, the verse that immediately follows this narrative begins, ―Now the rest 

of the acts of Ahab …‖ (22:39).  

Three elements in the story invite consideration here. First, though offered a choice as the lesser partner 

of the Israelite-Judean alliance rather than ordered as a vassal to comply with the command of an 

overlord, Jehoshaphat seems most willing to support Ahab in his move against Aram. His response to the 

Israelite king‘s invitation is: ―I am as you are, my people as your people, my horses as your horses‖ 

(22:4). That the victory is only immediately crucial to the N kingdom seems not to matter. Second, 

manifesting an exacting piety, Jehoshaphat addresses his colleague with this imperative: ―Inquire first for 

the word of the Lord‖ (22:5). Then wary about the unison voice of Ahab‘s 400 prophets who forecast the 

success of this venture, Jehoshaphat asks whether all of Ahab‘s prophets have been heard (22:7). 

Jehoshaphat is zealous in his desire to ascertain the divine will. Third, despite his disguise during the 

combat, Ahab is mortally wounded by a randomly shot arrow, yet Jehoshaphat, who is instructed by Ahab 

to wear his robes (following the LXX), remains unharmed (22:30–34). Did the complying king of Judah 

subscribe to the view that man proposes, but God disposes? Though the narrative is silent, with the 

campaign now aborted, Jehoshaphat likely withdrew to Jerusalem.  



The second narrative (2 Kgs 3:4–27) reports a retaliatory campaign that Israel and its allies Judah and 

Edom waged against a recently rebellious Moab. Striking affinities with the preceding text detract from its 

historical credibility. Anonymous mention of the kings of Israel, Judah, and Edom (3:9) triggers the 

inference that Jehoshaphat‘s name may be an accretion. Jehoshaphat‘s willing response to the invitation to 

join Israel in this military expedition replicates 1 Kgs 22:4, and his scrupulous piety is again manifested in 

his desire to seek a prophetic disclosure of the divine will prior to actual combat (2 Kgs 3:11; cf. 1 Kgs 

22:5). Once more, the victory primarily matters to Israel, not Judah. Jehoshaphat is now the regal 

colleague of Ahab‘s son Jehoram (ca. 849–842 B.C.E.), whose triumph over Moab‘s king Mesha is 

temporary (see The Moabite Stone, ANET, 320–21). Elisha‘s generous commendation of Jehoshaphat (2 

Kgs 3:14) is further evidence that the Deuteronomistic history assigns this Judean king high marks.  

c. Jehoshaphat in Chronicles. At the outset of his lengthy portrayal (2 Chr 17:1–20:37), the Chronicler 

emphasizes Jehoshaphat‘s uncompromising piety. Shunning the Baalim and seeking the God of his 

ancestral faith, Jehoshaphat ―walked in the earlier ways of his father‖ (17:3). In the Chronicler‘s 

perspective, it naturally followed that Jehoshaphat was a richly blessed monarch around whom swarmed 

signs of grandeur. Respectful Philistines and Arabs honored Jehoshaphat with tribute (17:11); he 

constructed fortresses and store cities (17:12); and not counting those soldiers who were stationed in the 

fortified cities throughout Judah, his army numbered 1,160,000 men (17:14–19). As reported in 2 Chr 

20:1–30, when a ―great multitude‖ of Moabites, Ammonites, and men from Mount Seir marched on 

Jerusalem, fasting and prayer sufficed to ensure a Judean victory. Jehoshaphat‘s forces had no need to 

engage in combat since the deity set an ambush against the enemy coalition. These invaders so thoroughly 

fought among themselves that none was spared. Such disclosures obviously mask the Jehoshaphat of 

history.  

Moreover, traditions about Jehoshaphat that were earlier reported in 1–2 Kings are appreciably refracted 

in the Chronicler‘s own work. Whereas his account of the Israelite-Judean expedition to seize Ramoth-

gilead from Aram is drawn almost verbatim from 1 Kgs 22:1–35a, the Chronicler accords Jehoshaphat a 

more honorific status at the outset of the story (2 Chr 18:1–2) and appends a word of censure from the 

prophet Jehu against Jehoshaphat for having allied himself with the wicked Ahab (19:2–3). Moreover, the 

Chronicler‘s account of Jehoshaphat‘s abortive maritime enterprise (2 Chr 20:35–37) boldly departs from 

the rendering in 1 Kgs 22:49–50—Eng22:48–49. Jehoshaphat now permits Ahaziah‘s partnership in this 

effort which incurs condemnation from Eliezer to the effect that the imminent destruction of the Ezion-

geber fleet is Yahweh‘s judgment against Jehoshaphat‘s unseemly association with Ahaziah of Israel.  

Though the Chronicler may be faulted for his enormous claims about Jehoshaphat and even for 

inconsistent coverage (in 2 Chr 17:6 the king is praised for having eliminated the ―high places‖ [bām t], 

but in 20:33 condemned for having failed to do so!), his recognition of Jehoshaphat‘s commitment to 

military preparedness and judicial reform is entirely justified. Jehoshaphat‘s normalization of judicial 

procedures in Judah is spelled out in 2 Chr 19:5–11, a text accepted by Albright (1950: 82) as ―a 

substantially correct account.‖ During Jehoshaphat‘s tenure, local Levites, priests, and prominent laymen 

were called to Jerusalem as royally appointed judges. This early a date for the transformation of the 

judicial system is not improbable.  

4. The son of Nimshi and father of Jehu, who exterminated the dynasty of Omri and established one of 

his own (2 Kgs 9:2, 14).  
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JEHOSHAPHAT, VALLEY OF (PLACE) [Heb ˓ēmeq yehošāpāṭ (ֵףֶמרֶַיָהָשָץט )]. ―The 
Valley of the Lord will Judge‖; the place where the Lord will gather together and judge the nations (Joel 

4:2, 12—Eng 3:2, 12; cf. Joel 4:14, Valley of Decision—Eng 3:14). The exact location of the valley is 

uncertain, but since Joel 4:1 (—Eng 3:1) speaks of restoring the fortunes of Judah—and of Jerusalem in 

particular—it may be assumed that the location is somewhere near Jerusalem. The King‘s Valley 

mentioned in 2 Sam 18:18, where Absalom erected his commemorative pillar (not to be confused with the 

much later Absalom‘s Tomb), may also be another earlier name for the valley.  

Traditionally, the Valley of Jehoshaphat has been associated with the last judgment and has been 

identified by Jews, Christians, and Muslims with that part of the Kidron Valley just E of Jerusalem, 

including the valley slopes. In line with these beliefs a great many tombs are to be found on the Kidron 

slopes, the Muslim cemetery on the W and the Jewish on the E. In Jewish tradition, 1 Enoch 53:1 speaks 

of final judgment in a deep valley where all people come to be judged, a place which many equate with 

the Valley of Jehoshaphat. Some rabbinic scholars taught that to have a part in the resurrection it was 

necessary to be born in Palestine, and the bodies of those who were buried elsewhere would roll 

underground ―like bottles‖ until they reached Palestine (Ketub. 12.3). According to Muslim belief, on the 

Day of Judgment the Angel Israfel will blow his trumpet as he stands on the sacred rock, es-Sakhra 

(housed in the present Dome of the Rock), and Mohammad will lead the believers from Jerusalem across 

a bridge over the gulf of Jahannum (a word, no doubt, derived from ―gehenna‖). Early Christian belief 

also places emphasis on the Valley of Jehoshaphat as a place of judgment. Although Eusebius (ca. A.D. 

263–339; Onomast. 70) locates the Valley of Jehoshaphat in the Hinnom Valley—possibly because he 

remembered that in the Hinnom Valley (the scene of child sacrifice by Ahaz and Manasseh, 2 Kgs 16:2–

3; 21:6)—the Lord had promised to deal out death in the ―Valley of Slaughter‖ (Jer 7:31–32; 19:5–6). 

Jerome, however, in his revision of the Onomasticon places the Valley of Jehoshaphat in the Kidron 

Valley and cites the prophecy of Joel 4:2, 12 (—Eng 3:2, 12). The Bordeaux Pilgrim (A.D. 333) identifies 

the Valley of ―Iosafath‖ at the Mount of Olives (CChr Series Latina [= CCSL].175.17); Theodosius (A.D. 

530) knows of the Valley of ―Iosaphat‖ and the Church of St. Mary the mother of the Lord (CCSL 

175.119), as does Arculf (A.D. 670) who also speaks of a Church of St. Mary in the Valley of ―Iosaphat‖ 

(CCSL 175.195).  

This church was no doubt in existence as early as the 5th century A.D., and later was rebuilt by the 

Crusaders who also constructed next to it a large monastery, the Abbey of St. Mary of the Valley of 

Jehoshaphat (Finegan 1969: 106–7). Other features in the Valley of Jehoshaphat were also associated with 

the theme of judgment. The gate now known as St. Stephen‘s Gate, or the Lion Gate, on the E wall of the 

city was once known as the Gate of the Valley of Jehoshaphat (Simons 1952: 10), and in the Vulgate the 

translation for the Inspection Gate (Neh 3:31) is Porto Judicialis, ―Gate of Judgment.‖ According to 

Muslim folklore the last judgment in the Valley of Jehoshaphat is associated with the Golden Gate with 

its two doors: the Gate of Mercy and the Gate of Contrition (Simons 1952: 372). Some view the newly 

formed valley (described in Zech 14:4) at the Mount of Olives, when the Lord brings judgment, as the 

Valley of Jehoshaphat.  
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W. HAROLD MARE  

JEHOSHEBA (PERSON) [Heb y h šeba˓ (הוֶשַבע  Var. JEHOSHABEATH. Daughter of Joram .[( יְׁ

and sister of Ahaziah, both Kings of Judah (2 Kgs 11:1–2 = 2 Chr 22:11). According to Chronicles, 

Jehosheba was the wife of Jehoiada the priest. If this is accurate, it indicates an unusual link by marriage 

between the royal house and the priesthood.  

Upon hearing of Ahaziah‘s death, Athaliah—the Queen Mother—ordered all the king‘s sons killed and 

seized the throne for herself. Unknown to Athaliah, Jehosheba hid an infant son of Ahaziah and the 



child‘s nurse in a bedchamber. The infant, Joash, escaped the massacre. Six years later, Joash was brought 

forth by Jehoiada the priest and anointed king in Athaliah‘s place.  

Jehosheba‘s actions against Athaliah have prompted speculation concerning her parentage. Josephus 

(Ant. 9.7.1) and Jerome (Quest. Heb. on 2 Chr 21:17) argue that Jehosheba was the daughter of Joram but 

not of Athaliah. This would explain Jehosheba‘s loyalty to Joash, her half-brother‘s son. However, if 

Joram had another wife, she is not mentioned in the text. Moreover, 2 Kgs 11 = 2 Chr 22 contain a 

number of conflicts, i.e., grandmother vs. grandchildren; priest vs. queen. In this context, a conflict 

between mother/daughter does not seem unusual.  

The account in Chronicles preserves an alternate spelling of Jehosheba: Jehoshabeath (Heb y h šab˓at). 

See also ATHALIAH, JEHOIADA, JOASH.  

LINDA S. SCHEARING  

JEHOVAH. See YAHWEH.  

JEHOZABAD (PERSON) [Heb y h zābād (הוָזָבד  .Three individuals in the OT bear this name .[( יְׁ

On the form of the name which means ―Yahweh has given,‖ compare the biblical Elzabad and the 

Aramean Nabû-zabad.  

1. Jehozabad the son of Shomer was a servant of Joash who participated in the assassination of the 

Judean king (2 Kgs 12:22—Eng12:21). In 2 Chr 24:26, Jehozabad is said to be the son of a Moabitess 

named Shimrit, but it appears that the Chronicler has mistaken the name of this conspirator‘s father for 

that of his mother (Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 276, 279). Whether the Moabite connection is based on 

a source (Ibid., 279) or is the Chronicler‘s own contribution (Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 326) cannot 

be determined.  

2. The second son of Obed-Edom (1 Chr 26:4) in the schematization offered by a reviser of the 

Chronicler‘s organization of the gatekeepers in the temple at Jerusalem (Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 

169; Rudolph Chronikbücher HAT, 173).  

3. The second of 2 military ―commanders of thousands‖ from Benjamin under Jehoshaphat named in 2 

Chr 17:17–18. In the present setting, framed by vv 13b and 19, Jehozabad and the others named appear to 

have been officers over troops in the standing army. However, since within that framework they were 

mustered according to ―their fathers‘ houses‖ (v 14) and organized by tribal divisions (vv 14, 17), 

Jehozabad may more likely have been a commander of the militia or conscript forces (Williamson 

Chronicles NCBC, 284).  

J. S. ROGERS  

JEHOZADAK (PERSON) [Heb y h ṣādāq (הוָקָדר  Var. JOZADAK. The father of Joshua, a .[( יְׁ

priest contemporary with Zerubbabel (Hag 1:1, 12, 14; 2:2, 4; Zech 6:11), and the chief priest serving in 

the First Temple who was taken into exile by Nebuchadnezzar (1 Chr 6:14–15). Jehozadak, along with its 

shortened form Jozadak, means ―Yahweh is righteous.‖ The long form is used for this individual in the 

texts cited above with his son‘s name Joshua (y h šūa˓). In Ezra-Nehemiah, the shortened form is used 

along with a shortened form for his son, Jeshua (yēšûa˓). See JOZADAK. The textual unit of 1 Chr 6:4–

15 lists the names of the chief priests from Eleazar to the fall of Jerusalem. This is clearly a stylized list 

which may not provide the correct hereditary order (Williamson Chronicles WBC, 70–71). A parallel list 

in Ezra 7:1–5 names Ezra as the Son of Seraiah instead of Jehozadak. However, this is not a complete list, 

and the intent may merely be to establish Ezra as a direct descendant of Seraiah, not necessarily excluding 

Jehozadak. As the last chief priest to serve in the First Temple and the father of Joshua, Jehozadak 

provides a direct link between the preexilic and postexilic priesthoods. This link legitimates Joshua as the 

proper chief priest to lead worship in the new Temple.  

JEFFREY A. FAGER  

JEHU (PERSON) [Heb yēhû˒ (ֵיהּוא )]. The name of 5 individuals in the OT.  



1. King of Israel, son of Nimshi, who overthrew the Omride dynasty and founded one of his own. The 

years of his reign are variously reckoned as 845–818 B.C.E. (Begrich 1929 and Jepsen 1979), 841–814 

B.C.E. (Thiele 1965), and 842–815 B.C.E. (Andersen 1969). The most important source for the history of 

Jehu is 1 Kings 9–10; a very brief summary of his reign is to be found in 2 Chr 22:7–9. Jehu is also 

mentioned in synchronistic dating lists and truncated genealogies in 2 Kgs 12:2—Eng12:1; 13:1; 14:8 (= 

2 Chr 25:17); 15:12. Quite differing estimations of the impact of Jehu, spoken at greater or lesser remove 

from the actual time of his reign, are offered in 1 Kgs 19:16–17 and Hos 1:4. The picture of Jehu derived 

from OT sources is augmented by several Assyrian inscriptions in which Jehu is mentioned by name.  

In most cases Jehu is identified as ―son of Nimshi‖ (1 Kgs 19:16; 2 Kgs 9:20; 2 Chr 22:7). In 2 Kgs 9:2 

and 14, however, he is called ―son of Jehoshaphat, son of Nimshi.‖ On the basis of this latter filiation, it is 

sometimes suggested that ―Nimshi‖ was the name of Jehu‘s grandfather, or even the name of the clan to 

which he belonged. It is more likely, however, that the expression ―son of Jehoshaphat‖ is a later addition 

to the text, and that the more frequently attested identification of his father is the correct one: Jehu was the 

son of Nimshi. No other information about the ancestry of Jehu is extant. As he steps onto the stage of 

history, he is already a high-ranking military figure in the entourage of the Israelite King Joram, an officer 

or perhaps even the commander of the army.  

Jehu emerges at a time when the Israelite army had assembled at Ramoth-gilead (Tell er-Ramith) in 

order to defend this Transjordanian border town of Israel against attacks by the Syrians. Border clashes 

between Israel and the Aramean state centered around Damascus had flared up anew following the 

collapse, in the wake of Hazael‘s usurpation of the throne in Damascus, of the military alliance of Syrian 

and Palestinian states which had earlier been established by Hadadezer of Damascus, Irḫuleni of Hamath, 

and Ahab of Israel in order to check Assyrian expansion. During this conflict in the vicinity of Ramoth-

gilead, the Israelite king Joram had been wounded and had been forced to leave his army behind as he 

returned to his residence in Jezreel (Zer˓in) to recuperate from his wounds (2 Kgs 8:28–29; 9:14–15). This 

was the occasion for the coup staged by Jehu. The immediate stimulus for it, however, came from another 

quarter.  

While encamped at Ramoth-gilead, Jehu was sought out by a disciple of the prophet Elisha. Acting on 

behalf of his master, this disciple anointed Jehu king over Israel and then confirmed the anointing by 

means of an oracle from Yahweh. The whole proceeding is reminiscent of Samuel‘s anointing of Saul (1 

Sam 9:16; 10:1; 15:1) and David (1 Sam 16:1–13): what takes place occurs in response to divine initiative 

and confers upon the recipient of the action the status of a nāg  d (―designated one‖), or even of a king. To 

be sure, in 2 Kgs 9:1–10 it is not actually the prophet Elisha himself, but only one of his disciples, who 

does the anointing. Despite that technicality, the other officers around Jehu nonetheless hasten to proclaim 

him king just as soon as they are informed of the anointing and of the prophetic oracle. However, there is 

no mention of a general acclamation of Jehu‘s kingship on the part of the whole army—unlike what 

apparently happens in the otherwise analogous situation in 1 Kgs 16:16. The revolt of Jehu, therefore, is 

probably best described as a military coup which originated at the Israelites‘ Transjordanian encampment. 

The prophetic anointing gave Jehu‘s coup its religious legitimation.  

During these years a significant undercurrent of resistance to the Omride policies, both foreign and 

domestic, had obviously arisen. One factor contributing to this groundswell of resentment might well 

have been the growing influence of the queen mother Jezebel who, after the death of Ahab, played a role 

in the governing of Israel through her sons Ahaziah and Joram. Along with this the Israelite tribes were 

experiencing a steady deterioration in their status over against the indigenous Canaanite portion of the 

population. The cult of Baal, which had been accorded at least equal treatment with that of Yahweh since 

the beginning of the Omride dynasty, was by now actively being promoted. This development was being 

protested by loyal Yahwists, who found their spokesmen especially in the prophets Elijah and Elisha, and 

in the prophetic circles which had gathered around the latter.  

It is also possible that the defense program of the Omrides was working economic hardships on the 

populace. To be sure, the Omride tactic of entering into foreign alliances had evidently brought to Israel a 

period of peace and prosperity. On the other hand, the necessity of being able to repulse attacks from the 



N—initially from the Arameans of Damascus and later from the Assyrians—was requiring increased 

expenditures on armaments. The large contingent of war chariots which Ahab had been able to deploy 

against the Assyrian king Shalmanezer III in the Battle of Qarqar (853 B.C.E.; cf. ANET, 278–79) testifies 

to the magnitude of the Israelite military buildup, as do the fortresses whose construction the Omrides 

pushed through. Only a short time after Hazael successfully seized power in Damascus, however, the anti-

Assyrian coalition fell apart. Now the former allies, Israel and Aram-Damascus, faced one another with 

swords drawn. This sudden change in the situation apparently led to considerable dissatisfaction with the 

basic principles of the Omride foreign policy and stimulated a desire for some sort of change.  

All of these factors seem to have contributed, more or less strongly, to the success of Jehu‘s putsch. 

Above all else, however, he took advantage of the opportunity for surprise. Jehu commanded his officers 

to keep silent concerning the proceedings in the military camp at Ramoth-gilead, and he himself then 

hastened as quickly as possible to Jezreel in order to arrive there before news of his having been 

proclaimed king in Transjordan could reach the royal residence. The surprise attack was a total success. 

King Joram, suspecting nothing, went out to meet Jehu in expectation of receiving bad news from the 

military camp; he was shot by Jehu while still in his war chariot. At this point (2 Kgs 9:25–26) the 

narrative inserts a comment to the effect that this happened on precisely that parcel of land for the sake of 

whose possession Ahab had had Naboth of Jezreel and his sons slain (a tradition paralleling that found in 

1 Kings 21). The death of Joram at the hand of Jehu thus appears as the fulfilling of an oracle of judgment 

that was once intended for Ahab. In Jezreel itself Jehu had the queen mother Jezebel thrown down from 

the palace‘s appearance-window. With this the city of Jezreel was firmly in the hand of Jehu. Since 

Jezreel is hardly again mentioned in later texts, one must assume that, under Jehu and his successors, the 

city lost the function of a secondary royal residence which it had had under the kings of the house of 

Omri.  

As a royal possession founded by the Omride family, Israel‘s chief city of Samaria (Sebastiya) occupied 

a special status within the N Kingdom. Jehu respected this special legal position in that he did not 

immediately set out from Jezreel to Samaria, but rather he initiated a diplomatic exchange of letters with 

the chiefs of the city. In his first letter Jehu suggested to the recipients that they elevate one of the princes 

of the Omride family to the kingship and then carry through with this act by defending his claims in battle 

(2 Kgs 10:1–3). The chiefs of the city immediately recognized the threat contained in Jehu‘s letter and 

announced their submission to him (vv 4–5). Next Jehu demanded, as a sign of their obedience, the heads 

of the princes of the royal house who were in Samaria. Gripped by fear, the representatives of Samaria 

immediately carried out this command, decapitated the Omride princes, and sent their severed heads to 

Jehu at Jezreel (vv 6–11). Thus the way was cleared for Jehu to take over the capital city of Samaria.  

Before Jehu actually entered Samaria, while he was still on the way there, he encountered Jonadab, the 

son of Rechab, who assured him of his support. According to Jeremiah 35, Jonadab was leader of the 

Rechabites, a clan which faithfully adhered to an archaic form of Yahwistic belief. Centuries after the 

settlement of Israel in Palestine the Rechabites still disdained to lead a sedentary, agrarian style of life. 

Rather, they continued to pursue a semi-nomadic type of existence, living in tents rather than in houses, 

subsisting on stock-farming rather than on tilling the soil, and stoutly refraining from alcoholic beverages. 

In all likelihood they understood this particular sort of existence in the promised land to be a style of life 

uniquely suited to Yahwistic faith, especially since they were thereby separated from such religious 

temptations of the agricultural life as Baal-worship and fertility cult. Since the Rechabites were thus a 

group particularly responsive to the call of faithfulness to Yahweh, Jehu‘s immediate course of action is 

easily understandable: He had Jonadab join him in his chariot in order thereby to demonstrate his own 

―zeal for Yahweh‖ (2 Kgs 10:15–16). By having the leader of the Rechabites join him, Jehu was able to 

demonstrate to the populace his partisanship toward the national Israelite and ancient Yahwistic traditions 

of Israel, in opposition to the Omride policy of accommodation to Canaanite ways. Keeping the dynamics 

of these maneuvers in mind, one is also led to conclude that the sequence of events as recounted in 10:15–

17 and 10:18–27 does not reflect what actually happened but has somehow gotten reversed.  



After his entry into Samaria, Jehu had all the remaining members of the ―house of Ahab‖ slaughtered. In 

so doing he followed the example of several earlier usurpers of the royal throne in N Israel who had 

likewise exterminated the families of the toppled monarchs in order to solidify their own hold on the reins 

of government (1 Kgs 15:29; 16:11). With this bloodbath the Omride dynasty, after not even 40 years in 

power (from 882 to 845 B.C.E., following the chronology of Jepsen), ceased to exist. With his seizure of 

the throne, Jehu established yet another dynasty, one that held on to the throne of Israel for nearly a full 

century (from 845 to 747 B.C.E., again following Jepsen). The royal families of Omri and of Jehu were the 

only ones during the history of the N Kingdom that succeeded in establishing actual dynasties. In all other 

cases the duration of rule did not extend beyond that of a king and his son.  

A considerable segment of the Judean lineage of David was also destroyed in the overthrow of the 

Omride dynasty. It so happened that, when the usurper Jehu entered Jezreel in order to seize power and to 

assassinate the reigning King Joram, the Judean king Ahaziah was also there, visiting Joram. In this way 

Ahaziah also became entangled in the bloody events of Jehu‘s putsch (2 Kgs 8:29; 9:16). In company 

with Joram, the unsuspecting Ahaziah departed the city in order to meet the rapidly approaching Jehu. 

When Jehu slew Joram with bow and arrow, Ahaziah fled S in the direction of Bethhaggan (En-Gannim), 

obviously with the intention of escaping toward Jerusalem. Jehu pursued him, however, and ordered that 

he too be slain. Those in pursuit of Ahaziah caught up with him in the vicinity of Ibleam (Khirbet 

Bel˓ameh) and wounded him so severely that he was able to make it only as far as Megiddo (Tell el-

Mutesellim), where he died (2 Kgs 9:21–24, 27–28).  

In addition to Ahaziah a whole group of people belonging to the Judean royal house (―kinsmen of 

Ahaziah,‖ 2 Kgs 10:12–14) fell into the hands of Jehu. Clearly having as yet received no news of the 

bloody events in Jezreel, they were just then journeying through the N Kingdom. Jehu encountered them 

on the way to Samaria, at Beth-eked (Beit Qad, east of Jenin), and had them all killed. In this way Jehu 

inflicted such devastation on the Davidic dynasty that the queen mother Athaliah, of the lineage of Omri, 

was able to seize the throne in Jerusalem (2 Kgs 11:1–3). Just why Jehu so enlarged his circle of 

murderous activity to include the members of the Judean royal family remains unclear. Perhaps he was 

intent upon eliminating the possibility of a blood feud with the Davidic lineage, which had become related 

by marriage with the Omrides. Alternately, Jehu could also simply have intended to liquidate all the allies 

of the Israelite royal family that he could get his hands on.  

Next, in Samaria, Jehu went on the offensive against the Baal cult. Under the pretext of wanting to 

arrange a large sacrificial feast for Baal, Jehu had the worshipers of Baal, his prophets and priests, gather 

in the Baal sanctuary in Samaria. He was so thorough in carrying out this deception that he himself 

presented the sacrifice for Baal. Suddenly, he gave his troops the command to slaughter the Baal 

worshipers who had gathered in the sanctuary. After this frightful bloodbath the contents of the temple 

were destroyed and the building itself was torn down. In order to render the site of the sanctuary 

perpetually unusable for cultic purposes, Jehu then had a public latrine constructed at the same place (2 

Kgs 10:18–27). The detailed sources concerning Jehu, which restrict themselves to his seizure of power, 

end on this note. Despite their restricted focus, however, these sources nonetheless allow one to recognize 

the broad contours of Jehu‘s governmental policy.  

In both domestic and foreign policy, Jehu made a radical break with the governing principles of the 

Omride dynasty. In the sociocultural realm, including religion, a definitive end was made of the practice 

of officially sanctioned equal treatment of the Israelite tribes and the traditionally Canaanite elements of 

the population. Indeed, through the influence of Jezebel, there had even been a promoting of the 

Canaanite traditions under the kings Ahaziah and Joram. Through his frightfully bloody assault on the 

adherents of the Baal cult and the destruction of the Baal temple in Samaria, Jehu established himself as a 

zealot for Yahwistic faith and as an opponent of Baalism and syncretism. Under Jehu‘s rule, the Israelite 

elements of the population doubtlessly were accorded the dominant position in the sociopolitical and 

religious realm; Canaanite influence was restricted.  

In the domain of foreign policy, the system of treaties set up by the Omrides fully collapsed in the wake 

of Jehu‘s actions. The slaughtering of Ahaziah and the Judean princes, as well as the extermination of the 



Omride family from which Athaliah, the queen mother in Jerusalem, herself descended, put an end to 

Israel‘s previously good relations with Judah and replaced them with a state of tension. Israel‘s friendly 

relations with the Phoenician states likewise came to an end. Under Jehu, Israel suddenly found itself in 

an isolated position among neighboring states and, without support, was soon handed over to more 

powerful opponents, specifically Aram-Damascus and Assyria.  

In the 18th year of his reign (841 B.C.E.), the Assyrian king Shalmaneser III carried out his 4th 

campaign against Syria. The anti-Assyrian coalition of Syrian and Palestinian states, which 3 times before 

had halted his advance, no longer existed. The Assyrian army directed its main assault against Hazael of 

Damascus. Although Shalmaneser wreaked heavy devastation upon the region of the Syrian state and 

trapped Hazael in his capital city, he was not able actually to capture Damascus or overthrow Hazael. 

However, the Assyrian army did manage to reach the highland region of Hauran and there stood on the 

very boundary of Israel. As Shalmaneser states in a fragmentarily preserved annalistic text (ANET, 280), 

the Phoenician cities of Tyre and Sidon both submitted to him, as did Jehu of Israel. In this Assyrian text 

Jehu is identified as ―son of Omri‖ (Iaúa mār Ḫumr  ). This formulation shows not only the ignorance of 

the Assyrians concerning the change of dynasty that had occurred in Israel, but also the high international 

esteem enjoyed by the Omrides, whose name increasingly appears in the Assyrian texts as a designator for 

the whole state of Israel (B  t-Ḫumr  ). Apparently Shalmaneser accorded such importance to Jehu‘s paying 

of tribute that he had the scene carved as an illustration on the ―Black Obelisk‖ (ANEP, 355). Jehu is 

shown doing homage before the great Assyrian king by prostrating himself upon the ground; other panels 

of the obelisk depict Israel‘s tribute, which is described in a superscription.  

Although his submission to Shalmaneser meant that Jehu was abandoning the former Israelite policy of 

resistance to Assyrian expansion, at the same time this was an act of political common sense. With his 

recognition of Assyrian supremacy, Jehu acquired for himself support against the Arameans, who of 

course held back for only so long as the Assyrians were able to intervene in the affairs of the Aramean 

states of Syria. In the 21st year of his reign (838 B.C.E.), Shalmaneser III moved against Damascus for the 

last time, once again without definitive success. In the ensuing years, due to internal disturbances, the 

Assyrian empire declined and was unable to find the strength to generate new expansionary expeditions. 

Hazael of Damascus, seeing himself freed from Assyrian pressure, became in the following years one of 

the most ruthless and successful enemies of Israel. According to 2 Kgs 10:32–33 he eventually succeeded 

in conquering the whole of Transjordan between Hauran and the Arnon. Given its summarizing character, 

it is questionable whether this brief notice is to be taken as referring only to the period of Jehu‘s rule. It is 

quite possible that the success which Hazael achieved against Jehu‘s son Jehoahaz has been collapsed into 

this report as well. On the other hand, one can probably also infer from this notice that Jehu was 

successful in forcing the Moabites back to the Arnon and that the region between the N tip of the Dead 

Sea and the Arnon reverted to Israelite rule.  

Despite all the gory details included therein, the textual block encompassing 2 Kgs 9:1–10:27 reports 

Jehu‘s seizure of power in a positive light and apparently aims at legitimating his rule. The deeds of Jehu 

are evaluated in similarly positive fashion in 1 Kgs 19:15–18. This latter text, which one must read as 

presupposing that the events of the Jehu revolution already lie in the past, speaks of a divine commission 

laid upon Elijah to anoint, in addition to Elisha and Hazael, also Jehu. Certainly we encounter here no 

strictly historical statement (cf. the contrasting 2 Kgs 9:1–3). Rather we have the transmittal of a 

theological evaluation of the deeds of Jehu: Those deeds serve in the struggle against the cult of Baal and 

therefore stand in continuity with Elijah‘s battle on behalf of Yahwistic faith.  

The prophet Hosea judges the deeds of Jehu in a totally different light (Hos 1:4). According to Hosea, 

those deeds amounted to a terrible blood guilt which besmirched the whole reign of the Jehu dynasty and 

so burdened it that God would eventually call the dynasty to account and do away with the whole 

institution of kingship. On the other hand, the Deuteronomistic redactors of the books of Kings rendered 

high praise to Jehu for his opposition to the cult of Baal and included in this context a divine promise of 

dynastic succession. Of course, just as with every other king of the N Kingdom, so also Jehu is 



reproached for having adhered to the golden calves, which is to say for having continued to support the 

royal sanctuaries in Bethel and Dan (2 Kgs 10:28–31).  

The history of Jehu is briefly summarized in the work of the Chronicler (2 Chr 22:7–9), who 

paraphrases 2 Kings 9–10 in short strokes (2 Chr 22:7 = 2 Kgs 9:21; 2 Chr 22:8 = 2 Kgs 10:12–14). Only 

the verse at 2 Chr 22:9 fully deviates from its predecessor at 2 Kgs 9:27–28; it reports that Ahaziah of 

Judah hid in Samaria but was discovered there and was slain by Jehu. The sparse information concerning 

Jehu in the work of the Chronicler serves only as historical background for the account of Ahaziah‘s 

demise.  

2. Prophet in the time of Baasha of Israel, son of Hanani. He delivered to the king a prophetic judgment 

oracle announcing the king‘s demise and the downfall of the royal house (1 Kgs 16:1–4). The fulfillment 

of this pronouncement is reported in 16:7 (proleptically) and in 16:12. The prophetic oracle consists of 

Deuteronomistic formulations. The historical background of the prophet Jehu remains dark. In the work of 

the Chronicler he is pictured as confronting the Judean King Jehoshaphat and faulting him for his alliance 

with the godless Ahab (2 Chr 19:2–3). In 2 Chr 20:34 the Chronicler refers to a collection of ―words of 

Jehu‖ as one of his sources for the history of Jehoshaphat of Judah. This notice is just as open to historical 

question as are the other comments about Jehu in the work of the Chronicler.  

3. A Judean, son of Obed and father of Azariah, in the family tree of Elishama within the genealogy of 

Judah (1 Chr 2:38).  

4. A Simeonite, son of Joshibiah, within the genealogy of Simeon (1 Chr 4:35).  

5. A Benjaminite from Anathoth who, along with other Benjaminites, gave himself over to David at 

Ziklag in order to serve him as one of his warriors (1 Chr 12:3).  
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WINFRIED THIEL  

TRANS. CHARLES MUENCHOW  

JEHUBBAH (PERSON) [Heb y ḥubbâ (ָבה ח  ָבה) K; w ḥubbâ ( יְׁ ח   Q]. The grandson of Heber ( וְׁ

listed in the genealogy of Asher (1 Chr 7:34). While the consonantal Hebrew text spells the name 

Jehubbah, the Masoretes have vocalized the name to be read ―and Hubbah‖—a reading supported by 

various Gk mss. The figure is listed as one of the 3 sons of Shamer, the latter perhaps to be identified with 

Shomer. The names Jehubbah or Hubbah appear neither in the parallel lists of the Asherite genealogy in 

Genesis 46 and Numbers 26 nor elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible. Possible roots of these names are ḥbb, 



―to love‖ (hence, ―loved one‖) and ḥbh, ―to hide‖ (hence, ―hidden one‖). Abel suggests that Hubbah is 

related to Hobab, a Kenite name (Judges 4:11).  
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JEHUCAL (PERSON) [Heb y hûkal (הּוַכל  Var. JUCAL. Son of Shelemiah and one of King .[( יְׁ

Zedekiah‘s (597–586 B.C.E.) court officials (Jer 37:3; 38:1). His high social status is indicated both by his 

title, ―prince‖ (Heb śar; Jer 38:4) and by his presence in a deputation sent by Zedekiah to consult the 

prophet Jeremiah (37:3). During the siege of Jerusalem, he was one of four (three in the) officials, who, 

representing the pro-Egyptian faction in Judah, demanded that Zedekiah put Jeremiah to death because of 

the treasonable nature of his preaching (38:1–4). According to them, Jeremiah‘s message, which centered 

on the certain fall of Jerusalem and the necessity of submitting to the Babylonians, was demoralizing the 

Judean troops (lit. ―weakening the hands‖ of those defending the city of Jerusalem; cf. the use of this 

expression in one of the ostraca [Ostracon 6] found at Lachish [see ANET, 322]).  
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JOHN M. BERRIDGE  

JEHUD (PLACE) [Heb y hūd (ד ה   A town allotted to the tribe of Dan (Josh 19:45), located in the .[( יְׁ

coastal region which the Danites failed to inherit (Josh 19:47; Judg 1:34). The site of Jehud is identified 

with el-Yahudiya (modern Yehud; M.R. 139159) where sherds of the MB and Iron Age have been 

collected.  

RAPHAEL GREENBERG  

JEHUDI (PERSON) [Heb y hûd   (י הּודִׂ  ,An officer at the court of King Jehoiakim (Jer 36:14, 21 .[( יְׁ

23). It is probable that Jehudi was a scribe. In the prose narrative of Jeremiah 36, the royal officials 

(śār  m, translated ―princes‖ in RSV and NAB) send Jehudi to summon Baruch to appear before them with 

the scroll dictated by Jeremiah (36:14). Later, Jehoiakim dispatches Jehudi to fetch the scroll from the 

chamber of Elishama, the state secretary (v 21). Jehudi then reads the scroll to the king and his officials 

(vv 21, 23).  

In Jer 36:14, Jehudi is identified as son of Nethaniah, son of Shelemiah, son of Cushi. It is noteworthy 

that Jehudi‘s genealogy is traced back to the 3d generation. Many commentators believe that the text is to 

be emended slightly to read ―then all the royal officials sent Jehudi son of Nethaniah and Shelemiah son 

of Cushi …‖ (see, e.g., the JB‘s translation). If Jer 36:14 is accepted as it now reads, it is difficult to 

provide a satisfactory explanation for the extended genealogy, although it is possible that the genealogy is 

to be viewed in the light of Deut 23:7–8. That text is concerned with the genealogical purity of those who 

participate in the Israelite cult, and speaks only of the children of the 3d generation born to Edomites and 

Egyptians. If Jehudi‘s great-grandfather was indeed a Cushite by birth (this must be questioned, even if 

one does not emend the text of Jer 36:14), it is very possible that the name ―Jehudi‖ (lit. ―Judahite‖) may 

indicate that Jehudi was a naturalized Judean.  
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JOHN M. BERRIDGE  

JEIEL (PERSON) [Heb y ˓  ˒ēl (יֵאל ףִׂ  .Name of 11 people in postexilic books of the Hebrew Bible .[( יְׁ

The form of the name sometimes alternates between Jeiel (y ˓  ˒ēl) and Jeuel (y ˓û˒ēl) either as a Qere and 

Ketib or between the MT and some of the versions; this is similar to the variation between the names 



Peniel and Penuel (BLe, 524 h). The etymology of the name is uncertain; perhaps it should be connected 

to Arabic roots meaning ―strong‖ or ―to cure‖ (HALAT 2: 401) in which case the name would mean ―God 

is strong‖ or ―God cures.‖ It has not yet appeared in the extrabiblical epigraphic corpus. There is no 

obvious reason why Jeiel is mentioned only in postexilic sources.  

1. One of the families who returned from the Babylonian exile with Ezra (Ezra 8:13). This list is seen as 

a generally authentic record (Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 109–11; Blenkinsopp Ezra-Nehemiah 

OTL, 161). The verse that mentions Jeiel/Jeuel is problematic; it reads ―Of the sons of Adonikam, those 

who came later [˒aḥăr- ōn  m], their names being Eliphelet, Jeiel, and She- maiah …‖ The meaning of 

˒aḥărōn  m, which usually means ―last ones,‖ is unclear, since additional names follow in v 14. Some have 

suggested that the families of v 13 were the last to leave Babylon (Williamson WBC, 108; Blenkinsopp 

OTL, 163), but this is reading too much into the Hebrew of the text. Verse 13 is also exceptional in that 

no other father‘s name is followed by more than one child. Most likely, the list of returnees originally 

ended with v 13, with the list of the family of Adonikam, the ―final ones‖ (˒aḥărōn  m), and his children 

were listed in full to effect closure. Verse 14, then, is most likely an addition, to bring the total number of 

lay families to the schematic number 12. RSV‘s reading Jeuel here is poorly attested in the manuscripts, 

and Jeiel should be read instead with the vast majority of manuscripts and the LXX.  

2. One of the sons of Nebo, who appears in the list of intermarried people in Ezra 10:43. This list is 

generally seen as authentic (Blenkinsopp OTL, 199–200), though it is unclear if it is complete, and 

because its concluding v 44 is difficult, it is not known if those enumerated are intermarried, or have 

divorced their foreign wives (Myers Ezra Nehemiah AB, 87–88; Blenkinsopp OTL, 197–98). Cogan 

(1979) has suggested that Nebo is from the tribe of Reuben, but his evidence from several overlapping 

names between this verse and the Reubenite genealogy in 1 Chr 5:4–8 is inconclusive (Williamson WBC, 

159). The centrality of the prohibition of intermarriage in the postexilic period is seen by the literary 

placement of this section as the conclusion of the Ezra portion of Ezra-Nehemiah; this prohibition is based 

on reinterpretation of earlier biblical texts prohibiting intermarriage with the Canaanite population 

(Fishbane 1985: 114–26).  

3. A Reubenite (1 Chr 5:7). The relation of this verse to the previous genealogy, and thus the 

relationship between this Jeiel and the rest of the Reubenites are unclear. 1 Chr 5:7 MT begins, ―And his 

brothers (w ˒eḥāyw) according to his families …‖ The immediately preceding referent is Beerah (v 6), 

who was exiled by Tiglath-Pilesser in the 8th century; however, in v 8, these Reubenites are listed as 

living in areas which they no longer controlled in the 8th century. Possibly, the participle in v 8, y šēb, 

―he dwells,‖ describing the descendants of the Reuben, should be understood as a perfect, ―who dwealt‖ 

(Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 64), but this is unlikely. The language of v 7 is unusual; its opening 

words w ˒eḥayw l mišp ḥōtāyw are unique in the genealogical section of 1 Chronicles and the note that 

Jeiel is the rō˒š, probably ―the firstborn,‖ is very unusual. This might suggest that the verse is a fragment 

of a premonarchical Reubenite genealogy (see v 10, which deals with the period of Saul), which became 

appended to the main genealogy in vv 1–6. The words w ˒ḥāyw l mišp ḥōtāyw ―And his brothers 

according to his families,‖ are thus a clumsy attempt to join the 2 genealogies.  

4. One of the families of Judah from the clan of Zerah who settled in Jerusalem at the return from the 

exile (1 Chr 9:6). According to MT, his name is given as Jeuel (so RSV), while many of the important 

LXX manuscripts suggest Jeiel. The list in 1 Chronicles 9 is similar to that in Neh 11:3–36, but the exact 

relationship between the 2 lists and their time of composition remain unclear (Williamson WBC, 344–50). 

The list in Nehemiah 11 does not include the clan of Zerah, thus Jeiel/Jeuel is not mentioned there.  

5. Early Benjaminite, an ancestor of King Saul, and the settler of the Benjaminite city of Gibeon (1 Chr 

9:35). This genealogy is probably preexilic (Demsky 1971), though some see the tie of Benjamin to 

Gibeon rather than Gibeah and the double mention of Ner and Kish in vv 36 and 39 as an indication that 

this section of the genealogy is artificial (Malamat 1968: 171). Jeiel‘s name is missing in the parallel 

genealogy in 8:29, but it appears there in the Lucianic family of the LXX; Rudolph (Chronikbücher HAT, 

78) and RSV add it to 8:29. Perhaps this Jeiel should be identified with (or emended to) Jediael, y d  ˓ă˒ēl, 

the son of Benjamin according to 1 Chr 7:6, who represents one of the major clans of the Benjaminite 



family. According to 9:35, Jeiel‘s wife is named Maacah, a name that typifies residents of the Transjordan 

(Demsky 1971: 18, n. 10). The inclusion of a wife‘s name is not typical of these genealogies; perhaps this 

ancestor of Saul was somehow seen as the equivalent of the queen mother, who played an important role 

in Israelite politics (Andreason 1983).  

6. One of David‘s warriors (Mazar 1963) (1 Chr 11:44). The list of David‘s warriors in 1 Chr 11:26–47 

is derived from various sources: the first section (until the middle of v 41) is derived from 2 Sam 23:24–

39 and the second probably reflects an additional preexilic source that was available to the Chronicler 

(Williamson NCBC, 103–4). If it were a fabrication, it would probably follow the previous section‘s style 

more closely. The purpose of 1 Chronicles 11 is to glorify David by showing the extent of the military 

power that supported him, thus reinforcing the divine legitimation of David (see 1 Chr 11:10); this 

ideology probably motivated the chapter‘s editor to go beyond his usual source and to find additional lists 

of David‘s warriors. MT gives the warrior‘s name as Jeuel in the Kethib and as Jeiel in the Qere; most of 

the versions support the Qere. MT breaks v 44 in half, by inserting a paragraph marker (s tûmâ) after 

Jeiel; this suggests that the continuation of the verse, ―the sons of Hotham the Aroerite,‖ represents 

additional (unnamed) warriors who are unrelated to Jeiel. If we ignore this division, then Jeiel‘s father is 

Hotham, from the Transjordan city of Aroer.  

7. One of the m šōr r  m, ―Temple singers‖ (1 Chr 15:18, 21; 16:5). 1 Chr 15:18 MT lists this Jeiel as 

one of the šō˓ăr  m, ―gatekeepers,‖ but this word should be excised as a gloss (Williamson WBC, 125). 

According to 1 Chr 15:16, these singers were established by David as part of his preparation for the 

Temple that Solomon would build; this is consistent with the Chronicler‘s ideology (Williamson WBC, 

30). The list in 1 Chronicles 15 of singers who here are considered to be Levites reflects the realities of 

the Chronicler‘s period rather than of David‘s (Williamson WBC, 122). The list appears twice in chap. 15, 

once in general terms, and once giving the specific roles of the groups of singers. Verse 16 introduces the 

list, v 17 lists the three most important singers, Heman, Asaph, and Ethan, and v 18 lists the other singers, 

who are called mišn  m, ―of second rank.‖ The word (w )hamešōr r  m, ― (and) the Temple singers‖ should 

be moved from the beginning of v 19 to replace the incorrect šō˓ăr  m, ―gatekeepers‖ at the end of v 18. 

Verses 19, 20, and 21 then list groups of singers, assigning to them specific musical roles. Jeiel is among 

those who play b kinnōr t ˓al hašš m  n  t l naṣṣēaḥ, which involves some type of lyre (kinnōr) music. 

The meaning of the remaining technical terms is notoriously difficult (Anderson Psalms NCBC, 43–50; 

Kraus 1988: 21–32). Jeiel appears twice in 1 Chr 16:5, in the list of singers accompanying the transport of 

the ark to Jerusalem, but the first appearance of Jeiel should probably be emended to Jaaziel, following 

the parallel texts in 1 Chr 15:18 and 20 (Rudolph HAT, 120); the error was caused by the graphic 

similarity of the names in Heb (y˓y˒l and y˓zy˒l).  

8. Ancestor of Jahaziel, a prophet who encouraged the Judean king Jehoshaphat (2 Chr 20:14). It is 

likely that this prophet and his lineage are the Chronicler‘s invention. The name Jahaziel, yahăz  ˒ēl is 

composed from the element ḥzh, ―to be a seer,‖ and is probably a creation of the Chronicler. The symbolic 

names Iddo and Jeddo, from ˓wd, ―to exhort,‖ are similarly used by the Chronicler of prophets that he 

created. Furthermore, the genealogy of this Jahaziel is highly suspicious. He is supposedly ―son of 

Zechariah, son of Benaiah, son of Jeiel, son of Mattaniah, a Levite of the sons of Asaph.‖ These names 

are known from the list of m šōr r  m, ―Temple singers‖ in 1 Chr 15:17–21 (Mattaniah = Mattithiah). The 

creation of a prophet by the Chronicler is in line with the importance that the Chronicler gives to prophecy 

(Japhet 1977: 154–66); possibly, the Chronicler creates such a long genealogy for Jahaziel to legitimate 

him by connecting him to the time of David (Williamson WBC, 298).  

9. A s pēr, ―secretary‖ during the reign of the Judean king Uzziah (2 Chr 26:11). The exact range of 

meanings and etymology of s pēr are unclear (Baumgartner HALAT 3: 724); in this context, however, he 

has a military role (cf. 2 Kgs 25:19 = Jer 52:25). The list of officials given here is not found in Kings. 

Several similar lists are found throughout Chronicles, and they do not show the patterns of fabrications 

seen in Jeiel #8, above; they are probably authentic preexilic lists which the Chronicler had access to 

(Williamson WBC, 261–63). The Ketib writes the name as Jeuel; but the Qere and most versions argue in 

favor of Jeiel.  



10. A descendant of the Elizaphan branch of the Levites, who assisted in the purification of the Temple 

during the reign of Hezekiah (2 Chr 29:13). The other names in that verse are Shimri, Zechariah, and 

Mattaniah; these are largely identical with the ancestors of Jahaziel (see #8), who are projections of 

postexilic Levite clans backward to the preexilic period (see #7). The list is anachronistic, and of no 

historical value for reconstructing the period of Hezekiah; it does, however, reflect the importance of the 

family of Jeiel in the exilic period. The Ketib writes the name as Jeuel; but the Qere and most versions 

support Jeiel.  

11. One of the Levites who donated animals for the Josiah‘s Passover (2 Chr 35:9). In the 1 Esdr 1:9 

parallel, this name apparently appears as Ochiel. The account of this Passover is largely the creation of the 

Chronicler (Williamson WBC, 403–5); it is a combination of exegesis of earlier Pentateuchal sources and 

retrojection of postexilic practices into the preexilic period (Fishbane 1985: 137–38). The list of Levites is 

therefore of little value for reconstructing preexilic Israel; it is noteworthy, however, that it does not agree 

with the anachronistic lists discussed in #8 and #10.  
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MARC Z. BRETTLER  

JEKABZEEL (PLACE) [Heb y qabṣe˒ēl (ֶקֵאל ַרבְׁ   .An alternate form of KABZEEL .[( יְׁ

JEKAMEAM (PERSON) [Heb yeqam˓ām (ָףם  A Kohathite, the 4th son of Hebron (1 Chr .[( ֶיַרמְׁ

23:19). Jekameam appears nowhere else in the OT outside of the Levitical lists in 1 Chronicles 23 and 24. 

The Levitical genealogies of Exodus 6 and Numbers 3 do not include an enumeration of the immediate 

descendants of Hebron. The source of the Chronicler‘s use of the name ―Jekameam‖ remains uncertain. 

Although J. Liver (1968: viii, 29–32) believes that this name, along with the other Levitical names in 1 

Chronicles 23, may have originated from an authentic source composed during the reign of David or 

Solomon, Rudolph (Chronikbücher HAT, 152–59, 163–65) argued that Jekameam and the other Levites 

of 1 Chronicles 23 represent Levitical families after the time of the Chronicler. The style of the list, 

however, corresponds closely with the compositional techniques of the Chronicler. This suggests that 

Williamson (Chronicles NCBC, 160) may be correct in asserting that ―the names of the heads of houses 

will then be current at the time of the list‘s composition‖—the time of the Chronicler (ca. 385 B.C.E.).  
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JOHN W. WRIGHT  

JEKAMIAH (PERSON) [Heb yeqamyâ (ָיה  .The name held by 2 persons in the Hebrew Bible .[( ֶיַרמְׁ

This name is also attested in extrabiblical documents (Myers 1 Chronicles AB, 21). It may mean ―may Ya 

establish‖ (IDB 2: 618).  

1. In 1 Chr 2:41 Jekamiah is given as the name of a descendant of Jerahmeel. Verses 34–41 are usually 

considered to be an addition to this chapter. The descendants of Jerahmeel are given in 1 Chr 2:25–33, 

which is a genealogy with both vertical and horizontal components. Verses 34–41, however, constitute a 



vertical genealogy which terminates in Elshama. This section of verses seems to be intended as a pedigree 

for him (Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 54).  

2. Jekamiah is also listed in 1 Chr 3:18 as the 5th son of Jeconiah/Jehoiachin, the captive king of Judah.  

RUSSELL FULLER  

JEKUTHIEL (PERSON) [Heb y qût  ˒ēl (יֵאל רּותִׂ  A descendant of Judah through Mered (1 Chr .[( יְׁ

4:18).  

H. C. LO  

JEMIMAH (PERSON) [Heb yem  mâ (ָמה  The first of Job‘s daughters born to him after the .[( ֶימִׂ
restoration of his fortunes (42:14). The name may mean ―turtledove‖ if the root has the meaning it carries 

in Arabic (cf. Dhorme 1967; Cant 2:14). It is noteworthy that Job gave his daughter Jemimah and her 2 

sisters an inheritance along with their brothers. According to Num 21:1–8, a daughter would only inherit 

her father‘s property if there was no male heir. By including his daughters in the inheritance, Job 

illustrates a practice of justice that far outstripped the norm in the ancient world (cf. chap. 31). See also 

KEREN-HAPPUCH; KEZIAH.  
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JEMMEH, TELL (M.R. 097088). An archaeological site in SW Israel. Jemmeh stands on the S bank 

of Nahal Besor (Wadi Ghazzeh), about 12 km due S of the city of Gaza. It is located in an Asiatic steppe 

environment, i.e., in a transitional zone, positioned between the wetter Mediterranean climate and the 

rainless desert climate of the Negeb. Because of marginal rainfall, dry farming was often unreliable, 

forcing people to migrate N or to Lower Egypt. The soil is loess, rich in calcium carbonate, and when well 

watered produces abundant harvests. The region lacks good building stone, but the soil makes fine 

mudbrick, and all structures are built of it.  

A. Identification  

During the 1920s, Jemmeh was first identified with biblical Gerar by Phythian-Adams (1923: 140) and 

Petrie (1928: 2). This identification was accepted until 1951, when B. Mazar (1951: 38–41) identified 

Jemmeh with Yurza, a town mentioned in Egyptian topographical lists and the Tell el-Amarna tablets. 

Recent evidence of a major Assyrian occupation of the site in the 7th century B.C. strengthens this view, 

because several Akkadian texts of King Esarhaddon mention the taking of ―Arsa (or Arza) near the Brook 

of Egypt‖; linguistically Arza corresponds with Eg Yurza. A Byzantine city, Orda can be identified with 

remains just S of the mound; Orda is probably the Greek form of Yurza. The name Yurza/Arsa/Arza does 

not appear in the Bible.  

B. Excavations  

The first archaeological investigation was undertaken by Phythian-Adams in 1922, when he dug a small 

step-trench. In 1926–27, Petrie moved his operations from Egypt to Jemmeh. Following a single field 

season at Jemmeh, he moved to Tell Sharuhen and later to Tell el-Ajjul, other sites along Nahal Besor. At 

Jemmeh, Petrie excavated 1 acre in the W central portion of the site, repeatedly reducing the area until he 

reached virgin soil in a small trench in the NW corner of the dig. No further work was undertaken until 

1970, when G. Van Beek initiated excavations for the Smithsonian Institution; these continued annually 

through 1978, and then intermittently for a total of 12 field seasons.  

C. The Site  

Jemmeh originally occupied a mesa encompassing an area of 4.92 hectares (12.15 acres). It is the most-

eroded major site in Israel, the N end having been destroyed by flash floods in Nahal Besor, and the S end 

by severe erosion. The area on the top of the mound is now reduced to 0.26 hectares (0.64 acres) from an 

estimated original area of 3.04 hectares (7.51 acres). The site is the highest point in the landscape, 

reaching a height of 22 m (71 feet) above present ground level. Its upper 15.50 m (50 feet) is occupation 

debris of successive towns.  



D. Chalcolithic  

Remains of this period are found only in a small area on the lower E slope of the site. They consist of a 

series of circular pit structures dug into virgin soil, which may have served as subterranean houses or 

storage pits. The artifacts are typical of the Beer-sheba Culture. Following this period, Jemmeh had no 

permanent settlement until the MB. The abandonment of Jemmeh through the EB is characteristic of the 

region, except for a small Egyptian outpost at En-Besor.  

E. Middle Bronze Age  

The entire site was resettled in MB II–III, whose remains have been found everywhere on the site to a 

depth of ca. 2 m. A fortification system, consisting of a rammed earth revetment more than 5 m thick, 

protected the Canaanite town. A foundation deposit of a small equid was found under one of the lowest 

walls of this period, and the skull and 2 long bones of another equid were buried in a pit where they too 

may have served a similar function. An unusual zoomorphic vessel in Tell el-Yehudiyeh ware in the form 

of a deer or bull head, was discovered on the E slope.  

F. Late Bronze Age  

During this Canaanite period, lasting about 350 years, 6 m of debris accumulated everywhere on the site 

testifying to an intensive occupation with many building phases. Below Petrie‘s excavation, an enormous 

building complex of the 13th century B.C. was discovered, consisting of (1) a large courtyard, complete 

with a fine cobblestone floor, mud benches along the wall, a bread oven in one corner enclosed by a low 

wall or bench forming a quarter circle, and a plastered bathroom, which drained through a wall into a 

stone built dry well, and (2) a private residence, connected to the courtyard by a series of 3 stone steps, 

with a private entrance flanked by mud benches, and a series of rooms with an open courtyard complete 

with a bread oven.  

Notable finds of this period include a tankard, uniquely painted in black and red in 3 zones, featuring 

birds feeding on black fruit on trees; sherds of a Late Helladic III octopus vase; 3 scarabs with the same 

basic motif: a king, probably Rameses II, worshiping the Eg god, Ptah; and faunal remains including 

vertebrae of an African ostrich and the horn core of a hartebeest.  

G. Iron Age  

1. Philistine. This was the lowest continuous stratum excavated by Petrie. This 12th–11th centuries 

occupation deposited about 2.5 m of debris over the entire site, and is characterized by a new pottery 

tradition derived from Aegean prototypes and identified with the Philistines.  

The most singular structure discovered is a large, technologically advanced ceramic kiln. The kiln, 

ovoid in ground plan, measuring 3.7 m long by 2 m wide, consisted of a firebox and a baking chamber 

with a perforated mudbrick floor. This floor was supported by 4 radial mudbrick arches. Between the 

springing of each arch on both firebox walls was a vertical trough leading upward to a pair of square 

earthen pipes to distribute heat directly to the upper part of the baking chamber, which was at least 3 m 

high. Many sherds painted with Philistine running spirals were found in the kiln.  

2. Iron II. During the next 300 years, the W half of the site experienced continuous settlement, while 

the E half was no longer occupied. In the 10th century, a peculiar style of wall construction was used in 

all buildings excavated to date. Clayey, chocolate-colored brick were set in foundation trenches on a bed 

of clean, yellow sand and the trench was backfilled with the same sand. During the 10th and 9th centuries, 

local pottery was finished with a burnished, deep-red slip, somtimes augmented with alternating bands of 

black and white paint. Indeed, from the 10th century onward, local pottery differs somewhat in form, 

decoration, and chronological range from that of other regions in Israel, suggesting that the NW Negeb 

was a cultural microcosm.  

The 8th century is represented by 3 building phases, and the earliest casemate fortification system was 

built at Jemmeh at this time. Noteworthy among the artifacts is a small, solid-bronze bull head, which 

served as a weight, weighing 14.60 gr.  

3. Iron II: Assyrian Occupation. To this period belongs a unique building dating from about 675 B.C. 

It consisted of a series of 5 basement rooms, although originally there were at least 6 and probably more 

rooms. All 5 rooms were still partially covered with portions of mudbrick vaults, which had supported an 



upper floor. The plan of the building consisted of 3 long rooms side-by-side, giving entrance through 

arched doorways into 3 small rooms on one end, and perhaps also at the now missing other end of the 

building. The vaults were built using the ―pitched brick‖ technique, but display a considerable 

technological advance in the use of voussoirs (wedge-shaped bricks, like keystones; Van Beek 1987: 100–

2). Room A yielded a large quantity of so-called Assyrian palace ware, commonly found in the palaces 

and royal storerooms of the Assyrian kings. This pottery and the architecture suggest that Esarhaddon 

converted Jemmeh into a forward military base for his conquest of Egypt. Two ostraca from this period 

feature different types of personal names written in a script that varies slightly from Judean and 

Phoenician scripts (Naveh 1985: 8–21). It seems likely that descendants of the original Philistines 

continued to dominate this region, at least through the 7th century.  

H. Persian Occupation  

This period is represented by a massive building excavated by Petrie, which probably served as the 

fortified residence of an official appointed by the Persian government.  

I. Hellenistic Period  

With Ptolemaic control of the Levant in the late 4th–3d centuries B.C., the site again ceased to be a 

normal town. Instead it was occupied by a series of grain silos, making Jemmeh the best example of a 

grain storage depot in the ANE. The granaries, all built in deep holes cut into earlier debris layers, were 

round structures built of mudbrick. Petrie excavated 10 silos on the W half of the site; the Smithsonian 

excavated one and on the E side partially excavated another. More is known about the Smithsonian 

granary on the W side than the others. It had a flat roof carried by the circular wall and an inner, radially 

arched, cross wall. There were 2 successive mudbrick floors indicating its long use.  

Among the pottery were storage jars of a new type, one of which, made of local ware, bore a painted S 

Arabic monogram on its shoulder, reading ˒abum, a name known in both Sabean and Minean inscriptions. 

This one, together with a sherd of probable S Arabian ware with an incised S Arabic m, established trade 

between the regions, since camel caravans transported frankincense and myrrh from S Arabia to Gaza, the 

major Mediterranean incense port.  

By about 200 B.C., the occupation of Jemmeh ended, and subsequent settlement in the Late-Roman–

Byzantine periods took place in the field S of the tell. During Crusader times, a hoard of 11 silver coins, 

originally tied in a piece of cloth, was apparently lost on the tell by a pilgrim or traveler. Nine of these 

coins were minted in the reign of Amaury II (A.D. 1163–74) and bear the inscription Amairicus Rex De 

Ierusalem.  
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GUS W. VAN BEEK  

JEMUEL (PERSON) [Heb y mû˒ēl (מּוֵאל   .See NEMUEL .[( יְׁ

JENIN (M.R. 178207). A modern Arab town located at the N end of the Wadi Belameh where it 

empties into the SE edge of the Plain of Jezreel, 100 km N of Jerusalem. In the center of the mouth of the 

Wadi Belameh lies Tell Jenin, one site among many that was occupied during the British Mandate. Tell 

Jenin was first identified by P. L. O. Guy in 1926 as the site of an ancient town on top of which was a 

modern cemetery and a threshing floor. Reports for 1932, 1933, and 1942 describe the vigilant efforts of 

inspector Makhouly to prevent the dislocation of the rich tell sediments for building houses, dirt for 



gardens, and the construction of the road to Megiddo. The site is also known as Tell el-Nawar because of 

annual gypsy encampments on the mount prior to 1948.  

Since Kallai (1967: 358) and other historical geographers of the Bible did not seem to know the site, 

Tsori (1972) assumed that he was the first to locate and identify the tell with biblical En-gannim. The 

evidence for this judgment was not based on controlled excavation but a few Iron Age sherds gathered 

from the N section facing the bus station. Precise stratigraphic investigation of the archaeological history 

of the site and the region of Jenin began in 1977 with salvage excavations at 4 areas on the E and W sides 

of the remaining S half of the tell. The N half of the tell was removed in 1962 for the construction of the 

municipal bus station and the Latin Convent. From that work, no records, and only a few artifacts have 

survived (Rahmani 1980).  

Jenin sits astride the junction of 2 major geomorphological features: the down faulted Jezreel Valley to 

the N, and Eocene chalk blocks to the S. In the N edge of the erosional basin of the Plain of Dothan, the 

weathered Jenin Gap was formed creating a passage (the present Wadi Belameh) to the Jezreel. Other 

wadis E and W of Jenin leading from the high ground to the S are along fault lines. Until the 20th century, 

the water supply of Jenin was sufficient to make it famed as a garden town (Robinson 1874; SWP, 44–

45). The average annual rainfall is about 475 mm. In modern times, increased demand on the water supply 

has lowered the water table so that shallow aquifers have dried up springs that formerly fed wells and 

perennial streams in and around Jenin. Except during heavy winter rains, today only ‘Ain Jenin flows.  

Surviving in the Arabic name Jenin is the Hebrew name En-gannim (Josh 19:17, 21; 21:28, 29), 

possibly also biblical Beth-haggan (2 Kgs 9:27 where the ―ascent of Gur‖ is probably the Wadi Belameh) 

assigned to the territory of Issachar where it was designated a Gershonite Levitical city. Albright (1926) 

and Saarisalo (1927) attempted to locate En-gannim at Khirbet Beit Jann near Jabneel in the NE corner of 

the Jezreel. This identification continues to be upheld (see ―En-Gannim,‖ EncJud 6: col. 741). Qena, in 

Amarna Letter 250.17, 21 where Lab‘ayu was slain and kn in the town lists of Thutmose III also refer to 

Jenin. However, ―Gurra‖ in the early reading of Taanach Letter 2:6 by Hrozny, must now be abandoned 

(Glock 1983: 60, n. 27). Josephus places the Samaritan murder of Galilean pilgrim(s) en route to 

Jerusalem at Ginaea, usually identified with Jenin (Ant 20.118; JW 2.232; 3.48).  

The town was known to the Crusaders as Gerin and was defended by a small fortress. Attacked several 

times by Salah el-Din in his war on the Crusaders in the late 12th century, Jenin followed Fahma (Umm el 

Fahm; Hartmann 1916: 489). Jenin is described by at least one Muslim geographer as a ―small and 

beautiful town … (with) much water and many springs‖ (Yaqut, A.D. 1225). In the 17th century Evliya 

Tschelebi, a pious Muslim pilgrim, describes in detail the Ottoman fortress that guarded the town, which 

since the Late Byzantine period (6th–7th century), lay on the N slopes of Karem Jenin, ca. 500 m E of the 

tell.  

Recent excavations and surveys of the region indicate that the area of Jenin was continuously occupied 

from late Neolithic until modern times, not, however, exclusively on the tell, which was periodically 

inundated. Thus, when the site was abandoned at the end of EB I, a new settlement was established on top 

of Karem Jenin, about 170 m SE of the tell. As discoveries continue in and around Jenin it is evident that 

the tell was perhaps only rarely the population center. Two km to the S in the Wadi Belameh is Kh. 

Belameh (biblical Ibleam), strategically located on an imposing mound adjacent to wadi springs and 

occupied from EB through the Byzantine periods. Across the wadi to the E is Kh. el-Najjar, settled in the 

EB, MB, and Byzantine periods. It seems probable that at least until the flowering of the Byzantine period 

most sites in the region were satellite to Kh. Belameh, which included Tell Jenin.  

The present incomplete picture of the stratification of Tell Jenin is based on evidence from the 

excavation of 4 areas totalling about 250 m
2
 or approximately 1.2% of the tell which measures about 200 

m N–S and 150 m E–W (actual limits in any period except the last are uncertain). What little has been 

excavated points to terraced housing after the 13th century B.C. It would seem premature to identify Tell 

Jenin archaeologically with biblical En-gannim until more of the stratigraphic history of the tell above the 

street level has been excavated.  



Stratum I is assigned to the series of clay sediments laminated with stoney layers which were sorted by 

repeated flooding. This level is at least 2 m deep over bedrock at the base of the tell and predates cultural 

activity. The process of accumulation continued after the site was settled. The edges of the tell were 

annually covered by new layers of eroded wadi sediment, until today in one place the road surface is 5 m 

above the foundations of the EB I. Stratum II contains the first evidence of cultural activity in the form of 

eroded plaster surfaces and walls swept clean of artifacts by repeated post-occupation flooding. In the 

makeup below the floors there were many Neolithic blade and flake tools.  

Evidence from stratum III, dated to EB I, is confined to the W side of the tell. Three features stand out: 

an apsidal house, a ―platform‖ in the SW corner of the tell, and a donkey burial. Covered by the road and 

a modern building, more than half of the roofed space of the apsidal house was not accessible. See Fig. 

JEN.01. Preserved were the slab stone doorway and paved courtyard to the E with its gated entrance. This 

well-built house had 2 clear construction phases. Sixty m S of the house, on what was the SW corner of 

the tell, a stone platform ca. 1.2 m thick spanned the 10 m E–W width of the excavation and disappeared 

into the N balk, but was eroded on the S where the floodwater pressure would have been greatest. This 

structure functioned to break the wadi‘s flood levels in winter and provided a stable base for domestic 

architecture above. Protected behind a later (stratum IV) retaining wall was the complete skeleton of a 

small donkey, 11 or more years old which had suffered from severe arthritis.  

After abandonment at the beginning of the 3d millennium B.C., thre is no evidence of occupation in the 

areas excavated until the 13th–12th centuries (stratum IV). The best preserved evidence comes from a 

house on the E side of the tell (Glock 1979). On a mastaba against the N wall of the house, a typical 12th 

century assemblage of store jars and jugs was trapped below the collapse of the mudbrick superstructure. 

The exposure was limited to about 20 square meters, making it impossible to infer anything but local 

collapse. On the W side of the tell, a well-constructed retaining wall was banked against debris to the N.  

Stratum V follows another long abandonment when the SW corner of the tell was occupied in the Late 

Byzantine period (6th–7th centuries A.D.). The 5 phases of this stratum were severely damaged by 

extensive pre-archaeological construction digging. Four of these phases represent rebuilding and 

elaboration of substantial elements of domestic buildings. The unexcavated section 60 m N indicated 

similarly dated plaster floors and the remains of heavy architecture at a higher level. In the absence of in 

situ evidence of stratum V on the E, it appears that only the W side of the site was occupied by a few 

well-constructed villas. Stratum VI consists of fragments of plaster floors above the Byzantine buildings 

on the SW and a heavy stone platform on the NE of the tell dated to Late Ottoman (19th and early 20th 

centuries). What has been identified as stratum VII dates from the end of Ottoman rule to the present. The 

fuller description of these excavated strata will appear in the final report.  
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A. E. G.  

JEPHTHAH (PERSON) [Heb yiptāḥ (ָתח ץְׁ  One of the Israelite military leaders in the era of the .[( יִׂ

book of Judges, his career is recounted at considerable length (Judg 10:6–12:7). Jephthah was 

remembered for mobilizing the resistance, and leading the counter offensive, to defeat the Ammonites in 

Transjordan (10:6–11:33). He was also remembered for the tragic sequels: the sacrifice of his daughter 



and only child in fulfillment of a vow (11:34–40), and a slaughter of Ephraimites in inter-Israelite tribal 

warfare (12:1–6). Jephthah is named among the heroes of faith in the letter to the Hebrews 11:32.  

Jephthah‘s name is the short form of a sentence name, yiptaḥ ˒ēl, appearing as a place name, located on 

the boundary between Zebulun and Asher (Josh 19:14, 27). The name means ―El (God) opens (the 

womb?)‖ or ―El (God) frees (the captive?).‖ The name yiptāḥ also occurs as name of a town in Judah 

(Josh 15:43), probably situated in the Shephelah. See also the related personal name Pethahiah, ―Yahweh 

has opened‖ (1 Chr 24:16; Ezra 10:23; Neh 9:5; 11:24). Also related is the personal name Japtih-Adda, in 

the tablets from Tell El-Amarna.  

Jephthah‘s story is framed by brief notices about so-called minor judges (Judg 10:1–5 and 12:8–15), 

with whom Jephthah is often grouped by scholars, on the theory that he appeared in the same archival 

source. The intertribal significance of the minor judges remains obscure. There was an older critical 

notion that the verb špṭ, ―to judge,‖ as used in these brief units, referred originally to activities of 

individuals who held a recognized office (local or regional, but rarely intertribal), and was only 

secondarily applied to the great military leaders; but this notion no longer fares well: The evidence is too 

scant. Alternatively it is now proposed that the ―minor judge‖ notices do not reflect a difference in office 

or function but only a difference in literary purpose (Mullen 1982: 201). That is, the brief ―minor judge‖ 

units have a condensing narrative effect, serving to focus attention on Jephthah, for theological 

evaluation. The assessment of leadership will be increasingly negative in the remainder of the book of 

Judges: Samson (chaps. 13–16), Micah and his Levite (chaps. 17–18), the fate of a Levite‘s concubine, 

and suppression of the tribe of Benjamin (chaps. 19–21).  

The period of Jephthah‘s activity begins with an expansive introduction (10:6–16) which summarizes 

the entire preceding period. Seven alien gods have enticed Israelites to worship them, and Yahweh has 

subjected Israel successively to 7 alien ―nations,‖ until they cried out to Yahweh for deliverance. With 

special attention to Philistines and Ammonites, this is also introduction to all that follows in the book of 

Judges, ―Phase II‖ (Boling Judges AB, 30). This beginning of the second half echoes the introduction to 

the entire era (2:11–23), but with ironic inversion. To the patterned appeal of Israelites in face of the new 

threat (10:10), Yahweh‘s response is, in effect, that he is tired of the pattern. Let the gods they have 

chosen be the ones to rescue them (10:11–14). The Israelites, however, get serious. They dispose of the 

gods they have turned to, and Yahweh‘s compassion is activated once again (10:15–16). The recall of 

Jephthah (10:17–11:11) would be the solution.  

With the stage thus set, the curtain opens on a mustering of Israelites at the Transjordan sanctuary site of 

Mizpah. The location is uncertain but surely to be sought S of the Jabbok, in the vicinity of Jebel Jel˓ad 

and Khirbet Jel˓ad. The captains of Gilead need someone to start the fighting against the Ammonites. 

They promise that the one who does it will be ―Head of all inhabitants of Gilead.‖ That the protagonists 

on Israel‘s side are regularly called ―Gileadites‖ indicates a period prior to the tribal reorganization which 

assigned the area to Manasseh (N of the Jabbok) and Gad (S of the Jabbok) (Boling 1988).  

Next comes a flashback introducing Jephthah as a ―knight,‖ that is, one who is prosperous enough to 

provide his own armor, but in Jephthah‘s case lacking pedigree. He was a Gileadite driven from his home 

because of illegitimate birth and possibly unidentifiable parentage on his father‘s side, being the child of a 

prostitute. He could not share in the family inheritance. Thus excluded by his half-brothers, Jephthah had 

fled and made his home in the region of Tob. The place name is possibly reflected in present-day et-

Tayibeh, E–SE of Der˓a, ca. 15 miles E of Ramoth-gilead. There he attracted to himself a band of 

mercenaries (11:1–3), having become a true Hebrew/Habiru, like David later in flight from Saul.  

In the next scene, the Ammonites have pressed their advantage to the point where the elders of Gilead 

are ready to recall Jephthah and offer him the position of qāṣ  n (field commander?), a status not 

mentioned in Judges outside this unit (but see Josh 10:24; Isa 1:10; 3:6, 7; 22:3; Mic 3:1–9; Prov 6:7; 

25:15; Dan 11:18). An Arabic cognate means ―one who decides judicially.‖ Jephthah holds out, 

contingent upon his success against the Ammonites, for the more powerful and prestigious title ―Head,‖ 

which the elders had originally proposed for one of their own. The deal was solemnized ―before Yahweh‖ 

at the Mizpah sanctuary (11:4–11).  



The next scene portrays Jephthah as exemplary leader, who seeks first to resolve the crisis through 

diplomatic channels. There are 2 embassies from Jephthah. The first wants to know why the Ammonites 

are moving into Israelite territory. The Ammonite king claims that it was in fact his territory, ―from the 

Arnon to the Jabbok and to the Jordan,‖ that early Israel had taken by force. The second embassy, which 

forms the bulk of this unit, is one long speech by Jephthah, delivered by courier to the Ammonite court. A 

critical issue arises from the emphasis that this appeal to the Ammonite king places on Israel‘s recognition 

of Moabite sovereignty S of the Arnon. In fact Jephthah mentions Ammonites only in the introductory 

verses (11:12–15) and conclusion (vv 27–28). These verses form an envelope construction around 

negotiation which appeals to Moabite and Ammonite history. He argues that Chemosh (god of the 

Moabites) is the one who gave to Ammon the territory from which it was seeking to expand westward. 

Two long-standing critical theories are here both inadequate. According to one (Moore Judges ICC, 283; 

Eissfeldt 1925: 76), negotiations were entirely with Moab, not with Ammon. According to the second 

(Burney 1930: 298–305), the negotiations were in fact with Ammon, with some conflation from another 

account of a confrontation with Moab. The trouble with both theories is that there are no signs of 

reflective glossing that generally followed such redactional activity elsewhere; the unit made sense to 

ancient scribes. Scholars have mostly abandoned the effort to find evidence of sources here, continuous 

with ―J‖and ―E‖in the Hexateuch.  

Israel‘s early involvement in the history of the disputed territory is witnessed in Numbers 21, at which 

time Ammon, lagging somewhat behind Moab, had only recently emerged as a small territorial state in the 

upper bend of the Jabbok at the desert fringe, but not extending as far W as the escarpment. Apparently 

Israel‘s dismantling of the Amorite kingdoms (Sihon and Og) had only paved the way for Ammonite 

expansion to the W, while Moab would make repeated incursions N of the recognized border at the Arnon 

(Boling 1988). Thus the king of Ammon in this later period can only make his claims and charges in the 

name of Moabite sovereignty, since Israelite claims would antedate his own. Under such circumstances 

we should not be surprised that Chemosh would be generally recognized for diplomatic purposes. 

Jephthah‘s final appeal, ―Yahweh, the Judge, will decide …‖ (11:27) is the only occurrence of the noun 

šōpēṭ, ―judge,‖ in the book of Judges, a theological key to the Jephthah material, if not the whole book. 

The reference is to the outcome of the battle pending. As the next unit shows, Jephthah is by no means 

certain of the outcome. Thus, negotiations having failed, the Gileadites would have to fight.  

The warfare story moves quickly to the climax—victory for Israel and subsequent tragedy for Jephthah 

and his daughter. That Yahweh‘s spirit came upon Jephthah is offered as explanation for his successful 

enlistment tour of Gilead and Manasseh (cf. Yahweh‘s spirit on Othniel, the ideal [3:10]; on Gideon who 

overreacts [6:34]; and in the initial attack upon Samson‘s conscience [13:25]). Not at all certain of the 

outcome, Jephthah will make one more deal—with Yahweh. He vows that in event of victory, he will 

sacrifice as a burnt offering ―anything coming out the doors of my house to meet me …‖ (11:31). Such a 

vow was not required by either Yahweh or the people. By implication it was an act of unfaithfulness 

(Trible 1984: 97). Had he really expected that the first to come forth would be a human being? The more 

or less standard plan of Iron Age houses accommodated livestock as well as family. A promise of human 

sacrifice would be direct violation of Deuteronomic law (Deut 12:29–31). Human sacrifice was rare, and 

a desperate last resort, a way of inappropriately seeking divine favor (cf. 2 Kgs 16:3; 17:17; 21:6; Jer 

7:31; Mic 6:7). Jephthah could scarcely have been expecting divine intervention, as with Abraham 

(Genesis 22), where it was necessary because Abraham was faithful.  

That the vow once made must be kept is the hinge of the story, where it is Jephthah‘s daughter and only 

child who shows trusting faith, despite the remarkably one-sided self-pity voiced by her father, who 

blames the daughter for his loss. It is therefore appropriate that the last word in the scene is about Israelite 

women‘s annual mourning for the unnamed daughter, rather than showing over-abundant sympathy for 

the famous father (Trible 1984: 106–7). There are a number of parallels to the tragic sacrifice of the 

hero‘s daughter in comparative folklore. That there is no other trace of such practice in ancient Israel 

suggests that this tale is told for other than an etiological purpose. It heightens the tragic dimension in the 

story of Jephthah, in many ways an exemplary ―Head‖ of Israel in his day.  



Two final episodes briefly told, from the career of Jephthah, are only loosely connected to the preceding 

(12:1–6). Here Jephthah is represented as dealing with inter-Israelite affairs in much the same way that he 

had approached the Ammonite threat: diplomacy first.  

In the first of these units (12:1–4), the Ephraimites are mustered and cross the Jordan at Zaphon, 

possibly Tell Mazar (Jordan Valley Survey Site 103; Ibrahim, Sauer, and Yassine 1976). The Ephraimites 

have taken offense, claiming that they were not invited to take part in the warfare against Ammon. 

Jephthah replies that he had first tried diplomacy and, that failing, had in fact sent an appeal to Ephraim, 

with no response. If the text is intact, the battle which ensues, with Gilead‘s defeat of Ephraim, was 

apparently triggered by a taunt that remains obscure. The fugitives of Ephraim said, ―O Gilead, you are in 

the midst of Ephraim and Manasseh‖ (12:4). This is missing from a number of Gk mss and may have 

originated in a partial dittography of v 5. It is not clear whether this is a direct sequel to the victory over 

Ammon, or perhaps a separate and private feud between a few individuals, with proportions expanded 

over years of telling it.  

The final unit (12:5–6) is one of the most puzzling. Jephthah is not mentioned. Gileadite sentries disable 

42 village contingents (surely not 42,000) of retreating Ephraimites, at the Jordan fords. To be allowed to 

cross over to Cisjordan, one had to pronounce the word shibboleth to the satisfaction of the Gileadite 

crossing guards. Ephraimites could only say ―sibboleth.‖ There are parallels—ancient and modern—to the 

use of such a test to distinguish between friend and foe.  

The note concerning Jephthah‘s death, after 6 years of leadership, and burial in ―his own city in Gilead,‖ 

looks like an imitation of the concluding rubrics in the ―minor judge‖ units which follow, and where the 

places of burial are known and named (12:10, 12, 15). Again, the structure of the ―minor judge‖ 

framework has a condensing narrative effect, propelling the reader on toward the next focus of attention: 

Samson.  
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ROBERT G. BOLING  

JEPHUNNEH (PERSON) [Heb y punneh (ֶנה ץ   Two persons mentioned in the Hebrew Bible .[( יְׁ

have this name. The meaning of the name is not entirely clear, though several explanations have been 

proposed. The name Jephunneh can be derived from the root pnh, ―to turn to,‖ which results in a 

translation ―may (God) turn to (the child).‖ Another possibility is that Jephunneh is related to the name 

Peninnah, based on a proposed root pnn. A third meaning, also based on the root pnh, has the sense of 

asking God to turn away the obstacles from the life of a child (EncMiqr 3: 745).  

1. The father of Caleb, one of the spies sent by Moses to reconnoiter the land of Canaan (Num 14:6). 

This name occurs frequently in Numbers, Deuteronomy, and Joshua in the account of the spies who were 

sent out to reconnoiter the land of Canaan, but only in the form ben-y punneh ―son of Jephunneh‖ (see, 

e.g., Num 30, 38; 32:12). Therefore, this Jephunneh is only known in relation to Caleb. Jephunneh‘s tribal 

affiliation is ambiguously represented in the Pentateuch (Num 13:6; 34:19; cf. Josh 14:6, 14; see also 

CALEB).  

2. The son of Jether, a descendant of Asher (1 Chr 7:37–38). Neither Jephunneh nor his father has a 

traceable lineage in this series of Israelite tribal genealogies (1 Chronicles 2–8).  

RAPHAEL I. PANITZ  



JERAH (PERSON) [Heb yāraḥ (ָיַשח ), pausal form of *yerah]. A son of Joktan (Gen 10:26; 1 Chr 

1:20) and hence the name of a S Arabian region or of the tribe residing in it. A place named wrḫn occurs 

in the Old Sabaean inscription RES 3946,2, where it is mentioned as a place on the border of a district 

which was acquired for the Sabaean state by King Karib˒il Watar, probably in the 7th century B.C. Since it 

was hitherto impossible to localize the places which are mentioned in the context of the above-cited 

inscription, it is difficult to say whether the epigraphically attested wrḫn should be identified with the later 

Warāḫ. According to al-Hamdān   (1884: 101), Warāḫ belongs to the Banū Mūsā of the tribe al-Kalā˓ and 

lies in the miḫlāf al-˓Aud, that is in the region between the present-day Ibb and Qa˓ṭaba. Warāḫ is also 

listed among the famous fortresses of Yemen (al-Hamdān   1884: 125; 1979: 154). Moreover, al-Hamdān   

(1979: 153) mentions another fortress named Yurāḫ, which was supposed to lie on an inaccessible 

mountain and which, following his description, was situated SW of the town of Damār.  

Montgomery (1969: 40) explained the form of the name Yeraḥ, which is identical with the Heb name 

for ―month,‖ as meaning ―moon‖; inasmuch as the moon was the main deity of the S Arabian pantheon, 

he considered Yeraḥ a tribal name which had been abbreviated to the divine element, as in the case of the 

Heb tribes Gad and Asher (p. 40, n. 10). Since the personal name wrḫ is obviously not attested in 

epigraphic S Arabic, it occurs, however, as name of an appearance of the moon god, with its sole certain 

reference in the Qatabanian inscription RES 311,4.5. It should perhaps be considered whether the name 

Yeraḥ in the meaning ―new moon‖ could be the rendering of epigraphic S Arabic šhr, ―new moon, 

beginning of the month‖ (cf. Arabic šahr), a noun which likewise occurs as the name of a clan or tribe 

(e.g. Qatabanian d šhr [RES 3566,18; RES 3878,15] and šhr [AM 368], and Sabaean bnw/ḏšhr [YM 

349,2] and bn/šhr [BR-M.Bayḥān 5,1.11]).  

Hommel (1926: 554) assumed that just as the tribes of Israel and the sons of Ismael (Gen 25:13–15) 

numbered 12, so also the sons of Joktan (Gen 10:26–29) originally numbered 12; thus, yarēaḥ (= yariḥ) 

could probably be a gloss on the preceding ḥăṣarmāwet (or vice versa) (cf. already Hommel 1901: 316, n. 

6). Certainly to be rejected is the proposal of E. Glaser (1890: 425) to combine yāraḥ with hierakōn kōmē, 

the ―falcon village‖ in Ptolemaios (Geog. 6.7.36), a place which, according to the geographical 

coordinates given in the text, should be located in E Arabia.  
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W. W. MÜLLER  

JERAHMEEL (ANGEL). See JEREMIEL.  

JERAHMEEL (PERSON) [Heb y raḥm ˒ēl ( ַשחְַׁ ֵאליְׁ מְׁ  )]. JERAHMEELITE. 1. A Judahite, the 

firstborn son of Hezron the son of Perez the son of Judah by Tamar; the brother of Ram and Chelubai = 

Caleb? (1 Chr 2:4–5, 9, 25; 2:18, 42). See HEZRON and CALEB. He is credited with 2 wives, 6 sons (yet 

cf. the LXX esp. the Lucian recension, and also the NEB), and numerous progeny through them, 

including 13 descendants through his distant descendant Sheshan‘s daughter‘s marriage to the Egyptian 

slave Jarha (1 Chr 2:25–26, 27–33, 34–41).  

The first historical mention of the Jerahmeelite clan occurs in connection with David‘s association with 

Achish, the king of Gath, after David‘s flight from the court of Saul. David and his men were raiding and 

killing the Geshurites, the Girzites, and the Amalekites, but when questioned about his military forays by 

King Achish, David lied, saying that his contingent had raided, as expected, ―the Negeb of Judah, the 

Negeb of the Jerahmeelites, and the Negeb of the Kenites‖ (1 Sam 27:10). This report, originally intended 

to convince Achish of David‘s supposed Philistine loyalty, served to remind later Israelite generations of 



the great king‘s unswerving loyalty to his own people. The picture of David whipping the enemies of 

Israel while his patron envisioned him undermining his own tribe must have elicited a smile, if not 

outright laughter, in its later retelling. Furthermore, when David came to Ziklag, he is reported to have 

given the elders of Judah spoil intended for distribution in the towns of the Jerahmeelites, among others (1 

Sam 30:26, 29). The probable location of these Jerahmeelite towns was in the area S of Beersheba (MBA, 

63).  

Most scholars today see the Jerahmeelite clan as originally a non-Israelite clan which early came to be 

absorbed within the tribe of Judah, much like the Kenites/Kenizzites associated with Caleb, who in turn 

shows linkage with Jerahmeel. The Chronicler, in the postexilic period, is the first to list Jerahmeel as an 

Israelite clan, within the tribe of Judah. Indeed the Chronicler‘s mention of Jerahmeel, plus Chelubai (= 

Caleb?), as descended from Hezron is without parallel in the rest of the Hebrew Bible. While Williamson 

(1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 49) has demonstrated the centrality (2:25–33, 34–41) of the Jerahmeelite clan 

to the larger genealogical unit on Judah (1 Chr 2:3–4:23), with the Chronicler‘s prime focus falling on 

Ram as the progenitor of the house of Jesse and David (1 Chr 2:10–17), his reason for the mention of 

Jerahmeel and Chelubai (= Caleb?) is less clear. Quite possibly, the Chronicler sought to legitimate the 

postexilic pedigree of such clans who had once entered the tribe of Judah by absorption and not by birth. 

Belonging to Judah, the tribe which had returned to postexilic prominence in the person and work of 

Zerubbabel, was no doubt a matter of considerable political pride and advantage.  

2. A Levite, the son of Kish (1 Chr 24:29), of the clan of Merari (1 Chr 23:21). His name occurs in a list 

which represents an updating (except for Gershom/Gershon and his sons) of the Levitical families given 

in 1 Chr 23:7–23. See esp. 1 Chr 23:21–23. As the Levites are said to have been assigned their positions 

by lot in the presence of David and the larger assembly of priestly and Levitical heads (1 Chr 24:31), it 

was appropriate to append the names of their courses (1 Chr 24:20–31) to the list of the 24 priestly 

courses likewise assigned by lot (1 Chr 24:1–19). Because Eleazar, Kish‘s brother, had no sons, their 

cousins, ―the sons (?) of Kish,‖ married them (1 Chr 23:22; 24:28). Evidently Jerahmeel himself did so as 

―a son of Kish,‖ even though he is the only son listed! The Kish cited here is obviously not Kish, the 

father of Saul, who was of the tribe of Benjamin (1 Sam 9:1–3; 1 Chr 8:33).  

ROGER W. UITTI  

3. A royal officer under King Jehoiakim (609–598 B.C.) assigned to police duties (Jer 36:26). He and 

two others were ordered by Jehoiakim to seize Jeremiah the prophet and Baruch the scribe after the king 

heard a scroll of Jeremiah‘s prophecies read and destroyed it in the fireplace. Jerahmeel, despite the title 

―the king‘s son,‖ cannot be an actual son of Jehoiakim since Jehoiakim is only about 30 years old at the 

time (cf. 2 Kgs 23:36; Jer 36:9), too young to have a grown son. The title ―the king‘s son‖ (Heb ben-

hammelek) is therefore thought to denote an office of low rank in the royal government, most likely one 

associated with police duties (de Vaux AncIsr 1: 119–20). Joash (1 Kgs 22:26) and Malchiah (Jer 38:6) 

are both called ―the king‘s son,‖ and are police officers connected with jails. At the same time, an 

individual so designated could well be from a royal family (Avigad 1978: 54–55). This being so, 

Jerahmeel would then be the son of a king other than Jehoiakim.  

A seal impression has been found which reads, ―Belonging to Jerahmeel, the king‘s son‖ (Avigad 

1978). It was discovered in a horde which also contained a bulla impressed with a seal from Baruch ben 

Neriah. A late 7th century date for the 2 bullae is therefore virtually assured, and the identification of the 

owners of the two seals with the individuals mentioned in Jeremiah 36 seems certain. Jerahmeel, then, in 

carrying out his police duties had occasion to seal legal documents and other official records.  
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JERASH (PLACE). See GERASENES.  

JERED (PERSON) [Heb yered (ֶיֶשד )]. Son of Eshtemoa, brother of Heber and Jekuthiel, and father of 

Gedor, of the tribe of Judah (1 Chr 4: 18). For the meaning of Jered, see JARED.  



RICHARD S. HESS  

JEREMAI (PERSON) [Heb y rēmay (ֵשַמי  A descendant of Hashum and one of the returned exiles .[( יְׁ

who was required by Ezra to divorce his foreign wife (Ezra 10:33). According to Noth, the name Jeremai 

probably is related to the Arabic root warima meaning ―fat‖ or ―stout‖ (IPN 226). This individual does 

not appear in the parallel text of 1 Esdr 9:33. Jeremai is a member of a family from which a group of 

exiles returned with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:19; Neh 7:22). For further discussion, see BEDEIAH.  

JEFFREY A. FAGER  

JEREMIAH (PERSON) [Heb yirm yâ (ָיה מְׁ שְׁ ָיהּו) yirm yāhû ;( יִׂ מְׁ שְׁ  Some 10 individuals bear .[( יִׂ

this name, which may mean ―may Yahu raise up‖ (IPN, 201), ―Yahu loosens [the womb]‖ (BDB, 941), or 

―Yahu founded‖ (HALAT, 420). The name yirm yāhû occurs in an ostracon found at Lachish, which dates 

to shortly before the destruction of the city by Nebuchadnezzar in 587/6 B.C. (Lachish 1:4; TSSI 1:36–37).  

1. One of the warriors of the tribe of Benjamin who joined David at Ziklag (1 Chr 12:5—Eng v 4).  

2. One of the Gadite warriors who joined David at Ziklag (1 Chr 12:11—Eng v 10).  

3. Another Gadite warrior who joined David at Ziklag (1 Chr 12:14—Eng v 13).  

4. Head of a family and renowned warrior of the half-tribe of Manasseh which settled in Transjordan (1 

Chr 5:24).  

5. Of Libnah, the father of Hamutal, wife of Josiah and mother of Jehoahaz (2 Kgs 23:31) and Zedekiah 

(24:18), kings of Judah.  

6. One of Israel‘s major prophets who was active in 7th to 6th centuries B.C.E. See JEREMIAH 

(PROPHET).  

7. The father of Jaazaniah, a Rechabite, contemporary of Jeremiah the prophet (Jer 35:3).  

8. A priest who returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel (Neh 12:1). The name also designates a priestly 

family in the time of the high priest Joiakim (v 12).  

9. One of the priests who signed the covenant of Ezra (Neh 10:3—Eng v 2).  

10. A leading man of Judah and member of one of the two large choirs which took part in the feast 

celebrating the dedication of the Jerusalem wall under Nehemiah (Neh 12:34).  

ROBERT ALTHANN  

JEREMIAH (PROPHET). One of the major prophets in ancient Israel whose dates correspond roughly 

to the last half-century of Israel‘s nationhood, i.e., 640–587 B.C. He survived, however, the destruction of 

Jerusalem in 587 B.C. and lived out the final years of his old age in Egypt where he was taken by refugees 

who sought exile there. His life and ministry on behalf of Yahweh, God of Israel, are the subject of the 

OT book bearing his name. See JEREMIAH, BOOK OF.  
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A. The World of Jeremiah  

The late 7th and early 6th centuries B.C. saw Babylon replace Assyria as the major power in Near 

Eastern affairs. The transition allowed Judah a brief period of independence, which it used with profit to 

carry out a major religious reform under King Josiah. But the realignment of world power, combined with 

a repudiation in Judah of the reform program after Josiah‘s death, resulted in a sorry state of affairs for the 

once-proud nation called Israel. Its demise came very quickly.  

1. History of the Period. Jeremiah was born into this world of tumultuous change. The long reign of 

Manasseh came to an end in 642 B.C., a reign during which Judah was subservient both politically and 

religiously to Assyria. Under Manasseh, the reforms of Hezekiah were dismantled and pagan religious 

practices were allowed to flourish openly. The biblical writers express outrage at what went on during this 

time, and except for the Chronicler they are unforgiving of Manasseh (2 Kgs 21:1–21; 23:26; 24:3; Jer 

15:4; cf. 2 Chronicles 33). Amon sought to continue his father‘s policies when he became king, but 2 

years later he was assassinated by an anti-Assyrian party. The people of the land feared Assyrian reprisal, 

however, and quickly punished those responsible (2 Kgs 21:23–24). In that same year, i.e., 640 B.C., King 

Assurbanipal of Assyria regained a measure of control over an empire that for 15 years or more had been 

in rebellion—since 655 at least when Psammetichus I of Egypt declared his independence. The year 640 

was in any case pivotal. In this year Josiah was placed on the Jerusalem throne at 8 years of age. The next 

3 decades saw Judah gradually attain political and religious freedom. That national independence came in 

stages can be seen from the Chronicler‘s account of the Josianic Reform (2 Chr 34:1–7). We know little 

about Assurbanipal‘s activities after 640, except that his years were peaceful enough to enable him to act 

as a patron of literature and the arts.  

At the time of Assurbanipal‘s death in 627 (Haran Inscription) the once-mighty empire of Assyria was 

quickly breaking up. Babylon was in open revolt as is known from the Babylonian Chronicle, and in 

October 626, Nebopolassar defeated the Assyrian army outside the city of Babylon, declaring himself 

king of Babylon. Assyria was now on the defensive and in less than 20 years would be no more. By 622, 

when the celebrated Torah of Moses was found in the Jerusalem temple and the reform of Josiah was 

brought to its grand climax, Judah‘s subservience to Assyria had ended. We know little about Josiah‘s 

latter years. During this time he may have been fortifying major cities N and W of Jerusalem, e.g., 

Megiddo and Lachish (Aharoni LBHG, 403; Rainey 1983: 17). Nineveh fell in 612 to a coalition of 

Babylonians, Medes, and the Umman-Manda who are perhaps the Scythians (Gadd 1923). Two years 

later the allies dislodged an Assyrian refugee government from Haran. Egypt went to Assyria‘s aid in the 

attempt to retake Haran, in 609, but the mission failed. The Babylonians were now in control of all of 

Mesopotamia.  

The Egyptian-Assyrian defeat was perhaps helped along by Josiah‘s delay of Pharaoh Neco at Megiddo; 

but if so, Judah suffered the greater loss, for Josiah was killed in a battle that ensued (2 Chr 35:20–24). 

Josiah‘s motives in this adventure are not known. He may have been acting as an ally of Babylon 

(Malamat 1950: 219; Cross and Freedman 1953). No prophetic voice in any case was heard in Jerusalem. 

The Chronicler reports belatedly that a word from God came to Josiah via Neco (2 Chr 35:22). When 

Neco returned from his unsuccessful errand to the N, he took charge of political affairs in Judah. The 

young Jehoahaz, who had just been made king, was deposed and taken to Egypt. His brother Eliakim, 

whose regnal became Jehoiakim, was placed on the throne by Neco, and Judah was now an Egyptian 

vassal. The nation was put under heavy tribute and its ―spring of independence‖ was over.  

For the next 4 years, from 609 to 605, Judah was under Egyptian domination. During this time the 

Egyptian and Babylonian armies were fighting on the N Euphrates, though no decisive battle took place. 

Then in 605, Nebuchadnezzar, who had taken control of the army from his father, made a surprise attack 

on the Egyptians at Carchemish and roundly defeated them (Jer 46:2). The Babylonian Chronicle reveals 

that a second victory followed at Hamath after which Nebuchadnezzar took over the Egyptian base at 



Riblah (Malamat 1956: 249–50). The Babylonians were now in control of Syria (Malamat 1975: 130). 

The Babylonian advance was delayed by Nabopolassar‘s death, but only briefly; for at the end of 604, 

Nebuchadnezzar and his army were present in the Philistine Plain where they proceeded to destroy 

Ashkelon (Jeremiah 47). The fast in Jerusalem mentioned in Jer 36:9 was perhaps a response to this 

threat. Jehoiakim now transferred his allegiance to this new agent in Syro-Palestine affairs and became its 

unwilling vassal for 3 years (2 Kgs 24:1).  

In 601, Nebuchadnezzar was again at war with Egypt—this time on the Egyptian frontier—but both 

sides suffered heavy losses; Egypt may even have been the victor. Whatever the case, the Babylonian 

army went home, after which the pro-Egyptian party gained the upper hand in Jerusalem and Jehoiakim 

declared independence from Babylon (2 Kgs 24:1). This proved to be a fatal step. Babylon responded by 

sending bands of Syrians, Moabites, and Ammonites, along with some of its own people to ravage Judah 

(2 Kgs 24:2). The full Babylonian army came shortly after December, 598, the month Jehoiakim died 

(Freedman 1956). The beaten king was likely assassinated (cf. Jeremiah‘s predictions of a violent death 

for him in Jer 22:18–19 and 36:30). Jehoiachin, the 18-year-old son of Jehoiakim, was put on the throne 

and 3 months later, in March 597, the city surrendered. Jehoiachin, the Queen Mother, high government 

officials, and most of Jerusalem‘s skilled workers were deported to Babylon.  

The Babylonians put Zedekiah on the throne but little remained over which to exercise rule. Zedekiah‘s 

10-year reign (597–587) was marked by continual social and political unrest. The die had been cast for 

Judah‘s fall. The most capable citizens were gone, and Jehoiachin‘s preferential treatment in captivity 

made Zedekiah‘s position ambiguous; many still considered Jehoiachin the legitimate king (Albright 

LBHG, 102; 1942). A rebellion in Babylon in 594 raised hopes there and at home that Jehoiachin would 

return (Jeremiah 27–29), but the uprising was put down and the hopes proved illusory. Zedekiah‘s trip to 

Babylon in 594/3 (Jer 51:59) may have been to reaffirm his loyalty to Nebuchadnezzar (BHI, 329).  

By 589, Judah was again rife with unrest and the Babylonian army began another westward march, this 

time to put down resistance for good. Archaeological evidence, particularly the important Lachish Letters 

(ANET, 321–22), corroborates the biblical account of Judah‘s last days. The cities of Benjamin, e.g., 

Ramah and Mizpah, appear to have given up first (Malamat 1950: 226–27). The siege of Jerusalem was 

broken only briefly when Egypt made an advance, but that came to nothing. In July 587 the wall of 

Jerusalem was breached and the city was taken. A month later it was burned. Nationhood for Israel had 

come to an end. Gedaliah, a grandson of Shaphan, was appointed governor over the population that 

remained, but he was soon assassinated. Jeremiah received preferential treatment by the Babylonians, and 

Gedaliah, until his assassination, remained with other refugees living at Mizpah. After Gedaliah‘s death, 

Jeremiah and Baruch departed with a group for Egypt, where Jeremiah is last heard from. History for a 

time must now be chronicled in Egypt and Babylon, not Jerusalem.  

2. The Josianic Reform. According to 2 Kings 22–23 and 2 Chronicles 34–35, a major reform took 

place in Judah during Josiah‘s reign. Each account has its own emphasis in reporting the reform, but of 

more significance is the way each sequences key events. According to Kings, the entire reform—the 

purge of syncretistic worship sites, the covenant renewal ceremony, and the celebration of passover—

takes place in the 18th year of Josiah, 622, and is the immediate response of the king to the finding of the 

lawbook in the temple. The Chronicler, however, begins with Josiah‘s 8th year (632) when he says the 

young king began to seek Yahweh. The purge of worship sites around Jerusalem and in the Assyrian 

provinces of Samaria, Gilead, and Galilee, is placed in Josiah‘s 12th year (628). Then in the king‘s 18th 

year (622) the lawbook is found after which covenant renewal ceremony is concluded and passover is 

celebrated. The Chronicler compresses (also supplements) the Kings account of the purge (both 2 Kgs 

23:4–20 and 2 Chr 34:3–7 conclude ―Then he returned to Jerusalem‖), and states clearly that repair work 

in the temple, which led to the lawbook‘s discovery, was begun after the purge (2 Chr 34:8).  

Critical scholars of an earlier generation preferred the Kings account and reconstructed the beginning of 

Jeremiah‘s career against its background. More recently, however, the Chronicler‘s account has been 

given preference, one reason being that his scheme of events correlates better with extrabiblical records 

documenting Assyria‘s decline (Cross and Freedman 1953). But the Chronicler‘s scheme renders less 



likely the widely held view that Deuteronomy 1–28 (or a portion of it) was the lost scroll of 622. If 

Deuteronomy 1–28 was the catalyst for the purge of idolatrous worship centers as is generally assumed, 

and the purge took place in 628, then this document cannot have been newly found in 622. Most likely it 

was not. Judging from a portion of Huldah‘s oracle which the lawbook seems to have inspired (2 Kgs 

22:16–17), the newly found document is best identified with the Song of Moses in Deuteronomy 32 

(Lundbom 1976).  

The reform lasted only as long as Josiah reigned; when Jehoiakim became king in 609/8 it came to a full 

stop. Neither Kings nor Chronicles mentions Jeremiah in connection with the reform. The only reference 

in either to Jeremiah‘s prophetic activity is 2 Chr 35:25 where it is reported that Jeremiah gave a lament 

for Josiah at his death.  

B. Early Life and Call to Be a Prophet  

We know very little about Jeremiah‘s early life aside from what is mentioned in the superscription to his 

book (1:1). His father was very glad the day he was born (20:15), and he too was joyful earlier in life 

(8:18: ―My joy is gone‖). Jeremiah was born the son of Hilkiah, a priest at Anathoth. Anathoth was a 

village 2–3 miles north of Jerusalem in the old territory of Benjamin. That village is likely Ras el-

Kharrubeh, a half mile or so S of the modern village of ˓Anata. Hilkiah could well be a descendant of 

Abiathar, a priest of David whom Solomon retired to Anathoth when he became king (1 Kgs 2:26–27). 

The family possessed land (32:9) and may have been one of some means.  

Jeremiah was called to be a prophet in the 13th year of Josiah (1:2, 4). This was 627 B.C., the same year 

Assurbanipal died. In his account of the call, Jeremiah lays stress on his young age. The Heb na˓ar (1:6–

7) should be translated ―boy‖ (Jerome: puer), not ―young man,‖ the common rendering of an older 

generation of scholars who thought Jeremiah‘s age had to be somewhere between 18 and 25. These 

scholars assumed that the prophetic ministry began at the same time the call was received. Jeremiah is 

more like 12 or 13, the approximate age of the ―boy‖ Samuel when he was serving Eli at Shiloh, and the 

call to be Yahweh‘s prophet came to him (1 Sam 2:11, 18, 21, 26; 3:1, 8). Jeremiah‘s birth can be dated 

then ca. 640 B.C.  

Jeremiah‘s boyhood experience appears to have its closest similarity to that of Samuel which was lived 

out at the Shiloh sanctuary not far from Anathoth. Traditions about Samuel and Shiloh were doubtless 

preserved at Anathoth because of the single priestly line linking the 2 sanctuaries. Jeremiah later in his 

Temple Sermon revives the painful memory of Shiloh‘s destruction (7:12–14; 26:4–6).  

The priestly line extending back through Abiathar and Eli picked up added prestige when it was traced 

all the way to Moses. We see in Jeremiah‘s call clear and unmistakable appropriations of traditions about 

Moses. The vision Jeremiah has before a budding almond tree (1:11–12) recalls Moses‘ vision at the 

burning bush (Exod 3:2–6). Jeremiah‘s protestation about being unable to speak (1:6) has a parallel in the 

demur Moses made about not being eloquent (Exod 4:10–17). But when Jeremiah reports that Yahweh 

intends to put his words into Jeremiah‘s mouth (1:9), repeating a promise made earlier to Moses at the 

time he was called, we are looking at more than a simple case of role modeling; Jeremiah has understood 

himself to be the ―prophet like Moses‖ promised in Deut 18:18.  

The figures of both Moses and Samuel loom large for Jeremiah (15:1; Holladay 1964; 1966a). Another 

person exercising an important influence on him is the prophet Hosea (Gross 1931). Traditions of all 3 

prophets—in addition to the covenant document of Deuteronomy 1–28 in which Moses is the 

commanding figure—come out of N Israel, and Anathoth, despite its proximity to Jerusalem, is a N 

sanctuary. It can be expected, then, that these traditions would be the ones to make a formative impression 

upon Jeremiah from his earliest years.  

Jeremiah gives no indication of accepting Yahweh‘s call when it comes, despite the impression made 

upon him that he was chosen for prophetic office before he was born and now on the day of visitation has 

heard that choice confirmed (1:5, 10). But Yahweh, too, is clear that the call must await a future 

fulfillment: ―I am watching over my word to perform it‖ (1:12).  

C. Prophetic Ministry  



Jeremiah‘s call is to be a prophet to the nations. His life‘s work is ―to pluck up and to break down … to 

build and to plant‖ (1:10).  

1. Early Career (622–605 B.C.). Jeremiah accepts the call in 622 after the temple scroll is found. In a 

later confession he reflects on the importance of this event to him personally, saying,  

Your words were found, and I ate them and your words became to me a joy and the delight of my 

heart  

for I am called by your name O Yahweh, God of hosts  

(15:16)  

Jeremiah in ―eating‖ words of the temple scroll ―eats‖ words which Yahweh promised earlier would be 

put into his mouth (1:9). Yahweh‘s promissory word has thus been fulfilled, and for Jeremiah the eating 

constitutes an acceptance of the call to be a prophet. If Jeremiah was thirteen, say, when the call came, he 

would now be 18. No prophetic preaching, in any event, should be dated before the year 622.  

Sometime soon after the lawbook‘s discovery in 622, when the call had been accepted, Jeremiah was 

given the mandate to begin his career. An account of this is given in 1:13–19. Yahweh‘s word was 

conveyed in another vision, this one of a kettle of boiling water tipped away from the N, its contents 

almost ready to spill out. The vision spoke of a foe who was poised to attack Judah from the N. With this 

interpretation came also a personal message for Jeremiah to begin his ministry. The people of Jerusalem 

must be warned, but Jeremiah can expect a battle of his own to contend with for there will be spirited 

opposition to his message from just about everyone. That ought not dismay him however, for Yahweh 

promises to him what he will not promise to Jerusalem: protection. Those who fight against Jeremiah will 

not prevail for Yahweh will be with him and see that his life is spared (1:19).  

Precisely what Jeremiah was about between 627 and 622 is unknown. In view of the lifelong bond that 

existed between him and members of the Shaphan family, it could well be that during these years he was 

preparing himself for the vocation that awaited him by studying letters and rhetoric at the scribal school in 

Jerusalem over which Shaphan presided. Judging from his earliest preaching, Jeremiah emerges fully 

literate and well trained in the rhetoric of his day. At some point early in life, although we do not know 

precisely when, a move was made from Anathoth to Jerusalem. Here in the capital city was the locus of 

Jeremiah‘s prophetic activity from the beginning, and here it continued until the city fell.  

The ambiguity characterizing Jeremiah‘s relationship to religious and political leaders in Jerusalem 

appears early; in fact we find him isolated and alone when the city is caught up in the celebration of 

covenant renewal and passover. He says,  

I did not sit in the company of merrymakers nor did I rejoice;  

I sat alone, because your hand was upon me, for you had filled me with indignation.  

(15:17)  

Perhaps Jeremiah judged the merriment going on in the city as superficial. He certainly had a different 

spirit from those more in tune with popular sentiment, one that had been implanted earlier at the time he 

was called and one akin now to the spirit of Huldah who gave the oracle after the lawbook was found (2 

Kgs 22:14–20). There were others who boycotted the Jerusalem celebration, but probably for a different 

reason (2 Kgs 23:9).  

Jeremiah‘s isolation, however, was never total nor was it continuous in the years after 622. During the 

Josianic years, he was actively pursuing the vocation of a prophet: preaching Yahweh‘s word, attending 

temple worship, and associating with many of the nation‘s leading citizens (e.g., 19:1). He supported to 

some extent the national reform program. The persecution which he experienced early from priestly kin at 

Anathoth (11:18–12:6) is fully understandable if Jeremiah gave support to the reform program of 

centralized worship at Jerusalem (cf. 3:12–14; 31:2–14), for that would have had the practical effect of 

closing down the Anathoth sanctuary.  

With other reform goals and objectives Jeremiah appears in basic agreement. His earliest preaching 

against idolatry and religious harlotry in chapters 2–3 is aimed at breaking up the fallow ground of the 

Manasseh period. But Jeremiah is not a lone voice anticipating an entire reform as many earlier scholars 

imagined, nor is he acting at the beginning of his career solely on a mandate given him by Yahweh, 



though he acts on one to be sure. Acting in concert with a host of other people—some of them prophets 

such as Habakkuk and Zephaniah—he shares the broader hope that Judah will now seize the opportunity 

it has to renew commitment to the ancient Yahwistic faith. Jeremiah supports a reform already well along, 

one which has been initiated at the highest levels of state but one which still has to be brought home to the 

people. His words in 4:1–4 are fully in the spirit of reform. The call for a return to Yahweh and a 

circumcision of the heart are expressed in Deut 4:30 and 10:16. His preaching on obedience to the 

covenant (11:1–8) and his call for a more rigorous sabbath observance (17:19–27) also fit well into the 

period after 622.  

Jeremiah reflects nationalistic ideas when he wants Judah divested of its vassalage to Assyria and Egypt 

(2:18, 36; 13:1–11) and when he calls for a return of the exiles taken away to Assyria in 722 B.C. (3:12–

14; 30:31). The same can be said for his support of political union between N and S, a reform idea tied in 

closely with Josiah‘s plan for a single sanctuary in Jerusalem.  

That early in his ministry Jeremiah faced broad opposition should occasion no surprise when one 

considers that neither people of high or low status escaped his indictment (2:8; 5:4–5; 8:8). His frustration 

over a lack of preaching success is expressed in 6:16–17, a passage that also provides a focus on the early 

career:  

Thus says the Lord:  

―Stand by the roads, and look, and ask for the ancient paths,  

where the good way is; and walk in it, and find rest for your souls.  

But they said, ‗We will not walk in it‘.  

I set watchmen over you, saying, ‗Give heed to the sound of the trumpet!‘  

But they said, ‗We will not give heed.‘ ‖  

If the sequence here is important, Jeremiah‘s early career consists of an initial phase during which he 

called for a return to the Mosaic covenant, i.e., ―the ancient paths‖ and ―the good way,‖ and then a later 

phase during which he preached primarily war and national destruction. A bipartite ministry along these 

lines is suggested also by the 2 major poetic collections in chapters 2–10 focusing on religious harlotry 

and the foe from the N. See JEREMIAH, BOOK OF.  

When his reform preaching failed to move people to true repentance, Jeremiah turned his attention to 

the coming foe. Though the identity of Judah‘s foe is never given, it has to be Babylon. Many earlier 

scholars who built the early career on a higher chronology identified the foe with the Scythians (Herod. 

1.104–6), but this view is now universally abandoned. Jeremiah was first apprised of the foe shortly after 

622, at a time when he was still a relatively young man. Yahweh‘s command that he not marry (16:2) is 

already predicated on the certainty of war and national destruction.  

If the foe poems are correlated with Babylon‘s rise in Mesopotamia, they begin then ca. 614–612 (Hyatt 

1940). Habakkuk announces the rise of this same foe, and the earliest date assigned to his preaching is ca. 

615. The laments which conclude the foe cycle follow in due course as prediction gives way to harsh 

reality. These laments show Jeremiah involved at the deepest level of his own preaching. The dialogues 

and trialogues contain rapid alternation between divine word, human terror, and the prophet‘s own 

expression of personal grief (e.g., 8:13–17, 18–21). Jeremiah is a true divine mediator, which is to say his 

own personal grief upon receiving the divine word is every bit as intense as his preaching is of that word 

to others.  

The death of Josiah was a national tragedy, and Jeremiah‘s silence about the Megiddo adventure 

remains one of the great puzzlements associated with interpreting the early career. He laments this good 

king (2 Chr 35:25), although soon after he says the greater tragedy for Judah is the permanent departure of 

young Jehoahaz (Shallum) from the land (22:10). Jeremiah‘s remembrances of Josiah are positive, 

particularly when the comparison is made between him and his son Jehoiakim (22:13–17).  

The years from 609 to 605 were difficult for the prophet as the earliest dated prose in the book makes all 

too clear. When Neco installed Jehoiakim, the political climate in Jerusalem changed. That the reform was 

now over we may conclude from the Temple Sermon which was delivered in Jehoiakim‘s accession year 

(26:1). Jeremiah here makes a scathing indictment of the people‘s shallow religiosity and duplicity before 



Yahweh (7:1–15). They seem content just to know that the temple sits on Zion and that salvific liturgies 

are spoken in worship; they care nothing, however, for the weightier matters of executing justice and 

living in accordance with covenant demands. Jeremiah says the place is rife with every imaginable evil. 

The real nerve is struck when Jeremiah announces that Yahweh will destroy the temple as he destroyed 

his first sanctuary at Shiloh. With that the sermon is over and court is called into session at the New Gate 

in the temple precinct. The priests and the prophets, who were the most offended, demand that Jeremiah 

be put to death. The princes in attendance are more allied with the defense. In the end they decide the 

case, acquitting Jeremiah on the strength of his testimony that Yahweh had sent him with this message. 

Jeremiah has passed the test of a true prophet given in Deut 13:1–5. Some elders in attendance aid the 

defense by recalling that Micah earlier predicted Jerusalem‘s destruction, and King Hezekiah did not put 

him to death. Jeremiah survived the trial then, having received support from both government officials 

and citizens within the general populace. Still he needed the special protection of Ahikam son of Shaphan 

(26:24). Another prophet of Yahweh, Uriah of Kiriath-jearim, delivered his judgment on the city and was 

not so fortunate; Jehoiakim had him killed (26:20–23).  

Many of the confessions fit well into the early years of Jehoiakim‘s reign. These rare glimpses into a 

prophet‘s interior life show that bedrock tenets of Jeremiah‘s faith were being called into question. Why 

should acceptance of the divine call lead to an intolerable wilderness experience where God is not present 

(15:15–18)? Preaching the divine word has brought nothing but anguish; it has caused even Jeremiah‘s 

close friends to turn on him, which in turn leads the prophet to believe that Yahweh too has betrayed him 

(20:7–10). In the darkest moment of all he rejects his birth, his call, and early assurances that Yahweh 

would deliver him from all his enemies (20:14–18; Lundbom 1985). But once the hurt is let out, 

assurances are renewed (15:19–21) and Jeremiah too is renewed, enough in one case that he is able to sing 

about Yahweh‘s deliverance (20:11–13).  

Jeremiah is a man of profound religious faith. But his personal piety—also impiety—is balanced by a 

deep involvement in the religious life of his nation. He cannot be charged with excessively privitizing 

religion, even though much of a personal nature comes from his lips. He prays for himself but he prays 

even more for others. Yahweh even has to tell him to stop his prayers of intercession (7:16–20; 11:14–17; 

14:11–12; 15:1–4). Persecution comes not because he distances himself from the cult, but because of 

relentless participation. The punishment received from the chief priest Pashhur comes as the result of an 

object lesson he gave to senior priests and others in the Valley of Ben-hinnom (19:1–20:6), and his 

banishment from the temple (36:5) is most likely the result of his Temple Sermon.  

The year 605 was pivotal for the nation and for Jeremiah personally. The Battle of Carchemish left 

Egypt weakened and Babylon the new power in world affairs. Jeremiah addressed the Egyptian defeat 

with an oracle (46:2–12). Jeremiah also decided in this year to prepare the first written scroll of his 

oracles, and his doing so signaled the end of his early career. After the scroll was read publicly, Jeremiah 

and Baruch were forced to go into hiding, for they were now in direct conflict with the king (chap. 36).  

2. Late Career (604–586 B.C.). These years are remarkably well documented thanks to the abundance 

of dated prose in the book from the reign of Zedekiah. Nevertheless there are 2 periods of roughly 7 years 

each, 604–597, and 594–588, during which we have no definite knowledge of Jeremiah‘s activities. When 

Jeremiah and Baruch disappeared from public view in 604, they had most recently been preoccupied with 

scroll writing. It is possible that in the years following, particularly when the two of them were out of 

public view, more time was spent in this pursuit. We are told that when the first scroll which had been 

destroyed was rewritten, it contained added material (36:32). It is unlikely that Jeremiah had any public 

ministry during Jehoiakim‘s remaining years. He certainly had nothing good to say about this king. 

Jehoiakim spent recklessly on luxurious new quarters for himself, and his use of slave labor in this 

undertaking must have offended others besides Jeremiah. Worst of all, he was violent and dishonest, and 

cared nothing for justice or for helping the needy (22:13–17). Jeremiah could only predict a shameful end 

for this king (22:18–19).  

When the city surrendered to Nebuchadnezzar in 597, Jeremiah was again active speaking the divine 

word and articulating as well the expressions of grief which were widespread (10:17–25; 13:15–27). His 



message to the departing exiles was hopeful yet bittersweet (31:21–22). Jehoiachin, he said, would not 

return home nor would any of his offspring sit on David‘s throne (22:24–30).  

Nebuchadnezzar put Zedekiah on the throne before departing from Jerusalem, and, with this king, 

Jeremiah had to endure another round of hard times. It is not that Zedekiah disliked Jeremiah particularly; 

the problem seems rather to have been Zedekiah‘s nonprincipled behavior during a time when the city 

lived continually on the brink of chaos. Zedekiah seems to have been powerless in the midst of this sorry 

state of affairs. Dated prose in the book indicates that Jeremiah was active during the first 4 years of 

Zedekiah‘s reign, 597–594/3, and then again when Jerusalem was under siege for the last time in 588–

587. During Zedekiah‘s middle years we are not sure of Jeremiah‘s activities. He was perhaps addressing 

certain foreign nations with oracles (chapters 48–51) in addition to writing more scrolls with Baruch. In 

594/3 Jeremiah gave Seraiah, the brother of Baruch, a scroll of oracles written against Babylon (51:59–

64).  

Jeremiah‘s final decade of prophetic ministry was controlled by a vision received about good and bad 

figs (chap. 24). The good figs were the exiles who had gone to Babylon; the bad figs were the people 

remaining in Jerusalem. This message put Jeremiah at odds with the nation‘s leaders, who, at the time 

were talking revolt with their allies (27:3). Certain prophets such as Hananiah lent them support by 

predicting a speedy return of Jehoiachin and the other exiles (28:1–4). A classic confrontation took place 

between Jeremiah and Hananiah which brought the question of true and false prophecy into sharp focus 

(chap. 28). Jeremiah was at first cautious in countering the optimistic claims of Hananiah, but at their 

second meeting was not and announced Hananiah‘s death for prophesying lies. This prediction was 

fulfilled in less than a year showing Jeremiah to be the true prophet according to the test set forth in Deut 

18:21–22. Jeremiah sent letters to the exiles in Babylon (chap. 29) in which he gave the same message he 

had been preaching at home.  

We are well informed about Jeremiah‘s activity just prior to Jerusalem‘s fall. He had now become the 

key figure in the tragic drama which was unfolding. Zedekiah continually sought him out, hoping against 

hope that Yahweh would save the nation as in times past (21:1–2). Jeremiah informed him, however, that 

Yahweh was fighting against the city. Taking words almost verbatim from Deut 30:15, but giving them a 

new twist, he told the king: ―I set before you (the way) of life and (the way) of death‖ (21:18). The way of 

life now was to surrender; to resist was the way of death. But Zedekiah did not listen. He seemed 

irreversibly bent on plunging himself and the nation into ruinous defeat. Jeremiah told the king there was 

no way he could escape a face-to-face meeting with Nebuchadnezzar (34:1–7), which is what eventually 

took place.  

When the city was under siege, Zedekiah made a covenant to grant liberty to all Hebrew slaves (34:8–

22), something he should have done simply because the law required it (Deut 15:12). But when Egypt 

marched N and forced the Babylonian army to pull back from Jerusalem, the king reneged on the 

covenant and took the slaves back. Jeremiah was swift with a word to him and his fellow schemers: ―I 

proclaim to you liberty to the sword, to pestilence, and to famine‖ (34:17). During the lifting of the siege, 

Jeremiah attempted to leave the city to take care of some personal business at Anathoth, but he was 

stopped at the Benjamin Gate and accused of deserting to the Babylonians (chap. 37). Jeremiah denied the 

charge, but to no avail. Royal officials beat him and threw him into prison, where he remained until the 

king summoned him to his residence—this time secretly—and asked him for another oracle from 

Yahweh. One came, but there was no change. Jeremiah then pleaded not to be sent back to prison, and 

Zedekiah granted the request. He was placed instead under house arrest in the court of the guard. There he 

remained until the city fell, receiving each day one loaf of bread as long as the supply held out (37:21). 

Jeremiah is also reported during these last days as having been abandoned in a cistern for preaching 

surrender (chap. 38). There he would have died had not Ebed-melech the Ethiopian rescued him. 

Zedekiah in this situation is portrayed as powerless over against those who were forcing his hand (38:5).  

While Jeremiah was in the court of the guard he received from Yahweh a new word of hope. On the 

other side of doom would be deliverance and restoration: Exiles would return; the land would be 

repossessed; Yahweh would replace the broken covenant with a new one. Jeremiah accepted this word, 



but not without a struggle. He bought a family plot at Anathoth to symbolize Yahweh‘s promise, but in 

the long prayer which followed the purchase he admits to having serious questions about what he has just 

done (32:16–44). The real life ambiguities confronting a prophet—the whole process whereby the divine 

word is accepted, believed, and acted upon—are nowhere better seen than here. Chapter 32 is certainly an 

eyewitness account. Virtually no time has elapsed between the event and this report of it. Reports which 

are written at a much later time telescope the belief process and clarify the ambiguities common to all 

complex life situations.  

Other words of hope—including the important ―New Covenant‖ promise—are likely from this same 

period when Jeremiah was confined to the court of the guard (23:5–8; 31:23–40; 33:1–13). Despite 

moments of deep despair, Jeremiah seems not to have lost faith completely in Yahweh‘s ability to save. 

During these last days he promises deliverance to Ebed-melech (39:15–18) as he had done earlier to his 

good friend Baruch (45:5). When the city was taken and large numbers of people were either killed or 

taken captive, Jeremiah was given his own life ―as a prize of war.‖ This fulfilled earlier promises which 

Yahweh had made to him (1:8, 19; 15:20–21). Nebuzaradan, acting on a direct order from 

Nebuchadnezzar, freed Jeremiah and allowed him to go wherever he desired (39:11–14; 40:1–6).  

With Jerusalem in ruins, the people who remained took up residence at Mizpah under Gedaliah whom 

Nebuchadnezzar had appointed governor. Jeremiah joined them. The reconstituted community was soon 

fractured, however, when Gedaliah was murdered along with others in a plot instigated by the king of 

Ammon (chap. 40–41). Once again the people turned to Jeremiah for a word from Yahweh (chap. 42). 

Ten days later it came: They should stay in the land, not go to Egypt which is what the current talk was. 

This word, however, like so many others spoken earlier, was disregarded. In fact the people accused 

Jeremiah of treasonous collaboration with Baruch (43:2–3). A group consequently left for Egypt, taking 

Jeremiah and Baruch along, and settled at Tahpanhes (43:7).  

3. Sojourn in Egypt (after 586 B.C.). Jeremiah was about 55 when he arrived in Egypt; once there, he 

reiterated Yahweh‘s judgment upon that nation (43:8–13). His message to expatriate Jews who were 

continuing their worship of the Queen of Heaven was essentially what it had been back in Jerusalem some 

years earlier (chap. 44). These people, however, had a different view of things. They said the destruction 

of Jerusalem came about because worship of the Queen of Heaven was discontinued. To this Jeremiah 

could only say ironically: ―Go ahead then and confirm your vows!‖ (44:25). Yahweh, Jeremiah assures, 

will have the last word. This remnant in Egypt will die though it came there to live.  

We hear no more from Jeremiah and the Bible does not mention his death. Later sources contain 

conflicting reports about martyrdom and a natural death in Egypt (Lipinski EncJud 9: 1351).  

D. Rhetoric and Preaching  

While it is generally agreed that Jeremiah ranks as one of the truly great thinkers in the OT, his 

language and style have not always won high acclaim. This judgment appears to go back to Jerome who 

says in his Prologue to Jeremiah: ―Jeremiah the prophet … is seen to be more rustic in language than 

Isaiah and Hosea and certain other prophets among the Hebrews, but equal in thought … Moreover, the 

simplicity of his speech was the result of his birthplace. For he was a native of Anathoth, which even 

today is a small village 3 miles distant from Jerusalem‖ (MPL 28 847). Since Jerome, it has been agreed 

that Jeremiah suffers when compared to Isaiah, but considerable debate has taken place over his alleged 

―rusticity in language.‖ Lowth, for example, finds no evidence to support this (1815: 290–91). Driver, 

who still attributes both poetry and prose to the prophet, agrees with Jerome that Jeremiah‘s style is not as 

elevated as his thought, but he evaluates the style somewhat differently. He says Jeremiah‘s style is 

―essentially artless,‖ the only adornment being the figures which are found in the poetry. Yet even the 

poetry, he thinks, sounds much like the repetitive prose of Deuteronomy (1967: 274–75).  

Others who separate poetry and prose and isolate the ipsissima verba of Jeremiah in the poetry (see 

JEREMIAH, BOOK OF), come away with a higher estimate of Jeremiah‘s language and style; some, in 

fact, rank him as one of the great poets of antiquity (Duhm Jeremiah KAC; Skinner 1963: 51; Muilenburg 

IDB 2: 824). This view is corroborated by those who more recently have studied the diction, style, and 

micro- as well as macro-structures of those compositions judged to be Jeremianic (Holladay 1962; 1966b; 



Jeremiah Hermeneia; Lundbom 1975). Most of these appear in the poetry, but some are found as well in 

the sermonic prose.  

Upon close inspection, Jeremiah is seen to be a skillful poet, someone well trained in the rhetoric of his 

day and surely perceived, by those who heard him, to be an engaging orator. His poetry is generally well 

balanced, more so than one finds among the other prophets. There is parallelism; but successive cola 

embellish an idea (exergasia), show up incongruities, make analogies, and build larger thoughts in yet 

different ways. One finds both regular (3:3) and Qine (3:2) meter, with other rhythms also being used. 

Whole poems in some cases contain crescendo and diminution. His syntax and ordering of terms in 

balanced cola follow both normal and chiastic arrangements. On occasion, whole poems will have chiastic 

structures made up of key words and/or alternation of speakers. Jeremiah was heir to a rhetorical tradition 

already ancient, one that had developed in the oldest known cultures of the Near East before it took root in 

Israel. As an orator, Jeremiah could hold rank with the best Greek and Roman rhetors whose stock in 

trade one will find in such classical rhetorical handbooks as Aristotle‘s Rhetoric, the ad Herennium, and 

Quintillian‘s Institutes. He anticipates them both in style and modes of argumentation.  

1. Repetition. Jeremiah makes effective use of repetition, the most basic element of all in ancient 

Hebrew rhetoric (Muilenburg 1953). Repetition of words, of word cognates, and of sounds is primarily 

for emphasis, but it can perform other or in some cases multiple functions. Anaphora, for example, 

functions for Jeremiah as it does for other poets: to create pathos; when the repeated sounds simulate the 

sense (onomatopoeia) a bit of drama is added. The inclusio performs in some cases an argumentative 

function. Here are some of the most common uses of repetition by Jeremiah:  

a. Repetition of a word as a paraphrasis for the superlative (GKC 133 1): ―peace, peace‖ in 6:14 (= 

8:11).  

b. Repetition of a word for emphasis (geminatio): ―my bowels, my bowels‖ in 4:19; ―land, land, land‖ 

in 22:29; perhaps also ―has come, has come‖ in 46:20. In the prose: ―the temple of Yahweh, the temple of 

Yahweh, the temple of Yahweh‖ in 7:4.  

c. Repetition of a word at the beginning of successive cola, lines, or poetic verses (anaphora). 

Jeremiah‘s most powerful illustration is the poem in 51:20–23 where the destroyer of Babylon is 

addressed. The 9-fold repetition of ―with you I break in pieces‖ emphasizes divine power, and it also 

simulates the sense by creating the sound of a pounding hammer (onomatopoeia). As a counterbalance to 

the repetitions, key words in the predication form an expanded chiasmus (abcded´c´b´a´):  

You are my hammer and weapon of war:  

With you I break in pieces nations … and kingdoms  

With you I break in pieces horse and its rider  

With you I break in pieces chariot and charioteer  

With you I break in pieces man and woman  

With you I break in pieces old and young  

With you I break in pieces young and maiden  

With you I break in pieces shepherd and his flock  

With you I break in pieces farmer and his team  

With you I break in pieces governors and commanders  

In 50:35–38 judgment on Babylon is given emphasis by the 5-fold repetition of ―sword,‖ again producing 

onomatopoeia (here the repeated stabbing of the victim). The monotony of repetition is broken at the end 

with an assonantal wordplay between ―sword‖ and ―drought‖ (ḥereb and ḥōreb). Earlier, Jeremiah used 

anaphora to emphasize the might and consuming appetite of Babylon who was poised to attack Israel 

(5:15–17). There the 4-fold repetition of ―they shall eat up‖ balanced the 4-fold repetition of ―nation.‖ The 

former was again more onomatopoeia (the enemy will eat without stopping). Key words in the predication 

are chiastically arranged for variation: produce appears at the extremes while in the center are people and 

animals. In 4:30 the 3-fold repetition of ―that‖  k  ) increases the disdain for the harlot daughter of Zion; in 

15:5 the 3-fold repetition of ―who?‖ deepens the pity for Jerusalem the rejected. Jeremiah deepens pity for 



himself in 8:23–9:1—Eng9:1–9:2 where successive verses begin ―Who can make (me) …?‖ In 20:14–15, 

successive verses beginning ―Cursed‖ emphasize the prophet‘s great despair. The repetition of mipnê 

(―before/because‖) in 4:26b; 23:9c; and 25:38b (MT), in each case giving closure to a passage, leaves the 

audience astonished—that the entire creation could be destroyed, that Jeremiah should behave like a 

drunken man, or that the land could be thoroughly devastated before Yahweh or because of what Yahweh 

will do. In the vision of cosmic destruction the 4-fold ―I looked … and behold!‖ creates unusual pathos 

(4:23–26). Diminution in this poem helps simulate the cessation of activity. But Jeremiah is also able to 

use anaphora to achieve an opposite effect. In 31:4–5 his 3-fold ―again‖  ˓ d) emphasizes the certainty of 

Israel‘s return to Zion, also simulating the renewal of activity which will take place there.  

d. Repetition of a word at the end of successive cola, lines, or poetic verses (epiphora). In 4:19 ―my 

heart‖ ends successive cola; in 8:22–23—Eng9:1 ―daughter of my people‖ ends successive verses.  

e. Repetition of words or word cognates at the end of verses or larger compositions which appeared at 

the beginning (inclusio). The inclusio commonly functions to effect closure, as it does for example in 

Deuteronomy, but there it also gives emphasis to the law being preached. Jeremiah uses the inclusio both 

for closure and for emphasis, but it serves other functions for him as well. He may use it to be ironic, e.g., 

in 5:21 where he asks a people to hear who cannot hear. More often the inclusio points up some 

incongruity. In 4:22 ―they do not know,‖ which concludes the first and last lines of the verse, emphasizes 

in the first instance people‘s ignorance of Yahweh and what constitutes the good; but when the verse is 

taken as a whole, a basic incongruity is being stressed: namely, that the very same people who show 

ignorance of Yahweh and the good are knowledgeable when it comes to doing evil. In a similarly 

constructed verse in 8:4b–5 the inclusio is made with different forms of šûb (―return‖). Emphasis is again 

put on a point which is part of a larger incongruity, i.e., that although people who turn away normally 

return, here we see a people that does not return. In 8:8–9 Jeremiah speaks of people who say they are 

―wise‖ but are without ―wisdom.‖  

A number of complete poems have inclusio, and in some the repetition gives focus to Jeremiah‘s 

argument. In 3:1–5 different forms of the interjection ―Behold!‖ focus the argument that Yahweh does not 

want rapprochement with Israel, at least not for the time being and not under the present circumstances. In 

5:26–28, 30–31 ―my people‖ makes the inclusio. The argument here is ironic in tone: People who are 

being victimized by criminals somehow want the phenomenon to continue. Repeated key words at 

beginning and end give focus to other prophetic speeches, e.g., 13:21–27; 20:7–10, 14–18; 51:11–14; etc. 

(Lundbom 1975: 36–51). The words, ―there is none like you‖ form an inclusio in the doxology of 10:6–7. 

If this originates with Jeremiah the point he stresses is the incomparability of Yahweh.  

f. Inverted repetition of words, word cognates, fixed pairs, and sounds in the bicolon, the verse, and the 

larger composition (chiasmus). Jeremiah varies the monotony of synonymous parallelism in the bicolon 

with syntactic chiasmus, where the verbs are commonly placed at the extremes, e.g., 2:9, 19a; 4:5a, 7a, 

9c; 5:6a, 12b; 6:21b, 25a; etc. Rarely are the verbs at the center (2:36b; 51:38), and rarely does the 

syntactic chiasmus form an antithesis (4:22c; and the proverbial 12:13a). In some cases a double-duty 

subject appears at the center, e.g., 4:2b (―nations‖) and 4:30c (―lovers‖). Jeremiah enjoys making key 

word chiasmi: ―water / cisterns / cisterns / water‖ in 2:13; ―neighbor / brother / brother / neighbor‖ in 

9:3—Eng9:4; and ―man / succeed / succeed / man‖ in 22:30. Somewhat different is the chiasmus in 14:2: 

―Judah / gates / [gates] / Jerusalem‖ (Holladay 1962: 51–52). Here Jeremiah plays on verticality, while at 

the same time keeping constant the idea of a nation in mourning. The idea is kept constant also in 20:14 

where there is another variation of chiasmus: ―cursed / I was born / she bore me / blessed‖.  

In the double bicolon we find this chiasmus of sound: ṣ ˓āqâh / wāšeber / nišb râh / z ˓āqâh (48:3–4). 

Sound and meaning are combined in the chiasmus in 2:7b: watābō˒û / my land / my heritage / l t ˓ēbâh 

(Kselman 1977: 222–23). Here the terms creating the sound balance also form a wordplay.  

In poetry, Jeremiah uses words and phraseology to create a variety of larger chiastic structures. In 

2:27c–28a, rhetorical form and content come together as Jeremiah turns the people‘s own words against 

themselves:  

But in the time of their trouble they say  



‗Arise and save us‘  

But where are your gods which you made for yourselves?  

Let them arise if they can save you  

in your time of trouble  

There is a tightly knit chiastic structure in 4:19c–21 where Jeremiah is in conversation with himself. 

Whole poems in some cases have chiastic structures built with key words, this phenomenon having been 

first discovered in Lamentations 1–2 by Condamin (1905). Jeremiah will also delimit the same sub-units 

within the poem by alternating the speaker, and this alternation will be chiastic as well (see 6). Macro-

chiastic structures aid in developing the prophetic argument the same way macro-inclusio structures do. 

Whole poems having key word chiastic structures are: 2:5–9; 5:1–8; 6:1–7, 8–12; 8:13–17; 9:2–5—

Eng9:3–6 (text problems); 51:20–23; 51:34–45; and on a smaller scale (aba‘): 2:33–37; and 23:18, 21–22 

(Lundbom 1975: 70–96).  

g. Double occurrences of a root in succession (multiclinatum), often making paronomasia. In 11:18: 

―Yahweh made it known to me and I knew‖; in 17:14: ―Heal me, O Yahweh, and I shall be healed, save 

me and I shall be saved‖; in 20:7: ―O Yahweh, you have deceived me and I was deceived‖; also 31:4, 

18[bis]; and the somewhat different constructions in 15:19 and 30:16. These are signatures of Jeremiah 

(Driver 1967: 276; Holladay 1962: 46).  

Jeremiah combines verbs and cognate nouns in succession to great effect, e.g., in 2:5: ―they went after 

worthlessness and became worthless‖ (paronomasia); in 22:22: ―the wind shall shepherd all your 

shepherds‖ (paronomasia); and in 51:2: ―And I will send to Babylon winnowers and they shall winnow 

her.‖ In prose see 16:16; 23:4; and 48:12.  

h. Repetition of consonants in succession (alliteration). This is a figure of sound, not meaning. Quite 

often, too, there will be paronomasia (Casanowicz 1893). In 17:12–13a the consonant k begins two words, 

and immediately following are 5 successive words beginning with the m consonant (also paronomasia; 

Casanowicz #176). In 48:15 the combination bḥ repeats 3 times (paronomasia; Casanowicz #44); in 49:15 

the b consonant 3 times; and in 51:44 3 bl combinations (paronomasia; Casanowicz #49).  

2. Accumulation. The celebrated rhetorical prose which appears in Jeremiah and the Deuteronomic 

literature is largely accumulation (accumulatio). It is heavy and stereotyped: Nouns heap up in twos, 

threes, and fours, and longer phrases balance rhythmically in parallelism. The Jeremiah prose contains 

some of the same noun chains and balanced phrases found in Deuteronomy and 2 Kings; at the same time 

it has other examples of both which appear nowhere else (Driver Deuteronomy ICC, xcii–xciv; Bright 

1951: 25–27; Jeremiah AB, lxxi–lxxiii). The prose is certainly not the prophet‘s ipsissima verba; 

nevertheless we might expect that it would approximate his prose utterances and feature also the dominant 

characteristics of prose spoken by priests, scribes, and others trained in the Deuteronomic school of 

rhetoric.  

Some examples of accumulatio in the prose: ―sword, famine, and pestilence‖ (14:12; 21:9; 24:10; 27:8; 

etc.); ―reproach, byword, taunt, and curse‖ (24:9); ―cities of Judah and streets of Jerusalem‖ (7:17, 34; 

11:6; 33:10; 44:6, 17, 21); ―the voice of mirth and the voice of gladness, the voice of the bridegroom and 

the voice of the bride‖ (7:34; 16:9; 25:10; 33:11); ―their dead bodies shall be food for the birds of the air 

and for the beasts of the earth‖ (7:33; 16:4; 19:7; 34:20); ―a fortified city, an iron pillar, and bronze walls, 

against the kings of Judah, its princes, its priests, and the people of the land‖ (1:18); etc. Some of these 

phrases together with others have what appear to be prototypes in the poetry (Holladay 1960).  

The poetry also contains accumulatio, e.g., 12:7: ―I have forsaken my house, I have abandoned my 

heritage, I have given the beloved of my soul into the hands of her enemies.‖ In the call passage Jeremiah 

accumulates 6 verbs; the outside 4 are arranged in a chiasmus (1:10).  

In both poetry and prose, rapid accumulation of verbs results in asyndeton. In the poetry: ―Blow the 

trumpet through the land, cry aloud and say, ‗Assemble, and let us go into the fortified cities‘ ‖ (4:5); 

―Run to and fro through the streets of Jerusalem, look now, and take note, and search her squares …‖ 

(5:1); see also 49:8, 30. In the prose: the 6 infinitive absolutes in rapid succession in the Temple Sermon 

(7:9). Like repetition, accumulatio adds strength to discourse. The classical orators used it when heaping 



up praise or blame. Here in 7:9 Jeremiah assesses blame. Jeremiah uses accumulatio to press home the 

message of divine judgment upon the nations in 25:27, and in 31:7b he emphasizes the joy of Israel‘s 

future salvation.  

3. Metaphors and Related Tropes. Jeremiah, like every good orator, peppers his discourse liberally 

with tropes. These give added strength to the discourse and also function to kindle the imagination of his 

audience.  

a. Metaphor. Jeremiah uses an array of vivid metaphors. Some are brief, i.e., only a word or two, while 

others expand into an entire verse of poetry (8:23—Eng9:1). Jeremiah also employs the simile (see b.), 

which is a metaphor using ―as‖ or ―like‖ in its comparison (Heb k ). In poetry, metaphors and similes 

appear frequently in combination, which can weaken the metaphor. These combinations are weakened 

still more when a colon before or after contains the other element in the comparison, or else a term of 

clarification. We find the same thing happening in the prose.  

Jeremiah‘s metaphors describe Yahweh, the false gods, kings, the nation, the enemy, and even Jeremiah 

himself. They also give lucidity to the enormity of evil within the nation and the destruction which will 

come as a result of this evil. Yahweh is ―the fountain of living waters‖; the false gods by contrast are but 

―broken cisterns‖ (2:13). Mistaken foreign policies and religious adventurism come under attack when 

Jeremiah asks why people go to Egypt ―to drink the waters of the Nile,‖ and to Assyria ―to drink the 

waters of the Great River?‖ (2:18). Jeremiah speaks of the fractured covenant relationship when he says to 

the people, ―you broke your yoke and burst your bonds‖ (2:20). In 2:21 the nation which was once a 

―choice red vine‖ is now said to have degenerated into a ―wild vine.‖ The nation is also personified as a 

(shameful) daughter. His metaphors here are ―daughter of Zion‖ (4:31; 6:2, 23); ― (virgin) daughter of my 

people‖ (4:11; 6:26; 8:19, 21; 14:17 [MT]; etc.); ―changeable daughter‖ (31:22); and ―virgin Israel‖ 

(18:13; 31:4, 21). The metaphor of the harlot daughter almost becomes an allegory in 4:30–31. The 

―daughter‖ metaphor is also used for Egypt (46:11, 24), Ammon (49:4), and Babylon (50:42; 51:33).  

The most disparaging metaphors, Jeremiah reserves for his own nation Israel. He calls the nation ―a 

restive young camel interlacing her tracks,‖ or a ―wild ass … in her heat sniffing the wind‖ (2:23c–24a); 

again people are said to be ―well-fed lusty stallions‖ (5:8). Jeremiah attacks the luxurious cedar buildings 

in Jerusalem, calling them a ―forest‖ (21:14; cf. 1 Kgs 7:2), or else ―Lebanon‖ (22:23). This latter 

metaphor becomes clarified in the Targums (Vermes 1958: 4). Inhabitants of these buildings are said—

with a bit of irony perhaps—to be ―nested among the cedars.‖ Jeremiah seeks to evoke repentance from 

the people with a couple of agricultural metaphors: ―Break up your fallow ground, and sow not among 

thorns‖ (4:3).  

In describing the enemy, Jeremiah uses the common metaphor the ―lion.‖ Earlier foes from Assyria 

were roaring ―lions‖ (2:15); now the foe from the N is another ―lion‖ (4:7; 5:6), or else a ―wolf‖ or a 

―leopard‖ (5:6). In 8:17 Babylon is depicted as 2 different varieties of snakes. Other metaphors in 4:11 

(―desert wind‖) and 15:12 (―iron, iron from the north, and bronze‖) are weakened by clarification, which 

may mark them as later insertions into the text. In 25:32b the enemy is a ―great tempest‖ (cf. 6:22 which 

has ―great nation‖). The foreign kings coming with their armies from the E are ―shepherds with their 

flocks‖ (6:3). Judah‘s kings are also ―shepherds‖ (2:8; 22:22; 23:1–4), this metaphor being so common it 

may not even have been perceived as such. King Jehoiachin, says Jeremiah, has become in defeat a 

―broken pot‖ (22:28). As for Jeremiah himself, in order that he may withstand the opposition sure to come 

from people in Jerusalem, Yahweh promises to make him into ―a fortified city, an iron pillar, and bronze 

walls‖ (1:18). These metaphors appear in prose, and the narrator expectedly provides words of 

explanation in the verse following.  

b. Simile. This trope is widely used not only in Hebrew but in other ancient Near Eastern languages. 

People of antiquity had a natural propensity to think analogically. Similes, therefore, are very old, going 

back all the way to the Sumerians (Kramer 1969). They appear also in Akkadian treaties and in various 

sapiential writings (ANET, 539–41; 598 lines 106–7).  

Jeremiah uses the simile extensively, covering with it much of the same ground he covers with the 

metaphor. The wayward individual is ―like a horse plunging headlong into battle‖ (8:6). Wayward Israel 



waits on the road (for lovers) ―like an Arab in the wilderness‖ (3:2), yet she cries out rebelliously against 

Yahweh ―like a lion in the forest‖ (12:8). When judgment comes, however, she will cry ―like a woman in 

labor‖ (6:24; 13:21; 22:23; etc). During the drought, wild asses wander on the bare heights where they 

―pant for air like jackals‖ (14:6). The besiegers of Jerusalem are ―like keepers of a field against her round 

about‖ (4:17); their quiver is ―like an open tomb‖ (5:16); and the roar of their coming is ―like the sea‖ 

(6:23). Yahweh will scatter the people ―like the east wind‖ (18:17), or ―like chaff driven by the desert 

wind‖ (13:24). His coming will be ―like the clouds, his chariots like the whirlwind‖ (4:13). His wrath 

goes forth ―like fire‖ (4:4; 21:12). Dead bodies shall fall ―like dung upon the open field, like sheaves after 

the reaper‖ (9:21—Eng9:22). Jeremiah questions Yahweh about the grim scenario, ―Why should you be 

like a stranger in the land, like a traveler who turns aside for the night? Why should you be like a man 

confused, like a mighty man who cannot save?‖ (14:8–9). Personal enemies treat Jeremiah ―like a gentle 

lamb led to the slaughter‖ (11:19). But when Jeremiah‘s faith is renewed, he exclaims, ―Yahweh is with 

me as a dread warrior‖ (20:11). Similes of this same general sort appear in the foreign nation oracles, e.g., 

46:7–8; 51:27c, 34b; etc.  

The simile is extended into a comparison (similitudo) when strengthened by the k  … kēn and ˒ākēn … 

kēn constructions, e.g., in poetry: ―as a thief is shamed when caught, so the house of Israel shall be 

shamed‖ (2:26; also 5:27; 6:7; cf. Deut 8:20); ―surely as a faithless wife leaves her husband, so you have 

been faithless to me, O house of Israel‖ (3:20); and in prose: ―like the clay in the potter‘s hand, so are you 

in my hand, O house of Israel‖ (18:6; also 24:5, 8).  

c. Abusio. One of the harsher tropes is the abusio, which is an implied metaphor. This type of metaphor 

behaves somewhat extravagantly in that a word is taken from one usage and put to another. Abusios can 

be made from verbs, e.g., in 5:8: ―each man neighing for his neighbor‘s wife‖; in 7:28: ―truth has 

perished, it is cut off from their lips‖; in 4:28; 12:4; and 23:10: ―the earth mourns‖; and in 51:44: ―the 

nations shall no longer flow to him.‖ Other abusios are created by nouns, e.g., in 4:4: ―remove the foreskin 

of your hearts‖; and in 18:18: ―come, let us smite him with the tongue.‖  

d. Euphemism. On occasion Jeremiah substitutes a more mild term or one with adjunct meaning in 

order to avoid saying something either too harsh or too explicit. This is euphemism. In 8:14 he says, ―Let 

us go into the fortified cities and be silent there, for Yahweh our God has silenced us.‖ ―Be silent‖ (Heb 

dmm) is a euphemism for ―die‖ (RSV: ―perish‖). The same verb appears in 25:37: ―the peaceful folds are 

made silent‖ (RSV: ―devastated‖). Other usages of dmm in 48:2; 49:26; and 51:6 may also be 

euphemistic. In 13:22b Jeremiah says, ―because of the greatness of your iniquity your skirts are 

uncovered.‖ He really means her pudenda. Again in 13:26: ―your shame will be seen‖ (BDB 886).  

4. Argumentation. To a large extent Jeremiah‘s rhetoric is a rhetoric of argumentation. It differs in this 

important respect from the rhetoric of Deuteronomy with which it has other important affinities. 

Deuteronomy preaches the conditional terms of the covenant warning people what will happen if the 

covenant is broken. Jeremiah presupposes an entirely different reality: The covenant has been broken, and 

the people now must either repent or be punished. Jeremiah cannot preach this message without 

encountering argument from others, and it goes without saying that he must also argue in return. It is true, 

of course, that much of Jeremiah‘s preaching is like that of the other prophets, i.e., preaching based on 

authority. His indictments and judgments are stated in unequivocal terms. Jeremiah does not make 

appeals to ethos as the classical orators do. At the same time a surprising amount of his discourse is 

dialogical—indeed Jeremiah comes closer to Greek dialectic than any of the other Hebrew prophets. 

There is a dialectic going on between Yahweh and the people, another between Yahweh and himself, and 

still another between himself and the people. Certain speeches, e.g., 3:1–5 and 5:1–8, are genuinely open-

ended in the sense that the audience is left at the end to draw its own conclusions. This brings the prophet 

and his audience into partnership; together they must discern the import of Yahweh‘s word.  

a. Protasis—Apodosis. The protasis-apodosis form (―If … then …‖) is at home in legal discourse. 

Deuteronomy, for example, says that if the people obey Yahweh and do his commands, they will be set 

above the nations and blessings will come upon them; if they do not obey and fail to do Yahweh‘s 

commands, then curses will come (Deut 28:1–2, 15). Jeremiah says, however, in one of his early calls for 



reform, that if Israel returns to Yahweh and clears away the vestiges of false worship, then she can use the 

oath once again and the Abrahamic covenant will achieve its intended blessing upon the nations of the 

world (4:1–2; Bright Jeremiah AB, 21). Later on after judgment has come Jeremiah uses the form to 

emphasize Yahweh‘s ongoing commitment to the Abrahamic covenant (31:36–37).  

b. Arguments a minori ad maius. The argument a minori ad maius (Heb qal vechomer) is from the 

lesser to the greater, and it appears in the OT in legal as well as other parenetic discourse, e.g., Exod 6:12; 

Deut 31:27. In 3:1 Jeremiah argues that if a divorced woman who has remarried cannot return to her 

former husband (so Deut 24:1–4), how much more can Israel—who has had many lovers—not return to 

Yahweh. In 12:5 Yahweh tells Jeremiah that if running on foot has tired him, how much more will he not 

be able to compete with horses; if in a safe land he falls down, how much more will he likely fall in the 

jungle of the Jordan. An argument a minori ad maius is used against the nations in 25:29.  

c. Rhetorical Question. The rhetorical question has an evocative function in discourse, in fact it aims 

usually at intimidation. Rhetorical questions are posed solely for effect. They call for a response, but none 

can be made because the answer to the question is either obvious or else one the audience will not want to 

give. The rhetorical question was widely used in antiquity and appears in various literatures (e.g., ANET, 

597 lines 36–38).  

Jeremiah uses the rhetorical question, sometimes a pair of them, as a foil for some more important 

statement he wishes to make. Or sometimes his preferred subject is yet another question. In 18:20: ―Is evil 

a recompense for good? Yet they have dug a pit for my life.‖ Jeremiah accumulates rhetorical questions, 

though not to the extent Amos does in his classic litany in Amos 3:3–8. Jeremiah‘s questions also differ 

from those of Amos in that his foils are less mechanical; there is some linkage of thought in almost every 

case to his preferred subject. Often a common word unites the foil and the preferred subject.  

Jeremiah puts the rhetorical question to two specialized uses. In one a single or double question lifts up 

some paradigmatic behavior, a common happening, or something built into the natural order; what 

follows is then a portrayal of Israel‘s behavior, which is scandalous. In 2:11: ―Has a nation changed its 

gods even though they are no gods? But my people have changed their glory for that which does not 

profit‖; in 2:32: ―Can a maiden forget her ornaments, or a bride her attire? But my people have forgotten 

me days without number‖; also 5:22a, 23; 18:14–15. Somewhat different is 13:23 where the question foils 

an ironic comment: ―Can the Ethiopian change his skin, or the leopard his spots? Then also you can do 

good who are accustomed to do evil!‖  

The other specialized use is the 3-fold question in the form hă … ˒im … madďa˓ (―If … if … why then 

…?‖), which appears 8 times in the book and is another signature of Jeremiah (2:14, 31; 8:4–5, 19, 22; 

14:19; 22:28; and 49:1). Here the first two questions are a foil for a third which expresses a troubling 

vexation. This vexation is either about something incongruous which the prophet observes, or else it has 

to do with the weakened condition of people facing war and imminent defeat. In 2:31: ―Have I been a 

wilderness to Israel? Have I been a land of thick darkness? Why then do my people say, ‗We are free, we 

will come no more to you?‘ ‖; in 2:14: ―Is Israel a slave? Is he a homeborn servant? Why then has he 

become a prey?‖ In 22:28 it is King Jehoiachin who is in a weakened condition. In 30:6 the form is 

modified to a statement and two questions: ―Ask now and see, can a male bear a child? Why then do I see 

every soldier with his hands on his loins like a woman in labor?‖ In 8:19 the form works differently 

because Yahweh interrupts the people to ask the third more pressing question (Holladay 1962: 48–49).  

Jeremiah sometimes answers his own rhetorical questions (hypophora), e.g., 6:15 [= 8:12]: ―Were they 

ashamed when they committed abomination? No, they were not at all ashamed; they did not know how to 

blush.‖ See also 6:20; 30:15; 31:20; 46:7–8. In 12:9 the two rhetorical questions containing a wordplay.  

Some climactic rhetorical questions which originally expressed harsh judgment were later converted 

into affirmations of hope, e.g., ―and would you return to me?‖ in 3:1 becomes ―yet return to me‖; also 

―and shall he be saved from it?‖ in 30:7 becomes ―yet from it he shall be saved‖ (Holladay 1962: 53–4). 

Numerous rhetorical questions appear also in the prose, e.g., 7:19 (correctio); 23:23–24; 27:17; 37:19; 

40:15b; 44:7–9; etc. One finds no rhetorical questions, however, in the oracles against Babylon (chaps. 

50–51).  



d. The Exaggerated Contrast. In ancient Hebrew as well as in Arabic and some modern languages, 

two antithetical statements can be juxtaposed solely to emphasize the one appearing second. This has the 

practical effect of making the second statement more important than the first. The idiom has been called 

the ―exaggerated contrast‖ (Carleton 1892; Hommel 1899–1900), and good examples are to be found in 

Deut 5:3 and Amos 7:14. The first statement will negate an idea, but the speaker does not really mean to 

deny it for the idea is otherwise valid or true. Jeremiah, for example, says that Yahweh did not command 

the fathers to make burnt offerings and sacrifices when the people left Egypt; he commanded them to 

obey his voice (7:22–23). Following Josiah‘s death and the deposition of Jehoahaz, he also says, ―Weep 

not for him who is dead, nor bemoan him, but weep bitterly for him who goes away‖ (22:10).  

e. Surrender. In the trial which followed the Temple Sermon, Jeremiah submits himself to the will of 

the court. He says, ―But as for me, behold, I am in your hands. Do with me as seems good and right to 

you‖ (26:14). In classical rhetoric this sort of statement was considered a veiled argument, and it was 

given the name ―surrender‖ (permissio; ad Herennium IV xxix 39).  

f. Descriptio. To continue with Jeremiah‘s remarks to the court, we find him describing the 

consequences of possible court action. He says, ―Only know for certain that if you put me to death, you 

will bring innocent blood upon yourselves and upon this city and its inhabitants, for in truth Yahweh sent 

me to you to speak all these words in your ears‖ (26:15). This too has argumentative value, and classical 

rhetoricians called such a move descriptio which they said could be used both in prosecution and defense 

(ad Herennium 4.39.51). Here, of course, Jeremiah is arguing his own defense.  

5. Humor and Irony. The humorous element in Jeremiah‘s preaching has not received the attention it 

deserves, despite the fact that irony in particular is well documented among the ancient Hebrews. Humor 

is still difficult if not impossible to define precisely, and its identification depends largely upon individual 

interpretation. There is, in any case, humor in many of Jeremiah‘s utterances, and one may imagine that 

the prophet was at times rather playful with his audience. He shares with them sudden flashes of insight, 

and with his quick wit he creates wordplays, caricatures, and verbal irony for which Hebrew discourse 

generally has been justly celebrated. His playfulness, however, remains serious when the message is 

serious (Knox 1963: 329). Wordplays emphasize and threaten; hyperbole becomes his countermeasure for 

audience resistance; and irony is but another way of telling the truth.  

a. Paronomasia. Broadly defined, paronomasia is either a play on multiple meanings of identical or 

cognate words, or else a play on different words close enough in sound so as to make assonance (near-

rhyme) or puns. An extensive list of paronomasia in the OT has been compiled by Casanowicz (1893).  

Jeremiah is particularly fond of assonance, which is similar to alliteration (see 1.h.) in that the play is 

only on sound, although assonance can function to emphasize what is being said (Saydon 1955). 

Examples of assonance: in 1:10; 18:7; and 31:28, lintôš  w lint ṣ (―to pluck up and to break down‖); in 

2:12, šōmû šāmayim (―Be appalled, O heavens‖); in 2:20, gib˓â g bōhâ (―high hill‖); in 6:11, mālē˒t   

nil˒êt   (―I am full, I weary myself‖); in 9:9—Eng9:10 and 31:15 (reversed), b k    wā)neh   (―weeping and 

wailing‖); in 49:30, nūsû nūdû (―flee, wander away‖); in 51:44, bēl b bābel (―Bel in Babylon‖); see also 

6:1b; 10:25c; 12:13a; 14:6a; 16:19a. Examples of puns: in 1:11–12, šāqēd / šōqēd (―almond / watching‖), 

which is similar to the pun in Amos 8:1–2; in 17:11, ˓ōśeh ˓ōšer (―he who gets riches‖); in 50:37–38, 

ḥereb / ḥōreb (―sword / drought‖); and 17:6 and 8 where yir˒eh / yira˒ Kt) (―see / fear‖) balance two 

verses of poetry. Jeremiah also plays on multiple meanings. In the poetry: on m˒s in 6:30 (cf. 1 Sam 

15:23); on ˒sp in 8:13–14; and on šûb in 3:12, 14, 22 (cf. Hos 14:5—Eng 14:4); 8:4–5; and 31:21c–22a. In 

6:7 the unusual use of the verb qrr in the second colon makes the wordplay: ―as a well keeps its water 

cool, so she keeps cool about her wickedness.‖ In 22:22: ―The wind shall shepherd all your shepherds.‖  

There are a number of similar wordplays in the prose. In the second vision of chapter 1 Yahweh says, 

―Out of the north evil shall open up upon all the inhabitants of the land … and everyone shall set his 

throne at the opening of the gates of Jerusalem‖ (vv 14–15). To Jeremiah personally Yahweh says, ―Do 

not be dismayed by them, lest I dismay you before them‖ (v 17b). In chap. 19 Yahweh tells Jeremiah to 

buy a ―flask‖ (baqbuq) which, when broken, will dramatize this prophetic word: ―And I will make empty 

  bāqqōt  ) the plans of Judah and Jerusalem …‖ (vv 1, 7). In addressing the false prophets, Jeremiah plays 



on maśśā˒ which can mean either ―burden‖ or ―oracle‖ (23:33 LXX). In 28:15–16 Jeremiah plays on 

―send‖ in his judgment upon Hananiah: ―Listen, Hananiah, Yahweh has not sent you … Therefore thus 

says Yahweh, ‗Behold I will send you off the face of the earth …‘ ‖ In 34:15–18 three wordplays appear 

close together in the judgment upon Zedekiah: the expression qr˒ d r r (―proclaim liberty‖), double uses 

of the verb šûb (―turn, return, repent‖), and the verb krt (―cut‖). In a couple instances a single word having 

multiple meanings is played upon. In 5:13 when Jeremiah says the prophets will become řaḥ, he means, 

of course, ―wind‖ or ―hot air,‖ not ―spirit.‖ The latter they should possess but do not. In 9:3—Eng9:4 

Jeremiah plays on ―Jacob,‖ using its disparaging meaning of ―cheater‖ (cf. Gen 27:35–36).  

Like the classical poets, Jeremiah likes to play on names, whether personal names or place names. The 

name proposed for the future Davidic king is ―Yahweh is our righteousness‖ (23:6), a deliberate play—

with reversal—on Zedekiah which means ―righteous of Yahweh‖ or ―righteous is Yahweh.‖ The people 

likewise had fun at the expense of Jeremiah when they dubbed him ―Terror on Every Side‖ (20:10; Bright 

Jeremiah AB, 132–33), which was a favorite expression of his. In 4:15 a play is made on Dan: magg  d 

middān; in 6:1 on Tekoa:  bitq a˒ tiq˓û; and in 48:2 on Heshbon: b ḥešb n ḥošbû, and Madmen: madmēn 

tiddōm  ; cf. Amos 5:5c; Zeph 2:4a.  

b. Hyperbole. Jeremiah very often uses hyperbole, which is deliberate overstatement. Hyperbole is 

common in impassioned discourse, particularly when there is conflict and the speaker must make his 

point to an audience that will not listen. Hyperbole is used to lash out against the enormity of evil. 

Idolatry is Judah‘s most heinous crime, but another following not far behind is the nation‘s failure to 

practice justice and righteousness. Hyperbole appears also in descriptions of the approaching enemy, what 

destruction that enemy will bring, and the intense grief which all of this will bring to the people, Jeremiah 

included. But Jeremiah‘s earliest use of hyperbole comes in a divine affirmation. Yahweh in his call of the 

prophet is reported as having said, ―Before I formed you in the womb I knew you, and before you were 

born I consecrated you; I appointed you a prophet to the nations‖ (1:5).  

In his earliest preaching Jeremiah resorts to hyperbole in addressing the prevailing fertility worship, 

e.g., in 2:20: ―For upon every high hill and under every green tree you bowed down as a harlot‖ (cf. 3:6, 

13; 17:2); in 2:28 (MT): ―For as many as your cities are your gods, O Judah‖ (cf. 11:13); and in 3:2: 

―Where have you not been lain with?‖  

Jeremiah is hyperbolic about the people‘s inability to listen, exhibit shame, or repent, e.g., in 6:10: 

―Behold, their ears are uncircumcised, they cannot listen‖; in 6:15b [= 8:12b]: ―they did not know how to 

blush‖; and in 5:3: ―They have made their faces harder than rock, they have refused to repent.‖ Yahweh‘s 

command that Jeremiah and his search party run through Jerusalem to find just one righteous man (5:1) is 

hyperbolic; so also the statement made to King Jehoiakim about being hotly competitive in cedar 

acquisition for new royal buildings in Jerusalem (22:15). In 22:17 Jeremiah once again caricatures 

Jehoiakim in saying, ―But you have eyes and heart only for your dishonest gain.‖  

Hyperbole comes to the fore in Jeremiah‘s preaching when he announces the foe coming from the north. 

In 8:16: ―The snorting of their horses is heard from Dan, at the sound of the neighing of their stallions the 

whole land quakes.‖ Observing the terrified defenders of Jerusalem Jeremiah says, ―Why do I see every 

soldier with his hands on his loins like a woman in labor? Why has every face turned pale?‖ (30:6). 

People are told by the prophet to ―roll in ashes‖ (6:26). The widows, he says, will be ―more in number 

than the sand of the seas‖ (15:8). With the fate of Jerusalem sealed, Jeremiah says to those who still 

harbor illusions of deliverance, ―For even if you should defeat the whole army of Chaldeans who are 

fighting against you, and there remained of them only wounded men, every man in his tent, they would 

rise up and burn this city with fire‖ (37:10; cf. 2 Sam 5:6).  

Jeremiah uses hyperbole also in the judgments made upon foreign nations, e.g., 25:31, 33; 49:21; 50:46; 

and 51:9. He is hyperbolic when speaking about his own personal grief, e.g., in 14:17: ―Let my eyes run 

down with tears night and day, and let them not cease.‖ There is hyperbole finally in a passage which 

speaks about restoration (50:21), but we cannot be certain whether this comes from Jeremiah.  

c. Irony. Ancient Hebrew humor is to a large extent irony, and there are few who express irony better 

than the prophets (Knox 1963: 328–31). Isaiah is the grand master of verbal irony, with Jeremiah a peer 



certainly and possibly even his equal in certain regards. In verbal irony the underlying meaning is 

opposite of the surface meaning. Speakers resort to irony when straight talk fails, when they are powerless 

usually and numbered among the disenfranchised. Ironic language therefore is desperate and at the same 

time extravagant. It commonly speaks to incongruities, elucidating them with razor sharpness (Good 

1965: 24–33).  

Jeremiah uses irony to address a variety of incongruities. The greatest of these is Israel‘s reckless 

abandonment of Yahweh and the covenant demands, while she at the same time shows enormous 

devotion to idols and the worship associated with them. Jeremiah observes how adept people are at doing 

evil, e.g., in 2:33: ―How well you direct your course to seek lovers‖; and 4:22: ―They are skilled in doing 

evil.‖ Here and in other examples the ironic statement is followed by a non-ironic statement which gives 

the former clarification. In 8:5: ―They hold fast to deceit, they refuse to return‖; in 14:10: ―They have 

loved to wander thus, they have not restrained their feet.‖ People have, it seems, a commitment to evil; in 

fact they enjoy being victimized by it: ―my people love to have it so‖ (5:31). They are never long away 

from other attachments (2:24c). Sexual preference as expressed in fertility worship is mocked when 

Jeremiah deliberately reverses the sexes in 2:27, making the tree masculine and the stone feminine. Idols 

are helpless, however, when crises develop and deliverance is being sought (2:27b–28; cf. Deut 32:38b). 

They may be beautiful in appearance, nevertheless because they are without life they can do neither good 

nor evil (10:2–5, 8–9—if this be from Jeremiah). Jeremiah‘s urging of the people to increase the number 

of their abominable sacrifices is an example of epitrope (7:21; see also 44:25b and Hos 4:17). The 

national character is ironically described in 8:5 where Israel is called a ―brilliant apostate‖ (m šūbâ 

niṣṣaḥat), an example of oxymoron.  

The personifications ―virgin daughter‖ and ―virgin Israel‖ are also ironic (14:17; 18:13; 31:21; cf. Amos 

5:2). Jeremiah is ironic when talking about coming judgment, e.g., ―How you will be favored when pangs 

come upon you‖ (22:23). People when they are in exile ―can serve other gods day and night‖ (16:13). 

Jeremiah uses epitrope also in 15:2 when he gives the people various options after his own mediation on 

their behalf has been rejected by Yahweh. The expression, ―Nebuchadnezzar, my servant‖ may be an 

oxymoron since ―my servant,‖ when used by Yahweh, is a term of endearment. The description of 

exhumed bones which will be set before the astral deities whom the people have loved and served in 8:1–

2—if it derives from Jeremiah—is burlesque. Jeremiah uses irony in addressing foreign nations, e.g., 

46:11; 48:36; and 51:8. And there is irony in the curses which the prophet hurls at his own birth in 20:14–

15. Contrasting terms which frame both of these verses point to a deeply moving incongruity, i.e., the joy 

and blessedness felt by Jeremiah‘s parents the day he was born, and the enormous despair which Jeremiah 

now himself feels (Lundbom 1985).  

6. Drama. In the Jeremianic preaching there is more than a little theatrics mixed in. For example, he 

will now and then turn to address imaginary audiences (apostrophe): the heavens in 2:12; Jerusalem in 

4:14; the land in 22:29; and Yahweh‘s sword in 47:6. He imagines a ready scribe at his side when he says 

in 22:30, ―Write this man down as childless …,‖ referring to the deposed King Jehoiachin. The prophet is 

engaging in drama also when he alternates speakers in his prophetic speeches. This creates in the speeches 

an antiphonal quality which Jeremiah may have appropriated from the psalms. In 6:4–5 words spoken by 

the enemy frame the frightened cry of Jerusalem‘s besieged (―Woe to us …‖). In 8:18–21 an entire poem 

builds on an elaborate speaker chiasmus:  

Jeremiah: My joy is gone  

grief is upon me  

my heart is sick  

People: Hark a cry …  

‗Is Yahweh not in Zion?  

Is their King not in her?  

Yahweh: Why then have they provoked me to anger with their images  

and with their foreign idols?  

People: The harvest is past  



the summer is ended  

and we are not saved  

Jeremiah: For the wound of the daughter of my people I am wounded  

I mourn  

dismay has taken hold of me  

A similarly constructed poem is found in 17:13–16a. Other Jeremianic poems combine key word 

structures with alternation of speaker (Lundbom 1975: 36–51, 70–96). Jeremiah‘s oracles to the foreign 

nations may also be taken as dramatic presentations since they are spoken to audiences too far distant to 

hear (cf. Amos 1–2).  

E. Prophetic Symbolism: Act and Being  

Jeremiah‘s prophetic message is more than words, although words in the ancient world were believed to 

be invested with the power to bring about their actualization. Jeremiah like many of his predecessors went 

a step further and dramatized the spoken word with symbolic action (Robinson 1927). He buried a loin 

cloth and later recovered it ruined in order to symbolize the spoiled pride awaiting a nation which 

abandons its covenant with Yahweh (13:1–11). He broke an empty flask at the Potsherd Gate to 

symbolize Yahweh‘s determination to make empty the plans of an ambitious people in Judah and 

Jerusalem (chap. 19). Together with a fringe group of Rechabites, he went to the temple to test their 

resolve not to drink wine—all for the purpose of giving others an object lesson on obedience (chap. 35). 

When the Babylonians began asserting rule over Palestine, Jeremiah wore thongs and yoke bars around 

his neck to symbolize subservience which Judah must now offer to Nebuchadnezzar (chap. 27). Later in 

Egypt, Jeremiah buried stones in the pavement before Pharaoh‘s palace at Tahpanhes. These were to 

symbolize the future erection of Nebuchadnezzar‘s throne on that site (43:8–13). But when Jerusalem was 

about to fall, Jeremiah bought property at Anathoth from his cousin Hanamel to point people ahead to the 

day when Yahweh would restore them to the land (chap. 32).  

These actions, like the spoken word in all its fullness, were efficacious in bringing things to pass. 

Symbolic action, therefore, was a natural extension of prophetic preaching. At the same time it counted 

for nothing, just as the prophetic word counted for nothing, if Yahweh was not behind it. Jehoiakim‘s 

destruction of Jeremiah‘s scroll (chap. 36) and Hananiah‘s breaking the yoke bars off Jeremiah‘s neck 

(chap. 28) were symbolic acts which came to nothing.  

Jeremiah was himself the fullest expression of divine prophecy when his life was perceived to be the 

symbol (Herder 1833: 48). His celibacy had symbolic meaning (16:1–9), just as Hosea‘s broken marriage 

and Ezekiel‘s loss of his wife did. Jeremiah‘s suffering, particularly in the days just prior to Judah‘s 

collapse, took the focus almost entirely off the prophetic word and the symbolic act and put it on the 

prophet himself. Jeremiah‘s entire being had now become the message—a dual message about a suffering 

nation and a suffering God in whose service the prophet steadfastly remained to the very end. Messages of 

such a grand scope are repeated in the Suffering Servant of Isaiah 53 and in Job, but they are not seen 

again until we come to the NT gospels where the divine message is acted out in the life, death, and 

resurrection of Jesus Christ.  
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JACK R. LUNDBOM  

JEREMIAH, ADDITIONS TO. The ―Additions to Jeremiah‖ are those two books in the 

Septuagint (LXX) which have no counterpart in the canonical text of Jeremiah. These additions consist of 

two originally separate and independent books: (1) the book of Baruch (Bar 1:1–5:9), consisting of an 

introduction, prayers, and psalms; and (2) the Epistle of Jeremiah (vv 1–73 [= Baruch 6 in Jerome‘s Latin 

Vulgate]), which is a satirical and impassioned harangue against idols and idolatry. These additions are 

regarded by Jews and Protestants as apocryphal and by Roman Catholics as deuterocanonical.  

Just as in antiquity where the book of Baruch and the Epistle of Jeremiah were regarded as separate 

books (in ancient Greek manuscripts they were usually separated from one another by the canonical book 

of Lamentations), here also the two additions will be treated separately.  

———  

A. The Book of Baruch  

1. The Imputed Author  

2. The Major Sections  

3. The Book as a Whole  

4. Canonical Status  

5. Ancient Versions  

B. The Epistle of Jeremiah  

1. Contents  

2. Author  

3. Purpose and Genre  

4. Original Language  

5. Literary Merit  

6. Canonicity  

7. Date  

8. Place of Composition  

9. Ancient Versions  

———  

A. The Book of Baruch  



The book of Baruch, which is sometimes called 1 Baruch to distinguish it from the Apocalypse of 

Baruch in Syriac and Greek (i.e., 2 and 3 Baruch, respectively), consists of four major sections: a prose 

introduction (1:1–14); a prayer of confession (1:15–3:8); a poem in praise of Wisdom (3:9–4:4); and a 

psalm of encouragement and hope (4:5–5:9). Because each of these sections may have had a different 

author and date of composition, each must be treated separately.  

1. The Imputed Author. The secretary and confidant of the prophet Jeremiah, Baruch son of Neriah 

was from a very prominent Judean family, his brother Seraiah, for example, being the chief quartermaster 

of Judah‘s last king (Jer 51:59), Zedekiah (ca. 597–587 B.C.). It was Baruch who, on two separate 

occasions, courageously copied and delivered Jeremiah‘s Oracles of Destruction to King Jehoiakim and 

who, later on, after being accused by Azariah son of Hoshaiah of being a Babylonian sympathizer, was 

taken, along with Jeremiah and others, to Egypt (Jer 43:1–7). Inasmuch as the Bible does not say where, 

when, or how Baruch died, it is not surprising that in this matter quite conflicting traditions abound (see 

Moore 1977: 268–69). See also BARUCH (PERSON) #1.  

This book bearing Baruch‘s name is best regarded as a pseudepigraphon, its ancient author(s) trying to 

increase the book‘s authority by attributing it to the eminent and long-dead scribe. Apart from Kalt 

(1932), virtually no 20th-century scholar has ascribed Baruchian authorship to the entire book; however, a 

few scholars, mostly Roman Catholics such as Stoderl (1922: 1–23), Goettsberger (1928), Heinisch 

(1928), and Penna (1956), have argued for Baruchian authorship of some portion of it, usually Bar 1:1–

3:8 (for an extensive survey of scholarly opinion regarding the book‘s authorship, see Burke 1982: 18–

20).  

But even though the book of Baruch does indeed contain concepts and phraseology very much 

reminiscent of Jeremiah (esp. in Bar 1:15–3:8), as well as references to a number of historical personages 

and events from 597 B.C. to shortly before 539 B.C., there are certain imprecisions and errors of fact in its 

introduction, certain contradictory moods and attitudes between the various sections as well as certain 

strikingly different theological positions between them, not to mention Baruch‘s dependence upon such 

biblical and extrabiblical books as Job, Daniel, and Sirach—all of which argue against Baruchian 

authorship for any of the material in Baruch (for details on all these matters, see below; cf. also Burke 

1982: 20–23).  

As will be argued later, the actual author was probably a Palestinian Jew who, sometime during the 

early 2d century B.C., compiled several originally independent psalms and then wrote an introduction for 

them (however, Schürer HJP² 3/2: 734–35 would have all of 1:15–3:8 composed by one author). It was 

sometime after this that someone else interpolated the wisdom poem of 3:9–4:4, which Nickelsburg and 

Stone (1983: 216) regard as a Greek composition (but see below) dating to the 2d or 1st century B.C.  

2. The Major Sections. a. Prose Introduction (1:1–14). The introduction, which serves as a covering 

letter to Baruch‘s message, is awkward and imprecise in both style and content (e.g., in the fifth year [v 2] 

of what? Where was the Sud River mentioned in v 4 [Bewer 1942]?). Moreover, the introduction contains 

serious historical inaccuracies characteristic of later biblical materials; e.g., v 7 has one Jehoiakim (Gk 

Ioakim) serving as high priest (see Myers, Ezra-Nehemiah AB, 197–98; Moore 1977: 271); v 8 has 

Nebuchadnezzar returning the sacred vessels he had taken from the Temple in 597 B.C. (cf. Ezra 1:7–11); 

and v 11 has Belshazzar rather than Nabonidus as the son of Nebuchadnezzar, an anachronism shared 

with the book of Daniel (Dan 5:2, 11, 18, 22); however, Stoderl (1922: 22) argues for the correctness of 

such an assertion.  

While Baruch‘s advice to the Jews to be cooperative and pray for the life of Nebuchadnezzar and his 

son (v 11) is reminiscent of Jeremiah‘s advice to the exiles (Jer 27:6–8 and 29:4–7), it nonetheless stands 

in sharp contrast to Bar 4:15–16, 21, 25–26, 31–35, where a much more hostile attitude prevails.  

That the introduction was translated from Hebrew cannot be denied. Not only are there some Hebraisms 

(e.g., compare the LXX‘s ―the hand was according to each‖ [v 6] with the LXX of Deut 16:10, 17), but 

there are two mistranslations that can only be explained from the Hebrew (―prisoners‖ instead of 

―craftsmen‖ in v 9 [the Hip˓il participle masgēr can mean either]; and ―manna‖ instead of ―cereal 

offerings‖ [Heb minḥâ] in v 10).  



The introduction‘s errors and its awkwardness and imprecision in both content and style heighten for 

most readers its artificiality and secondary character. Nonetheless, its author was undoubtedly the 

compiler of most, if not all, of Baruch.  

b. Prayer of Confession (1:15–3:8). The prayer consists of two parts: (1) a confession for the 

Palestinian remnant (1:15–2:5); and (2) a petition for the exiled community (2:6–3:8), expressing both 

their repentance (2:6–35) and their innocent suffering (3:1–8). Moore (1977: 291–94) argues for there 

being three separate prayers here, each with a different author (but see Goldstein 1979–80: 180, n. 3 and 

Nickelsburg 1981: 152, n. 24).  

The central theme of the prayer for the Palestinian remnant (1:15–2:5) is well represented by vv 15, 17–

18a:  

Righteousness belongs to the Lord our God, but confusion of face, as at this day, to us, the men of 

Judah, to the inhabitants of Jerusalem … because we have sinned before the Lord, and have disobeyed 

him.  

The confession is strongly Jeremianic (cf., for example, ―to the men of Judah and the inhabitants of 

Jerusalem‖ in v 15 with Jer 4:4; 11:2, 9; 17:25; 32:32; 35:13; the list of the sinners in v 16 with those in 

Jer 32:32; also 1:21b with Jer 26:4–5). The prayer is also deuteronomistic (cf., for example, v 18 with 

Deut 4:8; 9:23; v 19 with Deut 9:7, 24; v 21 with Deut 4:30; 9:23; 28:1, 2, 15; and Bar 2:5 with Deut 

28:13).  

The prayer of the exiled community (2:6–3:8) is even more reminiscent of the book of Jeremiah: 

distinctive views and phraseology of the prophet are represented in almost every verse. In fact, some of 

the shared readings are peculiar to either the Hebrew or Greek text of Jeremiah (cf., for example, Bar 

2:13, 19, 21, 23, 25, 32 with Jer 30:24; 36:7; 27:11–12; 7:34; 36:30; 43:11, respectively).  

That the prayer was translated from Hebrew is suggested, a priori, by the simple fact that it is a prayer. 

But that surmise is confirmed by two mistranslations that can best be explained by presuming a Hebrew 

Vorlage, namely, in 2:23 the Greek translator read Heb ḥwṣ (―outside‖) instead of ḥṣwt (―the streets‖ [Tov 

1975: 23, n. i]); and mēt (―the dead‖) for m tê (―men‖) in 3:4. In any event, the prayer is appropriate for 

an exilic community in Babylon, Egypt, or elsewhere.  

But even more striking than parallels between the prayer and the book of Jeremiah is the close 

relationship between the prayer in Baruch and the one in Dan 9:4–19. The two prayers share a number of 

identical readings (e.g., Bar 1:15b, 21a; 2:1a, 7b, 10a, 17a and Dan 9:7b, 10a, 12a, 13b, 14 [last portion], 

18b, respectively) as well as number of parallels which are closer to one another than either is to an older 

biblical source (e.g., Bar 1:15a, 18; 2:2, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13a, 19 are parallel to Dan 9:7a, 9c–10, 12c–13a, 

13c, 14b, 10, 16b, 18, respectively).  

Either one prayer is based upon the other, or both are based upon some common source such as a temple 

or synagogal liturgy. Most scholars, including Wambacq (1959a), Battistone (1968: 48–73), Gilbert 

(1972), Dancy (1972a: 171, 178–79), Tov (1976a: 27), and Goldstein (1979–80: 196–99), have argued 

that Baruch‘s prayer is based on Daniel‘s. Stoderl (1922) is almost alone in arguing for the reverse 

scenario. A handful of scholars, including Marshall (HDB 1: 251–54), Charles (1929: 227), Hartman and 

Di Lella (Daniel AB, 248–49), Moore (1977: 291–93), and Schürer (HJP² 3/2: 736) have maintained that 

both prayers are based upon a common source.  

Those scholars defending the priority of Daniel‘s prayer rightly observe that Baruch‘s prayer is the 

longer (47%) and is more diffused and repetitious, and that in a number of parallel passages the reading in 

Daniel is closer to the older biblical source than is Baruch‘s (but proponents for the priority of Baruch‘s 

prayer point out other passages where Baruch‘s readings are closer than Daniel‘s). In any event, Daniel‘s 

prayer, which was probably not originally a part of the ―final‖ form of Daniel but either an inclusion or a 

later interpolation (Pfeiffer 1949: 774; Moore 1974: 312–17; and Hartman and Di Lella 245–46; but see 

Jones 1968), is dated by most scholars to anywhere between the 4th century B.C. and ca. 164 B.C.  

c. Poem in Praise of Wisdom (3:9–4:4). The poem differs in a variety of ways from what precedes it: it 

is poetry, not prose; it breathes a different spirit and has a different point of view, relying primarily on 

Wisdom Literature and virtually ignoring the prophetic perspective—including the book of Jeremiah. In 



its contents, emphases, and spirit, the sapiential poem is incongruous with the material that precedes and 

follows it, the only element of commonality among them being the exilic situation.  

Whereas the prayer was a mosaic of biblical passages, the poem has the decided character of a logical 

argument, offering: (1) a statement of the problem, i.e., ―Where can Wisdom be found?‖ (3:9–15); (2) a 

presentation of the evidence, first in negative terms (3:16–31) and then in positive (3:32–36); and (3) a 

conclusion, namely, Wisdom is the book of the commandments of God (4:2–4). In terms of both literary 

form and content, the poem is modeled after Job 28:12–22, 23–27. This identification of Wisdom with the 

Pentateuch is also found in Sir 24:8–23, esp. v 23:  

All this [i.e., Wisdom] is the book of the covenant of the Most High God, the law which Moses 

commanded us as an inheritance for the congregations of Jacob.  

The Wisdom of Solomon, another intertestamental book, also figures prominently in the poem (cf. Bar 

3:29 with Wis 9:4a; Bar 4:4 with Wis 9:18b; and, esp. Bar 3:38 with Wis 9:10, where King Solomon 

prays for Wisdom, saying: ―Send her forth from the holy heavens, and from the throne of thy glory send 

her, that she may be with me and toil, and that I may learn what is pleasing to thee‖).  

Little is said about Wisdom in 3:9–4:4 that is not also found in the sapiential literature of the biblical 

and extrabiblical periods. Baruch uses various synonyms for it, each with its own distinctive nuance or 

emphasis: ―wisdom‖ (Gk sophia = Heb ḥokmâ); ―prudence‖ (Gk phronēsis = Heb b  nâ); ―understanding‖ 

(Gk sunesis = Heb t bûnâ). On occasion, each word can represent all the others (e.g., sophia in v 23, 

phronēsis in v 28, and sunesis in v 23), although sophia seems to be the most popular and comprehensive 

term.  

One verse did occasion great controversy (for all the Church Fathers involved, see Reusch 1853), 

especially during and after the Arian Controversy of the 4th century A.D., when Greek and Latin fathers 

viewed 3:37 (―Afterward she [i.e., Wisdom] appeared upon earth and lived among men‖) as a prediction 

of the Incarnation of Jesus Christ (cf. John 1:14). Regarded by 19th-century scholars like Kneucker (1879: 

310–12) and Schürer (HJP²
1
 2/3) as a Christian interpolation, which it may have been, 3:37—at least in its 

present context—clearly refers to Wisdom (cf. the ―her‖ of v 36 and the ―she‖ of v 37). Such an 

interpretation is also supported by Sir 24:10–12 and Wis 9:10; cf. also Prov 8:1–4, 31. On the 

identification of Wisdom with Torah, see G. F. Moore (1927, 1: 263–70), Ringgren (1947: 114–15, 139–

41), and Battistone (1968: 189–95).  

Although many scholars have maintained that Greek was the original language for Bar 3:9–4:4 (and 

4:5–5:9), the majority have concluded that all of Baruch was originally in Hebrew (for a survey of 

scholarly opinion, see Burke 1982: 23–24). Virtually alone, Marshall (HDB 1: 253) argued for the poem 

having been originally in Aramaic, but Whitehouse (APOT 1: 571–72) refuted his argument point for 

point.  

Though not as incontestable or numerous as in Bar 1:1–3:8, Hebraisms in 3:9–4:4 include ―beasts of the 

earth‖ (3:16), ―four-footed creatures‖ (3:32), and others (Burke 1982: 299–301). Then, too, in 3:18 where 

the Greek and Latin texts mention ―silversmiths,‖ which seems totally inappropriate, the Syriac has ―who 

acquired silver,‖ which suggests that the Hebrew Vorlage had qōnê, which can be translated either as 

―worked‖ or ―acquired.‖  

In his retroversion of the LXX of Baruch to Biblical Hebrew, Harwell (1915: 56–58) ―found‖ an almost 

invariable 3 + 3 meter for the poem. But building upon more recent advances in biblical and 

intertestamental research, and especially upon our new knowledge growing out of the Dead Sea Scrolls of 

Qumran, Burke (1982: 65–133, 316–19) has demonstrated that the meter is by no means so rigidly 

uniform:  

Twenty-one of thirty-one bicola are 3 + 3, and the remainder 3 + 2, 2 + 2, or 4 + 3. There are also ten 

tricola of which five are 3 + 3 + 3 (other patterns represented are: 2 + 2 + 3, 2 + 2 + 2, 3 + 3 + 2, and 2 + 

3 + 3) (Burke 1982: 319).  

While one may quarrel with this or that reconstruction of Burke, he has clearly demonstrated that Harwell 

was guilty of putting Baruch in a Procrustean bed, in this case, an invariable 3 + 3.  



Serious efforts to retrovert the entire LXX text of Baruch into Biblical Hebrew were undertaken by 

Kneucker (1879) and then by Harwell (1915) while, more recently, Bar 1:3–3:8 has been done by Tov 

(1975; 1976) and 3:9–5:9 by Burke (1982). The Hebrew translation by Kahana (1956) represents just that, 

a modern translation of the LXX and not an effort to reconstruct the ancient Hebrew text.  

The poem‘s strong affinities with concepts and phrases characteristic of such later Jewish literature as 

Sirach and the Wisdom of SolomonSolomon suggest as the date for its composition either the 2d or 1st 

century B.C., which is also a time compatible with Bar 3:10–11, where the Diaspora is depicted as being 

of long-standing duration. (Needless to say, Bar 3:10–11 contradicts the introduction, esp. 1:11–12, where 

the exile has just begun.) Where the poem was written is unknown, although a presumed Hebrew Vorlage 

argues for a Palestinian provenance. Certainly nothing in the poem‘s content rules that out.  

d. Psalm of Encouragement and Hope (4:5–5:9). The psalm is a dramatic rehearsal of the past and a 

prediction of the future. Its message, which is addressed first to Jerusalem‘s exiled children (4:5–29) and 

then to Mother Jerusalem herself (4:30–5:9), is a mosaic of phrases and images from Deutero-Isaiah (cf. 

Bar 4:8, 12, 20, 24, 30, 35, 37; 5:1, 2, 5, 7 with Isa 54:1–6; 49:21; 52:1; 60:1–3 of LXX; 62:2, 4; 13:19–

21; 43:5; 52:1; 60:10; 51:17 [kai 60:4]; 40:4–5a, respectively).  

But even more striking is the similarity of Bar 4:36–5:9 to Psalms of Solomon 11, a pseudepigraphic 

work (dating to ca. 70–45 B.C.) not to be confused with the canonical book of Psalms (Wright, OTP 2: 

640–41). Often regarded as a work of the Pharisees (so Ryle and James 1891; Schüpphaus 1977), the 

Psalms of Solomon has also been identified as Essene in origin by Eissfeldt (1965: 610–13) and Dupont-

Sommer (1962: 296). But Wright (OTP 2: 641–42) wisely argues against adopting either label.  

The universal God of the wisdom poem is now once more Yahweh, the personal God of Israel who is 

concerned for his chosen people of the covenant. Yet oddly enough, the psalm never uses Israel‘s personal 

name for God, Yahweh (Gk ho kurios). Rather, he is referred to as ―God‖ (Gk theos [4:7, 12]), ―the God‖ 

(ho theos [passim]), or ―the Holy One‖ (Gk ho hagios [4:22, 37; 5:5]). The psalm does, however, have a 

new name for the Deity, one not used in 1:1–4:4, namely, ―the Everlasting‖ (Gk ho aiōnios [4:10, 14, 20, 

22, 24, 35; 5:2]). This curious absence of the name ―Yahweh,‖ plus the appearance of the new divine 

appellation, suggests that the Greek translator of the Hebrew poem preferred ho aiōnios as his stock 

poetic translation for the Tetragrammaton, YHWH (Burke 1982: 164–66).  

That the psalm had a Hebrew Vorlage is more hotly contested than is the comparable claim for any 

other section of Baruch. Marshall (HDB 1: 251–54), Whitehouse (APOT 1: 569–95), Wambacq (1966: 

575), and others have argued that it was originally composed in Greek. But most scholars, including 

Kneucher, Harwell, Pfeiffer, and Burke, have rightly maintained that all, or at least most (so Moore 1977: 

314–16), of the psalm was originally in Hebrew. Granted, blatant Hebraisms or mistranslations 

presupposing a Hebrew Vorlage are conspicuously absent from this section (for less obvious but probable 

ones, see Burke 1982: 302–10), thanks to the skills of its Greek translation/revisor (see below). Building 

upon the work of Harwell (1915: 58–59) who reconstructed a rigidly uniform series of Qinah, or Lament 

Meter (3 + 2 bicola), Burke (1982: 135–297) retroverted a more defensible pattern for the psalm, namely:  

Of a total of forty-eight bicola, approximately a third … are 3 + 2, another third … are 2 + 2, and yet 

another third … are 3 + 3. The seventeen tricola reveal an even greater variety. The most common 

patterns are 3 + 3 + 3 (five) and 2 + 2 + 3 (four) (p. 320).  

The relative ―ease‖ with which Burke was able to reconstruct numerous semantic, syntactic, and metrical 

features of biblical Hebrew while still being reasonably faithful to his Greek text also argues for the 

existence of a Hebrew Vorlage.  

The number of stanzas in the psalm is much debated by scholars, some arguing for seven (Thackeray 

1929: 102–3; Rost 1976: 71), eight (Fitzgerald 1968: 618), or by counting instances of the Isaianic feature 

of an imperative plus a vocative for beginning a stanza, eleven (Burke 1982: 5).  

The striking similarity between Bar 4:36–5:9 and the pseudepigraphical Ps. Sol. 11:3–8 cannot be 

coincidental inasmuch as their parallels even preserve their relative verse sequence (i.e., Bar 5:5, 7, 8 

closely correspond to Ps. Sol. 11:3, 5, 6–7, respectively). Either Bar 4:36–5:9 is dependent upon Psalms 

of Solomon 11 (so Ryle and James 1891: lxxii–lxxvii, 100–3 and most subsequent scholars, including 



Goldstein 1979–80: 191–92 and Wright, OTP 2: 647–48); or the reverse is true (Pesch 1955; Burke 1982: 

30); or the two psalms are dependent upon an unpreserved common source, possibly a synagogal liturgy 

(Kneucker 1879: 43–44; Charles, APOT 1: 573–74 [Editor‘s Note]; Pfeiffer 1949: 422; Gelin 1959: 286). 

Schürer (HJP² 3/2: 736–37) finds the question of who influenced whom as unclear.  

The relationship of Bar 4:36–5:9 to Psalms of Solomon 11 is of crucial importance for establishing not 

only the upper and lower dates for the composition of the psalm itself (i.e., if the psalm is based on 

Psalms of Solomon 11, then it cannot be older than the Psalms of Solomon) but also for the entire book, 

since many scholars regard Bar 4:5–5:9, along with the introduction (1:1–14), as the most recent section 

of the entire book.  

Unfortunately, little in Bar 4:36–5:9 can be identified with a specific historical event or time. For 

instance, Kneucker‘s view that ―fire from the Everlasting‖ (4:35) was an allusion to the eruption of Mount 

Vesuvius in A.D. 79, in which Pompeii was destroyed, exceeds both the evidence and credibility. And Bar 

4:15–16, which ostensibly describes the Babylonians (cf. Deut 28:49–50; Jer 5:15), probably, refers to 

either the Romans or, more likely, the Seleucids (see below).  

3. The Book as a Whole. a. Original Language. Apart from an ancient and puzzling allusion to the use 

of Baruch in synagogal services (Thackeray 1923: 107–11), there is no external evidence of the book ever 

having existed in Hebrew. No trace of it has been found yet at Qumran (cf. Tov 1976b: 131, n. 1), albeit 

the Greek version of the Epistle of Jeremiah has been found there (see below). Neither Origen (185?–

?254) nor Jerome (340?–420) knew of an extant Hebrew copy.  

Thus, in spite of internal evidence of a Semitic Vorlage in each of the four major sections of Baruch, 

many scholars, past and present, have maintained that at least part, and probably even half, of the book 

(notably 3:9–5:9) was originally composed in Greek (Schürer, HJP² 3/2: 735 would leave open the 

possibility of a Greek Vorlage for 3:9–5:9). Their principal rationale is that: (1) no Hebrew text is extant; 

(2) there are more Hebraisms in Bar 1:1–3:8 than in 3:9–5:9; and (3) there are some striking differences in 

translation between the two major parts (Pfeiffer 1949: 412–13).  

As for the last point, since 1903 many students of Baruch have subscribed to the views of Thackeray 

(1903: 245–66), to wit, just as the LXX of Jeremiah had two different Greek translators (Jer alpha, who 

was responsible for translating Jeremiah 1–28; and Jer beta, who did Jeremiah 29–51 [Jer gamma 

rendered Jeremiah 52]), so also did Baruch. Moreover, it was Jer beta who also translated Bar 1:1–3:8.  

Thackeray‘s theory inevitably raised other questions about Bar 3:9–5:9, namely: Are the pronounced 

differences in content and style in the two halves of Baruch just a matter of the different skills of their 

respective translators? Did, perhaps, the second half of Baruch not exist at the time? Or worse, maybe 

there never was a Semitic text to translate, i.e., maybe Bar 3:9–5:9 had originally been composed in 

Greek.  

Recently, Tov (1976b) has challenged Thackeray‘s thesis, arguing that both the similarities and the 

differences in the Greek between Jeremiah 1–28 and 29–52 can best be explained by postulating that the 

Old Greek of Jeremiah and Baruch has survived only in Jeremiah 1–28; and that Jeremiah 29–52 and Bar 

1:1–3:8 represent a revision (not a translation) of the Old Greek. Uncertain as to exactly why this odd 

mixture of texts came about (but see pp. 162–63), Tov (1975: 7; 1976b: 126) is even more uncertain 

whether 3:9–5:9 was composed originally in Hebrew or Greek.  

Unconvinced by Tov‘s findings, Goldstein (1979–80: 188–89) rightly maintains that no test can be 

devised that can prove whether the Greek translator of Bar 1:1–3:8 was identical to the translator of 

Jeremiah 29–52 or, rather, skillfully imitated him. Unfortunately, Goldstein‘s own solution to the 

differences between the Greek of the two halves of Baruch (1979–80: 188–89) is less persuasive, namely:  

The Greek translator of Baruch noticed how the Hebrew author changed style and content and followed 

scriptural models, Jeremiah for 1:1–3:8 and Job and Isaiah for 3:9–5:9. In rendering the respective 

sections, the translator of Baruch then would naturally imitate the existing translations of Jeremiah or of 

Job and Isaiah.  



In sum, while differences in style and content between the major halves of Baruch do indeed pose 

problems that admit no easy solution, it is probable that all (or nearly all; Moore 1977: 314–15 would 

omit 5:5–9) of Baruch was originally in Hebrew.  

b. Purpose. A composite of the works of several authors, the book consists of originally independent 

works of uneven quality, bound together only by their having the same assumed historical background, 

i.e., the exile. Not only does the book have little progression or thread of argument, but several of its 

sections actually contradict one another (cf. 1:11–12 with 4:15, 21, 33–35; and 1:13c with 4:36–54). 

Evidently the book‘s author was not at all concerned with presenting a consistent and accurate chronicle 

of historical events in the modern sense of the word (after all, his Jewish readers knew full well that the 

expectations of Jeremiah and Deutero-Isaiah concerning the Ingathering of the Diaspora had not yet taken 

place). Rather, he was interested in edifying and interpreting past events for the present generation (Burke 

1982: 3–4).  

Two scholars have constructed very detailed arguments for the book‘s purpose. Taking as his clue the 

assertion in the Constitutions of the Holy Apostles 5:20 (ca. 380) that the Jews ―even now on the tenth day 

of the month Gorpiaeus, when they assemble together, read the Lamentations of Jeremiah … and Baruch 

in whom it is written, ‗This is our God; no other can compare with him … appeared on earth and lived 

among man‘ ‖ [Bar 3:3838], Thackeray (1923: 107–111) constructed an elaborate argument for Baruch‘s 

being part of the prescribed synagogal liturgy for the Jewish New Year still observed among 6th-century 

A.D. Jews in the area of Edessa, Turkey. (For a critical evaluation of Thackeray‘s argument, see Sundberg 

1958: 77).  

According to Goldstein (1979–80), the text of Bar 1:1–14, in spite of ―minor gaps and corruptions‖ (pp. 

180–81), reflects the situation of Judean Jews under Seleucid rule in the winter or early spring of 163 B.C. 

More specifically, ―Nebuchadnezzar‖ of vv 9, 11–12 represents the infamous Antiochus IV Epiphanes 

(175–164 B.C.), who sacked Jerusalem and committed the Abomination of Desolation in 167 B.C.; 

―Belshazzar‖ of vv 11–12 stand for Epiphanes‘ son and successor, Antiochus V (164–162 B.C.); and the 

high priest ―Jehoiakim‖ of v 7 is really Alcimus. The ―fifth year‖ alluded to in v 2 refers to the 5th year 

after Antiochus IV had burned and sacked Jerusalem. But now that the Temple of Jerusalem had been 

purified by Judas Maccabaeus, the author of Baruch was appealing to Judean Jews to acknowledge their 

past sins (1:15–3:8) and to accept the authority of Antiochus V (1:11–12), meanwhile obeying God‘s 

Wisdom, the Law (3:9–4:4), and trusting God in his own good time and way to judge the Seleucids and to 

bring about the Ingathering (4:5–5:9). Thus, the book of Baruch was propaganda for those pious Jews 

who were opposed to the continuing military struggles of Judas Maccabaeus.  

Goldstein‘s hypothesis certainly has merit, for it does answer a number of questions. There are 

problems, however. Difficult though life may have been for Judean Jews ca. 164–163 B.C., they were not 

in exile, although the one unifying thread running throughout the book of Baruch is the exilic experience. 

Then, too, while the real Nebuchadnezzar (605–562 B.C.) was alive five years after the destruction of 

Jerusalem, Antiochus IV was not (Nickelsburg 1981: 153, n. 44).  

c. Theology of the Book. A mosaic of older biblical passages, Baruch has virtually no new or original 

religious ideas. Even worse, because of its composite authorship, the book contains almost antithetical 

attitudes toward the Deity, the poem (3:9–4:4) emphasizing God‘s transcendence and omnipotence, the 

other sections his personal and anthropomorphic character. Then, too, there is the striking contrast 

between the sapiential stance of 3:9–4:4 versus the prophetic one everywhere else. Even as sympathetic a 

critic as Burke (1982: 33–35) is content simply to describe the book‘s theology without offering a single 

word of praise about its doctrine of God, its doctrine of sin and retribution, or its themes of devotion to 

the Law and hope for national salvation. The simple fact is that the book‘s religious ideas had already 

been better expressed elsewhere in the Bible.  

d. Date and Place of Composition. The date of the book‘s final composition, as well as that of each of 

its four sections (for a survey of scholarly opinion, see Burke 1982: 26–28), is more debated by scholars 

than is either its authorship or original language, although the latter two items are obviously related to the 

former.  



Dates proposed by scholars for the book‘s completion range from the period of the exile down until 

after A.D. 70, with such Baruch scholars as Kneucker, Marshall, Thackeray, and Whitehouse opting for 

the latest date, in part, because of the relationship between Bar 4:36–5:9 and Psalms of Solomon 11.  

Nonetheless, the majority of experts have assigned all (or nearly all) of the book to ca. 200–60 B.C. 

Reasons for this include the following: the book‘s dependency upon such later biblical works as (Deutero-

)Isaiah, Daniel (esp. chap. 9), Job, and Sirach (esp. chap. 24); the close relationship of Bar 4:36–5:9 to 

Psalms of Solomon 11; the ―datelessness‖ of the various sections; the Diaspora is depicted as a situation 

of long standing (3:10); and the onetime ―canonicity‖ of Bar 1:1–3:8 among Jews (i.e., the translator-

recensionist Jer beta treated it as being on a par with Jeremiah 29–50). Finally, the docile and conciliatory 

attitude recommended toward ―Nebuchadnezzar‖ and ―Belshazzar‖ suggests a date between the early 

Maccabean period and precludes a date after A.D. 70 (for additional reasons in support of the range from 

180–100 B.C., see Burke 1982: 28–32).  

Albeit an argument from silence, certain ―omissions‖ or absences in the book also argue for the same 

time span. For example, the concept of Sheol (2:17; 3:11, 19) has yet to be replaced by the concept of 

resurrection (so Charles 1910: 454, although Oesterley 1914: 499–502 viewed 2:17 as a Sadducee 

correction of a Pharisee interpolation!). Then, too, messianism, angelology, and eschatology, which are 

doctrines more common in the later apocryphal and pseudepigraphic works, are also missing.  

The terminus ad quem for the entire book is A.D. 177, that being when Athenagoras quoted Bar 3:34 in 

his Supplications for the Christians 9. Actually, however, the probability that the translator/recensionist 

responsible for doing Jeremiah 29–50 also did Bar 1:11–3:8 fixes the date of the latter to that of the 

former, namely, ca. the 2d century B.C. (Bright, Jeremiah AB, cxxii–xxiv).  

If the book was composed originally in Hebrew rather than in Greek or Aramaic, then neither the 

western nor eastern Diaspora, but Palestine was its place of composition (see Schürer HJP² 3/2: 735).  

e. Literary Character. Judging the literary quality of a book known only in translation is admittedly 

risky. But such judgments are inevitably made. Keerl, as quoted by Gifford (1888a: 248), was perhaps too 

harsh:  

In comparing the contents of [Baruch‘s book with those of older prophets], there comes over one a 

feeling as if some incompetent scribbler had wished to do an exercise in the language and style of the 

prophets; it reminds one of the rhetorical practice of a feeble schoolboy, who composes an opusculum 

out of all sorts of passages.  

While by no means effusive in his praise, Burke (1982: 7) was probably closer to the truth when he said 

of the presumed Hebrew Vorlage which he had tried to reconstruct:  

It is still not without its own measure of originality and skill … The poetry, while equally derivative, is 

nonetheless from a technical and stylistic point of view well-conceived and constructed … And, 

although each poem represents a genre entirely different from the other, the result is in each case a 

composition that is technically competent.  

4. Canonical Status. Well-written or not, Baruch never gained canonical status among the Jews. It was 

not part of the Palestinian canon as fixed by the Council of Jamnia, ca. A.D. 90. (The decisions of the 

Pharisaic schools there were ―unofficial‖ and only gradually did their decisions become the accepted 

positions throughout Judaism.) Perhaps Baruch was denied canonical status by the Jamnian Jews because 

they recognized its pseudepigraphic character, although some other pseudepigraphic works were 

ultimately accepted into the Jewish canon after long, hard debate, notably, Esther and Ecclesiastes. More 

likely, the Jews at Jamnia recognized Baruch‘s literary and theological inadequacies.  

As for the Christians, apart from the so-called ―Incarnation‖ passage (3:36–38), the book was generally 

ignored. Usually viewed by Church Fathers as simply an adjunct or supplement to Jeremiah rather than a 

separate book, Baruch was expressly mentioned as being canonical by Athanasius (295–373), Cyril of 

Jerusalem (d. 386), Epiphanius (315–403), and Nicephorous (758?–829). For details and titles, see 

Schürer, HJP² 3/2: 740–41.  

In enumerating the canonical books by name, none of the Latin fathers mention Baruch, but that may 

only mean that they thought of it as part of Jeremiah. In any case, the book ultimately found its way into 



the Vulgate (see below), and at the Council of Trent in 1546 was recognized by the Roman Catholic 

Church as part of its deuterocanon. Meanwhile, Luther and other Protestants either relegated it, along with 

the rest of the Apocrypha, to a lesser place (i.e., between or after the OT and NT) or omitted it altogether.  

5. Ancient Versions. a. The LXX. The most recent scientific text of Baruch is the one in the Göttingen 

Septuagint (Ziegler 1976), an eclectic Greek text based upon four uncials (LXX
ABQV

; unfortunately 

Sinaiticus ends before coming to Baruch) and thirty-four minuscules, plus relevant readings from other 

ancient versions (see below). Ziegler‘s reconstructed text most resembles Vaticanus. A brief description 

in English of all the manuscripts used by Ziegler may be found in Burke 1982: 7–17.  

b. Syriac Translations. Like other biblical and apocryphal books, Baruch is extant in two Syriac 

translations: the Syriac Version (or Peshitta) and the Syro-Hexaplar, the latter being a Syriac translation of 

the fifth column of Origen‘s Hexaplar made by Paul of Tella in A.D. 616–17. See HEXAPLA OF 

ORIGEN; SYRO-HEXAPLA; VERSIONS, ANCIENT (SYRIAC).  

Whether the Syriac version of Baruch is to be identified with the Peshitta (i.e., a 1st-century Syriac 

version ordinarily based upon the Hebrew Bible) has been much debated by scholars. Kneucker (1879: 

163–73) and Harwell (1915: 10–28), for instance, maintained that the Syriac Baruch was based upon the 

Greek while Whitehouse (APOT 1: 577–79), Pfeiffer (1949: 423), and Burke (1982: 12–14) argued for a 

Semitic text, albeit one ―corrected‖ by the Greek. In his reconstruction of Baruch, Burke (1982: 13–14, 

308–10) depends upon a number of Syriac passages that depart from the LXX tradition and reflect a 

Hebrew Vorlage.  

c. Latin Translations. Even though scholars have much debated the origins and relative merits of the 

Old Latin texts/versions of Baruch, there is little doubt that the Vetus Latina (the Old Latin) and the 

Vulgate are both based upon the Greek (so Harwell 1915: 29–51; Ziegler 1957: 20; and Burke 1982: 14–

15). Jerome did not even bother to make a fresh translation of Baruch. In fact, Amiatinus, the oldest 

known manuscript of the Vulgate, contains neither Baruch nor the Epistle of Jeremiah. The most recent 

scientific edition of the Latin is by Weber (1969).  

d. Other Ancient Versions. The other ancient versions of Baruch are all based upon the Greek. 

According to Ziegler (1957: 41–93), the Coptic and the Ethiopic most resemble LXX
BS

, while the Arabic 

is more like LXX
A
; and the Armenian is part of the Hexaplaric family. Because all of these versions are 

based upon texts which are either very late, mixed, fragmentary, or unscientific, their readings must be 

used with great care.  

B. The Epistle of Jeremiah  

The title is totally misleading, for this short book of seventy-three verses is neither a letter nor was it 

written by the prophet Jeremiah. On these two points virtually all modern scholars agree. The ―epistle‖ is 

actually a satire, or harangue, against idols and idolatry. Apart from its ―salutation‖ in vv 2–7, it has none 

of the features of a letter, not even a closing. (English translations frequently differ in their versification, 

depending on whether or not they include the superscription.)  

1. Contents. The book consists of ten strophes, or stanzas, of unequal length, each one (with the 

exception of the first and the last) ending with a slight variation of essentially the same refrain, namely:  

Therefore they evidently are not gods; so do not fear them (v 16).  

There is no perceptible progression of thought or argument in the poem, all of which creates for the reader 

the impression of ―sameness,‖ along with its lamentable corollary, boredom.  

2. Author. To be sure, a number of phrases and images in the epistle do bear a strong resemblance to 

certain ones in the book of Jeremiah, notably, Jer 10:2–15. Moreover, since the prophet Jeremiah did, in 

fact, write at least one letter to the Jewish exiles once they were in Babylon (cf. Jer 29:1–23), there is no 

reason why he could not have written one before they left (cf. v 1).  

But in its ideas, imagery, and phraseology the epistle depends primarily upon biblical passages which 

originated long after the prophet Jeremiah, namely, Isa 44:9–20, 46:5–7; Pss 115:3–8; 135:6–7, 15–17; 

and Deut 4:27–28. Then, too, in terms of literary quality, as well as religious depth and sensitivity, the 

epistle is, by common consent, decidedly inferior to genuine Jeremianic materials.  



3. Purpose and Genre. Ostensibly the epistle was designed to prevent Jews from worshiping false gods 

in Babylon and, by implication, anywhere else as well (cf. vv 29–30, where the idea of priestesses is 

especially abhorrent). Pfeiffer‘s suggestion (1949: 432) that it was also written to reassure Gentiles that 

Jews were not a godless or god–despising people seems unlikely, even though later on Jews would be so 

accused by such anti-Semitic writers as Posidonius (130?–50 B.C.) and Apollonius Molon (fl. ca. 70 B.C.).  

Given the predominance of Babylonian elements (e.g., the mention of the god Bel [i.e., Marduk] in v 

41; the rite of sacred prostitution in v 43; the care and feeding of the idols in vv 11–13, 26–29, 33, 58, 72), 

the epistle may have been a veiled attack on a Tammuz-type cult (cf. v 32) such as flourished in 

Jeremiah‘s day (cf. Ezek 8:14), and presumably, later as well. Used as a Haftorah (i.e., a prescribed 

synagogal reading from the prophets) for the Jewish fast on the 17th of Tammuz (Thackeray 1927: 57–

60), the epistle may also have been part of a synagogal pericope for the 9th of Ab and following 

(Thackeray 1923: 107–11).  

In all likelihood, the epistle was inspired by one of the more puzzling phenomena in the book of 

Jeremiah, namely, its sole Aramaic verse:  

Thus shall you say to them: ―The gods who did not make the heavens and the earth shall perish from the 

earth and from under the heavens‖ (Jer 10:11).  

This Aramaic verse, supported and illuminated by the Hebrew of Jer 10:2–15, inspired the author of the 

epistle to expand upon it (so Torrey 1945: 64–65). In sum, the epistle is best understood for what it 

obviously is: an idol parody (on this particular literary genre, see Roth 1975).  

4. Original Language. A comparison of the Greek texts of the epistle and the relevant OT passages 

shows that the author of the epistle was primarily dependent upon the Hebrew Bible rather than upon its 

Greek translation. For example, v 70 says that idols are ―like a scarecrow in a cucumber bed,‖ which is 

clearly based on Jer 10:5 (―Their idols are like scarecrows in a cucumber field‖), a clause not found in the 

LXX of Jeremiah.  

A Hebrew Vorlage best explains three egregious mistranslations in the epistle. As Ball long ago noted 

(APOT 1: 601), ―food‖ in v 12 (i.e., idols ―cannot save themselves from rust and food‖) makes no sense; 

obviously the unpointed Hebrew Vorlage had m˒kl, which can mean either ―food‖ (so Gen 6:21) or 

―moth/devourer‖ (Mal 3:11; Job 13:28). Verse 27 says that ―purple and marble rot‖ upon the idols, which 

also makes no sense. Obviously the translator had before him the Hebrew word, šēš, which can be 

translated as either ―marble‖ (Esth 1:6; Cant 5:15) or ―fine linen‖ (Exod 25:4): the Greek translator simply 

chose the wrong meaning. Verse 54 (―for [the idols] have no power; they are like crows between heaven 

and earth‖) probably represents a misreading of the Hebrew, inasmuch as the wily crow is anything but 

helpless. Thus, Ball (APOT 1: 607), taking his clue from the Syriac‘s ―ravens,‖ suggested that the Greek 

translator erroneously read the Heb k˓bym (―like the clouds‖) as k˓rbym, ―like the ravens.‖  

That the epistle had an Aramaic Vorlage was argued by Torrey (1945: 64–65), who viewed the book as 

inspired by Jer 10:11, which is in Aramaic. (Jer 10:11 did later inspire the translator of the Targum on 

Jeremiah to add an Aramaic epistle to it [Thackeray 1927: 591]). Torrey (1945: 66) saw indisputable 

proof that the epistle was composed in Aramaic by the fact that Aram ˓l ˒gr˒ can be read either as ―on the 

roof‖ (so v 11 of the KJV [―and even give some of it to the harlots on the roof‖]) or ―for hire.‖ Torrey 

may be correct, although this was the only ―Aramaic‖ reading he offered in support of his thesis); but the 

epistle‘s ―on the roof‖ certainly makes good sense (cf. Herodotus, Hist. 1: 181), especially since the Greek 

word here, stegos, means ―brothel‖ in late Greek (LSG, 1636).  

5. Literary Merit. Unfortunately, the epistle‘s literary merit must be judged only on the basis of its 

Greek translation which, as we have already seen, contains some egregiously bad translation errors. In its 

general structure, the epistle is not unlike Psalms 42–43 and 107, with their recurring refrains and 

strophes of varying lengths. Evidently the ordering principle of the epistle‘s stanzas is that of catchwords 

(e.g., women in 27/29; deceit 44/47; king 51/53; to deliver 54/57; reproach 72/73) and ―catchthoughts‖ 

(e.g., to blacken/to wipe off 21/24; blind/dumb 37/41; to do good/to bless 64/66 [Roth 1975:40]). The 

most persistent argument in the book is a negative one, i.e., what the gods cannot do (Nickelsburg 1981: 

36–37).  



Apart from a not infrequent uncertainty as to the antecedents of its pronouns, the text is intelligible 

enough; but its images, analogies, and comparison are rarely new and never memorable. After the first 

three or four stanzas there is no further development or progression of thought; rather, the same old 

observations and arguments are rehashed. Nickelsburg (1981: 36) offered a left-handed compliment when 

he wrote:  

The uniqueness of the Epistle of Jeremiah lies not in the types of arguments presented … but in the 

presistence with which the author pursues his point by means of repetition and rhetorical devices which 

make that point in a variety of ways.  

Dancy (1972b: 199) was perhaps more charitable than accurate when he said:  

But it does not follow that the Letter is haphazard in composition. There is visible in most of it a 

continuous thread, but it is a thread of images, not of arguments … But this Letter is not so much an 

argument as a satire, and satire has always relied less on logical structure than on vivid reporting.  

Both form and substance contribute to a book‘s literary stature, and sometimes a weakness in one can be 

compensated by the greater strength of the other. But in the case of the epistle, both form and substance 

are lacking. Torrey (1945: 65) may have been a bit harsh when he wrote: ―it is a formless composition, 

rambling and repetitious,‖ but the simple fact is that the epistle was little appreciated by the early church, 

or at least, it was rarely alluded to by the Church Fathers.  

6. Canonicity. Though not a part of the Jewish canon as established by the Council of Jamnia (ca. A.D. 

90), the epistle was read earlier by the Dead Sea Community at Qumran; for a tiny fragment of it, 

consisting of twenty-two Greek letters of v 44, was found there in Cave VII (Baillet, Milik, and de Vaux 

1962: 27–30, 43; pl. 13). Its reading appears to agree with that of the LXX
L
 and Syriac, namely, ―consider 

them to be gods or call them gods.‖ More importantly, it attests to the epistle‘s existence in the 1st century 

B.C.  

Among early Christians, the book was rarely alluded to, although it was used by Aristides of Athens (fl. 

ca. 130) and was quoted by Tertullian (160?–220), Cyprian of Carthage (d. 258), and Firmicus Maternus 

(4th cent.). Its canonicity was expressly affirmed by such Eastern fathers as Origen (135?–?254), 

Athanasius (295–373), Cyril of Jerusalem (d. 386), and Epiphanius (315–403), as well as by the 

Laodicene Canons (343–381). For details, see Moore 1977: 324–25.  

As for Western fathers, while only Hilary (315–367) expressly said the epistle was canonical, other 

fathers certainly treated it as such, notably, Irenaeus of Lyons (140–?202). So far as we know, Jerome 

(340?–420) was the first to question the book‘s canonicity by name, calling it a pseudepigraphon (preface 

to his Commentary on Jeremiah). Jerome, of course, regarded as noncanonical every LXX book which 

had no parallel in the then-current Hebrew canon.  

7. Date. The original version of the epistle must date to sometime between 540 B.C. (i.e., the earliest 

date for such Deutero-Isaianic passages as Isa 44:9–20 and 46:5–7) and the 1st century B.C., when 2 Macc 

2:1–2, 4 alludes to it (see Marshall, HDB 2: 579; Goldstein, 1 Maccabees AB, 36; Schürer, HJP² 3/2: 744) 

and a Greek copy of it dating to that same time existed at Qumran. Albeit an argument from silence, the 

epistle‘s failure to utilize the very effective satire and invective against idolatry in Wis 13:10–15:17 

suggests that the aforementioned probably antedated the latter.  

But even a date in the first third of the 2d century B.C. (which is the period most frequently suggested by 

scholars) is probably too late; otherwise, how can we explain v 3, where the author of the book predicts 

that the exiles in Babylon will remain there ―up to seven generations‖ (i.e., ca. 317 B.C. [Moore 1977: 

334–35]), after which God will bring them back in peace? Why would the author have given this ―future‖ 

date if he was already writing at a time long after the predicted events should have occurred and had not? 

(But see HJP² 3/2: 744.) Moreover, nothing in the epistle precludes a date as early as the end of the 4th 

century B.C., a time when its message was especially relevant to the needs of both the eastern and western 

Diaspora, as well as Palestine itself, where the Hellenization process was making inroads into Judaism.  

8. Place of Composition. Confusing the evidence for where the epistle was translated with where it was 

originally composed, 19th-century scholars like Fritzsche, Schürer (HJP¹ 2/3), and Marshall claimed an 

Egyptian provenance for it. But apart from a very cryptic mention of cats in v 22 (Lee 1968), there is no 



distinctive Egyptian religious element or practice mentioned in the epistle, not even animal worship, 

which had becomme so commonplace by the Ptolemaic period (323–30 B.C.). Nor is there any reference 

to specifically Greek rituals (Dancy 1972b: 198).  

On the one hand, virtually everything the epistle says about idols, their priesthood, and their cult is 

completely compatible with Mesopotamian religion, in general, and with Babylonian in particular 

(Nauman 1913: 3–31). On the other hand, quintessential Babylonian practices such as divination, 

astrology, and extispicy go unmentioned, all of which suggests that the author of the epistle was 

criticizing Mesopotamian religion and its gods from afar (but see Artom 1935, who would place its 

composition in Babylonia ca. 400 B.C.). In sum, there is no reason to reject the claim of v 1 (i.e., that the 

epistle had a Palestinian provenance), although admittedly much later than the 597 B.C. implied in vv 1–2 

(Moore 1977: 334).  

9. Ancient Versions. Marshall‘s statement that ―The slightly inflated style of the epistle is thoroughly 

Alexandrian. The fondness for assonance and for long compound words …‖ (HDB 1: 579) is an accurate 

yet too glowing a characterization. Rightly maintaining that neither the epistle‘s style nor logic would 

have appealed to members of the Alexandrine school of Egypt, Nauman (1913: 31–44, 49) has 

nonetheless established the epistle‘s koine character. A distinction must be made here between the now-

lost Hebrew original and its extant Greek translation, the latter rightly characterized by Ball (APOT 1: 

597) as ―a piece so formless, so confused, so utterly destitute of the graces of style.‖  

An excellent scientific edition of the text has been published by Ziegler (1976) in the Göttingen 

Septuagint, using 134 printed lines for his eclectic text (which is essentially LXX
B
) and 352 lines for his 

apparatus criticus, where the readings of the various families of Greek manuscripts and the relevant 

variants of the ancient versions are presented.  

The Old Latin, Vulgate, and Syro-Hexaplar are all very literal translations of the LXX, an additional 

phrase or clause being exceedingly rare (but see v 49 of the OL and Syr; v 52 of the Vg; and v 53 of the 

Syr). Omissions are also infrequent. The Arabic version is also quite faithful to the LXX, especially to 

Alexandrinus. Only the Syriac is somewhat free, being a bit more expansive and sometimes unintelligible.  
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CAREY A. MOORE  

JEREMIAH, BOOK OF. The book of Jeremiah contains the legacy (Heb dibrê in 1:1 and 51:64 

covers both ―words‖ and ―acts‖) of Jeremiah the prophet. The earliest record contained is of Jeremiah‘s 

boyhood call to be a prophet in the 13th year of King Josiah, i.e., 627 B.C. Jeremiah is last heard from in 

Egypt following the destruction of Jerusalem, i.e., sometime after 586 B.C. The collection of prophetic 

utterances, personal dialogues, autobiographical reports, and liturgical compositions, supplemented by a 

rich corpus of biographical and sermonic material written in another hand, combine to give us the most 



complete profile of any Hebrew prophet, also one of the best portraits of any known figure out of the 

ancient world. See JEREMIAH (PROPHET).  

———  

A. Canon  

B. MT and LXX  

C. Qumran Scrolls  

D. Poetry and Prose  

E. Literary Forms  

F. Composition  

G. Early Collections  

1. The Scroll of 605  

2. The First Edition of the Book of Jeremiah  

3. The Appendix on Kings and Prophets  

4. The Baruch Prose Collections  

5. The Book of Comfort  

6. The Foreign Nation Oracles  

H. The Book of Books  

I. Theology  

1. The Theology of the Prophet  

2. The Theology of the Book  

———  

A. Canon  

Jeremiah is the largest of the three so-called Major Prophets in the Hebrew Scriptures. In our present 

canon the book is placed second—after Isaiah and before Ezekiel. The Talmud, however, preserves an 

older (pre-Masoretic) order in which Jeremiah is first immediately following Kings (B. Bat. 14b–15a). In 

the Talmud, notice is made of the duplicate accounts at the end of Kings and Jeremiah, and it assumes that 

both books derive from the same author, who is Jeremiah the prophet.  

B. MT and LXX  

The book has survived in two main versions from antiquity: the Hebrew Masoretic Text (MT) and the 

older Greek Septuagint (LXX). The two differ widely, more so than with any other Old Testament book. 

The Greek is one-eighth shorter than the Hebrew and after 25:13a the order of materials differs.  

Because of the uncommonly large number of divergencies there has been considerable discussion over 

the years with regard to the transmission of the text, the basis of the Greek translation, and the question of 

which text is earlier and/or superior. This discussion has only intensified with the discovery of three 

partial Jeremiah manuscripts among the Dead Sea Scrolls of Cave 4. One is a short text and two are long. 

The long 4Q Jer
a
 is dated ca. 200 B.C. and is proto-Masoretic. The short 4Q Jer

b
 is dated in the 2d century 

B.C. and closely resembles the LXX, which, along with its Vorlage cannot be much older. (The LXX 

translation of the Prophets was done sometime between 250 and 150 B.C.; see SEPTUAGINT). The other 

long 4Q Jer
c
 is no earlier than the 1st century B.C. (Cross).  

The existence of a short Hebrew text of Jeremiah in the 2d century B.C. has given rise to the theory—

now widely held—that the LXX translator or translators did not produce an abridgement but rather 

translated a Hebrew text of comparable length localized in Egypt where the translation was made. This 

Hebrew text is believed to have survived in comparative isolation from the proto-Masoretic text which 

originated in Babylon (Cross 1964). The high incidence of haplography in the Egyptian text results from 

an inactive history of transmission during which time omissions went undetected and uncorrected (Janzen 

1967: 446–47). The proto-Masoretic text had a more active history of transmission and is therefore more 

developed, i.e., it contains more glosses and expansions. So on the whole it is more appropriate to speak 

about ―additions‖ in the MT than about ―omissions‖ in the LXX, even though, of course, important 

exceptions to the general rule do exist. One can be found in chap. 29 (LXX 36) where a rhetorical 



structure in the larger of two letters to the exiles argues for the originality of vv 16–20, which the LXX 

lacks (Lundbom 1975: 104–5).  

Some MT additions are merely single words or phrases which provide embellishment but do not 

materially affect the sense, e.g., ―thus says Yahweh‖ or ―saith Yahweh‖; ―the prophet‖ attached to 

―Jeremiah‖ or ―Hananiah‖ (28:5, 6, 10 [LXX 35:5, 6, 10]; etc.); ―Nebuchadrezzar‖ (alt. 

―Nebuchadnezzar‖) where the LXX either does not mention the king or has only ―King of Babylon‖ 

(21:2, 7; 22:25; 27:8, 20 [LXX 34:8, 20]; etc.); ―Yahweh God of Israel‖ or ―Yahweh of Hosts‖ where the 

LXX has only ―Yahweh.‖ Again there are exceptions, e.g., the LXX does name ―Nebuchadnezzar‖ (24:1; 

34:6 [MT 27:6]).  

Certain additions in the MT do alter the message. In chap. 11, with its (exilic) addition of vv 7–8a,, the 

passage says that because previous generations were disobedient, Yahweh had no choice but to bring 

upon them the ―words‖ (i.e., ―curses‖) of the Deuteronomic covenant. In the LXX, where vv 7–8a are 

lacking, the passage says simply that the people did not heed Jeremiah‘s call for covenant obedience.  

There are also passages which in the MT are duplicated but in the LXX are not, e.g., 6:13–15 = 8:10b–

12 (Gk adds 8:10b–12); 30:10–11 = 46:27–28 (Gk adds the former in 37:10–11). Yet in some instances 

both duplicate in the same contexts: 10:12–16 = 51:15–19 [LXX 28:15–19]; 23:19–20 = 30:23–24 [LXX 

37:23–24 with variations].  

Occasionally one will find minor additions in the LXX, e.g., 2:28; 3:18; 9:13 [MT 9:14]; etc. Of a more 

substantive nature is the introduction of the term pseudoprophētēs, ―false prophet,‖ into the LXX, where 

it occurs a total of nine times (6:13; 33:7, 6, 11, 16 [MT 26:7, 8, 11, 16]; 34:9 [MT 27:9]; 35:1 [MT 28:1]; 

36:1, 8 [MT 29:1, 8]). This term never appears in the MT.  

Other variant LXX readings can be found in 10:5–10, where the shorter text with a different verse order 

is corroborated by 4Q Jer
b
; and in 45:9 where Ebed-melech faults King Zedekiah for leaving Jeremiah to 

die in the cistern, not ―other men‖ as the MT has it (38:9).  

The divergence after 25:13a results from different placements of the Oracles to Foreign Nations. In the 

Greek these come immediately after the words, ―all that is written in this book‖ (13a), and fill up chaps. 

25:14–31:44. This is roughly the center of the book. The location here has long been thought to be the 

earlier of the two (Eichhorn 1790: 120; deWette 1858). In the MT the foreign nation oracles are relocated 

to the end of the book, where they appear in chaps. 46–51. The original subscription to the collection 

remains in 25:13b [LXX 32:13]. The MT adds v 14 (not in the LXX), which makes a bridge to what 

follows. But it should be noted that the MT keeps the rest of the book intact. Baruch‘s expanded 

colophon—which closes the LXX book at 51:31–35 is chap. 45.  

The foreign nation oracles are also in different sequences in the MT and LXX. The sequence in the 

LXX is Elam, Egypt, Babylon, Philistines, Edom, Ammon, Kedar, Damascus, and Moab. There is no 

apparent significance to this arrangement, except that Babylon is roughly in the center. The MT sequence 

is Egypt, Philistines, Moab, Ammon, Edom, Damascus, Kedar, Elam, and Babylon. Here we have 

geographical movement westward, beginning with Egypt and ending with Babylon. Babylon also 

occupies the climactic position at the end. Whether Babylon‘s position near the center in the LXX 

sequence is also meant to be climactic, one cannot say for certain.  

The correspondence between the chaps. of the MT and those of the LXX are indicated in Table 1.  

Table 1: Chapter Sequences of the Book of Jeremiah in  

the MT and LXX  

MT  LXX  

1–25:13a  1–25:13a  

25:13b–38  32:13b–38*  

26  33  

27  34*  

28  35  



29  36*  

30  37*  

31  38  

32  39  

33  40*  

34  41  

35  42  

36  43  

37  44  

38  45  

39  46*  

40  47  

41  48  

42  49  

43  50  

44  51:1–30  

45  51:31–35  

46:1–26 Egypt  26:2–25  

46:27–28  26:27–28  

47 Philistines  29  

48 Moab  31*  

49:1–6 Ammon  30:17–21/22  

49:7–22 Edom  30:1–16  

49:23–27 Damascus  30:29–33  

49:28–33 Kedar  30:23–28  

49:34–39 Elam  25:14–20**  

50–51 Babylon  27–28**  

52  52*  

*vv lacking  **var. in order  

The LXX translation of Jeremiah in its present state is not a unified piece. It has been observed, for 

example, that the same Hebrew words have different Greek equivalents in chaps. 1–28 and 29–51 

(following the LXX numeration). This points to two different translators, and a third, perhaps, for chap. 

52 (Thackeray 1902–3). The same data, however, have been used more recently to support a theory of one 

translator and a later reviser (Tov 1976; IDBSup, 807–11).  

The quality and specific character of the LXX translation are variously assessed. S. R. Driver (1889: 

333–36) concluded from a study of chaps. 2 and 7 that the translators rendered the Hebrew freely because 

they misread or misunderstood it. Therefore he took the LXX readings to be inferior to the Hebrew and 

judged the variations not to be recensional in character. Henry P. Smith (1887: 199) came to an opposite 

conclusion. He judged the LXX to be the superior text, and his sentiments have been echoed more 

recently by Cross and Janzen. Everyone, of course, recognizes that one‘s overall judgment must admit 

qualification when specific passages are analyzed. In poetry, for example, the LXX paraphrases when the 

Hebrew has a difficult expression, an archaic word form, or a syntactic structure that is not understood 

(8:18a; 9:2a—Eng 9:3a). But on the whole the LXX translation of Jeremiah is less ―free―than, say, Job or 



Isaiah. Tov (1979: 75) believes the Jeremiah translator (he reckons only one) was generally faithful to his 

Hebrew Vorlage, and so far as the prose sections are concerned, his translation may even be considered 

literal.  

The Greek contains scribal errors of the same sort as those found in the Hebrew text, e.g., 

homoioteleuton (34:5 [MT 27:5]; 46:4–13 [MT 39:4–13]) and homoioarcton (28:44b–49a [MT 51:44b–

49a]). But in some cases it exposes MT errors, e.g., a wrong division of consonants in 23:33 (LXX 

presupposes ˒tm hmś˒ instead of MT‘s ˒t mh mś˒). Here the LXX is supported by the Vulgate, and a 

reconstructed Hebrew reading was proposed already by J. D. Michaelis (1793: 200).  

The LXX translates literally the Hebrew terms for God; it does not avoid anthropomorphisms as might 

be expected (Zlotowitz 1981: 183).  

The relationship between the MT and the LXX is complex; therefore in textual criticism one must be 

cautious not to overgeneralize the tendentious qualities of each version.  

C. Qumran Scrolls  

Portions of at least four Jeremiah scrolls were among the finds in Caves 2 and 4 at Khirbet Qumran. In 

Cave 2 was one scroll (2QJer) consisting of fragments from chapters 42–44, 46–49 (Baillet 1962). These 

fragments consisted of 42:7–11, 14; 43:8–11; 44:1–3, 12–14; 46:27–47:7; 48:7, 25–39, 43–45; and 49:10 

(?). On the basis of orthnography, 2QJer is dated from ―about the beginning of the Christian era, … from 

the last period of the occupation of the Qumran community‖ (Baillet 1962: 62). In the judgment of Tov 

this scroll was likely ―copied by the Qumran covenanters, probably in Qumran itself‖ (Tov fc.a.). The 

scroll contains a number of small deviations from the MT, but it follows the MT order (where the foreign 

nation oracles come at the end of the book) and is judged on the whole to reflect the textual tradition of 

the MT.  

The other Jeremiah scrolls come from Cave 4. 4QJer
a
 is among the earliest of all the Qumran scrolls, 

dated on the basis of its orthography from 225–175 B.C., or roughly 200 B.C. (Cross QBHT 168, 202, 308; 

Freedman and Mathews 1985: 55). It is proto-Masoretic. 4QJer
a
 first appeared in Janzen‘s 1963 Harvard 

dissertation on the text of Jeremiah, the results of which were published four years later (Janzen 1967). In 

1973 most but not all of the fragments were published (without photos) when Janzen‘s dissertation was 

published (Janzen 1973: 173–181). The entire 4QJer
a
 with photos is being prepared for publication by E. 

Tov. The fragments consist of 7:1–2, 15–19; 7:28–9:2 (>7:30–8:8); 9:7–15; 10:9–23; 11:3–20; 12:3–16; 

12:17–13:7; 13:27–14:8; 15:1–2; 17:8–26; 18:15–19:1; 20:15–18; 22:3–16; and 26:10. Remnants of 15 

columns have been preserved. The complete scroll is estimated at 54–58 columns where the average 

width of each column is 13.34 cm. The whole scroll would therefore have measured more than 8 m in 

length, longer than the great Isaiah scroll which was 7.3 meters. This scroll has an inordinate number of 

corrections, most all of which are in the direction of the MT. Corrections in some instances are made by 

supralinear additions; in other instances erasures have been made with a sharp instrument; in one case 

cancellation dots are used (Tov f.c.a.).  

A partial scroll designated 4QJer
b
 was also published without photos by Janzen (1973: 181–84). Cross 

(QBHT 308 and personal communication) dates this scroll in the mid-2d century B.C. It consists of three 

fragments: 9:22–10:18; 43:3–9; and 50:4–6. Of great importance are the fragments 9:22–10:18 and 43:3–

9, which compare closely to the LXX. In 9:22–10:18 the short LXX text and LXX verse order are 

reflected. These fragments with photos will be published by Tov (f.c.c.). Tov does not believe, however, 

that the three fragments come from a single scroll but are rather from three separate scrolls. He therefore 

assigns different designations. The fragment 9:22–10:18 (Tov 9:21–10:22?) continues to have the 

designation 4QJer
b
, while the fragment 43:3–9 (Tov 43:2–10) becomes 4QJer

d
, and 50:4–6 becomes 

4QJer
e
.  

The final scroll from Cave 4, 4QJer
c
, is another long proto-Masoretic text in early Herodian script which 

dates from 30–1 B.C. (QBHT 308 and personal communication). The editio princeps will be published by 

Tov. From what originally was 25 columns of 18 lines per column the following fragments survive: 4:5, 

13–16; 8:1–3; 8:20–9:5; 10:12–13; 19:8–9; 20:2–5, 7–8, 14–15; 21:6–10; 22:4–6, 10–28; 25:7–8, 15–17, 

24–26; 26:10–13; 27:1–3, 14–15; 30:6–31:14; 31:16–26; 33:16–20. The writing on this scroll is less 



economical than on 4QJer
a
, i.e., the margins are larger and the space between the lines is greater, which 

adds up to an estimated length for this scroll of twice the length of 
4QJera

.  

The Qumran scrolls contain two types of paragraph divisions, open sections and closed ones. The 

sections in 4QJer
a
 conform closely to Codex L; 4QJer

c
 has more paragraph divisions than Codex L and 

also open sections where Codex L has closed sections (Tov f.c.a.).  

D. Poetry and Prose  

The book of Jeremiah contains a significant amount of poetry, that discovery having been made by 

Robert Lowth, who, in 1753, published his famous Lectures on the Sacred Poetry of the Hebrews (1815). 

Poetry was found also in other prophetic books (Lecture 18), and its dominant characteristic was said to 

be ―parallelism‖ (Lecture 19). Lowth found poetry at the beginning and at the end of Jeremiah, and he 

judged the book to be about evenly divided between poetry and prose. The poetic sections were first 

delineated in Benjamin Blayney‘s Jeremiah commentary of 1784.  

Poetry and prose were distinguished as separate sources by critics of the 19th and early 20th centuries, 

but no one contrasted the two forms of discourse as sharply as Bernhard Duhm in his commentary of 

1901 (Jeremia KAC). Duhm believed that the poetry put us in direct contact with the prophet‘s ipsissima 

verba; however, because of a radical appropriation of the metrical theories of Julius Ley, Duhm 

concluded that Jeremiah wrote only in pentameter (or kinah) verse, which was the elegaic 3:2. This 

amounted to 280 verses of Masoretic text. Of the two prose sources in the book, one was Baruch‘s life of 

Jeremiah, which consisted of 220 verses, and the other derived from postexilic Deuteronomistic redactors, 

whose contribution totaled a grand 850 verses. This gradually emerging three-source theory adopted by 

Duhm reached classical formulation in the work of Mowinckel (1914). Source A was poetry which 

preserved the ipsissima verba of Jeremiah. Source B was biographical prose written by an admirer of the 

prophet. Mowinckel later (1946: 61–62) identified this admirer as Baruch. Source C was sermonic prose 

similar to that which is found in Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomistic History.  

The strongest argument for two separate prose sources came from the double account of the Temple 

Sermon: chap. 26 was in biographical prose and chap. 7 in sermonic prose. Today, however, there is little 

inclination to distinguish between B and C prose. The stereotyped phrases characterizing C are found just 

as often in the speeches of B (Holladay 1960: 354). Also, the great bulk of C material, which includes the 

call passage in chap. 1, the Temple Sermon in chap. 7, and the New Covenant passage in chap. 31, is no 

longer believed by many scholars to be a retrojection of postexilic theology, but considered rather as a 

genuine reflection of Jeremiah‘s own preaching (Robinson 1924; Bright 1951; Jeremiah AB; Weippert 

1973). In fact, the diction of C contains many striking affinities to the Jeremianic poetry (Bright 1951: 21; 

Holladay 1960; Jeremiah Hermenia). According to this view there is exilic prose in the book, but it is a 

relatively small amount which in most cases develops themes from Jeremiah‘s earliest preaching. Not all 

share this view, however. Some still believe that there is a considerable amount of exilic or postexilic 

prose in the book which comes from the hands of Deuteronomistic redactors (Thiel 1973; 1981; McKane 

Jeremiah vol. 1 ICC; Carroll 1981; Jeremiah OTL).  

Holladay‘s work on poetic style and structure (1962; 1966a) enhances the earlier estimates of those who 

said that this discourse represents an advanced state of the art. One finds in the Jeremianic poetry an 

assortment of balancing techniques other than the common types of parallelism, varied rhythms of 

crescendo and diminution, wordplays on both sound and meaning, and a generous quantity of irony. 

Holladay also finds poetry hidden beneath some of the prose (1966b). While the book does appear to 

contain some poetry from other prophets or which is of unknown provenance, the vast majority is sui 

generis and a legacy of the Jeremianic preaching. Its diction shows influence from the poetry of Hosea, 

the Song of Moses (Deuteronomy 32), and certain psalms (e.g., 22; 31; 35; 69; 79). Though most scholars 

today do not credit the Lamentations to Jeremiah, one will find also in this poetry vocabulary and 

phraseology similar to that found in the Jeremianic poetry.  

It was in Kittel‘s 1906 edition of Biblia Hebraica that the MT first appeared with poetry printed as 

poetry. Kittel himself edited the text of Jeremiah and is largely responsible for the way the poetry is read 

today. The larger reading public was first presented with Jeremiah‘s poetry—along with all the rest of the 



Old Testament poetry—when the complete RSV was published in 1952. Virtually all subsequent 

translations have translated poetry as poetry. They have also printed it as such. This has provided great 

assistance in the early work of delimiting Jeremiah‘s literary units, for in this book poetry and prose are 

interspersed. Some scholars have recently challenged the basis for making a prose-poetry distinction, one 

calling the idea of poetry a ―Hellenistic imposition‖ on the Hebrew text (Kugel 1981: 85). But this is wide 

of the mark. Prose, of course, also has balance, rhythm, and distinct structural features—including 

parallelism—which suggests, at the very least, a common rhetorical base for poetry and prose. But poetic 

discourse in Jeremiah—and in the rest of the Old Testament—is well established, and further refinements 

of prose discourse will not alter that fact. The assumption that the book of Jeremiah contains an early 

substratum of poetry has been made by all critical methodologies of the past two centuries.  

E. Literary Forms  

Ancient discourse gives indications of having assumed conventionalized dress in the same way modern 

discourse does; in fact, some have maintained that ancient discourse is more conventionalized (Norden; 

Gunkel; see FORM CRITICISM [OT]. Yet when the Jeremiah material is compared to known literary 

genres of antiquity—both within the Bible and without—no ―pure‖ genres emerge. Prose and poetry take 

a variety of forms, and although the forms in Jeremiah in some instances resemble forms appearing 

elsewhere, structures and stylistic features in both discourses owe their origin not to fixed genres but to 

canons established in ancient Hebrew rhetoric. Except for exilic and postexilic accretions, poetry and 

prose both bear the stamp of a particular rhetorical school, one existing most likely in Jerusalem during 

the 8th–6th centuries B.C. Speech forms have their own distinct character, and for this reason they do a 

better job of defining themselves than by having external genre criteria applied to them.  

Divine oracles in the poetry may consist of a single verse (6:21; 14:10), but more commonly one finds 

speeches and reflective utterances of greater length which address Yahweh, kings, prophets, priests, the 

general population, and foreign nations of the world. The bulk of the speeches are those of a divine 

messenger who has been sent to announce Yahweh‘s judgment upon Judah. Some adopt legal language 

from the courtroom (2:5–9, 10–13), some are a watchman‘s warning of the approaching ―foe from the 

north‖ (4:5–8), and some simply give vent to the divine and human pathos which disaster evokes (4:29–

31; 15:5–9). But there are also speeches announcing a future salvation for Yahweh‘s people, including a 

return to Zion (chaps. 30–31). Speeches employ dialogue and trialogue with Yahweh, Jeremiah, the 

people, and even the enemy speaking in turn (4:19–22; 5:1–8; 6:1–7; 8:18–21). Now and then Jeremiah 

carries on a conversation with himself (4:19; 5:4–5). One speech is a devastating vision of cosmic 

destruction (4:23–26).  

A significant amount of poetry in the book resembles the Psalms. Those passages of a more personal 

nature have been called Jeremiah‘s ―confessions.‖ These are individual laments, basically (Baumgartner 

1987), some of which include a corrective answer from Yahweh (e.g., 15:15–21) or a joyful song of 

deliverance (e.g., 20:7–13). The brief personal lament in 10:23–25 requests divine correction. Whether 

these laments—which are unique in the prophetic corpus—found expression in public worship during 

Jeremiah‘s time is a much-debated question. They are so similar to individual laments of the Psalms for 

which a cultic setting is taken for granted. Communal laments, e.g., the drought liturgy of 14:1–9, would 

seem to be very much at home in preexilic temple worship. So also the laments made on behalf of exiled 

kings (22:10; 22:28–30), the slain of Judah (8:22–9:1—Eng9:2), and all of creation (9:9–10—Eng9:10–

11). The wisdom psalm in 17:5–8 has a striking similarity to Psalm 1. Other liturgies in the book may 

well come from a source other than Jeremiah, e.g., 10:1–10 (MT only), which contrasts Yahweh to the 

false gods of the nations, or 10:12–16 (= 51:15–19), which praises Yahweh as both the creator of the 

world and the special portion of Jacob. In late prose, poetry is imported from the Psalms, e.g., 33:11b 

from Ps 106:1.  

There is also wisdom material, e.g., the proverb in 31:29, the climactic rhetorical question which 

concludes prophetic speeches in 5:9, 29 and 9:8—Eng 9:9, and miscellaneous pieces such as those 

appearing in 17:9–10 and 11. The single Aramaic verse in the book (10:11) is a wisdom saying about the 

false gods of the nations.  



Prose in the book divides into two basic styles which correspond more or less to the descriptions given 

for sources B and C. There is prose of a lighter sort, written in the third person, which basically narrates 

events in Jeremiah‘s life (e.g., chap. 26) and records the prophet‘s personal suffering (chaps. 37–44). This 

prose is ―biographical‖ only in the sense that it is not ―sermonic‖ prose (source C) and not ―legendary‖ 

prose like the Elijah/Elisha stories. As remarkable as this prose is in the ancient world, it is not 

―biography‖ in the modern sense; we should call it rather ―proto-biography.‖ Yet it is the account of an 

eyewitness, and the supposition that Baruch stands behind it is well supported by evidence contained in 

the book.  

The rest of the book‘s prose is an amorphous collection of prophetic preaching, moralizing about sin 

and judgment, and homiletical talk about future restoration and renewed covenants (chaps. 31–33). All is 

in heavy rhetorical style with accumulation of vocabulary and phraseology similar to what we find in 

Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomistic History. Some is written in the third person, but some is 

―autobiographical,‖ being introduced by such first-person formulas as ―And the word of Yahweh came to 

me (saying)‖ (1:4, 11, 13; 13:8; 16:1; 18:5; 24:4; 32:6), or ―And Yahweh said to me‖ (3:6; 11:6, 9; 14:11, 

14; 15:1; 24:3), or ―Thus Yahweh said to me‖ (13:1; 17:19; 27:2). There is also heavy prose which 

postdates the Jeremiah era, e.g., 3:15–18; 5:18–19; 9:11–15(—Eng9:12–16); 9:22–23—Eng9:23–24; etc.  

In the heavy prose are a variety of literary forms. There are reports of visions (1; 24; 38:21–23), prayers 

to Yahweh which include also Yahweh‘s answers (32:16–44), and direct messages from Yahweh to 

Jeremiah (7:16–20; 11:14–17; 14:11–16; 15:1–4; etc.). The famous Temple Sermon (7:1–15) is heavy 

prose as are the sermons found in 11:1–8 and 34:12–22.  

Prose of both types reports parables and object lessons (13:1–11; 18:1–12; 19; 27–28; 35). Chapter 29 is 

a letter (vv 4–23) to which the fragment of another letter (vv 24–28) has been attached. Expanded 

colophons are found in 36:1–8; 45; and 51:59–64 (Lundbom 1986), and perhaps also in 32:6–15 

(Gevaryahu 1970: 370–72; 1973: 211–13).  

F. Composition  

The book of Jeremiah bears ample witness to the claim that people in antiquity compiled spoken and 

written discourse differently than we do today. The remark is frequently made that the book of Jeremiah is 

in great disarray (Bright 1951: 21; Jeremiah AB, lvi–lxiii). Materials are out of chronological sequence 

and in their compiled form seem to be without a coherent plan, something in modern compositions we 

come to take for granted. In order to understand not only the completed form of the book of Jeremiah, but 

also the process whereby the book was brought to its completion, the most important thing, perhaps, to 

realize at the outset is that chronology is but one criterion among a host of others which ancient scribes 

and other literary people used to order their materials. Second, ancient compositions do have coherence, 

but that coherence follows an inner logic which is still quite alien to the modern Western mind.  

In the book of Jeremiah, as is true in other biblical books, we are confronted with a document that has 

undergone change. This introduces an element of complexity into the analysis that would not exist if our 

document had been composed at one point in time or had been preserved unaltered after leaving some 

author‘s hand. The turbulent effects of oral transmission have, of course, been greatly exaggerated. Some 

poetry in the book may have been subject to laws of oral transmission, but on the whole we have to do in 

Jeremiah with a written composition. Alterations, where they exist, are largely the work of scribes in 

charge of the compilation process—beginning in Jeremiah‘s lifetime and continuing for an unspecified 

number of years afterward.  

The book has a certain chronological order. Jeremiah‘s call comes in chap. 1 (unlike that of Isaiah 

which comes in chap. 6 of his book), and the prophet‘s last recorded activities in Egypt are placed either 

near the end of the book (MT 44) or at the very end (LXX 51:1–30). Chapter 2 contains Jeremiah‘s 

earliest preaching, which precedes in time the confessions closing out the First Edition (20:7–18). All of 

chaps. 1–20, with only a few exceptions, are earlier than all the prose narratives of 24–29 and 34–44. 

Also, the account of Jeremiah‘s final suffering in 37–44 follows a chronological sequence with only a 

couple possible exceptions: chaps. 37 and 38 may be duplicate accounts of Jeremiah‘s imprisonment, and 



chaps. 39 and 40 duplicates of his release by the Babylonians. Attention then is paid to chronology, but 

the composition of the book consists of much, much more.  

Material is brought together in some cases because of a common literary form, e.g., the substratum of 

confessions in 11–20. Literary form together with a common theme dictate the grouping in chaps. 2–3. 

Speeches here focus on the nation‘s religious harlotry, thus the designation ―harlotry cycle.‖ The group of 

speeches beginning at 4:5 is likewise the ―foe cycle‖ because of a common theme running through about 

the foe from the north. Some conclude this cycle at 6:30 before the Temple Sermon and the added prose 

in 7:1–8:3; others extend the cycle into the poetry of chap. 8. Actually the cycle extends to the end of 

chap. 10 in order that the preaching about destruction by the foe might have along with it the necessary 

weeping and lamentation (see especially 8:18–9:10—Eng 9:11; 9:16–21—Eng 9:17–22). The theme of 

hope controls, though it does not exclusively dominate, the speeches in the so-called ―Book of Comfort,‖ 

both in its early (30–31) and in its late (30–33) editions.  

Material in some cases is grouped on the basis of audience. We see this in chaps. 21–23 where varied 

utterances of Jeremiah have been brought together because they are directed toward kings (21:1–23:8) or 

prophets (23:9–40). The audience is also the controlling element in the Foreign Nation Oracles (chaps. 

46–51).  

Association techniques—a common possession, most likely, of the oral poet and the scribe—perform 

compositional functions. In the poetry are ―catchwords,‖ which may easily be identified once the literary 

units are delimited. The word ―sons‖ links 3:14 with 3:19, thus setting off the prose in vv 15–18. The 

word ―gather‖ (˒sp) links 9:21—Eng 9:22 with 10:17, which suggests that the prose of 9:22–25—Eng 

9:23–26 and the liturgical poetry of 10:1–16 are late additions. The word ―know‖ (yd˓) links 10:25 with 

11:18, again showing that prose seems to have been inserted into what was originally a chain of poetic 

speeches. Three passages of poetry, 6:27–30; 7:29; and 8:4–9, were at one time another chain held 

together by the catchword ―reject‖ (m˒s), which appears at the end of each poem:  

6:30 Reject silver they are called for Yahweh has rejected them.  

7:29 For Yahweh has rejected and forsaken the generation of his wrath.  

8:9 Behold they have rejected the word of Yahweh and what wisdom is in them?  

This chain shows that the prose of 7:1–8:3 is a later insertion, perhaps made in order to embody 7:29 into 

sermonic material (Mowinckel 1946: 64). The foe cycle, therefore, does not conclude at 6:30.  

The two poems in 22:20–23 and 23:9–11 were linked in an early chain by the catchword ―broken‖ (šbr), 

which appears at the beginning of each poem:  

22:20 Go up to Lebanon and cry out and lift up your voice in Bashan  

Cry from Abarim for all your lovers are broken.  

23:9 My heart is broken within me all my bones shake  

The Jehoiachin oracle and lament of 22:24–30—also the messianic prophecy of 23:1–8—are therefore 

later additions. Catchwords also link prose passages to adjacent poetry, e.g., ―Terror on every side‖ in 

20:3 and 10 (Bright Jeremiah AB, 134).  

Material is compiled in some cases by means of rhetorical structures. Chapter 1, for example, is a 

chiasmus (abb‘a‘) with two visions placed at the center and their respective articulations at the extremes:  

a Articulation of the call vision (4–10)  

b Vision of the call (11–12)  

b‘ Vision of the foe (13–14)  

a‘ Articulation of the foe vision (15–19)  

Near the end of the foe cycle four originally separate utterances have been combined thematically into a 

chiasmus:  

a Jeremiah weeping for the slain of Judah (8:22–9:1—Eng 9:2  

b Jeremiah warning about evil tongues (9:2–5—Eng 9:3–5  

b‘ Jeremiah warning about evil tongues (9:6–8—Eng 9:7–9  

a‘ Jeremiah weeping for all creation (9:9–10—Eng 9:10–11)  



In chap. 29 a letter to the exiles and the fragment of another are combined in such a way that the opening 

words of one and the closing words of the other—which are the same—form an inclusion for the whole 

(vv 5, 28).  

Some material in the book appears to have been structured for purposes of cultic recitation. In 14:1–15:4 

two successive liturgies are sequenced form-critically in the same manner (Gerstenberger 1963):  

a Lament over widespread destruction (14:2–6, 17–18)  

b Communal complaint and supplication (14:7–9, 19–22)  

c Judgment oracle from Yahweh and—in prose—the rejection of Jeremiah as mediator (14:10–16; 15:1–

4)  

Liturgical requirements may also offer an explanation for various lament and deliverance combinations, 

e.g., 20:7–13, and judgment and salvation combinations, e.g., chaps. 30–31 (see below).  

Later material has been interspersed with earlier material at various points in the book. In chaps. 1–20 

the inserted material is mostly prose, e.g., 7:1–8:3, although it can be poetry, e.g., 10:1–16. Prose 

comment on passages of poetry in some cases follows it (3:15–18, 24–25; 9:11–15—Eng 9:12–16; 22:11–

12). In the King Collection (21:1–23:8) and in the early Book of Comfort (30–31), prose passages frame 

an earlier core of poetry (see below).  

Finally, those compiling the book of Jeremiah had definite ideas about what made a suitable beginning 

and a suitable end. Visions were put at the beginning (chaps. 1; 24) and colophons at the end (45; 51:59–

64; and originally 36:1–8) (Lundbom 1986).  

G. Early Collections  

The present book of Jeremiah was preceded by earlier compilations, some of which are still discernible 

within the larger collection. Recent studies done on rhetoric and composition indicate that these 

compilations were written documents from the very first, also that the bulk of the writing was done during 

Jeremiah‘s own lifetime.  

1. The Scroll of 605. In chap. 36 we have an extraordinary account telling us how the first written 

collection came about. In the 4th year of Jehoiakim, i.e., 605, Yahweh told Jeremiah to prepare a scroll on 

which was to be written all that he had spoken concerning Israel, Judah, and the nations—from the time 

Yahweh‘s word first came to him until the present day. Jeremiah summoned for this task a certain Baruch 

ben Neriah, who was a scribe (v 32). A seal impression has been found with Baruch‘s name on it, 

followed by the title ―scribe‖ (Avigad 1978). Baruch in all probability was the holder of some royal office 

in Jerusalem. After Baruch had written the scroll, he was to read it in the temple; Jeremiah could not do 

this because he was currently under a temple ban. Baruch did as he was told, probably the year following 

(MT 36:9), although there is some uncertainty about date because the LXX says it was four years later. In 

any case, the scroll was read three times, the third being before King Jehoiakim, who repaid the favor by 

casting it into the fire. The scroll was later rewritten and more material was added to it (v 32).  

There has been much speculation about the contents of this 1st scroll. Most scholars have concluded 

that the scroll must lie within 1–25:13a, even if not all of the present material was included. According to 

this view, the words of 25:13a, ―all that is written in this book,‖ mark the scroll‘s conclusion (Muilenburg 

IDB 2: 823–35; Bright Jeremiah AB). But these same words make better sense when they are taken as a 

pointer to what originally lay ahead—and what in the LXX still does lie ahead—viz., the oracles against 

Babylon (cf. vv 12–13a).  

The suggestion of Rietzschel (1966: 136) that the early scroll consisted of chaps. 1–6 must be rejected 

because the foe cycle does not end at 6:30. The only early material in the book which shows itself to be a 

self-contained collection is chaps. 1–20 (Lundbom 1975: 28–30). Whether 1–20 constitutes the scroll of 

605 we cannot say for certain, but any discussion regarding the contents of this scroll ought to be focused 

on these chaps., not on 1–25:13a.  

2. The First Edition of the Book of Jeremiah. The earliest book discernible within the present book 

consists of chaps. 1–20. These chaps. are held together by an inclusio made up of the final words from 

Jeremiah‘s last confession and the opening words of his call:  

Jeremiah: Why from the womb did I come forth to see trouble and sorrow and end in shame my days?  



(20:18)  

Yahweh: Before I formed you in the belly I knew you and before you came forth from the womb  

I consecrated you  

(1:5)  

With the 1st scroll no longer extant, we can take chaps. 1–20 as the first edition of the book of Jeremiah. 

Rietzschel (1966) has suggested that chap. 45, which contains Jeremiah‘s personal word to Baruch at the 

time the scroll of 605 was written, originally stood at the end of chap. 20 being linked to it by the 

catchword ―sorrow‖ (yâgôn; 20:18; 45:3). Chap. 45 is a scribal colophon written by Baruch (Lundbom 

1986: 107), which provides some basis then for saying that Baruch is the one who wrote up the First 

Edition. It is not known who supplied the superscription in 1:1–3. Some have said that it was Baruch 

(Hyatt IB 5: 797–98), but others—those who believe the superscription is a composite (Budde 1921), as 

well as those who believe it is all one piece (Zalevski 1975)—say it dates from the exilic or postexilic 

periods.  

The First Edition is introduced by the two visions in chap. 1. These credential Jeremiah for the 

preaching which follows, with the second vision on the foe from the north explaining why it is that 

Jeremiah composes laments for the nation and for himself. The first vision of the almond rod is associated 

with the prophet‘s call in 627 B.C. (1:4–12). The second vision of the boiling pot tipped away from the 

north carries with it the summons to begin his career (1:13–19), which dates not from 627 but rather 5 

years later or so around 622. See JEREMIAH (PROPHET).  

There are two major groupings following chap. 1, each containing its own type of material and having 

its own independent chronology. The division comes at the end of chap. 10. The 1st grouping ends with a 

psalm pleading for personal correction and for vengeance upon the enemy (10:23–25). The verb klh 

(―finish, consume‖) in 10:25 reinforces closure just as it does in 20:18 where the second grouping 

concludes.  

The grouping of chaps. 2–10 is built upon a substratum of poetry, which comprise two cycles on 

―religious harlotry‖ and the ―foe from the north.‖ The fragment in 2:2–3 serves as an introductory foil for 

the two cycles, bringing to remembrance the time when Israel was faithful to Yahweh and in no danger of 

attack from external enemies (Holladay Jeremiah Hermeneia, 30–34). The cycle on harlotry consists of 

2:4–3:5; 3:12–14, 19–23, the concluding verses of the latter being a liturgy of confession which is 

expanded in 3:24–25. The foe cycle consists of 4:5–5:17; 5:20–6:30; 8:4–9:10—Eng9:11; 9:16–21—

Eng9:17–22; and 10:17–25. The laments of chaps. 8–9 belong to this cycle, so also 10:17–22, which is a 

word preparing people for the exile of 597. The mention of ―the north‖ at the end of this lament (10:22) 

makes an inclusio with ―the north‖ beginning the cycle (4:6). Here, too, we see that at the very end stands 

a confession (10:23–25).  

The poetry in 4:1–4 is transitional: vv 1–2 conclude the preaching of chap. 3 directed at ―faithless 

Israel‖; vv 3–4 introduce judgment upon Judah, which begins in 4:5.  

Two passages of prose in chaps. 2–10 preserve early traditions of Jeremianic preaching: 3:6–11, which 

is a 1st-person homily comparing Israel and Judah, and 7:1–8:3, which, except for 7:16–20, is a 3d-person 

account of sermons delivered in the temple. Included in the latter is the famous Temple Sermon of 609 

(7:1–15). In 7:16–20 we have a personal word from Yahweh to Jeremiah. Other prose in 3:15–18; 5:18–

19; 9:11–15—Eng9:12–16; 9:22–23—Eng9:23–24; and 9:24–25—Eng9:25–26 is exilic. As for the poetic 

liturgies in 10:1–16, about all we can say is that they are later additions; we know neither their dates nor 

their provenance.  

The substratum of poetry within chaps. 11–20 consists of Jeremiah‘s confessions in the main, but 

included also are speeches against Judah and Jerusalem, liturgies used in national emergencies, laments 

over the departure of Jehoiachin and the Queen Mother, and a handful of miscellaneous wisdom sayings. 

Interspersed are passages in prose which contain preaching, dialogues between Yahweh and Jeremiah, 

and reports about Jeremiah‘s prophetic activity.  

It is not clear to what extent the poetry follows in chronological sequence. The confessions in 11:18–

12:6 are thought by some to come from the beginning of Jeremiah‘s career when priestly kin at Anathoth 



turned against him for supporting Josiah‘s program of one sanctuary in Jerusalem. The confessions in 

20:7–18 most likely come from ca. 605–604 B.C. when Jeremiah was being hunted by Jehoiakim. About 

the rest of the poetry there is uncertainty regarding date, except in the case of 13:15–27, which comes 

from just before the deportation of 597 and must be some of the ―added words‖ on the rewritten scroll 

(36:32).  

The prose at both ends of chaps. 11–20 gives evidence of at least some concern on the part of the 

compiler for establishing chronological sequence. The covenant preaching in 11:1–8 is best dated soon 

after 622, while the events recorded in 19:1–20:6 fit into the period between 609 and 605 (Bright 

Jeremiah 174–75). Little more can be said about the dating of the prose, except that a few brief verses 

(11:7–8a; 16:14–15 [= 23:7–8]) come either from the end of Zedekiah‘s reign or else are exilic.  

3. The Appendix on Kings and Prophets. Immediately following the First Edition is an appendix in 

chaps. 21–23 which contains preaching, laments, and narrative focusing on two groups: (a) Judah‘s royal 

house; and (b) Jerusalem‘s ministerium. Earlier there appears to have been two separate collections, for 

the text has retained introductory captions which read, ―Concerning the house of the King of Judah‖ 

(21:11), and ―Concerning the prophets‖ (23:9). Each collection has a core of poetry. At an earlier time the 

two compilations of poetry were linked together by the catchword ―broken‖ (šbr) which begins the last 

―king poem‖ (22:20) and the first ―prophet poem‖ (23:9).  

The King Collection has expanded from the center out. At the core are three poems against Jehoiakim 

and his royal household (22:6–7, 13–17, 20–23) into which are interspersed a lament for Shallum (i.e., 

Jehoahaz; v 10) and a non-lament for Jehoiakim (vv 18–19). A rhetorical structure built on the key words 

―Lebanon‖ and ―cedars‖ holds the Jehoiakim poems together (Lundbom 1975: 101–2). These key words 

highlight Jeremiah‘s basic criticism of Jehoiakim, i.e., that he was generous when it came to erecting 

cedar buildings in Jerusalem, but he cared nothing for the weightier matters of justice and righteousness.  

After 597 this core was expanded to include the oracle and lament for young King Jehoiachin (22:24–

30). Up front was placed more preaching against Jehoiakim (21:11–22:5) and the title in 21:11 was added. 

The prose of 22:8–9 and 11–12 may also be part of this expansion.  

A second expansion occurred when the dated Zedekiah prose of 21:1–10 was added at the beginning, 

and the messianic prophecies of 23:1–8 were placed at the end. The Zedekiah prose belongs with chaps. 

37–38, but here it functions to set up a contrast between Zedekiah, who is misnamed ―Righteous of 

Yahweh‖ or ―Righteous is Yahweh,‖ and the future Davidic king whose name—and entire being—will be 

―Yahweh is our righteousness‖ (23:6). This second expansion dates from the very end of Zedekiah‘s reign 

or shortly after.  

The core of poetry focused on the prophets consists of a lament over prophets—also priests—who are 

unfit for holy office (23:9–11), an oracle of judgment against the prophets of Jerusalem (vv 13–15), and a 

dialogue between Jeremiah and Yahweh about prophets who run but are not sent (23:18, 21–22). Into this 

dialogue has been inserted at a later time an independent judgment oracle (vv 19–20; it appears also in 

30:23–24). The material in 23:12, 16–17, and 23–40—most of it prose—is also later expansion. Unlike 

the King Collection, there are no internal aids here which can help us with dating the core and its 

expansions. Probably what we have is preaching during the reigns of Jehoiakim and Zedekiah. We know 

that at the beginning of each king‘s reign Jeremiah sustained harsh attacks from other prophets (26:7–11; 

28).  

4. The Baruch Prose Collections. Within chaps. 24–45 are the prose passages said by many to come 

from the hand of Baruch, Jeremiah‘s close friend and colleague in the years subsequent to 605. They 

contain reports of divine revelations and record some of Jeremiah‘s late preaching, but for the most part 

are narratives describing the prophet‘s activities at the end of his early career and during the public years 

of his late career. The years covered are the first five of Jehoiakim‘s reign, i.e., 609–604, the first four of 

Zedekiah‘s reign, i.e., 597–594/3, and those immediately before and after Jerusalem‘s fall. Between 605 

and 597, and between 594 and 588, Jeremiah is out of public view and not heard from.  

One collection is particularly well intact. It is the so-called ―Via Dolorosa‖ prose of chaps. 37–44. These 

chaps. describe Jeremiah‘s final sufferings from the point of view of one who observed them at close 



range. The collection is introduced by a superscription similar to those appearing in the Deuteronomistic 

History (37:1–2). From this collection may originally have come the prose accounts in 21:1–10; 32; and 

34, for they, too, are about Judah‘s last days when Jerusalem was under siege.  

The remaining chaps., viz., 24–29, 35–36, and 45, are not intact, lending support to the claim that the 

book of Jeremiah is in mass disarray. All contain dated superscriptions from which we can see that 

chronology has manifestly not been kept, at least not in the arrangement which now appears before us. 

Chapters 25–26, 35–36, and 45 are from the reign of Jehoiakim. Chapters 24 and 27–29 are from 

Zedekiah‘s reign. Chapter 45 is the easiest to account for. It is Baruch‘s colophon to the final book which 

comes from his hand (now only in the LXX at 51:31–35). However, when the two larger clusters of four 

chapters each from the respective reigns of Jehoiakim and Zedekiah are examined more closely, it will be 

seen that both have identical rhetorical (a b b´ a´) structures (Lundbom 1975: 107–11). This seems to 

indicate that originally they were two separate collections.  

The present disarray is due to the breakup of these Jehoiakim and Zedekiah collections, although we do 

note that some passages, viz., 25–26, 27–29, and 35–36, did manage to stay together. The most plausible 

explanation for the breakup is that 24 was chosen to begin a larger composition being formed because it 

contained a revelatory vision. The present book now begins with two revelatory visions. Chapter 36 

(originally only vv 1–8) was chosen to conclude this larger composition because it was Baruch‘s 

colophon (Lundbom 1986: 104–6). The present book also ends with a colophon.  

Two interpolations were made into this larger composition between chaps. 29 and 35. One was the 

Book of Comfort (30–33), which is a separate collection (see section 5). It was inserted because its 

passages of hope were attracted by the hope expressed in Jeremiah‘s larger letter to the exiles (29). 

Chapter 34, which has two parts, vv 1–7 and 8–22, and which belongs with chap. 37, was the second 

interpolation. It was placed next to chap. 35 in order to set up a contrast between the obedient Rechabites 

and the disobedient Zedekiah.  

5. The Book of Comfort. The present Book of Comfort comprises all of chaps. 30–33. At an earlier 

time, however, it consisted only of chaps. 30–31. The controlling theme of both editions is hope for 

national restoration through new and ongoing covenants.  

The earlier edition of just 30–31 was built around a core of poetry. The prose frame is made up of 

sayings which begin with the words, ―Behold the days are coming‖ (30:3; 31:27, 31, 38). Originally this 

collection was written up on a separate scroll (30:2).  

The poetic passages comprising the core speak of hope and restoration in part, but actually the 

controlling theme is a more somber one about judgment and imminent exile. The whole is given a 

rhetorical structure in which judgment and hope oracles are combined, also laments with words of divine 

promise. Catchwords link up some of the paired passages. What we have here is a moving dialogue well 

suited for liturgical use:  

a  Judgment (30:5–7)  catchwords:  

 
Hope (30:10–11)  Jacob/save (yš˓)  

b  Judgment (30:12–15)  catchwords:  

 
Hope (30:16–17)  wound (mkh)/heal (rp˒)  

 Hope (30:18–21)   

 
Covenant Formula (30:22)  

 
c  Judgment (30:23–23)  

 

 
Covenant Formula (31:1)  

 

 
Hope (31:2–14)  

 

b‘  Lament (31:15)  catchwords:  



 
Promise (31:16–17)  weeping (bky)/children  

a‘  Lament (31:18–19)  catchwords:  

 
Promise (31:20–22)  Ephram/return (šwb)  

The keystone of the arch is the judgment oracle of 30:23–24, which appears also in 23:19–20 where it 

has been editorially inserted. One will note how the covenant vows on either side of this judgment oracle 

are formulated in reverse order.  

The concluding promise in 31:20–22 is bittersweet. Exile is ahead and Jeremiah expresses wonderment 

about how long this ―changeable daughter‖ will change direction, also why now the females must give 

protection to the soldiers. With this final irony an inclusio is formed with another irony expressed at the 

beginning of the core: males there are said to be behaving like women in labor (30:6). Assuming exile to 

be imminent, the terminus a quo for the core would have to be 597 B.C. But those oracles which announce 

deliverance and a return to Zion are some of Jeremiah‘s earliest, coming from the beginning of his career 

when he anticipated the return of northern exiles who had been taken away to Assyria in 722.  

The somber mood controlling the core gave way to a mood of joyful anticipation when the first Book of 

Comfort was compiled. One passage of the prose expansion announces a ―new covenant‖ which will 

replace the Mosaic covenant now defunct. Another added fragment of poetry in 31:35–37 provides yet 

more assurance, stating that the unconditional covenant given to Abraham continues to be valid. We do 

not know when the first Book of Comfort was completed. It could have been at the time when the second 

expansion was made to the King Collection, for in 23:5–6 and 7–8 are two more ―Behold the days are 

coming‖ promises. This would be at the very end of Zedekiah‘s reign, or shortly after.  

Sometime later the Book of Comfort was enlarged by the addition of chaps. 32–33. This collection was 

tied together with an inclusio made up from the closing words of 33:26, ―For I will restore their fortunes,‖ 

and the opening words of 30:3, ―And I will restore the fortunes of my people.‖ The superscription to chap. 

32 indicates that this passage belongs with the Zedekiah prose of 37–38; the same may apply to 33:1–13. 

The final material in 33:14–26 is lacking in the LXX and most likely represents an exilic addition. Its 

purpose is to reaffirm the covenants given to David and his royal line (2 Samuel 7) and to Levi‘s priestly 

line through Phinehas (Num 25:10–13). The prose insertion of 30:8–9 mentioning David is also late, 

though it does appear in the.  

6. The Foreign Nation Oracles. The book contains a separate collection of oracles which were spoken 

against nine foreign nations. In the LXX this collection follows 25:13a, while in the MT its placement is 

in chaps. 46–51 (see above). The location in the LXX is the earlier of the two, wherein one finds both 

superscription (25:13a) and subscription (LXX 32:13) supplied. In the MT these have been combined in 

25:13. The MT has its own superscription to the collection in 46:1. Similar collections of foreign nation 

oracles are found in the books of Amos (1:3–2:3), Isaiah (chaps. 13–23) and Ezekiel (chaps. 25–32).  

The inclusion of material in this collection has been determined by audience in the main, as is the case 

also in the King and Prophet Collections of chaps. 21–23. However, among the Babylon oracles is a 

liturgy which appears also earlier in the book (51:15–19; cf. 10:12–16). And at the end of the Egypt 

oracles the MT (only) duplicates an oracle addressed to Israel (46:27–28; cf. 30:10–11). The function here 

is to call home exiles who have gone away to Egypt.  

The foreign nation collection has a complex history, one which may, for some oracles at least, include 

an early period of oral tradition. The different sequences within the LXX and MT suggest this, so also the 

time span over which these oracles were delivered. The first oracle against Egypt is dated in 605 (46:2), 

whereas the earliest date for the oracles against Edom, Ammon, and Moab is 590. This totals 15 years, 

and the time frame may be longer.  

Jeremiah himself is said to have written a scroll of Babylon oracles (51:60). In 594/3 this scroll was 

given to Seraiah ben Neriah, the brother of Baruch, and he was instructed to take it with him on a trip he 

was making to Babylon. On arrival the prophecies were to be read aloud, after which Seraiah was to 

throw the scroll into the Euphrates, dramatizing Yahweh‘s curse on Babylon. This is related to us in 



Seraiah‘s colophon appended to the Babylon oracles (51:59–64 [LXX 28:59–64]; Lundbom 1986: 101–

9). If Seraiah followed these instructions, then another early scroll has perished (cf. chap. 36). But a 

duplicate was made, to which Seraiah appended his colophon. A seal impression with Seraiah‘s name on 

it has been found (Avigad 1978), though it lacks the title ―scribe.‖ The biblical tradition says he held the 

office of ―quartermaster‖ (51:59). We can assume, however, that like his brother, Seraiah had professional 

scribal training and was competent to perform a range of scribal functions.  

There has been much discussion about whether the foreign nation oracles are genuinely Jeremianic. 

Most of the oracles are in poetry, but opinions about quality and style vary. Bright says the quality is high, 

with some oracles showing the same vividness as oracles addressed to Israel whose genuineness is not 

questioned (Jeremiah AB, 307–8). Also one finds in these oracles some of Jeremiah‘s most characteristic 

phrases, e.g., ―terror on every side‖ (46:5; 49:29; cf. 6:25; 20:10); ―faithless daughter‖ (49:4; cf. 31:22); 

―like a woman in labor‖ (49:24; 50:43; cf. 6:24; 22:23; 30:6); ―haunt of jackals‖ (49:33; 51:37; cf. 9:10—

Eng9:11; 10:22); etc. So far as rhetorical structures are concerned, the speeches in 51:20–23 and 51:34–45 

rank with the best of Jeremiah‘s speeches to Israel and Judah. In one instance a speech written for the 

―daughter of Zion‖ (6:22–24) is adapted for delivery to the ―daughter of Babylon‖ (50:41–43).  

Certain of the oracles do, however, contain portions which appear to be anonymous or from some other 

prophet. The Edom oracle has verses found also in Obadiah (49:7–16; cf. Obad 1–5), and verses in the 

Moab oracles (48:33–39) echo Isaiah 15–16. Other duplications or similar sounding verses: 48:43–44 (cf. 

Isa 24:17–18); 49:27 (cf. Amos 1:4, 14); 49:31 (cf. Ezek 38:11); 50:16b (cf. Isa 13:14b). The same oracle 

was also used in one case against two different nations, viz., the prose saying against Edom and Babylon 

(49:19–21; 50:44–46). The superscription to the Babylon oracles suggests that the tradition about 

Jeremiah‘s authorship of those oracles may be late, and may also be in some doubt. The Greek (27:1) 

makes no reference to Jeremiah, while in the Hebrew (50:1) ―through Jeremiah the prophet‖ is tacked on 

at the end. The Foreign Nation Oracles, in any case, appear to be a mix of genuine and nongenuine 

sayings, and a blanket judgment either for or against Jeremianic authorship of the collection does not 

seem possible. Finally, as with the other poetic collections, so also here one finds prose insertions at 

various points.  

H. The Book of Books  

The present book of Jeremiah is really a ―book of books.‖ Though we may speak about oral 

composition and oral transmission for poetry within 1–20, 21–23, 30–31, and 46–51, the various 

collections and the completed book are written documents behind which stand Baruch, Seraiah, and other 

scribes who shared in the work. Jeremiah himself had a hand in the writing process (51:60). In Judah, as 

well as in the neighboring countries, it was a ―scribal age‖ (Muilenburg 1970: 219). Asshurbanipal‘s huge 

library at Nineveh (650–630 B.C.) and the cache of 51 seal impressions from the early 6th century 

Jerusalem (Shiloh 1984: 19–20)—one of which has the name of Gemariah, son of Shaphan, on it (cf. 

36:10–12, 25)—are just two of the more spectacular finds documenting this age.  

The first book corresponding roughly to chaps. 1–51 was Baruch‘s compilation. In it the Foreign Nation 

Oracles followed 25:13a, and at the end was placed Baruch‘s colophon (LXX 51:31–35), which formerly 

concluded the First Edition. This book survives in the LXX version and in 4Q Jer
b
 (though the latter is but 

a small fragment of it). Its provenance is Egypt where Baruch and Jeremiah were taken after 586 B.C. 

(43:5–7).  

Another book corresponding roughly to chaps. 1–51 was completed in Babylon, though somewhat 

differently. In this version the Foreign Nation Oracles were relocated to the end, with those against 

Babylon appropriately being placed last. Seraiah‘s colophon concluded the book at 51:59–64. This book 

survives in the fragments 4Q Jer
a
 and 4Q Jer

c
 and in the MT. Seraiah, who went to Babylon in 594/3 and 

could have been exiled there ultimately, is possibly the compiler. In this version the final words of chap. 

51, ―thus far the words of Jeremiah‖—which significantly are absent from the LXX—make an inclusion 

with ―The words of Jeremiah …‖ beginning the book (1:1; 51:64). Two books then were completed in 

Egypt and Babylon respectively after the fall of Jerusalem, at roughly the same time the Deuteronomistic 

work was completed (Freedman 1963; 1983: 171–72).  



Chapter 52 is a historical appendix derived for the most part from the Deuteronomistic History (2 Kgs 

24:18–25:30). A historical appendix appears similarly at the end of 1 Isaiah (chaps. 36–39). The report of 

Gedaliah‘s governorship from 2 Kgs 25:22–26 is omitted, perhaps because it is covered extensively in 

Jeremiah 40–43. In its place is added—but only in the MT (52:28–30)—a summary of the various 

deportations to Babylon including the numbers of people taken. This fragment occurs nowhere else in the 

Bible. The final verses 31–34 recast slightly 2 Kgs 25:27–30, which is the concluding postscript to the 

Primary History (Genesis to 2 Kings). The date for this postscript is ca. 560 B.C. (Freedman 1983). By the 

middle of the 6th century, then, the tie was made between the completed book of Jeremiah and the 

completed Primary History. Verse 34 mentions Jehoiachin‘s death, which is not noted in 2 Kgs 25:30; 

however, from 2 Kings—in the MT only—is added ―all the days of his life,‖ which allows the book to 

conclude on a more positive note.  

I. Theology  

The theology in the book of Jeremiah is part subjective and part objective reflection. Ancient as well as 

current beliefs about Yahweh and his covenant people are refracted through the man Jeremiah, to which 

are added numerous witnesses to the life of faith which grow out of Jeremiah‘s own prophetic experience. 

The book also contains reflections by others who look at Jeremiah‘s life and preaching from a distance, 

and these form a second theological component no less important than the component of theology which 

derives from the prophet.  

1. The Theology of the Prophet. We do not get from Jeremiah anything approaching a systematic 

theology. His preaching has a certain consistency to be sure, and thoughts of his are developed beyond the 

point of receiving merely passing mention. Nevertheless, ideas about Yahweh, Yahweh‘s word, the 

covenant, judgment, and salvation, etc., have their embodiment in rhetoric, i.e., in metaphors, argument, 

and ironic comment, in lyric poetry, and in impassioned preaching, not exactly the stuff of which 

systematic theology is made.  

a. Sources for the Prophet’s Theology. Traditions from the north, particularly those associated with 

Moses, predominate in the call and in the earliest preaching. Jeremiah reflects upon the Exodus, 

Wilderness Wanderings, and Settlement in 2:2–9, where his indebtedness to the Song of Moses is clear. 

From this song, which Cornill judged to be ―a compendium of prophetic theology‖ (1891: 71), Jeremiah 

learned that Yahweh‘s grace toward Israel frames the entire sweep of world history. Within this frame, 

however, lie Israel‘s ingratitude, her corrupting ways with other gods, which result from settled and 

agrarian living, and Yahweh‘s punishment of Israel for what in his eyes is wrongdoing. Yahweh stays the 

hand of the enemy only as Israel is about to be completely destroyed. Then with a remnant Yahweh 

begins a new work of salvation, at which time the enemy is defeated. Jeremiah follows the Song of Moses 

in depicting the Mosaic Age as the idyllic period of national history, a time of purity when Israel was 

Yahweh‘s ―devoted bride‖ or ―first fruits‖ (2:2–3; cf. Deut 32:10–12). He also views Israel‘s settlement in 

the land as the time when things began to go bad (2:7; cf. 2:21; 8:13; Deut 32:13–18).  

From Deuteronomy 1–28, which was originally a northern document, Jeremiah learned that the Mosaic 

covenant was conditional in nature, and that obedience to this covenant was the basis on which land 

tenure rested. The Mosaic covenant could be broken—as it repeatedly was by Israel—at the same time it 

could also be reconstituted. Jeremiah preached both messages—the brokenness of the covenant and 

Yahweh‘s decision to remake it—more clearly than any other prophet (2:20; 5:5; 7:5–10; 31:31–34; 

32:37–41).  

Jeremiah‘s preaching betrays indebtedness to the northern prophet Hosea. From Hosea, Jeremiah 

learned that the covenant is like a familial bond—between husband and wife or between father and son; 

that sin is rooted in a lack of the knowledge of Yahweh; and that a breach of covenant amounts to 

religious harlotry or adultery. Jeremiah follows Hosea in representing Yahweh as a deeply compassionate 

God, one who experiences personal hurt by having to vent his wrath, and one who wants, after the 

punishment is over, to receive his wayward child home again (31:16–20; cf. Hos 11:8–9).  

During his long ministry in Jerusalem, Jeremiah appropriated theology from southern traditions 

associated with Abraham and David. One event associated with Abraham loomed very large for Jeremiah, 



as it did also for Isaiah and certain other prophets, and that was Sodom and Gomorrah‘s destruction 

(Genesis 18–19). From this, Jeremiah realized that Yahweh punishes entire cities for unrighteous living 

(5:1–8), and that a point can be reached where mediation for such cities is no longer possible (7:16–20; 

11:14–17; 14:11–12; 15:1–2). Not only immoral prophets, but also seemingly innocent people, such as the 

man who brought the news of Jeremiah‘s birth to his father, are likened by Jeremiah to the inhabitants of 

these proverbial cities (23:14; 20:15–16) and must suffer a like fate when Jerusalem is destroyed. In his 

early preaching, Jeremiah stated that the blessings of the Abrahamic covenant were contingent upon 

Israel‘s repentance (4:1–2). But later he affirmed that Yahweh‘s covenants to Abraham and David were 

eternal and remained intact. Yahweh in future days would make good his promise to bless the nations 

through Israel, and Israel could count on David‘s royal line surviving, despite the nation‘s demise. This is 

fully in keeping with the basic tenets of southern theology.  

It was perhaps from earlier prophetic preaching, most likely that of Micah, Isaiah, and also Amos—

whose home was in the south—that Jeremiah learned of Yahweh‘s anger over urban injustice. In 

Jerusalem he discovered the rich exploiting the poor and wrongdoing going unpunished.  

Wisdom materials too, collected at the Jerusalem court since the time of Solomon, had their impact 

upon the prophet. Jeremiah quotes proverbs and makes liberal use of wisdom themes, e.g., regularity and 

stability within the natural order (5:22, 24; 8:7). Jeremiah was much concerned with creation, but more 

over the threat of approaching chaos. Both creation accounts in Genesis 1–2 supply him with imagery in 

predicting the coming destruction (4:23–26; 18:1–11). Yahweh, for Jeremiah, is not simply God of the 

Exodus but God of the entire creation (10:12–16 [= 51:15–19]; 27:5; 32:17; 33:2), and at this point he 

anticipates the grand universalism of Second Isaiah. In the confessions, where Jeremiah‘s suffering finds 

such eloquent expression, indebtedness is to the Psalms and perhaps to an early edition of Job (Lundbom 

1985: 600). About the only thing lacking in Jeremiah is priestly theology (33:17–22 is later), a fact which 

poses some interesting questions in that Jeremiah came from priestly stock.  

On one occasion, northern and southern theologies came into direct conflict. This happened when 

Jeremiah gave his famous Temple Sermon and stated that land tenure and the temple‘s continued 

existence were contingent upon covenant obedience; further, that the nation was likely to lose both (7:1–

15; 26:1–6). The people of Jerusalem, however, among whom were numbered not a few prophets and 

priests, had expanded the theology of Zion to the point where the eternal and unconditional covenant to 

David (2 Samuel 7) extended also to Jerusalem and the temple (Ps 132:11–18; Isa 31:4–5; 37:33–35). 

This precluded the destruction of either. Preaching northern theology on this occasion nearly cost 

Jeremiah his life, but in the end that is the theology which prevailed.  

b. Theology and Time. The temple conflict of 609 shows that theology is time- and situation-bound. A 

century earlier, Isaiah preached that Zion was inviolable. Now Jeremiah considers this a false theology on 

which people are resting vain hopes. Von Rad has said, therefore, that the prophetic message is not 

timeless truth but a ―particular word relevant to a particular hour in history‖ (ROTT 2: 129). At the same 

time, Jeremiah speaks also to the future—the immediate as well as the indefinite future—and here the 

prophetic word follows an uncertain course of fulfillment. Even within the prophet‘s own lifetime, early 

preaching about the future glory of Zion and the return of dispersed exiles was reappropriated from the 

exilic situation in Assyria to the newer situation which had developed in Babylon (3:12–14; 30:5–31:22). 

Thus, while theology in some instances may be time-bound, its life may also extend well beyond the hour 

of utterance and the particular situation at hand. The community of faith may even give a prophetic word 

its greatest prominence and its ultimate fulfillment at some later date. It could, for example, be argued that 

Jeremiah‘s vision of cosmic destruction (4:23–26) has more theological import for people in the nuclear 

age than for people in the late 7th and early 6th centuries B.C., who first heard it from his lips.  

c. Yahweh. For Jeremiah, Yahweh most importantly is a living God, comparable to a natural supply of 

water (2:13; 17:7–8, 13). In a despondent mood he questions whether this can in fact be true, at least for 

him personally (15:18), but in better moments he knows that idols are the false resource; they cannot 

bring rain (14:22) nor have they power to save (2:27b–28; 11:12). Yahweh fills the creation (23:24); 

sends rain (5:24; 14:22b); controls the sea waters (5:22); and gives both lands and peoples into the hands 



of whomever he pleases (27:5–6). Yahweh is a God who ―knows‖ (12:3; 15:15; 18:23; 29:23). He knows 

people and he knows events, not only those events which are current but also those planned for the future 

(1:5; 29:11; 33:3). Yahweh ―remembers,‖ too, both the good and the bad (2:2; 14:10), though in 

forgiveness he ceases to remember wrongdoing (31:34). He also has the capacity to ―see‖ (12:3; 16:17; 

32:24), even in the temple darkness or in secret places where evildoers imagine God cannot see (7:11; 

23:24). More important, Yahweh is a God who acts. Many do not believe this (5:12), perhaps because 

Jeremiah has announced him to be the people‘s enemy. But to faithful individuals, such as Jeremiah, 

Baruch, and Ebed-melech the Ethiopian, protection and salvation are both promised and delivered (1:17–

19; 45:5; 39:15–18; cf. 17:7–8). Yahweh is a righteous judge (11:20), although Jeremiah cannot 

understand why he allows the wicked to prosper (12:1–2). Yahweh will avenge himself eventually (5:9, 

29; 9:8—Eng9:9), and the humble can expect to receive mercy (3:12–13). Jeremiah discovers more than 

once that Yahweh can be overpowering, in some cases when he is suffering (1:6–8; 20:7; 32:25–26), but 

he is filled with rejoicing when his salvation comes (20:13).  

d. Yahweh’s Word. As a royal messenger, Jeremiah‘s job is to deliver the King‘s word—to Judah 

primarily, but also to foreign nations of the world. The divine word is central to Jeremiah‘s preaching; in 

fact, it is his preaching. In the capacity of royal messenger, Jeremiah also brings back messages to 

Yahweh and waits for him to respond. Yahweh‘s answer may take some time in coming; in one case, for 

example, it does not come for a full ten days (42:7). Jeremiah‘s dual role as spokesman for Yahweh and 

spokesman for the people makes him a mediator, and an active mediator he was, to judge from the many 

oracles and prayers surviving in his book.  

Yahweh‘s word has enormous power—both creative as well as destructive power—and each is self-

fulfilling (1:12, 4:28). Jeremiah stands in awe of its destructive power, comparing Yahweh‘s word to a 

consuming fire or a pounding hammer (23:29). No one can control it, least of all Jeremiah, who was 

overcome by it in his call, and later when he tried to hold it inside rather than proclaim it, he found he 

could not do so (20:8–9).  

The divine word gives Jeremiah very serious problems. People will not listen when he speaks it (6:10, 

19; 8:9); in fact they reproach him (17:15; 20:8; 38:4). This is particularly troubling when prophets 

opposing Jeremiah, who are also speaking in Yahweh‘s name, do not experience such difficulty. Jeremiah 

is thus led to reflect on true and false prophecy. The chief problem seems to be that he is delivering a 

word of judgment, and people do not want to hear that. They cannot believe judgment will come. Other 

prophets who are preaching peace and deliverance do not like hearing judgment either, particularly when 

Jeremiah preaches it ―in Yahweh‘s name‖ (11:21; 26:9). And yet the trial of 609 showed that certain 

individuals did accept judgment preached in Yahweh‘s name, for it was on this basis that he was 

vindicated (26:16).  

From Jeremiah‘s point of view, those prophets delivering a peaceful message had not stood in the divine 

council; they were running as messengers without having been sent (23:18, 21–22; 29:31). The word of 

Yahweh was not in them (5:13); in fact, their easy message was nothing but a vision of their own minds 

(23:16–17). These prophets were incapable of interceding for the people (27:18). A more serious charge 

made against them—also against certain priests—was that they were speaking lies (5:31; 14:14; 20:6; 

etc.). The lies multiplied and tended to become self-reinforcing because prophets were ―stealing‖ oracles 

from one another (23:30). Prophets become false when they bear a false message from Yahweh (Overholt 

1970). Time must pass before it becomes clear what truly is the word of Yahweh, who in fact has 

preached it, and which of two opposing words will stand (28:8–9; 44:28–30; cf. Deut 18:21–22). Jeremiah 

himself admits to having believed what the optimistic prophets, priests, and close friends of his were 

saying (4:10; 14:13; 20:7–10), which shows that this great man could at times be quite naive (cf. 11:18–

19). Yet he is also very human. Yahweh notes his naiveté and calls it to the prophet‘s attention (12:6; 

14:13–16).  

e. Sin and Judgment. Behind all of Jeremiah‘s talk about sin and judgment lies a broken covenant. 

Jeremiah prayed that Yahweh on his part would not break the covenant (14:21); nevertheless it was 

broken and Israel bore the responsibility (2:20; 5:5; 11:10; etc.). Yahweh was innocent of any wrongdoing 



(2:5, 31). It is the people and the nation‘s leaders who no longer ―know‖ Yahweh (2:8; 4:22; 9:2—

Eng9:3; 9:5—Eng9:6; cf. Hos 4:1), where knowing Yahweh means ―knowing his way‖ (5:4–5), ―knowing 

his ordinances‖ (8:7), and doing justice to the poor and needy (22:16).  

When Jeremiah talks then about the knowledge of Yahweh, he is talking about compliance with 

covenant stipulations. In the Temple Sermon five of the ten stipulations at the core of the Mosaic 

covenant are said to have been broken: stealing, murder, adultery, false oaths (lying), and going after Baal 

or other gods, which is the most serious infraction of all (7:9; cf. 2:8; 5:2; 9:1–5—Eng9:2–6; 16:11; 

18:15; Deut 32:16–17; Hos 4:2). Other broken commands are those pertaining to idols (8:19; cf. 10:14 [= 

51:17]), the sabbath (17:19–27), and coveting the wife of one‘s neighbor (5:8). Jeremiah also echoes 

Deuteronomy‘s concern for justice and benevolence to the poor (2:34; 5:28; 7:5–7; etc.). These latter 

charges of inhumanity are leveled against Judah‘s kings, Jehoiakim in particular (21:12; 22:15–17). 

Prophets, meanwhile, are guilty of adultery and lying (23:14; 29:23).  

Jeremiah has all these things in mind when he says the people have ―forsaken Yahweh‖ (2:13; 16:11; 

17:13; 19:4; cf. 2 Kgs 22:17), though ―forsaking Yahweh‖ can also mean reliance upon foreign nations 

(2:14–19). Jeremiah says the people have ―forgotten Yahweh‖ (2:32; 3:21; 13:25; 18:15; cf. Deut 32:18), 

which, in concrete terms, means they do not know the true source of their abundant crops. Having become 

overly sated, they lavish affection on ―no gods‖ and indulge in fertility rites associated with them (5:7; cf. 

22:20–21; Deut 32:13–15; Hos 2:10—Eng2:8).  

Jeremiah is sufficiently grounded in wisdom thought to realize that next to godlessness is foolishness, 

and the latter malady has contributed not a little to the nation‘s precarious condition (4:22; 5:21). He 

singles out foolish leaders for special mention (10:21; 14:18). If people have any skill, it is in doing evil 

(4:22).  

Jeremiah emphasizes the human side of divine activity to an extent not found in other prophets (ROTT 

2: 216–17). He is particularly reflective about the nature of sin and what impact it has both on the human 

condition and on the nation as a whole. The depths to which sin goes, also its range, taxes Jeremiah‘s 

understanding to the limits. Israel‘s abandonment of their God is something other nations would not think 

of (2:11); her rebellion is greater than chaotic sea waters (5:22–23). People are like instinct-driven 

animals (2:23–25; 5:7–8), teaching the most evil of women new things (2:33). Prophets keep pace by 

strengthening the hand of evildoers (23:14). Sin, however, is old, and extends back to Israel‘s earliest 

generations (2:20; 7:22–26; 22:21; 32:30; etc.). Yet if past generations were bad—and they were (2:5; 

16:19)—sin‘s buildup over the years makes the present generation worse (16:12). A return to national 

health and well-being is now impossible (8:15, 22; 14:19; 30:12–15). Everyone is evil (5:4–5; 6:13 [= 

8:10]; 9:3–4—Eng9:4–5). Sin goes very deep (2:22; 17:1). ―The heart,‖ says Jeremiah, ―is deceitful above 

all things‖ (17:9). Sinful people become hardened, intractable people; punishment has no effect on them; 

they are without shame, and he calls for their repentance to go unheeded (2:30; 3:3; 5:3; 6:15 [= 8:12]). 

Refining or winnowing the population as a whole proves to be impossible (6:27–30; 15:5–9; cf. Amos 

4:6–11). Jeremiah says that people are unable to change their evil behavior (8:4–7; 13:23), which is to say 

that sin has an irreversible quality about it. Lustful urges cannot be given up (2:25), and people sink 

deeper into their sorry state of affairs; they keep going backward (15:6; cf. 7:24). In one of his 

confessions, Jeremiah says that people cannot direct themselves in the right way; correction, therefore, 

must come from Yahweh (10:23–24).  

Those who are caught up in wrongdoing tend to be superficial and unknowing, both with respect to the 

intentions of others—including Yahweh—and about what they themselves are doing. They can be short-

sighted too, not knowing what their end will be (5:31). Jeremiah notes how cavalier the wicked are, how 

they vacillate and wander about aimlessly (2:36; 4:1; 31:22; cf. Hos 7:11). They do not lay things to 

heart—not even their land which is ravaged by war (12:11). Women are superfluous in their dress, 

realizing not that the ―lovers‖ they attract care nothing for them and would willingly kill them as not 

(4:30; 30:14). Prophets give a superficial message of ―peace, peace, when there is no peace‖ (6:14 [= 

8:11]). Kings spend lavishly on buildings while at the same time neglecting the weightier matters of 



justice and righteousness—a complete misunderstanding of their office and what it requires of them 

(22:13–17).  

The people fail to perceive that their disregard of covenant obligations renders useless all the salvific 

liturgies recited in worship (7:8–10), and that Yahweh will not hear prayers when sacrifices are made to 

the Queen of Heaven (7:16–18) or other things are done to offend him (11:14–17). Even confessions of 

sin have no efficacy when real change does not occur (14:7–9, 20–22). The people know the ordinances 

of Yahweh but continue to break them (5:5); they talk of Yahweh even though he is distant from their 

hearts (12:2). Duplicity extends also to dealings with other people. All of this betrays on the part of the 

people acute unawareness or lack of understanding. The God of Israel has been reduced into another idol 

(Eichrodt 1950–51:18). And the sin of Jerusalem‘s people contributes to Jeremiah‘s suffering, e.g., when 

he intercedes for the people they thank him with a curse (15:10–11; 18:20).  

Fortunately evil cannot go on forever. Yahweh‘s anger is finally kindled to the point where he must 

avenge his name. Judgment is the result. The people have brought it upon themselves (2:17, 19; 4:18); it 

is ―the fruit of (their) doings‖ (17:10). Jeremiah affirms in his early preaching the old theology that the 

father‘s sins are meted out upon the children and grandchildren (2:5–9). But later he states along with his 

younger contemporary Ezekiel that each person must die for his own sin (31:29–30; cf. Ezekiel 18; Deut 

24:16). Yahweh‘s judgment in either case carries with it a reason, and that reason is sin (1:16; 4:17; 5:6; 

8:14; 13:22; 30:14–15; etc.). This is in contrast to the reckless and arbitrary judgments of other ancient 

Near Eastern deities. It is also in contrast to the mindless judgments of evil people. Yahweh remains 

moral, however, even when his people are not.  

Divine judgment affects the entire creation. The withholding of rain and its ruinous impact on the land 

(3:3; 5:24–25; 14:2–6) are portents of worse things to come. The final strike came when the Babylonian 

army brought down the nation in 587. Countless people died or were taken into exile, and the land was 

devastated.  

Yahweh is the one who raised the question of pardon for Jerusalem (5:1–8), but his answer was negative 

because the city could not produce one righteous soul. Repentance would have made a difference (4:1–4), 

but the people refused. Pardon had to wait therefore until after the punishment was completed (31:34). 

Jeremiah was himself told on one occasion that he must repent for some worthless words he had uttered 

(15:19). This may have been when he called Yahweh a ―dried-up brook‖ (v 18). Heschel, however, argues 

that the so-called worthless words are Jeremiah‘s call for Yahweh‘s vengeance upon those persecuting 

him (v 15). According to this view, Jeremiah has a case of ―hypertrophic sympathy,‖ i.e., an excessive 

amount of sympathy for the divine wrath (Heschel 1962: 126–27). Assuming Jeremiah did repent, he 

accomplished what the rest of the people could not. His pardon then would have consisted of being 

restored to the divine council and receiving once again from Yahweh a promise of salvation (15:20–21).  

Because Yahweh is God over the whole earth, other nations cannot escape his punishment. Yahweh has 

no covenant with any of them; still, he must avenge himself for the evil done to his people and to 

Jerusalem (46:10; 51:35; cf. 10:25; Deut 32:34–43). But he also moves against them because they are 

wicked (25:31), proud (50:31–32), and trusting in their own gods (50:38; 51:47, 52).  

f. Grace and Salvation. While sin and judgment form the bulk of Jeremiah‘s preaching, interwoven 

throughout are messages of grace and salvation. Even before he began preaching, Jeremiah was himself 

promised salvation (1:8), and that pledge was repeated (1:19; 15:20–21). Jeremiah prayed for his 

salvation, and when doubts gave way to belief and the crisis had passed, he expressed profound gratitude 

to Yahweh (17:14–18; 20:11–13).  

Jeremiah‘s earliest preaching recalls Yahweh‘s prior grace to Israel (2:6–7). Most recently, Yahweh‘s 

grace was shown to the exiles who had survived the Assyrian wilderness (31:2), and these are now called 

to return to Zion (3:12–14; 31:4–6, 7–9; etc.). Salvation was even available to Jerusalem in the early days 

of the reform if the people had obeyed the covenant and repented of their wrongdoing.  

During the dark days of 605 a salvific word was given to Baruch, and in 597 when Jerusalem 

surrendered, salvation was presented as an eschatological hope to exiles leaving for Babylon (30:5–



31:22). Health would return (30:17; 33:6), but the exiles would have to settle down in Babylon, pray for 

that nation, and wait for Zion‘s restoration (29; cf. 24:4–7).  

During Jehoiakim‘s and Zedekiah‘s reigns, Jeremiah announced Nebuchadnezzar as Yahweh‘s 

―servant,‖ and proclaimed further that all nations—including Judah—must serve him (25:9; 27:6–7). 

Salvation would be realized through the exiles living in Babylon. In Jerusalem one person, however, did 

manage to get a salvific word from Jeremiah and that was Ebed-melech, who acted to save Jeremiah‘s 

life. The word came while Jeremiah was confined to the court of the guard. The nation, too, at this time, 

received some of its grandest eschatological promises, including the promise of a new covenant (31:23–

33:13). Unlike judgment, divine grace and salvation do not require from Yahweh a reason; in fact, they 

most often come without a reason. It is entirely due to Yahweh‘s initiative that Israel can hope for 

national restoration, and also that a new covenant will be made where Yahweh‘s law will be written on 

people‘s hearts. See NEW COVENANT. This new act of grace will render unnecessary admonitions of 

one person to another to ―know Yahweh‖ or ―fear Yahweh‖ (31:31–34; 32:37–41; ROTT 2: 212–15). 

Yahweh at this future time will also forgive the people‘s sins.  

The salvific word for the present, however, is a more modest one: Zedekiah, his house, and the city can 

be spared, but Zedekiah has to obey Yahweh‘s word and surrender (38:17–23). Even later people of the 

city are offered salvation, but they must desert to the enemy and surrender because the fate of Jerusalem is 

sealed (21:8–10). After Jerusalem is destroyed, Jeremiah speaks yet more words of hope and salvation to 

those allowed to remain in the land. They are to stay where they are, not go to Egypt as they plan to do 

(42:7–12).  

Jeremiah then fulfills that part of his calling which was ―to build and to plant‖ (1:10). And so far as the 

activity of Yahweh is concerned, he does not decide at any point to completely withhold his salvation. 

Salvation is continually in his mind; it is given simultaneously with judgment (e.g., 1:13–19; 21:8–10; 

etc.). Salvation is ever present as an option if only people will obey God‘s voice and repent of their evil 

(18:7–8).  

2. The Theology of the Book. The theology of the book of Jeremiah supplements and expands the 

theology of Jeremiah by placing the latter in a wider context. This theology appears primarily in the prose 

material and in foreign nation poems of unknown provenance, but it is present as well in the book‘s 

compositional structures.  

a. Theology in the Prose. The majority of the book‘s prose says little or nothing about causation or 

interconnections, as, for example, one finds in the Deuteronomistic History or in 2 Maccabees. The 

coming destruction is connected with the sins of Manasseh in 15:4, but this appears to be a late addition 

building on 2 Kgs 23:26 and 24:3. The summary notice in 37:1–2 also looks to be Deuteronomistic, 

though v 2 does codify an important theme of the Baruch prose, i.e., that people refused to listen to 

Jeremiah‘s word (11:6, 8b LXX; 13:11; 19:15; 36:31; 44:5, 16; etc.). In 25:3 the people are said not to 

have heeded Jeremiah for 23 years; this reflects more or less Jeremiah‘s own complaint in 6:16, 19. 

Theology in the book is on a continuum: There is a core of dynamic ideas which is Jeremianic; 

theological statements more or less explicit in nature come in the Baruch prose; and the most transparent 

theology giving causations or interconnections are to be found only in the latest additions to the book.  

The Baruch prose has little explicit theology about the guiding hand of Yahweh. In 36:26, for example, 

it does say that ―Yahweh hid them‖ (i.e., Jeremiah and Baruch). But most of the theology in this prose is 

subtle, indirect, and less than transparent. When it says in 36:24 that Jehoiakim and his servants did not 

―rend their garments‖ at the reading of Jeremiah‘s scroll, the unstated message is that Jehoiakim did not 

repent the way Josiah did when a scroll was read to him some years earlier (2 Kgs 22:11). In the notation 

of 28:17 that Hananiah died ―in that same year, in the seventh month,‖ what is implied is that Jeremiah‘s 

prophecy to Hananiah (v 16) was fulfilled, and thus Jeremiah was a true prophet according to the formula 

of Deut 18:21–22. A further theological conclusion which might also be drawn, given the conflict 

between the two prophets, is that Hananiah was a false prophet. This judgment is in fact made in the LXX 

in 35:1 [MT 28:1].  



When Baruch records the release of Jeremiah by Nebuzaradan, he bears silent witness to Yahweh‘s 

fulfillment of earlier promises that Jeremiah would be saved. Therefore it should not be concluded that no 

good comes out of Jeremiah‘s final sufferings, nor should we say with von Rad (ROTT 2: 207) that 

―Jeremiah‘s path disappears in misery.‖ The guiding hand of Yahweh is recognized throughout 

Jeremiah‘s via dolorosa; it is simply that this theology is not explicitly stated. Von Rad is correct, 

however, in saying that the Baruch prose does not make Jeremiah out to be a hero (ROTT 2: 207–8), i.e., 

the prophet is not glorified in his sufferings. It is generally thought that Baruch‘s explanation for 

Jeremiah‘s sufferings is that the sufferings were a consequence of his preaching about Jerusalem‘s capture 

and his call to surrender (ROTT 2: 207). But more broadly, the reason for his sufferings is that the people 

refused to listen to Yahweh‘s word, and this rejection manifested itself in anger toward the one who 

brought that word (1:18–19; cf. 20:15–16).  

Prose of uncertain and exilic origin expands earlier theology. Exilic passages of hope and restoration, 

e.g., 3:15–18, develop Jeremiah‘s earliest preaching to northern Israel. The passage in 12:14–17 about the 

conversion of the nations to Yahweh expands upon Jeremiah‘s expressed universalism. Other passages 

repeat themes originating with Jeremiah and Baruch, only more transparently. One of the most common 

concerns Yahweh‘s reason for punishing the nations (5:19; 9:11–15—Eng 9:12–16; 11:7–8 MT; etc.).  

b. Theology in the Foreign Nation Oracles. Although it is difficult in the foreign nation oracles to 

distinguish what comes from Jeremiah, what is imported from other prophets, and what is late theological 

expansionism, certain ideas seem not to emanate from Jeremiah. For example, Babylon is said to have 

―sinned‖ and ―incurred guilt‖ against Yahweh (50:14 MT; 51:5). Also, Yahweh‘s vengeance on Babylon 

is to repay her for the destruction of the temple (50:28 MT; 51:11b). Yahweh is also said to reserve 

compassion and favor for the foreign nations (except Babylon) after their punishment is complete. The 

nations will be reinhabited (46:26), and their fortunes will be restored (48:47; 49:6, 39).  

c. Theology in Compositional Structures. Compositional structures in the book are created with a 

liturgical purpose in mind, and frequently these structures embody a statement of implied theology. The 

two successive liturgies of lament, communal supplication, and rejection by Yahweh of Jeremiah‘s 

prayers in 14:1–15:4 explain why Jeremiah was unsuccessful in his mediation on behalf of Jerusalem. The 

liturgical composition of 30:5–31:22 embodies a message which says that hope and divine promise will 

follow judgment and lamentation. This text also affirms that Yahweh will remake his covenant with 

Israel. The inclusion framing the two letters to the exiles in chap. 29 (vv 5, 28) emphasizes the need for 

people to settle down in Babylon so they may live and multiply. And the juxtaposition of narratives in 34–

35 is a quiet homily on obedience and disobedience.  

The inclusion which binds the First Edition (chaps. 1–20) together puts Jeremiah‘s cry of despair—

which by itself says Jeremiah deserves to live no more than anyone else—into a larger context where 

Yahweh‘s call can affirm his birth and also his life (Lundbom 1975: 28–29; 1985: 600). This rhetorical 

structure also conveys the message that Yahweh‘s understanding exceeds Jeremiah‘s, which is another 

way of saying that Jeremiah does not really understand his own suffering (ROTT 2: 206). Finally, the 

inclusio framing the King Collection in 21:1–23:8, which repeats the play on names in 23:6 between 

Zedekiah and the future Davidic king, contrasts the righteousness of the future king with the 

unrighteousness of him who last sat on Jerusalem‘s throne. This is but a subtler version of that 

Deuteronomistic theology which sets up David as the model of the good king and Jeroboam as the model 

of the bad (2 Kgs 14:3, 24; etc.).  
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JACK R. LUNDBOM  

JEREMIAH, EPISTLE OF. The Epistle of Jeremiah is neither a letter nor was it written by 

Jeremiah the prophet. It has more the form of a homily against idolatry and idols. It is extant only in 

Greek and in several dependent versions. The placement of this epistle differs in various biblical mss. In 

codex Vaticanus as well as in Alexandrinus (and others), it stands after the book of Lamentations. In other 

Greek and Syriac mss, it comes after Baruch. This little book consists of 10 stanzas, each ending with a 

refrain. The same motif recurs throughout the book. In vv 1–7 the author says that the Jews whom 



Nebuchadnezzar will exile to Babylon will remain there for seven generations. In exile they must refrain 

from idolatry and worship God whose angel will be with them. Throughout vv 8–73 the author elaborates 

upon the folly of idolatry. In vv 8–16 he says that the Babylonian gods cannot speak and cannot dress. 

They can protect themselves neither from insults nor from rust and moths. Verses 17–23 deal with the 

insensate nature of the idols. Their eyes are filled with dust, they are locked in the temples for fear of 

robbers, and they are illuminated through lamps which they cannot see. They are incapable of recognizing 

that they are defiled by unclean animals. Verses 24–29 refer to the idols as being outwardly impressive 

(because they are expensively made), but they have no breath and cannot move or walk. The priests 

exploit them and impure women defile their offerings. Verses 30–40a elaborate even further on the 

worthlessness of the idols. Although they are defiled by priestesses, and priests take the idols‘ garments 

for their families, they cannot protect themselves. They can neither crown nor depose a king; they can 

neither give riches nor help those in need. Verses 40b–44 state that Bel and other idols are treated with 

disrespect by the Chaldeans themselves, a matter emphasized by the sacred prostitution enacted in the 

temples. Verses 45–52 add only the idea that idols are but the creation of men who will themselves perish 

at some point. Also, in times of war the idols are hidden because they are helpless. In vv 53–56 the author 

stresses once again that the idols are so helpless they cannot judge or redress a wrong; they cannot escape 

fire or war. Verses 57–65 propound the idea that idols are useless, because in contradistinction to a vessel 

or a door, which are useful, the idols are not. Moreover, the forces of nature fulfill divinely ordained 

functions, whereas idols can do nothing. In conclusion, vv 66–73 compare idols to a scarecrow, a 

thornbush, and a corpse. Thus, the righteous man who is free of idols will be far above reproach.  

The author of the epistle was certainly not Jeremiah, but the text is dependent on both Jer 10:2–15 for 

the contents of the epistle and on Jeremiah 29 for its form (chap. 29 mentions a letter of Jeremiah to the 

exiles in Babylon). The epistle is dependent on the familiar topoi found in the Bible to describe the idols 

(cf. Jer 10:2–5, 8–11, 13b–15; Isa 44:9–20; 46:5–7; Ps 115:3–8; Deut 4:27–28). The epistle was most 

probably composed in Hebrew or Aramaic, and is very repetitive in its themes and phraseology. Two 

arguments for a Hebrew original are: (1) certain variant readings are best explained by positing a Hebrew 

original (vv 21, 54, 68); and (2) certain corrupt Greek readings seem to presuppose a Hebrew word (cf. vv 

12, 72) or other Hebraism. The extant versions are the LXX and those based on it, such as the OL, 

Vulgate, and Syro-Hexaplar. There are no major differences between the various versions. The Arabic 

version is faithful to the LXX, while the Syriac is somewhat free.  

The purpose of the epistle seems quite obvious. It is a vehement attack on idolatry, in particular on 

Babylonian idols, and is designed to protect Jews from idolatry in the Babylonian Diaspora and 

elsewhere. The exilic setting and the attack on Bel and other Babylonian idols is probably a literary 

fiction, for the author may have composed this document at the end of the 4th century B.C. This becomes 

clear from an allusion in the document itself (v 3) where it is said: ―Once you have reached Babylon you 

will stay there for many years, for a long while, up to seven generations; but afterwards I will bring you 

away from there in peace.‖ If we reckon from 587 (or 597), seven generations reaches 307 (or 317) B.C. 

Also, the epistle is probably mentioned in 2 Macc 2:1–4 (datable to the 1st century B.C.), and the earliest 

Greek translation derives from Qumran cave VII (which is dated ca. 100 B.C.). This gives us a terminus 

ad quem of the 1st century B.C., although it may have been composed as early as the end of the 4th 

century B.C. It may have been used by the author of the Wisdom of Solomon (cf. 13:10–15; 19) in the 1st 

century B.C. As evidenced by that text, idolatry was a central issue in the fight against Hellenism in 

Palestine from the time of the Diadochi through Roman times. It is therefore not altogether impossible 

that this document was used in Hellenistic Palestine (cf. 1 En. 99:7, 9). There exists no reason to claim 

that the epistle was written outside Palestine, as some have suggested (Egypt, Babylonia, etc.), in 

particular when we take into consideration that our author most probably did not use the LXX, but a 

Hebrew recension.  

The book was excluded from the Hebrew canon, but was accepted by Christians in Egypt. Christian 

writers do not mention the letter often; it was rejected by Protestants during the Reformation, but received 

by the Roman Catholics at the Council of Trent in 1546. In the Eastern church the epistle was accepted as 



canonical by some of the Church Fathers (Origen, Epiphanius, and others); in the West it appeared in the 

list of Hilary. See also JEREMIAH, ADDITIONS TO.  

DORON MENDELS  

JEREMIEL (ANGEL) [Lat Hieremihel]. The angelic name that appears in the Latin mss of 2 Esdr 

4:36. The variant remihel is also attested, corresponding to rm˒yl in Syriac mss. The Latin transliteration 

Hieremihel is thought to correspond to Gk yeremeēl or yeremiēl, forms which appear in many mss of the 

LXX where the corresponding name in MT is y raḥm ˒ēl (RSV Jerahmeel: 1 Chr 2:25, 26, 27, 42; Jer 

36:26 [—LXX 43:26]).  

An apocalyptic tradition is cited in 2 Esdr 4:33–37 (cf. Rev 6:9–11) according to which this angel 

promised vindication to the souls of the righteous dead who asked, ―How long?‖ The angel‘s name as 

reconstructed would interpret that vindication as an expression of God‘s compassion.  

An alternative derivation is from a putative Hebrew *yār  m˒ēl involving the causative of the Hebrew or 

Aramaic verb rwm ―to be high‖ and meaning ―May El lift up/exalt‖ (cf. Isa 52:13; on the derivation, see 

TPNAH, 113–14. The verb rwm is not normally used to suggest resurrection.) Other references to the 

angel occur, evidently, in the Greek version of 1 En. 20:8, where the angel Remeiēl is ―in charge of those 

who rise,‖ and in Apoc. Zeph. 6:11–17, where Eremiēl (the text is Coptic) is set over the abyss and Hades. 

In 2 Baruch the angel rm˒yl (Syr) interprets the vision in chaps. 53–74 (note 55:3; see Bogaert 1969: 

1.428–37) and identifies himself as the destroyer of Sennacherib‘s army (63:6). In one Greek ms family of 

Sib. Or. 2:215, eromiēl is one of the four archangels.  
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JEREMOTH (PERSON) [Heb y rêm t (ֵשימות   .An alternate form of JERIMOTH .[( יְׁ

JERIAH (PERSON) [Heb y r  yāhû (ָיהּו שִׂ  A Kohathite, the first son of Hebron, whom, according .[( יְׁ

to the 1 Chronicles, David appointed to service in the Temple and its cult (1 Chr 23:19). Jeriah appears 

nowhere else in the OT outside of 1 Chronicles. The Levitical genealogies of Exodus 6 and Numbers 3 do 

not include enumeration of the immediate descendants of Hebron. The source of the Chronicler‘s use of 

the name ―Jeriah‖ remains uncertain. See JEKAMEAM. The style of the list, however, corresponds 

closely with the compositional techniques of the Chronicler. This suggests that Williamson (1 and 2 

Chronicles NCBC, 161) may be correct in asserting that ―the names of the heads of houses will then be 

current at the time of the list‘s composition.‖ Jeriah‘s oversight of the Ruebenites, the Gadites, and the 

half-tribe of Manasseh in the ―affairs of God and the affairs of the king‖ may represent either an ideal or 

real situation of a Hebronite family at the time of the composition of Chronicles (1 Chr 26:31–32).  
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JERIBAI (PERSON) [Heb y r  bay (יַבי שִׂ  ,A son of Elnaam and brother of Joshaviah (1 Chr 11:46) .[( יְׁ

one of the Mighty Men of David‘s armies. These names appear in a list occasionally described as the 

―Additional‖ Mighty Men—sixteen in number (1 Chr 11:41b–47), since they are not included in the 

parallel list in 2 Sam 23:24–39 (= 1 Chr 11:26–41a). The origin of this additional list has been disputed: 

some have considered it a postexilic fabrication, yet the E Jordanian locale suggested by the names (e.g. 

all the known sites are E of the Jordan: Reuben, v 42; Ashteroth … Aroer, v 44; Moab, v 46) appears to 

be an unlikely invention, considering the suspicion regarded this area after the Exile. That David would 

have support from Moab is not surprising, considering (1) his Moabite ancestry (Ruth 4:18–22) and (2) 

the sequestering of his parents there (1 Sam 22:3–4). This list probably was an additional fragment 



available to the Chronicler (Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 104), so we may suggest that Jeribai 

was a Transjordanian war hero who joined David‘s forces.  

JOHN C. ENDRES  

JERICHO (PLACE) [Heb y r  ḥô (יחו שִׂ  A town just NW of the Dead Sea which is best known as .[( יְׁ

the site that Israel first conquered in their entrance into the land of Canaan. The Israelites encamped 

across the Jordan from Jericho (Num 22:1; 26:3), and from this camp, Joshua sent two spies to 

reconnoiter the city (Joshua 2), before undertaking a bizarre strategy of conquest (Josh 5:13–6:23). The 

city was later allotted to Benjamin (Josh 16:1, 7; 18:12, 21), but during the time of the Judges, became an 

outpost of Eglon of Moab (―the city of palm trees;‖ Judg 3:13). During the time of Elijah and Elisha, there 

was a school of prophets at Jericho (2 Kgs 2:4–5, 15). After the Babylonians had breached the wall of 

Jerusalem, Zedekiah attempted to escape the city under cover of darkness, but was captured near Jericho, 

from which he was delivered to Nebuchadnezzar, who forced him to witness the execution of his sons. 

Afterward Zedekiah was blinded (Jer 39:5–7). Most of the references to Jericho in the Apocryphal 

writings and the NT refer to the area of Jericho as it surrounded the Hasmonean/Herodian palace complex 

to the SW of the OT site (see E below).  

———  

A. Modern and Ancient Names of the Sites  

B. Location and Topographical Description  

C. History of Explorations and Excavations  

D. History of Jericho (Tell es-Sultan)  

1. Mesolithic (ca. 9000–8700 B.C.)  

2. Proto-Neolithic (ca. 8700–8500 B.C.)  

3. Pre-Pottery Neolithic (ca. 8500–5200 B.C.)  

4. Pottery Neolithic A and B (ca. 5200–4000 B.C.)  

5. Early Bronze I (ca. 3300–3150 B.C.)  

6. Early Bronze II–III (ca. 3050–2300 B.C.)  

7. Early Bronze IV (ca. 2300–1950 B.C.)  

8. Middle Bronze Age (ca. 1950–1550 B.C.)  

9. Late Bronze Age (ca. 1550–1200 B.C.)  

10. Iron Age (ca. 1200–587 B.C.)  

11. Babylonian/Persian to Byzantine (587 B.C.–A.D. 636)  

E. Roman Jericho (Tulul Abu el-˓Alayiq)  

———  

A. Modern and Ancient Names of the Sites  

The site of OT Jericho is situated on the mound of Tell es-Sultan (M.R. 192142), ca. 2 km NW of the 

modern oasis of Jericho known as er-Riḥa. The spring around which the ancient site grew is known as 

˓Ain es-Sultan or Elisha‘s Fountain, a name applied to the spring during the Middle Ages (Garstang and 

Garstang 1940: 30; cf. 2 Kgs 2:19–22). Occupational remains dated to the Hellenistic, Roman, and 

Islamic periods were found on the mounds of Tulul Abu el-˓Alayiq (i.e., Roman Jericho, N.R. 191139; 

see E below), 2 km W of modern er-Riḥa (Kelso and Baramki 1955: 1–19; Pritchard 1958: 56–58).  

B. Location and Topographical Description  

Jericho (Tell es-Sultan) is located in the wide plain of the Jordan valley about 16 km NW of the N shore 

of the Dead Sea and just to the E of the mountains of Judea. At its maximum height on the NW side, the 

mound rises 24 m, and its area is approximately 4 hectares. See Fig. JER.01. The fertile plain in which the 

site is situated is artificially irrigated by the spring of ˓Ain es-Sultan, which is located on the E side of the 

ancient mound, and also by the spring of ˓Ain Duq, located 3 km NW of Jericho. Since the site lies 825 ft. 

below sea level, the town has the distinction of being situated at the lowest spot in the world.  

The topographical features which make Jericho a very fertile and ideal place for settlement have been 

discussed extensively by numerous authors. The first serious topographical survey was undertaken by 



Conder and Kitchner (SWP 3: 222–29). More recent discussions appear in Kenyon (1981: 1), Bartlett 

(1982b: 11–26), and Bienkowski (1986: 1).  

C. History of Explorations and Excavations  

The earliest known account of exploration pertaining to ancient Jericho dates to A.D. 333 and comes 

from the ―pilgrim of Bordeaux‖ (Wilkinson, Hill, and Ryan 1988: 4). Although many other pilgrims and 

travelers visited the site thereafter, it was not until 1868 that the first preliminary excavation of Tell es-

Sultan was undertaken by Charles Warren (Warren 1869: 14–16, Bliss 1894: 175–83). Warren cut E-W 

trenches across the mound with some 8 ft. square shafts sunk 20 ft. to bedrock. He cut through the EB 

town wall and just missed the famous Neolithic stone tower by less than 1 m. He concluded that  

Very little was found except pottery jars and stone mortars for grinding corn. The general impression 

given by the result of the excavations is that these mounds are formed by the gradual crumbling away of 

great towers or castles of sunburnt brick (1883: 225).  

The first scientific excavations (1907–9 and 1911) were under the direction of Ernst Sellin and Carl 

Watzinger (1913). They excavated at Tell es-Sultan and also at the sites of Tulul and Abu el-˓Alayiq SW 

of Jericho.  

Sellin and Watzinger excavated a considerable area of the tell (as is shown by the shaded area in Fig. 

JER.02). They found a large portion of the MB revetment glacis on the N, W, and E sides of the tell and 

also portions of the EB town walls. Their original interpretation of the revetment glacis was that it dated 

to the 9th century B.C. and that the EB walls belonged to the first half of the 2d millennium B.C., which 

appeared to confirm the biblical account of the capture of Jericho by Joshua (see below). However, 

Watzinger (1926: 131–36) rightly revised his dating and showed that the outer revetment was destroyed 

ca. 1600 B.C. and that the EB walls dated in fact to the 3d millennium B.C.  

Above the spring, located on the SE side of the tell, the German excavators discovered houses 

belonging to the Israelite settlement which were dated fairly accurately from the 11th to the early 6th 

centuries B.C. They concluded that the town was destroyed by the Assyrians in 721 B.C. and 701 B.C., as 

well as by the Babylonians in 587 B.C., with a postexilic settlement which began in 539 B.C. upon the 

return of the Jews from Babylon (cf. Weippert and Weippert 1976: 145–47).  

Since he disagreed with the results of the German excavations, John Garstang (1932–36) decided to 

undertake a new expedition to Jericho which lasted from 1930 to 1936 (for areas excavated on the tell see 

the composite sketch plan, Fig. JER.02). Garstang also excavated a number of MB and LB tombs 

(Garstang 1932: 18: 22, 41–54; 1933: 4–42; and Bienkowski 1986: 32–102). Owing to poor excavation 

techniques at the time, Garstang‘s stratigraphy and dating is partially unreliable, but he did break new 

ground in his discoveries relating to the Mesolithic and Neolithic periods at Jericho. Bienkowski (1986: 

2–4) gives a good summary of Garstang‘s major finds in the publication based upon his doctoral 

dissertation (Holland 1988: 189–90).  

With the advent of the greatly improved stratigraphical digging methods developed by Sir Mortimer 

Wheeler and Kathleen Kenyon (Kenyon/Wheeler Method) during the late 1940s and early 1950s, Kenyon 

embarked upon a fresh examination of Jericho in an effort to clarify her predecessor‘s results on the site. 

The excavations were conducted from 1952 to 1958 (Kenyon 1960; 1965; and 1981; Kenyon and Holland 

1982 and 1983).  

As Garstang did before her, Kenyon explored around the ancient tell and excavated numerous tombs 

ranging in date from the EB I (Kenyon‘s ―Proto-Urban period‖) to the Roman period. The material from 

these tombs was extensively published in the first two volumes of the final Jericho reports (Kenyon 1960 

and 1965). On the tell, Kenyon excavated three main trenches: Trench I, located in the middle of the W 

side of the mound; Trench II, situated on the NE end of the mound (note the misnumbering of Trenches I 

and II on the plan in Kenyon EAEHL 2:551); and Trench III, laid out on the S end of the mound. Various 

squares identified by letters also were sited on the tell and either partially or totally excavated to bedrock.  

D. History of Jericho (Tell es-Sultan)  

1. Mesolithic (ca. 9000–8700 B.C.). The earliest occupational remains discovered by Kenyon (table 1) 

come from the bottom of Squares EI, II, and V, which were excavated to bedrock, and are dated to the 



Mesolithic period, about 9000 B.C. (Kenyon 1981: pl. 144b). At the base of Square EI lay a natural oblong 

platform of clay over the bedrock which contained a group of three sockets for uprights, tentatively 

identified as supports for ―totem poles‖ by Kenyon. The flint and bone tools associated with the structure 

are typologically akin to the Lower Natufian of Mount Carmel. The excavator suggests that the structure 

was some kind of shrine or sanctuary, probably set up by hunters who were camping around the original 

spring, probably located in the vicinity of Area H in ancient times. The finds associated with the 

Mesolithic levels consisted of a fairly large Natufian flint industry, bone tools, and stone vessels and 

tools.  

The Natufian II (or Middle Natufian), microlithic, and other tools were found only in Squares EI, II, and 

V (Crowfoot Payne 1983: 624–29). However, on the evidence of a bone harpoon, also from Square EI, 

the earlier Natufian I period appears to be represented on the site. Other bone tools include an awl, a 

smoothing tool, and an unidentified object cut square at both ends and polished all over (Marshall 1982: 

fig. 230:1–2). Only four stone objects and one fragment are recorded from the Mesolithic levels in 

Squares EI, II, and V. The ―socket‖ stones identified above as ―totem poles‖ by Kenyon have been 

reclassified by Dorrell (1983: 489) as limestone mortars. Two polishing stones were also found.  

2. Proto-Neolithic (ca. 8700–8500 B.C.). The Proto-Neolithic deposits excavated by Kenyon were 

encountered in three areas of the tell just above the natural huwwar bedrock in Squares FI, DI, and DII 

adjacent to Trench I, in Squares EI, II, V, and in Square MI. See Table 1.  

The deepest Proto-Neolithic deposit was in Square MI with an accumulation of 4 m of occupation levels 

above bedrock (Kenyon 1981: pls. 129 and 295). Associated with these levels were one or more slight 

clayey humps which formed the boundary between a marked surface overlain by silty occupation levels. 

The humps, some of which were composed of defined ―balls‖ of clay, forming elementary bricks, 

represented the bases of walls of slight shelters which probably had superstructures of branches and skins.  

In Squares EI, II, and V, the Proto-Neolithic is represented by a very small deposit on the turf line 

which separates the lower Mesolithic level from the Proto-Neolithic level (Kenyon 1981: pls. 311 and 

312). A series of post holes were found associated with the remains of huts and sandy floors. The two 

phases of occupation levels probably represent the very end of the period as they are immediately 

succeeded by the first Pre-Pottery Neolithic A house level, which suggests that the Proto-Neolithic 

settlement expanded from the nucleus tell, most probably the area around Square MI, just before the 

appearance of the round houses constructed during the Pre-Pottery Neolithic A period.  

Very shallow deposits belonging to the Proto-Neolithic period were found in Squares FI, DI, and DII, 

an area 25 m S of Square MI and outside of the nucleus tell. The main characteristics of the deposit were 

black sticky layers, humps made of brick balls, and a few post holes.  

The Proto-Neolithic flint industry from Jericho has been defined as Sultanian (meaning from Tell es-

Sultan) by Crowfoot Payne (1983: 623, 629–30). The material discovered by Kenyon comes from Trench 

II and Squares DI, DII, EI, II, V, and MI. The flint was so fine-grained that it could be regarded as agate. 

A probable source of the flint was recently discovered by Noy in the Jordan Valley near Gilgal N of 

Jericho (Crowfoot Payne 1983: 629). One very interesting aspect of the flint industry of this period is the 

presence of pale gray obsidian tools. The analysis of a specimen from the lowest level on the site shows 

the source at Çiftlik in Anatolia, which confirms extensive trade relations at this period in the 

development of Jericho as an early center of civilization (Crowfoot Payne 1983: 638, n. 2).  

Most of the Proto-Neolithic bone tools were found in Square MI, but a few fragments also came from 

Squares E and F (Marshall 1982: 584–86 and fig. 230).  

Of the twenty-three Proto-Neolithic stones artifacts found, twenty were from Square MI, two from 

Square F, and one from Trench III (Dorrell 1983: 490 and fig. 218, pl. 1). The one limestone quern found 

is of special interest since the inside of the hollow used for grinding was stained red and may have been 

used to grind pigment rather than food grain.  

3. Pre-Pottery Neolithic (ca. 8500–5200 B.C.). The Pre-Pottery Neolithic A (ca. 8500–700 B.C.) stages 

of occupation (table 1) and the areas of their discovery are further detailed in Kenyon (1981).  



There was obviously an occupational gap between the Proto-Neolithic and the PPNA since in all the 

areas investigated, fully developed round houses, usually single-roomed, were found in contrast to the 

primitive huts constructed in previous periods. The houses were built with solid walls constructed with 

planoconvex mudbricks which, in many instances, had a hog-backed shape (Kenyon 1981: pls. 44a, 

146a). The inward incline of the preserved portions of the walls and a considerable amount of brick debris 

in the collapse suggest that the roofs were domed, possibly similar to the so-called ―beehive‖ houses still 

built in Syria and used for both storage and housing. The construction of these houses at Jericho indicates 

that the occupation had become sedentary. The areas covered by the houses was greater than the later 

Bronze Age town.  

Whether for defense, protection from wild animals, or a natural rising of the level of the ground 

surrounding the settlement (Bar-Yosef 1986: 159–61), the PPN inhabitants soon found it necessary to 

construct a major, stone-built town wall (Fig. JER.03) of which Kenyon (1981: pls. 4, 6) found traces in 

all three of her main trenches. On the W side of the town in Trench I, the first town wall was associated 

with a large stone-built tower situated against its inner side, 8.5 m in diameter at the base with a surviving 

height of 7.75 m. The construction of the tower was solid except in the center, which had a staircase 

providing access to the top from the interior of the town. There were three further stages of the town wall 

which also made use of the tower. A rock-cut ditch which measured 9.5 m wide and 2.25 m deep (Kenyon 

1981: pls. 4, 244) was cut on the W outer face of the wall during the second stage of its use.  

The PPNA flint industry was so similar to that of the preceding Proto-Neolithic period that Crowfoot 

Payne (1983: 663–65) retained the name ―Sultanian,‖ which she coined to commemorate the importance 

of Jericho during these periods.  

The large collection of PPNA stone vessels and tools included 171 vessels (bowls, platters, mortars, 

querns, etc.); 252 pestles; 174 polishing stones, 28 axes; 14 grooved stones (possibly used to straighten 

and smooth arrow-shafts); 21 flint hammerstones or nodules; 7 chisels or wedges; 2 hoe-shaped tools; and 

15 miscellaneous objects, the purposes of which are unknown (Dorrell 1983: figs. 219–23 and pls. 1–11).  

A total of 343 bone tool objects or fragments were found in the PPNA levels during Kenyon‘s 

excavations. There were many pins, awls, and pointed tools, probably used for skin working, as well as a 

shuttle for weaving (Marshall 1982: figs. 231–48 and pls. VIII–IX).  

The PPNB (ca. 7000–5200 B.C.) stages of occupation and their areas of discovery (see table 1) are 

detailed in Kenyon (1981).  

Architecturally, the houses of this period show a complete break in style from the round houses of the 

PPNA, and with no transitional structures. In all areas excavated, the house plans are rectilinear (a 

characteristic example is House B in Trench III, Phase xviii [see photograph and plan in Kenyon 1981: 

pls. 115 and 263c]). Wall NAD of House B is a typical example since it shows the characteristic bricks 

used in house construction. They are elongated with herringbone thumb impressions, usually laid as 

stretchers, but sometimes there is an occasional header, and they are all laid in a thick mudmortar 

(Kenyon 1981: pl. 116a and cf. pl. 138c). The mudmortar also was applied to the faces of walls and 

overlaid with a surface of burnished plaster which extended from the walls to form the floors.  

Although constructed in the same manner as other PPNB houses found at Jericho, one partially 

excavated building in Trench I (Square XVIA, Phase xx) differs markedly in plan (Kenyon 1981: pls. 46b 

and 221). It consists of a rectangular room 6 m from E–W, and more than 5.50 m from N–S. A basin, 

carefully lined with plaster, is centrally situated on the E–W axis of the room, and associated with it are a 

series of pits. Adjoining the main room on both its E and W sides are enclosures with rounded walls. The 

inward curve of the eleven courses preserved of the E enclosure wall suggests that these rooms were 

domed. As this plan is unique among the houses excavated at Jericho, and the well-built and plastered 

basin plus the pits suggest ceremonial usage, Kenyon postulated that the building probably was a cult 

center or temple. However, the presence of bone tools may suggest an alternate hypothesis; the enclosures 

could have served as a skin working area or served as drying kilns, particularly since they were domed.  

Further evidence for some kind of PPNB cult practice or possibly ancestor worship was the discovery of 

a number of human skulls which had been molded over with plaster so that they resembled living heads 



(Kenyon 1981: pls. 50–59). Similar cult practices apparently existed at other sites during this period as 

similar plastered skulls have been found at ˓Ain Ghazal, NE of Amman (Rollefson 1983: 35, and pl. 4:1–

2; 1985: 54–56, and fig. 6), at Beisamoun in N Israel (Ferembach and Lechevallier 1973: pls. 1, 2), and at 

Tell Ramad, near Damascus in Syria (Contenson and van Liere 1966: pls. 3c, 4c). Shells were inserted to 

represent eyes and traces of paint revealed that skin and hair also were portrayed in a lifelike image. The 

largest group found together consisted of nine examples buried in the fill below the plastered floor of a 

house in the SE corner of Square DI, belonging to Square XVII, Phase xliii (Kenyon 1981: 77 and pl. 

220).  

The latest PPNB level on the E side of Square DII (Stage XXVA-XXVI, Phase xxxviii–xxxix) above 

wall 140 contained a very simple clay stylized human bust which was part of a life-sized figure (Kenyon 

1981: 531 and pls. 72, 242a), which also may indicate some cult practice as well as a development away 

from the practice of using human skulls for ritual purposes. The head of a more sophisticated life-sized 

clay stylized human figure, with inlaid shell eyes and painted features, was found by Garstang (1935: pl. 

53) in Area 195, which he identified as coming from the ―Upper Neolithic‖ (almost certainly PPNB 

according to Kenyon 1979: 36). The best and most recent examples of this early art form were discovered 

at the Neolithic site of ˓Ain Ghazal in Jordan (Rollefson 1983: 30–35). It is possible that the full-figure, 

stylized human statuettes may represent a transition between the practice of plastering human skulls and 

the making of a representation of a life-sized human figure which is almost totally stylized.  

Kenyon‘s further excavations on the NE end of the tell, in the area previously excavated by Garstang, 

revealed a total of fifteen main PPNB building periods in Squares EI, II, and V, apart from at least two 

building periods removed by Garstang. All of the plans (Kenyon 1981: pls. 158–70 and 303–9) reveal that 

the houses were built around a courtyard which contained fireplaces. The equipment found is 

characteristic of all PPNB areas of the tell; it consists of many flint implements, fine stone bowls, bone 

tools, polishing stones, and querns (Kenyon 1957: pl. 16a and 1979: pl. 19). Also, many excellent 

examples of rush mats were found within the buildings (E. Crowfoot 1982: 546–50 and pls. 4–5).  

4. Pottery Neolithic A and B (ca. 5200–4000 B.C.). The destruction of PPNB Jericho was followed by 

a considerable period of erosion, the exact time span of which has not been determined (table 1). The new 

settlers on the site had already developed the art of pottery making, although primitive, before their 

arrival; therefore this stage in the history of the tell is known as the Pottery Neolithic (PN). There were 

two groups of PN settlers: the first possessed fairly primitive pottery vessels made of coarse, straw-

tempered wares as well as finely decorated wares with burnished, red-on-cream decoration; the second 

had more sophisticated pottery with more intricate shapes (i.e., vessels with inturned concave rims termed 

―bow rim‖ jars), many of which are decorated with a deep red slip, sometimes burnished, and bands of 

herringbone incisions (for PNA and PNB pottery shapes, see the Type Series in Kenyon and Holland 

1982: figs. 1–19 and 21–33).  

The Pottery Neolithic A people lived in pit dwellings which were cut into the PPNB ruins of the earlier 

town. The pits revealed a fairly long period of use since they contained a series of successively used 

floors. The edges of the pits always undercut the preceding levels (Kenyon 1981: pl. 118b) and sometimes 

are reveted by crude wall-like edges made of pisé and stones (see the oven and fire-pit in Trench II; 

Kenyon 1981: pl. 99). The stone and flint implements used by the PNA population were cruder than those 

found in the PPNB levels. The fine PPNB grinding querns, pestles, and stone bowls were succeeded by 

only crudely worked stone vessels and implements (Kenyon and Holland 1983: figs. 228: 11–26 and 229: 

1–7). The most notable change in the flint industry was the appearance of coarsely denticulated sickle 

blades, which replaced the finely serrated edges of the PPNB blades (Crowfoot Payne 1983: figs. 313–15 

and 335–37). That the coarser PNA-type sickle blade continued in use throughout the EB Age occupation 

of the tell suggests that a major portion of the EB Jerichoans were direct descendants of both the PNA and 

PNB populations.  

On present evidence, the PNA people built no free-standing structures. Their PNB successors, although 

they initially built huts in the debris of the PNA pits, eventually began to construct free-standing houses 

having round and rectilinear walls, with stone foundations and a superstructure of handmade planoconvex 



(―bun-shaped‖) mudbricks (see Trench I building foundations in Kenyon 1981: pls. 74b, 75, and 228b). In 

Squares FI and DI, during the final Square XXXII of the PNB occupation, there is a large wall of bun 

bricks with stone foundations (Wall EO) which may represent a town wall (Kenyon 1981: pls. 77, 78, and 

229).  

The best evidence for the succession of the pottery Neolithic pits comes from Kenyon‘s Trench II, 

Stages X–XI (PNA) and Stage XII (PNB). The sequence of pits is illustrated in chart form (Kenyon 1981: 

pl. 257). On this evidence, Kenyon postulated that only PNA pottery occurred in the earlier pits of Stages 

X–XI and PNB pottery can be shown to have first appeared during Stage XII. However, PNA pottery 

does not entirely disappear during Stage XII. The continuing use of PNA vessels in Stage XII suggests 

that there was an intermingling of PNB newcomers with the PNA population.  

The main flint assemblage during the PNA period has been identified as Yarmukian by Crowfoot Payne 

(1983: 706–16 and figs. 332–41). It includes axe/adze heads partly flaked and polished, bifacially flaked 

arrowheads, coarsely denticulated sickle blades, knives and scrapers of tabular flint, and flake knives with 

fine scale-flaking. The main deposit of PNB flints, identified as Ghassulian by Crowfoot Payne, were 

found in Garstang‘s layer VIII (J. Crowfoot 1937: 40–41 and pls. 7B:1 and 8A: 14–17). On the basis of 

the Garstang material and the sickle blades and derived adze heads excavated by Kenyon, Crowfoot 

Payne concluded there was a complete change in the flint industry from the PNA to PNB periods and that 

the new PNB people were part of the whole Ghassul-Beer-sheba civilization (Crowfoot Payne 1983: 718 

and figs. 243–44). The small number of plant remains and the complete absence of charcoal retrieved 

from Kenyon‘s Pottery Neolithic levels supports Hopf‘s conclusion that the Jerichoans were herdsmen 

and hunters during this period (Hopf 1983: 578).  

5. Early Bronze I (ca. 3300–3150 B.C.). On the evidence of a ―turf‖ layer found in Trench I (Stage 

XXXIII) and in period MI (Stage XVIII), Kenyon concluded that Jericho was completely abandoned for 

approximately 300 (?) years after the PNB period (table 1). The major evidence for the arrival of a new 

group of nomadic or seminomadic dwellers comes from a group of shaft tombs discovered by Kenyon 

which are numbered A94, A114, A13, K2, K1, A124, and A130 + A61. All these tombs contained 

multiple burials deposited during a long period of time (for pottery types, see Kenyon and Holland 1982: 

figs. 34–48). Most scholars have identified this period in Palestine as EB Age I and have divided the 

pottery into three main ware groups termed EB Ia (red-burnished), EB Ib (painted), and EB Ic (gray-

burnished). At present, only the red-burnished and painted groups have been found on the ground and in 

the tombs at Jericho, which Kenyon designated Proto-Urban A and B on the basis of the tomb pottery.  

Architecturally, the main evidence for the EB occupation of the tell comes from both Garstang‘s and 

Kenyon‘s excavations in Squares EIII–IV, located on the NE sector of the mound (grid E7, Fig. JER.04). 

The earliest excavated EB Ia house plans occur in Phases Q and P (Kenyon 1981: pls. 174 and 313b). The 

foundations of an apsidal-ended building are preserved along with the remains of a structure having three 

straight-sided walls, which also may be apsidal-ended, in the unexcavated NE portion of the area. The 

same type of house plan continues in Phase O, which ushers in the appearance of the distinctive EB Ib 

(Proto-Urban B) pottery decorated with painted red bands of grouped lines. EB Ib Phase N was 

completely destroyed and the succeeding rebuilt Phase M marked the end of the EB I occupation in 

Squares EIII–IV.  

There is some evidence in Trench I to show that the EB occupants may have fortified their settlement. 

During Stage XXXIV, a town wall (A), associated with a semicircular tower, was built directly on the 

remains of the preceding Pottery Neolithic period Pit M (Kenyon 1981: pls. 79b and 240d). The pottery 

from Stage XXXIV (in the occupation and destruction Phases xxxviiia and xxxix–xl) is more closely 

aligned to EB forms than to the later fully developed EB pottery associated with the succeeding EB walls 

(C, D, F, and G) and the occupation layers above Wall A and its tower.  

The main evidence concerning EB I religious customs and architecture at Jericho comes from 

Garstang‘s excavations in Area E, Level VII (= Kenyon‘s Squares EIII–IV, Phases M-L to DD), where he 

excavated a broad-roomed sanctuary, with its entrance facing E, designated Shrine 420 (Garstang 1936: 

73–74 and pl. 41a). Several stone cult objects were found in the vicinity of the shrine and were thought to 



be associated with it. They included a small libation altar and a smoothed stone, oval-shaped in section, 

which was regarded as possibly a prototype of the maṣṣebah (Garstang 1936: 74 and pl. 41b).  

The six EB I maceheads found in Kenyon‘s excavations (Trench II, Square M, and Squares EIII–IV; 

Holland 1983: 808–10 and fig. 365:2, 6) and the two found in Garstang‘s Level VII (Garstang 1936: pl. 

36:24–25) may indicate either that they were employed for a ceremonial use or as weapons. No figures of 

a cult nature were found. Concerning the flint industry, Crowfoot Payne concluded that no distinction 

could be drawn between flints of the EB I period and those of the later EB periods, which are all classified 

as Cananean. However, the Cananean industry was certainly introduced at Jericho during the beginning of 

the EB I period and continued into the later EB periods as is illustrated in table 23 of the final report on 

the flint assemblage (Crowfoot Payne 1983: 750–51).  
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6. Early Bronze II–III (ca. 3050–2300 B.C.). Early Bronze II dates ca. 3100–2700 B.C. (called by 

Kenyon EB I–II, ca. 3050–2950 B.C., 2950–2700/2650 B.C. respectively [= 1st Egyptian Dyn. and into the 

2d]) and EB III spans ca. 2700/2650–2300 B.C. (links with the 2d Egyptian Dyn.) and lasts until the 

beginning of the EB IV (Kenyon‘s ―Intermediate Early Bronze-Middle Bronze Age‖ [EB-MB]).  

EB II Jericho (table 1) appears to have evolved gradually from the EB I population, probably with an 

influx of new immigrants arriving from the N. However, the need for defensive walls was still of 

paramount concern throughout the EB and the settlement was completely surrounded by the large 

mudbrick Wall C during EB III, which had been constructed on top of the earlier town Wall B of the EB I 

period. For plan of the two inferred EB town walls, see Fig. JER.04. Kenyon‘s excavations also revealed 

that the later stages of the EB town wall had been protected by an external ditch enlarged at least four 

times; the recutting of the ditch may have removed artifactual evidence showing that the first wall also 

was associated with a ditch. The remains of a gateway were found in Trench II (Kenyon 1981: 148–49 

and pls. 101b and 249c) as well as a probable gate by Garstang (described as a large oblong tower and 

assigned to Garstang‘s MBi period) in grid K6 on the E side of the mound, which probably enclosed the 

source of the spring (Garstang 1934: pl. 15). The town walls were built of unbaked rectangular mudbrick 

slabs, mold-made, measuring approximately 2 × 14 × 10 inches.  

The earliest EB II houses contain rooms which are either oblong with one curved end or are completely 

circular (i.e., Trench III, Stage XV houses; Kenyon 1981: pl. 265c). The houses are irregularly positioned 

and reveal little evidence of town planning. The later EB II and III houses, on the other hand, in Squares 

EIII–IV for example, are rectangularly laid out and consistently orientated on a N-S axis (Kenyon 1981: 

pls. 317–20). A large number of brick-built silos were associated with these later houses. They were used 

for grain storage and testify to a flourishing agricultural community. Hopf (1983: 579) inferred that 

artificial irrigation was practiced from the presence of large quantities of carbonized naked, hexaploid 

bread-wheat remains found in the EB silos.  

The EB cemetery in use during most of this period of occupation at Jericho testifies to some belief in a 

later life after death. Both Garstang and Kenyon excavated EB rock-cut chamber tombs containing 

multiple burials, about twenty in the earlier tombs and between fifty to one hundred in the later ones 

(Garstang 1932: 18–22, 38–41 and fig. 8, pls. 1–8; 1935: 155, 162–63 and pl. 34:1–40; Kenyon‘s EB 

Tomb Type Series [Kenyon and Holland 1982: 217–43 and figs. 81–93]). That most of the bones were 

found completely disarticulated probably indicates that earlier burials were discarded, except for the 

skulls, to make room for further internments. The burial goods consisted of pottery vessels for holding 

food and drink as well as small juglets for oil or scent. The only personal ornaments were heads of 

carnelian, bone, shell, stone, and frit (for general bead types, see Talbot 1983: 796–98).  

The EB was a period of international contacts. The pottery and other finds from Jericho reveal cultural 

contacts to the N with both Syria and NE Anatolia, and to the S with Egypt. The presence of KHIRBET 

KERAK WARE (originating in Anatolia), indicates either trade or the arrival of new immigrants at 

Jericho (Holland 1983: xxxiv–xxxv and xxxvii–xxxviii). Egyptian imports include both ―Abydos‖ ware 

and a slate palette (Holland 1983: xxxiv; 1982a: 559 and fig. 226:16).  

The violent destruction which brought about the end of EB Jericho was partially a result of the almost 

total deforestation of the area for building and fuel purposes. This certainly led to erosion during the end 

of the 3d millennium B.C., resulting in a weakening of the economy that left the inhabitants vulnerable to 

attack as well as to disease. The political events accompanying the fall of the EB population are unknown, 



but the archaeological finds show an absolute break in the occupation of Jericho for several hundred years 

until the tell was partially resettled by a group of Amorites around 2300 B.C.  

7. Early Bronze IV (ca. 2300–1950 B.C.). Kenyon identified this period at Jericho as the ―Intermediate 

Early Bronze–Middle Bronze Age,‖ lasting about 350 years between 2300 and 1950 B.C. Albright and 

others dated this period to about 2400–2100 B.C. and labeled it either EB IV or EB IIIb. Whatever final 

dates and terminology may be assigned to this occupation, the one thing that is clear is that Jericho was 

frequented by newcomers who introduced a characteristic type of pottery related to N Syrian types 

(Kenyon 1981: fig. 12) and built individual rock-cut tombs entered by vertical shafts.  

Kenyon found remains of EB IV houses, only in her Trenches I, II, and III, which were terraced into the 

underlying deposits on the W, N, and S slopes of the tell. In Trench I (Stage XLII, Phase liv), remains of 

two complexes of rooms were found. In the W complex were two solid clay blocks in adjacent rectangular 

rooms which were possibly altars (Kenyon 1981: 105–8 and pls. 86a and 231a). The discovery of an 

infant foundation burial below the dividing wall between the adjacent rooms and a bin containing a four-

spouted lamp, which could have been used for offerings, may support Kenyon‘s suggestion that this might 

have been a cult center (Kenyon 1981: pls. 86b, 87a, b, and fig. 12:25).  

The remains and contents of the three rooms found in Trench II, Stage XXI, Phase lxviii, indicate they 

were for domestic use since they contained mortars, a bin, and a number of crushed vessels (Kenyon 

1981: 166–67 and fig. 12:2–5 and pl. 255a).  

The house remains in Trench III (Stage XX, Phase lxxx) were so scanty that no plan was published, but 

a good assemblage of characteristic pottery was excavated (Kenyon and Holland 1983: 214 and figs. 104–

5).  

The evidence from the burial traditions of the EB IV people (Amorites?) indicates a tribal organization 

with each group maintaining its own burial customs since seven different classes of tombs were 

discovered by Kenyon. They were identified as the following types: Dagger, Pottery, Dagger/Pottery 

(―Square-Shaft‖), Outsize, Bead, Composite, and Multiple Burial.  

The Dagger type (e.g., Tomb A129; Kenyon 1965: fig. 23, plan and 1979: pl. 46, photograph) is usually 

small and, owing to its size, contains an intact skeleton in a crouched position on its side. If the burial is 

of a man, he is buried with a dagger, and if that of a woman, she is buried with a pin or beads. The 

prominence given to weapons in this type of tomb suggests a warrior class.  

The Pottery-type tomb (e.g., Tomb G28, Kenyon 1960: fig. 96, plan and pl. 10:2, photograph) always 

contains only pottery and no weapons.  

The Dagger/Pottery-type tomb (e.g., Tomb D1; Kenyon 1965: fig. 42, plan and pl. 4:1, photograph) 

shows a combination of features associated with the preceding two tomb types. A new feature associated 

with this type is that the weapons also may include a javelin. The main constructional difference of the 

shaft for this type is that it is square, rather than roughly and roundly cut, and is therefore also known as a 

―square-shaft‖ type.  

The fourth type is termed ―Outsize‖ (e.g., Tomb O4; Kenyon 1965; fig. 59, plan and pl. 5:1, 

photograph) since both the shafts and the chambers are considerably larger than those of the other tomb 

types and the funerary offerings are greater both in their numbers and size of the vessels (for example, 

compare Tomb O4 pottery with Pottery-type tomb vessels; Kenyon 1965: figs. 28 and 60–61). They are 

similar to the ―square-shaft‖ tombs in that they also contain both pottery and weapons, and the skeleton is 

usually intact.  

The fifth type, Bead tombs (e.g. Tomb K9; Kenyon 1965: fig. 40), has dismembered skeletons and few 

grave offerings apart from some beads, a pin, and sometimes fragments of bronze studs, possibly 

belonging to clothing items.  

The sixth type, known as Composite tombs (e.g., Tomb L2; Kenyon 1965: fig. 79, plan) appears to 

combine some of the characteristics of the Dagger, Pottery, Dagger/Pottery, and Outsize types of tombs.  

One seventh type of EB IV tomb, M17, is in a class by itself and is designated a Multiple-Burial type 

(Kenyon 1965: fig. 88, plan and pl. 10:1, photograph). It is distinguished from all the other tomb types in 



that it has three intact burials, whereas only two intact burials occasionally are found in the Dagger-type 

tombs.  

8. Middle Bronze Age (ca. 1950–1550 B.C.). Kenyon found MB occupational remains (Table 1) in 

Trenches I, II, III (MB I/early MB II), and in Squares HII to VI (MB III). Owing to erosion, no domestic 

structures were found in Trenches I and II, but the extensive exposures extending W in Trench I and N in 

Trench II revealed MB remains of three successive and massive plastered ramparts which surrounded the 

MB town (see Fig. JER.05; also Kenyon 1981: Trench I, pls. 89b–92b, photographs, pl. 236, section; 

Trench II, pls. 108–10, photograph and pl. 259, section). The ramparts also were found in Trench III on 

the S of the mound (see Kenyon 1981: pls. 125b, 126a, and 127, photographs and pl. 273, section) as well 

as some house remains on the berm at the foot of the MB bank (Kenyon 1981: pls. 126b and 128a, 

photographs and pl. 272a, b, plans).  

Although the few rooms excavated in Trench III (Stage XXI) were small and mostly irregular, a number 

of typical MB II vessels were found associated with the floor levels (Kenyon and Holland 1983: figs. 106: 

1–30 and 108: 32–39).  

The most complete MB II houses were excavated by Kenyon (1981: pl. 336a) in Area H (Stage XII) on 

the E side of the mound in grid squares H6–7 (Fig. JER.02) just NE of Garstang‘s so-called MB ―palace 

storerooms‖ in grid squares H6, J5–6, and K5–6 (Garstang 1934: 118–30 and pls. 13–16). The combined 

Garstang/Kenyon sketch plan of this portion of the MB II city plan reveals an orderly layout of houses 

and two streets with drains oriented W–E, sloping down the mound to the water supply. A number of 

ground-floor rooms, particularly Garstang‘s room nos. 40–45 (1934: pls. 15, 16, and 41–42), and 

Kenyon‘s B and F (1981: 369, fig. 6 and pls. 198 and 336a), contained many large storage jars with 

carbonized grains, and also loomweights and saddle querns, which indicate that the street-level rooms 

served as working areas and possibly shops, while the second-story rooms were for living and bedrooms.  

A 1988 revised radiocarbon determination of a charcoal sample (BM–1790R, 3300±110 B.P.) from 

Kenyon‘s Area H rooms in Stage XII, Phase li, places this occupation within a calibrated date ranging 

from 1880–1390 B.C. (based on Stuiver and Reimer 1986). The carbonized plant remains from the storage 

jars in storerooms B and F, Stage XII, Phase lii–liii (Kenyon and Holland 1983: figs. 199: 4–6, 201: 1–4, 

and 202: 1–4), were analyzed by Hopf, who identified emmer, bread wheat, and barley in room F, and 

bread wheat, barley, lentil, field peas, vines, onions, oats, as well as grass and weed species in room B.  

Some of the pottery found in the Area H rooms illustrates a high degree of artistic achievement—

compare, for instance, the almost identical bird-shaped vases on pedestal stands from Garstang‘s room 73 

(1934: pls. 26:8 and 44 top) and Kenyon‘s room A (Kenyon and Holland 1983: fig. 188: 5 and Kenyon 

1957: pl. 48 top). Other fine vessels include Garstang‘s ―snake‖ vase from room 68 and a rhyton from 

room 40 (Garstang 1934: pls. 25: 20; 43: 4; and 22: 21, 44).  

The bulk of the evidence for everyday life at Jericho during the time of the MB comes, not from the 

sparse occupational remains, but from the large MB II multiple-burial tombs excavated by both Garstang 

and Kenyon in the necropolis N and NW of the tell (Garstang 1932: 41–54, 1933: 3–37; Kenyon 1960: 

263–515, 1965: 167–478, particularly pottery Groups I–V as illustrated by the vessels in Tombs B48, 

B51, J45, and A136). Because of the excellent preservation of objects in the tombs, it is possible to 

reconstruct a typical living room at Jericho during this period with some degree of certainty.  

All the MB buildings were violently destroyed by fire and their walls were covered with a thick layer of 

debris during the subsequent period of abandonment and erosion. On the basis of finding entire families 

buried together in some of the MB II tombs, Kenyon (1960: 267) postulated that disease was partially 

responsible for the demise of the population at this time. The heavy tilting of the Area H walls to the E 

(Kenyon 1981: pl 339, section) may indicate earthquake activity which may have resulted in sulfurous 

gases, fire, and possibly even some form of early plague, thus causing the total abandonment of the site at 

the end of the MB.  

9. Late Bronze Age (ca. 1550–1200 B.C.). As already noted by Kenyon (1973: 527), the dating of the 

Late Bronze Age in Palestine is almost entirely dependent upon a study of the pottery from the key 



Palestinian sites of this period, those being Tell Beit Mirsim, Jericho, Megiddo, Hazor, Lachish, and Tell 

el-˓Ajjūl.  

On the evidence of the Jericho pottery dated to the LB from the reused Tombs 4, 5, and 13 (Garstang 

1933: 15–40 and pls. 4–26; Bienkowski 1986: 32–102 and figs. 27–51), it would appear that Jericho was 

reoccupied on a small scale in Area H on the E side of the tell during the second half of the 15th century 

B.C. (Table 1). Bienkowski suggests for Tomb 5 a late LB I/first half of LB IIa date (ca. 1425–1350 B.C. 

or slightly later) and for Tombs 4 and 13 a mid-LB IIa/early LB IIb date, ca. 1350–1275 B.C. (1986: 71, 

90, and 102).  

On the tell, the only building remains to survive erosion were Garstang‘s so-called ―palace‖ and the 

Middle Building (1934: 105–8 and pl. 12), and the ruins of a house floor in Kenyon‘s Square Hill (Stage 

XIV, Phase liva) upon which were situated an oven and a LB IIb juglet (Kenyon 1981: 371 and fig. 14:6, 

pl. 199a, b) dated to the end of the 14th century B.C.  

With regard to an LB fortification system at Jericho, there is no archaeological data to support the 

presence of a walled town. The so-called LB walls in Garstang‘s City D, which he associated with 

Joshua‘s destruction of Jericho (Josh 6:24), were misdated (Garstang and Garstang 1940: 129–40 and pls. 

17–18) and later shown by Kenyon to be two successive phases of an EB town wall (Kenyon 1952: 64–

72).  

The meager material remains of LB Jericho, therefore, suggest that the settlement was relatively small 

and fairly poor (however, for a recent reevaluation of these remains, see Wood 1990). As Bienkowski 

(1986: 124) has shown, a study of the settlement patterns of the LB sites in Canaan shows that only eight 

of the seventy-six known settlements were fortified. This decline in the fortunes of Jericho and other sites 

in Canaan is the direct result of the establishment of the Egyptian 18th Dyn. and the expulsion of the 

Hyksos into Palestine (Kenyon 1973: 555–56).  

10. Iron Age (ca. 1200–587 B.C.). After Jericho was abandoned during the early part of LB IIb, it was 

not thought to be reoccupied to any great extent until the 7th century B.C. However, a recent study of the 

pottery from the German excavations by the Weipperts (1976: 105–48) has revealed the presence of both 

Iron Age I and II forms. Garstang‘s ―Cremation Pit‖ (Tomb 11) also may be dated to Iron Age I (1933: 36 

and fig. 11) and the late 10th century B.C. Tomb A85 excavated by Kenyon (1965: 482–89 and figs. 252–

53) was possibly in use until the early 9th century B.C. (Tushingham 1965: 487). The biblical account in 1 

Kgs 16:34 suggests that the site was first reoccupied and fortified by Hiel the Bethelite during the time of 

Ahab (early 9th century B.C.).  

The extensive 7th-century Iron Age occupation was found by all three major expeditions to Jericho 

(Table 1). The German excavators Sellin and Watzinger (1913) uncovered the largest area in the 

uppermost strata of Jericho. See Fig. JER.02. Garstang recovered only one portion of an Iron Age II 

building in grid H6 and very few finds (1934: 102–4 and pls. 13, 15, and 24:2). Kenyon‘s Iron Age 

material from Jericho is now well documented both from the tell (Kenyon 1981: 111–13, 171–73, 219, 

and pls. 92b, 94, 232, and 255–56; Kenyon and Holland 1982: 455–536 and figs. 195–219; 1983: 58–84, 

176 and figs. 23–31; Franken 1974) and tombs A85, WH.1, and WH.2 (Tushingham 1965: 479–515 and 

figs. 252–63).  

The largest and most complete Iron Age II building excavated by Kenyon (in Stage XLVI, Phase lxix) 

was situated at the foot of Trench I on the W side of the tell, and was constructed in a tripartite plan 

typical of this period (Kenyon 1981: 111–12 and pls. 94, 232). Apart from the pottery, the most important 

find, slightly postdated to the aforementioned building, is that of a stamped storage jar handle from 

Trench I (Reg. YBT/42; Stage L, Phase lxxv) impressed with a two-winged ―royal stamp‖ and two 

incised concentric circles around a deeply impressed central hole (Bartlett 1982a: 537 and fig. 220:1, pl. 

3a). The presence of this handle probably indicates that Jericho was under the administration of Judah 

during this period. The pottery from even later phases on the mound strongly suggests that the site 

remained inhabited until the period of the Babylonian exile in 587 B.C.  

11. Babylonian/Persian to Byzantine (587 B.C.–A.D. 636). Although there are no ancient building 

remains on the tell after the time of the Iron Age remains, ancient Jericho and the area in the immediate 



vicinity of modern Jericho was occupied during some, if not all, of the time between the 

Babylonian/Persian and Byzantine periods, particularly at the nearby site known today as Tulul Abu El-

˓Alayiq (Kelso and Baramki 1955: 1–19; and Pritchard 1958: 1–58).  

The presence of an unstratified, barbed bronze arrowhead (Reg. 179; Kenyon and Holland 1982: 569 

and fig. 229:18) from the W slope of the mound attests to the presence of Persian warriors or to their 

surrogates in the neighborhood.  

Even later periods of encampment or temporary occupation on the mound are attested by epigraphic 

evidence in the form of another stamped jar handle. The upper arm of a Rhodian amphora (Reg. 199) 

bears a rectangular stamp which reads ―In the term of Agestratos, in the month Agrianias‖ (May–June), 

dated to ca. 220–150 B.C. in the Hellenistic Period (Bartlett 1982a: 542 and fig. 220: 6).  

During the course of Kenyon‘s excavations in the necropolis, Roman remains were found in seven 

tombs (table 1) and fourteen graves (Bennett 1965: 516–45 and figs. 264–81).  

The sparce remains from the Byzantine period come from Kenyon‘s sites M and H on the tell. A pit dug 

into Square MI (Stage XXIV, Phase cxii) to a depth of over 14 m, probably to obtain brick material for 

building elsewhere, contained only one fragment of a fine Byzantine bowl (Kenyon 1981: 266; Kenyon 

and Holland 1983: 280 and fig. 119:14). An unstratified iron nail (Reg. 1907), possibly Byzantine, came 

from Site H (Holland 1982b: 569 and fig. 229:19).  

Historically, Jericho was of great economic and military importance during the time of the Hellenistic 

and Roman periods. A perpetual source of fresh water from the spring of ˓Ain es-Sultan and during later 

periods from the springs of ˓Ain Dug, ˓Ain Nureimah (Na‘aran), and the Wadi Qelt brought to Jericho by 

aqueducts, gave Jericho its very existence from the time of trhe original settlement during the Mesolithic 

period until the present day. It served as an oasis providing food and more particularly the medicinal 

plants that were so prized by all powers who held sway over the site. Since Jericho was situated on the E 

flank of Judea, it remained militarily of great strategic importance. The continued settlement of the area 

until the present day and the existence of the modern town of Jericho testifies to its endurance and its 

unrivaled status as being the oldest continually inhabited oasis in the world.  

T. A. HOLLAND  

E. Roman Jericho (Tulul Abu el-˓Alayiq)  

Jericho of the Roman period is referred to in the Apocryphal writings and is where Bacchides is said to 

have built one of his fortresses (1 Macc 9:50). Later Ptolemy was made governor of the plain and the area 

was the scene of the massacre of Simon and his sons (1 Macc 16:11–17). The roses grown in Jericho must 

have been proverbial, since in Sirach 24:14 they are used as a metaphor for wisdom. In the NT, the most 

notable references to the city are as the site of the healing of two blind men (Matt 20:29–34) and as the 

home of Zacchaeus (Luke 19:1–10).  

The most widespread remains from the Hasmonean and the Herodian periods were exposed in the W 

plain of Jericho, close to Wadi Qelt (the biblical Nahal Perat) at the site named Tulul Abu el-˓Alayiq 

(M.R. 191139). The site, previously labeled by scholars as ―Herodian‖ or ―New Testament‖ Jericho 

(versus the older town mentioned in the OT, situated at Tell el-Sultan; see above) has proved to be a huge 

palace complex first built by the Hasmoneans and later rebuilt and expanded by Herod the Great. The 

palace was in close proximity to Jerusalem (only 20 km), and enjoyed an abundance of water, a pastoral 

landscape, and above all, mild winters in contrast to the cold winters of Jerusalem.  

The first developments at Jericho, probably in the days of John Hyrcanus I (134–104 B.C.) included the 

construction of: (1) a long well-built water channel to carry water from the Wadi Qelt springs to the plain; 

(2) a royal estate; and (3) the first phase of a winter palace.  

C. Warren (1869) was the first scholar to excavate at the site. He dug sections on top of the two tells 

which characterize this site, one to the S and the other to the N of the wadi. E Sellin and C. Watzinger 

followed Warren, and did additional minor work at the site. Larger excavations were conducted in 1950 

(Kelso and Baramki) and 1951 (Pritchard). The most extensive excavations of the site have been directed 

by E. Netzer from 1973 to 1987.  



1. The Hasmonean Period. The first palace built by Hyrcanus I, N of Wadi Qelt included a two story 

building, about 60 × 50 m, built on three sides of an inner courtyard. This building (only part of which has 

been exposed) included bath installations, a large ritual bath (miqve, two pools, one with and the other 

without steps), decorated rooms (with fresco and stucco), and at least one tower. This tower (13 × 13 m) 

at the SW corner, was built with ashlar stones in contrast to the rest of the walls which were of mudbrick.  

Two swimming pools, one beside the other, were built W of the palace (each 8 × 9 m); perhaps they 

were separated to reserve one each for men and women. To the N of the palace was the large royal estate, 

at least 45 hectares of irrigated land, which was surrounded by a wall. Various agricultural installations 

(including many winepresses) were exposed close to this estate. The estate probably housed palm date 

trees (which were exploited mainly to produce date wine) and opobalsamum bushes (to produce perfumes 

and medicines). These remains accurately reflect Jericho‘s descriptions by Pliny, Strabo, Josephus, and 

others.  

The first expansion of the palace was probably by Alexander Jannaeus (103–76 B.C.), who built a 

second long range water channel to carry water from Na‘aran springs to the W plain of Jericho. 

Simultaneously, he added to the palace (to its E) a large luxurious complex with two large adjacent 

swimming pools in its center (each 18 × 13 m). The pools were surrounded by wide, paved platforms and 

gardens. This complex, built along one straight architectural axis also included a pavilion (21 × 17 m, 

surrounded by colonnades in the Doric style) at one edge and a large garden at the other edge (ca. 60 × 70 

m, and probably also surrounded by colonnades).  

The next massive addition to the palace complex was added by Jannaeus‘ widow, Queen Alexandra 

(76–67 B.C.). She constructed a pair of unique villas (the ―twin palaces‖), built one attached to the other in 

a spiegel bilt plan. Each of the houses (ca. 25 × 25 m) had a square courtyard in its center, a triclinium 

(open towards the courtyard through a Distilos in antis), bath installations, and various ritual baths. Each 

of these villas also had a neighboring garden with a small swimming pool in its center. Each of the villas 

and their gardens were terraced into the terrain‘s slope in order not to disturb the panoramic view from the 

above-mentioned ―Doric‖ pavilion.  

The twin palaces were probably built to house the two rival sons of the queen, of whom the oldest had 

served as the high priest since his father‘s death.  

Only minor changes and additions were introduced into the palace during the 30 years between 

Alexandra and Herod the Great. They mainly included the introduction of more bath installations (both 

secular and ritual) and a large swimming pool (ca. 20 × 12.5 m).  

2. The Herodian Period. During Herod‘s long reign (37–4 B.C.), he managed to build three 

independent palaces at the same site, which ultimately functioned as one. It seems that in Herod‘s early 

years (37–31 B.C.), the Hasmonean family continued to use its palace in Jericho. The dramatic murder of 

Aristobulus III in a swimming pool at Jericho, as told by Josephus, took place during a banquet organized 

by Herod‘s Hasmonean mother-in-law.  

Herod built his first independent palace at Jericho (probably around 35 B.C.) not far from the 

Hasmonean one, S of Wadi Qelt. It was a large rectangular building (84 × 45 m), built on three sides of a 

peristyled courtyard. It included a large triclinium, various palatial and service rooms, a bathhouse in the 

Roman style, and a ritual bath. Although free-standing, it resembles an introverted city house similar to 

those at Pompeii. This design may reflect Herod‘s political insecurities (ca. 35–30 B.C.), when Jericho 

was officially taken from him and given to Egypt‘s queen, Cleopatra.  

Herod‘s second palace at the site (built around 25 B.C.), was built as an open complex, exposed to the 

landscape around. It was built on top of the ruined Hasmonean complex, following the latter‘s destruction 

by the earthquake of 31 B.C. This palace‘s major wing (the E wing) was built NE of the ruined twin 

palaces. It comprised two levels: the upper one with various palatial and service rooms was built around a 

large peristyled courtyard; the lower one included the Hasmonean (20 × 12.5 m) swimming pool, a 

bathhouse in the Roman style, and various service rooms.  



To the W, the two large Hasmonean swimming pools were combined into one large pool (32 × 18 m), 

surrounded by newly planted gardens. Perhaps another wing (perhaps a villa) was built on top of the 

Hasmonean artificial mound, but no evidence of this has been found.  

The largest and most sophisticated palace built by Herod in Jericho, the Third Palace, was built around 

15 B.C. on both sides of Wadi Qelt, N of the first palace and SE of the second one. Covering about 3 

hectares, it was built following a grid system parallel to the wadi. Roman builders and artisans cooperated 

with the local artisans to use Roman concrete work, which was covered by small stones in the opus 

reticulatum and opus quadratum styles, side by side with the local mudbrick work.  

The main wing of the palace was the N one. It included various palatial rooms, two small gardened 

peristyled courtyards, a relatively large bathhouse in the Roman style, and a huge triclinium. This 

outstanding triclinium (29 × 19 m) had rows of columns on three of its sides, similar in plan to the one in 

the first palace. Most of its floor was covered by an elaborate opus sectile floor (its tiles were looted in 

antiquity). The walls, like practically all the other walls in this wing, were covered with frescoes. The 

wing also included two long colonnades, built along the wadi, opposite the sunken garden. The ceilings of 

these colonnades, as well as those in other rooms, were decorated with elaborate stucco work.  

The other three large wings of the third palace were built S of Wadi Qelt: the sunken garden, a huge 

pool, and an elaborate building. See Fig. JER.06.  

The sunken garden, an elaborate formal garden (140 × 40 m), was flanked by two elevated colonnades 

on its short ends. The long S facade (Kelso and Baramki‘s ―Grand Facade‖) was decorated with 48 

niches, having a reflection water channel in front of them. The center of this facade was designed with a 

small semicircular garden, in the shape of a theater. The huge pool (90 × 42 m), probably served for 

swimming, boating, and water games.  

Only foundations, a circle bounded by a square, have survived from the building which once stood on 

top of the artificial mound. There are good reasons to infer that above these foundations stood a round 

reception hall, 16 m in diameter, with four semicircular niches around it (a similar hall, 8 m in diameter, 

was integrated into the Roman-style bathhouse of the N wing). Following this reconstruction, this hall 

was similar in shape to the contemporanous Tempio di Merkuri in Baia. This elevated hall was reached by 

a stair-bridge constructed upon a series of arches. A second bridge, of which we have no evidence, was 

probably built across Wadi Qelt, connecting the two parts of the palace.  

The winter palace complex included also a series of structures built E of the Hasmonean palace. These 

structures (only partially excavated), were built along the fringe of the royal estate, perhaps to house the 

administrative staff. At their E edge, a small ―industrial area‖ was exposed, probably to process some of 

the royal estate products (perhaps the opobalsamum).  

Another important building project of Herod was revealed and excavated by Netzer (1975–76) at Tell el 

Samarat, S of Tell el-Sultan. This consists of the remains of a complex unique in the whole Greco-Roman 

world, which integrated a horse- and chariot-racing course, a theater‘s cavea 70 m wide, and an elaborate 

building (70 × 70 m) elevated on top of an artificial mound. Little more than the foundations have 

survived of this latter elevated building, which may have served as a reception area or a gymnasium.  

This combined building project (which accommodated horse races, athletics, boxing, theater, and 

musical shows like the ones performed in the quinquennial games in honor of Augustus, which Herod 

established and maintained in Jerusalem and Caesarea) probably is that to which Josephus referred when 

he mentioned at Jericho a hippodrome, a theater, and an amphitheater.  

Very few other Hasmonean or Herodian ruins are known in Jericho; however, there are a few 

independent dwellings. It can be assumed that Second Temple Jericho was spread over the plain‘s 

irrigated areas, probably in the character of a garden city, side by side with the royal estates.  

Jericho as a whole functioned not only as an agricultural center and as a crossroad, but as a winter resort 

for Jerusalem‘s aristocracy. Indirect evidence of the extensive Jewish population in this period was found 

in the survey and excavations (Hachlili 1976–77) of a huge contemporary cemetery W of the plain and 

near the bottom of the mountains‘ slopes.  

EHUD NETZER  
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JERIEL (PERSON) [Heb y r  ˒ēl (יֵאל שִׂ  A descendant, perhaps grandson, of Issachar according to .[( יְׁ

the genealogy of 1 Chr 7:1–5. For a discussion of the list of Issachar‘s sons, see IBSAM.  

M. STEPHEN DAVIS  

JERIMOTH (PERSON) [Heb yer  m t (ימות  Var. JEREMOTH. Jerimoth appears as a proper .[( ֶישִׂ

name only in late biblical writings. Within Chronicles ―Jerimoth‖ represents several different individuals 

contemporaneous with David, as well as several different Benjaminites. Those presented as David‘s peers 

seem retrojected anachronistically into preexilic Israel by the Chronicler. The name may have originated 

as the familial name of a Benjaminite clan in postexilic Jerusalem (see #3). The name also arises in an 

authentic source in Ezra 10:26–29, where it represents three different individuals. Jerimoth was most 

likely a common Judean name in the late 5th, early 4th century B.C.E. Its etymology, ―exalted,‖ reflects a 

theological tendency found in other names from this era (Silverman 1985: 283–85). The equivalence of 

the names ―Jerimoth‖ and ―Jeremoth‖ is best observed in 1 Chr 24:30 (= 1 Chr 23:23) and 1 Chr 25:4 (= 1 

Chr 25:22) where the names are used for the one person in the same context.  

1. The son of Bela and, according to 1 Chronicles, a military leader from the tribe of Benjamin during 

the reign of David (1 Chr 7:7). While it is possible that the Chronicler inserted Jerimoth into this passage 

from postexilic source material (Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 77–78), the stylistic 

characteristics of 1 Chr 7:6–12 suggest that the unit was composed by the Chronicler himself. Jerimoth 

here may represent a postexilic Benjaminite familial name (see #3) that the Chronicler retrojected into the 

time of David in order to establish impressive military support for David‘s rule.  

2. The son of Becher, and according to 1 Chronicles, a military leader from the tribe of Benjamin during 

the reign of David (1 Chr 7:8). See #1.  

3. A Benjaminite, the son of Shimei and inhabitant of Jerusalem (1 Chr 8:14). Geography seems to 

provide the organizing principle of the genealogical list in which Jerimoth appears. The name thereby 

provides important demographic evidence for the population of Jerusalem at some point in her history. 

Rudolph (Chronikbücher HAT, 77) has argued that either Josiah‘s reign or Nehemiah‘s governorship 

provides a suitable background for the appearance of Benjaminites in Jerusalem. The commonality of the 

names of the nine sons of Shimei with names recorded in elsewhere in Chronicles or in Ezra and 

Nehemiah (Curtis and Masden The Books of Chronicles ICC, 162), however, suggests that Jerimoth 

represents a segment of the postexilic, rather than the preexilic, population of Jerusalem.  

4. A warrior, who, according to 1 Chronicles, joined David‘s revolt against Saul at Ziklag (1 Chr 12:5). 

1 Chronicles 12 extends the list of David‘s warriors from the Chronicler‘s Deuteronomistic source (1 

Samuel 31 [= 1 Chr 11:11–47]). The source of these warriors‘ names remains contested. Rudolph 

(Chronikbücher HAT, 103–7) argued that the names were later appended to the Chronicler‘s work in the 

2d century B.C.E. Zeron (1974) has argued that Jerimoth and others in 1 Chronicles 12 represent an 

authentic preexilic source—a fragment of an otherwise lost genealogy of Absalom. Stylistic and structural 

indications, however, imply that this section was composed by the Chronicler (Williamson 1981). 

Jeremoth therefore represents the retrojection of a common name from the time of the Chronicler into 

David‘s military force to bolster further David‘s support in Israel.  

5. The son of Azriel and the tribal leader of Naphtali at the close of the reign of David (1 Chr 27:19). 

Embedded within a list of the leaders of the twelve tribes of Israel (1 Chr 27:16–24), the reference to the 

―Chronicles of King David‖ (1 Chr 27:24) has spurred speculation concerning a source that the Chronicler 



used in his reworking of Samuel and Kings (Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 175–76). The 

passage‘s Chronistic style and the presence of Aaronides as an independent tribe, however, suggest that 

the Chronicler composed the passage. Jerimoth‘s presence most likely represents the retrojection of a 

name that was common in the early 4th century B.C.E. back into the time of the united monarchy.  

6. A Merarite, the son of Mushi, whom, according to the 1 Chronicles, David appointed to service in the 

Temple and its cult (1 Chr 23:23). Jeremoth appears nowhere else as a Levite in the OT outside of 1 and 2 

Chronicles. The Levitical genealogies of Exodus 6 and Numbers 3 do not extend this branch of the 

Levitical family beyond Jeremoth‘s father, Mushi. Although J. Liver (1968: 8.29–32) believes that 

Jeremoth and the other Levites in 1 Chronicles 23 may represent authentic persons contemporaneous with 

David or Solomon, Rudolph (Chronikbücher HAT, 154–55) argued that Jeremoth and the other Levites of 

1 Chronicles 23 represent Levitical families after the time of the Chronicler. The style of the list, however, 

corresponds closely with the compositional techniques of the Chronicler. This suggests that Williamson 

(1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 160) may be correct in asserting that ―the names of the heads of houses will 

then be current at the time of the list‘s composition‖—the time of the composition of Chronicles (ca. 460 

B.C.E.).  

7. A son of Heman whom, according to the Chronicler, David and the Judean military leaders appointed 

as one of the leaders of the Levitical Temple instrumentalists (1 Chr 25:4). While the exact compositional 

history of the Levitical musicians in 1 Chronicles 25 remains contested, it is generally conceded that 

Jeremoth appears in a list of names that has been artificially constructed from a postexilic hymn 

(Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 167–68). The Chronicler anachronistically retrojected a common 

name that expressed the piety of his age into the founding establishment of Temple personnel during the 

reign of David.  

8. A son of David, the father of Mahalath who, according to the Chronicler, married Rehoboam (2 Chr 

11:18). The name ―Jerimoth‖ is not attested elsewhere as a name for a son of David. Curtis and Madsen 

(369) raise the possibility that Jerimoth was therefore the son of one of David‘s concubines. Yet the late 

appearance of the name elsewhere and the Chronistic style of 2 Chr 11:18–23 suggest that the Chronicler 

borrowed the name from his day to produce artificially a son of David with an identical Levitical name, 

thereby relating two of his chief interests.  

9. According to the Chronicler, a Levitical overseer of surplus Temple offerings gathered during 

Hezekiah‘s Temple reforms (2 Chr 31:13). The Chronistic style of the chapter clearly demarcates it as the 

Chronicler‘s own invention. Having already equated the name with a Levitical family (1 Chr 24:30), the 

Chronicler reuses ―Jerimoth‖ to illustrate the propriety of Hezekiah‘s reforms.  

10. A member of the family of Elam who lived in the Persian province of Judah during the mission of 

Ezra (Ezra 10:26). Jeremoth, a member of a family that had returned from exile with Zerubbabel, married 

a non-Judean wife. He consented to divorce her during the reforms of Ezra under the threat of complete 

ostracism from the Jerusalem temple-state. Through the list of Jeremoth‘s peers may be abbreviated 

(Rudolph Esra und Nehemiah samt 3. Esra HAT, 97–99), it is generally agreed that the names in the list 

of Ezra 10:18–43 authentically represent individuals from the Persian province of Judah during the 

mission of Ezra.  

11. A member of the family of Zattu who lived in the Persian province of Judah during the mission of 

Ezra (Ezra 10:27). See #10.  

12. A member of the family of Bani who lived in the Persian province of Judah during the mission of 

Ezra (Ezra 10:29).  

Bibliography  
Liver, J. 1968. Chapters in the History of Priests and Levites. Jerusalem (in Hebrew).  
Silverman, M. H. 1985. Religious Values in the Jewish Proper Names of Elephantine. AOAT 217. Neukirchen-Vluyn.  

Williamson, H. G. M. 1979. The Origins of the Twenty-four Priestly Courses: A Study of 1 Chronicles xxiii–xxvii. Pp. 251–68 

in Studies in the Historical Books of the Old Testament, ed. J. A. Emerton. VTSup 30. Leiden.  

———. 1981. ―We Are Yours, O David‖: The Setting and Purpose of 1 Chronicles xii 1–23. OTS 21: 164–76.  

Zeron, A. 1974. Tag für Tag kam zu David, um ihm zu helfen, 1. Chr. 12, 1–22. TZ 30: 257–61.  

JOHN W. WRIGHT  



JERIOTH (PERSON) [Heb y r  ˓ t (יעות שִׂ  The daughter of Caleb and Azubah and the mother of .[( יְׁ

Jesher, Shobab, and Ardon (1 Chr 2:18). This identification is admittedly merely the most probable 

among several alternatives (Braun Chronicles WBC, 39). The Vatican manuscript of the LXX represents 

not only Jerioth but also Azubah as the daughter of Caleb. However v 19 implies that Azubah was his 

wife. It is possible that the name ―Jerioth‖ and the name ―Azubah‖ both indicate the same person. In such 

a case the conjunction waw would be explicative and should be rendered something like ―even.‖ This 

suggestion actually fits Jerioth‘s being either Caleb‘s daughter or his wife. The latter proposal is precisely 

the understanding of the LXX‘s Alexandrian manuscript, though it keeps Jerioth and Azubah apart as two 

separate individuals—each a wife of Caleb. Textual emendation could make Jerioth the father of Azubah 

(Curtis and Madsen Chronicles ICC, 92) or a former husband of Azubah (Richter 1914: 110). On the 

absolute use thus required of the Hip˓il of yld, note Isa 66:9 where it has the force of ―to cause to bear.‖ 

The idea that Jerioth might have been a son of Caleb and Azubah hardly seems likely. Stamm (1967: 325) 

thinks the translation ― (tent-)curtains‖ for Jerioth as a plural of y r  ˓â is unsatisfactory, and he assumes a 

connection with the verb yr˓—―to tremble, to be faint-hearted‖ (cf. Ar yari˓a—―to be a coward‖). 

Potentially either feminine or masculine in form, this short name lengthened by the hypocoristic element -

ôt would then mean ― (the) anxious or timid or fearful (one).‖ Neither Akkadian nor Egyptian appears to 

supply a parallel.  
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JEROBOAM (PERSON) [Heb yārob˓am (ַףם  Two kings of N Israel bore this name, which .[( ָיָשבְׁ

means ―may the people be great.‖  

1. The son of Nebat, and the first king of the N kingdom of Israel (ca. 922–901 B.C.E.). Prior to his 

elevation to the N Israelite kingship, Jeroboam had served in Solomon‘s royal administration. He 

eventually opposed Solomon‘s policies and rebelled against the king. He fled to Egypt to escape 

Solomon‘s wrath and remained there until Solomon‘s death. Jeroboam subsequently returned home and 

was elevated to the kingship by the N Israelite tribes. He proceeded to develop a religiopolitical system 

for the new nation to establish its independence from the Davidic kingdom of Judah in the S. For this, 

Jeroboam is remembered in biblical tradition as the king who led Israel to sin, setting the new nation on 

its fateful course of decline and fall.  

a. Sources. The main account of Jeroboam‘s rise to power and reign in 1 Kgs 11:26–14:20 is a 

compilation of several sources, but Cohn (1985) has called attention to the literary techniques by means of 

which the Deuteronomistic historian created a ―unified story‖ out of his disparate sources. Even though 

this account of Jeroboam‘s career has been shaped to conform to the later perspectives of its author, most 

scholars believe that critical investigation of this complex—evidently drawn from archival texts, historical 

reports, prophetic oracles, and legends, etc.—can yield reliable information about the 10th-century 

situation.  

As for other sources, the Chronicler presents with only slight variations parallel accounts of 1 Kgs 12:1–

19 (cf. 2 Chr 10:1–19) and 1 Kgs 12:21–24 (cf. 2 Chr 11:1–4). In an account unparalleled in Kings, and of 

uncertain historical value, the Chronicler gives an account of the conflict between Jeroboam and the 

Judean king Abijah/Abijam (2 Chr 13:2–20). In addition, the LXX (Codex Vaticanus) preserves, as a 

supplement to its translation of the Hebrew account in Kings, an alternate version of Jeroboam‘s career (3 

Kgdms 12:24a–z), but scholars are divided on the historical reliability of the additional details about 

Jeroboam that it provides (for a review and assessment of the various views, see Gordon 1975).  

b. Rise to Power. Few details are known about Jeroboam‘s life before his rise to kingship. He is 

described in 1 Kgs 11:26 as an Ephraimite from the village of Zeredah, son of Nebat and the widowed 



Zeruah; the LXX supplement, however, fails to mention his father and identifies his mother as Sarira, a 

harlot—a note which is often dismissed as tendentious (for a contrary view, see Aberbach and Smolar 

1969: 69–70).  

Additional details provided by the LXX supplement claim that Jeroboam had 300 chariots prior to this 

escape to Egypt (v 24b) and that Pharaoh Shishak gave him an Egyptian princess in marriage (v 24e). 

This latter detail, however, may derive from confusion between Jeroboam and Hadad, an Edomite rebel 

against Solomon who, according to 1 Kgs 11:19, married Pharaoh‘s daughter.  

According to 1 Kgs 11:26–28, Jeroboam was an official in Solomon‘s administration. His duties under 

Solomon included the oversight of the sēbel (v 28) in the district known as the ―house of Joseph‖—the 

tribal territory of Ephraim/Manasseh. The term sēbel is believed to refer to the temporary work forces 

drawn from the N Israelite tribes, not the mas-˓ōbēd ―forced levy of slaves‖ (cf. 1 Kgs 9:21–22) which 

was the permanent, institutionalized force of corvée workers drawn from the Canaanite population 

(Mettinger 1971: 138).  

While in this position of leadership, Jeroboam witnessed the oppressiveness of Solomon‘s 

administration and eventually revolted in an expression of solidarity with his N Israelite compatriots. It is 

generally agreed that Solomon‘s policies which alienated the northerners included heavy and inequitable 

taxation and the system of the sēbel. In addition, it has been suggested that Solomon‘s cession of N 

Israelite towns (1 Kgs 9:10–13) to the Phoenician king Hiram was the ―last straw‖ which precipitated 

Jeroboam‘s revolt (Halpern 1974: 528). Miller has suggested further that cultic installations and personnel 

in the N may have been co-opted to support the ―cultic primacy of Jerusalem‖ in the Davidic state (HAIJ, 

230–31).  

The account in 1 Kgs 11:29–39 claims that the Shilonite prophet Ahijah designated Jeroboam as the 

divinely chosen king of the N Israelite tribes, but the passage (especially vv 32–39) is so thoroughly laced 

with Deuteronomistic language and motifs that its historical value is suspect. Many scholars maintain, 

however, that vv 29–31(32) preserve a portion of an early tradition about the incident (Plein 1966: 18–20; 

Debus 1967: 80–87; Seebass 1967: 323–33; Gray, 1–2 Kings OTL, 288; Weippert 1983: 346–50). 

Inasmuch as prophets frequently instigated political revolts in the N kingdom, there is good reason to 

suppose that Ahijah did encourage the rebellion. Caquot (1961: 25) has suggested that Ahijah was 

motivated by the hope that Jeroboam would select Shiloh for the religious center of his new kingdom.  

Solomon responded to the rebellion by seeking to kill Jeroboam. Jeroboam fled to Egypt, where 

Shishak, king of Egypt, gave him asylum. Halpern (1974: 523–34) has suggested that Jeroboam hoped to 

win Egyptian support in his move against Solomon on the assumption that relations between Solomon and 

Egypt had shifted from cooperation to antagonism under the 22d Dyn. founded by Shishak (Shoshenq I). 

Jeroboam remained in Egypt until Solomon died.  

The sources do not agree on whether Jeroboam participated in the subsequent assembly at Shechem, the 

gathering at which the N Israelite leaders negotiated with Solomon‘s son Rehoboam to determine the 

future of their relationship to the house of David. According to 1 Kgs 12:1–19 and the parallel account in 

2 Chr 10:1–19, Jeroboam was summoned from Egypt to the Shechemite assembly and participated in the 

proceedings (vv 3 and 12 of both accounts). 1 Kgs 12:20 suggests, however, that Jeroboam was 

summoned to Shechem and made king over Israel only after the discussions with Rehoboam had broken 

down and the decision had been made to break away from Davidic rule. Attempts to explain the 

inconsistencies, using the evidence of the LXX, have been vigorously debated (Gooding 1967; 1972; 

Klein 1970; 1973; McKenzie 1987).  

c. Jeroboam and Rehoboam. The reasons for Rehoboam‘s involvement in the proceedings at Shechem 

are not specifically stated. Some have speculated that the N Israelites had a charismatic conception of 

kingship which gave them a natural reluctance to accept the regular dynastic succession when Solomon 

died, so Rehoboam went to Shechem to attempt to renew a personal union between N and S which 

supposedly had existed under his predecessors (Alt 1951: 4–9; Donner, IJH, 383–84); it has also been 

proposed that democratic tendencies existed in the N to which Rehoboam responded (Soggin 1984: 193). 

The uncertainties of a charismatic ideal of kingship or supposed democratic tendencies in the N aside, 



Miller justifiably suggests that urgent political realities prompted Rehoboam to go to Shechem to 

negotiate the matter of his kingship (HAIJ, 229–30).  

1 Kgs 14:30 refers to continual conflict between Rehoboam and Jeroboam. This evidently refers to the 

skirmishes to determine the border which would separate the two kingdoms—essentially whether the 

territory of Benjamin would belong to Israel or Judah. In these struggles, Rehoboam succeeded in 

retaining control of most of the Benjaminite territory (cf. 1 Kgs 12:21), but he seems to have refrained 

from attempting to regain control of the rest of the N. According to 1 Kgs 12:22–24, the Judean prophet 

Shemaiah uttered an oracle against any such attempts on the grounds that what had happened was the will 

of Yahweh. This obviously reflects the Deuteronomistic historian‘s view of the course of events (cf. 1 

Kgs 12:15), but the account may accurately recall a sentiment against exacerbating the difficult 

circumstances that had led to the schism.  

d. Political Establishment. After Jeroboam was elevated to the kingship by the N Israelite tribes, he 

began the task of establishing a political and religious system for the new nation. According to 1 Kgs 

12:25, he rebuilt Shechem and stayed there and then ―went out‖ (wayyēṣē˒ often has the connotation of a 

military maneuver) and fortified Penuel. Whether this means that Jeroboam established Shechem as the 

first political capital of the new kingdom, followed by Penuel in Transjordan, is debated. Those who 

argue that this was the case attribute Jeroboam‘s supposed retreat from Shechem either to (1) Pharaoh 

Shishak‘s invasion in the fifth year of Jeroboam‘s reign (Mazar 1957; Ahlström 1982: 56–57) or (2) to 

religious opposition from within Shechem (Danelius 1967–68; Allan 1974). By the end of Jeroboam‘s 

reign, the capital was located at Tirzah (1 Kgs 14:17); Tirzah remained the N Israelite capital (cf. 1 Kgs 

15:33; 16:8, 15, and 23) until Omri moved to Samaria. Miller (HAIJ, 244) suggests that Tirzah may have 

been the capital from the very beginning; according to this view, 1 Kgs 12:25 may only indicate that 

Jeroboam resided in Shechem and Penuel while state-sponsored construction work was underway in those 

cities.  

The biblical texts provide no information about Jeroboam‘s administrative system. Given the urgent 

task of establishing a viable nation, however, it is reasonable to suppose that Jeroboam utilized Solomon‘s 

administrative apparatus with ―perhaps some necessary adjustments‖ (Ahlström 1982: 63). No doubt the 

system of the sēbel was discontinued, and one must naturally suppose that officials who were loyalists of 

the Davidic state were removed from office. But the basic apparatus of the previous administration was no 

doubt kept in place. The Samaria ostraca of the 8th century B.C.E. provide evidence that the district system 

established by Solomon continued intact in the N kingdom with perhaps only slight modifications (Soggin 

1984: 197).  

e. Religious Establishment. Jeroboam‘s efforts to establish an independent religious system for the N 

Israelite kingdom are detailed in 1 Kgs 12:26–33. The account clearly serves the Deuteronomistic 

historian‘s polemical purposes against Jeroboam and the N kingdom. Its anachronistic and propagandistic 

elements suggest to Hoffmann (1980: 59–73) and Van Seters (1983: 313–14) that the entire account is a 

late invention without any historical basis. Others maintain that the account reliably reports the essential 

cultic measures undertaken by Jeroboam, despite the polemical judgments about them (Evans 1983: 120; 

Zevit 1985: 60–61). Donner (IJH, 383) and Zevit (1985: 61) identify the source from which the historical 

information was drawn as the annals of the kings of Israel mentioned in 1 Kgs 14:19.  

According to 1 Kgs 12:26–33, Jeroboam‘s cultic measures included: (1) construction of two golden 

calves; (2) placement of the calves at cult centers in Bethel and Dan; (3) establishment of other 

sanctuaries; (4) appointment of non-Levitic priests; and (5) observance of the fall festival, the Feast of 

Ingathering, on the fifteenth day of the eighth month, at which time the king offered a sacrifice on the 

altar in Bethel. The Deuteronomistic historian viewed each of these measures as a violation of 

Deuteronomic law, explaining his negative judgments on Jeroboam and the N cultic establishment. But 

Jeroboam and his N Israelite contemporaries no doubt viewed these measures as a return to old traditions 

and practices, a departure from the alien Jerusalemite religion which had been imposed upon them by the 

Davidic state (Talmon 1958: 53–57; Ahlström 1982: 57–58; HAIJ, 242–43).  



The reference to Jeroboam‘s choice of golden calf or bull images for the religious iconography of his 

new kingdom associates these images with Yahweh, the god of the exodus (―Behold your god, Israel, who 

brought you up from the land of Egypt‖—1 Kgs 12:28) and recalls the golden calf episode in Exodus 32. 

These associations suggest that Jeroboam sought to revive an ancient cultic symbol of the divine presence 

of the Israelite deity Yahweh (Talmon 1958: 50; CMHE, 74–75; Ahlström 1982: 62, n. 91; HAIJ, 242). 

The calf images thus served as the N Israelite counterpart to the cherubim and Ark iconography in 

Solomon‘s Temple.  

The installation of the golden calf images in Bethel and Dan further indicates the archaizing nature of 

Jeroboam‘s state religion. Bethel‘s Israelite associations are firmly anchored in the ancestral stories of 

Genesis (12:8; 13:3; 28:19; 31:13; 35:1–16) and Dan‘s priesthood claimed to have descended from Moses 

(Judg 18:30). Jeroboam chose Dan and Bethel for national sanctuaries to revive ancient Israelite traditions 

(HAIJ, 242), not to establish royal temples at strategic N and S border locations as Aharoni (1968: 28) has 

suggested.  

Jeroboam‘s priesthood, according to 1 Kgs 12:31b, was non-Levitic. Cross (CMHE, 199) dismisses this 

claim because he thinks it belongs to the ―Deuteronomistic polemic‖ against Jeroboam, and he argues that 

Jeroboam appointed two rival priesthoods of Levitic ancestry to serve at his two national sanctuaries—

Aaronites at Bethel and Mushites at Dan. A modification of this view maintains that Jeroboam replaced 

the Aaronite priests at Bethel with Levites of Mushite ancestry (Halpern 1976: 38). Other scholars, 

however, think that 1 Kgs 12:31b and 2 Chr 11:13–17 accurately recall that Jeroboam dismissed Levites 

from priestly service, a move that Jeroboam would have found necessary because the Levites at the time, 

it is maintained, were priests and government employees of the Davidic state (Ahlström 1982: 57; HAIJ, 

242). Given this understanding of Levites, Jeroboam naturally would have replaced the Davidic loyalists 

with his own cultic personnel.  

The statement in 1 Kgs 12:31a that Jeroboam built holy shrines or sanctuaries can be taken as reliable, 

even though the expression used  bêt [?] bām th) reflects the Deuteronomistic historian‘s pejorative term 

bām th for these structures. But there is no reason to doubt that Jeroboam did engage in some such 

activity, inasmuch as kings in the ancient world typically built cities, fortresses, temples, etc., as ―a 

political tool‖ in establishing a state administration (Ahlström 1982: 10–26).  

As 1 Kgs 12:32–33 indicates, Jeroboam observed the Feast of Ingathering on the fifteenth day of the 

eighth month. The Deuteronomistic historian, who believed that the proper time to observe this festival 

was the fifteenth day of the seventh month (as was done in Jerusalem), says that Jeroboam set the date ―in 

a month of his own choosing.‖ This, again, reflects the pejorative judgment of the writer. Jeroboam‘s 

action is better understood as a reversion to an old agrarian calendar followed in the N which had been 

altered when a ―full-scale synchronization‖ of divergent calendars was instituted by David or Solomon 

(Talmon 1958: 56–57). Jeroboam‘s choice of date for this festival was thus an integral part of his overall 

plan to restore traditional practices in the N.  

f. Evaluation in Prophetic and Literary Tradition. The prophetic legend about the Judean man of God 

who denounced Jeroboam (1 Kgs 13:1–32) has been shaped by the Deuteronomistic historian into a 

prediction of Josiah‘s destruction of the altar in Bethel (cf. 13:1–3 and 2 Kgs 23:15). The legend, 

however, draws upon older prophetic traditions (Lemke 1976), indicating that the prophetic critique of the 

Bethelite cult preceded the work of the Deuteronomist.  

Perhaps the earliest prophet to denounce Jeroboam was Ahijah. Ahijah had good reason to withdraw his 

support from Jeroboam, especially if he entertained hopes that Jeroboam would establish Shiloh as the 

religious center of the N Israelite nation. This loss of confidence in the new king underlies the account of 

Ahijah‘s condemnation of Jeroboam in 1 Kgs 14:1–18. The account in its present form, however, has 

been reworked and expanded by the Deuteronomistic historian, who uses the prophet‘s denunciation as 

the occasion to introduce the notion that because of Jeroboam‘s great sins which he ―led Israel to commit‖ 

Yahweh would bring an end to the nation and scatter its people ―beyond the Euphrates‖ (14:15–16; Evans 

1983: 118–19).  



The Deuteronomistic polemic against Jeroboam derives from Jeroboam‘s establishment of a state 

religion in the N—complete with iconography, priesthood, royal temples, and cultic calendar—which 

clashed with the Deuteronomistic historian‘s ideology. Measured by 10th-century N Israelite standards, 

Jeroboam‘s actions sought to restore N traditions and practices. But measured by the later standards of the 

Deuteronomist, Jeroboam‘s religious system represented a departure from true Yahwism. The 

Deuteronomist‘s literary framework, which is placed around the account of each king‘s reign, offers a 

grand redactional scheme by means of which nearly all N kings are charged with the perpetuation of 

Jeroboam‘s sins until all Israel had been seduced from allegiance to Yahweh (Mullen 1987). The end 

result was that Yahweh sent the nation into exile when it fell to the Assyrians (2 Kgs 17:21–23).  

The portrayal of Jeroboam as the villain who set the N Israelite kingdom on its fateful course follows a 

typology of the Unheilsherrscher, which can be traced in the historiographic traditions about other ANE 

rulers—Naram-Sin most notably, but also Ibbi-Sin, Shulgi, and Nabonidus (Evans 1983). Manasseh, 

similarly, is presented by the Deuteronomist as the fateful ruler responsible for the fall of the S kingdom 

of Judah (2 Kgs 21:16; 23:26–27).  

The tradition focusing on Jeroboam spanned a long history (Evans 1983: 114–18). Reflexes of a 

favorable assessment of Jeroboam can be found in the pre-Deuteronomistic traditions underlying 1 Kings 

11 and 12, beginning with the oracle of his contemporary, Ahijah, and a related report of Jeroboam‘s 

rebellion against Solomon and rise to the kingship over N Israel. The annals of the kings of Israel 

recorded the information which underlies the account of Jeroboam‘s activity in establishing the N 

kingdom in 1 Kgs 12:25–33. These early traditions were subsequently reworked by the Deuteronomistic 

historian, who transformed Jeroboam into the arch-villain of the N kingdom. The positive portrait was not 

completely forgotten, however, as reflexes of it survive in the LXX‘s supplemental account. The interest 

in Jeroboam continued in the tradition of rabbinic interpretation, which has been studied by Aberbach and 

Smolar (1968).  
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2. A king of Israel, the son and successor of Joash (2 Kgs 14:23–29). He was the grandson of Jehu and a 

contemporary of Amaziah and Uzziah, kings of Judah (2 Kgs 14:23; 15:1). Jeroboam is said to have 

enjoyed a lengthy reign of forty-one years (ca. 786–746 B.C.E.). Gray (I and II Kings OTL, 72–73, 615) 

believes that 2 Kgs 14:23 confuses the date of Jeroboam‘s sole accession to the throne and the period of 

his coregency with his father, Joash.  

The presentation of Jeroboam‘s reign in the Deuteronomistic history is illustrative of its selective and 

tendentious nature. Commentators and historians assess Jeroboam‘s reign as a marked political success 

and a period of prosperity for the N kingdom in the 8th century B.C.E. However the Deuteronomistic 

history dismisses the reign in a few verses (2 Kgs 14:23–29). The theological assessment of Jeroboam II 

is introduced and concluded in standard negative terms as continuing the apostasy of his namesake 

Jeroboam I (2 Kgs 14:23–24, 28–29). However, the report that he was able to extend the boundaries of the 

N kingdom and was successful in war is suprising. The most striking aspect is that Jeroboam is said to 

have been successful owing to Yahweh‘s compassion for Israel (2 Kgs 14:25–27). His expansionist policy 

is said to have been in accordance with the word of Yahweh delivered by the prophet Jonah. This oracle is 

not preserved elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible, although its nationalistic sentiments are in accord with the 

presentation of the figure Jonah in the book by that name. Clearly the Deuteronomistic history presents all 

aspects of the history of the N kingdom as part of divine providence. The scheme of affliction-

compassion-restoration which is surprisingly applied to a N king is reminiscent of the major themes of the 

book of Judges.  

The historical interpretation of these verses is particularly difficult. The extent of the expansion of the 

border is described as ―from the entrance of Hamath as far as the Sea of Arabah‖ (2 Kgs 14:25). This is an 

expression that often refers to the ideal boundaries of Israel (Num 13:21; 34:8; Josh 13:5; Judg 3:3; 1 Kgs 

8:65; Amos 6:14). The phrase ―the entrance of Hamath‖ is often understood as a reference to a specific 

location, Lebo-Hamath, 70 k N of Damascus (LBHG, 65) or the S entrance to the Beqah valley, while ―the 

Sea of Arabah‖ was the Dead Sea (Miller and Hayes HAIJ, 307–8). Most historians and commentators 

believe that Amos 6:13 provides confirmatory evidence for Jeroboam‘s territorial expansion into 

Transjordan (Wolff Joel and Amos Hermeneia, 288; HAIJ, 308). However, the pun based on the Hebrew 

place names Lo-debar (―nothing‖) and Karnaim (―two horns‖ or ―power‖) is a condemnation of the self-

satisfaction of those who place their trust in human power or useless idols. It is doubtful then if this verse 

can be used as evidence for the expansionist policy of Jeroboam ben Joash, particularly since it is 

dependent upon the assumption that it is to be dated to the reign of Jeroboam II (Coote 1981: 88). The 

obscure reference in 1 Chr 5:17 to some kind of census in Transjordan during the reign of Jeroboam II is 

also cited as evidence of territorial gains in this area. 2 Kgs 14:28 adds further information on the 

expansionist policy of Jeroboam with the statement that ―he recovered for Israel Damascus and Hamath, 

which had belonged to Judah.‖ The MT is difficult to understand, particularly the prepositions before the 

names ―Israel‖ and ―Judah‖; it reads literally ―and how he restored Damascus and Hamath to Judah in 

Israel.‖ The Syriac omits ―to Judah‖ and emends ―in Israel‖ to ―to Israel.‖ Gray (616–17) believes that the 

MT is indefensible and adopts an emendation proposed by Burney (1903: 320–21) ―and his might in war 

with Damascus, and how he turned away the wrath of Yahweh from Israel.‖ Apart from the textual 

problems, the verse is difficult to assess historically. Miller and Hayes (HAIJ, 308–9) are suspicious of the 

claim that Jeroboam captured Hamath and Damascus. They argue that it probably refers to the two cities 

either paying nominal tribute to the N kingdom or allowing Jeroboam commercial concessions. Haran 



(1967: 296), however, has argued that the verse indicates that Israel and Judah were allies and powerful 

enough to subdue Hamath and Damascus.  

Although the historical details are extremely meager, most commentators present the reign of Jeroboam 

as a period of peace and prosperity for the N kingdom. It is assumed that he took advantage of the relative 

weakness of Assyria in implementing his expansionist policy. However, the precise timing of his 

expansion northward is debated. Haran (1967), who assumes the reliability of 2 Kgs 14:28, argues that 

Jeroboam‘s expansion was confined to the final years of his reign when Assur-nirari V was on the 

Assyrian throne (755–745 B.C.E.). Gray (617), who doubts the claim that Jeroboam actually captured 

Damascus and Hamath, thinks that the successful campaign against Damascus took place shortly after the 

campaign by Assurdan III (772) into Syria and before the decline of Assyrian power under Assur-nirari V 

when Damascus might have recovered.  

Evidence for the prosperity of the N kingdom under Jeroboam II is based principally on material in the 

books of Amos and Hosea which is believed to provide background information on the economic and 

religious affairs of the N kingdom. Both prophets, according to the superscriptions of their books, were 

active in Israel during his reign (Amos 1:1; Hosea 1:1). They present a picture of a prosperous urban elite 

living in comparative luxury based on the social inequalities of the monarchic system through widespread 

exploitation. The standard view couples this rise in prosperity with a decline in ethical standards and 

widespread apostasy (BHI, 257–66). The oracles of these prophets also attack the religious apostasy of the 

N kingdom. Amos 7:10–14 provides a direct condemnation of Jeroboam pronounced at the royal shrine of 

Bethel in which Amos predicts the violent death of Jeroboam, the destruction of the dynasty, and the exile 

of the N kingdom. The passage is extremely complex and involves manifold literary and interpretative 

problems. It is usually seen as the culmination of Amos‘ rejection of the state religion of Jeroboam‘s 

reign, a cult which maintained the status quo of social and religious inequality (Wolff 308–10). De Geus 

(1982), however, has produced a different assessment of the nature of Jeroboam‘s reign with a study of 

archaeological data from the 10th century onward. He argues that the royal building programs of the 10th 

and 9th centuries imposed an increasing financial strain on the agrarian economy, which led to recession 

and stagnation in the 8th century. The architectural and pottery evidence, he argues, points to a period of 

decline following the 9th century. This economic analysis conflicts with the standard presentation of the 

reign of Jeroboam as a period of stability and economic prosperity.  
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JEROHAM (PERSON) [Heb y rōḥām (שָֹחם   .Name of seven individuals in the Hebrew Bible .[( יְׁ

1. The grandfather of Samuel the prophet (1 Sam 1:1; 1 Chr 6:12, 19—Eng6:27, 34). The two verses 

from Chronicles occur within variant genealogies for Kohath. They represent Jeroham as a Levite in the 

line of Korah because, in the Chronicler‘s view, Samuel‘s known priestly activities require that he be a 

Levite. The Chronicler may also have associated Samuel with the Korahites because ―Elkanah‖ occurred 

both as the name of Samuel‘s father and as a descendant of Korah.  

2. Father of Joelah and Zebadiah, two men who joined David at Ziklag, according to 1 Chr 12:8—

Eng12:7. This Jeroham is listed as ―from Gedor,‖ which is probably a dittography from the beginning of 

the next verse. There is no Gedar known in Benjaminite territory, and the introduction of the place name 

with the preposition min, ―from,‖ runs counter to the practice in the rest of the list. The name ―Jeroham‖ 

occurs several times in Chronicles for Benjaminites. These occurrences of the name may be related, 

although their contexts are very different.  



3. Father or ancestor of Ibneiah, who is listed among the Benjaminite residents of postexilic Jerusalem 

in 1 Chr 9:8. A parallel list of Benjaminite is given in Neh 11:7–9, but it does not mention either Ibneiah 

or Jeroham.  

4. Ancestor of the Benjaminites mentioned in 1 Chr 8:27. The list of brothers in 8:12–14, which is 

expanded in vv 15–27, has Jeremoth (8:14) instead of Jeroham. Obviously, one of the two names is 

incorrect, but it is uncertain which one it is.  

5. Father of Azarel, a chief officer (Heb nāg  d) over the tribe of Dan during David‘s reign according to 

1 Chr 27:22.  

6. Father of Azariah, one of the ―commanders of hundreds‖ listed in 2 Chr 23:1 who conspired with 

Jehoiada to depose Athaliah.  

7. A priest in postexilic Jerusalem who is listed as the father of Adaiah in 1 Chr 9:12 (= Neh 11:12).  

STEVEN L. MCKENZIE  

JERUBBAAL (PERSON) [Heb y rūbbā˓al (ָבַףל ש   Var. JERUBBESHETH. Jerubbaal was the .[( יְׁ

name given to Gideon after he destroyed his father‘s Baal altar (Judg 6:32). Some understand the 

references to this name in Judges 9 to be a different person from Gideon, two traditions being conflated 

(NHI, 152; EHI, 800–1). This makes Abimelech the son of Jerubbaal, not Gideon. The name has been 

variously translated as ―Baal makes (himself) great‖ (deriving y rūb from the root rbh; IPN, 206; ARI, 

112, 206; cf. HALAT, 414) or ―Let Baal sue (his enemies)‖ (from the root ryb; Boling Judges AB, 144). 

There is also a possible word play on the assonance of the two roots (Soggin Judges OTL, 125). The 

name is changed significantly in 2 Sam 11:21, where the noun ―shame‖ (Heb bōšet) is substituted for 

―Baal,‖ Jerubbesheth. This change belongs to a class of similar names such as Ish-bosheth (2 Sam 2:8; = 

Eshbaal, 1 Chr 8:33; 9:39) and Mephibosheth (2 Sam 21:7, 8; = Meribaal, 1 Chr 8:34; 9:40). For later 

Israelites, the name ―Baal‖ had become distasteful to pronounce and had lost its original meaning of 

―Lord,‖ which earlier had been applied even to Yahweh (cf. Boling Judges AB, 135; Caspari 1915: 173–

74; Moore Judges ICC, 195).  
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JERUBBESHETH (PERSON) [Heb y rubbešet (ֶבֶשת ש   Var. JERUBBAAL. The father of .[( יְׁ

Abimelech (2 Sam 11:21). A variant form, Jerubbaal, is mentioned in Judg 9:1. This variant form of the 

name replaces the reference to Baal, the Canaanite deity, found within the name, with Besheth, a form of 

the Hebrew word for ―shame.‖ In such a way the writer suggests that Baal worship was never seen as 

legitimate in Israel, which would appear to be the case by having Israelites hold names which would 

include references to this deity. This is similar to the name change found in 2 Sam 2:8 (MT 

―Ishbosheth‖/LXX ―Ishbaal‖). Though Tsevat (1975) has argued against seeing this change as a 

―euphemistic substitution‖ by appealing to an Akkadian cognate, McCarter (2 Samuel AB) convincingly 

refutes such reinterpretation. This change in the form of the name from one which uses ―baal‖ to one 

which uses ―bosheth‖ is significant for two reasons. First, from the wording of the remainder of the verse 

it appears that the writer in 2 Sam 11:21 is not only making direct reference to the events described in 

Judg 9:50–55, but also copying from this early tradition. Second, however, this change of the name gives 

evidence that the David-Bathsheba-Uriah tale has been edited by a later, probably Deuteronomistic, 

editor, who would be likely to make such a substitution for theological reasons.  
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JERUEL (PLACE) [Heb y rû˒ēl (שּוֵאל  A portion of the Wilderness of Judah which can be located .[( יְׁ

probably to the SE of the Wilderness of Tekoa (2 Chr 20:20) and to the NW of the ascent of Ziz and En-

gedi. The E side of this wilderness became the scene of Yahweh‘s defeat of the allied forces of 

Ammonites, Moabites, and Meunites (2 Chr 20:16; cf. vs. 1, 2, 20; 26:7). The meaning of Jeruel is 

probably either ―City of God‖ from *Uru-˒el, like Jerusalem for Uru-salim, or ―Founded by God.‖ See 

also MBA, map no. 133.  

YOSHITAKA KOBAYASHI  

JERUSALEM (PLACE) [Heb y rûšālayim (ם שּוָשַליִׂ  Pliny the Elder described Jerusalem as ―by .[( יְׁ
far the most renowned city of the ancient East‖ (HN V:14). Jerusalem is best known as the ―holy city‖ (Isa 

52:1), sacred to the three great monotheistic religions. Few subjects have generated so large a body of 

literature; the most recent comprehensive, but not exhaustive, bibliography on Jerusalem contains almost 

6,000 titles (Purvis 1988).  
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1. State of Question. There is much uncertainty about Jerusalem; many historical, archaeological, and 

topographical problems are unresolved. Jerusalem has played a prominent role in history, but the 

historical record is scant, and descriptions from literary sources are often imprecise. Despite Jerusalem‘s 

antiquity, archaeological remains are not so plentiful as in the case of other biblical sites such as Megiddo, 

Hazor, Dan, and Samaria. The archaeological data are frequently problematic, unassimilated, and 

unpublished. New questions continue to arise concerning earlier archaeological interpretations.  

The fact that Jerusalem has been continuously and often densely inhabited for almost 6,000 years makes 

it difficult to excavate systematically. The accumulation of rubble from periodic destructions makes it 

hard to untangle Jerusalem‘s complex defense systems. Each time Jerusalem was rebuilt, stone robbers 

utilized masonry from previous occupations, thereby complicating the stratigraphy of the site.  

Jerusalem‘s location on a mountain ridge is the source of severe topographical problems. Also, 

Jerusalem‘s contours have changed over the centuries; the Tyropoeon valley, for example, has now been 

practically filled in. On the other hand, the names of architectural features such as Jerusalem‘s gates have 

changed from time to time, just as the names of geographical areas such as Mount Zion have shifted 

location. All these problems give rise to controversy, making it almost impossible to advance conclusive 

answers about the history, archaeology, and topography of Jerusalem.  

2. Sources. a. Written. The principal source for Jerusalem is the Bible, although it is quite imprecise 

about the topographical features of the city; nor is Jerusalem presented systematically. Jerusalem is the 

most prominent city in biblical literature; often, however, it is the eschatological, not the historical, 

Jerusalem that is being described.  

The second major literary source for Jerusalem is Flavius Josephus‘ The Antiquities of the Jews and The 

Jewish War, the latter intended for Roman readers. Born in Jerusalem in C.E. 37, Josephus was an 

eyewitness for the period of the first Jewish revolt. Although he wrote from the Roman point of view, and 

despite some exaggerations (e.g., population figures) and inaccuracies, archaeology confirms in general 

his history and geography. Josephus is especially helpful in his detailed descriptions of Herodian 

monuments. He is the only source for the ―three walls‖ of Jerusalem; unfortunately, his description of 

their alignment refers to several places unknown today.  

b. Cartography. The traditional anti-iconographic attitude of Jews and Muslims accounts for the 

paucity of maps, portraits, and illustrations of Jerusalem. Maps of Jerusalem by Jewish cartographers did 

not exist before the 19th century. The earliest and most valuable nonliterary source for Jerusalem is the 

Madeba mosaic map of the 6th century C.E., portraying Byzantine Jerusalem. Indicative of Jerusalem‘s 

importance, it is the centerpiece of this map, and is depicted disproportionately large as an oval-shaped 

city surrounded by walls with six gates and twenty-one towers. Every feature of the Madeba map points 

to Jerusalem as the center of the world. Also, the Madeba map delineates Jerusalem‘s main colonnaded 

street, known as the cardo maximus. The caption on the map reads in Greek ―Holy City of Jerusalem.‖  

F. Sieber, an Austrian physician, produced the first modern, albeit primitive, map of Jerusalem in 1818. 

The outstanding cartographer in the first half of the 19th century was the British architect F. Catherwood. 

With a camera lucida he copied the outlines of the important buildings in Jerusalem, and also produced a 

panorama and map of the city.  

Artistic records are also an important source of information about Jerusalem. D. Roberts and W. 

Bartlett, two well-known artists of 19th-century Jerusalem, not only reproduced the ancient sites but also 

generated a lively interest among Westerners in the Bible lands.  

B. Rediscovery of Jerusalem  

1. In the 19th Century. Despite Jerusalem‘s centrality in biblical history, the city was little known in 

modern times until the 19th century. As a consequence of Ibrahim Pasha‘s conquest of Jerusalem, 

Western travelers found it easier to visit Jerusalem with safety. Much of the credit for the rediscovery of 

Palestine, especially Jerusalem, in the 19th century belongs to the American biblical scholar, E. Robinson 

(1856). As the first scientific explorer of Palestine, he inaugurated a new era in the geographical study of 

the Holy Land. Robinson is associated especially with three monuments in Jerusalem: he was the first 

person in modern times to explore Hezekiah‘s tunnel; he discovered the remains of Jerusalem‘s reputed 



third wall, built but not completed by Herod Agrippa I; and he found the spring of an arch, bearing his 

name today, near the SW corner of the Temple platform. See Fig. JER.07.  

One of the most significant steps in the rediscovery of Jerusalem was the establishment of the Palestine 

Exploration Fund (PEF) in 1865. Inspired by the achievements of Robinson, the PEF was formally 

organized in London to explore Palestine systematically, and specifically to promote the historical and 

archaeological research of Jerusalem. In the second half of the 19th century a contaminated water supply 

made Jerusalem an unsanitary city. As a preliminary step toward correcting the situation, the Royal 

Engineers under surveyor C. Wilson (Wilson and Warren 1871: 3–32) made, between 1864 and 1865, a 

historic ordnance survey, including a cartographic survey of Jerusalem, which produced the first modern 

scientific map of Palestine. Wilson‘s map of Jerusalem with its contour lines has been an indispensable 

tool for all later archaeologists. This ordnance survey also helped to launch the PEF.  

From 1867 to 1870, C. Warren (1876) clarified the historical topography of Jerusalem by following the 

lines of the city walls and of the Temple Mount. He had set out to resolve two topographical problems: 

the exact location of the Temple, and the course of the three N walls of ancient Jerusalem. Around the 

four sides of the Temple enclosure he made soundings by an intricate series of shafts and tunnels, so as 

not to disturb existing structures or arouse the suspicions of the Turkish authorities in Jerusalem, who had 

forbidden him to excavate within 12 m of the walls. Despite the primitive methods imposed on him, 

Warren made accurate plans and measurements. He discovered in the SE corner of the Temple Mount a 

portion of the ancient city wall, still known as Warren‘s Ophel wall. He also investigated one of the 

ancient water systems, consisting of a vertical shaft and connecting tunnels, still known as Warren‘s shaft, 

near the Gihon spring. See Fig. DAV.03 and DAV.04. Warren‘s work marked the beginning of scientific 

archaeological research in Jerusalem.  

From 1894 to 1897, an experienced American archaeologist, F. Bliss, and a British architect, A. Dickie 

(Bliss and Dickie 1898), continued Warren‘s work in Jerusalem, using the same system of shafts and 

tunnels. They excavated on both the W and the SE hill. Tracing the lines of the southernmost walls of 

ancient Jerusalem in successive periods was a vast project. Bliss and Dickie also explored the Gihon 

channel. Although their dating of architectural features was unsatisfactory, Bliss and Dickie provided 

useful descriptions of architecture and masonry. It is disappointing that Bliss did not apply his knowledge 

of pottery to determine more accurately the chronology of ancient Jerusalem.  

In the last quarter of the 19th century C. Clermont-Ganneau (1896) conducted additional investigations 

in the City of David, especially the course of the wall on the top of the E slope. Clermont-Ganneau also 

examined the area of the Antonia and the Ecce Homo arch.  

2. In the 20th Century. Between 1909 and 1911 an Englishman, M. Parker, concentrating on the area 

of the Gihon spring and the slope above it, tried by furtive means to locate the treasury of Solomon‘s 

Temple, allegedly buried beneath the Temple Mount. In the course of his treasure hunt he cleared the 

subterranean tunnels and shafts of the Warren expedition, including Hezekiah‘s tunnel, with the hope they 

would lead to the Temple treasure. The only redeeming feature of this ill-conceived project was that 

Parker had enlisted L.-H. Vincent (1911), leading authority on the history and topography of Jerusalem, 

who recorded the expedition, mapping Jerusalem‘s ancient water system and replanning the accesses to 

the Gihon spring. Vincent determined on the basis of the water supply from the Gihon spring that ancient 

Jerusalem had been situated on the E, not the W, ridge.  

As time passed, archaeological method slowly improved, although stratigraphy was still ignored. In 

1913–1914 and 1923–1925 R. Weill (1920; 1947), French Egyptologist and historian, conducted the first 

Jewish expedition in Jerusalem. He concentrated on the S end of Jerusalem‘s E ridge where he cleared a 

large area in search of the tombs of David and the kings of Judah, uncovering sections of the City of 

David‘s E fortifications. During his excavation he was able to demonstrate that the SE hill of ancient 

Jerusalem was the site of the City of David, as well as of the pre-Israelite occupants, by finding 

indications of the early W fortifications to match chronologically those on the E side of the hill. Bliss and 

others had searched for this evidence, but were unable to find it.  



Before World War I, archaeologists gave scant attention to ceramics as chronological indicators; their 

reliance on architectural features for dating was not decisive. From 1923 to 1925 R. A. S. Macalister and 

J. G. Duncan (1926) concentrated on the crest of the City of David‘s E slope, tracing the line of the 

fortification, which was the continuation of Warren‘s Ophel wall. They also excavated to bedrock a large 

area in the N section of the SE hill. Although Macalister, the excavator of Gezer, was an experienced 

archaeologist, he neglected stratigraphy. With the excavation of Macalister and Duncan on Ophel hill, it 

became certain that the City of David was situated on the E, not the W, hill.  

When J. Crowfoot and G. FitzGerald (1929) continued in 1927 and 1928 the work of Macalister and 

Duncan on the SE ridge, instead of using the shaft-and-tunnel method of the pioneer excavators, they dug 

a trench from the summit of the W side of the E ridge down into the Tyropoeon valley. With their new 

method they discovered the City of David‘s W gate, known as the Valley Gate.  

While rebuilding Jerusalem about 132 C.E., Hadrian erected a triple-arched entryway on the N side of 

the city (Magen 1988: 50). In 1931 and again in 1937–38, R. W. Hamilton (1940), trained in classical 

archaeology, excavated adjacent to the present N wall of the Old City, including the foundations of the 

Damascus gate. There, he found the facade of Hadrian‘s gate; but as a result of incomplete excavation, he 

misdated an earlier Herodian wall to the 2d century C.E.  

From 1964 to 1966, J. B. Hennessy (1970) extended Hamilton‘s excavation beneath the Damascus gate, 

where he exposed the facade of the Crusader gate. He also redated to the Herodian period (pre-70 C.E.) the 

wall that Hamilton had misdated (Shanks 1987: 54); this wall was, in Hennessy‘s opinion, the third wall 

built by Herod Agrippa I.  

For a decade beginning in 1934, C. N. Johns (1950), also a trained classical archaeologist, cleared the 

court of the Citadel, adjacent to the Jaffa gate on the W ridge, uncovering pottery from the late-Israelite 

period, but not prior to the 7th century B.C.E. When R. Amiran and A. Eitan (1970) continued work in the 

Citadel after 1967, they confirmed the conclusions of Johns.  

Signaling a new era in the archaeology of Jerusalem, K. Kenyon (1974), a distinguished British 

archaeologist, excavated from 1961 to 1967 on Ophel hill. To reconstruct the history of Jerusalem, she 

was eager to date monumental structures, an objective that the inferior techniques of earlier excavators 

could not accomplish. She cut a deep trench down the entire E slope of the City of David, and then 

proceeded to carry out ceramic, stratigraphic, and architectural analyses. Among her significant 

contributions to the archaeology of Jerusalem, in addition to methodology, was her location of the 

Jebusite wall on the E ridge. She established that in the Canaanite and Israelite periods the wall line of the 

City of David was lower down the E slope, closer to the Gihon spring than previously thought. Situated 

48 m down from the top of the ridge, the earliest fortification of Jerusalem dates to about 1800 B.C.E.; this 

MB II wall continued in use to the 8th century B.C.E.  

Reviewing in detail the numerous independent excavations of Jerusalem‘s SE hill prior to Kenyon‘s dig, 

Simons (1952: 70) lamented the lack of methodological excavations. He concluded it would have been 

better had earlier excavators waited until more sophisticated methods had been developed, and more 

experience had been gained in digging Palestinian sites. For the earlier excavators, literary evidence alone 

was the basis of their investigations because they lacked Kenyon‘s expertise in stratigraphic digging and 

pottery analysis.  

3. Since 1967. More digging has taken place in Jerusalem since 1967 than in all previous excavations 

combined. The reunification of the city as a result of the 1967 war has given Israeli archaeologists the 

opportunity to excavate the city intensively. There have been three major excavations and several limited 

ones. B. Mazar (1978), assisted by M. Ben-Dov (1985), directed the first of the major excavations 

between 1968 and 1978. He concentrated on the SW corner of the Temple Mount, and along the W and S 

walls of the Temple enclosure. See Fig. JER.07. Working adjacent to the retaining walls of the Temple 

Mount, Mazar recovered remains ranging from Iron Age II to Ottoman times. (He found hardly any 

artifacts from the First-Temple period adjacent to the S wall of the Temple enclosure, which would have 

been the royal quarters.) The greatest concentration of finds belonged to the Herodian period. Mazar‘s dig 



confirmed Josephus‘ statement that, in preparation for the rebuilding the Temple, Herod doubled the size 

of the Temple Mount.  

While Mazar was excavating adjacent to the Temple Mount, N. Avigad (1983) was digging in the center 

of the Jewish Quarter of the Old City, which is the E section of the W hill. Avigad‘s was the first dig ever 

to take place in the Jewish Quarter. Simultaneous with the reconstruction of the Jewish Quarter by the 

Jerusalem municipality, Avigad conducted his archaeological investigations, staying a few steps ahead of 

the construction crews. Avigad discovered remnants from the Hasmonean and Herodian periods, 

especially the latter. On the basis of the remains, it is clear that in the Herodian era some of the residents 

of Jerusalem lived in luxury.  

In addition, Avigad‘s investigation of the Byzantine occupation of Jerusalem confirms the existence of 

the cardo maximus as portrayed in detail on the Madeba map. See Fig. JER.12. Laid out on a N–S axis, 

the cardo would have extended the entire length of the city, from the Damascus gate in the N almost to 

the Zion gate in the S.  

Equally important, Avigad established that as early as the 8th century B.C.E. Jerusalem‘s W ridge—the 

―Second Quarter‖ (Heb mišneh) of 2 Kgs 22:14—had been first settled and later enclosed by a wall. In the 

8th–7th centuries B.C.E. Jerusalem expanded to four times its previous size. Evidence for the foregoing 

hinges on Avigad‘s discovery of an Israelite wall, situated on the upper portion of the E slope of the W 

hill. See Fig. JER.10. The course of this broad defense is still uncertain, but it confirms Josephus‘ 

maximalist view about the size of the Jerusalem settlement in the preexilic period.  

Between 1978 and 1984 Y. Shiloh (1981; 1984) continued the work of Kenyon and her predecessors in 

the City of David, on the SE hill above the Gihon spring, where settlement dates as early as the 4th 

millennium. Shiloh succeeded in identifying 25 occupational strata, extending from the Chalcolithic 

period to medieval times. He also reinvestigated Jerusalem‘s three complex water systems connected with 

the Gihon spring, including Warren‘s shaft (the earliest), the Siloam channel, and Hezekiah‘s tunnel (the 

latest) (Shiloh 1987). Shiloh also uncovered an impressive stepped stone structure, 18 m high and 16 m 

wide. Earlier excavators (Macalister, Kenyon) had exposed the upper courses of this monumental 

structure which, according to Shiloh, was erected in the 10th century B.C.E. See Fig. DAV.01. He 

suggested that it may have served as a supporting rampart or podium for buildings on the royal acropolis. 

Shiloh‘s conclusions about the City of David may never be published completely because of his untimely 

death in 1987. See also DAVID, CITY OF.  

Other important but limited projects conducted by Israeli archaeologists include that of D. Bahat and M. 

Broshi (1975), who continued A. D. Tushingham‘s (1968; 1985) excavations on Mount Zion and in the 

Armenian Quarter in an attempt to determine the extent and construction of Herod‘s palace. Also, S. Ben-

Arieh and E. Netzer (1974) excavated N of the Old City.  

C. Background  

1. Names Associated with Jerusalem. A long history lies behind ―Jerusalem‖; it was the name of the 

city from early times. Jerusalem is mentioned for the first time in the Egyptian Execration Texts (19th–

18th centuries B.C.E.), where the form of the name is probably to be read as Rušalimum. The name 

appears again in diplomatic correspondence: this time as Urušalim (Akk) in the Amarna letters (14th 

century B.C.E.). Abdi-Ḫiba, a vassal of Egypt who was reigning in Jerusalem at the time, sent letters to the 

Egyptian pharaoh Amenophis IV (Akhenaten), affirming his loyalty. Later Assyrian texts also refer to 

Jerusalem; for example, in the records of Sennacherib‘s siege of Jerusalem in 701 B.C.E. the form 

Ursalimmu (or variants) appears (ANET, 288).  

The name ―Jerusalem‖ (Heb y rûšālayim) is of uncertain etymology, although it is apparently of W 

Semitic (Canaanite) origin. It appears to be composed of the two elements: yrw ―to establish‖ and šlm, the 

name of the W Semitic god Shalem, patron of the city. The meaning may be ―foundation of (the god) 

Shalem,‖ mentioned in a mythological text from Ugarit. Gen 14:18 refers to Melchizedek as king of 

Salem (Heb śālēm), likely Jerusalem. If so, this shortened form is the first biblical allusion to Jerusalem. 

In Psalm 76:3 (—Eng 76:2) Salem is used in synonymous parallelism to Zion, referring to the divine 

dwelling.  



Josh 10:1–4 contains the first specific biblical reference to Jerusalem, whose inhabitants were 

Canaanites. There, it relates to Adoni-zedek, king of Jerusalem, formed a coalition with neighboring kings 

and attacked Gibeon. Joshua defeated them, but Jerusalem was not taken. According to Judg 1:8, the 

Judahites captured Jerusalem and destroyed it by fire. The text is historically unreliable; Jerusalem was 

not conquered until the time of David (2 Sam 5:6–7).  

Some OT texts (Josh 15:8; 18:28; Judg 19:10; 1 Chr 11:4–5) equate ―Jebus‖ (the name derived from the 

pre-Israelite inhabitants of Jerusalem) with Jerusalem, conveying the impression that Jebus (Heb y bus) 

was the pre-Davidic name for ancient Jerusalem. The city was never actually called Jebus, although it had 

been a Jebusite settlement. The Amarna Tablets attest that ―Jerusalem,‖ not ―Jebus,‖ was the name of the 

city; nor does ―Jebus‖ appear in other ANE texts. Despite the lack of extrabiblical evidence, some would 

argue that Jebus and Jerusalem designate the same city. Others suggest that Jebus may be identified with 

Sha˓fāṭ (M.R. 172136), situated slightly N of Jerusalem (Miller 1974: 126).  

Zion (Heb ṣ  y n), another name for Jerusalem, is used more than 150 times in the OT. Its etymology is 

unclear, and its precise meaning is unknown. Zion is sometimes used metaphorically, at other times 

topographically, although the designation has changed across time. Originally, Zion was equated with the 

City of David, signifying the SE hill of Jerusalem (2 Sam 5:7). The Temple Mount to its N was also 

known as Zion. From the Byzantine period, Zion has been applied to the hill S of the SW corner of the 

present Old City. Zion may also designate Jerusalem as a religious capital.  

2. Geography and Topography. Jerusalem, consisting of two ridges, is situated on a limestone plateau 

800 m above sea level in the central hill country, bordering on the Judean desert, and removed from the 

major trade routes. To the W are the slopes of the Judean mountains; to the E the Judean desert, 

descending to the Dead Sea. Jerusalem‘s rugged terrain was a military advantage, making it easy to 

defend because it was hard to reach. At the same time, its location and natural features were a commercial 

disadvantage, since the commercial centers of Palestine were located on the coastal plain, not on the 

mountain ridge (Hopkins 1970: 11–12).  

Jebusite Jerusalem and the later City of David were small settlements situated on the E hill of 

Jerusalem; they encompassed an area of only 10 to 15 acres at the SE corner of present-day Jerusalem, 

below the Temple Mount. This spur, completely outside the city walls since the 11th century C.E., is the 

smaller of two ridges lying below the present Old City. The topographic term for the crest of the SE hill is 

Ophel (―bulge,‖ ―projection‖; Isa 32:14; Mic 4:8; 2 Kgs 5:24, and elsewhere), which may have designated 

the royal administrative area, or the higher part of a city enclosed with a wall. Ophel is also found at other 

royal centers of the Iron Age, such as Samaria and Dibon. For a long time the entire E spur of Jerusalem 

has been called Ophel.  

Both eastern and western ridges are surrounded by precipitous valleys on three sides. See Fig. JER.08. It 

is bounded on the E and part of the N by the Kidron valley, and on the S and W by the Hinnom valley. 

The Tyropoeon, Josephus‘ term of uncertain origin which may be a corruption of a Heb name, translated 

―valley of the cheesemakers‖ (JW 5.4.1 §140), is the small N–S valley in the center, only a slight 

depression today. Also known as the central valley (in the Bible, simply ―the valley‖), the Tyropoeon 

divided the Ophel hill from the W ridge. The W ridge, lying between the Hinnom and Tyropoeon valleys, 

was broader than the E hill, and was the biblical equivalent of the suburbs. These two hills have been 

known by a variety of names in the history of Jerusalem; they have also expanded and contracted. The 

Ophel hill, together with the Temple Mount, composed the Lower City; the SW hill, named by Josephus 

the Upper City, covers the area of the present Jewish Quarter, the Armenian Quarter, the Citadel, and the 

traditional Mount Zion. The NE section of the Upper City has been designated as the Jewish Quarter since 

the 12th century C.E. Eventually, the Lower City was densely populated and became the area where the 

poor resided, whereas the more prosperous dwelt in the Upper City.  

The decisive factor in the settlement of pre-Israelite Jerusalem, later the City of David, was access to a 

vital water supply. The Gihon spring, situated at the foot of the SE ridge and flowing in the Kidron bed, 

was the perennial source of water. The minimum annual yield was 73,000 cubic meters (Wilkinson 1974: 



33). Gihon, related to Heb giḥa (―a gushing forth‖) is so called because its water gushes intermittently. 

There was only a small yield from en-Rogel, the second source of water to the S of Gihon.  

In the Iron II period the Gihon spring fed three interconnected water systems. The earliest water system, 

consisting of a shaft and connecting tunnels, is known as Warren‘s shaft. See Figs. DAV.03 and DAV.04. 

In time of siege it supplied water from the Gihon spring to the Jerusalem residents without the risk of their 

going outside the wall. The second of the water systems is the Siloam channel, 400 m long, a kind of 

aqueduct carrying water from the Gihon along the Kidron valley to a reservoir at the tip of the city. This 

water irrigated the fields through apertures in the channel wall. The third water system is Hezekiah‘s 

tunnel, an enclosed aqueduct diverting water from the Gihon spring to the Siloam pool at the SW corner 

of the city. See Fig. JER.09.  

3. Settlement. Jerusalem was first settled on the Ophel, above the Gihon spring, where pottery, dating 

to the Chalcolithic period (3500 B.C.E.), and the remains of structures, dating to EB I and II (3000–2800 

B.C.E.), were found. Kenyon‘s discovery of the Jebusite wall and adjacent tower halfway down the E 

slope indicated that the pre-Israelite city was larger than expected. Even though this fortification was low 

down, the Gihon spring still remained outside the city wall. Had it been located low enough to enclose the 

spring, the wall would have been vulnerable to attack. Apparently, the city wall was close enough to the 

Gihon spring to deter enemy access to the water supply.  

4. Population, Size, Economy. M. Broshi‘s (1974; 1978) study of Jerusalem‘s population density and 

of the expansion and contraction of the city is valuable in reconstructing Jerusalem‘s history. Estimates 

are as follows. The Jebusite city extended over roughly 12 acres, with a population of 1,000. The city of 

David was slightly larger, about 15 acres, with a population of 2,000. The inclusion of the Temple Mount 

enlarged Solomon‘s city to 32 acres or more, with a population of 4,500–5,000. In Hezekiah‘s reign 

Jerusalem expanded considerably, extending to the W hill (Upper City); it may have been as large as 125 

acres, with a population of 25,000, although some think that figure is inflated. Beginning in the latter part 

of the 8th century B.C.E., numbers were swelled by immigration from the N kingdom (after 721 B.C.E.) 

and from the provinces of Judah (after 701 B.C.E.), as Broshi points out. In Nehemiah‘s time Jerusalem 

shrank to about 30 acres, with a population of 4,500, although some would double that estimate. In the 

prosperous Hasmonean era Jerusalem expanded to 165 acres, with a population of 30–35,000. In Herod‘s 

reign 40,000 people occupied 230 acres. Jerusalem doubled in size during the Roman period, expanding 

considerably to the N and NW: it comprised about 450 acres, with a population of 80,000 or more. In the 

Late Byzantine and Early Arab periods 55–60,000 people lived in Jerusalem.  

As the religious, political, and cultural center of the kingdom, the economy of Jerusalem would have 

been sound. It depended in part upon sheep rearing, olive oil, and fruit, not cereal crops. ―Tyropoeon‖ 

(valley of the cheesemakers) suggests Jerusalem had a dairy industry. The quarrying of building stone was 

also an important industry. Pilgrims who came to Jerusalem three times a year would have generated 

income, but the main source of revenue was the Temple tax levied on every Jew living in Jerusalem and 

in the Diaspora. Also, the Temple supported a wide variety of craftsmen (Avi-Yonah 1966: 188–211).  

D. United Kingdom  

1. Reign of David. Jerusalem, the political, religious, and administrative center of David‘s kingdom, 

was so closely identified with him it was called the City of David. Jerusalem was his own city because he 

and his mercenaries had captured it. David was a diplomatic genius in establishing Jerusalem as the royal 

capital of the twelve-tribe federation. The city was both centrally-located and extraterritorial, ideal for 

consolidating the N and S tribes. It was also shrewd of David to transfer the ark, the symbol of the Mosaic 

tradition, to Jerusalem, thus making Jerusalem the national sanctuary in place of Shiloh. The priests and 

traditionalists were well-disposed by David‘s action. The presence of the ark in Jerusalem signified 

continuity between the Mosaic tradition and the Davidic dynasty.  

Details about David‘s strategy for capturing the Jebusite stronghold are not clear, either textually or 

archaeologically. The pertinent biblical verses (2 Sam 5:6–8; 1 Chr 11:4–7) are difficult (McCarter, 2 

Samuel AB, 135–43). In reconstructing David‘s strategy, some suggest that Warren‘s shaft provided his 

warriors with access to the city. The Heb word ṣinnor (2 Sam 5:8) is thought to refer to Warren‘s shaft 



which the Jebusites had used as a safe access to the Gihon spring. Walking the length of the stepped 

tunnel, residents of Jerusalem could lower a container from the top of the vertical shaft (16 m deep and 2 

m wide) and draw water conducted by the horizontal channel from the Gihon spring to a pool at the base 

of the vertical shaft. Mazar identifies ṣinnor with the conduit between the Gihon spring and the pool; 

several Israeli archaeologists (Mazar, Yadin, Aharoni, Shiloh) do not agree that ṣinnor refers to Warren‘s 

shaft. When Warren climbed the vertical shaft in 1867, some stated that he was repeating the feat of Joab, 

who scaled the water shaft to gain entrance into Jerusalem. However, on the basis of Warren‘s description 

of the difficulties associated with his own ascent, and inasmuch as Shiloh had to enlist professional 

mountain climbers to assist in investigating the shaft, it is questionable. Also, Shiloh (1987) found no 

evidence to support a pre-Davidic date for the shaft and tunnel. On the analogy of other hydraulic systems 

in ancient Israel, a 10th century B.C.E. date for the construction of the shaft is the earliest possibility, 

according to Shiloh, although the evidence is inconclusive. See also DAVID, CITY OF.  

After capturing Jerusalem, David took up residence, fortified the city, and undertook a building 

program, extending the City of David in a N direction toward the present Temple Mount. According to 2 

Sam 5:9, ―David built the city round about from the Millo inward.‖ This text is anachronistic with respect 

to the Millo: the Millo was built by Solomon and restored by Hezekiah. The Heb word hamillo is 

enigmatic and comes from a root meaning ―fill‖; it appears elsewhere in the OT (1 Kgs 9:15, 24; 11:27; 1 

Chr 11:8; 2 Chr 32:5). It is subject to a variety of translations and interpretations: (a) a series of 

architectural terraces built by the Jebusites on the E slope of the E ridge, supporting houses and other 

structures (Kenyon); (b) an earth-fill S of the Temple Mount (Ben Dov); (c) the monumental stepped-

stone structure near the crest of the hill, that may have been part of the defense system in the time of 

David and Solomon (Shiloh); and (d) the ―fill‖ or land bridge joining the City of David with the royal 

acropolis to the N, known from the Solomonic era as the Temple Mount (Stager 1982: 121).  

David‘s kingdom extended from Egypt to the Euphrates, with Jerusalem as its center. The list of 

administrators under David (2 Sam 8:15–18; 1 Chr 18:14–17) attests that he oversaw a well-organized 

administration in Jerusalem. Despite the economic prosperity realized from his military victories and 

other achievements, inevitable social changes brought resentment, alienation, and rebellion. His subjects 

resented taxes, conscription, and foreign influence; the tribes were alienated by their loss of traditional 

independence; ambitious and jealous members of the palace rebelled. Concern for succession to the 

throne led to palace intrigue throughout the history of the Davidic dynasty. Typical was Absalom‘s revolt 

which had the support of some of David‘s subjects (2 Samuel 13–20). After Absalom‘s death Adonijah 

became heir to the throne. When he apparently pressed his claim during the reign of Solomon he was 

executed.  

2. Reign of Solomon. Under Solomon, Jerusalem enjoyed the status of an international capital. As the 

center of the empire, Jerusalem was a properous and cosmopolitan city. Solomon is best known for his 

extensive building projects, especially the Jerusalem Temple and the adjoining palace complex 

immediately S of the Temple, which incorporated residences, throne room, hall of justice, and arsenal (1 

Kgs 7:1–12). His first undertaking was the Temple, which took seven years to build; the palace required 

13 years to complete. Solomon accomplished his building program by the imposition of forced labor and 

heavy taxes, with the N tribes bearing the brunt. As well as alienating the N, his overly ambitious 

programs of building and expansion caused serious economic problems throughout the kingdom.  

In preparation for the building of the Temple, Solomon extended the borders of the City of David 

northward to include the present-day Temple Mount—or Haram esh-Sharif (―the noble Sanctuary‖) as it 

is known in Islam. He undertook the actual construction in the fourth year of his reign. Although no 

archaeological evidence of the Temple remains, it is possible to reconstruct its plan from the biblical 

description (1 Kings 6), brief and ambiguous, as well as from comparison with extant temples of 

neighboring peoples. The actual edifice was relatively modest in size, measuring approximately 30 m 

long, 10 m wide, and 15 m high (Parrot 1957: 15–60).  

A good parallel is an 8th century B.C.E. temple excavated in the 1930s at Tell Tainat in the Amuq valley 

of Syria; it was a long-room temple with a tripartite plan like the Solomonic Temple. All ancient temples 



in Syria were tripartite in structure. Although the number of rooms in Solomon‘s Temple may be open to 

question, more important is the fact that it was built on a long-room plan, with the entrance on the short 

side, and the shrine at the opposite end of the building.  

The Temple, which was both a royal chapel and a national shrine, reflected foreign (especially 

Phoenician) influence, not only architecturally but also theologically. Without its own architectural 

tradition, Israel had to appeal to Hiram, king of Tyre, who supplied workers and materials to build the 

Temple (1 Kings 5; 2 Chronicles 2). Thirty thousand forced laborers, conscripted in Israel, assisted the 

Phoenician artisans. Sanctuaries to foreign gods of other nations were also located in Jerusalem.  

The Temple, it had been assumed, stood where the Dome of the Rock stands today, an assumption that 

cannot be verified by archaeological excavation. On the basis of modern aerial maps, Jewish literature, 

and other sources, A. S. Kaufman (1983: 42) has suggested a slightly different location for the First and 

Second Temples: about 100 m to the NW of the Dome of the Rock. The site of the Temple is associated 

in popular tradition with the location of Araunah‘s threshing floor on Mount Moriah, where Abraham 

earlier had built an altar to sacrifice Isaac (Gen 22:1–19). Zerubbabel and Herod, in turn, built Temples on 

the same location. See also TEMPLE, JERUSALEM. The Dome of the Rock has marked the spot on the 

Temple Mount since the 7th century C.E.  

The close physical association of the Temple and the palace in Jerusalem emphasized the religious, 

political, and cultural importance of Jerusalem as the capital. Together the Temple and the palace 

constituted the administrative center of the kingdom. In addition, the complex of Temple and palace 

underscored the connection between the religious and political life of the nation. Although the Temple 

was primarily a religious center, it also had a major role in the economic and political affairs of the 

kingdom. Ancient temples, it is said, were the first banks, conducting financial transactions and changing 

money.  

As a financial center, the Temple had a significant treasury which the kings tapped when forced to pay 

tribute to foreign victors. During Rehoboam‘s reign, for example, Shishak (Shoshenq) attacked Jerusalem, 

but refrained from conquering the city, choosing instead to plunder the treasury of the Temple and the 

royal palace (1 Kgs 14:25–26). When Joash, king of Israel, defeated Amaziah of Judah, he also looted the 

Temple treasury, plundering the Temple and the palace (2 Kgs 14:8–14). The galleries or storerooms, 

standing three stories high and surrounding the Temple on three sides (1 Kgs 6:5–6), were used for 

storing weapons, cult objects, gifts, and booty.  

The palace complex, immediately to the S of the Temple, was architecturally more impressive than the 

Temple. The palace enclosure consisted of the House of the Forest of Lebanon, so called from its 

adornment of columns in cedar resembling a forest, the Hall of Pillars, the Hall of the Throne (where 

Solomon rendered judgments), and the House of Pharaoh‘s Daughter.  

E. Divided Kingdom  

Generally speaking, Jerusalem declined in importance in this period. During his long reign Uzziah 

fortified Jerusalem, strengthening its walls with towers (2 Chr 26:9, 15). Jotham is credited with building 

the upper gate of the Temple (2 Chr 27:3) Uzziah and Jotham confined their building activities to 

Jerusalem proper, and did not undertake any expansion of the city to the W. Ahaz was judged harshly for 

having erected in the Temple an altar modeled on a pagan altar from Damascus.  

In his excavation of the City of David, Shiloh recovered remains of anthropomorphic vessels and 

fertility figurines in the fill of an 8th century B.C.E. building, as well as zoomorphic figurines, all 

indicative of the diversity of religious practice in that period. The historians of Judah commended 

Hezekiah for his cultic reforms, which included purifying the Temple and centralizing worship in 

Jerusalem. His reform was religiously motivated (Cogan and Tadmor, 2 Kings 218–20); at the same time 

by centralizing the cult in Jerusalem, Hezekiah strengthened the Davidic dynasty, especially in its 

relations with other cities in the empire. When Samaria fell in 721 B.C.E., Jerusalem became the principal 

city of worship in Israel.  

Hezekiah reinforced the Millo and the city wall with towers; he also built a new wall (2 Chr 32:5). The 

section of a massive fortification wall, 65 m long and 7 m thick, which Avigad (1983: 46–54) cleared in 



the middle of the Jewish Quarter, is associated with 8th and 7th century B.C.E. pottery, and may well be 

the fortification wall erected by Hezekiah. See Fig. JER.10. This was the first city wall ever built on the 

W hill. Running on a line almost identical with the later Hasmonean wall, this broad wall enclosed the 

Siloam pool located outside the MB II wall of the City of David. Avigad believes this wall surrounded the 

entire plateau of the W hill (perhaps the Mishnah and the Machtesh of Zeph 1:10–11) in the late 

monarchy. This wall was built over the ruins of Israelite houses, which date from the beginning of the 8th 

century B.C.E. The expansion to the unfortified W hill began, it appears, in the early 8th century B.C.E.; by 

the late 8th century B.C.E., this wall protected the W side of Jerusalem from Assyrian attack.  

Hezekiah took additional steps to counter the imperialistic threats of Sennacherib. In preparation for the 

siege of 701 B.C.E., he constructed a new underground channel (2 Kgs 20:20; 2 Chr 32:2–4, 30; Isa 22:11) 

beneath the city to bring water from the Gihon spring outside the walls to the Siloam pool, which served 

as a large reservoir. According to the inscription found on the tunnel wall in 1880, two teams working 

from opposite directions performed an extraordinary engineering feat by cutting the tunnel through 533 m 

of bedrock beneath Ophel hill. Although the inscription does not mention Hezekiah‘s name, Hezekiah 

undoubtedly built this tunnel.  

The kings of the late monarchy also had their roles to play in Jerusalem. Manasseh refortified 

Jerusalem, building a new outer wall (2 Chr 33:14). Jerusalem reached its zenith under Josiah. In addition 

to his religious reform which conferred special status on Jerusalem, making it the exclusive place of 

sacrifice, Josiah took advantage of Assyria‘s weakness to expand the territory of Judah.  

Jerusalem was invaded when Jehoiakim rebelled against Babylon. When Jeremiah predicted the 

imminent Babylonian destruction of Jerusalem and Judah, Jehoiakim burned the prophet‘s scroll (Jer 

36:20–26). This same chapter mentions a scribe, Gemariah, son of Shaphan (vv 10–12, 25), a supporter of 

Jeremiah who was in the court of Jehoiakim in his fifth year (604 B.C.E.). During the excavation of the 

City of David, Shiloh found on a plastered floor of a house (Area G, Stratum 10) more than 50 clay bullae 

bearing Heb seal impressions. Designating the find-spot the ―bullae house,‖ Shiloh speculated it may have 

been an official administrative archive. These bullae, yielding a corpus of more than 80 Heb names, were 

well preserved by the flames of the Babylonian destruction of Jerusalem. The name impressed on one of 

the bullae is ―Gemariah ben-Shaphan,‖ who may be the same scribe mentioned in Jeremiah 36.  

Shiloh uncovered several other houses on the S area of the hill within the city walls. They were simple 

structures, square in shape, and built into the lower part of the stepped-stone structure. The Babylonians 

captured Jerusalem in 597 B.C.E., and then destroyed the city in 586 B.C.E. after a siege of 18 months 

(Lam 1:4; 2:2). Shiloh found evidence of the Babylonian destruction everywhere: thick layers of dark ash, 

scattered iron and bronze arrowheads, and collapsed structures.  

After the destruction of Jerusalem in 586 B.C.E., Judah became part of the Neo-Babylonian Empire. 

There are many unanswered questions about what took place in Jerusalem between 586 and 538 B.C.E. 

Both Jerusalem and Judah, it appears, continued to be inhabited (2 Kgs 25:22–26; Jer 40:10; Ezek 33:21–

27). Sacrificial worship apparently continued in Jerusalem during the exilic period since there is no 

reference to the destruction of the altar. Also, the fact that the Persians returned the Temple vessels to 

Jerusalem suggests a continuation of cult in the city (HAIJ, 426). Pilgrims continued to arrive in 

Jerusalem and to offer sacrifice at the Temple site (Jer 41:5).  

F. Second Temple Period  

1. Persian. After conquering Babylonia in 539 B.C.E., Cyrus II allowed the Jews to return to their 

homeland; he also authorized the rebuilding of the Temple. Judah became a Persian province with the 

name Yehud (yhd). After the return from exile, Jerusalem ceased to be politically significant; emphasis 

was placed on the religious role, with the priesthood assuming prominence. The Persian period was a time 

of peace and prosperity, when Judah was allowed a great deal of administrative independence. However, 

Israelite society was badly divided, with deep antagonisms between the returning exiles and those who 

had remained in Judah during the exile. The rift was reflected, for example, in the rebuilding of the 

Temple: those engaged in the rebuilding, considering themselves the true Israelites, did not allow those 

who had remained in Jerusalem to participate in the religious life of the postexilic community.  



With the encouragement of Haggai and Zechariah, and under the leadership of the governor Zerubbabel 

(a Davidic descendant) and the high priest Joshua, work began on the Temple in 520 B.C.E. Despite 

opposition from the Samaritans, who built their own temple on Mount Gerizim, the Second Temple was 

reconstructed, and then rededicated in 515 B.C.E. in the reign of Darius (Ezra 6:15–18). This more modest 

Temple did not compare in splendor with its predecessor, but it had the same basic architectural structure 

(Hag 2:3; Ezra 3:12).  

In the time of Nehemiah Jerusalem once again became the administrative and religious capital of Judea. 

Appointed governor of Judea by Artaxerxes, Nehemiah arrived in Jerusalem in 445 B.C.E., and undertook 

the rebuilding of the city walls to provide security. Nehemiah was resented by Sanballat of Samaria, 

Tobiah of Ammon, and Geshem the Arab. Opposed to the refortification of Jerusalem, they harassed 

Nehemiah (Neh 2:19; 4:7). In rebuilding the walls Nehemiah divided the workers into groups, each 

responsible for a section of the wall (Nehemiah 3). According to Neh 6:15, the wall (perhaps a temporary 

filling of breeches) was restored in 52 days. Josephus, however, reports that it took two years and four 

months to complete the project (Ant 11.5.8 §179). The task of rebuilding the walls was an economic 

hardship on the people, preventing them from gainful employment elsewhere.  

During this period the Upper City was not resettled; occupation was constricted to the area of the City 

of David and the Temple Mount. No archaeological remains from the Persian period have been found on 

the W hill: Avigad unearthed none in the Jewish Quarter, nor did Broshi recover any on Mount Zion (the 

W ridge below the present SW corner of the Old City). Kenyon discovered Nehemiah‘s E wall higher up 

on the E ridge than the Jebusite and Davidic wall, confirming that the city was more constricted in size 

during the Persian period than earlier (Williamson 1984). The E hill was adequate for the small number of 

people, mostly Israelites, in Jerusalem in Nehemiah‘s time. According to Neh 11:1–2, Nehemiah 

repopulated Jerusalem by requiring the nobility and a tenth of the rural residents to settle in the city.  

In addition to Jerusalem‘s defense, Nehemiah was concerned with political and social reforms among 

the people. In trying to improve the economic condition of the needy, some of whom had been exploited 

by their own people, Nehemiah remitted taxes. The people had also grown careless about their religious 

obligations with regard to Sabbath observance (Neh 13:15–22) and mixed marriage (Neh 13:23–27), so 

Nehemiah addressed these issues. It was Ezra who reestablished the authority of the Mosaic Torah in this 

era.  

2. Hellenistic. Persian rule came to an end in Judea when Alexander the Great captured Jerusalem in 

332 B.C.E. Despite Josephus‘s statement (Ant 11.8.5 §336–39), it seems unlikely that Alexander entered 

Jerusalem, nor did he interfere with the administrative structures in Jerusalem. Alexander‘s victory 

marked the beginning of the Hellenistic period which was to last until 63 B.C.E. At this time, Jerusalem 

was confined to the Lower City, including the Temple Mount and the City of David. Shiloh‘s dig revealed 

evidence of dense settlement in the City of David. It is noteworthy that despite this dense settlement, the 

Jews of Jerusalem throughout the Hellenistic period were seriously at odds among themselves over 

religious matters (see below).  

With the division of Alexander‘s vast empire among his generals at his death in 323 B.C.E., Judea, the 

frontier between the Ptolemies of Egypt and the Seleucids of Syria, came under the successive control of 

the Ptolemies and the Seleucids. Ptolemy I captured Jerusalem in 320 B.C.E., and by 301 B.C.E. Ptolemaic 

rule was stabilized. For roughly a century Palestine enjoyed a peaceful and prosperous era under the 

Ptolemies. Jerusalem‘s political role in this era was minor, although the city was the administrative center 

of Judea. The Jerusalem Temple and the priesthood played a prominent role in the Hellenistic period, with 

the Temple serving as the center of both religious and social life. The high priest oversaw both religious 

and administrative affairs. Otherwise, archaeological and literary sources provide little information 

concerning the Ptolemaic rule.  

When Antiochus III (the Great) defeated the forces of Ptolemy V Epiphanes and annexed Palestine ca. 

201–198 B.C.E., Seleucid rule over Judea began, lasting until 135 B.C.E. The Jews welcomed the Seleucids 

who showed them consideration. Among other things, the Seleucids provided financial assistance for the 

rebuilding of Jerusalem and for the repair of the damage to the Temple. The high priest continued to 



govern Jerusalem and Judea, and the people were subject to the Mosaic law. Among the privileges 

accorded to the Jews, taxes were remitted for a period of three years. Neither the Ptolemies nor the 

Seleucids forced the Jews to adopt the Greek way of life.  

The Jews themselves were divided among Hellenists and anti-Hellenists, the former represented 

especially among the upper classes. The high priest Jason favored the Hellenizers, fostered Hellenization 

(1 Macc 1:11–15; 2 Macc 4:10–15), and transformed the Jewish city of Jerusalem into a Hellenistic polis, 

a Greek city-state, known as Antiochia, after Antiochus IV (2 Macc 4:9). It was situated on the E half of 

the W hill (Upper City), unsettled in the time of Nehemiah. This new Greek city-state signified a change 

in Jerusalem‘s juridical status rather than the construction of a new city (Tcherikover 1966: 165). As part 

of establishing Jerusalem as a Hellenistic polis, Jason built a gymnasion in the city under the patronage of 

Hermes and Hercules; the members of the gymnasion were called Antiochenes (2 Macc 4:9). The function 

of the gymnasion went beyond sporting events; pagan customs were introduced (1 Macc 1:11–15; 2 Macc 

4:9–17), and it became a social center in competition with the Temple.  

The Hellenistic reform enjoyed strong Jewish support, especially among the members of the Temple 

priesthood and the affluent upper class. Disdaining their own tradition these Hellenizing Jews, without 

outside coercion, fostered the introduction of Greek customs (Tcherikover 1966: 118, 140). The majority 

of Jews who were economically poor did not support Jason and the Hellenizers.  

This Hellenistic reform took place in the reign of Antiochus IV, who had earlier been bribed to name 

Jason high priest in place of his brother Onias III. Antiochus IV (Epiphanes) was a strong patron of 

Hellenization, but the initiative to Hellenize Jerusalem came from the Jews themselves. His persecution of 

the Jews was not for the purpose of Hellenization, but was a response to the Maccabean revolt 

(Tcherikover 1966: 190–91). In his attempt to destroy Judaism, Antiochus IV desecrated the Temple, 

erecting an altar to Zeus, and dedicating the Temple to Olympian Zeus (1 Macc 1:41–63; 2 Macc 6:2–5).  

In addition, Antiochus IV destroyed the walls of Jerusalem (1 Macc 1:31), and erected in 168 B.C.E. a 

Citadel for his garrison, called ―Akra‖ by Josephus (Ant 12.5.4 §252; see also 1 Macc 1:29–36). The 

precise location of this Syrian fortress is uncertain because it has left no archaeological traces. Josephus 

located it in the Lower City, on the SE hill. Mazar would situate the Akra directly S of the Temple 

enclosure, adjacent to the Hulda gates. Others (Robinson, Warren, Vincent, Avi-Yonah) proposed 

locating it on the W hill, across the Tyropoeon valley, but Avigad found no significant artifacts from the 

early Hellenistic period in the Jewish Quarter. Housing Syrian troops as well as Jewish Hellenizers, the 

Akra was the symbol of foreign rule. Architecturally higher than the Temple, the Akra served the purpose 

of controlling the Temple, while keeping the Jews under surveillance.  

Aided by his five sons, the Jewish priest Mattathias led a revolt against the Seleucid rule to curb the 

spread of Hellenistic culture and to gain Jewish independence. Judas Maccabee, one of Mattathias‘ sons, 

liberated Jerusalem from Antiochus IV in 164 B.C.E., with the exception of the Akra; thereupon the 

Temple was purified and rededicated (1 Macc 4:36–55). About 141 B.C.E. Simon, another son of 

Mattathias, captured the Akra and razed it. From the Maccabean defeat of the Seleucids until the Roman 

conquest under Pompey in 63 B.C.E., when Judea became part of the province of Syria, the Jews enjoyed a 

century of political independence, with Jerusalem serving as the capital of Judea, including Transjordan.  

3. Hasmonean. When the Hasmoneans, a dynasty of Jewish high priests and kings descended from the 

family of Mattathias, ruled from 142 to 63 B.C.E., Jerusalem was their capital, the center of religious, 

political, and economic life until 63 B.C.E. Jerusalem enjoyed prosperity and was enclosed by new walls. 

It was a period of erecting monuments and tombs, and a time of expansion, as far as Transjordan. 

Hasmonean Jerusalem incorporated the Upper City and the City of David. The Upper City, in which was 

located the seat of Hasmonean government, was joined to the Temple Mount by a bridge spanning the 

Tyropoeon valley. Archaeologists discovered the remains of this bridge along the W wall of the Temple 

Mount in the form of an intact arch, which had served as a support for the bridge across the Tyropoeon 

valley. It was named ―Wilson‘s arch‖ after Charles Wilson who investigated it in the 1860s. The city wall 

surrounded the W hill in its entirety. The Hasmoneans also built a fortress called Baris (not the same as 



the Akra) to defend the N side of the Temple. Baris was the forerunner of the fortress Antonia (Avi-

Yonah WHJP 7: 228–31).  

With Jerusalem as the capital of the kingdom, the Hasmoneans reached the height of their power under 

John Hyrcanus and his son Alexander Jannaeus, both serving successively as high priest and king of 

Judea. In 63 B.C.E. Pompey, putting an end to Hasmonean rule but retaining Hyrcanus as high priest, 

occupied the Upper City, attacked the Temple Mount, entered the Holy of Holies, and destroyed the walls 

of Jerusalem. From that time until the advent of Herod the Great in 37 B.C.E. the Hasmoneans ruled under 

the protection of Rome.  

4. Herodian. When Jesus was born toward the end of Herod‘s reign, Jerusalem was the capital of Judea, 

which was part of the Roman province of Syria. Herod was a Hellenist, who ruled as a Roman vassal. The 

thirty-three years of Herod‘s rule (37–4 B.C.E.) constituted an era of economic prosperity, and the time 

when the Upper City attained the zenith of its development, with archaeology providing striking evidence 

of Jerusalem‘s splendor. Prosperity divided Jerusalem society, separating the rich from the poor. The 

economically deprived were relegated to the Lower City, where commerce was conducted; the affluent, 

including the king and the high priest, resided in the Upper City. Jerusalem‘s wealth was derived from 

Herod‘s building projects, as well as the half-shekel tax levied on Jewish communities around the world.  

Avigad‘s excavations in the Upper City revealed a well-planned city whose residents lived an 

aristocratic lifestyle. There were remains of magnificent houses, some two or more stories high, built 

around a central court. Mosaic flooring, frescoes, and painted plaster adorned the homes of many 

Jerusalem residents. See Fig. JER.11. Painted pottery of superior quality, well-crafted furnishings, and 

beautiful stone objects, including tables, bowls, and purification jars, reflected the wealth of Jerusalem in 

the Herodian period.  

a. Building Projects. Herod may be best remembered as a builder, especially for his military 

architecture; his name is synonymous with distinctive architecture and massive masonry (WHJP 7: 215). 

Remains of Herodian architecture can be found throughout Palestine. See also HEROD‘S BUILDING 

PROGRAM. Among Herod‘s magnificent building projects was the Jerusalem Temple, entirely rebuilt to 

win the favor of the Jews who hated him. The Temple building was begun in 20 B.C.E. and dedicated 10 

years later, although it was not completed until 63 C.E. This colossal Temple occupied an area 446 m N–

S, and 296 m E–W. In preparation for the reconstruction of the Second Temple, Herod doubled the size of 

the Temple platform by filling in the surrounding valleys, especially to the S. The SE corner of the 

podium stood 45 m above the floor of the Kidron valley. The expanded area of the Temple esplanade 

measured 144,000 square meters; it was supported by massive retaining walls, still visible today. The 

best-known section of the remaining walls is called the kotel or ―western wall‖ (formerly the ―wailing 

wall‖), the focus of Jewish prayer since the destruction of the Temple in 70 C.E. The Herodian walls were 

built ―dry,‖ that is, without cement or mortar between the ashlar stones which were quarried in Jerusalem. 

Today, the Muslim Haram esh-Sharif (―the noble Sanctuary‖) occupies the Herodian Temple Mount, 

easily identifiable by the Dome of the Rock.  

Practically nothing remains of the Herodian Temple, but the ruins uncovered along the W and S walls of 

the Temple Mount, as well as details provided by Josephus, give some idea of the splendid architecture of 

Herodian Jerusalem. In addition to ―Wilson‘s arch‖ along the W retaining wall, there was ―Robinson‘s 

arch,‖ assumed (wrongly) to have been an element of another bridge connecting the Temple Mount with 

the Upper City. Mazar established that this arch functioned as a span supporting a staircase descending 

from the Temple Mount to the Tyropoeon valley. On the S section of the Temple‘s outer court was the 

royal stoa or sheltered promenade; it was a rectangular hall, with four rows of columns, resembling a 

Roman basilica (Ant 15.11.5 §411–16). Along the S wall Mazar uncovered three gates for access to the 

Temple Mount. The single gate to the E dates to Crusader times; the double gate and triple gates which 

form the Hulda gates (possibly named after the 7th century B.C.E. prophet, or perhaps derived from the 

Heb word for ―mole‖) date to the Herodian era, although the triple gate in its present form is Umayyad. In 

front of the Hulda gates was a monumental Herodian stairway, 61 m wide with 30 steps, leading up from 



the Ophel to the two main pilgrim entrances on the S side of the Temple Mount. See also TEMPLE, 

JERUSALEM.  

In the NW corner of the Upper City near the present Jaffa Gate, Herod built a splendid, fortified palace 

to provide protection for the Upper City. Unfortunately, nothing remains of its superstructure. Like the 

Temple, the palace was constructed on a platform, 300–350 m N–S, and 60 m E–W. The palace was 

bounded on the N by the Citadel, on the W and S by the present Turkish city walls; the boundary on the E 

is unknown. The foundations of the palace have been uncovered in the court of the Citadel, and in the 

Armenian garden (Bahat and Broshi 1975) near the SW corner of the present city wall, and on Mount 

Zion, outside the wall of the Old City.  

At the N side of the palace were three towers, named in memory of Phasael (Herod‘s brother), Hippicus 

(an unknown friend), and Miriamne (Herod‘s Hasmonean wife). The present-day Citadel (popularly 

called ―David‘s Tower‖) adjacent to the Jaffa gate stands on the site of Herod‘s three towers; it is actually 

built on Phasael‘s tower. This fortress on the W side of the Old City guarded the royal palace and the W 

entrance of Jerusalem. Titus destroyed most of Jerusalem in 70 C.E., but he spared the Herodian fortress. 

The Crusaders built a fortress over Herod‘s, but the present architectural form of the Citadel was the work 

of Suleiman the Magnificent in the 16th century C.E. (Johns 1950; Amiran and Eitan 1970).  

In 37–35 B.C.E. Herod rebuilt the Baris, situated at the NW corner of the Temple enclosure, enlarging it 

with towers. He named it Antonia in honor of his patron Mark Antony. The purpose of this huge fortress 

was to protect the Temple Mount; it also functioned as a palace and barracks. Titus destroyed the Antonia 

in 70 C.E. Although nothing remains of the Antonia fortress, it was a conjectured location of the Roman 

praetorium where Pontius Pilate judged Jesus (John 18:28–19:16). That the Via Dolorosa (Way of the 

Cross) begins at the Antonia is not compelling with respect to the location of the praetorium; the specific 

location of events in the life of Jesus was often determined by popular tradition. Some identified the broad 

stone pavement in the basement of the Sisters of Zion convent as the lithostrothon mentioned in John‘s 

account of the trial of Jesus before Pilate (19:13). However, P. Benoit (1952) demonstrated 

stratigraphically that this stone pavement and the contiguous ―Ecce Homo‖ arch (John 19:5) were 

unrelated to the Antonia and to Jesus. Instead, they formed part of a small, E forum dating to Hadrian in 

135 C.E. The praetorium of Jesus‘ trial was located at Herod‘s palace which served as the official 

residence of the Roman procurators when they came to Jerusalem during the major Jewish feasts (Benoit 

1952: 550).  

b. Josephus’ Three Walls. In Herod‘s time the city walls surrounded Zion and Ophel hill, in addition 

to the S sector of the present-day Old City. The topography of Jerusalem‘s walls is controversial; 

Josephus refers to three successive walls which defended Jerusalem on the N (JW 5.4.1 §136). The first 

wall, the innermost, surrounding the entire city is least disputed; its date is uncertain, but it was the oldest 

of the walls. It is usually dated to the Hasmonean period, about 100 B.C.E. If Josephus‘ description of its 

60 towers is to be accepted (JW 5.4.3 §158), the first wall must have been strong. Defending the NW edge 

of Jerusalem, it ran roughly S from the present-day Citadel (Jaffa Gate), around Mount Zion, along the 

Hinnom valley, to the Kidron valley; from the crest of the E hill, to the SE corner of the Temple Mount; 

then from Wilson‘s arch on the W wall of the Temple Mount back to the Phasael Tower (present-day 

Citadel). Johns discovered the NW corner of the first wall in the courtyard of the Citadel.  

The exact course of the second wall is uncertain and controversial; related to this issue is the 

authenticity of the Church of the Holy Sepulchre (if it truly marks the place of Jesus‘ death and 

resurrection, it should be situated outside this second wall). Archaeological remains are sparse, and 

literary sources imprecise. The date of this wall is also in contention, having been ascribed to the 

Hasmonean and the Herodian periods, the latter being more probable. The second wall ran from the 

present-day Citadel, by way of the present-day Damascus gate, to the Antonia at the NW corner of the 

Temple. According to Josephus, this relatively short wall had 14 towers (JW 5.4.3 §158). It was also 

fortified by a quarry located in front of it which functioned as a defensive moat. Parts of this quarry have 

been uncovered in the recent excavation beneath the Lutheran Church of the Redeemer (Lux 1972). 

Because traces of this quarry were found here, 40 m south of the Church of the Holy Sepulchre, it is now 



fairly certain that this Church indeed marks a spot that was outside the second wall. The second wall as it 

appears on most maps is the alignment proposed by Vincent, who has now been proven wrong by the Lux 

excavations. The second wall of Vincent has been identified subsequently as a terrace wall of the Roman 

or Byzantine period. No part of the second wall itself, however, has yet been unearthed (Schein 1981: 23).  

The alignment of the third, the outermost wall, remains a problem (Shanks 1987). Built to protect the N 

side of Jerusalem, it had 90 towers (JW 5.4.3 §158). The foundations of this wall, according to Josephus 

(JW 2.11.6 §218), date to the time of Herod Agrippa (41–44 C.E.), but it was completed only during the 

first revolt (66–70 C.E.). Some maintain that the third wall of Josephus followed the same course as the 

present-day N wall of the Old City (Vincent, Benoit, Simons, Kenyon, Hennessy, Hamrick); others, 

following Robinson, identify the third wall with an E–W wall 450 m further N (Sukenik, Mayer, Avi-

Yonah, Ben-Arieh, Netzer, Broshi, Bahat). Kenyon considered the more northerly wall to be Titus‘ 

circumvallation rampart, intended to prevent Jews from leaving the city to obtain food, but it is too far N 

to have served that purpose. Hamrick (1977: 22) maintained that this northernmost wall was a defensive 

line built by Jewish insurgents about 68 C.E. to serve as a ―barrier wall‖ against the attacking Roman 

army.  

In their excavations between 1925 and 1927, E. L. Sukenik and L. A. Mayer (1930) concentrated on this 

northernmost wall, and they concurred with Robinson that it was the third wall referred to by Josephus. In 

their excavations of the same wall between 1972 and 1974, Ben-Arieh and Netzer (1974: 98–100) 

unearthed a continuous stretch of wall consisting of ashlars and fieldstones (measuring 45 m long and the 

width varying between 4.2 and 4.3 m), with towers, dating to the 1st century C.E. When J. B. Hennessy 

(1970) dug at the Damascus gate between 1964 and 1966, he was convinced he had uncovered the third 

wall of Agrippa I, maintaining that it followed the present line of the Old City‘s N wall. Archaeology 

cannot offer yet a conclusive answer because the evidence is ambiguous.  

5. Roman. After Herod the Great, Jerusalem became a province of the Roman Empire, ruled by Roman 

prefects who resided in Caesarea. About 6 C.E. Caesarea became the capital, replacing Jerusalem. The 

high priest and Sanhedrin oversaw the government of Jerusalem, but their power was significantly 

reduced. The Jews in Jerusalem at that time were a disparate group of people, often at odds with 

themselves. Pontius Pilate, prefect of Judea (26–36 C.E.), is well-known to readers of the NT, but less 

known for having improved Jerusalem‘s water supply by constructing the first aqueduct, leading from 

―Solomon‘s pool‖ situated between Bethlehem and Hebron.  

Gessius Florus, the last of the Roman prefects for Judea, provoked a Jewish rebellion against Rome in 

66 C.E. by stealing funds from the Temple treasury. The Jews withstood the Romans temporarily; at that 

time the Christian community abandoned Jerusalem and fled to Pella. In 70 C.E. Titus attacked Jerusalem 

on the N side, always the most vulnerable, and built a siege wall around the city. Starvation prevented the 

defenders from resisting for long. The Temple area and the Lower City fell first; a month later, the Upper 

City met the same fate. The Temple platform remained standing, as did the three Herodian towers 

(Hippicus, Phasael, and Miriamne), and part of Jerusalem‘s western wall (JW 7.1.1 §1–2).  

Evidence for Jewish presence in Jerusalem between 70 and 132 C.E. is only indirect; the archaeological 

and literary sources are scarce. The city was not entirely abandoned: the Tenth Legion was present, some 

Christians had returned from Pella, and Jews were still not forbidden to live in Jerusalem (Avi-Yonah 

1973: 16; Peters 1985: 124–26). According to K. W. Clarke (1960: 273–74), a large Jewish population 

remained in Jerusalem after 70 C.E., and they continued to worship on the Temple Mount.  

G. Postbiblical Period  

1. Aelia Capitolina. Jewish Jerusalem was effectively finished when Hadrian established the Roman 

city of Jerusalem, limited to the W hill in the area of the modern Jewish Quarter. Hadrian visited 

Jerusalem in 129–30 C.E.; then he rebuilt the city, renaming it Aelia Capitolina. ―Aelia‖ was derived from 

the emperor‘s second name; ―Capitolina‖ recalled Jupiter, Juno, and Minerva, the deities of the Capitoline 

Triad in Rome, who became the patrons of Hadrian‘s new city. He also erected a Temple honoring Jupiter 

Capitolinus on the Temple Mount; on the present site of the Church of the Holy Sepulchre he built a 

temple to the Roman goddess Aphrodite.  



This new, unwalled city of Hadrian was really a Roman colony, modeled on a Roman camp. Square in 

shape, as it remains today, it would have been divided into quarters by two streets. The main N–S street, 

the cardo, would have run from the Damascus gate to Zion gate. The main E–W street, the decumanus, 

would have extended from St. Stephen‘s gate (also called Lions‘ gate) to the Jaffa gate. A ceremonial 

tetrapylon, with remains still visible, was erected at the intersection of the streets. Hadrian also 

constructed a three-arched entryway (with towers on either side) into Aelia Capitolina, which Israeli 

archaeologists have recovered under the present Damascus gate (Magen 1988).  

Hadrian‘s rebuilding and renaming of Jerusalem probably sparked the Second Jewish revolt under Bar 

Kokhba (Simeon Bar Koziba), which had begun in 132 and was crushed in 135 after the Jews had 

reoccupied Jerusalem (Avi-Yonah 1973: 16). Others attribute the revolt to Hadrian‘s failure to rebuild the 

Temple, and the fact that circumcision was forbidden. Nevertheless, after 135 C.E., Jews were forbidden 

by Hadrian‘s decree to live in Jerusalem, or even to visit the city under pain of death.  

2. Byzantine. In 324, Constantine became the first Christian emperor to rule Palestine; shortly 

thereafter, the name Aelia Capitolina imposed by Hadrian was changed back to Jerusalem. The Byzantine 

period was a prosperous age, marked by intensive construction. Constantine is associated with three major 

building projects, each related to an aspect of Jesus‘ life: one in Bethlehem, another at Golgotha (the 

Church of the Holy Sepulchre), and the third on the Mount of Olives.  

Consecrated in 335, the Church of the Holy Sepulchre (Anastasis) was razed in 614. Destroyed and 

rebuilt several times since, the most recent major restoration was undertaken in 1959. Although the 

present church stands on the original site in the NW quarter of Jerusalem, most of the structure visible 

today dates to the Crusader period in the 12th century. The Church of the Holy Sepulchre is divided 

basically into three parts: the basilica, the rock of Golgotha, and the tomb. The upper chapel adjacent to 

the principal entrance of the Church commemorates the location of Golgotha. Golgotha, translated ―the 

place of a skull‖ (Matt 27:33 = Mark 15:22; Luke 23:33; John 19:17), is a name of uncertain origin; it is 

the traditional site of the crucifixion and the tomb of Jesus (John 19:41–42). See GOLGOTHA.  

The tradition in the Jerusalem community regarding the Holy Sepulchre as the place of Jesus‘ burial 

goes back to the 4th century. In his 1838 visit to Jerusalem, Robinson questioned the authenticity of the 

Holy Sepulchre, which hinges on the location of Josephus‘ second wall (see above). Robinson assumed 

the sepulchre had also been inside the city wall in Jesus‘ time, whereas the crucifixion took place outside 

the city (Heb 13:12). The Garden Tomb, an alternative site, is situated outside the walled city, just N of 

the Damascus gate. Advanced by C. Gordon in 1883 as the true location of Golgotha on the basis of a 

fanciful rock formation, this site is unconvincing because of lack of evidence (Wilkinson 1978: 146, 198–

200).  

Avigad‘s excavations in the Jewish Quarter uncovered the Byzantine cardo measuring 12.5 m wide, 

paved with flagstones, and flanked on each side by colonnaded porticoes. See Fig. JER.12. Avigad, 

excavating only the S part of the street, found pottery sealed beneath the pavement as stratigraphic 

evidence for its Byzantine date. The Roman cardo has not been found, but it is assumed that the same 

street plan existed in Roman times. One day, there may be archaeological evidence that the N part of the 

street was constructed in the Roman period.  

The numerous architectural remains uncovered by Avigad have been reconstructed and incorporated 

into the newly-rebuilt Jewish Quarter, destroyed between 1948 and 1967. The pattern of Byzantine 

Jerusalem as reconstructed by archaeology conforms well to the 6th century C.E. Madeba mosaic map 

depicting the arcaded cardo running from the Damascus gate S to the area of the Zion gate. The map also 

portrays several Byzantine churches, including the Church of the Holy Sepulchre and the Nea.  

In the 5th century, Jerusalem expanded both to the N and S. The present-day St. Stephen‘s convent 

(Ecole Biblique et Archéologique Française), just N of the Damascus gate, marks the site of a church 

erected by the empress Eudocia in 460 as a repository for the relics of Stephen, the first Christian martyr. 

In 438, Empress Eudocia permitted Jews to live in Jerusalem.  

In the 6th century the emperor Justinian, a great builder, erected the Nea (New Church). Dedicated in 

543 to the Virgin Mary, it was destroyed by earthquake in 746, and never rebuilt. In 1970, Avigad 



uncovered the foundations of this church in the Jewish Quarter; he also discovered a Greek inscription 

mentioning Justinian and indicating the date of the church‘s consecration. In 614, the Persian army 

conquered Jerusalem, destroyed most of the churches, and expelled the Jews (Avi-Yonah 1976: 269).  

3. Early Arab. From 638, when Byzantine Jerusalem surrendered to Caliph Omar, until the beginning 

of the Crusader period in 1099, Jerusalem was ruled by the Muslims. Jews were readmitted to Jerusalem 

and received favorable treatment, being permitted to build synagogues and religious schools (Peters 1985: 

186). Jerusalem, known among Muslims as el-Quds, ―the Holy―(Isa 52:1), ranks third, after Mecca and 

Medina, among the holiest cities in Islam. Jerusalem has never been the political or administrative capital 

of the Muslims; its importance for Islam is completely religious.  

Although the Umayyad caliphs resided in Damascus, they supported an impressive building program in 

Jerusalem. Mazar uncovered the remains of a magnificent Umayyad palace S of the Temple enclosure. 

The complex consisted of six impressive buildings reflecting superior planning and architecture. The 

Umayyads established Jerusalem as a Muslim religious center. The Dome of the Rock (Qubbet es-Sahra), 

the octagonal shrine (not a mosque) on the Temple Mount, was completed in 691. Intended to instill pride 

in Muslims, it was built to protect the holy rock beneath, whence its name (Rosen-Ayalon 1975: 92). 

According to tradition, it is the rock where Abraham was prepared to sacrifice Isaac (Gen 22:1–19), the 

site of the threshing floor of Araunah where David built an altar (2 Sam 24:15–25), and the place from 

which Muhammad ascended to heaven on the steed Buraq. The silver-domed prayer mosque at the S edge 

of the Temple platform is the el-Aksa Mosque. Meaning ―the furthermost,‖ this mosque may have been 

intended to commemorate the farthest point of Muhammad‘s mystic ―Night Journey‖ whence he ascended 

into heaven.  

During the rule of the Abbasids, who were tolerant toward non-Muslims, Jerusalem declined. The 

Fatimid period, too, was a time of decline for Jerusalem. The eccentric Fatimid Caliph al-Hakim 

persecuted Jews and Christians, and ordered the destruction of Christian shrines, including the Church of 

the Holy Sepulchre.  

4. Crusader. Jerusalem experienced a century of Crusader rule. After a five-week siege, including the 

massacre of Jews and Muslims, the Christians under Godfrey de Bouillon conquered Jerusalem in 1099. 

Jerusalem became the capital of the Crusader kingdom, called the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem, until 1191 

when it was replaced by Acco (Acre). The population was about 30,000, the vast majority Christian. 

Because most of the population was of French descent, the language of Jerusalem was French. Jews and 

Muslims were not permitted to reside in Jerusalem. The Crusader period was a time of intense building. 

The architectural style was Romanesque with some early Gothic elements. An excellent example of 

Crusader architecture is St. Anne‘s Church, inside St. Stephen‘s gate. The present white-stone church in 

Romanesque style was built in 1140. The Crusaders also refurbished the Church of the Holy Sepulchre, 

completing it in 1149. The present-day facade of this church is much the same as it was in the 12th 

century. The Crusaders, renaming the Dome of the Rock ―Templum Domini,‖ converted it into a 

Christian church, and affixed a cross on its dome.  

The Citadel (―Tower of David‖) on the W side of the Old City near the Jaffa gate was Jerusalem‘s 

principal fortification in this period, and also served as the headquarters for government and military 

officials. The Crusader city wall followed for the most part the line of the present wall. Excavations at the 

Damascus gate uncovered foundations of a Crusader gate beneath the present Turkish structure.  

5. Later Arab. In 1187, the Crusaders surrendered Jerusalem to the formidable Kurdish general Saladin 

(Salah ed-Din), founder of the Ayyubid dynasty. He impressed a distinctive Islamic character on 

Jerusalem, restoring the Dome of the Rock and the el-Aksa Mosque. Under Saladin, who was a cultured 

and humane ruler, Jews and Eastern Christians were allowed to reside in Jerusalem. In 1212, Saladin‘s 

nephew, al-Malik al-Mu˒azzam, rebuilt the walls of Jerusalem, only to dismantle them seven years later, 

fearing the Crusaders were about to regain a well-fortified city.  

The Mameluke sultans defeated the Ayyubids and ruled Jerusalem from 1244 to 1517. Great builders 

and skilled craftsmen, the Mamelukes left their mark on the architectural design of Jerusalem; the Muslim 

character of present-day Jerusalem is directly traceable to them. Their principal concern was the religious 



meaning of Jerusalem for Islam; for this reason they gave special attention to mosques and madrasas 

(Muslim theological schools). The Mamelukes made Jerusalem the center of Islamic studies; at the same 

time Jerusalem deteriorated economically, and the population dwindled to about 10,000.  

6. Ottoman. From 1517, when the Ottoman Turks began to rule Jerusalem from Istanbul after a 

peaceful takeover, Jerusalem was on the decline, with the residents of Jerusalem living in acute poverty. 

Between 1537 and 1541 Suleiman I (the Magnificent) rewalled Jerusalem, unwalled since 1219, to protect 

it from bedouin incursion. The present Ottoman walls of the city follow the course of the Hasmonean 

walls, founded on bedrock, and utilize parts of them. Suleiman I also rebuilt the ―Tower of David‖ and the 

aqueduct which brought water from ―Solomon‘s pools.‖ The Ottoman Turks constructed the present-day 

seven gates of Jerusalem, built for the most part over the gates of Roman times. The names of these gates 

have changed from time to time, and continue to do so. In 1542, Suleiman built the Damascus gate, a 

superb example of Ottoman architecture; known in Arabic as Bab el-Amud (gate of the column), it 

covered Hadrian‘s entryway of 135 C.E. After this flourish of building activity, Jerusalem underwent little 

development in the second half of the Ottoman Turkish era.  

H. Theology  

Jerusalem plays an important theological role in the OT and NT. The name Jerusalem occurs more than 

650 times in the OT, especially in the historiographies (Samuel, Kings, Ezra-Nehemiah, Chronicles). 

With the exception of two possible references, it is absent from the Pentateuch, not having yet gained 

historical prominence in that period. Jerusalem appears frequently in the Psalms; also in the Prophets 

where there are some forty-nine occurrences in Isaiah, 102 in Jeremiah, twenty-six in Ezekiel, and eight in 

Micah. In the NT, Jerusalem appears more than 140 times, sixty-seven of which are in the Gospels, but 

never in the Catholic epistles.  

1. Old Testament. The theological significance of Jerusalem in the OT is based on the divine presence 

symbolized in the ark of the covenant and the Temple. The holiness of the Temple and of Jerusalem rests 

on the presence of the ark; David‘s transfer of the ark inaugurated the cult of Yahweh in Jerusalem. By 

laying the foundation for the Temple, David made Jerusalem ―the cornerstone of the religious and cultic 

unification of Israel‖ (Talmon 1974: 195).  

The prophets, especially Isaiah, apply the name Zion to signify Jerusalem as the ―City of Yahweh‖ (de 

Vaux 1969: 286). The uniqueness of Jerusalem can be summarized under the heading ―Zion tradition,‖ 

which comprises the following motifs: Yahweh, the great king, chooses Jerusalem as a permanent abode; 

Zion (not Sinai) as Yahweh‘s chosen mountain, located at the center of the world; the Gihon spring (Isa 

41:17–18) as the miraculous stream flowing from the cosmic mountain; the pilgrimages of other nations 

to Jerusalem to acknowledge the sovereignty of Yahweh; and the inviolability of Jerusalem (Roberts 

1973: 329). Jerusalem‘s deliverance from the siege of Sennacherib in 701 B.C.E. created the impression of 

the city‘s inviolability under all circumstances, thus reinforcing the Zion tradition.  

Isaiah, vacillating between threat (1:7–9) and hope (2:2–4), believed that Jerusalem was inviolable 

because Yahweh dwelt in the city (de Vaux 1969: 292), but he modified this tradition by laying down 

conditions (1:19–20), requiring faith in Yahweh as a special condition for divine protection and salvation 

(7:9b). Nor did Isaiah hesitate to point out the sins of Jerusalem (3:8; 22:1–14; 28:14).  

Micah and Jeremiah, convinced that Jerusalem would not be spared as a consequence of its sinfulness, 

denounced Judah‘s confidence in the inviolability of Zion. Micah‘s (3:12) shattering prediction that 

Jerusalem and the Temple would be reduced to rubble was repeated in substance a century later by 

Jeremiah, at the risk of his life (26:18–19), who opposed the belief that Jerusalem was invincible. 

Jeremiah also inveighed against the Judahites for considering the Temple an automatic assurance of 

divine protection, oblivious that such protection was contingent upon their own moral conduct (Jer 7:1–

15).  

Having indicted Jerusalem for apostasy, the prophets predicted that its inhabitants would be called to 

account. However, inasmuch as Yahweh‘s purpose is not to annihilate, Jerusalem was to be rebuilt on the 

faithful remnant. In contrast to the words of doom, the prophets of the exile proclaimed hope of 

restoration. Jeremiah described the rebuilding of Jerusalem and its walls (30:18–19; 31:38–39). Ezekiel, 



who considered Jerusalem the center of the nations (5:5; 38:12), saw the glory of Yahweh returning to the 

Jerusalem Temple. Deutero-Isaiah describes the ―new Jerusalem‖ (40:1–2; 52:1, 7–8) in words of 

consolation and hope, reflecting belief in the future greatness of Jerusalem as the center of the nations 

(chaps. 60–62). For Haggai (2:6–8) and Zechariah (8:3–8), the rebuilding of the Temple was the 

fulfillment of this hope.  

2. New Testament. Among the Synoptic Gospels, Luke gives far more prominence to Jerusalem than 

Matthew or Mark. The fact that geography plays an important role in Luke‘s theology may account for the 

gospel‘s preoccupation with Jerusalem (Fitzmyer, Luke 1–9 AB, 163–69). Jerusalem is ―the city of 

destiny for Jesus and the pivot for the salvation of mankind‖ (Fitzmyer, Luke 1–9 AB, 164). Jesus has a 

special relationship to Jerusalem, which is the goal toward which he moves throughout the gospel.  

Luke‘s gospel begins (1:9) and ends in the Temple of Jerusalem (24:53). Between these two Temple 

events, according to Luke, Jesus makes but one journey to Jerusalem, described in the so-called travel 

account (9:51–19:27). Within this account, there are several references to Jerusalem as the objective of 

the journey (9:51–53; 13:22; 17:11; 19:11). In the course of the journey, Jesus addresses an apostrophe to 

Jerusalem (Luke 13:34–35 = Matt 23:37–39), the place of the prophets‘ martyrdom, and where he, too, 

must suffer and die (Luke 13:33; Matt 16:21). Mark, too, describes only one journey to Jerusalem, 

whereas John mentions three. In Luke, the journey to Jerusalem assumes great importance by serving as 

the geographical framework for much of the material found only in this gospel; Luke alone, for example, 

recounts the story of the Good Samaritan (10:29–37). Appearing after the travel account, Jesus‘ prophecy 

concerning the destruction of Jerusalem (19:43–44), couched in the language of the prophets (Isa 29:3; Jer 

6:6; Ezek 4:2), is exclusive to Luke.  

The Jerusalem Temple, too, is prominent in Luke. Jesus is presented in the Temple (2:22–23), he makes 

his first pilgrimage to Jerusalem and the Temple at the age of twelve (2:41–50); Jesus cleanses the 

Temple (19:45–46), an event reported in the four Gospels (= Matt 21:12–13; Mark 11:15–17; John 2:14–

16), whose purpose may have been to emphasize that the Temple was principally a place of prayer, and 

not a financial or economic institution (Wilkinson 1978: 117).  

Jesus‘ mission, including the passion, resurrection and ascension, is brought to completion in Jerusalem 

(24:50). In contrast to Matthew, Luke locates all the appearances of the risen Christ to the disciples in the 

vicinity of Jerusalem (24:13–53); they are also instructed to remain in Jerusalem (Luke 24:49).  

Mark‘s gospel can be divided into three geographical sections: Galilee, the journey to Jerusalem, and 

Jerusalem itself. It is called the ―Galilean gospel‖ because of Galilee‘s theological significance as the 

place of the imminent parousia. In Mark, Jerusalem is mentioned only a few times, outside the passion 

narrative. This gospel, often called the gospel of the passion, records several of Jesus‘ predictions of his 

death in Jerusalem (8:31; 9:31; 10:32–34).  

Matthew‘s gospel, beginning with the infancy narrative, contains several references to Jerusalem. 

Jerusalem is called the ―holy city‖ (4:5; 27:53); Jerusalem is also described as the ―city of the great King‖ 

(5:35), given as the reason for not swearing by Jerusalem. Matthew (27:51 = Mark 15:38; Luke 23:45) 

refers to the curtain of the Jerusalem Temple being torn at the crucifixion, an indication of the new source 

of salvation in Jesus.  

In John, the centers of Jesus‘ ministry are Galilee and especially Jerusalem, although Jerusalem is not 

mentioned in the passion narrative. John states explicitly that Jesus taught in the Temple (7:14). Jesus told 

the woman of Samaria, according to John, that the proper place of worship would be neither on Mount 

Gerizim nor in Jerusalem (4:21). In this gospel the glorified body of Jesus ultimately replaces the Temple.  

John refers explicitly to two places in Jerusalem connected with Jesus‘ miraculous cures. One is a ―pool, 

in Hebrew called Beth-zatha, which has five porticoes‖ (5:2), where Jesus cured a man who had been 

lame for thirty-eight years. Beth-zatha was a suburb immediately to the N of the Temple area, near the 

present-day Crusader church of St. Anne; there, a pool was discovered and excavated, and the five 

porticoes verified. Successive structures had been built over the ancient pool, including a pagan sanctuary 

after 135 C.E., a Byzantine church of the 5th century, as well as the Crusader church of the 12th century. 

On the combined basis of the NT, the ancient tradition, and the excavation, archaeologists attach a high 



degree of probability to the identity of the twin pool of St. Anne as the sheep pool of John 5:2 (Jeremias 

1966: 38).  

The second specific place in Jerusalem cited by John is the pool of Siloam (a later, Gk form of šiloaḥ), 

where Jesus instructed the blind man to wash (9:7). Mentioned also in Isa 8:6, šiloaḥ refers to a reservoir 

supplied with water from the Gihon spring by means of a canal. The pool of Siloam is located at the S end 

of the E hill, near where the Kidron and Tyropoeon valleys converge. In Isa 8:6, šiloaḥ refers to the 

aqueduct in use during Ahaz‘s reign, prior to the construction of Hezekiah‘s tunnel.  

The geographical link between Luke and Acts is Jerusalem (Luke 24:47; Acts 1:8; 5:28; 6:7), whence 

the preachers of the gospel set out. Jerusalem is also the element unifying Jesus and the primitive 

community (Acts 10:39; 13:27, 31). According to Acts, the disciples remained in Jerusalem, as Jesus 

commanded (1:4, 12); there, they received the Spirit at Pentecost (2:1–47), and the preaching of the 

gospel begun in Jerusalem spread ―to the end of the earth‖ (Acts 1:8). The church in Jerusalem assumed 

the leading role (8:14–16; 11:1–18) in the activities of the early church, and decisions were made in 

Jerusalem for the church at large (Acts 15:1–35; Gal 2:1–10).  

Stephen‘s discourse on the differences between Judaism and Christianity, delivered in Jerusalem before 

the supreme council of the Jews (Acts 7), is the most negative passage in the NT on the religious practices 

associated with the Jerusalem Temple (6:11–15; 7:48). Christianity emerged only gradually from the 

matrix of Judaism; Stephen‘s speech, making him Christianity‘s first martyr, marked the emergence of 

Christianity as a distinctive sect.  

In the context of Stephen‘s speech Paul, still named Saul, appears for the first time. Before his 

conversion he had persecuted the church in Jerusalem (Acts 9:13, 21). Afterwards, he acknowledged 

Jerusalem as the origin of the gospel (Rom 15:19). However, according to Gal 1:18–20, Paul went up to 

Jerusalem only three years after his conversion, and according to Acts (22:17–21), it was there, in the 

temple, that he received his commission to preach to the gentiles.  

The eschatological expectations of Judaism and Christianity regarding Jerusalem and the Temple are 

quite different.  

Both Jewish and Christian literature describe Jerusalem in metaphorical and eschatological terms. Some 

Jewish writers envisioned a new, restored, earthly Jerusalem in the end times (Tob 13:9–18; 2 Bar. 32:2–

4; Test. Dan. 5:12). Some Jewish and Christian apocalyptic texts looked forward to a new, perfect 

Jerusalem that would descend from heaven to earth (4 Ezra 7:26; 10:25–54; 13:36; Rev 3:12, 21:2–22:5). 

In Rev 3:12 ―the new [transformed] Jerusalem which comes down from my God out of heaven,‖ a 

metaphor for the Christian community, anticipates the more lengthy description in Rev 21:1–22:5.  

Other Jewish and Christian literature utilize apocalyptic imagery to describe a perfect Jerusalem in 

heaven to which the just ascend (2 Bar. 4:1–7; 4 Ezra 8:52; 4 Bar. 5:35; Heb 12:22). In Heb 12:22–24 

―the heavenly Jerusalem‖ is the place of the new covenant sealed through the blood of Jesus.  

Allegorizing on the two sons of Abraham, Ishmael by the slave woman Hagar and Isaac (a type of the 

Christian) by the free woman Sarah (Gal 4:24–26), Paul contrasts sharply ―the present Jerusalem‖ and 

―the Jerusalem above.‖ He does not make the contrast between ―the present Jerusalem‖ and ―the future 

Jerusalem.‖ In the allegory, the existing Jerusalem is equated with earthly Sinai, but then the earthly 

Jerusalem is transformed to the heavenly Jerusalem. Hagar symbolizes ―the present Jerusalem,‖ and Sarah 

symbolizes ―the Jerusalem above.‖ For the Christian, God‘s dwelling is no longer ―the present 

Jerusalem,‖ nor is ―the present Jerusalem‖ the real mother; ―but the Jerusalem above is free, and she is our 

mother‖ (Gal 4:26).  
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PHILIP J. KING  

JERUSALEM, COUNCIL OF. This conference (also called ―the Apostolic Council‖) designates 
the meeting at Jerusalem of leaders of the early Church to discuss the implications of preaching a gospel 

of grace among the gentiles.  

A. Historical Considerations  

The historical questions surrounding the meeting are formidable. In Gal 2:1–10 Paul gives an account of 

the conference, which occurred on his second visit to Jerusalem following his ―conversion.‖ He, together 

with Barnabas and Titus, went ―by revelation‖ to discuss the message he had been preaching among the 

gentiles. James, Peter, and John are the Jerusalem apostles specifically mentioned as present and in a 

private meeting ―added nothing‖ to Paul‘s gospel. The Jerusalem apostles asked only that Paul and his 

colleagues ―remember the poor,‖ probably a reference to the offering Paul solicited for the Jerusalem 

saints. Another result of the meeting was an agreed-upon division of labor, which gave the Jerusalem 

leaders responsibility for the circumcised and Paul and his colleagues responsibility for the gentiles. 

Apparently, there was a third group present at Jerusalem (called by Paul ―false brothers‖), who tried 

unsuccessfully to force the circumcision of Titus.  

The historical problems arise in the effort to connect Paul‘s account to the information found in Acts. 

Acts mentions five visits of Paul to Jerusalem (9:26–30; 11:27–30 and 12:25; 15:1–30; 18:22; 21:17–

23:31). The question is: Which account (or accounts, if any) parallels Gal 2:1–10? A number of solutions 

have been proposed.  

1. Acts 11:27–30; 12:25 Parallels Gal 2:1–10. Paul and Barnabas are commissioned by the Church at 

Antioch to carry the funds for famine relief, and while in Jerusalem, it is argued, they reach a private 

agreement with the leadership regarding the admission of gentiles to the church (Lake 1933: 445–74). 

Sometime after this meeting, the dispute between Peter and Paul over table-fellowship occurs at Antioch 

(Gal 2:11–14), precipitating a second, more public conference at Jerusalem (Acts 15:1–30). The major 

difficulties with this proposal are the silence of Acts regarding a private meeting at the time when the 

funds for famine relief are brought and the silence of Galatians regarding a third visit of Paul to 

Jerusalem.  

2. Acts 15:1–30 Parallels Gal 2:1–10. This represents the most widely held proposal and rests on the 

fact that the persons, the locations, and the issues are the same in both accounts (Lightfoot 1914: 123–28; 

Hengel 1986: 111–26). The problem with this solution is the insistence on the so-called apostolic decree 

in the Acts account (―that you abstain from what has been sacrificed to idols and from blood and from 

what is strangled and from unchastity,‖ 15:29), which, if actually agreed to by Paul, would invalidate his 

argument in Galatians. The decree may have come later, after the conference, as a compromise achieved 

without Paul to restore the broken fellowship between Jewish and gentile Christians.  

3. Acts 15:1–4, 12 Parallels Gal 2:1–10. This proposal argues that Acts 15:1–30 actually reflects two 

conferences, which have been confusingly merged by the author into one. Acts 15:1–4, 12 reports a first 

conference to answer whether gentiles had to be circumcised to unite with the Church. Paul was present at 

this meeting and provided his account in Gal 2:1–10. A second conference was held at Jerusalem (Acts 

15:5–11, 13–33) to deal with the issue of table-fellowship between Jewish and gentile Christians. Paul 

was absent from this second conference and thus was not a party to the ―apostolic decree‖ (Weiss 1959: 

259–73). The primary difficulty with this third proposal is that Acts 15 does not read like the confluence 

of two accounts of separate meetings.  

4. Acts 18:22 Parallels Gal 2:1–10. The proposal is made that the meeting recorded in Acts 15:1–30 

actually takes place later (at 18:22), when a brief note is made of Paul‘s greeting the church at Jerusalem. 

At this visit Paul is asked to ―remember the poor,‖ a request which he responds to not long after by 

soliciting gifts from Christians in Corinth and in Rome. The council must have immediately preceded the 



writing of 1 and 2 Corinthians and Romans (Knox 1950: 61–73; Lüdemann 1984: 149–57, 195–200). This 

explanation depends heavily on a Pauline chronology derived exclusively from his letters.  

5. Acts 11:1–18 Parallels Gal 2:1–10. A recent proposal postulates the presence of Paul at the 

discussion recorded in Acts 11:1–18 when Peter silences the criticisms of ―those of the circumcision.‖ 

The writer of Acts is unaware that Paul and the Jerusalem leaders had a private meeting on this occasion, 

but the Pauline account is found in Gal 2:1–10. After Peter and Paul have left Jerusalem to engage in 

further missionary activity, James is pressured by the more conservative Jewish forces in the Church into 

a second conference at which time the ―apostolic decree‖ is issued, representing a dramatic compromise. 

Acts 15:1–30 mistakenly records Peter and Paul as present at this second conference (Achtemeier 1987: 

44–55). The obvious difficulty with this proposal lies in the speculative suggestion that Paul was present 

at the occasion of Peter‘s speech in Acts 11:1–18.  

What can be said about the complexity of the historical problems surrounding the council and the 

variety of proposed solutions? Since Gal 2:1–10 represents the firsthand recollections of a participant at 

the conference and the Acts material is secondhand, historical priority must be given to Gal 2:1–10 as the 

normative account. Of the five visits to Jerusalem in Acts, the one mentioned in 15:1–30 seems to 

resemble most closely Gal 2:1–10 in personnel, structure, issues, and the basic agreement that 

circumcision is unnecessary for the admission of gentiles to the Church. Whether the visit should come 

later in the Acts chronology, perhaps at the time of the visit of 18:22, is beyond the scope of this study.  

How then is one to explain the difficulties with the Acts 15:1–30 account, which represents sharp 

differences from the report in Gal 2:1–10? The Acts account is woven carefully into a larger narrative 

through which the writer addresses a prophetic word to the readers. The writer‘s intention (as revealed in 

the narrative) is not to chronicle historical events but to trace the activity of the divine Spirit in the life of 

the Church and the movement of the Church as a predominantly gentile group ―to the end of the earth.‖ 

Historicity is not the primary criterion by which the narrative is to be judged. Acts 15:1–30 seems to 

represent a critical reshaping of sources in order to support the theological purposes of the larger 

narrative, with its concern for the unity and mission of the Church.  

B. Literary and Theological Considerations  

Both Gal 2:1–10 and Acts 15:1–30 play crucial roles, respectively, in their literary contexts.  

1. Gal 2:1–10. Paul argues at the beginning of Galatians that there is but one gospel, which exercises 

supreme authority in the life of the Church (1:6–9). The power of this gospel is evidenced in the 

remarkable transformation which it precipitated in Paul‘s own experience, a transformation confirmed by 

the testimony of the Judean Christians (1:22–24). Then comes the report of the Jerusalem Council (2:1–

10) through which the Galatian readers discover that the gospel is not idiosyncratically Paul‘s, but is 

agreed to by the pillar apostles at Jerusalem. The mission to the gentiles in which the Christian message is 

offered free of the legal demands of circumcision is not to be seen as a sectarian movement. At the heart 

of the council‘s decisions is the mutual recognition of a mission to the gentiles and a mission to the Jews, 

both empowered by the one gospel of grace. The ensuing report of the conflict between Peter and Paul at 

Antioch (2:11–14), given of course from Paul‘s perspective, merely reiterates that the gospel alone can 

provide the bond for Christian unity. Readers in the Galatian communities learn that Peter‘s action in 

withdrawing from table-fellowship with gentiles de facto establishes something other than grace as the 

basis for unity. Later chapters elaborate the character of the gospel in terms of the righteousness of God 

manifested in the faithful death of Jesus Christ.  

2. Acts 15:1–30. The Jerusalem Council is presented as a response to a dispute at Antioch, which takes 

place when visiting Judeans insist on circumcision as essential for salvation. Paul and Barnabas, as 

commissioners from Antioch, report on their mission among the gentiles and are opposed by believers 

from among the Pharisees. Two speeches are recorded. Peter‘s speech (15:5–11) serves to link the council 

to his previous vision at Joppa and his baptism of Cornelius (10:1–11:18) and to make him rather than 

Paul the precedent-setter for the mission to the gentiles. James‘ speech (15:13–21), citing Scripture, 

represents a compromise: no demand that gentiles be circumcised but adherence to the ―apostolic decree.‖ 



A letter embodying the compromise is then drafted for the church at Antioch, which in turn receives it 

with joy.  

The council represents a critical turning point in the Acts narrative since the focus shifts from Peter to 

Paul, from Jerusalem to Ephesus, the Grecian cities, and Rome. The shift is a smooth, not an abrupt one. 

Continuity is maintained, and the compromise signals that the law continues to have significance for the 

lives of both Jewish and gentile Christians.  
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CHARLES B. COUSAR  

JERUSHA (PERSON) [Heb y rûšā˒ (שּוָשא  Var. JERUSHAH. Mother of Jotham, King of Judah .[( יְׁ

(2 Kgs 15:33 = 2 Chr 27:1). Her name means ―the inherited one‖ (Stamm 1967: 327). According to 

Jotham‘s regnal formula, Jerusha was the daughter of Zadok. Although the Lucianic text adds that she 

was ―from Jerusalem,‖ the Masoretic Text gives no place of origin for her father. This silence may 

indicate Zadok was well known to the readers (i.e., from the priestly line in Jerusalem). However, not all 

Judean regnal formulas identify the father‘s home (cf. Maacah, Azubah, and Abi). The absence of 

Zadok‘s home in the MT may simply reflect the writer‘s faulty source materials. The account in 

Chronicles preserves a variant spelling of Jerusha‘s name (Heb y rûšâ). See also JOTHAM; QUEEN; 

ZADOK.  
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LINDA S. SCHEARING  

JESHAIAH (PERSON) [Heb y ša˓yâ (ָיה ַשףְׁ  Six individuals in the OT bear this name which may .[( יְׁ

also be rendered ―Isaiah‖ and means ―Yahweh has saved.‖ This name also appears in a Hebrew 

inscription from Palestine (Diringer 1934: 209), and it should be compared with Ia-še-˒-ia-a-ma (Tallqvist 

1905: 68) from Babylon in the time of Cyrus (see Coogan 1976: 52–53 on ia-a-ma as the Babylonian 

equivalent of final yhw in Hebrew personal names). It is rendered variously in Gk: in 1 Esdr 8:33 (see #4 

below) Iesias (LXX
A
 Iessias) and in 1 Esdr 8:47 (see #5 below) Osaias.  

1. The second son of Hananiah the son of Zerubbabel named in 1 Chr 3:21 in a list of the descendants of 

David.  

2. The third of six musicians of the family of Jeduthun named in 1 Chr 25:3 in the context of the 

Chronicler‘s presentation of the twenty-four divisions of the singers (1 Chr 25:1–8). In the subsequent list 

of the divisions by lot (1 Chr 25:9–31), Jeshaiah and his family are accorded the status of eighth among 

the twenty-four.  

3. The son of Rehabiah (1 Chr 26:25) and a member of the levitical family responsible for the care of 

the ―dedicated gifts‖—here the spoils of war (see esp. vv 26–27)—in the temple treasuries.  

4. Jeshaiah the son of Athaliah is named in Ezra 8:7 (= 1 Esdr 8:33) as the head of the lay family of 

Elam who returned from Babylon with Ezra. A considerably larger contingent of this family had returned 

earlier with Zerubbabel (cf. Ezra 2:7; Neh 7:12).  

5. A Levite recruited from Casiphia to join Ezra in his return to Jerusalem (Ezra 8:19 = 1 Esdr 8:47). 

The designation ―of the sons of Merari‖ is curious, since the Levites mentioned in the previous verse 



would also have been Merarites, as Mahli was a son of Merari (e.g., 1 Chr 6:4—Eng6:19). Thus there is 

no evident distinction between these two groups in the text as it stands. 1 Esdr 8:47, however, reads ˒ek 

tōn uiōn Xanounaiou which might represent Heb k nān  , Chenani of Neh 9:4 (Rudolph Esra und Nehemia 

HAT, 81).  

6. An ancestor of Sallu, the head of a Benjaminite clan who lived in Jerusalem at the time of Nehemiah 

(Neh 11:7; he is not named in the parallel genealogy in 1 Chr 9:7–9, which is set in the time immediately 

following Zerubbabel‘s return). It may be that this genealogy derives from the time of Nehemiah (Clines 

Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 212, following Rudolph Esra und Nehemia HAT, 185), though it has also 

been proposed that it is preexilic (Kellermann 1966).  
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J. S. ROGERS  

JESHANAH (PLACE) [Heb y šānâ (ָשָנה  A town named in the Chronicler‘s account of the defeat .[( יְׁ
of the N Israelite king Jeroboam I by the S Judean king Abijah. Jeshanah is mentioned with Bethel and 

Ephron as cities which Abijah captured (2 Chr 13:19). Albright (1922: 125–26) identified the site as 

modern Burj el-Isāneh (M.R. 174156), near Bethel and 17 miles N of Jerusalem (McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 

146); that is, on the border between Israel and Judah following the division of the kingdom. The RSV 

emends the place called ―Shen‖ (Heb ―the Crag‖) in the MT of 1 Sam 7:12 to read ―Jeshanah‖ on the 

basis of the Targum, which has yšn, and the LXX, which has tēs palaias (like the Heb y šānâ, a name 

meaning ―the old [place]‖). The story in 1 Samuel concerns the defeat of the Philistines at Mizpah and 

Ebenezer, both in this same area. Josephus (Ant 14.15.12) also mentions an ―Isanas‖ as the headquarters 

of the general Pappas who was defeated there by Herod the Great.  
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JEFFRIES M. HAMILTON  

JESHARELAH (PERSON) [Heb y śar˒ēlâ (ֵאָלה ַששְׁ   .See ASHARELAH (PERSON) .[( יְׁ

JESHEBEAB (PERSON) [Heb yešeb ˒āb (ָאב  A priest who received the fourteenth position .[( ֶיֶשבְׁ

in the priestly order of the Temple during David‘s reign (1 Chr 24:13). 1 Chronicles 24 is the only place 

where Jeshebeab appears in the OT. Therefore, an evaluation of the historical reliability of his appearance 

depends upon the literary context of 1 Chr 24:1–19. See GAMUL. However, the stylistic characteristics 

seem to link the list to the time of the composition of Chronicles. Jeshebeab may represent a Judean 

individual or priestly family in the late Persian period that the Chronicler has retrojected into the reign of 

David.  

JOHN W. WRIGHT  

JESHER (PERSON) [Heb yēšer (ֵיֶשש )]. A son of Caleb listed in the genealogy of Judah (1 Chr 2:18).  

H. C. LO  

JESHIMON (PLACE) [Heb y š  m n (ימון שִׂ  A ―desert‖ or ―wasteland‖; used in the OT for both .[( יְׁ
desert areas in general (Deut 32:10; Isa 43:19, 20; Psalms 68:7; 78:40; 106:14; 107:4) and specific 

locations (Num 21:20; 23:28; 1 Sam 23:19, 24; 26:1, 3).  

1. The rugged barren band of land parallel to the Dead Sea in the E Judean hill country, also referred to 

as the Judean Wilderness (Baly and Tushingham 1971: 12, 112; Maps 20:E3, XIII:C6; MABL: 20, Map 



3), though it has also been identified more specifically with the area NW of the Dead Sea (IDB 2: 245). 

OT sites near Jeshimon included the hill of Hachilah (1 Sam 23:19; 26:1, 3) and the wilderness of Maon 

(1 Sam 23:24). Because of the rapid descent to the Dead Sea and the extremely limited annual rainfall, 

Jeshimon was ―a desolate and dangerous region‖ (Baly 1987: 52). This combination of characteristics also 

made it a place of refuge for those who sought protection: Jeshimon provided sanctuary for David as he 

attempted to evade Saul (1 Sam 23:19, 24; 26:1, 3).  

2. A wasteland located N and E of the Dead Sea (IDB 2: 245) that could be seen from the top of Mt. 

Pisgah (Num 21:20) and Mt. Peor (Num 23:28). Beth-jeshimoth (Num 33:49), meaning ―house of waste 

lands,‖ was probably located in this region, since the name is descriptive of the type of soil in the area 

around the site (LBHG, 109). Jeshimon was perhaps traversed by ―the way of Beth-jeshimoth‖ (Josh 

12:3), one of three major roads that ascended out of the Jordan valley to the highlands of the Transjordan 

(LBHG, 61–62).  
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LAMOINE F. DEVRIES  

JESHISHAI (PERSON) [Heb y š  šay (יַשי שִׂ  A Gadite mentioned only in 1 Chr 5:14. His name .[( יְׁ

probably is cognate with the Hebrew adjective yāš  š (―aged, decrepit‖) and may have meant ―venerable.‖ 

Neither Jeshishai nor the others named in the Chronicler‘s genealogy for Gad (1 Chr 5:11–17) appear in 

other lists of Gadites (Gen 46:16; Num 26:15–18; 1 Chr 12:9–16—Eng12:8–15).  

M. PATRICK GRAHAM  

JESHOHAIAH (PERSON) [Heb yeš ḥāyâ (ֶישוָחָיה )]. A descendant of Simeon (1 Chr 4:36), 

described as one of the ―princes in their families‖ (1 Chr 4:38). The name may mean ―humbled by 

Yahweh.‖ In the LXX the name appears as Iasouia (Isuaia in the Vg). The name Jeshohaiah, along with 

the names of the other Simeonite princes, is not found in any of the genealogies assigned to this patriarch. 

Nevertheless, in view of 1 Chr 4:42, Jeshohaiah and the others were probably part of the tribe of Simeon 

(Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 62).  

CRAIG A. EVANS  

JESHUA (PERSON) [Heb yēšûa˓ (ֵַישּוַע )]. Var. JOSHUA. A common personal name associated with 

several figures, especially in the postexilic period.  

1. A priest allotted the ninth priestly course at the time of David (1 Chr 24:11); possibly the ancestor of 

the house of Jeshua in Ezra 2:36 (= Neh 7:39 = 1 Esdr 5:24).  

2. A priest or a Levite assisting a leading Levite with distributing temple offerings to priests in their 

towns in the aftermath of Hezekiah‘s Passover and reforms (2 Chr 31:15).  

3. An alternate spelling for Joshua son of Nun in Neh 8:17. Neh 8:17 recalls this successor of Moses 

during the celebration of the Feast of Booths by the returning Judeans in Ezra-Nehemiah, possibly in 

order to link this occasion with the covenant renewal ceremony in Joshua 24 (Blenkinsopp Ezra-

Nehemiah OTL, 292).  

4. A name designating a family (―children of Jeshua‖) who returned from exile in the wave led by 

Zerubbabel and Jeshua son of Jehozadak (Ezra 2:6 = Neh 7:11 = 1 Esdr 5:11). Ezra-Nehemiah implies 

that this return followed directly Cyrus‘ declaration. Historical reconstruction indicates that the return 

occurred later, during Darius‘ reign (ca. 522 B.C.E.). This family is connected with another clan, Pahath-

moab. Syntactical ambiguity in the text prevents one from ascertaining the precise nature of this 

connection. The RSV resolves the ambiguity by translating: ―The sons of Pahath-moab, namely the sons 

of Jeshua and Joab‖ (Ezra 2:6). Jeshua is also related to Joab (Ezra 2:6 = Neh 7:11 = 1 Esdr 5:11). 

Together these families comprise the largest unit among the returning exiles (2812 according to Ezra 2:6 

and 1 Esdr 5:11; 2818 according to Neh 7:11).  



5. Head of a Levite family mentioned first among the few Levites (seventy-four) in the list of returned 

exiles (Ezra 2:40 = Neh 7:43 = 1 Esdr 5:26). He may be the Jeshua supervising the construction of the 

Temple (Ezra 3:9 = 1 Esdr 5:56—Eng5:58). Presuming that the same individual is intended in a number 

of references, we can surmise that this Jeshua must have been prominent in the postexilic era. He appears 

in several significant events in Ezra-Nehemiah: as one of the Levites who help Ezra explicate the Torah 

during the great assembly (Neh 8:7 = 1 Esdr 9:48), as one of the leaders of community prayer (Neh 9:4–

5), and as one of the signatories to the pledge (Neh 10:9, where he is identified as son of Azaniah). The 

name recurs also in the recapitulation of the names of leading Levites (Neh 12:8, 24).  

Jeshua appears often with Kadmiel, Bani, and Hodaviah, although the nature of their relation remains 

unclear. A slight emendation of Neh 9:4 opens the possibility that the latter three were Jeshua‘s sons (see 

Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 26). Possibly he was also the father of Ezer, a ruler of Mizpah, who 

helped build the wall (Neh 3:19).  

6. Jeshua son of Jehozadak. The leading priest in the early Second Temple Period (especially 520–515 

B.C.E.), who supervised the building of the temple and the reestablishment of religious and political life in 

Judah after the exile. Father of Joiakim (Neh 12:10).  

Jeshua son of Jehozadak is named ―Joshua‖ in Haggai and Zechariah (e.g., Hag 1:1) and ―Jeshua‖ in 

Ezra-Nehemiah (e.g., Ezra 2:1). According to Haggai, he was instrumental in building the Second Temple 

(516 B.C.E.). Zechariah‘s visions describe ceremonies that purify Jeshua and empower him with certain 

emblems of authority and prerogatives previously reserved for kings. Ezra-Nehemiah and the parallels in 

1 Esdras portray Jeshua as one of the leaders of the return from exile and attribute to him an important 

role in building the altar, restoring cultic practices, and initiating the building of the temple. Sir 49:12 also 

connects him with the restoration of the temple.  

Surprisingly, given his outstanding priestly role, Jeshua never appears in any of Chronicles‘ 

genealogies. His father Jehozadak‘s genealogy (1 Chr 5:27–41—Eng6:1–15), however, traces the 

prominent priestly line which includes Seriah (who was slaughtered by the Babylonians; see 2 Kgs 25:18–

21), through Eleazar to Aaron. Jehozadak himself was exiled to Babylon by Nebuchadnezzar. Jeshua was 

presumably born in Babylon and came to Judah with Zerubbabel and a large contingent of Judeans (Ezra 

2 = Neh 7 = 1 Esdr 5) shortly after Darius 1 ascended to the Persian throne (522 B.C.E.). The similarities 

between Jehozadak‘s genealogy (1 Chr 5:27–41—Eng6:1–15) and Ezra‘s pedigree (Ezra 7:1–5) suggest 

that Jeshua and Ezra were close kinsmen, but extant biblical sources do not link their names (an omission 

especially striking in Ezra-Nehemiah).  

a. Jeshua‘s Role. Haggai and Zechariah refer eight times to Jeshua son of Jehozadak the high priest 

(literally ―the great priest‖)—a title relatively rare in the Hebrew Bible. References to (anonymous) high 

priests appear in Numbers and Joshua in connection with future cities of refuge. Only two individuals are 

so designated in preexilic Judah: Jehoiada (2 Kgs 12:11—Eng12:10) and Hilkiah (2 Kings 22 and 2 

Chronicles 34). Although Hilkiah was important and the one responsible for the discovery of the book of 

the Torah (621 B.C.E.), he nevertheless was subordinate to his king, Josiah.  

Jeshua clearly exemplifies a new role for high priests. No preexilic high priest possesses his power and 

prominence. Biblical sources attach to Jeshua unprecedented religious and civil authority and signal a 

redefinition of spheres of control. With Jeshua, a diarchic structure of a (high) priest and (Davidic) 

governor replaces a preexilic subordination of priesthood to royalty. Jeshua‘s elevation initiates a 

theocratic authority that will continue to dominate much of the Second Temple period until 70 C.E.  

Reasons for the extended powers of Jeshua as high priest can be sought in the radically changed 

conditions under Persian control. The Judean community urgently needed to restructure religious and 

political life. The trauma of captivity and the new circumstances of semi-autonomy without a local, 

indigenous monarchy called for new measures. It became necessary, for example, to reestablish a ritually 

proper cult after defilement by destruction and exile. Jeshua figures prominently in the resolution of these 

problems.  

Jeshua, together with Zerubbabel, provided the necessary leadership for building the Temple in 

Jerusalem and restoring the cult (e.g., Ezra 3). The Temple in Jerusalem, no longer overshadowed by a 



local palace, became the economic—not merely cultic—center. It has been postulated therefore that 

Jeshua, as high priest, controlled internal fiscal matters for the province of Judah, whereas the governor 

Zerubbabel‘s role was more clearly defined by obligations to Persia (Meyers Haggai, Zechariah AB, 

220–21).  

b. Jeshua According to Haggai. Haggai presumes a pattern of diarchic leadership and addresses Jeshua 

and Zerubbabel almost always together, each with his full title (―Joshua son of Jehozadak the high priest‖ 

Hag 1:1). He urges them (and the rest of the people) to build the Temple and have courage and notes their 

responsiveness. The address to Zerubbabel alone at the end of Haggai (Hag 2:21) could imply, however, 

that Haggai considered him relatively more important than Jeshua.  

c. Jeshua According to Zechariah. Whereas Haggai presumes a diarchic structure, Zechariah articulates 

and grounds this new pattern theologically and pragmatically. Zechariah uses symbolism, visions, and 

oracles, some of which depict the purification and crowning of Jeshua. Zechariah 3 envisions Jeshua in a 

divine assembly where his filthy garments are replaced through divine command. Yahweh removes his 

transgression and a purified headgear is placed upon his head. This ceremony expresses a divine 

mechanism that permits the priesthood in general and Jeshua as high priest in particular to resume the 

functions of their holy office after the contamination of the exile (cf. a different process in Ezek 44:15, 

where some priests have remained faithful and hence ritually pure). Oracles develop the vision by 

bestowing upon the newly purified Jeshua further responsibilities, some of which had hitherto been royal 

prerogatives (e.g., an expanded role in administering justice, Zech 3:7). Jeshua and his fellow priests are 

also promised access to the heavenly court, a privilege normally associated with prophets (Meyers 

Haggai-Zechariah AB, 190–99). The Davidic ruler is not eliminated, but the power spheres have been 

redefined. Unprecedented authority is bestowed upon the priest and a theocratic form of government 

receives its imprimatur.  

Another vision depicts two anointed (Zech 4:1–14, esp. 14), one of whom is presumably Jeshua and the 

other Zerubbabel, reiterating the diarchic pattern of Haggai.  

Jeshua‘s investiture with royal emblems are proclaimed in an oracle. Zechariah is instructed by God to 

crown Jeshua (Zech 6:9–15) and to announce that the priest will have a seat besides that of a Davidic 

descendant. Royal imagery bestowed on Jeshua is so startling that many scholars have concluded that 

Zerubbabel, not Jeshua, had originally been named in the text to be replaced by Jeshua at a later point 

because of controversies concerning Zerubbabel. The received text, however, explicitly names Jeshua. 

Diarchic understanding of Judahite rule characterizes Zechariah. The fact that Jeshua is vested with great 

authority throughout this book eliminates the need to emend the text (Meyers Haggai-Zechariah AB, 

351–52).  

d. Jeshua According to Ezra-Nehemiah. Ezra-Nehemiah provides the most detailed narrative concerning 

actual (in contrast with Zechariah‘s symbolic) activities attributed to Jeshua. In Ezra-Nehemiah, Jeshua 

son of Jehozadak is a priest (not called high priest) who works in close partnership with Zerubbabel. Both 

men (together with nine others in Ezra 2:1 and ten in Neh 7:7) head the list of returnees. Together with 

members of the community they build the altar and establish the cult (Ezra 3). In the seventh month after 

their arrival (Ezra-Nehemiah does not specify the year), Jeshua and his brothers the priests and 

Zerubbabel and his brothers (presumably all nonpriestly returned exiles) build the altar and reestablish 

sacrifices and cultic procedures. This one occasion when Jeshua‘s name precedes Zerubbabel‘s in Ezra-

Nehemiah suggests that Jeshua had the greater role in restoring the cult. In the second year after their 

arrival, Zerubbabel, Jeshua, and the rest of the community establish the foundations of the temple itself 

and celebrate the occasion (Ezra 3:8–13). Ezra-Nehemiah portrays Zerubbabel and Jeshua as co-workers, 

jointly involved in all subsequent activities, including the rejection of the adversaries‘ offer to help (Ezra 

4:3). At a later point, both Zerubbabel and Jeshua respond to the exhortations of Haggai and Zechariah 

and resume building activities (Ezra 5:2). Neither is named in the subsequent dedication of the Temple.  

e. Jeshua According to 1 Esdras. Although 1 Esdras does not differ markedly from Ezra-Nehemiah in its 

depiction of Jeshua, the great prominence accorded Zerubbabel in 1 Esdras serves to eclipse Jeshua‘s role 



in the events. By adding to Zerubbabel‘s role, 1 Esdras in fact diminishes Jeshua‘s importance in the 

restoration.  

f. Conclusion. The biblical texts largely suggest parity in terms of significance between Jeshua the priest 

(or high priest) and Zerubbabel. A creative adaptation in the postexilic era has resulted in placing 

unprecedented power in the hands of the priests (or high priests). Jeshua seems to be the key figure in this 

transformation, having become an equal or perhaps even the superior partner in the actual leadership of 

the postexilic community.  
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TAMARA C. ESKENAZI  

JESHUA (PLACE) [Heb yēšûa˓ (ֵַישּוַע )]. A settlement in S Judah listed among the villages occupied 

by those returning from exile in Babylon (Neh 11:26). Its name appears to be related to the noun yēšû˓āh 

(―help,‖ ―salvation,‖ ―prosperity‖), perhaps meaning ―prosperous‖ town. There is general agreement that 

the list in Neh 11:25–36 is derived from an official document of the postexilic period (see Myers Ezra, 

Nehemiah AB, 187). If this list follows geographical order, Jeshua should be found in the vicinity of 

Ziklag and En-rimmon, both of which are located in the Negeb district of the tribal territory of Judah 

(Josh 15:31–32). This geographical hint and a similarity between the ancient and modern names has led to 

a tentative identification with Tell es-Saweh (Aharoni LBHG, 379), located approximately 19 km E and 

slightly N of Beer-sheba (M.R. 149076). However, it is not yet known whether this site was occupied 

during the postexilic period.  

WADE R. KOTTER  

JESHURUN [Heb yešurûn (שּון  A poetic reference to Israel, either as people or place. In Deut .[( ֶיש 

32:15, Jeshurun is the complacent people who provoke God to jealousy, in Deut 33:5 it is the place where 

the Lord becomes king before all the assembled tribes, and in Deut 33:26, it is used as a vocative to call 

the people of Israel to notice their God who ―rides through the heavens‖ to their help. In Isaiah 44:2 it is 

found in parallelismus membrorum to Jacob; both terms are used to refer to the servant chosen by God. 

Coming from the root yšr (be straight, right), the term is an ideal reference to Israel meaning ―the upright 

one,‖ although its form as either a diminutive or a denominative is uncertain. The relationship between the 

words Jeshurun and Israel is debated. Wächter (1971: 58–64) suggests that Jeshurun is a reminiscence of 

the name yišar˒ēl, which he posits as the original form of yiśrā˒ēl (Israel). With the domination of the 

Ephraimite tribes in the central-Palestinian highlands, the pronunciation of yišar˒ēl was changed to 

yiśrā˒ēl because the Ephraimites confused šin with śin. Seebass (1977: 161) argues that Jeshurun 

originally indicated a non-Israelite neighbor associated with Judah. Jeshurun was then incorporated into 

the tribal league as a substitute for the tribe of Simeon, a tribal name that does not appear in the Blessing 

of Moses in Deuteronomy 33. Mendenhall (IDB 2: 868) understands Jeshurun to be a hypocorism from 

the word Israel, a thesis supported by the LXX rendering ēgapēmenos. The MT references indicate that 

Jeshurun was acceptable as an alternative name for Jacob and Israel, but its infrequency, as well as the 

LXX translation with the participle instead of by transliteration, indicate that it was rare in popular usage.  
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SHARON PACE JEANSONNE  



JESIMIEL (PERSON) [Heb y s  mi˒ēl (ֵאל ימִׂ סִׂ  Descendant of Simon (1 Chr 4:36), described as .[( יְׁ

one of the ―princes in their families‖ (1 Chr 4:38). The name may mean ―God sets.‖ In the LXX, the name 

appears as Ismael (not to be confused with Ishmael). See Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 62.  

CRAIG A. EVANS  

JESSE (PERSON) [Heb yišay (ַשי  The father of David, a Bethlehemite from the tribe of Judah (1 .[( יִׂ

Sam 16:1). The name is normally written as yišay except in 1 Chr 2:13 where it is inexplicably found in 

the form ˒  šay. Jesse was the son of Obed and grandson of Boaz (Ruth 4:17, 22; 1 Chr 2:12; Matt 1:5–6; 

Luke 3:32). In 1 Sam 16:1–23, Jesse is said to have had eight sons with David the youngest. 1 Sam 17:12 

also explicitly states that there were eight sons of David. However, 1 Chr 2:13–16 only records seven sons 

and two daughters, Zeruiah and Abigail. The Syriac version of 1 Chr 2:14 inserts Elihu as the seventh son 

with David as the eighth. Elihu is not mentioned in the list of sons in 1 Sam 16:1–23, but is mentioned as 

a brother of David in 1 Chr 27:18 (LXX Eliab). There is also some confusion over the paternity of 

Abigail, who is described as the daughter of Nahash in 2 Sam 17:25. The position of David as the seventh 

son in Chronicles probably reflects the significance of David in the Chronicler‘s theology.  

Jesse is portrayed mainly in a passive role as the father of the future king of Israel. He appears when 

Samuel visited Bethlehem to secretly anoint David as king in place of Saul but remains in the background 

except to send for David, who was among the sheep, after the other sons had been rejected (1 Sam 16:1–

13). Immediately after this, Saul sent messengers to Jesse requesting that David be sent to the court to 

help control his fits of depression with music. Jesse then dispatched bread, wine, and a kid along with 

David to the king (1 Sam 16:14–23). It is again striking that Jesse does not directly reply in speech to 

Saul‘s request for David to remain permanently at the court. David‘s second introduction to the court of 

Saul comes when Jesse sent him to his three elder brothers who were serving with Saul‘s army in the 

valley of Elah against the Philistines (1 Sam 17:12–18). This second introduction of David to the court of 

Saul which appears to ignore the previous passage poses numerous difficulties. Furthermore, 1 Sam 

17:12–31 is missing from LXXB but is found in LXXA. McCarter (1 Samuel AB) and Klein (1 Samuel 

WBC) believe that the shorter version of LXXB is original and has been expanded in the MT. Jesse is 

described in the MT with the peculiar expression zāqēn bā˒ ba˒ ănāš  m ―old and advanced in years‖ 

(RSV, 17:12). LXXL and Syriac presuppose zāqēn bašān  m, ―old in years,‖ which McCarter (1 Samuel 

AB, 301) prefers. Jesse is further described in MT as ―this Ephrathite of Bethlehem in Judah‖ (RSV ―an 

Ephrathite‖). Ephrathah and Bethlehem are listed in the genealogy of Caleb (1 Chr 2:50–51). However, 

the phrase ―an Ephrathite of Bethlehem in Judah‖ draws an important allusion to the book of Ruth and its 

Moabite connections (Ruth 1:2; 4:11). The Moabite ancestry of David is made explicit in Ruth 4:17–22 

and 1 Chr 2:11–12. Interestingly, David is said to have taken his father and mother to Moab for safety 

while he is being pursued by Saul, although Jesse is not explicitly named (1 Sam 22:3–6).  

The phrase ―the son of Jesse‖ is used pejoratively on a number of occasions, particularly when Saul 

contemptuously refuses to name David explicitly as being disloyal (1 Sam 20:27, 30–31; 22:7–8), when 

Doeg the Edomite accuses Ahimelech of Nob of inquiring of Yahweh for him (1 Sam 22:9), when Nabal 

rejects the thinly veiled threat for protection money (1 Sam 25:10), or when the N tribes break from the S 

(1 Kgs 12:16). However, the theological centrality of David in the work of the Chronicler means that the 

phrase ―David the son of Jesse‖ is used in a positive sense in 1 Chr 10:14 and 29:26 (cf. Acts 13:22).  

The phrase ―there shall come forth a shoot from the stump of Jesse‖ (Isa 11:1) is usually interpreted as a 

sign of hope that the Davidic dynasty will be restored. ―The stump of Jesse‖ is taken to refer to the loss of 

the Davidic kingship in 587 B.C.E. rather than some previous military defeat (Clements 1980: 122; Kaiser 

1983: 254). Although it is probable that the passage originally refers to the hope for a restitution of 

kingship, albeit in ideal terms, the phrase later is interpreted in a Messianic sense. The imagery may well 

derive from royal ideology in which the king was portrayed as the symbol of fertility (cf. Psalm 72). A 

similar image is contained in Isa 11:10 which offers ―the root of Jesse‖ as a sign of universal hope (cf. 

Rom 15:12). Clements (1980: 125) interprets this verse as a postexilic addition which offers a new and 



different interpretation of 11:1. He also sees it as an attempt to link the promises of 11:1 and 11:12. Kaiser 

(1983: 262–63) leaves open the question of whether or not the phrase is a messianic designation or a 

reference to a new dynasty. Barth (1977: 59) argues that it is a collective term referring to the postexilic 

community.  
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KEITH W. WHITELAM  

JESUS (PERSON) [Gk Iēsous (Ἰησους)]. Several persons mentioned in the Bible bear this name, which 

is a Greek form of Joshua (Heb y h šûa˓; cf. the Gk of Luke 3:29; Acts 7:45; Heb 4:8). One of these is 

the son of Sirach, who wrote the deuterocanonical book of Ecclesiasticus; see WISDOM OF BEN-SIRA. 

The name ―Jesus‖ also occurs as a surname of JUSTUS, a co-worker of Paul mentioned in Col 4:11. But, 

of course, by far the most frequent occurrence of the name is used in conjunction with Jesus of Nazareth, 

also known as Jesus Christ, who appears throughout the NT and is venerated as the central figure within 

Christianity. This entry discusses various aspects of this important biblical figure. It is comprised of five 

separate articles. The first is a broad overview of the figure of Jesus Christ, particularly assessing him as a 

historical figure who lived 2,000 years ago. The second explores an important issue within NT 

scholarship over the past two centuries: namely, the proper methodology to be used in attempting to 

recover this actual historical figure from the NT sources, whose interests were not entirely—or perhaps 

even primarily—historical. Related to this, the third article surveys scholarly attempts to cull from the NT 

the actual words (or ipsissima verba) spoken by the historical Jesus. The fourth article surveys broadly the 

teaching of Jesus of Nazareth, i.e. the message he proclaimed to his contemporaries. The fifth article 

focuses more on Jesus Christ as a religious figure, particularly on how he became the object of worship in 

the early Christian Church.  

JESUS CHRIST  

―Jesus Christ‖ is a composite name made up of the personal name ―Jesus‖ (from Gk Iēsous, which 

transliterates Heb/Aram yēšû  a)˓, a late form of Hebrew y h šûa˓, the meaning of which is ―YHWH is 

salvation‖ or ―YHWH saves/has saved‖) and the title, assimilated in early Christianity to Jesus as a name, 

―Christ‖ (from Gk Christos, which translates Heb māš  aḥ and Aram m š  ḥā˒, signifying ―anointed‖ and 

referring in the context of eschatological expectation to the royal ―son of David‖). The name ―Jesus 

Christ‖ thus binds together the historic figure Jesus with the messianic role and status that early Christian 

faith attributed to him. In Jesus‘ own lifetime, his name, since it was common in Israel, called for a 

specifier: ―Jesus the Galilean‖ (Matt 26:69; cf. 21:11), or, more often, ―Jesus of Nazareth‖ or ―Jesus the 

Nazarean.‖  

This article treats Jesus of Nazareth as a figure of history, asking what can be known of his career, its 

purposes and outcome, by historical investigation. The question breaks down into parts. First, what are the 

available data on Jesus and what resources do we have for construing the data in an informed and 

reasonable way? Second, in what sociohistorical context did Jesus live and act? Third, what was the 

character of his encounter with the Israel of his time? What was the point of his proclamation of the reign 

of God, his preaching, and his symbolic actions? What provoked the conflicts that led to his arrest and 

execution? How did he himself understand and react to these conflicts? How and why did Jesus die? 

Fourth, what influence did Jesus have on the rise of the earliest Christian community and its life? These 

questions are the basis of the following outline:  

———  

A. Data on Jesus  

1. Canonical Gospels  

2. The Rest of the New Testament  

3. Data from Noncanonical Sources  

4. Indices to Historicity and to Nonhistoricity  



B. Sociohistorical Context  

C. The History of Jesus  

1. Beginnings  

2. The Proclamation and Its Meaning  

3. Jesus‘ Public Behavior  

4. The Teaching of Jesus  

5. The Identity and Destiny of Jesus  

6. Why and How Jesus Died  

7. The Easter Experience of the Disciples  

———  

A. Data on Jesus  

1. Canonical Gospels. Jesus died ca. A.D. 30; the gospels of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John came into 

being from 30 to 60 odd years later (i.e., from the ‘60s to the ‘90s of the 1st century). In the period before 

the finished composition of complete gospel narratives there certainly were oral traditions that were to 

provide the substance of the gospel literature, and perhaps some of these traditions circulated in written 

form as well. (See FORM CRITICISM; SOURCE CRITICISM.) Early practitioners of form criticism 

tended to attribute a direct and decisive relevance of their discipline to the historical appreciation of the 

data of oral tradition. More recently, sober critique has been brought to bear on classical NT form 

criticism, dismantling its ideological biases and salvaging its real analytic potential. Gradually the limited 

contribution of form criticism to judgments of historicity has found wide recognition.  

The most basic and far-reaching issue connected with form criticism had been substantially 

acknowledged and clarified early in the 20th century; it came to be called the ―kerygmatic‖ conditioning 

of both oral traditions and written gospels. Kerygma means ―proclamation‖ and in the NT refers 

especially to the act of proclaiming salvation or to the content of the proclamation of salvation or to both. 

The context evoked by ―kerygma‖ is accordingly the appeal for faith. The adjective ―kerygmatic‖ has 

long been used in a wide sense to allude to the faith dimension that pervades the gospel literature. Born of 

faith, these writings solicited or supported faith and offered instruction in faith.  

There is probably no non-kerygmatic writing in the gospels. In all probability, that is, nothing or 

virtually nothing in the gospel narratives was narrated merely because it happened, for the sole purpose of 

preserving the historical record. It is sometimes overlooked, however, that this negative ascertainment 

(gospel texts are not purely historical) by no means justifies the notion that a historical component is 

foreign to and excluded from the intentions of the originators, transmitters, and editors of the gospel 

literature. For example, the motive for recounting such symbolic actions of Jesus as the cures and 

exorcisms, the sending of the twelve, the dining with sinners, the solemn entry into Jerusalem, and the 

cleansing of the temple is irreducible to ―community concerns‖ of a didactic and paraenetic sort. Other 

components in narrative intention are certainly discoverable, but these historic symbolic acts were all 

narrated also because they were acts that belonged in some significant way to the drama of Jesus‘ career 

(Trautmann 1980: 404–6). A like point must be made respecting conflict stories (Hultgren 1979: 72–75), 

Sabbath conflicts (Roloff 1970: 85), and other texts (Riesner 1981: 35–37).  

It has often been urged that in earliest Christianity (apart from the composition of the passion story for 

cultic use) Jesus‘ career as a whole did not figure in Christian consciousness. The idea of a connected 

narrative about Jesus was thought to have come into being only with the project of composing the first 

gospel redaction, usually thought to be that of Mark. This supposition, however, proved liable to critique 

at three points. First, the memory of Jesus‘ career could not plausibly be limited to isolated anecdotes. 

Second, the passion story could not be reduced to an explanatory account of cultic practices (cultic 

etiology); stylistic analysis related the passion story, rather, to OT historical narratives. Finally, the 

supposed role of the Markan secrecy motif in bringing the gospel genre into being was entirely 

conjectural.  

As for the story line finally to be found in the Synoptic Gospels, literary criticism (Jeremias 1966: 89–

96) suggests that its main development took the form of pushing the beginning of the passion story further 



and further back. The story first began with the arrest of Jesus in Gethsemane; then, with the solemn entry 

into Jerusalem; then, with the confession of Jesus as Messiah in the region of Caesarea Philippi (Pesch 

Markusevangelium 2 HTKNT, 1–27). This, to be sure, does not mean that the tradition of Jesus‘ baptism, 

for example, did not come into being until ―the beginning of the story‖ had been pushed back to that 

point. What it does mean is that, though individual pericopes presented the whole gospel in nuce, the 

story of Jesus is unlikely ever to have been understood as isolated kerygmatic snapshots entirely unrelated 

to any story line.  

Traditions relaying at least words of Jesus and perhaps also stories of Jesus may well go back to the pre-

Easter days of Jesus‘ public career (Schürmann 1960). The concrete social situation and context (Sitz im 

Leben) for such a formation of tradition would have been the disciples‘ share in the public functions of 

Jesus as proclaimer of the reign of God. What was the corresponding social situation and context for the 

shaping and transmitting of traditions in the post-Easter Jerusalem community? The pioneers of NT form 

criticism answered by positing various distinct and independent social settings, e.g. baptismal liturgy, 

eucharistic worship, community instruction, community debates, etc. But the determination of a nexus 

between particular settings and the crystallization of particular speech forms rarely surpassed educated 

guesswork. On the other hand, definition of a single setting or Sitz im Leben for the Jesus tradition as a 

whole, though plausible, has proven thus far to be unverifiable.  

To many scholars in the first half of the 20th century the systematic transmission of tradition in the 

earliest church appeared to be precluded by the expectation of an imminent end of history. But in fact 

there are solid indices in the earliest NT writings that the church was consciously engaged in the 

transmission of traditions (1 Cor 11:23—cf. 1 Thess 4:1; 1 Cor 11:3; 15:1–11). The tradition of Jesus‘ 

words, acts, and destiny appears to have constituted a distinct branch of teaching  didachē) parallel to but 

distinct from and supposed by the moral instruction (paraenesis) dispensed in the NT letters. Whether, 

like that moral instruction, it was authoritatively sponsored by leading figures in the earliest church 

remains an open question.  

The only element of Synoptic criticism supposed here is the acknowledgment of four relatively 

independent lines of transmission: Markan tradition, logia tradition (Matthew and Luke), special 

Matthean tradition, and special Lukan tradition. Though the relative independence of Markan tradition 

and of the logia tradition is sometimes disputed, both appear to be probable (see Pesch Markusevangelium 

1 HTKNT, 63–67; Jeremias 1930 and Dupont 1954 on the Logia tradition).  

Even if the relative antiquity of the several gospel redactions were known with certainty, this knowledge 

would leave still unanswered the question, ―in what sequence did such-and-such parallel traditions come 

into being?‖ Again, even should literary-historical criticism establish the genetic sequence of parallel 

texts, this would still leave undecided the issue of historicity respecting the particular words and acts 

depicted in those texts. On the other hand, the question of the historicity of words and acts can sometimes 

be settled without a satisfactory prior settlement of any of the questions about the genetic order of the 

texts.  

The origin and development of the Gospel of John poses special problems. This gospel concentrates its 

claim to authority in the witness of the ―beloved disciple‖ (John 21:20–24; cf. 13:23; 19:26–27; 20:2–9), 

who is probably to be identified with the anonymous disciple of 1:35–42; 18:15–16. This anonymous 

disciple, in turn, is perhaps to be identified with John, the son of Zebedee. Beyond these variously 

probable though uncertain identifications, the origins of the Fourth Gospel remain historically mysterious.  

Moreover, though the Johannine gospel tells the story of Jesus in distinctive fashion and affirms this 

story to be charged with historic truth, the key to the discourses of Jesus, to individual narrative units, and 

to the total sequence of events is not memory but sustained religious reflection of a high order. What the 

gospel affirms is not so much the actuality of remembered words and acts as it is the historic truth of 

Johannine theological themes. When applied to a work of this character, the standard indices to historicity 

turn out to yield relatively little. Nevertheless, on numerous matters (see below, C.1, 6, 7), the Fourth 

Gospel clearly seems to have retained significant historical data unavailable in the Synoptic tradition.  



2. The Rest of the New Testament. The Acts of the Apostles, the NT letters, and the Johannine 

apocalypse all contain sayings of the risen Lord, and all these sources presuppose and allude to the story 

of the earthly Jesus. They nevertheless offer relatively few independent data on him. One saying 

(probably a Greco-Roman proverb) is attributed to Jesus in Acts 20:35. The other sayings attributed to 

him are known to us from parallels in the Synoptic Gospels (1 Cor 7:10 = Mark 10:9–12 = Matt 19:6–9; 1 

Cor 9:14 = Matt 10:10; 1 Cor 11:24–25 = Luke 22:19–20; Rom 14:14 = Mark 7:15; somewhat less clearly 

and certainly, 1 Thess 4:16–17 = Matt 24:30–31).  

The missionary speeches in Acts include a so-called ―historical section‖ (Acts 2:22; 10:37–39; 13:23–

25) in the kerygma. This correlates both with Peter‘s claim, ―we are witnesses of everything he did in the 

country of the Jews and in Jerusalem‖ (Acts 10:39), and with the requisite qualification of a candidate to 

take the place of Judas among the twelve, namely, that he be ―one of the men who have accompanied us 

during all the time that the Lord Jesus went in and out among us‖ (Acts 1:21). Salvation was seen to issue 

from the history of Jesus as attested both by the scriptures and by the testimony of eyewitnesses to that 

history. This view of salvation as coming from the history of Jesus is common also to the pre-Pauline 

faith formulas conserved in the letters of Paul (Phil 2:6–11; 1 Cor 11:23–25; 15:3–5; Gal 1:4; Rom 1:3–4; 

3:25–26; 4:25; 8:34; 10:9).  

Though the recounting of Jesus‘ words and acts is not to be expected in the diverse paraenetic genre of 

the NT letters, it is nonetheless worth noting that many letters abound with echoes of the gospel tradition.  

Paul explicitly affirmed his inheriting of commands from the Lord (1 Cor 7:10); that this signifies his 

dependence on the Jesus tradition is confirmed by the fact that we find the command in question in 

Synoptic texts (Mark 10:9–12 = Matt 19:6–9). The attitude toward enemies and persecutors expressed in 

1 Thess 5:15; 1 Cor 4:12–13; and Rom 12:14 should be related to Matt 5:10–12 = Luke 6:22–23 and to 

Matt 5:38–40 = Luke 6:29; for, apart from Jesus, Paul had no predecessor, source, or tradition to draw on 

for this theme (see, however, Exod 23:4–5 and Prov 25:21–22). Paul‘s claim to apostolic status (Gal 

1:16–17) echoes the words of Jesus to Simon, the ―rock‖ (Matt 16:17–19). Again, the Abba motif in 

Paul‘s references to community and personal prayer (Gal 4:6; Rom 8:15) reflects Jesus‘ distinctive 

address of God as ˒abbā˒ (Mark 14:36 = Matt 26:39, 42 = Luke 22:42; cf. Matt 6:9 = Luke 11:2; Matt 

11:25–26 = Luke 10:21; Luke 23:34, 46; John 11:41; 12:27–28, etc.). The historicity of Jesus, born of 

woman (Gal 4:4), belonging to the race of Abraham (Gal 3:16; Rom 9:5) and the lineage of David (Rom 

1:3), living under the Law (Gal 4:4), exercising a ministry to Israel in fulfillment of the promises to the 

patriarchs (Rom 15:8), and dying on a cross (passim in Paul) was as substantial to Pauline as it was to 

Markan or Lukan theology.  

The Letter to the Hebrews repeatedly refers to the earthly Jesus, especially to his willing self-oblation as 

expiatory offering (Heb 2:15–18; 7:27; 9:14, 25–28). The resurrection was God‘s answer to Jesus‘ prayer 

in Gethsemane (5:7). Psalm 8 found fulfillment in Jesus‘ having been ―for a short time‖—i.e., between his 

coming into the world (10:5–7) and his exaltation (1:3, 13; 9:12)—―lower than the angels‖ (2:7, 9). The 

letter also alludes to the detail that Jesus‘ death took place ―outside the gate‖ of the city (13:12).  

In 1 Peter (Maier 1985) there are more than a dozen verbal and motif convergences not only with 

Synoptic tradition (e.g., the nexus between ―seed‖ and ―the word‖ in 1 Pet 1:23, as in the Synoptic 

interpretation of the parable of the Sower, Mark 4:14–20 = Matt 13:18–23 = Luke 8:11–15), but also with 

Johannine tradition (e.g., ―believing‖ despite ―not seeing‖ in 1 Pet 1:2 and John 20:29).  

In the Letter of James (Davids 1985) there are roughly 20 probable allusions to sayings of Jesus. A 

dozen of them derive from the Sermon on the Mount (thus Jas 2:5, 13 reflect the beatitudes of Matt 5:3, 

7). Though verbal and motif convergences are usually more suggestive than probative of literary 

dependence, the high incidence of convergence between the text of James and motifs gathered together in 

the Sermon on the Mount boosts the probability of the dependence of James on the Jesus tradition to the 

point of moral certainty.  

It should be added that the First Letter of John presupposes the story of Jesus as we find it presented in 

the Gospel of John. Thus the writer urges without elaboration that his addressees are to live ―just as he 



lived‖ (1 John 2:6). ―Eternal life‖ is the heart of ―what he promised us‖ (2:25). We know what love is 

from his laying down his life for us (3:16). He came ―in water and in blood‖ (5:6; see John 19:34–35).  

The positive yield of the non-gospel texts of the NT, then, is not a mass of independent data on Jesus, 

but an assurance that the Jesus tradition, so far from being alien to the other NT writers, was both 

congenial in principle and integral in fact to their faith. As sequel and support of the controlling 

proclamation of the kerygma, two branches of teaching took shape in early Christianity: the Jesus 

tradition and community paraenesis. From the NT letters it appears that from the outset the second of 

these found its ethos and nourishment in the first.  

3. Data from Noncanonical Sources. The fallout in noncanonical tradition from the historic career of 

Jesus was enormous: gospels (mainly Jewish-Christian and gnostic), homilies, testimonies, liturgies, acts, 

apocalypses, rabbinic and Islamic traditions, texts in Hebrew, Aramaic, Syriac, Greek, Latin, Coptic, and 

other languages. Though this tradition is voluminous even in the fragmentary state in which it has 

survived, only a few short narratives and perhaps a dozen sayings have a serious claim to historical value. 

They include words such as the following (Gos. Thom. 82):  

He that is near me is near the fire;  

he that is far from me is far from the kingdom.  

Study of the noncanonical traditions, which began in the late 19th century, gained momentum with the 

discovery at Nag Hammadi, Egypt, of a complete text of the Gospel of Thomas, 114 sayings in a 4th-

century Coptic translation probably from Greek. But the hope of having found a mine of independent 

traditions as old and informative as those of the Synoptic Gospels proved on further analysis to be false.  

Plausibly authentic anecdotes and sayings from the noncanonical tradition confirm and supplement 

historical data from the canonical gospels, but do not furnish good evidence for a different general view of 

Jesus. The Talmud (b. Šabb. 116b) offers a variant in Aramaic of the saying in Matt 5:17, which suggests 

that behind the Greek words katalysai  ―to destroy‖) and plērōsai  ―to fulfill‖) of the gospel saying stood 

the Aramaic words p ḥat  ―to diminish‖ or ―take away‖) and ˒ s  p  ―to add to‖—i.e., ―to bring to 

completion‖). Otherwise Talmudic traditions on Jesus are probably late, some even as late as the early 

Middle Ages (Maier 1978: 127–28) and have no independent historical value.  

4. Indices to Historicity and to Nonhistoricity. In forming historical judgments on the data of the 

gospels there are three possible verdicts: historical, nonhistorical, and suspended judgment. All these 

verdicts should turn not on general assumptions but on specific evidence. This means that the historian 

cannot do without concrete indices both to historicity and to nonhistoricity; it also means that the critic 

should acknowledge that in some instances the issue of historicity remains unresolved.  

The indices to historicity are: discontinuity with early Christianity; originality vis-à-vis Palestinian 

Judaism; multiple attestation (i.e., attestation in relatively independent strands of tradition); multiform 

attestation (e.g., in narrative material and in sayings material); and correlation with modes of speech 

characteristic of Jesus (Jeremias 1971: 8–37). Such modes include the use of the divine passive (a 

circumlocution which for reverential reasons avoids naming God as the subject of an active verb; e.g., the 

second clause of the macarism ―Happy the mourners, for they shall be comforted‖ is the equivalent of ―for 

God is about to comfort them‖); antithetical parallelism (Burney 1925: 83–85); rhythmic patterns in two-

beat, three-beat, four-beat, and qéÆnâ (dirge) meter (in Aramaic); alliteration, assonance, and play on 

words (in Aramaic); use of hyperbole and paradox; riddles and parables, especially as exhibiting stylistic 

and thematic features otherwise known to be characteristic of Jesus; new coinages in connection with ―the 

reign of God‖; a distinctive use of ―amen‖ to introduce an emphatic statement; the use of ˒abbā˒ in 

addressing God.  

All these indices operate independently of the recovery of historical intentions on the part of the 

narrator. On occasion, however, it may be possible to ascertain that a given writer means to affirm 

something precisely as having happened. If in addition it can be shown that the writer is knowledgeable 

on the matter and free of the intention to mislead, historicity may be inferred. An example is Paul‘s 

presentation of the eucharistic words of Jesus in 1 Cor 11:23–25.  



Of the indices mentioned above, discontinuity with the transmitting church is regularly the most cogent. 

It was a clear tendency of the transmitting church to present Jesus as independent of John the Baptizer; 

therefore, it is highly probable that the tradition of Jesus‘ seeking the baptism of John is historical. Again, 

the index of originality vis-à-vis Palestinian Judaism is often cogent of itself, for we have far more 

extensive and persuasive evidence of Jesus‘ originality than we do of the originality of the post-Easter 

Christian community, especially that of the earliest and, in this context, most important community, 

Jerusalem. The other indices, though not independently cogent, are indispensable in marshaling 

cumulative and convergent evidence in favor of historicity. Increase in the probability of historicity 

accrues to data that are coherent with what has already been established as historical by appeal to 

discontinuity and originality. Here especially multiple attestation, multiform attestation, and stylistic 

indices are relevant confirmatory factors.  

Before leaving the issue of historicity, we should distinguish two kinds of relations of accounts to 

events—namely, the one-to-one relation and what might be called the generic relation. In gospel reports 

of responses to Jesus, a solid case can occasionally be made for a one-to-one relation of text to event. In 

most cases, however, it is neither possible nor necessary to build a case for historicity. The widely varied 

responses to Jesus depicted in the gospel literature doubtless corresponded in general to the historical 

reality. It was to be expected in advance that responses to him would vary widely, and it must be assumed 

in retrospect that they did. The literature supports such expectations and assumptions.  

The form critics were the first to recognize clearly that many Synoptic pericopes—especially those that 

failed to exhibit the inner coherence that would have typified a remembered event, but many other, quite 

coherent pericopes as well—were not, indeed, simply recorded memories and did not intend a one-to-one 

relation to a particular event. The gospel literature had been composed, and in this composition Jesus‘ 

career had been, in Bultmann‘s metaphor, ―precipitated‖—i.e., condensed and presented anew, in the 

pericopes (Bultmann 1963: 40). But the form critics failed, on the whole, to spell out clearly what this 

meant for historicity. Instead of fashioning a positive and supple conception of historicity adjusted to this 

literary insight, they left the impression that historicity itself, and not merely an excessively rigid 

conception of it, had thereby been put in doubt. A more apt and exact conclusion would be that besides 

the specific patterns of inference that followed on the indices to historicity, there were generic judgments 

supported by the typical character of numerous pericopes. The form-critical insight allowed the exegete to 

recognize that in a few strokes an individual pericope might present the gospel in a nutshell. It should also 

allow the historian to differentiate between the details, on the one hand, and generic or substantial 

historicity, on the other.  

An example is the story of Zacchaeus the tax collector (Luke 19:1–10). Did there really exist a rich tax 

collector named Zacchaeus, who, being short, climbed a sycamore tree to catch a glimpse of the 

charismatic figure Jesus, as he walked along accompanied by a crowd? Did Jesus look up and address 

Zacchaeus by name and invite himself to table with him? The indices to historicity yield virtually nothing 

in response to these questions. Nevertheless we have solid evidence elsewhere (e.g., Mark 2:14–16 = Matt 

9:9–10 = Luke 5:27–29) of Jesus‘ appeal to the ostracized tax collectors and publicans of the time. What 

the Zacchaeus episode adds to this is a further set of indications showing the early Christian community‘s 

understanding of how Jesus mounted his initiative toward sinners and of how the sinners reacted to it.  

The commonest error respecting nonhistoricity turns on a false analogy. It is the assumption that since 

discontinuity with the transmitting church establishes historicity, continuity with the transmitting church 

establishes nonhistoricity. In fact, no conclusion can be legitimately drawn from the mere presence of 

such continuity. A true index to nonhistoricity is the incompatibility of data under examination either with 

data established as historical or with solidly grounded historical conclusions. If, for example, the historian 

were to succeed in recovering the eschatological scheme supposed by words of Jesus on the future, and if 

according to this scheme there was to be no interval between the vindication/glorification of Jesus and the 

consummation of history, then gospel tests positing such an interim would be nonhistorical.  

Second, a positive index to nonhistoricity is attestation both as a post-Jesus development and as gospel 

datum. The Christian mission to gentile lands, for example, is attested as a post-Jesus development in 



Acts 13, but also as foretold by words of Jesus (Mark 13:10 = Matt 24:14; Mark 14:9 = Matt 26:13), 

foreshadowed by his travels (seemingly but not actually) outside lands inhabited by Jews (Mark 7:24, 31), 

and grounded on the explicitly universalist prophecy (Luke 24:47) or on the explicitly (Matt 28:19; cf. 

Acts 1:8; Mark 16:15) or implicitly (John 20:21–22) universalist mandate of the risen Christ. Why was 

the idea of the gentile mission converted into a gospel datum? It was a tendency of the early Christians to 

overlook what they did not have the resources to understand (namely, development and its legitimacy) 

and so to retroject developments to their origins.  

Third, linguistic indices to nonhistoricity include the use of words having no Aramaic equivalents, or 

the use of a vocabulary attested for the early church but not otherwise attested for Jesus (e.g., in Jesus‘ 

―explanations‖ of his parables). This index, to be sure, is not cogent of itself.  

If the hypothesis could actually be established, rather than merely posited, that early Christian prophets 

speaking in the name of the exalted Christ supplied the church with sayings that were finally assimilated 

to the Synoptic tradition, this might be made to generate concrete indices to nonhistoricity. Thus far, 

however, the case for this creative role on the part of Christian prophets has not been successfully made; 

hence, no conclusion along these lines appears to be justified (Hill 1979: 160–85; Aune 1983: 142–45).  

B. Sociohistorical Context  

Jesus of Nazareth entered upon his public career in the last quarter of a long period of decline in Jewish 

fortunes—i.e., from the triumph of the Maccabees when public plebiscite endorsed the pretentions to the 

high priesthood on the part of Simon and his sons (141 B.C.) to the fall of Jerusalem and destruction of the 

temple under Titus (A.D. 70). That from the Jewish standpoint this was a period of almost unrelieved 

decline is hardly open to doubt. Its halfway point was marked by the accession to power of Herod, a half-

Jew and puppet of Rome, whose long and heartily detested reign was followed by the administrative 

division of Israel, and ten years thereafter by the imposition of direct Roman administration on Judea. 

Though initially welcomed, this last change eventually soured. Jerusalem had relapsed into the pre-

Maccabean situation of rule by gentiles.  

The administrative record of the Roman provincial governors of Judea varied from mediocre to 

atrocious. The heaviest burden on the Jews, however, was not inept or corrupt administration, but 

economic hardship and instability. Given a glaring inequality in the distribution of goods and a lack of 

agricultural land proportionate to a population of half a million, the combination of natural catastrophes 

(drought, earthquake, epidemic, famine—e.g., the great famine of A.D. 46–47) and oppressive taxation 

under competing tax systems, secular (Roman) and sacred (Jewish), was ruinous for the class of small 

landholders who constituted society‘s center of gravity, the marginal middle class. From this came 

periodic surges in the number of new poor, emigrants, revolutionaries, bandits, and beggars.  

Socioeconomic instability characterized Palestine before, during, and after the time of Jesus. To lower 

the pressure of social unrest, the powers-that-be periodically lightened the tax burden (Ant 15.10.4 §365; 

16.2.5 §64; 17.8.4 §205; 17.11.4 §319; 18.4.3 §90; 19.6.3 §299). Herod and his sons created work for the 

down-and-out by building new cities (Ant 18.2.3 §36–38). The basic socioeconomic structures, however, 

remained. Instability culminated in collapse—i.e., in the brief ascendancy of the socially rootless and the 

simultaneous outbreak of a disastrous revolt against Rome (A.D. 66–70).  

The state of social crisis implicit in the data provided by Josephus is often mirrored in the gospel 

literature as well. Depressed classes figure prominently in the story. They include the socially 

insignificant, the poor and hungry, the physically or mentally disabled, and the socioreligious outcasts. 

Representatives of these groups hover on the edges or stand in the center of scene after scene. Jesus 

singled out as particularly favored beneficiaries of salvation the poor, the insignificant (including women 

and children), the heavily burdened, the possessed, the outcast, the blind, deaf, and dumb, the cripples and 

lepers.  

Oppressive economic practices often figured in Jesus‘ parables, not as objects of reformist critique, but 

simply as matters of common knowledge, and so illustratively useful (Mark 12:1–11 = Matt 20:1–16 = 

Luke 16:1–8). Jesus‘ words and actions bore dramatically on the social scene, but inasmuch as they 

corresponded to none of the positions on the social order taken in the Israel of his time, they may well 



have seemed baffling or inadequate or offensive. On the religious parties and sects in the time of Jesus, 

see JUDAISM (GRECO-ROMAN PERIOD); PHARISEES; SADDUCEES; ESSENES.  

C. The History of Jesus  

1. Beginnings. Historically the most accessible data on Jesus‘ beginnings are not the infancy narratives 

(see MATTHEW, GOSPEL OF; LUKE, GOSPEL OF), but the ties between Jesus and the movement of 

John the Baptist (or ―Baptizer‖). John appeared in the wilderness north of the Dead Sea ―in the fifteenth 

year of the reign of Tiberius Caesar‖ (Luke 3:1); i.e., not earlier than autumn, A.D. 27, nor later than 

midsummer, 29. His apparel (Mark 1:6 = Matt 3:4), his manner of life (Matt 3:4b; Matt 11:18 = Luke 

7:33), and his message to Israel all evoked the prophets of old (Mark 6:15 = Luke 9:8). John warned his 

contemporaries that definitive judgment was imminent (Matt 3:10 = Luke 3:9) and, in the face of 

imminent judgment, summoned them to repentance (Mark 1:4; Matt 3:7–10 = Luke 3:7–9), to the 

confession of sins (Mark 1:5 = Matt 3:6), and to a ritual act of washing meant to seal the repentance and 

mark the repentant for acquittal at the judgment about to break out (Mark 1:5 = Matt 3:6; Mark 1:8 = Matt 

3:11–12 = Luke 3:16–17).  

The mere phenomenon of the return of prophecy in the figure of John pointed, according to Judaic 

tradition, to the consummation of history. John‘s message, moreover, radicalized this eschatology, for it 

made clear that for John the standing religious resources of Israel, such as cultic means of expiation, were 

inadequate in the face of imminent judgment. God called for something beyond these standard means. He 

called, namely, for the repentance and the washing which were the main themes of John‘s prophetic 

summons to Israel.  

In the face of judgment the election of Israel was itself at stake (Luke 3:8 = Matt 3:9). John‘s mission 

accordingly had an election-historical dimension to be construed from the field of meaning out of which 

he spoke and acted. Elements that define that field of meaning are the imminence of judgment and the 

deliberately chosen symbols of wilderness and water rite. If imminent judgment be taken as the matrix of 

John‘s field of meaning, the probable nexus binding all the motifs together was the well-established 

conception of Israel in the wilderness (Exodus to Deuteronomy) as the type of eschatological Israel. If the 

generation of the wilderness was made ready for salvation at Sinai by a bath of immersion (inferred from 

Exod 24:8 on the premise, b. Yebam. 46b, that there is no sprinkling without previous bath of immersion; 

cf. Mek. Exod. 13.21; 14:26; 1 Cor 10:1–2), it followed that Israel on the brink of judgment was similarly 

to be made ready for the judgment by being bathed and purified (Jeremias 1971: 42–49). The alternative 

was liability to the coming wrath (Matt 3:7 = Luke 3:7). ―The coming one‖ (not God himself, but an 

apocalyptic figure not easily identifiable from biblical tradition) would wash ―in the holy Spirit and in 

fire‖ precisely those whom John had washed in preparation for judgment (Matt 3:11 = Luke 3:16; cf. 

Mark 1:8). Refusal would mean exclusion from restored and saved Israel. Repentant Israel would be 

gathered like wheat into the barn, whereas unrepentant Israel would be burnt like chaff (Matt 3:12 = Luke 

3:17). This grounds the inference that John conceived his prophetic task as that of assembling the remnant 

of Israel in the face of judgment. In and through this open, eschatological remnant of those destined for 

acquittal at the judgment, God would bring his holy people to restoration in the age to come (Meyer 1979: 

115–28).  

Among those who responded positively to John‘s call to baptism was Jesus of Nazareth. The Synoptic 

tradition is at one in affirming Jesus‘ participation in ―the baptism of John‖ (Mark 1:9–11; Matt 3:13–17; 

Luke 3:21–22; John 1:32–33). The Synoptic Gospels date the start of Jesus‘ public career from the arrest 

of John (Mark 1:14 = Matt 4:12; Luke 3:19), leaving unexplained why Jesus had remained in Judea until 

John‘s arrest and why the arrest had had decisive personal meaning for Jesus (paradothēnai in Mark 1:14; 

Matt 4:12 probably signifies that in the arrest of John, Jesus saw a divine signal for himself; Luke 4:14). 

The Fourth Gospel fills this lacuna by representing Jesus as surrounded by his own disciples and sharing 

in the baptism movement apparently in alliance with but not alongside John (John 3:26, 4:1). In view of 

its discontinuity with the tendency of the tradition to accent the independence of Jesus, this Johannine 

tradition may well reflect the historic beginnings of Jesus‘ career.  



Against the grain of competition between the movements inaugurated respectively by John and by 

Jesus, the gospel traditions are unanimous that Jesus all through his career maintained a positive attitude 

toward John and his mission. A saying of Jesus compares his generation to quarrelsome children, 

complaining,  

―We piped to you and you did not dance,  

(Matt 11:17 = Luke 7:32).  

A generation of sour critics piped and John did not dance; it wailed and Jesus did not mourn (Matt 11:18–

19 = Luke 7:33–34). Both John and Jesus violated the sacred custom of fasting and feasting in accord 

with tradition, for both were signs of a break in the routines of ordinary history. For all the difference in 

style of life between John and himself, Jesus understood John to be allied with him in proclaiming the 

consummation of history and in being fatefully repudiated by those deaf to their proclamations.  

In Jesus‘ view the baptism of John had been ―from heaven‖ (Mark 11:30 = Matt 21:25 = Luke 20:4), 

i.e., authorized by God. John himself ―came to you in [i.e., brought you] the way of righteousness‖ (Matt 

21:32). In Jesus‘ phrase, John had been ―more than a prophet‖ (Matt 11:9 = Luke 7:26). To define 

himself, John had invoked the Isaian cry to prepare ―the way of the Lord‖ (Isa 40:3; Mark 1:3; Matt 3:3; 

Luke 3:4; John 1:23). This Isaian motif of preparation was the background of the later lines of Mal 3:23 

(—Eng 4:5–6) on the sending of Elijah in advance of judgment to purify the priesthood (Mal 3:1–3) and 

to reconcile fathers and sons. In Sir 48:10 the task of Elijah included reestablishing ―the tribes of Jacob‖ 

(cf. Isa 49:6). According to the Fourth Gospel, the Baptizer refused the title ―Elijah‖ (John 1:21); 

according to the Synoptics, Jesus applied it to John (Matt 11:14; Mark 9:13 = Matt 17:12; Matt 11:10 = 

Luke 7:27). Hence, in the context of preparation for the reign of God, ―no one greater has arisen among 

men than John‖; when compared, however, with those who would see the arrival of what had been 

prepared: ―the least in the reign of God [shall be] greater than he‖ (Matt 11:11 = Luke 7:28).  

Jesus‘ unambiguous support for the mission of John throws light on how Jesus understood his own 

mission. John‘s task had been to alert Israel to the imminence of judgment and to assemble by baptism the 

remnant of Israel destined for cleansing, acquittal, and restoration. Jesus entered into and unreservedly 

affirmed this prophetic field of meaning. He not only endorsed John‘s mission as authentic, he aligned 

himself with that mission in the closest possible way. In the particulars of John‘s career he read divine 

signs bearing on himself. Jesus‘ acute awareness of how different the style of John‘s career was from his 

own only underscores his alliance with John‘s purposes. Like John, Jesus understood his own role as 

―preparationist.‖ Other parties and sects had their own eschatological hopes and expectations, but only in 

the movements inaugurated by John and by Jesus was preparation for the eschaton the very raison d‘être 

of the movement. Hence the closest analogy of John‘s movement was that of Jesus and vice versa. Jesus‘ 

role bore on the preparation of Israel for the definitive triumph of God. There remains the task of defining 

his understanding of how, concretely, this triumph was to be realized.  

2. The Proclamation and Its Meaning. ―Proclamation‖ in the sense of ―the act of proclaiming‖ is a 

mode of speech; ―proclamation‖ in the sense of ―what is proclaimed‖ is a message. The Synoptic 

literature presents Jesus as adopting the proclamatory mode of speech (Mark 1:14–15 = Matt 4:17; cf. 

Luke 4:16–30); moreover, it repeatedly generalizes this datum (Mark 1:38 = Luke 4:43; Mark 1:39 = Matt 

4:23 = Luke 4:44; Mark 1:45; the texts include redactional generalizations such as Matt 4:23; 9:15), 

depicting Jesus as proclaiming, especially in synagogues, the fulfillment of God‘s promises and Israel‘s 

hopes (Luke 4:16–30; Mark 1:39 = Matt 4:23; cf. Luke 4:44; see also Mark 1:21 = Luke 4:31; Mark 6:2; 

Matt 13:53).  

As message, the proclamation of Jesus announced ―the reign of God.‖ This was not an unfamiliar 

theme. It was central, for example, to the Qaddiš, the synagogue prayer that regularly followed the 

Sabbath sermon:  

May he allow his great name to be glorified and hallowed in the world that he has created according to 

his will!  

May he allow his reign to reign in your lifetime and in your days and in the lifetime of all the house of 

Israel, speedily and soon!  



In Jesus‘ message, as in the Qaddiš, the reign of God signified the triumph of God. In accord with the 

hope of Israel, it would be realized first of all in the climactic and definitive restoration of Israel, the 

primary object both of the promises of God and of the hopes of his people. Thus, Jesus proclaimed, not a 

reform, not a revolution, but a fulfillment—the imminent fulfillment of all God‘s promises to Israel.  

These last words anticipate the survey of Jesus‘ teaching on the reign of God to be presented below. 

Jesus‘ proclamation presupposed God‘s effective governance of all creation and of all human history. The 

teaching of Jesus clarified the diverse meanings and referents of ―the reign of God,‖ namely: as a divine 

order or economy, as the triumph of God, as the vindication of his agents, as the condemnation of the 

hard-hearted, as the restoration of Israel, as the salvation of the nations, as still to come, and as disclosed 

in advance by present events intrinsically ordered to its coming. For all this richness of connotation and 

denotation, the reign of God  hē basileia tou theou in Gk; malǩtā˒ dē˒lāhā˒ in Aramaic) primarily referred 

to the divine economy to be established by God‘s coming triumph. The most striking aspect of Jesus‘ 

usage, however, for in the whole tradition of ancient Judaism this was unique to him, was the affirmation 

that in his own mission the reign of God, God‘s climactic and definitive act of saving, had already begun. 

This message found repeated expression, for example, in parables responding to critics of Jesus‘ public 

career (see C.4 below).  

The proclamation of Jesus kindled a blaze of new speech, much of it his own, but continuing far beyond 

him. He himself became a living font of m šāl  m: aphorisms, parables, riddles, freshly minted and 

memorable. They presented new images from nature or from village life in the service of old themes such 

as imminent judgment or the challenge of present decision. Ancient Near Eastern symbols—reign, 

enthronement, wedding, harvest, vine and wine, the world-cloak, etc.—were honed and burnished in the 

service of Jesus‘ mission. He drew on the major resources of biblical rhetoric (parallelism, rhythm, 

rhyme, alliteration, assonance, word play), on its repertory of figurative forms (macarisms, proverbs, 

riddles, parables), and on its most powerful themes (election, judgment, and salvation) which he treated 

both in the mode of celebration and in that of lament.  

The reign-of-God theme was vitalized by a profusion of new coinages. Well over half the words Jesus 

used of the reign of God had not previously been attested in connection with that theme. The reign 

―comes,‖ ―draws near,‖ ―overtakes you,‖ ―is among you‖; one is ―in‖ it or ―not far from it,‖ ―enters into‖ 

it or is ―cast out of‖ it. The language, moreover, discloses a consciousness of God‘s last and climactic 

intervention as already underway. Now is the time of the new wine and the new cloak (Mark 2:21–22 = 

Matt 9:16–17 = Luke 5:36–39). The fields are ―white‖ (John 4:35), the harvest ―great‖ (Matt 9:37 = Luke 

10:2). The young man dead through sin ―is alive again‖ (Luke 15:24, 32). The blind see, cripples walk, 

lepers are cleansed, the deaf hear, the dead are raised, good news is broken to the poor (Matt 11:5 = Luke 

7:22). The function of these last phrases is twofold. The cascade of miracles is the sure sign of salvation; 

but, further, salvation itself is imaged in the miracles. That is, for Jesus and his hearers the reign of God 

was sight to the blind, mobility to cripples, life to the dead. The proper inference from Jesus‘ exorcisms 

was that the reign of God ―has [already] overtaken you!‖ (Matt 12:28 = Luke 11:20); the annihilation of 

Satan and his power had already begun (see C.3 in this article). This was without precedent in biblical or 

postbiblical (e.g., Qumran) tradition.  

In biblical precedent the reign of God connoted the long-awaited restoration of Israel: see Isa 24:23 on 

God‘s reign and Mount Zion; Isa 33:22 on Yahweh‘s reign and ―our‖ salvation; Isa 52:7–10 on God‘s 

reign and the redemption of Israel; Zeph 3:14–20 on the reign of God and the rescue and restoration of the 

remnant of Israel. Intertestamental (e.g. Ps. Sol. 11:2; 17:3) and NT literature prolonged these ties. The 

reign of God evoked the banquet with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob (Matt 8:11 = Luke 13:28), the twelve 

tribes gathered anew (Matt 19:28 = Luke 22:30), the new sanctuary to be built in three days (Mark 14:58 

= Matt 26:61; John 2:19). The stubborn tendency of scholarship to dissociate the reign of God from the 

fortunes of Israel must accordingly be discounted as nonbiblical and ahistorical (Meyer 1979: 132–35).  

Apposite here is J. L. Austin‘s (1962) analysis of speech as locutionary (the act of saying such-and-

such), illocutionary (what one does in saying such-and-such), and perlocutionary (what one effects by 

saying such-and-such).  



As a locutionary act, Jesus‘ proclamation evoked sharp and evocative images. The life of the age to 

come was riches for the poor, comfort for the mourners, a banquet for the hungry. This language echoed 

the prophets and the Psalms, but it designedly highlighted a particular perspective on fulfillment. It did 

not, for example, call to mind the countless biblical texts on the righteous (Heb ṣadd  q  m) and the upright 

(y šār  m), the holy (q d š  m) and the pious (ḥas  d  m). Rather, it called to mind God‘s predilection for the 

poor or lowly (˓ănāw  m), for those brought low and afflicted (˓ăniyy  m). These were the favorites of God 

in the Psalms and in prophetic tradition from the time of Jeremiah and Zephaniah. Now, at last, the day 

would dawn for the poor and afflicted, the contrite and brokenhearted, the unimportant and unpretentious. 

They would not earn salvation. By counting on its promise, they would simply accept it.  

In making his proclamation, then, Jesus was making promises. As an illocutionary act, the proclamation 

was accordingly not a threat but a pledge: its central term was not judgment but the reign of God. When 

proclamation and macarism were dramatized by symbolic acts such as dining with publicans and sinners 

(see below, C.3), this powerful dimension of promise, together with partial fulfillment in the present, was 

still more heavily underscored.  

As a perlocutionary act, the proclamation was designed to elicit a believing acceptance of the promise 

and a corresponding celebration of God‘s goodness. When intended response and actual response are 

differentiated, however, diversity inevitably comes to light. The wise (sophoi) and intelligent (synetoi) 

were blind to the truth of the proclamation (Matt 11:25 = Luke 10:21). ―This generation‖ of critics found 

fault equally with the severe style of John and the celebrative style of Jesus (Matt 11:18–19 = Luke 7:33–

34). The correlation between Jesus‘ proclamation, his macarisms, and his initiative toward sinners was 

matched by his contemporaries‘ parallel responses to all three. Whereas few from the religious elite of 

scholars and the pious accepted him, the ―simple‖ rejoiced in his proclamation as a revelation of divine 

goodness (Matt 11:25 = Luke 10:21). Like ―the poor, the maimed, the blind, and the lame‖ who poured 

into the banquet hall in the parable (Luke 14:21), so the poor, the afflicted, the outcast accepted Jesus‘ 

invitation. The irreligious, in particular, responded to his initiative toward them with sheer delight (Luke 

5:29; 19:9).  

It is not easy to single out the particular scriptural sources of the central term in Jesus‘ proclamation, 

―the reign of God.‖ The parallel between the Qaddiš and the Our Father (the ―hallowing‖ of God‘s 

―name,‖ as in Ezek 36:23, followed by the theme of God‘s eschatological ―reign‖) seems not to provide 

helpful clues. The Psalms, to be sure, are a particularly rich, though by no means the sole, resource for the 

theme.  

Gustaf Dalman (1902: 134) pointed out that in the NT, as in the whole of ancient Jewish literature, the 

Messiah may be enthroned and given ―royal dignity‖ or ―dominion,‖ but ―the reign of God‖ is never 

simply transferred to him. In two passages (Luke 12:32; 22:29) Jesus reveals God‘s intention to include 

Jesus‘ closest disciples in this royal dominion. In both texts the Gk word basileia reflects the Aramaic 

word malǩt  ā˒) of Dan 7:18, 27. But given the distinction between the malkût (reign) of God and the 

malkût (royal dominion) that God would confer on the Messiah or on the Danielic ―one like a son of man‖ 

and ―the people of the saints of the Most High‖ and, in the gospel literature, on Jesus and his disciples, it 

is illegitimate to infer from Luke 12:32; 22:29 that the reign of God in Jesus‘ proclamation derived from 

Daniel 7. (On basileia made to refer to royal rank or dominion, see also Matt 16:28; 20:21; Luke 19:12; 

22:30; 23:42).  

In Luke‘s presentation of Jesus‘ own words (Luke 4:43; 16:16) and in other Synoptic texts (e.g. Matt 

4:23; 9:35; cf. 11:5 = Luke 7:22), the proclamation of the reign of God is brought into relation with the 

proclamation of the herald (Heb m baśśēr/Gk euaggelizomenos) of Isa 52:7–10; 61:1–2. In view of the 

burden of the herald‘s message to Israel, namely, ―your God reigns!‖ (Isa 52: 7), this passage presents 

itself as a plausible source of Jesus‘ own proclamation. The fact that Isa 52:7–10 combines the motifs of 

the herald of good news, the reign of God, eschatological peace, and the restoration of Israel tends to fill 

out and confirm this hypothesis.  

Again, Isa 61:1–3 takes up and carries forward themes from Isa 52:7–10 (the texts are associated in 

11QMelch) and from the Isaian Servant songs. Now, Isa 61:1–3 resonates in several gospel passages (e.g., 



Luke 4:17–21; Matt 11:5 = Luke 7:22; Matt 5:3–4 = Luke 6:20–21). Three motifs—the reign of God (Isa 

52:7), news of salvation (Isa 52:7, 61:1), the poor and the mourners as its destinataries (Isa 61:1–3)—are 

joined together in Jesus‘ proclamation (Luke 4:17–21; cf. Mark 1:15 = Matt 4:17), in his macarisms (Matt 

5:3–4; Luke 6:20–21), and in the account that he gave of himself and his career (Matt 11:5 = Luke 7:22; 

Luke 16:16). This points to the combination of Isa 52:7–10 and 61:1–3 as not only a plausible but a 

probable source of his proclamation. The nexus between the two passages is the act of bringing news of 

salvation  baśśēr).  

From childhood on, Jesus had heard the targumic renderings of the Law and the Prophets in the 

synagogue. They naturally impinged on his thought and speech. There are a few instances in which 

targumic texts (despite the lateness of their redaction, long after the time of Jesus) are shown to have been 

ancient, for they are reflected in Jesus‘ words (e.g., Mark 4:11–12; Matt 26:52; possibly the parable in 

Mark 12:1–11 = Matt 21:33–44 = Luke 20:9–18; Chilton 1984: 98–101, 111–14). In the targums ―the 

reign of God‖ was a frequent periphrasis designed to sidestep the idea that God should himself appear on 

earth. Hence, in place of ―behold your God‖ (Isa 40:9) and in place of ―your God reigns‖ (Isa 52:7), the 

targum has ―the reign  malǩtā˒) of your God has been made manifest‖ (Tg. Isa. 24:23; 31:4; Tg. Neb. Mic 

4:7; Zech 14:9). On the one hand, there is very little reason to think that Jesus drew his distinctive 

thematization of the reign of God from some already fashioned ―reign-of-God theology‖ in the targums; 

on the other hand, the frequency of malkût language in the synagogue may well have influenced his 

choice of the central term of his proclamation.  

3. Jesus’ Public Behavior. The principal public actions of Jesus were symbolic and these symbolic acts 

were correlative to his proclamation. Proof of the latter point lies in the explicit or implicit reference of 

his public symbolic acts to the reign of God, a reference verifiable in each of three sets of texts considered 

in this section.  

a. The Twelve. The discipleship that surrounded Jesus came into being through his personal call. The 

call was peremptory, admitting no delay in response (Mark 1:17, 20 = Matt 4:19, 22; Mark 2:15 = Matt 

9:9 = Luke 5:28; Mark 10:21 = Matt 19:21 = Luke 18:22) and no competing claim, whether of Torah and 

custom (Matt 8:22 = Luke 9:60) or of family love (Luke 9:61–62; cf. Matt 10:37 = Luke 14:26). The key 

to this extreme rigor was the imminence—indeed, the advance presence—of the reign of God in the 

mission of Jesus and the priority of its demands over all other claims, even those of the Torah.  

The historicity of the act of choosing twelve from among his disciples to participate most intimately in 

his mission (Mark 3:13–14 = Luke 6:13; Mark 6:7–13 = Matt 10:1, 9–14 = Luke 9:1–6; cf. Matt 19:28 = 

Luke 22:30) is beyond reasonable doubt. Historicity is assured, first of all, by two elements that go 

against the grain of post-Easter church tendencies: Judas Iscariot‘s membership in the twelve, and the 

passing over without mention of the status of the twelve in the interim between the career of Jesus and the 

last judgment; second, by multiple attestation (triple tradition, logia tradition, special traditions such as 

Luke 8:1–3; John 6:67–71; and the post-Easter pre-Pauline tradition transmitted by Paul in 1 Cor 15:5); 

third, by multiform attestation in story, logion, and faith formula.  

The number twelve was symbolic; hence, the twelve were themselves a living symbol. The symbolic 

reference was to the twelve tribes of Israel. But inasmuch as the loss of the northern kingdom of Israel to 

the Assyrians in ages past had left only two and a half tribes (1QM 1:2; 2 Apoc. Bar. 62:5; 77:19; 78:1; 

Mart. Is. 3:2), ―twelve‖ in the eschatological context established by Jesus‘ proclamation could only 

signify ―Israel restored.‖ Jesus‘ appointment of the twelve accordingly signified that his mission and 

theirs bore on the restoration of Israel. Made up of notably disparate elements, the twelve were a 

reconciliatory sign. This intimates that the coming restoration itself would have an equally reconciliatory 

character.  

Jesus, moreover, gave the twelve a role in the coming to be of this reconciliation and restoration by 

sending them (Mark 6:7 = Matt 10:5 = Luke 9:2) in groups of two (Mark 6:7; cf. Luke 10:1) to enlist 

Israel‘s welcome of the reign of God (Mark 3:14; Matt 10:7; Luke 9:2). They thereby participated in 

Jesus‘ own role as eschatological herald  m baśśēr/euaggelizomenos). This had been presaged by the 

word, ―Come, follow me, and I will make you fishers of men‖ (Mark 1:17 = Matt 4:19), an image that, 



alluding to but modifying the sense of Jer 16:16, signified the task of ―gathering‖ Israel in the sense of 

winning from Israel a common act of faith. The stakes were high, for acceptance would bring 

eschatological blessing, and refusal would bring eschatological condemnation (Mark 6:11 = Matt 10:12–

15; cf. Luke 10:10–12).  

b. Cures and Exorcisms. Jesus‘ equipping of the twelve for a mission that included the driving out of 

demons (Mark 6:7 = Matt 10:1 = Luke 9:1) presupposed his own career as an exorcist. At one point he 

even summed up his whole mission in these terms (Luke 13:32). Five texts with solid claims to historicity 

include reference to Jesus‘ career as exorcist and healer.  

The double saying on Beelzebul and the advent of the reign of God (Matt 12:27–28 [= Luke 11:18–20]) 

reads:  

If I drive out demons by the power of Beelzebul,  

by whose power do your sons drive them out? …  

But if by the Spirit [Luke has ―finger‖] of God I drive out demons,  

then the reign of God has overtaken you.  

The connecting of exorcisms with apocalyptic or absolute eschatology gives an entirely distinctive profile 

to this side of Jesus‘ career (Theissen 1983: 277–86). The accent on the correlation of Jesus‘ exorcisms 

with his proclamation is at once the main thrust of the text and an index (originality) to historicity. But the 

case for historicity is further supported by the sheer offensiveness to early Christian sensibility of the 

charge of sorcery; by the seeming or surface risk of relativizing the exorcisms of Jesus through reference 

to the exorcisms of others; and by the antithetical parallelism of question and statement—a trait 

distributed through all lines of Synoptic tradition and typical of the speech of Jesus (Mark 3:33–34 = Matt 

12:48–49; Mark 8:12; 10:18 = Matt 19:17 = Luke 18:19; Mark 11:17; Matt 7:3–5 = Luke 6:41–42; Luke 

12:51; 22:25).  

The saying on the dynasty and the household divided against themselves (Mark 3:24–26 = Matt 12:25–

26 = Luke 11:17) supposes the continuum of all evil and its solidarity with Satan (not a universal 

supposition in ancient Judaism) and affirms the decisiveness of his own attack on it (eschatology 

inaugurated and in process of realization). Indices to historicity are discontinuity (the offensiveness of the 

charge of sorcery) and originality (realized eschatology).  

The saying on the binding of the strong man (Mark 3:27 = Matt 12:29 = Luke 11:21–22) is strikingly 

original, for the claim to have ―bound‖ Satan in advance of the exorcisms is unparalleled. Jesus‘ giving 

the disciples a share in his power over the demons (Mark 3:14–15; 6:7; Matt 10:7–8; Luke 9:1–2) derives 

historical probability from other data, especially from the disciples‘ failure as exorcists (Mark 9:18, 28 = 

Matt 17:16, 19 = Luke 9:40). The historicity of Jesus‘ answer to the question of the Baptist (Matt 11:5 = 

Luke 7:22) is probable on the basis of the claim to absolute eschatology already underway. The text is a 

cry of joy at the launching of God‘s climactic and definitive saving act.  

Finally, the solidly grounded historicity of Jesus‘ refusal of a demand for a ―sign from heaven‖ (Mark 

8:11–12 = Matt 16:1, 4; Matt 12:38–40 = Luke 11:29–30; Luke 11:16; John 4:48; 6:30–40) is by no 

means a counterindication putting the historicity of his exorcisms and cures in doubt. The demand was for 

a circus prodigy such as the parting of waters in imitation of the Moses tradition (Ant 20.5.1 §97) or the 

feat of floating down from ―the pinnacle of the temple‖ sustained by angels (Matt 4:5–6 = Luke 4:9–10). 

Jesus‘ refusal to provide a flamboyant made-to-order ―sign‖ of this kind, while it does not rule out 

exorcisms and cures, does sharply differentiate his intentions from those of the prophetic and messianic 

pretenders of whom we learn from Josephus.  

The most distinctive feature of Jesus‘ cures and exorcisms derived from the context in which they were 

performed and which he himself repeatedly underscored: they pointed to the dawning reign of God. By 

his eschatological proclamation the exorcist had generated an all-commanding context for his encounter 

with the demons. Thanks to this context the exorcisms were sublated, promoted to the status of signs of 

the eschaton. Jesus‘ combat with Satan did not signal one moment among others in the endless seesaw of 

good and evil, but the decisive apocalyptic turning point. Furthermore, his cures and exorcisms went 

beyond symbolizing the restoration of Israel to the act of bringing it about. In the face of this momentous 



event, to which all Israel ought to have responded with faith, unbelieving Chorazin and Bethsaida and 

Capernaum were doomed (Matt 11:21–24 = Luke 10:13–15).  

c. Fellowship with Sinners. If the cures and exorcisms of Jesus, besides eliciting faith, also provoked 

skepticism and malicious misconstrual, his initiative toward social outcasts, besides eliciting the joyous 

response of the outcasts, also provoked shock and resentment on the part of the learned and the pious. To 

his contemporaries it was a staggering phenomenon that Jesus did not shrink from dining with the 

irreligious (Mark 2:16–17 = Matt 9:11 = Luke 5:30; Matt 11:19 = Luke 7:34; Luke 15:1, 19:8). The 

intensity of the opposed reactions to this policy becomes intelligible in the light of two aspects of the 

social context. First, dining in common established among its participants a bond of fellowship, violation 

of which was rank betrayal. Second, it was through table fellowship that the ritual distinction between 

―the clean‖ and ―the unclean‖ and the moral distinction between ―the righteous‖ and ―the sinners‖ found 

concrete social expression. Since gentiles were unclean (Deut 14:21) and uncleanness was contagious, 

Jews were not to eat with them (Jub. 22:16). But the rule applied by Jews to gentiles was also applied by 

religious Jews to irreligious Jews, especially to notorious ―sinners‖ including heretics (Böcher 1972: 16–

17), but often enough to the merely unobservant, who could not be counted on in matters of ritual purity. 

For at least some associations of the religious elite, probably including the Pharisees, this meant that table 

fellowship was virtually limited to their own membership.  

To grasp the issue of Jesus‘ initiative toward and fellowship with ―sinners,‖ the first requisite is to 

define the term ―sinners.‖ The classic treatment of the issue is that of Joachim Jeremias. From 1931 

(Jeremias 1931: 294) through publications over the following forty years (1969: 303–12; 1971: 108–21), 

he rightly maintained that ―the sinners‖ in the gospels did not refer to the unobservant (the so-called 

―people of the land,‖ ˓am hā˒āreṣ) but (a) to those who notoriously violated the commandments of God, 

and (b) to those engaged in universally despised trades (especially usurers, tax collectors, publicans, etc., 

b. Sanh. 25b), practitioners of which were deprived of civil and political rights. In attempting to recover 

the socioreligious situation in Palestine of the time of Jesus, one should neither identify these notorious 

sinners and outcasts (the hamartōloi of Mark 2:15–17 = Matt 9:10–13 = Luke 5:29–32, etc.) with the 

ordinary run of men, nor, on the other hand, disregard the continuity that the religious elite considered to 

exist between these diverse classes (see the reference to ―other men‖—literally, ―the rest of men‖—

deprecated by the Pharisee of Luke 18:11; cf. John 7:49).  

Repentance and conversion were cardinal themes in Judaism, richly represented in postexilic literature, 

regularly brought to mind by the synagogue, regularly finding cultic expression in the temple. The new 

element in the preaching of the Baptist had been his presupposition that at the threshold of judgment the 

ordinary Mosaic economy did not suffice. God called all the children of Israel to repent, to confess their 

sins, to seal their confession by a rite of washing as in the days of Sinai. The Baptist, to be sure, 

maintained the classic biblical structure of repentance: conversion first, communion second (Luke 3:7–14 

= Matt 3:7–10; Josephus, Ant 18.5.2 §117). The daring of Jesus‘ initiative lay in its reversal of this 

structure: communion first, conversion second. In ancient Judaism ―sinners‖ stood publicly and for the 

most part permanently condemned. Tax collectors and publicans, for example, had no way of knowing all 

whom they had robbed nor of how much, and so had no clear way to make the required ―complete 

restitution plus a fifth.‖ In this seemingly hopeless situation, Jesus‘ approach to the sinners proved to be 

irresistible. Contact prompted repentance; conversion flowered from communion.  

In retrospect, Jesus‘ policy can nevertheless be seen to have had a profoundly traditional rationale, for 

the policy both envisaged and achieved traditional purposes: the conversion and forgiveness of sinners, 

their reconciliation with God and with Israel. That Jesus did in fact conceive his initiative toward sinners 

in terms of conversion and forgiveness is crystal clear from analysis of the many parables by which he 

defended his policy from its critics, e.g. the parable of the Laborers in the Vineyard (Matt 20:1–16), the 

parable of the Two Sons (Matt 21:28–32), the parable of the Two Debtors (Luke 7:41–43), the twin 

parables of the Lost Sheep and the Lost Coin (Luke 15:4–10), and the parable of the Prodigal Son (Luke 

15:11–32).  



The second aspect of Jesus‘ policy was the intent to win the sinner back not only to God but to his 

rightful family, Israel. Salvation belonged to Zacchaeus, said Jesus, ―for he, too, is a son of Abraham‖ 

(Luke 19:9). Nothing could have been more fundamental to the eschatological restoration of Israel than 

the seemingly impossible feat of healing the division between the good and the wicked without forfeiting 

the claims of the moral order.  

But the ―Israel‖ to which the converted sinner was won back, was this the Israel of history prior to John 

the Baptist and to Jesus? Or was it the eschatological Israel coming into being through their work? The 

matter is clarified by consideration of the problem that followed upon Jesus‘ remarkable success in 

winning over sinners. This was the problem of winning over the righteous, as well. The parables listed 

above were without exception addressed to them. Collectively, these parables are the relics of a radical 

and poignant appeal. The appeal was radical, for it transcended the conventional grounds for the deep 

division between the righteous and the sinners. John the Baptist had relativized this division by calling the 

righteous, too, to repentance. Jesus fully agreed with and followed in this line. In and through a series of 

parables, he mounted an appeal to the righteous to enter with their brothers, the sinners, into a new 

fellowship of forgiveness, an eschatological covenant, a new and eschatological Israel. The story of the 

Prodigal Son ends on this note of poignant appeal, with the words of the father to the elder son: ―But we 

had to celebrate and be glad, because your brother was dead and has come back to life; he was lost and is 

found‖ (Luke 15:32). The response of the elder son is left open and undecided. It would be settled only by 

the response that the hearer himself would make to Jesus‘ parable.  

The three great symbolic acts reviewed here—the choice and sending of the twelve, the stream of 

exorcisms and cures, and the unprecedented initiative toward notorious sinners—perfectly translated 

Jesus‘ proclamation into action. The proclamation of the reign of God signified the long-promised and 

long-awaited restoration of Israel. Jesus‘ symbolic acts were bent on bringing it into being. His 

proclamation was to be no isolated word. It would be given mass and momentum in dramatic acts 

designed to signify and to realize a new Israel. The themes correlative to ―the reign of God‖—new people, 

new covenant, new code—began to emerge in the encounter between Jesus and his fellow Jews.  

4. The Teaching of Jesus. The teaching of Jesus was less an initiative than the follow-through on an 

initiative. The initiative had been his proclamation and symbolic acts. These elicited responses were 

positive and negative. An important part of Jesus‘ teaching consisted in his response to the responses.  

a. Jesus’ Response to the Responses. A first response to him was puzzlement expressed as critique. 

Jesus‘ proclamation inescapably carried the claim that here at last God was speaking his climactic word to 

Israel. But how could that be? If the word of Jesus was the word of God, how could it have won so cool a 

reception in Israel? Was not the word of God like fire, like a hammer that shatters rock (Jer 23:29)? But 

the word spoken by Jesus was apparently returning to him empty. To this Jesus responded in a set of 

images as natural as they were compelling: Look at the sower. Some of the seed he sows falls on the path 

and is trampled; some is eaten by the birds; some falls on shallow ground, springs up early, and withers; 

some falls among thorns and is choked. Yet—harvest comes, the sheaves sway in the field, rich beyond 

measure (Mark 4:3–8 = Matt 13:3–8 = Luke 8:5–8). The listeners, in short, are told: do not judge so 

quickly or be misled by appearances. Harvest will come and it will be rich. Here ―teaching‖ has become a 

renewed appeal for faith and confidence.  

A second response to him was to hear his proclamation, perhaps with interest, but finally to dismiss it 

with a shrug. To this Jesus responded with vigor. The warnings and danger signals, the reproaches and 

rebukes that Jesus addressed to the dense (Luke 12:54–56), the deluded (Luke 23:31), and the perverse 

(Mark 3:6 = Matt 12:14 = Luke 6:11) drew on a wide variety of images and motifs and ranged over the 

scale of feeling from cool appeal for insight (Luke 13:6–9) through pathos and lament (Matt 23:37–39 = 

Luke 13:34–35) to angry indignation (Mark 3:5). The illusory supposition of life as usual, maintained in 

the teeth of the urgent proclamation, was like the calm before the deluge that wiped out mankind (Luke 

17:26–27 = Matt 24:37–39). A crass and heedless Israel stood in imminent danger, like a bird about to be 

snared (Luke 21:34).  



In the face of warning, what would happen to the fatuously unconcerned? Like salt that had lost its 

savor, they would be ―thrown out‖ (Matt 5:13 = Luke 14:34; cf. Mark 9:50). Sometimes the warning was 

cool and dry: Israel was living on borrowed time, like a long-barren fig tree about to be cut down, for 

which the gardener has pleaded with the owner for a last chance (Luke 13:6–9). Sometimes, as in texts 

cast in dirge rhythm (Mark 4:24 = Matt 7:2 = Luke 6:38; Luke 13:24–27; Mark 9:50; Matt 20:16), 

warning was solemn. Elsewhere it was doleful and poignant (Matt 23:37–39 = Luke 13:34–35). At times 

Jesus‘ response was amazement (Mark 6:6), or anger (Mark 1:41) yielding to sorrow (Mark 3:5), or 

savagely bitter humor (Luke 13:33).  

Exactly what was at stake in this set of texts on warnings to Israel? At stake were the status and destiny 

of individuals, of groups, of the entire nation. The alternatives were restoration and ruin, acquittal and 

condemnation, life and death. The danger was that of definitive condemnation at the judgment, which 

would come suddenly and soon. Suddenly: for it would come like lightning flashing from one end of the 

sky to the other (Luke 17:24). Soon: for the sign of its coming was ―this present moment‖ (Luke 12:56). 

In a context of impending ruin (Luke 12:16–21, 58; 13:6–9; 21:34), the most urgent and immediate need 

was for awareness, alertness, insight. But the source of insight was the good, the generous heart; just so, 

Jesus warned the crowds, the source of blindness was the hardened heart: ―See to it then that your [inner] 

light is not darkness!‖ (Luke 11:35 = Matt 6:23b).  

The interactive sequence ―prophecy/indifference/warning‖ was an age-old pattern, and this pattern is the 

clue to the depth-dimension of the texts. The seemingly impenetrable self-assurance that grounded Israel‘s 

indifference to prophetic warning appears as a radically continuous phenomenon throughout the history of 

the prophetic movement. It was the besetting temptation to take refuge in election. But election, said the 

prophets from Amos through Isaiah and Jeremiah and Zechariah down to the Baptist and Jesus, was two-

edged. God‘s transactions with Israel, so far from guaranteeing unconditional protection, put his people in 

peril:  

Only for you have I cared  

out of all the earth‘s tribes;  

therefore will I punish you  

for all of your crimes (Amos 3:2).  

It was pure illusion to affirm Yahweh‘s presence and infer from it that all was secure: ―Is not Yahweh in 

our midst? No evil can come upon us!‖ (Mic 3:11). Because Israel clung to such illusions, Yahweh would 

―make this people wood‖; his word would become fire in its mouth ―and devour them‖ (Jer 5:14). It was 

utterly futile to call on ―lying words‖ like the self-hypnotizing chant ―the temple of Yahweh, the temple of 

Yahweh, the temple of Yahweh!‖ and to conclude ―we are delivered!‖ (Jer 7:4, 10). If Israel regularly 

installed itself in this false consciousness, the prophets just as regularly made it their task to unmask and 

overturn it. The truth of election degenerated again and again into the dogma of unconditional blessings, 

but the Baptist resumed the whole prophetic tradition in his word:  

Do not begin to say to yourselves  

―We have Abraham for our father.‖  

I tell you: God can raise up sons to Abraham  

The election-historical aspect of Jesus‘ summons to Israel (maintenance of election in the sight of God 

hinged on response to the emissary of God) and its eschatological aspect (salvation at the judgment 

hinged on response to the selfsame emissary of God) both emerged directly from his proclamation insofar 

as it envisaged the definitive restoration of Israel. These aspects of his mission also emerged from the tone 

of his warnings to whoever ignored or rejected the proclamation. The election-historical and 

eschatological factors together offer the most adequate explanation of three hyperbolic features of Jesus‘ 

teaching: first, the distance between the terms in which questioners posed questions to him and the terms 

in which he cast his answers; second, the repeated warning that in the present situation the righteous were 

positioning themselves in greater danger of perdition than were the sinners; third, the Torah-transcendent 

character of Jesus‘ moral teachings in general.  



Questions, whether prompted by shocked amazement (e.g., at Jesus‘ dining with sinners) or 

disappointment (e.g., at his reception by Israel), regularly bore on Jesus himself, his policies, and the way 

in which his career was unfolding. But often Jesus‘ answers to these questions took the form of 

descriptive figures imaging the way the reign of God comes (see the parables of the Sower, the Leaven, 

the Great Supper, the Good Employer, etc.). By correlating questions about himself with answers on the 

reign of God, Jesus repeatedly invited his interlocutors to find in him and in his mission an omega point: 

God‘s climactic and definitive revelation to Israel. This revelation said something new about the destiny 

of Israel. God meant his people to find their fulfillment through the mission of Jesus. Concrete acts—the 

breaking of news of salvation to the poor (Matt 11:4 = Luke 7:22; cf. Matt 5:3 = Luke 6:20), the bringing 

of sight to the blind, health to the lepers, life to the dead (Matt 11:5 = Luke 7:22), the seemingly 

scandalous initiatives toward notorious sinners (Mark 2:16–17 = Matt 9:11 = Luke 5:30; Matt 11:19 = 

Luke 7:34)—were mediating the advent of the reign of God. The clear implication was that a ―reign of 

God‖ not correlative to the mission of Jesus was pure abstraction and illusion. Equally illusory and 

positively ruinous according to Jesus was the dismissal of his mission as irrelevant to Israel‘s status and 

destiny. On the contrary, his correlating of his own mission with the reign of God implied that everything 

hinged on response to him.  

The sanction of this claim would be the coming judgment, a recurrent theme copiously attested by every 

line of transmission in the gospel literature. Entry into the reign of God was not guaranteed by election. 

Election itself was correlated with response to Jesus‘ summons. Election and entry into the reign of God 

made up a single issue to be resolved by human decision and divine judgment. For his hearers, then, the 

central issue at the judgment would be their response to Jesus and his proclamation (Mark 6:11 = Matt 

10:14 = Luke 9:5; 10:10–11; Mark 8:38 = Matt 10:33; 16:27 = Luke 9:26; Matt 7:22–23 = Luke 13:26–

27; Matt 7:24–27 = Luke 6:47–49; Matt 10:32–33 = Luke 12:8–9; Matt 12:41–42 = Luke 11:31–32). One 

should doubtless apply careful historical critique to all these texts; still, there is no plausibility in the view 

that they are en bloc unhistorical.  

If the self-sufficiency of the righteous thwarted the response to Jesus, the self-effacement of the simple 

positively conditioned it; i.e., the response to Jesus was the act of one who humbled himself like a child 

(Matt 18:4). The full meaning of this act came to light in a judgment theme: the precise reference of the 

reversal imaged in ―Whoever exalts himself will be humbled, whoever humbles himself will be exalted‖ 

(Matt 23:12; Luke 14:11; 18:14) was to the last judgment. (―Will be humbled/exalted‖ are divine 

passives; if parallels are consulted, the futures must be eschatological: see the many other generalizing 

conclusions of parables, such as Mark 4:25; 13:37; Matt 20:16; 21:44 = Luke 20:18; Matt 22:14; Luke 

12:21; 13:30. The scriptural resource of this text, Ezek 21:31, also referred to reversal by God‘s 

judgment.)  

The most disconcerting aspect of Jesus‘ teaching on the judgment was that, in view of their respective 

responses to John and to himself (Matt 11:18 = Luke 7:33–34), ―sinners‖ were headed for salvation and 

the ―righteous‖ for perdition. To say that ―publicans and prostitutes will enter the reign of God ahead of 

you‖ (= the righteous) (Matt 21:31) might well be thought to have irritated the righteous; but the actual 

meaning of Jesus‘ words was much harsher: ―they will enter and you will not!‖ The Aramaic substratum 

of ―will enter … ahead‖ (Gk proagousin) is the Hap˓el or Pa˓el participle of q dam, e.g. m qadd m  n; the 

reference of this atemporal participle was future; its sense was exclusive preference, not temporal 

precedence. Analogies include Luke 18:14, which in its originally intended sense reads: ―this man, not the 

other, went down to his house having found God‘s favor.‖ The motif of exclusion was also evoked by the 

image of exclusion from the banquet, referring to those who had refused the appeal of Jesus (Luke 14:24). 

To say that publicans and prostitutes would enter God‘s reign and that they, the righteous, would not, 

might have infuriated the righteous, but it meshed perfectly with the election-historical and eschatological 

claim of Jesus and with the divergent responses to it of many ―sinners,‖ on the one hand, and many 

righteous, on the other. Jesus‘ proclamation was divinely sanctioned; response was not optional but 

requisite; even the righteous risked ruin by turning it down.  



Finally, these two distinct but inseparable aspects of Jesus‘ mission—its election-historical and its 

eschatological dimension—make intelligible the Torah-transcendent character of Jesus‘ moral teaching. 

The definitive restoration of Israel was coming to realization in those who accepted and rejoiced in his 

mission. The old order was obsolete; new wine called for new bottles (Mark 2:22 = Matt 9:17 = Luke 

5:37).  

b. Torah-Transcendent Teaching. Jesus declared the Deuteronomic legislation regulating divorce 

(Deut 24:1–4) to be henceforward irrelevant. Moses had allowed divorce as an accommodation to human 

frailty. The prescription of Genesis (―they shall be one flesh,‖ Gen 2:24) specified the authentic will of 

God. Phrases such as ―the Creator at the beginning‖ (Matt 19:4) or ―from the beginning of the creation‖ 

(Mark 10:5) evoke the eschatological schema ―as in the beginning, so in the end‖ (cf. Barn 6:13, ta 

eschata hōs ta prōta, ―the last things [I shall make] like the first‖). Following Ezekiel and Deutero-Isaiah, 

Jesus here and the NT writers elsewhere (Mark 1:13; Rom 5:17–19; 1 Cor 15:45) correlated the time of 

salvation with the restoration of Eden. As Israel‘s eschatological restoration came gradually to fulfillment, 

makeshift and provisional arrangements devised ―in view of your hardness of heart‖ (Mark 10:5 = Matt 

10:8) were rendered obsolete. The originality of Jesus‘ teaching on divorce, which may have provoked the 

later rabbinic ruling according to which anyone who said that this or that verse of the Torah was not from 

heaven but from Moses ―by his own mouth‖ has ―despised the word of the Lord‖ and should be ―cut off‖ 

from among the people (b. Sanh. 99a Bar.), creates a strong presumption in favor of historicity.  

Restoration of the norm of Paradise presupposed the advent of salvation, the time of eschatological 

espousals (Mark 2:19) when ―good things‖ (Matt 7:11; cf. LXX Isa 52:7) were to be lavished on Israel. 

The disciple learned from experience that discipleship was transforming: the fruit was good because the 

tree was good (Matt 7:17–18 = Luke 6:43). Jesus‘ moral teaching was meant for and largely addressed to 

the graced and restored Israel that was coming into being in response to his word.  

The transcending of the Torah might take the form of extreme radicalization of Torah prescriptions 

(Matt 5:22, 28, 34–37, 39, 44 [= Luke 6:27]). Given its remarkable originality, this profound 

transvaluation surely derived in substance from Jesus; its high point, the attitude toward enemies, is 

further supported by multiple attestation of nonresistance to injury and oppression (Matt 5:39b–41 = Luke 

6:29), of rejoicing in persecution (Matt 5:10–12 = Luke 6:22–23), of love for enemies (Matt 5:46–47 = 

Luke 6:32, 35).  

Jesus discriminated, in terms of relative weight, between the moral law and the ritual law. If he 

radicalized the first, he relativized the second. Moreover, he took every occasion to repudiate or relativize 

the scribal tradition  hălākâ), whether it bore on the moral or the ritual law. Thus the gospels contain not 

so much as a single word urging Sabbath observance, which had become the touchstone of Torah piety. 

Jesus attacked the hălākâ not only on divorce but on the magnification of Sabbath observances (Mark 

2:27–28; cf. Matt 12:8 = Luke 6:5), food laws (Mark 7:15 = Matt 15:11), and fasting (Mark 2:18–19 = 

Matt 9:14–15 = Luke 5:33–34) and the relaxation of graver obligations such as to honor one‘s parents 

(Mark 7:10–13 = Matt 15:3–6) or to fulfill one‘s pledges (Matt 23:16–22). The logion in Mark 7:15–Matt 

15:11 epitomized his perspectives:  

Nothing that goes into a man from outside can defile him,  

but only what comes out of a man defiles him.  

The deepest and most authentic sense of the word ―defile‖ belonged, not to the sphere of food laws, but to 

that of human speech. Tongue revealed heart, for ―from the overflow of the heart the mouth speaks‖ (Matt 

12:34 = Luke 6:45). In sins of speech, then, lay the real danger of defilement. Scribal tradition on food 

laws would not figure at all in God‘s judgment; by contrast,  

in accord with your words you will be acquitted  

and in accord with your words you will be condemned (Matt 12:37).  

Jesus‘ commandments were essentially a code of discipleship. Was wealth what everyone wanted and 

could never get enough of? Then ―sell what you have and give it to the poor‖ (Mark 10:21 = Matt 19:21 = 

Luke 18:22). But this summons to poverty, as the story of the rich man (Mark 10:17–22 = Matt 19:16–22 

= Luke 18:18–23) shows, is ordered to discipleship. The sequence of Jesus‘ commands (Mark 10:21 = 



Matt 19:21 = Luke 18:22) is ― (Go,) sell, give, and come follow.‖ Detachment is for the sake of 

attachment.  

Does everyone hanker to be first? Then be last. ―If anyone would be first, he must be the last of all and 

the servant of all‖ (Mark 9:35; cf. Mark 10:43–44 = Matt 20:26–27; also Luke 22:26). Jesus applied this 

repudiation of the drive to prestige to the sphere of piety, above all. Piety should be secret, seen by God 

alone (Matt 6:3–4, 6, 17–18).  

Even from so swift a survey as the above, it is evident that Jesus brought a new and independent vision 

of things and scale of values onto the scene of Palestinian Judaism. Without aspiring to comprehend all its 

aspects or to trace all its roots, scholarship should still be able to locate its principal perspectives and 

clarify them by contrast with those of Jesus‘ competitors for the allegiance of Israel.  

c. Clarification by Contrast. The Jewish religious elite in the time of Jesus was reformist; it found the 

key to reform in the scriptures, especially in Exod 19:5–6 and numerous holiness texts of Leviticus (e.g. 

20:26). In the first text, Judaic piety found the normative definition of the nation: Israel was called to 

―keep the covenant‖ by observing the Torah; it was called to be God‘s ―own possession among all 

nations‖; it was called to live a priestly life of holiness, for it was to be ―a kingdom of priests and a holy 

people.‖ In the second text (Lev 20:26) election, expressed in the idiom of separation, is offered, together 

with the holiness/separateness of the Lord himself, as the ground of a divine imperative: ―you shall be 

holy.‖  

Priestly theology lay at the foundations of Judaism. In accord with preexilic ideals accented now more 

heavily than ever, the exiles returning from Babylon made holiness—i.e. consecration, set-apartness—the 

central condition and sign of election. They defined themselves as the remnant of Israel and elect of God. 

―I have separated you from the nations‖ was the watchword of Ezra 9. Those who failed to separate 

themselves from (i.e., avoid intermarriage with) ―the peoples of the land(s)‖ were outside the covenant 

(Ezra 9:1–2, 7–8, 11–15).  

The ideology that bound up election with consecration and separation found full expression in the 

literature of the Essenes, which was obsessed with priestly ideals and concerns; CD 4:3–4 even defined 

―the elect of Israel,‖ i.e., the whole sect, as priestly ―sons of Zadok.‖ Qumran was separatist in the 

maximal sense of claiming that the sect alone constituted the true Israel; it accordingly condemned all 

Jewish nonmembers as ―sons of darkness,‖ the great mass of whom were destined for ruin.  

Probably the name ―Pharisees‖ (Heb p rûš  m/Aram p r  š  n) signified ―separated‖ and connoted ―holy.‖ 

It does not necessarily follow from this that the Pharisees equated ―Israel‖ with their own fellowship. To 

be sure, they set themselves off from unobservant Jews as from ―people(s) of the land‖  ˓ammê hā˒āreṣ); 

but Pharisaism was transformist, seeking to extend its own ideals and practices to all Jews. As the 

monastic movement was a leaven within early medieval Christianity, the Pharisees were a leaven within 

Second Temple Judaism. But unlike the monastic movement, the Pharisees claimed to be more than a 

leaven: the true vocation of all Israel without remainder lay, they claimed, precisely in Pharisaism. Under 

the rubric of ―righteousness‖ they ranged through the moral heritage of the scriptures, interpreted and 

complemented by the specific differences of Pharisaic hălākâ, which focused on tithing and ritual purity. 

Their insistence on the latter ideal made them a table-fellowship party within Israel.  

Individually and in the aggregate, Jesus‘ teachings suggest and, indeed, attest horizons altogether 

distinct from those of Torah piety. He himself was fully conscious of this; more, by his table fellowship 

with sinners, his Sabbath healings, and such parables as the Good Samaritan (Luke 10:29–37) and the 

Pharisee and the Publican (Luke 18:10–14), he mounted an attack on Judaism‘s reigning holiness-

paradigm (Borg 1984: 102–9). On the positive side, his moral stance, though free-spirited and opposed to 

the punctilious attention to detail typical of scribal hălākâ, was in substance far more demanding and 

uncompromising than any scribal hălākâ. A prospective disciple learned—doubtless, with a shock—that 

he was to ―let the dead bury the dead‖ (Matt 8:22 = Luke 9:60). Even Jesus‘ close disciples blanched at 

the seemingly utopian rigor of his exclusion of divorce (Matt 19:10; Mark 10:10 = Matt 19:9). The rich 

man, who had observed all the commandments from his youth, recoiled from the challenge of life without 

possessions (Mark 10:22 = Matt 19:22 = Luke 18:23). Jesus‘ radicalizations of the Torah (Matt 5:21–22, 



27–28, 33–34, 38–39, 43–44) must have stunned and baffled as well as fascinated and inspired his first 

hearers just as they have had this effect on readers of the Sermon on the Mount across the centuries. Jesus 

overturned the whole mass of halakic accommodations to human frailty (e.g., Mark 10:2–12 = Matt 19:2–

9; cf. Luke 16:18; Mark 7:6–7 = Matt 15:4–6). In what explanatory perspective could these views be seen 

to make sense?  

The relevant considerations appear to be four. There was the election-historical factor: his teachings 

were meant for, and in the last analysis could only be meant for, restored Israel—followers summoned to 

be a community of the transformed. There was the eschatological factor: first, the reign of God took 

priority over every other consideration, even those of familial piety sanctified by the Torah; second, the 

time of fulfillment had arrived, bringing the reversals promised in the scriptures (Matt 5:3–6 = Luke 6:20–

21) and the filling of all measures to the full (Matt 5:17; Luke 16:16). There was the prophetic factor: the 

code of the teacher and the taught was designed to accord with the tradition (Zeph 2:3; 3:11–13; Isa 

57:15; 61:1–2) of the remnant of the poor (Matt 8:20 = Luke 9:58; Matt 11:28–30). Finally, there was a 

mystagogical factor: Jesus‘ followers were invited to enter into the mystery of his personal mission and 

destiny. Increasingly, this focused on the slowly crystallizing reality of rejection (Gk apodokimasthēnai, 

―to be rejected‖: Mark 8:31 = Luke 9:22; 17:25). After he had revealed this coming destiny to his appalled 

disciples (Mark 8:32 = Matt 16:22), he issued what amounted to a new call to discipleship: ―If anyone 

wishes to follow me, let him deny himself and take up his cross[-bar] and so follow me‖ (Mark 8:34 = 

Matt 16:24 = Luke 9:23; cf. Matt 10:38 = Luke 14:27). In a word his teachings were unique because his 

mission and destiny were unique; so was the discipleship to which he summoned his followers.  

5. The Identity and Destiny of Jesus: Traditions Public and Private. Interpretation of the words of 

Jesus has always taken some account of the factor of ―audience,‖ but T. W. Manson was the first to 

correlate diversity in Jesus‘ themes and vocabulary with his diverse audiences (Manson 1931: 320–29). 

The most important result was to draw attention to the existence of an esoteric tradition in the Synoptic 

Gospels, i.e., scenes depicting Jesus and his disciples alone and especially presenting instructions of Jesus 

reserved for them alone. Private or esoteric tradition, a many-sided phenomenon in the history of ancient 

philosophy and religion (Jeremias 1966: 125–32) and indisputably reflected in Synoptic texts, had as its 

principal themes in the gospel literature the identity and destiny of Jesus and the events of the 

eschatological crisis or ―ordeal‖ and its resolution.  

The public activity of Jesus as proclaimer and teacher, exorcist, wonderworker, and reconciler of 

notorious sinners inevitably prompted the question, ―who is he?‖ (as in Mark 4:41 = Luke 8:25), i.e., 

―what kind of man is this?‖ (Matt 8:27) or, as in the questions posed to the Baptist (John 1:19–22), what 

role does this man play, or claim to play, in the scripturally attested scheme of the fulfillment to come?  

a. The Messianic Connection. Though scholars addressing this issue have not reached consensus, there 

is one point at which agreement is all but unanimous: the post-Easter Christian community from virtually 

the outset of its existence confessed Jesus as the Messiah. Disagreement begins with the effort to say 

when the earliest followers of Jesus first predicated messiahship of him.  

William Wrede (1901), followed by Rudolf Bultmann and his school, answered: ―after the Easter 

experience of the disciples.‖ N. A. Dahl (1974) modified this view by tracing the immediate roots of the 

Easter confession to the passion story. First, in response to the question of whether he was ―the Messiah‖ 

(or ―a king‖), Jesus acknowledged, either by a word ―extorted‖ from him, or at least by silence, that the 

answer was yes. Second, the titulus on the cross (―the king of the Jews‖) showed that this had figured in 

the accusations of which he had been found guilty and for which he was accordingly executed.  

The views of Wrede and Bultmann, together with Dahl‘s minimal, if significant, modification of them, 

have had a wide following. It nevertheless remains a datum of the gospel story that Jesus‘ disciples 

through their spokesman Peter confessed him as Messiah during his public career (Mark 8:29 = Matt 

16:16 = Luke 9:20; cf. John 1:40–42; 6:69). Why have scholars not accepted this gospel datum as 

historical? A major reason has been exegetical. Taking the Markan text to be the primitive account of the 

confession near Caesarea Philippi, many have interpreted the Markan Jesus to have rejected Peter‘s 

confession (―You are the Christ!‖ Mark 8:29) as ―inadequate‖ or ―wrong.‖  



Several shortcomings of this reading, however, immediately present themselves. First, with reference to 

this particular pericope, the supposition of Markan priority is open to form-critical objection (Bultmann 

1963: 258–59). Second, this reading of Mark contradicts the starting point of Mark‘s gospel (i.e., Jesus is 

indeed the Christ, Mark 1:1); moreover, it psychologizes the scene in a way congenial to modern but alien 

to Markan writing; finally, it mistakenly conceives the use of ―Son of man‖ in the following pericope as 

an alternative to ―Messiah.‖ (The same error is not infrequently made respecting Mark 14:61–62.) Even if 

the question of historicity remains, recent critical literature has begun to change the state of the question.  

The examination of popular messianic movements (Horsley and Hanson 1985) has shown the 

plausibility of a text like that of John 6:15, according to which a Galilean crowd ―meant … to make him 

king.‖ Again, a reconsideration of Markan materials and structure and of the use of ―anointed‖ in 

contemporary Jewish sources has shown how the activity recounted in Mark 1–8 could very well have 

grounded the conclusion and confession of Peter (de Jonge 1986). If, moreover, the following words of 

Jesus and the exchange between Peter and Jesus (Mark 8:31–33 = Matt 16:21–23; cf. Luke 9:22) suppose 

the previous confession of Peter, as both the content of the text and its firm location in the Synoptic 

tradition suggest, historicity accrues to the confession from the historicity of the harsh rebuke addressed 

to Peter (discontinuity with the post-Easter status of Peter; coherence with evidence of Jesus‘ readiness to 

enter into ―the ordeal‖ and the disciples‘ contrary dispositions of dismay and fear, Mark 10:32; their 

preferred concentration on glory and triumph, e.g., Mark 10:35–45 = Matt 20:20–28; their verbal 

readiness to suffer with Jesus, e.g., Mark 10:39 = Matt 20:22; Mark 14:29 = Matt 26:33 = Luke 22:33, but 

real unreadiness to do so, Mark 14:50 = Matt 26:56; Mark 14:71 = Matt 26:74 = Luke 22:60).  

Factors relevant to the judgment of historicity respecting both Peter‘s confession and Jesus‘ self-

understanding include the following. There was, first and foremost, the career structure based on Jesus‘ 

act of proclaiming the coming of the reign of God. This proclamation, since it bore on God‘s imminent 

and definitive saving act, presented itself as the climactic word of God to Israel. The role of 

eschatological proclaimer (Isa 52:7–10; cf. 61:1–3) had already been interpreted messianically in Qumran 

(11QMelch 18). It was certainly a role implying maximum authority, the authority not of the learned 

exegete but of the plenipotentiary envoy of God. Indices to just this consciousness on the part of Jesus are 

his distinctive use of ―amen‖ to introduce authoritative statements and his use of the emphatic ―I‖ in place 

of scriptural reference (Jeremias 1971: 35–36, 251–55). As accepters of the proclamation were destined 

for restoration, so its refusers were destined for ruin (Mark 6:10–11 = Matt 10:11–15 = Luke 9:4–5; cf. 

10:4–12). Both in content and in style Jesus‘ teaching took full account of and repeatedly underscored the 

life-and-death character of the issue placed before Israel and the correlative fullness of authority on the 

part of the proclaimer and his word. Furthermore, this teaching presented the proclaimer of salvation as 

himself the author of its nascent realization in the present (e.g., Matt 12:28 = Luke 11:10; Mark 4:30–32 = 

Matt 13:31–32 = Luke 13:18–21).  

Specific discrete data similarly relevant to the issue of messiahship include the following. First, in 

several probably authentic sayings, Jesus associated others with himself in scripturally grounded functions 

and dignity (Luke 12:32; 22:28–30 = Matt 19:28; cf. Mark 3:14–15 = Matt 10:1 = Luke 6:13; Mark 6:10–

11 = Matt 10:11–15 = Luke 9:4–5; cf. 10:4–12). Second, in the historically authentic riddle on destroying 

the sanctuary and building another in (or after) three days (Mark 14:58 = Matt 26:61; John 2:19; cf. Mark 

15:29 = Matt 27:40; Acts 6:14), Jesus attributed to himself a specifically royal (= messianic) task, namely, 

to build the house of God (Meyer 1981); this, in turn, heightens the probable historicity of the kêpā˒ 

(rock) word responding to Simon‘s confession of Jesus as Messiah (Matt 16:17–19; Meyer 1979: 185–

97). Third, the symbolic acts of Jesus‘ entry into Jerusalem (Mark 11:1–10 = Matt 21:1–9 = Luke 19:29–

38; John 2:13–18) and cleansing of the temple (Mark 11:15–17 = Matt 21:12–13 = Luke 19:45–46) were 

royal. Fourth, similarly indicative in their own way were the symbolic mockeries in the passion story such 

as the purple cloak and the crown of thorns (Mark 15:17–20 = Matt 27:28–31 = John 19:2–5; cf. Luke 

23:11). These were complemented, fifth, by the explicit titulus on the cross (Mark 15:26 = Matt 27:37 = 

Luke 23:28 = John 19:19–22).  



Whereas he accepted the messianic title in private, Jesus did not use ―Messiah‖ of himself during his 

public career. This policy on self-disclosure apparently reflected a certain realism about the response of 

faith. Faith would not win out over unfaith if only the appeal to it were explicit and spectacular (cf. Luke 

16:30–31). Jesus‘ policy was to set before Israel a proclamation and a sequence of acts charged with 

symbolic meaning; his teaching guided and encouraged a maximal interpretation of these events but 

refrained from spelling out this interpretation in determinate (e.g., titular) terms. Hence Jesus‘ refusal of 

the demand for a sign (Mark 8:11–12 = Matt 16:1–4 = Luke 11:16, 29; cf. Matt 12:38–39; John 6:30–36), 

the lack of public titles for himself or his following (e.g., Mark 3:33–34 = Matt 12:48–49 = Luke 8:21), 

the indirection of the response to the Baptist (―Tell John what you hear and see,‖ Matt 11:4 = Luke 7:22), 

and the thanksgiving for revelation to the unlikely, ―the simple‖ (Matt 11:25 = Luke 10:21), which 

exalted the divine over the human factor in positive responses to Jesus; compare the macarism on Peter 

(not ―flesh and blood but my heavenly Father‖ has revealed [this] to you,‖ Matt 16:17). If Jesus refused to 

set an explicit messianic claim before Israel, this reserve, which supposed that God‘s grace of ―revelation‖ 

was ever operative (Matt 16:17; 11:25 = Luke 10:21), allowed the public to draw its own conclusion. 

Jesus‘ reserve did not in any case signify that the conclusion drawn by Peter was mistaken.  

Even to recognize him as Messiah was only a first step in coming to know who he was, for the secret of 

his identity was bound up with the secret of his destiny. Jesus‘ messiahship was not simply definable in 

advance by messianic tradition. His identity would be defined by his destiny—a prophetic theme reserved 

for his disciples. The coming ordeal was, to be sure, a theme of public warning; that the ordeal would be 

launched by the repudiation, suffering, and death of Jesus, however, belonged to esoteric tradition. Hence, 

however public the imminence of eschatological crisis, the full scheme of Jesus‘ vision of the future was 

private.  

b. Jesus’ Scenario of the Future. Amid the chaos of scholarly opinion on Jesus‘ view of the future, the 

hypothesis of C. H. Dodd (1961: 21–84) offers an analysis having certain advantages, negative and 

positive. Among the negative advantages: the hypothesis did not attempt to transpose the time dimension 

of Jesus‘ scheme of the future into nontemporal categories (both this procedure and its product or result 

would have been alien to ancient Judaism); nor did the hypothesis attempt to retain the time dimension 

but to remove from it the pervasive note of imminence (for fear that Jesus‘ prophecy might otherwise be 

thought to have been mistaken). Among the positive advantages, Dodd‘s hypothesis took account not just 

of some ―key data‖ but of all the data; better yet, it managed to make sense of all the data. Concretely, the 

main points of Jesus‘ view of the future included, first, an eschatology of woe bearing on the ordeal soon 

to break out. This would be fierce but brief. It would bring disaster to the Jewish people, capital, and 

temple. It would engulf Jesus and his disciples; indeed, it would be launched by Jesus‘ suffering and 

death. Second, the resolution of the ordeal was Jesus‘ eschatology of weal or bliss. It would be 

inaugurated by ―the day of the Son of man.‖ As the suffering of Jesus would launch the ordeal, so his 

vindication would bring it to an end. Jesus would be installed at the right hand of God for all to see. 

Images belonging to this resolution of the ordeal included the resurrection of the dead, the pilgrimage of 

the nations, the judgment, the banqueting of the saved with the patriarchs in the reign of God.  

Dodd took ―the day of the Son of man‖ to have originally signified both resurrection and second coming 

as a single event (Dodd 1961: 74–77). In fact, however, the Easter experience of the disciples had proved 

to comprehend only the resurrection of Jesus, not the consummation of history. Thus the differentiation of 

resurrection and parousia was effected ex eventu by the fact that Jesus‘ resurrection proved to be an 

isolated event. Once given this account of how the actual unfolding of events had separated elements 

originally conceived as a single event, it became possible for the critic to recover the original sense of 

parables (e.g., the Faithful and Unfaithful Servant, Matt 24:45–51 = Luke 12:42–46) that in their present 

state supposed an interim between resurrection and parousia.  

c. The Son of Man. An important aspect of this reconstruction is the contextual and structural 

contribution that it makes to the much debated question of Jesus‘ use of the expression ―the Son of man.‖ 

Behind this phrase, so often found on the lips of Jesus in the gospels, there doubtless stood the Aramaic 

expression bar ˒ nāš  ā˒). This phrase could signify ―man‖ (generic sense), ― (some)one, a man‖ 



(indefinite sense), or ―the man‖ (determinate sense). A translator into Greek had no idiomatic verbal 

resource capable of rendering the determinate sense to the exclusion of the generic sense. Both would be 

rendered by ho anthrōpos or (keeping the genetival locution) by ho huios anthrōpou. If (despite the limits 

of Greek idiom) the translator was bent on specifying the determinate to the exclusion of the generic 

sense, he might have recourse to the artificial strategem of doubling the Greek article; this would yield ho 

huios tou anthrōpou.  

This appears to be just what the translators of the gospel tradition did. Their reason for wishing to 

specify the determinate sense is transparently theological: they intended it as a title, ―the Son of man.‖ 

This determinate, eschatological, titular sense was, no doubt, derivative from Dan 7:13–14, despite the 

fact that the Danielic phrase k bar ˒enāš, ―one like a (son of) man,‖ was in no sense titular. The 

translators and transmitters of the gospel tradition obviously rejoiced in the title, for even when bar ˒ nāš 

 ā˒) bore a sense that was neither titular nor even determinate but generic or indefinite (especially if Jesus 

himself was the indirectly intended referent of the phrase), the early translators preferred to render it by 

―the Son of man.‖ Their tendency was to maximize use of the title, preferring it to other renderings as 

often as possible, despite the inconcinnities that this practice entailed. So potent a bias in favor of the title 

on the part of the transmitters of the tradition is a factor to be kept in mind in dealing with the Son-of-man 

riddle in the gospels.  

There is at present no sure evidence of the use of this eschatological title prior to the time of Jesus. True, 

the title occurs in the Similitudes of 1 Enoch (37–71), but the attestation of this particular part of Enoch is 

late. In the Latin version of 4 Ezra 13 (a work dating originally from A.D. 100) ille homo (that man), ipse 

homo (the same man, the man himself), and vir (a man, the man) is a supernatural figure derived from 

Daniel 7 and correlative to the Messiah found elsewhere in 4 Ezra. God calls him ―my Son‖ (13:32, 37, 

52) and speaks of his ―day‖ (13:52). The task of the Man is the judgment of the nations and the restoration 

of Israel. Christian influence on the text of 4 Ezra 13 is improbable. Among the rabbis a messianic 

reading of Daniel 7 is attested for the 3d century (b. Sanh. 98a). It is possible, though at present uncertain, 

that prior to Jesus the ―one like a man‖ in Daniel 7 had already been interpreted as it in fact came to be 

interpreted in 4 Ezra 13, in the Similitudes of Enoch, and among the rabbis—namely, as an eschatological 

figure correlative to or coincidental with that of the Messiah. But, though this is a live possibility, it is still 

unattested for the pre-Jesus period.  

On the supposition that the title had not been used prior to Jesus, the question is whether it was Jesus 

himself or the early Christian community that took the interpretative step of objectifying the ―one like a 

man‖ as the bearer of a specific role to be played out in the eschatological scenario. The index of 

originality would heavily favor the first option. So striking a christological initiative on the part of the 

early post-Easter community would have no parallel in the gospel literature; as the creative adaptation of 

Jesus himself, it is paralleled by his transformation of messianic tradition. But is it possible to reconstruct 

Jesus‘ use of the title?  

We begin by addressing the well-attested but anomalous phenomenon of texts paralleled except in their 

use of the Son-of-man title. It is a remarkable fact that such texts easily outnumber parallel texts in which 

all parallels exhibit the title (Jeremias 1967). Does the solution lie in positing an idiomatic usage in 

Aramaic according to which bar  ˒ )nāš  ā˒) is a straightforward periphrasis for the first-person personal 

pronoun (I/me) (Vermes 1967; 1978)? Possibly. The hypothesis is attractive in that it presents itself as a 

single complete solution of the problem it was designed to address. Its drawback is that the core of the 

solution, the idiomatic periphrasis in question, is unattested for middle Aramaic, 200 B.C. to A.D. 200 

(Fitzmyer 1979: 58–60).  

An alternative solution is to appeal to the bias in favor of the title on the part of the transmitters of the 

tradition. Inept use of the title to translate bar ˒ nāš  ā˒) in the generic or indefinite sense with indirect 

self-reference may well have generated an entirely secondary imposition of the Greek title on texts that 

originally offered only the personal pronoun referring to Jesus. Son-of-man texts paralleled by texts 

without the title would accordingly drop from consideration as words of the historical Jesus (Jeremias 

1967). There remain eleven Synoptic Son-of-man texts: two from the triple tradition (Mark 13:26 = Matt 



24:30 = Luke 21:27; Mark 14:62 = Matt 26:64 = Luke 22:69), three from the logia tradition (Matt 8:20 = 

Luke 9:58; Matt 24:27, 37 = Luke 17:24, 26), two from the special Matthean tradition (Matt 10:23; 

25:31), and four from the special Lukan tradition (Luke 17:22, 30; 18:8; 21:36). All but one of these texts 

(Matt 8:20 = Luke 9:58) bear on the parousiac Son of man. All but two of them belong to the esoteric 

tradition. The two exceptions are the anomalous text from the logia tradition (Matt 8:20 = Luke 9:58) and 

the response of Jesus to the high priest in the hearing before the Sanhedrin (Mark 14:62 = Matt 26:64 = 

Luke 22:69).  

In the Synoptic gospels as they stand, texts on the Son of man break down into three main categories: 

those that directly apply the title to Jesus during his public career; those that use the title with reference to 

his suffering and/or glorification; and those that use the title with reference to the parousia/judgment. In 

terms of the present analysis, what is the status of these three sets of texts, and how did they come into 

being?  

The Son-of-man title in the first set is in all probability entirely secondary, although this use has a 

perfectly intelligible point of departure. Jesus, no doubt, often used bar ˒ nāš  ā˒) in a generic sense (e.g., 

Mark 2:27; Matt 4:4 = Luke 4:4); but when he did this with himself as indirectly signified referent, the 

translators into Greek converted bar ˒ nāš  ā˒) into a title (Mark 2:20 = Matt 9:6 = Luke 5:24; cf. Matt 

9:8). Similarly, Jesus, no doubt, often used bar ˒ nāš  ā˒) in an indefinite sense (e.g., Matt 7:9; 8:9 = Luke 

7:8); but when he did this with himself as an indirectly signified referent, the tradition again converted the 

expression into a title (Matt 11:19 = Luke 7:34). This predilection on the part of the translators obviously 

reflected the clear Easter equation of Jesus with the Son of man. This tendency of the tradition paved the 

way for an entirely secondary pre-redactional and even redactional imposition of the title on traditions, in 

Greek, that originally offered only the personal pronoun referring to Jesus. The result was a widespread, 

anomalous phenomenon: the use of the title in texts whose parallels lack it. That both of the parallel texts 

on Jesus‘ having nowhere to lay his head are outfitted with the title (Matt 8:20 = Luke 9:58) is perhaps 

attributable to sheer chance.  

Use of the title in the second set of texts is either entirely secondary and explained in essentially the 

same way (Fitzmyer Luke AB, 210–11) or, more likely, it had a point of departure in a consciously 

ambiguous aphorism  māšāl) of Jesus, Mark 9:31 = Matt 17:22 = Luke 9:44, which in Aramaic 

retroversion would read:  

mitm sar bar ˒ nāšā˒ / l  dê b nê ˒ nāšā˒.  

Man/the Man is [about to be] delivered [by God] into the hands of men.  

―Man‖ is generic, the equivalent of mankind; ―the Man‖ is determinate and titular. The hypothesis 

(Jeremias 1971: 281–86) is that Jesus intended the ambiguity. The ostensible sense was generic, a 

prophecy of human disaster at the hands of human beings; the subsurface sense was titular, a prophecy 

incorporating the coming suffering of Jesus into a divinely willed plan and identifying the Jesus about to 

suffer with the Son-of-man soon to be revealed in glory (Daniel 7). Such was the historical basis on which 

tradition (not Jesus) generated the second set of texts.  

The third set of texts has a surer historical basis and a substantial historical development. Quite apart 

from the Son-of-man title, Daniel 7 figures in the words of Jesus (Matt 19:28 = Luke 22:28, 30b; Luke 

12:32). Again, in the Son-of-man texts themselves the third-person use of the title, ―the Son of man,‖ 

since it maintains the duality of Jesus and the Son of man, is an index to pre-Easter tradition. The same is 

true of the fact that among the Son-of-man texts there is never any differentiation between resurrection 

and parousia.  

It is not certain, as noted above, whether the Son of man was already an eschatological theme current in 

Judaism. If it was, Jesus could have evoked this theme in public preaching (Matt 12:40 = Luke 11:30; 

Luke 12:8). If it was not, Jesus‘ use of the Son-of-man title with reference to the consummation of history 

would in all probability have been limited to esoteric tradition—until the hearing before the Sanhedrin 

(Mark 14:62 = Matt 26:64 = Luke 22:69). The second possibility is highly probable, since nearly all the 

texts as they stand have the disciples alone for their audience.  



The ultimate secret of Jesus‘ identity—his identity as the Son of man—was unambiguously revealed 

only with his resurrection from the dead. Prior to that it remained veiled, whether the veiled form 

functioned as promise (Matt 10:23) or as threat (Mark 14:62 = Matt 27:64 = Luke 22:69).  

In the present prior to this revelation Jesus understood himself as the still hidden Messiah whose task 

was to win the heart of Israel. But the scenario of a prince sent to his people in the guise of a commoner to 

fire their allegiance in preparation for the day when he would be revealed as their king went dramatically 

awry. To depict aspects of his mission Jesus had drawn on the images of the physician (Mark 2:17 = Matt 

9:13 = Luke 5:31) and of the messenger sent to announce that the banquet was ready (Mark 2:17 = Matt 

9:13 = Luke 5:32; cf. Luke 14:16–17). But the physician was told to heal himself (Luke 4:23) and the 

messenger was sent back to his master with a set of refusals (cf. Luke 14:21). In dirge (mainly 3/2 beat) 

rhythm Jesus lamented the refusal:  

O Jerusalem, Jerusalem, killer of prophets,  

how many times have I longed to gather your children,  

as a mother bird gathers her brood under her wings— but you would not have it!  

(Matt 23:37 = Luke 13:34).  

6. Why and How Jesus Died. The narrative scheme in the Synoptic gospels, insofar as it allows for 

only a single journey of Jesus to Jerusalem, was symbolic: he went to Jerusalem to die (Luke 13:33). The 

length of Jesus‘ public career according to the Fourth Gospel (ca. three years) probably approximated the 

historical reality. He must, then, have traveled to Jerusalem several times and stayed there at least for a 

few days at the yearly Passover and perhaps for other feasts as well.  

Jesus experienced both success and failure in his mission. Two kinds of charisma were operative in 

bringing him a certain public success: ―prophetic‖ charisma in his proclamation and ―magic‖ charisma in 

his wonderworking. (These modern terms do not signify that Jesus was a prophet or a magician, though in 

point of fact he was the first and not the second.) The kind of popular success that was sometimes 

expressly noted in the tradition and more often was implicit in public scenes finds confirmation in the fact 

that, when planning to arrest him, his adversaries felt the need of stealth ―lest there be a riot among the 

people‖ (Mark 14:2 = Matt 26:5).  

Though Jesus addressed his proclamation to all Israel, there was a kind of popular success that he 

neither sought nor accepted, but repudiated. It is illustrated by his rejection of and flight from the attempt 

of a Galilean crowd ―to make him king‖ (John 6:15). The success he rejected was the excitement of 

people at having found a champion of the depressed, a potential political and economic liberator who 

would free the nation and feed the hungry. The success that he sought was a positive response to his 

proclamation, to the teachings that explained it, and to the moral commands that accorded with it, as well 

as a positive response to his personal invitations to discipleship. This was, indeed, a response to a 

champion of the depressed, but one who offered neither a program for political independence nor any 

banquet in the present life. His following was not meant to look for revolution in the here and now. It was 

meant to look rather for the supreme revolution, the transcendent fulfillment that would be the 

consummation of history and the reign of God. Whatever the enthusiasm that his cures generated and 

however great the crowds that listened to him, Israel as a whole had not yet crystallized its response to his 

mission. Now he came to Jerusalem for Passover, determined to force the issue. He would place a public 

act dramatically epitomizing his mission and compelling the attention of Jerusalem. The way Jerusalem 

went the nation would go.  

a. The Royal Entry and the Cleansing of the Temple. That Jesus did in fact place the act of cleansing 

the temple (i.e., driving money changers and merchants of sacrificial birds and animals from the temple 

court) is solidly probable in the light of the indices of discontinuity and originality. Respecting 

discontinuity with the early Church: even the most primitive account, that of Mark, has toned down a 

dangerous memory, probably for fear of otherwise allowing hearers to misconstrue Jesus‘ act as that of a 

revolutionary. Hence Jesus is depicted as acting alone, although the detail of Mark 11:16 implies the 

collaboration of his disciples in controlling the temple gates. (Whether the temple police intervened is 

unknown.) Matthew and Luke have carried the Markan tendency still further, offering jejune, gingerly 



accounts that reduce the dimensions of the event and obscure its causal relation to the conspiracy against 

and arrest of Jesus (contrast Mark 11:18). Finally, John has altogether removed the cleansing of the 

temple from the prologue to the passion story. Respecting originality vis-à-vis Judaism: in the history of 

the Herodian temple there is no real parallel to Jesus‘ act, although the story of Jesus, son of Ananias (JW 

6.5.3 §300–9), illustrates how perilous it was for anyone to assume a public stance toward the temple that 

might be interpreted as negative. Thus what is distinctive about Jesus‘ act is first of all its sheer boldness.  

What did the act mean? The answer depends especially on how its context is defined. The immediate 

context was Jesus‘ deliberately contrived solemn entry into the city and temple. Form-critically the entry 

narrative is a legend; stylistically it is overlaid with folkloric (Mark 11:1–6 = Matt 21:1–6 = Luke 19:28–

34) and midrashic (Mark 11:9a = Matt 21:9a; John 12:13) motifs. Nevertheless historicity accrues to the 

substance of the entry account from the semantic bond uniting the entry with the cleansing. This bond 

could be severed, as the Gospel of John shows; but it is clear from the Synoptic tradition that the two 

events derive from one matrix and were originally elements of a single symbolic structure.  

According to a fixed, age-old, Near Eastern structure of symbols, royal acclamation is followed by the 

new king‘s establishment or restoration of cult. In the gospel accounts the entry motifs were inescapably 

royal, for certain aspects of the procession from the Mount of Olives to the temple deliberately evoked the 

image of the king celebrated in Zech 9:9, ―lowly and riding upon an ass.‖ (Cited by Matthew and John, 

this text is implicitly referred to in the other accounts.) Though the cleansing scene offers no specifically 

messianic motif, there are reasons for relating it to messianism. Just as the task of temple building was 

specifically royal, so in classical biblical tradition, as in Mesopotamia, the tasks of establishing, 

maintaining, and restoring the cult were reserved to the king. As symbolic act, then, the cleansing 

belonged to the same royal or messianic thematic as the entry. Entry and cleansing together signaled the 

arrival of the time of fulfillment. The epiphany of the Son of David meant that ―this age‖ had been 

overtaken by ―the age to come.‖ His visitation of the temple signified the end of the historic cult and the 

inauguration of eschatological cult. (This symbolism, to be sure, exhibits an open, unfinished structure, 

for it merely signifies an eschatological cult without specifying its character or content.)  

It would be a mistake to infer from the symbolic character of the cleansing that Jesus did not intend a 

real critique of temple practice. Prophetic passion (John 2:17) powered the whole event and rightly gave it 

the name of a ―cleansing.‖ What provoked this passion is indicated both by Jesus‘ explanatory words 

(Mark 11:17 = Matt 21:13 = Luke 19:46; John 2:16), which, striking an eschatological note in the words 

―for all peoples‖ (Mark 11:17), contrasted the temple in God‘s holy intention with the temple in man‘s 

sinful history, and by the detail that Jesus ―would not allow anyone to carry anything through the temple 

court‖ (Mark 11:16; cf. m. Ber. 9:5 on not using the temple court as a shortcut). What provoked this 

indignation was routine irreverence pragmatically sanctioned by authority. The record of his teaching 

shows that, so far from acquiescing in life‘s routine disorders, Jesus censured them and called for their 

reform. Thus he rigorously forbade the routine use of oaths (Matt 5:34–37), routine verbal abuse (Matt 

5:22), routine concupiscence (Matt 5:28). He fiercely protested against the use of Torah and hălākâ to 

protect hardness of heart: the taken-for-granted practice of divorce (Mark 10:1–12 = Matt 19:1–12) and 

the spuriously pious refusal to help one‘s parents in need (Mark 7:10–12 = Matt 15:3–6). He warned that 

the heedlessly slanderous word would be remembered at the judgment (Matt 12:36–37) and he made sins 

of speech the epitome of uncleanness (Mark 7:15 = Matt 15:11). In short, he condemned all the shifts and 

dodges of ―average carnal man‖ that Israel, like the world at large, simply assumed and accepted as part 

of the human condition. In full accord with this complex of views and commands, the cleansing of the 

temple was the fallout from a collision. Passion for the honor of God and the restoration of Israel collided 

with toleration of routine irreverence toward the temple, i.e., toleration of tables of money-changers (m. 

Šeqal. 1:3) and stalls of merchants (Zech 14:21) on the temple court, and the use of the court by water-

carriers and others as a shortcut between Ophel and the eastern suburbs (m. Ber. 9:5).  

In the Synoptic tradition the entry into Jerusalem and the cleansing of the temple are followed by the 

question about Jesus‘ authority (Mark 11:27–33 = Matt 21:23–27 = Luke 20:1–8; John 2:18–20), though 

none of the Synoptic Gospels connects it immediately with the cleansing. In the Gospel of John, on the 



other hand, the cleansing is immediately followed by the demand of ―the Jews‖ for a sign justifying Jesus‘ 

pretention to superior authority. Though not provable, neither is it improbable that the original placement 

of the temple riddle (Mark 14:58 [= Matt 26:61]) was just where it is found now in John‘s gospel, namely, 

in an epilogue to the cleansing of the temple (John 2:18–20).  

If such was the immediate demand of the authorities, it would clearly indicate that they had rightly 

interpreted Jesus‘ act as ―prophetic‖ and perhaps as symbolic in intent. Jesus, however, refused to meet 

the demand except by the indirection of a riddle. To the Sanhedrists this response was pretentious and 

odious; probably caution in the face of Jesus‘ popular following and that alone (Mark 14:2 = Matt 26:5) 

postponed his arrest.  

The original wording of the riddle is irrecoverable, but the subtraction of Markan redactional touches 

(Mark 14:58) would yield:  

I will destroy this sanctuary  

and in three days I will build another.  

Behind such words stood the oracle of Nathan, the classic source of royal messianism (2 Sam 7:13–14), 

making the building of the sanctuary the task of David‘s son. A Qumran text (4QFlor 1–13) offers a 

messianic reading of the oracle (though without specifically referring this to the verses on the building of 

the sanctuary). The destruction of the sanctuary belonged, as we have seen (see C.5), to the eschatological 

ordeal. The three-days motif (cf. Luke 13:32–33) locates the building of the new sanctuary in the 

eschaton; it is the equivalent of the advent of the reign of God bringing the ordeal to an end.  

In this reconstruction, the whole event takes on a peculiarly Zecharian allure: Jesus came to the temple 

―lowly and riding upon an ass‖ (Zech 9:9); he drove the buyers and sellers and money-changers from the 

courtyard, for ―on that day there shall no longer be any merchant in the house of the LORD of hosts‖ 

(Zech 14:21); and, challenged to establish his authority by a ―sign,‖ he answered as ―the man whose name 

is ‗the Branch‘ ‖ who would ―build the temple of the LORD‖ (Zech 6:12).  

The whole event triggered the conspiracy that led to Jesus‘ death (Mark 11:18 = Luke 19:47b–48). 

Judas Iscariot would become a linchpin of the conspiracy‘s success (Mark 14:10–11, 17–21 = Matt 

26:14–16, 20–25 = Luke 22:3–6, 21–23; cf. John 13:21–30). But before it issued in his arrest (Mark 

14:43–46 = Matt 26:47–50 = Luke 22:47–48; John 18:2–3), Jesus gathered with his disciples for the 

celebration of Passover.  

b. Last Supper, Arrest, Trial, Execution. The Johannine account of the farewells of Jesus offers a 

chronology different from that of the Synoptic Gospels. All agree that Jesus died on a Friday. According 

to John, this was Nisan 14, whereas in the Synoptic Gospels it was Nisan 15. In John, then, there was no 

Passover meal on Jesus‘ last evening with his disciples; in the Synoptic Gospels the last supper was a 

Passover meal. Certainty about which of these chronologies is correct is beyond our reach, but probability 

on the basis of a mass of minute, circumstantial detail especially in the Synoptic accounts of the Last 

Supper favors their chronology.  

Dominating the memory of what Jesus did and said at that meal were two sets of acts and words. First, 

there was Jesus‘ act of blessing, breaking, and distributing the unleavened bread; corresponding to the 

blessing customarily spoken over the bread, Jesus said: ―This is my body‖ (Mark 14:22 [= Matt 26:26]; 

cf. Luke 22:19 [= 1 Cor 11:24]). Second, after the meal proper, Jesus distributed a single cup (the third 

cup or ―cup of blessing‖ according to the Passover ritual) and, in accord with the blessing, bade his 

disciples to drink from it, saying: ―This is my blood, covenant blood, (to be) poured out for many‖ (Mark 

14:24 [= Matt 26:28]; cf. Luke 22:20 [= 1 Cor 11:25]). This scripturally charged language, by its allusions 

to Exod 24:8, Jer 31:31, and Isa 53:11–12, interpreted Jesus‘ imminent death as both an expiatory offering 

and a sacrifice sealing God‘s covenant with all who would enter the new Israel. If immediately following 

his words on the bread and, again, immediately following his words on the wine, Jesus gave the same 

bread and the same wine to his disciples to be eaten and drunk, this act of giving signified that by their 

eating and drinking they shared in the atoning power of his death and in the new covenant that his death 

would seal. The combination of these motifs thus defined his disciples as the nucleus of eschatological 

Israel. As the event of the cleansing of the temple brought into prominence a correlate of the reign of God 



(namely, the new people symbolized by the motif of the new sanctuary), so this complementary event, 

centered on the coming death of Jesus, highlighted another correlate of God‘s reign: the new covenant.  

The historicity of the eucharistic acts and words of Jesus is commended by their distinctiveness and 

originality. Detailed linguistic analysis grounds an important conclusion on the genre of the Markan 

account: it is a historical report (Pesch 1978: 76–81). Also relevant to historicity is the fact that Paul by 

the phrase ―from the Lord‖ (apo tou Kuriou, 1 Cor 11:23) designated the eucharistic words as a tradition 

that had originated with Jesus himself. See LAST SUPPER.  

With the help of Judas, Jesus was arrested later on the same night in a garden on the Mount of Olives. In 

a trial before the hastily convened Sanhedrin, the riddle of the sanctuary was cited against him. The 

decisive moment, however, was his response, affirmative in content, to the high priest‘s question: ―Are 

you the Messiah, the Son of the Blessed One?‖ (Mark 14:61 [= Matt 26:63]; cf. Luke 22:67, 70). Jesus 

was found guilty of blasphemy, which apparently lay in dishonoring the name of God by falsely claiming 

to be his ―Son‖ (Blinzler 1969: 155–57). The condemnation for blasphemy was to death; since the 

Sanhedrin did not have jurisdiction in capital cases (the Romans reserved that to themselves), the case 

would be referred to the Roman Prefect temporarily in Jerusalem for the feast.  

The following morning Jesus was tried before the Roman prefect, Pontius Pilate, on charges of sedition, 

the core element of which was the charge that he claimed to be a king (Luke 23:2). Found guilty by Pilate 

despite the political innocence implied in Jesus‘ answers and his silence, he was scourged and led to 

Golgotha, just outside the city gates, where Roman soldiers crucified him together with two brigands. If 

Mark 15:25 is an interpolation in the text (Blinzler 1969: 420–21), Jesus was crucified about noon and 

died some three hours later. By order of the prefect, the body of Jesus was taken down from the cross and 

buried in a nearby tomb provided by a disciple, Joseph of Arimathea (John 19:38–42).  

Contributing to the irony and pathos of the passion story were the betrayal by Judas, the denials of 

Peter, the flight of the disciples, the presence (probably on the city wall) of the women, including the 

mother of Jesus, who had cared for him during his public career, the titulus on the cross (―the king of the 

Jews‖), and the taunts of his enemies. The exact date of Jesus‘ death cannot be computed with certainty, 

but of the concrete possibilities the most likely is April 7 of the year 30.  

c. The Why and the How of Jesus’ Death. To sum up the why and the how of Jesus‘ death: What was 

it in him that provoked hostility on the part of the Jerusalem establishment? The answer probably lies in 

the extraordinary pretention to authority inherent in all that Jesus said and did throughout his public 

career. The supreme expression of this grandiose if implicit claim was his royal entry into Jerusalem, the 

cleansing of the temple, and the riddle imaging the destruction of the sanctuary and the building of a new 

one in, or after, three days. Had he not spoken words against and laid violent hands upon the untouchable? 

He had never taken care to reserve a place for the elite of scribes, elders, and priests in his scheme of the 

future. They repaid him in the same coin. In the tension-laden little world of Roman-dominated Israel 

there was not room enough for both this aristocracy and that incalculable popular figure and possible 

messianic pretender. The leaders of the Sanhedrin took the initiative and, with the help of a disaffected 

disciple of Jesus, they brought him down.  

Was Jesus‘ will to specify his death as an expiatory offering coherent with his proclamation of God‘s 

gratuitous salvation even for notorious sinners? Some have thought not; they have accordingly dismissed 

as unhistorical the entire line of esoteric tradition bearing on Jesus‘ approaching destiny: his prophecy of 

rejection, death, and vindication; his word on giving his life as a ransom; the eucharistic words, especially 

on ―covenant‖ and ―for many.‖  

This view, however, overlooks the context in which this esoteric tradition was not only intelligible but 

inevitable, namely, the dilemma which the prospect of Israel‘s rejection of his mission posed for Jesus. 

His offer of salvation was indeed free, but positive response to it was requisite, not optional. The prospect 

of rejection created an anomaly. The good news of the reign of God risked turning into a condemnation. 

Was the herald of Israel‘s restoration to become the instrument of its ruin? What could be done for the 

refuser in this situation of refusal?  



Jesus found the solution in his own expiatory death. So far from responding to some unintelligible 

demand incompatible with grace, his expiatory death was an initiative of pure grace, meant above all for 

Israel (Pesch 1978: 105–9). Having willed his death for the forgiveness of the sins of Israel and the sins of 

the world, he took the decisive step toward this destiny when, in response to the authoritative question of 

the high priest, he explicitly affirmed in public, for the first and only time, his claim to be the messianic 

Son of God.  

7. The Easter Experience of the Disciples. In the faith of Israel ―resurrection‖ signified far more than 

the resuscitation of the dead. According to Dan 12:3 the risen shall shine ―like the stars for ever and ever‖ 

(cf. the use of ―stars‖ for angels in Dan 8:10). A like conclusion is attested by the words of Jesus to the 

Sadducees: ―for when they rise from the dead, they neither marry nor are given in marriage, but are like 

angels in heaven‖ (Mark 12:25 [= Matt 22:30 = Luke 20:35]); the Lukan text continues: ―for they cannot 

die any more …‖ (Luke 26:36).  

Paul has furnished detailed and decisive evidence on what ―resurrection‖ meant to ancient Jews and 

Christians. In 1 Cor 15:50 he cited what was probably a pre-Pauline distich to the effect that neither the 

living nor the dead can enter the reign of God as they are (Jeremias 1955: 151–55); his resolution of this 

dilemma was that, just as the dead would be wholly transformed by resurrection (1 Cor 15:42–44), so the 

living would be simultaneously transformed at the parousia (1 Cor 15:51–52). The point is clear: the life 

of the age to come would differ radically from the conditions of present life. Though ―resurrection‖ 

signified bodily life, the bodily life in question would be sublated, transformed, ―pneumatic‖ (1 Cor 

15:44). The leading theme of Paul‘s treatment of the nature of resurrection (1 Cor 15:35–58) was 

precisely the transformed corporeity of the resurrected dead (1 Cor 15:35–49), in accord with rabbinic 

conceptions and argumentation (Morissette 1972: 210–16), as well as of the living, once they were 

―changed‖ at the parousia (1 Cor 15:50–52).  

Respecting the tradition of Easter texts in the NT, a few points may be noted from the start. The 

resurrection of Jesus is not depicted. Moreover, the original story of the discovery of the empty tomb has 

been nearly lost in an overlay of kerygmatic motifs. Again, what the tradition accounted as the first 

appearance of the risen Jesus, which was to ―Simon‖ (Luke 24:34) or ―Cephas‖ (1 Cor 15:5), has left no 

narrative depicting it. Further, the prehistory of the gospel texts can be penetrated only in part and that 

partial reconstruction is necessarily tentative. Finally, the accounts are unharmonizable among 

themselves. (On the resurrection texts in the gospels, see the ABD articles on each gospel.) However 

pertinent these observations, it nevertheless remains that testimony to the risen Jesus is early, firm, 

various but coherent, and acknowledged in all known currents of early Christian tradition as the 

foundation of the life of the church.  

The following are seven positive ascertainments respecting the earliest stage of the tradition on ―the 

Easter experience of the disciples.‖ First, the Easter experience proper was not the discovery of an empty 

tomb; rather, it was the experience of appearances of Jesus.  

Second, the sources depict the disciples‘ interpretation of these appearances as the realization, in the 

singular destiny of Jesus, of the eschatological resurrection of the dead. Simply put, the disciples 

explained their experience in the following terms: God had raised Jesus from the dead (1 Thess 1:10; 1 

Cor 6:14; Rom 4:24; 8:11; 10:9; etc.).  

Third, in this resurrection they saw the divine vindication of Jesus; hence they understood his exaltation 

as Messiah and Lord (1 Cor 8:6; 12:3; Rom 1:3–4; 8:34b; 10:9; Acts 2:36; 3:20–21; etc.) to be integral to 

his resurrection. The immediate consequence was an Easter explosion of christological speech.  

Fourth, they understood themselves, correlatively, as the messianic community in which Israel had 

come to eschatological restoration.  

Fifth, the Easter experience was an experience of forgiveness, for it effected reconciliation (Stuhlmacher 

1986: 54)—the reconciliation to God through the communion offered by his glorified Son, of men who 

had earlier rejected this same Son (James), or abandoned him (the disciples in general), or ―denied‖ him 

(Peter), or ―persecuted‖ him (Paul).  

Sixth, an integral element of the Easter experience was the missionary mandate of the risen Christ.  



Seventh, Easter created a new situation with respect to the scheme of the future that Jesus had presented 

to his disciples (see above, C.5). If it had not been clear before, it was now clear that the Lord Jesus would 

himself come on clouds to signal the consummation of history (1 Thess 4:16–17 = Matt 24:30–31, etc.). A 

segment of time had now been inserted between the vindication of Jesus by resurrection and his parousia, 

which would mark the advent of the reign of God.  

Each of these points calls for at least brief elaboration. We begin with the empty tomb. The primitive 

tradition on the empty tomb affirmed that early on the Sunday following the crucifixion some of the 

women associated with Jesus during his public career discovered that the tomb in which he had been 

buried was empty. They reported this to the disciples, who found that the story of the women was true.  

Reduced to these terms, the tradition was a sober account of significant fact. It was not the ground of 

faith in the risen Jesus. Much less was it taken to be a proof that he had risen. It involved no angels and no 

proclamations. The unkerygmatic nature of the primitive tradition is indicated especially by Luke 24:24, 

―some of those who were with us went to the tomb and found it just as the women had said, but him they 

did not see.‖ The account in John 20:1–2 (Benoit 1960) is comparable. Here Mary Magdalene discovered 

that the rock had been moved from the mouth of the tomb; she went to Simon Peter and ―the other 

disciple, the one whom Jesus loved‖ with this perplexing piece of news. There was no angel on the scene. 

Mary acted on her own initiative. Her report was simply, ―They have taken the Lord out of the tomb and 

we do not know where they have laid him‖ (John 20:2). (In this last line the plural ―we‖ is possibly 

indicative of the tradition according to which Mary was accompanied by other women.) Such is the 

recovery of an originally pre-kerygmatic, pre-apologetic tradition on the tomb.  

It follows that the Easter experience proper did not begin with the tomb but with the appearances of 

Jesus. The earliest text on the appearances is the pre-Pauline formula cited in 1 Cor 15:3–5.  

Christ died for our sins in accordance with the scriptures,  

and he was buried,  

and he was raised on the third day in accordance with the scriptures,  

and he appeared to Cephas, then to the twelve.  

The formula moves from Jesus‘ death and burial (lines 1 and 2) to his resurrection and appearances 

(lines 3 and 4). The central affirmations are in the parallel lines 1 and 3; lines 2 and 4 functioned each as 

the warrant of the preceding statement. The result is that, as Harnack put it, ―the burial authenticates the 

really occurring death and the vision authenticates the really occurring resurrection‖ (SPAW, 64). The 

whole formula therefore asserts: he really died and he really rose. As in all such formulas the accent falls 

on the resurrection. ―He was buried‖ immediately attests the death, but it does so precisely in order to set 

up the climactic theme of resurrection. From this consciously fashioned transition it follows that the 

expression in line 3, ―he was raised,‖ is meant to comprehend the specifically corporeal dimension of 

―resurrection.‖ The repeated motif of the advance testimony of the scriptures is a qualifier: Christ died for 

our sins, as the scriptures have prophetically attested that he would; and God raised him on the third day 

(cf. Tg. Neb. Hos 6:2), as the scriptures have prophetically attested that he would. Though the testimony 

of Cephas and ―the twelve‖ is a most distinctive motif, it remains subordinate to the basic confession. 

(Inattention to the structure of the formula has repeatedly led to the mistaken supposition that the phrase 

―he was buried‖ attests the tradition of the empty tomb. It does not; the formula does, however, present a 

view of resurrection that coheres with and even entails the empty tomb.)  

Second point: the disciples interpreted the appearances as evidence of Jesus‘ ―resurrection‖; that is, they 

understood an eschatological event, the resurrection of the dead, to have found unique advance realization 

in Jesus. This, of course, is inescapably implied in the formula we have already considered (1 Cor 15:3–

5). In the career of Paul it is underscored as the revelation that reversed the direction of his life:  

You have heard of my former life in Judaism, how I persecuted the church of God violently and tried to 

destroy it … But [God] … was pleased to reveal his Son to me … (Gal 1:13, 15–16).  

Furthermore, Paul clearly set this event apart from such ecstatic experiences as he recounted in 2 Cor 

12:2–9, which, ―whether in the body or out of it,‖ comprehended being ―caught up‖ into Paradise (2 Cor 



12:2–3). It is not possible to specify what concrete experiential index led Paul to differentiate these 

experiences; in any case, he did differentiate them.  

Third point: in the resurrection the disciples found the vindication of Jesus. Easter was the revelation 

that his historic claims, implicit and finally explicit, had been true and that they had now been stunningly 

established as true. Hence Jesus‘ exaltation as messianic Son and Lord was seen first of all as rooted in 

his history. Indeed, the resurrection brought the messianic history of Jesus to completion. Whether the 

text on the Messiah as both Son and Lord of David (Mark 12:35–37 = Matt 22:41–46 = Luke 20:41–44) 

derived from Jesus or from the early community, it makes this precise point. David (Ps 110:1) had himself 

called his son Lord,‖ for by the power of the Spirit (Mark 12:36 = Matt 22:43) he had heard God bid his 

(David‘s) son to sit at God‘s right hand, a newly anointed cosmic victor.  

Jesus‘s exaltation, as the completion and vindication of this career, released an outpouring of 

christological speech that continued through the lifetime of the next two generations. Among the 

immediate sources of this phenomenon was the conviction that in Jesus the scriptures had come to plenary 

and convergent fulfillment. Soon the gentile world would come into view as a mission field and Jesus 

would be proclaimed as ―Lord of all‖ (Rom 10:12; Acts 10:36; cf. 1 Cor 8:6), of Jew and Greek (Rom 

10:12; Acts 20:21; cf. 11:20), the living and the dead (Rom 14:7–9; 2 Cor 5:15), the human and the spirit 

world (Phil 2:10–11). Henceforward the glorification of Jesus would prompt a gathering up of the hope 

motifs from the covenants, sagas, prophecies, and psalms of Israel and the poetry, philosophy, and 

mystery cults of Greece, to affirm that all human aspiration had come to realization in him.  

Fourth point: the self-understanding of the disciples underwent a change correlative to the christology of 

Easter. The men and women who had been followers of Jesus now understood themselves as the 

messianic community of the new covenant. The promise of a new covenant (Jer 31:31–34) had been a key 

theme in nonrabbinic Judaism (Bar 2:35; CD 6:19; 8:21; 19:33–34; 20:12; 1QpHab 2:3); it arose among 

the disciples of Jesus as the Easter experience confirmed the Last Supper and the death of Jesus as 

covenant sacrifice. The community thus became the first fruits of messianic Israel, just a step ahead of its 

brethren. As the first fruits sanctify the whole harvest to come, so this new community on Zion sanctified 

all Israel on the point of entry into its true inheritance. Meantime, the community was the remnant of 

Israel (Rom 11:1–10; cf. remnant passages implicitly cited in Acts 2:21, 47, etc.), but, in accord with the 

scriptures on the remnant, it was destined to ―strike root downward and bear fruit upward‖ (Isa 37:31), for 

the remnant on Mount Zion (Isa 37:32), made up of the sōzomenoi (Acts 2:47)—a remnant term (cf. LXX 

Isa 37:32) designating in Acts ―those who would be saved,‖ i.e., those destined for acquittal at the 

judgment—was the seed of national restoration.  

Fifth point: Easter as reconciliation. It is a remarkable fact that Paul, addressing and arguing with 

Cephas, testified to the nonoriginality of the great Pauline theme of justification: ―we [i.e., you as much as 

I] have come to know [by our encounter with the risen Christ] that man is made righteous not by works of 

the law but through faith in Christ‖ (Gal 2:15–16). Paul‘s main point was that the Easter experience had 

bypassed the Torah, neither comprehending nor entailing it; but in making this point he showed that he 

understood and counted on Cephas‘ having understood this normative experience as one of forgiveness 

and reconciliation. This corresponds to the plentifully attested Easter consciousness of the death of Jesus 

as expiatory offering (see the pre-Pauline formulas in 1 Cor 15:3–5; Rom 3:25–26; 4:25).  

Sixth point: Easter as missionary mandate. Again, Paul was a privileged early witness to this dimension 

of the Easter experience. God ―was pleased to reveal his Son to me, that I might proclaim him among the 

gentiles‖ (Gal 1:16). Paul supposes the same of the Easter experience of Cephas (Gal 2:7–9). Moreover, 

he inserted the Easter experience of the Apostles as a hinge moment in the three-step sequence that runs 

through the whole of his soteriology: (1) God‘s expiatory and redemptive act in Christ enacted in the 

world a universal economy of reconciliation (2) through the Easter appointment of ministers of the Spirit 

to proclaim ―the gospel‖ and (3) through the acceptance of this gospel in ―faith,‖ making God‘s saving 

economy operative. If the third step in this sequence is a Pauline commonplace, it should be noted that the 

first two steps dominate the celebrated text of 2 Cor 5:18–21. As Sinai ―founded‖ the Law in Israel (LXX 

Ps 77:5), so the Easter revelation to those chosen as Apostles ―founded‖ the gospel or ―message of 



reconciliation‖ in the world (Hofius 1980: 11–16). Easter as missionary mandate would be retained and 

transformed in the later gospel tradition.  

Seventh point: Easter inaugurated a new eschatological scenario. The variations among the NT writers 

on this theme are all held within the basic framework that emerged from the differentiation ex eventu of 

the Day of the Son of man. The resurrection of Jesus was not revealed to the whole world, so signaling its 

consummation. It was neither imposed on Jesus‘ judges (Mark 14:62 = Matt 26:64 = Luke 22:69) nor 

bestowed on ―all the people‖ (Acts 10:41). Rather, it was reserved ―to us who were chosen by God as 

witnesses‖ (Acts 10:41). In Jesus‘ original scheme of the future, the revelation of the Son of man would 

mark the end of the eschatological ordeal. In the actuality of events, Jesus‘ glorification, taking place long 

before the end of the ordeal and so of all history, apparently led the hebraioi (Cephas, the twelve, the 

Aramaic-speaking community of Jesus‘ followers in Jerusalem) to reduce to provisional status Jesus‘ 

eschatology of woe (the ruin of Israel, its capital, and temple). At the same time, it led the Greek-speaking 

Jewish converts of the Easter kerygma, the hellēnistai (Stephen and his followers) to conclude that Jesus‘ 

glorification vindicated and guaranteed his eschatology of woe—a view that made them pariahs in 

Jerusalem and led to their expulsion from the city. What all Christian parties held in common, however, 

was an interim between resurrection and parousia to be defined and dominated by the mission of the 

church.  

From the foregoing account of the career of Jesus and of the Easter experience of his disciples, it 

follows that Jesus, as a historic figure and as an object of the Easter experience, was indeed the founder of 

Christianity. It further follows that Christianity had assumed its distinctive identity (though without yet 

arriving at thematic knowledge of that identity) in independence of gentile influence and prior to the 

mission to the gentile world.  
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BEN F. MEYER  

QUEST FOR THE HISTORICAL JESUS  

The phrase ―quest for the historical Jesus‖ normally refers to a movement of scholarship that emerged 

with Reimarus in the 18th century and continues in various forms into the late 20th century. It is 

sometimes used in a broad sense to denote all historical research into the life and times of Jesus; 

sometimes it is used in a more narrow sense to denote only one branch of this, namely, revisionist theories 

linked to particular theological or political agendas. In this connection the term ―the historical Jesus‖ is 

sometimes used to refer to Jesus as he actually was (whether or not we can know about him thus), and 

sometimes to refer to Jesus as he can be reconstructed by historians working within a particular frame of 

reference (whether or not this does justice to how Jesus actually was). The latter sense will be referred to 

below as ―the historical Jesus.‖  

———  

A. Problems  

B. Reimarus to Schweitzer  

1. Reimarus  
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4. Holtzmann  
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E. The ―Third Quest‖  

1. Introduction  
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3. Harvey  
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5. Sanders  

6. Others  

7. Unfinished Agendas  

F. Conclusion  

———  

A. Problems  

There are six commonly held but erroneous views about the quest. (1) Reimarus began it. In fact, 

Reimarus drew on the work of earlier writers, particularly English Deists (Brown 1985: 1–55). (2) All 

writers about Jesus have been trying to do the same thing, namely, to reconstruct his actual life and 

teaching. In fact, there have been several very different agendas informing writers, even within the same 

period. (3) Research into Jesus aims at an ―objective‖ account. In fact, objectivity is now perceived to be a 

positivist myth, and historians need to take into account both the reality of external events and the point of 

view of all perceivers, themselves included (Meyer 1979: 76–110). (4) Twentieth century methods of 

gospel study—source, form, and redaction criticism—are part of the quest. They are not, or not 

particularly: They focus on the gospels and the communities behind them, and only tangentially on Jesus. 

(5) The quest has produced no useful results and should now be abandoned. Section E demonstrates the 

contrary. (6) The quest can be divided into discrete chronological sections. Though we follow this 

traditional outline, it is potentially misleading, since there is far more overlap and interplay between 

sections than can thus be indicated (e.g., the close links between Strauss and Bultmann, or between 

Schweitzer and Sanders).  

B. Reimarus to Schweitzer  

Schweitzer himself is responsible for the usual perception of the quest to that date and for drawing 

attention to it as a major theological phenomenon. His outline and angle of vision need to be 

supplemented by others (e.g., Meyer 1979: 25–59, Brown 1985) if a fair picture is to result. The first 

phase of the quest fell historically within a wider movement in which orthodox Christianity came under 

attack from rationalism, and he attempted to respond in various ways; the writers listed below belong on 

both sides of this divide and in various mediating positions. The rationale often given for the quest at this 

stage was that, since the Gospels disagreed about so many things, the historian had to enquire as to what 



exactly happened; in fact this was only one of many motivations, including the desire to discredit 

orthodox Christianity as a whole. A feature of this stage of the quest was the gradual concentration on the 

Synoptic Gospels, as the Gospel of John came to be seen as a secondary theological and nonhistorical 

account.  

1. Reimarus. H.S. Reimarus (1694–1768) wrote a long criticism of Christianity which was published 

after his death by the philosopher G. Lessing. One section dealt with the aims of Jesus, arguing that he 

was a Jewish revolutionary whose disciples, after his failure and death, conceived the idea that he was 

divine. They stole his body and rewrote the story of his life in the light of an alternative Jewish 

expectation, not utilized by Jesus himself, according to which a divine being would appear on the clouds 

to end the world. The failure of this to happen discredits them, as Jesus‘ failure to bring about successful 

revolution had discredited him; Christianity as known subsequently is based therefore on a series of 

mistakes. Schweitzer praises Reimarus too much, but deserves credit for the bold and clear outlines of a 

historical hypothesis which continues to have successors (Brandon 1967: and see Bammel and Moule 

1984).  

2. Strauss. Reimarus‘ emphasis on the non-miraculous nature of Jesus‘ life was picked up by David 

Friedrich Strauss (1808–74), but whereas, for Reimarus, Jesus could be described thus in order to be 

dismissed, for Strauss the required rereading of the gospels meant that the truth of Jesus could be rescued 

in an ahistorical fashion. His massive book focused attention on the nature of the gospels (a question that 

has dominated much of 20th century research), arguing that they were mythical rather than historical. 

Neither the older orthodoxy nor the newer rationalism would do: On the one hand, supernatural and 

miraculous events do not and did not occur, while on the other hand, what seemed to be accounts of such 

happenings were in reality nonhistorical projections of early faith. Strauss‘ manifest unorthodoxy cost 

him his career, but arguably his questions still remain outstanding.  

3. Renan. E. Renan (1823–92) typified a certain style of Jesus-research (see Schweitzer 1954: 180–92; 

Brown 1985: 233–38). Like Strauss, he achieved great notoriety from his book (1863), though his passage 

to skepticism had a different origin (French Roman Catholicism). With his treatment there came to 

prominence a theme that still dominates some accounts: the distinction between the early period of the 

ministry, in which Jesus won the hearts of all, and the later, when the high demands he made caused most 

to reject him. It is essentially a work of romantic fantasy, charming but cloying, and the great influence it 

has had on popular impressions of Jesus is in inverse proportion to its true worth as history.  

4. Holtzmann. The second half of the 19th century saw the production, particularly in Germany, of a 

steady stream of lives of Jesus, of which probably the best known is that of H. J. Holtzmann (1832–1910). 

His book (1863) focused attention on the Synoptic Gospels, working on the assumption that to solve the 

problems they posed—their order of composition and mutual dependence—was to solve in principle the 

problem of Jesus. The earliest sources would give genuine access to history. The priority of Mark was a 

hypothesis designed to provide a straightforward (and essentially liberal) portrait of Jesus as the teacher of 

timeless ethical truths, whose ministry developed in clear-cut and comprehensible stages, with the 

decisive turning point at Caesarea Philippi (Mark 8:27–9:1). The two main aspects of Holtzmann‘s 

work—his portrait of the ministry, and his belief in source criticism as a means to historiography—have 

continued to exercise considerable influence.  

5. Weiss. A decisive step towards a more accurate historical picture, and at the same time towards a 

continuing theological problem, was taken by Johannes Weiss (1863–1914). In focusing on the meaning 

of the ―kingdom of God‖ in the teaching of Jesus, his book (1892; ET 1971) set its face against the 

liberalism of Ritschl (Weiss‘ father-in-law), and proposed instead a meaning based on a new awareness of 

Jewish apocalyptic: Jesus announced the imminent end of the world. Weiss still drew a psychologizing 

portrait of Jesus, but the emphasis now lay elsewhere, on a historical reconstruction which posed the same 

question as Reimarus, with the difference that it concerned Jesus and not merely his followers: The 

predicted end of the world did not materialize. Weiss was answered by various writers (Schweitzer 1954: 

241–68), but he had set the question in the terms that would dominate Schweitzer‘s own work and, as a 

result, haunt the 20th century quest.  



6. Schweitzer. The work of Albert Schweitzer (1875–1965) stands at the head of the present century 

like a colossus. To him belongs the credit for seeing the quite disparate ―lives of Jesus‖ as, in a sense, a 

single movement, which in his own work he drew together and attempted to round off. In his thorough 

survey he built particularly on the work of Weiss; answering the thoroughgoing skepticism of William 

Wrede (whose work on Mark aimed to show that the apparently straightforward account of Jesus‘ 

ministry in that gospel was in fact a theological construct), he summarized the work of his predecessors in 

pithy prose, weighed them in the balance of his own rigorous analysis, found most of them sadly wanting, 

and offered his own fresh synthesis. In his ―Sketch‖ (1901), and in the conclusion to the larger work 

(1954: 328–401), he argued that Jesus deliberately kept his Messiahship a secret, revealing it to the 

disciples in the Transfiguration and then commanding them to tell nobody, and that Judas betrayed this 

secret to the chief priests. He then goes on to argue that Jesus, who had begun by expecting the Son of 

man to appear during the course of his ministry, was disappointed, and went to his death in order to bring 

down the ―Messianic woes‖ upon himself, so that his people might be delivered (1954: 368–69, 385–95; 

1925: 234–36). The result is in one way purely negative: ―The Jesus of Nazareth who … preached the 

ethic of the Kingdom of God, who founded the Kingdom of Heaven upon earth‖—that is, ―the historical 

Jesus‖ of most 19th century liberal ―lives‖—―never had any existence‖ (1954: 396). However, all is not 

lost for subsequent hermeneutics and theology: ―Jesus means something to our world because a mighty 

spiritual force streams forth from Him and flows through our time also‖; ―not the historical Jesus, but the 

spirit which goes forth from Him and in the spirits of men strives for new influence and rule, is that which 

overcomes the world.‖ The eschatological sayings, in their very oddity for modern humans, ―raise the 

man who dares to meet their challenge … above his world and his time, making him inwardly free‖ 

(1954: 397, 399, 400). Schweitzer thus stands as the bridge between the centuries: summing up the 19th 

century, and pronouncing it a failure, he anticipates some of the major emphases of the 20th.  

7. The ―Old Quest‖: Conclusion. If there is a theme which unites the highly disparate writers between 

Reimarus and Schweitzer, it is their conviction that when a truly historical account of Jesus is arrived at it 

will be of vital importance for the Christian faith. For some, the importance was positive and immediate. 

Jesus, reconstructed in pious historiography, became the wise and gentle teacher of 19th century 

liberalism; Mark became the earliest gospel, a simple record of the Master‘s ministry. For others, the 

importance was largely negative. Reimarus, Strauss, and Schweitzer himself, in their different ways, 

undertook historical description in order to show that the traditional picture of Jesus could not be trusted. 

Reimarus went on to argue that Christianity as a whole was mistaken; Strauss, that its reality lay in the 

realm of timeless truth divorced from history; Schweitzer, that the new historical picture carried with it its 

own timeless imperatives (―He … sets us to the tasks which He has to fulfill for our time‖; 1954: 401). 

The quest for ―the historical Jesus‖, which had marginalized Jesus‘ eschatology in particular, had had its 

bluff called, and could not reply. There could be no doubt which of the two roads subsequent scholarship 

would have to take, and the subsequent story of the quest is not least the story of how the consequent 

hermeneutical challenge—how such a strange and remote Jesus could be relevant in a different culture 

and time—was variously met.  

C. Schweitzer to Käsemann  

Between Schweitzer‘s demolition of the 19th century quest in 1906 and Ernst Käsemann‘s lecture in 

1953, new theological movements dominated European theology, most of which had only a small place 

for Jesus. This may be partly attributed to a failure of nerve after Schweitzer (How could a Jewish 

apocalyptic prophet be of use to theology today? How could one be sure of avoiding anachronism if one 

found an answer to the question?) and partly to the protest he himself mounted against the historical 

Jesus—though actually he was not the first to do so. One of the oddities of Schweitzer‘s book is his 

failure to mention M. Kähler, whose work gained in importance in the hands of Barth and Bultmann; and 

partly to the new agendas set for the Church by the convulsions through which the world passed during 

the period, to which the task of reconstructing the biography of Jesus seemed of comparatively little 

relevance. One of the significant trends during this period came in the reversal of an argument implicit in 

much of 19th century work: Instead of conceiving of Jesus as relevant, and therefore not particularly 



Jewish, scholarship after Schweitzer saw him as Jewish, and therefore not particularly relevant. The main 

reason for the new move, however, was profoundly theological, and found initial expression in Barth.  

1. Barth. The second and subsequent editions of Karl Barth‘s Commentary on Romans includes a good 

deal of explicit criticism of the liberal ―historical Jesus.‖ The earthly Jesus, and all he represents in the 

way of religiousness and piety, ends on the cross, which thus stands as the judgment of God against all 

human piety. The meaning of Jesus, including the meaning of his life, is found in his death and there 

alone (Barth 1933: 160). His earthly life is necessarily irrelevant, and must for theological reasons be a 

stumbling block and not an open mirror to his theological significance (280). The early Barth thus 

anticipates a good deal of what subsequently came to be associated with Bultmann. Theology positively 

called for the collapse of the quest (Meyer 1979: 49).  

2. Bultmann. Rudolf Bultmann (1884–1976), whose work dominates 20th century NT studies, is 

perhaps best known for two emphases (in some ways they go back to Strauss), both of which played an 

important negative role in Jesus-research. (a) He provided a detailed analysis of the literary forms of 

Synoptic material, arguing that in most cases these indicate an origin, not in the life of Jesus, but in the 

life of the early Church. (b) He argued that the gospels as they stand are mythical in various senses (not 

fully distinguished by Bultmann: see Thiselton 1980: 252–63), in particular in that they presuppose a 

prescientific worldview with which they clothe—and with which Jesus himself clothed—his essentially 

timeless message. The significance of Jesus could therefore be recaptured by translating-out the mythical 

language into that of existential decision (Bultmann 1958). Form criticism and demythologization were 

thus joint means towards a reading of the gospels which aimed not to find Jesus—lest, as has often been 

said within the Bultmann school, one should base one‘s faith on history and so turn it into a ―work.‖ 

Bultmann‘s own book on Jesus (1934) focuses principally on his teaching, interpreted as existentialist 

challenge to contemporary decision; the sayings are all that is left, and then only certain ones; it is both 

impossible and undesirable to try and discover the personality of Jesus himself. All that is needed is the 

bare fact that he died on a cross. In Bultmann‘s history-of-religious program, the main features of early 

Christianity were derived not from Jewish sources but from Hellenistic ones. The life and ministry of 

Jesus, firmly anchored in Judaism, were therefore only of tangential interest for Christian theology.  

3. Gospel Study. Throughout this period the attention of Synoptic studies was focused more on the 

gospels themselves than on Jesus. Source criticism reached its peak in the work of Streeter (1924), with 

many still believing (like Holtzmann) that they would thus find secure historical grounding in the earliest 

sources, Mark and Q; this belief is still held by some who are trying to revive the Q hypothesis today (see 

Kloppenborg 1987). Some attempted to use form criticism in a similar fashion, not realizing that it was a 

tool designed to find the early Church, not Jesus. By the end of the period there had begun the serious 

study (sometimes called redaction criticism) of the gospels as wholes; again, this method was neither 

designed, nor particularly appropriate, for the task of discovering Jesus within his historical context. Some 

writers, including some Anglo-Saxons (e.g. Manson 1931, 1949) defied the moratorium, but in general 

attention was focused away from Jesus.  

D. The ―New Quest‖  

On 20 October 1953, Ernst Käsemann, then a professor in Göttingen and subsequently in Tübingen, 

delivered a lecture arguing that, though it is true that a ―life of Jesus‖ cannot be written, one must be 

careful not to divorce Christian faith altogether from its historical roots, lest it turn into a sort of docetism 

in which ―Jesus‖ is simply a cipher, and the cross is robbed of its significance. If the earthly Jesus can 

only be understood in terms of Easter, Easter can only be understood in relation to Jesus (Käsemann 

1964: 25). A ―new quest,‖ complete with careful theological rationale and motivation, was thus launched, 

which in certain respects still continues (see Robinson 1959; Meyer 1979: 51–54; Sanders 1985: 29–47). 

Within this movement there have developed certain criteria for assessing the probable historicity of 

individual sayings of Jesus: dissimilarity (if a saying is unlike both the Jewish background and the early 

Church; see Sanders 1985: 16–17; Hooker 1972); consistency (with other material known to be 

authentic); multiple attestation (if a saying appears in different layers of tradition); and linguistic or 

cultural tests (if the saying appears to fit with Palestinian Judaism of the time, not least in allowing a 



possible Aramaic basis). Mutual tension between these tests is quickly apparent, and it is not surprising 

that the results achieved on such a basis have not been particularly solid (see Barbour 1972).  

1. Bornkamm. The first work to appear under this new look was that of G. Bornkamm. In many ways 

Bornkamm kept to the Bultmannian agenda: the miraculous was kept out of the picture, Jesus had no 

special foreknowledge of events to come, and he used no Messianic titles of himself. Nevertheless, some 

important changes were made. Bornkamm‘s Jesus speaks of an eschatological fulfillment in the present, 

as opposed to one located in the future. In several respects the gospels provide us with access to genuine 

historical happenings; the call of the twelve, for instance, need not (as with Bultmann) be attributed to the 

retrojecting tendency of the early Church. But still it is the message of Jesus, not the events in which he 

participated, that remains the focus of attention, and that, in the end, results in a summons to faith in the 

present as much as in the past (Bornkamm 1960: 188–91; see also Kümmel 1957, 1974, and Goppelt 

1981).  

2. Jeremias. The work of J. Jeremias, though recognizably Lutheran and thus falling within the post-

Bultmannian mainstream, stands a little outside ―new quest‖ research, looking from one point of view 

more like the pre-Schweitzer quest (in that Jeremias is clearly committed to finding in the gospels the 

Jesus who can be the basis for the Church‘s faith) and from another like the Third Quest (in that he insists 

on understanding Jesus within the matrix of his native Judaism, emphasizing especially the Aramaic base 

of several sayings). In various monographs (1958, 1963, and others), and above all in the first volume of 

his uncompleted New Testament Theology (1971), he presented a sustained account of Jesus‘ ministry and 

mission. Believing that the concrete historical setting of Jesus‘ work was vital for genuine Christian 

theology, and that the Jesus one discovered in that setting offered himself as the incarnation of the call of 

God to every generation, Jeremias painstakingly reconstructed an impressive collection of ipsissima verba 

(words most likely to be attributed to the historical Jesus) by means of linguistic and form-critical 

analysis. He argued in particular for a middle way between the imminent eschatology of Schweitzer (the 

end is near, but not yet) and the realized eschatology of C. H. Dodd (the kingdom is actually present in the 

ministry of Jesus: see, e.g., Dodd 1961), suggesting the cumbersome but more historically likely 

―eschatology in the process of being realized,‖ or, as in the work of Ladd (1966), ―inaugurated 

eschatology.‖ There is a sense in which the kingdom is present, and another in which it is yet to come. 

Though in some ways this merely restates the problem, it avoids the false clarity of the alternatives.  

3. Schillebeeckx. The Dutch Dominican Edward Schillebeeckx has produced one of the longest books 

(1979) on Jesus in this century, though the length owes a good deal to the protracted employment of 

detailed tradition criticism, resulting in portraits of various groups within early Christianity; through the 

gaps between them Jesus himself eventually appears. Schillebeeckx takes a position which is the mirror 

image of Bultmann in that he regards the resurrection appearances as stories from Jesus‘ lifetime read 

forward into the post-Easter appearances. His eventual leap from a purely historical Jesus to the incarnate 

Son of God is based on little or nothing within the body of the book. At the same time he has a wealth of 

insights into the philosophical context of scholarship on Jesus, and many of his sections—not least his 

discussion of Jesus‘ awareness of his own approaching death—are pregnant and fruitfully suggestive.  

4. The ―Jesus Seminar.‖ In the last decade the post-Bultmannian movement has had a new focal point: 

the so-called ―Jesus Seminar,‖ an American group with its own journal (Foundations and Facets Forum) 

and regular meetings at which individual sayings are discussed, debated, and voted on according to a scale 

of probability. At one level these scholars (who include some of the best-known names in North 

American NT scholarship) are attempting to perform for their generation what Bultmann did for his: They 

hope to produce a more-thoroughgoing history of the Synoptic tradition, including extracanonical 

material. At another level, they are clearly convinced that such study, particularly if it demolishes the 

heroic Jesus beloved of some modern American Christianity, will be of great benefit to the world; so the 

seminar‘s results are announced in press conferences, and there is talk of a movie. At the same time, the 

seminar includes several scholars whose thought is running in a different direction, i.e., the Third Quest. 

This represents one of the major tensions within Jesus-research today.  



5. Jesus the Cynic? It has commonly been assumed, at least since Schweitzer, that the more we put 

Jesus into his historical context the more he will turn out to be Jewish. This has been sharply challenged 

by two recent writers, who have suggested that the Jewish strands in the gospels are the accretions, and 

that the earlier we look the more we find Jesus to be much like the wandering Cynic preachers who were a 

familiar sight in the ancient Mediterranean world. First, there is B. H. Mack (1988), who argues that Jesus 

was not an apocalyptic prophet, but a popular sage, a wordsmith purveying aphoristic wisdom, one who 

shocked people into fresh thought for themselves about their social and personal situations, rather than 

teaching any particular doctrine. This bold line is backed up by a new history of gospel traditions in which 

what used to be thought the older layers—the more Jewish and apocalyptic strands—are argued to be later 

accretions, which culminated in a myth of Mark‘s making, a myth which has had (Mack suggests) 

devastating effects on Western, particularly American, self-consciousness. Neither Mark‘s fiction of the 

first appearance of the man of power, nor his fantasy of the final appearance of the man of glory, fit the 

wisdom now required (Mack 1988: 376). In thus reversing what has been normal practice (going back 

behind the Hellenistic layers to find the original Jewish stratum), Mack is nevertheless very close to 

Bultmann and Wrede in his basic historical hypothesis and to many 19th century writers in his 

hermeneutical program: The original Jesus—Jesus as he really was, which turns out to be fairly un-

Jewish—is what contemporary culture needs. The other writer is F. Gerald Downing, who has undertaken 

(1988) a large-scale collection of parallel sayings from the gospels and the Cynics. Despite the initial 

impression of parallelism, however, and the bracing hermeneutic wherein Downing challenges 

comfortable Western Christianity (1987), the case for a close link is weakened by the lack of evidence for 

any Cynic presence in Palestine, and by the fact that the sayings adduced as parallels come from a very 

wide geographical and chronological range. This movement of scholarship has, however, alerted Jesus-

research to the dangers of assuming that Jesus‘ Jewishness—or anyone else‘s in the 1st century, for that 

matter—can be isolated from wider cultural influences and resonances.  

6. Conclusion. The closer we get to our own day, the harder it is to plot patterns and movements. Yet it 

is undeniable that the so-called ―new quest‖ has continued in various forms, without producing any solid 

results that have won wide scholarly approval (see Bowden 1988; and, for a recent exploration within the 

paradigm, Fredriksen 1988). In several ways it has been overtaken by a different movement, owing no 

allegiance to Bultmann, and producing quite different results. Although the debate between these two 

contemporary movements is often conducted in terms of method and historical analysis, it should be clear 

that differing implicit hermeneutical analyses and agendas are also playing a not-inconsiderable part.  

E. The ―Third Quest‖  

The current wave of books about Jesus offers a bewildering range of competing hypotheses. There is no 

unifying theological agenda; no final agreement about method; certainly no common set of results. But 

there are certain features which justify a unifying label. (On the distinction between this ―third quest‖ and 

the previous ―new quest,‖ see Meyer 1979: 16–20; Charlesworth 1988: 26–28; and Neill and Wright 

1988: 397–98.)  

1. Introduction. The most obvious feature is that the massive recent researches into second Temple 

Judaism have forced scholars to rethink what might be involved in understanding Jesus within this 

background (as it is agreed, in this movement, that one must do: i.e., agreeing to that extent with 

Reimarus and Schweitzer against much of 19th century scholarship and the Bultmann school). First-

century sources, particularly Josephus, are being studied seriously after generations of neglect by NT 

scholars. Serious, and in principle answerable, questions are being formulated, as for instance by Sanders 

(1985: 1): What was Jesus‘ intention, what was his relationship to his Jewish contemporaries, why did he 

die, and why did Christianity begin? The methods employed owe less to theological a prioris and more to 

the normal canons of historiography: hypothesis and verification, and testing of sources as part of that 

process (see Meyer 1979: 76–110; Sanders 1985: 3–22). The problem of the nature of the sources, 

particularly the Synoptic Gospels, has not been ignored, but neither is it now regarded as so difficult, even 

when modern literary approaches are taken seriously, as to forbid all serious historical research (see 

Freyne 1988; Sanders and Davies 1989: 335–44). Early ―third quest‖ works include Brandon (1967) and 



Vermes (1973), portraying Jesus as revolutionary and a Galilean holy man respectively. The first option is 

now normally rejected (see Bammel and Moule 1984; though see Buchanan 1984 for a variant of the 

revolutionary theme). The second is taken up by Borg (1984: 229–63), though set in a different context. 

There are four outstanding works in the current literature.  

2. Meyer. B. F. Meyer‘s book (1979) is the most learned and methodologically rigorous of the modern 

works. Basing his historical method on Lonergan‘s epistemology, he analyzes Jesus‘ aims, highlighting 

the restoration of Israel as the theme underlying the proclamation of the kingdom. He argues for the 

accuracy of the gospels‘ distinction between the public and private message of Jesus, such that the public 

actions (particularly table-fellowship with sinners) gained a depth of meaning through allowing the 

question of his identity to emerge. Jesus envisaged a new, reborn community, in which the covenant 

would be renewed and whose sins would be forgiven. The tradition generated by his life gives powerful 

clues to understanding why he did what he did (this, in opposition to some schemes [Vermes 1973, and 

most of the Bultmann school] which postulate a radical disjunction between Jesus and subsequent 

tradition).  

3. Harvey. A. E. Harvey‘s Bampton Lectures (1982) are similarly adventurous in terms of method. 

Employing the notion of ―historical constraint,‖ Harvey argues that Jesus can and must be understood in 

terms of the constraints operating on anyone within the particular culture of the time. He begins with the 

crucifixion: What we know of Roman and Jewish practice indicates that the gospels are substantially 

correct in tracing the basic outline of events that led to Jesus‘ death. The constraint of Law enables us to 

plot Jesus‘ insistence that the urgency of the moment should override some legal provisions; that of Time, 

to understand the eschatological nature of his proclamation. What we know of Miracle in the ANE 

suggests that Jesus refused to work within normal categories. He was known as Messiah (though without 

―divine‖ overtones) during his lifetime: and, since the constraint of monotheism meant that no Jew could 

have thought of himself (or anyone else) as God Incarnate, we must think instead in terms of unique 

agency (on all this, see Neill and Wright 1988: 385–87, and Wright 1986).  

4. Borg. M. J. Borg (1984) argues cogently that Jesus is to be seen as political, not in the sense that he 

was a revolutionary, but because he was actually perceived as a traitor to the nationalist cause. Into a 

situation of intense conflict, Jesus brought a summons to costly mercy and love, which cut across Israel‘s 

current expectations and badges of national identity. He warned Israel that resistance would lead to social 

and military disaster, which would have to be seen as divine judgment. The eschatological passages thus 

refer, not to a coming supernatural event, but to imminent national catastrophe (Borg 1987b). In this 

ministry, Jesus functioned as a sage or holy man, announcing the breaking in of the numinous into 

everyday reality (Borg 1987a). Many otherwise puzzling passages in the gospels come into fresh light 

within this context.  

5. Sanders. E. P. Sanders (1985) gives a clear account of a Jesus seen without the spectacles of 

contemporary piety. He refuses to begin with the sayings, and starts instead his action against the Temple, 

understood within the framework of Jewish restoration eschatology, the hope that a new Temple would be 

built in the coming new age. Passages which speak of his conflict with Pharisees are mostly retrojections 

of later church-and-synagogue controversies; Jesus did challenge received wisdom in some ways, when 

his vision of a new age overrode Jewish custom (―leave the dead to bury their dead‖; see Sanders 1985: 

252–55). His attack on the Temple provoked reaction from the Jewish hierarchy, who handed him over to 

the Romans. He was not political in the sense of revolutionary, as witnessed by the fact that after his death 

his disciples were not also arrested. Sanders is arguably the clearest of the current writers on Jesus, and is 

candid about the issues (e.g., the ―Son of man‖ question) which he leaves unsettled.  

6. Others. Other works have appeared in the same vein, notably those of Caird (1965), Dodd (1971), 

France (1971), Yoder (1972), Riches (1980), Farmer (1982), Buchanan (1984), Lohfink (1984), Rivkin 

(1984), Segundo (1985), Lievestad (1987), Theissen (1987), Horsley (1987) and Freyne (1988). (See the 

survey in Charlesworth 1988: 9–29, 223–43.) Related studies include Derrett (1973), Bowker (1973), 

Chilton (1979; 1984), Lievestad (1987), Charlesworth (1988) and de Jonge (1988). All are exploring more 

or less the same issues, though with the same diversity of background and point of view.  



7. Unfinished Agendas. Perhaps the most-striking feature of the third quest is its current open-

endedness. There is some convergence on the question of appropriate method (see Meyer, Sanders), but 

further work needs to be done, not least in integrating the newer literary approaches to the gospels into the 

historical task (see now particularly Freyne 1988). The exact interrelation between Jesus and Judaism is 

extremely difficult to plot, and continual readjustments are to be expected for some time. So, too, the 

question of continuity and discontinuity between Jesus and the early Church is raised in new and acute 

forms by the current study, which so far has not taken on board the difficult, though clearly closely 

related, question of the resurrection. Theological questions, although quite properly bracketed off in many 

third quest writings, are never in fact far away, and the questions of the meaning of the cross, and the 

identity of Jesus (atonement and christology), are only two of many that could be explored. Many writers 

(not least those in the Third World., e.g., Segundo) imply a hermeneutic in which the Jesus (or the entire 

historical scenario) they rediscover can somehow be translated into contemporary relevance, but none so 

far has addressed the question head on, or in the necessary depth (though see Yoder 1972, and 

Hebblethwaite 1989).  

F. Conclusion  

The quest as normally conceived was born in an atmosphere of anti-Christian polemic (Reimarus) and 

has often continued to be seen in that light, whether by those who rejected the idea of ―the historical 

Jesus‖ (Kähler etc.) or by those suspicious of the third quest for its sitting loose to theology. But any 

critique based on a theological a priori must take account of the fact that among orthodox theology‘s 

regular assertions is that of the full humanness of Jesus. Granted the contemporary puzzles over the 

meaning of the word ―God‖ itself, it may seem on reflection quite proper for theology to give historical 

research its head. Not that historical research will wait for such permission. It deals, ultimately, with 

issues that lie in the public domain, not with matters that can only be discussed within the household of 

faith. The contemporary movements offer plenty of evidence that the quest for the historical Jesus is both 

as alive and as important now as it has ever been.  
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N. T. WRIGHT  

THE ACTUAL WORDS OF JESUS  

The actual words of Jesus—or ipsissima verba—refers to the words which Jesus actually spoke. This 

should be distinguished from the ipsissima vox (the very voice), a term which can be applied to sayings 

which give the sense but not the exact linguistic form of his actual utterances. In this sense, with a very 



few exceptions (words like abba, ephphatha) we simply do not have such ipsissima verba of Jesus. He 

spoke, in all probability, in Aramaic and the NT is written in Greek. Even if he understood and spoke 

some Greek he would scarcely have used it for his public utterances in the Galilean countryside. Greek 

was more at home in the towns and cities. Thus the Greek sayings attributed to Jesus in the gospels can at 

best give the sense of what he said, not the actual form of words. It is therefore convenient, as scholars 

more-frequently do, to speak of the authentic sayings of Jesus, referring to sayings which we have good 

reason to believe are ―as close to something that Jesus said as we can reasonably hope for‖ (Sanders 1985: 

357, n. 30). Discussion about what constitutes good reason for such belief usually focuses on two main 

areas: (a) how much trust we can place in the general accuracy of the relevant historical material; and (b) 

the means available for distinguishing within that material authentic from inauthentic sayings. Such 

means are often referred to as criteria, which might suggest objective tests which can be applied 

rigorously to individual sayings. If so, this is misleading.  

A. Sources  

While there are sayings of Jesus recorded in the Gospel of John and in the noncanonical gospels, as well 

as possible echoes of such sayings in the Pauline correspondence, it is clear that the main source of 

authentic sayings of Jesus is the Synoptic tradition which underlies the Synoptic Gospels. Little of the 

extracanonical material is likely to go back to Jesus, and where it does, it is frequently dependent on the 

Synoptic Gospels; the utterances of Jesus in the Gospel of John are so different from those of the Synoptic 

Gospels, both as to form and content, that they must be adjusted to be, largely the work of the early 

Church.  

B. The Trustworthiness of the Synoptic Tradition  

There is some confusion among scholars about who should bear the burden of proof: those who affirm 

the general trustworthiness of the synoptic tradition or those who adopt a more-sceptical attitude. This is 

misleading; scholars of either persuasion need to give an account of their reasons for their views.  

The main grounds for caution about the trustworthiness of the Synoptic tradition have been provided by 

form critics who have argued (a) that the forms in which the Synoptic sayings have come down to us are 

largely the work of the early Christian communities and relate to the typical situations in which they were 

communicated; (b) that in the process of communication the individual units of tradition have undergone 

a process of change. Others, notably Gerhardsson and, more recently, Riesner, have argued that 

contemporary techniques of memorizing and preserving sacred stories and sayings were essentially 

trustworthy and that at least some of the gospel material will have been passed on from an early date in 

this way. However, the variation between the Synoptic Gospels themselves shows the extent to which 

subsequent Christian writers felt at liberty to change their inherited texts. Moreover it is crucial to 

Gerhardsson‘s argument that he should be able confidently to distinguish the material which was thus 

passed on from the work of the evangelists, and this he does not do. Thus on either view scholars have to 

reckon with the possibility of accretions and alterations to the tradition and have therefore to distinguish 

carefully the work of the evangelists and of the Christian community from that which can be reasonably 

attributed to Jesus. Nevertheless, decisions about authenticity will be influenced by the extent to which 

the Synoptic tradition is seen either as ―a folk tradition growing without constraints or as a consciously 

cultivated teaching tradition‖ (Riesner 1981: 502, whose confidence about the latter view is not altogether 

shared by Gerhardsson).  

C. The Quest for Authentic Sayings  

In their attempts to discern the authentic sayings of Jesus, scholars have appealed partly to general 

considerations of how formed units of tradition may develop: by additions, by fusing with other units, by 

being put into a particular framework, etc.; partly to certain tests of particular sayings. General formal 

considerations can suggest what the earliest forms of certain material were and also indicate in some cases 

relative dates for material contained within a particular complex (e.g., Jeremias‘ work on the parables). 

This is useful, but it does not prove whether the earliest form of early material in fact goes back to Jesus.  

Thus certain tests have been proposed, principal among which is the dissimilarity test: A saying which 

is sufficiently distinct from known contemporary Jewish material and also from the later creations of the 



early Church may with certainty be attributed to Jesus. But what is meant by ―sufficiently distinct‖? If we 

mean, e.g., that it is quite unlike anything that we could conceive a Jew of the 1st century uttering, then 

clearly we should not attribute it to Jesus. Further, if we applied the test rigorously we would end up with 

very little material to consider, if any. And even if we had a small body of material which could thus with 

confidence be attributed to Jesus, it is likely that it would distort his teaching because we would have 

abandoned so much that united him with his fellow Jews. It is reasonable to assume however that Jesus 

did have a distinctive message, though not so distinctive as to be unintelligible to his contemporaries nor 

indeed wholly unrelated to their major concerns. What we therefore need to do is to identify a significant 

core of sayings within the tradition which is coherent within itself and at the same time constitutes a body 

of material that can be perceived as representing a significant development of contemporary Jewish 

thought.  

While the dissimilarity test has attracted most attention, there are others: linguistic and stylistic tests, 

which falter on the simple fact that we have at best translations of Jesus‘ sayings, and tests of multiple 

attestation and of coherence, which at most represent pointers to or additional confirmation of a general 

hypothesis about where the central core of Jesus‘ proclamation lies.  

By way of example we may consider Mark 7:15. A tradition historical analysis of Mark 7: 1–23 

(Bultmann 1963: 74; Riches 1981: 136 and 217 n. 70) suggests that this was an independent logion 

around which other material in the section has subsequently clustered. This, while not providing proof of 

authenticity, nevertheless indicates an early date for the saying. Advocates of the dissimilarity test (Perrin 

1976) have moreover claimed that it is a saying which meets all its requirements. It is certainly not a 

saying, with its apparent rejection of Levitical purity laws, which one could easily expect on the lips of a 

1st century Jew. Nor indeed did such beliefs come easily to many early Christians. But here we encounter 

difficulties. If we take Mark 7:15 as an outright rejection of Levitical purity regulations, then we may 

want to question whether even Jesus, as a 1st century Jew, could have said and believed it. Equally, if it 

had been accepted as a saying of Jesus in the early Church, would the debates about table-fellowship with 

gentiles have raged as they did (Räisänen 1982)? Paul could have produced the saying and the debate 

would have been closed. However against this it can be argued that Paul did indeed know such a saying 

(Rom 14:14) but that it does not appear to have saved him trouble and anguish. So the debate remains 

inconclusive. If on the other hand one could make a link between the removal of cultic boundaries which 

seems to be advocated in Mark 7:15 and the advocacy of the removal of group boundaries in Matt 5:44, it 

would greatly strengthen the case for the authenticity of both sayings.  

Lastly it has to be borne in mind that in applying a test like the dissimilarity test or indeed in searching 

for a central core of Jesus‘ sayings we are inevitably involved in making judgments about the sense of the 

Greek sentences the gospels attribute to Jesus. There is moreover an unavoidable element of circularity 

here. If we knew of a particular sentence that it conveyed adequately the sense of one of Jesus‘ sayings 

then we would be in a better position to conjecture what its sense was. However, to be in a position to 

attribute any sentence to Jesus we need first to be reasonably confident about its sense! This is merely to 

underline the point that we do not have hard and fast tests to enable us to establish what Jesus said. Rather 

we have to make reasonable conjectures on the basis of a Greek tradition of sayings of Jesus. In such 

conjectures we shall of course be guided by what we take to be the standard, contemporary sense of 

sayings attributed to Jesus, while being open to the possibilities of interesting shifts away from the 

standard, conventional sense (Riches and Millar 1985). We shall certainly learn what we can from his 

actions which, while by no means unproblematic as to their sense (Riches 1986) may still afford 

important clues about Jesus‘ intentions and beliefs. We shall, above all, be looking for those sayings 

which, taken together, can be seen to have a coherent sense and to offer an explanation both of Jesus‘ 

relationship to his contemporary world and its beliefs and to the subsequent history of the early Church 

and its beliefs.  
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A. Introduction  

1. Modern Study. The teaching of Jesus has been an object of study throughout Christian history, but 

especially so since the birth of modern biblical scholarship and the quest for the historical Jesus, 

beginning in the 18th century and burgeoning in the 19th century. Indeed, the modern study of Jesus‘ 

message is a central element in the quest for the historical Jesus.  

Two factors accounted for the proliferation of studies of the teaching of Jesus in the 19th century. First, 

the new perception of the nature of the gospels that accompanied the birth of modern biblical scholarship 

meant that they were no longer seen as straightforward historical reports of what Jesus said and did. 

Rather, as documents written some 40 to 70 years after the life of Jesus, they came to be seen as the 

developing tradition of the early Church, containing (minimally) two levels of material: the convictions 

and perspectives of early Christian communities and the authors who wrote for them, plus material which 

may go back to Jesus himself. Thus the teaching of Jesus could no longer be seen as the sum total of all 

the words attributed to him by the evangelists, but had to be reconstructed through a historical-critical 

reading of the gospels, which distinguished between what goes back to Jesus and what must be viewed as 

the product of the early Church.  

A second factor fueled the 19th century‘s focus on the teaching of Jesus: the Enlightenment suspicion of 

anything ―supernatural‖ or ―miraculous‖ or ―doctrinal‖ in the gospels. With these elements set aside, what 

remained of the gospel portraits of Jesus was his teaching. Moreover, it was to his teaching that primary 

theological significance was assigned.  

The legacy of the 19th century (perhaps best represented by the popular lectures given by Adolf von 

Harnack in Berlin in 1900, published as the best-seller What is Christianity?) stands in a relationship of 

continuity and discontinuity with 20th century scholarship. For the most part, this century‘s scholarship 

has been more skeptical about being able to recover the teaching of Jesus, and reluctant to ascribe much 

theological significance to historical reconstructions of Jesus‘ message. Nevertheless, major treatments of 

Jesus‘ teaching continued to appear: in English-language scholarship, especially Manson, Dodd, and 

Perrin; and in German-language scholarship, especially Bultmann, Bornkamm, and Jeremias. In the last 

20 years, there has been a remarkable resurgence of studies of Jesus‘ teaching, including especially a 

refined awareness of the importance of the forms and functions of Jesus‘ message and of its relationship 

to his social world. What follows seeks to represent (except when otherwise noted) the consensus or near-

consensus of mainstream Jesus scholarship as the 20th century nears its end.  

2. Sources. Though a few early non-Christian documents mention Jesus, they say nothing about his 

message. All of the documentary evidence for reconstructing the message of Jesus is thus Christian, 

canonical and non-canonical. The meticulous study of these documents over the last two centuries has led 

to a number of widely shared conclusions about our sources for the teaching of Jesus.  

First, within the NT the Synoptic Gospels (Matthew, Mark, and Luke) are the primary sources. John‘s 

gospel is not seen as a historical account of Jesus‘ message. Rather, John portrays what Jesus had become 

in the lives of post-Easter Christians; Jesus as a figure of history did not speak as he does in John‘s 

gospel. Second, within the Synoptic Gospels, the earliest layer of written tradition is known as ―Q,‖ 



defined as material found in both Matthew and Luke but not in Mark. Consisting of about 200 verses, Q is 

considered by most scholars to be the earliest collection of Jesus‘ teaching (50 C.E.?).  

Third, Mark is the earliest of the canonical gospels (about 70 C.E.), and, along with Q, was used by the 

authors of both Matthew and Luke when they wrote their gospels some two decades later (for a minority 

position which argues against both Q and the priority of Mark, see Farmer 1982). Fourth, Matthew and 

Luke, in addition to containing much of Mark and Q, also contain material peculiar to each gospel 

(special Matthew and special Luke), some of which may go back to Jesus. Fifth and finally, the recently 

discovered (1945) Gospel of Thomas is the most important non-canonical source for the message of Jesus, 

containing some material which may be as old as anything found in the Synoptics. See THOMAS, 

GOSPEL OF. Though other early Christian documents both within the NT canon and outside of the canon 

contain echoes of Jesus‘ message, the primary sources are thus the Synoptic Gospels and Thomas.  

3. Using the Sources: Method. Because even these primary sources are a mixture of traditions going 

back to Jesus and traditions which developed in the early Church, scholars have devised methods for 

sorting out this material in order to decide what is ―historically authentic,‖ i.e., what goes back to Jesus 

(Stein, Polkow, Boring, Crossan 1988, Evans). The methods are numerous and interrelated; rarely can a 

single one be used in isolation.  

Six methods are commonly cited. First is multiple attestation: it counts in favor of the historical 

authenticity of a saying if it is found in more than one layer of early tradition. Second is the need to 

discount traditions which demonstrably reflect the developing tendencies of the early Church. Third is the 

environmental criterion: A saying must be ―at home‖ in a Palestinian setting of the first third of the 1st 

century if it is to be regarded as authentic. Fourth is the criterion of distinctive ―form‖ and ―voice,‖ 

especially as disclosed in the parables and aphorisms of Jesus. Fifth (and most controversial and thus 

disputed, at least in its strong form) is the criterion of ―dissimilarity‖: if a saying is to be regarded as 

authentic, it must be dissimilar from both Jewish and early Christian material. Sixth is the criterion of 

coherence; namely, a saying, even if found in only one source (and even if that source is relatively late), 

may be regarded as authentic if it is consistent with an already well-established core of material.  

Treating the teaching of the historical Jesus thus involves two steps: (1) the question of historical 

authenticity: deciding what parts of the material attributed to Jesus actually go back to him; and (2) the 

question of interpretation: deciding what those portions deemed to be authentic meant in the setting of 

1st-century Jewish Palestine. In practice, the two steps are not always neatly sequential; sometimes a 

decision about the meaning of a saying affects the decision about whether it may be regarded as authentic.  

B. Important Preliminary Considerations  

Three general statements—two negative, and one positive—are important as prologue to an exposition 

of the teachings of Jesus.  

1. Jesus’ Message Not about Himself. The careful scholarly work on sources and methods in the last 

two centuries has led to a conclusion of the first importance: Jesus‘ message was not about himself. This 

conclusion is very different from the widespread popular image of Jesus‘ message, which sees it as 

largely about his own identity, his saving significance, and the importance of believing in him. But this 

image, based largely on John‘s gospel, is not an accurate image of Jesus‘ own message. Moreover, the 

relatively few sayings in the Synoptic Gospels where Jesus seems to speak of himself and his saving 

purpose reflect one of the tendencies of the developing tradition of the early Church: to ascribe to Jesus a 

set of convictions about his identity and purpose that emerged only after Easter. This conclusion 

engenders the question of Jesus‘ teaching afresh: If Jesus‘ message did not center on himself and his role 

in salvation, what was it about? It was, as we shall see, about God, the world of the everyday, and a way 

of transformation for both individual and social existence.  

2. Eschatological Consensus in Question. Nor is it any longer taken for granted by scholars that his 

teaching was decisively shaped by the expectation of the end of the world. This represents a significant 

change from the consensus which dominated much of 20th century scholarship, which affirmed that 

Jesus‘ message centered on the imminent coming of the kingdom of God, understood as involving such 

eschatological (end-time) events as the resurrection of the dead, the last judgment, and the dawning of the 



everlasting kingdom, whether on this earth or in a ―new‖ world. This eschatological understanding of the 

teaching of Jesus emerged near the beginning of the century in the work of J. Weiss and A. Schweitzer 

and became dominant by mid-century.  

However, in the 1980‘s, it became clear that this was no longer a consensus, with perhaps a slight to 

substantial majority of scholars no longer holding it (see Borg 1986). A major paradigm shift away from 

an eschatological understanding of Jesus‘ teaching may be occurring, even though no replacement 

consensus has emerged. Thus, in what follows, neither an eschatological nor a non-eschatological 

framework for Jesus‘ message will be assumed, and we will return to the topic later (see E.1.).  

3. Relationship to Judaism. Because of the mostly tragic history of Jewish-Christian relations, in 

which Jesus and ―the Jews‖ have often been portrayed as bitter enemies, it is necessary at the outset to 

speak of the Jewishness of Jesus. This refers, first, to the obvious fact that Jesus‘ origins were Jewish: He 

was born a Jew, socialized as a Jew, and remained Jewish all his life. To be sure, he was not unaffected by 

other traditions. He lived in a cosmopolitan time and place. Hellenistic culture was present throughout 

Palestine (perhaps especially in Galilee), and Jesus almost certainly knew Greek as well as Aramaic.  

Thus, second, it is important to add that to speak of Jesus‘ Jewishness is more than simply a reference to 

his origins: namely, the roots and focus of his message and mission were Jewish. There are strong 

continuities between his teachings and central elements of Jewish scripture and tradition. He restricted his 

teaching and activity to Jews (see Matt 10:5, 15:24). His concern was for the ―shape‖ of his people‘s life. 

He did not seek to establish a new religion, but spoke about and sought the renewal of Judaism.  

Yet there was tension and conflict between Jesus and some of his Jewish contemporaries, and it will be 

necessary to speak of that tension as we turn to an exposition of his teaching. As we do so, it is important 

to realize that the teaching of Jesus was initially part an intra-Jewish dialogue. The tension and conflict 

between Jesus and some of his Jewish contemporaries was an intra-Jewish dispute, analogous to (even 

though not exactly the same as) the tension between Jeremiah and his contemporaries in the 6th century 

B.C.E., or the tension between Israel‘s conventional wisdom and unconventional voices such as the authors 

of Ecclesiastes and Job. Jesus‘ voice is a Jewish voice, and what we shall call the alternative wisdom of 

Jesus is grounded in Judaism, in the ―alternative consciousness of Moses‖ (Brueggemann) which 

resonates throughout the Jewish tradition.  

C. Jesus as Teacher of ―Wisdom‖  

The strongest consensus element of contemporary Jesus scholarship sees Jesus as a teacher of wisdom. 

―Wisdom,‖ as a cross-cultural phenomenon and within the tradition of Israel, teaches a way of life. 

Grounded in a notion of ―how things are‖ (an understanding of what is real, what is possible, what is 

important), it speaks of how one should live. Composed of a ―worldview,‖ a basic image of reality, and an 

―ethos,‖ a way of life which is also a path through life, wisdom thus inculcates a way of seeing which is 

integrated with a way of living. Its ―way‖ is most often contrasted to another way, so that teachers of 

wisdom (―sages‖) typically speak of two ways: the wise way and the foolish way, the righteous way and 

the wicked way, the way of life and the way of death.  

The consensus that ―teacher of wisdom‖ is a central category for understanding the teaching of Jesus is 

the result of two closely related developments in the last two decades. First, studies of Q (the earliest layer 

of the Synoptic tradition) have shown that it is dominated by wisdom forms of speech: beatitudes, 

parables, proverbs/aphorisms, and nature sayings. Thus the earliest stratum of the Jesus tradition is 

predominantly sapiential. Second, there has been intensive research on the forms themselves (especially 

parables and aphorisms) and their particular function in the message of Jesus.  

1. Conventional Wisdom. In the history of religions, there are two main types of sages: teachers of 

―conventional wisdom‖ and teachers of ―another way.‖ The vast majority of sages are the former; Jesus 

was one of the latter, teaching an alternative wisdom. To understand this central claim, it is important to 

begin with the notion of conventional wisdom.  

Conventional wisdom is the common or collective wisdom of a culture: It is ―what everybody knows,‖ 

the taken-for-granted understandings of ―the way things are‖ and ―how to live.‖ Like wisdom itself, it is a 

cross-cultural phenomenon. Though its specific content varies from culture to culture, there are structural 



elements that are constant. First, it is practical; its very purpose is to provide guidance for the ―wise‖ or 

―right‖ way of life, ranging from matters of etiquette to the central values of a culture. Second, its picture 

of the way to live is sanctioned by the notion of rewards and punishments. Its common theme is ―Follow 

this way, and you will do well, or ―You reap what you sow.‖ Blessings and rewards, whether in this life 

or another, will follow its pursuit. This is true of both religious and secular forms of conventional 

wisdom: in Western religions, the notion of a last judgment; in Eastern religions, the notion of karma; in 

modern secular culture, the notion of success and prosperity as reward for hard work.  

Third, conventional wisdom establishes boundaries and hierarchies: There are those who measure up to 

conventional wisdom‘s standards (achievement, propriety, gender, birth, etc.), and those who do not. The 

latter are the marginalized or even outcasts. Fourth, and cumulatively, conventional wisdom thus creates a 

world in which one lives, an ordering of reality which shapes perception, behavior, identity, and society.  

These general features of conventional wisdom were found in particular form in the social world of 1st-

century Jewish Palestine. It specific content was grounded in sacred tradition, especially the Torah, in 

which were found the stories of God‘s relationship to Israel and the laws by which Israel was to live. Thus 

it contained both Israel‘s image of reality, its picture of the way things were, and Israel‘s ethos, its way of 

life. Together with Israel‘s folk wisdom (found in part in the book of Proverbs), it defined the right way to 

live. Those who followed it were righteous and respectable and would be blessed, whether in this life or 

the life to come. Those who did not were regarded as on the margin or beyond the margin of the world 

created by conventional wisdom.  

The core value‖ (Neyrey 1986; 1988) or ―paradigm‖ (Borg 1984; 1987) which gave shape to its 

conventional wisdom was purity. This was the product of a cultural dynamic expressed in the postexilic 

holiness code, ―Say to all the people of Israel: ‗You shall be holy; for I the Lord your God am holy‘ ‖ 

(Lev 19:2; see also Lev 11:44, 20:26). Image of reality and ethos were linked together: God was holy, and 

Israel was to be holy. Holiness was understood as purity, which meant separation from all that was 

impure. Purity (and impurity) applied to people, places, and things. Though persons and groups within 

Israel argued about the precise meaning of holiness and purity, the concern for purity was not peculiar to a 

particular group, but was central to the dominant religious consciousness of the culture.  

2. The Forms of Jesus’ Wisdom Teaching. The last 20 years have seen major advances in our 

understanding of the forms of Jesus‘ wisdom teaching. Studies of the parables (Wilder, Funk, Via, 

Crossan 1973, Perrin 1976, McFague, Tolbert, Boucher, Scott) and aphorisms (Tannehill, Carlston, 

Williams, Crossan 1983, Perdue) have highlighted their function as forms of oral speech.  

a. Parables. Though the word ―parable‖ is used in the gospels to refer to many different forms of Jesus‘ 

sayings, it is most commonly used both in ordinary speech and by scholars to refer to a particular form, 

namely to the ―short stories‖ which Jesus told. With their exact number dependent on definition and 

classification, there are about 30 parables attributed to Jesus in the Synoptic Gospels, and another 3 in the 

Gospel of Thomas. This is a remarkably large number, given the relatively small compass of Jesus‘ 

teaching. Though it is clear that the parables have undergone modifications in their transmission and 

application, a large majority are regarded by scholars as authentic; they are the bedrock of the Jesus 

tradition.  

An understanding of Jesus‘ parables as metaphors has superceded the ―single point‖ interpretation, with 

which Jülicher replaced their allegorical reading about 100 years ago and which dominated parable 

interpretation through the first two-thirds of this century. Under the ―single point‖ interpretation, the 

parables were understood as stories illustrating a point or moral truth which could also be expressed in 

non-parabolic language: sacrifice everything for something of greater value; make the most use of what 

you have been given; small beginnings lead to great endings.  

The metaphoric understanding of the parables sees their function in a very different light. The essence 

of metaphoric language is comparison: It understands one thing in terms of another. Metaphoric language 

thus does not make a point; rather, as comparison, metaphor invites the hearers to see something in the 

light of something else. Metaphor does not illustrate; it illuminates. When language functions 

metaphorically, it does not provide examples of something already known, but is an invitation to see 



something new or differently. Such are the parables of Jesus: They are short stories which invite a 

particular way of seeing.  

b. Aphorisms. ―Aphorisms‖ is here used comprehensively to refer to the short metaphorical sayings of 

Jesus, including beatitudes, nature sayings, and what are sometimes called proverbs. Compact, 

memorable, and evocative, they are crystallizations of insight. Even more numerous than the parables, 

there are over 100 of them, with the exact number again dependent on definition and classification. They 

are the most common form of Jesus‘ speech.  

Aphorisms are both like and unlike proverbs. As literary forms, both are short pithy (and therefore) 

memorable sayings which crystallize insight. They differ, however, on the basis of ―collective wisdom‖ 

versus ―individual voice‖ (Williams, Crossan 1983). Proverbs are the former; generally anonymous, they 

are the voice of a culture‘s tradition, what everybody knows: ―A stitch in time saves nine;‖ ―Spare the rod 

and spoil the child.‖ Proverbs are the folk wisdom of a culture made memorable. Aphorisms, on the other 

hand, are the product of an ―individual voice,‖ fresh creations which express the particular way of seeing 

of the speaker. As such, by their arresting or provocative quality, they invite the hearer to participate in 

that same way of seeing. Aphorisms not only crystallize insight, but invite further insight.  

Some of Jesus‘ aphorisms are truisms, and their persuasive power depends upon their obvious 

truthfulness, which draws the hearers into agreement: ―Figs are not gathered from thorns nor are grapes 

picked from a bramble bush‖ (Luke 6:44 = Matt 7:16); ―No one can be a slave to two masters‖ (Matt 6:24 

= Luke 16:13), ―If a blind man leads a blind man, both will fall into a pit‖ (Matt 15:14 = Luke 6:39). Here 

the freshness of perception is not in the statement itself, but in the explicit or implicit application: the 

hearers are invited to see that something else is like that. Other aphorisms say something unexpected, 

reversing the normal understanding of things: ―Blessed are the poor‖ (Luke 6:20 = Matt 5:3), or ―The first 

shall be last‖ (Mark 10:31 par). Here they provoke a different way of seeing by jarring conventional 

perceptions.  

Like the parables, Jesus‘ aphorisms are an invitational form of speech. They do not appeal directly to 

the will or intellect, as do statements of divine law or ―doctrine‖; rather, they appeal to the perception and 

imagination, inviting a particular way of seeing.  

3. The Subversive Wisdom of Jesus. As a storyteller and an aphorist, Jesus used the traditional forms 

of wisdom to subvert and undermine the world of conventional wisdom.  

As metaphoric narratives, Jesus‘ parables serve this purpose in different ways. Some are brief, arresting 

the imagination with compact and often surprising juxtapositions: The kingdom of God is like leaven 

which a woman put into three measures of flour (Luke 13:20b–21 = Matt 13:33b = Gos. Thom. 96); the 

kingdom of God is like a grain of mustard seed which a man planted in a field (Mark 4:31–32 = Matt 

13:31b–32 = Luke 13:19 = Gos. Thom. 20). In both instances, the kingdom of God (usually associated 

with greatness) is compared to something small and insignificant.  

Most of the parables, however, are more extended narratives, and what we have in the gospels may be 

viewed as skeletal outlines or plot structures of an oral story which Jesus ―performed‖ many times, and 

which he may have elaborated at length. In this case, the parables work differently: As extended stories, 

they create a world which the hearers are invited to enter. Entering the world of the story, the hearers are 

then invited to see something else in the light of the story.  

Many of the most famous parables of Jesus work in this way. In ―A Man Had Two Sons‖ (Luke 15:11–

32, traditionally known as the Prodigal Son, though the climactic focus is really on the older son), the 

hearers are drawn into the story of a runaway son who had become as an outcast, the joy of his father 

upon his return, and the complaint of the older son about the father‘s generous treatment of the returned 

runaway. The voice of the older son is in fact the voice of conventional wisdom: The father‘s behavior 

violated the ordering of life on the basis of rewards and punishments, and the hearers are invited to see the 

tension between conventional wisdom and the father‘s gracious behavior. So also in the story of the 

vineyard owner hiring laborers to work in his vineyard (Matt 20:1–15): Those hired at the last hour are 

paid the same as those who labored all day. Not surprisingly, those hired first complain; like the older son, 

they are the voice of conventional wisdom, and their voice is contravened by the parable.  



The subversion of conventional wisdom continues in other parables. Given the attitude toward 

Samaritans in 1st-century Jewish Palestine, the story of the Good Samaritan (Luke 10:30–35) puts 

together an impossible combination of words: good + Samaritan. Rather than it being an example story of 

neighborly behavior, the parable shatters the world of conventional wisdom. So also in the story of the 

Pharisee and tax collector (Luke 18:10–14): By reversing that culture‘s perception of Pharisees and tax 

collectors it thereby upsets the ordering of reality which pronounces the one righteous and the other an 

outcast.  

The aphorisms work similarly. Some of them explicitly use the language of paradoxical polarity and 

reversal: first/last (Mark 10:31 par); humble/exalt (Luke 14:11, 18:14; Matt 18:4, 23:12); losing/finding 

(Mark 8:35 par, Matt 10:39 = Luke 17:33); relinquishing/receiving (Mark 10:21–30). Purity (and 

righteousness) is not a matter of conformity to the standards of a purity system; it is internal, a function of 

what is inside (Mark 7:15; Luke 6:43–45 = Matt 7:16–20, 12:33–35; Matt 5:8). There is a way of seeing 

which is not seeing, and a blindness which is metaphorical (Luke 6:39 = Matt 15:14; Luke 6:41–42 = 

Matt 7:3–5; Matt 6:22–23 = Luke 11:34–36).  

Much of Jesus‘ wisdom teaching undermines the central focal points of the life of conventional wisdom: 

family, honor, wealth, and religion. These provided the primary basis for identity and security in his 

culture. Some of his most radical sayings called for leaving family or familial obligations (Luke 14:26 = 

Matt 10:37; Matt 10:34–36 = Luke 12:51–53; Luke 9:59–60; see also Mark 3:33–35). He spoke of wealth 

as a snare (Mark 10:23–25; Matt 6:19–21 = Luke 12:33–34; Matt 6:24 = Luke 16:13; see also Luke 6:24–

26; 12:13–21; 16:19–31). He ridiculed the pursuit of honor (Luke 14:7–10; Mark 12:38–39; Luke 11:43 = 

Matt 23:6–7). Those who trusted in their own religious status or practice became object lessons of how 

not to live (Matt 6:1–6, 16–18; Luke 18:10–14; Luke 11:39–44 = Matt 23:23–27).  

Like most teachers of wisdom, Jesus spoke of two ways. There is the wise way and the foolish way 

(Matt 7:24–27 = Luke 6:47–49), the narrow way and the broad way (Matt 7:13–14; see Luke 13:23–24). 

Strikingly, in the perception of Jesus, the broad way which leads to destruction is not the way of gross 

wickedness, but the way of conventional wisdom itself. As a sage, Jesus did not confirm the world of 

conventional wisdom, but challenged it.  

4. The Alternative Wisdom of Jesus. The narrow way which leads to life is the alternative wisdom of 

Jesus. At its heart is an alternative image of reality, an alternative path, and an alternative paradigm for 

behavior.  

Jesus imaged reality as gracious and generous rather than seeing it as ordered on the basis of rewards 

and punishments. In his nature sayings, he invited his hearers to see life as marked by a cosmic 

generosity: Consider the birds of the air, and the lilies of the field; they neither sow nor reap, nor toil nor 

spin, and yet God lavishes them with care (Matt 6:26–30 = Luke 12:24–28). So also the sun rises on the 

evil and the good, and rain falls on the just and the unjust (Matt 5:45). In these obvious facts, the hearers 

are invited to see pointers to the nature of God.  

Similarly, the parables which subvert conventional wisdom‘s image of reality point to an alternative 

image of reality. The story of the overjoyed and gracious father in the parable of the Prodigal Son invites 

Jesus‘ hearers to image God as being like that. The story of the vineyard owner who paid all of his 

workers equally invites the same perception: God is like that. Reality—God—is not to be imaged as a 

judge who dispenses rewards in return for achievement, but as life-giving and nourishing. Consistent with 

the invitation to image God in this way is the term with which Jesus addressed God and which he 

apparently invited his hearers to use as well: Abba is the intimate and familiar term used by a very young 

child to address his or her father, much like the English ―papa.‖  

The alternative way or path of Jesus involves moving from a life centered in the standards, boundaries, 

and securities of conventional wisdom to a life centered in God. Jesus used a number of images to speak 

of this movement. What is needed is a new heart or a pure heart, that is, a transformation of the self at its 

deepest level, and not simply observance of the standards of conventional wisdom (Luke 6:43–45; Mark 

7:6, 14–15; Matt 23:25–26 = Luke 11:37–41; Matt 5:8). What is called for is a radical centering in God, 

and not in the world: ―No one can be a slave of two masters; you cannot be a slave of God and mammon‖ 



(―mammon‖ literally means ―wealth,‖ but metaphorically ―worldly security‖; Matt 6:24 = Luke 16:13; see 

Matt 6:19–21 = Luke 12:33–34). The way to this radical centering in God involves a metaphorical dying: 

following the way or path of Jesus means taking up one‘s cross, a vivid image for death in Roman-

occupied Palestine (Matt 10:38 = Luke 14:27; Mark 8:34). It is the same movement captured in Jesus‘ 

paradoxical aphorisms: Humbling leads to exalting, losing to finding, relinquishing to receiving (see 

C.3.). In quite traditional language, the alternative path of Jesus is thus a dying to the world of 

conventional wisdom as the basis of security and identity and a rebirth to a life centered in God.  

The way of Jesus also led to a new paradigm for behavior. Whereas the conventional wisdom of his day 

spoke of purity or holiness as the dominant paradigm for behavior, Jesus consistently spoke of 

compassion: The father in the parable of the Prodigal ―had compassion‖ (Luke 15:20), as did the good 

Samaritan (Luke 10:33); the unmerciful servant was the one who did not show compassion (Matt 18:23–

35). Its centrality in his teaching is most compactly expressed in the climactic saying, ―Be compassionate, 

even as God is compassionate‖ (Luke 6:36 = Matt 5:48; Matthew‘s ―perfect‖ is redactional). The saying is 

an imitatio dei, connecting Jesus‘ image of reality with the alternative paradigm for behavior: Just as God 

is compassionate, so those who are followers of God are to be compassionate. Thus the fruit of the 

alternative way of Jesus, of a life centered in God and not in the world of conventional wisdom, is 

compassion. It is also captured in the familiar words of the ―great commandment‖ (Mark 12:28–31 = Matt 

22:34–40; see Luke 10:25–28): radical centering in God and love of neighbor go together, and are the 

summary of the way.  

D. The Teaching of Jesus and Politics/Society  

Though there is considerable scholarly agreement about Jesus as a teacher of subversive and alternative 

wisdom, there is less agreement about the extent to which his teaching directly concerned sociopolitical 

issues of his day, due largely to two factors. First is the legacy of the eschatological understanding of 

Jesus‘ message: If Jesus believed the world was soon to end, then he would hardly have been concerned 

about the sociopolitical structures and direction of an ongoing historical community. Second, there has 

been a tendency to understand Jesus‘ teaching in an individualistic mode, both in Christian piety 

throughout the centuries and in 20th century scholarly understandings of Jesus within an existentialist or 

(most recently) cynic framework.  

There has consistently been a minority voice within scholarship challenging the apolitical understanding 

of Jesus. Sometimes this has taken the form of seeing Jesus as a political revolutionary over against 

Rome, a view that has never generated much assent (with some differences, Brandon and Buchanan). 

Recently, however, a number of studies have argued in various ways that Jesus was political in a different 

sense: not as a leader of a movement against Roman rule, but as one who sought a transformation of his 

own people‘s sociopolitical life (Gaston, Yoder, Stegemann, Lohfink, Borg, Herzog, Goergen, Oakman, 

Horsley).  

Central to the question is how politics is defined. If politics is defined as ―what political leaders do,‖ 

then it is difficult to see a political thrust to Jesus‘ message and mission. But if ―politics‖ is understood as 

concern for the shape of the city (polis), and by extension as concern for the shape of any historical 

community, there is considerable evidence of a strong sociopolitical component in Jesus‘ teaching.  

1. Prophetic and Conflict Forms of Jesus’ Teaching. First, in addition to wisdom forms of speech, 

there are prophetic forms of speech attributed to Jesus which link him to the classical prophets of Israel 

and their concern with justice, oppression, and the historical direction of their nation‘s life. These include 

―woes‖ (Luke 6:24–26; Luke 11:42–52, with parallels in Matthew 23), ―threat oracles‖ (Luke 13:34–35 = 

Matt 23:37–39; Luke 19:41–44, Mark 13:2), and ―indictments‖ too numerous to list. He also performed 

actions which recalled the symbolic acts of the prophets (Mark 11:1–10, 15–17). Moreover, the tradition 

refers to Jesus as a prophet, as he reportedly did himself (Mark 6:4; Luke 13:33). Second, there also is a 

very pronounced element of conflict in the teaching of Jesus. Controversy stories abound (all with various 

kinds of authorities), and many of the parables and aphorisms of Jesus reflect conflict settings. Some of 

his contemporaries seem to have found his message and activity to be threatening to the established 

ordering of life.  



2. Criticism of Ruling Elites. The traditions about Jesus report harsh criticisms directed against the 

ruling elites of wealth, power, and righteousness. He spoke ―woes‖ against the rich (Luke 6:24–26) and 

against the scribes who used the law for monetary gain (Mark 12:38–40). Stories which begin with ―Once 

there was a rich man‖ consistently turn out badly (Luke 12:15–21; 16:19–31; see also Mark 10:17–25). 

He called Herod Antipas ―that fox,‖ a term of contempt (Luke 13:32), and criticized ―the rulers of the 

gentiles‖ as models of how not to behave (Mark 10:42–43). According to Mark, he charged the wealthy 

religious elite who controlled the temple with having made it into a ―den of robbers‖ (Mark 11:17), and 

accused them of being unfaithful murderous tenants of the vineyard of Israel (Mark 12:1–9).  

3. Challenge to the Core Value of Purity. Purity (holiness) as the core value of Jewish conventional 

wisdom had produced a society ordered in accord with a ―purity system‖ (Neyrey 1986, 1988). Among 

Jews, there were varying degrees of purity, determined not only by observance or non-observance of the 

law, but also by ancestry, gender, occupation, and physical wholeness. Genealogies were kept which 

determined what classes of Jews could intermarry. Though not intrinsically impure, women tended to be 

identified with the impure side of the spectrum; in a patriarchal and androcentric society, they were 

second-class citizens in the sense of being denied many of the prerogatives of men and were radically 

separated from men in public life. Certain occupations, notably those that involved suspicion of gross 

immorality or frequent contact with gentiles or women, rendered one impure and even ―outcast‖ (beyond 

the purity system).  

The poor were also associated with impurity, in part because their circumstances made following the 

life of conventional wisdom difficult, and in part because of the notion that prosperity was the reward for 

righteousness (poverty therefore was a sign that something was wrong). Persons with certain diseases or 

physical abnormalities were impure. Gentiles were by definition impure. Like outcasts, they were beyond 

the purity map, and therefore had no place in the ―holy land,‖ the boundaries of which were the outer 

limits of purity. Their very presence was polluting, yet they controlled the land of Israel. Not surprisingly, 

anti-Roman feelings were intense.  

Thus the purity system generated a world with sharp social boundaries: between observant and 

nonobservant, men and women, prosperous and impoverished, whole and ―impaired,‖ Jew and gentile. As 

the core value, embedded within the conventional wisdom of Jesus‘ social world, the ethos of purity was 

thus also a politics of purity.  

Within this background, Jesus‘ teaching about purity does not simply concern a matter of personal 

piety, but can be seen as a radical challenge to the politics of purity. His teaching that purity was not 

external but internal denied that purity was a product of observing external boundaries: ―There is nothing 

outside a person which by going in can defile; but the things which come out of a person are what defile‖ 

(Mark 7:15; see also Luke 11:39–41 = Matt 23:25–26; Matt 5:8; Luke 6:43–45). He was often in conflict 

with the Pharisees (the group most committed to the extension of purity in public life), accusing them of 

being a source of defilement rather than purity (Luke 11:44 = Matt 23:27). He criticized the preoccupation 

with tithing and the sabbath, both central concerns of the purity system (Luke 11:42 = Matt 23:23; Mark 

2:23–28, 3:1–6; Luke 13:10–17; 14:1–6). See UNCLEAN AND CLEAN (NT).  

His behavior regularly transgressed the boundaries of the purity system. He was known for eating with 

―tax collectors and sinners,‖ who were regarded as impure and outcasts. His entourage included women 

(Luke 8:1–3; Mark 14:40–41; see also Luke 23:55), and associations with women are reported in several 

stories shocking in their social context (Luke 7:36–50; 10:38–42; Mark 14:3–9). He touched and accepted 

persons whose physical condition (lepers, lame, maimed) made them unclean. He sided with the poor and 

marginalized. Luke‘s version of Jesus‘ inaugural address, whether it goes back to Jesus or is Luke‘s 

summary, catches this dimension very well: Jesus‘ message was good news to the poor, release to the 

captives, recovery of sight to the blind, liberty for those who are oppressed (Luke 4:18–19). He 

pronounced the poor ―blessed‖ (Luke 6:20 = Matt 5:3), and many of the common people heard him 

gladly. Though his focus was on Israel, he was open to gentiles, and spoke of loving the gentile enemy 

(Matt 5:43–44 = Luke 6:27; see also Matt 5:38–41).  



These traditions suggest that Jesus‘ message and activity had a boundary-shattering quality, radically 

calling into question the politics of purity which structured his own people‘s life. Moreover, seen in the 

context of the sociopolitical significance of purity, Jesus‘ alternative paradigm also has a sociopolitical 

meaning. As the ―core value‖ involved in following the way of Jesus (see C.4 above), compassion leads 

to a vision of life very different from that generated by purity. Often contrasted to purity in the Jesus 

tradition, and etymologically related to ―womb‖ (Trible), compassion is an inclusive image. Rather than 

establishing boundaries, compassion negates them; rather than dividing, it includes.  

4. A Renewal Movement within Israel? One of the unresolved questions of contemporary scholarship 

is whether Jesus founded a movement whose purpose was the renewal of Israel. There are two issues: Did 

Jesus found a ―movement‖? If so, what was its purpose? Some have argued that a ―movement‖ (as distinct 

from an ―entourage‖ or ―retinue‖ of followers) came into existence only after his death, and that all traces 

of ―community formation‖ must be seen as a post-Easter development. Of those who think he did create a 

movement, some have seen it as an eschatological group preparing for the end (e.g., Schweitzer and 

Sanders), and thus unconcerned with the social world. Others have argued that Jesus founded a movement 

whose purpose was the renewal or revitalization of Israel (Dodd 1970, Stegemann, Schüssler Fiorenza, 

Lohfink, Borg, Horsley), citing as evidence the traditions that Jesus chose 12 disciples (symbolizing 

Israel), restricted his mission to Israel, and the analogies of other renewal movements within 1st-century 

Judaism (Theissen).  

If Jesus did found a renewal movement, then it follows that his way was intended as a way for Israel. 

His emphasis upon compassion would then be seen not simply as an individual virtue, but as intended 

also as the core value for Israel. Just as the core value of purity generated a politics of purity, so also the 

core value of compassion generated a politics of compassion. Within this framework, the inclusiveness of 

the Jesus movement becomes an image of what Israel was to be. Both his message and movement 

disclose a concern for the historical ―shape‖ and direction of Israel (see also E.3).  

E. Jesus and the Future  

A strong sense of crisis and urgency pervades the Jesus tradition, and this seems to have something to 

do with the future. Indeed, the future has played a large role in 20th century studies of the teaching of 

Jesus.  

1. Eschatology. As noted earlier (see B.2.), the eschatological understanding of Jesus‘ message which 

dominated much of this century‘s scholarship is no longer a consensus. The collapse of the consensus is 

due to several factors: (1) A growing realization that the eschatological understanding of Jesus was based 

largely on the ―coming Son of man‖ sayings, which the majority of scholars no longer see as authentic. 

(2) A refined understanding of Jewish apocalyptic material, including the realization that though some 

apocalyptic literature does speak of a coming end of the world, much does not (see, for example, Collins). 

(3) A reassessment of both the meaning and centrality of ―kingdom of God.‖ See KINGDOM OF 

GOD/HEAVEN.  

At issue is not whether Jesus had an eschatology. He apparently spoke of a last judgment, though almost 

certainly not of his own second coming, or of his own return as judge or advocate. (For last judgment 

texts, see Luke 10:12 = Matt 10:15; Luke 10:13–14 = Matt 11:21–22; Luke 11:31 = Matt 12:42; Luke 

11:32 = Matt 12:41. It is interesting that none of these speak of it as imminent; what they do have in 

common is a reversal of contemporary expectation, in keeping with the subversive wisdom of Jesus: In 

the judgment, when it comes, many of those who expected to be judged favorably will not be, and vice 

versa). He apparently affirmed an afterlife, though it was not a major theme of his teaching (see Mark 

12:18–27, where he speaks about it in response to a challenge). He spoke of banqueting in the kingdom of 

God with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob (Matt 8:11–12 = Luke 13:28–29).  

These traditions indicate that there is a ―cosmic‖ strain in Jesus‘ eschatology: Like many of his 

contemporaries, he apparently believed in the resurrection of the dead and saw history as having a final 

judgment at its boundary. The issue, however, is whether he thought all of this (judgment, resurrection, 

the messianic banquet) was to happen soon, and, if so, whether his message was pervaded by this 

expectation.  



2. Kingdom of God. According to Mark‘s advance summary, the heart of Jesus‘ message concerned the 

kingdom of God: ―The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is at hand‖ (Mark 1:15). Twentieth 

century scholarship has generally accepted Mark‘s summary as historically accurate, and has spent 

considerable energy seeking the meaning of the phrase (for a dissenting view, which argues that Mark 

1:15 is not only redactional but also misleading, see Mack). It has produced no consensus.  

Since Weiss and Schweitzer, the understanding of the kingdom of God and the question of eschatology 

have been closely related, and the erosion of the eschatological consensus has been accompanied by a 

reassessment of the meaning of the phrase ―kingdom of God.‖ The key question is whether Jesus saw the 

kingdom as a future apocalyptic event or as a present mysterious reality. A majority of contemporary 

scholars hold a primarily or exclusively ―present‖ view, emphasizing those traditions in the Synoptics 

(Matt 12:28 = Luke 11:20; Luke 17:20–21) and Thomas (Gos. Thom. 3, 113) which speak of a present 

kingdom, understood in either or both of the compatible senses of a mysterious presence pervading reality 

or as a power presently active in the world. A few hold a wholly or primarily future understanding, and 

the remainder maintain a ―both/and‖ understanding. For those holding a partially or wholly future view, 

an important question is whether Jesus saw the future kingdom as coming in a dramatically objective and 

visible manner.  

3. Sociohistorical Crisis. Yet another way of understanding the urgency associated with the future in 

the message of Jesus is to see the future crisis not as the imminent eschatological (final) judgment, but as 

a sociohistorical crisis flowing out of the historical direction of Jesus‘ social world (Gaston; Borg 1984, 

1987; Goergen). The broad way leading to destruction then refers to the historical consequences of the 

path of conventional wisdom and its politics of purity; the crisis refers to the present as a time for radical 

change; and the threat includes the warnings of Jerusalem‘s and the temple‘s destruction, understood not 

as the vindicative act of an angry deity, but as the historical outcome of the present direction. This 

understanding is coherent with the understanding of Jesus‘ message as having a strong connection to 

politics and society (see D.). Jesus‘ message about the future would then be seen as a warning of 

contingent destruction, analogous to the prophets of Israel who were active before the destruction of the N 

and S kingdoms in the 8th and 6th centuries B.C.E.  

F. Conclusion  

A factor not often acknowledged in attempts to reconstruct the teaching of Jesus is the reciprocal 

relationship between an overall image of Jesus (a gestalt) and historical judgments about both the 

authenticity and meaning of the various traditions attributed to him. At some point, the study of individual 

traditions begins to generate a gestalt. In this respect, the process through which a historian of Jesus goes 

is analogous to that of a detective: out of the clues, a ―hunch‖ arises. A hunch or gestalt, once generated, 

quite naturally begins to affect how the rest of the data are seen. In reconstructions of the teaching of 

Jesus, the eschatological gestalt leads to a denial or reinterpretation of traditions which suggest a historical 

future; the gestalt of Jesus as a Cynic leads to a denial of traditions which point to a concern with the 

community of Israel; and the gestalt of Jesus as concerned with the historical direction and future of Israel 

leads to a denial or reinterpretation of traditions which seem to point to the imminent end of history. 

There is no way to avoid this dialectic, and interpretations of the teaching of Jesus in the future will 

continue to work within it. However, one can be aware of the dialectic, and the effort can be made to seek 

gestalts which do not prematurely eliminate traditions which otherwise seem well-grounded.  
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MARCUS J. BORG  

THE WORSHIP OF JESUS  

The prevalence and centrality of the worship of Jesus in early Christianity from an early date has 

frequently been underestimated, as has its importance for understanding christological development. On 

the other hand, Johannes Weiss called the emergence of the worship of Jesus ―the most significant step of 

all in the history of the origins of Christianity‖ (1937: 37). Since the major types of evidence for the 

worship of Jesus form a continuous tradition from the NT onwards, this article will treat ante-Nicene 

Christianity as a whole, and will conclude with the contribution which the tradition of worshipping Jesus 

eventually made to the trinitarian and christological developments of the 4th and 5th centuries.  

———  

A. Origins  

B. Doxologies  

C. Hymns  

D. Pagan Perceptions of Christianity  

E. Christian Adherence to Jewish Monotheism  

1. 1 Corinthians 8:6  

2. The Book of Revelation  

3. Missionary Christianity in the Apocryphal Acts  

4. Persecution and Martyrdom  

F. Relationship to Patristic Christological Development  

———  

A. Origins  

In the nature of the case, firm evidence of the point at which worship of Jesus began in early 

Christianity is unlikely to be available, but general considerations along with the available evidence point 

to the earliest Palestinian Jewish Christianity. In the earliest Christian community Jesus was already 

understood to be risen and exalted to God‘s right hand in heaven, active in the community by his Spirit, 

and coming in the future as ruler and judge of the world. As God‘s eschatological agent, he was the 

source of the experience of eschatological salvation and the enthusiasm of the Spirit which characterized 

Christian gatherings for worship, and he was the focus of all Christian relationship, through him, to God. 

Psalms and hymns celebrating his exaltation by God and God‘s work of salvation through him were 

probably sung and composed from the earliest times (Hengel 1983). To the living presence of a figure 

with this kind of religious role, thanksgiving and worship, naturally included within the worship of God, 

were the inevitable response. (For the very early origin of the worship of Jesus, see especially Hurtado 

1988.)  

Acclamations and prayers addressed to Jesus go back to the earliest times. The Aramaic cry Maranatha 

(―Our Lord, come!‖; 1 Cor 16:22; Did. 10:6; cf. Rev 22:20), whose preservation in Aramaic in Greek-

speaking churches indicates its very early origin, implies not only the expectation of the parousia, but 

present religious relationship with the one who is to come, whether or not it was associated with a 

eucharistic presence from the beginning. The NT evidence for personal prayer to Jesus as a regular feature 

of early Christianity has sometimes been underestimated. Paul (2 Cor 12:8; 1 Thess 3:11–13; 2 Thess 

2:16–17; 3:5, 16; cf. Rom 16:20b; 1 Cor 16:23; Gal 6:18; Phil 4:23; 1 Thess 5:28; 2 Thess 3:18; Phlm 25) 

and Acts (1:24; 7:59–60; 13:2) take it for granted (cf. also 1 Tim 1:12; 2 Tim 1:16–18; 4:22). The 

dominant practice was undoubtedly prayer to God, but since Jesus was understood as the active mediator 

of grace from God (as in the epistolary formula, ―Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the 

Lord Jesus Christ‖: Rom 1:7 and elsewhere) and as the Lord for whose service Christians lived, prayer 

addressed to him was natural. John 14:14 (where the correct reading is probably ―if you ask me‖) makes 

prayer to Jesus a principle of regular petition.  



Petitionary prayer to Jesus is not, as such, worship of Jesus. Two phrases drawn from the language of 

the OT cult, while they cannot be pressed to imply precisely the worship of Jesus, are nevertheless 

suggestive of the centrality of Jesus as object of religious devotion. In both Acts and Paul (whose usage 

here certainly reflects pre-Pauline Christian usage) Christians are those who ―call on the name of our Lord 

Jesus Christ‖ (1 Cor 1:2; cf. Rom 10:12–14; Acts 9:14, 21; 22:16; 2 Tim 2:22; Herm. Sim. 9:14:3). The 

phrase, no doubt drawn into Christian usage especially from Joel 2:32 (Acts 2:21; Rom 10:13), regularly 

in the OT refers to the worship of God (e.g. Gen 4:26; 12:8; 13:4; Ps 105:1). Secondly, Acts 13:2 portrays 

the prophets and teachers at Antioch ―worshipping [leitourgountōn] the Lord [Jesus].‖ The verb, which in 

Jewish usage referred to the cultic service of God, must here, in connection with ―fasting,‖ refer to prayer 

in the broadest sense with Jesus as its focus.  

Since it was Jesus‘ functional divinity which made him the object of religious attention in Christian 

worship from the beginning, the transition from prayer, thanksgiving, and reverence to unambiguously 

divine worship of Jesus would not have been difficult or very self-conscious. It was a smooth process; 

there is no evidence that anyone contested or resisted it, even though the issues it raised for monotheistic 

faith and worship would soon have to be reflectively confronted. Certainly the view that the transition 

coincided with the movement of Christianity from a Jewish to a pagan Hellenistic environment (Bousset 

1913: 92–125) is mistaken. Apart from involving an over-schematized division between Jewish and 

Hellenistic Christianity and neglecting the continuing dominance of Jewish Christian leadership in the 

churches of the gentile mission in the NT period, this view founders on the fact that two of the NT works 

in which the worship of Jesus is clearest—Matthew and Revelation—remain within a thoroughly Jewish 

framework of thought. That the worship of Jesus did not result from gentile neglect of Jewish 

monotheism, but originated within and had to be accommodated within a Jewish monotheistic faith, 

which passed into gentile Christianity along with it, is of the greatest importance for the course of later 

christological development.  

The significance of Revelation, in which it is stressed that Jesus is worthy of explicitly divine worship, 

is discussed in section E.2. As for Matthew, the issue turns on his emphasis on proskynēsis (obeisance, 

prostration before someone as an expression of reverence or worship) paid to Jesus. Matthew uses the 

verb proskynein with Jesus as object 10 times (whereas Mark uses it in this way only twice, Luke only in 

24:52 v.1.). On 5 of these 10 occasions there is no Synoptic parallel (Matt 2:2, 8, 11; 28:9, 17). On 3 of 

them, Matthew supplies the word proskynein where Mark has the gesture but not this word (Matt 8:2 = 

Mark 1:40; Matt 9:18 = Mark 5:22; Matt 15:25 = Mark 7:25). On the remaining 2 occasions Matthew 

supplies the word where the Markan parallel has not even the gesture (Matt 14:33 = Mark 6:51; Matt 

20:20 = Mark 10:35). There are also 2 occasions where Mark has the word but Matthew omits even the 

gesture, and one where Mark has the gesture but Matthew omits it (Mark 5:6 = Matt 8:29; Mark 15:19 = 

Matt 27:30; Mark 10:17 = Matt 19:16). However, on these 3 occasions the worship (by demons, the 

mocking soldiers, the rich young man) would have been considered less than adequate by Matthew.  

The evidence therefore suggests that Matthew uses proskynein in a semi-technical way for the obeisance 

which is due to Jesus and emphasizes that it expresses the proper response to Jesus. It is true that the word 

proskynein as well as the gesture it describes could be used of reverence for human beings, without any 

implication of idolatry (Matt 18:26; Rev 3:9; LXX Gen 18:2; 19:1; 23:7, 12; 33:6–7; 1 Kgdms 28:14; 3 

Kgdms 2:19; Isa 45:14, etc.). But a large majority of Septuagintal uses of the word refer to the worship of 

God or false gods, and the gesture had become highly suspect to Jews in contexts where the idolatrous 

worship of a human being or an angel might be implied (Add Esth 13:12–14 [cf. Esth 3:2]; Apoc. Zeph. 

6:14–15; Philo Dec. 64; Gaium 116; Matt 4:9; Luke 4:7; Acts 10:25–26; Rev 19:10; 22:8–9; cf. also 

Mart. Pol. 17:3). Thus, whereas in Mark and Luke the gesture of obeisance to Jesus is probably no more 

than a mark of respect for an honored teacher, Matthew‘s consistent use of the word proskynein and his 

emphasis on the point show that he intends a kind of reverence which, paid to any other human being, he 

would have regarded as idolatrous. This is reinforced by the fact that his unparalleled uses tend to be in 

epiphanic contexts (Matt 2:2, 8, 11; 14:33; 28:9, 17). Combined with his emphasis on the presence of the 



exalted Christ among his people (18:20; 28:20), Matthew‘s usage must reflect the practice of the worship 

of Jesus in his church.  

In view of the origin of the worship of Jesus in Jewish Christianity, Hurtado (1988: 100) calls it ―a 

significantly new but essentially internal development within the Jewish monotheistic tradition.‖ That it 

constituted a new ―mutation‖ (Hurtado) of Jewish monotheistic worship, rather than an abandonment of 

Jewish monotheism, become evident in section E below. Further evidence of the worship of Jesus 

throughout the whole ante-Nicene period permeates the following discussion.  

B. Doxologies  

The attribution of doxologies to Christ is particularly clear evidence of unambiguously divine worship, 

i.e., worship that is appropriately offered only to the One God. Moreover, an unbroken tradition of use of 

christological doxologies can be traced from the NT through the whole ante-Nicene period. We 

distinguish two types: the strict doxological form and the acclamatory doxology.  

The basic structure of the strict doxological form, of which many variations and expansions are 

possible, is: ―To whom/him/you (be/is) the glory for ever. Amen.‖ Such doxologies are typically used by 

Jews and Christians as a conclusion to a prayer, a sermon, a letter, or a part of any of these. Though they 

are rare in extant Jewish literature, where the benediction (a different form with an equivalent function) is 

much more common, there is no doubt that the early Christian use of doxologies did derive from Judaism, 

where they were an expression of monotheistic worship. It is the One God of Israel to whom glory 

belongs eternally. There could be no more explicit way of expressing divine worship of Jesus than in the 

form of a doxology addressed to him.  

A common early Christian way of christianizing the doxology without addressing it to Christ was by the 

addition of the phrase ―through Jesus Christ‖ (Rom 16:27; Jude 25; Did. 9:4; 1 Clem. 58:2; 61:3; 64; 65:2; 

Mart. Pol. 14:3; 20:2; cf. 2 Cor 1:20; 1 Pet 4:10; Justin 1 apol. 65:3; 67:2; Origen or. 33:1, 6). But 

doxologies addressed to Christ also came into use. The commonest form was a doxology to Christ alone, 

of which three examples occur in the NT, though in relatively late NT documents (2 Tim 4:18; 2 Pet 3:18; 

Rev 1:5–6). Two other NT doxologies (Heb 13:21; 1 Pet 4:11) could but are not very likely to be 

addressed to Christ, and the same can be said for two doxologies in 1 Clement (20:12; 50:7) which, if 

addressed to Christ, would be roughly contemporary with the three certain NT examples. However, the 

three clear NT examples are from different geographical areas and theological traditions and so 

presuppose a common Christian practice going back some time before the writing of these works.  

Some examples of the strict doxological form addressed to Christ alone from the 2d and early 3d 

centuries are Acts John 77; Acts Paul & Thecla 42; Acts Pet. 20; 39; Mel. Peri Pascha 10, 45, 65, 105; fr. 

II 23 [Hall 1979: 94]; M. Perp. 1:6; Tert. De orat. 29; Hipp. Dan. 1:33; 4:60; Origen princ. 4.1.7; 4.3.14. 

Two special categories of further examples should be noted.  

(1) The doxologies that end the homilies of Origen are characteristically addressed to Christ alone. Of 

202 such doxologies, 181 are addressed to Christ (5 others may be addressed to Christ or to the Father; 

Crouzel 1980). This practice of Origen‘s is especially noteworthy since it contrasts with his own theory 

(Or. 14–15; cf. 33.1), and is likely therefore to be evidence not only of his own devotion to Christ but also 

of a normal practice of ending sermons in this way.  

(2) The early Acts of the Christian martyrs seem always to have ended with a doxology to Christ alone 

(Mart. Pol. 21; M. Carp. Lat 7; M. Pion. 23; M. Just. Rec.B & C 6; M. Perp. 21:11; M. Marcell. Rec.N 5; 

M. Irenaeus of Sirmium 6; M. Julius 4:5; M. Crispina 4:2). In some cases, the later expansion of an 

original christological doxology into a later trinitarian form can be clearly seen (M. Carp. Gk 47; M. Just. 

Rec.A 6; M. Das. 12:2; M. Agap. 7:2; cf. M. Eupl. Gk 2:4). Here the trinitarian doxology is the post-

Nicene development; the purely christological doxology is the early form. In many of these cases the 

christological doxology is attached to a standard form of reference to the reign of Christ (Mart. Pol. 21; 

M. Carp. Lat 7; M. Pion. 23; M. Marcell. Rec.N 5; M. Irenaeus of Sirmium 6; M. Das. 12:2; M. Agap. 

7:2), so that the effect is to contrast the divine rule of Christ, to whom worship is due, with Caesar‘s 

idolatrous pretensions to divine worship. The doxology thus expresses precisely the issue of worship for 

which the martyrs died.  



As well as the strict doxological form, acclamatory doxologies were also used with purely christological 

reference. Here the basic form is simply, ―Glory to …,‖ with the object of praise expressed in the second 

or third person. Frequently a relative or casual clause follows, giving the reason for praise. This form is 

not normally a concluding formula (but see Odes Sol. 17:17), but forms an independent or even 

introductory ascription of praise. Its christological use in early Christianity seems to have been prevalent 

especially in Syria (Odes Sol. 17:17; Acts John 43; 78; Acts Thom. 59; 60; 80; 153), though not 

exclusively there (M. Pion. 11:6).  

Besides its three purely christological doxologies, the NT also contains one doxology addressed to God 

and Christ together (Rev 5:13; cf. 7:10). This is the nearest the NT comes to later trinitarian doxologies in 

―coordinated‖ form, i.e., in which glory is ascribed to all three divine persons. They are less common in 

the pre-Nicene period than the doxology addressed to Christ alone, but are found. It is disputed whether 

this form of the doxology is original in Mart. Pol. 14:3 (see Jungmann 1965: 147 n. 4), but there seems to 

be a good case for claiming that it was regularly used by Hippolytus in the liturgy as well as in other 

works (Jungmann 1965: 5–8, 151–52, 152 n. 2, 155; Lebreton 1928: 622–25; but on the liturgy see also 

Hanssens 1959; 343–68), as it certainly was also in the Syriac liturgies from an early date (Jungmann 

1965: 194–200). Other early doxologies to the trinity are in Acts John 94; 96; Acts Thom. 132 (all these in 

the acclamatory form); Dionysius of Alexandria (ap. Bas. Spir. 29).  

C. Hymns  

Hymns in praise of Christ are probably, as Martin Hengel has argued, ―as old as the [Christian] 

community itself‖ (Hengel 1983: 93), and, like the doxology to Christ, can be traced in a continuous 

tradition through the early centuries. The singing of hymns ―to the Lord‖ [i.e., to Christ] is already 

attested in Eph 5:19, then by Pliny‘s report (of Christians‘ own testimony) that Christians habitually, in 

their morning worship, sang a hymn to Christ as God (carmen Christo quasi deo; Pliny, Ep. 10.96.7). 

Ignatius‘ comment that by the concord and harmony of the Ephesian Christians the praise of Jesus Christ 

is being sung (Iēsous Christos a idetai: Eph. 4:2; the following verse continues the thought in terms of 

singing through Christ to the Father) uses a metaphor which must reflect a practice of singing hymns in 

praise of Christ. Later evidence of the continuity of this tradition of christological liturgical hymns comes 

from the context of 3d-century christological debate. An anonymous early 3d-century writer, refuting the 

heretic Artemon who denied the deity of Christ, adduces as evidence of the antiquity of this belief the fact 

that ―all the psalms and hymns  ōdai) written by believing brothers from the beginning hymn Christ as the 

Logos of God and speak of him as God (ton logon tou theou ton christon hymnousin theologountes)‖ 

(Eus. Hist. Eccl. 5.28.6). (In this text, as also in Hist. Eccl. 7.30.10, note the continuity with the early 

Christian terminology for such hymns in 1 Cor 14:26; Col 3:16; Eph 5:19: cf. Hengel 1983: 78–80.) 

Known hymns of some antiquity must be in the author‘s mind, since he also appeals quite accurately to 

named 2d-century writers who speak of Christ as God (Hist. Eccl. 5.28.4–5). Some years later, Paul of 

Samosata—the first Christian reformer who attempted to abolish the worship of Christ in the interests of a 

low christology—put a stop to psalms addressed to Jesus Christ, considering them to be modern 

compositions (Hist. Eccl. 7.30.10). (For the practice of singing hymns in praise of Christ, see also Or. 

Cels. 8.67; Porph. ap. Aug. civ. Dei 19.23.)  

Those fragments of early Christian hymns which are preserved in the NT (and perhaps also in Ignatius) 

are not actually addressed to Christ, but are forms of ―narrative praise‖ recounting the history of Jesus in 

the third person (especially Phil 2:6–11; 1 Tim 3:16). Like the narrative psalms of the OT, such hymns are 

praise of God for his saving acts in the history of Jesus, but they are at the same time also praise of Jesus 

the Savior, as Eph 5:19 makes plain, if it is to hymns of this type that it refers. Indeed, Phil 2:9–11 is 

virtually equivalent to a doxology addressed to Christ and through him to the Father. The tradition of 

hymns of narrative praise must have continued, because the hymnic elements in the work of Melito of 

Sardis seem clearly indebted to liturgical hymnody of this type. Melito makes the praise of Christ quite 

explicit by ending such compositions with formal christological doxologies (Peri Pascha 10, 45, 65, 105; 

fr. II 23 [Hall 1979: 94]). (Note also the combination of christological doxology and narrative praise in 

Acts Thom. 80, which may reflect a hymnic form.)  



But hymns of praise actually addressed to Christ may also have originated at a very early date. A brief 

acclamation of praise to Christ, drawn from the messianic Psalm 118, is found in the context of the 

eucharistic liturgy in Did. 10:6: ―Hosanna to the God of David!‖ (―Hosanna,‖ originally a cry for divine 

help, had already in Jewish usage become a shout of praise to God: TDNT 9:682–84; see HOSANNA.) 

Rev 5:9–10, which addresses praise to Christ in the second person, is not an actual hymn in Christian use: 

the seer has composed this heavenly liturgy for its context in his work. But it would be surprising if it did 

not reflect the use of hymns of this kind in John‘s churches. Moreover, Heb 1:8–12 understands Ps 45:6–7 

and Ps 102:25–27 as psalms addressed to Christ, while Justin later attests a Christian exegesis of some 

psalms as addressed to Christ (Dial. 37–38; 63; 73–74; 126). In line with Hengel‘s argument that in the 

earliest Christian community the use of OT messianic psalms accompanied the composition of new songs 

(Hengel 1983: 92), this kind of christological exegesis of psalms could have inspired new Christian 

psalms addressed to Christ. So it may be to this type of hymn that Eph 5:19 and Pliny‘s report refer. 

Examples of such hymns which have survived from a later period are the lamp-lighting hymn Phōs 

hilaron, probably from the late 2d or early 3d century (see Tripolitis 1970), Clement of Alexandria‘s 

hymn to Christ the Savior in paed. 3:12, and probably the original ante-Nicene form of the Gloria in 

excelsis.  

The special value of the hymns is that they help us much more than the doxologies to see how the 

worship of Jesus arose. As Hengel has shown in detail (1983; see also Stanley 1958), the earliest hymns 

celebrated the saving death and heavenly exaltation of Jesus as the one who now shares the divine throne 

and as God‘s plenipotentiary receives the homage of all creation. In offering praise to Christ they 

anticipate the eschatological consummation when all will acknowledge Christ‘s lordship and worship 

him. Thus the worship of Christ is the community‘s response to his eschatological history. It corresponds 

to the very high but still functional christology of the earliest Christian Church, according to which Jesus 

exercises all the functions of God in relation to the world, as Savior, Lord, and Judge, as well as to the 

same church‘s strong sense of the living reality of Jesus as the one who reigns now and is coming. The 

one who functions as God naturally receives divine worship, not of course as a competitor or supplanter 

of God in the community‘s worship, but as God‘s plenipotentiary whose praise redounds to God‘s glory 

(Phil 2:11; Rev 5:12–13).  

What this shows, however, is that the role which Jesus played in the Christian religion from the 

beginning was such as to cause him to be treated as God in worship. But in a context of monotheistic 

worship, in which the uniqueness of God is defined by the restriction of worship to him, this had to be 

seen sooner or later to mean that Jesus belongs to the being of God. If functional Christology gave rise to 

the worship of Jesus then it had also to give rise to ontic Christology, as it did already in the NT period as 

well as subsequently. It is likely that it was the attribution of explicitly divine worship to Jesus which 

promoted the development of more explicit statements about his divine being.  

D. Pagan Perceptions of Christianity  

Interesting evidence that the worship of Jesus was the central distinguishing feature of early Christianity 

comes from pagan observers and critics. ―To pagan observers … Christian identity centered on the 

worship of Christ‖ (Wilken 1980: 113; cf. Mühlenberg 1982: 144). Most 2d- and 3d-century pagan 

writers who discuss Christianity emphasize the worship of Jesus (Pliny Ep. 10.96.7); Lucian Peregrinus 

13; Celsus ap. Or. Cels. 8.12, 14, 15; Porph. ap. Aug. civ. Dei 19:23; cf. Mart. Pol. 17:2). Also the 3d-

century anti-Christian graffito from the Palatine hill depicts a man in prayer before a crucified man with 

the head of a donkey, and the inscription: ―Alexamenos worships [his] God‖ (Alexamenos sebete theon; 

cf. Min. Fel. Oct. 9: 4; Tert. Apol. 16; Ad Nat. 1.14). See Fig. ART.48.  

In a sense it was easy for pagans to see Christianity as a religious association devoted to the cult of 

Jesus, in the same way that other religious groups exalted particular teachers and heroes to divine or semi-

divine status. But what set Christianity apart, in their eyes, was not only that Jesus was in fact unworthy 

of such a cult (as Celsus was at pains to argue), but also the exclusivity of Christian worship. They saw 

Christianity as having perverted the exclusive monotheism of the Jews, itself an objectionable superstition 

(Tac. Hist. 5.4–5), into the exclusive worship of Jesus as the only God. Mühlenberg persuasively 



interprets Pliny‘s report as implying this: ―The skandalon, the fanatic obstinacy, as Pliny sees it, consists 

in the exclusivity of the divinity of Jesus‖ (1982: 139). According to Celsus, whose principal objection to 

Christians was their antisocial (indeed seditious) opting out of all religious practices except their own, 

Christians ―want to worship only this Son of man, whom they put forward as leader under the pretense 

that he is a great God‖ (Or. Cels. 8.15). Celsus cannot understand how this can be compatible with the 

Jewish monotheistic tradition in which Christians claim to stand: ―If these men worshipped no other God 

but one, perhaps they would have had a valid argument against the others. But in fact they worship to an 

extravagant degree this man who appeared recently, and yet think it is not inconsistent with monotheism 

if they also worship his servant‖ (Or. Cels. 8.12). In thus perceiving that Christians claimed an exclusive 

monotheism centered on the worship of Jesus, Celsus strikingly corroborates the accounts of the martyrs 

which are noted in E.4 below.  

E. Christian Adherence to Jewish Monotheism  

Before the advent of Christianity, Judaism was unique among the religions of the Roman world in 

demanding the exclusive worship of its God. It is not too much to say that Jewish monotheism was 

defined by its adherence to the first and second commandments. That the God of Israel was the one and 

only God meant not only that he was supreme, the Creator of heaven and earth, but also that he alone 

might be worshipped. By contrast, perhaps the principal religious feature of the rest of the Roman world 

was interreligious tolerance: One‘s participation in one cult did not imply that others or even oneself 

should not participate in other cults. Where a kind of monotheism was held by the more sophisticated—

deriving from the Platonic tradition, for example—it denied the legitimacy of none of the existing forms 

of popular religion. Worship of the supreme transcendent God (in any case known by different names to 

different nations) was entirely compatible with also worshipping the lesser divine beings who were more 

immediately involved in affairs here on earth. The difference between Jewish and pagan monotheism did 

not, of course, turn on the existence of supernatural beings inferior to the supreme God, but on whether 

they might be worshipped.  

It was this intolerant Jewish monotheism, with its condemnation of all other cults as idolatrous, which 

also made Christianity an objectionable oddity in the Roman world, with the additional scandal that 

Christianity somehow linked this exclusive monotheism to the cult of, not an ancient hero or a noble 

philosopher, but a recently crucified criminal. Intelligible as the thesis might seem—a priori—that 

Christianity adopted the worship of Jesus to the extent that it abandoned exclusive Jewish monotheism 

under the influence of the pagan environment, the evidence does not bear it out. On the contrary, it 

indicates that from the NT period onwards Christians held to exclusive monotheism as tenaciously as they 

did to the worship of Jesus, because both features were already definitive of Christian worship when it 

emerged from its original Jewish context into the pagan world.  

The remainder of this article examines some of the evidence that the worship of Jesus was practiced in 

close conjunction with an adherence to Jewish monotheism.  

1. 1 Corinthians 8:6. The worship of Jesus as Lord was undoubtedly practiced in the churches of the 

Pauline mission, but in combination with the exclusive monotheism of the parent religion. In 1 Cor 8:4–6, 

Paul takes up the issue of polytheistic and monotheistic worship by Christianizing the šema˓. In other 

words he aligns himself and his fellow Christians with the Jews in their rejection of the ―many gods and 

many lords‖ of paganism, and does so by referring to the classic, constantly repeated declaration of 

Jewish exclusive monotheism in the šema˓ (Deut 6:4). But he so expounds the šema˓ as to include the 

lordship of Jesus within its terms, glossing its theos (God) with ―Father‖ and its kyrios (Lord) with ―Jesus 

Christ‖ (Wright 1986: 208; de Lacey 1982: 200–1).  

2. The Book of Revelation. Revelation portrays the worship of Christ in heaven, quite explicitly as 

divine worship (5:8–12). The heavenly worship of God the Creator (4:9–11) is followed by the heavenly 

worship of the Lamb (5:8–12), and then, as the climax of the vision (5:13), the circle of worship expands 

to include the whole of creation addressing a doxology to God and the Lamb together. This very 

deliberate portrayal of the worship of Christ is noteworthy, not only because it occurs in a work whose 

thought-world is unquestionably thoroughly Jewish, but also because John shows himself quite aware of 



the issue of monotheistic worship. The whole book is much concerned with the question of true and false 

worship—with differentiating the true worship of God from the idolatrous worship of the beast. 

Moreover, the issue of worship is reinforced in the closing chapters of the work by the incident, included 

twice for strategic effect, in which John prostrates himself in worship before the angel who mediates the 

revelation to him. The angel explains that he is only a fellow-servant of God and directs John to worship 

God (19:10; 22:8–9). John is here making use of a traditional motif developed in apocalyptic literature 

precisely in order to protect monotheistic worship against the temptation of angelolatry (Bauckham 1981: 

323–37). The point is that the angel is not the source of revelation, but only the instrument for 

communicating it to John. The source is God, who alone may be worshipped. But in the same passages 

Jesus is distinguished as source, not instrument, of revelation (19:10b; 21:16, 20). By implication he is not 

excluded like the angel from the strictly monotheistic worship, but included in it. It seems clear that in 

Revelation we have the deliberate treatment of Jesus as an object of worship along with a deliberate 

retention of the Jewish definition of monotheism by worship.  

Because of this combination it seems that John is concerned not to represent Jesus as an alternative 

object of worship alongside God, but as one who shares in the glory due to God. He is worthy of divine 

worship because his worship can be included in the worship of the one God. Thus chapter 5 is structured 

so that the heavenly worship of the Lamb (5:8–12) leads to the worship of God and the Lamb together by 

the whole creation (5:13). It is probably the same concern which leads to a peculiar usage elsewhere in 

Revelation, where mention of God and Christ is followed by a singular verb (11:15) or singular pronouns 

(22:3–4; and 6:17, where the reading autou should be preferred). (Of these texts, 22:3 is particularly 

noteworthy as referring to worship.) Whether the singular in these passages refers to God alone or to God 

and Christ as a unity, John is evidently reluctant to speak of God and Christ together as a plurality.  

3. Missionary Christianity in the Apocryphal Acts. The apocryphal Acts of the late 2d and early 3d 

centuries are much the best evidence of how conversion to Christianity was represented to outsiders. They 

should not be branded as gnostic, and their doctrinal peculiarities, with the exception of the Acts of John, 

are not likely to have seemed unorthodox at the time. They represent conversion to Christianity, again and 

again, as conversion from idolatry to the worship of the only true God Jesus (as well as references below, 

see Acts John 42; 44; 79). Admittedly, in the Acts of John this treatment of Jesus as the only God is 

combined with a consistent elimination of all distinction between Jesus and the Father (except in 93–102, 

109, which Junod and Kaestli [1983: 581–89] show to be a secondary addition). But the other Acts are not 

really, as has been claimed, guilty of ―naive modalism‖: they distinguish the Father and the Son as readily 

as they call Jesus the only God. In fact, they exhibit a relatively unreflective combination of monotheistic 

worship, worship of Jesus as God, and the trinitarian distinctions—a combination probably characteristic 

of much popular Christianity and capable, of course, of being condemned as modalism by more 

sophisticated trinitarian thinkers. (It seems, for example, much like the position of Pope Zephyrinus, 

quoted by Hipp. haer. 9:6, who condemns it as ―ignorant and illiterate.‖)  

What is particularly interesting, however, is the evidence that traditional Jewish monotheistic formulas, 

designed to assert monotheistic worship against paganism, are employed for the same purpose, but with 

reference to the worship of Jesus. For example, there seems to have been a form of the full doxology, 

attested only in early Christian literature (Rom 16:27; 1 Tim 1:17; 6:15–16; Jude 25; 1 Clem. 43:6; 2 

Clem. 20:5) but surely of Jewish origin, in which glory is ascribed to the only God. This turns the 

doxology into an explicit assertion of exclusive monotheistic worship. In the apocryphal Acts this kind of 

doxology is addressed to Jesus (Acts Pet. 20; 39; Acts John 77; Acts Paul [PHeid p.6]; and acclamatory 

form in Acts John 43; and cf. the ascriptions of praise, not in strictly doxological form, in Acts Pet. 21; 

Acts Thom. 25; Acts John 85). Furthermore, in several of these cases, the words are: ―you [Jesus] are the 

only God and there is no other‖ (or similar) (Acts Pet. 39; Acts John 77; Acts Thom. 25; Acts Paul [PHeid 

p.6]). This formula derives from Deutero-Isaiah‘s polemic against idolatry (Isa 43:11; 45:5, 11, 22; 46:9 

etc.) and had already been taken up in Jewish propagandist literature in the Roman world (Sib.Or. 3:629, 

760; Ps.-Orph. 16; cf. Sib.Or. 8:377, which is most likely Christian). It makes absolutely clear that in the 



apocryphal Acts, where the worship of Jesus is so prominent, it was conceived primarily in terms of 

Jewish monotheistic worship.  

4. Persecution and Martyrdom. It was for their ―atheism‖—i.e., for their exclusive monotheistic 

worship—that Christians were persecuted and martyred. Probably they incurred a good deal of general 

dislike by their refusal to participate in what to their neighbors was ordinary social life but in their eyes 

would implicate them in idolatrous worship. Martyrdom resulted from refusal to worship the emperor or 

the traditional Roman state gods who were understood to guarantee the well-being of the empire.  

In the conflict with the empire, which Christians saw as a conflict about monotheistic worship, they 

again took up traditional Jewish ways of asserting this. This is the case already in Revelation (14:7; 15:4; 

cf. the parody of a monotheistic formula in 13:4) and is also true of the Acts of the Martyrs (which, 

whether or not their records of the words of the martyrs are accurate, are evidence of Christian views on 

this issue). Repeatedly, under questioning, the martyrs claim to worship the One God who made heaven 

and earth (M. Pion. 8:3; 9:6; 16:3; 19:8, 11; M. Fructuosus 2:4; M. Montanus & Lucius 19:5; M. Julius 

2:3; M. Agap. 5:2; M. Crispina 1:7; 2:3; M. Phileas Gk 9:10; Lat 3:4), call down destruction on the gods 

who did not make heaven and earth (Jer 10:11 LXX) (M. Carp. Gk 9; Lat 2; M. Crispina 2:3; M. Eupl. 

Lat 2:5), appeal to OT commandments prohibiting the worship of any but the one God (M. Pion. 3:3; M. 

Montanus & Lucius 14:1; M. Julius 2:1; M. Irenaeus of Sirmium 2:1; Phil. Thm. ep. 10 [apud Eus. Hist. 

Eccl. 8.10.10]; M. Phileas Lat 1:1), echo traditional Jewish polemic against idols (M. Carp. Gk 1:6–7; M. 

Marcell. Rec.M 1:1; M. Irenaeus of Sirmium 4:3; M. Crispina 3:2), and use other standard formula of 

Jewish monotheistic worship (―I know of no other God besides him‖: M. Crispina 1:4; cf. Dion. Al. apud 

Eus. Hist. Eccl. 7.11.5; ―the living and true God‖: M. Carp. Lat 3:4; M. Julius 1:4; M. Crispina 1:6). But 

with no sense of incongruity the martyrs also speak of Christ—the crucified man—as God and of his 

worship (M. Carp. Gk 5; M. Pion. 9:8–9; 16:4–5; M. Con. 4:2; 6:4; M. Maximilian 2:4; M. Julius 3:4; M. 

Felix 30; M. Phileas Gk 5–6; M. Eupl. Lat 2:4), while their own prayers and worship as they approach 

and suffer martyrdom are usually to Christ (M. Carp. Gk 41; Lat 4:6; 5; 6:5; M. Fructuosus 4:3; M. Con. 

6:4; M. Julius 4:4; M. Felix 30; M. Irenaeus of Sirmium 5:2, 4; M. Eupl. Lat 2:6; 3:3). We have already 

noticed (section B.) how the standard literary conclusion to the accounts of martyrdom sets the eternal 

divine kingship of Christ in implicit contrast to the pretended divinity of the emperor and the eternity of 

the empire.  

F. Relationship to Patristic Christological Development  

How could Jewish monotheism accommodate the worship of Jesus? It seems clear, from what we know 

of popular Christianity in the first three centuries, that for most Christians this was not a real problem. 

Worship of Jesus was worship of God. Jesus was not an alternative, competitive object of worship 

alongside the Father. His worship was included within the worship of the One God. In this way popular 

Christianity combined the exclusive monotheism of its parent religion with the worship of Jesus that the 

central datum of Christian faith and experience—the divine function of Jesus—required. However, in 

order to maintain and safeguard this position, it was necessary for reflective theology to reach a doctrinal 

understanding of the being of God and the being of Christ which could do justice to the two propositions: 

that only God may be worshipped, and that Jesus is such that he must be worshipped. The search for such 

an understanding, within the intellectual context of the time, occupied Christian thinkers for the whole of 

the patristic period. The worship of Jesus was a major factor determining the result.  

By means of a necessary oversimplification, we can identify two important trends in ante-Nicene 

Christianity‘s reflection on the relation of Jesus to God. One trend remained close to the worshipping life 

of the church and to Jewish monotheism; it reflects very faithfully the evidence just surveyed for the 

worship of Jesus and for the retention, in Christian witness, of exclusive monotheistic worship against the 

polytheistic worship of paganism. It is easy to see how this combination might lead in the direction of 

modalism, in which the distinction between the Father and the Son was simply denied. As we have 

already remarked in connection with the apocryphal Acts, by no means everything that, taken in isolation, 

sounds modalistic really is. But the danger was present. If only God may be worshipped and if Jesus may 



be worshipped, then the conclusion could be drawn that there can be no real distinction between God the 

Father and God as incarnate in Jesus.  

Such a proposition was not likely to succeed in the long run. It neglected too much in the witness of the 

Bible and the tradition to the personal distinction between Jesus and his Father, and while doing justice to 

the worship of Jesus, abolished his mediatorial role, which was equally strong in the tradition, not least in 

the liturgy. But it is easy to see why it made an immediate appeal and was at first tolerated by the early 

3d-century bishops of Rome. Noetus, defending his modalistic teaching against the elders of the church of 

Smyrna, asked: ―What evil am I doing by giving glory  doxazōn) to Christ?‖ (Hipp. Noët. 1.6; the 

importance of the point is shown by the way Hippolytus takes it up in 9.2; 14.6–8; and concludes the 

work with his own doxology addressed to the Son along with the Father and the Holy Spirit: 18.2).  

The other trend is represented by the tradition of intellectual theology, which was relatively more 

independent of the worship and witness of ordinary Christianity. This tradition begins in the Apologists of 

the 2d century and continues in the Alexandrians and the Origenist tradition. At first sight it may seem 

surprising that the danger of a paganizing of Christianity arose here rather than in popular Christianity, 

but there is a clear reason why this was in fact the case. Christianity had no difficulty in distinguishing 

itself from popular paganism towards which it was consistently intolerant, but the Christian intellectuals 

were engaged in a critical appropriation of pagan philosophy. The result was that they tended to use 

Platonic monotheism as the model for understanding the relation of Jesus to God. God the Father is the 

supreme God, while Christ, the Logos, is God in a subordinate and derivative sense. And just as the 

Platonist did not confine worship to the supreme God, but allowed the worship of lesser divinities to 

appropriate degrees, so the Christian practice of the worship of Jesus could be permissible as the relative 

worship of the principal divine intermediary, while absolute worship is reserved for the one who is God in 

the fullest sense. The danger in this Christian Platonism was the loss of monotheism in the Judeo-

Christian sense.  

In relation to worship we can see one possible effect in a suprising passage of Justin Martyr‘s first 

Apology, in which he defends Christians against the charge of atheism by claiming that in fact they 

worship a number of divine beings: not only God, but also ―the Son who came from him …, and the host 

of other good angels who follow him and are made like him, and the prophetic Spirit, we worship and 

adore (sebometha kai proskynoumen)‖ (1 Apol. 6). The inclusion of the angels represents an attempt to 

assimilate the Christian view of the divine world as closely as possible to the Platonic hierarchy of 

divinity: first God, second God, and a multitude of lesser divine beings (cf. also Athenag. Leg. 10.5; Or. 

Cels. 8.13). This is apologetic and should not be taken as a serious claim that Christians worship angels, 

but it illustrates how Platonic influence could undermine the Jewish principle of monotheistic worship.  

In Origen we see the growing gap between a platonically influenced intellectual theology and the 

popular faith and practice of the Church precisely in relation to this principle. Origen distinguishes four 

types of prayer and worship. Three of them (supplication, intercession, and thanksgiving) may quite 

properly be made to human beings as well as to God, but the fourth, which is prayer in the fullest sense of 

the word (kyriolexia) and is accompanied by praise, is properly offered only to the unoriginated God, not 

to any derived being and so not even to Christ (Or. 14–15; cf. Cels. 5.11; 8.26). Origen is conscious of 

how far this diverges from the practice of ―uninstructed and simple‖ Christians (16.1), and the extent of 

the tension is indicated by his own divergent practice (see B. above) and even apparently divergent theory 

elsewhere (Cels. 8.67; cf. Or. 33.1). His ability elsewhere to accommodate actual Christian practice of 

worshipping Jesus is explained by Cels. 5.4: All types of prayer can be offered to the Logos, provided 

―we are capable of a clear understanding of the absolute and relative sense of prayer.‖  

The absolute and relative sense of prayer correspond to Origen‘s hierarchical view of divinity, in which 

only the Father, the supreme God, is God in the absolute sense and the Son is divine in a relative sense, 

deriving his divinity from the supreme God and mediating between the supreme God and the rest of 

reality. Hence worship in the proper sense is due only to the supreme God, but must be offered through 

the mediation of the Son (Or. 15.1–2), who himself can be worshipped only as an intermediary who 

mediates our prayers to and himself prays to the Father (Cels. 8.13, 26). Thus Origen, constrained by, on 



the one hand, his platonically influenced doctrine of God and, on the other hand, the Christian practice of 

worshipping Jesus, halts between a rigorously monotheistic worship, which would allow only the one 

who is God in the fullest sense, the Father, to be addressed in worship, and a Platonic permission to 

worship, in appropriate degrees, all subordinate divinities (cf. Cels. 8.66–67).  

Early Arianism was in one sense a reassertion of Judeo-Christian monotheism. Rejecting the notion of 

degrees of divinity, Arius drew an absolute distinction between the Creator and all creatures. Christ could 

not be a lesser divinity, and so he had to be in the last resort a creature. The effect was that Arius enabled 

the christological implications of the worship of Jesus to be clearly seen: Either Christians worship a 

creature, or Jesus belongs to the being of the One God who alone may be worshipped. If this was not at 

first fully recognized by the Arians, it was by Alexander of Alexandria (Ep. Alex. 31) and Athanasius, 

who continually accused the Arians of idolatry in worshipping Jesus whom they considered a creature 

(Ep. Adelph. 3; Depos. 2.23; 3.16). Arianism itself did not abolish the worship of the Son, but severely 

restricted it and understood it in a strongly Origenist way—as honoring the one who mediates worship to 

the Father who is the only proper object of worship (Theognis of Nicaea in sermones Arianorum fr. 16; 

Kopecek 1985: 170–72). The development of Nicene orthodoxy, on the other hand, was the attempt to do 

theological justice to the church‘s practice of worshipping Jesus with the worship due only to God. The 

achievement of the trinitarian doctrine which eventually emerged from the Arian controversies was to do 

this without lapsing into modalism. The triumph of Nicene orthodoxy at the fundamental level of 

acceptability to the Church at large was due to the justice it did to the place of Jesus in popular Christian 

faith, as expressed in the worship of Jesus.  

Finally, the worship of Jesus again played a part as a christological principle in the christological debate 

which led to the Council of Chalcedon. It was the principle continually invoked by the Alexandrians, 

especially Cyril, against an extreme Antiochene Christology. If Jesus Christ is a man indwelt by God, a 

human subject alongside a divine subject in a relationship of grace, then the worship of Jesus is the 

worship of a man alongside the Logos (see Cyr. Nest. 2; and the 8th of the Twelve Anathemas in Cyr. 

Nest. 3, later adopted, in expanded form, as the 9th anathema of the Second Council of Constantinople in 

553). Only if Jesus is the divine Logos incarnate is the worship of Jesus not idolatry but the worship of 

God incarnate. So the Council of Ephesus (431) decided.  
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RICHARD BAUCKHAM  

JESUS CHRIST, SOPHIA OF (NHC III,4). See EUGNOSTOS AND THE SOPHIA OF JESUS 

CHRIST.  

JESUS, BROTHERS AND SISTERS OF. In the NT and in extracanonical literature there is 

mention of Jesus‘ brothers and sisters. The question of Jesus‘ brothers and sisters has been a point of 

controversy throughout church history.  

A. NT Evidence  

Several NT passages mention the brothers of Jesus (and his sisters in Mark 6:3 [= Matt 13:56] and Mark 

3:32 according to some mss). In Mark 3:31–32 (= Matt 12:46 = Luke 8:19–20) Jesus‘ mother and his 

brothers try to separate him from a crowd that thought he was out of his mind. Jesus responds that 

whoever does the will of God is his true brother and sister and mother. Mark 6:3 (= Matt 13:55–56) 

records the judgment of people in Nazareth who questioned Jesus‘ wisdom by asking, ―Is not this the 

carpenter, the son of Mary, the brother of James and Joses (Joseph in Matt) and Judas and Simon?‖ 

However, Mark 15:40 states that James the younger and Joses were the sons of another Mary, presumably 

not the mother of Jesus.  

John 2:12 mentions that the brothers of Jesus accompanied him to Capernaum and they later tauntingly 

suggest that Jesus should publicly demonstrate his great deeds at the Feast of Tabernacles (7:3, 5, 10). 

John agrees with the Synoptics in having the brothers of Jesus refuse to believe in him during his lifetime.  

Acts 1:14, on the other hand, includes the brothers of Jesus as part of a group praying together after the 

crucifixion with the 11 disciples and some women, including Jesus‘ mother Mary. Paul in 1 Cor 9:5 asks 

if he does not have the right to travel with a Christian woman (wife?) like the other apostles, the brothers 

of the Lord, and Cephas. And in Gal 1:19 Paul mentions James, ―the brother of the Lord.‖  

B. Evidence from ExtraCanonical Literature  

Early church tradition associated with the historian Hegesippus and preserved by Eusebius in his 

Ecclesiastical History records the important role played by relatives of Jesus in the Jerusalem church. 

James is said to have been the first bishop of Jerusalem and after his martyrdom his brother Simeon 

succeeded him (Hist. Eccl. 2.1.10–17; 3.11).  

A 2d-century pseudepigraphical work, The Protevangelium of James, is the earliest evidence for the 

view that Jesus‘ brothers were the children of Joseph from a previous marriage and that Mary remained a 

virgin after the birth of Jesus (Prot. Jas. 9:2; 19:1–20:3).  

The gnostic writings from Nag Hammadi contain several references to brothers of Jesus, particularly 

James and Thomas. In one of 3 apocryphal writings attributed to James, the author states, ―The one whom 

you hated and persecuted came to me. He said to me, ‗Hail, my brother; my brother, hail!‘ As I looked up 

at him, the mother said to me, ‗Do not be frightened, my son, because he said, ‗My brother‘ to you. For 

you (pl.) were nourished with this same milk. Because of this he calls me ‗My mother.‘ For he is not a 

stranger to us. He is a brother [by] your father‖ (2 Apoc. Jas. 50, 8–23). The revealer (Jesus) later says to 

James, ―Your father is not my father, but my father has become a father to [you]‖ (51,19–22). Here 



James, whose father is presumably Joseph, is said to be a physical brother to Jesus as well as his spiritual 

brother.  

Another Nag Hammadi text, The Book of Thomas the Contender, has the savior say to Thomas, ―Now 

since it has been said that you are my twin and true companion, examine yourself … Since you will be 

called my brother, it is not fitting that you be ignorant of yourself‖ (138,7–11). This apparently 

spiritualizes an alleged physical kinship. See THOMAS THE CONTENDER.  

C. History of Interpretation  

The ambiguity and brevity of the canonical references to Jesus‘ family led to three main interpretations. 

One view evidently supported by Tertullian among others, is named after a later proponent named 

Helvidius. According to this view, the brothers of Jesus were full blood brothers born to Mary and Joseph 

after the birth of Jesus.  

Another view, defended by Origen, Eusebius, and Gregory of Nyssa, is identified with Epiphanius, 

Bishop of Salamis, whose Against Heresies includes the view that the brothers of Jesus were actually the 

sons of Joseph by a previous marriage.  

A third understanding of the brothers of Jesus is found in the work of St. Jerome. Writing in opposition 

to Helvidius and the view that Mary and Joseph had other children after the birth of Jesus, Jerome argued 

on the basis of his interpretation of the canonical evidence that the brothers of Jesus were in fact his 

cousins. Their mother, Jerome argued, was the sister of Mary the mother of Jesus, who was herself named 

Mary and the wife of Clopas, who was also known as Alphaeus. Jerome‘s intent is clear from the title of 

his work, Against Helvidius: The Perpetual Virginity of the Blessed Mary.  

D. Current Interpretation  

Modern biblical scholarship has usually divided along confessional lines with regard to the brothers of 

Jesus. Protestant scholarship has generally understood the Gk term adelphos as referring to a physical 

brother, i.e., a biological descendant of the same mother and father. Roman Catholic and much of 

Orthodox scholarship, on the other hand, has generally interpreted adelphos, at least with reference to 

Jesus, as a kinsman or a cousin. This latter interpretation, based partly on the view that adelphos is the Gk 

equivalent of the broader Hebrew term ˒aḥ, accords with the views of St. Jerome and Epiphanius and is 

consistent with the doctrine of the perpetual virginity of Mary, the mother of Jesus. For classic 

discussions of these patristic views, consult the work of J. B. Lightfoot (1865) and Zahn (1900). More 

recent scholarship reviewing the history of interpretation can be found in the studies of Blinzler (1967), 

and McHugh (1975). The role of James the brother of Jesus is the topic of a recent study by Wilhelm 

Pratscher (1987) and recent scholarship is summarized in the commentary of R. Martin (James WBC).  

An ecumenical taskforce concluded with regard to the brothers and sisters of Jesus, ―… it cannot be said 

that the NT identifies them without doubt as blood brothers and sisters and hence as children of Mary … 

The solution favored by scholars will in part depend on the authority they allot to later church insights‖ 

(Brown, Donfried, Fitzmyer and Reumann 1978: 72).  
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JAMES A. BRASHLER  

JETHER (PERSON) [Heb yeter (ֶיֶתש )]. 1. The firstborn son of Gideon, who was asked by his father 

to execute the 2 Midianite kings, Zebah and Zalmunna, captured by Gideon (Judg 8:20). This is an act of 



bloody vengeance, for Zebah and Zalmunna had earlier killed the brothers of Gideon. However, Jether 

was not willing to perform the act.  

2. The father of Amasa, a commander of David‘s army who was killed by Joab out of jealousy (1 Kgs 

2:5, 32; 1 Chr 2:17). The name appears as Ithra (Heb yitrā˒) in 2 Sam 17:25. Jether and Ithra are probably 

variants of the same name, and both are probably correct. He was probably of Ishmaelite origin (1 Chr 

2:17) although 2 Sam 17:25 identifies him as an Israelite; the identification of 1 Chronicles has the 

support of the Codex Alexandrinus reading of the Samuel text. Recently, Levenson and Halpern (1980: 

511–12) have put forward the suggestion that Jether may have been a Jezreelite, which has the support of 

another Septuagintal tradition, the Codex Coislinianus. Another problem is Jether‘s relationship to 

David‘s family. According to 2 Sam 17:25, his wife was Abigail the daughter of Nahash. However, in 1 

Chr 2:17, Abigail was Jesse‘s daughter and so was David‘s sister. The 2 traditions are difficult to 

reconcile, although some scholars prefer the text of 1 Chronicles 2 over that of 2 Samuel (NHT, 326; 

McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 393). McCarter (2 Samuel AB, 393) called attention to a peculiarity of the 

relationship between Jether and Abigail. Both texts of 2 Samuel and 1 Chronicles do not say explicitly 

that Abigail is the wife of Jether, so they were not married in the usual sense. Either Amasa was the fruit 

of an illicit relationship or, as McCarter has suggested as likely, theirs was a special type of relationship 

comparable to the ṣadiqa marriage of the ancient Arabs (AncIsr 29).  

3. The son of Jada, a descendant of Jerahmeel (1 Chr 2:32). Jerahmeel is probably a clan in S Judah (1 

Sam 27:10; 30:29) (Williamson Chronicles AB, 54).  

4. The son of Ezrah, listed as a descendant of the tribe of Judah in 1 Chr 4:17. Myer (1 Chronicles AB, 

29) suggests that Jether may be connected with Jattir, a town SE of Hebron.  

5. A descendant of the tribe of Asher (1 Chr 7:38). He and Ithran of 1 Chr 7:37 are probably the same 

person (Curtis Chronicles ICC, 156).  
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JETHETH (PERSON) [Heb y tēt (ֵתת  One of the 11 ―tribal chiefs‖ (Heb ˒allûp  m) listed in Gen .[( יְׁ

36:40–43, a Priestly appendix to the Edomite material in Genesis 36, and in 1 Chr 1:51b–54, an 

abbreviated form of the appendix. The spelling is probably corrupt, and ought to be emended either to 

Jether  yētēr) or to Ithran (yitrān; cf. 1 Chr 7: 36–37). See also JETHER; ITHRAN.  

ULRICH HÜBNER  

JETHRO (PERSON) [Heb yitrô (שו תְׁ  Priest of Midian and father of Zipporah, Moses‘ wife. After .[( יִׂ

Moses fled Egypt at the death of the Egyptian guard and subsequent Hebrew rejection, he came into the 

land of Midian in the Sinai wilderness. The Midianites lived in SE Sinai and NE Arabia on both sides of 

the Gulf of Aqaba. At a well, Moses came into contact with 7 shepherdesses and eventually their father, 

Jethro, priest of Midian. One of the shepherdesses, Zipporah, became wife to Moses and he remained in 

Jethro‘s employ until his call by Yahweh to return to Egypt. Scripture bears record that Jethro was a priest 

of Yahweh in a unique capacity (Exod 18:7–11).  

One difficulty surrounding Jethro is the names that are given to him. He is called Reuel in 2 instances 

(Exod 2:18; Num 10:29). Apparently Jethro is called Hobab in Judg 4:11, although Num 10:29 indicates 

that Hobab is actually Jethro‘s son. The confusion of the names is not explained in Scripture. Several 

explanations have been offered. (1) The various names could have come from different sources of the 

original text, one source using Jethro and another using Reuel. (2) A misreading of the Numbers passage 

could have resulted in Jethro being called Hobab in Judges. (3) Jethro may have been known by various 

names and titles given to him by the various Midianite clans. Whatever the source of the names, it is clear 

that Jethro (Reuel) has a prominent place in Moses‘ life.  

Another difficulty concerning the figure of Jethro has been the attempts to connect his priesthood with a 

pre-Mosaic Yahweh cult whose beliefs and rituals were transferred to Moses and Aaron (Exodus 18). This 



concept maintains that the Hebrew religion has Midianite roots. Using Exod 6:3 as a basis, some scholars 

insist that Yahweh was unknown to Israel until the time of Moses, who learned of Yahweh from Jethro, a 

Midianite Yahwistic priest. Though Moses and Aaron learned much from Jethro, it is doubtful that the 

concept of Yahwistic worship sprang from the Midianites. Judging from the Exod 18:11 statement, 

Jethro‘s conviction about Yahweh is confirmed when he hears of God‘s great deliverance of the Hebrews 

from Egypt. He blesses Israel‘s God by saying, ―Now I know that the Lord (Yahweh) is greater than all 

gods.‖ In fact, Jethro should be considered unique, for it is clear from other sources that generally the 

Midianites were idolaters (cf. Num 25:17–18; 31:16).  

Moreover, Jethro contributed to Moses‘ ministry with some practical advice. When Jethro observed 

Moses trying to care for the civil matters of the nation, a job too great for one man, he advised a system 

whereby lesser problems could be handled by leaders of the people. The nation would be divided into 

units of thousands, hundreds, fifties, and tens with a leader over each unit. Moses would be then free to 

teach the people ordinances and laws and delegate the implementation of the law to able leadership.  
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JOEL C. SLAYTON  

JETUR (PERSON) [Heb y ṭûr (טּוש  The tenth son of Ishmael (Gen 25:15: 1 Chr 1:31). With the .[( יְׁ

exception of Kedemah, all sons of Ishmael were Arab tribes of the 7th through 5th centuries B.C. See also 

ISHMAELITES. As a tribe, Jetur is mentioned in 1 Chr 5:19. See also ITURAEA for the history of this 

tribe.  

A personal name yṭwr/Iatouros is attested in Nabatean and Gk inscriptions from the Ḥawrân area 

(Knauf 1989: 81); in Safaitic, i.e., Arabic, the name of the tribe is spelled yẓr. For its etymology, cf. 

Sabaic (and Proto-West Semitic) ẓwr ―rock‖; as a verb, ―invest, besiege‖ (Beeston et al. 1982: 173); 

Safaitic ẓrt, Heb ṭ  r t, ―corrals‖ (Knauf 1989: 60). Jetur, originally *yaẓûr, may be translated ―The one 

who builds stone fences,‖ or ―The one who besieges‖ (but whom?).  

Orthographically, the Hebrew spelling yṭwr (instead of *yṣwr) proves that this name entered the Hebrew 

tradition via (Official) Aramaic. The texts which refer to Jetur cannot, therefore, antedate the 7th century 

B.C.  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

JEUEL (PERSON) [Heb y ˓û˒ēl (עּוֵאל  A personal name combining the theophoric element ˒ēl .[( יְׁ

with a component that cannot be determined with certainty. Rudolph (Esra und Nehemia HAT, 78), 

derives it from Ar w˓j which is used to describe the healing of broken bones or the closing of a wound and 

can also mean ―save.‖ Gehman (WDB, 441) suggests a derivation from Ar wa˓ā ―keep in mind,‖ 

―remember.‖ Koehler (KB, 338) proposes a derivation from Heb y˓h ―collect.‖ An often found reading for 

the name is Heb y ˓  ˒ēl. See JEIEL.  

1. The head of a family from the sons of Zerah who is listed among the postexilic inhabitants of 

Jerusalem (1 Chr 9:6). The LXX records his name as Iiēl which corresponds to Heb y ˓  ˒ēl. His name is 

absent from the list of family heads in Nehemiah 11. He and ―their relatives‖ number 690.  

2. A Levite of the sons of Elizaphan (2 Chr 29:13) who are listed as participating in the reform of 

Hezekiah by sanctifying themselves and cleansing the house of the Lord (29:15). Although his name is 

written in the MT as w  ˓  w˒ēl, it is to be read as w  ˓  ˒ēl (LXX Iiēl).  

3. One of 3 sons of Adonikam who were among those family leaders who returned from Babylonia 

during the reign of the Persian King Artaxerxes (Ezra 8:13; 1 Esdr 8:39). Ezra has Heb y ˓  ˒ēl and records 



that he was accompanied by 60 males. 1 Esdras has Gk Ieouēl (Codex Alexandrinus) and Geouēl (Codex 

Vaticanus) while mentioning 70 males. Blenkinsopp (Ezra-Nehemiah OTL, 162–63) offers the various 

interpretations of the description of the Adonikam family as ―those coming afterwards‖ (Heb ˒aḥărōn  m, 

Gk eschatoi).  

RODNEY H. SHEARER  

JEUSH (PERSON) [Heb ye˓ūš (ש  Five persons in the Hebrew Bible bear this name, and the name .[( ֶיף 

also occurs in the Samaria ostraca (48:3; Lawton 1984: 340). As a name, Jeush is identical with Yag ūt, 

which is the name of a god (in classical Arabic) and of persons (in Safaitic and Palmyrene; Weippert 

1971: 247). In Sabaic, the name is attested once as a cognomen (Harding 1971: 678). Whereas the name 

can be regarded as hypocoristic in Canaanite (―[God DN] helped‖), in Arabic it is a descriptive imperfect-

name (―He [i.e., the bearer of the name] is helping‖; Knauf 1984: 468).  

1. One of the sons of Esau (Gen 36:14, qere [ketib = y˓ys]). This ―son‖ represents a tribe of the 

Oholibamah-group, the smallest of the 3 Edomite tribal groups. The list of the Edomite tribes in Gen 

36:10–14 may derive from a tradition that dates back to the 7th century B.C. (Knauf 1985a: 10, n. 45, 61–

63; 1985b: 249 with n. 23). The names in this list were subsequently copied into Gen 36:18 and finally 

into Gen 36:5 (Weippert 1971: 437–46).  

2. The son of Bilhan, and therefore the name of a family of Benjaminites (1 Chr 7:10).  

3. The second son of Eshek, a Benjaminite (1 Chr 8:39).  

4. The son of Shemei, a Levite (1 Chr 23:10ff.).  

5. The son of the Judaean king Rehoboam and his wife Mahalath (2 Chr 11:19).  
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF  

JEUZ (PERSON) [Heb y ˓ûz (עּוז  A son of Shaharaim, a Benjaminite, mentioned in 1 Chr 8:10 in .[( יְׁ

the detailed genealogy of Benjamin. This name occurs only here in the MT and is not found in the 

Apocrypha or the deuterocanonical literature. The name means ―counselor.‖ 1 Chr 8:9–10 indicates that 

Jeuz is one of 7 sons born to Hodesh. Shaharaim had already divorced Hushim and Baara (v 8) and was 

living in Moab. Rudolph (Chronikbücher HAT, 77) emphasizes that the structure of this extended 

genealogy rests in the geographical breaks which show parallel lists of Benjaminite families and their 

dwelling locations at a given time, probably either during Josiah‘s reign or the postexilic period. 

Williamson (Chronicles NCBC, 82) disagrees and sees no apparent structure whatever to this genealogy. 

However, the fact remains that there is a clear association of the family of Jeuz with Moab. This may 

hearken back to a relationship of earlier times. Ruth 1 and 1 Sam 22:34 clearly show that Israelites resided 

in Moab. This would have been more likely to have happened before Moabite independence from Israel. 

Jacob Myers (1 Chronicles AB, 60) sees a Benjaminite association with Moab to have been a more 

accurate reflection of a time when Moab was under Israelite control. Jeuz is said to be a ro˒šê ˒āb t, 

which has clear implications of social, political, and military status. The role of Jeuz would have been 

much like the big men of anthropological terminology (Harmon 1983: 150). Orme (1981: 139) paints a 

picture of the big men which shows high visibility in community affairs and some judicial functions.  
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G. EDWIN HARMON  



JEWELRY, ANCIENT ISRAELITE. The study of jewelry in Bible times begins with a brief 

review of ancient manufacturing techniques, especially for metals, then moves to a summary of how 

metals are used in the Bible. The significance of a jewelry piece can be dependent on the valuation and 

association of the metal out of which it was made.  

Most importantly, this summary takes into account archaeological finds dated by their contexts to the 

biblical period. Nevertheless, jewelry items can be treasured over long periods and ancient techniques can 

be employed in the same workroom with more modern ones. Even though dating for jewelry cannot be as 

accurate as for other artifacts, such as pottery, here archaeological finds are used with the study of 

Hebrew words to aid in understanding the meaning of biblical passages. The most striking jewelry 

mentioned in the Bible is undoubtedly those items belonging to the high priest‘s garb in Exodus 28 and 

39. Although there is no present archaeological evidence for the jewelry, some suggestions are made 

below (E.1.d.).  

Suggestions can be made with much more confidence for the wedding jewelry of Rebekah, the bride of 

Isaac, and Ezekiel‘s portrayal of Israel as bride and queen. For the catalogue in Isa 3:18–23 revised 

definitions of the vocabulary lead to a different interpretation of the passage. Lastly, more accurate 

knowledge of the booty and offering assemblages from the Exodus period and Midianite battles adds to 

the descriptive accuracy of the historical settings.  

———  

A. Manufacturing Techniques  

B. How Metals Are Used in the Bible  

1. Gold  

2. Silver  

3. Copper/Bronze and Iron  

C. Archaeological Finds of Iron Age Jewelry  

D. Wedding Jewelry for the Queen  

1. Genesis 24  

2. Ezekiel 16  

E. Symbols of Aristocratic Office  

1. The Signet  

2. The Catalogue of Isa 3:18–23  

F. Booty and Offering Jewelry  

———  

A. Manufacturing Techniques  

The most attractive and highly prized jewelry recovered from Bible lands was made from the precious 

metal gold. When other materials were used, the work had reminiscences of that first accomplished in 

gold. Important information about jewelry making comes from goldsmithing as depicted on wall paintings 

in Egypt. Gold can be worked effectively in the relatively pure state found in nature. Copper, silver, and 

other metals with which it is alloyed act to harden it since pure gold is quite soft. Gold in alloy with large 

amounts of silver is called ―electrum.‖ Silver occurs both in the pure state and combined with various ores 

from which it is recovered by refining. Silver is also soft and easily worked; usually it is alloyed with 

copper to harden it for making such items as coins and armaments.  

Gold dust or ingots could be melted in a charcoal-fired furnace and poured onto a flat surface; or the 

ingot could be hammered out on an anvil with a stone tool. The jewelry pieces were made from flat sheets 

or bars. Scoring tools of bronze, wood, or horn would cut out the basic shape. The design could be 

worked from the back with a series of punches in repoussé. The metal would be placed over a bed of 

yielding but supportive warm pitch, resin, and wax. Blows from the hammer against the various sizes of 

punches projected the design in relief. When this procedure was done from the front it was called chasing. 

A similar effect was done by stamping when large punches had an entire design engraved on them. 

Engraving with a gouging tool was used infrequently because it wasted the precious metal.  



Granulation, the most outstanding decorative process in ancient jewelry, formed rows of tiny gold 

spheres affixed to the sheet metal base, particularly in triangular patterns, with no trace of solder. After 

the 10th century of our era the technique was lost to jewelry smiths until 1933, when H. A. P. Littledale 

rediscovered the process which he named ―colloid hard-soldering.‖ Gum and a copper salt form an 

adhesive paste to affix the granules to the base after being placed on a transfer pattern. As the gold is 

heated in a crucible over a charcoal fire, an alloying process melts the gold and copper in a barely 

detectable join. The same method was used for filigree where gold wires were swirled and braided in 

patterns onto a background. The basic design of granulation could have come from bead work. The 

technique‘s origin is likely to have been in Mesopotamia at the beginning of the 2d millennium B.C. as a 

―dog collar‖ necklace from Ur suggests (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971: 6–7). Subsequently, the art of granulation 

moved to Byblos and S into Canaan; from there to Egypt and the Greek islands in the Middle to Late 

Bronze ages.  

For basic structuring of a piece requiring a stronger bond, hard soldering used a flux and a solder alloy 

with a melting point lower than the metals to be joined. After cooling, the flux must be removed by 

scraping or ―pickling‖ in a hot acid solution, as Egyptian reliefs depict.  

Egyptians were masters in the art of cloisonné from early in the Old Kingdom through at least the LB 

Age. Here the concern was more with the artistic value of color than the rarity of the jewel; the goal was 

to present an array of reds and blues to articulate the design. Glass imitations of the intense colors of lapis 

lazuli, turquoise, and carnelian were a major artistic achievement of Egyptian jewelers. In pre-dynastic 

times they discovered how to make blue and green faience of soapstone or fired powdered quartz coated 

with vitreous glazes of copper compounds. Frit was a form of glass which, after light firing, was 

homogeneous throughout. Steatite and clay molds from Palestinian excavations were used for making 

faience and frit beads and amulets.  

Casting by the lost wax process involved a wax model made in a stone mold. A clay outer cover made 

from the model could contain molten metal or glass after the wax was melted away. Then the clay could 

be broken to release the finished product.  

Beadwork provided colorful variety and wearable flexibility. Beads occur by the dozens in 

archaeological excavations and are represented in wall painting and on statuary. In Egypt the common 

hieroglyph for gold was a collar of beads. Steps in manufacture from casting, piercing, and bow drilling of 

the individual beads are depicted as well as the complex art of stringing in the construction of broad collar 

necklaces. Hundreds of shapes of ancient beads have been classified. Shells, seeds, and attractive pebbles 

were readily available. Precious stones as well as their faience and glass imitations were abundantly used. 

Metal beads copied shapes of treasured stones, shells, seeds, buds, and blossoms. In Palestine the 

Egyptian patterns seem to be followed, and it is likely that their colors also symbolize aspects of nature. 

Dark blue lapis lazuli would be the color of the sky; turquoise of the water. Amethyst was used for the 

color of dawn and dusk in the desert; serpentine for vegetation. Carnelian probably was associated with 

blood, ―blood-rich‖ (iron content) soil; gold, with the sun; silver with the moon.  

B. How Metals Are Used in the Bible  

The significance of a jewelry piece can be dependent on the valuation and association of the metal out 

of which it was made.  

1. Gold. Although gold is the metal mentioned most frequently in the Bible, it is relatively rare among 

archaeological finds. Nevertheless, when found it tends to retain its original condition—shine, shape, and 

quality. Gold as used in the Bible represents wealth and leadership, but other associated items are silver, 

flocks and herds, jewelry, and special garments. The most lavish claims for the possession of gold are 

ascribed to Solomon. Spectacularly, he received 666 talents plus per year (1 Kgs 10:14–15). It has been 

estimated that a single talent weighed 75 pounds (Sellers IDB 4: 832). Solomon used gold for decorative 

armaments, his throne, vessels, etc. He instigated commercial enterprises to obtain gold and other 

products associated with royal riches from the mysterious land of Ophir. ―The gold of Ophir‖ became a 

metaphor for opulence and was the symbol par excellence for Solomon‘s commercial acumen in the 

heyday of his empire.  



The biblical emphasis is on Solomon‘s use of gold in the Jerusalem Temple. Passages describing the 

greatest amounts of gold used in ancient Israel and a significant majority of the occurrences of the main 

word for gold  zāhāb) in the Hebrew Bible are in association with the furnishings of the Temple. In light 

of passages such as 2 Kgs 24:13, there is not much hope for archaeological recovery of such items. The 

golden age which provides the standard descriptions and catalogues of the Temple furnishings is the 

Solomonic period. As the royal artisan of gold metallurgy and design, especially for the sacred equipment 

of worship for example, in overlay of cedar paneling, cherubim, doors, woodwork and utensils, Solomon 

stands without peer in the biblical tradition (1 Kings 6 and 7).  

The main focal point of Solomon‘s wisdom is the building of the Temple, and the most striking aspect 

of that achievement is the procurement and utilization of gold. In Wisdom literature, gold is a metaphor 

for wisdom itself (Prov 25:11 suggests gold inlay in silver cloisonné); or the metal is associated with 

wisdom, but true wisdom is to be preferred over gold (Prov 3:13–14; 8:10; 16:16). The wise precepts of 

the Lord supercede gold (e.g., Pss 19:11—Eng. v 10; 119:127; Job 28:15, 16, 19,23). In prophecy, 

idolatry is associated with the work of the goldsmith (Jer 10:3–5; Isa 2:7–8; 40:19). Idols of precious 

metals are presented frequently as the focus of alien 